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Abstract

Transfer learning of prediction models has been ex-
tensively studied, while the corresponding policy
learning approaches are rarely discussed. In this pa-
per, we propose principled approaches for learning
the optimal policy in the target domain by leverag-
ing two datasets: one with full information from the
source domain and the other from the target domain
with only covariates. First, under the setting of co-
variate shift, we formulate the problem from a per-
spective of causality and present the identifiability
assumptions for the reward induced by a given pol-
icy. Then, we derive the efficient influence function
and the semiparametric efficiency bound for the re-
ward. Based on this, we construct a doubly robust
and semiparametric efficient estimator for the re-
ward and then learn the optimal policy by optimiz-
ing the estimated reward. Moreover, we theoreti-
cally analyze the bias and the generalization error
bound for the learned policy. Furthermore, in the
presence of both covariate and concept shifts, we
propose a novel sensitivity analysis method to eval-
uate the robustness of the proposed policy learning
approach. Extensive experiments demonstrate that
the approach not only estimates the reward more
accurately but also yields a policy that closely ap-
proximates the theoretically optimal policy.

1 Introduction
In many real-world scenarios, labeled data is often scarce
due to budget constraints and time-consuming collection pro-
cesses [Zhuang et al., 2020; Imbens et al., 2022], signifi-
cantly limiting the generalizability of the resulting models.
For example, in medical research, collecting labeled data in-
volves extensive clinical trials and follow-up periods, making
it costly and time-consuming [Dahabreh et al., 2020]. In au-
tonomous driving, obtaining labeled data requires manual an-
notation of large amounts of sensor data, which is laborious
and expensive [Sun et al., 2020]. To address this problem and
enhance a model’s performance in a target domain without la-
bels, an active area of research is transfer learning. It aims to
improve the performance of target learners in the target do-

main by transferring the knowledge contained in a different
but related source domain.

While transfer learning has been extensively studied in
the context of prediction models [Wang et al., 2018, 2020;
Pesciullesi et al., 2020], how to transfer a policy is still un-
derdeveloped. Policy learning refers to identifying individu-
als who should receive treatment/intervention based on their
characteristics by maximizing rewards [Murphy, 2003]. It has
broad applications in recommender systems [Ma et al., 2020;
Chen and Sun, 2021], precision medicine [Bertsimas et al.,
2017; Kitagawa and Tetenov, 2018] and reinforcement learn-
ing [Liu et al., 2021; Kwan et al., 2023]. Unlike transfer
learning for prediction models, policy transfer faces identi-
fication challenges due to its counterfactual nature [Athey
and Wager, 2021; Li et al., 2023c]. Instead of predicting out-
comes based on observed data, policy transfer requires con-
sidering what would happen under different actions, making
the process more complex.

We aim to learn the optimal policies in the target and en-
tire domains using a dataset from the source domain (source
dataset) and a dataset from the target domain (target dataset).
The source dataset includes the covariates, treatment, and out-
come for each individual, whereas the target dataset contains
only the covariates. We assume that the source dataset sat-
isfies the unconfoundedness and overlap assumptions while
imposing fewer restrictions on the target dataset. We begin
by considering substantial differences in covariate distribu-
tions between the source and target datasets (referred to as
covariate shift) while assuming that the conditional distribu-
tions of potential outcomes given covariates remain the same.
Next, we explore the scenarios involving both the covariate
shift and concept shift, where the conditional distributions of
potential outcomes given the covariates also differ.

In this article, we first propose a principled policy learning
approach under covariate shift. Specifically, we define the re-
ward and the optimal policy in the target domain using the po-
tential outcome framework [Rubin, 1974; Splawa-Neyman,
1990] in causal inference. Under the wildly used assump-
tions of unconfoundedness and transportability, we establish
the identifiability of the reward in the target domain and then
derive its efficient influence function and semiparametric effi-
ciency bound. Building on this, we develop a novel estimator
for the reward. Theoretical analysis shows that the proposed
estimator is doubly robust and achieves the semiparametric
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efficient bound, that is, it is the optimal regular estimator in
terms of asymptotic variance [Tsiatis, 2006]. Then we pro-
pose to learn the optimal policy by maximizing the estimated
reward. We analyze the bias of the estimated reward and the
generalization error bound of the learned policy.

In addition, we extend the proposed method to learn the
optimal policy in the entire domain consisting of the source
and target domains. Furthermore, considering that the trans-
portability assumption, i.e., the conditional distributions of
potential outcomes given covariates remain unchanged, may
be violated under concept shift, we propose a novel sensitivity
analysis method for concept shift. This method evaluates the
robustness of the approach under varying degrees of concept
shift, accounting for the presence of both covariate and con-
cept shifts. The main contributions are summarized below:

• We propose a principled approach for learning the op-
timal policy under covariate shift from a perspective
of causality, by introducing plausible identifiability as-
sumptions and efficient estimation methods.

• We provide a comprehensive theoretical analysis of the
proposed approach, including the consistency, asymp-
totic normality, and semiparametric efficiency of the es-
timator of reward. Additionally, we derive the bias and
generalization error bound for the learned policy.

• We propose a sensitivity analysis method capable of
evaluating the robustness of the proposed policy learn-
ing approach under both covariate and concept shifts.

• We conduct extensive experiments to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed policy learning approach.

2 Problem Formulation
In this section, we formulate the problem of transferring poli-
cies using the potential outcome framework in causal infer-
ence [Rubin, 1974; Splawa-Neyman, 1990].

2.1 Notation and Setup
Let A ∈ A = {0, 1} denote the binary indicator for treat-
ment, where A = 1 indicates receiving treatment and A = 0
indicates not receiving treatment. The random vector X ∈
X ⊂ Rp represents the p-dimensional covariates measured
before treatment, and Y ∈ Y ⊂ R denotes the outcome of
interest. Assume that a larger outcome is preferable. Under
the potential outcome framework, let Y (a) denote the poten-
tial outcome that would be observed if A were set to a for
a ∈ A. By the consistency assumption [Hernán and Robins,
2020], the observed outcome Y satisfies Y = Y (A) =
AY (1) + (1−A)Y (0).

Without loss of generality, we consider a typical scenario
involving two datasets: a source dataset and a target dataset,
which are representative samples of the source domain and
target domain, respectively. Let G ∈ {0, 1} be the indicator
for the data source, where G = 1 denotes the source domain
and G = 0 denotes the target domain. The observed data are
represented as follows,

D1 = {(Xi, Ai, Yi, Gi = 1) : i = 1, ..., n1},
D0 = {(Xi, Gi = 0) : i = n1 + 1, ..., n1 + n0},

where the source dataset D1 consists of n1 individuals, with
observed covariates, treatment, and outcome for each individ-
ual. The target dataset D0 contains n0 individuals, with only
covariates for each individual. This is common in real life due
to the scarcity of outcome data. For example, in medical re-
search, patient features are observed, but obtaining outcomes
requires long-term follow-up [Dahabreh et al., 2019, 2020;
He et al., 2020; Li et al., 2022, 2023a; Athey et al., 2019;
Imbens et al., 2022; Hu et al., 2023]. Let P(·|G = 1) and
P(·|G = 0) be the distributions of the two datasets respec-
tively. Then n = n0 + n1 and q = n1/n represent the proba-
bility of an individual belonging to the source population.

2.2 Formulation
We formulate the goal of learning the optimal policy in the
target domain. Specifically, let π : X → A denote a policy
that maps individual covariates X = x to the treatment space
A. A policy π(X) is a treatment rule that determines whether
an individual receives treatment (A = 1) or not (A = 0).
For a given policy π applied to the target domain, the average
reward is defined as follows

R(π) = E[π(X)Y (1) + (1− π(X))Y (0)|G = 0]. (1)
We aim to learn the optimal policy π∗ defined by

π∗ = argmax
π∈Π

R(π)

where Π is a pre-specified policy class. For example, π(X)
can be modeled with a learnable parameter θ using methods
such as logistic regression or multilayer perceptron, with each
value of θ corresponding to a different policy.

In addition, for a given policy π(x) applied across the
whole domain, the corresponding average reward is defined
as V (π) = E[π(X)Y (1)+ (1−π(X))Y (0)]. There is a sub-
tle difference between R(π) and V (π). For R(π), our focus
is on transferring the policy from the source domain to the
target domain, and for V (π), we aim to generalize the policy
from the source domain to the entire domain. In the main text,
we focus on learning the policy maximizing R(π) to avoid
redundancy. We also develop a similar approach to learn the
policy maximizing V (π) and briefly present it in Section 4.3.

3 Oracle Policy and Identifiability
3.1 Oracle Policy
The optimal policy that maximizes Eq. (1) has an explicit
form. Let τ(X) = E[Y (1) − Y (0)|X,G = 0] be the condi-
tional average treatment effect (CATE) in the target domain,

R(π) = E[π(X){Y (1)− Y (0)}+ Y (0)|G = 0]

= E[π(X)τ(X)|G = 0] + E[Y (0)|G = 0]

where the last equality follows from the law of iterated ex-
pectations. Then we have the following conclusion.
Lemma 1. The oracle policy
π∗
0(x) = argmax

π
R(π) = argmax

π
E[π(X)τ(X)|G = 0]

=

{
1, if τ(x) ≥ 0

0, if τ(x) < 0,

where maxπ is taken over all possible policies without con-
straints, rather than being restricted to Π.



For an individual characterized by X = x in the target
domain, Lemma 1 asserts that the decision to accept treatment
(A = 1) should be based on the sign of τ(x). The oracle
policy π∗

0 recommends treatment for individuals expected to
experience a positive benefit, thereby optimizing the overall
reward within the target domain. The target policy π∗ equals
the oracle policy π∗

0 in Lemma 1 if π∗
0 ∈ Π; otherwise, they

may not be equal, and their difference is the systematic error
induced by limited hypothesis space of Π.

