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Abstract

In real-world applications, it is important and desirable to learn a model that performs
well on out-of-distribution (OOD) data. Recently, causality has become a powerful tool
to tackle the OOD generalization problem, with the idea resting on the causal mechanism
that is invariant across domains of interest. To leverage the generally unknown causal
mechanism, existing works assume a linear form of causal feature or require sufficiently
many and diverse training domains, which are usually restrictive in practice. In this
work, we obviate these assumptions and tackle the OOD problem without explicitly
recovering the causal feature. Our approach is based on transformations that modify the
non-causal feature but leave the causal part unchanged, which can be either obtained
from prior knowledge or learned from the training data in the multi-domain scenario.
Under the setting of invariant causal mechanism, we theoretically show that if all such
transformations are available, then we can learn a minimax optimal model across the
domains using only single domain data. Noticing that knowing a complete set of these
causal invariant transformations may be impractical, we further show that it suffices
to know only a subset of these transformations. Based on the theoretical findings, a
regularized training procedure is proposed to improve the OOD generalization capability.
Extensive experimental results on both synthetic and real datasets verify the effectiveness
of the proposed algorithm, even with only a few causal invariant transformations.

1 Introduction

The success of many machine learning algorithms with empirical risk minimization (ERM)
relies on the independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) hypothesis that training and test
data originate from a common distribution. In practice, however, data in different domains
or environments are often heterogeneous, due to changing circumstances, selection bias, and

∗Equal contribution.
†Corresponding author.

© 2022 IEEE

ar
X

iv
:2

20
3.

11
52

8v
3 

 [
st

at
.M

L
] 

 2
4 

M
ar

 2
02

2



time-shifts in the distributions [47, 57]. Accessing data from all the domains of interest, on the
other hand, is expensive or even impossible. Consequently, the problem of learning a model
that generalizes well on the unseen target distributions is a practically important but also
challenging task and has gained much research attention in the past decades [7, 6, 17, 49, 68].

Since data from some domains are unavailable, assumptions or prior knowledge on the
unseen domains are generally required to achieve a guaranteed out-of-distribution (OOD)
generalization performance. Recently, causality has become a powerful tool to tackle the OOD
problem [51, 55, 2, 57]. This is based on the assumption or observation that the underlying
causal mechanism is invariant in general, even though the data distributions may vary with
domains. It has been shown that a model would perform well across different domains in the
minimax sense if such a causal mechanism is indeed captured.

To capture the invariant causal mechanism, existing works have assumed a particular form
of the causal diagram [57, 67, 48, 25, 46], which may be restrictive in practice and is untestable
from the observed data. Other works try to recover the so-called “causal feature” from the
data to improve the OOD generalization performance [55, 10, 44, 22]. These works usually
assume a linear form of causal feature [10, 57, 44, 22] or that there are sufficiently many and
diverse training domains so that the causal feature could be identified via certain invariant
properties [50, 55, 2]. In the absence of these assumptions, existing methods such as invariant
risk minimization [2] can fail to capture the invariance or recover the causal feature even in
simple examples [30]. In real applications like image classification, the linearity assumption
may not hold, and it may be expensive or even impossible to ensure that the available domains
are indeed sufficient. As such, the identifiability issue of causal feature can hardly be resolved
in practice.

In this paper, we obviate the aforementioned assumptions and propose a new approach to
learn a robust model for OOD generalization under the invariant causal mechanism assump-
tion. We do not try to explicitly recover the causal feature; rather, we directly learn a model
that takes advantage of the invariant properties. Our approach is based on the observation
that though the explicit functional form of the causal feature is generally unknown and maybe
also hard to learn, we often have some prior knowledge on the transformations that the causal
feature is invariant to, i.e., transformations that modify the input data but do not change
their causal feature. For example, the shape of digit in an image from MNIST dataset [38] can
be treated as a causal feature when predicting the digit, while flipping or rotation does not
change causal meanings. A detailed discussion on this issue is given in Section 3.5. We refer
to these transformations as causal invariant transformations (CITs).

Theoretically, we prove that given complete prior knowledge of CITs, it is feasible to learn
a model with OOD generalization capability using only single domain data. Specifically, we
show that if all the CITs are known, then minimizing the loss over all the causally invariant
transformed data, which are obtained by applying the CITs to data from the given single
domain, would lead to the desired model that achieves a minimax optimality across all the
domains of interest. Noticing that obtaining all CITs may be impractical, we further show
that, for the purpose of OOD generalization, it suffices to know only an appropriate subset of
CITs, referred to as causal essential set and is formally defined in Definition 2. The learned
model is then shown to generalize to different domains if it is invariant to transformations
in a causal essential set. This is different from existing works [65, 59] that demonstrate an
improved i.i.d. generalization capability from invariance properties.

Following these theoretical results, we propose to regularize training with the discrepancy
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between the model outputs of the original data and their transformed versions from the CITs
in the causal essential set, to enhance OOD generalization. The CITs can be viewed as data
augmentation operations; in this sense, our theoretical results reveal the rationale behind data
augmentation in OOD problems. Experiments on both synthetic and real-world benchmark
datasets, including PACS [40] and VLCS [17], verify our theoretical findings and demonstrate
the effectiveness of the proposed algorithm in terms of OOD performance. Noticeably, in some
experiments, we use CycleGAN to learn the transformations between different environments,
which are then used as our CITs. This is in contrast with [78] which conjectured that source-to-
source transformation could provide little help to domain generation tasks in their approach.

2 Related Work

As data from some unseen domains are completely unavailable, assumptions or prior knowledge
on the data distributions are required to guarantee a good OOD generalization performance.
We will briefly review existing domain generalization methods according to these assumptions.

Marginal Transfer Learning A branch of works assume that distributions under differ-
ent domains are i.i.d. realizations from a superpopulation of distributions and augment the
original feature space with the covariate distribution [7, 6]. This i.i.d. assumption on the data
distribution is akin to the random effect model [37, 8] or Bayesian approach [13, 54], but may
be inappropriate when the difference between domains is irregular, e.g., different styles and
backgrounds in the PACS and VLCS datasets, respectively.

Robust Optimization Existing works also consider OOD data that lie close to the training
distribution in terms of probability distance or divergence, e.g., Wasserstein distance [64, 68,
39, 73] or f -divergence [28, 20, 16]. They proposed to train the model via distributional
robust optimization so that the model generalizes well over a set of distributions, the so-
called uncertainty set [5, 60]. However, picking a suitable probability distance and range of
uncertainty set in real scenarios is difficult in practice [16]. Besides, the distributions in the
uncertainty set are actually the distributions of corrupted OOD data such as adversarial sample
and noisy corrupted data [73], while the commonly encountered style-transformed OOD data
are not included [26].

