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ABSTRACT

Recent methodological developments have introduced new black-box approaches to bet-
ter estimate heterogeneous treatment effects; however, these methods fall short of pro-
viding interpretable characterizations of the underlying individuals who may be most
at risk or benefit most from receiving the treatment, thereby limiting their practical
utility. In this work, we introduce a novel method, causal distillation trees (CDT), to
estimate interpretable subgroups. CDT allows researchers to fit any machine learning
model of their choice to estimate the individual-level treatment effect, and then lever-
ages a simple, second-stage tree-based model to “distill” the estimated treatment effect
into meaningful subgroups. As a result, CDT inherits the improvements in predictive
performance from black-box machine learning models while preserving the interpretabil-
ity of a simple decision tree. We derive theoretical guarantees for the consistency of
the estimated subgroups using CDT, and introduce stability-driven diagnostics for re-
searchers to evaluate the quality of the estimated subgroups. We illustrate our proposed
method on a randomized controlled trial of antiretroviral treatment for HIV from the
AIDS Clinical Trials Group Study 175 and show that CDT out-performs state-of-the-art
approaches in constructing stable, clinically relevant subgroups.
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1 Introduction

While much of the causal inference literature has focused on estimating an average treatment
effect for a specific intervention, researchers are often interested in understanding the underlying
treatment effect heterogeneity for a given intervention. For example, in medical settings, researchers
are often concerned about potential subsets of units who may be harmed by a particular drug or
medical intervention. Similarly, in the social sciences, being able to understand who will benefit
or could be potentially harmed by a specific intervention is crucial for evaluating the cost-benefit
associated with a specific intervention. While different approaches have been proposed to consider
how to better estimate treatment effect heterogeneity across individuals, being able to characterize
subgroups of individuals in a study in an interpretable way remains challenging.

In its simplest form, many existing subgroup analyses in causal inference focus on subgroups
a priori specified by researchers, which relies on substantive knowledge. In the absence of such
prior knowledge, many tree-based approaches have been proposed to discover new subgroups with
heterogeneous treatment effects (e.g., Su et al., 2009; Lipkovich et al., 2011; Loh et al., 2015; Seibold
et al., 2016), of which causal trees (Athey and Imbens, 2016) are arguably the most popular.!
Similar to decision trees (Breiman et al., 1984), causal trees partition the underlying into groups by
finding clusters of individuals who have similar treatment effects together. Moreover, unlike linear
regression approaches, causal trees output a readily-interpretable partition of subgroups while also
accounting for potential high-order interactions.

A drawback to causal trees, however, is that they can be highly unstable and overfit in the
presence of even small amounts of noise (e.g., Cattanco et al., 2022). Recent literature has proposed
alternatives to better model heterogeneous treatment effects with ‘metalearners’—e.g., T-learners
(e.g., Foster et al., 2011), S-learners (e.g., Hill, 2011), X-learner (Kiinzel et al., 2019), R-learner
(Nie and Wager, 2021), B-learner (Oprescu et al., 2023), DR-learner (Kennedy, 2023), Ip- R-learner
(Kennedy et al., 2022). These black-box metalearners provide theoretical guarantees in the form of
quasi-oracle properties in recovering the individual-level treatment effect; however, they no longer

produce a tree-like output and thus cannot be directly used to identify interpretable subgroups.

ICitation count was used as a proxy for popularity. In comparing the citation count of the different papers, as of
2025, the original causal tree paper by Athey and Imbens (2016) has over 2,000 citations, while the alternative
methods have anywhere from 100-500 citations.



In the following paper, we propose causal distillation trees (CDT) to stably estimate inter-
pretable subgroups. CDT allows researchers to leverage the power of black-box meta learners,
while preserving the interpretability of a simple tree output. At a high level, CDT is a two-stage
learner. The first stage estimates a heterogeneous treatment effect model using a flexible met-
alearner to generate a predicted individual-level treatment effect for each unit. The second stage
then distills the information from the predicted individual-level treatment effect through a decision
tree to estimate interpretable subgroups. The first step serves as a de-noising step to help mitigate
the instabilities that decision trees traditionally suffer from. The second step of ‘distillation’ draws
upon existing ideas in machine learning (Hinton, 2015; Furlanello et al., 2018; Menon et al., 2021),
which uses the distillation step to improve prediction accuracy in certain settings. However, unlike
typical machine learning settings, where the primary goal is to improve the second stage learner’s
predictive ability, we leverage distillation to improve our ability to estimate interpretable subgroups
using the second stage decision tree learner.

Our paper provides several key theoretical and methodological contributions. First, while recent
papers have similarly proposed the use of a two-stage learner to estimate subgroups (e.g., Foster
et al., 2011; Bargagli Stoffi and Gnecco, 2020; Zhang et al., 2021; Rehill, 2024), CDT is agnostic
to what first-stage learner researchers use, allowing for a large degree of flexibility in choosing
an informative teacher model. Second, unlike previous work, which has largely relied on simulated
evidence, we derive theoretical guarantees, proving the consistency of CDT in recovering the optimal
partitioning into subgroups. To our knowledge, we are the first paper to prove the theoretical
properties in recovering subgroups from using distillation. Our theoretical results highlight that
distillation can actually offset the instabilities incurred from using causal trees (or other tree-based
approaches) in low signal-to-noise regimes, while preserving the interpretability of these methods.

Finally, we propose a novel model selection procedure to help researchers select a teacher model
in CDT. Unlike existing model selection procedures, which compare the goodness-of-fit of different
models, our selection procedure is explicitly tailored for estimating subgroups. We introduce a new
measure, which we call the Jaccard Subgroup Similarity Index (SSI), that quantifies the similarity
of subgroups. Researchers can use the subgroup similarity index to select the teacher model that
recovers the most stable subgroups.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents notation and formalizes the notion of



a subgroup in causal inference. In Section 3, we introduce causal distillation trees and derive the
theoretical properties of CDT. In Section 4, we propose a model selection procedure for researchers
to select a teacher model that will maximize stability of subgroup recovery.

We demonstrate the effectiveness of CDT across extensive simulation settings (Section 5), and

an AIDS clinical trial case study (Section 6). Section 7 concludes.

2 Setup and Notation

Throughout the paper, we will use the potential outcomes framework, where Y;(1), ¥;(0) € R
denote the potential outcome under treatment and control, respectively. Let Z; € {0,1} denote
the treatment assignment indicator. We assume consistency of treatment assignment across the
study and no interference (i.e., the stable unit treatment value assumption). Let Y; := Y;(1)Z; +
Yi(0)(1 — Z;) be the observed outcomes. Finally, we assume that researchers have access to a set of
pre-treatment covariates X; € RP for each unit in their study, and {Y;(1),Y;(0), X;, Z;} are drawn
independently and identically distributed from an arbitrary joint distribution for i =1, ..., n.

A common estimand of interest is the average treatment effect for a given study sample:

ras = 2 3 (%) - %)

In practice, a more policy-relevant quantity is the conditional average treatment effect, which
considers the average treatment effect across subsets of individuals in the study population. Ex-
isting literature has recommended researchers leverage their substantive expertise to posit what
characteristics could potentially moderate the treatment effect.

Informally, we consider a subgroup as a subset of individuals, defined by a discrete partition in
the space of X, where the partitions in the space correspond to substantively different treatment
effects. In particular, we are interested in characterizing different groups of individuals in a study
that have different effects from receiving the same treatment.

We formally define a subgroup G, : X — {0, 1} as

Gy(X) = f[ 1{x% e RY}, (1)
j=1



where X () denotes the j* covariate, and Réj ) C supp(XU)). Here, Gy(X) represents a collection
of binary decision rules that characterize a subset of individuals in the study (Lipkovich et al.,
2017). For example, if G,(X) = 1{X#"4r = Female} - 1{X?° < 35}, then G,(X) corresponds to
the subset of female-identifying individuals who are under the age of 35. A collection of subgroups
{G1(X5),...,Gq(X;)} is said to be a discrete partition of the covariate space of X if Ef:l Gy(Xi) =1
for all units ¢ = 1,...,n. (i.e., each unit belongs to exactly one subgroup and cannot belong to

multiple subgroups).

Finally, given a subgroup G,(X), we define 7(9) as the subgroup average treatment effect:

0 .= ni S7G,(X0) - {Yi(1) - Yi(0)} (2)
9 =1

where ny is the number of samples in subgroup g.

The primary focus of the paper will be on estimating an optimal partition, which maximizes
treatment effect heterogeneity across subgroups using the most parsimonious set of rules. Specifi-
cally, we aim to construct the most parsimonious partition that minimizes the squared loss between

the true individual-level treatment effects and the associated subgroup average treatment effects:

2
{Gy(X)}g-y = argmin E {n -3 "gixi) - T@} , (3)
{G5(X)}ge0 g

where €2 denotes the space of all possible partitions of the covariate space of X. Under squared
loss, the optimal partition corresponds to a subset in the covariate space of X that maximizes
the difference in treatment effect heterogeneity across subgroups. In other words, within a parti-
tioned group, the treatment effect heterogeneity is minimized, thereby maximizing the variance in
treatment effects across groups. In practice, researchers can choose alternative loss functions that
correspond to what are substantively meaningful partitions in the covariate space. However, the
theoretical guarantees we derive utilize the squared loss, and generalizing the results for other loss
functions is an open avenue of future research.

Our work is distinct from existing literature in considering subgroup average treatment effects.
For example, alternative quantities considered in the literature include the sorted group average

treatment effect (GATES), which considers the average treatment effect, across subsets formed
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Figure 1: Overview of Causal Distillation Trees (CDT). CDT leverages a two-stage procedure, which first
fits a teacher model (e.g., a black-box metalearner) to estimate individual-level treatment effects and secondly
fits a student model (e.g., a decision tree) to predict the estimated individual-level treatment effects, in effect
distilling the estimated individual-level treatment effects and producing interpretable subgroups. This two-
stage learner is learned using the training data (blue-gray boxes). Finally, using the estimated subgroups,
the subgroup average treatment effects are honestly estimated with a held-out estimation set (yellow box).

based on the magnitude of the estimated effect (i.e., the ATE, across individuals who would most
benefit) (e.g., Imai and Li, 2024; Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Dwivedi et al., 2020). GATES relies on
using a machine learning model to generate predictions of the CATE. Then, grouping the predicted
CATEs by highest to lowest, it estimates the ATE across each group. While quantities like GATE
provide a way for researchers to evaluate the range of possible treatment effects within a study, it

falls short of providing interpretability for the characteristics of the units within each group.

3 Causal distillation trees

3.1 Overview

We propose a method, causal distillation trees (CDT), which stably estimates interpretable sub-
groups. CDT is a two-stage learner (Figure 1). The first stage learner, referred to as the teacher
model, learns an informative model for the individual-level treatment effect using the observed data
{Y,Z, X}. Using this teacher model, we generate a prediction for the individual-level treatment
effect for all units (i.e., 7(X;)). In the second stage, we distill the predicted 7(X;)’s into inter-
pretable subgroups by fitting a decision tree, called the student model, to predict the 7(X;)’s from
the covariates X. The estimated decision rules from the decision tree define a discrete partition,
which naturally maps to the collection of subgroups {Ql(X )y ,Ga(X )} (see Figure 2 for illustra-
tion). Finally, using these estimated partitions, we estimate the subgroup average treatment effect
for each subgroup.

Informally, we can think of the first stage learner as smoothing the individual-level treatment

effects by projecting 7; into the basis space of the covariates X. By using the projected version
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Figure 2: Given a decision tree (A), its decision splits correspond to binary cuts that partition the covariate
space X, shown in (B). Furthermore, the decision splits leading to each terminal node map to the collection
of rules that define a subgroup, shown in (C).

of the individual-level treatment effect instead of 7;, the second stage learner will be able to more
stably estimate the subgroups, as the teacher model will have de-noised the outcomes.

Throughout the paper, we use a decision tree—specifically, a classification and regression tree
(CART) (Breiman et al., 1984)—as the second-stage learner. While researchers can in theory swap
out the second-stage learner for alternative rule-based approaches (e.g., Bargagli-Stoffi et al., 2020;
Wang and Rudin, 2022; Wan et al., 2023), we focus on decision trees because the output of the
decision tree maps intuitively to a standard interpretation of a subgroup as a discrete partition of
the covariate space.

To avoid post-selection bias, we recommend researchers use sample splitting. Specifically, re-
searchers should randomly split the data into a training and a hold-out estimation set. The training
set will be used to estimate the subgroups {Ql (X),...,Ga(X )} while the hold-out estimation set is
reserved to estimate the subgroup average treatment effects 71, ..., #(G). This provides an honest
estimate of the subgroup average treatment effect (Athey and Imbens, 2016).

In addition, to avoid overfitting to the teacher model, researchers should estimate the 7(X;)’s
using out-of-sample procedures in the first stage. In particular, if the teacher model comes with a
built-in out-of-sample estimation procedure (e.g., causal forests can estimate 7(X;) via out-of-bag
samples), we estimate 7(X;) using these model-specific out-of-sample estimates. Otherwise, we
perform repeated cross-fitting (Chernozhukov et al., 2018) to learn the 7(X;)’s. We detail this

sample splitting procedure and CDT in Algorithm 2.



3.2 Consistency of subgroup estimation: Single rule setting

We now investigate the theoretical properties of CDT. We will show that under a set of regular-
ity assumptions, CDT consistently recovers the optimal subgroups, and can improve the rate of
convergence in estimating subgroups over standard decision trees. We show that the rate of con-
vergence will depend on (1) the smoothness in the outcomes, and (2) how much noise there is in
the underlying process. We focus our discussion on settings in which researchers are using standard
greedy tree algorithms, such as CART, to estimate the second-stage decision tree. We note that
in settings when researchers employ alternative algorithms to construct decision trees, some of the
assumptions for consistency can be potentially relaxed.

Throughout, we denote E,,(4;) as the expectation of a variable A; over the observed sample
(i.e., En(A;) == 231 | A;), while E(4;) refers to the population-level expectation. Furthermore,
for each unit 7 and candidate split k, we define 7(X;, k) as the prediction generated from a decision
tree, constructed with the true individual-level treatment effects 7; and a single split at threshold
k (ie., 7(Xi k) == I{X; < k}E(m | Xi < k) + 1{X; > k}E(n | X; > k)). Similarly, we define
7%(X;, k) as the prediction generated from a decision tree, constructed with the distilled individual-
level treatment effects 7% and a single split at threshold k (i.e., 74(X;, k) := 1{X; < k}E(7¢ | X; <
k) + 1{X; > k}E(+Z | X; > k)).

