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Recommender systems are essential for content-sharing platforms by curating personalized content. To

evaluate updates to recommender systems targeting content creators, platforms frequently rely on creator-

side randomized experiments. The treatment effect measures the change in outcomes when a new algorithm is

implemented compared to the status quo. We show that the standard difference-in-means estimator can lead

to biased estimates due to recommender interference that arises when treated and control creators compete

for exposure. We propose a “recommender choice model” that describes which item gets exposed from a pool

containing both treated and control items. By combining a structural choice model with neural networks, this

framework directly models the interference pathway while accounting for rich viewer-content heterogeneity.

We construct a debiased estimator of the treatment effect and prove it is
√
n-consistent and asymptotically

normal with potentially correlated samples. We validate our estimator’s empirical performance with a field

experiment on Weixin short-video platform. In addition to the standard creator-side experiment, we conduct

a costly double-sided randomization design to obtain a benchmark estimate free from interference bias.

We show that the proposed estimator yields results comparable to the benchmark, whereas the standard

difference-in-means estimator can exhibit significant bias and even produce reversed signs.
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1. Introduction

Recommender systems (RecSys) are at the heart of online content platforms by curating viewer-

specific content selections based on viewer history and content characteristics. Indeed, recommen-

dation plays a significant role in driving content consumption for viewers (Kiros 2022), and thus

determines the exposure and success of content creators. This is particularly the case for short-

video platforms such as TikTok, where a stream of videos is directly presented to viewers in the

For-You feed determined by the recommendation system.

Recognizing the importance of RecSys, platforms regularly develop and assess new algorithms.

In this paper, we focus on those aimed at improving the experience of content creators. Platforms

rely on creators to generate a diverse and vibrant content pool, which ensures viewer satisfac-

tion and platform success in the long term (Mehrotra et al. 2018, Rosen 1981). By tweaking the

recommendation algorithm, platforms can incentivize creators in different ways. For example, rec-

ommendation algorithms may boost the visibility of creators who produce higher-quality content

or those who invest in paid promotions. Such adjustments can directly influence the engagement

and activities of content creators.

To evaluate the performance of these creator-focused algorithm updates, platforms typically

rely on experiments with “creator-side randomization”. This involves randomly assigning a group

of creators in the treatment group, served by the new algorithm, and the others in the control

group, served by the status quo algorithm. The treatment effect is the change in outcomes when

the new algorithm is implemented compared to the status quo. A standard way to estimate the

treatment effect is the difference-in-means (DIM) estimator, which directly calculates the difference

in outcomes between treatment vs. control creators.

We show that the DIM estimator can lead to biased treatment effect estimates. This bias arises

because treated and control creators compete for exposure through the recommendation algorithm.

As a result, outcomes in one group can depend on creators in another group, a phenomenon known

as interference or spill-over effects (Bajari et al. 2021, Johari et al. 2022, Bright et al. 2022, Goli

et al. 2023). Since a creator’s outcomes are influenced not only by their own treatment status

but also by the statuses of others, this violates the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption

(SUTVA) (Imbens 2004) and leads to biased treatment effect estimates. For example, an algorithm

that boosts exposure for high-quality creators may produce large effects in a small-scale treatment

group, relative to those not receiving the boost in control, but fails to generalize upon full-scale

implementation when all high-quality creators receive the boost.

In this paper, we propose an approach to estimate the treatment effect with data from creator-

side randomized experiments. A key element in the proposed framework is to model how the

algorithm chooses an item to expose to viewers from a set comprised of both treated and control
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units. This “recommender choice model” captures the interference pathway: outcomes of treated

units are affected by the control group because they can be in the same pool competing for exposure.

The choice model can rationalize and predict that outcomes can differ between small-scale A/B

testing where treated units compete with others in control, and full-scale implementation where

all units are treated.

The recommender choice model describes which item gets exposed to a viewer from a set with

both treated and control items. The treatment effect estimate is the difference in outcomes between

two counterfactual scenarios: when all items are treated vs. all in control. The model leverages an

insight that different recommendation algorithms have different ways of calculating the “score”

of an item for each viewer, which drives the recommendation process. For example, an algorithm

focused on high-quality creators will assign higher scores to these creators. We use separate flexible

neural networks to capture the potentially complex mapping from viewer-content pairs to their

scores under both treatment and control conditions. One advantage of this method is that it is

agnostic to the specific, potentially very complex, recommender system, thus making it broadly

applicable to many scenarios.

Methodologically, the proposed semi-parametric approach combines a structural choice model

with flexible neural networks. The structural choice model framework is important as it facilitates

counterfactual evaluation and inference under alternative treatment assignments (e.g., all treated

or all control). This would be difficult to achieve with a fully non-parametric model without the

choice model structure. These counterfactual evaluations can be leveraged to calculate the average

treatment effect (ATE) across the whole population or for specific subgroups of interest. The

neural networks in the choice model are essential for capturing the nuances in how recommendation

algorithms score items by accounting for rich viewer-content heterogeneity. This would be very

difficult to capture using a parametric model, unlike in settings with only structured attributes

such as price and brand.

Building on the double machine learning literature (Farrell et al. 2020, Chernozhukov et al. 2018),

we propose a debiased estimator for treatment effect estimation leveraging the semi-parametric rec-

ommender choice model. We show that, under regularity conditions, the estimator is
√
n-consistent

and asymptotically normal. Our results build on Chernozhukov et al. (2018), which deals with

i.i.d. samples, and extends to scenarios with correlated samples. In our empirical context, sample

correlation arises because, for samples with overlapping items, their treatment statuses remain the

same instead of being i.i.d. By modeling the data generating process in a sequential manner, we can

apply martingale limiting theorems (Hall and Heyde 2014) to establish the asymptotic property

of the “oracle estimator” with known nuisance components. Since the debiased estimator satisfies

the Neyman orthogonality condition, the difference between the debiased and oracle estimators
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is shown to be small. Our inference framework can be adapted to other scenarios with correlated

samples, such as panel data with repeated observations per customer.

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed approach, we start with Monte Carlo simu-

lations to validate the estimation and inference results of the debiased estimator. Beyond Monte

Carlo studies, we apply it to real experimental data from the Weixin short-video platform. In

addition to the standard creator-side randomized experiment, we also carry out a double-sided

experiment (Ye et al. 2023a, Su et al. 2024). This is done by dividing viewers and creators into three

equal-sized distinct universes, where viewers can only access the creators from their own universe.

One universe runs the creator-side experiment and the other two implement the treatment and

control algorithms, respectively. The double-sided design allows us to obtain a benchmark estimate

without recommender interference since the treated and control units no longer compete with each

other. Using data from the creator-side experiment, we compute the treatment effect with both the

standard DIM and the proposed debiased estimators. We show that the proposed estimator yields

results comparable to the benchmark, whereas the DIM estimator can exhibit significant bias and

even produce reversed signs.

Despite the effectiveness of the double-sided randomization design, implementing such a strategy

has several downsides: it is very costly from an engineering perspective; the market size is effectively

cut in half for both viewers and creators; and the experimental population cannot be reused for

other orthogonal experiments. Viewer-side experiments, where viewers are randomized to treatment

vs. control algorithms, do not apply when the focus is on creator outcomes or creator interventions.

Viewer-side randomization design can also introduce its own source of interference bias, where

outcomes from one condition affect the other condition. For example, if the treatment algorithm

favors high-quality creators who receive more exposure and likes, these outcomes may spill over to

viewers in the control group.

The proposed estimator uses data from standard creator-side experiments to measure the treat-

ment effect of creator-focused interventions. In particular, it captures the interference coming from

units competing for exposure through the recommender system. It does not explicitly consider

potential viewer-side temporal interference, where viewer responses might be influenced by previ-

ous content. We also abstract away from the potential long-run effect of the treatment, and take

the viewer queries and available content as given on the platform.

This paper makes two main contributions. Substantively, it identifies a common source of inter-

ference from treated and control units competing for exposure, and proposes a debiased treatment

effect estimator. We validate the approach using experimental data on a leading short-video plat-

form by comparing the results to a benchmark from double-sided randomization without inter-

ference. Methodologically, the proposed approach combines a structural choice model with neural
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networks. Our inference results extend the existing results from Chernozhukov et al. (2018), which

deals with i.i.d. samples, to correlated samples, which can broaden the applicability of the debiased

estimator to other settings with correlated samples, such as panel data.

1.1. Related Literature

There is a growing literature studying interference in randomized experiments, where an indi-

vidual’s outcome is affected by others’ treatments, violating the Stable Unit Treatment Value

Assumption (SUTVA). Interference can lead to biased treatment effect estimates under standard

A/B testing framework (Sävje et al. 2021, Hu et al. 2021, Farias et al. 2022, Johari et al. 2022,

Dhaouadi et al. 2023, Zhu et al. 2024). To correctly estimate treatment effect, most of the exist-

ing literature leverages innovative experimental designs to address the bias from interference. For

example, one can use a clustered randomization design if interference primarily occurs within a

cluster (e.g., on social networks) and then randomizes treatment at the cluster level (Holtz and

Aral 2020, Holtz et al. 2023, Ugander et al. 2013, Hudgens and Halloran 2008). Without a clear

cluster structure, a switchback design can be applied that assigns a treatment condition randomly

at the market level across different time periods (Bojinov et al. 2023, Hu and Wager 2022, Ni et al.

2023, Xiong et al. 2023). These experimental designs can be very useful but do not apply to all

settings, including ours, where the content markets are too interconnected to form clusters and

there exist significant time varying factors influencing the outcomes.

Our work aligns more closely with an alternative approach that proposes innovative estimators

while leveraging standard experimental design. This requires domain-specific analysis of interfer-

ence types. For example, in experiments for ranking algorithms, Goli et al. (2023) address inter-

ference by leveraging items with positions close to those under the counterfactual ranking using

historical A/B test data. In marketplaces where the platform matches supply and demand via linear

programming, Bright et al. (2022) propose a shadow-price based estimator to mitigate interference

bias. For interference bias that arises from consumers impacting others through limited inventory,

Farias et al. (2023) model consumer behavior via a Markovian structure to address interference.

Our paper proposes an estimator that applies to a common source of interference where treated

and control units compete for exposure in online platforms.

This paper draws from recent advances in double machine learning and semiparametric inference

(Newey 1994, Chernozhukov et al. 2018, Farrell et al. 2020, Chernozhukov et al. 2019). In partic-

ular, the proposed treatment effect estimator directly builds on the doubly robust estimators for

semi-parametric models proposed by Farrell et al. (2020), where the parametric outcome model is

enriched by non-parametric components. We show that the inference results of the debiased estima-

tor in Farrell et al. (2020) apply to correlated samples, thus extending results from Chernozhukov
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et al. (2018), which deals with i.i.d. samples. While in our setting, sample correlation arises from

the overlapped items in consideration sets that share treatment status, our inference results can

apply to other settings with correlated samples, such as panel settings with repeated observations

from the same customer. Since many empirical data can be correlated, this inference result can

broaden the applicability of the doubly robust estimator, which has already seen wide adoption in

marketing and business research (e.g., Mummalaneni et al. 2022,Ye et al. 2023b, Kim et al. 2023,

Cheng et al. 2023, Ellickson et al. 2024).

2. Interference in Recommender System Experiments

In this section, we start with an overview of creator-side recommender experiments and introduce

notations to formulate the treatment effect estimation problem. We then discuss how interfer-

ence arises in the recommendation process. We conclude this section by showing the bias of the

commonly applied difference-in-means estimator in our setting.

2.1. Creator-side Recommender Experiments

Recommender systems (RecSys) are designed to serve personalized content for viewers from a

large corpus comprised of potentially billions of content items. The overall goal is to score the

content items according to their likelihood of engaging the user (e.g., expected viewing time and

interactions such as likes and shares). The industry-standard recommendation process is a long

pipeline consisting of three main stages: retrieval, ranking, and re-ranking, where the pool of

consideration gets decreasingly smaller. In the retrieval stage, the system starts by selecting content

items from a vast pool using efficient and scalable algorithms. In the ranking stage, these content

items are prioritized with the predicted relevance to the user. Finally, the re-ranking stage fine-

tunes the recommendations and often considers other factors such as cold-start or advertising.

In our context, the recommender system selects one item in response to each viewer query (e.g.,

swiping for the next video) instead of presenting an ordered list.

Platforms frequently update their recommender system, which involves anywhere from adjusting

algorithm hyper-parameters to implementing a new algorithm. Platforms use experiments to com-

pare against the current benchmark and decide whether to adopt the update. We define several

terminologies. Treatment denotes an updated recommender system, while control is the current

status-quo. We use consideration set to denote the pool of content for consideration by the recom-

mender system. The treatment vs. control algorithms score content items differently and therefore

will lead to different exposure probabilities of content items given a consideration set.

The focus of this paper is on creator-side algorithm updates that happen at the re-ranking

stage. Because of the focus on creators, platforms frequently rely on creator-side experiments where

creators (as opposed to users) are randomized to use the treatment vs. control algorithms for
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scoring. Because of the focus on the re-ranking stage, the consideration set tends not to be large.

However, it can include items from both treatment and control groups that are scored with the

corresponding algorithms. One item from the consideration set is exposed to the viewer, and we

measure its outcomes from viewer-content interactions, such as view time or likes.