3.2 Identifiability of the Reward
To learn the optimal policy π∗, we first need to address the
identifiability problem of R(π), as this forms the founda-
tion for policy evaluation. Since the target dataset only con-
tains covariates X , R(π) cannot be identified from the target
data alone due to the absence of treatment and outcome. To
identify R(π), it is necessary to borrow information from the
source dataset by imposing several assumptions.
Assumption 1. For all X in the source domain,

(i) Unconfoundedness: (Y (1), Y (0)) ⊥⊥ A | X,G = 1;
(ii) Overlap: 0<e1(X) ≜ P(A = 1|X,G = 1)<1, where

e1(X) is the propensity score.
Assumption 1(i) states that, in the source domain, the treat-

ment is independent of the potential outcomes given the co-
variates, implying that all confounders affecting both the
treatment and outcome are observed. Assumption 1(ii) asserts
that any individual characterized by X in the source domain
has a positive probability of receiving treatment. Assumption
1 is a standard assumption for identifying causal effects in
the source domain [Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983; Imbens and
Rubin, 2015; Hernán and Robins, 2020]. However, Assump-
tion 1 is not enough to identify the causal effects in the target
domain. Thus, we further invoke Assumption 2.
Assumption 2 (Transportability). Suppose that

(i) (Y (0), Y (1)) ⊥⊥ G | X for all X;
(ii) 0<s(X) ≜ P(G = 1|X)<1 for all X in the source

domain, where s(X) is the sampling score.
Assumption 2 is standard and is widely adopted in causal

effects estimation via data combination in causal inference
Stuart et al. [2011]; Tipton [2013]; Hartman et al. [2015];
Kern et al. [2016a]; Lesko et al. [2017]; Buchanan et al.
[2018]; Li et al. [2022, 2023a]. Assumption 2(ii) indicates
that all individuals in the source domain have a positive prob-
ability of belonging to the target domain. Assumption 2(i)
implies that E[Y (a)|X,G = 1] = E[Y (a)|X,G = 0] =
E[Y (a)|X] for a = 0, 1, which ensures the transportability of
the CATE from the source domain to the target domain and
leads to the identifiability of τ(X), that is,
τ(X) = E[Y (1)− Y (0)|X,G = 0] = E[Y (1)− Y (0)|X,G = 1]

= E[Y |X,A = 1, G = 1]− E[Y |X,A = 0, G = 1]

≜ µ1(X)− µ0(X),

where the third equality follows from Assumption 1. Thus,
under Assumptions 1-2, the reward R(π) can be identified as

R(π) = E[π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)|G = 0]

= E
[1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)}

]
(2)

Assumption 2 allows the presence of covariate shift, i.e.,
the distribution of X in the source domain may significantly
differ from that in the target domain [Gama et al., 2014]. Al-
though Assumption 2 is commonly used, it may not always
be held in practice. Specifically, when there is a concept shift
between the source and target domains, i.e., P(Y (a)|X,G =
1) ̸= P(Y (a)|X,G = 0), Assumption 2 is violated. In Sec-
tion 5, we introduce Assumption 3 that relaxes Assumption
2, and based on it, we propose a novel sensitivity analysis to
assess the impact of concept drift.

4 Policy Learning under Covariate Shift
In this section, we proposed a method for learning the optimal
policy. It consists of two steps: (a) policy evaluation, estimat-
ing the reward R(π) for a given π, and (b) policy learning,
learning the optimal policy based on the estimated reward.

4.1 Estimation of the Reward R(π)
According to Eq. (2), a direct method for estimating the re-
ward R(π) is given as

R̂Direct(π) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

1−Gi

1− q

{
π(Xi)µ̂1(Xi) + (1− π(Xi))µ̂0(Xi)

}
,

where µ̂a(X) (a = 0, 1) represents the estimated outcome
regression function µa(X). This can be implemented by re-
gressing Y on X using the source dataset with A = a. The
unbiasedness of the direct estimator R̂Direct(π) depends on the
accuracy of µ̂a(X). If µ̂a(X) is a biased estimator of µa(X),
then R̂Direct(π) will also be a biased estimator ofR(π). More-
over, the generalization performance of the direct method is
often poor because µ̂a(X) is trained using the source dataset
of A = a, but is applied to the whole target dataset [Li et al.,
2023b]. When there is a significant difference in the covari-
ate distributions between the source and target datasets, the
direct method suffers from the problem of model extrapola-
tion [Tan, 2007], resulting in poor practical performance.

In addition to the direct method, one can use the propensity
score e1(X) = P(A = 1|X,G = 1) and sampling score
s(X) = P(G = 1|X) to construct the inverse probability
weighting (IPW) estimator of R(π). Note that

R(π) = E
[ G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)

{
π(X)AY

e1(X)
+

(1− π(X))(1−A)Y

1− e1(X)

}]
.

Based on it, the IPW estimator of R(π) is given as

R̂IPW(π) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

{ Gi

1− q

π(Xi)AiYi

ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(Xi)

+
Gi

1− q

(1− π(Xi))(1−Ai)Yi

1− ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(Xi)

}
,

where ê1(X) and ŝ(X) are estimates of e1(X) and s(X),
respectively. The IPW estimator R̂IPW(π) is an unbiased esti-
mator of R(π) when ê1(X) and ŝ(X) are accurate estimators
of e1(X) and s(X), respectively, i.e., ê1(X) = e1(X) and
ŝ(X) = s(X). However, a limitation of the IPW estimator is
its inefficiency, meaning it tends to have a large variance.

The limitations of direct and IPW methods are essentially
caused by the insufficiency of utilizing the observed data. The



direct method does not leverage the information of data indi-
cator G and treatment A, while the IPW method does not ex-
tract the relationship between covariates X and outcome Y .
To fully utilize the observed data, we derive the efficient influ-
ence function and the efficiency bound of R(π). This allows
us to obtain the semiparametric efficient estimator ofR(π). A
semiparametric efficient estimator is considered optimal as it
reaches the semiparametric efficiency bound, meaning it has
the smallest asymptotic variance under several regularity con-
ditions [Newey, 1990; Tsiatis, 2006].

Theorem 1 (Efficiency Bound ofR(π)). Under Assumptions
1-2, the efficient influence function of R(π) is

φR =
G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
1− e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)−R(π)}.

The semiparametric efficiency bound of R(π) is Var(φR).

Theorem 1 presents the efficient influence function and
semiparametric efficiency bound ofR(π) under Assumptions
1-2. From Theorem 1, we can construct the semiparametric
efficient (SE) estimator of R(π), which is given as

R̂SE(π) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[ Gi

1− q

π(Xi)Ai{Yi − µ̂1(Xi)}
ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(X)

+
Gi

1− q

(1− π(Xi))(1−Ai){Yi − µ̂0(Xi)}
1− ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(Xi)

+
1−Gi

1− q
{π(Xi)µ̂1(Xi) + (1− π(Xi))µ̂0(Xi)}

]
.

Next, we analyze the theoretical properties of R̂SE(π).

Proposition 1 (Double Robustness of R̂SE(π)). Under As-
sumptions 1 and 2, R̂SE(π) is an unbiased estimator of R(π)
if one of the following conditions is satisfied: (i) µ̂a(x) =
µa(x), i.e., µ̂a(x) estimates µa(x) accurately for a = 0, 1;
(ii) ê1(x) = e1(x) and ŝ(x) = s(x), i.e., ê(x) and ŝ(x) esti-
mate e(x) and s(x) accurately.

Proposition 1 shows the double robustness of R̂SE(π), i.e.,
if µa(X) for a = 0, 1 can be estimated accurately, or e1(X)

and s(X) can be estimated accurately, R̂SE(π) is an unbi-
ased estimator of R(π). Double robustness provides more re-
liable results by mitigating inductive bias caused by inaccu-
rate models for {e1(X), s(X)} and µa(X) for a = 0, 1.

Theorem 2 (Efficiency of R̂SE(π)). Under the Assumptions
1–2, if ||ê1(x) − e1(x)||2 · ||µ̂a(x) − µa(x)||2 = oP(n

−1/2)
and ||ŝ(x)− s(x)||2 · ||µ̂a(x)−µa(x)||2 = oP(n

−1/2) for all
x ∈ X and a ∈ {0, 1}, then R̂SE(π) satisfies

√
n{R̂SE(π)−R(π)} d−→ N (0, σ2),

where σ2 = V ar(φR) is the semiparametric efficiency bound

of R(π), and d−→ means convergence in distribution.

Theorem 2 establishes the consistency and asymptotic nor-
mality of the proposed estimator R̂SE(π). In addition, it shows
that R̂SE(π) is semiparametric efficient, i.e., it achieves the
semiparametric efficiency bound. These desired properties
hold under the mild condition that the nuisance parameters
{e(x), s(x), µ0(x), µ1(x)} are estimated at a rate faster than
n−1/4. These conditions are common in causal inference and
can be easily satisfied using a variety of flexible machine
learning methods [Chernozhukov et al., 2018].

4.2 Learning the Optimal Policy
After estimating the reward, we now focus on learning the
optimal policy. Recall that for a given hypothesis space Π,
the target policy is given as π∗(x) = argmaxπ∈ΠR(π).
Through optimizing different estimators of reward R(π), we
obtain different estimator of π∗, denoted as π̂, defined by

π̂(x) = argmax
π∈Π

R̂(π) (3)

where R̂(π) can be R̂Direct(π), R̂IPW(π), or R̂SE(π).
As discussed in Athey and Wager [2021], when learning

the policy by optimizing the estimated reward, it achieves
better generalization performance if the estimated reward is
more efficient. Since the estimator R̂SE(π) is the most effi-
cient one under Assumptions 1-2, as shown in Theorem 1,
we then focus on exploring its finite sample properties and
the learned policy obtained by optimizing it. Similar results
can also be derived for the direct and IPW methods. In finite
samples, we allow µ̂a(X), ê1(X), and ŝ(X) to be inaccurate,
i.e., they may differ from µa(X), e1(X), and s(X).