Invariant Feature Another branch of methods aim to seek a model with features whose
(conditional) distributions are invariant across different domains. To this end, it was proposed
to learn the feature representation by minimizing some loss functions involving domain scat-
ter [49, 21, 42]. Here domain scatter is a quantity characterizing the dissimilarity between
(conditional) distributions in different domains, as defined in [21]. [41] and [43] considered to
regularize training to reduce the maximum mean discrepancy of the feature distributions of
different domains and the Jensen-Shannon divergence of the feature distributions conditional
on the outcome, respectively. The rationale behind these methods is to minimize a term that
appears in the upper bound of the prediction error in unseen target domains [4, 3, 21]. Theo-
retically, the success of these methods hinges on the assumption that other terms in the upper
bound are small enough [21]. However, the implication of this assumption is usually unclear
and provides little guidance for the practitioner [11]. Although often not stated explicitly,
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the validity of these methods relies on the covariate shift or label shift assumption that is
implausible if spurious correlations occur under certain domains [11, 76, 36, 44].

Invariant Causal Mechanism As in this paper, many existing works also resort to causal-
ity to study the OOD generalization problem [55, 2, 10, 48, 1, 44, 25, 22]. In the last few
years, the relationship between causality, prediction, and OOD generalization has gained in-
creasing interest since the seminal work of [50]. The causality-based methods rest on the
long-standing assumption that causal mechanism is invariant across different domains [51]. To
utilize the invariant causal mechanism and hence improve OOD generalization, some works
impose restrictive assumptions on the causal diagram or structural equations [67, 25, 57, 46].
Another way is through recovering the causal feature [55, 10, 22]. For example, [55] proposed
to select causal variables by statistical tests for equality of distributions, and [10] leveraged
some conditional independence relationships induced by the common causal mechanism as-
sumption. It is worth noting that recovering the causal feature generally relies on restrictive
assumptions, e.g., linear structural model or sufficiently many and diverse training domains
[55, 10, 22, 50, 2, 44, 35]; see [56] for a further discussion on these two assumptions. Without
these assumptions, existing methods such as invariant risk minimization [2] can fail to choose
the right predictor even in simple examples [30]. In contrast, our approach rests on a more
general causal structural model and require less training domains.

Data Augmentation Data Augmentation is an important technique to the training pipeline
in deep learning [34, 71, 29, 79, 75, 74]. Commonly used methods include image rotation,
cropping, Gaussian blurring, etc. With augmented data involved in training, the model gener-
alization capability can be improved on both in-distribution [63] and out-of-distribution data
[69]. Different from the above mentioned works, when domain partition is available, we apply
CycleGAN [80] to learn the source-to-source translations to generate corresponding images
with different styles, i.e., artificially generated casual invariant transformed data.

Next we clarify the difference between our method and the existing methods that also
involve generative models to obtain augmented data [77, 78, 31]. Specifically, in [77, 78], they
generate data from inexistent “novel domains”, instead of the data from known domains—
it was conjectured and empirically shown in [78] that source-to-source transformation could
provide little help to domain generation tasks in their approach. Roughly speaking, our
augmented data represent the same “causal feature” under different domains and we leverage
the augmented data by contrasting them with the original ones, while existing methods add
the average loss on the augmented data from inexistent domains to the objective. Also related
is [31] that artificially generates the counterfactually-augmented data which modify the causal
feature but keep the non-causal part. Our work is different in that we use CITs to modify the
non-causal feature but keep the causal part unchanged. Moreover, in our experiments, these
CITs are obtained from prior knowledge or learned from training data, without the need of
human manipulations to each training datum.

3 OOD Generalization via Causality

In this section, we consider a general causal structural model for the OOD generalization
problem. We prove that the minimax optimality of a model can be obtained via the causal
feature, even if we only have access to the data from a single domain. However, as discussed
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in the introduction, it may be hard to recover the causal feature exactly. We hence proceed
with the aid of CITs and show that a learned model can achieve the same guaranteed OOD
performance.

3.1 Invariant Causal Mechanism

We begin with a formal definition of the causal structural model used in this paper. In prac-
tice, data distributions can vary across domains, but the causal mechanism usually remains
unchanged [51]. We consider the following causal structural model to describe the data gen-
erating mechanism:

Y = m(g(X), η), η ‚ g(X) and η ∼ F, (1)

where X, Y are respectively the observed input and outcome, g(X) denotes the causal fea-
ture, η is some random noise, and m(·, ·) represents the unknown structural function. The
relationship η ‚ g(X) means that the noise η is independent of the causal feature g(X), and
η ∼ F indicates that it follows a distribution F that can be unknown.

Notice that the structural model (1) imposes no assumption on the distribution of the input
X. Thus, the distributions of the outcome Y can vary with X under different environments,
even though Y depends on X only through the causal feature g(X) in the data generating
mechanism. Besides, there can be two correlations in the structural model, summarized as
follows:

1. Although the causal feature g(X) is assumed to be independent of noise η, X can
correlate with noise η under a certain domain. To see this, let us consider a toy example
with the observed input X = (X1, X2). Here noise η is correlated with X1 while η is
independent of X2. Then for the causal structural model Y = X2+η, we have g(X) = X2

and g(X) ‚ η while the input X is correlated to η.

2. There may exist correlations between causal feature and other spurious features, e.g.,
correlation between the objective shape and the image background in image classification
tasks.

Unlike the invariant causal mechanism, these two correlations are supposed to vary across
domains and hence are called spurious correlations [70, 2]. If not treated carefully, the spurious
correlations would deteriorate the performance of ERM-based machine learning methods and
make the model perform poorly on the target domain [61, 62, 44, 2]. For instance, in an image
classification task involving horse and camel, it is very likely that in the training data all the
horses are on the grass while the camels are in the desert. The spurious correlation between
horse/camel and the background could easily mislead the model to making predictions using
the background. Consequently, the trained model would be unreliable on OOD data.

Existing works consider a similar causal mechanism to (1) while more structural assump-
tions are usually imposed, e.g., g(·) is linear and the noise is additive [50, 52, 55, 22, 44]. Our
structural model (1) generalizes existing ones as we get rid of the two structural assumptions.
Thus, our model constitutes a more flexible construction that is suitable to tasks in which the
assumed linear or separable structural models appear implausible, e.g., the image classification
task [2]. Besides, our algorithm proposed in Section 4 does not require explicitly learning the
causal feature g(X), thus avoids dealing with the identifiability issue of g(X).
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3.2 Generalization via Causal Feature

Throughout the rest of this paper, we focus on the distributions under structural model (1):

P={P(X,Y ) | (X, Y )∼P(X,Y ) under structural model (1)},

with fixed g(·), m(·, ·) and F . Our goal is to train a model that generalizes well across all dis-
tributions P(X,Y ) ∈ P which follow the causal mechanism in structural model (1). Particularly,
we aim to find a model h∗(·) such that

h∗(·) ∈ H∗ := arg min
h

sup
P∈P

EP [L(h(X), Y )], (2)

where L(·, ·) denotes a loss function, e.g., mean squared error for regression or cross entropy
for classification. A similar minimax formulation appears in many existing works for the OOD
generalization problem; see, e.g., [55, 2, 44, 9, 22].

In contrast with methods based on data from sufficiently many domains [53, 55, 58, 44, 35],
we next show that if g(·) is known, we can learn h∗(·) via single domain data. Let Ps be the
distribution of the source domain from which the training data are collected. Denote the set
of optimal models under Ps based on causal feature g(X) by

Hs =

{
φ ◦ g

∣∣∣ φ(w)∈ arg min
z

EPs [L(z, Y ) | g(X) =w]

}
, (3)

where ◦ is the composition of functions. In this paper, we do not distinguish two functions
of w that are equal to each other “almost surely”, i.e., are equal for all w except a set of
probability zero. Then we have the following result.

