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Abstract

Digital platforms deliver numerous interventions to their users. One of platforms’
main goals is to estimate the causal effect of these interventions. An ideal way to
answer this question is to run a fully randomized experiment. However, the economic
cost of such experiments is high, making alternative approaches based on observational
data appealing to digital platforms. In this paper, we study the feasibility of using
observational methods in the presence of algorithmic decision-making. Although
the setting created by algorithmic decision-making satisfies the unconfoundedness
assumption as the assignment rule is known, the overlap assumption is often violated
because these algorithms generate deterministic recommendations. We theoretically
show that the violation of overlap can substantially bias the estimates of the average
treatment effect from observational data. We quantify this bias and discuss whether it
is practically relevant in digital platforms. To address this issue, we propose a novel
solution based on machine learning methods used for matrix completion that allows us
to recover the average treatment effect estimates if the underlying space of treatment
effects is low rank. We validate our theoretical results using synthetic and experimental
data and discuss the implications.
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1 Introduction
Digital platforms deliver numerous interventions to their users every day. These interventions
can take different forms, such as push notifications on mobile phones, content recommendations
on streaming platforms, etc. At the core of this large-scale delivery of interventions are two
elements: data collection and algorithmic decision-making. Digital platforms collect massive
amounts of data from the users of their basic information such as demographics and their behavioral
characteristics such as their past browsing history. These data are then given as inputs to algorithms
that can efficiently process them and make real-time decisions, thereby allowing platforms to deliver
interventions at a very large scale.

An important question that digital platforms and academic researchers want to know the answer
to is the causal effect of these interventions. The gold standard in both research and practice is to
use randomized controlled trials (RCT), where some users randomly receive the treatment, and
some do not. This randomization, in turn, allows us to identify and estimate the causal effect of
an intervention. However, running fully randomized experiments is not always in the interest of
the platform because experiments can come at the expense of assigning a large group of users to
sub-optimal interventions. Thus, it is crucially important for these platforms to estimate the causal
effects of interventions with their existing observational data.

Both experimental and observational methods to estimate the causal effect of an intervention rely
on a set of assumptions called strong ignorability of the treatment assignment. Strong ignorability
assumption is a mix of two assumptions: (1) unconfoundedness of the treatment assignment,
which states that conditional on observed covariates, assignment to the treatment is independent of
potential outcomes, and (2) overlap or positivity of the treatment assignment, which assumes that
the assignment to the treatment is probabilistic, that is, the propensity score of the treatment is a
probability strictly between zero and one. The part that is often violated in observational studies is
the unconfoundedness assumption. That is, there are unobserved confounding factors that affect
both the treatment assignment and the outcome of interest. The presence of confounding, therefore,
hampers researchers’ ability to draw causal inference from observational studies.

What is different in digital platforms is that the unconfoundedness assumption is more plausible
than in most settings. This is because the platform itself delivers the interventions to users. As such,
given the output of the algorithm used for decision-making at the digital platform, assignment to a
treatment is unconfounded. Even if the researcher does not have access to the algorithmic output but
the data used for algorithmic decision-making, it is still possible to satisfy the unconfoundedness
assumption by learning the underlying selection mechanism from data. This is increasingly an
easier task with the development of methods that combine causal inference with machine learning
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methods to capture complex confoundedness in the data. Thus, the presence of the exact output of
the algorithm or high-dimensional data used for algorithmic decision-making serves as a strong
motivation for using observational methods in the context of digital platforms.

What arises as an important challenge is an often-ignored part of the ignorability assumption:
overlap or the requirement for the probabilistic assignment. Although algorithmic decision-making
helps platforms better use their interventions, many of these algorithms only generate deterministic
outputs. That is, one intervention will be shown with probability one, and the other interventions
have zero probability of being shown. For example, the promotion offered by a ride-sharing app is
the deterministic output of an algorithm. In these cases, the overlap assumption is violated, which
leaves us with no theoretical guarantee for the estimated treatment effects. In this paper, we consider
the case of a digital platform whose context satisfies the unconfoundedness assumption because the
algorithmic outputs are readily available at the platform but violates the overlap assumption because
of the deterministic assignment employed by the algorithms. To that end, we seek to answer the
following sets of research questions:

1. How does the lack of overlap bias the estimates of average treatment effect in observational
studies that satisfy the unconfoundedness assumption? Can the state-of-the-art model-based
and model-free approaches overcome this challenge?

2. How likely is this lack of overlap to cause bias in the average treatment effect estimates from
a practical standpoint?

3. What are the solutions to this problem, and under what assumptions do they work?

To answer these questions, we develop a simple framework that distinguishes between three regions
in the data based on the treatment assignment: (1) probabilistic assignment, where the propensity
score of the assignment is a number in the non-exclusive interval of (0, 1), (2) deterministic
assignment, where the treatment assignment happens deterministically with probability one, i.e.,
propensity score for the treatment is one, and (3) deterministic no-assignment, where the treatment
assignment will not happen with probability one, i.e., the propensity score for the treatment is
zero. As such, the only region that satisfies the overlap assumption is the one with the probabilistic
assignment. We further define three conditional average treatment effects (CATE) for each of these
three regions to allow for the possibility that these estimands are different at the population level.
This allows us to say something concrete and testable about the magnitude of bias in our treatment
effect estimates that is caused by the lack of overlap.

Our theoretical analysis first shows that the conditional average treatment effect for the regions
with deterministic assignment is unidentified. We then consider the case where we use the data from
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all three regions with a known propensity score and examine how well we can estimate the average
treatment effect in this case. This mimics the setting at digital platforms where the propensity
scores are either known ex-ante or can be estimated accurately. We also focus on the state-of-the-art
model-based and model-free approaches to estimate the average treatment effects, such as double
machine learning (Chernozhukov et al., 2018a) to ensure that a poor modeling choice does not
drive the results of our analysis. Our analysis shows that all these methods can result in substantial
bias due to the lack of overlap even when propensity scores are known. In cases where propensity
scores need to be estimated, this bias can be considerably larger. On the bright side, our analysis
shows that if the propensity scores are known, a large class of observational methods can recover
the only identifiable causal estimand in the data, the conditional average treatment effect for the
region with a probabilistic assignment. This finding allows us to quantify the magnitude of bias in a
concrete manner and arrive at an important insight: the magnitude of bias in the ATE estimate can
be arbitrarily large if the overlap assumption is violated. We then carry out a series of simulation
experiments to verify our theoretical findings.

Next, we focus on the prevalence of this problem and ask the following question: to what extent
will this issue arise in practical contexts? In principle, if the assignment probability is a function of
the conditional average treatment effect for an observation, the lack of overlap likely results in large
biases in the estimates of average treatment effects. The problem is that if the digital platform is
also interested in optimizing the same causal estimand, the optimal strategy for them is to assign
interventions based on scores that are related to users’ conditional average treatment effects (Shalit
et al., 2017; Wager and Athey, 2018). We consider two well-known cases in practice: (1) digital
promotions and (2) advertising auctions. In the former, platforms usually use predictive models that
estimate users’ responsiveness to promotions and deterministically assign users with responsiveness
above a certain threshold to promotions, so points at the right-tail of CATE distribution are more
likely to belong to the deterministic assignment region. In the latter case, advertisers’ bids usually
reflect their CATE for each impression, so an advertiser with a very low CATE will never win
the auction, which creates deterministic no-assignment at the left tail of CATE distribution. In
both cases, the conditional average treatment effect of the probabilistic region is not the same as
the average treatment effect for the entire population because the deterministic regions are likely
selected from the tails of the CATE distribution. We theoretically characterize these cases and use
simulation to demonstrate that even small associations between CATE and deterministic assignment
can generate large biases in ATE estimates.

Once we establish the existence and prevalence of the lack of overlap in observational studies
involving digital platforms and the challenges it pose, we focus on the potential solutions for this
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problem. We propose a framework that formulates the unidentifiability of the conditional average
treatment effect for the overlap-violating regions of the data as a missing data problem. Although
we cannot fix this problem with a single study at hand, we can potentially use the information
across studies to help with this missing data problem. In particular, if we have multiple studies with
different treatments (e.g., price discount in one study and push notification for a loyalty program in
another) whose individualized effects come from a low-rank space, we can use matrix completion
methods to impute the conditional average treatment effect for the overlap-violating regions. In
particular, we set CATE estimates from the overlap-violating regions as question marks in a matrix
and only estimate CATE for units whose assignment is probabilistic. We then exploit the variation
among those entries in the matrix to complete the matrix for the deterministic regions. The intuition
for this approach is as follows: if there are a few factors that collectively determine CATE for each
study, we can exploit similarities across users and across treatments to identify those factors and
impute CATEs for units that belong to overlap-violating regions. Once we complete the matrix for
the parts that were formerly unidentified, we can correct the bias in the ATE estimates.

We deliver a series of simulation studies to establish the performance of our proposed algorithm.
We consider a wide range of deterministic assignment problems that may arise in real settings.
Each case corresponds to a specific missingness pattern in the estimated CATE matrix due to
identifiability issues. To that end, we consider two types of missingness patterns: (1) random and
(2) CATE-dependent. When missingness is at random, we show that both Double ML (or other
conventional ATE estimation approaches) and our proposed method are able to recover ATE across
studies. However, our proposed method has lower error as it exploits the variation across studies. In
settings with CATE-dependent missingness, we simulate cases where observations with higher or
lower CATEs are more likely to have a deterministic assignment or no-assignment, which resemble
settings for promotion assignment and advertising auctions. We show that the ATE estimates under
conventional approaches such as Double ML are largely biased. However, our proposed method
can reliably recover the true ATE.

Finally, we use actual data to evaluate the performance of our proposed algorithm. We design a
game with 20 questions and randomize the deals provided in each question separately. We further
include parts in our experiment that collect rich pre-treatment variables that allow us to estimate
heterogeneous treatment effects. We run our experiment on Mechanical Turk to recruit participants.
Our experiment design provides us with 20 experiments with their ground truth ATEs, which
allows us to examine how our proposed algorithm performs in recovering the true ATEs relative
to the state-of-the-art benchmarks. We consider three separate outcome variables and a series of
assignment scenarios that vary in their level of adversariality and difficulty in recovering ATE.
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Our results consistently show substantially better performance by our proposed algorithm than the
benchmarks.

In sum, our paper makes several contributions to the literature. Methodologically, we present
a comprehensive study of the overlap assumption and theoretically characterize the context in
digital platforms that use algorithmic decision-making. In particular, we quantify the bias caused
by the lack of overlap in a variety of contexts and propose a novel machine-learning solution that
views the identification challenge as a missing data problem and combines heterogeneous treatment
effect estimation with matrix completion to recover the treatment effects. From a substantive
and practical viewpoint, we identify an important challenge for the digital platforms that employ
algorithmic decision-making. While most of the applied causal inference literature is focused on
satisfying unconfoundedness using state-of-the-art causal machine learning methods, we show
that the fundamental problem in digital platforms is, in fact, the overlap violation. We further
discuss empirical contexts where this problem may arise, such as digital promotions and advertising.
Overall, our proposed algorithm is fairly general and can be applied to many contexts, specifically
those in digital settings where platforms deliver numerous interventions that have common factors
and satisfy the low-rank requirements. Thus, we expect our framework to be valuable for platforms
that want to utilize their existing observational data and researchers who access the data from such
platforms.

2 Related Literature
Broadly, our paper relates to the causal inference literature that aims to estimate treatment effects
(Neyman, 1923; Imbens and Rubin, 2015). Following the influential paper by (Rosenbaum and
Rubin, 1983), much of this literature focuses on a set of assumptions known as the strong ignorability
of the treatment assignment, which is a combination of two assumptions: unconfoundedness and
overlap. While the unconfoundedness assumption has received considerable attention in the
literature, the overlap assumption has often been viewed as a more straightforward assumption
to be satisfied in real settings. As such, less attention has been paid to the overlap assumption
in prior studies on causal inference, with a few notable exceptions that focus on various aspects
of the overlap assumption, such as studying sample trimming strategies (Crump et al., 2009; Ma
and Wang, 2020; D’Amour et al., 2021), extra assumptions that help recover causal estimands for
overlap-violating regions (Nethery et al., 2019), and quantifying the uncertainty in overlap-violating
regions of observational data (Jesson et al., 2020). Motivated by the context of algorithmic decision-
making in digital platforms and the prevalent violation of this assumption in such contexts, we study
the overlap assumption – how it arises and what theoretical implications it has for treatment effect
estimates. We contribute to this literature by characterizing the bias induced by the lack of overlap
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and identifying cases where the lack of overlap can be detrimental in the sense that conventional
solutions such as using more competent causal machine learning models and sample trimming do
not solve the problem. We further add to this literature by proposing a machine learning approach
based on matrix completion that imposes low-rank assumptions on the treatment effects space to
help correct this bias.

Second, our paper relates to the literature on the growing intersection of machine learning
and causal inference. In recent years, a series of papers combined the insights from the causal
inference literature with the flexibility and scalability of machine learning models in learning
patterns from data to develop new methods to estimate causal estimands such as average treatment
effect (Belloni et al., 2014; Chernozhukov et al., 2018a; Athey et al., 2018) or conditional average
treatment effect (Shalit et al., 2017; Athey et al., 2019; Chernozhukov et al., 2018b; Nie and Wager,
2021). In marketing, many recent papers used these methods in a variety of application domains
such as personalized promotions (Simester et al., 2020a,b), customer relationship management
(Ascarza, 2018), personalized free-trial (Yoganarasimhan et al., 2022), ad targeting and sequencing
(Rafieian and Yoganarasimhan, 2021; Rafieian, 2022), video advertising format (Rafieian et al.,
2023), and personalized versioning (Goli et al., 2022b). We add to this literature in two separate
ways. First, we theoretically characterize the performance of causal machine learning methods
when the overlap assumption is violated. Second, we propose a machine learning algorithm that
exploits the similarities between the treatments in the treatment space and overcomes the issue of
overlap violation under certain assumptions.