Data from Creator-side Experiments. We now describe the data structure from creator-

side experiments and introduce notations. Each observation i is from a viewer query where one

item is exposed to the viewer. We observe a tuple (Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi), where Vi denotes the viewer

and
# »

Ci = {Ci,1, . . . ,Ci,K} denotes the consideration set of K content items.1 Content items are

randomized into treatment with probability q, or control with probability 1− q, via i.i.d. Bernoulli

trials.2
#  »

Wi = {Wi,1, . . . ,Wi,K} indicates the treatment status for each item in the set, with Wi,k = 1

for treatment and Wi,k = 0 for control. Content k∗i is exposed to the viewer, and the outcome

variable Yi measures the viewer’s response to the exposed content.

It is useful to clarify what components are affected by the experimental interventions in our

framework. The consideration set
# »

Ci is not affected because we focus on experiments that occur

after the retrieval system forms the consideration set. What item gets exposed k∗i is affected by the

experiments. In fact, modeling item exposure conditional on treatment assignment is the focus of

the recommender choice model that we introduce in the next section. The experimental interven-

tions impact viewer response Yi only by affecting which item is exposed. Conditional on exposure,

Yi only depends on the viewer Vi and content Ci,k∗ pair and not the content’s treatment status.

We do not consider the temporal interference of viewers and take each viewer query as given.

2.2. Formulate ATE using Policy Value

With creator-side experiments, we introduce notations for treatment effect estimation following

the potential outcome framework (Imbens and Rubin 2015). Let wc ∈ {0,1} denote the treatment

status for content item c.3 Let w−c collect the treatment statuses of all content items except for c.

Let y(v, c;wc,w−c) denote content c
′s potential outcome from viewer v with treatment assignment

w= [wc,w−c]. By convention, we let the potential outcome y(v, c;wc,w−c) be zero if content c is

not recommended to viewer v.

The outcome of interest for content c under treatment assignment (wc,w−c) is the expected

outcome (or reward) over the distribution of viewer v:

r(c;wc,w−c) :=Ev [y (v, c;wc,w−c)] . (1)

1 It is straightforward to accommodate consideration sets that vary in sizes. We focus on cases with the same size for
notation convenience.

2 In practice, randomization typically happens at the creator level with content items inheriting their treatment status.
We simplify to content-level randomization for notation convenience, and use creator and content interchangeably in
this paper.

3 Our discussion focuses on a binary treatment for notational brevity. The framework can be easily extended to
multiple treatments.
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Let policy π specify the treatment assignment rule. The policy value Q(π) measures the overall

outcome across the content set C under treatment assignment policy π (Johari et al. 2022, Goli

et al. 2023):

Q(π) :=Ew∼π

[∑
c∈C

r(c;wc,w−c)

]
. (2)

Let π1 denote the global treatment policy where all content items use the treatment algorithm

(wc,w−c) = 1 and π0 denote the global control policy where all items use the control algorithm

(wc,w−c) = 0. The outcome of interest, ATE, is defined as the difference between the policy values

of global treatment versus global control.

τ :=Q(π1)−Q(π0) =
∑
c∈C

{r(c;1)− r(c;0)} . (3)

2.3. Recommender Interference and Bias of DIM Estimator

Interference arises in the recommendation process because content items are “competing for expo-

sure” from the consideration set. Since both treated and control items can appear in the same

consideration set, the scoring from the treatment algorithm can influence the exposure probabilities

of control content items, and vice versa. As a result, the outcomes of content items depend not

only on their own treatment status but also on the treatment status of other items, violating the

SUTVA assumption.

Using notations introduced in Section 2.2, interference occurs because the potential outcome

for content c, y(v, c;wc,w−c), depends not only on its treatment status wc but also on the treat-

ment status of all other content w−c. Generally, with w
(a)
−c ̸=w

(b)
−c, the potential outcomes differ:

y
(
v, c;wc,w

(a)
−c

)
̸= y

(
v, c;wc,w

(b)
−c

)
. As discussed in Section 2.1, the outcome depends on others’

treatment status because they affect the exposure probability of the focal item c.

Because of recommender interference, the standard difference-in-means estimator (DIM) leads

to a biased estimate of the treatment effect. Using data from creator-side experiments as described

in Section 2.1, the commonly adopted DIM estimator takes the form (Bright et al. 2022, Goli et al.

2023, Johari et al. 2022):

τ̂DIM
n :=

∑n

i=1 1
{
Wi,k∗

i
= 1
}
Yi

nq
−

∑n

i=1 1
{
Wi,k∗

i
= 0
}
Yi

n(1− q)
, (4)

where n is the number of observations. The treatment effect using the DIM estimator, τ̂DIM
n , is the

difference in outcomes between exposed items assigned to treatment (Wi,k∗
i
= 1) relative to those in

control (Wi,k∗
i
= 0). Since the DIM estimator does not consider the “competition” between treated

and control items, the estimator does not measure the ground truth ATE of interest, which is the

difference in outcomes under global treatment compared to global control (as in Eq. 3).
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Figure 1 Illustrative Example of the Bias of the DIM Estimator
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We illustrate the bias of the DIM estimator using a simple example. Consider an extreme case

where the outcome always equals 1 for the exposed content and 0 otherwise. In such a case, the

true ATE is zero because each viewer query always exposes one item and gets an outcome of 1 no

matter which algorithm is applied. Suppose the treatment algorithm adds an uplift δ to the item

scoring relative to the control. When treated and control units compete for exposure, there will be

a boosting effect for treated units when δ > 0, and a suppression effect when δ < 0.

Figure 1 plots the results using this extreme example with the red dotted line denoting the true

ATE at zero. We simulate data and compute the DIM estimates with different δ values (detailed

simulation settings are described in Section 4.3). The blue line shows the DIM estimates with the

95% confidence intervals. The bias of the DIM estimator can be either positive or negative. When

δ > 0, the DIM estimates are positive because treated items are exposed more than control from

the boosting effect, despite a true ATE at zero. When δ < 0, the reverse happens with negative

DIM estimates when treated items are less likely to be exposed.

This simple example illustrates that the DIM estimator (Eq. 4) does not measure the ATE and

the bias can be either positive or negative. We characterize the asymptotic behavior of the DIM

estimator as the sample size n grows, and show that it converges to a quantity different than the

ATE (Eq. 3). To do so, we introduce an assumption that constrains the number of consideration

sets each item appears in, similar to those in prior literature (Viviano 2019, Sävje et al. 2021).

Assumption 1 (Bounded item appearance). Let n be the sample size. Each item appears

in at most an consideration sets, with an = o(n1/4).

This assumption ensures that the number of randomization units (i.e., content items) scales with

the sample size. In practical terms, this assumption is often satisfied in real-world applications with
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creator-side experiments. These experiments typically target items produced by small creators or

for advertising purposes, where the number of consideration sets they appear in is relatively small

compared to the overall sample size.

Proposition 1 (Convergence of the difference-in-means estimator). Suppose Assump-

tion 1 holds. Under the creator-side randomization with treated probability q ∈ (0,1), the difference-

in-means estimator τ̂DIM
n converges in probability to a quantity τB(q),

τ̂DIM
n

p−→ τB(q) where τB(q) :=E

[∑
c∈C

{r(c;wc = 1,w−c ∼B(q))− r(c;wc = 0,w−c ∼B(q))}

]
, (5)

with w−c ∼B(q) denoting that the treatment status of all content items except for c is sampled from

a Bernoulli distribution with a treatment probability of q.

Detailed proof is given in Appendix A. The quantity τB(q) is often referred to as the direct effect of

the treatment under creator-side randomization (Sävje et al. 2021, Hu et al. 2021). The difference

between τB(q) and the ATE τ is the interference bias. Prior research has established the bias of the

DIM estimator in other contexts, e.g., two-sided matching platforms such as ride-sharing (Bright

et al. 2022). Proposition 1 derives the convergence results of the DIM estimator in creator-side

randomized experiments.

3. Modeling Interference

In this section, we introduce a recommender choice model to explicitly account for interference

during the recommendation phase. This semi-parametric model incorporates neural networks in

the choice model in order to flexibly capture personalized recommendations based on diverse viewer

preferences and content characteristics. We use counterfactual analysis for treatment effect esti-

mation. We conclude this section by discussing the scope of the proposed approach: what types of

interference it does and does not capture.

3.1. Recommender Choice Model

Upon a viewer query, the goal of the recommender system is to choose the most suitable content

item for viewer Vi from the consideration set
# »

Ci. Inspired by the concept of model distillation

(Hinton et al. 2015), we represent the complex recommender system using a choice model, which

describes how the recommender system “chooses” an item from the consideration set.

The score or “utility” of content Ci,k for viewer Vi takes the form:

Si,k = s0(Vi,Ci,k)+Wi,k · s1(Vi,Ci,k)+ ϵi,k. (6)

The baseline score function s0(·, ·) approximates the control algorithm’s evaluation of content given

viewer Vi and content Ci,k. For items in the treatment group (Wi,k = 1), s1(·, ·) captures the score
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uplift from the treatment algorithm’s evaluation of content Ci,k for viewer Vi.
4 We parameterize the

score functions s0(·, ·) and s1(·, ·) as neural networks. Neural networks can flexibly capture the rela-

tionship between recommender scoring and the viewer-content pairs, which effectively approximate

personalized recommendations for different viewers (Covington et al. 2016).

The error term ϵi,k represents the part of content evaluation that score functions s0 and s1

do not capture. It accounts for the inherent randomness in recommender systems as well as the

approximation errors of these neural networks in representing the actual recommender pipeline.5

Randomness in the recommendations can arise from concurrent orthogonal experiments, a common

practice among tech companies (Ivaniuk and Duan 2020), as well as system-wide uncertainties,

such as viewers being assigned to less sophisticated algorithms in order to reduce latency during

peak hours (Taylor and Wexler 2003). We assume that the error term ϵi,k follows an i.i.d. Type 1

Extreme Value distribution, and the item with the highest score or “utility” in the consideration

set will be exposed to viewer Vi.

With these assumptions, we can write the choice probability using the multinomial logit choice

model. The recommender choice model specifies the probability of an item k to be recommended

for viewer Vi given consideration set
# »

Ci and treatment allocation
#  »

Wi:

Pi,k

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi;s0, s1

)
:= P (k∗i = k) =

es0(Vi,Ci,k)+Wi,k·s1(Vi,Ci,k)∑K

k′=1 e
s0(Vi,Ci,k′ )+Wi,k′ ·s1(Vi,Ci,k′ )

. (7)

The choice model explicitly models interference in the recommendation process. The exposure

probability of an item is affected by not only its own treatment status Wi,k but by the treatment

status of all others in the consideration set. The recommender choice model serves as the foundation

to estimate counterfactual exposure probability under alternative treatment allocation policy, which

we describe in detail in Section 3.3.

The recommender choice model is semi-parametric in that it combines the structural choice

model with flexible neural networks. Doing so allows us to enjoy the benefits of both. On the one

hand, leveraging the choice model enables the treatment effect estimation via counterfactuals under

alternative treatment allocations. This would not be feasible with a fully non-parametric black-box

model. On the other hand, neural networks can capture flexible relationships so that the recom-

mender choice model better approximates the behavior of the real-world complex recommender

system. Employing neural networks also helps mitigate the independence of irrelevant alternatives

4 One alternative model specification is to let the score functions s0 and s1 depend not only on the focal content item
Ci,k but the entire consideration set

#»
C i. Under the alternative specification, our modeling and inference framework

still apply but the computational cost will significantly increase. We explore this alternative in the Appendix G.

5 It is also worth noting that it is impractical to simulate outcomes with “offline” recommender systems. In other
words, one cannot simulate recommendations and predict viewer response under treatment or control algorithms
respectively (Bennett et al. 2007).
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(IIA) issue inherent in a standard logit choice model, leading to a proportional substitution pat-

tern. Since neural networks can flexibly account for viewer preferences, adding a new item may

disproportionately affect the exposure probability of certain items more than others, depending on

content similarity and viewer preferences.

With the score functions parameterized as neural networks, we need an assumption on their

boundedness so that the exposure probability of an item is bounded away from zero. We consider

universally bounded scores throughout.

Assumption 2 (Bounded scores). There exists a universal constant C such that the true

score functions are bounded: ∥s0∥∞ ≤C and ∥s1∥∞ ≤C.

This assumption is parallel to the “overlap” condition in propensity score-based debiasing methods

like AIPW (Imbens 2004). Under this assumption, we show that each item in the consideration set

has some positive probability of being recommended, regardless of the treatment assignment. We

formalize this with Lemma 1. The proof is given in Appendix E.1.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 2, there exists a universal constant δ > 0 such that each content

item in the consideration set has at least δ probability to be recommended:

P
(
k∗i = k | Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi;s0, s1

)
≥ δ, ∀ (Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k).

It is worth mentioning that the recommender choice model can bring standalone practical value

for platforms beyond enabling ATE estimation. It represents a recommender distillation process

that can potentially replace the complex recommender system to reduce latency when serving

viewers online (Tang and Wang 2018). Moreover, the derived score functions approximate the

overall value of content items to viewers, which can serve as a useful offline evaluation metric.

