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Abstract. Many existing unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA) meth-
ods primarily focus on covariate shift, limiting their effectiveness in im-
balanced domain adaptation (IDA) where both covariate shift and label
shift coexist. Recent IDA methods have achieved promising results based
on self-training using target pseudo labels. However, under the IDA sce-
narios, the classifier learned in the source domain will exhibit different
decision bias from the target domain. It will potentially make target
pseudo labels unreliable, and will further lead to error accumulation with
incorrect class alignment. Thus, we propose contrastive conditional align-
ment based on label shift calibration (CCA-LSC) for IDA, to address
both covariate shift and label shift. Initially, our contrastive conditional
alignment resolve covariate shift to learn representations with domain
invariance and class discriminability, which include domain adversar-
ial learning, sample-weighted moving average centroid alignment and
discriminative feature alignment. Subsequently, we estimate the prob-
ability distribution of the target domain, and calibrate target sample
classification predictions based on label shift metrics to encourage la-
beling pseudo-labels more consistently with the distribution of real tar-
get data. Extensive experiments are conducted and demonstrate that
our method outperforms existing UDA and IDA methods on bench-
marks with both label shift and covariate shift. Our code is available
at https://github.com/ysxcj-hub/CCA-LSC.

Keywords: Unsupervised domain adaptation · Label shift · Covariate
shift · Long-tailed distribution

1 Introduction

Unsupervised Domain Adaptation (UDA) [1,2,3,4] aims to transfer knowledge
from labeled source domain to unlabeled target domain. A common scenario in
UDA is covariate shift, where the conditional distributions of the labels given the
features are the same across domains, i.e., PS(y|x) = PT (y|x), but the marginal
distributions of the features are different, i.e., PS(x) ̸= PT (x). Many UDA
⋆ Corresponding author. Email: shower0512@bupt.edu.cn
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methods have been proposed to deal with covariate shift, such as distribution
matching-based methods [3,4,5], which aim to align the feature distributions of
the source and target domains by minimizing some distance measure. However,
when there exists label distribution shift, i.e. PS(y|x) ̸= PT (y|x), distribution
matching-based methods may suffer from negative transfer. In real-world scenar-
ios, domain adaptation often faces the challenge of both data distribution shift
(covariate shift) and label distribution shift (label shift). Moreover, real-world
data is usually imbalanced, where some classes are more frequent than others.
For example, in the domainnet [6] dataset, the head classes that are abundant in
the source domain may be scarce in the target domain. This scenario is referred
to as imbalanced domain adaptation (IDA). To enable domain adaptation to
cope with such realistic situations, effective IDA algorithms are essential.

(a) (b)

Fig. 1: (a)Top: In cases of substantial label shift, classifier learned from source domain
may mislabel target samples due to the unknown target label distribution. This can
result in error accumulation and misalignment in IDA methods that use self-training
with pseudo-labels. (a)Bottom: Our approach rectifies the classification boundary to
predict target samples based on the label shift metric Mls, effectively reducing the error
rates in estimating target pseudo-labels. We employ calibrated pseudo-labels in CCA to
learn feature representations that are both domain-invariant and class-discriminative.
(b): Label distributions on DomainNet and OfficeHome

Recent studies attempt to address the IDA problem through self-training
with target pseudo-labels. However, these methods prove unstable as the clas-
sifier’s output tends to align more closely with the source than the target label
distribution under label shift. This discrepancy results in noisier pseudo-labels
for target samples. The issue is particularly pronounced for classes with a large
label shift, leading to error accumulation, as depicted in Figure 1(a), top.

To tackle this issue, we introduce a novel method termed contrastive con-
ditional alignment based on label shift calibration (CCA-LSC). This method
adjusts the classification of target samples in accordance with the degree of
label shift. First, we propose to align the conditional distributions of two do-
mains inspired by contrastive learning by using domain adversarial learning,
sample-weighted moving average centroid alignment, and discriminative feature
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alignment. We then estimate the label distribution of the target domain (P̂T )
after a simple pre-training. Second, we utilize P̂T and the label distribution of
the source domain PS to calculate the degree of label shift. Finally, we adjust
the classification prediction of target samples according to the degree of label
shift during the training process. Our experiments reveal that the pseudo-labels
procured by CCA-LSC consistently outperform the pseudo-labels obtained di-
rectly from the classifier’s output. This observation, confirmed across all tasks on
the OfficeHome and DomainNet datasets, suggests that this strategy effectively
enhances the reliability of pseudo-labels, thereby promoting a more accurate
alignment across the two domains. See Figure 1(a), bottom.

