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Abstract

Learning individualized treatment rules (ITRs) is an important topic in precision medicine.
Current literature mainly focuses on deriving ITRs from a single source population. We consider
the observational data setting when the source population differs from a target population of in-
terest. Compared with causal generalization for the average treatment effect which is a scalar
quantity, ITR generalization poses new challenges due to the need to model and generalize the
rules based on a prespecified class of functions which may not contain the unrestricted true opti-
mal ITR. The aim of this paper is to develop a weighting framework to mitigate the impact of such
misspecification and thus facilitate the generalizability of optimal ITRs from a source population
to a target population. Our method seeks covariate balance over a non-parametric function class
characterized by a reproducing kernel Hilbert space and can improve many ITR learning methods
that rely on weights. We show that the proposed method encompasses importance weights and
overlap weights as two extreme cases, allowing for a better bias-variance trade-off in between.
Numerical examples demonstrate that the use of our weighting method can greatly improve ITR
estimation for the target population compared with other weighting methods.
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1 Introduction

Individualized decision making based on a subject’s characteristics has received increasing attention
in the past decades. It has broad application in many fields, such as establishing personalized treatment
regimes based on electronic health record data (Wang et al., 2016)), personalizing ad placement based
on user profiles (Bottou et al., 2013)), and optimally allocating public resources based on individual
characteristics (Kube et al., 2019). The common goal of these problems is to find an individualized
treatment rule (ITR), a mapping from individual characteristics to a treatment assignment such that
the expected outcome is optimized under the rule (Murphy et al., 2001; Murphy, 2003; Robins, 2004)).
In order for the estimated ITR to be practically useful, it is usually desirable to limit the search of the
optimal ITR within a prespecified class of restricted rules. Such restriction may arise from logistic,
legal, ethical or political considerations (Kitagawa and Tetenov, 2018} |Athey and Wager, 2021)), or
from the need for an interpretable ITR to inform better clinical practice; see, for example, Zhang et al.
(2018)); Murdoch et al.| (2019).

A wide array of statistical methods have been developed to estimate the optimal ITR using ex-
perimental or observational data (Kosorok and Laber, 2019) since the pioneer work of Murphy et al.
(2001), Murphy| (2003)), and |[Robins| (2004). One can model observed outcomes as functions of the
covariates and then obtains the optimal ITR by inverting the regression estimates (Qian and Murphy,
2011} Foster et al., 2011). Of course, the success of these methods depends on accuracy of the out-
come models. Alternatively, weighting-based ITR learning approaches obviate or reduce the need
for fitting outcome models by directly optimizing the expected ITR outcome or value function (Zhao
et al., 2012; Zhou et al., 2017 Chen et al., 2017). A critical component of this class of methods is a
weighting function that reweights the source data based on the covariates and treatment information
such that the treated and control groups are comparable. Nearly all such methods use inverse probabil-
ity (of treatment) weighting for this task. Inverse probability weighting makes the treated and control

groups look as though they followed the same covariate distribution as the whole source sample.



Despite the vast literature in estimating the optimal ITR, much less attention has been paid to
its generalizability to a target population with the exception of the work by Zhao et al.| (2019), and
Mo et al.[ (2020). In contrast, there is a surge of publications for average treatment effect general-
ization (e.g.,|Cole and Stuart (2010); Tipton (2013); Buchanan et al.| (2018); Dahabreh et al.| (2020)).
Compared with causal generalization for the average treatment effect which is a scalar quantity, ITR
generalization poses new challenges due to the need to model and generalize the rules based on a
prespecified class of functions which may not contain the unrestricted true optimal ITR. The aim of
this paper is to develop a weighting framework to mitigate the impact of such misspecification thus
facilitate the generalizability of optimal ITR from a source population to a target population. There-
fore our framework needs to be coupled with existing ITR learning methods for estimation. For this
setting, our work is different from the goal of prior works (Zhao et al., [2019; Mo et al., 2020) which
focused on developing robust (thus generalizable) ITRs.

The distributional difference in covariates between the two populations is termed as covariate
shift in the literature (Sugiyama et al., [2007). The unrestricted optimal ITR can be determined from
the conditional average treatment effect 7(x) which is the average outcome difference under two
treatment for a given patient characteristics = (defined more precisely in Section [3.2). On the other
hand, the best-in-class ITR, unlike the optimal ITR over all possible function classes, depends on the
distribution of covariates. Thus, the weights in this setting ensure that the best-in-class ITR applies to
the target population rather than the source population.

To illustrate the interplay between ITR class misspecification and covariate shift, we consider
the following example for learning a linear ITR under two scenarios of 7(x) when covariate shift
is present in Figure Here, two covariates, X; and X», determine the value of 7(z) (see Section
[Z_I] for the explicit formula). In the first scenario, the unrestricted optimal ITR is a linear function
of the covariates, hence the optimal within-class ITRs (optimal linear ITR) are the same for source
and target populations. In other words, the issue of covariate shift does not need to be addressed

since the prespecified rule class is correctly specified. In the second scenario, the unrestricted optimal



ITR is a nonlinear function of the covariates, hence the optimal within-class ITR (optimal linear
ITR) is different for the source and target populations. Hence, using the target population’s covariate

information is critical to learn an optimal within-class ITR for the target population.

Conditional average treatment effect function (x)
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Figure 1: Left: covariate distribution of source and target populations with covariate shift; Right:
contour plot of the conditional average treatment effect function 7(z) and the lines are the optimal
linear decision boundaries, with the solid line indicating the boundary for the optimal linear ITR for
the target population and the dashed line indicating the boundary for the optimal linear ITR on the
source population.

Weighting adjustment by the importance weights has been a commonly used approach for deal-
ing with covariate shift (Sugiyama et al., 2007). In the context of ITR learning, the source data
are reweighted by the density ratio between the target and source populations on top of the inverse
probability weighting, as suggested by |[Kitagawa and Tetenov| (2018, Remark 2.2). However the im-
portance weights can contain extreme values especially when there is insufficient overlap between
the treated and control groups or between the source and target populations, leading to unstable es-
timation. |Kallus| (2021) proposed to alleviate the instability issue in this context by retargeting to
a population whose density ratio against the source population is proportional to m(z){1 — m(x)},
where 7(z) denotes the propensity score. This retargeted “hypothetical” population allocates more
emphasis on the covariate region where the treated and control groups have good overlap. When com-
bined with inverse probability weighting, the resulting weights are essentially the overlap weights of

L1 et al. (2018). Kallus|(2021) showed that when the prespecified rule class can well approximate the

unrestricted true optimal ITR, their retargeting approach incurs no bias to the learning process and
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can lead to better performing I'TRs, and thus can work well if one expects certain amount of covariate
shift in the target population. However, when the unrestricted true optimal I'TR is not contained in the
prespecified rule class, this claim no longer holds because the retargeted population can be substan-
tially different from the target population of interest, and thus their restricted optimal ITRs within the
prespecified rule class also differ. Therefore, practitioners interested in generalizing an ITR to a new
population are presented with two extreme weighting methods: the importance weights that strive for
eliminating bias from confounding and covariate shift but may lead to large variance, and the overlap
weights that emphasize robust and stable estimation but are prone to bias as they only mitigate con-
founding. In this paper, we aim to develop a unifying weighting framework that not only encompasses
the importance and the overlap weights, but also allows one to search a better bias-variance trade-off
between them in a data-driven manner.

Another increasingly recognized issue of these existing weighting methods is that they are con-
structed in an indirect way based on the propensity score and density ratio. In practice these functions
need to be estimated and can be extremely sensitive to model misspecification (Kang et al., 2007).
Our proposed method addresses this issue by constructing the weights directly, bypassing the need
for direct modeling of the propensity score or density ratio. Our approach to doing so is inspired by
the recent growing literature of covariate balancing weights for estimation of the aggregate causal es-
timands such as the average treatment effect (Hainmueller, [2012; Imai and Ratkovic,[2014; Wong and
Chanl, 2018; Hirshberg et al., 2019; Huling and Mak, [2020; (Chattopadhyay et al., 2020; |Kallus, 2020;
Kallus and Santacatterina, 2022). Instead of explicitly specifying a functional form for the underlying
propensity score model, covariate balancing approaches directly construct weights so that they im-
prove the balance between treatment groups over a given set of covariate functions. The variation of
the weights is typically controlled by minimizing the dispersion of the weights subject to the specified
balance constraints for these covariate functions.

As we will show, proper weights for ITR learning with possibly misspecified rule classes should

be able to achieve balance on a possibly very complex set of covariate functions to cover candidate



assignment rule classes. We start by establishing a covariate balancing weight strategy that mini-
mizes the imbalance between the treated group, the control group, and the target population over a
non-parametric function class characterized by a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS, see Wahba
(1990)). By carefully inspecting the target population value function, we observe that different from
adjusting for confounding, adjusting for covariate shift is not essential when the prespecified ITR
class contains the unrestricted true optimal ITR. As we cannot know such containment in practice,
we propose a three-way balancing strategy based on a convex combination of objectives that seek
to induce covariate shift balance and confounding balance. As our weighting approach emphasizes
full distributional balance of covariates, it is robust to the functional form of confounding and works
well empirically. Despite our weights being non-parametrically constructed through balance-seeking
objectives, we show that the resulting weights converge to either the importance weights or the over-
lap weights under different hyperparameters when sample size tends to infinity. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first result that characterizing the asymptotic behavior of weights that opti-
mize a balancing criterion under the causal generalization setting. In contrast, previous RKHS based
balancing weights methods (Wong and Chan, 2018; Kallus, 2020; Kallus and Santacatterinal, 2022
focused on estimating the average treatment effect, and they only provide asymptotic results for the
corresponding weighted average treatment effect estimator but not for the weights themselves. More-
over, the proposed method has potential real-world applications, such as generalizing ventilation rules
for COVID-19 patients across diverse geographic locations that exhibit substantial covariate shifts in

factors like age and pre-existing conditions (Kyono et al.| 2023)).

2 Preliminaries

Suppose we have collected data on n subjects: (X, S;,S;4;,5:Y;), i = 1,...n. X; € X C R
denotes a vector of pre-treatment covariates which contain confounding factors and treatment effect

modifiers. S; is a population indicator such that S; = 1 indicates subject ¢ is from the source pop-



ulation S and S; = 0 indicates i is from the target population 7. A; € {0, 1} is a binary treatment
indicator and Y; is the outcome of interest for which we assume larger outcomes are preferred with-
out loss of generality. In our setting, A; and Y; are only observed for observations from the source
population (S; = 1). We will refer to the observations from S as the source sample and the rest as
the target sample. Let ng, n; be the sample sizes of the source and target samples, respectively, and
n = ng + n,; be the total sample size.

For causal interpretation, we use the potential outcome framework (Rubin, 1974} Rosenbaum and!
Rubin, |1983)), wherein each subject 7 is assumed to have two potential outcomes Y;(1), the outcome if
subject i were to receive the treatment, and Y;(0), the outcome if ¢ were not to receive the treatment.
Under the assumption known as the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption, the observed outcome
in the source sample can be expressed as Y; = Y;(A;). Under this assumption, we can associate each
observation with a “full” random variate (X;, S;, 4;,Y;(0), Y;(1)), which across i are assumed to be
1.1.d. draws from a super-population.

Consider a prespecified ITR class D C {0,1}*. For an ITR d € D, the potential outcome
following the treatment assignment prescribed by d is Y (d(X)). The utility of the ITR d can be
measured by the value function, which is defined as the population mean outcome were all subjects
to receive treatment according to d. Specifically, the value function under the source distribution and

the target distribution are
Vs(d) =E[Y(d(X)) | §=1] and Vr(d)=E[Y(d(X))|S=0],

respectively. The objective is then to find the optimal ITR in D for the target population, i.e. the one

that maximizes V7 (d) among all rules in the prespecified rule class:

arg max Vr(d). (1)
deD

We assume that the treatment assignment mechanism in the source sample is determined by a

propensity score m(z) = P(A =1| X = 2,5 = 1) (Rosenbaum and Rubin, [1983). If the source



sample is from a randomized trial, then 7(x) is known. We further denote p(z) =P(S=1| X = x)
and refer to this as participation probability (Dahabreh et al., 2020). To identify V7 (d) from the

observed data, we impose the following assumptions throughout the paper.

