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Abstract

Time series experiments, in which experimental units receive a sequence of treat-

ments over time, are frequently employed in many technological companies to evaluate

the performance of a newly developed policy, product, or treatment relative to a

baseline control. Many existing A/B testing solutions assume a fully observable

experimental environment that satisfies the Markov condition, which often does not

hold in practice.

This paper studies the optimal design for A/B testing in partially observable

environments. We introduce a controlled (vector) autoregressive moving average

model to capture partial observability. We introduce a small signal asymptotic

framework to simplify the analysis of asymptotic mean squared errors of average

treatment effect estimators under various designs. We develop two algorithms to

estimate the optimal design: one utilizing constrained optimization and the other

employing reinforcement learning. We demonstrate the superior performance of our

designs using a dispatch simulator and two real datasets from a ride-sharing company.

Keywords: ARMA Model; A/B Testing; Experimental Design; Partially Observable Markov

Decision Processes; Policy Evaluation; Reinforcement Learning.
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1 Introduction

Background. A growing number of companies, particularly multi-sided platforms like

Airbnb, DoorDash, Uber, and retail marketplaces such as Amazon and Zara are increasingly

harnessing data-driven approaches to evaluate and refine their policies and products. In

particular, A/B testing, which conducts online experiments to compare a standard control

policy “A” to an alternate version “B”, plays a crucial role in informing business decisions

within these companies. This method has proven invaluable for their growth and devel-

opment (Koning et al., 2022). For instance, ride-sharing platforms, including Uber, Lyft,

and DiDi Chuxing, constantly develop new order dispatching, driver repositioning, and

pricing policies. They assess their improvements through A/B testing (Qin et al., 2022).

Accurate A/B testing enables decision-makers to choose better policies that meet more ride

requests, enhance passenger satisfaction, increase driver income, and thus benefit the entire

transportation ecosystem (Xu et al., 2018; Tang et al., 2019).

Challenges. A/B testing in online experiments usually spans a certain duration. This

approach presents four major challenges:

1. Small sample size. Online experiments are often constrained to a short duration,

typically several weeks (Bojinov et al., 2023). This limited timeframe leads to large

variances in estimating the difference in expected outcomes between the new and

standard policies, referred to as the average treatment effect (ATE).

2. Small signal. The ATE is usually quite small (Farias et al., 2022; Athey et al., 2023;

Xiong et al., 2023), posing considerable challenges in distinguishing between the two

policies. For instance, in ride-sharing companies, the ATE generally ranges from 0.5%

to 2% (Tang et al., 2019).

3. Carryover effects. Carryover effects are common in time series experiments, where

the treatment assigned at a given time can influence future outcomes (Bojinov and

Shephard, 2019; Lewis and Syrgkanis, 2021; Shi et al., 2023; Xiong et al., 2023; Chen
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Figure 1: Illustration of the carryover effect in ride-sharing, taken from Li et al. (2024). (a)

A city is divided into ten regions, and a passenger from Region 6 orders a ride. Two actions

are available: assigning a driver from Region 3 or Region 10. These actions will lead to

different future outcomes, as illustrated in (b) and (c). (b) Assigning a driver from Region

3 might result in an unmatched future request in Region 1 due to the driver in Region

10 being too far from Region 1. (c) Assigning the driver in Region 10 preserves all three

drivers in Region 3, allowing all future ride requests to be easily matched.

et al., 2024). These effects are typical in ride-sharing companies where past policies

can alter the distribution of drivers in the city, which in turn affects future outcomes;

refer to Figure 1 for detailed illustrations. Such phenomena often lead to violations of

the stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA, see Imbens and Rubin, 2015,

Section 1.6), rendering many existing A/B testing solutions (see, e.g., Johari et al.,

2017; Azevedo et al., 2020; Larsen et al., 2024; Quin et al., 2024; Waudby-Smith et al.,

2024) and program evaluation methods (see, e.g., Imai and Ratkovic, 2013; Belloni

et al., 2017; Chernozhukov et al., 2017; Syrgkanis et al., 2019; Armstrong and Kolesár,

2021; Athey et al., 2021; Viviano and Bradic, 2023) ineffective.

4. Partial observability. Partial observability frequently occurs in time series ex-

periments. Assuming the underlying time series follows a Markov chain or Markov

decision process (MDP, Puterman, 2014), full observability requires its state to be

completely recorded. In contrast, partial observability means only part of the state is

observable, leading to the violation of the Markov property (Krishnamurthy, 2016).
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Figure 2: Visualizations of two sequences of driver income collected from a ride-sharing

platform in two cities. Each row plots the data from one of the cities. Left panels: The

trend in all drivers’ total income over time. Middle panels: The ACF of the residuals of

these income sequences (after the periodic filtering and regression on other relevant market

features). Right panels: The PACF of the residuals of these income sequences.

It is often the rule rather than the exception in real applications, where recording

all relevant features to ensure the ”memoryless” property proves impractical. To

elaborate, consider our motivating ride-sharing example. The left panels of Figure

2 visualize two sequences of driver income from two cities, both exhibiting strong

daily patterns. The middle and right panels display the auto-correlation function

(ACF) and partial ACF (PACF) of the residuals of these income sequences after

periodic filtering and regression on other relevant market features, demonstrating the

non-Markovian nature of the data.

Contributions. Our primary objective is to develop a statistical framework for A/B

testing that addresses the above challenges. To tackle the first two challenges, we adopt
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a design-based approach, focusing on carefully designing the experiment to optimize the

data generation process from the online experiments, to minimize the mean squared error

(MSE) of the resulting average treatment effect (ATE) estimator. To address the last two

challenges, we introduce a controlled (vector) autoregressive moving average ((V)ARMA)

model for fitting experimental data. The proposed model is a variant of classical (V)ARMA

models (Brockwell and Davis, 2002, Chapters 3) and represents a rich sub-class of partially

observable MDP models (POMDP, see, e.g., Monahan, 1982). It employs the autoregressive

component to accommodate carryover effects and incorporates the moving average error

structure to allow for partial observability. Our contributions are listed as follows:

1. We introduce the controlled (V)ARMA model for A/B testing to effectively address

the challenges of carryover effects and partial observability commonly encountered in

time series experiments.

2. We devise the parameter estimation procedures for the controlled (V)ARMA model

and introduce a novel small signal asymptotic framework to substantially simplify the

computation of asymptotic MSEs of ATE estimators under various designs.

3. We derive two efficiency indicators, which are functions of the model parameters, to

compare the statistical efficiencies of three frequently employed designs in estimating

the ATE: the alternating-day design, the uniform random design, and the alternating-

time design.

4. We propose two innovative algorithms to learn the optimal treatment assignment

strategy that minimizes the asymptotic MSE of the resulting ATE estimator: one

based on constrained optimization and the other via reinforcement learning (RL).

Our proposal integrates cutting-edge machine learning algorithms, such as RL, with asymp-

totic theories derived from classical time series models in econometrics, to offer guidance for

policy deployment in real-world applications.
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Outline . We discuss the related literature in Section 2. In Section 3, we introduce

the controlled ARMA model, elaborate its connection with POMDPs, and develop the

associated estimating procedure for ATE. We further derive the asymptotic MSEs of different

designs under the small signal assumption and propose two efficiency indicators to assess

their effectiveness and compare their performance. In Section 4, we present the proposed

algorithms to estimate the optimal design. In Section 5, we demonstrate the efficacy of

the proposed efficiency indicators and designs through simulations based on a dispatch

simulator and two real datasets from a ride-sharing platform. Finally, we conclude our

paper in Section 6.

2 Related Literature

Our proposal intersects with a wide range of research fields, including econometrics, statistics,

management science, operational research, and machine learning. It particularly engages

with three main research branches: experimental designs, POMDPs, and ARMA and state

space models.

Experimental Designs. The design of experiments, also known as experimental design,

is a classical problem in statistics, driven by diverse applications in biology, psychology,

agriculture, and engineering (Fisher et al., 1966). Our proposal specifically relates to papers

that focus on identifying treatment allocation strategies tailored for clinical trials (see,

e.g., Robbins, 1952; Begg and Iglewicz, 1980; Wald, 2004; Atkinson et al., 2007; Jones

and Goos, 2009; Rosenblum et al., 2020; Athey and Wager, 2021). These studies typically

focus on non-dynamic settings – often referred to as contextual bandit settings in the

machine learning literature – where observations are assumed to be independent, excluding

any carryover effects. In contrast, our research on time series experiments accommodates

long-term carryover effects and addresses the more complex challenge of temporal dynamics.

While traditional crossover designs (Laird et al., 1992; Jones and Kenward, 2003) can deal
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with long-lasting carryover effects, they often require extended washout periods, making

them less practical for modern A/B testing with short durations.

More recently, there has been growing literature that explores experimental designs for A/B

testing in technological companies. Our work diverges from them in several key aspects: (i)

Many papers do not study time series experiments (Bajari et al., 2021; Leung, 2022; Wan

et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023b; Basse et al., 2024), which is the focus of this paper. (ii) Some

existing works adopt an RL framework to model the experimental data, either implicitly

(Hu and Wager, 2022) or explicitly (Li et al., 2023; Wen et al., 2024), where the data follows

a fully observable MDP. In contrast, our framework is more general, accommodating partial

observability, which is more typical in real applications. (iii) Several recent studies have

shifted focus to switchback designs, where policies alternate at specified intervals under

various optimality conditions (Hu and Wager, 2022; Bojinov et al., 2023; Xiong et al., 2023;

Wen et al., 2024). In contrast, our approach considers a broader class of designs that allow

each treatment assignment to be influenced by the entire treatment history (see Section

4).

Finally, experimental design is also referred to as the behavior policy search problem in

the RL literature, in which Mukherjee et al. (2022); Hanna et al. (2017, 2019) explored

the optimal behavior policy by minimizing the MSE of the resulting policy value estimator

in MDPs. In contrast, our work focuses on ATE – the difference between two policy

value estimators — and allows partial observability, offering a more realistic scenario in

practice.

POMDPs. Partial observability often arises in real applications, including autonomous

driving (Levinson et al., 2011), resource allocation (Bower and Gilbert, 2005), recommen-

dation (Li et al., 2010), and medical management systems (Hauskrecht and Fraser, 2000).

POMDP (Littman and Sutton, 2001) is the most commonly used model to characterize

the partial observability of a stochastic dynamics system. Learning the optimal policy in
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general POMDPs requires the agent to infer the latent belief state (Krishnamurthy, 2016),

which is both statistically and computationally intractable in general (Papadimitriou and

Tsitsiklis, 1987; Mundhenk et al., 2000; Mossel and Roch, 2005; Vlassis et al., 2012). Despite

these challenges, it is possible to focus on a sub-class of POMDPs to make the estimation

tractable (Kwon et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023a). Our proposal follows

this principle by introducing a controlled (V)ARMA model under a weak signal condition

to streamline estimation. Different from existing works that proposed partial history im-

portance weighting (Hu and Wager, 2023) or value function-based methods (Uehara et al.,

2023) to construct policy value estimators, we focus on the experimental design, aiming to

optimize the data collection process to enhance policy evaluation.

ARMA and State Space Models. The ARMA model, a cornerstone in time series

analysis, has been widely employed in various domains, particularly in econometrics (Hendry,

1995; Fan and Yao, 2003; Mikusheva, 2007, 2012; Box et al., 2015; Hamilton, 2020). Ad-

ditionally, it is closely related to state space models, which plays a vital role in analyzing

continuous dynamic systems (Harvey, 1990; Durbin and Koopman, 2012; Aoki, 2013; Kim

and Nelson, 2017; Komunjer and Zhu, 2020). The ARMA and state space models are also

related to POMDPs, which can be seen as controlled state space models with an added

dimension of the action or treatment space, allowing state transitions to be influenced

by treatments (Krishnamurthy, 2016); see Section 3.2 for detailed discussions about their

connections.

3 The Controlled ARMA Model and Its Applications

in A/B Testing

This section presents the proposed controlled (V)ARMA model and demonstrates its

usefulness in estimating the ATE and comparing distinct treatment allocation strategies.

We first describe the data collected from time series experiments, define the ATE for A/B
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testing, and introduce three commonly used designs in Section 3.1. We further introduce

the proposed controlled ARMA model, discuss its connections to POMDPs, and present the

estimation procedure for ATE in Section 3.2. Next, we propose the small signal asymptotic

framework, establish the asymptotic MSE of the estimated ATE, and then derive two

efficiency indicators to compare the estimation efficiency under the three designs in Section

3.3. Finally, we generalize these results to accommodate multivariate observations based on

the proposed controlled VARMA model in Section 3.4.

3.1 Data, ATE, and Designs

Data. We divide the experimental period into a series of non-overlapping time intervals,

and during each of the time intervals, a specific policy or treatment is implemented. In our

collaboration with a ride-sharing company, time intervals are typically set to 30 minutes or

1 hour. The data gathered from the online experiments can be summarized as a sequence

of observation-treatment pairs, denoted by {(Yt, Ut) : 1 ≤ t ≤ T}, where T represents the

termination time of the experiment. Here, the notations are consistent with those used

in control engineering (Åström, 2012): Yt denotes a potentially multivariate observation

collected at time t, and Ut represents a scalar treatment applied at time t. In detail:

• Yt,1, the first element of Yt, denotes the outcome of interest, such as total driver

income or total number of completed orders at the t-th time interval in a ride-sharing

platform.

• The subsequent elements of Yt denote additional relevant market features except Yt,1,

which can encompass the drivers’ online time and the number of call orders at the

t-th interval on the online platform in the context of ride-sharing. These features

represent the supply and demand of the ride-sharing platform and can significantly

influence the outcome (Zhou et al., 2021).

