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ABSTRACT

Many forecasting applications have a limited distributed target variable, which is zero for most
observations and positive for the remaining observations. In the econometrics literature, there is
much research about statistical model building for limited distributed target variables. Especially,
there are two component model approaches, where one model is build for the probability of the
target to be positive and one model for the actual value of the target, given that it is positive.
However, the econometric literature focuses on effect estimation and does not provide theory for
predictive modeling. Nevertheless, some concepts like the two component model approach and
Heckmann’s sample selection correction also appear in the predictive modeling literature, without a
sound theoretical foundation. In this paper, we theoretically analyze predictive modeling for limited
dependent variables and derive best practices. By analyzing various real-world data sets, we also use
the derived theoretical results to explain which predictive modeling approach works best on which
application.

Keywords predictive modeling · limited distribution

1 Introduction

In the last decade, predictive models have gained importance in a very wide range of domains. In the twentieth century,
traditional statistical models, like linear regression models, logistic regression models and other generalized linear
models were most frequently applied for forecasting applications. These models require an explicit specification, by an
equation including free parameters, of the relationship between the target to predict and the features. Although useful,
these traditional statistical models were limited in their predictive performance, as they can not describe complex,
non-linear relationships between features and target. This limitation of the traditional models, combined with a growing
amount of large data sets and a rise of computational power were the reasons for a gain in importance of machine
learning methods, starting around the beginning of the twenty first century. The novel forecasting methods do not
require an explicit specification of the relationship between features and target and are able to represent complex,
non-linear relationships.

Our research does not focus on the choice of forecasting model, but rather focuses on the statistical properties of the
target variable to predict, which affect whatever model is applied. We consider forecasting a target variable y, with
the following distribution properties: y is zero with a positive probability and if it is not zero, it has a distribution of
positive values. We denote this kind of distribution a limited distribution. There are many forecasting applications were
the target variable has such a limited distribution. In medicine, most of the patients are not readmitted (y = 0) after
being discharged from the hospital. But a considerable share of those being readmitted, get readmitted multiple times
(y > 0) [Bardhan et al., 2015]. In the same way, many customers do not consume certain products, like tabaco, at all
(y = 0) but those who consume them do this frequently (y > 0) [Badicu et al., 2020]. In online marketing, a big share
of market visitors does not buy anything (y = 0), but customers who buy something spend a positive amount of money
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(y > 0) [Gubela et al., 2020]. When a bank grants credits, most of the borrowers do not default (y = 0), but some do
and this causes a certain monetary loss (y > 0) to the bank [Yao et al., 2017]. The list of forecasting applications where
the target has such a limited distribution could be further extended.

Building statistical models for forecasting and inference customized to such limited distribution of y has already been
considered in various econometric studies. The first study proposing a statistical modeling strategy for such limited
distributions was conducted by Tobin [1958]. He found that for limited target distributions, a linear regression model
would fail the assumption of linearity as well as the assumption of normally distributed error terms. To overcome this
problem, he proposed the Tobin model, which is a two component model, consisting of a classification model for the
probability of y > 0 and a regression model for y, given y > 0. Cragg [1971] extended the Tobin model by relaxing
assumptions about the relationship between features and targets in the classification and the regression model. The
resulting models are called hurdle models. In this paper, we summarise any approach which uses one model for the
probability of y > 0 and another model for the value of y, given y > 0, under the name two component models. Another
important aspect when building statistical models for limited target variables comes from Heckman [1979] and concerns
the problem of sample selection when building a regression model for y, given y > 0. He analyzed the resulting bias
when a model is naively fitted only on the observations with y > 0 and suggested a method to overcome this bias.

So, the econometric literature has extensively studied statistical modeling for limited target variables. But it is unclear
whether their insights can be transferred to the case of predictive modeling with modern machine learning methods.
This is because the econometric literature concerns traditional statistical models, with their assumptions about the
form of relationship between features and target and assumptions about the target distribution. Violations of these
assumptions for limited target variables led to the use of two component models. But for flexible forecasting methods
like neural networks, random forest, etc. these assumptions do not apply. Nevertheless, there is a range of studies
applying variants of the two component models for forecasting, partly using machine learning methods. Examples are
Zadrozny and Elkan [2001] who apply a two component model approach to predict expected donation amounts and
who apply Heckman’s methods of sample selection bias prevention, Haupt and Lessmann [2022] and Baier and Stöcker
[2022] who apply two component models for predicting causal effects in online marketing. Baier and Stöcker [2022]
even apply Heckman’s correction. Furthermore, Yao et al. [2017], Loterman et al. [2012] apply two component models
to predict the monetary risk of granted credits. Still, there lacks theoretical motivation for such approaches.

Our research question is to analyze the statistical properties of limited dependent variables and the consequences for
best practice in predictive modeling. We show that building separate models for the probability of y > 0 and the value
of y, given y > 0, can be beneficial due to an increase in the signal-to-noise ratio, when compared with a single model
for the target y. After theoretically proving potential benefits of the two component model approach, we also examine
potential problems. The two component models in are not optimized to predict the original target y. Accordingly, their
combination as a product is not necessarily an accurate model for y. More precisely, we demonstrate that scale (variation
in the predictions of the sub-models) and location (mean predictions of the sub-models) are not necessarily ideal and
show how this problem can be fixed. We call this problem the scaling and location problem. We also theoretically
analyse the problem of sample selection bias when building a component model for the amount of y on the sub-sample
of observations with y > 0. We conclude that this selection bias does not pose a severe problem and that a Heckman
correction, as applied in some previous studies for predicting limited dependent variables, lacks theoretical justification.

