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ABSTRACT

In online experiments where the intervention is only exposed, or
“triggered”, for a small subset of the population, it is critical to use
variance reduction techniques to estimate treatment effects with suf-
ficient precision to inform business decisions. Trigger-dilute analysis
is often used in these situations, and reduces the sampling variance of
overall intent-to-treat (ITT) effects by an order of magnitude equal to
the inverse of the triggering rate; for example, a triggering rate of 5%
corresponds to roughly a 20x reduction in variance. To apply trigger-
dilute analysis, one needs to know experimental subjects’ triggering
counterfactual statuses, i.e., the counterfactual behavior of subjects
under both treatment and control conditions. In this paper, we pro-
pose an unbiased ITT estimator with reduced variance applicable for
experiments where the triggering counterfactual status is only ob-
served in the treatment group. Our method is based on the efficiency
augmentation idea of CUPED and draws upon identification frame-
works from the principal stratification and instrumental variables
literature. The unbiasedness of our estimation approach relies on a
testable assumption that the augmentation term used for covariate
adjustment equals zero in expectation. Unlike traditional covariate
adjustment or principal score modeling approaches, our estimator
canincorporate both pre-experiment and in-experiment observations.
We demonstrate through a real-world experiment and simulations
that our estimator can remain unbiased and achieve precision im-
provements as large as if triggering status were fully observed, and
in some cases can even outperform trigger-dilute analysis.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Web search and online user-facing products have a long history of
using online controlled experiments, also known as A/B tests, in
order to measure the impact of new features and designs and to
accelerate product iteration [2, 8, 11, 18, 29, 38, 40, 41]. In online A/B
testing, treatment assignment typically occurs upstream of treat-
ment exposure, and experimental subjects must first trigger an event
in order to be exposed to the intervention of interest. For example,
subjects have to open a promotion email before they are exposed
to one of multiple discount promotion deals. In another instance,
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subjects have to query a particular keyword before they are shown
one of multiple sets of search results.

The presence of triggering defines four sub-populations of inter-
est, illustrated in the left panel of Figure 1: In the treatment group,
there are those who triggered exposure to the active treatment condi-
tion (T'1) and those who did not trigger (T0). Similarly, in the control
group, there are those who triggered exposure to the control con-
dition (meaning they would have triggered exposure to the active
treatment had they been assigned to the treatment group) (C1), and
those who did not trigger and would not have triggered even if
assigned to treatment (C0). In an experiment with triggering condi-
tions, the naive difference-in-means between treatment and control
outcomes is an unbiased but non-optimal estimator for the overall
intent-to-treat effect. A more precise estimator can be obtained via
trigger-dilute analysis: estimate an average treatment effect for the
triggered subjects (T'1 vs. C1) and then multiply this triggered aver-
age treatment effect by the triggering rate (also called coverage). Asa
rough heuristic, trigger-dilute analysis can reduce sampling variance
by a factor of the inverse of the triggering rate, e.g., approximately
20x variance reduction with a triggering rate of 5%. Such a massive
variance reduction is too valuable to overlook [30].

In this paper, we study the case where triggering status is not
observed for control subjects, i.e., we do not observe the C1 and C0O
triggering counterfactual labels, so trigger-dilute analysis cannot
be used. This one-sided triggering scenario, shown in Figure 1(b), is
known as one-sided noncompliance in the causal inference literature.
(See Table 1 for a mapping of terminology between the A/B testing
and causal inference literature.) Such cases naturally arise for inter-
ventions that require users to opt in to a new feature or experience.
For example, users are sent an invitation to opt in to a new program,
but their behavior will not be directly affected unless they accept
the invitation. Alternatively, a navigation button is added for a new
functionality, but users will not experience the new functionality
unless they click on the button.!

For one-sided triggered experiments, we propose an estimator
that is unbiased for the overall intent-to-treat (ITT) effect and has
smaller variance than the default difference-in-means estimator
A(Y):=Y1—Y . We take a model-assisted rather than model-based
estimation approach, and build upon the idea of CUPED [9], which

!Sending invitations or adding navigation buttons may induce secondary effects un-
related to the new program or functionality. These secondary effects are not of research
interest in this paper, but can be tracked and investigated through diagnostic metrics.



is to engineer a mean-zero augmentation term 7, by which we can
adjust the unbiased A(Y) estimator, e.g., use A(Y)—0-7y, for some
smartly-chosen value 6. The key assumption is that there is no treat-
ment effect for T0 and CO subjects; these are trigger-complement
subjects who would not be exposed to the intervention regardless
of their study group assignment. We can then use observations from
T0 and CO to construct 7. Since trigger-complements are a subset of
the full experimental population, 7p and A(Y) will be correlated, and
strongly so when the triggering rate is low and trigger-complements
comprise a larger proportion of the full experiment population. By
the theory behind CUPED), this (strong) correlation between 7y and
A(Y) will provide (potentially massive) variance reduction.

A/B Testing Causal Inference

Treatment Assignment Instrumental Variable

Triggering Counterfactual Status Compliance Status (Principal Stratum)

Only Triggered subjects can be affected by the treatment  Exclusion Restriction

Only Treatment group can receive active treatment Strong Monotonicity

Triggered Average Treatment Effect Local Average Treatment Effect
(Complier Average Treatment Effect)

Overall Average Treatment Effect (Intent-to-Treat Effect) Intent-to-Treat Effect

T1, C1 (Triggered) Compliers

To, CO (Trigger-Complement) Never-Takers

Triggering Probability Principal Score

Table 1: Terminology mapping between A/B testing and the causal
inference literature. We focus on the typical case for online experi-
ments, where by design there are no Always-Takers nor Defiers be-
cause the active treatment experience is restricted to those assigned
to the treatment group. Thus, the Triggered Average Treatment Ef-
fect is equivalent to the Local (Complier) Average Treatment Effect.

