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Abstract

To ensure the out-of-distribution (OOD) generalization
performance, traditional domain generalization (DG) meth-
ods resort to training on data from multiple sources with
different underlying distributions. And the success of those
DG methods largely depends on the fact that there are di-
verse training distributions. However, it usually needs great
efforts to obtain enough heterogeneous data due to the high
expenses, privacy issues or the scarcity of data. Thus an
interesting yet seldom investigated problem arises: how to
improve the OOD generalization performance when the per-
ceived heterogeneity is limited. In this paper, we instantiate
a new framework called few-domain generalization (FDG),
which aims to learn a generalizable model from very few
domains of novel tasks with the knowledge acquired from
previous learning experiences on base tasks. Moreover, we
propose a Meta Adaptive Task Sampling (MATS) procedure
to differentiate base tasks according to their semantic and
domain-shift similarity to the novel task. Empirically, we
show that the newly introduced FDG framework can sub-
stantially improve the OOD generalization performance on
the novel task and further combining MATS with episodic
training could outperform several state-of-the-art DG base-
lines on widely used benchmarks like PACS and DomainNet.

1. Introduction
The promising results of most machine learning meth-

ods actually rely on a bedrock that the data encountered at
testing phase are drawn from the same distribution as those
the model trained on (a.k.a. I.I.D. hypothesis). However,
once we can not fully control the data generation process,
which is inevitable in many real scenarios, distribution shift
(or domain shift) problem would naturally arise between the
source data on which you train your model and the target
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data on which the model is deployed. As a consequence, the
model trained only on source data will deteriorate drastically
in terms of test performance on target data [44], triggering a
crucial problem called out-of-distribution (OOD) generaliza-
tion.

On tackling such issue, domain adaptation techniques
have been intensively developed during the last two decades
by assuming the access to instances (whether labeled or
not) from the target distribution on which we deploy our
model [4, 11, 40, 45]. Typically, a transformation is learned
to align the source and target distribution by some kind of
distance metric. Despite the theoretical guarantee of perfor-
mance produced by these learning methods [3], domain adap-
tation model cannot generalize to unseen domains by nature,
which limits its applications. Therefore a more challenging
problem, domain generalization [5, 32, 50, 52], has become
the focus of research attention where the target (test) distribu-
tion is unknown. By utilizing the training data collected from
multiple domains, domain generalization methods can learn
an orthogonal decomposition of model parameters [22, 23]
or, more directly, learn an invariant representation across
different domains [26, 31, 41].

While a myriad of algorithms have been developed in
domain generalization, their empirical performance often
largely relies on the sufficiency of data heterogeneity (i.e.
domain labels), as illustrated in [51] that it is important
to have diverse training distributions for out-of-distribution
(OOD) generalization. The learning-theoretic bound de-
veloped under kernel space [32] also indicates the positive
influence by increasing the visible domains as it can control
the OOD generalization error. Nevertheless, it might not be
quite easy to obtain enough domain labels due to the high ex-
penses, privacy issues or just because the data are scarce and
hard to collect. Therefore, an important yet seldom investi-
gated problem is how to improve the OOD generalization
performance when the perceived heterogeneity cannot fully
support the conventional domain generalization algorithms.

Very recently, there exist few methods aiming at gener-
alizing from a single domain [30, 35], which is an extreme
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Figure 1. Comparisons of different learning paradigms.

case that there is no explicit heterogeneity at all. And a
straight-forward way to accomplish such goal is to augment
the original sample and generate fictitious domains. Here,
we investigate this problem through the lens of humans’
learning behavior. For example, when humans learn how to
recognize animals, being exposed to different environments
(e.g. light condition, backgound or wheather) does not only
improve the generalization of animal recognition tasks. More
crucially, such learning experiences also enable humans to
quickly adapt to other tasks (e.g. vehicle recognition) with
improved generalization ability, even when the data and het-
erogeneity from novel task are limited. Motivated by such
intuition, we propose to instantiate a new generalization
framework, few-domain generalization, which aims to learn
a generalizable model from very few domains with the exter-
nal experiences on previous tasks. The differences between
few-domain generalization and other common frameworks
are illustrated in Figure 1.

We first empirically confirm that the newly introduced
FDG framwork which leverages the base tasks can substan-
tially improve the OOD generalization performance on novel
tasks. However, the conventional algorithms treat all the base
tasks equally, which cause the inefficiency at pre-training
stage. Here we argue that the base tasks do not equally con-
tribute to a given novel task and should be differentiated
during the pre-training phase. To address this issue, we pro-
pose a Meta Adaptive Task Sampling (MATS) procedure
based on episodic training to sample training episodes ac-
cording to their semantic and domain-shift similarity to the
novel task. As a result, the base tasks which share closer
semantic space or more similar domain shift pattern would
be up-weighted during meta pre-training. Empirically, we
show that MATS can outperform several state-of-the-art DG
baselines on few-domain generalization settings constructed
from widely used benchmarks like PACS and DomainNet.

2. Related Work

In this section, we investigate and compare several related
topics more thoroughly, including domain adaptation (DA),
domain generalization (DG) and meta-learning.

