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ABSTRACT

Optimal treatment rules can improve health outcomes on average by assigning a treatment associated
with the most desirable outcome to each individual. Due to an unknown data generation mechanism,
it is appealing to use flexible models to estimate these rules. However, such models often lead to
complex and uninterpretable rules. In this article, we introduce an approach aimed at estimating
optimal treatment rules that have higher accuracy, higher value, and lower loss from the same simple
model family. We use a flexible model to estimate the optimal treatment rules and a simple model to
derive interpretable treatment rules. We provide an extensible definition of interpretability and present
a method that - given a class of simple models - can be used to select a preferred model. We conduct a
simulation study to evaluate the performance of our approach compared to treatment rules obtained by
fitting the same simple model directly to observed data. The results show that our approach has lower
average loss, higher average outcome, and greater power in identifying individuals who can benefit
from the treatment. We apply our approach to derive treatment rules of adjuvant chemotherapy in
colon cancer patients using cancer registry data. The results show that our approach has the potential
to improve treatment decisions.

Keywords causal inference · decision-making

1 Introduction

Patients with distinct characteristics often show heterogeneity in responses to a treatment. In some cases, only a specific
subgroup within a population can benefit from a treatment. Consequently, the so-called "one-size-fits-all" treatment rule
doesn’t apply to all individuals, and optimal treatment rules that assign a treatment with the most desirable outcome for
each individual are needed [1]. Currently, advanced statistical methods for handling high-dimensional data and complex
interactions between patients characteristics and treatments, as well as the collection of large amount of medical data
can empower estimation of the optimal treatment rules, potentially improving outcomes and lowering costs.

The optimal treatment rules are decision rules mapping individual characteristics onto a set of treatment options that
lead to highest average outcome [2]. Making the optimal treatment decision needs estimation of outcomes under each
treatment (i.e., potential outcomes [3]). There is a considerable amount of literature focusing on estimating optimal
treatment rules [2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14]. These methods find the optimal treatment rules that optimize an
estimator of the population average outcome. These estimators include but not limited to G-computation estimators,
inverse-propensity-score weighting estimators, and doubly robust estimators, etc., each of which combined with various
modelling techniques. Chatton et. al. (2020) suggest that the G-computation estimator, which models conditional mean
of the outcome given a treatment and covariates, is the most accurate method for estimating potential outcomes and
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the optimal treatment rules [15]. Furthermore, Qian and Murphy (2011) showed that good prediction accuracy of an
outcome model is sufficient to ensure good performance of the associated treatment rules [2].

However, without prior knowledge on how the outcome is generated, constructing an outcome model is challenging.
On one hand, according to our previous studies [16, 17] and related literature [18, 7], flexible models are more accurate
in predicting the optimal treatment than simple models in both simulation and real-world cases. However, the treatment
rules derived from these models are too complex, hindering them to be used in a real-life setting. On the other hand,
simple models, such as linear regression, logistic regression, etc., are readily interpretable, however, these models are
not flexible to capture potential nonlinearities and interactions between treatments and covariates. This limitation leads
to uncorrectable bias and thus suboptimal treatment decisions [19]. The bias can only be reduced by expanding the
model space [19], as illustrated in Figure 3 (a) in Appendix A showing the impact of model space on bias. Motivated by
this challenge, we seek models that are both accurate and interpretable.

Although there is a broad literature on model selection that considers both accuracy and interpretability [20, 21, 22, 23,
24, 25], these studies focus on explaining machine learning models for prediction problem, while studies related to
causal inference, decision making, and their application in personalized medicine to build the evidence base needed to
guide clinical practice are insufficient. Therefore, this article aims to propose an approach that derives both accurate
and intepretable treatment rules and demonstrate this approach in a real clinical decision-making context. We present
the general idea of our approach in Figure 3 (b) in Appendix A, which shows the potential improvement in prediction
accuracy by creating a model using fitted values from an accurate model compared to creating the same model using
potentially noisy observations. Our approach offers a practical insights into model selection for decision making.
Instead of requiring a model fitted to a finite sample to achieve both accurate and interpretable outcomes, our approach
suggests seperating these two goals, with each using the most appropriate modelling technique.

In this study, we propose a general framework that allows flexibility in the choice of modelling techniques and loss
values in treatment decisions. We demonstrate a procedure for deriving optimal treatment rules and another for
simplifying these rules. We specify a flexible model to produce a good fit for potential outcomes. Based on this model
and given an individual’s covariates values, we assign a treatment for the individual according to which treatment yields
the lowest loss. The optimal treatment rules for each individual are then derived. Then, we define a simple model family
that is deemed interpretable and fit the model to the optimal treatment rule as a function of covariates. The interpretable
treatment rules are then derived. In the simulation study, we demonstrate that compared to treatment rules derived from
the same simple model family fitted to observed data, our approach can yield treatment rules that retain higher average
outcome, lower average loss, and higher accuracy.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we formulate the general problem of decision
making. We introduce our approach to generate accurate and interpretable treatment rules. In section 3, we conduct a
simulation study and demonstrate the strength of our approach. In section 4, we apply our approach to derive treatment
rules for adjuvant chemotherapy in stage II and III colon cancer patients. We compare the estimated optimal treatment
rules, the interpretable treatment rules and patients’ self-selection treatment rules.

