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Abstract

Empirical risk minimization (ERM) is not robust to changes in the distribution of
data. When the distribution of test data is different from that of training data, the prob-
lem is known as out-of-distribution generalization. Recently, two techniques have been
developed for addressing out-of-distribution generalization in computer vision: weight av-
eraging (WA) and sharpness-aware minimization (SAM). WA involves training multiple
models with different hyperparameters and then averaging the weights of these models,
which can significantly improve out-of-distribution generalization performance. SAM op-
timizes a neural network to find minima in flat regions, which have been proven to perform
well under distribution shifts. While these techniques have made great progress, there is
still room for improvement and further exploration. In this thesis, we propose increasing
the model diversity in WA explicitly by introducing gradient similarity as a loss regularizer
to further improve out-of-distribution generalization performance. We also propose com-
bining WA and SAM to solve the problem of few-shot domain adaptation. Our extensive
experiments on digits datasets (MNIST, SVHN, USPS, MNIST-M) and other domain ad-
aptation datasets (VLCS, PACS) show that combining WA and SAM leads to improved
out-of-distribution generalization performance and significantly increases few-shot domain
adaptation accuracy.
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1. Introduction

1 Introduction

In recent years, significant advancements in machine learning have been made possible through
the use of large pre-trained models like BERT [16], GPT-3 [12], CLIP [71], and DDPM [36].

It has also been found that transferring models pre-trained on large-scale datasets can lead
to improved performance and sample efficiency [47]. As a result, pre-training on large data-
sets and fine-tuning the model on downstream tasks or target datasets has become a common
practice for various computer vision tasks, including domain generalization and domain ad-
aptation.

However, these advancements in machine learning have been hindered by a phenomenon
known as distribution shift [63]. The success of pre-trained models, such as those mentioned
above, relies on the assumption that the source (train) data and the target (test) data have
the same distribution, known as being independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.). When
this assumption is not met, the performance of these models may suffer. This is particularly
concerning in fields where the consequences of poor performance could be severe, such as
digital health and medical AI. In these areas, it is essential that machine learning models
maintain a high level of accuracy, as even small performance degradation could have serious
consequences. Therefore, addressing and mitigating the effects of distribution shift is of the
utmost importance in the development and deployment of machine learning models.

In this paper, we focus on two critical research topics related to distribution shift: out-
of-distribution (OOD) generalization and few-shot domain adaptation. OOD generalization
refers to the ability of a machine learning model to accurately predict on data that comes from
a distribution different from the one it was trained on. This is an important consideration,
as real-world data often experiences distribution shifts, where the distribution of the training
data differs from the distribution of the test data. The ability to generalize to new, OOD
data is essential for the long-term effectiveness and deployment of machine learning models,
particularly as they are applied to a wider range of tasks and environments. However, OOD
generalization remains a challenging problem. The challenges come from multiple perspectives.
First, OOD generalization is too general and there are various downstream tasks can be
considered into OOD generalization. Second, the extrapolation ability of neural networks is
questioned. Xu et al. [95] provably show that fully-connected neural networks can extrapolate
well when the task is linear and the geometry of the training distribution is sufficiently diverse.
Wu et al. [94] exhibits that neural networks with Hadamard product (NNs-hp) can learn high
degree nonlinear function. But the general situation is still unknown. There is ongoing research
to improve the robustness of machine learning models to distribution shifts. Approaches
to addressing OOD generalization include training on diverse data and multiple tasks [2],
using adversarial training to enhance the model’s ability to recognize OOD data [98, 76], and
incorporating domain-specific knowledge into the model [91].

Weight averaging is a method that has recently been shown to greatly improve the out-
of-distribution generalization ability of machine learning models [40, 13, 72, 93]. It involves
averaging the weights of different models and is similar to ensemble learning [77], although the
two approaches are essentially different, as we will discuss in Section 2. There are two types
of weight averaging: averaging multiple checkpoints along the training trajectory of a single
model [40, 13], and averaging the weights of multiple individually trained models [72, 93]. The
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1. Introduction

latter approach has been found to be more effective and will be the focus of our work.

Figure 1, adapted from Model Soups [93], illustrates an interesting phenomenon: there is
a strong correlation between the accuracy gain of a weight averaged model and the angles
between the models. As shown in the plot, larger angles between two models result in greater
accuracy gain for the averaged model. This suggests that increasing model diversity can lead
to better performance for the averaged model. However, the authors of [93] do not explicitly
take advantage of this phenomenon in their work.
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Figure 1: Figure originally published in Model Soups [93]. Each dot represents a pair of
models trained with different hyperparameters. Larger difference between the hyperparameters
corresponds to larger model angle ϕ.

Inspired by the previous works and this interesting phenomenon, we propose to explicitly in-
creasing model diversity by incorporating gradient diversity into weight averaging. Specifically,
we train a set of individual models on the same in-distribution data and add a regularization
term to the classification loss that measures the gradient similarity between pairs of models.
This regularization term serves to enforce gradient diversity between the models during train-
ing, thereby increasing model diversity. The final model is obtained by averaging the weights
of the trained models, which is then tested on out-of-distribution data.

Another focus in this thesis is few-shot domain adaptation. Domain adaptation is a machine
learning problem that involves adapting a model trained on one domain, or distribution of data,
to perform well on a different but related domain. There are several approaches to addressing
the problem of domain adaptation, including feature-based methods [55], which aim to find
a common feature space that is invariant across domains, and parameter-based methods [87],
which aim to learn domain-invariant model parameters. Domain adaptation can also be viewed
as a transfer learning problem [56, 57], in which the goal is to transfer knowledge from a source
domain, where the model has been trained, to a target domain, where the model will be used.

In contrast to out-of-domain (OOD) generalization, where no target data is available, do-
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1. Introduction

main adaptation is a type of machine learning that allows access to target data during training.
There are three categories of domain adaptation based on the amount and type of accessible
target data: (i) unsupervised domain adaptation [25, 79], where only unlabeled target data is
available; (ii) semi-supervised domain adaptation [53, 78], where both labeled and unlabeled
target data are available, but the labeled data is limited; (iii) supervised domain adaptation,
where only labeled target data is available. Few-shot domain adaptation is a special case of
supervised domain adaptation, where only a few target data points are available [54, 86].

Based on the observation that weight averaging can improve the performance for OOD
generalization greatly, we aim to investigate the use of weight averaging to improve the per-
formance of few-shot domain adaptation. We adopt two approaches: (i) adapting each model
trained on the source domain individually with few-shot samples, averaging the models, and
testing the averaged model on the target domain; and (ii) weight averaging the models first,
then adapting the averaged model with few-shot smaples, and testing it on the target domain.
Our goal is to determine the extent to which weight averaging can improve performance in
few-shot domain adaptation, without using gradient diversity.

