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ABSTRACT

Micro-randomized trials are commonly conducted for optimizing mobile health interventions such as
push notifications for behavior change. In analyzing such trials, causal excursion effects are often of
primary interest, and their estimation typically involves inverse probability weighting (IPW). However,
in a micro-randomized trial, additional treatments can often occur during the time window over which
an outcome is defined, and this can greatly inflate the variance of the causal effect estimator because

IPW would involve a product of numerous weights. To reduce variance and improve estimation

* To whom correspondence should be addressed.



A PREPRINT - AUGUST 19, 2024

efficiency, we propose two new estimators using a modified version of IPW, which we call “per-
decision IPW”. The second estimator further improves efficiency using the projection idea from the
semiparametric efficiency theory. These estimators are applicable when the outcome is binary and
can be expressed as the maximum of a series of sub-outcomes defined over sub-intervals of time.
We establish the estimators’ consistency and asymptotic normality. Through simulation studies and
real data applications, we demonstrate substantial efficiency improvement of the proposed estimator
over existing estimators. The new estimators can be used to improve the precision of primary and

secondary analyses for micro-randomized trials with binary outcomes.

1 Introduction

Mobile health interventions that provide individual-level support have been undergoing fast growth (Silva and others),
2015)). Smartphone- or wearable-based messages and push notifications are used for promoting antiretroviral adherence,
smoking cessation, and weight maintenance (Free and others, 2013} Battalio and others, 2021} [Klasnja and others),
2021). A novel experimental design, micro-randomized trial (MRT), was proposed in recent years for developing such
interventions and has been increasingly used by domain scientists (Dempsey and others| 2015} |Liao and others} 2016}
Klasnja and others| [2015 |[Rabbi and others| [2018)). “Micro-randomization” refers to the repeated randomization among
treatment options (e.g., delivering a message or not) in the trial. Such randomization can occur 100s or 1000s of times
within each participant. For example, in Sense2Stop, a smoking cessation MRT, randomization occurs every minute
for 10 days. In HeartSteps II (Spruijt-Metz and others} 2022)), a physical activity MRT, randomization occurs every 5

minutes for 90 days. We describe a typical MRT design in Section 2.1}

As aresult, MRT data consist of longitudinal treatments and outcomes. These outcomes are called “proximal outcomes”,
because they are measured in the near term after each randomization and are often the direct target of the interventions.
The primary and secondary analyses of an MRT focus on the causal excursion effect of the treatment on the proximal
outcome and the effect moderation by baseline variables and time-varying contexts. Causal excursion effects provide
information on whether the intervention is worth further investigation (through assessing the fully marginal effect) and,
if so, how one might improve the intervention (through assessing effect moderation by contextual information). We

formally introduce the causal excursion effect in Section[2.2]

Because of the repeated randomization, multiple treatments can occur during the time window over which the proximal
outcome is defined. This time window is referred to as the “proximal outcome window.” For example, in the Sense2Stop
MRT, the proximal outcome is whether the individual experienced a stress episode during the 120 minutes following a
randomization, whereas randomizations occur every minute. Thus, in the 120-minute proximal outcome window, there
are 119 chances for additional treatments to occur. In the HeartSteps II MRT, the proximal outcome is whether the
individual takes enough steps to constitute an activity bout during the 30 minutes following a randomization, whereas

randomizations occur every 5 minutes. Existing estimators use inverse probability weighting (IPW) to account for the
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additional treatments in the proximal outcome window (Dempsey and others, 2020; |Qian and others|, [2021)). These
estimators effectively discard the data from the time points where additional treatments do occur during the proximal
outcome window, and they upweight the data from the time points where additional treatments do not occur during
the proximal outcome window. Such estimators can have high variance because (i) any time point where additional
treatments occur in the proximal outcome window will not contribute to the estimation; (ii) the product of the IP weights
can be large for the time points where no additional treatments occur in the proximal outcome window. Consequently, a

large sample may be necessary to identify promising interventions with statistical confidence.

Our main contribution is two more efficient estimators for such settings—MRTs where additional treatments may occur
during the proximal outcome window. We focused on MRTs with binary proximal outcomes, which are common in
practice (Rabbi and others|, 2018} [Klasnja and others|, 2021)). For such MRTs, the current state-of-the-art estimator
was developed by |Qian and others| (2021)). We proposed two more efficient estimators for the causal excursion effect
and established its consistency and asymptotic normality. The relative efficiency of the proposed estimators over that
of |Qian and others| (2021)) in most simulation scenarios ranges between 1.08 and 1.45 or even higher, which roughly
translates to savings in sample size between 7% and 31% or even larger. The efficiency improvement is greater when
there is a higher chance of one or more additional treatments occurring in the proximal outcome window; for example,
when the proximal outcome window consists of more decision points or when the randomization probability is larger.
When the proximal outcome window doesn’t contain additional decision points (i.e., when the proximal outcome is

measured immediately), the proposed method is equivalent to the EMEE in |Qian and others|(2021).

Our estimators are applicable as long as the binary proximal outcome can be expressed as the maximum of a series of
sub-outcomes defined over sub-intervals of time. This is often the case because a binary proximal outcome is often
defined as whether a specific event occurred during a pre-specified time window. Examples of such events include a
stress episode during a 120-minute window (Battalio and others|, [2021)), a physical activity bout during a 30-minute
window (Liao and others},[2020), or an interaction with a smartphone app during a 3-day window (Bell and others| [2020).
The key intuition for the efficiency improvement is to realize that the value of a binary proximal outcome is determined
as soon as the event of interest occurs, and there is no need to wait till the end of the proximal outcome window to
assign this value. Thus, when performing estimation, one does not need to multiply together all the IP weights but
only those weights before the occurrence of the event. Consequently, (i) some data points that would otherwise have
been removed (due to being multiplied with a weight 0) are retained; and (ii) for the time points where no additional
treatments occur in the proximal outcome window, the product of the IP weights becomes smaller (due to fewer terms
in the product). This leads to the efficiency gain. We refer to this modification of IPW as “per-decision IPW”, because
the inclusion of each weight is determined by whether the event has occurred by each decision point (i.e., a time point
where randomization occurs). A related modification idea of the IP weights for efficiency improvement was proposed
by (Precup, [2000) in the reinforcement learning literature for the setting with a single continuous outcome (i.e., the

cumulative reward) that is the sum of sub-outcomes. Our method applies to a different setting where the outcome itself
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is longitudinal binary. Furthermore, our second estimator further improves efficiency by leveraging the projection idea

from the semiparametric efficiency theory (Bickel and others, [1993} [Murphy and others}, [2001).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [I.T] we introduce the Drink Less MRT, our motivating example.
In Section[2] we define the causal excursion effect using the potential outcomes framework and provide identifiability
results. In Section E]we present the first new estimator, pd-EMEE, which capitalizes on the per-decision IPW idea, and
the asymptotic properties of this estimator. In Section 4, we present the second new estimator, pd-EMEE2, which further
improves efficiency using the projection idea from the semiparametric efficiency theory, and derive the asymptotic
properties of this estimator. In Section [5| we present results from simulation studies on the consistency and efficiency of
the two proposed estimators. In Section [] we illustrate the proposed method using the Drink Less MRT and HeartSteps

I MRT datasets. Section[7]concludes with a discussion.

1.1 Data Example: Drink Less MRT

Drink Less is a smartphone app to help users reduce harmful alcohol consumption (Garnett and others| 2019, [2021}).
An MRT was conducted (embedded as one arm in a three-arm RCT) to assess and improve the effectiveness of a push
notification intervention component that targets user engagement (Bell and others|, |2020). Each of the 349 participants
in the MRT was randomized every day at 8 pm for 30 days, each time with a probability of 0.6 to receive an engagement
intervention in the form of a push notification and a probability of 0.4 to receive nothing. The content of each push
notification was randomly selected from a pool of messages that encouraged the user to keep track of their drinking
behavior using the app. The researchers have identified a large causal effect on app engagement within 1 hour of the
intervention delivery and a smaller effect within 24 hours of the intervention delivery (Bell and others| [2023)). In this
illustration of our method, we aim to explore how this effect depends on the choice of the time window, from 1 day
to 5 days. We define the binary proximal outcome as whether the user opens the app in the subsequent A days after
each randomization at 8 pm. For example, when A = 3, during the 3-day proximal outcome window there are two
additional occurrences of randomization (at 8 pm in the next two days), and the probability of at least one additional
treatment being delivered in the proximal outcome window is 0.84 (= 1 — 0.4%). Therefore, on average 84% of the
data points would be discarded if one were to use the estimator by |Qian and others| (2021). Our proposed methods will

substantially improve the estimation efficiency.

1.2 Data Example: HeartSteps I MRT

HeartSteps I MRT aimed at developing mHealth interventions for increasing physical activity among sedentary adults
(Klasnja and others, [2015). In illustrating our method, we focus on one of the intervention components in the MRT,
the activity suggestions. Each of the 37 participants was randomized five times a day for 42 days, each time with
a probability of 0.6 to receive a contextually tailored activity suggestion in the form of a push notification, and a
probability of 0.4 to receive nothing. The researchers have identified a substantial causal effect on steps taken within 30

minutes of the intervention delivery (Klasnja and others| |2018). We aim to explore whether the activity suggestion has
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a prolonged effect in the next 24 hours. We define the binary proximal outcome as whether the participant takes more
steps than a pre-determined threshold (e.g., 8,000 steps) in the 24 hours following an intervention delivery. During
the 24-hour proximal outcome window, there are four additional occurrences of randomization, and thus our proposed

method can improve the estimation efficiency.

2 Definitions and Assumptions

2.1 Notation and MRT Data Structure

Assume there are n individuals in an MRT. Each individual is enrolled for T' time points at which treatments can
be delivered. We will refer to these time points as decision points. In the presentation below we assume that 7' is
the same for all individuals, but our method generalizes easily to settings where 7" varies across individuals. We use
capital letters without subscript ¢ to denote observations of a generic individual. Denote the treatment assignment at
decision point ¢ by A;. For simplicity, we assume that the treatment assignment is binary, with A; = 1 indicating
treatment and O indicating no treatment. Denote observations collected after decision point ¢ — 1 and before decision
point ¢ by vector X;. Let X1, denote the information observed after decision point 7". As will be discussed shortly,
the X,’s include both covariates and outcomes. For each individual, the entire trajectory of observed information is
O = (X1,A1,X5,Ay,..., X7, Ar, X1741). We assume that data from different individuals are independently and
identically distributed draws from an unknown distribution Fy. Unless noted otherwise, all expectations are taken with

respect to Fp.

When designing the intervention (before the MRT starts), the researchers may deem it unsafe or unethical to deliver
a push notification at certain decision points—for example, when the individual is driving. This is captured by the
notion of “being (un)available to be randomized” (Boruvka and others, 2018). Formally, X; contains an indicator I,
where I; = 1 if the individual is available to be randomized at decision point ¢ and I; = 0 otherwise. If I; =0, A; =0

deterministically.

We use overbar to denote a sequence of variables: for example, A; = (Ay, As, ..., A;). Information accrued from an
individual up to decision point  is denoted by H; = (X1, A1, Xo, A, ..., X; 1, As_1, X¢) = (X;, Ay_1). Ateacht,

A, is randomized with randomization probability depending on H;, denoted by p;(H;) = P(A; = 1| Hy).

We consider MRT's where the proximal outcome takes a binary value and is defined over a window of length A (of
decision points) following each decision point; the same proximal outcome was considered by |Qian and others| (2021).
Here A > 1 is a fixed positive integer. This window is the “proximal outcome window” referred to in Section [I}
Formally, suppose Y; A is a function of H;; a; i.e., the definition of the proximal outcome for decision point ¢ can
depend on anything observed up to time ¢ + A and including X, . For example, if A = 1, then ¥} A is a function of
Hitq, 1., is observed before A; ;. If A = 2, then Y; A is a function of Hy, 5, in which case additional treatments

(precisely A;41 in this case) can occur before the value of Y; a is observed. Figuredepicts for the case of A =3
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a few consecutive decision points and the variables we defined, except for the R-variables which will be defined in

Section2.3]

Figure 1: Illustration of the data structure and the maximum property with A = 3.

Yia=3 = max(Rei1, Repo, Rets)

(Re—1,Ii—1) (Ry, It) (Reg1, Ii41) (Rit2, It12) (Rit3, It43)
m m m m m
Xi1 X Xit1 Xiyo Xiy3
Ai_o A A Aia Atyo Atys
Decision point ¢t —2 t—1 t t+1 t+2 t+3
H,

In the Drink Less MRT, the decision point is every day at 8 pm. Each participant is in the study for 7' = 30 days. A; is
whether a push notification is delivered at 8 pm on day ¢. X; includes baseline variables and time-varying variables
such as the number of days in the study and the user’s previous interaction with the app. The researchers deemed that
it is always appropriate to deliver push notifications, so I; = 1 for all ¢. The proximal outcome, Y; A, is whether the

participant logged in to the app in the subsequent A days, where we consider A = 1, ..., 5 in separate analyses.

In the HeartSteps I MRT, the decision point occurs five times a day during the morning commute, lunchtime, mid-
afternoon, evening commute, and after dinner. Each participant is in the study for 7" = 210 decision points (which
amounts to 42 days). A, is whether an activity suggestion is delivered at decision point ¢. X includes baseline variables
and time-varying variables such as the participant’s previous step count. I; = 0 if the participant is driving, already
walking, or with no internet connection. The proximal outcome, Y; A, is whether the participant takes more steps than a
given threshold in the next 24 hours (so A = 5). We consider a few thresholds from 5,000 to 12,000 steps in separate

analyses.