3.2. Viewer Response Model

To complete counterfactual evaluations under alternative treatment allocation, we also need a

viewer response model that predicts the viewer response when exposed to an item. The viewer’s

response reflects outcomes that the platform is interested in evaluating, such as view time, likes,

or conversion rates. We assume the viewer’s response depends on the viewer characteristics Vi and

the characteristics of the exposed item Ci,k∗
i
. Let the viewer’s response Yi be:

Yi = z(Vi,Ci,k∗
i
)+ ζi. (8)

z(·, ·) is a viewer response function that we parameterize as a neural net. It predicts a flexible

relationship between the input viewer-content pairs and the outcome Yi. The error term ζi is

i.i.d. noise. In general, one needs a separate viewer response model for each outcome of interest,

but the recommender choice model is commonly shared across different outcomes.
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The viewer response model in Eq. (8) assumes that the outcome does not depend on the treatment

status of the item conditional on the item being exposed. This is a reasonable assumption since

viewers are typically not aware of changes in recommendation algorithms. It also assumes that the

outcome does not depend on any previous content the viewers may have seen. The model can be

extended to allow previous content interactions as input in addition to viewer characteristics, but

doing so will lead to a significantly more complex viewer response model.

In practice, platforms typically have pre-trained viewer response predictions from backend algo-

rithms, which is also the case in our empirical context. Thus, we can directly leverage these pre-

existing viewer response models and only need to train the recommender choice model. It’s worth

noting that our framework does not require an unbiased prediction for these viewer responses. As

detailed in Section 4, we introduce a debiased estimator with a bias correction term to account for

“errors” in the nuisance predictions.

3.3. Counterfactual Analysis for Policy Value and Treatment Effect

With the recommender choice model (Eq. 7) and the viewer response model (Eq. 8), we can

represent the policy values (Eq. 2) of any counterfactual treatment assignment policy π as follows

(see Appendix B for detailed derivation):

Q(π) = E(Vi,
#»
C i,

#  »
Wi∼π)

[
K∑

k=1

z(Vi,Ci,k) ·Pi,k

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi;s0, s1

)]
. (9)

The term in the square bracket captures the expected outcomes of viewer Vi by multiplying the

exposure probability and the viewer response conditional on exposure for each item in the consid-

eration set. The policy value Q(π) measures the overall outcome by taking the expectation over

the distribution of viewer Vi, consideration set
#»

C i, and treatment assignment policy
#  »

Wi.

To estimate the treatment effect, we are particularly interested in two specific treatment assign-

ment policies, with all items in the treatment status or all in control. The ATE (Eq. 3) is the

difference between the policy values under global treatment Q(π1) vs. global control Q(π0). Using

Eq. (9), the ATE can be written as:

τ =Q(π1)−Q(π0) =E(Vi,
#»
C i)

[
K∑

k=1

z(Vi,Ci,k) ·
(
Pi,k(Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi = 1)−Pi,k(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi = 0)
)]

, (10)

where Pi,k(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi = 1)− Pi,k(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi = 0) represents the change in the exposure probability

for content item Ci,k when going from global control to global treatment scenarios.

Besides looking at the average effect across the whole population, it can be useful for the platform

to understand the heterogeneous impact of a new algorithm on different types of creators. Using our

framework, it is straightforward to conduct subgroup analysis to estimate heterogeneous treatment
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effects on different creators. For a particular subgroup C0, the corresponding average treatment

effect can be calculated as:

τC0 =E(Vi,
#»
C i)

[
K∑

k=1

I {Ci,k ∈ C0} · z(Vi,Ci,k) ·
(
Pi,k(Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi = 1)−Pi,k(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi = 0)
)]

. (11)

This is close to Eq. (10) except that instead of adding up the expected change in outcomes for all

content items in the consideration set, we only do so for the ones that belong in the subgroup of

interest, I {Ci,k ∈ C0}.

Beyond ATE, one can calculate other outcomes of interest with the estimated model. As a

simple example, although Eq. (10) defines the treatment effect as the level difference between

treatment and control conditions, Q(π1)−Q(π0), it is just as easy to calculate the treatment effect

in relative terms, Q(π1)−Q(π0)

Q(π0)
. As a more involved example, the model can simulate outcomes as the

platform scales up the proportion of traffic allocated to the treatment algorithm. In other words,

the framework is flexible to account for any treatment assignment policy π beyond the global

treatment and global control.

3.4. Scope of the Proposed Approach

By directly modeling the interference pathway through a recommender choice model, the proposed

approach captures interference that arises from items competing for exposure. Since it relies on

modeling the exposure probability from a consideration set, the framework is more applicable

to experiments that happen in the later stage of the recommender system where the size of the

consideration set is relatively small (see Section 2.1). For an experiment that happens in the early

stage (e.g., retrieval stage), it will be intrinsically harder to model exposure from a very large pool

of items. Since many recommender experiments involve fine-tuning in the later stages, the proposed

approach is applicable to many such experiments in practice.

Our study does not explicitly consider potential viewer-side temporal interference, where viewer

responses might be influenced by previous content. For example, suppose the treatment algorithm

prioritizes high quality content, viewers may be motivated to stay longer with the platform (hence

generating more viewer queries). Viewer responses may also be impacted by prior content because

the diversity of recommended content can influence viewer behavior (e.g., novelty effect). Address-

ing these forms of interference requires more nuanced modeling of viewer behavior, such as using

reinforcement learning to model viewer behavior as Markov chain processes to deal with viewer-side

temporal interference (Farias et al. 2023).

Our study also abstracts away from the potential long-run effect of the treatment. For example,

if a treatment algorithm prioritizes certain types of content, it may create a feedback loop that

impacts the content production decisions of different creators. In the long term, it may lead to a
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different pool of available content on the platform. Addressing this involves modeling the content

production decisions based on short-term outcomes (e.g., views and likes) that may vary under

different algorithms. Our approach focuses on these short-term outcomes by taking the available

content and viewer queries as given.

4. Estimation and Inference Procedure

In this section, we describe the estimation and inference procedure of the proposed model. We

start with the estimation of the neural network components in the recommender choice and viewer

response models. We then construct a debiased estimator for treatment effect estimation and

inference. Using Monte Carlo simulations, we show that the proposed approach can effectively

recover the true point estimate and uncertainty.

4.1. Estimating the Nuisance Components

We start by describing the estimation of the nuisance components in the recommender choice

model, which relies on two score functions: s0 denotes the baseline score and s1 is the score uplift

from the treatment algorithm. Both score functions are parameterized as neural networks.

Recall that for each viewer query i, we observe that viewer Vi with consideration set
# »

Ci and

treatment status
#  »

Wi gets recommended the k∗thi item, Ci,k∗
i
. Similar to a fully parametric choice

model, estimating the choice model with neural networks relies on maximizing the likelihood func-

tion or equivalently, minimizing the loss function. The loss function for any s̃0, s̃1 ∈ Fs, where Fs

is the function class for s0 and s1, can be written as follows:

ℓ1(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i ;s̃0, s̃1) := − log

(
P
(
k∗i | Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi; s̃0, s̃1

))
(12)

= −
(
s0(Vi,Ci,k∗

i
)+Wi,k∗

i
· s1(Vi,Ci,k∗

i
)
)
+ log

( K∑
k=1

es0(Vi,Ci,k)+Wi,k·s1(Vi,Ci,k)
)
.

This is commonly known as the cross entropy loss. During the training process, the parameters

of the neural networks are updated so that we get the estimated (ŝ0, ŝ1) that minimizes the cross

entropy loss:

(ŝ0, ŝ1)∈argmin
s̃0,s̃1∈Fs

1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i ; s̃0, s̃1

)
. (13)

Intuitively, the score functions ŝ0 and ŝ1 are learned so that the recommender choice model can

best approximate the behavior of the actual recommender system.6

We then describe the estimation of the viewer response model. Recall that when viewer Vi gets

exposed to content item Ci,k∗
i
, we observe the outcome Yi. The role of the viewer response model is

6 We discuss the identification of the nuisance components in Appendix D.
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to approximate the outcome conditional on the viewer and item pair. This is a standard machine

learning task with the loss function determined by the outcome types. For a continuous outcome,

the loss function for any z̃ ∈Fz, where Fz is the function class for z, can be written as follows:

ℓ2(Vi,Ci,k∗
i
, Yi; z̃) =

(
z̃(Vi,Ci,k∗

i
)−Yi

)2

. (14)

This is commonly known as the mean square error loss. For a categorical outcome, one can use

the cross entropy loss. With either type of loss function, we get the estimated ẑ by minimizing the

loss:

ẑ ∈ argmin
z̃∈Fz

1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ2(Vi,Ci,k∗
i
, Yi; z̃). (15)

In practice, platforms often have built models to predict key outcomes of interest. These model

predictions are useful for the recommender pipeline since they capture key behaviors of interest for

the platform, e.g., watch time and likes. In our empirical application (described in Section 5), we

leverage the platform’s pre-trained view response models instead of estimating ẑ ourselves.

4.2. Debiased Estimator

We now discuss the estimation and inference procedure for the treatment effect. With the estimated

recommender choice and viewer response models, one can directly plug in the estimated neural

networks (ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ) into the ATE formulation in Eq. (10). For each observation with viewer and

consideration set pair (Vi,
# »

Ci), the direct plug-in estimate µ is:

µ(Vi,
# »

Ci; ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ) =
K∑

k=1

ẑ(Vi,Ci,k)

{
eŝ0(Vi,Ci,k)+ŝ1(Vi,Ci,k)∑K

k′=1 e
ŝ0(Vi,Ci,k′ )+ŝ1(Vi,Ci,k′ )

− eŝ0(Vi,Ci,k)∑K

k′=1 e
ŝ0(Vi,Ci,k′ )

}
.

If the components (s0, s1, z) are fully parametric, it is straightforward to use µ for treatment effect

estimation and inference. With these components being neural networks (or other non-parametric

models), the direct plug-in is generally not
√
n-consistent.

We write down a debiased (DB) estimator for treatment effect following Farrell et al. (2020). The

debiased estimator adds a debiasing term to the direct plug-in estimate µ. For each observation,

the debiased estimate ψ is:

ψ(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi; ŝ0, ŝ1,ẑ, Ĥ) = µ(Vi,

# »

Ci; ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ) (16)

−∇µ(Vi,
# »

Ci; ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ)
T Ĥ(Vi,

# »

Ci; ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ)
−1∇ℓ(Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi; ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ).

The debiased term has three components. The first component ∇µ is the gradient of the direct

plug-in estimate µ with respect to the nuisances (ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ), which captures the sensitivity of the

estimate to the nuisance estimation. Let ℓ be the total loss function which combines the loss ℓ1 from

the recommender choice model and ℓ2 from the viewer response model. The second component
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Ĥ estimates the expected Hessian of the loss function ℓ with respect to the nuisances, with the

expectation marginalizing over treatment assignment
#  »

Wi under the creator-side randomization.

The third component∇ℓ is the gradient of the loss function ℓ with respect to the nuisances, which is

scaled by the curvature of the loss function (the second component). We give the explicit expressions

of (∇µ,H,∇ℓ) in Appendix C. The Hessian H is invertible with Assumption 2 (bounded scores),

with formal results and proofs in Appendix E.2.

The debiased (DB) estimator τ̂DB
n is the average of ψ across all observations:

τ̂DB
n :=

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψ(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi; ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ, Ĥ). (17)

With ψ and τ̂DB
n , the estimated variance can be calculated as below. The standard error of the DB

etimator τ̂DB
n can be estimated as n−1/2V̂ 1/2

n .

V̂n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(
ψ(Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi; ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ, Ĥ)− τ̂DB

n

)2

. (18)

The debiased estimator τ̂DB
n satisfies the universal Neyman orthogonality with respect to the

nuisances. We provide formal results in Appendix E.3. The Neyman orthogonality property ensures

that errors in estimating nuisances, e.g., ŝ0 and ŝ1, impact the treatment effect estimation, τ̂DB
n ,

only to a second-order degree. This is a key property that effectively mitigates potential bias in

the estimator from inaccuracies in nuisance estimation.

Now we present the main estimation and inference guarantees for the debiased estimator τ̂DB
n .

Under mild conditions, we show that τ̂DB
n is

√
n-consistent and asymptotically normal. The proof

builds on Chernozhukov et al. (2018), which deals with i.i.d. sample. In our empirical application,

however, the data generating process does not yield an i.i.d. sample, even when each viewer query i

is treated as independent. This is because for each new observation, if its consideration set overlaps

with previous ones, the treatment statuses of the overlapped content items become deterministic.

In contrast, for content items without overlap with previous observations, the treatment status for

each item follows i.i.d. Bernoulli randomized trials. We model the entire data generating process in

a sequential manner and leverage the martingale limiting theorems to characterize the asymptotic

behavior for our estimator.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1 & 2 hold. Assume that the data generating process

follows the recommender choice model Equation (7) and the viewer response model Equation (8).

Suppose that the nuisance estimates are all bounded by the constant C in Assumption 2 and satisfy

the convergence rate: ∥ŝ0 − s0∥L2
+ ∥ŝ1 − s1∥L2

+ ∥ẑ− z∥L2
= o(n−1/4) and ∥Ĥ −H∥L2

= o(n−1/4).

Then the debiased estimator τ̂DB
n in (17) is

√
n-consistent with τ̂DB

n − τ =Op(n
−1/2) and asymp-

totically normal with:
√
n (τ̂DB

n − τ)/

√
V̂n ⇒N (0,1).
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The detailed proof for Theorem 1 is provided in Appendix F. At a high level, the proof establishes

the asymptotic properties of the debiased estimator τ̂DB
n by comparing it to an oracle estimator

τ̃DB
n , which assumes the nuisances are known exactly without estimation error. The oracle estimator

forms a martingale difference sequence and converges to a normal distribution. Due to Neyman

othogonality, the difference between the debiased estimator and the oracle estimator is shown to

be negligible, with this difference bounded effectively.

