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Abstract

Practitioners often deploy a learned prediction model in a new environment where the joint
distribution of covariate and response has shifted. In observational data, the distribution shift is
often driven by unobserved confounding factors lurking in the environment, with the underlying
mechanism unknown. Confounding can obfuscate the definition of the best prediction model
(concept shift) and shift covariates to domains yet unseen (covariate shift). Therefore, a model
maximizing prediction accuracy in the source environment could suffer a significant accuracy
drop in the target environment. This motivates us to study the domain adaptation problem
with observational data: given labeled covariate and response pairs from a source environment,
and only unlabeled covariates from a target environment, how can one predict the missing target
response reliably? We root the adaptation problem in a linear structural causal model to ad-
dress endogeneity and unobserved confounding. We study the necessity and benefit of leveraging
exogenous, invariant covariate representations to cure concept shifts and improve target predic-
tion. This further motivates a new data-driven representation learning method for adaptation
that optimizes for a lower-dimensional linear subspace and, subsequently, a prediction model
confined to that subspace. The procedure operates on a non-convex objective—that naturally
interpolates between predictability and stability/invariance—constrained on the Stiefel mani-
fold, using an analog of projected gradient descent on manifolds. We study the optimization
landscape and prove that, when the regularization is sufficient, nearly all local optima align
with an invariant linear subspace resilient to both the concept shift and the covariate shift.
In terms of predictability, we show a predictive model that uses the learned lower-dimensional
subspace can incur a nearly ideal gap between target and source risk. Three real-world data
sets are investigated to validate our method and theory against distribution shifts empirically;
the tradeoffs between predictability and stability are elucidated therein.

Keywords— Concept shift, distribution shift, unobserved confounding, invariance, structural causal model,
representation learning.

1 Introduction

Unobserved confounding can baffle practitioners seeking valid, robust inferences and predictions when data is
not collected under carefully designed experiments. Therefore, applying modern statistical learning to obser-
vational data is a cautionary tale for practitioners. Due to unobserved confounding, maximizing prediction
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accuracy might be shooting at the wrong target. The problem is even more severe when the learned model
is deployed to an observational data set collected from a different environment: the unobserved confounding
factors can fundamentally alter the data distribution in the new environment and, thus, the concept of the
best statistical model.

Gaining actionable knowledge that generalizes well to new data sets is the statistical ideal, yet theory and
methodology weaken when the environment underpinning the data set shifts. A litany of works in statistical
learning contributes to curing the problem of distribution shifts, notably the domain adaption literature
[4, 6, 7, 5, 36, 19, 13, 3] and covariate shift literature [33, 20, 16, 18]. However, studying concept shifts due
to unobserved confounding—a central topic in causality for observational data—is a less trespassed path in
machine learning.

While conventional wisdom may be pessimistic about the prospect of learning across shifting environ-
ments, a growing literature in causal inference has dwelled on the utility of comparing data sets from distinct
environments to identify causal relations [26, 28, 15, 3]. Consider covariate and response pair (X,Y ) defined
on X × Y and their joint probability distributions PE(X,Y ) that differ across environments E . Due to the
presence of unobserved confounding factors in the environments, both the covariate distribution PE(X) and
the conditional concept PE(Y |X) could be shifted and altered by the environment (see for instance Figure 1).
Concept shift is difficult to address due to this lack of invariance. The principle of independent mechanisms
in causality [27] alludes to a plausible source of invariance; the mechanism producing the effect given the
cause should remain unchanged across environments. This principle can be made practical—much of the
invariant risk minimization work [26, 28, 15] aims to identify a causally “stable” representation X 7→ ϕ(X)
such that the conditional concept P(Y |ϕ(X)) stays invariant across environments if labeled data PE(X,Y )
across environments are available.

However, we do not have labeled data across all environments in typical domain adaptation. Consider
two environments E ∈ {S, T } corresponding to source and target, respectively. A practitioner has access to
labeled covariate-response pairs drawn from the source distribution PS(X,Y ), but only unlabeled covariate
samples from a target distribution PT (X). Given a representation Z = ϕ(X) defined on some space Z
and a model h : Z → Y selected based on source data, an upper bound on target risk was derived in the
seminal work [4], which involves a balancing act between the source risk of the model h ◦ ϕ : X → Y,
and a distance between probability distributions PS(ϕ(X)) and PT (ϕ(X)). Here, a notion of distributional
“stability” arises; a representation where the differences between PS(ϕ(X)) and PT (ϕ(X)) are minimal is
preferred. This notion of invariance is also natural: if the distribution shifts significantly, the model selected
based on source data may suffer severely when extrapolating to target data.

In this paper, we introduce a novel approach by postulating a structural causal model to study the domain
adaptation problem, addressing both concept and covariate shifts due to unobserved confounding lurking in
the environments. By delving into the nature of the distribution shifts, we demonstrate that the notions of
causal stability and distributional stability unite in our linear structural model. Guided by this intuition,
we present a stability-regularized risk minimization methodology that aims for invariance/stability when
adapting to new observational domains. We then introduce a practical first-order manifold optimization
method and provide provable guarantees for nearly all local optima, effectively guarding against distribution
shifts. We dissect the stability and predictability tradeoff introduced in the domain adaptation literature in
a concrete linear setting where low-dimensional projections parametrize representations.

1.1 A Structural Causal Model

Throughout the paper, we postulate a Structural Causal Model (SCM) for the unobserved confounding
motivated by the idea of instrumental variables [25, 34], with a crucial difference that these exogenous
instruments are latent and unobserved in our model.

Definition 1 (Model). A pair of covariate and response, denoted as (X,Y ) ∈ Rd × R, are generated from
mutually independent exogenous random variables E ∈ Rr, Z ∈ Rk with r, k ≤ d and U ∈ R,W ∈ Rd via

2



the following structural causal model,

Y = ⟨β⋆, X⟩+ ⟨γ,E⟩+ U , (1.1)

X = ΘZ +∆E +W , (1.2)

where the parameters β⋆ ∈ Rd, γ ∈ Rr, Θ ∈ Rd×k, and ∆ ∈ Rd×r are some unknown coefficients; see Figure
1.

The unobserved confounding variable E models the environmental influence, whose distribution shifts
across settings. Concretely, in domain adaptation, the distribution of E shifts from the source distribution
ρS to another the target distribution ρT , where ρS , ρT are probability distributions defined on Rr. The latent
invariant Z models a source of randomness that is not subject to environment shifts: a stable, exogenous
structure shared across both source and target environments. It plays a similar role as an instrumental
variable, with the notable difference that it is unobserved across environments. The exogenous noise U,W
are mutually independent and mean-zero, and their distributions do not depend on the environment.

X

E

Z Y

Figure 1: Diagram visualizing the model equations (1.1) and (1.2). Here, the endogenous confounding
variable E lurking in the environment and the exogenous invariant variable Z are both latent and unobserved.

Observational Data and the Adaptation Problem Consider the source and target environments
S and T . The joint distributions of (X,Y ) under E ∼ ρS and E ∼ ρT are denoted as PS(X,Y ) and PT (X,Y ),
with PS(X) and PT (X) denoting the covariate distributions. We use EE to denote the expectation w.r.t.
the joint distribution under the environment E ∈ {S, T }. For the expectation of random variables depending
only on Z,U,W , we drop the subscript E as it is invariant across environments.

The practitioner observes labeled covariate-response pairs jointly drawn from the source distribution
PS(X,Y ), but only unlabeled covariate data from a target distribution PT (X). Given the observational
data, the practitioner aims to estimate a linear model based on PS(X,Y ) and PT (X) that performs well in
the target environment.

Confounding and Concept Shift A few remarks follow for our model. First, if the dotted line
connections in Figure 1 are removed, we arrive at the prototypical well-specified covariate shift setting. En-
vironment shifts only affect the covariate distribution. In this setting, without confounding, using (weighted)
least squares to estimate a model from X to Y consistently is possible. Our model incorporating the dotted
lines—capturing unobserved confounding—naturally extends the covariate shift setting. Second, since the
unobserved confounding variable E lurking in the environment influences both X and Y , the least squares
estimate is biased and unreliable when deploying to new environments. As we shall see in Proposition 1, the
distribution shift in E under this structural model induces a concept shift : the best linear model depends on
the environment. Finally, introducing the invariant, exogenous Z may remind readers of instrumental vari-
ables; however, in our domain adaptation problem, Z is unobserved; we merely postulate its existence. We
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will develop a methodology that leverages invariance across environments to learn a stable, lower-dimensional
linear subspace without directly observing Z.

