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ABSTRACT

In many stochastic service systems, decision-makers find themselves making a sequence of deci-

sions, with the number of decisions being unpredictable. To enhance these decisions, it is crucial to

uncover the causal impact these decisions have through careful analysis of observational data from

the system. However, these decisions are not made independently, as they are shaped by previous

decisions and outcomes. This phenomenon is called sequential bias and violates a key assumption

in causal inference that one person’s decision does not interfere with the potential outcomes of an-

other. To address this issue, we establish a connection between sequential bias and the subfield of

causal inference known as dynamic treatment regimes. We expand these frameworks to account for

the random number of decisions by modeling the decision-making process as a marked point pro-

cess. Consequently, we can define and identify causal effects to quantify sequential bias. Moreover,

we propose estimators and explore their properties, including double robustness and semiparametric

efficiency. In a case study of 27,831 encounters with a large academic emergency department, we

use our approach to demonstrate that the decision to route a patient to an area for low acuity patients

has a significant impact on the care of future patients.

Keywords Sequential bias, causal inference, marked point process, semi-parametric efficiency theory, doubly robust

estimation.
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1 Introduction

Sequential decision-making problems are pervasive and thus the subject of extensive analysis in Operations Research

and Management Sciences, Computer Science, Statistics, and other disciplines. These problems are primarily mo-

tivated by the necessity of enhancing a sequence of decisions for a single unit, such as a person or single job. One

example is medical decision-making, which searches for strategies that optimize outcomes for an individual patient.

This is often achieved using Markov decision processes (Alagoz et al. 2010, Steimle and Denton 2017). Another ex-

ample is dynamic treatment regimes (DTRs), which aims to estimate the causal impact of sequences of treatment

decisions compared to a baseline strategy. These estimates are then used to find a sequence of decisions that enhances

outcomes for each patient. This approach has considerable attention in the statistical literature (Robins 1997, Murphy

2003, Chakraborty and Moodie 2013, Tsiatis et al. 2019).

Instead of examining multiple decisions for a single unit, we explore a scenario where a single decision-maker nav-

igates a sequence of decisions over time for multiple units. Our objective is not to identify optimal strategies for

such scenarios, but rather to assess and estimate the direct or causal influence that one unit’s decision has on future

unit’s decisions and outcomes. Inspired by the psychology literature, we refer to this influence as sequential bias

(Yu and Cohen 2008).

Service systems have provided many compelling examples of sequential bias. The authors’ inspiration derives from

their research of split-flow models in emergency departments (EDs), where the triage nurse is replaced by a physician

(Zayas-Cabán et al. 2016, David et al. 2022). As part of split flow, the physician at triage decides between routing

patients to a vertical area for low-acuity patients or a traditional room. In resource-constrained settings like the ED,

physicians must weigh the care of the current patient against the needs of future patients. This prompts the question

of whether a physician’s routing decision for one patient influences the care of future patients.

Another example, with which researchers studying service systems are likely familiar, is the organ transplantation

process. Led by the Organ Procurement and Transplantation Network, the transplantation process involves a list of

patients awaiting organs, prioritized based on availability, type, location, and health status. When an organ becomes

available, potential recipients are identified according to compatibility and urgency. A patient’s transplant team, acting

as decision-makers, assess organ compatibility and faces a time-sensitive binary choice of accepting or rejecting the

organ. Due to the limited supply of organs, this sequential decision-making process is susceptible to sequential bias,

wherein the current decision carries life-and-death consequences for future patients.

Sequential bias is relevant in other domains. In many selection processes, for example, evaluators assess candidates

in a sequential manner to determine their suitability for a role, position, or opportunity. These processes can include

grading students, judging sporting competitions, determining criminal sentencing, or approving loans, among others.

The prior evaluations of candidates can impact subsequent scores assigned by evaluators, potentially introducing

bias. The order in which candidates are evaluated plays a crucial role as it can affect the outcomes and favor certain

individuals while disadvantaging others (Chen et al. 2016, Goldbach et al. 2022).

A common thread runs through all these examples, allowing for a single conceptual framework. A decision-maker

encounters various jobs within a stochastic service system and must make decisions for each job sequentially over time.

The number of jobs being intervened upon is random and may be beyond the immediate control of the decision-maker.

Each job shares a common set of binary intervention options, and the decision for each job bears consequences for

the job itself. These decisions are determined based on contextual information and the history of prior interventions,

contexts, and outcomes. Additionally, the decision-maker lacks information on future contexts or outcomes when

making the current decision. The objective is to quantify sequential bias using observational data from the system.

This entails defining, identifying, and estimating the causal effect that a decision for the current job has on the decisions

and outcomes of future jobs. By accurately quantifying this bias, we unlock opportunities to improve decision-making

in stochastic service systems through stochastic modeling and optimization.

Performing causal inference within this context presents two issues. First, there is the issue of interference, where

the decision for one job influences decisions and outcomes of future jobs (Cox 1958). Interference violates a core
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assumption in causal inference known as the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA) (Rubin 1980). An

immediate implication is that the potential decisions and outcomes of a future job is dependent on the entire history of

past interventions. The collection of these histories grows exponentially in the number of jobs, making it impractical to

contrast all possible sequences of interventions. The DTR literature also encounters this exponential growth, offering

us ideas for focusing on specific causal contrasts (Guo et al. 2021). Causal blip and excursion effects are examples of

such focused approaches, as they provide more manageable linear growth in the number of decisions (Robins 1997,

Boruvka et al. 2018, Qian et al. 2021).

Second, there is the issue of a random number of variables, further complicated by the possible dependence of this

random number on the history of prior interventions, contexts, and outcomes. This brings into question on how causal

frameworks, such as Pearl’s do-calculus (Pearl 2000), Neyman-Rubin potential outcomes (Neyman 1923, Rubin 1974),

or specific frameworks for DTRs (Murphy 2003), can be readily applied. These frameworks are typically intended for

scenarios where there are a fixed and finite number of random variables. One option would be to set an upper bound on

the random number of jobs. However, it is often preferred to avoid such a restrictive assumption in stochastic service

systems. Consequently, the random number of jobs leads us to, in effect, deal with an infinite number of random

variables, presenting challenges across various aspects. These challenges include ensuring the existence of probability

distributions, handling integrability, and carefully managing the interchangeability of summation and differentiation

in this infinite context.

In this paper, we contribute a solution to these issues as follows. We define a causal model to capture the sequential

decision-making scenario and the random number of jobs. To address the varying number of variables, we artificially

extend the variables to represent a marked point process (Jacobsen and Gani 2006). This extension results in an infi-

nite number of random variables. Subsequently, we utilize Markov kernels to construct a probability distribution for

the marked point process and to represent hypothetical scenarios were decisions to be modified. This construction

aligns with the causal frameworks proposed by Richardson and Robins (2013) and Malinsky et al. (2019), which uni-

fied Pearl’s do-calculus (Pearl 2000) with the Neyman-Rubin potential outcomes framework. It also facilitates the use

of the single-world intervention graph (SWIG) and encompasses common causal inference assumptions such as con-

sistency and sequential ignorability. For clarity, we illustrate the causal model with directed acyclic graphs restricted

to a finite number of variables.

The subsequent step is defining and identifying causal effects. These causal effects are defined in a manner that

closely resembles the causal contrasts utilized by Boruvka et al. (2018) and Qian et al. (2021), while also accounting

for the adjustments needed to accommodate the random number of original variables. We introduce two types of

causal effects: the lag effect and the marginalized lag effect, where the latter is a dimensionally reduced version of

the former. A crucial consideration for these effects is the need to condition on post-intervention variables. This is to

ensure that we exclusively measure the causal impact on future jobs that actually exist, given that the number of jobs

is random. For insightful discussion on conditioning on post-intervention variables, refer to Pearl (2015). Importantly,

we demonstrate that our causal effects can be nonparametrically identified.

The next step is estimation, for which we propose an estimating equation approach with careful consideration for inte-

grability. We prove our estimator is doubly-robust and apply standard statistical arguments to establish its consistency

and asymptotic normality (Van der Vaart 2000). Furthermore, using techniques from semiparametric theory (Tsiatis

2006), we derive the efficient score for a specific case of our lag effect, which supports our choice of estimator. Last,

we apply our estimator to electronic healthcare records (n=27,831) from a large academic hospital that operates a

split-flow model in the ED. We investigate the causal impact that routing the current patient to a vertical area over a

traditional room has on the subsequent patient.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 summarizes relevant studies from the literature, encom-

passing topics such as DTRs and sequential randomized trials, interference in causal inference, and causal reasoning

for stochastic processes. It also highlights the contribution of this study in relation to the surveyed literature. Section 3

introduces the causal model employed in this paper, utilizing marked point processes, and defines the causal effects

of interest. Additionally, it presents conditions under which these causal effects can be identified from observational
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data. Moving forward, Section 4 presents an estimator for these causal effects, accompanied by derivations of its

asymptotic properties such as double robustness and its efficient score. Section 5 applies the estimation procedure to

the split-flow example discussed earlier, aiming to determine the impact of prior routing decisions on the subsequent

patient’s outcomes. Section 6 concludes our study.

2 Literature Review

2.1 Dynamic Treatment Regimes and Sequential Randomized Trials

The current study relates to the subfield of causal inference that explores sequential decision-making for individual

units. Specifically, it closely aligns with DTRs, sequential multiple assignment randomized trials (SMARTs), and their

high-frequency counterparts known as micro-randomized trials.

A DTR is a specified sequence of treatment decision rules that determines how to adapt the delivery of treatments

over time in response to an individual’s changing health and other time-varying contextual factors. A DTR typically

consists of multiple stages, where each stage considers an individual’s medical history and current health informa-

tion to recommend the next treatment. Extensive research has focused on determining the optimal DTR (Murphy

2003, Laber et al. 2014, Li et al. 2023) and estimating the causal effects of specific treatment regimes relative to an

alternative treatment regime (Robins 1986, 1997, Murphy 2003, Chakraborty and Murphy 2014). One of the key chal-

lenges addressed in this literature is the exponential growth in the total number of treatment regimes as the number of

treatment decisions increases. For instance, binary decisions at four stages results in a total of 24 possible treatment

sequences. As a consequence, the amount of available data for comparing two treatment sequences significantly de-

creases as more decision stages are added. This reduction in data introduces greater uncertainty in the comparisons

and optimization of DTRs.

When faced with an overwhelming number of treatment sequences, a commonly employed approach is to focus on

DTRs that can be represented using observed treatment decisions. These DTRs are typically characterized by a linear

increase in their complexity with respect to treatment stages. These concepts are captured in modeling frameworks

like the structural nested mean model (Robins 1994) and quantified through measures such as blip effects (Robins

1997, Wang and Yin 2020) and causal excursion effects Qian et al. (2021), Shi et al. (2022), among others (Guo et al.

2021). To illustrate, a blip effect can compare treatment regimes that initially align with the observed treatment until

a certain stage, after which each regime discontinues the treatment. The sole distinction between these regimes lies in

the timing of when the treatment is discontinued. In general, these causal effects are typically described as the average

response of an individual at a specific stage, considering two different treatment regimes, while conditioning on their

previous treatment history and time-dependent factors. The DTR literature employs standard assumptions for causal

inference, such as positivity, consistency, and conditional exchangeability. These assumptions play a crucial role in

non-parametrically identifying the causal effects and enable us to perform causal inference even in non-experimental

settings, such as when working with observational data.

Related to DTRs are experimental designs known as SMARTs and also referred to as alternative designed randomized

trials by Robins (1986). These designs involve repeatedly assigning participants to different treatment conditions at

multiple stages, considering their individual characteristics and the historical information of covariates and treatments

(Lavori and Dawson 2000, 2004). These trials help inform DTRs, providing at evidence of a randomized control trial

with the advantage of tailoring treatment decisions more efficiently based on a patient’s current and past context. For

example, if a patient does not respond to a treatment, they can be re-randomized to alternative treatments in order

to find a more effective approach. The seminal work of Murphy (2005) presents a robust framework for designing

SMARTs. Moreover, the statistical methods of a SMART can be adapted to non-experimental contexts with a few

key distinctions. Specifically, assumptions regarding certain conditional independence relations are necessary, and the

randomization probabilities of treatment assignments typically need to be estimated from data. To safeguard inferences

against incorrect assumptions, robust methods are recommended (Guo et al. 2021).
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Similar to SMARTs, micro-randomized trials involve repeatedly randomizing participants to different treatment con-

ditions over time (Klasnja et al. 2015). These trials build on the causal inference concepts for analyzing DTRs from

longitudinal data, introduced in Robins (1997) and Gill and Robins (2001). In a micro-randomized trial, random-

ization occurs frequently, often multiple times a day. This high-frequency randomization allows researchers to adapt

interventions to an individual’s rapidly changing context, such as variations in stress or mood. Micro-randomized trials

are especially suitable for evaluating mobile health interventions (Klasnja et al. 2015, Boruvka et al. 2018, Qian et al.

2021) and developing just-in-time adaptive interventions (Nahum-Shani et al. 2017). As an example, an author of this

study conducted micro-randomized trials to evaluate a mobile version of a therapy called acceptance and commitment

therapy (Cochran et al. 2023, Thomas et al. 2023). Extensive efforts have been made to devise statistical methods for

micro-randomized trials (Klasnja et al. 2015, Boruvka et al. 2018, Qian et al. 2021).

When designing DTRs, SMARTs, and micro-randomized trials, decision epochs represent predetermined points in

time when treatment decisions are made for each individual. Notably, decision epochs have a finite and fixed number

in these designs. For example, a SMART frequently uses two epochs: a trial’s onset and a later time when treatment

response is evaluated. Meanwhile, micro-randomized trials incorporate multiple decision epochs throughout each day

over a specified duration, such as fixed morning and evening time windows over six weeks in the aforementioned trials

(Cochran et al. 2023, Thomas et al. 2023). Consequently, existing statistical methods have historically overlooked the

added complexity of a random number of decision epochs.

By contrast, stochastic service systems encounter a random number of decision epochs when performing sequential

decision-making. This variability can arise from the unpredictable number of arrivals to the service system and the

random duration required to service jobs within the system. In a stochastic service system, the number of decision

epochs is not only random but can also be influenced by the system’s history. Decisions may be restricted to specific

time periods (e.g., 9am to 5pm) or restricted to a fixed number of jobs receiving a higher level of resources. Due to the

system’s stochastic nature, these constraints result in a random number of decisions.

2.2 Interference in Causal Inference

A stochastic service system involves a sequence of decisions for different jobs or individuals, which differs from DTRs,

SMARTs, and micro-randomized trials where sequential decisions are often centered around the same individual.

This presents a challenge because most literature on causal inference relies on SUTVA (Rubin 1980, 2005). Part of

SUTVA is the no interference assumption (Cox 1958), which says that the potential outcomes of a specific unit are

unaffected by the decisions on other units. The sequential decision processes analyzed in this work violate the no

interference assumption, as the decisions made for previous jobs can impact the potential outcomes of future jobs.

