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Abstract

Randomized trials are considered the gold standard for making informed decisions in medicine, yet
they often lack generalizability to the patient populations in clinical practice. Observational studies, on
the other hand, cover a broader patient population but are prone to various biases. Thus, before using an
observational study for decision-making, it is crucial to benchmark its treatment effect estimates against
those derived from a randomized trial. We propose a novel strategy to benchmark observational studies
beyond the average treatment effect. First, we design a statistical test for the null hypothesis that the
treatment effects estimated from the two studies, conditioned on a set of relevant features, differ up to
some tolerance. We then estimate an asymptotically valid lower bound on the maximum bias strength for
any subgroup in the observational study. Finally, we validate our benchmarking strategy in a real-world
setting and show that it leads to conclusions that align with established medical knowledge'.

1 Introduction

Randomized trials have traditionally been the gold standard for informed decision-making in medicine, as
they allow for unbiased estimation of treatment effects under mild assumptions. However, there is often a
significant discrepancy between the patients observed in clinical practice and those enrolled in randomized
trials, limiting the generalizability of the trial results [12, 43]. To address this issue, the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration advocates for using observational data, as it is usually more representative of the patient
population in clinical practice [30, 39]. Yet, a major caveat to this recommendation is that several sources of
bias, including hidden confounding, can compromise the causal conclusions drawn from observational data.

In light of the inherent limitations of randomized and observational data, it has become a popular strategy
to benchmark observational studies against existing randomized trials to assess their quality [4, 13]. The
main idea behind this approach is first to emulate the procedures adopted in the randomized trial within the
observational study; see e.g. [20] for a detailed explanation. Then, the treatment effect estimates from the
observational data are compared with those from the randomized data. If the estimates are similar, we may
be willing to trust the observational study for patient populations where the randomized data is insufficient.

To support the benchmarking framework, several works propose statistical tests that compare treatment
effect estimates between randomized and observational data [7, 10, 25, 53, 56]. In particular, two properties
have been identified as essential for effective benchmarking of observational studies: tolerance and granularity.
Tolerance allows the acceptance of studies with negligible bias that does not impact decision-making, thereby
significantly reducing false rejections in real-world settings where some bias is expected. Granularity, on the
other hand, allows the detection of bias on small subgroups or individuals that would otherwise go unnoticed.

1See our GitHub repository for the source code: https://github.com/jaabmar/kernel-test-bias.
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However, to date, no existing statistical test satisfies both properties. Our contributions here are as follows.

e We design a statistical test for the null hypothesis that treatment effects estimated from the two studies,
conditioned on a set of features that define the patient subgroups, differ up to some tolerance. To our
knowledge, our test is the first to satisfy tolerance and granularity. We then leverage both properties
to estimate an asymptotically valid lower bound on the maximum bias in the observational study.

e We propose a novel strategy to benchmark observational studies. Specifically, we compare the lower
bound on the bias against a critical value, e.g. the minimum bias strength that would explain away
the estimated treatment effect in a subgroup of interest. If the lower bound is greater than the critical
value, we discard the conclusions drawn from the observational study. Finally, we demonstrate that our
strategy yields conclusions consistent with current epidemiological knowledge using real-world data.

2 Problem setting

We have access to two datasets: D, of size nyy from a randomized trial (rct) and Des of size nos from
an observational study (os), containing tuples Z := (X,Y,T) of covariates X € R, bounded observed
outcome Y € R, and treatment assignment variable T' € {0,1}. We assume that the data is drawn i.i.d from
the distributions P** and P°® that are marginal distributions of the respective full distribution P§, over
(X,U0,Y(0),Y(1),Y,T) for o € {rct,os}. In particular, the full distribution also includes randomness over a
vector of unobserved covariates U € R¥ and potential outcomes (Y (0),Y (1)) € R?2. We further assume that
the support of the randomized trial is included in the support of the observational study, i.e. supp(P%') C
supp(P%), where we use the shorthand Px to denote the marginal distribution of X under P.

Treatment effect estimation A crucial quantity to estimate for decision-making in many domains is the
conditional average treatment effect (CATE). The CATE is a function p: X — R, defined by

po(x) :=Epe [Y(1)=Y(0) | X ==z], for o€ {rct,os} and X C supp (P¥').

Unfortunately, we cannot estimate the CATE from the observed data as we never observe the potential
outcomes. Instead, we can estimate the regression function 7 : X — R, defined by

T(x) =Fpe [Y | T=1,X=2]—Ep [Y | T=0,X =1, for o€ {rct,os}.

For the treatment effect in the randomized trial, we can then observe that 7°*(z) = p"*(z) holds for all
x € X, under the assumption of internal validity outlined below.

Assumption 2.1 (Internal validity). The data-generating process of the randomized trial satisfies

(i) Y =Y(T) P, — almost surely.
(i) T L (Y(1),Y(0)).
(4i1) Pfﬁfl(T =1]X,U)==n€(0,1).

In particular, Assumption 2.1 is expected to hold by design in a completely randomized experiment, and thus,
u'* can be estimated from the observed data under mild assumptions [44]. On the other hand, we cannot
estimate u°® from the observed data due to hidden confounding or other sources of bias in the observational
study, i.e. we cannot rule out the existence of x € X such that 7°%(z) # u°(x). Therefore, it is crucial to
benchmark the observational study before using the estimate of 7°° for any downstream task.
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Figure 1: High-level illustration of our approach. We want to test if the bias in the observational study, i.e.
u° — 7°% is contained within a tolerance range. However, the true treatment effect p° is not identifiable,
and instead, we test the bias between the treatment effects estimated from the two studies, i.e. 705 — 7%,

int. validity

2.1 Null hypothesis

Our goal is to test if the bias in the observational study, defined as §*(x) := 7°%(z) — pu° () for all z € X,
is contained within a tolerance range. However, the bias §* is not estimable from the data. Instead, we can
test the bias 0(z) := 7°%(2) — 7 (z), which is equivalent to 6* under internal validity and transportability,
ie. po(x) = pret(z) for all # € X (see Figure 1). In particular, we would like to test if the bias 6 between the
two studies is contained within a tolerance range (requires tolerance) across all patient subgroups (requires
granularity). Hence, we will now introduce a null hypothesis that allows for both tolerance and granularity.

To do so, we define two bounded tolerance functions 7¢° : X — R that capture how much the estimated
treatment effects can differ between studies and satisfy 7°%(z) < 7°%(x) < 79%(x) for all € X. Further,
we define the patient subgroups via a subset of features X7, corresponding to the covariates with indices
J C {1, - ,d}. We can then introduce our null hypothesis, given by

Hy: Epeet [77(X) | X] € [Epret [75(X) | X], Epree [793(X) | XV]], PY — almost surely. (1)

Discussion of our null hypothesis We provide several remarks on the null hypothesis in Equation (1).
First, we satisfy tolerance by testing if 7°*(z) is contained (in probability) in an interval around 7°%(z), for
all z € X. Second, we can satisfy granularity by choosing an appropriate subset J: When |J| = d, we
detect bias at the individual level, thereby satisfying the strictest definition of granularity. On the other
hand, when |J| = 0, we test if the average treatment effects are equal, thus potentially ignoring bias in small
subgroups and individuals. Third, we test if the treatment effects are equal (up to tolerance) on the support
of the randomized trial since we cannot extrapolate outside the support of Pi* without further assumptions.

