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1 Introduction

This paper provides a formalism for an important class of causal inference prob-
lems and then goes on to propose solutions to some interesting special cases.
The problem of interest is that we have observations of I users interacting with
some system, e.g. people interacting with an advertising system. The causal
aspect of the problem occurs because the system will have an opportunity to
intervene on each users possibly multiple times. Additionally the system is able
to personalize the actions being delivered to the users, there will be an initial
observation of how the users behaves before any action has been delivered, in
addition between each system actions there will be additional observations that
may be used to further personalize the delivery of future actions.

In section 2 we describe a very general idea of the proposed approach, too
general to be implemented without further specification. In section 3 we show
one of possible ways to specify the data accurately enough to give to this idea
an exact formulation. In section 4 we show one of possible classical technologies
applicable to implement this approach in simple cases.

2 General Idea

Let u identify a user, and let Hu
0 be the information observed on user u at the

time the system has its first opportunity to act. The action delivered is then
denoted au1 . After this action is delivered some more behavior of the user is
observed, the information observed after the first action is delivered, and before
the second request to act is denoted Hu

1 , this is then followed by the second
action au2 , and this sequence continues until some criterion is met and we have
made Su + 1 observations, and delivered Su actions. Imagine that we have a
set of logs

D = {Hu
0:Su , au1:Su}Iu=1 =

(

{Hu
0:Su}Iu=1, {a

u
1:Su}Iu=1

)

=: (H(D), A(D))1

1By Xi:j we denote the sequence Xi,Xi+1, . . . , Xj , possibly empty if j < i.
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produced by I independent stationary random processes with common probabil-
ity distributions P (Hk|H0:k−1, a1:k−1; θ) (i.e. the probability of the observation2

given its pre-history and the parameter) parameterized by θ of some parameter
space Θ. Then we can write the likelihood of the observations in this dataset
given the actions there and this parameter:

P (H(D)|A(D), θ) =
I
∏

i

P (Hu
Su |Hu

0:Su−1, a
u
1:Su , θ)× ...× P (Hu

1 |H
u
0 , a

u
1 , θ)P (Hu

0 |θ)

(1)

where the same rather abstract parameter θ parameterizes a series of distribu-
tions on the uncertain space of “observations” conditioned on sequences of any
length of “observations” separated with “actions”. Similarly, given some prior
distribution P (θ), the posterior can be written:

P (θ|D) ∝ P (θ)P (H(D)|A(D), θ) (2)

up to proportionality.
This model makes few assumptions other than stationarity, and arrow of

time assumptions, i.e. actions only impact observations after they were deliv-
ered, and the assumption that actions delivered to a users do not affect another
users (an assumption sometimes called SUTVA [14]). This formulation is useful
for determining how strongly past data supports or contradicts different values
of the parameters, but it is inherently tied to the actions actually delivered.
Usually in practice we are interested in the strategy, algorithm or to deliver
(personalized) actions. We will adopt the convention of calling this algorithm
a policy and will write it as a probability distribution i.e. πξ(as|a1:s−1,H0:s−1)
which denotes the probability of the s-th action personalized on the basis of s−1
previous actions and observations within a family of distributions parameterized
by some parameter ξ within some parameter space Ξ. It should be noted that
the policy is set by the system and is not something that should be predicted.
The predictive distribution for a policy πxi with parameters ξ now becomes:

P (H0:S , a1:S |ξ,D) =

(

S
∏

s=1

P (Hs|H0:s−1, a1:s,D)πξ(as|a1:s−1,H0:s−1)

)

P (H0|D)

where S + 1 is the number of observations, S is the number of opportunities to
act,

P (Hs|H0:s−1, a1:s,D) =

∫

P (Hs|H0:s−1, a1:s, θ)P (θ|D)dθ.

2We have defined neither the space of observations, nor a probabilistic measure on it yet.
It will be done in the next sections.
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and

P (H0|D) =

∫

P (H0|θ)P (θ|D)dθ

are known up to proportionality.
To define optimization of the policy we need to define what and under what
condition to optimize. We choose some real-valued utility function U defined
on sequences of observations and actions (H0:S , a1:S) of any length S, the larger
utility, the better. And we need to define some criterion how to start and stop
the sequence to compute its utility we are interested in.