Consequently, we must appropriately account for interference when identifying and estimating causal effects in the

context of sequential decision-making within a stochastic service system.

Early approaches to interference involved dividing units into equal-sized and non-overlapping blocks, allowing in-

terference within blocks but not across them, known as partial interference (Hong and Raudenbush 2006, Sobel

2006, Hudgens and Halloran 2008). Recent advancements have allowed for more arbitrary patterns of interference

(Verbitsky-Savitz and Raudenbush 2012, Sofrygin and van der Laan 2017). These approaches permit interference

among subsets of units based on spatial proximity, social ties, and other measures of proximity. An example of

modeling general interference without partial interference is presented by Aronow and Samii (2017), where a function

is introduced to model exposure using aggregated data on the number of exposed neighbors. This approach is flexible

as it allows an arbitrary number of neighbors. However, it has the limitation of not allowing other types of interac-

tions, such as contagion, defined as the outcome of a unit causing the outcome of a different unit. More recently,

Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2021) proposed a fairly flexible method for inferring causal inferences from complex net-

works, and Zhang et al. (2022) build a model where specific forms of interactions (e.g., spillovers, contagion) can be

explicitly incorporated. The study by Zhang et al. (2022) also develops an algorithm to quantify interaction bias and

conditions under which the bias may be ignored. However, the framework is restricted to causal linear models.
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Our view is that interference within a wide range of stochastic service systems is notably less complex compared to

the arbitrary interference highlighted earlier. There are two reasons for this. First, stochastic service systems have a

sequential nature, meaning that future events cannot causally influence past events. This sequentiality leads to a pro-

gressive accumulation of information over time, akin to a filtration in the context of a stochastic process. Interestingly,

this sequential interference gives rise to similar relationships of conditional independence between observed variables

as seen in DTRs, SMARTs, and micro-randomized trials. As a result, the approaches used to handle conditional

independence in the latter can be applied to address interference in stochastic service systems.

Second, we can anticipate partial interference in numerous real-world service systems, which can be attributed to two

underlying mechanisms. One mechanism is the operation of service systems within fixed time windows, such as 9am

to 5pm. This holds for the ED split-flow model that served as the inspiration for our research. It is reasonable to

assume that interference occurs among jobs within the same time window but not between jobs across different time

windows. A second mechanism is the use of distinct decision-makers in a service system. There are situations where

it is justifiable to assume that interference occurs among jobs handled by the same decision-maker but not between

jobs assigned to different decision-makers. Thus, the concept of partial interference, as discussed in previous studies

(Hong and Raudenbush 2006, Sobel 2006, Hudgens and Halloran 2008), can be applied. Specifically, we adopt an

assumption of independent data panels, whereby interference occurs between jobs within each panel, but not between

jobs from different panels.

2.3 Stochastic Processes and Causal Inference

Existing literature on causal inference for stochastic systems remains relatively scarce, but is increasingly gaining

recognition (Didelez 2008, Røysland 2011, 2012, Didelez 2015, Gao et al. 2021). Significantly, many foundational

elements commonly employed in causal inference in other contexts, such as causal models and graphical representa-

tions, face significant challenges when applied to stochastic systems. Early representative work is the study by Didelez

(2008) which proposes a new class of graphical models capturing the dependence structure of events that occur in time

via marked point processes. Although our research does not directly employ these graphical models, their work in-

spired our adoption of marked point processes. Another distinction is our interest in identification and estimation of

causal effects using observational data, as opposed to graphical analyses.

3 Causal Framework

3.1 Notation

We use the following notation:

• Capital letters for random variables (e.g., Z).

• Greek letters for parameters (e.g., θ, ξ, η, α, β).

• X (Z) for the target space of a random variable Z .

• Lower case letters for observations of a random variable (e.g., z ∈ X (Z)).

• Subscripts for vectors or sequences, e.g., Z1:k is (Z1, . . . , Zk) and ZB is (Zi1 , . . . , Zik) when B =

{i1, . . . , ik} ⊆ IN.

• Apostrophe for transpose, e.g. Z ′ is the transpose of Z .

• ‖Z‖ for the L2-norm of Z .

• ∇α for partial differentiation with respect to α.

• IP(Z) for a Markov kernel from some source X (W ) to a target X (Z), which are regular conditional distribu-

tions that generalize the transition matrix for Markov chains to general state spaces.
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We adopt the convention that any such Markov kernel is a probability distribution on X (Z) when the source X (W ) is

∅ and can be viewed as a Markov kernel with source X (W,V ) that is insensitive to some of its arguments, viz,

IP(Z)(·|w, v) = IP(Z)(·|w), ∀ (w, v) ∈ X (W,V ).

In addition, we adopt the convention that Z1:k and XZ1:k are empty when k = 0 and that X (Z1:2) represents the

product space X (Z1) ×X (Z2) associated with Z1:2 (similarly for sequences).

3.2 Setting

In our stochastic service system, jobs (such as customers, patients, or units) are assumed to arrive one at a time and

are processed individually. Each job is associated with specific characteristics like age, sex, race, chief complaint,

comorbidities, and the current capacity of the system. A decision-maker makes a binary decision for each job, which

can be influenced by the job’s characteristics and by information on jobs in the past. The decision leads to an outcome

for the job, such as the length of time they stay in the system or the number of tests performed. In this system, the

decision-maker processes a random number of jobs in any given shift or day, which is called a panel. It is assumed

that multiple panels are associated with the service system.

We collect data on a panel using several variables. Let K ≥ 1 be the random number of jobs in a panel, and let k

denote the index of a job within a panel (k = 1, . . . ,K). Each job k is associated with three random variables:

• Xk ∈ Rl (a vector of characteristics associated with the job),

• Ak ∈ {0, 1} (a binary intervention), and

• Yk ∈ R (an outcome of interest).

We assume that the set of variables from a single panel are mutually independent across panels. The history of all three

variables up to and including job k is denoted by Hk = (X1:k, A1:k, Y1:k). We assume an ordering of the jobs, which

means that a decision Ak can only depend on information available immediately prior to the decision, including the

job’s present characteristicsXk, and the historyHk−1 consisting of past job characteristicsX1:k−1, decisionsA1:k−1,

and outcomes Y1:k−1. This assumption is expressed more formally later.

3.3 A Marked Point Process

One of the foundations of causal inference is a causal model describing a probability model and causal relationships

between variables. The variables are usually fixed and finite and either discrete or absolutely continuous. This poses a

challenge for this paper’s interest in a random number of jobs. To overcome this challenge, we propose using marked

point processes (MPPs) as a probability model for the variables. This requires extending the definition of the random

variables.

The first step in this extension is to attach a time Tk to each job k, constrained so that

0 < T1 < T2 . . . < TK <∞,

where Tk could be the observed or unobserved time at which the system first processes job k. To define times for all

k ∈ N , we let Tk = ∞ whenever k > K . The Tk can now comprise the times of a marked point process (MPP),

which must be an increasing (infinite) sequence taking values in (0,∞]. The original random number K of jobs can

be recovered from the times Tk by taking the supremum of the set {k : Tk <∞}.

The marks of a marked point process also need to be defined for all k ∈ IN. This is done by taking (Xk, Ak, Yk) to be

the marks of the process when k ≤ K , and introducing an irrelevant mark ∆ to extend the definition of these variables

to all k ∈ N . Specifically, Xk, Ak, and Yk can take irrelevant marks ∆ to signify that the corresponding time Tk is

infinite, or equivalently, that the panel size K is less than k. The irrelevant mark is useful in subsequent derivations to

remind us that it only makes sense to manipulate the marks numerically when k ≤ K . Moreover, the original variables

can be recovered perfectly from the Tk and (Xk, Ak, Yk).

7



Unveiling Bias in Sequential Decision Making PREPRINT

The second step of this extension is to define appropriate measurable spaces for the times and marks. For times up to

a finite value n, we use the set

X (T1:n) =
{

t1:n ∈ R
n : 0 < t1 ≤ . . . ≤ tn; tk < tk+1 if tk <∞

}

,

which contains strictly increasing times while finite, and increasing times in general. Similarly, for an infinite sequence

of times, we define the analogous set X (T1:∞). For the marks, we use the sets

X (Xk) = R
l ∪∆, X (Ak) = {0, 1} ∪∆; X (Yk) = R ∪∆,

which consist of marks that are either real-valued or the irrelevant mark ∆. By taking products of these sets, additional

sets such as X (X1:k), X (X1:∞), X (Hk), and X (H∞) can be defined. These spaces are equipped with appropriate Borel

σ-algebras and product Borel σ-algebras, as described in Jacobsen and Gani (2006).

By extending the variable definition, we can model the distribution IP for (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN. We can induce IP by

constructing random variables iteratively from Markov kernels, which follows from the Ionescu Tulcea theorem (c.f.

Theorem B.3.5. in Hinderer et al. (2016) and Theorem A.1 in Appendix). Section 3.4 provides a more detailed specifi-

cation of the Markov kernels. Once these kernels are properly defined, we can view the collection (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN

as a marked point process. This is a stochastic process that resides in X (T1:∞) × X (H∞), for which the Tk tend to

infinity, and Xk, Ak, and Yk are the irrelevant mark if and only if Tk is infinite.

3.4 Causal Model

To place our random variables within a causal inference framework, we follow the approach of Richardson and Robins

(2013) and Malinsky et al. (2019), with one modification: we replace the use of conditional densities with Markov

kernels. This allows us to handle an infinite collection of general random variables. A causal model is defined by

specifying two objects for each random variable Z . The first object is a set of variables, denoted by Pa(Z), of parents

or direct causes of Z . In general, the parents are those variables that, when intervened upon, directly affect Z . We

make the following assumptions about the parents:

Assumption 1 (Causal model - parents) For each k ∈ IN, let

• Pa(Tk) = (T1:k−1, Hk−1)

• Pa(Xk) = (T1:k, Hk−1)

• Pa(Ak) = (Xk, Hk−1)

• Pa(Yk) = (Xk, Ak, Hk−1).

These sets give rise to a directed acyclic graph (DAG), where the nodes represent variables and a directed edge exists

from one variable to another if the former is a parent of the latter.

To allow for greater generality, we tried not to impose any restrictions on which past observations could be direct

causes of future observations. For instance, the parents of Tk include all past observations: T1:k−1 and Hk−1, and

the same can be said for Xk. However, in order to identify the causal effects of interest, we had to impose some

restrictions. For example, the parents of Yk and Ak do not include the possibly unobserved times T1:k.

The DAG can be used to visualize the sets of parents. Although we cannot visualize the entire DAG for our variables,

we can visualize the DAG restricted to a finite set. Figure 1 shows the DAG restricted to (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k=1,2. It is

worth noting that every DAG can be topologically ordered, which means that the nodes can be ordered in a way that

ensures no node comes before its parents.

The second object is a Markov kernel from X (Pa(Z)) to X (Z) for each Z . These Markov kernels tell us how to

construct a variable Z in (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN from its parents. They also tell how to construct new variables were we

to modify the value of its parents. To ensure we can easily move between each set of variables, it is desirable to define
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Figure 1: DAG induced by assumed causal model restricted to (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k=1,2 when K ≥ 2.

T1 X1 A1 Y1

T2 X2 A2 Y2

the same probability measure for both. Thus, in addition to assuming the existence of Markov kernels, it benefits us to

regard the original and new variables as arising from the same collection of independent variables, often referred to as

exogenous variables. These considerations motivate defining Markov kernels as arising from a probability distribution

for an exogenous variable and a deterministic assignment:

Assumption 2 (Causal model - Markov kernels) Assuming we have parents given by Assumption 1, each variable Z

in the collection (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN is associated with a Markov kernel IP(Z) from X (Pa(Z)) to X (Z). We assume

this Markov kernel can be expressed as:

IP(Z)(B | PaZ) = IP(εZ)({w ∈ Ω(Z) | f (Z)(PaZ , w) ∈ B}),

for some probability distribution IP(εZ) on (Ω(Z), E(Z)) and a measurable function f (Z) from X (Pa(Z)) × Ω(Z) to

X (Z).

To model (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN as an MPP, we require further conditions on the Markov kernels ensuring that, almost

surely, the times are strictly increasing when finite and increasing otherwise, and the marks take the irrelevant mark

exactly when the corresponding time is infinite. These assumptions are stated precisely in the Appendix (Assump-

tion A.1). Our causal model, now comprised of sets of parents and Markov kernels, gives us a probability model for

the variables we are interested in:

Assumption 3 (Causal model - distribution) Suppose that we have parents and kernels as given by Assumptions 1,2,

and A.1. We obtain the distribution IP of a marked point process for (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN in two steps:

• Obtain a distribution IP on (εTk
, εXk

, εAk
, εYk

)k∈IN using the Ionescu Tulcea theorem with respect to their

respective sequence of probability distributions.

• Assign iteratively Z = f (εZ)(Pa(Z), εZ) for each variable in (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN

Finally, assume K = sup{k : Tk <∞} under IP is finite almost surely.

It is important to mention that the ordering in which variables are assigned reflects a topological ordering of our

variables that is compatible with our DAG. Specifically, each variable Z must be defined after its parents are. In

addition, we could have applied the Ionescu Tulcea theorem directly to the Markov kernels IP(Z) to arrive at the same

distribution IP. However, as mentioned previously, it would be advantageous to fix the exogenous variables while

manipulating the values of parents, so all our variables are defined with the same distribution IP.

3.5 Potential Outcomes

Markov kernels describe the conditional distribution of a variable as a function of its parents. Crucially, by replac-

ing the parents in the Markov kernel with fixed values, we can examine what would have happened under different

scenarios. Specifically, we focus on examining what would have occurred if we had fixed the values of Ak:

9
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Definition 1 (Potential outcomes) Suppose we have IP on (εTk
, εXk

, εAk
, εYk

)k∈IN from Assumption 3. We define the

potential outcomes for B ⊆ IN and a ∈ X (A1:∞),

(Tk(aB), Xk(aB), Ak(aB), Yk(aB))k∈IN,

iteratively according to Z(aB) = f (εZ)(Pa[aB](Z), εZ), where we obtain Pa[aB](Z) by replacing each variable W

in Pa(Z) either with ak if W is Ak and k ∈ B or with W (aB) otherwise. The sets Pa[aB](Z) give rise to a single

world intervention graph (SWIG), where the nodes represent potential outcomes and the ak, k ∈ B, and a directed

edge exists from one variable to Z(aB) if the former is in the set Pa[aB](Z).

