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Abstract

Domain generalization (DG) aims to enhance the ability of
models trained on source domains to generalize effectively
to unseen domains. Recently, Sharpness-Aware Minimiza-
tion (SAM) has shown promise in this area by reducing
the sharpness of the loss landscape to obtain more gen-
eralized models. However, SAM and its variants some-
times fail to guide the model toward a flat minimum, and
their training processes exhibit limitations, hindering fur-
ther improvements in model generalization. In this paper,
we first propose an improved model training process aimed
at encouraging the model to converge to a flat minima. To
achieve this, we design a curvature metric that has a min-
imal effect when the model is far from convergence but be-
comes increasingly influential in indicating the curvature
of the minima as the model approaches a local minimum.
Then we derive a novel algorithm from this metric, called
Meta Curvature-Aware Minimization (MeCAM), to mini-
mize the curvature around the local minima. Specifically,
the optimization objective of MeCAM simultaneously mini-
mizes the regular training loss, the surrogate gap of SAM,
and the surrogate gap of meta-learning. We provide theo-
retical analysis on MeCAM'’s generalization error and con-
vergence rate, and demonstrate its superiority over existing
DG methods through extensive experiments on five bench-
mark DG datasets, including PACS, VLCS, OfficeHome,
Terralncognita, and DomainNet. Code will be available on
GitHub.

1. Introduction

In recent years, deep neural networks (DNNs) have demon-
strated significant success across various computer vision
tasks [1, 2, 49]. However, models trained on source data
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Figure 1. Accuracy of our MeCAM and existing DG methods on

the PACS and VLCS datasets. MeCAM achieves superior gener-
alization performance on both datasets.

often experience performance degradation when applied to
unseen target domains due to distribution shifts [63]. This
limitation hinders the practical deployment of these models
in real-world scenarios.

Domain generalization (DG) has emerged as a promising
approach to address this challenge by leveraging source data
to train models that generalize well to new, unseen domains.
Several DG techniques have been developed to improve
model generalization, including domain alignment [37, 50],
data augmentation [74, 84], ensemble learning [45, 54], and
disentangled representation learning [58, 72], and so on.

Despite these advancements, simply minimizing stan-
dard loss functions, such as cross-entropy loss, often fails
to achieve satisfactory generalization [20], as it may result
in a sharp loss landscape. Recent research [22, 25, 29] has
explored the relationship between the geometry of the loss
landscape and model generalization. Sharpness-aware min-
imization (SAM) and its variants [20, 42, 75, 76, 89] have
shown that reducing the sharpness of the loss landscape
leads to improved generalization. These sharpness-based
methods generally optimize the model by perturbing its pa-
rameters within a small radius, aiming to find flatter regions



in the loss landscape.

While SAM has been successful in achieving flatter loss
landscapes, it exhibits limitations in representing sharpness.
Specifically, SAM measures sharpness based on the loss
value, whereas sharpness itself is independent of the loss
value. Moreover, SAM aims to reduce sharpness consis-
tently, even when the model is not yet close to a local mini-
mum. We argue that the model training process should fol-
low two key principles: (1) focus on minimizing the loss
when the model is far from convergence, and (2) shift the
focus to reducing sharpness as the model approaches a lo-
cal minimum. This approach is more reasonable, as uncon-
verged models do not require sharpness consideration, and
sharpness should not be dependent on the loss value.

To address these issues, we first introduce a curvature
metric that adheres to these principles. This metric is inde-
pendent of the loss value and effectively measures the cur-
vature around local minima. As the model converges, the
metric increases, reflecting the curvature of the loss land-
scape. Our goal is to minimize both this curvature met-
ric and the vanilla training loss to train a model with bet-
ter generalization ability. Building on this, we propose
a novel sharpness-based algorithm, Meta Curvature-Aware
Minimization (MeCAM), which jointly minimizes the sur-
rogate gap of SAM and meta-learning to find a flatter min-
ima for better generalization. The optimization objective of
MeCAM incorporates the vanilla training loss, the surro-
gate gap of SAM, and the surrogate gap of meta-learning.
Minimizing the training loss leads the model toward a local
minimum, while minimizing the other two terms reduces
the curvature, thereby improving generalization. MeCAM
encourages the model to converge to a flatter region, en-
hancing its generalization ability (see Figure 1).

The contributions of this work are three-fold. (1) We
analyze the limitations of SAM and introduce principles
for a more effective training process. We propose a curva-
ture metric that better represents sharpness than SAM. (2)
We introduce the MeCAM algorithm, which jointly mini-
mizes the surrogate gap of SAM and meta-learning to find
a flatter minima. (3) Extensive experiment results on five
DG datasets demonstrate that MeCAM outperforms exist-
ing DG methods, achieving superior generalization perfor-
mance.

2. Related Work
2.1. DG Methods

DG methods [73, 87] aim to train models on source data in
a way that enables them to generalize well to other out-of-
distribution data. Existing DG approaches can be broadly
categorized into four groups based on their methodology
and motivation: (1) domain alignment [37, 44, 50, 65, 68],
which measures the distance between distinct distributions

and learns domain-invariant representations to enhance the
robustness of the model; (2) data augmentation [12, 74,
84, 85], which strongly enhances the diversity of training
data to prevent the model from over-fitting to the train-
ing data; (3) ensemble learning [45, 51, 54, 86], which
trains multiple models and uses their ensemble to improve
predictions and reduce bias; and (4) disentangled repre-
sentation learning [58, 59, 72], which separates features
into domain-variant and domain-invariant components, us-
ing the domain-invariant features for more robust predic-
tions. Although these DG methods have achieved signifi-
cant success in improving model generalization, they may
still underperform on out-of-distribution data due to a lack
of constraints on the sharpness of the loss landscape. In this
paper, we introduce a novel sharpness-based approach to
guide the model toward a flatter minima, further enhancing
generalization.

2.2.SAM in DG

The connection between the sharpness of the loss landscape
and generalization ability has been explored in earlier stud-
ies [15, 22, 25, 29]. For instance, Dinh et al. [15] suggested
that the sharpness of a local minima is related to the Hes-
sian spectrum, with the eigenvalues of the Hessian matrix
reflecting the curvature of the loss landscape. Recent ad-
vancements in SAM and its variants [16, 20, 35, 46, 75, 76,
83, 89] have shown that flatter minima are associated with
better generalization. SAM [3, 20] uses worst-case pertur-
bations of model weights to force the model to converge to
a flatter minima, thereby improving generalization. Zhuang
et al. [89] and Wang et al. [75] focus on optimizing the gap
between the perturbation loss in SAM and the vanilla train-
ing loss. Wu et al. [76] present the normalized Hessian trace
as a regularizer for SAM to counter excessive non-linearity
of loss landscape and compute the trace via finite differ-
ences. In contrast, our approach derives a new optimization
objective from a curvature metric, which offers a more pre-
cise measure of the sharpness around the local minima. We
then derive the optimization objective of jointly minimizing
the surrogate gap of SAM and meta-learning from minimiz-
ing this metric, facilitating the search for a flatter minima
with better generalization performance.

2.3. Meta-learning in DG

Meta-learning [27, 30], also known as learning-to-learn, fo-
cuses on leveraging knowledge from related tasks to im-
prove learning on new tasks. Recent studies have intro-
duced meta-learning techniques into the domain generaliza-
tion setting, enabling models to generalize across diverse
domains by identifying patterns that are transferable to un-
seen domains. Finn et al. [19] proposed a meta-learning
approach that divides the training data into meta-train and
meta-test sets, training the model to boost its performance



on the meta-test set. Li et al. [39] introduced a model-
agnostic training procedure that simulates distribution shifts
by synthesizing virtual test domains. Balaji et al. [5] ap-
plied meta-learning by encoding domain generalization as a
regularization function, learning a generalized regularizer
to guide the training process. In this paper, we propose
MeCAM, which enhances the conventional meta-learning
with SAM to guide the model toward a flatter minima,
thereby further improving its generalization performance.

3. Methodology
3.1. Preliminaries
3.1.1 Problem Definition

Let 6 € RF represent the model parameters, where £ is the
parameter dimension. We denote the training datasets as
D = {D;}?, consisting of S datasets, each containing n;
training samples, denoted by {(xj,y{ )}iiy ~ Di, where
xz and yf are the input data and corresponding target labels,
respectively. The training loss function over the dataset D
is defined as f(#; D), based on cross-entropy loss. For sim-
plicity, we denote f(0; D) as f(6) unless otherwise speci-
fied. The first derivative and the Hessian matrix of f(6) at
point ¢ are denoted by V f(6) and H(0), respectively. We
use || - || to represent the L2 norm throughout the paper.

