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Abstract

We develop flexible and nonparametric estimators of the average treatment effect (ATE)
transported to a new population that offer potential efficiency gains by incorporating only a
sufficient subset of effect modifiers that are differentially distributed between the source and
target populations into the transport step. We develop both a one-step estimator when this
sufficient subset of effect modifiers is known and a collaborative one-step estimator when it is
unknown. We discuss when we would expect our estimators to be more efficient than those
that assume all covariates may be relevant effect modifiers and the exceptions when we would
expect worse efficiency. We use simulation to compare finite sample performance across our
proposed estimators and existing estimators of the transported ATE, including in the presence
of practical violations of the positivity assumption. Lastly, we apply our proposed estimators
to a large-scale housing trial.

Keywords: transportability; efficiency; generalizability; effect modification; causal inference

1 Introduction
The effect of a treatment or exposure on an outcome may differ from one sample or population to
another. Such treatment effect heterogeneity drives concerns about external validity—meaning that
a treatment effect estimated in a study sample applies to a target population—and transportability
and generalizability—the ability, or license, to transport an effect estimated in one population to a
different population, in the case of transportability (Pearl and Bareinboim, 2011), or to generalize
an effect estimated in one population to the broader population from which the sample was drawn,
in the case of generalizability (Westreich et al., 2019).

There could be multiple reasons why the effect of an exposure on an outcome would differ
from one population to another. We will review these intuitively as well as using directed acyclic
graphs (DAGs). Assume a general observed data structure O = (S,W,A,M, S × Y ), where S
is an indicator of the population and represents all factors that produce differences between the
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two populations (Pearl, 2015); S = 1 denotes the source population and S = 0 denotes the target
population; W denotes a vector of baseline covariates; A denotes treatment/ exposure; M denotes
intermediate variables (e.g., treatment adherence, mediators); and Y denotes the outcome, only
observed in the source population. First, there could be differences in the distribution of baseline
covariates between the two populations that also modify the treatment effect (called “effect modi-
fiers”). This is represented in Figure S1a in the Supplementary Materials where there is an arrow
from S to W . Second, there could be downstream factors, like treatment uptake or adherence, or
mediation mechanisms, whose conditional distributions differ between the two populations. This
is represented in Figure S1b where there is also an arrow from S to M . In these two scenar-
ios, the average treatment effect of A on Y would be transportable from S = 1 to S = 0 under
S−ignorability and S−admissibility, respectively, as discussed by Pearl (2015). (Note that the first
scenario is both S−ignorable and S−admissible.)

However, there are also scenarios that would not be transportable. For example, there could
be unmeasured factors that differ between the populations that are also responsible for treatment
effectiveness. This could be represented by the addition of an arrow from S to Y as in Figure S1c.
In this case, there are no measured variables that separate S from Y , and so the effect of A on Y
cannot be transported across S. There exists multiple approaches for sensitivity analyses in the
presence of unmeasured variables that separate S from Y (Colnet et al., 2021; Andrews and Oster,
2019; Nguyen et al., 2017, 2018; Huang, 2022; Nie et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2023).

In this paper, we focus on the simplest setting where we have observed dataO = (S,W,A, S×
Y ) that satisfies S−ignorability (and S−admissibility), meaning that differences in the effect of A
on Y across populations in S are due to differences in the distribution of baseline covariates that
also modify the treatment effect. In this setting, the transported average treatment effect (trans-
ported ATE) is defined as the average effect of A on Y transported to the target population, de-
noted E(Y1 − Y0 | S = 0), where Ya denotes the counterfactual outcome had treatment been set
to value a, possibly counter to fact. Others have shown that the transported ATE is identified by
the statistical parameter E[E(Y | A = 1,W, S = 1) − E(Y | A = 0,W, S = 1) | S = 0]
under the following assumptions. First, the so-called “transport” assumption or S−admissibility:
E(Y | A,W, S = 1) = E(Y | A,W, S = 0) (Pearl and Bareinboim, 2011). Second, the conditional
exchangeability assumption: A⊥⊥Ya | W,S = 0. And third, positivity, meaning that there is a pos-
itive conditional probability of every exposure (conditional on W and S = 1) for each observed w
in the target population: p(w | S = 0) > 0 implies p(a | w, S = 1) > 0 (Rudolph and van der
Laan, 2017).

