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Abstract

Switchback experiments are widely used in
dynamic systems—such as ridesharing plat-
forms and online marketplaces—to evaluate
interventions under interference. However,
the standard pipeline of estimating the aver-
age treatment effect (ATE) with a difference-
in-means (DM) estimator can exhibit sys-
tematic bias in dynamic settings with evolv-
ing system state, due to intertemporal de-
pendence (“carryover effects”). In this pa-
per, we study this bias in a continuous-time
Markov chain model of switchback experi-
ments with stochastically monotone dynam-
ics and state-monotone rewards; these are
reasonable representations of mean-reverting
and auto-regressive systems. We show the
DM estimator systematically underestimates
the true ATE, because it targets an av-
erage of transient treatment effects rather
than the ATE itself. Using the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process as a tractable example, we
derive closed-form expressions for bias and
variance; this analysis shows that standard
approaches overestimate the true variance.
Taken together, these effects mean that stan-
dard switchback experiment analysis yields
overly conservative inference. We validate
our theory using a ride-sharing simulation
with real-world calibration.

1 INTRODUCTION

A/B testing is widely used to evaluate policy differ-
ences (or treatment effects), such as pricing on ride-
sharing platforms or inventory management in supply
chains. However, estimates from standard random-
ized experiments are often biased due to interference:
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either across neighbors (network spillovers) or across
time (carryover effects). In ride-sharing systems, e.g.,
pricing policies in one period affect driver availability
in subsequent periods, creating temporal spillovers.

To mitigate interference, platforms often adopt switch-
back experiments, i.e., alternating treatment and con-
trol across time/regions and estimating interval-level
effects. A typical industrial approach uses a difference-
in-means (DM) estimator between switchback inter-
vals and reports Huber–White standard errors (Kastel-
man and Ramesh, 2018). However, when outcomes
evolve with system (e.g., pricing efficacy varying with
driver availability), this pipeline not only exhibits esti-
mation bias (e.g., Cooprider and Nassiri (2023); Nas-
siri (2025) note treatment can be overestimated), but
when combined with the variance estimator can ex-
hibit overly conservative inference. Further, the role
of design features (e.g., interval length, washout) and
their qualitative impact on the DM estimation pipeline
is not well understood. In this paper, we investigate
these phenomena by modeling the underlying system
stochastically monotone dynamics; this is a broad class
of dynamics, including mean-reverting autoregressive
processes. We show these dynamics lead to conserva-
tive inference in switchback experiments, and also use
the structure to study the role of experimental design.

An Industrial Approach. We summarize a stan-
dard pipeline for switchback experiments, e.g., as pre-
sented by DoorDash (Kastelman and Ramesh, 2018).
Policies are randomized at the region×time level (Fig-
ure 1): each 30-minute interval in each region is inde-
pendently assigned to treatment or control. Treatment
effects are then estimated by comparing average out-
comes (i.e., delivery time) between treated and control
region-time units. Specifically, for region-time unit i,
let yκ,i be the average outcome under policy κ ∈ {0, 1}
(treatment = 1, control = 0). With N1 treated and N0

control units, the standard analysis fits y = Xβ + ε,
where ε ∼ N (0, σ2I) is a Gaussian error and

y =
(
y1,1, . . . , y1,N1

, y0,1, . . . , y0,N0

)⊤
,

X =
(
x1, . . . , xN1+N0

)
, xi =

{
(1, 1), i ≤ N1,

(1, 0), i > N1.
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Figure 1: Switchback experiments for pricing at DoorDash (Kastelman and Ramesh, 2018).

OLS yields β̂ = (X⊤X)−1X⊤y, where β̂0 is the con-

trol mean and β̂1 equals the standard difference-in-
means (DM) estimator for the ATE β1 (Wager, 2024).
Variance is typically estimated via the Huber–White
sandwich estimator (White, 1980) (with n = N1+N0):

V̂ar(β̂) =
1

n

(
1

n
X⊤X

)−1
1

n
X⊤ΩX

(
1

n
X⊤X

)−1

,

where Ω is a diagonal matrix with entries (y −Xβ̂)2.
Similar switchback experiments have been reported by
Lyft (Chamandy, 2016), Tubi (Silbert, 2022), and Bolt
(O’Connell and Bentes, 2022).

Main Contributions. In this paper, we tackle the
following question: when and why does the standard
switchback experiment produce overly conservative in-
ference? Our analysis provides several meaningful in-
sights on this question.

• Markovian Framework. In a continuous Markov
chain (CTMC), we show that stochastic monotonic-
ity, stochastically ordered policy kernels, and state-
monotone rewards induce a monotone bias during
transient periods—conditions often satisfied in real-
world applications such as ride-sharing and online
marketplaces.

• Estimand Discrepancy. We show that transient
dynamics cause the DM estimator to target an aver-
age transient treatment effect rather than the ATE.
We show that under stochastic monotonicity and
state-monotone rewards, the difference-in-means es-
timator exhibits systematic underestimation, result-
ing in conservative inference.

• A Stylized Model. In an Ornstein–Uhlenbeck
(OU) process setting, we verify the preceding mono-
tonicity conditions and establish asymptotic under-
estimation bias, even with washout periods. We
further characterize both the bias and the variance
and show that the Huber–White variance estima-
tor can be overly conservative. These findings are

illustrated through a ride-sharing simulation using
real-world data (TLC, 2024).

• Practical Guidance. Our results explain the con-
servative bias observed in practice and highlight de-
sign trade-offs (interval length, washout) that miti-
gate bias and reduce the DM estimator MSE.

Related Work. We review three areas: (i) switch-
back experiments, (ii) Markovian models for dynamic
treatment effects, and (iii) industrial practice.

Switchback experiments, originating in dairy studies
(Brandt, 1938), are now common for marketplace-level
A/B tests (Chamandy, 2016). Related work addresses
carryover via design and estimation—optimal designs
with finite-horizon carryover (Bojinov et al., 2023; Ni
and Bojinov, 2025), Bernoulli switchbacks in nonsta-
tionary MDPs with geometric mixing (Hu and Wa-
ger, 2022), and bias–variance trade-offs for multiple
simultaneous switchbacks (Xiong et al., 2023). Re-
cent work also develops robust switchback methodolo-
gies for large-scale industrial settings (Missault et al.,
2025). In contrast, we focus on the post-experiment es-
timand–estimator gap—its direction and decision im-
pact—under structural interference that induces sys-
tematic bias.

Markovian frameworks have been used to model treat-
ment/control dynamics in experiments (Glynn et al.,
2020; Hu and Wager, 2022; Farias et al., 2022, 2023; Li
et al., 2023). Most related are policy-specific station-
ary chains for optimal design (Glynn et al., 2020) and
a discrete-time MDP with an estimator balancing bias
and variance (Farias et al., 2022). We extend this line
by modeling with a continuous-state CTMC, broaden-
ing applicability to continuous-time experimental pro-
cesses.

Large platforms now deploy switchbacks at scale: Do-
orDash provides implementation guidance (Kastelman
and Ramesh, 2018); Lyft pairs switchbacks with sim-
ulation to study bias-variance and two-stage designs
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(Chamandy, 2016; Quan, 2021); Tubi addresses sea-
sonality, carryover, and power (Silbert, 2022); and
Bolt discusses unit interference, temporal imbalance,
and concurrent tests (O’Connell and Bentes, 2022).
We aim to complement these operational deployments
with theoretical insight that characterizes the validity
of inference from switchback experiments.

2 SWITCHBACK EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we introduce experiments in dynamic
systems modeled as continuous-state CTMCs. Sec-
tion 2.1 introduces the CTMC model under a general
experimental setting, presents the conditions that lead
to structural interference and monotone bias, and de-
fines the average treatment effect (ATE). Section 2.2
then describes the standard switchback design used in
practice along with the DM estimator.

2.1 A Monotone Markov Chain Model

We consider two distinct CTMCs (treatment and con-
trol) on a common real-valued state space (R). We
consider dynamic experiments on a single unit, e.g.,
an entire ridesharing platform. The state captures the
unit’s current condition (e.g., driver availability). Con-
trol and treatment are modeled as actions taken in
that state, and outcomes as rewards associated with
it. Similar models have been studied in prior work
for discrete-time, discrete-state settings (Glynn et al.,
2020; Hu and Wager, 2022; Farias et al., 2022).

Notation. Let f(x) = O(g(x)) if there exists C > 0,
independent of x, with |f(x)| ≤ C|g(x)| for all large x.
For N ∈ N, let [N ] = {0, 1, . . . , N − 1}.
Time and State Space. We consider a continuous
time space t ∈ [0,∞) and a real state space X ⊆ R.
Throughout for simplicity we assume the Borel mea-
sure space on R; we assume that X is Borel measur-
able.

Markov Chains. A stochastic process X = {Xt :
t ≥ 0} is a continuous-time Markov chain (CTMC)
if, for any time s, t ≥ 0, any state x ∈ X , and any
measurable set A ⊆ X , the following holds

P(Xt+s ∈ A | {Xu}0≤u≤t) = P(Xt+s ∈ A | Xt).

Transition Kernel. The dynamics of a CTMC for
any t ≥ 0 are characterized by the transition kernel

P (x,A; t) := P(Xt ∈ A | X0 = x), ∀x ∈ X , A ⊆ X .

We assume the standard Feller property (see, e.g., Ch
4.2 in Ethier and Kurtz (2009)) on P (x,A; t) to ensure
continuity for our theoretical analysis. In addition,

the Feller property enforces time homogeneity of the
CTMC.

Two Chains. We consider two CTMCs, indexed by
κ ∈ {0, 1}, on the common state space X , with transi-
tion kernels Pκ. Specifically, P0 and P1 correspond to
the control and treatment policies. Both kernels are
assumed to be stochastically monotone, and we assume
the treatment kernel stochastically dominates the con-
trol kernel, denoted P0 ⪯st P1, as defined below.

Assumption 1 (Stochastic monotonicity). The treat-
ment and control chains, with transition kernels Pκ

for κ ∈ {0, 1}, satisfy stochastic monotonicity, i.e., for
any t ≥ 0 and s ∈ X , Pκ(x, (s,∞); t) is non-decreasing
in the initial state x ∈ X .

Assumption 2 (Stochastic dominance). For any t ≥
0, the control kernel P0 is stochastically dominated by
the treatment kernel P1, denoted P0 ⪯st P1. That is,
for every bounded measurable non-decreasing f : X →
R and all x ∈ X ,∫

X
f(y)P0(x, dy; t) ≤

∫
X
f(y)P1(x, dy; t).

Remark 1. Assumptions 1 and 2 are well motivated,
e.g., stochastic monotonicity arises in queueing and
inventory systems (Stoyan and Daley, 1983; Lund and
Tweedie, 1996; Li et al., 2023), while stochastic dom-
inance between treatment and control has been previ-
ously assumed in online marketplace pricing (Farias
et al., 2023; Johari et al., 2024). These two conditions
induce structural interference that creates a monotone
transient effect in states, the key driver of systematic
underestimation in switchback designs.

We also impose a mixing-time condition on the tran-
sition kernels, akin to geometric ergodicity assump-
tions in experiments with Markovian dynamics (Farias
et al., 2022; Hu and Wager, 2022).

Assumption 3 (Mixing time). For each κ ∈ {0, 1},
the CTMC is geometrically ergodic: there exist C ≥ 1
and λκ > 0 such that for all x ∈ X and t ≥ 0,

∥Pκ(x, ·; t)− πκ∥TV ≤ Ce−λκt,

where ∥ · ∥TV denotes the total variation distance.

Moreover, we denote λmin = min{λ0, λ1} as the mini-
mum mixing rate between the two policies.

Rewards. Reward is accrued at rate rκ(x) in state x,

i.e., the expected reward in [t, t+dt] is
∫ t+dt

t
rκ(Xs)ds.

Assumption 4 (Monotone rewards). The reward rate
functions rκ satisfy |rκ(x)| ≤ M , are non-decreasing in
x, and obey r0(x) ≤ r1(x) for all x ∈ X and κ ∈ {0, 1}.
Remark 2. Assumption 4 is reasonable in many prac-
tical experiments where the treatment has a valid ef-
fect. Combined with Assumptions 1 and 2, it implies
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that the treatment policy yields higher expected imme-
diate and future outcomes than the control policy. (In
Johari et al. (2024) these are referred to as “positive”
treatments; see also Holtz et al. (2020); Johari et al.
(2022); Li et al. (2022); Dhaouadi et al. (2023); Bright
et al. (2025).) We later show in the stylized OU model
(Section 4) that the bounded reward assumption can be
relaxed.

