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Abstract
Marginal structural models have been increasingly used by analysts in recent years to account for confounding
bias in studies with time-varying treatments. The parameters of these models are often estimated using inverse
probability of treatment weighting. To ensure that the estimated weights adequately control confounding, it
is possible to check for residual imbalance between treatment groups in the weighted data. Several balance
metrics have been developed and compared in the cross-sectional case but have not yet been evaluated
and compared in longitudinal studies with time-varying treatment. We have first extended the definition of
several balance metrics to the case of a time-varying treatment, with or without censoring. We then compared
the performance of these balance metrics in a simulation study by assessing the strength of the association
between their estimated level of imbalance and bias. We found that the Mahalanobis balance performed best.
Finally, the method was illustrated for estimating the cumulative effect of statins exposure over one year on
the risk of cardiovascular disease or death in people aged 65 and over in population-wide administrative data.
This illustration confirms the feasibility of employing our proposed metrics in large databases with multiple
time-points.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Marginal structural models (MSMs) are an increasingly popular approach for estimating the effect of a time-varying treatment or
exposure using observational data1,2. Unlike traditional approaches, such as propensity score matching or covariate adjustment
in an outcome model, MSMs can appropriately deal with covariates that are both confounders for the effect of a treatment at a
given time-point and intermediate variables in the causal pathway between a previous treatment and the outcome1,2. The most
common approach for estimating the parameters of an MSM is to adjust for measured confounders with an inverse probability of
treatment weighting (IPTW) estimator1,2. When using this approach, each individual is assigned a weight that corresponds to the
inverse of the probability of their observed treatment at each time-point, conditional on their past treatment and covariate history.
Intuitively, IPTW creates a pseudo-population where the treatment at each time-point is independent of previously measured
confounders, thus mimicking a sequential randomized trial with respect to these confounders1,2.

One condition to obtain valid causal effect estimates when using this IPTW estimator is the absence of residual systematic
differences in the observed baseline and time-varying covariates between treatment groups in the weighted data3,4. In settings
where the effect of a treatment at a single time-point is of interest, various methods, or metrics, have been proposed to assess if
treatment groups are balanced. Notably, several authors have developed methods for evaluating imbalance on one covariate at a
time in the weighted sample, including the standardized mean difference (SMD), the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test statistic
and graphical comparisons of the distribution of continuous variables5,6,7. In addition, other methods such as the Lévy distance
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(LD) and the non-parametric overlap coefficient (OVL) have been developed in the context of matching on the propensity
score7. Various other metrics have also been developed to assess the balance on several covariates simultaneously, including the
Mahalanobis balance (MHB)7,8, the C-statistic of the propensity score model7,9, the L1 balance metric or the L1 median7,10.
One potential advantage of such global metrics is their ability to take into account the correlations between the covariates
and to assess how the joint distribution of the covariates is imbalanced between treatment groups. Recently Franklin et al7

proposed two new measures in addition to the previous metrics in the context of matching on the propensity score, namely the
post-matching C-statistic as well as the general weighted difference (GWD). Using a simulation study, Franklin et al7 compared
the performance of various metrics when using a matching estimator and concluded that the post-matching C-statistic, SMD,
and GWD performed best with regard to their association with bias.

Although there have been significant methodological developments regarding balance checking methods, there are still
important gaps in knowledge, specifically in the longitudinal-MSM setting. For example, while Franklin et al7 have indicated how
each of the above-mentioned metrics are calculated when adjusting for confounders using an IPTW estimator, the performance of
the metrics was not compared in their simulation study when using this estimator. In addition, prior research mainly focused on
balance metrics for a treatment measured at a single time-point. Recently, the SMD metric has been adapted to the time-varying
treatment setting3,11. To the best of our knowledge, the other metrics have not yet been extended to this longitudinal setting and
their relative performance has not been examined in simulation studies.

The objective of this study is to evaluate and compare various metrics in the context of MSMs using IPTW in order to
determine which metrics are most associated with bias in the estimation of the effect of a time-varying treatment. This paper is
structured as follows. In Section 2, we first introduce the notation as well as the concepts underlying MSMs. We first present
the case without censoring (e.g., loss-to-follow up) and subsequently extend the notation to the case with censoring. Then, we
define the metrics to evaluate covariate balance in a longitudinal weighted sample. Section 3 presents a Monte Carlo simulation
study that evaluates and compares the balance metrics discussed above in the context of an MSM. In Section 4, we present an
application to real-world data in which we study the effect of statin use for the primary prevention of cardiovascular disease
among older adults. The paper concludes in Section 5 with a discussion.

2 METHODS

2.1 Notation and marginal structural models for uncensored data

We first present the notation for marginal structural models for uncensored data. Consider a study with T +1 follow-up times and n
individuals sampled from a population so that the time-ordered data take the following form Oi = {Xi0, Ai0, Xi1, Ai1, ..., XiT , AiT , Yi}
where Ait represents the treatment (or exposure) variable of individual i (i = 1, 2, ..., n) at time t (t = 0, 1, ..., T), Xit is a vector
containing the time-dependent confounders, and Yi is the outcome at the end of the study at time T + 1. To simplify the
presentation, we assume that Ait is a binary variable where Ait = 1 (Ait = 0) indicates that individual i is treated (untreated) at
time t, but the extension to the case of a multilevel exposure is straightforward. At each time t, we admit that Xit is realized
before Ait and is thus not affected by Ait. Let Āit = {Ai0, Ai1, ..., Ait} and X̄it = {Xi0, Xi1, ..., Xit} denote the history of treatment
and covariates up to time t for individual i, respectively. We denote by Y āT

i , the counterfactual outcome for individual i under the
full treatment history ĀiT = āT .

The problem of estimating the effect of the treatment history can be expressed in a general way as the estimation of the
parameters of a model for the counterfactual outcome expectation according to the treatment history. The following expression
for an MSM is obtained: E[Y āT ] = g(β, āT ) where β is a vector of parameters that captures the causal effect of the treatment
history on the outcome and g is a function defined by the analyst.

The nonparametric identification of the parameters of an MSM from the observed data can be achieved under four key
assumptions: i) consistency, which requires that, for any individual, if ĀT = āT , then Y = Y āT ; ii) sequential exchangeability,
which requires that the treatment at each time-point is not confounded by unobserved factors, i.e., Y āT

∐
At |Āt–1, X̄t; iii) positivity,

which requires 0 < P(At = 1|Āt–1 = āt–1, X̄t = x̄t) < 1 at every time-point t for a given treatment history āt–1 and covariate history
x̄t; iv) a unique and stable treatment value: there is no interference between subjects and there is only one version of each
treatment level12,13.

The most common approach for estimating the parameters of an MSM is to use an IPTW estimator, where each individual is
assigned a weight that corresponds to the product of the inverse of their probability of receiving the treatment they received at
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each time-point:

Ui =
T∏

t=0

1
P(At = ait |Āt–1 = āi,t–1, X̄t = x̄it)

. (1)

As mentioned in the introduction, the IPTW creates a pseudo-population where the treatment at each time-point is independent
of previously measured confounders1,2. However, individuals receiving an unusual treatment at a time-point conditional on their
past can have extreme weights. This may increase the variance of the treatment effect estimator. To overcome this problem, it
has been suggested to use stabilized weights instead of using standard weights. Stabilized weights are defined as:

SWi =
T∏

t=0

P(At = ait |Āt–1 = āi,t–1)
P(At = ait |Āt–1 = āi,t–1, X̄t = x̄it)

. (2)

Robins1 has shown that these stabilized weights are optimal from a variance perspective. However, they do not balance the
treatment groups according to prior treatments, and only balance prior covariates conditionally on previous treatment history3.
In other words, when checking balance in data weighted according to these stabilized weights, one would need to compare each
treatment group at each time-point for each possible treatment history, that is At

∐
X̄t–1|Āt–1 = āt–1 for all t = 1, ..., T and all āt–1.

In situations with multiple time-points, the number of balance check to make may become unmanageable. Previous approaches
for checking balance in a longitudinal setting are affected by this challenge3. As such, we recommend not using these stabilized
weights to check balance. Another form of stabilized weights, the marginal stabilized weights14, could instead be considered:

Wi =
T∏

t=0

P(At = ait)
P(At = ait |Āt–1 = āi,t–1, X̄t = x̄it)

. (3)

These weights are expected to have a lower variance than the unstabilized weights and are theoretically expected to balance
treatment groups at each time-point according to both prior treatment and prior covariates, unconditionally on previous treatment
history. In other words, one only needs to verify if At

∐
X̄t–1 for all t = 1, ..., T in the weighted data according to these weights.

Various methods can be used for estimating the conditional probabilities involved in the weights (1), (2), (3), including
parametric methods, in particular logistic regression15,16, or non-parametric and machine learning methods such as neural
networks, classification/regression trees17,18,19 as well as ensemble methods such as Super Learner20. However, using non-
parametric approaches is fraught with challenges and does not always improve the validity above parametric methods21,22. In the
following, we focus on marginal stabilized weights and logistic regression for simplicity.

2.2 Notation and marginal structural models for censored data

The notation we have just presented can be extended to the case of censored data, that is, for data where the follow-up is
incomplete for some subjects. Such censoring is very common in longitudinal studies. Ignoring these losses to follow-up may
induce selection bias. It is possible to adjust for such selection bias when using MSMs by employing inverse probability of
censoring weights23. More precisely, denote by C̄it = {Ci0, Ci1, ..., Cit} the right censoring history for subject i up to time
t, where Cit is the variable corresponding to the loss to follow-up status at time t for subject i with Ct = 1 if the subject is
lost to follow-up (censored) and Ct = 0 otherwise. We assume that once a subject becomes censored, they do not re-enter
the study in the future (if Ct = 0, then Ck = 0 for all k > t). In this case, the time-ordered data take the following form
Oi = {Ci0, Xi0, Ai0, Ci1, Xi1, Ai1, ..., CiT , XiT , AiT , Yi}.

