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ABSTRACT

Estimating treatment effects is one of the most challenging and important tasks of data analysts.
Traditional statistical methods aim to estimate average treatment effects over a population. While
being highly useful, such average treatment effects do not help to decide which individuals profit
most by the treatment. This is where uplift modeling becomes important. Uplift models help to select
the right individuals for treatment, to maximize the overall treatment effect (uplift). A challenging
problem in uplift modeling is to evaluate the models. Previous literature suggests methods like
the Qini curve and the transformed outcome mean squared error. However, these metrics suffer
from variance: Their evaluations are strongly affected by random noise in the data, which makes
these evaluations to a certain degree arbitrary. In this paper, we analyze the variance of the uplift
evaluation metrics, on randomized controlled trial data, in a sound statistical manner. We propose
certain outcome adjustment methods, for which we prove theoretically and empirically, that they
reduce the variance of the uplift evaluation metrics. Our statistical analysis and the proposed outcome
adjustment methods are a step towards a better evaluation practice in uplift modeling.

Keywords Uplift modeling · evaluation · metrics · conditional average treatment effects · Qini

1 Introduction

Estimating treatment effects is one of the most challenging and important tasks of data analysts. In health care,
researchers infer the effect of new drugs on the patients through data from clinical trials [van Klaveren et al., 2018].
In business, companies collect and analyse customer data to estimate the effect of marketing campaigns [Haupt and
Lessmann, 2022] or churn prevention methods [Lemmens and Gupta, 2020]. Also governments use their data to infer
the effects of policies, they decided on [Athey and Wager, 2021]. The Application fields are numerous and the meaning
of such estimates is of highest significance as health care organizations, companies and governments base important
decisions on them. Traditionally, the average treatment effect (ATE) for a population of interest, was estimated. In
the mentioned applications, such ATE’s could be an increase in the average survival time due to a new cancer therapy,
the percentage reduction of churns from the customers of a company or the increase in demand due to a tax reduction.
Although being very useful, ATE estimates only offer limited information as they do not allow for differentiated effect
estimates depending on characteristics of an individual. E.g. the ATE’s do not help us to decide which patients benefit
most of a treatment (elderly women with diabetes or young men without pre-existing diseases) or which customers
react positively towards a marketing campaign and which are annoyed. To adress these problems, it is necessary to
estimate conditional average treatment effects (CATE), that is treatment effects which depend on the characteristics of
an individual.

Building statistical models to support decisions which individuals to treat is the objective of uplift modeling [Gutierrez
and Gérardy, 2017]. There are different ways to define this prediction problem: Making treatment decisions can be
seen as a "causal classification problem", where the goal is to identify individuals whose outcome positively changes
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by the treatment [Li et al., 2021]. To make this classification problem more realistic, the cost of treatment can be
included [Verbeke et al., 2022]. An alternative to treating the task as a classification problem is to treat it as a ranking
problem. Then the prediction problem becomes to rank individuals according to the effect a treatment would have
on them [Devriendt et al., 2020]. An uplift model being able to rank individuals well helps to select the individuals
which profit most from the treatment. Irrespective of how the prediction problem is defined, there are various methods
for building uplift models [Gutierrez and Gérardy, 2017]. For our research it is not important to list all the different
modeling approaches. It is only necessary to note that uplift models can yield estimates for the CATE [Radcliffe, 2007,
Jaroszewicz and Rzepakowski, 2014, Athey and Imbens, 2016] but they do not have to. It is also sufficient if the model
just yields a score for each individual (which does not need to correspond to the CATE), such that the score can be
used for ranking or deciding whether to treat or not. There are applications were such "non-CATE models" outperform
models for the CATE [Gubela et al., 2020, Fernández-Loría and Provost, 2022].

Irrespective of which uplift modeling strategy is used, applicants get in the situation to evaluate their model. They need
to measure how precise its CATE estimates are or how allocating treatment according to the model’s predictions affects
business/health care. In this paper, we focus on the situation were a randomized controlled trial (RCT) was performed
and the data is used to train and evaluate the uplift model. It is common practice to split the data and use one part for
training and the other part (test set) for evaluation. In supervised learning, applicants would pick the target Y from the
test set and would evaluate how well the predictions for this target are, for example by calculating the mean squared
error. A fundamental problem which renders such an evaluation method impossible for uplift modeling is that the
target (CATE) can not be observed. What is observed are either outcomes for the treated or the untreated. Accordingly,
common predictive model evaluation approaches need to be adapted to uplift modeling. In the literature, there are
two main uplift evaluation strategies: The first strategy is to substitute the actual CATE by a transformed outcome (an
unbiased estimate of the CATE) and then calculate the mean squared error between the model predictions and this
transformed outcome [Gutierrez and Gérardy, 2017]. We refer to this approach as transformed outcome mean squared
error (MSEW ). The second strategy is to evaluate how well the model can rank individuals according to their CATE.
This works by cutting the test set observations into segments according to the model predictions (e.g. the individuals
with the 10% highest predictions) and then calculating the mean difference between the treated and the untreated in this
segment. If the model ranks well, the observed differences in a high ranked segment will also be high. This approach
and some variations of it are found under the name Qini or uplift curve in the literature [Devriendt et al., 2020].

In previous uplift literature, it is often remarked that uplift evaluation metrics are quite "noisy" or "unstable" [Devriendt
et al., 2018]. This means that their evaluations of a model depend heavily on the specific test set data. One model can
easily be by chance deemed better than another just because of the random noise in the test set. In statistical terms,
it is more precise to call this undesirable property of an error metric the variance. If model evaluations generally
vary a lot with the choice of test data, the metric is said to have a high variance. In fact, like common for statistical
analysis, we can discuss evaluation metrics in terms of bias and variance. In this context, a metric would be biased, if
it favors any kind of of uplift model over another, unrelated to their real performance (we will explain this in more
detail later). To highlight the importance of these properties: If an evaluation metric is either biased or suffers from
high variance, it is essentially meaningless. Although we will see that uplift metrics for RCT data are not biased, their
variance is indeed an issue. Previous literature only provides a few studies that deal with the statistical properties of
uplift evaluation metrics [Schuler and Shah, 2018, Saito et al., 2019, Saito, 2020]. For the case of observational data,
they already provide a thorough analysis of bias and variance and make suggestions about possible improvements to
standard metrics. However, for the case of RCT data, an analysis of the statistical properties of evaluation metrics and
ideas for improvement are still missing. It is worthwhile to analyze the RCT setting separately from the observational
data setting, as many assumptions can be dropped and it is possible to provide clear advises how to best evaluate models.

Our paper contributes to the uplift literature by thoroughly analyzing the statistical properties of the uplift evaluation
metrics on RCT data and providing methods for improvement. By statistical analysis, we identify the sources of
variance. It turns out, that the variance of the MSEW and the Qini curve is due to the same source, which could
be expressed in simple mathematical terms. Using these theoretical results, we show that certain adjustments to the
outcome can lead to a reduction of variance for the uplift evaluation metrics without causing a bias. In addition to the
comprehensive theoretical analysis, we use simulation data to demonstrate that the variance in the uplift metrics can
pose a severe problem for model evaluation and that our adjustment methods can significantly mitigate this problem in
many cases. Although we focus our analysis on the MSEW and the Qini curve, we also show that the results can be
transferred to the other evaluation metrics, applied in the uplift literature. As our suggested adjustment methods are
easy to apply and never harm the quality of model evaluations, we see a benefit of our research for the current practice
of uplift model evaluation.
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2 Related literature

In this section, we will review the branches of literature which deal with the evaluation of uplift models. Thereby we
deliberately leave out the vast literature dealing with building uplift models. A summery of all these many methods is,
for example, provided by Gutierrez and Gérardy [2017] and Jacob [2021]. Our paper, starts when the model building
process is already finished. We only deal with the question, how to best evaluate the model on the test set. There are
three branches of literature, providing related ideas to our research: A small branch within the uplift modeling literature,
which is concerned with evaluation metrics, a branch of literature about covariate adjustment for RCT’s and the branch
of econometric CATE estimation literature. We review these branches, highlight ideas related to our research and clarify
where our research extends theirs.