One last detail to note is that, in practice, we use the standard cross-fitting procedure when

estimating nuisance components. The idea is to use one subgroup of the data to estimate the

nuisance models and use the remaining ones to carry out treatment effect estimation (Chernozhukov

et al. 2018, Farrell et al. 2020). LetK be the number of subgroups. We estimate the nuisance models

using data excluding group k, (ŝ
(−k)
0 , ŝ

(−k)
1 , ẑ(−k), Ĥ(−k)). Using the estimated nuisance models, we

estimate the treatment effect on data from group k, τ̂ (k)n . The cross-fitted ATE estimator can be

calculated as the average of the K subgroups: τ̂DB
n = 1

K

∑K

k=1 τ̂
(k)
n . The variance of the estimator

can be calculated in the same way: V̂n =
1
K

∑K

k=1 V̂
(k)
n .

4.3. Monte Carlo Simulations

We use Monte Carlo simulations to validate the estimation and inference results as shown in

Theorem 1. We simulate data for n= 1000 viewers with K = 3 items in the consideration sets that

are drawn from m= 500 content items. The feature of each content item is characterized in two

parts. The first part is a two-dimensional feature vector drawn from uniform distribution, C1,i,k ∼
U(0,1)2. The second part is a binary feature indicating the eligibility of receiving the intervention

(e.g., only advertising videos will be boosted under the treatment), C2,i,k ∼Bernoulli(0.5). Viewers

have a two-dimensional feature vector drawn from uniform distribution, Vi ∼U(0,1)2.
The baseline utility score s0 is calculated as the inner product between viewer and item feature

vectors, s0(Vi,Ci,k) = Vi ·C1,i,k. The treatment algorithm changes the score of eligible videos when

C2,i,k = 1 by δ, s1(Vi,Ci,k) = C2,i,k · s0 · δ. We simulate two scenarios, one with δ = 1 to mimic a

boosting treatment, and the other δ =−0.5 to mimic a suppressing treatment. For each viewer i,

one video is chosen based on the choice model as in Eq. (7). Let the outcome for each view-content

pair be the baseline score plus a random Gaussian noise, Yi = s0 + ζi, where ζi ∼N (0,0.01).

We estimate the treatment effects using the proposed debiased (DB) estimator τ̂DB
n as well as

the difference-in-means (DIM) estimator τ̂DIM
n under the boosting and suppressing scenarios. For

each of the 100 Monte Carlo datasets, we calculate the point estimate and standard error. For

the DB estimator, the standard error is n−1/2V̂ 1/2
n as introduced in Theorem 1. We employ 3-fold

cross-fitting for nuisance estimation. For the DIM estimator, the standard errors are calculated as

the standard deviation of the sample estimates.7

7 Let σ(ai) denote the sample standard deviation of samples {ai}: σ2(ai) = n−1∑n
i=1(ai − n−1∑n

i=1 ai)
2. For the

DIM estimator τ̂DIM
n , the standard error estimate is n−1/2σ

((
Wk∗

i
/q− (1−Wk∗

i
)/(1− q)

)
Yi

)
.
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Figure 2 plots the standardized distribution of the estimates from τ̂DB
n and τ̂DIM

n . More specif-

ically, we compute the standardized estimates (τ̂ − τ)/σ̂, where τ is the true ATE, τ̂ is the point

estimate and σ̂ is the estimated standard error. Essentially, the bias of the estimator is normal-

ized by the estimated standard error. The distribution of these standardized estimates should

approximate the standard normal distribution, denoted by the dashed black curve. We see that the

distribution from the proposed DB estimator is very close to the standard normal in both cases.

The results suggest that the proposed DB estimator is unbiased and asymptotically normal, and

thus allows for accurate ATE estimation and inference. The DIM estimator, on the other hand,

can either be biased upwards (when δ= 1) or biased downwards (when δ=−0.5).

Figure 2 Monte Carlo Results: Standardized Distribution

Boosting: δ =1 Supressing: δ = −0.5

−10 0 10 −10 0 10

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

(τ̂ − τ) σ̂

Debiased: τ̂
DB

Different−in−means: τ̂
DIM

Note: (τ̂ − τ)/σ̂, where τ̂ is the estimate, τ is the true ATE, and σ̂ is the estimated standard error.

Figure 3 further examines the point estimates and estimated standard errors. The left panel plots

the average point estimates, with the horizontal dashed line denoting the truth values, and the 95%

confidence intervals computed from the estimated standard errors. As shown in Figure 2, the DB

estimator is unbiased while the DIM estimator can have a large bias in either direction. The right

panel compares the estimated standard errors with the true uncertainty, measured by Monte Carlo

standard errors, alongside the 45-degree dashed line. The DB estimator correctly estimates the

uncertainty, whereas the standard error for DIM estimator is underestimated. This occurs because

DIM fails to account for the sample correlation caused by overlapping items across consideration

sets, which inherit the same treatment status rather than being i.i.d. The DB estimator correctly

estimates the standard error since it shares the asymptotic property of the oracle estimator due to

its Neyman orthogonality property, as discussed in Section 4.2.
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Figure 3 Monte Carlo Results: Point Estimate and Standard Error
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5. Empirical Application

In this section, we evaluate the proposed approach using real experimental data. We estimate

treatment effects using data from a creator-side field experiment on Weixin’s short video platform.

As a benchmark, we carry out a blocked double-sided experiment without interference. We find that

the ATE estimates from the DB estimator are close to the benchmark, while the DIM estimates

are further away from the benchmark, sometimes even having the reversed sign.

5.1. Experimental Design

We apply the proposed debiased estimator to analyze the treatment effect of applying a new

recommendation algorithm, relative to the current status quo algorithm, on Weixin’s short video

platform. The treatment affects the recommended videos by changing their exposure probabilities

during the re-ranking stage. Therefore this experiment is a good fit to apply our proposed method

because of the relatively small consideration set (see Section 3.4).

Unlike in Monte Carlo simulations, there is no longer a ground truth to compare against in

real empirical application. To obtain a benchmark approximating the true treatment effect, we

implement a costly double-sided experiment alongside the typical creator-side experiment. The

experimental design is summarized in Figure 4. We create three separate experimentation universes.

Universe A is used to conduct the creator-side experiment where half of the creators are randomly

assigned to use the treatment algorithm and the other half use the control algorithm. We use data

from this universe to estimate the treatment effect using the proposed debiased (DB) estimator as

well as the difference-in-means (DIM) estimator.

The double-sided randomized experiment is implemented in Universe B (global treatment) and

Universe C (global control). Since treated vs. control videos will never appear in the same con-

sideration set, there is no interference coming from the treated vs. control groups competing for

exposure. We use data from the double-sided experiment to proxy the ground truth treatment
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Figure 4 Experimental Design

Universe A

• Creator group A
• ½ treatment algo
• ½ control algo

• Viewer group A

Universe B:
Global treatment

• Creator group B
• All treatment algo

• Viewer group B

Universe C: 
Global control

• Creator group C
• All control algo

• Viewer group C

double-sided experimentcreator-side experiment

effect (Bajari et al. 2021, Johari et al. 2022, Ye et al. 2023a). More specifically, the double-sided

(DS) estimator compares the average creator outcomes between the global treatment and global

control universes. While effective, the double-sided experimental design is costly to implement and,

therefore, not practical for evaluating all creator-focused experiments at scale.

The experiments run for eight days in total. They are carried out simultaneously in the three

universes to avoid any time-varying differences in outcomes (e.g., weekends or holidays). The three

universes are equal-sized to mitigate any potential impact of market size. They each have about

34,000 videos and a similar number of viewers, with the exact number of viewers omitted for

confidentiality reasons.

5.2. Estimate the Recommender Choice Model

To construct the proposed debiased (DB) estimator, we start by estimating a recommender choice

model using data from the creator-side randomized experiment. This choice model can then be

utilized to estimate the treatment effects for all three outcomes. Below, we provide details on how

to estimate the recommender choice model and show that it aligns well with the behavior of the

actual recommender system.

We start by defining the consideration set. This is done by empirically identifying the smallest

possible consideration set prior to the treatment. Figure 5 plots the eventual exposure probability

of items based on their “pre-treatment” ranking by the recommendation algorithm. The exposure

probability is the highest for the top-ranked item and quickly goes down to close to 0. We choose

a consideration set of K = 15 items, based on the empirical observation that videos outside this

range are unlikely to be exposed under any treatment assignment. Thus, these consideration sets

capture nearly all relevant videos that have the potential to be exposed.

We then describe the network structure to fit the recommender choice model. The model predicts

the choice probability of each item in the consideration set given the data (Vi,
#»

C i,
# »

W i). Figure 6
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Figure 5 Exposure Probability of Items with Pre-treatment Ranking
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provides an illustration. The data inputs to the network are the viewer and content embeddings

(Vi,Ci,k). In practice, we do not directly use the raw embeddings. Instead, we leverage the platform’s

pre-trained models to evaluate each viewer-content pair. These models are trained pre-experiment

and target different engagement metrics, such as view time and likes. The outputs from the pre-

trained models go through two fully connected hidden layers. These learned layers get updated

through the training process. The score layer has two nodes, one for the baseline score s0 and the

other for the treatment uplift s1. The model layer constructs the exposure probability of each item

in the consideration set following Eq. (7). Note that treatment assignment
# »

W i enter as input in the

model layer. We use Python’s TensorFlow package to train the model with categorical cross-entropy

loss following Eq. (12).

We assess how well the fitted recommender choice model aligns with the actual recommended

items observed in the data. Figure 7 plots the ROC curve (receiver operating characteristic curve),

with the true positive rate and the false positive rate at different thresholds. The dashed diagonal

line represents a classifier with no discriminative power, resulting in an AUC of 0.5 (area under

the curve). The fitted model achieves an AUC of 0.97, which indicates that the fitted model can

predict the actual recommended items very well. By leveraging the pre-trained models, we can

achieve accurate predictions without a very complex neural network.

5.3. Estimate the Treatment Effects

Besides the fitted recommender choice model, we need viewer response models to estimate the

treatment effect. We leverage the platform’s existing viewer response models, ẑ. We track three

outcome variables, all measuring binary outcomes.8 They share the same recommender choice

model but have separate viewer response models, each one to predict its own outcome of interest.

8 The meaning of these outcomes is omitted for confidentiality reasons.
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Figure 6 Network structure of the recommender choice model
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Figure 7 ROC Curve of the Fitted Recommender Choice Model
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To construct the debiased term, we also need to estimate the expected Hessian matrix of the loss

function ℓ, with the expectation taken over the treatment assignment. This is done by drawing

many realizations of the treatment assignments from the same creator-side treatment assignment

rule, and calculating the empirical mean of the Hessian from these data samples (we use 500

samples).

The results from the double-sided estimator τ̂DS, leveraging the double-sided randomized exper-

iment, are taken to approximate the ground truth without interference. The treatment effects

measure how the outcomes change under the new recommendation system (treatment) compared
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Figure 8 ATE estimation for four metrics.
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to the current status quo (control). We compare these benchmark measures with results using our

debiased estimator τ̂DB and the difference-in-means estimator τ̂DIM . We do so for each of the three

outcome variables.

Figure 8 presents the results. For outcome 1, the benchmark DS estimator indicates a close-to-

zero and insignificant treatment effect. The estimate by the proposed DB estimator is also close-

to-zero and insignificant. The estimate by the DIM estimator, however, is positive and significant.

For outcome 2, the benchmark DS estimator indicates a negative and significant treatment effect.

The estimate from the DB estimator is also negative and significant, and close in magnitude to the

benchmark. The estimate from the DIM estimator has a reversed sign and is positive and significant.

For outcome 3, the benchmark DS estimator indicates a positive and significant estimate. Both

the DB estimator and the DIM estimator provide estimates that are close in magnitude.

Across the three outcome variables, the DB estimator produces estimates that are close to the

benchmark DS estimator. In contrast, the commonly applied DIM estimator yields significantly

different treatment effect estimates. Relying on the DIM estimator can lead to incorrect decisions.

For example, to improve outcome 2, the DIM estimator suggests adopting the new recommendation

system, even though the current one gives a higher measure. The data from the real experiment,

together with a double-sided experimental design, validate the performance of the proposed debi-

ased estimator in treatment effect estimation from creator-side experiments.

6. Conclusion

This paper identifies a common source of interference in randomized experiments that arises from

treated and control units competing for exposure. This occurs in online content sharing platforms

when running creator-side recommender experiments or other interventions targeting creators.
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We show that the commonly applied difference-in-means estimator can have either an upward

or downward bias. We introduce a novel approach that directly models the interference pathway

using data from creator-side experiments. The method combines a structural choice model and

nonparametric neural networks to account for rich heterogeneity between viewers and content.

We show that the estimator is
√
n-consistent and asymptotically normal. Our inference results

extend the applicability of prior results to potentially correlated samples. We validate the proposed

estimator using experimental data on a leading short-video platform, with a costly blocked double-

sided randomization without interference as a benchmark. Results from the proposed debiased

estimator are very close to the benchmark, while the DIM estimates can be quite far away from

the benchmark, even with the reversed sign. More broadly, future work can leverage similar semi-

parametric methods by combining structural and machine learning models to solve other challenges

ranging from demand estimation to causal inference in diverse marketplaces.
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Appendix A: Proof of Proposition 1 (Convergence of the DIM Estimator)

Let n be the number of recommendations and m= |C| be the number of content items. We assume m=O(n)

without loss of generality since at most nK contents are considered. Let q be the probability of treatment

assignment. For each content c, let wc denote its treatment status. The DIM estimator is:

τ̂DIM
n =

1

nq

n∑
i=1

Wi,k∗
i
Yi −

1

n(1− q)

n∑
i=1

(1−Wi,k∗
i
)Yi.

