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Post-click conversion, a pre-defined action on a web service after a click, is an essential form of feedback, as it directly contributes to

the final revenue and accurately captures user preferences for items, compared with the ambiguous click. However, naively using

post-click conversions can lead to severe bias when learning or evaluating recommenders because of the selection bias between clicked

and unclicked data. In this study, we address the offline evaluation problem of algorithmic recommendations with biased post-click

conversions. A possible solution to address this bias is to use the inverse propensity score estimator, as it can provide an unbiased

evaluation even with the selection bias. However, this estimator is known to be subject to variance and instability problems, which can

be severe in the recommendation setting, as feedback is often highly sparse. To address these limitations with the previous unbiased

estimator, we propose a doubly robust estimator for the ground-truth ranking performance of a given recommender. The proposed

estimator is unbiased against the ground-truth ranking metric and improves the variance and estimation error tail bound of the

existing unbiased estimator. Finally, to evaluate the empirical efficacy of the proposed estimator, we conduct empirical evaluations

using semi-synthetic and two public real-world datasets. The results show that the proposed metric reveals a better model evaluation

performance compared with existing baseline metrics, particularly in a situation with severe selection bias.

CCS Concepts: • Information systems → Collaborative filtering; • Computing methodologies→ Learning from implicit feed-

back.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Offline evaluation of algorithmic recommendations is a critical task in a wide range of recommendation settings. A

reliable offline metric aids the selection of optimal recommenders without deploying it to an online environment [7, 8].

In addition to industrial settings, researchers in academia often evaluate recommendation algorithms with offline

datasets, because online A/B tests are considerably expensive and irreproducible [31].

These offline evaluations are often conducted using implicit feedback, such as click signals, as this is the most

prevalent form of feedback collected in the natural behaviors of users in recommender systems. Evaluation with implicit

feedback is often performed with the assumption that a click indicates a positive preference, whereas no click is a

negative indicator. This simplified assumption, however, can result in misinterpretations of user preferences, because

implicit feedback is often logged before item consumption and therefore might be a reflection of only the first impression

of a user [28]. In contrast, in e-commerce applications, post-click conversions, such as the purchase of an item after a

click, are receiving significant attention, because they directly contribute to the gross merchandise volume and are
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considered as strong preference signals [14, 28, 30]. Therefore, it is advantageous to use post-click conversion to evaluate

recommender systems compared with ambiguous implicit feedback. The drawback is that post-click conversions are

observable for user-item pairs with a click, and those of pairs without a click are missing. Generally, the missing

mechanism of the conversion data is biased, i.e., the distributions of the clicked and unclicked data are significantly

different, as shown in Figure 1 (a). It is essential to address this bias when using conversion data for the evaluation of

algorithmic recommendations.

Previous Work. To evaluate a recommender with reliable post-click conversions, one might naively use only observed

post-click conversions for the evaluation. However, this type of naive estimation ignores the distributional difference

between clicked and unclicked events and can lead to a problematic bias in the evaluation of a recommender. To

alleviate this bias, the inverse propensity score (IPS) estimator has been proposed in a fully implicit feedback setting and

can easily be extended to our post-click conversion setting [31]. The IPS estimator provides an unbiased estimation

of the ground-truth performance; however, several previous studies indicate that the variance of this estimator can

be significant [5, 18]. Moreover, this instability problem is critical in recommendation settings because of the severe

data sparsity problem; only a small fraction of post-click conversions are observable among all user-item pairs [15, 29, 32].

Contributions. To address the shortcomings of the previous unbiased estimator, we develop a doubly robust (DR)

estimator for the ranking performance of a recommender using biased post-click conversions. The DR estimator is used

to evaluate contextual bandit policies offline [5, 6, 10] and is considered desirable in these domains. This is because it

improves the stability of the IPS estimator by combining outcome regression and propensity weighting in a theoretically

sophisticated manner. However, applications of the DR method for the estimation of ranking performance in offline

evaluations of algorithmic recommendations have not yet been investigated. In a theoretical analysis, we prove that the

proposed DR estimator satisfies the unbiasedness for the ground-truth metric and improves the variance and estimation

error tail bound over the IPS estimator under reasonable assumptions.

Finally, we perform comprehensive empirical comparisons using semi-synthetic and real-world datasets. The results

demonstrate that the proposed estimator is more efficient compared with existing estimators in the offline model

evaluation task, especially in a situation when observed conversions are highly sparse and biased.

Our contributions are summarized as follows.

• We formulate the evaluation of a recommender with post-click conversions as a statistical estimation problem

and theoretically demonstrate that the IPS estimator for the ranking metrics [31] can be affected by the variance

and instability problems.

• We propose a DR estimator for the ground-truth ranking performance and present its advantages over previous

estimators with a theoretical analysis.

• We conduct extensive experiments with semi-synthetic and real-world datasets. The results demonstrate that the

proposed estimator significantly outperforms the other baseline metrics in terms of model evaluation, particularly

when observed post-click conversions are highly sparse and biased.