3.1.2 Objective of SAM

Conventional optimization of DNNs typically minimizes
the training loss f(6) using gradient descent, but this of-
ten leads to sharp local minima, which can hinder general-
ization performance [89]. To address this issue, SAM [20]
aims to find a flatter region in the loss landscape where the
model parameters are robust to small perturbations. The ob-
jective of SAM can be formulated as:
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where § denotes the perturbation, p controls the perturba-
tion radius, determining the amplitude of the perturbation,
and e is a small constant to avoid division by zero.

3.2. Curvature Metric

Since SAM measures sharpness based solely on the loss
value, it may fail to accurately capture the true sharpness
in some situations [75, 83, 89]. As shown in Figure 2 (a),
a smaller f(0°™) does not always guarantee a flatter min-
ima. Additionally, SAM consistently minimizes sharpness
during training, without considering that the model should
focus on minimizing the loss during early stages of training
and only reduce sharpness near local minima. We propose
a more rational training process that follows two principles:

(1) minimize the loss when the model is far from conver-
gence; and (2) reduce the sharpness when the model ap-
proaches a local minimum. Inspired by [18], we define a
curvature metric that is independent of the loss value and
adheres to these principles, providing a more accurate mea-
sure of sharpness and improving the model’s training pro-
cess, as shown in Figure 2 (b). The curvature metric is for-
mulated as:

H(0)

CUO) = roE+1
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This metric plays a minor role when the model is far from
convergence but becomes more significant as the model ap-
proaches a local minimum. We also explore the relationship
between the curvature metric and the maximal eigenvalue
of the Hessian, \y,q.(H (6)), which is a proper measure of
the sharpness of the local minima [28, 29] and is related
to the generalization ability of the model [11]. Although
Amaz(H (0)) is challenging to approximate and optimize
directly [78, 83], we derive the following lemma showing
that our curvature metric serves as a suitable surrogate for
Amaz (H(0)).

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that ||C(f(0))|| is sub-multiplicative.
Then, we have

Amaz(H(0)) = [CUFODI - NIV FOI + 1] 3)
The proof can be found in Supplementary Material A.

3.3. Meta Curvature-Aware Minimization

As 6 approaches a local minimum, the gradient V f(#) in
Eq. (2) inevitably decreases. Consequently, we minimize
the Hessian to reduce C. Based on this analysis, we pro-
pose the MeCAM framework, which optimizes the follow-
ing overall objective:

mein f(0)+ H(9), 4)

where minimizing f(6) helps 6 approach the local minima,
and minimizing H (6) focuses on reducing the curvature
around the local minima.

Calculating H () for a large matrix, such as a DNN with
millions of parameters, is computationally expensive. To
reduce complexity, we approximate H () using the central
difference method:

Theorem 3.2. Suppose f(0) is twice-differentiable at 0. Us-
ing the central difference method, we have

fO+h)+ f(0—h)—2f(0)

H(0) = =

+0,

where h is a small step-size, and O denotes the remainder
term. We estimate H (6) by calculating finite differences at
symmetric neighboring points around the point of interest.
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Figure 2. Comparison between SAM and the proposed curvature metric. (a) Illustration of a sharp local minimum at 6, (red) and a flat local
minimum at 62 (blue). While SAM prefers to optimize around 65°™, 05 is inherently flatter than 6. This highlights SAM’s limitation in
accurately characterizing sharpness, as it is influenced by the loss value. (b) Illustration of the proposed curvature metric C. Unlike SAM,
C more effectively quantifies the deviation from a flat surface, providing a better measure of sharpness in the loss landscape. A smaller

value of C indicates a flatter minimum. Best viewed in color.

By incorporating information from both sides, this approach
can provide an accurate approximation of H (). A key con-
sideration in Eq. (5) is the choice of h. Common strategies
for choosing an appropriate value of A include balancing
round-off errors, adjusting based on the scale of the prob-
lem, using typical small constants, and so on [14, 55]. To
avoid additional computation, in this study, we empirically

o v (6)
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where « is a hyperparameter. The objective in Eq. (4) can
then be rewritten as:

min f(0) + a(f(0 +90) — f(0)) +a(f(0 - 8) — f(0)).

(7

Generalization analysis. Here we derive a generaliza-
tion bound based on PAC-Bayesian theorem [48] for our
MeCAM in Proposition 3.3.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose the loss function f is differen-
tiable and bounded by M, and the training set consists of
n i.i.d. samples drawn from the true distribution. Let f (9)
represent the loss on the training set. Let @ € R* be learned
from the training set with a number of k. Then, with proba-
bility at least 1 — (, we have

Es,~n (0,07 [F (0 + 8)] < f(0)+
a(f(0+06)+ f(6—0)—2f(8)) + M

Tn
2 /1nn\2
1klog(l+ w) + 3 +log % + 2log(6n + 3k)
n—1
X (®)
a(f(0+0) +

It implies that f(6) is bounded by f(6) +
f(6 —8) — 2f(0)) when ignoring high-order terms, and

minimizing the second term in the right side of Eq. (8) is
expected to tighten the upper bound, rendering ov( f (0+6)+
f(6 — &) —2f(6)) a regularization term controlled by the
hyperparameter a.

Convergence analysis. We analyze the convergence rate
of MeCAM under the assumption that f is L-Lipschitz
smooth.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose f(0) is L-Lipschitz smooth. For any
time-step t and 0 € O, suppose we can observe g, g;*™,
and g"“'® as the gradients of V f(0;), Vf(0; + 0), and
V£ (8 — 8), with ||ge I, g3 |, lgi<tel| < G. Then, with

learning rate n; = % and perturbation radius p; = %

we have
L Cy + CylogT
IV £(6)]2 #7
1 C3+4+ CylogT
TZuwwtw»n?s SO
C’5+C'610gT
— VIO, —6)|* < ——22",

where C1, Cs, Cs, Cy4, C5, and Cg are some constants. This
implies that f(9), f(9—|—6) and f(6—4) in MeCAM all con-
verge at a rate of O( C\’gf ) for non-convex stochastic opti-
mization, aligning our MeCAM with the convergence rate
of first-order gradient methods, such as Adam.

As the third term in Eq. (7) is a meta-like objective func-
tion, we further approximate our MeCAM as a meta-driven
approach. We perform perturbations on D to generate D, a

" virtual meta-test set. In this study, we apply Mixstyle [85]

for perturbations. We then derive an approximation for the
third term in Eq. (7).
Proposition 3.5. When the perturbation § is small, we



Algorithm 1: MeCAM Algorithm.

Initialize : Initialize ¢ and 6y with 0 and initial
parameters, respectively.
Input: Training set D, batch size b, learning rate 7;,
perturbation radius p:, hyperparameters « and 3,
small constant €, and total number of iterations 1"
1: for t to T' do
2: Sample mini-batch data 3 from D;
3:  PForward f(6:) on B and then back-propagate the
gradients;
:  Compute the perturbation d;: = pt%;
5 Forward f(0: + 0+) on B and then back-propagate the
gradients;
6:  Forwad m(6; — 6;) on B obtained by utilizing Mixstyle
and then back-propagate the gradients;
7: Update: 0141 < 60 — (1 — o — B)V f(0:)+
an(@t -+ 5t) -+ ﬂVm(@t — (575))
8: end for
Output: 6,

have

a(f(0—0) = f(0)) = B(m(6 — &) - f(0)),  (10)

where 3 is another hyperparameter balancing the terms,
with the condition of 8 < «. The proof can be found in Sup-
plementary Material A. Since we denote f(0;D) as f(0),
we utilize m(6 — J) to represents f( — ;D) for clarity.
m(6 — 0) is designed to emulate the deployment environ-
ment to assess the model when transferred from the training
set D to the virtual meta-test set 15, indicating the robust-
ness of the current model across different data distributions.
Finally, by combining both Eq. (7) and Eq. (10), the overall
objective of MeCAM is:

min f(0) +a(f (6 +0) — f(0)) + 5(m(0 —5) — f(6)).
—_——

—_——————
surrogate gap of SAM and meta-learning,

(1D
where the second and third terms in the right side can be re-
garded as the surrogate gap of SAM and the surrogate gap of
meta-learning, respectively. A smaller gap between the loss
of SAM (i.e., f(0 + 0)) or meta-learning (i.e., m(6 — 0))
and the vanilla training loss (i.e., f(6)) indicates a flatter
loss landscape, which contributes to the robustness of the
model. Previous work [75, 89] has also demonstrated the
superiority of the surrogate gap over the vanilla training
loss. Compared to directly calculating the Hessian, the pro-
cess in our MeCAM is much easier and less computational,
allowing our method to be used like other conventional op-
timizers, such as Adam [32]. The optimization procedure
of MeCAM is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Table 1. The dataset details of PACS, VLCS, OfficeHome, Ter-
ralncognita, and DomainNet.

