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ABSTRACT
Overfitting is a well-known issue in machine learning that occurs
when a model struggles to generalize its predictions to new, unseen
data beyond the scope of its training set. Traditional techniques
to mitigate overfitting include early stopping, data augmentation,
and regularization. In this work, we demonstrate that the degree
of overfitting of a trained model is correlated with the ability to
generate counterfactual examples. The higher the overfitting, the
easier it will be to find a valid counterfactual example for a ran-
domly chosen input data point. Therefore, we introduce CF-Reg,
a novel regularization term in the training loss that controls over-
fitting by ensuring enough margin between each instance and its
corresponding counterfactual. Experiments conducted across mul-
tiple datasets and models show that our counterfactual regularizer
generally outperforms existing regularization techniques.
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1 INTRODUCTION
One of the key challenges in machine learning is developing models
that can generalize their predictions to new, unseen data beyond the
scope of the training set. When the predictive accuracy of a model
on the training set far exceeds that on the test set, this indicates a
phenomenon known as overfitting. In general, the impact of over-
fitting is more pronounced for highly complex models like recent
deep neural networks with billions of parameters. To compensate
for the risk of overfitting, these models require massive amounts of
training data, which may not always be feasible.

Therefore, several strategies have been proposed in the liter-
ature to mitigate the problem of model overfitting. For example,
early stopping interrupts the training phase before the model starts
learning the noise in the data rather than the actual underlying
input/output relationship. Furthermore, data augmentation is a tech-
nique that artificially increases the training set. For example, in
the context of image data, this can include applying translation,
flipping, and rotation transformations to input samples. Finally, reg-
ularization is a collection of training/optimization techniques that
try to eliminate irrelevant factors by assessing the importance of
features, preventing minor input changes from causing significant
output variations.

In this work, we offer an entirely new perspective on model
overfitting, establishing a connection with the ability to generate
counterfactual examples [28]. The notion of counterfactual exam-
ples has been successfully used, for instance, to attach post-hoc
explanations for predictions of individual instances in the form:
“If A had been different, B would not have occurred” [24]. Gener-
ally, finding the counterfactual example for an instance resorts to
searching for the minimal perturbation of the input that crosses the
decision boundary induced by a trained model. This task reduces
to solving a constrained optimization problem.

In the presence of a strong degree of model overfitting, the deci-
sion boundary learned becomes a highly convoluted surface, up to
the point where it perfectly separates every training input sample.
Therefore, each data point, on average, is “closer” to the decision
boundary, making it easier to find the best counterfactual example.
The intuitive explanation of this claim is illustrated in Figure 1.

Following this idea, we introduce a novel counterfactual reg-
ularization term in the training loss that controls overfitting by
enforcing a margin between each instance and its hypothetical
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(a) No overfitting (b) Overfitting

Figure 1: Distance between an input data point (𝒙) and its
counterfactual example (�̃�): On average, this may be higher
for a well-trained model (a) than an overfitted model (b).

counterfactual. Below, we summarize the primary novel contribu-
tions of our work:

(𝑖) We are the first to explore the relationship between general-
izability and counterfactual explanations.

(𝑖𝑖) We show that counterfactual examples can effectively guide
and enhance the model training process.

(𝑖𝑖𝑖) We propose a counterfactual regularizer (CF-Reg) that out-
performs existing regularization techniques.

(𝑖𝑣) We cast our regularization method in a flexible and exten-
sible framework that is compatible with any differentiable
counterfactual example generator. The source code for our
method is available at the following GitHub repository: https:
//anonymous.4open.science/r/COCE-80B4/README.md.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2,
we summarize related work. Section 3 reviews background and pre-
liminary concepts, useful for our problem formulation in Section 4.
In Section 5, we describe our method that is validated through ex-
tensive experiments in Section 6. We discuss the limitations of our
method in Section 7. Finally, Section 8 concludes our work.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Model Overfitting
The challenge of model overfitting has been a well-known issue in
machine learning. It refers to the inability of a model to generalize
effectively from the training dataset to new, unseen test data. Vari-
ous strategies have been proposed in the literature to reduce the
effects of overfitting, which can be broadly categorized as follows.

Early-Stopping. This strategy aims to mitigate the phenomenon
known as “learning speed slow-down.” This issue occurs when the
accuracy of a model ceases to improve or even worsens due to noise-
learning. The concept has a long history, dating back to the 1970s
in the context of the Landweber iteration [23]. It has since been
widely adopted in iterative algorithms, particularly for training
deep neural networks in combination with backpropagation [2].

Data Augmentation. The more complex the model, the higher
the number of parameters that need to be learned. Therefore, the
size of the training set must be adequate to avoid overfitting. Data
augmentation techniques play a crucial role in enhancing model

generalization across various domains, including pattern recogni-
tion and image processing. These techniques aim to expand ex-
isting datasets to generate additional data. Typically, four main
approaches are employed [14, 25, 30]: (i) acquiring new data, (ii)
introducing random noise to the existing dataset, (iii) reprocessing
existing data to produce new instances, and (iv) sampling new data
based on the distribution of the existing dataset.
Regularization. An overfitting model tends to incorporate all
available features into its decision-making process, even those with
minimal impact or that are simply noise. To address this issue, there
are two main approaches: (i) Feature selection, where only the most
relevant features are retained, discarding those deemed irrelevant;
(ii) Feature regularization, which involves minimizing the influence
of less important features by reducing their weights in the model.
However, since identifying useless features can be challenging,
regularization techniques work by applying a penalty term, or “reg-
ularizer”, to the objective function. This penalizes complex models,
encouraging simpler and more generalizable solutions. For example,
L1 (“Lasso”) and L2 (“Ridge”) regularization, which add the 𝐿1-norm
and 𝐿2-norm of the learned parameter as a penalties, respectively,
are commonly adopted in linear regression. Furthermore, Dropout
is a popular technique to contrast overfitting in neural networks.
This approach randomly drops units and relevant connections from
the neural network during training to prevent co-adaptation [29].