2 Methodology

In this section, we introduce our approach to estimate accurate and interpretable treatment rules. The approach requires
three key steps, 1) we construct a conditional mean function of the outcome using a flexible model based on which
the estimates of potential outcomes are derived; 2) given these estimates and a loss function, we estimate the optimal
treatment for each individual; 3) we fit a model from a simple model family that is deemed interpretable to the estimate
of the optimal treatment as a function of covariates, based on which the interpretable treatment rules are derived. We
provide an overview of these three steps in 1. In the next section, we introduce the first step, relating decision-making
to causal inference.

2.1 Estimating potential outcomes

Let Xi = (Xi1, ..., Xip) ∈ Rp denote the associated p-dimensional pretreatment covariates for individual i, Ti ∈
T = {0, 1} denote the binary treatment indicator where 1 and 0 indicate the treatment and control, Yi ∈ {0, 1} denote
the observed outcome, Yi(1) and Yi(0) denote the potential outcomes had the individual i receive the treatment and
control. We assume higher value of the outcome is desirable. Under the assumptions of unconfoundedness, overlap, and
consistency [3], the expected value of Y (t) for individuals i with characteristics Xi = x in a dataset can be estimated
as the conditional mean of the outcome given x and t. Let f : X × T 7→ (0, 1) denote a model for conditional mean
function of the outcome, so that

E[Y | X, T ] ≈ f̂(X, T ).
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Algorithm 1 Overview of the approach to derive the interpretable treatment rules

1. Estimate potential outcomes
a. Dataset D : {(Xi, Ti, Yi) : i = 1, ..., n}
b. Choose a flexible model family to model E[Y | X, T ] = f(X, T )

c. Select a f̂ = argminf̂∈FL(τ̂
rct,

∑n
i ŵi(f̂(Xi, 1)− f̂(Xi, 0))) [16, 17], where ŵi is an estimate of weight for

individual i to adjust for the covariate mismatch between two datasets, L is a distance measurement. If data from
a RCT is not available, we can select f̂ using validation methods in [26, 27, 28, 2].

d. Estimate joint potential outcomes for each individual i: θ̂i = (θ̂i00, θ̂i01, θ̂i10, θ̂i11)
2. Estimate the optimal treatment rules

a. Choose parameters for loss function l1Y (1),Y (0) = (l100, l
1
01, l

1
10, l

1
11), and l0Y (1),Y (0) = (l000, l

0
01, l

0
10, l

0
11)

b. Compute L(f̂ , 1,Xi) = θ̂i ∗ l1Y (1),Y (0),L(f̂ , 0,Xi) = θ̂i ∗ l0Y (1),Y (0)

c. Estimate the optimal treatment rules d̂∗(Xi) = argmint L(f̂ , t,Xi)
3. Simplify the optimal treatment rules

a. Specify a simple model family to model E[d̂∗ | X] = r(X)
b. Specify a similarity measurement D
c. Estimate r̂ = argminw∈W

1
n

∑n
i=1 D

(
d̂∗(Xi), r̂(Xi)

)
,

d. Obtain the interpretable treatment rules d̂∗s(Xi) = 1{r̂(Xi) > 0.5}

For individual i with Xi = x, potential outcomes are imputed using estimates of conditional mean f̂(x, 1) and f̂(x, 0).
The most appropriate model f̂ from a set of candidates can be selected using our proposed method by comparing
estimates of conditional average treatment effects to existing RCT results [17]. If there is no existing RCT data, we can
select the most appropriate model based on methods in [26, 27, 28] using synthetic truth of potential outcomes or select
a model with the best outcome prediction accuracy [2].

2.2 Deriving optimal treatment rules

Consider a decision framework to derive the optimal treatment rules [29]. Let d : X 7→ T denote a treatment rule,
L : (Y(1),Y(0)) × T 7→ [0,+∞) denote a loss function, L(f̂ , t,Xi) =

∑
j,k∈{0,1} l

t
jkθ̂ijk denote the estimate of

expected loss of a treatment t for Xi, where L(Y (1) = j, Y (0) = k, T = t) = ltjk, θ̂ijk is the estimate of joint
probability of two potential outcomes for individual Xi. See Appendix B for the computation of θ̂ijk. Then the optimal
treatment d∗(Xi) can be estimated by

d̂∗(Xi) = argmin
t

L(f̂ , t,Xi) (1)

In case f̂ is estimated using a Bayesian method, the probability that the estimated loss under the treatment lower
than the estimated loss under the control can be easily quantified as p(d̂∗(Xi) = 1) = 1

D

∑D
d=1 1{L(f̂ (d), 1,Xi) <

L(f̂ (d), 0,Xi}, d = 1, ..., D is the number of Monte Carlo samples from the posterior of f̂ [8, 7].