Theorem 1. If Ps ∈ P, then Hs ⊆ H∗.

A proof of Theorem 1 can be found in the supplementary material. Theorem 1 gives a class
of models that belong to H∗, the set of solutions to the minimax problem defined in Eq. (2). A
model in H∗ makes predictions via the causal feature g(X), and can be learned using the single
domain data if the form of g(·) is known. Theorem 1 generalizes existing results in [55, 44],
in the sense that it is derived under a more general structural model and also readily includes
more loss functions L(·, ·) beyond the mean squared loss and cross entropy loss considered in
[33].

3.3 Learning via Causal Invariant Transformation

Theorem 1 shows that it is possible to use only single domain data to learn a class of optimal
models Hs in the minimax sense. However, such a result requires an explicit formulation of
causal feature g(X), which is somehow impractical [2]. On the other hand, learning causal
mechanism from the observed data may face the issue of identifiability. Thus, in this section,
we aim to learn a model of Hs without the requirement of the explicit form of g(X). The idea
of our method is to leverage the transformations that do not change the underlying causal
feature.

Specifically, although the explicit form of g(·) is unknown in general, we can have prior
knowledge that the causal feature should remain invariant to certain transformations T (·). For
example, consider the horse v.s. camel problem in Section 3.1. For a given image, the shape

6



of a horse/camel could be the causal feature that determines its category. The exact function
w.r.t. pixels representing the shape may be hard to obtain. Nevertheless, we do know that the
shape does not vary with rotation or flipping. We now formally define these transformations.

Definition 1 (Causal Invariant Transformation (CIT)). A transformation T (·) is called a
causal invariant transformation if (g ◦ T )(·) = g(·).

Henceforth, Tg = {T (·) : (g ◦ T )(·) = g(·)} denotes the set consisting of all CITs. As
shown in Lemma 1 in the supplementary material, the set Tg is quite informative for g(·)
and hence helps resolve the OOD generalization problem according to Theorem 1. In some
cases, knowing Tg may be equivalent to knowing the causal feature or the causal parents of
the outcome, e.g., assuming linear causal mechanism. However, in applications like image
classification, the causal relationships are complicated and the prior knowledge on CITs can
be more accessible compared to that of causal parents, as illustrated at the end of Section 3.5.

With Tg, the following theorem states that Hs is available by solving a minimax problem
constructed from single domain data, even for unknown g(·).

Theorem 2. If Ps ∈ P, then for Hs defined in Eq. (3)

Hs ⊆ arg min
h

sup
T∈Tg

EPs [L(h(T (X)), Y )]. (4)

A proof of Theorem 2 is in the supplementary material. If the minimax problem (4) has
a unique minimum (when, e.g., some convexity conditions on the loss function L(·, ·) hold),
Theorem 2 implies that the model performs uniformly well over the transformed data obtained
from the transformations in Tg can generalize to distributions in P .

Let Paug = {P(X′,Y ) | (X, Y ) ∼ Ps, X
′ = T (X), T ∈ Tg}, then we can rewrite the minimax

problem in (4) as
min
h

sup
P∈Paug

EP [L(h(X), Y )], (5)

Problem (5) has a similar form to problem (2). Recalling the structural model (1), it can be
verified that Paug is a subset of P . We then have the following two remarks:

1. Paug can be a proper subset of P . Thus, the supremum taken in (5) is more tractable
compared with that in (2), as we require less information of P . To see this, suppose
that (X, η) ∼ P(X,η) = PX × F for a distribution PX and Ps = P(X,m(g(X),η)). Then for
any P ∈ Paug, we have Y ‚ X | g(X) if (X, Y ) ∼ P . However, there can exist P ′ ∈ P
so that X is correlated with η and hence the conditional independence no longer holds.
That is, P ′ lies in P but not in Paug.

2. In the horse v.s. camel example in Section 3.1, the spurious correlations lead to mislead-
ing supervision. The set Paug, on the other hand, is likely to contain distributions that
do not have these spurious correlations or even entail opposite correlations. Thus, the
model that overfits spurious correlations can not generalize well on these distributions,
and can not be a solution to problem (5). For example, the data from some P ∈ Paug

can have most horses on the desert while most camels are on grass. Thus, the model
that overfits the spurious correlation between animal and background does not perform
well on this distribution.
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Although Theorem 2 provides a way to learn a model with guaranteed OOD generalization,
it may be computationally hard to calculate the supremum over Tg when it contains plenty
of or possibly infinite transformations. Take image classification tasks for example. Suppose
that Tg contains rotations of θ degree, with θ = 1, . . . , 360. Computing the loss over a total of
360 transformations is computationally expensive. Thus, it is natural to ask a question: can
we substitute Tg in (4) with a proper subset?

3.4 Learning via Causal Essential Set

In this section, we positively answer the question at the end of Section 3.3. We show that it
is sufficient to use only a subset of Tg, referred to as causal essential set. Next, we first give a
formal definition of causal essential set and then prove that it is indeed the desired subset.

Definition 2 (Causal Essential Set). For Ig ⊆ Tg, Ig is a causal essential set if for all x1,
x2 satisfying g(x1) = g(x2), there are finite transformations T1(·), · · · , TK(·) ∈ Ig such that
(T1 ◦ · · · ◦ TK)(x1) = x2.

Clearly, there may be multiple causal essential sets, e.g., Tg itself is a causal essential set.
In most cases, we believe that there exists Ig that is a proper subset of Tg. For example,
rotation with one degree itself forms a causal essential set if Tg is the set of rotations with
θ = 1, . . . , 360, degrees.

The next theorem indicates that the prior knowledge on any such causal essential set is
sufficient to achieve a guaranteed OOD generalization, using only single domain data. A proof
is provided in the supplementary material.

Theorem 3. If Ps ∈ P, then for any Ig that is a causal essential set of g(·) and Hs defined
in (3)

Hs = arg min
h

EPs [L(h(X), Y )],

subject to h(·) = (h ◦ T )(·), ∀ T (·) ∈ Ig.
(6)

Compared with Theorem 2, “⊆” related to Hs in (4) is replaced by “=” in this theorem,
which is a stronger theoretical result. Thus, one can also readily obtain the model that
generalizes well on OOD data by minimizing the loss w.r.t. any data distribution induced by
structural model (1), but require less CITs. In certain cases, the structure of a causal essential
set is simple and is possible to be identified. Due to space limit, this is illustrated by an
example in Section C.1 in the supplementary material.

3.5 Necessity of Prior Knowledge

Before ending this section, we would like to clarify that the prior knowledge on causal invariant
transformations can be more manageable, compared with prior knowledge required by many
existing approaches.