The following Proposition 2 presents the bias of R̂SE(π).
Proposition 2 (Bias). Given the learned µ̂a(X) for a = 0, 1,
ê1(X), and ŝ(X), then for any given π, the bias of R̂SE(π) is

Bias(R̂SE(π)) = |E[R̂SE(π)]−R(π)|

=
∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑
i=1

[π(Xi)(µ1(Xi)− µ̂1(Xi))

1− q
×

{s(Xi)e1(Xi)(1− ŝ(Xi))− ŝ(Xi)ê1(Xi)(1− s(Xi))

ê1(Xi)ŝ(Xi)

}
+

(1− π(Xi))(µ0(Xi)− µ̂0(Xi))

1− q
×{s(Xi)e0(Xi)(1− ŝ(Xi))− ŝ(Xi)ê0(Xi))(1− s(Xi))

ê0(Xi))ŝ(Xi)

}]∣∣∣,
where e0(Xi) = 1− e1(Xi) and ê0(Xi) = 1− ê1(Xi).

From Proposition 2, the bias of R̂SE(π) is the product of
the estimation errors µa(X) − µ̂a(X)) and s(X)ea(X)(1 −
ŝ(X)) − ŝ(X)êa(X)(1 − s(X)) for a = 0, 1. Clearly, when
either µ̂a(X) is close to µa(X), or ŝ(X) and ê1(X) are close
to s(X) and e1(X), R̂SE(π) will be close to R(π). This fur-
ther demonstrates the double robustness of R̂(π).

Next, we show the generalization error bound (or the re-
gret) of the learned policy. For clarity, we define

π̂se(x) = argmax
π∈Π

R̂SE(π),

which is the learned policy by optimizing R̂SE(π).



Theorem 3 (Generalization Error Bound). For any finite hy-
pothesis space Π, we have that

(i) with at least probability 1− η,

R(π̂se) ≤ R̂(π̂se) + Bias(R̂SE(π̂se)) + B(D0,D1, η,Π),

where B(D0,D1, η,Π) equals to√√√√ log(2|Π|/η)
2n2

n∑
i=1

(Yi − µ̂Ai
(Xi))2(1− ŝ(Xi))2

(1− q)2ê2Ai
(Xi)ŝ2(Xi)

,

with µ̂Ai(Xi) = Aiµ̂1(Xi) + (1−Ai)µ̂0(Xi).
(ii) with at least probability 1− η,

R(π̂se) ≤ R(π∗) + Bias(R̂SE(π̂se)) + Bias(R̂SE(π
∗))

+ 2B(D0,D1, η,Π).

Theorem 3(i) provides the generalization error bound of
the learned policy π̂se, and Theorem 3(ii) presents the dif-
ference between the generalization risks of the learned policy
and the optimal policy π∗. Note that when (Yi−µ̂A(Xi))

2 are
bounded, then B(D0,D1, η,Π) will converge to 0 as the sam-
ple size n goes to infinity. Thus, for a sufficiently large sample
size n, if the nuisance parameters are estimated with adequate
accuracy, the generalization bound of the learned policy will
be approximated well by the estimated reward. Additionally,
the generalization bound of the learned policy will be close to
that of the optimal policy π̂∗.

4.3 Generalizing Policy to the Entire Domain
The approach proposed in Sections 4.1–4.2 is designed to
learn the optimal policy in the target domain. In this subsec-
tion, we extend the approach to the entire domain, aiming
to learn the optimal policy that maximizes V (π). Under As-
sumption 1–2, the reward V (π) is identified as

V (π) = E[π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)] (4)

Similar to Theorem 1, we present the the efficient influence
function and the efficient bound of V (π).

Theorem 4 (Efficiency Bound of V (π)). Under Assumptions
1-2, the efficient influence function of V (π) is

φV = π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)− V (π)+

G

s(X)

{
π(X)A(Y − µ1(X))

e1(X)
+

(1− π(X))(1−A)(Y − µ0(X))

1− e1(X)

}
.

The semiparametric efficiency bound of V (π) is Var(φV ).

From Theorem 4, we can construct the semiparametric ef-
ficient (SE) estimator of V (π), denoted as V̂SE(π), and show
its theoretical properties, such as double robustness, consis-
tency, asymptotic normality, and semiparametric efficiency.
Moreover, following the method described in Section 4.2, we
can develop an approach to learn the optimal policy in the
entire domain based on V̂SE(π). For brevity, the detailed de-
scription is omitted here.

5 Sensitivity Analysis for Concept Shift
The proposed policy learning approach in Sections 3–4 rely
on Assumptions 1-2. However, Assumption 2 may be vio-
lated under concept shift. In this section, we propose a novel
sensitivity analysis method to evaluate the robustness of the
proposed policy learning approach in the presence of both
covariate and concept shifts. Specifically, to further relax As-
sumption 2 and explore the impact of concept shift, we re-
place Assumption 2 with Assumption 3 by introducing two
general concept shift functions ψ0(·) and ψ1(·).
Assumption 3. Suppose that

E[Y (1)|X,G = 0] = ψ1(E[Y (1)|X,G = 1]),

E[Y (0)|X,G = 0] = ψ0(E[Y (0)|X,G = 1])

where ψ0(·) and ψ1(·) are two differentiable functions.
The concept shift functions ψ0(·) and ψ1(·) in Assumption

3 measure the degree of deviation between two conditional
expectations. Compared to Assumption 2, a significant ad-
vantage of Assumption 3 is that it allows for variability in the
conditional distributions of potential outcomes between the
target domain (G = 0) and the source domain (G = 1). This
flexibility accommodates the presence of both covariate shift
and concept shift. Under Assumptions 1 and 3, when the con-
cept shift functions ψ0(·) and ψ1(·) are known, the reward
R(π) is identified as

R(π) = E[π(X)ψ1(µ1(X)) + (1− π(X))ψ0(µ0(X))|G = 0]

In addition, we could obtain the corresponding efficient influ-
ence function and efficiency bound for R(π) under Assump-
tions 1 and 3, as shown in Theorem 5.
Theorem 5. Under Assumptions 1 and 3, the efficient influ-
ence function of R(π) is given as

φ̄R =
G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)

π(X)ψ′
1(µ1(X))A{Y − µ1(X)}

e1(X)

+
G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)

(1− π(X))ψ′
0(µ0(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}

1− e1(X)

+
1−G

1− q
[π(X)ψ1{µ1(X)}+ (1− π(X))ψ0{µ0(X)} −R(π)],

where ψ′
0(·) and ψ′

1(·) represent the first derivatives of ψ0(·)
and ψ1(·), respectively. The efficiency bound is V ar(φ̄R(π)).

Theorem 5 demonstrates that the first derivatives of the
concept shift functions play a key role in the efficiency bound
of R(π) under Assumptions 1 and 3. When ψ1 and ψ0 are
identity functions, Theorem 5 reduces to Theorem 2. If ψ0(·)
and ψ1(·) are known, we can construct the semiparametric
efficient estimator of R(π) under both covariate and concept
shifts and develop corresponding policy learning approaches.
However, in practice, ψ0(·) and ψ1(·) are generally unknown.

Nevertheless, when ψ0(·) and ψ1(·) are unknown, Theo-
rem 5 motivates an efficient-influence-function-based sensi-
tivity method for concept shift. For example, we can select a
range of concept drift functions such as

{ψ0,ϵ0(u) : ψ0,ϵ0(u) = ϵ0u}, {ψ1,ϵ1(u) : ψ1,ϵ1(u) = ϵ1u}.
where ϵ0 and ϵ1 are two sensitivity parameters that index
the functions ψ0,ϵ0(u) and ψ1,ϵ1(u), capturing the concept



Table 1: Comparison of estimated rewards, policy errors and welfare changes on the simulated and real-world datasets. The best results are
highlighted in bold. RI refers to the relative improvement over the corresponding baseline. SD indicates standard deviation.

Simulated Dataset REWARDS POLICY ERROR WELFARE CHANGES

METHODS MEAN RI SD ∆E MEAN RI SD ∆W RI SD

Direct (baseline) 455.24 - 0.32 40.62 0.45 - 0.0024 215194.26 - 800.41
IPW 477.17 4.82% 29.38 18.69 0.33 -63.10% 0.3165 269741.06 25.24% 41875.37
SE 490.22* 7.68% 0.85 5.49* 0.09* 78.51% 0.0062 287185.90* 33.43% 1940.79

Real-World Dataset REWARDS POLICY ERROR WELFARE CHANGES

METHODS MEAN RI SD ∆E MEAN RI SD ∆W RI SD

Direct (baseline) 47.76 - 0.3076 13.18 0.50 - 0.0083 24482.59 - 1157.53
IPW 50.00 4.68% 1.3002 10.95 0.42 15.07% 0.0391 28468.45 16.28% 1971.35
SE 60.50* 26.66% 0.0017 0.45* 0.08* 84.35% 0.0002 47175.56* 92.69% 814.84

Note: * statistically significant results (p-value ≤ 0.05) using the paired t-test compared with the baseline.

shifts for potential outcomes under treatment and control, re-
spectively. For a pair (ϵ0, ϵ1), let ˆ̄RSE(π, ϵ0, ϵ1) and ˆ̄π(ϵ0, ϵ1)
be the efficient estimator and the associated learned policy
based on Theorem 5. We can then assess the robustness of
the proposed approach by examining how ˆ̄RSE(π, ϵ0, ϵ1) and
ˆ̄π(ϵ0, ϵ1) change across a range of values for (ϵ0, ϵ1).

6 Experiments
We conduct experiments on both simulated datasets and real-
world datasets to answer the following questions:

• RQ1: Does the proposed SE method provide a more ac-
curate estimation of the reward?

• RQ2: Does the proposed method learn better policies?
• RQ3: How does the degree of covariate shift affect the

performance of the proposed method?
• RQ4: How does the degree of concept shift affect the

robustness of the proposed method?

