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Abstract

Deep neural networks are notoriously sensitive to spurious correlations - where a
model learns a shortcut that fails out-of-distribution. Existing work on spurious
correlations has often focused on incomplete correlations,leveraging access to
labeled instances that break the correlation. But in cases where the spurious corre-
lations are complete, the correct generalization is fundamentally underspecified.
To resolve this underspecification, we propose learning a set of concepts that are
consistent with training data but make distinct predictions on a subset of novel
unlabeled inputs. Using a self-training approach that encourages confident and
selective disagreement, our method ACE matches or outperforms existing methods
on a suite of complete-spurious correlation benchmarks, while remaining robust
to incomplete spurious correlations. ACE is also more configurable than prior ap-
proaches, allowing for straight-forward encoding of prior knowledge and principled
unsupervised model selection. In an early application to language-model alignment,
we find that ACE achieves competitive performance on the measurement tampering
detection benchmark without access to untrusted measurements. While still subject
to important limitations, ACE represents significant progress towards overcoming
underspecification.

1 Introduction

Standard deep learning approaches often struggle to maintain high performance under distributional
shifts [34]. Models are particularly sensitive to distributional shifts that “break” the correlation
(present on the training distribution) between “spurious” and “ground truth” features (e.g., classifying
huskies based on the presence of snow [64]], or images based on texture rather than shape [26]).

In regards to spurious correlations, existing work largely focuses on incomplete spurious correlations,
relying on various forms of reweighting and up-sampling of labeled instances where the correlation
breaks (68,40, 58, 152]]. The present work treats the more challenging problem of complete spurious
correlation, where the ground-truth and spurious feature are perfectly correlated on a source distribu-
tion, but come apart on a target distribution. In such cases, the correct generalization is fundamentally
underspecified [19].

Underspecification can arise in a range of settings, but is particularly relevant to outstanding problems
in Al alignment (e.g. easy-to-hard generalization 32, 9] and goal (mis-)generalization [46]) where
distributional shifts cause perfectly correlated variables to come apart. Work on the “science of deep
learning” and “interpretability”” advocate a bottom up approach, attempting to rigorously understand
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and shape the learning process and representations of deep networks. While such methods have shown
some initial promise [57,50]], they are currently far from reliably characterizing out-of-distribution
behavior.

In this work, we propose a more exhaustive method: learning an ensemble of concepts consistent
with the training data that make distinct predictions on novel unlabeled inputs. To learn these diverse
generalizations of the labeled data, we introduce a loss function that encourages selective, confident
disagreement among the ensemble members. Equipped with a diverse set of concepts, practitioners
can either select the desired generalization with a small number of ground-truth labels from the target
distribution, or use the entire ensemble to better calibrate uncertainty estimates. We call this general
framework Algorithm for Concept Extrapolatiorﬂ (ACE).

By encouraging confident disagreement, ACE disentangles candidate generalizations. By encouraging
selective disagreement, ACE promotes learning “naturally” diverse hypotheses that do not “artificially”
disagree on correlation-aligned instances. Empirically, we find that across a range of complete-
correlation image and language benchmarks ACE learns hypotheses on the target distributions that
correspond to semantically meaningful human concepts. ACE also achieves strong performance in
the measurement tampering detection task [67], a positive early sign for the applicability of ACE to
scalable oversight [2| |8]].

Two concurrently developed methods, DivDis[49] and D-BAT [61]], propose similar approaches, using
disagreement losses that encourage statistical independence (DivDis) or maximal disagreement (D-
BAT). However, these loss functions make implicit assumptions about how the concepts are correlated
on the target distribution. DivDis works best when the concepts are uncorrelated (correlation of
0) and D-BAT works best when the concepts are anti-correlated (correlation of —1 relative to their
spurious correlation in the source distribution). Furthermore, these methods offer no principled model
selection criteria for early stopping or hyperparameter tuning [31]. In contrast, ACE only assumes
an explicit configurable lower bound on the mix rate, that is, the probability that any two concepts
disagree in the target distribution, and provides effective methods for model selection and identifying
mix rate without access to labeled target data.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In §2] we formalize the problem of diverse
generalization In §3] we introduce and motivate the proposed approach. In §4] we present experiments
and results. In §6] we summarize our work and discuss limitations as well as future directions. We
cover related work in Appendix

2 Problem formulation

Let X be a space of possible inputs and ) be the label space. Let C' : X — ) be a human concept
mapping inputs to labels. Let ps(x,y) be a source distribution of inputs € X and labels y € ).
Using A to designate probability distributions over a space, ps € A(X x )). Assume that on the
source distribution, the labels and the concept are perfectly correlated. For p the Pearson correlation
coefficient, p, (C(x),y) = 1. Assume we also have a target distribution pr(z) € A(X) which
carries no label information.
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Concept extrapolation is defined as the problem of producing a classifier py(y|x) parameterized by
0 € © that reproduces a desired concept C' on pr using only labeled instances from pg and unlabeled
instances from pr. A classifier py : X — A()) that solves the concept extrapolation problem should
minimize the expected generalization error €7 (0) = E,,.[C(z) # arg max, py(y|z)]. Because the
target distribution is unlabeled, we cannot directly approximate the expected generalization error
as required by ERM [80]. While we can approximate the expected generalization on the source
distribution, €$ (), this expectation can differ significantly from €% (8) [6]l. In the terminology of [4],
model splintering can occur: models designed exclusively for pg may no longer function as intended

on pr.

A particularly concerning issue for concept extrapolation is complete spurious correlation of
multiple concepts. Let C = {C;}f ;| denote a set of (human) concepts with C = C; the
desired concept. We assume all concepts are completely correlated on the source distribution:
pps (Ci(z),Cj(x)) = 1 for each C;, C; pair, but all disagree with some probability on the target
distribution: p,,,. (Ci(z), C;(x)) < 1.