In the uplift literature, the basic idea of the Qini curve is mostly attributed to Radcliffe [2007]. Many authors use slight
modifications of the Qini curve for evaluation, but the basic idea remains unchanged [Devriendt et al., 2020]. As an
alternative evaluation metric, the MSEW is suggested by Gutierrez and Gérardy [2017] and Hitsch and Misra [2018].
All these studies have in common, that they introduce plausible metrics, and argue why a good model is expected to
achieve good evaluations according to their metrics. In our terms, they showed that their metrics are unbiased. What
they do not do is to analyze their metrics variances. A theoretical analysis of the uplift evaluation metrics in terms of
variance (and bias) is provided by Saito et al. [2019] and Saito [2020]. The first paper focuses on the MSEW and the
second paper focuses on the Qini curve. Our paper differs from these two studies in that we consider the setting of
an RCT instead of observational data. In consequence, our theoretical analysis is different and we can provide easier
solutions with less assumptions. Another paper being related to ours is provided by Schuler and Shah [2018], who
empirically compare uplift evaluation metrics in terms of model selection. However, they do not provide a theoretical
analysis of the metric’s variances.

Another branch related to our research is the literature about covariate adjustment for RCT’s. The idea goes back
to Fisher et al. [1925], who argued that by using covariates to build a statistical model for the outcome, some of the
outcome’s variance could be reduced and therefore the variance of the ATE estimate could also be reduced. In recent
years, flexible covariate adjustment methods appeared in the literature including penelized regression [Bloniarz et al.,
2016], weighted regression [Rubin and van der Laan, 2008] and machine learning [Wager et al., 2016]. This literature
strongly relates to our research, as we also apply covariate adjustment methods to the outcome of RCT data. The
difference is that we focus on improving uplift evaluation metrics and not overall ATE estimates (although we will see
that segment wise ATE estimation is crucial for calculating the Qini curve).

Finally, the third related branch of literature is the econometric CATE estimation literature. This branch is related
to our research because it applies some important methods for our research in another context: Different versions of
the MSEW , which is an evaluation metric in our context, are used for model fitting there [Athey and Imbens, 2016,
Chernozhukov et al., 2018]. Thereby doubly-robust outcome transformation, which is strongly related to one of our
suggested outcome adjustment methods, turns out to be particularly suited for model fitting. Strongly related to our
idea of unbiased outcome adjustment is the idea of cross fitting [Chernozhukov et al., 2018] and honest trees [Wager
and Athey, 2018], which refer to treatment effect estimation methods where models are build on one sub-sample and
applied on another sub-sample to generate unbiased treatment effect estimates.

3 Evaluation of uplift models

In this paper we consider the following situation: An RCT was performed and data was split into a training and a test
set. Uplift models τ̂ (1)

x , τ̂
(2)
x , ... were build on the training set and are to be evaluated on the test set. The treatment

group W was assigned randomly with fixed probability p. The outcome is of the form
Y = µx +W · τx + ε, (1)

where µx is the conditional expectation of Y given X , τx is the CATE and ε is the noise which can not be explained by
X .

The question to be answered is "How could we measure the performance of the models τ̂ (1)
x , τ̂ (2)

x , ...?". Previous
literature suggests either to evaluate the accuracy of model predictions τ̂x for the true τx or to evaluate how well a
model can rank individuals according to τx [Gutierrez and Gérardy, 2017]. The literature also suggests how to calculate
this performance on the test set. We refer to these performance calculations on a test set as "empirical evaluation
metrics". Before we introduce the suggested empirical evaluation metrics, we will first analyze uplift model performance
theoretically. This is important, because we will show that the empirical evaluation metrics always mean to estimate a
theoretical performance measure, based on the test set. It will become clear that the bias is a systematical deviation of
the empirical evaluation metrics from the theoretical performance measures and the variance is the random variation of
the empirical evaluation metric’s values due to noise in the test set.
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In the next subsection, we will provide the theoretical performance measures, which the empirical evaluation metrics
mean to estimate. After that, the next two subsections introduce the empirical evaluation metrics provided by the
previous literature. Subsection 3.2 provides the empirical evaluation metric to assess the accuracy of model estimates τ̂x
for the true τx. Subsection 3.3 provides the empirical evaluation metric to assess how well a model can rank individuals
according to τx.

3.1 Theoretical uplift model performance

In this section we will discuss how to measure accuracy and ranking performance of uplift models theoretically. We
start with accuracy: Here, previous literature already defines theoretical performance by the mean squared error

MSE(τ̂x) = E[(τx − τ̂x)2] (2)

[Gutierrez and Gérardy, 2017, Hitsch and Misra, 2018]. Note that this performance measure only applies to uplift
models, which yield CATE estimates.

For ranking performance, the situation is a bit more complicated, because previous literature mostly focuses on how to
calculate the empirical metric on the test set, instead of reflecting what this measures theoretically. Most suggested
empirical evaluation metrics go back to Radcliffe [2007], whose idea of ranking performance can be described by the
following thought experiment: The model is provided a data set with individuals and their respective features. It is
allowed to select a share s of these individuals, which get the treatment. The model should select these individuals such
that the incremental gain (overall treatment effect) is maximized. A model which is good at ranking according to τx will
be able to select the right individuals to achieve a high incremental gain. Based on this idea of performance, Radcliffe
[2007] suggested the Qini curve, which shows estimates of this incremental gain, for each share s. Theoretically, we
can express this incremental gain for each share s by

gs(τ̂x) = ATEs(τ̂x) ·NW , (3)

where ATEs(τ̂x) := E[τx] is the average treatment effect of the share s highest ranked individuals and NW is the
number of treated individuals within this share. Readers already familiar with the Qini curve, who feel unfamiliar
with this theoretical expression, stay assured, that we will explain the relationship to the Qini curve in more detail in
section 3.3 and Appendix C. We also suggest to look at figure 1, which shows the relationship between the theoretical
performance measure and the Qini curve by Radcliffe [2007].

So, there are quite intuitive theoretical performance measures. But how to calculate them in practice? The problem
is, that we do not observe τx in the test set. That is why we can not calculate MSE(τ̂x) and ATEs(τ̂x) in practice.
Instead, the literature suggests ways to estimate τx and use these estimates in the above definitions of the performance
measures (2) and (3). It is this estimation of τx, where the variance creeps in the evaluation metrics. Instead of getting
performance values (2) or (3), the obtained evaluation metrics are only estimates for them. These estimates vary a lot,
depending on the observations in the test set.

In the next two sections, we will show how the evaluation metrics are calculated in practice. Thereby, we derive a
simple mathematical expression for the variance in the evaluation metrics. Given this expression, it will be easy to
see, that current uplift model evaluation practices suffer from unnecessarily high variance and how the variance of the
metrics could be reduced.

3.2 Transformed outcome mean squared error

The transformed outcome mean squared error is an approach to evaluate uplift models according to the mean squared
error loss defined in equation (2). Gutierrez and Gérardy [2017] and Hitsch and Misra [2018] suggest to replace τx by
the transformed outcome W pY , where W p is the Horvitz-Thompson transformation, defined by

W p :=
W

p
− 1−W

1− p
. (4)

We denote the resulting transformed outcome mean squared error by

MSEW (τ̂) :=
1

N

∑
(W pYi − τ̂xi

)2. (5)

In previous literature, this metric is applied to evaluate model predictions on RCT data [Hitsch and Misra, 2018, Haupt
and Lessmann, 2022, Athey and Imbens, 2016]. For observational data, the same metric could be applied, with the
only difference that the constant p in W p, needs to be replaced by a propensity score p̂(xi), estimating the treatment
probability of each individual i.
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Figure 1: Theoretical ranking performance against the empirically calculated Qini curve. The left plot shows the
theoretical performance ATEs ·NW in comparison to the Qini curve calculated on a single simulated test set according
to setting "nw" in section 5.3. The right plot shows the same, only for 100 simulated test sets. The dashed lines represent
the highest/lowest 2.5-percentile of Qini curves at each point.