First, assumption or prior knowledge is necessary to get guaranteed causal results from
observational data. As previously introduced, some recent works assume a prior particular
forms of causal graphs, whose correctness cannot be tested from observational data. Notice
that learning causal graphs from the data, or the so-called causal discovery methods [51, 66, 81],
faces the same issue. Other works that have theoretical guarantee on OOD generalization re-
quire sufficiently many and diverse training domains [2] and/or incorporate prior knowledge
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Figure 1: Profiles of cows in these figures are considered as causal features, while the different
backgrounds are spurious features.

on causal diagrams and causal mechanisms [56, 25, 45]. Despite the valuable understanding
and theoretical guarantee of OOD generalization for these causality based methods, it is not
clear whether the assumed conditions or prior knowledge indeed hold in practical applications.
In general, only randomized controlled experiments are the golden standard to infer the causal
relationship, summarized as “no causation without manipulation” [27]. On the other hand,
directly creating “manipulated” data can lead to a better causal effect estimation. In [31], au-
thors artificially generate counterfactually-augmented data that modify the causal feature but
keep the non-causal part for each sentence. Then simple processing (e.g., directly combining
the observational and the manipulated data) improves the generalization performance.

These observations together motivate us to consider: how to generate manipulations to
achieve a causal guarantee at a lower human cost? For example, one need not apply human
manipulations to each training datum. This consideration leads us to the CITs, on which we
often have some prior knowledge. Many augmentation techniques can be used as CITs, such as
rotation and Gaussian blurring. When domain partition is available, e.g., in the multi-domain
learning setting [50, 2], the CITs can be learned from the data. For example, we employ GAN
or other generative models to synthesize “manipulated” data in Section 5.2. We believe that
such prior knowledge on CITs is more accessible than artificially manipulated data, and is
manageable in practical applications.

Finally, we clarify that prior knowledge on CITs can also be more accessible than that of
causal feature in many tasks, as illustrated by Figure 1 from [18]. In Figure 1, profiles of cows
(highlighted by green lines) are considered as causal feature, and a prediction model only based
on such causal feature can generalize well to images with different backgrounds. However, we
do not know which pixels or what function of pixels represent the profile; indeed, the profile
depends on different pixels in the first and the second images in Figure 1. In contrast, we
readily know that changing the background of the image, e.g., transforming the second image
to the third, will not affect the causal feature. This can be treated as our prior knowledge on
CITs.

4 Algorithm

We now propose an algorithm based on the previous analysis w.r.t. CITs. Let D(·, ·) denote
some measure of discrepancy satisfying D(v1, v2) = 0 if v1 = v2 and D(v1, v2) > 0 otherwise.
Then for any model h(·) and transformation T (·), EPs [D

(
h(X), h(T (X))

)
] = 0 implies h(·) =

9



Algorithm 1 Regularized training with Invariance on Causal Essential set (RICE).

Input: Training set {(x1, y1), · · · , (xn, yn)}, batch size S, learning rate η, training iterations
N , model hβ(·) with parameter β, initialized parameter β0, regularization constant λ0, causal
essential set Ig, and discrepancy measure D(·, ·).

1: for i = 1, . . . , n do
2: Generate transformed samples {T (xi)}T∈Ig .
3: end for
4: for t = 0, · · · , N do
5: Randomly sample a mini-batch S = {(xt1 , yt1), · · · , (xtS , ytS)} from training set.
6: Fetch the transformed samples {T (xt1)}T∈Ig , · · · , {T (xtS)}T∈Ig .
7: Update model parameters via first-order method e.g., stochastic gradient descent:

βt+1 = βt −
η

S

S∑
i=1

∇βL(hβ(xti), yti)
∣∣∣
β=βt

+ η∇β
{λ0
S

S∑
i=1

sup
T∈Ig

D
(
hβ(xti), hβ(T (xti))

)}∣∣∣
β=βt

.

8: end for

h(T (·)) almost surely. Together with Theorem 3, we consider the following formulation

min
h

EPs [L(h(X), Y )] ,

subject to EPs

[
sup
T∈Ig

D
(
h(X), h(T (X))

)]
= 0,

where Ig is a causal essential set. To obviate the difficulty of solving a constrained optimization
problem, we further consider to minimize a regularized formulation

EPs [L(h(X), Y )]+λ0EPs

[
sup
T∈Ig

[D(h(X), h(T (X)))

]
(7)

with a given regularization constant λ0 > 0. Supposing that we have training samples
{(xi, yi)}ni=1, then we propose to minimize the empirical counterpart of (7)

1

n

n∑
i=1

L(h(xi), yi)+
λ0
n

n∑
i=1

sup
T∈Ig

[D(h(xi), h(T (xi)))].

We then propose Algorithm 1, Regularized training with Invariance on Causal Essential set
(RICE), to solve the above problem, where the update step in line 7 can be substituted by
other optimization algorithms, e.g., Adam [32].

Note that obtaining a complete causal essential set may also be hard in many applications.
Nonetheless, we usually have or can learn certain transformations with the desired causal
invariance. We will empirically show that the proposed RICE enables an improved OOD
generalization, even with a set of only a few CITs. In this case, we can simply replace Ig with
this set in Algorithm 1.

5 Experiments

In this section, we empirically evaluate the efficacy of the proposed algorithm RICE on real-
world datasets. We train the model using data from some of the available domains and evaluate
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the performance on the data from the rest domains that are not used in training. As suggested
in [72], the OOD data can be classified into two categories, namely, data with correlation shift
or with diversity shift. Empirical results show that RICE can handle both kinds of OOD data.
Due to space limit, part of results, including a toy experiment of synthetic data mentioned in
Section 3.4 and ablation studies, are given in the supplementary material.1

Figure 2: The proposed algorithm RICE on the PACS dataset. The training data are from
domains {art, cartoon, photo}, and we want the model to perform well on the sketch data.
This figure describes the training procedure of RICE for a training image from the art domain.

5.1 Breaking Spurious Correlation

As we have discussed in Section 3.1, the spurious correlation in the data may mislead the
model to wrong predictions on OOD data, resulting in correlation shift. In this section, we
empirically verify that RICE in Algorithm 1 can obviate overfitting such spurious correlations.

Data We use the colored MNIST (C-MNIST) dataset from [15]. As in [15], we vary the colors
of both foreground and background of an image.

The original MNIST dataset consists of handwritten digits from ten categories, namely, 0
to 9. To construct a training set of C-MNIST, we pick two colors for the foreground of the
images in a given category, and then randomly replace the foreground color with one of the
two colors assigned to the category. The background color of each image is handled similarly.
For the test set, we randomly assign colors to the foreground and background of each image
from the MNIST test set, regardless of its category. Some images from the generated C-MNIST

dataset are visualized in Figure 5 in the supplementary material. The construction introduces
a spurious correlation between category and color in the training set, but not in the test set.
In the following, we will show that the proposed method RICE will not be affected by this
spurious correlation.

Setup Our model is a five-layer convolution neural network as in [15]. For RICE, we choose
the cross entropy loss for L(·, ·) and the `2-distance for D(·, ·). The model is updated by Adam
[32], and other hyperparameters are given in the supplementary material. For a handwritten
digit, it is known that the shape of its foreground, rather than the color of either foreground or
background, determines its category. Thus, transforming the image background with a color
(e.g., black) and its foreground with another color (e.g., white) would be a desired CIT. In

1Part of the experiments was supported by MindSpore (https://www.mindspore.cn), a deep learning
computing framework.
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Table 1: Accuracy (%) on the C-MNIST test set.