Unlike existing regularization techniques, which either aim to
reduce the magnitude of the learned model’s weights (such as Lasso
and Ridge) or randomly deactivate certain parameters (such as
Dropout), our penalty term is inherently data-driven. In other words,
the counterfactual regularization we introduce (CF-Reg) is com-
puted directly from the training observations, making it highly
tailored to the specific dataset under consideration.

Following a similar strategy, Lin et al. (2023) recently proposed
a novel regularizer, called Abnormal Adversarial Examples Regu-
larization (AAER), which eliminates catastrophic overfitting by
suppressing the generation of abnormal adversarial examples.

Although adversarial and counterfactual examples are closely
related, AAER addresses a different challenge. Specifically, AAER
is designed to mitigate catastrophic overfitting, whereas CF-Reg
aims to enhance overall model generalizability.

2.2 Counterfactual Examples
Counterfactual examples have gained significant attention in ma-
chine learning due to their utility in various applications, including
model explainability, fairness, and robustness.
Explainability.Counterfactual explanations offer valuable insights
into model predictions by providing alternative scenarios under
which the prediction would change [28]. Several studies have ex-
plored the use of counterfactual examples to enhance the inter-
pretability of complex machine learning models, such as ensembles
of decision trees [20, 26, 27] and deep neural networks (DNNs) [17],
including graph neural networks (GNNs) [21]. Counterfactual in-
stances may elucidate the underlying decision-making process of
black-box models, enhancing trust and transparency [3, 7, 13].
Fairness. Counterfactual reasoning has been employed to address
issues of fairness and bias in machine learning systems [16]. By gen-
erating counterfactual examples, researchers can identify instances
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of discrimination or bias in model predictions and mitigate these
effects [12]. Various techniques have been proposed to generate
counterfactual instances that satisfy fairness constraints, such as
demographic parity and equalized odds [28].
Robustness. Counterfactual examples have also been leveraged
to enhance the robustness of machine learning models against ad-
versarial attacks [1]. Indeed, there is a strict relationship between
adversarial and counterfactual examples [5], although their primary
goals are divergent. While both adversarial and counterfactual ex-
amples involve perturbing input data to influencemodel predictions,
adversarial examples are crafted to jeopardize the model, whereas
counterfactual examples are generated to understand the model’s
behavior. By generating instances that are semantically similar to
the original input but induce different model predictions, He et al.
[9] aim to improve model robustness against adversarial perturba-
tions. These counterfactual examples serve as natural adversaries,
enabling themodel to learnmore robust decision boundaries against
malicious attacks.

Recently, generative models have been employed to generate
realistic counterfactual instances for data augmentation and model
improvement [6, 10]. These approaches offer promising avenues
for leveraging counterfactual reasoning in generative modeling
tasks [19]. However, to the best of our knowledge, this study is the
first to directly link counterfactual examples to model generalizabil-
ity and leverage them as the cornerstone of a novel regularization
method.

3 BACKGROUND AND PRELIMINARIES
Let 𝑓𝜽 : X ↦→ Y denote a predictive model parameterized by a set
of (learnable) weights 𝜽 ∈ 𝚯 that takes an input 𝒙 ∈ X ⊆ R𝑛 and
maps it to an output 𝑦 ∈ Y. In the standard supervised learning
setting, the optimal weights (𝜽 ∗) are found by minimizing a specific
loss function (L) computed on a training set (D) of𝑚 i.i.d. labeled
instances, D = {(𝒙𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )}𝑚𝑖=1.

𝜽 ∗ = argmin𝜽
{
L(𝜽 ;D)

}
= argmin𝜽

{
1
|D|

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

ℓ (𝑓𝜽 (𝒙𝑖 ), 𝑦𝑖 )
}
.

(1)
Here, ℓ represents an instance-level error between the model’s
prediction for a given input (𝒙𝑖 ) and its corresponding actual label
(𝑦𝑖 ), such as cross-entropy (for classification tasks) or mean squared
error (for regression tasks).

Furthermore, we assume to have available a counterfactual gen-
erator model 𝑔𝜽 : X ↦→ X, for the predictive model 𝑓𝜽 , that takes
as input a data point 𝒙 and produces as output its correspond-
ing (optimal) counterfactual �̃�∗. We stress that the counterfactual
generator model 𝑔𝜽 depends on the predictive model under consid-
eration, since it typically resorts to solving a constrained objective
as follows:

𝑔𝜽 (𝒙) = �̃�∗ = argmin�̃�∈X𝛿 (𝒙, �̃�)
s.t.: 𝑓𝜽 (𝒙) ≠ 𝑓𝜽 (�̃�).

(2)

Here, 𝛿 : X ×X ↦→ R≥0 is a function that measures the distance
between the original input data point and its counterfactual. In
practice, typically, 𝛿 resorts to computing the 𝐿1- or 𝐿2-norm of
the resulting displacement vector between the original and the
counterfactual example.