To demonstrate the practical value of our theoretical research results, we consider three real-world examples of predictive
modeling for limited dependent variables. One application is the decision of whom to contact for a charity donation
request. The other two applications come from online marketing.

2 What makes a good predictive model?

2.1 Predictive models and error metrics

Our paper considers the case of a prediction task. Thereby, a certain target variable y should be predicted, given features
x. A predictive model f̂(x) is build on training data, such that it ideally predicts y on separate test data. In this section,
we reflect on the metrics to evaluate the model predictions and motivate our choice for the following theoretical analysis.

The most famous metric for regression model evaluation is the mean squared error. It measures the mean of the squared
differences between the model predictions and the prediction target y on the test set. Thereby, the calculated metric on
the test set can be seen as an estimate for the theoretical model performance, given by

MSE(f̂(x), y) = E[(y − f̂(x))2].
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To better understand, what the MSE measures, it is useful to derive the following expression

MSE(f̂(x), y) = E[(y − E[y] + E[f̂(x)]− f̂(x) + E[y]− E[f̂(x)])2]

= E[(y − E[y])2] + E[(E[f̂(x)]− f̂(x))2] + (E[y]− E[f̂(x)])2 + 2E[(y − E[y])(E[f̂(x)]− f̂(x))]

= V ar[y] + V ar[f̂(x)]− 2Cov(f̂(x), y) + (E[y]− E[f̂(x)])2

= V ar[y] + V ar[f̂(x)]− 2Cor(f̂(x), y)

√
V ar[f̂(x)]V ar[y] + (E[y]− E[f̂(x)])2

First, note, that the higher a models correlation with the target variable, the lower its MSE. Now, consider two models
f̂1(x) and f̂2(x), which achieve the same correlation with the target variable y. If their MSE values differ, this could
only be due to differences in V ar[f̂i(x)] or E[f̂i(x)]. In other words, performance differences in terms of MSE for
models having the same correlation with the target variables, can only be due to differences in their respective scaling
(V ar[f̂i(x)]) or location (E[f̂i(x)]). This means, the MSE evaluates the correlation of a model with its target and
scaling and location of the model. Note, that scaling and location of the model are optimal according to the MSE, if
V ar[f̂(x)] = Cor(f̂(x), y)2V ar[y] and E[f̂(x)] = E[Y ].

In our theoretical analysis, we chose to consider the correlation between model predictions and the model target as the
performance measure of primary interest, instead of the MSE. We did this for two reasons: First, in many applications,
scaling and location are irrelevant. If, for example, the goal is to rank instances, scaling and location do not matter.
Note, that we do not base our theoretical analysis on ranking metrics like the lift curve, because it is very hard to analyse
them statistically. However, the correlation between predictions and target is clearly strongly related to lift. Second, it is
worth to separate the evaluation of scale and location from the evaluation of the correlation, because the sub-optimal
scaling and location problem of two component models requires distinct analysis.

2.2 Observable and theoretical targets

In this section, we introduce two concepts, which are fundamental for the theoretical analysis of predictive models: the
conditional expected value ζx := E[y|x], which describes the variation in y, explainable by the features x and the noise
ε, which describes the remaining variation in y, being unrelated to the features. It holds

y = ζx + ε.

Having decomposed y in conditional expectation and noise, we can derive the following equations for the performance
of a model f̂(x), measured by the correlation with y:

Cor(f̂(x), y) =
Cov(f̂(x), y)√

V ar[f̂(x)]
√
V ar[y]

=
Cov(f̂(x), ζx) + Cov(Cov(f̂(x), ε)√

V ar[f̂(x)]
√
V ar[ζx] + V ar[ε]

=
Cov(f̂(x), ζx)√

V ar[f̂(x)]
√
V ar[ζx] + V ar[ε]

= Cor(f̂(x), ζx)

√
V ar[ζx]

V ar[ζx] + V ar[ε]
(1)

Accordingly, the correlation of f̂(x) with the target y depends on the correlation of f̂(x) with the conditional expected
value ζx as well as on the ratio between the variance in ζx and the variance in y. Note, that the model f̂(x) only affects
the first factor. Thus Cor(f̂(x), ζx) is what really contains the performance of f̂(x). The second factor only contains
statistical properties of the target variable.

Given this decomposition of the correlation performance measure, we can motivate the distinction in observable and
theoretical targets. We call y the observable target, because it is observable and we can use it to calculate a performance
metric Cor(f̂(x), y) on the test set. In contrast, we call ζx the theoretical target, because Cor(f̂(x), ζx) is what really
measures the performance of f̂(x). But as we can not observe the theoretical target, we would need to calculate the
correlation with the observable target in practice. For the theoretical analysis, however, it is useful to examine the
correlation with the theoretical target. This is why, in the following, we always analyse model performance with regard
to the theoretical target.
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2.3 The signal-to-noise ratio

After having discussed the problem of model evaluation, we now reflect on what properties of the data allow building
accurate predictive models. Thereby, in contrast to most of the literature on predictive modeling, we do not focus on the
choice of model (e.g. random forest vs. neural networks) but rather on the statistical properties inherent in the data,
which would affect whatever model is applied. The most important statistical measure for our theoretical analysis is the
signal-to-noise ratio, which measures the relative impact of explainable and unexplainable variation in y

SNRy :=
V ar[ζx]

V ar[ε]
.

The signal-to-noise ratio has a strong impact on predictive performance. From equation (1), we can derive

Cor(f̂(x), y) = Cor(f̂(x), ζx)

√
SNRy

SNRy + 1
.