6.1 Experiments on Simulated Datasets
Datasets. We generate the source and target datasets in
the simulated experiment. The source dataset consists of
512 individuals. For each individual, the covariates X =
(X1, X2, X3)

⊤ ∼ N (µ1,Σ1), where µ1 = [10, 3, 7]⊤ is
the mean vector and Σ1 ∈ R3×3 is the covariance matrix
with the (i, j)-th element being 2−|i−j| for i, j = 1, 2, 3.
The treatment A is generated from Bern(0.5), and the po-
tential outcomes are generated as follows: Y (1) = 15 +

0.4X̃1X̃2 +0.7X̃3 + ϵ, Y (0) = 10+ 0.1X̃1 +0.5X̃2X̃3 + ϵ,
where X̃j = Xj · |X|0.1j + Xj · |X|0.3j + Xj · |X|0.5j for
j = 1, 2, 3 and ϵ ∼ N (0, 1). The observed outcome is
Y = AY (1) + (1 − A)Y (0). The variables X,A, Y are
available in the source dataset. For the target dataset, we gen-
erate 2,048 individuals. The covariates X ∼ N (µ2,Σ2),
where the mean vector µ2 = [9, 4, 6]⊤ and the covariance
matrix Σ2 ∈ R3×3 has (i, j)-th element given by 2−|i−j|+1

for i, j = 1, 2, 3. Only X is available in the target dataset.
In addition, to assess the performance of the learned policy,
we also generate {Y (1), Y (0)} for individuals in the target
dataset, using the same method as in the source dataset.
Compared Methods. The direct and IPW method. π̂direct =

argmaxπ∈Π R̂Direct(π) and π̂ipw = argmaxπ∈Π R̂IPW(π).

Evaluation Metrics. The same as Kitagawa and Tetenov
[2018]; Li et al. [2023c], we adopt the metrics below.

• To assess the performance of a policy learning method,
we calculate the true reward in the target dataset which is
given by R̂(π̂) = n−1

0

∑n
i=1(1 − Gi)[π(Xi)Yi(1) + (1 −

π(Xi))Yi(0)]. Also, we define the regret as ∆E = R̂(π∗
0) −

R̂(π̂), representing the difference between the reward induced
by the oracle policy and that induced by the learned policy π̂.

• To evaluate the accuracy of the learned policy π̂, we de-
fine the policy error as n−1

0

∑n
i=1(1−Gi)|π∗

0(Xi)− π̂(Xi)|2,
the mean square errors between the oracle policy π∗

0 and π̂.
• We define welfare change as ∆W =

∑n
i=1[(Yi(1)−

Yi(0))π̂(Xi)], representing the difference between the total
rewards induced by π̂ and the null policy π ≡ 0. A policy
learning method is better when it yields a larger true reward,
smaller regret, lower policy error, and greater welfare change.
Performance Comparison (RQ1 and RQ2). We average 50
independent trials of policy learning and Table 1 (top panel)
reports the average true rewards R̂(π̂), regrets ∆E, policy
errors, and the welfare changes for different policy learning
methods. From it, we have the following observations:

• The proposed SE method achieves the highest re-
ward, smallest regret, lowest policy error, and largest wel-
fare change. Compared to the Direct method (baseline),
these improvements are substantial—up to 7.68% in reward,
78.51% in policy error, and 33.43% in welfare change—
demonstrating the superiority of the SE method.

• The standard deviations of the Direct and SE methods are
significantly smaller than that of the IPW method, indicating
the instability (large variance) of the IPW method.

In summary, the SE method outperforms the competing Di-
rect and IPW methods, owing to its desirable properties, such
as double robustness and semiparametric efficiency.
Effect of varying the degree of covariate shift (RQ3). We
evaluate the robustness of three policy learning approaches
(Direct, IPW, SE) by varying the degree of covariate shift be-
tween the source and target datasets. The degree of covariate
shift is measured by the Chebyshev distance between the two
mean vectors µ1 and µ2 in source and target datasets. The
Chebyshev distance is defined as d(µ1,µ2) = maxj |µ1,j −
µ2,j |, where µ1,j and µ2,j are the j-th elements of µ1 and µ2,
respectively. Three metrics are used to measure performance:
true reward induced by the learned policy, policy error, and
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Figure 1: Comparison of three methods with different means of covariates in the target dataset

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Degree of Concept Shift

100

200

300

400

500

Re
w

ar
d 

Es
ti

m
at

or
s R_Direct

R_IPW
R_SE
R_real

(a) Reward estimators

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Degree of Concept Shift

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.45

Po
lic

y 
Er

ro
rs

Error_Direct
Error_IPW
Error_SE

(b) Policy errors

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Degree of Concept Shift

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

W
el

fa
re

 C
ha

ng
es

1e5

Changes_Direct
Changes_IPW
Changes_SE

(c) Welfare changes
Figure 2: Comparison of three methods with different concept shift parameters in the target dataset

welfare change. Figure 1 illustrates how these metrics vary
with increasing covariate shift, showing that the proposed SE
method remains more stable across different levels of covari-
ate shift and consistently achieves superior performance.
Effect of varying the degree of concept shift (RQ4). We
also evaluate the robustness of the proposed methods by vary-
ing the degree of concept shift between the source and target
datasets. The degree of covariate shift is measured by con-
cept shift parameters ϵ1 and ϵ0. To simplify, we let ϵ1 =
ϵ1 = 0.1, 0.2, . . . , 0.9, 1. Figure 2 demonstrates the variation
of these metrics as concept shift decreases, highlighting the
greater performance of the proposed SE method across vary-
ing levels of concept shift.
Effect of varying probability of treatment. We further eval-
uate the robustness by varying the data-generating of treat-
ments in the source dataset. Appendix C presents compre-
hensive details and experimental results, demonstrating the
overall superiority of the proposed SE method.

6.2 Experiments on Real-World Datasets
Datasets. The Communities and Crime dataset [Redmond,
2009] comprises 1994 records from communities in the
United States, which combines socio-economic data from the
1990 US Census, law enforcement data from the 1990 US
LEMAS survey, and crime data from the 1995 FBI UCR.
Each record includes 127 covariates, including location infor-
mation (such as state and county), economic factors (such as
perCapInc and HousVacant) and demographics (such as Pop-
Dens and PctBSorMore). We use records from communities
in New Jersey as the source dataset and records from commu-
nities in other states as the target dataset. In addition to using

the information from covariates, we simulated the treatment
A and the potential outcomes Y (1), Y (0). See Appendix D
for the detailed data generation process.
Performance Comparison.We also average over 50 inde-
pendent trials of policy learning and Table 1 (bottom panel)
reports the associated results. From it, we have the follow-
ing observations: (1) The proposed SE method outperforms
the Direct and IPW methods across all evaluation metrics; (2)
Compared to the baseline, the SE method shows substantial
improvements—up to 26.66% in reward, 84.35% in policy
error, and 92.69% in welfare change. These observations fur-
ther demonstrate the SE method’s superiority.

7 Conclusion
In this article, we propose a principled policy learning method
from a causal perspective. We detail the identifiability as-
sumptions for the reward, derive its efficient influence func-
tion, and develop a doubly robust estimator, which is con-
sistent, asymptotically normal, and achieves semiparametric
efficiency. We also provide a generalization error bound for
the learned optimal policy. Moreover, we introduce a novel
sensitivity analysis method to assess the robustness of the
proposed policy learning approach under both covariate and
concept shifts. Extensive experiments confirm the effective-
ness and reliability of our proposed method, demonstrat-
ing both theoretical and practical advantages. A limitation
is that the method requires 0 < s(X) < 1, which may not
hold when covariate distributions between source and target
datasets vary substantially. Future research should explore re-
laxing this assumption to improve the method’s applicability
in more diverse scenarios.



References
Susan Athey and Stefan Wager. Policy learning with obser-

vational data. Econometrica, 89(1):133–161, 2021.
Susan Athey, Raj Chetty, Guido Imbens, and Hyunseung

Kang. The surrogate index: Combining short-term proxies
to estimate long-term treatment effects more rapidly and
precisely. Working Paper 26463, National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research, 2019.

Dimitris Bertsimas, Nathan Kallus, Alexander M Weinstein,
and Ying Daisy Zhuo. Personalized diabetes manage-
ment using electronic medical records. Diabetes Care,
40(2):210–217, 2017.

Ashley L Buchanan, Michael G Hudgens, Stephen R Cole,
Katie R Mollan, Paul E Sax, Eric S Daar, Adaora A
Adimora, Joseph J Eron, and Michael J Mugavero. Gen-
eralizing evidence from randomized trials using inverse
probability of sampling weights. Journal of the Royal Sta-
tistical Society Series A: Statistics in Society, 181(4):1193–
1209, 2018.

Keyu Chen and Shiliang Sun. Knowledge-based conversa-
tional recommender systems enhanced by dialogue policy
learning. In Proceedings of the 10th International Joint
Conference on Knowledge Graphs, pages 10–18, 2021.

V. Chernozhukov, D. Chetverikov, M. Demirer, E. Duflo,
C. Hansen, W. Newey, and J. Robins. Double/debiased ma-
chine learning for treatment and structural parameters. The
Econometrics Journal, 21:1–68, 2018.

Bénédicte Colnet, Imke Mayer, Guanhua Chen, Awa Dieng,
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A Proofs
A.1 Proof of Theorem 1
Theorem 1 (Efficiency Bound of R(π)) Under Assumptions
1-2, the efficient influence function of R(π) is

φR =
G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
1− e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)−R(π)}.

The semiparametric efficiency bound of R(π) is Var(φR).

Proof of Theorem 1. Let f(x), f(x|g = 1), and f(x|g = 0)
represent the density functions of X in the combined popu-
lation P, source population P(·|G = 1) and target population
P(·|G = 0) respectively, and denote f(y0, y1|x) as the joint
distribution of (Y (0), Y (1)) conditional on X = x, then the
density of (Y (0), Y (1), A,X,G) is

f(y0, y1, a, x, g) = f(y0, y1, a, g|x) · f(x)
= f(y0, y1, a|x, g) · f(g|x) · f(x)
= f(y0, y1|a, x, g) · f(a|x, g) · f(g|x) · f(x),

and the observed data distribution under Assumptions 1 and
2 is given as

p(a, x, y, g)

=f(a, y, g|x) · f(x)
=[f(x)s(x)f(a, y|x)]g · [f(x)(1− s(x))]1−g

=f(x)× [s(x){f1(y|x)e1(x)}a{f0(y|x)(1− e1(x))}1−a]
× (1− s(x))1−g,

where f1(·|x) =
∫
f(y0, ·|x)dy0 and f0(·|x) =∫

f(·, y1|x)dy1 are the marginal density of Y (1) and Y (0)
given X = x, respectively.