Example 1: User-specified tolerance A natural choice for the tolerance functions is to add (respectively
subtract) a user-specified function §(z) > 0, that is

T8(x) =7%(x) £ 6(x), forallx € X.

The function § can incorporate all sources of bias in the observational study, such as unobserved confounding
and non-adherence to treatment assignments. For instance, we can test whether ||| (pret) is larger than



a critical value dcr € R by choosing 79°(x) = 7°°(z) £ d¢r. Further, similar tolerance functions have been
previously used in the context of modeling violations of the transportability assumption, see e.g. [5, 6, 37, 38].

Example 2: Sensitivity analysis bounds Another practical choice for the tolerance functions 79° is
to use the upper and lower bounds arising from a sensitivity analysis model. For instance, the marginal
sensitivity model [50] is commonly used to account for unobserved confounding in observational data. In
particular, this model assumes that the influence of U on T is limited by a confounding strength T, i.e.

po1 < BT =11X,U) BT = 1]X)
T PP(T =0|X,U)" Pos(T = 0| X)

<T, P — almost surely. (2)

We can thus define 79° as the upper and lower bounds for 7°° under the assumption of I'-bounded confound-
ing strength. Our test can then be used to detect if the marginal sensitivity model is well-specified, i.e.
if Equation (2) holds for a specific choice of T'; see e.g. [7] for a more detailed explanation of this setting.

3 Methodology

In this section, we rewrite the null hypothesis from Equation (1) in terms of a signal function that captures the
bias between 7°% and 77*. Then, we propose an oracle test statistic assuming that the tolerance functions 7
are known. Finally, we provide asymptotic guarantees for the finite-sample test statistic where the tolerance
functions are estimated from the observational data.

3.1 Null hypothesis using signal function
We first observe that, for some tolerance functions 7%°, Equation (1) is equivalent to stating that there exists
a function g : RIVI — [0, 1] such that T(X) =g (X)) 793(X) + (1 — g (X)) 79%(X) satisfies
Epree [T79(X) | X7 ] = Bpree [73(X) | X7],  P% — almost surely.
We test a slightly more restrictive hypothesis by assuming that g lies in a sufficiently rich function class G:
H§  Eprer [T7(X) | X] = Eprer [795(X) | X7], for some g* € G, PYY — almost surely.

In practice, one can either restrict G to a particular function class if domain knowledge is available or use
neural networks as general function approximations, for which the assumption is expected to hold.

We can then rewrite the null hypothesis above using a signal function that captures the bias between the
estimates from observational and randomized data. Indeed, for any choice of 7, we have by Assumption 2.1

T 1-T
E]prct [TrCt(X) ‘ Xj = x] = E]prct |:Y ( —
s

1 ) |X‘7:a:], forallesupp(Ingtj).
-7

Further, recall that Z = (X, Y, T) is the vector of observed variables, and thus by defining the signal function

T O 1-T\ ..
w(@) = (2150 - ),
we arrive at the null hypothesis
HE : Epret [0+ (Z) | X7] =0, forsome g* € G, P — almost surely. (3)



At first glance, testing the null hypothesis in Equation (3) may seem equivalent to testing equality of
conditional means, a problem that has already been extensively studied [9, 33, 35, 36, 41]. However, we
remark that this equivalence holds only if the function g* is known, and to our knowledge, the more realistic
scenario where g* is unknown has not been previously explored in the literature.

3.2 Oracle test statistic

We now derive a kernelized test statistic for the null hypothesis in Equation (3). First, we observe that the
hypothesis Hg implies an infinite set of unconditional moment constraints, i.e. for any g € G, it holds that

Epret [10g(Z) | Xj] =0, P¢Y — almost surely = Eprce [wg(Z)f(Xj)] =0, for all measurable f.

Therefore, the validity of testing the RHS would carry over to the validity of testing Hg . However, testing
the RHS of the implication above for all measurable functions is infeasible. Instead, we can restrict f to be
in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). The problem then becomes more tractable since it holds that

H? (1)) :—< sup Epret [wg(Z)f(XJ)]> = |[Eprer [t55(Z2)k(X7, )] || (4)

lfll=<1
= Eper [0, (2)R(X7, X7 )y (2)]
where k is a uniformly bounded reproducing kernel corresponding to an RKHS F, and Z is an independent

copy of Z following the same distribution. In particular, the null hypothesis Hg implies that H?(yy) = 0 for
g = g*, and thus we can construct a valid test based on H? (1), ).

A valid test statistic Given i.i.d. samples Z; from P™*, an unbiased empirical estimate of H?(1,) is the
cross U-statistic [29], defined as

Nyet /2 Nrct
S 2 . 2
2 () == - > h(Zisthy), with h(Zish) = o > wg(Z)k(XT, X Vy(Z)), for all g € G.
rc =1 rC J=Tret /241

The main advantage of the cross U-statistic is that, for ¢ = g*, it is asymptotically normal under the null
hypothesis Hog and weak regularity assumptions (see Theorem 3.1), i.e. as nyy — 00 it holds that

Nyct HQ(d’g*)
2 o (B2(,)

- N(0,1),

where & (H2 (¢g*)) is the finite sample estimate of the variance term defined as

o (HQ(%)) = Epret [(h(Z; Wy) — Epres [h(Z;wg)]ﬂ ,forallg e G.

Observe that under the assumption that g* € G, we have

2 e Moot H2(y) nrctM'
Horr =10 1Y 75 &@p(%)) S|\/j& (H?(ng*)) (5)

Therefore, we can achieve validity (but possibly suffer in power) by comparing the test statistic HZ,; with
the quantiles of the half-normal distribution.




Why not a classic U-statistic? We remark that it is not clear how to test the null hypothesis Hog using
the classic U-statistic [46], as done in previous works (see e.g. [10, 25]). The main challenge is that under the
null hypothesis H?(t,4+) = 0, the U-statistic converges in distribution to a weighted x2-statistic. However,
estimating the quantiles (needed for a valid test) of this asymptotic distribution via bootstrapping requires
knowing the function ¢g* [23]. In contrast, our test statistic HZy; is bounded by a valid asymptotic pivot, i.e.
a function of the data and the unknown function ¢g* whose asymptotic distribution does not depend on g*.
Hence, we can compute the quantiles of the RHS in Equation (5) and construct an asymptotically valid test.

