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Abstract—Sharpness-Aware Minimization (SAM) has proven
highly effective in improving model generalization in machine
learning tasks. However, SAM employs a fixed hyperparameter
associated with the regularization to characterize the sharpness
of the model. Despite its success, research on adaptive regular-
ization methods based on SAM remains scarce. In this paper,
we propose the SAM with Adaptive Regularization (SAMAR),
which introduces a flexible sharpness ratio rule to update the
regularization parameter dynamically. We provide theoretical
proof of the convergence of SAMAR for functions satisfying
the Lipschitz continuity. Additionally, experiments on image
recognition tasks using CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 demonstrate
that SAMAR enhances accuracy and model generalization.

Index Terms—Sharpness-Aware Minimization, Adaptive Regu-
larization, Nonconvex Optimization Method, Algorithm Conver-
gence Analysis

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the introduction of Sharpness-Aware Minimization
(SAM) by [6], it has garnered significant attention in machine
learning. SAM is a novel and effective method for train-
ing overparameterized models and improving generalization
performance. By minimizing the maximum loss within the
neighborhood of model parameter spaces, SAM achieves a
smoother and flatter loss surface, leading to enhanced gen-
eralization. SAM can be viewed as a variant of Stochastic
Gradient Descent (SGD), where a fixed hyperparameter is
used to capture the sharpness property of the model through
regularization. This naturally raises the following question:

Can we develop a SAM method with adaptive regularization
to further improve the generalization?

Despite extensive research on SAM and adaptive methods,
no existing studies or algorithms have addressed SAM-based
adaptive regularisation to the best of our knowledge. To fill
this gap, we propose the SAM with Adaptive Regularization
(SAMAR) algorithm. This paper answers the posed question
by showing that SAMAR can adaptively adjust regularization
parameter based on sharpness information from the loss sur-
face.

A. Contributions

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
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1) We propose a novel variant of the SAM algorithm,
SAMAR, which incorporates adaptive regularization.
SAMAR adjusts the regularization parameter dynami-
cally based on the ratio of sharpness between successive
iterations, leading to better generalization performance.

2) We provide a theoretical convergence analysis of
SAMAR, showing that it achieves a sublinear conver-
gence rate of O(1/VK).

3) Through empirical experiments on the CIFAR-10 and
CIFAR-100 datasets, we demonstrate that SAMAR out-
performs other optimizers in terms of accuracy and
generalization.

B. More Related Works

Adaptive Sharpness-Aware Minimization (ASAM), intro-
duced by [13], incorporates normalization operations and
adaptive sharpness to demonstrate that adaptive sharpness
exhibits scale-invariant properties. It also shows that adap-
tive sharpness correlates more strongly with generalization
compared to sharpness defined in a fixed-radius spherical re-
gion. The authors also provide ASAM’s generalization bound
derived from the PAC-Bayesian framework, which closely
aligns with those of SAM. Several variants of SAM and
ASAM have since been developed. Li et al. [14] introduce the
Variance-Suppressed Sharpness-Aware Optimization (VaSSO)
scheme, which enhances model stability by reducing the mean
square error in the stochastic direction. They define a new §-
stability measure to assess the effect of stochastic linearization.
Liu et al. [17] propose the LookSAM and Look-LayerSAM
algorithms. LookSAM reduces computational overhead by
leveraging the fact that g,, the orthogonal component of
SAM’s gradient g relative to SGD’s gradient g, changes
slowly, thus allowing for periodic computation of SAM’s
gradient. Look-LayerSAM scales up the batch size to 64K
for large-batch training. Li et al. [15] present FSAM and
reveal that stochastic gradient noise plays a role in improving
generalization by decomposing the sample gradient. Mi et
al. [18] propose SSAM, a method with sparse perturbations
generated from a binary mask based on Fisher information
and dynamic sparse training. Andriushchenko et al. [2] offer
a comprehensive understanding toward SAM and explain why
SAM converges a solution with better generation performance.
Jiang et al. [9] investigate 40 complexity measures and suggest
that sharpness-based measures correlate highly with gener-
alization ability. Shirish Keskar et al. [10] show that large-