Example. For a toy criterion of fixed length S of the sequence (H0:S , a1:S)
we can specify the expected utility under the predictive distribution θ of the
policy πξ for sequences of length S using:

U(πξ; θ, S) = E(H0:S,a1:S)∼P (H0:S,a1:S |ξ,θ)U(H0:S , a1:S) (3)

or alternatively

U(ξ;D, S) = E(H0:S ,a1:S)∼P (H0:S ,a1:S|ξ,D)U(H0:S , a1:S) (4)

One way to maximize the expected utility is inspired by the Reinforce algorithm
[20] namely, stochastic gradient maximization of U(ξ;D, C) with respect to ξ

for some end-of-sequence criterion C using an approximation of the expected
utility as the mean utility on the data sampled from the distribution learnt from
available dataset D. See rather informal algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 stochastic gradient maximization of the expected utility
# Convergence and “End of Session” conditions should be specified.
# Gradient step parameter λ should be described.

initialize ξ # to be specified
while Not Converged do

θ ∼ P (θ|D) # sampling from the distribution known only up to
proportionality requires some explanation
H0 ∼ P (H0|θ)
s← 1
while True do

as ∼ πξ(as|a1:s−1,H0:s−1)
Hs ∼ P (Hs|H0:s−1, a1:s, θ)
if End of Session Condition Met then

S = s; break
end if

s← s+ 1
end while

ξ ← ξ + λ U(H0:S , a1:S)
(

∑S
s=1∇ξ log πξ(as|H0:s−1, a1:s−1)

)

# the gradient step size λ> 0 should be defined somehow
end while

return ξ

This formulation is simply Bayesian decision theory [3] applied to a spe-
cific causal problem involving multiple opportunities to personalize treatment
to multiple users under stationarity and SUTVA assumptions. It could also be
viewed as a Bayesian application of reinforcement learning. In other respects we
will also focus on a problem that also falls a little outside the traditional remit
of reinforcement learning where both information we learn about the users and
opportunities to act upon the users arise asynchronously.

We will also assume that there is no unobserved confounding. While this
might seem like a strong assumption it is often absolutely satisfied, as it only
requires that the actions are delivered using some policy πξ(as|H0:s−1), indepen-
dent of anything not available in the logs within D. Obviously by construction
online interactive systems will not suffer from unobserved confounding3. We
disagree with the impression given in [19, 7, 4] that unobserved confounding is
an unavoidable problem in interactive systems such as recommender systems,
or computational advertising, and there is no need to use statistical methods to
deal with confounding.

Furthermore, there is no use of any formalized causal inference such as the
do-calculus [8]. This is because causal inference is just inference [5, 11]. Simi-
larly there is no need to use the propensity score [13] either as a balancing score
to remove confounding [13] (for reasons already explained) nor as a means to
compute the expected utility of the policy using the (non-Bayesian) Horvitz-

3Poor practices such as having hierarchies of models accessing different features can and do
cause such systems to be susceptible to unobserved confounding, see [12] for more discussion.
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Thompson estimator [2]. From a Bayesian perspective the propensity score
should not be used, and indeed violates the likelihood principle [1], although
it’s noteworth that this estimator is at the center of one of the most intense
debates in statistics in recent times [10, 18, 9].

The model we have developed so far is extremely generic and no attention
has been given to what type of information is observed in Hu

s , and what type
of action is denoted in aus . The rest of this document will develop models for
cases inspired by interactive systems such as real time bidding and recommender
systems, inspired in part by [6]. An important aspect of these problems is that
the observations are sequences of time-stamped events and some of the events
cause actions. In order to handle this situation we will adopt the framework
of neural temporal point processes [17], and we will discuss suitable models
that simultaneously satisfy a) being a good model for a real system; b) have a
tractable likelihood; and c) can be efficiently simulated from (enabling policy
optimization).

3 Temporal Point Processes for Repeated Ac-

tion Personalization

We haven’t yet specified what information is contained in Hu
s , we will remedy

this situation now, focusing on our problem class where both information and
opportunities to act are synchronized in a specific way. Our primary purpose is
to formalize the timing and causation of what happens.