Domain Adaptation (DA) is one of the most straight-
forward ways to improve the performance on new target
domains provided that you have the prior knowledge on
those domains. It has received great attention from different
communities like machine learning, data mining, computer
vision, etc. The key concept of domain adaptation is to align
the data or model between source domain and target do-
main. Approaches in early stages mainly focus on reweight-
ing samples to match the data distribution [40] between
domains, leveraging different density ratio estimation meth-
ods [4,9,20]. More recently, with the advances of representa-
tion learning techniques (e.g. deep learning), more and more
methods try to narrow the discrepancy between source and
target domains in the embedding space [7, 11, 13, 14, 29, 45],
either using maximum mean discrepancy [17] or adversar-
ial training [16]. Despite the theoretical guarantee of these
learning methods [3] on target domain performance, do-
main adaptation model cannot generalize to unseen domains,
which limits its applications in most of online scenarios.

Domain Generalization (DG) [50, 52] closely relates
to domain adaptation in that they both care about the per-
formance of target domains rather than source domains.
However, in domain generalization, we do not assume the
availability of labeled (or unlabeled) samples from the tar-
get domain, which allows the target domain to be unseen
and agnostic. Most existing DG approches can be divided
into three categories. The first strand of methods rely on
a basic assumption that a domain can be decomposed into
two parts: domain-agnostic component and domain-specific
component. By learning an orthogonal decomposition on
the training source domains [22,23], the domain-agnostic pa-



Figure 2. Episodic training on base tasks.

rameters can therefore be applied to unseen target domains
with minimal domain bias. The second line of research
focuses on finding a domain-invariant representation that
can minimize the distribution discrepancy between multiple
source domains under some types of distance space. For
example, Muandet et al. [32] propose a kernel-based opti-
mization algorithm to learn an invariant representation in
reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) [41]. Ghifary et
al. [15] leverage multi-head auto-encoder to learn a general
representation that can well reconstruct sample pairs from
different domains. Other techniques like contrastive loss [31]
and adversarial anto-encoder [26] can also be exploited for
the same purpose. The third way to improve generalization
ability is to exploit data augmentation in the training phase.
Shankar et al. [39] incorporate Bayesian network to generate
perturbated samples in a gradient-based scheme. Volpi et
al. [49] propose a distributionally robust optimization (DRO)
framework to generate adversarial samples. More recently,
there exist a few methods aiming at generalizing from a
single domain [30, 35], which are very similar to our target
problem. Nevertheless, we argue that the heterogeneity of
data distribution generated from only one domain can hardly
be guaranteed, resulting in inconsistent performance over
different datasets.

Meta-learning or learning to learn has a long history
which can be traced back to last centry when researchers
were interested in training a meta-learner that could train
models itself [37, 38, 43]. Recently, meta-learning has at-
tracted a lot of attention due to its good performance on
several applications such as parameter generation [27], opti-
mizer transfer [1, 36] and few-shot learning [12, 33, 42, 48].
Among these methods, the model-agnostic meta-learning
(MAML) [12] which introduces the concept of “episodes”
in the training phase has greatly influenced the research of
domain generalization. By leveraging the episodic training
strategy, several meta-learning methods have been proposed
to address the generalization performance on unseen do-
mains [2, 8, 24, 25, 28]. As noticed in [2], such MAML-like
training stratey is designed for fast task adaptation using
the meta-learned weight initialization (e.g. as in few-shot
learning). Yet traditional domain generalization actually acts
as a zero-shot learning problem in that we do not have data

from target domains. In contrast, our few-domain general-
ization problem may fit the episodic training strategy better
and we could anticipate that model can generalize to unseen
domains after a small number of gradient descent steps on
new task.

3. Problem and Methodology

In this section, we will first introduce the formal definition
of few-domain generalization problem. Subsequently, we
will present a direct application of episodic training strategy
on FDG. Finally we will propose our Meta Adaptive Task
Sampling (MATS) procedure to efficiently learn a robust
representation which can be quickly adapted to novel tasks
with good generalization ability.

3.1. Problem Setup

Notation: Let X be the feature space and Y the label
space, and a domain is defined as a joint distribution PXY on
X ×Y . A parametric model is defined as f : X → Y , which
could be further divided into two parts: a feature extractor
Θθ(·) and a classifier Ψψ(·), so that f(x) = Ψψ(Θθ(x)).
We also have a task space T where we can sample tasks
from it. Each task T ∈ T is a multi-domain dataset consist-
ing of KT domains DT = {DT

k
1}KT

k=1, which can be further
divided into source and target domains as in domain general-
ization settings, i.e. DT = DT

src ∪ DT
tar. Each domain k in

the task contains Nk i.i.d. data points sampled from underly-
ing joint distribution P (k)

XY , namely Dk = {(x(k)i , y
(k)
i )}Nk

i=1

with (x
(k)
i , y

(k)
i ) ∼ P

(k)
XY . In general, P (k)

XY ̸= P
(k′)
XY with

k ̸= k′ and k, k′ ∈ {1, ...,KT }.
In the few-domain generalization scenario, we have the

access to a set of M base tasks B = {Tm}Mm=1, each sam-
pled from task space T with known source & target domains.
For the given novel task T ∗, however, we only have access
to the source domains DT∗

src = {Dk}Kk=1 with limited het-
erogeneity. That is, K ≪ KTm

for Tm ∈ B. Our goal is
to learn a model f : X → Y on source domains of novel
task that can generalize well to novel unseen target domains,

1For simplicity, we will omit task indicator T for each given domain in
the following.



with the knowledge and experience learned from base tasks.
Formally, the target problem can be defined as follows:

Problem 1 (Few-domain generalization) We are given M
base tasks B = {Tm}Mm=1 and K source (training) domains
DT∗

src = {Dk}Kk=1 from novel task T ∗, where the observed
heterogeneity is limited for T ∗ compared with that in base
tasks. The goal of few-domain generalization is to learn
a generalizable predictive model f : X → Y from the K
source domains to achieve a minimum out-of-distribution
prediction error on unseen target domains DT∗

tar:

min
f

ED∈DT∗
tar

E(x,y)∈D[L(f(x), y)], (1)

where E is the expectation and L : Y × Y → [0,∞) is the
loss function.

