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Abstract

The insight that causal parameters are particularly suitable for out-of-sample prediction has sparked a lot devel-
opment of causal-like predictors. However, the connection with strict causal targets, has limited the development
with good risk minimization properties, but without a direct causal interpretation. In this manuscript we derive the
optimal out-of-sample risk minimizing predictor of a certain target Y in a non-linear system (X,Y’) that has been
trained in several within-sample environments. We consider data from an observation environment, and several
shifted environments. Each environment corresponds to a structural equation model (SEM), with random coeffi-
cients and with its own shift and noise vector, both in L?. Unlike previous approaches, we also allow shifts in the
target value. We define a sieve of out-of-sample environments, consisting of all shifts A that are at most ~ times
as strong as any weighted average of the observed shift vectors. For each 8 € R? we show that the supremum of
the risk functions R ; (/) has a worst-risk decomposition into a (positive) non-linear combination of risk functions,
depending on y. We then define the set B,, as minimizers of this risk. The main result of the paper is that
there is a unique minimizer (|By| = 1) that can be consistently estimated by an explicit estimator, outside a set
of zero Lebesgue measure in the parameter space. A practical obstacle for the initial method of estimation is that
it involves the solution of a general degree polynomials. Therefore, we prove that an approximate estimator using

the bisection method is also consistent.

1 Introduction

Minimization of prediction error is a standard way for evaluating models. It is used in cross-validation techniques

n der Laan 1, M, M), in information criteria, such as the AIC , ) or Mallow’s Cp ,

). All of these methods assume that the circumstances between the observed training data and future test data

do not change, i.e., the underlying distribution is entirely reflected in the sampling of the training data. This is often

not the case. Either the sampling may consist of a particular subpopulation of the full population of interest, or there

may be a temporal separation between the training of the model and its application that may have been punctuated
by external shocks, as for example is a typical scenario in economics and finance (lw, M)

In the field of statistics, risk minimization has received renewed attention in the past decade. (|2Q1_d)

introduced invariant causal prediction as a way for predicting the outcome of a causal relationship between variables
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while maintaining its validity across different environments or contexts. It involves identifying causal relationships that
are robust and invariant, meaning they hold true even when the conditions or settings change. [Rothenh&usler et all
(2019) proposed the Causal Dantzig as a method for characterizing causal effects in observational studies by formulating
it as a linear optimization problem. The empirical version of the Dantzig selector used idea of sparsity, assuming that
only a few covariates have a direct causal impact on the outcome variable. By minimizing a penalized loss function
subject to a set of linear constraints, Causal Dantzig selects a subset of relevant covariates and estimates their causal
effects while controlling for confounding variables.

Rothenhéusler et all (2021) proposed anchor regression as a statistical method for estimating the causal effect of
a treatment or intervention on an outcome variable by accounting for potential confounding variables. It involves
selecting a subset of covariates, known as anchor variables, that are strongly associated with both the treatment
and outcome variables. By regressing the outcome variable on the treatment and anchor variables, anchor regression
helps mitigate bias caused by confounding factors and provides a more accurate estimation of the treatment effect. It
serves as a useful tool in causal inference and allows researchers to make informed decisions about the effectiveness
of interventions while controlling for potential confounding variables. [Kania and Wit (2022) introduced a related
approach, called causal reqularization. This method does not require explicit information on the auxilary variables,
and which comes with strong out-of-sample risk guarantees. [Shen et all (2023) propose distributional robustness
via invariant gradients (DRIG), a method that exploits general additive interventions in training data for robust
predictions against unseen interventions. They establish robustness guarantees of DRIG under a linear structural
causal model.

One limitation of previously mentioned methods is that they typically assume very restrictive settings, such as
a linear SEM structure, exactly two observational environments or no intervention on the target variable. The aim
of this manuscript is to relax these assumptions. In section 2] we introduce the multi-environment setting, where
each environment corresponds to a non-linear structural equation model (SEM) with its own L? additive shift and
L? additive noise vector. In section 8] we define the space of all out-of-sample environments C7, that correspond to
shifts that are at most v times as strong as any weighted average of the observed shift vectors. For each 8 € RP we
show that if we consider the supremum of the risk functions R ;(3) over A € C7 then this supremum has a worst-risk
decomposition into a (positive) linear combination of risk functions, depending on 7. Analogous to [Kania and Wit
(2022), we then define the risk minimizer, By, as the set of arguments § that minimizes this worst risk. In section @
we show that there is a unique minimizer (|B,| = 1) and that this minimizer can be consistently estimated with
an explicit estimator (that by-passes the issue of having an unbounded search-space) outside a set of zero Lebesgue
measure in the parameter space. A practical obstacle for such estimation is that it will involve solution of a general
degree polynomial. Therefore we also prove that an approximate plug-in estimator using the bisection method is also
consistent. An interesting by-product of the proof is that plug-in estimation of the argmin of the maxima of a finite

set of quadratic risk functions is consistent outside a set of zero Lebesgue measure in the parameter space.



2 Structural equation model with random coefficients

Assume we are given a probability space (Q, F,P). For 1 <i <k, k €N, let Y4 € R, X4 € RP be random variables

and vectors respectively on this space that are solutions to the following structural equations,

A;
= B(w) ' |?;;%

where B(w) is a random real-valued (p + 1) x (p + 1) matrix such that I — B is full rank a.s., the components of

YA
tea + A (2.1)

A; € RPF ey € RPT are in L2(P) for 1 <4 < k. Note that B is the same random matrix for all equation systems.
We will refer to these k equation systems as environments. Stochastically, the roles of X and Y are completely
identical, but our prediction focus is on the target Y. The random vector A; € RPT! is called the shift corresponding
to environment i. Since I — B has full rank a.s., X“* and Y/ have unique solutions. We also consider the observational

(shift free) environment
YO
X0

= B(w) . + €0o. (22)

We assume that ep and B have the same joint law as €4, and B for all 1 < i < k. Denote o(B) as the sigma algebra
generated by the entries of B and let E [. | B] denote conditional expectation with respect to o(B). We also assume

that the noise terms are uncorrelated with the shifts given B i.e. E [eAiAZ-T |B] =0 a.s..

2.1 Non-linear interpretation of the random transfer matrix

A few words about what the implications are of having a random transfer matrix B are in order here. One obvious
benefit is that since B is random, this allows for extra randomness not captured by some corresponding linear model.
It will allow for hidden confounding that enters multiplicatively in the same manner across all environments (including
the observational). It may also help to introduce certain kinds of non-linearity. We can simultaneously fit any k£ € N
number of non-linear environments to a system of the type (Z1))-([22) (albeit with different shifts and noise) on the

same probability space. Consider first £ < p + 1 non-linear systems of the form

YA
o

for 0 < i < p (i = 0 will correspond to the observational environment where Ay = 0), where f : RPHL — RPHL jg g

YA
XA

. A) o 23)

measurable function and A;,n4, € RPT! are random vectors. We are now tasked with finding ep, €4, , ..., €a,, A1, .., Ap
and B such that the conditional dependence assumptions of the systems in (ZI))-(22) are met Let ep = €4, = ... =
€a, = €=(1,0,...,0) and A;(l) = d;14+1. Denote the (p+ 1) x (p + 1) matrices

+/11> +77A1;...;f (

Cc = [6;6+A1;.-';6+AP]7

Yé YA1
() (1

S
£
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We can fit B to the p + 1 non-linear environments if we can solve the matrix equation (I — B)~!C = D, which is
equivalent (if D is full rank) B = I — D~*C while still having I — B being full rank (a.s.). This is possible if and only
if D and C are full rank a.s., and C was already chosen to have full rank. So with D being full rank we can thus find

a B(w) for the systems (2.1I)-(22]) while also solving the corresponding non-linear systems in (23)), i.e.,

¥y vol\ ] Yo
X0 T\ |xo X0
v ; < [y 4] i 6 YA
. - 1 i T
XA 2= _XAI_ + 1'41 = ((I—B)_l [e;e—i—Al;...E-f—Ak;}) = | x4 (2.5)
YAk _YA’C— - T]Ak YAP
i U I A
XAk XAk X4