Finally, our paper relates to the literature on matrix completion. Although the popularity of
these models stems from the Netflix Prize for movie recommendation (Bennett et al., 2007), the
application of matrix completion models is much broader to any setting where the underlying
structure of matrix with missing data is low-rank (Mazumder et al., 2010). The relevance and
success of matrix completion models motivated a large stream of theoretical work that establish
the main theoretical guarantees of these models (Candès and Recht, 2009; Candès and Tao, 2010;
Recht, 2011; Gross, 2011; Negahban and Wainwright, 2011). Recent work has focused on the
intersection of matrix completion and causal inference and found useful applications (Kallus et al.,
2018; Athey et al., 2021; Agarwal et al., 2021). Our work adds to this literature by formulating
the unidentifiability of the overlap-violating parts of data as a missing data problem and applying
matrix completion models to exploit cross-study variation and recover the true causal parameters.
Specifically, we bring the recent advancements in CATE estimation to the matrix completion
problem to help utilize the rich information in the covariate space.
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3 Algorithmic Decision-making

3.1 Problem Definition

We first formally define our problem. Consider a general case where a digital platform delivers
interventions to observation units. The observation unit is often a user in digital platforms. When
an observation unit is available to receive the intervention, the platform chooses from the set of
all interventions, which is denoted byW in our problem. For example, this set can be the list of
different ads to show to the user. For observation i, let Wi denote the intervention delivered to the
user, and Xi denote the vector of observable characteristics from the super set X . As customary in
digital platforms, the vector of characteristics Xi is often high-dimensional with detailed information
about the user such as demographics and past user history, as well as contextual factors such as the
timestamp of the observation.

In order to determine which intervention to deliver in each observation, digital platforms
generally use an algorithm that scalably uses the feature vector Xi and returns an intervention that
optimizes the platform’s objective. For any intervention w ∈ W , we characterize this algorithmic
policy as a function πw : X → [0, 1], where πw(Xi) determines the probability that the platform
chooses intervention w in observation i. The function πw is the same as the propensity score
function in the causal inference literature. Digital platforms often have direct access to this function.

Once the intervention is delivered, the platform collects the outcome of interest Yi for observation
i. This outcome is defined based on the problem under the study. For example, this outcome can
be clicks or usage for push notifications. Following the potential outcomes framework, we define
Yi(w) for each w ∈ W as the potential outcome we would have observed under intervention w. For
simplicity and greater consistency with the causal inference literature, we focus our analysis on the
binary case with one treatment and one control group.1 As such, Wi = 1 means that observation
i has received the treatment, whereas Wi = 0 refers to the case where observation i has received
the control. Hence, for each observation i, there are two potential outcomes Yi(0) and Yi(1). With
this notation in place, we now define two estimands that researchers and practitioners often want to
estimate as follows:

Definition 1. The Average Treatment Effect (ATE) is denoted by τ ∗ and defined as follows:

τ ∗ = E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)], (1)

where the expectation is taken over the entire population.

1The results are easily generalizable to the case with multiple treatment levels.
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The Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE) is the same as ATE conditional on a certain

value of the covariate vector. We denote CATE as τ ∗(x) and define it as follows:

τ ∗(x) = E[Yi(1)− Yi(0) | Xi = x]. (2)

The prior literature on causal inference has proposed a wide variety of methods to estimate
ATE and CATE (Imbens and Rubin, 2015). These methods require a set of assumptions known
as (1) Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA), and (2) Strong Ignorability of Treatment

Assignment. SUTVA states that there is a single version of each treatment, and the units do not
interfere with each other. In digital settings where treatments are well-defined with a single version
and a unit’s treatment status, and action is isolated in the sense that it does not change the treatment
status of other units, SUTVA would be more plausible. In this paper, we consider the cases where
SUTVA holds to exclusively focus on cases where the ignorability assumption is violated.2

The second set of assumptions is known as Strong Ignorability assumption, which is defined in
the seminal paper by Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983) as follows:

Definition 2. The assignment to treatment is strongly ignorable given the observed covariates Xi,

if we have:

• Unconfoundedness: The potential outcomes are independent of the treatment assignment

conditional on observed covariates:

{Yi(1), Yi(0)} ⊥⊥ Wi | Xi, (3)

which is known as the unconfoundedness assumption and referred to with other names such as

selection on observables, conditional exogeneity, etc.

• Overlap: The assignment to the treatment is probabilistic, that is:

0 < Pr(Wi = 1 | Xi) < 1, (4)

where Pr(Wi = 1 | Xi) is the same as the propensity score when w = 1, that is, π(Xi).3 This

assumption is often referred to as the overlap or positivity assumption and guarantees that the

assignment to the treatment is not deterministic.

The strong ignorability assumption serves as the foundation for studies of causal inference. The

2A series of recent studies show cases where SUTVA is violated in digital settings. Please see Goli et al. (2022a) for a
great summary of these cases.

3For brevity, instead of π1(Xi), we use π(Xi).
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most common challenge in observational studies is often the unobservability of the assignment rule,
which results in the confoundedness of the treatment. That is, there is an unobservable variable Zi

that affects both the treatment assignment and the outcome, thereby resulting in selection bias in the
estimates of the average treatment effect.

The key difference in digital platforms that employ algorithmic decision-making is that the
assignment rule is often fully observable. That is, the platform can easily store the Xi used for
algorithmic decision-making and the output of the algorithm π(Xi), which is shown to be sufficient
to satisfy the unconfoundedness assumption (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983). Hence, observational
studies on digital platforms do not suffer from the well-known confoundedness or endogeneity
problem since there is no selection on unobservables. What makes these observational studies
challenging is the commonly ignored part of the strong ignorability assumption, which requires
the treatment assignment to be probabilistic. Although the probabilistic assignment is plausible in
more traditional studies without algorithmic decision-making in the background, algorithms used
by digital platforms to deliver interventions are often deterministic. That is, π(Xi) can be equal to
zero or one depending on Xi.

Our goal in this paper is to study the consequences of the lack of overlap in observational studies
on digital platforms. As such, we can formally define the problem as follows:

Definition 3. Consider a digital platform that uses data D = {Yi,Wi, Xi, π(Xi)}. The main

estimands the platform wants to estimate are the average treatment effect (ATE) for the entire

population and conditional average treatment effects (CATE) for each value of the vector of

covariates.

Following the formal definition of our problem in Definition 3, our primary goals in this paper
are to (1) quantify the magnitude of bias due to this overlap violation, (2) identify the link between
this bias and the algorithm used by the platform, and (3) discuss potential solutions to overcome
this problem.

3.2 Analysis

In this section, we theoretically analyze how the lack of overlap can lead to biased estimates of the
average treatment effect (ATE). We start by showing the identification problem with the lack of
overlap in observational data in §3.2.1. We then examine how the model-based approaches such as
double machine learning perform in estimating the ATE in §3.2.2. Finally, we focus on model-free
approaches such as importance sampling and theoretically derive their properties in §3.2.3.
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• Three assignment regions
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No-Assignment

Probabilistic 
Assignment

Deterministic 
Assignment

𝛼! 𝛼" 𝛼#

𝜏! 𝜏" 𝜏#

Proportions (no assumption on sizes)

CATE

𝜏∗ = 𝛼"𝜏" + 𝛼#𝜏# + 𝛼$𝜏$

Figure 1: Different regions based on the type of assignment.

3.2.1 Identification Challenge

It is well-known that the violation of the overlap assumption can bias ATE estimates. In this section,
we illustrate this point by presenting a simple framework that we can use for our subsequent analysis.
To do so, we first introduce a new notation that captures the difference between different parts of
the covariate space. In particular, we focus on the conditional average treatment effect for three
separate groups of observation units as shown in Figure 1:

• Probabilistic assignment region: For observations where 0 < π(Xi) < 1, we define τr =

E[Yi(1)− Yi(0) | 0 < π(Xi) < 1], which is the average treatment effect for the observations
that have a probabilistic assignment. We denote the fraction of such observations in our data by
αr.

• Deterministic no-assignment region: For observations where π(Xi) = 0, we define τ0 =

E[Yi(1) − Yi(0) | π(Xi) = 0], which is the average treatment effect for observations that
certainly receive the control. We denote the fraction of such observations in our data by α0.

• Deterministic assignment region: For observations where π(Xi) = 1, we define τ1 = E[Yi(1)−
Yi(0) | π(Xi) = 1], which is the average treatment effect for observations certainly receive the
treatment. We denote the fraction of such observations in our data by α1.

Now, we can define the average treatment effect as τ ∗ = αrτr+α0τ0+α1τ1, where αr+α0+α1 = 1.
This decomposition allows us to highlight where the deterministic assignment creates a problem.
Suppose that the digital platform wants to use data D to estimate τ1. The problem is that for this
slice of the population, the treatment variable is perfectly correlated with the propensity score, that
is, Wi = π(Xi) = 1. The same problem is present in identifying τ0, since there is no residual
variation in treatment. Thus, we can write the following lemma:

Lemma 1. The conditional average treatment effects τ1 and τ0 are unidentifiable given data D.

In light of Lemma 1, the only identifiable piece of τ ∗ is τr. We now want to see how this
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identification problem manifests itself in both model-based and model-free approaches to estimate
causal estimands.

3.2.2 Model-based Approaches to Estimate ATE

There are many model-based approaches one could use to estimate ATE from observational data.
The traditional approach is to use a linear regression that projects the outcome on the treatment
variable as well as other controls and estimates the average treatment effect. These methods work
well if the confoundedness in the treatment assignment is captured by a linear combination of
covariates. However, in many high-dimensional settings, the assignment has more complex patterns,
which makes linear controls inadequate in accounting for observed confoundedness. Further, the
relationship between other covariates and the outcome can also follow a non-linear pattern. These
limitations, in turn, attracted a growing body of work that brings machine learning methods to causal
inference in order to increase the flexibility and robustness of model-based methods to estimate
ATE (Belloni et al., 2014; Chernozhukov et al., 2018a). Many of these methods are now considered
state-of-the-art methods for estimating the ATE. Our goal is to quantify the magnitude of bias when
we use these methods to estimate the causal estimands.

We present a general framework to study model-based approaches. Let µw(x) = E[Yi(w) |
Xi = x] denote the underlying population model for the conditional potential outcomes for any w.
We can write:

Yi(w) = µ0(Xi) + τ ∗(Xi)w + ϵi(w), (5)

where ϵi(w) denotes the structural error term for any value of the treatment w ∈ {0, 1}. Uncon-
foundedness implies that E[ϵi(Wi) | Xi,Wi] = 0. We further define function m as the conditional
mean function such that m(x) = E[Y | X = x]. We can now write the following decomposition:

Yi −m(Xi) = (Wi − π(Xi)) τ
∗(Xi) + ϵi(Wi), (6)

which holds because m(Xi) = µ0(Xi)+τ ∗(Xi)π(Xi). This decomposition – which is first proposed
by Robinson (1988) for estimating partially linear models – serves as a foundation for model-based
approaches to estimate ATE or CATE that use machine learning models for causal inference. The
key insight is that we can use machine learning models to flexibly learn nuisance functions m(Xi)

and π(Xi), and then feed these estimates into an objective function to estimate causal estimands.
We can define this objective function as follows:

τ ∗(·) = argmin
τ
E
[
(Yi −m(Xi)− (Wi − π(Xi)) τ(Xi))

2] . (7)
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The double machine learning (DML) approach estimates both nuisance functions using machine
learning models and then estimates the ATE using a version of the objective function above, where
there is only one τ(Xi) for the population (Chernozhukov et al., 2018a). A series of methods use this
decomposition to estimate heterogeneous treatment effects or CATE by using random forests (Athey
et al., 2019), or more broadly, any loss minimization method (Nie and Wager, 2021; Chernozhukov
et al., 2018b). We now use this objective function to prove the following proposition:

Proposition 1. Suppose that there is a digital platform that has access to dataD = {Yi,Wi, Xi, π(Xi)},
where π(Xi) is known, but takes values zero and one for parts of the population. The estimated

average treatment effect (ATE) τ̂ under any method that uses the objective function in Equation (7)
converges to τr in probability, that is:

τ̂
p→ τr (8)

Proof. See Web Appendix A.1.

This proposition shows that state-of-the-art model-based approaches such as double machine
learning estimate τr as the ATE when the propensity is known. As such, to the extent that τr is
different from τ ∗, the estimate for the ATE would be biased. Given that τr appears in the equation
for τ ∗, the question is if there is any bound for the magnitude of bias. In light of Proposition 1, we
know that the magnitude of bias is |τ ∗− τ̂ | p→ |(αr−1)τr+α0τ0+α1τ1| such that αr+α0+α1 = 1,
which allows us to further simplify this expression to the following:

|τ ∗ − τ̂ | p→ |α0(τ0 − τr) + α1(τ1 − τr)|. (9)

This simplification highlights the fact that if the treatment effects for the deterministic regions
are the same as the treatment effect for the probabilistic region, there will be no bias. However,
it is easy to imagine scenarios where the difference in τ1, τ0, and τr creates a substantial bias in
estimates of the average treatment effect. In fact, for any constant c, we can find τ0 and τ1 such that
|α0(τ0− τr) + α1(τ1− τr)| = c, which implies that we can have any magnitude of bias. We present
this intuition in the following corollary:

Corollary 1. The magnitude of bias can be any arbitrary amount if either α0 or α1 is non-zero.

While Corollary 1 shows that the bias can be of any magnitude if we have a deterministic
assignment in our population, the bright side is that all the methods that use the objective function in
Equation (7) are able to recover the only identifiable part of τ ∗. That is, the presence of deterministic
assignment for parts of the population does not result in biased estimates of the region with the
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probabilistic assignment. Hence, the researcher can rely on the estimates as consistent estimators of
the true population parameters for the region with the probabilistic assignment.4

3.2.3 Model-free Approaches to Estimate ATE

In §3.2.2, we show that model-based approaches to estimate ATE fail to recover the true ATE.
However, one could argue that the bias comes from outcome modeling. To address this issue, we
discuss model-free approaches to estimate the ATE that directly use the realized outcomes without
modeling them. The foundation for these approaches is the idea of importance sampling proposed
by Horvitz and Thompson (1952) in their seminal paper. The idea is to weight each observation by
its inverse propensity score, which gives us the following estimator for the ATE:

τ̂IPS =
1

N

(
N∑
i=1

Yi

(
Wi

π(Xi)
− 1−Wi

1− π(Xi)

))
, (10)

where the first term Wi/π(Xi) weights the observations that received the treatment by the inverse
probability of that assignment, and the second term (1−Wi)/(1− π(Xi)) weights the observations
that did not receive the treatment. This estimator estimates the average treatment effect by subtract-
ing an estimate of what would have happened if everyone had received the control from an estimate
of what would have happened if everyone had received the treatment. It is a model-free approach
because we do not need any model of the outcome to estimate our causal estimand.