2.3 Simplifying treatment rules

Since the optimal treatment rules are derived based on Xi that is often of high dimension, yet cost and interpretability
consideration implies that only a few covariates should be used to construct treatment rules. Therefore, we demonstrate
a procedure to simplify the estimated optimal treatment rules without considerably increasing average loss. Let
r : X 7→ (0, 1) denote a simple model with parameters w ∈ W that produces results close to d̂∗(Xi) in a similarity
measurement D. The specification of the model r is deemed as our definition of interpretability. Under the problem
formulation, we aim to model d̂∗(Xi) using r whose success probability depends on r̂(Xi). The simplified treatment
rules d̂∗s(Xi) are derived based on the best r̂ as follows:

E[d̂∗ | Xi] ≈ r̂(Xi), where r̂ = argmin
w∈W

1

n

n∑
i=1

D(d̂∗(Xi), r̂(Xi)) (2)

Then d̂∗s(Xi) = 1{r̂(Xi) > 0.5}. We choose cross-entropy as the similarity measurement. Minimizing the cross-
entropy is equivalent to maximizing the log likelihood, thus r̂ is derived by maximizing the objective function 4 in
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Appendix C. If f̂ is estimated using a Bayesian method, p(d̂∗(Xi) = 1) is incorporated into the estimation. In our
study, we use two model families as demonstration examples. The two model families are regression trees and logistic
regressions. More details of deriving interpretable treatment rules using these two model families are provided in
Appendix D.

3 Simulation study

The simulation study aims to evaluate three optimal treatment rules estimated using different modelling techniques
and procedures. These three treatment rules are d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s′(Xi), and d̂∗s(Xi). The set up for estimating these three
optimal treatment rules are summarized in Table 1. We are interested in comparative performance of d̂∗s(Xi) and
d̂∗s′(Xi). We aim to show that using the same model family, the estimated optimal treatment rules d̂∗s(Xi) derived
from our proposed method is more accurate than d̂∗s′(Xi).

3.1 Data generation

We reproduce the simulation settings from the relevant paper [7], where we have one binary outcome Y , one binary
treatment indicator T , and one pretreatment covariate vector X = (XA, ..., XE , Xa, ..., Xe, XCa, XCb). XA : XE

are five binary covariates with 0.5 success probability, Xa : Xe are five ordinal covariates with four equally probable
categories each, and XCa and XCb are two normally distributed random variables. Let E[Y | X, T ] = f(X, T ) denote
the probability of the outcome taking value 1 conditional on X and T . The logit of f is simulated according to the
following eight scenarios,

A) 0.5XC1 + 2(XB1 +Xa3 ∗XA1) ∗ T
B) 0.5XC1 + 2{XB1 +Xa3 ∗ (Xb2 + xb3)} ∗ T
C) 0.05(−XA1 +XB1) + {(Xa2 +Xa3) + (Xb2 +Xb3) ∗XCa} ∗ T
D) loglog{(Xb3 +Xc3) + 5(Xa2 +Xa3 +XA1XB1) ∗ T + 20}2

E) (XA1 +XB1) + 2 ∗ T
F) 0.5XA1 + 0.5XB1 + 21{XCa < 5, Xa < 2} ∗ T
G) 0.5XA1 + 0.5XB1 + 21{XCa < 5, XCb < 2} ∗ T
H) 0.5XCa + 0.5XCb + 21{XCa < −2, XCb > 2} ∗ T

We simulate the probability of receiving the treatment as P (T = 1|X) = logit−1
{

λ(τ(X)−τ̄(X))
sd(τ(X))

}
, where τ(X) =

E[Y | X, T = 1] − E[Y | X, T = 0] is conditional average treatment effects given X , τ̄(X) and sd(τ(X)) are
sample mean and standard deviation of τ(X). We choose λ = log(3) to represent the magnitude of confounding,
which leads to strong selectivity at individuals with large magnitude of treatment effects.

Table 1: Set up for estimating three optimal treatment rules with a focus on the data for estimating treatment rules,
models used for the construction of treatment rules, conditional mean function for these models, and rules for deriving
the optimal treatment.

d̂∗(Xi) d̂∗s′(Xi) d̂∗s(Xi)

data (Xi, Ti, Yi) (Xi, Ti, Yi) (Xi, d̂∗(Xi))

funtion E[Y | X, T ] = f(X, T ) E[Y | X, T ] = f(X, T ) E[d̂∗ | X] = r(X)
model default-BART [30] • regression tree, dmax = 2, nobs = 5 • regression tree, dmax = 2, nobs = 5

f(X, T ) = Φ(G(X, T )) f(X, T ) =
∑M

m=1 wm1{(X, T ) ∈ Rm} r(X) =
∑M

m=1 wm1{X ∈ Rm}
G(X, T ) =

∑m
j=1 g(X, T ;Tj ,Mj) • logistic regression, • logistic regression,

logit(f(X, T )) = wϕ(X, T ) logit(r(X)) = wϕ(X)
ϕ(X, T ) = (X1, ..., Xp, T,X1 ∗ T, ...,Xp ∗ T ) ϕ(X) = (X1, ..., Xp)

rules d̂∗(Xi) = argmint L(f̂ , t,Xi) d̂∗s′(Xi) = argmint L(f̂ , t,Xi) d̂∗s(Xi) = 1{r̂(Xi) > 0.5}

3.2 Simulation set-up

In this section, we introduce procedures for estimating three optimal treatment rules, i.e., d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s′(Xi), and
d̂∗s(Xi), and evaluation metrics to compare these treatment rules. First, we define models for conditional mean
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function of the outcome, denoted as E[Y | X, T ] = f(X, T ), to estimate potential outcomes. We use Bayesian
additive regression trees (BART) with default settings of priors (i.e., α = 0.95, β = 2, the number of tree m = 200)
since they are adequate and computationally efficient in most of cases [30]. Parametes are estimated by Bayesian
backfitting MCMC. We use a decision tree with maximum depth dmax = 2 and minimun number of obervations in
each node nobs = 5. Parameters of the decision tree are estimated by maximizing the objective function 5 in Appendix
C. Estimates of potential outcomes using these two models are derived using imputed conditional mean under treatment
and control.