Treatment Effect. We define the causal estimand τ ,
the average treatment effect (ATE), as the difference
in stationary rewards between treatment and control:

τ := π1r1 − π0r0, with πκrκ :=

∫
X
πκ(dx)rκ(x).

2.2 Switchback Experiments and Estimation

We adopt a standard switchback design alternating be-
tween two policies. Each policy is applied for n periods
of length l, giving a total duration T = 2nl. A formal
definition of the switchback process X is given below.

Definition 1 (Switchback process). The process of a
switchback experiment X = {Xt}0≤t≤T evolves under
a time-varying transition kernel

Q =

P1, 2il ≤ t < (2i+ 1)l, i ∈ [n],

P0, (2i+ 1)l ≤ t < 2(i+ 1)l, i ∈ [n].

The processX is also referred to as the data-generating
process of the experiment. We assume the process is
initialized from the stationary distribution of the con-
trol policy, X0 ∼ π0, i.e., the system is in steady state
under control prior to the experiment (though our re-
sults hold for any initial distribution).

Definition 2 (Difference-in-means). The difference-
in-means estimator τ̂n for the switchback process X is

τ̂n =
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
I
(1)
i − I

(0)
i

)
,

where I
(1)
i and I

(0)
i are the average rewards in the i-th

treatment and control periods, i.e.,

I
(j)
i =

1

l

∫ (2i−j+2)l

(2i−j+1)l

rj(Xt) dt, j ∈ {0, 1}.

Interference and Bias. In switchback experiments,
outcomes in the previous interval can impact outcomes
in the next interval, through stateful intertemporal de-
pendence; this is known as a “carryover” effect (Boji-
nov et al., 2023), and constitutes a form of intertem-
poral interference that violates the Stable Unit Treat-
ment Value Assumption (Imbens and Rubin, 2015).

As a consequence of this interference, naive estimators
such as the difference-in-means will be biased.

For example, in the CTMC model, outcomes de-
pend on evolving states, inducing temporal correla-
tion. This creates carryover effects during transient
periods, when the system has not reached steady state
and past treatments affect future states. In the next
section, we show that under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and
4, the bias is systematically downward.

3 BIAS DECOMPOSITION

In this section, we decompose the bias of the DM es-
timator. Before comparing τ̂n with τ , we introduce a
related estimand, the average transient treatment ef-
fect τ̃ , which accounts for transient dynamics within
each switchback period. In Section 3.1, we formally
define this estimand and decompose the bias, and in
Section 3.2, we explain the source of underestimation.
A general variance analysis for the CTMC setting is
provided in Appendix C.

3.1 Transient Treatment Effect

We consider the following approximation of the ex-
pected reward rate in a single switchback period under
both treatment and control policies, denoted by Ĩ(κ):

Ĩ(1) = π1r1 +
1

l
π0g1, Ĩ(0) = π0r0 +

1

l
π1g0, (1)

where the function gκ : X → R is defined as

gκ(x) =

∫ ∞

0

(Eκ[rκ(Xt) | X0 = x]− πκrκ) dt. (2)

Here, Eκ denotes the expectation under the transition
kernel Pκ. Therefore, gκ(x) represents the total devia-
tion of the expected reward rκ(Xt) from its stationary
average reward πκrκ, accumulated over time from ini-
tial stateX0 = x. We then define the average transient
treatment effect τ̃ as

τ̃ := Ĩ(1) − Ĩ(0) = π1r1 − π0r0 +
1

l
(π0g1 − π1g0). (3)

Note that τ̃ is an estimand defined for a given switch-
back interval length l. In contrast to the ATE τ , the
average transient treatment effect τ̃ accounts for tran-
sient dynamics within each switchback interval via a
deviation correction term depending on g. This cor-
rection is evaluated under the stationary distribution
of the alternative policy; e.g., π0g1 captures the devi-
ation when the system starts in control steady state
but evolves under the treatment policy.

Under the geometric ergodicity condition in Assump-
tion 3, the function g is well-defined and bounded. We
summarize the result in the lemma below.
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Lemma 1. Under Assumptions 3 & 4, the function gκ
in (2) is well-defined and uniformly bounded for each
κ ∈ {0, 1}. In particular, for all x ∈ X ,

|gκ(x)| ≤
2MC

λκ
.

Remark 3. The function gκ is the unique solution to
Poisson’s equation for the CTMC with kernel Pκ:

Aκgκ = −r̄κ, (4)

where Aκ is the infinitesimal generator,

Aκgκ(x) = lim
t→0+

Ex,κ[gκ(Xt)]− gκ(x)

t
,

and r̄κ(x) = rκ(x)− πκrκ is the centered reward.

To analyze the bias between the DM estimator τ̂n and
the transient effect τ̃ , note that Ĩ(κ) is a mean-field ap-
proximation of the average reward in a single switch-

back period, i.e., it approximates E[I(κ)i ] under Pκ for
any i ∈ [n] and κ ∈ {0, 1}. The approximation error is
bounded in the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Under the conditions of Lemma 1, for any
i ∈ [n] and κ ∈ {0, 1}, the following bounds hold∣∣E[I(κ)i ]− Ĩ(κ)

∣∣ ≤ 4MC2

λκl
(e−λ0l + e−λ1l).

Lemma 2 shows that the approximation error between

Ĩ(κ) and E[I(κ)i ] decays exponentially in the interval
length l. Applying this result, we can further bound
the bias between the DM estimator τ̂n and the tran-
sient effect τ̃ in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Under Lemma 2, for any n ≥ 1, the
bias between the DM estimator τ̂n and the transient
effect τ̃ , denoted by B(τ̂n, τ̃), is bounded by

|B(τ̂n, τ̃)| = |E[τ̂n]− τ̃ | ≤ 16MC2

lλmin
e−λminl.

Remark 4. Corollary 1 shows that the bias between
τ̂n and τ̃ decays exponentially in the interval length l.
Moreover, in switchback experiments, τ̂n aligns more
closely with τ̃ than with τ , since transient dynamics
are intrinsic to the switchback process in Definition 1.

Analyzing the gap between τ̃ and τ reveals the source
of bias between the DM estimator τ̂n and the ATE τ .
We call this gap the estimand discrepancy, denoted δτ .
Formally, we have

δτ := τ̃ − τ =
1

l
(π0g1 − π1g0). (5)

We note that the estimand discrepancy δτ decays at
rate O(l−1). Applying Lemma 1, we further obtain:

|δτ | =
1

l

∣∣∣π0g1 − π1g0

∣∣∣ ≤ 2MC

l

( 1

λ0
+

1

λ1

)
≤ 4MC

lλmin
.

In contrast to the bias between τ̂n and τ̃ , which de-
cays at rate O(l−1e−λminl) (Corollary 1), the estimand
discrepancy δτ decreases more slowly at rate O(l−1).
Hence, for large l, the bias between τ̂n and τ , denoted
as B(τ̂n, τ), is dominated by δτ . Using Lemma 1 and
Corollary 1, we obtain the following bound.

Corollary 2. Under Lemma 1, for any n ≥ 1,

|B(τ̂n, τ)| =
∣∣E[τ̂n]− τ

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣E[τ̂n]− τ̃
∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

|B(τ̂n,τ̃)|

+ |τ̃ − τ |︸ ︷︷ ︸
|δτ |

≤ 16MC2

lλmin
e−λminl +

4MC

lλmin
.

Thus, the bias B(τ̂n, τ) decomposes into two terms:
B(τ̂n, τ̃), which decays at rate O(l−1e−λminl), and δτ ,
which decays at rate O(l−1). For large l, δτ determines
the direction of the bias B(τ̂n, τ).

3.2 Systematic Underestimation

We now analyze the sign of the bias term B(τ̂n, τ) and
show it can systematically underestimate the ATE. By
Corollary 2, for large l, the bias is dominated by the
estimand discrepancy δτ , which reflects the difference
between π0g1 and π1g0. To characterize its sign, we
establish monotonicity of gκ and a stochastic order-
ing of the stationary distributions πκ for κ ∈ {0, 1},
following from Assumptions 1–2.

Theorem 1. Let {Xt : t ≥ 0} be an ergodic, stochas-
tically monotone CTMC on X ⊆ R with stationary
distribution π. Let Ptf(x) := Ex[f(Xt)], and let

r̄(x) := r(x)− πr, πr :=

∫
X
r(y)π(dy).

Suppose r : X → R is non-decreasing and ∀x ∈ X ,∫ ∞

0

Pt|r̄|(x) dt =
∫ ∞

0

Ex[ |r(Xt)− πr| ] dt < ∞,

and assume further that Ptr̄(x) → r̄(x) as t ↓ 0 (e.g.,
this holds if X is Feller and r ∈ Cb(X )). Then

g(x) :=

∫ ∞

0

Ptr̄(x) dt =

∫ ∞

0

(
Ex[r(Xt)]− πr

)
dt

is well defined and non-decreasing, and g solves Pois-
son’s equation Ag(x) = −r̄(x) = πr − r(x).

Remark 5. Theorem 1 is a continuous-time analogue
of Proposition 1 in Glynn and Infanger (2022).

Under Assumptions 1 and 4, Theorem 1 applies to the
Markov chains under both control (P0) and treatment
(P1). Hence, g0 and g1 are non-decreasing and satisfy
Poisson’s equation (4). We next establish a stochastic
ordering between the stationary distributions π0 and
π1 in the following lemma.
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Lemma 3. Under Assumptions 2 & 3, the stationary
distributions of P0 and P1 satisfy π0 ⪯st π1. That is,
for any bounded non-decreasing measurable f : X →
R,

π0f ≤ π1f.

Remark 6. Under Assumptions 2, 3, and 4, Lemma
3 implies that π0r0 ≤ π1r0 ≤ π1r1, i.e., τ ≥ 0.

Finally, by combining Theorem 1 and Lemma 3, we
arrive at the following main result.

Theorem 2. Under the conditions of Theorem 1 and
Lemma 3, the estimand discrepancy δτ defined in (5)
is non-positive in switchback experiments, i.e.,

δτ =
1

l
(π0g1 − π1g0) ≤ 0. (6)

Remark 7. Theorem 2 reflects a monotone bias in
switchback experiments, i.e., when the treatment has
higher outcomes than the control, π0g1 ≤ 0 in treat-
ment intervals, while π1g0 ≥ 0 in control intervals. We
note that equality in (6) holds iff π0g1 = π1g0 = 0, i.e.,
when there is no transient effect in either the treatment
or control intervals. As a result, treatment outcomes
are underestimated, and control outcomes are overesti-
mated, so the average transient effect τ̃ is smaller than
the ATE τ under the conditions of Theorem 2.

3.3 Regime of Underestimation

We now characterize a threshold interval length l̄ such
that for all l > l̄, the estimand discrepancy δτ dom-
inates B(τ̂n, τ), resulting in an underestimation bias,
i.e., B(τ̂n, τ) < 0. Throughout this section, we assume
nontrivial transient effects, i.e., π0g1 < 0 and π1g0 > 0,
which implies δτ < 0. By Corollary 1 and Theorem 2,
there exists l̄ > 0 such that for all l > l̄,

8MC2e−λminl

lλmin
<

∣∣∣∣π0g1 − π1g0
l

∣∣∣∣ = π1g0 − π0g1
l

,

which indicates that the magnitude of the biasB(τ̂n, τ̃)
is smaller than the estimand discrepancy δτ , i.e., δτ de-
termines the sign of the overall bias B(τ̂n, τ). Specifi-
cally, one may set

l̄ :=
1

λmin
ln

(
8MC2

λmin(π1g0 − π0g1)

)
. (7)

Then for all l > l̄, the DM estimator τ̂n exhibits a
systematic underestimation bias.

Equation (7) shows that faster mixing yields a smaller
threshold l̄, while slower mixing yields a larger one.
For l < l̄, the bias depends on both B(τ̂n, τ̃) and δτ ,
requiring further specification of the CTMCmodel. To
gain insight, we next analyze a stylized mean-reverting
process, deriving asymptotic bias and variance of the

DM estimator under switchback designs with washout
periods (Senn, 2002), and examining their dependence
on interval length and washout proportion.

4 A STYLIZED MODEL

In this section, we focus on a specific instance of the
CTMC model: the Ornstein–Uhlenbeck (OU) process.
In Section 4.1, we introduce the OU process and dis-
cuss its connection to the CTMC framework. In Sec-
tion 4.2, we describe the estimation procedure under
switchback experiments with washout periods. In Sec-
tion 4.3, we analyze the asymptotic bias and variance
of the DM estimator. In Section 4.4, we study the
bias–variance trade-offs with respect to the washout
proportion and the equilibrium convergence speed.
Additional robustness analysis under nonstationarity
is provided in Appendix B.