Under complete correlation, identifying the intended concept C' is fundamentally underspecified [19].
Instead, our paper addresses the problem of learning an ensemble of classifiers parameterized by
0 = {0; }z 1 with each classifier py, (y|z) corresponding to a distinct correlated concept. Letting
m(1) = j represent the unknown true mapping between classifiers py, (y|x) and corresponding
concepts C}, our goal is to minimize the following expected generalization error:

(0) = ZEp (Cny (@) # argmaxxpo, () (1)

We refer to this problem as diverse generalization. As an intermediate goal to concept extrapolation,
diverse generalization produces a set of candidate classifiers from which the classifier corresponding
to the concept of interest C' can be identified with a small amount of labeled target data. In general,
there may be a more complex relationship between the set of classifiers learned and the desired
concept extrapolating classifier such that § = f(8) for some “extrapolation” function f, but even in
these cases we expect learning a “basis” for distinct concepts to be helpful.

2.1 Mix Rate

When designing and evaluating diverse generalization algorithms, the frequency of disagreement
between concepts is an important quantity to track. Let G’ = {[c1, ..., cp] € {0,1}F|3(¢; # ¢;)}
denote the set of “disagreement groups”: the combination of possible concept outputs where at least
two concepts disagree, with ¢? denoting the labeling of the g-th group. Then we define the mix rate
as the expected frequency of which any two concepts disagree:

r=Ep [(Ci(2)...Cr(z)) € G )

We can similarly define group mix rates as the expected frequency of a particular group 7, =
E, [(Ci(2)...Cr(x)) = cf].

As an example, in the case F' = 2, the disagreement groups are ¢! = (0,1) and c? = (0, 1), and the
mix rate is the frequency at which they appear in the target distribution.

3 Diverse Generalization with ACE

ACE is a class of algorithms for concept extrapolation that attempt to find approximate solutions
for diverse generalization, followed by a process for combing ensemble members to extrapolate the
intended concept. ACE is motivated by the following insight: if correlated concepts disagree on some
subset of the target distribution, then we can identify these concepts by training ensemble members
to confidently disagree on the subset of data where they already disagree the most. In this way, ACE
bootstraps default ensemble diversity [44] into an ensemble with more distinct concepts. See Figure
for an illustration of this bootstrapping dynamic.



In this paper, we focus on the specific case of binary image and text classifiers ) = {0, 1}, using a
top-K pseudo-label loss function on the target data to encourage confident and selective disagreement.

3.1 Loss Function

Given a labeled source dataset Dg = {(z, ;) }.'5, and unlabeled target dataset D = {x;} 7% sam-
pled from the source and target distributions, the objective function used to train the ensemble consists
of corresponding loss functions £ = Lg + L. Because the concepts are assumed to be perfectly
correlated with each other and the label y on the source distribution, we apply a standard negative

log-likelihood loss to both heads using the source data: L5(0,Dg) = Ns Z Z] 1 U yili, 65)
with ¢ the negative log-likelihood.

On the target distribution, we apply a pseudo-labeling procedure that encourages selective confident
disagreement. First, for each disagreement group g € G’, we compute the probability that each
instance belongs to g (p§(z;) = Hle pe, (c]|z:)), yielding the set P9(0) = {pg(2:)}X%, . Next, on
the assumption that some fraction of the target instances belong to each disagreement group at a rates
lower bounded by 7, (such that there at least k;, = | Ny - 7, | instances belong to the group in the
dataset), for each group we take the negative log likelihood loss with respect to the group concept
labels c? on the top-k instances most likely to belong to each group. Computationally, we define
group masks my with m; , = 1if i € topk(ky, P9(8)) else 0, yielding the loss function:

16’ Nr F

Lr(6,Dr,m 1T DO mig - b, 6;) 3)

'iljl

Because the top-k function is non-differentiable, we apply a coordinate-wise approach, iteratively
updating the mask variables and the parameters:

_ 1 ..ifi € topk(k,, P9(0"))
Mig {O .. otherwise @
0" — 0" — - VgL(0', Dg, Dp,m) (5)

3.2 Intuition

To illustrate how Equation [3|encourages selective disagreement, we present the loss in the case of
F = 2. Letting TopK(c?) = topk(k,, P?(0)) denote set of indices for the top-k most likely instances
to belong to each group (and dropping the regularization weights) we have:

1

(0,1)

Lr(0,Dr) = [(0 | 24, 01) + (1 | 4, 02)]

1€TopK(0,1)

1
Tt D0 [ w5,600) + 00| w5,60)]
(1,0) jE€TopK(1,0)

This loss will encourage the two heads to disagree more confidently on the instances where they
already disagree the most. For example, for the (0, 1) group, head one will be more confident in
predicting 0 and head two will be more confident in predicting 1, and vice-versa for instances in
(1,0).

3.3 Implementation Details

We now describe a number of implementation details. First, we apply stochastic gradient descent and
update m and @ at every batch. Second, inspired by incremental thresholds used in pseudo-labeling
[47], we apply a linear schedule to the mix rate lower bound, incrementing from 0 to 7 over T
iterations, with 7, = min (% T f). In practice we update 7 after every training epoch. Third, by
default we assume balanced group distributions, such that given a global mix rate lower bound  group
mix rate lower bounds are defined as 7, = 7/|G’|. To relax the assumption of evenly balanced groups,
we can instead aggregate the top-k loss across groups by selecting the k = [ N - 7] (instance, group)
pairs with the highest probability of disagreement. Letting P(0) = {pg(z;) fori =1...Np,g =



1...|G’|} be the combined set of group probabilities for each instance, we define a new function
topk(k, P(0)) to return the set of (¢, g) index tuples of elements in P(6) that have the k largest values
and set the mask accordingly. We refer to this variant as the group aggregated loss.

As a model selection criteria for hyperparameter tuning and early stopping, we compute total
validation loss on held-out subsets of source and target distributions [[1]]. The validation loss holds
Ag = 1 and the target mix rate lower bound 7 fixed. Notably, unlike prior work, this method does not
use oracle test data for tuning. See Appendix [G]for details on our model selection approach and why
our proposed loss is better suited for model selection than prior methods.

3.4 Motivation

We describe three key benefits of ACE over prior diverse generalization methods.

Low Density Separation: By training against hardened pseudo-labels, ACE implicitly implements
an entropy penalty, pushing decision boundaries towards low density regions of representation space
[28L 147] - see Figure|l| Assuming (human) concepts also lie in low density regions (appealing to
the natural abstractions hypothesis [81} 37]), this promotes learning disentangled concepts rather
than concept interpolations. In contrast, DivDis [49] provides no entropy regularization, and suffers
relatively poor combined concept accuracy on real-world datasets (see Appendix [F).