The contributions of this article are as follows:

– Contrastive conditional alignment (CCA) leverages the principles of con-
trastive learning for extracting domain-invariant and class-discriminative
features to resist covariate shift. And it weights samples to reduce misalign-
ment from unreliable target pseudo labels.

– Label shift calibration (LSC) introduce a novel metric to quantify label shift
and leverage this metric to rectify the classification predictions of target
samples, which reduce target false pseudo-rate and resist label shift. CCA
and LSC jointly resolve the IDA problem.

– Experiments were conducted on the OfficeHome and DomainNet datasets,
which have both label shift and covariate shift, and it was shown that CCA-
LSC achieved state-of-the-art performance.

2 Related Work

Unsupervised Domain Adaptation With Covariate Shift Covariate shift
in UDA is primarily addressed by three kind of methods: statistic divergence
alignment, adversarial training, and self-training. Statistic divergence alignment
learns invariant features by minimizing domain discrepancy, with the diver-
gence measure selection being key. Measures such as maximum mean discrep-
ancy (MMD) [2,4,7,8], correlation alignment [3], wasserstein distance [9,10,11],
marginal discrepancy measures [12], and other distance-based methods [13,14]
are commonly employed. Adversarial training, taking inspiration from genera-
tive adversarial networks (GANs) [15], aims to extract domain invariant fea-
tures [5,16,17,18] through an adversarial process. These UDA methods align
the marginal distribution during training, assuming invariant label distributions.
However, label shifts could lead to bad performance or even negative transfer.
Self-training [19,20,21] employs pseudo-labels generated from the target domain
for training on target domain data. However, these pseudo-labels may suffer from
miscalibrated probabilities [22], potentially leading to the errors accumulation.

Unsupervised Domain Adaptation With Label Shift These techniques
strive to tackle the challenge of varying label distributions across domains. Pre-
dominant strategies include class-weighting methods [23,24,25] and those that
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address cross-domain label shift by predicting and estimating the distribution
of the target label [23,26]. However, these methods presume the feature distri-
bution is invariant across domains, only concentrating on label shift. Additional
methods have investigated DA scenarios where the label spaces across domains
do not entirely overlap, such as open set domain adaptation [27,28] and par-
tial domain adaptation [29,30,31]. These methods pertain to specific label shift
problems, which are not the focus of this paper.

Imbalanced Domain Adaptation IDA is designed to tackle the coexistence
of covariate shift and label shift. Typical methods include conditional distribu-
tion alignment based on pseudo-labels [32,33], class-weighting strategies [34,35],
implicit alignment methods based on sampling [36], asymmetric relaxed distri-
bution alignment [37], and cluster-level discrepancy minimization [38]. These
methods typically utilize pseudo-labels for self-training. However, under strong
label shift, pseudo-labels are often unreliable, leading to error accumulation and
erroneous class alignment. To address this, SENTRY [39] proposed that mini-
mizes the entropy of reliable instances and maximizes the entropy of unreliable
instances. ISFDA [40] proposed a method using secondary label correction.
However, as label shift varies for different classes, unreliable instances are class-
biased. These methods overlook the varying label shift across classes and do not
essentially address the label shift issue. In this work, we introduce CCA-LSC. It
adjusts the classification prediction of target samples based on each class’s label
shift degree, Mls, enhancing the precision of pseudo-labels.