Assumption 1. (Unconfoundedness of treatment assignment) In the source population, (Y (0),Y (1))

are conditionally independent of A given X: (Y(0),Y (1)) L A| X,S = 1.

Assumption 2. (Positivity of propensity score) The propensity score of the source population is

bounded away from 0 and 1: for some ¢ > 0, ¢ < w(X) < 1 — ¢ almost surely.

Assumption 3. (Mean exchangability across populations) The conditional mean of the potential out-
comes given the covariates are equal between the two populations: E[Y (a) | X, S = 1] = E[Y (a) |

X, S = 0] almost surely for a € {0,1}.

Assumption 4. (Positivity of participation probability) The participation probability is bounded away

from 0: p(X) > c almost surely for some ¢ > 0.

The first two are common assumptions in causal inference; and together with the SUTVA enable
identification of causal quantities with respect to the source population, such as Vs(d), from the
observed sample. The last two assumptions are adopted from Dahabreh et al.| (2020) and Rudolph and
van der Laan (2017) and allow us to generalize causal estimates to the target population (Colnet et al.,
2020). In particular, Assumption 3 is a strong but necessary assumption. Without this assumption, it is
impossible to learn meaningful ITRs for a target population using the data from the source population
as the optimal I'TRs for these two populations can be completely unrelated.

Under these assumptions, the value function on the target population can be identified with the

observed source sample quantities through

Vr(d) = E [w'(A, X)1{d(X) = A}Y | § = 1]

= E[Av* (1, X)dX)Y | S =1 +E[(1 — Aw* (0, X){1 —d(X)}Y | S=1 (2



where 1(-) is the indicator function and

3)

w*<a,x>:{ a l-a }E<S>{1—p<x>}

m(z)  1—m(z) ] {1 -E(S)}p(x)
For a = 1 (or 0), w*(1, z) (or w*(0, z)) is proportional to the density ratio between the target popula-
tion and the treated group (or control group). In other words, w*(a, x) acts as the importance weight
that reweights the underlying distribution of the source data to the target distribution. It can be esti-
mated from data because E(S) can be estimated as the empirical average of S; and 7(z), p(x) can be
estimated by probability models for binary outcomes such as logistic regression. However, since the
probability estimates appear in the denominator of w*(a, =), estimation error and model misspecifi-
cation of the probability models can lead to significant error in estimating V7 (d) and thus jeopardize
the ITR learning process. In the next section, we propose approaches to directly estimate weights that

are suitable for ITR learning specifically.

3 Method

Letw :{0,1} x X — [0, 00) denote a general weighting function. Let S, = {i : S; = 1, A; = a} be
the index set of treatment group a among the source sample, a € {0, 1}. By abuse of notation we let
S also denote {i : S; = 1} and similarly 7 = {i : S; = 0}. Following (2)) we consider estimators for
V7 (d) of the form:
Valdsw) = — 3 wd(Xo)Yi+ — 3 wid1 — d(X)}Y; @
s s, s ieso

where the weights w; are normalized as

, ifi1 e Sy,
e 2ies, w1, Xi)
W; =
0, X; o
U)( ’ ) if1 € Sy.

nl_s ZiGSO w(07 XZ) ’



The weights are normalized by treatment group, i.e., Y .. 5 Wi = Y ic s, Wi = ns. Such weighted
estimators are also known as the Héjek estimator (Chattopadhyay et al.,[2020). Given the weights, the
optimal ITR can be estimated as

~

d = arg max V, (d; w). Q)
deD

When w(1,z) = 1/7(z) and w(0,z) = 1/{1 —7(z)}, @) becomes the objective function of outcome
weighted learning approach (Zhao et al., 2012).

In this section, we will study the requirements on w(-) or w; such that maximizing 9n(d; w)
produces a well-performing ITR for the target population and will then develop a balancing weight
framework to meet these conditions. We first derive two different balancing weight methods, one that
makes a covariate shift adjustment in addition to adjusting for confounding and the other that only
adjusts for confounding. We will demonstrate that each of these two approaches is suitable under
different situations, depending on whether or not the prespecified rule class contains the unrestricted
optimal ITR. However, it is not clear a priori which of the weighting approaches is best suited for a
given data-generating mechanism. To address this, our final approach will be formulated as a hybrid

of these two balancing weighting methods that combines them in a data-driven manner.

3.1 General case: balancing to the target population

In this section we focus on the general case where the true optimal ITR is potentially not contained
in the prespecified class D. In this case we investigate what properties a set of weights should have
in order to reduce error in estimation of the optimal ITR. From the perspective of ITR evaluation
(Kallus, 2018), a natural idea is to choose w for the source population so that make ﬁn(d; w) is as
close to V7 (d) as possible for all d € D. Given such weights, an ITR d that is the maximizer of
V,(d; w) will also achieve a high value of V(d).

Define p,(z) = E[Y(a) | X = z] and ¢; = Y; — pa,(X;). We assume that ¢; are mutually

independent and have uniformly bounded variance, i.e., E[g? | X;, A;] < 02 < oo. Let V, 7(d) =
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Y ierA(Xi) p (Xi) +{1—=d(X;) } o (X5)] /ne be the sample version of Vi-(d), where ny, = Y .(1-S5;).

Then the estimation error V,(d; w) — V7(d) admits the following decomposition:

P, (d;w) — S wd(X0) g (X >+a}+nizw@-{1—d(&-)}{mxi)m}

S S

1€S] 1€8p
- —Zd - —Z{l— ) o(Xs) + {Var(d) = Vr(d)}
tieT tieT

:/Xd(x)m(x)d(m& ~P,7)(x /{1— ) bo(2)d (P, — P ) ()

+ ni Z 1{d(X;) = Ai}wig; + {Var(d) — V7 (d)}.
(6)
Here IP’E:@G = D ics, Widx,/n, are the weighted empirical distributions of the covariates of the treated
(a = 1) and control (a = 0) units in the source sample, and IP,, 7 is the empirical distribution of the
covariates of the target sample.

The decomposition (6]) allows a transparent understanding about what properties the w/s should
possess to ensure the estimation error of the value function in the target population is small. The
first term in the decomposition is the source of estimation bias arising from the imbalance between
Pg:fgl and IP,, 7 on the function d(z)u; (). In other words, depending on the behavior of the unknown
quantity d(x)uq(x), this term can contribute to the bias if the weighted distribution of covariates of
treated group in the source sample differs from the empirical distribution of covariates in the target
sample. Similarly, the second term is due to the imbalance between IP’&U‘%O and P, 7 on {1—d(x) }po(x).
The third term demonstrates how variance is inflated by the weighting function w(a, x). These three
terms can be controlled by properly selecting the weighting function w(a, x). The last term on the
right-hand side of (6)) is completely due to sampling error and is not related to w(a, =) in any manner.
It converges to O at the rate of O(nfl/ 2) as long as the target sample is representative of the target
population.

We first consider the first term on the right-hand side of (6). Ideally, we want to eliminate or

mitigate the bias by balancing ]P’Sﬁ%l and P, 7 on d(z)u(z). However, y11(x) is typically unknown.
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Even if 11 (z) can be well approximated by a single function, multiplication by d(x) with d(x) varying
over the ITR class D can induce a highly complex set of functions. Therefore, we consider the
maximum imbalance between Pg:gl and IP,, 7 over a large and flexible class of functions. Specifically,
we choose this function class to be the unit ball of an RKHS H associated with a positive definite
kernel function K (x,z’). We will restrict our attention to universal and bounded kernel functions
(Simon-Gabriel and Scholkopf, 2018). This includes many commonly used kernel functions, such as
the Gaussian kernel and the Matérn kernel. This maximum or worst-case imbalance is also commonly

referred to as the maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) (Gretton et al., 2012):

MMDy, (P} P, 7) =  sup / h(z)d(BLS, — Por)(2). )
heH,||h||x<1JX

Although d(z)u; () is typically not itself a member of the RKHS H due to the discrete nature of

(w
n’

d(x), (7) still provides a probabilistic bound for the imbalance between P )1 and P, 7 on d(z) 1 ().
Specifically, if 1, € H and the kernel function takes the form of K (z,2") = 6P K(||z — 2’| /6) then
under suitable regularity conditions provided in the Supplementary Material, we can show that the

following

w w 1
/ d(@) (2)d (P, = Por) (@) < [l | MMDy (P13, Prr) + C (M + mﬂ) ®)
X

holds with probability at least 1 — exp{—Coné?™7}, where v, Cy, Cy are constants not related to
d(x). The derivation of this result is based on |Gretton et al. (2012) and is deferred to the Supple-
mentary Material. This observation motivates us to find a set of appropriate weights by minimizing
MMDy, (Pﬁj‘gl ,P,,.7). Gretton et al.|(2012) showed that when X’ is a compact space, MMDy, is indeed
a metric of the probability distributions on X'. Therefore, by minimizing MMDH(IP’%1 , P 7) with
respect to the weights, we are in essence searching for a set of weights that make the treated group in
the source sample close to the target sample and further due to (8)), this minimization can help mitigate

one of the key sources of systematic bias, i.e. the first term in the decomposition (6). By a similar
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argument we propose to control the other key source of systematic bias, the second term of (6], by
optimizing MMDy, (Pflw‘go Pt

To mitigate the influence of the third term in (6), it is vital to manage the magnitude of w;. This
can often be accomplished by minimizing a dispersion measure of w; as seen in covariate balanc-
ing weights literature (Hainmueller, 2012; Chan et al., [2016; |Wang and Zubizarreta, 2020). We
opt to penalize a large >, s w?/n? for several reasons. First, the conditional mean square of the
third term of (€) given {X;, S;, A;}, > ,cs w?I{d(X;) = A;}var(e; | X;, S, A;)/n2, is bounded by
02 csw?/nk. So . s w?/n? directly relates to the magnitude of this term. Second, for weighted
data the effective sample size is usually approximated as (3, w;)?/ >, w? (Kish, 1965), which is
equal to 4n2/ > s w7 in our case due to the normalizing constraints. Thus, . g w7 /n? has a clear
interpretation as the inverse sample size and has been advocated for diagnosing the stability of weight-
ing approaches (Chattopadhyay et al., 2020).

Combining all the elements discussed, we propose to estimate weights via the optimization

min  MMDy (P} P, 7)? + MMDy (BLS B, 7)% + " > w?,

w 77,7807
S ie8S

subject to Z w; = Z w; = N,

€81 iESO

€))

where A > 0 is a hyperparameter controlling the level of penalty. Here we take square of the MMDy,
terms for computational convenience, which will be explained in Section S2.1 of the Supplementary

Material.