1.1 Setup and Notation

We consider a randomized experiment with binary treatment assign-
ment Z; € {0,1}. A binary label D;(Z; =z) € {0,1} indicates whether
a subject triggered exposure to the active treatment when assigned
to study group z. For example, D; (0) =1 indicates that subject i was
assigned to the control group and triggered exposure to the active
treatment. {Y;(0), Y; (1)} is the pair of counterfactual outcomes under
assignment to control and treatment, respectively [23]. Similarly, S; =
{D;(0),D;(1)} is the counterfactual pair of triggered exposure condi-
tionsunder assignment to control and treatment [ 16, 22]. We call S the
“triggering counterfactual status”, or “triggering status”, for short.
We focus on the typical case for online experiments where D; (0) =
0 by design; that is, subjects assigned to control have no access to the
active treatment and can only be exposed to the control condition.
This allows us to simplify notation: We use S; =1 interchangeably
with S; = (D;(0) =0, D; (1) =1) to denote subjects who would trig-
ger exposure to the active treatment if and only if assigned to the
treatment group (T1 and C1). We use S; = 0 interchangeably with
Si=(D;(0)=0,D;(1)=0) to denote subjects who would not trigger
exposure to the active treatment, regardless of their treatment as-
signment (T0 and C0). Mapping to Figure 1, S; =1 corresponds to the
Triggered group while S; =0 corresponds to the Trigger-Complement
group. Y; and D; refer to subject i’s observed outcome and observed
exposure condition, respectively. We use subscripts T and C to de-
note treatment and control groups, so A(Y) :=Y7—Y denotes the
“delta” of the average observed outcome Y between the two study
groups. The causal impact we wish to estimate is the overall ITT effect
E[Y;(1)-Y;(0)], also known as the overall average treatment effect.

1.2 Related Work

In the online A/B testing literature, trigger-dilute analysis is a pop-
ular approach for obtaining a more precise ITT estimate when the
intervention is only exposed to a small subset of the experimental
population [6, 27, 28]. First, an average treatment effect is estimated
among the triggered subjects. This triggered average treatment ef-
fect is then multiplied (“diluted”) by the triggering rate. The success
of a trigger-dilute analysis depends on either a simple triggering
condition, such as a user visiting a specific webpage where the ex-
perience differs, or a mechanism of counterfactual logging such that
the experimentation system is able to compare the treatment vs.
control experience at any time to label whether a realized difference
exists between the study groups’ respective experiences. Complex
triggering conditions often lead to sample ratio mismatch, render-
ing the triggered analysis untrustworthy [13]. Moreover, when user
opt-in is the triggering signal, triggering status is by definition not
observed for control units. When triggering status is not observed
for all units, trigger-dilute analysis cannot be applied.

To tackle scenarios with partially-observed triggering, we turn to
the causal inference literature around noncompliance, which occurs
when treatment assignment differs from treatment exposure (i.e.,
Z; # D; for some units i). Instrumental variables (IV) [1, 22] and
principal stratification [16] frameworks provide strategies for iden-
tifying and estimating subgroup average treatment effects under a
range of noncompliance conditions.

In the IV literature, the causal quantity of interest is typically the
local average treatment effect (LATE), i.e., the intervention effect
among Compliers. Since here we focus on the typical online test-
ing scenario where exposure to the active treatment is restricted
to those who are assigned to the treatment group (so there are no
Always-Takers nor Defiers), LATE is equivalent to the Triggered
Average Treatment Effect. The standard IV estimator for LATE is
A(Y) divided by the estimated proportion of Compliers (i.e., the
triggering rate). Multiplying this IV estimator by the triggering rate
therefore recovers A(Y). As such, the standard IV approach is not
aimed at producing a more precise estimate of the overall ITT. There
are, however, extensions of the standard IV estimator that attempt
to improve estimation efficiency. For example, weighted IV meth-
ods [5, 20, 26] use predicted compliance to weight both treatment and
control groups when computing the LATE estimator. Our method
is similar in that we also use predicted compliance, but whereas the
weighted IV estimator is unbiased for LATE only when there is no
correlation between treatment effect heterogeneity and compliance,
our estimator is unbiased for ITT (and asymptotically unbiased for
LATE after dividing by the triggering rate) as long as the augmenta-
tion term that we construct equals zero in expectation. Also, unlike
weighted IV, our method can utilize in-experiment observations to
predict compliance probabilities.

Beyond instrumental variables, the principal stratification litera-
ture generalizes identification and estimation strategies for causal ef-
fects under more complicated forms of noncompliance [10, 14, 24, 42].
We draw upon many ideas from the principal stratification litera-
ture to construct our proposed estimator. In particular, we invoke
a key assumption called weak principal ignorability [10, 14, 25] as a
sufficient condition under which our estimator is unbiased for ITT.



Treatment Control
Zi =1 Zi=0
Trigger-Complement
Si=0
{Di(0) = 0, D;(1) = 0} To co

Triggered
Si=1 T1
{Di(0) =0,D;(1) =1}

a) Two-sided triggering: Triggering status is fully observed
for all subjects

{Di(0) = 0,D;(1) = 0}

Treatment Control
Zi=1 Z;=0

Trigger-Complement

e T0 c

Triggered
Si=1 T1
{Di(0) =0,D;(1) =1}

b) One-sided triggering: Triggering status is missing for the
control group; CO and C1 labels are unobserved

Figure 1: Illustration of (a) two-sided triggering and (b) one-sided triggering. T1 are subjects assigned to treatment who triggered exposure
to the active treatment. C1 are subjects assigned to control who triggered exposure to the control condition (and who would have triggered
exposure to the active treatment if assigned to the treatment group). 70 and CO0 are called the trigger-complement group and consist of subjects
who would not trigger exposure to the active treatment regardless of which study group they are assigned to. In one-sided triggering, C1 and

C0 labels are unobserved.