In the experiment part, we perform a comprehensive experimental study. For the main
results, we use weight averaging with gradient diversity in both in-distribution setting, where
CIFAR100 [48] is used, and out-of-distribution setting, where datasets from DomainBed [28]
are used. We find that weight averaging can not only increase the performance for OOD gen-
eralization but also improve the in-distribution performance. For few-shot domain adaptation,
we mainly conduct experiments on digits datasets and VisDA-C [70]. The experiment results
show that weight averaging can improve the few-shot domain adaptation accuracy significantly.

Paper outline. Section 2 gives a review of previous related works. Section 3 presents the
background knowledge about this paper for comprehension purpose. Our proposed method
and experiments are covered in Section 4 and Section 5 respectively. Section 6 concludes this
paper and details the scope and limitations of our method.
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2. Related Works

2 Related Works

In this section, we review relevant research on out-of-distribution generalization and few-shot
domain adaptation. We begin by discussing the general introduction of OOD generalization
and domain adaptation, followed by some representative methods and techniques that are
applied to solve these issues. We then provide an overview of weight averaging and sharpness-
aware minimization before proceeding to our own contributions.

2.1 Out-of-Distribution Generalization

Developing machine learning models that are robust to distribution shift and able to generalize
well to out-of-distribution scenarios is a critical challenge in practical applications. To address
this problem, significant efforts have been made to training models that can effectively perform
in these scenarios [5, 7, 33, 58, 81, 92].

In the study conducted by Schott et al. [81], the authors posited that the generation process
for the training images is controlled by certain ”Factor of Variations” (FoVs). They then
sought to evaluate whether models could learn and predict these FoVs on test splits. However,
they found that none of the models were able to effectively generalize to out-of-distribution
(OOD) scenarios, in which the FoVs were not present in the training data. There are several
potential explanations for this generalization failure, including the use of ”shortcut learning”
by the models, which may lead them to rely on auxiliary information and spurious correlations
rather than true mechanistic relationships [44, 39, 80, 27]. The essence is the trained models
are prone to use the auxiliary information and the spurious correlations [46], rather than the
true mechanistic relationships. Another issue is the inconsistency of distributions, as models
may experience significant performance degradation when tested on data that is not drawn
from the same distribution as the training data.

A variety of approaches have been proposed to address the problem of out-of-distribution
generalization, including unsupervised representation learning [74, 45] and supervised learn-
ing [26, 60]. Among these, we focus on a particular optimization algorithm, the sharpness-
aware minimization [22, 50, 3], which will be discussed in more detail in Section 2.5.

Unsupervised Representation Learning. Unsupervised representation learning is train-
ing a model to extract and learn meaningful features from input data without the use of
labeled examples. It has the potential to learn more general and transferable features com-
pared to supervised learning, which relies on labeled data for training. This is typically done
through the use of techniques such as autoencoders, generative models, and clustering al-
gorithms. [74] proposed a method to learn optimal representations under covariate shift based
on domain-agnostic augmentation and contrastive self-supervised learning (SSL) [90, 71, 31].
FactorVAE [45] improves the β-VAE [35], trying to extract the latent factors (basic visual
concepts) that can be disentangled from image generation process and potentially benefit the
OOD generalization.

Supervised Methods. Supervised learning approaches for out-of-distribution generaliz-
ation often focus on learning invariant features from labeled data. Previous research has
demonstrated that invariant features learned from different domains can be transferable and
robust to domain shift [61, 1]. [26] proposes domain-adversarial neural network (DANN) to
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2. Related Works

learn discriminative and domain-invariant features. It does this by jointly optimizing three
components: the underlying features, the label predictor and the domain classifier. The goal
is to learn the representations in such a way that they are able to “confuse” the domain
classifier, so that these features are domain invariant. [60] utilizes the Siamese architecture
and semantic feature alignment to learn invariant features. This method minimizes the dis-
tance between samples from the same class but different domains, and maximize the distance
between samples from different domains and different classes.

2.2 Domain Adaptation

Domain adaptation is a technique used to address the discrepancy that can occur when apply-
ing a trained model to a new domain. Without domain adaptation, the model may perform
poorly due to the difference in distribution between the training and test domains. To mit-
igate this issue, domain adaptation aims to align the source domain (where the model was
trained) with the target domain (where the model is being applied). Like OOD generalization,
the methods for domain adaptation can also be categorized into supervised and unsupervised
approaches. For the supervised case, the few-shot domain adaptation receives much more
attention.

Unsupervised Domain Adaptation. Unsupervised methods for domain adaptation offer
a solution to the problem of adapting models to a new domain without the need for labeled
data from that domain. A notable example of this is the work by Ganin et al. [25]. In this
work, the authors propose the use of a domain classifier connected to the feature extractor
through a gradient reversal layer, which multiplies the gradient by a negative constant during
backpropagation-based training. This allows the model to effectively adapt to the new domain
using only unlabeled data. [79] propose a method for unsupervised domain adaptation that
maximizes the discrepancy between the outputs of two classifiers to identify target samples
that are far from the support of the source distribution and align the distributions of the
source and target domains.

Few-shot Domain Adaptation. By leveraging the knowledge learned from the source
domain, few-shot domain adaptation can effectively adapt a model to the target domain us-
ing only a small amount of labeled data, which makes it more attractive than unsupervised
methods when the target data is scarce. [59] uses adversarial learning to minimize the discrep-
ancy between two domains. Because there is a limited amount of target data available, they
augment the traditional binary adversarial discriminator to distinguish between four classes
by pairing domain labels as well as class labels. [96] adopts stochastic neighborhood embed-
ding techniques (SNE) and a modified Hausdorff distance to minimize the distance between
samples from the source domain and target domain while maximizing the margin between
inter-class distances and minimizing intra-class distances in both domains in order to achieve
domain-invariance.

2.3 Pre-training and Fine-tuning

Large-scaled pre-training and fine-tuning has achieved great progress in computer vision and
natural language processing [97, 47, 9]. It has been shown that these models can learn rep-
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resentations that transfer well for various downstream tasks [71, 41, 99]. They have become
common practices for OOD generalization and domain adaptation.