For traditional homogeneous DG problem, we usually
assume a common label space. However, in few-domain gen-
eralization, different tasks may have potentially disjoint label
space, that is, ∃k, k′ ∈ [1,M ] such that Yk ̸= Yk′ ̸= Y∗,
where Y∗ represents the label space of novel task. Therefore,
through the pre-training on base tasks, our principle target is
to learn a robust representation θ∗(·), which can be quickly
adapted into the novel task through fine-tuning.

3.2. A Simple Baseline: Episodic Training on Base
Tasks

Inspired by the few-shot learning, we introduce a MAML
[12]-based episodic training scheme to address the few-
domain generalization problem. Actually, in traditional do-
main generalization problem, there exist several attempts
to leverage episodic training strategy to improve the OOD
generalization performance by virtually splitting source do-
mains into meta-train and meta-test domains, as depicted in
previous works such as MLDG [24], MetaReg [2], Feature-
Critic [28], etc. However, as found in [2], such training
strategy is originally designed for fast task adaptation via
the meta-learned weight initialization, which may not fit a
zero-shot problem well like domain generalization.

For few-domain generalization with base tasks, a straight-
forward approach is to apply such episodic training strategy
onto all the base tasks successively. Likewise, we can create
meta-train and meta-test domains in accordance with the
source and target domains of each base task, as shown in
Figure 2. For simplicity, we leverage the training protocol
of MLDG to illustrate this process.

Meta-Train: For a given base task Tm, the model is
first updated on the meta-train domains DTm

src with the loss
function:

F(·) = 1

|DTm
src |

|DTm
src |∑
k=1

1

Nk

Nk∑
j=1

Lθ
(
f(x

(k)
j ), y

(k)
j

)
. (2)

And we can get an intermediate parameter θ′ through a single
gradient step θ′ = θ − α∇θF .

Meta-Test: Then the model parameters are optimized
for the performance of θ′ with respect to θ on the meta-test
domains DTm

tar with the loss function:

G(·) = 1

|DTm
tar |

|DTm
tar |∑
k=1

1

Nk

Nk∑
j=1

Lθ′
(
f(x

(k)
j ), y

(i)
j

)
. (3)

Overall Objective: Finally, the loss in meta-train and
meta-test phases can be optimized simultaneously with the
objective:

argmin
θ

F(θ) + βG (θ − α∇θF) . (4)

With the meta pre-training on task Tm, the representation
θ∗(·) is supposed to be robust to domain shift characterized
by its source and target domains. Through iteratively sam-
pling tasks from base tasks set B, the model is exposed
to different shift patterns and should be more capable of
generalizing to unseen target domains on novel tasks.

3.3. Episodic Training with Meta Adaptive Task
Sampling

By directly applying episodic training on base tasks, we
assume that all the base tasks contribute equally to the gen-
eralization of novel task. However, we argue that it seldom
happens due to the very large feature space provided by deep
neural networks, and therefore the semantic concepts of base
tasks will inevitably influence the learning on novel tasks.
Intuitively, one can learn to recognize a wolf more quickly
by pre-training on recognizing semantically similar concepts
(e.g. dog) than other dissimilar ones, as noted by [53, 54] in
the context of few-shot learning.

In contrast to their work, our goal is to characterize such
semantic relationships at task level rather than class level.
For example, we want to differentiate a base task which
performs mammal recognition from another one which
performs vehicle recognition, given that the novel task is
to classify several animals. Specifically, for a given task
Tm, we summarize its semantic concept at domain-level
by computing the average representation z̄k of Dk ∈ DTm :
z̄k = 1

Nk

∑Nk

i=1 Θθ(x
(k)
i ) and aggregate the semantic con-

cept over source domains DTm
src to get the task-level semantic

representation z̄Tm
src =

1

|DTm
src |

∑|DTm
src |

k=1 z̄k. We can therefore
define the semantic similarity between base task Tm and
novel task T ∗ as:

s(m) = cosine(z̄Tm
src , z̄

T∗

src). (5)

In addition to the discovery of similar semantic space, we
want to further encourage the exploitation of similar shift



Algorithm 1 Episodic Training with Meta Adaptive Task
Sampling

1: Input: Base tasks set B = [T1, T2, . . . , TM ], source
domains of novel task DT∗

src = [D1, D2, . . . , DK ] and
hyperparameters α, β, γ, η.

2: Initialize model parameters: θ, ψ, ψ1, ψ2, . . . , ψM ,
where ψ represents classifier parameter for the novel
task, ψm represents specific classifier parameter corre-
sponding to different base tasks.

