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Abstract
This tutorial discusses methodology for causal inference using longitudinal modified treat-

ment policies. This method facilitates the mathematical formalization, identification, and es-
timation of many novel parameters, and mathematically generalizes many commonly used
parameters, such as the average treatment effect. Longitudinal modified treatment policies
apply to a wide variety of exposures, including binary, multivariate, and continuous, and can
accommodate time-varying treatments and confounders, competing risks, loss-to-follow-up,
as well as survival, binary, or continuous outcomes. Longitudinal modified treatment poli-
cies can be seen as an extension of static and dynamic interventions to involve the natural
value of treatment, and, like dynamic interventions, can be used to define alternative estimands
with a positivity assumption that is more likely to be satisfied than estimands corresponding
to static interventions. This tutorial aims to illustrate several practical uses of the longitudi-
nal modified treatment policy methodology, including describing different estimation strate-
gies and their corresponding advantages and disadvantages. We provide numerous examples
of types of research questions which can be answered using longitudinal modified treatment
policies. We go into more depth with one of these examples—specifically, estimating the ef-
fect of delaying intubation on critically ill COVID-19 patients’ mortality. We demonstrate
the use of the open-source R package lmtp to estimate the effects, and we provide code on
https://github.com/kathoffman/lmtp-tutorial.
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Introduction
Consider the research question, “does early initiation of invasive mechanical ventilation (intuba-
tion) for coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19) patients increase mortality rates?". This query is the sub-
ject of active critical care research1–11, but it is difficult to translate into a meaningful estimand and
estimation procedure for multiple reasons. First, intubation can take place throughout a patient’s
course of hospitalization, meaning it is a time-varying exposure, or treatment, of interest. Time-
varying exposures require specific methodology from the causal inference literature to properly
accomodate time-dependent confounding12,13. Second, respiratory support is a multilevel expo-
sure, minimally consisting of categories such as “no oxygen support,” “non-invasive respiratory
support,” and “invasive mechanical ventilation.” The majority of the causal inference literature
focuses on dichotomous exposures and interventions, e.g. treat everyone vs. treat no one, whereas
methodology which can incorporate multilevel or continuous exposures is limited. Finally, a key
assumption for causal inference is positivity, which roughly states that the intervention considered
must occur with positive probability within all strata of confounders. For time-varying exposures,
this positive probability must hold at each time point14.

Longitudinal modified treatment policies may offer a solution to the aforementioned
challenges. This method provides an approach to translating complex research questions into a
broad range of causal estimands, identifying such quantities, and estimating them. In brief, a
modified treatment policy allows a hypothetical intervention to depend on the natural value of
treatment, i.e. the value that treatment would take at time t if an intervention was discontinued
right before time t15. A modified treatment policy for a time-varying, or longitudinal, exposure,
is a longitudinal modified treatment policy. The methodology for longitudinal modified treatment
policies not only mathematically generalizes modified treatment policies, but can also be seen as an
extension of more commonly known interventions such as static and dynamic interventions. The
?methodology thus allows for a wide range of interventions15–22 including those on binary, cate-
gorical, continuous, and multiple exposures. Longitudinal modified treatment policies can also ac-
commodate many types of outcomes including binary, continuous, or time-to-event outcomes with
possible competing risks and informative right-censoring. Finally, longitudinal modified treatment
policies can address violations of the positivity assumption because they allow researchers to de-
fine, identify, and estimate alternative estimands for which positivity holds by design.

In this tutorial, we provide a guide to understanding and applying the longitudinal modi-
fied treatment policy methodology. We begin by reviewing static and dynamic interventions to see
how longitudinal modified treatment policies fit into the broader causal inference literature, and to
understand how they mathematically generalize static and dynamic interventions, as well as some
other interventions which depend on the natural value of treatment. We then discuss specifics of
the longitudinal modified treatment policy methodology, including defining interventions and iden-
tifying estimands. We highlight several estimation procedures and provide numerous examples of
research questions that can be addressed with longitudinal modified treatment policies. Lastly, we
demonstrate an analysis on a real-world longitudinal observational data set. One way to opera-
tionalize the initially proposed question of the effect of intubation timing policies on mortality is
to consider early versus late intubation, relative to the actual time patients were intubated. We il-
lustrate one way of defining that query using a longitudinal modified treatment policy and provide
detailed descriptions of the study design and analytical methods, as well as code and synthetic data
to aid future researchers.
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Notation and general setup
We begin with a sample of independent and identically distributed observations Z1, ..., Zn drawn
from a distribution P. This P represents a longitudinal process and may contain any number of
time points, but for simplicity we will describe a distribution with only two time points, t ∈ {0, 1}.
For each unit in the study, we observe a set of random variables Z = (L0, A0, L1, A1, Y ). At
the first time point, baseline covariates L0 affect the baseline exposure, A0. At the second time
point, we observe covariates L1 and exposure A1, which are themselves affected by L0 and A0,
and have the potential to change from their respective baseline values (time-varying). An outcome
Y is measured at the end of a defined follow up period. Each endogenous variable L0, A0, L1, A1,
and Y has a corresponding exogenous variable U , representing the unmeasured, external factors
affecting each measured process. We may use the following simplified directed acyclic graph23

shown in Figure 1 to denote the set-up.

A0 A1

L0 L1 Y

Figure 1: Simplified directed acyclic graph representing a two-time point data structure.

