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Abstract

Assessing treatment effect heterogeneity (TEH) in clinical trials is crucial, as it provides insights into the

variability of treatment responses among patients, influencing important decisions related to drug development.

Furthermore, it can lead to personalized medicine by tailoring treatments to individual patient characteristics.

This paper introduces novel methodologies for assessing treatment effects using the individual treatment effect

as a basis. To estimate this effect, we use a Double Robust (DR) learner to infer a pseudo-outcome that reflects

the causal contrast. This pseudo-outcome is then used to perform three objectives: (1) a global test for hetero-

geneity, (2) ranking covariates based on their influence on effect modification, and (3) providing estimates of the

individualized treatment effect. We compare our DR-learner with various alternatives and competing methods in

a simulation study, and also use it to assess heterogeneity in a pooled analysis of five Phase III trials in psoriatic

arthritis. By integrating these methods with the recently proposed WATCH workflow (Workflow to Assess Treat-

ment Effect Heterogeneity in Drug Development for Clinical Trial Sponsors), we provide a robust framework for

analyzing TEH, offering insights that enable more informed decision-making in this challenging area.

Keywords: Heterogeneous Treatment Effect, Conditional Average Treatment Effect, Meta-learners, Machine

Learning, Subgroup Analysis.

1 Introduction

The assessment of treatment effect heterogeneity (TEH) is crucial for advancing drug development and person-

alized healthcare.[1] TEH facilitates subgroup identification based on baseline covariates, allowing scientists to

pinpoint variations in treatment efficacy and safety, which is invaluable for optimizing clinical trial design and

stratifying patient groups.[2] Additionally, TEH enables healthcare providers to tailor medical interventions to an

individual’s unique biological makeup, lifestyle, and environmental factors, ensuring the most effective and safest

treatment.[3] This personalized approach represents a shift from the traditional ‘one-size-fits-all’ model to a more

nuanced, patient-centric model, promising improved health outcomes and a higher standard of care.[4]

Assessing TEH using clinical trial data is challenging due to several factors. Firstly, sample size limitations

in clinical trials often prevent definitive statements about testing interactions or estimating treatment effects in

subgroups, as the trials are typically designed to demonstrate effects in the overall population.[5, Chapter 16]
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Secondly, multiplicity issues arise when assessing treatment effects across various subgroups, leading to selection

bias, and findings that cannot be replicated in subsequent studies.[6] Despite these challenges, understanding and

accurately interpreting the observed TEH is crucial, as it can influence drug development decisions and future

trial designs.

In an attempt to tackle the main challenges around assessing TEH, Sechidis et al.[7] introduced a Workflow

for Assessing Treatment effeCt Heterogeneity (WATCH) designed for clinical trial sponsors. The main goal

of WATCH is to provide a systematic approach for sponsors to make informed decisions based on treatment

effect heterogeneity, considering external evidence and scientific understanding. It consists of four main steps:

Analysis Planning, Initial Data Analysis and Analysis Dataset Creation, TEH Exploration, and Multidisciplinary

Assessment (Figure 1). The TEH exploration is the core analytical part of the workflow, and it is focusing on

addressing three key objectives:

Analysis Planning

Initial Data Analysis &
Analysis Dataset Creation

Multidisciplinary Assessment

TEH
Exploration

Evidence Against 
Homogeneity

Effect Modifiers

Descriptive Displays

Figure 1: Overview of WATCH workflow and the four main steps: (1) Analysis Planning, (2) Initial Data Analysis

and Analysis Dataset Creation, (3) TEH Exploration, and (4) Multidisciplinary Assessment.

• Objective 1: perform a global test to assess the evidence against homogeneity,

• Objective 2: derive a ranking of the baseline covariates that captures their strength in the effect modification,

• Objective 3: explore how the treatment effect varies with the most promising effect modifiers.

WATCH is a generic workflow, and it can be used with any method that can address the three objectives

above. In this paper we will explore implementations building upon causal inference, and more specifically on the

potential outcomes framework. This framework provides a powerful tool to conduct individual-level analysis to

assess TEH and understand the differential impacts of treatments across diverse patient characteristics.[8] Over the

last few years, a plethora of methods have been suggested to estimate individual effects, such as the Conditional

Average Treatment Effect (CATE), using various types of models, ranging from traditional regression techniques

to more advanced machine learning (ML) algorithms.[9] Among these advanced approaches, meta-learners have

emerged as a powerful framework for estimating CATE, leveraging the strengths of multiple models to improve

predictive accuracy and robustness in treatment effect estimation.[10, 11, 12]

In this paper, we will focus on a specific type of meta-learner, known as Doubly Robust (DR) learner,[13]

which combines the strengths of both outcome modeling and propensity score modeling to achieve more accurate

estimates of CATE. DR-learner is particularly advantageous because it remains consistent if either the outcome

model or the propensity score model is correctly specified, offering some safeguards against model misspecification.
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While it was originally introduced to estimate CATE (Objective 3), we will illustrate ways in which it can also

be used to perform a global test against homogeneity (Objective 1) and to identify effect modifiers (Objective

2). By employing the DR-learner within the WATCH workflow, we aim to provide a nonparametric solution for

assessing heterogeneity, suitable for both continuous and binary endpoints.

The remainder of the article is structured as follows: In Section 2.1, we provide a brief review of methods for

estimating treatment effects. The core of our novelty lies in Section 2.2, where we implement the DR-learner and

demonstrate how it can be used to assess heterogeneity under the three objectives of the WATCH framework.

Section 3 presents a comprehensive study evaluating the performance of our methods against other approaches

in various simulated scenarios. Section 4 showcases a real clinical case scenario, where we apply our methods

to assess heterogeneity and identify effect modifiers in psoriatic arthritis trials. Finally, Section 5 concludes the

article with a discussion and future directions.

2 Methods

2.1 Background on estimating treatment effect

We assume access to an i.i.d. sample of observations of Z = (X,A, Y ), where X ∈ Rp are covariates, A ∈ {0, 1} is a

binary treatment or exposure, and Y ∈ R is an outcome of interest. Our work is applicable to randomized clinical

trials (RCTs), where patients are randomly assigned to treatments, but also to observational data under standard

assumptions, where the treatment is assigned based on observed characteristics. We denote the n realizations

of these observations as {(xi, ai, yi)}ni=1. Furthermore, it is useful to define the following nuisance functions:

µa(x) = E (Y |X = x, A = a) , and π(x) = P(A = 1|X = x).

In this work, we will follow the potential outcome (or counterfactual) framework, a common approach for

formalising causal inference introduced by J. Neyman[14] in the context of RCT. It is also known as the “Rubin

causal model”, since Rubin[15] extended the potential outcome framework to perform causal inference in both

observational and experimental studies (for the curious reader, Rubin[16] provides a review on the history of causal

inference). Under this framework, we denote as Y (1) the potential outcome that it would have been observed if

the patient was receiving the treatment A = 1, while as Y (0) if the patient was receiving the treatment A = 0.

The individual treatment effect is defined by the difference: Y (1) − Y (0). The fundamental difficulty of causal

inference is that we observe only one of the potential outcomes for each patient, denoted by Y , since each patient

received either treatment A = 1 or control A = 0, and as a result the individual treatment effects are not observed.

2.1.1 Average Treatment Effect

The Average Treatment Effect (ATE) is a key concept in understanding the impact of a treatment.[17] It measures

the difference in outcomes between those who receive the treatment and those who do not. Formally, it is defined

as ATE := E[Y (1)− Y (0)], and there are three main methods to estimate it:[18, 19]

ÂTEG-comp =
1

n

n∑
i=1

{µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi)} , (1)

ÂTEIPW =
1

n

n∑
i=1

{(
ai

π̂(xi)
− (1− ai)

1− π̂(xi)

)
yi

}
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

{
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
yi

}
, (2)

ÂTEAIPW =
1

n

n∑
i=1

{
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
yi +

((
1− ai

π̂(xi)

)
µ̂1(xi)−

(
1− 1− ai

1− π̂(xi)

)
µ̂0(xi)

)}
, (3)
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where µ̂1(xi) is the estimated conditional expectation of the outcome given xi within the treated group, i.e.

Ê (Y |X = xi, A = 1) and µ̂0(xi) defined analogously for the control group. Furthermore, π̂(xi) is the estimated

propensity score, that is the estimated conditional probability of treatment given xi, i.e. Ê (A|X = xi) .