To put it another way, if the variableAk for k ∈ B was originally used to construct a subsequent variable, the potential

outcome definition dictates we pass forward ak instead ofAk(aB). Even thoughAk(aB) does not get passed forward,

we still constructAk(aB), which distinguishes the causal inference framework of Richardson and Robins (2013) from

others. Moreover, while other frameworks may make certain assumptions about potential outcomes, assumptions like

consistency end up being a natural consequence (c.f., Malinsky et al. (2019)):

Proposition 1 (Consistency) Suppose we have potential outcomes defined forB∪C ⊆ IN andC ⊆ IN withB∩C = ∅
and a ∈ X (A1:∞). Among events for which AB(aB∪C) = aB , the potential outcomes Z(aB) and Z(aB∪C) are equal.

To clarify, consistency implies that potential outcomesZ(aB∪C) matchesZ(aC) when the potential outcomeAB(aC)

matches aB . In essence, we need consistency so that Yk(aB) has the same distribution as the original variable Yk when

the interventionAB matches the value aB that we have fixed for the intervention. This enables us to substitute Yk(aB)

for Yk when we condition on AB = aB . The proof of consistency follows by noting that, under the conditions of

the proposition, Z(aB) and Z(aB∪C) are expressed identically in terms of the exogenous variables ε(W ) and the

assignment functions f (W ) forW in (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN. This identity allows us to claim the potential outcomes are

equal everywhere, as opposed to the weaker almost surely or in distribution.

The definition of potential outcomes leads us to another important concept called causal irrelevance, which tells us

when we can drop the potential outcome notation. The SWIG induced by the potential outcome definition is the most

convenient way to express causal irrelevance:

Proposition 2 (Causal irrelevance) Suppose we have potential outcomes defined for B ∪ C ⊆ IN and C ⊆ IN with

B ∩ C = ∅ and a ∈ X (A1:∞). If Z(aB∪C) is not a descendent of any ak with k ∈ C in our SWIG, then the potential

outcomes Z(aB) and Z(aB∪C) are equal.

In other words, if a potential outcome is not a descendant in the SWIG of an intervened value ak, for k ∈ B, then the

potential outcome is said to be causally irrelevant to the choice of ak. In such cases, the value of the potential outcome

does not change, whether or not we had passed ak forward at all. For example, since T1 has no parents, then T1(aB)

is always equal to T1. The proof of causal irrelevance is similar to that of consistency, i.e. under the conditions of the

proposition, Z(aB) and Z(aB∪C) are expressed identically in terms of the exogenous variables and the assignment

functions.

After applying causal irrelevance, we visualize the SWIG restricted to (Tk(a1), Xk(a1), Ak(a1), Yk(a1))k=1,2 with

B = {1} in Figure 2. To obtain the SWIG from the original DAG, we split each node corresponding to Ak for k ∈ B

into two nodes, one inheriting all incoming edges of Ak and the other inheriting all outgoing edges.

One of the key advantages of using SWIGs is that they uncover conditional independence relationships among po-

tential outcomes. These relationships are a result of the SWIG being Markov compatible with the potential outcome

distribution, which then implies local and global Markov properties. The local Markov property, for example, says

that a variable is independent of its non-descendants when conditioning on its parents. The global Markov property

characterizes conditional independence relationships arising from a property of the Markov compatible graph, known

as d-separation. While we will not delve into these concepts further in this paper, we will use a specific application of

the global Markov property of the SWIG:
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Figure 2: SWIG restricted to (Tk(a1), Xk(a1), Ak(a1), Yk(a1))k=1,2 when K ≥ 2.

T1 X1 A1 a1 Y1(a1)

T2(a1) X2(a1) A2(a1) Y2(a1)

Proposition 3 (Sequential ignorability) Suppose we have potential outcomes defined for B = {k} and a ∈ X (A1:∞).

Then, Yk+ℓ(ak) is independent of Ak conditional on Tk(ak) < ∞ and any vector Rk(ak) of variables that includes

Hk−1, Xk, and a (possibly empty) subset of variables in Pa[ak](Yk+ℓ).

To demonstrate the above is an implementation of the global Markov property, we consider all paths in the SWIG

that connect Ak to Yk+ℓ(ak). Because Ak has no outgoing edges (the SWIG shifts these edges to ak), then each of

these paths must go through the parents of Ak. These parents are exactly Xk and Hk−1, which are included in Rk. In

addition, it is important to note that the initial parent encountered by every path cannot be a collider. This is because

Ak is not considered a parent to any of its own parents. These conditions imply that Rk(ak) d-separates Ak from

Yk+ℓ(ak) in the SWIG, which in turn gives Proposition 3. We refer the reader to Richardson and Robins (2013) and

Malinsky et al. (2019) for more on Markov properties of SWIGs.

3.6 Lag Effect

Now that we have our causal model in place and our potential outcomes defined, we can focus on what we want to

learn from the data. Our aim is to understand the potential outcome of a future job if the current job is subjected to

a specific intervention. Let ℓ > 0 denote the time lag between the current job being intervened upon and a future job

that might be affected by it. We refer to job k + ℓ as the future job and job k as the current job. We can consider

the potential outcomes as defined in Definition 1 with B = {k} and ak ∈ {0, 1} to capture this idea. According to

causal irrelevance (Proposition 2), we have Ti(ak) = Ti, Xi(ak) = Xi and Ai(ak) = Ai when i ≤ k; Yi(ak) = Yi

when i < k. Otherwise, we cannot drop the potential outcome notation. Provided it is not the irrelevant mark, we

are interested in Yk+ℓ(ak), which represents the outcome for the future job we would have observed if the current job

was forced to take intervention ak. Although we cannot learn about individual potential outcomes Yk+ℓ(ak), we can

estimate their expectations in various situations:

Definition 2 (Lag effects) Suppose we have potential outcomes given by Definition 1 for B = {k} and ak = 1 and

separately for ak = 0. Let Rk be any vector of variables that includes Hk−1, Xk, and any (possibly empty) subset of

variables in Pa(Yk+ℓ) \Ak. Introduce for k, ℓ ∈ IN,

ζ(k, ℓ, r) = IE [Yk+ℓ(1)|Rk(1) = r, Tk+ℓ(1) <∞]− IE [Yk+ℓ(0)|Rk(0) = r, Tk+ℓ(0) <∞] .

to represent the average causal effect on job k + ℓ after intervening on job k among specific events for which

Tk+ℓ(ak) <∞ and Rk(ak) = r under the respective intervention.

In the above definition, we compute expectation with respect to the probability distribution IP, while holding the

interventions of the first k − 1 jobs at their original values and varying only the intervention for job k. The lag effect

may depend on the index k of the current job and the index of k+ℓ of the future job. To avoid computing the irrelevant

mark, we condition on Tk+ℓ(ak) <∞.

It is important to understand the causal query being asked with the lag effect, as it is subtle. We expose job k to

intervention ak = 1 and average the resulting value of Yk+ℓ over all events which consequently attain a certain level
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for Rk (possibly post-intervention) and yield observations at time period k + ℓ. This scenario is then contrasted

to exposing job k to intervention ak = 0 instead and averaging the resulting value of Yk+ℓ over all events which

consequently attain the same level for Rk and yield observations at time period k + ℓ. Our causal query is also

distinctly different than what it would be were we to use:

IE [Yk+ℓ(1)|Rk = r, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE [Yk+ℓ(0)|Rk = r, Tk+ℓ <∞] .

Above asks what would happen under different interventions among events who actually attain a certain level of Rk

and yield observations at time period k + ℓ under the realized intervention. While neither are conventional, Pearl has

a nice discussion on distinguishing between these two causal queries (Pearl 2015) and why someone might condition

on post-intervention variables.

For us, we have chosen this lag effect based on practical considerations. One important consideration is that we need

to condition on at least one post-intervention event, specifically the event where the induced Yk+ℓ is observed. This

is necessary to avoid computing expectations of irrelevant marks, and is unavoidable when the number of jobs, K , is

random and influenced by interventions. This situation is common in many stochastic service systems, such as those

that process jobs at different rates depending on prior interventions and in a fixed time frame (e.g., 9a to 5p).

Another factor to consider is that although the latter causal query, which conditions on realized values, may be more

straightforward to comprehend, it is generally not identifiable. The latter query is equivalent to conditioning on

colliders (e.g., Tk+ℓ) between the intervention Ak and the potential outcome Yk+ℓ(ak), thereby opening up a path to

transmit non-causal associations from Ak to Yk+ℓ(ak). The only way to close the path is to condition on potential

outcomes related to post-intervention variables (such as Tk+ℓ(ak)). The two causal queries would coincide if the

conditioning event {Rk(ak) = r, Tk+ℓ(ak) < ∞} remains invariant to ak. For example, if Rk only includes pre-

intervention variables such as Hk−1 and Xk, and the intervention has no impact on whether the subsequent Yk+ℓ is

observed, then {Rk(ak) = r, Tk+ℓ(ak) < ∞} could be invariant to ak. Yet, as noted above, we anticipate that the

latter condition may be too restrictive for many stochastic systems.

A final consideration was what variables should we allow in the conditioning set. We choose to require Hk−1 and Xk

inRk for reasons that we will discuss in the next section, as they are relevant to identifying the causal effect. We allow

for variables that occur post-intervention, but prior to Yk+ℓ, so we later can better model the variation in Yk+ℓ. For

example, the future job’s characteristics Xk+ℓ may have a larger influence on the outcome Yk+ℓ than the current job’s

characteristicsXk. We also consider these post-intervention variables to focus on the direct effects of the intervention,

which fix the induced value of these variables to a certain level. For instance, we may wish to determine if directing

a patient to vertical flow in the ED would speed up service for a future job, even were the induced congestion levels

held constant.

Because the lag effect is high-dimensional, we may find it too difficult to specify the right functional form to express

the influence of r on the lag effect ζ(k, ℓ, r). In these cases, it may be beneficial to use marginalization to reduce

the dimension of the lag effect and then express the functional form for this lower-dimensional effect. One way to

accomplish this is with the following:

Definition 3 (Marginalized lag effects) Consider the lag effect ζ(k, ℓ, r) as it is given in Definition 2. Let Sk be any

(possibly empty) subset of Rk. Introduce

ζmarg(k, ℓ, s) = IE [ζ(k, ℓ, Rk)|Sk = s, Tk+ℓ <∞] .

to represent the lag effect marginalized over Rk conditional on Sk = s and Tk+ℓ <∞.

If Sk = Rk, then the lag effect and the marginalized lag effect are equivalent. Our choice of the marginalized lag

effect is also guided by practical considerations. In this case, our concern is not about identification. Identifying

the marginalized lag effect can be achieved once the lag effect is identified. However, it is possible to condition on

potential outcomes instead of observed variables. This would result in an identifiable effect, which can be calculated

through a parametric g-formula (Robins 1986). However, this approach requires a full specification of the Markov
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kernels, which we find too restrictive. As we saw before, if the conditioning event {Rk(ak) = r, Tk+ℓ(ak) < ∞}
remains invariant to ak, then the two strategies coincide, and the marginalized lag effect is simply:

IE [Yk+ℓ(1)|Sk = s, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE [Yk+ℓ(0)|Sk = s, Tk+ℓ <∞] .

3.7 Identification

The primary challenge in causal inference is that we can only observe one of the potential outcomes, namely either

Yk+ℓ(1) or Yk+ℓ(0). As a result, we are generally unable to estimate the lag effect (as defined in Definition 2). We

need to extrapolate from our observations of Yk+ℓ(1) when the intervention is assigned to Ak = 1 in order to make

inferences about Yk+ℓ(1) when the intervention is assigned to Ak = 0. For such extrapolation to be valid, we require

the assumption of positivity in addition to consistency, causal irrelevance, and sequential ignorability (as outlined in

Propositions 1–3). This assumption states that every job has a chance of being assigned to the intervention:

Assumption 4 (Positivity) Consider Rk as defined for the lag effect (Definition 2). Assume

IE[Ak|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] ∈ (0, 1)

almost surely.

With positivity and the other properties, we are able to identify the lag effect, which is to say that we can re-express

the lag effect equivalently in terms of observed variables:

Lemma 1 (Non-parametric identification) Consider the lag effect ζ(k, ℓ, r) as it is given in Definition 2. Assuming

positivity (Assumption 4), then the lag effect ζ(k, ℓ, r) is equivalent to

IE[Yk+ℓ |Ak = 1, Rk = r, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE[Yk+ℓ |Ak = 0, Rk = r, Tk+ℓ <∞].

Proof. Sequential ignorability (Proposition 3) and positivity (Assumption 4) implies that

IE[Yk+ℓ(ak) |Rk(ak) = r, Tk+ℓ(ak) <∞] = IE[Yk+ℓ(ak) |Ak = ak, Rk(ak) = r, Tk+ℓ(ak) <∞].

Consistency (Proposition 1) simplifies the last expression to

IE[Yk+ℓ |Ak = ak, Rk = r, Tk+ℓ <∞].

Applying these expressions to ak = 1 and ak = 0, we arrive at

ζ(k, ℓ, r) = IE[Yk+ℓ(1) |Rk(1) = r, Tk+ℓ(1) <∞]− IE[Yk+ℓ(0) |Rk(0) = r, Tk+ℓ(0) <∞]

= IE[Yk+ℓ |Ak = 1, Rk = r, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE[Yk+ℓ |Ak = 0, Rk = r, Tk+ℓ <∞],

completing the proof.

4 Estimation

4.1 Estimating Equation

Our goal is to estimate marginalized lag effects ζmarg(k, ℓ, s) using estimating equations for a fixed ℓ ∈ IN. Suppose

we have collected data on n panels. This data is assumed to be comprised of n independent and identically distributed

(iid) realizations of our marked point process (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN modeled with distribution IP. We do not assume Tk
is observed or use irrelevant marks for estimation, so that observations are restricted to the set (Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈{1,...,K}.

Let IE denote expectation with respect to IP and IEn denote the empirical average with respect to n iid realizations of

our marked point process.

The primary estimating function we work with is of the form

IEn[U ] = 0, (1)
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where

U =

K−ℓ
∑

k=1

Uk, and Uk =Wk (Yk+ℓ − g(Rk)
′α−Akf(Sk)

′β)

[

g(Rk)

Akf(Sk)

]

for parameters α, β, ξ, η that we wish to estimate and suitable functions g and f that depend on ξ and η. We search

for parameters θ := (ξ, η, α, β) that solve Equation (1) in some compact subset Θ of Rm. To simplify notation, we

dropped the dependence of functions on parameters. The variable Uk can be decomposed into several parts:

• Wk (a weight for mitigating bias and emphasizing certain data points)

• Yk+l (outcome of future job)

• g(Rk)
′α (a linear working model for the baseline conditional mean of Yk+ℓ)

• f(Sk)
′β (a linear working model for the marginalized lag effect)

•

[

g(Rk)

Akf(Sk)

]

(derivative of the working mean model g(Rk)
′α+Akf(Sk)

′β with respect to α, β)

In particular, the parameter β is the inferential target, as it contributes to the marginalized linear working model for

the lag effect. If K were deterministic, then the estimating equation (Equation 1) has several precedents. It is akin to

a generalized estimating equation (GEE), in which data are weighted, clustered into panels, and given an independent

working correlation matrix. It is also akin to the g-estimation approach of Vansteelandt and Sjolander (2016) for

structural nested mean models and the weighted and centered approach of Boruvka et al. (2018).