Notations We begin by defining some notations that will streamline the sequel. For a vector v ∈ Rd, ∥v∥
will denote the standard Euclidean norm and ∥v∥M := ∥M1/2v∥ for any symmetric and positive semidefinite
matrix M ∈ Rd×d, with M1/2 denoting its matrix root. When dealing with matrix norms, ∥ · ∥op will
refer to the spectral norm and ∥ · ∥F will denote the Frobenius norm. The Stiefel manifold is defined as
St(d, ℓ) := {A ∈ Rd×ℓ : A⊤A = Iℓ}. Finally, we denote by RE the squared risk depending on environment
E ∈ {S, T }, RE(β) = EE [(Y − ⟨X,β⟩)2], where the expectation is w.r.t. the joint distribution PE(X,Y ) as
in Definition 1.

1.2 Related Literature

A recent line of research has pioneered methods of statistical reasoning for shifting environments, and placed
such reasoning in a causal backdrop. Notably, the works identify that the invariance principle of causal
relations can be leveraged to generalize across arbitrary interventions—a strong notion of robustness; see
[31], [21] and [9]. The ontological relationship between a response and its direct causes is predictive and
invariant, and can be shown to be optimal against arbitrarily strong interventions [29, 26]. An influential
sequence of papers [26, 28, 15] casts distribution shifts as the action of some intervention. It compares labeled
data sets across distinct experimental settings to identify these invariant causal conditionals. However,
facing observational data, not all direct causes are observed or identifiable, and the interventions might
not be diverse or strong enough thus making causal regression overly conservative. Fundamental tradeoffs
should be addressed between causality and predictability. The notable work of [30] proposed an actionable
methodology to probe the tradeoffs, combining instrumental variable regression (for causality) and ordinary
least squares (for predictability), when access to certain exogenous variables acting as instruments is available.
In contrast, the current paper tackles the domain adaptation problem in observational data when (i) labels are
unavailable in the target environment, (ii) unobserved confounding factors corroborate environment shifts,
and (iii) there is no access to exogenous, instrumental variables to construct quasi-experiments [8, 2] for
causal identification; a setting less studied by the literature. Our setting inherits the quintessential difficulty
of domain adaption for observational data, the unobserved confounding, and further delineates its role lurking
in the environment. In spirit, our work follows and builds upon the literature on improving out-of-domain
generalization in machine learning with causal insights without experimental or quasi-experimental data.

In the learning-theoretic literature, out-of-domain generalization bounds show that provided a stable
representation is found under which probability distributions on source and target domain are similar, a
hypothesis with low source risk will perform well on target data; see the seminal work of [4, 7, 22, 5]. This
line of work also pioneered the tradeoffs between representation stability and predictability: stable represen-
tations may not harness the maximum predictive power. While methodologies that simultaneously search
for predictive and stable representations of data [3, 6, 36, 19] are now ubiquitous, it is unclear under what
data generating mechanisms they perform well. Furthermore, whether the practical optimization method
obtains provable guarantees for the learned representation remains to be better understood [3]. We anchor
the domain adaptation problem in an accessible linear SCM and delineate situations where invariance yields
improvement. The methodology in this paper can be interpreted as a bare-bones instantiation of stability
regularized risk minimization [13, 36, 32] in the linear SCM. The concrete relationship between stability
and predictability will be teased out. We also establish provable characterizations for the learned linear
subspace, a concrete step toward representation learning. As we shall see, two notions of stability/invariance
unite under the linear SCM: optimizing over a stable representation in covariates shifts will align well with
searching for the causal, invariant relationship, stable across environment shifts.

The problem of covariate shifts, with the conditional concept Y |X unchanged, has spurred considerable
interest in statistics and machine learning. The statistical study of covariate shift under parametric models
dates back to the pathbreaking work of [33]. [33] established the asymptotic optimality of vanilla Maximum
Likelihood Estimation (MLE) in the well-specified setting and that of weighted MLE under misspecification.
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Recent non-asymptotic results bolster this result [14], and find that the weighted MLE can be minimax
optimal under mis-specification. The above works operate under a mild covariate shift setting—namely,
the likelihood ratio between source and target is often required to be bounded and estimable based on
data. Several works explore different facets of covariate shifts specific to the linear setting. [17] considers
the minimax optimal estimator for linear regression under fixed design, where the learner can access some
amount of unlabeled target data. However, in the presence of concept shift near minimax optimal estimation
requires target labels. [24] provides lower bounds for out-of-distribution generalization in linear and one-
hidden layer neural network models. For hard covariate shifts with an unbounded likelihood ratio, [18]
proposed to study adversarial covariate shifts to understand what extrapolation region adversarial covariate
shifts will focus on for a given linear model. [18] derived a curious dichotomy: depending on the regression
or the classification setting, adversarial covariate shift can either be a blessing or a curse to the subsequent
learning. In comparison, the current paper anchors the problem in a linear SCM where confounding generates
both concept and covariate shifts—diverging from the well-specified settings explored in the literature. Our
method does not require the bounded likelihood ratio assumption nor the need to estimate such a ratio.
Specific to the linear SCM, our paper addresses when and how access to unlabeled target samples can boost
target domain performance in the presence of concept shifts.

1.3 Contributions

The paper studies domain adaptation in the presence of unobserved confounding, a likely obstacle for the
practitioner attempting to extrapolate with only observational data. We extend the standard covariate
shift setting to incorporate confounding factors lurking in the environment that simultaneously influence
covariate X and response Y , thereby inducing concept shift across environments. Concretely, we postulate
a linear structural causal model where confounding highlights the shortcomings of vanilla risk minimization
and we study the necessity and benefit of leveraging a lower-dimensional, invariant subspace to assist with
prediction. The invariant subspace in this model will unify concept stability and distributional stability, two
distinct concepts in the literature a priori.

Guided by the insights about the invariance subspace, we proceed to solve the domain adaptation task.
Given distributional access to the unlabeled target, PT (X), and labeled data from the source, PS(X,Y ),
we seek a methodology gauging towards the inaccessible target risk by learning a subspace that balances
predictability and stability/invariance. Concretely, we seek an estimator decoupled as a composition of a
linear subspace representation, V ∈ Rd×ℓ, and a low-dimensional ridge regressor, α ∈ Rℓ, jointly optimized
according to the objective:

βη,υ = V αV
S , {V, αV

S } := argmin 1
2

{
ES [(Y − ⟨X,V α⟩)2] + υ∥α∥2 + η

2∥V
⊤(ET [XX

⊤]− ES [XX
⊤])V ∥2F

}
.

(1.3)

We derive objective (1.3) as an upper bound of the inaccessible target risk ET [(Y − ⟨X,β⟩)2]. The term
∥V ⊤ (

ET [XX
⊤]− ES [XX

⊤]
)
V ∥2F is a natural notion of invariance for domain adaptation under the linear

SCM, jointly determined by loss function and estimator class. Shown to be an upper bound on the target
risk, (1.3) acts as an actionable proxy for optimization based on the information available. A practical
first-order manifold optimization method is devised to navigate the non-convex landscape. By optimizing
over the choice of regularization parameters η, υ in (1.3), the target risk can effectively be optimized, an
empirical fact demonstrated using real-world data examples.

We then provide a theoretical characterization of the landscape of the non-convex manifold optimization.
When the regularization parameter η is sufficiently large, we show that almost all local optima align well
with an exogenous, invariant linear subspace and are resilient to distribution shifts driven by endogenous
confounding factors. Indeed, denoting Endo ⊂ Rd as the endogenous subspace corresponding to ∆ in (1.2),
we find the first-order stationary point V ∈ St(d, ℓ) of (1.3) satisfies:

max
v∈V,w∈Endo

(
cos∠(v, w)

)6 ≤ O(
1

υη2

)
.
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This alignment result enables deriving a stability bound between the target and source risks that directly
addresses the domain adaptation problem. For any first-order stationary point of (1.3),

RT (β
η,υ)−RS(β

η,υ) ≤ inf
β⊥Endo

{RT (β)−RS(β)}︸ ︷︷ ︸
oracle term

+ O

(
1

υ4/3η2/3

)
.