Now, let us analyze the expected value and variance of MSEW (τ̂). For the expected value, it useful to analyze the
difference in MSEW between two uplift models, because the expected value of the MSEW for a single model entails
some hard to interpret expressions, which would rather confuse our discussion [Gutierrez and Gérardy, 2017]. In
Appendix A.1, we derive that the expected value of the difference in MSEW between two models is given by

E[MSEΦ̂
W (τ̂ (1)

x )−MSEΦ̂
W (τ̂ (2)

x )] = E[(τx − τ̂ (1)
x )2]− E[(τx − τ̂ (2)

x )2]. (6)

This result is reassuring, as it shows that the evaluation is unbiased. In expected value, the difference in MSEW is the
difference in the theoretical MSE from equation (2). To give an illustration what this means, we imagine an infinitely
large test set. The difference in MSEW calculated on this test set would exactly correspond to the difference in MSE.
This is exactly what we want.

In reality, however, the test set is never infinitely large. Accordingly, the difference in MSEW will not exactly
correspond to the difference in MSE, but rather vary around this value, depending on the test set sample. This is why
in Appendix A.1, we analyze the variance of the difference in MSEW . Since this analysis is quite complex, we rather
present only the essence of our analysis here. The important result is that the variance of the difference in MSEW
depends on the variance of the transformed outcome W pY and certain irreducible components. Using the law of total
variance, the variance of the transformed outcome can be decomposed to

V ar[W pY ] = E[V ar[W pY |W ]] + V ar[E[W pY |W ]]. (7)

Any methods striving for a variance reduction of the MSEW thus need to reduce the two components on the right side
of the above equation.

5
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We close this section by providing some intuition about this result. The idea behind the MSEW is to replace the true
CATE τx by an unbiased estimator - the transformed outcome W pY . This transformed outcome varies around τx and
this variance translates into the variance of the MSEW . So, it is intuitive that any potentially reducible variance in the
MSEW is due to the variance of W pY .

3.3 Qini curve

The Qini curve is an approach to empirically evaluate uplift models on the test set, according to their ranking abilities.
It was first suggested by Radcliffe [2007]. Since then, many slight variations of this approach appeared in the literature
[Devriendt et al., 2020]. There are also other names like "uplift curve", which more or less refer to the same metric. In
the following, we will limit the analysis to the Qini curve suggested by Radcliffe [2007]. However, the results of our
analysis can also be transferred to the other versions of this evaluation principle. In Appendix C, we will discuss these
other metrics in more detail.

For his Qini curve, Radcliffe [2007] measures for each share s of highest ranked individuals, by how much the outcome
increased due to the treatment. He calls this the "incremental gain" and calculates it by

us =
∑

Yi|W=1 −
NW
NW̄

∑
Yi|W=0,

where NW is the number of treated individuals within the share s, of the highest ranked individuals in the test set and
NW̄ is the number of untreated individuals within the share s, of the highest ranked individuals in the test set. Yi|W=1

and Yi|W=0 refer to the outcomes of the treated respectively untreated individuals. The Qini curve is then just a plot of
us for selected shares s.

To see how this Qini curve relates to the theoretical performance measure of equation (3), we write down an empirical
estimator of the average treatment effect for the share s highest ranked individuals

ˆATEs(τ̂x) =
1

NW

∑
Yi|W=1 −

1

NW̄

∑
Yi|W=0. (8)

We note, that the qini curve us can then be written as

us = ˆATEs(τ̂x) ·NW
So, the Qini curve calculated on the test set can be seen as an estimate for the theoretical ranking performance
ATEs ·NW . What does this mean? This means, depending on the observations sampled into the test set, the calculated
Qini curve varies around the theoretical ranking performance. This is illustrated in figure 1. Like any other (unbiased)
estimator, the Qini curve will converge against the theoretical ranking performance with growing test set sample size.
For a finite sample size, the variation of the Qini curve around the theoretical ranking performance harms the quality of
model evaluations, because the performance could be misjudged, simply due to sampling of the test set.

So, it is worth to discuss bias and variance of the Qini curve. For these statistical properties, the factor NW in the Qini
curve is irrelevant. It is sufficient to examine the bias and variance of ˆATEs(τ̂x) as an estimator for ATEs(τ̂x). From
the definition of ˆATEs(τ̂x), as the difference in sample means, it is clear that ˆATEs(τ̂x) is unbiased (see Appendix
A.2), that is

E[ ˆATEs(τ̂x)] = E[τx], (9)

where τx belongs to the individuals in the highest ranked share s. For the variance we derive in Appendix A.2

V ar[ ˆATEs(τ̂x)] =
1

N
E[V ar[W p̃Y |W ]],

where the outcome Y on the right side of the equation belongs to the share s of highest ranked individuals. What is
important here is that the metrics variance depends on E[V ar[W p̃Y |W ]]. This is one of the two variance components
of V ar[W pY ] in equation (7), only with p̃ being the fraction of treated within the share s, instead of the treatment
probability p in the RCT.

4 Metric variance reduction by outcome adjustment

4.1 The principle of variance reduction

In our analysis of the uplift evaluation metrics, we found that their variance depends on the variance of W pY .
Accordingly, it is worthwhile to analyze the variance of W pY in detail in find out whether it could be reduced. For this

6
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purpose, it is useful to write W pY in the following form

W pY = τx +W pΦ(X) +W pε, (10)

where Φ(X) := µx + (1− p)τx is called the nuisance function in the following. Given this equation, we can easily
explain the idea idea of variance reduction: The purpose of W pY in the evaluation metrics is always to replace the
unobservable τx. Everything except τx on the right side of equation (10) only causes variance of W pY around τx, and
this variance will creep into the evaluation metrics. Hence, it would be ideal to remove W pΦ(X) and W pε. W pε is
irreducible, because it is due to the unexplainable noise. But if we could remove W pΦ(X), this would already lead
to a reduction of variance. The idea behind outcome adjustment is simply to train a supervised learning model Φ̂(X)

for the nuisance function Φ(X) on the training data and adjust the outcome to Y − Φ̂(X) on the test data. Then the
reducible noise component becomes W p(Φ(X)− Φ̂(X)). In the following, we examine under which conditions such
an outcome adjustment leads to a variance reduction of W pY and thereby of the evaluation metrics.

First, we want to examine in more detail how the nuisance function Φ(X) affects the variance of the uplift evaluation
metrics. Remember that the variance of W pY can be decomposed in two components (see equation (7)). In Appendix
B.1, we derive the following equations for these components

E[V ar[W pY |W ]] = V ar[τx] +
V ar[Φ(X)] + V ar[ε]

p(1− p)
and (11)

V ar[E[W pY |W ]] =
E[Φ(X)]2

p(1− p)
. (12)

These equations clearly show how the nuisance function affects the variance components of W pY . In section 3.2, we
have seen that both components determine the variance of the MSEW . In section 3.3, we have seen that only the
first component affects the Qini curve. This leads to the following conditions for variance reduction of the evaluation
metrics: If an adjustment function Φ̂(X) fulfills

|E[Φ(X)]− E[Φ̂(X)]| < |E[Φ(X)]|, (C1)

this leads to a variance reduction of the MSEW . If the adjustment function further fulfills

V ar[Φ(X)− Φ̂(X)] < V ar[Φ(X)], (C2)

this leads to further variance reduction of the MSEW and additionally reduces the variance of the Qini curve. The
conditions (C1) and (C2) lead directly to plausible choices of adjustment functions Φ̂(X).