batch methods converge to sharp minimizers with poorer
generalization and small-batch methods converge consistently
to flat minimizers with better generalization. They attribute this
discrepancy to the inherent noise in the gradient estimation.
Khanh et al. [11]] provide detailed analysis and rigorous proofs
of SAM’s convergence for convex and nonconvex objectives.
In addition to these approaches, there are several powerful
methods aimed at improving neural network training and
reducing generalization error, such as Adaptive Stochastic
Gradient Descent (ASGD) [20, 22], the Momentum method
[19) 21} 23], adaptive step-size methods [16], the Heavy
Ball (HB) algorithm [24], and various regularization methods
[L, 3L [12]]. For example, Bellavia et al. [3] construct a third-
order polynomial model with an adaptive regularization term
ok, using inexact gradient estimates and Hessian information.
They show that the expected number of iterations to reach an
e-approximation of the first-order stationary point is at most
O(e=3/2). Agarwal et al. [1] extend Adaptive Regularization
Cubics (ARC) to optimization on Riemannian manifolds,
updating o with a more flexible rule. Bottou et al. [4]]
provide a comprehensive overview of optimization theory in
machine learning, offering a holistic view of key methods such
as stochastic gradient methods, first-order and second-order
regularization techniques, and accelerated gradient methods.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Sharpness-Aware Minimization with Adaptive Regulariza-
tion

Our focus is on solving the empirical risk minimization
problem in machine learning, which could be formally de-
scribed as the following process

. s Iy 5
)I(Iell]RI}i flx)= - ;ﬁ,(x), where f;(x) £ E(h(sz,x),yl).
Taking the sample s; as input, the prediction function
h(s;;x) parameterized by the model parameter x € R
together with the sample label y; constitute the input of loss
function ¢(h(s;;x),y;), which represents the loss caused by
the model parameter x at the i-th sample label-pair (s;,y;).
The total empirical loss f(x) is defined as the arithmetic mean
of losses of all sample label-pairs, £ 37" | f;(x).
Traditionally, the optimization procedure aims to attain
the most suitable model parameter w, through a numerical
iterative algorithm that minimizes the empirical loss on the
training set. However, in various cases, such a model parameter
w, does not yield a satisfactory test accuracy on the test dataset
while leading the loss landscape with sharp local minima and
leaving the model with poor generalization performance.
Therefore, given narrowing the generalization gap, inspired
by the adaptive regularization method in [1} 3] and the defini-
tion of sharpness in [6], letting R(x) = I\IHI&X f(x+e)— f(x),
€l|<p

the objective function in our proposed SAM with adaptive
regularization parameter (SAMAR) is defined as follows

min f(x)+AR(x) = )gelg}l”rgl@(l—/\)f(X)Hf(xﬂLe), (1

where p is the radius of the neighborhood near x. Apparently
min f(x) + AR(x) represents a trade-off between minimiza-
xER

tion loss and sharpness reduction. We not only emphasize
reducing the training loss as much as possible but also
consider strengthening the model generalization performance.
The regularization parameter A reflects the importance placed
on the generalization capability.

Next, consider the internal maximization procedure of (T)).
Let e, represent the maximal point of the internal maximiza-
tion problem at k-th step x;. Then, the following consequences
could be derived

€x, = argmax (1 — \g) f(xx) + A f (x5 + €)
lell<p

(Q) arg max Ay [f(Xk) + Vf(xk)Te]

llell<p
&) -
~ argmax A [f(xx) + g(xk) €],
lel[<p
g(xk)
leg(xw)l’

where (x) is first-order approximated via expanding f(xj +€)
at xy, with Taylor’s formula. (A) is approximated by utilizing
the stochastic gradient of the sample g(xj) instead of the
full gradient V f(xy). This result of adversary perturbation
aligns with [15) [17, [18]]. Thus, referring to the optimiza-
tion process of SGD and SAM, our object function is
equivalent to solving the following minimization problem
(ex = p%,x € {x0,X1,...,XKx—1}). Then, the process of
the SAMAR algorithm can be described as Algorithm [T}