In the absence of full overlap, a drawback of this approach becomes immediately apparent. For
observations with deterministic assignment, the denominator in one of the terms is zero, which
makes the overall estimator undefined. The conventional solution is to use sample trimming,
wherein we drop observations with a deterministic assignment. As a result, this approach only relies
on the αr fraction of observations with the probabilistic assignment. We can show the following
proposition:

Proposition 2. Suppose that there is a digital platform that has access to dataD = {Yi,Wi, Xi, π(Xi)},
where π(Xi) is known, but takes values zero and one for parts of the population. The ATE estimator

based on Equation (10) that drops observations with a deterministic assignment converges in

probability to τr, that is:

τ̂IPS
p→ τr (11)

4It is important to notice that this is only the case when propensity scores are known, which allows the optimizer to
ignore overlap-violating elements of the objective function because Wi − π(Xi) = 0. The situation can be different if
the propensity scores are to be estimated because Wi − π(Xi) in the objective function can be a very small number
unequal to zero, which may largely bias the ATE estimate as the optimizer attempts to minimize the loss in Equation
(7) by assigning presumably large weights to τ∗.
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Proof. See Web Appendix A.2.

Similar to Proposition 1, Proposition 2 guarantees that the Inverse Propensity Scoring (IPS)
estimator recovers the treatment effect for the probabilistic region. As such, Corollary 1 holds for
this proposition too, indicating that the bias is a function of two unidentifiable elements τ1 and τ0.5

3.3 Practical Relevance

In light of our theoretical analysis, we know that the lack of overlap can substantially bias the
estimates of the average treatment effects. An important question is whether this is just a theoretical
possibility that is not practically important. In other words, do we expect the bias term |α0(τ0 −
τr) + α1(τ1 − τr)| to be large in real settings? Part of the rationale for the trimming approaches
that are widely used in the literature is that τ0 and τ1 are not different from τr. Here we ask the
following question: is this homogeneity assumption (i.e., τ0 = τr = τ1) correct in digital platforms?

To the extent that π(x) is a function of τ ∗(x), we expect τ0 and τ1 to be different from τr. The
problem is that, in many cases, the objective function in the algorithm used by the digital platform
is directly influenced by CATE, that is of interest to the researcher. We discuss two prime examples
of such settings in practice:

• Promotions: In the context of promotions, many digital platforms use algorithmic scores and
thresholding rules to assign users to promotions (Shi et al., 2022). That is, users with a score
above a certain threshold will deterministically receive the promotion, which creates a case
of deterministic assignment. The rest of the users will either be assigned to the probabilistic
assignment or even deterministic no-assignment, depending on the context. The algorithmic
scores are generally measured using supervised learning models that use the responsiveness
of users. As such, there is some positive correlation between CATEs and belonging to the
deterministic assignment region.

• Advertising Auctions: Digital ads are sold through auctions. In such settings, advertisers place
bids per impression and win only when their submitted bid is the highest among all bidders.
The advertiser’s submitted bid per impression for a user is a function of the CATE of that ad
for the user (Waisman et al., 2019). The auction setting implies that an ad could never reach a
certain user if the CATE for that user is too low because there will always be advertisers with
higher bids for that user. This creates a form of deterministic no-assignment: there are some
users in the control condition who could have never seen the ad because of their low valuation
for the advertiser. Therefore, there will be a negative correlation between CATEs and belonging
to the deterministic no-assignment region.

5Like Footnote 4, if propensity scores need to be estimated, it is crucial to perform trimming as weights are unequal but
very close to 0 and 1 can heavily bias the estimates for ATE (Crump et al., 2009).
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The examples above characterize practical settings where deterministic assignment happens in a
way that violates the homogeneity of treatment effects across regions, i.e., we have τ0 ̸= τr ̸= τ1.
In particular, in the examples above, we expect to have τ0 ≤ τr ≤ τ1, and therefore a large bias in
any observational approach to estimate the ATE. We now formalize this intuition in the following
proposition:

Proposition 3. Let τ(Xi) denote the CATE for observation unit i. We have:

1. If τ(Xi) and belonging to the deterministic assignment region (i.e., 1(π(Xi) = 1) are

positively correlated, then we have τ1 ≥ τ ∗.

2. If τ(Xi) and belonging to the deterministic no-assignment region (i.e., 1(π(Xi) = 0) are

negatively correlated, then we have τ0 ≤ τ ∗.

Proof. See Web Appendix A.3.

Proposition 3 is important because it shows that even a small correlation can link to a violation
of τ0 ̸= τr ̸= τ1. Therefore, unless we have a strong reason to believe that τ0 = τr = τ1, the
assumption is that the equality does not hold, especially in digital platforms that use algorithmic
decision-making.

3.4 Simulation Experiments

3.4.1 General Overlap Violation

In this section, we conduct simulation experiments with the general case of algorithmic decision-
making as presented in section 3. In these cases, the platform has data: D = {Yi,Wi, Xi, π(Xi)}
and wants to estimate effect of treatment Wi on Yi. However, the assignment to Wi is through an
algorithm π that can be partially deterministic. For every simulation, we need to set the number of
observations N , matrix of covariates XN×D, CATE parameters {τ0, τ1, τr} and their corresponding
proportions {α0, α1, αr}. To generate data in our simulation experiments, we use the following
step-by-step procedure:

• Step 1: We construct the treatment variable Wi. First, we define a raw score π∗(Xi) that can
be any arbitrary function. We use the following function: π∗(Xi) = 1/(1 + esin (10Xi,1Xi,2)),
to ensure that it is a complex function to learn. We then transform the score function π∗(Xi)

into the propensity score function π(Xi), such that the top α1 and bottom α0 fraction of π∗(Xi)

values will be assigned to the deterministic assignment region (π(Xi) = 1) and deterministic
no-assignment region (π(Xi) = 0), respectively. Let p0 and p1 denote the α0 and 1 − α1
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percentiles of π∗(Xi) values, respectively. We can write:

π(Xi) =


0 if π∗(Xi) < p0

(π∗(Xi)− p0)/(p1 − p0) if p0 ≤ π∗(Xi) ≤ p1

1 if π∗(Xi) > p1

(12)

Once we have π(Xi) values, we generate treatment variables.

• Step 2: We use appropriate CATE value from {τ0, τ1, τr} to calculate the outcome as follows:

Yi = g(Xi) +Wi

(
1
(
π(Xi) = 0

)
τ0 + 1

(
π(Xi) = 1

)
τ1 + 1

(
0 < π(Xi) < 1

)
τr

)
+ ϵi, (13)

where g(Xi) = Xi,1Xi,2 is the nuisance function and structural error terms are drawn from a
Standard Normal distribution, i.e., ϵi ∼ N (0, 1).

We simulate data under different sets of parameters and estimate the Average Treatment Effect
(ATE) using the following approaches: (1) Plain Mean Difference (τ̂MD), where we measure the
mean difference between the treated and control units, (2) Ordinary Least Squares with controls
τ̂OLS, where we regress Yi on Wi, Xi,1, Xi,2, and π(Xi), (3) Double Machine Learning (τ̂DML),
where we use a two-fold cross-validated random forest to estimate the nuisance function and directly
plug-in the propensity scores, and (4) Inverse Propensity Score (τ̂IPS), where we directly use the
actual propensity scores and estimate the ATE using Equation (10).

We present the results of our simulation experiments in Table 1. Each row in our table presents
one simulation experiment, and the first three columns show the parameters needed to simulate data.
All rows use the same set of CATE parameters, but the proportions generate different scenarios. In
the first row, we only have deterministic assignment and probabilistic assignment, similar to the
context of promotion assignments in many digital platforms where responsive users determinis-
tically receive the promotion. In the second row, we only have deterministic no-assignment and
probabilistic assignment, which resembles the case in advertising auctions where for some users, the
propensity score is exactly equal to zero. The third case has two types of deterministic assignment
but no probabilistic assignment, which is similar to cases where there is no built-in randomization
by the platform, and the algorithm used is fully deterministic. The fourth row relates to a case where
all three regions are represented, which commonly arises in settings where some thresholding rules
are applied, such as promotions. With the exception of the third row, where the treatment effects are
not identified in OLS, DML, and IPS cases due to lack of residual variation in treatments, these
three methods can recover the treatment effect for the probabilistic region. However, as shown in
Table 1, all these methods fail to recover the true ATE. The magnitude of the bias is the same as
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N {τ0, τ1, τr} {α0, α1, αr}
True ATE Estimated ATE

(τ∗) (τ̂MD) (τ̂OLS) (τ̂DML) (τ̂IPS)

104 {1, 8, 2} {0.4, 0.0, 0.6} 1.6 2.15 1.96 1.94 1.92

104 {1, 8, 2} {0.0, 0.5, 0.5} 5.0 6.45 1.89 1.96 2.02

104 {1, 8, 2} {0.5, 0.5, 0.0} 4.5 8.08 NA NA NA
104 {1, 8, 2} {0.1, 0.4, 0.5} 4.3 6.06 2.13 2.05 2.00

Table 1: Estimates of Average Treatment Effects (ATE) using different estimators when propensity
scores are known.

Corollary 1. Together, the results in Table 1 confirm the theoretical results presented in Propositions
1 and 2.

3.4.2 Special Cases Inspired by Real-World Settings

We now focus on special cases of interest where the propensity scores and CATEs are related, as
discussed in §3.3. In particular, we focus on the following two cases, where (1) the right side of the
CATE distribution is more likely to be assigned to deterministic assignment (e.g., promotions), and
(2) the left side of the CATE distribution is more likely to be assigned to deterministic no-assignment
(e.g., ad auctions). For our simulations, we simplify the former case to {α0 = 0, α1 = 0.5, αr =

0.5}, and the latter case to {α0 = 0.5, α1 = 0, αr = 0.5}. To operationalize these cases in our
simulations, we start with the CATE function τ(Xi) and set it arbitrarily. We then create scores
π∗(Xi) as a function of CATEs as follows:

π∗(Xi) = λτ(Xi) + (1− λ)ui, (14)

where ui is random noise and λ controls for the level of correlation between π∗(Xi) and τ(Xi). To
balance the noise, we set ui as a shuffled version of τ(Xi). Once we have π∗(Xi), we can simulate
the data using the procedure in §3.4.1. We want to examine how the bias will change when we
increase λ and make CATEs and propensity scores more correlated.

We set τ(Xi) ∼ Poisson(3) and run the simulations for a grid of λ ∈ {0, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 1}
for both cases. For each value of λ, we repeat the simulation 20 times and calculate the average
and standard deviation of the estimated ATE. Figure 2 shows the ATE estimates by Double ML
against the values of λ. The dotted line demonstrates the true ATE in all cases. As shown in both
figures, the bias in ATE estimates increases as the propensity scores and CATE values become
more positively correlated. Importantly, even weaker associations still result in large biases, which
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Figure 2: Estimated ATE by Double ML when CATE and propensity scores are positively correlated.

suggests that even the use of algorithms poor in performance can still produce large biases. The
results in Figure 2 can also explain why observational methods perform poorly in digital contexts
where platforms use algorithmic decision-making (Gordon et al., 2022).

4 Observational Solution to Overlap Violation
In the previous section, we presented the challenge digital platforms face due to the lack of overlap
in observational studies. The problem stems from the deterministic outputs of algorithms that
are used for decision-making in these platforms. Our theoretical analysis shows the extent to
which observational methods can produce largely biased and inconsistent estimates of the average
treatment effect when the overlap assumption is violated.

In this section, we seek to find a solution to this challenge. As such, our goal is to use the existing
data to recover the average treatment effects. In this section, we explicitly state our assumptions
and data requirements and discuss a novel solution based on machine learning methods. We first
formally define our problem in §4.1, where we present the identification problem caused by the lack
of overlap as a missing data problem. Next, in §4.2, we present our solution to the problem and
the assumptions under which this solution works. Finally, in §4.3, we present a series of simulated
experiments to show how our model performs under different scenarios.

4.1 Lack of Overlap as a Missing Data Problem

As discussed earlier, the fundamental problem with the deterministic assignment is one of identifica-
tion. In light of Lemma 1, we know that with the current set of assumptions, the parameters τ1 and
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Figure 3: An illustration of the missing data problem due to the overlap violation.

τ0 cannot be identified because there is no variation in the treatment variable when accounting for
the propensity score. In general, we can write the conditional average treatment effect as follows:

τ ∗(x) = E[Yi(1)− Yi(0) | Xi = x] = µ1(Xi)− µ0(Xi), (15)

where µw(x) is the population function for potential outcomes conditional on x when assigned to
treatment w. From a learning standpoint, if one of the two treatment states could have never been
generated in the data, no model can estimate the corresponding µ function. For example, if a unit
with covariates Xi could have never received the treatment, we have no observation in our data to
estimate µ1(Xi). As such, the problem caused by the lack of overlap is one of missing data. That
is, for a single treatment, the vector of CATE estimates has missing values for observations in the
deterministic regions. Figure 3 visualizes this insight, where the CATE estimates are question marks
for observations where the overlap assumption is violated.

We now turn to the question of what variation would allow us to impute these question marks.
From our earlier results, we know that with only the data of a single treatment, it is not possible to
identify these question marks. However, we argue that having the data on a set of other treatments
for the same set of observation units (e.g., users) can potentially help. That is, instead of exploiting
the within-study variation, we can exploit between-study variation. Such a setting is common
among digital platforms that deliver different treatments at a large scale. Motivated by this insight,
we define the problem of the digital platform as follows:

Definition 4. Consider a digital platform that has data from multiple studies indexed by j from 1

to J . Each study involves a binary treatment variable denoted by W (j), where the value for the

ith observation is either zero or one, i.e., W (j)
i ∈ {0, 1}. For each study j, the platform has the

data D(j) = {Y (j)
i ,W

(j)
i , Xi, π

(j)(Xi)}, which collectively makes the data DT =
⋃J

j=1D(j). The
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platform’s goal is to recover the following matrix:

T =


τ (1)(X1) τ (2)(X1) . . . τ (J)(X1)

τ (1)(X2) τ (2)(X2) . . . τ (J)(X2)
...