Let us now deal with the case when k > p+ 1. First extend f to f : R¥ — R¥F as f = (£,0..,0). Similarly extend
XA to XA € RF1, with X'4¢(1) = g (1) for | > p+1and for I < p+1, X'4(l) = X4(). We extend the shifts,
A; to A € R¥, with 4;(1) = A;(1) for | < p+1and A; (1) = 0 for p+1 < I < k. Finally we extend the noise,
to 1y € R¥ by n/y (1) = na, (1) for 1 <1 <p+1andn, () =Zy for p+1 <1<k, where {Z;;}i, is some set of
absolutely continuous random variables that are independent of the rest of the system and amongst each other. In
our new construction we have p’ + 1 = k (where p’ is the number of covariates in the extended system) so we can now

apply to former construction in ([2.4) to get the corresponding solution in (Z.5). The first p + 1 rows in

y A
XA

WaARZY
=f ( 1A
X'

are exactly the same as those in (2.3]), which means that our desired system of the form 2I)-([22) is given by

)

+A;> +77:4; =

YA
X4(1:p)|
where
yAi _
XA =(I-B)"'C,

B'=1—D'71C, C is defined as before and

2.2 Out-of-sample environments

We assume that the k + 1 environments defined above will constitute the observed states of the system. Additionally,

in this section we define a sieve of out-of-sample extensions that constitute potential future observations of the same



system, in which we aim to minimize the worst possible prediction risk. We start by defining an arbitrary out-of-sample
direction w in which the future shift A,, may occur. After that, we define the space of out-of-sample environments C;,
in the w direction that are at most ~ strong.

Let |.|| be the Euclidean norm and define the set of weights, W = {w € R* : |[w|| = 1} (to be clear, these weights
are deterministic and moreover this choice of W is in some sense arbitrary, any compact set in R* works). For a
vector w € W we define A, = Zle w; A;. Given a joint distribution F4 on RPT! whose marginals have finite second
moments, let (24, F4,Pa) denote an extension of the original probability space that also supports a random vector
A € RP*! distributed according to Fj4, independent from B, and a random vector €4 with the same distribution as

o and that is also independent from both A and B. On this space we may define Y4 € R and X4 € R? through,

YA

A = (I —B) '(ea + A), (2.6)

which is the solution to the structural equation system,

y4 y4
] [

Let P denote some set of distributions on RP*! whose marginals have finite second moments and such that Fs,, € P

+e4 + A.

for any w € W. We define the shiftspace of distributions,
CY(B) = {FA €P: E [AAT | B] < 7E [A,AL | B] B-as. } (2.7)

The following proposition gives some important examples of how the shift-space is affected by certain properties of B.
Proposition 1. Special cases of out-of-sample environments.

1) if B is any non-zero deterministic matriz then 1) and 22) become linear SEMs and [27) reduces to
C(B) = {FA €P:E [AAT] S 7 E [AuAY] }

2) If B is a simple map taking (deterministic) values {Bj, ..., By} then (ZI) and (Z2) become piecewise linear
SEMs, while 271) reduces to

C(B) = {FA €P:E [AAT1p_p,| S VE [AwAllp_p ], 1<1< m} :
3) If B is independent of Ay, ..., Ay then Z20) reduces to
CY(B) = {FA €eP:o(A) L U(B)’IE [AAT] < YE [AwAL] } .

and the condition Ea [eA| B] = 0 is equivalent to eEa [A] = 0 a.s.. This means that all shifts have zero mean

unless there is no noise a.s..



Proof. Since 1) is a special case of both 2) and 3) it suffices to show these last two statements. For 2), we first note
that E 4 [AAT | B} <YEa [AwAg | B} a.s. is equivalent to E 4 [AATlp} <7E [AwAng} (the subscript of A can be
dropped in the last expectation since A,, is measurable with respect to F) for all D € o(B). Let C; = {B = By},
for 1 <1 < m. Since o(B) = {0,C4,...,Cp,}, this inequality needs only to be verified for these sets, the inequality
restricted to the empty set is tautological and is therefore not included in the condition. As for 3), the first statement

follows directly from the independence of the shifts from B. For the second statement, note that if we define f by

p+1
ead =3 cal)AQ) = flea(l), ovea(p + 1), A(L), o, A(p + 1))
=1

then if we let
p+1

h(at,...,apt1) = IE [f(a1,.yapr1, AQD), ..., A(p+ 1)) = E a IE[A(Z)]
=1
it follows that (see for instance section 9.10 in [Williams (1991))

E[EAA | B] = IE [f(EA(l)v ...,eA(p—i— 1)7A(1)7 ...,A(p + 1)) |B]
p+1

=h(ea(l),....,ea(p+1)) = ZeA(l)IE[A(l)] = caE[4] as.
=1

3 The optimal worst-risk minimizer

We define the out-of-sample set of shifts (or rather, corresponding distributions) to that are at most -y times as strong

in any direction w € W of the observed shifts, as follows
CY(B) = {F;, €P:3weW,E[A(A)T|B] xVE [Aw(Au)" | B] a.s.} :
A A

where, as before P denotes some set of distributions on RP*! whose marginals have finite second moments and such

that Fa, € P for any w € W. It is worth noting that

c'(B)= |J cu(B).
weWw

From now on we will remove the dependence on B from C7(B) and CJ(B), simply writing C7 and C respectively
instead. We now introduce a bit of notation. For any F4 € P, denote Rs(5) = Ea [(YA — BXA)ﬂ and Ry, (8) =

E [(YAi - ﬂXAi)Q} for 0 < i < k (with Ro = Ra,). Let
RY(8) = Y[ wiRa, + Ro(8) and

RE(B) = i w?Ra, — Ro(B).



We also set
Gy = E [(XO)TXO + T, wd(X4)T X4,
Ga = E[L, w? (XA X4 — (XO)TXO),
Zy =E[(XO)TYO + S w?(XA)TY 4| and Za = B [£h, w(X4)TY 4 - (X0)TY©).
With the above definitions we may now present the ”optimal” worst-risk decomposition (optimal in the sense of the
chosen weights, minimizing the risk).
Proposition 2. Let 7 > —% and assume Y40 .. YA € L?(P) and that the components of XAo XA ¢ L%(P),

then

sup  Ra(8) = S RY () + — 52 RY (9), (3.8)
FacClt+r

for some w* € W. Moreover w* is achieved by setting w; = 0 if Ra,(8) < maxi<;<i Ra,(8) and then distributing w*
among the environments such that Ra,(8) = maxi<i<i Ra,(8) (while still keeping w € W).

Proof. Due to @8), YA = ((I—B)™1)1.(A+ea) and X* = (I — B)"Y)ap11.(A+e€a). Since the entries of (I — B)~!
are o(B)-measurable it follows that if we define v = S(I — B);}DH“ — (I = B){! (implying v(ea + A) = YA — BX4)
then v is also o(B)-measurable. With this notation,

sup Ra(B)= sup E [v (ea+A)(ea+ AT ’UT:|
FaeCl+7 FaeCit7 A

sup (E [veAegvT} +2FE [IE [’UEAAT’UT | Bﬂ +E [UAATUT]>
FyeCi+r A AlA A

sup (IE [veoe(T)vT} +2E |:UE [eAAT | B] vT] + sup E [vAATvT}>
FaeCt+r \ A Al A FacOltr A

=FE [veoegvT} + sup E [UAATUT] (3.9)
Faecitr A

where we utilized the conditional independence of the noise and shift given B and the fact that ve 4 ATv7 is a function
of B and €4, which has the same joint law as B and e¢p. This implies that the supremum is attained, i.e., a maximum,
if and only if supp, cc1+- Ea [vAATvT] attains a maximum. We now show that this is indeed the case. Note that since
C7 = Upew C1, any element in C7 can be identified with a w € W. Consider L(A) = Ea [AAT] for F4 € C7 and
let S = supp,ccv L(A). There exists a sequence {F4, },, C C7 such that lim,, L(A,) = S and for each n, Fu, € CJ,
for some w, € W. Since W is compact there exists a subsequence {wy,, }r such that w,, — w* for some w* € W.
Since limy L(Ap,) = S and L(4,,) < vL(Ay,, ) and limy L(Ay,,, ) = L(Ay+) we must have that S = L(Ay~), so the

supremum is in fact a maximum attained at A,~. We now finish the proof of ([B.8). For any Fx € C'*™ and z € RPH!



