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Abstract

Over-parameterized neural networks often exhibit a notable
gap in performance between the training and test sets, a
phenomenon known as overfitting. To mitigate this, vari-
ous regularization techniques have been proposed, each tai-
lored to specific tasks and model architectures. In this paper,
we offer a novel perspective on overfitting: models tend to
learn different representations from distinct i.i.d. datasets.
Building on this insight, we introduce Sameloss, an adap-
tive method that regularizes models by constraining the fea-
ture differences across random subsets of the same training
set. Due to its minimal prior assumptions, this approach is
broadly applicable across different architectures and tasks.
Our experiments demonstrate that Sameloss effectively re-
duces overfitting with low sensitivity to hyperparameters and
minimal computational cost. It exhibits particularly strong
memory suppression and fosters normal convergence, even
when the model is beginning to overfit. Even in the absence
of significant overfitting, our method consistently improves
accuracy and lowers validation loss.

1. Introduction

Deep learning-based image representation methods have
made significant progress in recent years, with these ad-
vancements largely relying on increased hardware comput-
ing power, model architectures and sizes, as well as the scale
of available datasets. However, when applied to certain prac-
tical tasks, especially those with limited data, large model
architectures still face a notable performance gap. Overfit-
ting is one of the key challenges in this context, and is widely
recognized as being influenced by multiple factors[1], ulti-
mately leading to a misalignment between the knowledge
learned by the model and the actual domain knowledge. Reg-
ularization methods, which now have a broader definition[2],
are no longer limited to just controlling model complexity.

*Equal contribution
†Corresponding author.

(a) Validate Loss

(b) Top-1 ACC

Figure 1. Validate Loss/Top-1 ACC with and without Consistent
Feature (CF) of ShuffleNetV2 on ImageNet200

Data augmentation, normalization layers, and even certain
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optimizers all exhibit regularizing effects[3]. By incorporat-
ing prior constraints that cannot be directly derived from the
data[4], regularization methods can significantly mitigate the
overfitting problem.

In recent years, prior assumptions in regularization meth-
ods are often specific to certain domains or model architec-
tures. For example, [5] explores the convergence and sta-
bility issues in Generative Adversarial Network (GAN)[6]
training, demonstrating the importance of absolute continu-
ity. By penalizing the gradients of real data, this method
prevents the discriminator from deviating from the Nash
equilibrium, ensuring stable model training. [7] encourages
stable training by penalizing differences between states that
have been previously explored in Recurrent Neural Networks
(RNNs). [8] further improves dropout by applying it to net-
works with residual structures, randomly discarding entire
residual blocks, which stabilizes the training of networks
with up to 1200 layers. In contrast, the method proposed in
this work makes no assumptions based on model architec-
ture or domain-specific priors. Inspired by the concept of
”domain-invariant features” in domain adaptation[9–11], we
propose a general explicit regularization method that, simi-
lar to weight decay[12], label smoothing[13], dropout[14],
and batch normalization[15], can be applied to almost any
supervised learning task.

In this work, inspired by the feature constraints for do-
main invariance in transfer learning, we propose a novel
explicit regularization method. This method adds an addi-
tional, independently updated discriminator head after the
backbone, which randomly splits the original training data
into two groups and labels them. Through adversarial up-
dates between the discriminator head and the backbone, we
limit the feature differences learned across different subsets
of the training set, thereby encouraging the model to use
more generalizable features for the corresponding tasks.

Compared to other general explicit regularization meth-
ods, our method offers the following advantages:
• Suppresses overfitting while promoting normal conver-

gence: Our method exhibits a strong ability to suppress
overfitting, particularly on small-scale and noisy datasets,
while promoting the model’s convergence to a normal
state. Even in the absence of significant overfitting, it con-
sistently improves accuracy and reduces validation loss.

