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Abstract

We propose a generalization of the synthetic control and synthetic interventions
methodology to the dynamic treatment regime. We consider the estimation of
unit-specific treatment effects from panel data collected via a dynamic treatment
regime and in the presence of unobserved confounding. That is, each unit receives
multiple treatments sequentially, based on an adaptive policy, which depends on
a latent endogenously time-varying confounding state of the treated unit. Under
a low-rank latent factor model assumption and a technical overlap assumption
we propose an identification strategy for any unit-specific mean outcome under
any sequence of interventions. The latent factor model we propose admits linear
time-varying and time-invariant dynamical systems as special cases. Our approach
can be seen as an identification strategy for structural nested mean models under
a low-rank latent factor assumption on the blip effects. Our method, which we
term “synthetic blip effects”, is a backwards induction process, where the blip
effect of a treatment at each period and for a target unit is recursively expressed as
linear combinations of blip effects of a carefully chosen group of other units that
received the designated treatment. Our work avoids the combinatorial explosion
in the number of units that would be required by a vanilla application of prior
synthetic control and synthetic intervention methods in such dynamic treatment
regime settings.

1 Introduction

In many observational studies, units undergo multiple treatments over a period of time; patients are
treated with multiple therapies, customers are exposed to multiple advertising campaigns, govern-
ments implement multiple policies, sequentially. Many times these interventions happen in a data
adaptive manner, where treatment assignment depends on the current state of the treated unit and
on past treatments. A common policy question that arises is what would have been the expected
outcome under an alternative policy or course of action. Performing counterfactual analysis from
such observational data with multiple sequentially and adaptively assigned treatments is the topic of
a long literature on causal inference, known as the dynamic treatment regime.

Dynamic treatment effects with unobserved confounding. Typical approaches for identification in the
dynamic treatment regime require a strong sequential exogeneity assumption, where the treatment
decision at each period, essentially only depends on an observable state. This assumption is a
generalization of the standard conditional exogeneity assumption in the static treatment regime.
However, most observational datasets are plagued with unobserved confounding. Many techniques
exist for dealing with unobserved confounding in static treatment regimes (such as instrumental
variables, differences-in-differences, regression discontinuity designs, synthetic controls). However,
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approaches to dealing with unobserved confounding in the dynamic treatment regime is a much less
explored area. Recent work, for instance, explores an extension of the differences-in-differences
approach to the dynamic treatment regime |Shahn et al.| (2022]).

Synthetic controls/interventions in the dynamic treatment regime. In this work, we present the first
extension of the synthetic controls literature to the dynamic treatment regime. Synthetic controls
method |Abadie and Gardeazabal (2003); |Abadie et al.|(2010) —and its generalization to synthetic
interventions |/Agarwal et al.| (2020b)—is a commonly used empirical approach to dealing with
unobserved confounding from observational panel data. However, the existing literature assumes that
units are treated only once or in a non-adaptive manner. This limits the applicability of the technique
to policy relevant settings where multiple interventions occur sequentially over a period of time.
Our work proposes an extension of the synthetic controls and synthetic interventions method, that
allows the identification of mean counterfactual outcomes under any treatment sequence, even when
the observational data came from an adaptive dynamic treatment policy. Similar to the synthetic
interventions framework, our work assumes that the panel data stem from a low-rank data generation
model and that the latent factors capture the unobserved confounding signals. In the static regime, the
low rank assumption together with a technical overlap assumption allows one to express each unit’s
mean outcomes under any sequence of interventions as linear combinations of the observed outcomes
of a carefully chosen sub-group of other units. We extend this idea to the dynamic treatment regime
under a low-rank linear structural nested mean model assumption. Our work can also be viewed as
extending the g-estimation framework for structural nested mean models Robins| (2004); Vansteelandt;
and Joffe| (2014); [Lewis and Syrgkanis|(2020) to handle unobserved confounding under a low-rank
structure. Thus our work helps connect the literature on synthetic controls with that of structural
nested mean models.

Overview of methodology. The key idea of our identification strategy is to express the mean outcome
for a unit under a sequence of interventions as an additive function of “blip” effects for that sequence.
The blip effect of an intervention at a given period can be thought of as the treatment effect of
that intervention compared to a baseline intervention for that specific period, assuming a common
sequence of interventions for all other time periods. Subsequently, our low-rank assumption and a
recursive argument allows us to identify the blip effect of each treatment for each unit and time period.
Our procedure can be viewed as a dynamic programming method where a synthetic control type
procedure is used to compute “synthetic blip effects” at each step of the dynamic program to identify
time period specific causal quantities, which are subsequently used to build the overall counterfactual
quantity of estimating the outcome of any unit under any sequence of interventions.

1.1 Related Work

Panel data methods in econometrics. This is a setting where one gets repeated measurements of
multiple heterogeneous units over say 7' time steps. Prominent frameworks include differences-
in-differences |Ashenfelter and Card| (1984)); [Bertrand et al.| (2004); |/Angrist and Pischke| (2009)
and synthetic controls /Abadie and Gardeazabal| (2003); |Abadie et al.| (2010); Hsiao et al.| (2012));
Doudchenko and Imbens| (2016)); |/Athey et al.|(2021); |Li and Bell| (2017); Xu| (2017); |Amjad et al.
(2018}, )2019); L1 (2018); |/Arkhangelsky et al.|(2020); Bai and Ng| (2020); Ben-Michael et al.| (2020);
Chan and Kwok] (2020); [Chernozhukov et al.| (2020); |[Fernandez-Val et al.| (2020); |/Agarwal et al.
(2021b, 2020a). These frameworks estimate what would have happened to a unit that undergoes
an intervention (i.e., a “treated” unit) if it had remained under control (i.e., no intervention), in the
potential presence of unobserved confounding. That is, they estimate the counterfactual if a treated
unit remains under control for all 7" time steps. This is a restricted case of what we consider in this
paper, which is to estimate what happens to a unit under any sequence of interventions over the 7'
time steps. A critical aspect that enables the methods above is the structure between units and time
under control. One elegant encoding of this structure is through a latent factor model (also known as
an interactive fixed effect model), Chamberlain| (1984); Liang and Zeger (1986); Arellano and Honore
(2000); Bai| (2003}, 2009)); Pesaran| (2006)); Moon and Weidner (2015} 2017). In such models, it is
posited that there exist low-dimensional latent unit and time factors that capture unit and time specific
heterogeneity, respectively, in the potential outcomes. Since the goal in these works is to estimate
outcomes under control, no structure is imposed on the potential outcomes under intervention.

In|Agarwal et al.| (2020b} 2021a), the authors extend this latent factor model to incorporate latent
factorization across interventions as well, which allows for identification and estimation of coun-



terfactual mean outcomes under intervention rather than just under control. In Section [3] we do a
detailed comparison with the synthetic interventions framework introduced in|Agarwal et al.|(2020b).
This framework was designed for the static regime and has two key limitations for the dynamic
treatment regime: (i) The framework does not allow for adaptivity in how treatments are chosen
over time. (ii) If there are A possible interventions that can be chosen for each of the T time steps,
the synthetic interventions estimator has sample complexity scaling as A to estimate all possible
interventional sequences. The non-adaptivity requirement and the exponential dependence on T’
makes this estimator not well-suited for dynamic treatments, especially as 7" grows. We show that
by imposing that an intervention at a given time step has an additive effect on future outcomes, i.e.,
an additive latent factor model, it leads to significant gain in what can be identified and estimated.
We study two variants, a time-varying and time-invariant version, which nest the classical linear
time-varying and linear time-invariant dynamical system models as special cases, respectively. We
establish an identification result and a propose an associated estimator to infer all A” counterfactual
trajectories per unit. Importantly, our identification result allow the interventions to be selected
in an adaptive manner, and the sample complexity of the estimator no longer has an exponential
dependence on 7.

Another extension of such factor models are “dynamic factor models”, originally proposed in Geweke
(1976). We refer the reader to|Stock and Watson| (201 1)); Chamberlain| (2022) for extensive surveys,
and see Imbens et al.|(2021) for a recent analysis of such time-varying factor models in the context
of synthetic controls. These models are similar in spirit to our setting in that they allow outcomes
for a given time period to be dependent on the outcome for lagged time periods in an autoregressive
manner. To model this phenomenon, dynamic factor models explicitly express the time-varying factor
as an autoregressive process. However, the target causal parameter in these works is significantly
different—they focus on identifying the latent factors and/or forecasting. There is less emphasis on
estimating counterfactual mean outcomes for a given unit under different sequences of interventions.