3.3 Theoretical guarantees

Since, in practice, we do not have access to the signal function 4, we define the finite-sample analogous as

by(2) =Y (T 1= T) LA9(X), where 295(X) = g(X7)R(X) + (1 - g (X7)) 2(X),

T 1-7 9

and 79° is a consistent estimate of 7¢° that uses only the observational data D,s. We can then define our
finite-sample test statistic as
2 e H?(¢hg)

Hgpr := min

oo |V 2 g (B |

and the corresponding testing function ¢(a) := I {ng > zl_a}, where z, is the a-quantile of the half-

normal distribution. Below, we provide sufficient conditions for ¢ to be an asymptotically valid test.

Theorem 3.1 (Validity of the test). We make the following assumptions:

(i) The variance term is non-zero, i.e. Epres {77/1;* (2) K¥(X7,X7) (U (ZN)} > 0.

(i) The estimates 79° satisfy || 79> — 79%(| L2 (prety = Opos (ﬁ) , and it holds that nmml}lgl_}oonrct/nm =0.

Then, we have that

o
\/?W — N(07 1)7 as Nyt = 00 and Nos — 00.
5 (B2(dy))

Hence, ¢(av) is a valid asymptotic test at level o for the null hypothesis H§ from Equation (3).

We refer the reader to Appendix A.1 for a complete proof.

Discussion of assumptions Assumption (7) is mild and applies to very general settings, e.g. it is satisfied
when Y is a non-deterministic random variable. Assumption (i7) is stronger and generally only expected
to hold when nys > n.. and the support of the randomized control trial is contained in the support of the
observational study, i.e. supp(P") C supp(P%). These two conditions are realistic in our setting, as they
align with the standard design of observational studies [14, 18, 45]. Further, we remark that previous works
either assume oracle access to the functions 79° [10, 25] or impose similar assumptions on the rates [7].



Power of the test While Theorem 3.1 only shows asymptotic validity, we further present guarantees for
the asymptotic power of the test in Appendix A.2. In particular, in Theorem A.1, we show that under the
alternative hypothesis
HY :inf sup Epe [194(2)f(X7)] >0,
989 |1 fllF<1
the test statistic HgPT in Equation (5) grows at the typical rate of order /n;¢ for a fixed function class G.
Thus, it yields the same asymptotic power as the existing conditional moment tests (see e.g. [25, 35]).

3.4 A strategy for benchmarking the observational study

Given the theoretical results in this section, we can now introduce our strategy to benchmark observational
studies. To do so, we first leverage both tolerance and granularity to estimate an asymptotically valid lower
bound on the maximum bias for any subgroup in the observational study, that is ¢ := [|[7°° — 77| oo (pret).

More concretely, we choose as tolerance functions 79°(X) = 7°%(X) + 4, for some constant § € RT, and we
define a data-dependent lower bound on the bias as

bup = inf{s - d(a) =0}, (6)

where ¢ depends implicitly on & via the tolerance functions and we fix J = {1,...,d}. Then, under the
assumptions in Theorem 3.1, it holds that

]P’((S > SLB) >1—a+op(l).

Crucially, to benchmark the observational study, we propose to compare the lower bound on the bias against
a critical value, e.g. the minimum bias strength that would explain away the estimated treatment effect
in a subgroup of interest. If the lower bound is greater than the critical value, we discard the conclusions
drawn from the observational study. In Section 5, we will demonstrate that our strategy yields conclusions
consistent with current epidemiological knowledge using real-world data from the Women’s Health Initiative.

Limitations We remark here that the lower bound defined in Equation (6) is optimistic, as there are
two potential sources of looseness. First, a lack of power in our testing procedure can result in a lower
bound far from &. However, at least in principle, this gap can be improved by future work on more powerful
tests. Second, the bias could be arbitrarily high outside the support of the randomized trial, that is ||7°% —
pO|| poo (posy > [|T% — || o (prevy = 6. Unfortunately, we cannot reduce this gap without making further
assumptions on the bias structure that would allow us to extrapolate beyond the randomized trial support.

4 Semi-synthetic experiments

In this section, we evaluate our test and the resulting bias lower bound in finite-sample semi-synthetic
experiments.

4.1 Experimental setting

Dataset We evaluate our testing procedure on a semi-synthetic dataset derived from a real-world random-
ized trial: Hillstrom’s MineThatData Email dataset [21]. The Hillstrom dataset contains records of 64,000



customers who made purchases online within the last twelve months. We consider a combined treatment
group, which constitutes approximately 66% of the dataset, and a control group. The outcome represents
the dollars spent in the two weeks post-campaign. The dataset provides information on individual annual
spending, newcomer status, and geographical location, among others. We normalized continuous features
and one-hot-encoded categorical features, resulting in a 13-dimensional dataset. By default, we use 80% of
the full dataset as the observational study (os) and the remaining 20% as the randomized trial (rct).

Bias model We consider three different models for the bias between studies, given by 6*(z) = u®(z) —
79%(z), for all x € X. In Scenario 1, we consider a single subgroup with a constant bias of §* = 60,
while the rest of os remains unbiased. In Scenario 2 (Figure 5a), we add biases of varying magnitudes
across 12 subgroups defined by combinations of the binary features newbie and mens and the categorical
feature channel. The largest bias is 6* = 60, and it affects only 12% of the observational dataset. The
subgroup biases roughly cancel each other out on average, resulting in an average bias close to zero, i.e.
Epes[0*(X)] ~ 0. Finally, in Scenario 3 (Figure 5b), we model the bias as a quadratic polynomial of the
feature history, sampling different coefficients for the two values of newbie from a normal distribution.

User-defined tolerance and baselines We refer to the testing function proposed in this paper as ¢°ATE,
and we instantiate it using constant upper and lower bounds for the tolerance function, as described in
Example 1 from Section 2 (795(X) = 7°5(X) & 6 for some constant 6 € R*). We compare our test against
qBATE7 which is a slight modification” of the test with tolerance proposed in [7]. For both tests, we can compute
the lower bound on the bias dig, as defined in Equation (6). Note that while our method allows us to select
a subset of features X7 that are interesting for the treatment effect heterogeneity, we use the full feature
set in all our semi-synthetic experiments. We thus show the effectiveness of our test even when considering
a relatively large set of features, and we expect power to improve when considering a smaller subset; see,
e.g. the ablation studies for X7 in Appendix B.1.

Implementation We use the Laplacian kernel with a scale of 1.0 to compute our test statistic (;BCATE. We
perform gradient descent for 6000 epochs using the Adam optimizer from the JAX-based library optax with
its default hyperparameters and record the smallest test statistic. As function class G, we consider linear
functions and two multilayer perceptrons (MLPs), one small and one large, with hidden layer widths of 10
and 100-50-10-5 neurons, respectively. For the linear function and the small MLP, we set the learning rate
to 0.1, and for the large MLP, we set it to 0.01. For the test (;ASATE, we use 500 bootstrap samples to estimate
the variance of the test statistic.