We also use principal scores (i.e., predicted triggering probabilities)
to construct the augmentation term critical to our estimator.

More generally, there is a vast literature on using pre-experiment
covariates for regression adjustment to increase estimation effi-
ciency [15, 17, 31, 32, 35, 39]. Our method is based on the augmen-
tation idea of CUPED [9](see also [31]), applied to the one-sided
triggering context, and is a general approach that can be used on
top of any pre-experiment covariate regression adjustment. One
unique advantage of our approach is its flexibility to incorporate
in-experiment observations without introducing bias.

1.3 Contribution and Organization

This paper makes the following contributions to experimentation
and causal measurement:

(1) We propose an unbiased ITT estimator with reduced variance
for experiments with one-sided triggering. Our estimator re-
lies on a testable assumption that an augmentation term used
for covariate adjustment equals zero in expectation.

(2) We explain how to test for this mean-zero assumption. When
the augmentation term fails a mean-zero test, we show how
our estimator can incorporate in-experiment observations
to reduce or eliminate the augmentation’s bias. This idea is
novel and effective for many real applications.

(3) We demonstrate our method through a real experiment where
using both pre-experiment and in-experiment covariates re-
duced variance by a massive factor of 60. We study multiple
flavors of augmentation and explain their differences in the-
ory and through simulation studies.

(4) Our method is straightforward to implement. We provide
code? to reproduce the simulation study.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 starts with
areview of CUPED and proposes an augmentation-based estimator
for experiments with one-sided triggering. Section 3 discusses ways
to test the mean-zero assumption that is crucial for the unbiasedness

thtps:// osf.io/kumé6d/?view_only=8c2f0fe6c40c40029faecb7a583f0c45

of our proposed estimator. We offer guidance on how to select co-
variates to construct the augmentation term, and explain how using
in-experiment data to achieve the mean-zero condition relates to a
bias-variance tradeoff. We illustrate our method with applications to
areal experiment in Section 4 and a series of simulation studies in Sec-
tion 5. Section 6 concludes and addresses limitations of our approach.

2 VARIANCE REDUCTION USING CUPED

CUPED, acronym for Controlled-experiment Using Pre-experiment
Data [9],is a variance reduction technique widely adopted in the A/B
testing industry to improve the sensitivity of A/B tests [30, 35, 39].
At its core, CUPED is an efficiency augmentation method applied on
top of any existing unbiased estimator. If 7 is an unbiased estimator
for 7, the basic CUPED estimator is defined as

fcuped.basic =1-7, (1)
where 7 is an augmentation such that E(7y) = 0. The mean-zero
requirement ensures that the CUPED estimator has the same expec-
tation as the original estimator 7, and therefore is also unbiased for
7. Variance reduction is achieved when there is sufficient correlation
between 7 and 7, since

Var(7—1y)=Var(7)+Var(7y)—2Cov(7,7y) < Var(7)

whenever Var(7y) < 2Cov(7,7). Moreover, for any fixed 6, 07 is
also a mean-zero augmentation, so we can solve for a 6 that mini-
mizes the variance of the new augmentation

fcuped::f_e'fO : ()
Deng et al. [9] showed that this optimization has a solution similar to
an ordinary least squares regression, where 6 =Cov(%,7y)/Var(z)
is the multiplier that minimizes the variance of 7¢;,peq, providing a
variance reduction rate equal to Corr(%,7p)2.

2.1 CUPED for One-Sided Triggering

To apply CUPED on experiments with one-sided triggering, we
search for constraints in the data generating process that can be used
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to construct mean-zero augmentations. We exploit a key assertion
that there is no treatment effect for the trigger-complement group,
e.g., the intervention has no effect on the T0 and CO0 subjects who
would never opt-in regardless of whether we give them the choice to
opt-in. This means that if we can transform the entire control group
C(C0+C1) to make it comparable to T0 in terms of the outcome Y
distribution, then we can use the difference in outcomes between T0
and transformed C for mean-zero augmentation. And since T0 and
C are random samples from the full experimental population, we can
guarantee correlation between this augmentation term and A(Y),
thereby obtaining a more precise ITT estimate, following Eq (2).
To make T0 and C comparable, we leverage matching and covari-
ate balancing techniques from the causal inference literature [3, 23,
37]. The trickis to properly reweight subjects in C by their probability
of being among C0. Under randomization, the triggering rates in the
treatment and control groups are equal in expectation, so we can use
the treatment group to fit a triggering probability model [10, 14, 25],
and apply this model to C to estimate each control subject’s prob-
ability of belonging to C0. Given a set of weights w; for each data
point in the control group C, we can define the augmentation term
fyem Lier(1-Di)Yi) _Ziec(wili) 3)
Yier(1-Di) 2iecWi
The zero subscript in 7y reminds us that we are trying to identify
the T0 and CO0 trigger-complement subjects. 7y is the difference of
two weighted averages, where for treated subjects we use a hard
weight of observed D;, and for control subjects we use a soft weight
w;.3 The first term on the right hand side of Eq (3) is just Yo, the
sample average of Y in T0. The second term is an importance sampled
average of the control subjects to mimic the average of Y in CO0.

2.1.1 Finding appropriate weights. How do we construct the
weights w; for the control group such that E[7] =0? We can take
either a "prediction approach” or a "balancing approach”.