Namely, a predictive model using the learned lower-dimensional subspace could incur a nearly ideal gap
between target and source risk, quantified by the oracle term. The theoretical results on invariance alignment
and risk stability corroborate empirical observations in real-world data sets. Despite the difficult nature of
non-convex manifold optimization, the practical first-order method often identifies good local optima for
domain adaptation.

2 Undesired Properties of Source Risk Minimization

2.1 Concept Shift, Confounding, and Subspace Invariance

We first state the assumptions used in this section.

Assumption 1. In Definition 1, the exogeneous variables Z,U,W are mean-zero, namely, E[Z] = 0,E[U ] =
0,E[W ] = 0, and satisfy E[WW⊤] = τ2Id with τ > 0.

Assumption 2 (Orthogonality). In Definition 1, k+ r ≤ d, and the matrix satisfies [Θ,∆] ∈ St(d, k+ r), the
Stiefel manifold.

For each environment E ∈ {S, T }, classical risk minimization takes on the following form:

argmin
β∈Rd

RE(β) = argmin
β∈Rd

EE [(Y − ⟨X,β⟩)2] . (2.1)

Recall the SCM in Definition 1, when the endogeneity parameter γ ̸= 0, the unobserved variable E lurking
in the environment plays a confounding role in the relationship between X and Y . A natural question is:
will there be a linear model simultaneously optimal for source and target risk minimization? The answer is
no, thus implying that the best model will be a moving target. We shall see that a shift in the distribution
of the confounding variable E ∼ ρS to E ∼ ρT can lead to a stark difference in the best linear model across
distributions. The following proposition formally defines the above phenomenon as a concept shift.

Proposition 1 (Concept Shift). Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the risk minimization in (2.1) admits a unique
minimizer, which we denote as βE for E ∈ {S, T }. If ES [EE

⊤] ̸= ET [EE
⊤], then

∃γ ∈ Rr, such that βS ̸= βT ,

namely, the best linear predictors (concept) shift across the two environments for some endogeneity parameter
γ.

Remark. It is immediate to show that under Assumption 1, the best linear model

βE = β⋆ + (EE [XX
⊤])−1∆EE [EE

⊤]γ

is well-defined. The above result shows that the best linear model shifts as long as the environment changes.
The curious reader may wonder whether the Bayes optimal model EE [Y |X] also changes. If we assume in
addition that (E,Z,W ) is drawn from a multivariate Gaussian and E is mean-zero, we have

EE [Y |X] = ⟨β⋆ + (EE [XX
⊤])−1∆EE [EE

⊤]γ,X⟩ ,

which matches the best linear model. Therefore, the Bayes optimal concept is also environment dependent.
The above simple derivation also shows that the re-weighting method [33] according to the likelihood ratio of
covariate distributions will not fix the concept shift issue. Due to endogeneity, a new methodology is needed.

6



In plain language, source risk minimization fails to recover a model that stays invariant across environ-
ments. The concept shift induced by the movement of the second moments of E reflects a bias that cannot
be reconciled through traditional least squares. The root cause of the above concept shift is endogeneity.
Inspired by the instrumental variable literature, we instead resort to exogenous linear subspaces of covariates
invariant to environment shifts. The following proposition shows two desiderata—dimension reduction and
invariance—can be achieved simultaneously.

Proposition 2 (Subspace Invariance). Under Assumptions 1 and 2, let βΘ
E be the best linear predictor

restricted to the linear subspace Θ ∈ St(d, k) for each environment E ∈ {S, T },

βΘ
E := ΘαΘ

E , α
Θ
E = argmin

α∈Rk

EE [(Y − ⟨X,Θα⟩)2] .

Then,

∀γ ∈ Rr, we have βΘ
S = βΘ

T ,

namely, βΘ
S = βΘ

T regardless of the endogenity parameter γ.

Remark. The above result shows that deconfounding is possible with an invariant subspace. In our model,
the effect of the confounding variable, E, is restricted to the linear subspace ∆. Therefore, the covariate
distribution projected to a lower-dimensional linear subspace, Θ, remains stable despite the environment
shifts PS(X,Y )→ PT (X,Y ). Proposition 2 should be read in contrast to Proposition 1; risk minimization
constrained to this “invariant” linear subspace resists arbitrary confounding effects parametrized by γ. And
so, restricting to the invariant, exogenous space Θ yields stability in learned concepts, resilient to environment
shifts.

In view of the decomposition,

Y = ⟨Θ⊤β⋆, Z⟩+ ⟨∆⊤β⋆ + γ,E⟩+ noise ,

the subspace model can be shown as βΘ
E ≡ ΘΘ⊤β⋆,∀E . The above equation separates variation in Y into

invariant, exogeneous component ⟨Θ⊤β⋆, Z⟩ and environment dependent, endogeneous component ⟨∆⊤β⋆+
γ,E⟩. In particular, when (I −ΘΘ⊤)β⋆ = 0, learning in the exogenous space consistently recovers the true
signal; βΘ

E = β⋆.

Proposition 2 only demonstrates the existence of an invariant linear subspace Θ. However, since the
exogenous variable Z is unobserved, a data-driven approach to learning such a lower-dimensional linear
subspace is still largely unclear. Motivated by invariance and stability, in Section 3, we will develop a
methodology that inherits a manifold optimization problem to learn a lower-dimensional linear subspace.
Later in Section 4, we will derive a theoretical characterization of the subspace alignment between the
invariant Θ and a first-order stationary point of the manifold optimization. A target risk bound exploiting
this alignment will also be established therein.

2.2 Target Risk Improvement via Invariance

For domain adaptation, the lingering question is whether leveraging the invariant subspace Θ can improve the
target risk compared to βS , the vanilla source risk minimizer. This section provides a sufficient and necessary
condition for the above question. The following proposition delineates when one can simultaneously achieve
three desiderata: target risk improvement, invariance, and dimension reduction.

Proposition 3 (Target Risk Improvement). Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold with k + r = d. Denote ΛE :=
EE [EE

⊤] for E ∈ {S, T }. The linear subspace predictor indexed by Θ based on source risk, that is, βΘ
S , has

a smaller target risk than the usual source risk minimizer βS

RT (β
Θ
S ) < RT (βS) ,

if and only if

∥∆⊤β⋆ + (τ2Ir + ΛT )
−1ΛT γ∥2τ2Ir+ΛT

< ∥(τ2Ir + ΛS)
−1ΛSγ − (τ2Ir + ΛT )

−1ΛT γ∥2τ2Ir+ΛT
.

7



Figure 2: Left: Target Rich Regime with σ2
t = 10, σ2

s = 2, τ2 = 10; Right: Source Rich Regime with
σ2
t = 2, σ2

s = 10, τ2 = 10. Here x-axis illustrates the scalar parameter x ∈ R, and y-axis shows the risk
improvement RT (β

Θ
S )−RT (βS).

The right-hand side can be interpreted as the amount of concept shifts, and the left-hand side can be
interpreted as the sub-optimality of target risk due to the (invariant) subspace model. A special case helps
to unpack the result. Consider (I −ΘΘ⊤)β⋆ = 0, then the above expression reads

∥ΛT γ∥(τ2Ir+ΛT )−1 < ∥τ2 (ΛT − ΛS)︸ ︷︷ ︸
environment shift

(τ2Ir + ΛS)
−1γ∥(τ2Ir+ΛT )−1 .

Conceptually, when the environment shift—parametrized by the second moment of the confounding variable
E—is large enough, the subspace model strictly improves upon the vanilla source risk minimizer. When such
a condition holds, target risk improvement, invariance, and dimension reduction can be achieved simultane-
ously.

Before concluding this section, we use the following simple example to elucidate the condition in Propo-
sition 3.

Example. Consider the simple setting where ΛS = σ2
s · Ir, ΛT = σ2

t · Ir, and ∆⊤β⋆ = x · γ with a scalar
x ∈ R. The equivalent condition to RT (β

Θ
S ) < RT (βS) in Proposition 3 boils down to(

x+
σ2
t

σ2
t + τ2

)2

<

(
σ2
s

σ2
s + τ2

− σ2
t

σ2
t + τ2

)2

.

Fixing other parameters σt, σs, τ , the condition can be interpreted as inequalities for the one-dimensional
parameter x:

• Target Rich Regime with σt > σs,
−σ2

s

σ2
s+τ2 +

−2τ2(σ2
t−σ2

s)

(σ2
t+τ2)(σ2

s+τ2)
< x <

−σ2
s

σ2
s+τ2 ;

• Source Rich Regime with σs > σt,
−σ2

s

σ2
s+τ2 < x <

−σ2
s

σ2
s+τ2 +

−2τ2(σ2
t−σ2

s)

(σ2
t+τ2)(σ2

s+τ2)
.