G-computation, Equation (1), allows for a flexible modeling of the outcome based on covariates and treatment,

which can lead to accurate estimates if the model for the outcome is specified correctly. However, G-computation

is sensitive to model misspecification; if the model for the outcome is incorrectly specified, the estimates can be

biased. Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW), Equation (2), adjusts for confounding by reweighting the observed

outcomes, creating a pseudo-population where the treatment assignment is effectively randomized. It relies on

the propensity score model, which may be simpler to specify and estimate compared to the outcome model in

G-computation. However, IPW can be highly sensitive to extreme propensity score estimates, leading to high

variance and instability in the ATE estimates.

The Augmented Inverse Probability Weighting (AIPW) is a Doubly Robust (DR) way of estimating ATE

that combines outcome modeling and IPW, providing an additional layer of robustness. AIPW estimator remains

consistent for the ATE if either the propensity score model or the outcome regression is misspecified but the

other is properly specified. The expression presented in Equation (3) can be interpreted as an adjustment of

the IPW estimator, since it corrects it by incorporating the outcome models µ̂ai(xi), ensuring robustness against

misspecification of either the outcome models or the propensity score model π̂(xi). AIPW often results in more

efficient and less biased estimates compared to either G-computation or IPW alone.[18] However, implementation

of AIPW methods can be more complex, requiring careful specification and estimation of both the outcome model

and the propensity score model.

In summary, within the context of randomized controlled trials (RCTs) where the propensity score is predeter-

mined (such as 0.50 in a balanced 1:1 trial), the AIPW estimator remains consistent even if the outcome models

are misspecified. Furthermore, when the outcome models are reasonably well estimated, the AIPW estimator can

offer enhanced efficiency compared to the IPW estimator.

2.1.2 Conditional Average Treatment Effect and Meta-learners

Another important estimand is the conditional average treatment effect (CATE), which represents the expected

difference in outcomes when subjected to a treatment versus no treatment, given specific covariate values (xi).

Formally, CATE is defined as:

τ(xi) = E[Yi(1)− Yi(0) | Xi = xi]. (4)

Here, xi represents the covariates for individual i, and E denotes the expectation operator. While ATE

provides a general measure of the treatment effect averaged over the entire population, the CATE is important

because it allows us to understand the effect of a treatment on a more personal level, taking into account specific

characteristics or conditions of each individual.

Estimating CATE is a complex task, especially in the presence of high-dimensional data and potential con-

founders. To tackle this challenge, a range of approaches known as meta-learners have been developed.[10, 11, 12,

13] Meta-learners provide flexible and robust frameworks for CATE estimation by leveraging machine learning

models and combining them in different ways. The key idea behind meta-learners is to transform the problem into

more manageable steps, often allowing the use of existing predictive models to estimate the treatment effects. In

the literature, numerous meta-learners have been proposed; here, we focus on a representative set of them, that

they have a direct correspondence/relationship with the ATE estimators we presented in the previous section.

The first meta-learners that have been suggested in the literature, where the S and T-learner. S-learner[10]

uses a single model to predict the outcome by including both the treatment indicator and the covariates as inputs.
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This method leverages a single predictive model that accounts for the treatment effect implicitly:

τ̂S(xi) = µ̂(xi, 1)− µ̂(xi, 0),

where µ̂(x, a) represents the predictive model that is trained with inputs from the combined space of covariates

and the treatment indicator. This learner, used to estimate CATE, can be seen as the corresponding method for

G-computation to estimate ATE, Equation (1). Another approach, similar to the S-learner, is the T-learner.[10]

In contrast to using a single model that incorporates both the covariates and the treatment, the T-learner builds

two separate models. One model is trained the data from the treated group (where a = 1 ), and the other model

from the control group (where a = 0 ):

τ̂T(xi) = µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi),

where µ̂1(x) represents the model trained using only treated data, while µ̂0(x) using control data. In the phar-

maceutical statistics literature, the S- and T-learners were introduced under the name “Virtual Twins” in the

seminal work of Foster et al. [20]

After these relatively simple approaches, a plethora of meta-learners have been proposed in the literature.

These meta-learners use machine learning models to estimate nuisance parameters (i.e., outcome models and

propensity scores) and provide more accurate and robust estimates of the CATE. A special class of these meta-

learners splits the process into two parts, and to present them we will use the notation of Jacob[11]: in the first

step, a pseudo-outcome, defined as ψ, is derived, while in the second step, the pseudo-outcomes are regressed

on the covariates to obtain the final estimate of the CATE. In our work, we will focus on the following two

meta-learners:

• F-learner or IPW-learner: F-learner[10] or Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW)-learner[12] focuses on reweight-

ing the observed outcomes to create a pseudo-population where the treatment assignment is effectively ran-

domized. The idea is to generate a pseudo-outcome using the estimated nuisance function for the propensity

score:

ψ̂IPW(xi) =
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
yi.

To get CATE, the pseudo-outcome is regressed on the covariates, i.e. τ̂IPW(xi) = E[ψ̂IPW(xi)|X = xi].

This learner, used to estimate CATE, can be seen as the corresponding method for IPW to estimate ATE,

Equation (2).

• DR-learner: Doubly Robust (DR)-learner[13] combines both the outcome model and the inverse probability

weighting approaches, and it achieves doubly robust property, meaning it can provide consistent estimates if

either the outcome model or the propensity score model is correctly specified. Kennedy[13] and Curth and

Van der Schaar[12] have suggested two equivalent expressions of the pseudo-outcome DR-learner:

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
(yi − µ̂ai(xi)) + µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi), and (5)

ψ̂DR:2(xi) =
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
yi +

(
1− ai

π̂(xi)

)
µ̂1(xi)−

(
1− 1− ai

1− π̂(xi)

)
µ̂0(xi). (6)

The expression in Equation (5) can be seen as providing correction to a simple outcome-model estimator,

i.e. µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi). The corresponding correction is an IPW applied to the residuals of the outcome-model

estimate.[21] On the other side, Equation (6) can be seen as providing correction to the IPW estimator,

i.e. ai−π̂(xi)
π̂(xi)(1−π̂(xi))

yi. The correction this time corresponds to an outcome model reweighted by the residual

treatment probabilities.[21] In Appendix A we provide a detailed proof over the equivalence of these two

expressions. The pseudo-outcome is regressed on the covariates to get the final estimate of τ̂DR(xi) =
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E[ψ̂DR(xi)|X = xi]. This learner, used to estimate CATE, can be seen as the corresponding method for

AIPW to estimate ATE, equation (3).

To sum up, these meta-learners employ diverse methodologies for estimating CATE, utilizing both outcome

modeling and propensity score techniques to produce results that are both robust and flexible. One way to

conceptualize these meta-learners for estimating CATE is to view them as a means of estimating the individual

contributions (summands) that sum up to the overall estimation of ATE. These individual contributions can be

seen as causal contrasts, Y (1)− Y (0), in expectation.

2.2 Using DR-learner to assess TEH within the WATCH framework

In the following sections, we will illustrate how the DR-learner procedure can be used to address the three

objectives we aim to answer in WATCH to assess heterogeneity. However, before that, we will demonstrate how

we implemented the DR-learner.

2.2.1 Implementing DR-learner Using Stacking Machine Learning

Kennedy [13] introduced the approach for constructing the DR-learner building upon the idea of estimating

“pseudo-outcomes” as an intermediate step. Apart from providing a clear expression for the estimator (Equation

(5)), Kennedy also introduced an algorithm (Algorithm 1) that leverages cross-fitting techniques. Cross-fitting[22]

helps to mitigate overfitting and improve the estimator’s performance by partitioning the data into folds. The

propensity score model π̂(x) and the outcome models µ̂1(x) and µ̂0(x) are estimated using training data, then

the pseudo-outcomes are computed based on the estimated models. Finally, these pseudo-outcomes are used to

estimate the CATE in the test data. At the end, the results from all folds are aggregated to produce the final

doubly robust estimate of CATE. Kennedy’s approach provides desirable guarantees, including consistency and

asymptotic normality of the estimator. These guarantees enhance the reliability of the DR-learner in practical

applications, ensuring that it delivers robust and accurate estimates even in the presence of complex data structures

and potential model misspecifications.

Algorithm 1 DR-learner

Input: Z = {yi, ai,xi}ni=1

1: Split sample Z into K random subsets (folds)

2: for k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} do

3: assign samples two train/test set: Strain = Z \ Sk and Stest = Sk

4: Step 1: Nuisance training

5: learn nuisance functions: π̂, µ̂0 and µ̂1 in Strain

6: Step 2: Pseudo-outcome regression

7: estimate pseudo-outcomes: ψ̂DR,k(xi) =
ai−π̂(xi)

π̂(xi)(1−π̂(xi))
(yi − µ̂ai

(xi)) + µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi) in i ∈ Stest

8: train final CATE model: τ̂DR,k in Stest

9: estimate CATE: τ̂k(xi) = τ̂DR,k(xi) for xi ∈ Z

10: end for(Step 3: Cross-fitting by repeating the process with different folds)

11: generate vector of pseudo-outcomes: ψ̂DR = {ψ̂DR,1, ψ̂DR,2, . . . , ψ̂DR,K}

12: generate vector of CATE estimates: τ̂DR(xi) =
∑K

k=1 τ̂k(xi)

K for xi ∈ Z

The pseudo-outcomes within the DR-learner can be conceptualized as individual treatment effects (ITE)
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because they represent the estimated effect of the treatment on the outcome for each individual, adjusting for

covariates. This creates a pseudo-observation that reflects the causal effect of the treatment at the individual

level, i.e. ITE, which is the difference between the potential outcomes Y (1)− Y (0) for that individual.