These theoretical and empirical findings provide practitioners with guidelines on how to conduct model selection,

model evaluation, and hyperparameter tuning of their recommender systems in an offline environment using biased

post-click conversions.
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Fig. 1. (a) Illustration of the selection bias problem of the post-click conversion. User–item pairs with a click (𝑧 = 1) are not a
representative population of the entire inference space, which is composed of all user–item pairs. (b) The sequential pattern (click →
conversion) of a user’s behavior under the post-click conversion setting. When the user clicks an item (𝑧 = 1), then either the positive
(𝑦 = 1) or negative (𝑦 = 0) conversion outcome is observed. In contrast, when he/she does not click an item, 𝑦 is unobservable.

2 PROBLEM SETTING

In this section, we describe the problem setting and objective of this study.

2.1 Notation

Let 𝑢 ∈ U be a user and 𝑖 ∈ I be an item; D = U × I is defined as all user–item pairs. Now, we introduce two types

of binary random variables to formulate a recommendation with post-click conversions. First, 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 is a click indicator

that takes 1 if user 𝑢 clicks item 𝑖 and 0 otherwise. Moreover, 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 is a conversion indicator observed after a click and

is assigned 1 if user 𝑢 takes a pre-defined positive action, such as the purchase of item 𝑖 after clicking the item. In

contrast, it takes 0 if user 𝑢 does not perform that action after the click. We also use 𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

= E[𝑧𝑢,𝑖 ] = P(𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 1) and
𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

= E[𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ] = P(𝑦𝑢,𝑖 = 1) as the expectations of 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 and 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 , respectively.1

In this study, we make the following assumptions to characterize a post-click conversion setting.

Assumption 2.1. Conversion indicator (𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ) for a user–item pair is observable if and only if the item is clicked by the

user.

𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 1 ⇔ 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 is observed, ∀(𝑢, 𝑖) ∈ D

This assumption implies that a post-click conversion cannot be observed without a click. This is consistent with

real-world e-commerce recommender systems, such as Amazon and Etsy. In these platforms, conversions of an item

cannot be observed without a click on the web page of the corresponding item, as depicted in Figure 1 (b).

Assumption 2.2. The probability of observing a click is not uniform among user–item pairs, i.e.,

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ≠ 𝑝ctr𝑢′,𝑖′, ∃(𝑢, 𝑖), (𝑢
′, 𝑖 ′) ∈ D

This assumption introduces differences in the distributions of clicked and unclicked events, i.e., the selection bias

depicted in Figure 1 (a). This type of bias is observed in many public recommendation datasets, for example, in the form

of popularity bias, where the number of observed interactions of items is significantly different [19, 31].

1
CTR denotes click through rate, and CVR represents the conversion rate.
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The following technical assumptions have a connection with the standard assumptions in causal inference [9, 16, 17].

Assumption 2.3. Click (𝑧𝑢,𝑖 ) and conversion (𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ) indicators of any user–item pair depend only on the pair, i.e.,

𝑧𝑢,𝑖 ⊥ 𝑧𝑢′,𝑖′, 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ⊥ 𝑦𝑢′,𝑖′, ∀(𝑢, 𝑖) ≠ (𝑢 ′, 𝑖 ′). Moreover, click and conversion are independent conditionals for a user–item

pair, i.e., 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 ⊥ 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 , ∀(𝑢, 𝑖) ≠ (𝑢 ′, 𝑖 ′).

Assumption 2.4. For any user–item pair, the probability of observing a click is non-zero, i.e., 𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

∈ (0, 1], ∀(𝑢, 𝑖) ∈ D.

2.2 Ground-truth Performance of a Recommender (Estimation Target)

Here, we describe the objective of this study. In collaborative filtering with implicit feedback, additive ranking metrics,

such as mean average precision, discounted cumulative gain (DCG), and recall are often used to evaluate a recommender.

However, in our setting, the ranking metrics are preferably defined using post-click conversions. This is because the

objective of making recommendations is to recommend lists of items with high preference levels for each user with the

goal of maximizing user satisfaction and revenue, and conversions are reliable signals for them.

Therefore, we define the ground-truth performance of a given recommender in a post-click conversion setting as

follows.

Definition 2.1. (Ground-truth Ranking Performance) The ground-truth ranking performance of a recommender in a

post-click conversion setting is defined as

RGT (𝒁 ) =
1

|U|
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖︸︷︷︸
preference level

·𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 ) (1)

where ˆ𝒁 = {𝑍𝑢,𝑖 }(𝑢,𝑖) ∈D is a set of the rankings of items for users, which is the output of a recommender to be evaluated.

𝑐 (·) is a function that characterizes the ranking metrics. For example, DCG and recall can be represented as

𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝐾 =
1

|U|
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ·
I{𝑍𝑢,𝑖 ≤ 𝐾}
log

2
(𝑍𝑢,𝑖 + 1)

, 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝐾 =
1

|U|
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 · I{𝑍𝑢,𝑖 ≤ 𝐾}.

The problem here is that we can observe the post-click conversions only for clicked events and not for unclicked

events. Therefore, we cannot calculate the ground-truth ranking performance of a recommender directly. It is essential
to estimate it using only the observable information to accurately evaluate the performance of algorithmic
recommenders offline.