While not the inferential target, the estimating equation depends on parameters ξ and η. These parameters specify a

working model for conditional probabilities of job k’s intervention assignment:

qk(Sk; ξ) ≈ IE[Ak |Sk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

pk(Rk; η) ≈ IE[Ak |Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

We assume ξ is also estimated using an estimating equation of the form

IEn[L] = IEn

[

K−ℓ
∑

k=1

Lk

]

= 0,

for variablesLk1{k≤K} that depends only on ξ and the observations of (Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈{1,...,K}. Similarly, we assume

η is also estimated using an estimating equation of the form

IEn[M ] = IEn

[

K−ℓ
∑

k=1

Mk

]

= 0

for variables Mk1{k≤K} that depends only on η and the observations of (Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈{1,...,K}. Most likely, ξ and η

would be estimated using logistic or log-linear regression. For example, if we used logistic regression and assumed a

linear model in Sk on the log-odds scale with ξ as the regression coefficients, our estimating equation might use:

L =
K−ℓ
∑

k=1

(Ak − logit−1([1, Sk]
′ξ))

[

1

Sk

]

.

By stacking the estimating equations together,

IEn











U

L

M











= IEn







K−ℓ
∑

k=1





Uk

Lk

Mk











= 0, (2)

estimation can be viewed as searching for α, β, ξ, and η that solve the stacked estimating equation. If we define

Ustacked as the concatenated vector of U , L, and M , then in order for Equation (2) to be meaningful, we are assuming

that Ustacked is integrable. Since these variables are sums of a random number of variables, we impose mild conditions

on K and Uk, Lk, and Mk to recover integrability (see Assumption A.2 in Appendix) to recover integrability:
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Lemma 2 (Integrability) Under the conditions on Uk, Lk, Mk and K in Assumption A.2, Equation 2 is well-defined

in the sense that, for each θ ∈ Θ, Ustacked is integrable and has finite expectation.

The assumptions can be found in Appendix A, and the proof in Appendix B. The broad arc is to replace the random

sum in the definition of Ustacked with an infinite sum and then exchange the expectation and the infinite sum. The

conditions in Assumption A.2 are then used to ensure that the final sum can be bounded above by the expectation of

K up to a constant.

4.2 Estimating Procedure

The first step of estimation would be to use the observations of (Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈{1,...,K} to recover an estimate ξn and

ηn that solves the estimating equations IEn[U ] = IEn[V ] = 0. For example, we might use logistic regression to model

the above conditional probabilities on the log odds scale as a linear function of the Sk or Rk. In such a case, the

parameters ξn and ηn would be the estimated regression coefficients. In special circumstances, the intervention Ak

was randomized according to a known probability. Consequently, qk(Sk; ξ) and pk(Rk; η) would be exact.

Once ξ and η are estimated, we turn to specifying Wk, f , and g. The weight term Wk is taken to be the ratio of the

two conditional probability models:

Wk = Ak

qk(Sk; ξn)

pk(Rk; ηn)
+ (1−Ak)

1− qk(Sk; ξn)

1 − pk(Rk; ηn)
. (3)

Naturally, we are assuming that we are not dividing by zero, otherwise the weights would be ill-defined. This as-

sumption is the empirical equivalent of our positivity assumption (Assumption 4). These weights resemble (stabilized)

inverse probability weights, in which a job is weighted inversely according to the probability of receiving their realized

intervention assignment (Horvitz and Thompson 1952). Jobs that are more likely to receive their realized intervention

assignment are subsequently down-weighted relative to those that are less likely. Given that certain jobs may be pre-

disposed to be assigned a particular intervention, the weights create a pseudo-population of jobs in each intervention

group that better reflects all jobs, not just those in the given intervention group. In the special case when Sk = Rk or

when pk(Rk; ηn) = qk(Sk; ξn), then the weights Wk are just 1.

Meanwhile, we specify f(Sk) to be any vector-valued function of Sk. It reflects our assumptions about how we think

the marginalized lag effect might vary as a function of Sk, i.e.

f(Sk)
′β ≈ ξmarg(k, ℓ, Sk)

For example, we might think the marginalized lag effect of assigning a patient to vertical flow is quadratic in a patient’s

age. If Sk were the current patient’s age, then we might chose:

f(Sk) =
[

1 Sk S2
k

]′

We can similarly specify the baseline term g(Rk) to be any vector-valued function of Rk with one caveat. It must

contain the variable qk(Sk; ξ)f(Sk). This caveat is so that the working mean model:

g(Rk)
′α+Akf(Sk)

′β,

upon a re-definition of α, includes the model in which the Ak is centered:

g(Rk)
′α+ (Ak − qk(Sk; ξn))f(Sk)

′β

Including qk(Sk; ξ)f(Sk) in g(Rk) follows the strategy of Vansteelandt and Sjolander (2016) of making the mean

model more general while still, practically, centering the intervention assignments. Centering is recommended for

reasons we discuss later and is recommended in Boruvka et al. (2018).

The last step of estimation is to search for a solution αn and βn to the estimating equation (Equation 1). Given the

similarity of Equation (1) to GEE, these parameters (though not necessarily their standard errors) can be estimated

using standard GEE software, provided the working correlation matrix is specified to be independent. We next study

the properties of the resulting estimator βn.
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4.3 Consistency and Asymptotic Normality

Our estimator is a type of estimator called a Z-estimator (Z for “zero"), as it involves searching for roots of an esti-

mating equation. Asymptotic properties of Z-estimators have been extensively studied, so that we can invoke standard

arguments. In an effort to be self-contained, we sketch the arguments in Van der Vaart (2000). We start with the

following definition:

Definition 4 (Estimator) Define an estimator θn = (ξn, ηn, αn, βn) to be a solution in a set Θ ⊆ Rm to the (stacked)

estimating equation (Equation 2), should such a solution exist. Define θ∞ = (ξ∞, η∞, α∞, β∞) to be a solution in Θ

to the asymptotic version of the estimating equation:

IE [Ustacked] = 0,

should such a solution exist.

The first property of our estimators is consistency:

Theorem 1 (Consistency) Under Assumption A.3, the estimator θn in Definition 4 is consistent with respect to θ∞:

θn
P→ θ∞.

Proof. The proof follows from Theorem 5.7 in Van der Vaart (2000) if two conditions are met. Take Mn(θ) =

−
∥

∥IEn[Ustacked]
∥

∥ and M(θ) = −
∥

∥IE[Ustacked]
∥

∥. The first condition is the uniform convergence of Mn(θ) to M(θ)

in probability over Θ. Given that IEn[Ustacked] is the empirical average over iid samples of Ustacked, this uniform

convergence is an application of a uniform law of large numbers and follows from several conditions, including

compactness of Θ in Rm, finiteness of IE[Ustacked] (Lemma 2), and the mapping θ → Ustacked being almost surely

continuous and dominated by an appropriate function (see Lemma 1 in Tauchen (1985)). The second condition is

called well-separatedness and requires that the supremum of M(θ) over all Θ outside of any neighborhood around a

unique maximizer θ∞ is positive. Well-separatedness follows immediately from the uniqueness of the maximizer and

the almost sure continuity of the mapping θ → Ustacked over compact Θ (Assumptions A.3). The proof of Theorem

5.7 in Van der Vaart (2000) uses the uniform convergence condition to argue that M(θn)
P→ M(θ∞) = 0. Well-

separatedness then ensures that the only way M(θn) converges in probability to 0 would be if θn were converging in

probability to θ.

The assumptions required for consistency (Assumption A.3) in common choices of L and M (such as logistic or log-

linear models) are relatively mild. Continuity of θ → Ustacked is reasonable, since U is linear in α and β and smooth

in ξ, and L and M is constant in α and β and smooth in ξ and η. The main concern is that U involves division by

pk(Rk; η) or 1 − pk(Rk; η), which could prevent continuity over Θ if pk(Rk; η) is not bounded away from 0 and 1.

For a function to dominate the mapping θ → Ustacked, K and variables contributing to Uk cannot be too large. This

is comparable to the conditions for integrability (Assumption A.2). In practice, these variables are usually bounded.

Similarly, parameters are usually bounded in practice, so compactness of Θ is usually not an issue.

The second property of our estimators is
√
n-consistency and asymptotic normality:

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic normality) Under Assumption A.4, the estimator θn in Definition 4 is
√
n-consistent with

respect to θ∞: √
n(θn − θ∞) = −B

−1
√
nEn

[

Ustacked

∣

∣

θ=θ∞

]

+ op(1)

and asymptotically normal with mean θ∞ and variance B−1C(B−1)′, where

B = IE
[

∇θUstacked

∣

∣

θ=θ∞

]

; C = IE
[

UstackedU
′
stacked

∣

∣

θ=θ∞

]

.
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Proof. The proof follows from several results in Van der Vaart (2000), including Theorem 5.21, Lemma 19.24, and

Example 19.7. Let Ψ(θ) = IE[Ustacked] and Ψn(θ) = IEn[Ustacked], such that Ψ(θ∞) = Ψn(θn) = 0. We can obtain

an approximation for
√
nΨ(θn) from Ψ(θ∞) = 0 and the differentiability of Ψ(θ) at θ∞:

√
nΨ(θn) =

√
nB · (θn − θ∞) +

√
n
∥

∥θn − θ∞
∥

∥ oP (1) .

Meanwhile, the central limit theorem allows us to conclude that
√
nΨn(θ∞) is asymptotically normal with mean zero

and covariance C. The challenge is to connect the two aforementioned results through empirical process theory, which

necessitates demonstrating that
√
nΨn(θ∞) +

√
nΨ(θn)

P→ 0. This connection relies on the compactness of Θ and

the (almost sure) Lipschitz continuity of θ → Ustacked, which provides uniform convergence in distribution over Θ of

the empirical process
√
n (Ψn(θ)−Ψ(θ)). Thus, we can deduce:

√
nΨ(θn) =

√
nB · (θn − θ∞) +

√
n
∥

∥θn − θ∞
∥

∥ oP (1) = −√
nΨn(θ∞) + oP (1).

Last, we argue
√
n
∥

∥θn − θ∞
∥

∥ oP (1) = oP (1) because
√
nΨn(θ∞) = OP (1) and B is invertible.

The additional assumptions required for asymptotic normality (Assumption A.4) in common choices ofL andM (such

as logistic or log-linear models) are relatively mild. Similar to continuity, it is reasonable to assume Lipschitz conti-

nuity and differentiability for the mapping θ → Ustacked, since Ustacked is a smooth function over Θ with pk(Rk; η)

bounded away from 0 and 1 if needed. Finiteness of B is linked to integrability and finding a dominating function for

θ → Ustacked, and requires that K and the variables contributing to Uk cannot be too large. Invertibility of B follows

from the uniqueness of our minimizer θ∞. The main concern is the finiteness of C and the square-integrability of the

Lipschitz constant, which further limits the size of K and the variables contributing to Uk.

4.4 Double Robustness

Our next task is to connect β∞, for which βn is consistent, to the marginalized lag effect ξmarg(k, ℓ, s). We can make

this connection if some of our various modeling assumptions is correct. All told, there are four different models that

we wish were valid for some θ ∈ Θ:

• Outcome model, viz,

g(Rk)
′α+Akf(Sk)

′β = IE[Yk+ℓ |Rk, Ak, Tk+ℓ <∞], (4)

• Conditional probability model in the numerator of the weights, viz,

qk(Sk; ξ) = IE[Ak |Sk, Tk+ℓ <∞], (5)

• Conditional probability model in the denominator of the weights, viz,

pk(Rk; η) = IE[Ak |Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞], (6)

• Marginalized lag effect, viz,

f(Sk)
′β = ζmarg(k, ℓ, Sk), (7)

Theorem 3 (Double robustness) Suppose positivity (Assumption 4) and the conditions for asymptotic normality

(Theorem 2) hold. If either the outcome model is correct (Equation 4) or the conditional probability model in the

denominator of weights (Equation 6) is correct for θ∞ ∈ Θ, then the asymptotic limit of our estimator β∞ is related

to the lag effect ζmarg(k, ℓ, Sk) according to the linear equation:

Gβ∞ = g

where

G =
∞
∑

k=1

IE
[

q(Sk; ξ∞)(1− q(Sk; ξ∞))f(Sk)f(Sk)
′
∣

∣Tk+ℓ <∞
]

IP(Tk+ℓ <∞)

g =

∞
∑

k=1

IE [q(Sk; ξ∞)(1 − q(Sk; ξ∞))ζmarg(k, ℓ, Sk)f(Sk)|Tk+ℓ <∞] IP(Tk+ℓ <∞).
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If, in addition, G is invertible and the lag effect model is correct (Equation 7) for some θ∗ = (ξ∗, η∗, α∗, β∗) ∈ Θ, then

β∞ = β∗.

The proof for this theorem can be found in Appendix C. There are several points to consider. First, β∞ can be viewed

as a weighted average of the causal effect ζmarg(k, ℓ, Sk), even if the lag effect model is incorrect. This implies

that we have a third form of robustness where, although we may not precisely recover our target effect, we can still

obtain a relevant causal effect. We use a weighting scheme based on qk(Sk; ξ∞)(1 − qk(Sk; ξ∞)). This idea is

not novel, as there exists a recent method in causal inference known as overlap weights. This method weights the

average causal effect conditional on a variable x, denoted by µ(x), by e(x)(1 − e(x)), where e(x) is the propensity

score conditional on x (Li et al. 2019). Our weighting scheme gives greater importance to jobs where Sk is balanced

between intervention groups. Such jobs have intervention decisions that are essentially random, allowing for greater

comparability between the groups. Last, double robustness is hiding an important point. The error terms in the proof

are directly related to the errors in both the conditional probability model in the denominator (Equation 6) and the

outcome model (Equation 4). Even if both models are incorrect but are good approximations, Gβ∞ ≈ g.

4.5 Semiparametric Efficiency

The theorem on asymptotic normality (Theorem 2) provides some notion of efficiency. It shows that the estimators’

variance takes the form of the standard sandwich estimator 1
n
B−1C(B−1)′. This observation enables us to estimate

the variance of our estimator, along with standard errors, by using their empirical counterpart:

Bn = IEn

[

∇θUstacked

∣

∣

θ=θn

]

; Cn = IEn

[

UstackedU
′
stacked

∣

∣

θ=θn

]

.

One important question is whether there is a better way to estimate the inferential target β. This question is often asked

in terms of asymptotic efficiency, which captures the extent to which our estimator for β has small asymptotic variance.