Under Assumptions 1–2, consider a regular parametric
submodel indexed by θ given as

p(a, x, y, g; θ)

=f(x; θ)× [s(x; θ){f1(y|x; θ)e1(x; θ)}a

× {f0(y|x; θ)(1− e1(x; θ))}1−a]× (1− s(x; θ))1−g,

which equals p(a, x, y, g) when θ = θ0. Also, fa(y|x, θ0) =
fa(y|x, g = 1, θ0) = fa(y|x, g = 0, θ0) for a = 0, 1 by
Assumption 2.

Then, the score function for this submodel is given by

s(a, x, y, g; θ)

=
∂ log p(a, x, y, g; θ)

∂θ
=l(x; θ) + ga · s1(y|x; θ) + g(1− a) · s0(y|x; θ)

+ g
a− e1(x; θ)

e1(x; θ)(1− e1(x; θ))
ė1(x; θ)

+
g − s(x; θ)

s(x; θ)(1− s(x; θ))
ṡ(x; θ),

where l(x; θ) = ∂logf(x; θ)
/
∂θ, s1(y|x; θ) =

∂logf1(y|x; θ)
/
∂θ, s0(y|x; θ) = ∂logf0(y|x; θ)

/
∂θ,

ė1(x; θ) = ∂e1(x; θ)
/
∂θ, and ṡ(x; θ) = ∂s(x; θ)

/
∂θ.

Thus, the tangent space T is

T ={l(x) + gas1(y|x) + g(1− a)s0(y|x)
+ g(a− e1(x)) · b(x) + (g − s(x)) · c(x)},

where sa(y|x) satisfies E[sa(Y |X)|X = x] =∫
sa(y|x)fa(y|x)dy = 0 for a = 0, 1, l(x) satisfies

E[l(X)] =
∫
l(x)f(x)dx = 0, b(x) and c(x) are arbitrary

square-intergrable measurable functions of x. In addition,
sa(y|x) = sa(y|x, g = 1) = sa(y|x, g = 0) according to
Assumption 2(fa(y|x) = fa(y|x, g = 1) = fa(y|x, g = 0)).

Under the above parametric submodel, the target estimand
R(π) can be written as

R(π; θ) =E[π(x)Y (1) + (1− π(x))Y (0)|G = 0]

=
E[{π(x)Y (1) + (1− π(x))Y (0)} · IG=0]

P(IG=0)

=
E[{π(x)Y (1) + (1− π(x))Y (0)} · (1−G)]

P(G = 0)

=

∫∫
π(x)(1− s(x; θ))yf1(y|x; θ)f(x; θ)dydx∫

(1− s(x; θ)) · f(x; θ)dx

+

∫∫
(1− π(x))(1− s(x; θ))yf0(y|x; θ)f(x; θ)dydx∫

(1− s(x; θ)) · f(x; θ)dx
:=R1(θ) +R0(θ).

We focus on deriving the efficient influence function for
R1(θ), and R0(θ) can be addressed similarly.



The pathwise derivative of R1(θ) at θ = θ0 is given as

∂R1(θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

=

∫∫
π(x)(1− s(x; θ0))ys1(y|x; θ0)f1(y|x; θ0)f(x; θ0)dydx∫

(1− s(x; θ0))f(x; θ0)dx

+

∫∫
π(x)(1− s(x; θ0))yf1(y|x; θ0)f(x; θ0)l(x; θ0)dydx∫

(1− s(x; θ0))f(x; θ0)dx

−
∫∫

π(x)ṡ(x; θ0)yf1(y|x; θ0)f(x; θ0)dydx∫
(1− s(x; θ0))f(x; θ0)dx

−
R1(θ0)

∫
(1− s(x; θ0))l(x; θ0)f(x; θ0)dx∫
(1− s(x; θ0))f(x; θ0)dx

+
R1(θ0)

∫
ṡ(x; θ0)f(x; θ0)dx∫

(1− s(x; θ0))f(x; θ0)dx

=
E[π(X)(1− s(X)) · E[Y (1)S1(Y (1)|X)|X]]

1− q

+
E[π(X)(1− s(X))l(X) · E[Y (1)|X]]

1− q

− E[π(X)ṡ(X) · E[Y (1)|X]]

1− q

− R1E[(1− s(X)) · l(X)]

1− q
+
R1E[ṡ(X)]

1− q

=
E[π(X)(1− s(X)) · E[Y (1)S1(Y (1)|X)|X]]

1− q

+
E[{(1− s(X))l(X)− ṡ(X)} · {π(X)µ1(X)−R1}]

1− q
.

Next, we construct the efficient influence function of R1.
Let

φR1
=

A

e1(X)
(Y − µ1(X))

G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)
π(X)

+
1−G

1− q
(π(X)µ1(X)−R1).

Pathwise differentiability of R1 can be verified by

∂R1(θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

= E[φR1
· s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)], (5)

which implies that φR1
is an influence function of R1. Now

we give a detailed proof of equation (5).

E[φR1
· s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)] = H1 +H2,

where

H1 =E
[{ A

e1(X)
(Y − µ1(X))

G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)
π(X)

}
× s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)

]
=E

[{ A

e1(X)
(Y − µ1(X))

G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)
π(X)

}
×
{
l(X) +GA · s1(Y |X) +G(1−A) · s0(Y |X)

+G
A− e1(X)

e1(X)(1− e1(X))
ė1(X)

+
G− s(X)

s(X)(1− s(X))
ṡ(X)

}]
=E

[ A

e1(X)
(Y − µ1(X))

G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)
π(X)S1(Y |X)

]
=
E[π(X)(1− s(X)) · E[Y (1)S1(Y (1)|X)|X]]

1− q

=the first term of
∂R1(θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

,

and

H2 =E
[{1−G

1− q
(π(X)µ1(X)−R1)

}
× s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)

]
=E

[{1−G

1− q
(π(X)µ1(X)−R1)

}
×
{
l(X) +GA · s1(Y |X) +G(1−A) · s0(Y |X)

+G
A− e1(X)

e1(X)(1− e1(X))
ė1(X)

+
G− s(X)

s(X)(1− s(X))
ṡ(X)

}]
=E

[{1−G

1− q
(π(X)µ1(X)−R1)

}
×
{
l(X)− ṡ(X)

1− s(X)

}]
=
E[{(1− s(X))l(X)− ṡ(X)} · {π(X)µ1(X)−R1}]

1− q

=the second term of
∂R1(θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

.

Thus, equation (5) holds.

In addition, let l(X) =
1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) −

R1}, c(X) = −π(X)µ1(X)−R1

1− q
, and s1(Y |X) =

π(X)

1− q

Y − µ1(X)

e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)
, then φR1

can be written as

φR1
= l(X) +GAS1(Y |X) + (G− S(X))c(X).

Clearly, we have that
∫
s1(y|x)f1(y|x)dy = 0 and

intl(x)f(x)dx = 0, which implies that φR1
∈ T , and thus

φR1
is the efficient influence function of R1.



Likewise, we can derive that

φR0
=

1−A

1− e1(X)
(Y − µ0(X))

G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)
(1− π(X))

+
1−G

1− q
{(1− π(X))µ0(X)−R0},

is the efficient influence function of R0. Therefore,

φR =φR1
+ φR0

=
A

e1(X)
(Y − µ1(X))

G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)
π(X)

+
1−G

1− q
(π(X)µ1(X)−R1)

+
1−A

1− e1(X)
(Y − µ0(X))

G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)
(1− π(X))

+
1−G

1− q
{(1− π(X))µ0(X)−R0}

=
G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
1− e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)−R(π)},

is the efficient influence function of R(π). This proves the
Theorem 1.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Proposition 1 (Double Robustness of R̂SE(π)) Under As-
sumptions 1 and 2, R̂SE(π) is an unbiased estimator of R(π)
if one of the following conditions is satisfied:

(i) µ̂a(x) = µa(x), i.e., µ̂a(x) estimates µa(x) accurately
for a = 0, 1.

(ii) ê1(x) = e1(x) and ŝ(x) = s(x), i.e., ê(x) and ŝ(x)
estimate e(x) and s(x) accurately.

Proof of Proposition 1. Recall that

R̂SE(π) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[ Gi
1− q

π(Xi)Ai{Yi − µ̂1(Xi)}
ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(X)

+
Gi

1− q

(1− π(Xi))(1−Ai){Yi − µ̂0(Xi)}
1− ê1(Xi)

× 1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(Xi)
+

1−Gi
1− q

{π(Xi)µ̂1(Xi)

+ (1− π(Xi))µ̂0(Xi)}
]
.

We first take the expectation of R̂SE(π), thus

E[R̂SE(π)]

=E
[ 1
n

n∑
i=1

[ Gi
1− q

π(Xi)Ai{Yi − µ̂1(Xi)}
ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(X)

+
Gi

1− q

(1− π(Xi))(1−Ai){Yi − µ̂0(Xi)}
1− ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(Xi)

+
1−Gi
1− q

{π(Xi)µ̂1(Xi) + (1− π(Xi))µ̂0(Xi)}
]]

=E
[ G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ̂1(X)}
ê1(X)

1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)

+
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ̂0(X)}
1− ê1(X)

1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)

+
1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ̂1(X) + (1− π(X))µ̂0(X)}

]
=E

[ G

1− q

π(X)A{Y (1)− µ̂1(X)}
ê1(X)

1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)

+
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y (0)− µ̂0(X)}
1− ê1(X)

1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)

+
1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ̂1(X) + (1− π(X))µ̂0(X)}

]
=E

[ s(X)

1− q

π(X)e1(X){µ1(X)− µ̂1(X)}
ê1(X)

1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)

+
s(X)

1− q

(1− π(X))(1− e1(X)){µ0(X)− µ̂0(X)}
1− ê1(X)

× 1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)
+

1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ̂1(X)

+ (1− π(X))µ̂0(X)}
]
,

where the last equality follows by the law of iterated expec-
tations and Assumption 1-2.
If µ̂a(X) = µa(X) for a = 0, 1, E[R̂SE(π)] reduces to

E[R̂SE(π)]

=E
[ s(X)

1− q

π(X)e1(X){µ1(X)− µ1(X)}
ê1(X)

1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)

+
s(X)

1− q

(1− π(X))(1− e1(X)){µ0(X)− µ0(X)}
1− ê1(X)

× 1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)
+

1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)}

]
=E[

1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)}]

=E[
1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)}]

=R(π).