In this section, we will consider the simplest univariate setting, in which we observe a single
covariate and the underlying subgroups are defined by a single rule. Section 3.3 will then generalize
the results to show consistency of the estimated subgroups, comprised of multiple rules in the
multivariate setting. More formally, let X € X C R, with the underlying subgroups defined as
G1(X) = I{X < s} and Go(X) = 1{X > s} for some optimal split threshold s € R. We define an

optimal split under the squared loss as follows.

Definition 3.1 (Optimal Split) An optimal split s € X satisfies

s 1= arg minE [6(7—1, Xi, Sl)] ’ (4)
s'eX

where ¢ is defined as the squared loss function: £(1;; X;, ') := (1; — 7(X;,8))2.

To ensure that there exists an optimal split, we must assume the following.



Assumption 1 Define Fx to be the cumulative distribution function of the covariate X. Define
the points s; and s, such that 0 < Fx(s;) < Fx(sy) < 1. Let s be an optimal split as defined in

Definition 3.1.

(a) Assume Fx is absolutely continuous with a density dFx that is bounded away from zero and

is continuous in a neighborhood of s.

(b) Assume that s is unique.

Assumption (1) guarantees that there exists subgroups of interest to estimate. Intuitively, As-
sumption (1)-(a) ensures that the squared loss function will attain a minimum value for s € [s, s,].
Assumption (1)-(b) rules out the possibility that there could be more than one potential split point.
Furthermore, we are implicitly ruling out the setting considered in Cattaneo et al. (2022), in which
the true optimal split does not exist.

Given that the subgroups exist, we will now show that the estimated subgroups G (X) from
CDT converge to the true subgroups G(X). Greedy search guarantees that within a given sample
of size n, the estimated split point, denoted §,, minimizes the within-sample loss (i.e., §, =
Mingequpp, (x) En[€(7:; X, 8")]). As such, in a hypothetical setting that researchers had access to
7;, the estimated subgroups G (X) from a decision tree would give the optimal partitioning of the
covariate space of X, within a given sample. Thus, to establish the consistency of CDT, we must
consider two gaps. First, CDT uses the distilled treatment effects ﬁ-d in lieu of the individual-level
treatment effect 7;. As such, we must constrain the differences that can arise from distilling the raw
treatment effects with the teacher model. Second, we must show that the within-sample optimal
partitioning will asymptotically recover the population-level optimal partitioning.

To address the first gap, we restrict our focus to valid teacher models, whose distilled treatment

effects result in the same population-level optimal subgroups as the original treatment effects.
Assumption 2 (Valid Teacher Model) Let s denote the population-level optimal split according

to (4), and define s as

s¢:= argminE [E(%id; Xi, s')] . (5)
s'eX



Assume that the teacher model M wused to distill the treatment effects into %zd satisfies s* = s. In

this case, we say that the teacher model is valid.

Under validity of teacher model, the optimal partitioning of the covariate space of X cannot
change after distilling the individual-level treatment effects. In other words, the optimal population
splits from the distilled individual-level treatment effects %Z-d will be equivalent to the optimal split
with the true individual-level treatment effects ;. A sufficient, though not necessary, condition
for a valid teacher model is a correctly-specified teacher model, such that the residual noise that
cannot be explained by the model must be uncorrelated with the covariates X (i.e., exogeneity). In
the context of a randomized control trial, we expect this to be true if the teacher model is flexible
enough and the sample size is sufficiently large (details in Appendix A).

We further assume that the amount that 7¢(X;s’) changes as the split point s’ changes within

a neighborhood of s is bounded.

Assumption 3 Let g = 3 {E(7 | X; < s) + E(7¢ | X; > s)}. Define M(s) = E [(7 — 70)1{X; < s}].

Let N be a neighborhood around s, where N := (I,u) C [s;, sy]. Then, assume the following:

e 7(x) is continuous in (l,s) and (s,u), where:

lim 7(x) =7(s7) and lim 7(z)=7(s
T8~ x—st

e Fore > 0, there exists an 1 < o < 2 where:

[M(s) — M(s')]

inf p
|s'—s|<e,s#s’ |S — S ’O‘

>0

o There exists an 0 < n < 1 such that for all € > 0:

e

E [(# — m0)?1{s —c < X; < s +¢}] < Ce.

Assumption (3) is a standard assumption in establishing consistency of M-estimators (e.g.,
Van der Vaart, 2000, Theorem 5.52). Informally, we can think of o and 1 as parameters that control

the smoothness of the underlying function around the optimal split point s. The assumption rules

10



out settings in which %id can take on values of infinity close to the optimal split point s. In practice,
we expect Assumption (3) to generally hold across a large class of data generating processes.
For example, in settings when 7¢(X;s’) is continuously differentiable in the neighborhood N and
bounded in s, then a = 2 and n = 1/2. Assumption (3) also allows for discontinuities at the split
point s, so long as 7¢(X;; s) is continuous within the neighborhood around the split point.

Finally, we must assume bounded moments on the distilled treatment effects.

Assumption 4 (Bounded Moments) Assume there exists constants My < oo and My < oo

such that B { (7##)*} < My and E {(7)"} < My,
With Assumptions (1)-(4), we can establish convergence.

Proposition 3.1 (Convergence in Subgroup Recovery, for Single Covariate Setting) Let
G1(X;) == 1{X; < 3.} denote the subgroup estimated by CDT. Then, under Assumptions (1)-(4),

CDT will consistently recover the subgroups:

E [‘Ql(Xz) - G1(X3)

| S 16— sl = Oy /20

Proposition 3.1 formalizes that the rate of convergence depends directly on how smooth the un-
derlying data generating process is. The rate of convergence in the estimated subgroups inherits
a characteristic highlighted in Escanciano (2020), which bridged the gap in convergence rate of
the estimated split in a decision tree §, between a fully continuous setting (considered in Banerjee
and McKeague, 2007; Buhlmann and Yu, 2002), and discontinuous settings, as considered in Chan
(1993) and Kosorok (2008).

Consider the setting in which 7¢(X;s’) is continuously differentiable. This would imply a rate
of convergence of O,(n~2/3). On the other hand, in the setting when 7(X) is discontinuous at
X = s, then § — s = Op(n™!). Intuitively, as the underlying data generating process becomes more
discontinuous at the split point s, the faster the estimated split §,, will converge to the true split s.
While these results have been studied in the decision tree and change point estimation literature
(see, for example, Banerjee and McKeague, 2007; Buhlmann and Yu, 2002; Escanciano, 2020), we
are, to the best of our knowledge, the first to formally connect the notion of split consistency to

subgroup recovery.

11



Proposition 3.1 provides practical guidance in considering what suitable teacher models should
be used to best improve the rate of convergence using distillation. In standard decision tree settings,
a and 7 are something inherent to the underlying data generating process. In contrast, under
distillation, we are considering the underlying smoothness of not the original outcomes 7;, but
the distilled ﬁd, which are constructed from a teacher model. This implies that in settings when
the underlying 7(X) is smooth around the optimal split point, but the teacher model correctly
constructs piecewise functions around the partitioning points, then this can improve the rate of
convergence from O,(n~2/3) to the much faster rate of O,(n™1).

In addition to consistently recovering the subgroups, CDT can further improve the stability of
the split estimation by de-noising the individual-level treatment effect and increasing the signal
strength in the individual-level treatment effect. To illustrate, in the following example we consider
a setting in which researchers have access to the true individual-level treatment effect 7; and estimate
a decision tree using the covariates X;. In practice, this is infeasible, as researchers can never observe
7;, but this comparison serves as a helpful benchmark to compare the potential improvements from

distillation.

Example 3.1 (Improving stability of splits with distillation) Consider a setting where
7(X) is continuously differentiable and bounded in a neighborhood around s. Furthermore, assume
we can write the individual-level treatment effect and the distilled treatment effects as a function of
7(X;) and a noise term:

i = 7(X;) + vi, and 7A'id =7(X;) + T)Zd.
Assume that E(v;) = E(vd) = 0, both var(v;) and var(v®) are finite, and var(t(X;)) > 0. Then,
under squared loss and mild reqularity assumptions (i.e., Assumption (B.3)), the relative asymptotic

d

variance of the estimated splits without distillation §, and with distillation s

is a function of the
relative signal-to-noise ratio between the individual-level treatment effect and the distilled individual-

level treatment effects:

bl

asyvar(8y) ( SNR g;stil )2+4/ 3

n
asyvar(8d) SNRoriginal

where SNRg;sti1 = var(1(X))/var(v?) and SNRoyiginar = var(T(X))/var(v).
The results from Example 3.1 follow from noting that the asymptotic distribution of the estimated

12



splits in a linear setting follow Chernoff’s distribution (Buhlmann and Yu, 2002; Groeneboom,
1989). While the variance itself is not straightforward to interpret and depends on an Airy function,
the ratio of variances simplifies into a function of the signal-to-noise ratios. See Appendix B for
the full derivation.

Example 3.1 formalizes the intuition that as the first-stage learner more closely approximates
7(X) (i.e., the conditional expectation function of 7, given X), the stability of the estimated
splits under distillation also improves. In particular, we can view the first-stage learner as a de-
noising, or smoothing, step that filters the original individual-level treatment effect 7; to a less noisy

representation, in the space of X.

3.3 Consistency of subgroup estimation: General setting with multiple rules

We next extend the consistency results from the previous subsection to the general multivariate set-
ting, in which we observe p total covariates (i.e., X € RP) and the optimal subgroups, satisfying (3),
consist of an arbitrary number of rules with different covariates and different split points. Through-
out, we will denote the total number of binary decision rules for a subgroup as r,. In this setting,
we can rewrite the optimal subgroups in terms of their binary decision rules. For example, without
loss of generality, the first subgroup Gi(X) would be written as Gi(X) = [[,1, 1 {X(jk) < s(jk)} ,
where sUx) € supp(X+), and ji,...,j,, € {1,...,p}. Under this setting, estimating consistent
subgroups requires not only consistently recovering the correct split points, but also selecting the
right covariates to split on.

To show this consistency, we must introduce an additional separability condition, which states
that conditional on the previously selected binary decision rules, the differences in loss from con-

structing a relevant and irrelevant rule must be greater than zero (i.e., separable).

Assumption 5 (Separability Condition) For each subgroup index g € {1,...,G} and rule
index r € {1,...,74}, without loss of generality, write the subgroup defined by the r — 1 previously
selected binary decision rules as géril)(X) = HZ;11 1 {X(jk) ; s(j’“)}. We assume that there is
separability, conditional on the previously selected binary decision rules:

- L@ @y gr-D(x)=1] — L x®) (0 [ gD x) = 1] =
aeAg{lileBr{E[e(n,X SO [ GEIX) =1] = E [0(r X, s®) | gI V(X)) =1]} =5 >0,

13



where B, = {jr,...,jr,} denotes the set of remaining relevant subgroup feature indices, A, =
{1,...,p} \ B, denotes the set of irrelevant subgroup feature indices, s and s correspond to the

optimal split points ,conditional on Qg_l)(X) =1, for X@ and X©® respectively, and Qéo) (X)=1.

Informally, Assumption (5) states that given the previously constructed rules, whether a rule
is relevant or not must be distinguishable through the loss function. Moreover, ¢ represents the
minimum difference at the population-level of the loss associated with splitting on a relevant and
irrelevant covariate, conditional on the previous splits. This is intuitively similar to the irrepre-
sentable condition for the LASSO (Zhao and Yu, 2006; Meinshausen and Biithlmann, 2006; Zou,
2006) or its variants (Javanmard and Montanari, 2013), which states that irrelevant features cannot
be too correlated with relevant ones to achieve model selection consistency. If the losses between
relevant and irrelevant rules are tied, then this means the tree will be unable to distinguish between
what are relevant and irrelevant rules.

Assumption (5) ensures that the subgroups follow a problem with optimal substructure, such
that a greedy search approach to constructing the second-stage decision tree learner is valid. In
settings where Assumption (5) is not met, standard greedy tree algorithms such as CART can fail
to recover the optimal partitioning even with infinite amounts of data (see Tan et al., 2024 for a
formal discussion). Recent work has introduced alternative algorithms to construct optimal trees
under weaker assumptions, but at a much higher computational cost (e.g., Hu et al., 2019; Lin
et al., 2020), and are often restricted to specific settings such as binary features. Moreover, several
studies have demonstrated the out-of-sample performance gains of optimal trees is only 1-2%, and
the expected depth of greedy trees remains close to that of optimal trees (e.g., van der Linden et al.,
2024). Given the popularity of greedy search approaches and the computational burden of many
optimal tree construction approaches, we focus our discussion on settings in which greedy search
algorithms can feasibly construct optimal subgroups.

With separability, we can now extend the results from Proposition 3.1.

Theorem 3.1 (Consistency of subgroup estimation with decision trees) Let Assumptions
(1)-(3) hold for all relevant covariates, conditional on the previously select decision rules. Addi-
tionally, assume bounded moments (Assumption (4)) and separability (Assumption (5)). Then, the

difference between the estimated subgroup Qg(Xi) using CDT and the true subgroup Gg4(X;) is upper
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bounded by the following:

E (|G,(x:) - 6,(x3)] ) S%(&;Mé)

50 _ S(k)‘ 4

2rg

AE, [0 XD, 0] —E [ XD, M)}

for all groups g € {1,...,G}, where ryq corresponds to the number of rules in the gt" subgroup,

3 _ k)

k = argmaxy, {

+E, [E(ﬁ-d; X s(k/))} —-E V(ﬁd;X(k/), s(k/)} }, M is a finite positive

constant, and § corresponds to the constant in the separability condition. Applying Proposition 3.1:
Gg(Xi) 5 Go(X).

The results of Theorem 3.1 follow from first noting that the estimated splits will converge in
probability to the optimal split (i.e., Lemma 3.1), and then showing that the within-sample loss will
converge in probability to the true population-level loss. (See Appendix B for proof.) In particular,
the rate of convergence of Qg(Xi) to G4(X;) is dependent on (1) the degree of separability in the
losses between relevant and irrelevant rules (i.e., §), and (2) the underlying convergence rate of the

sample splits to the true optimal splits (i.e., the rate at which

s _ s(k)‘ — 0). An immediate
implication of Theorem 3.1 is that not only will the tree consistently split at the correct cutoff
points, but it will also correctly select the important features that should be used in the splitting
criteria.