... . . . ...

τ (1)(XN) τ (2)(XN) . . . τ (J)(XN)

 , (16)

where τ (j)(Xi) is the CATE from the treatment in study j for observation unit i. Formally, we can

define this estimand as follows:

τ (j)(Xi) = E[Y
(j)
i (1)− Y

(j)
i (0) | Xi]. (17)

If the digital platform achieves the objective in Definition 4, it can recover the average treatment
effect for the treatment in each study.

A few points are worth noting about the setting and data requirements presented in Definition
4. First, treatments in different studies can be different. For example, the treatment in study j and
k can be whether a user receives a certain movie recommendation and whether a user receives a
free-trial offer. One could imagine this as different interventions the platform made over time.6

Second, for each study, we need to have the same set of observation units that form rows in the
matrix in Equation 16. As such, one user can be assigned to multiple treatments (e.g., both the
movie recommendation and the free trial in the example above). Third, it is important to emphasize
that this data requirement is not excessive, as companies often run numerous different treatments
over a short period of time.

4.2 Solution Concept

We now present our solution to the problem presented in Definition 4. We first propose the algorithm
used for obtaining all the CATE values in Equation (16) in §4.2.1. We then discuss the assumptions
that we need for identification in §4.2.2.

4.2.1 Proposed Algorithm

Before we present our algorithm, we need to define some model preliminaries. As mentioned earlier,
the goal of our algorithm is to estimate CATE for all the elements in the matrix despite the overlap
violation. To do so, we first need to know which elements we cannot estimate with the conventional
6If studies were concurrent, there is the possibility of interference. In our study, we assume no interference.
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methods to estimate CATE. Therefore, we define the propensity matrix as follows:

Π =


π(1)(X1) π(2)(X1) . . . π(J)(X1)

π(1)(X2) π(2)(X2) . . . π(J)(X2)
...

... . . . ...
π(1)(XN) π(2)(XN) . . . π(J)(XN)

 , (18)

where each element Πi,j denotes the propensity score for the treatment in study j for unit i, i.e.,
Πi,j = π(j)(Xi) = Pr(W

(j)
i = 1 | Xi). As such, the deterministic regions for each treatment are

defined as rows where the propensity score is either zero or one. We know that the conditional
average treatment effect is unidentified for these units. Thus, we define a feasibility matrix F that
takes value one only when the assignment is probabilistic; that is, the propensity score is strictly
between zero and one. As such, we can write each element of this matrix as follows:

F =


1(0 < π(1)(X1) < 1) 1(0 < π(2)(X1) < 1) . . . 1(0 < π(J)(X1) < 1)

1(0 < π(1)(X2) < 1) 1(0 < π(2)(X2) < 1) . . . 1(0 < π(J)(X2) < 1)
...

... . . . ...
1(0 < π(1)(XN) < 1) 1(0 < π(2)(XN) < 1) . . . 1(0 < π(J)(XN) < 1)

 . (19)

The feasibility matrix F determines the scope of our CATE estimation. That is, if for treatment j in
unit i, we have Fi,j = 0, Lemma 1 implies that we cannot identify τ (j)(Xi). However, if Fi,j = 1,
we can use conventional CATE estimators to estimate τ (j)(Xi), because π(j)(Xi) is probabilistic and
the setting satisfies the unconfoundedness assumption. Therefore, F determines what is identifiable
and transforms the problem in Definition 4 into a matrix completion problem, where we have an
estimated CATE matrix T̂ incomplete and each element [i, j] is defined as follows:

T̂ incomplete
i,j =

τ̂ (j)(Xi) ifFi,j = 1

? ifFi,j = 0
(20)

As shown in Equation (20), F determines the question marks in our matrix completion task. We
now have an incomplete matrix T̂ incomplete, where the incomplete elements are the overlap-violating
regions. If the underlying matrix T is low-rank, we can use conventional matrix decomposition
techniques to impute the question marks. This procedure exploits the similarities in the joint space
of units and treatments. We denote this new completed matrix by T̂ complete. Algorithm 1 presents
the details of our proposed approach.

The output of this algorithm is a complete matrix T̂ complete where all the elements are imputed.
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Algorithm 1 Matrix Completion for CATE Estimation
Input: DT ▷ From Definition 4
Output: T̂ complete

1: F ← 1(0 < Π < 1)
2: for j = 1→ J do
3: τ̂ (j) ← learnCATE(Y (j)

i ,W
(j)
i , {Xi, π

(j)(Xi)}) ▷ Can be any CATE learner
4: for i = 1→ N do
5: T̂ incomplete

i,j ← τ̂ (j)(Xi)
6: if Fi,j = 0 then
7: T̂ incomplete

i,j ←?
8: end if
9: end for

10: end for
11: T̂ complete ← Complete(T̂ incomplete)

This complete matrix can then be used to estimate the ATE from the data. For each treatment in
study j, we can recover the average treatment effect as follows:

τ̂ (j) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

T̂ complete
i,j . (21)

If the matrix T is low-rank, τ̂ (j) is a bias-corrected version of the ATE for treatment j. If the matrix
is not low-rank, the approach is still effective at reducing bias in the ATE estimates.

4.2.2 Assumptions and Identification

We now discuss the assumptions that we need for the matrix completion approach to recover the true
average treatment effects. At a high level, our identification claim is that for each observation unit
in an overlap-violating region (Fi,j = 0), if we have enough cross-study variation, we can exploit
the similarities in the data to impute the conditional average treatment effect for that observation
unit. The following example helps illustrate the intuition behind our identification. Suppose that
the treatment assignment in study j is deterministic for user i. As such, the CATE for this entry
(τ (j)i ) cannot be identified using the data for study j. Now, suppose that there is another treatment j′

that has a probabilistic assignment for unit i, so we can estimate the CATE of j′ for unit i. If the
two treatments exhibit very similar patterns for the units where they can both feasibly estimate the
CATE, we can use the CATE of j′ for unit i to impute the CATE of j for unit i. Similarly, if there is
another unit i′ that has a probabilistic assignment for treatment j and is very similar to unit i for
most treatments, we can use this similar unit’s CATE to impute the missing entry for unit i.
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The simple example above only illustrates what kind of variation we use in our method. However,
such exact similarities may be difficult to find in reality, especially if we have to search on a case-
by-case basis. Therefore, for this method to work, we need a more systematic way to capture the
similarities in the space of treatments. This is why we use a matrix completion approach that has
been widely used for collaborative filtering. In our setting, we have an incomplete and noisy version
of the true CATE matrix. The entries are noisy because the estimated CATE will have some errors.
The identification task at hand is to identify the complete CATE matrix and estimate ATEs. To
perform this task with standard matrix completion algorithms, we need assumptions on (1) the rank
of the matrix, (2) the missingness pattern, and (3) noise in the observed entries. We present these
three assumptions and discuss each in this section.

Assumption 1. The underlying CATE matrix T is low-rank; that is, for R ≪ min(N, J), there

exist two matrices PN×R and QJ×R such that T = PQT .

At a very high level, this assumption suggests that the user response exhibits some common
patterns across different treatments. More specifically, Assumption 1 implies that CATE values
across studies come from a linear combination of a few factors that are defined at the individual level.
In that sense, this assumption is close to those commonly made in the structural economics literature
that imposes a micro-foundation that allows only a few factors to drive user behavior. For example,
in the context of promotional treatments, we expect a few structural parameters to determine most
of the treatment effects, such as users’ price sensitivity, search cost, etc. We illustrate this insight
formally in the following equation:

T =



price sensitivity︷ ︸︸ ︷
ps(X1)

search cost︷ ︸︸ ︷
sc(X1) . . .

ps(X2) sc(X2) . . .
...

... . . .

ps(XN) sc(XN) . . .

×


Study 1 Weights︷︸︸︷
w

(1)
1

Study 2 Weights︷︸︸︷
w

(2)
1 . . .

Study J Weights︷︸︸︷
w

(J)
1

w
(1)
2 w

(2)
2 . . . w

(J)
2

...
... . . . ...

 ,

where factors include individual-level primitives such as price sensitivity and search cost that can
be any complex function of covariates, and weights determine how much these factors matter
in driving the treatment effect for each study. We need to stress that a greater homogeneity and
commonality in the structure of different studies makes the low-rank assumption more suitable.
For example, if studies are completely unrelated, the low-rank assumption will be less realistic.
In other words, more than only a few factors determine the treatment effects across all studies.
However, the homogeneity of studies is a condition that is likely satisfied in most digital platforms
as interventions likely share some common characteristics.
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More generally, we can view the low-rank assumption in our setting through the structure of the
CATE matrix. Let XN×D denote the covariate matrix where each row represents a user and each
column represents a covariate. The CATE from treatment j for unit i is τ (j)(Xi), which is a function
of the covariates. For each treatment j, there is a D-dimensional vector of coefficients β(j) that
determine the CATE value such that τ (j)(Xi) = β(j)XT

i . This linear approximation is reasonable as
D can be large. Now, we can write the CATE matrix T as follows:

T = XBT , (22)

where B is a J ×D matrix where each column is the vector of coefficients for CATE for a specific
treatment. For the low-rank assumption to be satisfied, we need matrix B to be low-rank. If the
studies have similar characteristics, we expect weights in each row of B to be correlated, thereby
making the matrix low-rank. Suppose there are two matrices UJ×R and VD×R such that B = UV T .
In this case, T = XV UT , where XV maps the high-dimensional covariates into R factors, and U

contains the weights for these factors in the different studies.
Apart from structural reasons for the suitability of low-rank assumption in the context of digital

platforms, the insights from the prior literature suggest that the low-rank assumption performs
remarkably well in a wide range of domains, especially when large-scale matrices are available.
This insight is formally characterized in Udell and Townsend (2019) who show that under general
conditions that the function generating the high dimensional N × J matrix is analytic piece-wise,
the rank grows as O(log(N + J)).

The second set of assumptions for matrix completion to work relates to the missingness pattern.
In our setting, feasibility matrix F produces the missingness pattern in the CATE matrix. Most of
the prior theoretical literature on matrix completion assumes fully random missingness to derive
theoretical results on the recovery of the matrix (Candès and Recht, 2009; Mazumder et al., 2010;
Chen et al., 2019). More recent papers extend these theoretical results to specific non-random
missingness patterns (Ma and Chen, 2019; Athey et al., 2021; Agarwal et al., 2021). In general,
a common factor in all this literature is to assume that the missingness pattern does not affect the
identification of factors. We make the following assumption and validate it through our simulations.

Assumption 2. The missingness pattern F is such that factors can be identified using the observed

entries.

Intuitively, the missingness pattern needs to be such that we can jointly exploit the similarities
between users and between treatments. As such, if the data are missing for an entire column, there
is no way to recover the parameters for that column. Likewise, if the data are entirely missing for a
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row, the matrix completion approach cannot exploit the similarities in any way. Thus, although the
missingness pattern can be non-random, enough entries are needed for each row and each column.

Finally, since our task at hand is completing a noisy matrix, we need to impose some structure
on the noise added to entries. The entries in our incomplete matrix are CATE estimates with a
non-random sample of data. In general, we have T = T̂ + E, where E is the error in CATE
estimates. We impose the following assumption on the calibratedness of our CATE estimates:

Assumption 3. The error in CATE estimates is mean zero and independent and identically dis-

tributed in the matrix, such that we have E[T̂ | P,Q] = E[T̂ | P,Q, F ].

This assumption implies that the missingness pattern does not affect the consistency of CATE
estimates at the user level. This assumption holds in cases with a sufficiently large N where for
each point, there are sufficient close neighbors in the data. However, in small data settings, CATE
estimates can be more sensitive to adversarial missingness patterns.

In summary, Assumptions 1–3 are standard assumptions in matrix completion literature and
characterize an environment where we can apply Algorithm 1 and recover ATEs. Notably, these
assumptions are specifically likely to be satisfied in the context of digital platforms because studies
have some commonality that creates a low-rank environment (Assumption 1), and the scale of the
user base is large enough to make the missingness pattern more suitable (Assumption 2) and CATE
estimates more calibrated (Assumption 3).

4.3 Simulation Experiments

In this section, we deliver a series of simulation experiments using synthetic data to validate our
proposed algorithm. We consider a variety of cases that reflect real-world scenarios. Each scenario
corresponds to a certain missingness pattern (random or non-random) and the extent of missingness.
To show how our proposed algorithm performs, we need to make a ground truth CATE matrix T
with N rows that represent users and J columns that represent studies. As discussed earlier in
§4.2.2, we can define the ground truth CATE matrix as the product of the covariate matrix XN×D

and the transpose of the coefficient matrix BJ×D as follows:

T = XBT . (23)

We further decompose matrix B to control the rank of the CATE matrix for our experiment. We
define two matrices UJ×R and VD×R where we have:

B = UV T , (24)
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where R controls the rank of the N × J CATE matrix. Intuitively, we can interpret XV as R

principal components (factors) that collectively define a CATE for the treatment in a specific study
through some weights. These weights are specified for each of the J studies in matrix U . Together,
XV UT gives us the underlying CATE matrix T , which is low-rank.

Our goal in the simulation experiments is to generate data DT , as defined in Definition 4. This
data set is the union of data sets corresponding to each study j. To generate DT , we need three
inputs: (1) CATE matrix T that determines the treatment effect for each observation, (2) propensity
matrix Π as defined in (18), and (3) nuisance matrix G that determines the relationship between
covariates and the outcome. We can use these three inputs and simulate Dsim

T using the following
procedure:

• Step 1: We use Π to simulate W
(j)
i for each unit i in each study j.

• Step 2: With the treatment variable realized, we can simulate the outcome as follows:

Y
(j)
i = Gi,j +W

(j)
i Ti,j + ϵi,j, (25)

where Gi,j is the nuisance part of the outcome, W (j)
i Ti,j is the treatment effect given (if any),

and ϵi,j ∼ N (0, 1).