3 Method

3.1 Problem Setup

In this work, we investigated C-way image classification. In imbalanced domain
adaptation (IDA), we are given a source domain S = {X s

i ,Ys
i } with Ns labeled

samples {(xs
i , y

s
i )

Ns
i=1} and a target domain T = {X t

i } with Nt unlabeled samples
{(xt

i)
Nt
i=1}, where the input x are images and label y ∈ {1, 2, . . . , C} are categor-

ical variables. For the joint case of label shift and covariate shift, we adopt the
same assumption in [32], i.e., p(y|x) = q(y|x), p(x) ̸= q(x), p(y) ̸= q(y) and
p(x|y) ̸= (x|y). Our goal is to learning a CNN mapping function ft: Xt → Yt.

3.2 Contrastive Conditional Alignment (CCA)

Domain Adversarial Learning In domain adversarial learning, an auxiliary
domain classifier D is employed to determine whether the features extracted by
G are derived from the source or target domain. Simultaneously, G is trained
to deceive D. When this adversarial game reaches a state of equilibrium, the
features produced by G demonstrate domain invariance. Formally,

LDC(xs, xt) = Ex∼DS
log(1−D ◦G(x)) + Ex∼DT

log(D ◦G(x)). (1)
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Sample-weighted Moving Average Centroid Alignment However, domain-
invariance does not mean cross domain class-invariance. In [41], they propose
to use moving average centroid alignment strategy. This strategy explicitly con-
strains the distance between centroids with identical class but different domains,
ensuring close mapping of same-class features. The transfer objective is:

LSM (xs, ys, xt) =

K∑
k=1

Φ(Ck
S , C

k
T ), (2)

where Ck
S and Ck

T represent the centroid of class K of the source and target
domains respectively, and Φ(·) represents the Euclidean distance between the
two. This strategy is designed to mitigate the adverse effects of incorrect pseudo-
labels. However, in situations with severe label shift, an excess of unreliable
pseudo-labels can misalign centroids. We suggest that each sample’s contribution
to the centroid calculation varies based on its reliability. For instance, in a binary
classification problem, if samples x1 and x2 have probability outputs [0.9, 0.1]
and [0.6, 0.4] respectively, x1 is more reliable. Hence, we use confidence as a
sample weight. For a sample x, the final probability output through a deep model
parameterized by θ is represented as pθ(y|x), with a weight of w = max pθ(y|x).

Inspired by contrastive learning [43], the centroids with same class label but
different domains should be closer, while the centroids with different class labels
and domains should be futher away. We rewrite Eq.(2) as follows:

LDSM (xs, ys, xt, ŷt) =

∑K
k=1 Φ(C

k
wS , C

k
wT )∑

i ̸=k Φ(C
i
wS , C

k
wT )

, (3)

where Ck
wS and Ck

wT represent the centroids weighted by w.

Discriminative Feature Alignment In scenarios with two domains exhibit-
ing significant distribution disparities, our goal is to ensure domain-invariant and
class-discriminative features. Features with identical class labels across domains
align closely, while those with different labels are distinctly separated. We pro-
pose discriminative feature alignment, a contrastive learning-based method, to
facilitate this. It computes the difference between each feature pair from the
source and target domains, using actual labels for the source and classifier-
produced pseudo-labels for the target. Identical class labels draw features closer,
while differing labels push them apart, effectively enabling cluster learning for
robust classification boundaries. To avoid over-attracting unreliable samples, we
persist in using w as a sample weight. Formally,

LDFA =
1/Nsame

∑
i

∑
j

√
ws

iw
t
jΦ(x

s
i , x

t
j)|ys

i=ŷt
j

1/Ndiff

∑
i

∑
j

√
ws

iw
t
jΦ(x

s
i , x

t
j)|ys

i ̸=ŷt
j

(4)

The above strategies address covariate shift by aligning conditional distri-
butions. However, when class imbalance is present, label shift becomes more
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pronounced, leading to a biased classifier and impacting the reliability of pseudo-
labels. Given the unknown target domain, for generality and simplicity, we em-
ploy class-balanced sampling on the source domain. Specifically, when selecting
samples for a mini-batch, each class has an equal probability of being selected.