4.2 Outcome adjustment methods

In this section, we will provide adjustment methods, which are to fulfill conditions (C1) and (C2) and thereby reduce
the variance of the evaluation metrics. We start with condition (C1). This condition is already fulfilled if we construct a
suitable estimate of E[Φ(X)]. Using the outcome representation (1), we can verify that

E[Φ(X)] = (1− p)E[Y |W = 1] + pE[Y |W = 0].

So, an easy choice for an adjustment function would be the unconditional mean adjustment

Φ̂uc(X) := (1− p)µ̂1 + pµ̂0, (AM1)

where µ̂1, µ̂0 are respectively the sample averages of the treated and untreated in the training set. Note that the
unconditional mean adjustment is constant in X . This is why it has no effect on condition (C2). So, using this
adjustment method, the variance of the Qini curve remains unaffected.

Next, we examine how an adjustment method could fulfill condition (C2). Again, we can use the outcome representation
(1) to verify that

Φ(X) = (1− p)E[Y |W = 1, X] + pE[Y |W = 0, X].

The conditional expected values on the right hand side are the targets of supervised learning models for the outcome of
the treated respectively untreated individuals. So, a natural choice for the adjustment function would be

Φ̂DR(X) := (1− p) · µ̂1(x) + p · µ̂0(x), (AM2)

where µ̂1(x), µ̂0(x) are supervised learning models trained on the treated respectively untreated individuals in the
training set. We call this method doubly-robust adjustment, because we can show that W p(Y − Φ̂DR(X)) corresponds

7
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to the famous doubly robust outcome transformation [Van der Laan and Robins, 2003] adapted to RCT data (that means
p is a fixed value instead of a propensity score). In the most common RCT case, where p = 0.5, another adjustment
method is plausible. This is because in this case

Φ(X) = E[Y |X].

This makes conditional outcome adjustment a plausible method. The adjustment function is given by

Φ̂c(X) := µ̂(x), (AM3)

with µ̂(x) being a supervised learning model trained on the whole training data (treated and untreated individuals
combined).

4.3 Practical impact of the adjustment methods

In the previous sections, we derived adjustment methods from theoretical results, regarding the variance of uplift
evaluation methods. Now, we want to analyze what is expected to happen, if we apply them in practice. Specifically,
we will deal with three questions: Can outcome adjustment bias uplift evaluation metrics? Do they always reduce the
metrics variance or is it possible, that they could even increase it? By how much do they actually decrease the variance?

We start with the bias. Interestingly, the adjustment methods can not cause a bias in the evaluation metrics, simply
because the adjustment functions Φ̂(X) are fitted on the training set and not on the test set, where they are used for
adjustment. On the test set, Φ̂(X) is just a fixed function. In consequence, the outcome in equation (1) becomes

Y − Φ̂(X) = µ̄x +W · τx + ε

with µ̄x = µx − Φ̂(X). In the equations (6) and (9) for the expected value of the MSEW and the Qini curve, the
conditional expected value µx of the outcome does not appear. Accordingly, these expected values are unaffected by
the shift in conditional expected value to µ̄x. Hence, the metrics remain unbiased by outcome adjustment. We highlight
that this only works, if the adjustment functions are not trained on the test set. The same principle of unbiasedness
by doing model training and effect estimation on different data sets applies in previous literature about CATE model
training under the name "cross fitting" [Chernozhukov et al., 2018] or "honest trees" [Wager and Athey, 2018].

Now, we discuss whether outcome adjustment always leads to variance reduction. This is equivalent to discussing
whether conditions (C1) and (C2) always hold for the suggested adjustment methods. In Appendix B.2, we provide a
theoretical argument why it is almost impossible for the adjustment methods to fail condition (C1), unless E[Φ(X)]
is almost zero or the supervised learning models for the adjustment functions are fitted extremely poorly. Regarding
condition (C2), we already noted that unconditional mean adjustment has no effect there. For the doubly-robust and the
conditional mean adjustment, we show that condition (C2) is fulfilled, if their adjustment functions approximate Φ(X)

better than a naive model (Φ̂(X) = E[Φ(X)]). So, if the underlying supervised learning models of the adjustment
methods are not fitted very poorly, condition (C2) holds. In summary, if the training of the adjustment functions is done
properly, there will, except for very special settings (E[Φ(X)] ≈ 0 and V ar[Φ(X)] ≈ 0), be a reduction of the metrics
variance. However, it is not yet clear by how much this variance reduction is.

Finally, we come to the third question about the magnitude of the variance reduction. In the above paragraph we
used the fact that a reduction in E[Φ(X)]2 or V ar[Φ(X)] inevitably leads to a variance reduction of the error metrics.
But to judge the magnitude of this variance reduction, we need to consider the reducible noise components in the
context of the irreducible noise components. Using equations (11) and (12), we could exactly derive the magnitude
of variance reduction in dependence of the irreducible noise components V ar[τx] and V ar[ε]. However, for practical
considerations this would be of limited use. Applicants do not know V ar[τx] and V ar[ε] and could therefore not use
such results to find out whether our adjustment methods improve their uplift model evaluations. Hence, it is more
useful to derive some other measures for the impact of the adjustment methods. To do so, we recap from section 3.2
and 3.3, that the variance of the MSEW depends on the V ar[W pY ], while the variance of the Qini curve depends on
V ar[W p̃Y ], with p̃ the fraction of the treated within the share s of the highest ranked individuals. Using these facts, we
can define impact measures

Vp(Φ̂) := 1− V ar[W p(Y − Φ̂(X))]

V ar[W pY ]
and (13)

Vp̃s(Φ̂) := 1− V ar[W p̃(Y − Φ̂(X))]

V ar[W p̃Y ]
. (14)

We call Vp(Φ̂) the share of explained variance for the MSEW and Vp̃s(Φ̂) the share of explained variance for the Qini
curve. If these values are close to 1, almost the whole variance of the error metrics is removed. If they are close to 0,
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almost non of the variance is removed. If they are negative, the variance is increased. Certainly, these measures of the
explained variance are also unknown to the applicants, but they can easily be estimated. Applicants can simply calculate
the empirical variance in the nominator and denominator of these two equations and thereby judge the impact outcome
adjustment has for their application. If these measures of explained variance happen to be negative, then the adjustment
should not be used. In this way, any potential harm to the quality of model evaluations can be prevented. The most
likely reason for such a result is severe overfitting of the supervised learning models for the adjustment method.

5 Empirical analysis

In this section, we empirically analyze how well the MSEW and the Qini curve can evaluate uplift models. We further
assess whether the outcome adjustment methods from section 4.2 improve this quality. But first, we describe the uplift
models, which we evaluate and the supervised learning models, which we use for outcome adjustment. Then, we reflect
on how to measure "the quality of model evaluations". Finally, we describe our simulation in detail and provide the
results.

5.1 Models for uplift and outcome adjustment

The actual choice of an uplift to evaluate is of little importance for the simulation. We do not want to find out which
uplift modeling method is the best, but rather how to reliably evaluate an uplift model (no matter which). The only point
to consider was that the MSEW is only applicable to a model which yields CATE predictions. This is why we choose
a causal random forest τ̂CFx [Athey et al., 2019]. As tuning parameters we fixed 1.000 trees and the default tuning
parameters, in the causal_forest-function [Tibshirani et al., 2022]. As it was not necessary for our research question to
fit the best model, parameter tuning was not necessary.

To enable outcome adjustment, we further needed to fit supervised learning models µ̂(x), µ̂0(x) and µ̂1(x) (see section
4.2). Here, we just applied random forest [Breiman, 2001]. We applied the ranger-function from the ranger package in
R [Wright and Ziegler, 2017].