We will use Ht as a shorthand notation for the history of data measured up to right be-
fore At. For example, H0 = L0, and H1 = (L0, A0, L1). We conceptualize causal interventions, or
treatment policies, in terms of hypothetical interventions on nodes of the DAG24. First, consider a
user-given function d0(a0, h0, ϵ0) which maps a treatment value a0, a history h0, and a randomizer
ϵ0 into a potential treatment value. The intervention at time t = 0 is defined by removing node
A0 from the DAG and replacing it with Ad

0 = d0(A0, H0, ϵ0). This assignment generates counter-
factual data H1(A

d
0) and A1(A

d
0), where we use notation X(Ad

0) to denote the counterfactual value
of X that would have been observed had treatment at time 0, A0 been assigned according to d.
H1(A

d
0) is referred to as the counterfactual history and A1(A

d
0) is referred to as the natural value

of treatment 15,16,21, i.e., the value that treatment would have taken if the intervention is performed
at time t = 0 but discontinued thereafter. At time t = 1, the intervention is likewise defined by
a function d1(a1, h1, ϵ1). However, at t = 1 (and all subsequent times if there are more than two
time points), the function must be applied applied to both the natural value of treatment and the
counterfactual history. That is, at time t = 1, the intervention is defined by removing node A1

from the DAG and replacing it with Ad
1 = d1(A1(A

d
0), H1(A

d
0), ϵ1).

We refer to these longitudinal interventions, and the subsequent methods to identify and
estimate effects under such interventions, as longitudinal modified treatment policies. We now
give examples of how the functions dt may be defined, explain how they mathematically generalize
static and dynamic interventions, and discuss novel and useful interventions that may be defined
using this setup.
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A review of static and dynamic interventions
The function dt(at, ht, ϵt) that defines the intervention or treatment policy can be categorized by
the inputs it non-trivially depends on. An intervention which depends on no inputs, meaning it is
applied as a constant across all study units, is a static intervention. For this tutorial, we refer to
an intervention which depends only on a study unit’s past covariates as a dynamic intervention.
Finally, we call an intervention which depends on a study unit’s natural value of treatment (and
possibly past covariates, and possibly a randomizer ϵt) a modified treatment policy. We summarize
these hierarchical categories in Table 1.

Static interventions
In a static intervention, dt(at, ht, ϵt) is a constant value, so it does not actually vary with at, ht, nor
ϵt.

Example 1 (Average treatment effect). For the two time point example, one might examine the
counterfactual outcomes in a hypothetical world in which all units are treated at both time points
(dt = 1 for t ∈ {0, 1}), and contrast them to a hypothetical world in which no units are treated at
either time point (dt = 0 for t ∈ {0, 1}), giving rise to the well-known average treatment effect.

Dynamic interventions
In a dynamic intervention, the function dt assigns a treatment value according to a unit’s covariate
history ht, but does not vary with at nor ϵt. This is often used in observational studies when
study units need to meet an indication of interest for a treatment or policy to reasonably begin, for
example, a severity of illness indicator or socioeconomic threshold.

Example 2 (Corticosteroids for COVID-19 hospitalized patients). One dynamic treatment regime
application is to study the effect of initiating a corticosteroids regimen for COVID-19 patients25.
For example, we might estimate mortality under a hypothetical policy where corticosteroids are
administered for six days if and when a COVID-19 patient first meets a severity of illness criteria
(i.e. low levels of blood oxygen). In notation,

dt(ht) =

{
1 if l∗s = 1 for any s ∈ {t− 5, . . . , t}
0 otherwise,

where L∗
t is a variable in Hs that denotes the first instance of low levels of blood oxygen.

Modified treatment policies
In contrast to static and dynamic interventions, in a modified treatment policy the intervention
function dt(at, ht, ϵt) non-trivially depends on the natural value of treatment at, and perhaps on ht

and/or ϵt.

4



Example 3 (Threshold intervention). One example of a modified treatment policy is a threshold
function, where all natural exposure values which fall outside of a certain boundary are intervened
upon to meet a constant value. This type of intervention could be used to assess the effect of lifestyle
interventions, for example, intervening on individuals’ average number of drinks per week and
estimating the risk of coronary heart disease17. If we categorize drinks per week as 1 = "none," 2
= "1-5," 3 = "6-10," 4 = "11-15," and 5 = ">25", and we intervene to lower all individuals in the
highest two drinks-per-week categories to "6-10," we can consider that intervention in notation as,

dt(at) =

{
at if at < 4

3 otherwise.

Example 4 (Smoking cessation policy). Another example is a hypothetical policy in which half of
all current smokers quit smoking forever16. This intervention is motivated by the infeasibility of
studying a world in which all current smokers quit smoking forever, since genetics, environment,
and many other factors will always create some portion of current smokers who will never quit.
Letting At denote a random variable denoting smoking and ϵt a random draw from a uniform
distribution in (0, 1), this intervention may be represented in notation as

dt(at, ϵt) =

{
0 if ϵt < 0.5 and at = 1

at otherwise,

.

Example 5 (Multiplicative or additive shift functions). Shift functions assign treatment by modify-
ing the natural value of the exposure by some constant δ. This intervention can be additive onto the
exposure value, such as estimating the effect of a hypothetical intervention to reduce lung cancer
resection surgeries lasting longer than 60 minutes by 15 minutes20.

dt(at) =

{
at if at ≤ 60

at − 15 otherwise.

This shift function could also change the exposure on a multiplicative scale. For example, we may
be interested in studying the effect of an intervention which doubles the number of street lights for
roads with less than 10 lights per mile on nighttime automobile accidents.

dt(at) =

{
at if at ≥ 10

2at otherwise.

We provide additional examples of interesting interventions in the eAppendix. Readers should
also note that some interventions we refer to as modified treatment policies20 in this tutorial are
called interventions which depend on the natural value of treatment,15 and are related to methods
for stochastic treatment regimes which shift the natural population- or individual-level values of
treatment19,26 discussed in other literature.
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Causal estimands and identifying parameter
Once an intervention is specified, the counterfactual outcomes of observations under a specific d
are denoted as Y (Ād

τ ), where Ā indicates the history of measurements of A for all time points,
i.e. Ā = (A1, . . . , Aτ ). Causal effects are defined as a distribution of contrasts of Y (Ād

τ ) under
different interventions, d′ and d⋆. In this tutorial, we focus on E[Y (Ād′

τ ) − Y (Ād⋆

τ )] as our causal
estimand of interest. The functions d′ and d⋆ may be any type of intervention, including “no
intervention.”