4.2 Experimental results

We now discuss our experimental results, depicted in Figure 2. We first conduct ablation studies for Scenario
1, with only one subgroup having a constant bias of §* = 60. We study the effect of the biased subgroup size
(Figure 2a) and the randomized trial sample size (Figure 2b) on the lower bounds d;5 obtained from our test
#*TE and the baseline ¢pATE. Next, we assess the validity and power of our test ¢°ATE in two more complex
settings: Scenario 2 (Figure 2¢) and Scenario 3 (Figure 2d). An important consideration is the selection of
the function class G in practice; it should be sufficiently large to contain g*, but overly large function classes
may result in a more complex optimization problem. Thus, we also conduct ablation studies for G. Our
results show that granularity significantly improves the power of the test and, consequently, the estimated

QdA)ATE is a t-test for the null hypothesis that average treatment effects between the studies differ at most J.
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Figure 2: For all the plots: the significance level is set at a = 0.05, ¢* denotes the oracle test, which rejects
for 6 < 0*. (a-b) Scenario 1, comprising a single subgroup with a constant bias §* = 60: we plot the bias
lower bound 45 as a function of (a) the biased subgroup percentage w.r.t. total sample size and (b) the
randomized trial sample size. (c-d) Probability of rejection for different function classes G as a function of
the user-specified tolerance 0 for (c) Scenario 2 (Figure 5a) based on 12 subgroups with different biases and
(d) Scenario 3 (Figure 5b) based on a quadratic polynomial bias. We report mean and standard error over
5 runs. The coefficients for the polynomial bias are fixed across runs.

lower bound on the bias: gZ)CATE consistently outperforms the baseline across all scenarios and demonstrates

robustness w.r.t. the choice of function class in the ablation studies.

Effect of biased subgroup and rct sample sizes Figure 2a shows that our test yields an average
lower bound 3LB smaller and close to the true maximum bias ¢*. This implies that the test remains valid
and exhibits significant power, even when the biased subgroup represents roughly 14% of the observational
dataset. In contrast, éATE experiences a significant drop in power as the proportion of biased data points
decreases. Such behavior is expected since QASATE only tests for the difference of averages, and it cannot detect
bias in small subgroups, i.e. it is not granular. In Figure 2b, we add a constant bias of 60 to 44% of the
observational data points and study the effect of the randomized trial sample size. While our test suffers
more than (;ASATE from a decrease in the sample size due to the use of kernels, it always yields higher power, even
in the very small sample size regime with 70 data points. These results show the importance of granularity:
even in simple settings, (/EATE can fail to flag significantly biased datasets, in contrast to our method.

Validity and power in complex scenarios Figure 2c and Figure 2d show the validity and power of
our testing procedure for Scenario 2 (illustrated in Figure 5a) and Scenario 3 (illustrated in Figure 5b),
respectively. In both scenarios, if we use a neural network to approximate the bias function, our test remains
valid and shows very high power since it rejects the null hypothesis at values of § close to the true bias §*.

Effect of misspecified function class Notably, when g is modeled with a linear function, our test loses
its validity, rejecting values of d that are larger than the true bias. Such behavior is expected as the chosen
function class G lacks the complexity necessary to capture the true bias model. Nevertheless, we observe
that the small network with one hidden layer is already sufficient. Further, significantly increasing the
complexity — the large network has approximately 45 times more parameters than the small one — still
yields high power. Therefore, we recommend practitioners to be conservative in their choice of function
class to ensure validity, even if it might come at the potential cost of some power and a more complex
optimization problem. Moreover, although we cannot guarantee convergence to a global optimum, given the
non-convexity of the problem for complex function classes, we show that the optimization procedure is stable
and consistently reaches the same solution in Appendix B.2.



5 Real-world experiments

In this section, we provide a concrete application of the benchmarking framework using the Women’s Health
Initiative (WHI) study. We show the strengths of our testing procedure and how tolerance and granularity
are necessary for effective benchmarking.

5.1 The WHI controversy

The WHI study included a randomized trial and an observational study that investigated the use of hor-
mone therapy (HT) for preventing common sources of mortality among postmenopausal women, including
cardiovascular disease, cancer, and fractures [1].

To HT, or not to HT The initial results of the WHI study in 2002 led to fear and confusion regarding
the use of hormone therapy (HT) after menopause, resulting in a dramatic reduction in prescriptions for
HT around the world. Although in 2002, it was stated that HT increases the risk of coronary heart disease
(CHD) for all women, subsequent studies clearly showed that younger women close to menopause can benefit
from HT. Indeed, for at least 2 decades before the WHI study, observational studies had suggested that HT
reduces the risk of CHD [16, 17, 19, 48]. Further, subsequent randomized trials have continued demonstrating
the benefits of HT when started early in young women close to menopause [22, 51]. To date, the consensus
among epidemiologists is that hormone therapy reduces the risk of CHD in women aged less than 60 years
and within 10 years of menopause; see e.g. the current guidelines for menopausal hormone therapy [31].

Limitations of the WHI randomized trial The main issue with the randomized trial from the WHI
study is that younger women’s cardiac events are relatively rare. Indeed, not only would it have been
prohibitively expensive to conduct a randomized trial exclusively in younger women, but it would have also
taken many years to accumulate enough events to reach statistical significance. Hence, the trial lacked
enough events to reach statistical significance on the subgroup of interest. On the other hand, the average
treatment effect (over all the patients in the trial) suggested an increase in CHD risk because the majority
of cardiac events came from older women, and epidemiologists concluded that HT is harmful to all women.

Benchmarking can help! It has been argued that in the 10 years since the WHI study, many women
have been denied HT, significantly disadvantaging a generation of women [49]. The natural question is, thus,
if, going back in time, benchmarking the observational study could have prevented such a turn of events.
Indeed, this is the perfect setting to test our methodology, as we would like to ask the question:

Is the bias in the observational study enough to explain away

the benefits of HT in young women close to menopause?

In what follows, we show that answering such a question requires a statistical test that offers tolerance.
Further, even though we cannot demonstrate that granularity is necessary in this concrete example®, we
stress that it is equally important in practice. This is especially true with respect to age and time since the
start of menopause, as the tests without granularity can fail to detect subgroup bias that cancels on average,
as shown in our semi-synthetic experiments.

3To do so, we would need to know a small biased subgroup in the observational study and show that only the tests with
granularity detect the bias. Unfortunately, we are unaware of subgroups that were found to be biased in the WHI study.
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Table 1: The significance level is set at o = 0.05. bor is the amount of bias that would explain away
the positive effect of HT in young women close to menopause. dig is the maximum bias detected in the
observational study. ¢35, and ¢$ATE denote the respective tests without tolerance, i.e. when the tolerance

function is set at § = 0.