Next, based on estimates of potential outcomes derived from fitted BART model and the decision tree and a loss
function, we derive two treatment rules d̂∗(Xi) and d̂∗s′(Xi). For simplicity, we use the loss function in Table 3 in
Appendix E. Using this loss function, the optimal treatment rules are reformulated as an inequality based on estimates
of conditional average treatment effects and a decision threshold. The threshold represents the weight of the loss due
to the treatment over the loss due to the undesirable outcome. As the threshold increases, the optimal treatment rules
tend to predict control as the optimal treatment. We set the decision threhold by 0%, 5%, 10%, 15%, 20%, ..., 100%,
and derive d̂∗(Xi) and d̂∗s′(Xi) by the decision threhold. Lastly, we define a simple model family to estimate the
conditional mean function of d̂∗(Xi), denoted as E[d̂∗ | X] = r(X). We use a decision tree with dmax = 2, nobs = 5

to model r(X); r̂(X) is derived by maximing the objective functions 7. d̂∗s(Xi) is derived by comparing r̂(Xi) with
0.5.

Similarly, we use logistic regressions to model the function f(X, T ) and the function r(X), based on which d̂∗s′(Xi)

and d̂∗s(Xi) are derived. We specify main effects of X and T and interaction effects between X and T in the
conditional mean function f(X, T ). Parameters are estimated by maximizing the objective function 6 in Appendix C.
We specify main effects of X in the conditional mean function r(X). Parameters are estimated by maximizing the
objective function in 9 in Appendix D. Stochastic gradient descent is used to learn parameters of f(X, T ) and r(X)
with learning rate η = 0.01 and the number of iterations t = 1000.

We compare performance of three estimated optimal treatment rules d ∈ {d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s′(Xi), d̂∗s(Xi)}, using
the following evaluation metrics, where f is true DGM, 1) the average loss R(d) = 1

n

∑
i L(f, d(Xi),Xi) [29];

2) the average outcome V (d) = 1
n

∑
i f(Xi, d(Xi)) [2]; 3) accuracy, precision, and recall of treatment rules,

where precision is the proportion of prediction of the optimal treatment being 1 that is actually correct, defined
as

∑
1{d(Xi) = 1, d∗(Xi) = 1}/

∑
1{d(Xi) = 1}, and recall is the proportion of individuals whose optimal

treatment is 1 that are correctly identified, defined as
∑

1{d(Xi) = 1, d∗(Xi) = 1}/
∑

1{d∗(Xi) = 1}. We
generate a population of size 10000, from which we draw 100 samples each of size n = 1000. Average R, V , accuracy,
precision, and recall and their standard errors across 100 samples are obtained.

3.3 Results

The results of R and V are present in Figure 1 and Figure 4 in Appendix G, showing that d̂∗(Xi) has the lowest R and
the highest V as expected. Compared to d̂∗s′(Xi), d̂∗s(Xi) has lower R and higher V ; d̂∗s(Xi) has smaller variability
of R and V than those of d̂∗s′(Xi). As the decision threhold increases, all treatment rules tend to have comparable
R and V . The accuracy of treatment rules is shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6 in Appendix G. The results indicate
that overall d̂∗(Xi) is the most accurate treatment rule; d̂∗s(Xi) is comparable to d̂∗(Xi) and is more accurate than
d̂∗s′(Xi). To further investigate the type of errors that three treatment rules make, we examine precision and recall. The
results in Figure 5 and Figure 6 in Appendix G show that overall d̂∗(Xi) and d̂∗s(Xi) have slighly higher precision and
considerably higher recall than d̂∗s′(Xi), implying that d̂∗(Xi) and d̂∗s(Xi) are more powerful to identify individuals
who can benefit from the treatment. The relatively low recall of d̂∗s′(Xi) can lead to under-treatment. The higher recall
of d̂∗s(Xi) may due to the variance reduction in fitted values used for estimating parameters in d̂∗s(Xi) compared to
observed data used for estimating parameters in d̂∗s′(Xi), where d̂∗s(Xi) is a summary of the imputed values from
d̂∗(Xi) while d̂∗s′(Xi) is a summary of noisy observations [20]. Similar results can be found for f and r which are
estimated using binary trees with dmax = 3, ..., 10, and can be reproduced using provided codes. Thus we do not
present results in this paper.
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Figure 1: Average loss R and average outcome V of three treatment rules d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s′(Xi), and d̂∗s(Xi), where
f(X, T ) for estimating d̂∗s′(Xi) and r(X) for estimating d̂∗s(Xi) are constructed using logistic regressions, the
decision threhold denotes the weight of the loss due to the treatment over the loss due to the undesirable outcome.
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4 Application to real-world data

In this section, we apply our approach to derive both accurate and interpretable treatment rules for adjuvant chemotherapy
(ACT) in stage II and III colon cancer (CC) as an illustrative example. We compare among these treatment rules and
against patients’ self-selection treatment rules in terms of average loss and average outcome.