4.1 The OU Process as a Continuous-State
CTMC under Monotonicity

For simplicity, we omit model settings that are identi-
cal to those described in Section 2.1.

Process Dynamics. Under each policy κ ∈ {0, 1},
the state follows an OU process with mean µκ and
common mean-reversion rate θ and volatility σ:

dXt = −θ(Xt − µκ) dt+ σ dWt, (8)

where {Wt}t≥0 is a standard Brownian motion. As-
sume X0 is Gaussian with bounded moments. To sim-
plify analysis, we express any OU process from (8) in
terms of a canonical OU process {Zt}t≥0, i.e.,

dZt = −Zt dt+ dWt. (9)

Thus Z is an OU process with θ = 1, µ = 0, σ = 1,
and Z0 = 0. Its connection to a general OU process is
given below.

Lemma 4. Given Zt as in (9), and for κ ∈ {0, 1} and
t ≥ 0, define:

Xt = (X0 − µκ)e
−θt + µκ + σ√

θ
Zθt. (10)

Then Xt is an OU process with mean µκ, mean-
reversion rate θ, and volatility σ, and obeys (8).

Transition Kernel. The transition kernel Pκ(x, y; t)
of the OU process is given by the Gaussian density

Pκ(x, y; t) :=
1√
2πσ2

t

exp

(
− (y −mκ(x; t))

2

2σ2
t

)
,

where

mκ(x; t) := xe−θt+µκ(1−e−θt), σ2
t :=

σ2

2θ
(1−e−2θt).



Jose Blanchet, Peter W. Glynn, Ramesh Johari, Linjia Wu, Wenqian Xing

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00

ρ

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7
Bias Dominates (θl = 1)

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00

ρ

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

Balanced (θl = 3)

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00

ρ

0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100

0.125

0.150

0.175
Variance Dominates (θl = 5)

Bias2

Variance

MSE

Figure 2: Mean squared error (MSE) decomposition for varying choices of θl and ρ (with 95% CI). Results are
based on 10 runs with n = 8 periods and a synthetic OU process with parameters µ1 = 1, µ0 = 0, and σ = 1.

Remark 8. The OU processes under both policies sat-
isfy stochastic monotonicity (Assumption 1); for any
t ≥ 0 and s ∈ X , Pκ(x, (s,∞); t) is non-decreasing
in x. Moreover, the treatment kernel strictly stochas-
tically dominates the control kernel if µ1 > µ0, con-
sistent with Assumption 2. Finally, the OU process
is also geometrically ergodic, satisfying Assumption 3
with λ0 = λ1 = θ and some constant C ≥ 1.

Reward. The reward at time t when the process is in
state x is given by the value of the state itself, i.e.,

rκ(x) = x, ∀x ∈ X , κ ∈ {0, 1}.

The reward function is measurable and non-decreasing
with respect to the state x ∈ X . Therefore, the esti-
mand (ATE) is τ = µ1−µ0, and we assume a positive
treatment effect, i.e., µ1 > µ0. While Assumption 4
requires boundedness in the general CTMC model, in
the OU process, it can be shown that underestimation
bias persists even without the boundedness assump-
tion (see, e.g., the proof of Theorem 3).

4.2 Estimation with Washout Periods

To mitigate carryover effects, recent work has proposed
introducing washout periods that discard part of each
interval’s initial data (Hu and Wager, 2022). We adopt
this approach by introducing a washout proportion ρ ∈
[0, 1). In each interval [il, (i+1)l), the first ρl units are
discarded, and the remaining (1 − ρ)l units are used
to compute outcomes. For i ∈ [n],

I
(j)
i,ρ =

1

l(1− ρ)

∫ (2i−j+2)l

(2i+ρ−j+1)l

Xt dt, j ∈ {0, 1}, (11)

and the washout-adjusted DM estimator is

τ̂n,ρ =
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
I
(1)
i,ρ − I

(0)
i,ρ

)
. (12)

Variance Estimation. In practice, variance is often
estimated using the Huber–White (sandwich) estima-
tor (White, 1980), which in the OU model reduces to

ŝ2n,ρ =
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
I
(1)
i,ρ − Ī(1)n,ρ

)2
+
(
I
(0)
i,ρ − Ī(0)n,ρ

)2
, (13)

where

Ī(1)n,ρ =
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

I
(1)
i,ρ , Ī(0)n,ρ =

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

I
(0)
i,ρ .

This estimator is widely used in industry (e.g., Door-
Dash; Kastelman and Ramesh (2018)) for its simplic-
ity, but it assumes independence across intervals–an
assumption violated in the presence of carryover ef-
fects. In our ride-sharing case study (Section 5), we
find that ŝ2n,ρ tends to overestimate the true variance
when ρ = 0 and n is large.

4.3 Asymptotic Bias-Variance Trade-offs

In Section 4.1, we showed that the OU process satis-
fies the conditions of Theorem 2, making it a specific
instance of the CTMC model. Moreover, leveraging
this stylized model, we conduct a more in-depth anal-
ysis of the bias and variance of the DM estimator τ̂n,ρ,
and further examine how they are influenced by the
washout proportion ρ and period length l. In the fol-
lowing Theorem 3, we characterize the asymptotic bias
(B) and variance (V ) of the DM estimator τ̂n,ρ in the
limit as the number of switches n → ∞.

Theorem 3. Under the switchback design (Def. 1),
for any ρ ∈ [0, 1), the asymptotic bias B and variance
V of the DM estimator τ̂n,ρ in (12) as n → ∞ are

B := lim
n→∞

E[τ̂n,ρ − τ ] = − 2τ(e−ρθl − e−θl)

θl(1− ρ)(1 + e−θl)
,

V := lim
n→∞

nVar
(
τ̂n,ρ

)
= VInterval + VIntra − VInter,
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with asymptotic variance components given by:

VInterval :=
2σ2

θ3l2(1− ρ)2

[
θl(1− ρ)− 1 + eθl(ρ−1)

]
,

VIntra :=
2σ2

θ3l2(1− ρ)2
(eθl − eρθl)2

e2θl − 1
e−θl(1+ρ),

VInter :=
2σ2

θ3l2(1− ρ)2
(eθl − eρθl)2

e2θl − 1
e−ρθl.

Moreover, limn→∞ E
[
ŝ2n,ρ

]
= VInterval while VIntra <

VInter, so the asymptotic bias of ŝ2nρ is positive.

Corollary 3. In the switchback design, the DM esti-
mator τ̂n,ρ asymptotically underestimates the ATE τ .
For all ρ ∈ [0, 1),

lim
n→∞

E[τ̂n,ρ] < τ.

The above results yield two key insights about the DM
estimator with washout periods: (i) Corollary 3 shows
that the treatment effect is asymptotically underesti-
mated for any ρ ∈ [0, 1); (ii) Theorem 3 shows that the
variance estimator ŝ2n,ρ in (13) ignores cross-interval
covariance and thus asymptotically overestimates vari-
ance. Moreover, Theorem 3 decomposes the variance
into interval variance VInterval, intra-policy covariance
VIntra, and inter-policy covariance VInter, and shows
the bias of ŝ2n,ρ is

lim
n→∞

E[ŝ2n,ρ]− V = VInter − VIntra > 0,

confirming that the Huber–White variance estimator
inflates variance by ignoring inter-policy dependence.

Asymptotic Normality. Combining Theorem 3
with the Gaussian properties of the OU process, we
obtain the following asymptotic normality of the DM
estimator under washout periods. The corresponding
statistical inferences are discussed in Appendix A.

Theorem 4. In the switchback design, as n → ∞, the
DM estimator τ̂n,ρ satisfies

√
n (τ̂n,ρ − τ −B) ⇒ N (0, V ),

where B and V are the asymptotic bias and variance
characterized in Theorem 3.

4.4 Selection of Washout Proportion and
Equilibrium Convergence Speed

Lemma 4 shows that a switchback design with interval
length l in an OU process with mean-reversion speed θ
is equivalent to one with interval length θl in a canoni-
cal OU process. Hence, θl serves as a measure of equi-
librium convergence speed, which we treat as a single
parameter. Moreover, Theorem 3 shows that both the

washout proportion ρ and convergence speed θl criti-
cally affect bias and variance. Our goal is to identify
suitable choices of these parameters for practical use of
the DM estimator. Corollary 4 shows that increasing ρ
(discarding more data) reduces bias, while Corollary 5
shows it raises the variance of the estimator, and de-
creases the bias of its variance estimate.

Corollary 4. For fixed interval length l and number of
switches n, the bias magnitude of τ̂n,ρ decreases mono-
tonically with the washout proportion ρ. Moreover, the
asymptotic bias is bounded by

2τe−θl

1 + e−θl
≤ |B| ≤ 2(1− e−θl)τ

θl(1 + e−θl)
.

Corollary 5. For fixed l and n, the asymptotic vari-
ance V increases monotonically with ρ, with asymp-
totic bounds

2σ2
(
2 + eθl(θl − 2) + θl

)
θ3l2(eθl + 1)

≤ V ≤ σ2(eθl − 1)

θ(eθl + 1)
.

Moreover, VInterval grows with ρ, while VInter − VIntra

remains positive but decreases with ρ.

The bias-variance trade-off of washout periods is intu-
itive: discarding more data reduces sample size, raising
both the interval variance VInterval and total variance
V , while shifting observations away from transients
and closer to equilibrium, thereby reducing bias.

Figure 2 shows how equilibrium convergence speed θl
and washout proportion ρ affect squared bias, vari-
ance, and MSE in OU simulations with τ = 1, σ = 1,
and n = 8, with confidence intervals based on 10 in-
dependent runs. In particular, we observe that slower
convergence (smaller θl) lengthens transients and am-
plifies bias, while faster convergence (larger θl) short-
ens transients and shifts the trade-off toward variance.

5 CASE STUDY: A RIDE-SHARING
SIMULATION

We present a case study on ride-sharing in New York
City using Lyft trip records from the Taxi and Limou-
sine Commission (TLC, 2024). The outcome is de-
fined as the number of trips initiated per 15-minute
interval. We apply an ARIMA(2,0,2) model1, decom-
posing each observation into a treatment-independent
trend and a residual. Since the data are observational,
we study hypothetical interventions, e.g., offering ride
discounts, by treating the residual as a mean-reverting
OU process and modeling treatment as a shift in its

1Implemented via the Python statsmodels package
(Box et al., 2015). All experiments were run on a PC with
a 12-core CPU and 18 GB of RAM.
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Figure 3: Ratios of τ̂n/τ , ŝn/
√
V , and MSE for varying choices of l and ρ (with 95% CI). Results are based on

10 runs with n = 1,000 periods under a calibrated OU process with a hypothetical treatment effect τ = 10.

mean. Parameters (µ, θ, σ) are estimated via maxi-
mum likelihood. Let Xt be the residual at time t, with
m observations at time {ti}mi=0. The log-likelihood is

Lm(µ, θ, σ2) = −1

2

m∑
i=1

log

(
σ2π

θ
(1− e−2θ(ti−ti−1))

)

− 1

2

m∑
i=1

(Xti − µ+ e−θ(ti−ti−1)(µ−Xti−1))
2

σ2

2θ (1− e−2θ(ti−ti−1))
.

The MLE is (µ̂m, θ̂m, σ̂2
m)∈argmaxµ,θ,σ2 Lm(µ, θ, σ2).

Calibrating the model using two weeks of Lyft data
from January 2022 (measured in hours) yields the
following parameter estimates for the residual pro-
cess: θ̂m = 5.8, σ̂m = 165.7, and µ̂m = 0.8, where
µ̂m denotes the control-policy mean. In the simula-
tions, we set a hypothetical treatment effect τ = 10
(i.e., µ1 = 10 and µ0 = 0), vary the interval length
l ∈ {1/2, 1, 2, 4} hours, and consider washout propor-
tions ρ ∈ [0, 1). Each configuration is simulated 10
times with n = 1,000 to estimate means and 95% con-
fidence intervals (CI).