In general, for a given input 𝒙 , there could be several, possibly
infinitely many valid counterfactuals: �̃�1, �̃�2, . . . In this work, a valid
counterfactual is considered as any instance �̃� where 𝑓𝜽 (𝒙) ≠ 𝑓𝜽 (�̃�).
More refined notions of validity are also conceivable, such as those
entailing the plausibility of the generated counterfactual, which
assesses whether the counterfactual example is indeed realistic. For
example, suppose we have trained an image classifier to distinguish
between birds and rabbits. In this context, a plausible (and valid)
counterfactual for a rabbit must be an image showing a bird’s beak.
However, for the purpose of this work, we are only interested in
characterizing the ability to find a valid counterfactual and relate
this to the degree of model overfitting, regardless of its plausibility.

Definition 3.1 (𝜀-Valid Counterfactual Example – 𝜀-VCE). Let 𝒙 ∈
X be an input sample, 𝑓𝜽 a trained model, 𝛿 : X × X ↦→ R≥0 a
distance function, and 𝜀 ∈ R>0 a fixed threshold. Any �̃� ≠ 𝒙 , such
that 𝑓𝜽 (𝒙) ≠ 𝑓𝜽 (�̃�) and 𝛿 (𝒙, �̃�) ≤ 𝜀 is an 𝜀-valid counterfactual
example for 𝒙 .

4 IMPACT OF COUNTERFACTUAL EXAMPLES
ON MODEL GENERALIZABILITY

4.1 Intuition
We consider a training set D = {(𝒙𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )}𝑚𝑖=1 of 𝑚 i.i.d. labeled
instances, as introduced above. Then, suppose this dataset is used
to train a sequence of 𝑘 different models (𝑓𝜽 0 , 𝑓𝜽 1 , . . . , 𝑓𝜽𝑘−1 ). Each
model 𝑓𝜽 𝑖

is associated with a training accuracy 𝛼𝑖 (calculated
on D), such that 𝛼0 < 𝛼1 < . . . < 𝛼𝑘−1, where 𝑓𝜽 0 indicates
the random baseline model and 𝑓𝜽𝑘−1 is the dummy model that
simply memorizes the entire training set and, therefore, achieves
the perfect training accuracy (𝛼𝑘−1 = 1).

Informally, we claim that for a fixed positive threshold 𝜀 > 0, the
expected number of training points for which we can find an 𝜀-valid
counterfactual example is positively correlated with the training
accuracy of the model. In other words, given two trained models
𝑓𝜽 𝑖

and 𝑓𝜽 𝑗
, where 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 , whose training accuracies are 𝛼𝑖 > 𝛼 𝑗 , we

expect to find, on average, more 𝜀-valid counterfactual examples
for 𝑓𝜽 𝑖

.
This intuition stems from the idea that a model with a higher

training accuracy tends to have a more intricate decision boundary
surface, which captures all the nuances of the training data more
precisely. Consequently, data points are, on average, closer to such
a convoluted decision boundary, making it easier for them to find
valid counterfactual examples within a distance of 𝜀.

In essence, a model for which finding counterfactual examples is
“too easy” may indicate a risk of overfitting. Thus, a trade-off must
exist between the model’s generalizability and its counterfactual
explainability, which we aim to investigate further in this study.

4.2 𝜀-Valid Counterfactual Probability
Estimation

To verify our claim, we need to characterize better what we mean
by the ease of finding an 𝜀-valid counterfactual example for a given
data point and, therefore, for a full training set of data points.

Let us consider the generic predictive model 𝑓𝜽 trained on D =

{(𝒙𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )}𝑚𝑖=1. Suppose we associate to each training data point 𝒙𝑖 a
binary random variable 𝑋𝑖 ∈ {0, 1}, which indicates whether there
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exists an 𝜀-valid counterfactual example �̃�𝑖 for 𝒙𝑖 . Therefore, each
𝑋𝑖 follows a Bernoulli distribution, i.e., 𝑋𝑖 ∼ Bernoulli(𝑝𝜀

𝑖
), whose

probability mass function is defined as below.

P(𝑋𝑖 = 𝑘) = 𝑝𝑋𝑖
(𝑘 ;𝑝𝜀𝑖 ) =

{
𝑝𝜀
𝑖

, if 𝑘 = 1
1 − 𝑝𝜀

𝑖
, if 𝑘 = 0.

(3)

Furthermore, let 𝑋 define the average number of training points for
which we can find an 𝜀-valid counterfactual example. More formally,
𝑋 = 1

𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑖=1 𝑋𝑖 is the average of 𝑚 Bernoulli random variables.

Thus, we can calculate E[𝑋 ] = E
[

1
𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑖=1 𝑋𝑖

]
= 1

𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑖=1 E[𝑋𝑖 ] due

to the linearity of expectation, where E[𝑋𝑖 ] = 𝑝𝜀
𝑖
. Note that the

random variable 𝑍 =
∑𝑚
𝑖=1 𝑋𝑖 follows a Poisson-Binomial distri-

bution since 𝑋𝑖 ’s are independent but not necessarily identically
distributed. Overall,𝑋 = 𝑍

𝑚 , which scales the Poisson-Binomial ran-
dom variable 𝑍 by 1/𝑚, namely 𝑋 ∼ Poisson-Binomial(𝜆), where
𝜆 = 1

𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑖=1 𝑝

𝜀
𝑖
.

For a fixed 𝜀 > 0, we claim E[𝑋 ] to be positively correlated
with the training accuracy of the model. Simply put, as the training
accuracy of 𝑓𝜽 increases, we foresee a corresponding increase in
the expected average number of training data points for which a
valid counterfactual example can be found within a distance of 𝜀.