3.3 Label Shift Calibration (LSC)

Label Shift Metrics Mls Label shift, quantifies the disparity in label distri-
butions between source and target domains. It varies per class due to differing
quantity distributions across domains. Mls is defined with respect to the prob-
ability distributions PS and PT of the source and target domains respectively.

M i
ls = P i

T /P
i
S . (5)

Mls, a 1 × C tensor, measures label shift, where C is the number of classes
and M i

ls represents the label shift degree for class i. If M i
ls = 1, there’s no label

shift for class i. If M i
ls > 1, class i is more prevalent in the target domain, and

if 0 < M i
ls < 1, it’s more prevalent in the source. Both cases indicate label shift,

affecting pseudo-label reliability and potentially leading to error accumulation
and performance degradation. We derive PS from source labels. The unlabeled
target domain’s PT is approximated using pseudo-labels, denoted as P̂T .

Label Shift Calibration (LSC) In deep learning classification models, we de-
compose them into a feature extractor G and a classifier F . The goal of domain
adaptation is to align the features extracted by G from two domains. When
dealing with long-tailed source data, F tends to favor head classes due to their
larger quantity, which can lead to suboptimal learning for tail classes with fewer
instances. However, even if we adopt class-balanced sampling for the source do-
main, ensuring an unbiased F , the reliability of target sample labeling remains
uncertain when the target domain follows a class-imbalanced long-tail distribu-
tion. To address this, we propose LSC based on the degree of label shift Mls.
LSC calibrates the classification predictions for target samples during training,
making the pseudo labels more consistent with the real target data’s probability
distribution, thus improving the reliability of target pseudo-labels.

For a target sample through a model with parameters θ, we use pθ(y|xT ) to
represent its final probability output. The idea of LSC is to reweight pθ(y|xT )
based on the degree of label shift Mls, in order to re-estimate the target pseudo-
labels. The class weighting matrix Wm is designed as:

Wm =
1

hm + exp(−
√
Mls)

. (6)

Then we obtain target pseudo labels after calibration and its confidence
weight:

ŷmt = argmax{pθ(y|xT ) ·Wm}. (7)

wm = pθ(ŷ
m
t |xT ) (8)
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A larger Mls[i] suggests that class i is less frequent in the source but more
so in the target domain, and vice versa for a smaller Mls[i]. As per Eq.6 and
Eq.7, when a sample’s feature is on the boundary of two classes and Mls[i] >
Mls[j], we prefer to label the sample as i, as shown in Figure 1. Wm bounds
the class weighting values, with hm set to 1.5, indicating that only unreliable
samples at the classification boundary are calibrated to prevent over-calibration.
The sample’s confidence weight wm is determined by the classifier’s output,
mitigating the negative effects of incorrect classification calibration.

3.4 Overall Optimization and Analysis

Overall Optimization In summary, our training process comprises two stages.
The first stage involves pre-training for three epochs, utilizing high-confidence
target samples from the training results to estimate the target domain’s label
distribution. The optimization objective of the first stage is:

Ltotal = LC(xs, ys) + λLDSM (xs, ys, xt, ŷt) + µLDFA(xs, ys, xt, ŷt) + γLDC(xs, ys) (9)

In the second stage, we employ LSC to rectify target pseudo-labels ŷmt , and
utilize ŷmt for the training of CCA. Then our optimization objective is:

Lm
total = LC(xs, ys) + λLDSM (xs, ys, xt, ŷ

m
t ) + µLDFA(xs, ys, xt, ŷ

m
t ) + γLDC(xs, ys) (10)

where λ and µ and γ are hyperparameters no less than zero.

Analysis Next, we demonstrate how our approach reduces the expected error
on the target samples from domain adaptation theory.

Theorem 1 ( [1]). Denote h ∈ H as the hypothesis. Given two domains S
and T , the target error εT is bounded by three terms: (i) εS : source error, (ii)
dH∆H(S, T ): the discrepancy distance between two distributions S and T, (iii)
C0:shared expected loss. We have:

∀h ∈ H, εT (h) ≤ εS(h) +
1

2
dH∆H(S, T ) + C0. (11)

It is defined as C0 = minh∈H εS(h, fS) + εT (h, fT ) where fS and fT are
labeling functions for source and target domain respectively. Previous methods
often assume that C0 is negligible. However, when C0 is large, ignoring C0 can
prevent the learning of an effective target classifier.