The next step in a formal causal inference analysis is to write the counterfactual ex-
pectation E[Y (Ād′

τ )] as a formula that depends only on the observed data distribution—i.e., an
identifying formula. This will generally require assumptions, some of which are untestable with
the data available. The mathematically rigorous form of the assumptions is given elsewhere21,22,
but we state them here in simple terms:

Assumption 1 (Positivity or common support15). If it is possible to find an observation with history
ht with an exposure of at, then it is also possible to find an observation with history ht with an
exposure d(at, ht, ϵt).

Assumption 2 (Strong sequential randomization22). This assumption states that all common causes
of the intervention variable At and (UL,t+1, UA,t+1) are measured and recorded in Ht. This is gen-
erally satisfied if Ht contains all common causes of At and (Lt+1, At+1, . . . , Lτ , Aτ , Y ), where τ
is the last time point in the study.

Assumption 3 (Weak sequential randomization21,22). This assumption states that all common
causes of the intervention variable At and (UL,t+1) are measured and recorded in Ht

17, and is
generally satisfied if Ht contains all common causes of At and (Lt+1, . . . , Lτ , Y ).

Identification of longitudinal modified treatment policy estimands requires the strong
version of sequential randomization. Interventions that do not depend on the natural value of
treatment, such as static and dynamic interventions, require positivity and the weak version of
sequential randomization.

Positivity
Violations to positivity can be structural, meaning there are certain characteristics of an individual
or unit that will never yield receipt of the treatment assignment under the intervention. This type of
positivity violation will not improve even with an infinite sample size. Violations to positivity can
also be practical, meaning due to random chance or small datasets, there are certain covariate com-
binations with zero or near-zero predicted probabilities of treatment. For time-varying treatments,
this positive probability must be maintained at each time point14. Practical positivity violations
can increase the finite bias and variance of estimates and severely threaten the validity of casual
inference analyses when not addressed14. By design, non-static interventions (e.g. dynamic treat-
ment rules, modified treatment policies) may help define estimands with plausible positivity, since
the function d can be modified to affect the exposure of only observations which are not subject to
positivity violations, either structurally or practically.

This can be seen in the interventions described above, for instance, the additive shift in
Example 5. We can conceptualize a world in which a continuous exposure is instead observed at

6



some fixed value higher or lower than it was factually observed for every unit in the study; for
example, if surgery times were 15 minutes shorter for all lung resection biopsies. However, this
type of uniform hypothetical modification is destined for structural positivity violations, because
at the lowest end of the observed exposure range, there will by definition be no support for the
intervened exposure level d(at) (much less conditional on the observation’s history ht). This can
be avoided by constraining the range of at affected by the hypothetical intervention, so that no
d(at) values are produced outside the observed range of A. The intervention function can also
be modified to accommodate any other remaining structural or practical positivity violations. For
example, clinical knowledge may inform us that a treatment of interest will never be administered
after a certain amount of time since a disease diagnosis has passed, so the hypothetical intervention
would restrict the values of t in which the intervention can occur. Alternatively, if there is not
enough support in the data for individuals of a certain covariate strata or at a naturally observed
exposure level to receive the intervention, a different estimand can be defined.

Identification formula
Under Assumptions 1 and 2, or 1 and 3, the estimand is identified by the generalized g-formula27.
A re-expression of this generalized g-formula22,28 involves recursively defining the expected out-
come under the intervention, conditional on the observation’s observed exposure and history, be-
ginning at the final time point, and proceeding until the earliest time point. We illustrate the
g-formula for two time points below:

1. Start with the conditional expectation of the outcome Y given A1 = a1 and H1 = h1. Let
this function be denoted Q1(a1, h1).

2. Evaluate the above conditional expectation of Y if A1 were changed to d1(A1, H1), which
results in a pseudo outcome Ỹ1 = Q1(A

d
1, H1).

3. Let the true expectation of Ỹ1 conditional on A0 = a0 and H0 = h0 be denoted Q0(a0, h0).

4. Evaluate the above expectation of Ỹ1 if A0 were changed to d0(A0, H0), which results in
Ỹ0 = Q0(A

d
0, H0).

5. Under the identifying assumptions, we have E[Y (Ād
τ )] = E[Ỹ0].

Estimation
Once a causal estimand is defined and identified, the researcher’s task is to estimate the statistical
quantity, e.g. E[Ỹ0]. We now discuss several estimators, both parametric and non-parametric, and
provide their algorithm steps in pseudo-R code in the eAppendix.

Parametric estimation
The simplest option for estimation is to fit parametric outcome regressions for each step of the
g-formula identification result. This “plug-in” esimator is often referred to as the parametric g-
formula or g-computation. Another option is to use an estimator which relies on the exposure

7



mechanism, for example, the Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW) estimator. IPW estimation in-
volves reweighting the observed outcome by a quantity which represents the likelihood the inter-
vention was received, conditional on covariates.

Obtaining point estimations with the g-computation and IPW algorithms is computation-
ally straightforward. If the exposure regression for IPW or outcome regression for g-computation
are estimated using pre-specified parametric statistical models, standard errors for the estimate can
be computed using bootstrapping or the Delta method. However, in causal models with large num-
bers of covariates and/or complex mathematical relations between confounders, exposures, and
outcomes, parametric models are hard to pre-specify, and they are unlikely to consistently estimate
the regressions. If the regression for the outcome (for g-computation) or treatment (for IPW) are
misspecified, the final estimates will be biased.

One way to alleviate model misspecification is to use flexible approaches which incor-
porate model selection (e.g. LASSO, splines, boosting, random forests, ensembles thereof, etc.) to
estimate the exposure or outcome regressions. Unfortunately, there is generally not statistical the-
ory to support the standard errors of the g-computation or IPW estimators with such data-adaptive
regressions. Standard inferential tools such as the bootstrap will fail because these estimators gen-
erally do not have an asymptotically normal distribution after using data-adaptive regressions29.
Thus, other methods are needed to accommodate both model selection and flexible regression
techniques while still allowing for statistical inference.