Figure 2 visualizes the quantitative condition: the magnitude of confounding and the amount of environment
shift altogether determine when invariance renders risk improvement.

Leveraging subspace invariance allows one to surpass the limitations of source risk minimization in
situations where the concept and the covariate shift. In the next section, we will propose a new domain
adaptation method that learns a linear subspace resilient to environment shifts, making the insights obtained
in this section actionable. The proposed methodology—an instantiation of stability/invariance regularized
risk minimization—optimizes over a representation parametrized by a lower-dimensional subspace projection.
The method trades off predictability and stability, using lower-dimensional representation as a vehicle.
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3 Methodology: Domain Adaptation via Manifold Optimization

The previous section briefly touches upon the fundamental tradeoff between robustness/invariance and pre-
dictive performance. In general, an invariant subspace can improve upon the source risk minimizer but
may not be optimal for the target risk in domain adaptation. This section contributes to delineating the
abovementioned tradeoff in the SCM defined in Definition 1. Concretely, we design a representation learning
method for domain adaptation, parametrized by subspace projections, and navigate the tradeoff between
representation invariance and risk minimization. The proposed manifold optimization is non-convex. How-
ever, we demonstrate that a standard first-order method works both empirically in Section 3.3 with real data
sets, and later provably in Section 4, where we develop theory matching the empirics.

We motivate our main methodology in two ways: (i) as a surrogate for an upper bound on the target
risk directly, and (ii) as a tradeoff to balance robustness/invariance and predictive performance.

3.1 A Surrogate for the Target Risk

In typical domain adaptation, labels from the target environment Y ∼ PT (Y ) are unavailable, and thus
RT (β) cannot be directly minimized. To circumvent this issue, we design a simple surrogate objective
that does not require labels from the target environment, requiring only information about PS(X,Y ) and
PT (X). In the sequel we will denote ΣE := EE [XX

⊤] for E ∈ {S, T }. We start with a simple algebraic
relation between the source and the target.

Proposition 4. Under Assumption 1 and ∆⊤∆ = Ir, we have

RT (β) = RS(β) +
〈
β − (β⋆ +∆γ), (ΣT − ΣS)(β − (β⋆ +∆γ))

〉
, ∀β ∈ Rd . (3.1)

The geometry of the target risk landscape involves a balance of two terms with clear distance interpre-
tations. The first term, RS(β), is an actionable objective in domain adaptation based on source risk. The
second term encodes a distance between β and the endogenous component, β⋆ +∆γ, under a geometry de-
termined by the covariance shift matrix ΣT −ΣS . The second term is not actionable based on data because
β⋆ + ∆γ is unknown. In the following proposition, we define an actionable objective, which serves as a
surrogate upper bound for the target risk, for all β and β⋆ +∆γ.

To make the presentation simple, we impose the following additional assumption.

Assumption 3 (Target Richer than Source). Let ΛE := EE [EE
⊤] for E ∈ {S, T }. Assume that ΛT ≻ ΛS .

Note that the assumption is for simplicity of presentation: we can state more general results by separating
the positive and negative parts of ΛT −ΛS . More importantly, we use Assumption 3 to focus on the interesting
regime of distribution shift where the target distribution strictly dominates the source. This is when out-
of-domain extrapolation can happen. Informally speaking, the Loewner order, ΛT ≻ ΛS , indicates more
variability present in the target domain.

With Assumption 3 in hand, an upper bound on target risk can be derived that suggests a practical proxy
for RT (β). To elucidate the low-dimensional subspace dependence, we explicitly construct the estimator β
to be a composite map of a lower-dimensional representation, parametrized by V ∈ Rd×ℓ, and a linear model
restricted to the representation, parametrized by α ∈ Rℓ.

Proposition 5 (Surrogate for Target). Assume Assumption 1 with ∆⊤∆ = Ir, and Assumption 3 with
D := ΣT − ΣS ≻ 0. Then ∀ξ, ζ > 0

RS(V α) ≤ RT (V α) ≤ RS(V α) +
(1+ξ)ζ

2 ∥α∥4 + (1+ξ)
2ζ ∥V

⊤DV ∥2F + (1 + 1
ξ )⟨β

⋆ +∆γ,D(β⋆ +∆γ)⟩ .

Proposition 5 highlights that the gap between target and source risks of a composite estimator β = V α
can be controlled by two complexities: ∥α∥ and ∥V ⊤(ΣT −ΣS)V ∥F. The term ∥V ⊤(ΣT −ΣS)V ∥F quantifies
the alignment of the subspace V with the directions of covariance shift; in essence, a term describing stability
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for extrapolation. The term may also be interpreted as a quadratic maximum mean discrepancy (MMD)
between covariate distributions in the linear subspace V . Indeed, under the map ψV (X) = V ⊤XX⊤V ,∥∥V ⊤(ET [XX

⊤]− ES [XX
⊤])V

∥∥
F
= sup

M :∥M∥F≤1

ET [⟨M,ψV (X)⟩]− ES [⟨M,ψV (X)⟩] . (3.2)

Finally, note that the right-hand side in Proposition 5 is a regularized source risk minimization, regular-
ized by ridge and stability penalties. More importantly, it is an actionable surrogate objective for domain
adaptation, solely depending on PS(X,Y ) and PT (X).

3.2 An Optimization Procedure on the Stiefel Manifold

Motivated by the upper bound on the target risk shown in Proposition 5, we define the following penalized
objective to search for a linear subspace V , and a model restricted to that subspace parametrized by α,

Fυ,η(V, α) :=
1
2

{
RS(V α) + υ∥α∥2 + η

2∥V
⊤(ΣT − ΣS)V ∥2F

}
. (3.3)

By optimizing over a linear subspace V ∈ Rd×ℓ that balances predictive power and stability, the above
objective provides an explicit tradeoff. Notice that the two-level optimization problem is convex in α for
fixed V , where the inner optimum minα∈Rℓ Fυ,η(V, α) is attained at

αV := (V ⊤ES [XX
⊤]V + υIℓ)

−1V ⊤ES [XY ] . (3.4)

We search for a representation confined to the Stiefel manifold V ∈ St(d, ℓ)

St(d, ℓ) := {V ∈ Rd×ℓ : V ⊤V = Iℓ} . (3.5)

Putting things together, we arrive at the following optimization on the Stiefel manifold,

min
V ∈St(d,ℓ)

Φυ,η(V ) := min
V ∈St(d,ℓ)

Fυ,η(V, αV ) (3.6)

where αV is defined in (3.4). The problem Φυ,η(V ) is non-convex in V ; however, we will derive provable
results for any first-order stationarity of the landscape. Informally speaking, as we shall see in Section 4,
under certain conditions, almost all local optima demonstrate good alignment with the invariant subspace.

Let us first introduce a skeletal implementation of a first-order manifold optimization method to find
local optima of Φυ,η(V ). Then, we move to fill in the essential background on the geometry of the Stiefel
manifold to rationalize the algorithm.

Algorithm 1 Optimization on Stiefel Manifold

Require: Initial point: V0 ∈ St(d, ℓ).
for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do

Gradient: Gk ← (I − VkV ⊤
k )((ΣSVkαVk

− ES [XY ])α⊤
Vk

+ ηDVkV
⊤
k DVk) as per (3.10).