Theorem 2 ( [41]). According to the triangle inequality for classification er-
ror [1,42], an upper bound for C0 is:

C0 = min
h∈H

εS(h, fS) + εT (h, fT )

≤ min
h∈H

εS(h, fS) + εT (h, fS) + εT (fS , fT )

≤ min
h∈H

εS(h, fS) + εT (h, fS) + εT (fS , fT̂ ) + εT (fT , fT̂ )

(12)
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In the given formula, the first two terms quantify the discrepancy between
the hypothesis h and the source labeling function fS . Given the availability of
source labels, these terms are typically minimal, facilitating the learning of a
hypothesis space h that closely approximates fS . The third term measures the
inconsistency between the source and pseudo-target labeling functions on target
samples, while the final term indicates the divergence between the pseudo-target
labeling function and the true target label, serving as a reliability measure for the
pseudo-labels. Our method seeks to minimize the last two terms to optimize the
upper bound of C0. The moving average centroid alignment strategy, discussed
in [41], optimizes the third term by aligning the centroids of target and source
features in class C0, ensuring prediction consistency. Our approach employs both
sample-weighted moving average centroid alignment and discriminative feature
alignment to foster feature alignment across different domains but within the
same class, thereby minimizing the third term.

However, [41] presumes the fourth term will minimize over time and disre-
gards it. This assumption falls short in the presence of data imbalance and label
shift, where optimizing the third term could induce class bias in the pseudo-
target labeling function, amplifying the fourth term. Our proposed LSC rectifies
this by adjusting the classification prediction of the pseudo-target labeling func-
tion based on the label shift index Mls, reducing the false pseudo-rate, and
aligning the prediction with the true target data’s label distribution, thereby
also minimizing the fourth term. Our experiments demonstrate that LSC con-
sistently curtails the false pseudo-rate on target samples (refer to section 4.4).

In essence, the efficacy of domain adaptation methods hinges on managing
each term that could escalate the target classification error, thus broadening the
applicability of domain adaptation methods.

4 Experiments

4.1 Set up

Datasets We utilized three datasets . First, we employed Office-Home (RS-
UT), an imbalanced version of Office-Home created by [32], where the source
and target domains follow two reverse Paredo distributions. This benchmark in-
cludes three domains: Clipart (Cl), Product images (Pr), and Real-world images
(Rw). The Art images (Ar) domain in Office-Home, being too small for sam-
pling an imbalanced subset, is not considered here. Second, we used a subset
of DomainNet created by [32], which includes 40 classes from four domains
(Real (R), Clipart (C), Painting (P), Sketch (S)). As a noticeable label shift
already exists, we made no additional modifications. The label distributions can
be seen in Figure 1(b). Office-31 [44] contains 4,110 images of 31 categories.
The domains are Amazon (A), Webcam (W), and DSLR (D).

Baselines We benchmarked our method against eight state-of-the-art tech-
niques that tackle both covariate shift and label shift. (i) COAL [32] aligns
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feature and label distributions using prototype-based conditional alignment and
self-training on confident pseudo-labels. (ii) MDD+Implicit Alignment (I.A)
[36] removes explicit model parameter optimization from pseudo-labels via sam-
pled implicit alignment. (iii) InstaPBM [45] employs instance-based prediction
behavior matching. (iv) F-DANN [37] introduces a DANN based on asymmet-
ric relaxed distribution matching. (v) SENTRY [39] minimizes the entropy of
reliable instances and maximizes that of unreliable ones. (vi)TIToK [46] and
(vii)BIWAA-I [47] and (viii)RHWD [48] also solve both label and feature
shifting problems. All methods, except F-DANN, use target pseudo-labels. We
also compared with conventional UDA methods like BBSE [23], which only ad-
dresses label shift, and MCD [17], DAN [4], DANN [5], JAN [7], BSP [49], which
solely focus on covariate shift.