) +MR(x) = (1= M) f(X) + M f(x+ &) ()

The initialization of hyperparameters (Ao, X,7,-..,), the
random sampling and adversary perturbation calculation in
steps 1-2 are ordinary. The parameter of the model x;; is
updated iteratively utilizing gradient descent in steps 3-4. Steps
5-6 capture the adaptive update rule for the regularization
parameter \gyi. In Algorithm |1} x represents the threshold
for the ratio of the recent sharpness to the previous one. 7y
restricts the amplitude of the adaptive adjustment to Apyi.
Projs ,_5(-) = max (6, min(-,1 — §)) denotes a projection
operation, which constrains the range of Agy; to [0,1 — §].

Adaptive Regularization Parameter Strategy. Our work
builds upon previous adaptive regularization strategies intro-
duced by [}, 3], with a focus on dynamically adjusting the
regularization parameter A\ based on sharpness changes during
the optimization procedure. The core of our strategy is centred
around the following ratio:

N | f(xk + €x,) — f(xx)]
(ko + €y ) = f(x))
~ _leGk) e llg(x)ll
[(g(xk-1), €xi)| llg(xr-1)]”
which serves as a measure of how much the local sharp-

ness changes. If r; becomes significantly larger than 1, this
indicates that the optimization process has moved into a

:>6xk:p
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Algorithm 1 Sharpness Aware Minimization with Adaptive
Regularization

Inmitialize: xg, p, 70,0 < Ao < 1,x,7>1,0<d < 1.

for k=0,..., K —1do
step 1: Compute the stochastic gradient g(xy) on the
batch data.
: _ 80
step 2: Calculate ey, = pH 0] through first-order
glx
stochastic linearization approximation.
step 3: Let s, = (1 — A\p)g(xk) + \e(Xk + €x,)-
step 4: X1 = Xp — NiSk.
step 5: Calculate ry, M
lgGee-1)°
step 6:

ifry>xork=0: Ay = Proj[m_é] (fy)\k).

else : A1 = Projis s (5 M)
step 7: k=k+ 1.
end for
return xyx

sharper region of the loss surface. In such cases, increasing
the regularization parameter A is necessary to counteract the
sharpness and encourage the algorithm to find flatter minima,
which generally leads to better generalization performance.
On the other hand, if r, becomes much smaller than 1,
the algorithm has entered a flatter region. In this scenario,
reducing A allows the algorithm to focus more on minimizing
the primary objective function. This ensures that the model
can fit the sample data more effectively without being overly
constrained by the regularization term.

B. Convergence Analysis

In this subsection, the convergence analysis process of
Algorithm [T] will be performed to deduce its rate of conver-
gence. Before we start, the following assumptions are outlined,
which are pretty common in the general algorithm convergence
analysis process.

Assumption 1 (Lower Bound.) f(x) has a lower bound
fint» .6, f(X) > finr > —00 V x € RY, which means that the
optimal value of f(x) exists.

Assumption 2 (Lipschitz Gradient.) f(x) is continuously
differentiable and V f(x) satisfies the Lipschitz condition.
Namely, there exists a positive constant L > 0 and ||V f(x) —
Igg(y)ll < Lix -yl llgx) sl < Lix -y, Vx,y €

Assumption 3 (Bounded Variance.) The stochastic gra-
dient of the sample g(xj) is the unbiased estimation of
Vf(xx) and the variance of g(xy) exists, i.e., E[g(xy)] =
Vf(xk),E [lg(xk) — Vf(xx)|?] < o2, for some constant
o>0.