• Ut ∈ {−1, 1} specifies the policy implemented during the t-th interval. By convention,

1 denotes a new treatment, while −1 represents the standard control.
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ATE . Our ultimate goal lies in estimating the ATE, defined as the difference in the

cumulative outcome between the treatment and the control,

ATE = lim
T→∞

E1

[
1

T

T∑
t=1

Yt,1

]
− lim

T→∞
E−1

[
1

T

T∑
t=1

Yt,1

]
, (3.1)

provided the limit exists. Here, E1 and E−1 denote expectations under which the treatment

Ut is consistently set to 1 and −1 at every time t, respectively. This objective is a central

focus in A/B testing for time series experiments (see, e.g., Hu and Wager, 2022; Bojinov

et al., 2023; Li et al., 2023; Wen et al., 2024). Both terms on the right-hand-side (RHS) of

(3.1) should be understood as potential outcomes (Imbens and Rubin, 2015), representing

the average outcome that would have been observed if either the new treatment or the

control had been assigned at all times. Nonetheless, as we focus on experimental design,

it eliminates concerns about unmeasured confounders. To simplify the presentation, we

choose not to use potential outcome notations. Interested readers may refer to Ertefaie

(2014), Bojinov and Shephard (2019), Luckett et al. (2020), Shi et al. (2023), and Viviano

and Bradic (2023) for detailed discussions on potential outcomes in dynamic settings.

Design. In our context, each design corresponds to a sequence of treatment allocation

strategies π = {πt}t≥1 where each πt specifies the conditional distribution of Ut given the

past data history up to time t− 1, denoted by Ht−1 = {Y1, U1, . . . ,Yt−1, Ut−1}. Informally

speaking, each design determines the probabilities of applying the treatment and control at

each time, given the past history. Our focus is on observation-agnostic designs, where each

πt depends on Ht−1 only through {U1, U2, . . . , Ut−1}, independent of past observations. In

this section, we specifically consider the following three designs within this category:

1. Alternating-time (AT) design: This design alternates between treatment and

control at adjacent time intervals and is frequently employed in many ride-sharing

companies, such as Lyft and DiDi Chuxing, to compare different order-dispatching

policies (Chamandy, 2016; Luo et al., 2024). To implement the AT design, the initial

treatment U1 is randomly generated with equal probabilities: π1(1) = π1(−1) = 0.5.

10



For subsequent times, we set πt(−Ut−1|Ht−1) = 1 and πt(Ut−1|Ht−1) = 0, ensuring

that Ut = −Ut−1 almost surely.

2. Alternating-day (AD) design: This design assigns the same treatment throughout

each day and switches to the control or the opposite treatment on the following day.

Similar to the AT design, the initial treatment U1 in the AD design is also uniformly

randomly determined, with π1(1) = π1(−1) = 0.5. Let τ represent the number of

time intervals per day. The treatment assignment ensures that U1 = U2 = · · · = Uτ =

−Uτ+1 = −Uτ+2 = · · · = −U2τ = U2τ+1 = · · · , maintaining consistency within each

day and alternating on a daily basis.

3. Uniform random (UR) design: This design independently assigns treatment and

control randomly with equal probabilities each time. Specifically, πt remains a constant

function with a value of 0.5, regardless of t and Ht−1. Despite its simplicity, designs

of this type have been widely adopted in clinical trials (Almirall et al., 2014).

To conclude this section, we make two remarks here. First, both AT and AD fall under the

category of switchback designs, where the duration of each treatment varies from a single

time interval to an entire day. Second, while many studies have explored these designs in

fully observable Markovian environments, less is known about their efficacy in more realistic,

partially observable environments. Addressing this gap is one of our main objectives.

3.2 The Controlled ARMA Model, Connection to POMDPs, and

Estimation of ATE

Controlled ARMA(p, q). We first introduce the controlled ARMA model, a sub-class

of POMDPs, designed to capture carryover effects and partial observability in time series

experiments; see Figure 3 for a graphical visualization. The one-dimensional controlled
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ARMA(p, q) model is formulated as:

Yt = µ+

p∑
j=1

ajYt−j + bUt +

q∑
j=0

θjϵt−j, (3.2)

where µ denotes the intercept, b, a1, . . . , ap, θ1, . . . , θq are parameters, and by convention,

θ0 = 1. Model (3.2) consists of three main components:

• The first term in blue on the RHS of model (3.2) represents the autoregressive

component with the parameters {aj}pj=1, capturing the influence of past observations

{Yt−j}pj=1 on its current observation Yt.

• The second term in orange on the RHS of model (3.2) incorporates the allocated

treatment into the model, affecting the observation Yt at each time. Its treatment

effect is measured by the parameter b.

• The last term in purple represents the residual, denoted by Zt, which is modeled by

a moving average process with the parameters {θj}qj=1, i.e., Zt =
∑q

j=0 θjϵt−j. We

assume θ0 = 1, and the white noises {ϵt}t are i.i.d. with zero mean and variance σ2.

We next illustrate how model (3.2) allows carryover effects and partial observability. First,

when p > 0, the autoregressive structure and the control component allow Ut−1 to have an

indirect effect on subsequent observations (e.g., Yt and Yt+1) through its impact on Yt−1,

effectively capturing the carryover effects; see the pathway Ut−1 → Yt−1 → Yt → Yt+1 in

Figure 3. Second, when q > 0, the inclusion of the moving average process renders the time

series non-Markovian. For instance, consider the pathway Yt−1 ← Zt−1 ← ϵt−1 → Zt+1 →

Yt+1 in Figure 3. This pathway is not blocked by Yt and Ut, thus violating the Markov

assumption and resulting in a partially observable environment.

Finally, different sets of parameters play distinct roles in A/B testing: the autoregressive

coefficients ({aj}pj=1) and the control parameter (b) determine the ATE, whereas the moving

average coefficients ({θj}qj=1) influence the residual correlation, which in turn determines

the optimal design. Formal statements can be found in Lemma 1 and Theorem 1.

Connection to POMDPs. We next show that the proposed controlled ARMA(p, q) model

12



Figure 3: Visualization of the proposed controlled (V)ARMA model: Yt denotes the

observation, Ut denotes the treatment, Zt denotes the residual
∑q

j=0 θjϵt−j, and ϵt denotes

the latent white noise. The model features two key properties: (i) the existence of both the

autoregressive and control parts enables the pathway from Ut−1 to Yt−1 and then to Yt and

Yt+1, capturing the carryover effects; (ii) the inclusion of the moving average part allows for

partial observability, as the pathway Yt−1 ← Zt−1 ← ϵt−1 → Zt+1 → Yt+1 is unblocked by

Yt and Ut, resulting in the conditional dependence between Yt−1 and Yt+1 given Yt and Ut.

is in essence a sub-class of POMDPs, which have been widely employed to model partially

observable environments. Consider the following POMDP with linear state transition and

observation emission functions:

State : Xt+1 = FXt +BUt + Vt

Observation : Yt = HXt + CUt +Wt.

(3.3)

In this model: (i) Both the observation Yt and the treatment Ut can be multi-dimensional.

(ii) Xt denotes a vector-valued latent state such that any dependence between the past and

future will “funnel” through this latent state. (iii) Vt and Wt are the measurement errors.

F,B,H, and C are the parameter matrixes, respectively. This model can also be viewed as

a variant of the linear state space or dynamic linear model, while incorporating an extra

treatment variable Ut.

13



By setting Xt to linear combinations of current and past treatments and observations, the

proposed controlled ARMA(p, q) model (3.2) can be transformed into a linear POMDP. See

Appendix B of the Supplementary Material for formal proof. The advantage of utilizing

the controlled ARMA model over a linear POMDP lies in its ability to provide concise and

closed-form expressions for the asymptotic MSE of the ATE estimator (see, e.g., Corollary

2), which is crucial for deriving the optimal design.

According to the Wold decomposition theorem (Wold, 1938), any stationary process can be

decomposed into two mutually uncorrelated processes: a linear combination of lags of a

white noise process (MA(∞) process) and a linear combination of its past values (AR(∞)

process). The stationarity assumption can typically be satisfied in practice by applying

periodic filtering to remove seasonal effects, as detailed in our data analysis in Section 5.2.

This underlying principle in time series theory indicates that our model is broadly applicable

and can represent a diverse range of linear POMDPs.

Estimation of ATE. We begin by deriving the closed-form expression for the ATE under

the proposed controlled ARMA(p, q) model.

Assumption 1 (No unit root). All the roots of the polynomial 1−
∑p

j=1 ajy
j lie outside

the unit circle.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 1, ATE equals 2b/(1− a), where a = a1 + . . .+ ap.

We make two remarks. First, Assumption 1 guarantees the ergodicity of the proposed

controlled ARMA model, which in turn validates the limits in the definition of the ATE

(see (3.1)). Second, as commented earlier, the ATE is exclusively determined by the

autoregressive coefficients and the control parameter, and it remains independent of the

moving average coefficients. This motivates us to apply the method of moments (e.g., the

Yule-Walker method, Yule, 1927; Walker, 1931) to estimate the ATE.

Notably, directly applying the ordinary least square method to minimize
∑

t(Yt − µ −∑p
j=1 Yt−j − bUt)

2 will fail to produce consistent estimators. This failure is due to the
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correlation between the residual Zt and predictors {Yt−j}pj=1 under partial observability,

as illustrated by the causal pathway Yt−1 ← Zt−1 ← ϵt−1 → Zt in Figure 3. To deal with

such exogenous predictors, we employ historical observations {Yt−q−j}pj=1 as instrumental

variables (Angrist et al., 1996), which are uncorrelated with Zt to construct unbiased

estimating equations. Specifically, by multiplying these historical observations on both sides

of (3.2) and taking the expectation, we obtain the following Yule-Walker equations:

E(YtYt−q−1) = µE(Yt−q−1) +
∑p

j=1 ajE(Yt−jYt−q−1) + bE(UtYt−q−1),

E(YtYt−q−2) = µE(Yt−q−2) +
∑p

j=1 ajE(Yt−jYt−q−2) + bE(UtYt−q−2),

...

E(YtYt−q−p) = µE(Yt−q−p) +
∑p

j=1 ajE(Yt−jYt−q−p) + bE(UtYt−q−p).

(3.4)

It yields p equations, but we have p+ 2 parameters to estimate, including p autoregressive

coefficients, a control parameter, and an intercept. In light of our concentration on

observation-agnostic designs, under which each treatment is independent of the residual

process, we further multiply Ut and 1 on both sides of model (3.2) and take the expectation,

leading to:

E(YtUt) = µE(Ut) +

p∑
j=1

ajE(Yt−jUt) + b,

E(Yt) = µ+

p∑
j=1

ajE(Yt−j) + bE(Ut).

(3.5)

We next replace the expectations in (3.4) and (3.5) by their sample moments from t = p+q+1

to T and construct p+ 2 estimating equations. Subsequently, we obtain the Yule-Walker

estimators {âj}j and b̂ for {aj}j and b, respectively, by which we construct the following

estimator for ATE:

ÂTE = 2b̂/(1−
p∑

j=1

âj). (3.6)

By definition, the asymptotic property of (3.6) depends on those of {âj}pj=1 and b̂. However,

deriving their asymptotic variances is challenging, and no closed-form expressions are

available to the best of our knowledge. To establish the ATE estimator’s asymptotic MSE,
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we introduce a small signal asymptotic framework, which will be detailed in the next

section.

3.3 Small Signal Asymptotics, MSEs of ATE Estimators, and

Efficiency Indicators

We propose a small signal asymptotic framework to simplify the theoretical analysis in the

ATE estimator with two key conditions:

• Large sample. The first condition is the conventional large sample requirement,

which requires the sample size T to grow to infinity. In our ride-sharing example, most

experiments last for two weeks, divided into 30-minute or 1-hour intervals, resulting

in T = 672 or 336 time units.

• Small signal. The second condition, which we introduce, requires the absolute value

of the ATE to diminish to zero. This is consistent with our empirical observations,

where improvements from new strategies typically range only from 0.5% to 2%.

Next, an application of the Delta method (Oehlert, 1992) to (3.6) leads to

ÂTE− ATE =
2(̂b− b)

1− a
+

2b

(1− a)2

p∑
j=1

(âj − aj) + op(T
−1/2). (3.7)

Under the first large sample condition, the third term in (3.7) – a high-order reminder

term – becomes negligible. As such, the first two terms, which measure the discrepancies

between the Yule-Walker estimators and their oracle values, become the leading terms.

However, deriving their asymptotic variances remains extremely challenging under partial

observability.

The second small signal condition further simplifies the calculation in two ways: (i) First, it

is immediate to see that the second term is proportional to ATE. Under this condition, the

second term also becomes negligible as the ATE decays to zero. The first term, therefore,

becomes the sole leading term, and it suffices to calculate the asymptotic variance of the

16



estimated control parameter. (ii) Under this condition, the influence of the treatment on

the observation becomes marginal. Consequently, the sequence of treatments becomes

asymptotically independent of the sequence of observations, facilitating the derivation of

the asymptotic variance of b̂. The following theorem summarizes our findings.

Theorem 1. Given an observation-agnostic design with its treatment allocation strategy π,

let ξπ = limt→∞ E(Ut). Under Assumption 1 and the small signal asymptotics with T → +∞

and ATE → 0, the ATE estimator under π, denoted by ÂTE(π), satisfies:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π)) = lim

T→+∞

4

(1− a)2(1− ξ2π)
2T

Var
[ T∑

t=1

(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
.

The proof of Theorem 1 is provided in Appendix A. Theorem 1 may initially appear complex.

To elaborate, we first narrow our analysis to the class of controlled AR models by setting

q = 0. In this simplified scenario, the residuals become uncorrelated, and the data follows a

p-th order Markov process. Such simplification leads to the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Under the assumptions stated in Theorem 1, when q = 0, we have:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π)) =

4σ2

(1− a)2(1− ξ2π)
2
,

where, recall, σ2 denotes the variance of the white noise ϵt.