In [18], the authors investigate the influence of using pre-trained representations on the
ability of reinforcement learning agents to generalize to new, unseen situations. They found
that agents benefit from the pre-training and some properties of the pretrained representations
are useful to predict which agents will exhibit superior generalization capabilities. According
to Kirichenko et al. [46], it was found that the generalization performance of pre-trained models
can be improved by simply fine-tuning the last layer, which is often the final classifier layer,
on an un-spurious dataset. This helps to mitigate the effects of spurious correlations that
are present in pre-trained models. Kumar et al. [49] similarly discovered that fine-tuning the
entire network is beneficial for in-distribution data but not for out-of-distribution (OOD) data.
They recommend that practitioners first conduct linear-probing on the pre-trained model and
then fine-tune the model specifically for OOD tasks.

Pre-training and fine-tuning are also used in the weight averaging method. Researchers
emphasize that in order for this method to be effective, all individual models must be initial-
ized using the same pre-trained weights, as previous research [23, 66] has shown that linear
averaging of weights from a shared initialization can lead to small loss values.

2.4 Ensemble Learning

Ensemble learning is a long-researched method of combining multiple models to improve the
overall performance of the system. The basic idea is that by combining the predictions of
multiple models, the ensemble will reduce errors and increase the robustness of the predictions.
There are several different techniques for ensemble learning, including bagging [10], boosting [6,
24] and random forest [11].

In recent years, many works have shown that ensemble can not only improve the final
performance for in-distribution data, but also exhibit high accuracy for OOD scenarios [68,
62]. In [73], the authors present a new method for measuring the diversity of two models’
generalization capabilities over small patches of the data manifold. By enforcing the diversities
in ensemble learning, they improved the final performance under covariate shift. [85] propose
a similar idea by using the gradient similarity as the regularizer in ensemble training, which
mitigates the simplicity bias [34, 67, 82] and improves the OOD generalization.

Ensemble learning is different from weight averaging. Instead of averaging the model pre-
dictions, WA averages the model weights.

2.5 Flatness and Generalization

The concept of flatness in the context of machine learning and optimization can be traced
back to 1994 [37]. In recent years, many studies have highlighted the relationship between the
flatness of minima in the loss landscape and generalization performance [43, 65, 17].

Contrary to traditional empirical risk minimization (ERM) that directly minimize the loss
functions, [22] proposed a method called Sharpness-Aware Minimization (SAM) that can
simultaneous minimize the loss value and loss sharpness. It aims to find model parameters
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that are located in a flat region of the loss landscape where nearby points also have low loss
values.

Another line of works that can be used to achieve flat minima is weight averaging. Stochastic
Weight Averaging (SWA) [40] averages multiple checkpoints along the training trajectory
of a single model. With the use of a cyclical or constant learning rate, it has been shown that
SWA can find flatter solutions than stochastic gradient descent, resulting in better generaliz-
ation.

2.6 Weight Averaging

As we have mentioned above, one of the advantages of weight averaging is it can lead to flatter
minima.

Vanilla SWA has some drawbacks like too few weights and inaccurate approximation of
the flat minima. To overcome these problmes, [13] improve SWA by utilizing a dense and
overfit-aware sampling strategy, named Stochastic Weight Averaging Densely (SWAD), to
gather the stochastic weights along the training trajectory. Apart form SWAD, periodic SWA
(PSWA) [29] empirically evaluates the effect of cyclical or high constant learning rate. [30]
propose a paralleled version of SWA (SWAP) that improves the generalization performance.
Besides, there are also some works explore to combine ensemble and weight averaging. [4] pro-
pose a method to ensemble the moving averaged models, which results in further performance
improvement.

Recently, there have been some studies on weight averaging that differ from averaging check-
points from a single training trajectory. DiWA [72] and Model Soups [93] are two concurrent
works that average weights from multiple, individually trained model. Specifically, these meth-
ods train several individual models that start from a shared initialization but with different
hyperparameters, and then average their weights. This method has been shown to be more
effective than averaging weights over the training trajectory of a single model.

While weight averaging and sharpness-aware minimization have been successful in improving
OOD generalization, there are still some limitations. In this paper, we aim to improve the
weight averaging method by incorporating gradient similarity as a regularizer to explicitly
increase model diversity. Furthermore, we propose a combination of weight averaging and
SAM to address the few-shot domain adaptation problem, which was not adequately explored.
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3. Background

3 Background

In this section, for comprehensiveness and better understanding, we present some necessary
background knowledge related to this paper.

3.1 Learning Paradigms

There are many ways to categorize the learning paradigms. Traditionally, people consider three
types of learning paradigms: supervised learning, unsupervised learning and reinforcement
learning. But depending on the type of data and the source of the data, there can be a
more detailed classification. In Table 1, we list some closely related learning setups. In this
paper, we only care about the last two types: domain generalization and supervised (few-shot)
domain adaptation.

Table 1: Learning setups. Ld and Ud denote the labeled and unlabeled distributions from
domain d.

Setup Training inputs Test inputs
Generative learning U1 ∅
Unsupervised learning U1 U1

Supervised learning L1 U1

Semi-supervised learning L1, U1 U1

Multitask learning L1, . . . , Ldtr U1, . . . , Udtr

Unsupervised domain adaptation L1, . . . , Ldtr , Udtr+1 Udtr+1

Supervised domain adaptation L1, . . . , Ldtr , Ldtr+1 Udtr+1

Domain generalization L1, . . . , Ldtr Udtr+1

Few-shot domain adaptation is a special case of supervised domain adaptation, where for
the training data Ldtr+1, only a few samples for each class are available.

3.2 Distribution Shift and Generalization

Training a model that is robust and generalize well under distribution shifts is a critical
problem in real practice. We first give a formal definition of this problem, and then list some
variations.

Problem setup. Given some i.i.d. training data {(xi, yi)}ntr
i=1 ∼ ptr(x, y), we want to train

a predictor f : x→ y that works well for the test domain:

min
f

R(f) = Epte [ℓ(f(x), y)], (1)

where R(f) is the risk function or expected loss, ℓ is a loss function, which can be the cross-
entropy loss function for classification.

Note that this is different from the normal machine learning setting. Usually, we assume the
test data has the same distribution as the training data, i.e., ptr(x, y) = pte(x, y) = p, hence
the objective is to minimize the loss on the training data:

8



3. Background

min
f

R(f) = Eptr [ℓ(f(x), y)], (2)

In practice, people usually replace the expected loss with empirical loss:

min
f

R̂(f) = 1
ntr

ntr∑
i=1

ℓ(f(xi), yi) (3)

And the objective of empirical risk minimization (ERM) is to find a predictor f̂ that minimizes
this empirical risk:

f̂ = arg min
f

R̂(f) (4)

However, when ptr(x, y) ̸= pte(x, y) there will be a big challenge. ERM is notorious that the
resulted optimized neural network memorizes the training data instead of generalize from it.
Also, the prediction results of the nueral network trained with ERM change drastically when
the test sample is out of the training distribution [101, 100, 84].