we have that B4 [AAT | B] 27 < 24 [(1+ 7)Aw-AL. | B] 27 a.s.. Therefore

E [vAATV] =K [IE [vAATVT | B}] =E [UE [AAT | B] ’UT:| <(14+7)E [UE [Au-AL. | B] v
A AlA Al A Al A

=(1+ T)IE [IE [vA,- AT | B}] = % [(1+T)vA,- AL,

Le. supp o1t E [WAATVT] <E[(1 + 7)vAu- AL 0T]. Since F\/mA _€ CLET C ¢ it follows that

sup E[vAA™VT] = sup E[vAATVT] =E [(1 4 7)vA,-ALT].
Fa€Clr FacClt™

Coming back to (39) we find

sup Ra(B)=E [veeTvT] +(14+7E [vAw*A;‘Z*vT}
FAEC}UJrT

=Ro(B) + (1 +7)E [v(Aw- + )(Aw +€)"v"] = (1 +7)E [vee" v ]
=Ro(B) + (1 +7)Ra,.(B) = (1 +7)Ro(B)
= (1+7)Ra,.(B) — TRo(B). (3.10)
Since
, k k T k
Ra,.(B)=E {(XAw*ﬂ — Y Aer) ] =E |v <e + wa/L) <e + wa/L) ol = Z(w;‘)zRAiyl(ﬂ),
we may plug this back into (BI0) and get
b 1 1427
sup  Ra(B) = (1+7)> (w})’Ra,(8) — TRo(B) = §R+(ﬁ) +

FAGCllutT i=1

As for the second claim we proceed with a proof by contradiction. Suppose

sup Ra(B) # sup sup Ra(B).
FaeCttr weW FaeCitT

Analogously to ([3.9]) we have that

sup Ra(B) =uE [eeT} w4+ sup uE [AAT} u' =uR [eeT} ul +uE [AwAg] u”,
Fa€Ch Faeclfm A
so by assumption sup,eyy v E [AwAL] u” # uE [Ay+AL. ] u” and this directly contradicts the definition if w*. If we

let
k

g(w) = (14 7)Y (iR, (8) — TRo(8) = S RE(P) +

=1

1+27
2

RX(B)

then g is obviously continuous and since W is compact it attains a maximum on this set. If R4, (8) > Ra,(8) for
all ¢ # j then it is readily seen that g is maximized by setting w; = 1 and w; = 0 for ¢ # j. In case there are
several environments that are tied for the maximal environmental risk then we can distribute the weights among these

environments freely as long as w € W. O



It is important to note that w* as defined above depends on 8 and 7. Sometimes we make the dependence on
B explicit by writing w*(3). Now we may introduce the (set of) worst-risk minimizers. With the notation from
Proposition 2] let

B, = arg min RV (5) + 1Ry 7 (9) (3.11)

denote the set of argmin solutions. Note that in general there may be several solutions to ([B.IT), which is why B.IT)

is a set.

4 Estimation of worst-risk minimizer

We now turn to the problem of estimating 3,. First we must set up a framework for how we handle samples from
multiple environments. We will assume that all targets and covariates in the population setting have square inte-
grable components (so that the worst-risk decomposition applies). All of our samples are assumed to live on the same
probability space (2, F,P), although we denote this the same as in the population case for notational convenience,
they need not be the same. We assume that for each environment i we have an i.i.d. sequence {(Y, A XA:)}o0
where (Y4, XA4) is distributed according (Y4¢, X“4¢) and we make no assumption of any SEM relationship for these
samples. We will neither make any sort of assumption regarding the dependence structure between the sequences
{(vA, X))o, corresponding to the different environments (regardless of whether there is a specific type of depen-
dence between the environments in the population model). To clarify, we only observe {(V,4:, X))}, i =0,...,k
and not any shifts or noise.

Suppose the sample size is n = {n.4,, ...,n4, }, let X4 (n) be the n4, x p matrix with rows X%, ..., X2 (from top
to bottom) and similarly let Y#(n) be the n.4, x 1 column vector with entries Y%, ..., YA (from top to bc;ttom). For
a shifted environment A4;, 1 <14 < k, we shall also denote the plug-in estimator for the co;responding risk function,

Ra,(8) =

na,

7

Y4 (n) — 87X (n)|3

Consider the set of corresponding plug-in estimators to ([B.11l),

B(n) = arg min B O7(8) + RO (9), (4.12)

where
k

AHw 1 ; . 1
RYP(n) =) wl— ¥4 (m) - 57X ()3 + — Y (n) - 57X (m)]I3,
i=1 nA; no
. b 1 1
R m) = 3 who— Y4 ) — 475N ()5 — YO (m) — 57X ()3
i=1 :
and w* () are chosen as the weights w that maximize Rlﬁ'g B) + WRX’B (8). Note that there may be several plug-in

estimators, stemming from the fact that there may be several solutions to (£I2]). The main result of this paper is



to provide an explicit and consistent (except for a null set of choices of parameters) estimator to (B11]). Note that
([#I2) does not give an explicit solution, and simply showing consistency for these estimators still leaves the problem

of having an unbounded search space (RP). We will provide a constructive approach that will resolve this issue.

4.1 Consistency of a constructive estimator

Denote a;(l1,ls) = E [X4 (1) XA (ly)], for Iy # lo, ai(l) = a;(,]) = E {(Xf“(l)ﬂ, bi(l) = E[X4(1)YA] and
¢ =E [(YAZ')2]. These are the parameters which we will use to identify the points in our parameter space which
we define as follows. Let © = (R*)? x (RT)P x RP x RP x RPX(P=1) x RPx(r=1) » RF x Rt ¢ R2#*+P+1) denote the

possible parameter space for each environment, so that for environment i we associate

0; = ({a:(D) 7, {0} {ai(le, 1) Yoy 101 <10 <p1<ta<py Ci)

and similarly for a pairing of two environments, (i,5), ¢ # j we can associate an element 6, ; € © x © defined by

0:i5 = ({a:(D)}}, {a; (D} 6D} {b; (DI, {aily, 12) by 210 1<ty <pa<ia<ps {5 (115 12) b1y 10, 1<0 <p 1 <la <ps €y C5) -

Let dist(z, E) = inf{|ly — z||2 : y € E} for x € R™, E C R™ for some m € N and where ||.||2 denotes the Euclidean

norm. Define

Cit(N) = bi(w) = A (Ba(w) = b5(v) ) .

My} (\) = () = A(@i(l) —a; (1)
and when u # v

MY (W) = (1, 0) = A @s(u, v) = a5 (0, ))

Let B(A) = (Mi’j)_l(/\)CA’;’j and R denote the real roots of §g(3(\)) = 0, where §(8) = Ra, () — RAj (8). We also
let Ap denote the roots of det (]\//T b (A)) = 0. The following (a.s. finite for sufficiently large n) sets will be used for
estimating the solution to ([BI1]). Denote,

Binf(n) =

C?r

{GZ +9G) " (2 +42Z4) |

Eint (l’l) = U BZ’]

1<i<j<k
where Let Gi— E[(X4)?], Gy =E[(Y*)*], Gy = 230 (Y/‘i)z‘,Zi:E[XAiYA]anle— Xy
GZL( ) _ (XA )TXA no (XO)TXO Gz ( ) _ %A.(XAi)TXAi _ %(XO)TXO Gz( ) _ (XA )TXA %/ _
LS (A, 24 ) = 2L (0T AL (£0)TYO, 24 (n) — S (0A)TYA L (KOO, and 21 — 1 T XA
Let
B (n) = {Ml()\i’j)éi’j()\”) Ao = arg min Ry, ((M”)l()\)égj)}, (4.13)
AeR\An

10



if RAi and R4 , intersect otherwise we set B (n) = . Our first main result states that [B.II]) has a unique solution
(outside a set of measure zero in © x ©) and that (£I2) are consistent estimators. We again highlight that fact that

it also circumvents the issue of the infinite search space R? by using a finite set of candidates in B (n). Let

F(8) = ((1+1)Ra, (8) = TRo(8)) V o v (1 + 7)Rea, (8) = TRo(8) )

and

fi(8) = ((1+ ) Ra,(8) = TRo(8))
Theorem 1. For every pair of environments (i,j), © # j, outside a subset of Lebesque measure zero N € © x © of

choices of 0; ;, we have that |By| =1, i.e., there is a unique solution to (B.11l). Furthermore,
dist (Bv(n), By) 2250,

for any Bv(n) € E(n) as na, A ... Ana, — 00, outside N. Moreover, for large n

B(n) =arg A min A A F(B), (4.14)
BE(Binf(m)UBint(n))N{BeR: 31<i<k, f(B)=Fi(8)}
The proof, together with preliminary lemmas can be found in the Appendix. As this proof is rather technical and

lengthy we will now give a brief summary of it.

of Theorem [ (broad outline; full proof in appendix). The first part of the proof is to show existence and uniqueness

of the minimizer. We start with observing that regardless of how w* is chosen (defined in Proposition [2),

RY DB+ 4R P (B) = ((1+7)Ray(B) = TRo(B)) V .. V (1 + T)Ra, (8) — TR0 (5))
= h(B) V...V h(B). (4.15)

Which is the maximum of functions that are “usually” (outside a set of measure zero in ©) strictly convex, which
then implies that the maximum is also strictly convex. This will imply uniqueness once we establish existence. To
show existence of the minimizer we first show that if ||5]] — oo in [@I5), then the risk diverges to co and therefore
the infinum must be attained in a compact set and by continuity this will imply that a minimum is attained (i.e. the
arg min exists).