So, the signal-to-noise factor is a limiting factor on the correlation with the observable target. Even if the model is
perfect (e.g. f̂(x) = ζx) the model performance measured on the test set would still be low, if the signal-to-noise ratio
SNRy is low. But the signal-to-noise ratio also has another effect. The lower the signal-to-noise ratio on the training
data, the harder it becomes for a model building algorithm to extract the signal ζx. In consequence, for any predictive
model, the lower the signal-to-noise ratio, the lower the correlation Cor(f̂(x), ζx) will tend to be.

To round off the discussion of the statistical properties, we finally consider the training sample size. It is common
knowledge, that the performance of a predictive model increases with increasing training sample size. But following on
the previous points, we can further specify this statement. An increase in the training sample size will not enable any
model to perform better than ζx, so the signal-to-noise ratio will still be a limiting factor on the model performance
measured with the observable target. However, an increase in the training sample will enable the model building
algorithms to better extract the signal ζx, because noise "averages out" with an increasing number of observations.
Accordingly, with increasing training set size, predictive models f̂(x) would achieve a higher correlation with ζx.

In other studies about predictive models, the signal-to-noise ratio and its impact on predictive models is rarely discussed.
Why does this discussion matter for our research question? In contrast to other prediction problems, where the target of
predictive models is fixed, limited dependent variables grant some scope for the definition of prediction targets. We
could either build a single model for the target y, or we could build a two component model, consisting of a model for
the binary target Iy>0 and a model for the target y, on the observations with y > 0. The important aspect here is that
the signal-to-noise ratio for the single model approach will be different from the signal-to-noise ratios of the targets for
the two component model approach. It is exactly this difference in the signal-to-noise ratio which motivates the two
component model approach compared to the single model approach. In the next section, we will elaborate why using
the two model approach often yields a higher signal-to-noise ratio for the two component models and can thereby lead
to improved predictive performance of the two component model approach compared to the single model approach.

3 Predictive models for limited distribution targets

3.1 Definition of prediction targets

In the following, we want to derive a representation for limited dependent variables

y = c · a,

as the product of a binary variable c, which takes the values 1 and 0 and a continuous variable a > 0. Clearly,
such a representation is valid, once we define a := y, when y > 0 and c := Iy>0. For the following analysis, it is
necessary to decompose a and c in their respective conditional expected value and their respective noise. We denote
this decomposition as

c = px + εp
a = µx + εµ.

Thereby, px is the conditional expected value of c over the whole population and µx is the conditional expected value in
the sample with c = 1.

4
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Next, we need to derive a decomposition in the expected value and the noise for the target variable y, with regard to the
components above.´It holds

E[y|x] = P [c = 1|x]E[y|c = 1, x] + P [c = 0|x]E[y|c = 0, x]

= P [c = 1|x]E[a|c = 1, x]

= pxµx

Because

y = (px + εp)(µx + εµ)

= pxµx + pxεµ + εpµx + εpεµ,

y has the decomposition

y = pxµx + ε with (2)
ε = pxεµ + εpµx + εpεµ.

3.2 Signal and noise in limited dependent variables

In the following, we examine signal and noise of limited dependent variables. Being a product of two variables a and c,
they naturally obtain some of the signal contained in both variables, but also some of the noise. In the following, we
analyse how signal and noise of the component target enter the composite target y = ac. In Appendix B, we derived the
equation

SNRy = α · SNRa + (1− α)SNRc + Ψ,

where Ψ is a component, depending on the relationship between a and c and α ∈ [0, 1]. What do we obtain from
this equation? Under mild conditions, which can be seen in Appendix B, Ψ is negative and thus SNRy is less than a
weighted sum of SNRa and SNRc. So, in this case, at least one of the component targets has a higher signal-to-noise
ratio than y. It is well possible, that both component targets have a higher signal-to-noise ratio than y. Even if the
relationship between a and c is such that Ψ > 0, it is well possible that one of the component targets has a higher
signal-to-noise ratio than y.

So, given this analysis about the signal-to-noise ratio, it is very likely that separating a limited dependent variable
y = ac in the components a and c, yields a higher signal-to-noise ratio of at least one of these components, compared
to y. In consequence, we would expect the model for the component target with this favorable signal-to-noise ratio to
achieve a higher correlation with its component target, than the single model ζ̂(x) achieves for the target pxµx. But this
is only one half of the picture. The fact that one or both components achieve a good performance for their respective
component targets does not yet imply, that their combination is a good predictive model for the composite target pxµx.
The missing half of the picture will be delivered in the next section.

3.3 Linear relationship between the composite target and the component targets

In this section, we will examine what happens if we build predictive models for the component targets a and c, instead
of for the target ac. We already know that a low signal-to-noise ratio in y = ac could be a reason to try model building
for the component targets. However, we do not know, when high predictive accuracy of a model for a or for c translates
into high predictive accuracy for ac. This question will be answered in this section.

Before diving into the hard theory, we start with an intuition: The theoretical target to predict is a product pxµx of
the theoretical component targets. The variance in pxµx is driven by the variance in px, the variance in µx and some
variance due to the interaction between px and µx. Now, consider the case that either px or µx are the main driver of the
variance in pxµx and the interaction between both theoretical targets has a rather small effect. Then it seems plausible,
that a model which predicts px or µx (whatever is the main driver) well, will also be a good model for pxµx. So, if one
of the component targets has high influence on pxµx and a high signal-to-noise ratio compared to SNRy, it is likely
that a model build for this target could predict pxµx better than a single model trained for the target ac. By combining
this valuable component target model with the model for the other component target, the predictive accuracy for pxµx
could possibly be even more increased.