• Insensitive to hyperparameters: This method exhibits
minimal sensitivity to hyperparameters, ensuring stable
performance across different model architectures and data
scales. Unlike other regularization techniques, our method
rarely suffers from performance degradation due to im-
proper hyperparameter choices.
To thoroughly understand the effectiveness and properties

of our method, we conduct experiments across datasets of
various sizes, different visual tasks, and models with varying
parameter scales and architectures. We also provide some

analysis of how the method affects the features learned by
the model. Specifically, Our main contributions can be sum-
marized as follows:
• We propose a nearly cost-free, general explicit regulariza-

tion method: Unlike recent task- or architecture-specific
regularization techniques, our method does not rely on any
assumptions about the task or model structure. It is appli-
cable to almost any task without requiring modifications to
the original training process, offering broad applicability.
Furthermore, our method uses a discriminator head with a
minimal number of parameters, which has almost no im-
pact on the training speed compared to training a standard
model.

• We perform experiments across various data scales and
model architectures: We evaluate and analyze the perfor-
mance of the method under different conditions, including
data aggregation sizes and model parameter scales and
structures.

• We provide an explanation and analysis of the features
learned by the model under this method, due to the adver-
sarial strategy employed, which does not explicitly con-
strain any specific components. This analysis helps users
and researchers gain a more intuitive understanding of the
impacts brought by this method.

2. Related Work

2.1. Domain Adaptation

Deep neural network models, when trained on a dataset
(source domain), often perform poorly when applied to an-
other dataset with similar attributes but from a different
domain (target domain). Domain Adaptation (DA) aims to
address this issue. A key concept in classical domain adap-
tation methods is generating domain-invariant representa-
tions across the training sets. In some early studies, sample
re-weighting algorithms[16, 17] were proposed to adjust
the decision boundaries learned from the training samples,
making them suitable for the target domain. Later, Deep
Domain Confusion (DDC)[11] reduced the assumptions of
early methods on the model’s feature space and introduced
an important idea: the features learned by the model should
reside in a space that is devoid of domain-specific informa-
tion but retains class (task-related) information. DDC uses
two parallel networks, one with supervised loss (task-related)
and the other as an unsupervised network. A domain confu-
sion loss is used to penalize the feature differences between
the domains. Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD)[18] is
used as a measure of the domain loss’s discrepancy. Build-
ing on this, work[10] introduced GAN-based methods into
unsupervised domain adaptation, improving the model’s per-
formance on unsupervised data by constraining the feature
differences between supervised and unsupervised data. The
specific ideas and differences between this approach and ours
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are discussed in detail in Section 3. [19] further improved
this by separating the training steps for supervised and unsu-
pervised data. The method constrains the feature differences
between the supervised data and the features learned from
the unsupervised data in the replica model, encouraging the
model to learn discriminative features on the unsupervised
data. Initially, this method was used only for classification
tasks, but later work extended it to image segmentation[20]
and natural language processing[21–23] . Additionally, there
are tasks in other domains that are similar to DA. For ex-
ample, [24] combined data-free distillation with the training
of an additional model to modify the knowledge distillation
data, thus transferring the domain-invariant knowledge.

2.2. Regularization

Overfitting is a significant issue in supervised learning, and
it can be influenced by factors such as dataset noise, model
architecture, or model size. Initially, the overfitting prob-
lem was believed to be related to model complexity[25],
and regularization methods were first used as a means of
fine-tuning and constraining model complexity[12, 14, 26].
With the development of deep learning, the definition of
regularization has been expanded. By summarizing and gen-
eralizing modern regularization techniques, [2] proposed
that any method that enhances a model’s generalization abil-
ity could be considered a regularization method. In recent
years, regularization techniques have flourished, and based
on whether they directly constrain the model’s weights (i.e.,
by adding an extra penalty term after the target loss), regular-
ization methods can be categorized into explicit and implicit
regularization. Implicit regularization techniques, such as
data augmentation [27], normalization layers[15, 28, 29],
and various noise injection methods[30, 31], are generally
more universal, while recent explicit regularization methods
focus on improvements specific to particular tasks or model
architectures or enhance performance in a specific domain
by incorporating domain priors[5, 8, 32, 33].