The prediction approach uses a set of pre-experiment covariates
X to predict the triggering probability, or principal score, of each
subject i, and defines w; = 1 —P(S; = 1|X;). The augmentation (3)
will then be mean-zero under weak principal ignorability [14, 24].
Intuitively, this ignorability assumption states that, for individuals
assigned to control, whether they would have triggered the active
treatment if offered is unrelated to their outcome given covariates.
Here, we formally state the assumption and theorem, and provide
aproof in the online Appendix*:

AssuMPTION 1 (WEAK PRINCIPAL IGNORABILITY). There exists a
set of pre-experiment covariates X such that

E(Yi(0)1Si=1.X;) =E(Y;(0)|5; =0.X;) =E(Y; (0)|X;) .

This is implied by a slightly stronger assumption that Y;(0) and the
triggering counterfactual S; are conditionally independent given X;.

THEOREM 1. Under weak principal ignorability Assumption (1), the
expectation of (3) asymptotically equals 0.

3Compliance weighted IV estimators use soft weights w; for both treatment and control
units. This won’t provide a mean-zero augmentation in our framework because Y from
T1 will carry a treatment effect to bias our augmentation.
4https://osf.io/dfaus/?view_only=d9814c3ea8bad314949f93c8f5cc241d

The balancing approach, in contrast, aims to find weights that
directly balance T0 and C. One option is to use the balancing prop-
erty of the propensity score e(X) := P(T0|X,T0 U C), and define
wi = e(X;)/(1—e(X;)). (We refer readers to the rich propensity
score literature [23, 37] for assumptions and proof of the mean-zero
claim under this balancing score.) Another procedure is to directly
solve for w; such that a rich set of covariates X is almost perfectly
balanced between T0 and the reweighted C, as studied extensively
in the covariate balancing literature [19, 21, 36].

A major advantage of the balancing approach over the predic-
tion approach is that the direct balancing approach can include
in-experiment observations in the set of covariates X. This inclusion
of in-experiment covariates is a novel aspect of our method. This
is possible because under the framework of one-sided triggering,
neither subjects in T0 nor C are exposed to the active treatment.
Hence, all in-experiment observations for T0 and C are free of a
treatment effect and can be used for balancing. We can even go to
the extreme of directly balancing the target outcome Y, forcing (3)
to equal 0 exactly. But as we later explain, doing so will undermine
variance reduction. It is generally preferred to use pre-experiment
covariates, and to only include in-experiment covariates when nec-
essary, i.e., when relying solely on pre-experiment covariates cannot
create an augmentation (3) that passes a mean-zero test. We discuss
this further in Section 3.

2.2 One-Sided Trigger Estimator

To apply the 7y mean-zero augmentation with CUPED, we carry out
the following steps:
(1) Find weights w; using the prediction or balancing approach.
(2) Define 7y as in Eq (3) and define 6= %&%’m)
(3) The CUPED One-Sided Trigger estimator is

?trgl = A(Y) - 0"?0 B (4)
and has variance
Var(Tyrg1) = Var(A(Y)) — Cov(A(Y), 70)® / Var(zp).  (5)

We use bootstrap [12] to estimate the variances of A(Y), 7y, and their
covariance, and recalculate the weights w; for each bootstrap sample.
0 is computed using bootstrapped covariance and variance.

3 TESTING THE MEAN-ZERO ASSUMPTION:
A BIAS-VARIANCE TRADEOFF

In Section 2.1, we discussed how 73,41 is asymptotically unbiased for
ITT under weak principal ignorability. This ignorability condition is
not testable because it is based on counterfactuals Y; (0) and S; which
are not observable at the same time. However, we can still make prac-
tical progress by way of the testable assertion that ?;rgl is unbiased
for ITT aslong as the augmentation 7y equals zero in expectation. Ex-
amples include using a Wald test, the delta method [7] to compute the
variance of 7y, or bootstrapped Var(#y), as described in Section 2.2.
Only requiring E(7y) = 0 means practitioners have a lot of free-
dom to modify and improve upon the 7, augmentation term (3).
As is common in observational data analyses, we can apply proce-
dures such as weight bucketing, weight trimming, outcome outlier
removal, etc., to further centralize (3) towards a mean of 0. Addition-
ally, the balancing approach can use in-experiment observations. In
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one extreme case, by treating the outcome of interest Y itself as an
in-experiment covariate, we can force (3) to be exactly 0 and trivially
satisfy the mean-zero requirement. However, this would also forgo
any precision gains. Following Eq (5), if 7y is a point mass at zero,
then Var(7yr41) = Var(A(Y)) —0=Var(A(Y)).

In theory, we strive to find the minimum set of covariates sat-
isfying the weak ignorability Assumption (1). In practice, when
pre-experiment covariates do not capture all relevant confounders
of triggering status and outcome, balancing on in-experiment covari-
ates can pull 7 closer to zero, in exchange for balancing away “good”
variation captured by the augmentation term, thereby weakening
efficiency gains. This is an interesting and novel observation with
important practical implications:

(1) We are guaranteed to have a mean-zero augmentation by
balancing Y directly between T0 and C, but with no variance
reduction.

(2) We can start by balancing on a small set of pre-experiment co-
variates to construct an augmentation that reduces variance.
But this augmentation may fail to pass the mean-zero test if
we are missing important confounders of triggering status
and outcome.

(3) We can gradually add more covariates for balancing, including
in-experiment observations that are highly correlated with Y.
Adding more balancing covariates can de-bias the augmen-
tation, but will also lessen the amount of variance reduced.