2.2 Potential Outcomes and Causal Excursion Effects

For a mobile health intervention, causal quantities of interest include whether the intervention has an impact on an
individual’s behavior and how this impact varies with contextual information such as the number of days in the study.
To define the causal effects precisely we use the potential outcomes framework (Rubin, 1974} Robins, |1986). Lowercase
letters represent instantiations (non-random values) of the corresponding capital letter random variable. For example, a;
is an instantiation of treatment A;. For every individual, denote by X;(a;—_1) the X; that would have been observed at

decision point ¢ if the individual had been assigned a treatment sequence of a;_1 prior to t. The potential outcome of
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H; under a;_q is
Hi(a;—1) = {X1,a1, X2(a1), a2, X3(az),as, ..., X¢—1(ai—2),as—1, X¢(as-1)}. (D

The potential outcome of Y; o = y(Hy+a) is Yz aA(Gr4a—1)-

We consider the causal excursion effect (CEE) of A; on Y; A on the log relative risk scale (Qian and others| 2021]),

defined as

E{Ya(A-1,1,0a-1) | Se(Ai—1), I (A1) =1} )
Ay

E{Yia(A-1,0,0a-1) | Se(As-1), Ie( )=1}

Here Oa_1 is a vector of 0’s of length A — 1; (A;_1,1,0a_1) and (A;_1,0,0a_1) are sequences of treatment

CEE {St(At—l)} = IOg

assignments of length ¢ + A — 1. S;(A;_1) is a length-p vector of summary variables from H;(A;_1), usually chosen
by the domain scientist based on the scientific question regarding effect modification. In Drink Less MRT, we will first
set S¢(A;_1) = 1 to obtain the fully marginal effect (i.e., averaged over all participants and all days in the study) of a
push notification on the app use in the subsequent A days. We will then set S;(A;_1) = (1, Day,) to assess how the

effect is moderated by days in the study.

The causal excursion effect (Z)) is commonly used in the primary and secondary analyses for MRTs (Nahum-Shani
and others|, 2021} [Klasnja and others| [2021). It differs from most causal effects under time-varying treatments such as
marginal structural models and structural nested mean models (Robins| [1994; Robins and others, 2000). Instead of
contrasting fixed treatment trajectories, contrasts between two stochastic treatment trajectories, (flt_l, 1,0 A—1)
and (At_17 0,0 a—1)- That is, (Z)) is a causal contrast between two excursions from the treatment policy: following the
treatment policy up to time ¢ — 1 and then deviating from the policy to assign A; = 1 and no treatment for the next
A — 1 decision points, and following the treatment policy up to time ¢ — 1 and then deviating to assign A; = 0 and
no treatment for the next A — 1 decision points. is conditional on I;(A;_1) = 1 and S;(A;_,), meaning that it
concerns the subpopulation who, after following the treatment policy up to time ¢ — 1, are available to be randomized at
t and within a stratum defined by S;(A4;_1). In practice we often impose a model on how CEE {St(flt,l)} depends on

S;(A;_1) to pool across S;-strata.

CEE {S;(A;—1)} depends on the treatment policy in the MRT, because the variables in Hy(A;—1) \ S¢(A;—1) are
marginalized over in the conditional expectations in (2). Such dependence is scientifically desirable for two reasons.
First, the causal excursion effect approximates the treatment effect in a real-world implementation. A good MRT policy
would already have incorporated implementation considerations such as burden and feasibility through the choice of
randomization probability and availability criteria, so a feasible policy will not deviate too far from the MRT policy.
Second, the causal excursion effect indicates the effective deviations from the MRT policy and how the policy might
be improved. A fully marginal effect (by setting S;(A;_1) = 1 in (2))) indicates whether a treatment is worth further
investigation, and an effect modification analysis (by setting S;(A;_1) to be certain time-varying covariates in (2)))
indicates whether the MRT policy should be modified to depend on time-varying covariates. In addition, the dependence

of CEE {St (Ay_y )} on the MRT policy resembles the primary analysis in factorial designs and allows one to design
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trials with a higher power to detect meaningful effects. Related marginalization ideas were considered by (Robins| [2004;
Neugebauer and others}, [2007). See [Boruvka and others| (2018)), |(Qian and others| (2021)), and |Qian and others| (2022)
for more discussion on causal excursion effect and its use in MRT. See (Guo and others| (2021} for a comprehensive

comparison of various causal estimands under time-varying treatments.

2.3 Maximum Property of the Binary Proximal Outcome

We consider settings where the binary proximal outcome Y; A can be expressed as the maximum of a series of sub-
outcomes defined over sub-intervals of time. Formally, let R;; denote a sub-outcome—that is, a binary response
observable after decision point ¢ and before ¢ 4- 1 and thus is a function of X;, ;. We assume that Y; A satisfies the

maximum property:
Y%,A = max(RHl, Rt+2> ce- 7Rt+A)- 3)

That is, Y; o = 1 if and only if any of the sub-outcomes between ¢ and ¢ + A is 1. Figuremshows how Y} a is related
to the sub-outcomes when A = 3. We assume that R A and Y; A are well-defined even when ¢t + A > T+ 1; this is

satisfied when the researchers continue to follow up trial participants for A time points after decision point 7.

Equation (3] holds if the binary outcome Y; A is whether an event of interest occurs between ¢ and ¢ + A and such
events are “instantaneous”. In the Drink Less MRT example with A = 3, the event is a user logging into the app.
Logging in between ¢ and ¢ + 3 is equivalent to logging in between t and ¢ 4 1, or between ¢ + 1 and ¢ + 2, or between
t + 2 and ¢t + 3. Thus, in this example (3)) is satisfied with R;,; denoting whether the individual logging into the app

between 8 pm of day ¢ and 7:59 pm of day ¢ + 1, in which case we have Y; A—3 = max(R11, Rita, Rit3)-

If, however, Y; A is based on a cumulative event, then @ may not hold. For example, in the HeartSteps I MRT, the
binary proximal outcome is whether a participant takes more than, say, 10,000 steps in the next 24 hours (a proximal
outcome window spanning over A = 5 decision points). In this case, no sub-outcomes R, can satisfy (3)) because the
total step count is cumulative instead of instantaneous. We generalize the maximum property to accommodate such
settings in Supplementary Material [B|by introducing a double-subscript version of the sub-outcome R. However, this
generalization would make the notation too cumbersome without adding substantial novelty, so we focus on the current

version of the maximum property (3) in the sequel when we introduce the methods.

2.4 Identification of Parameters

To express the causal excursion effect using observed data, we assume the following.

Assumption 1 (Stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA)) The data observed are equal to the set of poten-
tial outcomes corresponding to the treatment assignment actually received, and one’s potential outcomes are not
affected by others’ treatment assignments. That is, X; = X{(A;_1) for any t < T. This implies R;(A;_1) = R; and
YVia(Apa1) =Y.
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Assumption 2 (Sequential ignorability) For 1 < t < T, the potential outcomes {Rj(aj—1) : aj_1 €
{0,1}®771 (t + 1) < j < T} are independent of A given Hy, Iy = 1. This implies that {Y; n(Gj+a—1) : Gj4n—1 €
{0,1}®I+A=1 ¢t < j < T} are independent of A, given Hy, I = 1.

Assumption 3 (Positivity) P(A; = 1| Hy, I; = 1) is bounded away from 0 and 1.

Assumption 4 (Maximum property) Y; A (ai+a—1) = max(Ri1+1(ar), Rit2(G41), - -, Reea(@ya—1)) for 1 <

t<T.

Assumption [I]is standard for causal inference settings without interference. It may be violated if the mobile health
intervention incorporates community features or the participants are clustered, in which case a causal inference
framework that allows interference should be used instead (Hudgens and Halloran, 2008} |Shi and others| [2023). (There
is no community feature in the Drink Less app, our motivating example.) Assumption [2]is always valid for MRTs
because the randomization probability of A; depends (at most) on H, by study design. Assumption [3]is valid as long as
the researchers do not set the randomization probability to exactly 0 or 1 when I; = 1. Assumption[d]is the potential

outcomes version of the maximum property (3)).

Let 1(-) denote the indicator function, and define 0° = 1. In Supplementary Material we prove that under the above

4 assumptions the casual excursion effect in (2)) can be expressed using observed data distribution:

o 1(maxi<s<j—t Riyps=0)
E[E{Ht+A—1 [ 1(A;=0) } 1<s<j + Yt7A | A =1 H, I, — 1} | S 1, = 1:|

{S (A )} ) Jj=t+1 1-p;(Hj)

CEE ) =1o .

R gE p e ez s Be=0y g =1V s =1
| i) Tp;(H;) ia | Ay =0,Hy, I = | S, I =

4)
J=tr1 | Top () = 1if A = 1. Equation (@) will be used to establish the
asymptotic property of our estimator. We will slightly abuse the notation and denote the right-hand side of (@) by
CEE(S,).

We define HHA*1 { 1(4;=0)

} T(max;<s<j—t Riys=0)

3 pd-EMEE: An Estimator Using Per-Decision Inverse Probability Weights
Consider a linear model for the causal excursion effect in (d):
CEE(S;) = SI'B3 forall1 <t <T, (3)

where [ is p-dimensional. Assume the first entry of S; is 1 so that 3 contains the intercept. For example, when
S; = 1, CEE(S;) = [y is the fully marginal effect. When S; = (1,Z;) for some time-varying covariate Z;,
CEE(S;) = Bo + 51 Z:, where Sy denotes the effect when Z; = 0 and (; denotes the increase in the effect when Z;
increases by 1. Model (3] also accommodates flexible time-varying effects when \S; contains basis functions. We

assume that (3) is a correct model and our goal is to estimate the unknown p-dimensional vector 3.
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Our first estimator for [ is denoted by B and referred to as pd-EMEE (a name we will explain later). It requires
a working model for E{Y; a(A;—1,0,0a_1) | Hy, I; = 1}, which characterizes the expected outcome under no
treatment between ¢ and ¢ + A given the history H; and I, = 1. We use exp{g(H;)T a} as the working model, where
g(Hy) is a vector of features constructed from H; and « is a g-dimensional nuisance parameter. As will be established
in Theorem # is consistent and asymptotically normal regardless of whether the working model exp{g(H;)Ta} is a
correct model for E{Y; a(A;—1,0,0a_1) | Hy, I; = 1}.

The estimator B , along with the nuisance estimator ¢, is obtained by solving an estimating equation % Z?:l Ui(a,B) =

0, with the estimating function U;(«, 8) defined as

T
_A;, ST g(H;
Ui(a, B) = E Iye=A5iPe; (o, B) My Wiy (Hie) ) (6)
=1 {Ait — Pe(Sit) }Si

The estimating function is multiplied by I;; because the causal excursion effect only concerns the decision points

where individuals are available to be randomized. The factor e~ 4itS

hB s analogous to the blipping-down term in
multiplicative structural nested mean models (Robins, [1994). The error term e; (v, §) is defined as €; (o, 5) =
YitA — e9(Hit)" a+AiSiB \where Y;i.a is the proximal outcome Y; A for the i-th individual. The M;, is defined

50(Se) LY [ 1—pa(Se) \ T A L . .
as M;; = { L2d } { D } , which is similar to the stabilized IPW (Robins and others, 2000) and

pt(Hit) 1—p:(Hit)

is employed by other estimators for causal excursion effects (Boruvka and others, 2018} |Qian and others, 2021}).
Here p;(S:) € (0,1) is similar to the numerator of a stabilized weight and can be chosen to improve efficiency by
making p;(S;;) as close to p;(H;;) as possible. For example, if p;(H;;) is a constant or depends only on S;;, one can
simply set p:(Si:) = p:(H;:) which makes M;; = 1; if p;(H;:) depends on variables in H;; \ S;, one should not

set p¢(Ss¢) = pi(H;;) but can set p;(S;¢) to be the prediction from a logistic regression with A;; being the response

Ht+A—1{ 1(A;;=0) }l(m”lgsﬁf*tm’”szo)

j=t+1 m which is the

and S;; being the predictor. The W;; is defined as W;; =

per-decision inverse probability weight that we will elaborate on later.

We established the consistency and asymptotic normality of Bin Theorem the proof of which is in Supplementary
Material

Theorem 1 Assume the causal effect model (5) and Assumptions 1-4 in Section[2.4|hold. Let * denote the true value of
BB corresponding to the data generating distribution Py. Define 05U;(cv, B) = 0U;(a, B)/0(a™, BT). Under regularity
conditions, /3’ is consistent for 5* and \/ﬁ(B — B*) is asymptotically normal with mean zero and variance-covariance

matrix X, and 3 can be consistently estimated by the lower block diagonal (p X p) entry of the matrix

T

{; gaﬁUi(d,B)}_l{i g Ui(&, B)Ui(@,B)T}{ [% gaﬁUi(&,B)} _1} |

For the estimand 5*,|Qian and others|(2021) proposed an estimator called the estimator for marginal excursion effect
(EMEE). The EMEE is the same as our estimator except that W, is replaced by W/, = Hi‘ifﬁl {%}. The
FASERY]

W/, is a product of (A — 1) inverse probability weights (IPW) to account for the fact that the causal excursion effect

10



A PREPRINT - AUGUST 19, 2024

concerns excursions under treatment trajectory A; 141 = --- = A; 11 a—1 = 0. Let us examine how the EMEE weighs
the (7, t)-decision point by W7, and later contrast with our estimator. Case 1: suppose for somet +1 < j <t+ A —1,
Ay =1 (Table Examples 1a and 1b). Because this is different from the treatment trajectory for the excursion, the
(i, t)-decision point is assigned weight W/, = 0 by EMEE. Case 2: suppose A; ;11 = -+ = A;;4a—1 = 0 (Table[4]
Examples 2a and 2b). In this case, W/, > 1 and the (4, t)-decision point is upweighted to account for itself and similar

decision points that fall into Case 1 and thus have weight 0.