3.2 Special case with correctly specified rule class: balancing within the source
population

In the previous section, we discussed a strategy to find an appropriate weighting function by making

V,(d; w) a good estimator for the value function V7 (d) without any consideration for whether the

prespecified ITR class D provided a reasonable approximation to the true optimal ITR. The resulting
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£j“”§a and IP,, 7 subject to a smoothing penalty.

optimization problem minimizes the distance between P
However, since the objective is to find a good ITR rather than to estimate V7 (d), such an intermediate
objective is not always necessary. In this section, we consider the situation where the unrestricted true
optimal ITR d*(z) = 1{p(z) > po(x)} is contained in D. In this case, the optimal ITR does not
depend on the distribution of the covariates, obviating the need for covariate shift adjustments that
make Piﬁgﬂ similar to P, . As a consequence, we will see that the balancing requirements can be
relaxed, thus allowing for use of a balancing criterion that yields less variable weights compared with
the general case in Section

To illustrate the key source of error in estimating the optimal ITR when D is well-specified,
we investigate conditions under which the maximizer of ]/)n(d; w) will be close to d*. A sufficient
condition of such is to ensure that ﬁn(d, w) is only be greater than 17n(d*, w) when d is close to d*.
In other words, V,(d*: w) — V,(d; w) must be positive whenever d differs substantially from d*. Let

m(z) = {po(x) + p1(z)}/2 denote the main effect function and 7(z) = p1(x) — po(z) denote the

conditional average treatment effect function. Let us consider the following decomposition

Duld ) = V(i) Sng{d* - e + 5 e )
——ggjwz{d* - e {meey - T e )

-1 [ a2 w0
/ (@) d (T, ~ L)
T n_ 2(2’4 - 1>{d*( ) (XZ)}wzgl

ies
Since d(x) and d*(x) only take value in {0, 1}, d*(x) — d(z) € {0,£1}. When D contains the
unrestricted optimal ITR, d*(z) can be expressed as 1{7(z) > 0}, so 7(x) is non-negative when
d*(z) — d(z) = 1 and negative when d*(z) — d(x) = —1. Consequently, the first term on the right-

hand side of (I0) is always non-negative, and it will take a large positive value if d(x) is substantially
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different from d*(z), especially when they disagree on the region in the covariate space where 7(x) is
of large magnitude. On the contrary, the signs of the second and the last terms in (10) are uncertain.
If the magnitude of these two terms can be controlled, then )7n(d*; w) — l/}n(d; w) can only be positive
when d is sufficiently close to d*.

The second term arises from the imbalance between P' ‘% and ]P’ 5, on {d*(z) — d(z)}m(x).
Using similar arguments as in the previous section, we propose to control this quantity by optimizing
MMDy, (Pnlfgl,]P’;go). The last term in the decomposition always has mean zero and involves the
variability of the weights; so to mitigate this noise term, we again use a penalty term A . _ w?/n?.

Hence, we obtain the following optimization problem

min  MMDy (P P02 Z w’
s i€S (11)
subject to Z w; = Z w; = N.
i€S1 i€So

The balancing objective in is to make IP’%1 and IP’S,”‘%O close, but does not explicitly en-
force them towards any specific distribution. In Section we formally establish that the resulting
reweighted distribution is one that focuses on the region in the covariate space where the two treatment
groups have good overlap, similar to the notion of overlap weights (L1 et al.,|[2018).

Since MMDy, is a metric of probability distributions, it follows from the triangle inequality that

MMD;, (P!} P2 ) < MMDy,(P{"3 . B, ) + MMDy(P\"“ | P, 7). This implies

n,So?

MMD;, (P} P2 )2 < 2MMDy (P} | P, 1) + 2MMDy, (P) | P, 1)2.

n,S17 n,So?

Thus, the balancing objective in (9) is inherently more stringent than that in (I1). As a result,
will generally produce weights with less variability thus translating to a larger effective sample size.
Balancing the weighted distribution of all confounders between the treated and control groups is
indeed the minimal requirement in ITR estimation and cannot be further relaxed unless data were

generated from a randomized controlled trial or no confounding is present. Without such a balance,
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the ITR obtained from optimizing V,, 7(d) might recommend a subject to take a treatment not because
it corresponds to a better potential outcome but because more people with similar characteristics

received the treatment in the observed data.

3.3 Back to the general case: a three-way balancing approach

The objective (9) works for general situations but imposes stronger balancing requirements, which
may result in more extreme weights, causing the ITR learning process to focus too heavily on a few
observations with large weights. On the other hand, the objective only requires minimal balancing
requirements, but the resulting weights are only likely to yield an optimal ITR when D contains the
unrestricted true optimal ITR. Yet, in practice, it is unclear how well D is specified and one may be
unwilling to wager that D contains the unrestricted true optimal ITR and thus only balance the treated
and control groups to each other. To achieve some of the benefits of each approach, we propose to

combine these two balancing strategies by optimizing the following convex combination of them

min ~ aMMDy (P | P, 7)? + aMMDy (P12 | P, 7)?

i n,S1’ n,S()’
- W) p) 2 AN ,e
+ (1= a)MMDy(B, B + 75 D uf (12)
S eS8
subject to Z w; = Z Wi = Ns.
€81 €850

Here o € [0, 1] is a hyperparameter controlling the extent to which the weighted treated/control group
should resemble the target sample, and A regularizes the smoothness of the weights. By Lemma 6 of
the Supplementary Material, we can write each of the MMDy, terms in as a quadratic function of
w. So the optimization problem is convex and its global optimum exists. We can solve this problem
using standard quadratic programming tools. Furthermore, we propose a heuristic procedure to o and

A by grid search in Section S2.2 of the Supplementary Material.
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3.4 Asymptotic properties

The following theorem characterizes the convergence limit of the proposed weights. Here we impose
two conditions on the RKHS: universality and that the unit ball is P-Donsker. These conditions hold
for most commonly used kernels, such as the Gaussian kernel and Matérn kernel (Sriperumbudur

et al.,[2016).

Theorem 1. Suppose {1;,i € S} are the weights that solve (12). Assume the RKHS is universal, and
the unit ball in it H is P-Donsker. Assume w(x), p(x) are continuous functions on X. If 0 < a < 1,
then

1 7 * . . 2 P
n_z {wi —w (AZ,XZ)} — 0,

5 ies

where w*(a, x) is defined in (3). If o« = 0,

1 2
- g {wZ w (A“Xz)} — 0.

5 ies

Here

w'(a,z) =

O oo i)

where C, = E[n(X){1 — n(X)} | S = 1] is a normalizing constant.

The proofs of this theorem and the other theoretical results below are deferred to the Supplemen-
tary Material. The convergence results of the weights straightforwardly imply the convergence limit

of 17n(d; w), the objective function for learning the optimal ITR:

Corollary 1.1. Suppose the conditions in Theorem |I| hold and the potential outcomes are square
integrable. Then, for any treatment rule d, when o > 0, ﬁn(d; w) SN Vr(d); when @ = 0,

Vo(d; ) 25 C.'E[Y (d)r(X){1 — 7(X)} | S = 1].

The limiting weights under both cases have the form of [x(z) 'a + {1 — 7(2)} (1 — a)]h(z).

They balance the weighted distributions of the covariates between the treated and control groups,
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and retarget the distribution to a population whose density ratio to the source population is h(z).
When o > 0, h(x) < {1 — p(z)}/p(z) is exactly the density ratio between the target population and
the source population, so the corresponding weights are the classical importance weights. For o = 0,
h(z) o< (x){1—n(x)}. With this choice we put more focus on the covariate region where the treated
and control groups have good overlap, i.e. the region where 7(x) is close to 0.5. [Li et al.[(2018) also
derived weights of this form from the perspective of minimizing the asymptotic efficient estimation
variance of the weighted average treatment effect, and they referred to w' as the “overlap weights”.
Kallus|(2021) advocated using the overlap weights for estimating the optimal ITR with observational
data, especially when there is limited overlap between the treated and control groups, because the
overlap weights avoid putting too much attention to a few observations and thus reduce estimation
variability. In our setting of learning optimal ITR for a target population, the overlap weights are
well-justified when D is well specified and our non-parametric balancing weights converge to the
overlap weights purely by means of optimizing within-population imbalance.

Although the weights converge to the same limit for all & > 0, under finite samples, varying
a from 1 to O provides a smooth transition from the importance weights to the overlap weights.
The importance weights aim for minimizing the distributional difference between the source sample
and the target population, while the overlap weights put more emphasis on improving stability and
reducing any imbalance between treated and control units. Therefore, the proposed method enables
us to search for a better trade-off in the middle ground, calibrating estimation towards the target
population while retaining small variance and mitigating imbalance due to selection bias into the
treatment.

Another advantage of our method compared to the importance weights or overlap weights is that
by targeting distributional imbalance directly, it avoids explicit modeling of the propensity score 7 (x)
and participation probability p(z). As discussed before, modeling may result in the failure of weight-
ing methods due to model misspecification or estimation error. While the proposed weights are free

of model specification issues and have more stable values, Theorem [I] guarantees that they converge
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to interpretable limits. Further, since the proposed method is entirely formulated upon covariate
balancing, it enjoys better finite sample balance properties, and this generally leads to more precise
treatment comparison in practice (Chattopadhyay et al., 2020). As far as we know, our work is the first
to show that overlap weights can be estimated by constructing weights that purely target imbalance of

covariate distributions.

4 Simulation studies

4.1 Setup

In this section, we conduct simulation studies to evaluate the performance of the proposed weighting
method in finite sample settings. In our simulation setup, we generate covariates X; independently
from a uniform distribution on [—2, 2]*. Given the covariates X;, the population indicator S; is then
generated from a Bernoulli distribution with success probability p(X;), where p(z) = G(z2 — 1.214),
G(z) = 0.8®(z) 4+ 0.1 and ®(z) is the standard normal cumulative probability function. Data with
S; = 1 and S; = 0 constitute the source sample and target sample respectively. For the source sample,
we further simulate the treatment assignment and outcome as follows. To test the performance of
the proposed method under a wide range of settings, we consider three propensity score models for

treatment assignment:

(1) n(z) = G(0.5x1 + 0.3x9 — 0.3); (linear assignment)
(2) m(z) = G(1.6z1 + 1.3x9 — 0.8); (linear assignment, bad overlap)
(3) 7(z) = G(0.42% + 0.42% + 0.521709 — 0.471 + 0.475 — 0.9). (nonlinear assignment)

In the first setting the propensity score, after a monotone transformation, linearly depends on the
covariates, and thus logistic regression can provide a decent fit even though the link function is not
perfectly specified. The second setting is similar, but the large coefficients induce a substantial differ-

ence between the covariate distributions of the treated and control groups. The third setting includes
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quadratic terms and an interaction term, and thus any model that only considers main effects may be
insufficient for controlling for confounding.

The observed outcome is generated as Y; = m(X;) + (4; — 0.5)7(X;) + &;, where m(z) =
®(—0.627 — 0.6x2 + 0.223 + 0.5) + 0.5 and ¢; S N(0,0.5%). The conditional average treatment

effect function is set as 7(x) = k7w(z) + (1 — k)7(2), where

L (z) = ®(1.525 + 0.82; — 0.4(z; — 29)* — 0.3) — 0.07(2, — 12)?,

m(x) = ®(0.429 + 0.621) — 0.5.

Here, 7(z) is linear combination of two parts: a nonlinear part 7w (z) and a linear part 73 (). The
parameter  controls the degree of nonlinearity of 7(x). We consider two choices of x: 0 and 0.4,
the former indicating a linear setting and the latter a nonlinear setting. Figure|l|visualizes 7(x) under
these two choices. We choose D to be the linear rule class, i.e. ITRs of the form d(z) = 1(z"3 > 0).
So when k = 0, D contains the unrestricted true optimal ITR, and thus the optimal ITRs for the
source population and the target population are the same; otherwise, the optimal linear ITR for the
target population is different from that for the source population, which necessitates adjustment for
covariate shift from source to target.

We implement the proposed method using the Gaussian kernel with bandwidth chosen via the
median heuristic (Gretton et al., 2012)). The tuning parameters of proposed method (o and \) are
selected by our proposed resampling algorithm in Section S2.2 with grid search using default grids.
To find the linear rule that maximizes 17n(d, w), we re-cast the optimization problem as a weighted

classification problem. Note that ]A/n(d, w) can be expressed as

ni S ma(u Y, 0) — ni S Vil 1{d(X,) # Assign(w,Y0)},

S ies 5 ies

so maximizing V, (d, w) is equivalent to minimizing ni Y ics lwiYi|1{d(X;) # Assign(w;Y;)}, which

is a weighted binary classification problem that uses A;sign(w;Y;) as the labels and |w;Y;| as the

20



weights. We substitute the 0-1 loss with the logistic loss and solve the optimization approximately
with weighted logistic regression (Xu et al., 2015). The predictive modeling tasks used for value
function estimation in the tuning procedure are implemented with xgboost (Chen and Guestrin,
2016).