Dataset ERM Mixup MTL GroupDRO DANN IRM RICE(OURS)
C-MNIST 13.3 17.5 14.7 14.1 28.1 15.8 96.9

our experiment, we simply use the original MNIST images as the transformed data to show the
effectiveness of the proposed method.

As we use the original MNIST dataset in training, the training data can be seen from two
domains, i.e., the original MNIST and the C-MNIST datasets. As such, we compare RICE with
several widely used domain generalization algorithms using the same training data, including
empirical risk minimization (ERM), ERM with Mixup [75, Mixup], marginal transfer learning
[6, MTL], group distributionally robust optimization [58, GroupDRO], domain-adversarial
neural networks [19, DANN] and invariant risk minimization [2, IRM]. See the supplementary
material for a further introduction of these algorithms. For these baseline algorithms, the
hyperparameters are adopted from [23]. We remark that the same training data, i.e., MNIST
and C-MNIST, are used in our method and baseline methods

Main Results The empirical results are reported in Table 1. We observe that only the
proposed algorithm RICE works well on the OOD data in this experiment. We speculate that
this is because, for the baseline algorithms, the misleading supervision signal from the color
is memorized by the models, even though the original MNIST images are also included in the
training set. However, for RICE, the regularizer penalizes the discrepancy between the model
outputs of the colored images and the corresponding MNIST versions, which makes the model
insensible to the spurious correlation but more dependent on the invariant causal feature.

5.2 Generalizing to Unseen Domains

In this section, we conduct experiments on two benchmark datasets, PACS and VLCS, which
are commonly used in domain generalization. The two datasets correspond to the diversity
shift that we have mentioned. As in other related works in domain generalization [77, 76, 23],
the domain labels are known in the training set.

Data PACS is an image classification dataset consisting of data from four domains of different
styles, i.e., {art, cartoon, photo, sketch}, with seven different categories in each domain.
VLCS is a dataset comprised of four photographic domains: {VOC2007, LabelMe, Caltech101,
SUN09}, and each domain contains five different categories.

Setup As in [23], we use the model ResNet50 [24] pre-trained on ImageNet [14] as the
backbone model, and fine-tune the model with different baseline methods. For RICE, the
model is trained by Adam and the used hyperparameters are provided in the supplementary
material. To implement RICE, we need to generate casually invariant transformed data. In
the PACS dataset, each domain represents a style of images, e.g., photo or art. Since varying
the style of an image does not change its category, we construct the transformations that
modify image styles as CITs. To this end, we use CycleGAN [80] to learn the transformations
for each pair of domains in the training set, and then implement RICE using the trained
CycleGAN models. In VLCS, the photographic of the image plays a similar role to the style in
PACS, and we also apply CycleGAN to learning the transformations. Other generative models
may also be used, e.g., StarGAN [12], for data from numerous domains.
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Table 2: Test accuracy (%) of ResNet50 on the PACS dataset.

Method P A C S Avg Min
ERM 97.2 84.7 80.8 79.3 85.5 79.3
Mixup 97.6 86.1 78.9 75.8 84.6 75.8
MTL 96.4 87.5 77.1 77.3 84.6 77.1

GroupDRO 96.7 83.5 79.1 78.3 84.4 78.3
DANN 97.3 86.4 77.4 73.5 83.6 73.5
IRM 96.7 84.8 76.4 76.1 83.5 76.1

RICE (OURS) 96.8 87.8 84.3 84.7 88.4 84.3

Table 3: Test accuracy (%) of ResNet50 on the VLCS dataset.

Method V L C S Avg Min
ERM 74.6 64.3 97.7 73.4 77.5 64.3
Mixup 76.1 63.4 98.4 72.9 77.7 63.4
MTL 75.3 64.3 97.8 71.5 77.2 64.3

GroupDRO 76.7 63.4 97.3 69.5 76.7 63.4
DANN 77.2 65.1 99.0 73.1 78.6 65.1
IRM 77.3 64.9 98.6 73.4 78.5 64.9

RICE (OURS) 75.1 69.2 98.3 74.6 79.3 69.2

The procedure of RICE is summarized in Figure 2. We also compare the proposed RICE
with other commonly used domain generalization algorithms, as in the previous experiment.
For better results and a fair comparison with baseline methods, we also provide an ablation
study with single domain training data in the supplementary material.

Main Results The experimental results on PACS and VLCS are summarized in Tables 2 and
3, respectively. The results of baseline methods are from [23]. The proposed RICE exhibits
better OOD generalization capability compared with the baseline methods on the PACS and
VLCS datasets, in terms of the average and particularly the worst-case test accuracies. Here
we provide an intuitive explanation to the performance of RICE using PACS as an example.
From Figure 6 in the supplementary material, we can see that the trained CycleGAN model
is likely to introduce spurious correlation related to domains, and models which capture the
spurious correlation would be penalized in RICE. RICE can achieve an improved performance
because it seeks to make predictions on top of the causal feature (e.g., shape of the object
in the images), rather than the spurious feature related to the domains (e.g., style for PACS).
Moreover, as also seen from Figure 6, some generated images from CycleGAN are indeed not
similar to the original images and are also blurring, which indicates that our RICE is robust
to the quality of generated data.

Finally, we verify whether the improved performance of RICE originates solely from the
augmented data generated by CycleGAN. We conduct ERM training with these augmented
data on PACS. The test accuracies on domains P, A, C, S are respectively 96.2, 84.9, 81.2, 80.5,
which are worse than those of RICE. We believe that such a performance, which is consistent
with previous observations in [78], demonstrates that the regularizer that compares different
augmentations with the original data is critical to capture the invariance and to improve the
model robustness.
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6 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we theoretically show that knowledge of the CITs makes it feasible to learn an
OOD generalized model via single domain data. The CITs can be either obtained from prior
knowledge or learned from training data, without the need of human manipulations to each
training datum. Inspired by our theoretical findings, we propose RICE to achieve an enhanced
OOD generalization capability and the effectiveness of RICE is demonstrated empirically over
various experiments.

In our experiments, we focus on image classification tasks for domain generalization. Nev-
ertheless, our theory and the proposed algorithm can apply to other datasets once some CITs
are available. For example, in natural language processing (NLP), changing the position of
the adverbial or synonym substitution does not change the semantic meaning and hence can
be treated as CITs. However, generating such causally invariant sentences via deep learning
method is not easy. How to ease the generation and apply our RICE to NLP domain is left
as a future work.
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Domain generalization by marginal transfer learning. Journal of Machine Learning Research,
22:1–55, 2021. 2, 3, 12, 26

[7] Gilles Blanchard, Gyemin Lee, and Clayton Scott. Generalizing from several related classification
tasks to a new unlabeled sample. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2011. 2,
3

[8] Howard D Bondell, Arun Krishna, and Sujit K Ghosh. Joint variable selection for fixed and
random effects in linear mixed-effects models. Biometrics, 66(4):1069–1077, 2010. 3
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Restatement of Theorem 1 If Ps ∈ P, then Hs ⊂ H∗.