• Step 3: For each study j, we can construct data set D̃(j) = {Y (j)
i ,W

(j)
i , Xi, π

(j)(Xi)}. The
union of D̃(j) for all j’s will give us the Dsim

T .

For our simulations, we use N = 1000, D = 50, and J = 100. We set the rank of the CATE matrix
as R = 10 and generate two random matrices XN×D and BJ×D, where each element of each matrix
comes from N (0, 1). We generate another coefficient matrix GJ×D from N (0, 1) to generate the
nuisance matrix G as follows:

G = XGT . (26)

What varies across our simulation experiments is the missingness patterns that is operationalized
by Π. We formalize this matrix in the following sections. Once we generate the data Dsim

T in a
specific condition, we can apply our proposed method in Algorithm 1. Because we want to compare
the performance of our proposed method with conventional methods such as Double ML, we use
U-learner as our CATE estimator that directly uses Robinson’s decomposition (Robinson, 1988).

In our simulation scenarios, we distinguish between two forms of missingness: random and non-
random. Random missingness is similar to cases where platforms choose a very small but random
subsample of their users and run the experiment. In these cases, we expect all the conventional
methods such as Double ML to work well. Non-random missingness scenarios are those where we
expect to see the difference between our proposed method and Double ML. We expect our method
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to perform better than Double ML methods in these cases.

4.3.1 Random Missingness Pattern

We start with the most well-known missingness pattern used in matrix completion problems:
missing-completely-at-random (MCAR). In this scenario, each entry in the matrix has a uniform
probability p of being missing. As such, each element in our feasibility matrix takes value zero with
probability p, and one with probability 1− p. Specifically, we can write the propensity scores as
follows:

Πi,j =


0 with prob p/2

1/2 with prob 1− p

1 with prob p/2

(27)

Random missingness of the elements in a matrix highlights the key intuition behind trimming
approaches: if the overlap-violating regions are selected at random, then conventional models can
recover the average treatment effect (ATE) as discussed earlier in §3.3. We consider two cases with
low and high missingness at random, using p = 0.25 and p = 0.75 for the low and high missingness
cases, respectively. Figure 4 shows the estimates obtained by Double ML (shown in red) and our
proposed algorithm (shown in green) and compares them with the ground truth (black line). This
figure reveals an important insight: even in the random missingness case where the conventional
methods can theoretically recover the true parameters, our proposed algorithm performs better than
conventional methods, especially for more sparse data. We arrive at the same insight if we consider
different levels of random missingness.

4.3.2 CATE-Dependent Missingness: Case of Algorithmic Decision-Making

In real-world scenarios, we do not expect to have a random missingness pattern. As discussed
in §3.3, we expect the overlap-violating regions to be correlated with the CATE in the context
of algorithmic decision-making. This case is more troublesome as the conventional approaches
can produce arbitrarily biased estimates. Our goal is to see how our proposed approach performs
under these scenarios. The first step is to define a procedure that induces such CATE-dependent
missingness patterns. To do so, we present the λ-adversariality score as follows:

Definition 5. Let si,j denote the percentile of CATE for user i in study j in the distribution of CATEs

in study j, i.e., s(j)i = (
∑N

i=1 1(τ
(j)(Xi) > τ (j)(Xk)))/N . We define λ-adversariality scores as

follows:

r
(λ)
i,j = λsi,j + (1− λ)ui,j, (28)

where ui,j ∼ U(0, 1) adds some noise to the percentile of the CATE estimate for user i in study j,
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(b) Low Missingness (p = 0.75)

Figure 4: The performance of our proposed algorithm and conventional observational method when
missingness is at random with a uniform probability. Each figure represents a level of missingness.

and λ controls the extent to which adversariality score uses the signal.

For the fully adversarial case, we can use λ = 1. However, we expect some imperfectness in
scores that determine regions with deterministic assignment, which is why we use the definition
above to be able to manipulate the level of adversariality of data. In general, higher values of r(λ)i,j

are associated with higher CATE values. We use this score variable to design different scenarios
where higher or lower CATEs are systematically missing. To that end, we consider the following
types of missingness:

• Right-tail missingness of CATE: The first scenario is a missingness pattern whereby elements
with higher CATE are more likely to have a deterministic assignment. We use the λ-adversariality
score and generate this missingness pattern as follows:

Πi,j =

1/2 if r(λ=0.25)
i,j ≤ c

1 if r(λ=0.25)
i,j > c

, (29)

where c can be any threshold that determines what proportion of data is missing. We use a
median split that creates 50% missingness. As shown in Equation (29), units with a higher
adversariality score than the threshold will be in the deterministic assignment region. We expect
this pattern to make conventional methods downward biased as the right tail of the treatment
effect distribution is censored.

• Left-tail missingness of CATE: The second scenario is a CATE-dependent missingness pattern
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(b) Left-tail missingness of CATE

Figure 5: The performance of our proposed algorithm and conventional observational method when
missingness depends on CATE.

that happens at the lower end of the CATE distribution. We use the same insight as before for
constructing the missingness pattern based on the λ-adversariality score. We can write:

Πi,j =

0 if r(λ=0.25)
i,j ≤ c

1/2 if r(λ=0.25)
i,j > c

, (30)

where we use the median of r(λ=0.25)
i,j values as the threshold to induce 50% missingness. In

this case, units with a lower adversariality score than the threshold will be in the deterministic
no-assignment region.

Figure 5 compares the performance of our proposed algorithm with that of conventional methods
such as Double ML in recovering ATE. As shown in the two figures, when the missingness is
more profound at the right (left) tail of the CATE distribution, conventional methods underestimate
(overestimate) the true ATE. However, in both cases, our proposed algorithm is able to recover the
true parameters as it exploits the between-study variation and the low-rank structure of the CATE
matrix. We arrive at the same insight if we consider a wider set of adversarial cases, specifically by
changing the λ parameter and increasing the level of adversariality: although conventional methods
fail to recover the true ATE, our proposed algorithm can accurately recover the true parameters.
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5 Empirical Application
So far, we have demonstrated the performance of our proposed algorithm using synthetic data.
In this section, we use data from a real experiment to examine how our algorithm performs in
real-world settings. We first describe the design of our experiment in §5.1. We then show some
descriptive statistics on the data in §5.2. Finally, in §5.3, we perform our analysis and compare the
performance of our algorithm with other benchmarks.

5.1 Experiment

To apply and evaluate our proposed algorithm, we need our data to have a few certain features.
First, our matrix completion algorithm requires multiple studies (columns) for the same group of
individuals (rows). This requirement imposes a challenge as most available data sets have either
a single study or multiple studies on non-overlapping groups of individuals.7 Second, we need to
know the ground truth Average Treatment Effect (ATE) for each study to be able to evaluate how
well our algorithm performs when the overlap assumption is violated. Third, we need a setting with
observable heterogeneity in treatment effects since the lack of overlap only biases the estimates of
the ATE when there is heterogeneity in treatment effects, as shown in Corollary 1. As such, we need
a setting where we expect heterogeneity in treatment effects that we can identify with the vector of
covariates.

We want to design an experiment that satisfies the requirements discussed above. To do so, we
create a quiz game in Qualtrics, where participants are asked a series of multiple-choice questions.
We design an approximation game where each question provides information about an object’s size
and asks participants to guess the size of another object in the image. The reward for a correct
answer is 1 point, which is equivalent to $0.10. However, users can choose an easier version of the
question with only two choices at a lower reward. For each question, we randomize the amount of
reward for the easy version, such that users are randomly assigned to a better or worse deal. Figure
6 illustrates the two experimental conditions in one of the questions. As shown in this figure, users
are asked to approximate the full length of the video given that the amount watched is 10 seconds.
In the original (difficult) version of the question, users see four choices that they can choose from.
The fifth option in both conditions is a deal whereby users can answer an easier version of the
question at a lower reward. However, users are randomly assigned to two different rewards for the
easy version, specifically, in this case, 0.5 points or 0.8 points.

We design a total of 20 questions in this game. All questions are about the geometric approxima-

7It is worth emphasizing that this requirement is easily satisfied in most digital platform settings as they deliver
interventions on the same user base.
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Control Treatment

Figure 6: Experimental conditions in Question 1 of the game

tion of objects given limited inputs. For each question, users are randomly assigned to the better or
worse deal, which means that over the course of playing the game, one user can be assigned to both
control and treatment multiple times. The randomization for each question is independent of other
questions. We then collect outcomes per question, such as choice of the easy version, choice of the
correct answer, and reward earned. Theoretically, we expect the appeal of the treatment condition (a
higher reward deal) in each question to be moderated by users’ perceived level of expertise, price
sensitivity, and risk preferences. As such, we collect information on these variables along with
users’ demographic characteristics to collect a rich set of covariates for the purpose of estimating
heterogeneous treatment effects. We describe the full details of our experiment in Appendix B.1 and
present a theoretical analysis of where heterogeneity in treatment effects comes from in Appendix
B.2.

Overall, the design of our experiment satisfies all three features we discussed earlier: (1) we
have 20 studies (questions) for the same set of users, (2) we know the ground truth ATE because we
randomize the treatment assignment for each question, and (3) we collect a rich set of covariates
on participants skills, risk preferences, and demographics, many of which likely determine the
heterogeneity in treatment effects. An important advantage of our experiment is that it follows the
structure in many popular quiz apps that monetize based on in-app purchases.
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5.2 Data

We ran our experiment on 1511 participants recruited from Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Each
participant was paid a flat rate of $1 for the completion of the survey and $0.10 bonus for each
reward point. The maximum reward for 20 questions in our study is 20 points, which translates
into a maximum bonus of $2 for users. To increase the reliability of our analysis, we drop 139
observations generated by users who spent less than five minutes on the experiment.8 Further, we
drop an additional 21 users for whom the treatment status is missing in some questions due to some
minor technical issues in the data collection phase. This gives us a sample of 1351 users with a full
record of treatment status, actions, and performance measures.

We now share some summary statistics about our data and experiment in Table 2. As shown
in this table, the average time users spent on the entire study is over 11 minutes, with a very wide
range. Given the 50-50 split in each experiment, the average number of assignments to the treatment
condition (better deal) is 10.02, which is half of the questions. We also notice that all users have
been assigned to both treatment and control conditions. The average number of times the easy
version is picked is 4.22, which indicates that only 20% of times users chose the easy version.
However, the large standard deviation and the existence of users who only chose the difficult or
easy version throughout reveal considerable heterogeneity in user behavior. The number of correct
answers to these questions is 8.86 out of 20. The rewards earned average at 7.85, or equivalently
7.85 × $0.10 = $0.785. The majority of rewards earned come from difficult questions as users
choose the difficult version more often. We present the analog of Table 2 for pre-treatment variables
in Appendix §B.3.

Variable Mean SD Min Median Max
Duration (in seconds) 698.05 364.31 301 604.0 5472
Number of Treatment Assignments 10.02 2.20 3 10 17
Number of Easy Questions Picked 4.22 5.26 0 2 20
Number of Correct Answers 8.86 3.07 1 9 20
Rewards Earned 7.85 2.77 1 7.6 20

Rewards Earned from Difficult Questions 6.40 3.49 0 6.0 20
Rewards Earned from Easy Questions 1.45 2.02 0 0.5 11

Table 2: Summary statistics of user actions and performance measures.

Finally, we run extensive randomization checks to ensure that all our experiments have been
implemented properly. As a simple test, we regress the treatment variable on all the pre-treatment
covariates available up to the treatment assignment. We find that the F-tests for all 20 regressions

8It is worth emphasizing that our results are robust to the inclusion of these users.
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fail to reject the null hypothesis, which indicates that the pre-treatment variables do not explain the
treatment assignment (please see Appendix B.4).

5.3 Performance Analysis

In this section, we compare the performance of our proposed algorithm to the existing state-of-the-
art benchmarks for estimating ATE. We focus on two adversarial cases shown in §4.3.2, where the
deterministic assignment is more profound at either the right or left tail of the CATE distribution.
We expect ATE recovery to be more challenging in these cases for all methods. Our goal is to
establish a proof-of-concept that our proposed algorithm performs significantly better than the
existing benchmarks in recovering ATE.

To perform our analysis, we need to focus on an outcome and generate the adversarial missing-
ness pattern. Since we have the ground truth ATEs, we can then examine how well each method
recovers ATEs under adversarial missingness. We use Reward as our outcome of interest for each
question as it is the ultimate outcome in our study. However, we present our results for the other two
outcomes in Appendix C: Easy (whether the user chooses the easy version) and Correct (whether
the user answers the question correctly).

To induce the missingness patterns, we use the λ-adversariality notion in Definition 5. We obtain
the ground truth CATE matrix by estimating CATE on Reward for all units for each question in
our experiment (please see Appendix C.1). We can do that since we have full randomization of the
intervention (low vs. high price of the easy version of the question). We then obtain λ-adversariality
scores using λ = 0.25 and generate both right- and left-tail missingness patterns as shown in
Equations (29) and (30). Once we have the corresponding propensity matrix for each case, we
generate the feasibility matrix. Our methods cannot use the data from the observations that are not
feasible. Although there are many versions of conventional methods and our proposed algorithm, we
focus on a single version for each here and present the rest in Appendix C.2. For each missingness
matrix, we apply the following methods:

• Double ML: For each question, we drop the observations that are not feasible according to
the missingness pattern and estimate the ATE using Double ML. To estimate the nuisance
functions, we use all the pre-treatment variables as covariates and Random Forest with two-fold
cross-validation as learners. Please see the details in Appendix C.2. Overall, this gives us 20
estimated ATEs for questions in our experiment that serve as our benchmark against which we
compare the performance of our proposed algorithm.

• Proposed Algorithm: For each question, we drop the observations that are not feasible and
estimate CATE using a U-learner with XGBoost as the learner. We then form the incomplete
CATE matrix with entries only for feasible elements. We use softImpute as our matrix comple-
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Figure 7: Model comparison with CATE-dependent missingness using data from a real experiment.

tion algorithm and tune its regularization parameter using validation. Please see the details in
Appendix C.2. We complete the matrix as in Algorithm 1 and recover the ATEs.