Various scenarios. For the shift of the distributions, there are some different variations 1.

• Full-distribution shift.
ptr(x, y) ̸= pte(x, y) (5)

• Covariate shift.
ptr(x) ̸= pte(x) (6)

• Class-prior/target shift.
ptr(y) ̸= pte(y) (7)

• Output noise.
ptr(y|x) ̸= pte(y|x) (8)

• Class-condition shift.
ptr(x|y) ̸= pte(x|y) (9)

In this thesis, for the OOD generalization and domain adaptation, we focus on the covraiate
shift, where only the distribution of the input x changes, but the prediction targets y remains
unchanged: ptr(y|x) = pte(y|x) = p(y|x). In other words, for classification tasks, the classes
are not changed under distribution shifts.

1EPFL CIS – RIKEN AIP Seminar: “Robust machine learning for reliable deployment”, Prof. Masashi
Sugiyama, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FN7ZPzI63wE
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3.3 Out-of-Distribution Generalization

Under the covariate shift setting, the formal definition of OOD generalization is as follows:

Let ptr(x, y) be the distribution of the training data, and pte(x, y) be the distribution of the
test data. The posterior distributions of the classes are the same: ptr(y|x) = pte(y|x), but the
marginal distributions of the inputs are different: ptr(x) ̸= pte(x). A machine learning model
f(·, θ) is trained on the training data that minimizes the empirical risk of the training data:

f̂(·, θ) = arg min
θ

1
Ntr

Ntr∑
i=1

ℓ(f(xi, θ), yi), where (xi, yi) ∼ ptr(x, y) (10)

and also minimizes the empirical risk of the test data at the same time:

R(f̂) = min
f

1
Nte

Nte∑
i=1

ℓ(f(xi), yi), where (xi, yi) ∼ pte(x, y) (11)

3.4 Few-shot Domain Adaptation

Different from OOD generalization, where the target data is inaccessible during training, in
domain adaptation, the training process can utilize the target data. But for few-shot domain
adaptation, only a few samples for each class of the target data is available. There are many
ways to do few-shot domain adaptation. For example, adversarial base method [59] and feature
based [96]. In this paper, we do few-shot domain adaptation based on fine-tuning. The formal
definition is as follows:

Consider a C−class classification problem. Given some i.i.d. samples from the source
domain {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 ∼ ps(x, y), where ps(x, y) is the distribution of the source domain data.
We train a neural network f(·, θ) with the source data to minimize the empirical risk:

f(·, θ) = arg min
θ

1
N

N∑
i=1

ℓ(f(xi, θ), yi) (12)

In addition, we are also given some data from the target domain. For each class c ∈
{1, 2, . . . , C}, there are k target samples: {(xi, yi)}ki=1 ∼ pt(x, y), where yi = c. This is called
k-shot domain adaptation. Based on the well-trained model f(·, θ), we fine-tune this model
on the C × k target samples to minimize the empirical loss, and get the model f̂(·, θ):

f̂(·, θ) = arg min
θ

1
C × k

C∑
c=1

k∑
i=1

ℓ(f(xc,i, θ), yc,i) (13)

such that the model f̂(·, θ) can obtain a small empirical risk on the target domain.

3.5 Weight Averaging

The focus of this paper is weight averaging. Literally, it means averaging the weights of
multiple models. We give the formal definition of weight averaging below.

10



3. Background

Given M individual models {f(·, θm)}Mm=1 that is well trained under some extra conditions,
which we will talk about in details in Section 4, the weights of these models can be averaged
as follows:

fWA := f(·, θWA), where θWA := 1
M

M∑
m=1

θm (14)

The final weight averaged model fW A will be used to test on the OOD data directly for
OOD generalization or fine-tuned on the target data first for domain adaptation.

3.6 Sharpness-Aware Minimization

Sharpness-aware minimization (SAM) is the main optimization algorithm that we are going
to use for the project. For comprehensiveness and comparison, we give the formal definitions
for both stochastic gradient descent and sharpness-aware minimization. More details can be
found in [22, 42]

Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) SGD is the most common optimization algorithm
that people use to optimize machine learning models. In this framework, the objective is a
loss function L(θ) parameterized by θ.

L(θ) = 1
N

ℓ(f(xi, θ), yi) (15)

And the parameters are optimized via a simple update rule, using the negative gradient of
the loss function, w.r.t. θ:

θt+1 = θt − λ∇θL(θ) (16)

where the λ is the learning rate. Normally, this algorithm is implemented in a batch manner.

Sharpness-Aware Minimization (SAM) Intuitively, SAM tries to find an optimum that
lies in a flat region of the loss landscape, where its neighbors also have low loss values. SAM
optimizes a loss function in two steps: first in a given neighborhood ρ, it computes the worst-
case loss value under ϵ perturbation; second, it minimize the loss value w.r.t. θ under the
worst-case perturbation.

min
θ

max
∥ϵ∥2≤ρ

L(θ + ϵ) (17)

where ρ ≤ 0 is a hyperparameter that controls the size of the neighborhood.

However, directly optimizing Eq. 17 is intractable. Foret et al. [22] propose to approximate
the inner maximization with a first-order Taylor expansion w.r.t. θ around 0, and hence
obtain:

ϵ∗(θ) = arg max
∥ϵ∥2≤ρ

L(θ + ϵ) ≈ arg max
∥ϵ∥2≤ρ

L(θ) + ϵT∇θL(θ) = arg max
∥ϵ∥2≤ρ

ϵT∇θL(θ) (18)
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Using dual norm, the solution ϵ̂(θ) is given by:

ϵ̂(θ) = ρ · ∇θL(θ)
∥∇θL(θ)∥ (19)

Substituting the ϵ̂(θ) back into Eq. 17, we get the final update rule for SAM:

θt+1 = θt − λ∇θ( max
∥ϵ∥2≤ρ

L(θ + ϵ)) ≈ θt −∇θL(θ)|θ+ϵ̂ (20)
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4 Method

In this section, we will present the details of our method for OOD generalization and few-shot
domain adaptation.

4.1 Weight Averaging

Our method is based on weight averaging. The successful application of weight averaging
strategy requires some additional conditions to be met. As pointed out in the work of Al-
exandre Ramé et al. [72], shared initialization and mild hyperparameter search are critical
requirements for weight averaging.

Shared initialization. All the individual models used for averaging must start from a
shared initialization. Only in this case can the linear averaging of different models retain a low
loss value. For OOD generalization, we utilize the ImageNet [15] pre-trained ResNet50 [32],
and linear probe the final classification layer on the in-distribution data first to obtain the
shared initialization. When using the small digits datasets in few-shot domain adaptation, we
also explore the simple convolutional neural networks (CNN), where the pretrained weights
are unavailable. In this case, we train the simple CNN on the in-domain data to achieve at
least 85% accuracy, and then use this model as shared initialization.