Dataset Domains  Images  Classes
PACS [38] 4 9,991 7
VLCS [17] 4 10,729 5

OfficeHome [71] 4 15,588 65
Terralncognita [6] 4 24,788 10
DomainNet [57] 6 586,575 345

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets and Implementation Details

We evaluated our MeCAM against other competing meth-
ods on five public DG benchmarks, including PACS [38],
VLCS [17], OfficeHome [71], Terralncognita [6], and Do-
mainNet [57]. The details of each dataset can be found in
Table 1.

For a fair comparison, we adopted the training and eval-
uation protocols from DomainBed [23], where hyperparam-
eter tuning was performed without access to test data. All
models were trained on DomainNet for 15,000 iterations
and on the other datasets for 5,000 iterations, unless oth-
erwise specified. We used the leave-one-domain-out pro-
tocol for evaluation, where one domain is held out as the
target (test) domain, and the remaining domains serve as
the source (training) domains. For each dataset, 20% of the
training data was used for validation and model selection.
We utilized the average accuracy across all domains to mea-
sure the performance of each model and performed three
experimental trials (i.e., setting the random seed to 0, 1, and
2) to compute the mean value and standard error of the per-
formance metric. The default backbone used in this study is
the ResNet-50 [24] pretrained on ImageNet [61]. We uti-
lized the Adam optimizer [32] as the base optimizer for
MeCAM. The optimal hyperparameter settings of MeCAM
for each dataset are provided in Supplementary Material B.

4.2. Comparison with Existing DG Methods

We compared our MeCAM with 25 existing conventional
DG methods [4, 7, 8, 10, 13, 21, 26, 31, 33, 39, 40, 43,
52, 62, 64, 66, 67, 70, 77, 81, 85] to evaluate its gener-
alization ability. The results were presented in Table 2.
Compared to the ERM algorithm [70], which can be treated
as the baseline, MeCAM consistently demonstrates a sub-
stantial improvement across all benchmarks, with an av-
erage performance gain of 2.7%. MeCAM outperforms
most methods on all datasets, with particularly notable im-
provements on PACS, VLCS, and DomainNet. Specifically,
MeCAM achieves a 1.8% improvement over MADG on
PACS, a 1.1% improvement over GMDG on VLCS, and a
0.4% improvement over GMDG on DomainNet. Although



Table 2. Average accuracy and standard error (mean+stq) of our MeCAM and existing DG methods calculated across three trials on five
public DG datasets. The best results are highlighted in bold. The results denoted by 1 are taken from [75] and [13], while the results

marked by } are obtained directly from the original source.

Algorithm PACS VLCS  OfficecHome Terralnc DomainNet | Average
MMDT [40] 84.7105 T7.5409  66.310.1 422116 234495 58.8
Mixstyle! [85] | 85.2103 779105 604103  44.0407  34.0101 60.3
GroupDROT [62] | 84.4408 76.7406  66.0407  43.2411  33.3102 60.7
IRM' [4] 83.5408 785405 643490  47.6108  33.940% 61.6
ARMT [81] 85.1404 T7.6403  64.8403 455103  35.5402 61.7
VREx' [33] 849106 783402  66.4i06 464106  33.6199 61.9
AND—maskT [56] 86.4:‘:0.4 76.4:|:0,4 66.1:‘:0.2 49.8:‘:0.4 37-9:|:0.6 63.3
CDANNT [43] 82.6409 T77.54+0.1 6580135  45.8416  38.3103 62.0
SAND-mask? [64] | 84.440.9 781409  65.6404  44.6103 372406 62.0
DANNT [21] 83.6404 T78.6404 659106  46.7105  38.3101 62.6
RSCT [26] 85.240.9 771105 65.540.9 46.6410 389405 62.7
MTL' [7] 84.6105 T7.2404 664105 456112  40.6401 62.9
Mixup! [77] 84.6406 T7.4406 681103 479108  39.2401 63.4
MLDGT [39] 84.94109 T7.2404  66.8406 477109  41.2401 63.6
ERMT [70] 85.5402 T77.3404  66.5103  46.1115  43.8401 63.9
Fish? [66] 85.510.3 T77.84023 68.610.4 451413  42.7102 63.9
SagNetT [52] 86.3i0,2 77.8:|:0_5 68.1:&0,1 48.6j:1_0 40-3:|:O_1 64.2
SelfRegi [31] 85.610.4 77.8io.9 67.910.7 47.010.3 42.810_0 64.2
CORALT [67] 86.2103 T78.84i06  68.7+03  47.6110  41.5401 64.5
mDSDI? [8] 86.2102 79.0003  69.2104 481114 428401 65.1
Fishr [60] 86.9102 782402  68.240.2 53.6404  41.8402 65.7
MIRO¥ [10] 85.4404 79.040.0 70.5404  50.4411  44.340.9 65.9
LP-FT* [34] 84.6408 T76.7415  65.0402  47.1107  43.0401 63.3
MADGT [13] 86.5404 T78.7+02 713103 537405 399404 66.0
GMDGI [69] 85.6i0.3 79.2:|:0‘3 70.7:“),2 51.1:“),9 44-6:|;0‘1 66.3
MeCAM (OllI'S) 88.3i0_3 80.3i0_3 70.41044 48.9i1_1 45-0i0.0 66.6

MADG achieves the highest performance on OfficeHome
and Terralncognita, its performance on DomainNet is rel-
atively weak. DomainNet is the largest dataset with over
half a million images across 345 categories and collected
from six distinct domains, posing a significant challenge.
Our MeCAM surpasses other DG methods on this dataset,
highlighting its robustness in handling such a large-scale
and complex dataset. Overall, these results demonstrate that
MeCAM improves the model generalization across a wide
range of DG tasks.

4.3. Comparison with Optimizers and Sharpness-
Based DG Methods

Since MeCAM can be viewed as an optimizer designed to
improve the update of model parameter, we further com-
pared it with six other optimizers and six sharpness-based
DG methods from the perspective of model optimization.
The results were shown in Table 3. It reveals that: (1)
AdaHessian achieves the best overall performance among

the optimizers, indicating the effectiveness of Hessian-
based optimization for enhancing generalization; (2) even
the sharpness-based method with the lowest performance,
i.e., SAM, outperforms all the optimizers, demonstrating
the importance of reducing sharpness of the loss land-
scape for better generalization; (3) different datasets ex-
hibit preferences for different algorithms, e.g., AdaHessian
outperforms AdamW on PACS, VLCS, and DomainNet,
but possesses lower performance on OfficeHome and Do-
mainNet; and (4) MeCAM consistently outperforms other
optimizers and sharpness-based methods across all bench-
mark datasets, confirming that simultaneously minimizing
the surrogate gap of SAM and meta-learning for reducing
curvature around the local minima leads to superior gener-
alization.

4.4. Ablation Study

To better understand the contributions of each component
in MeCAM, we conducted an ablation study on the three



Table 3. Average accuracy and standard error (mean+s¢q) of our MeCAM, optimizers, and existing sharpness-based DG methods calcu-
lated across three trials on five DG datasets. The best results are highlighted in bold. Results marked with { and { are taken from [75] and

the original source, respectively.