We evaluate the performance of these two algorithms in estimating ATE across questions using the
ground truth, as shown in Figure 7. Since we estimate the ground truth from data, we present the
95% confidence intervals around the ATE estimates. Figure 7a demonstrates the case with right-tail
missingness. As shown in this figure, our proposed method performs better than Double ML in
recovering ATE. Using Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) between the estimates by each model and
the ground truth ATEs, we find that our proposed algorithm has a 22% lower RMSE than Double
ML. The performance of our algorithm is even better with left-tail missingness of CATE values, as
shown in Figure 7b. Specifically for the example presented in this figure, our algorithm reduces
the RMSE of Double ML by 47%. The worse performance in the case of right-tail missingness is
likely due to the fact that in a small data setting like ours, missingness at the right tail of the CATE
distribution substantially reduces the signal in the data used by the CATE estimator. This results in
poor CATE estimation, which affects the overall performance of our approach.

We now repeat this practice for other levels of adversariality by changing λ. We consider five
values for λ for either right or left tail missingness: 0,0.25,0.50,0.75, and 1. The case of λ = 0 is
the same as a random missingness case, as it only uses random noise to generate the missingness
pattern. For each case, we repeat the practice 20 times and present the average RMSE in Figure 8,
with the ribbon showing the average plus and minus the standard deviation. As expected, higher
levels of adversariality increase the error for both methods. However, our proposed algorithm
consistently outperforms the existing benchmarks at all levels of adversariality. In Appendix C.3,
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Figure 8: RMSE of different methods with CATE-dependent missingness at different levels of
adversariality using data from a real experiment.

we show the full results for the other two outcomes, a wider set of benchmarks and other versions
of our proposed algorithm. All the results show substantial improvement from using our proposed
algorithm over the existing benchmarks.

In summary, our results provide a proof-of-concept for our proposed algorithm and its use in
cases where assignment to treatment can be partially deterministic. Given that CATE estimators
generally require a large N to create a local variation at every part of data and matrix completion
methods require a large J to fully exploit the low-rank structure, the superior performance of the
proposed algorithm compared to the benchmarks in a small-data setting is particularly promising.
It is worth noting that both a large number of users (N ) and studies (J) are conditions that are
commonly satisfied in digital platforms. Thus, we expect larger gains from our proposed algorithm
in the context of digital platforms.

6 Conclusion
Digital platforms use algorithmic decision-making to deliver interventions to their users at a very
large scale. An important goal for both practitioners and academic researchers is to identify the
causal effect of such interventions. The gold standard answer to this question is to run randomized
experiments. However, these experiments are often too costly, thereby giving rise to observational
methods that use platforms’ existing data without incurring experimentation costs. We examine this
problem using the well-established potential outcomes framework (Holland, 1986). Observational
studies generally require an important assumption called strong ignorability of the treatment as-
signment, which comprises two parts: unconfoundedness of the treatment assignment and overlap.
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While much of the prior applied and methodological literature focused on the former, the latter
received considerably less attention. We show that in digital platforms, this is, in fact, the over-
lap assumption that is not satisfied because the output of algorithmic recommendations is often
deterministic. We theoretically show that the lack of overlap can be detrimental to the validity of
an observational study. We quantify the bias term and argue that we expect the bias caused by
the lack of overlap to be large in most digital platforms. Lastly, we formulate the identification
problem caused by the lack of overlap as a missing data problem and propose a matrix completion
solution that is often considered for such challenges. We show that if the platform has data on many
treatments for the same units of population and the space of treatment effects is low-rank, we can
recover the true average treatment effect.

There are several contributions that our paper makes to the literature. First, we present a
comprehensive study of overlap violation in observational studies. We show how the lack of overlap
can bias the estimates of average treatment effects from observational studies that ignore this
assumption. Second, our paper provides important insights to practitioners. We show that the data
from digital platforms that use algorithms to make decisions suffer from an often ignored part of the
ignorability assumption: the overlap assumption. We show that this problem is generally prevalent
in digital platforms. Finally, we provide a solution to this problem that can correct the bias caused
by the lack of overlap if the platform has access to the data for numerous interventions and the
underlying space of treatment effects is low-ranked. Our proposed algorithm can be used by digital
platforms to utilize their existing observational data and by researchers who access a platform’s
data that suffer from the issue of deterministic assignment.
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Online Appendix
A Proofs
A.1 Proof of Proposition 1
Proof. Let Ir denote the set of observations that have probabilistic assignment. We denote the total number of these
observations by Nr. From Chernozhukov et al. (2018a), we know that:

argmin
τ

1

Nr

∑
i∈Ir

(Yi −m(Xi)− (Wi − π(Xi)) τ)
2 p→ τr. (A.31)

We now want to show that the RHS of Equation (A.31) is the same as what any methods optimizing Equation (7) would
estimate. We can write:

τ̂ = argmin
τ

1

N

N∑
i=1

(Yi −m(Xi)− (Wi − π(Xi)) τ)
2

= argmin
τ

1

N

∑
i∈Ir

(Yi −m(Xi)− (Wi − π(Xi)) τ)
2

+
∑
i/∈Ir

(Yi −m(Xi)− (Wi − π(Xi)) τ)
2

= argmin
τ

1

N

∑
i∈Ir

(Yi −m(Xi)− (Wi − π(Xi)) τ)
2
+
∑
i/∈Ir

(Yi −m(Xi))
2

= argmin
τ

1

N

∑
i∈Ir

(Yi −m(Xi)− (Wi − π(Xi)) τ)
2

= argmin
τ

1

Nr

∑
i∈Ir

(Yi −m(Xi)− (Wi − π(Xi)) τ)
2
,

(A.32)

where the second line is a simple decomposition based on the observations with probabilistic and deterministic
assignment, the fourth line is because Wi − π(Xi) = 0 for observations with deterministic assignment, the fifth line
drops the term

∑
i/∈Ir

(Yi −m(Xi))
2 because it is invariant of τ , and the sixth line changes 1/N to 1/Nr because it is

invariant of τ . Now if we combine the result of Equation (A.32) with that of Equation (A.31), the proof is complete.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 2
Proof. The proof is straightforward and directly follows from the fact that we can only use non-deterministic propensity
scores. As a result, we only focus on the observations in the probabilistic region. Therefore, the proof directly follows
Horvitz and Thompson (1952).

A.3 Proof of Proposition 3
Proof. For the proof, we only show the first one, since the second one follows the same logic. We start by proving the
following lemma:

Lemma 2. We have E[1(π(Xi) = 1)τ(Xi)] = P (π(Xi) = 1)E[τ(Xi) | π(Xi) = 1].
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For brevity in our proof, we first define Qi = 1(π(Xi) = 1). We can now write:

E[1(π(Xi) = 1)τ(Xi)] = E[Qiτ(Xi)]

= E[E[Qiτ(Xi) | Qi]]

= E[QiE[τ(Xi) | Qi]]

= P (Qi = 1)(1)E[τ(Xi) | Qi = 1] + P (Qi = 0)(0)E[τ(Xi) | Qi = 0]

= P (Qi = 1)E[τ(Xi) | Qi = 1]

= P (π(Xi) = 1)E[τ(Xi) | π(Xi) = 1]

(A.33)

Now, we use this lemma to prove that if τ(Xi) and belonging to the deterministic assignment region (i.e., 1(π(Xi) = 1)
are positively correlated, then we have τ1 ≥ τ∗. We can write:

τ1 = E[τ(Xi) | π(Xi) = 1]

=
P (π(Xi) = 1)E[τ(Xi) | π(Xi) = 1]

P (π(Xi) = 1)

=
E[1(π(Xi) = 1)τ(Xi)]

E[1(π(Xi) = 1)]

≥ E[1(π(Xi) = 1)]E[τ(Xi)]

E[1(π(Xi) = 1)]

= E[τ(Xi)]

= τ∗,

(A.34)

where the fourth line comes from the fact that the two variables are positively correlated.

B Experiment
B.1 Experiment Design
In this section, we present the details of our experiment design. Our experiment timeline has four parts. The first
part contains pre-treatment data collection about users’ risk-taking, price sensitivity, and expertise (see §B.1.1). In the
second part, we present the instructions of our experiment with a demo question that does not affect participants’ final
reward but informs them about the game (see §B.1.2). The third part of our experiment presents the main component of
our experiment and contains all 20 approximation questions that users can answer and receive rewards (see §B.1.3). In
the last part, we collect some of the users’ demographic information (see §B.1.4). The following sections present each
of these parts.

Figure A.1 shows an overview of the timeline of our experiment and our randomization design. As shown in this
figure, we implement independent randomization in Part 2 (instruction) and Part 3 (main game) of the experiment,
which gives us a 221 factorial design. The randomization for each question in Part 3 allows us to have 20 separate
studies with different ground truth average treatment effects, which allows us to perform our proposed algorithm and
evaluate its performance relative to the benchmarks.

B.1.1 Pre-treatment Questions
In this section, we present the first set of questions that participants in our experiment answered. As presented in Table
A1, we ask two sets of questions before the start of the game. The first set contains five questions that ask participants
to share how much they agree with different statements on a Likert scale from 1 to 5. The second set has two questions
that measure participants’ attitudes toward risk. We expect these variables to explain some of the heterogeneity in
treatment effects, as they measure price sensitivity, risk preferences, and expertise of users.
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Figure A.1: Timeline of our experiment

Table A1: Pre-treatment questions of the experiment

Question Choices

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements:

PTQ1: I am willing to spend more time in grocery shopping to make sure I
am purchasing products with the best price deals. Options: Likert scale from 1 to 5

PTQ2: I am willing to take risks in general. Options: Likert scale from 1 to 5

PTQ3: Streaming platforms offer more value than their subscription cost. Options: Likert scale from 1 to 5

PTQ4: I am confident in my mathematical skills. Options: Likert scale from 1 to 5

PTQ5: I am confident in my geometry skills. Options: Likert scale from 1 to 5

Please answer the following investment questions:

PTQ 6:Imagine that someone gives you $20. You can invest any portion of
this amount in a risky lottery with the following two outcomes:
• With a 50% probablility, your investment triples.
• With a 50% probability, you lose your investment.

Which one of the following options do you pick?

• Keep $20.
• Keep $15 and invest $5 in lottery.
• Keep $10 and invest $10 in lottery.
• Keep $5 and invest $15 in lottery.
• Invest all $20 in lottery.

PTQ 7:Imagine that someone gives you $100. You can invest any portion of
this amount in a risky lottery with the following two outcomes:
• With a 50% probablility, your investment triples.
• With a 50% probability, you lose your investment.

Which one of the following options do you pick?

• Keep $100.
• Keep $75 and invest $25 in lottery.
• Keep $50 and invest $50 in lottery.
• Keep $25 and invest $75 in lottery.
• Invest all $100 in lottery.

B.1.2 Demo Question
Before participants start playing the game, we place a demo question to inform them about the game instructions. We
first randomly assign participants to two versions of instructions. In one version, we include a nudge that encourages
participants to carefully consider the deal offered in the easy version. We include this component in our design to
create more observed heterogeneity in treatment effects, as users who receive are nudge (pro tip) are more likely to
calculate the risk and benefits involved. Later in our analysis, we use the dummy variable for whether the participant has
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received the nudge as a covariate around which we want to estimate the treatment effect heterogeneity. The instruction
information is provided below:

In this survey, you participate in a game of approximating the size of objects. Below are the instructions and rules
of the game:
• There are 20 questions in total.
• In each question, we provide some information about the size of some objects in a picture and ask you to guess the

size of other objects in the same picture. You will see a demo question in the next page.
• You first see the difficult version of the question with 4 choices. If you correctly answer this version of the question,

you will earn 1 point reward. However, you have the opportunity to choose an easy version of the question with 2
choices at a lower reward.

• You first see the difficult version of the question with 4 choices. If you correctly answer this version of the question,
you will earn 1 point reward. However, you have the opportunity to choose an easy version of the question with 2
choices at a lower reward.
• Pro Tip: Not every easy version is worth it. Carefully evaluate the new reward for the easy version of the

question. For example, if you have a 25% chance of answering the difficult version and 50% chance of answering
the easy version with 0.4 reward, sticking with the difficult version is the right strategy. However, if your chance
of answering the easy question increases more substantially (e.g., to 75%), it is worth switching to the easy
version.

• Your points accumulate as you play. At the end of the game, you will receive 10 cents for each point received. Thus,
you can earn up to $2 depending on how many points you earn in this study.
Once participants are exposed to the version of instruction, we ask them to answer a demo question as presented in

Table A2. For the demo question, we do not randomize the rewards for users, as this question was just presented for
instructional purposes. The correct answer to the Demo Question is 59 seconds.

Table A2: Instructions and the demo question

Question Control Condition Treatment Condition

Instructions Pro Tip Excluded Pro Tip Included

Demo Question
If the amount watched is 40 seconds (red area), what is the length
of the total video?

• 70 seconds
• 59 seconds
• 48 seconds
• 65 seconds
• Make it easier by re-

moving 2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6

• 70 seconds
• 59 seconds
• 48 seconds
• 65 seconds
• Make it easier by re-

moving 2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6

B.1.3 Main Questions
We now present the questions in our game with the choices provided in the control and treatment conditions in Table
A3. The first column of Table A3 represents the questions, including both the text and figure for each. The second
and third columns show the choices provided in the control and treatment conditions for each question, respectively.
The only difference between control and treatment conditions for each question is in the offer provided: the treatment
condition always offers a better deal for the easy version of the question. The first choice shown in columns 2 and 3
is the correct answer to each question, and the third and fourth choices are those that would be removed if the user
chooses the easy version of the question. The order of choices is randomized when shown to users. The reward is
calculated based on the question answered by the question (easy vs. difficult) and the correctness of the answer.
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Table A3: Main questions of the experiment

Question Control Condition Treatment Condition

Question 1
If the amount watched is 10 seconds (red area),
what is the length of the total video?

• 53 seconds
• 61 seconds
• 57 seconds
• 42 seconds
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.5

• 53 seconds
• 61 seconds
• 57 seconds
• 42 seconds
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.8

Question 2
If the amount watched is 2 minutes and 12 sec-
onds (red area), what is the length of the total
video?