4.1 Colon cancer registry data

The Netherlands Cancer Registry is a registry containing all cancer types in the Netherlands. A total of n = 27, 057
stage II and III CC patients who underwent curative surgery between 2006 and 2016 from the registry were selected to
estimate potential outcomes under surgery only and surgery with ACT. The outcome is 5-year OS, defined as time from
30 days after the start date of the surgery to death from any cause or censoring for patients who were still alive at the
time of follow-up cutoff. Indication of ACT administration is defined as presence of any registration in the data of ACT
after the start date of the surgery. The detailed description of data is provided in Table B in Appendix F.

4.2 Method

We perform the following steps, 1) we use the default probit BART for the binary outcomes to model the conditional
mean function of the outcome f . The model regresses the outcome on 15 covariates in Table B , a binary treatment
indicator of ACT, and the propensity score for receiving ACT given these covariates. The study used the default settings
to train the outcome model, namely, α = 2, β = 0.95, m = 200 for the number of trees. The number of MCMC
iterations was 1100, in which 100 iterations were treated as burn-in steps and were dropped and 1000 iterations were
returned to estimate the posterior. The same settings are used to model the propensity score. 2) we employ the loss
function in Table 3, based on which the estimated optimal treatment rules d̂∗(Xi) are derived. The loss function leads
to a decision threshold representing the weight of the loss due to ACT over the loss due to death. As the decision
threhold increases, the optimal treatment rules tend to predict no ACT as the optimal treatment. Four settings of the
decision threhold are specified, namely, 0%, 5%,10%, and 15%. 3) we define an interpretable model family as a
binary tree with maximum depth 2 and minimum number of observations in nodes 50 to model r(X). The simple
treatment rules d̂∗s(Xi) are derived. Additionally, the observed treatment rules are derived from the observed treatment
indicator, denoted by d̂∗obs(Xi) = Ti. Three treatment rules are compared in terms of average loss R and average
outcome V . We consider f̂ estimated using BART as an accurate estimate of f and we use the MC sample mean of
L(f̂ (d), d(Xi),Xi) for computation of R and MC sample mean of f̂ (d)(Xi, d(Xi)) for computation of V , where
d = 1, ..., 1000.

4.3 Results

Three decision trees under four settings of the decision threhold are generated and are present in Figure 2, where
the decision trees under the decision threhold 0% and 5% are the same. The results indicate that 1) in general, pN
is the most important covariate to predict the optimal treatment; 2) when the decision threhold is less than 10%, in
addition to pN, pT is the most important covariate to predict the optimal treatment within the subset of patients with
pN = 0; 3) when the decision threhold is 15%, in addition to pN, age is the most important covariate to predict the
optimal treatment within the subset of patients with pN > 0. By analyzing the decision trees, we can identify the most
important covariate for making the optimal treatment by different decision threholds. The estimates of R and V of
d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s(Xi) and d̂∗obs(Xi) are present in Table 2. The results show that R and V of d̂∗(Xi) and d̂∗s(Xi) are
similar; d̂∗obs(Xi) has the lowest V and highest R, pointing to the potential of using d̂∗(Xi) and d̂∗s(Xi) to improve
patients’ self-selected treatment decisions.

Table 2: Average loss R and average outcome V for d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s(Xi), and d̂∗obs(Xi). Bold numbers indicate lower
R and higher V between d̂∗s(Xi) and d̂∗obs(Xi).

threshold R(d̂∗) R(d̂∗s) R(d̂∗obs) V (d̂∗) V (d̂∗s) V (d̂∗obs)
0% 0.305 0.305 0.340 0.695 0.695 0.660
5% 0.334 0.334 0.357 0.694 0.695 0.660
10% 0.360 0.362 0.375 0.688 0.689 0.660
15% 0.379 0.385 0.392 0.655 0.676 0.660
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Figure 2: The decision trees for ACT in stage II and III CC patients when the decision threshold representing the weight
of the loss due to ACT over the loss due to death is 0%, 5%, 10%, and 15% in tree (a), (b), and (c), respectively.
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5 Conclusion and future work

In our study, we propose an approach to derive both accurate and intepretable treatment rules. Firstly, we use a flexible
model to estimate the optimal treatment rules for each individual. Then we specify a simple model as a definition of
intepretability, from which we derive the interpretable treatment rules that are close to the optimal treatment rules. In
the simulation study, we demonstrate that compared to deriving treatment rules from the same model fitted to observed
data directly, our approach can reduce average loss, improve average outcome, and can be more powerful in identifying
individuals who can benefit from the treatment. The method is illustrated by analyzing the CC registry data. The
interpretable treatment rules of ACT are derived and are compared to the estimated optimal treatment rules and the
patients’ self-selection treatment rules, showing that these interpretable treatment rules can potentially improve patients’
self-selection treatment decisions.