3: Pre-training Phase:
4: while not done training do
5: Sample a base task Tm from B with probability

distribution defined as Eq.8.
6: Update θ := θ − η∇θ(F(θ) + βG (θ − α∇θF))
7: Update ψm := ψm − η∇ψm(F(ψm) +
βG (ψm − α∇ψm

F))
8: end while
9: Fine-tuning Phase:

10: while not done training do
11: Sample a batch from novel training data DT∗

src

12: Update θ := θ − η∇θ(F(θ))
13: Update ψ := ψ − η∇ψ(F(ψ))
14: end while
15: Output: θ∗, ψ∗

patterns to the novel task among base tasks. Specifically, we
can also define the domain-shift similarity by the best match
between concept shift in base task Tm and the observed
domain shift in the source domains of novel task T ∗ as
follows:

q(m) = max
k,k′∈[1,K]

cosine(z̄k − z̄k′ , z̄
Tm
tar − z̄Tm

src). (6)

In summary, we define the overall similarity between base
task Tm and novel task T ∗ as:

sim(m) = s(m) + γq(m), (7)

and accordingly propose a Meta Adaptive Task Sampling
(MATS) procedure to sample base tasks from task pool B
with the probability p(m) computed as its normalized simi-
larity:

p(m) =
sim(m)∑M
l=1 sim(l)

. (8)

We describe the pipeline of our full method in Algorithm 1.

4. Experiments
The primary goal of our experimental evaluation is to

answer the following questions:

• Does the heterogeneity of training data (e.g. number of
seen domains) influence the OOD generalization ability
of traditional DG methods?

• Is the newly introduced few-domain generalization
(FDG) framework beneficial when the heterogeneity
of novel task is limited?

• Do different base tasks contribute equally to the novel
task? If not, can we leverage it to improve the OOD
generalization performance more efficiently?

4.1. Experimental Settings

4.1.1 Datasets

For our experiments, we consider several benchmark datasets
widely used in domain generalization:

PACS [23] consists of 4 domains: photo, art painting,
cartoon and sketch. These domains depict the distribution
shift induced by style transfer. It contains 9,991 examples
of 7 classes including dog, elephant, giraffe, guitar, horse,
house, person.

VLCS [10] aggregates photos from Caltech, LabelMe,
Pascal VOC 2007 and SUN09. It formulates a classification
task with 5 common classes: bird, car, chair, dog, person
and contains 10,729 examples.

Office-Home [47] comprises 4 domains including art,
clipart, product and real, with 65 classes. It contains 15,588
examples.

DomainNet [34] is currently the biggest public dataset
for domain generalization. It contains 6 domains: clipart,
infograph, painting, quickdraw, real and sketch. Similar to
PACS, domain shift in it is characterized by style transfer.
There are 586,575 samples and 345 classes in DomainNet.

RMNIST [15](Rotated MNIST) is created from the well-
known handwritten digits dataset MNIST by rotating certain
degrees ranging from 0 to 75 every 15 degrees, thus generat-
ing 6 synthetic domains. It contains 70,000 examples.

For datasets with existing train-val-test splits generated by
their maker, like PACS and VLCS, we follow their standard
protocols. For other datasets, we set the split ratio as train:
val: test = 8: 1: 1 and split them by ourselves.

4.1.2 Baselines and implementation details

We compare our method with several famous model-agnostic
domain generalization algorithms. Our baselines are as fol-
lows:

ERM [46] (Empirical Risk Minimization) simply aggre-
gates data from all domains and minimizes the sum of sample
errors, which shows comparable performance against other
carefully designed DG algorithms in standard settings [18].

JiGen [6] acts in a self-supervised manner, trying to solve
the extra task of a jigsaw puzzle. It strengthens the spatial
recognition ability of models by learning to restore from
spatial permutations. It simultaneously optimizes training
loss for object classification and permutation classification.



PACS VLCS OfficeHome DomainNet

Methods K = 1 K = 2 K = 3 K = 1 K = 2 K = 3 K = 1 K = 2 K = 3 K = 1 K = 2 K = 3

ERM 49.0 67.2 71.8 59.6 67.6 72.1 49.2 54.2 55.5 73.3 82.4 85.3
JiGen 49.2 67.7 72.3 59.4 67.5 72.8 48.8 53.7 55.3 74.2 81.7 84.6
RSC 49.7 68.7 73.4 60.6 68.9 72.7 46.9 52.0 54.3 73.8 81.7 84.6

Table 1. OOD performance when varing the number of training domains K.

RSC [21] is one of the state-of-the-art DG algorithms
on well-known benchmarks like PACS. Its training process
bears resemblance to dropout, as it iteratively discards domi-
nant features and force the other features to be activated.

MLDG [24] starts the fashion of applying meta-learning
framework into domain generalization. We choose it as a
baseline due to its simplicity and conformity of FDG prob-
lem.

As for implementation, we use resnet18 [19] as the back-
bone of above mentioned methods. We use SGD optimizer
and set batch size to 32. For other hyperparameters, we
follow the default settings used in the baselines’ papers or
codes.

As mentioned in Sec 3.1, different base tasks and the
novel task may have disjoint label space, therefore the meta
learning on base tasks actually acts as the pre-training, aim-
ing at finding a robust and generalizable feature representa-
tion which can be quickly adapted to novel task with lim-
ited heterogeneity. After pre-training, we simply finetune
the whole network using the merged data from different
domains of novel task, simulating the scenario where the
heterogeneity of novel task is scarce and hard to perceive.