Retraction: Vk+1(t)← (Vk + t ·Gk)(Iℓ + t2 ·G⊤
k Gk)

−1/2 as per (3.11), t ∈ R+.
Line-Search: choose step-size t = tk via line-search, and set Vk+1 ← Vk+1(tk).

end for

Geometry on the Stiefel Manifold A few essential geometric items must be defined to understand
the first-order method optimizing (3.6) detailed in Algorithm 1. We treat St(d, ℓ) as an embedded sub-
manifold in the vector space Rd×ℓ and introduce appropriate notions of tangent space, projection, and
gradient. We provide a cursory overview of the Stiefel geometry for a self-contained treatment. A familiar
reader may skip this part.
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First, the tangent space at a point on a sub-manifold is intuitively the plane tangent to the sub-manifold
at that point. The normal space is the corresponding orthogonal complement. The tangent space and normal
space to St(d, ℓ) at V are respectively:

TV St(d, ℓ) =
{
Z ∈ Rd×ℓ : V ⊤Z + Z⊤V = 0

}
, (TV St(d, ℓ))

⊥
=

{
V S : S = S⊤ ∈ Rℓ×ℓ

}
. (3.7)

We view the Stiefel manifold as a sub-manifold of Rd×ℓ, with its tangent spaces inheriting the Euclidean
metric (Frobenius norm), ∥ ·∥F, and inner product, ⟨A,B⟩ = Tr(A⊤B). With the metric defined, projections
of ξ ∈ Rd×ℓ on to the tangent and the normal spaces at V are given by:

PV (ξ) =
(
Id − V V ⊤) ξ + V skew

(
V ⊤ξ

)
, P⊥

V (ξ) = V sym
(
V ⊤ξ

)
, (3.8)

where skew(A) = (A−A⊤)/2 and sym(A) = (A+A⊤)/2.
Finally, if F is a smooth function defined on Rd×ℓ, and F̄ is its restriction to the Riemannian sub-manifold

St(d, ℓ), the gradient of F̄ is equal to the projection of the gradient of F onto TV St(d, ℓ) :

grad F̄ (V ) = PV (grad F (V )). (3.9)

A rigorous treatment of the above can be found in [1, Chapters 3 and 4].

Gradient Formula and Retraction With the geometry understood, the Riemannian gradient of the
objective (3.3) can be readily calculated.

Proposition 6 (Riemannian Gradient and Retraction). Consider Φ̄υ,η : St(d, ℓ) → R, the restriction of
Φυ,η to the Riemannian sub-manifold St(d, ℓ). The Riemannian gradient of the objective (3.6) is

grad Φ̄υ,η(V ) = (Id − V V ⊤)
(
(ΣSV αV − ES [XY ])α⊤

V + ηDV V ⊤DV
)
∈ TV St(d, ℓ) . (3.10)

Moreover, the gradient formula for the objective (3.3) is the same for either Stiefel or Grassmann manifold.

For any ξ ∈ TV St(d, ℓ), the retraction map based on matrix polar factorization is defined as

RV (ξ) = (V + ξ)(Iℓ + ξ⊤ξ)−1/2 . (3.11)

Proposition 6 allows us to define first-order descent methods to optimize (3.6). For example, a simple
line-search method on the Stiefel manifold follows the update formula:

Vk+1 = RVk
(tk ·Gk), Gk = grad Φ̄υ,η(Vk)

where RVk
is the retraction map from (3.11) and tk is a step-size. Now, all ingredients of Algorithm 1 readily

unfold.

3.3 Real-World Data Examples

Having established a framework for first-order optimization of (3.6), we apply the method to several real
world data sets exhibiting distribution shifts. The following examples naturally admit distinct environments
with markedly different covariate distributions. In addition, the optimal least-squares regressor in a source
domain is notably different from that of the target domain, firmly landing us in the concept shift setting of
Proposition 1.

• Forest Fires Data [10]: The goal is to predict the burned area of forest fires in the northeast region
of Portugal using various meteorological features. We choose seven covariates (d = 7): temperature,
relative humidity, wind speed, precipitation, and three fire weather indices. We emulate seasonal shifts
by considering two environments separated in time; the data corresponding to June, July, and August
constitute the target, while we take the remaining data as the source.
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• Bike Sharing Data [12]: Obtained from the bikeshare system called Capital Bikeshare serving
Washington, D.C., USA., the goal of this data set is to predict hourly counts of bike rentals using
features representing weather information. We postulate two different environments depending on the
seasons, spring and fall for source and target, respectively. Here, we take a subset of this data by
focusing on workdays and take five features (d = 5): hour (0 to 23), temperature, feeling temperature,
humidity, and wind speed.

• Wine Quality Data [11]: The goal in this exercise is to predict the quality of wine using eleven
physicochemical features (d = 11): fixed acidity, volatile acidity, citric acid, residual sugar, chlo-
rides, free sulfur dioxide, total sulfur dioxide, density, pH, sulphates, and alcohol. We take the data
corresponding to white and red wine as the source and target, respectively.

For each dataset, we obtain the linear subspace predictor V α by solving (3.6) for different values of regu-
larization parameters υ and η. We implement the optimization using the Pymanopt package [35]. Figures
3, 4, and 5 illustrate the performance of the obtained predictor for the forest fires, bike sharing, and wine
quality data, respectively. Each figure consists of three subfigures: (a) the target risk RT (V α), the primary
objective that is inaccessible, (b) the source risk RS(V α), and (c) the difference RT (V α)−RS(V α), a quan-
tifier for the stability/invariance. For (a), the solid red horizontal line shows RT (βS), the target risk of the
vanilla source risk minimizer βS , and the solid black line shows RT (βT ), the target risk of the target risk
minimizer βT if we were given the labeled access to the target distribution PT (X,Y )—a best possible oracle
benchmark infeasible in practice.
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Figure 3: Forest Fires Data: Performance of the linear subspace predictor V α obtained by solving (3.6) for
different values of υ and η, where d = 7 and ℓ = 6. (a) plots the risk on target dataset RT (V α), where
the solid red horizontal line shows RT (βS) and the solid black line shows RT (βT ). (b) shows the risk of on
source dataset RS(V α). (c) plots the difference RT (V α)−RS(V α).

From Figures 3(a), 4(a), and 5(a), we can see that for each υ, there is a range of η such that the resulting
target risk, RT (V α), is smaller than the target risk of the source risk minimizer RT (βS) (visually below
the red solid line). This indicates that the proposed procedure can improve the target risk by balancing
the stability and the predictive power of the estimator for certain combinations of the parameters υ and η.
Notably, for the forest fires data, we can see improvement over the source risk minimizer βS for any pair (υ, η).
The Pymanopt implementation converged to the desired first-order local optima for the forest fires and bike
sharing data sets, as we numerically checked the first-order conditions for the solution. The optimization
for the wine quality data did not seem to converge to stationarity before reaching the maximum number of
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Figure 4: Bike Sharing Data: Performance of the linear subspace predictor V α obtained by solving (3.6)
for different values of υ and η, where d = 5 and ℓ = 4. The subplots (a)-(c) plot the same quantities as in
Figure 3.
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Figure 5: Wine Quality Data: Performance of the linear subspace predictor V α obtained by solving (3.6)
for different values of υ and η, where d = 11 and ℓ = 7. The subplots (a)-(c) plot the same quantities as in
Figure 3.

iterations. That said, Figure 5(a) still shows that the target risk of the obtained predictor is smaller than that
of the vanilla source risk minimization for certain values of υ and η. This indicates that taking gradient steps
can be beneficial despite an absence of convergence. Meanwhile, the non-monotonic relationship between
target risk and η in Figure 4(a) is due to the conflicting monotone behaviors of source risk shown in (b) and
risk gap shown in (c), which is explored in Theorem 2. Figures 3(c), 4(c), and 5(c) numerically validate the
stability bound in Theorem 2: as η increases, the risk gap, RT (β

η,υ)− RS(β
η,υ), improves; while for small

υ, the risk gap typically deteriorates.
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3.4 Interpretation: Stability vs. Predictability

It was suggested in Section 3.2 that the penalized objective (3.6) is an instantiation of a robustness and
accuracy tradeoff. Observe that under the linear SCM in Definition 1, two notions of stability/invariance
coincide: optimizing over a stable representation amidst covariate shifts will align with searching for the
causal, invariant relationship, stable across environments. We make the stability vs. predictability tradeoff
explicit now and, by doing so, relate the method to a class of procedures recently popularized in machine
learning. Our procedure seeks a two-part solution: a linear projection V , enforcing a similarity between
PS and PT , and a linear estimator, α, built atop. Selecting penalization then translates to a balancing of
stability and predictability. This is transparent once we decouple Fυ,η into loss and regularization,

Fυ,η(V, α) :=

Predictivity︷ ︸︸ ︷
1
2ES [(Y − ⟨X,V α⟩)2] +

Stability︷ ︸︸ ︷
υ
2 ∥α∥

2 + η
4

∥∥V ⊤ (ΣT − ΣS)V
∥∥2
F
.

The source Predictivity term corresponds to prediction under squared loss Y ∼ V ⊤X, confined to a
subspace V ; it extracts a linear relationship α between the labels and a predictive subspace of the data.

The Stability term quantifies two things. First, a notion of distributional stability determined by the

penalty η
∥∥V ⊤ (ΣT − ΣS)V

∥∥2
F

for the representation subspace V . The penalty can be interpreted as a
distribution distance; see (3.2). Second, a standard ridge penalization quantifies the stability of the linear
relationship α given the subspace V .