Algorithm PACS VLCS  OfficeHome Terralnc DomainNet | Average
Adam’ [32] 84.2106 773113 676404 4444105  43.0401 63.3
AdamWT [47] 83.6415 T7.44058 68.840.6 45.241.4 43.440.1 63.7
.. SGDf [53] 799414 781409 68.540.3 44.941 8 43.240.1 62.9
Optimizer YOGI! [80] 81.2 77.6 68.3 45.4 43.5 63.2
24404 O+0.6 -040.3 4405 -040.0 .
AdaBelief' [88] | 84.610.6 78.4104  68.0109  45.2420  43.5401 63.9
AdaHessianT [79] 84.5i1.0 78.6i0'8 68.4i0.9 44~4i0.5 44-4i0.1 64.1
SAMT [20] 85.341.0 78.2405 68.040.8 45.740.9 43.440.1 64.1
GAMT [83] 86.140.6 78.540.4 68.241.0 45.240.6 43.840.1 64.4
SAGM* [75] 86.9403 79.1410 69.440.1 48.641.5 44.740.0 65.7
Sharpness-based FAD' [82] 88.2105 789408  69.2105 457110 444404 65.3
CRSAM* [76] 85~4i0.7 79-1:|:046 68.9:|:1_0 45.33;()_4 44-3;|:0_1 64.6
FSAM* [42] 86.54+0.3 79.4401 70.240.1 46.140.6 449101 65.4
MeCAM (OUI'S) 883i05 80-3i0.3 70-410.4 48.9i1,1 45-0:t0.0 66.6

Table 4. Ablation study on various combinations of optimization objectives in our MeCAM. Average accuracy and standard error
(mean+stq) of our MeCAM and other variants are calculated across three trials on PACS, VLCS, and OfficeHome. The best results

are highlighted in bold.
f0) a(f(0+0)—f(0) B(m(@O—29)—f(0) | PACS VLCS  OfficeHome | Average

v 85.0:&05 78.2:&0‘5 67.8i042 77.0

v 1544093 47.0403 1.640.1 21.3

v 46.1152 44.2129 2.310.2 30.9

v Ve 86.4:&1‘3 80.3:|:0,5 69-7j:0.2 78.8

v v 86.7+05 79.7+0.3 69.540.5 78.6

v v 874401 794401 69.810.2 78.9

v v v 88.3.03 803103 70404 79.7

terms of MeCAM’s optimization objective (see Eq. (11)).
The results were displayed in Table 4. Please note that
when only a(f(6 + ) — £(6)) or B(m(0 — &) — £(9))
is used as the optimization objective, we set o or (5 to 1.
The results highlight the following insights: (1) using only
f(0) degenerates MeCAM to ERM, which does not effec-
tively reduce sharpness or curvature; (2) relying solely on
the surrogate gap of SAM or meta-learning results in signif-
icant performance degradation, particularly on the Office-
Home dataset, indicating that minimizing sharpness alone
is insufficient; (3) combining the surrogate gaps of SAM
or meta-learning with f(#) alleviates this degradation and
improves generalization performance; and (4) the best per-
formance is achieved when all three terms are jointly used
in the optimization objective, suggesting the effectiveness
of MeCAM. Furthermore, it is worth noting that combining
the surrogate gap of SAM with meta-learning not only re-
solves the degradation observed when using either of them
individually, but also outperforms the use of f(6) alone. We
argue that the optimization objectives of these two terms are
complementary, and their combination effectively mitigates
limitations of each other.

4.5. Evaluation on Various Training Iterations

To explore how the training iteration takes effect on our
MeCAM and other sharpness-based methods, we further
evaluated them on various training iterations using each do-
main of PACS as the target domain. The results were dis-
played in Figure 3. It shows that MeCAM outperforms
other competing methods in most scenarios, particularly
in the target domains of “Art painting”, “Cartoon”, and
“Sketch”. On the "Photo” domain, it is hard to distinguish
which method is superior over others, as performing classi-
fication on this domain is relatively simple, where all meth-
ods exhibit an accuracy over 95%. Additionally, MeCAM
achieves the best overall performance across all training it-
erations, demonstrating its superior generalization ability
and robustness.

4.6. Curvature Comparison on PACS

In this experiment, we evaluated the curvature metric C
around the local minima obtained by our MeCAM and other
competing methods. Based on the above approximation,
we utilized various values of p to compute C on the PACS

dataset by C(f(0)) = af(eﬂlslgf((g)ﬂgl—lsz), where « is
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Figure 3. Accuracy of our MeCAM and other sharpness-based methods across various training iterations using each domain of PACS as
the target domain. For each figure, the X-axis denotes the training iterations, where 5,000 is the default configuration, and the Y-axis

indicates the accuracy.

omitted for convenient comparison. The results were listed
in Table 5, with smaller curvature indicating superior algo-
rithm. It can be found that our MeCAM consistently out-
performs other competing methods across most values of p
and improves C significantly as p increases, demonstrating
the robustness of our MeCAM against large perturbations.

Table 5. Curvature metric of our MeCAM and five competing
methods on the PACS dataset with various values of p. The best
result of each column is highlighted in bold.

Algorithm p=0.01 p=005 p=01 p=02 p=05
ERM [70] 8.7e° 2.4e=3  6.3e3 322 5.le!
SAM [20] 3.8¢7°  5de™*  19e7® 1.9e 2 1.8e7!
SAGM [75] 2.9¢7° 7.6e=*  33e7% 523 l.le!
CRSAM [76] 3.0e7 5 53e¢7%  1.6e7® 6.7e® 1.0e!
FSAM [42] 2.6 44e~*  13e™® 5.le 3  6.1e?
MeCAM (Ours) | 2.8¢77 4.2¢* 11e?  32¢° 44e?
A 3.0 25
5
A
/ . : \ 2.0
2 10 1.0
1 * 0.5 0.5
(a) ERM (Adam) (b) SAM (c) MeCAM (Ours)

Figure 4. Visualization of the loss landscapes of ERM, SAM, and
our MeCAM on the PACS dataset. The number represents the loss
value.

4.7. Visualization of Loss Landscapes

To demonstrate that MeCAM achieves a flatter minima, we
visualized the loss landscapes of the ResNet50 trained using
ERM (Adam), SAM, and our MeCAM on the PACS dataset

with 5,000 iterations. We utilized the visualization tech-
niques proposed in [41] and plotted the loss values along
two randomly sampled orthogonal Gaussian perturbations
around the local minima. As shown in Figure 4, the re-
sults reveal that (1) ERM is very sensitive to perturbations;
(2) our MeCAM converges to a flatter minima compared to
both ERM and SAM; and (3) our MeCAM also results in
a flat minima with lower loss values. These results demon-
strate the superiority of MeCAM in decreasing the sharp-
ness around the local minima.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, to tackle the limitations in SAM and its ex-
isting variants, we introduce a more rational training pro-
cess for sharpness-based methods, incorporating a curvature
metric that can better measure the sharpness. This metric
focuses on the curvature around the local minima and can
bound the maximum eigenvalue of the Hessian matrix. We
propose a novel generalization approach, MeCAM, which
minimizes both the surrogate gap of sharpness-aware min-
imization and the surrogate gap of meta-learning to seek
a flatter minima. We demonstrate that MeCAM effec-
tively controls the generalization error and achieves a com-
petitive convergence rate. Compared to existing conven-
tional DG methods and sharpness-based methods, MeCAM
shows superior generalization performance across various
DG datasets. In our future work, we plan to improve
MeCAM by: (1) developing better methods for computing
the step-size in the central difference approximation; and
(2) exploring the combination of MeCAM with other meta-
learning paradigms or investigating other ways to synthe-
size the virtual meta-test domain.
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Supplementary Material

In the supplementary material, we provide more details
about the proofs omitted in the manuscript (Section A),
the optimal hyperparameter configurations for MeCAM on
each dataset (Section B), the full results of Table 2 and Table
3 in the manuscript (Section C), and additional experiments
(Section D).

A. Proofs
A.l. Proof of Lemma 3.1
Proof. Since ||C(f(6))|| is sub-multiplicative, we have:
IH @)l
CifON| < ———~2——
ICENN < 1% paye + 1
e (H(B) (12)
IV FO)]% + 1]

Amaz(H(0)) > [[C(FO) - IV FO) + 1]].
In addition,

ICCHED - MV + 11 = IOV + D]

= [|H(8)|
= Anaz(H(6)).
(13)
Combine Eq. (12) and Eq. (13), we have:
ICCHONN - IIVFO? + 1| = Anax(H(9)).  (14)

A.2. Proof of Proposition 3.3

Proof. Suppose the training set has n elements drawn i.i.d.
from the true distribution, and denote the loss on the training
set as f(A). Let 0 be learned from the training set with
a number of k. Then following the proof of Theorem 2
in [20], with probability at least 1 — ¢, we have:

E&,NN(O,(T?) [f(a =+ 5)] < EtsiNN(O,UZ)[f(G + 5)]+
\/}lklog(l + J2) 1+ 1 4 1og 2 + 2log(6n + 3k)

o2

(15)
Since §; ~ N(O, 02), ”g—lf has a chi-square distribution. By
Lemma 1 in [36], we have that for any ¢ > 0:

Ul
2

n—1

P(L —k > 2Vkt 4 2t) < exp(—t).  (16)

g

By t = In \/n, with probability at least 1 — % we have:

8]* < UQ(k—l—ZW—i—Zln\/ﬁ)
< o?(Vk+vVinn)? < p?.

a7

According to the Taylor expansion, when V f (0) is ap-
proaching to the local minimum and ¢ is small, we can ob-
tain:

f(0+6) = f(0) +6VF(0) + —H(0)
< f(0) + H(9)

~ f(0) +a(f(0 +8) + f(0 - 6) - 2f(0))
(18)
where H () is the Hessian obtained on the training set. Fol-
lowing the proof of proposition 4.3 in [83] and combining
Eq. (18), Eq. (17), and Eq. (16), we have:

Es, A (0,00 [f (0 +0)] < £(0)+

a(f(0+08)+ f(6—08) —2f(8)) + %Jr

Inn
L log(1+ 1LV 1 1 4 log 2 4 21og(6n + 3k)

n—1
(19)
where the loss function calculated on each data is bounded
by M.