Proof. It suffices to prove that for any hs ∈ Hs, we have

hs(·) ∈ arg min
h

sup
P∈P

EP [L(h(X), Y )]. (8)

To prove (8), we only need to show that for any h(·) and P ∈ P, there exists Q ∈ P such that

EQ[L(h(X), Y )] ≥ EP [hs(X), Y )], (9)

and hence
sup
Q∈P

EQ[L(h(X), Y )] ≥ sup
P∈P

EP [L(hs(X), Y )].

Recall that

Hs =

{
(φ ◦ g)(·)

∣∣∣ φ(w) ∈ arg min
z

EPs [L(z, Y ) | g(X) = w], a.s.

}
.

Since hs(·) ∈ Hs, there is some φs(·) satisfying hs(·) = (φs ◦ g)(·) and φs(w) ∈ arg minz EPs [L(z, Y ) |
g(X) = w] for almost every w. Suppose (X, η) ∼ PX × F and (m(g(X), η), X) ∼ Q where PX is the
marginal distributions of X under P . Let U be the support of noise η. Then

EQ[L(h(X), Y ) | X = x] =

∫
U
L(h(x),m(g(x), u))Pη(du)

≥
∫
U
L(φs(g(x)),m(g(x), u))Pη(du)

= EP [L(hs(X), Y ) | g(X) = g(x)] a.s.

Here the first equation follows from the fact that X and η are independent under Q. The inequality
is from the fact that∫

U
L(h(x),m(g(x), u))Pη(du) = EPs [L(h(x), Y ) | g(X) = g(x)]

and

φs(w) ∈ arg min
z

EPs [L(z, Y ) | g(X) = w] = arg min
z

∫
U
L(z,m(w, u))Pη(du)

for almost every w. The last equation is due to P ∈ P. Then equation (9) follows by taking
expectation and the law of iterated expectation.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

To begin with, we establish two useful lemmas regarding CITs. The first lemma states that g(·) is
determined up to an invertible transformation by the transformation that it is invariant to.

For a given function h(·), let Th = {T (·) : (h ◦ T )(·) = h(·)}. Then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 1. For any h1(·) and h2(·), Th1 ⊂ Th2 if and only if there exists a function v(·) such
that h2(·) = (v ◦ h1)(·), and Th1 = Th2 if and only if there is an invertible function v(·) such that
h2(·) = (v ◦ h1)(·).
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Proof. We only prove the former statement as the latter can be obtained as a corollary of the former.
The “if” direction is obvious.

Here we prove the “only if” direction. Let R1 and R2 be the range of h1(·) and h2(·), respectively.
For any w1 ∈ R1 and w2 ∈ R2, define Dh1,w1 = {x : h1(x) = w1} and Dh2,w2 = {x : h2(x) = w2}.
Then h2(·) = (v ◦ h1)(·) if and only if for any w2 ∈ R2, there is some w1 ∈ R1 such that Dh1,w1 ⊂
Dh2,w2 . Thus, the former claim holds if we can show the following: Th1 ⊂ Th2 implies that there is
some w2 ∈ R2 such that Dh1,w1 ⊂ Dh2,w2 for any w1 ∈ R1. We will prove this by contraction.

Suppose there exists w1 such that Dh1,w1 6⊂ Dh2,w2 for any w2 ∈ R2. Because
⋃
w2∈R2

Dh2,w2 con-
stitutes the whole space, there is some w2 such that Dh1,w1

⋂
Dh2,w2 6= ∅ and Dh1,w1 6⊂ Dh2,w2 . Thus,

Dh1,w1 \ Dh2,w2 6= ∅. Let x† denote a point in Dh1,w1 \ Dh2,w2 and let x′ a point in Dh2,w2

⋂
Dh1,w1 .

Define T∗ as the transformation such that T∗(x
′) = x†, T∗(x

†) = x′ and T∗(x) = x for x 6= {x′, x†}.
Then it is straightforward to verify that T∗ ∈ Th1 but T∗ /∈ Th2 , which is a contradiction.

Thus g(·) can be characterized by Tg up to an invertible transformation. Define Cg = {g′(·) :
g′(·) = (v ◦ g)(·) for some invertible transformation v(·)}. For any g′ ∈ Cg, by defining

H′s =

{
(φ ◦ g)(·)

∣∣∣ φ(w) ∈ arg min
z

EPs [L(z, Y ) | g′(X) = w], a.s.

}
,

similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 1 can show H′s ⊂ H∗. To train a model that generalizes
well on all the data distributions following the same causal mechanism, any g′(·) ∈ Cg is sufficient.
Thus, if Tg is known, to find a model belongs to H∗, one may firstly find an invariant feature map
g′(·) such that Tg′ = Tg and then obtain the model according to Theorem 1. However, finding a g′(·)
such that Tg′ = Tg is sometimes still a hard task.

For any function h(·), define Ih in the same way as Ig with g(·) replaced by h(·) in the definition.
We then have the following lemma.

Lemma 2. For any h1(·) and h2(·), if Ih1 ⊂ Th2, then there exists a function v(·) such that h2(·) =
(v ◦ h1)(·).

Proof. Like in the proof of Lemma (1), it suffices to show that Ih1 ⊂ Th2 implies for any w1 ∈ R1,
there is some w2 ∈ R2 such that Dh1,w1 ⊂ Dh2,w2 . We prove this by contraction.

Suppose there is some w1 such that Dh1,w1 6⊂ Dh2,w2 for any w2 ∈ R2. Because
⋃
w2∈R2

Dh2,w2

is the whole space, there is some w2 such that Dh1,w1

⋂
Dh2,w2 6= ∅ and Dh1,w1 6⊂ Dh2,w2 . Thus,

Dh1,w1 \ Dh2,w2 6= ∅. Let x† be a point in Dh1,w1 \ Dh2,w2 and let x′ be a point in Dh2,w2

⋂
Dh1,w1 .

According to the definition of essential invariant subset, because h1(x1) = h2(x2), there are finite
transformations T1(·), . . . , TK(·) ∈ Ig such that T̄ (x′) = x† where T̄ (·) = (T1 ◦ · · · ◦ TK)(·). It can
be verified that Th2 is closed with respect to function composition. Hence, T̄ (·) ∈ Th2 . However,
h2(T̄ (x′)) = h2(x

†) 6= w2 = h2(x
′), which is a contradiction.

Restatement of Theorem 2 If Ps ∈ P, then

Hs ⊂ arg min
h

sup
T∈Tg

EPs [L(h(T (X)), Y )],

where Hs is defined in (3).

Proof. It suffices to show that for all hs(·) ∈ Hs, we have

hs(·) ∈ arg min
h

sup
T∈Tg

EPs [L(h(T (X)), Y )]. (10)
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Note that hs(·) = (φs ◦ g)(·) for some φs(·) and hence is invariant to any transformation T (·) ∈ Tg.
We then have supT∈Tg EPs [L(hs(X), Y )] = EPs [L(hs(T (X)), Y )]. Thus, it suffices to prove that for
all h(·), there exists T (·) ∈ Tg such that

EPs [L(h(T (X)), Y )] ≥ EPs [L(hs(X), Y )]. (11)

According to axiom of choice, there is a choice function a such that a(w) ∈ Dg,w for almost every w.
Define T̃ to be a transformation such that T̃ (x) = a(w) for x ∈ Dg,w. Then T̃ (·) ∈ Tg and we have

EPs [L(h(T̃ (X)), Y ) | g(X) = w] = EPs [L(h(a(w)), Y ) | g(X) = w]

≥ EPs [φs(w), Y ) | g(X) = w]

= EPs [L(hs(X), Y ) | g(X) = w] a.s.