Statistical tests  ¢CATE  HATE égf& ¢32T=Eo

der 0.32 032 032 0.32
Oip 0.25 0.11 X X
Reject the study 1 1

5.2 Experimental results

Linking back to our question of interest, we demonstrate how our method can provide a correct answer,
i.e. one that aligns with the epidemiology literature. A natural way to do so is to first estimate from the
available data the amount of bias that would explain away the treatment effect on the group of interest,
defined as .

5CT = E[Pus [TOS(X) | X € G] .

In essence, the critical value quantifies the minimum strength of bias for which positive and negative values
of treatment effect are reasonable, thereby invalidating the observational study results®. In our example, the
group G is defined as young women (age < 60) who are close to menopause (< 10 years).

Similarly to the semi-synthetic experiments, we instantiate the tolerance functions using constant upper and
lower bounds, i.e. 7¢°(X) = 7°%(X) £ ¢ for some constant § € RT. We compute the lower bound bt on the
maximum amount of treatment effect bias in the observational study, as defined in Equation (6). We remark
that this quantity can be computed only for tests that allow some tolerance. Then, our decision-making
procedure will flag the observational study as invalid if SLB > SCT.

Experimental details We consider a binary-valued outcome: the presence of coronary heart disease
within the follow-up period. We choose as covariates X the basic adjustment variables used in many existing
analyses, and we further limit patients to those who were not current users of HT at the time of enrolment,
as the duration of HT use has been found to have a substantial impact on treatment effects [40, 52]. We
refer to Appendix C.2 for complete experimental details.

We now present evidence that our procedure can yield the conclusions established in the epidemiological
literature. It avoids issuing false alarms when the bias is negligible (tolerance) and detects a larger amount
of bias, as it is more powerful than tests based on average treatment effect (granularity).

Results In Table 1, we show the result for all the statistical tests on the WHI study. First, we observe that
both tests that allow for tolerance correctly do not flag the study, while ég‘fg and g?)‘gT:EO do. This difference
shows the importance of tolerance for distinguishing between small and large amounts of bias. Second, we
observe that the lower bound on the bias is larger for the test with granularity ¢%ATE. Such behavior is
expected and shows the importance of granularity to detect bias that would otherwise go unnoticed using
the test without any granularity ¢ATE.

4Note that other choices for the critical value are possible, and practitioners should determine the most appropriate one
given the specific context.
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6 Related work

Given the challenges associated with estimating treatment effects using non-randomized data, several works
propose to detect bias in the treatment effect estimated from observational data by leveraging randomized
trials [15, 34, 53, 56], multiple observational studies [27], or negative controls [8, 11, 32, 47]. In particular,
when randomized data is available, they introduce statistical tests for the null hypothesis

Hy : Eprer [TN(X)] = Epret [77°(X)] . (7)

Rejecting Hy implies that either the treatment effect estimate from the observational study is biased or the
transportability assumption is violated, i.e. u**(z) # u°(z) for some x € X. However, the null hypothesis
in Equation (7) does not allow tolerance or granularity. Thus, it suffers from two major limitations: it rejects
observational studies with negligible treatment effect bias and it cannot detect bias in small subgroups
or individuals. In the following, we present existing statistical tests designed to offer either tolerance or
granularity, and we describe how our method generalizes them.

Statistical tests with tolerance One way to address the restrictiveness of previous statistical tests and
reduce false rejections is to incorporate some tolerance. More formally, given some user-specified tolerance
functions 7%, De Bartolomeis et al. [7] propose a test for the null hypothesis

Ho : Epeee [74(X)] € [EW [(X)] , Epe [TiS(X)” : 8)

where 79%(x) < 7%%(x) < 79%(x) for all x € X. For instance, if we choose sensitivity analysis bounds as
tolerance functions and assume transportability, we can test for the presence of unobserved confounding
above a certain strength. However, current statistical tests with tolerance are not granular: large biases in
small subgroups can remain undetected. In contrast, our null hypothesis in Equation (1) allows granularity
and recovers existing tests with tolerance when the subset of features J = 0.

Statistical tests with granularity Several works have addressed the lack of granularity. Hussain et al.
[24] compare group-level treatment effects using pre-specified subgroups; however, this approach suffers from
multiple testing issues. More recently, Hussain et al. [25] propose a kernel test for the null hypothesis

Hy: 7" X) = 7°%(X), PY' — almost surely. 9)

The main advantage of such a test is that it can detect bias in arbitrarily fine-grained subpopulations without
suffering from multiple testing corrections. Further, Demirel et al. [10] extends it to account for right-censored
outcomes. However, all the statistical tests with granularity fall short of incorporating tolerance functions.
In contrast, our null hypothesis in Equation (1) allows tolerance and recovers Hy in Equation (9) when the
tolerance functions are the same (7°°(x) = 79°(z) for all € X'), and we set J = {1,...,d}.

Combining data for estimation In the presence of observational and randomized data, an alternative
to testing involves estimating the bias and correcting for it, ultimately leading to a more accurate treatment
effect estimate [3, 26, 42, 54, 55, 56]. These approaches are promising when the support of the two studies
is the same, as they can reduce the variance of the treatment effect estimates by pooling the data. The
work of Cheng and Cai [2] is particularly related to ours, where the authors use kernel regression to estimate
the treatment effect conditional on a subset of features. However, a caveat of bias correction is that it
requires matching support of both studies: when the supports are different, learning the bias requires strong
parametric assumptions for extrapolation. In contrast, statistical tests aim to identify flawed observational
studies; see, e.g. [13]. This task is feasible even in settings where the supports do not match, as it is enough
to detect differences in the common support of the two studies.

12



7 Limitations and future work

Our approach shares limitations with other methods that rely on kernels for testing. Most notably, the curse
of dimensionality can be a significant problem given the small sample size of randomized trials. In addition,
the benchmarking strategy is optimistic; outside the common support of the two studies, the bias could be
arbitrarily higher than our lower bound dis.

Our discussion suggests several important directions for future research. For example, our test could be
adapted to the scenario where multiple observational datasets may be available but no randomized trials.
Further, in settings where nyet & nes, or the tolerance functions 79° are difficult to learn, Assumption (i)
in Theorem 3.1 may be unrealistic. One way to overcome this limitation is to construct a doubly robust
test statistic that effectively combines multiple nuisance functions to relax the required assumptions on the
approximation quality of the individual nuisance functions. Finally, applying and validating our method in
more real-world scenarios presents an exciting avenue for future work.
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A Methodology

For the sake of clarity, we write n := nyet/2, P := P*" and E[] := Epret [-] throughout this section.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

We begin with the simple observation that
2 02 (],
min \/>H (7/19) < \/EEHI (j/}g*)
79| 5 (W2(5y)) | |6 (W2(50)

which holds under the assumption that ¢g* € G. Thus, asymptotic validity of 6 follows when showing that
the RHS converges in distribution to an absolute normal distribution.

