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Abstract

The current work is motivated by the need for robust statistical methods for pre-
cision medicine; we pioneer the concept of a sequential, adaptive design for a single
individual. As such, we address the need for statistical methods that provide ac-
tionable inference for a single unit at any point in time. Consider the case that one
observes a single time-series, where at each time ¢, one observes a data record O(t)
involving treatment nodes A(t), an outcome node Y (t), and time-varying covariates
W (t). We aim to learn an optimal, unknown choice of the controlled components of
the design in order to optimize the expected outcome; with that, we adapt the ran-
domization mechanism for future time-point experiments based on the data collected
on the individual over time. Our results demonstrate that one can learn the optimal
rule based on a single sample, and thereby adjust the design at any point ¢ with valid
inference for the mean target parameter. This work provides several contributions to
the field of statistical precision medicine. First, we define a general class of averages of
conditional causal parameters defined by the current context (“context-specific”) for
the single unit time-series data. We define a nonparametric model for the probability
distribution of the time-series under few assumptions, and aim to fully utilize the
sequential randomization in the estimation procedure via the double robust structure
of the efficient influence curve of the proposed target parameter. We present multiple
exploration-exploitation strategies for assigning treatment, and methods for estimat-
ing the optimal rule. Lastly, we present the study of the data-adaptive inference on



the mean under the optimal treatment rule, where the target parameter adapts over
time in response to the observed context of the individual. Our target parameter
is pathwise differentiable with an efficient influence function that is doubly robust -
which makes it easier to estimate than previously proposed variations. We charac-
terize the limit distribution of our estimator under a Donsker condition expressed in
terms of a notion of bracketing entropy adapted to martingale settings.

Keywords: Sequential decision making, Time-Series, Optimal Individualized Treatment,
Targeted Maximum Likelihood Estimation (TMLE), Causal Inference.



1 Introduction

There is growing scientific enthusiasm for the use, and development, of mobile health de-

signs (mHealth) - broadly referring to the practice of health care mediated via mobile

and wearable technologies (Steinhubl et al.[2013, Malvey & Slovensky|2014] [Istepanian &

‘Woodward| 2017, Istepanian & Al-Anzi[2018]). Numerous smartphones and Internet coupled

devices, connected to a plethora of mobile health applications, support continuous assembly
of data-driven healthcare intervention and insight opportunities. Interest in mobile inter-
ventions spans myriad of applications, including behavioral maintenance or change (Free
et al|2013, [Muhammad et al.2017)), disease management (Heron & Smyth| 2010, [Ertin|
et al.|2011) Muessig et al.2013| Steinhubl et al.[|2013), teaching and social support
and addiction management (Dulin et al.|2014, |Zhang et al.[2016)). In particular,

Istepanian & Al-Anzi| (2018)) refer to mHealth as one of the most transformative drivers for

healthcare delivery in modern times.
Recently, a new type of an experimental design termed micro-randomized trial (MRT)

was developed in order to support just-in-time adaptive exposures - with an aim to deliver

the intervention at the optimal time and location (Dempsey et al. 2015, [Klasnja et al.|

2015)). To this date, multiple trials have been completed using MRT design, including

encouraging regular physical activity (Klasnja et al.2019) and engaging participation in

substance use data gathering process in high-risk populations (Rabbi et al.[2018)). For both

observational mHealth and MRT, the time-series nature of the collected data provides an
unique opportunity to collect individual characteristics and context of each subject, while
studying the effect of treatment on the outcome at specified future time-point.

The generalized estimating equation (GEE) and random effects models are the most

commonly employed approaches for the analysis of mobile health data (Walls & Schafer
2006, |Stone et al. 2007, Bolger & Laurenceau| 2013, [Hamaker et al.|[2018). As pointed




out in Boruvka et al.| (2018]), these methods often do not yield consistent estimates of the
causal effect of interest if time-varying treatment is present. As an alternative, |Boruvka
et al.| (2018) propose a centered and weighted least square estimation method for GEE
that provides unbiased estimation, assuming linear model for the treatment effects. They
tackle proximal and distal effects, with a focus on continuous outcome. On the other hand,
Luckett et al. (2019) propose a new reinforcement learning method applicable to perennial,
frequently collected longitudinal data. While the literature on dynamic treatment regimes
is vast and well-studied (Murphy||2003, Robins 2004, Chakraborty & Moodie 2013, Luedtke
& van der Laan|[2016¢,a)b), the unique challenges posed by mHealth obstruct their direct
employment; for instance, mHealth objective typically has an infinite horizon. Luckett et al.
(2019) model the data-generating distribution as a Markov decision process, and estimate
the optimal policy among a class of pre-specified policies in both offline and online setting.

While mHealth, MRT designs and the corresponding methods for their analysis aim to
deliver treatment tailored to each patient, they are still not optimized with complete “N-of-
1”7 applications in mind. The usual population based target estimands fail to ensnare the
full, personalized nature of the time-series trajectory, often imposing strong assumptions
on the dynamics model for the estimation purposes. To the best of our knowledge, Robins
et al. (1999) provide the first step towards describing a causal framework for a single subject
with time-varying exposure and binary outcome in a time-series setting. Focusing on full
potential paths, Bojinov & Shephard (2019) provide a causal framework for time-series
experiments with randomization-based inference. Other methodologies focused on single
unit applications rely on strong modeling assumptions, primarily linear predictive models
and stationarity; see Bojinov & Shephard (2019) for an excellent review of the few works
on the topic. Alternatively, van der Laan et al.| (2018) propose causal effects defined as
marginal distributions of the outcome at a particular time point under a certain intervention

on one or more of the treatment nodes. The efficient influence function of these estimators,



however, relies on the whole mechanism in a non-double robust manner. Therefore, even
when the assignment function is known, the inference still relies on consistent (at rate)
estimation of the conditional distributions of the covariate and outcome nodes.

The current work presented is motivated by the need for robust statistical methods
for precision medicine, pioneering the concept of a sequential, adaptive design for a single
individual. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work on learning the optimal
individualized treatment rule in response to the current context for a single subject. A
treatment rule for a patient is an individualized treatment strategy based on the history
accrued, and context learned, up to the most current time point. A reward is measured
on the patient at repetitive units, and optimality is meant in terms of optimization of the
mean reward at a particular time £. We aim to learn an optimal, unknown choice of the
controlled components of the design based on the data collected on the individual over time;
with that, we adapt the randomization mechanism for future time-point experiments. Our
results demonstrate that one can learn the optimal, context defined rule based on a single
sample, and thereby adjust the design at any point ¢ with valid inference for the mean
target parameter.

This article provides two main contributions to the field of statistical precision medicine.
First, we define a general class of averages of conditional (context-specific) causal parame-
ters for the single unit time-series data. We define models for the probability distribution
of the time-series that refrains from making unrealistic parametric assumptions, and aims
to fully utilize the sequential randomization in the estimation procedure. Secondly, we
present the study of the data-adaptive inference on the mean under the optimal treatment
rule, where the target parameter adapts over time in response to the observed context of
the individual. Our estimators are double robust and easier to estimate efficiently than
previously proposed variations (van der Laan et al.|[2018). Finally, for inference, we rely

on martingale Central Limit Theorem under a conditional variance stabilization condition



and a maximal inequality for martingales with respect to an extension of the notion of
bracketing entropy for martingale settings, initially proposed by van de Geer| (2000), which
we refer to as sequential bracketing entropy.

This article structure is as follows. In Section [2] we formally present the general formu-
lation of the statistical estimation problem, consisting of specifying the statistical model
and notation, the target parameter defined as the average of context-specific target parame-
ters, causal assumptions and identification results, and the corresponding efficient influence
curve for the target parameter. In Section [3| we discuss different strategies for estimating
the optimal treatment rule and sampling strategies for assigning treatment at each time
point. The following section, Section [4 introduces the Targeted Maximum Likelihood Es-
timator (TMLE), with Section [5| covering the theory behind the proposed estimator. In
Section [6] we present simulation results for different dependence settings. We conclude with

a short discussion in Section [T

2 Statistical Formulation of the Problem

2.1 Data and Likelihood

Let O(t) be the observed data at time ¢, where we assume to follow a patient along time
steps t = 1,..., N such that O = (0(0),0(1),...O(N)) = (O(t) : t =0,...,N). At each
time step ¢, the experimenter assigns to the patient a binary treatment A(t) € A := {0, 1}.
We then observe, in this order, a post-treatment health outcome Y (t) € ) C R, and then
a post-outcome vector of time-varying covariates W (t) lying in an Euclidean set W. We
suppose that larger values of Y (t) reflect a better health outcome; without loss of generality,
we also assume that Y'(t) = (0, 1), with rewards being bounded away from 0 and 1. The
ordering of the nodes matters, as W (t) is an important part of post-exposure history to

be considered for the next record, O(t + 1). Finally, we note that O(0) = (W (0)), where
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O(—1) = A(0) = Y(0) = 0; as such, O(0) plays the role of baseline covariates for the
collected time-series, based on which exposure A(1) might be allocated.

We denote O(t) := (A(t), Y (t), W(t)) the observed data collected on the patient at time
step ¢, with O := A x Y x W as the domain of the observation O(t). We note that O(t) has
a fixed dimension in time ¢, and is an element of an Euclidean set O. Our data set is the
time-indexed sequence OY € OV, or time-series, of the successive observations collected on
a single patient. For any ¢, we let O(t) := (O(1),...,0(t)) denote the observed history of
the patient up until time ¢. Unlike in more traditional statistical settings, the data points
O(1),...,0(N) are not independent draws from the same law: here they form a dependent
sequence, which is a single draw of a distribution over O¥. In that sense, our data reduces
to a single sample.

We let OY ~ PN, where P}’ denotes the true probability distribution of OY. The
subscript “0” stands for the “truth” throughout the rest of the article, denoting the true,
unknown features of the distribution of the data. Realizations of a random variable O
are denoted with lower case letters, 0. We suppose that P admits a density p) w.r.t. a
dominating measure ;1 over OV that can be written as the product measure g = x¥ (114 ¥
Wy X pw), with g4, py, and py measures over A, ), and W. From the chain rule, the
likelihood under the true data distribution Pi¥ of a realization 6" of OV can be factorized

according to the time ordering of observation nodes as:

Hp0a(t) ) [o(t —1)) XHPOy t) | o(t —1),a(t))

< Hpom 1) ot - 1), a(t). y(1).

where a(t) = poaw(a(t) | ot — 1), y(t) = poy(y(t) | ot — 1),a(t)), and w(t) =

Powe)(w(t) | o(t —1),a(t),y(t)) are conditional densities w.r.t. the dominating measures

ma, Wy, and Hw -



2.2 Statistical Model

Since O represents a single time-series, a dependent process, we observe only a single
draw from PJY. As a result, we are unable to estimate any part of Pi¥ without additional
assumptions. In particular, we assume that the conditional distribution of O(t) given O(t —
1), Powy o1y depends on O(t — 1) through a summary measure C,(t) = Co(O(t—1)) € C
of fixed dimension; each C,(t) might contain ¢-specific summary of previous measurements
of context, or is of a particular Markov order. For later notational convenience, we denote
this conditional distribution Py o¢—1) with Pe, ). Then, the density pe, ) of Pe, ) with
respect to a dominating measure pc, ) is a conditional density (o, C,) — pco(t)(O ] Co) SO
that for each value of Cy(t), [ pe (o | Co(t))dpuc, (o) = 1. We extend this notion to all
parts of the likelihood as described in subsection , defining g, ;) as the density for node
Y (t) conditional on a fixed dimensional summary C,(t), with Cy,(¢) and C,(t) corresponding
to fixed dimensional summaries for gy = po.w) (w(t) | Cw(t)) and g = poa)(a(t) | Ca(t)),
respectively.