3 PREVIOUS ESTIMATORS

In this section, we summarize the previous estimators for the ground-truth performance and analyze their limitations.

3.1 Naive Estimator

The naive estimator is the most basic estimator for the ground-truth performance with post-click conversions and is

often used to evaluate recommendation algorithms in experiments (for example, the post-click aware metric used in

[28] has the same structure as the naive estimator).
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Definition 3.1. (Naive Estimator) The naive estimator for the ground-truth performance of a recommender is defined as

follows.

R̂𝑁𝑎𝑖𝑣𝑒 (𝒁 ) =
1

|U|
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

𝑧𝑢,𝑖𝑦𝑢,𝑖𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 ) =
1

|U|
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I:𝑧𝑢,𝑖=1

𝑦𝑢,𝑖𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 ) (2)

where ˆ𝒁 is the output of a recommender to be evaluated.

The naive estimator is the averaged value of the ranking function among the clicked events (the summation is taken

over the data with a click, i.e., 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 1). This estimator is intuitive and easily usable. However, as shown in [31], this

naive estimator is biased against the ground-truth ranking metrics in Eq. (1), i.e., for some given 𝒁 ,

E
[
R̂𝑁𝑎𝑖𝑣𝑒 (𝒁 )

]
≠ RGT (𝒁 )

The bias of this naive estimator is owing to the fact that it ignores the distributional shift between the clicked (𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 1)

and unclicked (𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 0) data. Therefore, using the naive estimator for the evaluation of a recommender might lead to a

sub-optimal model selection or hyperparameter tuning; one should rely on the estimators addressing this bias as an

alternative to using the naive one.

3.2 Inverse Propensity Score (IPS) Estimator

To address the bias of the naive estimator, [31] applied the IPS estimator, a well-established estimator in off-policy

evaluation of bandit policies and causal inference [5, 9, 10, 16], to the estimation of the ground-truth ranking perfor-

mance in a fully implicit feedback setting. This estimator can be extended to our post-click conversion setting in a

straightforward manner and is defined as follows.

Definition 3.2. (IPS Estimator)When the set of true CTRs and scoring set ˆ𝒁 are given, the IPS estimator for the ground-truth

performance of a recommender is defined as follows.

R̂𝐼𝑃𝑆 (𝒁 ) =
1

|U|
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

𝑧𝑢,𝑖𝑦𝑢,𝑖

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 ) =
1

|U|
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I:𝑧𝑢,𝑖=1

𝑦𝑢,𝑖

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 ) (3)

This IPS estimator is proven to be statistically unbiased against the ground-truth performance, i.e., for any given
ˆ𝒁 ,

E
[
R̂𝐼𝑃𝑆 (𝒁 )

]
= RGT (𝒁 )

The unbiasedness of the IPS estimator is desirable to evaluate the performance of recommenders offline. However, the

variance of the IPS estimator in the recommendation setting has not yet been analyzed, despite the fact that this type of

inverse propensity weighting estimator is often subject to the severe variance issue [5, 18, 19]. Thus, we derive the

variance of the IPS estimator as follows.

Theorem 3.3. (Variance of the IPS estimator) When the set of true CTRs and scoring set ˆ𝒁 are given, the variance of the

IPS estimator is

V
(
R̂𝐼𝑃𝑆 (𝒁 )

)
=

1

|U|2
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

(
1

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

− 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖

)
𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 )

2

We also derive the estimation error tail bound of the IPS estimator, which is an important statistical property of an

estimator that characterizes its stability.
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Proposition 3.4. (Estimation Error Tail Bound of the IPS estimator) When the set of true CTRs and scoring set ˆ𝒁 are

given, the following inequality holds with a probability of at least 1 − 𝛿 (𝛿 ∈ (0, 1))

���R̂𝐼𝑃𝑆 (𝒁 ) − RGT (𝒁 )
��� ≤ 1

|U|

√
log(2/𝛿)

2

√√√√ ∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

(
𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 )
𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

)
2

As shown in Theorem 3.3 and Proposition 3.4, both the variance and the estimation error tail bound of the IPS

estimator depend on the inverse of the CTR. In the recommendation setting, the observed feedback data is often highly

sparse, and the CTR is expected to be considerably small [15, 26, 29, 31, 32]. Therefore, the variance and instability of

the IPS estimator can be critical in the evaluation of recommendation algorithms. These problems emerge, because

the IPS estimator uses only the information of user–item pairs with a click (i.e., 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 1) and discards the information

of user–item pairs without a click (𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 0). It is essential to develop an estimator that addresses the variance and

instability problems of the IPS estimator while retaining its unbiasedness.