The key innovation in our proposed estimator is W;;, which improves efficiency over EMEE. We call W;, the per-
decision inverse probability weight, and B the pd-EMEE method, because the inclusion of each of the (A — 1) IPW
terms is determined by each decision point: for each j from ¢t + 1 to ¢t + A — 1, if maxi<s<j—¢ i+ = 0 then
% is included in W;;; otherwise it is not included. Therefore, W;; includes in its product the IPW terms from
J = t + 1 to right before the first occurrence of some 12+ = 1. By not including the IPW terms after this ;- = 1, the
per-decision IPW does not account for the treatment assignments after j*. This is appropriate because the maximum
property (3) implies that the treatment assignments after j* don’t affect the value of Y; o (which has to equal 1). To see
how our estimator improves efficiency over the EMEE, let us now examine how our estimator weighs the (i, t)-decision
point by W;;. For Case 1 described above, if some R; = 1 occurs before the first A;, = 1 (Table d Example 1b),

the (¢,t)-decision point will have a positive weight. For Case 2 described above, if the first R;« = 1 occurs for
j* <t+ A —1 (Table E], Example 2b), then W;; will include fewer terms than Wi’t and thus be smaller, because
Wit = Hg*:t+1 % < HzitAJ:ll % = Wz'/t'

To summarize, by capitalizing on the maximum property (3)), the per-decision IP weight W;; makes use of some
decision points that would be otherwise discarded because W/, = 0 (such as Example 1b) and reduces the weight
of some other decision points (such as Example 2b), and this leads to the efficiency improvement. The efficiency
improvement of B over EMEE is larger when a larger proportion of the decision points belong to the above two types,
which happens when the proximal outcome window length A is large, when the randomization probability is large,
or when the baseline success probability (i.e., the success probability of the proximal outcome under no treatment) is
large. When the proximal outcome window is shorter than the distance between two decision points so that A = 1, B is
equivalent to EMEE. We will use “relative efficiency” to quantify the efficiency improvement, with relative efficiency
between two estimators §; and 6 defined as Var(ég) / Var(él). In Supplementary Material we provided a theoretical

analysis for the relative efficiency between the proposed estimator and the EMEE under simplifying assumptions.

Table 1: Comparison between per-decision IP weight W;; in our estimator and standard IP weight W/, in EMEE in a
few examples for the case of A = 3. Subscript ¢ for all variables are omitted.

Ry Aiy1 Riyr A2 Riyo Yen Wi Wy
Example la 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Example Ib 0 0 1 1 0 1 e I(H ) 0
—pt+1(Het1
1 ) 1 1 . 1
Example2a 0 0 0 0 0 0 1=pep1(Hep1) 1-pega(Hepz)  1=peg1(Hepr) 1-peg2(Hepo)
Example 2b 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1

1*Pt+1(Ht+1) 1*Pt+1(Ht+1) ' 1*Pt+2(Ht+2)

11
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Related techniques of reducing IP weights to improve efficiency were developed for other settings. In off-policy
reinforcement learning, the per-decision importance sampling technique was proposed to construct IP weights related to
ours by leveraging the fact that earlier outcomes cannot depend on later treatments (Precup, |2000). In Cox marginal
structural model, to determine a subject’s contribution to a risk-set at time ¢, a stabilized weight was proposed which
involves IP weights not through the end of the follow-up but only up till time ¢ (Robins and others| [2000). Those
settings are analogous to a special case in our setting (7' = 1), i.e., when focusing on a single proximal outcome that
decomposes into a sequence of sub-outcomes. Our contribution is to extend the per-decision [IPW technique to estimate
causal excursion effects on longitudinal proximal outcomes. In Supplementary Material [F] we provide a detailed

explication on how our method connects to and differs from the literature.

Additional remarks about the property of the proposed estimator are as follows.

Remark 1 (Robustness against a misspecified working model.) Consistency of B only requires that S 3 be a correct
model for the causal excursion effect CEE(Sy). It does not require a correct working model g(H;)" a; i.e., it does
not require E{Y; A(A;_1,0,0a_1) | Hy, I; = 1} = exp{g(H;)T a} to hold for some . This robustness property is
desired because it is virtually impossible to correctly specify a model for E{Y; a(A;—1,0,0a_1) | Hy, I = 1} when
the number of decision points for an MRT is moderate to large. Different choices of g(Hy) affect the variance of B See

Section and Remark on how the projection idea leads to a more efficient choice of g(Hy)™ o

Remark 2 (Small-sample correction for inference.) The sandwich estimator for the variance in Theorem/|l|can be
anti-conservative with a small sample size. To correct this, we adopt two small-sample correction techniques: (i)
Similar to the correction to the sandwich variance estimator by Mancl and DeRouen| (2001, we pre-multiply the vector

of each individual’s residual, €;(&, 5), by the inverse of the identity matrix minus the leverage for that individual; (ii)

Similar to the correction to the critical value for inference by|Liao and others|(2016), we use as the critical value the

-1

quantile of a t-distribution, t,,~, (1 —n /2), where n is the significance level and p and q are the dimensions of 8 and

a, respectively.

4 pd-EMEE2: Further Improving Efficiency Using Projection

Following suggestions by a reviewer, we developed a variation of the pd-EMEE B using the projection idea from
semiparametric efficiency theory. We refer to this variation as pd-EMEE?2 and denote it B.In particular, let £ (8) =
ZtT:1 Iite_A“Sz;ﬁYitAMitWit{Ait —p¢(Si¢) }Si¢ denote the bottom portion of U; (cv, 3) in (6) with ;¢ (e, 3) replaced
by Yi; a. Equation @) implies the moment condition E{¢;(8*)} = 0 (proven in Lemma [/|in the Supplementary
Material). The efficiency of the estimating function &;(f) can be improved by subtracting from &;(3) its projection
on the score functions for the treatment assignment probability (Bickel and others| [1993} [Murphy and others,, 2001}
Shi and Dempsey, 2023). The projection is given by Zle[E{gi(ﬁ) | Hiw, Ain} — E{&(B) | Hivn}] (Robins,|1999).

We show in Supplementary Material |G| that under an additional working assumption (Assumption [8|in Supplementary
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Material [G), we have
T
Z E{gz | quaAzu} E{fl( ) | qu}]

T
=" Live™ S5P Myy { Ay — i Zt)}Szt[ Yt aWir — E(Yie aAWie| Hit, Air)
t=1

t+A—1
> ABYiraWit Hiw, Aiu) — E(l@t,AWiﬁHm)}}

u=t+1

T
+ Zfitﬁt(sit){l — De(Sit) }Sit {e_SZ;ﬁE(Yit,AWitlHityAit =1) - E(Yi,aAWit|Hit, Aiz = 0)} . @)
=1

This motivates the following estimating function

T
Ui (B, ) = Z Live™ 5B My L Ay — pe(Sie) }Sie [Yit,AWit — po(Hit, Air)

t=1
t+A—1
Z {/J/u t HluaAzu) u( zu)/-‘u t(Hiua 1) - (1 _pu(H’Lu)):uu—t(HluaO)}
u=t+1
T T
+ 37 Lube(Si) {1 = 5u(Si) kS {55 o (Hiu, 1) = pro(Hiey0) } ®)
t=1
where . = (uo, p41, - - -, ta—1) is a collection of nuisance parameters with ps(Hy,, Ay ) denoting a working model

for E(Ym,,_s, AW, u—s|Hiw, Ain). We propose to compute the estimator B based on the estimating function U using a
two-step approach depicted in Algorithm The asymptotic property of (3 is described in Theorem with proof in
Supplementary Material [G.2]

Algorithm 1 The pd-EMEE2 estimator (3
Step 1: Foreach s =0,1,...,A — 1, fit E(Y; y—s AW, u—s|H;u, Ain) by pooling across all 1 < u < T and denote

the fitted models by fis (H;q, Aiv). Denote by [ the collection of jis for 0 < s < A — 1.
Step 2: Obtain 3 by solving 2 %" | U;(8; 1) = 0 with U;(83, ) defined in (8).

Theorem 2 Assume the causal effect model (B) and Assumptions 1-4 in Section Let B* denote the true value
of B corresponding to the data generating distribution Py. Define O Ui(B; r) = 0U;(B; 1) /0BT Under regularity
conditions, B is consistent for B* and \/ﬁ(ﬁ — [*) is asymptotically normal with mean zero and variance-covariance

matrix X, and 3 can be consistently estimated by the lower block diagonal (p X p) entry of the matrix
1 n o —1 B o . 1 T
(o) (st Eoncor)

Remark 3 (Robustness and efficiency improvement.) Similar to Remark|l} the consistency of B is robust against
misspecified regression models [i. Equation ({7) is rooted in the semiparametric efficiency theory, and one can view

(7) as identifying a collection of working models that can potentially lead to more efficient 3 estimators than the

13
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working model g(H;;)™ o in (). In other words, the pd-EMEE2 B can be more efficient than the pd-EMEE B Note
that Assumption[8|was made to facilitate a closed-form ({T), and this working assumption is not required by Theorem 2]
Furthermore, the efficiency gain by 5 does not require this working assumption, as is supported by numerical evidence

(Sections 5 and |6).

Remark 4 (Flexible modeling choice for pu.) The choice of models for the conditional expectations
E(Y; u—s,AW; u—s|Hiw, Ain) in Algorithm |I| can be very flexible, and one can take advantage of the maximum
property to further improve efficiency. For example, one can use Poisson regression or logistic regression with rescaled
Yiu—s,aAWiu_s that are within [0,1] (and scale them back after the logistic regression fit). One can also include
Sunctions and spline basis of the decision point index, u, in the model. In addition, the (H;,,, A;.,)-measurable part
of Wi u—s, ie., H?:u75+1 {%}l(ma&ﬁsﬂgvg Ri »=0)

E(Y; u—s,AW; u—s|Hiw, Aiv), before a model is fitted to the conditional expectation, and doing this has the potential

, can be taken outside of the conditional expectation

to improve efficiency. Furthermore, due to the maximum property, Y; ,,_s a Will be deterministically 1 if one of its
sub-outcomes R is included in H;, and equals 1, and taking advantage of this fact can further improve efficiency.
Finally, due to the estimating function Uz(ﬁ , ) being globally robust (i.e., it has expectation 0 at the true 3* for any p;
see Supplementary Material|G.2), the nuisance parameter estimators i can converge at an arbitrarily slow rate and
the asymptotic variance of B does not need to account for the fact that p is estimated (Cheng and others, |2023)). This

means that a wide range of machine learning and nonparametric models can be used to fit (.

5 Simulation

5.1 Generative Model

We set [; = 1 and T' = 100. The generative model depends on two parameters, A (length of the proximal outcome
window) and p,, (constant randomization probability). A; € {0, 1} was generated from Bernoulli(p, ). A scalar time-
varying covariate, Z; € {0, 1,2}, was generated independently of all previous variables (i.e., Z; L {Z,, A5, Rs41 :

1<s<t—1}) with
P(Z, =0)=05"Y22/C, P(Z,=1)=1/C, P(Z =2)=05"**/C, )
where C' = 0.5- /24 4 0.5'/224 1 1. The sub-outcome R, given A, and H, was generated as

P(Rt+1 =0 ‘ At = O,Ht) = 0.5(1'5_05Zt)/A7 (10)

1— {1 _ 0.5(1.570.5Zt)/A . (3/0 . 0.51/A)A71} . 014022,

P(Rt+1 =0 ‘ At = 1,Ht) = (3/0 . 0'51/A)A—1

(11)
We set R4 = 0for T < ¢t <T + A. The proximal outcome was generated as Y; o = max(Rit1,..., Rirn).

14
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In Supplementary Materialwe showed thatfor 1 < ¢ < T — A,

E{Y;&,A(Atflaat,(_)Afl) | Ht(fitfl),]t(gtfl) _ 1} _ {1 o 0.5(A+0.570.5Zt)/A . (S/C)Afl} . 6at(0'1+0'2zt).
(12)

Therefore, CEE(Z;) = 0.1 + 0.2Z; for 1 < ¢ < T — A under the generative model, and this holds for all A > 1 and
pa € (0,1). For T — A < t < T, CEE(Z,) is slightly different but its influence on the simulation results is negligible

because in the simulations A < T..

There is substantial variability in R;41 and Y; . When we vary A from 2 to 10 and vary Z, € {0, 1, 2}, (H.2) varies
from 0.59 to 0.97, (H.3) varies from 0.38 to 0.80, and (I2)) varies from 0.41 to 0.58 when setting a; = 0 and from 0.57

to 0.80 when setting a; = 1.

We constructed this generative model based on three considerations. First, in order to fairly assess how the efficiency
improvement is affected by A and p,, we needed CEE(Z;) to not depend on A or p,. Thus, the distribution of the
sub-outcome R; would depend on A because there are A sub-outcomes in Y; o. Second, we wanted to construct a
complicated E{Y;, A(At,l, 0, (_)A,l) | Hy, I = 1} to demonstrate the robustness of the estimator against misspecified
working models. Third, we wanted Z; to depend on A as little as possible. In a real application, Z; (a covariate)
would not depend on A (a choice in the analysis). However, we found it difficult to achieve while keeping the form of
CEE(Z,) simple. The current generating distribution of Z; is the least dependent on A that we came up with, and
the three probabilities in are all very close to 1/3 for A > 2.

5.2 Simulation Result

We studied the finite-sample performance of the proposed pd-EMEE, pd-EMEE2, and three competitors: the EMEE
by [Qian and others| (2021)), the log-linear generalized estimating equations with independent correlation structure

(GEE.ind), and the log-linear generalized estimating equations with exchangeable correlation structure (GEE.exch)

(Liang and Zeger, |1980).