This proves the conclusion (i).



If ê1(X) = e1(X) and ŝ(X) = s(X), E[R̂SE(π)] reduces to

E[R̂SE(π)]

=E
[ s(X)

1− q

π(X)e1(X){µ1(X)− µ̂1(X)}
e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
s(X)

1− q

(1− π(X))(1− e1(X)){µ0(X)− µ̂0(X)}
1− e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ̂1(X) + (1− π(X))µ̂0(X)}

]
=E

[1− s(X)

1− q
π(X){µ1(X)− µ̂1(X)}

+
1− s(X)

1− q
(1− π(X)){µ0(X)− µ̂0(X)}

+
1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ̂1(X) + (1− π(X))µ̂0(X)}

]
=E

[1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)}

]
=E

[1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)}

]
=R(π).

This proves the conclusion (ii).

A.3 Proof of Theorem 2
Theorem 2 (Efficiency of R̂SE(π)) Under the Assumptions
1-2, if ||ê1(x) − e1(x)||2 · ||µ̂a(x) − µa(x)||2 = oP(n

−1/2)
and ||ŝ(x)− s(x)||2 · ||µ̂a(x)−µa(x)||2 = oP(n

−1/2) for all
x ∈ X and a ∈ {0, 1}, then R̂SE(π) is a consistent estimator
of R(π), and satisfies

√
n{R̂SE(π)−R(π)} d−→ N (0, σ2),

where σ2 = V ar(φR) is the semiparametric efficiency bound
of R(π), and d−→ means convergence in distribution.

Proof of Theorem 2. For the sake of simplicity and clarity of
the proof, we let Z = (X,A,G, Y ) and denote ê1(x), µ̂a(x),
and ŝ(x) for a = 0, 1 as the estimators of e1(x), µa(x), and
s(x) respectively. At the same time, we let

ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)

=
G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
1− e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)−R(π)},

and R̂SE(π) = (1/n)
∑n
i=1 ϕ(Z; ê1, µ̂0, µ̂1, ŝ). In addition,

R(π) = E[ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)].
The estimator R̂SE(π) can be decomposed as

R̂SE(π)−R(π) = U1n + U2n,

where

U1n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)−R(π)],

U2n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[ϕ(Z; ê1, µ̂0, µ̂1, ŝ)− ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)].

Note that U1n is a sum of n independent variables with zero
means, and its variance equals σ2. By the central limit theo-
rem,

√
nU1n

d−→ N (0, σ2).

Thus, it suffices to show that U2n = op(n
−1/2). Next, we

focus on analyzing U2n, which can be further decomposed as

U2n = U2n − E[U2n] + E[U2n].

Define the Gateaux derivative of the generic function
f(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s) in the direction [ê1 − e1, µ̂0 − µ0, µ̂1 −
µ1, ŝ− s] as

∂[ê1−e1,µ̂0−µ0,µ̂1−µ1,ŝ−s]f(Z; e, µ0, µ1, s)

=
∂f(Z; e1 + α1(ê1 − e1), µ0, µ1, s)

∂α1

∣∣∣∣∣
α1=0

+
∂f(Z; e1, µ0 + α2(µ̂0 − µ0), µ1), s

∂α2

∣∣∣∣∣
α2=0

+
∂f(Z; e1, µ0, µ1 + α3(µ̂1 − µ1), s)

∂α3

∣∣∣∣∣
α3=0

+
∂f(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s+ α4(ŝ− s))

∂α4

∣∣∣∣∣
α4=0

.

By a Taylor expansion for E[U2n] in direction [ê1 − e1, µ̂0 −
µ0, µ̂1 − µ1, ŝ− s] yields that

E[U2n]

=
√
nE[ϕ(Z; ê1, µ̂0, µ̂1, ŝ)− ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)]

=∂[ê1−e1,µ̂0−µ0,µ̂1−µ1,ŝ−s]E[ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)]

+
1

2
∂2[ê1−e1,µ̂0−µ0,µ̂1−µ1,ŝ−s]E[ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)] + · · ·



The first-order term

∂[ê1−e1,µ̂0−µ0,µ̂1−µ1,ŝ−s]E[ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)]

=E
[{

G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
(1− e1(X))2

1− s(X)

s(X)

− G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e21(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

}
{ê1(X)− e1(X)}

+

{
1−G

1− q
(1− π(X))

− G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A)

1− e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

}
{µ̂0(X)− µ0(X)}

+

{
1−G

1− q
π(X)− G

1− q

π(X)A

e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

}
× {µ̂1(X)− µ1(X)}

−
{

G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e1(X)

1

s2(X)

+
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
1− e1(X)

1

s2(X)

}
× {ŝ(X)− s(X)}

]
=0,

where the last equation follows from E[GA(Y −
µ1(X))|X] = 0, E[G(1 − A)(Y − µ0(X))|X] = 0,
E[(1−G)s(X)(1− e1(X))−G(1− s(X))(1−A)|X] = 0,
and E[(1−G)e1(X)s(X)−GA(1− s(X))|X] = 0.

For the second-order term, we get
1

2
∂2[ê1−e1,µ̂0−µ0,µ̂1−µ1,ŝ−s]E[ϕ(Z; e1, µ0, µ1, s)]

=E
[{

G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
(1− e1(X))3

1− s(X)

s(X)

+
G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e31(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

}
(ê1(X)− e1(X))2

−
{

G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A)

(1− e1(X))2
1− s(X)

s(X)

}
× (µ̂0(X)− µ0(X))(ê1(X)− e1(X))

+

{
G

1− q

π(X)A

e21(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

}
× (µ̂1(X)− µ1(X))(ê1(X)− e1(X))

+

{
G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e21(X)

1

s2(X)

− G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
(1− e1(X))2

1

s2(X)

}
× (ŝ(X)− s(X))(ê1(X)− e1(X))

+

{
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A)

(1− e1(X)) · s2(X)

}
(µ̂0(X)− µ0(X))(ŝ(X)− s(X))

+

{
G

1− q

π(X)A

e1(X) · s2(X)

}
(µ̂1(X)− µ1(X))(ŝ(X)− s(X))

+

{
G

1− q

π(X)A{Y − µ1(X)}
e1(X)

1

s3(X)

+
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
1− e1(X)

1

s3(X)

}
(ŝ(X)

− s(X))2
]

=E
[{

G

1− q

π(X)A

e21(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

}
× (µ̂1(X)− µ1(X))(ê1(X)− e1(X))

−
{

G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A)

(1− e1(X))2
1− s(X)

s(X)

}
× (µ̂0(X)− µ0(X))(ê1(X)− e1(X))

+

{
G

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A)

(1− e1(X)) · s2(X)

}
(µ̂0(X)− µ0(X))(ŝ(X)

− s(X)) +

{
G

1− q

π(X)A

e1(X) · s2(X)

}
(µ̂1(X)

− µ1(X))(ŝ(X)− s(X))

]
=OP

(
||ê1(X)− e(X)1||2 · ||µ̂0(X)− µ0(X)||2

+ ||ê1(X)− e(X)1||2 · ||µ̂1(X)− µ1(X)||2
+ ||ŝ(X)− s(X)||2 · ||µ̂0(X)− µ0(X)||2

+ ||ŝ(X)− s(X)||2 · ||µ̂1(X)− µ1(X)||2
)

=oP(n
−1/2).



All higher-order terms can be shown to be dominated by the
second-order term. Therefore, E[U2n] = oP(n

−1/2). In addi-
tion, we get that U2n − E[U2n] = oP(n

−1/2) by calculating
Var{

√
n(U2n − E[U2n)]} = oP(1). This proves the conclu-

sion of Theorem 2.

A.4 Proof of Proposition 2

Proposition 2 (Bias) Given the learned µ̂a(X) for a = 0, 1,
ê1(X), and ŝ(X), then for any given policy π, the bias of the
R̂SE(π) is given as

Bias(R̂SE(π)) = |E[R̂SE(π)]−R(π)|

=
∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑
i=1

[π(Xi)(µ1(Xi)− µ̂1(Xi))

1− q
×

{s(Xi)e1(Xi)(1− ŝ(Xi))− ŝ(Xi)ê1(Xi)(1− s(Xi))

ê1(Xi)ŝ(Xi)

}
+

(1− π(Xi))(µ0(Xi)− µ̂0(Xi))

1− q
×{s(Xi)e0(Xi)(1− ŝ(Xi))− ŝ(Xi)ê0(Xi))(1− s(Xi))

ê0(Xi))ŝ(Xi)

}]∣∣∣,

where e0(Xi) = 1− e1(Xi) and ê0(Xi) = 1− ê1(Xi).