To help illustrate the benefits of CDT, we provide a numerical example that compares the
performance of CDT with a standard causal tree.
Example 3.2 (Numerical comparison of CDT with causal trees) Consider a simple data
generating process, in which X; ud MVN(0,I) and 1; =2 -1 {Xi(l) > 0} -1 {Xi@) < —0.5} + €,
where ¢; ~ N(0,02) (details in Section 5). For both CDT and causal trees, we calculate the total
number of subgroups estimated, the number of true positive features (i.e., correctly estimated sub-
group features), and number of false positive features (i.e., incorrectly estimated subgroup features).
The number of estimated subgroups using causal tree increases linearly as a function of the sample

size, while CDT correctly recovers the true underlying subgroups. Figure 3 visualizes the results.
To summarize, we have shown that under a set of regularity assumptions and a well-specified
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Figure 3: Performance of causal trees and CDT (using causal forests as the teacher model), measured via
the (A) number of estimated subgroups as well as (B) the number of true positive and (C) number of false
positive features used in the estimated subgroups, under the additive subgroup data-generating process with
linear covariates simulation (detailed in Section 5). The oracle number of subgroups, true positives, and false
positives are shown as dashed gray lines. Results are averaged across 100 simulation replicates with ribbons
denoting £1SFE.

teacher model, CDT is able to consistently recover the set of optimal subgroups. Furthermore,
CDT improves the efficiency of subgroup recovery over existing tree-based approaches by first de-
noising the underlying data using the teacher model. The act of distilling thus allows researchers

to leverage the interpretable outputs of decision trees in constructing subgroups, while offsetting

the instabilities that usually adversarially impact tree estimation.

3.4 Estimating subgroup average treatment effects

In the following subsection, we consider how to estimate the subgroup average treatment effects.
For simplicity, we will focus on an experimental setting, with extensions for estimating the subgroup
average treatment effect in observational settings in Appendix A.4.

More formally, we assume that there is random treatment assignment in the study, such that

the treatment indicator Z is independent of Y (1),Y(0), and X.

Assumption 6 (Random Treatment Assignment)

{Y(1),Y(0),X} I Z

Furthermore, we assume positivity, such that all units have a non-zero probability of receiving

treatment.
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Assumption 7 (Positivity) There exists some constant 0 < n < 0.5 such that:

n<Pr(Z=1]X)<1-n.

Finally, we define a subgroup difference-in-means estimator 79 for g = 1,...,G as
1 - .
~(9) . Z:YiGy( (1-2,)YiGy(X5).  (6)
T : g n ~ i) LiYg\Ni).
Zz 1 Zi gg( ; Zi:l(l - Zi) ’ gg(Xi) ;

We will take a finite-sample perspective, where we consider only the variation that arises from
the treatment assignment process. Following existing literature, we condition on a set of valid
randomizations—i.e., the set of random treatment allocations, such that there are treatment and
control units in each subgroup g € {1,...,G}.> With some abuse of notation, we suppress the
explicit conditioning in the results presented in the following section.

Because we are using sample splitting and honest estimation to estimate the subgroups, the
estimated subgroups can be treated as a priori defined strata within the study. As such, un-
der Theorem 3.1, the subgroup difference-in-means estimator, defined in Equation (6), provides a

consistent estimate of the true subgroup average treatment effects.

Theorem 3.2 (Bias and Variance of Subgroup Difference-in-Means Estimator) Under
Assumptions (1)-(7), the bias of the difference-in-means across the units in the estimated subgroup

Qg(Xi) (i.e., 79, as defined in Equation (6)) is upper bounded by the following:

E (+9)) - 9>\<f \gg —G,(X))

Yi(1) — Yi(0)],
where ng is the number of samples in subgroup g. Moreover, the variance of 79 s

var(79) ang {By(1)vary(Yi(1)) + By(0)vary(Yi(0)) — vary(7i)}

where By(2) = {1/ 0, 6(X0)1{Z: = 2}} and var, (Y ()} 1= E {217 S0, G, (Xo)(Vi(2) — F3(2))2)}
for z € {0,1}.

2Because of the sparsity induced by the causal distillation trees, we expect that the total number of subgroups G
should be small, relative to the sample size n. As such, we anticipate this restriction will have little impact on the
results in practice. See Schochet (2024) and Miratrix et al. (2013) for more discussion.
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There are several takeaways to highlight from Theorem 3.2. First, we see that there is finite-
sample bias that arises from slippage between the estimated subgroups and the true subgroups.
The rate of convergence in 7(9) to 7(9) will depend on how quickly G,(X;) converges to Gy(X;).

Second, from Theorem 3.2, we can construct a conservative variance estimator using the sample

analogs for vary(Y;(z)) for z € {0,1}:

~ ~

Far(r9)) = - {3,(1)7a5,(Yi(1)) + B, (0)7a1, (V:(0))}

where Bg(z) = (n—lg Yoy C;g(X,;)]l{Zi = z})_l (i.e., the inverse of the proportion of units with
treatment Z; = z in the g-th subgroup). Miratrix et al. (2013) show that the gap between S, (z)
and fS4(z) can be upper bounded as a function of 1/n. Asymptotically, this will be equivalent to
the robust Huber-White variance estimator.

To consider the asymptotic distribution of the subgroup difference-in-means estimator, we must
account for the fact that as the sample size increases, the underlying subgroup allocation will also
change. We leverage recent work in developing central limit theorem results for finite populations
(e.g., Schochet, 2024; Schochet et al., 2022; Li and Ding, 2017) to show that under mild regularity

conditions, the subgroup difference-in-means estimator will be asymptotically normal.

Theorem 3.3 (Asymptotic Normality of Subgroup Difference-in-Means Estimator)

Assume that as the sample size n — 00, the total number of subgroups G remain fived. Furthermore,
assume the proportion of units in each subgroup converges to a proportion 7r; €(0,1) (i.e., ng/n —
my, where 0 <y <1 for all g € {1,...,G} and Zle m, = 1), and the proportion of treated units
converges to p,, where p, € (0,1) (i.e., %Z?:l Zi — pz). Then, for z € {0,1} and g € {1,...,G},

if the following condition holds:

lim 1 maz1<i<nGg(X:)Y(2)
noo (Y 1{Z; = 2})° var(7(9))

=0, (7)

then the subgroup difference-in-means estimator will converge in distribution to a normal distribu-

tion:

vn (f—(g) _ ]E(f-(g)))

Uar(f'(g))

4 N(0,1).
The results of Theorem 3.3 can be viewed as a special case of Schochet (2024), Theorem 1. The
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condition in (7) is a Lindeberg-type condition, which restricts the tail behavior of the underlying
potential outcome distribution and is relatively weak. Importantly, both Theorem 3.2 and 3.3
highlight that the stability improvements we obtain from distillation affect not only our ability to
better recover estimates of the subgroups, but also our ability to perform inference.

Following Theorem 3.3, we can apply standard nonparametric tests of treatment effect het-
erogeneity. See Appendix A for details. In settings when researchers are interested in evaluating
whether the largest treatment effect across the subgroups is statistically significantly different than
the other treatment effects, we caution that a different test is needed due to post-selection bias.
See Wei et al. (2024) for more discussion on valid re-sampling procedures for inference in these

settings.

4 A stability-driven approach for teacher model selection

In Section 3, we showed that the benefits of distillation arise from the teacher model’s ability
to construct a meaningful basis representation of the individual-level treatment effect using the
covariate data. In practice, there are different metalearners that researchers must choose from to
estimate the individual-level treatment effect.

Although many model selection procedures exist for choosing the best prediction model (e.g.,
Stone, 1974; Akaike, 1974; Schwarz, 1978; Therneau et al., 1997; Breiman et al., 1984), they cannot
be directly used to assess the goodness-of-fit of our teacher models, which predict individual-level
treatment effects — quantities that are not observable in practice. Furthermore, even checking
whether the predicted outcomes match the observed outcomes is insufficient to guarantee that we
have modeled the treatment effects well (Kiinzel et al., 2019).

In the following section, we develop a novel model selection procedure, designed specifically
for subgroup estimation, that selects a teacher model based on its ability to stably reconstruct
subgroups. Stable reconstruction refers to being able to estimate similar subgroups, given various
perturbations in the underlying data generating process (i.e., sampling error). Following previous
studies (e.g., Yu, 2013; Yu and Kumbier, 2020), we argue that teacher models that are able to
construct similar subgroups across these different perturbations are likely more appropriate models

for the data.
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4.1 Quantifying Subgroup Similarity

Before introducing the model selection procedure, we must first quantify what it means for two
subgroups to be ‘similar’ and develop a novel measure, termed the Jaccard Subgroup Similarity
Index (SSI). Informally, SSI considers two different sets of estimated subgroups {G), G}, and
computes the proportion of units that belong to the same subgroup across both partitions. If the
units are similarly grouped in the two different partitions, then G¢W and G are similar, and SSI
is high. If the units are grouped differently, then G and G® are less similar, and SSI will be low.

To formalize this, let G = {Qil)(X), . ,ﬁ(Gl)(X)} and G®) = {QA?)(X), . ,C;g) (X)} denote
two different sets of partitionings into subgroups. Then, for k& € {1,2}, define the matrix c®) ¢

R™ "™ which denotes whether or not two distinct units belong in the same subgroup in Gk

® 1 if X; and X; belong to the same subgroup in G® and i £ 79,
Cy =
ij

0 otherwise,

fori,j =1,...,n. We define the Jaccard Subgroup Similarity Index (denoted as SSI) as

A A 1 N11(H)
SSI g(1)7g(2) - ’ ]
( V=56 2 NG T M)+ Nl ®)

HeGMUG2)

where Ng.(H) = |{(¢,7) € [n] x [n] : CZ-(;) = q, C’i(jz) =rX; € H(X)}| for each subgroup H €
GM UG®@ and ¢,r = 0,1. Note that Nij(H) is the number of sample pairs that belong to the
same subgroup in both partitions (Q(l) and Q(2)) but conditioned on the sample pair belonging to
subgroup H(X), while No1(H) + Nig(H) is the number of sample pairs that belong to subgroup
H(X) in one partition but two different subgroups in the other partition. The subgroup similarity
index will be bounded between 0 and 1, such that when SSI is close to 1 (that is, when Nyj(#H) is
much larger than Noj(H) + Nio(H)), this implies the two sets of subgroups are similar. Figure A1
illustrates the computation of SSI for an example subgroup H € HONSYHCN

SSI is similar to the Jaccard index (Jaccard, 1901) used in comparing similarities across clusters
(Ben-Hur et al., 2001). However, unlike the standard Jaccard index, which weights individual units

equally, SSI re-weights units to give equal weight to each subgroup. This is necessary to penalize
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subgroups that comprise of very few units, which are typically highly unstable.?

4.2 Teacher Model Selection Procedure

Using SSI, researchers can then consider how similar the estimated subgroups are across repeated
data samples. To mimic repeated sampling, we propose a bootstrapping procedure and detail the
proposed teacher model selection procedure in Algorithm 1. At a high-level, for each candidate
teacher model, researchers can use SSI to evaluate the stability of the estimated subgroups, obtained
using the given candidate teacher model, across the different bootstrapped iterations. The teacher
model that produces the highest SSI across the different bootstrapped iterations corresponds to
the most stable teacher model and should be selected.

The teacher model selection procedure requires choosing a desired tree depth d, or equivalently,
the number of rules in the estimated subgroups. As an example, a subgroup in a depth d = 2
tree could be Gy(X) = 1{Xgender = Female} - 1{X,5e < 35} while G4(X) = 1{Xgender = Female} -
I{Xage < 35} - ]I{Xheight > 66} is a subgroup in a depth d = 3 tree. Domain expertise can
sometimes dictate the choice of d. However, when researchers do not have a strong substantive
prior for d, researchers can repeat the above procedure for multiple choices of d and select the
teacher model that yields the highest subgroup Jaccard stability scores across a majority of these

d’s. We demonstrate the effectiveness of this approach for teacher model selection in Section 5.3.

5 Simulations

In the following section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of CDT in accurately estimating sub-
groups through extensive simulations. We consider two different teacher models: causal forest
(Wager and Athey, 2018) and R-learner with boosting (rboost) (Nie and Wager, 2021). We bench-
mark CDT’s performance, relative to popular subgroup estimation approaches — namely, causal
trees (Athey and Imbens, 2016), virtual twins (Foster et al., 2011), and interacted linear models,
fitted without regularization (i.e., ordinary least squares) and with Lasso (L;) regularization (e.g.,

Imai and Ratkovic, 2013). Details regarding the implementation of each CDT and comparison

3We can consider the extreme setting, in which a subgroup contains only a single individual. An estimated subgroup
with only one unit would have very little impact on the standard Jaccard index, even though in practice, such a
subgroup would not be substantively meaningful and would be undesirable.
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Algorithm 1: Selecting the teacher model for CDT

Input: training data Dren = {Xtrein zirain yirainl get of candidate teacher (CATE)
models {M!, ..., ML} student (decision tree) model m, number of bootstraps B,
depth of tree d
1 forl=1,...,L do
2 Fit M! on D% to obtain estimates of the individual-level treatment effects 7!(X;) for
each unit in D" (via lines 2-16 in Algorithm 2)

3 forb=1,...,B do
4 fort=1,2 do
5 Get bootstrap sample of {(X;, #/(X;)) : i € training unit}
6 Fit decision tree m on the bootstrapped X;’s to predict the bootstrapped
#1(X;)’s — estimated decision tree (%)
7 Prune the decision tree m(®) to have depth d and obtain estimated subgroups
G0
8 end
9 Compute Ji 1= Jeubgrour(G(b1) G2))
10 end
11 end

12 Select the teacher model M!" such that I* = arg max;_j % Zle J,ﬁ

method can be found in Appendix C. Across the different simulation scenarios, we find that CDT
consistently estimates the true subgroup features, thresholds, and CATEs with greater accuracy
than existing methods. Moreover, our model selection procedure using the Jaccard SSI provides

an effective data-driven approach to choosing an appropriate teacher model for CDT.

5.1 Simulation Setup

We consider a random treatment assignment process, where Z; u Bernoulli(1/2) for i = 1,...,n

samples. Furthermore, we generate n samples and p covariates from a standard multivariate normal

distribution (i.e., X; " MVN(0,I), where X; € R? and i = 1,...,n).