A.3. Proof of Theorem 3.4

Proof. For simplicity, we utilize the SGD optimizer as the
base optimizer to analyze the convergence rate of our CAM.
For other optimizers, such as Adam, similar results can be
derived by extending our proof. Since there are three items
in F(0), we first analyze each one individually and then
combine the results together.

A3.1 Convergence W.R.T. Function f(6)

For simplicity, the update d; of the model parameter 6 at
step ¢ can be written as:

sam

di = —m(vg9e + ag; ™ + agl"'*),y =1 —2a.  (20)

Suppose f is L-Lipschitz smooth. By the definitions of
dy = Orr1 — Op, f(O5™) = f(0r + &), and f(0]"*) =
f(0; — 61), we have:

F(Ore1) < F0) + (V0,651 — 0 + 5 0011 — 00
L
= f(0:) + (Vf(6r), de) + EHdtH2
= f(0:) +(Vf(0:), —me(vgs + agi®™ + ag**'®))
L 2
+ o]

2n

)



By the assumptions of E[g;] = Vf(6,),
Vf(0:9™), and E[gi"c'?] = V f(0"¢'*), we take the ex-
pectation conditioned on the observations up to step ¢ for
both sides and then obtain:

Ef (0e51)] < [(6e) + (V[ (0r), =t (VE[ge] + oE[g;7™"]
+aElg""))) + §1E[HdtH2]
= f(0:) — 77t(’7||vf(9t>||2
+al{Vf(0:), VF(0;"™))
L

+a(V(0), VFO ")) + S Eldi]|]-
(22)
Since perturbation §; is small, by Taylor expansion,
Vf(6;%™) and V f(0;*“**) can be approximated as:

Elgi™] =

VFE6;“™) =V f(0:+6) = Vf(l)+6:H(6), (23)
and
V(7<) =V f(0 — 0¢) = Vf(6y) — 6. H(6;), (24)

where H (6,) is the Hessian and the Taylor remainder is
omitted. Plug Eq. (23) and Eq. (24) into Eq. (22), with
the definition of v = 1 — 2a, we have:

E[f(0e41)] < f(6:) — me(y + 20) [V £ (6) |12
—neade(V f(0r), H(04))

+mad (V0 HO) + Efla)?] @D

= (00~ V1O + CE{ld])

Assume gradient is upper-bounded by G, Eq. (25) can be
rewritten as:

E[f(0r+1)] < f(0:)

L
= f(0:) — ||V f(60)]* + §G277t2~

By re-arranging above formula, we have:

L
— e[V f(6)]1* + §E[G277t2}
(26)

WIVIOIP < £00) Bl (Or)) + 3G, @D

Perform telescope sum and take the expectation on each
step t, we can obtain:

I T
—E[f(0r)] + 5G* >}
t=1

(28)

Yl V@) < f(6r)

By setting 7; = ”\}, we have:

1o L L |
7§]Wf@W<ﬂM Fmin+ 5GP Y 5
—1 t=1

< J(0) = Foin+ S GPR(1 +108T).

(29)

Hence
a C + CologT
IV € 30
7 X:j VO < == (30)
implies the convergence rate w.r.t. f(6) is O(IC:ETT), where

C4 and Cy are some constants.

A.3.2 Convergence W.R.T. Function f(65%™)

Denote the update d; of the model parameter 6 at step ¢ as:

sam

dy = —ne(vg: + ag;

Define dt = 6t+1 — Ht, f(@f“m) = f(ﬁt + (St), and
f(ometay = f(6, — &;). By L-smoothness of f, we have:

FOOLT) < fF(0;°™) +
L sam sam
+ §||9§5+1 — 07|
= f(6;") + (VF(O79), 01 + 01 — b — Oy)

L
+ §||9t+1 + Op1 — O — 6%

+agl ),y =1-2a. (31)

(VFO7"™), 0247 — ;™)

(32)
According to the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and AM-GM
inequality, we re-arrange the above formula and then obtain:

FOOET) = F(O77™) = (VF(6:°™), di) —
(VF(07°™), 61 — 6) + L[ 61 — 82|

Ll|d||? <
de]” < (33)

We first take the expectation conditioned on the observa-
tions up to step ¢ for the LH S. By reusing results from Eq.
(23) and Eq. (24), we have:

LHS =E[f(6;¢7)] — f(6;°™) — LE[||dy|1*)—
<vf(05am) nt('YE[gt] +04]E[ sam] +aE[ meta])>
=E[f(6;¢7)] — F(0;°™) — LE[||d¢]|*]+

e (al|VF@; )P + oV F(07°™), VF(077)) +
YVFO7™), V£(6:)))

~E[f(077)] — F(07°™) — LE[||de]|*)+
ne(al|VF@;™)? + oV F(07™), VF(0;°™)~
200 H(0:)) +~(VF(07°™), VF(0;°™) — 6. H (0,)))

=E[f(6;¢7)] — F(0;°™) — LE[||d¢]|*]+
ne(IVFOF"™)I* = (VF(0;°™), 6 H (61)))

>E[f(O0557)] = F(07™) + ne [V F(07°) P~
LGpym — LG*n},

(34)
where the last inequality is due to (1) max eigenvalue of
H is upper-bounded by L, (2) gradient is assumed to be
upper-bounded by G, and (3) the definition of J; that §; =

Peygire and [lpepgill < 1.



Inspired by [89], we take the expectation conditioned on
the observations up to step ¢ for the RH S of Eq. (43) and
then obtain:

RHS =(V f(0;°™), E[6¢11 — 6¢]) + LE[|| 6451 — 6¢]|?]
Jt+1 gt
<Gp:E — +
pE[l St - Sy
L 2E gt+1 _ gt 2
Pt

<Gpide + Lpi 7,
(35
where ¢, denotes the angle between V f(6;41) and V f(6;).
According to the analysis in [89], when 7; and d; are small,
¢, is small and can be approximated as:

|6 _
- < In. 36
MO 0)

Plug Eq. (36) into Eq. (35), we have:

¢t ~ tan(p) ~

RHS < LGpine + L?pin; 37)

Combine Eq. (37) and Eq. (34), we have:
nel[VFOIP < F(0;™) — E[f(0787)] + 2LGpern
+ LG} + LPpint

Ul

(38)
By setting 7, = 7‘1 and p; = \/ we perform telescope

sum and take the expectation on each step t. Then we have:

T
SOl VO ™) < £(03°) — BIF(05°™)] + LPpgng >

t=1 t=1
|
+ (2LGpono + LG*n3) > -
t=1
LzT:va esam ”2 < f(esam) Fovin + 7T2L3p3773
f — min 6
+ (2LGpomo + LG*n3) (1 + 1og T),
(39)
Hence
1 & Cs+ CylogT
- vV f(gsam 2 < 3 4 40
T;H JOFmIP < == (40)

f(osam) is O(*el),

implies the convergence rate w.r.t. T

where C'3 and C; are some constants.

A.3.3 Convergence W.R.T. Function f(§™¢%)

Denote the update d; of the model parameter 6 at step ¢ as:

de = —ne(vge + agi®™ + ag™*), vy =1—-2a. (41

Define dt = 0t+1
foFete) = f(0,

— 9t, f(@f“m) = f(@t + (St), and
— &¢). By L-smoothness of f, we have:

f(egielt% < f(emeta) + <Vf(9fam), eﬂelta _ 9;neta>
L meta meta
§||9t+it —0pete|?
= f(07°") + (Vf(07°"), 01 — Oy + 0 — Gp41)
L
+ 50041 — 00 + 6 — Seaal?.
(42)
We re-arrange the above formula and then obtain:
FOLES) — F(O") — (Vf(07°'), dy) — L de||* <
(V0,0 = bp41) + LIS — Sea ||
(43)

Similar to the proof in A.3.2, we take the expectation con-
ditioned on the observations up to step ¢ for the both sides
and obtain:

E[f(0755)] = £(O7°) + nel [V (07|

~LG*n} < LPpin;
nel[VFO7)|? < f(67) —
+ LG*n}

meta (44)
E[f(0745)]
+ LPpin?.
Following Eq. (39) and Eq. (40), we have:

Cs+ CglogT
vT

where C5 and Cg are some constants. Eq. (45) implies the
log T )

T

1

7 2 VO < (4$)
t=1

1 convergence rate w.r.t. f(6™¢%) is O( )

A.3.4 Convergence W.R.T. Overall Function F'(0)

Note that we have proved convergence for f(0), f(6*™),
and f(0™“'%) in A.3.1, A.3.2, and A.3.3, respectively. By
definition of F'(6), we have:

1YV f(0e) + aV F(O;°™) + aV f(0) |

10 10c?
7 IVF@IP + ==V 7 (0™

IVE(@6:)]?