Stable Joint Training By only taking gradients against hardened pseudo-labels, ACE is stable under
joint training of heads, avoiding the need to iteratively train each ensemble member against the output
of the others. Such iterative training can be problematic when there is not a strong bias towards a
single concept, as the default decision boundary maximizes margin on the source distribution by
intersecting the disagreement groups in representation space. For illustration of this dynamic, see the
initial decision boundaries in |1} In contrast, D-BAT [61]] is unstable under joint training and requires
iterative fitting, and as a result suffers poor performance on datasets without a strong simplicity bias
(see Appendix [F).

Proper Scoring Loss functions should ideally assign correct hypotheses a globally minimal loss. In
the language of proper scoring [27], a scoring rule for a distribution p that approximates g is proper
if S(p,q) > S(q, q). Under perfect spurious correlation, ACE is a proper scoring rule if mix rate
lower bounds 7y < rg hold. In contrast, DivDis [49]] and D-BAT, [61] are only proper when target
distribution concepts have 0 mutual information (typically » = 0.5), or are perfectly anti-correlated
(r = 1). See Appendix for proper scoring proofs for all three loss functions, and Section[d.T] for
empirical results showing both D-BAT and DivDis are sensitive to changes in the mix rate that violate
their proper scoring requirements.

4 Experiments

Here we aim to test the following research questions: 1) How well does ACE learn concept-aligned
hypotheses from completely correlated data? 2) How sensitive are ACE and existing methods are to
variation in the mix rate? 3) How well does ACE performs under incomplete spurious correlations? 4)
Can we infer mix rates from changes in (semi-supervised) validation loss? We also provide additional
experiments on the efficacy of model selection strategies, and whether alternative concept labels
improve performance. See Appendix [C|for a description of the datasets, Appendix [E] for details on the
experimental setup and a list of hyperparameters, and Appendix [G] for details on our model selection
approach.

4.1 Robustness to Mix Rate Variations

To test the sensitivity of ACE and existing methods to variations in the target distribution mix rate, we
evaluate ACE, DivDis, D-BAT, and an ERM baseline on image and language datasets with complete
spurious correlations between two clear human concepts C' (the desired concept) and C’ (another
concept, generally of lower simplicity on the source dataset). We artificially varied the target mix
rates r to have values [0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75, 1.0], preserving the relative correlation-conflicting group
frequencies. We experiment with a low and high mix rate setting for ACE loss, with mix rate lower
bounds of 0.1 and 0.5.
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Figure 2: Aggregated Multi-Label Accuracy Across Mix Rates Box plots of multi-label (ground
truth and spurious) accuracy gain over ERM of diverse generalization methods across mix rates, aver-
aged over 6 datasets with complete spurious correlations and 3 random seeds for each configuration.
Heads are assigned to labels using oracle test data. ACE 0.1 outperforms all other methods at a mix
rate of 0.1, but suffers an (absolute) drop in performance as mix rate increases. ACE 0.5 out performs
all other methods on mix rates at or above 0.5, but performs poorly at mix rates below the assumed
lower bound. DivDis performs best at a mix rate of 0.5, D-BAT performs best at a mix rate of 1.0,
and performance of both methods decays as the mix rate deviates from these values. D-BAT has low
median accuracy across mix rates, likely due to datasets with small or no difference in the simplicity
of ground-truth and spurious concepts (see Section @)

For the three simple balanced datasets (Toy Grid, FMNIST-MNIST, and CIFAR-MNIST), we evenly
distribute the mix rate lower bound across both minority groups. For the more realistic imbalanced
datasets (Waterbirds-CC, CelebA-CC, Multi-NLI-CC-Binary), we use the group aggregated loss (see
Section[3.1). See Appendix [F.3]for ablation results using the opposite configuration. Aggregated
results for all methods across all datasets and mix rates are shown in Figure @ Overall, the results
are consistent with our hypotheses: ACE outperforms prior methods when the mix rate lower bound
holds and is relatively tight, and loss functions from prior methods are sensitive to variations in mix
rate that violate proper scoring. See Appendix [Ffor disaggregated results on each dataset.

4.2 Incomplete Spurious Correlations

We are also interested in how ACE handles incomplete spurious correlations - where the source
distribution contains correlation-conflicting instances. || To study this, we evaluate ACE, D-BAT, and
DivDis on (an unmodified version of) Waterbirds

We experiment with the normal setting of the algorithm (using the same (bird) label y for both
classifiers on the source distribution), and an additional setting where we assume ground-truth access
to an alternate (background) label y'. We use all the same hyperparameters from the previous section,
but do not use mix rate scheduling. We use the same model selection criteria as before (validation
loss), except for D-BAT, where we use validation source accuracy El

The results of the experiments are shown in Table[I] We find that ACE 0.5 achieves comparable
ground-truth accuracy to DivDis, and substantially higher spurious attribute and worst-group accuracy.
We also find (unsurprisingly) that group labels substantially improve spurious concept accuracy.
Group labels also dramatically improve the target concept accuracy of D-BAT, likely because the
first head learns a “cleaner” concept for background that more strongly disagrees with bird on the
target distribution (see discussion in Section [3.4).

*Incomplete correlations can also be seen as label bias from the perceptive of the alternate concept a.s # a,,.

3Using validation loss for D-BAT model selection resulted in extremely poor performance, likely because
D-BAT is able to “overfit” to the disagreement loss. We return to the idea of using validation source accuracy for
selecting degree of disagreement in Section@



Single Label (y, y) Concept Labels (y, y')

Method Avg y Avg 1’ Worst y Avg y Avg 1/ Worst y

ACEO0.1 88913 740+£3.6 539+128 879+£0.7 89.7+£2.6 543+88
DivDis 91.0+32 729+13 67.7+x81 91.7+14 924+£09 669+32
ACEO05 928+04 90.7+11 709x23 925+09 948+05 756+7.0
D-BAT 602+194 687+15 33.1+£234 89.6+08 91.8+0.7 503+54
ERM 84729 63.1+£29 51.1+10.2

Table 1: Incomplete Spurious Correlation Accuracy Test accuracy on Waterbirds with incomplete
spurious correlations using single label (y = Chiq) and group labels (y = Chirg, ¥’ = Chack) 0n the
source distribution. Oracle test data is used to With the single label, DivDis and ACE 0.5 achieve
comparable average and worst-group accuracy, but ACE 0.5 achieves substantially higher attribute
accuracy. Using separate concept labels substantially improves the performance of D-BAT. Training
with concept labels also improves background accuracy for all other methods, though ACE 0.5 still
achieves the highest background accuracy.
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Figure 3: Validation Loss Density Estimate for CIFAR-MNIST Validation loss density estimate
for CIFAR-MNIST as a function of mix rate lower bound and smallest group lower bound. Selecting
the highest lower bound subject to being within the 20th percentile of the validation loss density
estimate provides a good signal for mix rate lower bound.