3.1 Which Covariates to Adjust or Balance?

Consider thelaw of total variance: Var(Y) =Var{E(Y|X) } +E{Var(Y|X)},

in which we decompose the variance of Y into the variance explained
by X and the remaining variance not explained by X. In analyses of
randomized experiments, removing variance attributed to empirical
imbalances in pre-experiment covariates generally improves estima-
tion efficiency compared to A(Y). Common approaches to adjust for
covariate imbalance include post-stratification for discrete covari-
ates [33] and regression adjustment for general covariates [32]. Sim-
ilarly, when applying CUPED estimators, we should always adjust
for pre-experiment covariate imbalance, either by using an augmen-
tation of the form A(f (X)), or by first residualizing the outcomes
and then applying CUPED to residualized Y;" = Y; —E[Y;[X;].

After adjusting for pre-experiment covariates, we consider whether
to directly balance on certain covariates to further improve the ef-
ficiency of a CUPED estimator. Recall ¢, ped. basic =A(Y) —7o, with
Var(feyped.basic) = Var(A(Y)) + Var(fp) — 2Cov(A(Y), 7o). We re-
duce the variance of f¢yped.pasic by removing noise shared between
A(Y) and 7y. In other words, we aim to maximize the variation cap-
tured in 7y that correlates with variation in A(Y). Similarly, from
Eq (5), we see that to reduce the sampling variance of 7441, we want
to keep as much residual variation due to covariate imbalances as
possible, and only minimally balance covariates in order for the aug-
mentation term to have a mean of zero. Specifically, under a weak ig-
norability assumption, if we know ground truth triggering probabili-
ties, or equivalently, the propensity score of a data point from T0UC
belonging to T0, then using these probabilities to construct weights
for 7y (3) will lead to the largest variance reduction while keeping
?trgl unbiased. Any additional covariate balancing would lessen the

amount of variance reduced. This follows from the propensity score
e(X) :=P(T0|X,T0UC) being the coarsest balancing score [37].

So, should we balance on a covariate or not? For pre-experiment
covariates, if regression adjustment has already been applied, then
there is no need to further balance on these covariates. This is be-
cause the adjusted A(Y™) already seeks to exclude noise from X, so
keeping extra variation from X in the augmentation 7 no longer
contributes to increased correlation between A(Y™) and 7. If regres-
sion adjustment has not been applied, then we should either perform
the adjustment, or remove the pre-experiment covariate imbalance
via augmentation balancing.

For in-experiment covariates, the default is to not balance. How-
ever, balancing might be needed if there is detectable bias in 7y when
pre-experiment covariates used for adjustment fail to include all con-
founders of triggering status and outcome. This additional balancing
comes at the cost of reduced efficiency gains.

To summarize, we have a knob to control the tradeoff of bias vs.
variance when we include more in-experiment data for balancing. On
one end, we only use pre-experiment covariates, with the possibility
of missing some confounders of triggering status and outcome. Then
E[%o] # 0 and the CUPED estimator is biased, though we will see
efficiency gains. On the other end, we balance on the in-experiment
outcome Y and the augmentation 7y becomes trivially mean-zero.
Then, the CUPED estimator is unbiased, but provides no efficiency
gains. The best choice of in-experiment covariates is a combination
of science and art that relies on practitioners’ domain knowledge.

4 A REAL EXPERIMENT

We applied our method to a real digital experiment run on 2.5 million
users, where 50% of users were randomly assigned to the treatment
group and the rest were assigned to control. Users in the treatment
group were presented with a new feature that only took effect ifa user
chose to activate the feature. Only 5% of treatment users activated
the new feature. The target outcome is the count of conversions.

Estimator ‘ Variance ‘ Var Reduction ‘ Mean-Zero Test p-value
Naive Difference-in-Means (baseline) 4.65E-4 N/A

CUPED (regression adjustment) 0.55E-4 | 88.2% (8.5x) N/A

CUPED OneSidedTrigger (prediction) 0.03E-4 | 99.2% (125x) 1E-34

CUPED OneSidedTrigger (balancing in-exp) | 0.08E-4 | 98.3% (58.8x) | 0.485

Table 2: Variance, Variance Reduction, and Mean-Zero Test for vari-
ous estimators. The CUPED estimators here all build upon outcome
model adjustment and use residualized Y as the target metric. The
balancing approach uses in-experiment features to pass the mean-
zero test while sacrificing approximately 2x in efficiency gains.

We used 31 pre-experiment features to build two models using
XGBoost[4]: One model is an outcome regression to predict con-
versions. The other is a triggering probability prediction model.
These two models are then used to construct various estimators of
the new feature’s overall ITT effect on conversions. Table 2 sum-
marizes the results. Using outcome regression modeling reduced
variance by a factor of 8.5, or 88.2%. This alone was very material.
However, given the low triggering rate of 5%, we anticipated that
a successful application of the one-sided trigger estimator could
yield significant efficiency gains beyond standard regression adjust-
ment. We first used the predicted triggering probabilities to define
weights w;, using the prediction approach described in Section 2.1.1.
The resulting one-sided trigger estimator achieved 125x or 99.2%