According to Corollary 1, the asymptotic MSE of the ATE estimator is determined by three

factors: (i) the variance of the white noise; (ii) the autoregressive coefficients; and (iii) ξπ,

which measures the percentage of time the new treatment is applied. Different designs affect

the ATE’s asymptotic variance only through ξπ. In other words, designs with the same ξπ

achieve the same statistical efficiency in estimating the ATE. This uniformity is due to the

uncorrelated residuals in the AR model and the small signal condition. Additionally, it

turns out that any (asymptotically) balanced design with ξπ = 0 is optimal. This principle

holds even when q > 0, as detailed in Theorem 3 in Section 4. These observations align

with the findings of Xiong et al. (2023), highlighting the importance of balancing periodicity

in switchback designs under a different model setup.
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We now turn our attention to the general controlled ARMA model with q > 0. We focus

on the three particular designs—AT, AD, and UR—introduced in Section 3.1, denoting

their treatment assignment strategies as πAD, πUR, and πAT, respectively. We derive the

asymptotic MSEs of ATE estimators under these designs in the following corollary. By

definition, it is evident that these three designs are balanced with ξπ = 0. Specifically for

the AD design, we additionally require the number of intervals per day τ to diverge to

infinity as T approaches infinity.

Corollary 2. Under the assumptions stated in Theorem 1, we have the simplified asymptotic

MSEs of the AT, UR, and AD designs as follows:

lim
T→+∞
τ→+∞

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πAD)) =

4σ2

(1− a)2

[ q∑
j=0

θ2j + 2

q∑
k=1

q∑
j=k

θjθj−k

]
,

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πUR)) =

4σ2

(1− a)2

q∑
j=0

θ2j ,

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πAT)) =

4σ2

(1− a)2

[ q∑
j=0

θ2j + 2

q∑
k=1

(−1)k
q∑

j=k

θjθj−k

]
.

(3.8)

The proof is provided in Appendix C. According to Corollary 2, the statistical efficiency of

the three designs is primarily determined by the second term on the RHS of (3.8), which

depends solely on the moving average coefficients {θj}qj=1. As previously noted, these

coefficients directly influence the correlation of residuals, which in turn affects the designs’

efficiencies. Specifically: (i) When all θjs are non-negative, it results in non-negatively

correlated residuals, and thus AT typically outperforms AD. (ii) Conversely, when the

majority of residuals are non-positively correlated, AD tends to outperform AT. These

observations align with the findings in Xiong et al. (2023) and Wen et al. (2024).

Additionally, Corollary 2 motivates us to define EIAD =
∑q

k=1

∑q
j=k θjθj−k and EIAT =∑q

k=1(−1)k
∑q

j=k θjθj−k as two efficiency indicators. By (3.8), it is immediate to see

that

• AD outperforms UR and AT if and only if EIAD < 0 and EIAD < EIAT;

18



• UR outperforms AD and AT if and only if both EIAD and EIAT are positive;

• AT outperforms UR and AD if and only if EIAT < 0 and EIAT < EIAD.

These indicators are useful for comparing the three designs. In practice, one can estimate

the moving average coefficients from historical data and plug these estimators into the

indicators to determine the most effective design. Alternatively, this procedure can be

applied sequentially: use current experimental data up to a specific day to learn the model

and estimate the efficiency indicators. Then, apply the optimal design for the following day

and continue this cycle by incorporating data from the subsequent day.

3.4 Multivariate Extensions

Next, we extend the univariate controlled ARMA model to its multivariate version, de-

rive asymptotic MSEs of the estimated ATEs, and propose multivariate efficiency indica-

tors.

Controlled VARMA(p, q). We define the controlled VARMA(p, q) model as:

Yt = µ+

p∑
j=1

AjYt−j + bUt + Zt and Zt =

q∑
j=0

Mjϵt−j, (3.9)

where the bold vectors µ,Yt, Zt and ϵt denote the d-dimensional intercept, observation,

residual, and the white noise, respectively. Denote Σ as the covariance matrix of ϵt.

The treatment Ut remains binary, taking values in {−1, 1}. Similar to the univariate

controlled ARMA model in Section 3.2, model (3.9) contains three sets of parameters:

(i) the autoregressive coefficient matrices A1, . . . ,Ap ∈ Rd×d; (ii) the control coefficient

vector b ∈ Rd; and (iii) the moving average coefficient matrices M1, . . . ,Mq ∈ Rd×d and

M0 = I ∈ Rd×d as an identity matrix. We next introduce the no unit root assumption

for the VARMA model and derive the closed-form expression for the ATE under different

treatment allocation strategies.

Assumption 2 (No unit root). All the roots of the determinant of the polynomial matrix

I−
∑p

j=1Ajy
j lie outside the unit circle.
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Lemma 2. Under Assumption 2, ATE equals 2e⊤(I−A)−1b, where A =
∑p

j=1 Aj ∈ Rd×d

and e = (1, 0, 0, . . . , 0)⊤ ∈ Rd.

Motivated by Lemma 2, we similarly employ the method of moments to estimate {Aj}j

and b and plug in these estimators to construct the ATE estimator ÂTE. To save space,

we relegate the details to Appendix D in the Supplementary Material.

Asymptotic MSEs and Efficiency Indicators. Next, we analyze the asymptotic MSE

of the ATE estimator in controlled VAMRA(p, q). The following theorem extends Theorem

1 to accommodate multivariate observations.

Theorem 2. Under Assumption 2 and the small signal asymptotic framework with T → +∞

and ATE → 0, the ATE estimator under π, denoted by ÂTE(π), satisfies:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π)) = lim

T→+∞

4

(1− ξ2π)
2T

e⊤(I−A)−1Var
[ T∑

t=1

(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
(I−A)−1e.

Similar to Corollary 2, we next present the asymptotic MSEs of ÂTE under AD, AT, and

UR designs in the following corollary to elaborate Theorem 2.

Corollary 3. Under the conditions stated in Theorem 2, we have:

lim
T→+∞
τ→+∞

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πAD)) = 4e⊤(I−A)−1

(
q∑

j1=0

q∑
j2=0

Mj1ΣMj2

)
(I−A)−1e,

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πUR)) = 4e⊤(I−A)−1

(
q∑

j=0

MjΣMj

)
(I−A)−1e,

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πAT)) = 4e⊤(I−A)−1

(
q∑

j1=0

q∑
j2=0

(−1)|j2−j1|Mj1ΣMj2

)
(I−A)−1e.

The proof of Theorem 2 and Corollary 3 are provided in Appendix D in the Supplementary

Material. Under the multivariate setting, we define the efficiency indicators as

EIAD = e⊤(I−A)−1
q∑

k=1

q∑
j=k

MjΣMj−k(I−A)−1e and

EIAT = e⊤(I−A)−1
q∑

k=1

q∑
j=k

(−1)kMjΣMj−k(I−A)−1e.

(3.10)
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According to Corollary 3, the efficiency indicators (3.10) enable us to compare the statistical

efficiency of the three designs in estimating the ATE in the controlled VARMA model.

It is noteworthy that, similar to the univariate case, the ATE in the multivariate setting also

depends on the AR coefficients and the control parameter. However, unlike the univariate

setting, where the designs’ relative efficiency is solely determined by MA coefficients,

the relative efficiency in the multivariate setting also depends on the AR coefficients.

This dependence is reflected by the efficiency indicators in (3.10), additionally involving

the coefficient matrix A. It arises as it is challenging to disentangle the effects of the

AR coefficients on the ratios of MSEs when comparing two designs in the multivariate

setting.

4 Optimal Treatment Allocation Strategies

This section focuses on the optimal observation-agnostic design, where the ATE estimator

derived from the experimental data achieves the smallest asymptotic MSE. Identifying

the optimal design is computationally intractable. Each observation-agnostic design is

determined by a sequence of treatment allocation strategies π = {πt}Tt=1, where each

πt specifies the conditional distribution of Ut given U1, . . . , Ut−1. Consider the class of

deterministic treatment allocation strategies where each πt is a degenerate distribution.

Since Uts are binary, there are 2t possible πt at each time point. Optimizing over such an

exponentially growing number of strategies makes the problem NP-hard.

To address this challenge, we propose two solutions, detailed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2,

respectively. Specifically, in Section 4.1, we restrict our attention to Markov and stationary

treatment allocation strategies and propose a constrained optimization algorithm to learn

the resulting in-class optimal strategy. In Section 4.2, we expand the search space to

include general history-dependent policies and propose several optimality conditions to

characterize the optimal treatment allocation strategy. These conditions significantly reduce
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the search space, making the computation feasible. We then develop an RL algorithm based

on dynamic programming to learn the optimal treatment allocation strategy.

4.1 A Constrained Optimization Approach to Learning Optimal

Markov Policies

To simplify the computation, we restrict attention to the class of Markov and stationary

treatment allocation strategies in our first approach, where each πt is a function of the

most recently assigned treatment Ut−1 only and remains constant with respect to t. In A/B

testing, this policy class can be parameterized using two parameters 0 ≤ α, β ≤ 1, such

that:

P(Ut+1 = 1|Ut = 1) = α and P(Ut+1 = 1|Ut = −1) = β.

By definition, both AT and UR are induced by policies within this class. Specifically, setting

α = 0 and β = 1 results in the AT design, whereas α = β = 1/2 yields the UR design. The

sequence {Ut}t forms a Markov chain with binary states. With some calculations, it can be

shown that ξπ = (α+ β − 1)/(β + 1− α) in general. To obtain a balanced design, we set

β = 1− α, leading to ξπ = 0. When α = 1 and β = 0, we alternate the initial treatment

on a daily basis, yielding the AD design. This indicates the generality of the considered

Markov and stationary policy class, which unifies the AD, UR, and AT designs. It remains

to identify the optimal α to minimize the asymptotic MSE of resulting the ATE estimator,

which — under the small signal asymptotic framework — can be derived as

4
[
c0 + 2

q∑
k=1

ck(2α− 1)k
]
, (4.1)

where c0 =
∑q

j=0 θ
2
j/(1− a)2 and ck =

∑q
j=k θjθj−k/(1− a)2 under the controlled ARMA(p, q)

model, while under the controlled VARMA(p, q) model we have c0 = e⊤(I−A)−1
(∑q

j=0MjΣMj

)
(I−

A)−1e and ck = e⊤(I−A)−1
(∑q

j=k MjΣMj−k

)
(I−A)−1e. See Appendix E for details.

This asymptotic MSE form motivates us to compute α by solving the following constrained
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q-order polynomial optimization:

min
α

q∑
k=1

ck(2α− 1)k, s.t. α ∈ [0, 1]. (4.2)

The above optimization can be efficiently solved using existing convex optimization tech-

niques, such as the limited-memory Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (L-BFGS) algo-

rithm (Liu and Nocedal, 1989). Notice that ck and the optimal number of AR and MA

lags, p and q, depend on the true model, which are typically unknown. However, as dis-

cussed in Section 3.3, they can be effectively estimated or evaluated using historical or

initial experimental data in practice. The optimal p and q can be selected based on the

Akaike information criterion (AIC, Akaike, 1974) or the Bayesian information criterion (BIC,

Schwarz, 1978).

4.2 A Reinforcement Learning Approach to Learning Optimal

q-dependent Policies

In this section, we consider the more general history-dependent class of treatment allocation

strategies beyond Markov policies and propose an RL algorithm to identify the optimal

treatment allocation strategy, denoted by π∗. The primary objective of RL is to learn an

optimal policy, a mapping from time-varying environmental features (referred to as state)

to decision rules about which treatment to administer (referred to as action), in order to

maximize the expected cumulative outcome (where each intermediate outcome is referred to

as a reward). Most existing RL algorithms estimate the optimal policy by modeling these

state-action-reward triplets over time as an MDP, wherein each reward and future state are

independent of the past history given the current state-action pair.

We begin by providing an optimality condition in Theorem 3 below to characterize π∗.

Theorem 3. Under Assumption 2 and the small signal asymptotic framework, there exists

some π∗ that satisfies the following five conditions, under which the ATE estimator achieves

the smallest MSE asymptotically:
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1. Balanced: ξπ∗ = 0;

2. Deterministic: π∗ is deterministic;

3. Stationary: π∗
t is time-homogeneous, which is independent of t for any t > q;

4. q-dependent: π∗
t depends on the past treatment history only through the most q recent

treatments Ut−1, . . . , Ut−q;

5. Optimal: The treatment sequence {Ut}t generated by π∗ must minimize

lim
T→∞

q∑
k=1

ck

[ 1

T − q

T−q∑
t=1

E(UtUt+k)
]
, (4.3)

where ck is defined in (4.1) under the controlled (V)ARMA(p, q) model.

We defer the proof of Theorem 3 to Appendix A and make a few remarks: (i) Corollary 1

in Section 3.3 proves the optimality of the balanced design for AR processes. Theorem 3

extends this to (V)ARMA processes, allowing residuals to be correlated over time. (ii) The

determinism, stationarity, and q-dependency conditions significantly reduce the search space

from over 2T to less than 2q+1, simplifying the learning of π∗. These conditions enable us

to focus on this restricted class to find π∗ by minimizing (4.3). (iii) The proof of Theorem

3 draws from existing proofs establishing the Markov and stationarity properties of the

optimal policy in RL (see, e.g., Puterman, 2014; Ljungqvist and Sargent, 2018). A crucial

step in our proof is to construct an MDP and establish the equivalence between learning

the optimal policy that maximizes the average reward in this MDP and identifying the

optimal treatment allocation strategies that minimize (4.3). To elaborate, we introduce the

following sequence of state-action-reward triplets (St, At, Rt)t>q:

• State: St = (Ut−1, . . . , Ut−q)
⊤, representing the most recently assigned q treatments;

• Action: At = Ut, indicating which treatment to assign at each time;

• Reward: Rt = −
∑q

k=1 ckUtUt−k, designed according to (4.3).

