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Abstract

Knowledge transfer plays a crucial role in cross-scene hyperspectral imaging
(HSI). However, existing studies often overlook the challenges of gradient conflicts
and dominant gradients that arise during the optimization of shared parameters.
Moreover, many current approaches fail to simultaneously capture both agree-
ment and disagreement information, relying only on a limited shared subset of
target features and consequently missing the rich, diverse patterns present in the
target scene. To address these issues, we propose an Agreement—Disagreement
Guided Knowledge Transfer (ADGKT) framework that integrates both mech-
anisms to enhance cross-scene transfer. The agreement component includes
GradVac, which aligns gradient directions to mitigate conflicts between source
and target domains, and LogitNorm, which regulates logit magnitudes to prevent
domination by a single gradient source. The disagreement component consists
of a Disagreement Restriction (DiR) and an ensemble strategy, which capture
diverse predictive target features and mitigate the loss of critical target infor-
mation. Extensive experiments demonstrate the effectiveness and superiority of
the proposed method in achieving robust and balanced knowledge transfer across
heterogeneous HSI scenes.
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1 Introduction

Hyperspectral imaging (HSI) processing has garnered attention in the field of remote
sensing since HSI provide a wealth of information by capturing reflectance data across
hundreds of contiguous spectral bands [1-4]. However, collecting labeled hyperspec-
tral data is time-consuming and expensive, making it impractical to gather extensive
labeled datasets for every new scene encountered [5]. To address this challenge, knowl-
edge transfer enables models trained on source scene with abundant labeled data to
be adapted to a target scene with limited labeled data [6].

Existing cross-scene knowledge transfer methods in HSI mainly focus on two sce-
narios: homogeneous, which addresses spectral shifts within the same scene [5, 7, 8],
and heterogeneous, which involve matching shared categories before aligning spec-
tral distributions across different scenes [9-12]. Despite progress in both homogeneous
and heterogeneous knowledge transfer scenarios, two critical challenges remain. First,
current methods often under-explore the impact of optimization issues in shared
parameters, particularly when there are very few training samples for the target task.
This oversight can degrade performance and lead to harmful transfer effects in the
target scene [13-15]. Second, current approaches overlook the importance of incorpo-
rating both agreement and disagreement in the transfer process. Although the target
scene may contain a wealth of complex and informative features, the predictive out-
comes often rely solely on a limited, shared subset of target features. This reliance on
restricted information prevents the model from fully capturing the rich and diverse
patterns present in the target scene [16].

In this work, we consider cross-scene knowledge transfer from two perspectives:
agreement and disagreement. To achieve agreement, the shared parameters for knowl-
edge transfer may encounter conflicting and dominating gradients [15, 17]. The
gradients derived from the source and target scenes can oppose each other, leading to
conflicting gradient directions when the model attempts to optimize for both scenes
simultaneously. In addition, source task may have a larger dataset compared to tar-
get task, leading to larger gradients that dominate the learning process, potentially
resulting in underfitting for the target task. In cases of disagreement, when the model
focuses on shared features between the source and target domains—which represent
only a small subset of the predictive features for the target—it limits the diversity of
the results. This approach risks losing important information that could be critical for
the target task, especially if the data in the target scene differs significantly from the
source scene.

To solve these challenge, we propose a method called agreement-disagreement
guided knowledge transfer (ADGKT), which consists of two main components: agree-
ment and disagreement mechanisms. The agreement part includes GradVac [18] and
LogitNorm [19]; GradVac adjusts the direction of gradients during training to align
them more closely, reducing conflicts between source and target gradients, while Log-
itNorm prevents dominating gradients by controlling the magnitude of the logits
(pre-softmax outputs), equalizing the contributions from each task and reducing the
impact of dominating gradients when updating shared parameters. The disagreement
component comprises a disagreement restriction and an ensemble mechanism; the dis-
agreement restriction (DiR) promotes learning diverse representations of instances in
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Fig. 1 Our method contains two mechanisms including agreement and disagreement during the
knowledge transfer from source scene to target scene. The agreement mechanism contain GradVac
to alleviate gradient conflict and LogitNorm to mitigate the dominant gradient. Additionally, the
disagreement mechanism comprise disagreement restriction to promote diversity and ensemble to
capture agreement and disagreement aspects of target features.

the target domain, and the ensemble component captures a diverse set of predictive

target features, mitigating the risk of losing important target information. Therefore,

ADGKT enhances the model’s ability to generalize effectively to the target scene.
Our contributions are summarized as follows:

® We propose agreement mechanisms including GradVac and LogitNorm components
to adjust the gradients between the source and target scenes, mitigating gradient
conflicts and dominating gradients during optimization of shared parameters.