Additionally, we assume that pc, ) is parameterized by a common (in time ¢) func-
tion # € O, with inputs (c,0) — 6(c,0). The conditional distribution pc, ) depends
on 6 only through 6(C,(t),-) We write pc,) = po,c,) interchangeably. Let g, be the
common conditional density of Y (¢), given (A(t), C,(t)); we make no such assumption on
qu(t)- Additionally, we make no conditional stationarity assumptions on g; if randomiza-
tion probabilities are known, as is the case for an adaptive sequential trial. We define
Q(Co(t), A(t)) = Ep,,,,(Y(t) | Co(t), A(t)) to be the conditional mean of Y'(t) given Cy(t)
and A(t). As such, we have that Q(C, (1)) = Q(C,(t), A(t)) = [ygq,(y | Co(t), A(t))du, (o),
and @ is a common function across time ¢; we put no restrictions on Q. We suppress
dependence of the conditional density g, in future reference, as this factor plays no role
in estimation. In particular, g, does not affect the efficient influence curve of the target

parameter, allowing us to act as if g, is known. Finally, we define 6 = (g, Q) and let



© = G x Q be the cartesian product of the two nonparametric parameter spaces for g and
Q.

Let pp.c, () and pj) be the density for O(t) given C,(t) and O, implied by . This defines
a statistical model MY = {P}V : 8} where P;" is the probability measure for the time-series
implied by pg.c,@). Additionally, we define a statistical model of distributions of O(t) at
time ¢, conditional on realized summary C,(t). In particular, let M(Cy(t)) = {Po,c,@) : 0}
be the model for Po, ) for a given C,(t) implied by M¥Y. Note that, by setup, both
MY and M(C,(t)) contain their truth P, and Powyc,), respectively. Similarly to the
likelihood expression in sub section , we can factorize the likelihood under the above
defined statistical model according to time ordering as:

N N

po(o™) = [ [ ge(al®) [ Ca(®)) [T ay(w(®) | Co(8)) ] [ duir (w(t) | Cun(t)):

t=1 t=1
2.3 Causal Target Parameter and Identification
2.3.1 Non-parametric structural equation model and causal target parameter

By specifying a non-parametric structural equations model (NPSEM; equivalently, struc-
tural causal model), we assume that each component of the observed time-specific data
structure is a function of an observed, fixed-dimensional history and an unmeasured ex-
ogenous error term (Pearl| (2009)). We encode the time-ordering of the variables using the

following NPSEM:

W(0) = fw) (Uw(0)), (1)
) = faw(Ca(t),Ua(t)), t=1,...,N,

) = fyw(Cy (1), Uy(t), t=1,...,N,
)

fW(t)(CW(t), Uw(t)), t=1,...,N,

At

t

(
Y(
Wt



where (fa(t):t=1,...,N), (fy(t):t=1,...,N) and (fw(t) : t=0,...,N) are unspeci-

fied, deterministic functions and U = (U (0),...,Uw(N),Ua(1),...,Us(N),Uy(1),...,Uy(N))

is a vector of exogenous errors.

We denote M the set of all probability distributions P over the domain of (O, U) that
are compatible with the NPSEM defined above. Let P{" be the true probability distribution
of (O,U), which we assume to belong to M*; we denote M as the causal model. The
causal model M* encodes all the knowledge about the data-generating process, and implies
a model for the distribution of the counterfactual random variables; as such, causal effects
are defined in terms of hypothetical interventions on the NPSEM.

Consider a treatment rule C,(t) — d(C,(t)) € {0,1}, that maps the observed, fixed
dimensional history C,(t) into a treatment decision for A(t). We introduce a counterfactual
random variable O, defined by substituting the equation for node A at time ¢ in the

NPSEM with the intervention d:

we0) = Jw©) (Uw(0))

ALt) = d(Ca(t)), t=1,...,N
)
) =

£ = fyo(Cy(),Uy(t), t=1,...,N

(
Y
Wt Jww(Cw(t),Uw(t)), t=1,...,N,

We gather all of the nodes of the above modified NPSEM in the random vector OV? :=
(O%t) : t = 1,...,N), where O%(t) := (A%t),Y4t), W(t)). The random vector O™
represents the counterfactual time-series, or counterfactual trajectory the subject of interest
would have had, had each treatment assignment A(t), for ¢t = 1,..., N, had been carried
out following the treatment rule d.

We now formally define time-series causal parameters. First, we introduce a time- and

context-specific causal model. Let M (c) be the set of conditional probability distributions
P over the domain of (O(t),Ua(t), Uy (t), Uy (t)) compatible with the non-parametric

C
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structural equation model (|1)) imposing that Cy(t) = C,(t) = ¢

Ac(t) =faw(co, Ual(t))
Yo(t) =fyu(calco, A(t)), Uy (1))
Wc<t) :fW(t) (CW<607 A(t)v Y<t))7 UW (t))

Let O%(t) be the counterfactual observation at time ¢, obtained by substituting the A(t)

equation in the above set of equations with the deterministic intervention d:

AZ(t) =d(c)
V() =fyw(calco, A1), Uy (1))
W) = fww (ew(co, A(t), Y (1)), Uw (1)).

We define our causal parameter of interest as

d ,
Vel (Flyw) = EYE ),

which is the expectation of the counterfactual random variable Y¢, generated by the above
modified NPSEM. It corresponds to starting at ¢ = C,(t), the current context, and assigning
treatment following d. Our causal target parameter is the mean outcome we would have
obtained after one time-step, if, starting at time ¢ from the observed context C,(t), we had

carried out intervention d.

2.3.2 Identification of the causal target and defining the statistical target

Once we have defined our causal target parameter, the natural question that arises is how
to identify it from the observed data distribution. We can identify the distribution of the

d-specific time series O™, and also of the (d, C,(t))-specific observation Oéo( from the

£
observed data via the G-computation formula - under the sequential randomization and

positivity assumptions, which we state below.
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Assumption 1 (Sequential randomization). For every t, Y(t) 1L A(t) | C,(t) (and
Vo6 1L AW Clt)

Assumption 2 (Positivity). It holds that under the treatment mechanism go., each treat-
ment value a € {0,1} has a positive probability of being assigned, under every possible

treatment history:
gotla|c) >0, for everyt > 1, a € {0,1} and every c € C such that Py[C,(t) = ¢] > 0.

Note that under the setting of the present article, as we suppose that A(t) is assigned at
random conditional on C,(t) by the experimenter, assumption 1 concerning the sequential
randomization automatically holds. Under identification assumptions 1 and 2, we can write

our causal parameter \Ilgod( t)(POF ) as a feature of the data-generating distribution:
Vern(Fo) = W o (Po) == B, [Y (1) | A(t) = d(Co(t)), Co(t)] -

Observe that in the above definition \I/dco( » (o), shortly defined as W) (F), depends on Fy
only through the true conditional distribution of O(t) given C,(t). For every P, we remind
that Pc ) denotes the distribution of O(t) given C,(t), and let M(C,(t)) be the set of
such distributions corresponding to P € M. At each time-point ¢, given a C,(t), we define
a target parameter e, ) : M(C,(t)) — R that is pathwise differentiable with canonical
gradient D¢, ) (Fe,(1))(0) at Fe,) in M(Co(t)). As described in Section , we have that
Ve (Po,w) = Ye,u)(0), where Wi, 4)(0) depends on 6 only though its section 6(Cy(t),-).
We denote the collection of C,(t)-specific canonical gradients as (c,0) = D*(Pe,@)(c,0),
so that we can write them uniformly as a function of the observed components; with that,
we have that D, (Po,)(0) = Dg,,)(0)(0) = D*(0)(co(t), 0). As is custom for canonical
gradients, for a given C,(t), D*() is a function of the observed data with conditional mean
zero with respect to Po, ).

Finally, we propose a class of statistical target parameters ¥(f) defined as the average

over time of C,(t)-specific counterfactual means under the treatment rule. In particular,
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the target parameter on MY, UV : MY — R of the data distribution P € MY is defined

as:
_ 1 X
Vo) = D We,m(6).
t=1

The statistical target parameter W(#) is data-dependent, as it is defined as an average over
time of parameters of the conditional distribution of O(t) given the observed realization
of C,(t); as such, it depends on (C,(1),...,C,(N)). In practice, ¥(f) is an average of
the means under optimal treatment decisions over all observed contexts over time. As
an average of C,(t)-specific causal effects with a double robust efficient influence curve
D¢, 1(0)(0), it follows we can estimate U(f) in a double robust manner as well, as we

further emphasize in the following section.

2.3.3 Canonical gradient and first order expansion of the target parameter

In the following theorem we provide the canonical gradient of our target parameter that
admits a first order expansion with a double-robust second order term. We pursue the

discussion on marginal parameters in more detail in subsection in the appendix.

Theorem 1 (Canonical gradient and first order expansion). Under the strong positiv-

ity assumption (assumption @ in subsection , the target parameter mapping VYo :

M(C,(t)) — R is pathwise differentiable w.r.t. M(C,(t)), with a canonical gradient w.r.t.

M(C,(t)) given by

g"(a | Co(1))
gla | Co(t))

Furthermore V¢, 4)(Q) admits the following first order expansion:

D¢, (@, 9)(0) = (y — Qa, Cu(1))) -
\IJCO(t) (Q) - \IICO(t) (QO) = _PO,Co(t)Déo(t)(Q7 g) + R(Qv QOa g, gO,t)7

where R 1is a second order remainder that is doubly-robust, with R(Q,Qo,g,goﬂf) =0 if
either Q = Qo or g = go.s-

13



2.3.4 Optimal rule

Now that we have identified the context-specific counterfactual outcome under d as a pa-
rameter of the observed data distribution PJ¥, we can identify the optimal treatment rule.
The optimal treatment rule is a priori a causal object defined as a function of P}, and a
parameter of the observed data generating distribution PY. Under the identification as-
sumptions, we can identify the optimal rule from the observed data distribution as follows.
Fix arbitrarily Q € Q. To alleviate notation, we further introduce the blip function defined

as:

B(Co(t)) = Q(Co(t), A(t) = 1) — Q(Co(t), A(t) = 0).