To capture a broad range of subgroup data-generating processes (DGPs), we consider three

different treatment effect heterogeneity models:
1. ‘AND’ Subgroup DGP: 7; =21 {XV > 0} - 1 {x® > 0.5} + ¢
2. ‘Additive’ Subgroup DGP: 7; = 21 {XZ.(I) > 0} -1 {Xi@) < —0.5} + €

3. ‘OR’ Subgroup DGP: 7; = 21 { XV > 0} — 1 {(X{? > 0.5) or (X} < ~05)} + ¢
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where ¢; YN (0,02). The goal of the simulation study is to evaluate whether the different sub-
group estimation methods can accurately find the subgroups associated with 7(X;). For example,
for the ‘AND’ subgroup DGP, an accurate subgroup estimation method would correctly estimate
1 {Xi(l) > 0} 1 {Xi(z) > 0.5} as a subgroup. For each setting, we also vary o, such that the propor-
tion of variance explained in 7(X) by the covariates X vary across the values {0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1}.%

The outcome process is a function of the underlying treatment effect heterogeneity model:
Y,=Z7;,-7; —|—Xz(3) +Xz(4) + vy,

where v; % N(0,0.12) is an additive noise term.
To evaluate the effectiveness of each subgroup estimation method, we consider the accuracy of

subgroup identification from three perspectives:

1. Selected subgroup features: Whether the features used to define the estimated subgroups
match the features used to define the true subgroups (i.e., X M and X (2)), as measured by the
accuracy of the selected subgroup features, we calculate the number of true positives, false

“, . =4
positives, and Fj score.”

2. Estimated subgroup thresholds: Whether the estimated subgroup thresholds are close

to the true subgroup thresholds, as measured via the root mean squared error (RMSE).

3. Estimated Subgroup ATEs: Whether the estimated subgroup average treatment effects
#9) are close to the true subgroup average treatment effects (i.e., 79 := E[r; | G4(X;)]), as

measured via the RMSE.

For each simulation replicate, we generate n = 500 samples and p = 10 features. We consider
addition data generating processes in Appendix C, but find that the results are largely consistent,

even across more complex settings.

“The proportion of variance explained in 7(X) by X is defined as var(E[r; | X])/var(r;) € [0, 1].
®The F; score summarizes the number of true positives (TP), false positives (FP), and false negatives (FN) into a

single quantity (i.e., F1 = %)
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5.2 Main Simulation Results

Across the different simulation settings, we find that the CDT methods are able to accurately
estimate the true subgroups, both in terms of finding the correct features (as measured by Fj
score), as well as estimating the correct thresholds to construct the decision rules. In contrast,
standard subgroup estimation methods (i.e., causal trees and virtual twins) result in many erro-
neously constructed subgroups, often overfitting to noise features, while linear approaches (i.e.,
linear regression and Lasso) often fail to pick up on existing subgroups. Figure 4 visualizes the key
simulation results, with more detailed summaries in Appendix C.

There are several key takeaways from the simulation results. First, the simulations highlight
the advantages of distillation for subgroup estimation. In particular, when comparing distillation
with traditional tree-based subgroup estimation methods (i.e., causal tree and virtual twins), we
find that the relative improvement in F} score from distillation arises from reducing the number of
false positives. In particular, virtual twins and causal tree often split on noise features, particularly,
X and X® | while the distilled methods avoid selecting such features (see Appendix C). In other
words, without distilling, the tree-based approaches end up erroneously constructing subgroups.
This reinforces our theoretical findings from Section 3 that distillation can improve the stability
in recovering subgroups, and mitigate potential overfitting in the presence of noise. In comparing
the estimated subgroup thresholds for X and X®), we find that the CDT methods also yield
the most accurate and precise estimates of the subgroup thresholds for X M and X@ across the
various subgroup DGPs and treatment effect heterogeneity strengths.

We can similarly compare distillation with linear-based approaches (i.e., linear regression and
Lasso). In higher noise settings, the linear approaches suffer from the opposite problem as standard
tree-based methods. Instead of overfitting to create erroneous subgroups, the linear methods fail
to detect any subgroups. This results in substantially lower true positive rates when compared to
CDT. In contrast, CDT is still able to detect subgroups in high noise settings. When moving to
lower noise settings (i.e., DGPs with moderate-to-high signal strengths), we see that CDT generally
outperforms the linear approaches on every accuracy measure (i.e., lower false positives, higher true
positives, and higher F scores).

Second, the simulations highlight advantages from distillation in estimating the subgroup ATEs.
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In particular, improvements in accurately recovering the subgroups result in lower RMSE in recov-
ering the subgroup ATEs. Moreover, we find that the performance of the traditional tree-based
approaches and the linear methods depend heavily on the structure of the underlying outcome
model. For example, in the DGP considered in the main manuscript, the outcome model depends
on linear functions of the other covariates (namely, X () and X (4)). Here, the linear-based methods,
unsurprisingly, perform well, while the traditional tree-based approaches frequently perform worse
in noisy regimes. In contrast, in Appendix D, we additionally consider settings when the outcome
model is soley a function of the conditional average treatment effect. In these settings, the existing
tree-based methods yield relatively low subgroup ATE errors, while the linear methods result in
substantially higher subgroup ATE RMSE. In comparison, the distillation methods appear to be

relatively robust to the underlying outcome model’s specification, and perform well in both settings.

5.3 Teacher Model Selection Simulations

In addition to the subgroup estimation performance, we also examine our proposed model selec-
tion procedure using the Jaccard SSI under each of the aforementioned simulation scenarios. We
compute the Jaccard SSI for both Distilled Causal Forests and Distilled Rboost using B = 100
bootstrap samples and four different choices of tree depths (d = 1,2,3,4). As a baseline, we also
compute the Jaccard SSI for the causal tree. Figure 5 provides a visual summary of the results.

We find that regardless of the noise level, Distilled Causal Forest almost uniformly yields the
highest subgroup Jaccard stability score, even varying different tree depths. This implies that
according to our proposed teacher model selection procedure, researchers should be using a Causal
Forest instead of Rboost as the teacher model. We can directly check the performance of the two
teacher models, and find that indeed, the Distilled Causal Forest resulted in higher F} scores for
the selected subgroup features, and a lower CATE RMSE as compared to Distilled Rboost.

In general, we see that a higher Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate subgroup
estimation. A similar pattern emerges when examining other simulation scenarios (see Appendix E
for additional discussion), thereby demonstrating the efficacy of our stability-driven procedure to

select the teacher model.
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Figure 4: Performance of subgroup estimation methods for (A) identifying the true subgroup features,
measured via Fj score, number of true positives, and number of false positives, (B) estimating the true
subgroup thresholds, measured via root mean squared error (RMSE) for each true subgroup feature, and (C)
estimating the true subgroup ATE, measured via RMSE, across increasing treatment effect heterogeneity
strengths (x-axis) and different subgroup data-generating processes with linear covariate effects (rows). CDT
with various teacher models (i.e., Distilled Causal Forest and Distilled Rboost) frequently yields the highest
Fy and number of true positives alongside the lowest number of false positives, threshold RMSEs, and CATE
RMSE, demonstrating its effectiveness for accurate subgroup estimation. Results are averaged across 100
simulation replicates with ribbons denoting +1SF.
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Figure 5: Under the ‘AND’ subgroup data-generating process with linear covariate effects, we examine (A)
the Jaccard SSI across a range of tree depths and (B) the corresponding subgroup estimation accuracy for
various subgroup estimation methods (colors) and treatment effect heterogeneity strengths, measured via
the proportion of variance explained in 7 by the covariates (columns). Choosing the teacher model in CDT
which leads to the highest Jaccard SSI (in this case, the Distilled Causal Forest) generally corresponds to
more accurate subgroup estimation.
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6 Case Study: AIDS Clinical Trials Group Study 175

To illustrate the stability and interpretability of CDT on real data, we turn to the AIDS Clinical
Trials Group Study 175 (also referred to as ACTG 175). ACTG 175 was a randomized controlled
trial to determine the effectiveness of monotherapy compared to combination therapy on HIV-1
infected patients. To enter the study, participants’ CD4 cell counts had to be between 200 to 500
cells per cubic millimeter upon screening. The main outcome of interest was whether a patient
reached the primary end point (Y; = 0), defined by at least a 50% decline in CD4 cell count, the

development of acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS), or death.

Estimated
Treatment Effect

Overall 0.13 (0.027)
Subgroup Results
1) Low to high CD8; none to some prior treatment; low to medium weight 0.03 (0.12)
2) Low to high CD8; none to some prior treatment; medium to high weight 0.18 (0.09)
3) Low to high CD8; some to substantial prior treatment; low to medium weight 0.16 (0.16)
4) Low to high CDS; some to substantial prior treatment; medium to high weight 0.12 (0.12)
5)  Very high CD8; none to medium prior treatment; low to medium weight 0.03 (0.11)
6) Very high CD8; none to medium prior treatment; medium to high weight 0.25 (0.09)
7)  Very high CD8; medium to substantial prior treatment; low to medium weight 0.148 (0.15)
8) Very high CD8; medium to substantial prior treatment; medium to high weight 0.151 (0.13)

Table 1: We provide the average treatment effect across subgroups estimated by CDT using Rboost as the
teacher model. CDT is trained on 50% of the study and treatment effects are estimated on the remaining
50% for honest estimation. Bootstrapped standard errors are reported in parentheses.

Combination therapy was shown to slow the progression of HIV-1. However, our goal in this
case study is to further characterize subgroups of the population that may experience varying effec-
tiveness of combination therapy. Although we have no underlying ground truth to compare results
with as in our simulation study, given substantial medical advances and follow-up research has been
performed since this study was conducted in 1996, we can at least compare to current knowledge
to vet our results. Here, we focus specifically on the impact of a combination of zidovudine and
zalcitabine as our treatment compared to a monotherapy regime that only includes zidovudine.
We used a combination of medical records and demographic information as covariates to estimate

subgroups and their corresponding treatment effects.
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6.1 Estimating subgroups

To illustrate a standard application of the proposed method, we apply CDT using Rboost as the
teacher model to a 50% split of the study and estimate subgroup average treatment effects on
the remaining 50%. Note we are focusing on results from Distilled Rboost because it yielded a
higher subgroup Jaccard stability score across varying tree depths (see Appendix F). In Table 1,
we provide the estimated treatment effects and descriptions of each subgroup, and in Figure 6, we
visualize the resulting tree structure, where values in the leaf nodes denote the estimated subgroup
effects. Across estimated groups, the average number of treatment and control samples is 32 and
34 respectively.

Interactions between CD8 cell counts, weight at the start of the study, and the amount of
previous exposure to anti-retroviral therapy are the key characeristics forming our estimated sub-
groups. Interestingly, these variables are now well-known to influence the progression of HIV-1.
For instance, the HIV-1 viral load and resulting decrease in CD4 cell counts traditionally was the
major marker to measure response to treatment. However, absolute CD4 counts may not accu-
rately reflect the risks facing patients given immune dysfunction persists despite normalization of
counts (McBride and Striker, 2017). The CD4/CD8 ratio, where a value above 1 is considered
healthy, is now known to more accurately characterize overall immune dysfunction and may be
a stronger indicator of disease progression, response to treatment, morbidity, and mortality. For
added context on our estimated subgroups, in this study 99% of individuals had CD4 cell counts
below 700, following the rule of thumb that a healthy CD4/CD8 ratio is above 1, CD8 values above
700 would place the majority in an unhealthy range.

Similarly, zidovudine is associated with lipodystrophy (Finkelstein et al., 2015)—a condition
that affects how the body stores fat resulting in weight gain in harmful parts of the body (e.g.,
organs) and loss in others. Thus, a higher or much lower starting weight can put individuals at
higher risk of reaching the primary endpoint. Finally, those with previous anti-retroviral therapy
improve their chances of longer life expectancy and balanced CD4/CD8 counts. Thus, those entering
the study with less experience may benefit the most from a more aggressive treatment regime.

These three covariates clearly interact in specific ways across our eight subgroups. For instance,

for those with high CDS8 counts, combination therapy is more effective when individuals also have
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a higher starting weight and less treatment exposure as in Group 6. The effectiveness decreases
when combined with a lower starting weight (Group 5). Even if CD8 counts are lower (i.e., bringing
the CD4/CDS8 ratio closer to 1), a similar though slightly weaker effect is observed with a stronger
impact on those with less treatment exposure and a higher starting weight (Group 2). In contrast, a
lower starting weight and less treatment hinders the effectiveness (Group 1). Note while in Table 1,
we are referring to “low to medium” CD8 counts, this is relative to our study population. As
discussed above, this includes CD8 counts well above 700, placing most in the unhealthy range.
To summarize, CDT recovers clinically-relevant subgroups in the AIDS Clinical Trial data
that we now know to be substantively important, thus providing a helpful validity check on the
usefulness of the proposed method. However, this illustration also highlights that had researchers
utilized CDT when the initial trial was conducted, they could have identified these potential drivers

of treatment effect heterogeneity, without having to a priori specify what to search for.

6.2 Stability analysis

To consider the stability of the different methods, we perform a bootstrap analysis. Across 100
different bootstrap samples, we apply CDT, virtual twins, as well as tree-based methods and linear
methods, to compare the different subgroups obtained under each technique. For each bootstrap
instance, we compute the proportion of times features were used to construct subgroups. We
summarize the results across these runs in Figure 6.

From the bootstrap analysis, we find that the distillation methods consistently split on the same
set of features, regardless of the data perturbations. Furthermore, CDT resulted in fewer subgroups
with lower variability, and the estimated subgroups were overwhelmingly characterized by features
with direct clinical relevance. Consistent with the one-shot analysis, we see that the three main
features chosen by the CDT methods were CD8 cell count at baseline, participants weight at the
start of the study, and the number of days of pre-175 antiretroviral therapy.

Comparing the CDT results with the causal tree, we see that the causal tree also similarly
constructs subgroups using CD8 cell count, participants’ starting weight, and the number of days
of pre-175 antiretroviral therapy. However, it additionally splits on other covariates, depending
on the bootstrap iteration, though with less consistency. Virtual twins consistently constructs

subgroups on those same three features, but also constructs substantially more across several of
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the other features producing more subgroups that are challenging to interpret.

Interestingly, the linear-based approaches (i.e., linear regression and Lasso) generally fail to pick
up on any of the features, except for the Karnofsky score. The Karnofsky score is an assessment tool
intended to assist clinicians and caregivers in gauging a patient’s functional status and ability to
carry out activities of daily living (Schag et al., 1984). While it would normally be assumed to be an
informative and clinically relevant feature, the study eligibility criteria required that all participants
have a performance score of at least 70; in fact, the median score in the study was 100, translating
to a normal status with no evidence of disease. As a result, there is little heterogeneity across the
Karnofsky score of the patients in the study and it would not likely moderate the treatment in a

meaningful way.