Observations Hu
s are time-ordered sequences of events euk . Observation on

the user u begins at time tu0 , either pre-defined or when a special event eu0 ‘the
user appeared’ happens, and goes on until time tu0 + tmax. What happens to
user u after tu0 is a finite sequence of Bu events eu1 , . . . , e

u
Bu of different types

initiated by the user and actions made by the “decision maker”4. Each action
is necessarily caused by an event of certain type and happens immediately after
it5. So the actions will be considered as additional features of events of certain
type(s) say, ‘request for action’ or ‘request to display an ad’. For events of the
types which cannot cause actions these additional features get some fixed value,
say, 0.

Each event e is featured with its timestamp t (real), type v (categorical),
feature vector x whose structure depends on the type: e = (t, v, x), and it can be
augmented with additional feature vector of the caused action: ē = (t, v, x, f).
For terminological compatibility with marked temporal point processes (MTPP)
the pair m = (v, x) of the type and the features of and event will be called its
mark. Type v which can take values like ’click an ad’, ’view an item’, etc.
featured with the ad- or item-dependent features, and a distinguished value
‘request for action’ featured with the action happened.

4E.g. an advertising system.
5E.g. the user opens a web page of certain publisher and the advertiser decides to display

(and displays!) some ads on its margins.
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Let Bu
0 = 0, Bu

1 < · · · < Bu
Su be the indexes of all events eu· of type ‘request

for action’, and Bu
Su+1 = Bu be the index of the last event. They split the

sequence eu1:Bu of all such events into Su+1 segments eu(Bu
s−1

+1):Bu
s
, all of which,

except possibly the last (Su + 1)-th one, end with an event caused an action.
These history segments consist of the “information” Hu

s mentioned in section
1. Segments of augmented events ēu(Bu

s−1
+1):Bu

s
contain also the knowledge of

the action aus followed, and they also explicitly contain the information on the
timing.

This notation lets us write Hu
0:Su = eu1:Bu = (t,m)u1:Bu = (t, v, x)u1:Bu and

(Hu
0:Su , au1:Su) = ēu1:Bu = (t,m, f)u1:Bu = (t, v, x, f)u1:Bu , whichever detailization

level we prefer.
Now we can refine formula (1), algorithm 1 and, for instance, turn the

“sampling Hs ∼ P (Hs|H0:s−1, a1:s, θ)” from a good wish in unspecified huge-
dimensional space to somewhat modest-dimensional and implementable.

3.1 Marked Temporal Point Process: a probabilistic model

Instead of rather abstract distributions P (Hu
s |H

u
1:s−1, a

u
1:s, θ) of section 1 we

can describe much simpler (but still rather complex) distributions of individual
events P (ek|e1:k−1, θ) conditioned on the preceding ones. For simplicity we
suppose in this section that the space of features x is finite so there are finitely
many possible “marks” m = (v, x).

To reflect the supposed independence of the distributions of the users and
stationarity of the process, we remove the users from notation and provide either
real or fictitious event e0 of special type ‘start of observations’ at time t0. For
each subsequent event its probability will be written not in terms of its absolute
time tk but of its delay τk = tk−tk−1 with respect to the previous event, though
in conditions we keep absolute times6.

P (e|ē0:k, θ) = P ((τ,m)|(t,m, f)0:k, θ) (5)

Strictly speaking this formula (5) does not define a probability measure because
the next event might never happen with positive probability. To fix it we add
the ‘no-event’ e∞ = (τ∞,m∞) = (∞,∞) to the event space. But we will never
include this ‘no-event’ into an event sequence.

Now the probability of the users’s history seemingly can be written as the
product of much simpler low-dimensional distributions

P (Hu
0:Su |au1:Su , θ) = P (eu1:Bu |au1:Su , θ) =

Bu

∏

k=1

P (euk |ē
u
0:k−1, θ)

=

Bu

∏

k=1

P ((τ,m)uk |(t,m, f)u0:k−1, θ) (6)

6The distribution might depend on the day of week
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But this is not all the truth. Why had the sequence of events ended at euBu?
Because the number Bu was predefined, because ‘no-event’ e∞ appeared, or just
because the observation time exceeded some predefined limit tu0 + tmax? In the
latter case the probability depends also on tmax:

P (eu1:B|tmax, θ) =

Bu

∏

k=1

P ((τk,mk)
u|(t,m, f)u0:k−1, θ) (7)

× 1[tBu≤tu
0
+tmax]

× P (τ > tu0 + tmax − tuBu |(t,m, f)u0:Bu , θ)

We postpone considering still huge set of conditions (t,m, f)0:k−1 and θ of
the distribution P ((τk,mk)

u|(t,m, f)u0:k−1, θ) until section 4 and first discuss the
rather manageable space of distributions of pairs (time delay, mark) (τ,m).