The problem of interest then becomes the estimation of the counterfactual outcome expectation under treatment history āT

and under no censoring c̄T = 0. The MSM can be expressed in a general way as E[Y āT ,̄cT =0] = g(β, āT ). The identification of the
parameters of this MSM can be achieved under similar assumptions as those that were presented in the previous section, by
considering Ct as a second time-varying treatment. More precisely, the identification requires the sequential exchangeability
for At and Ct, that is, Y (āT ,̄cT =0)∐At |Āt–1, C̄t = 0, X̄t and Y (āT ,̄cT =0)∐Ct |Āt–1, C̄t–1 = 0, X̄t–1; the joint positivity for (At, Ct), that is,
0 < P(At = 1|Āt–1 = āt–1, X̄t = x̄t, C̄t = 0) < 1 and 0 < P(Ct = 0|Āt–1 = āt–1, X̄t–1 = x̄t–1, C̄t–1 = 0); and consistency.
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The marginal stabilized inverse probability of censoring weights (IPCW) WC
i are constructed similarly to the IPTW by

modeling the probability of not being lost to follow-up:

WC
i =

T∏
t=0

P(Ct = 0|C̄t–1 = 0)
P(Ct = 0|Āt–1 = ai,t–1, X̄t–1 = x̄it–1, C̄t–1 = 0)

. (4)

The IPTW also needs to be modified to account for the fact that it cannot be computed for subjects that are censored:

WA
i =

T∏
t=0

P(At = ait |C̄t = 0)
P(At = ait |Āt–1 = āi,t–1, X̄t = x̄it, C̄t = 0)

. (5)

Under the previous identifiability assumptions, the parameters of the MSM can be estimated by fitting a model E[Y |Ā, C̄T = 0] =
g(β, Ā) weighting by the product of the IPTW and the IPCW. We denote this product by WA,C. These weights control for both
confounding and selection biases by mimicking a sequential randomized trial without censoring relative to measured covariates.

2.3 Balance metrics

In this section, we extend the definition of several balance metrics to the time-varying treatment without censoring and with
censoring setting. We considered eight of the ten metrics that were defined in Franklin et al7 for the case of a treatment and
covariates measured at a single time-point. We did not retain the L1 metrics (L1 measure and L1 median) because of their inferior
performance in previous simulations7. The first five metrics we present below evaluate the balance on a single covariate at a time
and the last three evaluate the balance on several covariates simultaneously.

Recall that the covariates must be chosen to satisfy the sequential exchangeability assumption to yield consistent estimators.
In the time-varying treatment without censoring setting, treatment groups at each time-point should be balanced relative to
previous covariates in data weighted according to W, that is At

∐
X̄t for all t = 0, ..., T . To verify this balancing property, we

propose to compare the distribution between treatment groups at each time-point t = 1, ..., T of each previous covariate Xt–k

for k = 0, ..., t when considering metrics that apply to a single covariate at a time. When considering metrics that can consider
multiple covariates simultaneously, we propose to consider jointly all covariates that are measured at a given time-point, but to
consider separately the covariates that are measured at different time-points. In other words, we propose comparing the joint
distribution between treatment groups at each time-point t = 0, ..., T of all the covariates Xt–k, separately for all k = 0, ..., t.
This choice avoids considering simultaneously the repeated version of the same variables Xt–k and Xt–k–1, which may lead to
collinearity issues. To simplify the presentation, we define the metrics considering the marginal stabilized weights W.

1. The absolute difference is defined as the absolute value of the difference in the means of a given covariate between the
treatment groups. This metric as well as standardized means difference have recently been developed in the longitudinal
setting by Jackson et al3. Unlike these authors, we propose using products up to time T instead of up to time t in
Equations (1), (2), (3), (4) and (5) to check the balance at time t. We believe the choice of using the weights with all
product terms is preferable since the parameters of the MSM are actually estimated using these weights, not with the
partial products. As such, we define the absolute difference for covariate Xt–k between treatment groups at time t as
Dt,k = |E[W × I(At = 1) × Xt–k] – E[W × I(At = 0) × Xt–k]|, where 0 ≤ k ≤ t.

2. The standardized means difference is the absolute difference divided by the the pooled standard deviation of the covariate
between treatment groups SMDt,k = Dt,k/

√
(s2

1,t,k + s2
0,t,k)/2, where s2

1,t,k and s2
0,t,k are the estimated weighted variances in the

treated (A = 1) and untreated (A = 0) groups respectively, 0 ≤ k ≤ t. The threshold usually chosen to define the existence
of a residual imbalance is 0.1 (10%)9,16.

3. The overlap coefficient is defined as the proportion of overlap in two density functions, calculated by finding the area
under the minimum of the two curves (treated and untreated). For a binary variable, the OVL quantifies the overlap in
probability densities between the two groups of treated and untreated subjects6. However, for a continuous variable, the
OVL is estimated by the non-parametric kernel density estimation method6,24. In this paper, we calculated the OVL for
a continuous variable in a general way as follows : OVLt,k =

∫
min
xt–k

(
f̂W×I(At=1)×Xt–k (xt–k), f̂W×I(At=0)×Xt–k (xt–k)

)
dxt–k where

0 ≤ k ≤ t and f̂W×I(At=J)×Xt–k |t,k(xt–k) is the weighted density function of the covariate in the treatment group J. The OVL
varies between 0 (no overlap) and 1 (optimal balance) and its value is independent of the unit of measurement7,25.
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4. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance is defined as the maximum vertical distance of the cumulative distribu-
tion functions between the groups of treatments. In weighted data, its expression is given by KSt,k =
max

xt–k

∣∣F̂W×I(At=1)×Xt–k (xt–k) – F̂W×I(At=0)×Xt–k (xt–k)
∣∣, where F̂W×I(At=1)×Xt–k (xt–k) and F̂W×I(At=0)×Xt–k (xt–k) denote the weighted

empirical cumulative distribution function in the treated and untreated groups, respectively, where 0 ≤ k ≤ t. This metric
ranges from 0 (optimal balance) to 17,25.

5. The Lévy distance is defined as the length of the side of the largest square that can fit between two cumulative distribution
weighted functions: LVt,k = min

xt–k
{ϵ > 0 : F̂W×I(At=0)×Xt–k (xt–k – ϵ) – ϵ ⩽ F̂W×I(At=1)×Xt–k |t,k(xt–k – ϵ) ⩽ F̂W×I(At=0)×Xt–k |t,k(xt–k +

ϵ) + ϵ, ∀ xt–k}, where 0 ≤ k ≤ t. Similarly, the Lévy distance varies from 0 to 1, where the value 0 indicates optimal
balance7,25.

6. We propose a new version of the Mahalanobis balance. Unlike Franklin et al7, we consider the pooled variance-covariance
matrix of covariates in the definition of the MHB instead of the sample variance-covariance matrix of covariates. We
made this choice for two reasons. Firstly, it reinforces the concordance between MHB and SMD, since MHB is simply the
matrix version of SMD. Secondly, it offers the possibility of proposing a threshold for MHB since, unlike SMD, there is no
established acceptable limit. Based on these connections, we propose to use p × 0.01 as a threshold, where p is the number
of covariates (see Appendix 3 in in the Supporting information). It is defined as MHBt,k = (X̄1 – X̄0)TΣ–1(X̄1 – X̄0), where
X̄j = E[W × I(At = j) × Xt–k] is the vector of weighted means of the covariates in treatment group j, and Σ is the pooled
within-group variance-covariance matrix of the covariates, with 0 ≤ k ≤ t.

7. We also define the post-weighting C-statistic (CS). It is given by the area under the receiver operating characteristic (ROC)
curve which measures the ability of model estimated in the weighted sample to discriminate treated subjects from untreated
subjects. Its value varies between 0.5 (inability of the Propensity score (PS) model to discriminate treated subjects from
untreated subjects after weighting) and 1 (the worst balance after weighting)7.

8. The general weighted difference is given by GWDt,k =
∑

0⩽a⩽b⩽C wab
∣∣E[W × I(At = 1) × Xa,t–kXb,t–k] –

E[W × I(At = 0) × Xa,t–kXb,t–k]
∣∣, where C is the number of measured covariates, X0 is a unit vector and wab is a weight

assigned to the pair of covariates XaXb, where wab = 1/sab if a = 0 and wab = 0.5/sab otherwise, sab the pooled intra-group
standard deviation of Xa,t–kXb,t–k, 0 ≤ k ≤ t.

In the time-varying treatment with censoring setting, treatment groups at each time-point should be bal-
anced relative to previous covariates among persons who have not been censored in data weighted according
to WA,C, that is At

∐
X̄t, C̄t = 0 for all t = 0, ..., T . For example for the absolute difference we have:

Dt,k = |E[WA,C × I(At = 1) × Xt–k, C̄t–k = 0] – E[WA,C × I(At = 0) × Xt–k, C̄t–k = 0]|, where 0 ≤ k ≤ t. The definitions are
analogous when considering the others metrics. The R code for implementing all balance metrics is available on Github
(https://github.com/detal9/LongitudinalBalanceMetrics).

3 SIMULATIONS

We now present the simulation study we conducted to evaluate and compare the performance of the balance metrics we presented
in the previous section. We first provide a general overview of the simulation study before presenting the data-generating
equations in Subsection 3.2.

3.1 General presentation of the simulation study

Among the simulation scenarios we considered, seven were adapted from Franklin et al7, and three are new scenarios. These
scenarios differ regarding the type of relations between covariates and treatments (linear or nonlinear), the type of relations
between covariates and outcome (linear or nonlinear), the sample size (n = 10, 000 or n = 1, 000) and the strength of the relations
between the variables (see Section 3.2 and 3.3 for more details). We first elaborated the scenarios in the case of uncensored data
and subsequently for censored data. To simplify the simulation study, all scenarios feature two time-points where covariates and
treatment are measured, and the outcome is measured at a third time-point.

For each scenario in the time-varying treatment without censoring setting, a vector of six time-varying covariates Xt =
(Lt, Mt, Nt, Ot, Pt, Qt), t = 0, 1 and a binary time-varying treatment variable were generated (Figure 1). The variables Lt, Mt, Nt

were continuous, more precisely Lt and Nt were normally distributed and Mt was a lognormal variable. We simulated Ot and

https://github.com/detal9/LongitudinalBalanceMetrics
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Pt as binomial variables and specified that Ot was strongly correlated with Lt in all scenarios. Finally, Qt was simulated as an
ordered categorical variable. Transformation of these variables were also considered to create non-linear relations (Tt = sin(Lt),
Rt = M2

t , Vt = Nt × Ot, Zt = Ot × Pt). Inspired by our application of interest, we generated data on Y such that treatment at each
time-point reduces the risk of the outcome while higher covariate values increase the risk of outcome. The MSM of interest
was logit(E[Y ā1 ]) = β0 + β1a0 + β2a1 and the true values of its parameters were estimated by Monte Carlo simulation of the
counterfactual outcomes with a sample size of n = 100,000 (see https://github.com/detal9/LongitudinalBalanceMetrics for the
source R code).