7 Discussion

In the following paper, we introduced a novel method, causal distillation trees, for interpretable
subgroup estimation in causal inference. CDT allows researchers to leverage the flexibility and
power of black-box metalearner approaches, while preserving the interpretability of simple decision
trees. We prove that CDT allows researchers to consistently estimate the optimal set of subgroups,
and we introduce a novel model selection procedure to help researchers use CDT in practice. To
help researchers implement CDT in practice, we have developed an R package causalDT available
at https://github.com/tiffanymtang/causalDT, which not only fits CDT but also automati-
cally conducts the subgroup stability and diagnostic checks, thus enabling researchers to interpret
their estimated subgroups from CDT alongside important and informative diagnostics in a holistic
manner.

There are several promising avenues for future research. First, recent literature in external va-
lidity has emphasized the importance of recruiting a sufficiently heterogenous experimental sample
that adequately captures the total treatment effect variation across the target population (e.g.,
Huang and Parikh, 2024; Egami and Lee, 2024; Hoellerbauer and Laterzo-Tingley, 2024; Tipton
and Mamakos, 2023; Zhang et al., 2024). Failing to do so can result in systematically omitting
key segments of the target population, making it infeasible to generalize the causal effect from

an experimental sample to the target population of interest (e.g., Huang, 2024). CDT offers an
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opportunity for researchers to characterize the underlying treatment effect heterogeneity in a given
study and to consider how to optimally recruit these subgroups of participants for an externally
valid study. Integrating CDT into external validity concerns would be an interesting avenue of
future research.

Second, CDT provides a very general and flexible two-stage framework. Throughout the paper,
we focused on CART as the second-stage learner. However, there are numerous alternative tree-
based models (Loh, 2002; Quinlan, 2014; Hu et al., 2019) and many that have been developed
specifically for subgroup estimation (e.g., Loh et al., 2015; Su et al., 2009; Lipkovich et al., 2011;
Seibold et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2024), which can be used as second-stage learners in CDT and
may further improve performance. Theoretical properties of these learners remain understudied.
Similarly, efforts to further enhance the stability of distillation-based methods (Zhou et al., 2024)
can be easily incorporated into the broader CDT framework.

Finally, while the paper considers the causal inference setting, where researchers are interested
in estimating relevant subgroups across which they expect there to be treatment effect hetero-
geneity, an extension of CDT could consider prediction models, where there may be variation in
the underlying predictive performance of a specific model. Thoroughly vetting models based on
predictive stability has improved the interpretability and predictive performance across several
substantive areas including cancer screening and genetic drivers of heart disease (Irajizad et al.,
2023; Wang et al., 2023), and a more in-depth approach at the subgroup level could help diag-
nose potential disparities in the performance of predictive models. Furthermore, while splits from
our second stage learner were directly used to characterize subgroups, substantial work has been
done to improve feature importances on black-box methods (Lundberg, 2017), especially tree-based
approaches (Agarwal et al., 2023; Li et al., 2019), to determine how heavily different features in-
fluence predictive performance. These approaches can be combined with CDT to inform which

characteristics will most heavily impact the subgroup estimation.
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Appendix: “Distilling heterogeneous treatment effects: Stable

subgroup estimation in causal inference”

A Extended Discussion

A.1 Pruning

As in the supervised learning setting, decision trees for causal effect estimation (including in the
second stage of CDT) are often pruned to avoid overfitting. There are generally two types of
pruning: pre-pruning and post-pruning. Pre-pruning refers to techniques or early stopping criteria
that are used to stop growing the decision tree during the tree construction process. Common pre-
pruning approaches include setting constraints on the maximum depth of the tree, the minimum
number of samples per node, or the minimum information gain from making each split. Post-
pruning refers to techniques used to remove uninformative nodes from the decision tree after it has
already been constructed. For example, in the rpart R package (Therneau et al., 1997), cross-
validation is performed to choose the best complexity parameter «, where o measures the cost of
adding another split to the tree, and all nodes with a cost greater than « are subsequently removed
or pruned from the tree.

Through simulations (see Section 5), we demonstrate that standard pre-pruning and post-
pruning approaches used in ordinary decision trees (e.g., CART (Breiman et al., 1984)) also work
well for the student decision tree model in CDT and are hence recommended. In particular, standard
here means using the default pre-pruning criteria in the rpart R package and post-pruning based
upon the cross-validated complexity parameter «, as described previously. We provide additional

simulation results for pruning in Appendix D.

A.2 Extended discussion on valid teacher models

Throughout the manuscript, we rely on assuming a valid teacher model—i.e., a teacher model that
results in distilled treatment effects with the same optimal partioning as the original individual-
level treatment effects. A sufficient, but not necessary, condition for the teacher model to be valid

is exogeneity, i.e., (1; — ##)1LX;. In what follows, we will show that under exogeneity, distillation
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does not affect the optimal splits found. In other words, the optimal splits s found using the
distilled individual-level treatment effects ﬁd will be the same as the optimal splits s¢ found using
the original individual-level treatment effects ;.

Let s and s? respectively be the optimal splits using the original individual-level treatment
effects 7; and distilled individual-level treatment effects %fl, as defined in Assumption (2). Also,

define v; := 7; — %Z-d for each i = 1,...,n. We can then write

(Xiss) i= 7(Xy;8) — 74 Xy5 8)
= ]l{XZ' < S}E(Ui ‘ Xi <s)+ ]l{XZ‘ > S}E('Ui ’ X, > S)

= E(Ui)¢

where the last equality follows by exogeneity.

Thus, we have that

7l - 74X 5)} |

{7 = 7(Xis9) + 7(Xis8) = 79(Xis8) — i} |
{7 = 7(Xiss) = (vi = 7°(Xs39)) ]

{ri = 7(Xis )} + B [{vi = 7 (Xi; )} = 2B [{7i — 7(Xiz 9)} - {vi = 7° (X33 9))]

{7 — 7(X )] + var(vi) = 2 [{ri = 7(Xis )} - {vs — E(vg)}].
(%)

Continuing with (x),
E[{ri — 7(Xi; 9)} - {vi = E(vi)}] = B((F + vi)(vi — E(vi)) = 7(Xy58) - (v — E(vy)))
Applying Law of Iterated Expectations:

= E(E((# + vi) (vi — E(v7)) — 7(X359) - (vi — E(v3)) | Xi) | X)
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Since 7% and 7(X;; ) are functions of X;:

= E(#{'E(vi — E(v;) | X;) + E(vi(v; — E(v)) | Xi)—
7(Xi; 8)E(vi — E(vs) | Xi))

= var(v;),

where the last inequality follows from exogeneity.

Thus,

E [E(f'id;Xi, 5)} = E [l(7; X, 8)] — var(v;),

d

which implies s? := argmingcy E [((7%; X;, s')] = argmingcp E[((73; X, 8')] =: s, since var(v;) is

not a function of the decision rule split. We have thus shown that exogeneity implies s = s? as
desired.

In settings when we do not have a valid teacher model (such that s # s), the resulting subgroups

will be systematically biased, where

E [’gl(Xz) - G1(Xy)

E

Sp — sd’ + €,
where ¢ = 2|s? — .

A.3 Non-parametric test of treatment effect heterogeneity

We propose a nonparametric test of treatment effect heterogeneity. Following Imai and Ti (2024),

we consider the following null hypothesis of no treatment effect heterogeneity:
HQiT(l):...:T(G):T, 9)

for all subgroups g € {1, ..., G}, with the following estimator:
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where 7 := ﬁY,Z, — mlﬁ(l — Z;) is the usual difference-in-means estimator across
the entire sample. Then, following Theorem 3.3, we can show that under the null hypothesis, the
test statistic can be asymptotically approximated using a x? distribution. The following corollary

formalizes.

Corollary A.1 (Non-Parametric Test of Treatment Effect Heterogeneity) Under the null

hypothesis in (9), with the alternative Hy : 3 79) % 7, then:
2Tof 42

A.4 TImproving Finite-Sample Performance

While the main manuscript focused on experimental settings, we can similarly estimate the sub-
group average treatment effect in observational settings. However, we must account for potential
confounding within a given subgroup.

To begin, we must assume conditional ignorability of treatment and outcome.

Assumption A.1 (Conditional ignorability of treatment and outcome)
Y(1),Y(00) 1 Z| X

This assumption states that given a set of pre-treatment covariates X, the treatment assignment
process is effectively ‘as-if’ random. While the subgroups themselves are functions of the pre-
treatment covariates, they represent a coarsened subset of units in the study. As such, we do not
generally expect that all units within a given subgroup have identical covariate values X, especially
in settings when X is high dimensional. As such, we can no longer rely on just a subgroup difference-
in-means estimator, and must adjust for potential confounding of treatment within a subgroup.

(9)

Instead of estimating the subgroup difference-in-means, researchers can estimate 7y sp;:

{?&%LDJ, @,B} = arg min L Z ny {YZ — (TZi +a+ BTXi)}2 ,
d Mg, =1
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where w; is defined as the inverse propensity score weights:

| e if Z; =1

w; = )

1/{1—é(Xy)} if Z; =0

and é(X;) is the estimated probability of being assigned to treatment, given the covariates X. %\SVQ_)AD ]

provides a doubly robust approach to estimating the subgroup average treatment effect (e.g., Kang
and Schafer, 2007), with potential efficiency gains in finite samples. Theorem 3.3 can be extended
for %\SV‘Q_)ADJ, allowing for valid inference and analogous hypothesis tests.

There are two components to %V(Vg_ )ADJ: (1) the covariate adjustment taking place within the re-
gression, and (2) a re-weighting adjustment to balance the treatment and control groups. The
covariate adjustment within the weighted regression allows researchers to leverage variation across
covariates within a specific subgroup. In particular, because the subgroups are defined using co-
variates that are explanatory of the treatment effect variation, we generally expect a sparser set
of covariates that explain the treatment effect variation in contrast to covariates that can explain
variation in the outcome. As such, within each subgroup, while we expect relatively small amounts
of treatment effect variation, there could still be residual variation in the outcomes that can be
explained by the other covariates. The re-weighting component of %V(VQ_)ADJ ensures that within each
subgroup, researchers can also account for finite-sample imbalances that are present (Xie et al.,
2012).

Notably, %\()\g,? Apy can similarly be used in experimental contexts to improve finite-sample perfor-
mance. In practice, a drawback to subgroup analyses is the relatively small number of observations
within each subgroup. In particular, even if the overall study contains a large number of observa-
tions, the number of observations available within a subgroup can be relatively limited. As a result,

using the standard difference-in-means estimator can result in poor finite-sample performance.
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A.5 Detailed CDT Algorithm

Algorithm 2: Causal Distillation Trees

Input: data D = {X, Z, Y}, teacher (CATE) model M, student (decision tree) model m, training
proportion my,qin, number of cross-fitting replicates R (if necessary)
1 Randomly split data D into DIrein = {Xtrain zirain yitrainy and pest = {xest zest yest) with
probability 7t,qin and 1 — Trqin, respectively
2 // Stage 1: estimate individual-level treatment effects via teacher model
s if wsing model-specific out-of-sample estimation then
// e.g., if teacher model has out-of-bag estimation procedure

Fit CATE model M using D" — M

Use M to estimate 7(X;) for each unit ¢ in D7

<

6

7 else

8 // do repeated cross-fitting

9 forr=1,...,R do
10 Randomly split D" into two equally-sized partitions DI"*" and Dirair
1 Fit CATE model M using DIrein — M
12 Use M to estimate #(")(X;) for each unit i in Dirain
13 Reverse roles of D" and DI4™ and repeat lines 11-12
14 end
15 Average across cross-fits: 7(X;) = Zil ﬁ-(r) (X;) for each unit i in Drein
16 end

17 // Stage 2: estimate subgroups via student model
18 Fit decision tree m on X% to predict 7(X;)’s — estimated subgroups {Ql(X), ce gg(X)}
19 // Honestly estimate subgroup average treatment effects

20 Estimate 7(9) via (6) for each g = 1,...,G using D

A.6 Additional Discussion of Teacher Model Selection Algorithm

The proposed teacher model selection procedure in Algorithm 1 requires choosing the desired tree
depth d, or equivalently, the number of binary decision rules characterizing each subgroup. This
ensures that there are the same number of subgroups (i.e., 2¢) per tree (or partition). Having
the same number of subgroups per tree is necessary to ensure that the subgroup Jaccard indices
are comparable across both bootstraps and teacher models. Otherwise, a teacher model, such as
a constant predictor, that results in fewer decision tree splits (or a smaller depth d) is inherently

going to be more stable than a teacher model that results in more decision tree splits.

A.7 Diagnostic Tools for CDT

To help researchers evaluate the quality of the estimated subgroups from CDT, we recommend

several important diagnostics.
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Figure A1: Jaccard subgroup similarity index (SSI). (A) Given two candidate partitionings into subgroups,
two binary matrices, denoted C() and C(?), are constructed, indicating whether or not two distinct units
belong in the same subgroup in ¢ and Q(2)7 respectively. (B) C™ and C® are compared to identify the
sample pairs which (i) belong to the same subgroup in both partitions (i.e., N1; shown as full blue cells), (ii)
belong to the same subgroup in one partition and a different subgroup in the other partition (i.e., No1 + N
shown as divided blue and gray cells), and (iii) belong to different subgroups in both partitions (i.e., Nyo
shown as full gray cells). (C) Finally, Ni1(H)/(No1(#H) + Nio(H) + N11(H)) is computed per subgroup ()
and averaged across all subgroups to obtain the Jaccard SSI.
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Prediction accuracy of student model. First, researchers can assess how well the student
model fits the teacher model’s estimated CATEs. We quantify this via the prediction accuracy
(e.g., root mean squared error (RMSE)) between the student model predictions and the CATEsS,
estimated by the teacher model. High concordance between the student model predictions and the
teacher model CATEs is a positive sign while low concordance suggests that the student model is
not compatible or a good proxy for the teacher model and should lower our degree of trust in the

student model’s estimated subgroups.