(12)

By taking expectation on both sides, we can obtain equation (11).

B Proof of Theorem 3

Restatement of Theorem 3 If Ps ∈ P, then

Hs = arg min
h

EPs [L(h(X), Y )] subject to h(·) = (h ◦ T )(·), ∀ T (·) ∈ Ig. (13)

where Ig is any causal essential set of g(·) and Hs is defined in (3).

Proof. We first show
Hs ⊂ arg min

h
EPs [L(h(X), Y )]

subject to h(·) = (h ◦ T )(·), ∀ T (·) ∈ Ig.

Note that the restriction in (13) is equivalent to Ig ⊂ Th. It suffices to show that

EPs [L(h(X), Y )] ≥ EPs [L(hs(X), Y )] (14)

for any h(·) with Ig ⊂ Th and for any hs(·) ∈ Hs. If Ig ⊂ Th, according to Lemma 2, there exists v(·)
such that h(·) = (v◦g)(·). By the definition of hs(·), there also exists φs(·) satisfying hs(·) = (φs◦g)(·)
and φs(w) ∈ arg minz EPs [L(z, Y ) | g(X) = w] for almost every w. Thus, we have

EPs [L(h(X), Y ) | g(X) = w] = EPs [L(v(w), Y ) | g(X) = w]

≥ EPs [L(φs(w), Y ) | g(X) = w]

≥ EPs [L(hs(X), Y ) | g(X) = w] a.s.

Then (14) follows by taking expectation.
Next we show the opposite inclusion to prove (13). Suppose h∗(·) is a solution to the optimization

problem in (13). Then according Lemma 2, there is some v∗(·) such that h∗(·) = (v∗ ◦ g)(·). Let
hs(·) = (φs ◦ g)(·) ∈ Hs. Then

EPs [L(h∗(X), Y ) | g(X) = w] = EPs [L(v∗(w), Y ) | g(X) = w]

≥ EPs [L(φs(w), Y ) | g(X) = w]

= EPs [L(hs(X), Y ) | g(X) = w] a.s.,

(15)

by definition. Because h∗(·) is a solution to the minimization problem, we have

EPs [L(h∗(X), Y )] = EPs [L(hs(X), Y )].
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Combining this with (15), we have

EPs [L(h∗(X), Y ) | g(X) = w] ≤ EPs [L(hs(X), Y ) | g(X) = w] a.s. (16)

This implies
EPs [L(v∗(w), Y ) | g(X) = w] ≤ EPs [L(φs(w), Y ) | g(X) = w]

= min
z

EPs [L(z, Y ) | g(X) = w] a.s.

Thus, we conclude that v∗(w) ∈ arg minz EPs [L(z, Y ) | g(X) = w].

C More Experimental Results

C.1 Toy Example and Simulation

In the following toy example, we are able to construct an explicit formulation of the causal essential
invariant set.

Example 1. Let X be a non-singular 2× 2 matrix and X(j) be the j-th column of X for j = 1, 2.
Suppose that g(X) is the area of the triangle formed by the two points X(1), X(2) and the origin.
Then it is not hard to show that {TR,θ(·), TS,a(·), TM (·), TP (·), TI(·) | θ ∈ [0, π/4], a ∈ [2/3, 3/2]} is
an essential invariant set of g(·), where

TR,θ(X) =

(
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

)
X, TS,a(X) = X

(
a 0
0 a−1

)
,

TM (X) = X

(
−1 0
0 1

)
, TP (X) = X

(
1 1
0 1

)
,

TI(X) = X

(
−1 0
0 −1

)
.

Here TR,θ(·) rotates the triangle with θ degree clockwise, and TS,a(·) scales the two edges (one connects
X(1) to the origin and the other connects X(2) to the origin) of the triangle with a and a−1 times,
respectively. TM (·) mirrors the triangle with respect to the x-axis. TP (·) transforms the triangle to
another triangle with same base and height, and TI(·) transforms the the triangle to another one that
is symmetric with respect to the origin. All these transformations are known to keep the triangle
area unchanged based on elementary geometry.

Now we verify the effectiveness of the proposed method in the main body using this example.

Data. We consider the following data generation process:

X(1) ∼ N(0, I2), X
(2) ∼ N(0, 2I2), X = (X(1), X(2)),

ε ∼ N(0, 1), η =
aΦ−1(π−1α) + ε√

a2 + 1
,

Y = | det(X)|+ η,

(17)

where I2 is the identity matrix of order 2, Φ(·) is the cumulative distribution function of standard
normal distribution. In this data generation process, | det(X)| is the area of the triangle formed by
X(1), X(2) and the origin, and is the causal feature in this example. Here α is the angle between
(X(1) + X(2))/2 and x-axis, and is correlated with Y in certain domains, with a a parameter that
reflects this correlation. However, this correlation is a spurious correlation that changes across
domains, i.e., a is set to be different in different domains. In the training population, we pick
a = −3. We then generate i.i.d. samples of size 1, 000, denoted by {(Yi, Xi)}1000i=1 , and train a model
h(X,β) with parameter β to predict Y based on these generated samples.
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Model. For any 2× 2 matrix

X =

(
X11 X12

X21 X22

)
,

let
v(X) = (1, X11, X21, X12, X22, X

2
11, X

2
21, X

2
12, X

2
22,

X11X21, X11X12, X11X22, X21X12, X21X22, X12X22)
T.

The model is
hβ(X) = ReLU(βT[1]v(X)) + βT[2]v(X),

where β = (βT[1], β
T
[2])

T is the model parameter. We pick this model because we have known that

|det(X)| is a function of v(X), and there is some β∗ such that hβ∗(X) = |det(X)|.

Method. Based on the essential invariant set given in Example 1, we define five invariant trans-
formations

T1(X) =

(
cos π

12 − sin π
12

sin π
12 cos π

12

)
X, T2(X) = X

(
1.1 0
0 1.1−1

)
,

T3(X) = X

(
−1 0
0 1

)
, T4(X) = X

(
1 1
0 1

)
,

T5(X) = X

(
−1 0
0 −1

)
.

For ease of notation, we let T0(X) = X be the identity transformation. We learn the model parameter
by minimizing four different loss functions, namely, the empirical risk

1

n

n∑
i=1

(Yi − hβ(Xi))
2,

the average risk over different transformations

1

n

5∑
k=0

n∑
i=1

(Yi − hβ(Tk(Xi)))
2,

the maximal risk over different transformations

max
k=0,...,5

{
1

n

n∑
i=1

(Yi − hβ(Tk(Xi)))
2

}
,

and the RICE loss function

1

n

n∑
i=1

(Yi − hβ(Xi))
2 + λ max

k=0,...,5

{
1

n

n∑
i=1

(hβ(Xi)− hβ(Tk(Xi))
2

}
,

where n = 1000. For the given quantities l0, · · · , l5, we replace the maximum maxk=0,...,5{lk} in
the above losses with the softmax weighting quantity

∑5
k=0 exp(0.2lk)lk/

∑5
k=0 exp(0.2lk) for ease of

computation in the implementation of RICE.
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Figure 3: Squared prediction error on test data from distributions with different values of a.