Mild hyperparameter search. All the individual models used for averaging should be
trained with different hyperparameters. But the selection of hyperparameters is critical be-
cause the difference between these hyperparameters can not be too large. Otherwise, the
pretrained weight in the shared initialization might be destroyed and averaging these models
directly will result in poor minima.

In Table 2 we list the default values of the hyperparameters and their distributions for
random search.

Hyperparameter Default value Random distribution
Learning rate 5 · 10−5 [1, 3, 5]·10−5

Weight decay 0 [10−4, 10−6]
SAM ρ 0.05 [0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.1]

ResNet dropout 0 [0, 0.1l 0.5]

Table 2: Default values of the hyperparameters and their distributions for random search.

4.2 OOD Generalization

We extend the weight averaging by adding the gradient similarity as a regularizer in order
to explicitly increase the resulted model diversity. For out-of-distribution generalization, the
pipeline is composed of 3 steps:

Step 1: Initialization As we have mentioned above, we linear probe the last fc layer of
an ImageNet pretrained ResNet50 to get the shared initialization. In this process, we use the
default values for the hyperparameters.
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Step 2: Sweep training Using the shared initialization in step 1, we will launch multiple
runs to fine-tune the model with different hyperparameters. The hyperparameter values are
randomly selected and combined from their corresponding random distribution, as listed in
Table 2.

Step 3: Weight averaging After sweep training, we will average all the model weights to
obtain the final model. In this thesis, we use the uniform selection which is uniformly averaging
all the models. But in previous works [72, 93], the researchers also explored constrained/greedy
selection, where only the models that will improve the final performance will be averaged.

Gradient Similarity. Suppose in sweep training, we are going to launch k individual runs.
For each run, two separate models will be trained. Hence in total, it will result in 2k models.
The gradient similarity is computed between the pair of models in each run. The detailed
illustration of weight averaging training with gradient similarity is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Weight Averaging with Gradient Diversity
Require: ImageNet pretrained ResNet50 f , in-domain data Din, out-of-domain data Dout

procedure fine tune(fθk1 , fθk2 ,D)
for all sample (x, y) ∈ D do

lossk1 ← ℓ(fθk1(x), y) + cossim(∇hk1fθk1(x),∇hk2fθk2(x)))
lossk2 ← ℓ(fθk2(x), y) + cossim(∇hk1fθk1(x),∇hk2fθk2(x)))
fθk1 ← UPDATE(fθk1 , lossk1)
fθk2 ← UPDATE(fθk2 , lossk2)

end for
return fθk1 , fθk2

end procedure

procedure Main(f,Din)
fθinit

← LINEAR PROBE(f,Din)
Initialize 2k models fθk1 = gk1 ◦ hk1, fθk2 = gk2 ◦ hk2 using the shared initialization fθinit

for each pair of models fθk1 , fθk2 do
fθk1 , fθk2 ← FINE TUNE(fθk1 , fθk2 ,Din)

end for
for all models f(·, θi) do

f(·, θ̂)← f(·, 1
2k

∑2k
i=1 θi)

end for
return fθ̂

end procedure

4.3 Few-Shot Domain Adaptation

For few-shot domain adaptation, apart from the above 3 steps, there is an extra adaptation
step. In this step, we select k samples per class from the target domain, and use them to
fine-tune the models. This is called k-shot adaptation. We also explore two strategies for
adaptation: (i) adaptation after weight averaging and (ii) adaptation before weight averaging.
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Step 4: Few-shot adaptation after weight averaging and few-shot adaptation before weight
averaging are shown in Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 respectively.

Algorithm 2 Few-Shot Adaptation after Weight Averaging
Require: 2k fine-tuned models, training split of the target domain dataset Dtr, test split of

the target domain dataset Dte, number of adapted samples per class k

procedure Adapt(f(·, θ),Dtr, k)
D̂ ← select k samples per class from Dtr

f(·, θ)← FINE TUNE(f(·, θ), D̂)
return f(·, θ)

end procedure

procedure Main(f(·, θ1), · · · , f(·, θ2k),Dtr,Dte)
for all models f(·, θi) do

f(·, θ̂)← f(·, 1
2k

∑2k
i=1 θi)

end for
f(·, θ̂)← ADAPT(f(·, θ̂),Dtr, k)
acc ← TEST(f(·, θ̂),Dte)
return acc

end procedure

Algorithm 3 Few-Shot Adaptation before Weight Averaging
Require: 2k fine-tuned models, training split of the target domain dataset Dtr, test split of

the target domain dataset Dte, number of adapted samples per class k

procedure Adapt(f(·, θ),Dtr, k)
D̂ ← select k samples per class from Dtr

f(·, θ)← FINE TUNE(f(·, θ), D̂)
return f(·, θ)

end procedure

procedure Main(f(·, θ1), · · · , f(·, θ2k),Dtr,Dte)
for all models f(·, θi) do

f(·, θi)← ADAPT(f(·, θi),Dtr, k)
end for
for all models f(·, θi) do

f(·, θ̂)← f(·, 1
2k

∑2k
i=1 θi)

end for
acc ← TEST(f(·, θ̂),Dte)
return acc

end procedure
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5 Experiments

In this section, we present our key experimental results. These results are divided into two
parts: experiments for out-of-distribution generalization and experiments for few-shot domain
adaptation. For each part, we begin by describing the experimental setup, followed by a
detailed description of our findings. We also include corresponding ablation studies for further
analysis.

5.1 Out-of-Distribution Generalization

We propose to add model gradient similarity as a regularizer to improve the model diversity
in weight averaging.

Experimental Setup

In this part, we conduct experiments on CIFAR100 [48] for in-distribution performance veri-
fication and on a few datasets from DomainBed [28] for out-of-distribution performance eval-
uation.

Figure 2: Samples from PACS [52]. From top to bottom are 4 domains: art, cartoon, photo
and sketch. From left to right are 7 classes: dog, elephant, giraffe, guitar, horse, house and
person.
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Figure 3: Samples from VLCS [20]. From top to bottom are 4 domains: Caltech101, LabelMe,
SUN09 and VOC2007. From left to right are 5 classes: bird, car, chair, dog and person.