Distribution of teacher-estimated CATEs. Secondly, researchers can quantify and visualize
the variance or distribution of CATESs, estimated by the teacher model, in each decision tree split
in the student model. This is important for understanding both how much heterogeneity occurs
within each subgroup (or node) and how much the subgroup CATEs (i.e., the mean CATE per
node) change after making each split. A good split (or decision rule) will result in a large change in
the mean subgroup CATE and low heterogeneity within the resulting subgroups. In contrast, splits
that do not substantively change the mean subgroup CATE nor reduce the amount of heterogeneity

within the subgroups can be deemed as uninformative and unnecessary splits.

Number of treated and control units per subgroup. Thirdly, we recommend reporting the
number of treated and control units from the training data that fall in each subgroup. Since the
student model only uses X to predict the teacher-estimated CATEs, it is possible that only control
or only treated units fall into a student-estimated subgroup. If the training and estimation data
splits (i.e., D" and D®? from Algorithm 2) are from similar populations, then the estimation
data split may similarly yield only control or only treated units (or some highly imbalanced ratio of
treated-to-control units) in that subgroup. In these cases, estimation of the subgroup ATE would
be highly variable or not possible using (6). It may also suggest that the tree has been grown too

deep and that there is currently not sufficient sample size to estimate such a subgroup.

Stability of selected features. Finally, in addition to evaluating the subgroup Jaccard stability
across the different bootstrap samples in Algorithm 1, we can also track the selected features
across these bootstraps for each chosen tree depth and plot their distribution (e.g., Figures A9-

A14). Similar to the subgroup Jaccard stability, a more stable (or homogeneous) distribution of
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selected features should elucidate greater trust in that model or tree depth. On the flip side, a very
heterogeneous distribution of selected features indicates that the estimated decision tree structure

is highly volatile, depending heavily on the training data subset.

B Proofs and Derivations

B.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Proof: We can re-write the difference in G;(X;) and G;(X;) as:

E [)gl(Xz) - G1(Xy)

| =El1{x < 80} - 1{X: < s}
= E[1{X; < 3,} — 1{X; < s} | 4 > ] Pr(3, > s)
FE[L{X; < s} — 1{X; < 8.} | 6n < 5| Pr(5n < 5)
= 2[E[1{X; < 5} — 1{X; < s}]]

= 2|Fx(8n) = Fx(s)]

Because Flx is continuously differentiable by Assumption (1), there must exist a positive, real-valued

constant M such that fx(z) < M < oco:
< 2M |8, — s|.
Then, applying the results from Escanciano (2020) and Banerjee and McKeague (2007):

E [‘Gl(Xz) - G1(X;)

} = O, (n~ 12,

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

To prove Theorem 3.1, we will use two useful lemmas. Lemma B.1 states that the sample loss

function will converge in probability to the population-level loss.
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Lemma B.1 (Bounded Loss) Without loss of generality, assume sq(lk) < s. Then for k €

{1,...,p}:

[E, (078, X0 500)] — B [0(78; X B, 58] < 0058 — 50|+

70

E, [ﬁ(f-l.d;X, s)} —E [é(ﬁd;X, 3)} '

where C’S-k) - QmaXCE[ér(k) s(k) }E<7A—'Ld | Xz(k) < C)

]

An immediate implication of Lemma B.1 is that the within-sample loss at the sample-optimal
split §,, will converge in probability to the population-level loss at the population-optimal split

point s.

Lemma B.2 Let X be a relevant covariate that has been omitted, whereas X®) is an irrelevant
covariate, erroneously chosen. We can upper bound the probability of the within-sample loss for an

irrelevant covariate X being less than a relevant covariate X(@ :

,ggﬂ)} < E, {35 X, 30)}

{16!
51 HIE {eG, X@, 60} —E {238 x@, 5@}

where 6 ;= E {E(%l.d; X ®) S(b))} i ) {E(%id; X, S(a))}.

B

Intuitively, if the population-level losses between an irrelevant and relevant covariate is relatively
small (i.e., dp, is small), then it will take longer for the upper bound to approach zero.
We can now prove Theorem 3.1. Let s*) be the population-level optimal split for covariate k

and s(k) be the estimated optimal split for covariate k using a sample size of n.

Simple Case: Single rule. We consider the simple setting in which there is a single rule.
Assume X (@ is the covariate that the estimated subgroup chooses to construct a rule with, while
X ©®) is the covariate that the true subgroup uses to construct a rule. We can bound the difference

between the estimated and optimal subgroup:

S|

_E HII{X(“) < 3@y —1{x® < s(l’)}H
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<E[[1{x@ <50} - 1{x® < s0}] +E [[1{x® < 50} - 1{x® <sOH]  (10)

1) (2)

First, consider Equation (10)-(1):

E HJL{X(“) < 3@y _1{x® < §§f)}H
—E H X < 50} - 1{X® < 50} | x@ 2 X(”)H Pr(X(@ £ x(®))
—F H 1{X@ < 5@ _1{x® < 50N ‘ X(@ X(b)H
x Pr [E, {07 X 50)} < E, {08 x®,50)}]

< Pr[E, {e(7; X@, 50} < E, {e(rd; X®,30)}]

1

where the first equality follows from Law of Total Expectation, and the second equality follows from
noting that the covariate chosen for the first split will differ from the population-level split covariate
if the within-sample loss for covariate X (@ is lower than the within-sample loss for covariate X ®).
The final inequality follows from the fact that E H 1{X©@ < & —1{x® < 5 ‘ X@ 2 x® H
must be bounded between 0 and 1. In settings when X and X©® are very correlated, then it

could be the case that in fact, E H 1{x( < §§{1)} —1{xX® < §$Zb)} Xx(@) £ x(®)

} is quite close
to zero as the set of units for whom 1{X® < gé“)} and 1{X® < §$Lb)} may be quite similar.
Equation (10)-(2) can be bounded by applying the results from Proposition 3.1:

5B _ 50

I

E Hn{x“’) <3} —1{x® < s<”>}H < oM

for some constant M > 0.

Extending to r total rules: For k=1,...,r, assume X (@%) ig the covariate that the estimated
subgroup chooses to construct a rule with at the k" step, while X (%) is the covariate that the true

subgroup uses to construct a rule at the &k step.

| |

<Pr(x(@) £ x®)) 4 pr(x(@) = X0y pr(x(e2) £ xt2) | x(a) = x(t0y 4

H ]1{X(ak) < §£Lak)} _ H I[{X(bk) < §7(1bk)}
k=1 k=1
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+Pr(x@) = xC0) pr(xler-1) = xCtr-0))ypr(x(en) 2 x G| xla) = xt)  xlar-1) = x(br-1))

§ZT:P1"[ {ed x (@) s} < B, {o(7d X0, 50N 4 200 |50 — 500)

Agbk’) . S(k/)

Let k* := argmax;, |§ n [ﬁ(ﬂd;X(k/),s(k/))} - E [E(%Zd;X(k/),s(k/)], and 0 = min dp,.

Applying Lemma B.1 and B.2:

< %T]E{ En (6078, X005 50)] — E [0 X0, 50|} + 2017 |7 — 5]
] 2t 0.0 - )
_ k

o [0 XE) 6] Z R [e(rd; X0, 56)]

1) (2)

Term (1) represents the gap between an estimated split and true optimal split. Term (2) is the gap
between the empirical loss and the population-level loss. From Proposition 3.1, term (1) converges
to zero at rate Op(n_l/ 2(a=n)) " All that remains is to show that the second term also conevrges to
Zero.

To begin, we re-write term (2) as:

E, [((78; X, 5)] — E [£(7 X, )]
_ A ~d ~dy “diy. 21 AN ~d _d(y div. 2
=B, {(#)"} - 2B, {3 (X0, 0)} + Ea {#(X;, 92} = [E{(3)"} - 2B {7 - (X, )} + B {7(X;,9)%} ]

where 79(X;, s) := 1{X; < s}E, (7 | X; < 8) + 1{X; > s}E, (7 | X; > s} is the sample analog to
7%(X, s). Then:

=E{ (7)) - E{(30)"} - [Ba {#4(X0, 92} - B {r4(X, 9%} ]

(a) (b)

We will now tackle each term. For term (a), we can directly apply Chebyshev’s Inequality,

where for ¢ > 0:




where the inequality follows from the assumption of bounded 4th moment

Then, taking ¢ =
2V/3Myrt/\/n:

= {6} -2 {2 ) < 5

vn
For term (b):

En {#9(Xi;5)?} — E {r(Xi; )%}

=K, [1{X; <8} En(7?| X; < 8)2 4+ E, [1{X; > s}]-En(77 | X; > 5)?
— (E[1{X; < s} E( | Xi < s)? +E[1{X; > s}] ' E(# | X; > 5)?)

= (B [1{X; < s}] ~E[1{X; < s}]) - En(7{ | Xi < 5)> + (Bp [1{X; > s}] —E[1{X; > s}]) - En(7{ | X; > 5)?
—(E@{X; < s} {EG | X < 5)? - Ea(7 | X < 5)} +

E[1{X; > s}]- {EG{ | Xi > 5)* = En(7 | Xi > 5)?} )

Let pn(s) =

E, [1{X; < s}|, and define M; = max; ﬁ-d. Then:
2 ~d 2 ~d 2
<2 pu(s) = pls)| - ME +p(s) - [E(F | Xi < 8)* ~Ea(! | X < )
(1= () [BGE | X > 62— Ba(7 | X > )

Then, applying Chebyshev’s inequality again, for all ¢ > 0:

¢ n\S) (L —Dnis)) - 2.
pr (B4 (1 (% < o)l - B[ (3 < o 2 i) < 1 (o le)

nc?

4M3Er
<

nc? ’
where M; < oo is a constant, by the bounded first moment assumption.

Setting ¢ = V12rtM //n:

Pr (|En [1{X: < s} —E[1{X, < s}]| > 41\4{2/%) < 3712

For the second piece, note the following:
E(7 | Xi < 52~ Ea(3! | Xi < 5)°| <2|BG | X, < 8) - {Ba(7 | X < 5) ~EG{ | X, < 9)}| +
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R R 2
{Ea( | Xi <)~ B | Xi < 8)} |
<20y [{Ba G| X < ) —EG | X < )} +

2
’{En(@d | X; <) —E(G{ | X; < s)} ’

Then for ¢; > 0 and cg >0

. . 1 4MEr? - My

Pr ( En(7 | Xi < ) = B( | X; < 5)| 2 2er) <=

~d ~d 2 My

and Pr (|{Ea( | X; <) ~E(G | Xi <)} | 2 e0) < 2.

con

Once again, taking ¢ = 2\/§M\1/%tv M2 and ¢y = %:
. . t\/3 M. 1
Pr(En(Tid|Xi§s)—E(Tid|Xi§s)‘Z ﬁ2>§?ﬁ2’
2 Mot 1
and Pr (|[{Ba(7 | X; < ) B | X< )| 2 220) <
n
Combining together, with probability 1 — 1/t — 1/#2:

. . . . * . K, Ko
E, [ﬁ(Tid;X(k ),s(k ))} —FE [ﬁ(Tid'X(k ),S(k ))H < ﬁ + w7

where K7 and K> are functions of ¢t and the constants My, Ms, and My.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

To prove Theorem 3.2, we will introduce a lemma that will be helpful in the following derivation.
We define ny as the total number of units in a subgroup g, and ng(1) = >, Qg(Xi)Zi —ie., ng(1)
is equal to the number of units in subgroup g who are treated. We similarly define ny(0) as the

number of units in subgroup g who are not treated.
Assumption B.1 (Assignment Symmetry (Miratrix et al., 2013))

1. Equiprobable treatment assignment patterns. For each subgroup g € {1,...,G}, all (nn(gl))
g

combination of ways to treat ng(1) units are equiprobable, given the subgroup size ng.
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2. Independent treatment assignment patterns: for all subgroups g, g, the treatment assignment
process in group g 1s independent of the treatment assignment process in group ¢, given ng(1)

and ng(1).

We are considering desings that satisfy assignment symmetry. For example, experimental designs
such as complete randomization, Bernoulli randomization, or blocking with independent treatment
assignment across blocks, would satisfy assignment symmetry. However, cluster randomization
would not satisfy assignment symmetry. Furthermore, we do not account for settings in which

some units within a subgroup are more likely to receive treatment.

Lemma B.3 (Implications of Assignment Symmetry) Under Assumption (B.1), we have
assumed that conditional on the number of units within a subgroup g € {1,...,G}, the probability

of receiving treatment for units in a subgroup is equiprobable and independent:

ala —1)

ng(ng — 1)

E{Zi | ny(1)} = Zgg )Zi, and E{Z:Z; | ng(1) = a) = (11)

We can then derive the distribution of Z;/ng(1):

o [

te] = mrenE "] = meen (1-E (i)

Z;i(1

° E ng(1 ”90)} " ng-(ng—1)

4

- E[nfu } LE [ ]
|
[

- 3 B [ngn_g?(g))(l)] - ng'(nlg*U

The results of Lemma B.3 follow directly from first noting that conditional on the number of units
in each subgroup g, randomization within a subgroup can be viewed as complete randomization,
and then applying law of iterated expectations.
To begin, we can take the expectation of 7(9) to show that it is a function of E(7; | Gy(X;) = 1).
n

%() - L —_ 7\V.C .
E( g) E{Zz 1 ZiGg(Xi) ZZYQQ Z?:l(l—zi)Gg(Xi) Z(l ZZ)YZgg(XZ)}

=1 =1
“ 1_Z ~
<, o Yi(DG(Xi) —E Yi(0)G,(X;
Z {Zzlzw >} (1) X5) {zw Z)Gq(X >} (0065 (X:)
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Under Assumption (B.1) (Assignment Symmetry), we can apply the results from Lemma B.3:
= — ) Gy(Xi) {Yi(1) - Yi(0)} (12)
As such:

E(#9)) — 7(9)) —

nlgzg},(xi) {Yi(1) - Y;(0)} - nlgzgg(Xi) {vi(1) - Yi(m}‘
1=1 i=1

oo > {900~ 0,00} () - Yf@}‘
=1

=3 [6a(X0) — Gy(X)

i=1

A
|

Y;(1) = Yi(0)

)

From Theorem 3.1, we know that ‘Qg(Xi) —G,(X))| B o.

Part 2. Variance derivation. To derive the variance of the subgroup difference-in-means esti-
mator, we apply results from Miratrix et al. (2013), who derives the variance of a post-stratification
estimator. We can extend the results by treating each subgroup as a strata, where the subgroup
difference-in-means estimator is analogous to the difference-in-means estimator across a specific

strata. We provide the full derivation for completeness.