For each simulation scenario, we generated 1,000 datasets of size n. For each dataset, we estimated the treatment probabilities
P(At |Āt–1, X̄t) and P(At) for t = 0, 1 using logistic regression models, either including the independent variables as main terms
only (simple specification), or including both main terms and two-way interactions between the variables (complex specification).
Using the predicted probabilities from these models, we computed five different types of weights based on W0 = P(A0)

P(A0 |X0) and
W1 = P(A1)

P(A1 |A0,X0,X1) in order to produce datasets with varying levels of balance and bias. For the first weight, we considered W0×W1,
for the second weight we considered only W1, for the third weight we considered only W0, for the fourth weight we considered
the product of W0 truncated at the 90th percentiles with W1 and finally we considered the product of W0 with W1 truncated
at the 90th percentiles. We then computed each balance metric at all time-points and either for each covariates separately (D,
SMD, OVL, KS, LD) or for all covariates globally (MHB, CS, GWD) in the unweighted data and in data weighted according to
each of the five aforementioned weights. To calculate the CS, we re-estimated in the weighted data the propensity score at each
time-point without conditioning on previous treatment to measure the ability of the covariates to distinguish between treated and
untreated patients after weighting. We also estimated the bias in each of the dataset for each of the parameters of the MSM by
computing the difference between the estimated odds ratio using the IPTW estimator and the true odds ratio. The bias of the
crude (unweighted) model was also estimated. For metrics that measure the balance of only one covariate at a time (D, SMD,
OVL, KS, and LD), we calculated the metric for each covariate at each time-point and then averaged the values over covariates,
resulting in three average balance variables: average balance between A0 groups according to covariates X0, average balance
between A1 groups according to covariates X0, and average balance between A1 groups according to covariates X1. As will be
seen shortly, these averages were used to evaluate the performance of the balance metrics. For metrics that measure the balance
for multiple covariates at a time, we also obtained three analogous balance variables since we considered jointly all variables
measured at a given time-point, but considered separately variables measured at different time-points. To make the balance
metrics comparable, we transformed the balance metrics so that 0 indicates perfect balance and higher values indicate larger
imbalances. In particular, for the OVL we calculated 1 – OVL and for C we calculated 2 × (C – 0.5).

To evaluate the performance of the eight balance metrics mentioned in Section 2.3, we first created, for each balance metric,
a dataset with 6,000 rows (obtained by considering the 1,000 simulated datasets of each of the unweighted and five types of
weights) and four columns representing the estimated bias and the average balance variables. We then fitted a separate linear
regression model for each metric on these data where the dependent variable was the estimated bias and the independent variables
were the balance variables, featuring both linear and quadratic terms for each independent variable. For each estimated model,
we extracted the proportion of variation explained (R2). We also extracted the estimated intercept (β0) of each model, which
measures the average bias in absence of imbalance in the explored scenario. As in Franklin et al7, we focus the interpretation
around the comparison of relative R2 across metrics, noting that the R2 themselves are not very informative since they are highly
dependent on the simulation scenarios.

We repeated the analyses as in the previous paragraphs in the time-varying treatment with censoring setting (only for the
base case and for simple propensity score) by simulating binary censoring indicators Ct where Ct = 1 censored and Ct = 0
otherwise such that 20% of individuals were censored at time t = 1. In such case we replaced W0 and W1 by WA,C

0 = P(A0 |C0=0)
P(A0 |X0,C0=0)

and WA,C
1 = P(A1 |C̄1=0)

P(A1 |A0,X0,X1,C̄1=0) ×
P(C1 |C0=0)

P(C1 |A0,X0,C0=0) respectively.

3.2 Data-generating equations

We now present the specific data-generating equations that we used. For each simulation scenario, n independent observations
were generated according to these equations. To simplify the presentation, we present the data-generating equations in a general
framework where steps 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 correspond to the case of uncensored data and steps 1 – 7 correspond to the case of data
with censoring.

1. Censoring indicator at time-point 0: C0 = 0 for all subjects

https://github.com/detal9/LongitudinalBalanceMetrics
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(b)

1

F I G U R E 1 Causal Directed Acyclic Graphs describing measured covariates Xt, exposures At, outcome Y and parameters of
the data-generating mechanism for an observational study where exposure is (a) not censored (b) censored, with continuing data
collection among the uncensored at time t i.e. Ct = 0.

2. Covariates at time-point 0: L0 ∼ N(0, 1), M0 ∼ logN(0, 1), N0 ∼ N(0, 10), O0 ∼ Bern(p = expit(δ0 + 2L0)), P0 ∼ Bern(p =
0.2), Q0 was simulated as an ordered categorical variable with prevalences of 50%, 30%, 10%, 5%, and 5% in categories 1
to 5, respectively, T0 = sin(L0), R0 = M2

0 , V0 = N0 × O0, Z0 = O0 × P0

3. Exposure at time-point 0: A0 ∼ Bern(pA0 = expit(α0 + ϕL0 L0 + ϕM0 M0 + ϕN0 N0 + ϕO0 O0 + ϕP0 P0 + ϕQ0 Q0 + ϕT0 T0 + ϕR0 R0 +
ϕV0 V0 + ϕZ0 Z0))

4. Censoring indicator at time-point 1: C1 ∼ Bern(pC1 = expit(µ1 + µL0 L0 + µM0 M0 + µN0 N0 + µO0 O0 + µP0 P0 + µQ0 Q0 + λA0))
5. Covariates at time-point 1: L1 ∼ N(βL0 + γ0A0, 1), M1 ∼ logN(βM0 + γ1A0, 1), N1 ∼ N(βN0 + γ2A0, 10), O1 ∼ Bern(p =

expit(δ1 +βO0 +2L1 +γ3A0)), P1 ∼ Binary(p = expit(µ0 + βP0 + γ4A0)), Q1 was simulated as an ordered categorical variable
with prevalences of 40%, 30%, 20%, 5%, and 5% in categories 1 to 5, T1 = sin(L1), R1 = M2

1 , V1 = N1 × O1, Z1 = O1 × P1

6. Exposure at time-point 1: A1 ∼ Bern(pA1 = expit(α1 + ϕL1 L1 + ϕM1 M1 + ϕN1 N1 + ϕO1 O1 + ϕP1 P1 + ϕQ1 Q1 + ϕT1 T1 + ϕR1 R1 +
ϕV1 V1 + ϕZ1 Z1 + θA0))

7. Outcome: Y ∼ Bern(pY = expit(αY +
∑1

j=0 βLj Lj +
∑1

j=0 βMj Mj +
∑1

j=0 βNj Nj +
∑1

j=0 βOj Oj +
∑1

j=0 βPj Pj +
∑1

j=0 βQj Qj +∑1
j=0 βTj Tj +

∑1
j=0 βRj Rj +

∑1
j=0 βVj Vj +

∑1
j=0 βZj Zj + βA0 A0 + βA1 A1))

3.3 Description of the simulation scenarios

In this section we provide a description of the ten different scenarios we have run. We first describe the base case scenario and
then describe how each scenario differs from this base case scenario. Scenarios 1, 2, 3, 7,8, 9 and 10 were based on Franklin et
al7 and the detailed for covariate parameters for simulations studies can be found in Appendix 1 in the Supporting information.

Scenario 1 (Base case): In this scenario, we used a sample size of n = 10,000 and did not include the covariates Tt, Rt, Vt and Zt,
t = 0, 1 in the treatment or outcome generating equations (i.e., we set ϕTt = βTt = 0,ϕRt = βRt = 0,ϕVt = βVt = 0,ϕZt = βZt = 0).
Recall that these covariates represent non-linear terms. We then chose values for α0 and α1 such that approximately 50% of
individuals were treated at each time-point. In addition, we chose values for αY so that the overall outcome prevalence was
approximately 20%. For each time-point, we simulated the variables Ot and Pt with prevalences of 50% and 20%, respectively.
Finally, we specified that β = 0 indicating no effect of the covariates X0 on the covariates X1. This choice reduces the collinearity
between the imbalance variables that measure the imbalance at different time-points and thus facilitates the interpretation of the
simulation results.

Scenario 2 (Low prevalence of exposure): We chose α0 = –3.08, α1 = –3.37 and αY = –5.1 such that 20% of individuals were
treated at each time-point and overall outcome prevalence was approximately 20%.

Scenario 3 (Small sample): We used a smaller sample size of n = 1,000.
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Scenarios 4, 5 and 6 were designed to evaluate the performance of the metrics when the data is highly imbalanced or weakly
imbalanced.

Scenario 4 (High imbalance, no confounding): All covariates are strongly associated with treatment at each time-point (larger
values for the ϕ parameters) and had no effect on the outcome (βX0 = βX1 = 0).

Scenario 5 (Low imbalance, moderate confounding): All covariates at both time-points are weakly associated with treatment,
the treatment at both time-points had no effect on the outcome (βA0 = βA1 = 0) and covariates had strong relations with the
outcome (large βX0 and βX1 values).

It should be noted that the degree of bias depends on the magnitude of the effect of the covariate on the outcome in addition
to the amount of imbalance. More precisely, for a given level of imbalance, a weaker bias is expected when the covariates are
weakly prognostic of the outcome than when the covariates are strongly prognostic of the outcome. Because the balance metrics
we considered do not incorporate information about the associations of covariates with the outcome, we expected that all metrics
would perform poorly in Scenarios 4 and 5.

Scenario 6 (High imbalance-high confounding): We chose larger values for the ϕ and β parameters to create datasets with
high imbalance and relatively high confounding at each time-point.

Scenarios 7 and 8 were designed to evaluate the performance of balance metrics when the outcome or treatment are a
non-linear function of the covariates (e.g., body mass index).

Scenario 7 (Nonlinear outcome): We included the covariates T , R, V and Z in the outcome generating equation (i.e.
ϕTt = ϕRt = ϕVt = ϕZt = 0,βTt ̸= 0,βRt ̸= 0,βVt ̸= 0,βZt ̸= 0), t = 0, 1

Scenario 8 (Nonlinear outcome and exposure): We included the covariates T , R, V and Z in the outcome and treatment
generating equations (i.e. all ϕ and β parameters are not equal to zero).

Scenario 9 (Redundant Covariates): This scenario was designed to understand the advantages of the MHB, which uses
covariance between variables to avoid over-penalizing the imbalance on several highly correlated covariates. We included the
covariates T , R, V and Z in the outcome and treatment generating equations and specified that O0 and O1 had no effect on the
treatments or outcome by setting the coefficients to zero on all terms of the treatments or outcome generating model involving
O0 and O1 (ie, ϕO0 = ϕO1 = 0,βO0 = βO1 = 0). As such, because L0 and O0, as well as L1 and O1, are highly correlated but only
L0 and L1 affect the exposure and the outcome, O0 and O1 are redundant variables.

Scenario 10 (Instrumental variables): This scenario was designed to assess the performance of the balance metrics when there
are instrumental variables present in the set of covariates to be balanced. Indeed, adjustment for the latter is known to increase the
variance of the estimators and is likely to amplify the bias in the treatment effect estimate26,27. We included the covariates T , R, V
and Z in the outcome and treatment generating equations and specified that the covariates M0 and M1 were instrumental variables
by setting to zero the coefficients related to these variables in the outcome generating equation (i.e. βM0 = βM1 = βR0 = βR1 = 0).