We then move on to the structure of the minimizer and its estimator. The first observation we make is that the
minimum can only occur at either an inflexion point for some h; or at some intersection point between some h; and
h;. The set of inflexion points is obviously finite, the potential minima along the intersections is a bit more subtle.
We use the method of Lagrange multipliers to tackle this task. Noting that h; and h; intersect at some point if and
only if R4, and Ry, intersect at that same point, the Lagrangian is given by (for fixed i # j),

L(B,A) = Ra,(B) — Ag(B)
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where g(8) = Ra,(8) = Ra,;(8). Solving VL(8,A) = 0 leads to (see the formal proof in the Appendix for the
definitions of M%7 and C*7)

MY (NBA) = CyY, (4.16)

where we write S(\) only to signify that 8 depends on A. In order for this approach to be meaningful, the above
equation must only have a finite set of solutions (in terms of 8). An infinite set of solutions can only arise when
M3 ()\) is rank deficient. We therefore show that for any A € R such that det (M*7())) = 0, there are no solutions to
(#I8) outside a set of measure zero of parameter choices in @ x ©. By Lemma [H (in the Appendix) outside a set of
measure zero Ny € © x O, rank(M®I(\)) =p —1 for A € A and

p—1
MEION) = 3 56, VM, (V) (4.17)
1

with all s,(A,\) # 0. It turns out that outside a zero set in © x ©, {s,(6,\)}’_} are all rational functions on
R x © x ©. Applying the same row operations to the vector C%J()\) as M*J()\) we now have that M“J()\)3 = C*I(\)
has no solutions if

Cp?(N) = Y500 NC () | #0.
v#p

Let G denote the lowest common denominator of the terms in (Czi;j()\) = D So(0, )\)Cf;j()\)) then

QO X =GO, \) [ Ci7(N) =D 5u(8,)C7 ()
v#p
is a polynomial on R x © x ©. In order to show that @) has no roots in A, we use that this is equivalent to showing
that P and @ have no common roots which is in turn equivalent to showing that their resultant is not zero.

We then also need to show that are only a finite set of As that are viable candidates, these are the ones that fulfill
g(B(N)) = 0. As g(B())) has the same roots in terms of X as det (M*J(\)) g(B())), which is a polynomial in terms of
A it can only have a finite set of roots unless it is the zero polynomial.

The next part of the proof considers the plug-in estimators for the candidate points along the intersections and
their consistency. We argue analogously to earlier to show that there are only finitely many candidates that solve the
empirical corresponding equation to (£I6])

MY (NBA) = CH (), (4.18)

in terms of S(A) that also solve g(5(\)) = 0. O

4.2 An explicit, consistent approximation

From a practitioners point of view there is an issue with the estimators in the above theorem. Namely it requires the

computation of the roots of a polynomial of degree p. By the Abel-Ruffini theorem we cannot solve general polynomials
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of this type in terms of radicals. There is however an approximate estimator (or in reality a family of estimators) that
will also be consistent, which do not require us to compute the roots analytically. The solution lies in the proof of
Theorem [II When computing the roots in (A229) we note that they are simple roots so we may approximate these
roots by using the bisection method.

Let {¢m}m be any sequence in N such that ¢, — oo, assume we have n = (np,na4,,...,n4,) samples from every
environment and define n =np Ana, A... Anga,. Let P and ﬁ be as in the proof of Theorem [ and let 3,()) be the
approximation of BA.Y (M) where we replace the roots of ]3 with the following approximation. Since P()) is a polynomial of
degree p—1 we may write P(\) = S°P_ e, A" it then follows that ]3()\) = >"P1 e, A%, where é, is the plug-in estimator

)71\/Zu:1 ]Let

, then since é, — e, by the law of large numbers for u = 0, ...,p — 1 we have that R, — R

€y
€p—1

%
€p—1

of e,. By the Lagrange bound all real roots of ﬁ can be contained in [— (1 \% Zﬁj

-2 Eu
Ry =1V Zﬁ:l ép—1
where R =1V Zﬁj 21, So for large n, [ Ry, R,] C [-(R+ 1), R+ 1]. By Theorem 1 in Rump (1979) we have

that the minimal distance between any roots of P is bounded below by

€y

p—1

o (1) (In(p—1)41) 1y 3 20— 1))P72
A= (1Vepl) D(P) = nme-n79)

where D(P) denotes the discriminant of P and s = Zﬁ;é |ey|. Similarly we let

_ . \@E-DnE-1+1) Ay (2= 1)
A= (1Vl]ép-1]) D(P)m
then clearly A %% A by continuity and the law of large numbers. Let ¢ > 0, we now divide [-R., R,] into

My =2 [ARL—‘ intervals {I,}™", of equal length such that |I,| < A. Any such interval I, has a root to P if and only

if the two endpoints of I,, are of opposite sign. Consider the v:th interval with a sign change for P, this interval must

contain \, (the v:th smallest real root to P), we compute ¢, number of bisections to get our approximation Ay of 5\,

which then will have the property |\, — Aul < 2% and therefore A, = \,. We summarize our findings above in the

following theorem.

Theorem 2. The bisection estimator B’v(/\) described above has the same consistency property as B'y in Theorem [ in
the sense that
dist (B}(n), By) 2550.

Moreover we will compute at most (p — 1)(n(1) A n(2)) bisections in total when we have n samples.

Algorithm [[l summarizes exactly how to compute the approximate estimator given ny4, samples from environment
1<i<k.

Algorithm 1. Algorithm for computing the approzimate estimator

e Compute the inflexion point of to every Ra,(B) which is given by (G”Jr + ’yGiA)il (ZfF + ”yZiA).

13



o For every 1 <i < j <k such that Ra,(B) and Ra, () intersect, compute all the roots to

2 N 2
P(N) = det (M1%9(N)) " g(B(V),

(where G(B(N)) is given by (A29)) using the bisection method outlined above. For every such root X, compute
L —1 .
BOA) = (M) (NCH (X)

e The argmin solution is now given by the B amongst the ones computed above that minimizes

(1+7) (Ray(B)V v Ra, () = TRo(B).

5 Conclusions

In this manuscript, we derived the optimal out-of-sample risk-minimizing predictor for a specific target within a
nonlinear system. The system is trained across various within-sample environments, consisting of an observational
and several shifted environments, each corresponding to a nonlinear structural equation model (SEM) with its unique
shift and noise vector, both in L?. Unlike previous methodologies, we also allowed for shifts in the target value. We
established a sieve of out-of-sample environments, encompassing all shifts A that are at most ~ times as strong as any
weighted average of observed shift vectors. For each g € RP, we demonstrate that the supremum of the risk functions
R ;(B) can be decomposed into a (positive) non-linear combination of risk functions. Subsequently, we defined the risk
minimizer, 3, as the argument S that minimizes this risk. The main finding of this paper is that the risk minimizer
can be consistently estimated using an estimator outside a set of zero Lebesgue measure in the parameter space. An
inherent challenge in such estimation lies in solving a general-degree polynomial, lacking an explicit solution. We

resolved this by establishing an approximate estimator, that is consistent, employing the bisection method.
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A  Proof of Theorem 1

Before the proof of Theorem [I] we will need to construct a sizeable toolbox in the form of several Lemmas that will
now follow. For each § € © we may bijectively associate a pairing of an affine (and symmetric) matrix function and
an affine row vector as follows. For every 6; ; € © x © let the affine covariate matriz, M*»I(\) and the affine target

vector CJ()\) be defined element wise by
C™ (N)u = biu) = A (bi(u) = bj(u)),

M (N1 = ai(u) = Mai(u) — aj(u))).
When u # v
Mi)j()\)u,v = ai(uu ’U) —A (ai(u? U) - aj(u’ U)) ’

We may regard det (Mi’j ()\)) as polynomial in R with coefficients in © x ©. Doing so we will denote the roots in terms
of \ as A(6;,;) where we highlight the dependence on 6; ; € © x ©. We will denote the real roots of det (M*J())) as
A(6; j)r. Often times we will suppress the dependence on 6; ; for brevity when we see fit. The following result comes

from complex analysis.

