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Abstract

We propose a novel evaluation methodology for assessing off-policy learning
methods in contextual bandits. In particular, we provide a way to use any given
Randomized Control Trial (RCT) to generate a range of observational studies
(with synthesized “outcome functions”) that can match the user’s specified degrees
of sample selection bias, which can then be used to comprehensively assess a
given learning method. This is especially important in developing methods for
precision medicine where deploying a bad policy can have devastating effects. As
the outcome function specifies the real-valued quality of any treatment for any
instance, we can accurately compute the quality of any proposed treatment policy.
This paper uses this evaluation methodology to establish a common ground for
comparing the robustness and performance of the available off-policy learning
methods in the literature.

1 Introduction

Precision medicine is a rapidly emerging field that tries to determine which treatment (e.g., surgery,
drug therapy, etc.) leads to the best outcome for each patient. This not only improves the patients’
quality of life, but also typically reduces the health-care costs, especially in situations where the
first course of treatment does not provide desirable outcomes such that the patient has to receive
a second (hopefully better) treatment. Many attempt to learn models for precision medicine from
observed data; here, it is often necessary to answer counterfactual questions such as: “Would this
patient have lived longer, had she received an alternative treatment?”. To answer such questions,
it is sufficient to know the underlying causal relationships between the patient’s attributes and the
outcomes associated with each potential treatment. Such causal relationships can only be learned
from experimental studies that involve making interventions and collecting data on-line [[12]. As such
studies are not accessible, we have to approximate the causal effects from off-line datasets [7]].

In a Randomized Control Trial (RCT), treatment assignment 7" is independent of the patient attributes
X (see Fig.[Ta). This makes it straightforward to infer the causal effects on a population level [7]].
However, it is not possible to run an RCT for every causal query that we might have; since, they are
at best expensive, or in most cases, infeasible. By contrast, in observational studies, the health-care
provider —according to her training and/or the established clinical pathway— suggests a treatment
based on the patient’s attributes. This is referred to as sample selection bias, that is, the assignment
of treatment 7" depends on the patient’s health history/attributes X (see Fig.[Ib). However, unlike
RCTs, observational studies are abundant and are therefore our main source of data for developing
algorithms that produce the personalized models needed for precision medicine.

The whole setup can be viewed in a contextual bandit setting [23]] where, given a vector of attributes
z; € X describing patient ¢ and her received treatment ¢; € 7" selected according to the established
clinical pathway, we observe an outcome value y( z;, ;) € R. The established clinical pathway can
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be represented as a conditional probability distribution 7y ( ¢ | z ). Following the literature, we refer to
this as the logging policy (a.k.a. behaviour policy in reinforcement learning [[17]]). Also note that, for
each patient, we only get to observe the outcome y( z;, ¢; ) associated with the received treatment ¢;
and not the outcomes associated with the alternative treatment(s) (¢ # t;). Since such counterfactual
outcome(s) are inherently “unobservable” (and not just “unobserved”), there is no way to truly
determine which treatment would have been best for each patient. The case of y( z;, t; ) € R2°
might for example represent life expectancy, while y(z;, ;) € {0,1} might indicate whether a
patient would have died or survived as a result of the received treatment. Contextual bandit datasets
have the following information: D = { [z;, t;, y( x4, t; ), mo(ti |2 )] },—1
The goal here is to find the best policy, 7*(t|z ), whose most likely selected treatment t* =
arg max, 7*(t |z ) for patient x, indeed matches the best one. In other words, had we known all
outcomes (observed as well as [an estimate of] counterfactuals(s)), we would want:

t* = argmaxy(z,t) ¢))

t

The problem of learning an optimal policy from observational studies (a.k.a. off-policy learning [[17])
is not limited to medical applications. It is also present in applications such as A/B testing, ad-
placement systems [2, 8], recommender systems [[16], and intelligent tutoring systems [11]], to name
a few. It is challenging to evaluate a proposed policy, given an observational dataset, due to (i) the
inherent unobservabality of the counterfactual outcomes, and also (ii) the unknown degree of existing
selection bias — i.e., the strength of the link between z and ¢. To overcome these two issues, we
have to somehow create synthetic datasets with full information on outcome (i.e., both factual and
counterfactual) Therefore, it is required that any new proposed method for learning a policy from
off-line data must first be comprehensively evaluated in terms of its robustness against various
degrees of selection bias, prior to deployment. However, to the best of our knowledge, all the existing
approaches only evaluate their proposed method on an observational study generated under a fixed
level of selection bias — see Sec. 3.1l for more details.