For comparison, we consider other weighting methods, including the overlap weights, the impor-
tance weights and inverse probability (of treatment) weighting (labeled as Overlap, Importance
and IPW, respectively). To compute these weights, we use logistic regression to fit the propensity
score and participation probability. So the propensity score model is nearly correctly specified in
the first two treatment assignment scenarios but is misspecified in the last treatment assignment sce-
nario. The oracle counterparts (plotted in gray)that use the underlying true probabilities to construct
weights are also included. We further include entropy balancing (Hainmueller, 2012)) analogues of
the importance weights and inverse probability weighting in the comparison, labeled as ebal _t and
ebal_s respectively: ebal_t finds the weights of minimum entropy such that covariate moments of
the reweighted treated/control group are equal to those of the target sample, and ebal _s is defined
similarly but with covariate moments given by the whole source sample. We note that among the
comparison methods, only the importance weights and ebal_t use the covariate information from
the target sample. After obtaining the weights from these methods, we apply the same weighted clas-
sification procedure described above to maximize )7” (d,w) and get the corresponding optimal ITRs,
which are then compared to the one estimated with our weights. In the implementation, the outcome
modeling tasks are also carried out using xgboost. In the simulation, the total sample size is set to
be n = 1600.

We further evaluated the performance of our proposed weights under more flexible treatment rule
classes using weighted decision trees for ITR estimation. In addition, we investigated the setting when
ITRs are estimated using weighted regression models instead of outcome weighted learning. Results

from these two investigations are included in the Supplementary Material.
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4.2 Results

We evaluate the performance of all methods using the regret of the learned ITR in comparison to
the optimal linear ITR, specifically, the difference in the value function between the learned ITR and
the optimal within-class ITR. An independent test sample of size 10° is generated from the target
population to evaluate these quantities. We also use this test sample to search for the optimal linear
ITR. Since in our settings only X; and X, are effect modifiers, the optimal linear ITR has the form
of d(z) = 1{cos(f)x, + sin(f)xs + b > 0}, then we find the optimal ¢ and b using the grid search
procedure described in (2021). The boxplots in Figure 2] summarize the results under different

scenarios based on 500 independent simulation runs.

Linear assignment Linear assignment, bad overlap Nonlinear assignment
0.204 ! ! + !
! H ' 8 s § Ie (]
L ]
(] : ° * : o ¢ ° : tH
0.151 L8 BRI ie 0 -
a8 [ | i s e ° ° ) ® i3
° 1 i ° 1 1 5]
0.104 1 ° L3 1 1 o
' 1 1 1 ]_>'
1 1 1
0.054 ! ! ! m
1 1 1
é 1 1 1
€ 0,00 é : o : :
5} 0
0.204 ! ! !
o 1 1 ' . 1
1 ° 1 H 1 ®
0.15+ ! 3 ! ° 1 ° z
! ! [ ] ! [ ] g
1 ° I ! =
A : | ’ I | ; =
0.104 1 3 ° 4 1 1 -}
1 1 1 o)
s 1 1 1 >
0.05- ! ! [ m
1 1 1
ﬁ 1 1 1
0.00 : : :
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
PRI\ N TN TN RO SO L R PN NS Qe L R F NS ? e
& & & PP F&& TP ¢S F P &
& O $ & FS & 0§ R N & O $ & &
& & @& N N & & X & & N
o ¢ o ¢ o ¢
N & N

Sample Weighting Method

Figure 2: Simulation results. Regret compared to the optimal linear ITR using outcome weighted
learning. The term “CATE” stands for conditional average treatment effect. Methods labeled with
(true) compute the weights using the true values of 7(x) and p(z) instead of the estimated ones.
The y-axis is zoomed in for visual clarity.

In the first column of Figure 2] the underlying assignment mechanisms and the participation prob-
abilities are linear in the covariates after a monotonic transformation, and the treated and control

groups have sufficient overlap, so these settings constitute the easiest design across our simulation
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settings. As we can see, even for this simple setting, whether calibrating to the target sample can yield
improvement in learning the ITR for the target population does depend on the underlying outcome
model. When the rule class contains the unrestricted true optimal ITR, weighting the data to the target
population helps only little (if any) in achieving a larger value function. However, it will make the
estimated rule more vulnerable to random noise. In this case, the overlap weights attain the best per-
formance and our proposed method achieves a very similar result to the overlap weights, as the tuning
parameter selection procedure allows it to yield weights that mimic the overlap weights. On the other
hand, when the difference in covariate distributions from source to target leads to a different optimal
ITR, it is necessary to tailor the weights to the target population. As a result, the overlap weights
yield a suboptimal ITR, while our method adaptively chooses the calibration level « to incorporate
covariate shift adjustments and achieves the best performance among methods. We also notice that the
importance weights based on modeling 7(z) and p(z) can occasionally achieve great performance,
but this is highly unstable with occasional poor results, likely due to large weights.

The second and third columns of Figure [2] compare the performance under more challenging sce-
narios. When there is a substantial difference between the covariate distributions of the treated and
control groups, the performance of the overlap weights is similar to the previous cases in that it yields
excellent performance but only for correctly specified rule classes; however, this benefit is attenuated
in the nonlinear confounding setting when the model for the propensity score is more severely mis-
specified. The other modeling-based weights appear to be vulnerable to insufficient treatment-control
overlap, the misspecification of the propensity score model, or the wrong choice of moments to bal-
ance. The proposed method achieves the best results among all the competing methods, especially
when covariate shift needs to be adjusted for. Lastly, when the assignment mechanism is nonlinear,
our method is able to retain satisfactory performance due to its non-parametric nature and ability to
balance full covariate distributions not just prespecified covariate moments. The relative benefit of
the proposed method is the greatest under the nonlinear assignment mechanism settings.

We also plot the original covariate distribution of (X7, X») of the source and target samples un-
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der the “linear assignment, bad overlap” scenario as well as the corresponding weighted covariate
distribution of source sample with weights generated from our methods (v = 0,0.1 and 1), overlap
weights and importance weights in Figure [3] When a = 0, our proposed weights are similar to the
overlap weights, and when o« = 1, our proposed weights are similar to the importance weights but
less extreme. When « is increased to 0.1, our proposed weights appear as a smooth combination of
overlap weights and importance weights. In our simulation, the chosen o’s were all close to 0.1 in

this setting.

Overlap weights (True) Data Importance weights (True)
2 2 2
1 1 1
Yo %o Yo
1 -1 -1
2 -2 -2
-2 -1 0 1 2 2 1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2
x1 X1 x1
Proposed weights (a =0) Proposed weights (a =0.1) Proposed weights (a = 1)
2 2 2
1 1 1
%o S o R o
4 -1 -1
2 -2 -2
-2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2
x1 x1 x1
group treated control target source

Figure 3: Covariate distribution and weights for samples from source population under “Linear as-
signment, Bad overlap”. Each point represents a sample from either the source (treated and control
group) or target population. Except for the plot of the raw data, the size of the point is proportional to
the weight assigned to that sample for a given weighting method.

In the Supplementary Material, we also demonstrate that our method can lead to better tree-based
ITRs for the target population compared to other weights, indicating that our method still provides
substantial benefit even when the specified rule class is flexible. Furthermore, we show that using our
weights in weighted regression usually leads to better performance than other weights, including the

unweighted regression approach.
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5 Application: transthoracic echocardiography and mortality in
sepsis

In this section, we illustrate the proposed method by studying individualized treatment recommen-
dation of the use of transthoracic echocardiography (TTEC) for intensive care unit (ICU) patients
with sepsis. Feng et al.| (2018) studied the average treatment effect of TTEC on improving 28-day
mortality and suggested the use of TTEC is associated with a significant improvement. However, It
has been argued that TTEC use in surgical ICU is not cost-effective due to a high failure rate (Cook
et al., 2002). Hence, studying potential heterogeneous treatment effects of TTEC and identifying a
subgroup of patients who can benefit from it is clinically relevant.

We use the same dataset in Feng et al.| (2018), which is derived from the MIMIC-III database
(Johnson et al., 2016). This is an observational dataset consisting of 6361 ICU patients. Among the
patients, 51.3% had TTEC performed during or in the period less than 24 hours before their ICU
admission. We use 28-day survival as the outcome. We use 17 baseline variables in the analysis:
age (range 18 - 91), gender, weight; severity at admission, which is measured by the simplified acute
physiology score (SAPS), the sequential organ failure assessment (SOFA) score, and the Elixhauser
comorbidity score; comorbidity indicators, including congestive heart failure, atrial fibrillation, res-
piratory failure, malignant tumor; vital signs, including mean arterial pressure, heart rate and tem-
perature; laboratory results, including platelet count, partial pressure of oxygen, lactate, and blood
urea nitrogen. The distributions of lab results are right skewed, so we apply log transformations on
these variables. All the continuous variables are then standardized for further analysis. We impute any
missing values using MissForest (Stekhoven and Bithlmann, 2012), which is a flexible non-parametric
missing value imputation approach.

In order to evaluate ITR learning results and study the influence of covariate shift and confound-
ing, we use the following procedure to construct the training data and test data which induces dif-

ferent levels of covariate shift and confounding. First, we randomly sample 40% of the data without
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replacement; this part will be used to construct the source sample and the remaining represents the
target population. The sampling probability is proportional to a function of the covariates, f(X;).
We consider two choices of f: (a) f(z) = 0.5, which means each individual is sampled with equal
probability and (b) f(x) = G(age — weight + 0.6 x [(gender = female) — 0.4), so the source
and target populations have different covariate distributions. Here G(-) is the function defined in
Section ] Then among the first part of the data, we randomly select (without replacement) 50%
of the TTEC patients and 50% of the non-TTEC patients to form the source sample; however, the
treated units are selected with probability proportional to g(X;) while the control units are with prob-
ability proportional to 0.5 — g(X;). This step induces additional confounding to the source data
based on g. Three choices of g are considered: (a) g(x) = 0, so there is no extra confounding; (b)
g(x) = G(SAPS + 0.8 x SOFA — 0.9 x Elixhauser), which introduces extra confounding determined
by a linear combination of the severity scores; (c) g(z) = G(0.3 x SAPS® + 0.2 x SOFA* + 0.2 x
Elixhauser® 4 0.4 x SAPS x SOFA — 0.3 x SAPS + 0.4 x SOFA + 0.2 x Elixhauser — 0.6), which
leads to a confounding mechanism that involves an interaction term. Among the second part of the
data, 1/3 of the patients are randomly sampled with equal probability, and their covariate information
is used as the target sample, and the remaining data is used as the test data. So the target sample and
the test data have the same covariate distribution.

By the aforementioned procedure, we preserve the covariate-outcome relationship in the real data,
but use various sampling designs to induce different levels of covariate shift and confounding. There
are 6 scenarios; under each one, we run 400 replications of the sampling procedure. For each replica-
tion, we then apply the proposed method to estimate the optimal ITR for the target population. The
competing methods in Section 4| are also applied, except the ones using the true probabilities. In addi-
tion, we include a trivial treatment rule that assigns all patients to TTEC (labeled as t reat_all) to
help calibrate the performances of the methods relative to the average effect of TTEC. The evaluation
metric is a modified version of the value function: V1 »(d) = E[Y (d(X))-Y (1—d(X)) | S = 0]. For

comparison purpose, Vro(d) is equivalent to V- (d) as V7 2(d) = 2V (d) —E[Y (1) + Y (0) | S = 0].
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We use Vr»(d) because it is equal to the average treatment effect when d is the trivial treat-all ITR.
We estimate V7 o(d) on the test data using the conventional inverse probability estimator. The result

is reported in Figure 4]
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Figure 4: Modified version of value function in the real data application. treat_all is a trivial
ITR that assigns all patients to treatment and the result equals the average treatment effect. The other
methods are the same as those in Figure Q

The modified value function of the trivial treat-all ITR is around 6% (i.e. a 6% improvement in
28-day survival rate over no TTEC), which is close to the average treatment effect estimate in Feng
et al. (2018)) (5%). The value achieved by the best performing ITRs is around 8%. This suggests the
presence of heterogeneity of treatment effect, thus personalizing decisions of whether to use TTEC
can potentially lead to an improved overall survival rate. The performance of all the methods are close
when there is no covariate shift and extra confounding.