® We introduce disagreement mechanisms including disagreement restriction and an
ensemble components to capture rich and diverse representations for target samples,
thereby alleviating a risk of losing critical target information.

® By jointly addressing these two aspects, our method captures comprehensive target
scene information and achieves improved generalization.

2 Method
2.1 Problem Setting

In cross-scene HSI knowledge transfer scenario, we define the source scene as Dy =
{(x5,y2)}Y,, where x5 € RHxWoxBs js a source scene input with H, height, W,
width, and B, spectral bands. The corresponding labels are denoted by y; € Vs, where
Vs is the label space for the source scene. Similarly, let D; = {(x;,yjt)}jv:tl represent
the target scene, where xg € RH«XWixBt yepresents the target scene input. The target
labels are represented by y§ € V¢, where ), is the label space for the target scene. In
addition, these two scenes have gradients gs; and g; corresponding to their respective

loss functions L4 and L;.



2.2 Technical Challenges

One of the central issue in knowledge transfer between cross-scene HSI is achieving
agreement in the optimization of shared parameters, which often suffers from gradient
conflicts and dominating gradients. During the model training, the optimization pro-
cess often encounters gradient conflicts, where the gradients derived from source and
target data pull the model’s parameters in different directions, hindering the learning
process. Without effectively resolving these gradient conflicts, the model can converge
to suboptimal solutions, and the transferred knowledge fail to generalize well to the
target scene. In addition, the source task with abundance of training examples can
dominate the update of shared network layers because it produces larger magnitude of
gradients and gets more updates. The model prioritize optimizing source task over the
target task. The target task with fewer samples struggle to learn equally magnitude
of logits, leading to potential underfitting.

Another issue during knowledge transfer is the failure to capture the rich and
diverse information present in the target scene. The disagreement information for
target scene is often neglected, especially when the source and target scenes exhibit
different data characteristics. During the agreement part, it is possible that neglect
the target critical information since this information is less important in the source
scene. Because of that, the model can overlook the target critical information, which
is valuable for the target task. As a result, the final predictive feature for target scene
might not transfer well from source to target scene. How to build effective transfer
from source to target scene and make sure the integrity of target information remains
a key challenge.

2.3 Agreement-Disagreement Guided Knowledge Transfer
(ADGKT)

In this work, we propose a method, called ADGKT, including agreement and disagree-
ment mechanisms. The agreement mechanism consists of GradVac, which alleviates
gradient conflicts, and LogitNorm, which mitigates dominant gradients. Additionally,
the disagreement mechanism includes a disagreement restriction and an ensemble
approach. We utilize the disagreement restriction to obtain distinct and independent
information, thereby promoting diversity. Furthermore, we introduce an ensemble of
models to capture diverse aspects of the target features.

2.4 Agreement

During the training process, the update of shared parameter may encounter gradient
conflict and dominant gradient. As shown in Fig. 2, to address gradient conflict, we
implement the GradVac method, which adapts the gradients g, to g, during training to
reduce gradient conflicts. Additionally, to mitigate the dominance gradient, we apply
LogitNorm to get updated logits Z; and Z;, controlling their magnitude to prevent
potential underfitting.
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Fig. 2 The agreement mechanism is proposed in our model. To alleviate gradient conflict and dom-
inant gradient issues in shared encoder G, we employ GradVac to adapts the gradients gs to g%,
thereby reducing gradient conflict. In addition, we utilize LogitNorm to get updated logits Z5 and z;
, controlling their magnitude to prevent potential underfitting.