We considered two estimands with different S;: the first estimand is CEE(S;) = [y with S; = 1, and the second
estimand is CEE(S;) = 1 + f2Z; with Sy = (1, Z;). They represent common primary and secondary analyses
of MRTs: fy is the fully marginal causal excursion effect, and 51 + 527, is the effect moderated by Z;. For
pd-EMEE and EMEE, we used the correct model of CEE for both estimands and the incorrect working model
exp{g(H;)Ta} = exp(ap + a1 Z;) for E(Y; a(A4-1,0,0a—1) | Hy, I; = 1). For pd-EMEE2, we used the correct
model of CEE and included only (Z;,,, A;,,) in a linear regression fit for fis(H;,,, A, ) and thus the latter is misspecified.
For GEE.ind and GEE.exch, we use the marginal mean model exp(ag + a1 Z; + [pA;) for the first estimand and
exp{ao + a1Zy + A(B1 + B2Z;)} for the second estimand. The marginal mean models used by the GEEs are
misspecified because the part involving the ’s is incorrect. See Supplementary Material [I for the exact form of the

log-linear GEEs used.
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We first conducted simulations with two different A: A = 3 and A = 10. We used a constant randomization
probability p, = 0.2. Results for A = 3 are shown in top halves of Tables [2]and 3] where the true parameter values
are 35 = 0.283 (obtained numerically by plugging into @), 87 = 0.1, and 85 = 0.2. pd-EMEE, pd-EMEE2,
and EMEE consistently estimate all parameters of interest with close to nominal confidence interval coverage. The
confidence interval coverage is improved by the small sample correction (Remark 2)). pd-EMEE is more efficient than
EMEE.: for example, when n = 100, the relative efficiency between pd-EMEE and EMEE for estimating 3y, 81, and
B2 is 0.0262/0.025% = 1.08, 0.037%/0.0352 = 1.12, and 0.029%/0.027% = 1.15, respectively. These values roughly
translate to 7% (= 1 — 1/1.08), 11%, and 13% savings in sample size if one were to power an MRT using pd-EMEE
instead of EMEE. Comparing pd-EMEE and pd-EMEE2, pd-EMEE?2 is as or more efficient across n = 30, 50 or 100,
with the highest relative efficiency (against pd-EMEE) being 1.08. Both GEE.ind and GEE.exch are inconsistent
because the marginal mean model is misspecified. The performance of &y and &7 is not presented because o and

are nuisance parameters and thus not of interest.

Results for A = 10 are shown in bottom halves of Tables and where the true parameter values are 8§ = 0.304,
B7 = 0.1, and B35 = 0.2. The conclusions regarding consistency and confidence interval coverage are the same as those
when A = 3. Here pd-EMEE is substantially more efficient than EMEE: for example, when n = 100, the relative
efficiency between pd-EMEE and EMEE for estimating 3y, 31, and 32 is 0.065% /0.054% = 1.45,0.0922/0.078% = 1.39,
and 0.0642/0.054% = 1.40, respectively, which roughly translates to 31%, 28%, and 29% savings in sample size.
When A = 10, pd-EMEE2 further substantially improves the efficiency over pd-EMEE. For example, when n = 100,
the relative efficiency between pd-EMEE2 and pd-EMEE for estimating /3y, 31, and 3 is 0.0542/0.053% = 1.04,
0.0782/0.073% = 1.14, and 0.0542 /0.0502 = 1.17, respectively, which roughly translates to another 3%, 12%, and
15% savings in sample size on top of the savings of pd-EMEE. The efficiency improvement when A = 10 is greater

compared to when A = 3.

We then investigated how the relative efficiency of pd-EMEE or pd-EMEE2 against EMEE depends on A (proximal
outcome window length) and p, (randomization probability) by varying A and p,, separately. When A varies from 1
to 10 with p, = 0.2, the relative efficiency increases from 1 to 1.5 for pd-EMEE and 1 to 1.75 for pd-EMEE2 (left
panel of Figure[2). When p,, varies from 0.1 to 0.8 with A = 3, the relative efficiency increases from 1.05 to 1.75 for
pd-EMEE and from 1.06 to 2.00 for pd-EMEE?2 (right panel of Figure[2). Therefore, a larger A or a larger p, makes
the proposed pd-EMEE and pd-EMEE2 even more efficient than the EMEE method. This phenomenon was expected

and explained in Section 3]

6 Application

6.1 Drink Less MRT

We applied the proposed pd-EMEE and pd-EMEE2 methods to analyze the Drink Less MRT data. Recall that there are

n = 349 participants in this MRT, each in the study for 7' = 30 days. Each participant was randomized once every
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Table 2: Simulation result: Performance of pd-EMEE2, pd-EMEE, EMEE, GEE.ind and GEE.exch when estimating 3
(A =3 and 10). Based on 1,000 simulation replications.

Estimator n Bias SD RMSE CPunadj CPadj
Setting: A =3

30 0.006 0.044 0.044 0.94 0.96

pd-EMEE2 50 0.003 0.036 0.036 0.94 0.95
100 0.005 0.025 0.026 0.94 0.94

30 0.006 0.045 0.045 0.94 0.96

pd-EMEE 50 0.004 0.037 0.037 0.93 0.94
100 0.005 0.025 0.026 0.94 0.94

30  0.005 0.047 0.048 0.95 0.96

EMEE 50 0.004 0.039 0.039 0.93 0.95
100 0.005 0.026 0.027 0.95 0.96

30 -0.061 0.032 0.069 0.51 0.54

GEE.ind 50 -0.062 0.026 0.068 0.29 0.31
100 -0.062 0.018 0.064 0.05 0.06

30 -0.063 0.032 0.071 0.48 0.52

GEE.exch 50 -0.065 0.026 0.069 0.26 0.28
100 -0.064 0.018 0.066 0.04 0.04

Setting: A =10

30 0.026 0.095 0.099 0.93 0.96

pd-EMEE2 50 0.021 0.078 0.080 0.93 0.94
100 0.021 0.053 0.057 0.93 0.94

30 0.026 0.103 0.106 0.94 0.96

pd-EMEE 50 0.022 0.084 0.087 0.94 0.95
100  0.022 0.054 0.058 0.95 0.96

30  0.032 0.127 0.130 0.94 0.96

EMEE 50 0.026 0.099 0.103 0.94 0.96
100 0.023 0.065 0.069 0.95 0.96

30 -0.168 0.025 0.169 0.00 0.00

GEE.ind 50 -0.169 0.019 0.170 0.00 0.00
100 -0.169 0.014 0.169 0.00 0.00

30 -0.175 0.024 0.177 0.00 0.00

GEE.exch 50 -0.176 0.019 0.177 0.00 0.00
100 -0.176 0.013 0.177 0.00 0.00

pd-EMEE, the estimator B proposed in Section pd-EMEE2, the

estimator 3 proposed in Section EMEE, the estimator in |Qian
and others| (2021); GEE.ind, generalized estimating equations with
independent working correlation structure; GEE.exch, generalized
estimating equations with exchangeable working correlation struc-
ture; SD, standard deviation; RMSE, root mean squared error; CP,
95% confidence interval coverage probability before (unadj) and
after (adj) small-sample correction.
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Figure 2: Simulation result: The relative efficiency (RE) of pd-EMEE (red) or pd-EMEE2 (blue) over EMEE and
how it varies with A (proximal outcome window length) and p,, (randomization probability). The variances of EMEE,
pd-EMEE, and pd-EMEE?2 are illustrated by various line types in black.
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day at 8 pm with 0.6 probability of receiving a push notification encouraging using the Drink Less app (4; = 1) and
with 0.4 probability of receiving nothing (A; = 0). Individuals were available to be randomized at all decision points
(I+ = 1). The proximal outcome, Y; A, is whether the participant logged in to the app in the subsequent A days. The
binary sub-outcome, R;1, is whether the participant logged in to the app between 8 pm of day ¢ and 7:59 pm of day

t+1,and Y; o = max(Ry41, ..., Riya). We conducted separate analyses for A =1,2,...,5.

We considered four estimands: the fully marginal effect (moderator S; = (), the effect moder-
ated by the number of days in the study (S; = decision pointindex ¢), the effect moderated by past
treatment (S; = receiving treatment the day before), and the effect moderated by past app use (S; =

using the app between 8 pm and 9 pm the day before). In all analyses, the ¢g(H;) in the working model for
E{Y;a(A;—1,0,0a_1) | Hy, I = 1} includes the decision point index, gender, age, employment type, the AU-
DIT score (a measure of alcohol misuse), and two time-varying variables about app usage: whether the participant used
the app before 8 pm that day, and whether they used the app after 9 pm the previous day. For pd-EMEE2, the same

control variables corresponding to decision point u is used to fit ps(Hq, A )-

Figure [3]shows the analysis results, where for each pair of plots the top one shows the point estimate and 95% confidence
interval (CI) for the three methods (EMEE, pd-EMEE, pd-EMEE2) and the bottom one shows the estimated relative
efficiency (I@) of pd-EMEE or pd-EMEE?2 against EMEE. RE between two estimators is computed as the ratio between
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Figure 3: Estimated marginal excursion effect (Moderator: None) and effect moderation by decision point index, past
treatment, or past app usage of Drink Less push notification on whether the user opens the app in different subsequent
times windows from A = 1 day to A = 5 days. For each moderator and estimand, the relative efficiency of pd-EMEE
or pd-EMEE?2 against EMEE with various A is shown in the corresponding dot figure below.
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the estimated standard error of the estimators. We see that for each estimand and each A, EMEE, pd-EMEE, and
pd-EMEE?2 yield estimates in the same direction with CIs mostly overlapping. Both pd-EMEE and pd-EMEE?2 yield
substantially narrower ClIs than EMEE for A > 2 and their RE against EMEE increases with larger A as expected. For
example, with A = 3, the CI for EMEE is almost twice as wide as the CIs for pd-EMEE and pd-EMEE2. pd-EMEE2 is
slightly more efficient than pd-EMEE in most cases, especially for the larger A (A = 4 or 5).

6.2 HeartSteps I MRT

We applied the proposed pd-EMEE and pd-EMEE2 methods to analyze the HeartSteps I MRT data. Recall that each
participant was in the study for 42 days and was randomized five times a day, each time with 0.6 probability of receiving
an activity suggestion (A; = 1) and with 0.4 probability of receiving nothing (4; = 0). The data set included 37
participants with a total of 7629 decision points, and seven participants had less than 210 decision points of data (with
reasons detailed in (Klasnja and others| 2018)). Individuals were available to be randomized (I; = 1) for about 80% of
the decision points, and the reason for unavailability (I; = 0) includes the person currently driving, having just had an
activity bout, or having connection issues. In our analysis, A = 5 corresponds to a 24-hour proximal outcome window.
We considered five different proximal outcomes corresponding to five different step count thresholds. Given a total step
count threshold C, the proximal outcome, Y; A, is whether the participant takes at least C' total steps in the 24-hour
window subsequent to decision point ¢ (we omit the notational dependence of Y; o on C). The binary sub-outcome
Rt 45 for 1 < s < A, which is the double-subscript version explicated in the Supplementary Material@ is whether
the individual takes at least C' total steps between decision points ¢ and ¢ + s, and Y; o = max(Ry 141, ..., R +A)-

We conducted separate analyses for C' = 6000, 7000, . . ., 10000.
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We considered four estimands: the fully marginal effect (moderator S; = (), the effect mod-
erated by the decision point index ¢ (S; = t), the effect moderated by location (S; =
whether the current location is home/work (vs. other location)), and the effect moderated by weekday
(S; = whether the day is a weekday). In all analyses, the g(H;) in the working model for E{Y; A(A;_1,0,0a_1) |
H;, I, = 1} includes the decision point index, the total step count in the 30 minutes prior to the decision point, the
current location (home/work vs. others), and whether the day is a weekday. For pd-EMEE2, the same control variables

corresponding to decision point « is used to fit s (H;y,, Aie)-

Figure 4: Estimated marginal excursion effect (Moderator: None) and effect moderation by decision point index,
whether the participant is at home/work, whether the day is weekday of HeartSteps activity suggestion on whether the
user takes more than a given threshold of steps in the next 24 hours. For each moderator and estimand, the relative
efficiency of pd-EMEE or pd-EMEE2 against EMEE with various step count threshold is shown in the corresponding
dot figure below.
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Figure [ shows the analysis results, and the format of the figure is the same as Figure 3] We see that for each estimand
and for each threshold C', EMEE, pd-EMEE, and pd-EMEE?2 yield estimates in the same direction with CIs mostly
overlapping. Both pd-EMEE and pd-EMEE?2 yield substantially narrower CIs than EMEE for most threshold C' values.
The efficiency gain of pd-EMEE and pd-EMEE?2 against EMEE is not as pronounced as in the Drink Less application

but is still substantial, with RE mostly in the range of 1.2-3.

7 Discussion

We proposed the per-decision estimator of marginal excursion effect (pd-EMEE) and its projection-based variant
(pd-EMEE2) for the causal excursion effect of a time-varying treatment on a binary longitudinal outcome for micro-
randomized trials. The proposed estimators are applicable as long as the binary outcome encodes the occurrence of an
event of interest in a pre-specified time window. When this time window spans multiple decision points, the proposed
estimator improves efficiency compared to the currently widely-used EMEE estimator (Qian and others, [2021)), by

using a modified form of inverse probability weighting (IPW) called per-decision IPW. The pd-EMEE2, motivated
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by results from the semiparametric efficiency theory, further improves efficiency. This efficiency improvement can
lead to a more precise estimation of the causal effect or a smaller sample size needed when planning an MRT. The
efficiency improvement is greater when there is a higher chance of one or more additional treatments occurring in the
proximal outcome window; for example, when the proximal outcome window consists of more decision points or when

the randomization probability is larger.