To compute the asymptotic variance of our estimator of β, we can use the matrix 1
n
B−1C(B−1)′. In particular, the

asymptotic variance of our estimator for β is given by the β portion of the formula, which can be written as:

1

n

(

∇βθ · B−1
)

C
(

∇βθ · B−1
)′
.

Although our estimator is not generally optimal, we offer the following evidence to suggest that it is a sensible choice:

Theorem 4 (Efficient score) Consider the special case when Sk = Rk = Pa(Yk+ℓ) \ Ak and the semi-parametric

model M described in Definition A.1. Let IE0 and Var0 denote expectation and variance with respect to the correct

model in M. Then, the efficient score function for β with respect to M is

Seff(β) =

K−ℓ
∑

k=1

f(Rk)

σk(Rk)
(Yk+ℓ − µk(Rk)−Akf(Rk)

′β) (Ak − ρk(Rk))

where

ρk(Rk) = IE0 [Ak|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

µk(Rk) = IE0[Yk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

σk(Rk) = (1 − ρk(Rk))Var0[Yk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] + ρk(Rk)Var0[Yk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞].

The proof of the theorem above is presented in Appendix D. It is worth noting that the condition Sk = Rk im-

plies Wk = 1, based on Equation 3. The form of the efficient score inspired us to define the estimating equation

(Equation 1). Specifically, under the conditions stated in the theorem, our proposed estimator satisfies the following

expression:

IEn

[

K−ℓ
∑

k=1

f(Rk) (Yk+ℓ − g(Rk)
′α−Akf(Rk)

′β) (Ak − pk(Rk; η))

]

.

Upon comparing this expression to the one in the theorem, we observe that although we do not have precise knowledge

of µk(Rk), we utilize g(Rk)
′α as an approximation for µk(Rk). Similarly, while we may not have exact information

about ρk(Rk), we use pk(Rk; η) as an approximation for ρk(Rk). These ideas are then used for the general case when

the conditioning set Sk is a proper subset of Rk or when Rk is a proper subset of Pa(Yk+ℓ) \Ak.
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5 Case Study

We apply our developed framework to observational data obtained from a large academic hospital in the Midwest,

where a split-flow model has been implemented in the ED. In this increasingly adopted flow model, nurses at triage

are replaced by physicians who assess whether patients should be directed to a vertical area for low-acuity cases or

a traditional room. Existing empirical evidence primarily focuses on evaluating the overall effects of split-flow on

ED operations and patient outcomes (Konrad et al. 2013, Wiler et al. 2016, Garrett et al. 2018). However, the specific

impact of the decision to assign a patient to the vertical area on subsequent patient outcomes remains uncertain.

To estimate lag effects, we use data on n = 27831 encounters with an ED split flow model between November 1, 2016,

and September 26, 2018. Since split-flow is operated within a specific time window each day, we treated encounters on

a given day as independent panels. We excluded the 5 days that had fewer than 3 ED split-flow visits. Characteristics

Xk of patient k within a panel consisted of

• Demographic information on age, gender, and race,

• ED census, representing the number of patients in the ED upon arrival,

• Chief complaint, categorized into four common complaints: abdominal pain, chest pain, dyspnea, and

headache. There was an additional category to capture the remaining complaints;

• Comorbidity factors including the Hierarchical Condition Category (HCC)

score (2019 Risk Adjustment Factors and Payment Rates 2018) and binary indicators of congestive

heart failure, hypertension, obesity, diabetes with and without complications, and hypertension.

The intervention Ak of patient k is whether the patient is assigned to the vertical area (Ak = 1) or a traditional

bed (Ak = 0). We considered four outcomes Yk, with the estimation procedure repeated for each outcome. These

outcomes included time to disposition after being roomed (in minutes), number of tests performed such as electrocar-

diograms and radiology scans, admission decision, and the patient routing decision to either vertical area or fast track

area (which is simply Ak).

The lag ℓ was fixed at 1. We definedRk to include characteristicsXk+ℓ of the future patient. To model the conditional

probability pk(Rk; η) in the denominator of the weights, we performed GEE regression with a logit link function and

an independent working correlation matrix. The regression model included the outcomeAk as the dependent variable.

Independent variables included the current patient’s characteristics Xk, the future patient’s characteristics Xk+ℓ, and

a fixed number i of lagged decisions Ak−i, . . . , Ak−1. Quadratic and cubic splines were considered for age of the

current patient with knots placed at tertiles in the age distribution (i.e., 30, 46, and 62 years). Model comparison was

conducted using the Quasi-likelihood under the Independence model Criterion (QICu) (Pan 2001), where different

choices in i and age splines were evaluated. The model with the smallest QICu value was selected, which consisted of

i = 4 and quadratic splines for age.

We explored various choices for Sk. We began with Sk being an empty set (∅). To demonstrate the flexibility of

considering different Sk, we then set Sk to include each of the comorbidity variables for the future patient, which

are available in Xk+ℓ. To model the conditional probability qk(Sk; ξ) in the numerator of the weights, we performed

GEE regression with a logit link function and an independent working correlation matrix. In the regression model,

we treated Ak as the dependent variable. When Sk was not empty, it was included as an independent variable in the

model.

For each outcome and each Sk, we estimated the inferential target of β. In the context of Theorem 3, f(Sk)
′β

corresponds to the marginalized lag effect ζmarg(k, ℓ, Sk). To achieve this, we solved the estimating equation presented

in Equation (1) for a given baseline model g(Rk)
′α and marginalized lag effect model f(Sk)

′β. The term f(Sk)

included a constant term of 1 to represent the main intervention effect, and when Sk was one of the comorbidity

variables, it incorporatedSk as well. Our baseline model included a constant term of 1 to represent the intercept, as well

as the characteristics of the current (Xk) and future (Xk+ℓ) patient. Additionally, the requisite term f(Sk)qk(Sk; ξn)

was included, where ξn represents the estimate obtained from performing GEE regression to model qk(Sk; ξ). As
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mentioned earlier, we tackled the estimating equation by employing an equivalent procedure of GEE regression with

an identity link and independent working correlation matrix.

Tables 1 and 2 reports the main effect β when Sk = ∅ and the interaction term f(1)′β−f(0)′β when Sk 6= ∅. Standard

errors were calculated using the geex package (Saul and Hudgens 2020). The implementation details are in Appendix

E. Estimates and standard errors were used to construct Wald 95% confidence intervals and perform Wald hypothesis

tests of the null hypothesis that the true value of the estimate is zero. Significance was considered P < .05. Given the

exploratory nature of this investigation, marginal significance was considered P < .10.

Table 1: Estimates for main effect (Sk = ∅) or interaction term (Sk 6= ∅) of sending the current patient to the vertical

area on the time to disposition and number of tests for the next patient. We report P values for Wald tests.

Time to disposition (min.) Number of tests

Variable Sk Estimate (95% CI) P Estimate (95% CI) P

∅ 3.6 (-1.1, 8.3) .11 0.04 (0.01, 0.09) .02

Congestive heart failure -3.1 (-22.3, 16.1) .74 -0.06 (-0.2, 0.1) .56

Hypertension -1.9 (-11.0, 7.2) .68 -0.03 (-0.1, 0.05) .43

Obesity 2.9 (-9.4, 15.4) .63 0.02 (-0.1, 0.2) .70

Diabetes with complications -10.5 (-25.4, 4.4) .16 -0.01 (-0.1, 0.1) .88

Diabetes without complications -7.3 (-22.2, 7.5) .33 0.06 (-0.1, 0.2) .45

HCC -1.9 (-4.1, 0.3) .09 0.01 (-0.01, 0.03) .47

Table 2: Estimates for main effect (Sk = ∅) or interaction term (Sk 6= ∅) of sending the current patient to the vertical

area on the admission decision and vertical area decision for the next patient. We report P values for Wald tests.

Admission decision (%) Vertical area decision (%)

Variable Sk Interaction (95% CI) P Interaction (95% CI) P

∅ 0.9 (-0.8, 2.7) .29 2.0 (0.3, 3.6) .01

Congestive heart failure 1.6 (-5.5, 8.8) .65 -0.7 (-5.5, 4.1) .76

Hypertension -3.7 (-7.4, 0.05) .05 0.3 (-2.6, 3.3) .81

Obesity -0.5 (-5.0, 3.9) .81 0.1 (-4.1, 4.4) .94

Diabetes with complications 1.0 (-5.2, 7.3) .75 -0.1 (-5.2, 4.8) .95

Diabetes without complications -4.0 (-11.0, 2.9) .25 0.6 (-5.2, 6.5) .83

HCC -0.1 (-1.1, 0.7) .74 -0.3 (-1.0, 0.4) .46

Our results suggest sequential bias in the decision to send a patient to a vertical area over a traditional bed. In Table 1,

we find that sending the current patient to vertical area leads to a significant increase of 0.04 (95% CI: [0.01, 0.09]) tests

on average for the next patient. Regarding time to disposition, our findings indicate a marginally significant interaction

between the next patient’s HCC score and the decision to send the current patient to the vertical area. Although, in

general, sending the current patient to vertical area leads to an estimated non-significant increase in average time to

disposition of 3.6 minutes for the subsequent patient, this increase is 1.9 (95% CI: [−0.3, 4.1]) minutes shorter when

the subsequent patient has an HCC score of 1 compared to an HCC score of 0. In Table 2, we find that sending

the current patient to vertical area leads to a significant increase of 2% (95% CI: [0.3%, 3.6%]) in the next patient’s

probability of being assigned to vertical area. Further, we observe a marginally significant interaction between the

next patient’s hypertension status and the decision to send the current patient to the vertical area. Although, in general,

sending the current patient to vertical area lead to an estimated non-significant increase of 0.9% in the next patient’s

admission rate, this rate increase is estimated to be -3.7% (95% CI: [−7.4%, 0.05%]) lower when the patient has

hypertension compared to when they do not have hypertension.
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6 Conclusion

We introduced a new causal inference framework to examine sequential bias in stochastic service systems from ob-

servational data. Sequential bias has been widely observed across diverse domains, including sporting competitions,

stock markets, and judging decisions. If we can accurately measure this bias, we can pave the way for enhancing

decision-making in stochastic service systems through stochastic modeling and optimization. With this goal in mind,

we had to address two obstacles to performing causal inference: interference and a random number of jobs. To handle

interference, we drew upon insights from DTRs, building specifically upon the work in Robins (1997), Boruvka et al.

(2018), Qian et al. (2021). Handling the random number of jobs introduced challenges across modeling, identification,

and estimation. These challenges include building a causal model that permits a random number of variables, identi-

fying the resulting causal effects, and deriving estimation properties such as double robustness and an efficient score.

Our innovative solutions to these challenges represent the core contributions of our work, pushing the boundaries of

causal inference forward.

To tackle the issue of modeling a random number of jobs, we conceptualized the decision-making process as a MPP and

integrated it within the well-established causal inference framework established by Richardson and Robins (2013) and

Malinsky et al. (2019). By employing the MPP, we were able to effectively account for the number of jobs. However,

this required working with an infinite number of random variables, posing certain technical difficulties. Ensuring the

integrability of our proposed estimating equations and justifying the exchange between differentiation and an infinite

sum in our proof of semiparametric efficiency were among the difficulties we encountered and successfully navigated.

These successes not only help us quantify sequential bias, but also offer a way to effectively handle a random number

of decisions in a DTR.

Based on the MPP, we introduced two causal effects as measures of sequential bias. These effects differ from their

counterpart in the DTR literature (Boruvka et al. 2018, Qian et al. 2021) for their inclusion of variables collected after

the intervention in the conditioning set. This inclusion is unavoidable because, in the presence of a random number

of jobs, measuring the causal impact that intervening on a current job has on a future job requires that the future job

exists. In other words, we always condition on a specific post-intervention variable, namely the binary indicator of

whether the future job exists. Moreover, the inclusion of post-intervention variables brings an additional advantage

of modeling the future job’s outcome using its own characteristics, rather than the characteristics of the current or

past job. This approach holds promise for achieving more efficient estimators. Indeed, we derived an efficient score

for those specific lag effects that conditioned on every post-intervention variable that is a parent of the future job’s

outcome. Without conditioning on post-intervention variables, our proof would only work for effects on the outcome

of the currently intervened job, instead of a future job. This consideration may explain why Qian et al. (2021), which

did not condition on post-intervention variables, provided an efficient score only in the special case of their causal

effect when the outcome was the most immediate.

Nevertheless, it is crucial to acknowledge a caveat when conditioning on post-intervention variables: the interpretation

of the lag effect becomes more nuanced. To address the confusion surrounding conditioning on post-intervention vari-

ables, Pearl (2015) extensively discusses this topic in a dedicated paper. He highlights the importance of considering

whether to condition on the observed value of post-intervention variables or the hypothetical value that these variables

would achieve under the contrasting scenarios. These considerations lead to different research questions. In our study,

the question was clear: to identify the lag effect, we needed to condition on the hypothetical value rather than the

observed value. Consequently, the resulting lag effect is interpreted as an average contrast in a future job’s outcome

between intervening and not intervening on a current job among those events whose post-treatment variables would

achieve a certain value regardless of the intervention. For instance, we may compare the future job’s outcome when

intervening or not intervening on a current job, focusing on events where the future job exists in either case.

Applying our framework to specific settings comes with several limitations to consider. One such limitation is that,

like many other causal inference approaches, we rely on assumptions that cannot be directly verified from data. These

assumptions involve considering multiple hypothetical scenarios, of which only one is actually realized. Therefore,

the validity of our approach in a given application depends on how well the application can be accurately represented
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using our proposed causal model. A specific issue to be mindful of, because it could compromise the model’s validity,

is an unobserved common cause of the future job’s outcome and the current job’s outcome. Thus, careful consideration

of such confounding factors is necessary to ensure the validity of our approach.

Another limitation is the unknown assignment mechanism for the intervention, which needs to be estimated from the

available data. Since our estimator is doubly-robust, this implies that if both the probability model of assignment

and the outcome model are incorrect, there is a risk of biased estimates. A related issue is the occurrence of inter-

vention assignments with extremely low probabilities, which we then divide by during estimation. The accuracy of

these probabilities can impact on estimation. Furthermore, such probabilities suggest that certain jobs are very un-

likely to experience one of the intervention conditions, which violates our assumption of positivity. One proposed

solution is to exclude cases with extremely low probabilities (Lee et al. 2011). Alternatively, overlap weights can be

used to smoothly reduce the influence of observations with extreme probabilities (Li et al. 2019). Encouragingly, our

investigation of double robustness demonstrates that by adding a term in the numerator of our weights related to the

probability of assignment, our estimator effectively produces a weighted causal effect similar to one that used overlap

weights.