Lemma 1. Let P(A\) = > a, A" be a polynomial with real coefficients (am # 0) with a real simple root r. For any
0 < € < minj<y<z<v |7y — 2| there exists 6 > 0 such that if we consider any polynomial of the form ]5()\) = Zum:o by A

with |a, — by| < & then P must have a simple real Toot in (1, — €,y + €).
The above result is then applied to get the following lemma which is what we actually will need.

Lemma 2. Let P(A) = Y7" (ay A" be a polynomial with real coefficients (a,, # 0) and whose real roots 11 < ... <1y
(v < m) are simple. If P,(X) = >0 aun A" is a sequence of polynomials such that ayn — ay, u=0,...,m then if we

denote the real roots of P,(\) as r1(n) < ... < ry, (n) then w, = v for large enough n and r,(n) — ry foru=1,...,v.

Proof. We know by Lemma [Tl that for any 0 < € < minj<y<,<y |y — 2| there exists § > 0 such that if |a, — @y, n] <6
then P, must have a simple real root in (r, — €,7, + €), which shows that w(n) > v for large enough n and that
ry(n) = 7, for u = 1,...,v. If v = m we are done, since then all roots are real and simple. If v = m we are done.
Suppose instead that v < m. We know that all roots of P, must converge to those of P so take any root r of P
with non-zero imaginary part ¢ = Im(r) then we know that for large enough n, P, must have a root r'(n) such that
|r —7'(n)| < ¢/2 which implies that the imaginary part of 7/(n) is non-zero for such n. But this is true for all roots
of P that are not real and since P, has the same degree as P for large enough n (when ay, ,, # 0), P,, must have the

same number of roots that are not real as P, i.e. wn) = v for such n. O

A result from measure theory which will lie at the heart of the method by which we prove Theorem [ is the

following.

Lemma 3. A polynomial on R™, for any n € N is either identically zero or is only zero on set of Lebesque measure

ZEro.

16



The following lemma is an immediate application of the one above and illustrates how we will apply the above

lemma in this paper.

Lemma 4. Any non-zero polynomial Py, ; () on R x © x © has simple roots (in terms of \) outside a set of measure

zero in © x O,

Proof. P only has simple roots if the discriminant is non-zero. The discriminant is a (non-zero) polynomial on © x ©

and therefore is only zero on a set of measure zero in ©. O

We will from now on omit the dependence on 6; ; of polynomials of the kind above. The reason being that we

regard it as polynomial on R with coefficients in © x © and we are interested in the roots in terms of .
Lemma 5. The following results holds for the affine parameter matriv M3 (\) as defined in ?77.

1 Outside a set N of measure zero in ©, there are at most p elements in A and for any A € A, rank (M”()\)) =
p—1.

2 Moreover for any such X there is a unique set of p— 1 real numbers s1(6, ), ..., sp—1(0, A), all of which must be

non-zero and such that
p—1
MPT(A) =" su(0, M7 (N), (A.19)
u=1

outside N.

Proof. Denote P(X) = det (M®())), by the fundamental theorem of algebra P has at most p distinct solutions in C.
The rank of M%7 ()\) is p — 1 if and only if there exists some non-zero minor, that is to say there exists a minor that
has no roots in common with P. Consider a submatrix M, ,(A) (where the subscripts u,v indicate that we remove
row u and column v) of M%J()), and let P, ,()\) = det (M,_,(\)). We wish to show that outside a set of measure zero
in © x O, there exists a minor such that P and P, , has no roots in common. P and P, , has a root in common root
in C if and only if their resultant is zero (since C is an algebraically closed field). But the resultant is a polynomial
on © x O so by Lemma [3] this polynomial is either the zero polynomial or it is zero on a set of measure zero in © x ©.
So to prove [1], it suffices to show that there exists any § € © x © such that the resultant of P and P, , is not zero.
Recall however that this is true if and only if for some 6, P(\) = 0 implies P, ,(A) # 0 for some u,v € {1,...,p} and
all A € R. For this purpose consider the matrix M’(\) where

A A=1 0 - 0
0 1 0 0
M'(\) =
0 0 0
0 0 1
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In this case the only root to P is given by A = 0 while the only root for P, 5 is given by A = 1. This proves the [1]. For

the final result, it is enough to show that every first minor of the form det (Mijl ()\)) foru=1,...,p— 1 is non-zero

since then M7 ()\) must be linearly independent from all subsets of n — 2 other rows. det (M fi()\)) = 0 for a root of
P if and only if res(P, ., P) is zero. Again it suffices to show that for each 1 < u < p — 1 there exists any § € © x ©
such that P and P, ; have no common root. Letting 6 be such that M%7 ()\) is the diagonal matrix with \ as diagonal
element number v and all other diagonal entries one implies that P only has the root 0 and P, ; has no roots at all.

This completes the proof of the final claim. O

Lemma 6. The coefficients {s,(0, \)}2_} in Lemma @ are rational functions on R x © x ©, whose roots in terms of

A do not lie in A outside some zero set in © x ©.

Proof. For any root of A € A, let T1(M%7()\)) denote the matrix resulting from subtracting %M{J from

row number u, u = 2,...,p in M%J(X), for those § € © x © such that M*/(A\)(1,1) # 0, YA € A(f). For 1 <
Ty 1 (M5 (X)) (v,u id
%Tv_l(]w »J ()\)»U)) (Whenever
Ty—1(M%I (X)) (v,v) # 0) from row number u, u = v + 1,...,;p in T,,_1(M*I(X)). Then outside a zero set in © x O,
T, M*I()) is well-defined for v = 1,....,p — 1 and (T, M/ (X)), = (0,...,0). The following procedure shows us that

outside a zero set in © x © we may bring M%J()) to a row echelon form in p — 1 steps, without permuting any rows

v < p, let T,(M*()\)) denote the matrix resulting from subtracting

or columns while making the final row the only zero-row in this matrix. First we see that dj(\) = (M%7 (\))(1,1) and
P(\) only have a common root if their resultant is zero. As before it suffices to find § € © x O such that dy(\) # 0
for any A € A(f). Consider the matrix M with M(I,l) = 1 for I = 1,...,p— 1, M(p,p) = p — X\, M(p,1) = 1 for
I=1,..,p—1, M(l,l) =1forl=1,...,p— 1 and zero on all other entries.

0 1
0 1
M(X) =
0 0 1 1
1 -+ 1 X+p

Then d; =1 and A(f) = {0} and this shows that d; and P do not have common roots outside some zero set Ny, so that

1
M%7 (1,1)

to ensure that we do not clear the next element below on the diagonal ((M%7()))(2,2)) when doing so. We therefore
have to check that %(Mﬂ (A)(1,2) # (M3(X\))(2,2), which is implied if (M (X))(2,1)(M*(A))(1,2) —
(M3 ())(2,2) (M) (1, 1) £ 0. (MP(0)(2, (M (N)(1,2) — (M ()(2,2)(M? (A))(1,1) is a polynomial on
© x © and we wish to show it has no roots in common with P outside a zero set Ny € © x O. It suffices to find a
6 € ©x©\ N such that the two polynomials do not have a root in common. As M (2,1)M(1,2)—M(2,2)M(1,1) = —1,
the matrix M still suffices for this purpose. This also shows that all entries in T3 (M%7 ())) are rational functions on

R x © x ©. Suppose now that 1 < v < p—1, (T,—1(M*I(\))(v,v) # 0, all entries in (T,—1(M%»7(\)) are rational on

we may divide by dy. On Ny, d_11 = is well defined and in order to clear the first column below row 1 we want
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R x O x O and
Ty 1 (M5I(N)(v,v — 1)
(Ty—1 (M5 (N))(v — 1,0 —=1)

outside a zero set N,,_1 € © xO. This means that we have successfully cleared everything below the main diagonal until