We now characterize the asymptotic behavior of τ̂DIM . We have:

τ̂DIM
n =

1

nq

n∑
i=1

∑
c∈C

wc1
{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi −

1

n(1− q)

n∑
i=1

∑
c∈C

(1−wc)1
{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi

=
1

nq

∑
c∈C

wc

n∑
i=1

1
{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi −

1

n(1− q)

∑
c∈C

(1−wc)

n∑
i=1

1
{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi

=
1

q

∑
c∈C

wcRc −
1

1− q

∑
c∈C

(1−wc)Rc,

where we use Rc :=
1
n

∑n
i=1 1

{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi to denote the average viewer-outcome for content c. Let τB(q) be

τB(q) :=E

[∑
c∈C

{r(c;wc = 1,w−c ∼B(q))− r(c;wc = 0,w−c ∼B(q))}

]
.

We now prove that τ̂DIM
n converges to τB(q) in probability.

First, we show that E
[
τ̂DIM
n

]
= τB(q).

E
[
τ̂DIM
n

]
=
∑
c∈C

1

q
Ew∼B(q)[wcRc]−

∑
c∈C

1

1− q
Ew∼B(q)[(1−wc)Rc]

=
∑
c∈C

1

q
qEw−c∼B(q)[Rc|wc = 1]−

∑
c∈C

1

1− q
(1− q)Ew−c∼B(q)[Rc|wc = 0]

=
∑
c∈C

Ew−c∼B(q)

[
1

n

n∑
i=1

1
{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi|wc = 1

]
−
∑
c∈C

Ew−c∼B(q)

[
1

n

n∑
i=1

1
{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi|wc = 0

]
=
∑
c∈C

Ew−c∼B(q)

[
1
{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi|wc = 1

]
−
∑
c∈C

Ew−c∼B(q)

[
1
{
c=Ci,k∗

i

}
Yi|wc = 0

]
=
∑
c∈C

E [y(v= Vi, c;wc = 1,w−c ∼B(q))]−
∑
c∈C

E [y(v= Vi, c;wc = 0,w−c ∼B(q))] = τB(q).

Next, we characterize the variance of τ̂DIM
n . By the law of total variance, we have

Var(τ̂DIM
n ) =E

[
Var

(
τ̂DIM
n | {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1

)]
+Var

(
E
[
τ̂DIM
n | {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1

])
.

Conditioning on {(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1, for each content c, we have:

Var

(
wcRc

q
− (1−wc)Rc

1− q
| {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1

)
=

Var(wcRc | {(Vi,
#»

C i))}ni=1

q2
+

Var((1−wc)Rc | {(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1)

(1− q)2
− 2Cov(wcRc, (1−wc)Rc | {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1)

q(1− q)

=
E[wcR

2
c | {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1]−E[wcRc | {(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1]
2

q2
+

E[(1−wc)R
2
c | {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1]−E[(1−wc)Rc]
2

(1− q)2 | {(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1

+
2E[wcRc | {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1]E[(1−wc)Rc | {(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1]

q(1− q)
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=
E[R2

c |wc = 1,{(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1]

q
−E[Rc|wc = 1,{(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1]
2

+
E[R2
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#»
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Recall that Rc :=
1
n

∑n
i=1 1{j = k∗i }Yi. By the boundedness of Yi and Assumption 1, we have that Rc =

O(an

n
), and thus:

Var

(
wcRc

q
− (1−wc)Rc

1− q
| {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1

)
=O

(
a2n
n2

)
.

Also conditioning {(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1, define Ic1,c2 = 1 if there exists an item c3 such that item c1 and item c3 are

present at one consideration set,9 and item c2 and item c3 are present at one consideration set simultaneously;

otherwise set Ic1,c2 = 0. Note that if Ic1,c2 = 0, there is no interference among the items c1 & c2 and thus

Rc1 and Rc2 are independent.
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Together, we have
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Thus,
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. (19)

On the other hand, we have
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9 By convention, we say that c1 and c3 are in the same consideration set if both refer to the same item.
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Note that if sample i1 and sample i2 do not share items in the consideration set, i.e.,
#»

C i1 ∩
#»

C i2 = ∅, we have

Zi1 ⊥Zi2 | {(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1. Thus,

Var
(
E
[
τ̂DIM
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#»
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=Var
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)
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∑
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(an
n

)
. (20)

Combining (19) & (20), we have

Var
(
τ̂DIM
n

)
=E

[
Var

(
τ̂DIM
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#»

C i)}ni=1

)]
+Var

(
E
[
τ̂DIM
n | {(Vi,

#»

C i)}ni=1

])
=O

(
a4n
n

)
+O

(an
n

)
=O

(
a4n
n

)
= o(1).

Recall that E[τ̂DIM
n ] = τB(q), by Markov inequality we have

τ̂DIM
n

p−→ τB(q). (21)
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Appendix B: Counterfactual Evaluation with the Recommender Choice Model

We write out the explicit expression of counterfactual policy values using the recommender choice model.

Given a policy π, the policy value is

Q(π) =Ew∼π

[∑
c∈C

r(c;wc,w−c)

]
=Ew∼π

[∑
c∈C

Ev[y (v, c;wc,w−c)]

]

=Ev

[
Ew∼π

[∑
c∈C

y (v, c;wc,w−c)

]]
=Ev

[
E #»

W i∼π

[
Yi(Vi = v,

# »

Ci;
#  »

Wi)
]]

=EVi,
#  »
Wi∼π

[
Yi(Vi,

# »

Ci;
#  »

Wi)
]

=EVi,
#  »
Wi∼π

[
K∑

k=1

z(Vi,Ci,k) ·P
(
k∗i = k | Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi

)]

=EVi,
#  »
Wi∼π

[
K∑

k=1

z(Vi,Ci,k) ·
es0(Vi,Ci,k)+Wi,k·s1(Vi,Ci,k)∑K

k′=1 e
s0(Vi,Ci,k′ )+Wi,k′ ·s1(Vi,Ci,k′ )

]
.

Our framework also allows us to instantiate Proposition 1 and explicitly characterize the asymptotic bias

of DIM estimator. Let δi,k represents the change in exposure probability between the global treatment and

global control:

δi,k :=
es0(Vi,Ci,k)+s1(Vi,Ci,k)∑K

k′=1 e
s0(Vi,Ci,k′ )+s1(Vi,Ci,k′ )

− es0(Vi,Ci,k)∑K
k′=1 e

s0(Vi,Ci,k′ )
.

The bias of the DIM estimator is

∆DIM := τB(q) − τ =E

[
K∑

k=1

z(Vi,Ci,k) ·
{
δ
B(q)
i,k − δi,k

}]
, (22)

where δ
B(q)
i,k represents the change in exposure probability for content Ci,k due to its own treatment when

the treatment statuses for others are sampled from the Bernoulli trial B(q):

δ
B(q)
i,k :=EWi,k′ ̸=k∼B(q)

[
es0(Vi,Ci,k)+s1(Vi,Ci,k)

es0(Vi,Ci,k)+s1(Vi,Ci,k) +
∑

k′ ̸=k e
s0(Vi,Ci,k′ )+Wi,k′ ·s1(Vi,Ci,k′ )

− es0(Vi,Ci,k)

es0(Vi,Ci,k) +
∑

k′ ̸=k e
s0(Vi,Ci,k′ )+Wi,k′ ·s1(Vi,Ci,k′ )

]
. (23)
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Appendix C: Explicit Expression of Debiased Estimator

C.1. Debiased Term

We now write out the explicit debiased estimate ψ(·) for each observation, where we drop the subscript i

and write the notation as (V,
#»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ) for succinctness. For estimated baseline score function ŝ0 ∈ Fs,

treatment score uplift function ŝ1 ∈Fs, and viewer response function ẑ ∈Fz, we have the estimated exposure

probability be

P
(
k∗ = k | V, #»

C,
# »

W ; ŝ0, ŝ1

)
=

eŝ0(V,Ck)+Wk·ŝ1(V,Ck)∑K
k′=1 e

ŝ0(V,Ck′ )+Wk′ ·ŝ1(V,Ck′ )

(i)
=

eŝ0(V,Ck)−ŝ0(V,C1)+Wk·ŝ1(V,Ck)∑K
k′=1 e

ŝ0(V,Ck′ )−ŝ0(V,C1)+Wk′ ·ŝ1(V,Ck′ )
,

where the equation (i) is obtained by normalizing both the numerator and denominator by the

exponential of the first content item’s baseline score. In other words, for any baseline score vector

(ŝ0(V,C1), ŝ0(V,C2), . . . , ŝ0(V,CK)), if we replace it by (0, ŝ0(V,C2)− ŝ0(V,C1), . . . , ŝ0(V,CK)− ŝ0(V,C1)),

we will get the same exposure probability result.

This implies that, for any nuisance estimates (ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ), the value µ(V,
#»

C ; ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ) can be fully recovered

by the vectors

•
# »

Ŝ0 = (Ŝ0,2, . . . , Ŝ0,K)∈RK−1 with Ŝ0,k = ŝ0(V,Ck)− ŝ0(V,C1);

•
# »

Ŝ1 = (Ŝ1,1, . . . , Ŝ1,K)∈RK with Ŝ1,k = ŝ1(V,Ck);

•
#»

Ẑ = (Ẑ1,1, . . . , Ẑ1,K)∈RK with Ẑ1,k = ẑ(V,Ck).

We thus abuse notations and write µ(V,
#»

C ; s̃0, s̃1, z̃) as µ
( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
.

The bias of µ
( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
comes from the deviation of

( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
to the true vectors

(
# »

S0,
# »

S1,
#»

Z
)
that are

defined similarly under the true model (s0, s1, z).

We next follow the double machine learning literature and use the outcome (k∗, Y ) to correct the bias of

µ
( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
due to the bias of

( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
approximating the true

(
# »

S0,
# »

S1,
#»

Z
)
.

Under the estimates
( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
, we reload the loss function notation and write it as:

ℓ
(

# »

W,k∗, Y ;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
= ℓ1

(
# »

W,k∗;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1

)
+ ℓ2

(
k∗, Y ;

#»

Ẑ
)
,

where

ℓ1

(
# »

W,k∗;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1

)
=


−W1Ŝ1,1 + log

(
eW1Ŝ1,1 +

K∑
i=2

eŜ0,k+WkŜ1,k

)
if k∗ = 1,

−
(
Ŝ0,k +WkŜ1,k

)
+ log

(
eW1Ŝ1,1 +

K∑
i=2

eŜ0,k+WkŜ1,k

)
o.w.;

and

ℓ2

(
k∗, Y ;

#»

Ẑ
)
,=
(
Ẑk∗ −Y

)2
.

We are now ready to introduce the debiased term ψ:

ψ
(

# »

W,k∗, Y ;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ , Ĥ
)
= µ

( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
−∇µT Ĥ−1∇ℓ.

Above, ∇µ and ∇ℓ are gradients of µ and ℓ with respect to the nuisance estimates
( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
, and Ĥ

estimates the expected Hessian of ℓ regarding
( # »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ
)
, where the expectation is taken with respect to the

treatments
# »

W that are assigned following the specified creator-side randomization. The explicit expressions

for these derivatives are deferred to Appendix C.2.
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C.2. Expressions of Derivatives

C.2.1. Gradient of µ. We have

∇µ=

(
∂µ

∂
# »

Ŝ0

,
∂µ

∂
# »

Ŝ1

,
∂µ

∂
#»

Ẑ

)T

=

(
∂µ

∂Ŝ0,2

, . . . ,
∂µ

∂Ŝ0,K

,
∂µ

∂Ŝ1,1

, . . . ,
∂µ

∂Ŝ1,K

,
∂µ

∂Ẑ1

, . . . ,
∂µ

∂ẐK

)T

,

where

• for each k= 2, . . . ,K,

∂µ

∂Ŝ0,k

= P (k∗ = k;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W ≡ 1)
{
Ẑk −E[Y |

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ ,
# »

W ≡ 1]
}

−P (k∗ = k;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W ≡ 0)
{
Ẑk −E[Y |

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ ,
# »

W ≡ 0]
}
.

• for each k= 1, . . . ,K,

∂µ

∂Ŝ1,k

= P (k∗ = k;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W ≡ 1)
{
Ẑk −E[Y |

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
#»

Ẑ ,
# »

W ≡ 1]
}
,

∂µ

∂Ẑk

= P (k∗ = k;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W ≡ 1)−P (k∗ = k;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W ≡ 0).

Above, ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes inner product between two vectors.

C.2.2. Gradient of ℓ. We have

∇ℓ=

(
∂ℓ1

∂
# »

Ŝ0

,
∂ℓ1

∂
# »

Ŝ1

,
∂ℓ2

∂
#»

Ẑ

)T

=

(
∂ℓ1

∂Ŝ0,2

, . . . ,
∂ℓ1

∂Ŝ0,K

,
∂ℓ1

∂Ŝ1,1

, . . . ,
∂ℓ1

∂Ŝ1,K

,
∂ℓ2

∂Ẑ1

, . . . ,
∂ℓ2

∂ẐK

)T

,

where

• for each k= 2, . . . ,K:

∂ℓ1

∂Ŝ0,k

= P (k∗ = k;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )− I[k∗ = k].