Linear dynamical systems. Linear dynamical systems are an extensively studied class of models
in control and systems theory, and are used as linear approximations to many non—linear systems
that nevertheless work well in practice. A seminar work in the study of linear dynamical systems is
Kalman| (1960), which introduced the Kalman filter as a robust solution to identifying and estimating
the linear parameters that defined the system. We refer the reader to the classic and more recent
survey of the analysis of such systems in|Ljung|(1999) and Hardt et al.[(2016), respectively. Previous
works generally assume that (i) the system is driven through independent, and identically distributed
(i.i.d) mean-zero sub-Gaussian noise at each time step, and (ii) access to both the outcome variable
and a meaningful per-time step state, which are both used in estimation. In comparison, we allow for
confounding, i.e., the per time step actions chosen can be correlated with the state of the system in an
unknown manner, and we do not assume access to a per-time step state, just the outcome variable.
To tackle this setting, we show that linear dynamical systems, both time-varying and time-invariant
versions, are special cases of the latent factor model that we propose. The recursive “synthetic blip
effects” identification strategy allows to estimate mean counterfactual outcomes under any sequence
of interventions without first having to do system identification, and despite unobserved confounding.

1.2 Setting & Notation

Notation. [R] denotes {1, ..., R} for R € N. [Ry, Ry] denotes {R1, ..., Ra} for Ry, R2 € N, with
Ry < Ry. [R]o denotes{0, ..., R} for R € N. For vectors a,b € RY, (a, b) denotes the inner product
of a and b. For a vector a, we define a’ as its transpose.

Setup. Let there be IV heterogeneous units. We collect data over 7" time steps for each unit.

Observed outcomes. For each unit and time period n, ¢, we observe Y,, ; € R, which is the outcome
of interest.

Actions. For each n € [N]and ¢t € [T], we observe actions A,, ; € [A], where A € N. Importantly,
we allow A, ; to be categorical, i.e., it can simply serve as a unique identifier for the action chosen.
We note that traditionally in dynamical systems, it is assumed we know the exact action vector in R?,
where p is the dimension of the action space, rather than just a unique identifier for it. For a sequence
of actions (a1, . . .,a;), denote it by @’ € [A]*; denote (ay, . .., ar) by a* € [A]T~*. Define A, A",
analogously to a’, a’, respectively, but now with respect to the observed sequence of actions A,, ;.



Control & interventional period. For each unit n, we assume there exists ¢, € [1, 7] before which it
is in “control”. We denote the control action at time step ¢ as 0; € [.A]. Note 0, and 0; for ¢ # ¢, do
not necessarily have to equal each other. For ¢ € [T, denote 0° = (01, ...,0;) and 0" = (0, ...,07).
Fort < t, we assume A, ; = 04, i.e., flf{l_l = 0%»~L. That s, during the control period all units
are under a common sequence of actions, but for ¢ > ¢, each unit n can undergo a possibly different
sequence of actions from all other units, denoted by Af;t Note that if ¢; = 1, then unit n is never in
the control period.

Counterfactual outcomes. As stated earlier, for each unit and time period n, ¢, we observe Y, ; € R,

which is the outcome of interest. We denote the potential outcome if unit n had instead undergone a’
—t AL e+1

as Yn(i ). More generally, we denote the potential outcome Yn(j?“ ") if unit n receives the observed

sequerllﬂce of actions A, till time step /, and then instead undergoes a1 for the remaining ¢ — ¢ time

steps.

We make the standard “stable unit treatment value assumption” (SUTVA) as follows.
Assumption 1 (Sequential Action SUTVA). Foralln € [N],t € [T], ¢ € [t],a’ € [A]':

v = 3y Al = o)

n,t n,t
atelA)f
Further, for all A, € [A]*:
Af,
Yrg,tn) =Y.
0 _0+1 _ il 041 _ _t _
As an immediate implication, YTEOZ A7) | AY = &’ equals Y,E:?"’g ) | AY = a*, and Y,fi) | AL =

a' equals Y, 1 | Al, = a'.

Goal. Our goal is to accurately estimate the potential outcome if a given unit n had instead undergone
a’ (instead of the actual observed sequence AL, for any given sequence of actions @’ over T times

steps. That is, for all n € [N] a’ € [A]7, our goal is to estimate YTEaTT). We more formally define
the target causal parameter in Section

2 Latent Factor Model in the Dynamic Treatment Regime

We now present a novel latent factor model for causal inference with dynamic treatments. Towards
that, we first define the collection of latent factors that are of interest.

Definition 1 (Latent factors). For a given unit n and time step t, denote its latent factor as vy, ;. For
a given sequence of actions over t time steps, @', denote its associated latent factor as wg:. Denote
the collection of latent factors as

LF = {vn,t}ne[N],te[T] U {w&t}afe[A}t7 te[T]

Here v, 1, wa: € R, where d(t) is allowed to depend on t.
Assumption 2 (General factor model). AssumeV n € [N], t € [T],a’ € [A]',

Y% = (v p, wae) + 6% (1
Further,
") | £LF] =0 @)

In (1), the key assumption made is that v,, ; does not depend on the action sequence a’, while wge
does not depend on unit n. That is, v, ; captures the unit n specific latent heterogeneity in determining

=t
the expected conditional potential outcome IE[Y,g‘f5 ) | LF]; wgt follows a similar intuition but with

(AL .afTh)

"We are slightly abusing notation as the potential outcome Yo" is only a function of the first ¢t — ¢

components of ¢**1, which is actually a vector of length T' — .



respect to the action sequence a‘. This latent factorization will be key in all our identification and
_t
estimation algorithms, and the associated theoretical results. An interpretation of 5(‘1 ) is that it
represents the component of the potential outcome Y( R that is not factorizable into the latent factors
represented by LF; alternatively, it helps model the mherent randomness in the potential outcomes

Y;T ). In Sections 4| and 5| below, we show how various standard models of dynamical systems are a
special case of our proposed factor model in Assumption 2]

Target Causal Parameter Our target causal parameter is to estimate for all units n € [IN] and any
action sequence a’ € [A]7,
_T
E[YéaT ) | LF], (target causal parameter)

i.e., the expected potential outcome conditional on the latent factors, LF. In total this amounts to
estimating N x |A|” different (expected) potential outcomes, which we note grows exponentially in

3 Limitations of Synthetic Interventions Approach

Given that our goal is to bring to bear a novel factor model perspective to the dynamic treatment
effects literature, we first exposit on some of the limitations of the current methods from the factor
model literature that were designed for the static interventions regime, i.e., where an intervention
is done only once at a particular time step. We focus on the synthetic interventions (SI) framework
Agarwal et al.|(2020b)), which is a recent generalization of the popular synthetic controls framework
from econometrics. In particular, we provide an identification argument which builds upon the SI
framework |Agarwal et al.[(2020b)) and then discuss its limitations.

3.1 Identification Strategy via SI Framework

3.1.1 Notation and Assumptions

Donor units. To explain the identification strategy, we first need to define a collection of subsets
of units based on: (i) the action sequence they receive; (ii) the correlation between their potential
outcomes and the chosen actions. These subsets are defined as follows.

Definition 2 (SI donor units). Fora”’ € [A]7,
77" = {j e [N]: (i) AT =a”, (i) Va” € [A]7, E['S) | AT, LF] = o0). 3)

74" refers to units that receive exactly the sequence a” . Further, we require that for these particular
units, the action sequence was chosen such that V a” ¢ [A]T, Ele; (a ) | AT, LF] = Ele; (a ) |

—T
LF]=0,ie., 5§QT ) is conditionally mean independent of the action sequence AjT unit j receives.

=T —
Note a sufficient condition for property (ii) above is that V a” € [A]7, YJ(% )1 AT | LF. That s,
for these units, the action sequence for the entire time period 7" is chosen at ¢ = 0 conditional on the
latent factors, i.e., the policy for these units is not adaptive (cannot depend on observed outcomes
Y; . fort € [T)).
Assumption 3. Vn € [N],a’ € [A]T suppose that v,, T satisfies a well-supported condition, i.e.,

[—IT aT
there exists linear weights 8T € RIZ" | such that:

E.T
Up, T = Z B;’I U (well-supported factors)
jeza”

Assumption [3| essentially states that for a given sequence of interventions @’ € [A]T, the latent
factor for the target unit v, 7 lies in the linear span of the latent factors v; r associated with the

“donor” units in Z% . Note by Theorem 4.6.1 of Vershynin| (2018), if the {v; r};c[n] are sampled
as independent, mean zero, sub-Gaussian vectors,then span({v; : j € IaT)}) = RUT) with high
probability as |IaT\ grows, and if |IET| > d(T) (recall d(T') is the dimension of v,, 7).
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Figure 1: DAG that is consistent with the exogeneity conditions implied by the definition of 77",

3.1.2 Identification Result

We then have an identification theorem, which states that the (target causal parameter] can expressed
as a function of observed outcomes. It is an adaptation of the identification argument in /Agarwal et al.
(2020b).