The key ingredient to prove this statement is to show that the following convergence in probability holds for
all fixed n:

(g ) > B2 (ye) and 62 (H2(dy)) = 62 (BR(y1)) oS mgs — o0, (10)
Then, under Assumption (i), we can apply Theorem 4.2 from Kim and Ramdas [29] to show that
H2 (1)
\/ﬁA (’l/}g ) _>./\/<07 1)
o (B (1))
Moreover, as a consequence of Equation (12) and (57) in the proof of Theorem 4.2 from Kim and Ramdas
[29], we have that

, as m — oo.

1
n6? (2 (1) )
Thus, when applying Slutsky’s Theorem we have that
H2 (1)«
VW), v,
o (F2(y-))

and the statement in Theorem 3.1 follows. It now remains to prove Equation 10.

= Os(1).

, as n— oo and ngg — 00,

Proof of statement in Equation 10

We begin by defining the error term
D= g (Z) =g (Z) = g*(XT) (79°(X) = 79°(X)) + (1 = g* (X)) (F2(X) — (X)),

and we denote with /A\; the i.i.d. samples from P. We restate the definition of the mean and variance terms
here. Formally, we split the dataset Dmt equally into two folds, Z; and Zs, of size n and obtain

nH? (1hy+ ) Z m\r > k(X7 X )y, (11)

zeIl JEL>

(H2 g ) sz f S ORXT X | - (\/ﬁﬂ%z&g*))z, (12)

z611 JEL>

where we use the shorthand 1); := zﬁg* (Z;) and ;== g+ (Z;).
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Preliminary step: bounds for the error term A; By Assumption (i7) in Theorem 3.1, we have that

~0s ~08 os 1
B (8%) = 181, e < 2175 — 7210y + 217 = 721 = ome (1), (13)

where the probability P°® is over the dataset D used to train 79°. We further define

kX7, X7)A; and (X)) = ZkXJXJ
fz f

JEL2 1€1y

We will repeatedly make use of the following bound, which holds analogously for 71:
sup |E [r2(X7)|X7]| = sup ‘\/ﬁ E [k(X»’CX’J)A\XJ} ’ < VavE[AT,
X7 xXJ

where X7 and A arei.i.d. copies of X7 and A, and in the last inequality, we used Cauchy-Schwartz together
with the fact that the kernel is uniformly bounded. We will further use that

sup {IE [(TQ(XJ))2 |X~7H = sup |E Z KXY, X7 )22 Z KX, X V(X7 XT) A5 05| X
X7 X7 JEIz j] =2
373
2 n(n—1) PP
SE[A +swp [n(E[k:(X XT)A|IX D

E[A2] + (n — 1)sup {IE {sz(Xj,f(jﬂXj} E [AQH = opes (1),

where we used Cauchy-Schwartz again. We are now ready to show the convergences in Equation (10).

Term 1: controlling HQ(qﬁg*) We first control the mean term HQ(z/A)g*). Since n is held fixed, it is
equivalent to show that

[ () — n2(1g+)| = o3 (1). (14)
We decompose the difference into the following three terms:

n? (g:) — n2 () = f > wim(X f Y (X Z A (X (15)

1€Ty JE€EIs ZEIl

:JTl ::TQ :2T3

To control the first two terms, we note that under the null hypothesis in Equation (3), it holds that
E [wg* | X7 = .13] =0, for all z € supp (Pf,gg) Thus, it suffices to show that the variance goes to zero:

Var

Z szZ

zEIl

_ ( 3 (X7 ) =E [E [ X 7] (Tz(Xj>)2]

1611
SE| (X)) = 0z (1),

where we used that the conditional second moment E WZ* |X7] is uniformly bounded, since the outcome Y
and the tolerance function 79° are both bounded. Further, the same argument also applies when swapping
7, with 7y, we thus can conclude from Chebyshev’s inequality that

|Ty| = opes(1) and |Tz| = opes(1).
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Next, we bound the last term T5. We first consider the mean of T5:
E[T3] = Vi E [An(XT)] = Vi E[A B [n(X7)XT]] < sup [[E [ro(X)IXT]|] E [Va]Al]

X
< sup [|E [r2(X7)|X7]|] vnVE [A?]

X

= O[Pos(l).

Then, we consider the variance of T3:
E[13] =E 22 (n(X))*] =B[22 B [(n(x7)" 1x7]] < sup [E [((xX7))*1x7]| E[42] = ops (1),

Thus, we can conclude that |T3| = op(1), and the equality in Equation (14) follows.

Term 2: controlling &2 (H2 (1%)) As a second step, we control the variance term &2 (H2 (1,@,]*)) Our

goal is again to show that
[n6* (B2(y)) = n6® (B2(py0) )| = 02es ().
Given the results from the previous paragraph in Equation (14), we note that it suffices to show that

2 2

P | g SR | -1 S | = SRR ) o). (16)

1€y JEZy 1€y JEL>

We begin again by decomposing the difference of the two terms on the LHS into the following six terms:

2

ffZN kaXJXJ (5 + ;) +%Z(¢¢+Ai) (ra(X7)) —fZN (ra(X7))*

€T, JE€L i€y i€T,

=T =Ts =:T3

+%Z¢§ kaXJXJ 7-2(X57)+%Zz/)iAi kaXJXJ o (X7)

€Ty JEL> €Ty JEL>

=Ty =:Ts

2
2
+ﬁgwlﬁz \/>E kJXJXj

i€y JEL>

=:Ts
We now show that Vi € [1,---,6],|T;| = opos(1).

Controlling Ty : Since the term is non-negative, it suffices to show that the expectation E[T1] = opes(1) and
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then apply Markov’s inequality. More formally, we have

27 | 2= 3RO X, + )

JEL>

2

E[T}] =E

1
—E |A? HZz&(xf,xf) 2+ IZ k(X X0

JEL> JEL

) [AQk(XJ,XJ)Q[?ZJ2 +1/’;A]:| +E [A2 (TQ(XJ))Q}

SE[A?] |E
= 0[?05(1),

where in the second equality we use again E [¢4+| XY =

[+*] + VEW?IE[A7] + supE [(r2(x7)) IXJH

1 2 vT T
+52k(X X iy A

JEI2

z] =0, for all x € supp (Pg‘gtj)

Controlling Ty and T3: We can again upper-bound the expectation and apply Markov’s inequality. We have
E[T2) < E| (207 +28%) E | ((X7)" IX7]| = sup [E | (ra(X7))* [X7] | (2B [4?] + 2B [47]) = o (1),
X

and thus it also follows that E [T3] = opos (1).