• for each k= 1, . . . ,K:

∂ℓ1

∂Ŝ1,k

= I [Wk = 1]
(
P (k∗ = k;

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )− I[k∗ = k]
)
,

∂ℓ2

∂Ẑk

= I[k∗ = k]
(
Ẑk −Y

)
.

C.2.3. Hessian of ℓ. We have

∇2ℓ=


∂2ℓ1

∂
# »

Ŝ0
2

∂2ℓ1

∂
# »

Ŝ0∂
# »

Ŝ1

0

∂2ℓ1

∂
# »

Ŝ1∂
# »

Ŝ0

∂2ℓ1

∂
# »

Ŝ1
2

0

0 0 ∂2ℓ2
∂Ẑ2

 ,

where the Hessian of loss function ℓ1 follows;

∂2ℓ1

∂Ŝ2
0,k

= P (k∗ = k;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )
(
1−P (k∗ = k;

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )
)
, k ∈ {2 :K}

∂2ℓ1

∂Ŝ2
1,k

=WkP (k
∗ = k;

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )
(
1−P (k∗ = k;

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )
)
, k ∈ {1 :K}

∂2ℓ1

∂Ŝ0,k∂Ŝ1,k

=WkP (k
∗ = k;

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )
(
1−P (k∗ = k;

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )
)
, k ∈ {2 :K}
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∂2ℓ1

∂Ŝ0,k1
∂Ŝ0,k2

=−P (k∗ = k1;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )P (k∗ = k2;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W ), k1 ̸= k2 ∈ {2 :K}

∂2ℓ1

∂Ŝ0,k1
∂Ŝ1,k2

=−Wk2
P (k∗ = k1;

# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )P (k∗ = k2;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W ), k1 ̸= k2, k1 ∈ {2 :K}, k2 ∈ {1 :K}

∂2ℓ1

∂Ŝ1,k1
∂Ŝ1,k2

=−Wk1
Wk2

P (k∗ = k1;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W )P (k∗ = k2;
# »

Ŝ0,
# »

Ŝ1,
# »

W ), k1 ̸= k2 ∈ {1 :K}.

and the Hessian of loss function ℓ2 follows:

∂ℓ22

∂Ẑ2
k

= I[k∗ = k], k ∈ {1 :K}

∂ℓ22

∂Ẑk1
∂Ẑk2

= 0, k1 ̸= k2 ∈ {1 :K}.
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Appendix D: Discussion on Identifying Nuisance Components

We now provide more details on the identifiability of the nuisance components. At a high level, these nuisances

can be well estimated if we have a personalized recommender system, as the case for our empirical application.

To crystallize this idea, let’s consider a concrete example where the score functions are parameterized as

follows:

s0(Ui,Ci,k) = βT
0 ψ(Vi,Ci,k) and s1(Ui,Ci,k) = βT

1 ψ(Vi,Ci,k). (24)

Above, ψ(·) is some feature mapping function we shall discuss shortly, and β0, β1 are the score coefficient

vectors we want to identify using the data from a creator-side randomization experiment. With that, the

original identification problem (13) is equivalent to the following:

β̂0, β̂1 ∈ argmin
β̃0,β̃1

L1(β̃0, β̃1) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi; β̃0, β̃1

)
, (25)

where ℓ1(·) is the cross-entropy loss defined in (12). As a result, (β̂0, β̂1) is the maximum likelihood estimation

(MLE). Assuming that the covariance matrix, defined as follows,

Σ :=E[XiX
⊤
i ], where Xi = (ψ(Vi,Ci,1); . . . ;ψ(Vi,Ci,K)), (26)

has bounded inverse. Then under mild conditions, this MLE is asymptotically normal (Newey and McFadden

1994):
√
n(β̂0 −β0)

d−→N (0,I−1
0 ) and

√
n(β̂1 −β1)

d−→N (0,I−1
1 ) (27)

where I0 = E[∂
2ℓ1(β̃0)

(∂β̃0)2
| β̃0 = β0] and I1 = E[∂

2ℓ1(β̃1)

(∂β̃1)2
| β̃1 = β1] are the Fisher information matrices that

measure the amount of information data carries to identify the parameter vectors β0 and β1 respectively.

The regularities of I0 and I1 are determined by the regularity of Σ, as formalized by the result below.

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumption 2 holds, and thus there exists a universal constant δ > 0 that lower bounds

the item exposure probability by Lemma 1. Suppose the content exposure follows the recommender choice

model Eq.(7), with the score form specified in (24). Consider data has been collected from a creator-side

randomization experiment with treated probability q ∈ (0,1). Suppose that the covariate matrix Σ in (26)

satisfies that

c · I ⪯Σ⪯C · I,

for positive constants c,C. Then, the Fisher information matrices I0,I1 in (27) satisfies:

δ2cK(K − 1) · I ⪯I0 ⪯CK(K − 1)I, δ2qcK(K − 1) · I ⪯I1 ⪯ qCK(K − 1) · I.

Therefore, the identifiability of β0 and β1 depends on the regularity of the covariate matrix Σ, which is

typically well-conditioned in many contexts, including ours, where the recommendation process is highly

personalized. This personalization ensures that the covariate Xi varies significantly among viewers Vi, leading

to Σ = E[XiX
⊤
i ] being full-rank with bounded inverse. Furthermore, the identifiability of β1 also depends

on the treatment randomization probability q, with its estimation variance scaling with q−1 (also known as

inverse propensity), consistent with causal inference literature.
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D.1. Proof of Lemma 2

Write Xi,k =ψ(Vi,Ci,k), and Pi,k = P(k= k∗ | Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i ;s0, s1). We have

∂ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β0

=

K∑
i=1

1{k= k∗} (−Xi,k)+

K∑
k=1

Pi,kXi,k,

∂ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β1

=

K∑
i=1

1{k= k∗}Wi,k(−Xi,k)+

K∑
k=1

Wi,kPi,kXi,k.

Continuing, we have

∂2ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β2

0

=

K∑
i=1

Pi,kXi,kX
⊤
i,k −

(
K∑

k=1

Pi,kXi,k

)(
K∑

k=1

Pi,kXi,k

)⊤

,

∂2ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β2

1

=

K∑
i=1

Pi,kWi,kXi,kX
⊤
i,k −

(
K∑

k=1

Wi,kPi,kXi,k

)(
K∑

k=1

Wi,kPi,kXi,k

)⊤

.

Let d be the dimension of Xi,k. For any unit x∈Rd, we have

x⊤
∂2ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β2

0

x=

K∑
k=1

Pi,k(X
⊤
i,kx)

2 −

(
K∑

k=1

Pi,kX
⊤
i,kx

)2

,

=

K∑
k1=1

Pi,k1

K∑
k2=1

Pi,k2
(X⊤

i,k1
x)2 −

(
K∑

k=1

Pi,kX
⊤
i,kx

)2

=

K∑
k1<k2

Pi,k1
Pi,k2

(X⊤
i,k1

x−X⊤
i,k2

x)2.

Denote xk1,k2
as a concatenated vector of K subvectors of length d, with its k1-th and k2-th sub-vectors

being x. Denote M(k1, k2, a1, a2) as a row-concatenated matrix of K submatrices of size d×d, with its k1-th

and k2-th sub-matrices being a1I and a2I. Since Pi,k is the exposure probability, and thus we have

x⊤
∂2ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β2

0

x≤
K∑

k1<k2

(X⊤
i,k1

x−X⊤
i,k2

x)2 = x⊤
∑

k1<k2

(Xi,k1
−Xi,k2

)(Xi,k1
−Xi,k2

)⊤x

=
∑

k1<k2

x⊤
k1,k2

M(k1, k2,1,−1)⊤ΣM(k1, k2,1,−1)xk1,k2

≤C
∑

k1<k2

x⊤
k1,k2

M(k1, k2,1,−1)⊤M(k1, k2,1,−1)xk1,k2

=CK(K − 1)∥x∥22.

Also under Assumption 2, we have Pi,k ≥ δ, and thus

x⊤
∂2ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β2

0

x≥ δ2
K∑

k1<k2

(X⊤
i,k1

x−X⊤
i,k2

x)2 = xT δ2
∑

k1<k2

(Xi,k1
−Xi,k2

)(Xi,k1
−Xi,k2

)⊤x

= δ2
∑

k1<k2

x⊤
k1,k2

M(k1, k2,1,−1)⊤ΣM(k1, k2,1,−1)xk1,k2

≥ δ2c
∑

k1<k2

x⊤
k1,k2

M(k1, k2,1,−1)⊤M(k1, k2,1,−1)xk1,k2

= δ2cK(K − 1)∥x∥22.
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Collectively, for I0 =E[∂
2ℓ1(Vi,

# »
Ci,

#  »
Wi,C

∗
i ,Yi)

∂β2
0

], we have its eigenvalues bounded between [K(K− 1)cδ2,K(K−

1)C].

Similarly,

x⊤
∂2ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β2

1

x=

K∑
k=1

Pi,k(Wi,kX
⊤
i,kx)

2 −

(
K∑

k=1

Pi,kWi,kX
⊤
i,kx

)2

,

=

K∑
k1=1

Pi,k1

K∑
k2=1

Pi,k2
(Wi,kX

⊤
i,k1

x)2 −

(
K∑

k=1

Pi,kWi,kX
⊤
i,kx

)2

=

K∑
k1<k2

Pi,k1
Pi,k2

(Wi,k1
X⊤

i,k1
x−Wi,k2

X⊤
i,k2

x)2.

So we have

x⊤
∂2ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β2

1

x≤ xT
∑

k1<k2

(Wi,k1
Xi,k1

−Wi,k2
Xi,k2

)(Wi,k1
Xi,k1

−Wi,k2
Xi,k2

)⊤x

=
∑

k1<k2

x⊤
k1,k2

M(k1, k2,Wi,k1
,−Wi,k2

)⊤ΣM(k1, k2,Wi,k1
,−Wi,k2

)xk1,k2
≤
∑

k1<k2

C∥x∥22(Wi,k1
+Wi,k2

),

so the eigenvalues of I1 are upper bounded by
∑

k1<k2
2qC =K(K − 1)qC. Also,

x⊤
∂2ℓ1

(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi,C
∗
i , Yi

)
∂β2

1

x

≥ δ2xT
∑

k1<k2

(Wi,k1
Xi,k1

−Wi,k2
Xi,k2

)(Wi,k1
Xi,k1

−Wi,k2
Xi,k2

)⊤x

= δ2
∑

k1<k2

x⊤
k1,k2

M(k1, k2,Wi,k1
,−Wi,k2

)⊤ΣM(k1, k2,Wi,k1
,−Wi,k2

)xk1,k2

≥ cδ2
∑

k1<k2

∥x∥22(Wi,k1
+Wi,k2

),

so the eigenvalues of I1 are lower bounded by δ2
∑

k1<k2
2qc=K(K − 1)qcδ2.
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Appendix E: Supporting Results for the Debiased Estimator

E.1. Positive Exposure

We now provide proof for Lemma 1. We have

P
(
k∗i = k | Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi;s0, s1

)
=

es0(Vi,Ci,k)+Wi,k·s1(Vi,Ci,k)∑K
k′=1 e

s0(Vi,Ci,k′ )+Wi,k′ ·s1(Vi,Ci,k′ )
≥ e−2C∑K

k′=1 e
2C

= e−2C−2 log(K)C ,

where the inequality is by Assumption 2. Set δ= e−2C−2 log(K)C , concluding the proof.

E.2. Invertible Hessian

Lemma 3. Suppose Assumptions 2 hold. Suppose that the estimated scores are bounded: ∥ŝ0∥∞ ≤ C and

∥ŝ1∥∞ ≤C for the C in Assumption 2. Under our modeling framework, the expected hessian H =E
[
∇2ℓ|V, #»

C
]

is universally invertible with bounded inverse.

Note that H is a two-block diagonal matrix with the first diagonal block being H1 :=E
[
∇2ℓ1|V,

#»

C
]
and

the second diagonal block being H2 :=E
[
∇2ℓ2|V,

#»

C
]
. It suffices to show that both H1 and H2 are universally

invertible with bounded inverses.

Regularity of H1. Consider the sample (V,
#»

C,
# »

W ) and estimated nuisance ŝ0, ŝ1. For notation convenience,

we use pk to represent P (k∗ = k;V,
#»

C,
# »

W, ŝ0, ŝ1). Define the vector

β =



p2
...
pK
W1p1

...
WkpK


∈R2K−1,

the matrix A∈R(2K−1)×(2K−1) with its (K,K)-th entry being 1[W1 = 1]p1 and others zero and matrix

B =

 diag(
√
p2, . . . ,

√
pK)

0, . . . ,0,
diag(

√
p2W2, . . . ,

√
pKWk)

∈R(2K−1)×(2K−1),

We thus have

H1 =E
[
A+BBT −ββT | V, #»

C
]
.