Both the future state St+1 and the immediate reward Rt are functions of St and At only,

satisfying the MDP assumption. The expected average reward in this MDP aligns with
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Algorithm 1 Value Iteration for Optimal q-dependent Treatment Allocation Stategy

1: Initialize the value function V (s) : {−1, 1}q → R for all s ∈ S = {−1, 1}q. Set a small

tolerance level ∆0 > 0, a large ∆, and a large discount factor γ that is close to 1.

2: while ∆ > ∆0 do

3: ∆← 0

4: for each s = (a1, . . . , aq) ∈ S do

5: v ← V (s)

6: r ← −
∑q

k=1 cka · ak for each action a ∈ {−1, 1}.

7: s′ ← {a} ∪ {s \ {aq}} for each action a ∈ {−1, 1}.

8: V (s)← maxa (r + γV (s′))

9: ∆← max(∆, |v − V (s)|)

10: end for

11: end while

12: Output the policy π∗, such that π∗(s) = argmaxa
∑

s′,r (r + γV (s′)).

the objective function in (4.3). Consequently, the optimal treatment allocation strategies

satisfying (4.3) are equivalent to the optimal policies under this MDP. In RL, the optimal

policy is a fixed function of the current state-action pair, proving that the optimal treatment

allocation strategy is deterministic, q-dependent, and stationary over time.

To identify π∗ that satisfies the conditions in Theorem 3, we utilize RL as a computational

tool to optimize (4.3). Specifically, we construct the MDP above and apply dynamic

programming to derive the optimal treatment allocation strategy. While an exhaustive

policy search might be feasible when q is small, our RL approach is more computationally

efficient in settings with a large q. We apply the value iteration algorithm (Sutton and

Barto, 2018) for policy learning; refer to Algorithm 1 for its pseudocode. The main idea

is first to learn an optimal value function V (s), which represents the maximum expected

return starting from a given state s, and then derive the optimal policy as the greedy policy

with respect to this value function (see Line 12 of Algorithm 1). Value iteration updates the
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value function iteratively using the Bellman optimality equation (see Line 8 of Algorithm 1)

until the changes in the estimated value function are below a predefined small threshold

(see Line 9 of Algorithm 1), indicating convergence.

5 Experiments

We demonstrate the finite sample performance of our proposed methods using a dispatch

simulator (Xu et al., 2018) and two city-scale real datasets from a ride-sharing company.

Our objectives are to (i) validate the effectiveness of the proposed efficiency indicators

in comparing the commonly used AD, UR, and AT designs and (ii) conduct comparisons

among various types of designs:

• The proposed optimal designs via Constrained Optimization (denoted by CO) and

RL;

• The commonly used AD, UR, and AT treatment allocation strategies;

• The ϵ-greedy design (Sutton and Barto, 2018, denoted by Greedy), which selects the

current best treatment by maximizing an estimated Q-function with probability 1− ϵ,

and switches to a uniform random policy over the two treatments with probability ϵ;

• The TMDP and NMDP designs (Li et al., 2023), derived under the assumption

that the system follows a time-varying MDP and a non-MDP, respectively;

• The optimal switchback design (Bojinov et al., 2023, denoted by Switch).

We note that Greedy is commonly used in online RL for regret minimization. TMDP and

NMDP are variants of AD designs that are proven to be optimal under these respective

model assumptions. Finally, Switch is a variant of AT design that switches back and forth

over a fixed period rather than at every decision point. The optimal duration of each switch

is determined by the order of the carryover effect, and we select the best duration from

{2, 5, 10} to report.
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5.1 Synthesis Data from a Dispatch Simulator

Environment. We simulate a small-scale synthetic ride-sharing environment as in Xu

et al. (2018) and Li et al. (2023), where drivers and customers interact within a 9×9 spatial

grid over 20 time steps per day:

• Orders. We generate 50 orders per day. To simulate realistic traffic conditions

with morning and evening peaks, we set their starting locations and calling times

as i.i.d. drawn from a truncated two-component mixture of Gaussian distributions.

This configuration strategically places the starting locations in two main areas –

representing customers’ living and working areas – and aligns the calling times with

the morning and evening peak traffic hours. The destinations of these orders are

uniformly distributed across all spatial grids. Each order is canceled if it remains

unassigned to any driver for a long time, with customer waiting times until cancellation

generated from another truncated Gaussian distribution.

• Drivers. We simulate 50 drivers, with their initial locations i.i.d. uniformly distributed

over the 9×9 grid. At each time, each driver is either dispatched to serve a customer or

remains idle in their current location according to a given order dispatching strategy.

• Policies. We compare two order dispatching policies: (i) a conventional distance-

based policy that matches idle drivers with unassigned orders by minimizing their

total distances at each time, and (ii) an MDP-based policy (Xu et al., 2018) that

solves the matching problem by maximizing the long-term benefits of the ride-sharing

platform rather than focusing on total distances at each current time.

Implementation. The outcome of interest is set to the revenue earned at each time step.

Designs AT UR AD Greedy Switch TMDP NMDP CO RL

Average MSE 8.92 4.56 3.89 2.67 1.85 1.75 1.69 0.67 0.67

Table 1: Average MSE over Different Treatment Allocation Strategies on Synthesis Data.
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In addition to this outcome, we include two other variables in the observation: the number

of unassigned orders and the number of idle drivers each time. Implementing both the

proposed efficiency indicators and designs requires estimating the AR and MA parameters.

To this end, we first generate a historical dataset that lasts for 50 days. Next, we apply the

VARMA model to fit this dataset to estimate the AR and MA parameters. The optimal

AR and MA orders, p∗ and q∗, are selected using AIC, resulting in p∗ = q∗ = 2. Using these

estimators, we compute the proposed efficiency indicators and proceed to implement the

proposed designs, comparing them against other previously mentioned designs. Specifically,

for each design, we generate 50 days of experimental data and apply the controlled VARMA

model to this dataset to estimate the ATE. Finally, we repeat the entire procedure 30 times

to compute the MSE of the ATE estimator under each design. The oracle ATE is evaluated

via the Monte Carlo method, resulting in a value of 2.24, leading to a 6% improvement.

Results. We visualize the efficiency indicators across 50 simulation replications and the

MSEs of ATE estimators under different designs in Figure 4. The values of these MSEs are

detailed in Table 1. The results are summarized as follows:
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Figure 4: (a) Scatter plots of ATE estimators against the two efficiency indicators EIAD and

EIAT. (b) Violin plots of the MSEs of ATE estimators under different treatment allocation

strategies in the synthesis example. The designs are ranked in descending order from

left to right regarding average MSEs. The positions of the middle points in each violin

denote the mean, while the black solid lines indicate the standard deviation.
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• Efficiency Indicators. As shown in Figure 4 (a), the efficiency indicators for the

AD design (EIAD) are all negative, while those for the AT design (EIAT) are mostly

positive. According to Corollary 3, this pattern suggests that the AD design is

likely more efficient than AT and UR in this simulation environment. The MSEs

in Figure 4 (b) and Table 1 substantiate that both AT and UR designs result in

significantly higher MSEs in estimating the ATE compared to AD. These findings

highlight the effectiveness of the proposed efficiency indicators when comparing the

three designs.

• Designs. As seen in Figure 4 (b) and Table 1, our proposed CO and RL designs

lead to the most efficient ATE estimators in this synthetic example. When solving

(4.2) to implement the CO, the argmin α∗ is found to be exactly 1, indicating that

CO identifies the AD design. The proposed RL design closely mirrors the CO design

as well. TMDP and NMDP outperform the commonly used AT, UR, AD, Greedy,

and Switch but are inferior to our proposed designs. Although Greedy is effective in

online experiments for regret minimization by balancing the exploration-exploitation

trade-off, it does not necessarily optimize the performance of the resulting ATE

estimator. Finally, while Switch is competitive, it is less efficient than our proposed

optimal designs.

5.2 Real Data-based Analyses

Data. We use two real datasets from two different cities, provided by a world-leading

ride-sharing company, to create simulation environments for investigating the finite sample

performance of the proposed efficiency indicators and designs. We do not disclose the names

of the cities or the company for privacy concerns. Both datasets are generated under A/A

experiments, where a single order dispatching strategy is consistently deployed over time.

Each dataset contains 40 days of data and is summarized as a three-dimensional time series.

The first dimension records the drivers’ total income at each time interval, serving as the
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Figure 5: Trend of State Observations: driver online time, number of calls, and reward (the

drivers’ income) on City 1 (the first row) and City 2 (the second row) across 240 hours (10

days).

outcome. The last two elements are the number of order requests and drivers’ online time

at each time interval, respectively, measuring the demand and supply of the market. The

time units in the datasets differ, with the first being 30 minutes and the second being one

hour. See Figure 5 to visualize these three-dimensional time series.

Bootstrap-based Simulation. Figure 5 reveals clear daily trends in both time series,

with a significant rise and a subsequent decline in driver income and the number of call

orders during the morning and evening peak hours. To effectively capture these seasonal

patterns, we incorporate a time dummy variable Dt into our controlled VARMA model to

fit the three-dimensional observation. This variable is set to one during peak hours between

8 am to 8 pm and zero otherwise.

Next, we employ the parametric bootstrap to create synthetic data. Specifically, we first fit

the following VARMA-X model to the three-dimensional time series Yt, with the dummy
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variable Dt serving as the exogenous variable,

Yt = µ+

p∑
j=1

AjYt−j + ηDt + Zt.

We next record all estimated parameters, i.e., {Âi}pi=1, Σ̂, {M̂q
i=1} as well as the estimated

η, which is denoted by η̂. Finally, we simulate synthetic time series {Ỹt} according to the

following equation:

Ỹt =

p∑
j=1

ÂjỸt−j + b1Ut + η̂Dt + Ẑt, (5.1)

where 1 denotes a vector of ones, b is some pre-specified parameter that determines the size

of the ATE, {Ut}t are determined by different designs, and {Ẑt} follow the estimated MA

process and are generated prior to {Ỹt}.

Evaluation and Results. For each design and each choice of b, we apply the bootstrap-

based simulation to generate an experimental dataset.We next apply the controlled VARMA

model to this experimental dataset to estimating the ATE and evaluating its MSE. We

choose an appropriate range of b for each city to ensure that the resulting ATE falls between

0.5% and 2%, a range that aligns with our empirical observations (Tang et al., 2019).

Given that the magnitude of the estimated ATE and the associated MSE vary with b,

averaging all MSEs across different values of b may not accurately evaluate each design. To

address this, we report a performance ranking metric across the eight considered designs,

which serves as a more robust measure alongside the average MSE. All results are summarized

in Figure 6 and Table 2.

• Efficiency indicators: The results from City 1 demonstrates the effectiveness of

efficiency indicators for comparing AD, UR, and AT designs. Specifically, the AT

design yields a more accurate ATE estimator for this city compared to AD and UR,

as evidenced by both the average MSE and the performance ranking metric. This

improvement is consistent with a negative EIAT and a positive EIAD. In contrast, the

results in City 2 are reversed, where the AD design significantly outperforms AT with
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(a) City 1 (b) City 2

Figure 6: Violin plots of the MSEs of ATE estimators under different treatment allocation

strategies in two cities. The designs are ranked in descending order from left to

right regarding average MSEs. The positions of the middle points in each violin denote

the mean, while the black solid lines indicate the standard deviation.

City EIAD EIAT MSE AD UR AT Switch NMDP TMDP CO RL

City 1 13.72 -15.78
↓ Average (10−2) 10.15 3.49 3.02 3.95 7.22 6.94 2.31 2.58

↓ Ranking ∈ [1, 8] 5.34 4.20 3.86 4.38 5.00 5.42 3.98 3.82

City 2 -16.83 4.87
↓ Average (10−2) 3.43 5.59 59.79 3.31 2.08 1.48 1.46 1.42

↓ Ranking ∈ [1, 8] 4.46 4.70 6.36 4.20 4.28 3.87 3.99 4.13

Table 2: Comparison of statistical efficiency over distinct designs in estimating ATE. The

bold number indicates the best result, while the underlining denotes the second-best. The

symbol ↓ represents an inverse indicator, meaning that a lower value signifies a more accurate

design for estimating the treatment effect. Results are averaged over 10 seeds.

a considerably smaller average MSE and a higher ranking. Meanwhile, AD generally

outperforms UR. These results are consistent with a negative EIAD and a positive

EIAT.

• Designs: The violin plots in Figure 6 visualize the distribution of MSEs of ATE

estimators under various treatment allocation strategies, where the width of the violin

indicates the density of data points at different MSE values. The treatment allocation

strategies are arranged in descending order from left to right according to the average
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MSE across the range of b. In both cities, the distributions of MSEs under the

proposed CO and RL designs are more tightly centered around zero when compared to

other designs. Table 2 also suggests a consistent improvement of statistical efficiency

for our proposed optimal designs over alternative methods. It is also worth mentioning

that the AT design achieves a competitive second-best performance ranking in City 1.

In City 2, the TMDP design outperforms ours in terms of performance ranking, partly

because it additionally leverages observational data to determine optimal treatments

in online experiments, whereas our designs are observation-agnostic. However, neither

AT nor TMDP performs well in the other city. On the contrary, the performance of

our designs is more consistent and robust across different cities.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we study experimental designs for A/B testing in partially observable

time series experiments. Specifically, we propose the controlled (V)ARMA model—a rich

subclass of POMDPs—for fitting experimental data. We establish asymptotic MSEs of

ATE estimators, derive two efficiency indicators to assess the statistical efficiency of three

commonly used designs, and develop two data-driven algorithms to learn the optimal

observation-agnostic design. Our work bridges several vital research areas, including time

series analysis, experimental design, causal inference, RL, and A/B testing, opening up

many exciting research pathways across these domains for future investigations.