In Figure 3, the left panel shows the ratio of the esti-
mated treatment effect τ̂n from the DM estimator to
the underlying ATE τ ; the middle panel shows the ra-
tio of the estimated standard deviation ŝn—computed
using the Huber–White estimator in (13)—to the true√
V estimated via Monte Carlo simulation with 500

samples; and the right panel reports the correspond-
ing mean squared error (MSE). The results reveal a
pronounced downward bias in τ̂n and an upward bias
in ŝn, both of which diminish as ρ and l increase, con-
sistent with Theorem 3. These patterns indicate that
inference based on the DM estimator with the Huber-
White variance estimator is conservative under such
conditions. The right panel further illustrates the MSE
trade-off in selecting ρ and l, i.e., longer switchback in-
tervals l tend to favor smaller washout proportions ρ
for minimizing the MSE.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we analyze switchback experiments as
commonly implemented in industry within Markovian
environments, where treatment effects evolve with the
system state. In a CTMC framework with stochastic
monotonicity and state-monotone rewards, we show
that the widely used difference-in-means estimator is
systematically biased downward relative to the sta-
tionary estimand, the average treatment effect (ATE).
The primary source of bias is a persistent discrep-
ancy between the average transient treatment effect
and the stationary ATE, which remains even after
within-interval transients have decayed. In a stylized
case study based on the OU process, we derive closed-
form asymptotics with washout periods and character-
ize a clear bias–variance trade-off. We further provide
asymptotic approximations for key inferential metrics.
Finally, a simulation study of NYC ride-sharing data
shows that standard switchback pipelines can yield
overly conservative inference in practice, underscoring
the need for care in design and interpretation.

Our analysis also suggests practical directions for im-
proving switchback experimentation. We identify neg-
ative autocorrelation between successive periods as a
driver of the estimator’s downward bias and inflated
variance, which points to a natural direction for future
work: developing debiasing procedures that explicitly
estimate and adjust for this dependence. The results
also motivate a practical two-stage workflow, if prac-
titioners expect the treatment to obey the conditions
of this paper. Practitioners can first run a standard
switchback experiment and assess the estimate using
conventional inference. If the ATE is positive, no fur-
ther adjustment is needed; if results are inconclusive,
more advanced designs or debiasing methods can be
applied. Because baseline inference is typically con-
servative, a positive result is likely to remain so after
debiasing, supporting an efficient pipeline while allow-
ing more rigorous analysis when needed.
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A Statistical Inference

In the standard industry pipeline for switchback experiments, practitioners often construct statistical inference
directly using the DM estimator τ̂n,ρ and the variance estimator ŝ2n,ρ (Kastelman and Ramesh, 2018). However,
due to bias underestimation and variance overestimation, such inference may lead to misleading conclusions.
Building on the asymptotic normality of the DM estimator in Theorem 4, we conduct a numerical analysis of
the resulting inference procedures in this section. Specifically, we derive the asymptotic type I error, statistical
power, and coverage probability and examine how these inferential quantities are affected by different parameter
settings, e.g., the washout proportion ρ and the equilibrium convergence speed θl.

A.1 Hypothesis Testing

We begin by considering hypothesis testing for the average treatment effect τ . To test the null hypothesis that
the treatment effect is zero, i.e., H0 : τ = 0, against the two-sided alternative H1 : τ ̸= 0, we construct the
following z-statistic:

z =
τ̂n,ρ

ŝn,ρ/
√
n
.

Decision rule: We reject the null hypothesis H0 if |z| ≥ Φα/2, and fail to reject H0 if |z| < Φα/2. Here, α denotes
the significance level, and Φα/2 is the critical value corresponding to the upper α/2 quantile of the standard
normal distribution, i.e., the unique value satisfying P(W ≥ Φα/2) = α/2, where W ∼ N (0, 1).

A.2 Type I Error, Statistical Power and Coverage Probability

For the remainder of the analysis, let Pτ denote the probability under the assumption that the treatment effect
is τ . The type I error is defined as the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when there is no treatment
effect, i.e.,

Type I Error =P0

∣∣∣∣∣∣ τ̂n,ρ√
ŝ2n,ρ/n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ Φα/2

 . (14)

The statistical power is defined as the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when the alternative hypothesis
is true, i.e.,

Power =Pτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ τ̂n,ρ√
ŝ2n,ρ/n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ Φα/2

 . (15)

The coverage probability is defined as the probability that the confidence interval includes the true treatment
effect, i.e.,

Coverage Prob =Pτ

(
τ ∈

(
τ̂n,ρ − Φα/2

ŝn,ρ√
n
, τ̂n,ρ +Φα/2

ŝn,ρ√
n

))
. (16)

Based on Theorem 4, τ̂n,ρ − τ is asymptotically normally distributed as N
(
B, V

n

)
, and ŝ2n,ρ ≈ VInterval. Using

these two approximations, the type I error in (14), the statistical power in (15), and the coverage probability in
(16) can be approximated as follows:

Type I Error ≈ P

(
W /∈

(
−Φα/2

√
VInterval

V
− B√

V/n
,Φα/2

√
VInterval

V
− B√

V/n

))
, (17)

Power ≈ P

(
W /∈

(
−Φα/2

√
VInterval

V
− τ +B√

V/n
,Φα/2

√
VInterval

V
− τ +B√

V/n

))
, (18)

Coverage Probability ≈ P

(
W ∈

(
−Φα/2

√
VInterval

V
− B√

V/n
,Φα/2

√
VInterval

V
− B√

V/n

))
, (19)
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Figure 4: Simulated variance ratio and type I error as functions of θl (with 95% CI). Results are based on 10
runs with n = 64 periods under a synthetic OU process with σ = 1.
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Figure 5: Simulated power and coverage probability as functions of θl (with 95% CI). Results are based on 10
runs with n = 64 periods under a synthetic OU process with σ = 1.

where W ∼ N (0, 1). As shown in (18) and (19), statistical power and coverage probability are governed by two
key ratios: (i) the ratio of interval variance to total variance, i.e., VInterval/V , and (ii) the ratio of bias in the
estimated treatment effect to the finite-sample standard deviation, i.e., B/(V/

√
n) or (τ + B)/(V/

√
n). Both

ratios are influenced by the equilibrium convergence speed parameter θl and the washout period parameter ρ,
while the latter ratio also depends on the number of switches n. To illustrate the impact of these parameters
(θl, ρ, n) on power and coverage probability, we conduct several numerical simulations.

We simulate switchback experiments with σ = 1, number of switches n = 64, and varying equilibrium convergence
speeds θl under different treatment effects (e.g., τ = 0, 1/2, 1). Each parameter setting is evaluated using 500
independent simulations, from which the type I error, statistical power, and coverage probability are estimated.
Additionally, we repeat the experiments 10 times (each consisting of 500 simulations) to construct the 95%
confidence intervals for these statistics.

As shown in Figure 4, the bias of variance estimation is significantly large for small θl. The variance estimation
improves and type I error increases as convergence gets faster and washout period ρ gets longer. Additionally,
the sampling variance of type I error increases with faster convergence speed. We also notice that type I error
exceeds the nominal level of 0.05 for larger values of the washout proportion ρ and convergence speed θl. Figure 5
shows that statistical power increases with θl under positive treatment effect (e.g., τ = 1). Moreover, a larger
washout period proportion ρ results in an earlier rise in statistical power. Similarly, coverage probability also
improves with θl in both cases, with a larger ρ leading to an earlier increase, suggesting that longer washout
periods contribute to more reliable inference.

In Figure 6, we use the same simulation settings but fix the treatment effect at τ = 1 and plot statistical power
and coverage probability as functions of ρ for different choices of n. Additionally, we include the approximated
statistical power and coverage probability obtained from the asymptotic expressions in Equations (18) and (19)
(via plug-in estimates from Theorem 3). We observe that for larger sample sizes (e.g., n = 64), the simulated
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Figure 6: Asymptotic and simulated power and coverage probability as functions of ρ (with 95% CI). Results
are based on 10 runs with n = 8 and 64 periods under a synthetic OU process with σ = 1.

statistical power and coverage probability closely align with their asymptotic approximations. Moreover, in
the asymptotic regime where n is large, the effect of ρ varies depending on the equilibrium convergence speed.
Specifically, when the convergence speed is slow (e.g., θl = 1), increasing ρ does not necessarily improve coverage
probability but can enhance statistical power. Conversely, when the equilibrium convergence speed is fast (e.g.,
θl = 5), statistical power remains close to 1 regardless of ρ. In this case, increasing ρ may only improve coverage
probability.

B Robustness Analysis under Nonstationarity

An interesting artifact of the standard switchback design is that it is not optimal in a stationary environment,
as the treatment effect estimator remains biased. In fact, a much simpler alternative, referred to as the single-
switchback design, which runs treatment policy for the first half of the experiment and switches to control policy
for the second half, yields a consistent estimator as the experiment duration tends to infinity. However, in
practice, the multiple-switchback design (i.e., the standard approach involving frequent policy switches) is often
preferred, as it produces results that are more robust to non-stationarity.

To evaluate robustness, we consider a class of non-stationary environments where the mean process of the
underlying OU process is a piecewise constant function, i.e., for κ ∈ {0, 1},

µκ,u = µκ(i), u ∈ [i∆, (i+ 1)∆).

For simplicity, we set ∆ = 2l. We consider two types of piecewise constant mean processes: a linear mean process
and a periodic mean process.

For the linear mean process, we assume the increments of the mean process are identical, i.e., for κ ∈ {0, 1},

µκ(i)− µκ(i− 1) = δκ,n, ∀i ∈ [n].

We impose the following assumption about δκ,n to make sure the treatment effect is well-defined.
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Assumption 5 (Asymptotic linear trend). For policies κ ∈ {0, 1}, there exists a finite γκ < ∞ such that

lim
n→∞

nδκ,n → γκ.

The long-run average treatment effect (ATE) τ is defined as

τ = lim
n

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(µ1(i)− µ0(i)) = µ1(0)− µ0(0) +
γ1 − γ0

2

For the periodic mean process, we assume that

µκ(i) = µH
κ , if i is even,

µκ(i) = µL
κ, if i is odd.

The treatment effect τ is defined as

τ =
µH
1 + µL

1

2
− µH

0 + µL
0

2
.

With slight abuse of notation, denote by τ̂n,ρ the treatment effect estimator under the multiple-switchback design.
The definition of τ̂n,ρ follows (12). Let τ̂Sn,ρ be the treatment effect estimator under the single-switchback design,

τ̂Sn,ρ =
1

nl(1− ρ)

(∫ nl

ρnl

Xtdt−
∫ 2nl

nl(1+ρ)

Xtdt

)
.

Proposition 1 characterizes the asymptotic bias and variance of the estimators τ̂n,ρ and τ̂Sn,ρ.

Proposition 1 (Asymptotic bias and variance under nonstationarity). Let τ̂n,ρ denote the estimator under a
multiple-switchback design and τ̂Sn,ρ the estimator under a single-switchback design, with interval length l > 0
and washout ratio ρ ∈ (0, 1). Under Assumption 5, as n → ∞, the limits

lim
n→∞

E[τ̂n,ρ − τ ] , lim
n→∞

nVar(τ̂n,ρ) , lim
n→∞

E
[
τ̂Sn,ρ − τ

]
, lim

n→∞
nVar

(
τ̂Sn,ρ

)
exist. They are summarized below for two non-stationary environments.

Multiple-switchback (τ̂n,ρ) Single-switchback (τ̂S
n,ρ)

Asymptotic Bias Asymptotic Var Asymptotic Bias Asymptotic Var

Linear environment B V
ρ

4
(γ1 − γ0)−

1

4
(γ1 + γ0)

2σ2

θ2l(1− ρ)

Periodic environment B V 0
2σ2

θ2l(1− ρ)

Table 1: Asymptotic bias and variance of treatment-effect estimators under non-stationary environments.

As established in Lemma 4, nonstationarity affects only the deterministic drift of the process and does not alter
its stochastic component. Consequently, the asymptotic variance of both estimators remains unchanged under
nonstationary environments. Moreover, a direct calculation shows that the multiple-switchback design achieves
a strictly smaller variance than the single-switchback design:

lim
n→∞

nVar(τ̂n,ρ) < VInterval < lim
n→∞

nVar(τ̂Sn,ρ).

The bias behavior differs markedly across designs. For the multiple-switchback estimator, the asymptotic bias is
invariant to changes in the underlying environment and remains equal to B. In contrast, the single-switchback
estimator exhibits environment-dependent bias: it is nonzero in the linear environment and vanishes in the
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periodic one. This distinction arises because, in the multiple-switchback design, bias primarily stems from
limited time within each treatment interval for the system to approach equilibrium; hence, it depends mainly on
the magnitude of the true treatment effect rather than on long-term trends. The single-switchback estimator,
however, relies on a single extended segment of data, making its bias sensitive to persistent drifts or trends in
the environment.

Due to this robustness property, inferential procedures derived under stationary assumptions, e.g., bias correction,
variance estimation, type-I error control, statistical-power analysis, and coverage guarantees, continue to hold in
the nonstationary setting.