Table 4: Hyperparameters of the proposed RICE on C-MNIST, PACS, and VLCS.

Dataset C-MNIST PACS VLCS

Learning Rate 0.1 5e-5 5e-5
Batch Size 128 32 32

Weight Decay 5e-4 0 0
Drop Out 0 0.1 0.1

Epoch 20 20 20
λ0 0.25 0.5 0.5
β1 0.9 0.9 0.9
β2 0.999 0.999 0.999

Results. The resulting model is evaluated on i.i.d. sample generated following the data gener-
ation process (17) with different a. The following figure plots the squared prediction error of the
four methods on test data with different values of a. Each reported value is the average over 200
simulations.

It can be seen that when the test distribution has similar spurious correlations as the training
population, minimizing the empirical risk performs the best among the four methods. However, it
performs the worst if an opposite spurious correlation appears in the test population. The RICE
algorithm has the best worst-case performance, which is consistent with our theoretical analysis.
Moreover, the RICE algorithm seems successfully capture the invariant causal mechanism across
different environments, as its prediction errors under different test distributions are stable and close
to the variance of the intrinsic error η.

C.2 Hyperparameters

We summarize the hyperparameters of the proposed RICE for C-MNIST, PACS, and VLCS datasets in
Table 4. The learning rate is decayed by 0.2 at epoch 6, 12, and 20.
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C.3 Ablation Study

In Section 5, for the experiments on PACS and VLCS, we collect training data from several domains
for the proposed RICE. However, our theory in Section 3.3 requires only a single domain. Thus, in
this subsection, we study the performance of RICE with single domain training data.

Our experiments are conducted on both PACS and VLCS. All the hyperparameters are set to be
same with those in Section 5, except the number of training domains—we only use single domain
data and hence less training samples for each single experiment. For example, for PACS, if the test
domain is sketch, then we run RICE on training data from one of the three other domains (photo,
art and cartoon) and report the accuracy on the test domain. To run RICE, the data generated
by CycleGAN are used as augmented data and in the regularization term. For a fair comparison,
we do not use the CycleGAN that transfer from training domain to test domain and adopt similar
experimental settings for ERM.

The results are summarized in Figure 4. We can see that RICE performs much better than the
baseline method ERM, which verifies our theoretical conclusions in Theorem 3. Besides, the test
accuracy on the target domain can be quite high even when the model is trained using data from
a single domain. For example, on VLCS dataset, when test data is from SUN09 domain, the model
trained on VOC2007 domain even exhibits a better OOD generalization than the model trained on
data from three domains. This implies that, for OOD generalization problem, the number of domains
may not be crucial to the performance as long as some representative CITs are available.

C.4 Generated Data

Our experiments in the main body involve generating causally invariant images. In this subsection, we
present visualizations of some generated images for a better understanding of the proposed algorithm.

C-MNIST Figure 5 shows some C-MNIST images. As seen from the training set, there exist spurious
correlations between the colors of the foreground or background and the category. However, the
correlation disappears in the test set, as the foreground and background colors are randomly assigned.

PACS We also present some transformed data from PACS dataset generated by CycleGAN. The
CycleGAN is used to simulate CITs as we have clarified the main body of this paper. As the data in
PACS come from 7 categories, for each category we pick 4 pictures respectively from domains {photo,
art, cartoon, sketch}. The transformed images are shown in Figure 6, where the columns correspond
to the styles of {photo, art, cartoon, sketch}, respectively.

Let us look at these generated data over different domains. For the generated images of the photo
domain (the first column), the trained CycleGAN tends to alter its color of foreground and add a
background, especially when the original images are from the cartoon and sketch domains. Similar
trends exhibit in the generated data of the art domain (the second column). In contrast to the two
aforementioned domains, the generated cartoon data in the third column remove the background (if
exists) while keep or alter the color of the foreground. The generated sketch data (the fourth column)
are more likely to be a grayscale view of the original images. However, for each generated image,
the shape of its foreground (i.e., the casual feature to decide the category) does not change when we
vary the domains.

The proposed algorithm RICE regularizes the model to encourage the model to be invariant under
the CITs, i.e., invariant to the changes of spurious features. This enables the model to be robust
to the misleading signal from spurious features and to make predictions via the casual feature. For
example, for the dog images in the last row of Figure 6c, which are generated from the images of
cartoon style (the third column), the generated dog image of photo style (the first column) has a
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grass background. However, RICE requires the model to exhibit similar outputs for the two images,
hence breaking the spurious correlation between dog and grass.

VLCS Similar to PACS, we present some of the domain transformed data from VLCS dataset generated
by CycleGAN. We pick 4 pictures respectively from domains {VOC2007, LabelMe, Caltech101,
SUN09} for each of the 5 categories in VLCS. Then we vary the domains of these picked data using
the trained CycleGAN models. The transformed data are visualized in Figure 7.

The generated VLCS images exhibit similar behaviors as PACS. Specifically, for a given image from
a certain domain, the CycleGAN model tends to deterministically vary the color of the background
according to the domains. Thus, the reasoning about the effectiveness of RICE on PACS also applies
here.

C.5 Benchmark algorithms

• Empirical Risk minimization (ERM) pools together the data from all the domains and then
minimizes the empirical loss to train the model. Notice that here an ImageNET pre-trained
model is used.

• Marginal Transfer Learning [6] use the mean embedding of the feature distribution in each
domain as an input of the classifier.

• Group Distributionally Robust Optimization (GroupDRO) [58] minimizes the largest loss
across different domains.

• Domain-Adversarial Neural Networks (DANN) [19] use adversarial networks to match the
feature distribution in different domains.

• Invariant Risk Minimization (IRM )[2] learns a feature representation such that the optimal
classifiers on top of the representation is the same across the domains.
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(a) Photo (b) Art

(c) Cartoon (d) Sketch

(e) VOC2007 (f) LabelMe

(g) Caltech101 (h) SUN09

Figure 4: Performance of RICE and ERM on the PACS (a-d) and VLCS (e-h) datasets with
training data from single domains. Figure title indicates the test domain, and the blue dashed
line represents the test accuracy when the training data are from three domains, as reported
in Section 5.
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(a) Training data in C-MNIST (b) Test data in C-MNIST

Figure 5: Images of the C-MNIST dataset.
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(a) original domain: photo (b) original domain: art

(c) original domain: cartoon (d) original domain: sketch

Figure 6: Synthetic data of PACS generated by CycleGAN. Columns from left to right cor-
respond to domains of {photo, art, cartoon, sketch}, respectively. Figure title indicates the
domain of original data, based on which the data of the rest domains in the figure are generated
by CycleGAN.

29



(a) original domain: VOC2007 (b) original domain: LabelMe

(c) original domain: Caltech101 (d) original domain: SUN09

Figure 7: Synthetic data of VLCS generated by CycleGAN. Columns from left to right cor-
respond to domains of {VOC2007, LabelMe, Caltech101, SUN09}, respectively. Figure title
indicates the domain of original data, based on which the data of the rest domains in the
figure are generated by CycleGAN.
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