4.2. Experimental Results

4.2.1 The influence of data heterogeneity on generaliza-
tion performance

To investigate the influence of data heterogeneity on model’s
OOD generalization ability, we evaluate several prevailing
domain generalization methods on commonly used bench-
marks. For the simplicity and fairness of comparison, we
only use 4 domains (real, painting, clipart and sketch) of
DomainNet in this experiment to match the cardinality and
difficulty of other datasets. Likewise, we sample 7 classes
from Office-Home and DomainNet respectively, to mitigate
the effect of class number of datasets. Different from the
standard evaluation process that uses ”leave-one-domain-
out” scenario, we vary the number of training domains K
from 1 to 3, simulating the different levels of heterogeneity,
and calculate the average performance over the left domains.
We repeat every setting 5 times with different random seeds
and calculate OOD accuracy for each training domain size
K by averaging all the possible split of training & testing
domains.

From the experimental results shown in Table 1 and Fig-
ure 3, we have the following observations: (1) For all the
benchmarks and baselines, there exsit consistent trends that
the OOD generalization performance deteriorates remark-
ably when the number of training domains K decreases,
proving the strong sensitivity of conventional methods to
the data heterogeneity and coinciding with the theoretical
analysis in [51]. (2) All the baselines perform comparably
when the heterogeneity is sufficient (e.g. domain number
K = 3), which further verifies the claim in [18] that ERM
could provide a competitive result when the training domains
are diverse and all the methods are tuned carefully. (3) When
the data heterogeneity is limited (e.g. K = 1 as single
DG setting), all the methods suffer from unstatisfactory re-
sults, which further reminds us the urgency of investigating
suitable and practical method under few available domains.

(a) PACS (b) VLCS

(c) DomainNet (d) OfficeHome

Figure 3. OOD performance when varing the number of training
domains K.

4.2.2 The effectiveness of FDG framework

In this experiment, we want to investigate whether the in-
troduced FDG framework of leveraging base tasks as pre-
training could improve the OOD generalization performance
on novel tasks, and whether different base tasks contribute



Methods ERM JiGen RSC MLDG

#domains K = 1 K = 2 K = 3 K = 1 K = 2 K = 3 K = 1 K = 2 K = 3 K = 1 K = 2 K = 3

None 48.38 75.44 78.13 48.38 75.44 78.13 48.38 75.44 78.13 48.38 75.44 78.13

VLCS +0.57 +0.04 -1.91 -0.83 -0.01 -1.66 +0.02 +0.15 -0.63 +1.03 +0.95 -0.80
RMNIST +0.02 -0.41 -1.47 -0.96 -1.48 -1.10 +0.96 -0.29 -0.24 +1.60 +0.33 -0.51

OfficeHome +1.69 -0.37 +0.50 +2.07 -0.06 +0.31 +1.60 -0.89 -0.38 +2.73 -0.05 +0.72
DomainNet +9.52 +4.39 +2.85 +9.83 +4.46 +3.47 +14.20 +4.94 +3.06 +12.96 +5.14 +3.46

Average +2.95 +0.91 -0.01 +2.53 +0.73 +0.26 +4.19 +0.98 +0.45 +4.58 +1.59 +0.72

Table 2. Comparisons of different base tasks under FDG framework on PACS.

equally to novel tasks. Specifically, we construct the novel
tasks from PACS and base tasks from remaining four datasets
DomainNet, OfficeHome, VLCS and RMNIST. We apply
four baselines ERM, JiGen, RSC and MLDG as pre-training
methods on each base task and keep the learned represen-
tation, then we finetune the whole network on the training
domains of novel tasks with varing number of available do-
mains K = 1, 2, 3. Finally, we test the model on the unseen
target domains of novel tasks. For ablation, we also apply
baselines directly onto the novel tasks without pre-training
on base tasks, following conventional DG settings. We re-
peat every setting 3 times with different random seeds and
calculate OOD accuracy for each training domain size K by
averaging all the possible split of training & testing domains.

From the results in Table 2, we can find that: (1) With
the pre-training on base tasks, all the baselines show the
substantial improvement in terms of OOD generalization
performance on the novel tasks compared with those without
pre-training (None), which prove the effectiveness of few-
domain generalization framework. That is to say, for domain
generalization, or more generally OOD generalization, pre-
training on datasets with heterogeneity can still be beneficial
despite the fact that the model is pre-trained on very large
natural datasets like ImageNet. (2) As the number of source
training domains K decreases, the improvement brought
by FDG framework clearly increases, indicating the more
favourable nature of FDG framework in few-domain settings.
(3) Among all the baselines, MLDG perferms best, possi-
bly because the explicit modeling of domain shift in meta-
learning scheme. Such training strategy enables the model to
proactively resist domain shift. (4) Though the involvement
of base tasks generally enhances the model robustness, dif-
ferent base tasks contribute unequally to the novel task. For
example, pre-training on RMNIST and VLCS do not help
much in terms of generalization on PACS, while pre-training
on the base tasks from DomainNet improve the vanilla DG
baselines by almost 20% relatively. Such findings demon-
strate that few-domain generalization can not be addressed
by simply pre-training on all the available base tasks without
differentiate them according to their relationships with novel
task, leading to our proposed MATS.

source target ERM JiGen RSC MLDG MATS

P A+C+S 42.3 41.1 45.0 44.5 44.8
A P+C+S 67.6 66.7 67.9 68.3 68.5
C P+A+S 70.3 70.8 72.5 72.4 72.8
S P+A+C 37.0 34.4 37.2 40.4 40.8