2.4.1 Alleviating Gradient Conflict through GradVac

To alleviate gradient conflict, we introduce GradVac, which adjusts the gradients
between source and target during training to ensure they are more aligned and less
likely to interfere with each other. First, the cosine similarity score cos(f) = ¢ for the
gradients g, and g; can be defined:

9s " gt
cos(f) = = 1
©) = ToeTlarl @)

where 6 represents the angle between the two gradients. This similarity score ¢ helps
to quantify the degree of conflict between the gradients. When ¢ < «, the gradient
conflict becomes significant and cannot be ignored. In this case, the gradient gs is
updated to a new gradient g, to mitigate the conflict:

g, = gs +nge (2)

where 7 is determined by the Law of Sines, calculated as:

n= ||9s”(¢T\/1 — 92 — ¢\/1 —(¢7)2)
Hgt”m



Algorithm 1 The pseudocode for the core of ADGKT framework

1: Initialization: Set ¢t = 0, the input data x; from HSI source scene and a:é from
HSI target scene. Specifically, gs for source scene and g; for target scene are the
gradients to their respective loss functions £ and L;. z is the logit before the

softmax.
2: fort=0,1,2,---, do
3: Agreement:
4: if ¢ < a then
5: g = gs + NGt //alleviating gradient conflict
6: end if
7 if (I)(gs,gt) 7é 1 then
~ A exp(2;
8: z = THZZH’ L(Zi, y) = - lOg (Zflpe(xp)(,%j)>
//mitigating the dominating gradients
9: end if;
10 Disagreement:

Epi = EanqdCor(G(Fy(x)), G'(F/(x)))
//disagreement restriction for shared information G(F;(z)) and target-critical
information G'(F}(x)).
Een = Een, + Een, //ensemble for agreement and disagreement information;
11: end for

The threshold « is dynamically updated at training step ¢ through an exponential
moving average (EMA):

a® = (1= B)al" 4+ ggli=b (4)

where ¢(t=1 is the cosine similarity of the gradients g, and g; at training step ¢ — 1,
f is a hyperparameter, and a(?) = 0.

2.4.2 Mitigating the Dominating Gradients via LogitNorm

To reduce the impact of dominating gradient, we employ the gradient magnitude
similarity ®(gs,g:) to represent the contribution between source gradient g; and tar-
get gradient g; for shared parameter. The gradient magnitude similarity [17] can be
represent as:

2||gsl2llgell2

(g5, 9t) = 73 2 ()

’ lgsll3 + llge 113
The value of ® is between 0 and 1. When the two gradients g, and g; have the same
magnitude (||gs|l2 = [|g¢l|2), the similarity ® equals 1, which means the source and

target scenes have the positive impact on the shared parameter. When the magnitude
of two gradients are significant different, ® equals 0, leading to imbalanced optimizing
for shared feature, thereby causing sub-optimizing the shared parameter.

In addition, the cross-entropy loss L encourages the model to increase the magni-
tude of logits ||z|| during the training process. The logit gradient of cross-entropy loss



can be represented as: oL
o Uk — Y (6)

where 75 denotes predicted probability for class k. y;, represents the true label for class
k. When source scene contain more samples than target scene, source scene can have
high frequency to update the shared parameter for source presentation. Over time,
the magnitude of g, for dominant source task will increase, thereby, the magnitude of
source logits will grow larger than target.

To address the dominant gradient, we apply LogitNorm in Eq. (7). By controlling
the gradient magnitudes, LogitNorm can better balance the importance of source and
target scenes during the shared parameter optimization.

N z
z =

(7)

allEdl

where £ represents the normalized logits, ||z|| is the magnitude of the logits vector, and
7 denotes the temperature, which regulates the magnitude of the logits. The modified
cross-entropy loss function with LogitNorm is:

L(%,y) = —lo eXp(z)) 8
o) g(zf_lexpm )

2.5 Disagreement

When focusing on achieving agreement between source and target scenes, there is a
risk of missing the rich, diverse patterns present in the target scene. To prevent this,
we introduce disagreement mechanism including a disagreement restriction using Epig
and an ensemble component using F,, to promote target disagreement, as illustrated
in Fig.3.

2.5.1 Promoting diversity through disagreement restriction

To enhance the predictive power of the target features during the training process, it
is essential to promote diversity and independence among them. To achieve this, we
employ a disagreement restriction (DiR) using partial distance correlation [20], which
enforces orthogonality among features:

Epir = EynqdCor(G(Fi(z)), G'(F/(2))) (9)
where F/, G" and T{ denote the separate components to capture target critical informa-
tion G'(F/(z)), which is enforced to be orthogonal to the shared information between
the source and target scenes, represented by G(Fi(z)).