In simple terms, our work applies ideas from domain
adaptation to the regularization field. Inspired by the work
of [10], we propose a general explicit regularization method.
To the best of our knowledge, [34] presents the method most
similar to ours, which aims to better leverage unlabeled data
to improve the performance of knowledge distillation on
pretrained models for a given dataset. This method intro-
duced the ARC module, which aims to constrain the feature
representations of the student model on both labeled and un-
labeled data and uses MMD for discrimination. In contrast,
our method focuses on improving the model’s performance
in supervised training. By randomly splitting the training
set into two independent and identically distributed parts,
we use an additional discriminator to constrain the feature
differences between the two subsets and apply a GAN-based
approach for updates.

(a) CF 0.1 (b) Baseline

(c) CF 0.1 (d) Baseline

Figure 2. T-SNE Visualization of Semantically Similar Categories
(a, b) / Semantically Unrelated Categories (c, d)

3. Method
3.1. Intuition
Under the basic assumption of domain adaptation, [10] pro-
posed a method called Domain Adversarial Neural Network
(DANN), which aims to address the problem of unsuper-
vised domain adaptation. This method consists primarily
of three components: a feature extractor G, a classifier C,
and a domain discriminator D. Through these three com-
ponents, DANN enables the model to learn similar features
across both supervised and unsupervised datasets, ensuring
the effectiveness of these features by measuring classifica-
tion accuracy on the supervised data.

Inspired by this approach, we use the perspective of do-
main adaptation to address the problem of overfitting: if
the training set and test set are treated as different domains,
a model that learns domain-invariant and robust features
should perform consistently across both the training and test
sets.

Definition 1 (Overfitting) Let S = {ϕ(X) | X ∈ X} be the
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feature space extracted by ϕ from the input space X . The set
Strain consists of patterns unique to the training set, defined
as:

Strain =

{
z | PrX∼P̂train

(ϕ(X) = z) > 0

PrX∼P̂val
(ϕ(X) = z) = 0

}
(1)

These patterns are indicative of overfitting, as they do
not generalize beyond the training set.We divide ϕ into the
following two parts: ϕtrain extracts only the patterns in Strain,
which are specific to the training set and lead to overfitting.
ϕinv represents domain-invariant features, which are more
generalizable. Thus, the loss on the training set is lower than
that on the validation set:

E(X,Y )∼P̂train
[L(f(ϕ(X)), Y )] <

E(X,Y )∼P̂val
[L(f(ϕ(X)), Y )]

(2)

where L refer to the loss function.

Similarly, we make the following hypothesis: we sample
three independent, identically distributed sets A, B, and C
from the overall population. Suppose we use any two of
these sets (here, A and B) as the training set, constraining
the model to learn domain-invariant patterns between A and
B. This approach, compared to directly learning from A and
B without such constraints, yields patterns with improved
generalization on C. More specifically:

Assumption 1 Given three datasets DA, DB , and DC sam-
pled from the overall distribution P (X,Y ), and following
(refer to Equation 1), the model can learn two types of fea-
tures on each dataset: ϕinv and ϕdata, where ϕdata cannot
generalize well to other i.i.d. sets. Additionally, ϕAB repre-
sents patterns that belong exclusively to both DA and DB ,
but not uniquely to either.

Consequently, the pattern learned directly on A and B is
given by:

ϕorg = ϕinv + ϕA + ϕB + ϕAB . (3)

By penalizing the feature differences learned between A
and B, the model is forced to suppress ϕA and ϕB , relying
instead on a refined pattern:

ϕreg = ϕinv + ϕAB (4)

to make predictions. Thus,

E(X,Y )∼P̂C
[L(f(ϕreg(X)), Y )] ≤

E(X,Y )∼P̂C
[L(f(ϕorg(X)), Y )]

(5)

indicating that the constrained model achieves better gener-
alization on dataset C.