Theorem 1 (SI Identification Strategy). Let Assumpnonsl l 2| and|3| I hold. Then, for ¥n € [N],a’ €

[A]T, the mean counterfactual outcome can be expressed as:

EY,%) | LF] = E Z ﬁ"I Yo | LF,I%
jeza”

Interpretation of identification result. Theorem|[l|establishes that to estimate the mean counter-
factual outcome of unit n under the action sequence a- , select all donors that received that sequence,
i.e.,, AT = @’ and for whom we know that their action sequence was not adaptive. The target
causal parameter then is simply a linear re-weighting of the observed outcomes (Y 1) ; jezaTs where

E.T
these linear weights /B;L’I express the latent factor v, r for unit n as a linear combination of

{Uj,T}jGGIET .

3.1.3 SI Identification Strategy: Donor Sample Complexity & Exogeneity Conditions

Donor sample complexity. To estimate E[Yé’aTT) | LF] for all units n € [N] and any action sequence
al € [A]7, this SI identification strategy requires the existence of a sufficiently large subset of donor
units Z% for every a’ € [A]T. That is, the number of donor units we require will need to scale at
the order of |.A|7, which grows exponentially in 7.

Donor exogeneity conditions. Further, the actions picked for these donor units cannot be adaptive
as we require V aT € [A]7T, Ele; (a | AT, LF] = 0 for them. See Figurefor a directed acyclic
graph (DAG) that is consistent w1th the exogeneity conditions implied by the definition of 77" in @).

Overcoming limitations of SI identification strategy. Given this combinatorial explosion in the
number of donor units and the stringent non-adaptivity requirements on these donor units, in the
following sections we study how additional structure on the latent factor model gives rise to novel
identification strategies, which allows us to reduce the donor sample complexity, and the exogeneity
requirements between the chosen actions and the donor units.



4 Linear Time-Varying Latent Factor Model

Motivated by the limitation of the identification strategy in Section [3] we now impose additional
structure on the latent factor model as described below. In Section4.1] we show that a linear time-
varying dynamical system is a special case of this factor model. We now state the latent factor model
assumption.

Assumption 4 (Linear time-varying (LTV) factor model). Assume ¥ n € [N], t € [T],a’ € [A]},

t
Y () + 5. @

(=1

where ¢ w,, € RY for € € [t]. Further, let LF = {{5} e in rer)ecr) Y {Wa bacpa)- Assume,

Elelr, | £F] =0 )
Remark. Note Assumption{d|implies Assumption 2 holds with

Unt = [ ffla'“awfz)t}v Wgt = [wa17"'7wat]'

Further d(t) = d x t for d(t) in Definition[]]

We see that there is additional structure in the latent factors. In particular, the effect of action ay on

YTE?;) for ¢ € [t] is additive, given by (5%, w,,). Intuitively, 1%¢ captures the latent unit specific
heterogeneity in the potential outcome for unit n at a given time step ¢ for an action taken at time step
¢ < t; analogously w,, captures the latent effect of action a,. This additional structure along will be
crucial in the identification strategy we employ in Section[4.2]

4.1 Motivating Example

We show that the classical linear time-varying dynamical system model satisfies Assumption [2]
Suppose for all ¢ € [T, all units n € [N] obey the following dynamical system for a sequence of
actions A, (assume z, 0, w4, , = 0):

A= (At

n,t 7fn(wA71f 1 Zntfl )7

(At At-1y

nt :Bntznt 1 +CntwAnt+nnt

YT&?") = <9n7t7 Zflﬁ")> + <én7t7wAn,t> + ﬁn,t'

Here, 2, € R? is the latent state associated with unit n at time ¢t and w4, , , € R is the chosen
action at time ¢t — 1. 1, ; € R< and 7in,+ € R represent independent mean-zero random innovations

ateach time stept. B, ;,Cr ¢ € R?*4 are matrices governing the linear dynamics of z( ") . Note

B, +,C,, ; are specific to time step ¢ and this is what makes this model a time-varying dynamlcal
system. In contrast, in the classic linear time-invariant dynamical system described in Section[5.1]

below, B,, ; = B,, and Cn +=Cy forallt € [T]. 0,4, 0n ¢ € R? are parameters governing how
the outcome of interest Y( +) is a linear function of z(A ) and Way,, respectlvely fn(+) is a function

which decides how the next action w4, , is chosen as a functlon of the previous action w 4 and
(

n,t—12

current state z, ;. We see that due to the input of 2,
As aresult, 7, ¢ is correlated with A,, ; for ¢ < t.

" in f,,(+), i.e., the action sequence is adaptive.

Proposition 1. Suppose the linear time-varying dynamical system above holds. Assume zp, o, Wq, =
0. Then we have the following representation,

t
vai = (( w wa, ) + 5n,t,€), (6)

{=1



where Y% w,, € RY for € € [t]; here,

t /
Pht = << H Bn,k> Cmg) One for Celt—1],
k=0+1

Uit = C, s+ O,

t /
Entl = << H Bn,k) 7]11,2) en,t for le [t - ]-L
k=0+1

) .
Entt = O 1Mnt + Mt

—t
Therefore, Assumptionholds with the additional structure that sfl"_'t) has an additive factorization as

¢ . .
> v—1 En,t,e, and it is not a function of a,.

In this example, our target parameter ]E[Y | L F] defined in (target causal parameter]) translates to

the expected potential once we condition on the latent parameters 1%, w, ,» which are a function of
B, +,C, +,0,+, 05+ Here the expectation is take with respect to the per-step independent mean-zero
random innovations, €, ; ¢, which are a function of [1,, ¢, n.qlg>¢ (And By, 1, Ch 1,001, 00 1)

Note that once we re-write this linear time-varying dynamical system in terms of the latent factor

. A .
representation, we do not need to observe the parameters z,(m") and w,, to express the potential

outcomes in terms of them. The only information we need about w,, is a unique identifier, given

by ay. Traditionally, state-based models of linear dynamical systems literature require that both
t
(A ) and w,, are perfectly observed. Input-output models for dynamical systems assume that w,, is

perfectly observed.
4.2 LTV Identification Strategy

=T
In this section we identify ]E[Yé“T ) | LF], i.e., represent this expected potential outcome for a target

unit n and action sequence a’ as some function of observed outcomes.

4.2.1 Notation and Assumptions
Notation. We define the following useful notation for any unit n € [V]:

’Yn,T,t(at) = <1P3;’t7 Wa, — w0t>

Yn,.¢(a’) can be interpreted as a “blip effect”, i.e., the expected difference in potential outcomes if

unit n undergoes the sequence (a*,0"™!) instead of (a’~!,0"). In particular, note that Assumption
implies

E Y(a;vgwrl) . Yézifl,gt) | ﬁf} - K {<¢Z,t,wat . w0t> +g(a 0t 653;—17@) | [:f:|

= <th Wq, — wot> | LF.
Further, let

nT—Z< wo,

This can be interpreted as the expected potential outcome if unit j remains under the control sequence
07 till time step 7. Again, Assumptionimplies

T . T
E|v\%) | cF] = lz<w?,wot>+e%)lﬁf = > Witwe,) [ LF ()
t=1 t=1

Assumptions. We now state the various assumptions we need for the identification strategy that we
propose next.



Donor sets. We define different subsets of units based on the action sequence they receive that is
necessary for our result.

21 = {j c [N] : (Z) AE = (017...,Ot_1,CL),
(i)vaT e [AT, BlY,T ) | LF, AL =E[Y ) | £F]}, ®)

77 refers to units that remain under the control sequence (01, ...,0;_1) till time step ¢ — 1, and at
time step t receive action a (i.e., t;, > t — 1). Further, we require that for these particular units,
_ _T _ T
the action sequence, AY, till time step ¢ was chosen such that E[YJ(% ) | LF,AY] = ]E[YJ((% ) |
LF), i.e., the potential outcomes are conditionally mean independent of the action sequence A%
unit j receives till time step ¢. Of course, a sufficient condition for property (ii) above is that
=T —
val e [A7T, YJ(% )1 A% | LF. That is, for these units, the action sequence till time step ¢ is
chosen at ¢ = 0 conditional on the latent factors, i.e., the policy for these units can only be adaptive
from time step ¢ + 1. Note, given Assumption [4] this property (ii) can be equivalently stated as

E[\%.) | LF, A = E[\%) | £F] = 0.

Assumption 5. Forn € [N], let v, 7 := [¢11, ... DT, We assume that for all n € [N), v, 1
satisfies a well-supported condition with respect to the various donor sets, i.e., for all a € [A] and

t € [T, there exists 3¢ € RIZE| such that

Un, T = Z 5;’15 Uk, T (LTV well-supported factors)
keZy
Assumption Irequlres that for units n € [N], their latent factors [1'1, ... »IT] are expressible

as a linear combination of the units in the donor sets Z;*. See the dlscussmn under Assumption [3]in
Section [3]justifying such an assumption for settings when 1} is sufficiently large.