Multiple classes of estimators exist to estimate the transported ATE, including those based on
inverse probability weighting (e.g., Cole and Stuart, 2010; Li et al., 2018), matching (e.g., Stuart
et al., 2011; Bennett et al., 2020), g-computation (e.g., Dahabreh et al., 2019), and doubly robust
nonparametric estimators based on the efficient influence function (e.g., Rudolph and van der Laan,
2017). However, for a given estimator, estimates of transported effects may be less precise than
estimates of their non-transported counterparts (Tipton, 2013).

The goal of this paper is to optimize the efficiency of nonparametric estimators of the trans-
ported ATE by assuming that only a subset of baseline covariates, V ⊆ W , modifies the treatment
effect, and a further subset, Z ⊆ V also differ in distribution across S—as opposed to allowing all
W to act as effect modifiers that differ in distribution across S. This scenario is depicted in Figure
1. In this DAG, we categorize covariates, W , as follows: V is the subset of W that are effect
modifiers on the additive scale, V ⊆ W ; X is the subset of W that differ in distribution across
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S, X ⊆ W ; and Z is the subset that are both effect modifiers and differ in distribution across S,
Z = V ∩ X . In this DAG, we follow previous convention and put a box around variable sets to
indicate effect modification (VanderWeele and Robins, 2007; Hernán et al., 2002). We consider
both the scenario where a sufficient subset of effect modifiers required for transport, Z, is known
and the scenario where Z is unknown.

Figure 1: Directed acyclic graph (DAG) where: A represents treatment, Y represents outcome, S
represents population,W represents baseline covariates and can be further categorized into i) effect
modifiers on the additive scale, V ⊆ W ; ii) covariates that differ in distribution across S, X ⊆ W ;
and iii) covariates that are both effect modifiers and differ in distribution across S, Z = V ∩ X .
This DAG depicts the differential distribution of effect modifiers, Z, across S, and differential
distribution of non-effect modifiers, X\Z, across S. Z is a sufficient subset of effect modifiers
required for transport.
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This paper is organized as follows. First, in Section 2, we show an alternative identification
result of the transported ATE, assuming a subset of effect modifiers, V , and a subset of these, Z,
that differ in distribution across S. A particular case of this identification result when V = Z
was discussed by (Zeng et al., 2023; Colnet et al., 2021). In Section 3, we derive the efficient
influence function (EIF) in the model that assumes that subset Z are the true effect modifiers
that differ in distribution across S, from which we obtain the nonparametric efficiency bound.
Using the nonparametric efficiency bound, we outline scenarios where assuming subsets V and Z
result in efficiency gains, and scenarios where incorporating these assumptions results in efficiency
losses. We propose an extension of an existing nonparametric estimator (Rudolph and van der
Laan, 2017), assuming subsets V and Z of effect modifiers are known. However, in practice, which
covariates modify the treatment effect and also differ in distribution across S may be unknown.
So, in Section 4, we propose an alternative nonparametric estimator, related to the collaborative
nonparametric estimator of Benkeser et al. (2020), in the common setting where subsets V and Z
are unknown, and describe implementation of a “black box” version of this estimator as well as an
interpretable version that returns the identified effect modifier subsets in addition to the transported
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ATE estimate. In Section 5, we illustrate finite sample performance of our proposed estimators in
several scenarios using simulation. In Section 6, we apply our proposed estimators to data from
the Moving to Opportunity Study (MTO). Section 7 concludes.