At the core of our asymptotic theories is the proposed small signal asymptotic framework,

which substantially simplifies the asymptotic calculations in time series experiments. More

recently, Kuang and Wager (2023) introduced a weak signal asymptotic in a different

context for solving multi-armed bandit problems. The main differences include: (i) Our

small signal condition requires the ATE to decay to zero at an arbitrary rate, whereas

Kuang and Wager (2023) requires the difference in mean outcomes between different arms
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to decay to zero at a more restrictive parametric rate. (ii) Unlike our framework, designed

to simplify the asymptotic analysis, their theoretical framework is developed to derive a

diffusion convergence limit theorem for sequentially randomized Markov experiments.

Additionally, Farias et al. (2022) and Wen et al. (2024) imposed similar small signal

conditions in the same context as ours for A/B testing in time series experiments, aiming

either to derive more efficient ATE estimators methodologically or to analyze these estimators

theoretically. However, their focus on Markovian environments is more restrictive than

ours. They also required the Markov state transition function under the two treatments

to be small, a condition less interpretable than our requirement for the ATE to approach

zero.
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THIS SUPPLEMENT IS STRUCTURED as follows. Appendix A outlines the proofs of

Theorems 1, 2 and 3. Appendix B establishes the equivalence between the controlled ARMA

model and POMDP in Section 3.2 of the main manuscript. Appendix C and D provide

detailed proof of the estimation, asymptotic MSEs, and efficiency indicators in the controlled

ARMA and VARMA, respectively. Finally, the procedure to simplify asymptotic MSEs for

the optimal Markov design can be found in Appendix E.

A Proofs of Theorems 1, 2 and 3

As the proofs of Theorems 1, 2 and 3 are closely related, we put them together in a section.

The proofs in this section are organized as follows:

• Appendix A.1 presents the proof of Theorem 1 which establishes the asymptotic MSEs

of ATE estimators under the controlled ARMA model.

• Appendix A.2 presents the proof of Theorem 2 which generalizes the proof of Theorem 1

to the controlled VARMA model.

• Appendix A.3 presents the proof of Theorem 3 which establishes the optimality

conditions for the optimal design.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1 in Controlled ARMA

For a given observation-agnostic treatment allocation strategy π, recall that ξπ = limt→+∞ E(Ut).

Notably, ξπ = 0 under the balanced design, such as AT, UR, and AD. However, for other

designs, ξπ may not be zero. Thus, unlike traditional ARMA models where responses are

typically centered and the intercept term is zero, our controlled ARMA model requires the

inclusion of an intercept term µ, as in Equation (3.2):

Yt = µ+

p∑
j=1

ajYt−j + bUt + Zt.

According to Lemma 1, ATE = 2b(1 − a)−1 where a =
∑p

j=1 aj even with the intercept

term. As analyzed in (3.7), an application of the delta method yields

ÂTE− ATE =
2(̂b− b)

1− a
+

2b

(1− a)2

p∑
j=1

(âj − aj) + op(T
−1/2),

where the third term is a high-order reminder, which becomes negligible as T → +∞, and

the second term is Op(T
−1/2ATE), which becomes op(T

−1/2) as well under the small signal
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condition. Consequently, we obtain

ÂTE− ATE =
2(̂b− b)

1− a
+ op(T

−1/2), (A.1)

and it suffices to compute the asymptotic variance of b̂ to calculate the asymptotic variance

of the ATE estimator.

We first define Tp = T − q − p. Following the Yule-Walker estimation procedure presented

in the main context of this paper (detailed in Appendix C), we obtain that

b̂− b

µ̂− µ

â1 − a1
...

âp − ap


=



1 ξπ ξuy−1 · · · ξuy−p

ξπ 1 ξy · · · ξy

ξuy−q−1 ξy ξy−1y−q−1 · · · ξy−py−q−1

...
...

...
...

ξuy−q−p ξy ξy−1y−q−p · · · ξy−py−q−p



−1

1

Tp



∑
t

UtZt∑
t

Zt

...∑
t

Yt−p−qZt


+ op(1),

where we define ξy = 1
T

∑
t E(Yt), ξy−iy−q−j = 1

Tp

∑
t E(Yt−iYt−q−j) for i, j = 1, . . . , p, and

ξuy−j = 1
Tp

∑
t E(Yt−jUt) for j = 1, . . . , p and q+1, . . . , q+p. By (A.1), it suffices to compute

the first row of the matrix inverse in the above expression to obtain the asymptotic linear

representation of ÂTE−ATE. Using the block matrix inverse formula, it can be shown that

most entries in the first row are approximately zero. In particular, the first row of the matrix

inverse is asymptotically equivalent to ( 1
1−ξ2π

,− ξπ
1−ξ2π

, 0, . . . , 0), where the first two entries are

derived by calculating the inverse matrix of the upper-left sub-matrix and the remaining

terms are O(ATE), which tends to 0 under the small signal condition. This calculation

follows similar arguments to those presented, particularly for the UR and AT designs, in

Appendix C.2 of the Supplementary Material. Therefore, we omit the details here to save

space. Together with (A.1), we obtain the following asymptotic linear representation of

ÂTE− ATE:

ÂTE− ATE =
2

1− a

(
1

1− ξ2π

1

T

∑
t

UtZt −
ξπ

1− ξ2π

1

T

∑
t

Zt

)
+ op(T

−1/2)

=
2

(1− a)(1− ξ2π)T

[ T∑
t=1

(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
+ op(T

−1/2).

This yields the following formula of the asymptotic MSE:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π)) = lim

T→+∞

4

(1− a)2(1− ξ2π)
2T

Var
[ T∑

t=1

(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
.
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A.2 Proof of Theorem 2 in Controlled VARMA

The proof extends the results from the controlled ARMA model outlined in Appendix A.1

to the controlled VARMA and relies largely on the arguments detailed in Appendix D of

the Supplementary Material. Recall that our controlled VARMA model is given by

Yt = µ+

p∑
j=1

AjYt−j + bUt + Zt.

We begin by introducing the following estimating equations for estimating {Aj}j and

b:

1

Tp

∑
t

UtYt︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy

= µ
1

Tp

∑
t

Ut︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂π

+

p∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

UtYt−j︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂
uy−j

+b

1

Tp

∑
t

Yt︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂y

= µ+

p∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−j︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂y

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

Ut︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂u

1

Tp

∑
t

YtY
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂yy−q−1

= µ
1

Tp

∑
t

Y⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂y

+

p∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−jY
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂
y−jy−q−1

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

UtY
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂⊤
uy−q−1

· · ·

1

Tp

∑
t

YtY
⊤
t−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂yy−q−p

= µ
1

Tp

∑
t

Y⊤
t−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂y

+

p∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−jY
⊤
t−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂
y−jy−q−1

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

UtY
⊤
t−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂⊤
uy−q−p

.

Following the proof technique in Appendix D, solving these estimating equations leads

to:[
b̂− b, µ̂− µ, Â − A

]
=

1

Tp

[∑
t

UtZt,
∑
t

Zt,
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1, . . . ,

∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−p

]
ξ−1
p,q + op(1),

where the matrix ξp,q is given by

ξp,q ≡



1 ξπ ξ⊤uy−q−1 · · · ξ⊤uy−q−p

ξπ 1 ξy · · · ξy

ξuy−1 ξy ξy−1y−q−1 · · · ξy−1y−q−p

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·
ξuy−p ξy ξy−py−q−1 · · · ξy−py−q−p


,
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where ξy, ξuy−j and ξy−iy−q−j are population-level limits of ξ̂y, ξ̂uy−j and ξ̂y−iy−q−j , defined

similarly to those in Appendix A.1.

Applying the vectorization to the above equation, we have the following equation:


b̂− b

µ̂− µ

vec(Â − A)

 =
1

Tp

(
ξ−1
p,q ⊗ Id

)



∑
t

UtZt∑
t

Zt

vec(
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1)

...

vec(
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−p)


+ op(1).

Applying the Taylor expansion and using the small asymptotic conditions, the ATE estimator

under the controlled VARMA model can be similarly shown to satisfy:

ÂTE− ATE = 2e⊤(I−A)−1(b̂− b) + op(T
−1/2).

Similar to the proof in Appendix A.1, the first row of ξ−1
p,q is asymptotically equivalent to

( 1
1−ξ2π

,− ξπ
1−ξ2π

, 0, . . . , 0), by using the small signal conditions. Consequently, the resulting

ATE estimator has the following form:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

ÂTE− ATE =
2

(1− ξ2π)T
e⊤(I−A)−1

[ T∑
t=1

(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
Therefore, the asymptotic MSE of the ATE estimator satisfies

lim
T→+∞

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π))

= lim
T→+∞

4

(1− ξ2π)
2T

e⊤(I−A)−1Var
[∑

t

(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
(I−A)−1e.

This completes the proof.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3: Optimality Conditions for Optimal

Design

We begin with the controlled ARMA model. Recall that the asymptotic MSE takes the

following form:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π)) = lim

T→+∞

4

(1− a)2(1− ξ2π)
2T

Var
[ T∑

t=1

(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
.
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According to the following formula:

Cov(AC,BD) = Cov(A,B)Cov(C,D) + E(A)E(B)Cov(C,D) + E(C)E(D)Cov(A,B)

for any random variables A,B,C and D, we have for any k ≤ q and t > k that

Cov((Ut − ξπ)Zt, (Ut−k − ξπ)Zt−k)→ Cov(Ut − ξπ, Ut−k − ξπ)Cov(Zt, Zt−k)

= Cov(Ut, Ut−k)Cov(Zt, Zt−k),
(A.2)

as t→∞, provided the limit ξπ = limt Ut exists.

Equation (A.2) implies that Var
[∑

t(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
is independent of ξπ. Notice that for any

treatment sequence {Ut}t, we can define another sequence {U∗
t }t such that either U∗

t = Ut

for all t, or U∗
t = −Ut for all t. Both events occur with a probability of 0.5. By definition,

it is immediate to see that the treatment allocation strategy π∗ for generating {U∗
t }t is

balanced. Meanwhile, {U∗
t }t shares the common covariance matrix with {Ut}t. Together

with (A.2), it implies that for any π, there exists another π∗ such that ξ∗π = 0 and its

generated treatments {U∗
t }t satisfy

1

T
Var
[ T∑

t=1

(Ut − ξπ)Zt

]
=

1

T
Var
[ T∑

t=1

U∗
t Zt

]
.

This proves the balanced condition for the optimal design.

Meanwhile, under any balanced design π, we have Cov(Ut, Ut−k)Cov(Zt, Zt−k) = E(UtUt−k)
∑q

j=k θjθj−k.

The asymptotic MSE of the resulting ATE estimator can be simplified as:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π))

=
4

(1− a)2
[

q∑
j=0

θ2j + 2

q∑
k=1

lim
T→+∞

1

T

T∑
t=q+1

E(UtUt−k)

q∑
j=k

θjθj−k].

(A.3)

The optimal treatment allocation strategy is thus achieved by minimizing

lim
T→+∞

q∑
k=1

ck

[
1

T

T∑
t=q+1

E(UtUt−k)

]
, ck =

q∑
j=k

θjθj−k, (A.4)

subject to ξπ = 0.

Based on the discussions in Section 4.2, we can cast of the problem of minimizing (A.4) into

estimating the optimal policy of an MDP with the past q-dependent treatments defined

as the new state. Using the properties of the optimal policy in MDP (Puterman, 2014;
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Ljungqvist and Sargent, 2018), we can show that the optimal π is q-dependent, stationary

and deterministic.

Under the controlled VARMA model, we can similarly show that the optimal treatment

allocation strategy is balanced, q-dependent, deterministic, and stationary. The asymptotic

MSE of its ATE estimator is given by:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π∗))

= 4e⊤(I−A)−1

 q∑
j=0

MjΣMj + 2

q∑
k=1

lim
T→+∞

1

T

T∑
t=q+1

E(UtUt−k)

q∑
j=k

MjΣMj−k

 (I−A)−1e.

B Equivalence between Controlled ARMA and POMDP

Proof. We show that the controlled ARMA(p, q) without an intercept term can be written

as a special form of POMDP with linear state transition and observation emission functions

in (3.3). Recap the controlled ARMA(p, q) model: Yt =
∑p

i=1 aiYt−i + bUt +
∑q

i=0 θiϵt−i.

We denote a new latent variable Xt and let d = max{p, q + 1}, a0 = 1, θ0 = 1 and θ−1 = 1.

We start from the following special form of state space model:
Xt

Xt−1

...

Xt−(d−1)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Xt+1

=


a1 a2 · · · ad−1 ad

1 0 · · · 0 0
...

0 0 · · · 1 0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

F


Xt−1

Xt−2

...

Xt−d


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Xt

+ba1


Ut−1

0
...

0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ut

+


ϵt

0
...

0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Vt

,

Yt =

d−1∑
i=0

θiXt−i + bθ−1Ut,

(B.1)

where each vector or matrix in (3.3) has a specific form in the above equations. Next,

the state transition equation in the above model regarding the latent variable Xt can be

rewritten as:

θ0Xt = θ0
∑d

i=1 aiXt−i + ba1θ0Ut−1 + θ0ϵt

θ1Xt−1 = θ1
∑d

i=1 aiXt−1−i + ba2θ1Ut−2 + θ1ϵt−1

· · ·

θd−1Xt−(d−1) = θd−1
∑d

i=1 aiXt−(d−1)−i + badθd−1Ut−1−(d−1) + θd−1ϵt−(d−1).
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Summing over the LHS and RHS in the above equations and using the observation emission

equation regarding Yt in (B.1), we attain that:

Yt − bUt =

d∑
i=1

ai(

d−1∑
j=0

θjXt−i−j) + b

d∑
i=1

aiθi−1Ut−i +

d−1∑
i=0

θiϵt−i

=

d∑
i=1

ai(Yt−i − bθi−1Ut−i) + b

d∑
i=1

aiθi−1Ut−i +

d−1∑
i=0

θiϵt−i

=

p∑
i=1

aiYt−i +

q∑
i=0

θiϵt−i.