Datasets. Following previous works [72, 13], we use DomainBed, which is a fair bench-
mark for evaluating OOD performance. It contains 5 datasets: PACS [52], VLCS [20], Of-
ficeHome [89], TerraIncognita [8], and DomainNet [69]. Due to the time and computation
limitations, we conduct experiments on two of them: PACS and VLCS. PACS dataset con-
tains 9,991 images, 7 classes (dog, elephant, giraffe, guitar, horse, house and person), and 4
domains (Photo, Art, Cartoon, and Sketch) while VLCS dataset contains 10,729 images, 5
classes (bird, car, chair, dog and person), and 4 domains (Images are collected from 4 datasets:
PASCAL VOC [19], LabelMe [75], Caltech101 [21] and SUN09 [14]). Some example images
from the two datasets are visualized in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3. During training, we resize and crop
each image to 224×224. Color jittering and random horizontal flips are used for augmentation.

Model and Baselines. We adopt ResNet50 [32] as the model architecture. ERM is
the standard Empirical Risk Minimization with Adam optimizer. DiWA [72] is the most
close work to our paper, but they do not contain the in-distribution results. We add some
experiments on CIFAR100 for in-distribution performance verification. For a fair comparison,
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we re-train DiWA on CIFAR100 using the default hyperparameter settings. For experiments on
DomainBed, we compare with Coral [83], SWAD [13], MA (Moving Average) [4] and DiWA [72].
Their results on DomainBed are directly adopt from their original papers. We use uniform
model selection, i.e., averaging all the individual models to obtain the final averaged model.

Our Procedure. The experiments are conducted on each domain separately. For example,
for dataset PACS, we consider each domain as the out-of-distribution data (out-domain) suc-
cessively, and use the rest 3 domains as the in-distribution data (in-domain). In the first step,
we set a shared initialization model using linear probing. The base model is ImageNet pre-
trained ResNet50. In the second step, we launch several runs using the shared initialization
model, and finetuning them with different hyperparameters individually. Finally, we average
the weights from these models and test it on the out-domain data.

Results on CIFAR100

To verify the effectiveness of weight averaging and gradient similarity on in-distribution data,
we conduct some experiments on CIFAR100. Due to time and computation resource consid-
eration, instead of training 60 models (which is the number of models used in [72]), we train
10 individual models. The experiment results are presented in Table 3. From this table, we
can see that weight averaging with gradient similarity optimized by SAM achieves the best
performance.

Setting CIFAR100
ERM Baseline 0.7954
ERM + grad. 0.8398

DiWA [72] 0.8412
WA (SAM + grad) 0.8431
WA (Adam + grad) 0.8411

Table 3: Experiment results on CIFAR100. ERM Baseline is the standard empirical risk
minimization of an ImageNet pretrained ResNet50 on CIFAR100 with Adam optimizer.
ERM+grad. is adding the gradient similarity regularizer during ERM training. For our
method, we train two models with Adam and SAM optimizer separately.

Results on DomainBed

To evaluate the effectiveness of incorporating gradient similarity into weight averaging, we
conducted extensive experiments on the DomainBed dataset. The results of these experiments,
which were conducted on the PACS and VLCS datasets, can be seen in Table 4 and Table 5,
respectively. On the PACS dataset, our method achieved the best performance on the Cartoon
domain and comparable results to DiWA with fewer averaged models. On the VLCS dataset,
our method achieved the best performance on the Caltech101 domain, but was slightly inferior
to the state-of-the-art method.

Ablation Study: The Number of Models for Weight Averaging

In this part, we conduct ablation studies to evaluate the effect of the number of models used
for averaging on the PACS and VLCS datasets. For the PACS dataset, we average 2, 6, 10,
20, 30 and 40 models separately. Similarly, for the VLCS dataset, we average 2, 6, 10, 20 and
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Method Weight selection Init A C P S Avg

ERM N/A

Random

84.7 ± 0.4 80.8 ± 0.6 97.2 ± 0.3 79.3 ± 1.0 85.5 ± 0.2
Coral[83] N/A 88.3 ± 0.2 80.0 ± 0.5 97.5 ± 0.3 78.8 ± 1.3 86.2 ± 0.3

SWAD [13] Overfit-aware 89.3 ± 0.5 83.4 ± 0.6 97.3 ± 0.3 82.5 ± 0.8 88.1 ± 0.1
MA [4] Uniform 89.1 ± 0.1 82.6 ± 0.2 97.6 ± 0.0 80.5 ± 0.9 87.5 ± 0.2

ERM N/A

LP [49]

86.8 ± 0.8 80.6 ± 1.0 97.4 ± 0.4 78.7 ± 2.0 85.9 ± 0.6
MA [4] Uniform 89.5 ± 0.1 82.8 ± 0.2 97.8 ± 0.1 80.9 ± 1.3 87.8 ± 0.3

DiWA [72] Restricted: M ≤ 20 89.3 ± 0.2 82.8 ± 0.2 98.0 ± 0.1 82.0 ± 0.9 88.0 ± 0.3
DiWA [72] Uniform: M = 60 90.6 83.4 98.2 83.8 89.0

WA+grad Uniform: M=40 LP [49] 89.06 83.49 97.54 83.74 88.46

Table 4: Accuracy on PACS with ResNet50.

Method Weight selection Init C L S V Avg

ERM N/A

Random

97.7 ± 0.4 64.3 ± 0.9 73.4 ± 0.5 74.6 ± 1.3 77.5 ± 0.4
Coral[83] N/A 98.3 ± 0.1 66.1 ± 1.2 73.4 ± 0.3 77.5 ± 1.2 78.8 ± 0.6

SWAD [13] Overfit-aware 98.8 ± 0.1 63.3 ± 0.3 75.3 ± 0.5 79.2 ± 0.6 79.1 ± 0.1
MA [4] Uniform 99.0 ± 0.2 63.0 ± 0.2 74.5 ± 0.3 76.4 ± 1.1 78.2 ± 0.2

ERM N/A

LP [49]

98.1 ± 0.3 64.4 ± 0.3 72.5 ± 0.5 77.7 ± 1.3 78.1 ± 0.5
MA [4] Uniform 98.9 ± 0.0 62.9 ± 0.5 73.7 ± 0.3 78.7 ± 0.6 78.5 ± 0.4

DiWA [72] Restricted: M ≤ 20 98.4 ± 0.0 64.1 ± 0.2 73.3 ± 0.4 78.1 ± 0.8 78.5 ± 0.1
DiWA [72] Uniform: M = 60 98.9 62.4 73.9 78.9 78.6

WA+grad Uniform: M = 30 LP [49] 99.01 62.09 74.07 76.27 77.86

Table 5: Accuracy on VLCS with ResNet50.

30 models separately. Given the number of models n, we test the performance three times,
where in each trial, we randomly select n models from all the individual models. The final
performance is the mean value of the three trials. The results are presented in figures Fig.4
and Fig.5 for PACS and VLCS datasets respectively.