Intuitively, if B(C,(t)) > 0, assigning treatment A(¢) = 1 is more beneficial (in terms
of optimizing Y'(¢)) than A(t) = 0 for time point ¢ under the current context C,(t). If
B(C,(t)) < 0, we can optimize the t-specific outcome by assigning the subject treatment
A(t) = 0 instead. The true optimal rule for the purpose of optimizing the mean of the next

(short-term) outcome Y (t), for binary treatment, is then given by:
do(Cy(t)) = L(B(C,(t)) > 0). (2)

As defined in Equation (2)), do(C,(t)) is a typical treatment rule that maps observed fixed
dimensional summary deterministically into one treatment; a stochastic treatment rule

does so randomly (Luedtke & van der Laan|2016¢a, Chambaz et al.|[2017).

3 Optimal Treatment Rule and the Sampling Scheme

In an adaptive sequential trial, the process of generating A(t) is controlled by the ex-
perimenter. As such, one can simultaneously learn and start assigning treatment accord-

ing to the best current estimate of the optimal treatment rule, with varying exploration-

14



exploitation objectives. In this section we describe different strategies for estimating the
optimal treatment rule, as well as propose different sampling schemes for assigning treat-

ment.

3.1 Estimating the Optimal Treatment Rule
3.1.1 Parametric working model

First, we consider estimating the optimal treatment rule based on a parametric working
model. As described previously, consider a treatment rule C,(t) — d(C,(t)) € {0,1} that
maps the history C,(¢) into a treatment decision for A(¢). We define a parametric working
model for g, indexed by parameter 6 such that {q, : 8}. Notice that under the specified

working model, we have that:

Qo(Co(t), a) = E(Y (1) | Co(t), At) = a) = / Yayo(y | Colt), a)dpy(y).

The true conditional treatment effect, By(C,(t)), can then be expressed as

BG(Co(t)) = QG(Co(t)’ 1) - QG(Co(t)v O)

under the parametric working model. Recall that the optimal treatment rule for A(t) for

the purpose of maximizing Y'(¢) is given by:
do(Co(t)) = L(By(Cy(t)) > 0).

Under the parametric working model, we note that the optimal treatment rule can be

represented as:

dG(Co(t)) = H(BQ(Co(t)) > 0)

Let 0;,_1 to be the maximum likelihood estimate of the true 6, based on the most

current history, O(t — 1), and according to the working model g, 9. We could define the

15



fixed dimensional history C,(t) such that for each time point ¢, #;_; is included in the

relevant history C,(t) for O(t). The current estimate of the rule is then defined as:

dy,_,(Co(t)) = 1(Bo,, (Coft)) > 0).

If the parametric model is very flexible, By, , might be a good approximation of the true
conditional treatment effect By(C,(t)). In that case, dp, ,(C,(t)) is a good approximation of
the optimal rule do(C,(t)). Nevertheless, we argue that 6;_; will converge to 6, defined by a
Kullback-Leibler projection of the true ¢, onto the working model {g, ¢ : }. Consequently,
the rule dy, ,(C,(t)) will converge to a fixed I(By(C,(t)) > 0) as t converges to infinity.

3.1.2 Machine Learning

Instead of considering a parametric working model, we explore estimation of the optimal
treatment rule based on more flexible, possibly nonparametric approaches drawn from the
machine learning literature. As in the previous subsection, we define B, ,(C,(t)) to be
an estimator of the true blip function, By(C,(t)), based on the most recent observations
up to time ¢, O(t — 1). In particular, we consider estimators studied in previous work,
including online Super-Learner of )y which provides convenient computational and sta-
tistical properties for dense time-series data described elsewhere (van der Laan & Lendle
2014, |Benkeser et al. 2018). Additionally, we might consider ensemble machine learning
methods that target By directly (Luedtke & van der Laan|[2016¢). As mentioned in the
previous section, we can view By, | (Co(t)) as just another univariate covariate extracted
from the past, and include it in our definition of Cy(t). If Bg, , is consistent for By, then
the rule dg, | (Co(t)) based on By, , will converge to the optimal rule I(By(C,(t)) > 0), as
shown in previous work (Luedtke & van der Laan|2016¢, Chambaz et al.|[2017)).
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3.2 Defining the Sampling Scheme

In the following section, we describe two sampling schemes that define g% = {g; : t =
1,--+, N} precisely. Both rely on estimating parts of the likelihood based on the time-points
collected so far for the single subject studied. The t-dependent current estimate of Qo and
By are then further utilized to assign the next treatment, collect the next corresponding
block of data, and estimate the target parameter of interest. Following the empirical process

literature, we define Py f to be the empirical average of function f, and Pf = Epf(O).

3.2.1 Stochastic Optimal Treatment Rules

In the following, we follow closely the argument given in [Chambaz et al.| (2017) in order
to define ¢". Let Q,_; denote the time ¢ estimate of @y based on the time-series points
collected so far, O(t —1). For a small number of samples, dg, , (C,(t)) might not be a good
estimate of dy(C,(t)). As such, assigning the current conditional probability of treatment
deterministically based on the estimated rule could be ill-advised. In addition, without
exploration (enforced via a deterministic rule), we cannot guarantee consistency of the
optimal rule estimator.

In light of that, we define {¢;};>1 and {e;};>1 as user-defined, non-increasing sequences
such that ¢; < %, limyc; = ¢ > 0 and limye; = e > 0. More specifically, we let
{e:}+>1 define the level of random perturbation around the current estimate dg, ,(Co(t))
of the optimal rule. We define {¢;}+>1 as the probability of failure, so choosing ¢; = --- =
¢ = 0.5 would yield a balanced stochastic treatment rule. In particular, we define a
design that ensures that, under any context and with a positive probability e;, we pick the
treatment uniformly at random. This positive probability e; is what is often referred to as
the exploration rate in the bandit and reinforcement learning literature (Sutton & Barto

1998)). For every t > 1, we could have the following function G; over [—1, 1] as defined in
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Chambaz et al.| (2017):

1/2—Ct 3 1/2_Ct 1
e e ) I[—e, <z <
207 T 26,73 T+ 5 [—er <z < ey,

Gi(z) = cllx < —ey] + (1 — )|z > e + (
where Gy(x) is used to derive a stochastic treatment rule from an estimated blip function,

such that
ge(1]| Co(1)) = Gi(Bg, ,(Co(t)))-

Note that G, is a smooth approximation to x — I[z > 0] bounded away from 0 and
1, mimicking the optimal treatment rule as an indicator of the true blip function. With
that in mind, any other non-decreasing k,-Lipschitz function with Fy(z) = ¢; for x < —ey
and Fy(z) = 1 — ¢; for x > e, would approximate the optimal treatment rule as well. The
definitions of G; and ¢, prompt the following lemma, which illustrates the ability of the

sampling scheme to learn form the collected data, while still exploring:

Lemma 1. Let t > 1. Then we have that:

N | —

inf gi(d(co(1)) [ colt)) =
inf gi(1 —d(co(t)) | co(t)) = ct.

Note that under Lemma [I] the positivity assumption needed for the identification result
is met. Finally, we reiterate that the stochastic treatment rule g,(1 | C,(t)) approximates

d(C,(t)) in the following sense:
19:(1 | Co(t)) = d(Co(1))] < eacll[| B(Co(t)) = eool] + %HHB(Co(t)) < exol].

If ¢ and ey are small and |B(C,(t)) > €|, then drawing treatment assignment from a
smooth approximation of d(C,(t)) is not much different than d(C,(t)), with little impact

on the mean value of the reward.
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3.2.2 Target sequential sampling with Highly Adaptive Lasso

Alternatively, one could allocate randomization probabilities based on the tails of an es-
timate of the blip function, B(C,(t)). In particular, we present a sampling scheme that
utilizes the Highly Adaptive Lasso (HAL) estimator for obtaining the bounds around the
estimate of the true blip function. The Highly Adaptove Lasso is a nonparametric regres-
sion estimator that does not rely on local smoothness assumptions (Benkeser & van der
Laan| 2016, [van der Laan|2017). Briefly, for the class of functions that are right-hand con-
tinuous with left-hand limits and a finite variation norm, HAL is an MLE which can be
computed based on Li-penalized regression. As such, it is similar to standard lasso regres-
sion function in its implementation, except that the relationship between the predictors and
the outcome is described by data-dependent basis functions instead of a parametric model.
For a thorough description of the Highly Adaptive Lasso estimator, we refer the reader to
Benkeser & van der Laan| (2016) and van der Laan| (2017); we provide more details on the
Highly Adaptive Lasso in the appendix subsection [9.4]

We propose to use HAL to estimate By(C,), which implies an estimator for the optimal

rule do(C,) = I(By(C,) > 0). We define a quadratic loss function as follows:
Li(0)(0,Co) = (D1(0)(0) = B(C,))%,

which is indexed by 6 = (g, Q) required to evaluate D;(0)(O). This influence function has
the property that Eo(D:(0)|C,) = Bo(C,) if either Q = Qo or g = go, under positivity.
As such, Lg(fy) is a double robust and efficient loss function for the true risk in the
sense that P,Lg(f) is a double robust locally efficient estimator of the true risk under
regularity conditions. As a double robust and efficient loss, the true risk of the loss function
Lp(0)(0,C,) equals Py(By — B)*(C,) up until a constant if either D;(6) = D1(Qq,g) or
Dy (8) = Di(Q; 9o)-

Let E(D:(0)|C,) = ¢, with 4" € D0, 7], the Banach space of d-variate cadlag
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functions. Define C, s = {C, : j € s} for a given subset s C {1, ...,d}. For ¥"'P € D0, 7],
we define the s™ section of /PP as ¢PP(c,) = ¢PliP(c, | I(1 € s),...,coql(d € 5)), where ¢,

denotes all possibilities of C,. We assume the variation norm of /" is finite:

[P, = 4P (0) Z / bl ()| < M.

sCq{1,..