Assumption 6. Foralln € [N],t € [T],a’ € [A]Y,

t Ot+1)

— 1 t —
B[y -y | AL =t £F| =y rle) | £F

n?

Note that given Assumption{| this condition can be equivalently written as

B[00 | &, =t £F] =0

Below we give two sufficient conditions under which Assumption [6]holds.

t4+1 —t—1 ot
1. Sufficient condmon Non-action dependent noise. Assumptlon@holds if 5(a 07 = E;G’T 0 ),
t—1
which occurs if E(a ) and a(a ) are not a function of (at,0'1), and (@'~ !, 0"), respectively.
The motivating example of a classw linear time-varying dynamical system given in Section {.1]
satisfies this property.

2. Sufficient condition: Additive action-dependent noise. We now relax the sufficient condition

—t—1 nt
above that E(GTO ) and 65:1 T 0 are not a function of the action sequence. Instead, suppose for

)

alla” € [A]", ¢, T = Zt 1 nn ; ), where we assume that conditional on £F, 177(:12 are mutually

_t ot t—1 ot
independent for all ¢ € [T, and a; € [A]. Then eng’Q ) _ EEST 0 = n(at) 77,(1 ") In this case,
a sufficient condition for Assumption []is that

0l ) L A | LF.

That is, conditional on the latent factors, the action A,, ; at time step t is independent of the additional

noise 777(:1}) " nflofT) , generated at time step ¢. Note, however that 5 _M_ Ay | ﬁ]—' This is because

a(at 11) and c%, ,) remain auto-correlated, ie., . e, M_a(a )| L]-' Also, £ - L Ay

n t
as the action An ¢+ can be a function of the observed outcomes Y, ;1.




Sequential conditional exogeneity, SNMMs and MSMs. We now connect our assumptions more
closely to the notation and assumptions used in the structural nested mean model (SNMM) and the
marginal structural model (MSM) literatures. A typical assumption in these literatures is sequential
conditional exogeneity, which states that for some sequence of random state variables S, ¢, the
treatments are sequentially conditionally exogenous, i.e.:

vae AT YD UL A, | S AL =y, OF, 9)
where Sffl = (Sn,0y---,5n,t—1). Moreover, assume that the blip effects admit the following factor
model representation:

B[y -y 0 | S AL = at £F] = (0w, —wo,) | £F.(10)

(TO) implies that the conditional mean of the blip effect is invariant of the past states and actions.
Lastly, assume that the baseline potential outcome has a factor model representation, i.e.:

!

nT
E [Yn(f’T) |£F} S (It wo,) | LF (11)
t=1
Then we have the following proposition,
Proposition 2. Ler (9), (I0) and (T1)) hold. This implies Assumptiond]and Assumption |6 hold.

The proof of Proposition [2can be found in Appendix [B] The proof, which is an inductive argument,
is in essence known in the literature, i.e., SNMM models that are past action and state independent
also imply a marginal structural model, i.e. Assumptionf] (see e.g. Technical Point 21.4 of [Hernan
and Robins|(2020)). We include it in our appendix for completeness and to abide to our notation.
Thus instead of Assumption ff]and Assumption[6 one could impose the above two assumptions in
this paragraph, which are more inline with the dynamic treatment regime literature. Our identification
argument would then immediately apply. However, our assumptions are more permissive and
flexible in their current form. For instance, unlike a full SNMM specification, our blip definition in
Assumption [6] only requires that the blip effect is not modified by past actions, but potentially allows
for modification conditional on past states that confound the treatment. However, the full SNMM
model presented in this paragraph, precludes such effect modifications.

4.2.2 Identification Result

Given these assumptions, we now present our identification theorem.
Theorem 2. Let Assumptions .. l 5l and @ hold. Then, for any unit n € [N] and action sequence
al € [A]T, the expected counterfactual outcome can be expressed as:

T

E[Y, T | LF] = Z Yn1t(at) + bn1 | LF. (identification)
t=1
We have the following representations of the baseline outcomes
VieI) : bjr | LF=E[Y,r | LF, j €I, (observed control)
Vid T bir | LF =3 87 byr | LFIY. (synthetic control)
JETL.

We have the following representations of the blip effect at time T for Va € [A]:
Vjely @ virrla)| LF = ElY;r | LF, j €I} —bjr | LF, (observed blip at time 7T')
VigIh : yirrla) | LF= Y BT T rr(a) | LF, T3 (synthetic blip at time T’

jezs.

We have the following recursive representations of the blip effectVt < T, a € [A]:

T
VieTy : viria) | LF = BYr | LF. I = bjr | LF = Y vme(Ase) | LF,
l=t+1
(observed blip at time t)

Vig T : virala) | LF= > B qra(a) | LF, TP (synthetic blip at time £)
ieTy

10



Interpretation of identification result. states that our target causal parameter of
interest can be written as an additive function of b,, 7 and ~,, 7+(a;) for t € [T] and a; € [A].
Theorem [2] establishes that these various quantities are expressible as functions of observed
outcomes{ Y} 7} ;e[n]. We give an interpretation below.

Identifying baseline outcomes. For units j € I2, (observed control)) states that their baseline out-
come b; 7 is simply their expected observed outcome at time step 7, i.e., Y; . For units i ¢ Z9,
states that we can identify b; 7 by appropriately re-weighting the baseline out-
comes b; 7 of the units j € Z2. (identified via (observed control)).

Identifying blip effects at time T. For any given a € [A]: For units j € Z, (observed blip at time 7))
states that their blip effect fyj7T7T(a) is equal to their observed outcome Y} 7 minus the baseline
outcome b; 1 (identified via (synthetic control)). For units ¢ ¢ Z%, (synthetic blip at time 7)) states
that we can identify ; 7 r(a) by appropriately re-weighting the blip effects v; v r(a) of units j € Z§.
(identified via (observed blip at time 7).

Identifying blip effects at time t < T. Suppose by induction 7, 7 ¢(a) is identified for every ¢ €
[t+1,T],n € [N], a € [A], i.e., can be expressed in terms of observed outcomes. Then for any given
a € [A]: For units j € Z¢, (observed blip at time 7)) states that their blip effect -y, 1. (a) is equal to
their their observed outcome Y; 7 minus the baseline outcome b; 7 (identified via (synthetic control)))

minus the sum of blip effects Z?:t +174.7,¢(Aj¢) (identified via the inductive hypothesis). For units

i ¢ Z¢, (synthetic blip at time 7)) states that we can identify v; 7 ,(a) by appropriately re-weighting
the blip effects v, 1, (a) of units j € Z% (identified via (observed blip at time #))).

4.3 Synthetic Blip Effects Algorithm - LTV Setting

We now show how the identification strategy laid out above naturally leads to an estimation algorithm,
which we call synthetic blip effects.. For this section, we assume we have oracle knowledge of
gt € R forn € [N], a € [A],t € [T]. Refer to Appendix@for how to estimate 32", 3™ %¢

Step 1: Estimate baseline outcomes.
1. For j € I%.
bjr =Yir
2. Fori ¢ 79
bir = Z ﬂ;’I%Yj,T
JETY.
Step 2: Estimate blip effects at time 7.
Fora € [A]:
1. Forj € 1%
jmr(a) = Yyr —bir

2. Fori ¢ I%
~ i, TS A
Yirr(a) =Y By 4irr(a)

JEL
Step 3: Recursively estimate blip effects for time ¢ < 7.
Fora € [A]andt € {T —1,...,1}, recursively estimate as follows:
1. Forj € 1}

T
Aira(a) = Yo —bjr— Y Ayre(Ang)
=t+1

11



Non-adaptive period Adaptive period

Latent
Factors
(LF)

Figure 2: DAG that is consistent with the exogeneity conditions implied by the definition of Z;'.
From time step ¢ + 1, the action sequence[A,, 141, . . . , A, 7] can be adaptive, i.e., dependent on the
observed outcomes [Y, ¢];e[7]-

2. Fori ¢ I8
. iTo
Fime(a) =Y By A ra(a)

JETY

Step 4: Estimate target causal parameter. For n € [N], and a’ € [A]T, estimate the causal
parameter as follows:

T

~ =T ~

ElY,%) | LF] = > An.1a(ar) + bn . (12)
t=1

4.3.1 LTV Identification Strategy: Donor Sample Complexity & Exogeneity Conditions

=T
Donor sample complexity. To estimate E[Yn((} ) | LF] for all units n € [IN] and any action sequence

al € [A]T, the LTV identification strategy requires the existence of a sufficiently large subset of
donor units Z;* for every a € [A] and ¢ € [T']. That is, the number of donor units we require will need
to scale at the order of |.A| x T', which grows linearly in both |.A| and T increases. Thus we see the
the additional structure imposed by the time-varying factor model introduced in Assumption ] leads
to a decrease in sample complexity from |A|” to |A| x T, when compared with the general factor
model introduced in Assumption 2}

Donor exogeneity conditions. Further, for j € Z¢, we require that ¥ o € [A]T, E[egaTT )
LF, flé] = 0. That is, the actions picked for these donor units are only required to be non-adaptive
till time step ¢ as opposed to being non-adaptive for the entire time period 7', which was required
for the SI identification strategy in Section[3] See Figure [2|for a DAG that is consistent with the
exogeneity conditions implied by the definition of Z{" in ().