The methods require that the binary proximal outcome satisfies a maximum property, i.e., the outcome can be expressed
as the maximum of a series of sub-outcomes defined over sub-intervals of time. This holds when the outcome indicates
the occurrence of an instantaneous event. For non-instantaneous events, if it is still possible to determine the first
decision point, within the proximal outcome window, at which the binary outcome has already occurred, then one can
use a similar estimator for efficiency improvement by assuming a generalized maximum property. The generalization is

detailed in Supplementary Material [B] and estimators based on this generalization are illustrated in Section[6.2]

The estimator can also be generalized to settings where the number of decision points within a proximal outcome
window is not fixed. Such a setting may arise if the decision points are irregularly spaced and the proximal outcome
window is based on calendar time. In this setting, as long as the occurrence of the event may be determined early on in
the proximal outcome window, one can still apply the per-decision IPW idea and thus discard the [PW terms after the

event occurs to improve efficiency, with the necessary notational generalization.

The maximum property may resemble the structure of a discrete-time survival outcome, and may raise the question of
whether the proximal outcome should be treated as a survival outcome instead of a binary one. We believe the choice
of the model and outcome type should depend on the scientific question. For some interventions, the goal is so that a
desirable event, such as self-monitoring in Drink Less and activity bout in HeartStep, occurs within a reasonable time
window but not necessarily as soon as possible. For such settings, the causal effect on the binary outcome will contain
relevant information for assessing and improving the intervention. For other settings, the goal might be to reduce the
risk of a dangerous or harmful behavior as soon as possible, in which case the causal effect on the survival outcome
might be more relevant. An example of the latter is problem anger prevention (Metcalf and others| 2022}, where the

intervention is to reduce the risk of aggressive behavior once anger is detected.

We considered the same causal excursion effect as in |Qian and others| (2021), where the future A — 1 treatment
assignments (A¢11, ..., Ar1a_1) are all set to 0. That is, we consider excursions starting from decision point ¢ that
receives treatment (or no treatment) at ¢, and then receive no treatment for the next A — 1 decision points. The choice
of this reference treatment regime depends on the scientific question, and in some applications other reference regimes
may be of interest. In Supplementary Material [J]| we provide an extension of the proposed method to a class of alternative

reference regimes and evaluate the efficiency gain under those settings.
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Supplementary Materials

A Interpretation of the Causal Excursion Effect and Its Use in MRT

The causal excursion effect (2.2)) differs from most causal effects under time-varying treatments such as marginal struc-
tural models and structural nested mean models (Robins| 1994} Robins and others| [2000). Instead of contrasting fixed
treatment trajectories, (2)) contrasts between two stochastic treatment trajectories, (At,l, 1,0 A—1)and (flt,l, 0,0 A—1)-
That is, () is a causal contrast between two excursions from the treatment policy: following the treatment policy up to
time ¢ — 1 and then deviating from the policy to assign A; = 1 and no treatment for the next A — 1 decision points,
and following the treatment policy up to time ¢ — 1 and then deviating to assign A; = 0 and no treatment for the next
A — 1 decision points. (2) is conditional on I;(A;_1) = 1 and S;(A;_1), meaning that it concerns the subpopulation
who, after following the treatment policy up to time ¢ — 1, are available to be randomized at ¢t and within a stratum
defined by S;(A;_1). In practice we often impose a model on how CEE {S;(A4;_1)} depends on S;(A;_1) to pool

across S;-strata.

CEE {S;(A;-1)} depends on the treatment policy in the MRT, because the variables in Hy(A;—1) \ S¢(A;—1) are
marginalized over in the conditional expectations in (2)). Such dependence is scientifically desirable for two reasons.
First, the causal excursion effect approximates the treatment effect in a real-world implementation. A good MRT policy
would already have incorporated implementation considerations such as burden and feasibility through the choice of
randomization probability and availability criteria, so a feasible policy will not deviate too far from the MRT policy.
Second, the causal excursion effect indicates the effective deviations from the MRT policy and how the policy might
be improved. A fully marginal effect (by setting S;(A4;_1) = 1 in (@)) indicates whether a treatment is worth further
investigation, and an effect modification analysis (by setting S;(A;_1) to be certain time-varying covariates in (2)))
indicates whether the MRT policy should be modified to depend on time-varying covariates. In addition, the dependence
of CEE {St (A_q )} on the MRT policy resembles the primary analysis in factorial designs and allows one to design
trials with a higher power to detect meaningful effects. Related marginalization ideas were considered by Robins| (2004));
Neugebauer and others| (2007). See Boruvka and others| (2018),|Qian and others| (2021)), and |Qian and others| (2022)
for more discussion on causal excursion effect and its use in MRT. See (Guo and others|(2021)) for a comprehensive

comparison of various causal estimands under time-varying treatments.

B Generalized Version of Maximum Property

We present a generalized version of the maximum property and a double-subscript version of the variable R. Using this
formulation, we can apply methodology developed in the paper to a broader range of problems as long as it is possible
to determine the first decision point, within the proximal outcome window, at which the binary outcome has already

occurred.
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Define R, ;4 to be the indicator of whether the event of interest occurred between decision points ¢ and ¢ 4 s. Under

this definition, we have the following generalized maximum property:
Yt,A = maX(Rt,tJrh Rt,t+27 sy Rt,t+A)- (B.1)

The definition of R; 4, and its relationship with Y; A is illustrated in Web Figure E] for the case of A = 3. The
estimator and the proofs work for this more general definition with minimal modification: One simply needs to replace

Ri4s by Ry ¢4 throughout.

For example, in the HeartSteps II MRT (Liao and others| [2020)), the proximal outcome was whether there is an activity
bout in the 30 minutes following a decision point. There was a decision point every 5 minutes, so we denote by Y; ao—¢
the proximal outcome using our notation. Here R, ;41 is whether an activity bout occurred between ¢ and ¢ + 1, R; 442

is whether an activity bout occurred between ¢ and ¢ + 2, and so on. Here (B.I) holds with A = 6.

For the rest of the supplementary material, we assume that the original maximum property (3) in the main paper holds.

Figure 5: Illustration of R; ;. and its relationship with Y; A for the case of A = 3.

Yiazz = MaxX(Ry 0 Ry o0 Ryia)

A
r N
Decision ... | | | | |

Point
t-1 t t+1 t+2 t+3

— ': i
R 41 i i
N ~ J
Ry 42 E
N )

Y

Rit+3

C Causal Assumptions and Parameter Identification

We use overbar and double subscript to denote the sequence of treatments between two time points: for example, for
to > tq, fltl:tz = (A4, Aty 41, - - -, Az, ). When there is no confusion, we will omit the subscript on 0: for example,

Via(Ai—1,a,0) =Y, aA(Ai—1,a,0a_1).
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Under Assumptions [T}jfd] we have

E{E,A(Atflvaaﬁ) ‘At:aaHhIt:]‘} (Cl)
t+A—1 1( o O) 1(maxi<s<j—t Riys=0)
=F j_:| Yt A I At = CL,Ht,It =1 ) (CZ)
11 [P(Aj =0 Hy) ’

j=t+1

which implies the identification result (@) in the main paper. Equation (C.2)) follows immediately from the statements of

Lemma [5|and Lemmal6]below. We first define a set of new quantities used in the proof, then state and prove Lemmas

36l

Consider any fixed ¢t with 1 <t <m. Foreach1 <u < A —1, let C’tu(flt,l, a, Gu,l) denote the event that the first
nonzero Ry, ,(A;_1,a,0) after time ¢ occurs at s = u; for notation simplicity we write Cy,, (A;_1,a,0,_1) as Cy,.
Thatis, forl1 <u <A -1

Ctu = { max Rt—&-s(l[lt—la a, 6) =0and Rt—i—u(At—la a,()) = 1} .

1<s<u-—1

Let Cya := Cya(As—1,a,0a—1) denote the event {maxi<,<a—1 Riys(Ai—1,a,0) = 0}. (The definition of C;A is
different from the rest CY,,. This is intentional because, as we will see shortly, there is no need to distinguish between
Riya(As_1,a,0) = 1and Ry, A(A;_1,a,0) = 0 for the purpose of proving identification. Also, omitting the potential
treatment trajectory in Cj,, and Ci;a will not cause confusion because we always condider the treatment trajectory

A;_1,a,0a_1 in this section.)
Lemma3 [fA > 2 thenforalll <t <m, foralll <u <A —1, forall a; € {0,1} and for all G y.1+n—1 €
{0, 1388w,

Yia(Ai—1,a:,0a-1) x 1(Chy) = Yea (A1, a1, 041, Grtutra—1) X 1(Chy). (C.3)

Proof 1 (Proof of Lemma[3) When 1(Cy,) = 0, (C3) holds triviall. When 1(Cy,) = 1, it must be the
case that Ryi.(Ai_1,a:,0,—1) = 1, and Assumption H| implies that Y; n(Ai—1,a4,0u—1, 81+ uirn—1) and
Yia (A4_1,a:,0a_1) both equal to 1. Thus (C3) holds when the indicator function equals 1. This completes
the proof.

Lemma 4 Suppose Assumptionshold. Givenfixedl <t<mand1l <u<A, foralll <k < u we have

E{Y;a(Ai—1,a,0) | Ay = a, Hy, I, =1,C, }

t+k—1 1(14‘_0)
=F — T YV A(A 0)|A:=a,H,, I =1,Ch,
]_11_1 P(Aj —0 ‘ Hj) X t,A( t—1,Q, )| t = Q, Iy, Iy , Ut

Note that for k = 1, we define Ht+k—1 1(A;=0)

J=tH1 p(A,=01;)
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Proof 2 (Proof of Lemma[) We prove by induction. k = 1 holds trivially. Now suppose k = ko for some 1 < ko <
u — 1 holds and we are to show k = ko + 1 holds. We have

E {)/%,A(At717a76) | At = aaHt7It = 17Ctu}

Pt 1(4, = 0)
=F —J T Y, A4 0)| A, =a,H,I[; =1,C, 4
jgl p(AJ:()lHJ> X t,A( t 17a70)| t Q, [T, 1t ,Ct (C )
t+ko—1
1(A; = 0) .
=k |E ——————— X Yy A(A-1,0,0) | Ay = a, Hyy o, It = 1,Cy p | Ay = a, Hy, I, = 1,Cy
j:111 p(4; =01 H;) ’ ‘ ‘
(C5)
t+ko—1
1(A; = 0) .
=F |E J—XY/AA/— aa70 A,:a7H k 7I :1vc,u
1(Atyr, =0)
E 0 Ai=a Hiy , I; =1, C, Ar=a H I; =1,C
X {P(AtJrko:0|At:a7Ht+kat:170tu) t = Ay gk, 1t y Ut | t = @, g, It y Uty
(C.6)
o 14, =0)
=F |FE — T YV, A(A 0)| A =a, H, I, =1,C Ay =a H, I; =1,Ch,
]Elp(AJ:0|H]) X t,A( t—1,Q, )| t a, t+kos Lt y VUt | t a, ty Lt y VUt
(C.7)
t+ko
1(4; = 0) o
=F — I T Y A(A 0)| Ay =a, H,I; =1,C4y, 7 - C.8
j:UJ,.lp(Aj:O|Hj)X ta(Ai—1,0,0) | Ay = a, Hy, I , Ct (C.8)

Here, (CA) follows from the induction assumption, (C.5) and (C.8) follow from the law of iterated expectation,
@followsfrom the fact that & { Py =0|]lz§:4=t2?%t:fzo,h=l,0m) | Ay =a,Heppy, It = 1, Ctu} = 1 (valid under

Assumptions 2] and[3), and (C7)) follows from Assumption | (in particular, conditional on Hy y,, Ay, is independent

of all potential outcomes including Y; p and Ct,,). This completes the proof.

Lemma 5 We have
E {K,A(At—lva’a(_)) | At = a;Htvlt = 1}

t+A-1 I(maxi<s<j—t Rits(Ai—1,a,0)=0)
1(A; =0 =s=J - ~
(4 ) } Yin(Ai—1,a,0) | Ay = a,Hy, I; = 1 (C.9)

=20 11 [P(A10|Hj)

j=t+1

holds forallt =1,...,m.

Proof 3 (Proof of Lemmaf5) Because {C},, : 1 < u < A} is a partition of the whole sample space, for any random

variable 7 defined on the same sample space we have

A
E{Z\At:a,HtJt:1}:ZE{Z|At:a,Ht,It:1,C’tu}P{Ctu|At:a,Ht7It:1}.

u=1
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Therefore, to prove (C.9) it suffices to show that for any 1 < u < A,

E{E,A(Atflvaaﬁ) | At = aaHtvjt = 17Ctu}

t+A—1 |: 1(A — 0) 1(max1$sg_7~_t Rt+S(At71,(l,6)=0)
(

=K —d
jzlll P(A; =0 Hj)

Conditional on Cy,, (for afixed 1 < u < A),

t+A—-1 |: 1(A] _ 0) 1(maxi<s<j—t R,,Jrs(At,l,a,()):O) t+u—1 1(A] _ O)
(

11 P(A; =01 Hj)

j=t+1 j=t+1

So right hand side of (C10) equals

t+u—1
1(4; =0 _ _
E H P A X YiA(Ai—1,0,0) | Ay = a, Hy, I, = 1,Cyy,

Yia(Ai-1,a,0) | Ay = a, Hy, I = 1,Cyy

P(A; =0 Hj)

(C.10)

(C.11)

Display (C11)) equals E {YLA(/L_M a,0) | Ay = a, Hy, I; = 1, C’tu} by setting k = w in Lemma This completes

the proof.

Lemma 6 Suppose Assumptions[I}{d| hold. We have

t+A—1 ]l(A o ) I(maxi<s<j—t Rits(Ai—1,a,0)=0)
E 7_:| YVtAA(At717a76) |At:aaHt?It:1
1:11-1 |:P(AJO|HJ) '

t+A—1 L(maxi<s<j—t Riys=0)
1(4; =0 <5
[((ﬂ>] Yia | A= a, Hy I, =1

=i LP(A; =01 Hj)

(C.12)

Proof 4 (Proof of Lemmal6) We prove Lemma|[|by showing that (C.12) holds when conditioning both sides on Ct,

foreach1 <u < A. Lemma@then Jollows because {C},, : 1 < u < A} forms a partition of the whole sample space.