variance reduction compared to a naive difference-in-means base-
line. However, the mean-zero test failed with a highly significant
p-value of 1E—34, which meant we were missing some important
confounders of triggering status and outcome. Next, following the
balancing approach described in Sections 2.1.1and 3.1, we introduced
two additional in-experiment covariates that measure user activity
level during the experiment. We built a propensity score model of
e(X) :=P(T0|X,TOUC) using logistic regression, fit on the original
triggering probability predictions and the two in-experiment user
activity features. The predicted triggering probabilities provide a suf-
ficient dimension reduction of the 31 pre-experiment features, so we
do not include all the pre-experiment features individually. We then
constructed weights w; =é;/(1—¢;) for the Eq (3) augmentation term.
This balancing approach passed the mean-zero test with a p-value
of 0.485. Although introducing in-experiment features reduced the
efficiency gain (= 2x loss compared to the prediction approach), this
version of mean-zero augmentation still achieved a 58.8x variance
reduction (98.3%) compared to baseline, which is another 7x gain on
top of CUPED with outcome modeling regression adjustment.
While the prediction and balancing approaches behind the One-
Sided Trigger Estimator share many theoretical foundations with
observational causal inference techniques, a randomized design
paired with a testable mean-zero assumption make our estimation
approach more defensible in practice. In our experience, it is often dif-
ficult to pass the mean-zero test on the first try. For real applications,
applying the one-sided triggering technique likely involves an iter-
ative cycle of failing the mean-zero test and adding pre-experiment
or in-experiment covariates until the mean-zero augmentation con-
dition is satisfied. These iterative checks can largely be automated,
similar to tools that use hypothesis testing to do variable selection.

5 SIMULATION STUDY

We ran four simulation studies to validate and strengthen the un-
derstanding of our method. In the first study, we implement the
One-Sided Trigger as described in Section 2.2 and compare its aver-
age bias and standard error against that of the Naive estimator A(Y).
We also compare to estimators that could be used when triggering
statusis fully observed in both treatment and control groups. In Study
2, we compare the prediction approach to the balancing approach
for setting weights used in the CUPED augmentation term (ref. Sec-
tion 2.1.1). We demonstrate the phenomenon of increased variance
due to covariate overbalancing when we use in-sample propensity
score predictions (ref. Section 3). Study 3 shows the impact of combin-
ing regression adjustment with one-sided triggering augmentation.
Study 4 provides an example where observed pre-experiment covari-
ates are insufficient to make the augmentation mean-zero, and it is
necessary to balance on an in-experiment covariate. We share the
code® to replicate the simulation study.

5.1 Simulation Setup and Evaluation Methods

Our simulation design (Figure 2) mimics a conversion process often
of interest in online experiments. We outline the data generating
process (dgp) and refer the reader to the companion code for details.

We simulate a randomized experiment with n = 100,000 users,
of which nt =75,000 are assigned to treatment and the remaining

5https:// osf.io/kumé6d/?view_only=8c2f0fe6c40c40029faecb7a583f0c45
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Figure 2: DAG for the simulation design. Z is treatment assignment,
D is the actual triggering event, and Y is the outcome. S is the latent
triggering counterfactual status. X; and X, are pre-experiment
covariates that are confounders of S and Y. U is an unobserved
confounder, but X; and X, fully block all backdoor paths from Sto Y.

nc =25,000 are assigned to control. Each user i belongs to either a
high or low engagement tier, represented by an unobserved binary
label U;. Two pre-experiment covariates, X1; and X»;, are generated
from uniform distributions with alower bound of 0. The upper-bound
for X1; is 1 when U; =1, and 0.25 when U; =0; this allows us to set a
higher conversion rate for high-engagement users. The upper bound
for X»; is 1. The user-specific triggering rate (which parameterizes
the triggering counterfactual status S;) is a linear function of X;; and
X>i. The user-specific baseline conversion rate is a linear function
of X»; and U;. For those who triggered in the treatment group, we
add an additional constant treatment effect to the conversion rate.
The outcome Y; is generated from a binomial distribution with 30
trials and probability of success equal to the user-specific conversion
rate, which can be interpreted as total conversions in a 30-day period
under a fixed daily conversion rate. From Figure 2, we see that U,
X1, and X3 are confounders that affect both the triggering status S
and the outcome Y. The weak principal ignorability Assumption (1)
is satisfied when we condition on X; and X», thereby blocking all
backdoor paths from S to Y [34]. Unless otherwise stated, we assume
Sis only observed in the treatment group, i.e., we have an experiment
with one-sided triggering.

The most important statistics for this simulation study are as follows:

e The ground truth ITT effect is 0.075
o The triggering rate is 5%
e n1=75,000 and nc=25,000

For each study, we run 50,000 simulation trials and report the fol-
lowing evaluations for each estimator:

o Est. ITT. Estimated ITT. We compare this to the true ITT
effect of 0.075 to assess the mean bias of the estimator.

o True SE. Sample standard deviation across the 50,000 trials.
We use this as the estimator’s true (Monte Carlo) standard
error to compare sample efficiency.

o Est. SE. Average estimated standard error. We estimate the
SE of all One-Sided Trigger estimators with 1000 bootstrap
samples. We estimate SE for the Naive Difference-in-Means
and Trigger-Dilute estimators using closed form formulas.
We compare this to the Monte Carlo SE to validate that our
SE estimation is not biased.

In the following sections, we summarize results from each study.

5.2 Study 1:Benchmark againstother estimators

We first benchmark the CUPED One-Sided Trigger against other
unbiased ITT estimators including Naive A(Y), Trigger-Dilute, and
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the CUPED Two-Sided Trigger from Section ??. To obtain Trigger-
Dilute and Two-Sided Trigger estimates, we pretend S is observed for
control subjects. We implement the One-Sided Trigger following the
prediction approach, where the weights w; are predicted triggering
probabilities P(S; = 1|X1,;,X2,;). In particular, for each simulation
trial, we fit a logistic regression S ~ X + X3 using treatment group
data and make (out-of-sample) predictions on the control group.