2 Identification the ATE in the absence of intermediate vari-
ables

We assume the same observed data as discussed in the Introduction: O = (S,W,A, S × Y ), and
assume O1, . . . , On represents a sample of n i.i.d. observations of O. We assume the following
nonparametric structural equation model:

S = f(US);W = f(S, UW );A = f(S,W,UA);Y = f(W,A,UY ),

where each variable is a deterministic, unknown function, f , of unobserved exogenous errors,
(US, UW , UA, US), as well as possibly observed endogenous variables (Pearl, 2009). We assume S
can be separated into a source population, S = 0, and a target population, S = 1. We also assume
A denotes a binary treatment/exposure variable. Y can be categorical or continuous. As described
in the Introduction, W = (Z, V \Z,X\Z,W\{V ∩X}).

We use P to denote the distribution of O. P is an element of the nonparametric statistical
model defined as all continuous densities on O. We let E denote expectation, and define Pf =∫
f(o)dP(o) for a given function f(o).

As stated in the Introduction, without assuming a known subset of effect modifiers, and under
the assumptions of S−admissibility, conditional exchangeability, and positivity, it is well known
that the transported ATE of a binary treatment can be identified as

E(Y1 − Y0 | S = 0) = E[E(Y | A = 1, w, S = 1)− E(Y | A = 0, w, S = 1) | S = 0].

We retain the assumptions of

A1 (Conditional exchangeability). Ya⊥⊥A | W,S = 0, and

A2 (S−admissibility / Transportability of the outcome model). E(Y | A,W, S = 1) = E(Y |
A,W, S = 0).

For convenience in some of the results and methods we propose, we will parameterize the
outcome conditional expectation as

E(Y | A,W, S = 1) = A× f(W ) + g(W ),

where, under the identification assumptions listed above, f(W ) represents the conditional average
treatment effect (CATE) in the source population, E(Y | A = 1,W, S = 1) − E(Y | A =
0,W, S = 1) = f(W ), and g(W ) represents the conditional outcome expectation among the
untreated in the source population, E(Y | A = 0,W, S = 1). This parameterization was also used
by Chernozhukov et al. (2018); Nie and Wager (2021); Hahn et al. (2020); Colnet et al. (2021).

We now make two additional assumptions on our statistical model that, together, assume a
sufficient subset of effect modifiers required for transport.

The first of these two assumptions implies that only the variables V , where V ⊆ W , are
modifiers of the ATE, such that E(Y1−Y0 | W,S = 1) = E(Y1−Y0 | V, S = 1) under assumptions
A1 and A2. Formally, we can state the assumption as:
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A3 (Treatment effect modifiers). The function f(·) depends on W only through a transformation
V = V (W ).

The second of these two assumptions implies that only the effect modifiers Z, where Z ⊆ V ,
differ in distribution across S. Formally, we can state the assumption as:

A4 (Partial study heterogeneity of effect modifiers). Assume there is a subset Z ⊆ V such that
S⊥⊥V | Z.

We make a few notes about these additional assumptions. First, the above implies that only the
variables V are effect modifiers, and they modify the effect on the additive scale:

E(Y | A = 1,W, S = 1)− E(Y | A = 0,W, S = 1) = f(V ).

Second, because only the subset Z differs in distribution across S, it constitutes a sufficient subset
of effect modifiers required for transport. Third, we make the assumption A4 with respect to V
and not W , because the subset of W that differ in distribution between S = 1 and S = 0 only
matter for transporting if they also modify the treatment effect. Z is the intersection variables that
are effect modifiers and variables that differ in distribution across S. Fourth, assumptions A3 and
A4 involve only observed data distributions; therefore, they are testable. In Section 4 we will use
this fact to propose estimators for the case where V and Z are unknown.

Lastly, for the transported ATE to be well-defined, we assume:

A5 (Positivity of study and treatment mechanisms). Assume

• P(W = w | S = 0) > 0 implies P(A = a | W = w, S = s) > 0 for s ∈ {0, 1}, which
means that there is a positive probability of each value of treatment in the source and target
populations conditional on covariates, w, that are observed in the target population.

• P(Z = z | S = 0) > 0 implies P(Z = z | S = 1) > 0, which means each of a sufficient
subset of effect modifiers required for transport values, z, observed in the target population
must also be observed in the source population.

This assumption also depends on only on the observed data, so is also testable.