Non-parametric estimation
Here we will advocate for the use of general, non-parametric estimators for longitudinal modified
treatment policies22. These estimators use both an exposure and outcome regression, and allow the
use of machine learning to estimate the regressions while still obtaining valid statistical uncertainty
quantification on the final estimates. These estimators also remain consistent under inconsistent
estimation of at most one of the nuisance parameters.

The two non-parametric estimators encoded in the R package lmtp30,31 are Targeted Max-
imum Likelihood Estimation (TMLE)22,29,32 and Sequentially Doubly Robust estimation22,33,34. A
third non-parametric estimator, iterative TMLE (iTMLE), is not encoded in the R package but
could be adapted from Luedtke et al. 33 . TMLE is a doubly robust estimator for a time-varying
treatment in the sense that it is consistent as long as all outcome regressions for times t > s are
consistently estimated, and all treatment mechanisms for times t ≤ s are consistent, for some time
s. In contrast, sequentially double robust and iTMLE are sequentially doubly robust in that they
are consistent if for all times t, either the outcome or the treatment mechanism are consistently
estimated22,33. Since TMLE and iTMLE are substitution estimators, they are guaranteed to pro-
duce estimates which remain within the observed outcome range. Sequentially double robust and
iTMLE produce estimators with more robustness than TMLE.

Table 2 compares the statistical properties of various estimators. We provide practical
guidance for choosing between estimation techniques in the Appendix. Of note, for the statistical
properties of these estimators to hold, certain technical requirements must be met. These require-
ments are detailed in the Appendix. All of the aforementioned examples meet these requirements.
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Longitudinal modified treatment policies in practice
In the worked example, we estimate the effect of delaying intubation on mortality. Other examples
of longitudinal modified treatment policies applications in similar populations include studying the
effect of a delay in intubation on an outcome of acute kidney injury, where death is a competing
risk35, or studying an intervention on a continuous measure of hypoxia in acute respiratory distress
patients22. The methodology for for longitudinal modified treatment policies also accommodates
interventions involving multiple treatments, such as delaying intubation by one day and increasing
fluid intake.

There are multiple other examples of researchers using longitudinal modified treatment
policies to answer real-world problems. Nugent and Balzer 36 used a longitudinal modified treat-
ment policy to study the effects of mobility on COVID-19 case rates. Specifically, they studied
the effect of a longitudinal modified shift on the observed mobility distribution on the number of
newly reported cases per 100,000 residents two weeks ahead. A similar analysis could be done to
look at interventions on masking or vaccination policies. Mobility, masking, and vaccination are
important examples of when static or dynamic policy estimands may be unappealing because of
the geographical, political, and cultural variation that exists even within relatively small regions.
This applies to environmental exposures and health policies as well. For instance, Rudolph et al. 37

used longitudinal modified treatment policies to estimate the effects of Naxolone access laws on
opioid overdose rates.

Other examples of longitudinal modified treatment policy applications include Jafarzadeh
et al. 38’s study of the effect of an intervention on knee pain scores over time on an outcome of knee
replacement surgery. Huling et al. 39 investigated the effects of interventions to public health nurs-
ing on the behaviors of clients in the Colorado Nurse Support Program. Mehta et al. 40 researched
whether an increase in primary care physicians has an effect on post-operative outcomes in patients
undergoing elective total joint replacement. Cooray et al. 41 studied hypothetical interventions on
tooth retention and social participation among older adults in Japan. Ikeda et al. 42 estimated ef-
fects of incremental changes in body mass index percentage on back pain. Tables 3 and 4 show
additional applications of longitudinal modified treatment policy applications, as well as examples
of possible static and dynamic treatment rules answering similar research questions.

Illustrative example

Motivation
In the following application, we study a clinical question, “what is the effect of delaying intubation
of invasive mechanical ventilation on mortality for hospitalized COVID-19 patients in New York
City’s first COVID-19 wave?" Studying the effect of intubation timing is particularly ill-suited for
static interventions because there is no scenario in which intubation at a certain study time could
be uniformly applied across all critically ill patients. A dynamic intervention, which could help to
evaluate a world in which patients are intubated when they meet a certain severity threshold, e.g.
an oxygen saturation breakpoint, is less clinically relevant because intubation guidance may vary
considerably between providers dependent on training, hospital policies, and ventilator availabil-
ity43,44. For this reason, a longitudinal modified treatment policy that varies the natural time of
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intubation by a minimal amount of time may be a more realistic hypothetical intervention to study
when considering the mechanistic effect of a delay-in-intubation strategy on mortality.

Measures and analysis
The population of interest is adult patients hospitalized and diagnosed with COVID-19 during
Spring 2020. The cohort contains 3,059 patients who were admitted to NewYork-Presbyterian’s
Cornell, Queens, and Lower Manhattan locations between March 1-May 15, 202035,45,46. This re-
search was approved with a waiver of informed consent by the Weill Cornell Medicine Institutional
Review Board (IRB) 20-04021909.

The exposure of interest is the maximum level of daily supplemental oxygen support.
This can take three categories, 0: no supplemental oxygen, 1: non-invasive supplemental oxygen
support, and 2: invasive mechanical ventilation. The intervention of interest describes a hypo-
thetical world in which patients who require invasive mechanical ventilation have their intubation
delayed by one day, and instead receive non-invasive mechanical ventilation supplemental oxygen
support on the observed day of intubation.

dt(at, ht) =

{
1 if at = 2 and as ≤ 1 for all s < t,

at otherwise

Since patients in this observational data are subject to loss to follow up via discharge or transfer,
the intervention additionally includes observing patients through all 14 days from hospitalization.

The primary outcome is time to death within 14 days from hospitalization. Hospital
discharge or transfer to an external hospital system is considered an informative loss to follow-up.
The causal estimand of interest is the difference in 14-day mortality rates between a hypothetical
world in which there was a one-day delay in intubation and no loss to follow-up, and a hypothetical
world in which there was no loss to follow-up and no delay in intubation.