Simulation results are in Table 3. We make several observations.
First, all estimators are unbiased for the true ITT of 0.075. Second,
Trigger-Dilute and Two-Sided Trigger have the same ground truth
variance and both reduce SE by about 4 times compared to Naive.
This is roughly a 16x variance reduction rate, and corroborates the
heuristic that variance reduction with trigger-dilute analysis can
be as high as the reciprocal of the triggering rate (which is set at
5% in our dgp). The proposed One-Sided Trigger estimator has the
smallest SE. This means that when the weak principal ignorability
assumption holds, not observing triggering status S in the control
group does not prevent us from using triggering to reduce variance.
In fact, exploiting the ignorability assumption allows us to obtain
precision improvements even beyond Trigger-Dilute. Third, all the
variance estimators indeed recover the ground truth SE. In particular,
we have confirmed that the bootstrap procedure described in 2.1 is
able to recover the true SE of the One-Sided Trigger estimator.

Estimator ‘ Est. ITT ‘ True SE ‘ Est. SE
Naive 0.0750 0.0122 0.0123
Trigger-Dilute 0.0750 0.00315 | 0.00315
Two-Sided Trigger | 0.0750 0.00315 | 0.00324
One-Sided Trigger | 0.0750 0.00195 | 0.00195

Table 3: (Study 1) Performance of One-Sided Trigger compared
to Naive and two other unbiased estimators that could be used if
triggering counterfactual status were fully observed for all units.

It is surprising that the One-Sided Trigger outperforms both
Trigger-Dilute and Two-Sided Trigger, even though the latter two
estimators have the benefit of observing S for both control and treat-
ment groups. The extra efficiency gain for the One-Sided Trigger
likely comes from its exploitation of weak principal ignorability,
which allows it to use the entire control group (i.e., a larger sam-
ple size) to obtain a more precise estimate of the control outcome
mean for the CO group. In our simulation setup, only 25% of units are
assigned to control, so increasing the effective sample size of the con-
trol group can help reduce the variance of estimated control means,
which are subsequently used to estimate the average treatment effect.

5.3 Study 2: Prediction vs. Balancing approach

This study explores different ways to balance C and T0 to create an
augmentation term for the One-Sided Trigger. Specifically, we com-
pare the prediction and balancing approaches for finding weights
in Eq (3). Results are shown in Table 4. All the One-Sided Trigger
estimators are unbiased, because we correctly account for the con-
founders X7 and X, when fitting the triggering probability model
and the propensity score model, and in entropy balancing. In terms of
SE, weights based on the triggering probability prediction approach
give the largest variance reduction, with a SE 0f 0.00195, which is
more than 3 times smaller than the SEs of the balancing-based es-
timators (SE ~0.00738). Among balancing approaches, propensity

score and entropy balancing have similar efficiency, although adding
an unnecessary covariate U slightly reduces efficiency.

Estimator | Est.ITT | TrueSE | Est.SE
Naive 0.0750 0.0122 0.0123
Trigger-Dilute 0.0750 0.00315 | 0.00315
CUPED One-Sided Trigger estimators:

Triggering probability prediction 0.0750 0.00195 | 0.00195
Triggering probability ground truth 0.0750 0.00227 | 0.00228
Balancing with propensity score 0.0750 0.00738 | 0.00738
Entropy balancing on X1,X> 0.0750 0.00738 | 0.00737
Entropy balancing on X1,X>,U 0.0750 0.00797 | 0.00797

Table 4: (Study 2) Estimation performance of CUPED One-Sided
Trigger under different specifications of the augmentation term.

This study shows that a prediction approach results in larger
variance reduction than a balancing approach. This is because the
predicted triggering probabilities are out-of-sample predictions,
whereas the estimated propensity scores are in-sample predictions.
(The triggering probability model is trained on all treatment units,
and used to make out-of-sample predictions for control units. The
propensity score model is trained on all control units and trigger-
complement units in the treated group, TOUC, and used to make in-
sample predictions of whether a unit belongs to C.) Using in-sample
predictions to construct the CUPED augmentation term means there
will be less “good” variation retained in the augmentation (ref. Sec-
tion 3) that is correlated with A(Y). In turn, this means the amount of
variance reduced will be smaller. Similarly, when we entropy balance
on (X1,X»,U) instead of just (X1,X2), we are overbalancing, reducing
“good” variation, and again see a reduction in efficiency gains.

5.4 Study 3: Balancing
in addition to regression adjustment

In practice, we always use regression adjustment of pre-experiment
covariates. In this study, we first fit a regression model predicting
Y using (X1,X2), and then apply our various estimators on residual
outcomes Y* := Y —E[Y|X1,X2]. Results in Table 5 show that all
estimators remain unbiased. Both Naive and Trigger-Dilute now
have smaller SEs compared to Studies 1 and 2 because of the (X7,X>)
regression adjustment. All the CUPED One-Sided Trigger estimators
also have smaller SEs compared to Table 4.

This study illustrates various remarks from Section 3. When we
combine regression adjustment with one-sided trigger augmenta-
tion, balancing on the same pre-experiment covariates used for re-
gression adjustment does not penalize us with increased variance. In
fact, as Table 5 shows, all the CUPED One-Sided Trigger estimators
now have the same standard error, with the exception of the estimator
thatincludes U in entropy balancing. This exception is not surprising,
and illustrates the point that overbalancing on additional covariates
that are not included in regression adjustment will increase variance.
In our simulation model (Fig. 2), we know controlling for (X3,X3)
already satisfies the weak principal ignorability assumption. It is
unnecessary to further balance on U, and doing so will in fact be over-
balancing. Balancing on auxiliary covariates that are not needed to
ensure a mean-zero %y will reduce the amount of “good” covariate im-
balance retained in the augmentation term and consequently dimin-
ish efficiency gains. In real applications, we can always include more



covariates in the balancing approach to minimize the risk of missing
confounders, in exchange for potentially reduced efficiency gains.