By applying this disagreement restriction, each feature is encouraged to capture
distinct and independent aspects of the target data. Therefore, the disagreement
restriction promotes a diverse representation of the target scene, ensuring that
important target critical information is effectively learned.
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Fig. 3 The disagreement mechanism is introduced in our model. To prevent the risk of losing critical
target features, we employ disagreement restriction through Ep;r to promote diversity. Then, we
utilize the ensemble component through FEen to capture a diverse set of target features.

2.5.2 Capturing a diverse set of target features through ensemble

We propose an ensemble of models to capture a diverse set of features for the target
scene. This ensemble approach enables the model to integrate multiple perspectives
of the target features. Additionally, we employ reverse distillation [21] to iteratively
reduce the discrepancy between the teacher models (which include both agreement and
disagreement mechanisms) and the ensemble model, thereby updating and refining
the integrated information through the ensemble.

Een, = Eanyg [DKL(Ten(Gen Fy(2))), Te(G(Fy(z))))

(10)
+ Dru(Ti(G(Fy (), Ten(Gen(Fr(2))))]
Eeng = Equ [DKL(Ten(Gen(Ft(x)))a T{(G/(Ft/(x))))
+ Dru(T3 (G (F{ (%)), Ten(Gen(Fi(2))))] (11)

where Dxgp, denotes KL divergence.



Table 1 The detailed categories information for Indian Pines, Pavia
University and Houston 2013 datasets.

Indian Pines Pavia University Houston 2013
Alfalfa Asphalt Health grass
Corn-notill Meadows Stressed grass
Corn-mintill Gravel Synthetic grass
Corn Trees Tress
Grass-pasture Painted metal sheets Soil
Grass-trees Bare Soil Water
Grass-pasture-mowed Bitumen Residential
Hay-windrowed Self-Blocking Bricks Commercial
Oats Shadows Road
Soybean-notill Highway
Soybean-mintill Railway
Soybean-clean Parking lot 1
Wheat Parking lot 2
Woods Tennis court
Buildings-Grass-Trees-Drives Running track
Stone-Steel-Towers

The knowledge distillation (KD) loss for the ensemble model coupled with the
agreement mechanisms is represented by Fe,, in Eq.(10). Similarly, Fey, in Eq. (11)
represents the KD loss for the ensemble model with the disagreement mechanisms. By
learning from the agreement and disagreement teacher, the final ensemble model can
effectively integrate these two aspects of target information in Eq.(12), ensuring that
model captures all essential features necessary for the target task.

Een - Een1 + Eeng (12)

3 Experiments

3.1 Experimental Setup

We conduct experiments on three popular datasets: Indian Pines (I), Pavia (P), and
Houston2013 (H). There is no straight forward categories correspondence for these
three datasets, as shown in Table. 1. In addition, these three datasets captured by
distinct HSI sensors. During the knowledge transfer process, all training samples from
the source scenes are utilized, while only 10 randomly selected samples for each cate-
gory are used from the target scene. Furthermore, the baseline represents the results
obtained by training solely on the target scene using 10 samples per category, without
the assistance of knowledge transfer. We compare our method with six different knowl-
edge transfer methods including Adaptor [22], Finetune [23], Multi-Task Learning
(MTL) [24], Domain Adaption (DA) method—UAN [25] and ensemble methods—ONE
[26], FFL [27]. For fair compare, we use the same backbone Masked SST [28]. All
methods are trained by the Adam optimizer with a weight decay of 5 x 1073 and a
momentum of 0.9. The initial learning rate is set to 5 x 10~4. The batch size is set to 64
for all methods. During the transfer from IndianPine to Pavia, we set 8 = 0.1 in Eq. 4
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and 7 = 2 in Eq. 7 under the agreement mechanism, while in the disagreement mech-
anism, the temperature is set to 1 in Eq. 10 and 0.05 in Eq. 11. In addition, during
the transfer from Houston to Pavia, we set 5 = 0.01 in Eq. 4 and 7 = 4 in Eq. 7 under
the agreement mechanism, while in the disagreement mechanism, the temperature is
set to 1 in Eq. 10 and 0.001 in Eq. 11.