Since the intervention is a longitudinal modified treatment policy, we require positivity
and strong sequential randomization to identify our parameter of interest. The common causes
we assume to satisfy the latter requirement include 37 baseline confounders and 14 time-varying
confounders per time point.

The R package lmtp30,31 was used to obtain estimates of the difference in 14-day mortal-
ity rates under the two proposed interventions using sequentially double robust estimation. A su-
perlearner47–49 library of various candidate learners was used to estimate the intervention and out-
come estimation. We demonstrate code on synthetic data at https://github.com/kathoffman/lmtp-
tutorial and provide several additional details in the Appendix.

Results
The estimated 14-day mortality incidence under no intervention on intubation was 0.211 (95% CI
0.193-0.229). The same incidence under a hypothetical longitudinal modified treatment policy in
which intubation were delayed by 1 day was 0.219 (0.202-0.236). The estimated incidences across
all time points are shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Panel A: Estimated incidence of mortality between a longitudinal modified treatment
policy of delaying intubation (blue) and no intervention (red). Panel B: Estimated incidence dif-
ference in mortality if the longitudinal modified treatment policy were implemented during Spring
2020. In both panels, 95% simultaneous confidence bands50 cover the sets of point estimates.

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Days since hospital admission

E
st

im
at

ed
 in

ci
de

nc
e

Treatment strategy Delayed intubation (MTP) No intervention

Estimated Mortality Incidence
A

0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Days since hospital admission

E
st

im
at

ed
 in

ci
de

nc
e 

di
ffe

re
nc

e

Estimated Mortality Incidence Difference
B

Discussion
The longitudinal modified treatment policy methodology allows researchers to define, identify, and
estimate scientifically relevant estimands, including those that involve challenges such as loss-to-
follow-up, survival analysis, missing exposures, competing risks, and interventions that include
multiple exposures and/or continuous exposures. This method is particularly useful for designing
estimands with a higher chance of meeting the positivity assumption. In addition, the existing
packages that implement doubly and sequentially robust estimators enable researchers to take ad-
vantage of statistical learning algorithms to estimate the intervention and outcome mechanisms,
thereby increasing the likelihood of estimator consistency.

While the longitudinal modified treatment policy methodology expands the applied re-
searcher’s toolbox to accommodate longitudinal interventions which non-trivially depend on the
natural value of treatment, there are considerations and limitations to its implementation in real-
world applications. First, longitudinal modified treatment policies (as well as static and dynamic
interventions in a longitudinal setting) require discretizing time over intervals. Depending on the
data collection process, this may cause issues in temporality or loss of data granularity. This dis-
cretization may also cause issues in small sample sizes if there are very few outcomes within a
certain time point and the applied researcher hopes to estimate the outcome regressions using any
statistical learning algorithm which segments the data for training/testing. Second, although this
method may be used to formulate alternative estimands that satisfy the respective positivity as-
sumption, the alternative estimand must be scientifically relevant. In addition, practical positivity
violations may still occur, and possible solutions, such as truncating the density ratios at a cer-
tain threshold, are arbitrary and the potential for bias is unclear. Third, some particular estimator
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applications may be computationally intensive. Despite these limitations, we hope the explana-
tion of longitudinal modified treatment policies, illustrative example, and corresponding Github
repository are a useful toolset for researchers hoping to implement this method in their applied
work.

Tables

Table 1: An overview of common intervention types in the causal inference literature and whether
they are estimable using the lmtp R package.

Intervention and definition Estimable with lmtp?

Static: all units receive the same treatment assignment Yesa

Dynamic: A unit’s treatment assignment is determined according
to their covariate historyb Yesa

Modified: A unit’s treatment assignment is determined accord-
ing to their natural exposure value, and possibly their covariate
historyb,c

See assumptionsd

a The software should only be used with discrete exposures. The software will output a result
with a continuous exposure, but this estimator will not have good statistical properties.
b The covariate history could include prior exposure values under the intervention function.
c A modified treatment policy may also depend on a randomizer.
d Assumptions require the intervention function d does not depend on the distribution P, and,
one of: (1) the exposure is discrete or (2) the exposure is continuous but d satisfies piecewise
smooth invertibility. See Technical Requirements in Appendix for more details.
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Table 2: Comparison of statistical properties for five possible estimators for longi-
tudinal modified treatment policies: g-computation (G-COMP), inverse probability
weighting (IPW), targeted maximum likelihood estimation (TMLE), sequentially
doubly robust estimation (SDR), and iterative TMLE (iTMLE).

Statistical Property G-COMP IPW TMLE SDR iTMLEa

Uses outcome regression

Uses treatment regression

Doubly robustb

Sequentially doubly robustc

Valid inferenced

using parametric regressions
(i.e. generalized linear models)

Valid inferenced

using data-adaptive regressions
(i.e. machine learning)

Guaranteed to stay within
observed outcome range

a The iTMLE estimator is not currently available within the R package lmtp.
b The estimator is consistent as long as all outcome regressions for times t > s
are consistently estimated, and all treatment mechanisms for times t ≤ s are
consistent, for some time s.
c The estimator is consistent if, for every time point, either the outcome regres-
sion or the treatment mechanism is consistently estimated.
d Includes standard errors, confidence intervals, and p-values.

13



Table 3: Examples of static, dynamic, and modified interventions for (1) binary and (2) contin-
uous point-in-time exposures. These can be expanded to any categorical exposure. We denote a
random variable drawn from Bernoulli distribution with probability 0.5 with ϵ unless otherwise
noted.