5.2 The quality of model evaluations

For the Qini curve, we measured how much it deviates from the theoretical ranking performance. Therefore, we
simulated 10.000 test sets and on each of these test sets, we calculated the Qini curve. Just like in figure 1, the 10.000
Qini curves vary around the theoretical ranking performance. Given the representation from section 3.3, this means
we analyze the variation of us = ˆATEs · Nw around gs = ATEs · Nw. Because Nw is unrelated to the statistical
properties, it is sufficient to analyze the variation of ˆATEs around ATEs. Since ˆATEs is unbiased, we can simply
measure its standard deviation in the 10.000 simulation runs. The quality of the model evaluation can thus be measured
by the standard deviation of ˆATEs at each share s. The higher the standard deviation, the more arbitrary a model
evaluation is. To enable a concise presentation of the results, we only examine the standard deviation at the point
s = 0.1. We visualize the distribution of ˆATE0.1 in figure 2. As we can see there, it is very straight forward to compare

ˆATE0.1 based on the original outcome with ˆATE0.1 based on the adjusted outcome. The expected value remains
unchanged by the outcome adjustment, only the standard deviation changes. This is why we can see the quality increase
due to outcome adjustment simply by the narrower densities.

For the MSEW , measuring the quality of model evaluation is not so straight forward. This is because the expected
value of MSEW changes by outcome adjustment. To assess the quality of this empirical evaluation metric, we rather
consider differences

∆MSEW (τ̂ (1)
x , τ̂ (1)

x ) = MSEW (τ̂ (1)
x )−MSEW (τ̂ (2)

x ).

These differences represent a comparison between τ̂ (1)
x and τ̂ (2)

x . We evaluate the quality of the MSEW by the quality
of these comparisons in the following way: in addition to our causal random forest uplift model τ̂CFx , we generate
three more models which are, by design, better or worse than τ̂CFx . The first competitor uplift model is the perfect
model, which always yield the true CATE τx. This model obviously provides more accurate CATE estimates than τ̂CFx .
The second competitor model is the trivial model τ̂ trivx = 0. If training τ̂CFx does not completely fail, τ̂CFx is more
accurate then τ̂ trivx = 0. The third competitor uplift model is the original causal random forest with some added noise
τ̂worsex ∼ N(τ̂CFx , 0.01σ2

CF ), where σCF is the standard deviation in the predictions of τ̂CFx . τ̂worsex is by design
less accurate then τ̂CFx . We call an evaluation “misleading”, if ∆MSEW (τ̂CFx , τ̂x) is negative for the optimal model,
positive for the trivial model or positive for the noise-added model τ̂worsex . We measure the quality of model evaluations
by the share of misleading evaluations within the 10.000 simulation runs. In addition, we visualize the distribution
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of MSEW (τ̂CFx , τ̂x) for the original and the adjusted outcomes in figures 3, 4, 5. Because the expected value of
MSEW (τ̂CFx , τ̂x) is unaffected by outcome transformation, the quality improvement due to outcome adjustment can
simply be seen by the narrower densities around the value E[(τx − τ̂CFx )2]− E[(τx − τ̂x)2], which is marked by a red
line.

5.3 Simulated data

In each of the 10.000 simulation runs, we generated 15.000 samples as a data set and used 10.000 observations for
training and 5.000 observations for evaluating the models. To generate the data, we choose simulated data from various
previously published studies in uplift modeling. We used the R function "generate_causal_data" from the causal random
forest package and generated all possible RCT settings supported by this function [Tibshirani et al., 2022]. In this way,
we assured that we create synthetic data without customizing it to the results we want to prove. Each of the settings
simulates the features Xi and the treatment group W ∼ Bern(0.5), as well as the outcome of the form

Y = µx +Wτx + ε,

where ε ∼ N(0, σ2). We always used 6 features X , because this is the minimum number of features required to
generate data for setting "ai". We choose three different values of the error standard deviation σ ∈ {0.5, 1, 2}.
The first setting is taken from [Athey and Imbens, 2016] and denoted by "ai". Its simulation parameters are

µx =
1

2
(X1 − 1X1>0 +X2 − 1X2>0) +

6∑
i=3

Xi

τx = 1X1>0 + 1X2>0

Xi ∼ N(0, 1).

The second setting is taken from [Wager and Athey, 2018] and denoted by "aw". Its simulation parameters are

µx = 0

τx = (1 +
1

1 + e−20(X1−1/3)
)(1 +

1

1 + e−20(X2−1/3)
)

Xi ∼ U(0, 1).

The third setting is taken from [Nie and Wager, 2021] and denoted by "nw". Its simulation parameters are

µx =
3

1 + exp(X3 −X2)
− 1

2

1

1 + exp(X1 −X2)

τx =
1

1 + exp(X1 −X2)

Xi ∼ N(0, 1).

5.4 Results

The results for the ˆATE0.1, as a representation of the Qini curve, are provided in figure 2 and table 1. We evaluated the
ˆATE0.1 for the original outcome as well as for the conditional mean adjusted and doubly-robust adjusted outcome. We

did not evaluate the unconditional mean adjustment because it has no effect on the Qini curve (constants cancel out
when calculating differences of means). We can see that the conditional mean adjustment and doubly-robust adjustment
leads in each setting to a reduction of the standard deviation from ˆATE0.1. So, the outcome adjustment methods lead to
a reduction of the Qini curve’s variance. The difference between the conditional mean adjustment and the doubly-robust
adjustment is rather marginal, although the doubly-robust adjustment seems to have a slight edge. Overall, the variance
reduction is of different magnitude for the different simulation settings. In some settings, like "nw" with σ = 0.5,
the standard deviation shrinks by a half, which means that confidence intervals would also be half as wide as for the
original outcome. In other settings, like "aw" with σ = 0.5, there is no significant variance reduction. We can see that
the magnitude of variance reduction depends strongly on the share of explained variance V̂p̃s(Φ̂c) respectively V̂p̃s(Φ̂dr).
Hence, an applicant can calculate these values in practice and thereby assess whether it is worth to perform outcome
adjustment before evaluating an uplift model. Overall, the results are perfectly in line with our theory of metric variance
reduction due to outcome adjustment.

10
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For the MSEW , we see the original outcome again outperformed by all the adjustment methods in each setting (see
table 2 and figures 3, 4, 5). In many cases, the performance differences are significant: E.g. in setting "ai" with σ = 0.5,
the transformed outcome MSE with the original outcome wrongly evaluates the causal forest predictions better than the
true CATE τx in 39.6% of all times. In contrast, such misleading evaluations only happen in 8.1% of the times for the
unconditional mean adjustment and almost never for the other two adjustment methods. Conditional mean adjustment
and doubly-robust adjustment perform better than unconditional mean adjustment in each setting. Often, like for "nw"
with σ = 1, the difference in evaluation quality is significant. Like for the MSEW , the difference between conditional
mean adjustment and doubly-robust adjustment is quite small with a slight edge for the doubly-robust adjustment.
Overall, the simulation results confirm our theory of metric variance reduction due to outcome adjustment.

Figure 2: Density of estimators for ATE0.1(τ̂x) by causal random forest. For the pictures in the left column, the noise
standard deviation was set to σ = 0.5, for the middle column to σ = 1 and for the right column to σ = 2.