In the following, we will describe this mathematically. A model trained on the observations (ci, xi), will be denoted
p̂(x) in the following. Its theoretical target is px. A model trained on the observations (ai, xi), for which ci = 1, will
be denoted µ̂(x) in the following. Its theoretical target is µx. We start by analyzing which predictive performance
these component models could individually achieve for the composite theoretical target pxµx. They are trained to

5
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achieve as high a correlation Cor(p̂(x), px) respectively Cor(µ̂(x), µx) as possible. How does this performance for
their individual theoretical component targets translate into a performance for the composite target pxµx? As we show
in Appendix D.1, they would respectively achieve a performance of

Cor(p̂(x), pxµx) ≈ Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(px, pxµx)

Cor(µ̂(x), pxµx) ≈ Cor(µ̂(x), µx)Cor(µx, pxµx).

So, if Cor(px, pxµx) is high (e.g. close to 1) and the signal-to-noise ratio of c is much higher than the signal-to-noise-
ratio of y, it is very likely that p̂(x) predicts pxµx better than a single model ζ̂(x) trained for the observable target
y = ac would do. The same holds true for µ̂(x), if Cor(µx, pxµx) is high and the signal-to-noise ratio of a is higher
than the signal-to-noise ratio of y. With regard to our intuitive reflection on the component models performance, we can
see that the correlation between a theoretical component target and the theoretical composite target is the mathematical
expression for the "influence" of the respective theoretical component target. Because the correlation measures the
strength of a linear relationship, we call the terms Cor(px, pxµx) and Cor(µx, pxµx) linear relation factors in the
following.

Next, we extend our analysis to the case, where both component models are combined to make a prediction for pxµx.
More specifically, we analyse the two component model p̂(x)µ̂(x). The question to be answered is: If they respectively
achieve a performance Cor(p̂(x), px) and Cor(µ̂(x), µx) for their theoretical component targets, which performance
would their product achieve for the theoretical composite target? In Appendix D.2, we show that this performance is
given by

Cor(p̂(x)µ̂(x), pxµx) ≈wp̂µ̂Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(µ̂(x), µx)CI + wp̂Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(px, pxµx)

+ wµ̂Cor(µ̂(x), µx)Cor(µx, pxµx), (3)

where wp̂µ̂, wp̂ and wµ̂ are certain weights, which measure the relative importance of p̂(x), µ̂(x) and their interaction
in the two component model p̂(x)µ̂(x). For now, we consider these weights as something fixed. In the next section, we
will further analyze them and the corresponding problems in the two component model approach. Examining equation
(3), we can see that both linear relation factors multiplied by the performance of their respective component models
enter into the performance of p̂(x)µ̂(x). However, there is also a third summand, namely

wp̂µ̂Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(µ̂(x), µx)CI .

Thereby, CI can be seen as the part of variation in pxµx, which is due to the interaction of px and µx (see Appendix
D.2 for details). It is important that CI is multiplied by both component models’ respective correlations with their
theoretical composite targets. Unless both Cor(p̂(x), px) and Cor(µ̂(x), µx) are close to 1, CI gets far less weight
in equation (3) than Cor(px, pxµx) and Cor(µx, pxµx). This has the following implication: If one or both of the
linear relation factors are high and the signal-to-noise ratio of the corresponding target(s) is high, the two component
model p̂(x)µ̂(x) should perform well with the same argumentation as for the individual component models. But,
if none of the linear relation factors is high, the two component model could only achieve a high performance, if
both Cor(p̂(x), px) and Cor(µ̂(x), µx) are very high. In contrast, a single model achieves (per definition) a good
performance if Cor(ζ̂(x), pxµx) is high. So, only if both SNRc and SNRa are much higher than SNRy, would we
expect p̂(x)µ̂(x) to perform better than ζ̂(x).

For an illustration of these rather complicated theoretical properties, we refer to figure 1. This figure presents the
results of two simulation scenarios. In the first scenario (left plot), the theoretical component targets have a strong
linear relationship to the theoretical composite target. In this case, we can see, that the two component models p̂(x)
and µ̂(x) do not need to achieve a high correlation with their respective theoretical component targets in order for
the product to achieve a performance of Cor(p̂(x)µ̂(x), pxµx) = 0.3. In the second scenario (right plot), both the
theoretical component targets have a weak linear relationship to the composite target. In this case, we can see that
p̂(x) and µ̂(x) both need a very high performance respectively in order for their product to achieve a correlation of
Cor(p̂(x)µ̂(x), pxµx) = 0.3.

So, to sum up, building predictive models for the component targets a and c and combining their predictions in a
prediction for ac makes sense if

(a) The signal-to-noise ratio of at least one of the component targets a and c is lower than the signal-to-noise ratio
of the composite target ac.

(b) One or both of the theoretical component targets have a strong linear relationship to the theoretical composite
target.

If these conditions are not fulfilled, the single model approach can be expected to work better.

6
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Figure 1: The plots show, for the simulation settings in section 3.3, how much correlation which their respective
component targets the models p̂(x) and µ̂(x) need to achieve, such that Cor(p̂(x)µ̂(x), pxµx) = 0.3.

3.4 The scaling and location problem

In the last section, we derived conditions under which it makes sense to build predictive models for the component
targets a and c, when the goal is to predict the composite target ac. We derived these conditions from equation (3).
However, when we did this we ignored one aspect in the equation, namely the weights wp̂µ̂, wp̂ and wµ̂. A potential
problem which could arise in the two component model approach is that these weights are sub-optimal. Consider
equation (3) and the exemplary case that Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(px, pxµx) is very high. If the weight wp̂ would be close
to zero, the great performance of p̂(x) would barely affect the performance of the two component model p̂(x)µ̂(x).
Accordingly, the performance of the two component model p̂(x)µ̂(x) could be far worse than the performance of the
component model p̂(x). Next, we show that this can happen in practice and explain why.