Proof:
1 = 1 N
~(9)) — - - NZY: — N1 — 7Y
var(7Y9) = var — G,(X3)Z;Y; — Gqa(X5)(1 ZZ)YZ}
{Zi—l gg(Xi)Zi ZZ; ! Zi:l g(Xi)(l - Zi) ZZ; !
1
—var{ S zyi() - S (1-Z)Yi0)
ng(1) ng(0)
1:Gg(X;)=1 1:Gg(X;)=1
1 1
= var Z;Yi(1) p + var Z (1 - 2,)Yi(0)
ng(1) ng(0)
1:Gg(X;)=1 1:G¢(X;)=1
M @ a3)
“2eovd —— Y Zvi(1), — (1— Z,)(0)
ng(1) ng(0)
1:Gg(X;)=1 1:Gg(X;)=1
®)

o7



Beginning with term (1):

’Lj:(_jg( )=1 9(1) '
= var cov Z;
— 1 1 ) 1 ,

“L'”gl—l (1-E gl<1>})”<%<l>— L Yi()Y;(1)

Ly !{ggm - - e A - o mm(l)]

We can similarly show term (2) can be rewritten as:

g

{ngl(o) S oa- zim<o>} = {8,0) — -} var, (vi0)).

:Gg(Xi)=1

Finally, to derive an expression for term (3), we begin by noting the following:

1

1:Gg(X;)=1

o8

(15)

(16)



Because Z; - (1 — Z;) = 0:

1
E{mm) 2 2.A0 W}

:Gg(X;)=1 177

1
EORCED ISP

:Gy(Xi)=1 1#J

Then, we can re-write term (3) as:

Cov{ngl(l) 3 Zmu),ngl(o) (1Zi)y;(0),}

i:Gy(X;)=1 :Gg(X;)

:Gg(X;)=1 7]

=T DI S} {Tj > m)}-{; > m<o>}
g9°'"9 g . 5 g )=1

1 1

:;gng_l Z ZY !

:Gg(X)=1 1#J

;( > )+ (o) n(l)i@(@))
1:G¢(X;) g I 97 it
1 1 1
n( > N0 - s 3 Z<1>YJ<O>>
7 N\, (X,) o i
= —cow, (Y1), ¥i0) (”)

Substituting the expressions in Equation (15)-(17) into Equation (13):

nl} varg {¥;(0)} + nicovg {Yi(1), Yi(0)}
g 9

war(#9) = { A1) = o var (30} + {300) -
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Defining f4(2) := ngﬁNg (2) (i.e., the reciprocal of the proportion of units in group g who are assigned

Zi = z):

= Iy )3+ 21O v 13300} — - vy D50} + var (95(0)) — 2e0v, 1¥i(1), YO}

_ %”Varg {Yi(1)} + ﬁjg’) varg {Y;(0)} — évarm')

B.4 Proof of Theorem 3.3
We formally impose the following regularity assumptions.
Assumption B.2 (Regularity Conditions)
1. As the sample size n — oo, the total number of subgroups G remain fixed.

2. The proportion of units in each subgroup converges to a proportion 7, € (0,1) (i.e., ng/n —

* * G *
Ty, where 0 <7y <1 forallg € {1,...,G} and 3. 7y = 1.

3. The proportion of treated units converges to 7%, where w5 € (0,1) (i.e., limp oo 30 | Z;

2 =141 =
).

4. Lindeberg Condition:

lim imaxlgiﬁngg(Xi)Yig(z) —0.
n—o0 N2 var(7(9))

5. limy, 00 varg(Yi(z)) < c1, and covg(Y;(1),Y;(0)) < o where c1,ca < o00.

We would like to show that as n — oo, (1 —2=) - Lvar(G,(X;)) — 0.

n Ny

Claim: var(Gy(X;)) = -2 Laury
Then,

1 5 v 11-n;/n n 1-—m,

n, n ny/n n—1 mg,
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As n — oo, ny/n — 7} and T, — 7y, both of which will be bounded away from 0 and 1 (by

Assumption (B.2)(b)-(c)):

1 4 11—pf 1—m;
lim (1 - &) - —var(Gy(X;)) = lim — *pz —2 =0
n—00 n N, n—oon p; Tg

Then, we can apply Schochet (2024), Theorem 1 to show:

d,

9 _ R (%(9)) N
R SV :

var(7(9))

B.5 Proof of Corollary

Because each subgroup is a distinct partition, 7(9) and 74 will be asymptotically independent from

one another. As a result, we can straightforwardly apply the Cramer-Wold device and
. d
F—17—=N(0,X2q)
Thus:
FTEE 5
B.6 Proof of Example 3.1

Assumption B.3 (Regularity Conditions)

(a) Smoothness of 7(X): 7(X) is continuous, and 7'(X), 7"(X) exist and are uniformly bounded

in a neighborhood around s, and 7'(s) # 0.

(b) Smoothness condition on density of X and v: dF% exists and is uniformly bounded in a

neighborhood around s. Furthermore, dF'x(s) # 0.
(c) Moment condition: E(v;) = 0, E(v?) = o2.
(d) Tail condition: dFy = o(|7|~4%%) as |7| = oo for some § > 0.

(e) Signal condition: var(t(X;)) > 0.
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These are common assumptions (see e.g., Buhlmann and Yu, 2002). The first three conditions are
straightforward. The tail condition (i.e., Assumption (B.3)-(d)) rules out settings in which the
density of 7; concentrates at an infinitely large value. Informally, this implies that the treatment
effect cannot explode to be infinitely large, which is reasonable in many substantive contexts of
interest. The final condition (i.e., Assumption (B.3)-(e)) which we refer to as a signal condition,
rules out settings in which there is no amount of variation in 7; that can be explained by the
covariates X; (i.e., the underlying data generating process is pure noise). In other words, the
covariates we have collected must have some degree of explanatory power. This rules out the

setting considered in Cattanco et al. (2022).

Lemma B.4 (Asymptotic Variance of Splits) Under Assumption (B.3) and squared loss, the

asymptotic variance of the estimated splits is:

. 2 2723 (1 4 e t
asyvar(sn) = (dFx(s)o*)" - ~(2dFX(s)o2) /oo AiGi ™

6me

where V.= —dFx(s)f'(s) # 0.

Proof: Under Assumption (B.3) and squared loss, we apply Buhlmann and Yu (2002), Theorem

3.1 to show that as n — oo,

nl/?’(én —s) 4, W2  := argmax [Q(t) - sign (E(7; | X; < s) —E(7; | X; > s))],
¢

and Q(t) is a scaled, two-sided Brownian motion, originating from zero, with a quadratic drift:
2 Lo o
Q(t) = dFx(s)o“B(t) — in ,

where B(t) is a two-sided Brownian motion, originating from zero, and V = —dFx(s)f’(s) # 0.
To derive the variance of W2 ,, we can exploit the fact that W2 ; follows Chernoft’s distribution
(Groeneboom, 1989).

To begin, define the random variable Z as:
7., = argmax B(t) — yt?,
t
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where B(t) is a standard Brownian motion, and ¢ > 0. Then, from Groeneboom (1989) (Corollary

3.3), the density of Z is given as dFz(t) = g,(t)gy(—t), and g,(t) is defined as:

H=|[2 — — 18
9,(t) <’y 9 /Cl_,.oo Ai((242)3u) (18)

where ¢; > a1, and a; is the largest zero of the Airy function Ai. We can apply Janson (2013)

(Theorem 1.1) to obtain a closed form solution for the variance of Z.,:

9-2/3,-4/3 oo 4
var(Zy) = =4 /OOAi(it)th'

Furthermore, in settings when the Brownian motion is scaled (i.e., B(at)), we can exploit the fact

that for all a > 0, B(at) = a'/?B(t), and:
Zy =4 garg max(al/QB(t) —a*yt?) = aZy3/2,-

We then solve for the variance of W,z , by substituting a'/? = dFx(s)o?, and vy = TV/(dFx(s)%ah)2.

Thus, the asymptotic variance of a split §, can be written as follows:

. 2 27231 Vv N\ ey
asyvar(sn):(de(3)0'2) . ; <2de(S)O'2> /oo Ai(it)zdt‘
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B.7 Proof of Lemmas
B.7.1 Proof of Lemma B.1

Proof: We can re-write the difference in the within-sample loss and the population loss as:

E, [0(72. X:4,)] ~ E[0(7: X. o)

En [0(71, X1 80)] — En [0 X, 5)| + En [0 X, 5)| —E [0(7 X, 5)] ‘

< En [0 X, )] — E [0(7 X, 5)] |

En [0, X3 50)] — B [075 X 9)] | +

(*)
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We will construct an upper bound on the first term (x):

o [ X, 80)] — B [075 X, 5)] |

En [(7 = 7(Xi580))? = G = 79(X33))7] |

By [r(Xis50)? = 79(X019)? = 20 (71(Xis80) = 7(Xi39)) ]|

E, [(7(Xi:80) = 7(Xis9)) (7 “<X~-§n>+7d<xi;s>—%ﬁ)ﬂ

" ’( (X3 8n) —rd (Xi; 9) H (X5 sn)—i—T(Xi;s)—Q%fl)

|

= En ’( (71X < 8n) —E(F] X < ) H (X Sn)+T(Xz;s)—2ﬁd)

|

=18, — s|E, { max E(T | X; < c) ‘(Td(Xi;(%) _ %d) I (Td(Xi;s) B 7A_id)

i
c€[5n,s

|
|

Td(Xi; s) — ﬁ-d

=E, |5, — 5| x max E(7| X; <c)‘ U Xy 8) + 74Xy 5) — 278

c€[3n,9]

< |4p —s| x max E(78| X; <¢) x ( n

CE[8n,9]

Td(Xi; Sp) — T;

)

<25, —s| x max E(7¢| X; <¢)

CE[8n,9]

74(Xi:80) — 7

=C; X |8, — s

Then:

En [0(7, X 80)] — E [0(7 X, 5)] ‘ <Oy x| — s +

E, [g(f—z.d; X, 5)] —E [f(f'id; X, 8)] )

which concludes the proof. ]

B.8 Proof of Lemma B.2

Proof: We have that

Pr [E, {£(7; X, <b>)}<E {07 X @), 50}

:Pr[En{ 74, s} —En {0 <~Xa>,§§f>)}<o]
— Pr [En{ x50 B Lot x5O 4

E {6GE X O s} —E, {e(E X @, @)} +E {0 X @, s@)) —E {e(7d; X, 3@ }<0]
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By construction, E {E %d' X ) 4b) } >E {E(ﬁ-d; X(@), s(a))}, as X (@ is a relevant covariate. There-

fore, E{ } IE{ ;X(“),s(“))} = 0pg > 0:
= Pr (B, {¢(8; x®, 50} —E {e(z5, X sO)} — [R, {0z x (@ } E {¢(78; X, s9)}] + 6y < 0)
= Pr ([E, {8 X@,50)} —E {38 x@ s} ] - [y {08 x®, 500} - E{e X)) }} > Gpa )
< Pr (|[En {07 X, 500} — B {e( X, s@)}] - [E, {E(ﬁ- i XO,50)} —E {67 XO, 50| > 61
Then, applying Markov’s Inequality:
< 611@ (‘ X@, 5} —E {e(id; X, )] - [E, {585 X0, D)) —E {e(38; X, sO)]}] D
% {E]|E {z #5X@, 50} — B {07 X, @)} | + B [, {0785 X0, 50)} — E {ezd x @, s0)} ]}

Without loss of generality, assume E [ {E rd. x (@) a) } E {E rd. x(a) gla }H is greater than
o {0 X0 50)) —E {0 ;X<>,s(b>)}H. Then:

or equal to E [

<@E[

E, {((75 X, 60} — B {0 X, )} |

C Method Implementation Details

In this section, we describe the hyperparameters and implementation details for all methods used
in the simulations and case study. All methods and code were implemented using R (R Core Team,
2024). For ease of reproducibility and communication of the simulation results, the simulation

study was conducted using the simChef R package (Duncan et al., 2024).

Causal Distillation Trees (CDT). We considered causal distillation trees with two different
teacher models: causal forest (Wager and Athey, 2018) and R-learner with boosting (rboost) (Nie
and Wager, 2021). These teacher models were implemented using grf::causal forest() (Tib-

shirani et al., 2024) and rlearner::rboost() (Nie et al., 2021), respectively, using their default
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hyperparameter settings.

For the student model, we fit a CART decision tree (Breiman et al., 1984) using rpart: :rpart ()
(Therneau and Atkinson, 2023), with the default settings. The CART was then pruned using the
standard post-pruning procedure (i.e., choosing the complexity parameter oz which minimizes the
cross-validation error), as described in Section 3.1. Note that this post-pruning step does not
drastically affect the subgroup estimation results, as shown in Figure A4.

To perform honest estimation of the subgroup ATESs, we set Tyq:n = 0.70 for splitting the data
into a training and hold-out estimation set. To estimate the individual-level treatment effects 7(X;),
we used the out-of-bag sample estimates (without repeated cross-fitting) in the Distilled Causal
Forest and the repeated cross-fitting procedure with R = 50 repeats in the Distilled Rboost. We
also examined other choices of R in Figure A7. From these simulations, we found that R = 50
provided a good balance between the subgroup estimation accuracy and computational burden.
However, more generally, the subgroup estimation results from Distilled Rboost were robust as

long as R was sufficiently large enough.

Virtual Twins. We implemented the virtual twins algorithm (Foster et al., 2011) using the
ranger: :ranger () (Wright and Ziegler, 2017) implementation of random forests. Like in CDT, we
set aside a hold-out estimation set to perform honest estimation of the subgroup average treatment

effects and used 7ipgin, = 0.70.

Causal Trees. We implemented causal trees using the causalTree R package (Athey et al., 2016)
and used the default parameters as shown in the example usage on GitHub — that is, split.Rule =
"CT", cv.option = "CT", split.Honest = TRUE, cv.Honest = "TRUE", split.Bucket = FALSE,
xval = 5, cp = O,minsize = 20, and propensity = 0.5. As in CDT, we pruned the causal tree
using the standard post-pruning procedure, choosing the complexity parameter v which minimizes

the cross-validation error.

Linear and Lasso Regression. In the linear and Lasso regressions, we included all main effects
X and their interactions with the treatment variable Z as covariates to predict the response Y. In
the linear regression, we defined a selected subgroup feature to be any covariate whose interaction

with the treatment variable yielded a significant p-value (p < 0.05). In the Lasso regression,
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we defined a selected subgroup feature to be any covariate whose interaction with the treatment
variable received a non-zero coefficient. To estimate the CATE for each unit, we computed the
difference between the predicted response when Z; = 1 and the predicted response when Z; = 0.
The linear regression was implemented using 1m(), and the Lasso regression was implemented
using glmnet::cv.glmnet () (Friedman et al., 2010) with 5-fold cross-validation and the default

hyperparameter grid.