Unlike the method in [34], our approach does not discard any
supervision labels; instead, it simply adds a regularization
term to constrain the feature distribution differences learned
by the model on sets A and B.

3.2. Proposed Approach
In this work, we explicitly constrain the consistency of fea-
tures obtained by the model across different i.i.d. sets. Specif-
ically, we randomly and evenly divide any supervised train-
ing set into two subsets: DA and DB . During the entire
training process, we employ the approach from [15] and
train an additional feature discriminator Dfeature to distin-
guish between the feature differences learned by the model
on DA and DB . This difference is used as an explicit regu-
larization term, which is added to the model’s objective loss
to encourage the model to utilize more generalizable features
for the task, as illustrated in Figure3. Specifically:

Let ϕ denote the feature extractor, Htask be the task-
specific head, and Hdesc be the discriminator head. The pa-
rameters θG and θD represent the weights for the backbone
network and the discriminator head Hdesc, respectively.

Given two subsets DA and DB sampled from the training
set D, the optimization objectives are as follows:

argmin
θG,X∈D,X′∈DB

E [L(Htask(ϕ(X)), Y ) +Hdesc(ϕ(X
′))]

(6)

argmin
θD,X∈DA,X′∈DB

E [L(Hdesc(ϕ(X)), Hdesc(ϕ(X
′)))] (7)

where L represents the hinge loss, which encourages
Ddesc(ϕ(X)) to approach 1 and Ddesc(ϕ(X

′)) to approach
-1.

In our approach, since the discriminator and generator are
updated in sync at each step, we limit adversarial training
to data X ′ ∈ DB to prevent the generator from overpow-
ering the discriminator, which could otherwise lead to the
discriminator providing uninformative feedback. This ap-
proach is validated in Table2. We observe a certain level of
improvement as we increase p (i.e., reduce the sample size
of DB).

4. Experiments
In this section, we first analyze the characteristics of the pro-
posed method: we apply our approach across different model
architectures and datasets, reporting results under various
conditions. Next, we visualize the model features to further
analyze and demonstrate the additional effects of our method,
highlighting its consistency with our stated hypotheses. Fi-
nally, we compare our method with commonly used explicit
regularization techniques under a standardized setting to
examine similarities and differences in their properties.

4.1. Experimental Setup
To comprehensively reflect the behavior of our proposed
method across various conditions, we selected mainstream
model architectures, datasets of different sizes, and diverse
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Figure 3. Illustration of the Proposed Method. By randomly splitting the data into two subsets (i.e., DA, DB), the discriminator attempts to
distinguish the data labels based on the model’s feature outputs. Meanwhile, the model adversarially interacts with the discriminator using a
subset of samples, thereby reducing the discernibility of the feature set.

tasks. For clarity, the datasets and metrics used may vary
slightly across experimental sections, and detailed experi-
mental settings will be provided in each specific experiment.
For the specific default parameters of our method, please

refer to Figure 2. In all experiments, our method will be
referred to as CF.
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4.1.1. Datasets
We used the following datasets across all experiments:
• ImageNet-A: The ImageNet-A dataset, introduced in [35],

is a subset of the ImageNet-1k dataset that includes addi-
tional challenging images across 200 subcategories. These
images are intentionally selected to be misclassified by
standard ImageNet models, providing a more difficult
benchmark for evaluating model robustness and gener-
alization.

• ImageNet-200: To more comprehensively validate the ef-
fects of our proposed method, we extracted 200 classes
from ImageNet-1k, matching the categories of ImageNet-
A. As a medium-scale dataset, it prevents the model from
easily overfitting, allowing us to analyze the effects of our
method when no significant overfitting occurs. Addition-
ally, by training on this dataset, we can directly evaluate
feature stability on ImageNet-A.