Overcoming limitations of LTV identification strategy. We see this additional linear time-varying
latent factor structure, motivated by a linear time-varying dynamical system, buys us a lot in terms of
the number of donor units required and how adaptive their action sequence can be. This begs the
question how much more can be gained if we instead had a linear time-invariant latent factor structure,
motivated by linear time-invariant dynamical system. In Section[5] we show this additional structure
surprisingly implies far better donor sample complexity and less stringent exogeneity conditions on
these donor units.

5 Linear Time-Invariant Latent Factor Model

Below we introduce a linear time-invariant factor model which is analogous to the factor model
introduced in Assumption ]



Assumption 7 (Linear time-invariant (LTI) factor model). Assume ¥ n € [N], t € [T],a’ € [A]Y,

t
YA = wa,) 2 (13)
/=1

where % w,, € R? for £ € [t|. Further, let LF = {ﬂ’ﬁfﬁ‘nﬂN},te[T],(&e[o,t—l] U {wa }acla)-
Assume,

E[™) | £F] =0 (14)
Remark. Note Assumption[/|implies Assumption 2| holds with

Un,t = W}zﬁla"'a f;t]v Wat = [wau"'awat]'

Further d(t) = d x t for d(t) in Definition I}

—t
We see that the effect of action a, on Y,Eat ) for ¢ € [t] is additive, given by (1=, w,, ). Intuitively,

=" captures the latent unit specific heterogeneity in the potential outcome for unit n, at a given
time step ¢, for an action taken at time step ¢ < ¢; analogously w,, captures the latent effect of action
ay. Further, compared to Assumption[d we now have the additional structure that rather than being
dependent on the specific time steps ¢ and ¢, z/;f;e is only dependent on the lag ¢ — ¢. As a result, the
effect of action taken at time £ on the outcome at time ¢ is only a function of the lag ¢ — ¢. Hence we
call this a “time-invariant” latent factor model, as opposed to a “time-varying” latent factor model.
This additional structure along will be crucial in the identification strategy we employ in Section

Non-varying control sequence. For this identification strategy, we make the additional assumption
that the control sequence is also time invariant.

Assumption 8. There exists 0 € [A] such that the control sequence 0; = 0 for all t € [T).

5.1 Motivating Example

We show that the classical linear time-varying dynamical system model satisfies Assumption
Suppose for all ¢ € [T, all units n € [N] obey the following dynamical system for a sequence of
actions Al, (assume z, 0, w4, , = 0):

Atfl
An,t = fn(wAn,t—l’ Z7(z,tn71 ))7
At ALt
£L,t") =B, Z7(L,t”—1) +Chwa,, + Mt

V) = (60250 5 (ion, ) + e

z

Al .
Here, zr(ht") € R% is the chosen

action at time t — 1. 1, ; € R? and 7},, ; € R represent independent mean-zero random innovations at
. . . . . A?

each time step t. B,,, C,, € R%*? are matrices governing the linear dynamics of z,(ht"). In contrast,

in the linear time-varying dynamical system described in Section4.1|above, these transition matrices

are invariant across all t € [T. 6,,,6,, € R are parameters governing how the outcome of interest

€ R4 is the latent state associated with unit n at time ¢ and w 4

n,t—1

At) . . . A . . . . .
Yn(’t") is a linear function of z,(l,t") and w,,, respectively. f,,(-) is a function which decides how the
. . . . . At
next action wa,, , is chosen as a function of the previous action wa,, ,_,, and current state z,(ht"). We

At
see that due to the input of zéﬁ")

correlated with A,, ; for £ < t.

in f,,(-), i.e., the action sequence is adaptive. As a result, 1, ; is

Proposition 3. Suppose the linear time-varying dynamical system above holds. Assume zy, o, Wq, =
0. Then we have the following representation,

t
Yrgi ) = Z (< f;é,wa[> + 5n,,t,€>; (15)

£=1
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where Y% w,, € RY for € € [t]; here,

Pt = (Bt ‘c ) 0, for Lelt—1],
9 = (Cn)/0n + bn,

et (B %M) 0, for (elt—1],

Entt = (n,t) On + T

(a")

n,t

Therefore, Assumptlonﬁhold& with the additional structure that €,,,’ has an additive factorization as

Zezl En,t.0, and it is not a function of ay.

In this example, our target parameter ]E[Y | LF] defined in (target causal parameter) translates

to the expected potential once we condmon on the latent parameters 1, w,,, which are a func-

tion of B,,,C,,,0,, 6,,, and we take the average over the per-step independent mean-zero random
innovations, €, ; ¢, which is a function of 7,, ¢ (and B,,, C,, 0,,).

Note that once we re-write this linear time-varying dynamical system in terms of the latent factor

. Al .
representation, we do not need to observe the parameters z,(%t") and w,, to express the potential

outcomes in terms of them. The only information we need about w,, is a unique identifier, given
by ay. Traditionally, state-based models of linear dynamical systems literature require that both

( A and w,, are perfectly observed. Input-output models for dynamical systems assume that w,, is
perfectly observed.

5.2 Identification Strategy

Recall out goal in this section is to identify ]E[Y | LF], i.e., represent this expected potential
outcome for a target unit n and action sequence @’ as some function of observed outcomes.

5.2.1 Notation and Assumptions

Notation. We define the following useful notation for any unit n € [N] and ¢t € [T7:

Y r—t(@) = (L~ w, — wy)

%,j_t(a) can be interpreted as a “blip effect”, i.e., the expected difference in potential outcomes
if unit n undergoes the sequence (a”~*, 07 ~**1) instead of (a”—*~*,07~"). That s, Assumption
and [8]imply

T— tOT t+1) (&T

a —t—1 T —t _
E {Y( Yn,T ¢ ) | ["/—-} =E [W’Z t? ’LU0> + 671 T —E&nT
= <¢Z;_t,wat - w6> | LF.
Further, let

t

Z,l/}t@wo

=1

This can be interpreted as the expected potential outcome if unit 5 remains under the control sequence
07 till time step 7. Again, Assumption I and imply

T

o T
E[Yé%’ﬁf]=ElZ<wZﬂwo>+em |LF| =3 w) | LF - (16)

t=1 t=1

Assumptions. We now state the various assumptions we need for the identification strategy that we
propose next.

14
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Donor sets. We define different subsets of units based on the action sequence they receive.

1% = {j e [N]: (i) A7 = @,...,0,a),

(ii)Vat € (A te 1), BV | £F, AV =BV | 7y, A
I ={j € [N]: (i) A, = (0,...,0),
5/ — dé
(i) ¥ of € [A%, ¢ € [T), E[Y, ) | LF, A =E[Y\]) | LF]}, (18)
T® refers to units that remain under the control sequence (0, ... ,()) till time step ¢; — 1, and
at time step t* receive action a. Further, we require that for these particular units, the action
sequence, fl , till time step ¢} was chosen such that IE[Y(CY | LF, A ] [Y(a )| LF] for all

at € [A] 1. e the potential outcomes are conditionally mean mdependent of the action sequence

A ; unit j receives till time step t;. Of course, a sufficient condition for property (ii) above is

that V a' € [A]", YJ(t 1 Aj’ | LF. That is, for these units, the action sequence till time step
t5 is chosen at ¢ = 0 conditional on the latent factors, i.e., the policy for these units can only
be adaptive from time step ¢; + 1. Note, given Assumption (T7) can be equivalently stated as

Ele; (a ) | LF, A } Ele ,(-i;t) | LF] = 0. Z? follows a similar intuition to that of Z¢.

Assumptlon 9. Forn € [N), let v, := [Y8,..., L=, We assume that for all n € [N], v, 1
satisfies a well-supported condition with respect to the various donor sets, i.e., for all a € [A] there

K a a 0 0
exists B2" € RIZ°1 and BT € RI%! such that

a 0
T = Z BZ’Z VeTs  UnT = Z 6Z’It VT (LTI well-supported factors)
keZe keTy

Assumption E essentially states that for the various units n € [N ], their latent factors
[pI=1 .., 77 are expressible as a linear combination of the units in the donor sets Z¢ and
I?. See the d1scuss10n under Assumptlonlln Section 3| I justifying such an assumption for settings
when 74,77 is sufficiently large.