C Variance Analysis under a Single-Switchback Design

We investigate the systematic overestimation of variance that can arise when applying the Huber–White variance
estimator (White, 1980) to a single-switchback design within the CTMC model. Consider a single-switchback
design with total horizon T = 2l, where the experimental process X starts from the stationary distribution of
the control policy, i.e., X0 ∼ π0, then evolves under the treatment policy P1 for l time units, followed by the

control policy P0 for another l time units. Recall that the average rewards during the first two intervals are I
(1)
0

and I
(0)
0 . Under stochastic monotonicity and monotone rewards, the covariance between the average outcomes

of the two periods is non-negative, i.e., Cov(I
(0)
0 , I

(1)
0 ) ≥ 0. We formalize a more general result in the following

lemma. The proof relies on the Markov property to show that, under these assumptions, average rewards across
any two periods are positively correlated.

Proposition 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 4, and the standard switchback design in Definition 1, the covariance
of average rewards between any two periods (whether under the same policy or different policies) is non-negative,

i.e., Cov(I
(u)
i , I

(v)
j ) ≥ 0 for any i, j ∈ [n] and u, v ∈ {0, 1}.

To enable variance estimation for such a single-switchback design, we assume K i.i.d. replications of the single-

switchback period, each yielding averages {(I(0)0 , I
(1)
0 )}k for k ∈ [K]. By stacking these 2K average outcomes into

a regression framework, we can apply the DM estimator, denoted τ̂ , using linear regression with the Huber–White
variance estimator. From Proposition 2, we observe that the asymptotic variance

Var(τ̂) = Var(I
(0)
0 ) + Var(I

(1)
0 )− 2Cov(I

(0)
0 , I

(1)
0 ).

In this setting, the HW variance estimator, denoted ŝ2, satisfies

lim
k→∞

E
[
ŝ2
]
= Var(I

(0)
0 ) + Var(I

(1)
0 ) ≥ Var(τ̂),

thus asymptotically overestimating the true variance of τ̂ .

As observed, the asymptotic overestimation of the HW variance estimator arises from the positive covariance
established in Proposition 2 and from the fact that it ignores covariance across intervals (both inter- and intra-
policies). In a multiple-switchback design, however, the situation is more nuanced: covariances of the same
policy across periods are positive and contribute to the asymptotic variance, whereas covariances between dif-
ferent policies are negative and reduce the asymptotic variance. A similar variance decomposition appears in
Theorem 3 for the OU process. In such settings, additional model specification is required to determine whether
the asymptotic variance is ultimately overestimated or underestimated.

D Proofs for Section 3

D.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof of Lemma 1. For each policy κ ∈ {0, 1}, the function gκ : X → R is defined as

gκ(x) =

∫ ∞

0

(Eκ[rκ(Xt) | X0 = x]− πκrκ) dt,

which represents the total deviation of the expected reward rκ(Xt) from its stationary average πκrκ over time,
starting from state x. Define hκ(x, s) = Eκ[rκ(Xs) | X0 = x]− πκrκ as the deviation of the expected reward at
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time s. For any x ∈ X , we bound hκ(x, s) using the uniform bound M on rκ(x) and the total variation distance
as follows

|hκ(x, s)| =
∣∣∣∣∫

X
rκ(y) [Pκ(x, dy; s)− πκ(dy)]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ M

∫
X
|Pκ(x, dy; s)− πκ(dy)| = 2M∥Pκ(x, ·; s)− πκ∥TV.

By Assumption 3, the total variation distance decays exponentially as

|hκ(x, s)| ≤ 2MCe−λκs.

Substituting this bound into the integral defining gκ(x), we obtain

|gκ(x)| =
∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

0

hκ(x, s)ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ ∞

0

2MCe−λκsds =
2MC

λκ
.

Thus, gκ(x) is well-defined and bounded as stated.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof of Lemma 2. Define µ
(1)
i and µ

(0)
i as the distributions of the states X2il and X(2i+1)l, corresponding to

the initial states of the switchback intervals associated with I
(1)
i and I

(0)
i , where the preceding interval (if any)

was under the alternative policies P0 and P1, respectively. Observe that for any period i ≥ 1 and state x′ ∈ X ,
it follows that

µ
(1)
i (x′) =

∫
X
µ
(0)
i−1(x)P0 (x, x

′; l) dx, µ
(0)
i (x′) =

∫
X
µ
(1)
i (x)P1 (x, x

′; l) dx.

For simplicity, we denote this as µ
(1)
i = µ

(0)
i−1P0(l) and µ

(0)
i = µ

(1)
i P1(l). Additionally, for the initial state X0, we

have µ
(1)
0 = π0, and for the state Xl at the end of the first treatment interval, we have µ

(0)
0 = π0P1(l).

We aim to show that for any i ∈ [n], the following bounds hold∣∣∣E [I(0)i

]
− Ĩ(0)

∣∣∣ ≤ 4MC2

λ0l

(
e−λ0l + e−λ1l

)
,
∣∣∣E [I(1)i

]
− Ĩ(1)

∣∣∣ ≤ 4MC2

λ1l

(
e−λ0l + e−λ1l

)
.

First, we can write down the expected average reward of the i-th control interval I
(0)
i as

E
[
I
(0)
i

]
= E

[
1

l

∫ 2(i+1)l

(2i+1)l

r0 (Xt) dt

]
,

where Xs evolves under P0 from the initial state X(2i+1)l. For any x ∈ X , conditioning on the initial state
X(2i+1)l = x, the expected cumulative reward over the period of length l evolving under P0 can be written as
(recall that Eκ denotes expectation under policy κ ∈ {0, 1})

E0

[∫ l

0

r0 (Xs) ds

∣∣∣∣∣X0 = x

]
=

∫ l

0

E0 [r0 (Xs) | X0 = x] ds,

where the expected reward at time s can be written as

E0 [r0 (Xs) | X0 = x] = π0r0 + (E0 [r0 (Xs) | X0 = x]− π0r0) .

Define hκ(x, s) as the deviation of the expected reward from its stationary value at time s, starting from the
initial state x under the policy κ ∈ {0, 1}. Specifically, we have

hκ(x, s) = Eκ [rκ (Xs) | X0 = x]− πκrκ, gκ(x) =

∫ ∞

0

hκ(x, s)ds.

It follows that

E0

[∫ l

0

r0 (Xs) ds

∣∣∣∣∣X0 = x

]
=

∫ l

0

(π0r0 + h0(x, s)) ds = lπ0r0 +

∫ l

0

h0(x, s)ds.
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Denote the cumulative deviation of the expected reward over the period as

Gκ(x, l) =

∫ l

0

hκ(x, s)ds.

Then, we can write

E
[
I
(0)
i

]
=

∫
X
E0

[∫ l

0

1

l
r0 (Xs) ds

∣∣∣∣∣X0 = x

]
µ
(0)
i (dx)

=

∫
X

(
π0r0 +

1

l
G0(x, l)

)
µ
(0)
i (dx)

= π0r0 +
1

l

∫
X
G0(x, l)µ

(0)
i (dx),

where Gκ(x, l) is related to gκ(x) by

Gκ(x, l) = gκ(x)−
∫ ∞

l

hκ(x, s)ds.

Therefore, we have

E
[
I
(0)
i

]
= π0r0 +

1

l

∫
X

(
g0(x)−

∫ ∞

l

h0(x, s)ds

)
µ
(0)
i (dx)

= π0r0 +
1

l

∫
X
g0(x)µ

(0)
i (dx)− 1

l

∫
X

∫ ∞

l

h0(x, s)dsµ
(0)
i (dx),

and the corresponding bias can be expressed by

E
[
I
(0)
i

]
− Ĩ(0) =

1

l

∫
X
g0(x)µ

(0)
i (dx)− 1

l
π1g0 −

1

l

∫
X

∫ ∞

l

h0(x, s)dsµ
(0)
i (dx).

Since rκ is bounded by a sufficiently large M , and by the definition of the total variation bounds, for any initial
state x ∈ X and policy κ ∈ {0, 1}, we have

|hκ(x, s)| = |Eκ [rκ (Xs) | X0 = x]− πκrκ|

=

∣∣∣∣∫
X
rκ(y) [Pκ(x, dy; s)− πκ(dy)]

∣∣∣∣
≤
∫
X
|rκ(y)| |Pκ(x, dy; s)− πκ(dy)|

≤ M

∫
X
|Pκ(x, dy; s)− πκ(dy)|

= 2M ∥Pκ(x, ·; s)− πκ∥TV .

By Assumption 3, we can derive the upper bound for any x ∈ X as

|hκ(x, s)| ≤ 2MCe−λκs.

Then, it follows that ∣∣∣∣∫
X

∫ ∞

l

hκ(x, s)dsµ
(κ)
i (dx)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫
X

∫ ∞

l

|hκ(x, s)| dsµ(κ)
i (dx)

≤
∫
X

∫ ∞

l

2MCe−λκsdsµ
(κ)
i (dx)

=

∫
X
µ
(κ)
i (dx)

2MC

λκ
e−λκl

=
2MC

λκ
e−λκl.



Conservative Inference in Switchback Experiments

Additionally, Lemma 1 implies that ∥gκ∥∞ ≤ 2MC
λκ

. Consequently, for i ∈ [n], we have∣∣∣∣∫
X
g0(x)µ

(0)
i (dx)− π1g0

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫
X
g0(x)µ

(0)
i (dx)−

∫
X
g0(x)π1(dx)

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∫
X
g0(x)

(
µ
(0)
i (dx)− π1(dx)

)∣∣∣∣
≤ 2 ∥g0∥∞

∥∥∥µ(0)
i − π1

∥∥∥
TV

= 2 ∥g0∥∞
∥∥∥µ(1)

i P1(l)− π1

∥∥∥
TV

≤ 2 ∥g0∥∞
∫
X
µ
(1)
i (dx) ∥P1(x, ·; l)− π1∥TV

≤ 4MC2

λ0
e−λ1l.

Combining those results, we have∣∣∣E [I(0)i

]
− Ĩ(0)

∣∣∣ = 1

l

(∣∣∣∣∫
X
g0(x)µ

(0)
i (dx)− π1g0

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∫
X

∫ ∞

l

h0(x, s)dsµ
(0)
i (dx)

∣∣∣∣) ≤ 4MC2

λ0l

(
e−λ0l + e−λ1l

)
.

Similarly, one can show that

E
[
I
(1)
i

]
− Ĩ(1) =

1

l

∫
X
g1(x)µ

(1)
i (dx)− 1

l
π0g1 −

1

l

∫
X

∫ ∞

l

h1(x, s)dsµ
(1)
i (dx),

where for all i ≥ 1 (and for i = 0, since µ
(1)
0 = π0, the argument still applies), we have∣∣∣∣∫

X
g1(x)µ

(1)
i (dx)− π0g1

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫
X
g1(x)µ

(1)
i (dx)−

∫
X
g1(x)π0(dx)

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∫
X
g1(x)

(
µ
(1)
i (dx)− π0(dx)

)∣∣∣∣
≤ 2 ∥g1∥∞

∥∥∥µ(1)
i − π0

∥∥∥
TV

= 2 ∥g1∥∞
∥∥∥µ(0)

i−1P0(l)− π0

∥∥∥
TV

≤ 2 ∥g1∥∞
∫
X
µ
(0)
i−1(dx) ∥P0(x, ·; l)− π0∥TV

≤ 4MC2

λ1
e−λ0l.

Finally, we conclude that∣∣∣E [I(1)i

]
− Ĩ(1)

∣∣∣ = 1

l

(∣∣∣∣∫
X
g1(x)µ

(1)
i (dx)− π0g1

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∫
X

∫ ∞

l

h1(x, s)dsµ
(1)
i (dx)

∣∣∣∣) ≤ 4MC2

λ1l

(
e−λ0l + e−λ1l

)
.

D.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof of Lemma 3. Under Assumption 2, for any bounded, measurable, non-decreasing function f : X → R and
all t ≥ 0, it follows that ∫

X
E0[f(Xt) | X0 = x]π0(dx) ≤

∫
X
E1[f(Xt) | X0 = x]π0(dx),

Given π0 is the stationary distribution under P0, for all t ≥ 0, we have∫
X
E0[f(Xt) | X0 = x]π0(dx) =

∫
X

∫
X
f (y)P0 (x, dy; t)π0(dx) = π0f.
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Since P1 is also ergodic, by the mixing condition in Assumption 3, for any initial state x ∈ X and any bounded
measurable function f , we have

lim
t→∞

E1 [f (Xt) | X0 = x] =

∫
X
f(y)π1(dy) = π1f.

Additionally, since f is bounded, there exists N > 0 such that |f(x)| ≤ N for all x ∈ X . Then, one can apply
the Dominated Convergence Theorem and derive

lim
t→∞

∫
X
E1 [f (Xt) | X0 = x]π0(dx) =

∫
X

(
lim
t→∞

E1 [f (Xt) | X0 = x]
)
π0(dx) =

∫
X
π1fπ0(dx) = π1f.