The HAL estimator represents 1/ ag

77Dblip(co> bhp Z 1/}bhp du)

sC{L,....d

wbhp Z / u < Cos wbhp(du>

sc{1,....d

which uses a discrete measure PP with m support points to approximate this representa-
tion. For each subset s, at time ¢t = N, we select as support points the N observed values
Cos(t), t = 1,..., N, of the context C,(t). Then, for each subset s, we have a discrete
approximation of PP with support defined by the actual N observations and point-masses
d b s the pointmass assigned by 2P to point ¢, 4(¢), t = 1,..., N. This approximation
consists of a linear combination of basis functions ¢, — ¢s:(¢,) = I(cos > Cos(t)) with

corresponding coefficients d blip summed over s and t =1,..., N.

m,s,t

The minimization of the empirical risk P,Lg(0)(0,C,) of this estimator, > corre-
sponds to lasso regression with predictors ¢, across all subsets s C {1,...,d} and for

t=1,...,N. That is, for

N
UaP =80+ Y. D Busbas

sC{1,...,d} t=1

and corresponding subspace W,y = {3 : 3, Bo + Zsc{l,...,d} Zi\il |Bst] < M},
P = argmin@ﬁo—i‘zsch ,,,,, ) e |Bs,t|<MP"LB/3 (0).
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The linear combination of basis function with non-zero coefficients in the HAL MLE
represent a working model. We can use this data adaptively chosen parametric working
model to obtain approximate (non-formal) inference for the blip function. For example, we
could use the delta-method to obtain a Wald-type confidence interval for the blip function,
recognizing that 3, is an MLE for this working model. Alternatively, we use the nonpara-
metric bootstrap, fixing the model that was selected by HAL (to maintain L1-norm), and
running lasso with the selected model for each bootstrap. We denote the resulting confi-
dence interval bounds around the HAL MLE of the blip as +£CI(x/"P), and propose using
these bounds around the HAL MLE of the blip - that is, we would let £CI()"P) replace +-e;
in Gy(z). Incorporating the Highly Adaptive Lasso blip estimate into the sampling scheme
encourages exploitation of the known uncertainty in the blip estimates so far, allowing for

more efficient use of the exploration step then the procedure described in subsection [3.2.1}

4 Targeted Maximum Likelihood Estimator

In the following, we build a Targeted Maximum Likelihood Estimator (TMLE) for the
target parameter, W(#) (van der Laan & Rubin/ 2006, van der Laan & Rose 2011} 2018).
TML estimation is a multistep procedure, where one first obtains an estimate of the relevant
parts of the data-generating distribution using machine learning algorithms and appropriate
cross-validation (van der Laan et al.| 2007, Benkeser et al.[2018). The second stage updates
the initial fit in a step targeted towards making an optimal bias-variance trade-off for ¥ (f),
instead of the whole density.

Let L(Q)(O(t),Cy(t)) be a loss function for Qo where L(Q) : O x C — R; for no-
tational simplicity, we can also write L(Q), with dependence on (O(t),C,(t)) implied.

In particular, we define L(Q) as the quasi negative log-likelihood loss function, L(Q) =
—[Y () 1og Q(Cy(t), A(t)) + (1 = Y (¢))log(1 — Q(C,(t), A(t)))]. The true Qo minimizes the
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risk under the true conditional density P cy):

Po.co(yL(Qo)(O(t), Colt)) = min Poc,yL(Q)(O(1), Co(t))-
Let Qx be an initial estimator of @y, obtained via online Super Learner and cross-validation
suited for dependent data, such as the rolling-window or recursive-origin scheme (Bergmeir
& Benitez 2012, Benkeser et al. [2018). For a Qy in the statistical model, we define a
parameteric working model {Q . : €} through Qv with finite-dimensional parameter ¢; note
that Qy =0 = Q. We define a parametric family of fluctuations of the initial estimator Q
of Qy along with the loss function, L(Q), so that the linear combination of the components
of the derivative of the loss evaluated at ¢ = 0 span the efficient influence curve at the

initial estimator:

d - _
<EL(QN,6) > D Dy (@n),

where we used the notation (S) for the linear span of the components of the function S.

e=0

We note that {Qn. : €} is known as the local least favorable submodel; one could also
define a universal least favorable submodel, where the derivative of the loss evaluated at
any ¢ will equal the efficient influence curve at the fluctuated initial estimator Q. (van
der Laan & Gruber|2016]). We proceed to maximize the log-likelihood over the parametric

model: N
ey = argmin % ; L(On (O, Colt)).

In order to perform the update of the conditional expectations, we rely on the logistic

fluctuation model,
logit(Qn,c) = logit(Qn) + €H,

where H denotes the clever covariate specific to the target parameter, H = %.

The TMLE update, denoted as Q% = Qn .y, is the TMLE of Qy which solves the efficient
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score equation,
N

3 DHQMO), o) ~ 0

We define the TMLE as the plug-in estimator W(Q%), obtained by evaluating ¥ at the last

update of the estimator of Q.

5 Asymptotic normality of the TMLE

5.1 Decomposition of the TMLE estimator

Our theoretical analysis relies on the fact that the difference between the TML estimator
and the target can be decomposed as the sum of (1) the average of a martignale difference
sequence, and (2) a martingale process for which we can show an equicontinuity result. We

present formally this decomposition in theorem [2] below.

Theorem 2. For any Q, € Q, the difference between the TMLE and its target decomposes

as
U(Qn) — U(Qo) = My n(Q1) + Mo n(Qn, Qn),
with
My n(Qn) = ZD* Q1)(Co(t), O(t)) — Poc,yD™(Qu),
My n(Qy, Q1) = =N Z dc,,00) — Po.cn) (D" (@) — D*(Q1)).

The first term, M; x(Q1), is the average of a martingale difference sequence, and we will
analyze it with a classical martingale central limit theorem. The second term is a martingale
process indexed by Q € Q, evaluated at Q = Q%. We will prove an equicontinuity result

under a complexity condition for a process derived from the function class {D*(Q) : Q €

Q}, which will imply that if Q% — Q1 € O then My n(Q%, Q1) = op(N~/2),

23



5.2 Analysis of the first term

A set of sufficient conditions for the asymptotic normality of the term M; x(Q;) is that (a)
the terms D*(Q1)(C,(t), O(t)) remain bounded, and (b) that the average of the conditional

variances of D*(Q1)(C,(t),O(t)) stabilize. A sufficient condition for condition (a) to hold

is the following strong version of the positivity assumption.
Assumption 3 (Strong positivity). There exists § > 0 such that, for everyt > 1,
Got(A(t) | Cult)) > 6, Py-a.s.

Assumption 4 (Stabilization of the mean of conditional variances). There exists 02(Q;) €

(0,00) such that
1 N * (M) d 20N
N > Varg, (D*(@1)(Co(t), O(1)) | Colt)) = a5(Qu).
t=1
We formally state below our asymptotic normality result for M n(Q1).
Theorem 3. Suppose that assumption [3 and assumption ] hold. Then
VNM 5 (Q1) & N(0,02(Q)).

Proof. The result follows directly from various versions of martingale central limit theorems

(e.g. theorem 2 in Brown (1971))). O

We show in section in the appendix that the conditional variances stabilize under
(1) mixing and ergodicity conditions for the sequence (C,(t)) of contexts, and if (2) the
design go, stabilizes asymptotically. We discuss special cases in which these mixing and
ergodicity conditions can be checked explicitly in appendix section [9.2l We rely on the

empirical variance estimator,

N
-~ 1 * ()*
N =35 21 DM@ 90 (Col1), O(1)),
=1
which converges to the asymptotic variance 02(Q;) of M x(Q1).
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5.3 Negligibility of the second term

In this susbsection, we give a brief overview of the analysis of the term M, 5 (Q%, Q1), which
we carry out in detail in appendix section We show that My x(Q%, Q1) = op(N~1/2) by
proving an equicontinuity result for the process { Mz x(Q, Q1) : @ € Q}. Our equicontinuity

result relies on a measure of complexity for the process

=v = { (D@ 00)(Co(1), 0(1)) — D*(Qu 90 )(Col1), 00)),Y, - Q€ Q) (3)

which we refer to as sequential bracketing entropy, introduced by van de Geer| (2000)) for
the analysis of martingale processes. We relegate the formal definition of the sequential
bracketing entropy to the appendix section . In particular, we denote Njj(e€, b, Zy, O(N))
as the sequential bracketing number of =y corresponding to brackets of size e. Our equicon-
tinuity result is a sequential equivalent of similar results for i.i.d. settings (e.g. |van der

Vaart & Wellner| (2013))) and similarly relies on a Donsker-like condition.

Assumption 5 (Sequential Donsker condition). Define the sequential bracketing entropy

integral as Jpj(e,b,2n,O(N)) = [; \/log(1+M](u,b, En, O(N))du. Suppose that there

exists a function a : RT — RT that converges to 0 as 0 — 0, such that

Jiy(e,b,Zx, O(N)) < a(6).

Note that a sufficient condition for assumptionto hold is that log(1+MNj(u, b, Ex, O(N)) <
Ce P, with p € (0,2) and C' > 0 a constant that does not depend on N.

Assumption 6 (L, convergence of the outcome model). It holds that ||Q% — Q1|24+ hy =

op(1), where hy is the empirical measure hy := N—* Zf;l 0y (t)-

Theorem 4 (Equicontinuity of the martingale process term). Consider the process Zy
defined in equation . Suppose that assumptions@ @ and@ hold. Then My n(Q%, Q1) =
Op(Nfl/z) .
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5.4 Asymptotic normality theorem

As an immediate corollary of theorems [3|and [ we have the following asymptotic normality

result for our TML estimator.

Theorem 5 (Asymptotic normality of the TMLE). Suppose that assumptions @ @ and
hold. Then

VN (T(Q3) — (Q0)) > N (0,03(Q0)).
The empirical variance estimator 73, converges in probability to o2(Q;), which implies that
n' VI (T(Qx) — T(Q0)) = N(0,1).
Therefore, denoting ¢_q/2 the 1 — a/2-quantile of the standard normal distribution, we

have that the confidence interval

= Sy Q1-0/20N = = Q1—a/20N
T(Qx) - SR QM) + T

has asymptotic coverage 1 — « for the target ¥(Qo).

6 Simulations

In this section we present simulation results concerning the adaptive learning of the optimal
individualized treatment rule estimated using machine learning methods for a single time-
series. We focus on the stochastic sampling scheme described in subsection [3.2.1, and
explore performance of our estimator with different initial sample sizes and consequent
sequential updates. We consider binary outcome and treatment, but note that the results
will be comparable for continuous bounded outcome. Finally, unless specified otherwise,

we present, coverage of the mean under the current estimate of the optimal individualized
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treatment rule at each update based on 500 Monte Carlo draws. We set the reference
treatment mechanism to a balanced design, assigning treatment with probability 0.5 for
the data draw used to learn the initial estimate of the optimal individualized treatment

rule.