When source population and target populations have different covariate distributions (second row
of Figure f)), methods like ebal_t and Importance that calibrate to the target sample perform
subpar. This suggests that a linear rule is likely sufficient and that calibrating the covariates to a
specific distribution may be unnecessary; in this case, the overlap weights is a desirable option. The

advantage of overlap weights becomes more noticeable when the treated and control groups have
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less overlap (second column of Figure ). In this case the proposed method also achieves good
performance because it can adaptively approximate the overlap weights by selecting a small « value.
From the third column of Figure 4] we can see that the entropy balancing and probability modeling
methods are subject to the choice of balancing functions or model specification. In contrast, the
proposed method is free of such specification issues. Further, we can see that even with covariate
shift and extra confounding with an interaction, our proposed method does nearly as well as when

there is no covariate shift and no extra confounding.

6 Discussion

In this work, we have proposed a weighting framework for ITR learning in the two-population set-
ting where the target population’s covariate distribution might differ from the source. A key benefit
of our method is that it directly targets covariate balance and does not require probability model-
ing. To assess covariate balance after weighting, several descriptive statistics can be used, including
(standardized) mean differences (Rosenbaum and Rubin, [1985)), variance ratios (Austin, 2009), and
weighted Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics (Austin and Stuart, 20135)), all of which are implemented in
the R package cobalt (see the Supplementary Material for an example).

Our methodological development focused on the objective function (2)), which is based on the out-
come weighted learning approach (Zhao et al., 2012). The proposed weights, however, can be used in
any weighting-based I'TR learning approaches, like those in [Wallace and Moodie| (2015), Zhou et al.
(2017), and |Chen et al. (2017). By leveraging the target population’s subject-level covariate informa-
tion, the proposed weights improve the generalization capabilities of these ITR learning methods. Our
framework can also be applied to learn ITRs in the single-population setting by replacing P, 7 in
with P, s, the empirical covariate distribution of the source sample. Similar to the two-population set-
ting, while treated and control groups should be weighted to have similar distributions, this weighted

distribution does not necessarily need to resemble the source population, especially when the ITR
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class is correctly specified (Kallus, 2021). Lastly, our framework can be extended to include other
statistical distances by substituting MMDy, in (I2)) with alternatives like the energy distance (Székely
and Rizzo| [2013) or the Wasserstein distance (Villani, 2008)). The resulting weights can also bal-
ance the entire covariate distributions. However, the theoretical properties of the weights under these

alternative distances would require further investigation.
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Supplementary Material for “Robust Sample Weighting to Facilitate Individual-

ized Treatment Rule Learning for a Target Population”

S1 Technical proofs

We impose the following regularity conditions throughout the proof.

(a) X is a compact space. The covariates have continuous density on X. The propensity score
7(x) and participation probability p(z) are both continuous functions on X’. This implies that
covariate distributions of the source and target populations are also continuous and they are

denoted by ps(x) and p,(z) respectively.
(b) K(x,x')is continuous, non-negative, and bounded.

(c) H is a universal RKHS. In other words, H is dense in C'(X’) with respect to the supremum

norm.

(d) The unit ball in H, denoted by H;, is P-Donsker.

S1.1 Proof of

For the inequality (8) we assume K (z,z’) takes the form of 0 PKy(||x — 2'||/6) and define v =
sup{y : 3L > 0, {w(l, 2)p1(z) — pi(2)} — {w(l, 2")ps(z") — pe(a)}| < Lllz — 2'|]"} > 0. For
instance, when w(1, x)ps and p;(z) are Lipschitz continuous, then this condition holds with v = 1.

We additionally assume K| satisfies [ Ko(||z|)|lz|"dz < co. We first show the following lemma:

Lemma 1. Suppose g : X — R is a bounded function and v is a measure on X. H is an RHKS on X
associated with a bounded kernel function K (x,z"). Then,

1

2

sup [ ndg(ante) = ([[ K@)

heH,

37



Proof. Define a linear operator M, on H by M,(h) = [ h(z (x) for h € H. Since

|§ﬁhK Ddllg(@)ldv(a <MM/¢ (2 2)|g(a)|dv

M, is continuous. Hence by the Riesz representer theorem, there exists a h, € # such that M,(h) =
(hg, h). Setting h = K (', -) we can obtain h,(z') = My(K(2',-)) = [ K(z,2")g(x)dv(x). So we

have

(s = My (1) = [ hy(@g(a)avta!) = [ [ Ko, )glog(e)iv(wpan )
Then the desired result follows from supy,c4,, My(h) = supycqy, (s hg)u = [|hglln- O

Remark. This Lemma also implies Lemma@by lettingry =

i) = D jer, Gl(@ = ;).

1€lpULg 5x1 andg(x) - Z'LEIP pl]l(x =

Proof of (8). We show the following inequality

w 1
P sup {/ pl(m)d[IP’El gl — P, 7] (x)} +C (— + 07?4 t)
pw1EHL X ' nop

< sup { /X d(z)pa (x)d [P, — P 7] (@}) < exp{—Cyt®nf?},

w1 EHL

(S13)

where C, Cy are constants not related to d(x) and ¢ is any positive number. In the following proofs,
we use C to denote constants, but it may represent different values under different contexts. Without
loss of generality, we assume w(1, ) has been normalized, i.e., [, w(l,z)ps(z)dz = 1.

The proof of consists of two parts. First, we show the reweighted sample MMD4, can be
bounded by the reweighted population MMDy, with high probability. Suppose Ky(z,z’) is upper
bounded by a constant Ky, then K (z, 2') is upper bounded by Kj/6”. Following the same arguments
in Gretton et al.| (2012) Theorem 7, we can show that for any ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 —

exp{—Ct*n6?},
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sup { /X d(x)p1(2)d[PLS, — P 7] (a:)} — sup { /X d(x) (2)d[PY” — Pr] (a:)}

n1€EH1 w1EH

sup { /X (@), — P, 7] @)}_ sup { /X i (@)d[PY) — By @:)}

n1€EH1 p1EH

Second, we show

sup { [ dwm@a[eg) ~r)@)} < s { [ nnfe) ~prlf+con sis)

n1€H1L H1EHL

Note that both sup terms are non-negative due to symmetry of 7, so it suffices to show

sup { [ dtoyn(oa[#§) ~ pr)(w } < swp { [ u(aaBg) - pr)(o } Lo,

H1€H1 H1EHL

or equivalently,

sup ( / m(az)d(az)g(as)dx)Q < sup ( / m<w>g<x>dx)2+02m,

pn1€EH pw1EHL

where let g(z) = w(1,z)pi(x) — pi(x). Applying Lemma [I] on the supremum terms we can see this

is equivalent to showing
//K(x,x')d(x)d(x')g(x)g(m’)dxdx' < // K(z,2")g(x)g(x")dzdz’ + C*607. (S16)

Let g (x) = max(g(x), 0) and g_ () = max(—g(x),0), then g(z) = g, (x) — g_(x), g+ (x) = 0,
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g—(z) > 0and g, (x)g—(z) = 0. Then the left-hand side of equals

/ K(z,2")d(z)d(x")gy(z)gy (2" )dxda' +/ K(z,2")d(x)d(x")g_(x)g_(2")dzda’
—2/ K(z,2")d(z)d(x") g, (x)g_(2")dzxda’
g/ K(x,x’)g+(x)g+(a:’)dmd:c'+/ K(z,2")g_(z)g_(2")dzda’
/ K(x,z') z')dzdz’ —1—2/ K(z,2")gy (x)g_(z")dzda’.
The first inequality is because 0 < d(z) < 1 and g¢,,¢_, K are all non-negative. Note that when

g+(z) > 0and g_(2') > 0, g4+(2') =0, g4 (z) < g+(2') + L||lx — 2'||" = L||x — 2’||. So the second

term of the equation above can be controlled by

L _ !
/ / K, 2')g+ (2)g(2')duda’ < = / g (2')da’ / woT =Ty — e
xJx 0r Jx X 0

_ o / g (')da’ / Ko(|1211)]|2I"d=
X X/0—a' /0
= %",

Thus, we’ve proved (S16). Combining (ST5)) and yields (S13)). The desired result immediately

follows by setting ¢t = h/2. O

S1.2  Proof of Theorem [I|and Corollary [L.1]

For notational simplicity, we will introduce new notation in the proof. The most frequently used no-
tations are summarized here for easier reference (£ represents a generic random variable or a function

of the observed data):
w® = {w; i € S}, w® ={w; i €S} and w = (wHT,wONHT,
s Hy ={heH  |h|y <1} F=HIH Fi = Hi P H;. Elements in F are denoted as
f = (0, fO).
ns = |8], ny = [T1], m = [Si], no = So.
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¢ g = ]P)n,S(g) = nLS Zies fi’ g(l) - IP)71,51 (f) = nll Zi651 é.z and E(O) - Pn,&) (5) - nLO ZiESo S’L

denote the sample mean on the source sample, treated group and control group, respectively.

For f = (f, f®) € F,welet f = (- 5%, 5 fW(Xi) and f©O = [557, o fO(X0).

Es(§) =E( S5 =1). Er(§) =E(§ |5 =0). Es,(§) =E( [ 5= 1A =1). Eg(¢) =
E(|S=1,A=0).varg (§{) =var( | S=1,A=1). varsg,({) = var({ | S =1,A=0).

« m=E(r(X))
Proof. The analysis is broken down the following steps:

Step 1. Characterize the dual problem of (12).
Step 2. Solve the limiting problem of the dual problem.

Step 3. Show the weights converge to the limiting solution.

In order to keep the main ideas clear, detailed proofs of some intermediate results are deferred as

lemmas after the main proof.

Step 1. Let F = H @ H be the direct sum of two identical RKHS’s #{; that is, F is a Hilbert

space consisting of elements {f = (f), f@) . f) £0 ¢ 3} and its inner product is defined by

(i fo)r = (A, S5+ (A BV

Define a linear map M : R™ — F by

We also define hr = nit Y ier K(X;,-) € H and

O, 1f Zl Ty = N,
A(z) =

400, otherwise.

Here we loosely define A on a Euclidean space without specifying the dimension and use x to denote
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a vector in that Euclidean space. When used below, the dimension could be n; = |S;| or ng = |Sp|.
Then the optimization problem (I2)) is equivalent to minimizing the following (extended real-

valued) primal p : R™ — R U {400} defined below:

p(w) = s(w) +r(Mw), where

A
s(w) = A(w™) + A(w®) + 5 wa and (S17)
i€S
o o 1 -«
() = 2150~ mhrll + SUFO — mibr LSO — O,

s and r are both convex and lower-semicontinuous functions and so is p. Next we characterize the
Fenchel-Rockafellar dual (Peypouquet| (2015), Section 3.6) of p. Since the dual space of F is itself,

the dual, denoted by d, is a function on F and has the following form:
d(f) = s"(=M"f) +r°(f). (S18)

Here M* : F — R" is the adjoint operator of M, and s* : R" — R and r* : 7 — R are the Fenchel
conjugates of  and s respectively. Specifically, M* satisfies (M* f,e;) = (f, Me;) z for the standard
basis vectors ey, ..., €,,. By the definition of M,

fOXy), ifieds,
(M*f,e;) = (S19)

fO(X;), ifie€S,.