4 PROPOSED ESTIMATOR

In this section, we propose a novel estimator for the ground-truth ranking performance and show its advantages over

existing estimators. Note that we omit the proofs owing to space constraints and present them in a complete version.
2

4.1 Doubly Robust (DR) Estimator

We propose a DR estimator for the ground-truth ranking performance of a recommender. This estimator builds on the

idea of using an estimator of a CVR for missing data (i.e., 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 0). Therefore, the estimator is more stable compared

with the IPS estimator, which does not use any information of user-item pairs without a click. Moreover, our estimator

is robust to the performance of the CVR estimator in use, and it is more desirable than the IPS estimator, even if the

estimated CVR is not accurate. We define the DR estimator below.

Definition 4.1. (DR Estimator) Given the set of true CTRs, the DR estimator for the ground-truth performance of a

recommender is defined as follows.

R̂𝐷𝑅 (𝒁 ) =
1

|U|
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

(
𝑧𝑢,𝑖

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

(
𝑦𝑢,𝑖 − 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖

)
+ 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖

)
𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 ) (4)

where 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

is the estimated value for 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

. We will later discuss the method used for this estimation.

Initially, we show that the DR estimator is unbiased against the ground-truth performance.

Proposition 4.2. (Unbiasedness of the DR estimator) Given the set of true CTRs, the DR estimator is statistically

unbiased against the ground-truth performance, i.e., for any given ˆ𝒁

E
[
R̂𝐷𝑅 (𝒁 )

]
= RGT (𝒁 )

where the expectation is taken over the 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 and 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 .

Furthermore, we derive the variance of the DR estimator.

2
The complete version of this paper is available at https://usaito.github.io/files/RecSys2020_DRMetric.pdf
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Theorem 4.3. (Variance of the DR estimator) Under the same conditions as in Theorem 3.3, the variance of the DR

estimator is given by

V
(
R̂𝐷𝑅 (𝒁 )

)
= V

(
R̂𝐼𝑃𝑆 (𝒁 )

)
+ 1

|U|2
∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

(
1

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

− 1

)
𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖

(
𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 − 2𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖

)
𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 )2

Note that the second term of the variance of the DR estimator can be negative. We also derive the estimation error

tail bound of the DR estimator.

Proposition 4.4. (Estimation Error Tail Bound of the DR Estimator) Given the set of true CTRs, realized conversions,

and a scoring set ˆ𝒁 , the following inequality holds with a probability of at least 1 − 𝛿 (𝛿 ∈ (0, 1))

���R̂𝐷𝑅 (𝒁 ) − RGT (𝒁 )
��� ≤ 1

|U|

√
log(2/𝛿)

2

√√√√ ∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

(
max{1 − 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟

𝑢,𝑖
, 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟

𝑢,𝑖
}

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

𝑐 (𝑍𝑢,𝑖 )
)
2

Using these derivations, we show that the DR estimator improves the variance of the IPS estimator under suitable

conditions and consistently improves the estimation error bound compared with the IPS estimator.

Corollary 4.5. (Smaller Variance) Suppose the following condition is satisfied for all user–item pairs,

0 ≤ 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ≤ 2𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 (5)

Then, the variance of the DR estimator is smaller than that of the IPS estimator, i.e., V
(
R̂𝐷𝑅 (𝒁 )

)
≤ V

(
R̂𝐼𝑃𝑆 (𝒁 )

)
.

Corollary 4.6. (Tighter Estimation Error Tail Bound) Given a fixed confidence delta (𝛿 ∈ (0, 1)), the DR estimator

achieves a tighter estimation error tail bound than the IPS estimator.

We can rewrite the condition for the variance reduction of the DR estimator in Eq. (5) as

|𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 − 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 | ≤ 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖

Therefore, the condition only requires that the estimated error of 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

should be smaller than the original value of 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

itself. For example, if 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

≥ 0.5, any estimated value 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

in [0, 1] satisfies this condition. Therefore, it is easy to satisfy

this condition for the variance reduction.

Corollary 4.5 and Corollary 4.6 suggest that the DR estimator reduces the variance and increases the stability using

the estimated CVR of user-item pairs with missing conversions. Note that Eq. (5) is a sufficient condition for a variance

reduction of the DR estimator. We show that the DR estimator outperforms the Naive and IPS estimators, even if the

condition for the variance reduction is not perfectly satisfied in the experiments.

4.2 Model Evaluation Procedure with the DR Estimator

We describe methods to derive the estimations of the CTR and CVR necessary to develop the proposed DR estimator in

practice.

First, we estimate CTR by minimizing the following binary cross-entropy loss.∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

𝑧𝑢,𝑖 log(𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ) + (1 − 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ) (6)
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Algorithm 1 Model Evaluation Procedure with DR Estimator

Input: observed feedback data D𝐶𝑇 = {𝑧𝑢,𝑖 }(𝑢,𝑖) ∈D ,D𝐶𝑉 = {𝑦𝑢,𝑖 | 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 1}(𝑢,𝑖) ∈D , an arbitrary recommendation

algorithm that is to be evaluated A, a function characterizing a ranking metric 𝑐 (·).
Output: Estimated performance of a given recommender A.

1: Divide the feedback data D𝐶𝑇 and D𝐶𝑉 into training and validation sets.