Ty—1 (MY (X)) (v = 1,0) # Tyy (M*(N)) (v,v), (A.20)

the v — 1:th element on the diagonal counting from the upper left corner. The elements of (T, (M%7 ()))) are obviously
rational functions on R x © x © due to the induction hypothesis and the fact that the elements in (T,(M%7()))) are
formed by products of rational functions in (T}, _1(M%/()))). Moreover there are no poles in A, outside N,_; (this
follows from ([A20)), so the roots of (T;,(M*I(\))(v,v) coincides with those of its numerator polynomial, Q,. To show
Q. is not the zero polynomial take the above M again and note that (T, (M)(v,v) = M(v,v) for v =1,....,p — 1. To

show that .
Tp (M5 (X)) (v + 1,v)

(T (M*7 (X)) (v, v)
for A € A, it suffices to show that the numerator polynomial of

T, (M5 (N))(v,v + 1) # Ty (M (N\) (v + 1,0 + 1),

To (M5 () (v + 1,0) Ty (M5 (X)) (v,v 4+ 1) = T (M> (N) (v + 1,v 4+ 1) T (M5 (X)) (v, v),

does not have a root in common with P, i.e., their resultant is only zero on a zero set. For this purpose we can again

recycle M where we have that

To(M)(v+ 1,0)T,(M)(v,v + 1) = T,(M)(v + 1,v + )T, (M) (v,v) = —1,

st / . o Tv(Mi’j()\))(v—i-l,v) .7 o
similarly to before, when v < p. We then let N, denote the zero set where either @, (\) = 0 or oo Myvsr =

M3 (v+1,v+ 1) and then let N, = Ny U....U N,_1 U N} which is the desired zero set. Note that there will be two

rational functions e,_1,e, on R x © x © such that

(Tp—2(Mi’j()‘)))p7, = (O o 0 ep ep) ’

i.e. the only two possible non-zero elements of (T,—2(M*())))  are the last two elements. Now we must have that

5o

(T (M), = (0 - 0),

indeed, since if this was not the case we would have that rank (7,—1(M*7()))) = p (since we have all elements on the
main diagonal are non-zero and all elements below it have been cleared), but rank (Tj,—1(M*?()))) = rank (M*/())) =
p since A € A. The fact that T,,_1 (M7 (\)),.. = 0 leads to the following equation.

G O T () (p,2)
MY N = Graoy@ ™ T Ry 2.2)

T, (M (N) (p.p — 1)
Ty (M) (p— Lp— 1)

T1(M%I()))2, is a linear combination of (M%J()));,. and (M®/(\))2. with coefficients that are rational on © x R.
Similarly T,(M%7(X)),,. is a linear combination of {(M® (X)), }i_;, for v = 2,...,p — 1, with coefficients that are

u=1>

rational on R x © x ©. This together with (A.21]) and the uniqueness of the representation (A19) shows that the

coefficients {s, }?_} are rational on R x © x ©. O

Ty (M5 (N)g, + ...

+ Tp—2(Mi’j()‘))p—1,- (A'21)
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Lemma 7. Suppose A is a px p matric of rank p—1 such that A, . is linearly independent of every subset of p—2 other
rows of A. Let A, = Eﬁ; cuAu,. be its unique decomposition in span{Ai ..., Ap_1,}. If {A(n)}, is a sequence of
p X p matrices of rank p — 1 that also share the property that A, (n) is linearly independent of every subset of p — 2
other rows of A(n) and such that lim,_,« ||[A — A(n)|| = 0 then if we let A, (n) = Z;i cu(n) Ay, (n) be its unique
decomposition in span{Ai, _(n),...,Ap_1,(n)} it follows that c,,(n) — ¢,

Proof. Let © = A, and V = (A] A ...Al' | ) (which is then a p x (p — 1) matrix) so that 2 = VC if we let
C = (cl...cp_l)T. Note that V has full column rank which implies C = V*z is a unique solution for C, where
VT denotes the Penrose-inverse. This implies that ||Clle < [|[V1]|ocl|4p, [loc- Similarly we get that |C(n)]e <
[V (n)"|loc||4p,.(n)|| o where V(n)T is the Penrose inverse of the matrix V(n) = (A;, (n)T Az, (n)7...Ap—1,.(n)T) and
C(n) = (e1(n)...cp—1(n)). Since all the matrices {V(n)}, have rank p—1 and ||V (n)— V||« by the law of large numbers
it follows that ||V (n)* — V1 |s 225 0 which implies ||V (1) |lee =25 [V ||oo. By the law of large numbers we also
have that [|A, (n)]loc = ||Ap, |loo- All of this implies that the sequences {c,(n)}, are bounded for u = 1,....,p — 1.
Suppose now that for some 1 < m < p, ¢p(n) 4 ¢m. Then since the sequence {¢;,(n)}, is bounded there exists a
subsequence {cp,(nk)}r such that ¢, (ng) — ¢}, # ¢y and ¢,(ng) — ¢, 1 <v <p-—1. Since 4, (n) > A, , 1 <v<p

it follows that 4, = Zﬁ;i e, Ay, but ¢, # ¢, this contradicts the uniqueness of the decomposition and this gives us

the result. O
We are now ready to prove the main result of the paper.

of Theorem [

Part 1: Existence and uniqueness of the minimizer.

Regardless of how the weights w*(3) (as long as it is in accordance with the definition of w* in Proposition [2)) are

distributed among the the risk functions, we have that
RYOB) + 4R P/(8) = (14 7) (Ray(B) V ..V Ra, (8)) = TRo(8).
It will be helpful to re-write the minimizer in the following way
By = argérel]iRnp(l +7)(Ra, (B) V...V R4, (B)) — TRo(B)
= arg min ((1+7)R4,(8) —7Ro(8)) V... V(1 + 1) Ra, (8) — 7Ro(B)). (A.22)

Let hi(8) = (14+7)Ra,(8) —TRo(B) so that 5, = argminger h1(B) V...V hi(8). We also let f(8) = hi(B) V...V hi(B).
Note that

G =E (= B)o B(Ai+exa) (1= B)Lh B (Ai+ exa)| ~E[(( = B)T) Bexo) (1= B)L} Bexo

~E[(U-B)5}.84)" (1 - B)), 84
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which implies that G% is positive semi-definite. When G is full-rank it is also positive definite. This is true if
det (GiA) # 0, but det (GiA) is a polynomial on © and hence, by Lemma/[3] it is zero only on a set of Lebesgue measure
zero in ©. Thus G is positive definite outside a set of Lebesgue measure zero in ©, which implies that h; is strictly
convex. The maximum of of strictly convex functions is again strictly convex and due to the fact that a strictly convex
function has at most one minimizer, we have uniqueness of the arg min whenever it exists.

We now show that such a minimum exists. The minimum of f can only be achieved at either an inflexion point
for some h; or along the intersection (where f might not be differentiable) of two h;’s. The inflexion point of h;(3) is
achieved at S,y := (G} +7G4) ! (ZL +~ZY) (this is readily verified by solving Vh;(8) = 0), whenever G, +7G
is full rank. Since GA = G4, if Ga then sois G4. Hence, if G is full rank then so is Gi —i—vGiA (and hence invertible).
We now study any potential minima along the intersection of two risk functions R;(8) and R;(5). Expanding the risk
function we see that

Ra,(8) =E[(YM)?] - 28R [y X 4] + 8G"8".
Since G? is positive definite outside a set of measure zero, by a diagonalization of G*, G* = ODO?', where O is an
orthogonal matrix and D a diagonal matrix with positive eigenvalues Ay, ..., A, such that |30 = ||8]|. Letting 3 = O
(recall that we defined /3 as a row vector and note that BOT = B), we have that

p
BG'BT = BODO" B = D" = " \.B.
u=1
So if we let A = minj <, <p Ay, then
p
Ra,(8) =E[(Y*)?] = 28E [V XA + BG'8" =E [(Y*)] —2(B0" E [Y X)) + > \uf;
u=1

> E[(Y*4)?] - 20807 ol B [Y 4 X4 lo + MBI3 = E [(Y4)?] = 21807 | E [y X |1o] + A Bl
=E[(Y*)?] +118ll2 (M8l - 2 [y )k

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz and Jensen’s inequality. This implies that lim inf) g, Ra, () = co. Since

2| XA

infgerr:r,. (8)=Ra.(8) R4, (B) exists and is finite it cannot be a limit where || 3|| — oo (the risk functions must obviously
i J

be finite at any intersection point). Therefore there exists a sequence {8;}; with ||5;]] < C for some C < oo such that
Wminfgepe.rq, (8)=Ra, (8) B, (8) = limy—00 R4, (B1), so in other words

lim inf R4, (B) = lim inf
BERP:R4, (B)=Ra,;(B) BERP:Ra, (B)=Ra;(B):18l<C

The set {8 €RP: Ra,(8) = Ra,(B)} is closed since it is the kernel of the continuous function Ra,(8) — Ra, ().
Therefore the set {5 € R : Ra,(8) = Ra,(B),]|8]| < C)} is compact but the infinum of a continuous function over a
compact set is in fact a minimum. To conclude, if k; and h; intersect for some ¢ # j then there is a minimum attained

along this intersection, which then implies that that (A22)) has a unique solution.
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Part 2: Structure of the solution and the estimator.