This paper addresses this gap by proposing an evaluation methodology to establish a common ground
for comparing the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed methods for off-policy learning from
observational datasets. Our contribution is an algorithm that, given an RCT dataset, can synthesize an
spectrum of observational datasets that exhibit various degrees of selection bias.

2 Background

All the existing methods for off-line policy learning must address the sample selection bias to
effectively learn an optimal policy from a bandit feedback data. Many, including [9}10], use rejection
sampling to extract a RCT-like subset of data. That is, they find and discard a subset of instances, such
that the probability of assigning any treatment becomes uniform for all the remaining samples. This
approach is extremely data inefficient, which might be acceptable for applications that have access to
enormous amounts of data, such as ad-placement in search engines. However, this inefficiency means
it cannot be used for small medical datasets. Besides the methods mentioned above, there are two
other main approaches for handling the sample selection bias: (i) outcome prediction and (ii) utility
maximization. Below, we briefly touch on such methods.

2.1 Outcome Prediction

Outcome prediction (OP) methods (a.k.a. direct methods) try to learn a regression fit that predicts the
outcome for patient 4 given feature vector z; for any treatment ¢ € T (i.e., §( z;, t )). Assuming the
learned regression fit is accurate, we can rank different treatments in terms of their estimated outcome
and choose the best treatment that maximizes the outcome. This can be done following Eq. [I| by
substituting y( x, ¢ ) with the predicted (counter)factual outcomes y( z, ¢ ) via the regression fit.

Although this method seems straightforward, obtaining an accurate regression fit is often not easy as
this requires addressing: (i) selection bias and (ii) modeling bias. While there are ways to deal with
selection bias, such as importance sampling, modeling bias is a lot more challenging to address, as



the outcome function is often complicated, meaning it is not easy to identify the right model and/or
features to produce an accurate estimator. In summary, the outcome prediction method tries to answer
the harder question of accurately predicting the counterfactual outcomes, while all we need for an
optimal policy is the ability to rank the potential treatments. Therefore, other methods have been
proposed that try to maximize a utility function instead.

2.2 Inverse Propensity Scoring

Inverse Propensity Scoring (IPS), an importance sampling technique that adjusts the weights of
different instances, is one of the main ways to address the selection bias problem. Here, we use a
variant of the early works of [6, [T5] as we are interested in evaluating a stochastic policy 7(t|x )
as opposed to a deterministic one. This variant has been used in many closely-related applications,
such as off-policy reinforcement learning [17]], off-policy learning for contextual bandits [9, [10], and
counterfactual learning with causal graphs [2] First we formulate a utility function as:

Urps(m) = = Z 7o( ttz||a; (@i, i) 2
where n is the number of instances, mo(¢; | z; ) is the policy used to sample treatments in the training
data (i.e., the “logging policy”), 7( t; | x; ) is the probability of selecting ¢; given x; by the proposed
policy 7(+), and y( x;, t; ) is the observed outcome. Note that IPS is an unbiased estimator of the
true [unknown] utility U (), meaning:

Ep[Uips(m)] = U(r) 3)
for any 7(+) provided that 7y () has a non-zero value everywhere in its support [15]. Below we sketch
the proof that IPS is unbiased (note y; = y(x;, ¢;) is a short form notation for the observed outcome):

M=) [ Zmyz} xwo(tilzr) -+ wo(tn|zn) X P(z1) -+ P(za)

z1,t1 Ty ,tn
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However, the IPS estimator has a high variance due to the 7T0( t; | x; ) terms in the denommator.
That is, some importance sampling weights will be very large for any instance with small mg —i.e.,
treatments that had a small chance of being selected, but were selected anyway. The most common
approach is to use the clipped weights [2]] as follows:

) _ . 7r (t,‘ |3}1)
w; = rmn{M7 77ro(t¢|xi)} “4)
where M is a hyperparameter that represents an upper bound allowed for the importance sampling
weights. Ultimately, with any utility function, the optimal policy 7* is obtained by:

™ = argmaxU(xr) = argminR(n) 5)
well mell
where IT is the hypothesis space containing all possible policies and R(7) = —U () is the empirical

risk. When we use the clipped weights w (see Eq. , we denote the risk as RM ().