I /\

10a

(emeta) ||2

(46)
Hence

~

T

2P IV
t=1

T

ZHWW“’”)II”O&ZZIIVf (el

t=1

1 2
T 2_) IVE@O)]* <

(47)

S

log T
T

also converges at rate O(

converges at rate O(%).

) since each item in the RH.S



A 4. Proof of Proposition 3.5

By performing first-order Taylor expansion around 6, we

have:
f(0—=24)~ f(0) -V [f(h),

m(0 —§) = m(0) — 6Vm(6), (48)

where the remainders are omitted. By assuming this propo-
sition holds, we have:

a(f(0—0) = f(0)) = B(m(0 — &) — f(0).  (49)

Applying Eq. (48) to Eq. (49), when the perturbation ¢ is
small, we can obtain:

—adV f(0) = B(m(0) — f(0)) — BOVm(0)
o

0) —m(0) = 6(=Vf(O)—Vm(
£(60) = m(®) ~ A5V () ~ Vm(6)) 0
R 21())
PO +
where f(6) — m(f) ~ C’ and C’ is a small constant. For
convenience, we set 3 as a hyperparameter, which meets the
B < « condition.

Table I. The optimal hyperparameter configurations for MeCAM
on each dataset. The ‘Ir’, ‘wd’, ‘dr’, p, «, and (8 denote the learn-
ing rate, the weight decay, the dropout rate, the perturbation radius,
the weight for the surrogate gap of SAM, and the weight for the
surrogate gap of meta-learning, respectively.

Dataset Ir wd dr p o 154
PACS 3¢® 1le* 05 0.1 01 0.1
VLCS le® 1e* 05 01 02 0.1

OfficeHome le™® 1le7®* 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1
Terralncognita | 1e™® 1le™® 0.5 0.01 0.05 0.05
DomainNet | 3e™® 1e™ 05 0.1 02 0.1

B. Optimal Hyperparameter Configurations

For a fair comparison, we followed the training and eval-
uation protocol in [23] to search for the optimal hyperpa-
rameters, where the test data information is unavailable.
The search spaces of the learning rate (i.e., ‘Ir’), the per-
turbation radius p, the weight for the surrogate gap of
SAM a, and the weight for the surrogate gap of meta-
learning 3 are {le=6 1e7%,3e~°}, {0.01,0.05,0.1,0.2},
{0.05,0.1,0.15,0.2}, and {0.05,0.1,0.15,0.2}, respec-
tively. For the weight decay (i.e., ‘wd’) and the dropout rate
(i.e., ‘dr’), we inherited the optimal configurations in [75].
The optimal hyperparameter configurations for MeCAM
on each dataset are provided in Table 1. It is worth noting
that all the optimal configurations also satisfy the condition
B <a.

C. Full Results

In this section, we provide the detailed results of Table 2 and
Table 3 in our manuscript. Specifically, we display the full
results of our MeCAM and existing DG methods [4, 7, 13,
21, 26, 33, 39, 40, 43, 52, 56, 60, 62, 67, 69, 70, 77, 81, 85]
on PACS, VLCS, OfficeHome, Terralncognita, and Do-
mainNet datasets in Table II, Table IV, Table VI, Table VIII,
and Table X, respectively. We also display the full results of
our MeCAM, optimizers [32, 47, 53, 79, 80, 88], and exist-
ing sharpness-based DG methods [20, 42, 75, 76, 82, 83] on
PACS, VLCS, OfficeHome, Terralncognita, and Domain-
Net datasets in Table III, Table V, Table VII, Table IX, and
Table XI, respectively. The average accuracy and standard
deviation, calculated across three trials with random seeds
set to 0, 1, and 2, are reported for each method.

D. Additional Experiments
D.1. Extensibility Analysis

To evaluate the extensibility of our MeCAM, we inte-
grated it with SWAD [9], which is a typical DG method
based on ensemble learning, and repeated experiments on
five DG datasets. The optimal hyperparameter configura-
tions listed in Table B were directly applied to MeCAM.
For SWAD, the hyperparameters were set to their de-
fault values: ‘n_converge’=3, ‘n_tolerance’=6, and ‘toler-
ance_ratio’=0.3. Therefore, no additional hyperparameter
search was performed. The results are presented in Ta-
ble XII. It shows that our MeCAM integrated with SWAD
outperforms other combinations on four datasets and also
achieves the best overall performance, demonstrating the
superior extensibility of our MeCAM.

D.2. Ablation Study on Hyperparameters

Besides the vanilla training loss, the overall objective func-
tion of our MeCAM consists of the surrogate gap of SAM
and the surrogate gap of meta-learning. There are three crit-
ical hyperpamaters in MeCAM, where p controls the ex-
tent of perturbations and « and (3 regulate the contributions
of the surrogate gap of SAM and meta-learning, respec-
tively. To explore the impact of these hyperparameters on
MeCAM, we conducted additional ablation study on them,
and the results are shown in Figure 1. Figure I (a) shows that
(1) the performance remains stable even with variations in p
around 0.1; and (2) our MeCAM consistently outperforms
SAM, with the exception of the case when p = 1.0, which
leads to large perturbations. The results displayed in Fig-
ure I (b) indicate that (1) our MeCAM is robust to various «
and (3, consistently achieving superior accuracy compared
to SAM, even under the worst-case scenario; (2) setting (3
to 0.1 is a proper choice, as it yields the best or second-best
performance across different values of «; and (3) setting



Table II. Full results (mean4+stq) of our MeCAM and existing DG methods calculated across three trials on PACS. The results denoted by
T are taken from [75] and [13], while the results marked by I are obtained directly from the original source.

Algorithm Art Cartoon Photo Sketch | Average
MMDT [40] 86.1114 794109 96.6102 T76.5105 84.7
NﬁXS'[}"leJr [85] 86.8:|:0.5 79.0:|:1.4 96.6:|:0_1 78.5:|:2_3 85.2
GroupDROT [62] | 83.54109 79.1106 96.7403 783420 | 84.4
IRMT [4] 848413 764411 96.7406 76.141.0 83.5
ARMT [81] 86.8106 76.8405 974103 79.3119 85.1
VREx' [33] 86.001¢ 79.1:06 969105 T77.7T117 84.9
AND-mask' [56] | 86.4111 80.84009 971192 81.311, 86.4
CDANNT [43] | 84.64158 75.5409 96.8:03 73.5106 82.6
DANNT [21] 864108 774408 97.3104 73.5193 83.7
RSCT [26] 85.4108 797118 97.6103 782115 85.2
MTL' [7] 8754108 771405 96.4108 77.3418 84.6
Mixup' [77] 86.1105 78.9+08 97.6401 T75.8118 | 84.6
MLDGT [39] 85.5414 80.1i7- 974403 76.6411 84.9
ERMT [70] 84.7104 80.8406 97.2403 79.341.0 85.5
SagNetT [52] 87.4:|:1.0 80.7:{:0.6 97.1:{:0.1 80.0:1:0.4 86.3
CORALT [67] | 88.3102 80.0105 97.5.103 78.8113 86.2
FiShl‘Jr [60] 87.9:|:0.6 80.8:|:0_5 97.9:|:0.4 81.1:|:0_8 86.9
MADGT [13] 878105 822106 97.7403 783104 86.5
GMDG [69] 84.7110 81.7494 9754104 805113 85.6
MeCAM (OUI'S) 89.6:|:0_6 83.3:{:1_4 96.7:{:0.3 83.510.7 88.3

Table III. Full results (mean4stq) of our MeCAM, optimizers, and existing sharpness-based DG methods calculated across three trials on
PACS. Results marked with t and * are inherited from [82] and obtained by reproduction, respectively.