Proof of Proposition 2. The bias of R̂SE(π) is given as∣∣∣E[R̂SE(π)]−R(π)
∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣E[ Gi

1− q

π(Xi)Ai{Yi − µ̂1(Xi)}
ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(X)

+
Gi

1− q

(1− π(Xi))(1−Ai){Yi − µ̂0(Xi)}
1− ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(Xi)

+
1−Gi
1− q

{π(Xi)µ̂1(Xi) + (1− π(Xi))µ̂0(Xi)}
]

− E
[1−G

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)}

]∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣E[ s(X)

1− q

π(X)e1(X){µ1(X)− µ̂1(X)}
ê1(X)

1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)

+
s(X)

1− q

(1− π(X))(1− e1(X)){µ0(X)− µ̂0(X)}
1− ê1(X)

1− ŝ(X)

ŝ(X)

+
1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ̂1(X) + (1− π(Xi))µ̂0(Xi)}

]
− E

[1− s(X)

1− q
{π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)}

]∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣E[π(X)(µ1(X)− µ̂1(X))

1− q

×
{s(X)e1(X)(1− ŝ(X))− ŝ(X)ê1(X)(1− s(X))

ê1(X)ŝ(X)

}]
+ E

[ (1− π(X))(µ0(X)− µ̂0(X))

1− q

×
{s(X)(1− e1(X))(1− ŝ(X))− ŝ(X)(1− ê1(X))

(1− ê1(X))ŝ(X)

× (1− s(X))
}]∣∣∣.

A.5 Proof of Theorem 3
Theorem 3 (Generalization Error Bound) For any finite hy-
pothesis space Π, we have that

(i) with at least probability 1− η,

R(π̂se) ≤ R̂(π̂se) + Bias(R̂SE(π̂se)) + B(D0,D1, η,Π),

where B(D0,D1, η,Π) equals to√√√√ log(2|Π|/η)
2n2

n∑
i=1

(Yi − µ̂Ai
(Xi))2(1− ŝ(Xi))2

(1− q)2ê2Ai
(Xi)ŝ2(Xi)

,

with µ̂Ai
(Xi) = Aiµ̂1(Xi) + (1−Ai)µ̂0(Xi).

(ii) with at least probability 1− η,

R(π̂se) ≤ R(π∗) + Bias(R̂SE(π̂se)) + Bias(R̂SE(π
∗))

+ 2B(D0,D1, η,Π).

Proof of Theorem 3(i). We first note that

R(π̂se)− R̂(π̂se)

= R(π̂se)− E[R̂(π̂se)] + E[R̂(π̂se)]− R̂(π̂se)

≤ Bias[R̂SE(π̂se)] + E[R̂(π̂se)]− R̂(π̂se). (6)



Next we focus on analyzing E[R̂(π̂se)]− R̂(π̂se).

R̂(π̂se)− E[R̂(π̂se)] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕi,

where

ϕi =
GiAi
1− q

π̂se(Xi){Yi − µ1(Xi)}
ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(X)

+
Gi(1−Ai)

1− q

(1− π̂se(Xi)){Yi − µ0(Xi)}
1− ê1(Xi)

1− ŝ(Xi)

ŝ(Xi)
.

Note that |ϕi| ≤ |Yi−µ1(Xi)|(1−ŝ(Xi))
(1−q)ê1(Xi)ŝ(Xi)

+ |Yi−µ0(Xi)|(1−ŝ(Xi))
(1−q)(1−ê1(Xi))ŝ(Xi)

.
By Hoeffding’s inequality in Lemma 2, for any ϵ > 0, we
have

P
{∣∣R̂(π̂se)− E[R̂(π̂se)]

∣∣ ≤ ϵ
}

= 1− P
{∣∣R̂(π̂se)− E[R̂(π̂se)]

∣∣ > ϵ
}

≥ 1− P
{
sup
π̂∈Π

∣∣R̂(π̂se)− E[R̂(π̂se)]
∣∣ > ϵ

}
≥ 1−

∑
π̂∈Π

P
{∣∣R̂(π̂se)− E[R̂(π̂se)]

∣∣ > ϵ
}

= 1−
∑
π̂∈Π

P
{∣∣ n∑

i=1

ϕi
∣∣ > nϵ

}
≥ 1−∑

π̂∈Π

2 exp
{
− 2ϵ2n2

/ n∑
i=1

|Yi − µAi
(Xi)|2(1− ŝ(Xi))

2

(1− q)2ê2Ai
(Xi)ŝ2(Xi)

}
= 1−

2|Π| exp
{
− 2ϵ2n2

/ n∑
i=1

|Yi − µAi
(Xi)|2(1− ŝ(Xi))

2

(1− q)2ê2Ai
(Xi)ŝ2(Xi)

}
.

Letting 2|Π| exp
{
−2ϵ2n2

/∑n
i=1

|Yi−µAi
(Xi)|2(1−ŝ(Xi))

2

(1−q)2ê2Ai
(Xi)ŝ2(Xi)

}
=

η yields that

ϵ =

√√√√ log(2|Π|/η)
2n2

n∑
i=1

|Yi − µAi(Xi)|2(1− ŝ(Xi))2

(1− q)2ê2Ai
(Xi)ŝ2(Xi)

}
.

Then with probability 1− η, we have

|R̂(π̂se)− E[R̂(π̂se)]|

≤

√√√√ log(2|Π|/η)
2n2

n∑
i=1

|Yi − µAi
(Xi)|2(1− ŝ(Xi))2

(1− q)2ê2Ai
(Xi)ŝ2(Xi)

}
.

Thus

R(π̂se) ≤ R̂(π̂se) + Bias(R̂SE(π̂se)) + B(D0,D1, η,Π)

where B(D0,D1, η,Π) equals to√√√√ log(2|Π|/η)
2n2

n∑
i=1

(Yi − µ̂Ai(Xi))2(1− ŝ(Xi))2

(1− q)2ê2Ai
(Xi)ŝ2(Xi)

,

with µ̂Ai
(Xi) = Aiµ̂1(Xi) + (1−Ai)µ̂0(Xi).

Proof of Theorem 3(ii). Based on Proof of Theorem 2(i), we
have that

R(π̂se)−R(π∗)

= R(π̂se)− R̂(π̂se) + R̂(π̂se)− R̂(π∗) + R̂(π∗)−R(π∗)

≤ Bias(R̂SE(π̂se)) + Bias(R̂SE(π
∗)) + 2B(D0,D1, η,Π).

(7)

Lemma 2 (Hoeffding’s inequality for general bounded ran-
dom variables). LetX1, ..., XN be independent random vari-
ables. Assume that Xi ∈ [mi,Mi] for every i, Then, for any
ϵ > 0, we have

P
{∣∣ N∑

i=1

Xi−
N∑
i=1

EXi

∣∣ > ϵ
}
≤ 2 exp

{
− 2ϵ2∑N

i=1(Mi −mi)2

}
.

Proof. The proof can be found in Theorem 2.2.6 of Ver-
shynin(2018).

A.6 Proof of Theorem 4
Theorem 4 (Efficiency Bound of V (π)). Under Assumptions
1–2, the efficient influence function of V (π) is

φV = π(X)µ1(X) + (1− π(X))µ0(X)− V (π)+

G

s(X)

{
π(X)A(Y − µ1(X))

e1(X)
+

(1− π(X))(1−A)(Y − µ0(X))

1− e1(X)

}
.

The semiparametric efficiency bound of V (π) is Var(φV ).

Proof of Theorem 4. According to the proof of Theorem 1,
under Assumptions 1–2, the observed data distribution is

p(a, x, y, g)

=f(x)× [s(x){f1(y|x)e1(x)}a{f0(y|x)(1− e1(x))}1−a]
× (1− s(x))1−g,

the score function in the submodel indexed by θ is

s(a, x, y, g; θ)

=
∂ log p(a, x, y, g; θ)

∂θ
=l(x; θ) + ga · s1(y|x; θ) + g(1− a) · s0(y|x; θ)

+ g
a− e1(x; θ)

e1(x; θ)(1− e1(x; θ))
ė1(x; θ)

+
g − s(x; θ)

s(x; θ)(1− s(x; θ))
ṡ(x; θ),

and the tangent space T is

T ={l(x) + gas1(y|x) + g(1− a)s0(y|x)
+ g(a− e1(x)) · b(x) + (g − s(x)) · c(x)}.

For φV , we can verify that

∂V (θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

= E[φV · s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)],

and φV ∈ T . This implies the conclusion.



A.7 Proof of Theorem 5
Theorem 5. Under Assumptions 1 and 3, the efficient influ-
ence function of R(π) is given as

φ̄R =
G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)

π(X)ψ′
1(µ1(X))A{Y − µ1(X)}

e1(X)

+
G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)

(1− π(X))ψ′
0(µ0(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}

1− e1(X)

+
1−G

1− q
[π(X)ψ1{µ1(X)}+ (1− π(X))ψ0{µ0(X)} −R(π)],

where ψ′
0(·) and ψ′

1(·) represent the first derivatives of ψ0(·)
and ψ1(·), respectively. The efficiency bound is V ar(φ̄R(π)).

Proof of Theorem 5. The proof of Theorem 5 is similar to
that of Theorem 1, but with different tangent space and ef-
ficient influence function when Assumption 2 is replaced by
Assumption 3.

Specifically, the observed data distribution under Assump-
tions 1 and 3 is given as

p(a,x, y, g) = [f(a, y|x, g = 1)f(x)s(x)]g

× [f(x)(1− s(x))]1−g

= f(x)(1− π(x))1−g {f1(y|x, g = 1)e1(x)}ga

× [{f0(y|x, g = 1)(1− e1(x))}1−a s(x)]g,

where f1(·|x, g = 1) and f0(·|x, g = 1) are the marginal den-
sity of Y (1) and Y (0) given X = x and G = 1, respectively.

Under Assumptions 1 and 3, consider a regular parametric
submodel indexed by θ,

p(a, x, y, g; θ)

= f(x, θ) {f1(y|x, g = 1, θ)e1(x, θ)}ga

×
[
{f0(y|x, g = 1, θ)(1− e1(x, θ))}1−a s(x, θ)

]g
× (1− s(x, θ))1−g,

which equals p(a, x, y, g) when θ = θ0.
Then, the score function for this submodel is given by

s(a, x, y, g; θ) =
∂ log p(a, x, y, g; θ)

∂θ
= l(x, θ) + ga · s1(y|x, g = 1, θ) + g(1− a) · s0(y|x, g = 1, θ)

+ g
a− e1(x, θ)

e1(x, θ)(1− e1(x, θ))
ė1(x, θ)

+
g − s(x, θ)

s(x, θ)(1− s(x, θ))
ṡ(x, θ),

where l(x, θ) = ∂ log f(x, θ)/∂θ, s1(y|x, g = 1, θ) =
∂ log f1(y|x, g = 1, θ)/∂θ, s0(y|x, g = 1, θ) =
∂ log f0(y|x, g = 1, θ)/∂θ, ė1(x, θ) = ∂e1(x, θ)/∂θ,
and ṡ(x, θ) = ∂s(x, θ)/∂θ.