2: Train the given recommender A using the training data

3: Predict the ranking scores (
ˆ𝒁 ) for the validation data by A

4: Estimate CTR by minimizing Eq. (6) using the validation data

5: Estimate CVR by minimizing Eq. (8) using the validation data

6: Estimate the performance of a given recommender by the DR estimator in Eq. (4)

7: return R̂𝐷𝑅 (𝒁 )

The minimization of this loss function is feasible, as we can observe click indicators 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 for all user–item pairs. Second,

the estimation of the CVR parameter should ideally be conducted by minimizing the following binary cross-entropy

loss. ∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

𝑦𝑢,𝑖 log(𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ) + (1 − 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ) (7)

However, the minimization of this ideal loss function is infeasible, as we cannot observe post-click feedback labels for

unclicked data. Therefore, we suggest minimizing the following IPS estimator as an alternative solution.∑
𝑢∈U

∑
𝑖∈I

𝑧𝑢,𝑖

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

(
𝑦𝑢,𝑖 log(𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ) + (1 − 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 )

)
(8)

The minimization of this IPS estimator is feasible using only the observable data and satisfies the unbiasedness for the

ideal loss function [20]. We have E[𝐸𝑞. (8)] = 𝐸𝑞. (7), for any given 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

.

It should be noted that this loss function can also suffer from a large variance caused by the data sparsity issue.

However, the variance issue in the CVR estimation is not critical compared with that of the IPS estimator discussed in

Section 3.2. This is because we use the estimated CVRs to construct the DR estimator in Eq. (4) and not to estimate the

ground-truth metric in Eq. (1). Moreover, the proposed DR estimator is robust with regards to variance and instability

issues and the CVR estimation is required to satisfy a mild condition in Eq. (5). Therefore, even if the CVR estimation

does not perform well here, the resulting DR estimator is expected to be more accurate than the IPS estimator. We

demonstrate the connection between the performance of the DR estimator and the accuracy of CVR estimations in the

next section.

Algorithm 1 describes the whole model evaluation procedure with the proposed DR estimator.

5 EMPIRICAL EVALUATIONS

In this section, we empirically demonstrate the advantages of the proposed DR estimator.
3

5.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets and preprocessing. We used the following three public datasets.

3
Our code is available at https://github.com/usaito/dr-ranking-metric
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• MovieLens (ML) 100K4
: This dataset contains 100,000 five-star movie ratings from 943 users and 1,682 movies

collected on a movie recommendation service, and the ratings are missing-not-at-random. We used this dataset

for the semi-synthetic experiment.

• Coat5: This dataset contains 6,500 five-star user-coat ratings from 290 Amazon mechanical turk workers on an

inventory of 300 coats. The training data have been collected via self-selections by the workers. In contrast, the

test data have been collected by asking the workers to rate 16 randomly selected coats.

• Yahoo! R36: The training data contain approximately 300,000 five-star ratings from 15,400 users and 1,000

songs, and the test data have been collected by asking a subset of 5,400 users to rate 10 randomly selected songs.

Following a previous work [31], we filtered the users who have at least one positive and one negative song in

the test set and those with two positive songs in the training set (2,296 users satisfy these conditions). We also

held out a validation set from the training set by randomly sampling 30 songs for each user.

For ML 100K, we employed the following preprocessing procedure to create a biased post-click conversion setting.

(1) Predict the ratings and the probability of a rating being observed for user—item pairs by using standard matrix

factorization [13]. We denoted the prediction for the rating of (𝑢, 𝑖) as 𝑅𝑢,𝑖 and that for the probability of a rating

of (𝑢, 𝑖) being observed as 𝑂̂𝑢,𝑖 . This allows ground-truth evaluation against fully known CTR and CVR matrices.

(2) Transform predicted ratings 𝑅 into CVR using the methodology used in the information retrieval domain [1, 2],

as follows.

𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 = 𝜖 + (1 − 𝜖) 2
𝑅̂𝑢,𝑖 − 1

2
𝑅̂𝑚𝑎𝑥 − 1

, ∀(𝑢, 𝑖) ∈ D

where 𝑅𝑢,𝑖 is a predicted rating for (𝑢, 𝑖) and 𝑅𝑚𝑎𝑥 is the maximum predicted rating, which was 5 in our case.

𝜖 ∈ [0, 1] controls the noise level, and we set 𝜖 = 0.1.

(3) Transform predicted observation probabilities 𝑂̂ into CTR using the following procedure.

𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟𝑢,𝑖 =

(
𝑂̂𝑢,𝑖

)𝑝𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟
, ∀(𝑢, 𝑖) ∈ D

where 𝑝𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 ≥ 0 controls the level of data sparsity; a larger value of 𝑝𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 introduces a severe sparsity in the

semi-synthetic data. We used different values of 𝑝𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 in the experiment.

(4) Sample binary click and conversion variables by the following Bernoulli sampling

𝑧𝑢,𝑖 ∼ Bern(𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ), 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ∼ Bern(𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 ), ∀(𝑢, 𝑖) ∈ D

where Bern (·) is the Bernoulli distribution.
(5) Derive the observed post-click conversions using the above variables as {(𝑢, 𝑖,𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ) | 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 1}.