Assumption 10. Foralln € [N],t € [T], at € [A]},
E[ (@) _ @70 gt = gt L]-‘] —0. (19)

nf

For sufficient conditions under which Assumption[I0|holds, see the discussion under Assumption [6]
in Section f.2}—an analogous argument holds here. Also an analogous version of Proposition 2 holds
for the linear time-invariant setting using an identical argument.

5.2.2 Identification Result

Given these assumptions, we now present our identification theorem.

Theorem 3. Let Assumptzonsl [?] l @ and|10) . hold. Then, for any unitn € [N] and action sequence
al € [A]T, the expected counterfactual outcome can be expressed as:

E[YéaT) | LF] = Z Yn,r—t(ar) +bp 1 | LF. (identification)

t=1
We have the following representations of the baseline outcomes for all t € [T

VeI : bjy | LF=E[Y;, | LF, j €T, (observed control)
VigT) : by | LF = Z ﬂl =2 bt | LF, I3 (synthetic control)
JET?

We have the following representations of the blip effect with 0 lag, for Va € [A]:
VjeTI" : vjola) | LF = E[Yju: | LF, j € I = bjes | LF, (observed lag 0 blip)

Vig¢ I : yiola) | LF= Y B v0(a) | LF, I (synthetic lag 0 blip)
JEI
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We have the following recursive representations of the blip effect¥V t € [T — 1], a € [A]: E|

t—1
Vi€l : vula) | LF = EYjprse | LF, 1% = bjpria | LF - Z“Yj,e(Aj,t;th—z) | LF,
=0
(observed lag ¢ blip)
Vig I : yigla) | LF = Y B y5a) | LF, IO (synthetic lag ¢ blip)

jeEL™

Interpretation of identification result. states that our target causal parameter of in-
terest can be written as an additive function of b, 1 and v, r_.(a;) for t € [T] and a; € [A].
Theorem [3] establishes that these various quantities are expressible as functions of observed
outcomes{ Y} +};cn],te[r]- We give an interpretation below.

Identifying baseline outcomes. Similar to the intuition for Theorem for units j € I0,
states that their baseline outcome b, is simply their expected observed out-
come at time step ¢, i.e., Y;;. For units i ¢ Z, states that we can identify
b;,+ by appropriately re-weighting the baseline outcomes b, ; of the units j € Z (identified via

(observed controll)).

Identifying blip effects for lag 0. For any given a € [A]: For units j € Z%, (observed lag 0 blip)
states that their blip effect v, (a) is equal to their observed outcome Yj,t; minus the baseline

outcome b; ¢+ (identified via (synthetic control)). Recall ¢} is equal to the first time step that unit
j is no longer in the control sequence. For units ¢ ¢ Z%, (synthetic Tag 0 blip) states that we can
identify v, o(a) by appropriately re-weighting the blip effects 7, o (a) of units j € Z* (identified via
(observed lag O blip)).

Identifying blip effects for lag t with t € [T — 1]. Suppose by induction ~, ¢(a) is identified
for every lag ¢ < ¢, n € [N], a € [A], i.e., can be expressed in terms of observed outcomes.
Then for any given a € [A]: For units j € Z°, (observed lag  blip) states that their blip effect
7j,t(a) is equal to their their observed outcome at time step ¢ + ¢, Yjt+ 4+, minus the baseline
outcome bj s+ 4¢ (identified via (synthetic control)) minus the sum of blip effects for smaller lags,
Z;;é WM(AJ»J; ++—¢) (identified via the inductive hypothesis). For units ¢ ¢ Z°, (synthetic lag ¢ blip)
states that we can identify v; ;(a) by appropriately re-weighting the blip effects y; ;(a) of units j € Z°
(identified via (observed lag ¢ blip)).

5.3 Synthetic Blip Effects Algorithm - LTT Setting

We now show how the identification strategy laid out above naturally leads to an estimation algorithm.
For this section, we assume we have oracle knowledge of 3™Z" € RIZ°l, T ¢ RIZV| forn € [N,
a € [A],t € [T]. Refer to Appendixfor how to estimate 3", BT .

Step 1: Estimate baseline outcomes.
Fort € [T7:
1. Forj € 77
bt =Y
2. Fori ¢ I?
2 i,I9
biv=Y B Y
JET}
Step 2: Estimate blip effects for lag 0.
Fora € [A]:

2We implicitly assume we have access to outcomes till time step 27" — 1. which we assume to be true without
loss of generality. To see why consider ¢, = T andt =T — 1.

16



1. Forj e I
Yjola) = Yjer — l;j,t;f
2. Fori ¢ I°
Fio(a) =Y BT 450(a)

JET
Step 3: Recursively estimate blip effects for time ¢ < 7'.

Fora € [A]andt € {1...,T — 1}, recursively estimate as follows:

1. Forj e 1°
t—1
(@) = Yigrse = bjusve = Y Fje(Anes o)
(=0
2. Fori ¢ I°
Ai, t( Z Bl o ’Yg t

JEI

Step 4: Estimate target causal parameter. For n € [N], and a’ € [A]?, estimate the causal
parameter as follows:

B[S | LF] = Z%T #(ar) + by 7. (20)

5.3.1 LTV Identification Strategy: Donor Sample Complexity & Exogeneity Conditions

Donor sample complexity. To estimate E[Yé@?) | LF] for all units n € [IN] and any action sequence

a’ € [A]T, the LTI identification strategy requires the existence of a sufficiently large subset of
donor units Z¢ for every a € [A] and Z for ¢ € [T]. That is, the number of donor units we require
will need to scale at the order of |A| to ensure sufficient number of units for the donor sets {Z°},¢| 4)-
To ensure that we have sufficient number of donors units for Z for ¢ € [T]. But notice from the
definition of Z? that for all ¢ € [T — 1], Z? C Z9. Hence, we just require that Z% is sufficiently large.
As a result the total donor sample complexity needs to scale at the order of |A| + 1. Thus we see the
the additional structure imposed by the time-invariant factor model introduced in Assumption[/|leads
to a decrease in sample complexity from |A| x T to |A| + 1, when compared with the time-varying
factor model factor model introduced in Assumption[d The other major assumption made is that the
control sequence is also not time varying, see Assumption

Donor exogeneity conditions. Further, for j € Z¢, we require that V &' € [A]',t € [T], E [Y(“ )|

LF, fl;j |= IE[YJ(ft) | LF]. That is, the actions picked for these donor units are only required to be
non-adaptive till time step ¢;. As a special case, if we restrict ourselves to units

t={je1":t; =1}, (21)
then we actually impose no exogeneity conditions. That is, for these donor units, their entire action
sequence can be adaptive. In contrast for the identification strategy in Section[d] we require that the
donor units in Z;* are non-adaptive till time step ¢. See Figure [3for a DAG that is consistent with the
exogeneity conditions implied by the definition of Z® in (§).

6 Conclusion

In this work, we formulate a causal framework for linear dynamical systems, a popular model in
across many fields to study dynamics. We propose a latent factor model, which admits linear time-
varying and time-invariant dynamical systems as special cases. Depending on the structure placed
on this factor model, we quantify the trade-off on the sample complexity and the level of adaptivity
allowed in the intervention policy, for estimating counterfactual mean outcomes. We hope this work
spurs further research connecting the growing fields of synthetic controls and panel data methods
with dynamic treatment models studied in econometrics, and potentially sequential learning methods
such as reinforcement learning studied in computer science.
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Non-adaptive period Adaptive period

.

Latent {

Factors
(LF) o

Figure 3: DAG that is consistent with the exogeneity conditions implied by the definition of 7. From
time step 2, the action sequence[A,, o, ..., A, 7| can be adaptive, i.e., dependent on the observed
outcomes [Y}, ¢]c7). Hence, there is no non-adaptive period for these units

/
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A Computing Linear Weights

The estimation algorithms in Sections [4.3] and [5.3] assume oracle knowledge of the linear weights
B™7 such that the latent unit factor for unit n can be written as a linear combination of the latent
factors {vj } jez, where T is the relevant donor set. Recall, in Section the donor sets are of the
form Z¢ for a € [A], ¢ € [T); in Section[5.3]they are of the form Z¢ for a € [A] (and Z? for t € [TY).

We now discuss how these linear weights can be estimated from data. To do so, we make an additional
assumption that we have access to covariates for each unit that also have a latent factorization.

Assumption 11. For each unit n € [N], we assume access to covariates X,, € RP such that
an = <vn,Ta p]> + Enj, (22)
where v, T is the unit latent factor defined in Assumption cmd [7] And €, is mean-zero noise. E]

Note that if min, ¢y} ¢;, = p, then we can take X, to be the observations of the various units under
the control sequence. That is, X,,; = Y,,; for j € min, c[n). In this case p; = wp;,, the latent
factor associated with the control action at time j. However, Assumption [IT]also allows for access to
auxiliary covariates, as long as they share the same latent factor structure.