3.2 Results
3.2.1 Compared with Knowledge Transfer Methods

In Table 2, we demonstrate that our method achieves the best results. For the majority
of categories in the Pavia dataset, our method achieves the highest accuracy val-
ues. Existing methods fail to address the issues of agreement and disagreement in
knowledge transfer. For example, MTL and UAN methods incorporating source scene
perform similarly to or worse than the baseline transferring from Indian Pines to Pavia
(I — P) and from Houston to Pavia (H — P). This suggests that merely attempting to
align the source and target scenes without effectively managing gradient conflicts and
dominating gradients in shared parameter is insufficient. For disagreement, ensemble
methods such as ONE and FFL increased limited performance when transferring from
Indian Pines to Pavia (I — P). While these methods aim to capture different infor-
mation, they fall short in significantly enhancing the model’s ability to generalize to
the target scene. This indicates that without disagreement restriction, the benefits
of ensemble strategies remain limited. In addition, Adaptor and Finetune methods
require extra computation time (pretraining on the source scene first) to improve the
performance whereas our method achieves state-of-the-art results without the need
for a pretrained model.

These results demonstrate the importance of addressing both agreement and dis-
agreement in knowledge transfer. Our method not only overcomes the limitations of
existing approaches but also provides a solution that enhances the model’s ability to
generalize effectively to new scenes.

In Tables 2-4, we demonstrate that our method achieves the best results. Majority
categories in Pavia, Houston and IndianPine can get the highest values in six different
settings.

Existing methods fail to address the agreement and disagreement issues. For exam-
ple, for agreement, MTL and UAN methods show only slight improvements or even
decreased performance when incorporating target scene, compared to the baseline
when transferring from IndianPine to Pavia (I — P) and from Houston to Pavia (H
— P). For disagreement, ensemble methods including ONE and FFL increased limited
performance when transferring from IndianPine to Pavia (I — P). In addition, Adap-
tor and Finetune methods require extra computation time (pretraining on the source
scene first) to improve the performance whereas our method achieves state-of-the-art
results without the need for a pretrained model.

On the other hand, when transferring from Pavia to IndianPine (P — I) and
from Houston to IndianPine (H — I), the performance of existing method decreased
compared with baseline. This is mainly because most categories in IndianPine dataset
are fine-grained and lack of corresponding categories in Houston and Pavia dataset.
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Because of this, it is difficult to increase the performance of IndianPine by utilize the
information from Houston or Pavia dataset.

However, our method consider the agreement and disagreement perspective during
knowledge transfer to mitigate the conflicting, dominating gradients and losing the
target critical information.

3.2.2 Ablation Studies

We conduct ablation studies, as shown in Table 5, to evaluate the importance of the
agreement components (GradVac and LogitNorm) and the disagreement components
(ensemble and DiR) in our method.

When Pavia (P) represent as a target scene and IndianPine (I) or Houston (H)
represent as a source scene, the performance improves by 5.36% for I — P and 6.82%
for H — P by leverage GradVac. Applying GradVac and LogitNorm for agreement
between source scene and target scene results in a performance increase of 8.68% for
I — P and 8.21% for H — P. Then, considering the integrate different set of target
information through ensemble without disagreement restriction, the performance have
limited improvement for 0.88% for I — P and 0.25% for H — P. Introducing the
disagreement restriction, the performance can further increase 1.70% for I — P and
0.81% for H — P, which means it is crucial to capture a diverse aspects of target
feature.

In addition, when Houston (H) work as a target scene and Pavia (P) or IndianPine
(I) work as a source scene, the performance decreased by 2.11% for P — H and 0.47%
for I — H by leverage GradVac, which means only consider the gradient conflict and
neglect other issues can decrease the performance. Based on that, introducing the
LogitNorm for handle the dominant gradient can improve the performance by 3.93%
for P — H and 2.34% for I — H. It demonstrates the importance of the agreement
block. In addition, the performance can increase 2.14% for P — H and 0.80% for I
— H, utilizing the ensemble model without DiR. Leveraging the entire disagreement
block can increase the performance by 3.21% for P — H and 2.86% for I — H.

On the other hand, when IndianPine (I) work as a target scene and Pavia (P) or
Houston (H) work as a source scene, the resulting performance decreased by 2.36% for
P — I and 2.44% for H — I by leveraging the agreement block including GradVac and
LogitNorm. This is mainly because most of categories in target scene are fine-grained
while source scene is coarse-grained. Furthermore, there is no clear correspondence
between these fine-grained and coarse-grained categories. Introducing ensemble com-
ponent can increase the performance by 3.14% for P — I and 4.71% for H — L.
Additionally, leveraging the DiR component can further improve the performance by
1.18% for P — I and 1.22% for H — 1.