A final limitation is the assumption of non-interference among panels, i.e. that the outcomes within a panel are solely

determined by the decisions in that panel, independent of decisions made in other panels. However, this assumption

may not hold if the decision-maker for one panel of data were to coordinate their decisions with the decision-maker on

another panel. For example, physicians in the ED can potentially impact each other’s decisions, making it inappropriate

to consider patients treated by different doctors during the same time period as arising from distinct panels.

To conclude our investigation, we estimated lag effects for a specific decision-making scenario in the ED, offering

a concrete illustration of how our proposed causal inference framework can be applied. We provide step-by-step

guidance on how to implement our method using commonly available statistical software. The estimation of standard

errors may be the most challenging aspect, and we include code snippets in the Appendix to facilitate this process.

Our analysis reveals a noteworthy finding regarding the influence of a current patient’s routing decision on the next

patient. Specifically, our data analysis demonstrates that routing the current patient to a vertical area significantly

increases both the number of tests performed and the probability of the next patient being routed to the vertical area.

These findings provide compelling support for the existence of sequential bias in a setting of paramount importance

and profound consequences.
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Appendix

A Regularity Conditions

To construct the distribution for our MPP, we make use of the Ionescu Tulcea theorem. Letting ⊕k∈INEk be the

product σ-algebra in
∏

k∈IN Ωk given a sequence (Ωk, Ek)k∈IN of measurable spaces, the statement of the theorem is

the following:

Theorem A.1 (Ionescu Tulcea) For a sequence of measurable spaces (Ωk, Ek)k∈IN, a probability measure IP0 on

Ω1, and Markov kernels IPk from
∏k

i=1 Ωk to Ωk+1 for k ∈ IN, there exists random variables Zk taking values in Ωk

with unique probability distribution IP on (
∏

k∈IN Ωk,⊗k∈INEk) satisfying the following equation for all k ∈ IN and

Bi ∈ Ei:
IP({Zi ∈ Bi}ki=1) =

∫

B1

IP0(dω1)

∫

B2

IP1(dω2|ω1) . . .

∫

Bk

IPk(dωk|ω1, . . . , ωk−1).

In order for the random variables (Tk, Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈IN to form an MPP, additional conditions on the Markov kernels

must be satisfied. These conditions ensure that the times are strictly increasing when they are finite, and increasing

otherwise, with the marks taking on the irrelevant mark when the corresponding time is infinite. Specifically, the

following assumptions are made:

Assumption A.1 (Marked point process conditions) The Markov kernels from Assumption 2 satisfy:

IP(Tk)
(

(tk−1,∞]
∣

∣ t1:k−1, hk−1

)

= 1 if tk−1 <∞
IP(Tk)

(

{∞}
∣

∣ t1:k−1, hk−1

)

= 1 if tk−1 = ∞
IP(Xk)

(

R
l
∣

∣ t1:k, hk−1

)

= 1 if tk <∞
IP(Xk)

(

{∆}
∣

∣ t1:k, hk−1

)

= 1 if tk = ∞.

and

IP(Ak)
(

{0, 1}
∣

∣xk, hk−1

)

= IP(Yk)
(

R
∣

∣xk, ak, hk−1

)

= 1 if xk 6= ∆

IP(Ak)
(

{∆}
∣

∣xk, hk−1

)

= IP(Yk)
(

{∆}
∣

∣xk, ak, hk−1

)

= 1 if xk = ∆.

For estimation, we need several assumptions for the proposed estimator to be integrable (Lemma 2), consistent (The-

orem 1), and asymptotically normal (Theorem 2). The next assumption ensures that Ustacked is integrable.

Assumption A.2 (Integrability conditions) The random number of jobs has finite expectation, viz, IE[K] < ∞. We

also have the following bound:

IE





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥





Uk

Lk

Mk





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1{k≤K}



 ≤ C IP(k ≤ K)

for some constant C.

In addition to assumptions above, we also invoke the assumptions below for consistency and asymptotic normality. The

following assumptions for consistency incorporate the assumptions in Lemma 1 for Tauchen (1985), with the exception

that the separability condition is replaced with a more direct condition on measurability of a function involving a

supremum:

Assumption A.3 (Consistency conditions) In addition to the conditions needed for integrability (Assumption A.2), the

set Θ is compact, IE[Ustacked] has a unique root θ∞ in Θ, and almost surely IEn[Ustacked] has a root θn in Θ. Take

Z := (Xk, Ak, Yk)k∈{1,...,K}. Let ψ be the mapping from θ and Z to ψ(Z, θ) = Ustacked and assume ψ is

• almost surely continuous for each θ ∈ Θ
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• almost surely bounded above by a measurable function d(z) that is invariant to θ and has finite mean

• measurable for each θ ∈ Θ

• is defined such that

sup
θ∈Θ:

∥

∥

∥θ − θ∗
∥

∥

∥
<δ

∥

∥Ustacked − Ustacked

∣

∣

θ=θ∗

∥

∥

is measurable for all δ > 0 and θ∗ ∈ Θ.

The hardest step in the proof of consistency (Theorem 1) is showing a uniform law of large numbers from these con-

ditions, for which we refer the reader to the proof of Lemma 1 in Tauchen (1985). Asymptotic normality (Theorem 2)

requires yet stronger conditions, which are given as followed:

Assumption A.4 (Asymptotic normality conditions) In addition to the conditions needed for integrability (Assump-

tion A.2) and consistency (Assumption A.3), we have

• Measurable ψ̇(z) exists with IE[ψ̇(Z)2] <∞ such that for θ1, θ2 in Θ and in a neighborhood of θ∞
∥

∥ψ(z, θ1)− ψ(z, θ2)
∥

∥ ≤ ψ̇(x)
∥

∥θ1 − θ2
∥

∥

• The matrices

B = IE
[

∇θUstacked

∣

∣

θ=θ∞

]

; C = IE
[

UstackedU
′
stacked

∣

∣

θ=θ∞

]

,

exist and are invertible.

B Proof of Integrability (Lemma 2)

With the assumptions for integrability stated in the last section, we are ready to provide the proof of integrability

(Lemma 2):

Proof. Our proof is for U . The same argument holds for L and M . Note that the triangle inequality implies that
∥

∥U
∥

∥ ≤∑K
k=1

∥

∥Uk

∥

∥ almost surely. As a result, we have that

IE
[
∥

∥U
∥

∥

]

= IE
[∥

∥

∥

∑K
k=1 Uk

∥

∥

∥

]

≤ IE

[

K
∑

k=1

∥

∥Uk

∥

∥

]

.

Next note that we can write IE
[

∑K
k=1

∥

∥Uk

∥

∥

]

as IE
[
∑∞

k=1

∥

∥Uk

∥

∥

1{k≤K}

]

. Applying the monotone convergence

theorem to this last expression allows us to write IE
[
∑∞

k=1

∥

∥Uk

∥

∥

1{k≤K}

]

=
∑∞

k=1 IE
[∥

∥Uk

∥

∥

1{k≤K}

]

. The second

part of Assumption A.2 is that

IE
[∥

∥Uk

∥

∥

1{k≤K}

]

≤ C IP(k ≤ K),

which implies

∞
∑

k=1

IE
[∥

∥Uk

∥

∥

1{k≤K}

]

≤ C

∞
∑

k=1

IP(k ≤ K) = C IE[K].

The first part of Assumption A.2 gives the finiteness of IE[K], which completes the proof.

C Proof of Double Robustness (Theorem 3)

Here, we provide the proof for Theorem 3, which relates our estimator to β∞ to our target effect ζmarg(k, ℓ, Sk) in

situations when some of our models are correct.
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Proof. The proof of this theorem involves understanding what it means for θ∞ to be a solution for IE[Ustacked]. We

accomplish this in several steps.

Step 1: Re-write the estimating equation. We first note that

IE[Ustacked] = IE

[

K−ℓ
∑

k=1

Uk

]

= IE

[

∞
∑

k=1

Uk1{k≤K}

]

=
∞
∑

k=1

IE [Uk|Tk <∞] IP(Tk+ℓ <∞).

We were able to swap the infinite sum with the expectation by utilizing the conditions for integrability (Assump-

tion A.2) and the dominated convergence theorem. In particular, we established the finiteness of the expectation of
∥

∥Ustacked

∥

∥ in Lemma 2, which dominates Ustacked. Further, the solution θ∞ to the estimating equation:

IE[Ustacked] =

∞
∑

k=1

IE

[

Wk (Yk+ℓ − g(Rk)
′α−Akf(Rk)

′β)

[

g(Rk)

Akf(Sk)

]
∣

∣

∣

∣

Tk+ℓ <∞
]

IP(Tk+ℓ <∞) = 0

is also a solution to

∞
∑

k=1

IE
[

Wk (Yk+ℓ − g(Rk)
′α−Akf(Sk)

′β) (Ak − qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)
∣

∣Tk+ℓ <∞
]

IP(Tk+ℓ <∞) = 0.

This can be shown by subtracting the rows ofUk involving qk(Sk; ξ)f(Sk) in g(Rk) from the rows involvingAkf(Sk),

which is a direct consequence of our requirement that g(Rk) includes qk(Sk; ξ)f(Sk).

Step 2: Simplify the new estimating equation. We want to show that

IE [Wk (Yk+ℓ − g(Rk)
′α−Akf(Sk)

′β) (Ak − qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

= qk(Sk; ξ)(1 − qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk) (ζ(k, ℓ, Rk)− f(Sk)
′β) + ǫk

(1)

for some (error) term ǫk. To that end, let Zk be shorthand for Yk+ℓ − g(Rk)
′α− Akf(Rk)

′β, and ρk(Rk) shorthand

for IE[Ak|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]. Notice that

IE [WkZk(Ak − qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

= IE [WkZk(Ak − qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)|Rk, Ak = 1, Tk+ℓ <∞] ρk(Rk)+

IE [WkZk(Ak − qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)|Rk, Ak = 0, Tk+ℓ <∞] (1− ρk(Rk))

= IE [Zk|Rk, Ak = 1, Tk+ℓ <∞]
qk(Sk; ξ)

pk(Rk; η)
(1− qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)ρk(Rk)+

IE [Zk|Rk, Ak = 0, Tk+ℓ <∞]
1− qk(Sk; ξ)

1− pk(Rk; η)
(0− qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)(1 − ρk(Rk)),

which we re-arrange to:

qk(Sk; ξ)(1− qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk) (IE [Zk|Rk, Ak = 1, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE [Zk|Rk, Ak = 0, Tk+ℓ <∞]) + ǫk

where ǫk is the remaining term:

qk(Sk; ξ)(1 − qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)(ρk(Rk)− pk(Rk; η))

(

IE [Zk|Rk, Ak = 1, Tk+ℓ <∞]

pk(Rk; η)
+

IE [Zk|Rk, Ak = 0, Tk+ℓ <∞]

1− pk(Rk; η)

)

.

Focusing on

IE
[

Zk

∣

∣Rk, Ak = 1, Tk+ℓ <∞
]

− IE
[

Zk

∣

∣Rk, Ak = 0, Tk+ℓ <∞
]

,

we use the definition of Zk and Lemma 1 to simplify this expression to

IE
[

Yk+ℓ

∣

∣Rk, Ak = 1, Tk+ℓ <∞
]

− IE
[

Yk+ℓ

∣

∣Rk, Ak = 0, Tk+ℓ <∞
]

− f(Rk)
′β

= ζ(k, ℓ, Rk)− f(Rk)
′β.

Upon substituting this expression into the one above, we arrive at Equation 1.
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Step 3: Show ǫk = 0. We want to show that ǫk is zero under the conditions of the theorem. We consider the two cases.

First assume the conditional probability model in the denominator of weights (Equation 6) is correct for θ∞ ∈ Θ so

that ρk(Rk) = pk(Rk; η∞). Then, it is clear that ǫk evaluated at θ∞ is zero. Alternatively, assume the outcome model

is correct (Equation 4) for θ∞ ∈ Θ so that

IE[Yk+ℓ|Rk, Ak, Tk+ℓ <∞] = g(Rk)
′α∞ +Akf(Sk)

′β∞.

Then,

IE[Yk+ℓ − g(Rk)
′α∞ −Akf(Sk)

′β∞|Rk, Ak, Tk+ℓ <∞] = 0

and again, it is clear that ǫk evaluated at θ∞ is zero.

Step 4: Show Gβ∞ = g. From above, we know the conditions of the theorem imply that, if we were to evaluate

∞
∑

k=1

IE
[

Wk (Yk+ℓ − g(Rk)
′α−Akf(Rk)

′β) (Ak − qk(Sk; ξ))f(Sk)
∣

∣Tk+ℓ <∞
]

IP(Tk+ℓ <∞) = 0

at θ∞ and apply the law of iterated expectation conditioning on Rt, we would get

∞
∑

k=1

IE
[

qk(Sk; ξ∞)(1 − qk(Sk; ξ∞)) (ζ(k, ℓ, Rk)− f(Sk)
′β∞) f(Sk)

∣

∣Tk+ℓ <∞
]

IP(Tk+ℓ <∞) = 0.

Hence,

∞
∑

k=1

IE
[

qk(Sk; ξ∞)(1 − qk(Sk; ξ∞))f(Sk)ζ(k, ℓ, Rk)
∣

∣Tk+ℓ <∞
]

IP(Tk+ℓ <∞)

=

(

∞
∑

k=1

IE
[

qk(Sk; ξ∞)(1 − qk(Sk; ξ∞))f(Sk)f(Sk)
′
∣

∣Tk+ℓ <∞
]

IP(Tk+ℓ <∞)

)

β∞.

This last term is Gβ∞ where G is given in the statement of the theorem. One more application of law of iterated

expectation, this time conditioning on St, and the definition of ζmarg(k, ℓ, Sk) means

IE
[

qk(Sk; ξ∞)(1− qk(Sk; ξ∞))f(Sk)ζ(k, ℓ, Rk)
∣

∣

∣
Tk+ℓ <∞

]

= IE
[

qk(Sk; ξ∞)(1− qk(Sk; ξ∞))f(Sk) IE
[

ζ(k, ℓ, Rk)
∣

∣Sk, Tk+ℓ

]

∣

∣

∣
Tk+ℓ <∞

]

= IE
[

qk(Sk; ξ∞)(1− qk(Sk; ξ∞))f(Sk)ζmarg(k, ℓ, Sk)
∣

∣

∣
Tk+ℓ <∞

]

,

which is just the vector g in the statement of the theorem. Thus, we have Gβ∞ = g.

Step 5: Show β∞ = β∗. Our last step is to assume that, in addition, G is invertible and the model of the lag effect is

correct (Equation 7) for some θ∗ = (ξ∗, η∗, α∗, β∗) ∈ Θ. In this case, f(Sk)
′β∗ = ζmarg(k, ℓ, s) so that Gβ∞ = g

becomes

Gβ∞ = Gβ∗.

Invertibility of G ensures β∞ = β∗, thus completing the proof.