Putting everything together, we conclude that

π0f = lim
t→∞

∫
X
E0[f(Xt) | X0 = x]π0(dx) ≤ lim

t→∞

∫
X
E1 [f (Xt) | X0 = x]π0(dx) = π1f.

D.4 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. For T > 0, define

gT (x) :=

∫ T

0

Ptr̄(x) dt.

Since X is stochastically monotone, for every t ≥ 0 and every x ≤ y,

Pt(x, ·) ⪯st Pt(y, ·).

Because r̄ is non-decreasing, it follows that

Ptr̄(x) ≤ Ptr̄(y), t ≥ 0, x ≤ y,

Hence

gT (x) ≤ gT (y), x ≤ y.

By the assumed absolute integrability,

gT (x) → g(x) :=

∫ ∞

0

Ptr̄(x) dt as T → ∞,

for every x ∈ X . Therefore g is non-decreasing.

Next, for t ≥ 0,

Pt|g|(x) ≤
∫ ∞

0

PtPs|r̄|(x) ds =
∫ ∞

0

Pt+s|r̄|(x) ds =
∫ ∞

t

Pu|r̄|(x) du < ∞,

so Ptg(x) = Ex[g(Xt)] is well defined. By Fubini–Tonelli’s theorem and the semigroup property,

Ptg(x) =

∫ ∞

0

PtPsr̄(x) ds =

∫ ∞

0

Pt+sr̄(x) ds =

∫ ∞

t

Pur̄(x) du.

Therefore,

Ptg(x)− g(x) = −
∫ t

0

Psr̄(x) ds.

Dividing by t gives
Ptg(x)− g(x)

t
= −1

t

∫ t

0

Psr̄(x) ds.



Conservative Inference in Switchback Experiments

Since Psr̄(x) → r̄(x) as s ↓ 0, Cesàro’s mean theorem implies

1

t

∫ t

0

Psr̄(x) ds → r̄(x) as t ↓ 0.

Hence

lim
t↓0

Ptg(x)− g(x)

t
= −r̄(x) = πr − r(x).

Thus g ∈ D(A) (i.e., g belongs to the domain of the generator A), and since A is the infinitesimal generator,

Ag(x) = πr − r(x).

i.e. g solves Poisson’s equation.

D.5 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2. By Lemma 1 and Theorem 1, the function gκ is bounded, measurable, and non-decreasing
for κ ∈ {0, 1}. It follows that

πκgκ =

∫ ∞

0

∫
X
(Eκ[rκ(Xt) | X0 = x]− πκrκ)πκ(dx)dt =

∫ ∞

0

(πκrκ − πκrκ)dt = 0.

Then, applying Lemma 3, we conclude

π0g1 ≤ π1g1 = 0 = π0g0 ≤ π1g0.

Therefore, the estimand discrepancy δτ is non-positive as π0g1 − π1g0 ≤ 0.

D.6 Proof of Corollaries 1 and 2

The proofs of Corollaries 1 and 2 follow directly from Lemmas 1 and 2.

E Proofs for Section 4

E.1 Proof of Lemma 4

Proof of Lemma 4. Define the rescaled process

Z ′
t :=

σ√
θ
Zθt.

Recall that the canonical OU process Zt satisfies

Zt = −
∫ t

0

Zs ds+Wt.

Thus,

Zθt = −
∫ θt

0

Zv dv +Wθt.

Multiplying both sides by σ√
θ
, we obtain

Z ′
t = − σ√

θ

∫ θt

0

Zv dv +
σ√
θ
Wθt.

Now perform a change of variables v = θu: ∫ θt

0

Zv dv =

∫ t

0

θZθu du.
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Hence,

Z ′
t = − σ√

θ

∫ t

0

θZθu du+
σ√
θ
Wθt = −θ

∫ t

0

Z ′
u du+

σ√
θ
Wθt.

Define a rescaled Brownian motion

W̃t :=
1√
θ
Wθt.

Then W̃t is again a standard Brownian motion, and we obtain

Z ′
t = −θ

∫ t

0

Z ′
u du+ σW̃t.

Thus, Z ′
t solves the SDE

dZ ′
t = −θZ ′

t dt+ σ dW̃t,

whose solution is

Z ′
t = σ

∫ t

0

e−θ(t−u) dW̃u.

Now consider the OU process Xt defined in (8). Its solution is

Xt = (X0 − µ)e−θt + µ+ Z ′
t.

Substituting Z ′
t =

σ√
θ
Zθt yields

Xt = (X0 − µ)e−θt + µ+
σ√
θ
Zθt.

This establishes the canonical representation of Xt, completing the proof.

E.2 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 3. We begin by analyzing the asymptotic bias. The expectation of the integral I
(κ)
i,ρ for both

policies κ ∈ {0, 1} can be expressed as

E[I(1)i,ρ ]− µ1 =
e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)
(E[X2il]− µ1),

E[I(0)i,ρ ]− µ0 =
e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)
(E[X(2i+1)l]− µ0).

Then the asymptotic bias in (12) follows

lim
n→∞

E [τ̂n,ρ − τ ] = lim
n→∞

e−ρθl − e−θl

nθl(1− ρ)

n−1∑
i=0

(
(E[X2il]− µ1)−

(
E[X(2i+1)l]− µ0

))
.

Notice that under the switchback design, we have the following recursive formula,

E[X2il] = e−θlE[X(2i−1)l] + (1− e−θl)µ0,

E[X(2i+1)l] = e−θlE[X2il] + (1− e−θl)µ1.

To analyze the limiting behavior of E[X2il] and E[X(2i+1)l] as i → ∞, we consider the recursive system formed
by the two equations. Iterating this process and leveraging the contraction property of the coefficients (as
e−θl ∈ (0, 1)), the system converges to a steady state, where

lim
i→∞

E[X2il] =
e−θlµ1 + µ0

1 + e−θl
,

lim
i→∞

E[X(2i+1)l] =
e−θlµ0 + µ1

1 + e−θl
.
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These steady-state expectations substitute into the expression for the asymptotic bias, yielding

lim
n→∞

E [τ̂n,ρ − τ ] =
e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)

(
e−θlµ1 + µ0

1 + e−θl
− µ1 −

e−θlµ0 + µ1

1 + e−θl
+ µ0

)
= −e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)

2τ

1 + e−θl
.

The variance of the estimator τ̂n,ρ can be expressed as

Var (τ̂n,ρ) =
1

n2

n−1∑
i=0

n−1∑
j=0

Cov
(
I
(1)
i,ρ − I

(0)
i,ρ , I

(1)
j,ρ − I

(0)
j,ρ

)

=
1

n2

n−1∑
i=0

n−1∑
j=0

(
Cov

(
I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(1)
j,ρ

)
+Cov

(
I
(0)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ

)
− Cov

(
I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ

)
− Cov

(
I
(0)
i,ρ , I

(1)
j,ρ

))

=
1

n2

n−1∑
i=0

Var
(
I
(1)
i,ρ

)
+Var

(
I
(0)
i,ρ

)
+
∑
i ̸=j

Cov
(
I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(1)
j,ρ

)
+Cov

(
I
(0)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ

)
−
∑
i,j

2Cov
(
I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ

),
where Var(I

(κ)
i,ρ ) are the variance of each interval κ ∈ {0, 1}, Cov(I(1)i,ρ , I

(1)
j,ρ ),Cov(I

(0)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ ) are the within-policy

covariance and Cov(I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ ) are the inter-policy covariance. It therefore suffices to analyze the variance structure

of the canonical OU process Z in Lemma 4. We omit the variance contribution from the initial conditionX0, since
its influence decays exponentially in the asymptotic regime n → ∞. Specifically, the coefficient of X0 −E[X0] in
the interval average is of order O

(
e−θil

)
. Consequently, its contribution to nVar(τ̂n,ρ) can be bounded as

n · 1

n2

(
n−1∑
i=0

O
(
e−θil

))2

= O
(
n−1

)
→ 0,

and is therefore asymptotically negligible.

To derive the variance term, we first consider the variance of a general interval Ii, i.e.,

Ii =
1

l(1− ρ)

∫ (i+1)l

(i+ρ)l

Xtdt, i ∈ [2n],

where one can observe I
(1)
i,ρ = I2i and I

(0)
i,ρ = I2i+1 for all i ∈ [n].

Then, the variance of a general interval Ii is given by

Var(Ii) =
σ2

θ
Var

(
1

l(1− ρ)

∫ (i+1)l

(i+ρ)l

Z(θu)du

)

=
σ2

θ3l2(1− ρ)2

(
θl(1− ρ) + e−θl(2i+1+ρ) − 1

2
e−2θl(i+ρ) − 1

2
e−2θl(i+1) + e−θl(1−ρ) − 1

)
.

Moreover, the covariance term between any two intervals Ii and Ij (i < j) can be derived as

Cov(Ii, Ij) =
σ2

θl2(1− ρ)2
Cov

(∫ (i+1)l

(i+ρ)l

Z(θu)du,

∫ (j+1)l

(j+ρ)l

Z(θu)du

)

=
σ2

2θ3l2(1− ρ)2

(
e−θ(2+i+j+2ρ)l(eθlρ − eθl)2(eθ(2i+1+ρ)l − 1)

)
.
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Therefore, the asymptotic variance follows

lim
n→∞

nVar(τ̂n,ρ) = lim
n→∞

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

Var
(
I
(1)
i,ρ

)
+Var

(
I
(0)
i,ρ

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

VInterval

+ lim
n→∞

1

n

∑
i ̸=j

Cov
(
I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(1)
j,ρ

)
+Cov

(
I
(0)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

VIntra

− lim
n→∞

1

n

∑
i,j

2Cov
(
I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

VInter

,

where

VInterval = lim
n→∞

1

n

(
n−1∑
i=0

Var(I
(1)
i,ρ ) + Var(I

(0)
i,ρ )

)

= lim
n→∞

1

n

2n−1∑
i=0

Var(Ii)

= lim
n→∞

σ2

nθ3l2(1− ρ)2

2n−1∑
i=0

{
θl(1− ρ) + e−θl(2i+1+ρ) − 1

2
e−2θl(i+ρ) − 1

2
e−2θl(i+1) + e−θl(1−ρ) − 1

}

= lim
n→∞

σ2

nθ3l2(1− ρ)2

{
2n−1∑
i=0

θl(1− ρ) +

2n−1∑
i=0

e−θl(2i+1+ρ) − 1

2

2n−1∑
i=0

e−2θl(i+ρ)

− 1

2

2n−1∑
i=0

e−2θl(i+1) +

2n−1∑
i=0

e−θl(1−ρ) −
2n−1∑
i=0

1

}

= lim
n→∞

σ2

nθ3l2(1− ρ)2

{
2nθl(1− ρ) +

e−θl(1+ρ)
(
1− e−4θln

)
1− e−2θl

− 1

2
· e

−2θlρ
(
1− e−4θln

)
1− e−2θl

− 1

2
· e

−2θl
(
1− e−4θln

)
1− e−2θl

+ 2n
(
e−θl(1−ρ) − 1

)}

= lim
n→∞

σ2

θ3l2(1− ρ)2

{
2
(
θl(1− ρ)− 1 + e−θl(1−ρ)

)
+

1

n
· 1− e−4θln

1− e−2θl

(
e−θl(1+ρ) − 1

2
e−2θlρ − 1

2
e−2θl

)}

=
2σ2

θ3l2(1− ρ)2
(θl(1− ρ)− 1 + eθ(ρ−1)l).

Similarly, it can be shown that

VIntra = lim
n→∞

1

n

∑
i ̸=j

Cov(I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(1)
j,ρ ) + Cov(I

(0)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ )

= lim
n→∞

1

n

∑
i ̸=j

Cov (I2i, I2j) + Cov (I2i+1, I2j+1)

= lim
n→∞

σ2e−θl(1+4n+2ρ)(eθlρ − eθl)2

n(e2θl − 1)2θ3l2(1− ρ)2

(
eθl(2n+1) − e3θl + eθl(2n+3) − eθl(4n+1) + 2eθl(4n+2+ρ)(n− 1)

+ 2eθl(2+2n+ρ) − 2eθl(4n+ρ)n
)

=
2σ2

θ3l2(1− ρ)2
(eθl − eρθl)2

(e2θl − 1)
e−θ(1+ρ)l,
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and

VInter = lim
n→∞

1

n

∑
i,j

2Cov(I
(1)
i,ρ , I

(0)
j,ρ )

= lim
n→∞

1

n

∑
i,j

2Cov (I2i, I2j+1)

= lim
n→∞

−σ2e−2θl(2n+ρ)(eθlρ − eθl)2

n(e2θl − 1)2θ3l2(1− ρ)2

(
eθl − 2e(1+2n)θl + e(1+4n)θl − e(2n+ρ)θl − e(2+2n+ρ)θl

+ eθl(2+4n+ρ)(1− 2n) + e(4n+ρ)θl(2n+ 1)
)

=
2σ2

θ3l2(1− ρ)2
(eθl − eρθl)2

(e2θl − 1)
e−ρθl.