As we see in Algorithm 1, to construct the DR-learner we need to estimate in each fold three nuisance functions

(π̂, µ̂0, µ̂1) and CATE (τ̂DR). To this end we can utilize flexible regression models using machine learning. In

our work we implement an ensemble of models using the SuperLearner R package, an algorithm that uses cross-

validation to estimate the performance of multiple models, and it then creates an optimal weighted average of

those models (stacking) using the test data performance.[23] In this ensemble we included two diverse models:

LASSO regression model using the glmnet R package[24] and random forest of conditional inference trees (cforest)

implemented in party R package [25]. The Super-Learner is used for estimating the outcome models for the

control and treatment group, µ̂0, µ̂1 respectively, the propensity π̂ and CATE τ̂DR. The cross-validation of the

SuperLearner is nested within the cross-fitting, and we use 10 folds (the default parameter) for the cross-validation,

while for the cross fitting we use 5 folds.

Related works: Apart from the meta-learners we have discussed so far to derive pseudo-outcomes, there is a

plethora of methods that have been suggested in the literature. Some other examples include the X-learner[10],

which is an extension of the T-learner, specifically designed to handle scenarios with strong imbalances between

treatment arms, while it is also adapt to handle situations with confounding variables. R-learner[26] is a two-stage

procedure where in the first stage the nuisance parameters are estimated, such as the propensity score and the

outcome model. Residuals are then computed by subtracting the predicted values from the observed data and

in the second stage, these residuals are used to construct a “pseudo-outcome”,which is then modeled in order to

estimate the causal parameter of interest. This two-step process enables the R-learner to accurately estimate the

treatment effect by controlling for confounding variables. More recently, the Efficient Plug-in (EP)-learner[27] was

introduced, which is based on a novel, efficient plug-in estimator for the class of population risk functions under

consideration, addressing challenges such as the instability associated with inverse probability weighting and the

violation of bounds in pseudo-outcomes.

2.2.2 Using DR-learner to assess the evidence against treatment effect heterogeneity (Ob-

jective 1)

In this section we will show how to use pseudo-outcomes to perform an overall test against homogeneity. We will

utilize the conditional inference procedures leveraging a permutation test framework.[28] Our main aim is to test

independence between the pseudo-outcomes ψ̂DR and the high-dimensional set of covariatesX = (X1, X2, . . . , Xp).

Formally, we test the null hypothesis H0 : P (ψ̂DR | X) = P (ψ̂DR) against arbitrary alternatives, where P denotes

the probability measure.†

Permutation tests are one option for performing this test, and in our work we will consider the conditional

inference framework reviewed in [28] and implemented in the coin R package[30]. The default implementation

uses linear statistics of the form

T =

N∑
i=1

g(xi)ψ̂DR(xi) ∈ Rp, (7)

†Please note that in a formal mathematical perspective, rejecting this null does not prove that there is treatment effect heterogeneity.

Indeed, treatment effects are heterogeneous precisely when the mean of ψ̂DR depends on X, but technically, it is possible that (e.g.)

the variance of ψ̂DR depends on X but not the mean, in which case the null would be false while the treatment effect is homogeneous.

However, our test statistics should only have power when E[ψ̂DR | X] depends on X, so in practice this should not be an issue. Indeed,

previous literature shows that permutation tests can often be robust to this sort of issue (see, e.g., Chung and Romano[29]). Overall, our

simulations show that our method effectively controls type I error while having high power.
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where g is a transformation of the covariates (this transformation is important when we have categorical variables),

and ψ̂DR(xi) is the pseudo-outcome derived by the DR-learner for the example xi.

By (jointly) permuting the covariates xi against the outcome ψ̂DR(xi), the null distribution ofT can be derived.

The mean and covariance matrix under the null are then calculated to create a standardized version of T. The

test statistic T is a p-dimensional vector, i.e. T = {T1, ..., Tp}, and to reduce it to a univariate statistic (and thus

perform a global test), Hothorn et al.[30] suggest the maximum or the quadratic form of the standardized versions

of T as the final test statistic.

• Max-type statistic takes the maximum of the absolute values of the standardized test statistics, i.e. Tmax =

maxj=1,...,p |Tj | . This approach is useful for detecting the largest effect among multiple comparisons.

• Quadratic-type statistic takes a quadratic form of the test statistics, Tquad =
∑p

j=1 T
2
j . This approach offers

a collective deviation of the observed data from the null hypothesis by summing the squared standardized

deviations of all comparisons.

The choice between the maximum and quadratic statistics depends on the specific hypothesis and the nature of

the expected associations in the data. The maximum statistic is ideal for scenarios where a single predictor is

expected to have a large impact, while the quadratic statistic is suited for detecting distributed moderate effects

across multiple predictors.

Given that X may be a mixture of continuous and categorical variables, the transformation process defined by

g becomes crucial. Continuous variables generally undergo rank transformation to make the test robust against

outliers and non-normality. Each continuous variable Xj is transformed into its rank among all observations.

For categorical variables, contrast coding is typically applied, converting categorical variables into a set of binary

variables representing the different levels.

In conclusion, the independence test using the permutation-based approach with max-type or quadratic-type

statistics provides a robust framework for assessing the relationship between a scalar outcome and high-dimensional

input variables, even when the data include a mixture of continuous and categorical variables. Furthermore, the

coin package [30] provides the option to use an asymptotic approximation of the conditional null distribution of

the test statistics, allowing for the efficient computation of p-values. This enhances the practicality of the method,

particularly for large datasets. In Section 3.3.1, we compare these two approaches (max-type and quadratic-type),

and the best method is then compared against other methods suggested in the literature in Section 3.4.

Related works: In their tutorial, Lipkovich et al. [31, Section 6.1] provide a comprehensive review of various

strategies for assessing heterogeneity. Chernozhukov et al. [32] introduced the concept of the best linear projection

(BLP) of a ML proxy for the CATE, denoted as ∆̂(Xi). The BLP is formulated through the following equation:

Yi − m̂−i(Xi) = α∆
(
Ai − π̂−i(Xi)

)
+ β

(
Ai − π̂−i(Xi)

)(
∆̂−i(Xi)−∆

)
In this equation, m̂−i(Xi) and π̂−i(Xi) represent the use of leave-one-out cross-validation (i.e. the predictions

for the outcome and for the propensity score model are generated by excluding the i-th observation from the

dataset when fitting the models), and ∆ is the average treatment effect. This technique is commonly employed

to reduce bias and improve estimation accuracy. A coefficient β > 0 signifies the presence of heterogeneity in

the treatment effect. The BLP framework allows for the incorporation of ML estimators of CATE into a linear

regression model, providing a method for testing hypotheses regarding treatment effect heterogeneity. The grf

R package for Causal Forest[33] offers an omnibus test to identify heterogeneity in treatment effects, based on

the best linear fit of the target estimand. This test utilizes predictions made on held-out data and is grounded
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in the previously discussed equation, and we compare against this method in our simulations. Finally, the

concept of Group Average Treatment Effect (GATE) testing, introduced by Chernozhukov et al.[32] and further

developed by Imai and Li[34], plays a pivotal role in assessing heterogeneity in treatment effects across different

subpopulations. The null hypothesis for GATE testing asserts that E(∆(X)|G1) = · · · = E(∆(X)|GK), where

the groups GK are defined using a general ML technique for estimating CATE. Imai and Li’s[34] significant

contribution is their development of a cross-validation or cross-fitting framework, which enhances the robustness

of testing for treatment effect heterogeneity. This framework is versatile and can be applied regardless of the

specific ML algorithm used for estimating CATE. Additionally, they derived the asymptotic variance for the

test statistics within this cross-fitting framework, providing a solid foundation for evaluating the homogeneity of

treatment effects. Finally, in a recent work Ji et al. [35] introduced dual bound method to estimate and perform

inference on a class of partially identified causal parameters. Interestingly, when these bounds can be applied to

the variance of the CATE to test for heterogeneity. While the primary focus of this work is on estimation rather

than testing, the derived bounds offer a valuable byproduct for testing purposes.