Lemma 1. Under assumptions A1-A5, we have E(Y1 − Y0 | S = 0) is identified by θ and θalt,
where

θ = E[E{f(V ) | Z} | S = 0],

and
θalt = E[E{f(V ) | Z, S = 1} | S = 0].

We include the proof in Section S1 the Supplementary Materials.
A particular case of this identification result where V = Z has been shown previously (Colnet

et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2023). We focus on the statistical parameter θ for the remainder of
the paper, as this allows for pooling in estimating the inner expectation, which is possible in our
illustrative application since we measured the covariates V in both samples. However, when onlyZ
but not V \Z is measured in the target population, θ is unidentifiable (we cannot estimate E[f(V ) |
Z]) and θalt must be used instead. We describe an estimator for θalt in Section S2 Supplementary
Materials.
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3 Efficient estimation when the effect modifiers (V ) and a suffi-
cient subset of effect modifiers required for transport (Z) are
known

We now extend the efficient influence function (EIF) and semi-parametric estimator of Rudolph
and van der Laan (2017) for the statistical parameter, θ, making use of the assumptions A3 and A4
when V and Z are known.

3.1 Efficient influence function under assumptions A3 and A4 when Z are
known

Theorem 1. The efficient influence function for estimation of θ in the model with restrictions (A3
and A4 is equal to:

Dθ(O;P) =
1

P(S = 0)

[
1{S = 1}(2A− 1)

P(A | S = 1,W )

P(S = 0 | Z)
P(S = 1 | Z)

{Y − Af(V )− g(W )}

+ P(S = 0 | Z)[f(V )− E{f(V ) | Z}]

+ 1{S = 0}[E{f(V ) | Z} − θ]
]
.

The EIF in Theorem 1 is similar to the EIF for the transported ATE under the more general
model that allows all W to modify the additive treatment effect. Rudolph and van der Laan (2017)
show that the nonparametric EIF for

λ = E{f(W ) | S = 0}

is equal to the following:

Dλ(O;P) =
1

P(S = 0)

[
1{S = 1}(2A− 1)

P(A | S = 1,W )

P(S = 0 | W )

P(S = 1 | W )
{Y − Af(W )− g(W )}

+ 1{S = 0}{f(W )− λ}
]
.

Comparing Dθ with Dλ, we see two main differences: 1) in the first term, Dθ has weights
P (S=0|Z)
P (S=1|Z) whereas Dλ has weights P (S=0|W )

P (S=1|W )
; and 2) Dθ has an additional term.

3.2 Efficiency considerations
We now compare the efficiency bounds of θ with λ under assumptions A3 and A4 to identify
scenarios where we would expect θ to result in efficiency gains and scenarios where we would
expect it to result in efficiency losses. We restrict the comparison to the smaller model under
assumptions A3 and A4 so that we are comparing efficiency bounds of the same target parameter
(i.e., to make an apples-to-apples comparison).
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Proposition 1 (Efficiency bounds). Define

τ 2(W ) = E

{
P(S = 1 | W )

P2(A | W,S = 1)
σ2(A,W, S = 1) | W,S = 1

}
= E

{
E

[
P(S = 1 | W )

P2(A | W,S = 1)
σ2(A,W, S = 1) | A,W, S = 1

]
| W,S = 1

}
f(W ) = E(Y | S = 1, A = 1,W )− E(Y | S = 1, A = 0,W )

q = P(S = 0)

where σ2(A,W, S) is the variance of Y conditional on (A,W, S). Then, under assumptions A3 and
A4, we have that non-parametric efficiency bound for estimating λ in the non-parametric model is
equal to

1

q2
E

{
τ 2(W )

P2(S = 0 | W )

P2(S = 1 | W )

}
+ E
{
P(S = 0 | Z)[f(V )− E{f(V ) | Z}]2

}
+

1

q
E{[E(f(V ) | Z)− λ]2 | S = 0},

(1)

whereas the non-parametric efficiency bound for estimating θ in the non-parametric model is equal
to

1

q2
E

{
τ 2(W )

P2(S = 0 | Z)
P2(S = 1 | Z)

}
+ E
{
P2(S = 0 | Z)[f(V )− E{f(V ) | Z}]2

}
+

1

q
E{[E(f(V ) | Z)− θ]2 | S = 0}.