A.1 Linear Weight Estimation Algorithm

Below, we detail the algorithm to estimate 3™, Define X = [X;;];c(n)jez € RIFI*P. Let X' be
the transpose of X . Define the singular value decomposition (SVD) of X" as follows:

min(n,Z

)
X' = Z Teuevy, 23)
(=1

where the singular values o are ordered by magnitude and u, € R, v, € RIZI are the associated left

and right singular vectors of X’. Then ™7 can be estimated via principal component regression
(PCR). Specifically, with k € min(n,Z) is a hyper-parameter,

k
gt = (Z(Ue)_lvjeuw) X, (24)

=1
For justification of why to use PCR in this setting, refer to|/Agarwal et al.| (2021b} 2020a).

B Connection to SNMM and MSM - Proof of Proposition 2]

Verifying Assumption [4/holds. In what follows, all the conditional expectations are also conditioned
on the latent factors LF. However, for shorthand notation, we omit that conditioning. Note that:

t
_t = 0 nl+1 —L—1 ¢
E[v) -y = SRy -y (25)
=1
We now prove that:
=£ f+1 =£—1 £
Qn:=E [Yé:lt 07 _ Y;Eat 0 )} = < 5L Wae — ’w02>
We establish this via a nested mean argument. Note
at ottt at-1 o
Que = E[E [y -y G0 50]]
¢ el at—1 ot
— E [E |:Yn(znvg ) _ er,tn 79 ) | SO Al — a1i|:| (26)
where in (26), we have used (9). Now as our inductive step, suppose that we have shown:

n?

Que=E[E[ B[SO v g0t ar —a1] ) 89, 4L = al]]

3For the latter two assumptions, see remarks below the assumptions

21



Then,

Qui=E[E[E[E[y& 0" -y 50, 40 =ar] | 517, Ag =a7] .| 89, 4L =]
=EE[E[E[YGY -y 0 51 At = artt] | Semt An =] | 80, 4L =]
27)
where in (27), we have again used (9). This concludes the inductive proof. Thus, we have
Qui=E[E[E[VGY -y s AL =af] L 80,4l =]
= E[E[...ymuela)... | S, A, =a']] = (W5 wee — woe) (28)

where in (28), we have used (T0) and the fact that (/%¢, w,e — wpe ) is independent of SY, and A% ~1,
Re-arranging (23) and (28), we have:

E [erj";t)} —E {Yﬁ)} + zt: Yoo(ab). (29)
/=1

Combining (29) and (TT) implies Assumption f|holds.

Verifying Assumption [6 holds. Assumption [f]is immediately implied by (I0) and a simple ap-
plication of the tower law of expectations. In particular, we integrate S, ;1 out of both sides of

(T0).
C Proof of Theorem 1|
By Assumption 2}
B[V | £F| =E[(onr, wer) +e) | £F
=E [(vn,1, war) | LF]
= <Un,Ta waT> | E]: (30)
= (Un1, War) | LF, T 31)

(30) and (BT)) follow since v,, 7, wsr are deterministic conditional on the latent factors.

Then by Assumption 3]

— (ET —
(a1, wr) | LF,IV = 3" B ujr, wer) | LF,I7
jezaT
Then by appealing to the conditional mean exogeneity of sga:: )in Deﬁnition we have
n IaT al
S B (v, wer) | LF, T
jeza”
n, 2" al nze" o _(ah) a”
= Y B8P (vjm, war) | LFIY + Y BT K, | LF I
jeza” jeza”
n, %" oy -@’) aT
= Y Bt RN | LFTV, (32)
jeza”
nal aT
= > BT ENr | LFIV, (33)
jezat
where (32) follows from Assumption[2}; (33) follows from Assumption[I]and Definition 2}
This completes the proof.
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D Proof Time-Varying Linear Dynamical System

D.1 Proof of Proposition|T]

Recall z, ; is the latent state of unit n if it undergoes action sequence a‘. By a simple recursion we
have

t—1 t—1 t
:Z < H Bnk) néwa@+cn,t wa‘+z < H Bn,k) 77n,€+77n,t

=1 \k=(+1 =1 \k=(+1
Hence,
_t
v,
t—1 t—1 t _
= < n,ts < H B, k> n,t Wae + Cn,t Wqt + Z ( H Bn,k) Nn,e + 777L,t> + <9n,t7wat> + ﬁn,t
=1 \k=(+1 =1 \k=(+1
t
Z ( waz + 5n,t,€>7
=1

where in the last line we use the definitions of wf;e and €, 4 ¢ in the proposition statement. This
completes the proof.

D.2 Proof of Theorem 2

For simplicity, we omit the conditioning on LF in all derivations; all expectations are conditioned on
LF.

1. Verifying (identification). First, we verify (identification)) holds, which allows us to express the
counterfactual outcomes, in terms of the blips and the basehne For all n € [N], using Assumption |4 I
we have:

E[Y,%) | LF] = E[y@” YO | LA +EYS) | LF)

Z( Dt —w0t>+5n;)—5(0 VI LF| +E

T
Z n ’wot +5nT |£f]

t=1

T
Z%Ttat | LF +bor | LF

2. Verifying (observed control) & (synthetic control)):

We first show holds. For j € Z%:
T
bir | LF =3 <z/;jT’t, w0t> | LF=E lz <¢jT’ > +e0 | cf] (34)
t=1

t=1

~

T
—E|} <1/ij’t, > +&9) | LF. 1) (35)
t=1
=E[v\§) | £F.je 1y (36)
=E[Y;r | LF,jeI}], (37)

where (34) and (36) follow from Assumptionl @ follows from the fact that <¢T’t w0t> is

deterministic conditional on £F, and that E[ | cF, 73] = E; ( \ LF] as seen in the
definition of Z%; (37) follows from Assumption I
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Next we show (synthetic control)) holds. For i ¢ Z9:

I
M=

br | £F =30 (00w, ) | £LF

~
Il

1

T
= <¢T’t > | LF,T) (38)
t=1
T
- ;joﬂ” (6" wo, ) | £F, T4 (39)
J
= 3" B0 | LF,T)
JETY

where (38) follows from the fact that <wlT * w0t> is deterministic conditional on LF; (39) follows
from Assumption [3}

3. Verifying (observed blip at time 7)) & (synthetic blip at time 7):
We first show (observed blip at time 7)) holds. For all a € [A] and j € Z%:

V(@) | £F = (6] wa = wor ) | LF

T—1

—F <¢J.T7T, Wa — on> 4 TZ_I <¢j“, w0t> | E}'] (40)

t=1
=E (v wa) +e +Z< Jwo, ) | LF —i<¢f’t,wot>|£]—' @41)
t=1

T=1 4 — . a
_E <ij’T,wa>+€§,QT ’)+Z<1/)]T’t,wot>|£f,]eIT — b7 | LF
L t=1
—EY %) | LF, je T8 —br | LF 42)
—ElY, T|£J-" jeT8) —bir | LF (43)

where (@0), @T)) follow from Assumption @ @2) follows from the definition of Z{ and Assumption
M} [@3) follows from Assumption [T

Next we show (synthetic blip at time 7)) holds. For i ¢ Z¢.

(@) | £F = (07 wa —wop ) | £F = (017 wa —wo, ) [ LF T (44)
= > AT (e e~ wo, ) | £F. T4 45)
JETS
=Y 8 yrrle) | LF, T4
JELS

(@4) follows from the fact that <1/)1T T w, — w0T> is deterministic conditional on LF; (@3) follows
from Assumption 5]

4. Verifying (observed blip at time #) & (synthetic blip at time #):
We first show (observed blip at time ) holds. Forall a € [A], ¢t < T, j € Z;:
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E[Yr-Y) | £F jeTi| =E [Yf;‘f v e e (46)

—E { v =y er ezf} (47
¢ (A5.0°01) (457109 .