Theorem 1 (Convergence Results of SAMAR.) Under the

Assumptions 1|3} p and v satisfy p = 22, v =1 — 2% for
the sequence {Xj},>0 generated by Algorithm I run w1th a
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Fig. 1. (a) Epochs vs. Top-1 accuracy obtained from WideResnet-34-10
for CIFAR-100 classification by utilizing different optimizers; (b) Genera-
tion_error of WideResNet-34-10 based on different optimizers on CIFAR-100.

learning rate ny = \/77—0? < 5% Then it holds that

1 K—-1
_ 2
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Theorem [I] indicates that the SAMAR algorithm exhibits a
sublinear convergence rate O(— ), which is consistent with
SGD. The detailed proof of Theorem [I] can be found in the
Appendlxﬂ Notably, our proof does not require the more
restrictive assumption of bounded gradient compared to the
literature [7, 15} (18, [19]].

III. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, in order to verify that SAMAR performs well
in improving the model generalization, we conduct a series of
experiments to compare SAMAR with SGD, SAM and VaSSO
optimizers in terms of effectiveness and model generalization.
The code can be found at the same link as the Appendix.

A. Models, Benchmark Datasets and Metrics

CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 are widely recognized bench-
marks, allowing for fair comparison with existing methods.
Hence we train ResNet-34 [8] and WideResNet-34-10 [25]]
neural network models on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets.
Meanwhile, five evaluation metrics are recorded: the maximum
of top-1 accuracy and the maximum of top-5 accuracy on the
test dataset during 100 epochs, the average of top-1 accuracy
for the last ten epochs on the test and train datasets, and gener-
alization error. They are denoted as Top-1, Top-5, Last10_Top-
1_Test, Last10_Top-1_Train, and Generation_Error in order of
precedence, respectively, where Generation_Error is computed

ISee https://github.com/JinpingZou/SAMAR/tree/main.
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COMPARISON OF 5 EVALUATION METRICS (%) FOR RESNET-34 AND WIDERESNET-34-10 USING SAMAR, SGD, SAM, AND VASSO ON CIFAR-10

TABLE I

CIFAR-10 Metrics SAMAR SGD SAM VaSSO
Top-1 96.37096.2974+0.054 | 95.73095.640+0.067 | 96.19096.147+0.037 | 96.50096.320+0.131
Top-5 99.95099.943+0.005 | 99-95099.933+0.017 | 99.96099.955+£0.005 | 99.99099.973+0.012
ResNet-34 Last10_Top-1_Test 96.18496.117+0.058 95.41495.328+0.062 96.05996.020+0.028 96.03796.179+0.103

Last10_Top-1_Train
Generation_Error

98.80298.742+0.043
2.6652.62540.031

98.55198.504+0.054
3.2343.1774+0.041

98.84098.829+0.008
2.8392.809+0.031

98.82098.759+0.085
2.6462.550+0.055

WideResNet-34-10

Top-1
Top-5
Last10_Top-1_Test
Last10_Top-1_Train
Generation_Error

97.01096.96340.034
99.98099.97340.005
96.94796.87440.053
99.42099.40740.011
2.5722 53440.051

96.60096.53040.051
99.96099.953+0.005
96.52496.44440.057
99.40099.3884-0.009
2.9872.944+0.057

96.89096.83740.075
99.98099.973+0.009
96.83996.777+0.071
99.42099.41740.004
2.7342 640+0.067

96.94096.91340.021
99.98099.977+0.005
96.86396.834+0.025
99.42499.41740.006
2.6152.583+0.028

TABLE II
COMPARISON OF 5 EVALUATION METRICS (%) FOR RESNET-34 AND WIDERESNET-34-10 USING SAMAR, SGD, SAM, AND VASSO oN CIFAR-100
CIFAR-100 Metrics SAMAR SGD SAM VaSSO
Top-1 79.98079. 633+0.256 | 78.07077.707+0.507 | 79.22079.027+0.148 | 79.69079.35040.453
Top-5 95.51095.3474+0.117 | 94.65094.490+0.199 | 95.38095.255+0.111 | 95.44095.25340.257
ResNet-34 Last10_Top-1_Test | 79.56479 270+0.235 | 77.84177.401+0.509 | 78.91278.763+0.141 | 79.28578.999+0.398