6.1 Simulation la

We explore a simple dependence setting first, emphasising the connection with i.i.d se-
quential settings. We data consists of a binary treatment (A(t) € {0,1}) and outcome
(Y(t) € {0,1}). The time-varying covariate W (t) decomposes as W (t) = (Wi (t), Wa(t))
with binary W; and continuous W5. The outcome Y at time ¢ is conditionally drawn
given {A(t),Y(t — 1),Wi(t — 1)} from a Bernoulli distribution, with success probabil-
ity defined as 1.5 x A(t) + 0.5« Y (i — 1) — 1.1 « Wy(i — 1). We generate the initial
sample of size t = 1000 and ¢ = 500 by first drawing a set of four O(¢) samples ran-
domly from binomial and normal distributions in order to have a starting point to initiate
time dependence. After the first 4 draws, we draw A(t) from a binomial distribution
with success probability 0.5, Y (¢) from a Bernoulli distribution with success probabil-
ity dependent on {A(t), A(t — 1),Y (¢t — 1), Wa(t — 1)}, followed by W;(t) conditional on
{Y(t—1),Wi(t —1),Ws(t — 1)} and Wy(t) conditional on {A(t —1),Y (¢t — 1), Wi(t — 1)}.
After t = 1000 or ¢t = 500, we continue to draw O(t) as above, but with A(¢) drawn from a
stochastic intervention approximating the current estimate dg, , of the optimal rule dg, .
This procedure is repeated until reaching a specified final time point indicating the end
of a trial. Our estimator of @y, and thereby the optimal rule dy, is based on an online
super-learner with an ensemble consisting of multiple algorithms, including simple general-
ized linear models, penalized regressions, HAL and extreme gradient boosting (Coyle et al.
2018). For cross-validation, we relied on the online cross-validation scheme, also known as
the recursive scheme in the time-series literature. The sequences {c;}:>1 and {e;};>1 are

chosen constant, with ¢, = 10% and e, = 5%. The TMLESs are computed at sample sizes
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a multiple of 200, and no more than 1800 (for initial £ = 1000) or 1300 (for initial ¢ = 500),
at which point sampling is stopped. We use the coverage of asymptotic 95% confidence
intervals to evaluate the performance of the TMLE in estimating the average across time

t of the dg, ,-specific mean outcome. The exact data-generating distribution used is as

follows:
A(0 : 4) ~ Bern(0.5)
V(0 : 4) ~ Bern(0.5)
W1(0 : 4) ~ Bern(0.5)
W(0 : 4) ~ Normal(0, 1)
A(4: 1) ~ Bern(0.5)
Y (4:t) ~ Bern(expit(1.5  A(i) + 0.5+ Y (i — 1) — 1.1 Wy (i — 1)))
Wi (4 :t) ~ Bern(expit(0.5 Wi(i — 1) — 0.5 % Y (i — 1) + 0.1 Wa(i — 1))
Wa(4 : t) ~ Normal(0.6 % A(i — 1) + Y (i — 1) — Wi(i — 1),sd = 1)
At 1800) ~ dg,
Y (t : 1800) ~ Bern(expzt(l 5x A(i) + 055 Y(i—1) — 1.1 Wi(i — 1))
Wi (t : 1800) ~ Bern(eapit(0.5 % Wi (i — 1) — 0.5 % Y (i — 1) 4+ 0.1 % Wa(i — 1)))
Wa(t : 1800) ~ Normal(0.6 * A(i — 1) + Y (i — 1) — Wi (i — 1), sd = 1).

From Table [1] we can see that the 95% coverage for the average across time of the coun-
terfactual mean outcome under the current estimate of the optimal dynamic treatment
approaches nominal coverage with increasing time-steps, for both ¢ = 500 and ¢t = 1000
length of the initial time-series. The mean conditional variance stabilizes with increasing
time-steps, as illustrated in Table[2] and Figure [TA, thus satisflying assumption [ necessary

for showing asymptotic normality of the TML estimator.

28



6.2 Simulation 1b

In Simulation 1b, we explore the behavior of our estimator in case of more elaborate
dependence. As in Simulation la, we only consider binary treatment (A(¢) € {0,1}) and
outcome (Y'(t) € {0,1}), with binary and continuous time-varying covariates. We set the
reference treatment mechanism to a balanced treatment mechanism assigning treatment
with probability P(A(t) = 1) = 0.5, and generate the initial sample of size ¢ = (1000, 500)
by sequentially drawing W (t), Wa(t), A(t), Y (t). As before, upon the first t = 1000 or ¢t =
500 time-points, we continue to draw O(t) with A(t) sampled from a stochastic intervention
approximating the current estimate dg, , of the optimal rule dg . The estimator of the
optimal rule dg, was based on an ensemble of machine learning algorithms and regression-
based algorithms, with honest risk estimate achieved by utilizing online cross-validation
scheme with validation set size of 30. The sequences {¢;}+>1 and {e;}>1 were set to 10%
and 5%, respectively. The TMLEs are computed at initial £ = 1000 or ¢ = 500, and
consequently at sample sizes being a multiple of 200, and no more than 1800 (or 1300), at

which point sampling is stopped. The exact data-generating distribution used is as follows:

A(0:4),Y(0:4),W1(0:4) ~ Bern(0.5)
(0:4

2

Normal(0, 1)

~ Bern(0.5)

~ Bern(expit(1.5% A(i) + 0.5« Y (i —3) — 1.1« Wy(i — 4)))

~ Bern(expit(0.5 Wi(i — 1) — 0.5% Y (i — 1) + 0.1 % Wa(i — 2)))

)
)
)
)
)
Wa(4 : t) ~ Normal (0.6 * A(i — 1) + Y (i — 1) — Wi (i — 2),sd = 1)
)
)
)
)
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As demonstrated in Table[l] the TML estimator approaches 95% coverage with increasing
number of time points with more elaborate dependence structure as well. The assumption
of stabilization of the mean of conditional variances is shown to be valid in Table 2] and

Figure , allowing for the asymptotic coverage 1 — a for the target ¥ (Q,).

7 Conclusions

In this manuscript, we consider causal parameters based on observing a single time series
with asymptotic results derived over time ¢. The data setup constitutes a typical longitu-
dinal data structure, where within each t-specific time-block one observes treatment and
outcome nodes, and possibly time-dependent covariates in-between treatment nodes. Each
t-specific data record O(t) is viewed as its own experiment in the context of the observed
history C,(t), carrying information about a causal effect of the treatment nodes on the
next outcome node. While in this work we concentrate on single time point interventions,
we emphasize that our setup can be easily generalized to context specific causal effects of
multiple time point interventions, therefore estimating the causal effect of A(t : ¢ + k) on
future Y (¢t + k).

A key assumption necessary in order to obtain the presented results is that the relevant
history for generating O(t), given the past O(t — 1), can be summarized by a fixed dimen-
sional summary C,(¢). We note that our conditions allow for C,(t) to be a function of the
whole observed past, allowing us to avoid Markov-order type assumptions that limit depen-
dence on recent, or specifically predefined past. Components of C,(t) that depend on the
whole past, such as an estimate of the optimal treatment rule based on (O(1),...,0(t—1)),
will typically converge to a fixed function of a recent past - so that the martingale condition

on the stabilization of the mean of conditional variances holds.
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t Cov; Covy Cov,, Cov,, Covy,
Simulation 1a 1000 92.60 94.00 95.20 95.40 95.80
Simulation 1a 500 90.00 93.20 93.80 94.80 94.60
Simulation 1b 1000 92.60 92.60 93.00 93.40 93.80
Simulation 1b 500 &89.60 90.20 89.90 90.80 91.40

Table 1: The 95% coverage for the average across time of the counterfactual mean outcome
under the current estimate of the optimal dynamic treatment at time points ¢, t; = t + 200,
ty =t 4400, t3 = t + 600 and t4, = t + 800. The first ¢ time points sample treatment
with probability 0.5. The sequences {c,};>1 and {e, };>1 are chosen constant, with ¢y
10% and e,, = 5%. TMLEs are computed at ¢ = {500, 1000}, t1, t2, t3 and t4, with

sequential updates being of size 200. The results are reported over 500 Monte-Carlo draws

for Simulations 1a and 1b with initial sample sizes 1000 and 500.

t

Var,

Var,,

Var,,

Var,,

Var,,

Simulation 1la

Simulation la

1000
500

0.0018
0.0011

0.0019
0.0024

0.0017
0.0035

0.0016
0.0014

0.0004
0.0011

Simulation 1b

Simulation 1b

1000
500

0.0072
0.0199

0.0075
0.0171

0.0069
0.0187

0.0067
0.0152

0.0018
0.0087

Table 2: Variance for the average across time of the counterfactual mean outcome under
the current estimate of the optimal dynamic treatment at time points ¢, t; = ¢t + 200,

ty = t+400, t3 =t + 600 and t4, = t + 800, over 500 Monte-Carlo draws for Simulations la

and 1b with initial sample sizes 1000 and 500.
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Figure 1: Ilustration of the data-adaptive inference of the mean reward under the optimal
treatment rule with initial sample size n = 1000 and n = 500 for Simulation la and 1b.
The red crosses reflect successive values of the data-adaptive true parameter, with stars

representing the estimated parameter with the corresponding 95% confidence interval for



Due to the dimension reduction assumption, each ¢-specific experiment corresponds to
drawing from a conditional distribution of O(t) given C,(t). We assume that this condi-
tional distribution is either constant in time or is parametrized by a constant function. As
such, we can learn the true mechanism that generates the time-series, even when the model
for the mechanism is nonparametric. With the exception of parametric models allowing
for maximum likelihood estimation, we emphasize that statistical inference for proposed
target parameters of the time-series data generating mechanism is a challenging problem
which requires targeted machine learning.

The work of van der Laan et al| (2018) and Kallus & Ueharal (2019)) studies marginal
causal parameters, marginalizing over the distribution of C,(t), defined on the same statis-
tical model as the parameter we consider in this article. In particular, van der Laan et al.
(2018)) define target parameters and estimation of the counterfactual mean of a future (e.g.,
long term) outcome under a stochastic intervention on a subset of the treatment nodes,
allowing for extensions to single unit causal effects. As such, the target parameter proposed
by van der Laan et al. (2018) addresses the important question regarding the distribution
of the outcome at time ¢, had we intervened on some of the past treatment nodes in a
(possibly single) time-series. While important, the TMLE of such target parameters are
challenging to implement due to their reliance on the density estimation of the marginal
density of C,(t) averaged across time t. Additionally, we remark that such marginal causal
parameters cannot be robustly estimated if treatment is sequentially randomized, due to
the lack of double robustness of the second order remainder.

In this work, we focus on a context-specific target parameter is order to explore robust
statistical inference for causal questions based on observing a single time series of a par-
ticular unit. We note that for each given C,(t), any intervention-specific mean outcome
EY+(t) with ¢g* being a stochastic intervention w.r.t. the conditional distribution of Pr,

(with deterministic rule being a special case), represents a well studied statistical estima-
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tion problem based on observing many i.i.d. copies. Even though we do not have repeated
observations from the C,(t)-specific distribution at time ¢, the collection (C,(t), O(t)) across
all time points represent the analogue of an i.i.d. data set (C,(t), O(t)) ~iia Po, where C,(t)
can be viewed as a baseline covariate for the longitudinal causal inference data structure;
we make the connection with the i.i.d. sequential design in one of our simulations. The
initial estimation step of the TMLE should still respect the known dependence in construc-
tion of the initial estimator, by relying on appropriate estimation techniques developed for
dependent data. Similarly, variance estimation can proceed as in the i.i.d case using the
relevant i.i.d. efficient influence curve. This insight relies on the fact that the TMLE in
this case allows for the same linear approximation as the TMLE for i.i.d. data, with the
martingale central limit theorem applied to the linear approximation instead. Since the
linear expansion of the time-series TMLE for context-specific parameter is an element of
the tangent space of the statistical model, our derived TMLE is asymptotically efficient.
Our motivation for studying the proposed context-specific parameter strives from its
important role in precision medicine, in which one wants to tailor the treatment rule to the
individual observed over time. In particular, we derive a TMLE which uses only the past
data O(t — 1) of a single unit in order to learn the optimal treatment rule for assigning
A(t) to maximize the mean outcome Y (t). Here, we assign the treatment at the next time
point ¢ 4+ 1 according to the current estimate of the optimal rule, allowing for the time-
series to learn and apply the optimal treatment rule at the same time. The time-series
generated by the described adaptive design within a single unit can be used to estimate,
and most importantly provide inference, for the average across all time-points ¢ of the
counterfactual mean outcome of Y (¢) under the estimate d(C,(t)) of the optimal rule at
a relevant time point ¢. Assuming that the estimate of the optimal rule is consistent, as
the number of time-points increases, our target parameter converges to the mean outcome

one would have obtained had they carried out the optimal rule from the start. As such,
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we can effectively learn the optimal rule and simultaneously obtain valid inference for its
performance. Interestingly, this does not provide inference relative to, for example, the
control that always assigns A(t) = 0. This is due to the fact that by assigning treatment
A(t) according to a rule, the positivity assumption needed to learn + >, E(Ya)=o(t) |
C,(t)) is violated. However, we note that one can safely conclude that one will not be
worse than this control rule, even when the control rule is equal to the optimal rule. If
one is interested in inference for a contrast based on a single time-series, then we advocate
for random assignment between the control and estimate of optimal rule. As such, our
proposed methodology still allows to learn the desired contrast.