D Additional Simulation Results

We next present additional simulation results to complement the main results, shown in Section 5.
These results include additional subgroup data-generating processes, evaluation metrics, and al-
ternative modeling choices in the CDT framework (e.g., different number of repeated cross-fits R,

student model choices, and pruning choices).

CATE-only Outcome Model. In particular, to complement Figure 4 which examined the
subgroup estimation performance under an outcome model including linear covariate effects (i.e.,
Yi=72;, -1+ X 1(3) + Xi(4) + 14), we also examined the subgroup estimation performance under the

following outcome model, which depends only on the conditional average treatment effect:
Yi = Zi * T + V.

Besides this modification in the outcome model, all other simulation settings were kept the same.
The results are shown in Figure A2. As seen under the previous outcome model, the distilled
methods (Distilled Causal Forest and Distilled Rboost) generally outperformed existing methods

in estimating the subgroup structure and the subgroup average treatment effects.

Threshold Distributions. When examining the distribution of the estimated subgroup thresh-
olds from the tree-based methods in Figure A3, we uncover another benefit of distillation — the
distribution of the CDT-estimated subgroup thresholds is much tighter (i.e,. has smaller variance)
than for other tree-based subgroup detection methods without distillation (i.e., causal trees and

virtual twins). This again reinforces our theoretical understanding of CDT, where we have seen in
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(A) Subgroup Features (B) Subgroup Thresholds (C) Subgroup ATEs
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Figure A2: Performance of subgroup estimation methods for (A) identifying the true subgroup features,
measured via Fj score, number of true positives, and number of false positives, (B) estimating the true
subgroup thresholds, measured via root mean squared error (RMSE) for each true subgroup feature, and (C)
estimating the true subgroup ATE, measured via RMSE, across increasing treatment effect heterogeneity
strengths (x-axis) and different subgroup data-generating processes in the CATE-only outcome model
scenario (rows). CDT with various teacher models (i.e., Distilled Causal Forest and Distilled Rboost)
frequently yields the highest F; and number of true positives alongside the lowest number of false positives,
threshold RMSEs, and CATE RMSE, demonstrating its effectiveness for accurate subgroup estimation.
Results are averaged across 100 simulation replicates with ribbons denoting +1SF.
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Figure A3: Distribution of estimated thresholds for each true subgroup feature (i.e., X and X(?))
using different subgroup estimation methods (color) under various treatment effect heterogeneity strengths
(columns) and subgroup data-generating processes (subplots). The range of the threshold distributions from
CDT (i.e., Distilled Causal Forest and Distilled Rboost) is often smaller than that from causal tree, especially
as the treatment effect heterogeneity strength increases. Results are shown for 100 simulation replicates.
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Example 3.1 that the first-stage learner in CDT acts as a de-noising step, leading to more stable

splits (i.e., thresholds) in CDT compared to non-distilled tree-based methods.

Pruned versus Unpruned. Recall thus far that we have been implementing CDT and causal
trees with the standard post-pruning procedure using cross-validation to tune the complexity pa-
rameter . To investigate the impact of this post-pruning step, we compare the subgroup estimation
performance of CDT and causal trees with and without post-pruning in Figure A4. While the per-
formance of causal trees declines drastically without pruning, the performance of CDT with and

without pruning is similarly strong, demonstrating CDT’s robustness with respect to this pruning
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choice.

Evaluating using Oracle Tree Depth. In general, optimally pruning decision trees is a chal-
lenging problem and an active area of research (Zhou and Mentch, 2023). To investigate whether
the observed difference in subgroup estimation performance between tree-based methods is due to
suboptimal pruning or not, we show in Figure A5 the subgroup estimation performance of the tree-
based methods, pruned to have a fixed depth of 2 (which is the oracle tree depth given our subgroup
DGPs, described in Section 5.1). Even with this oracle pruning, we still observe improvements due
to distillation. In particular, compared to causal tree and virtual twins, CDT yields fewer false

positives and more accurate estimation of the subgroup ATEs.

Selection Frequency of Subgroup Features. In Figure A6, we show the number of simulation
replicates (out of 100) that each variable was selected as a subgroup feature. Notably, when the
outcome model includes linear covariate effects involving the features X and X®, causal tree
and virtual twins frequently split on these irrelevant features, X®) and X ¥, whereas the distilled

methods avoid this pitfall.

Choice of Repeated Cross-Fits R. Inthe CDT algorithm, we have been using R = 50 repeated
cross-fits to estimate the individual-level treatment effects. To investigate the sensitivity of this
choice, we show in Figure A7 the subgroup estimation performance of Distilled Rboost for varying
choices of R, ranging between 1 and 100. In general, the subgroup estimation performance improves

as R increases and tends to be relatively stable for R > 10.

Rulefit Student Model. Another choice in the CDT framework is the student model, for which
we recommend and have been using a CART decision tree. In previous work (Bargagli-Stoffi et al.,
2020; Wan et al., 2023), Rulefit (Friedman and Popescu, 2008) has been proposed to either generate
subgroup rules or estimate subgroups with heterogeneous treatment effects. In Figure A8, we
compare the performance of Distilled Causal Forest using CART as the student model to Distilled
Causal Forest using various instantiations of rulefit as the student model. Namely, we include four
different versions of rulefit, implemented using pre::pre() (Fokkema, 2020), with the following

hyperparameter settings:
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Figure A4: Performance of pruned and unpruned versions of CDT and causal trees for (A) identifying
the true subgroup features, measured via F; score, number of true positives, and number of false positives,
(B) estimating the true subgroup thresholds, measured via root mean squared error (RMSE) for each true
subgroup feature, and (C) estimating the true subgroup ATE, measured via RMSE, across increasing treat-
ment effect heterogeneity strengths (x-axis) and different subgroup data-generating processes (rows). While
causal tree without pruning performs substantially worse than pruned causal tree, CDT with various teacher
models (i.e., Distilled Causal Forest and Distilled Rboost) performs similarly well with or without pruning.
Results are averaged across 100 simulation replicates with ribbons denoting £1SFE.
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Figure A5: Performance of subgroup estimation methods with oracle pruning for (A) identifying the
true subgroup features, measured via Fj score, number of true positives, and number of false positives,
(B) estimating the true subgroup thresholds, measured via root mean squared error (RMSE) for each true
subgroup feature, and (C) estimating the true subgroup ATE, measured via RMSE, across increasing treat-
ment effect heterogeneity strengths (x-axis) and different subgroup data-generating processes (rows). CDT
with various teacher models (i.e., Distilled Causal Forest and Distilled Rboost) remains the most robust and
accurate subgroup estimation method, as seen by its high F; and number of true positives alongside low
number of false positives, threshold RMSEs, and CATE RMSE. Results are averaged across 100 simulation
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Figure A6: Number of simulation replicates out of 100, for which each variable was selected (at least once)
in the estimated subgroups. Results are shown for different variables (x-axis), subgroup estimation methods
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Figure A7: Performance of Distilled Rboost with varying number of repeated crossfits R (color) for
(A) identifying the true subgroup features, measured via F; score, number of true positives, and number of
false positives, (B) estimating the true subgroup thresholds, measured via root mean squared error (RMSE)
for each true subgroup feature, and (C) estimating the true subgroup ATE, measured via RMSE, across
increasing treatment effect heterogeneity strengths (x-axis) and different subgroup data-generating processes
(rows). The subgroup estimation performance improves slightly as R increases and tends to be relatively
stable for R > 10. Results are averaged across 100 simulation replicates.
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]
N

1. Rulefit (rules only, max depth = 2): type = "rules" and maxdepth

]
w

2. Rulefit (rules only, max depth = 3): type = "rules" and maxdepth
3. Rulefit (linear + rules, max depth = 2): type = "both" and maxdepth = 2

4. Rulefit (linear + rules, max depth = 3): type = "both" and maxdepth = 3 (i.e., the default

settings in pre: :pre())

Although the rulefit student model sometimes results in more accurate estimation of the sub-
group ATE, this is at the cost of a more complex model, illustrated by the substantially higher
number of false positive features in rulefit compared to CART. CART thus appears to be a simpler

and more interpretable student model choice for CDT.
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Figure A8: Performance of CDT with CART versus Rulefit student models for (A) identifying the
true subgroup features, measured via F; score, number of true positives, and number of false positives, (
estimating the true subgroup thresholds, measured via root mean squared error (RMSE) for each true sub-
group feature, and (C) estimating the true subgroup ATE, measured via RMSE, across increasing treatment
effect heterogeneity strengths (x-axis) and different subgroup data-generating processes (rows). The Rulefit
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student model tends to estimate unnecessarily complex subgroups, compared to CART. Results are averaged

76

across 100 simulation replicates with ribbons denoting +1SFE.



E Additional Teacher Model Selection Simulation Results

In this section, we provide the Jaccard SSI simulation results (Figures A9-A14), used to select the
teacher model, for each of the subgroup DGPs studied in Section 5 and Appendix D. As discussed
in Section 5.3, higher Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate subgroup estimation
regardless of the choice of subgroup DGP.

In practice, we reiterate that substantive researchers should leverage their domain knowledge
when choosing the tree depth(s) d to consider in the teacher model selection procedure. In cases
where such prior knowledge is limited, we recommend that researchers view the Jaccard SSI results
alongside the feature stability distributions and other diagnostic tools (see Appendix A.7) to gain
a more holistic perspective. This holistic view of the distilled method and its stability can often
shed light on an appropriate choice of tree depth. For example, the feature stability distributions
in Figures A9-A14 clearly illuminate that the trees grown to depths 3 and 4 are substantially more
unstable than the depth-2 trees. That is, the distribution of features selected at depths 3 and
4 are far more heterogeneous than that at depth 2. As with the Jaccard SSI, a more stable or
homogeneous feature distribution is generally a positive sign and may serve as heuristic to help

choose the tree depth.
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Figure A9: Under the ‘AND’ subgroup data-generating process (CATE-only), we examine (A) the subgroup
estimation accuracy alongside (B) the Jaccard SSI for a range of tree depths and (C) the distribution of

features selected at each tree depth across the 100 bootstraps.
estimation methods (colors) and treatment effect heterogeneity strengths (rows).

Results are shown for different subgroup

Choosing the teacher

model in CDT which leads to the highest Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate subgroup
estimation. Moreover, the amount of heterogeneity in the distribution of selected subgroup features can help
inform our degree of trust and guide selection for choosing the relevant tree depth(s).
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Figure A10: Under the ‘Additive’ subgroup data-generating process (CATE-only), we examine (A) the
subgroup estimation accuracy alongside (B) the Jaccard SSI for a range of tree depths and (C) the distribution
of features selected at each tree depth across the 100 bootstraps. Results are shown for different subgroup
estimation methods (colors) and treatment effect heterogeneity strengths (rows). Choosing the teacher model
in CDT which leads to the highest Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate subgroup estimation.
Moreover, the amount of heterogeneity in the distribution of selected subgroup features can help inform our
degree of trust and guide selection for choosing the relevant tree depth(s).
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Figure A11: Under the ‘OR’ subgroup data-generating process (CATE-only), we examine (A) the subgroup
estimation accuracy alongside (B) the Jaccard SSI for a range of tree depths and (C) the distribution of
features selected at each tree depth across the 100 bootstraps. Results are shown for different subgroup
estimation methods (colors) and treatment effect heterogeneity strengths (rows). Choosing the teacher
model in CDT which leads to the highest Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate subgroup
estimation. Moreover, the amount of heterogeneity in the distribution of selected subgroup features can help
inform our degree of trust and guide selection for choosing the relevant tree depth(s).
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AND DGP with Linear Covariates
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Figure A12: Under the ‘AND’ subgroup data-generating process with linear covariate effects, we examine
(A) the subgroup estimation accuracy alongside (B) the Jaccard SSI for a range of tree depths and (C) the
distribution of features selected at each tree depth across the 100 bootstraps. Results are shown for different

subgroup estimation methods (colors) and treatment effect heterogeneity strengths (rows).

Choosing the

teacher model in CDT which leads to the highest Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate
subgroup estimation. Moreover, the amount of heterogeneity in the distribution of selected subgroup features
can help inform our degree of trust and guide selection for choosing the relevant tree depth(s).
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Additive DGP with Linear Covariates
(A) Subgroup Estimation (B) Jaccard Stability (C) Feature Stability
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Figure A13: Under the ‘Additive’ subgroup data-generating process with linear covariate effects, we exam-
ine (A) the subgroup estimation accuracy alongside (B) the Jaccard SSI for a range of tree depths and (C)
the distribution of features selected at each tree depth across the 100 bootstraps. Results are shown for dif-
ferent subgroup estimation methods (colors) and treatment effect heterogeneity strengths (rows). Choosing
the teacher model in CDT which leads to the highest Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate
subgroup estimation. Moreover, the amount of heterogeneity in the distribution of selected subgroup features
can help inform our degree of trust and guide selection for choosing the relevant tree depth(s).
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OR DGP with Linear Covariates
(A) Subgroup Estimation (B) Jaccard Stability (C) Feature Stability
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Figure A14: Under the ‘OR’ subgroup data-generating process with linear covariate effects, we examine
(A) the subgroup estimation accuracy alongside (B) the Jaccard SSI for a range of tree depths and (C) the
distribution of features selected at each tree depth across the 100 bootstraps. Results are shown for different
subgroup estimation methods (colors) and treatment effect heterogeneity strengths (rows). Choosing the
teacher model in CDT which leads to the highest Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate
subgroup estimation. Moreover, the amount of heterogeneity in the distribution of selected subgroup features
can help inform our degree of trust and guide selection for choosing the relevant tree depth(s).
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F Extended Details of Case Study

While we presented the final subgroups and their estimated effects under Distilled Rboost in the
main text, this is only after comparing our proposed Jaccard SSI on across two different teacher
models. These were Causal Forest and Rboost. Figure A15 indicates that Distilled Rboost is

consistently more stable across different tree depths.
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Figure A15: In our case study, we examine the the Jaccard SSI for a range of tree depths. Results are
shown for different subgroup estimation methods (colors). Choosing the teacher model in CDT which leads
to the highest Jaccard SSI generally corresponds to more accurate subgroup estimation.
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