Table 1: Results for Qini curve

Setting σ V̂
p̃

s(Φ̂c) V̂
p̃

s(Φ̂dr) orig cond dr
"ai" 0.5 0.463 0.538 0.069 0.051 0.047
"ai" 1 0.160 0.250 0.108 0.099 0.093
"ai" 2 0.086 0.155 0.203 0.194 0.186
"aw" 0.5 0.114 0.128 0.048 0.046 0.045
"aw" 1 0.303 0.310 0.108 0.090 0.090
"aw" 2 0.144 0.153 0.197 0.182 0.181
"nw" 0.5 0.714 0.690 0.100 0.053 0.055
"nw" 1 0.476 0.470 0.128 0.093 0.093
"nw" 2 0.151 0.161 0.198 0.180 0.179

The table shows the standard deviations of the estimates for ATE0.1(τ̂x), where τ̂x is the causal random forest. The ATE estimates
were calculated by the original outcomes, the conditional mean adjusted and the doubly-robust adjusted outcomes. V̂p̃

s(Φ̂c) and
V̂p̃

s(Φ̂dr) are estimates of the share of explained variance in equation (14).
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Figure 3: Results for the MSEW in the setting "ai". The plots show the density of differences in MSE between causal
random forest τ̂CFx and optimal predictions τx (first row), trivial predictions τ̂ trivx (second row) and causal random
forest predictions with added noise τ̂worsex (third row). The considered setting is "ai". For the pictures in the left column,
the noise standard deviation was set to σ = 0.5, for the middle column to σ = 1 and for the right column to σ = 2.

Figure 4: Results for the MSEW in the setting "aw". The plots show the density of differences in MSE between causal
random forest τ̂CFx and optimal predictions τx (first row), trivial predictions τ̂ trivx (second row) and causal random
forest predictions with added noise τ̂worsex (third row). The considered setting is "ai". For the pictures in the left column,
the noise standard deviation was set to σ = 0.5, for the middle column to σ = 1 and for the right column to σ = 2.
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Figure 5: Results for the MSEW in the setting "nw". The plots show the density of differences in MSE between causal
random forest τ̂CFx and optimal predictions τx (first row), trivial predictions τ̂ trivx (second row) and causal random
forest predictions with added noise τ̂worsex (third row). The considered setting is "ai". For the pictures in the left column,
the noise standard deviation was set to σ = 0.5, for the middle column to σ = 1 and for the right column to σ = 2.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we showed that the statistical properties of the uplift evaluation metrics depend on the variance of the
transformed outcome W pY . We showed that by fitting appropriate models Φ̂(X) on the training set and adjusting
the outcome on the test set to Y − Φ̂(X), the variance of the transformed outcome can be reduced. We showed that
doing so leaves evaluation metrics unbiased and reduces their variance. This reduced variance leads to a more reliable
evaluation of models according to the MSEW and also according to the Qini curve. We showed for example, that there
are far less misleading model comparisons by the MSEW , if the outcome gets adjusted.

We described three possible outcome adjustment techniques, which we derived from the theoretical analysis. The
unconditional mean adjustment leads to a reduction of variance for the MSEW , but leaves the Qini curve anaffected.
The conditional mean adjustment and the doubly-robust adjustment reduce the variance of the MSEW as well as the
Qini curve. In all considered empirical settings, the conditional mean adjustment and the doubly-robust adjustment
reduced the variance of the metrics more than the unconditional outcome adjustment.

For practical applications, we suggest to never use the MSEW with the original outcome. The results of our empirical
analysis indicate that conclusions based on the MSEW with the original outcome could be severely misleading. Our
theoretical analysis and empirical results clearly show that it is generally better to use adjusted outcomes. The easiest
adjustment method is unconditional mean adjustment, because it does not even require to fit a supervised learning
model. But as we have seen, it is mostly worth to use conditional mean adjustment and doubly-robust adjustment. One
way to judge the impact of the outcome adjustment methods is to calculate the share of explained variance for the
MSEW and the Qini curve.

In this paper, we focused on the MSEW and the Qini curve as empirical uplift evaluation metrics. In the Appendix, we
also summarised the other metrics, which appear in the uplift literature. We theoretically showed that the principle
of variance reduction by outcome adjustment also applies there. In fact, we have barely seen a way of uplift model
evaluation, which would not be improved by outcome adjustment. However, the magnitude of improvement depends on
the concrete data set.

Finally, we hope that our theoretical analysis broadens the understanding of uplift evaluation metrics. Currently, ranking
evaluation procedures in the uplift literature can be slightly confusing, due to the various ways how Qini, uplift or other
ranking properties are calculated. Following our analysis, actually all these metrics revolve around the estimation of
ATEs. The many versions of Qini our uplift curves are all just (statistically more or less suitable) estimators for ATEs,
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Table 2: Results for MSEW

Setting τ̂
′

x σ orig cond uncond dr
"ai" τx 0.5 39.6 0.2 8.1 0.1
"ai" τx 1 26.4 0.0 0.5 0.0
"ai" τx 2 12.3 0.0 0.1 0.0
"ai" τ̂ trivx 0.5 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
"ai" τ̂ trivx 1 9.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
"ai" τ̂ trivx 2 24.7 1.9 2.1 1.5
"ai" τ̂worsex 0.5 48.0 33.6 41.6 32.6
"ai" τ̂worsex 1 46.9 33.6 36.8 32.8
"ai" τ̂worsex 2 44.8 36.7 37.2 36.0
"aw" τx 0.5 39.3 4.5 23.6 4.4
"aw" τx 1 32.9 9.0 17.3 8.7
"aw" τx 2 25.1 9.4 11.2 9.2
"aw" τ̂ trivx 0.5 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
"aw" τ̂ trivx 1 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
"aw" τ̂ trivx 2 9.9 0.7 1.3 0.7
"aw" τ̂worsex 0.5 48.6 39.0 44.7 38.8
"aw" τ̂worsex 1 47.7 43.6 45.4 43.4
"aw" τ̂worsex 2 48.5 46.4 46.6 46.4
"nw" τx 0.5 33.8 5.6 26.1 6.6
"nw" τx 1 26.4 8.0 19.6 8.2
"nw" τx 2 15.9 10.7 13.0 10.7
"nw" τ̂ trivx 0.5 16.8 0.0 7.0 0.0
"nw" τ̂ trivx 1 28.5 11.9 20.8 11.8
"nw" τ̂ trivx 2 56.9 40.8 41.7 40.8
"nw" τ̂worsex 0.5 46.3 38.8 44.7 38.9
"nw" τ̂worsex 1 46.7 43.8 44.8 43.7
"nw" τ̂worsex 2 45.6 44.4 44.9 44.2

The table shows the percentage of misleading evaluations, that is the share of simulation runs, where the MSE for τ̂CF
x was lower

than the MSE for τx, higher then for τ̂ trivx or higher than for τ̂worse
x .

multiplied by different values which have nothing to do with model performance (e.g. number of treated individuals in
the test set). The uplift literature would strongly profit from introducing standard procedures for model evaluation. We
hope that with our paper, we can make a contribution towards this goal.

A Derivation of the metric distributions

A.1 Derivation of the transformed mean squared error distribution

Given the outcome representation in equation (1), we can write the transformed outcome as

W pY = τx + ζ,

with ζ := W p(µx + (1 − p)τx) + W pε. The difference in squared deviation from W pY between two estimators
τ̂

(1)
x , τ̂

(2)
x then becomes

(W pY − τ̂ (1)
x )2 − (W pY − τ̂ (2)

x )2 = (τx + ζ − τ̂ (1)
x )2 − (τx + ζ − τ̂ (2)

x )2

= (τx − τ̂ (1)
x )2 − (τx − τ̂ (2)

x )2 + 2ζ(τ̂ (2)
x − τ̂ (1)

x ).