Algorithm Art Cartoon Photo Sketch | Average
Adam? [32] 88.0412 79.7405 96.7404 T72.740.9 84.3
AdamWT [47] 84.1:|:1,5 80.7:|:1,2 96.9:|:0'4 72.8:|:0.6 83.6
SGD' [53] 85.1104 76.0403 98.34104 60.346.1 79.9
YOGI' [80] 84.4417 797106 95.8403 65.1415 81.2
AdaBelief' [88] | 85.4195 80.4411 974107 751414 84.6
AdaHessian® [79] | 88.4106 80.0409 97.7404 71.7141 84.5
SAMT [20] 85.7410 81.0414 971400 774113 85.3
GAMT [83] 859109 81.3116 9824104 79.049 86.1
SAGM* [75] 87.6404 81.8105 972401 81.3191 86.9
FADT [82] 88.5105 83.0408 98.4402 82.8409 88.2
CRSAM* [76] | 86.7205 80.5416 964105 778194 85.4
FSAM* [42] 87.6411 802107 954104 82.8i07 86.5
MeCAM (OUI‘S) 89.6:|:0,6 83.3:|:1.4 96.7:|:0'3 83.5:|:0.7 88.3

Optimizer

Sharpness-based




Table IV. Full results (mean+stq) of our MeCAM and existing DG methods calculated across three trials on VLCS. The results denoted
by t are taken from [75] and [13], while the results marked by } are obtained directly from the original source.

Algorithm Caltech  LabelMe SUN VOC Average
MMD' [40] 97.7+01 64.0411 728402 75.3433 77.5
Mixstyle® [85] | 98.6403 64.541.1 72.6405 757417 | 77.9
GroupDROT [62] | 97.3103 63.4409 69.5408 76.7T+07 | 76.7
IRMT [4] 98.6401 64.94109 734106 77.3+0.9 78.6
ARMT [81] 98.7402 63.6407 713119 T76.7+06 77.6
VREx' [33] 98.4103 64.44114 T41liga 762413 78.3
AND-mask’ [56] | 98.3103 64.5002 6931135 7344113 76.4
CDANNT [43] | 971403 65.14192 70.710s 77.1115 77.5
DANNT [21] 99.0403 65.1414 731403 772406 78.6
RSCT [26] 9794101 625407 723419 75.6108 77.1
MTLT [7] 978404 64.3103 T71.5407 75.341~ 77.2
NﬁXllp]L [77] 98.3:&0.6 64.8:{:1.0 72.1:|:0,5 74-3:|:0.8 77.4
MLDG' [39] 974102 652407 T1.0014 75.311.0 77.2
ERMT [70] 98.0103 64.7412 Tldiio 752116 77.3
S.’:lgI\IetJr [52] 97.9;&0.4 64.5:{:0.5 71.4:&1,3 77.5;&0_5 77.8
CORALT [67] | 98.310.1 66.1112 734103 77.511.2 78.8
Fishr! [60] 97.6107 67.3405 722409 75.7+03 78.2
MADG' [13] 98.5102 65.8003 T73.1i03 T77.3401 78.7
GMDG [69] 98.3104 659110 734108 793113 79.2
MeCAM (OUI'S) 99.5i0.0 64.3i0,5 75-2:|:0.8 82.1:|:0.3 80.3

Table V. Full results (mean+s:q) of our MeCAM, optimizers, and existing sharpness-based DG methods calculated across three trials on
VLCS. Results marked with T and * are inherited from [82] and obtained by reproduction, respectively.

Algorithm Caltech  LabelMe SUN VOC Average
AdaIIlJr [32] 98.95:0.4 65.9j:1,5 71-0:i:1.6 74.55:2.0 7.3
AdamWT [47] | 98.3101 651417 709413 752415 | 77.4
SGD' [53] 984409 64.T407 725408 76.6403 78.1
YOGIT [80] 9814107 639110 725116 757412 | 77.6
AdaBeliefT [88] 98.0:|:0,1 63.9:|:0.4 73.4:|:1,0 78.2:|:1,8 78.4
AdaHessianT [79] 99.110,3 65.0:|:1,7 72.711_3 77.7:|:1,0 78.6
SAMT [20] 98.54109 662416 72.04109 76.1410 78.2
GAMT [83] 98.8410.6 65.1u10 729110 772419 | 785
SAGM* [75] 98.4:|:0,6 65.1:|:1.1 74.1:|:0.5 78-612,4 79.1
FADT [82] 99.1405 66.8109 73.6410 76.1413 78.9
CRSAM* [76] 99.05;0.4 63.7j:0,8 73.8:{:0,5 79-8;|:1.4 79.1
FSAM* [42] 989409 645404 7414109 80.041p 79.4
MeCAM (Ours) 99.5400 64.3405 792408 82.1403 80.3

Optimizer

Sharpness-based




Table VI. Full results (mean+stq) of our MeCAM and existing DG methods calculated across three trials on OfficeHome. The results
denoted by } are taken from [75] and [13], while the results marked by I are obtained directly from the original source.

Algorithm Art Clipart  Product Real-World | Average
MMDT [40] 60.410.2 53.340:3 743100 774106 66.4
Mixstyle® [85] | 51.140:3 53.240.4 68.240:7  69.240:6 60.4
GroupDROT [62] 60.4:|:0:7 52.7:|:1;0 75.0:|:();7 76.0:|:0;7 66.0
IRMT [4] 58.910.5 522116 721199  T4.0495 64.3
ARMT [81] 58.9:0.8 51.0405 741i0a0  75.2403 64.8
VREx' [33] 60.710:9 53.040:9 75.320.1  76.640:5 66.4
AND-maskT [56] 60.3:|:0.5 52-3:i:0.6 75.1:}:0.2 76.6:}:0.3 66.1
CDANNT [43] | 61.549.4 504494 744109  76.610:s 65.7
DANNT [21] 59.941.3 53.010.3 T73.610.7  76.940:5 65.9
RSCT [26] 60.741.4 H5ldygs 7484110 751413 65.5
MTLT [7] 61.510.7 524406 749104  76.8410.4 66.4
Mixup' [77] 62.4108 54.8406 769103  78.3410.2 68.1
MLDGT [39] 61.510.9 53.240.6 75.041.2 775104 66.8
ERMT [70] 61.310.7 524403 758401  76.640:3 66.5
SagNet' [52] 63.410.0 54.840.4 T5.8404  78.340:3 68.1
CORALT [67] | 65.310:4 54.41055 76.510.1 784405 68.7
Fishr! [60] 63.4108 54.2403 764103 785109 68.2
MADGT [13] 68.6105 55.5102 79.6103  81.5i04 71.3
GMDG [69] 689103 56.2417 799106  82.0404 70.7
MeCAM (OLII‘S) 65.9:|:0.6 58.7:&0.5 77.1;&0.5 79.9;&0.3 70.4

Table VII. Full results (mean+stq) of our MeCAM, optimizers, and existing sharpness-based DG methods calculated across three trials on
OfficeHome. Results marked with t and * are inherited from [82] and obtained by reproduction, respectively.

Algorithm Art Clipart ~ Product Real-World | Average
Ada.l’l’lJr [32] 63.9:|:0.8 48.1:5:0.6 77.0:|:(),9 81.8:|:1.6 67.6
AdamWT [47] 66.1i0,7 48-7i0.6 76.6i0_8 83.6i0,4 68.8
SGD' [53] 65.3408 48.8414 76.7403 83.040.7 68.5
YOGI' [80] 63.9410 492412 76.2405 84.540.6 68.3
AdaBeliefT [88] 65.6i2.0 48.1i0.9 74-8i0.8 83.6i0.9 68.0
AdaHessian® [79] | 63.0409 50.0414 77.7208  83.0+05 68.4
SAMT [20] 63.54120 48.6409 T77.0408 829413 68.0
GAMT [83] 63.0412 4984105 77.64056 82.441 68.2

Optimizer

SAGM* [75] | 64.2406 562404 T782+00 792401 69.4
Sharpness-based FAD' [82] 635010 50.3108 780104  85.0106 69.2
CRSAM* [76] | 60.8437 569404 783405  79.5107 68.9

FSAM* [42] | 64.7105 57.34208 788101  79.940.4 70.2

MeCAM (Ours) 659406 587105 77105  799:03 70.4




Table VIII. Full results (mean+ siq) of our MeCAM and existing DG methods calculated across three trials on Terralncognita. The results
denoted by } are taken from [75] and [13], while the results marked by I are obtained directly from the original source.