The left hand side of (C12) conditional on Cya is

. t+ﬁ1 - ]l(Aj _ 0) 71(maxi<s<j—¢ Reys(A¢—1,a,0)=0)
iz LP(A; = 0] Hj) ]
t+A 1r - -

E — }/t,A(At717a70A71) | At = a7Ht7-[t = ]-7CtA

j= t+1 - -

j=t+1 *

t+A 1r
E

t+A 1r -
1(A; =0 - -
E{ # th,A(AtflyaaAH»l:H»Afl) | Ay =a,Hy, I =1,Cin
{ — }/t,A |At:a7Ht7]t:170tA 9

j=t+1 *
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which is the right hand side of (C12) conditional on Cya. Here, (C.13)) follows from the definition of Cya; (C-14) follows
from H;;Agll 1(A; = O)YtA([lt_l, a,0a_1) = H;;Agll 1(A; = O)YtA([lt_l, a,Ati1.44A-1), a consequence of

Assumption[I} and (C.13) follows from Assumption|[I]

The left hand side of (C12) conditional on Cy, for some 1 <u < A —1is

t+A-1 ]1(A_ _ 0) 1(maxi<s<j—t Rets(Ai—1,a,0)=0)
J A 0 — J—
B H L’(AFOIEG)] Yia(Ai-1,a,0) | Ay = a, Hy, I = 1, Cyy
j=t+1
t+u—1 ¢ -
1(A; = 0) _ _
E{ 11 |5, zo7m) Yo a0 1A= 0 Hi i =1, Cu 16)
j=t+1 t .
t+u—1
1(A4; =0 _ L
E{ 11 m(:w)q) Vi (A1, 001, Avpsaa) | Ac = a Hi Ty = 1, Co 17
]:tJrl L J
t+u—1 -
1(A; =0) _
—E{ I |5 Zo7y ) Yee o) | A= a T = 1,6 C.18)
]:tJrl - J
t+u—1 .
1(4; = 0)
=E ——) VA | Ay =a,H, [, =1,C C.19
{H P(AJ:0|HJ) t7A‘ t a, ti¢, It y Utu ( )
j=t+1 t .

t+A—1 - 1(maxi<s<j—t Ri4s=0)
1(4; = <<
H |: ( ! ) :| Yt,A | At = a, Ht7It = 1a Ctu ) (Czo)

P(A; =0 H,)

which is the right hand side of (C12) conditional on Cy,. Here, (C16) follows from the definition of Ct,,; (CI7)
follows from Lemma El (C18) follows from sztﬂ:ll 1(A; = 0)Y;a(Ai-1,0,0u—1, Appurtrn—1) = Hé':f:ll 1(4; =
O)Yt,A([lt_l, a, At—kl:t—&-A—l)’ a consequence of Assumption ' @followsfrom Assumption ' and @follows
from the definition of Cy,,. This completes the proof.

D Proof of Theorem 1

To establish Theorem 1, we assume the following regularity conditions.

Assumption 5 Suppose (a, ) € ©, where © is a compact subset of a Euclidean space. Suppose there exists unique

(o, B") € O such that E|U;(o/, 8')] = 0.
Assumption 6 Suppose Sy, exp(S;), g(Hy) and exp{g(H,)} all have finite fourth moment.
Assumption 7 Suppose U; (v, ) and U;(cv, B)U;(cv, B)T are both bounded by integrable functions.

Lemma 7 Suppose Equation (3) and Assumptions[I4)in the main paper hold. 3* is the value of /3 corresponding to

the data generating distribution, Py. For an arbitrary g(H;)T and an arbitrary o, we have
E [1em 455" {¥; o — er 0Tt ASTT A MW, (A4, — i (S0} 51 = 0.
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Proof 5 (Proof of Lemma(7) We have

E |:Ite—AtST { WA — eg(Ht) at+ASTB }MtWt {At e (St)} St}
:E< [Ite*AtsTﬁ* {Y A — eIH)TatAST B }MtWt (A — 5 (S)} St | HtD (D.1)

E ( |:€ ArS B {Y; A — eg(Ht) at A ST }MtWt {At ﬁt (St)} | Ht,It = ].i| ItSt> (DZ)

t+A—1
. A = 1( max Ryys=0
B E{e_StTB Yia _eg(Hf)T(X+ST }{1 — pe (S9)} H M] (1§s§j—t +s=0) | Hy I, = 1, Ay = 1| Lp; (Si) Se
i1 ()
t+A—1
~ 1(A; =0) ,1( _max -, Bets=0) -
) E|:{Yt,A - eg(H")Ta}pt (St) H [1(J(H))] 1ot | Hy, Iy = 1, A = 0} I {1 =p: (S¢)} St | (D.3)
J=t+1 PilHy
t+A—1 1( max Ryys=0)
. 1(A; = s<i—t
=F e_SfrTﬂ FE H [(J())] s YA |Ht,lt=1,At:1
=i L1 P (Hj)
t+A—1 1( max Ry4.=0)
1(A; =0 1<s<j—t
-e( ]I [()} = Yia | Hely=1,A, =0 3 Ipe (Se) {1 — 5 (S)} S¢ (D.4)
=i L ()

=0. (D.5)

Here, (D)) follows from the law of iterated expectation; (D.2) and (D.3)) follows from expanding the expectation on I,
and A; respectively; follows from collecting terms; and (D.3) follows from the identifiability result (4) and the

linear model (5) in the main paper, and the fact that 3* is the true parameter value. This completes the proof.

Proof 6 (Proof of Theorem [1}) Assumptionimplies that (&, B) LS (o, B") by Theorem 5.9 of |Van der Vaart (2000).
Assumption@( uniqueness of 3') and Lemmalzimply that * = f3'. Therefore, (&, 3) 2 (o, B*), and in particular {3 is

consistent for 3*.

Because U;(«, B) is continuously differentiable and hence Lipschitz continuous, Theorem 5.21 of \Van der Vaart

(2000) implies that \/n { A A — (o, * } is asymptotically normal with mean zero and covariance matrix ¥ =
. -1,T
(E0:Ui (o', 5]} B[V < 5 e, 8] {BI0:U(, 7))

Lastly, we show that this covariance matrix can be consistently estimated by

{izaﬁUi(@B)} {7112 Ui(&, B)Ui(d»B)T} {7112 QgUi(d,B)} )

i=1

This is achieved by proving

~ > 03Ui(@.§) % E[0Uio’, 7)) (D.6)
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and

n

LS U@, AU, AT B B (Uil B Ui, 87, (D.7)

i
combined with Slutsky’s theorem.

We now prove and (D.7). Consider a function f;(c, 3), which we will later set to be either d3U;(c, B) or
Ui(a, B)U;(cr, B)T. We define some standard empirical process notation. Let P,, denote the empirical average over
1=1,2,...,n, and let IP denote the expectation over a new observation, i.e., P f;(&, B) = [ fi(a, B)dIP where in the

integral & and B are considered fixed and the equation integrates over the distribution of a new observation. Then

E{fi(a, B)} = P{fi(v, 8)}. We have

P, {fi(&,8)} — P{fi(c, )}
= [Po{fi(&, B)} — P{fi(a&, B)}] + [P{fi(&, B)} — P{fi(a, B)}]. (D.8)

The first term in can be controlled by Glivenko-Cantelli Theorem:

P { i@ B)} = P{fi(& B)} < sup (P, — P) fila, B)| = 0,(1),

a7

because whichever of dgU; (v, B) or U, B)Ui(a, B)T that we set f; to, it takes value in a Glivenko-Cantelli
class as (o, 8) is finite-dimensional and takes value in a compact set (Assumption ). The second term in (D-8),
P{fi(&, )} — P{fi(, B)}, is 0,(1) by the dominated convergence theorem because of (&, ) % (of, 3*) and

Assumption@ Therefore, (D-8) is 0,(1) for when f; = 03U; and when f; = U;UL. Thus and are proven.
This completes the proof of Theorem([l]

E More Details on the Efficiency Gain by pd-EMEE

E.1 Elaboration on the Intuition Behind the Efficiency Gain of pd-EMEE

This subsection elaborates the discussion of the efficiency gain of pd-EMEE over EMEE in Section[3] Let us examine
how the EMEE weighs the (i,t)-decision point by W/, and later contrast with our estimator. Case 1: suppose
forsomet+1 < j <t+ A -1, A;; = 1 (Table [ Examples la and 1b). Because this is different from the
treatment trajectory for the excursion, the (4, t)-decision point is assigned weight W/, = 0 by EMEE. Case 2: suppose
Aitr1 = =4A13a-1=0 (Table Examples 2a and 2b). In this case, W/, > 1 and the (i, t)-decision point is

upweighted to account for itself and similar decision points that fall into Case 1 and thus have weight 0.

The key innovation in our proposed estimator is W;;, which improves efficiency over EMEE. We call W;, the per-
decision inverse probability weight, and B the pd-EMEE method, because the inclusion of each of the (A — 1) IPW
terms is determined by each decision point: for each j from ¢t + 1 to ¢t + A — 1, if maxi<s<j—¢ Ri 1+ = 0 then

1]17(‘2_"72;0_)) is included in W;;; otherwise it is not included. Therefore, W;; includes in its product the IPW terms from
3 g
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Table 4: Comparison between per-decision IP weight TW;; in our estimator and standard IP weight W/, in EMEE in a
few examples for the case of A = 3. Subscript ¢ for all variables are omitted.

Ry A1 Ripr Ay Riyo Yia Wi Wi
Example 1a 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
1 ] 1 1 1
Example 2a 0 0 0 0 0 0 T—pes1(Hit1)  1—piy2(Hitz2) T=pis1(Hit1)  L1—pry2(Hit2)
Example 2b 0 0 1 0 0 1 L 1 L

1—pey1(Het1) T=pis1(Hir1)  L1—pry2(Hitz2)

J =1+ 1 to right before the first occurrence of some I;« = 1. By not including the IPW terms after this 2;« = 1, the
per-decision IPW does not account for the treatment assignments after j*. This is appropriate because the maximum
property implies that the treatment assignments after 7* don’t affect the value of Y; o (which has to equal 1).
To see how our estimator improves efficiency over the EMEE, let us now examine how our estimator weighs the
(¢,t)-decision point by W;;. For Case 1 described above, if some R; = 1 occurs before the first A, = 1 (Table
Example 1b), the (i, t)-decision point will have a positive weight. For Case 2 described above, if the first R~ = 1
occurs for j* <t+ A -1 (Table Example 2b), then W;; will include fewer terms than W}, and thus be smaller,

.
because W;; = [

j 1 t+A—1 1
J=t+1 1—p;(Hqj) H

ot . . .
J=tr1 T=p; (Hy) = W,,. When the proximal outcome window is shorter than

the distance between two decision points so that A = 1, B is equivalent to EMEE.

To summarize, by capitalizing on the maximum property (3, the per-decision IP weight W;; makes use of some decision
points that would be otherwise discarded because W/, = 0 (such as Example 1b) and reduces the weight of some other
decision points (such as Example 2b), and this leads to the efficiency improvement. The efficiency improvement of B
over EMEE is larger when a larger proportion of the decision points belong to the above two types, which happens when
the proximal outcome window length A is large, when the randomization probability is large, or when the baseline

success probability (i.e., the success probability of the proximal outcome under no treatment) is large.

E.2 A Theoretical Analysis of the Relative Efficiency

To understand the drivers of the efficiency gain, here we analytically derive the relative efficiency between the proposed
method (we call it “pd-EMEE” where “pd” stands for per-decision) and the EMEE method (Qian and others| [2021)
under a set of simplifying assumptions. In particular, we assume that individuals are always available (I;; = 1), the
randomization probability p;(H;;) is a constant p, the moderator S;; = 1 (i.e., interested in the fully marginal effect),
and p;(.S;¢) is chosen to be equal to p. Furthermore, we consider the case T' = 1 with A > 1 so for each individual there
is only one proximal outcome Y but A treatment occasions and A sub-outcomes Ra, ..., Ra+1. We assume that all
the sub-outcomes are independent with all the treatments, the A sub-outcomes for the same individual are independent

with each other, and the sub-outcomes are identically distributed: R; follows Bernoulli(g) distribution for some g.

We consider a simplified variation of both the pd-EMEE and the EMEE methods. In both estimators, we assume that the

nuisance parameter « is not estimated and is set to 0. In other words, no control variables are used in either estimator.
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This helps to further simplify the theoretical derivation while preserving the essence of this efficiency comparison,

because both estimators are consistent for any control variables.

Under these simplifying assumptions, the estimating function for pd-EMEE (m) and the estimating function for EMEE

(my) for the fully marginal causal excursion effect 3 are as follows:

my(B) = e~ APy H

_ A —0
( AIBYH l_p)7

A _ I(maxs<s<; R;=0)
o (4 ).

and [[2,() == 1if A = 1.

We derive in Section that under these simplifying assumptions, the asymptotic relative efficiency between the two

estimators is (AVar denoting asymptotic variance)

3 _1-(-q% p .
Rel. Eff. = AVar(0™E) ) aepasa=gs X ifp# q, E1)
T 3pd-EMEE) o ' )
AVar(j3 ) % ifp—aq

The relative efficiency (E.I) equals 1 if A = 1 and increases with A. When A > 1, the relative efficiency increases
with p and ¢ (Figure[6). This confirms our intuition: When p is larger, additional treatments are more likely to occur
in the proximal outcome window; when g is larger, sub-outcomes are more likely to be equal to 1 in the proximal
outcome window; when A is larger, additional treatments are more likely to occur in the proximal outcome window
and sub-outcomes are more likely to be equal to 1 in the proximal outcome window. In all these situations, pd-EMEE

can achieve a greater reduction on the terms in the IP weight product, thus improving efficiency.