After rearranging the above equation, we have the controlled ARMA(p, q) model as:

Yt =

p∑
i=1

aiYt−i + bUt +

q∑
i=0

θiϵt−i.

In summary, any controlled ARMA(p, q) can be expressed as a special form of linear state

space model with a controlled variable and noise-free observation equations. It is also noted

that many other choices exist to transform a controlled ARMA to its state space form,

including Hamilton, Harvey, and Akaike forms, while preserving the correlation structure.

Similarly, it is still possible to cast a state space model with a control variable to a special

case of Controlled ARMA if we suppress the noise in the observation equation.

C Estimation, Asymptotic MSEs, and Efficiency Indi-

cators in Controlled ARMA

The outline of our proof in this section is:

• Appendix C.1 Controlled ARMA(1, q) with the proof transition from AD, UR, to

AT design.

• Appendix C.2 Controlled ARMA(p, q) with the proof transition from AD, UR, to

AT design.

Since AD, UR, and AT are all balanced designs, i.e., ξπ = 0, we present the proof in the

controlled ARMA model without the intercept term µ in this section.

C.1 Proof in Controlled ARMA(1, q)

We start from controlled ARMA(1, q) model with the state transition as: Yt = aYt−1+bUt+Zt.

In controlled ARMA, we assume Rt = Yt, a function of the current state Yt−1 and action Ut.
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As demonstrated in Lemma 1, the true ATE is 2b/(1− a). We multiply Ut and Yt−q−1 on

both sides to estimate â and b̂ due to their independence of Zt and then take the expectation

on both sides. This leads to the Yule-Walker equations as follows:

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(YtUt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy

= a
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−1Ut)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy−1

+b,

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(YtYt−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξyy−q−1

= a
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(Yt−1Yt−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξy−1y−q−1

+b
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(UtYt−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy−q−1

,

where we use ξuy, ξuy−1 , ξyy−q−1 , ξy−1y−q−1 and ξuy−q−1 to represent their corresponding

expectation forms in the above equations. To apply the method of moment, we replace

these expectation terms with their moments, denoted by ξ̂uy, ξ̂uy−1 , ξ̂yy−q−1 , ξ̂y−1y−q−1 and

ξ̂uy−q−1 , respectively. We then arrive at the following equations regarding â and b̂:

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

YtUt︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy

= â
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−1Ut︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy−1

+b̂,

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

YtYt−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂yy−q−1

= â
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−1Yt−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂y−1y−q−1

+b̂
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtYt−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy−q−1

.

(C.1)

We next multiply Ut and Yt−q−1 on both sides of Yt = aYt−1 + bUt + Zt and obtain:

ξ̂uy = aξ̂uy−1 + b+
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt,

ξ̂yy−q−1 = aξ̂y−1y−q−1 + bξ̂uy−q−1 +
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−q−1Zt.

Solving the two groups of equations and using the op notations, we have:

 â− a

b̂− b

 =

 ξuy−1 1

ξy−1y−q−1 ξuy−q−1

−1


1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−q−1Zt

+ op(1), (C.2)

where ξuy−1 = E(ξ̂uy−1), ξy−1y−q−1 = E(ξ̂y−1y−q−1), and ξuy−q−1 = E(ξ̂uy−q−1), which also

correspond to the expectation terms defined in (C.1). Since ATE= 2b/(1− a), we apply
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the Delta method on (C.2) and have the following ATE estimator equation:

ÂTE−ATE =
(

2b
(1−a)2

, 2
1−a

) ξuy−1 1

ξy−1y−q−1 ξuy−q−1

−1


1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−q−1Zt

+ op(T
−1/2),

where ( 2b
(1−a)2

, 2
1−a

) is the Jacobian vector of 2b/(1− a) on a and b. By applying the inverse

matrix formula, we have the general form of the inverse matrix: ξuy−1 1

ξy−1y−q−1 ξuy−q−1

−1

=

 −(ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1)−1ξuy−1 (ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1)−1

1 + ξuy−1(ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1)−1ξuy−q−1 −ξuy−1(ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1)−1

 .

To evaluate the ATE estimator’s asymptotic MSEs, we consider each treatment assignment

strategy: AD, UR, and AT.

For the AD design, as τ → +∞, we can show that ξuy−1 = ξuy−q−1 = b/(1− a) regardless

of Ut = 1 or −1. Particularly, we find the following equation that holds strictly:

(
2

1−a , 0
) ξuy−1 1

ξy−1y−q−1 ξuy−q−1

 =
(

2b
(1−a)2

, 2
1−a

)
.

Immediately, it suggests a concise result regarding the ATE estimator:

ÂTE−ATE =
2

1− a

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt + op(T
−1/2). (C.3)

We then simplify the asymptotic MSEs by using the concise form above:

lim
T→+∞

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π)) = lim

T→+∞
E
[√

T (ÂTE−ATE)
]2

= lim
T→+∞

E

[
2

1− a

1√
T

T∑
t=1

UtZt + op(1)

]2

=
4

(1− a)2
lim

T→+∞

1

T
E

[
T∑
t=1

UtZt

]2

=
4

(1− a)2
lim

T→+∞

1

T

Var

(
T∑
t=1

UtZt

)
+

(
E

[
T∑
t=1

UtZt

])2


=
4

(1− a)2
lim

T→+∞

1

T
Var

(
T∑
t=1

UtZt

)
,

(C.4)
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where we utilize E [UtZt] = 0 as Ut is independent of the white noises. This im-

plies that the asymptotic MSE only relies on the asymptotic variance of
∑T

t=1 UtZt.

Since E [Ut] = 0 and E [Zt] = 0, we have Cov(UjZj, UkZk) = Cov(Uj, Uk)Cov(Zj, Zk)

when j − k < q. As limτ→+∞ Cov(Uj, Uk) = 1, we have limτ→+∞ Cov(UjZj, UkZk) =

Cov(Zj, Zk) =
∑q

i=j−k θiθi−(j−k)σ
2. Consequently, within the small signal asymptotic frame-

work, the asymptotic MSE under the AD treatment allocation strategy πAD has the following

form:

lim
T→+∞
τ→+∞

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πAD)) =

4σ2

(1− a)2

[ q∑
j=0

θ2j + 2

q∑
k=1

q∑
j=k

θjθj−k

]
, (C.5)

where the asymptotic MSE depends on the parameters in AR(1) and MA(q), regardless of

b.

For the UR design, since all treatments are i.i.d. generated from Bernouli(0.5), it is

immediate to attain that ξuy−1 = ξuy−q−1 = 0. The ATE estimator equation is simplified

as:

ÂTE−ATE =
(

2b
(1−a)2

, 2
1−a

) 0 ξ−1
y−1y−q−1

1 0




1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−q−1Zt

+ op(T
−1/2)

=
2

1− a

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt +
2b

(1− a)2
ξ−1
y−1y−q−1

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−q−1Zt + op(T
−1/2).

(C.6)

Now, we consider the complicated term ξy−1y−q−1 to further simplify the ATE estimator

above. We start our derivations from the AD design. In the AD design with Ut = 1, we

have:

Yt−1 =
b

1− a
+ θ0ϵt + (θ1 + a)ϵt−1 + (θ2 + aθ1 + a2)ϵt−2 + · · ·

+ (θq + aθq−1 + · · ·+ aq)ϵt−q +
∞∑
j=1

aj(θq + aθq−1 + · · ·+ aq)ϵt−q−j .

Consequently, as T →∞, we have

ξy−1y−q−1 = E(Yt−1Yt−q−1)→
b2

(1− a)2
+ σ2(θq + aθq−1 + · · ·+ aq)[1 + a(θ1 + a)+

a2(θ2 + aθ1 + a2) + · · ·+ aq

1− a2
(θq + aθq−1 + · · ·+ aq)] ≡ b2

(1− a)2
+ σ2d(a, θ),

where the second term of RHS in the second last equation is denoted as d(a, θ), which is

a function of a and θ = [θ0, θ1, . . . , θq]. The same form of ξy−1y−q−1 holds when Ut = −1.
Therefore, for the AD design, we have ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1 = σ2d(a, θ). Similarly, for the
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UR design, as E [UjUk] = 0, it suggests that

ξy−1y−q−1 = E(Yt−1Yt−q−1) = σ2d(a, θ), and ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1 = ξy−1y−q−1 = σ2d(a, θ),

where ξy−1y−q−1 is only a function of a and θ, which is independent of b or the magnitude of

the ATE. We then look at the second term in (C.6), i.e., 2b
(1−a)2

ξ−1
y−1y−q−1

1
T−q

∑T
t=q+1 Yt−q−1Zt.

As Yt−q is uncorrelated with Zt,
1

T−q

∑
t Yt−q−1Zt converges to zero by weak law of large

number with the convergence rate T−1/2. Therefore, we have 1
T−q

∑
t Yt−q−1Zt = Op(T

−1/2).

Meanwhile, 2b/(1 − a)2 ∝ ATE (especially b is small), which is denoted by O(ATE).

Consequently, the second term in (C.6) is O(ATE)Op(T
−1/2), which tends to 0 within the

small signal asymptotics by letting ATE→ 0 and T → +∞. This indicates that:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

ÂTE−ATE =
2

1− a

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt + op(T
−1/2),

where the limit regarding the ATE estimator under the UR design has the same form as the

AD design in (C.3). Based on the general asymptotic MSE in (C.4), we have the simplified

asymptotic MSEs under the UR treatment allocation strategy πUR as follows:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πUR)) =

4

(1− a)2
lim

T→+∞

1

T
Var(

T∑
t=1

UtZt) =
4σ2

(1− a)2

q∑
j=0

θ2j , (C.7)

where Cov(UjZj, UkZk) = Cov(Uj, Uk)Cov(Zj, Zk) = 0 for the UR design when j ̸= k

because Cov(Uj, Uk) = 0.

For the AT design, after calculations, we have ξuy−1 = −b+ ab− a2b+ ... = −b/(1 + a),

ξuy−q−1 = (−1)q+1b/(1 + a), and ξy−1y−q−1 = (−1)q+2b/(1 + a) + σ2d(a, θ). Then, we have

ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1 = σ2d(a, θ), which shares the same form as the AD and UR designs.

As such, we have:

ÂTE−ATE =

(
2b

(1−a)2
, 2

1−a

)
(ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1)

 −ξuy−q−1 1

ξy−1y−q−1 −ξuy−1




1

T − q

∑
t

UtZt

1

T − q

∑
t

Yt−q−1Zt

+ op(T
− 1

2 )

(a)→
(

2
1−a ,

2b
(1−a)2

−
2ξ

uy−1

1−a

ξy−1y−q−1−ξuy−1ξuy−q−1

)
1

T − q

∑
t

UtZt

1

T − q

∑
t

Yt−q−1Zt

+ op(T
− 1

2 )

(b)→ 2

1− a

1

T − q

∑
t

UtZt + op(T
−1/2),

where (a) utilizes 2b
(1−a)2

ξuy−1 = O(ATE2) and ξuy−q−1ξuy−1 = O(ATE2), both of which tend

to 0 as ATE→ 0. (b) relies on 2b
(1−a)2

∑
t Yt−q−1Zt = O(ATE)Op(T

−1/2) and ξuy−1

∑
t Yt−q−1Zt =
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O(ATE)Op(T
−1/2), which tend to 0 as ATE → 0. Consequently, under the small signal

asymptotic, we significantly simplify the calculations, and it eventually leads to the following

asymptotic MSEs form under the AT design πAT:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πAT)) =

4σ2

(1− a)2

[ q∑
j=0

θ2j + 2

q∑
k=1

q∑
j=k

(−1)kθjθj−k

]
,

where Cov(UjZj, UkZk) = (−1)j−k
∑q

i=j−k θiθi−(j−k)σ
2 when j − k < q. By comparing the

asymptotic MSEs under the three designs, we define EIAD =
∑q

k=1

∑q
j=k θjθj−k and EIAT =∑q

k=1(−1)k
∑q

j=k θjθj−k. Under the small signal conditions, these two efficiency indicators

determine the statistical efficiency of the ATE estimator in the controlled ARMA(1, q)

among AT, UR, and AD. More explanation is provided in Section 3.3. One remark is that

if the ATE signal is large, the asymptotic MSE will include one extra bias term for UR and

two for AT, potentially leading to larger asymptotic MSEs than AD.

C.2 Proof in Controlled ARMA(p, q)

We next extend our analysis to control ARMA(p, q) model: Yt =
∑p

j=1 ajYt−j + bUt + Zt,

where we additionally consider an AR(p) part with coefficients a1, . . . , ap and the true ATE

is also 2b/(1 − a) with a = a1 + . . . + ap. Due to extra coefficients to estimate in AR(p)

part, we multiply Ut, Yt−q−1, Yt−q−2, . . . , Yt−q−p on the model equation:

1

Tp

∑
t

E(YtUt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy

=
∑p

j=1 aj
1

Tp

∑
t

E(Yt−jUt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ
uy−j

+b,

1

Tp

∑
t

E(YtYt−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξyy−q−1

=
∑p

j=1 aj
1

Tp

∑
t

E(Yt−jYt−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ
y−jy−q−1

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

E(UtYt−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy−q−1

,

· · ·
1

Tp

∑
t

E(YtYt−q−p)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξyy−q−p

=
∑p

j=1 aj
1

Tp

∑
t

E(Yt−jYt−q−p)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ
y−jy−q−p

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

E(UtYt−q−p)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy−q−p

.