Ultimately, the task aims to estimate each 𝑝𝜀
𝑖
, which we call the

(sample-level) 𝜀-valid counterfactual probability.

Definition 4.1 (𝜀-Valid Counterfactual Probability – 𝜀-VCP). Let
𝑓𝜽 be a trained model, 𝒙 ∈ X ⊆ R𝑛 a generic training point,
and 𝜀 ∈ R>0 a positive real number. Consider the 𝜀 𝑛-ball as
the 𝑛-dimensional hypersphere of radius 𝜀 centered around 𝒙 . Let
𝑉 𝜀
𝒙 ⊆ R𝑛 be the total hypervolume of such hypersphere and let

𝑉 𝜀
�̃�
⊆ 𝑉 𝜀

𝒙 denote the portion of the total hypervolume falling within
the counterfactual region delimited by the decision boundary in-
duced by 𝑓𝜽 . Therefore, we can estimate the 𝜀-valid counterfactual
probability (𝜀-VCP) for 𝒙 , as 𝑝𝜀 = 𝑉 𝜀

�̃�
/𝑉 𝜀

𝒙 .

It is worth noticing that, in practice, 𝒙 can be seen as an embed-
ding from an autoencoding process, mapping each raw training
point into a dense, lower-dimensional latent manifold within the
original, high-dimensional space.

Thus, our focus is to evaluate how easily a counterfactual gener-
ation method can identify a counterfactual example within 𝜀, given
an input sample 𝒙 . Intuitively, given a fixed 𝒙 and two different
models having different decision boundaries, it will generally be
much easier to find an 𝜀-valid counterfactual if the hypervolume
𝑉 𝜀
�̃�
is larger. This intuition is depicted in Figure 2, which illustrates

how the probability of finding an 𝜀-valid counterfactual for a 2-
dimensional data point may increase with model overfitting.

To estimate 𝑉 𝜀
�̃�
, we can apply standard Monte Carlo integration,

a well-established technique that uses random draws to numerically
compute a definite integral. Furthermore, using Monte Carlo inte-
gration will provide valuable knowledge on the shape of a model’s
decision boundary as a by-product. The estimate outlined above
assumes that data points are uniformly distributed around 𝒙 in
the latent space, which may be reasonable for appropriate values
of 𝜀. More accurate estimates could be obtained by sampling the
𝜀-neighborhood from the manifold using advanced strategies (e.g.,
see Chen et al. [3]). However, this lies beyond the primary scope of
this step and will be explored in future work.

(a) Low 𝜀-valid counterfac-
tual probability

(b) High 𝜀-valid counterfac-
tual probability

Figure 2: The 𝜀-valid counterfactual probability for a sample
𝒙 ∈ R2 can be estimated as the ratio of the area of the circle
centered in 𝒙 with radius 𝜀 that falls behind the decision
boundary (in red).

Finally, if we extend the same reasoning above to all training
points, we should observe that the expected average number of
training points for which we find 𝜀-valid counterfactual examples
(E[𝑋 ]) should be higher for overtrained models.

4.3 Empirical Assessment
To investigate the impact of overfitting on 𝜀-VCP, we trained two
Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP)models on theWater Potability dataset
[11] for a binary classification task. Both models used the same
5-layer architecture, but only one applied dropout regularization
with a dropout rate of 0.5. The models were trained over 500 epochs
using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 𝜂 = 0.001. Finally,
the 𝜀-VCP was estimated through Monte Carlo integration as dis-
cussed in Section 4.2. Specifically, we calculated it as 𝑝𝜀 = 𝑉 𝜀

�̃�
/𝑉 𝜀

𝒙 ,
where 𝜀 = 1.5 and 𝑉 𝜀

�̃�
was estimated using 100 random samples for

each training point 𝒙 .
It is important to note that the choice of 𝜀 depends on the un-

derlying dataset. A good practice is to empirically determine this
value to ensure a meaningful assessment of counterfactual validity
while maintaining consistency with the dataset structure. Specif-
ically, since 𝜀 represents the maximum norm of the perturbation
vector applied to each sample, it serves as a threshold that defines
the allowable search space for counterfactuals. A value that is too
small would overly restrict counterfactual perturbations, limiting
the ability to assess meaningful changes in predictions. Conversely,
a value that is too large could result in unrealistic perturbations that
deviate from the underlying data distribution. In this experiment
with the Water Potability dataset, we found that setting 𝜀 = 1.5
provides a suitable trade-off, allowing us to capture a diverse yet
interpretable range of counterfactual examples without introducing
excessive modifications to the original training points.

Figure 3 illustrates the evolution of the average 𝜀-VCP, calcu-
lated over all training points, as a function of the models’ training
accuracy. From this plot, three key insights emerge. First, the av-
erage 𝜀-VCP increases alongside training accuracy for both mod-
els, confirming our hypothesis that the likelihood of finding valid
counterfactuals rises as models tend to overfit. Second, the plain,
unregularized MLP exhibits higher 𝜀-VCP values, suggesting that
its more complex decision boundary makes it easier to identify
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Figure 3: The average 𝜀-VCP (𝑦-axis) as a function of the
model’s training accuracy (𝑥-axis). Plain𝜀-VCP is the “vanilla”
MLP, while Regularized𝜀-VCP is the same MLP yet with a
dropout rate of 0.5.

valid counterfactual examples. Third, the trend persists while the
MLP trained with dropout regularization exhibits a less pronounced
increase (i.e., smaller 𝜀-VCP values). This suggests that although
dropout regularization smooths the decision boundary to some
extent, it may not sufficiently counteract this phenomenon, leaving
room for further improvement.