Conceptually, as η →∞, V captures the linear subspace over which the covariate second moments stay
invariant. Moreover, such an invariant linear subspace corresponds to the contribution from the exogenous
Z that identifies the invariant causal relationship. Indeed, Θ⊤ (

ET [XX
⊤]− ES [XX

⊤]
)
Θ = 0, therefore

provided l > k, Θ ∈ Rd×k is an element of the non-empty solution set. In this sense, the case when η →∞
coincides with the invariant estimator explored in Proposition 3. More generally, and as seen in Figure 4, a
choice of η in an intermediary region may balance stability and source predictability to harness improvements
in target risk, the primary object in domain adaptation.

It is easy to see how the framework can be generalized to deal with different notions of distributional
discrepancy, loss function, and model class. Specifically, a family of methods is based on finding a stable
and predictive representation ϕ : X → Z, where Z is a suitable feature space. Let ϕ#µ and ϕ#ν denote
the source and target covariate distributions pushed forward to the mapped space Z. The goal is to find a
representation ϕ : X → Z and a composite predictor g : Z → Y simultaneously by solving the following:

min
g,ϕ

RS(g ◦ ϕ) + η · d(ϕ#µ, ϕ#ν) ,

where d(·, ·) is a suitable discrepancy between probability distributions on the mapped space Z. Several
choices for d have been proposed in the machine learning literature. For example, [36] and [19] use the kernel
maximum mean discrepancy with a suitable kernel k(·, ·) : Z ×Z → R, [13] uses a suitable hypothesis-based
discrepancy introduced in [4, 5], and [32] uses the Wasserstein-1 distance, to name a few.

4 Theory: Invariance Alignment and Risk Stability

We now study two theoretical properties of the methodology proposed in Section 3: alignment with the
invariant subspace and risk across environments. The first result in Theorem 1 is a characterization of
the landscape of the non-convex manifold optimization. We show almost all local optima exhibit favorable
alignment with the invariant linear subspace as long as the regularization parameter is sufficiently large.
The second result speaks to domain adaptation. Building on the landscape result, we derive a stability
bound between the source and target risk in Theorem 2, which provides theoretical underpinnings for the
phenomenon observed in the numerics section.
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4.1 Alignment with the Invariant Subspace

In Propositions 2 and 3, the invariant subspace Θ is shown to be advantageous. The following theorem proves
that the data-driven manifold optimization method given in Section 3 can identify linear subspaces that are
approximately orthogonal to the contribution of the endogenous, confounding variable E. We employ the
canonical correlation (or angle) between linear subspaces to quantify the notion of approximate orthogonality.
By dodging the endogenous subspace where E influences X, the learned subspace V approximately aligns
with the invariant subspace—crucial for concept invariance and distributional stability.

Theorem 1 (Alignment with the Invariant Subspace). Consider the model in Definition 1 that satisfies
Assumptions 1 and 3, and that ∆⊤∆ = Ir. Denote the matrix of covariance shift D := ΣT − ΣS .

For any V ∈ St(d, ℓ) that satisfies,

1. V is a first-order stationary point of the Stiefel optimization procedure (3.6) with grad Φυ,η(V ) = 0,
and

2. V is in the admissible set S∆(δ), where S∆ := {V ∈ St(d, ℓ) : ∥V ⊤∆∥2op ≤ 1− δ},

then

∥V ⊤∆∥6op ≤
δ−1λmax(ΣS)∥Σ−1/2

S ES [XY ]∥4

λmin(∆⊤D∆)4
1

4υη2
.

Remark. The above result characterizes the optimization landscape on the Stiefel manifold and should be
interpreted when the regularization parameter η is large.

The result has two noteworthy features. First, we establish a structural result for all local optima for
the non-convex manifold optimization, which can be found efficiently in practice using Algorithm 1; we do
not require the solution V to be the global optima.

Second, the result operates even when the invariant subspace overlaps with the endogenous space, namely
Θ⊤∆ ̸= 0. In such a case, the learned subspace V will still be approximately orthogonal to ∆, in the sense
that for any v ∈ V and w ∈ ∆,

max
v∈V,w∈∆

cos∠(v, w) ≤ const.× 1

(νη2)1/6
.

Conceptually, the optimization procedure will identify a strict subspace inside the invariant subspace to
approximately dodge the endogenous subspace ∆, so long as the stability regularization parameter η is large
and ridge regularization parameter ν is not too small.

4.2 Stability and Target Risk Bound

Given the alignment with the invariant subspace, what remains to be shown is its implications for the domain
adaptation problem, a task for this section. In that regard, the following theorem derives a stability bound
between the target and the source risks.

Recall covariance matrix shift D = ET [XX
⊤]− ES [XX

⊤] = ΣT − ΣS , and the estimator

βη,υ = V αV
S .

Here V is any first-order stationarity of the Φυ,η(V ) := Fυ,η(V, α
V
S ), with

Fυ,η(V, α) =
1
2

{
RS(V α) + υ∥α∥2 + η

2∥V
⊤(ΣT − ΣS)V ∥2F

}
.

The following theorem shows the stability of any stationary point of the above non-convex Stiefel manifold
optimization Φυ,η(V ).
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Theorem 2 (Stability between Source and Target). Consider the setting as in Theorem 1. Let V ∈ St(d, ℓ)
be any first-order stationary point of the optimization procedure (3.6) with regularization parameters η, υ,
and βη,υ be the corresponding linear subspace estimator restricted to V . For any ϵ > 0, define

Sϵ,δ := (1 + ϵ−1)δ−1/3λmax(ΣS)
1/3 λmax(∆

⊤D∆)

λmin(∆⊤D∆)4/3
∥Σ−1/2

S ES [XY ]∥10/3 ,

the following generalization bound holds

RT (β
η,υ)−RS(β

η,υ) ≤ (1 + ϵ) · ⟨β⋆ +∆γ,D(β⋆ +∆γ)⟩+ Sϵ,δ ·
1

(4υ)4/3η2/3
.

Remark. Note the first term is necessary. Even for the oracle V perfectly invariant to the environment shift,
the oracle gap between the target and source risks equals ⟨β⋆ +∆γ,D(β⋆ +∆γ)⟩, in view of Proposition 4.
The above result proves an approximate oracle to the gap between target and source risk, quantified by ϵ.

As η →∞ (holding all else fixed), the stability bound Sϵ,δ · 1
(4υ)4/3η2/3 decreases with η, which confirms

the numerical findings in Section 3.3. Conceptually, as η increases, the source risk RS(·) will increase as
one trades off prediction power for stability; on the plus side, instability RT (·) − RS(·) is reduced due to
invariance.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper investigates domain adaptation for observational data, directly confronting the unobserved con-
founding issue. Unobserved confounding complicates domain adaptation in two ways: (i) by shifting the
concept of the best statistical model across environments and (ii) by extrapolating the model to the unseen
domain of covariates. Both pose robustness challenges to conventional statistical learning. To progress,
we postulate a causal model for distribution shifts in the presence of confounding. We identify the un-
desired theoretical properties of vanilla source risk minimization and further characterize the benefits of
leveraging an invariant subspace to enforce stable learning and improve the target risk. On the methodolog-
ical front, we propose a new, concrete domain adaptation algorithm. The algorithm learns a representation
parametrized by a lower-dimensional projection and solves a non-convex manifold optimization problem using
now-standard first-order Riemannian optimization techniques. The new algorithm can also be derived—using
first principles—as a distributional-stability/invariance-regularized source risk minimization that anchors the
target risk, thereby conforming to the domain adaptation literature on the stability and predictability trade-
off. On the empirical front, we demonstrate the practical use of the method on three real-world data sets. On
the theoretical front, we study the landscape of the non-convex manifold optimization and further establish
provable guarantees for nearly all local optima. With sufficient regularization, local optima identified by
first-order Riemannian optimization will align to an exogenous, invariant linear subspace resilient to both
the concept shift and the covariate shift. Regarding predictability in domain adaptation, we prove a target
risk bound by showing a predictive model via the learned lower-dimensional subspace could incur a nearly
ideal gap between target and source risk. There are several directions we left for future work.

Non-Linear Models/Representations This paper discusses a linear SCM and optimizes over linear
representations parametrized by lower-dimensional projections. In the presence of confounding, extensions
to non-linear models and to provable non-linear representation learning are left unexplored.