4.3 Mix Rate Lower Bound Selection

Thus far we have assumed fixed mix rate lower bounds 0.1 and 0.5 corresponding to “low” and
“medium” mix rate regimes. While ACE allows practitioners to set mix rate lower bounds based on
domain knowledge, we would like a procedure for inferring the mix rate lower bound from the target
distribution.

As one approach to mix rate inference, we propose tracking validation loss across a range of 7
values. Typically, semi-supervised losses would be hard to compare across different configurations,
as changing the hyperparameters changes the underlying quantity being measured. But for ACE,
since we take the mean validation loss for each group, in theory the validation losses should be similar
across mix rate lower bounds until the mix rate lower bound exceeds the ground truth mix rate. Under
this assumption, we can run ACE with a range of mix rate lower bounds, selecting the highest lower
bound that does not result in a substantial drop in validation loss.

We evaluate this approach on our four image datasets. Concretely, we run ACE across a triangular
grid, varying the minimum group mix rate and total mix rate, then construct a gaussian density
estimate of validation loss. See Figure [3|for the validation loss density estimate for CIFAR-MNIST,
and Appendix [H] for the validation loss and test accuracy density estimates for each of the four
datasets. We find validation loss provides a very strong signal for mix rate on the synthetic datasets
and moderately strong signal on the real-world datasets. For a selection heuristic, picking the highest
lower bound within 20th percentile validation loss density behaves reasonably well, but this threshold
was chosen in an ad-hoc manor using oracle information about the mix rate and test performance.
Future work should evaluate how well thresholds generalize to other datasets and models.



5 Application: Measurement Tampering Detection

As a case study for the applicability of concept extrapolation to scalable oversight 8], we evaluate
ACE as a method for measurement tampering detection (MTD) [67]. In MTD, a prediction model is
trained on multiple measurements of agent behavior. Measurements are sampled from the trusted
distribution (where the measurements are always accurate) and an untrusted hard distribution (where
agents may tamper with measurements to hide bad outcomes). MTD methods must use this prediction
model to distinguish “real” and “fake” positives on the untrusted distribution, and are evaluated
according to AUROC on an evenly balanced held-out test set. Mapping to our framework, C, is the
ground-truth intended concept, C,, is the conjunction of all the measurements EI, ps is the trusted
labeled source distribution, and pr is the untrusted distribution which we treat as fully unlabeled
despite the presence of untrusted measurements.

We evaluate ACE 0.1 and DivDis on two of the benchmark datasets, “Diamond in a Vault” and
“Generated Stories”, using CodeGen-350M [60] and Pythia-1B [[7] respectively. As before, we use
validation loss to tune hyperparameters (loss weight and learning rate), and otherwise use the defaults
established in the original benchmark. See Appendix [[|for a full list of hyperparameters. Because the
agent never tampers when the ground-truth concept C), (z) is true, we only use ¢ = (0, 1) in the ACE
loss. This asymmetric structure also distinguishes the target classifier from the measurement classifier,
as the target classifier should predict false on instances where the hypotheses disagree. We compare
ACE 0.1 and DivDis against the three measurement tampering detection methods. See Appendix|I| for
a description of the methods and training process (in particular on computing batch-dependent losses
with gradient accumulation). Note the untrusted distribution has a fake positive rate of approximately
10%.

Results are shown in Figure ] We find that probing for evidence of tamper achieves the highest
AUROC on both datasets. ACE achieves comparable performance on Diamond in a Vault (within
1% AUROC), and substantially outperforms the baseline methods on Generated Stories. DivDis
consistently outperforms the baseline methods but achieves lower performance than ACE, particularly
on the Generated Stories dataset where the gap is most pronouncedﬂ

While neither ACE nor DivDis achieve state-of-the-art performance, neither make use of the multiple
measurement structure, suggesting concept extrapolation may be useful in cases where the agent is
sophisticated enough to never leave traces of failed tampering attempts. We also note that unlike
prior experiments, measurement tampering induces an additional easy-to-hard shift across the entire
untrusted distribution, potentially making consistent disagreement on instances where the ground-
truth concepts agree more likely. Future work could address this concern by combining ACE with
standard domain adaptation techniques for minimizing the distance between representations of
domains (see [6] and Appendix [A).

6 Conclusion

We presented ACE, an approach for learning diverse generalizations of under-specified data by
encouraging confident selective disagreement. ACE achieves state-of-the-art performance on an array
of complete spurious correlation benchmarks, and allows for natural, principled hyperparameter
selection than prior disagreement-based ensemble methods. We also find ACE can perform well
in measurement tampering detection without access to untrusted measurements, demonstrating the
potential applicability of ACE and concept-extrapolation more broadly to scalable oversight.

6.1 Limitations and Future Work

The present work contains two fundamental limitations, both of which we would be excited to see
addressed in future work. First, ACE is sensitive to choice of mix rate lower bound. While we

*Here we ignore the multiple measurement structure

There is some divergence in our results and those reported in [67]. In particular, we find that Probing
for Evidence of Tamper achieves higher AUROC (0.985 and 0.961) for Diamond in a Vault and Generated
Stories than previously reported (0.95 and 0.86). We suspect this is due to subtle differences in the “pretrained”
measurement predictor due to random initialization and dataset ordering, though it is possible there is some
more substantive difference. In either case, we caution against direct comparisons between our results and those
previously reported.
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Figure 4: Measurement Tampering Detection Real vs Fake AUROC Mean and standard deviation
of AUROC scores for detecting real versus fake positive outcomes across different methods, averaged
over 8 random seeds. ACE outperforms DivDis, and both outperform baseline methods, but Probing
for Evidence of Tamper remains state-of-the-art.

show validation loss degradation provides a useful signal for lower bound selection, our proposed
thresholding method (20% of the range in validation loss) is somewhat ad-hoc, and requires many
trials to select the best value. Future work might address this limitation with out-of-distribution
detection methods [43]] or use model uncertainty metrics to dynamically identify the mix rate [63]]
(though such approaches would need to avoid flagging examples from different domains that are
still correlation-aligned.) Second, disagreement alone is not always sufficient to learn the intended
generalization. In particular, hypotheses may learn to disagree on the basis of unrelated features as
long as they can maintain strong performance on the labeled source distribution. To address this
limitation, future work might make use of techniques in domain adaptation (see related work in
Appendix [A)), for example penalizing the distance between the source and target distributions [54] or
among instances of a given class [69].