Using the fact that E[ζ|X] = 0 and τ̂ (1)
x , τ̂

(2)
x , τx are functions in X , we can see that

E[(W pY − τ̂ (1)
x )2 − (W pY − τ̂ (2)

x )2|X] = (τx − τ̂ (1)
x )2 − (τx − τ̂ (2)

x )2 and

V ar[(W pY − τ̂ (1)
x )2 − (W pY − τ̂ (2)

x )2|X] = 4(τ̂ (2)
x − τ̂ (1)

x )2V ar[ζ|X].
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In this way, we can derive equations for the expected value and variance of the MSEW . We denote the difference
in MSEW by ∆MSEW (τ̂

(1)
x , τ̂

(2)
x ) := MSEW (τ̂

(1)
x ) −MSEW (τ̂

(2)
x ). Note that the MSEW is an average of N

squared deviations of the estimators from W pY . The above equations then become
E[∆MSEW (τ̂ (1)

x , τ̂ (2)
x )|X] = (τx − τ̂ (1)

x )2 − (τx − τ̂ (2)
x )2 and (15)

V ar[∆MSEW (τ̂ (1)
x , τ̂ (2)

x )|X] =
4(τ̂

(2)
x − τ̂ (1)

x )2

N
V ar[ζ|X]. (16)

Equation (15) shows that MSEW is unbiased. Now, we examine the variance. Given the law of total variance we
obtain

V ar[∆MSEW (τ̂ (1)
x , τ̂ (2)

x )] = E[V ar[∆MSEW (τ̂ (1)
x , τ̂ (2)

x )|X]] + V ar[E[∆MSEW (τ̂ (1)
x , τ̂ (2)

x )|X]].

From equation (15) we see that the second term does not depend on the outcome Y and is hence not reducible.
Accordingly, the reducible part of the variance is

R :=
4

N
E[(τ̂ (2)

x − τ̂ (1)
x )2V ar[W pY |X]].

Some transformations yield
N

4
R = Cov((τ̂ (2)

x − τ̂ (1)
x )2, V ar[W pY |X]) + E[(τ̂ (2)

x − τ̂ (1)
x )2] · E[V ar[W pY |X]].

Minimizing this irrespective of the choice of τ̂ (1)
x and τ̂ (2)

x , which is a plausible proceeding as the metric should be
optimal for the evaluation of all estimators, corresponds to minimizing E[V ar[W pY |X]]. To do this we again apply
the law of total variance

E[V ar[W pY |X]] = V ar[W pY ]− V ar[E[W pY |X]]

= V ar[W pY ]− V ar[τx].

So, in summary, a reduction of V ar[∆MSEΦ̂
W (τ̂

(1)
x , τ̂

(2)
x )] corresponds to a reduction of V ar[W pY ].

A.2 Derivation of the Qini metric distribution

The estimate ˆATEs of the average treatment effect for the share s of highest ranked individuals is given by

ˆATEs(τ̂x) =
1

NW

∑
Yi|W=1 −

1

NW̄

∑
Yi|W=0,

where the outcomes Yi belong to individuals which are ranked in the highest share s. And NW , NW̄ denote the amount
of treated respectively untreated individuals within this share. This expression can be transformed to

ˆATEs(τ̂x) =
1

N

∑
W p̃
i Yi,

where N = NW +NW̄ and p̃ = NW

N .

This estimate is unbiased:

E[ ˆATEs(τ̂x)] =
1

N

∑
E[W p̃

i Yi]

= E[τx],

where the CATE τx belongs to individuals which are ranked in the highest share s. Now, we analyze the variance. By
the law of total variance, we can derive

V ar[
1

N

∑
W p̃
i Yi] =

1

N
V ar[W p̃

i Yi]

=
1

N
(E[V ar[W p̃

i Yi|(Wi)i=1,...,N ]] + V ar[E[W p̃
i Yi|(Wi)i=1,...,N ]])

=
1

N
E[V ar[W p̃Y |W ]].

In this derivation, V ar[E[W p̃
i Yi|(Wi)i=1,...,N ]] = 0 follows from the definition of p̃ =

∑
Wi

N , which makes
E[W p̃

i Yi|(Wi)i=1,...,N ] = E[τx] constant irrespective of (Wi)i=1,...,N . Thus the variance of ˆATEs(τ̂x) is given
by

V ar[ ˆATEs(τ̂x)] =
1

N
E[V ar[W p̃Y |W ]],

where we keep in mind, that the outcome Y on the right side of the equation belongs to individuals in the share s of the
highest ranked.
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B Variance components of the transformed outcome

B.1 Calculation of the variance components

In section 4, Appendix A.1 and A.2, we analyzed the variance of the uplift evaluation metrics. We found that the
variance of the MSEW depends on both of the components E[V ar[W pY |W ]] and V ar[E[W pY |W ]]. We further
found, that the variance of the Qini curve only depends on the first of this components, with the slight modification that
the treatment probability p in the RCT needs to be replaced by the fraction of treated p̃ within the share s of highest
ranked individuals.

Here, we further decompose these variance components, to reveal their relationship to the nuisance function Φ(X). It
holds

E[V ar[W pY |W ]] = E[V ar[τx +W pΦ(X) +W p]ε|W ]

= E[V ar[τx] +W pCov(τx,Φ(X)) + (W p)2V ar[Φ(X)] + (W p)2V ar[ε]]

= V ar[τx] +
V ar[Φ(X)] + V ar[ε]

p(1− p)
and

V ar[E[W pY |W ]] = V ar[E[τx +W pΦ(X) +W p]ε|W ]]

= V ar[E[τx] +W pE[Φ(X)]]

=
E[Φ(X)]2

p(1− p)
.

To reduce the variance of the transformed outcome, we need to reduce V ar[Φ(X)] and E[Φ(X)]2. Note that the latter
term only effects the transformed outcome for the MSE, while the former affects also the transformed outcome for the
rank metrics.

B.2 Reduction of the variance components

In this section, we show that a supervised learning model Φ̂(X) for the target Φ(X) will generally fulfill conditions
(C1) and (C2) for variance reduction. We start with condition (C1). The mean squared error, which is the plausible
optimization criterion for Φ̂(X), can be written as

E[(Φ(X)− Φ̂(X))2] = V ar[Φ(X)− Φ̂(X)] + (E[Φ(X)]− E[Φ̂(X)])2.

Assume, condition (C1) is not fulfilled, then the difference in expected values, in the second component, would be
larger than |E[Φ(X)]| in expected value. In case the difference in expected values is positive and we shift our model by
a constant c ∈ (0, 2|E[Φ(X)]|), the second component would be reduced. In case the difference in expected values is
negative and we choose c ∈ (−2|E[Φ(X)]|, 0), the second component would again be reduced. Such a constant shift
of the model Φ̂(X) + c would not affect the first component on the right hand side. Accordingly, such a shift would
reduce the MSE. For a properly fitted model, it is impossible to miss such a simple shift during the training, unless
E[Φ(X)] is close to zero. So, if E[Φ(X)] is not close to zero, we can be pretty sure that condition (C1) will be fulfilled.
Now, we come to condition (C2). If Φ̂(X) is an estimator for Φ(X), which is more precise than the trivial E[Φ(X)] in
terms of MSE loss, then

V ar[Φ(X)− Φ̂(X)] = E[(Φ(X)− Φ̂(X))2]− E[(Φ(X)− Φ̂(X))]2

≤ E[(Φ(X)− Φ̂(X))2]

< E[(Φ(X)− E[Φ(X)])2]

= V ar[Φ(X)].

So, any supervised learning model Φ̂(X) for the parameter Φ(X), which is not completely mis-fitted, will fulfill
condition (C2) for variance reduction.

C Other evaluation metrics

In our analysis of the error metrics, we focused on the Qini curve and the MSEW . These are common evaluation
metrics in the uplift literature, but not the only ones. The question arises, whether our results about the variance
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reduction also apply to these other metrics. In this section, we will summarise the other evaluation metrics, found in the
literature, and show that our results indeed apply there. In general there are three classes of empirical evaluation metrics:
rank metrics, treatment decision metrics, which measure the impact of allocating treatment according to the uplift model
and accuracy metrics. The Qini curve belongs to the first class and the MSEW to the third. In the following, we will
examine other members of these three metric classes.