2.3 Doubly Robust Estimator

As discussed earlier, methods based on outcome prediction enjoy a low variance estimate at the cost
of a high bias. On the other hand, although IPS method is an unbiased estimator, it suffers from a
high variance. This motivated [3]] to propose the Doubly Robust (DR) estimator, which leverages
the strengths and mitigate the weaknesses of the above mentioned methods. Prior to [3], [[14] had
proposed a variant of this method for evaluating deterministic policies that have binary choice of
treatment. The DR utility function is formulated as:

~ (ti]z:) . .

Upr(m) = = Z {7(0 (ti]a:) ( (i, ;) — (i, tz)) +  Eionja, [y(mi, t)] (6)
where y(z, t) is the regress10n ﬁt obtained from a method based on outcome prediction that predicts
the (counter)factual outcome for a given patient represented by = with respect to any treatment ¢ € 7.

2.4 Self-Normalized Estimator

In order to alleviate the high variance problem, the doubly robust estimator employs a regression
fit to predict counterfactual outcomes to be used as additive terms in the utility function; see



Eq.[6} Alternatively, Swaminathan er al. [20] take a multiplicative approach by proposing the Self-
Normalized (SN) estimator, which is a stochastic variant of the method proposed by [3]] for evaluating
deterministic policies with a binary choice of treatment. Self-Normalized (SN) estimator uses the fact

that £ [Z m(ts]2) ] = n, which motivates replacing n with > n(tilzi) 5y Eq. leading to:

i=1 7o (ti|zsi) i=1 7o (ti|zsi)

~ " om(ti|s) m(ts|xs)
Usn(m) = y(wi, t 7
sn(m) ;WO(t \331 i ZWO D) @)
The intuition is: since the main source of variance is the importance sampling weights appearing in
the numerator of the utility function, having a similar factor in the denominator may cancel out some

of the variability.

2.5 Counterfactual Risk Minimization

Swaminathan et al. [19] studied the variance of IPS estimator with clipped weights under the
Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM) principle (Eq.[3) to prove the following generalization bound:

P|3rell:R(x) > RM(x)+ A MJFC < v ®)

where R(7) is the true risk, u(-) = y(z, t) min {M m(t|2) }, 0 < 7 < 1is the probability that this

? mo(tx)
generalization bound fails, and A and C are constants. This suggests addition of the square-root term
to the ERM objective function as follows:

(C)]

7" = argmin ﬁM(ﬂ') + A M
well n

This addition to the objective function yields the Counterfactual Risk Minimization (CRM) principle
[19]. The intuition here is to penalize high empirical variance in weighted observed outcomes. The
CRM principle can be used along with any utility function described in Secs. [2.2]to 2.4}

3 Evaluation Methodology

As described earlier, observational studies inherently contain partial information, as we only get to
observe the outcome for the one treatment that was administered to each patient. When evaluating a
new learned policy, however, due to the variance of the utility estimators, it is challenging to know if
the new proposed policy is indeed better than the in-place clinical pathway. The best way to determine
the effectiveness of a new policy is to actually deploy it on-site, record the factual outcomes for a
reasonable period of time, and then analyze the results. However, it is neither ethical, nor allowed by
the health-care community, to deploy a policy that has a chance of producing results that may reduce
the patients’ quality of life. Therefore, we need to synthesize bandit datasets in such a way that
their counterfactual outcomes are also known, merely for the purpose of evaluation. In the following
two sections, we first review the existing evaluation methodology [1] and point out its shortcomings
and then explain our proposed evaluation methodology which allows for a more comprehensive
assessment of a proposed algorithm, in terms of robustness to various degrees of selection bias.