5 COUNTERFACTUAL REGULARIZATION
5.1 A New Training Loss
We exploit the correlation between overfitting and the ability to
find counterfactual examples, as highlighted in the previous section,
to define a new regularized training loss as follows.

𝜽 ∗ = argmin𝜽
{
Lemp (𝜽 ;D) − 𝛼Lcf (𝜽 ;D, 𝜀)

}
. (4)

The first term (Lemp) is the standard empirical risk, while the sec-
ond term (Lcf) is our proposed counterfactual regularization com-
ponent, with 𝛼 ∈ R≥0 serving as a hyperparameter to weigh its
contribution. More specifically, the counterfactual regularization
component can be defined as follows:

Lcf (𝜽 ;D, 𝜀) = 𝜑 ({𝑑 (𝒙𝑖 , 𝑔𝜽 (𝒙𝑖 )), 𝒙𝑖 ∈ D}; 𝜀), (5)

where𝜑 (·; 𝜀) – parameterized by 𝜀 – acts as an aggregation function
applied to the set of distances 𝑑 (𝒙𝑖 , 𝑔𝜽 (𝒙𝑖 )) between each sample
𝒙𝑖 and its corresponding counterfactual generated by the model,
𝑔𝜽 (𝒙𝑖 ). Intuitively, the closer an instance is to its counterfactual,
the greater the penalty imposed by the newly introduced loss. In
other words, optimizing the objective defined in (4) aims to ensure a
sufficient margin between each training point and its corresponding
counterfactual. Moreover, we would like this penalty to be stronger
for training points where finding a counterfactual is easier – i.e.,
those closer to the decision boundary. To achieve this goal, each
distance 𝑑 (𝒙𝑖 , 𝑔𝜽 (𝒙𝑖 )) can be assigned a weight 𝑤𝜀

𝑖
that depends

on 𝜀 during aggregation. For example, this weight may be set as
the 𝜀-valid counterfactual probability associated with each training
instance 𝒙𝑖 (i.e.,𝑤𝜀

𝑖
= 𝑝𝜀

𝑖
).

Note that, for each data point 𝒙𝑖 , its corresponding 𝑝𝜀
𝑖
can be

estimated as described in Section 4.2. However, since 𝑝𝜀
𝑖
depends on

the shape of the decision boundary, which may evolve dynamically
across training epochs, its estimation should ideally be updated at
every epoch. However, this could introduce a significant computa-
tional overhead in the training process, which we can mitigate by
instead updating our estimates {𝑝𝜀

𝑖
}𝑚
𝑖=1 periodically, for example,

every 𝑡 epochs. We conjecture that a trade-off exists between the
effectiveness of the counterfactual regularization term – impacted
by the accuracy of each estimate 𝑝𝜀

𝑖
– and the computational cost

of the training process.
It is worth noting that our counterfactual regularizer – here-

inafter referred to as CF-Reg – is flexible enough to support any
choice of aggregation function (𝜑), distance (𝑑), and counterfactual
generator (𝑔𝜽 ). However, the optimization problem in (4) can be
efficiently solved using standard gradient-based methods, provided
that 𝜑 , 𝑑 , and 𝑔𝜽 are all differentiable with respect to 𝜽 .

In this work, we set 𝜑 as the mean, 𝑑 as the Euclidean distance
(i.e., the 𝐿2-norm of the displacement vector resulting from the
difference between the original sample and its corresponding coun-
terfactual). For 𝑔𝜽 , we adopt the score counterfactual explanation
method proposed by Wachter et al. [28], and we discuss the ratio-
nale behind this choice below. Alternative formulations of these
components are possible and will be explored in future studies.

5.2 Counterfactual Example Generator
A key component of CF-Reg is the counterfactual generator 𝑔𝜽 , as
this is used to compute the optimal counterfactual example for each
training data point. To incorporate this step into the regularized
training process, the counterfactual generator must satisfy two
essential requirements. First, it must be differentiable with respect
to the predictivemodel weights 𝜽 . Second, it must be highly efficient
to ensure the overall feasibility of our method. Among the various
counterfactual generation approaches in the literature, we have
selected the score counterfactual explanation method proposed by
[28], which is defined as follows.

Definition 5.1 (Score Counterfactual Explanation). Let 𝒙 ∈ X be
an input sample, 𝑓𝜽 a trained model, 𝛿 : X × X ↦→ R≥0 a distance
function, 𝛽 ∈ R≥0 a controlling hyperparameter, and 𝑠 ∈ R a target
score. Thus, the score counterfactual explanation �̃� for 𝒙 is the
result of the following optimization problem:

�̃�∗ = arg min
�̃�∈X

(𝑓𝜽 (�̃�) − 𝑠)2 + 𝛽𝛿 (𝒙, �̃�) . (6)

With a slight abuse of notation, in (6), we treat the output of
the predictive model 𝑓𝜽 as a continuous value, even for classifica-
tion tasks. To accommodate this requirement, we can, for instance,
assume access to the logits, which are then passed through the
appropriate activation function, such as sigmoid or softmax.