(C.8)
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We denote Tp = T −q−p and replace the expectation terms above by their moments:

1

Tp

∑
t

YtUt︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy

=
∑p

j=1 âj
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−jUt︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂
uy−j

+b̂

1

Tp

∑
t

YtYt−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂yy−q−1

=
∑p

j=1 âj
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−jYt−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂
y−jy−q−1

+b̂
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−q−1Ut︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy−q−1

,

· · ·
1

Tp

∑
t

YtYt−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂yy−q−p

=
∑p

j=1 âj
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−jYt−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂
y−jy−q−p

+b̂
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−q−pUt︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy−q−p

.

Similar to controlled ARMA(1, q), we have:
â1 − a1

â2 − a2

· · ·
b̂− b

 =


ξuy−1 · · · ξuy−p 1

ξy−1y−q−1 · · · ξy−py−q−1 ξuy−q−1

· · · · · · · · · · · ·
ξy−1y−q−p · · · ξy−py−q−p ξuy−q−p



−1

1

Tp


∑

t UtZt∑
t Yt−q−1Zt

· · ·∑
t Yt−q−pZt

+ op(1)

=

 ξA 1

ξB ξC

−1

1

Tp


∑

t UtZt∑
t Yt−q−1Zt

· · ·∑
t Yt−q−pZt

+ op(1),

where ξA ∈ R1×p, ξB ∈ Rp×p and ξC ∈ Rp×1 represent each block component. Next,

ÂTE−ATE =

 2b

(1− a)2
, . . . ,

2b

(1− a)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

,
2

1− a


 ξA 1

ξB ξC

−1

1

Tp


∑

t UtZt∑
t Yt−q−1Zt

· · ·∑
t Yt−q−pZt

+ op(T
− 1

2
p ),

For the AD design, we have ξuy−t = b/(1 − a), t ≥ 1 as τ → +∞, which has the

equation: [
2

1− a
,0⊤p

] ξA 1

ξB ξC

 =

 2b

(1− a)2
, . . . ,

2b

(1− a)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

,
2

1− a

 ,

where 0p ∈ Rp is a zero-vector. The same results as controlled ARMA(1, q) are ob-

tained:

ÂTE−ATE =
2

1− a

1

Tp

∑
t

UtZt + op(T
−1/2
p ).
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For the UR design, it suggests that ξuy−t = 0 for t ≥ 1 and we have: ξA 1

ξB ξC

−1

=

 0⊤p 1

ξB 0p

−1

=

 0p ξ−1
B

1 0⊤p

 .

We simplify the first-order Taylor expansion of ATE estimation result under the UR

design:

ÂTE−ATE =

[(
2b

(1− a)2

)⊤

p

,
2

1− a

] 0p ξ−1
B

1 0⊤p

 1

Tp


∑

t UtZt∑
t Yt−q−1Zt

· · ·∑
t Yt−q−pZt

+ op(T
−1/2
p )

=
1

Tp

(
2b

(1− a)2

)⊤

p

ξ−1
B


∑

t Yt−q−1Zt

· · ·∑
t Yt−q−pZt

+
2

1− a

∑
t UtZt

Tp
+ op(T

−1/2
p )

(a)→ 2

1− a

1

Tp

∑
t

UtZt + op(T
−1/2
p ),

(C.9)

where
(

2b
(1−a)2

)⊤
p
is the p-dimension of 2b/(1− a)2 and ξB is the p-dimensional extension

of ξy−1y−q−1 = σ2d(a, θ), independent of b. For (a), the first term in the second line of

(C.9) is still O(ATE)Op(T
−1/2
p ), which tends 0 under the small signal asymptotic by letting

ATE→ 0. Eventually, the asymptotic MSE in controlled AMMA(p, q) under the UR design

has a similar form as the controlled ARMA(1, q) in (C.7).

For the AT design, by symmetry, ξuy−t is a periodic function with the period 2. If p is

even, the two equations when we take the limit regarding ξuy−t are given by:

ξuy = a1ξuy−1 + a2ξuy + . . .+ apξuy − b, ξuy−1 = a1ξuy + a2ξuy−1 + . . .+ apξuy−1 + b,

where we denote ae = a2 + a4 + . . . + ap and ao = a1 + a3 + . . . + ap−1 as the sum of

even and odd coefficients in the AR(p) part, respectively. The solution is then given by

ξuy = − b
1−ae+ao

, ξuy−1 = b
1−ae+ao

, and ξuy−t = (−1)t+1 b
1−ae+ao

. When p is odd, the solution

of ξuy−t is also the same. Notice that ξuy−t = O(ATE) as the true ATE is typical ∝ b. Based

on the inverse matrix formula of the two-dimensional block matrix, we obtain that ξA 1

ξB ξC

−1

=

 −(ξB − ξCξA)
−1ξC (ξB − ξCξA)

−1

1 + ξA(ξB − ξCξA)
−1ξC −ξA(ξB − ξCξA)

−1

 ,

where we find

ξB − ξCξA =


ξy−1y−q−1 · · · ξy−py−q−1

· · · · · · · · ·

ξy−1y−q−p · · · ξy−py−q−p

−


ξuy−q−1

· · ·

ξuy−q−p

( ξuy−1 , · · · , ξuy−p

)
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is exactly the p-dimensional extension of ξy−1y−q−1 − ξuy−1ξuy−q−1 = σ2d(a, θ) in controlled

ARMA(1, q), which is independent of b. Since each element in ξA and ξC satisfies ξuy−t =

O(ATE) for t ≥ 1, ξA(ξB−ξCξA)−1ξC is therefore a quadratic function of ATE, i.e., O(ATE2).

Then, the ATE estimator under the AT design can be simplified as:

ÂTE−ATE
(a)→ 2

1− a
(1 + ξA(ξB − ξCξA)

−1ξC)
1

Tp

∑
t

UtZi,t+1 + op(T
−1/2
p )

(b)→ 2

1− a

1

Tp

∑
t

UtZt+1 + op(T
−1/2
p ),

where (a) relies on ( 2b
(1−a)2

)⊤p (ξB−ξCξA)−1ξC = O(ATE2), ( 2b
(1−a)2

)⊤p (ξB−ξCξA)−1
∑

j YjZj+1 =

O(ATE)Op(T
−1/2
p ) and ξA(ξB − ξCξA)

−1
∑

j YjZj+1 = O(ATE)Op(T
−1/2
p ), all of which tend

to zero as ATE → 0. (b) leverages ξA(ξB − ξCξA)
−1ξC = O(ATE2) as analyzed earlier.

Therefore, within the small signal asymptotic, the ATE estimators under AT, UR, and AD

in the controlled ARMA(p, q) all have a similar form as those in the controlled ARMA(1, q).

This also implies that the resulting asymptotic MSEs of them in the controlled ARMA(p, q)

also share the same form as those in the controlled ARMA(1, q), which we derived in

Appendix C.1. This same form also applies to the efficiency indicators.

D Estimation, Asymptotic MSEs, and Efficiency Indi-

cators in Controlled VARMA

The outline of our proof in this section is:

• Appendix D.1 Controlled VARMA(1, q) from AD, UR to AT design.

• Appendix D.2 Controlled VARMA(p, q) from AD, UR to AT design.

As AD, UR, and AT are all balanced designs, i.e., ξπ = 0, we consider the proof in the

controlled VARMA model without the intercept term µ in this section.

D.1 Controlled VARMA(1, q)

We start our proof from controlled VARMA(1, q), which is formulated as:

Yt = AYt−1 + bUt + Zt,

where the response vector {Yt}t ∈ Rd has 1-order lagging term with the coefficient matrix

A ∈ Rd×d. Next, we estimate A and b by multiplying Y⊤
t−q−1 and Ut, and then take the
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expectation on both sides, which results in the following equations:

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(YtY
⊤
t−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξyy−q−1

= A
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(Yt−1Y
⊤
t−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξy−1y−q−1

+b
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(UtY
⊤
t−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ⊤
uy−q−1

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(UtYt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy

= A
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

E(UtYt−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy−1

+b.

We next replace the expectation terms with their sample moments to apply the method of

moments estimation:

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

YtY
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂yy−q−1

= Â
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

Yt−1Y
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂y−1y−q−1

+b̂
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtY
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂⊤
uy−q−1

1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtYt︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy

= Â
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtYt−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy−1

+b̂.

Therefore, we have d× (d+1) equations to estimate the d× (d+1) parameters in Â and b̂.

To construct the ATE estimator equations, recall that we have another group of equations

based on the true parameters A and b without taking the expectation:

ξ̂yy−q−1 = Aξ̂y−1y−q−1 + bξ̂⊤uy−q−1 +
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1

ξ̂uy = Aξ̂uy−1 + b+
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt.

Similar to the proof procedure in controlled ARMA(1, q), we combine these two groups of

estimation equations and the resulting estimation function is given by:

[
Â−A, b̂− b

]
=

1

T − q

 T∑
t=q+1

UtZt,
T∑

t=q+1

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1

 ξuy−1 ξy−1y−q−1

1 ξ⊤uy−q−1

−1

+ op(1),

where ξuy−1 , ξy−1y−q−1 and ξ⊤uy−q−1 are the expectation of ξ̂uy−1 , ξ̂y−1y−q−1 and ξ̂⊤uy−q−1 ,

respectively. Then, we vectorize all the parameters:

 vec(Â−A)

vec(b̂− b)

 =
1

T − q

 ξ⊤uy−1 1

ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 ξuy−q−1

−1

⊗ Id




∑
t

UtZt

vec(
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1)

+ op(1),
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where ⊗ is the Kronecker product and we use the formula vec(AB) = (B⊤ ⊗ Ik)vec(A) for
any matrix A and B with A ∈ Rk×I and B ∈ RI×m. By applying the Taylor expansion to

the formula of the true ATE, we have the following ATE estimator equation:

ÂTE−ATE = Jvec(A),b

 vec(Â−A)

vec(b̂− b)

+ op(T
−1/2)

=
[
2b⊤(I−A⊤)−1 ⊗ e⊤(I−A)−1, 2e⊤(I−A)−1

] vec(Â−A)

vec(b̂− b)

+ op(T
−1/2),

(D.1)

where Jvec(A),b is the Jacobian matrix of the true ATE = 2e⊤(I−A)−1b in terms of the

vectorized coefficients vec(A) and b. We define f(A,b) = 2e⊤(I −A)−1b and highlight

that the evaluation of Jvec(A),b is based on the following two formulas about the derivative

over matrix and vectorization method:

1. ( ∂f
∂A

)⊤ = 2(I−A⊤)−1eb⊤(I−A⊤)−1 and ( ∂f
∂b
)⊤ = 2(I−A⊤)−1e

2. vec(AXB) = (B⊤⊗A)vec(X) and (A⊗B)(C ⊗D) = AC ⊗BD for any matrix A,B

and X.

Based on the two formulas above, we take the differential on the true ATE formula over

A:

df = 2e⊤(d(I−A)−1b) + 2(de⊤)(I−A)−1b = 2e⊤((d(I−A)−1)b+ (I−A)−1(db)) + 0

= 2e⊤((d(I−A)−1)b

Next, we take the differential on the equation (I −A)(I −A)−1 = I over A and obtain

(d(I−A))(I−A)−1 + (I−A)(d(I−A)−1) = 0, which immediately implies:

d(I−A)−1 = −(I−A)−1(d(I−A))(I−A)−1 = (I−A)−1dA(I−A)−1.

According to the derivative formula over matrix df = tr(( ∂f
∂A

)⊤dA), we then have:

df = tr(df) = tr(2e⊤(I−A)−1dA(I−A)−1b) = tr(2((I−A⊤)−1eb⊤(I−A⊤)−1)⊤dA),

where ∂f
∂A

= 2(I−A⊤)−1(eb⊤)(I−A⊤)−1. We further vectorize it, which leads to:

vec(
∂f

∂A
) = 2[(I−A)−1 ⊗ (I−A⊤)−1] · vec(eb⊤) = 2[(I−A)−1 ⊗ (I−A⊤)−1] · (b⊗ e)

= 2((I−A)−1b)⊗ ((I−A⊤)−1e).

According to the formula (A⊗ B)⊤ = A⊤ ⊗ B⊤ for any matrix A and B and Jvec(A),b =

(vec( ∂f
∂A

)⊤, ∂f
∂b
)⊤)⊤, we finally arrive at the ATE estimation equation in (D.1). To simplify
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the asymptotic MSE within the small signal asymptotics, we next consider scenarios of

different designs, including AD, UR, and AT.

For the AD design, after some calculations, we have ξuy−t = (I−A)−1b for t ≥ 1. Similar

to Controlled AMRA(1, q), we can also have an exact equation:

[
2e⊤(I−A)−1,0⊤d2

] ξ⊤uy−1 1

ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 ξuy−q−1

⊗ Id


=
[
2b⊤(I−A⊤)−1 ⊗ e⊤(I−A)−1, 2e⊤(I−A)−1

]
,

where 0d2 is a zero-vector with length d2 and we apply µ⊤(ν⊤⊗ Id) = ν⊤⊗µ⊤ for arbitrary

vectors µ and ν. We have 2e⊤(I−A)−1(b⊤(I−A⊤)−1⊗ Id) = 2b⊤(I−A⊤)−1⊗e⊤(I−A)−1.

Hence, under the AD design, the ATE estimation can be precisely simplified as:

ÂTE−ATE = 2e⊤(I−A)−1 1

T − q

∑
t

UtZt + op(T
−1/2).

Due to the fact that Ut is uncorrelated with Zt, the asymptotic MSE of the ATE estimator

can be simplified as:

lim
T→+∞

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(π))

= lim
T→+∞

E

[
2e⊤(I−A)−1 1√

T

T∑
t=1

UtZt + op(1)

]2

= lim
T→+∞

1

T

4e⊤(I−A)−1Var

(
T∑
t=1

UtZt

)
(I−A)−1e+

(
2e⊤(I−A)−1E

[
T∑
t=1

UtZt

])2


= 4e⊤(I−A)−1

(
lim

T→+∞

1

T
Var

(
T∑
t=1

UtZt

))
(I−A)−1e.