2.2.3 Using DR-learner to identify effect modifiers (Objective 2)

To determine which covariates influence the treatment effect, we will derive importance scores from the pseudo-

outcomes and rank the variables based on their impact on the treatment effect. To accomplish this in a multi-

variate fashion, we will use the data (X, ψ̂DR), where X represents the set of covariates and ψ̂DR represents the

pseudo-outcomes derived in Line 11 of Algorithm 1, to build a regression model. Then, to rank the different

covariates based on their variable importance scores, we will employ a method that ensures unbiased selection,[36]

given that our clinical variables include a mix of continuous and categorical data types. It is crucial to avoid any

selection bias towards covariates with many potential splits, such as continuous variables or categorical variables

with many categories, as this can distort the true importance of the variables. This bias arises because such

variables tend to create more opportunities for splits that decrease impurity.

For that reason, we use conditional inference trees, an unbiased recursive partitioning method specifically

designed to handle such biases.[37] Conditional inference trees are a type of decision tree algorithm that addresses

the selection bias inherent in traditional decision trees by using statistical tests to select splits, rather than

choosing splits based solely on impurity reduction measures. This approach leads to more unbiased variable

selection and often more reliable importance scores, particularly when dealing with variables of differing types.

More specifically, we will utilize the party R package [25] to construct conditional random forests (CRF). CRF are

ensemble methods that build multiple conditional inference trees as base learners, thereby improving the stability

and accuracy of the model. Each tree in the forest is built with a different bootstrap sample of the data, and the

final model aggregates the predictions from these trees, leading to robust estimates of variable importance.

The main way to derive variable importance scores in the context of CRF is the permutation importance.

This approach involves shuffling the values of a predictor variable and then measuring the subsequent decrease

in model accuracy. The underlying intuition is straightforward: if a variable is crucial to the model’s predictive

power, randomly permuting its values will significantly disrupt the model’s performance, leading to a notable

decline in the performance. It reflects the contribution of each variable to the model’s predictive power, and it

is useful when the goal is to identify which variables have the largest direct impact on model performance. To

derive these importance scores, we will then use the permimp R package [38]. In our case this importance score

is an interpretable metric that capture how “important” each covariate is in predicting the pseudo-outcomes.

Covariates with higher importance scores are more influential in determining the treatment effect and are thus

identified as potential effect modifiers. The top-ranking covariates are chosen for further exploration in subsequent
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analyses.

The approach we followed in this section, which involves deriving pseudo-outcomes and then using a method

to obtain variable importance scores by regressing X on these pseudo-outcomes, is highly versatile. For example,

this approach can be applied with any other method for deriving importance scores from pseudo-outcomes, such

as those discussed by Hooker et al.[39] In the simulations (Section 3.3.2), we compare against SHAP (SHapley

Additive exPlanations) values, which is another state-of-the-art method to derive variable importance scores.[40]

Related works: Importance scores that capture how strongly a variable modifies treatment effects can also be

derived from Causal forest,[33] and in our simulation study, in the simulations we compare against this method in

Section 3.4. Other works have developed methods to formally test which covariates modify treatment effects,[41,

42, 43] but this alternative objective is beyond the scope of this work—we instead focus on Objective 2, getting

a good (unbiased) ranking of which covariates modify the treatment.

2.2.4 Using DR-learner to estimate individual treatment effects (Objective 3)

DR-learner by design is tailored in estimating CATE (this outcome is provided in Line 12 of Algorithm 1).[13] One

of the key features of the DR-learner is its use of cross-fitting, a technique that plays a critical role in reducing

bias and improving the precision of causal estimates. While Kennedy[13] suggested one way of performing cross-

fitting in DR-learner, various other alternatives can be performed. For example, Jacob[11, Algorithm 2] uses an

alternative implementation, which firstly derives the pseudo-outcomes for all the examples using cross-validation,

and in a second layer of cross-fitting CATE is estimated through an out-of-bag procedure. Another implementation

of cross-fitting is suggested by Jacob[44, Algorithm 1], which can be seen as the bootstrapped version of the original

algorithm suggested by Kennedy[13]. In our work, we will explore two different variations of the cross-fitting:

• CATE from DR-learner: In this approach we are using CATE estimates returned by the original methodology,

in other words we are using the τ̂DR estimates from Line 12 of Algorithm 1.

• CATE from OOB estimates of cforest: In this approach we utilise the conditional random forest model that we

build using (X, ψ̂DR) to derive the effect modifiers for Objective 2 (Section 2.2.3), where ψ̂DR represents the

pseudo-outcomes derived in Line 11 of Algorithm 1. While we build this model to derive variable importance

scores, we can use it also to predict CATE using the out-of-bag prediction capabilities that it offers. This

approach shares similarities with the cross-fitting for DR-learner suggested by Jacob[11, Algorithm 2].

In Section 3.3.3, we compare these two approaches and the best method is then compared against other

methods suggested in the literature in Section 3.4.

3 Simulations study

In this section, we will perform a simulation study to compare all the different flavors of the DR-learner we

described in Section 2. To generate scenarios that mimic clinical trial data, we will use the benchtm R package.

Section 3.1 provides a brief description of how the scenarios were simulated, while Sun et al. [45] provide more

detailed information on these scenarios. Section 3.2 discusses the performance measures for assessing TEH under

the three objectives of the WATCH framework. Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.3.3 present our results on using

different flavors of the DR-learner for Objectives 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Finally, Section 3.4 compares our

DR-learner against various competing methods.
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Table 1: Simulation models. Here a ∨ b is a logical statement representing “a or b”, a ∧ b a logical statement

representing “a and b”, I(.) is the indicator function, Φ(.) is the cumulative distribution function (cdf) of standard

normal distribution, and s is a scaling factor that is chosen depending on the simulation scenario to achieve a specific

R2 on the control group (A = 0). Each of the four scenarios is run for 5 settings (corresponding to β1 = 0, 0.5β∗
1 , β

∗
1 ,

1.5β∗
1 , 2β

∗
1).

No. Models for covariates from mimic real data

Scenario 1 f(X, A) = s× (0.5I(X1 = Y) +X11) +A(β0 + β1Φ(20(X11 − 0.5)))

Scenario 2 f(X, A) = s× (X14 − I(X8 = N)) +A(β0 + β1X14)

Scenario 3 f(X, A) = s× (I(X1 = N)− 0.5X17) +A(β0 + β1I((X14 > 0.25) ∧ (X1 = N)))

Scenario 4 f(X, A) = s× (X11 −X14) +A(β0 + β1I((X14 > 0.3) ∨ (X4 = Y)))

3.1 Data generation scenarios

Let Y represent a clinical endpoint, X = (X1, X2, . . . , Xp) denote the vector of p baseline covariates, and A ∈ {0, 1}

the binary treatment indicator. We set P (A = 1|X = X) = P (A = 0|X = X) = 0.5. The response is generated

from

f(X, A) = fprog.(X) +A(β0 + β1fpred.(X)), (8)

where fprog.(X) represents the prognostic function and fpred.(X) represents the predictive function. In our sim-

ulation study, we focus on continuous response variables, Y = f(X, A) + ϵ, where ϵ ∼ N(0, 1), although our

methods also apply to binary responses and the real case study in Section 4 focuses on this endpoint type. We

use p = 30 baseline covariates, which typically include demographic, disease severity or subtype covariates, and

drug mechanism-related biomarkers. This number is realistic based on our experience with clinical studies. Four

scenarios for fprog.(X) and fpred.(X) are shown in Table 1.

The parameters β0 and β1 together determine the overall treatment effect. They are selected to achieve a

power of 0.5 for an unadjusted Gauss test of the overall treatment effect. This realistically mimics Phase III study

settings where the overall treatment effect is slightly smaller than anticipated during the design stage. Investi-

gating covariates that modify the treatment effect and identifying subgroups with enhanced treatment effects is

particularly relevant in this context. The parameter β1 determines the extent of treatment effect heterogeneity:

a value close to zero indicates similar treatment effects across patients, while a large positive or negative value

suggests that treatment effects vary according to fpred.(X). Values β∗
1 are calculated to achieve a power of 0.8 for

testing H0 : β1 = 0 versus H1 : β1 ̸= 0 given the data-generating model in (8), with a Type I error rate of 0.1.

Scenarios 0, 0.5β∗
1 , β

∗
1 , 1.5β

∗
1 , 2β

∗
1 are considered for β1. For scenarios where β1 ≥ β∗

1 , treatment effect modification

is realistically detectable, assuming known fprog.(X) and fpred.(X). The value β0 is chosen to achieve an overall

treatment effect power of 0.5 in each scenario. Refer to Sun et al. for details on the analytical power calculation.