Note that the resulting counterfactual generator satisfies the two
requirements mentioned above. In particular, by carefully select-
ing the distance function 𝛿 in (6), the resulting objective becomes
differentiable with respect to the predictive model weights 𝜽 . Fur-
thermore, when using the score-based counterfactual explanation
approach, determining the optimal counterfactual perturbation vec-
tor 𝜹 = 𝒙 − �̃�∗ = 𝒙 − 𝑔𝜽 (𝒙) – i.e., the displacement vector between
the original instance and its optimal counterfactual – admits a
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closed-form solution under specific assumptions. Specifically, if 𝑓𝜽
is a linear function and �̃�∗ = 𝑔𝜽 (𝒙) is the optimal counterfactual
example for the input 𝒙 , Pawelczyk et al. [22] proved that:

𝜹 =
𝑡

𝛽 + ∥𝜽 ∥2 · 𝜽 , (7)

where 𝑡 = 𝑠 − 𝑓𝜽 (𝒙). This makes the method highly efficient and
well-suited for incorporation into our regularized training loss.

From (7), we can, therefore, compute the 𝐿2-norm of the pertur-
bation vector 𝜹𝑖 , for each training instance 𝒙𝑖 . This value is then
used as 𝑑 (𝒙𝑖 , �̃�∗𝑖 ), as required by the proposed regularized training
loss in (5). Finally, the 𝐿2-norms of all perturbation vectors are
aggregated using the function 𝜑 (·; 𝜀), resulting in the following
(weighted) average:

| |𝜹 | | = 1
𝑚

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑤𝜀
𝑖 ∗ ||𝜹𝑖 | |. (8)

In the simplest case, the weights are uniformly set as𝑤𝜀
𝑖
= 1 ∀𝑖 ∈

{1, . . . ,𝑚}, effectively reducing the aggregation to a standard aver-
age. Alternatively, more sophisticated strategies can be employed,
such as the approach outlined in Section 5.1, where each training
point is assigned a weight corresponding to its estimated 𝜀-VCP,
i.e.,𝑤𝜀

𝑖
= 𝑝𝜀

𝑖
.

Overall, this transforms our counterfactual regularized loss as
follows:

𝜽 ∗ = argmin𝜽
{
Lemp (𝜽 ;D) − 𝛼 | |𝜹 | |

}
. (9)

Finally, the objective in (9) can be solved using standard gradient-
based optimization methods.

6 EXPERIMENTS
The experiments are designed to address two key research ques-
tions. First, RQ1 evaluates whether the average 𝐿2-norm of the
counterfactual perturbation vectors (| |𝜹 | |) decreases as the model
overfits the data, thereby providing further empirical validation
for our hypothesis. Second, RQ2 evaluates the ability of the pro-
posed counterfactual regularized loss, as defined in (9), to mitigate
overfitting when compared to existing regularization techniques.

6.1 Experimental Setup
Datasets, Models, and Tasks. The experiments are conducted
on three datasets:Water Potability [11], Phomene [4], and CIFAR-
10 [15]. For Water Potability and Phomene, we randomly select
80% of the samples for the training set, and the remaining 20%
for the test set, CIFAR-10 comes already split. Furthermore, we
consider the following models: Logistic Regression, Multi-Layer
Perceptron (MLP) with 100 and 30 neurons on each hidden layer,
and PreactResNet-18 [8] as a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN)
architecture. We focus on binary classification tasks and leave the
extension to multiclass scenarios for future work. However, for
datasets that are inherently multiclass, we transform the problem
into a binary classification task by selecting two classes, aligning
with our assumption.
Evaluation Measures. To characterize the degree of overfitting,
we use the test loss, as it serves as a reliable indicator of the model’s
generalization capability to unseen data. Additionally, we evaluate
the predictive performance of each model using the test accuracy.

Baselines. We compare CF-Reg with the following regularization
techniques: L1 (“Lasso”), L2 (“Ridge”), and Dropout.
Configurations. For each model, we adopt specific configurations
as follows.

• Logistic Regression: To induce overfitting in the model, we
artificially increase the dimensionality of the data beyond
the number of training samples by applying a polynomial
feature expansion. This approach ensures that the model has
enough capacity to overfit the training data, allowing us to
analyze the impact of our counterfactual regularizer. The
degree of the polynomial is chosen as the smallest degree
that makes the number of features greater than the number
of data.

• Neural Networks (MLP and CNN): To take advantage of the
closed-form solution for computing the optimal perturbation
vector as defined in (7), we use a local linear approximation
of the neural network models. Hence, given an instance 𝒙𝑖 ,
we consider the (optimal) counterfactual not with respect to
𝑓𝜽 but with respect to:

𝑓 𝑙𝑖𝑛𝜽 (𝒙) = 𝑓𝜽 (𝒙𝑖 ) + ∇𝒙 𝑓𝜽 (𝒙𝑖 ) (𝒙 − 𝒙𝑖 ), (10)

where 𝑓 𝑙𝑖𝑛𝜽 represents the first-order Taylor approximation
of 𝑓𝜽 at 𝒙𝑖 . Note that this step is unnecessary for Logistic
Regression, as it is inherently a linear model.

Implementation Details. We run all experiments on a machine
equipped with an AMD Ryzen 9 7900 12-Core Processor and an
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU. Our implementation is based
on the PyTorch Lightning framework. We use stochastic gradient
descent as the optimizer with a learning rate of 𝜂 = 0.001 and no
weight decay. We use a batch size of 128. The training and test steps
are conducted for 6000 epochs on theWater Potability and Phoneme
datasets, while for the CIFAR-10 dataset, they are performed for
200 epochs. Finally, the contribution𝑤𝜀

𝑖
of each training point 𝒙𝑖 is

uniformly set as𝑤𝜀
𝑖
= 1 ∀𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝑚}.