Algorithm L100 L38 L43 L46 Average
MMDT [40] 419150 348110 57.001.9 352113 42.2
MixstyleT [85] | 54.341. 34141 55.941.1 31.7404 | 44.0
GroupDROT [62] | 41.210.7 38.6491 56.740.9 36.419. 43.2
IRM' [4] 54.641.3 39.841:.9 56.241.8 39.640.8 A7.6
ARMT [81] 493107 38.3494 55.840.8 38.711:3 45.5
VREx' [33] 482145 41.741.3 56.810s 38.7131 46.4
AND-mask' [56] | 54.7418 484105 55.1105 41.3406 49.8
CDANNT [43] | 47.041.9 41.34145 549117 39.8493 45.8
DANNT [21] 511155 40.610.6 574405 37.7415 46.7
RSCT [26] 50.249.0 392414 56.311.4 40.8406 46.6
MTL' [7] 49.311.0 39.646:3 55.641.1 37.840:3 45.6
Mixup’ [77] 59.6190 422114 559408 33.9114 47.9
MLDGT [39] 542150 443114 55.640.3 36.949. 47.8
ERMT [70] 54.310.4 425407 55.640.3 38.849:5 47.8
SagNet' [52] 53.019.9 43.049.5 57.9406 40.4413 48.6
CORALT [67] | 51.649.4 422410 57.041.0 39.819.9 A7.7
FiShl‘Jr [60] 60.4:|:0.9 50.3:|:0.3 58.8:|:0.5 44.9:|:0_5 53.6
MADG' [13] 60.0410 51.8402 574103 45.6405 53.7
GMDG? [69] 609144 473195 552109 41.010.4 51.1
MeCAM (OUI'S) 55.6:|:1_4 40.8:{:3_6 58.5:{:0.5 40-511.6 48.9

Table IX. Full results (mean+stq) of our MeCAM, optimizers, and existing sharpness-based DG methods calculated across three trials on
Terralncognita. Results marked with T and * are inherited from [82] and obtained by reproduction, respectively.

Algorithm L100 L38 L43 L46 Average
Adam? [32] 422434 40.7412 599102 35.04038 444
AdamWT [47] 442168 398419 603100 36.6418 45.2
SGD' [53] 41.8458 39.84039 60.54090 37.54111 44.9
YOGI' [80] 439499 425456 60.5411 348416 45.4
1%(121]361i6fT [88] 42.6:|:6.7 43.0:|:2.0 60.2:|:1.3 35.1:|:().3 45.2
AdaHessian® [79] | 42.5045 395110 584406 37.310s 44.4
SAMT [20] 429135 43.0422 60.5116 36.4419 45.7
GAMT [83] 422456 429417 602415 355407 45.2
SAGM* [75] 52.2439 4234102 5994103 399105 48.6
FADT [82] 443,190 435417 609199 341405 45.7
CRSAM* [76] 50.840.5 35.3411 56.84p01 384414 45.3
FSAM* [42] 477431 393436 O57.8417 395491 46.1
MeCAM (OUI‘S) 55.6:|:1,4 40.8:|:3.6 58.5:|:0'5 40-5:|:1.6 48.9

Optimizer

Sharpness-based




Table X. Full results (mean+siq) of our MeCAM and existing DG methods calculated across three trials on DomainNet. The results
denoted by } are taken from [75] and [13], while the results marked by I are obtained directly from the original source.

Algorithm Clip Info Paint Quick Real Sketch Average
MMDT [40] 3211133 11.0346 2681113 87421 32.71138 2891119 | 234
Mixstyle' [85] 519104 133102 37.0105 123101 46.1103 434104 34.0
(}I‘OIII‘I)DRO]L [62] 47-2:|:0.5 17.5:|:0.4 33.8:&0‘5 9.3i0_3 51.6;&0.4 40-1:|:0.6 33.3
IRMT [4] 485105 15.0415 383443 1094105 482455 423413 33.9
ARMT [81] 49.7403 163405 40.9411 94401 034404 435404 35.5
VREx' [33] 473435 16.0415 358446 109403 49.6449 42.0430 33.6
AND—maskT [56] 52-310.8 17.310.5 43.711.1 12-3i0.4 55.810.4 46.110_8 37.9
CDANNT [43] | 54.6404 173401 43.7200 1214107 562404 459105 38.3
DANNT [21] 531100 18.3401 442407 11.8401 55.5404 46.84056 38.3
RSCT [26] 55.0019 183105 444406 122102 55.7107 47.8109 38.9
MTL [7] 579405 185404 46.0101 125401 595403 49.2401 40.6
1\/IiXU.p]L [77] 55.7:|:0.3 18.5:|:0.5 44.3:|:0,5 12.510.4 55.8:|:0.3 48.210.5 39.2
MLDG! [39] 59.1100 19.1403 4584107 13403 59.6102 50.2404 41.2
ERMT [70] 62.8004 202403 503403 13.7105 63.7102 521105 43.8
SagNetT [52] 57.7:|:0.3 ].9.0:|:0_2 45.3i0,3 12.7i0.5 58.1:|:0.5 48.8:|:0.2 40.3
CORAL' [67] | 59.2401 19.7402 46.6403 134504 59.8102 50.1406 41.5
FiShI'T [60] 58.3:&0.5 20.2:|:0.2 47.9i0.2 ]_3.6j:0.3 60.5:|:0‘3 50.5i0.3 41.8
MADGT [13] 62.5004 220403 341i03 1514100 574411 48.0403 39.9
GMDGH [69] 63.4105 224404 5ldios 134,05 6441035 524104 44.6
MeCAM (Ours) 64.2:|:0,2 21.5:|:0,4 51.6i0,2 14-2:|:O.6 63.9:|:0,1 54.610_3 45.0

Table XI. Full results (mean+stq) of our MeCAM, optimizers, and existing sharpness-based DG methods calculated across three trials on
DomainNet. Results marked with T and * are inherited from [82] and obtained by reproduction, respectively.

Algorithm Clip Info Paint Quick Real Sketch | Average
AdamT [32] 63.0:‘:0,3 20.2:‘:0‘4 49.].:&0.1 13.0:‘:0,3 62.0:&0.4 50.7:‘:0_1 43.0
AdamWT [47] | 63.04006 20.6102 49.6400 13.0100 63.6002 504101 | 43.4
Optimizer SGD' [53] 61.3002 204102 494400 126401 65.7100 49.64102 | 43.2
YOGI' [80] 63.3001 20.6101 50.1405 132105 628101 51.0402 | 43.5
AdaBeliefT [88] 63.5i0.2 20.510_1 50~0i0.3 13.21043 63.1i0,1 50-7i0.1 43.5
AdaHessianT [79] 63.3:‘:0,2 21.4:‘:0‘1 50.8:&0.3 13.6:‘:0,1 65.7:&0.1 51'4:t().2 44.4
SAMT [20] 63.310.1 20.340.3 90.0403 13.6192 63.6103 49.640.4 43.4
GAMT [83] 63.0005 202102 503301 132105 64.5.00 b5l.64105 | 43.8
SAGM* [75] 63.6405 21.6102 b5ldios 1424105 642100 53.1i00 | 44.7
Sharpness-based FAD' [82] 64.1003 219402 50.6103 142404 636401 522400 | 44.4
CRSAM* [76] | 629105 20.7102 50.8402 152404 6254104 535100 | 44.3
FSAM* [42] 63.3005 215101 516405 154105 6351020 543100 | 44.9
MeCAM (OUI'S) 64~2i0.2 21-5i0.4 51~6i0.2 14-2j:0‘6 63-9i0.1 54-6i0.3 45.0

both a and 3 to 0.1 leads to the best overall performance on
PACS dataset with a competitive standard deviation.



Table XII. Performance of our MeCAM, three optimizers, and FAD integrated with SWAD on five public DG datasets. The best results are
highlighted in bold. The results denoted by t are inherited from [82].

Algorithm PACS VLCS OfficeHome Terralnc DomainNet | Average
Adam + SWADT 86.8 79.1 70.1 46.5 44.1 65.3
AdamW + SWAD 87.0 78.5 70.8 46.9 45.0 65.6
SGD + SWAD' 85.2 79.1 71.0 46.7 42.8 65.0
FAD + SWAD' 88.5  79.8 71.8 47.5 45.0 66.5
MeCAM (Ours) + SWAD | 88.9 79.8 70.8 48.9 45.9 66.9
89 MeCAM 89.0
SAM B=0.05
88 88.5 g:g:is
B=02
o 88.0 B=0.5
g 5875
5 86 g
g EE 87.0
85
86.5
84 86.0
8001 005 o1 02 05 10 8.3 0.05 01 0.15 0.2 0.5
I a
(a) Ablation Study on p (b) Ablation Study on a and 3

Figure 1. Accuracy of our MeCAM with various p, a, and 3 on the PACS dataset. (a) We evaluated our MeCAM using different p. (b) We
conducted the grid search for « and .
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