Last10_Top-1_Train
Generation_Error

98.28198.22140.067
19.26515.951+£0.291

97.66997.613+0.040
20.98120.21140.549

98.45698.412-40.040
19.78519.649+£0.101

98.46798.4194+0.041
19.93119.420+0.361

WideResNet-34-10

Last10_Top-1_Test
Last10_Top-1_Train
Generation_Error

83.77083.753+0.024
96.97096.84040.092
83.490s3 46840.025
99.02099.01240.006
15.57915.545+£0.026

82.36082.023+0.248
96.07095.93040.104
81.91181.59940.223
98.79198.780+0.010
17.38317.18040.217

83.01082.983+0.021
96.59096.48740.101
82.63182.605+0.031
99.03599.02740.008
16.47416.42140.037

83.02082.9804+0.029
96.60096.52740.057
82.72282.631+£0.069
99.04099.025+0.012
16.47016.395+£0.077

by differencing Last10_Top-1_Train with Last10_Top-1_Test.
The experimental data in all tables are obtained after three
independent runs. The best values for the four metrics related
to the test dataset and generalization performance are bolded,
and the data format is maXyeantsid-

B. Implementation

We train ResNet-34 and WideResNet34-10 for 100 epochs
on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 with a batch size of 256.
To strengthen the model’s capacity for feature learning, we
perform data augmentation through normalization, cutout,
random cropping and random horizontal flip. To accelerate
the speed of convergence of the training process, a learning
rate scheduling strategy is adopted during the training process.
This scheduling strategy is specified by decaying the learning
rate with a CosineAnneal strategy between different epochs
and maintaining the same learning rate between different
batches of the same epoch. For additional hyperparameters
setting, please refer to Table [[ll|in the Appendix for detail. All
experiments are performed on a single NVIDIA RTX 4090D
GPU.

C. Analysis of Results

CIFAR-10. As in the case of the data shown in Table [}
SAMAR outperforms SAM and SGD in almost all the best
values for the four metrics relative to the test data set and
generalization performance, provided that the models used are
identical. In comparison, the main reason that SAMAR does
not perform as well as VaSSO on some metrics is that the scale
of CIFAR-10 dataset is relatively small, therefore the models
are easily overfitted and do not tend to apparently reflect the
performance gap between different optimizers.

CIFAR-100. Based on the results of the experiment in
Table [I, we can conclude that SAMAR outperforms SAM
and VaSSO, especially compared to the SGD optimizer when
training the ResNet-34 and WideResNet-34-10 models. Specif-
ically, SAMAR achieves a significant improvement in classi-
fication accuracy. In addition, it shows better control of the
generalization error, which indicates that SAMAR strengthens
the generalization ability of the models while improving their
performance. The Top-1 accuracy of SAMAR is about 0.7%
higher than SAM and VaSSO, and the Generalization_Error is
about 0.9% lower than SAM and VaSSO. The variation of Top-
1 accuracy with iterative epochs when training WideResNet-
34-10 on CIFAR-100 using different optimizers separately is
shown in Fig. [1| (a), while the Generalization_Error is shown
in Fig. [I] (b). Both subfigures illustrate that the usage of
SAMAR can produce higher performance gains and stronger
generalization ability when training slightly large models on
relatively complex datasets.