Notions of Distributional Stability and Invariance In our SCM setting, we derive from first
principles that the notion of distributional stability should be based on the shift in the second-moment
matrix from the source to the target. This notion of distance between probability distribution suffices in the
context of a finite-dimensional linear model. What should be the correct notion of distributional stability for
a generic domain adaptation problem? How to solve the corresponding distributional-stability-regularized
source risk minimization?
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Higher-Order Methods for Manifold Optimization We only study the first-order optimization
method over the Stiefel manifold. How can accelerated or higher-order optimization methods be readily
incorporated into representation learning in domain adaptation? By leveraging higher-order differential
information, can we provide a stronger analysis of the optimization landscape?
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[26] Jonas Peters, Peter Bühlmann, and Nicolai Meinshausen. Causal inference by using invariant prediction:
Identification and confidence intervals. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical
Methodology, 78(5):947–1012, 2016.

[27] Jonas Peters, Dominik Janzing, and Bernhard Schölkopf. Elements of Causal inference: Foundations
and Learning Algorithms. The MIT Press, 2017.
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A Remaining Proofs

A.1 Proofs in Section 2

Proof of Proposition 1. Under Assumption 1, as τ > 0 implies that EE [XX
⊤] is invertible, we can deduce

that βE = (EE [XX
⊤])−1EE [XY ] is uniquely defined. One can verify that

EE [XY ] = EE [XX
⊤]β⋆ +∆EE [EE

⊤]γ +ΘE[Z](EE [E])⊤γ = EE [XX
⊤]β⋆ +∆EE [EE

⊤]γ. (A.1)

Hence, we have
βE = (EE [XX

⊤])−1EE [XY ] = β⋆ + (EE [XX
⊤])−1∆EE [EE

⊤]γ.

Under Assumption 1, note that

EE [XX
⊤] =

[
Θ ∆

] [E[ZZ⊤] 0
0 EE [EE

⊤]

] [
Θ⊤

∆⊤

]
+ τ2Id. (A.2)

Under Assumption 2, denote Γ ∈ Od−(k+r) whose column space spans the orthogonal complement of [Θ,∆].
Then, from (A.2), we have

EE [XX
⊤] =

[
Θ ∆ Γ

] E[ZZ⊤] + τ2Ik 0 0
0 EE [EE

⊤] + τ2Ir 0
0 0 τ2Id−(k+r)

Θ⊤

∆⊤

Γ⊤

 , (A.3)

where we use ΓΓ⊤ = Id −ΘΘ⊤ −∆∆⊤. Therefore,

(EE [XX
⊤])−1 =

[
Θ ∆ Γ

] (E[ZZ⊤] + τ2Ik)
−1 0 0

0 (EE [EE
⊤] + τ2Ir)

−1 0
0 0 (τ2Id−(k+r))

−1

Θ⊤

∆⊤

Γ⊤

 . (A.4)

Therefore, we have

βE = β⋆ + (EE [XX
⊤])−1∆EE [EE

⊤]γ

= β⋆ +∆
(
EE [EE

⊤] + τ2Ir
)−1 EE [EE

⊤]γ

= β⋆ +∆γ − τ2∆
(
EE [EE

⊤] + τ2Ir
)−1

γ ,

(A.5)

where the second equality uses (EE [XX])−1∆ = ∆(EE [EE
⊤] + τ2Ir)

−1 deduced from (A.4). Now, if
ES [EE

⊤] ̸= ET [EE
⊤], there must exist a nonzero coefficient γ such that

τ2∆
(
ES [EE

⊤] + τ2Ir
)−1

γ ̸= τ2∆
(
ET [EE

⊤] + τ2Ir
)−1

γ ,

which implies that βS ̸= βT .

Proof of Proposition 2. Note that αΘ
E = (Θ⊤EE [XX

⊤]Θ)−1Θ⊤EE [XY ]. From (A.1), we have Θ⊤EE [XY ] =
Θ⊤EE [XX

⊤]β⋆. From (A.3), we have Θ⊤EE [XX
⊤] = (E[ZZ⊤] + τ2Ik)Θ

⊤. Therefore,

αΘ
E = (E[ZZ⊤] + τ2Ik)

−1(E[ZZ⊤] + τ2Ik)Θ
⊤β⋆ = Θ⊤β⋆.

As a result, βΘ
E = ΘΘ⊤β⋆, meaning that βΘ

S = βΘ
T always holds regardless of γ.

Proof of Proposition 3. Observe that

RT (β) = ∥βT − β∥2ET [XX⊤] + ET [Y
2]− ∥βT ∥2ET [XX⊤] .
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Hence, RT (β
Θ
S ) < RT (βS) is equivalent to ∥βT − βΘ

S ∥2ET [XX⊤] < ∥βT − βS∥2ET [XX⊤]. From (A.5) and

βΘ
S = ΘΘ⊤β⋆, we have

βT − βΘ
S = (Id −ΘΘ⊤)β⋆ +∆(τ2Ir + ΛT )

−1ΛT γ = ∆
[
∆⊤β⋆ + (τ2Ir + ΛT )

−1ΛT γ
]
,

βT − βS = ∆
[
(τ2Ir + ΛT )

−1ΛT γ − (τ2Ir + ΛS)
−1ΛSγ

]
,

where the first equation uses Id = ΘΘ⊤ +∆∆⊤. From (A.3), we can derive the following and thus complete
the proof,

∥βT − βΘ
S ∥2ET [XX⊤] = ∥∆

⊤β⋆ + (τ2Ir + ΛT )
−1ΛT γ∥2τ2Ir+ΛT

,

∥βT − βS∥2ET [XX⊤] = ∥(τ
2Ir + ΛS)

−1ΛSγ − (τ2Ir + ΛT )
−1ΛT γ∥2τ2Ir+ΛT

.

A.2 Proofs in Section 3

Proof of Proposition 4. By definition of RE , one can deduce that

RT (β)−RS(β) = ⟨β, (ΣT − ΣS)β⟩ − 2⟨ET [XY ]− ES [XY ], β⟩+ ET [Y
2]− ES [Y

2] . (A.6)

From (A.1), we have

ET [XY ]− ES [XY ] = (ΣT − ΣS)β
⋆ +∆(ΛT − ΛS)γ = (ΣT − ΣS)(β

⋆ +∆γ) , (A.7)

where the second equality uses ∆⊤∆ = Ir from Assumption 1 and

ΣT − ΣS = ∆(ΛT − ΛS)∆
⊤ (A.8)

from (A.2). Meanwhile, from (1.1) and E[U ] = 0, we have

EE [Y
2] = ⟨β⋆,ΣEβ

∗⟩+ ⟨γ,ΛEγ⟩+ 2⟨β⋆,EE [XE
⊤]γ⟩+ E[U2].

Therefore,

ET [Y
2]− ES [Y

2] = ⟨β⋆, (ΣT − ΣS)β
⋆⟩+ ⟨γ, (ΛT − ΛS)γ⟩+ 2⟨β⋆, (ET [XE

⊤]− ES [XE
⊤])γ⟩

= ⟨β⋆, (ΣT − ΣS)β
⋆⟩+ ⟨γ, (ΛT − ΛS)γ⟩+ 2⟨β⋆,∆(ΛT − ΛS)γ⟩

= ⟨β⋆, (ΣT − ΣS)β
⋆⟩+ ⟨∆γ, (ΣT − ΣS)∆γ⟩+ 2⟨β⋆, (ΣT − ΣS)∆γ⟩ ,

(A.9)

where the second equality is due to (1.2) and Assumption 1 and the third equality uses ∆⊤∆ = Ir and (A.8)
again. Combining (A.6), (A.7), and (A.9), we have (3.1).

Proof of Proposition 5. By Proposition 4 and Young’s inequality, ∀ξ > 0,

0 ≤ RT (β)−RS(β) ≤ (1 + ξ)⟨β,Dβ⟩+ (1 + ξ−1)⟨β⋆ +∆γ,D(β⋆ +∆γ)⟩,

where the second term on the right-hand side does not depend on β. To bound the first term, plug in β = V α

⟨β,Dβ⟩ = ⟨αα⊤, V ⊤DV ⟩ ≤ ∥α∥2∥V ⊤DV ∥F .

Apply Young’s inequality again, ∀ζ > 0,

∥α∥2∥V ⊤DV ∥F ≤
ζ

2
∥α∥4 + 1

2ζ
∥V ⊤DV ∥2F .