Our simulation study also generates covariates to emulate the joint distribution of predictors from Phase III

pharmaceutical trials for an inflammatory disease. This approach approximates both marginal distributions and

predictor dependencies. We use 30 baseline covariates (8 categorical, 22 numerical), including demographic and

disease-related variables. We utilize the synthpop R package with default settings to generate synthetic data.[46]

For confidentiality, covariates are labeled X1, X2, . . . , X30, with categorical variable levels ciphered and numeric

variables scaled to [0, 1]. Using this generated synthetic data set as input, the synthpop function generates data

sets of n = 500 for each simulation.

The treatment effect varies as a step-like (Scenario 1) or linear (Scenario 2) function of a single continuous
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covariate. Although step and linear functions might seem unrealistic, they lie at the extremes of a plausible range

of smooth monotonic functions. Scenarios 3 and 4 involve step functions defined by two covariates, with “and” or

“or” structures, respectively. Each scenario includes a covariate that is prognostic but not predictive, alongside

one that is both prognostic and predictive. To account for the magnitude of prognostic effects on outcomes, we

select the scaling factor s in Table 1 to achieve realistic R2 values on how well covariates predict outcomes in the

control arm in the original data. LASSO regression on real data models the outcome based on covariates for the

control group, leading to R2 value of R2 = 0.32. This value then guided the selection of s in Table 1, ensuring it

is replicated in the control arm across scenarios. More details on the simulation process can be found in Sun et

al.[45]

3.2 Performance measures

We will compare the methods with respect to their performance on the following measures:

• Objective 1: The treatment effect heterogeneity assessment is conducted, and each method provides a corre-

sponding p-value. These p-values should have two desirable properties:

• (i) when data are simulated with no treatment effect heterogeneity, i.e. β1 = 0, the p-values should follow

a uniform distribution in [0, 1],

• (ii) when data are simulated with treatment effect heterogeneity, i.e., β1 > 0, smaller p-values indicate a

more powerful method.

• Objective 2: To identify effect modifiers, we consider the most predictive biomarker reported from each method.

Again, there are two desirable properties:

• (i) when data are simulated with no treatment effect heterogeneity, i.e. β1 = 0, an unbiased method should

select each biomarker as the most predictive one with equal probability. In this case, we reported the

probability that each biomarker is selected as the most important predictive biomarker.

• (ii) when data are simulated with treatment effect heterogeneity, i.e., β1 > 0, the true predictive biomark-

ers should have higher probability to be selected. In this case, we reported the probability that the top

selected biomarker is truly predictive.

• Objective 3: each method returns an estimate of the individualized treatment effect, i.e. estimate of CATE,

and we calculate the Mean Squared Error (MSE) between the estimated value and the actual individual

treatment effect. Lower MSE values indicate more accurate estimations of the individual treatment effects.

3.3 Evaluating approaches within the DR-learner framework

As presented in Section 2.2, our DR-learner framework for assessing heterogeneity is quite versatile, allowing for

various approaches to address the three objectives. In this simulation study, we will empirically identify the best

approach for each objective. In Section 3.4, we will compare the top-performing DR-learner with various other

competing methods from the literature.

3.3.1 Evaluation with respect to overall test against homogeneity (Objective 1)

In this section we will compare the two tests of our DR-learner approach we presented in Section 2.2.2 with two

more tests we reviewed in the same section. The four methods we compare are the following.

• DR-Maximum Statistic: Utilize the coin R package to conduct an independence test between the multivariate

covariate space and the pseudo-outcome, employing the maximum statistic and derive the p-values.
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• DR-Quadratic Statistic: Utilize the coin R package to conduct an independence test between the multivariate

covariate space and the pseudo-outcome, employing the quadratic statistic and derive the p-values.

In Figure 2, we present the boxplots of the p-values over 500 runs. Ideally, these values should be uniformly

distributed under the no treatment effect heterogeneity setting. Interestingly, this uniform distribution is observed

for our two suggested methods.

Scenario 1:
2.32*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11) + A*β0

Scenario 2:
1.41*(X14 - (X8 == 'N')) + A*β0

Scenario 3:
1.38*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) + A*β0

Scenario 4:
2.91*(X11-X14) + A*β0

DR-Maximum
 Statistic

DR-Quadratic
 Statistic

DR-Maximum
 Statistic

DR-Quadratic
 Statistic

DR-Maximum
 Statistic

DR-Quadratic
 Statistic

DR-Maximum
 Statistic

DR-Quadratic
 Statistic

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

p-
va

lu
es

Figure 2: Comparison of the two methods for testing heterogeneity presented in Section 2.2.2 with

respect to Objective 1(i). Data are simulated under the condition of no treatment effect heterogeneity (i.e.,

β1 = 0). We report the boxplot of the p-values across 500 runs, and we are expected to be uniformly distributed

between 0 and 1.

In Figure 3, we present the averages of the p-values over 500 runs in scenarios with various degrees of treatment

effect heterogeneity (TEH). The lower the p-value, the more powerful the method, so the DR-learner approaches

outperform the other methods. Overall, the maximum statistic outperforms the quadratic statistic, and this trend

is more pronounced when there is only one biomarker contributing to the TEH (for example Scenarios 1 and 2).

The quadratic statistic may be more suitable for scenarios where many covariates interact to generate the TEH

(for example Scenarios 3 and 4), as it focuses on the overall strength. In contrast, the maximum statistic may be

more suitable when the effect modifiers do not interact to create the TEH.

Scenario 1: 2.32*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11)
 + A*(β0 + β1*Φ(20(X11-0.5)))

Scenario 2: 1.41*(X14 - (X8 == 'N'))
 + A*(β0 + β1*(X14))

Scenario 3: 1.38*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) +
A*(β0 + β1*I((X14 > 0.25)∧(X1 == 'N')))

Scenario 4: 2.91*(X11-X14)
 + A*(β0 + β1*I((X14>0.3)∨(X4=='Y')))
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Figure 3: Comparison of the two methods for testing heterogeneity presented in Section 2.2.2 with

respect to Objective 1(ii). Data are simulated under various degrees of treatment effect heterogeneity (x-axis).

We report the average p-values (across 500 runs) and when there is treatment effect heterogeneity (i.e., β1 > 0), the

lower the p-value, the more powerful the method.
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3.3.2 Evaluation with respect to identification of effect modifiers (Objective 2)

In this section, we compare two methods for deriving effect modifiers using the pseudo-outcomes from the DR-

learner, as presented in Section 2.2.3. The methods we compare are the following.

• DR-Perm(cforest): Utilize the party R package to build a cforest (i.e. a forest of conditional inference trees)

on the covariate space to predict pseudo-outcomes generated by the DR-learner. Then, use the permimp R

package to derive permutation importance scores.

• DR-SHAP(rf): Utilize the ranger R package to build a random forest on the covariate space to predict pseudo-

outcomes generated by the DR-learner. Then, use the treeshap R package to derive TreeSHAP explanations

and importance scores.

In Figure 4 we simulate scenarios without treatment effect heterogeneity, and we present how often each

biomarker is selected as the most important. Under this scenario, a method without selection preference will

have probability of selecting each biomarker close to 1/30 ≈ 0.033. The SHAP(rf) method is biased toward

continuous biomarkers, since there are continuous biomarkers that have selection probability around 15%, while

all the categorical biomarkers have the smallest probabilities to be selected. The bias of SHAP towards high

entropy biomarkers is also reported in the literature, e.g. Baudeu et al.[47]

Scenario 1:
2.32*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11) + A*β0

Scenario 2:
1.41*(X14 - (X8 == 'N')) + A*β0

Scenario 3:
1.38*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) + A*β0

Scenario 4:
2.91*(X11-X14) + A*β0
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Figure 4: Comparison of two methods for deriving effect modifiers (presented in Sec. 2.2.3) with

respect to Objective 2(i). Data are simulated under the condition of no treatment effect heterogeneity (i.e.,

β1 = 0). We report the average probability (across 500 runs) that each biomarker is selected as the most important

predictive biomarker. Since there is no treatment effect heterogeneity, for a method to be unbiased all biomarkers

should have probability equal to 1/30 ≈ 0.03, dashed vertical line.

In Figure 5, we present the probability that the top biomarker returned by each method to be an actual effect

modifier across 500 runs in scenarios with various degrees of TEH. Both methods perform similarly, but we should

mention that when biomarker interact to create TEH (Scenarios 3 and 4) the permutation approach outperforms

SHAP in all settings.

3.3.3 Evaluation with respect to estimation of individual treatment effects (Objective 3)

In this section we will compare the performance of various methods we discussed for estimating CATE. Firstly,

we will compare the two different cross-fitting approaches presented in Section 2.2.4.