I'V. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents SAMAR, a novel algorithm featuring
adaptively adjustable the regularization parameter \. Although
the convergence rate of SAMAR is theoretically aligned with
that of SAM, empirical results on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-
100 datasets demonstrate that SAMAR consistently achieves
higher accuracy and superior generalization, especially for
larger models on complex datasets. However, we acknowledge
that SAMAR may lag behind VaSSO in certain scenarios. Our
future work will focus on enhancing the updating mechanisms
for adversarial perturbations to further improve generalization
performance.
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APPENDIX FOR

Sharpness-Aware Minimization with Adaptive Regularization for Training Deep Neural Networks

A. Proof of Theorem 1

A significant conclusion could be deduced from Assumption 2| If V f(x) has a Lipschitz gradient with constant L > 0,
we have

f(xkt1) — f(xx)

IN

L
(Vf(xK), Xp41 — Xi) + §||Xk+1 — x||? 3)

= (V[ (xr), (1 — Ap)g(xk) + M8 (Xk + €x,)) + gniH(l = Ak)g(xk) + Arg(xy + ka)Hg

= (Vf(x1), (1 = Me)g(xk)) =V f (x), Aeg(xi + ka)>+§77iH(1 — Ak)g(xk) +Akg(xk + €xk)H2 :
= =0 i=d

We calculate each of the above three parts respectively

- T]k<vf(xk)v (1- Ak)g(xk»

2

= — (1= M) [(VF(xi), g0xx) — VFGxi))] — me(1 = )|V £ x|, @
O = = e (Vf(xx) \g(xr + €x,.))

= nk>\k<vf(xk)7g(xk + exk) - g(xk)> - nk/\k‘<vf(xk)7g(xk) - Vf(Xk)> - nk/\kva(xk)HQ

ALY £ — TS0 — (7 ek), gxk) — V1)), ®)
s =§ni\|(1 — AR)E(XR) + Ak + €02

L0 [(1 - Mgkl + A gk + ex,) 7] ©

where the inequality (a) uses Lipschitz continuity ||g(xr + €x,) — (Xk)|| < L||€x, || and the Cauchy’s inequality (x,y) <
Ix]| - |ly|l- The inequality (b) depends on the inequality ||a + b||? < 2||a||* + 2||b||?. Taking expectation on @), (3) and (6),
we can further get

—~
N

c

E[®] = — (1 = ARV f(x0)]1?], (7)
E[Q] <nuAe LoE[||V f (x2)[]] = meAE [V f (x1)[|?]

(d)

ST p 4 SRR BV £ ] — meME[IV S o)

(e)

<20+ TRRE(IVT Go0)IP) — meME[IVF el ®
B[] <Ln? [(1-M)Eflg0ce) P APE 00k + e, 7]

()

<Lt [(1=20)2 (0 + BV (e I7]) + AF (2L20° + 202 + 2E[|1V £ (xi)|12]) . ©)

where the equality (c) utilizes that g(xy) is the unbiased estimation of V f(xy). The inequality (d) leverages the basic inequality
2£b > \/ab. The inequality () comes from the nonnegative variance property Var(X) = E[X?]— [E[X]] %> 0. A combination
of the following results (TT) and (T3) leads to (f). After a simple mathematical derivation of ||g(x)||?, the following results
could be derived:

lg(xi)lI* = llg(xk) — Vf(xr) + Vf(x0)]?
= llg(xe) = VFi)I® + IV F ) 1? + 2(g(xw) — V. (x0), V.f (xk))- (10)
Taking expectation on (I0), then we derive

Ellg(x)lI’] < 0® + E[[IVf(x)|7]- (11



After a plain derivation of ||g(xx + €, )||*, we have
IgGer + ex,)lI* = llg(xk + ex,) — (xk) + g
< 2llg(xr + €x,) — g(xn)lI* + 2/l g (xi)
<2L%p% + 2|lg(xx)[1*. (12)
Taking expectation on (I2) gives us
Ellg(xr + €x,)[%] < 2L2p* + 2E[[|g(x1)|]- (13)

Taking expectation on (3) and utilizing the results of (7), (8), @), (IT) and (T3], we can get
E[f(xkt1) = f(xx)] <E[#] +E[V] + E[&]
L

< = (1= A)E[IV f(x)lI?] + sp + 77k VE[IVf (x6) 7] = meAE [V f (x6) 1]