Provided the markm belongs to some finite set {1, . . . ,M}∪∞, the probabil-
ity of the event can be factorized as P (e| . . . ) = P ((τ,m)| . . . ) = P (τ |m, . . . )Q(m| . . . ).
The space of (M + 1)-valued multinomial distributions is M -dimensional, so if
we choose a D-dimensional family of distributions on R+ for τ (for m < ∞),
we get the (D + 1)M -dimensional space Φ of distributions Pφ, φ ∈ Φ of pairs
(τ,m).

For probability distributions from the space Φ all the factors of formula 7
should be easily computable, they should better be easily differentiable in pa-
rameters to learn θ if needed, and they should allow easy sampling for future
policy optimization (like in algorithm 1). All this assertion are trivial for multi-
nomial distribution Qφ(m| . . . ) and might be non-trivial for time distributions
pφ(τ |m, . . . ). Usually such classic few-parametric families of distribution as log-
normal (two-dimensional), Erlang(a series of one-dimensional), gamma (two-
dimensional) are tried for time distributions pφ(τ |m, . . . ) of marked temporal
point processes. In [16] it was shown that several-dozen-dimensional mixture
of log-normal distribution gives better results. It was also conjectured in [16],
that the reason why the mixture is better is that all the base distributions have
light tails, no heavier than exponential, while in real world the delay times are
heavy-tailed.

Example. We can suggest a non-standard three-dimensional family of
heavy-tailed distributions on R+ which allow both easy computation and sam-
pling from. Each distribution of this family is unimodal and parameterized by
its maximum point τ∗, maximum value p∗ and the power speeds α and β of
decay approaching 0 and ∞; of these 4 parameters only 3 are independent. Its
density is

p(τ | . . . ) =

{

(

τ
τ∗

)α
p∗ when 0 ≤ τ ≤ τ∗

(

τ
τ∗

)−β
p∗ when τ ≥ τ∗

(8)

where τ∗ > 0, α > 0, β > 1, p∗ > 0 and
∫ ∞

0

p(τ | . . . )dτ =

(

1

α+ 1
+

1

β − 1

)

p∗τ∗ = 1 (9)
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We can express, say p∗ via the other parameter using (9) and plug it into (8);
this gives us

p(τ |α, β, τ∗) =

{

(α+1)(β−1)
(α+β)τ∗

(

τ
τ∗

)α
when 0 ≤ τ ≤ τ∗

(α+1)(β−1)
(α+β)τ∗

(

τ
τ∗

)−β
when τ ≥ τ∗

(10)

For such a density both the CDF

P (τ |α, β, τ∗) =

{

β−1
α+β

(

τ
τ∗

)α+1
when 0 ≤ τ ≤ τ∗

1− α+1
α+β

(

τ
τ∗

)1−β
when τ ≥ τ∗

(11)

and its inverse can also be expressed in elementary functions and computed fast,
so computations of likelihoods and sampling are easy and maximization of the
likelihood is possible7.

4 Neural Temporal Marked Point Processes

After a family Φ of distributions Pφ, φ ∈ Φ on the space of events is chosen, to
model the probability P (e|ē0:k, tmax, θ) of an event given the previous events one
can consider the parameter θ as a mapping from the space of finite time-ordered
sequences ē0:k of events augmented with consequent actions to Φ. The set Θ of
these mappings θ can be rather wide, and either an appropriate mapping θ∗ ∈ Θ
or a posterior distribution on Θ can be learnt using some training datasets D
and a likelihood-based method. Such an intention was declared in formulas (1)
and (2). Now we try to implement it.