Finally, we note that while the context-specific parameter enjoys many important sta-
tistical and computational advantages as opposed to the marginal target parameter based
on a single time-series, the formulation employed in this article is only sensible if one is
interested in the causal effect of treatment on a short-term outcome. In particular, if the
amount of time necessary to collect outcome Y (¢) in O(t) is long, then generating a long
time series would take too much time to be practically useful. If one is interested in causal
effects on a long term outcome and is willing to forgo utilizing known randomization prob-
abilities for treatment, we advocate for the marginal target parameters as described in

previous work by van der Laan et al.| (2018) or Kallus & Uehara (2019)).
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9 Appendix

9.1 Comparison with marginal parameters

We present below two alternative statistical parameters defined on the same statistical
model as the parameter we consider in this article, and which were considered in previous
works (van der Laan et al.|[2018| |Kallus & Uehara|2019). The parameters are marginal, as
opposed to context-specific parameters we consider in the present article. The definition
of the marginal parameters entails integrating against certain marginal distributions of
contexts, as we make explicit below.

Consider the distribution Py ,« over infinite sequences taking values in the infinite
cartesian product space X2, 0, defined from the factors of P € M by the following G-

computation formula:
Pog ((0(8))721) == Po,m(co(1) [ [ 97 (a(®) [ o) QUy(t) | o) Qu(w(t) | co(t)).
Let (O*(t))2, ~ Pg4+, with O*(t) = (A*(t),Y*(t), W*(t)).

9.1.1 Marginal parameter by van der Laan et al. (2018)

As a first example of a marginal parameter, van der Laan et al. (2018) consider a class of

parameters which includes
V17 (P) i= Eqg-[Y"(7)],

for 7 > 1. Under the causal identifiability assumptions[I] and [2, 1 -(P,) equals the mean
outcome we would obtain at time 7, under a counterfactual time series with initial context

distribution Py ¢, (1) and intervention ¢g* (instead of the observed intervention g) at every
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time point. We note that P ¢, (1) is the initial, observed data-generating distribution. The

canonical gradient of Uy ; w.r.t. our model M (where M assumes Pe,a known[D is

D (P) Z (Q.w,9)(co(t), o(1))
with

D(Q.w.9)(c0,0) Zws Ll (g 7)1 0°(9) = 0.G3(5) = e

gla|c,)
—Eqq[Y(1) | A%(s) = a, C5(s) = col},

with w(c,) = hes(s)(co)/hn(co), where

he,s)(co) =Pq4Co(s) = col,
N

1
CO) :N tz; hCo(t) (Co

and hey(s)(¢o) =Pq ¢+ [C5(s) = ¢

are the marginal density of context C,(s) under P, the average thereof over observed
time points ¢ = 1,..., N, and the marginal density of context C}(s) under Py . We
note that W, ; is the marginal equivalent of our parameter ¢, 1). Specifically, ¥, ;(P) =

fdPCo(l) Co(l))\Pco(l)(P)~

'If we instead supposed that Pc, 1y is unknown and lies in a certain model M Po, 1y, the canonical

gradient would have one additional component, which would be lying in the tangent space of Mp_ ;. As
far as the conditional parameter of the main text are concerned, this distinction has no effect, as these do
not depend on the marginal distribution of contexts and therefore its canonical gradient has no components

in the tangent spaces corresponding to the context distributions.
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9.1.2 Marginal parameter by Kallus and Uehara (2019)

Let v € (0,1). Kallus & Uehara (2019) consider the parameter

> yY(r)
T=1
=Y YU, (P

T>1

Wy (P) =EQ g

Under the causal identifiability assumptions [I] and 2| Wo(FP) is the expected total dis-
counted outcome from time point 1 until co that we would get if we carried out intervention
g* forever - starting from initial context distribution Py ¢, (1) as in the observed data gener-
ating distribution. The canonical gradient Wy w.r.t. M (again, supposing that M considers

Po,c,1) known) is

N
* 1 B
D*(P) .—N;D Q,w, g)(co(t),0(t)),
with
Co
D(Q.w,g)(cor0 Zws ) ' Tl ) 11 Vi g (cor0) — Vo (con )}

Co)

where w, is defined as in the previous example, and

Vi, (€0 0) i=Eqg | Y 7Y (1) | C5(1) = ¢, 0%(1) = 0]

_722

and V5 g g+ (co, 0) :=Eq 4+ Z’YTY* )| A*(1) = a,0%(1) = 0] )

L 7>1
9.1.3 Robustness properties

In this article we are concerned with adaptive trials where the intervention is controlled by

the experimenter, hence g, is known; we therefore only consider the case g = go. Under
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g = go, both parameters ¥’ € {U; ;, U5} defined above admit a first order expansion of the

form
\I;I(P) - \D/(PO) = _POD*(P> + Rl(Qa Qm&),&)g),

where R’ is a second-order remainder term such that R(Q, Qo,w,wy) = 0 if either Q = Qo
and w = wy. While this resembles a traditional double-robustness property, as that which
holds in the i.i.d. setting for the ATE or in the time series setting for our conditional
parameter (as opposed to arbitrary time-series dependence or Markov decision process) it

is important to note the following:

1. For V' € {¥, ., ¥}, knowledge of the treatment mechanism is not sufficient to guar-
antee that the remainder term is zero; we direct the interested reader to van der Laan

et al.| (2018) for the exact form of R'.

2. The parameters w and () are not variation independent, as appears explicitly from
the definition of w,. In fact, when estimating w, from a single time series, one must
a priori rely on an estimator of () to obtain estimates of ws (see van der Laan et al.
(2018)). Therefore, if the estimator of @) is inconsistent, the corresponding estimator

of w, will be inconsistent as well.

9.2 Sufficient conditions for the stabilization of conditional vari-

alnces
Assumption [4] on the stabilization of the conditional variance of the canonical gradient
can be checked under mixing conditions on the sequence of context (C,(t)), and under the

condition that the design gy, converges to a fixed design. We state formally below such a

set of conditions.
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Assumption 7 (Convergence of the marginal law of contexts). Suppose that the marginal
law of contexts converges to a limit law, that is Cy(t) LN Cs, for some random variable

Cx.

The next assumption is a mixing condition in terms of p-mixing. We first recall the

notion of p-mixing.

Definition 1 (p-mixing). Consider a couple of random variables (Zy,Zs) ~ P. The p-

mixing coefficient, or maximum correlation coefficient of Zy and Zs is defined as

pp(Z1, Zy) = sup {Corr(f1(Z1), fo(Z2)) : f1 € La(Pyz,), f2 € La(Pz,)} .

Assumption 8 (p-mixing condition). Suppose that

N
SUp Z p(Co(t), Co(t +5)) = o(N)
=1 =1

Observe that if g is common across time points, the process (C,(t)) is an homogeneous
Markov chain. Conditions under which homogeneous Markov chains have marginal law
converging to a fixed law and are mixing have been extensively studied. A textbook exam-
ple, albeit perhaps a bit too contrived for many specifications of the setting of our current
article, is when the Markov chain has finite state space and the probability of transitioning
between any two states from one time point to the next is non-zero. In this case, ergodic
theory shows that the transition kernel of the Markov chain admits a so-called invariant
law - the marginal laws converge exponentially fast (in total variation distance) to the
invariant law, and the mixing coefficients have finite sum. We refer the interested reader
to the survey paper by [Bradley| (2005) for more general conditions under which Markov

chains have convergent marginal laws and are strongly mixing (for various types of mixing

coefficients, one of them being p-mixing)

Assumption 9 (Design stabilization). There is a design goo such that [|gos—gos|l1,p, ., , =

o(1), and g > 6, for some § > 0.
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We note that, as we will always use assumption [9 along with assumption 3 we will suppose

that the constant 0 in the statement of both assumptions is the same.

Lemma 2 (Conditional variance stabilization under mixing). Suppose that assumptions@

[7 and[§ hold. Then assumption [{] holds.

We dedicate the appendix subsection [0.5 to the proof of lemma [2|

9.3 Analysis of the martingale process term

We analyze the martingale process { M n(Q, Q1) : Q € Q} under a measure of complexity
introduced by van de Geer| (2000)), which we will refer to in the present work as sequen-
tial bracketing entropy. We state below the definition of sequential bracketing entropy

particularized to our setting.

Definition 2 (Sequential bracketing entropy). Consider a stochastic process of the form
Ev = {(&(f)X, : f € F} where F is an index set such that, for every f € F, t € [N],
&(f) is an O(t)-measurable real valued random variable. We say that a collection of random

variables of the form B := {(A], Y))N, : j € [J]} is an (e,b, O(N)) bracketing of Zy if
1. for every t € [N], and j € [J], (A}, Y]) is O(t)-measurable,
2. for every f € F, there exists j € [J], such that, for every t € [J], A} < &(f) < Y,
3. for every t € [N], j € [J], [N =Y <b as.,

4. for every j € [J],

%ZE (Y — ADPO(t —1)] < €

t=1

We denote Njj(e,b,Zn, O(N)) the minimal cardinality of an (e,b, Zn, O(N))-bracketing.
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Applied to our problem, observe that the process {My n(Q, Q1) : Q € Q} is derived

from the process

=v = {(D"(@Q) - D"@)(Co(1), O, - Q € @}

Natural questions that arise are (1) how to connect the sequential bracketing entropy of
the process Zy to a traditional bracketing entropy measure for the outcome model Q, and
(2) how to obtain consistency of an estimator Q% fitted from sequentially collected data.
Answers to both of these questions entail bracketing entropy preservation results that we
present in the upcoming subsection, [9.3.1

We emphasize that the notion of sequential covering numbers, and the corresponding
sequential covering entropy introduced by Rakhlin et al| (2014)), represent a measure of
complexity under which one can control martingale processes and obtain equicontinuity
results. One motivation for the development of the notion of sequential covering numbers
is that results that hold for i.i.d. empirical processes under traditional covering entropy
conditions do not hold for martingale processes. Interestingly, while classical covering
number conditions cannot be used to control martingale processes, classical bracketing
number bounds can usually be turned into sequential bracketing number bounds. Our
choice to state results in terms of one measure of sequential complexity rather than the
other (or both) is motivated by concision purposes, and also by the fact that we know how
to bound bracketing entropy of a certain class of statistical models we find realistic in many

applications, as we describe in later subsections.