Implementation details All experiments are conducted using the Pytorch
framework with resnet50. The model’s hyper-parameters are λ = 3, µ = 0.6, and
γ = 1. The bottleneck layer dimension is 256, and the batch size is 50. We use
the SGD optimizer with a momentum of 0.9. The initial learning rate for the
classifier is 0.005 for OfficeHome and 0.01 for DomainNet, adjusted as [5]. The
model trains for 20 epochs, with the first 3 forming the initial stage. After this,
the model evaluates target samples and uses pseudo-labels with a confidence
level of w > 0.5 to estimate the target domain’s label distribution. The model
then enters the second stage. The random seed is set to 100 for reproducibility.
For imbalanced data, we use per-class mean accuracy, as suggested by [32], for
a fair performance assessment.

4.2 Results

DomainNet and OfficeHome. The experimental results on DomainNet and
OfficeHome are presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. Our method outper-
forms the second best method SENTRY, by improving the average accuracy by
1.90% on OfficeHome (RS-UT) and by 0.88% on DomainNet. Table 1 reveals
that our method significantly surpasses SENTRY in scenarios with higher label
shifts, such as R→S, P→S, and S→P, registering increases of 4.57%, 3.97%, and
3.50%, respectively. Table 2 shows a better promotion since there are severe la-
bel shift. These results highlight our method’s efficacy in simultaneously tackling
label shift and covariate shift.
Office-31. The experimental results are shown in Tables 3. There are few label
shifts but feature shifts in this dataset. It can be seen that our method also has
good performance for solving the problem of feature shifting.
Different Degrees of Label Shift. We measure imbalance using the imbal-
ance factor IF [50], defined as the ratio of maximum to minimum class sizes.
A larger IF indicates more imbalance. We created four splits on Cl→Pr with
IF∈ {1, 5, 10, 20}. For IF=1, we used the original Cl and Pr data from Office-
Home. For other splits, we maintained the maximum class size and adjusted the
Pareto distribution parameters based on OfficeHome (RS-UT). All methods used
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Methods R→C R→P R→S C→R C→P C→S P→R P→C P→S S→R S→C S→P AVG

source 65.75 68.84 59.15 77.71 60.60 57.87 84.45 62.35 65.07 77.10 63.00 59.72 66.80

MCD 61.97 69.33 56.26 79.78 56.61 53.66 83.38 58.31 60.98 81.74 56.27 66.78 65.42
DANN 63.37 73.56 72.63 86.47 65.73 70.58 86.94 73.19 70.15 85.73 75.16 70.04 74.46
F-DANN 66.15 71.80 61.53 81.85 60.06 61.22 84.46 66.81 62.84 81.38 69.62 66.50 69.52
JAN 65.57 73.58 67.61 85.02 64.96 67.17 87.06 67.92 66.10 84.54 72.77 67.51 72.48
BSP 67.29 73.47 69.31 86.50 67.52 70.90 86.83 70.33 68.75 84.34 72.40 71.47 74.09
COAL 73.85 75.37 70.50 89.63 69.98 71.29 89.81 68.01 70.49 87.97 73.21 70.53 75.89
MDD+I.A 78.54 75.09 69.43 88.50 70.59 70.44 88.37 75.71 71.65 89.35 77.97 72.41 77.33
InstaPBM 80.10 75.87 70.84 89.67 70.21 72.76 89.60 74.41 72.19 87.00 79.66 71.75 77.84
SENTRY 83.89 76.72 74.43 90.61 76.02 79.47 90.27 82.91 75.60 90.41 82.40 73.98 81.39
BIWAA-I 79.93 75.24 75.35 87.93 72.07 75.71 88.87 77.81 76.66 88.78 80.49 74.49 79.44
RHWD [48] 84.80 76.90 75.20 91.80 75.60 81.20 91.90 84.60 76.10 91.30 83.20 74.60 82.00

Ours 83.74 77.10 79.00 90.21 76.54 78.55 89.62 81.86 79.57 90.49 83.06 77.48 82.27
Table 1: Per-class average accuracies on DomainNet