E.2.1 Proof of Equation (E.I)

Suppose all the simplifying assumptions stated in Section [E.2]hold.

Step 1: We derive the asymptotic variance of 3P*EMEE that solves the following estimating equation:

—0 1 (maxa<s<; R;=0)
)} (41— p).

1-p
The asymptotic variance equals

AVar(BP M) = (B (1)} E(mam{ )/{E(rh)} 1T
We derive each of the terms in the product.
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Figure 6: Relative efficiency (E:I)) against p, ¢, and A. In each of the first two plots, the three lines for A = 1 are all
flat and overlap with each other.

Step 1.1: Deriving E(7i1). We have

mi(B) =

A
ey ] {
j=2

For 2 < u < A, let B,, denote the event Ry =
- = Ray41 = 0. Note that {Bt}ogtg A forms a partition of the whole sample space,

By denote the event that Ry =

1(A: =0 1(maxs<s<; Rj=0)
(ljp)} A1(Ar —p).

-= R, =0and R,+; = 1; let B; denote the event Ry = 1; and let

and that Y = 0 if and only if By holds. We have

A B A o 1(maxy<s<; R;j=0)
S om ey [T{H=0Y Ar(Ay = p) | Bi| P(B)

t=0 Jj=2
A

__Z —A15H{ (4, _0}A1(A1—p) P(B)
; L
-3 B~ P

- A
= —E{e P A (A —p)} Y P(By)

—p)H1 - P(Bo)}
—p)H1- (1 -9}

= 7E{67A1ﬁA1(A1
= —E{GiAlBAl(Al

where the first equality follows from the fact that { B, }o<;<a forms a partition of the whole sample space, the second

equality follows from the fact that Y = 0 if and only if By holds, the third equality follows from the law of iterated
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expectation and the fact that p is the randomization probability of A;, and the last equality follows from the assumption

ofiid. R;.
Step 1.2: Deriving E(m;m7T). Because S;; = 1, both 3 and m; are scalars and thus E(m;m?) = E(m?). We have

A
E(mimT) = E [e 248y H {
j=2

1(A; =0) L(maxa<s<j 15=0)
(1—-p)? }

(A — p)2

]l(mangssj Rj:0)
} (Al —p)2 | By P(Bt)

_ iE{ 72A16(A _ )2}(1 B Q)tilq
S Prra =t

E{e 2MB8(A; —p)?}gA ifp=gq,

where the second equality follows from the fact that { B; }g<;< forms a partition of the whole sample space, the third
equality follows from the fact that Y = 0 if and only if By holds, the fourth equality follows from the law of iterated
expectation and the fact that p is the randomization probability of A;, and the fifth equality follows from the assumption

ofiid. R;.
Step 1.3: Putting together the above two steps and we have

AVar(BPMEE) = {E (i)} E(mami ){E(ha)} 17

=(1— (1 =) 2 [B{—e M A (A —p)}] 72 E{e?MP(4 —p)’} L, (E2)

where
=
Lo iRy TP
qA if p=gq.
Step 2: We derive the asymptotic variance of 3EMEE that solves the following estimating equation:

A J—
ma() =y [T{HE =0 ),
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The asymptotic variance equals
AVar(BMEF) = {E(rig)} " E(mam3 ){E(1g)} 7.

We derive each of the terms in the product.

Step 2.1: Deriving E(rhz). We have

ma(B) = — —Alﬁyl‘[{ }Al(Al D).

‘We have

E(mg) = —E(Y)E | —e~ 418 H { }Al(Al )

—B(Y)E{—e M4, (A1 - p)}
—(1 = (1= @) E{—e A (A - p)},

where the first equality follows from the assumption that all the sub-outcomes are independent with all the treatments
and thus Y is independent of all the A;’s, the second equality follows from the law of iterated expectation and the fact

that p is the randomization probability of A;, and the last equality follows from the assumption of i.i.d. R;.

Step 2.2: Deriving E(maomZ). Because S;; = 1, both 3 and my, are scalars and thus E(maoml) = E(m3). We have

E(mamy) = ‘““’YH{ T _O}Vh P)’

:E( 2A1BH{1A_0}(A1_p)2
= BE(Y)E{e*"P(A, —p)*}/(1 —p)> "
= (1—(1-q)*E{e M4 —p)*}/(1 - p)*~

where the second equality follows from the assumption that all the sub-outcomes are independent with all the treatments
and thus Y is independent of all the A;’s, the third equality follows from the law of iterated expectation and the fact

that p is the randomization probability of A;, and the last equality follows from the assumption of i.i.d. R;.

Step 2.3: Putting together the above two steps and we have

AVar(B™MEF) = (B (1iz)} " B(mgm ){E (i)} 7

= (1= 1= [B{—e M A (A =)} B{e M (A - p)?}/(1-p)2Th (ED)
Finally, combining (E.2) and (E3) yields (E.I)). This completes the proof.
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F Connection to the Literature

F.1 Connection between Per-Decision IPW (Our Approach) and the Per-Decision Importance Sampling

We describe a related IPW technique in the literature, the per-decision importance sampling (PDIS) in offline reinforce-
ment learning |Precup| (2000), and discuss how our per-decision IPW approach connects to and differs from PDIS. To
make connections to our approach, we describe a simple example of PDIS using a setting similar to MRT. See |Liu and

others| (2020}, Section 2) for the general form of PDIS. Suppose there are A decision points, and at each decision point a

treatment is randomized with randomization probability p; and a short-term outcome R, is observed. Let a distal

outcome (an outcome of interest) be Y := Zil Ryt1. Suppose the goal is to estimate E{Y (a,0a_1)}. Then we have

0 — (A1 =a) A g (A, =0)
E{Y(a,OAl)}—E[{ap1+(1_a Y(1 —p1) 51;[2 1—p, }ZRtJrl (E.1)
A t
L(A1 = a) 1(A, = 0)
- F2
l;{am-l-(l—a)(l—pl)g 1—p, }Rt+1 5 (F.2)

where (F.1I)) is the identification result using the usual IPW and (E.2)) is the identification result using PDIS. The intuition
behind (E2) is that earlier outcomes cannot depend on later treatments. The same intuition is used in our approach to

derive the identification result for proximal outcomes satisfying the maximum property; i.e.,
E{Y;S,A(At—la a,0a-1) | St([lt—l)y It(let—l) =1}

t+A—-1 I(maxi<s<j—t Ri4s=0)
1(A; =0 <o
|: ( J ):| i/t,A |At:a,Ht,It:1 ‘St,ltzl . (F3)

—E|E —
j=1:[+1 1 —p; (Hj)

The difference between our approach and PDIS is that (i) the PDIS literature typically considers the outcome to be
a sum of sub-outcomes whereas we considers a binary outcome that is the maximum of sub-outcomes, (ii) the PDIS
literature considers a single outcome at the end whereas we considered the setting where the main outcome itself is
longitudinal (i.e., we consider Y; A for 1 <t <T), and (iii) the PDIS identification result @D is solely based on IPW,

whereas our identification result (F:3) is a combination of IPW and standardization.

F.2 Connection between Our Estimating Equation and the Literature

Our estimating function is defined as

T
T H;
Ui, B) =Y Ine™ 5P ey (a, B) My Wiy 9(Hi) : (F4)
=1 {Ait — pt(Sit) }Sit

The role of each term is discussed in Section[3] Per the request of a reviewer, here we explicate the derivation of our

estimating function.
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Besides the per-decision IP weight, W;,, which was explained in the previous subsection, our estimating function
Ui(a, 8) resembles several existing estimating functions in the literature: the multiplicative structural nested mean
model (MSNMM) (Robins} [1994), the estimator for causal excursion effect (EMEE) (Qian and others, [2021)), and the

weighted and centered least squares (WCLS) estimator (Boruvka and others}, [ 2018)).

In particular, the WCLS estimating function for the case with continuous proximal outcome and A = 1 is

9(Hi)

T
> Luéir(e, B) My §
t=1 {Ait - pt(Sit)}Sit

with & (v, B) = Yie1 — g(HEY o — { Ay — p(Si) }SE 8. Our estimating function adopts the weighting (by M;;)
and the centering of the treatment (by p;(S;;)), which were used to (i) estimate a marginal causal effect instead of a

fully conditional causal effect, and (ii) make the estimator robust to misspecified control variables (the g;(H;:) part).

To extend the WCLS estimating function to binary outcome, the EMEE estimator (Qian and others| [2021) used a
blipping-down technique of MSNMM developed by Robins|(1994), i.e., pre-multiplying the residual term €;;(c, )
by a negative causal effect (to remove the causal effect, i.e., “blip” the outcome down to its counterpart under no
treatment). We borrowed this idea from EMEE. This is where the term e~AiS8 comes from. Note that the original
blipping-down technique [Robins| (1994) depends on an exponent representing the fully conditional causal effect (such
as e~ Al (H “)TG), but we used a blipping-down factor that represents the marginal causal effect because this is the

causal effect of interest in our case.

The maximum property may resemble the structure of a discrete-time survival outcome, and may raise the question of
whether the proximal outcome should be treated as a survival outcome instead of a binary one. We believe the choice
of the model and outcome type should depend on the scientific question. For some interventions, the goal is so that a
desirable event, such as self-monitoring in Drink Less and activity bout in HeartStep, occurs within a reasonable time
window but not necessarily as soon as possible. For such settings, the causal effect on the binary outcome will contain
relevant information for assessing and improving the intervention. For other settings, the goal might be to reduce the
risk of a dangerous or harmful behavior as soon as possible, in which case the causal effect on the survival outcome
might be more relevant. An example of the latter is problem anger prevention (Metcalf and others| 2022}, where the

intervention is to reduce the risk of aggressive behavior once anger is detected.

G Technical Details for the pd-EMEE2 Estimator

In Sectionwe proposed an estimator /3 that leverages the projection idea in semiparametric efficiency theory to further

improve the efficiency. We present the technical details for the estimator derivation and the asymptotic theory here.
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G.1 Derivation of B

Here we derive the analytic form of 23:1 [E{&(B) | Hiu, Ain} — E{&(5) | H;y}] mentioned in Section which

directly leads to the estimating equation for 5 .

The following working assumption facilitates a closed form projection term.

Assumption 8 (Absence of delayed effect) For any (t,u) pair such that 1 < u < t < T, &+(B) is independent of
Ay given Hy,.

The following theorem gives the form of Ele [E{&(8) | Hiu, A} — E{&(B) | Hiw}]-

Theorem 8 Under Assumption[8 and Assumptions[IHd} we have
T
Z E{fz | HwaAw} E{€Z( ) | HwH
u=1

T
= Tue” A8 Miy{ Aiy — pr(Sin }Szt|: it,aWie — E(Yir aWit|Hit, Air)
=1
t+A—1

> ABYiraWitl Hiu, Aiu) — E(m,AWme)}}
u=t+1

T
+ 3 Lebe(Si) {1 = 5u(Si) kS { e S B(Viu,aWiel H, At = 1) = EYaraWatl Hit, A = 0) b (G.D)
=1

G.1.1 Proof of Theorem S|

‘We have

T
ZE{& ) | Hiwy A} — E{&(B) | Hiu}]

t+A—1

T
= (B Z {E(&t(B)| Hiu, Ai) — E{&t(B)|Hiu}} | (G.2)

t=1 =

because when u < ¢, E(Yi AWit|Hin, Aiv) — E(Yie, AWit|Hyy) = 0 from Assumption when u >t + A, &(B) is

deterministic from H,,.
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When u = ¢, E{&;(8)|H.} is calculated as following:

E{&u(A) Hiu} = TS (™S My Aiy = 5r(Si0)}Yie, s Wit H

T 5 De(S;
:Iz‘te_s“ﬁpt( t) {1 = pe(Sit) } St E(Yit, AWit| Hiz, Air = 1)pe(Hit)

pe(Hit)
I (( )) pt(Sit)Sit E(Yite, AWit| Hir, Aig = 0)(1 — pe(Hir)) (G.3)
Mt
= L Sipe(Si {1 = Pe(Sie)} {5 E(Yira Wit Hut, Aie = 1) = B(Yie,sWatl Hiey Aie = 0) }
(G.4)

(G3) follows from the fact that e~ AuShB M,y and Ay — pt(Sit) are (H;i, A;r)-measurable. (G.4) follows from

rearranging items in (G.3). Therefore, we also have

E(€1(B)| Hiw, Ag) = I~ S8 M {Agy — py(Sit) Y Su B (Yig AWit| Hyr, Agy) (G.5)

Similarly, when ¢ < v < t+ A — 1, Y;; A and Wy, are not (H,, A, )-measurable, and E(Y; AW;i|H;y, Ain) —

E(Yi:.AW;:|H;,,) can be written as

E(Yi AWit| Hiny Ai) = Lie ™ 5B My { Ay — pr(Sit) } St E(Yie, AWit| Hiny, Aiy) (G.6)
and

E(Yig AWit|Hi) = Live ™ S58 My { Agy — py(Sit) St E(Yie AWit| Hiy) (G.7)
By plugging (G4), (G3), (G.6) and (G.7) in (G.2) we have

Z E{gl ‘ H’LLHA’LM} E{&( ) | Htu}]

t+A—1
- Z Ite nsnﬁMt{Azt - pt( zt)}Szt zt AWzt - Z {E it AWztIHmu Azu) - ( it,AWit|Hiu)}
t=1 u=t+1

T

- Z IiteiAitS;l;ﬁMit{Ait — De(Sit) }Sit E(Yie, AWit | Hir, Aie)
=1
T

+ ZIitSitﬁt(Sit){l - ﬁt(sit)}{eisgﬁE(Yit,AWi”Hit, Ay =1) — EYi aAWi|Hi, Aie = 0) }.
=1

Rearranging terms and we get (G.I).