For Coat and Yahoo! R3, we employed the following procedure.

(1) Define conversion variable 𝑦𝑢,𝑖 for a user–item pair as follows:

𝑦𝑢,𝑖 =


1 (if item 𝑖 is rated greater than or equal to 4 by user 𝑢)

0 (otherwise)

4
https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/100k/

5
https://www.cs.cornell.edu/ schnabts/mnar/

6
http://webscope.sandbox.yahoo.com/
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(2) Define click variable 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 for a user–item pair as follows:

𝑧𝑢,𝑖 =


1 (if item 𝑖 is rated by user 𝑢)

0 (otherwise)

(3) Derive the observed post-click conversion data using the above variables as {(𝑢, 𝑖,𝑦𝑢,𝑖 ) | 𝑧𝑢,𝑖 = 1}. Note that
post-click conversions of user–item pairs without a click are unavailable in our formulation and cannot be used

to evaluate recommenders.

We used Coat and Yahoo! R3 for the real-world experiment, as they contain training and test sets with different

user-item distributions. Moreover, they are explicit feedback datasets and can consequently utilize ground-truth user

preference information. Therefore, these two datasets are appropriate for the evaluation of recommenders with biased

post-click conversions. To the best of our knowledge, they are the only datasets that satisfy these properties.

Table 1. Used values for each hyperparameter when constructing candidate recommendation models with LightFM.

hyperparameters used values

no_components {5, 20, 50, 100}
user & item alpha {10−2, 10−4}
loss {‘logistic’, ‘bpr’, ‘warp’, ‘warp-kos’}

learning_rate 10
−4

(fixed)

epochs 100 (fixed)

Candidate recommendation models. To develop a set of candidate recommenders, we used LightFM
7
and different

values of hyperparameters for no_components, user_alpha & item_alpha, and loss, as described in Table 1. The

number of candidate recommenders was thus 4×2×4 = 32. The default values were used for the other hyperparameters.

Compared estimators. We compared the following three estimators for the ground-truth ranking metrics:

• Naive estimator: This estimator uses only clicked data for model evaluation and is defined in Eq. (2).

• IPS estimator [31]: This estimator estimates the CTR as the propensity score and weighs the values of the

function 𝑐 (·) by the inverse propensity score of the corresponding user-item pairs. This estimator is defined in

Eq. (3).

• DR estimator: This is our proposed estimator. It first estimates the CTR and then estimates the CVR based on

the observable data. Finally, it combines the estimated CTR and CVR, as described in Eq. (4). The procedure to

evaluate a recommender with the DR estimator can be found in Section 4.2.

For IPS and DR, we used the true 𝑝𝑐𝑡𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

for ML 100K to evaluate the pure effect of the data sparsity issue controlled

by 𝑝𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 . In contrast, we estimated it by logistic matrix factorization [12] for Coat and Yahoo! R3 in order to imitate

real-world situations.

Next, for DR, we used the following predicted CVR for ML 100K:

𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 = max{min{𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟𝑢,𝑖 + Unif (−𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑,𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑), 0}, 1}, ∀(𝑢, 𝑖) ∈ D
7
https://lyst.github.io/lightfm/docs/home.html
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where𝑈𝑛𝑖 𝑓 (·, ·) is a uniform distribution and 𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑 ≥ 0 controls the accuracy of the CVR estimation; a large value of

𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑 introduces a large estimation bias of CVR. Note that max and min operators simply scale 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

in the interval of

[0, 1]. In contrast, we estimated it by logistic matrix factorization for Coat and Yahoo! R3 in order to imitate real-world

situations.

Performance measures for estimators. We compared the performance of the three estimators by the relative root

mean-squared-error (relative-RMSE) defined as follows:

relative-RMSE(R̂) =

√√√√
1

|M|
∑
𝑍 ∈M

(
R𝐺𝑇 (𝑍 ) − R̂(𝑍 )

R𝐺𝑇 (𝑍 )

)
2

where M is a set of outputs by the candidate recommenders, and R̂ (𝑍 ) is one of the compared estimators. The relative-

RMSE evaluates an estimators’ ability to accurately estimate the performance of candidate recommenders (model

evaluation performance).

For the ground-truth ranking metrics (i.e., R𝐺𝑇 (𝑍 ) in Eq. (1)), we used DCG and Recall in all experiments. The

formal definitions of these ranking metrics can be found in Section 2.2.

Experimental procedure. For all datasets, we first split the original training set into 70% training and 30% validation

sets. Then, we trained all 32 candidate recommenders using the training set and evaluated the ground-truth performance

of the recommender using the test set. The performance measured using the test set is defined as the ground-truth

ranking performance. Besides, we estimated the performance of all candidate recommenders using validation sets with

three estimators (i.e., Naive, IPS, and DR). Finally, we evaluated the performance of the estimators by comparing the

estimated performance of the estimators with the ground-truth ranking performance by relative-RMSE.