We defer the detailed calculation of s* and 7* to Lemma [2] below. Using these results we obtain

1 . 1 _
_ W(x,) — FOy2 4 — (0)(x.) — FO)2
A(f) = 35 2K = FO? 4 55 D (PO (X) = )
1€S1 1€Sp
— g (FO + FOY 4 Py (fO + FO) (520)
1 1 AnZ(ny + ny)
W o2 @) o2 AU T )
il SO I+ £ - =g

where f(@) = n_lazz‘esa f9(X;), a € {0,1}. When a = 0, d(f) = 0if fI + f© = 0 and +oco

otherwise.
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Since p has a minimizer w and r is continuous at Mw, by the Fenchel-Rockafellar duality (Pey-
pouquet (2015), Theorem 3.51), there exists f € F such that d(f) = minscrd(f) = —p(i), and

—M*f € ds(w). Here ds(w) denotes the set of all subgradients of s at w; that is ds(w) = {v € R™
s(w') — s(w) > (v,w —w), Yw'}. It is easy to verify that

/\w(l) — ’)/11
ds(w) = t71,% € R

Aw©@ — 401
Since —M*f € ds(1b), by we have
—fO(X) = My — 41, ifi €S,
—fONX;) = My — Ao, ifi €S,
for some 4,490 € R. Recall Y, s = Yo, @ = s, this implies 4, = /@ + 2= for a = 1,0. In

other words,

= 0) ’ 7(0) " (521
—fOX)+ S + e S,
A Un)

Step 2. In this part, we study the limiting form of the dual problem to find out what the weight limits

should be. Note that this is a heuristic procedure to identify the weight limits, and we will rigorously

prove the convergence results in Step 3.

Minimizing d(f) over f € F is equivalent to minimizing

1 AnZ(ny + no)
n_sd(f) + T onme
1 - 1 _
— Mx.y— FON2 L~ O)(x.) — (02
= g 2V XD = FO) 5= B (PO = )
1E€S] 1€So (822)

= (FO+ FO) 4 Bur (£ + £

1
@O _ Op2 4 = g £@ (0|2
- O = SO+ e 1+ O

1
42 — «)
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We discuss the convergence limit of (S22) in the following cases.

(Case 1: 0 < o < 1) For any f € F, (S22) converges to the following almost surely as n — oo:

{Evars, (/X)) — B, (F0X) + Br (/9 (X))

A (523)
" { 2 vars, (f (X)) — Es,(f7(X)) + ET(f(O)<X))} '

which is a separable function of f(!) and f(©. Let f* = (f*(), f*(9)) be the minimizer of (S23), then
M and f*©) minimize the first and second part of (S23) respectively. To find f*(!), we define for

heH,

J(h) = —<vats, (h(X)) — Es, (h(X)) + Er(h(X)).

2\

By the overlap and exchangability assumptions, Eg, () = ES(@f ) and E7(€) = Eg(24X)¢) for an

ps(X)
v, € Hence, J(h) = KEs(r(X)h(X)?) - & (Es (@h(){)))z ~Es (X - 29 1(x)).

Next we solve for the minimizer of J(-), denoted by f*(!), ignoring the functional restriction of

H. Using a functional differentiation argument we can show that f*(!) must satisfy

S £ 0) — 1 { T 00 b ) + (B2 - 24

S T )
Solving this yields
FO@) = AP
ps(z)m(x)
C1 here is any constant. Plugging this into (S21) and replacing == = with - 1 — yields o (x)ﬂ)(x) , regardless the
value of C;. By a similar argument we can obtain f*()(z) = —)\ps (xﬁtl(i(x)) + Cy and an associated

weighting function 1%. Therefore, the weight limit can be summarized as

w*(a,x):pt(x){ﬂa ;1= }
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(Case 2: o = 0) For any f € F, (S22) converges to the following almost surely:

1 _
Jvars, (h(X)) + ——vars, (h(X)) + Es, (h(X)) - Es, ((X)), if fO = —fO =1
2 2
(S524)
~+00, otherwise.
1 _
The finite part can be written as J(h) = Vargl(h(X)) + anrgo(h(X)) + Es, (h(X)) —

2\ 2\
Es, (h(X)). By a functional differentiation argument we can see the minimizer of .J(-) must satisfy

%h(x)—lEg {W(X)h(x)} (z)—~Es {1‘_”()(),1()()} (1_7T(x))+{ 1-7(X) w(X) } o

A T A 1—7 1—7 T

Solving this yields

_ A (z)
Es{m(X)(1 - (X))}

Regardless of the value of C, the associated weighting function is

a(l—7(z))+ (1 —a)r(z)
Es{r(X)(1 —7(X))}

+C.

w'(a,z) =

Step 3. Our analysis of this part is adapted from the proof of Theorem 1 in Hirshberg and Wager
(2017).
(Case 1: 0 < o < 1) Let w = w*(A4;, X;). We consider the following function on F:

J(f)—%Z( . (A)+f n_l_w:)2+gz( = (A)H n_o‘w?>2

€S 1€So (525)
1
1A = FOu3, + EHJC(I) + FOU3

1
+ 42 — )

and let f = (f), f©) be its minimizer of d(f) and let {w;} be the weights obtained by plugging f
into (S2I). Forany f € F,write § = f — f = (f® — f, O _ f0)) Next we will first show
d(f + 8) — d(f) is negative only if varg, (6))) and vars, (0?)) are both small, which then implies @ is

close to w. Then we prove w is close to w* by showing 1 is.
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Since f is the minimizer of ci, for any § we have

d(f +t6) — d(f)

0 = lim
t—0 t
== > (W) = 8 (@ —wy) = D (80(X,) = 8O (@ — wp) (S26)
€St 1€S0
1 ~ ~ 1 - -
= () _ 0 50) _ 500 —(f@ ©) s (0)
Define R(J) = nisd(fqL J) — nid(f) We rearrange R(6) as
1 - 1
— Wx.) — §1))2 (0) _ 5(0)y2
R(6) = gy 200 (X) =802 4 5 B (00(x0) = 6)
1€S] 1€S0
L Z w; (6M(X;) — 6W) — El w; (00(X;) — 6O+
s 1€S1 s 1€8So

— (6D 4 5O) £ P, (5D 4+ 5©)

b o 450 _ 5o p2 )2
ey IR ALt 5+ H
1 1
I — €O B ()} P — 1)) (012
T = PO+ ol + SO
Subtracting ;- times the right-hand side of (S26) from R(d) we have
1
R(6) = G(6) — H(0) + ————||6") = 6|3 h
(6) = 6(0) ~ HO) + 1| P where
1 - 1 -
5) = SW(X;) — oWy 4 — 5O (X;) — 502
1€857 1€50 (827)
Z w; 5(1) 5(1) Z w} —5© )
s 1€S1 Ms 1€S0

150 450 _p, (50 4 50,

By Lemmaand Lemmabelow, for any € > 0, there exists r, = o(n_%), m"fl — 00, such that

on an event with probability at least 1 — C'(e + — ) (here C is a constant not related to n), for all
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¢ € Fu,

[H(Q)I <y if vars, (C) < 77 and varg, (¢') <77, (S28)
1 . 1 - .

— > (X)) = ()2 > Svars, (¢),if vars, (¢1) > o (29)
@ i€S,

We will show - 3~ _o(w; — w;)? < ¢,r2 on this event, where

4 ns 4Ang
tn = max{ n ) 1 ,4max{a,2 — a}nsri} :
T U

5@y < t, fora = 1,0. If varg, (6@) <

First consider the situation where §/t, € Fi, i.e.,
(tnrn)? for a = 1,0, then varg, (6 /t,) < r2,s0 |H(8)| = t,|H(6/t,)| < t,.r2, where the inequality

follows from (S28). So we have
R(6) > G(0) — |H ()| = G(6) — tur,.

So R(J) can be only negative when G (0) < t,r2. If instead vars, (6¥) > (t,7,)% fora = 1 or 0,

let B = max{y/varg, (6(1), \/vars,(6(®)}. Obviously 8 > t,r,. Let & = r,5/3, then ||§'@||3; =

% < fapa <1, and vars, (61) = V"“Sa(ﬂ% < rZ so|H(&)| < r? by (S28), which implies

|H(0)| = B|H()|/rn < Brn < B2/t,. If B = y/vars, (6(1)), then by (S29)

ny
4\ng

R() > GO) ~ [H()| > 1257~ -5 > 0.

The last inequality is because ¢, > 4;\%. If 8 = \/vars, (), similarly R(§) > 0 as ¢, > %.
Next, we consider the situation where ||§(®||3; > t, for a = 1 or 0, and show that R(§) is non-
negative. Let k = max{||0M ||z, |6@ |} /t, > 1and & = §/k. Then ||§"@|| < t,, fora = 1,0 and

equality holds for at least one of them.

R(8) — kR(&") = (K2 — k)G(8) — (k — k)H(&')
k2 —

+ ﬂng/(l) — "2 + k”(gf(l) +0'0)2, >0
4(2 — a)ny T dan, Ho=

Hence, R(0) > kR(0") > R(d').
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Next we show the non-negativity of R(¢"). Note that [|0"® |3, < t,, so we can reuse the results
from the previous situation. If vars, (0"?) > (t,r,)? for a = 1 or 0, we have shown R(0') >
G(8") — |H(8")| > 0. If vars, (6@) < (t,r,)? for a = 1,0, we have shown |H(&')| < t,r2. Since
16" — " O, + []6" 0 + 63, = 2([| 0"V, + 10"V 3,) > 265, (|60 — &3, or (|5 + 6"l

must be no less than ¢,,. Suppose |6’ — §"© ||, > t,,, then we can lower bound R(&') by

R(6") > G(6) — |H(d)| + w > —t, 2 + i
- 42—ans, — " 42— a)n,

The right-hand side is non-negative when ¢, > 4(2 — a)n,r2. If |61 — 6@ ||y < t,, then [|0"™

§'©]|3 > t,, and a similar argument can be used to show R(0") > 0 when t,, > 4an,r2.

Therefore, we have shown that on an event with probability 1 — C'(e + —15), R(6) < 0 only when

~ ~ ~

G(6) < t,r2. This is the case for & = f — f because f + 4 is the minimizer d(f). As a result,
A5 iy — i) < tr2 as by — b = {6(X) — 5@}/
for i € S, by (S21I). Recall r,, = o(n *i) then ¢, is also O(y/n), and thus ¢,72 — 0. Therefore,

G(9) <

for any small positive numbers 71,72, we set € = % and let n be large enough that ¢, r2 < and

nr2 > 2¢ then
n 72

A 0 0. )2 A ~ ~\2 2
P (n_ Z(wz — ;) > 771) <P (n_ Z(wZ —w;)* > tnrn> < 1.

This implies - >, s (10; — ;)? = 0.

Now we show -- 37 _o(w; — wf)* — 0. By the universality of H, for f*)(z) = —\ p:()

ps(z)m(z)

and f*O(z) = —/\% there exist two sequences of functions {hg-l)}, {h§o)} C H such that

h(a) f*@| = 0fora = 1,0, where ||+ is the supremum norm. Denote by v; = (v;;)es the
oo

}Z(l) }L(O)

weights associated with h; = ( by

), then max;es |vj; — w;| — 0. We can find a subsequence of
{h;} (possibly with repetition), {h;, } such that thi) — hg-i) ll22/+/1s — 0 and thi) + hﬁ-g) 22/ /s —
0. Hence,

1 0 1 0
2 2m < 2; e I = BRI+ b,
Ang n ies 2A(2 — a)n, 2 \ang




converges 0. Therefore, ni > ies(Wi — wi)? 25 0 as the square root of it is no greater than

\/ n% Y ies(Wi — ;)% + \/ nls Y ics(W; — wy)? according to the triangle inequality.