3.4 Results

Figure 2 shows the distributions of the propensity score at each time-point for an example of one dataset of the base case scenario
without censoring. The unweighted data were highly imbalanced. With both propensity score specifications (simple or complex),
the balance on the propensity score improved in data weighted by W0 × W1, and the two groups had very similar distributions
at each time-point. In contrast, the data weighted by W1 only were highly imbalanced at time t = 0 and well balanced at time
t = 1. The opposite result is obtained when the data are weighted by W0 only. Similarly in the data weighted by the product of
W0 truncated at the 90th percentile with W1, the data are moderately imbalanced at time t = 0 and well balanced at time t = 1.
Finally, in the data weighted by the product of W0 and W1 truncated at the 90th percentile, the data are well balanced at time
t = 0 and moderately imbalanced at time t = 1. The results for the base case with censoring are similar and are presented in
Appendix 4 in the Supporting information. Likewise results for all other simulation scenarios are presented in Appendix 4 in the
Supporting information.

Table 1 presents the average bias and the average imbalance for each of the eight balance metrics for the base case scenario
with uncensored and censored data. We present the results just for the simple propensity score because the two specifications
for the propensity score provided nearly identical results. The objective is to determine whether the calculated balance metrics
are consistent with the true balances as in the Figure 2 and whether the calculated balances are consistent with the bias. An
ideal balance metric would show high imbalance between groups A0 by covariates X0 or high imbalance between groups A1 by
covariates X1 when the estimates are biased, and low (near zero) imbalance when the bias approaches zero. Apart from OVL and
CS, all other calculated balance metrics are consistent with true imbalance. In addition, the effect estimates are biased in the
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F I G U R E 2 Distributions of the propensity score in an example dataset of the base case simulation scenario without censoring
with different types of weights. The red curve corresponds to the treated group and the blue curve to the untreated. Odd panels
correspond to the distribution at t = 0 and even panels to the distribution at t = 1. The first row (panels 1-2) correspond to
unweighted data, the second (panels 3-4) to data weighted by W0 × W1, the third (panels 5-6) to data weighted by W1 only, the
fourth (panels 7-8) to data weighted according to W0 only, the fifth (panels 9-10) to the product of W0 truncated at the 90th
percentile with W1 and the last row (panels 11-12) to the product of W0 with W1 truncated at the 90th percentile.

unweighted data and in the data weighted by W0 or W1 only. These biases decreased in the data weighted by the other three
weights. Tables for the other simulation scenarios are presented in Appendix 2 of the Supporting information.

Table 2 and 3 summarizes the estimated intercept and explained variation (R2) for each of the eight metrics in all scenarios for
the uncensored and censored data setting. Almost all imbalance metrics were strongly associated with bias. In particular for the
base case (Scenario 1), the performance of D, SMD, KS, LD, MHB and GWD in terms of R2 is similar, with R2 ranging from
93% to 94%. However, the intercept for MHB was closer to 0 than that of the other metrics, indicating a better fit between MHB
and bias. In contrast, OVL and CS had a consistently weaker association with bias than most other measures of balance and OVL
had intercept far from 0, indicative that substantial bias could be present even when this metric did not detect any imbalance. The
results for the other scenarios are overall in line with those of the base case scenario. Of note, in the low imbalance moderate
confounding (Scenario 5) and the low sample size (Scenario 3) scenarios, all metrics were moderately less good at predicting
bias, but the comparative performance of the metrics remained unchanged. In addition, all metrics were poor at predicting bias
in the high imbalance no confounding (Scenario 4) scenario and in the censored data setting.
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T A B L E 1 Average covariate imbalances across covariates at each time-point and average bias for the base
case scenario. Averages are taken over 1,000 simulated datasets in the unweighted data and in data weighted
according to the five weights.

Uncensored data

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 1.44 0.08 1.42 0.32 0.02 0.29 0.42 0.33 0.41 0.14 0.02 0.12 0.29
W0 × W1 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.36 0.34 0.36 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01
W1 1.44 0.02 0.03 0.32 0.01 0.01 0.42 0.33 0.35 0.14 0.01 0.01 0.11
W0 0.03 0.05 1.42 0.01 0.02 0.29 0.36 0.34 0.41 0.01 0.02 0.12 0.09
W0tr90×W1 0.51 0.02 0.03 0.11 0.01 0.01 0.38 0.34 0.35 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.02
W0 × W1tr90 0.03 0.04 0.50 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.36 0.34 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.02

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.12 0.01 0.11 1.09 0.00 1.01 0.54 0.53 0.53 0.17 0.01 0.15 0.29
W0 × W1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
W1 0.12 0.01 0.01 1.09 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.05 0.05 0.17 0.01 0.01 0.11
W0 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 1.01 0.05 0.52 0.52 0.01 0.01 0.15 0.09
W0tr90×W1 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.02
W0 × W1tr90 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.04 0.52 0.52 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.02

Censored data

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 1.38 0.08 1.42 0.29 0.02 0.29 0.42 0.33 0.41 0.12 0.02 0.12 0.28
WA,C

0 × WA,C
1 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.37 0.34 0.36 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01

WA,C
1 1.44 0.02 0.03 0.32 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.34 0.35 0.14 0.01 0.01 0.12

WA,C
0 0.04 0.06 1.42 0.01 0.02 0.29 0.37 0.34 0.41 0.01 0.02 0.12 0.10

WA,C
0 tr90×WA,C

1 0.51 0.02 0.04 0.11 0.01 0.01 0.38 0.34 0.35 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.03
WA,C

0 × WA,C
1 tr90 0.04 0.05 0.50 0.02 0.02 0.10 0.37 0.34 0.37 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.03

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.11 0.01 0.11 1.00 0.00 1.01 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.15 0.01 0.15 0.28
WA,C

0 × WA,C
1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

WA,C
1 0.13 0.01 0.01 1.09 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.04 0.04 0.17 0.01 0.01 0.12

WA,C
0 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.01 1.01 0.02 0.52 0.52 0.01 0.01 0.15 0.10

WA,C
0 tr90×WA,C

1 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03
WA,C

0 × WA,C
1 tr90 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.02 0.52 0.52 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.03

For each imbalance metric, the three columns represent the mean imbalance between groups A0 by covariates X0, mean imbalance between groups A1 by
covariates X0 and mean imbalance between groups A1 by covariates X1, respectively. W0trunc90 is W0 truncated at the 90th percentile and W1trunc90 is W1

truncated at the 90th percentile.

4 ILLUSTRATION

We now illustrate the use of our methods in real data concerning the effectiveness of statins for the prevention of a first
cardiovascular event among older adults, that is, for primary prevention. Several randomized studies indicate that statins have
major benefits for primary prevention in certain populations28,29,30,31. However, few studies inform about the real-world benefits
in people aged 65 years and older for primary prevention32. Population-wide administrative data could provide crucial evidence
because their large sample size and population representativeness allow studying populations that are typically excluded or
under-represented in randomized studies. We thus conducted a retrospective cohort study using medico-administrative data from
Quebec, Canada. This project was approved by the research ethics board of the research center of the CHU of Quebec (decision
#2020 – 4892). The purpose of the illustrative study was to estimate the hazard reduction of a first cardiovascular event or death
associated to patients’ treatment compliance within the first year of treatment.

4.1 Data

We formed a retrospective cohort using data available at the Institut de la statistique du Québec by merging data from five
medical administrative databases in Québec, Canada using a unique anonymized personal identifier: the health insurance registry,
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T A B L E 2 Estimated intercept (β0) for each balance metrics in ten simulation scenarios and
the explained variation (R2) for each balance metric.

Simple propensity score

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0
D 0.94 -0.05 0.89 -0.04 0.66 -0.05 0.08 0.01 0.60 0.00
SMD 0.94 -0.07 0.90 -0.06 0.67 -0.07 0.09 0.03 0.61 0.00
OVL 0.91 -11.24 0.89 -0.84 0.57 -1.62 0.11 1.10 0.54 80.01
KS 0.94 -0.14 0.89 -0.11 0.65 -0.15 0.11 0.02 0.59 -0.09
LD 0.94 -0.10 0.89 -0.09 0.66 -0.12 0.11 0.02 0.59 -0.03
MHB 0.93 -0.03 0.89 -0.03 0.66 -0.02 0.11 0.01 0.59 0.01
CS 0.58 -0.09 0.58 -0.10 0.46 -0.09 0.01 0.02 0.38 -0.04
GWD 0.94 -0.08 0.90 -0.07 0.67 -0.10 0.10 0.02 0.61 -0.02

Scenario 6 Scenario 7 Scenario 8 Scenario 9 Scenario 10

R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0
D 0.87 -0.55 0.94 -0.07 0.93 -0.06 0.87 -0.02 0.93 -0.03
SMD 0.89 -0.52 0.94 -0.09 0.94 -0.08 0.88 -0.02 0.93 -0.02
OVL 0.84 -13.98 0.90 -0.57 0.89 -0.33 0.81 3.63 0.89 5.03
KS 0.88 -0.79 0.94 -0.20 0.94 -0.18 0.87 -0.05 0.93 -0.03
LD 0.87 -0.69 0.94 -0.13 0.94 -0.11 0.88 -0.03 0.93 -0.02
MHB 0.90 -0.32 0.93 -0.04 0.93 -0.04 0.87 -0.01 0.93 -0.01
CS 0.57 -0.65 0.58 -0.11 0.59 -0.09 0.57 -0.04 0.63 -0.06
GWD 0.89 -0.57 0.94 -0.11 0.94 -0.10 0.88 -0.03 0.93 -0.03

Complex propensity score

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0
D 0.94 -0.05 0.89 -0.04 0.66 -0.05 0.08 0.00 0.60 0.00
SMD 0.94 -0.06 0.89 -0.06 0.66 -0.07 0.09 0.02 0.61 0.00
OVL 0.91 -9.55 0.88 -1.57 0.56 -1.88 0.10 1.08 0.54 68.73
KS 0.94 -0.13 0.89 -0.11 0.65 -0.13 0.10 0.01 0.59 -0.11
LD 0.94 -0.09 0.89 -0.09 0.66 -0.11 0.10 0.01 0.59 -0.03
MHB 0.93 -0.03 0.89 -0.03 0.66 -0.02 0.10 0.01 0.59 0.01
CS 0.65 -0.08 0.66 -0.09 0.52 -0.08 0.01 0.01 0.41 -0.04
GWD 0.94 -0.07 0.90 -0.07 0.66 -0.09 0.10 0.02 0.61 -0.01