Table 2. Averaged and minimum CTRs with different values of power

Values of power

0.5 0.75 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

Average 0.218 0.113 0.063 0.023 0.010 5.024 ×10−3 2.685 ×10−6
Minimum 0.069 0.018 4.764 ×10−3 3.288 ×10−4 2.269 ×10−5 1.566 ×10−6 1.08 ×10−7

Table 3. Percentage (PCT) of data satisfying the variance reduction condition in Eq. (5)

Values of bound

0.01 0.1 0.25 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

PCT of data (%) 100.0 100.0 94.6 85.4 76.3 71.4 68.4

5.2 Results

Here we describe the results in the semi-synthetic and real-world experiments.

11



(a) Comparison of estimators with different power (b) Comparison of estimators with different bound

Fig. 2. Comparison of alternative estimators with ML 100K by relative-RMSE relative to that of IPS.

Note: The model evaluation performances of estimators with different values of power or bound averaged over 20 different random

seeds are reported. (a) A larger power indicates a large selection bias. The result suggests that DR is effective, especially when data

sparsity is severe. (b) A larger bound indicates a worse performance of the CVR estimator used in DR. The result demonstrates the

robustness of DR with regards to the performance of the CVR estimator.

5.2.1 Results on the semi-synthetic experiment. First, we investigated how the significance of data sparsity affected

the performance of the estimators. Figure 2 (a) shows the relative-RMSE of the estimators relative to that of the IPS

estimator (log-scaled). We varied the value of power as follows: {0.5, 0.75, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0}, in contrast, 𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑 = 0.6

here. A large value of power introduces severe data sparsity and variance problems, as shown in Table 2.

The result indicates that the proposed DR estimator significantly outperforms other estimators in all settings.

Specifically, the performance gained by DR over IPS is 28.4% for 𝑝𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 = 0.5; in contrast, it is 54.8% for 𝑝𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 = 5.0.

The result highlights the robustness of the proposed estimator with regard to the data sparsity issue.

Next, we investigated the effect of the accuracy of the CVR estimator on the performance of the DR estimator.

Figure 2 (b) shows the relative-RMSE of estimators relative to that of the IPS estimator (log-scaled). We varied the value

of bound as follows: {0.01, 0.1, 0.25, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0} in contrast, 𝑝𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑟 = 2.0 here. A large value of bound leads to a

worse performance of the CVR estimator used in DR (i.e., 𝑝𝑐𝑣𝑟
𝑢,𝑖

), as shown in Table 3. Note that the performances of

naive and IPS are constant here, because they are independent of the values of bound.

The result indicates that the proposed DR estimator significantly outperforms the other estimators, even when the

CVR estimator performs poorly. In particular, as suggested by our theoretical analysis, DR significantly outperforms

IPS when the Eq. (5) is perfectly satisfied (𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑 = 0.01). In addition, DR still outperforms IPS by 46.5% when over 30%

of the user-item pairs do not satisfy Eq. (5) (𝑏𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑 = 1.0). Thus, the performance of the DR estimator is robust with

regards to the performance of the CVR estimator. Note that Eq. (5) is a sufficient condition for the variance reduction

of DR, and the empirical result does not contradict our theoretical analysis.

5.2.2 Results on the real-world experiment. Finally, we compared the performance of the estimators using the real-world

datasets. Table 4 presents the performances of estimators when DCG@K and Recall@K (𝐾 ∈ {5, 10, 50}) are used as the

ground-truth ranking metrics.

The table shows that the proposed estimator outperforms the other baseline metrics in almost all cases. Specifically, it

demonstrates the significant gains in the estimation of the ground-truth ranking performance for the Yahoo! R3 dataset.
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Table 4. Comparison of relative-RMSE (model evaluation performances) of alternative estimators

DCG@K Recall@K

Datasets Estimators 𝐾 = 5 𝐾 = 10 𝐾 = 50 𝐾 = 5 𝐾 = 10 𝐾 = 50

Yahoo! R3

Naive 0.613 (± 0.070) 0.470 (± 0.057) 0.245 (± 0.027) 0.615 (± 0.067) 0.442 (± 0.047) 0.207 (± 0.017)

IPS 0.767 (± 0.022) 0.780 (± 0.024) 0.850 (± 0.015) 0.473 (± 0.040) 0.308 (± 0.032) 0.158 (± 0.013)

DR (ours) 0.461 (± 0.053) 0.316 (± 0.040) 0.181 (± 0.022) 0.397 (± 0.042) 0.261 (± 0.029) 0.101 (± 0.011)

Coat

Naive 0.666 (± 0.037) 0.430 (± 0.013) 0.208 (± 0.005) 0.617 (± 0.027) 0.387 (± 0.011) 0.184 (± 0.004)

IPS 0.785 (± 0.020) 0.805 (± 0.010) 0.915 (± 0.004) 0.605 (± 0.028) 0.374 (± 0.011) 0.181 (± 0.004)

DR (ours) 0.661 (± 0.066) 0.359 (± 0.020) 0.137 (± 0.004) 0.599 (± 0.050) 0.318 (± 0.014) 0.118 (± 0.003)

Note: The model evaluation performances averaged over 200 simulations for Coat and 30 simulations for Yahoo! R3. The standard

errors (StdErr) are depicted in parentheses. The bold font is used for the best performance of each setting (only when the difference is

significant given the standard errors.). The proposed DR estimator outperforms the other estimators in almost all cases.