K = 1 54.3 53.3 55.6 56.4 56.7

P+A C+S 54.8 53.1 58.3 57.3 59.8
P+C A+S 72.4 70.8 72.9 73.8 74.9
P+S A+C 66.2 66.8 66.2 68.5 70.4
A+C P+S 82.0 82.5 83.4 83.5 84.6
A+S P+C 83.6 84.6 84.2 84.9 85.4
C+S P+A 76.8 77.2 78.2 76.6 77.7

K = 2 72.6 72.5 73.8 74.1 75.5

P+A+C S 70.4 72.0 73.7 73.9 76.5
P+A+S C 73.9 74.8 74.0 76.1 76.4
P+C+S A 77.3 77.3 78.5 76.9 78.9
A+C+S P 95.0 95.2 95.2 95.3 95.7

K = 3 79.1 79.8 80.3 80.5 81.8

Table 3. Comparisons of different methods on PACS.

source target ERM JiGen RSC MLDG MATS

S C+R+P 77.2 78.5 76.3 79.7 80.3
C S+R+P 68.7 68.6 69.7 70.8 71.5
R S+C+P 72.8 71.5 72.3 72.9 74.5
P S+C+R 78.2 77.6 77.6 78.9 80.4

K = 1 74.2 74.0 74.0 75.6 76.7

S+C R+P 82.9 83.1 83.3 83.9 85.2
S+R C+P 81.0 81.5 82.3 84.4 85.2
S+P C+R 88.2 87.3 88.8 89.2 91.8
C+R S+P 78.0 79.2 79.4 80.0 82.8
C+P S+R 87.2 86.8 86.9 88.3 88.8
R+P S+C 74.9 74.6 75.1 78.2 79.9

K = 2 82.0 82.1 82.6 84.0 85.6

S+C+R P 82.1 82.6 82.1 84.0 85.7
S+C+P R 93.8 93.3 93.9 94.2 93.8
S+R+P C 86.1 84.0 83.7 86.7 89.6
C+R+P S 83.1 81.1 82.1 83.1 83.8

K = 3 86.3 85.2 85.5 87.0 88.2

Table 4. Comparisons of different methods on DomainNet.



Data 5% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

K = 1
ERM 30.3 33.3 48.7 52.0 52.7 52.8 54.1 52.4 52.8 54.2 54.3

MLDG 33.3 35.3 52.8 54.7 54.9 56.0 55.7 55.4 55.6 57.1 56.4
MATS 33.4 35.7 53.4 54.7 55.1 56.2 56.6 55.6 56.8 57.4 56.7

K = 2
ERM 55.9 59.0 67.8 69.6 71.1 72.4 71.9 71.8 71.8 72.3 72.6

MLDG 59.5 62.8 70.0 71.4 73.1 73.3 74.7 74.1 74.4 74.5 74.1
MATS 61.9 65.1 71.8 72.7 73.8 75.3 75.9 75.0 75.4 75.4 75.5

K = 3
ERM 63.1 66.0 74.3 75.7 77.4 78.4 78.5 77.3 78.4 78.3 79.1

MLDG 66.8 69.8 76.9 77.5 79.0 79.7 79.9 79.8 80.0 80.2 80.5
MATS 69.1 72.1 77.9 78.7 80.0 80.8 81.1 80.7 80.7 80.8 81.8

Table 5. Comparisons between ERM, MLDG and MATS when available data of novel task change
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Figure 4. Comparisions of different methods on PACS and Domain-
Net.

4.2.3 The effectiveness of MATS

In this experiment, we want to validate the performance
of different methods given all the base tasks. Specifically,
we construct novel tasks from PACS (or DomainNet) and
base tasks from the other left datasets. By merging all the
base tasks into a task pool, we apply different methods as
pre-training and keep the learned representation space. We
then finetune the whole model on the source domains of
novel tasks and test it on the unseen target domains. Every
experiment is repeated 3 times with different random seeds.

From the results in Table 3, Table 4 and Figure 4, we
can find that: (1) Our proposed algorithm MATS generally
surpasses all the baselines on most of the settings, proving
the effectiveness of base task choice strategy. That is to say,
combining the episodic training stategy with task selection
mechanism, we can exploit the historical experiences more
efficiently to achieve OOD generalization on new tasks. (2)
MATS shows the most clear margin on when K = 2, which
verifies the fact that it is suitable for the scenarios when the
perceived heterogeneity is limited. (3) MATS can outper-
form meta-learning baseline MLDG even when there is no
obeserved heterogeneity (K = 1), which demonstrate the
effecacy of semantic similarity in task selection process.

4.3. Ablation Study

4.3.1 Availability of data

In this experiment, we simulate a scenario where there are
only a part of data available and further investigate the per-
formance consistency of our proposed MATS. Specifically,
we vary the available proportion of data from 5% to 100%,
test the proposed MATS along with the MLDG and ERM.

From the results in Table 5, MATS consistently outper-
forms baselines over different amount of available data,
which demonstrates its potential on some data costly ap-
plications like healthcare.

4.3.2 Performance with/without domain-shift similarity

In this experiment, we want to validate the effectiveness of
the proposed domain-shift similarity in Equ 6. Specifically,
we set γ = 0 as an ablation where we only use semantic
similarity.