Scenario 6 Scenario 7 Scenario 8 Scenario 9 Scenario 10

R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0 R2 β0
D 0.87 -0.55 0.94 -0.06 0.93 -0.06 0.88 -0.03 0.93 -0.03
SMD 0.90 -0.53 0.94 -0.08 0.94 -0.07 0.88 -0.03 0.94 -0.03
OVL 0.84 -14.59 0.90 -0.96 0.89 -1.56 0.81 2.53 0.90 5.03
KS 0.88 -0.80 0.94 -0.18 0.94 -0.16 0.88 -0.06 0.94 -0.06
LD 0.87 -0.70 0.94 -0.12 0.94 -0.11 0.88 -0.03 0.94 -0.03
MHB 0.91 -0.32 0.93 -0.04 0.93 -0.04 0.87 -0.02 0.93 -0.01
CS 0.66 -0.63 0.65 -0.11 0.05 0.05 0.65 -0.04 0.70 -0.06
GWD 0.89 -0.58 0.94 -0.10 0.93 -0.09 0.88 -0.04 0.94 -0.04

Scenario 1 is the base case, Scenario 2 is the low prevalence of exposure case, Scenario 3 is the small sample case, Scenario 4 is the high
imbalance, no confounding case, Scenario 5 is the low imbalance sample case, Scenario 6 is the high imbalance-high confounding case,
Scenario 7 is the nonlinear outcome case, Scenario 8 is the nonlinear outcome and exposure case, Scenario 9 is the redundant covariates
case, Scenario 10 is the instrumental variables case.

the pharmaceutical services database, the physician claims database, the hospitalization database and the death registry. The
cohort included Quebecers aged 66 or older as of April 1, 2013, who were beneficiaries of Quebec’s public drug insurance
plan without interruption for the previous year. Individuals with a statin dispensation in the previous year (between April 1,
2012, and March 31, 2013) and those with a history of cardiovascular disease (myocardial infarction, heart failure and other
ischemic heart disease, cerebrovascular disease, and atherosclerosis) in the past 5 years (April 1, 2008, to March 31, 2013) were
excluded to ensure that only primary prevention statin users were included. To control the risk of confounding by indication,
only individuals who received at least one statin dispensation between April 2012 and March 2017 were included in this analysis
resulting in a sample of 32,690 statin initiators. Each individual’s exposure status was updated monthly up to 12 months after
their first statin dispensation up to 12 months later. An individual was considered as exposed in a given month if they had a filled
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T A B L E 3 Estimated intercept (β0) for each balance metrics in the base case scenario with censoring and the explained
variation (R2) for each balance metric.

R2 β0

D 0.92 -0.03
SMD 0.92 -0.06
OVL 0.88 10.90
KS 0.92 -0.13
LD 0.92 -0.09
MHB 0.92 -0.02
CS 0.59 -0.07
GWD 0.92 -0.08

statin prescription covering at least one day of that month, after accounting for a 50% grace period. Follow-up for the outcome
began immediately after the 12-month exposure follow-up and until the earliest of the following: occurrence of a cardiovascular
event, death, termination of public drug plan membership, admission to a long-term care facility, or March 31, 2018, for a
total of 386,422 person-months of follow-up. To adjust for selection bias when estimating the effect of statins, we used inverse
probability censoring weights. We considered that all individuals having one of the following events: cardiovascular disease
during exposure follow-up, death during exposure follow-up or termination of public drug plan membership during exposure
follow-up were censored.

Using the notation introduced in this paper, the data set contained the following information about each subject:

1. Ct = 1, if an individual is censored at the beginning of month t, (Ct = 0 otherwise).
2. X0, ..., X11 the set of covariates (potential confounders) measured at months 0, ..., 11. These include both time-fixed

covariates measured at baseline only (sex, age and region of residence) and time-varying covariates whose values were
updated monthly (prevalent diabetes, hypertension, chronic renal failure, use of aspirin and other antiplatelet agents and
pharmacological treatment of blood pressure). These factors were identified as potential confounders on the basis of a
literature review and experts’ opinions.

3. Statin exposure (At = 1) or non-exposure (At = 0) in month t, t = 0, .., 11.
4. A binary outcome (Y) measured after exposure follow-up (Y = 1 if the individual experiences a cardiovascular event or

all-cause death during the outcome follow-up and 0 otherwise).

4.2 Analysis

Because of the time-to-event nature of the outcome, our goal was to estimate the parameters of the marginal structural Cox
model λāT (τ ) = λ0(τ ) exp(β

∑11
t=0 at +β1V), where V is set of baseline or time-invariant confounders using an inverse probability

weighting estimator2,33. We first estimated the probability of statin exposure at each time-point (month t = 0 to month t = 11) as
a function of pretreatment characteristics (baseline and time-varying covariates) using logistic regressions. The treatment weights
were then estimated as the inverse of the probabilities of the observed exposure status at each time-point. Censoring weights
were calculated analogously. Marginal stabilized weights were used to check for covariate balance, and stabilized weights were
used to estimate the effect of statin history. For each individual, we multiplied their treatment weight and censoring weight from
month 0 to month 11 to obtain a total weight. Because of the presence of extreme weights, we truncated the total weights at the
99th percentile as suggested in previous studies33,34.

Based on our simulation results, we decided to first check balance between treatment groups at each time-point using a global
metric, the MHB. As we proposed in previous sections, we consider all the covariates measured at a given time-point jointly, but
covariates measured at different time-points separately. If a global imbalance was found at a particular time-point, we would
then use SMDs to more finely assess which covariates were imbalanced. Using this procedure, we assessed the balance both in
the unweighted data and in the weighted data. As we did previously34, we only assessed covariate balance between treatment
groups after period 3, because very few participants were non-users in first three periods (0%, 0.3% and 6.3% respectively).
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4.3 Results

Table 4 describes the baseline characteristics of the population. As required by Institut de la statistique du Québec confidentiality
rules, note that all frequencies were rounded in base five. The mean age of the participants was 71.96 years, 57.1% were women,
16% had a diabetes diagnosis and 61.2% received blood pressure treatment.

Table 5 reports the balance results. Given that 19 variables were examined (after considering dummy variables as separate
variables) for time-fixed covariates and that 7 variables were examined for time-varying covariates the threshold for assessing
that distribution of the covariates differed meaningfully between treatment group was 0.19 and 0.07 respectively. All time-fixed
covariates were well balanced in both unweighted and weighted data. For time-varying covariatess exposure groups were
relatively imbalanced before weighting at each time-point, with the largest MHB being 0.17. Weighting improved overall
covariate balance at all time-points except balance of covariates at time t = 1, 2, 3, 7 between the A7 treatment groups. To detect
problematic covariates, we used the SMD. We found that the number of medications in the year of statin initiation, number
of days of hospitalization in the year of statin initiation and Use of aspirin and other antiplatelet agents were imbalanced. We
recalculated the weights by including in the treatment model quadratic terms for the number of medications in the year of statin
initiation and number of days of hospitalization in the year of statin initiation, and an interaction term between Use of aspirin
and other antiplatelet agents and number of medications in the year of statin initiation on one hand and between Use of aspirin
and other antiplatelet agents and number of days of hospitalization in the year of statin initiation on the other hand. The overall
balance improved at times t = 1, 2, from 0.08 to 0.07, but remained unchanged at times t = 3, 7. Despite several attempts to
modify the treatment model, these imbalances remained.

Before adjustment, each additional month of statin exposure during the first year of treatment was associated, within the
following 5 years, with 3% reduction of the hazard of a first cardiovascular event or death (HR = 0.97, 95% CI: 0.96 – 0.98).
Very similar results were obtained after adjustment for potential confounding and censoring bias (HR = 0.97, 95% CI: 0.96 –
0.98). It should be noted that the treatment compliance within the first year is most likely correlated with compliance in the
following years. Because we were unable to fully balance treatment groups, some relatively low residual confounding due to
measured confounders is expected.
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T A B L E 4 Participant characteristics at baseline

Characteristic N = 32,690

Age (mean (SD)) 71.96 (5.69)
Women n (%) 18,670 (57.1)
Socio-sanitary area n (%)

Bas Saint Laurent 1,080 (3.3)
Saguenay-Lac Saint Jean 1,060 (3.2)
Capitale Nationale 2,345 (7.2)
Mauricie et Centre du Québec 2,440 (7.5)
Estrie 2,090 (6.4)
Montréal 7,585 (23.2)
Outaouais 1,040 (3.2)
Abitibi-Témiscamingue 580 (1.8)
Côte-Nord 355 (1.1)
Gaspésie-les de la Madeleine 555 (1.7)
Chaudière Appalaches 2,065 (6.3)
Laval 1,655 (5.1)
Lanaudière 2,185 (6.7)
Laurentides 2,370 (7.2)
Montérégie 5,130 (15.7)
Terres Cries de la Baie James and
Nord du Québec

55 (0.2)

Prevalent diabetes, (yes, n(%)) 5,240 (16)
Hypertension, (yes, n(%)) 8,120 (24.8)
Number of filled prescriptions in the year of
statin initiation, (mean (SD))

4.21 (3.80)

Number of days of hospitalization in the year
of statin initiation, (mean (SD))

0.21 (0.59)

Use of aspirin and other antiplatelet agents (yes, n(%)) 1,005 (3.1)
Chronic kidney disease, (yes, n(%)) 135 (0.4)
Blood pressure treatment, (yes, n(%)) 19,995 (61.2)

5 DISCUSSION

In this article, we have first extended the definition of several balance metrics from the point-exposure setting to the case of a
time-varying treatment in the presence of censoring, including a new variant of the Mahalanobis balance. We have compared the
performance of these balance metrics at signaling potential bias in a simulation study with two time-points. We found that, apart
from the overlap coefficient and the post-weighted C-statistic, all other imbalance metrics were strongly associated with bias,
but the Mahalanobis balance offered the best performance. In the light of these results, we recommend using the Mahalanobis
balance first as a global measure of imbalance, and then using individual-level metrics such the standardised mean difference to
determine which variables are imbalanced if required. To support the practical implementation of this recommendation, we
provide R code on GitHub (https://github.com/detal9/LongitudinalBalanceMetrics). We have also illustrated the implementation
of our recommended approach in estimating the effect of cumulative statin exposure on cardiovascular disease risk in the older
population using an inverse probability weighted marginal structural model. In this application, weighting substantially improved
the overall balance of covariates as measured with Mahalanobis balance. After adjustment for confounding and censoring, each
additional month of statin exposure was associated with a 3% reduction of the hazard of a first cardiovascular event or death.