(Case 2: o = 0) Since d(f) equals +oo when f() 4+ (O £ 0, we view it as a function on & by
restricting f() = — (O = p;
=5 > s ST — RO 4 ]
D)) 2\ ' I
1€S] 1€So
We still define d as (S23)) but restrict f) = — f(© = }, and replace w* with w!:

(i(h):gZ(MJFE_wZ)Q

1€8,

A
A —h(X;)+ RO p, S
+ = <#+n__wif) +—||h”$-['
2 Un 2
i€So

Similarly, let h be the minimizer of J(h) and write 6 = h — h. For any ¢, by the optimality of h we

have
0 — 1igy AW+ 10) — d(h)
t—0
) i (S30)
== (5(X;) — oW wh) + Y (6(X;) — 6O) (i — w]) + (h, ).
1€ST 1€Sp

Define R(J) = nisd(ﬁ +9) — nid(ﬁ) We rearrange R(6) as

1 - 1 -
— X)—oMy2 L~ X)) — 502
R(5) Mg;g& )-3 ”%nsiezs(a( )= 3)
- = Z w; (6 o) + el Wi (6(X;) — 6©)
2681 s 1€So

— (5 — 500y 4
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Subtracting nl times the right-hand side of (S30) from R(J) we have

R(§) =G(6) — H(S) + o where
1 - 1 _
- )My L~ N _ §5(00y2
G) = 3o 2(6(&) )+ ;%(6(&) o) (s31)
Zw ) — oW ——Zw §O) 4 (6 — 5O,
% ics 5 ieSo

By Lemma and Lemmabelow, there exists 1, = o(n*i) such that on an event with probability

atleast 1 — C(e + —), forall { € H,,

|H( )| < r? if varg, (&) < r? and varg, (&) < 12, (S32)
1
— Z 2> S vars, (€), if varg, (€) > r2. (S33)
Ma 1€S,

Similar as the previous case, we first show nis > ies (Wi — w;)* < t,r2, where

4 n, 4dng 9
t, = max , ,2ngry o
nq N

Consider the situation where ||0]|3; < t,. Following the same argument in Case 1 (except that /3

should be changed to max{/vars, (¢), \/vars,(0)}) we can show R(¢) is negative only when G(4) <

4dns 4dns
{Fne, fone

t,r? given t, > max L A

Next, we consider the situation where ||| > t, and show R(J) is non-negative. Let k =

10]|%/tn, > 1 and ¢’ = §/k. Again we have R(0) > kR(d") > R(0') because

R(0) — kR(0") = (k* — k)G(8) — (k — k)H(8) + (2 = B9l > 0.

2n

Next we show the non-negativity of R(d’), which then implies R(d) > 0. Since ||| < t,, we can
reuse the results from the previous situation. If vars, (8') > (t,r,)* for a = 1 or 0, we have shown

R(8") > G(0') — |H(8")| > 0. If vars, () < (t,7,,)* for a = 1,0, we have |H(d')| < t,r2. Then we
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can lower bound R(d") by

2

, o o, o, 2
> - > .
R(9) = G(O) — [H()| + 75 7 > —turd + 52

The right-hand side is non-negative when ¢, > 2n,r?

Therefore, R(5) can only be negative when G(§) < t,r2. Then using the same argument as in

Case 1, we conclude that - o (Wi — ;) 25 0. For hf(z) = ES{W()?;F(SQ?W(X))}, there exists a sequence

{h;} C H such that ||h; — h|| . — 0, and we can find a subsequence with ||h;,[[3/\/7s — 0.

Then ni Y ies(Wi — wi)? < /\nsd(h) < 2.d(h;,) — 0. By the triangle inequality we conclude

. P
ni ZieS(wi — wj)2 — 0.

s

[
Lemma 2. The functions s and r defined in have the following Fenchel conjugates:
Z 0 1 (v; — 32 + ng(0V + @) — M (S34)
o 2/\ 3 2n1M0
1€S1 1€Sp
1 1
() = — o oz - ) 2 o (p) Oy S35
7 (0) = g7~ PO I+ PO+ n B (4 1) (535)
Proof. Calculation of s*: We write s as s(w) = so(w") + so(w®), where so(z) = A(z) + 3 3, z?.

Similar to A, here we define sy on a Euclidean space without specifying the dimension. The conjugate
of s¢ is defined on the same Euclidean space:
so(y) = sup {{y, ) = so(@)} = sup {yTz— 3]}
T z:1'z=ns
By the KKT conditions of this constrained optimization problem, there exists v € R such that the
solution z* satisfies y — Az* + v1 = 0 and 172* = n,. Solving them yields 7 = — ¢ and

gt =0 4 2+, where n, is the dimension of x and y. So sj(y) =y 2" — 3§ 2 ||z = 5% Zz(yZ -
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9)? + nsy = (U(l),v(o)) c R™ @ R™,
s*(v) = sup {(v(l), w(l)) — so(w } + sup{ 0)> — so(w(o))}
w(l) w(o)
= sg(v(l)) + s5(v@)
An2(ny + ng)
_ —(1) (0) =(1) 4 50y _ Al \UeL T 70/
% Z v Z (0T ) dmme
1€S 1€8So

Calculation of r*: For f =€ F, by definition 7*(f) = sup,c #{(f, 9)7 — %9 — nshrl3, + 5[l g*
nshrll3, + 52[g™" — ¢?||3,}. Using functional differentiation we can see that the solution of the
optimization problem satisfies

Then we can solve for g* and plug it into r*(f) = (f, g*)» — r(g*), which gives

1 1
* — = £@) _ p(0)2 1 £@) 0)2 (1) ©) p )
#0) = g IO g+ SO+l 4 1O B

By the reproducing property of H, (fM) + f© hr)y = P, +(fY + ) and (533) immediately

follows. O]

Lemma 3. There exists r,, = o(n_i) such that for all r > r,, the following holds with probability at

least 1 — 2 exp{—cynr?} — 4:
1
as long as & € H, with var(€) > r% Here cy is a constant solely depending on H..

Proof. Since H, is P-Donsker, Hirshberg and Wager (2017) showed in their proof of Theorem 1:

there exists 7, = o(n 1) such that with probability at least 1 — 2 exp{—cynr2},

P,h? > %Eh?



as long as h € H; and Ph* > 72 (their 7 is set as % here). Here cy is a constant solely depending on

‘H1. The result also holds if we replace r,, with any r» > r,,. We write
P, (€ =€) = P, (€ — EE)? — (EE — €)°.

When var(§) = E({ — E£)? > r2, the first term is lower bounded by 3var(£). As for the second term,

we apply the Chebyshev’s inequality,

P <|E£ —& > V;r@)) < Vavféfiél — %

So the desired inequality holds with probability at least 1 — 2 exp{—cynr2} — 2.

]

Lemma 4. Define H : F — R as in (S27). For any positive ¢, there exist 1, = o(n™1), nr2 — oo,
such that for all v > r, the following holds with probability at least 1 — C'(e + #), where C'is a

constant related to w(X):
[H(Q <y
as long as ¢ € Fy and vars, (¢'9) < r2 for both a = 1,0.

Proof. For any ¢ € F, we can write H(¢) = H,(¢W) + Hy(¢), where

1 _ _
Hy(h) = — > wi(h(X;) = b)) + BV — B, 7h
5 ies

1 _ _
Ho(h) = — > " w; (h(X;) = B®) + B — P, .

n
$ i€So

Recall that for i € S;, wf = w*(1,X;) and note that Es[Aw*(1, X)h(X)] = E;[h(X)] for all

7

53



integrable A (X'). We can rearrange H;(h) as

1

Hy(h) = — > Auwi(h(X;) = B) = Py (h — BY)
5 ies

_ 1 > A (M(X;) — Es,h) — Py 7(h — Es,h) + (i > Ay — 1)(Es,h — hY)
s ies s ies

= (Po.s — Ps)[Aw*(1, X)(h(X) — Eg,h)] (S36)
—{(Py,7 = P7)(h(X) — Es,h)} (837)

1 _

+(n—ZAiw*(1,Xi) —1)(Es,h — hY). (S38)

S ies

By the overlap assumption Aw*(1,z) < % is upper bounded. Then the function class consist-

ing of only aw*(1, ) is obviously uniformly bounded and P-Donsker. Since H; is also uniformly

bounded as |h(z)] = |[(h, K(z, ))|ln < ||hllu/K(z,2) < /K(x,x) for all h € H,, then by
Kosorok! (2007), Corollary 9.31 (iii), { Aw*(1, X)h : h € H;} is also a P-Donsker class. Suppose

ﬂ(i 31(02)@) < M. Hirshberg and Wager (2017) showed in their proof of Theorem 1: on an event with

probability at least 1 — ¢, where € can be arbitrarily small, there exists r} , ,, = o(n~1) such that for

all 7 > 7y, the following holds:

12
¥ an
— < bt
(Po.s — Bs)(Aw"(1, X)g(X)) < 122,

when Es(Aw*(1, X)g(X))? < rf,, (their 1y is set as ;= here). The result still holds when we

replace | | ,, withany r >} | ..

Letryy, = T’lln/(ﬁM) {ri1n.}isalso o(n*i). When varg, (h) < rim, Es(Aw* (1, X)[h(X)—

/2 2
Es, h(X)])* < rf ., and thus we can upper bound by g;’% < 71’61’". Since H; is P-Donsker,

7"2 . g
using the same argument we can find 715, = o(n~1) and bound (537) by —2= with probability at
least 1 —e.

Let 71, = max{r1 1., 1.2n, n_%}, then on an event with probability at least 1 — 2e, and
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7’2 . .
are both bounded by —:* when var(h) < r7 . By Chebyshev’s inequality,

_ 1
P(|hY) — Eh| > /varg, (h)) < —
ny

1 Tin o?
P(|— ) Aw (1, X;)—1] > ) < ——,
(|nz w1, Xi) = 1] > =) -

5 ies

where 0% = varg(Aw(1, X)). So with probability at least 1 — -1 — o the magnitude of (S38)

nrin ’
2
is also bounded by \/Varsl(h)“T’" < rlT’". Therefore, with probability at least 1 — nil — L9
2

Hy(h) < an The inequality also holds when ry ,, is substituted with any r > 7y ,,.

For the same reason there exists 7 ,, = o(ni) such that with probability at least 1 — - — —L— —2¢,

) no 0T p

Hoy(h) < r? when varg,(h) < r*forall r > rg,. Finally we let r,, = max{ry,, 7o, }, then the desired

result follows.

]

Lemma 5. Define H : H — R as in (S31)). For any positive ¢, there exist r, = o(n™1), nr2 — o0,
such that for all r > r,, the following holds with probability at least 1 — C'(e + #), where C'is a

constant related to w(X):

[H(Q) <
as long as ¢ € H, and vars, (¢) < r? for both a = 1, 0.

Proof. Recall w; = w(A;, X;) and note that Eg[Aw(1, X)f(X)] = Es[(1 — A)w(0, X)f(X)]. We

can rearrange H (f) as

H(C) = (Bs — Ps){Aw(l, X)(((X) — Es,((X))}
— (Bas — Ps){(1 — A)uw(0, X)(¢(X) — Es,¢(X))} (339)

~ (A= DY B8 Q)+ (-1~ Au ~ D ~ Es )

S
Following the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma there exists r,, = o(n_% ), nr? — o0, such

that with probability at least 1 — C'(e + #), each of terms above can be bounded by % as long as
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> 7Tn, ¢ € Hyand varg, () < r? for a = 1, 0. Then the desired result immediately follows. O

Proof of Corollary We rewrite V, (d; w) = ni Y ies Wil (A; = d(X;))Y; When a > 0,

D ) = Dalds )| = - 370 — w)L(A, = d(X)Y,

s

€S
1 R . 1
=\ > (i — wy)? e D LA = d(X))Y?
5 ies 5 ies
1 A~ *) 2 1 2
< J= D - = v
5 ies 5 ies

The first inequality follows from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, and the last one is because 1(A; =

d(X;)) < 1. Since the potential outcomes are square integrable, ni 3.5 Y2 is of order O,(1). Then

ies
Va(d;w) — Vold;w?)| -2 0 as Y ies (W — wy)? L5 0 by Theorem By the law of large
numbers 17n(d; w*) 25 Vr(d), and lA)n(d; w) converges to the same limit in probability. The result

for o = 0 follows from a similar argument.

S2 Computation

In this section, we discuss the computational details of our proposed methods. In particular, we show
that the optimization problem of finding the weights is a quadratic program and we also propose an

algorithm for the tuning parameters (« and \) selection.

S2.1 Finite sample representation

Since H is an infinite-dimensional function space, direct evaluation and optimization of (I2]) may
appear intractable. The following lemma is based on Lemma 6 of Gretton et al.| (2012) and provides

a finite sample representation for the MMDy, between two (weighted) empirical distributions.