These results demonstrate the effective by introducing the agreement and dis-
agreement blocks. Moreover, when agreement and disagreement blocks are introduced
together, the performance improves even further, validating the effectiveness of
integrating agreement and disagreement perspectives of target information.

These results demonstrate the effectiveness of introducing both the agreement and
disagreement components. Moreover, when these components are integrated together,
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the performance improves even further, validating the benefit of combining agreement
and disagreement perspectives of target information in our method.

Table 5 Ablation studies on different components. 1 indicates that higher values are better. Bold
numbers represent the best results.

Datasets | GradVac LogitNorm ensemble DiR | OAt
76.26
81.62
84.94
85.82
v 87.52
73.61
80.43
81.82
82.07
v 82.88
79.24
77.13
81.06
83.20
v 84.27
79.24
78.77
81.11
81.91
v 83.97
78.15
69.20
75.79
78.93
v 80.11
78.15
67.58
75.71
80.42
v 81.64
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4 RELATION TO PRIOR WORK

The knowledge transfer in cross-scene HSI can be broadly classified as homogeneous
and heterogeneous types [10-12, 29-31]. For homogeneous type, the methods mainly
consider the spectral shift from source to target areas in the same dataset [5, 7, 8, 32].
In heterogeneous type, the existing methods will manually match the shared categories
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first before aligning the distinct spectral distributions for different datasets [9-12, 33].
In addition, existing works primarily focus on aligning source and target domains
through feature matching or distribution alignment, aiming to mitigate domain shifts.

While cross-scene hyperspectral image (HSI) transfer has seen notable progress,
significant gaps persist in optimizing shared parameters and preserving diverse tar-
get features. In cross-scene HSI scenarios, the training of shared parameters can
be hindered by dominating and conflicting gradients. These gradient issues degrade
performance and may lead to harmful transfer effects [13-15]. Approaches such as
GradNorm [18] and PCGrad [17] have been proposed in multi-task learning to align
gradients and prevent conflicts when updating shared parameters. However, these
techniques are not specifically designed to address the unique challenges of cross-scene
HSI transfer. In addition, current approaches tend to rely on a shared subset of tar-
get features for predictive outcomes. This reliance can result in the potential loss of
critical target information, thereby preventing the model from fully capturing the rich
and diverse patterns present in the target scene [16]. Outside HSI, knowledge distil-
lation has shown promise in leveraging different teacher models to capture a broader
range of target perspectives [34-36]. Despite these advancements, there remains an
unmet need for a unified framework that simultaneously addresses both the optimiza-
tion of shared parameters and the preservation of diverse target features within the
challenging context of cross-scene HSI transfer.

5 Discussion

In this paper, we introduce the agreement-disagreement guided knowledge transfer
(ADGKT) method that integrates both agreement and disagreement mechanisms to
enhance knowledge transfer between cross-scene HSI. The agreement mechanisms,
consisting of GradVac and LogitNorm, effectively address gradient conflicts and dom-
inating gradients by aligning gradient directions and controlling the magnitude of
logits, balancing shared parameter optimization. The disagreement mechanisms, incor-
porating a DiR and an ensemble approach, capturing a diverse and independent target
features. This mechanisms mitigates the risk of losing critical target information that
might be overlooked when focusing solely on agreement between source and target
scenes. Although our method demonstrates state-of-the-art performance, we acknowl-
edge several considerations for future exploration. First, the method involves a few
hyperparameters that may require systematic tuning to optimize performance in dif-
ferent datasets. Second, incorporating both agreement and disagreement mechanisms,
along with an ensemble strategy, can lead to moderately increased training complexity
compared to simpler baselines.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we propose the agreement-disagreement guided knowledge transfer
(ADGKT) method, which integrates both agreement and disagreement mechanisms
to enhance knowledge transfer across cross-scene HSI. The agreement mechanism,
consisting of GradVac and LogitNorm, effectively address gradient conflicts and dom-
inating gradients by aligning gradient directions and controlling the magnitude of
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logits, balancing shared parameter optimization. The disagreement mechanism, incor-
porating a DiR and an ensemble approach, capturing a diverse and independent target
features. This mechanism mitigates the risk of losing critical target information that
might be overlooked when focusing solely on agreement between source and target
scenes. Our extensive experiments demonstrate that ADGKT achieves state-of-the-
art performance, outperforming existing methods that fail to adequately address both
agreement and disagreement issues.
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