As the space Θ we suggest recurrent neural networks (RNNs) in a broad
sense: RNN, GRU, LSTM, Transformer, or whatever else. This approach is very
popular (see survey [17]) because of sequential nature of conditioning on ē0:k in
P (e|ē0:k, tmax, θ). A neural network is defined by its particular structure (the
number of neurons and layers, connections between them, activation functions),
which should be chosen to define the space Θ, and trainable weights which define
a particular network θ ∈ Θ. We will not discuss the technically complicated but
already classic problems of building and training of RNNs, and focus on the
specifics of their application to the marked temporal point processes we are
interested in.

Let us remind the general structure and usage of recurrent neural networks.
Each RNN is a chain of identical subnetworks R(θ) (briefly, R), one for each
element of the sequence to be processed, passing to each other some state vectors
σj ∈ R

d where d is a structural parameter of the RNN, taking the previous
augmented event ēj−1 and computing the parameter φj(θ) (briefly φj) of the
distribution Pφj

of the current event ej:

σ0 =0 (12)

φj =(R.φ)(σj−1 , ēj−1) j = 1, 2, . . . (13)

σj =(R.σ)(σj−1, ēj−1) j = 1, 2, . . . (14)

7though with such inconveniences as non-smoothness and non-convexity

8



Algorithm 2 shows the current simplified approach to computation of the
likelihood of the sequence of observed events within the specified time interval.
If, say, p(e|φ) = p((τ,m)|φ) = p(τ |m,φ)Q(m|φ) for some multinomial distribu-
tions Q(·|φ) and p(·|·) from the family (10), then the cumulative distribution
P (τ |φ) of all events is the mixture of the distributions P (τ |m,φ) of shape (11)
and can be computed easily.

Algorithm 2 Computation of the likelihood of the sequence of events within
the specified observation time interval

Input: function p(e|φ) computing the probability density of the event
Input: function P (τ |φ) computing the cumulative probability of any event in
the time interval (0, τ)
Input: trained RNN R(θ) computing parameter φ of the distribution
Input: the sequence e of B time-ordered augmented events, ek = (t,m, f)k
Input: t0 ∈ R, tmax ∈ R+ the start and the duration of the observation
Output: the conditional probability P (e|t0, tmax, θ)

if ((e1).t < t0) or ((eB).t > t0 + tmax) then
return(0) # the sequence does not fit into the observation interval

end if

k ← 0; σ ← 0 # the current event number and the RNN state
e0 ← (t0,’start’, 0) # the initial (zeroth) pseudo-event
r = 1 # the probability to be returned
while k ≤ B do

(φ, σ)←R(θ)(σ, ek) # compute the distribution and the next state
k ← k + 1 # the next event number
if k ≤ B then

r ← r ∗ p((tk − tk−1,mk)|φ)
else

r ← r ∗ (1− P (t0 + tmax − tk−1|φ)) # no next event observed
end if

end while

return(r)

Then the likelihood of the dataset D as a result of observation of the set of I
users within the time segments [tu0 , t

u
0 + tmax]

8 given the actions A(D) happened
respectively is:

P (D|A(D), tmax, θ) =

I
∏

u=1

(

Bu

∏

k=1

Pφu
k
(θ) ((τ, v)

u
k)1[tuBu≤tu

0
+tmax]Pφu

Bu+1
(θ) (τ > tmax − tuBu)

)

(15)

8The time segment lengths tumax might be set to each user individually as well, but then
they had to be given explicitly. They cannot be computed just as the maximal differences
between the timestamps of events of the user available in the log.
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(cf. motivational formula (1) and its refinement (7); the details of computation
of each of the I top level factors are presented in algorithm 2).

Remind that θ is the vector of weights of a recurrent neural network which
has independent on θ and already fixed structure, so either θ can be learnt9 or
the posterior on the set of these RNNs R(θ) can be defined using P (D|θ) as in
formula (2). Finally, since all the distributions Pφ belong to a simple distribution
class like (10)10, sampling each next event (τ,m) is easy, see algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Sample an event from a distribution P ((τ,m)) = p(τ |m)Q(m)
for multinomial Q(·) and p(·|·) from the family (10)–(11)

Input: M , Q = (q1, . . . , qM ),
∑M

m=1 qm ≤ 1
Input: αm, βm, τ∗m, m = 1, . . . ,M see (10)
Output: the sampled event e = (τ,m)