• Flowers-102: Flowers-102[36] is a high-resolution dataset
containing 102 categories of flowers, with around 40–258
images per category. The dataset’s high resolution and
relatively small size make it ideal for quickly evaluating
our method’s performance on high-resolution data with
limited samples.

• WebVision-Mini: WebVision[37] includes 2.4 million im-
ages across 1,000 classes and is widely used to evaluate
methods for learning with noisy labels. Given the dataset’s
large size, we follow prior works [38–40] and use only the
first 50 classes from the Google image subset for faster
experimentation. The noise level in this subset is estimated
to be around 20% [41].

• CIFAR-100: CIFAR-100[42] are widely used benchmark
datasets for image classification, containing 32x32 color
images.CIFAR-100 includes 100 classes with 600 images
per class. These datasets are commonly used to assess
model performance on small, diverse image sets and to
test regularization effectiveness in preventing overfitting.In
our experiments, to avoid modifying the original model’s
parameters, we resized the images to a resolution of 224.

4.1.2. Optimization Strategy and Data Augmentation
As noted in [1, 43], the SGD optimizer has implicit regular-
ization effects, and its combination with explicit regulariza-
tion methods may impact experimental results. To isolate the
effects of our method and allow a fair comparison with other
regularization techniques, we use the AdamW optimizer
with a learning rate of lr = 1 × 10−4 in all experiments,
unless otherwise specified. Similarly, no data augmentation
is applied apart from data normalization, unless explicitly
noted.

4.2. Cross-architecture Evaluation
This experiment aims to analyze the effectiveness of our
method across different model architectures and further

demonstrate its performance in the absence of significant
overfitting. In this experiment, we use the ImageNet200
dataset and a variety of popular architectures, ranging
from models with 5.5M parameters (e.g., MobileNetV3
Large)[44] to those with 28.6M parameters (e.g., ConvNeXt
Tiny)[45]. Specifically, we employ data augmentation tech-
niques such as RandomResizeCrop and RandomFlip, as
well as CosineLearningRateAnnealing to minimize overfit-
ting.

We present the training curves of ShuffleNet under our
method in this setting, as shown in Figure1, with detailed
results reported in Table1.

As observed, our method consistently improves perfor-
mance across all architectures, achieving lower validation
loss and higher accuracy without relying on any additional
external information. This further demonstrates the robust-
ness and compatibility of our approach. Additionally, we
evaluate the loss on the ImageNet-A natural adversarial
dataset under various methods. Our method exhibits stronger
feature stability, achieving lower validation loss even on out-
of-distribution (OOD) data. On average, our method reduces
the validation loss by about 1 compared to the baseline.

To further investigate the impact of our method on model
features, we perform t-SNE dimensionality reduction and
visualization of ResNet18 model features across different
categories in the validation set, as shown in Figure2. In the
ImageNet-200 validation set, we select semantically related
categories and semantically unrelated categories for visual-
ization of ResNet18 baseline and ResNet18 with CF 0.1.

It can be seen that for semantically unrelated categories
(e.g., red fox, canoe, Christmas stocking, limo, and ba-
nana), both models show strong discrimination ability(Figure
2d, 2c). However, for semantically similar categories (e.g.,
goldfinch, snowbird, American robin, eagle, and vulture),
the baseline model struggles to differentiate between them
(Figure 2b), while our method significantly improves the
separability (Figure 2a).

4.3. Regularization Empirical Analysis
In this experiment, we compare our method with current
mainstream explicit regularization strategies on both clean
(CIFAR-100) and noisy (WebVision-mini) datasets. We use
ResNet-18 as the baseline model and evaluate the effect
of combining our method with different explicit regulariza-
tion techniques to analyze the differences and compatibility
between methods.