Methods Rw→Pr Rw→Cl Pr→Rw Pr→Cl Cl→Rw Cl→Pr AVG

source 70.74 44.24 67.33 38.68 53.51 51.85 54.39

BBSE 61.10 33.27 62.66 31.15 39.70 38.08 44.33
MCD 66.03 33.17 62.95 29.99 44.47 39.01 45.94
DAN 69.35 40.84 66.93 34.66 53.55 52.09 52.90
DANN 71.62 46.51 68.40 38.07 58.83 58.05 56.91
F-DANN 68.56 40.57 67.32 37.33 55.84 53.67 53.88
JAN 67.20 43.60 68.87 39.21 57.98 48.57 54.24
COAL 73.65 42.58 73.26 40.61 59.22 57.33 58.40
MDD+I.A 76.08 50.04 74.21 45.38 61.15 63.15 61.67
InstaPBM 75.56 42.93 70.30 39.32 61.87 63.40 58.90
SENTRY 76.12 56.80 73.60 54.75 65.94 64.29 65.25
TIToK 77.09 52.84 72.15 44.32 60.06 59.95 61.07

Ours 79.18 60.53 78.26 50.13 65.79 68.99 67.15
Table 2: Per-class average accuracies on OfficeHome (RS-UT)

class-balanced sampling in the source domain for fairness. As shown in Figure
2(a), accuracy decreases for all methods with increasing imbalance due to label
shift, but our method consistently outperforms the others.

4.3 Ablation Study

To mitigate the influence of source data imbalance, we evaluated each domain
adaptation component using class-balanced sampling on the source domain. Ta-
ble 4 presents the results. Model performance is bad with only source cross-
entropy loss. Performance improves with the addition of adversarial learning
and sample-weighted moving average centroid alignment loss (LDC+LDSM ).
Significant improvement is observed with the inclusion of discriminative feature
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Methods A→W D→W W→D A→D D→A W→A AVG

DAN 68.5 96.0 99.0 67.0 54.0 53.1 72.9
DANN 82.0 96.9 99.1 79.7 68.2 67.4 82.2
MCD 88.6 98.5 100. 92.2 69.5 69.7 86.5
MDD 94.5 98.4 100. 93.5 74.6 72.2 88.9
BIWAA-I 95.6 99.0 100. 95.4 75.9 77.3 90.5

Ours 96.0 99.1 100. 94.6 77.1 77.3 90.7
Table 3: Accuracy results on Office-31 dataset.

alignment loss (LDFA), which ensures both domain invariance and class discrim-
inability of the learned representation. Label shift calibration on target samples
further enhances performance by reducing the target false pseudo rate during
training, ensuring correct execution of the two pseudo label-based strategies.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 2: Analysis of label shift calibration. (a) Accuracy under different degrees of
imbalance on Cl→Pr. (b) The proportion of target samples with calibrated pseudo
labels(ŷ ̸= ŷm) via CCA-LSC. (c) and (d) :The accuracy of the target pseudo labels ŷ
(obtained by the classifier) and ŷm (calibrated based on label shift metric Mls) in all
calibrated target samples (ŷ ̸= ŷm) on Cl→Pr and S→P respectively.

4.4 Analysis of Label Shift Calibration

The label shift calibration strategy calibrates only some target pseudo labels
at the classification boundary, leading to two scenarios: consistency (ŷ = ŷm)
and inconsistency (ŷ ̸= ŷm) between the classifier’s output pseudo labels and the
calibrated ones. Figure 2(b) illustrates the proportion of samples with calibrated
pseudo labels (ŷ ̸= ŷm) during training, which decreases over time, indicating
an increasing number of samples moving away from the classification boundary.
Figures 2(c) and 2(d) show the right proportion of ŷ and ŷm in these calibrated
samples. During the initial 3 epochs of pre-training, label shift calibration is not
applied. Throughout the training, the accuracy of ŷm consistently surpasses that
of ŷ, demonstrating the strategy’s effectiveness in reducing the false pseudo rate
of the classifier’s target output, supporting the analysis in Section 3.4. In fact,
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Methods Cl→Pr S→P P→S

source 51.85 63.00 65.07

LC+LDC 62.23 71.22 73.32
LC+LDC+LDSM 63.37 72.80 75.08
LC+LDC+LDSM+LDFA 66.57 76.74 77.35
LC+LDC+Lm

DSM+Lm
DFA 68.99 77.48 79.57

Table 4: Ablation Study: effectiveness of adap-
tation components. We adopt class-balanced
sampling on the source domain to counteract
the adverse effect caused by imbalance to ex-
amine the effectiveness of each component.