Exposure Intervention “What if...” Shift Notation

Point-in-time
Binary,
e.g. vaping
(a = 1)

Static no one vapes d(a, h, ϵ) = 0

Dynamic
only those working
non-standard work
hours (l∗ = 1) vape

d(a, h, ϵ) =

{
1 if l∗ = 1

0 otherwise

Modified
a random half of
current vapers stop
vaping

d(a, h, ϵ) =

{
ϵ if a = 1

a otherwise

Point-in-time
Continuous,
e.g. exposure
to pollution as
measured by
the Air Quality
Index (AQI)
scale

Static
all counties are
exposed to an AQI
of 10

d(a, h, ϵ) = 10

Dynamic

all urban (l∗ = 1)
counties are exposed
to an AQI of 40 and
all rural (l∗ = 0)
counties are exposed to
an AQI of 20

d(a, h, ϵ) =

{
40 if l∗ = 1

20 otherwise

Modified

all counties with an
AQI higher than 20 are
exposed to an AQI
10% lower than what
they were naturally
exposed to

d(a, h, ϵ) =

{
a× 0.9 if a > 20

a otherwise

14



Table 4: Examples of static, dynamic, and modified interventions for a binary time-varying exposure. We
index study time at t = 0 and denote a random variable drawn from Bernoulli distribution with probability
0.5 with ϵt.

Exposure Intervention “What if...” Shift Notation

Time-varying
Binary, e.g.
corticosteroids
receipt (at = 1)

Static

all patients receive
corticosteroids for
the first 6 days of
hospitalization

dt(at, ht, ϵt) =

{
1 if t ≤ 5

0 otherwise

Dynamic

patients receive
corticosteroids
for 6 days once
they become
hypoxic (l∗t = 1)

dt(at, ht, ϵt) =

{
1 if l∗s = 1 for s ∈ {t− 5, . . . , t}
0 otherwise

Modified
patients’ receipt of
corticosteroids is
delayed by 1 day

dt(at, ht, ϵt) =

{
0 if at = 1 and at−1 = 0

at otherwise
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eAppendix

Additional Intervention Examples
Dynamic interventions

Example 6. [Dynamic antiretroviral initiation for HIV patients] One of the first uses of dynamic
interventions was in the context of HIV, where investigators were interested in the effect of initiating
antiretroviral therapy for a person with HIV if their CD4 count falls below a threshold, e.g. 200
cells/µl51. This can be described mathematically as

dt(ht) =

{
1 if l∗t < 200

0 otherwise,

where L∗
t is a variable in Ht that denotes CD4 T-cell count.

Stochastic interventions

An additional category of interventions can be defined as functions which vary with some user-
given randomizer ϵt (and possibly an individual unit’s prior history ht) but not at. We will call these
stochastic interventions. There are many real world examples of stochastic interventions, such as
the lottery treatments of military drafts52, twin births53, and college roommate assignments54. Here
we will focus on two stochastic interventions as they relate to the natural value of treatment. Of
note, we do not consider regimes where ϵ has a distribution that depends on P.

Example 7 (Incremental propensity score interventions based on the odds ratio). A recently de-
veloped type of stochastic interventions is Kennedy 55’s incremental propensity score interventions
(IPSI), which shifts a unit’s probability of receiving treatment conditional on their according to
some constant δ. First, a shifted propensity score is defined:

πd
t (ht) =

δπt(ht)

δπt(ht) + 1− πt(ht)

Then, a random variable ϵt is drawn from a uniform distribution in (0, 1) and the intervention is
defined as:

dt(ht, ϵt, πt) = I(ϵt < πd
t (ht)),

This IPSI is said to be based on an odds ratio because the odds ratio of πd
t (ht) to πt(ht) is equal to

δ. Naimi et al. 56 used an IPSI to study the causal relationship between vegetable density consump-
tion and the risk of preeclampsia among pregnant women. They studied whether preeclampsia
would increase if women’s propensity of eating a minimum amount of vegetables increased by an
odds ratio of δ, for example, δ = 1.5 would mean a woman with a propensity of 0.35 increases to
0.45.

Modified Treatment Policies

Example 8 (Incremental propensity score based on the risk ratio). Another type of IPSI begins
with a slightly different set-up than Kennedy 55 . Instead of relying on the treatment mechanism,
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there is a random draw ϵt from a Uniform (0, 1) distribution. If the draw is less than some δ, then
the treatment assignment is the natural value of treatment. If not, it is some constant value, for
example 0.

dt(at, ϵt) =

{
at if ϵt < δ,

0 otherwise

This intervention is said to be based on the risk ratio because δ = πd
t (ht)/πt(ht), where πd

t (ht)
is the post-intervention propensity score and πt(ht) is the propensity score in the observed data
generating mechanism. This intervention is motivated by Wen et al. 57 , who propose an inter-
vention where treatment is a random draw from the shifted distribution and results in the same
identification formula. Wen et al. 57 argue the risk ratio interpretation may be more intuitive for
collaborators, and they demonstrate their intervention in an application studying the effect of PrEP
usage increases on sexually transmitted infection rates.

Estimation Algorithms
G-Computation Algorithm

The G-Computation algorithm steps and pseudo-code for a simple example with two time points
is shown below.

1. Fit a generalized linear model (GLM) for Y conditional on A1 = a1 and H1 = h1. Call this
Q̂1(a1, h1).

Q1_hat← glm(outcome = Y, predictors = {H1, A1})

2. Modify the data set used in step (1) so that the values in the column for A1 are changed
to Ad

1. Obtain the predictions for the model Q̂1 using this modified data set. These are
pseudo-outcomes Ỹ1.

pseudo_Y1← predict(fit = Q1_hat, new data = {H1, A1 = Ad
1})

3. Fit a generalized linear model (GLM) for Ỹ1 conditional on A0 = a0 and H0 = h0. Call this
Q̂0(a0, h0).

Q0_hat← glm(outcome = pseudo_Y1, predictors = {H0, A0})

4. Modify the data set used in step (3) so that the values in the column for A0 are changed
to Ad

0. Obtain the predictions for the model Q̂0 using this modified data set. These are
pseudo-outcomes Ỹ0.

pseudo_Y0← predict(fit = Q1_hat, new data = {H0, A0 = Ad
0})

5. Average Ỹ0, i.e. compute Ê[Ỹ0].

estimate← mean(pseudo_Y0)
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Inverse Probability Weighting Algorithm

The IPW estimator relies on a density ratio rt = gdt (at | ht)/gt(at | ht), where gdt (at | ht) is the
density of the intervened exposure, and gt(at | ht) is the density of the naturally observed exposure.
Practically, rt can be computed using a clever classification trick proposed in Qin 58 , Cheng and
Chu 59 and utilized in Díaz et al. 22 . The IPW algorithm with pseudo-code for a simple example
with two time points is as follows.