We next show limn→∞ E[ŝ2n,ρ] = VInterval. Denote

µ
(1)
i := E[I(1)i,ρ ], µ

(0)
i := E[I(0)i,ρ ],

and

µ̄(1)
n,ρ :=

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

µ
(1)
i , µ̄(0)

n,ρ :=
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

µ
(0)
i .

Then, we obtain

E[ŝ2n,ρ] = E

[
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
I
(1)
i,ρ − Ī(1)n,ρ

)2]
+ E

[
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
I
(0)
i,ρ − Ī(0)n,ρ

)2]

=
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

Var(I
(1)
i,ρ )−Var(Ī(1)n,ρ) +

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
µ
(1)
i − µ̄(1)

n,ρ

)2
+

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

Var(I
(0)
i,ρ )−Var(Ī(0)n,ρ) +

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
µ
(0)
i − µ̄(0)

n,ρ

)2
.

It remains to show that the additional terms vanish as n → ∞. Since

lim
i→∞

E[X2il] =
e−θlµ1 + µ0

1 + e−θl
, lim

i→∞
E[X(2i+1)l] =

e−θlµ0 + µ1

1 + e−θl
,

and the convergence is exponential at rate e−2θli, we have

E[X2il] =
e−θlµ1 + µ0

1 + e−θl
+O(e−2θli), E[X(2i+1)l] =

e−θlµ0 + µ1

1 + e−θl
+O(e−2θli).

Substituting these into

E[I(1)i,ρ ]− µ1 =
e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)

(
E[X2il]− µ1

)
,

E[I(0)i,ρ ]− µ0 =
e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)

(
E[X(2i+1)l]− µ0

)
,

yields

µ
(1)
i = µ1 +

e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)

(
e−θlµ1 + µ0

1 + e−θl
− µ1

)
+O(e−2θli),

µ
(0)
i = µ0 +

e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)

(
e−θlµ0 + µ1

1 + e−θl
− µ0

)
+O(e−2θli).
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Therefore, defining

µ(1)
∞ := µ1 +

e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)

(
e−θlµ1 + µ0

1 + e−θl
− µ1

)
,

µ(0)
∞ := µ0 +

e−ρθl − e−θl

θl(1− ρ)

(
e−θlµ0 + µ1

1 + e−θl
− µ0

)
,

we obtain
µ
(1)
i − µ(1)

∞ = O(e−2θli), µ
(0)
i − µ(0)

∞ = O(e−2θli).

In particular, µ
(k)
i → µ

(k)
∞ for k ∈ {0, 1}, and thus by Cesàro’s lemma,

µ̄(1)
n,ρ → µ(1)

∞ , µ̄(0)
n,ρ → µ(0)

∞ .

Moreover, the exponential decay implies

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
µ
(1)
i − µ̄(1)

n,ρ

)2 → 0,
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
µ
(0)
i − µ̄(0)

n,ρ

)2 → 0.

Next, using the covariance decomposition,

Var(Ī(κ)n,ρ) =
1

n2

n−1∑
i=0

Var(I
(κ)
i,ρ ) +

2

n2

∑
0≤i<j≤n−1

Cov(I
(κ)
i,ρ , I

(κ)
j,ρ ), κ ∈ {0, 1},

it suffices to control the two terms on the right-hand side. Since Var(Ii) converges to a finite limit, we have
supi Var(Ii) < ∞, so

1

n2

n−1∑
i=0

Var(I
(κ)
i,ρ ) ≤

1

n
sup
i

Var(Ii) → 0.

Moreover, from the explicit covariance formula for Ii and Ij , for i < j,

|Cov(Ii, Ij)| ≤ Ce−c(j−i)

for some constants C, c > 0. Therefore,

2

n2

∑
0≤i<j≤n−1

∣∣Cov(I(κ)i,ρ , I
(κ)
j,ρ )

∣∣ ≤ 2

n2

n−1∑
h=1

(n− h)Ce−ch

≤ 2C

n

∞∑
h=1

e−ch → 0.

Hence
Var(Ī(1)n,ρ) → 0, Var(Ī(0)n,ρ) → 0.

Combining the above estimates yields

E[ŝ2n,ρ] =
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
Var(I

(1)
i,ρ ) + Var(I

(0)
i,ρ )
)
+ o(1).

Therefore, by the definition of VInterval,

lim
n→∞

E[ŝ2n,ρ] = lim
n→∞

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
Var(I

(1)
i,ρ ) + Var(I

(0)
i,ρ )
)
= VInterval.
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E.3 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof of Theorem 4. Recall that the estimator τ̂n,ρ is defined as

τ̂n,ρ =
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
I
(1)
i,ρ − I

(0)
i,ρ

)
,

where

I
(1)
i,ρ =

1

(1− ρ)l

∫ (2i+1)l

(2i+ρ)l

Xt dt, I
(0)
i,ρ =

1

(1− ρ)l

∫ 2(i+1)l

(2i+1+ρ)l

Xt dt.

Since Xt is an OU process, it is Gaussian. Each I
(κ)
i,ρ is a linear functional of Xt, hence Gaussian. Therefore,

Yi := I
(1)
i,ρ − I

(0)
i,ρ

is Gaussian, and τ̂n,ρ = 1
n

∑n−1
i=0 Yi is Gaussian for each finite n.

From Theorem 3, we have

E[τ̂n,ρ]− τ = B +O

(
1

n

)
.

This follows from the geometric convergence of the two-cycle recursion for E[X2il] and E[X(2i+1)l], which implies
that the transient bias decays exponentially fast in i, and hence the averaged bias is O(1/n).

Consequently, √
n
(
E[τ̂n,ρ]− τ −B

)
→ 0. (20)

Again by Theorem 3,
nVar(τ̂n,ρ) → V.

Hence,
Var
(√

n(τ̂n,ρ − E[τ̂n,ρ])
)
= nVar(τ̂n,ρ) → V.

Since τ̂n,ρ is Gaussian for each n, the centered and scaled estimator

√
n
(
τ̂n,ρ − E[τ̂n,ρ]

)
is Gaussian with variance converging to V . Combining this with (20), we obtain

√
n(τ̂n,ρ − τ −B) =

√
n(τ̂n,ρ − E[τ̂n,ρ]) +

√
n(E[τ̂n,ρ]− τ −B) ⇒ N (0, V ).

E.4 Proof of Corollary 3

The proof of Corollary 3 follows directly from Theorem 3.

E.5 Proof of Corollary 4

Proof of Corollary 4. Recall the absolute asymptotic bias of τ̂n,ρ is given by

|B| = 2τ(e−ρθl − e−θl)

θl(1− ρ)(1 + e−θl)
.

Taking the derivative with respect to ρ, we have

d|B|
dρ

=
2e−lθρ

(
−elθρ + elθ(1 + lθ(−1 + ρ))

)
τ

(1 + elθ) lθ(−1 + ρ)2
.
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Since we assume a positive treatment effect τ > 0, to demonstrate that |B| is monotonically decreasing with ρ,
it is sufficient to show that

∆(ρ) := −elθρ + elθ(1 + lθ(−1 + ρ)) < 0 for all ρ ∈ [0, 1).

Note that for all ρ ∈ [0, 1), the derivative of ∆(ρ) is

d∆(ρ)

dρ
= lθ

(
elθ − elθρ

)
> 0.

Therefore, ∆(ρ) is increasing with ρ. Next, evaluate ∆(ρ) at ρ = 1, we have

∆(1) = −elθ + elθ = 0

Thus, as ∆(ρ) is increasing with ρ, we conclude that ∆(ρ) < 0 for all ρ ∈ [0, 1).

To derive the lower bound, we apply L’Hôpital’s rule for ρ → 1− (approaching from the left) and obtain

lim
ρ→1

∣∣∣ lim
n→∞

E[τ̂n,ρ − τ ]
∣∣∣ = 2τe−θl

1 + e−θl
.

Finally, the upper and lower bounds are summarized as follows

2τe−θl

1 + e−θl
≤
∣∣∣ lim
n→∞

E[τ̂n,ρ − τ ]
∣∣∣ ≤ 2(1− e−θl)τ

θl(1 + e−θl)
.

E.6 Proof of Corollary 5

Proof of Corollary 5. For simplicity, let us denote x = ρθl and y = θl. Note that for ρ ∈ [0, 1), we have x ∈ [0, y).
Then, the asymptotic variance can be written as

V =
2σ2

θ(y − x)2(e2y − 1)

(
−ex−y + ex+y + 1 + x− y + e2y(y − x− 1) + (ey − ex)2e−x(e−y − 1)

)
.

The derivative of V with respect to x is

dV

dx
=

2σ2

θ

e−x(ex + 1)(ex(−2 + x− y) + ey(2 + x− y))

(x− y)3(1 + ey)
.

To show V is monotonically increasing with ρ, we only need to show that for all x ∈ [0, y),

∆(x) := ex(−2 + x− y) + ey(2 + x− y) < 0.

To show this, we observe that the derivative of ∆(x) is

d∆(x)

dx
= ey + ex(−1 + x− y),

and its second derivative is
d2∆(x)

dx2
= ex(x− y).

Then, one can observe that d2∆(x)
dx2 < 0 for all x ∈ [0, y), indicating that d∆(x)

dx is decreasing. Furthermore, it

follows that d∆(x)
dx > d∆(x)

dx

∣∣
x=y

= 0 for all x ∈ [0, y), indicating that ∆(x) is increasing. Finally, we have

∆(x) < ∆(y) = 0, for all x ∈ [0, y).

Therefore, the asymptotic variance of τ̂n,ρ is monotonically increasing with respect to the washout period pro-
portion ρ. Consequently, we can establish both a lower bound and an upper bound as follows

2σ2(2 + eθl(θl − 2) + θl)

θ3l2(eθl + 1)
≤ V ≤ σ2

(
eθl − 1

)
θ(eθl + 1)

.
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Properties for the asymptotic variance components. It can be shown that

d(VInterval)

dx
=

2e−yσ2∆(x)

(x− y)3θ
> 0,

d(VInter − VIntra)

dx
= −2e−x−y(−ex + ey)σ2∆(x)

(1 + ey)(x− y)3θ
< 0.

These derivatives indicate that the asymptotic variance within the switchback intervals, denoted as VInterval,
increases with ρ. Conversely, the difference between the asymptotic variance under inter-policy and intra-policy
conditions, VInter − VIntra, decreases as ρ increases. Therefore, we can derive the upper and lower bounds as
follows

2σ2(θl − 1 + e−θl)

θ3l2
≤ VInterval ≤

σ2

θ
,

2σ2

(1 + eθl)θ
≤ VInter − VIntra ≤ 2σ2(eθl − 1)2

θ3l2(eθl + 1)eθl
.

F Proofs for Appendix

F.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof of Proposition 1. For notational simplicity, assume throughout that n is even; the odd case only changes
O(n−1) boundary terms and does not affect any limit. Set

a := e−θl, cρ :=
e−ρθl − a

θl(1− ρ)
, b :=

1− a2

2θl
.

We first note a common fact that will be used several times. Let

X̃t := Xt − E[Xt].

Since the nonstationarity enters only through the deterministic mean process, X̃ always satisfies the same centered
OU equation

dX̃t = −θX̃t dt+ σ dWt.

Hence the covariance structure is independent of the nonstationary drift, and only the mean changes. Therefore
the asymptotic variance of the multiple-switchback estimator is the same as in the stationary case:

lim
n→∞

nVar(τ̂n,ρ) = V.

Multiple-switchback bias: linear environment. For each switchback block i, define

ui := E[X2il], vi := E[X(2i+1)l], τ(i) := µ1(i)− µ0(i).

Over the treatment sub-interval [2il, (2i+ 1)l), the mean is µ1(i), so

E[I(1)i,ρ ]− µ1(i) =
1

l(1− ρ)

∫ l

ρl

e−θt dt
(
ui − µ1(i)

)
= cρ

(
ui − µ1(i)

)
.

Similarly,

E[I(0)i,ρ ]− µ0(i) = cρ
(
vi − µ0(i)

)
.

Therefore

E[τ̂n,ρ − τ ] =
cρ
n

n−1∑
i=0

(
ui − vi − τ(i)

)
+

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

τ (i) − τ︸ ︷︷ ︸
=o(1)

. (21)
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Now write
Di := ui − vi.