For future applications, we are especially excited about work building on our measurement tampering
results, applying ACE more broadly in the context of weak-to-strong [9]] and easy-to-hard [32]]
generalization, and deployment-time monitoring of untrusted models [29], [66].

Finally, we are excited about methods implementing confident and selective disagreement with
different loss functions (e.g. soft-relaxations of ACE), and theoretical work analyzing expected error,
convergence, and optimal solutions for ACE under various conditions.
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A Related Work

Spurious Correlations occur when a non-essential attribute is correlated with the target attribute
on the training distribution, and the inductive biases of the model favor the spurious attribute. Such
inductive biases often favor “simpler” attributes [70, 79], such as background [64] or texture [26]]. As
a result, spurious correlations are often referred to as “shortcut learning” [25]]. Spurious correlations
create biased models, which can suffer performance degradation in-distribution (when the combined
“availability and predictivity” of the spurious attribute are higher than that of the target attribute
[35])), under subpopulation shift (when a minority group of bias-conflicting examples becomes more
prominent in the test distribution [68]]), or under domain shift (when the new domain samples from a
previously unseen distribution of bias-conflicting instances [42]]).

Subpopulation Shift is a type of distribution shift where small subpopulation (a “minority group”)
present on the training distribution becomes more frequent on the test distribution (these minority
groups often consist of correlation-conflicting examples). Some methods for handling subpopulation
shift rely on labeled access to subpopulation groups [68) 140} 59} 38, [88]], while other approaches
attempt to leverage the inherent difficulty of the minority group examples to automatically identify
and up-weight them [38], 152, 48 [17, 22]. Rather than inducing the subpopulation shift, methods
for handling subpopulation shift are typically bench-marked by “worst-group” performance. Note
that while subpopulation shift often involved spurious correlations, other types of shifts are also
covered within the framework (including class and attribute imbalances [87]]). For class imbalance,
traditional methods like reweighting and up-sampling can be effective [39], though more recent work
focused on using label distribution aware losses to increase classification margins on minority groups
(10} 18 186].

Domain Generalization is the problem of generalizing to unseen domains using training data
from multiple domains. Approaches typically try to learn invariant representations across domains,
such that the learned representations and predictor remain stable in novel domains [51} 3, 42}
14, 188]]. While most approaches rely on domain labels, [17] attempts to infer domain partitions.
Similarly to subpopulation shift, domain generalization often, but not always, involves spurious
correlations. The distinction between sup-population shift is not always clear (e.g. some works
on domain generalization evaluate methods on subpopulation shift benchmarks [42, [17]). We
consider generalizing from completely spuriously correlated data to be a particular instance of
domain generalization - and methods that use “internal” diversity metrics to learn diverse or de-biased
ensembles without target domain data [[76 85, [77]

Domain Adaptation is a relaxed version of domain generalization which assumes unlabeled access
to the target domain. Early foundation work established formal bounds on the target error as a
function of the source error and divergence between the source and target distributions [6, 56} 5]]. This
theoretical work motivated the development of methods that explicitly penalize the distance between
the source and target distributions, using maximum mean discrepancy [30, 54} 55| or correlation
distance [[74}[75]. Similarly motivated work proposes minimizing source-target discrepancy using
adversarial training [24} 78} 136l [71]], learning representations that maximally confuse a discriminator
trained to distinguish between source and target domains. While not central examples of domain
adaptation, we consider ACE and other approaches that use unlabeled target data to learn diverse
ensembles (DivDis [49] and D-BAT [61]), to be a class of domain adaptation methods.

Diverse Ensembles were recognized as desirable for robust generalization early in the development
of modern machine learning [41]. Modern deep ensembles typically use different initializations
and dataset orderings to produce diverse predictions [44]. However, ensembles often converge to
similar local optima when the inductive biases of the model strongly favor a given solution (e.g.
using a particular spurious attribute). To promote more diverse solutions, methods explicitly promote
diversity by following different eigenvectors of the hessian [62], or adversarially learning diverse
latent representations [73}163]]. Most similar to ACE, DivDis and D-BAT explicitly penalize mutual
information or agreement in the predictions of the ensemble members [49, [61]], allowing them
to handle extreme (in some cases complete) spurious correlations. Diverse ensembles have also
been used to improve scalable oversight [2], acting as an uncertainty metric for active learning in
reinforcement learning from human feedback [15] and mitigating over-optimization against reward
models [16].
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Self-Training is an approach to semi-supervised learning which uses (hardened) model predictions
as training targets. Popular methods like pseudo-labeling [47/] and entropy regularization [28]] rely
on the cluster assumption [12]] - that data form clusters with each elements of each cluster sharing
the same class and classes separated by low density regions. Self-training methods have achieved
state-of-the art performance [84], but pure pseudo-labeling approaches can cause instability and
reinforce inaccurate predictions. To overcome these issues, prior work suggests confidence [[11]] and
uncertainty [65]] based thresholding, as well as a gradual schedule for the pseudo-label loss [47].
Some work has successfully applied self-training to domain-adaption [23} (72 /43]]. Most relevant to
our work, [13]] proves that under certain conditions self-training can improve robustness to spurious
correlation (though they assume the default classifier favors the ground-truth feature).