To the best of our knowledge, only Jackson et al3 and Greifer N11 had previously studied balance metrics with a time-
varying treatment. Unlike them, we propose checking the balance between treatment groups using marginal stabilized weights
instead of the usual stabilized weights. This choice significantly reduces the burden of checking balance between groups. As
mentioned in Section 3, stabilized weights only balance treatment groups conditional on past treatment. As such, one must check
balance between treatment groups conditional on each possible treatment history when considering stabilized weights. Marginal

https://github.com/detal9/LongitudinalBalanceMetrics
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T A B L E 5 Covariates balance at each time-point between statin users and non-users in unweighted data
and in data weighted by IPTW×IPCW

A3 = 1 vs A3 = 0 A4 = 1 vs A4 = 0 A5 = 1 vs A5 = 0

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted

Time-fixed covariates 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.10 0.05 0.11
Time-varying covariates

Time-point

0 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01
1 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.02
2 0.12 0.05 0.09 0.03 0.08 0.02
3 0.17 0.03 0.13 0.02 0.11 0.02
4 0.15 0.02 0.13 0.02
5 0.15 0.02

A6 = 1 vs A6 = 0 A7 = 1 vs A7 = 0 A8 = 1 vs A8 = 0

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted

Time-fixed covariates 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.05
Time-varying covariates

Time-point

0 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.01
1 0.06 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.02
2 0.08 0.01 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.02
3 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.01
4 0.11 0.02 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.01
5 0.13 0.02 0.12 0.07 0.12 0.02
6 0.15 0.03 0.14 0.05 0.13 0.02
7 0.15 0.08 0.14 0.01
8 0.15 0.01

A9 = 1 vs A9 = 0 A10 = 1 vs A10 = 0 A11 = 1 vs A11 = 0

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted

Time-fixed covariates 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.05
Time-varying covariates

Time-point

0 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.02
1 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.02
2 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.07 0.02
3 0.09 0.04 0.09 0.02 0.08 0.02
4 0.10 0.04 0.10 0.03 0.09 0.02
5 0.11 0.05 0.11 0.03 0.10 0.02
6 0.12 0.05 0.11 0.03 0.11 0.02
7 0.13 0.04 0.12 0.02 0.11 0.02
8 0.14 0.04 0.13 0.02 0.12 0.02
9 0.15 0.03 0.14 0.02 0.13 0.03

10 0.16 0.02 0.14 0.04
11 0.16 0.02

stabilized weights do not share this limitation and allows checking balance between groups unconditionally of previous treatment
history. Our simulation study supports the validity of our proposed approach. Our application to population-wide administrative
data with 12 time-points further supports the applicability of our methods in practice in large databases with multiple time-points.
In this application with 12 time-points, we have to check 77 balances using marginal stabilized weight, compared with 22,528 if
we had used stabilized weights. This choice has thus considerably reduced the computation burden and improved feasibility.

Despite the strengths of the proposed method, certain limitations must be taken into account. A first important limitation is that
it is not known what limit of Mahalanobis balance would be acceptable from the point of view of bias. Our proposed threshold is
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based on connections with the standardized mean difference, for which the a commonly accepted threshold is 0.15,7, under the
assumptions that covariates are uncorrelated. Extensive simulations would be required to assess the validity of this threshold
under various scenarios, or to propose an alternative threshold. However, as illustrated in our simulations, a second limitation
is that there are scenarios where bias is poorly associated with imbalance. For example, if the imbalance concerns a variable
with little association with the response, then even a high level of imbalance can generate a low or moderate bias (scenario 4).
However, in the case of a variable highly associated with the response, even a small imbalance can generate a considerable bias
(scenario 5). This second limitation highlights the challenge of establishing an acceptable threshold of imbalance for any balance
metric. A potential solution would be to use metrics that take into account the covariate-outcome relationship. Such metrics have
been proposed for the cross-sectional case6, but have not yet been extended to the longitudinal case. However, this approach
would contradict the principle accepted by many of separating the study design stage (i.e., balancing the treatment groups) from
the response analysis step35.

Our current work could be extended in several directions. For example, apart from the general weighted difference, the
balance metrics described in this article, in particular the Mahalanobis balance, do not take into account the overall imbalance on
all covariate squares and pairwise interactions. As suggested by5, higher-order moments and interactions between variables
should be similar between treatment groups in the weighted sample. Future work would be to extend the Mahalanobis balance to
account for global imbalance on all covariate squares and all pairwise interactions using a matrix version of the general weighted
difference metric. In conclusion, we believe that better checking of covariates balance following our recommendations will
improve the current practice of using IPTW to estimate time-varying treatment effects.
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APPENDIX 1 – DETAILED PARAMETERS FOR THE SIMULATION STUDIES.

In this section, we present the parameters used to simulate the data in the different scenarios.

Simulation scenario Parameter values
Scenario 1 (Base case) Covariates and exposure at time-point 0:

δ0 = –0.05,α0 = –1.3,ϕL0 = 0.05,ϕM0 = 0.05,ϕN0 = 0.1,ϕO0 = 0.75,ϕP0 =
0.5 , ϕQ0 = 0.4, ϕT0 = ϕR0 = ϕV0 = ϕZ0 = 0
Covariates and exposure at time-point 1:
β = 0, γ0 = –1, γ1 = –0.5, γ2 = –0.25, δ1 = 1.23, γ3 = –0.5,
µ0 = –1.1, γ4 = –0.75 α1 = –1.7,ϕL1 = 0.05,ϕM1 = 0.05,ϕN1 = 0.1,ϕO1 =
0.75,ϕP1 = 0.5 , ϕQ1 = 0.4, ϕT1 = ϕR1 = ϕV1 = ϕZ1 = 0, θ = 0.69
Outcome:
αY = –4.3,βL0 = βL1 = 0.5,βM0 = βM1 = 0.5,βN0 = βN1 = 0.05,βO0 =
βO1 = 1, βP0 = βP1 = 1,βQ0 = βQ1 = 0.2,βT0 = βT1 = 0,βR0 = βR1 = 0,
βV0 = βV1 = 0,βZ0 = βZ1 = 0,βA0 = βA1 = –0.69

Scenario 4 (High imbalance, no confounding) Covariates and exposure at time-point 0:
δ0 = –0.05,α0 = –3.25,ϕL0 = 1,ϕM0 = 1,ϕN0 = 0.1,ϕO0 = 2,ϕP0 = 2 ,
ϕQ0 = 0.4, ϕT0 = ϕR0 = ϕV0 = ϕZ0 = 0
Covariates and exposure at time-point 1:
β = 0, γ0 = –1, γ1 = –0.5, γ2 = –0.25, δ1 = 1.23, γ3 = –0.5,
µ0 = –1.1, γ4 = –0.75 α1 = –2.93,ϕL1 = 1,ϕM1 = 1,ϕN1 = 0.1,ϕO1 =
2,ϕP1 = 2 , ϕQ1 = 0.4, ϕT1 = ϕR1 = ϕV1 = ϕZ1 = 0, θ = 0.69
Outcome:
αY = –0.75,βL0 = βL1 = 0,βM0 = βM1 = 0,βN0 = βN1 = 0,βO0 = βO1 = 0,
βP0 = βP1 = 0,βQ0 = βQ1 = 0,βT0 = βT1 = 0,βR0 = βR1 = 0, βV0 = βV1 =
0,βZ0 = βZ1 = 0,βA0 = βA1 = –0.69

Scenario 5 (Low imbalance, moderate confounding) Covariates and exposure at time-point 0:
δ0 = –0.05,α0 = –0.05,ϕL0 = 0.01,ϕM0 = 0.01,ϕN0 = 0.02,ϕO0 =
0.02,ϕP0 = 0.01 , ϕQ0 = 0.01, ϕT0 = ϕR0 = ϕV0 = ϕZ0 = 0
Covariates and exposure at time-point 1:
β = 0, γ0 = 0, γ1 = 0, γ2 = 0, δ1 = –4.5, γ3 = 0,
µ0 = 0, γ4 = 0 α1 = –0.2,ϕL1 = 0.01,ϕM1 = 0.01,ϕN1 = 0.02,ϕO1 =
0.02,ϕP1 = 0.01 , ϕQ1 = 0.01, ϕT1 = ϕR1 = ϕV1 = ϕZ1 = 0, θ = 0
Outcome:
αY = –20.5,βL0 = βL1 = 1,βM0 = βM1 = 1,βN0 = βN1 = 0.1,βO0 = βO1 = 2,
βP0 = βP1 = 2,βQ0 = βQ1 = 0.4,βT0 = βT1 = 0,βR0 = βR1 = 0, βV0 = βV1 =
0,βZ0 = βZ1 = 0,βA0 = βA1 = 0
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Simulation scenario Parameter values
Scenario 6 (High imbalance-high confounding) Covariates and exposure at time-point 0:

δ0 = –0.05,α0 = –3.25,ϕL0 = 1,ϕM0 = 1,ϕN0 = 0.1,ϕO0 = 2,ϕP0 = 2 ,
ϕQ0 = 0.4, ϕT0 = ϕR0 = ϕV0 = ϕZ0 = 0
Covariates and exposure at time-point 1:
β = 0, γ0 = –1, γ1 = –0.5, γ2 = –0.25, δ1 = 1.23, γ3 = –0.5,
µ0 = –1.1, γ4 = –0.75 α1 = –2.95,ϕL1 = 1,ϕM1 = 1,ϕN1 = 0.1,ϕO1 =
2,ϕP1 = 2 , ϕQ1 = 0.4, ϕT1 = ϕR1 = ϕV1 = ϕZ1 = 0, θ = 0
Outcome:
αY = –4.07,βL0 = βL1 = 0.5,βM0 = βM1 = 0.5,βN0 = βN1 = 0.05,βO0 =
βO1 = 1, βP0 = βP1 = 1,βQ0 = βQ1 = 0.2,βT0 = βT1 = 0,βR0 = βR1 = 0,
βV0 = βV1 = 0,βZ0 = βZ1 = 0,βA0 = βA1 = –0.69

Scenario 7 (Nonlinear outcome) Covariates and exposure at time-point 0:
δ0 = –0.05,α0 = –1.3,ϕL0 = 0.05,ϕM0 = 0.05,ϕN0 = 0.1,ϕO0 = 0.75,ϕP0 =
0.5 , ϕQ0 = 0.4, ϕT0 = ϕR0 = ϕV0 = ϕZ0 = 0
Covariates and exposure at time-point 1:
β = 0, γ0 = –1, γ1 = –0.5, γ2 = –0.25, δ1 = 1.23, γ3 = –0.5,
µ0 = –1.1, γ4 = –0.75 α1 = –1.7,ϕL1 = 0.05,ϕM1 = 0.05,ϕN1 = 0.1,ϕO1 =
0.75,ϕP1 = 0.5 , ϕQ1 = 0.4, ϕT1 = ϕR1 = ϕV1 = ϕZ1 = 0, θ = 0
Outcome:
αY = –3.1,βL0 = βL1 = 0.4,βM0 = βM1 = 0.03,βN0 = βN1 = 0.03,βO0 =
βO1 = 0.75, βP0 = βP1 = 0.75,βQ0 = βQ1 = 0.2,βT0 = βT1 = 0.4,βR0 =
βR1 = 0.02, βV0 = βV1 = 0.04,βZ0 = βZ1 = 0.5,βA0 = βA1 = –0.69