hm 1 1.5 2

Cl→Pr 68.32 68.99 68.44
Table 5: The influence of hm

λ
µ 0.4 0.6 0.8

1 67.18 67.73 68.06
3 68.22 68.99 68.34
5 68.56 68.11 67.16

Table 6: Hyper-parameter sen-
sitivity on Cl→Pr

higher accuracy of ŷm over ŷ, was observed in all 18 transfer tasks on OfficeHome
and DomainNet during training.

A question naturally arises: given the label shift between source and target
domains, could we diminish this shift by implementing pseudo-label balanced
sampling on the target domain and class-balance sampling on the source do-
main? Initially, the balanced sampling strategy curbs imbalance by regulating
the utilization of input data, inevitably leading to an over-sampling of certain
classes. This is more likely to negatively impact the quality of the learned rep-
resentation for unlabeled target domain data. Furthermore, our application of
pseudo-label balanced sampling on the OfficeHome dataset resulted in a reduc-
tion of per-class accuracy by about 1%. Consequently, we have decided not to
use pseudo-label balanced sampling strategy on target data in our method.

4.5 Hyper-parameter Discussion

The Influence of the Parameter hm. The hm dictates the proportion of
calibrated samples. A smaller hm value leads to a larger proportion of ŷ ̸= ŷm.
Although our calibration strategy is effective, more calibrations aren’t always
better. Over-calibration can lead to over-representation of the dominant class
in target samples, while under-calibration can lessen its effectiveness. Table 5
illustrates the impact of the hm. To counteract the effects of incorrect calibra-
tions, we derive the confidence of all target pseudo labels from the classifier’s
probability output. For instance, if a sample’s probability output is [0.6, 0.4] and
the calibrated output is [0.45, 0.55], its confidence is 0.4 and its weight w = 0.4.
This can effectively reduce the adverse impact of incorrect calibrations.
Hyper-parameter Analysis. We fixed γ to 1 and discussed the impact of λ
and µ. The experimental results are shown in the Table 6. It can be seen that
our experimental results are not sensitive to each hyperparameter.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 3: The impact of selecting target samples with different confidence levels on the
estimation of target label distribution

4.6 Analysis of Two Stage Learning

Our LSC strategy relies on the distribution estimation of the target domain in
the first stage. When this estimation is highly unreliable, the LSC strategy may
fail. Therefore, we discuss the impact of the pre-training of CCA in the first stage
on the LSC strategy in the second stage. Figure 3 shows the results of estimating
the target domain distribution by selecting pseudo-labels of target samples with
different confidence levels. It can be seen that when the confidence level w > 0.4,
w > 0.5, w > 0.6, our estimated distribution of the target domain is generally
close to its true distribution, indicating that P̂T is reliable. In fact, our estimation
of the target domain distribution does not need to be very accurate, as long as
it can generally reflect the target label distribution. In our experiments, we use
pseudo-labels of target samples with a confidence level of w > 0.5 to estimate
the target domain distribution.

5 Conclusion

We introduce CCA-LSC to tackle label shift and covariate shift in imbalanced
domain adaptation. Our approach employs domain adversarial learning, sample-
weighted moving average centroid alignment, and discriminative feature align-
ment for contrastive conditional alignment, facilitating the learning of feature
representations that are both domain-invariant and class-discriminative. To counter
label shift, we introduce the label shift measure Mls, using it to calibrate the
classification prediction of target samples. Experimental evidence demonstrates
that CCA-LSC delivers state-of-the-art results on benchmark datasets.
Acknowledgements. The paper is supported by the National Natural Foun-
dation Science of China (62101061).
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