Controlling Ty, Ts and Ts: We note that the expectations E [Ty] = 0, E[T5] = 0 and E [Tg] = 0 are all zero.
Thus, we can bound the terms in probability by showing that the respective variances converge to zero and
then applying Chebyshev’s inequality We first upper-bound the variance of Tjy:

Var [Ty] = Var 721/)2 > k(X7 X
L i€l f Jj€L2
B 2
4
=-E k(XT, X ),
At
2
= 4E |4* ZkXJ,X{w (r2(X7))

= Opos (1),

| (X))

where we use the fact that both the kernel k and the fourth conditional moment of ¢4+ | X are almost
surely upper bounded by a constant. Next, we bound the variance of T5:

Var [T5] = Var Z W A\ Z k Xj XJ 7'2<X{7)
161'1 \/>J€IQ
2
1 2
=4E |@*0% | =3 KX, X )y | (r(X7)

JEL2

= Opos(l).
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Finally, we upper-bound the variance of the term Tg:

2
2
Var [Tg] = Var | = Y ¢/ > k(X7 X
niEIl f]EIQ
4 2 A2 1 J T\4, 4 6 J TN\2 J TIN2,1.2,1.2

=-E| 0| Sk(xT X+ = > kXX )R(XT, X250
i JET 3,3 €T235 75"

:O]Pos(l).

As a result, we conclude that |Ty| = opes (1), |T5| = opes(1), and |Tg| = opes(1).

A.2 Power of the test

We first discuss a simple result on the power of the test from Equation (5) in rejecting an alternative

hypothesis. While Hussain et al. [25], Muandet et al. [35] show asymptotic normality for the kernel conditional
moment test statistics M? under the alternative hypothesis that M2 # 0, the same result does not directly
apply to our test statistic. However, as we show in the following theorem, our test statistic grows at a rate
V/n. For the sake of clarity, we only prove the result for the oracle test statistic H2,; computed from Pgy.
Nevertheless, we remark that our result can be easily extended to the empirical test statistics via the same
argument used in the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Theorem A.l1. Assume that for every e > 0, the function class G has a finite {oc—norm covering number.
Then, we can lower-bound the test statistic, in probability as n — co, by

. 2
|/ HE ()
HZ,, = min | ~———"9| > /n [ inf sup E Z2)f(x7 ,

S| (8 20

where we use 2 to hide universal constants not depending on n.

Thus, under the alternative hypothesis

Hﬁ: inf sup Epret [1/19( )f(XJ)] >0,
99 | fllF<t

the RHS grows at a rate y/n, which implies that our test has an asymptotic power of one (note that the
same rate is achieved by existing conditional moment tests [25, 35]).

Proof of Theorem A.1 Let us define

T:=inf sup E[¢y(2Z)f(V)],
9€9 | fllF<1

and note that if T = 0 the result follows trivially. Thus, we may assume that 7" > 0 is some constant
independent of n. Additionally, observe that v, is uniformly bounded since the outcome Y is a bounded

random variable. Therefore, the variance term & (HQ (1/@)) is also uniformly bounded, and it suffices to show

that H2(1,) = Qp(1) is lower bounded in probability.
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Controlling ]I:]Iz(wg) First, recall that our test statistic is given by

H? (1) = 22 Z Vo(Z)R(X, XY )ihe(Z;). (17)

=1 j=n+1

Further, for all g € G, it holds that
E[B2 ()] = E [vy(2)h(X7, XY (2)] 2 ink B [0, (DR(XT, KT )y (2)] = T2,

where Z is an independent copy of Z following the same distribution, and the last equality follows from
Equation (4). Thus, it suffices to show that the following inequality holds with probability one as n — oo

T2

sup | () — E [H2()] | < 5

9eg

We use a simple e-net argument to show this result. Let G. be the epsilon net in /., distance of balls with
radii e. Then, since v, is uniformly bounded, it holds that for all Z and g € G,

inf [vg(2) —15(2)| S e.

JE€Ge

Thus, from the definition of H?2 (1) in Equation (17) it follows that we can choose a constant € > 0, such
that the following inequality holds almost surely,

sup inf  [F2 (1) — B3(0p)| < - (18)
geG GEYe
Then, for any constant ¢ > 0, it holds that
A o T2
P ( sup ‘H2(¢g) -E [Hz(@[’g)} ’ < 2)

geg

=P ( sup inf
geg g€Ge

(6,) - B2 () + B (v5) — BIRR(09)] + EIR(09)] — EIRC(0 )]
(ZZj P ( gsgg ‘H2(¢g) —E [H%d)g)} ‘ < 2c>

D p ([ B[R] 2 20),
JEGe

n—00

- 0 (L.L.N.)

where (i) follows from applying the inequality in Equation (18) and (ii) follows since, by assumption, for
every fixed € > 0 the cover |G| < oo is constant as a function of n.
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Figure 3: For all the plots: the significance level is set at a = 0.05, and the bias model is from Scenario 2.
(a) Effect of varying the feature set X7 on the average lower bound biss illustrating the trade-off between
feature set size and the power of the test. ¢* represents the oracle test, which rejects for § < §*. The highest
power is achieved when the feature set size |X7| = 3, including only the relevant features to model the
bias. We average runs over 5 seeds and report the standard error. (b) Evolution of the test statistic with
respect to the training epochs using the small neural network. We set the user tolerance to § = 58, close
to the maximum true bias §* = 60. The dashed red line represents the a-quantile of the absolute normal
distribution. The rest of the hyperparameters are the same as in the experimental setting from Section 4.

B Additional experiments

B.1 Ablation study of the feature subset X7

In Scenario 2 from Figure 5a, we introduced constant bias in the subgroups resulting from different com-
binations of the features newbie, mens and channel, with a maximum true bias é* = 60. Figure 3a shows
the effect of the selected feature set X7 on the average lower bound SLB for the bias model from Scenario
2. When | X 7| = 3, we select the features that capture the bias between rct and os datasets (newbie, mens,
channel), and hence we achieve the highest power. Intuitively, if the feature set is smaller, some of the bias
averages out, and the test loses power. On the other hand, when increasing the feature set, the test loses
power due to the curse of dimensionality, being particularly severe with smaller sample sizes. After | X J |=6
(i.e. X7 = X), we add redundant features sampled from a standard normal distribution A(0, 1).

B.2 Convergence of the optimization procedure

We provide evidence that our testing procedure is reliable, meaning that the optimizer consistently reaches
the same solution for the bias model from Scenario 2 and the small neural network model. Recall that, given
the non-convex nature of the optimization problem, we cannot guarantee convergence to the true global
minimum g*. Figure 3b shows the test statistic as a function of the training epoch under different random
network initializations. We observe that the test statistic consistently reaches the same minimum and that
the optimization stabilizes after 10000 epochs.

B.3 Interpretability of the testing procedure

Similar to the test proposed by Hussain et al. [25], our testing procedure outputs a “witness function” that
enables practitioners to identify the most biased subgroups within the observational dataset. Additionally,
our witness function provides insights into the bias strength and direction for each subgroup. This is achieved
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by minimizing the objective in Equation (5), where we learn the bias function §. If the function class G is
sufficiently rich to model the bias structure, and the optimizer converges to the global minima, we expect §
to be a good approximation of g*.