D Proof of Efficient Score (Theorem 4)

In this section, we prove Theorem 4 which provides the efficient score for β. This theorem illuminates the motivation

behind our final estimator. Before we get started, we want to mention that our approach is not self-contained, relying

heavily on concepts such as Hilbert spaces, tangent spaces, and parametric submodels. It is influenced by concepts

presented in the textbook by Tsiatis (2006), as well as a recent paper by Qian et al. (2021) and its antecedent by Robins

(1994). We have adapted the methods from these sources to fit our specific research question, which involves dealing

with a random number of jobs, having certain assumptions on parents, and conditioning on post-intervention variables.
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Efficiency is expressed relative to a Hilbert space H and a semi-parametric model M. If IP0 denotes the correct

distribution and IE0 expectation with respect to IP0, then the Hilbert space H consists of m-dimensional measurable

functions of (Ti, Xi, Ai, Yi)
∞
i=1 with mean zero and finite variance with respect to IP0. Functions in this space are

uniquely identified up to sets of probability (IP0) zero. The inner product of two functions in H is the expectation of

their dot product under IE0.

The semi-parametric model M is based on our original causal model. We first change variables from Yk+ℓ to

Qk+ℓ = Yk+ℓ − 1{Tk+ℓ<∞} (IE0 [Yk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] +Akf(Rk)
′β)

for k ∈ N and from Yk to Qk = Yk for k ≤ ℓ. The relation

f(Rk)
′β = IE[Yk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE[Yk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

then implies

0 = IE[Qk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE[Qk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞],

when IE denotes expectation with respect to an arbitrary distribution IP. Additionally, we note

IE0[Qk+ℓ|Pa(Qk+l), Tk+ℓ <∞]

= IE0[Yk+ℓ|Ak, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE0 [Yk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] +Akf(Rk)
′β = 0.

(2)

Further, the parents of Qk+ℓ are the parents of Yk+ℓ except with Yi+ℓ replaced by Qi+ℓ.

Definition A.1 (Semi-parametric model) Fix ℓ ∈ R, a deterministic function f , and Rk = Pa(Yk+ℓ) \ Ak. Consider

a collection M of probability distributions for the random variables (Ti, Xi, Ai, Yi)
∞
i=1. Each IP ∈ M is constructed

in two steps. We first construct IP from Markov kernels as in Assumption 3 except that we replace the Yi by the Qi. We

then construct the Yi using the transformation above for some β in an open set B of Rm. Further, assume

• For all k ∈ IN and IP ∈ M,

0 = IE[Qk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE[Qk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞], (3)

where expectation is taken with respect to IP.

• Each IP ∈ M is absolutely continuous with respect to the same measure µ. We denote the associated density

(Radon-Nikodym derivative) as p.

• The correct model IP0 is in M. We denote the associated density by p0, Markov kernels by IP
(Z)
0 , and m-

dimensional parameter in Equation (3) by β0.

• For distributions IPβ ∈ M with associated density pβ , constructed from β and Markov kernels IP
(Z)
0 ∈ M,

the function log pβ is continuously differentiable with respect to β when evaluated at β = β0. The ensuing

score function Sβ = ∇β log pβ|β=β0 exists in H.

With these preparations in place, the general flow of the proof can be outlined as follows. Initially, we define the

nuisance tangent space Γ associated with M. Next, our focus shifts towards determining the score function Sβ

pertaining to our target of interest, namely β. Subsequently, we decompose Sβ into two components: Sβ −S⊥
β , which

resides within Γ, and S⊥
β , which exists in the orthogonal complement of Γ, denoted by Γ⊥. Utilizing the uniqueness

of this decomposition, we establish that S⊥
β represents the projection of Sβ onto the orthogonal complement of Γ. As

the efficient score function Seff is obtained by projecting Sβ onto the orthogonal complement of Γ, we deduce that

Seff is equivalent to S⊥
β . We will now delve into each of these steps individually.

Step 1. Characterizing the nuisance tangent space Γ.

For the next lemma, it is easier to characterize Γ if we relabel each variable as (Z1, Z2, Z3, . . .). The relabelling does

not matter as long as no variable precedes its parents in the list. We introduce the set K ⊂ IN to capture the indices
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of the Zi that correspond to Qk+ℓ for some k ∈ N . For instance, if Z4 = Q1+ℓ, then 4 ∈ K . We use Pa(Zi) to

denote the parents of Zi. For example, if Z1 = T1 and Z2 = X1, then Pa(Z2) = Pa(X1) = T1 = Z1. Last, for each

k ∈ K, we introduce σ-algebras Jk,1 and Jk,0 to capture the conditioning events in the updated moment restriction

(Equation 3). If Z4 = Q1+ℓ, then J4,1 is the σ-algebra induced from A1 = 1, R1, and T1+ℓ < ∞, and J4,0 is the

σ-algebra induced from A1 = 0, R1, and T1+ℓ <∞. In other words, Jk,1 and Jk,0 are defined such that for all k ∈ K

IE0 [Zk|Jk,1]− IE0 [Zk|Jk,0] = 0.

Although not explicitly stated in the following derivations, we heavily rely on the assumption that Jk,1 and Jk,0 are

subsets of the sigma-algebra induced by Pa(Zk). To understand and verify this assumption, consider that Pa(Qk+ℓ) =

(Ak, Rk). While Tk+ℓ is not included in Pa(Qk+ℓ), the event {Tk+ℓ < ∞} is equivalent to {Xk+ℓ 6= ∆}, where

Xk+ℓ is included in Pa(Qk+ℓ). This equivalence is based on the construction of MPP.

Lemma A.1 (Nuisance tangent space) The nuisance tangent space Γ with respect to M and the inferential target β0

is

⊕∞
k=1Hk =

{

∞
∑

k=1

hk : hk ∈ Hk,

∞
∑

k=1

IE0 [hk · hk] <∞
}

,

where, if k ∈ K, Hk is

{hk(Zk,Pa(Zk)) ∈ H : IE0[hk | Pa(Zk)] = IE0[hkZk | Jk,1]− IE0[hkZk | Jk,0] = 0}

and, otherwise, is
{

hk(Zk,Pa(Zk)) ∈ H : IE0[hk | Pa(Zk)] = 0
}

.

Proof. To prove the lemma, first note that Hk are closed, orthogonal linear subspaces of H. To see that they are or-

thogonal, take any hi(Zi,Pa(Zi)) ∈ Hi and hj(Zj ,Pa(Zj)) ∈ Hj with i < j. Hereafter, we suppress the dependence

of hi, hj on its arguments when the arguments can be inferred from context. Then,

IE0[hi · hj ] = IE0 [IE0[hi · hj |Z1:j−1]] Law of iterated expectations

= IE0 [hi · IE0[hj |Z1:j−1]] hi is a function of Z1:j−1

= IE0 [hi · IE0[hj |Pa(Zj)]] hj⊥⊥Z1:j−1 \ Pa(Zj)|Pa(Zj)

= IE0 [hi · 0] Definition of Hj

= 0.

We first show the inclusion ⊕∞
k=1Hk ⊆ Γ. Consider any h ∈ ⊕∞

k=1Hk so that

h =

∞
∑

k=1

hk

where hk ∈ Hk. We want h ∈ Γ. It suffices to consider almost surely bounded h, since arbitrary h ∈ ⊕∞
k=1Hk can be

expressed as a limit in H of almost surely bounded functions in ⊕∞
k=1Hk, and Γ contains by definition its limit points.

Fix j ∈ N and consider the partial sum
∑j

k=1 hk ∈ ⊕∞
k=1Hk. We construct distributions IP from β = β0 and from

Markov kernels given by

IP(Zk)(D|Pa(Zk)) =

{

IP
(Zk)
0 (D|Pa(Zk)) + IE0[1Dγ

′
khk|Pa(Zk)] k = 1, . . . , j

IP
(Zk)
0 (D|Pa(Zk)) k > j

for measurable sets D and for γk ∈ Rm restricted to a sufficiently small set so that 1 + γ′khk > 0 for k = 1, . . . , j.

That we can find such small γk follows from the boundedness of h. We argue that distributions IP so constructed form

a parametric sub-model. To check this, we must show they live in M and contain IP0. The latter is clear, by taking

γk = 0. The former is clear for k > j, because the Markov kernels IP(Zk) are simply IP
(Zk)
0 and because β = β0, and
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follows for k ≤ j by noting two things. The first is that we are indeed working with well-defined Markov kernels,

since IP(Zk)(D|Pa(Zk)) ∈ [0, 1] for measurable sets D and

IP(Zk)(X (Zk)|Pa(Zk)) = IP
(Zk)
0 (X (Zk)|Pa(Zk)) + IE0 [1X (Zk)γ′khk|Pa(Zk)]

= 1 + γ′k IE0 [hk|Pa(Zk)]

= 1.

The second is that for k ∈ K ∩ {1, . . . , j},
IE[Zk|Jk,1]− IE[Zk|Jk,0]

= IE0[Zk|Jk,1]− IE0[Zk|Jk,0] + γ′k (IE0[hkZk|Jk,1]− IE0[hkZk|Jk,0]) Definition of the distributions

= 0 + γ′k (IE0[hkZk|Jk,1]− IE0[hkZk|Jk,0]) Definition of IP0 and Equation 3

= 0. Definition of Hk and hk ∈ Hk

We conclude that we indeed have a parametric submodel of M.

For this particular submodel, the score function with respect to the nuisance parameters γk is
[

h′1 . . . h′j
]

.′ If we

take pγ1,...,γj
to be the density of the distribution in our parametric submodel with nuisance parameters γ1, . . . , γj ,

then the form of the score function follows from the observation

∇γk
log pγ1,...,γj

(Z1:∞)
∣

∣

∣

γk=0
= hk.

Any product of a matrixB (withm rows) and this score function are, by definition, in the nuisance tangent space Γ. In

particular, if we take B =
[

I . . . I
]

with I the m-by-m identity matrix, then we see that the partial sum
∑j

k=1 hk

lives in Γ. Further, any limit points in the Hilbert space H of scores functions of parametric submodels of M are also,

by definition, in Γ. Therefore, limj

∑j
k=1 hk =

∑∞
k=1 hk = h is also in Γ. This shows every bounded function h ∈ Γ

and hence even arbitrary h ∈ ⊕∞
k=1Hk lives in Γ, upon which we conclude ⊕∞

k=1Hk ⊆ Γ.

It remains to show the reverse inclusion: Γ ⊆ ⊕∞
k=1Hk. It will suffice to show that Bh ∈ ⊕∞

k=1Hk for any matrix

B (with m rows) and a nuisance score function h of a parametric submodel of M. This is sufficient, since arbitrary

g ∈ Γ can be expressed as the limit in H of such products, and ⊕∞
k=1Hk is closed and linear, and hence contains any

of such limits. We consider parametric submodels of M that satisfy the following:

• Each distribution IPγ,β in the submodel is constructed from β and Markov kernels IP(Zk)
γ that depend on a

finite-dimensional real-valued vector γ.

• IPγ0,β0 = IP0 for some γ0.

• log pγ,β0 is continuously differentiable with respect to γ, where pγ,β is the density associated with IPγ,β.

• Bh ∈ H for real-valued matrix B, where h = ∇γ log pγ,β0|γ=γ0 is the nuisance score function.

Our first challenge is to argue that

h = ∇γ log pγ,β0 |γ=γ0 =

∞
∑

k=1

Sγ,k,

where

Sγ,k = ∇γ log pγ,β0(Zk|Pa(Zk))
∣

∣

∣

γ=γ0

and pγ,β(Zk|Pa(Zk)) is the relevant conditional density determined from joint density pγ,β. While expressing h as

an infinite sum may appear to pose a technical difficulty, it actually simplifies to a finite sum almost surely. We can

see this simplification by examining pγ,β(z1:∞) for a specific sequence z1:∞ belonging to X (Z1:∞). We can narrow

our focus to those z1:∞ that have a special property: there exists an index n ∈ N such that the elements of zn:∞ take

the form (∞,∆,∆,∆,∞,∆,∆,∆, . . .). This selection is appropriate because, for all distributions in M, the count

K of non-infinite times in our MPP is almost surely finite, and once we encounter an infinite time point in the MPP,
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all subsequent times and marks become, almost surely, ∞ and the irrelevant mark ∆. Hence, if a given z1:∞ does not

satisfy the aforementioned property, then the densities pγ,β(z1:∞) and p0(z1:∞) are both zero for any γ and β. For

the same reason above (i.e. once we encounter an infinite time the remaining sequence is determined), it also follows

that, for such z1:∞, the conditional density pγ,β(zn+1:∞|z1:n) is identically equal to p0(zn+1:∞|z1:n) for any γ and β.

Similarly, the conditional density pγ,β(zk+1|z1:k) is identically equal to p0(zk+1|z1:k) for any k > n and any γ and

β. This affords us the decomposition:

∇γ log pγ,β0(z1:∞) = ∇γ log pγ,β0(z1:n) +∇γ log pγ,β0(zn+1:∞|z1:n) = ∇γ log pγ,β0(z1:n),

where pγ,β0(z1:n) is the relevant marginal density determined from the joint density pγ,β0(z1:∞). For this specific

sequence z1:∞, we therefore have

∇γ logγ,β0
(z1:∞) = ∇γ

(

n
∑

k=1

log pγ,β0(zk|z1:k−1)

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

γ=γ0

=

n
∑

k=1

∇γ log pγ,β0(zk|z1:k−1)
∣

∣

∣

γ=γ0

=

n
∑

k=1

∇γ log pγ,β0(zk|z1:k−1)
∣

∣

∣

γ=γ0

+

∞
∑

k=n+1

0

=

∞
∑

k=1

∇γ log pγ,β0(zk|z1:k−1)
∣

∣

∣

γ=γ0

.

Since the expression above holds on a subset of X (Z1:∞) that has probability one with respect to any of the expressions

IPγ,β, then we can conclude that

h(Z1:∞) = ∇γ log pγ,β0(Z1:∞)|γ=γ0 =
∞
∑

k=1

Sγ,k(Zk,Pa(Zk))

almost surely, as we claimed.

We now proceed to show thatBSγ,k lives in Hk. Letting IEγ,β denote expectation with respect to IPγ,β , then a standard

argument is that

0 = ∇γ1 = ∇γ IEγ,β0 [1|Pa(Zk)]
∣

∣

∣

γ=γ0

= IE0[Sγ,k|Pa(Zk)].

For k ∈ K, a similar argument gives

0 = ∇γ0 = ∇γ (IEγ,β0 [Zk|Jk,1]− IEγ,β0 [Zk|Jk,0])
∣

∣

∣

γ=γ0

= IE0[Sγ,kZk|Jk,1]− IE0[Sγ,kZk|Jk,0].

The last two expressions ensure that BSγ,k ∈ Hk. We can conclude that Bh ∈ ⊕∞
k=1Hk if we can argue that

∞
∑

k=1

IE0 [Sγ,k · Sγ,k] <∞.