Lemma 6. Let P = ), ;. pid,, and Q =} jezo 1j0z, be two discrete probability distributions on

X. Here Lp and L are two finite index sets, and {p;,i € Ip} and {q;,j € Lq} are point mass that
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satisfy Y icr, Pi = ZieIQ q;i = 1. Then
MMDy (P, Q)? Z Z pipi K (x;, xi) + Z Z q;q K (xj,x5) — 2 Z Zplq] (i, xj).
i€Zp i'elp J€Ig j'€lg i€Tp j€Ig
We can apply Lemma [] to evaluate the MMDy, terms in (I2). Specifically, denote K, s, =
(K (z, xj))iesa,jesa/ fora,a’ € {0,1}, and K, 7 = (K(2i,2;)),cs, jer- Let w be a vector of length
ns by stacking (w;);es, and (w;);es,- By Lemma@ we can write each of the MMDy, terms in (12)) as

a quadratic function of w. Then the optimization objective of (12)) can be rearranged as
w' Sw —2b"w + ¢

with

KSl S T Al (Oé - 1)K51 So « KSl,Tl

1 , , 2a
E:n_g ’b:nsm ’CZTZZK(%%’)'

(Oé — 1)K50751 KSo,So + A KSO,T]- i i€T jeT

Here 1 is a vector of 1’s. The matrix X is positive definite, and the constraints in (I2) are linear. So
the optimization problem is convex and its global optima exists. We can solve this problem using

standard quadratic programming tools.

S2.2 Hyperparameter selection

There are two hyperparameters controlling the result of (12). The hyperparameter v controls the ex-
tent to which the weighted source sample should resemble the target sample, and A regularizes the
smoothness of the weights. In this section we propose a heuristic procedure to select the hyperparam-
eters by grid search. Before discussing the details and motivation of the procedure, we first outline

the procedure:
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Algorithm 1. Tuning parameter selection procedure
Input: A grid of values for a: {aj}jzl where 0 = oy < ap < -+ < oy = 1 and a grid for \:
{NE, where 0 < A\ < Mg < -+ < Ap
for each o; € {a;}]_, do
for each \; € { N}, do
Optimize (12)) to obtain weights w ;
Record the resulting treatment-control imbalance using the MMD criterion on a

subsample
Given «, choose the \; (denoted by A, ) that results in the minimum treatment-control

imbalance and evaluate the resulting ITR’s value function on the target sample;
Output the pair (¢, \,,) that results in an ITR with the largest value

i

For each «v in a grid over [0, 1], we first select A based on treatment-control balance. As discussed
in Section[3.2] if the distribution of confounders in the treated and control groups is not well balanced,
then the ITR may be biased towards the treatment assignment in the observed data. For each \, we
calculate the weights under («, ), and evaluate the MMDy, between the weighted treated group and
the weighted control group. To obtain an “honest” evaluation, we compute this quantity on subsam-
ples of the source sample instead of the entire source sample, and use the average result computed
from many subsamples as the selection criterion. With a right penalization level, the weights are ro-
bust to sampling variation and lead to small imbalance on the subsamples. In this way, the degree
of weight penalization A and treatment-control balance are not necessarily competing directly. In our
implementation, the size of subsample is set as 80% of the source sample, and the computation is
done on 50 subsamples. Then the A that yields the smallest treatment-control MMD4, will be selected
for the given a. We denote this selected value as \,.

The selection of « is primarily based on an assessment of the performance of the corresponding
ITR as measured by the value function. Let w, be the optimal weights under («, \,). We first
solve for cfa by maximizing ]7n(d; W, ), and then evaluate the value function of cZa. When « is small,

the weighted treated and control groups do not resemble the target population, so lAin(d; W, ) is not
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necessarily a good estimator for V(d). Hence, we use a regression-based approach to evaluate the
value function: the source sample is used to fit the potential outcome models and impute the potential
outcomes for the target, then a plug-in estimate of VT(CZQ) based on these imputations is computed.
Then we select the « that yields the largest VT(cZa).

The default grid for av is (0,0.1%, (0.1 +0.09 x 1) ..., (0.1 + 0.09 x 9)*, 1) and the default grid
for \ is (0.001,0.002,0.005,0.012,0.028, 0.066, 0.152,0.351,0.811, 1.874, 4.329, 10). Even though
any kernels could be used in our proposal algorithm, we recommend to use universal kernels such as
Gaussian kernels or Laplacian kernels rather than the nonuniversal kernels such as linear kernels due
to universal kernels’s ability of approximating complex functions well (Simon-Gabriel and Scholkopf,
2018). Moreover, the theoretical properties proved in the Section |3.4|only hold when universal kernels
are used.

This hyperparameter tuning procedure involves solving the quadratic programming (12) under
various choices of («, \). To speed up computation, when solving under a new pair of hyperpa-
rameters, we use the solution under the previous hyperparameters as a warm start. This is possible
when using the OSQP package (Stellato et al., 2020). The empirical results in the Simulation Studies

section suggest that this tuning procedure works quite well in practice and is able to select suitable

hyperparameters.

S3 Additional simulation results

S3.1 Computation time of the proposed method

Here we report the computation time of the proposed method under various sample sizes, using the
first setting in Section 4| for illustration. Figure [S1|shows that our method has cubic time complexity
with respect to sample sizes. The experiment was run on a laptop under a macOS system with 2.3

GHz Quad-Core Intel Core 15 CPU and 16GB 2133 MHz LPDDR3 memory.
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Figure S1: Computation versus n.

S3.2 Non-linear ITR class

Although the proposed method is mainly designed for situations where a limited ITR class is em-
ployed, we explore its compatibility with more flexible rule classes. In this section, we repeat the
simulation studies of Section 4 but after obtaining the sample weights with different methods, we ap-
ply them to decision tree-based ITR learning. Note that the grid search procedure for identifying the
ground truth of optimal linear ITR for the target population mentioned in Section [ is not applicable
for identify the optimal tree ITR. Instead, we constructed a classification tree to approximate the sign
of the conditional average treatment effect (CATE) values using samples from the target population
and used it as the ground truth to calculate the regret. The results are presented in Figure [S2] where
we note that our proposed weights result in ITRs with smaller regret than competing weights in all
settings. For the setting with the linear assignment, bad overlap and a nonlinear CATE, our weights

result in similar but slightly better performance than ebal _s.

S3.3 Linear ITR by regression

Throughout the main text and the previous simulation studies we applied sample weights to obtain

ITR by solving a weighted classification problem as detailed in Section[d] which is derived from max-
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Figure S2: Regret compared to the optimal tree-based ITR using outcome weighted learning.

covariates |Qian and Murphy| (2011); Chen et al.| (2017). Specifically, we first solve

1 2
i —E i (Y — v — TXi— A; — 0.5 TXi
mmﬁns iesw ( Yo — 7Y ( )(Bo + 5 ))

’70777607

to obtain (7o, 7, Bo, B), then the ITR is defined as ci(x) = sign <Bo + BTx> The weights w; are used

for ITR generalization. We also compare with ITR from no weights or equivalently w; = 1.

imizing the value function. In this section, we couple the weights with another type of ITR learning

approach that regresses the outcome on the covariates and the interaction between the treatment and

The regression-based method in essence works by predicting Y using both A and X. The ratio-
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nale of weighted regression can be intuitively understood as the following: an estimated model that
minimizes the training error (the source population) may not minimize the testing error (the target
population) under covariate shift, especially when the model is misspecified. The importance weights
aim to calibrate the training error to the testing error using the covariate information of the source and

target populations. However, as discussed in the main text, a drawback of importance weights is that




it could reduce the effective sample size. Hence, it is unnecessary to address the covariate shift issue if
the model is correctly specified. With the regression-based ITR learning method, we repeat the evalu-
ation process in Sectiond}, comparing the same set of sample weighting methods. As shown in Figure
[S3] our proposed weighting method consistently yields the best performance; the other methods that
have comparable performance are those relying on true probability functions, which are of course not

available in practice.
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Figure S3: Regret compared to the optimal linear ITR using a regression based approach.

S4 Additional simulation results for a new setting

We additionally conduct simulations with a substantially more complex data generating mechanism.
This data generating mechanism has more complex nuisance parameter functions (the participation
probability, the propensity score, the main effect function, and the CATE) with more number of
covariates. Specifically, we generate 10-dimensional covariates X; independently from a uniform

distribution on [—2, 2]'; the first 6 of these covariates are active in at least one element of the data
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generation mechanism and the last 4 are noise covariates. As in the simulation setup in the main text,
given the covariates X;, the population indicator S; is then generated from a Bernoulli distribution

with probability p(X;) of being in the source population, where
p(x) = G((x1 + 22)* + 23 + T4 + (23 + 24)* + 21 (|25| > 1) — 0.57576),

where (G(2) is the same as in the simulation study in the main text. The treatment assignment proba-

bility is set as
m(x) = G(—.8(z1 — m2)* + 4(w3 — 24)* + L(5 > 76) — .5).

The observed outcome is generated as Y; = m(X;) + (A; — 0.5)7(X;) + &;, where
m(z) = —x1 — Ty + X3 + T4 + 2179 + 23 + 75 + (1 + 2374)° + 22576 + 2 cos(xy + x2) + .5

and g; "~ N (0,0.5%). Similar to the setup of the main text, the CATE function is set as 7(z) =

rinL(x) + (1 — k)7(z), where

L (T) = (211 — ) + (221 + 29)% — 2w3 + 24 + 2(75 — x6) sign(23) — 1,

TL(.CL") = 041'2 -+ 061'1 —0.5.

For these simulation studies, we use x = 0.4.

We apply all weights used in the main simulation study to three different estimation approaches for
the ITR: 1) outcome weighted learning (OWL)-based estimators as used in the main text, 2) weighted
tree-based ITRs as described and used in Section S3.2, and 3) weighted regression-based I'TR estima-
tors as described and investigated in Section S3.3. The results for each of these three ITR estimation
settings are displayed in Figure For all three settings , our approach consistently works better than
all other weights. Occasionally, some other weighting methods would have comparable performance

to ours, but those are the one relying on true probability functions, which are not available in practice.
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Figure S4: Regret for more complex simulation setting
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S5 Additional real data results regarding covariate balancing di-
agnosis

Covariate balance between the treatment and control groups in the source sample, and between the
source and the target samples, can be assessed by the following descriptive statistics after weight-
ing: standardized mean differences (SMDs) (Rosenbaum and Rubin, |1985), variance ratios (Austin,
2009), and weighted Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) statistic (Austin and Stuart, [2015). In particular, a
useful overview of how to assess covariate balance and compare balancing methods using R package

cobalt is available in the following vignette:
https://ngreifer.github.io/cobalt/articles/cobalt.html

Here, we provide “love” plots (Ahmed et al., | 2006) in Figures and [S7| to visualize these
descriptive statistics under one simulation run of the data analysis presented in Section [5| under the
setting of having both covariate shift and extra confounding (with no covariate interactions).

For both SMDs and KS, closer to 0 indicates better balance. As seen in these plots, our proposed
method balances the treated and control group in both first and second moments of the covariates
(according to the SMDs presented on the left), while other approaches only balance the first moments;
additionally, according to the weighted KS statistics, our proposed methods additionally balance the
marginal distributions of the covariates well. However, we note that our weights do not balance
the source sample well to the target population because our method in this case selected « close to
0, which emphasizes balance between the treatment groups; such an « was chosen by our tuning
parameter selection procedure because the ITR class was evidently well-specified, making source-

target balance less critical for this dataset.
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Covariate balancing within the source population: covariate shift with extra confounding (no interaction)
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Figure S5: “Love” Plots for Assessing Covariate Balancing between the Treatment and Control
Groups in the Source Sample.

Covariate balancing between the treated group and target population: covariate shift with extra confounding (no interaction)
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Figure S6: “Love” Plots for Assessing Covariate Balancing between the Treatment Group in the
Source Sample and the Target Sample.
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Covariate Balancing between source and target populations: covariate shift with extra confounding (no interaction)
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Figure S7: “Love” Plots for Assessing Covariate Balancing between the Control Group in the Source
Sample and the Target Sample.
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