C.1 Rank metrics: Qini curve, uplift curve and related measures

In section 3.3, we analyzed the Qini curve by Radcliffe [2007], as the most famous empirical ranking evaluation method.
This curve is given by

us =
∑

Yi|W=1 −
NW (s)

NW̄ (s)

∑
Yi|W=0, (Q1)

where NW (s) and NW̄ (s) denote the number of treated respectively untreated in the share s of highest ranked
individuals. Note, that here we use NW (s) in the notation and not NW , to highlight that we only count the number of
treated within the share s and not in the whole data set. This is important, to represent differences to other suggested
evaluation metrics, which are provided here. Devriendt et al. [2020] provide an extensive review of the variants to the
above Qini curve calculation approach, which appear in the previous literature. In the following, we will quickly go
through these variants and show, why our statistical analysis for the original Qini curve also applies there.

The first variation of the Qini curve, which we discuss, is for example applied by Diemert et al. [2018]. There the Qini
curve is calculated as

us =
∑

Yi|W=1 −
NW
NW̄

∑
Yi|W=0. (Q2)

Another version of the Qini curve is provided, for example, by Guelman [2015], where it is defined by

us =
1

NW

∑
Yi|W=1 −

1

NW̄

∑
Yi|W=0. (Q3)

Now, we will see that these alternative Qini curves fit our analysis of the statistical properties of the original Qini curve.
For (Q1), it holds us = ˆATEs ·NW (s). For (Q2), it holds due to the random treatment allocation NW (s) ≈ s ·NW
and NW̄ (s) ≈ s ·NW̄ . This leads to us ≈ ˆATEsNW (s). For (Q3), it holds for similar reasons us ≈ ˆATEs · s. So,
all the Qini curve versions correspond to ˆATEs, multiplied by a factor which is unrelated to the distribution of the
outcome. This is exactly the situation as for the original Qini curve. In the analyzis of its statistical properties we only
needed to examine the properties of ˆATEs. And as we can see, these also determine the statistical properties of the
other Qini curve versions.

One "alternative" to the Qini curve is the so called "uplift curve". In some studies like Gutierrez and Gérardy [2017],
the uplift curve is given by

ūs = (
1

NW (s)

∑
Yi|W=1 −

1

NW̄ (s)

∑
Yi|W=0) · (NW (s) +NW̄ (s)). (UC1)

In other papers, like Jaskowski and Jaroszewicz [2012], it is given by

ūs =
1

NW

∑
Yi|W=1 −

1

NW̄

∑
Yi|W=0. (UC2)

Another alternative is provided by Kuusisto et al. [2014] who calculate the uplift curve by

ūs =
∑

Yi|W=1 −
∑

Yi|W=0. (UC3)

Now, we show that they all fit to our analysis of the statistical properties of the original Qini curve: For (UC1),
we can see that ūs = ˆATEs · (NW (s) + NW̄ (s)). For (UC2), we can see that due to random treatment allocation
NW (s) ≈ s ·NW and NW̄ (s) ≈ s ·NW̄ . This then leads to ūs ≈ ˆATEs · s. Und for (UC3), this metric only works of
the treatment property if p = 0.5. Then NW (s) ≈ NW̄ (s) and therefore ūs ≈ ˆATEs · NW (s)+NW̄ (s)

2 . So, with the
same argumentation as for the alternative Qini curves, we can see that the statistical analysis of the original Qini curve
also applies to the uplift curves.

Another related way to empirically evaluate the ranking of a model is to visualize the "uplift per decile", as done, for
example, by Kane et al. [2014]. This works by estimating the average treatment effects ˆATE[0,0.1], ˆATE[0,0.2], ...
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per decile, by difference in means of outcomes between the treated and untreated. This is statistically, the same what
happens in equation (3), only that the outcomes belong to individuals who’s predictions are in a certain decile, instead
of in a share s of the highest ranked. The statistical analysis can hence, be also transfered to this evaluation metric.

In addition to the various Qini and uplift curve versions, there are also some measures which are derived from these
curves. There is the area under the uplift curve (AUUC), which Devriendt et al. [2020] calculates by

AUUC ≈
100∑
k=1

ūk/100.

Of course, the statistical properties of this measure depend on the statistical properties of the uplift curve ūk/100. Since
the statistical properties of the uplift curve can be analyzed in the same way as the statistical properties of the Qini
curve by Radcliffe [2007]. Our results can be directly transfered here.

Finally, Radcliffe [2007] defined two Qini values, which are derived from the Qini curve. They measure two versions
of a ratio between the Qini curve and a theoretical optimum. Again, our statistical analysis is also relevant for these
measures, as it concerns the statistical properties of the Qini curve.

C.2 Treatment decision metrics

Instead of measuring how well a model ranks individuals according to τx, it is also possible to measure what happens if
we derive concrete treatment allocation decisions d(X) from our uplift model. There are two theoretical parameters,
which would measure model performance: The gain E[τx|d(X) = 1] and the expected outcome E[Y |W = d(X)] if
treatment allocation works according to the model decisions.

The gain could be estimated by

ˆATEd=1 =
1

NW

∑
Yi|W=1 −

1

NW̄

∑
Yi|W=0,

where the outcomes belong to individuals, for which the model would decide for treatment [Schuler and Shah, 2018].
This is again an average treatment effect estimator by differences in the means between the treated and the untreated.
So just like in the analysis of the Qini curve after Radcliffe [2007], our results about variance reduction apply.

The expected outcome if treatment allocation works according to the model decisions, can be estimated by

v̂(d) =
1

N
(
∑ Wi · d(Xi)

p̃
Yi +

∑ (1−Wi)(1− d(Xi))

1− p̃
Yi),

where p̃ =
∑
Wi

N . This metric appears in the literature under the name "decision value" [Schuler and Shah, 2018,
Kapelner et al., 2014, Zhao et al., 2017]. Hitsch and Misra [2018] use the same metric under the name "targeting
profit". The only difference is, that they added a cost c for each decision decision to treat, which is irrelevant in terms of
the statistical properties. v̂(d) is actually slightly harder to discuss than any of the other empirical evaluation metrics
described so far. The is because outcome adjustment would bias this metric (because E[Y − Φ̂(X)|W = d(X)] 6=
E[Y |W = d(X)]). But if we use this metric to evaluate which of two decision models d1(x), d2(x) yields better
decisions, the bias due to outcome adjustment disappears because

E[Y − Φ̂(X)|W = d1(X)]− E[Y − Φ̂(X)|W = d2(X)] =E[Y |W = d1(X)]− E[Φ̂(X)|W = d1(X)]

− E[Y |W = d2(X)] + E[Φ̂(X)|W = d2(X)]

=E[Y |W = d1(X)]− E[Y |W = d2(X)]

To derive, that the variance can be reduced, we write the difference between the empirical estimates as

v̂(d1)− v̂(d2) =
1

N
(
∑
d1=1
d2=0

W p
i Yi −

∑
d1=0
d2=1

W p
i Yi).

So, we have sums of transformed outcomes W p
i Yi in this expression. In section 4, we have shown that outcome

adjustment leads to a reduction of V ar[W p
i Yi]. This would then also apply for the difference v̂(d1)− v̂(d2).

C.3 Accuracy metrics

Here we briefly list some other accuracy metrics than MSEW , which previously appeared in the literature. Schuler and
Shah [2018] list two more empirical metrics to assess an uplift model’s performance according to the MSEE[(τx− τ̂x)2]
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for uplift models: The first one is called "matched MSE". It works by replacing τx with the difference in outcomes
between two matched individuals, where the first individual is treated and the second individual is not. The other metric
Schuler and Shah [2018] describes is the "µ-loss". It is only applicable to uplift models which yield for each individual
two outcome predictions: µ̂1(xi), if the individual is treated and µ̂0(xi), if the individual is not treated. The µ-loss is
then calculated by

MSEµ =
1

N

∑
(Yi −Wµ̂1(xi)− (1−W )µ̂0(xi))

2.

We decided neither to include the matched MSE nor the µ-loss in our analysis, because they are neither frequently seen
in the literature, nor generally applicable.
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