3.1 The Existing Approach

Beygelzimer et al. [1] proposed an approach that converts the training partition of a full-information
multi-label supervised dataset D* = { [ (x;, t7)] }i=1..n with £ € {0, 1}F into a partial-information
bandit dataset for training off-policy learning methodsE] Here, we view each label ¢} as the best
possible treatment for the patient ¢ — that is, the outcome y( z;, t; ) is defined such that y( x;, t}) >
y(x;, —t; ), where —t; is any of the treatments other than ¢}. This ensures that Eq.holds, and so the
optimal policy 7*(¢|z;) will prefer t}. One can convert this supervised dataset into a bandit dataset
by sampling a set of new labels ¢; ~ ho(t|x; ) for each z;, where hq(-) represents the underlying
mechanism that creates this observational study. This allows a single subject to appear many (r) times
in the dataset, each time with a different treatment (of course r < 2*). In many applications such as

I"This is not one-hot encoding, as there are cases where more than one label might apply to a single instance —
e.g., a News article concerning political initiatives on climate change.
Note that the test set remains intact for evaluating the learned policy in terms of classification accuracy.



ad-placement in a search engine, this underlying mechanism (i.e., the deployed algorithm) is known

and logged as the propensity scores 7o (+) during data collection [2]]. To mimic the same situation (i.e.,

knowing the underlying assignment mechanism), in [18]], ho(t|z) is set to be the logistic regression,

whose parameters were learned from a small portion (e.g., 5%) of the supervised training set. This
ho(+) is then used to guide the sampling process of new labels ¢; for each x;, and log the propensities
mo(ti|zi) = ho(t;|z;). Finally, the outcome y(x;, t;) is calculated as the Jaccard index between the
supervised label ¢ and the bandit label(s) ¢;(s). This completes the procedure of generating a bandit

dataset D = {[z;, t;, y(z4,t;), mo(ts|zi)| iy 0

There are several reasons why this evaluation framework is not appropriate for assessing off-policy

learning methods developed for medical observational studies:

1. Itis not clear how to map the concept of binary multi-label € {0, 1}* to treatment, e.g., letting each
bit in a label vector to be 1 (resp. 0) refer to taking (resp. not taking) a certain medication, a multi-
label target would mean a combination of several drugs. However, due to drug interactions, such
combinations might neutralize the effect of the treatment or worse, be detrimental to the patient’s
health. Therefore, unless there is a principled way to appropriately consider such interactions, a
single class label seems more appropriate.

2. Using the Jaccard index to define outcomes y implies assigning equal importance to various
treatment options. However, in medicine, this assumption does not hold since the consequences of
being wrong about one treatment might be catastrophic, but for another, might be minor. Here,
continuous measures such as survival time (y € R=0) that directly correspond to the consequences
of the assigned treatment on the patient’s health status are more appropriate.

3. Unlike applications such as ad-placement where the underlying mechanism of action selection is
known, this mechanism in medical observational studies (i.e., the clinical pathway) cannot be fully
understood. In reality, we never have access to [even a small] subset of data with ground truth
labels. Therefore, the propensities 7o (t;|x;) have to be calculated directly from the bandit dataset,
as opposed to readily deriving them from hg(t|x) (i.e., estimated from 5% of supervised dataset).

Next, we discuss our proposed evaluation methodology and its advantages over the existing approach.

3.2 The Proposed Approach

In addition to overcoming the shortcomings of the existing evaluation methodology, we want to
address the following requirements: (i) designing a bandit dataset that is as realistic as possible. in
terms of its similarity to an actual medical observational study (see Sec.[3.2.1); and (ii) includes a
way for the user to generate many different observational studies from a single RCT dataset, in order
to run comprehensive evaluation of learning methods for contextual bandits (see Sec.[3.2.2).