The proof follows.
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Proof of Proposition 6. Let ξV = grad Φυ,η(V ). By (3.9), we know grad Φ̄υ,η(V ) = PV grad Φυ,η(V ) =
PV (ξV ), where

PV (ξV ) = (Id − V V ⊤)ξ + V skew(V ⊤ξ) ∈ TXSt(d, ℓ) . (A.10)

We calculate ξV with an application of the Envelope Theorem, see for example [23]. Indeed, the inner
minimization, minα∈Rℓ Fυ,η(V, α), admits a unique minimizer αV := (V ⊤ΣSV + υIℓ)

−1V ⊤ES [XY ]. And so,

ξV = grad Φυ,η(V ) = grad Fυ,η(V, α)
∣∣
α=αV

= (ΣSV αV − ES [XY ])α⊤
V + ηDV V ⊤DV .

We evaluate skew(V ⊤ξ). Note that

V ⊤ξ =
(
V ⊤ΣSV αV − V ⊤ES [XY ]

)
α⊤
V + ηV ⊤DV V ⊤DV

= −υαV α
⊤
V + ηV ⊤DV V ⊤DV

is a symmetric matrix, thus skew(V ⊤ξ) = 0. Therefore:

grad Φ̄υ,η(V ) = PV (ξV ) = (Id − V V ⊤)
(
(ΣSV αV − ES [XY ])α⊤

V + ηDV V ⊤DV
)

as required.

A.3 Proofs in Section 4

Lemma 1. For any positive semi-definite matrix Σ ∈ Rd×d and V ∈ St(d, ℓ), any υ > 0, the following
inequality holds in Loewner ordering,

υ
υ+λmax(Σ) · Id ⪯ Id − Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)

−1V ⊤Σ1/2 ⪯ Id ,

Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)
−2V ⊤Σ1/2 ⪯ 1

4υ · Id .

Proof of Lemma 1. The proof uses singular value decomposition (SVD) of Σ1/2V . Let Σ1/2V = ADB⊤, A ∈
Rd×d, B ∈ Rℓ×ℓ, D ∈ Rd×ℓ, A⊤A = Id, BB

⊤ = Iℓ and D is rectangular diagonal. We tackle the first
inequality. Note

Id − Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)
−1V ⊤Σ1/2 = Id −ADB⊤(BD⊤DB⊤ + υIℓ)

−1BD⊤A⊤

= A(Id −D(D⊤D + υIℓ)
−1D⊤)A⊤ ,

where the second equality uses the Woodbury matrix identity. Here, Id−D(D⊤D+ υIℓ)
−1D⊤ is a diagonal

matrix with entries

(Id −D(D⊤D + υIℓ)
−1D⊤)ii =

{
υ

υ+D2
ii

for i ≤ ℓ
1 otherwise

.

Note D2
ii = λi(V

⊤ΣV ) where λi denotes the i-th largest eigenvalue. We can verify λi(V
⊤ΣV ) ≤ λmax(Σ)

as V ∈ St(d, ℓ), thus we arrive at υ
υ+λmax(Σ) ≤

υ
υ+D2

ii
≤ 1. The second inequality is established in a similar

fashion. Reusing the SVD, we have

Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)
−2V ⊤Σ1/2 = AD(D⊤D + υIℓ)

−2D⊤A⊤ .

The entries of the inner diagonal matrix read,

(D(D⊤D + υIℓ)
−2D⊤)ii =

{
D2

ii

(D2
ii+υ)2

for i ≤ ℓ
0 otherwise

.

Then,
D2

ii

(D2
ii+υ)2

≤ maxd>0
d2

(d2+υ)2 = 1
4υ .
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Proof of Theorem 1. Let M := ΛT − ΛS . Under Assumption 3, M is a positive definite matrix. The
first-order condition of the Stiefel manifold optimization (3.6) reads

(Id − V V ⊤)(ES [XY ]− ES [XX
⊤]V αV )α

⊤
V = η(Id − V V ⊤)DV V ⊤DV . (A.11)

Define the canonical angles A := V ⊤∆ ∈ Rℓ×r, and then take the Frobenius norm of the right-hand side of
(A.11), we have

η2Tr
[
V ⊤DV V ⊤D(Id − V V ⊤)DV V ⊤DV

]
= η2Tr

[
AMA⊤AM(Ir −A⊤A)MA⊤AMA⊤]

≥ η2λmin(Ir −A⊤A) · λmin(M) · Tr
[
AMA⊤AMA⊤AMA⊤]

≥ η2λmin(Ir −A⊤A) · λmin(M)4 · ∥AA⊤∥3op .

In the inequalities above, we use the fact that if B ⪰ C, then DBD⊤ ⪰ DCD⊤, in Loewner ordering.
The last inequality leverages the additional facts that Tr

[
(AMA⊤)3

]
≥ ∥AMA⊤∥3op and ∥AMA⊤∥op ≥

λmin(M)∥AA⊤∥op.
The Frobenius norm on the left-hand side of (A.11) is

∥(Id − V V ⊤)(ES [XY ]− ES [XX
⊤]V αV )∥2 · ∥αV ∥2 . (A.12)

Recall the two facts in Lemma 1,

υ
υ+λmax(Σ) · Id ⪯ Id − Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)

−1V ⊤Σ1/2 ⪯ Id , (A.13)

Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)
−2V ⊤Σ1/2 ⪯ 1

4υ · Id . (A.14)

Now we control each term in (A.12).
For the first term in (A.12), we have

(Id − V V ⊤)(ES [XY ]− ES [XX
⊤]V αV )

= (Id − V V ⊤)
(
Id − ES [XX

⊤]V (V ⊤ES [XX
⊤]V + υIℓ)

−1V ⊤)ES [XY ] .

Therefore, denote Σ := ES [XX
⊤]

∥(Id − V V ⊤)(ES [XY ]− ES [XX
⊤]V αV )∥2

≤ ∥
(
Id − ES [XX

⊤]V (V ⊤ES [XX
⊤]V + υIℓ)

−1V ⊤)ES [XY ]∥2

= ∥Σ1/2
(
Id − Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)

−1V ⊤Σ1/2
)
Σ−1/2ES [XY ]∥2

≤ λmax(Σ) · ∥
(
Id − Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)

−1V ⊤Σ1/2
)
Σ−1/2ES [XY ]∥2 by (A.13)

≤ λmax(Σ) · ∥Σ−1/2ES [XY ]∥2 .

For the second term in (A.12), we know

∥αV ∥2

= ∥(V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)
−1V ⊤ES [XY ]∥2

≤ λmax

(
Σ1/2V (V ⊤ΣV + υIℓ)

−2V ⊤Σ1/2
)
· ∥Σ−1/2ES [XY ]∥2 by (A.14)

≤ 1

4υ
∥Σ−1/2ES [XY ]∥2 .

Put things together, for V ∈ S∆(δ), we have that the canonical angles A = V ⊤∆ ∈ Rℓ×r satisfies
1− λmax(A

⊤A) ≥ 1− ∥A∥2op ≥ δ, and that

η2δλmin(M)4 · ∥A⊤A∥3op ≤ λmax(ΣS) · ∥Σ−1/2
S ES [XY ]∥2 1

4υ
∥Σ−1/2

S ES [XY ]∥2 .
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Therefore, we have proved

∥V ⊤∆∥6op ≤
δ−1λmax(ΣS)∥Σ−1/2

S ES [XY ]∥4

λmin(∆⊤D∆)4
1

4η2υ
.

Proof of Theorem 2. In view of (3.1), by Young’s inequality, we have

RT (β
η,υ)−RS(β

η,υ) ≤ (1 + ϵ)⟨β⋆ +∆γ,D(β⋆ +∆γ)⟩+ (1 + ϵ−1)⟨V αV , DV αV ⟩ .

Note

⟨V αV , DV αV ⟩ ≤ ∥αV ∥2 · ∥V ⊤DV ∥op
≤ ∥αV ∥2 · ∥V ⊤∆M∆⊤V ∥op
≤ ∥αV ∥2 · λmax(M)∥V ⊤∆∥2op .

Recall the fact that

∥αV ∥2 ≤
1

4υ
∥Σ−1/2ES [XY ]∥2

and the bound on ∥V ⊤∆∥6op established in Theorem 1, we finish the proof after separating out the terms
independent of η, υ and defining them as Sϵ,δ.
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