B Proper Scoring Under Different Mix Rates

A scoring rule S(p, q) evaluates how well a distribution p approximates ¢. A scoring rule is proper
if the true distribution ¢ achieves a global minimum: S(q,q) < S(p, ¢). In the context of diverse
generalization, our true distribution ¢ is a joint distribution identical to the set of I’ concepts:

a(yle) = {1 ify = C(z)

0 otherwise
withy = (y1,...,9n),C(z) = (Ci(z),...,Cr(x)). Note that our ensemble 8 can similarly be
expressed as a distribution over concepts, with pg(y|z) = (pe, (¥1]2), - - ., por (yr|z)).

(6)

Note that (under complete search) proper scoring is necessary but not sufficient for finding the true
distribution. In particular, without strictly proper scoring (S(q, q) < S(p, q) for p # ¢), we may find
global minima arbitrarily far from the true distribution. For example, vanilla ERM is (trivially) a
proper scoring rule for diverse generalization, but insufficient for finding good approximations to q.
While stochastic gradient descent is not complete, in practice we expect losses that are proper scoring
rules to be more effective.

In the following subsections, we show that ACE is a proper scoring rule under all mix rates above the
assumed lower bound. In contrast, we show DivDis and D-BAT are only proper under a unique mix
rate. For simplicity, we only cover the case of F' = 2.

For ease of notation, we let p¥, = p(C;(x) = y) denote the marginal probability that the i — th
concept equals y, p., denote the full marginal distribution, and p., ., denote the joint distribution over
both concepts.

B.1 DivDis

Proposition 1. DivDis is a proper scoring rule if and only if the mix rate v on q equals the specific
value r* = q° q, + a2, @2,

Proof. Recall that DivDis penalizes mutual information between concept distributions:

£M1(pcl 7pcz) = DKL(pChCZHpcl X pcz) )

and note Dk ,(q,p) > 0. If DivDis is a proper scoring rule, then by definition ¢ must attain this
lower bound, i.e. Lmi(ge, ; ge,) = 0. The other direction also trivially holds. Thus concepts ¢; and
¢z have 0 mutual information under ¢ if and only if r* = ¢ . q§2 +q} ) qSQ. First, recall that if two
variables have 0 mutual information, they must be statistically independent, i.e.

o1 _ 0 .1
q01702 - qcl qu

1.0 _ 1 0
QCl,cz - qcl qCQ

Recall that the mix rate is given by r = Ey[1¢, (2)£0,(2)] = qgfc2 + qii?c ,- Substituting in the above,
we get
0,1 1,0
T =dc; e T ey co
0 1 1.0
=qey9c, T 9c,9c, =T

*
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Showing the other direction, assume that r = r* = qgl in + qél q22. Then by the definition of mix rate
and the marginal covariance decomposition, we must have zero covariance between c; and cy. Thus
the concepts are statistically independent, with q¢, c, = ¢¢, Dey» implying Las1(ge, s ¢e,) = 0 O

Note that for evenly balanced marginal concept distributions png = p%q = 0.5, r* = 0.5. See
Appendix [D]for computations of the “optimal” mix rate 7* given the marginal concept distributions
for all settings of the realistic datasets used in this work.

B.2 D-BAT

Proposition 2. D-BAT is a proper scoring rule if and only if the mix rate r = 1

Proof. First, recall that D-BAT penalizes the expected negative log-probability of disagreement
between concept distributions on each instance:

La(p1,p2) =E [f log (pgl\zpim +pi1\zp22\m)}

Since the domain of the log argument is a probability and — log(x) is strictly decreasing, this loss is
minimized when the probability of disagreement is 1 for all instances, with £ 4(p1, p2) > 0. Thus if
L 4 is a proper scoring rule, then ¢, \zqi2\z +q., I:vq(c)zlw = 1 for all z. But if this equality holds, then
1 = E[1¢, (2)£0,(2)] = 7. Going the other way, if 7 = 1 then the probability of disagreement is 1 on
all inputs, so the expectation of the negative log is 0. O

B.3 ACE

Proposition 3. ACE-TopK is a proper scoring rule if and only if each group mix rate lower bound
does not exceed the true mix rate, i.e. Vg’ € G' : 7y <1y

Proof. To avoid complications with batch sizing, we assume the inputs x are sampled uniformly
from a discrete set D of size V. A simplified version of the ACE loss is given below:

Lace(p) =E {mgo’l) . —(logpglu. + logpiﬂw) + mEl’O) : —(Ingilu + Ingg2|w)
mY 1 ..ifie t(.)pk(ky,ny)
0 ... otherwise

with ky, = [NV - 7y, | and PY the set of probabilities each instance has the concept labels y. Note the
slight abuse of notation, replacing the group index g with the corresponding concept values y¢ for
clarity. This loss is bounded below by 0, with the bound obtained when the probabilities are 1 for all
unmasked instances.

First assume the true mix rate for each group is greater than the lower bound. Then &y, = [N - 7y, <
{z|c(z;) = y}|- Because the true distribution g is able to perfectly sort instances, the top-k most
likely instances to have concept labels y will actually have such labels, thus achieving 0 loss.

Going the other way, assume Lacg is a proper scoring rule and that the lower bound does not hold, i.e.
ky > |{z|c(x;) = y}| for disagreeing labels y. Then the top-k function must select an instance x
such that c¢(x) # y which will accrue non-zero loss under ¢, contradicting our initial assumption. [J

C Complete Correlation Datasets

Gaussian Blob 2D Grid: A modified version of the toy 2D grid dataset introduced by [49], where
instead of uniformly distributing data across quadrants, we sample data points from 2D gaussian
distributions centered in the middle of each quadrant, with a standard deviation of 0.01, more closely
resembling binary features separated by low density regions.

FashionMNIST-MNIST: A dataset of concatenated FashionMNIST [83]] and MNIST [20] images
introduced by [61]], following the “dominos” format introduced by [[70] (see CIFAR-MNIST below).
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The source distribution contains MNIST 0’s concatenated with FashionMNIST tops, and MNIST 1°s
concatenated with FashionMNIST bottoms. The target dataset contains some instances of MNIST 0’s
concatenated to FashionMNIST bottoms, and MNIST 1’s concatenated to FashionMNIST tops.

CIFAR-MNIST: A dataset of concatenated CIFAR-10 and MNIST images introduced by [[70]]. The
source distribution contains MNIST 0’s concatenated with CIFAR cars, and MNIST 1’s concatenated
with CIFAR trucks. The target dataset contains some instances of MNIST 0’s concatenated to CIFAR
trucks, and MNIST 1’s concatenated to CIFAR cars.