The source code implementation for our experiments is avail-
able at the following GitHub repository: https://anonymous.4open.
science/r/COCE-80B4/README.md

6.2 RQ1: Counterfactual Perturbation vs.
Overfitting

To address RQ1, we analyze the relationship between the test loss
and the average 𝐿2-norm of the counterfactual perturbation vectors
(| |𝜹 | |) over training epochs.

In particular, Figure 4 depicts the evolution of | |𝜹 | | alongside the
test loss for an MLP trained without regularization on the Water
Potability dataset.

The plot shows a clear trend as the model starts to overfit the
data (evidenced by an increase in test loss). Notably, | |𝜹 | | begins
to decrease, which aligns with the hypothesis that the average
distance to the optimal counterfactual example gets smaller as the
model’s decision boundary becomes increasingly adherent to the
training data.

It is worth noting that this trend is heavily influenced by the
choice of the counterfactual generator model. In particular, the re-
lationship between | |𝜹 | | and the degree of overfitting may become

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/COCE-80B4/README.md
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/COCE-80B4/README.md
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Figure 4: The average counterfactual perturbation vector | |𝜹 | |
(left 𝑦-axis) and the cross-entropy test loss (right 𝑦-axis) over
training epochs (𝑥-axis) for an MLP trained on the Water
Potability dataset without regularization.

even more pronounced when leveraging more accurate counterfac-
tual generators. However, these models often come at the cost of
higher computational complexity, and their exploration is left to
future work.

Nonetheless, we expect that | |𝜹 | | will eventually stabilize at
a plateau, as the average 𝐿2-norm of the optimal counterfactual
perturbations cannot vanish to zero.

6.3 RQ2: Counterfactual Regularization
Performance

To answer RQ2, we evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed
counterfactual regularization (CF-Reg) by comparing its perfor-
mance against existing baselines: unregularized training loss (No-
Reg), L1 regularization (L1-Reg), L2 regularization (L2-Reg), and
Dropout. Specifically, for each model and dataset combination, Ta-
ble 1 presents the mean value and standard deviation of test accu-
racy achieved by each method across 5 random initialization.

The table illustrates that our regularization technique consis-
tently delivers better results than existing methods across all evalu-
ated scenarios, except for one case – i.e., Logistic Regression on the
Phomene dataset. However, this setting exhibits an unusual pattern,
as the highest model accuracy is achieved without any regulariza-
tion. Even in this case, CF-Reg still surpasses other regularization
baselines.

From the results above, we derive the following key insights.
First, CF-Reg proves to be effective across various model types,
ranging from simple linear models (Logistic Regression) to deep
architectures like MLPs and CNNs, and across diverse datasets,
including both tabular and image data. Second, CF-Reg’s strong
performance on theWater dataset with Logistic Regression suggests
that its benefits may be more pronounced when applied to simpler
models. However, the unexpected outcome on the Phoneme dataset
calls for further investigation into this phenomenon.

6.4 Feasibility of our Method
A crucial requirement for any regularization technique is that it
should impose minimal impact on the overall training process. In
this respect, CF-Reg introduces an overhead that depends on the

time required to find the optimal counterfactual example for each
training instance. As such, the more sophisticated the counterfac-
tual generator model probed during training the higher would be
the time required. However, a more advanced counterfactual gen-
erator might provide a more effective regularization. We discuss
this trade-off in more details in Section 7.

Table 3 presents the average training time (± standard deviation)
for each model and dataset combination listed in Table 1. We can
observe that the higher accuracy achieved by CF-Reg using the
score-based counterfactual generator comes with only minimal
overhead. However, when applied to deep neural networks with
many hidden layers, such as PreactResNet-18, the forward deriv-
ative computation required for the linearization of the network
introduces a more noticeable computational cost, explaining the
longer training times in the table.

6.5 Hyperparameter Sensitivity Analysis
The proposed counterfactual regularization technique relies on two
key hyperparameters: 𝛼 and 𝛽 . The former is intrinsic to the loss
formulation defined in (2), while the latter is closely tied to the
choice of the score-based counterfactual explanation method used.

Figure 5 illustrates how the test accuracy of an MLP trained on
the Water Potability dataset changes for different combinations of
𝛼 and 𝛽 .

Figure 5: The test accuracy of an MLP trained on theWater
Potability dataset, evaluated while varying the weight of our
counterfactual regularizer (𝛼) for different values of 𝛽 .

We observe that, for a fixed 𝛽 , increasing the weight of our
counterfactual regularizer (𝛼) can slightly improve test accuracy
until a sudden drop is noticed for 𝛼 > 0.1. This behavior was
expected, as the impact of our penalty, like any regularization term,
can be disruptive if not properly controlled.

Moreover, this finding further demonstrates that our regular-
ization method, CF-Reg, is inherently data-driven. Therefore, it
requires specific fine-tuning based on the combination of the model
and dataset at hand.

7 CURRENT LIMITATIONS
In this section, we discuss the current limitations of CF-Reg and
identify potential areas for improvement. It is important to note
that, in this initial iteration, our primary goal was to minimize
the impact of our method on the overall training process. As a
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Table 1: Mean value and standard deviation of test accuracy across 5 random initializations for different model, dataset, and
regularization method. The best results are highlighted in bold.