To address the ambiguity of interpretating the general loss function in decision making at various levels, an additive
form of the loss function in Appendix E, which consists of two loss values (i.e., ct and cn) is introduced. These two
loss values have practical implications for different decision makers. The optimal treatment rules are reformulated as an
inequality based on these two loss values and estimates of conditional average treatment effects. When considering
benefit and safety of the treatment, the optimal treatment rules can be reformulated as d̂∗(Xi) = 1{τ̂(Xi)/ct > 1/cn},
where ct can be regarded as the probability of presence of a side effect, and cn can be regarded as a threshold to
determine the relative importance of effectiveness over safety. A higher value of cn corresponds to a stronger emphasis
on effectiveness. When considering value and cost of the treatment, the optimal treatment rules can be reformulated
as d̂∗(Xi) = 1{ct/τ̂(Xi) < cn}, where ct can be regarded as the monetary cost of the treatment, ct/τ̂(Xi) can be
regarded as the incremental cost-effective ratio (ICER), and cn can be regarded as a threhold. The treatment rule implies
that when the ICER for unit Xi is smaller than the threshold, the unit will receive the treatment. As cn increases, d̂∗
tends to predict the treatment as the optimal treatment. In both cases, ct can be a function of X and can be modeled
using available data. Future work could explore how to apply our approach using this loss function to real use-cases.

In the future, more research could be conducted to examine which factors can explain the discrepancy between observed
treatments and the predicted optimal treatment and whether and how these factors are correlated with outcomes.
Additionally, further research could identify and rank subgroups with large variability of the optimal treatment estimated
from the Bayesian method. Experiments can be designed to explore potential factors that may reduce the variability.
Lastly, although our approach can be easily extended to the problem of multi-arm treatments, extending our approach to
continuous and time-to-event outcomes is challenging, and further study could be done to investigate how to generalize
our approach to such outcomes.
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Appendix A: Motivation
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Figure 3: a) The effect of model space on bias. The variance of error term of the true data generation mechanism (DGM)
is 2. The function form of f1 and f2 is correctly specified and the function form of f3 is misspecified. f2 includes the
true function form. As the sample size increases, mean square error (MSE) of f̂2 is approaximately equal to 2 while
MSE of f̂3 does not converge to 2, which may imply that the error of f̂2 is from the variability of the true DGM while
the error of f̂3 is from the irreducible bias. b) Intuitive advantage of our proposed appoach.
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Appendix B: Estimates of joint distribution of potential outcomes

θ̂i11 = p̂(Y (1) = 1, Y (0) = 1 | Xi) = ρ

√
θ̂i1.(1− θ̂i1.)θ̂i.1(1− θ̂i.1) + θ̂i1.θ̂i.1

θ̂i10 = p̂(Y (1) = 1, Y (0) = 0 | Xi) = θ̂i1. − θ̂i11, θ̂i01 = θ̂i.1 − θ̂i11

θ̂i00 = p̂(Y (1) = 0, Y (0) = 0 | Xi) = 1− θ̂i11 − θ̂i10 − θ̂i01

θ̂i1. = p̂(Y (1) = 1 | Xi) = f̂(Xi, 1)

θ̂i.1 = p̂(Y (0) = 1 | Xi) = f̂(Xi, 0)

(3)

where ρ is pairwise correlation between Y (1) and Y (0). When f̂ ∼ p(f̂ |X,T, Y ), θ̂ijk, j, k ∈ {0, 1} is estimated as
the average of θ̂(d)ijk derived from samples f̂ (1), f̂ (2), ..., f̂ (d).
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Appendix C: Objective functions

r̂ = argmax
w∈W

1

n

n∑
i=1

p(d̂∗(Xi) = 1) log r(Xi;w) + (1− p(d̂∗(Xi) = 1)) log(1− r(Xi;w)) (4)

f̂ = argmax
W,R

1

n

M∑
m=1

∑
(xi,ti)∈Rm

yi logwm + (1− yi) log(1− wm)) (5)

f̂ = argmax
W

1

n

n∑
i=1

yi log f(xi, ti;w) + (1− yi) log(1− f(xi, ti;w)). (6)
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Appendix D: Deriving interpretable treatment rules using two model families

A Deriving interpretable treatment rules using a decision tree

Since the tree structure is easy to show treatment rules, we define a binary tree as our definition of interpretability. The
interpretable treatment rules are generated as follows:

1) Define a model family deemed as interpretable. We constrain a simple model to a binary tree with the maximum
depth dmax and the minimum number of observations nobs in each node. The model is denoted as

r(X) =

M∑
m=1

wm1{X ∈ Rm}, s.t. d <= dmax, |Rm| > nobs.

The decision tree has two components {R,W}. R = {Rm},m = 1, ...,M is the covariate space partitioned by the
splitting variables and the associated splitting rules, and W = {wm} is the predicted probability of d̂∗(X) = 1 in the
region Rm. The prediction of p(d̂∗(Xi) = 1) for units that end up in the region Rm is wm.