3.2.1 Designing a Bandit Dataset

We require that the designed bandit dataset be as similar as possible to a real medical observational
dataset. Therefore, instead of converting a supervised dataset to a bandit dataset, we directly work
with a real-world RCT dataset as the source and from it synthesize various observational studies with
different degrees of bias. This makes sense because there is no sample selection bias in RCT datasets
and therefore, one can often estimate the counterfactual outcomes reliably. In addition to the primary
constraints (e.g., t € {0,1} and y € R=Y), we want to preserve the statistical characteristics of the
original (source) RCT dataset; characteristics such as:
(i) Average Treatment Effect: ATE = N% >oylag, 1) — Nio > y(x;,0), where Ny (resp. Np) is the
number of subjects assigned to t = 1 (resp. ¢ = 0); and
(ii) Coefficient of Determination: R? = 1 — %M for t; € {to,t1,...} (calculated on
each treatment arm separately), which measures the amount of variance in the response variable
that can be explained by the observed explanatory Variablesﬂ
Given a RCT dataset with two treatment arms (i.e., t € {0, 1}), we first fit two Gaussian Process
(GP) [13]] models f;(+) to calculate an initial estimate of the counterfactual outcomes; one for each
treatment arm. More concretely, f;(x) provides a mean u(x) along with a standard deviation
o¢(x) that indicates the confidence of estimation at any point x in the function domain, with which
we can calculate the counterfactual outcome for each subject. For example, the counterfactual
outcome for a subject whose received treatment was ¢ = 1 (with observed outcome y(x;, 1))
is defined as: y(x;,0) = po(x;) + ko X oo(z;), where kg is determined such that the average

3A low R? measure means there is unobserved confounder(s) that [significantly] contribute to the outcome.



personalized treatment effect calculated on the N7 subjects whose received treatment was t = 1 (i.e.,
ATE, = N% doist =1 (y(z;,1) — y(x;,0))) matches the ATE calculated on the original RCT

dataset. Solving for ATE 1 = ATFE and @0 = ATFE yields:
1 1
ke = (ATE —@t= D5 > (i) = ylas, ﬁti)))/Nt > o) (10)

Note this applies to both ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1. This procedure ensures that any synthetic RCT data

generated by random re-assignment of treatments will have an ATE close to the original ATE.
Figs.[5aland [5b]in Appendix show the original and a sample synthetic scatter plots respectively.

We also want our synthetic datasets to match the R? measure on every treatment arm ¢. To do so, we
first calculate ]?22 for each treatment arm, on all subjects, using either observed, or counterfactual
outcomes as derived in the previous step. Then, if the fif was higher than the original R? value, we
modify the counterfactual outcomes as follows:

g}(azi,t) += exe , t#t (11)
where e, is the amplitude of the noise (tuned such that }AB? matches R?) and € ~ U(—0.5,0.5). As
Ele] = 0, §(z;,t)’s expected increase is 0, and therefore we expect that ATE would not change.

Now, with this complete set of outcomes (both observed as well as conterfactual), we can determine
the best treatment for each patient (i.e., ground truth labels) following Eq. |1} It is also possible
to synthesize any observational study (including RCT) by simply designing a hg(+) function. The
next section elaborates on how our proposed evaluation methodology is able to synthesize various
observational studies, covering a wide range of sample selection bias.

3.2.2 Various Generating Policies /()

Unlike [[18[19,[20], the proposed evaluation methodology decouples the generating policy hg(-) from
the supervised dataset. This means we can easily design different ho(-) policies with various degrees
of selection bias and/or conservatism, which in turn enables us to study the behaviours/robustness of
different learning algorithms under such various circumstances. In order to create a bandit dataset,
our basis function for sampling labels (i.e., treatments) is a sigmoid function:

02) = ousle) = s (12
where |z| is the amount of improvement in outcome for a patient in case she receives the best
treatment; z is positive for the positive class (i.e., t* = 1) and negative for the negative class (i.e.,
t* = 0). More concretely, to sample from a positive class, we sample according to o(z) and to sample
from a negative class, we sample according to 1 — o(2).

The « parameter controls the degree of selection bias. With @ = 0, o(z) would be a uniform
distribution, which results in sampling a RCT bandit dataset. Larger o creates a more biased bandit
dataset. That is, there is a higher chance for samples to be assigned with their respective ground truth
treatment. At the limit of & = oo, we would have a step function at 3. Clearly, if 8 = 0, then all the
sampled treatments would be the ground truth and therefore, the bandit data would be equivalent to
the supervised data. Fig.3|in Appendix shows the effect of changing « on the respective generated
bandit dataset. We can also simulate the tendency towards prescribing a certain treatment more that
the alternative(s) (i.e., conservatism) by modifying the 5 parameter. As such, a 8 > 0 would assign
treatment 0 to more patients and treatment 1 to fewer ones, and vice versa for 3 < 0. Fig.[4]in
Appendix shows the effect of changing S with constant a = 0.5.