From the results in Table 6, we can find the MATS without
domain-shift similarity generally outperforms the MLDG
and the full MATS further improves the previous one, which
validates the effectiveness of both two similarity measures.

Methods MLDG MATS (γ = 0) MATS

PACS
K = 1 56.4 56.7 56.7
K = 2 74.1 74.8 75.5
K = 3 80.5 81.2 81.8

DomainNet
K = 1 75.6 76.7 76.7
K = 2 84.0 84.7 85.6
K = 3 87.0 87.4 88.2

Table 6. Ablation study for similarity metrics.

5. Conclusion
We propose few-domain generalizaion, a framework

which aims for OOD generalization when there is limited



data heterogeneity, leveraging previous tasks. We prove that
this framework boosts the OOD generalization performance
on novel tasks. Considering the fact that different base tasks
contribute unequally to a specific novel task, current meth-
ods which do not differentiate base tasks may result in low
efficiency. To address this issue, We furtherly propose Meta
Adaptive Task Sampling (MATS) procedure, which takes
into account of the semantic and domain shift similarity be-
tween base tasks and the novel task. We demonstrate the
effectiveness of MATS on benchmarks including PACS and
DomainNet, where MATS outperforms several state-of-the-
art DG baselines.
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6. Appendix
6.1. Influence of different base tasks on novel task

PACS

In this experiment, we investigate how does choice of base
task influence the performance on novel task. We sample
two 7-classes subsets of OfficeHome and DomainNet respec-
tively. For DomainNet, we enumerate several 4-domains
subsets among all the 6 available domains to further inves-
tigate the influence of domain similarity between base and
novel task.



Table 7. Contributions from different base tasks to novel tasks of PACS under FDG framework: ERM

source P A C S P+A P+C P+S A+C A+S C+S P+A+C P+A+S P+C+S A+C+S
target A+C+S P+C+S P+A+S P+A+C C+S A+S A+C P+S P+C P+A S C A P

None 35.5 62.4 66.4 29.4 47.3 66.4 62.4 80.9 83.4 75.1 68.8 72.2 76.0 95.6

VLCS 38.6 59.4 69.3 28.5 44.7 67.6 64.8 78.8 83.1 75.3 62.4 71.5 76.0 95.0
RMNIST 33.7 63.4 66.5 30.0 48.0 66.6 61.9 80.2 83.0 75.1 65.1 72.4 74.7 94.4

OfficeHome-v1 35.6 65.0 67.7 30.8 52.9 68.9 61.9 81.7 83.8 75.0 68.8 72.9 76.1 94.8
OfficeHome- 39.4 62.9 68.9 29.1 49.5 70.5 62.0 81.2 83.2 73.8 71.3 71.8 76.4 95.0

DomainNet-v1-qisc 42.3 69.6 74.8 43.5 59.7 73.8 70.7 83.8 85.3 80.0 71.5 74.8 78.9 95.2
DomainNet-v1-qpsc 47.3 71.0 74.3 37.5 63.3 73.4 71.9 83.7 85.3 78.2 74.0 75.2 79.5 95.2
DomainNet-v1-rpsc 52.1 74.2 73.2 35.2 68.4 75.3 71.1 84.9 85.8 77.2 75.8 77.0 79.2 95.5
DomainNet-v2-qisc 37.1 61.5 65.3 29.3 48.7 70.0 59.0 80.4 82.6 71.7 68.3 71.9 76.3 93.8
DomainNet-v2-qpsc 37.5 62.7 66.9 31.3 52.7 69.9 60.5 81.3 83.1 75.1 69.0 73.4 77.4 94.1
DomainNet-v2-rpsc 35.4 67.8 66.9 35.7 57.6 68.9 59.7 80.6 82.2 74.3 68.7 72.4 76.5 93.8

average 39.9 65.8 69.4 33.1 54.5 70.5 64.4 81.7 83.7 75.6 69.5 73.3 77.1 94.7

Table 8. Contributions from different base tasks to novel tasks of PACS under FDG framework: MLDG

source P A C S P+A P+C P+S A+C A+S C+S P+A+C P+A+S P+C+S A+C+S
target A+C+S P+C+S P+A+S P+A+C C+S A+S A+C P+S P+C P+A S C A P

None 35.5 62.4 66.4 29.4 47.3 66.4 62.4 80.9 83.4 75.1 68.8 72.2 76.0 95.6

VLCS 36.5 61.5 69.1 30.6 46.1 67.9 65.3 81.3 83.7 75.2 64.9 72.3 76.4 95.8
RMNIST 37.2 62.3 67.4 33.1 48.0 70.0 64.2 81.9 82.9 74.2 68.8 72.7 74.7 94.3

OfficeHome-v1 37.4 64.9 69.4 30.0 56.5 68.7 65.0 81.3 84.3 75.0 65.8 74.1 75.6 95.0
OfficeHome-v2 41.0 67.1 67.6 28.7 55.6 70.1 64.1 81.7 82.7 73.1 71.7 72.4 76.7 94.6