On CIFAR-100, as shown in Figures4a and 4b, all regu-
larization methods demonstrate some degree of overfitting
suppression. Overall, our method yields results similar to
weight decay, while label smoothing, which imposes con-
straints on the model’s embedding space[46] achieves the
highest accuracy and the most stable validation loss. Our
method, however, achieves the lowest validation loss. The
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Model Validate Loss Top-1 ACC Top-5 ACC Validate Loss on ImageNet-A
ConvNext Tiny 0.97± 0.00 81.64± 0.15 92.57± 0.05 11.22± 0.08

ConvNext Tiny + CF 0.1 0.81± 0.02 82.28± 0.29 93.28± 0.30 10.31± 0.20

MobileNetV3 Large 0.84± 0.01 81.73± 0.13 93.24± 0.04 8.61± 0.04

MobileNetV3 Large + CF 0.1 0.82± 0.00 82.03± 0.13 93.30± 0.10 8.18± 0.03

ResNet18 0.89± 0.02 80.89± 0.33 92.83± 0.46 9.40± 0.04

ResNet18 + CF 0.1 0.79± 0.02 81.98± 0.59 93.30± 0.19 8.43± 0.11

ResNet50 0.76± 0.01 84.32± 0.04 94.29± 0.16 10.34± 0.09

ResNet50 + CF 0.1 0.67± 0.01 84.95± 0.51 94.91± 0.26 9.10± 0.23

ShuffleNetV2 x2 0.79± 0.00 83.00± 0.14 93.76± 0.10 9.48± 0.03

ShuffleNetV2 x2 + CF 0.1 0.69± 0.00 84.23± 0.08 94.55± 0.07 8.51± 0.06

Table 1. Performance of our method across different model architectures on ImageNet200. Our method consistently achieves better
performance on all models. The standard deviation is 0 because it is less than two decimal places.

(a) Validate Loss on CIFAR-100. (b) Validate Loss on Webvision-
mini.

Figure 4. Performance of Different Regularization Methods on
CIFAR-100 and Webvision-mini.

quantitative results can be found in Appendix A, Table3.

On the WebVision dataset, due to the presence of label
noise, our method surpasses similar techniques like weight
decay, achieving the lowest validation loss (Appendix A,
Table4), with the second-most stable validation loss, after
label smoothing. Even without imposing any constraints on
the model’s representation space, our method demonstrates
excellent overfitting suppression.

In summary, this experiment shows that our method pro-
vides the most stable overfitting control, balancing validation
loss and accuracy, outperforming all methods except label
smoothing. Additionally, we analyzed the composability of
our method, and some of the results are shown in Figure5d.
As can be seen, the regularization effect is enhanced to vary-
ing degrees when different methods are combined. For the
complete curves, please refer to Figure 1 in Appendix A

4.4. Generalization Methods for Regularization
Comparison

Generalization capacity is a metric used to assess a model’s
performance on both the training set and real-world data.
Despite a large body of research offering theoretical explana-
tions for model generalization, a unified definition remains
elusive [1]. In works [1, 47], researchers controlled a model’s
generalization by randomizing the training set. In this setup,
each sample is assigned a random label, with no inherent
structure. The model can only progress through memoriza-
tion of the training set, without generalizing to real-world
distributions.

In [47], the regularization methods’ ability to suppress the
model’s memorization behavior was used to quantify their
effects. Specifically, if a method can suppress convergence
on random data but does not negatively impact convergence
on real data, the method is considered to enhance the model’s
generalization ability.

To further compare the properties of our method with
existing approaches, we adopted a similar setup: In this ex-
periment, we used ResNet18 and the Flower102 dataset,
generating a randomized dataset, Flower102 random, by as-
signing random labels to each sample in the training set. By
comparing the performance differences of various regular-
ization methods on both the random data and normal data,
we further compared their effects with our method.