First, we need to examine what the weights wp̂µ̂, wp̂ and wµ̂ actually measure. As shown in Appendix D.3, they
correspond to CVp̂, CVµ̂ and CVp̂ · CVµ̂ times a certain factor. Here, CV denotes the coefficient of variation (standard
deviation divided by the expected value). So, for example, it holds wp̂

wµ̂
=

CVp̂
CVµ̂

. So, if the model p̂(x) predicts pxµx
better than the model µ̂(x) but the coefficient of variation of p̂(x) is lower than the coefficient of variation for µ̂(x), this
will lead to a sub-optimal weighting.

In practice, µ̂(x) is optimized to predict the target a and p̂(x) is optimized to predict the target c. When we apply
a simple product of the form p̂(x)µ̂(x), there are no strong theoretical arguments to assume that the coefficients of
variation of these models correspond to their respective performance for predicting pxµx.

4 Applications on real-world data sets

In this section, we describe our analysis of three real-world applications of predictive modeling for limited dependent
variables. We will compare the performance of the single model approach and the two component model approach.
Furthermore, we will explain why one of the methods outperformed the other, by applying the results of our theory.

4.1 Data sets

The first data set is from a charity organization, aiming to identify, based on historical data, which persons to send a
donation request mail, in order to receive as much donation as possible. The target variable in this data set is donation
amount, which is zero in 94,9% of the observations. The data set was retrieved from KDD [1998]. We only used the
training sample, which consists of 95,412 observations. We refer to this data set as "charity" in the following.

7
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The second data set is not publicly available. We obtained it from an online shop. The target variable is amount spend,
which is zero in 86.7% of all observations. The data set contains 144,630 observations. We refer to this data set as
"private" in the following.

The third data set is also from an online shop. The target variable is again amount spend, which is zero in 99.1% of all
cases. We retrieved the data from Hillstrom [2008]. The data set contains 64,000 observations. We refer to this data set
as "Hillstrom" in the following.

4.2 Predictive models

Each data set, we split into a training set containing 80% of the observations and a test set containing the remaining 20%
observations. On the training set, we built three models ζ̂(x) using the observations (yi, xi), p̂(x) using the observations
(ci, xi) and µ̂(x) using the observations (ai, xi), for which ci = 1. We always applied random forest, using the ranger
package [Wright and Ziegler, 2017].

4.3 Summary statistics

The first summary statistic we applied to each data set was Cor(ac, c). This correlation measures how strong ac linearly
depends on c. If Cor(ac, c) ≈ 1, we know, that ac can not contain much considerably more information than c as a
prediction target. So, a correlation significantly smaller than 1, tells us that there could be some valuable information in
a, which we might want to leverage.

The next summary statistics, we consider, are Cor(p̂(x), c) and Cor(µ̂(x), a) (calculated on the observations with
c = 1). These correlations measure the performance of the component models with regard to the observable targets.
What is most interesting about them is that they are indicators for the signal-to-noise ratios SNRc and SNRa. As
outlined in section 2.3, low correlations can be seen as indicators of a low signal-to-noise ratio and high correlations
can be seen as indicators of a high signal-to-noise ratio.

Finally, we examine the performance measures Cor(p̂(x), ac), Cor(p̂(x)µ̂(x), ac) and Cor(ζ̂(x), ac). These correla-
tions measure the performance of the respective models. With the help of the other summary statistics, we can explain
why either ζ̂(x), p̂(x) or p̂(x)µ̂(x) performed best.

In a separate analysis, we examined the scaling and location problem in the component model approach. Therefore, we
calculated for different adjustment factors sad, the performance Cor(p̂(x)µ̂s(x)), where µ̂s(x)) is the model µ̂(x)),
only with an adjusted coefficient of variation, in the following way

µ̂s(x)) = (µ̂(x))− E[µ̂(x))]) · sad + E[µ̂(x))].

We analyzed, for which adjustment factor the highest performance was achieved.

5 Results

The results are provided in table 1. We can see, that on each real-world data set either p̂(x) or p̂(x)µ̂(x) performed best,
but never ζ̂(x). On the "charity" data set, p̂(x)µ̂(x) outperformed the other approaches by far. This is in line with the
results of Zadrozny and Elkan [2001], who also found the two component model to outperform the single model on this
data set. The result can easily be explained: We can see that Cor(ac, c) is significantly lower than 1 and Cor(µ̂(x), a)
is quite high. This implies that a has a significant impact on the distribution of ac and that the signal-to-noise ratio of a
is high. Seeing that Cor(p̂(x), c) and Cor(ζ̂(x), ac) are much lower than Cor(µ̂(x), a), it is almost certain, that the
key to success was the increase in the signal-to-noise ratio of a, when the target ac was separated into its components.

For the "private" data set and the "Hillstrom" data set, p̂(x) achieved the highest performance. Again, it seems
plausible that the increase in the signal-to-noise ratio by separation of ac in its components was the key to success.
Only, that, in contrast to the "charity" data, here the target c seems to be more valuable than a (as can be seen by
Cor(p̂(x), c) > Cor(µ̂(x), a) and Cor(p̂(x), c) > Cor(ζ̂(x), ac)). On the "Hillstrom" data, µ̂(x) even has a negative
correlation with a. So, it is very plausible that p̂(x)µ̂(x) performs worse than p̂(x). But what about the "private" data
set. There µ̂(x) has a positive correlation with a. Why, does this not make p̂(x)µ̂(x) perform better than p̂(x)? The
reason lies in the scaling and location problem.