The endpoint means satisfy, for i ≥ 1,

ui = a vi−1 + (1− a)µ0(i− 1), vi = a ui + (1− a)µ1(i).

Hence

Di = a2Di−1 + a(1− a)τ(i− 1) + (1− a)
(
µ0(i− 1)− µ1(i)

)
= a2Di−1 − (1− a)2τ(i− 1) + (1− a)

(
µ1(i− 1)− µ1(i)

)
. (22)

Under the linear environment,

µκ(i) = µκ(0) + i δκ,n, τ(i) = τ(0) + i(δ1,n − δ0,n).

To isolate the stationary two-cycle term, define

D̄i := −1− a

1 + a
τ(i), εi := Di − D̄i.

Substituting (22) into this definition yields

εi = a2εi−1 +
[1− a

1 + a

(
δ1,n − δ0,n

)
− (1− a)δ1,n

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:rn

.

By Assumption 5, nδκ,n → γκ, so rn = O(n−1). Iterating,

εi = a2iε0 + rn

i−1∑
k=0

a2k,

and therefore

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

|εi| ≤
|ε0|
n

n−1∑
i=0

a2i +
|rn|
n

n−1∑
i=0

i−1∑
k=0

a2k = O(n−1) → 0.

Thus

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
Di − τ(i)

)
= − 2

1 + a
· 1
n

n−1∑
i=0

τ(i) + o(1).

Since τ = limn→∞ n−1
∑n−1

i=0 τ(i), (21) gives

lim
n→∞

E[τ̂n,ρ − τ ] = − 2cρ
1 + a

τ = − 2τ(e−ρθl − e−θl)

θl(1− ρ)(1 + e−θl)
= B.

Multiple-switchback bias: periodic environment. Let

x0 := lim
m→∞

E[X4ml], x1 := lim
m→∞

E[X(4m+1)l], x2 := lim
m→∞

E[X(4m+2)l], x3 := lim
m→∞

E[X(4m+3)l].

Because one full four-step cycle contracts by the factor a4 < 1, this fixed point is unique. It solves the explicit
four-state system

x1 = ax0 + (1− a)µH
1 , x2 = ax1 + (1− a)µH

0 , x3 = ax2 + (1− a)µL
1 , x0 = ax3 + (1− a)µL

0 .

Solving gives

x0 =
a3µH

1 + a2µH
0 + aµL

1 + µL
0

1 + a+ a2 + a3
,
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x1 =
µH
1 + a3µH

0 + a2µL
1 + aµL

0

1 + a+ a2 + a3
,

x2 =
µH
0 + aµH

1 + a3µL
1 + a2µL

0

1 + a+ a2 + a3
,

x3 =
µL
1 + a2µH

1 + aµH
0 + a3µL

0

1 + a+ a2 + a3
.

Since the sequence of endpoint means converges geometrically to this four-cycle, the Cesàro average in the bias
converges to the cycle average. Hence

lim
n→∞

E[τ̂n,ρ − τ ] = cρ
(x0 − µH

1 )− (x1 − µH
0 ) + (x2 − µL

1 )− (x3 − µL
0 )

2

= cρ
µH
0 + µL

0 − µH
1 − µL

1

1 + a
.

Using

τ =
µH
1 + µL

1

2
− µH

0 + µL
0

2
,

we obtain

lim
n→∞

E[τ̂n,ρ − τ ] = − 2cρ
1 + a

τ = − 2τ(e−ρθl − e−θl)

θl(1− ρ)(1 + e−θl)
= B.

Single-switchback variance. Let
Tn := nl(1− ρ), Gn := ρnl.

Because only the centered process contributes to the variance, it suffices to study

An :=
1

Tn

∫ nl

ρnl

X̃t dt, Bn :=
1

Tn

∫ 2nl

(1+ρ)nl

X̃t dt,

so that
τ̂Sn,ρ − E[τ̂Sn,ρ] = An −Bn.

The centered OU covariance is

Cov(X̃s, X̃t) =
σ2

2θ
e−θ|t−s| +O(e−θ(s+t)).

TheO(e−θ(s+t)) term contributes onlyO(T−2
n ) to each averaged covariance, hence is negligible after multiplication

by n. Using only the leading kernel σ2

2θ e
−θ|t−s|, we obtain

Var(An) =
σ2

2θT 2
n

∫ Tn

0

∫ Tn

0

e−θ|u−v| du dv +O(T−2
n )

=
σ2

2θT 2
n

(
2

∫ Tn

0

∫ v

0

e−θ(v−u) du dv

)
+O(T−2

n )

=
σ2

θ2Tn
− σ2(1− e−θTn)

θ3T 2
n

+O(T−2
n ).

Likewise,

Cov(An, Bn) =
σ2

2θT 2
n

∫ Tn

0

∫ 2Tn+Gn

Tn+Gn

e−θ(v−u) dv du+O(T−2
n e−θGn)

=
σ2(1− e−θTn)2e−θGn

2θ3T 2
n

+O(T−2
n e−θGn).

Therefore
nVar(τ̂Sn,ρ) = n

(
Var(An) + Var(Bn)− 2Cov(An, Bn)

)
= 2nVar(An) + o(1),
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because nCov(An, Bn) = O(n−1e−θGn) → 0 (including the case ρ = 0). Since Tn = nl(1− ρ),

lim
n→∞

nVar(τ̂Sn,ρ) =
2σ2

θ2l(1− ρ)
.

Single-switchback bias: linear environment. Let

mn :=
⌈ρn
2

⌉
, Nn :=

n

2
−mn.

Replacing the retained intervals by the union of the complete 2l-blocks with indices i = mn, . . . ,
n
2 − 1 changes

the expectation by only O(n−1), because at most one partial block is lost at each boundary. Hence

E[τ̂Sn,ρ] =
1

Nn

n/2−1∑
i=mn

(
E[J (1)

i ]− E[J (0)
i ]
)
+O(n−1), (23)

where

J
(1)
i :=

1

2l

∫ 2(i+1)l

2il

Xt dt, J
(0)
i :=

1

2l

∫ (n+2i+2)l

(n+2i)l

Xt dt.

For the treatment half, define ui := E[X2il]. Since the process stays under treatment on [2il, 2(i+ 1)l),

ui+1 = a2ui + (1− a2)µ1(i), E[J (1)
i ] = µ1(i) + b

(
ui − µ1(i)

)
.

Writing ei := ui − µ1(i), we obtain

ei+1 = a2ei − δ1,n, ei = a2ie0 − δ1,n

i−1∑
k=0

a2k.

Thus

1

Nn

n/2−1∑
i=mn

ei → 0.

For the control half, define wi := E[X(n+2i)l]. Then

wi+1 = a2wi + (1− a2)µ0

(
i+

n

2

)
, E[J (0)

i ] = µ0

(
i+

n

2

)
+ b
(
wi − µ0

(
i+

n

2

))
.

With fi := wi − µ0(i+ n/2), we have

fi+1 = a2fi − δ0,n, fi = a2if0 − δ0,n

i−1∑
k=0

a2k,

so again

1

Nn

n/2−1∑
i=mn

fi → 0.

Substituting these estimates into (23),

lim
n→∞

E[τ̂Sn,ρ − τ ] = lim
n→∞

 1

Nn

n/2−1∑
i=mn

µ1(i)−
1

Nn

n/2−1∑
i=mn

µ0

(
i+

n

2

)
− τ

 .

Since
µκ(i) = µκ(0) + i δκ,n,
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the two arithmetic means are

1

Nn

n/2−1∑
i=mn

µ1(i) = µ1(0) +
mn + n/2− 1

2
δ1,n,

1

Nn

n/2−1∑
i=mn

µ0

(
i+

n

2

)
= µ0(0) +

mn + 3n/2− 1

2
δ0,n.

Moreover, under the linear environment,

τ = lim
n→∞

1

n

n−1∑
i=0

(
µ1(i)− µ0(i)

)
= µ1(0)− µ0(0) +

γ1 − γ0
2

.

Using mn/n → ρ/2 and nδκ,n → γκ, we conclude

lim
n→∞

E[τ̂Sn,ρ − τ ] =
ρ

4
(γ1 − γ0)−

1

4
(γ1 + γ0).

Single-switchback bias: periodic environment. As above, it suffices up to O(n−1) to work with complete 2l-blocks.

For the treatment half, the block-start means ui := E[X2il] satisfy

ui+1 = a2ui + (1− a2)µ1(i), µ1(i) =

µH
1 , i even,

µL
1 , i odd.

Hence (u2m, u2m+1) converges geometrically to the unique two-cycle (xH, xL) solving

xL = a2xH + (1− a2)µH
1 , xH = a2xL + (1− a2)µL

1 .

Therefore

xH =
a2µH

1 + µL
1

1 + a2
, xL =

µH
1 + a2µL

1

1 + a2
,

and in particular
xH + xL = µH

1 + µL
1 .

This is the intermediate computation behind the endpoint limit:

lim
n→∞

E[X(n−2)l] + E[Xnl]

2
=

xH + xL

2
=

µH
1 + µL

1

2
.

Since
E[J (1)

i ] = µ1(i) + b
(
ui − µ1(i)

)
,

the two-cycle average of the treatment-block expectations is exactly

1

2

(
E[J (1)

H ] + E[J (1)
L ]
)
=

µH
1 + µL

1

2
+

b

2

[
(xH + xL)− (µH

1 + µL
1 )
]
=

µH
1 + µL

1

2
.

The control half is identical. If yH, yL denote the control-side two-cycle, then

yH =
a2µH

0 + µL
0

1 + a2
, yL =

µH
0 + a2µL

0

1 + a2
, yH + yL = µH

0 + µL
0 ,

so

lim
n→∞

E[X(2n−2)l] + E[X2nl]

2
=

µH
0 + µL

0

2
,

and
1

2

(
E[J (0)

H ] + E[J (0)
L ]
)
=

µH
0 + µL

0

2
.
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Thus the Cesàro averages of the retained treatment and control blocks converge to

µH
1 + µL

1

2
,

µH
0 + µL

0

2
,

respectively, and therefore

lim
n→∞

E[τ̂Sn,ρ − τ ] =
µH
1 + µL

1

2
− µH

0 + µL
0

2
− τ = 0.

This completes the proof.

F.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof of Proposition 2. Without loss of generality, suppose 0 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n − 1. Consider the case u = 1 and
v = 0, where the two periods are assigned to different policies (treatment and control), and we examine their
covariance. Recall that

I
(1)
i =

1

l

∫ (2i+1)l

2il

r1(Xs) ds, I
(0)
j =

1

l

∫ 2(j+1)l

(2j+1)l

r0(Xt) dt.

Then, the covariance can be written as (by Fubini)

Cov
(
I
(1)
i , I

(0)
j

)
=

1

l2
Cov

(∫ (2i+1)l

2il

r1(Xs) ds,

∫ 2(j+1)l

(2j+1)l

r0(Xt) dt

)

=
1

l2

(
E

[∫ (2i+1)l

2il

∫ 2(j+1)l

(2j+1)l

r1(Xs)r0(Xt) dt ds

]
− E

[∫ (2i+1)l

2il

r1(Xs)ds

]
E

[∫ 2(j+1)l

(2j+1)l

r0(Xt)dt

])

=
1

l2

∫ (2i+1)l

2il

∫ 2(j+1)l

(2j+1)l

(
E
[
r1(Xs) r0(Xt)

]
− E[r1(Xs)]E[r0(Xt)]

)
dt ds.

By the Markov property and tower property,

E
[
r1(Xs) r0(Xt)

]
= E

[
r1(Xs)

∫
X
r0(y)P

(
Xs, dy; s → t

)]
,

where P
(
x,A; s → t

)
:= P(Xt ∈ A | Xs = x) is the compound transition kernel of the experimental process

under the switchback design in Definition 1, obtained by composing the policy-specific kernels (i.e., P0 and
P1) between times s and t. Since both the treatment and control kernels are stochastically monotone, their
composition P (·, ·; s → t) is also stochastically monotone.

Given both r0 and r1 are nondecreasing and the compound kernel P (·, ·; s → t) is stochastically monotone, the
mapping x 7→

∫
X r0(y)P

(
x, dy; s → t

)
is itself nondecreasing in x. Hence, by Chebyshev’s sum inequality,

E
[
r1(Xs)

∫
X
r0(y)P

(
Xs, dy; s → t

)]
≥ E[r1(Xs)] E

[∫
X
r0(y)P

(
Xs, dy; s → t

)]
.

Then, the integrand is nonnegative and Cov
(
I
(1)
i , I

(0)
j

)
≥ 0. By a similar argument, the covariance is nonnegative

as well when both periods are assigned to the same policy (either treatment or control).
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