Scenario 8 (Nonlinear outcome and exposure) Covariates and exposure at time-point 0:
δ0 = –0.05,α0 = –1.14,ϕL0 = 0.05,ϕM0 = 0.05,ϕN0 = 0.1,ϕO0 = 0.5,ϕP0 =
0.25 , ϕQ0 = 0.4, ϕT0 = 0.01,ϕR0 = 0.02,ϕV0 = 0.01,ϕZ0 = 0.1
Covariates and exposure at time-point 1:
β = 0, γ0 = –1, γ1 = –0.5, γ2 = –0.25, δ1 = 1.23, γ3 = –0.5,
µ0 = –1.08, γ4 = –0.75 α1 = –1.5,ϕL1 = 0.05,ϕM1 = 0.05,ϕN1 = 0.1,ϕO1 =
0.5,ϕP1 = 0.25 , ϕQ1 = 0.4, ϕT1 = 0.01,ϕR1 = 0.02,ϕV1 = 0.01,ϕZ1 =
0.1, θ = 0.69
Outcome:
αY = –3.1,βL0 = βL1 = 0.4,βM0 = βM1 = 0.03,βN0 = βN1 = 0.03,βO0 =
βO1 = 0.75, βP0 = βP1 = 0.75,βQ0 = βQ1 = 0.2,βT0 = βT1 = 0.4,βR0 =
βR1 = 0.02, βV0 = βV1 = 0.04,βZ0 = βZ1 = 0.5,βA0 = βA1 = –0.69

Scenario 9 (Redundant Covariates) Covariates and exposure at time-point 0:
δ0 = –0.05,α0 = –0.37,ϕL0 = 0.2,ϕM0 = 0.03,ϕN0 = 0.02,ϕO0 = 0,ϕP0 =
1.5 , ϕQ0 = 0.01, ϕT0 = 0.01,ϕR0 = 0.02,ϕV0 = 0,ϕZ0 = 0
Covariates and exposure at time-point 1:
β = 0, γ0 = –1, γ1 = –0.5, γ2 = –0.25, δ1 = 1.23, γ3 = –0.5,
µ0 = –1.08, γ4 = –0.75 α1 = –0.59,ϕL1 = 0.2,ϕM1 = 0.03,ϕN1 = 0.02,ϕO1 =
0,ϕP1 = 1.5 , ϕQ1 = 0.01, ϕT1 = 0.01,ϕR1 = 0.02,ϕV1 = 0,ϕZ1 = 0, θ = 0.69
Outcome:
αY = –2,βL0 = βL1 = 0.4,βM0 = βM1 = 0.03,βN0 = βN1 = 0.03,βO0 =
βO1 = 0, βP0 = βP1 = 0.75,βQ0 = βQ1 = 0.2,βT0 = βT1 = 0.4,βR0 = βR1 =
0.02, βV0 = βV1 = 0,βZ0 = βZ1 = 0,βA0 = βA1 = –0.69
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Simulation scenario Parameter values
Scenario 10 (Instrumental variables) Covariates and exposure at time-point 0:

δ0 = –0.05,α0 = –0.4,ϕL0 = 0.2,ϕM0 = 0.03,ϕN0 = 0.02,ϕO0 = 0.5,ϕP0 =
0.25 , ϕQ0 = 0.01, ϕT0 = 0.01,ϕR0 = 0.02,ϕV0 = 0.01,ϕZ0 = 0.1
Covariates and exposure at time-point 1:
β = 0, γ0 = –1, γ1 = –0.5, γ2 = –0.25, δ1 = 1.21, γ3 = –0.5,
µ0 = –1.08, γ4 = –0.75 α1 = –0.6,ϕL1 = 0.2,ϕM1 = 0.03,ϕN1 = 0.02,ϕO1 =
0.5,ϕP1 = 0.25 , ϕQ1 = 0.01, ϕT1 = 0.01,ϕR1 = 0.02,ϕV1 = 0.01,ϕZ1 =
0.1, θ = 0.69
Outcome:
αY = –2,βL0 = βL1 = 0.4,βM0 = βM1 = 0,βN0 = βN1 = 0.03,βO0 = βO1 =
0.75, βP0 = βP1 = 0.75,βQ0 = βQ1 = 0.2,βT0 = βT1 = 0.4,βR0 = βR1 = 0,
βV0 = βV1 = 0.04,βZ0 = βZ1 = 0.5,βA0 = βA1 = –0.69

Base case Scenario with censoring Censoring indicator at time-point 1:
µ1 = –2.7,µL0 = 0.04,µM0 = 0.05,µN0 = 0.02,µO0 = 1,µP0 = 0.02 ,
µQ0 = 0.01,λ = 1
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APPENDIX 2 – DETAILED SIMULATION RESULTS FOR SCENARIOS 2 TO 10

In this section, we present the average covariate imbalances across covariates at each time-point and average bias for Scenarios 2
to 10. Averages are taken over 1,000 simulated datasets in the unweighted data and in data weighted according to the five weights.

T A B L E 6 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 2 (Low prevalence of exposure)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 1.53 0.07 1.51 0.34 0.02 0.32 0.46 0.37 0.43 0.14 0.02 0.13 0.33
W0 × W1 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.40 0.37 0.38 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
W1 1.53 0.05 0.06 0.34 0.02 0.02 0.46 0.37 0.38 0.15 0.02 0.02 0.12
W0 0.06 0.06 1.52 0.02 0.02 0.32 0.40 0.37 0.43 0.02 0.02 0.14 0.10
W0tr90×W1 0.69 0.05 0.07 0.15 0.02 0.02 0.42 0.37 0.38 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.04
W0 × W1tr90 0.07 0.05 0.68 0.02 0.02 0.14 0.40 0.37 0.40 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.03

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.13 0.01 0.12 1.18 0.01 1.11 0.56 0.55 0.55 0.19 0.01 0.18 0.33
W0 × W1 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
W1 0.13 0.01 0.01 1.18 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.03 0.03 0.19 0.01 0.01 0.12
W0 0.01 0.01 0.12 0.00 0.01 1.11 0.04 0.54 0.54 0.01 0.02 0.18 0.10
W0tr90×W1 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.22 0.00 0.01 0.56 0.03 0.03 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.04
W0 × W1tr90 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.04 0.54 0.54 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.03

T A B L E 7 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 3 (Small sample)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 1.45 0.13 1.42 0.33 0.05 0.29 0.42 0.35 0.40 0.15 0.04 0.13 0.29
W0 × W1 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.37 0.36 0.36 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04
W1 1.45 0.06 0.09 0.33 0.02 0.03 0.42 0.35 0.36 0.15 0.04 0.04 0.11
W0 0.08 0.17 1.42 0.03 0.07 0.30 0.36 0.35 0.41 0.04 0.05 0.14 0.10
W0tr90×W1 0.52 0.07 0.11 0.12 0.03 0.04 0.38 0.35 0.36 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.04
W0 × W1tr90 0.10 0.14 0.52 0.04 0.05 0.11 0.37 0.35 0.37 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.04

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.13 0.03 0.12 1.13 0.03 1.03 0.55 0.54 0.54 0.17 0.03 0.15 0.29
W0 × W1 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
W1 0.14 0.03 0.03 1.15 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.09 0.09 0.17 0.02 0.03 0.11
W0 0.03 0.04 0.13 0.01 0.04 1.05 0.09 0.53 0.53 0.02 0.04 0.15 0.10
W0tr90×W1 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.04
W0 × W1tr90 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.15 0.08 0.49 0.49 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.04
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T A B L E 8 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 4 (High imbalance, no confounding)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 1.22 0.31 1.25 0.62 0.14 0.68 0.47 0.36 0.48 0.25 0.07 0.28 0.02
W0 × W1 0.17 0.16 0.18 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.38 0.37 0.38 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.08
W1 1.22 0.07 0.10 0.62 0.03 0.04 0.47 0.35 0.36 0.26 0.03 0.03 0.05
W0 0.09 0.10 1.25 0.04 0.04 0.68 0.36 0.35 0.48 0.03 0.03 0.28 0.04
W0tr90×W1 0.74 0.08 0.11 0.36 0.03 0.05 0.42 0.35 0.36 0.15 0.03 0.03 0.05
W0 × W1tr90 0.10 0.11 0.77 0.04 0.05 0.41 0.36 0.35 0.42 0.03 0.03 0.17 0.04

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.22 0.06 0.24 3.16 0.12 3.31 0.79 0.80 0.80 0.31 0.08 0.33 0.02
W0 × W1 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.21 0.19 0.19 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.08
W1 0.22 0.02 0.02 3.19 0.01 0.02 0.79 0.15 0.15 0.31 0.02 0.03 0.05
W0 0.02 0.02 0.24 0.01 0.02 3.33 0.15 0.79 0.79 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.04
W0tr90×W1 0.13 0.02 0.02 0.98 0.01 0.02 0.78 0.15 0.15 0.19 0.02 0.03 0.05
W0 × W1tr90 0.02 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.02 1.05 0.15 0.78 0.78 0.03 0.03 0.21 0.04

T A B L E 9 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 5 (Low imbalance, moderate confounding)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 0.34 0.04 0.37 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.34 0.33 0.34 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.23
W0 × W1 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05
W1 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.08
W0 0.00 0.04 0.37 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.15
W0tr90×W1 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05
W0 × W1tr90 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.23
W0 × W1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05
W1 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.08
W0 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.15
W0tr90×W1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.05
W0 × W1tr90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05

T A B L E 10 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 6 (High imbalance-high confounding)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 1.22 0.31 1.25 0.62 0.14 0.68 0.47 0.36 0.48 0.25 0.07 0.28 1.81
W0 × W1 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.38 0.37 0.38 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04
W1 1.22 0.07 0.10 0.62 0.03 0.04 0.47 0.35 0.36 0.26 0.03 0.03 0.30
W0 0.09 0.10 1.25 0.04 0.04 0.68 0.36 0.35 0.48 0.03 0.03 0.28 0.44
W0tr90×W1 0.74 0.08 0.11 0.36 0.03 0.05 0.42 0.35 0.36 0.15 0.03 0.03 0.12
W0 × W1tr90 0.10 0.11 0.77 0.04 0.05 0.41 0.36 0.35 0.42 0.03 0.03 0.17 0.20