Estimator | Est.ITT | TrueSE | Est.SE
Naive 0.0750 0.00995 | 0.00999
Trigger-Dilute 0.0750 0.00275 | 0.00275
CUPED One-Sided Trigger Estimators:

Triggering probability prediction 0.0750 0.00194 | 0.00194
Triggering probability ground truth 0.0750 0.00194 | 0.00194
Balancing with propensity score 0.0750 0.00194 | 0.00194
Entropy balancing on X1,X» 0.0750 0.00194 | 0.00195
Entropy balancing on X;,Xp,U 0.0750 | 0.00359 | 0.00357

Table 5: (Study 3) Estimation performance of various estimators,
applied on residual outcomes Y*=Y-E[Y|X1,X3].

5.5 Study 4: Use in-experiment
covariate for bias-variance tradeoff

This study exploreshow One-Sided Trigger estimators perform when
weak principal ignorability (1) does not hold. Specifically, we pretend
the triggering-impact confounder X; is not observed and that we
only have access to X3 as a pre-experiment covariate. U, which is
also a triggering-impact confounder, is treated as an in-experiment
observation, so it cannot be used to fit a triggering probability model,
but can be used for covariate balancing to create a CUPED augmen-
tation term. This situation is akin to the real experiment we shared
in Section 4. We replicate the simulation as in Study 3, with the only
change that X is removed from regression adjustment as well as all
model fitting and covariate balancing.

Comparing Table 6 to Table 5 shows that Naive and Trigger-Dilute
estimators are still unbiased, though now with slightly larger SEs
due to missing X7 in the regression adjustment. The main difference
is that One-Sided Trigger estimators with triggering probability
prediction, balancing with propensity score weights, and entropy
balancing on X3, are no longer unbiased. This confirms that X, alone
does not capture all confounding between triggering status S and out-
come Y. When Assumption 1 is violated and no further adjustments
are applied, the CUPED augmentation term (3) will be significantly
different from zero, and One-Sided Trigger estimates will be biased.
(Recall that the real experiment in Section 4 had an extremely low
p-value when we did not include in-experiment covariates.) Because
in our dgp (X»,U) also satisfies weak principal ignorability (by block-
ing all backdoor paths from S to Y), including the in-experiment
covariate U in entropy balancing successfully removes the mean
bias, but results in a larger SE compared to its biased counterparts.

Estimator | Est.ITT | TrueSE | Est.SE
Naive 0.0750 0.0104 0.0105

Trigger-Dilute 0.0750 0.00287 | 0.00287
CUPED One-Sided Trigger Estimators:

Triggering probability prediction 0.0797 0.00203 | 0.00202
Balancing with propensity score 0.0797 0.00203 | 0.00202
Entropy balancing on X; 0.0797 | 0.00203 | 0.00203
Entropy balancing on X,U 0.0750 | 0.00478 | 0.00480

Table 6: (Study 4) Not observing confounder X; results in biased
CUPED estimators until we introduce an in-experiment covariate
U that is correlated with both the triggering counterfactual and
outcome. All estimation approaches here are applied on residual
outcomes Y=Y -E[Y|X;].

6 CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS

When the triggering rate in a randomized experiment is low, it is crit-
ical to exploit subjects’ triggering counterfactual status to efficiently
estimate the overall ITT effect. However, it is not always possible
to know whether a control subject would have triggered the active
treatment had they been assigned to the treatment group. This kind
of one-sided triggering problem poses a challenge both in theory
and in practice.

This paper tackles one-sided triggering purely as a variance re-
duction problem. We reduce the sampling variance of the inefficient
difference-in-outcome-means estimator by appending a mean-zero
augmentation term, which serves as a form of covariate adjustment.
We derive this mean-zero augmentation by comparing the treated
trigger-complement group T0 against the entire control group C.
Specifically, we reweight subjects in C to make the distribution of
outcome Y among C comparable to that among T0. It is known in
the principal stratification literature that such weights exist and can
be estimated as a function of pre-experiment covariates when weak
principal ignorability holds. Following this theory, we propose our
augmentation Eq (3) with weights found using either a prediction
approach or a balancing approach. The latter has the benefit of al-
lowing in-experiment covariates to be included in balancing, in stark
contrast to typical covariate balancing applications.

A simulation study shows that our proposed estimator can be
even more efficient than standard estimators that are used when the
triggering counterfactual status is observed in both treatment and
control groups. Both the prediction and balancing approaches to
find control unit weights can result in similar efficiency gains when
used in conjunction with covariate regression adjustment from an
outcome prediction model.

In real case studies, as shown in Section 4, conditioning on pre-
experiment covariates may be insufficient to satisfy weak principal
ignorability, and our augmentation will fail to pass a mean-zero test.
For such scenarios, we find that including in-experiment observa-
tions in the balancing approach can effectively reduce or eliminate
bias, in exchange for extra variance. In the worst case, we balance
on the in-experiment outcome-of-interest so the augmentation be-
comes a point mass at zero and we forfeit any efficiency gains. How-
ever, in practice there are often plenty of available in-experiment
observations correlated with the triggering counterfactual, such
that controlling for or balancing on these covariates can mitigate
confounding between triggering status and the outcome. This sets
our method apart from traditional balancing procedures in the ob-
servational studies literature, where it is typically forbidden to use
in-experiment data for adjustment.

Our variance reduction method relies on the construction of an
augmentation term that equals zero in expectation. Although this
condition can be tested, the mean-zero test has limited statistical
power for small biases, so it does not guarantee complete removal
of mean bias. Experimenters need to trade off potential undetected
bias against precision gains. When an ITT estimate is inconclusive
and unhelpful for making business decisions, it may be worthwhile
to sacrifice small levels of unbiasedness for large efficiency gains
that will support decision-making and product iterations.
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