4 Experiments, Results, and Discussions

To demonstrate the benefits of the proposed evaluation methodology, we use two RCT datasets:
Acupuncture RCT [22, 21] studies the potential benefit of acupuncture (in addition to the standard

care) for treatment of chronic headache disorders. It has 18 features, all measured prior to applying any
treatment. There were two main outcomes: “severity score” and “headache frequency”, each measured
at two points in time: “immediately after the treatment is completed” and ““at one year follow-up”.
Out of 401 participants, we use the 295 subjects with no missing value in their measurements. Due to
space limitation, we only report the performance results on one of the main outcomes (i.e., severity
score at one year follow-up) in the main text. The rest of the results can be found in the Appendix (see



Figs. @ and. E] For this outcome, ATE = —6.15, R3 = 0.68, and R? = 0.33. Our synthesized
RCTs has ATE = —6.17(0.76), k2 = 0.60(0.05), and B2 = 0.36(0.07).

Hypericum RCT [4] was designed to assess the acute efficacy of a standardized extract of the herb
St. John’s Wort in treatment of patients with major depression disorder. This study has three arms
(placebo, hypericum, and an SSRI medication). Primary outcome measure is Hamilton Depression
scale at the end of week 8. We compiled 278 features from assessment forms. In our experiments,
we use the “hypericum” and “SSRI” as the binary treatment options (82 and 79 patients in each arm
respectively). The original RCT has ATE = —2.25, RZ = 0.24, and R? = 0.00. Our synthesized
RCTs has ATE = —2.65(0.97), k2 = 0.15(0.10), and B2 = 0.04(0.09).

The following methods are compared in terms of classification accuracy on the ground truth labels
derived following the procedure described in Sec.[3.2.1} Baseline: predict the majority class. Logger:
use the logging policy 7 (+) as the classifier. Outcome Prediction: find a regression fit with a simple
linear least squares method with L2 regularization (OP), then use Eq. [I]to predict the best label (i.e.,
treatment). Inverse Propensity Scoring: use the ERM objective function IPS-ERM), as well as the
CRM objective function (IPS-CRM) to learn a new policy 7 (¢|x) that acts as our classiﬁerE] Doubly
Robust: use the same regression function as OP for the regression component with either ERM
(DR-ERM) or CRM (DR-CRM) objective functions to obtain 7 (t|z). Self-Normalized: use either
ERM or CRM objective functions (SN-ERM and SN-CRM respectively) to obtain 7 (t|x).

Fig. [2| summarizes the performance results; showing the effect of changing o at 5 = 0 in
Figs. and [2¢] and changing 8 at @ = 0.05 in Figs. [2b] and Each point on the plots rep-
resents the mean classification error rate across 25 runs and its respective error bar indicates a fraction
of the standard deviation of the error rates (in order to maintain the plots’ clarity). Also note that
the Baseline accuracy for neither of the datasets is 1.0, meaning that not all patients benefit from
receiving “acupuncture” or “SSRI”, and for some, “no acupuncture” or “St. John’s Wort” indeed
achieves a better outcome, i.e., personalized medicine.

Effects of changing a.. As o increases, it is trivial that the Logger’s accuracy would improve because
a higher « produces a bandit dataset with a higher tendency towards sampling ground truth treatments
more often (see Fig. [3b). Observe in Figs. 2a] and [2¢] that OP’s prediction of (counter)factual
outcomes is not accurate as « moves away from 0, resulting in a bad performance for DR also. IPS’s
performance is also correlated with o and it tends to do worse as « increases, as opposed to Logger.
SN tends to perform worse as |« increases since this imposes 7 to be small in parts of its domain

which, due to weight clipping, results in E {Zn m(ti|zi) } = n. This breaks the fundamental idea

i=1 o (ti|zs)
of SN (cf., Sec. . Therefore, SN is only useful for datasets that are close to RCT.
Effects of changing /5. We know that the effect of changing /3 varies relative to the degree of class
imbalance in a dataset. In ours, since the majority class is “1” labeled (i.e., its z in Eq.[I2]is positive),
a # > 0 would result in assigning fewer samples with label ¢t = 1. This in turn would generate a
bandit dataset that is more exploratory (which SN seems to prefer); but, on the other hand, is far from
the true underlying label distribution (which is not desirable for OP and DR).