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.22 0.06 0.24 3.16 0.12 3.31 0.79 0.80 0.80 0.31 0.08 0.33 1.81
W0 × W1 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.21 0.19 0.19 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04
W1 0.22 0.02 0.02 3.19 0.01 0.02 0.79 0.15 0.15 0.31 0.02 0.03 0.30
W0 0.02 0.02 0.24 0.01 0.02 3.33 0.15 0.79 0.79 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.44
W0tr90×W1 0.13 0.02 0.02 0.98 0.01 0.02 0.78 0.15 0.15 0.19 0.02 0.03 0.12
W0 × W1tr90 0.02 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.02 1.05 0.15 0.78 0.78 0.03 0.03 0.21 0.20
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T A B L E 11 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 7 (Nonlinear outcome)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 1.28 0.07 1.26 0.30 0.02 0.26 0.39 0.32 0.37 0.12 0.02 0.11 0.37
W0 × W1 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.34 0.32 0.33 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
W1 1.28 0.02 0.03 0.30 0.01 0.01 0.39 0.32 0.33 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.13
W0 0.03 0.06 1.26 0.01 0.02 0.26 0.34 0.32 0.38 0.01 0.02 0.11 0.12
W0tr90×W1 0.45 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.01 0.01 0.35 0.32 0.33 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.03
W0 × W1tr90 0.04 0.05 0.44 0.01 0.02 0.09 0.34 0.32 0.34 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.11 0.01 0.10 1.09 0.01 1.02 0.54 0.53 0.53 0.14 0.01 0.12 0.37
W0 × W1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02
W1 0.11 0.01 0.01 1.10 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.04 0.04 0.14 0.01 0.01 0.13
W0 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.01 1.02 0.05 0.52 0.52 0.01 0.01 0.12 0.12
W0tr90×W1 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.03
W0 × W1tr90 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.13 0.04 0.52 0.52 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02

T A B L E 12 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 8 (Nonlinear outcome and exposure)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 1.34 0.09 1.30 0.28 0.02 0.24 0.38 0.32 0.36 0.11 0.02 0.10 0.32
W0 × W1 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01
W1 1.34 0.02 0.05 0.28 0.01 0.01 0.38 0.32 0.32 0.11 0.01 0.01 0.12
W0 0.05 0.06 1.30 0.01 0.02 0.24 0.33 0.32 0.36 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.11
W0tr90×W1 0.48 0.03 0.05 0.10 0.01 0.02 0.34 0.32 0.32 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.03
W0 × W1tr90 0.05 0.05 0.47 0.02 0.02 0.09 0.33 0.32 0.33 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.10 0.01 0.09 1.09 0.01 1.03 0.54 0.53 0.53 0.13 0.01 0.11 0.32
W0 × W1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
W1 0.10 0.01 0.01 1.09 0.00 0.01 0.54 0.04 0.04 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.12
W0 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.01 1.03 0.03 0.53 0.53 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.11
W0tr90×W1 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.00 0.01 0.53 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.03
W0 × W1tr90 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.03 0.52 0.52 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02
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T A B L E 13 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 9 (Redundant Covariates)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 0.36 0.04 0.32 0.18 0.02 0.14 0.26 0.23 0.25 0.07 0.02 0.06 0.12
W0 × W1 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.24 0.23 0.23 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
W1 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.23 0.23 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.05
W0 0.01 0.04 0.32 0.00 0.02 0.14 0.24 0.23 0.25 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.05
W0tr90×W1 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.24 0.22 0.23 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01
W0 × W1tr90 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.24 0.23 0.23 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.40 0.00 0.33 0.32 0.29 0.29 0.09 0.01 0.07 0.12
W0 × W1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
W1 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.01 0.05
W0 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.01 0.28 0.28 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.05
W0tr90×W1 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01
W0 × W1tr90 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01

T A B L E 14 Average covariate imbalances in Scenario 10 (Instrumental variables)

D SMD OVL KS Bias

Unweighted 0.58 0.05 0.55 0.23 0.02 0.18 0.41 0.36 0.40 0.11 0.01 0.09 0.21
W0 × W1 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.37 0.36 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
W1 0.58 0.01 0.04 0.23 0.00 0.01 0.41 0.36 0.37 0.11 0.01 0.01 0.09
W0 0.03 0.04 0.55 0.01 0.02 0.18 0.37 0.36 0.40 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.08
W0tr90×W1 0.13 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.37 0.36 0.37 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
W0 × W1tr90 0.04 0.02 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.37 0.36 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01

LD MHB CS GWD Bias

Unweighted 0.09 0.01 0.07 0.25 0.00 0.16 0.28 0.23 0.23 0.10 0.01 0.08 0.21
W0 × W1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
W1 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.02 0.02 0.10 0.01 0.01 0.09
W0 0.00 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.01 0.22 0.22 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.08
W0tr90×W1 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
W0 × W1tr90 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01
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APPENDIX 3 – CONNECTION BETWEEN THE STANDARDIZED MEAN DIFFERENCE AND
THE MAHALANOBIS BALANCE

In this section we present a mathematical connection between the standardized mean difference and the Mahalanobis balance on
which is based our proposed threshold for the Mahalanobis balance. To simplify the presentation, we consider two uncorrelated
covariates.

Let XT = (X1T , X2T )⊤ be the vector of covariates in treated subjects, with X1T = (x11T , x12T , ..., x1n1T ), X2T = (x21T , x22T , ..., x2n1T )
and n1 is the number of treated subjects. We also note XC = (X1C, X2C)⊤ the vector of covariates in the untreated subjects, with
X1C = (x11C, x12C, ..., x1n2C), X2C = (x21C, x22C, ..., x2n2C) and n2 the number of untreated subjects. The Mahalanobis balance is
given by:

MHB = (X̄T – X̄C)⊤Σ–1(X̄T – X̄C), where

X̄T = (X̄1T , X̄2T )⊤, X̄C = (X̄1C, X̄2C)⊤ are the sample averages and

Σ =
var(XT ) + var(XC)

2
.

We have

Σ =

 var(X1T ) + var(X1C)
2

cov(X1T , X2T ) + cov(X1C, X2C)
2

cov(X1T , X2T ) + cov(X1C, X2C)
2

var(X2T ) + var(X2C)
2

 ,

Σ–1 =
1
A

 var(X2T ) + var(X2C)
2

–
cov(X1T , X2T ) + cov(X1C, X2C)

2
–

cov(X1T , X2T ) + cov(X1C, X2C)
2

var(X1T ) + var(X1C)
2

 , where

A =
[var(X1T ) + var(X1C)][var(X2T ) + var(X2C)]

22 –
(

cov(X1T , X2T ) + cov(X1C, X2C)
2

)2

.

As such,

MHB =
1
A

(X̄1T – X̄1C, X̄2T – X̄2C)

×

 var(X2T ) + var(X2C)
2

–
cov(X1T , X2T ) + cov(X1C, X2C)

2
–

cov(X1T , X2T ) + cov(X1C, X2C)
2

var(X1T ) + var(X1C)
2

(X̄1T – X̄1C

X̄2T – X̄2C

)

=
1
A

[
(X̄1T – X̄1C)2var(X2T ) + (X̄1T – X̄1C)2var(X2C)

2
–

(X̄2T – X̄2C)(X̄1T – X̄1C)cov(X1T , X2T )
2

–
(X̄2T – X̄2C)(X̄1T – X̄1C)cov(X1C, X2C)

2
–

(X̄1T – X̄1C)(X̄2T – X̄2C)cov(X1T , X2T )
2

–
(X̄1T – X̄1C)(X̄2T – X̄2C)cov(X1C, X2C)

2
+

(X̄2T – X̄2C)2var(X1T )
2

+
(X̄2T – X̄2C)2var(X1C)

2

=
1
A

[
(X̄1T – X̄1C)2[var(X2T ) + var(X2C)]

2
– 2 × (X̄2T – X̄2C)(X̄1T – X̄1C)[cov(X1T , X2T ) + cov(X1C, X2C)]

2

+
(X̄2T – X̄2C)2[var(X1T ) + var(X1C)]

2

]
Since X1 and X2 are uncorrelated, cov(X1T , X2T ) = cov(X1C, X2C) = 0 and we have

MHB =
1
B

[
(X̄1T – X̄1C)2[var(X2T ) + var(X2C)]

2
+

(X̄2T – X̄2C)2[var(X1T ) + var(X1C)]
2

]
, where

B =
[var(X1T ) + var(X1C)][var(X2T ) + var(X2C)]

22 .



26 DAVID ET AL.

As a result,

MHB =
2(X̄1T – X̄1C)2[var(X2T ) + var(X2C)]

[var(X1T ) + var(X1C)][var(X2T ) + var(X2C)]
+

2(X̄2T – X̄2C)2[var(X1T ) + var(X1C)]
[var(X1T ) + var(X1C)][var(X2T ) + var(X2C)]

=
2(X̄1T – X̄1C)2

var(X1T ) + var(X1C)
+

2(X̄2T – X̄2C)2

var(X2T ) + var(X2C)

=
(X̄1T – X̄1C)2

var(X1T ) + var(X1C)
2

+
(X̄2T – X̄2C)2

var(X2T ) + var(X2C)
2

.

This correspond to the sum of the squared standardized mean differences of the covariates. Consequently, the commonly used
threshold of 0.1 for each covariate for the standardized mean difference corresponds to

(X̄1T – X̄1C)2

var(X1T ) + var(X1C)
2

+
(X̄2T – X̄2C)2

var(X2T ) + var(X2C)
2

≤ (0.1)2 + (0.1)2 = 0.02

according to the MHB. Similarly, when p uncorrelated covariates are considered, the corresponding threshold for the MHB is
p × 0.01.
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APPENDIX 4 – DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE PROPENSITY SCORES IN THE DIFFERENT
SIMULATION SCENARIOS

In this section, we provide figures that depict the distributions of the propensity score in each treatment group in a single
simulated dataset for each of the simulation scenarios. The red curve corresponds to the treated group and the blue curve to the
untreated. Odd panels correspond to the distribution at t = 0 and even panels to the distribution at t = 1. The first row (panels 1-2)
correspond to unweighted data, the second (panels 3-4) to data weighted by W0 × W1, the third (panels 5-6) to data weighted by
W1 only, the fourth (panels 7-8) to data weighted according to W0 only, the fifth (panels 9-10) to the product of W0 truncated at
the 90th percentile with W1 and the last row (panels 11-12) to the product of W0 with W1 truncated at the 90th percentile
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F I G U R E 7 Distribution of the propensity score in Scenario 6 (High imbalance-high confounding).
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F I G U R E 8 Distribution of the propensity score in Scenario 7 (Nonlinear outcome).
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F I G U R E 9 Distribution of the propensity score in Scenario 8 (Nonlinear outcome and exposure).
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F I G U R E 10 Distribution of the propensity score in Scenario 9 (Redundant Covariates).
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F I G U R E 11 Distribution of the propensity score in Scenario 10 (Instrumental variables).
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F I G U R E 12 Distribution of the propensity score in the base case scenario with censoring
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