The scaling and location problem is analyzed in figure 2. We can see, that for none of the data sets, the original scaling
of p̂(x)µ̂(x) was ideal, because none of the curves has its maximum at sad = 1. But it needs being said that on the
"charity" data set, the original scaling is close to optimal. On the "Hillstrom" data set the optimal scaling is at sad = 0,

8
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Figure 2: The plots show the correlation of p̂(x)µ̂(x) and ac, for different CV-adjustment factors of µ̂(x). The green
and red dots represent the results for adjustment factors 0 and 1, which corresponds to p̂(x) and p̂(x)µ̂(x) without
adjustment. The blue line is the correlation between ac and the single model ζ̂(x).

which would correspond to p̂(x) without any influence of µ̂(x). The "private" data set represents the most interesting
case. The optimal scaling would be at sad ≈ 0.5. With this scaling, the two component model approach would perform
better than p̂(x). Without this downscaling of the importance of µ̂(x), the two component model approach performs
worse than p̂(x).

Table 1: Considered simulation settings

data Cor(ac, c) Cor(p̂, c) Cor(µ̂, a)|c=1 Cor(p̂, ac) Cor(p̂µ̂, ac) Cor(ζ̂, ac)

’charity’ 0.77 0.068 0.765 0.027 0.064 0.046
’private’ 0.774 0.421 0.175 0.324 0.322 0.319
’Hillstrom’ 0.732 0.200 -0.018 0.165 0.157 0.148

The table shows the results for the three real-world data sets.
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A Relationship between c and a

In the following, we derive an expression for the variance of ac. Before we do this, we note that the expected value of
ac can be written as

E[ac] = P [c = 1]E[a|c = 1]

= E[px]E[µx|c = 1].

Now, we come to the variance of ac.

V ar[ac] = E[(ac− E[ac])2]

= E[(ac− E[px]E[µx|c = 1])2]

= P [c = 1]E[(ac− E[px]E[µx|c = 1])2|c = 1] + P [c = 0]E[(ac− E[px]E[µx|c = 1])2|c = 0]

= P [c = 1]E[(a− E[px]E[µx|c = 1])2|c = 1] + P [c = 0]E[px]2E[µx|c = 1]2

= E[px]E[(a− E[px]E[µx|c = 1])2|c = 1] + (1− E[px])E[px]2E[µx|c = 1]2

= E[px]E[a2|c = 1]− 2E[px]2E[µx|c = 1]2 + E[px]3E[µx|c = 1]2 + (1− E[px])E[px]2E[µx|c = 1]2

= E[px]E[a2|c = 1]− E[px]2E[µx|c = 1]2

= E[px]E[a2|c = 1]− E[px]E[µx|c = 1]2 + (E[px]− E[px]2)E[µx|c = 1]2

= E[px]V ar[a|c = 1] + V ar[c]E[µx|c = 1]2. (4)

With this expression for the variance, we can derive an expression for the correlation between c and ac.

Cov(ac, c) = E[ac2]− E[ac]E[c]

= E[ac]− E[ac]E[c]

= E[px]E[µx|c = 1]− E[px]E[µx|c = 1]E[px]

= V ar[c]E[µx|c = 1]

Accordingly,

Cor(ac, c)2 =
Cov(ac, c)2

V ar[ac]V ar[c]

=
V ar[c]E[µx|c = 1]2

V ar[ac]

=
V ar[c]E[µx|c = 1]2

E[px]V ar[a|c = 1] + V ar[c]E[µx|c = 1]2

=
1

1 + E[px]
V ar[c]

V ar[a|c=1]
E[µx|c=1]2

=
1

1 + 1
1−E[px]

V ar[a|c=1]
E[µx|c=1]2

=
1

1 +
CV 2

a

1−E[px]

.

Now, we derive the relationship between E[µx] and E[µx|c = 1]. It holds

E[pxµx] = E[P [c = 1|x] · µx]

= E[px]E[µx|c = 1].

With E[pxµx] = Cov(px, µx) + E[px] · E[µx], we obtain

E[µx] = E[µx|c = 1]− Cov(px, µx)

E[px]
. (5)
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B Derivations of the signal-to-noise ratio

In Appendix B, we show that the variance of ac is given by

V ar[ac] = E[px]V ar[a|c = 1] + E[µx|c = 1]2V ar[c].

Now, we will find out how much of this is signal and how much of this is noise. To this end, we need to derive the
following equation for the noise V ar[ε] in ac:

V ar[ε] = E[(pxεµ + µxεp + εpεµ)2]

= E[(c · εµ + µx · εp)2]

= E[c · ε2µ] + E[µ2
x · ε2p]

= E[px]V ar[ε2µ|c = 1] + E[µ2
x · ε2p].

The first summand does not require additional analysis. The second summand needs some further examination. It holds

E[µ2
x · ε2p] = E[µ2

x] · V ar[εp] + Cov(µ2
x, ε

2
p)

= E[µx]2 · V ar[εp] + V ar[µx] · V ar[εp] + Cov(µ2
x, ε

2
p) with equation (5)

=

(
E[µx|c = 1]− Cov(px, µx)

E[px]

)2

· V ar[εp] + V ar[µx] · V ar[εp] + Cov(µ2
x, ε

2
p).

Apparently, this noise term depends on the statistical relationship between a and c (expressed by Cov(px, µx) and
Cov(µ2

x, ε
2
p)).

For the sake of simplicity, we first consider the case that a and c are independent. In this case, the expression for
E[µ2

x · ε2p] simplifies to

E[µ2
x · ε2p] = E[µx|c = 1]2 · V ar[εp].

So signal and noise of ac become accordingly

V ar[pxµx] = E[px]V ar[µx|c = 1] + E[µx|c = 1]2V ar[px]− V ar[µx] · V ar[εp]
V ar[ε] = E[px]V ar[εµ|c = 1] + E[µx|c = 1]2V ar[εp] + V ar[µx] · V ar[εp].