Step 1: Find and organize all possible candidates for the minimizer:

The plug-in estimator for the inflexion points of h; is given by ((GrfF + WGiA)_l (ZfF + WZiA), by part 1 of this proof
the inverse in the population version of this expression is well-defined outside a set of measure zero in ©. Therefore it
follows by continuity and the law of large numbers that this estimator is consistent in the almost sure sense. Let By, =
{Binf(1), -+ Bing (k) } denote the set of inflexion points for the different h;s and let Bin #(n) denote the corresponding
(plug-in) estimators. Note that h; and h; intersect if and only if R; and R; intersect. If R; and R, intersect let B%/ be
its set of argmin points. By part 1 of this proof, this set is either empty or just a singleton. Correspondingly, if R; and
Rj intersect we let B (n) denote the set of argmin points along this intersection (this set may contain more than one
point!). If R; and Rj do not intersect we set B (n) = (). Let By = BYU...UBY*UB23U...UB%FU.. .UBF-LkyBk-F
denote all the intersections points between the different h;s and let Bmt(n) denote the corresponding set of estimators.
We also let B = Byt U By, ¢ and B(n) = Bint (n)U Emf(n) For 3 € B*J to be a candidate for the argmin we must
have that h;(8) = f(8). Let hi(8) = (1+7)Ra, — TR0 and f(8) = /\f:1 hi(B). Tt is straight-forward to verify that
arg min h;(B) is achieved at its inflexion point f¢ = (G, + ”yGiA)fl (Zi, +~Zk). With our new notation, the argmin

of f must be achieved at a point in either Einf(n) or Emt(n), ie.

By = arg f(B), (A.23)

min
BEBinfUBintNRN{B: 31<i<k, f(B)=hi(8)}

while

By(n) =arg A min o f(B). (A.24)
BEBins(n)UBint(n)NRN{A: I1<i<k, f(B)=hi(B)}

We now construct the vector V' as follows, the first k£ entries are 3, 7(1), .., Biny(x) in chronological order. Then
we place all the elements of B"7’s in rising order beginning with B%! and ending with B*~1* with the convention
that we always place elements of B/ for i < j but not 4 > j. The individual elements of B%/ are to be ordered
lexicographically. This way we can associate each argmin- candidate point with a unique index number in V. The
number of elements in V will be denoted M. We then construct V,, completely analogously from the corresponding
estimators and let M%7 (n) be the number of elements in Vi. We will later show that for large n, M%7 (n) =M as..

Let us define the optimal choice indices

L= arglglngan(V(l)),

(note that L is a set in general) so that 8, = g(V(L)) and similarly let

L, =arg min f(vn (l)u
1<I<M(n)

so that 3, (n) = f(Va(1)),Vl € Ly. Tt may be the case that for some n, L, ¢ L. This can only happen in two different

ways. The first one is that we do not have enough samples and the estimators deviate so much from their respective
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estimands that we make the wrong choice. The second one is due to R; and R; (for some ¢ and j) intersecting and
inducing an argmin while R; and R; do not intersect. If R; and R; do not intersect they are separated by some fixed
amount, for large enough n so will R; and R; be, therefore this will not happen for large n. For any [ ¢ L there exists
a > 0 such that V(1) — V(u) > a, for any u € L. We will show later that Vi (I) == V(1) for 1 <1 < M (recall that
M = M for large n) and this will imply that Vi (1) — Vi (u) > a for large enough n, u € L. So for such large n we
must have Ly € L. So for large n the right candidate is always picked and the theorem will follow if we can show that
Va(l) =25 V(1) for all 1 <1 < M. This is clear by Theorem ?? for the inflexion points so it now remains to study
possible minima along the intersections, i.e. we must show that with a lexicographical ordering of B%7, Bi’j <. < ﬂé’j

and of B (n), Bi7 < ... < Bé’j (with § = ¢ for large n) we have that 557 225 8 for 4 = 1,...q.

Step 2: Use Lagrange multipliers to find possible minima along intersections of the risk functions.

We now consider the corresponding empirical case, i.e. we assume that the two estimators R; and Rj intersect. By
continuity and the law of large numbers it follows that for large n, the matrix G, is also positive definite and we may
consider the corresponding diagonalization of G; = ODOT. 1If we let j\ denote the smallest eigenvalue of D. We can

then show analogously to the population case that

nq

- 1 , 2 1o~ oa,
Ra(8) 2 =3 (P2 + 1812 | MiBlla =2, = D> 1y
=1

=1

ARl
=1
Therefore we may draw the same conclusion as before, namely if R 4, and R 4, intersect for large n then we have an
argmin along this intersection. Let g(8) = Ra, () — Ra, (). By the necessity part of the Kuhn-Tucker Theorem, a
necessary condition for 8* to be a minimum point for R4, (8) subject to g(8) = 0 is that VgL(5*, A\*) = 0 for some
A* and ¢g(8*) = 0. This will only have a finite set of solutions in terms of A* (as it will be polynomial in A*) and

correspondingly a finite set of 3’s, we then choose whichever one that minimizes R4,. Consider the Lagrangian

L(B,N) = Ra,(B) = Ag(B) = > B7 (B [(XW)A)? = X (X)) = (X(1)*)?)])

=0

=23 BE[YMXOY) - A HXON) YN D))
=1

+23 ) BLBL B [X ()M X (1) = A (X)X (1) = X ()Y X (1)Y)] + E[(Y4)? = X (YA)2 = (Y4)?)]
11=0 125y

=67 (ai®) = Aai(l) = a; (1) =2 Bi (b)) = A (b:(D) — ;1))
1= =1
23 D Buba (ailly, lo) = Aai(l, l2) = aj(l, 1)) + i = Aei = ¢j).

11=012#0
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where a;(l1,1l2) = E [X (1)) X (I2)?]. Setting VL(53,\) = 0 yields,
B (B [(XO™)? = A((X ) = (XO)?)]) =B [y (X QM) = A (YA (X)) =Y B (X O)™)]

P
— Z BLE[XO)MX (1) = XN (X )Y X (1) — X ()Y X (12))] . (A.25)
Ia £l
We define the p x p matrix M*J(\) and the vector C*7(\) exactly as in ?? using the given environments i.e.
MY (N)ig = ai(l) = Aai(l) — a;(1))
when u # v
M5 (N)yo = ai(u,v) — X (ai(u,v) — a;(u,v))

and

Define

er(\) = Z B E [ X)X (1) — X (X)X (1) — X (1) X (1))] and
l2#l
a() =E[YH(XO) - A (Y xO*) -y mh)].
With this notation we can reformulate (A25]) as
M™(N)BA) = CY,

where we write 5(\) only to signify that 8 depends on A.

Step 8: Only finitely many Lagrange multiplier candidates with corresponding solutions B(\) (outside a set of measure
zero).

Let P(A\) = det (M®(X)). We will now establish the fact that outside a set of measure zero in ©x 0, M(\,)3 = C*I(X)
has no solutions for any A € R such that P(A\) = 0. By Lemma [l outside a set of measure zero No € © x O,
rank(M®/()\)) =p—1for A € A and

p—1
M) = su(0,\) My, (N) (A.26)
1

u

with all s, (6, \) # 0. From Lemmalf we see that outside a zero set Ny € © x ©, {5, (0, \)}’_] are all rational functions
on R x © x O. Applying the same row operations to the vector C*J(\) as M7 ()\) we now have that M*7(\)3 = C%J(\)

has no solutions if

&W@—Z%@n@%0¢o

v#p
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Let G denote the lowest common denominator of the terms in (C;’j (P) — Dyt S0 (0, ACy (’U)) then

Q0,0 =G(0,1) [ C37 (1) = D 50(0, )CY (v)
v#p
is a polynomial on Rx © x ©. To show that () has no roots in A is equivalent to showing that P and ) have no common
roots which is in turn equivalent to showing that their resultant is not zero. Again, we need to show that there exists
0 € O such that P and Q have no common roots. Take the matrix M from the proof of Lemma 6l As we already
have seen for M §1 = ... = sp—1 = 1. We readily see that in this case G =1 (since G is the lowest common denomi-
nator of {s,}?_1) so any choice of parameters that leads to the first degree polynomial C’ T (p) — > vty Sv(0, )\)C;’j (v)
not having a root in A = 0 shows that outside a zero set N4 there are no solutions to M%7 (), )8 = C*J(X) for any X € A.