Our analysis of the PACS and VLCS datasets shows that, with the exception of the photo
domain for PACS and the LabelMe domain for VLCS, increasing the number of models used
for averaging from 2 to 6 greatly improves the final performance. However, when the number
of models exceeds 20, the improvement becomes negligible. This observation is similar for
both datasets, indicating that a moderate number of models is enough for achieving satisfying
performance.

5.2 Few Shot Domain Adaptation

In the previous subsection, we have demonstrated the effectiveness of weight averaging for
out-of-distribution generalization. To further showcase its capabilities, we propose to apply
this method to solve the few-shot domain adaptation problem.
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Figure 4: The effect of the number of models used for weight averaging on PACS.

Figure 5: The effect of the number of models used for weight averaging on VLCS.

Experimental Setup

We conduct two sets of experiments on two types of datasets: (i) small-scale digits datasets:
MNIST [51] , MNIST-M [26], USPS [38], SVHN [64] and (ii) a large dataset for domain
adaptation: VisDA-C dataset [70].

Datasets. MNIST is a dataset of handwritten digits which contains 70,000 28×28 grayscale
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images. MNIST-M is a modified version of MNIST, which contains colorful backgrounds
extracted from color photos. USPS dataset contains 9,298 16 × 16 pixel grayscale images.
SVHN dataset contains 600,000 32× 32 RGB images of digits cropped from pictures of house
number plates. VisDA-C is a simulation-to-real dataset. The source domain contains the
synthetic images rendered using 3D CAD models while the target domain contains the real
images. Some samples of the VisDA-C dataset are shown in Fig. 6.

Figure 6: Samples from VisDA-C. There are 12 classes in VisDA-C. From left to right and
from up to bottom, they are: aeroplane, bicycle, bus, car, horse, knife, motorcycle, person,
plant, skateboard, train and truck. The first 2 lines show the source (train) data, which are
synthetic images. The last 2 lines show the target (test) data, which are real images.

Model and Baselines. In our research, we employ two types of models to analyze digits
datasets: a simple convolutional neural network (CNN) and ResNet18. To evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of ResNet18, we have conducted experiments utilizing both randomly initialized
weights and ImageNet pretrained weights. The architecture of the simple CNN is outlined
in Algorithm 4. To ensure consistency in image size, all digit images have been resized to
64 × 64 during the training process. Additionally, for the MNIST and USPS datasets, we
have duplicated the tensors to convert them into RGB images. We also compare our models
to established baseline models, including FADA [59], CCSA [60] and d-SNE [96]. For the
VisDA-C dataset, we utilize the ImageNet pretrained ResNet50. All the images are resized to
224× 224 for both training and testing.

Our Procedure. The initial steps for this procedure are comparable to those for out-of-
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Algorithm 4 PyTorch code of the simple CNN structure.
# channels: number of channels for the input image
# num_classes: number of classes for the dataset. MNIST has 10 classes

class CNN(nn.Module):
def __init__(self, channels, num_classes):

super(CNN, self).__init__()
self.conv = nn.Sequential(

nn.Conv2d(channels, 32, kernel_size=5, stride=1, padding=2, bias=True),
nn.ReLU(True),
nn.MaxPool2d(kernel_size=2, stride=2, padding=0),
nn.Conv2d(32, 48, kernel_size=5, stride=1, padding=2),
nn.ReLU(True),
nn.MaxPool2d(kernel_size=2, stride=2, padding=0),

)
self.fc = nn.Sequential(

nn.Linear(12288, 100),
nn.ReLU(True),
nn.Linear(100, 100),
nn.ReLU(True),
nn.Linear(100, num_classes)

)

distribution generalization, including initialization, multiple runs, and averaging of the model
weights. For the initialization of the models on digits datasets, we make sure the shared
initialization models achieve ≥ 85% accuracy on their source domain. However, there are two
distinct strategies for the fourth adaptation step. The first strategy is to average the weights
prior to adaptation and then test the final averaged model. The second strategy is to adapt
each model individually, average their adapted weights, and then test. The results for both
strategies are reported in our experiments, all of which involve launching 10 individual runs.
In the ablation studies, we also compare the effect of different optimizers.

Digits Datasets Adaptation

In this part we present the domain adaptation results using weight averaing on the digits
datasets. In the following content, we use M, MM, U , S to denote MNIST, MNIST-M, USPS
and SVHN respectively.

Adaptation after weight averaging. The first strategy for this procedure is adaptation
after weight averaging. Specifically, after obtaining individually trained models, we will average
them to create an averaged model. We will then adapt this model to the target domain and
evaluate its performance on the test split of the target domain. These results are presented
in Table 6. As can be seen from the table, weight averaging can significantly improve the
performance of few-shot domain adaptation on digit datasets in most cases, particularly for
MNIST→SVHN.

Adaptation before weight averaging. The second strategy we will employ is adaptation
before weight averaging. Instead of averaging all the weights to obtain the final model, we
will adapt each individual model to the target domain separately. Once all the models have
been adapted, we will then average them and test the resulting averaged model directly on
the test split of the target domain. The results of this strategy can be seen in Table 6.
However, it is clear that this approach results in worse performance than adaptation after
weight averaging. We believe this is due to the destruction of learned common features during
individual adaptation. As a result, we will not use this approach in the rest of our analysis
and will only report results for adaptation after weight averaging.
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Method k M→MM M→ U M→ S U →M S →M

FADA [59] 7 - 94.40 47.00 91.50 87.20
CCSA [60] 10 78.29 ± 2.00 92.27 ± 0.19 37.63 ± 3.62 95.71 ± 0.42 94.57 ± 0.40
d-SNE [96] 7 84.62± 0.04 97.53 ± 0.10 53.19± 0.28 97.52 ± 0.08 95.68 ± 0.03
d-SNE [96] 10 87.80± 0.16 99.00 ± 0.08 61.73± 0.47 98.49 ± 0.35 96.45 ± 0.20
Adapt
after WA

7 84.78 95.42 71.34 96.71 95.91
10 89.06 96.16 70.66 96.03 95.02

Adapt be-
fore WA

10 69.33 92.78 59.40 95.24 89.54

Table 6: Digits datasets adaptation after weight averaging. The best results for 10-shot
adaptation are highlighted in bold and the best results for 7-shot adaptation are highlighted
with underlines.