Waterbirds-CC: A modified version of Waterbirds [[68]] introduced by [49] to evaluate complete
spurious correlation. Waterbirds-CC contains only images of land birds on land and waterbirds on
water in the source distribution, and some instances of land birds on water and waterbirds on land in
the target distribution.

CelebA-CC: A modified version of the CelebA dataset [53]], CelebA-CC contains only images of
blond woman and dark-haired men on the source distribution, but some instances of blond men
and dark-haired woman on the target distribution (where the ground truth feature is hair color and
spurious feature is gender).

Multi-NLI-CC-Binary: A modified version of Multi-NLI [82] Similar to Multi-NLI-CC introduced
by [49], but groups entailment and neutral into a single label and filters out instances of contradictions
without negation from the source distribution. Thus for the source distribution, all instances contain
either entailment or neutral with no negation words, or contradictions with negation words. The target
distribution contains all four groups.

D Dataset Class Distributions

As described in Section[4.1] the three “realistic” datasets used to evaluate diverse generalization
methods (Waterbirds-CC, CelebA-CC, Multi-NLI-CC-Binary) have class and group imbalances,
which can impact the performance of methods and our interpretation of the results. Below we provide
the

Dataset p&h p(10)
Waterbirds-CC 0.4 0.1
CelebA-CC 0.49 0.01

Multi-NLI-CC-Binary ~ 0.03  0.47

Table 2: Disagreement group distributions across datasets

Dataset Mix Rate  (p2,p%,) 2 (1—p2,)+ (1 —p2)pl,
Waterbirds-CC - (0.79, 0.50) 0.50
010  (0.76, 0.69) 0.40
025  (0.80,0.56) 0.46
CelebA-CC 050  (0.86,0.38) 0.59
075  (0.92,0.20) 0.75
.00 (0.98,0.02) 0.96
010  (0.84,0.93) 021
025  (0.71,0.93) 0.32
Multi-NLI-CC-Binary 050  (0.50, 0.93) 0.50
075  (0.28,0.93) 0.69
100 (0.06,0.94) 0.88

Table 3: Marginal class distributions and zero mutual information mix rates across datasets and mix
rate conditions
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E Experiment Details

E.1 Architecture and Training Details

In all experiments, we train 2 classification heads. On image datasets, we use a shared ResNet50
[33]] backbone, for text, we use a shared BERT [21]] backbone. For the Toy Grid task, we use a 2
hidden layer multi-layer perception with a hidden dimension of 40, and only select from models that
achieve 100% source accuracy. Because D-BAT requires training one model at a time while freezing
the others, we use separate backbones and half the batch size for each model, training each model for
half the total allotted epochs. For ACE, the mix rate lower bound is incremented linearly (starting
from 0) every epoch.

We train all models on NVIDIA A6000’s (48GB), though the image models can be trained with fewer
resources.

E.2 Hyperparameters

Learning rate, optimizer, weight decay, and auxiliary loss weight are all tuned on each dataset,
though we only notice substantial variation in the auxiliary loss weight. Tuning auxiliary loss weight
according to total validation loss (with an auxiliary loss weight of 1) may seem counterintuitive,
but is motivated by work on label-distribution aware losses [10,[18]]. Initial experiments found little
variation in optimal parameters across mix rates, so auxiliary loss is tuned on default dataset mix
rates (typically close to 0.5).

Below we describe the full list of hyperparameters:

E.2.1 Robustness to Mix Rate Variations Experiments

Below are the hyperparameters used for the robustness to mix rate variations experiments. All
parameters are tuned according to total validation loss (without using any target labels).

For text datasets, we also use a half-cosine learning rate schedule with a linear warmup period of
0.05 of the total training steps.

Dataset ~ Learning Rate Optimizer Weight Decay Epochs Ng Nrp

Vision le-4 AdamW le-3 5 32 64
Text le-5 AdamW le-3 2 32 64
Toy Grid le-3 AdamW/SGD* le-2 100 32 128

Table 4: Optimization hyperparameters for different datasets.
*only TopK uses SGD on Toy Grid

Method ToyGrid FMNIST-MNIST CIFAR-MNIST  Waterbirds-CC ~ CelebA-CC  Multi-NLI-CC-Binary

TopK 0.1 1.5 1.0 1.5 8.0 2.5 6.0
TopK 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.5 6.0
DivDis 1.0 1.5 1.5 6.0 1.5 64.0
D-BAT 0.3 0.01 0.3 0.15 0.3 0.1

Table 5: Auxiliary loss weights for different methods and datasets

E.2.2 Measurement Tampering Experiments

Both DivDis and TopK 0.1 use a learning rate of 2e-5 for Diamonds and 3e-6 for Generated Stories.
Below is the table of auxiliary loss weights for each:
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Method Diamonds Generated Stories

TopK 0.1 1.0 2.5
DivDis 3.0 3.0

Table 6: Auxiliary loss weights for measurement tampering experiments

F Robustness to Mix Rate Variations Futher Results

F.1 Disaggregated Results

In figures 5] and[f] we present disaggregated results for the robustness to mix rate variations, showing
average ground truth and spurious accuracy, as well as worst-group ground truth accuracy.

Note that class imbalances in the realistic datasets also imply that the “0O mutual information” point is
not always at a mix rate of 0.5, potentially effecting the performance of DivDis. See Appendix [D]for
the the class distributions and “0 mutual information” points for each dataset.

F.2 Mix Rate Scheduling Ablation

In Figures [7]and 8] we compare performance of ACE TopK with and without mix rate scheduling.
Mix rate scheduling substantially improves the performance of TopK 0.5 on low mix rates, and
provides only a modest improvement to TopK 0.1.

F.3 Combined Group Loss Ablation

In the main body, we present ACE results uses separate group losses for evenly-balanced datasets
(Toy Grid, FMNIST-MNIST, and CIFAR-MNIST) and a combined group loss for unbalanced datasets
(Waterbirds, CelebA, and MultiNLI). In Figure 0] we compare the performance of separate and
combined group losses on each of the six datasets. The choice of combining or separating group
losses has a significant impact on performance.