######## sample m from multinomial Q(m):
η ∼ U([0, 1]) # uniform sampling
m← 0, s← 0;
while s ≤ η do

if m = M then

return(∞,∞) # no more events
end if

m← m+ 1, s← s+ qm;
end while # sampling in O(logM) time is also possible11

######## sample τ from P (τ |m), namely from (11):
η ∼ U([0, 1]) # uniform sampling
if η < βm−1

αm+βm
then # compute the inverse

(

P−1(τ |m)
)

(η)

τ = τ∗m

(

η(αm+βm)
βm−1

)
1

αm+1

else

τ = τ∗m

(

(1−η)(αm+βm)
αm+1

)− 1
βm−1

end if

return(τ ,m)

Now, after the RNN modelR(θ) and training its parameter θ are more or less
described and sampling an event from it is shown explicitly, we can show how
to sample the event sequences and learn the policy (as announced in algorithm

9Very roughly speaking, learning θ, or equivalently, training the neural network R(θ) given
some dataset D is based upon maximization of the likelihood (15) or something like that. We
are not ready to discuss training of RNNs of unspecified structure in details here. See, e.g. a
textbook [15]

10More exactly, to class (10) belong type-conditioned time distributions p(τ |m, . . . ) while
the overall time distribution p(τ | . . . ) is a mixture of such distributions.

11but useless in this algorithm because is used only once for the given Q
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1 rather informally). See algorithms 4 and 5.

Algorithm 4 Sample a sequence of augmented events of the desired time du-
ration
Input: a RNN R
Input: function sampleNext(φ) (algorithm 3)
Input: t0 ∈ R, tmax ∈ R+ the start and the duration of the sampling
Input: policy πξ to be applied to events of type ’request for action’
Output: the length B and the sampled sequence e1:B = (t,m)1:B

t← t0; B ← 0; # the current time and the length of the event sequence
σ ← 0; eB ← (t0,’start’, 0) # the RNN state and the current event

while t < t0 + tmax do

(φ, σ)←R(σ, eB) # compute the distribution and the next state
(τ,m)← SampleNext(φ) # sample the next event from the distribution
t← t+ τ # the event absolute time
if t > t0 + tmax then break; # the time is over
end if

B ← B + 1
eB ← (t,m, 0) # store the new event with no action
if m =‘request for action’ then

a ∼ πξ(e0:B) # sample the requested action from the policy
(eB).f ← a # and store it as caused by this event

end if

end while

return(B, e1:B)

11



Algorithm 5 Stochastic gradient maximization of the policy utility

Input: trained RNN R
Input: function sampleEvents(R, t0, tmax, π) (algorithm 4)
Input: t0 ∈ R, tmax ∈ R+ the start and the duration of the sampling12

Input: initial policy πξ0

Input: utility function U defined on the event sequences e1:B
Input: gradient step parameter λ > 0
Input: a StopOptimization(. . . ) criterion
Output: the parameter ξ of the optimized policy πξ

ξ ← ξ0

while not StopOptimization(. . . ) do
(B, e)← sampleEvents(R, t0, tmax, πξ)

# sample an event and action sequence ē1:B

ξ ← ξ + λU(e)
(

∑B
k=1 1[mk=’request for action’]∇ξ log πξ(fk|e1:k−1)

)

# a gradient step in the policy parameter space
end while

return(ξ)
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Günnemann. Neural temporal point processes: A review. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2104.03528, 2021.

[18] Christopher Sims. On an example of Larry Wasserman. online manuscript,
available from Link, 2(10), 2006.

[19] Yixin Wang, Dawen Liang, Laurent Charlin, and David M Blei. Causal
inference for recommender systems. In Proceedings of the 14th ACM Con-
ference on Recommender Systems, pages 426–431, 2020.

[20] Ronald J Williams. Simple statistical gradient-following algorithms for
connectionist reinforcement learning. Machine learning, 8:229–256, 1992.

13

http://sims. princeton. edu/yftp/WassermanExmpl/WassermanComment. pdf

	Introduction
	General Idea
	Temporal Point Processes for Repeated Action Personalization
	Marked Temporal Point Process: a probabilistic model

	Neural Temporal Marked Point Processes