In Figure 5, we present the training loss curves of differ-
ent methods on random data, along with the corresponding
validation loss curves on real data using the same setup. Prior
research suggests that a model initially learns simple patterns
to explain the validation set, and then begins memorizing the
data [47]. As shown in Figure 5a, LabelSmoothing, which
performed well previously, has almost no memory suppres-
sion ability on random data, but it enhances the model’s per-
formance on normal data. On the other hand, Weight Decay
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 5. Performance of Different Regularization Methods: (a) Training Loss (Memory) of Different Regularization Methods on Noisy
Datasets, (b) Effect of Different Regularization Methods with the Same Hyperparameters on Convergence in the Normal Dataset (Validation
Loss), (c) The Effect of Different Warm-up Steps on the Method. It is worth noting that even when the model has started overfitting before
the intervention of our method, our approach is still able to return it to normal convergence, and (d) Performance of Our Method Combined
with Label Smoothing on Webvision-mini.
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overly restricts the model’s search space, leading to reduced
generalization on real data (Figure 5b). Dropout, while hav-
ing minimal effect on real data performance, also exhibits
limited ability to suppress model memorization (even at a
dropout rate of 0.8). Our method, however, not only sup-
presses the model’s fitting (memory behavior) on noisy data
almost entirely but also enhances the model’s generalization
ability on real data, resulting in the lowest validation loss
(Figure 5b).

4.4.1. Parameter Sensitivity Analysis
Since our method only requires a random split of the dataset
and the addition of an extra discriminator, there is limited
space for ablation studies. However, hyperparameter selec-
tion is crucial for mainstream explicit regularization meth-
ods, as improper hyperparameter choices may either have no
effect or negatively impact the model’s convergence. There-
fore, we conduct a variation of all hyperparameters in our
proposed method to analyze the sensitivity of the method to
different hyperparameter values.

In our method, technically, we use a discriminator struc-
ture similar to that in [48] and apply the historical feature
recording technique from [49] to stabilize the discrimina-
tor’s training. Since our assumptions are not restricted to a
specific type of model or discriminator, any technique could
theoretically be used in practice to implement it.

Specifically, our method has the following adjustable pa-
rameters:

• Dataset split ratio p: The dataset is randomly divided into
two parts, with sizes p and 1− p.

• Loss weight w: The weight applied to the regularization
loss.

• History length history len: The length of the historical
feature sequence used by the discriminator.

• Discriminator channel desc channel: This controls the
complexity of the discriminator by adjusting the number
of convolutional kernels.

• Discriminator warm-up time warm up: The duration be-
fore the loss starts influencing the model during training.

We perform a controlled variable analysis by adjusting
each parameter individually. The effects of these parameters
on the performance are shown in Table 2. Specifically, val
loss last 10 refers to the average validation loss over the last
10 epochs, which reflects the stability of the method’s ability
to suppress overfitting.

From the results, we observe that, with different parame-
ter selections, accuracy and validation loss experience slight
increases or decreases. Overall, smaller discriminators and
larger p values (since fewer samples are used in the adver-
sarial discriminator when p is larger) lead to some improve-
ments, but the overall performance remains stable, which
reflects the robustness of our method to varying parameters.
Moreover, in our other experiments, we did not conduct ex-

tensive hyperparameter search, which sets our method apart
from other explicit regularization techniques.

It is also noteworthy that when we varied the number of
intervention steps, we found that even when the model was
overfitting, our method could still pull back the model’s
validation loss within a certain range, as shown in Figure
5c.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we propose an explicit regularization method
for supervised learning, inspired by the concept of domain-
invariant features from domain adaptation techniques. We
validate the proposed method across different model archi-
tectures, and consistently achieve improved results without
significant overfitting. Additionally, we use feature dimen-
sionality reduction and visualization to demonstrate that our
method helps the model learn better features.

Subsequently, we compare our method with commonly
used regularization techniques from different perspectives,
and experiments show that our approach has a remarkable
ability to suppress memorization and promotes the proper
convergence of the model, aligning with our initial hypothe-
sis. We also demonstrate that our method can be combined
with other regularization methods to achieve further improve-
ments.