• CATE from DR-learner: Using the estimates of CATE returned by the original approach[13], i.e. Algorithm 1.

• CATE from OOB(cforest): Using the out-of-bag predictions from the cforest we used for answering Objective 2,

i.e. identify effect modifiers by building a cforest to predict the pseudo-outcomes. As we already mentioned,
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Scenario 1: 2.32*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11)
 + A*(β0 + β1*Φ(20(X11-0.5)))

Scenario 2: 1.41*(X14 - (X8 == 'N'))
 + A*(β0 + β1*(X14))

Scenario 3: 1.38*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) +
A*(β0 + β1*I((X14 > 0.25)∧(X1 == 'N')))

Scenario 4: 2.91*(X11-X14)
 + A*(β0 + β1*I((X14>0.3)∨(X4=='Y')))
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Figure 5: Comparison of two methods for deriving effect modifiers (presented in Sec. 2.2.3) with

respect to Objective 2(ii). Data are simulated under various degrees of treatment effect heterogeneity (x-axis).

We report the average (across 500 runs) probability that the top selected biomarker is truly predictive, and the

higher this probability are the better the performance.

this approach can be seen similar to the one presented by Jacob[11, Algorithm 2].

Figure 6 compares the two methods in terms of the MSE, and as we see the original cross-fitting performs the

best. This phenomenon can be attributed to the way CATE from OOB(cforest) is structured. In this method,

pseudo-outcomes are initially estimated using all available data, and then the cforest is constructed based on this

same dataset. Effectively, this equates to each data point being used twice; a practice which can introduce a risk

of over-fitting.

Scenario 1: 2.32*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11)
 + A*(β0 + β1*Φ(20(X11-0.5)))

Scenario 2: 1.41*(X14 - (X8 == 'N'))
 + A*(β0 + β1*(X14))

Scenario 3: 1.38*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) +
A*(β0 + β1*I((X14 > 0.25)∧(X1 == 'N')))

Scenario 4: 2.91*(X11-X14)
 + A*(β0 + β1*I((X14>0.3)∨(X4=='Y')))
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Figure 6: Comparison of two different cross-fitting strategies (presented in Sec. 2.2.4) with respect to

Objective 3. Data are simulated under various degrees of treatment effect heterogeneity (x-axis). We report the

MSE (across 500 runs) for estimating CATE, and the lower this error is the better the performance of the cross-fitting

strategy.

Another insightful comparison is to evaluate the performance of the DR-learner against its “main components”,

the IPW and T-learner. Details about these learners can be found in Section 2.1.2. To keep the comparison fair,

we will use the same nuisance models and cross-fitting procedure for all the learners as described in Algorithm 1.

As we see in Figure 7, the DR-learner outperforms the other two methods, since it achieved lower MSE almost in

all settings.
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Scenario 1: 2.30*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11)
 + A*(β0 + β1*Φ(20(X11-0.5)))

Scenario 2: 1.42*(X14 - (X8 == 'N'))
 + A*(β0 + β1*(X14))

Scenario 3: 1.39*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) +
A*(β0 + β1*I((X14 > 0.25)∧(X1 == 'N')))

Scenario 4: 2.89*(X11-X14)
 + A*(β0 + β1*I((X14>0.3)∨(X4=='Y')))

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 0 0.5 1 1.5 2 0 0.5 1 1.5 2 0 0.5 1 1.5 2
0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

β1 β1
*

M
S

E

DR-learner IPW-learner T-learner

Figure 7: Comparison of three learners for estimating individual treatment effect (presented in Sec.

2.1.2) with respect to Objective 3. Data are simulated under various degrees of treatment effect heterogeneity

(x-axis). We report the MSE (across 500 runs) for estimating CATE, and the lower this error is the better the

performance of the learner.

3.4 Comparing our DR-learner proposal with various other competing meth-

ods

In this section, we will compare our DR-learner based methodology for assessing heterogeneity against various

competing methods. These methods have demonstrated competitive performance in a neutral comparison study

conducted by Sun et al.[45] Below is a brief description of the approaches we will compare:

• DR-learner: Building on our results of Section 3.3, we will use the DR-learner with the best performing approach

for each objective:

• Objective 1: Utilize the coin R package to conduct an independence test between the multivariate covariate

space and the pseudo-outcome, employing the maximum statistic and derive the p-values.

• Objective 2: Utilize the party R package to build a cforest (i.e. a forest of conditional inference trees) on

the covariate space to predict pseudo-outcomes generated by the DR-learner. Then, use the permimp

R package to derive permutation importance scores.

• Objective 3: Using the estimates of CATE returned by the original approach[13], i.e. Algorithm 1.

• Univariate: A linear model is used, and a likelihood ratio test is performed for each biomarker Xj (j =

1, 2, . . . , 30). This test compares the interaction model f(Xj , A) = α1Xj + β0A + β1AXj with the main

effect model f(Xj , A) = α1Xj + β0A. The p-value pj for each biomarker Xj is recorded.

• Objective 1: We use min(pj)× 30 (Bonferroni adjustment) as the p-value for the treatment effect hetero-

geneity test.

• Objective 2: The biomarker X∗
j with the smallest p-value is selected as the top predictive biomarker.

• Objective 3: The model f(Xj , A) = α1X
∗
j + β0A + β1AX

∗
j , where X

∗
j is the top predictive biomarker, is

used to predict the treatment effect τ for each individual.

• Multivariate: A linear model is used, and a likelihood ratio test is conducted to compare the interaction model

f(X), A) =
∑30

j=1 αjXj + β0A+
∑30

j=1 βjAXj to the main effect model f(X), A) =
∑30

j=1 αjXj + β0A.

• Objective 1: The corresponding p-value is recorded and used.

• Objective 2: The p-values from the interaction model for each interaction XjA are compared, and the X∗
j

with the smallest interaction p-value is selected as the top predictive biomarker.
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• Objective 3: The interaction model f(X), A) =
∑30

j=1 αjXj + β0A+
∑30

j=1 βjAXj is used to predict indi-

vidual treatment effects.

• MOB-L: We use the R package partykit to implement the MOB method, utilizing the glmtree function for

continuous outcomes. A variant of the MOB procedure is applied, where MOB is restricted to split only

based on parameter instability for the treatment effect parameter in the model. This is achieved using the

parm option (as described in the literature[48, 49]). Although this approach seems intuitive, Seibold et al.[50]

demonstrate that, in purely prognostic scenarios, it may lead to prognostic biomarkers being misidentified

as predictive. This issue is also evident in the simulation results of Loh and Cao[48] and Thomas et al.[49]

To address this, LASSO is first used to select prognostic biomarkers. This involves fitting LASSO regression

models (glmnet package with the penalty parameter chosen by cross-validation and the lambda.1se option)

f(X)) =
∑30

j=1 αjXj to each of the two treatment groups separately and selecting the union of the two sets

of selected biomarkers X∗
1 , X

∗
2 , . . . , X

∗
k . The model fitted in each node in MOB is f(X)) = β0A+

∑k
j=1 αjX

∗
j

where all biomarkers are used for node splitting selection. To build each tree, the model uses Bonferroni

adjustment with alpha = 0.10 and minsize = 0.2 x 500 = 100.

• Objective 1: The Bonferroni adjusted p-value for each biomarker when testing the root node is extracted,

and the smallest p-value is used.

• Objective 2: The biomarker with the smallest p-value is selected as the top predictive biomarker, regardless

of its significance.

• Objective 3: Individualized treatment effects are predicted on a linear scale based on the model tree. Since

a linear model with prognostic biomarkers is considered for each node, the MOB model is abbreviated

as MOB-L.

• Causal Forest (CF): To build the causal forest, we use 2000 trees (default parameter), and all tunable param-

eters are tuned by cross-validation using the grf package.

• Objective 1: We directly report the p-value of the treatment effect heterogeneity test from the R package.

The test is implemented with the test calibration function, which computes the best linear fit of the

conditional average treatment effect using the forest prediction (on held-out data) and the mean forest

prediction as the sole two regressors [51]. This test for heterogeneity is motivated by the “best linear

predictor” method of Chernozhukov et a.[32]

• Objective 2: The most predictive biomarker is identified as the one with the largest variable importance

score (a depth-weighted average of the number of splits on the biomarker of interest), calculated by the

variable importance function.

• Objective 3: The individual treatment effect is returned by the model.