Note then that Bh ∈ Γ implies Bh ∈ H and IE0[h · h] < ∞. Orthogonality of closed, linear subspaces Hk with

Sγ,k ∈ Hk then gives IE0[h · h] = ∑∞
k=1 IE0 [Sγ,k · Sγ,k] < ∞. Thus, Bh ∈ ⊕∞

k=1Hk, completing our proof of the

characterization of Γ.

Step 2. Characterizing the score function Sβ .

We next characterize the score function Sβ with respect to our inferential target β. We revert back to the old labels of

the variables.

Lemma A.2 (Score function Sβ) The score function Sβ with respect to M and the inferential target β0 is given by

∞
∑

k=1

Sβ,k(Qk+ℓ,Pa(Qk+ℓ)),
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for functions Sβ,k that satisfy

0 = IE0[Sβ,k|Pa(Qk+ℓ)]

1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk) = IE0[Sβ,kQk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE0[Sβ,kQk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞].

We would like to comment on this lemma. In essence, Sβ is nearly contained within Γ. However, the moment

restriction (Equation 3) is not completely satisfied for Sβ,k. Instead of the left hand side of the moment restriction be

zero, we observe 1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk). To derive the efficient score function, it is necessary to correct this discrepancy.

Proof. We examine probability distributions IPβ within M constructed from β and the Markov kernels IP
(Z)
0 . Let

pβ denote the density and IEβ the expectation with respect to a specific IPβ . From the definition of M, we know there

exists a score function Sβ ∈ H such that

Sβ = ∇β log pβ
∣

∣

β=β0
.

We can apply identical logic from our proof in Lemma A.1 to argue that

∇β log pβ
∣

∣

β=β0
=

∞
∑

k=1

∇β log pβ(Qk+ℓ|Pa(Qk+ℓ))
∣

∣

β=β0
,

since the sum is finite on sets that have probability one irrespective of the distribution IPβ . The rest of the proof is

computational in nature.

We let

Sβ,k = Sβ,k(Qk+ℓ,Pa(Qk+ℓ)) = ∇β log pβ(Qk+ℓ|Pa(Qk+ℓ))
∣

∣

∣

β=β0

=
∇β pβ(Qk+ℓ|Pa(Qk+ℓ))

pβ(Qk+ℓ|Pa(Qk+ℓ))

∣

∣

∣

∣

β=β0

for k ∈ N . Then, the same trick from the last lemma allows us to swap IEβ for IE0 in

0 = ∇β1
∣

∣

β=β0
= ∇β IEβ [1|Pa(Qk+ℓ)]

∣

∣

β=β0
= IE0 [Sβ,k|Pa(Qk+ℓ)] .

A similar argument applied to the moment restriction (Equation 3) gives another relation:

0 = ∇β0
∣

∣

β=β0
= ∇β (IEβ [Qk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IEβ [Qk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞])

∣

∣

β=β0

= IEβ

[

∇βQk+ℓ

∣

∣

β=β0

∣

∣

∣
Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞

]

− IEβ

[

∇βQk+ℓ

∣

∣

β=β0

∣

∣

∣
Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞

]

+ IE0 [Qk+ℓSβ,k|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE0 [Qk+ℓSβ,k|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

= −1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk)

+ IE0 [Qk+ℓSβ,k|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE0 [Qk+ℓSβ,k|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] .

This completes the proof.

Step 3. Decompose Sβ into an element in Γ and an element in Γ⊥.

Our next lemma is also computational in nature.

Lemma A.3 (Decomposition of Sβ) The score function Sβ with respect to M and the inferential target β0 can be

decomposed as

(Sβ − S⊥
β ) + S⊥

β ,

with (Sβ − S⊥
β ) ∈ Γ and S⊥

β ∈ Γ⊥, where

S⊥
β =

∞
∑

k=1

1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk)

σk(Rk)
(Ak − ρk(Rk))Qk+ℓ,

ρk(Rk) = IE0[Ak|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞],

σk(Rk) = (1− ρk(Rk)) IE0[Q
2
k+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] + ρk(Rk) IE0[Q

2
k+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞].
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Proof. We first want to show that Sβ − S⊥
β ∈ Γ. If we let

S⊥
β,k =

1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk)

σk(Rk)
(Ak − ρk(Rk))Qk+ℓ,

then because of Equation 2,

IE0

[

S⊥
β,k|Pa(Qk+ℓ)

]

=
1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk)

σk(Rk)
(Ak − ρk(Rk)) IE0 [Qk+ℓ|Pa(Qk+ℓ), Tk+ℓ <∞]

= 0.

This shows that S⊥
β,k satisfies the first condition needed to be in Γ. Hence, Sβ,k−S⊥

β,k also satisfies the first condition,

because, according to Lemma A.2, Sβ,k also satisfies this condition. Regarding the second condition, we have

IE0

[

S⊥
β,kQk+ℓ|Ak = a,Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞

]

=
1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk)

σk(Rk)
(a− ρk(Rk)) IE0

[

Q2
k+ℓ|Ak = a,Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞

]

.

Therefore,

IE0

[

S⊥
β,kQk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞

]

− IE0

[

S⊥
β,kQk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞

]

= 1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk),

which underscores why we defined σk(Rk) as we did. Combining this expression with Lemma A.2, we get

IE0

[

Sβ,k − S⊥
β,k|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞

]

− IE0

[

Sβ,k − S⊥
β,k|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞

]

= 1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk)− 1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk) = 0.

We conclude that Sβ,k−S⊥
β,k ∈ Γ, and also, because Γ is closed and linear, that

∑∞
k=1(Sβ,k−S⊥

β,k) = Sβ −S⊥
β ∈ Γ.

We can finish the proof, provided we can show that S⊥
β ∈ Γ⊥. It suffices to show that S⊥

β,k ∈ Γ⊥, because Γ⊥ is

closed and linear. For this last step, we lean on our relabeling of variables (the Zi) from our characterization of Γ

(Lemma A.1), in which case take any hj(Zj,Pa(Zj)) ∈ Hj ⊆ Γ. Our relabeling will also allow us to write S⊥
β,k as a

function of the form gi(Zi,Pa(Zi)) for the appropriate i ∈ K. From our work above, we know

IE0[S
⊥
β,k|Pa(Qk+ℓ)] = IE0[hi|Pa(Zi)] = 0.

If i < j, then using an argument from our characterization of Γ (Lemma A.1), we have

IE0 [hj · gi] = IE0 [IE0[hj · gi|Z1:j−1]] = IE0 [IE0[hj |Pa(Zj)] · gi] = 0.

If j < i, the same logic implies

IE0 [hj · gi] = 0.

The final case to consider is i = j, in which case

IE0 [hi · gi|Ak = a,Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

=
1{Tk+ℓ<∞}

σk(Rk)
(a− ρk(Rk))f(Rk) · IE0 [hiQk+ℓ|Ak = a,Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

and hence

IE0 [hi · gi|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] =
1{Tk+ℓ<∞}

σk(Rk)
(1− ρk(Rk))ρk(Rk)×

f(Rk) · (IE0 [hiQk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE0 [hiQk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]) .

Notice that upon relabeling,

IE0 [hiQk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]− IE0 [hiQk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

= IE0 [hiZi|Ji,1]− IE0 [hiZi|Ji,0] ,
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which is equal to 0, because of what it means for hi ∈ Hi. This allows us to arrive at

IE0 [hi · gi] = IE0 [IE0 [hi · gi|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]] = 0,

demonstrating that Sβ,k = gi is orthogonal to arbitrary hj ∈ Hj and arbitrary j. Any h ∈ Γ is an (infinite) sum of

such hj or limit points of such sums, which means S⊥
β,k is orthogonal to arbitrary h ∈ Γ. By definition of orthogonal

complement, S⊥
β,k ∈ Γ⊥. As Γ⊥ is closed in H, S⊥

β =
∑∞

k=1 S
⊥
β,k ∈ Γ⊥. This completes this lemma’s proof.

Step 4. Putting everything together to prove theorem.

Proof of Theorem 4.

Our proof is now nearly complete. We have obtained the nuisance tangent space Γ from Lemma A.1 and the score

function Sβ from Lemma A.2. The semiparametric efficiency score Seff(β) is defined as Sβ − Π(Sβ |Γ), where

Π(Sβ |Γ) represents the orthogonal projection of Sβ onto Γ. In Lemma A.3, we show that Sβ can be decomposed

into an element (Sβ − S⊥
β ) within Γ and an element S⊥

β within Γ⊥. Since Γ is a closed linear subspace of H, this

decomposition is unique, and the element Sβ − S⊥
β must be equal to Π(Sβ |Γ). Thus, we have Seff(β) = S⊥

β .

To finalize the proof, we need to express S⊥
β in the form given in the theorem. For this, consider

µk(Rk) = IE0[Yk|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

ρk(Rk) = IE0[Ak|Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞],

σk(Rk) = (1− ρk(Rk)) IE0[Q
2
k+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] + ρk(Rk) IE0[Q

2
k+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

K = sup{k ∈ N : Tk <∞}.

We can rewrite σk(Rk) as

σk(Rk) = (1− ρk(Rk))Var0[Yk+ℓ|Ak = 1, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞] + ρk(Rk)Var0[Yk+ℓ|Ak = 0, Rk, Tk+ℓ <∞]

from the definition of Qk+ℓ and Equation 2, where variance is taken with respect to IP0 . This leads us to:

Seff(β) = S⊥
β =

∞
∑

k=1

1{Tk+ℓ<∞}f(Rk)

σk(Rk)
(Ak − ρk(Rk))Qk+ℓ

=

K−ℓ
∑

k=1

f(Rk)

σk(Rk)
(Ak − ρk(Rk))(Yk+ℓ − µk(Rk)−Akf(Rk)

′β).

This expression precisely matches the target form stated in the theorem.

E Geex Implementation

This section presents the code used to calculate the lag-1 effect of directing a patient to a vertical area on the subsequent

patient’s outcome. This estimation was performed using the geex package (Saul and Hudgens 2020), which offers a

convenient application programming interface (API) for conducting Z-estimation. The API requires the analyst to

provide a specific function known as estFun, which maps the data to an estimating function representing the parameter

of interest. The subsequent code snippet represents the implementation of the required estFun function in the R

programming language.

1 # This R function represents the estimating equation

2 # E_n [U_stacked] = 0.

3

4 # data: A single cluster/panel of data.

5 # Data must contain the intervention column (is_vertical)

6 # and the covariates used to fit the nuisance models

7
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8 # models: A list of fitted nuisance models:

9 # * mlagged = fitted model for the future outcome,

10 # E[Y_{k+\ell}|R_k] = g(R_k)’\alpha (includes f(S_k)’\beta’)

11 # * mpk = fitted model for denominators in weights,

12 # E[A_k|R_k, T_{k+\ell} < \infty] = pk(R_k; \eta)

13 # * mqk = fitted model for numerators in weights,

14 # E[A_k|S_k, T_{k+\ell} < \infty]= qk(S_k; \xi)

15

16 # M: The number of independent clusters

17

18 # This function returns a function f(data, \theta), with

19 # theta = (\alpha, \beta, \xi, \eta)

20 # such that f(data,\theta) = U_stacked(data, \theta)

21

22 est_fun <- function(data, models, M){

23 # model for future outcome

24 mlagged <- models$mlagged

25

26 # model for denominators of weights

27 mpk <- models$mpk

28

29 # model for numerator of weights

30 mqk <- models$mqk

31

32 # extracting variables used in estimating equation (K = cluster size)

33 Ak <- data$is_vertical # (K-1) x 1

34

35 # extracting outcome name and values

36 formula <- mlagged$formula

37 outcome <- all.vars(formula)[1]

38 Ylagged <- data[,c(outcome)] # (K-1) x 1

39

40 # design matrices of nuisance models

41

42 # (K-1) x (alpha + beta)

43 Xlagged <- grab_design_matrix(data = data, rhs_formula = grab_fixed_formula(

mlagged))

44 # (K-1) x xi

45 Xqk <- grab_design_matrix(data = data, rhs_formula = grab_fixed_formula(mqk))

46 # (K-1) x eta

47 Xpk <- grab_design_matrix(data = data, rhs_formula = grab_fixed_formula(mpk))

48 # theta = (alpha, beta, xi, eta)

49 alpha_beta_pos <- 1:ncol(Xlagged)

50 xi_pos <- (max(alpha_beta_pos)+1):(max(alpha_beta_pos) + ncol(Xqk))

51 eta_pos <- (max(xi_pos)+1):(max(xi_pos) + ncol(Xpk))

52

53 # Estimating functions for logistic models

54 qk_scores <- grab_psiFUN(mqk, data)

55 pk_scores <- grab_psiFUN(mpk, data)

56

57 function (theta){

58 # fitted values of the models g(R_k)’alpha, q_k and p_k respectively

59 lagged <- Xlagged %*% theta[alpha_beta_pos] # (K-1) x 1

60 qk <- plogis(Xqk %*% theta[xi_pos]) # (K-1) x 1
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61 pk <- plogis(Xpk %*% theta[eta_pos]) # (K-1) x 1

62

63 # Weights

64 Wk <- Ak*(qk/pk) + (1-Ak)*((1-qk)/(1-pk)) # (K-1) x 1

65

66 # A = Wk(Y_{k+\ell} - g(Rk)’alpha - Ak f(Sk)’beta)

67 A <- Wk*(Ylagged - lagged) # (K-1) x 1

68

69 repA <- matrix(replicate(ncol(Xlagged),A), nrow=length(A))

70

71 # A * [g(R_k), A_k f(S_k)]’ of size (K-1) x (alpha + beta)

72 Uk <- repA * Xlagged

73

74 # Adding the contribution of each individual job

75 SumUk <- colSums(Uk)

76

77 # (alpha + beta) + xi + eta

78 c(SumUk/M,

79 qk_scores(theta[xi_pos])/M,

80 pk_scores(theta[eta_pos])/M)

81 }

82 }

Once the necessary estFun function has been provided, we can estimate standard errors. We assume that the nuisance

models for the future outcome (lagged), as well as the numerators (mqk) and the denominators (mpk) of weights, have

been appropriately fitted. We can invoke the geex package, which facilitates this procedure:

1 # Number of independent clusters

2 M <- max(data$arrival_day_order)

3

4 # fitted coefficients

5 alpha_beta <- coef(mlagged)

6 xi <- coef(mqk)

7 eta <- coef(mpk)

8

9 theta <- c(alpha_beta, xi, eta)

10

11 # list of fitted nuisance models

12 models <- list(mpk=mpk, mqk=mqk, mlagged=mlagged)

13

14 mlag <- m_estimate(estFUN = est_fun,

15 data = data,

16 units = ’arrival_day_order’,

17 roots = theta,

18 compute_roots = FALSE,

19 outer_args = list(models = models, M=M))

20

21 # covariance matrix

22 vcov(mlag)
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