ERM versus CRM principle. We found that the CRM principle often improves SN’s performance
[mostly not statistically significant though]. But, it does not do so for IPS and DR. In general, our
results indicate that, if a reliable OP method is available , then DR, amongst other methods, is the
most effective and robust for various « and 3 values. However, we should bear in mind that most OP
(and as a result DR) methods require more processing power than IPS and SN. Therefore, we face a
trade-off between a quick response versus a more accurate one.

5 Future directions and Conclusions

The proposed evaluation methodology can be extended in the following three directions:
1. Increase the pool size of possible treatments from |T| = 2 (i.e., t € {0,1}) to |T'| > 2. This can

cover cases such as combining several medications or other medical interventions.

2. Explore ways to extend this evaluation methodology for sequential observational studies (i.e.,
following a course of treatment). This is not trivial since the space of all possible decisions grows
exponentially as we progress through the course of treatment.

“These are similar, showing that the ranking of the methods in terms of performance is fairly robust.

>Our implementation of IPS (and SN below) is obtained from Policy Optimizer for Exponential Models
(POEM [18]]). We extended POEM substantially to include a way to deal with the missing components (i.e., OP
and DR), as well as implementation of the proposed evaluation methodology.
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Figure 2: Mean and %0 x standard deviation of the classification error rates obtained on the “Acupunc-
ture” (top) and “Hypericum” (bottom) datasets; best viewed in color

3. We can create observational datasets that contain censored samples, i.e., only a a lower bound
of the survival time of some patients is available. Such datasets can then be used to develop and
evaluate survival analysis/prediction based methods that can handle selection bias.

In this paper, we proposed a novel evaluation methodology for assessing off-policy learning methods
in contextual bandits. Unlike the existing methodology (cf., [l1]]), our approach allows for a compre-
hensive assessment of the learning methods in terms of performance and robustness with respect to
various degrees of sample selection bias. Moreover, it does not require the underlying mechanism for
data generation to be known, and it better matches medical applications as it allows the outcomes
to be more realistic (y € R=). Using the proposed evaluation methodology, we assessed several
prominent off-policy learning methods in contextual bandits — namely, outcome prediction, Inverse
Propensity Scoring, Doubly Robust [3]], Self-Normalized [20]], and Counterfactual Risk Minimization
principle [[19] — on observational datasets synthesized using two RCT datasets. Our analyses identify
the conditions under which a certain off-policy learning method performs best (e.g., SN is preferable
for a close-to-RCT dataset). Such analysis was not possible with [1]]’s evaluation methodology as
it has no means to generate such diverse observational datasets in terms of selection bias. Thus,
we believe the proposed evaluation methodology should become a standard way for comprehensive
assessment of new off-policy learning methods in contextual bandits, especially in costly applications
such as precision medicine where deploying a bad policy can have devastating effects.
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Figure 3: Effect of changing « on selection bias. The bandit dataset (bottom) is sampled as guided by
the respective sampling function (top) for each treatment. Fig. [3a]shows that with a = 0, since the
sampling distributions for both treatments are uniform, V3 the resulting bandit dataset is RCT.
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Figure 4: Effect of changing 3 on conservatism towards preferring one treatment to the other. The
bandit dataset (bottom) is sampled as guided by the respective sampling function (top) for each
treatment. For instance, Fig. #a|shows a clinical pathway that has a higher tendency towards selecting
treatment O for patients.
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Figure 6: Mean and 1Lo x standard deviation of the classification error rates obtained on the “Acupunc-
ture” dataset for outcome “severity score immediately after treatment is completed”
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