Regarding Objective 1(i), as illustrated in Figure 8, only the Multivariate and DR-learner methods achieve a

uniform distribution of p-values under the null hypothesis of no TEH. The other methods tend to skew towards

higher p-values, making them more conservative. Furthermore, to investigate whether any of the methods lead to

inflated false positive rates, we present the results in Table 2. This table shows the estimated false positive rate

when the nominal level is α = 0.10. The numbers represent the proportion of times that the p-value is less than

or equal to 0.10. As we can see, all the methods provide estimates lower than the nominal level, indicating that

they do not lead to an inflation of type-I error. For Objective 1(ii), Figure 9 demonstrates that our DR-learner

consistently performs excellently, ranking in the top two methods across scenarios and degrees of TEH. In contrast,

the Causal Forest and Univariate methods do not achieve comparable performance.
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Scenario 1:
2.30*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11) + A*β0

Scenario 2:
1.42*(X14 - (X8 == 'N')) + A*β0

Scenario 3:
1.39*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) + A*β0

Scenario 4:
2.89*(X11-X14) + A*β0
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Figure 8: Comparison of our proposed DR-learner with competing methods regarding Objective 1(i).

Data are simulated under the condition of no treatment effect heterogeneity (i.e., β1 = 0). We report the boxplot of

the p-values across 500 runs, and we are expected to be uniformly distributed between 0 and 1.

Table 2: Checking whether the methods lead to inflation of type-I error. For the data presented in Figure

8 we estimate the false positive rates for nominal level of α = 0.10.

DR-learner Univariate Multivariate MOB-L Causal Forest

Scenario 1: 2.30 ∗ (0.5(X1 ==′ Y ′) +X11) +Aβ0 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.04

Scenario 2: 1.42 ∗ (X14− (X8 ==′ N ′)) +Aβ0 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.04

Scenario 3: 1.39 ∗ ((X1 ==′ N ′)− 0.5X17) +Aβ0 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.08 0.05

Scenario 4: 2.89 ∗ (X11−X14) +Aβ0 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.04

Scenario 1: 2.30*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11)
 + A*(β0 + β1*Φ(20(X11-0.5)))

Scenario 2: 1.42*(X14 - (X8 == 'N'))
 + A*(β0 + β1*(X14))

Scenario 3: 1.39*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) +
A*(β0 + β1*I((X14 > 0.25)∧(X1 == 'N')))

Scenario 4: 2.89*(X11-X14)
 + A*(β0 + β1*I((X14>0.3)∨(X4=='Y')))
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Figure 9: Comparison of our proposed DR-learner with competing methods regarding Objective 1(ii).

Data are simulated under various degrees of treatment effect heterogeneity (x-axis). We report the average p-values

(across 500 runs) and when there is treatment effect heterogeneity (i.e., β1 > 0), the lower the p-value, the more

powerful the method.

For Objective 2(i), as illustrated in Figure 10, all methods are unbiased except for the Causal Forest, which

shows a clear preference for continuous biomarkers. For instance, in Scenarios 1-3, across 500 runs without TEH,
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it never selects any of the categorical variables (red circle). Regarding Objective 2(ii), as shown in 11, our DR-

learner consistently achieves comparable performance, always ranking among the top 2-3 methods. In contrast,

other methods show inconsistent performance across different scenarios. For example, the Causal Forest performs

well in Scenarios 1 and 2, where the effect modifiers are continuous, but fails to achieve comparable performance

in Scenarios 3 and 4, which include categorical effect modifiers.

Finally, for Objective 3, as illustrated in Figure 12, again we can see that DR-learner achieves comparable

performance, very close to Causal Forest that is constantly the top method.

Scenario 1:
2.30*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11) + A*β0

Scenario 2:
1.42*(X14 - (X8 == 'N')) + A*β0

Scenario 3:
1.39*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) + A*β0

Scenario 4:
2.89*(X11-X14) + A*β0
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Figure 10: Comparison of our proposed DR-learner with competing methods regarding Objective 2(i).

Data are simulated under the condition of no treatment effect heterogeneity (i.e., β1 = 0). We report the average

probability (across 500 runs) that each biomarker is selected as the most important predictive biomarker. Since there

is no treatment effect heterogeneity, for a method to be unbiased all biomarkers should have probability equal to

1/30 ≈ 0.03, dashed vertical line. The Causal Forest method almost never selected any categorical variables as the

most important, which is why there are no red circles in this method.

Scenario 1: 2.30*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11)
 + A*(β0 + β1*Φ(20(X11-0.5)))

Scenario 2: 1.42*(X14 - (X8 == 'N'))
 + A*(β0 + β1*(X14))

Scenario 3: 1.39*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) +
A*(β0 + β1*I((X14 > 0.25)∧(X1 == 'N')))

Scenario 4: 2.89*(X11-X14)
 + A*(β0 + β1*I((X14>0.3)∨(X4=='Y')))
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Figure 11: Comparison of our proposed DR-learner with competing methods regarding Objective 2(i).

Data are simulated under various degrees of treatment effect heterogeneity (x-axis). We report the average (across

500 runs) probability that the top selected biomarker is truly predictive, and the higher this probability are the

better the performance.
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Scenario 1: 2.30*(0.5*(X1 == 'Y') + X11)
 + A*(β0 + β1*Φ(20(X11-0.5)))

Scenario 2: 1.42*(X14 - (X8 == 'N'))
 + A*(β0 + β1*(X14))

Scenario 3: 1.39*((X1 == 'N')-0.5*X17) +
A*(β0 + β1*I((X14 > 0.25)∧(X1 == 'N')))

Scenario 4: 2.89*(X11-X14)
 + A*(β0 + β1*I((X14>0.3)∨(X4=='Y')))
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Figure 12: Comparison of two different cross-fitting strategies (presented in Sec. 2.2.4) with respect

to Objective 3. Data are simulated under various degrees of treatment effect heterogeneity (x-axis). We report the

MSE (across 500 runs) for estimating CATE, and the lower this error is the better the performance of the cross-fitting

strategy.

To provide a high-level summary of the results, we have created Table 3. This table shows that the DR-learner

is the only method that consistently achieves excellent or competitive performance. In contrast, the other methods

fail to achieve competitive performance in at least one objective. Notably, the Causal Forest method performs

well only in Objective 3, which makes sense since the method is designed to focus on estimating CATE. The

MOB-L method shows mixed results.

Table 3: Comparison of methods across objectives. The symbols used are as follows:

✓ indicates excellent performance, consistently ranking among the top-2 methods in all scenarios across all levels

of TEH.

indicates competitive performance, consistently ranking among the top-3 methods in all scenarios across all levels

of TEH.

× indicates that the method failed to achieve competitive performance.

Method Objective 1(i) Objective 1(ii) Objective 2(i) Objective 2(ii) Objective 3

Univariate × × ✓ × ×

Multivariate ✓ ✓ × ×

MOB-L ✓ ×

Causal Forest × × × × ✓

DR-learner ✓ ✓ ✓
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4 Clinical trial example

Psoriatic arthritis (PsA) is a chronic inflammatory condition that impacts the joints, entheses, and skin, leading

to impaired physical function.[52] PsA significantly affects the quality of life for patients, manifesting symptoms

in various parts of the body, including the joints, spine, skin, and nails. Early detection and treatment are

crucial to prevent permanent joint damage. The primary endpoint for assessing treatment improvement is the

binary score ACR50, developed by the American College of Rheumatology.[53] This composite score indicates a

50% improvement in the number of tender and swollen joints, as well as a 50% improvement in three out of five

criteria: patient global assessment, physician global assessment, functional ability measure (typically the Health

Assessment Questionnaire, HAQ), visual analog pain scale, and high sensitivity C-reactive protein (hsCRP) or

erythrocyte sedimentation rate. If these improvements are met, the score is Y = 1; otherwise, it is Y = 0.

Cosentyx (secukinumab) is approved for treating adult patients with active psoriatic arthritis and has been

evaluated in several clinical trials. In this study, we analyze data from five Phase III trials: FUTURE 1,[54]

FUTURE 2,[52] FUTURE 3,[55] FUTURE 4,[56] and FUTURE 5.[57] Our research objective is to identify markers

that indicate treatment heterogeneity for ACR50 at week 16 when comparing Placebo (T = 0) versus Cosentyx

(T = 1), regardless of dosage. The estimand of interest is the risk difference, i.e. Pr(Y = 1|T = 1) − Pr(Y =

1|T = 0).