2) Derive the best model r̂ by maximizing the following objective function:

r̂ = argmax
W,R

J(r̂) = argmax
W,R

1

n

M∑
m=1

∑
i∈Rm

p̃(Xi) logwm + (1− p̃(Xi)) log(1− wm)) (7)

where p̃(Xi) = p(d̂∗(Xi) = 1) estimated from the MC samples from the posterior of f̂ . The optimization of the
function consists of two parts: determining covariate space {Rm} and estimating the parameters {wm} in each space.
First, we demonstrate how to estimate wm for the associated region Rm. wm is estimated by maximizing the objective
function of the associated region J(r̂;Rm) =

∑
i∈Rm

p̃(xi) logwm + (1− p̃(xi)) log(1− wm). The parameter wm

can be derived by setting the derivative of J(r̂;Rm) with respect to wm to 0, leading to wm = 1
|Rm|

∑
xi∈Rm

p̃(xi).
Second, we should find the optimal partitions of covariate space so that J(r̂) is maximized. Because of the computational
infeasibility of choosing the best overall partition [19], we adopt a recursive binary splitting that starts from the top and
proceeds with a greedy algorithm to determine a single best split pair (Xj , s) where s is the cut-off value of variable
Xj[31]. The splitting criterias are provided in equations 8 as follows:

Rj,s,l = {x | xj ≤ s}
Rj,s,r = {x | xj > s}
Rm = Rj,s,l ∪Rj,s,r

(j, s∗) = argmax
s

J(Rj,s,l) + J(Rj,s,r)− J(Rm)

(j∗, s∗) = argmax
j

(j, s∗)

(8)

The best partition (Xj∗ , s
∗) is determined. Lastly, if one of the model constraints is met (i.e., d > dmax or |Rm| <=

nobs), the tree stops growing. The treatment decisions of individuals in leaf node Rm are d̂∗s(Xi) = 1{wm >
0.5},Xi ∈ Rm. If two leaf nodes from the same branch have the same treatment decisions, these two leaf nodes will
be merged and the treatment decision is determined based on the parameter of the merged region.
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B Deriving interpretable treatment rules using a logistic regression

The logistic regression can uncover the relation of variables and the likelihood of d̂∗(X) = 1. In some fields, logistic
regression is commonly used to provide evidence regarding the optimal treatment for a (sub-)population. In this section,
we demonstrate how to use logistic regression to simplify the optimal treatment rules. The procedure is based on the
following two steps:

1) Define a model family r deemed as interpretable. We define a simple model family as a logistic regression with a
basis fuction ϕ(X) = (ϕ1(X), ..., ϕk(X)) ∈ Rk, denoted as

r(X) =
1

1 + exp−wϕ(X)
,w ∈ Rk,

where ϕ(Xi) could include non-linear relationships between variable Xj , j ∈ {1, ..., p}, for instance, ϕ(Xi) =
(1, Xi1, Xi2, X

2
i1, Xi1 ∗Xi2);

2) Derive the best model r̂ from the model family. r̂ is obtained by maximizing the following objective function:

r̂ = argmax
W

J(r) = argmax
W

1

n

n∑
i=1

p̃(Xi) log r(Xi;w) + (1− p̃(Xi)) log(1− r(Xi;w)). (9)

where logit(r̂(Xi)) = ŵϕ(Xi). We use stochastic gradient descent to maximize J(r) [32]. Parameters ŵ are obtained
according to ŵt+1

j = ŵt
j + η∇wj

J(r), j = 1, ..., k, where ∇wj
J(r) = ∂J(r)

∂wj
=

(
1

1+exp−ŵtϕ(Xi)
− p̃(Xi)

)
ϕj(Xi),

η is the learning rate, t is the number of iterations. Note that the gradient with respect to a single weight wj represents
a very intuitive value: the difference between p̃(Xi) and our estimate r̂(Xi) for that observation, multiplied by the
corresponding input value ϕj(Xi).
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Appendix E: Loss function parameterization

Since the intuitive meaning of loss values is not clear when making decisions at different levels, we propose an additive
form of the loss function. The parameterization of the loss function is shown in Table 3,

Table 3: additive form of loss function L(Y (1), Y (0), t)
T = 1 T = 0

Y (1) = 0, Y (0) = 0 cd + ct cd
Y (1) = 0, Y (0) = 1 cd + ct 0
Y (1) = 1, Y (0) = 0 ct cd
Y (1) = 1, Y (0) = 1 ct 0

In this parameterization, ct denotes the loss caused by the treatment T = 1 (e.g., the toxicity of the treatment), and cd
denotes the loss caused by the undesirable outcome Y = 0 (e.g., death). Under this loss parameterization, the optimal
treatment rule is derived as follows:

d̂∗(Xi) =1{∆Li < 0}

∆Li =
∑

(j,k)∈{0,1}2

(l1jk − l0jk)θ̂ijk

=ctθ̂i00 + (cd + ct)θ̂i01 + (ct − cd)θ̂i10 + ctθ̂i11

=ct + cd(θ̂i01 − θ̂i10)

=ct + cd(θ̂i.1 − θ̂i11 − (θ̂i1. − θ̂i11))

=ct + cd(θ̂i.1 − θ̂i1.)