9.3.1 Bracketing preservation results

We formalize the connection between the sequential bracketing entropy of the process =y
to a traditional bracketing entropy measure for the outcome model Q in lemma [3| below.

In particular, lemma [3| bounds the sequential bracketing entropy of the canonical gradient
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process Zy in terms of the bracketing entropy of the outcome model Q w.r.t. a norm

defined below.

Lemma 3. Suppose that assumption [ holds. Then
'/\/‘H(ea EN7 O_(N)) S./ N[](Ea Q> LQ(PQ*JLN))a
where Py py (a,¢) = g*(a | ¢)hn(c), with hy being the empirical measure hy := N~ Zi\il Sy (t)-

Proof. Suppose B = {()\;,v;) : j € [J]} is an e-bracketing in La(P,s 4, ) norm of Q. Let
Q € Q. There exists j € [J] such that \; < Q < v;. Without loss of generality, we can
suppose that 0 < \; < wv; <1, since the bracket (A; V0,v; A1) brackets the same functions
of Q as (\j,v;), as every element of Q has range in [0,1]. We have that

2

(Qi=Q)+ Y g"(al )@~ Q)a).

D*(Q) - D*(Q) = ggo :

Denoting

a=1
" 2
and Y] = (@1 = ) + 3@ | )05 = @) (e ),
’ a=1

we have that

A < (D(@Q. 90.) = D*(Q, 90.4)(Co(t), O(t)) < 1.
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We now check the size of the sequential bracket (A?, T7)N . We have that

> By [(01 — A Ot~ 1)]

= o> o { T (0 = (AW, Colt) + 39" (05 = ) co<t>>} o)

t

< % Faw | () (0= APIAM.CL0) | €l

t=1

+ B [(vj = X)) (A®), Co(1))]”

< B> Baug [0y — AP (AW Cl1) | Col)]

=46 v = Allz ey,

< 4571,

where we have used assumption |3 and Jensen’s inequality in the fourth line above. From
assumption , it is also immediate to check that | — A7| < 26~

So far, we have proven that one can construct a (207"/2¢, 2671, O(N)) bracketing of Zy
from an e-bracketing in Lg(P,« 5, ) norm of Q. Treating § as a constant, this implies that

log NH(E, 2571, EN, O(N)) 5 log NH<E, Q, LQ(Pg*JLN)). L]

When proving consistency and convergence rate results for the outcome model estimator
Q%, we need bounds on the sequential bracketing entropy of the following martingale

process:

Ly = { (@, 00)L, : Qe 0},

where £,(Q)(c,0) := (9*(a | ¢)/gos(a | ¢))(U(Q)(0) — £(Q1)(0)), with ¢(f) denoting a loss
function. We refer to Ly as an inverse propensity weighted loss process. Lemma 4 in Bibaut

& van der Laan (2019) provides conditions, which hold for most common loss functions,
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under which the bracketing entropy of the loss class {£(f)(Q) : Q € Q} is dominated up to
a constant by the bracketing entropy of Q. As a direct corollary of this lemma, we state the
following result on the sequential bracketing entropy of the process Ly; we refer to Bibaut

& van der Laan| (2019) for examples of common settings where assumption (10| is satisfied.

Assumption 10. The loss function can be written as ((Q)(c,a,y) = {(Q(c,a),y), where {

satisfies the following conditions:

e forall f, c, a, y+ €(Q(c,a),y) is unimodal,

o for any vy, u— Z(u, y) is L-Lispchitz, for L = O(1).
Lemma 4 (Sequential bracketing entropy of loss process). Suppose that assumptions
and[3 hold. Then

'/\/[}(67 ENv O(N)) 5 N[](G, Q? LQ(PQ*JLN))’

9.3.2 Convergence rate of sequentially fitted outcome model estimators

In this subsection, we give convergence guarantees for outcome model estimators @y, and
their targeted counterpart Q%, fitted on sequentially collected data. We first give con-
vergence rate guarantees for empirical risk minizers Qu over a class Q, in terms of the
bracketing entropy in Lg( Py« s, )-norm of Q.

As briefly defined in section [4], let £ = L be a loss function for the outcome regression

such that, for every Q : C x A — [0, 1], we have that

Qo € arg  min PQO’g*7hN£(Q).

@-measurable

We denote Ry n(Q) := Pg,.g+nyl(Q) as the population risk; we note that this population

risk is equal to the average across ¢ of the conditional risks Pp g« ny0(Q) given Cy(t). Let
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Q* be a minimizer of Ry n(Q) over Q. We further define the empirical risk as

N *

RN(@) 1= 5 2 2-(A(0) | CL)HQ)CAD, O).

Note that the empirical risk minimizer over Q is any minimizer over Q of ]/%N(Q), as such,
we use importance sampling weighting factor g*/go + in front of each term £(Q)(C,(t), O(t)).
This choice is motivated by the fact that we want convergence rates guarantees for Qy in
Lo(Py py ), as is natural to control the size of the sequential brackets of the canonical
gradient process =y in terms of the size of brackets of Q in Lo(Py 5, ) norm (see lemma

. In the following, we state the entropy condition and additional assumptions on the loss

function.

Assumption 11 (Entropy of the outcome model). Suppose that there exists p > 0 such
that

log(1 + N[](e, 0, Ly(Ppepy))) <e€P.

Assumption 12 (Variance bound for the loss). Suppose that
16(Q) = UQ)13.00.4-hn S Ron(Q) = Ron(Q")
for all Q € Q.

Assumption 13 (Excess risk dominates Ly norm). Suppose that

1Q — Q*[|2,9= 1y S Ron(Q) — Ron(QF).

Theorem 6. Consider an empirical risk minimizer Qn over Q, and a population minimizer

Q*, as defined above. Suppose that assumptions and assumption hold. Then,

Op(N"T7) ifp <2,

1

Op(N~7) ifp>2.

QN8 — Q|29 hy =
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Proof. Consider the process Ly defined in subsection [9.3.1 We define My x(Q, Q*) and

M, ~(Q, Q) as population and empirical risk differences

Mon(Q,Q%) := Ron(Q) — Ron(Q*) and My(Q,Q%) := Rn(Q) — Rn(Q").

Let
N

Q@) = D F

t=1

go,t

( 9 (A) | Co()(EQ) — 4<Q*>><co<t>,0<t>>) | @(t)] |

The quantity ox(Q, Q*) can be seen as a sequential equivalent of an L norm for the process

{(g*/90.4) (A1) | Co(1))(U(Q) — £(Q*))(Cu(t),O(t))}X,. From assumption , we have that
supi>1 [[(9%/90.4) (€(Q) — £(Q*))]|c = O(1). From theorem A.4 in jvan Handel| (2010)), with

xT

probability at least 1 — 2e™*, we have that

sup { Mo (Q. Q") = My(Q. Q) : Q € Q, on(Q) <7}

<4 %ﬁ / VIog(L+ Nij(e, 1, Ly, O(N)))de

n %log(l + Ny (r,1, Ly, O(N))) + r\/% + %
From assumption [3, we have that
on(Q) S IIUQ) — UQ ) l2gny S Mon(Q, Q).
Combined with lemma [4, we have that
sup {MO,N<Qa Q%) — MN(Q»Q*) Qe Q, Myn(Q,Q%) < 7“}
S+ \/—% / VIog(L + Nij(e, Q. La(Py- 1, ))de

1 T T

31081+ N @, Lol By )+ + )

+

—x

with probability at least 1 — 2e~*. In the following, we treat the cases p < 2 and p > 2

separately.
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Case p > 2. Observe that

Q8 — Q|2+ hy SMon(Qn, Q)
=My n(Qn, Q%) — M\N(Qm Q) + J/\/[\N(QM Q")

)
<My n(Qn, Q") — MN(QN» Q")

<sup {Mon(Q.Q") = Mx(Q. Q) : Q € Q, Mon(Q.Q") < 1o}
where 7 1= supgeg Mo, ~(Q,Q*). The third line follows from the fact that @y minimizes
EN(Q) over Q, wich implies that ]\/ZN(QN, Q*) < 0. We now use equation ([4)) to bound the
last line of the inequality. From assumption , we know that ro = O(1). Using the entropy

bound from assumption [11| and minimizing the right hand side of w.r.t. r~, we obtain
that, with probability at least 1 — 2e™*,

2 Y (|2 2
HQN - Q HZ,g*,hN rs N~ /P \/_ N

which, by picking = appropriately, then implies that ||Qx — Q*||2.4-ny = Op(N"VP).

Case p < 2. Starting from the bound , via some algebra and by taking an integral,

we obtain

EPO[ up

—

Mo (@, Q") = M(Q.Q): Q € Q, Mow(@, Q") <1}
\/L_ (r—}-/ \/log + Nij(€, Q, Lo(Pye oy ) ) de

%( logl—l—N(?“QLQ(ghN)))'

Let 7~ = 0. By using the entropy bound from assumption [11] we obtain that
Ep, [sup { Mo, (@, Q%) = Mn(Q.Q7) : Q € Q. Mow(Q, Q") <}

1-p/2
<—1 Tl_p/2<1+r V >
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Theorem 3.4.1 in van der Vaart & Wellner| (2013) then implies that

Mon(Qn, Q%) = Op(N~T7), and therefore |Qy — Q*[lag-ny = Op(N~T072).

9.4 Outcome model classes

Now that we know how to characterize the sequential bracketing entropy of =y and Ly in
terms of the bracketing entropy w.r.t. the norm Lo(Pg, n. ) of the outcome model Q, we

look at specific function classes Q for which we know how to bound the latter.