+ L [(1 = M) (0 + B VS () |]) + 22 (222% +20% + 2BV x)I2)) ] (14)

Rearranging these terms and dividing the constant 7, on both sides of (T4) yields

5 Lp?
1- §Lnk>\ﬁ — Le(1 — )\k)Q} E[||V f(xx)[*] <2LneAio® + 7& + L (1 — A )0

=M,

E[f(xk) — f (k1)
Nk '

It holds that Aj, € (0, 1) according to the update rule in Algorithm 1. Thus we have 1 — 2Ln, < My, = 1— 5Ly AZ — L (1—

)2 <1— %Lnk, My>v=1- ;\L/%O with 7, = \/’7—% and p = \p} Consequently, we further get

+ 2L AR p” +

2 —
BV )] <3 [2Emo? + 32+ Lo + 28y + 200 = LB

Mk
1r2Lnoo® | Lpg  Lmoo®  2L%nopd | E[f(xx) — f(xe11)]
== + + + + VK|. 15
v { VK 2pvVKE - VK K2 Mo } (15
Summing (T3) from k£ =0 to K — 1, we have
K-1
1 2L Lp3 Lngo? 213 E —
]E ‘Vf X H ] |: 7700- Po oo + WSPO + [f(Xo) f(XK)]:|
2 VE ok T VK : VK
— f . 2 2 3 2
o VE ok VE T KE

K-1
As to + Z E[||V (X1, + €x,)||?], which could be derived by leveraging on (IG). After an ordinary derivation of |V f(xj +

€)% we_ are then led to
IV FGer + ex)I* = IV f(xi + €x,) = V.f(xi) + V(x|
< 2|VF (e + €x,) = V) |1 + 21|V f () 2

< 2L%p” + 2| Vf (i) |1 17)
Utilizing (T7), we have
1 K—1 o K1
7 D ElIVF Gk + ex,)IP] < 2L%0% + 22 > L E[IVF(x)]1]
k=0 k=0
2 in Lp? 3Lnoo?  2L3 2L2p2
v 770\/> 20VK VK K> K



TABLE III
HYPERPARAMETERS SETTING USED TO PRODUCE THE RESULTS OF CIFAR-10/CIFAR-100

Dataset Model Optimizer | Lr o 0 ¥ X
SAMAR [ 03 [ 0.10 | - | 1350 | 1.100
SGD | 03| - | - - ;
ResNet-34 SAM 03 | 0.10 ~ ) .
vasso | 03 | 010 | 09 | - ]
CIFAR-10 SAMAR [ 0.1 [ 0.10 | - | 1,400 | 1.050
. sGb |01 | - | - - -
‘Wide-Resnet-34-10 SAM 0.1 0.10 B ) )
Vasso | 0.1 | 010 | 09 | - ;
SAMAR [ 03 [ 010 | - | 1.400 | 1.075
SGD | 03| - | - - -
ResNet-34 sAM | 03 | 010 | - ; -
Vasso | 03 | 010 | 09 | - ;
CIFAR-100 SAMAR [ 03 [ 015 | - [ 1.500 | 1.000
. sGb |03 | - | - - -
Wide-Resnet-34-10 SAM 03 | 015 B ] .
vassO | 03 | 015 | 09 | - ]

B. Hyperparameters for experiements

The hyperparameters throughout the experiment are noteworthy. Since every model is only trained for 100 epochs, we set a
slightly larger initial learning rate to ensure that all models converge after training 100 epochs. Referring to the hyperparameters
in the relevant literature [3} |6, [13H15, [18]], and combining them with the changes in experimental results we observed while
finetuning the hyperparameters, the hyperparameters in experiments are shown in Table Following [14]], VaSSO adopts
0 = 0.9. To reduce the effort of finetuning the hyperparameters, we take A\g = 1,5 = 0.01 for SAMAR, and weight decay is
0.0005 in all experiments.
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