Step 4: For all viable candidates B(N), find the roots of g(8(N\)) = 0 and show there are only finitely many candi-
dates.

We continue with the case when A € R is such that M%J(\) is full rank. If M%J()) is full-rank then B()\) =
(M#7)=1(A\)CY7, to find A we solve g(8(\)) = 0. Note that

BN = G araoy) M” Zdet (M2 () CH (M) (v),

where we again use the convention that M7 is the matrix M*J with row u and column v removed. So for A & A
P

g(ﬁ()\)):(ai(l)—aj(l))z(det 0 Zdet(MM )(_1)L+vci,j()\)(v)> +ei—cj—

P

2(bi(1)—bj(z))§:<det TETO Zdet (M7 ) (~1)tet ()\)(v)>—|—

1

2 (a;i(l1,l2) — a;(l1,12)) Z > <det IR Zdet (M[ljv )(_1)11“0@]0)(”)).

11=115%#lo
lo+v vi,5
<det e Zdet M, (M) (—1)21C" (A)(v)) :
Furthermore from the above expression we see that for A € A, g(8()\)) has the same roots as
~ 1/ . 2
P(X) = det (M (X))" g(B(N),

which is a polynomial. Outside a set of measure zero N5 € © x O, P()\) has only simple roots, according to Lemma
@ Let us now define N = N; U...U N;5. Letting R denote the (finite) set of roots to g(8(A)) = 0 then the set of

intersection arg min’s will now be given by

ij_ “L(\T)Oyi s NG — : (MT i '
B {M (A Chig A argg\rg%RAl (M~'(N)C ()\))}
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Step 5: Plug-in estimator for candidate points along intersections converge to corresponding points in population case.
From here on out we fix 6 € © x © \ N. We now consider the plug-in estimator of the minima along the intersection
between R4, and R4,

argﬁrrel%}) RAi(ﬁ), subject to RAi(ﬁ) = RA]. (8).

We also consider the plug-in Lagrangian
(£6:) () = (Ra,(8) (0) = 23(8) = 3 3 (A (@ult) ~ a,0) — 232 81 (5~ A (5.0~ 5, 0)
=1 =1

23 D BB (@il l2) = Aai(l, 1) — (1, 12)) + & = A& — &) |

11=012#l1

where §(8) = Ra,(8) — Ba,(8), ai(l) = 2= S04 (X2(1)%, bi(l) = = S0 XA (YA, ¢ = - S04 (YA,

ai(ly,lp) = -S04 X A4(1) XA (I). Then similarly we see that solving Vg (ﬁ(ﬂ, /\)) (n) = 0 leads to M (\)8 =

na,

C\’, where

and when u # v
M (N = (1, v) — A (G (u, v) — a;(u, v)) .

Let A, denote the set of roots (in terms of \) to P(\) = det (M”(/\)) = 0 and let Ag(n) denote the real roots of
this polynomial. We wish to establish that for large enough n, M- (A = C';\] has no solutions for A € A,. Recall
that P only has simple roots which implies, by Lemma 2] and the law of large numbers that the elements in AR(n)
converge a.s. to those in Ag, where we let Ag = {A1,..., \;p} (Where A; < ... < A\, and m depends on 6 but 6 is fixed
at this point) denote the real roots of P. Note that by the proof of [l for each A € A (and therefore also in Ag) the
first p — 1 first minors along the first column in M%J()) is bounded below by some § > 0 (§ > 0 also depends on 0,
but 6 is fixed), i.e. |det (M, 1(A\))] > § for each A € A and 1 < u < p— 1. For large enough n, the number of elements
in A,, and A coincides by Lemma 2l From Lemma 2 we also have PN A, for 1 < z < m. Since the determinant is
continuous it follows that ‘det (M{Jv(;\z))‘ >4, v=1,...,p— 1 for large enough n. Therefore rank (Mlﬂ(;\z)) =p—1

and we have the unique representation (in terms of the rows Mfﬂ (A)

p—1
u=1
for all A, € A(n)g with all 5,().) # 0. Note that
1M (M) = MO < M (A, = A+ M (Az) = M), (A.28)
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for the first term above |[M®“I(X, — X.)|| = |\, — A | || M’(n)]|, where M;v(n) = W;(u,v) — Ww;(u,v) when u # v and
Ml/,l(n> = a;(I) —a;(1). By the law of large numbers M’(n) converges to the matrix M’ with M, , = a;(u,v) —a;(u,v)
when u # v and M;; = a;(l) — a;(l). Due to the fact that A. 225 ), it is therefore clear that the first term in (A.28)
vanishes. The second therm in (A28) will vanish by the law of large numbers, hence ||M%7(),) — M%7 (\,)|| <25 0.
Due to the fact that [|M%7(X.) — M (\.)|| =25 0 and Lemma [T it follows that §,(X.) =% s,(X,) for u=1,...,p—1
and 1 < z < m. Let

H(N) = % — ey - ;ﬂsvw, NG |

we know that since we chose 8 ¢ N, |H(\)| > ¢ (since Q(A) # 0) for some ¢’ > 0 and every A € A(f). We now let

HO) =GN = 5.(NCH (A
v#p

it follows immediately that H().) <2 H(X.) by the fact that §,(\.) =2 s,()\.) and C’;’j(v) L2 03 (v) for

= 1,...p (this latter statement can be proved by employing the same strategy as for (A28])). So for large n,

( 2) > 5 which implies that there are no solutions to M%/(A\)3 = C%()) for A € Ag(n) for large enough n. Let

(/\) = (M) =1 (A\)C™I () for A & A,,. To find any candidates for A we then solve §(3()\)) = 0. Similar to before we
ee that

P

=1 v=1

(det (Mm )Zd“ (o )(—1)””(3’?]'(11)) (@:(l) — a; (1) + & — &

3

= (d o (1 () )uzldet(M” )(—1)””@;%)) (b~ b))
#2000 - a0, 3 S (det(M” )Zdet(M“ )(—1)l1+vé§’j(v)>

l1=11s#lo
x (dEt (M” )Zldet( )( 1)l2+“é;vf(v)> . (A.29)

Analogously to the population case, if let 16()\) = det (M”( )) 9(8 ( )) then }2’()\) has the same roots as G(8(A)).
t( ) 225 det (M™(X)) # 0 (since A & A),
det (M;:JU()\)) 22 det (ME9(N) for all w0, b.() <25 b.(), a.() 2“2 a(), a.(,) 2“2 a(,.) and finally that

By the law of large numbers and continuity we see that de

¢ 224 ¢, We can thus conclude that all coefficients of P converge to the corresponding coefficients of P and there-
fore, by Lemma 2 the real roots of P converge to those of P and that for large enough n, the number of such roots of
P and P coincides. Letting R = {1, ..., Am} (with A\; < ... < M) and R = {1, ..., \m} (with Ay < ... < An) denote

the simple real roots of Pand P respectively we have that A 225\, for u = 1,..,m and for large n, m = m, i.e. the
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elements of R converge to those of R. If we now define

B (n) = {M—lw)j)é%i (X9) s AW = argmin Ra, ((31%) 7' (N)CYY) } .
AER
By the law of large numbers and continuity (since det (M#*7(X\)) # 0for A € A) (M59)=1(A)CY? =25 (MH)=H(A)CH (V)
for X ¢ A. Therefore max ;. ; dist (B,B%) 225 0 as well as #B%I(n) = #Bivj (with #A denoAting theApgmber of (3:1‘6—‘
ments in the set A) for large n. With a lexicographical ordering of B*/, 37 < ... < 27 and of B*/(n), 517 < ... < By’
(with § = ¢ for large n) we have that 57 225 8 for u = 1,...q. O
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