=ct − cd(θ̂i1. − θ̂i.1)

=ct − cdτ̂(Xi)

(10)

Then the optimal treatment decision is derived based on d̂∗(Xi) = 1{τ̂(Xi) >
ct
cd
}, where ct

cd
can be regarded as a

decision threshold. Individual Xi receives the treatment if the estimate of his/her treatment effect τ̂(Xi) is larger
than the decision threshold, otherwise, control. The uncertainty of d̂∗(Xi) is then estimated as p(d̂∗(Xi) = 1) ≈
1
D

∑
d 1{f̂ (d)(Xi, 1)− f̂ (d)(Xi, 0) >

ct
cd
}. It is clear to see that under this loss function parameterization, the optimal

treatment decision is independent of ρ [8]. See discussion for more transformation of the inequality and practical
meanings of ct and cd at different decision levels.
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Appendix F: Summary statistics of the study population

Table 4: Summary statistics of the study population (n=27,057)

Variable Overall1 Chemo(%)2
Cancer diagnosis year

2006-2008 4,902 (18%) 24
2009-2011 5,726 (21%) 34
2012-2014 6,443 (24%) 40
2015-2016 9,986 (37%) 38

Age at diagnosis
Mean (SD) 70 (11)
Median (IQR) 71 (63 - 78)
<=50 1,410 (5.2%) 59
(50,60] 3,467 (13%) 54
(60,70] 8,578 (32%) 47
(70,80] 8,916 (33%) 28
(80,90] 4,419 (16%) 5
(90,102] 267 (1.0%) 0

Gender
FEMALE 11,922 (44%) 34
MALE 15,135 (56%) 36

Location
Left-sided 19,077 (71%) 37
Right-sided 7,980 (29%) 31

Lymphatic invasion
Absent 7,501 (28%) 32
Present 2,113 (7.8%) 56
Undetermined 314 (1.2%) 40
unknown 17,129 (63%) 34

The Number of lymph nodes examined
Mean (SD) 18 (11)
Median (IQR) 16 (11 - 22)
<= 12 8860 (32.7%) 31
>12 18197 (67.3%) 37

MS
MSI 695 (2.6%) 30
MSS 3,043 (11%) 55
unknown 23,319 (86%) 33

pT
T1 470 (1.7%) 64
T2 1,376 (5.1%) 58
T3 20,450 (76%) 30
T4 4,761 (18%) 48

pN
N0 13,144 (49%) 9
N1 9,163 (34%) 57
N2 4,750 (18%) 65

Grade3
Low grade 21,723 (80%) 35
High grade 3,175 (12%) 40
Unknown 2,159 (8.0%) 32

Extramural angio invasion
Absent 9,829 (36%) 37
Present 337 (1.2%) 53
Undetermined 521 (1.9%) 42
unknown 16,370 (61%) 33

Intramural angio invasion
Continued on next page
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Table 4 – Continued from previous page
Variable Overall1 ACT(%)2

Absent 8,440 (31%) 34
Present 1,726 (6.4%) 54
Undetermined 521 (1.9%) 42
unknown 16,370 (61%) 33

Colon perforation
Present 517 (1.9%) 41
unknown 26,540 (98%) 35

ASA performance status
1 1,435 (5.3%) 54
2 5,478 (20%) 40
3 2,108 (7.8%) 22
4 131 (0.5%) 8
unknown 17,905 (66%) 34

The number of other tumors4
0 26,490 (98%) 35
1 223 (0.8%) 28
2 319 (1.2%) 30
3 25 (<0.1%) 8

ACT
No 17,579 (65%)
FU with oxaliplatin 3,848 (14%)
FU without oxaliplatin 363 (1.3%)
Unknown5 5,267 (19%)

1n (%); 2proportion of patients receiving ACT; 3Low-grade histology includes moderate to well-differentiated.
High-grade histology includes poorly differentiated and undifferentiated; 4the number of non-primary C18 tumors

diagnosed simultaneously; 5ACT may include oxaliplatin but we don’t have available information to identify specific
regimen

19



Appendix G: Additional results
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Figure 4: Average loss R and average outcome V of d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s(Xi), and d̂∗s′(Xi), where f(X, T ) for estimating
d̂∗s′(Xi) and r(X) for estimating d̂∗s(Xi) are constructed using binary trees with dmax = 2, nobs = 5, the decision
threhold denotes the ratio of the loss due to the treatment to the loss due to the undesirable outcome.
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Figure 5: Accuracy, precision, and recall of three treatment rules d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s(Xi), and d̂∗s′(Xi), where f(X, T ) for
estimating d̂∗s′(Xi) and r(X) for estimating d̂∗s(Xi) are constructed using binary trees with dmax = 2, nobs = 5.
It’s worth noting that as the decision threshold increases, the count of individuals for whom the predicted optimal
treatment or the true optimal treatment are 1 decreases. The denominator in precision or recall may become zero, which
is not reflected in the plot.
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Figure 6: Accuracy, precision, and recall of three treatment rules d̂∗(Xi), d̂∗s(Xi), and d̂∗s′(Xi), where f(X, T ) for
estimating d̂∗s′(Xi) and r(X) for estimating d̂∗s(Xi) are logistic regression. It’s worth noting that as the decision
threshold increases, the count of individuals for whom the predicted optimal treatment or the true optimal treatment are
1 decreases. The denominator in precision or recall may become zero, which is not reflected in the plot.
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