• 6 min and 29 sec
• 6 min and 2 sec
• 5 min and 42 sec
• 7 min and 8 sec
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.3

• 6 min and 29 sec
• 6 min and 2 sec
• 5 min and 42 sec
• 7 min and 8 sec
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6

Question 3
If the amount watched is 5 minutes (red area),
what is the length of the total video?

• 7 min and 22 sec
• 8 min and 2 sec
• 7 min and 49 sec
• 7 min and 39 sec
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.4

• 7 min and 22 sec
• 8 min and 2 sec
• 7 min and 49 sec
• 7 min and 39 sec
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.7

Question 4
If the total video is 44 seconds, how much of
the video has been watched (red area)?

• 11 seconds
• 13 seconds
• 15 seconds
• 9 seconds
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.5

• 11 seconds
• 13 seconds
• 15 seconds
• 9 seconds
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.8

Question 5
If the total video is 2 minutes and 39 seconds,
how much of the video has been watched (red
area)?

• 1 min and 39 sec
• 1 min and 50 sec
• 1 min and 56 sec
• 1 min and 46 sec
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.3

• 1 min and 39 sec
• 1 min and 50 sec
• 1 min and 56 sec
• 1 min and 46 sec
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6
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Question 6
If the total video is 10 minutes and 24 seconds,
how much of the video has been watched (red
area)?

• 9 min and 49 sec
• 9 min and 30 sec
• 9 min and 4 sec
• 9 min and 15 sec
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.4

• 9 min and 49 sec
• 9 min and 30 sec
• 9 min and 4 sec
• 9 min and 15 sec
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.7

Question 7
Given that the width of the following rectangle
is 4 inches, what is your estimate of its height?

• 1.6 inches
• 1.2 inches
• 1 inch
• 1.1 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.5

• 1.6 inches
• 1.2 inches
• 1 inch
• 1.1 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.8

Question 8
Given that the width of the following rectangle
is 2 inches, what is your estimate of its height?

• 7 inches
• 8 inches
• 9 inches
• 6 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.3

• 7 inches
• 8 inches
• 9 inches
• 6 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6

Question 9
Given that the width of the following rectangle
is 12 feet, what is your estimate of its height?

• 14 feet
• 15 feet
• 12 feet
• 13 feet
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.4

• 14 feet
• 15 feet
• 12 feet
• 13 feet
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.7

Question 10
Given that the height of the following rectangle
is 14 feet, what is your estimate of its width?

• 35 feet
• 42 feet
• 38 feet
• 40.5 feet
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.5

• 35 feet
• 42 feet
• 38 feet
• 40.5 feet
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.8
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Question 11
Given that the height of the following rectangle
is 10.2 miles, what is your estimate of its width?

• 11.3 miles
• 10.3 miles
• 12 miles
• 10.7 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.3

• 11.3 miles
• 10.3 miles
• 12 miles
• 10.7 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6

Question 12
Given that the height of the following rectangle
is 52 inches, what is your estimate of its width?

• 5 inches
• 3 inches
• 4 inches
• 2 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.4

• 5 inches
• 3 inches
• 4 inches
• 2 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.7

Question 13
Given that the grey line is 12 inches, what is the
length of the red line?

• 12 inches
• 13 inches
• 11.5 inches
• 12.5 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.5

• 12 inches
• 13 inches
• 11.5 inches
• 12.5 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.8

Question 14
Given the size of the grey lines, what is the
length of the red line?

• 48 feet
• 45 feet
• 42 feet
• 39 feet
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.3

• 48 feet
• 45 feet
• 42 feet
• 39 feet
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6

Question 15
Given the size of the grey lines in miles, what is
the length of the red line?

• 3 miles
• 2.6 miles
• 2.8 miles
• 3.2 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.4

• 3 miles
• 2.6 miles
• 2.8 miles
• 3.2 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.7
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Question 16
Given that the grey line is 5.2 inches, what is
the length of the red line?

• 12.4 miles
• 13.5 miles
• 14.6 miles
• 15.7 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.5

• 12.4 miles
• 13.5 miles
• 14.6 miles
• 15.7 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.8

Question 17
Given the length of edges provided in inches,
what is the width of the red rectangle?

• 4.2 miles
• 3.6 miles
• 4.8 miles
• 3 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.3

• 4.2 miles
• 3.6 miles
• 4.8 miles
• 3 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6

Question 18
Given that the height of the grey triangle is 20
miles, what is the height of the red triangle?

• 10.3 miles
• 9.3 miles
• 8.4 miles
• 7.8 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.4

• 10.3 miles
• 9.3 miles
• 8.4 miles
• 7.8 miles
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.7

Question 19
Given that the height of the grey oval is 4 inches,
what is the width of the red oval?

• 8.2 inches
• 7.6 inches
• 7.1 inches
• 6.8 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.5

• 8.2 inches
• 7.6 inches
• 7.1 inches
• 6.8 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.8

Question 20
Given that the diameter of the small circle is
4 inches, what is distance shown in the figure
below?

• 4 inches
• 4.6 inches
• 4.3 inches
• 3.7 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.3

• 4 inches
• 4.6 inches
• 4.3 inches
• 3.7 inches
• Make it easier by removing

2 choices;
New Reward = 0.6

B.1.4 Demographic Questions
At the end of our experiment, we collect some demographic information on participants. Table A4 presents these
demographic questions. As shown in this table, we collect information about participants’ age, education, gender, race,
income, and political views.
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Table A4: Demographic questions of the experiment

Question Choices

D1: Please indicate your age. Numeric

D2: What is your highest level of education?
Choices: Some high-school, High-school
diploma, Some college, Bachelor’s de-
gree, Master’s degree or above

D3: What is your gender? Choices: Male, Female, Other (please
specify)

D4: What is your race/ethnicity? Choices: American Indian or Alaska Na-
tive, Asian, Black, Hispanic, White

D5: Which of these describes your personal income last year?

Choices: $0, $1 to $9 999, $10 000 to
$24 999, $25 000 to $49 999, $50 000 to
$74 999, $75 000 to $99 999, $100 000
to $149 999, $150 000 and greater, Prefer
Not to Answer

D6: Which of these describes your political views and ideology?
Very Conservative, Moderately Conserva-
tive, Neutral, Moderately Liberal, Very
Liberal

B.2 Theoretical Analysis of the Experiment
The main question is where the heterogeneity in treatment effects comes from. We present a simple theoretical analysis
of the heterogeneity in treatment effects on the choice of the easy version. For a given question, let γid and γie denote
user i’s perceived probability of correctly answering the difficult (4-choice) and easy (2-choice) versions of the question,
respectively. Further, let Rid and Rie denote the reward associated with the difficult and easy versions of the question.
We set Rid = 1 in all instances, but Rie = 1 − p, where p is essentially the price the user pays for the easy version
and is randomly assigned to users from two options: high price pH in the control condition and low price pL in the
treatment condition. For example, the high price in the control condition in Figure 6 is 0.5 (i.e., Reward = 0.5), and the
low price in the treatment condition is 0.2 (i.e., Reward = 0.8).

In each condition, choosing the difficult version yields an expected return of γidRid = γid, whereas choosing the
easy version yields an expected return of γieRie = γie(1− p). Depending on user i’s valuation of the reward (denoted
by θi) and risk aversion (denoted by ηi), we can define the utility from choosing easy or hard version for each price
offer p. Let g(p; γie, γid, θi, ηi) denote the probability that the user chooses the easy version in a question with price
offer p. We can then define the CATE for that question on the outcome of choosing the easy version as follows:

CATEi = g(pL; γie, γid, θi, ηi)− g(pH ; γie, γid, θi, ηi), (A.35)

where pL and pH are prices offered in the treatment and control conditions. The characterization in Equation (A.35)
shows that the heterogeneity in treatment effects comes from (1) perceived expertise of the users (γie and γid), (2) the
value of reward earned (θi), and (3) risk aversion (ηi). As a result, we need to collect information on these three sources
as pre-treatment variables. We can further use the user’s past behavior for each question to enrich the covariates used to
identify heterogeneity in treatment effects. For example, for Question 10, we can use the choices and performance
of the user up until that point as pre-treatment variables. This heterogeneity in treatment effects will appear in other
outcomes of interest, such as whether the user answers the question correctly and the reward received for each question.
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B.3 Full Descriptive Analysis
Overall, we have the following sets of variables in our data:
• Pre-treatment variables: The first part of our experiment asks a set of seven pre-treatment questions, which gives us

seven covariates. We name these variables PTQ1 to PTQ7, as presented in Table A1. Since each variable in this
part is measured using five choices, the range is from 1 to 5.

• Instruction and demo variables: We construct three covariates from this part of our experiment: (1) Nudge, which
indicates whether the participant received the pro-tip as part of the instruction, (2) DemoCorrect, which indicates
whether the participant answered the demo question correctly, and (3) DemoNotAnswered, which indicates whether
the participant answered the demo question. If the participant does not answer the question, we do not know whether
s/he has received the nudge. The variable Nudge can help explain a pattern of behavior where participants more
carefully make choices, and DemoCorrect works as a proxy for the participants’ expertise in this game.

• Main game variables: Most of our data and outcomes used come from this part of our experiment. For each question
in the main game, we collect the following variables: (1) whether the participant was assigned to the treatment (the
case with a lower price for the easy version) labeled as W1, W2, . . . , W20 in our data, (2) whether the participant
answered the easy version of the question labeled as E1, E2, . . . , E20, (3) whether the participant answered the
question correctly labeled as C1, C2, . . . , C20, (4) the amount of reward received by the participant labeled as
R1, R2, . . . , R20, (5) the amount of reward received by the participant through answering difficult versions of
questions labeled as RD1, RD2, . . . , RD20, and (6) the amount of reward received by the participant through
answering easy versions of questions labeled as RE1, RE2, . . . , RE20. It is easy to see for each question j, we
have Rj = RDj + REj. We have a total of 20 × 6 = 120 main game variables to work with. The aggregate
statistics on these variables are presented in Table 2.

• Demographic variables: We use the six demographic questions to create five demographic variables: Age, Education,
Gender, Race, Income, and PoliticalViews.
Table A5 presents summary statistics on our numerical (or ordinal) variables that can directly be represented with

numbers. We find that all seven pre-treatment variables in the first portion of our experiment show reasonable variation,
with all the values of the range being fully covered. The final row represent summary statistics for Age. The minimum
value for Age is equal to 6, which is likely a typo by the participant when entering her age. The second smallest Age is
equal to 20 years old, and the oldest is 79, which indicates considerable variation in that variable.

Variable Mean SD Min Median Max
PTQ1 4.0296 0.8823 1 4 5
PTQ2 2.9386 1.0879 1 3 5
PTQ3 3.2346 1.0222 1 3 5
PTQ4 3.4819 1.1513 1 4 5
PTQ5 2.9312 1.1765 1 3 5
PTQ6 2.7705 1.2803 1 3 5
PTQ7 2.4360 1.1002 1 2 5
Age 41.9104 12.3242 6 39 79

Table A5: Summary statistics of pre-treatment variables.

For categorical variables we find the following proportions for each variable. We find that over 32% of participants
did not answer the demo question, which means that for these participants, we do not know whether they have seen the
nudge. However, given their moving forward without answering the question, it is fair to assume that they did not pay
much attention to the nudge (if any). Overall, 34% of users received the nudge, and around 30% of users answered
the demo question correctly. For other categorical variables, we present the subcategories and their corresponding
percentages as follows: For Education, we have Some high school (0.5%), High-school diploma (10.8%), Some college
(29.0%), Bachelor’s degree (41.9%), and Master’s degree or above (17.8%). For Gender, we have Male (52.7%),
Female (46.9%), and Other (0.4%). For Race, we have American Indian or Alaska Native (0.8%), Asian (8.0%), Black
(11.4%), Hispanic (6.0%), and White (73.8%). For Income, we have $0 (0.8%), $1 to $9,999 (11.8%), $10,000 to
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$24,999 (14.3%), $25,000 to $49,999 (25.4%), $50,000 to $74,999 (20.7%), $75,000 to $99,999 (13.6%), $100,000
to $149,999 (6.7%), $150,000 and greater (4.1%), and Prefer not to answer (2.6%). For political ideology, we have
Very Conservative (8.4%), Moderately Conservative (20.9%), Neutral (22.6%), Moderately Liberal (31.2%), and Very
Liberal (16.9%).

B.4 Randomization Checks
We perform randomization checks to ensure that the treatments were properly randomized for each question. To do so,
we run 20 regressions, where we regress the treatment status for a question on all the pre-treatment variables presented
in Table A5. For each regression, we can use the F-statistics of the overall regression to see if the pre-treatment variables
explain the variation in the treatment variable. If we can reject the null hypothesis for any of these regressions, that
would be evidence suggesting that randomization has not been implemented properly.

We run all 20 regressions and present the F-statistics and p-values in Table A6. The first column refers to the
model we run, which is an ordinary least squares (OLS) model where we regress the treatment status for a question on
pre-treatment variables. The second and third columns present the F-statistic and p-value of models, respectively. As
shown in this table, we fail to reject the null hypothesis for all models, confirming that randomization design in our
experiment was implemented properly.

Outcome W1 W2 W3 W4 W5 W6 W7 W8 W9 W10
F-statistic 0.82 0.98 1.07 1.28 0.88 0.63 1.29 0.89 1.04 1.25
p-value 0.75 0.50 0.36 0.14 0.67 0.95 0.13 0.65 0.41 0.16

Outcome W11 W12 W13 W14 W15 W16 W17 W18 W19 W20
F-statistic 1.19 0.95 0.69 1.22 1.25 0.51 0.94 0.96 0.97 0.97
p-value 0.21 0.55 0.91 0.19 0.16 0.99 0.57 0.53 0.51 0.52

Table A6: Randomization checks for treatment assignments.