9.4.1 Holder class

Consider functions over a certain domain X’; in our setting we note that X = C x O.
Suppose that dim(X) = d. We denote H(S, M) the class of functions over a certain

domain X , such that, for any =,y € X', and any non-negative integers (1, ..., B4 such that

B+ ...+ Bs= 18],

oWl f ol f

— (1) — ————— < Mz —y||.
dx .. Dzl 8x11...8xgd(y) < Mz =yl

The bracketing entropy w.r.t. the uniform norm || - || of such a class satisfies
log Nyj(e, H(8, M), || - [|) S /",

For more detail, we refer the interested reader to, for example, chapter 2.7 in van der Vaart
& Wellner| (2013). As such, our Donsker condition [5|is satisfied for 5 > d/2. Nevertheless,
we caution that assuming that the outcome model lies in a Holder class of differentiability

order 5 > d/2 might be an overly restrictive assumption.
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9.4.2 HAL class

A class of functions that is much richer that the previous Holder classes is the class of
cadlag functions with bounded sectional variation norm - also referred to as Hardy-Krause
variation. We refer to this class as the Highly Adaptive Lasso class (HAL class), as it is
the class in which the estimator, introduced in van der Laan (2017), takes values. The
Highly Adaptive Lasso class is particularly attractive in i.i.d. settings for various reasons,
which we enumerate next. (1) Unlike Holder classes, it doesn’t make local smoothness
assumptions. Rather it only restricts a global measure of irregularity, the sectional variation
norm, thereby allowing for functions to be differentially smooth/variable depending on
the area of the domain. (2) Emprical risk minimzers over the HAL class were shown to
be competitive with the best supervised machine learning algorithms, including Gradient
Boosting Machines and Random Forests. (3) We know how to bound both the uniform
metric entropy and the bracketing entropy of these classes of functions. These bounds
show that the corresponding entropy integrals are bounded, which imply that the HAL
class is Donsker. In particular, Bibaut & van der Laan| (2019) provide a bound on the
bracketing entropy w.r.t. L,(P), for r € [1,00), for probability distribution that have
bounded Radon-Nikodym derivative w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure, that is dP/dy < C.
Bibaut & van der Laan (2019) use this bracketing entropy bound to prove the rate of
convergence O(N~1/3(log N)%1).

Unfortunately, to bound the sequential bracketing entropies of =y and of Ly we would
need a bracketing entropy bound w.r.t. Ly(Pgy ne ), Which, owing to the fact that he y is
a discrete measure, does not have bounded Radon-Nikodym derivative w.r.t. the Lebesgue
measure over C x 0. Under the assumption[7]on the convergence of the marginals of (C,(t))
to a limit law (we shall denote it hy ), we have that he n LN heo, which can reasonably be
a continuous measure dominated by the Lebesgue measure. By convergence in distribution

of hg nt to he, we have at least that the size of brackets w.r.t. ho y converges to the size
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of brackets under h. If this convergence were uniform over bracketings of Q, and that
dheo/dp < C, then we would have that Njj(e, Q, La(Pgy e x)) S Nyj(e, Q, La(p). Proving
the uniformity over bracket seems to be a relatively tough theoretical endeavor, and we

leave it to future research.

9.4.3 A modified HAL class

Given the difficulty in bounding Njj(e, Q, La(Pgy gy )) for the HAL, class, we consider a
modified HAL class in the case where C is discrete, that is C = {¢1,...,c;}. We define the
modified class as the set of functions f : C x O — R such that, for every ¢ € C, 0 — f(c,0)
is cadlag with sectional variation norm smaller than M;. It is straightforward to show that

the bracketing entropy of such a class F is bounded as follows:

log Njj(€, F, Lz(Poqg ) S |Cle " (log(1/€)) 70,

9.5 Proof of Lemma 2

The proof of lemma [2| relies on lemma [5] which we present and prove in the following.

Lemma 5. Denote, for any fixed g,

f(g)(c) := Varg, g, (D*(Q1,9)(Co(t), O(t)) | Co(t) = ).

Suppose that assumption @ holds, and let g be fived given C,(t). Suppose that the strong

positivity assumption holds for g, that is g > 0, for the same § an in assumption[3. Then,

| Eno [ (9)(Co()] = B, [£(90.)(Cot))]| < 407%llg — goullipye sy, -

Proof. Observe that D*(Q1, g)(c,0) can be decomposed as
D*(Q1,9)(c,0) = Di(Q1,9) + D3(Q1, ),
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with

Di(Qua)eo) =L (4~ Gufan).
and D3(Q1)(e) = 4" (' | Qo) ~ W(Q).

As D3(Q1)(C,(t)) is constant given C,(t), we have that

f(g)(e) = Varg, g, (D1(Q1,9)(Co(t), O(t)) | Co(t)) -

In the following, the dependence of the canonical gradient on (C,(t), O(t)) is implied, but

suppressed in the notation. For any g,

| B [F(9)(Colt))] = B, [F(g0)(Colt))]
=B [Eauan [(D(@1,9))? | Co0)]] = [Egoan [(D3(@1.90.))° | Colt))]]
~ Bho, |Eauan [Di(Q1,9) | Colt)]” = Equan [D3(@1900) | Co()]’]
< EQog0 H(DT(QMQ))? - (DT(Qlagﬁ,t)yH
+ (1D5(Qu: )l + 107 (@1 90)llx) X Eguan [|D5(Qu,91) = Di(Qu, 90| (Colt), O(1))]
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We start with the analysis of the first term. In particular, we have that

= Egu | (Y (1) = Qu(A(1), Co(t)))’

= Egog | (Y (1) = Qu(A(t) | Co(t)))”

< 6 oy | (V(8) — Qi (A, Cul1))

< 5_3EQ079* H(Q(Z),t - 92>(A(t> | Oo(t))H
< 26 Egqg- [|(g06 — 9)(A(t) | Co(t))]]

=20""l\90,c — gll1.p,

9%:ho,t "

We now turn to the second term. It follows that

*

9 g
g Jo,t

B [|D7(Q. 9)(Colt). O(8)) — DYColt). O®)]] = Eayan K@l

) .00

< (571”90,16 - g”l,Pg*,ho,t

< 07 EBgegr [1(900 — 9)(A(t) | Co(1))]]

=6 lgos — gll1.p,

oyt

As | Di(Q1,9)||oo < 671 and || D} (Q1, go]leedt, we therefore have that

EQo.g0 [11(9)(Co(t)) = f(g04)(Co(t))]] < 467 lg — gollv.p,.

hoyt

Lemma 2. Suppose that assumptions[3, [1 and [§ hold. Then assumption [] holds.
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Proof. We use the notation of lemma [5]in this proof. We have that

T 2 Fa)(Colt) — B[ (g0)(Co)

= 2 Fa)(Colt)) — B [f(g0.(Colt))] (5)
n % L B a0 (Co0)] = 1 (3) (Coft)] (6)
%z )] = B [f(g00) (Co0)] (7)

Denote Ay, By and Cy the quantities in lines , @ and above; we start with

bounding Ay. In particular, we have that

Var (Ay) =3 S Var(7(a0,)(Col0)

+ %ZZCOV gOt t))af(QO,t—&-s)(Co(t‘f‘ S)))
N7 Z Var(f(g0.4)(Co(1)))
T % ; 2 \/ Var(f (g0.4)(Co(t))) Var(f(go.u+s) (Co(t + 5)))p(Co(t), Co(t + 5)).

From assumption E 1/ (g04)]|oe < 07t for every t. Therefore,

Var ( Zf got)( ) (;j <N+ 2NSt1>111)2:P(Co(t)aCo(t+ 3)))

=1
—2

<9 2
S 2 (N +0o(N?)))

= o(1),

o4



where we have used assumption |8 in the last line of the above inequality. Therefore, from

Chebyshev’s inequality,

5 Ho0)(Colt) — 3 3 Bl (00 (Colt))] = 00(). (8)

We now turn to By. From lemma [5] we have that

=

31
By < 45 N Z ”90,1‘, - gOOHLPg*vho,t'

t=1

From assumption [9) and Cesaro’s lemma for deterministic sequences of real numbers, By =

o(1). Finally, from assumption [7| and Cesaro’s lemma, Cy = o(1). Denoting o7 :=
E[f(Cy)], the above inequality and (8)) yield the wished claim. O

9.6 Proof of Theorem [2

Theorem 2. For any Q, € Q, the difference between the TMLE and its target decomposes

‘I’(Q}F\/) - ‘I’(Q(J) = Ml,N(Q1) + M2,N(Q7\h Q1),
with
Mun(@) =5 3 DH(@u)(Co(1), 0(1) ~ oo D" (@),
Mo (@ Q1) = > (Fe00 = Pocsw)(D"(@) - D'(@0)

Proof. We recall the first order expansion of W, ) given by Theorem |1, and defined as

Ve, (Q) = Ve, i)(Qo) = —Poc,iy D*(Q, 9)(Co(t), O(t)) + R(Q, Qo, 9 go.r)-
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We note that, since in an adaptive trial the treatment mechanism is controlled, we have

that g = go. Additionally, by definition, TMLE procedure yields Q% such that

% > D (Q)(Co(t), O(t)) = 0.

Combined, it follows that

T(Qy) — ¥(Qo) :% > DHQN)(Co(1), O()) = Pocuin D" (@) (Co(t), O(1))

which, by adding and subtracting N=* S_ (8¢, .00 — Po,coty) D*(Q1), implies the wished

decomposition. O

9.7 Proof of Theorem {4

Theorem 4. Consider the process =y defined in equation . Suppose that assumptions
19[4 and [ hold. Then M n(Qy, Q1) = op(N~1/2).

Proof. We want to show that for any €, > 0, there exist Ny such that for any N > N
0 [\/NMQ,N(Q*NaQ1> > 6} <.

Let € > 0 and 6 > 0. Define, for any Q,
N
0-12\/((27 Ql) = %ZEPO [(D*(ngo,t> - D*(QlagO,t)) (Co<t>70<t>>2 ‘ Co<t)] :
t=1

Under assumption , SUP>1 SUPGes || D*(Q, gou) — D*(Q1, go4t)|lso = O(1). Theorem A4 in
van Handel (2010)) yields that, with probability at least 1 — /2,

V'N sup {MQ,N(Q7Q1) 1Q€Q on(Q Q) < T}

1 ; log (2/9)

< Jy(r 1,2y, O(N)) + Wisi log(1 4+ Nyj(r,1,En,0(N))) + r+/log(2/6) + N

- (9)
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As e \/log(l + Njj(e,1,2n,0(N))) is non-increasing, we have that

- A 2
(Jy(r, 1 Zn, O(NV)))
r2

and therefore we can bound the right-hand side in @ with
Jpy(r,1,En, O(N))
VN2

From assumption [} there exists ro > 0 small enough that

roy/log(2/0 < €/4 and Jjj(ro, 1,En, O(N)) < €/4.

We choose N; such that, for every N > Ny,

J[](Tg,l,EN,O(N)) 10g(2/(5)
VN3 VN

We then have that, for any N > Nj, with probability at least 1 — §/2,

log(1 4 Ny(r,1,2x,0(N))) <

?

Jy(r,1,Zx, O(N)) (1 + ) +74/log(2/0) +

VN

<1 and <e€/4.

\/NSUP{MQ,N(Qan) Q€ Q, on(Q, Q1) < 7”0} < /4.

Denote & (N, 1) the event under which holds. We further ntroduce the event

Ey(N, o) == {on(Qx. Q1) <70}

log(2/0)

(10)

Under assumption , on(Qu, Q1) S Q% — Qill2.g* 1y, and from assumption |§|, we have

that

1Q% = Qull2.g iy = 0r(1).

Therefore, there exists Ny such that for every N > Ny, E(N, rg) holds with probability at
least 1 — /2. We further conclude that for any N > Ny := max(Ny, Na), By[E1(N,ro) N

Ey(N,ro)] > 1 -6, and under & (N, rg) N E (N, 19), it holds that
\/NMZN(Q*Na Ql) S €,

which is the wished claim.
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