(2)

Contrasting these two efficiency bounds reveals in which situations it might be expected to
obtain efficiency gains from using assumptions A3 and A4 in the identification and estimation
of the transported effects. First, note that the last term in both efficiency bounds is identical.
Consider now the first term in (1) and (2). The ratio P(S=0|Z)

P(S=1|Z) is expected to be more stable than
P(S=0|W )
P(S=1|W )

, so we would expect this to contribute to the θ estimator having lower variance and better
efficiency. However, if P(S = 1 | W ) is correlated with τ 2(W ), then this correlation may influence
efficiency. If the correlation between P(S = 1 | Z) and τ 2(W ) is smaller than the correlation
between P(S = 1 | W ) and τ 2(W ), then the first term of (1) might be larger than the first term
in (2). This could occur, for example, if the profiles W that have a large conditional variance in
S = 1 are not well-represented in S = 0 such that P(S = 0 | W ) is small. In other words, if
Var(Y | A,W, S = 1) is positively correlated with P(S = 1 | W ) more than with P(S = 1 | Z),
then P(S = 1 | W ) may act to down-weight unstable observations more than P(S = 1 | Z) . In
this case, we would potentially expect an advantage of the λ estimator; whether or not it outweighs
the advantage of θ due to increased stability of P(S=0|Z)

P(S=1|Z) depends on specifics of the data-generating
mechanism. Finally, consider the middle terms in (1) and (2). The difference is in P(S = 0 | Z)2
for (2) and P(S = 0 | Z) for (1). The squared term in (2) will act to decrease the variance and
increase the efficiency, adding an efficiency advantage for the θ estimator regardless of the data-
generating mechanism. So, to summarize, we would expect the θ estimator to be more efficient
than the λ estimator in many cases, especially in the presence of practical positivity violations in
finite samples and if the outcome model is well-behaved. We examine the above scenarios, among
others, in simulations in Section 5.

7



3.3 Estimation
We now propose a “one-step” nonparametric estimator of θ under A3 and A4 that is the sample
average of the uncentered EIF. We first use a doubly robust unbiased transformation to estimate
f(V ), which makes our estimator of the CATE doubly robust. Specifically, we have the following
lemma:

Lemma 2 (Doubly robust unbiased transformation for estimation of the CATE f(V )). For any
distribution P1, define

T(O;P1) =
2A− 1

P1(A | S = 1,W )
{Y − E1(Y | A,W, S = 1)}

+ E1(Y | A = 1,W, S = 1)− E1(Y | A = 0,W, S = 1).

If P1 is such that P1(A | S = 1,W ) = P(A | S = 1,W ) or E1(Y | A,W, S = 1) = E(Y |
A,W, S = 1), we have that E{T(O;P1) | W,S = 1} = f(W ). Furthermore, under assumption
A3 we also have that E{T(O;P1) | V, S = 1} = f(V ).

We note that the elements of Lemma 2 were discussed by Zeng et al. (2023).
We introduce some additional notation to simplify the presentation of the results. Let eA(w) =

P(A = 1 | W = w, S = 1), eS(w) = P(S = 1 | W = w), and p = P(S = 0).

Theorem 2 (First-order bias of plug-in estimator). Define p̂ = 1
n

∑n
i=1 1{Si = 0}. For any

estimator γ̂ = (êA, êS, f̂ , ĝ), let θ̂ denote the plug in estimator defined as

θ̂ =
1

n× p̂

n∑
i=1

1{Si = 0}Ê[f̂(Vi) | Zi].

The bias of θ̂ is equal to
θ̂ − θ = −E[Dθ̂(O; γ̂)] +RD(γ, γ̂),

where RD is a second order term equal to a sum of products of errors of the type (a(γ̂) −
a(γ))(b(γ̂)− b(γ)).