I 43)
l=t

where [@6) follows from Assumption [} @7) uses that for j € Z2, A, = (01,...,0,_1,a;), and
Assumption[T] Then,

A202+1 (AE 15 o
Z]E[ — Y, |£}']€I]

T 0 ne+1 A1 ot
~S°E [<¢f"’ wa, —w0£>+a(“ G eE ezg} (49)
=t
Tt (A5.0°FY)  (A77109 . Ta - T, . Ta
=E <1/;j’,wAj’t—w0t>+6ﬂi — &7 | LF,j eI} + Z E[<¢j’,w,4jye—wge>|£}',j GIt}
e=t+1
Tt (A50°%Y)  (A77h0Y) , d T ,
=E <1/Jj’ , Wq —w0t> +e;7 —e;r | LFGEL + Z E [<1/Jj’ JWA; —w0£> | LF,j 61}“}
{=t+1
(50
:<’(/};‘.Ft —w0t>|£]-'+ Z |:< Tt wAj’g—sz>|£.F,jEIg}
t=t+1
£ ne+1 Al—1 [
+]E[(A e 5§AT] - |£]-'j€I“]
T
= <'¢-7T’t,wa - w0t> | ﬁf"‘ Z ]E |:<¢]T’Z7U}Aj,[, — w(]e> | L:_F,J € Ig:|
e=t+1
CE[E [ e g g e )]
T
= (¥ wa —wo, ) | £F + Y (] wa,, —wo, ) | £F,j €T (51)
l=t+1
T
=%re(0) | LF + Y vme(4je) | LF (52)
l=t+1

where ([@9) follows from Assumption @} (50) follows from the deﬁnition of 77, i.e., for j € Z¢,

Al = (0'"',a) and that V a € [A], £ € [T], E[c!¢ JTZ | LF,AL] = E[e'2, JTZ | LF]; (51) follows from
Assumption [6]

Re-arranging (52)) we have that,

B T
Yirala) | LF =E Vi =V | LF G e T2| = 3 vme(Aie) | £F
l=t+1

_ T
—E[Yj | LF,j €I —E [ij(;ﬂ | cf} 3 A | LF (53)
(=t+1

T
=E[Yis | LF.j €L = bir | LF = Y vime(Aje) | LF (54)
l=t+1
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where (53) follows from the definition of Z*; (54) follows from Assumption 4}
Next we show (synthetic blip at time ) holds. For alla € [A],t < T, ¢ Z{*:

Yirala) | LF = (v wa —wo, ) | LF (55)
= (o1 wa —wo, ) | LF, T (56)
=3 8 (v wa — wo, ) | LF, T (57)
JETY
= > B vrela) | LF T
JEL}

where (56) follows from the the fact that <1/J1T’t, Wq — w0t> is deterministic conditional on LF; (57)
follows from Assumption [3}

E Proof Time-Invariant Linear Dynamical System

E.1 Proof of Proposition[3]
Recall z, + is the latent state of unit n if it undergoes action sequence a‘. By a simple recursion we
have

t

t
t
SLat) - Z BiLieCTL Wee + Z B);Lierr]n,f + Tin,t

/=1 /=1
Hence,
t t 5
= <9”’ Z BZ_ZC” Wat + Z Bft_enn,f> + <0n7 wa"> + ﬁn,t
=1 =1
= Z ( < ’I’L wae + En,tl)a
=1

where in the last line we use the definitions of w;—e and €, ¢ ¢ in the proposition statement. This
completes the proof.

E.2 Proof of Theorem[3|

For simplicity, we omit the conditioning on £F in all derivations; all expectations are conditioned on

1. Verifying (identification). First, we verify (identification) holds, which allows us to express the
counterfactual outcomes, in terms of the blips and the basehne For all n € [N], using Assumpt10nl
we have:

B %) | £F) = EY,%) — v | LR + B | L]
T

S @I wg) + el | £F

t=1

T
—F Z@;Z[-t, —wg)+e) O | LF| +E

T
Z%T i(ar) | LF +bur | LF

2. Verifying (observed control) & (synthetic control)):
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We first show holds. For j € Z:

t t
bio | LF =Y (Wi we) | LF =E lz< ; w0>+5(0) | LF (58)

=1 =1

¢ At
=E > (W wg) +ely) | LF I (59)
=1

—E [Yjﬁ?) | LF,je IE} 60)
=E[Yj. | LF,jeT}], (61)

where (38) and (60) follow from Assumptlon I; 7: B9) follows from the fact that (4]~ Cwg) is

deterministic conditional on LF, and thatIE[e t | CF, Y] = E[ €t | LF] as seen in the definition
of Z?; (B1) follows from Assumption |1}

Next we show (synthetic control) holds. For i ¢ Z?:

t
bis | LF = Z (Wit wg) | LF

_Z (Wi wg) | LF,T? (62)
) 0
=ZZ@<%mem (63)
=1 jeI?
=" B b | LF. I
JET?

where (62) follows from the fact that (¢} ~*,wg) is deterministic conditional on LF; (63) follows
from Assumption [0}

3. Verifying (observed lag O blip) & (synthetic lag 0 blip):
We first show (observed Tag 0 blip) holds. For all @ € [A] and j € T

")/j70(0,) | E./—": < ?,wa — w@> ‘ L:F

-1
=K <¢§),wa w0> —l—zsjot: ) 4 Z wO | LF (64)
- e -1 ] t5—1
—E (0, wa) +efys "+ Y (W) | LF| = Y7 (e wg) | LF
= £=0
i y -1 T
=E <¢],wa>+e§0tf +Z Cowg) | LF| = bjas | LF
—E[Y J‘;‘i )\L‘]-' | €I ~ by | LF (65)
E[ ] — Y5t | LF (66)

where (64) follows from Assumption[7} (63) follows from the definition of Z* and Assumption [7
({66 follows from Assumption [T}
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Next we show (synthetic Tag 0 blip) holds. For ¢ ¢ Z°

Yio(a) | LF = (7, we — wg) | LF = (49, w, — wg) | LF,I° (67)
= > BT (40 wa —wg) | LF, I (68)
jET®
= Z ﬂ;’za’yj’o(a) ‘ LF,T¢
JEL

(€7) follows from the fact that (¢?, w, — wg) is deterministic conditional on LF; (68) follows from
Assumption 9]

4. Verifying (observed lag ¢ blip) & (synthetic Iag ¢ blip):

We first show (observed Tag Z blip) holds. Foralla € [A],t € [T —1],j € T%

(ﬁt;f+t) . o (A;;*f) (Gt;f+t) . ”
E Y]}t;+t - Yj’t;urt | LF,jel| =E Yj’t;ﬂ - Yj,t;th | LF,jeT (69)
|y e o
= Yj,t;+t RN | LF,j €T (70)
t tEt—l Ry g tEt—l—1 yxiy g
(A 0% ) (A 0% ) .
- ZE Vit — Yl | LF,j €1 (71)
£=0

where (69) follows from Assumption (70) uses that for j € Z¢, AT = (0,...,0), and Assump-
tion[T} Then,

t tEt—C kg g St t—l—1 4k g
(A 07 ) (A 07 ) .
2 E |V Y | LF.jel”
£=0
¢ it e AEi =1 gy
¢ (A4 .07 ) @A) 0977 .
= E l<1/2j, WA; s ome w5> + sj,t5f+t — 5j,tj*,+t | LF,j eI
£=0
(72)
=K |:<1/J;-,wAj)t;+t — w()> | LF,j € Ia]
t—1 B tEt—0 yx iy piq tEt—L—1 g%y, ]
0 (A7 07 ) (A ,0°7 ) .
+ D E (W wa, o~ w0) F i — &5 | LF,j €1
£=0 L i
= <1/)§-,wa - w(~)> | LF
t—1 r bt kg pq tEht—l—1 4y )
Vi (A 07 ) (4 07 ) .
+ ZE <¢j’wf4j,t;-+t—e a w5> + 6j7tjf+t - 6J}t;*-—l-t | LF,jel”
£=0 L i
(73)
t—1
t 4 .
- <wj7wa N w6> | LF + ZE |:<¢j7wAJ,t;+t—1{ - wf)> | LF,j€ Za} .
£=0
-1 _tRt—f t*t—0+1 _t*t—l—1 t*t—t +*
Fti+t—L i .
+)_E {E [Eﬁfﬁ o = 55‘,0;;]“ oAy =al Z} | LF,j € Ia]
£=0 '
t—1
= (U wa —wg) | LF+ 3 (Wfowa, o, —wp) | LF,G €T (74)
=0
t—1
= 5.0(a) | LF+ > viu(Ajizvi-0) | LF (75)
£=0

28



where (72) follows from Assumption [7} (73) follows from the definition of Z%, i.e., for j € 7,
/_lj-j = (0%, a); [7@) follows from Assumption (10, Re-arranging (73) we have that,

[ (Ot;+t) . a =t
V(@) | LF =B \Yj e = Vil [ LFJ €I = D (A i) | LF
- ' £=0
- t—1

[ . a (Otf+t)

—E Vi o | LF.G €T — B |Vl | £F| =D uAsis o) | £F (76)
B =0
- t—1

—E |Yiusre | LF,5 € T| = bjazse | LF = 3 15a(Ajasse-0) | £F (77
} =0

where (76) follows from the definition of Z%; follows from Assumption [7}
Next we show (synthetic Tag ¢ blip) holds. Forall a € [A],t < T, ¢ ¢ 7%

viila) | LF = < ¢y — w()> | LF (78)
= (¢}, wa —wg) | LF,T° (79)
= > B (Wl we —wg) | LF, T (80)
JETL®
=3 87 ula) | LF T
JjEL

where (79) follows from the the fact that (¢!, w, — wg) is deterministic conditional on LF;
follows from Assumption [0}
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