We now show that H1 is positive definite. For any vector x= (x1, . . . , x2K−1) and any treatment assignment
# »

W , we have

xT (A+BBT −ββT )x (28)

= p1W1x
2
K +

K−1∑
j=1

pj+1(xj +Wj+1xK+j)
2 −

(
p1W1xK +

K−1∑
j=1

pj+1(xj +Wj+1xK+j)

)2

=

(
p1W1x

2
K +

K−1∑
j=1

pj+1(xj +Wj+1xK+j)
2

)(
K∑

j=1

pj

)

−

(
p1W1xK +

K−1∑
j=1

pj+1(xj +Wj+1xK+j)

)2
(i)

≥ 0,
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where (i) is by Cauchy-Swartzh inequality. That is, for any treatment assignment, the Hessian is positive

semi-definite, and thus H1 (the expected Hessian) is positive semi-definite.

We next consider specific assignments of
# »

W to lower bound the smallest eigenvalue of H1. Also note that

under the assumption of the boundedness of score functions, there exists a constant δ > 0, such that for any

(U,
#»

V ,
# »

W,k∗), we have P (k∗ |U, #»

V ,
# »

W, ŝ0, ŝ1)≥ δ..

Consider
# »

W (a) = (0, . . . ,0). Then we have (28) instantiate as

xT (A+BBT −ββT )x=

K−1∑
j=1

p
(a)
j+1x

2
j −

(
K−1∑
j=1

p
(a)
j+1xj

)2

= p
(a)
1

K−1∑
j=1

p
(a)
j+1x

2
j +

(
K−1∑
j=1

p
(a)
j+1

)
K−1∑
j=1

p
(a)
j+1x

2
j −

(
K−1∑
j=1

p
(a)
j+1xj

)2

≥ p1

K−1∑
j=1

p
(a)
j+1x

2
j ≥ δ2

K−1∑
j=1

x2
j , (29)

where the last inequality is due to Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.

Consider
# »

W (b) = (0,1, . . . ,1). Then we have (28) instantiate as

xT (A+BBT −ββT )x=

K−1∑
j=1

p
(b)
j+1(xj +xK+j)

2 −

(
K−1∑
j=1

p
(b)
j+1(xj +xK+j)

)2

= p
(b)
1

K−1∑
j=1

p
(b)
j+1(xj +xK+j)

2 +

(
K−1∑
j=1

p
(b)
j+1

)
K−1∑
j=1

p
(b)
j+1(xj +xK+j)

2 −

(
K−1∑
j=1

p
(b)
j+1(xj +xK+j)

)2

(i)

≥ p
(b)
1

K−1∑
j=1

p
(b)
j+1(xj +xK+j)

2 ≥ δ2
K−1∑
j=1

(xj +xK+j)
2 = δ2

K−1∑
j=1

(
x2
j +x2

K+j +2xjxK+j

)
(30)

(ii)

≥ δ2
K−1∑
j=1

(x2
j +x2

K+j −
2

3
x2
K+j −

3

2
x2
j) = δ2

K−1∑
j=1

(
−1

2
x2
j +

1

3
x2
K+j

)
,

where both (i) and (ii) are due to Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.

Consider
# »

W (c) = (1,0, . . . ,0). We have (28) instantiate as

xT (A+BBT −ββT )x= p
(c)
1 x2

K +

K−1∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1x

2
j −

(
p
(c)
1 xK +

K−1∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1xj

)2

(31)

Note that under creator-side randomization, each
# »

W has assignment probability bounded away from zero,

and we denote this lower bound as η > 0. Also recall that each item exposure probability is lower bounded

by δ > 0, with Kδ≤ 1. Combining (29), (30), (31), with the fact that the Hessian for any
# »

W is semi-definite,

we have

xTH1x=E[xT (A+BBT −ββT ) | V, #»

C ]

≥ P
(

# »

W =
# »

W (a)
)
δ2

K−1∑
j=1

x2
j +P

(
# »

W =
# »

W (b)
)
δ2

K−1∑
j=1

{
−1

2
x2
j +

1

3
x2
K+j

}

+P
(

# »

W =
# »

W (c)
)p(c)1 x2

K +

K∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1x

2
j −

(
p
(c)
1 xK +

K−1∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1xj

)2


≥ ηδ2
K−1∑
j=1

x2
j +

ηδ2

2

K−1∑
j=1

{
−1

2
x2
j +

1

3
x2
K+j

}
+

ηδ2

2(1− (K − 1)δ)2

p(c)1 x2
K +

K∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1x

2
j −

(
p
(c)
1 xK +

K−1∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1xj

)2


=
ηδ2

2

K−1∑
j=1

{
1

2
x2
j +

1

3
x2
K+j

}
+ I, (32)
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where I = ηδ2

2(1−(K−1)δ)2

{
p
(c)
1 x2

K +
∑K−1

j=1 (p
(c)
j+1 +(1− (K − 1)δ)2)x2

j −
(
p
(c)
1 xK +

∑K−1
j=1 p

(c)
j+1xj

)2}
. We next

lower bound term I.

I ≥ ηδ2

2(1− (K − 1)δ)2

p(c)1 x2
K +

K−1∑
j=1

(1+ p
(c)
1 )p

(c)
j+1x

2
j −

(
p
(c)
1 xK +

K−1∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1xj

)2


=
ηδ2

2(1− (K − 1)δ)2


(
p
(c)
1 x2

K +

K−1∑
j=1

(1+ p
(c)
1 )p

(c)
j+1x

2
j

)(
p
(c)
1 +

K−1∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1

1+ p
(c)
1

+
p
(c)
1 − (p

(c)
1 )2

p
(c)
1 +1

)
−

(
p
(c)
1 xK +

K−1∑
j=1

p
(c)
j+1xj

)2


(i)

≥ ηδ2

2(1− (K − 1)δ)2

(
p
(c)
1 x2

K +

K−1∑
j=1

(1+ p
(c)
1 )p

(c)
j+1x

2
j

)(
p
(c)
1 − (p

(c)
1 )2

p
(c)
1 +1

)

≥ ηδ2

2(1− (K − 1)δ)2

(
p
(c)
1 x2

K +

K−1∑
j=1

(1+ p
(c)
1 )p

(c)
j+1x

2
j

)
p
(c)
1 (1− p

(c)
1 )

2

≥ ηδ2(p
(c)
1 )2(1− p

(c)
1 )

4(1− (K − 1)δ)2
x2
K ≥ ηδ5

4(1− (K − 1)δ)2
x2
K , (33)

where (i) is by Cauchy-Schwarz. Putting (32) and (33) together, for any x= (x1, . . . , x2K−1), we have

xTH1x≥
ηδ2

2

K−1∑
j=1

{
1

2
x2
j +

1

3
x2
K+j

}
+

ηδ5

4(1− (K − 1)δ)2
x2
K . (34)

Therefore, H1 has the smallest eigenvalue of greater than or equal to ηδ2

2
min

(
1
3
, δ3

2(1−(K−1)δ)2

)
and thus is

invertible with bounded inverse.

Regularity of H2. We have H2 is a diagonal matrix with its k-th diagonal entry being

H2(k, k) =E
[
E
[
P (k∗ = k |U, #»

V ,
# »

W, ŝ0, ŝ1)
]
|U, #»

V
]
≥ δ.

As a result, H2 ≥ δ · I and thus is invertible with bounded inverse.

E.3. Universal Neyman Orthogonality

We show that the debiased estimate ψ, defined in (16), satisfies the universal Neyman orthogonality (Cher-

nozhukov et al. 2019, Foster and Syrgkanis 2023). This property means that the nuisance estimation error

only has a second order effect on the debiased estimate – a key property for achieving the asymptotic

normality of the debiased estimator.

Proposition 2 (Universal Orthogonality). The debiased estimator ψ defined in (16) is universally

orthogonal with respect to the nuisances in the sense that, for any nuisance components (s̃0, s̃1, z̃, H̃),

E[∇ψ(V, #»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ; s̃0 = s0, s̃1 = s1, z̃ = z, H̃ =H) | V, #»

C ] = 0,

where (V,
#»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ) is sampled from the creator-side randomization experiment, and ∇ψ is the gradient

with respect to the nuisances.

Recall that

ψ(V,
#»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ; s̃0, s̃1,z̃, H̃) = µ(V,
#»

C ; s̃0, s̃1, z̃)

−∇µ(V, #»

C ; s̃0, s̃1, z̃)
T H̃(V,

#»

C ; s̃0, s̃1, z̃)
−1∇ℓ(V, #»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ; s̃0, ŝ1, z̃),
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Let h̃= (s̃0, s̃1, z̃, H̃
−1) with the ground truth h= (s0, s1, z,H

−1). It suffices to show that

E[∇h̃ψ(V,
#»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ; h̃= h) | V, #»

C ] = 0.

We have

∂ψ(h̃= h)

∂(s̃0, s̃1, z̃)
=∇µ(V, #»

C ;s0, s1, z)−∇2µ(V,
#»

C ;s0, s1, z)H(V,
#»

C ;s0, s1, z)
−1∇ℓ(V, #»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ;s0, s1, z)

−∇µ(V, #»

C ;s0, s1, z)H(V,
#»

C ;s0, s1, z)
−1∇2ℓ(V,

#»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ;s0, s1, z).

Then taking the expectation with respect to (
# »

W,k∗, Y ), we have

E

[
∂ψ(h̃= h)

∂(s̃0, s̃1, z̃)
| V, #»

C

]
=∇µ(V, #»

C ;s0, s1, z)
(
I −H(V,

#»

C ;s0, s1, z)
−1E

[
∇2ℓ(V,

#»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ;s0, s1, z) | V,
#»

C
])

−∇2µ(V,
#»

C ;s0, s1, z)H(V,
#»

C ;s0, s1, z)
−1E

[
∇ℓ(V, #»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ;s0, s1, z) | V,
#»

C
]

(i)
= ∇µ(V, #»

C ;s0, s1, z)
(
I −H(V,

#»

C ;s0, s1, z)
−1H(V,

#»

C ;s0, s1, z)
)
= 0,

where (i) is because the ground truth (s0, s1, z) satisfies the first-order optimality condition of loss function

ℓ. Similarly, we have

E

[
∂ψ(h̃= h)

∂(H̃−1)
| V, #»

C

]
=−E

[
∇ℓ(V, #»

C,
# »

W,k∗, Y ;s0, s1, z) | V,
#»

C
]
∇µ(V, #»

C ;s0, s1, z)
T = 0.
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Appendix F: Proof of the Asymptotics of the Debiased Estimator

We prove the below theorem to show the asymptotic regularity of the debiased estimator.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1 & 2 hold. Assume that the data generating process follows

the recommender choice model Equation (7) and the viewer response model Equation (8). Suppose that the

nuisance estimates are all bounded by the constant C in Assumption 2 and satisfy the convergence rate:

∥ŝ0−s0∥L2
+∥ŝ1−s1∥L2

+∥ẑ−z∥L2
= o(n−1/4) and ∥Ĥ−H∥L2

= o(n−1/4). Then the debiased estimator τ̂DB
n

in (17) is
√
n-consistent with τ̂DB

n − τ =Op(n
−1/2) and asymptotically normal with:

√
n
(
τ̂DB
n − τ

)
/

√
V̂n ⇒

N (0,1).

Define the oracle estimator τ̃DB
n as

τ̃DB
n =

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψ
(
Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi;s0, s1, z,H

)
, (35)

with that

ψ(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi;s0, s1,z,H) = µ(Vi,

# »

Ci;s0, s1, z) (36)

−∇µ(Vi,
# »

Ci;s0, s1, z)
TH(Vi,

# »

Ci;s0, s1, z)
−1∇ℓ(Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi;s0, s1, z).

Note that

E[ψ(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi;s0, s1, z,H) | Vi,

# »

Ci] = µ
(
Vi,

# »

Ci;s0, s1, z
)
, (37)

by the first order condition of (s0, s1, z) in ℓ when conditioning on (Vi,
#»

C i,
# »

W i).

Our proof follows three main steps:

(i) Show τ̂DB
n and τ̃DB

n have similar asymptotic behavior.

(ii) Show asymptotic normality of τ̃DB
n .

(iii) Show asymptotically consistent variance estimator V̂n.

F.1. Step I: Show τ̂DB
n and τ̃DB

n have similar asymptotic behavior.

This part’s proof is largely motivated by the proof pattern for Theorem 3.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2018),

except that we need to additionally deal with the correlation among samples due to the shared items in

their consideration sets. For notation convenience, define θ0 = (s0, s1, z,H) and θ̂0 =
(
ŝ0, ŝ1, ẑ, Ĥ

)
. Write

Zi := (Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i , Yi). Note that

E
[
ψ (Zi;θ0) | Vi,

#»

C i,
# »

W i

]
(i)
= E

[
µ
(
Vi,

# »

Ci;s0, s1, z
)
| Vi,

#»

C i,
# »

W i

]
= µ

(
Vi,

# »

Ci;s0, s1, z
)
, (38)

where (i) is by the first-order optimality of (s0, s1, z) in ℓ. We have

√
n
∣∣τ̂DB

n − τ̃DB
n

∣∣≤ I1 + I2, (39)

where

I1 : =

∥∥∥∥∥ 1√
n

∑
i

(
ψ(Zi; θ̂0)−E[ψ(Zi; θ̂0)]

)
− 1√

n

∑
i

(ψ(Zi;θ0)−E[ψ(Zi;θ0)])

∥∥∥∥∥ ,
I2 : =

∥∥∥√n(E[ψ(Zi; θ̂0)]−E[ψ(Zi;θ0)]
)∥∥∥ .
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We now bound I1 and I2 respectively.