DomainNet-v1-qisc 47.8 72.1 74.2 41.1 62.3 74.9 71.8 83.7 86.2 77.8 75.7 77.9 76.7 95.2
DomainNet-v1-qpsc 54.9 76.8 75.7 43.9 69.0 75.9 73.8 85.2 86.2 78.5 75.1 78.7 78.5 94.9
DomainNet-v1-rpsc 53.3 76.4 74.9 45.0 67.8 73.7 73.7 83.6 87.2 79.2 73.2 79.0 78.8 95.5
DomainNet-v2-qisc 39.2 67.2 68.6 32.3 56.0 71.4 64.3 81.9 83.3 74.2 73.0 72.9 76.7 93.9
DomainNet-v2-qpsc 37.8 68.2 70.2 33.2 55.8 71.8 63.6 82.5 83.2 74.9 72.3 71.9 76.8 94.6
DomainNet-v2-rpsc 39.0 66.5 69.9 30.4 54.8 70.8 65.7 82.6 83.9 75.4 71.7 73.5 76.4 95.0

average 42.4 68.3 70.7 34.8 57.2 71.5 67.1 82.6 84.3 75.8 71.2 74.5 76.7 94.9

Table 9. Contributions from different base tasks to novel tasks of PACS under FDG framework: JiGen

source P A C S P+A P+C P+S A+C A+S C+S P+A+C P+A+S P+C+S A+C+S
target A+C+S P+C+S P+A+S P+A+C C+S A+S A+C P+S P+C P+A S C A P

None 35.5 62.4 66.4 29.4 47.3 66.4 62.4 80.9 83.4 75.1 68.8 72.2 76.0 95.6

VLCS 37.3 56.3 69.0 27.5 44.4 67.6 64.0 79.3 83.3 75.1 63.3 72.2 75.2 95.2
RMNIST 34.6 63.4 66.1 25.6 48.2 65.5 59.8 79.7 82.4 73.9 67.1 71.8 74.9 94.4

OfficeHome-v1 36.7 64.1 69.1 33.9 53.2 69.5 62.4 82.2 83.6 74.3 69.7 73.4 76.0 95.2
OfficeHome-v2 39.3 62.3 68.7 31.5 50.9 69.5 62.7 81.9 83.0 73.9 70.7 72.4 75.7 95.0

DomainNet-v1-qisc 42.3 69.9 74.5 43.3 60.7 73.4 70.6 83.9 85.4 78.5 74.1 76.5 79.7 94.8
DomainNet-v1-qpsc 48.1 71.8 74.0 41.5 65.0 75.2 72.5 84.2 85.3 78.4 74.6 77.1 79.3 95.8
DomainNet-v1-rpsc 53.9 72.1 73.8 33.5 67.9 74.9 70.9 85.2 85.9 77.9 76.4 76.7 78.7 95.7
DomainNet-v2-qisc 37.0 58.7 65.4 30.3 48.7 70.1 59.6 81.1 82.4 72.1 70.2 71.2 77.4 93.6
DomainNet-v2-qpsc 37.5 60.6 67.9 31.2 50.8 70.4 60.6 81.4 83.1 75.0 70.0 72.1 77.3 94.4
DomainNet-v2-rpsc 36.0 66.9 66.4 32.2 56.8 69.5 60.6 81.0 82.4 73.9 69.2 72.6 76.4 93.6

average 40.2 64.6 69.5 33.1 54.7 70.6 64.4 82.0 83.7 75.3 70.5 73.6 77.0 94.8



Table 10. Contributions from different base tasks to novel tasks of PACS under FDG framework: RSC

source P A C S P+A P+C P+S A+C A+S C+S P+A+C P+A+S P+C+S A+C+S
target A+C+S P+C+S P+A+S P+A+C C+S A+S A+C P+S P+C P+A S C A P

None 35.5 62.4 66.4 29.4 47.3 66.4 62.4 80.9 83.4 75.1 68.8 72.2 76.0 95.6

VLCS 32.3 57.3 69.8 34.3 44.1 67.8 63.3 79.9 83.1 76.0 68.0 71.0 75.9 95.2
RMNIST 35.7 64.5 68.0 29.2 51.1 68.8 62.6 82.1 83.1 72.8 70.1 73.8 73.9 93.7

OfficeHome-v1 38.2 66.4 69.3 30.8 53.5 69.1 62.9 81.7 83.3 74.7 68.3 72.9 75.7 95.1
OfficeHome-v2 37.0 64.6 68.2 30.2 55.0 70.4 60.6 81.7 82.3 73.6 68.6 71.5 76.3 94.7

DomainNet-v1-qisc 51.1 72.5 73.7 41.3 64.4 73.8 72.6 83.2 85.7 78.8 73.4 77.6 78.4 94.6
DomainNet-v1-qpsc 55.2 76.1 75.4 45.8 70.0 74.3 73.5 83.4 85.5 79.6 72.2 77.5 79.8 94.3
DomainNet-v1-rpsc 59.8 78.5 75.5 46.0 73.2 73.6 72.2 83.5 86.7 80.0 73.7 77.0 80.3 95.5
DomainNet-v2-qisc 36.4 62.8 65.1 26.8 49.5 67.9 59.4 80.9 81.9 69.8 70.3 71.8 75.1 93.2
DomainNet-v2-qpsc 35.3 60.8 68.1 23.5 48.2 69.0 62.1 80.2 81.5 73.5 71.0 72.1 75.5 92.9
DomainNet-v2-rpsc 39.1 65.5 64.8 31.1 58.0 67.0 59.6 78.7 81.3 71.7 67.6 71.6 75.5 93.4

average 42.0 66.9 69.8 33.9 56.7 70.2 64.9 81.5 83.4 75.0 70.3 73.7 76.6 94.2
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