G Model Selection and Test Accuracy Correlations

Model selection approaches for early stopping and hyperparameter selection typically rely on valida-
tion loss or accuracy. But in domain adapation, we only have access to source distribution labels,
and assume that the target distribution will be different in some important way that makes source
distribution performance a poor proxy for target distribution performance. Prior methods in diverse
generalization (and other domain adaptation work) rely on target labels for model selection and
hyperparameter tuning, violating the assumption of no labeled access [31]].

DivDis [49] argues that source accuracy or loss can be a good proxy, but in the case of complete
spurious correlation we expect this relationship to break down, as directly learning the spurious
feature achieves optimal performance.

Instead, we use total validation loss (labeled source and unlabeled target) as a proxy for target
performance [1]. This model selection criteria is particularly effective for ACE, as the auxillary topk
loss corresponds directly to minimizing target distribution emperical risk. For DivDis and D-BAT,
this model selection method is less principled, as we cannot assume an auxillary loss weight of 1 is
appropriate. For D-BAT in particular, where the implicit assumption of the loss function (complete
disagreement) rarely holds, we expect the optimal auxillary loss weight to depend on the mix rate
and usually be less than one (indeed the original authors find values in the range of le-4 to le-2 to
be effective). However, without a principled mechanism for tuning this weight, we instead treat the
DBAT loss function as a kind of constraint, selecting model checkpoints (but not hyperparameters)
purely from the source source loss. See Figures[I0} [T2} [T3]for the correlations between total validation
loss and test error/accuracy for each method, and Figures [ 1] [I4] [I5] for the correlations between
source validation loss and test error/accuracy for each method.

We find an almost perfect correlation between total validation loss and test accuracy for ACE, while
for DivDis and D-BAT the strength of the correlation depends on the mix rate. For source validation,
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Figure 5: Accuracy Metrics Across Mix Rates Mean (line) and standard deviation (shaded area) of
group truth and spurious accuracy metrics across mix rates (taken over 3 seeds). Results largely align
with the main results. Most notably, DivDis achieves higher ground-truth accuracy than spurious
accuracy on Waterbirds and CelebA, even though both generalizations are equally valid and the

Mix Rate

spurious features are prefered by ERM.

we find D-BAT’s performance is strongly correlated with source loss, while the performance of ACE

is anti-correlated, and DivDis’s performance is uncorrelated.

H Validation Loss Density Estimates

In Figure[T7] we present the validation loss density estimates and test accuracy density estimates for
each of the four image datasets. We find that the validation loss density estimate provides an especially
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Figure 6: Worst-Group Accuracy Across Mix Rates Mean (line) and standard deviation (shaded
area) of worst-group accuracy across mix rates (taken over 3 seeds). Again results largely conform to
the main body findings, though TopK 0.5 approximately pareto dominates all other methods on the
realistic datasets (Waterbirds, CelebA, and MultiNLI).
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Figure 7: (Scheduling Ablation) Aggregated Multi-Label Accuracy Across Mix Rates Box plots
of multi-label accuracy gain over ERM, averaged over 6 datasets and 3 random seeds, for TopK
0.1 and 0.5 with and without mix rate scheduling Mix rate scheduling substantially improves the
performance of TopK 0.5 on low mix rates, but provides only a modest improvement to TopK 0.1.

strong signal for mix rate lower bound for the synthetic datasets (CIFAR-MNIST, FMNIST-MNIST),
and a moderate signal for the real-world datasets (Waterbirds-CC, CelebA-CC).

I Measurement Tampering Detection Details

We train measurement predictors and tampering detectors on NVIDIA A100’s (80GB).
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I.1 Training the Measurement Predictor

Following [67]], we “pretrain” a measurement predictor with prediction heads for each measurement
and an aggregate measurement head that predicts the conjunction of all measurementsﬁ]

1.2 Other Methods

Here we describe the three measurement tampering detections we use to compare ACE and DivDis
against. See [67]] for more details.

Finetuning on Trusted Distribution (Baseline) Train a probe (on the aggregate measurement token)
to distinguish positive and negative instances on the trusted distribution.

Aggregate Measurement Prediction (Baseline) Use the aggregate measurement prediction head
from the prediction model (trained on all measurements) to predict the conjunction of all measure-
ments.

Probing for Evidence of Tamper (State of the Art) Train a probe to distinguish instances where the
measurements do not agree on the untrusted distribution from all instances on the trusted distribution.

I.3 Gradient Accumulation for Batch-Dependent Losses

To compute batch-size dependent losses with gradient accumulation, we first compute the output of
each model without gradients, then iterate through each micro batch, recomputing parts of the batch
with gradients, substituting these outputs for the corresponding outputs from the gradient free pass,
and computing the loss.

We train these measurement predictors in a separate repository which will be made available pending
acceptance
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Figure 8: (Scheduling Ablation) Accuracy Metrics Across Mix Rates
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Figure 9: (Combined Group Loss Ablation) Accuracy Metrics Across Mix Rates The Per-group
loss lower bounds perform better on class-balanced datasets (top row) while the group-aggregated

loss performs better on class-in-balanced datasets (bottom row)
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Figure 10: Correlation Coefficient Between Validation Loss and Test Error Violin plots of the
correlation coefficient between validation loss and test error, averaged over 5 datasets and 3 random
seeds for each method (we exclude toy grid because we do not use early stopping for this dataset). We
find that for all methods, validation loss is a good proxy for test error when the implicit (or explicit)
assumptions of method match the target distribution mix rate, but is especially strong for ACE.
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Figure 11: Correlation Coefficient Between Source Validation Loss and Test Error Violin plots
of the correlation coefficient between validation loss and test error, averaged over 5 datasets and 3
random seeds for each method (we exclude toy grid because we do not use early stopping for this
dataset). We find that for D-BAT, source validation loss is a good proxy for test error when the mix
rate, but negatively correlated with test error for ACE, and approxiamtely uncorrelated for DivDis.
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Figure 12: Correlation between Validation Loss and Multi-Label Test Error for ACE TopK
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Figure 14: Correlation between Source Validation Loss and Multi-Label Test Error for ACE TopK
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Figure 15: Correlation between Source Validation Loss and Multi-Label Test Error for DivDis and

D-BAT
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Figure 16: Validation Loss Density Estimate
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Figure 17: Test Accuracy Density Estimate
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