1. Duplicate each row of the data set so that there are 2n rows. The first row of a duplicated pair
should contain observed values A1, and the second row should be modified so that A1 = Ad

1.
A new column Λ1 should be created that is 0 if A1 = A1 and 1 if A1 = Ad

1.

data← matrix({H1, A1,Λ1 = 0}})
data_copy← matrix({H1, A1 = Ad

1,Λ1 = 1})
dr_data← bind_rows(data, data_copy)

2. Fit a logistic regression for Λ1 conditional on A1 = a1 and H1 = h1. The odds ratio at a
given a1 and h1 is the estimate of the density ratio at time 1, r̂1.

r1_fit← glm(outcome = Λ1, predictors = {H1, A1}, data = dr_data)

r1_hat← predict(fit = r1_fit, prediction = odds ratio, new data = data)

3. Create a new column in the duplicated data set which contains values of A0 in the first row
of a duplicated pair. The second row in a pair should be modified so that A0 = Ad

0. A new
column Λ0 should be created that is 0 if A0 = A0 and 1 if A0 = Ad

0.

Figure 3: Illustration of the data used for density ratio estimation with the classification trick.

18



4. Fit a logistic regression for Λ0 conditional on A0 = a0 and H0 = h0. The odds ratio at a
given a0 and h0 is the estimate of the density ratio at time 0, r̂0.

r0_fit← glm(outcome = Λ0, predictors = {H0, A0}, data = dr_data)

r0_hat← predict(fit = r0_fit, prediction = odds ratio, new data = data)

5. Multiply r̂1 and r̂0 together. This is the cumulative density ratio. Multiply the cumulative
density ratio by Y . Compute the average. This is Ê[Ỹ0].

estimate← mean(r1_hat * r0_hat * Y )

Targeted Maximum Likelihood Estimation (TMLE) Algorithm

1. Perform the same steps as for the IPW algorithm to produce estimates of r̂1 and r̂0.

2. Fit a generalized linear model (GLM) for Y conditional on A1 = a1 and H1 = h1. Call this
Q̂1(a1, h1).

Q1_hat← glm(outcome = Y, predictors = {H1, A1})

3. Modify the data set used in step (2) so that the values in the column for A1 are changed to
Ad

1. Obtain predictions for the model Q̂1 using this modified data set and when A0 = a0 and
H0 = h0.

Y1d← predict(fit = Q1_hat, new data = {H1, A1 = Ad
1})

Y1← predict(fit = Q1_hat, new data = {H1, A1})

4. Fit a logistic regression model for Y with an offset equal to the logit transformation of the
expected value of Y under model Q̂1(a1, h1) and weights r̂1. Call this Q̃1(a1, h1).

Q1_tilde← glm(outcome = Y , offset = qlogis(Y1), weights = r1_hat)

5. Update the predictions Y1d using Q̃1(a1, h1). These are pseudo-outcomes Ỹ1.

pseudo_Y1← plogis(qlogis(Y1d) + coef(Q1_tilde))

6. Repeat steps 2 to 5 replacing Y , A1, H1, and r̂1 with Ỹ1, A0, H0, and r̂0 × r̂1 to obtain Ỹ0.

7. Compute E[Ỹ0].

estimate← mean(pseudo_Y0)

Sequentially Doubly Robust (SDR) Estimation Algorithm

1. Perform steps 1 to 3 as for the TMLE algorithm.

2. Using Y , r̂1, Y1, and Y1d apply the SDR transformation from Díaz et al. 22 to obtain the
pseudo-outcome Ỹ1.

pseudo_Y1← r1_hat * (Y - Y1) + Y1d
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3. Fit a generalized linear model (GLM) for Ỹ1 conditional on A0 = a0 and H0 = h0. Call this
Q̂0(a0, h0).

Q0_hat← glm(outcome = pseudo_Y1, predictors = {H0, A0})

4. Modify the data set used in step (3) so that the values in the column for A0 are changed to
ad0. Obtain predictions for the model Q̂0 using this modified data set and when A0 = a0 and
H0 = h0.

Y0d← predict(fit = Q0_hat, new data = {H0, A0 = ad0})
Y0← predict(fit = Q0_hat, new data = {H0, A0})

5. Using pseudo_Y1, Y0d, Y0, r1_hat, and r0_hat obtain an estimate of the un-centered
efficient influence function, ϕ̂1.

m_d← matrix(Y1d, Y )

m← matrix(Y0, Y1)

r← matrix(r0_hat * r1_hat, r1_hat)

phi_hat← rowSums(r * (m_d - m)) + Y0d

6. Compute E[ϕ̂1]

estimate← mean(phi_hat)

Technical requirements for theoretical guarantees of estimators

The
√
n-consistency and asymptotic normality of the estimators proposed in Díaz et al. 22 , and

therefore the correctness of the confidence intervals output by the R software lmtp30,31, relies on
two important technical requirements. First, the function d must not depend on the distribution of
the data. Second, the exposure must be discrete or, if it is continuous, d(·, ht, ϵt) (as a function
of at) must be piecewise smooth invertible20,22. If these requirements are violated, important the-
oretical properties of the estimators such as

√
n-consistent will fail. This means that uncertainty

quantification measures such as confidence intervals, p-values, and standard errors outputted by
the package will be incorrect.