We have conducted a limited parameter search for our
method, which shows that it is not sensitive to hyperpa-
rameter choices, making it one of the key advantages of
our approach. Moreover, even when the model has already
started to overfit, our method is still able to restore the model
to normal convergence.

Despite these contributions, there are still limitations in
our work. Since we use an adversarial model to dynamically
constrain the model’s features, we cannot exactly identify
which features the discriminator is suppressing or promoting.
While some of our method’s performance aligns with our
theoretical assumptions, further analysis is required to fully
understand its behavior.
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Method Min Val Loss Max ACC1 Max ACC5 Avg Last 10 Val Loss Avg Last 10 ACC1 Avg Last 10 ACC5
Baseline 1.81 ± 0.04 56.6 ± 0.12 82.9 ± 0.31 3.6 ± 0.14 55.8 ± 0.37 82.3 ± 0.35
CF 0.2 1.69 ± 0.017 54.4 ± 0.47 83.1 ± 0.53 2.85 ± 0.26 50.6 ± 0.46 77.5 ± 0.1
Dropout 0.5 1.76 ± 0.08 56.3 ± 0.22 82.9 ± 0.56 3.65 ± 0.06 55.4 ± 0.34 82.0 ± 0.37
Weightdecay 1e-4 1.71 ± 0.019 55.6 ± 0.26 84.0 ± 0.21 2.54 ± 0.06 53.4 ± 0.63 80.9 ± 0.18
LabelSmooth 0.1 2.21 ± 0.01 62.6 ± 0.18 85.0 ± 0.09 2.24 ± 0.01 62.12 ± 0.29 84.5 ± 0.21
CF + DP 1.74 ± 0.03 53.7 ± 0.81 82.4 ± 0.51 3.17 ± 0.11 51.0 ± 0.35 78.3 ± 0.27
CF + LSM 2.17 ± 0.02 59.3 ± 0.20 84.9 ± 0.30 2.29 ± 0.01 58.4 ± 0.59 82.3 ± 0.60
CF + WD 1.67 ± 0.02 55.1 ± 0.28 83.8 ± 0.09 2.42 ± 0.05 50.8 ± 0.45 78.8 ± 0.20

Table 3. Performance of label smoothing, dropout, label smoothing, consistent feature, weight decay, and their combinations on CIFAR-100.

Method Min Val Loss Max ACC1 Max ACC5 Avg Last 10 Val Loss Avg Last 10 ACC1 Avg Last 10 ACC5
Baseline 2.43± 0.03 36.0± 0.4 68.5± 0.21 5.92± 0.08 34.2± 0.27 63.2± 1.12

CF 0.2 2.35± 0.05 38.0± 0.4 68.8± 0.52 3.96± 0.09 31.68± 1.3 60.1± 2.3

Dropout 0.5 2.35± 0.01 37.4± 1.0 69.7± 0.42 5.92± 0.44 33.7± 0.82 62.8± 0.40

Weightdecay 1e-4 2.37± 0.01 37.3± 0.80 69.7± 0.5 4.91± 0.17 31.2± 0.71 60.9± 0.32

LabelSmooth 0.1 2.72± 0.01 39.5± 0.40 67.4± 0.65 2.77± 0.02 37.9± 0.80 64.3± 0.86

CF + DP 2.32± 0.04 38.8± 0.37 70.5± 0.67 4.26± 0.18 32.1± 0.51 62.5± 0.26

CF + LSM 2.68± 0.02 39.4± 0.99 69.0± 0.68 2.79± 0.02 37.1± 1.25 64.2± 0.47

CF + WD 2.51± 0.04 33.7± 0.78 66.3± 0.77 4.38± 0.02 30.0± 0.86 59.7± 0.32

Table 4. Performance of label smoothing, dropout, label smoothing, consistent feature, weight decay, and their combinations on Webvision-
mini.

A. Appendix Section
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