As V ar[µx] · V ar[εp] always decreases the signal and increases the noise of y = ac, it holds for the signal-to-noise
ratio of y

SNRy < α · SNRa + (1− α)SNRc with

α :=
E[px]V ar[εµ|c = 1]

E[px]V ar[εµ|c = 1] + E[µx|c = 1]2V ar[εp]
.

So, SNRy is less than a weighted sum of SNRa and SNRc.

Now, we examine the case when a and c are not independent. In this case, signal and noise of ac become

V ar[pxµx] = E[px]V ar[µx|c = 1] + E[µx|c = 1]2V ar[px]−Dε

V ar[ε] = E[px]V ar[εµ|c = 1] + E[µx|c = 1]2V ar[εp] +Dε,

where the dependent component Dε is given by

Dε := V ar[µx] · V ar[εp] +

(
Cov(px, µx)

E[px]
− 2 · E[µx|c = 1]

)
· Cov(px, µx)

E[px]
· V ar[εp] + Cov(µ2

x, ε
2
p).

Only, if the statistical dependence between a and c is such, that

−
(
Cov(px, µx)

E[px]
− 2 · E[µx|c = 1]

)
· Cov(px, µx)

E[px]
· V ar[εp] + Cov(µ2

x, ε
2
p) ≥ V ar[µx] · V ar[εp],

the signal-to-noise ratio SNRy would be higher than the weighted sum α · SNRa + (1 − α)SNRc. Else, it stays
lower than this weighted sum. In any case, the signal-to-noise ratio of y can be written as

SNRy = α · SNRa + (1− α)SNRc + Ψ,

where, depending on the relationship between a and c, Ψ could be positive or negative.
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C Relationship to sample selection bias

The potential problem of sample selection bias concern the fact, that model µ̂(x), in a two component model, is trained
only on the sub-sample of observations with c = 1 and applied on all observations (where c could either be 1 or
0).[Zadrozny and Elkan, 2001] In the following, we analyze in what way training µ̂(x) on the sub-sample might impact
the model when making predictions using the two component model p̂(x)µ̂(x) for y.

We know from section 3.1, that the conditional expected value of y is given as E[y|x] = pxµx. We further know, that
p̂(x) is trained on the whole sample for the target c. Hence, it is correctly trained to yield predictions for E[c|x] = px.
In contrast, µ̂(x) is trained only on observations with c = 1. Hence, it is correctly trained to yield predictions for
E[a|x, c = 1] = µx. Accordingly, the product of p̂(x)µx is a plausible predictive models for pxµx. So, where is the
problem of sample selection bias?

It is true, that µ̂(x) is trained on the sub-sample with c = 1 and applied to the whole sample. However, this does not
render its predictions biased. For each point x, µ̂(x) needs to make a prediction for E[a|x, c = 1] and this is exactly,
what µ̂(x) is trained for. The only important aspect of the sample selection is that observations with features x, for
which P [c = 1|x] is low, will seldom be in the training sample for µ̂(x). For such observations the accuracy will
generally be lower than for observations with features having a high P [c = 1|x]. But this is not a model bias for which
correction is needed.

The application for which Heckman suggested his sample selection bias correction is different from our predictive
modeling application.[Heckman, 1979]. He described applications where one is interested in estimating average effects
of some covariates for the whole population, in situations where the outcome y is only observed in a sub-sample
(c = 1). For such an application, the sample selection is indeed a problem, because the average effects measured on a
sub-population can differ from the average effects of covariates for the whole population. Accordingly, it is plausible to
apply a strategy to correct for the potential bias. However, in our predictive modeling application, model µ̂(x) should
predict the expected outcome for the sub-sample it is trained on. So, there is no need for sample selection correction.

The only thing to consider would be weighting the observations which µ̂(x) is trained on (observations with c = 1)
according to their likelihood to appear in the whole sample (observations with c = 1 and c = 0). This could be done
by using the estimated inverse probability 1/P [c|x]. In this way, µ̂(x) would still be trained for the right theoretical
parameter µx and possibly its performance on the whole for predicting µx would increase. However, we decided not to
examine this weighting approach, to keep a clear scope of the research project.

D Performance of the component target models

D.1 Performance of a model for the target c

We start by deriving an expression for Cor(pxµx, p̂(x)). Using known results from linear regression modeling, we
know that we can write the predictions of a p̂(x) as

p̂(x) = β + αpx + ε1 with

α =
Cov(p̂(x), px)

V ar[px]

Cov(px, ε1) = 0.

Then, we can write the covariance between p̂(x) and the target pxµx as

Cov(p̂(x), pxµx) = Cov(β + αpx + ε1, pxµx)

= αCov(px, pxµx) + Cov(ε1, pxµx)

=
Cov(p̂(x), px)Cov(px, pxµx)

V ar[px]
+ Cov(ε1, pxµx).

So, it holds for the correlation

Cor(p̂(x), pxµx) = Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(px, pxµx) + Cor(ε1, pxµx)

√
V ar[ε1]

V ar[p̂(x)]

= Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(px, pxµx) + Cor(ε1, pxµx)
√

1− Cor(p̂(x), px)2. (6)

Here, the last equation follows from the definition of ε1 and the fact that Cov(ε1, px) = 0. Note, that the rest term ε1
is uncorrelated with the the signal px in the component target c, used to train p̂(x). Hence, ε1 can be interpreted as
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part of the variation in p̂(x), which is due to the noise εp in the training data for p̂(x). As this noise in the training
data is not correlated with µx, there is no reason to assume a relevant correlation Cor(ε1, pxµx). Accordingly, it holds
approximately

Cor(p̂(x), pxµx) ≈ Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(px, pxµx).