To interpret this bias function, we observe that §(X) € [0,1] interpolates between the tolerance bounds
79%(X) and 79°(X); therefore, values close to zero indicate a negative bias of magnitude close to user-tolerance
&, while values close to one indicate the same for positive bias. Hence, we can estimate the subgroup bias as

bias(G) = b (% 3 (X)) —1>, (19)

X,eG

where G represents the subgroup of interest. In Figure 4, we illustrate how practitioners could use the
witness function for Scenario 2, where the categorical nature of the features defines subgroups. We compare
the estimated bias with the ground truth and observe that our estimates closely align with the true bias
model. In scenarios where subgroups are not predefined, a practitioner can select the bottom or top 10% of
witness function values, as suggested by Hussain et al. [25].

However, it is important to note that, unlike the approach by Hussain et al. [25], we do not have guarantees
for the correctness of the witness function, i.e. we cannot guarantee that ¢ — ¢*. Therefore, any claims
based on it should be approached cautiously and contrasted with domain expertise.
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Figure 4: Comparison between the estimated and true bias models for Scenario 2. Our estimates of the bias
from Equation (19) closely align with the true bias. We run the test with a random seed, using the same
hyperparameters as in our experimental evaluation, and set the user tolerance to § = 57.
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C Experimental details

C.1 Hillstrom’s MineThatData

Hillstrom’s MineThatData Email dataset [21] is a large-scale, real-world randomized trial that contains
records of 64,000 customers who made purchases online within the last twelve months. They were part of an
email campaign designed to assess the effectiveness of different campaign strategies. Two treatment groups,
“Men’s” and “Women’s” email campaigns, and a control group were established, with treatments randomly
assigned. Our analysis primarily focuses on a combined treatment group, which constitutes approximately
66% of the dataset. Although the original dataset presents various outcomes, including binary indicators of
customers visiting or purchasing in the days after the campaign, we focus on the dollars spent in the two
weeks post-campaign. The dataset provides data on annual spending (history), merchandise type (mens and
womens), geographical location (zip code), newcomer status (newbie), and purchasing avenues (channel).
We, therefore, discard features describing the history segment (history segment) and recency of the last
purchase (recency). Since the average treatment effect is close to zero, we add a constant shift of 30 to
all treated individuals, allowing us more flexibility to introduce bias. We normalize continuous features and
one-hot-encode categorical features, resulting in a 13-dimensional dataset. By default, we use 80% of the
full dataset as the observational study (os), and the remaining 20% as the randomized controlled trial (rct).

We fit the propensity score using logistic regression with default hyperparameters from scikit-learn. We
train a Random Forest Classifier for the selection score (rct or os), also with default hyperparameters
from scikit-learn. Finally, we estimate the CATE functions using the doubly-robust learner from Kennedy
[28], instantiating Random Forest Regressors for the potential outcome functions and the pseudo-outcome
regression, fixing hyperparameters to 300 tree estimators with a maximum depth of 6.

Bias models We illustrate the bias model for Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 in Figure 5. For scenario 3, we
sample the coefficient for the polynomial bias model in Figure 5a from a normal distribution A(0,0.012).
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Figure 5: Heatmap visualizations of the bias for (a) Scenario 2 based on 12 subgroups with different biases
(the numbers in the cells represent the percentage w.r.t. the full observational dataset), and (b) Scenario 3
based on a quadratic polynomial bias.
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C.2 Women’s Health Initiative

The Women’s Health Initiative (WHI) is a long-term national health study that has focused on strategies
for preventing the major causes of death, disability, and frailty in older women, specifically heart disease,
cancer, and osteoporotic fractures. This multi-million dollar, 204+ year project, sponsored by the National
Institutes of Health (NTH) and the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute (NHLBI), initially enrolled
161,808 women aged 50-79 between 1993 and 1998. The WHI was one of the most definitive, far-reaching
clinical trials of post-menopausal women’s health ever undertaken in the US.

The WHI had two major parts: a randomized trial and an observational study. The randomized trial enrolled
68,132 women in trials testing three prevention strategies. Eligible women could choose to enroll in one, two,
or three of the trial components.

e A Hormone Therapy Trial (HT) that examined the effects of combined hormones or estrogen alone on
the prevention of heart disease and osteoporotic fractures and associated risk for breast cancer.

e A Dietary Modification Trial (DM) that evaluated the effect of a low-fat and high-fruit, vegetable, and
grain diet on preventing breast and colorectal cancers and heart disease.

e A Calcium and Vitamin D Trial (CaD) that evaluated the effect of calcium and vitamin D supplemen-
tation on preventing osteoporotic fractures and colorectal cancer.

The Observational Study (OS) examines the relationship between lifestyle, health risk factors, and dis-
ease outcomes. This component involves tracking the medical events and health habits of 93,676 women.
Recruitment for the observational study was completed in 1998, and participants have been followed since.

We use observational study and randomized trial data from the Women’s Health Initiative (WHI) to assess
our method in a real-world scenario. We use the Hormone Therapy (HT) trial as the RCT in our analysis
(nret = 16,608), run on postmenopausal women aged 50-79 years with an intact uterus. The trial investigated
the effect of hormone therapy on several types of cancers, cardiovascular events, and fractures, measuring
the “time-to-event” for each outcome. In the WHI setup, the observational study component was run in
parallel, and outcomes were tracked similarly to those of the RCT.

Data preprocessing We binarize a composite outcome, where ¥ = 1 if coronary heart disease was
observed in the first seven years of follow-up, and Y = 0 otherwise. To establish treatment and con-
trol groups in the observational study, we use questionnaire data in which participants confirm or deny
usage of combination hormones (i.e. both estrogen and progesterone) in the first three years. Using
this procedure, we end up with a total of n,s = 33,511 patients. Finally, we restrict the set of covari-
ates used to those that are measured in both the RCT and the observational study. In particular, we
use as covariates only those measured in both the RCT and observational study, and we further restrict
them to those identified as significant in epidemiological literature, such as in [40]. Specifically, the co-
variates in our analysis are: AGE, ETHNIC White, BMI, SMOKING Past_Smoker, SMOKING Current_Smoker,
EDUC_x_College_graduate_or_Baccalaureate Degree, EDUC_x_Some_post-graduate_or_professional, MENO,
PHYSFUN. The data used is available on BIOLINCC.

Experimental details We use a gaussian kernel with bandiwidth = 1.0. The set of features for the
granularity of the test is chosen to be J = {AGE,MENO}. We use a logistic regression model for both the
outcome model and propensity score (default hyperparameters in scikit-learn were used). We train a
neural (1 hidden layer and 10 neurons) network with Adam, with a learning rate of 0.01 for 500 epochs.
We repeat the optimization for 10 seeds with different initializations to ensure that we converge.
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