C Performance Analysis
C.1 Ground Truth CATE Matrix
An important step in inducing adversarial missingness patterns in data is to obtain the ground truth CATE matrix. Since
we have randomization for each question j, we can estimate the treatment effects estimands such as ATE and CATE
for each question. For our ground truth matrix, we use Causal Forests proposed by Athey and Wager (2019). We can
use any other CATE learner for this purpose. Like other CATE learners, there are three sets of inputs that we need to
specify:
• Outcome: We use three outcomes separately: Reward, Correct, and Easy.
• Treatment: We use 20 separate treatments corresponding to the treatment status for each question. This means that

for each outcome, we run 20 separate Causal Forests.
• Covariates: A richer set of covariates we use helps us capture heterogeneity in treatment effects. As such, we

include all the pre-treatment variables as presented in Table A5. In addition, for each treatment j, we include the
following six variables to our set of covariates: (1) the total number of treatments received by the user up to question
j, denoted by TWj, (2) the total number of times the user chose the easy version up to question j, denoted by
TEj, (3) the total number of times the user correctly answered j − 1 questions prior to question j, denoted by
TCj, (4) the total reward received by the user up to question j, denoted by TRj, (5) the total reward received by
choosing the easy version of the question up until question j, denoted by TREj, and (6) the total reward received
by choosing the difficult version of the question up until question j, denoted by TRDj. Since the treatment status
in question j is independent of these variables, we can include them in our set of covariates as they help capture the
heterogeneity in treatment effects. This also mimics the situation in real-world settings where platforms are able to
use historical variables for targeting. For example, in similar gaming contexts, platforms assign interventions (e.g.,
promotion) to users based on their past performance and other historical variables.
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Overall, we need to run 3× 20 Causal Forests for our 3 outcomes and 20 questions separately, which helps us build 3
ground truth CATE matrices. For each outcome, we use the corresponding ground truth CATE matrix to generate the
missingness patterns, using Definition 5.

C.2 Benchmarks
In §5.3, we focused on our proposed algorithm when XGBoost is used for CATE estimation and Double ML with
Random Forest as the nuisance estimator as the benchmark. In this section, we introduce a series of alternatives for our
proposed algorithm, as well as other benchmarks for conventional methods.

In all cases, the input is a missingness matrix that is generated based on the ground truth matrix and the λ-
adversariality notion in Definition 5. The missingness matrix determines where the overlap assumption is not violated,
thereby determining the feasible regions for estimating causal parameters. Given this input, we use the following
versions of our proposed algorithm:
• UXGB-SI: We employ a U-learner with XGBoost to learn both nuisance and CATEs for each question j separately.

This is the main method that we use in the main text of the paper. For each question j, we first find the set of feasible
observations for which the overlap assumption is not violated according to our missingness matrix. We then use
that set of observations and use XGBoost to predict Y (j)

i using X
(j)
i as our covariates. We denote the estimated

XGBoost function by m̂XGB(·). We then use the predicted values to construct the transformed outcome for each
question j as follows:

U
(j)
i,XGB =

Y
(j)
i − m̂XGB(X

(j)
i )

W
(j)
i − π(X

(j)
i )

, (A.36)

where π is given and equal to 1/2 for the feasible points in our experiment. We can now use our covariates X(j)
i to

predict transformed outcomes presented in Equation (A.36) using XGBoost as follows. We denote these CATE
estimates by τ̂

(j)
UXGB(X

(j)
i ). Once we have all CATE estimates for different questions, we construct an incomplete

CATE matrix T̂ incomplete
UXGB . Once we have the incomplete CATE matrix, we are ready to employ the matrix completion

step of our algorithm. We use softImpute as our matrix completion algorithm in this task. We use validation to tune
the regularization parameter in this algorithm and then run the algorithm to complete the matrix. Our validation
procedure splits the data randomly into two parts where one is used for model building using different values of the
regularization parameter, and the other evaluates the performance of each model. The best-performing regularization
parameter on the validation data is selected as the best parameter. Once the matrix is complete, the column-wise
means would give us the ATEs for 20 different questions.

• UL-SI: This approach is very similar to UXGB-SI, with three differences as follows: (1) we use LASSO to predict
the outcomes for each question (i.e., estimating m̂LASSO(·)), (2) we then create transformed outcomes U (j)

i,LASSO by
replacing m̂XGB(·) with m̂LASSO(·) in Equation (A.36), and (3) we use LASSO to predict CATEs (i.e., estimating
τ̂
(j)
ULASSO(X

(j)
i )) and build the incomplete matrix T̂ incomplete

ULASSO . Once we have the incomplete matrix, we follow the
same steps as UXGB-SI in using softImpute to complete the matrix and recover ATEs.

• GRFD-SI: In this approach, we use Causal Forests to estimate CATEs for feasible data entries of the matrix. For
each question, we use the sample of feasible data points to estimate CATEs using Causal Forests. Let τ̂ (j)GRF(X

(j)
i )

denote the CATE estimate for observation i in question j. We plug in the point estimates for feasible observations
and build the incomplete CATE matrix T̂ incomplete

GRFD . Once we have the incomplete matrix, we follow the same steps
as UXGB-SI in using softImpute to complete the matrix and recover ATEs.

• GRFP-SI: This approach is very similar to GRFD-SI, with a minor difference. Instead of plugging in the point
estimates for CATE, we draw from the sampling distribution of the point estimate. We can repeat this process many
times and build K different incomplete CATE matrices T̂ incomplete

GRFP,1 , T̂ incomplete
GRFP,2 , . . . , T̂ incomplete

GRFP,K . We can then complete
each using softImpute, similar to other methods presented above, and take the average for the final completed matrix.
This helps us account for the uncertainty in the CATE estimates and reduce the impact of noisy CATE estimates that
are large in magnitude.

• SXGB-SI: In this approach, we use an S-learner with XGBoost for learning the outcome. This approach is a form
of direct outcome modeling where we use the entire data of feasible observations for each question and estimate the
outcome using both covariates and the treatment variable. We use XGBoost for this prediction task and denote the
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resulting function by µ̂XGB(X
(j)
i ,W

(j)
i ). We can then form an incomplete matrix of predicted outcomes with N

rows and 2J columns, such that T̂ incomplete
SXGB = [µ̂XGB(X

(j)
i , 1) | µ̂XGB(X

(j)
i , 0)]. Based on the validation procedure

discussed above, we can complete this incomplete matrix of predicted outcomes using softImpute. Once we have
the complete matrix, we can subtract the second J columns from the first J columns and obtain a complete CATE
matrix akin to the S-learner approach. Recovering ATEs from the complete CATE matrix is the same as other
methods.9

From the versions of our proposed algorithm presented above, we use UXGB-SI in the main text of our paper and
present the results for the rest in this section of the Appendix. For conventional methods, we consider the following
three approaches:
• DML: We use the Double ML method as our main benchmark in the main text of the paper. For each question
j, we only focus on feasible observations and estimate ATE using Double ML regress Y (j)

i as the outcome, W (j)
i

as the treatment, and X
(j)
i as controls. To do so, we need to estimate the nuisance functions for the outcome and

propensity scores. We use Random Forests to estimate the outcome Y
(j)
i using X

(j)
i . In order to tune parameters,

we use a two-fold cross-validation procedure. Let m̂RF(X
(j)
i ) denote the estimated outcomes using the Random

Forests predictions. For propensity scores, we know that ê(X(j)
i ) = 1/2 by design, so we use these values. To

estimate the ATE for each question j, we regress the outcome residuals (Y (j)
i − m̂RF(X

(j)
i )) on propensity residuals

(W (j)
i − ê(X

(j)
i )). The estimated coefficient gives us the ATE for each question. Overall, we can obtain 20 ATEs

corresponding to each question.
• IPS: Consistent with our discussion in the main text about the model-free approaches, we also consider Inverse

Propensity Score (IPS) estimator. Let I(j) denote the set of feasible observations for question j. We estimate the
ATE for question j using the IPS estimator as follows:

τ̂
(j)
IPS =

1

|I(j)|

 ∑
i∈I(j)

Y
(j)
i

(
W

(j)
i

π(X
(j)
i )
− 1−W

(j)
i

1− π(W
(j)
i )

) , (A.37)

where π(X
(j)
i ) = 1/2 by design.

• OLS: Finally, we also use a simple regression model where we regress the outcome Y (j)
i on W

(j)
i for each question

and estimate the coefficient.
Overall, we have 5 different versions of our proposed algorithm and 3 versions for conventional methods. We evaluate
the performance of all these methods across different outcomes and missingness scenarios.

C.3 Results

C.3.1 Full Results for All Benchmarks
In §5.3, we only compare the performance of UXGB-SI and DML for right- and left-tail missingness of CATE on
Reward. In this section, we expand the methods and consider all 8 models described in Appendix C.2.

Table A7 presents the full results across all the benchmarks. A few patterns emerge from our results. First, we
notice that all versions of our proposed algorithm perform better than the conventional methods. However, we see quite
a bit of variation in performance within different versions of our proposed algorithm. In particular, we note that both
XGBoost-based methods UXGB-SI and SXGB-SI perform better than other methods. This is likely because of the
additional flexibility of the XGBoost model in differentiating between observations. Second, we find that the version of
GRF that incorporates uncertainty (GRFP-SI) consistently performs better than the deterministic version (GRFD-SI),
though the difference is not very large. Third, we find that all conventional methods perform very similarly.

9Please note that we could first estimate CATEs using the S-learner approach, such that τ̂ (j)SXGB(X
(j)
i ) = µ̂XGB(X

(j)
i , 1)−

µ̂XGB(X
(j)
i , 0). However, performing the matrix completion step first is advantageous as the algorithm for completion

can also incorporate the treatment structure.
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Missingness Method
Tail λ UXGB-SI UL-SI GRFD-SI GRFP-SI SXGB-SI DML IPS OLS

Left

0.00 0.024 0.023 0.022 0.022 0.022 0.028 0.033 0.024
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004)

0.25 0.045 0.069 0.071 0.067 0.065 0.078 0.077 0.075
(0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.008) (0.005)

0.50 0.179 0.207 0.212 0.207 0.193 0.218 0.220 0.216
(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004)

0.75 0.267 0.291 0.299 0.292 0.264 0.297 0.298 0.297
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

1.00 0.277 0.304 0.312 0.306 0.276 0.308 0.311 0.310
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)

Right

0.00 0.023 0.022 0.022 0.021 0.022 0.027 0.037 0.024
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.003)

0.25 0.058 0.072 0.071 0.069 0.072 0.075 0.081 0.076
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

0.50 0.171 0.209 0.211 0.206 0.199 0.216 0.218 0.217
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005)

0.75 0.251 0.286 0.291 0.286 0.269 0.302 0.302 0.301
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)

1.00 0.260 0.295 0.302 0.296 0.280 0.312 0.311 0.313
(0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)

Table A7: Performance of different methods in recovering the true ATE measured by RMSE when using Reward
as the outcome across scenarios with different types and levels of adversariality. Numbers in parenthesis present the
standard deviation of 20 replications for each model in each scenario.

C.3.2 Full Results across Other Outcomes
So far, we have only considered Reward as the main outcome variable. We now extend our previous analysis to the
other two outcomes collected in our experiment: (1) Easy, which indicates whether the user has chosen the easy version
of the question, and (2) Correct, which indicates whether the user has correctly answered the question. We use the
ground truth matrix as defined in Appendix C.1 for other outcomes to generate different missingness scenarios. We
then apply all 8 methods and evaluate their performance.

We present the results for Easy as the outcome in Table A8. This is an important outcome since the true ATE is
positive and significant for the majority of questions. Our results in Table A8 confirm our findings regarding the better
performance of our proposed algorithm, specifically XGBoost-based versions. Notably, we find that our proposed
algorithm performs remarkably well for cases involving left-tail missingness of CATEs. This is likely because there is
more signal in the set of feasible observations, which in turn, increases the signal in the incomplete CATE matrix. This
is a promising finding, as with larger samples, we can more easily overcome the low signal-to-noise problem.

Next, we focus on Correct as the main outcome and repeat the analysis for all 8 methods. As shown in the table,
we find that our proposed algorithm performs better than conventional methods. Like other cases, XGBoost-based
CATE learners tend to perform better than other versions of our proposed algorithm.
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Outcome Missingness Method
Tail λ UXGB-SI UL-SI GRFD-SI GRFP-SI SXGB-SI DML IPS OLS

Easy Left

0.00 0.022 0.020 0.019 0.019 0.022 0.023 0.025 0.021
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

0.25 0.023 0.041 0.040 0.038 0.023 0.049 0.049 0.047
(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

0.50 0.079 0.112 0.109 0.105 0.064 0.125 0.124 0.122
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004)

0.75 0.111 0.142 0.146 0.140 0.087 0.165 0.161 0.159
(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)

1.00 0.116 0.143 0.148 0.142 0.088 0.169 0.167 0.163
(0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)

Easy Right

0.00 0.024 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.023 0.024 0.026 0.023
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004)

0.25 0.049 0.046 0.044 0.046 0.045 0.046 0.046 0.045
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

0.50 0.099 0.112 0.120 0.115 0.111 0.121 0.120 0.120
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005)

0.75 0.132 0.152 0.163 0.158 0.138 0.158 0.158 0.158
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005)

1.00 0.134 0.136 0.163 0.159 0.135 0.162 0.161 0.162
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000)

Correct Left

0.00 0.021 0.024 0.024 0.023 0.024 0.031 0.040 0.027
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.007) (0.004)

0.25 0.053 0.079 0.081 0.077 0.075 0.089 0.089 0.085
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.010) (0.006)

0.50 0.198 0.237 0.242 0.236 0.220 0.249 0.254 0.246
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005)

0.75 0.296 0.331 0.338 0.334 0.311 0.347 0.353 0.347
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003)

1.00 0.306 0.338 0.347 0.343 0.320 0.356 0.362 0.358
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000)

Correct Right

0.00 0.020 0.021 0.021 0.020 0.021 0.027 0.038 0.023
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005)

0.25 0.057 0.082 0.081 0.078 0.081 0.086 0.094 0.088
(0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006)

0.50 0.197 0.239 0.244 0.239 0.228 0.248 0.252 0.250
(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005)

0.75 0.294 0.334 0.341 0.336 0.317 0.345 0.353 0.349
(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002)

1.00 0.302 0.341 0.348 0.343 0.323 0.352 0.358 0.356
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.000)

Table A8: Performance of different methods in recovering the true ATE measured by RMSE when using Easy and
Correct as the outcome across scenarios with different types and levels of adversariality. Numbers in parenthesis present
the standard deviation of 20 replications for each model in each scenario.
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