Ablation Study: The Effect of Model Architecture

In this part, we investigate the impact of model architecture on the domain adaptation per-
formance of weight averaging through ablation studies. We compare 2 models: simple CNN
and ResNet18. For ResNet18, we also examine the effect of random initialization and Im-
ageNet pretrained initialization. The comparison results are presented in Table 7. It should
be noted that the results for the simple 2-layer CNN on SVHN→MNIST adaptation task are not
reported as the model was not able to fit the SVHN dataset. The results in the table show
that the ImageNet-pretrained ResNet18 consistently achieves the best performance across all
adaptation tasks.

Model Init. M→MM M→ U M→ S U →M S →M

CNN Random 73.03 90.63 48.29 91.59 -
ResNet18 Random 73.73 94.32 58.45 93.19 94.07
ResNet18 ImageNet 89.06 96.16 70.66 96.03 95.02

Table 7: Results of ablation study on the effect of model architectures on the domain adapta-
tion performance of weight averaging. All the results are 10-shot adaptation. All the models
are optimized with SAM optimizer.

Ablation Study: The Effect of Optimizer

In this section, we evaluate the impact of different optimizers on domain adaptation perform-
ance in the context of weight averaging. Specifically, we compare Adam and Sharpness-Aware
Minimization (SAM). We report results for 10-shot adaptation and the results are listed in
Table 8. Interestingly, we observe that the SAM optimizer consistently leads to better few-shot
domain adaptation performance across all models and adaptation tasks. This highlights the
superiority of the SAM optimizer for this task.
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Model Optimizer M→MM M→ U M→ S U →M S →M

CNN Adam 69.07 91.93 47.50 89.88 -
CNN SAM 73.03 90.63 48.29 91.59 -

ResNet18 Adam 64.58 91.63 51.67 93.07 94.04
ResNet18 SAM 73.73 94.32 58.45 93.19 94.07

ResNet18 (ImageNet) Adam 83.56 94.82 65.15 95.27 94.97
ResNet18 (ImageNet) SAM 89.06 96.16 70.66 96.03 95.02

Table 8: Results of ablation study on the effect of optimizers on the domain adaptation
performance of weight averaging. All the results are 10-shot adaptation.

Ablation Study: The Effect of The Number of Adapted Samples

In this part, we investigate the effect of the number of samples used for adaptation on per-
formance. We have previously shown that the SAM optimizer and an ImageNet-pretrained
ResNet18 model provide superior results. Therefore, in this analysis, we only report results
using these configurations. The results are presented in Fig. 7. These results demonstrate
how the performance of the model changes as the number of samples used for adaptation
increases. As can be seen from the figure, weight averaging for few-shot domain adaptation is
quite data-efficient. The accuracy values are already high when only 5 samples per class are
used. Also we notice that the accuracy of the model increases consistently as the number of
samples used for adaptation increases. However, the rate of increase becomes less drastic as
the number of samples increases. The trend can be observed as a gentle increase in accuracy.

Figure 7: The effect of the number of adapted samples per class.
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Ablation Study: t-SNE Feature Analysis

To gain a deeper understanding of the effect of weight averaging on domain adaptation per-
formance, we visualize the features of classifiers before and after adaptation. Specifically,
we compare a well-trained model with and without adaptation to a weight-averaged model
after adaptation. The features are extracted from the final fc layer of each classifier. We
use t-SNE [88] to visualize the features. The results are shown in Fig. 8. By comparing the
three rows in the figure, we can clearly observe that weight averaging greatly improves the
performance of few-shot domain adaptation.

(a) MNIST → MNIST-M (b) MNIST → USPS (c) MNIST → SVHN

Figure 8: t-SNE visualization for ResNet18 (ImageNet pretrained). The top row shows the
features of a well-trained ResNet18 on MNIST without few-shot adaptation. The middle
row shows the features of the above well-trained ResNet18 after 10-shot domain adatation.
The bottom row shows the features of the weight averaged ResNet18 after 10-shot domain
adaptation. All the models are ImageNet pretrained and optimized with SAM.
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VisDA-C Adaptation

In this section, we present the results of utilizing weight averaging for domain adaptation
on the VisDA-C dataset. Our approach is compared against d-SNE [96] and LCCS (Linear
Combination Coefficients for Batch Normalization Statistics) [102]. The experiments were
conducted using the SAM optimizer with a total of 10 runs, and the adaptation strategy
implemented is adaptation following weight averaging. The results of the experiments are
presented in Table 9.

Method k VisDA Real

LCCS [102] 10 79.2
d-SNE [96] 10 80.66

WA 10 49.41

Table 9: VisDA Weight Averaging before Few-Shot Adaptation Results

Our current methodology exhibits a significant discrepancy when compared to state-of-the-
art techniques. In order to thoroughly evaluate our results, additional analysis and experi-
mentation will be conducted.
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6 Discussion

Distribution shift is a critical issue in machine learning and computer vision. In this thesis,
we tacked two related problems in this area, specifically out-of-distribution generalization and
few-shot domain adaptation. To address the issue of OOD generalization, we proposed an
extension to existing weight averaging-based methods by incorporating gradient similarity as
a regularizer to enforce model diversity. In the context of few-shot domain adaptation, we
demonstrated the effectiveness of weight averaging through extensive empirical evaluations.
Our findings suggest that weight averaging is a viable approach for addressing distribution
shift in machine learning and computer vision.

However, there are also some limitations and potential problems in this thesis. To provide
a comprehensive understanding of our work, we include several discussions to help the reader
interpret our results and motivate future research.

What is best way to increase model diversity in weight averaging? In this thesis,
we explored the use of weight averaging as a method for improving generalization performance
in machine learning. Previous research has shown that averaging the weights of diversified
models can lead to better results. However, simply relying on using different hyperparameters
during training is not sufficient for achieving optimal diversity. To address this issue, we
experimented with incorporating gradient diversity as a means of enforcing model diversity.
While the results of our experiments were not entirely promising, we believe that explicitly
enforcing model diversity during training is a crucial factor for achieving better generalization.
However, the optimal method for achieving this is still an open question and requires further
investigation.

Is weight averaging uniformly useful for all downstream tasks? In this thesis,
we focused on the application of weight averaging in the context of computer vision tasks,
specifically image classification. However, it is important to note that this method may also
be applicable to other downstream tasks such as image segmentation and object detection.
Further exploration is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of weight averaging for these tasks
in a more comprehensive manner. This could be a potential avenue for future research.

Weight averaging is computationally intensive. Weight averaging is a method that
relies on training multiple individual models, which can be computationally intensive. For
simple tasks and small models, this requirement is manageable and affordable. However, in
practical scenarios where the problem is complex and there is a large amount of data and
very large models, weight averaging may not be efficient and may not be a long-term solution.
Despite the promising results that weight averaging has shown in out-of-distribution general-
ization, it is important to consider the computational cost and limitations when applying this
method in practice.
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