For Coat, there is no difference between DR and Naive when 𝐾 = 5 given their standard errors, but it again outperforms

the optimal baseline by large margins for the other values of 𝐾 . The results empirically demonstrate that the proposed

evaluation procedure provides more accurate and stable performance estimations of the candidate recommenders than

the existing procedures.

Summary of Empirical Findings. In the semi-synthetic experiment with ML-100k data, the advantages of the

proposed estimator are strengthened when the data sparsity issue is severe, which is consistent with the theoretical

analysis. Moreover, it can be shown that DR is robust to the performance of the CVR estimator and outperforms IPS

even when some data do not satisfy the variance reduction condition. This result suggests its wide applicability.

In the real-world experiment with Yahoo! R3 and Coat datasets, the DR estimator significantly outperforms the

baselines in the model evaluation task. Therefore, the results verify that it can help with estimation of the accurate

performance of recommenders in a real-world, offline setting.

6 RELATEDWORK

In this section, we review related literature.

6.1 Post-Click Conversion Modeling

Post-click conversion modeling is an essential task for building e-commerce recommender systems, as it directly

contributes to the final revenue. To model post-click conversions, the selection bias and data sparsity problems have to

be addressed. [15] proposed an entire space multi-task model for predicting CVR, which remedies the data sparsity

problem. Further, [29] leveraged supervisory signals from users’ post-click behaviors other than conversions to further

alleviate the data sparsity problem. Moreover, a pioneering work that utilizes post-click feedback to build a better

ranking algorithm is [28]. They first empirically showed that half of the click events resulted in skipping the content by

using two large scale datasets and indicated that user behaviors after a click (post-click feedback) capture important

preference signals that are not captured by only implicit feedback. Further, they proposed a modified version of pointwise

and pairwise loss functions to train recommenders with post-click conversions. They did not, however, address the

selection bias caused by the distributional shift between the clicked and unclicked events. The work that has the most

relevance to ours in post-click conversion modeling is [32]. This work utilized DR estimator to address the selection
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bias problem and construct a debiased version of the pointwise loss function, satisfying unbiasedness. However, their

work focused on the prediction methods, and a theoretical analysis on the variance and estimation error tail bound of

the proposed estimator was not performed. Thus, our work is the first to address the evaluation problem with post-click

conversion and show the desirable variance and tighter estimation error tail bound properties of the DR estimator in

this setting.

6.2 Counterfactual Estimation

Offline evaluation of bandit policies or recommendation algorithms using counterfactual estimators has been extensively

researched, as online A/B tests require time and cost money [3, 5–8]. Most existing off-policy performance estimators

build on the Direct Method (DM) [5] or the IPS estimation technique [9, 11, 16, 17, 25]. The DM models and predicts the

reward distribution using logged bandit feedback with machine learning algorithms and uses the predicted values to

estimate the performance of a given policy offline. In contrast, the IPS estimation technique utilizes the propensity score,

which is the probability of selecting each item according to a past policy, to address the distributional shift. However, it

is widely acknowledged that the DM estimator is subject to a large bias, and that the IPS estimator is subject to the

variance problem [5, 19, 22, 23]. The DR estimator combines the DM and IPS in a theoretically sophisticade manner to

address the bias and variance problems [5, 10]. Moreover, beyond the DR estimator, several ways of combining the DM

and IPS approaches have been proposed, including the more robust doubly robust [6], CAB estimator [21], or SWITCH

estimator [27] for pursuing a better bias-variance trade-off. In this work, we have extended the DR estimator to the

evaluation of the ranking performances with post-click conversions for the first time.

7 CONCLUSION

In this study, we explored a method for establishing a ranking performance metric using the reliable, but biased post-click

conversions. First, we formulated the evaluation of a recommender with post-click conversions as a statistical estimation

problem. Next, we discussed the limitations of the existing estimators from a theoretical perspective. Subsequently,

we proposed a DR estimator for the ground-truth ranking performance metrics. We also showed its unbiasedness and

desired statistical properties, such as a lower variance and tighter estimation error tail bound. The empirical evaluations

show that our estimator significantly outperformed existing estimators in the offline model evaluation task, particularly

for post-click conversions that are highly sparse and biased.

As future work, we plan to develop a listwise offline learning-to-rank method with biased post-click conversions. Our

estimator provides an accurate estimation of additive ranking metrics such as DCG, and thus it can enable the learning

of an efficient ranker in the offline post-click conversion setting. Moreover, our estimator and theoretical analysis

depend on the assumption that the click of each item is independent of those of the other items (Assumption 2.3). This

assumption might not hold, for example, in a slate recommendation setting where multiple items are recommended

simultaneously to users [4, 24]. Thus, extending our estimator to more general and realistic settings is one of the

essential future research directions.
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