G.2 Proof of Theorem 2]

Due to Theorem 5.1 in|Cheng and others|(2023)), it suffices to show that Ui(ﬁ, 1) is globally robust with respect to the

nuisance parameter y; i.e., E{U;(8*, 1)} = 0 for all .
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We have
Ui(B, 1) = 1i(B) + I2(B, 1) + Ts(B, ),
where
T T
L(B) = e S My { Aiy — pi(Sit) } SiaYiraWit,
t=1

T
L(B,n) = - ZIiteiA”S“BMit{Ait — Pe(Sit) }Sit
=1
t+A—1

<7 ey As) = pulHi)pa—o(Hiuy 1) = (1= pu(Hiu) it (i, 0) },
u=t+1

T
I5(B, 1) = D IS [ — AN i = Bir (Sie) buo(Hlr, Aie) + Bo(Si0) {1 = Pe(Sin) H ™55 o (Hir, 1) — puo (Hiv, o>}} .

t=1

That E{I;(8*)} = 0 follows from Lemma[7] That E{I5(3*, 1)} = 0 for all ;1 follows from the law of iterated

expectation and the fact that
E{,Ufu—t(Hiua Azu) | Hi,u} = pu(Hiu)Nu—t(Hiua 1) - (1 - pu(Hiu)),U'u—t(Hiuv 0) for any p.
That E{I5(8*, 1)} = 0 for all i follows from the law of iterated expectation and the fact that

E[G_A”SfT‘BMit{Ait — Pit(Sit) Yo (Hit, Aie) | Hit
= E[e_A“SiTtﬂMit{Ait — Pit (Sie) Yo (Hit, Aie) | Hie, Aie = 1pe(Hit)
+ Ble S0P My { Ay — Pie(Sie) Yo (Hie, Aie) | Hiv, Ai = O{1 — po(Hir)}

= 5e(Si) 1 = Ba(Si) e~ o (Hir, 1) = o (Hir,0) .

This completes the proof.

H Generative model

H.1 Generative Model used in Simulation

We set I; = 1 and 7' = 100. The generative model depends on two parameters, A (length of the proximal outcome
window) and p,, (constant randomization probability). A, € {0, 1} was generated from Bernoulli(p,). A scalar time-
varying covariate, Z; € {0, 1,2}, was generated independently of all previous variables (i.e., Z; L {Zs, As, Rs11 :

1<s<t—1}) with

P(Z,=0)=05"Y22/C, P(Z, =1)=1/C, P(Z =2)=05"*/C, (H.1)
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where C' = 0.5~ /24 4 0.5'/24 1 1. The sub-outcome R, given A, and H, was generated as

P(Ryy1 =0 A; =0, Hy) = 0.5(1:570:520)/A, (H.2)

1— {1 _ 0'5(1.570.52t)/A . (3/0 . 0'51/A)A71} . 014022,
(3/C - 05/8)a1 '

P(Rir =01 A =1,H,) = (H.3)

We set R;11 = 0forT < ¢ <T + A. The proximal outcome was generated as Y; o = max(Ry41,. .., Ri+a).

We will show in the next subsection that for 1 < ¢ < T — A,

E{}/t,A(At—laataGA—l) | Ht(At—l)ylt(At—l) — 1} — {1 _ 0'5(A+0.570.5Zt)/A . (3/O)A71} . eat(0.1+0.2Zt).
(H.4)

Therefore, CEE(Z;) = 0.1 4+ 0.2Z; for 1 <t < T — A under the generative model, and this holds for all A > 1 and
pa € (0,1). For T — A < t < T, CEE(Z,) is slightly different but its influence on the simulation results is negligible

because in the simulations A < T'.

There is substantial variability in R;4+1 and Y; . When we vary A from 2 to 10 and vary Z, € {0, 1, 2}, (H.2) varies
from 0.59 to 0.97, (H.3) varies from 0.38 to 0.80, and (H.4) varies from 0.41 to 0.58 when setting a; = 0 and from 0.57

to 0.80 when setting a; = 1.

We constructed this generative model based on three considerations. First, in order to fairly assess how the efficiency
improvement is affected by A and p,, we needed CEE(Z;) to not depend on A or p,. Thus, the distribution of the
sub-outcome R; would depend on A because there are A sub-outcomes in Y; A. Second, we wanted to construct a
complicated E{Y;, A(A;_1,0,0a_1) | Hy, I; = 1} to demonstrate the robustness of the estimator against misspecified
working models. Third, we wanted Z; to depend on A as little as possible. In a real application, Z; (a covariate)
would not depend on A (a choice in the analysis). However, we found it difficult to achieve while keeping the form of
CEE(Z;) simple. The current generating distribution of Z; is the least dependent on A that we came up with, and
the three probabilities in (H.T)) are all very close to 1/3 for A > 2.

H.2 Proof of Equation[H.4|

We show that
E(Yya(Ai-1,0,0a-1) | Hi(Ar-1), Ii(Ap1) = 1) = {1 = yBFOSUZ2D/A L (3/0) A1) . oal0150270),
Proof 7 Define ¢o(Z;) and ¢1(Z;) as follows:

Go(Zy) = A1O7OPZ/A = P(Ryy = 0] Ay =0, Hy)
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and

1— {1 —H(1:570520/8 . (3/C . 41/2)A71} . exp{0.1 + 0.2
¢1(Z) = { (3/(0/,71/A)A)1 ! { O =P(Riy1=0] A =1,Hy)

where C' = 128 4 128 L1 (In the generative model, the feasible value of ~ is subject to the constraint that

b0(Z4) and ¢1(Z;) are bounded by (0, 1).) Then we have the following equation for E(Y; a(A;—1,1,0) | Hy):

E(Yia(Ar1,1,0) | H) = P(Via(Ar1,1,0) = 1] Hy)
=1- P(Rt-‘rl(At—lv 1a()) = Oth-‘rQ(At—h 176) = 07 . 'aRt—i-A(At—h 176) =0 | Ht) (HS)

=1—P(Riy1(Ai—1,1,0) =0 | Hy) - P(Ry32(A4—1,1,0) =0 | Hy)--- P(Ryyn(A4—1,1,0) =0 | Hy), (H.6)

where (H23)) follows from Assumption[d] and (H.6) follows from the fact that Ry, . .., Ry a are independent of each

other in the generative model. Similarly, for E(Y; a(A;—1,0,0) we have

E(Y;a(A1-1,0,0) | Hy)

=1—P(Ri41(A1-1,0,0) =0 | Hy) - P(Ry42(A;-1,0,0) = 0| Hy) -+~ P(Reya(A-1,0,0) = 0| Hy).  (H.T)
Forany1 < j < A —1and for any a € {0,1} we have

P(Riyji1(Ai-1,a,0) =0 | Hy)
(Assumption2) = P (R4 j+1 (Ai—1,a,0) = 0| Hy, Ay = a)

(law of iterated expectation) = F {E (]1 (Rt+j+1 (/_1,5,1, a,ﬁ) = O) | HHj) | Hy, Ay = a}

= E{E (1 (Ri+j41 = 0) |Hiyj, Aryj = 0)| Hy, Ay = a} (H.8)
(definition of ¢o) = E{¢o(Zi+;) | Hi, Ay = a}
(¢0(Zt+ ) is independent of Hy, Ay) = E{¢po(Ziy5)} (H.9)

— A(1.5-0.5:0)/A .7—1/2A/C 4 41505 1)/A 1/C + A(15-05:2)/A .,}/1/2A/C
=3/C-~YA, (H.10)
where (H.8) follows from Assumptionand the fact that Ry j11 only depends on (Z; ;, Ay ;) in the generative model.
Plugging (H.I0) into (H.6) and we have
E(}Q,A(Atflv ]-7 (_)) | Ht)
=1-¢1(Z)-{3/C-~/2}27
= {1 —A1970520/A8 [ (3/C . 4/ AYATIL L exp{0.1 + 0.2Z,}

= {1 — H(AF05=05Z0)/A (3 /0)A1Y L exp{0.1 + 0.2} (H.11)
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Plugging (H.10) into and we have

E(Y;,A(Atfla 0; 6) ‘ Ht)
= 1—¢o(Z) - {3/C- 0.5/}~
=1 — 4150520/ (3 /0. y1/AYAL

—-1_ ,Y(A+045—0.5Zt)/A . (S/C)A—l (le)

Based on (H.I1) and (H12), we have:

E(Yya(Ai_1, Ay, 0) | Hy, Ay) = {1 — A(AF05-0520/A (3 /C)A1Y L exp{A,(0.1 + 0.2Z,)}

I Generalized Estimating Equations (GEE) Used in Simulation

In the simulations, we considered two estimators based on generalized estimating equations (GEE): GEE with in-
dependent correlation structure (GEE.ind), and GEE with exchangeable correlation structure (GEE.exch). Here for
concreteness we write down the mean and the variance models for both GEEs, and write down the estimating equation

for GEE.ind.

Because we are considering causal effects on the relative risk scale, the GEE assumes the following mean model
using a log link: E(Y; a | Hy, Ay) = e9H) ot ASIB —. ) (o, 3). Because Y; 4 is a binary variable, its variance
is associated with the mean model: var(Y; o | Hy, A;) = (e, 8){1 — ni(e, B)}. The estimating equation can be
constructed following the original GEE proposal in Liang and Zeger| (1986). Below we write down the estimating

equation for GEE.ind:

P, zt: anr(n,A | Hy, A) " H{Yea — pu(e, B)} = 0,

which, by the form of i (c, ) and var(Y; a | Hy, A¢), simplifies to

P,y {1 - eg(Ht)TaJrAtStT/f}fl {YM _estTarasTe) (9|
t

At St

Here we used PP, to denote the empirical average over all individuals. In the simulation, the particular mean model

used is E(Y; a | Hy, Ay) = edotorZetfae

J Generalization to Other Reference Regimes

In the main paper, we considered the causal excursion effect contrasting treatment trajectories (A;_1,1,0o_1) and

(flt_l, 0, GA_l), where the future reference regime (A¢41, ..., As+a—1) in the two trajectories are all set to 0. That is,
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we consider excursions starting from decision point ¢ that receives treatment (or no treatment) at ¢, and then receive no

treatment for the next A — 1 decision points.

As pointed out by a reviewer, the choice of the reference treatment regime depends on the scientific question, and in some
applications other reference regimes may be of interest. For example, in|Boruvka and others| (2018) they considered
causal excursion effect contrasting treatment trajectories (A;_1,1, Ay y1..1a—1) and (A;_1,1, Ay i1.01A_1), Where
At+1:t+A_1 = (A1, Ao, .-, Ara—1). That is, they considered excursions starting from decision point ¢ that
receive treatment (or no treatment) at ¢, and then switch back to follow the MRT policy for the next A — 1 decision

points.

We generalize our method to reference regimes that are in between the reference regime we considered in the main
paper and the reference regime considered in|Boruvka and others|(2018)). That is, excursions starting from decision
point ¢ that receive treatment (or no treatment) at ¢, then receive no treatment for the next K decision points (with some

0 < K < A —1), then follow the MRT policy for the next A — 1 — K decision points.
Formally, consider the following causal excursion effect for 0 < K < A — 1:

E{Yia(Ai-1,1,0k, Apyxiriera—1) | Se(Ai-1), L (Ai—y) = 1}
E{Y; a(A4-1,0,0k, A kiri4a—1) | Se(Ai—1), Li(Ai—q) =1}

CEE®) [S,(4;_1)} = log (J.1)

Under the same set of causal assumptions as in Section 2.4, we have the identification result:

j=t+1 | 1—p;(H;)

. I(maxi<s<j—t Riys=0) :
E[E{Ht+K {w} tsesgme Tt Yrt,A|At:0,Ht;It:1}|St;-[t:]-:|

. I(maxi<s<j—t Reys=0)
E{E{H”K e 1 I Yt,A|At=1,Ht,It=1} |St,1t:1}
CEE(K) {St(ﬁt—l)} = log

Jj=t+1 | 1—p; (H;)

J.2)

The difference between the two identification results (J.2) and (4) is that in (J.2) the product of weights is only up to
decision point ¢ + K instead of up to ¢t + A — 1, because after decision point ¢ + K the treatment trajectory comes back

to the MRT protocol and thus no additional weight is needed.
Suppose we impose a linear model analogous to (5): CEE®) (S;) =S (K) To estimate 5%, an estimating function
analogous to (6) can be used by revising the weights:

T
H;
Uz‘(K) (C%ﬁ(K)) = ZIite_A”Sg;’B(K)Eit(ayB(K))MitWi(tK) o ) ) J.3)
t=1

{Ait — Pe(Sie) } Sit

with «
t+ I(maxi<s<j—t Rijt+s=
Wi — H { 1(A;; =0) } o< o 0).
' =i (L pi(Hyg)
Using the same proof for Theorem 1, it is straightforward to show that consistency and asymptotic normality for B

holds with the revised estimating function.
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Below we present simulation results to compare this generalized version of our method (generalized pd-EMEE) and a
generalized version of EMEE by |Qian and others| (2021)), and see how the relative efficiency depends on the choice of
reference regime. Here the EMEE by |Q1an and others|(2021) needs to be generalized to handle the reference regimes
we consider here. In particular, for the generalized version of EMEE, the estimating function would be the same as[J.3]
except that Wi(tK) would be replaced by
WO - tﬁ( { 1(Ai; = 0) } .
1 H;;)

j=t+1 —pi(Hij

We used the same generative model as in Section[5]and set A = 10. When K varies from 0 to 9, the relative efficiency
between the generalized pd-EMEE and the generalized EMEE increases from 1 to over 1.4 (Figure[7). This confirms
the intuition that the farther the reference regime is from the MRT policy, the more efficiency gain there is when we use

pd-EMEE over EMEE.

Figure 7: Relative efficiency between the generalized pd-EMEE and the generalized EMEE with various K, where K
parameterizes the reference regime. A relative efficiency of greater 1 means that the generalized pd-EMEE is more
efficient.
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