If the first requirement is violated, it may be possible to develop
√
n-consistent estima-

tors. For example, Kennedy 55 developed non-parametric
√
n-consistent estimators for the IPSI

shown in Example 7, in which d depends on the treatment mechanism. However, the IPSI in
Example 8, which does not depend on the data distribution, can be estimated with the proposed
estimators. Here it is important to note that the the estimators for the odds ratio IPSI of Kennedy 55

are not doubly robust (and such estimators possibly cannot be constructed, since d depends on the
propensity score), whereas the estimators of the risk-ratio IPSI will be doubly robust. The threshold
function as it is in Example 3 meets these technical requirements because the exposure is discrete,
however, if the exposure were instead continuous, it would not meet the second requirement be-
cause a threshold d is not piecewise smooth invertible. However, the modified treatment policies
in Examples 4 and 5 meet both requirements and are estimable using the proposed estimators.
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Practical guidance and considerations
In practice we recommend using TMLE if the user is not concerned about model misspecification,
because the estimates are guaranteed to remain within the observed outcome bounds. However,
if model misspecification is a concern, SDR is significantly more robust, although there is a po-
tential for estimates which fall outside the outcome bounds. An effective approach against model
misspecification is to use the superlearner algorithm for estimating the exposure and outcome
mechanisms. Superlearning combines the predictions of multiple pre-specified statistical learning
models via weighting to produce final estimates which are proven to perform as well as possible
in large sample sizes49.

To assess positivity violations, we recommend the researcher to visually inspect or ex-
amine summary statistics of the density ratios. Extremely high values of density ratios (the quan-
tification of “high” being context-dependent) are akin to propensity score values at or near zero,
generally indicate positivity violations, and may create unstable estimates. If violations are de-
tected, the researcher may be interested in modifying the portion of the population receiving the
intervention, or in cases of continuous exposures, making the intervened exposure level closer to
the observed exposure level. Interventions should be designed to avoid both structural and prac-
tical positivity violations present in the data, the latter of which can potentially be caught in the
exploratory data analysis stage. One option if the researcher cannot find a solution by study design
to eliminate positivity violations is to truncate the density ratios as a certain threshold, e.g. the 98th
quantile. This is akin to truncating a propensity score, and may have potential for biases60.

Analysts using longitudinal modified treatment policies for time-varying or survival out-
comes will also note that discrete outcome intervals are required. The researcher must find a
balance in choosing intervals that are both scientifically relevant (e.g. week-long intervals for a
critically ill patient population would be too long) and in which there are still a number of out-
comes which occur within the chosen interval. If the outcome is rare and the sample size is small,
or if the sample size is very large and computationally intensive, the researcher may need to adjust
the number of cross-fitting and/or superlearning cross-validation folds.

Additional Application Details
Motivation

The motivation for studying a delay in intubation policy for COVID-19 patients is further detailed
in Díaz et al. 35’s illustrative application section.

Methods

Baseline confounders include age, sex, race, ethnicity, body mass index (BMI), comorbidities
(cerebral vascular event, hypertension, diabetes mellitus, cirrhosis, chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease, active cancer, asthma, interstitial lung disease, chronic kidney disease, immunosuppres-
sion, HIV-infection, and home oxygen use), and hospital admission location. Time-dependent con-
founders include vital signs (heart rate, pulse oximetry percentage, respiratory rate, temperature,
systolic/diastolic blood pressure), laboratory results (blood urea nitrogen (BUN)- creatinine ratio,
creatinine, neutrophils, lymphocytes, platelets, bilirubin, blood glucose, D-dimers, C-reactive pro-
tein, activated partial thromboplastin time, prothrombin time, arterial partial pressures of oxygen
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and carbon dioxide), and concurrent pharmaceutical treatments. Concurrent treatments included
vasopressors, diuretics, Angiotensin-converting enzyme (ACE) and Angiotensin receptor blockers
(ARBs), hydroxychloroquine, and tocilizumab.

In the case of multiple time-varying confounders measured in one day, the clinically
worst value was used. Although data was relatively complete due to manual abstraction efforts,
there were instances of patients missing laboratory results at one or multiple time points. A com-
bination of last observation carried forward and an indicator for missing values was used to handle
this informative missingness within the treatment and outcome regression models61.

The Superlearner ensemble algorithm utilized 5-fold cross-validation and candidate li-
braries included generalized linear models, multivariate adaptive regression splines62, random
forests63, and extreme gradient boosted trees64 An assumption was made that the time-varying
covariates from the previous two days (i.e. lag of 2 days) was sufficient to capture the mechanisms
to reflect the collection of laboratory results at minimum 48-hour intervals. A 5-fold cross-fitting
component was implemented for the final estimator to prevent variation in a certain sample split
from biasing the final estimate65. All analyses were conducted in R Version 4.1.2 with the packages
tidyverse66 for data cleaning and plotting, and lmtp30 and SuperLearner67 for estimation.

Discussion

There are limitations specific to our illustrative example. While the estimated effect of a less
aggressive intubation strategy can help to understand an underlying biological or mechanistic pro-
cess, it may not provide clinical guidance if the treatment strategy changes over time. The estimates
themselves depend on the natural value of treatment, and this is dependent on the state of clinical
practice during the study time frame (Spring 2020). In addition, we cannot rule out unmeasured
confounding in the exposure, outcome, and loss to follow-up mechanisms. We also cannot be sure
whether the informative right censoring is correctly specified, since patients were lost to follow-up
for different reasons (e.g. discharge to home vs. assisted living).

Further reading
Researchers intending to learn more about longitudinal modified treatment policies may find the
original longitudinal modified treatment policy methods research by Díaz et al. 22 useful, as well
the extension to competing risks (with a similar application as this tutorial) in Díaz et al. 35 . The R
software lmtp is explained in Williams and Díaz 31 .

The longitudinal modified treatment policy methodology is based upon decades of work
in epidemiology, biostatistics, and related fields. Interested readers should see related methods
research and applications such as Young et al. 15 , Robins et al. 16 , Taubman et al. 17 , Díaz and
van der Laan 19 , Haneuse and Rotnitzky 20 , Richardson and Robins 21 .
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