Bounding I1. Write Qi :=
(
ψ(Zi; θ̂0)−E[ψ(Zi; θ̂0)]

)
− (ψ(Zi;θ0)−E[ψ(Zi;θ0)]). We have

E[I21 ] =
1

n
E

[(∑
i

Qi

)2]
=

1

n

∑
i

E[Q2
i ] +

1

n

∑
i

∑
j ̸=i

1
(

# »

W i ∩
# »

W j ̸= ∅
)
E[QiQj ]

=
O(an)

n

∑
i

E[Q2
i ] =O

(an
n

)∑
i

E
[{(

ψ(Zi; θ̂0)−E[ψ(Zi; θ̂0)]
)
− (ψ(Zi;θ0)−E[ψ(Zi;θ0)])

}2
]

(40)

≤O
(an
n

)∑
i

E
[(
ψ(Zi; θ̂0)−ψ(Zi;θ0)

)2]
=O(anϵ

2
n). (41)

Therefore, by Markov inequality, we have I1 =Op(a
1/2
n ϵn).

Bounding I2. Define the function

f(r) :=E[ψ(Zi;θ0 + r(θ̂0 − θ0))]−E[ψ(Zi;θ0))], r ∈ (0,1). (42)

By Taylor expansion, we have

f(1) = f(0)+ f ′(0)+ f ′′(r̃)/2, for some r̃ ∈ (0,1). (43)

Note that by the Neyman orthogonality (shown in E.3), we have f ′(0) = 0. With the bounded inverse of

Hessian, we have

E[∥f ′′(r̃)∥]≤ sup
r∈(0,1)

∥f ′′(r)∥=O(ϵ2n). (44)

We have

I2,k =Op

(√
nϵ2n
)
. (45)

Combining the bound for I1 and I2, we have

√
n
(
τ̂DB
n − τ̃DB

n

)
=Op

(
a1/2n ϵn +n1/2ϵ2n

)
= op(1), (46)

with an =O(n1/4) and ϵn = o(n−1/4).

F.2. Step II: Show asymptotic normality of τ̃DB
n .

Recall the data generating process: when a new viewer Vi arrives, the back-end retrieval system firstly

generates the consideration set
#»

C i. For content items that have shown in previous samples, the treat-

ment status remains unchanged. For content items that haven’t appear, we sample the treatment status

from i.i.d. Bernoulli randomized trials. This procedure constructs the treatment collection
# »

W i. Then given

(Vi,
#»

C i,
# »

W i), the recommender chooses item k∗i to expose, yielding the viewer outcome Yi and the observation

tuple Zi := (Vi,
#»

C i,
# »

W i, k
∗
i , Yi). We now apply the martingale theorem to analyze the asymptotic behavior of

τ̃n. Denote the σ-field Fi := σ(Z1, . . .Zi). We have that

E[ψ(Zi;θ0) | Fi−1] =E
[
E
[
ψ(Zi;θ0) | Vi,

#»

C i,
#  »

Wi

]
| Fi−1

]
=E

[
E
[
µ(Vi,

#»

C i;θ0) | Vi,
#»

C i,
#  »

Wi

]
| Fi−1

]
=E

[
µ(Vi,

#»

C i;θ0)
]
= τ.

Therefore {ψ(Zi;θ0)− τ} forms a martingale difference sequence with respect to filtration {Fi}. We now

apply the following result from Hall and Heyde (2014).
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Proposition 3 (Martingale Central Limit Theorem, Theorem 3.2, Hall and Heyde (2014)).

Let {ξi} be a martingale difference sequence with respect to filtration {Fi}, and let η2 be an a.s. finite

random variable. Suppose that:

max
i

|ξi|
p−→ 0, (47)∑

i

ξ2i
p−→ η2, (48)

E[max
i
ξ2i ] is bounded. (49)

Then
∑n

i=1Xi
d−→Z (stably), where the random variable Z has characteristic function E[exp(− 1

2
η2t2)].

Now let’s verify the above conditions for
√
n(τ̃ − τ). Define

ξi =
1√
n
{ψ(Zi;θ0)− τ} .

We have E[ξi|Fi−1] = 0. By the bounded inverse of Hessian, we have |ξi|=O(n−1/2), implying (47) and (49).

Section F.3 shows that:

Ṽn :=
∑
i

ξ2i =
1

n

∑
i

(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2
p−→ η2,

where η2 := Var(ψi(Zi;θ0) that is a finite number, verifying (48). We thus have

√
n(τ̃DB

n − τ) =
∑
i

ξi
d−→N (0, η2), (50)

where z is a Gaussian random variable N (0, η2) that has characteristic function E[exp(− 1
2
η2t2)]. Connecting

(50) with (46), by Slutsky’s theorem, we have

√
n
(
τ̂DB
n − τ

)
=
√
n
(
τ̂DB
n − τ̃DB

n

)
+
√
n
(
τ̃DB
n − τ

) d−→ z, (51)

yielding that
√
n(τ̂DB

n − τ)/η is asymptotically normal and converges to N (0,1).

F.3. Step III: variance convergence and connecting Ṽn to V̂n.

We start by showing that Ṽn converges in probability to η2 := Var(ψi(Zi;θ0). We first argue that

E [(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2] has the same value, denoted as η2. Note that E [ψi(Zi;θ0)] =E [E [ψi(Zi;θ0) | Fi−1]] = τ .

Therefore E [(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2] represents the variance of ψi(Zi;θ0). Given n samples, let #»w denote the treat-

ment status of all items involved in the n samples. We have that each entry of w is i.i.d. sampled from

Bernoulli distribution with the treated probability being q, for which we abuse notation and denote as

w∼B(q). Therefore,

Var(ψi(Zi;θ0)) : =E
[
(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2

]
=Ew∼B(q)

[
E
[
(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2 |w

]]
=E #»

W i∼B(q)

[
E
[
(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2 | # »

W i

]]
=E(Vi,

#»
C i),

#»
W i∼B(q)

[
E
[
(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2 | Vi,

#»

C i,
# »

W i

]]
.

Recall that {(Vi,
#»

C i)}ni=1 are sampled i.i.d. from i.i.d. viewer queries, we thus obtain that Var(ψi(Zi;θ0))

across i have the same value, denoted as η2. Similarly, we have that for any m-moment E[(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)m],
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they have the same bounded value across sample i, where the boundedness comes from the boundedness of

ψi.

We thus have E[Ṽn] = η2. We proceed to show Ṽn
p−→ η2. By Markov inequality, given any ϵ > 0, we have

P
(
|Ṽn − η2| ≥ ϵ

)
≤ Var(Ṽn)

ϵ2
. (52)

Note that

Var
(
Ṽn

)
=

∑n
i=1E [(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)4]

n2
+

∑
i̸=j 1

(
# »

W i ∩
# »

W j ̸= ∅
)
Cov {(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2, (ψj(Zj ;θ0)− τ)2}

n2

(i)
= O

( n
n2

)
+
nan
n2

=O
(an
n

)
= o(n−3/4) = o(1),

where (i) uses the boundedness of E [(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)4] and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality such that

Cov {(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)2, (ψj(Zj ;θ0)− τ)2} ≤
√

E [(ψi(Zi;θ0)− τ)4]E [(ψj(Zj ;θ0)− τ)4]. Continuing (52), we

have

P
(
|Ṽn − η2| ≥ ϵ

)
≤ Var(Ṽn)

ϵ2
= o(1),

implying that Ṽn
p−→ η2. Therefore,

√
n
(
τ̂DB
n − τ

)
/η converges in distribution to N (0,1).

We now show that V̂n also converges in probability to η2. We have

|V̂n − Ṽn|=

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n∑
i

(
ψ(Zi; θ̂0)−ψ(Zi;θ0)− τ̂DB

n + τ
)(

ψ(Zi; θ̂0)+ψ(Zi;θ0)− τ̂DB
n − τ

)∣∣∣∣∣
(i)

≤ O(1) ·

{
1

n

∑
i

∣∣∣ψ(Zi; θ̂0)−ψ(Zi;θ0)
∣∣∣+ 1

n

∑
i

|τ̂DB
n − τ |

}
=Op(∥θ̂0 − θ0∥L2

)+Op(n
−1/2) =Op(ϵn)+Op(n

−1/2) = op(1),

where (i) is by the boundedness of ψ(Zi; θ̂0) and ψ(Zi;θ0).

Therefore,

|V̂n − η2| ≤ |V̂n − Ṽn|+ |η2 − Ṽn|= op(1).

Combining the above with
√
n(τ̂DB − τ)/η d−→N (0,1), by Slutsky’s theorem, we have

√
n(τ̂DB − τ)/

√
V̂n

d−→

N (0,1), concluding the proof.
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Appendix G: Discussion on Model Misspecification

Our semi-parametric estimator, τ̂DB
n , differs from the fully non-parametric double/debiased estimators such

as the Augmented Inverse Propensity Weighting (AIPW) in the causal inference literature (Imbens 2004),

where both the outcome model and the propensity score are non-parametrically defined. In contrast, the

recommender choice model (described in Section 3) adopts a semi-parametric multinomial logit (MNL)

structure by integrating a non-parametric component that captures the viewer and item heterogeneity, and

a parametric component that specifies the role of the treatment. As a result, the estimation and inference

guarantees provided by our estimator, τ̂DB
n , depend on the choice model as specified in Eq. (7). If the model

is misspecified, the asymptotic properties and results presented in Section 4.2 may no longer hold.

More specifically, the model makes two parametric assumptions. The first assumption is that the choice

probability can be written as a logit function. This is not a strong assumption since the softmax function

is capable of approximating any categorical distribution (Cervera et al. 2021). Since the recommendation

process is stochastic (see discussions in Section 2), we can reasonably approximate the probability of an item

being recommended with the logit functional form.

The second assumption is arguably stronger. In our choice model (7), we specify the deterministic part of

the score or “utility” using this functional form:

S̄i,k = s0(Vi,Ci,k)+Wi,k · s1(V1,Ci,k). (53)

The model specifies that the deterministic part of the score for an item depends only on its characteristics Ci,k

and its treatment status Wi,k. Alternatively, one can write down a fully general model, denoted by s∗(·) =
{s∗1(·), . . . , s∗K(·)}, where the deterministic part of the score of each item k depends on the characteristics

and treatment status of all items in the consideration set:

S̄i,k = s∗k(Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi). (54)

The fully general model s∗ is more flexible. Consider a consideration set of size K, our choice model in

Eq. (53) predicts two sets of scores, K under the control condition (one baseline score s0 for each item)

and K under the treatment condition (s0 + score uplift s1 for each item). Under the fully general model,

however, the model predicts 2KK scores. This is because the score for each item depends on the treatment

assignment of all K items, resulting in 2K possible combinations.

Suppose the true model is s∗ and we impose a more restrictive functional form as in Eq. (53). Under such

model misspecification, we essentially approximate the true model within our specified model class:

(s0, s1) = argmin
s̃0,s̃1

E
[
ℓ1(Vi,

# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i ; s̃0, s̃1)

]
. (55)

The expectation is taken with respect to (Vi,
# »

Ci,
#  »

Wi, k
∗
i ), where the exposed item k∗i comes from the true model

s∗. The proposed debiased estimator consistently estimates the best-in-class choice model parameterized by

(s0, s1) in Eq. (55), achieving the smallest asymptotic variance (see more discussion on the robustness of

doubly robust estimator under model misspecification in Chernozhukov et al. 2019).

Empirically speaking, we are not concerned about model misspecification because of the fit of the recom-

mender choice model (see Section 5.2). Since the current model structure approximates the behavior of the
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actual recommender very well, there is less of a concern about the flexibility of the score function as defined

in Eq. (53). Theoretically speaking, the scoring of a recommender system tends to depend on the fit of the

viewer-content pair. The other items of the consideration set typically would not play a role.

In certain applications, if one has prior knowledge of how treatment affects recommendations, the score

function can be adjusted based on such knowledge. This can lead to a more flexible function form of the

treatment vector
# »

W beyond the additive linear form as specified in (53), but not fully flexible with 2K

combinations of possible treatment assignments. It is worth noting that as long as the score function maintains

a parametric relationship with the treatment status, the framework outlined in this paper can be directly

applied to construct a debiased estimator and obtain the estimation and inference results.


	Introduction
	Related Literature

	Interference in Recommender System Experiments
	Creator-side Recommender Experiments
	Formulate ATE using Policy Value
	Recommender Interference and Bias of DIM Estimator

	Modeling Interference
	Recommender Choice Model
	Viewer Response Model
	Counterfactual Analysis for Policy Value and Treatment Effect
	Scope of the Proposed Approach
	Estimation and Inference Procedure
	Estimating the Nuisance Components
	Debiased Estimator
	Monte Carlo Simulations
	Empirical Application
	Experimental Design
	Estimate the Recommender Choice Model
	Estimate the Treatment Effects
	Conclusion
	Proof of Proposition 1 (Convergence of the DIM Estimator)
	Counterfactual Evaluation with the Recommender Choice Model
	Explicit Expression of Debiased Estimator
	Debiased Term
	Expressions of Derivatives
	Gradient of .
	Gradient of .
	Hessian of .

	Discussion on Identifying Nuisance Components
	Proof of Lemma 2
	Supporting Results for the Debiased Estimator
	Positive Exposure
	Invertible Hessian
	Universal Neyman Orthogonality
	Proof of the Asymptotics of the Debiased Estimator
	Step I: Show nDB and nDB have similar asymptotic behavior.
	Step II: Show asymptotic normality of nDB. 
	Step III: variance convergence and connecting V"0365Vn to V"0362Vn.

	Discussion on Model Misspecification