In the same way, we can derive

Cor(µ̂(x), pxµx) = Cor(µ̂(x), µx)Cor(µx, pxµx) + Cor(ε2, pxµx)
√

1− Cor(µ̂(x), µx)2

≈ Cor(µ̂(x), µx)Cor(µx, pxµx),

where ε2 is the rest term in the linear projection from µ̂(x) on µx.

D.2 Performance of the two component model p̂(x)µ̂(x)

Now, we derive an expression for Cor(pxµx, p̂(x)µ̂(x)). We can write the component models as

p̂(x) = β1 + α1px + ε1 with Cov(ε1, px) = 0

µ̂(x) = β2 + α2µx + ε2 with Cov(ε2, µx) = 0

β1 = E[p̂(x)]− α1E[px]

β2 = E[µ̂(x)]− α2E[µx]

α1 =
Cov(p̂(x), px)

V ar[px]

α2 =
Cov(µ̂(x), µx)

V ar[µx]
.

So it holds

Cov(pxµx, p̂(x)µ̂(x)) =α1α2V ar[pxµx] + α1β2Cov(pxµx, px) + α2β1Cov(pxµx, µx) + Cov(pxµx, ε1µ̂(x))

+ Cov(pxµx, ε2p̂(x)).

We define

Cp̂µ̂ =
α1α2V ar[pxµx] + α1β2Cov(pxµx, px) + α2β1Cov(pxµx, µx)√

V ar[pxµx]V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

Rp̂µ̂ =
Cov(pxµx, ε1µ̂(x)) + Cov(pxµx, ε2p̂(x))√

V ar[pxµx]V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]
such that

Cor(pxµx, p̂(x)µ̂(x)) = Cp̂µ̂ +Rp̂µ̂.

With a similar argumentation than for the component target models we can derive that Rp̂µ̂ ≈ 0: ε1 and ε2 describe
variation in p̂(x) and µ̂(x), which has zero covariance with their respective theoretical targets. Only by chance would
the covariance with pxµx be different from zero. The same holds for Cov(ε1, µ̂(x)) and Cov(ε2, p̂(x)). Putting this
together, we can expect Rp̂µ̂ ≈ 0.
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So, it holds Cor(pxµx, p̂(x)µ̂(x)) ≈ Cp̂µ̂. Next, we further examine Cp̂µ̂. It holds

Cp̂µ̂ =Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(µ̂(x), µx)

√
V ar[p̂(x)]

V ar[px]

√
V ar[µ̂(x)]

V ar[µx]

√
V ar[p(x)µ(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

+ Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(pxµx, px)

(
E[µ̂(x)]− Cor(µ̂(x), µx)

√
V ar[µ̂(x)]

V ar[µx]
E[µx]

)√
V ar[p̂(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

+ Cor(µ̂(x), µx)Cor(pxµx, µx)

(
E[p̂(x)]− Cor(p̂(x), px)

√
V ar[p̂(x)]

V ar[px]
E[px]

)√
V ar[µ̂(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

=Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(µ̂(x), µx)

√
V ar[p̂(x)]V ar[µ̂(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

·

(√
V ar[p(x)µ(x)]

V ar[p(x)]V ar[µ(x)]
− Cor(pxµx, px)

E[µx]√
V ar[µx]

− Cor(pxµx, µx)
E[px]√
V ar[px]

)

+ Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(pxµx, px)

√
E[µ̂(x)]2V ar[p̂(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]
+ Cor(µ̂(x), µx)Cor(pxµx, µx)

√
E[p̂(x)]2V ar[µ̂(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]
.

In the following, we want to interpret the expression for Cp̂µ̂. To this end, we first note, that the expression contains three
terms expressing variance components of V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]. We can interpret these terms as weights for the individual
component models in the product p̂(x)µ̂(x). These terms are

wp̂µ̂ :=

√
V ar[p̂(x)]V ar[µ̂(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

wp̂ :=

√
E[µ̂(x)]2V ar[p̂(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

wµ̂ :=

√
E[p̂(x)]2V ar[µ̂(x)]

V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]
.

We further define

CI :=

(√
V ar[p(x)µ(x)]

V ar[p(x)]V ar[µ(x)]
− Cor(pxµx, px)

E[µx]√
V ar[µx]

− Cor(pxµx, µx)
E[px]√
V ar[px]

)
.

Then we obtain the following expression

Cp̂µ̂ =wp̂µ̂Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(µ̂(x), µx)CI + wp̂Cor(p̂(x), px)Cor(px, pxµx)

+ wµ̂Cor(µ̂(x), µx)Cor(µx, pxµx).

D.3 Weights of the component models

In the last appendix section, we have derived weights wp̂µ̂, wp̂, wµ̂ in the expression for Cp̂µ̂ ≈ Cor(p̂(x)µ̂(x), pxµx).
Here, we want to further examine their meaning. We can write

wp̂µ̂ =
E[p̂(x)] · E[µ̂(x)]√
V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

·
√
V ar[p̂(x)]

E[p̂(x)]
·
√
V ar[µ̂(x)]

E[µ̂(x)]

wp̂ =
E[p̂(x)] · E[µ̂(x)]√
V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

·
√
V ar[p̂(x)]

E[p̂(x)]

wµ̂ =
E[p̂(x)] · E[µ̂(x)]√
V ar[p̂(x)µ̂(x)]

·
√
V ar[µ̂(x)]

E[µ̂(x)]
.

The three weights have the same factor to the left. The right factors correspond to the coefficients of variation (defined
as standard deviation divided by the expected value of a random variable) CVp̂ and CVµ̂. So, the relative magnitude of
the weights to each other correspond to the relative magnitude of CVp̂ · CVµ̂ to CVp̂ to CVµ̂.
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