The proof of this theorem is identical to that of Theorem 3 below, which is included in the
Supplementary Materials.

Under Lemma 2, which states the double robustness property (i.e., the estimator is consistent
if either the models for eA and eS are consistent or the model for Y conditional on S = 1, A,W is
consistent), we propose the following one-step estimator based on the above theorem:

1. First, estimate nuisance parameters êA(W ) = P̂(A | S = 1,W ) and Ê(Y | A,W, S =
1). One could use parametric regression models (e.g., generalized linear models) or data-
adaptive regressions that incorporate machine learning in model fitting for these regressions
and for those that follow below. We do that latter in the simulations, illustrative example,
and in the software we provide.

2. Regress T(Oi; P̂) on Vi among observations with Si = 1. The resulting predicted values
(generated for all observations i) are estimates of f(Vi), denoted f̂(Vi).
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3. Regress f̂(Vi) on Zi in the pooled target and source populations. The resulting predicted
values are denoted Ê{f(Vi) | Zi}.

4. Compute an initial estimator θ̂ = 1∑n
i=1 1{Si=0}

∑n
i=1 1{Si = 0}Ê{f(Vi) | Zi}.

5. Compute estimates of g(Wi) for all observations i, denoted ĝ(Wi), by generating predicted
values from the estimator of E(Y | A = 0,W, S = 1).

6. Estimate the nuisance parameter P̂(S = 1 | W ) using regression.

7. Compute the one-step estimator as θ̃ = θ̂ + 1
n

∑
Dθ(Oi; P̂), where P̂ is comprised of P̂(A |

S = 1,W ), P̂(S = 1 | Z), f̂(V ), ĝ(W ) and Ê{f(V ) | Z}.

8. Last, we can estimate the variance of θ̃ as the sample variance of 1
n

∑
Dθ(Oi; P̂).

A cross-fitted version of the above estimator can be used to avoid relying on the Donsker class
assumption to achieve asymptotic normality (Klaassen, 1987; Zheng and van der Laan, 2011; Cher-
nozhukov et al., 2016). Perform crossfitting for estimation of all parameters: (êA, êS, f̂(V ), ĝ(W ),
Ê{f(V ) | Z}), and call this set η. Let V1, . . . ,VJ denote a random partition of data with indices i ∈
{1, . . . , n} into J prediction sets of approximately the same size such that

⋃J
j=1 Vj = {1, . . . , n}.

For each j, the training sample is given by Tj = {1, . . . , n} \ Vj . η̂j denotes the estimator of
η, obtained by training the corresponding prediction algorithm using only data in the sample Tj ,
and j(i) denotes the index of the validation set which contains observation i. Then use these fits,
η̂j(i)(Oi) in computing each efficient influence function, i.e., compute Dθ(Oi, η̂j(i)).

Software to implement this estimator is available for download from https://github.com/

nt-williams/transport (function transport ate incomplete()).

4 Efficient estimation when effect modifiers, including a suf-
ficient subset of effect modifiers required for transport, are
unknown

A practical drawback of the estimator proposed in Section 3 is that, in many cases, researchers will
not know which subset of covariates are effect modifiers, V ⊆ W , nor which are a sufficient subset
required for transport required for transporting, Z ⊆ V . Consequently, in this section we propose
an alternative one-step transport estimator that does not rely on knowing or prespecifying V or Z.
Briefly, because S⊥⊥W | eS(W ) (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983), we can regress f(W ) on eS(W )
to obtain an estimate of λ using the following reparameterization of λ (original parameterization
given in Section 3.1 and in Rudolph and van der Laan (2017)):

λ = E[f(W ) | S = 0] = E{E[f(W ) | eS(W ), S = 0] | S = 0} = E{E[f(W ) | eS(W )] | S = 0}.