There are three prior studies that analyze FUTURE trials with objectives similar to ours. Sechidis et al.[41]

used the knockoff methodology to identify clinical variables that act as effect modifiers. They did a pooled

analysis (all trials except FUTURE 1) while controlling the false discovery rate at 20%. They identified eight

effect modifiers: C-reactive protein, age, polyarticular arthritis, asymmetric peripheral arthritis, psoriasis nail

subset, sex, fatigue score, and body surface area (see Figure 5 in the aforementioned work[41]). Bornkamp et

al.[58] used the same data for a subgroup analysis challenge. The teams provided various solutions, and in terms of

the effect modifiers, the main insights were very similar to those in the previous work. For example, the variables

most commonly used across the teams to define subgroups were C-reactive protein, age, and fatigue score (see

Figure 2B in the aforementioned work[58]). Finally, Cardner et al.[59] analyzed proteomics data from serum

samples. They trained a stability selection model on all trials except FUTURE 2 and identified beta-defensin 2

(BD-2) in serum as a promising effect modifier; higher baseline levels of BD-2 are robustly linked to better clinical

outcomes with Secukinumab, but not with placebo.

For us, it would be insightful to assess TEH in these data using our DR-learner approach, and especially

explore whether it identifies similar effect modifiers to those reported in the literature. To achieve this, we

compiled a dataset from all trials, including 1937 patients. After preprocessing (e.g., removing covariates with

more than 20% missing data and using multiple imputation to fill in missing values for the remaining covariates),

we had 70 covariates of mixed type, categorical and numerical. These included a variety of variables, such as

demographic information (e.g., age, sex, BMI), medical history (e.g., time since first PsA diagnosis, presence

of psoriasis, presence of polyarticular arthritis), treatment and medication details (e.g., corticosteroid use, TNF

alpha inhibitors), as well as lab values, clinical measurements, quality of life assessments, efficacy measurements,

and the proteomic marker BD-2.

First of all, regarding Objective 1, the overall assessment provides a very low p-value (2 × 10−5), which is

reassuring since we already have evidence from previously published works that various markers modify treatment

effects. The more interesting insights come when we move to Objective 2 and the identification of possible effect

modifiers. Figure 13 shows the ranking of the top five variables returned by our DR-learner. The top two

variables, C-reactive protein (CRPSI) and Age, are also the top discoveries in two previous works [41, 58], while
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the Baseline Fatigue Score (FACITSO) was also among the top variables in the previous works. Additionally, our

method ranked the proteomic marker BD-2 in the third position, aligning with the previous work that identified

BD-2 as a potential effect modifier.[59] Overall, our method effectively identified promising effect modifiers that

have been reported in the literature.

Finally, it will be interesting to explore how the identified variables change the treatment effect. Figure 14

provides these visualizations for CRPSI and BD-2. For the first variable, we use the same categories as Sechidis et

al.[41] and observe very similar results, i.e., the higher the CRPSI baseline value, the larger the treatment effect.

An interesting caveat is that the estimated treatment effect from the DR-learner, which provides an adjusted way

for estimation, shrinks the treatment effects in the different subgroups towards the overall effect. We observe a

similar trend for the continuous marker BD-2, and again our results are in line with Cardner et al.[59]; patients

with above-median levels of BD-2 at baseline had a higher treatment effect.

Ethnicity

Lymphocytes/Leukocytes (%)

Sex

Total Protein (g/L)

Alkaline Phosphatase (U/L)

Apolipoprotein A1 (g/L)

Baseline Fatigue Score

Proteomic marker (BD−2))

Age

C−reactive protein (mg/L)
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Figure 13: Variable importance ranking returned from our DR-learner. This figure shows the top 10

variables ranked by their importance, emphasizing their roles as effect modifiers. Higher-ranked variables indicate

stronger modification effects.

5 Conclusions

In this work we demonstrated how the DR-learner could be effectively utilized within the WATCH workflow to

provide a comprehensive framework for assessing treatment effect heterogeneity. The proposed methods addressed

three key objectives: performing global tests for homogeneity, ranking covariates based on their influence on effect

modification, and estimating individualized treatment effects.

By employing a non-parametric and robust implementation of the DR-learner with SuperLearner, we derived

pseudo-outcomes that can be seen as patient level causal contrast in expectation. These pseudo-outcomes were

used to conduct a global assessment against homogeneity using conditional inference permutation test, address-

ing the first objective. For the second objective, we formulated a regression problem and fitted random forests

built with conditional inference trees, deriving permutation-based importance scores that were unbiased towards

variable types and captured the strength of baseline covariates in modifying the treatment effect. Finally, the

DR-learner was used to estimate the Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE), capturing individualized
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Figure 14: Displays that capture how treatment effect changes with CRPSI and the proteomic marker

(BD-2). We provide (i) our estimated treatment effect from the DR-learner (green symbol/line), (ii) the observed

estimates (unadjusted) of the treatment effect (black symbol/line) with confidence intervals, (iii) for reference, the

line of no treatment effect (red line), and (iv) for reference, the line of the overall treatment effect (ATE) (blue line).

treatment effects. Our extensive simulation study evaluated the operating characteristics of our methods across

various objectives and compared them with several competing methods. While we primarily considered RCT

scenarios, it is important to emphasize that the suggested methodology is also applicable to observational set-

tings. This is because the DR-learner can guarantee unbiased estimates under standard assumptions, such as no

unmeasured confounders.

Additionally, we applied our workflow to a large pool study of trials in Psoriatic Arthritis, demonstrating

its utility in assessing heterogeneity. Through this case study we illustrated also another possible usage of our

workflow; it can be used to assess the effect modification strength of omics biomarkers in the context of clinical

variables. The importance of this type of approaches has been emphasized in other contexts. For example,

Boulesteix and Sauerbrei [60] emphasize the need to evaluate the added predictive value of molecular signatures

alongside existing clinical predictors for predicting patient outcomes in clinical settings. Having this type of

evaluation in the context of discovering biomarkers that act as effect modifiers is crucial.

Future research should explore the application of our methodologies to a broader range of clinical endpoints.

This includes not only continuous and binary, which are the ones we focused in this work, but also time-to-event

data or count data. By extending our methods to these diverse endpoints, we can assess their robustness and

generalizability across different types of clinical trial data, ultimately enhancing further their utility in real-world

settings. To the best of our knowledge, there are no works that directly use the DR-learner to derive pseudo-

outcomes for survival endpoints that could be directly integrated into the workflow we presented in this paper.

However, there is a wealth of recent research[61, 62, 63, 64] that can serve as a foundation for exploring how

a WATCH-type workflow can be applied to analyze survival data in line with our three objectives. Another

area worth further exploration is using alternative ways for deriving effect modifiers in objective 2. For example,

instead of our approach that relies on marginal permutation, we can leverage conditional randomization inference

methods,[65, 66, 67, 68] or other alternatives.[69, 70]
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A Prove the equivalence of two expressions of the DR-learner

Kennedy[13] provide an expression that can be seen as a correction of the outcome models:

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
(yi − µ̂ai(xi)) + µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi)

Curth and Van der Schaar[12] provide an expression that can be seen as a correction of the IPWE estimator:

ψ̂DR:2(xi) =
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
yi +

((
1− ai

π̂(xi)

)
µ̂1(xi)−

(
1− 1− ai

1− π̂(xi)

)
µ̂0(xi)

)
We will show that these two expression are equivalent. Let’s start from the first expression:

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
(yi − µ̂ai(xi)) + µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi)

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
(yi − aiµ̂1(xi)− (1− ai)µ̂0(xi)) + µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi)

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =

(
ai

π̂(xi)
− 1− ai

1− π̂(xi)

)
(yi − aiµ̂1(xi)− (1− ai)µ̂0(xi)) + µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi)

Expanding this, we get:

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =
ai

π̂(xi)
yi −

a2i
π̂(xi)

µ̂1(xi)−
ai(1− ai)

π̂(xi)
µ̂0(xi)−

1− ai
1− π̂(xi)

yi +
(1− ai)ai
1− π̂(xi)

µ̂1(xi) +
(1− ai)

2

1− π̂(xi)
µ̂0(xi) + µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi)

Since ai takes values 0 and 1, a2i = ai, (1− ai)
2 = 1− ai and ai(1− ai) = 0. Therefore, the expression simplifies

to:

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =
ai

π̂(xi)
yi −

ai
π̂(xi)

µ̂1(xi)−
1− ai

1− π̂(xi)
yi +

(1− ai)

1− π̂(xi)
µ̂0(xi) + µ̂1(xi)− µ̂0(xi)

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =

(
ai

π̂(xi)
− 1− ai

1− π̂(xi)

)
yi +

(
1− ai

π̂(xi)

)
µ̂1(xi)−

(
1− 1− ai

1− π̂(xi)

)
µ̂0(xi)

ψ̂DR:1(xi) =
ai − π̂(xi)

π̂(xi) (1− π̂(xi))
yi +

(
1− ai

π̂(xi)

)
µ̂1(xi)−

(
1− 1− ai

1− π̂(xi)

)
µ̂0(xi)

ψ̂DR:1(xi) = ψ̂DR:2(xi)
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