Model Dataset No-Reg L1-Reg L2-Reg Dropout CF-Reg (ours)
Logistic Regression Water 0.6595 ± 0.0038 0.6729 ± 0.0056 0.6756 ± 0.0046 N/A 0.6918 ± 0.0036

MLP Water 0.6756 ± 0.0042 0.6790 ± 0.0058 0.6790 ± 0.0023 0.6750 ± 0.0036 0.6802 ± 0.0046
Logistic Regression Phomene 0.8148 ± 0.0020 0.8041 ± 0.0028 0.7835 ± 0.0176 N/A 0.8098 ± 0.0055

MLP Phomene 0.8677 ± 0.0033 0.8374 ± 0.0080 0.8673 ± 0.0045 0.8672 ± 0.0042 0.8718 ± 0.0040
CNN CIFAR-10 0.6670 ± 0.0233 0.6229 ± 0.0850 0.7348 ± 0.0365 N/A 0.7427 ± 0.0571

Table 2: Hyperparameter configurations utilized for the generation of Table 1. For our regularization the hyperparameters are
reported as 𝛼/𝛽 .

Model Dataset No-Reg L1-Reg L2-Reg Dropout CF-Reg (ours)
Logistic Regression Water N/A 0.0093 0.6927 N/A 0.3791/1.0355

MLP Water N/A 0.0007 0.0022 0.0002 0.2567/1.9775
Logistic Regression Phomene N/A 0.0097 0.7979 N/A 0.0571/1.8516

MLP Phomene N/A 0.0007 4.24 · 10−5 0.0015 0.0516/2.2700
CNN CIFAR-10 N/A 0.0050 0.0864 N/A 0.3018/2.1502

Table 3: Mean value and standard deviation of training time across 5 different runs. The reported time (in seconds) corresponds
to the generation of each entry in Table 1. Times are

Model Dataset No-Reg L1-Reg L2-Reg Dropout CF-Reg (ours)
Logistic Regression Water 222.98 ± 1.07 239.94 ± 2.59 241.60 ± 1.88 N/A 251.50 ± 1.93

MLP Water 225.71 ± 3.85 250.13 ± 4.44 255.78 ± 2.38 237.83 ± 3.45 266.48 ± 3.46
Logistic Regression Phomene 266.39 ± 0.82 367.52 ± 6.85 361.69 ± 4.04 N/A 310.48 ± 0.76

MLP Phomene 335.62 ± 1.77 390.86 ± 2.11 393.96 ± 1.95 363.51 ± 5.07 403.14 ± 1.92
CNN CIFAR-10 370.09 ± 0.18 395.71 ± 0.55 401.38 ± 0.16 N/A 1287.8 ± 0.26

result, we prioritized efficiency, which may have come at the cost
of potentially higher accuracy.

First, the framework proposed in Section 5.1 is designed to accom-
modate any counterfactual generator 𝑔𝜽 . However, this flexibility
may come at the cost of increased computational overhead, as each
training point requires querying 𝑔𝜽 to generate the correspond-
ing counterfactual example. The feasibility of the training process
thus depends on the efficiency of 𝑔𝜽 . For instance, when using a
relatively simple generator, such as the score-based counterfactual
model adopted in this work, the impact on overall training time is
minimal, as shown in the previous section, though this may come
at the expense of regularization performance. Conversely, employ-
ing a more sophisticated 𝑔𝜽 could improve generalization but at
the cost of significantly increased training time. This highlights an
inherent trade-off between the complexity of the counterfactual
generation process and the effectiveness of the regularization it pro-
vides. The exploration of more complex counterfactual generators
is, therefore, a promising direction for future research.

Second, even when using the score-based counterfactual genera-
tor, we might not fully exploit the closed-form solution for calculat-
ing the optimal perturbation vector as shown in (7). This analytical
solution is valid under the assumption that the predictive model
𝑓𝜽 is a linear function of the input parameters. However, when
𝑓𝜽 is a deep neural network, this assumption is typically violated,
and we approximate it using the first-order Taylor expansion, as

in (10). This approximation, while useful, could lead to suboptimal
counterfactuals, as it may not fully capture the non-linearity of the
model’s behavior.

Third, the results presented are based on a straightforward
weighting scheme for CF-Reg, where the contribution𝑤𝜀

𝑖
of each

training point 𝒙𝑖 is uniformly set as𝑤𝜀
𝑖
= 1 ∀𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝑚}. A more

fine-grained strategy could potentially enhance the quality of the
regularization, although it would likely increase the training time.

8 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
We introduced and analyzed the trade-off between the generaliz-
ability and explainability of predictive models, highlighting their
often conflicting nature. Specifically, we demonstrated that the de-
gree of model overfitting is positively correlated with its ability
to generate counterfactual examples. Building on this insight, we
proposed CF-Reg, a novel regularization technique that integrates
a counterfactual regularization term into the training objective, to
balance between predictive performance and interpretability.

Through extensive experiments across multiple datasets and
model architectures, we showed that CF-Reg generally outperforms
existing regularization techniques, improving generalization while
maintaining the ability to generate meaningful counterfactual ex-
planations. Our results suggest that counterfactual-based regular-
ization can serve as a principled approach to improving model
robustness without sacrificing interpretability.
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However, we acknowledge that there is significant room for im-
provement, and we outline several promising directions for future
research. First, we plan to explore more sophisticated counterfac-
tual generation methods, which could enhance the effectiveness of
our regularization strategy by generating more informative pertur-
bations. Second, we aim to investigate adaptive weighting strategies
that dynamically adjust the regularization strength for each training
instance based on its proximity to the decision boundary.
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