Our proposed estimator when V and Z are unknown is similar to that of Benkeser et al. (2020).
It can be thought of as a type of “collaborative” estimator, because instead of estimating the propen-
sity of being in the source population conditional on Z, P(S = 1 | Z), or conditional on W ,
P(S = 1 | W ), as in θ or λ, respectively, it estimates 1) the propensity of being in the source popu-
lation conditional on the conditional mean outcome difference comparing treated and untreated in
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the source population (i.e., the CATE in the source population, under the identifying assumptions),
P(S = 1 | f(W )), which we denote as hS(W ), and 2) the CATE conditional on the propensity
score of being in the target population (E{f(W ) | eS(W )}). Thus, only the subset of covariates
that are predictive of the CATE, V will be included in the estimates of f(W ) and only the further
subset that are predictive of S = 1 versus S = 0, Z, will be included in eS(W ).

This approach is simpler than alternative collaborative estimators (e.g., van der Laan and Gru-
ber, 2010; Schnitzer and Cefalu, 2018), but that simplicity comes at a price. Although our pro-
posed estimator is asymptotically linear, it is not doubly robust—we rely on consistent estimation
of f(W ). In addition, like the estimator upon which it is based (Benkeser et al., 2020), it is su-
per efficient—meaning that its asymptotic variance is less than the asymptotic variance of λ—but
may under-cover in terms of the 95% CI in scenarios with practical violations of the positivity
assumption.

4.1 Estimating equation when V, Z are unknown
We define k(w) = E{f(W ) | eS(W ) = eS(w)}, and let

Uλ(O;P) =
1{S = 1}

p

{
A

eA(W )
− 1− A

1− eA(W )

}
1− hS(W )

hS(W )
{Y − Af(W )− g(W )}

+
{1− eS(W )}

p
[f(W )− k(W )]

+
1{S = 0}

p
[k(W )− λ],

where λwas defined in Section 3.1. Below we will prove that Uλ(·;P) is a doubly robust estimating
equation for λ in the non-parametric model. The estimating equation Uλ(·;P) is of the same form
as Dθ(·;P), but depends on W instead of V and Z. Therefore, Uλ(·;P) makes it possible to
construct an estimator of λ, but to take advantage of assumptions A3 and A4 if they hold—even if
effect modifiers, V , and a sufficient subset required for transport, Z, are unknown—as long as the
conditional average treatment effect f(W ) (i.e., f(V ) under A3) can be estimated consistently.

Because Uλ(·;P) depends on P through η = (eA, eS, hS, f, k, g), we will use the notation
Uλ(·; η).

Theorem 3 (Alternative representation of first-order bias of plug-in estimator). For any estimator
η̂ = (êA, êS, ĥS, f̂ , k̂, ĝ), let λ̂C denote the plug in estimator defined as

λ̂C =
1

n× p̂

n∑
i=1

1{Si = 0}k̂(Wi).

The bias of λ̂C is equal to

λ̂C − λ = −E[Uλ̂(O; η̂)] +RU(η, η̂),

where RU is a second order term (defined in the proof of the lemma) equal to a sum of prod-
ucts of errors of the type (a(η̂) − a(η))(b(η̂) − b(η)). The proof is included in Section S3 of the
Supplementary Materials.
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4.2 Estimation
We now propose a collaborative “one-step” nonparametric estimator of λ, that can take advantage
of assumptions A3 and A4 if they hold, that is the sample average of the uncentered EIF. Although
it is similar to the estimator proposed when V and Z are known (denoted θ and described in
Section 3.3), unlike the estimator for θ, this one 1) does not rely on knowing V and Z a-priori but
2) does rely on consistent estimation of f(W ) (so is not doubly robust). To distinguish between
the “one-step” and collaborative “one-step” estimator for λ, we denote λ estimated using Uλ as λ̃C .

This estimator can be implemented as follows. The first four steps are identical to the estimator
in Section 3.3, with a modification to Step 3 for an “interpretable” version of the estimator.

1. First, estimate nuisance parameters êA(W ) = P̂(A | S = 1,W ) and Ê(Y | A,W, S =
1). One could use parametric regression models (e.g., generalized linear models) or data-
adaptive regressions that incorporate machine learning in model fitting for these regressions
and for those that follow below. We do the latter in the simulations, illustrative example, and
in the software we provide.