Thus, the tangent space is

T = {l(x) + gas1(y|x, g = 1) + g(1− a)s0(y|x, g = 1)

+ g(a− e1(x)) · b(x) + (g − π(x)) · c(x)},

where sa(y|x, g = 1) satisfies E[sa(Y |X,G = 1)
∣∣X =

x,G = 1] =
∫
sa(y|x, g = 1)fa(y|x, g = 1)dy = 0 for a =

0, 1, l(x) satisfies E[l(X)] =
∫
l(x)f(x)dx = 0, b(x) and

c(x) are arbitrary square-intergrable measurable functions of
x. In addition, according to Assumption 3, E[Y (1)|X,G =
0] = ψ1(E[Y (1)|X,G = 1]). In the submodel indexed by θ,
it can be written as∫

yf1(y|x, g = 0, θ)dy = ψ1

(∫
yf1(y|x, g = 1, θ)dy

)
.

Taking derivative of θ yields that∫
ys1(y|x, g = 0, θ)f1(y|x, g = 0, θ)dy

= ψ′
1

(∫
yf1(y|x, g = 1, θ)dy

)
×

∫
ys1(y|x, g = 1, θ)f1(y|x, g = 1, θ)dy,

which implies that

E[Y (1)s1(Y (1)|X,G = 0) | X,G = 0]

= ψ′
1(µ1(X)) · E[Y (1)s1(Y (1)|X,G = 1)

∣∣∣X,G = 1].
(8)

Likewise,
E[Y (0)s0(Y (0)|X,G = 0) | X,G = 0]

= ψ′
0(µ0(X)) · E[Y (0)s0(Y (0)|X,G = 1)

∣∣∣X,G = 1].
(9)

Under the above parametric submodel,

R(π; θ) = E[π(X)Y (1) + (1− π(X))Y (0) | G = 0]

=
E[(1−G) · {π(X)ψ1(µ1(X)) + (1− π(X))ψ0(µ0(X))}]

P(G = 0)

=

∫ ∫
π(x)(1− s(x, θ)) · ψ1(

∫
yf1(y|x, g = 1, θ)dy)dx∫

(1− π(x, θ))f(x, θ)dx

+

∫ ∫
(1− π(x))(1− s(x, θ)) · ψ0(

∫
yf0(y|x, g = 1, θ)dy)dx∫

(1− π(x, θ))f(x, θ)dx

The pathwise derivative of R(π; θ) at θ = θ0 is given as
∂R(π; θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣
θ=θ0

=
E
[
π(X)(1 − s(X)) · ψ′

1(µ1(X)) · E{Y (1) · s1(Y (1)|X,G = 1)|X,G = 1}
]

1 − q

+
E
[
(1 − π(X))(1 − s(X)) · ψ′

0(µ0(X)) · E{Y (0) · s0(Y (0)|X,G = 1)|X,G = 1}
]

1 − q

+
E
[{

(1 − s(X))l(X) − ṡ(X)
}

·
{
π(X)ψ1(µ1(X)) + (1 − π(X))ψ0(µ0(X)) − R(π)

}]
1 − q

.

Next, we construct the efficient influence function. Let

φ̄R =
G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)

π(X)ψ′
1(µ1(X))A{Y − µ1(X)}

e1(X)

+
G

1− q

1− s(X)

s(X)

(1− π(X))ψ′
0(µ0(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}

1− e1(X)

+
1−G

1− q
[π(X)ψ1{µ1(X)}+ (1− π(X))ψ0{µ0(X)} −R(π)],

Pathwise differentiability of τ can be verified by

∂R(π; θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣
θ=θ0

= E[φ̄R · s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)], (10)



which implies that φ̄R is an influence function of R(π). Now
we give a detailed proof of (10).

E[φ̄R · s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)] = H3 +H4 +H5,

where

H3

= E
[{Gψ′

1(µ1(X))

1− q

π(X)A(Y − µ1(X))

e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

}
× s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)

]
,

= the first term of
∂τ(θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣
θ=θ0

.

H4

= E
[{Gψ′

0(µ0(X))

1− q

(1− π(X))(1−A){Y − µ0(X)}
1− e1(X)

1− s(X)

s(X)

}
× s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)

]
= the second term of

∂τ(θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣
θ=θ0

.

H5

= E
[(
π(X)ψ1(µ1(X)) + (1− π(X))ψ0(µ0(X))−R(π)

)
× 1−G

1− q
s(A,X, Y,G; θ0)

]
= the third term of

∂τ(θ)

∂θ

∣∣∣
θ=θ0

.

Thus, equation (10) holds. In addition, it is not hard to verify
that φ̄R ∈ T , and thus φ̄R is the efficient influence function
of R(π).

B Algorithm Flowchart for Proposed Policy
Learning Approach

Algorithm 1 Proposed Policy Learning Approach
Input: The source dataset D1 and the target dataset D0.
Output: The learned policy π̂

1: Stage 1: Fit models µ̂1(X), µ̂0(X), ê1(X), ŝ(X) for es-
timating µ1(X), µ0(X), e1(X), s(X).

2: Stage 2:
3: while Stop condition is not reached do
4: Sample a batch of data from D0 ∪ D1.
5: Minimize the loss -R̂(π, µ̂0, µ̂0, ê1, ŝ, X,A, Y,G) to

update π, using the batch sample.
6: end while
7: Return a learned policy.

C Effect of varying probability of treatment
on Simulated Datasets

We further evaluate the robustness of the proposed methods
by varying the generation mechanism of treatments in the

source dataset. We generate A in the source dataset from
Bern(σ(−βX̃2)), where σ(·) is the sigmoid function, and
β = 0, 0.1, . . . , 0.9, 1. The probability of receiving the treat-
ment is 0.5 when β = 0. As β increases, the probability of
an individual receiving the treatment decreases (since X̃2 is
always greater than 0 in our setting). Figure 3 displays how
the evaluation metrics change as the proportion of individuals
receiving treatment decreases, demonstrating the robustness,
stability, and overall superiority of the proposed SE method.

D Details of Experiments on Real-World
Datasets

D.1 Pre-processing details
We pre-process the data in the following steps:

• After eliminating covariates with high missing ratios, the
analytical dataset consists of 1993 observations and 101
covariates.

• For the source dataset, The treatment A is generated
from Bern(0.5)

• For both the source dataset and target dataset, we extract
five features using principal component analysis (PCA)
to simulate the potential outcomes as follows.

Y (1) = 15 + 7Z1 + 4Z2 + 8Z3 + 2Z4 + 5Z5 + ϵ

Y (0) = 10 + 2Z1 + 2Z2 + 7Z3 − Z4 + Z5 + ϵ

where ϵ ∼ N (0, 0.1) and Zi, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 represent
five principal components.

D.2 Test results compared with the baseline
We conduct the paired t-test compared with the baseline in
simulated and real-world datasets. Through the paired t-test
compared with the baseline, we can obtain statistically sig-
nificant results (p-value ≤ 0.05). The results are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2: Paired t-test compared with the baseline.

Dataset Matrics Statistic P-value

Mean of Reward -233.94 2.34e-76
Simulated ∆E of Reward 233.94 2.34e-76

Dataset Policy Error 366.71 6.44e-86
Welfare Changes -233.70 2.46e-76

Mean of Reward -47.38 1.36e-42
Real-World ∆E of Reward 47.37 1.36e-42

Datatset Policy Error 231.82 3.65e-76
Welfare Changes -197.79 8.65e-73

E Related Work
Policy Learning. Policy learning seeks to identify

which individuals should receive treatment to maximize
the reward according to their covariates Murphy [2003],
with wide-ranging applications in fields such as precision
medicine Bertsimas et al. [2017]; Kitagawa and Tetenov
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Figure 3: Comparison of three methods with different treatments in the target dataset

[2018]; Kosorok and Laber [2019], reinforcement learn-
ing Liu et al. [2021]; Kwan et al. [2023], and recommender
systems Ma et al. [2020]; Chen and Sun [2021]. Neverthe-
less, most policy learning approaches rely solely on a single
labeled dataset. In scenarios where labeled data are difficult
to obtain, these methods often struggle with external valid-
ity and generalizability. To address this issue, a straightfor-
ward strategy is to combine labeled and unlabeled data, uti-
lizing techniques like transfer learning and semi-supervised
learning Kora et al. [2022]; Huynh et al. [2022]. How-
ever, while transfer and semi-supervised learning methods are
well-developed for prediction tasks, the challenge of learn-
ing optimal policies by leveraging both labeled and unlabeled
data remains largely unexplored Uehara et al. [2020].

Causal Effects Generalizability. Recently, there has
been growing research interest in integrating information
from multiple data sources for causal inference Stuart et
al. [2011]; Hartman et al. [2015]; Lodi et al. [2019]; Col-
net et al. [2024]. However, heterogeneity in data distribu-
tion across these sources presents a significant challenge. Dif-
ferent heterogeneity in data distribution necessitates tailored
techniques, including specific assumptions Hotz et al. [2005];
Kern et al. [2016b]; Nguyen et al. [2018]; Li et al. [2023d]
and structural causal models (SCM) Pearl [1995]; Correa et
al. [2018]; Tikka et al. [2019]. While data integration has
gained considerable theoretical attention, its extension to pol-
icy learning remains underexplored. In this article, we inves-
tigate how to learn the optimal policy in a target dataset by
leveraging information from a source dataset.
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