As a consequence, the asymptotic MSE under the AD design πAD has the following

form:

lim
T→+∞
τ→+∞

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πAD)) = 4e⊤(I−A)−1

 q∑
j=0

MjΣMj + 2

q∑
k=1

q∑
j=k

MjΣMj−k

 (I−A)−1e,

which is the direct extension of the asymptotic MSE in Controlled ARMA(1, q) from

(C.5). In particular, since E [Ut] = 0 and E [Zt] = 0d, we have Cov(UjZj, UkZk) =

Cov(Uj, Uk)Cov(Zj,Zk) when j−k < q. As limτ→+∞ Cov(Uj, Uk) = 1, we have limτ→+∞ Cov(UjZj, UkZk) =

Cov(Zj,Zk) =
∑q

i=j−k MiΣMi−(j−k).
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For the UR design, specially we have ξuy−1 = ξuy−q−1 = 0d. Therefore, we have:

ÂTE−ATE

= Jvec(A),b

 0⊤d 1

ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 0d

−1

⊗ Id

 1

T − q


∑
t

UtZt

vec(
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1)

+ op(T
−1/2)

= Jvec(A),b

 0d ξ−⊤
y−1y−q−1

1 0⊤d

⊗ Id


d(d+1)×d(d+1)

1

T − q


∑
t

UtZt

vec(
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1)

+ op(T
−1/2)

= Jvec(A),b
1

T − q


ξ−⊤
y−1y−q−1 ⊗ Idvec(

∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1)∑

t

UtZt


d(d+1)

+ op(T
−1/2)

(a)
= 2e⊤(I−A)−1 1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt +O(ATE)Op(T
−1/2) + op(T

−1/2)

→ 2e⊤(I−A)−1 1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt + op(T
−1/2),

where Jvec(A),b =
[
2b⊤(I−A⊤)−1 ⊗ e⊤(I−A)−1, 2e⊤(I−A)−1

]
. In (a), similar to con-

trolled ARMA(1, q), we can verify that the first term in the resulting product isO(ATE)Op(T
−1/2),

which tends to 0 within the small signal asymptotics. We also denote (ξ⊤y−1y−q−1)−1 =

ξ−⊤
y−1y−q−1 . Under UR design, we have the asymptotic MSE form:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πUR)) = 4e⊤(I−A)−1

 q∑
j=0

MjΣMj

 (I−A)−1e.

For the AT design, by multiplying Ut and Ut−1, we solve the following equations,

ξuy = Aξuy−1 +b and ξuy−1 = Aξuy−2 −b, for which we can derive ξuy = ξuy−2 = (I+A)−1b

and ξuy−1 = −(I+A)−1b. According to the inverse matrix formula, we have: ξ⊤uy−1 1

ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 ξuy−q−1

−1

=

 −(ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)
−1ξuy−q−1 (ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)

−1

1 + ξ⊤uy−1(ξ
⊤
y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)

−1ξuy−q−1 −ξ⊤uy−1(ξ
⊤
y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)

−1


≡ ξ1,q,

where we use ξ1,q to denote the matrix of interest for convenience. By applying the Taylor

61



expansion, we have:

ÂTE−ATE

=
[
2b⊤(I−A⊤)−1 ⊗ e⊤(I−A)−1, 2e⊤(I−A)−1

] 1

T − q
(ξ1,q ⊗ Id)


∑
t

UtZt

vec(
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1)

+ op(T
−1/2)

(c)→ 2e⊤(I−A)−1(1 + ξ⊤uy−1(ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)−1ξuy−q−1)⊗ Id
1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt

− 2(b⊤(I−A⊤)−1 ⊗ e⊤(I−A)−1)((ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)−1ξuy−q−1 ⊗ Id)
∑

t UtZt

T − q
+ op(T

−1/2)

= 2(1 + ξ⊤uy−1(ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)−1ξuy−q−1)⊗ e⊤(I−A)−1 1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt

− 2b⊤(I−A⊤)−1(ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)−1ξuy−q−1 ⊗ e⊤(I−A)−1 1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt + op(T
−1/2)

(d)→ 2e⊤(I−A)−1 1

T − q

T∑
t=q+1

UtZt + op(T
−1/2),

where the limit in (c) gets rid of terms involved with vec(
∑

t Zt+1Y
⊤
t−q) based onO(ATE)Op(T

−1/2)→
0 within the small signal asymptotic framework. The limit in (d) gets rid of ξ⊤uy−1(ξ⊤y−1y−q−1−
ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)−1ξuy−q−1 and b⊤(I − A⊤)−1(ξ⊤y−1y−q−1 − ξuy−q−1ξ⊤uy−1)−1ξuy−q−1 by relying on

O(ATE2)→ 0 as ATE→ 0. Finally, within the small signal asymptotic by letting T → +∞
and ATE→ 0, the simplified asymptotic MSE of the ATE estimator under the AT design

πAT can be expressed as:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
nÂTE(πAT)) = 4e⊤(I−A)−1

 q∑
j=0

MjΣMj + 2

q∑
k=1

q∑
j=k

(−1)kMjΣMj−k

 (I−A)−1e

= 4e⊤(I−A)−1

 q∑
j1=0

q∑
j2=0

(−1)|j2−j1|Mj1ΣMj2

 (I−A)−1e,

where Cov(UjZj, UkZk) = (−1)j−k
∑q

i=j−k MiΣMi−(j−k) when j − k < q. Correspondingly,

we define the multivariate efficiency indicators as

EIAD = e⊤(I−A)−1
q∑

k=1

q∑
j=k

MjΣMj−k(I−A)−1e,

EIAT = e⊤(I−A)−1
q∑

k=1

q∑
j=k

(−1)kMjΣMj−k(I−A)−1e,

(D.2)

which is a direct multivariate version of those defined in Controlled ARMA(p, q).
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D.2 Controlled VARMA(p, q)

Recap the controlled VARMA(p, q) is formulated as Yt =
∑p

j=1 AjYt−j + bUt + Zt, where

{Yt}t ∈ Rd has p-order lagging terms with the coefficient matrix A = [A1, . . . ,Ap]. We

denote Tp = T − q − (p− 1). By multiplying Y⊤
t−q−1, . . . ,Y

⊤
t−q−p, and Ut and then taking

the expectation on both sides, we attain the following equations:

1

Tp

∑
t

E(UtYt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy

=

q∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

E(UtYt−j)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξuy−j

+b

1

Tp

∑
t

E(YtY
⊤
t−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξyy−q−1

=

q∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

E(Yt−jY
⊤
t−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξy−jy−q−1

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

E(UtY
⊤
t−q−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ⊤
uy−q−1

· · ·

1

Tp

∑
t

E(YtY
⊤
t−q−p)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξyy−q−p

=

q∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

E(Yt−jY
⊤
t−q−p)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξy−jy−q−1

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

E(UtY
⊤
t−q−p)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ⊤
uy−q−p

.

We replace the expectation terms with sample moments, resulting in the equations:

1

Tp

∑
t

UtYt︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂uy

=

p∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

UtYt−j︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ̂
uy−j

+b

1

Tp

∑
t

YtY
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂yy−q−1

=

p∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−jY
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂
y−jy−q−1

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

UtY
⊤
t−q−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂⊤
uy−q−1

· · ·

1

Tp

∑
t

YtY
⊤
t−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂yy−q−p

=

p∑
j=1

Aj
1

Tp

∑
t

Yt−jY
⊤
t−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂
y−jy−q−1

+b
1

Tp

∑
t

UtY
⊤
t−q−p︸ ︷︷ ︸

ξ̂⊤
uy−q−p

.

Correspondingly, we have another group of equations without taking the expectation:

ξ̂uy =

p∑
j=1

Aj ξ̂uy−j + b+
1

Tp

∑
t

UtZt

ξ̂yy−q−1 =

p∑
j=1

Aj ξ̂y−jy−q−1 + bξ̂⊤uy−q−1 +
1

Tp

∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1

· · ·

ξ̂yy−q−p =

p∑
j=1

Aj ξ̂y−jy−q−p + bξ̂⊤uy−q−p +
1

Tp

∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−p.

63



We next define:

 ξuy−p ξy−py−q−p

1 ξ⊤
uy−q−p

 =


ξuy−1 ξy−1y−q−1 · · · ξy−1y−q−p

· · · · · · · · · · · ·

ξuy−p ξy−py−q−1 · · · ξy−py−q−p

1 ξ⊤uy−q−1 · · · ξ⊤uy−q−p

 ,

where we pre-define this matrix of interest for proof of convenience. ξuy−p , ξy−py−q−p , and

ξ⊤
uy−q−p represent each block matrix component, respectively.

Next, using the bold version Controlled VARMA(p, q) and replacing A with A, we

have:

[
Â − A, b̂− b

]
=

1

Tp

[∑
t

UtZt,
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1, . . . ,

∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−p

] ξuy−p ξy−py−q−p

1 ξ⊤
uy−q−p

−1

+ op(1).

Applying the vectorization to the above equation, we have the following equation:

 vec(Â − A)

vec(b̂− b)

 =
1

Tp

 ξ⊤
uy−p 1

ξ⊤
y−py−q−p ξuy−q−p

−1

⊗ Id




∑
t

UtZt

vec(
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−1)

...

vec(
∑
t

ZtY
⊤
t−q−p)


+ op(1).

Applying the Delta method, the ATE estimator in Controlled VARMA(p, q) formu-

lates:

ÂTE−ATE = Jvec(A),b

 vec(Â − A)

vec(b̂− b)

+ op(T
−1/2
p )

=
[
(2b⊤(I−A⊤)−1 ⊗ e⊤(I−A)−1)p, 2e

⊤(I−A)−1
] vec(Â − A)

vec(b̂− b)

+ op(T
−1/2
p ),

where (2b⊤(I −A⊤)−1 ⊗ e⊤(I −A)−1)p represents the repeating along the row and we

denote A =
∑p

j=1Aj with slight abuse of notation. The remaining parts to derive the

asymptotic MSE of ATE estimators under the AD, UR, and AT design are the same as

controlled VARMA(1, q). In particular, ξuy−t = (I−A)−1b for the AD design, ξuy−t = 0d

for the UR design, and ξuy−t = (−1)t+1(I+A)−1b for the AT design for t ≥ 1. In particular,

within the small signal asymptotic by letting T → +∞, τ → +∞ and ATE → 0, the

simplified ATE estimators of the three designs have the same limit:

ÂTE−ATE→ 2e⊤(I−A)−1 1

Tq

∑
t

UtZt + op(T
−1/2
q ).
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The asymptotic MSEs under the three treatment allocation strategies retain the same forms

as those in Controlled VARMA(1, q) by simply replacing the 1-order coefficient matrix A by

the compound one A =
∑p

j=1 Aj. A similar form applies to the efficiency indicators.

E Derivation of Optimal Markov Design

Proof. We study the correlation structure of the stationary treatments, i.e., Cov(Ut, Ut−k),

which determines the asymptotic MSE. By mathematical induction, we find

P (UtUt−k = 1) =

⌊ k
2
⌋∑

i=0

(
k

2j

)
αk−2j(1− α)2j . (E.1)

Assume X is a (n, p)-binomial random variable, we have:

((1− p) + p)n =
n∑

k=0

 n

k

 pk(1− p)n−k

=

⌊n/2⌋∑
k=0

 n

2k

 p2k(1− p)n−2k +

⌊n/2⌋∑
k=0

 n

2k + 1

 p2k+1(1− p)n−(2k+1),

which equals P{X even } + P{X odd }. Therefore, the probability in (E.1) can be

interpreted as the sum of probabilities over events that occur an even number of times with

probability 1− α. A similar result is also given by:

((1− p)− p)n =

n∑
k=0

 n

k

 (−p)k(1− p)n−k

=

⌊n/2⌋∑
k=0

 n

2k

 p2k(1− p)n−2k −
⌊n/2⌋∑
k=0

 n

2k + 1

 p2k+1(1− p)n−(2k+1)

which equals P{X even } − P{X odd }. This leads to P{X even } = 1
2
(1 + (1− 2p)n) =

1
2
+ 1

2
(1− 2p)n. In our case, we have p = 1− α, and consequently,

P (UtUt−k = 1) =

[ k
2
]∑

i=0

(
k

2j

)
αk−2j(1− α)2j =

1

2
(1 + (1− 2(1− α))k) =

1

2
(1 + (2α− 1)k).

Therefore, we have Cov(Ut, Ut−k) = E [UtUt−k]− 0 = (2α− 1)k. Another direct conclusion

is ξuy−1 = b(2α−1)
1−a(2α−1)

for Controlled ARMA(1, q) and ξuy−1 = b(2α−1)
1−

∑q
i=1 ai(2α−1)i

for Controlled

ARMA(p, q), which also unifies the three design policies. For example, ξuy−1 = 0 if α = 1
2

for the UR design. Following the proof in Appendix A.1 and A.3, we have the asymptotic

MSE form under the Markov policy πMar:

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πMar)) =

4σ2

(1− a)2

[ q∑
j=0

θ2j + 2

q∑
k=1

(2α− 1)k
q∑

j=k

θjθj−k

]
.
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where limT→+∞
1
T

∑T
t=q+1 E(UtUt−k) = (2α − 1)k in (A.3). The proof of extension to

Controlled VARMA(p, q) is also similar. Below, we present the asymptotic MSE result in

Controlled VARMA(p, q) under the Markov design as

lim
T→+∞
ATE→0

MSE(
√
T ÂTE(πMar))

= 4e⊤(I−A)−1

 q∑
j=0

MjΣMj + 2

q∑
k=1

q∑
j=k

(2α− 1)kMjΣMj−k

 (I−A)−1e.
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