2. Use the above nuisance parameter estimates to calculate T(Oi; P̂) among observations with
Si = 1.

3. Regress T(Oi; P̂) on W among observations with Si = 1. The resulting predicted values
(generated for all observations i) are estimates of f(Wi), denoted f̂(Wi). Note here that if
only V ⊂ W are effect modifiers (i.e., assumption A3 holds), then f(W ) will depend only
on V .

Depending on which algorithms are used for this regression, the interpretable version of
this estimator may output covariates retained as part of V . For example, in our simulations,
illustrative example, and software, we use the adaptive lasso (Zou, 2006) for the interpretable
version of this estimator to fit this regression and output the retained covariates.

4. Regress S on f̂(W ). The resulting predicted values are estimates of hS(w), denoted ĥS(w).

5. Estimate the nuisance parameter êS(W ) = P̂(S = 1 | W ) using regression. Note here that
if only Z ⊂ V differ in distribution among S (i.e., assumption A4 holds), then êS(W ) will
depend only on Z.

For the interpretable version of the estimator, we can use an algorithm that outputs the co-
variates retained (as in Step 3) to regress S on V , and output the covariates retained as Z.
Again, in our simulations, illustrative example, and software, we use the adaptive lasso for
this fitting this regression.

6. Regress f̂(W ) on êS(W ). The predicted values, k̂(W ) = Ê(f̂(W ) | êS(W )), reflect study
heterogenity in the CATEs.

7. Compute an initial estimator λ̂C = 1∑n
i=1 1{Si=0}

∑n
i=1 1{Si = 0}k̂(Wi).

8. Compute estimates of g(Wi) for all observations i, denoted ĝ(Wi), by generating predicted
values from the estimator of E(Y | A = 0,W, S = 1).
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9. Compute the one-step estimator as λ̃C = λ̂C + 1
n

∑
Uλ(Oi; P̃), where P̃ is comprised of

êA(W ), êS(W ), f̂(W ), ĝ(W ), ĥS(W ), and k̂(W ). .

10. Last, we can estimate the variance of λ̃C as the sample variance of 1
n

∑
Uλ(Oi; P̃).

As in the previous section, a cross-fitted version of the above estimator can be used. Software to
implement this estimator is available for download from https://github.com/nt-williams/

transport (function transport ate incomplete sans Z()).

5 Simulation
We performed a simulation study to illustrate when using assumptions A3 and A4 can improve
or hurt estimator efficiency and to examine estimator performance in finite sample sizes. We
considered four data-generating mechanisms (DGMs), outlined in Table 1, below.

Table 1: Data-generating mechanisms considered in the simulation.

DGM 1

P(W = 1) = 0.5

P(V = 1) = 0.33

P(Z = 1) = 0.66

P(A = 1) = 0.5

P(S = 1 |W ) = 0.4 + 0.5W − 0.3Z

Y ∼ N (A+W +AV + 2.5AZ, (0.1 + 0.8W )2)

DGM 2

P(W = 1) = 0.5

P(V = 1) = 0.33

P(Z = 1) = 0.66

P(A = 1) = 0.5

P(S = 1 |W ) = 0.5− 0.4W + 0.3Z

Y ∼ N (A+W +AV + 2.5AZ, (0.1 + 0.5W )2)

DGM 3

P(W = 1) = 0.25

P(Z = 1) = 0.5

P(A = 1) = 0.5

P(S = 1 |W,Z) = 0.8− 0.6Z − 0.18W

Y ∼ N (1.2 + 0.25A+ 0.5Z + 0.5W +AZ, 0)

DGM 4

P(W = 1) = 0.5

P(V1 = 1) = 0.75

P(V2 = 1) = 0.33

P(Z = 1) = 0.25

P(A = 1) = 0.5

P(S = 1 |W,Z) = 0.8− 0.5Z − 0.25W

Y ∼ N (1.2 + 0.25A+ 0.5W +AZ + 0.5Z + 0.4AV1 − 0.75AV2, 0)

The first DGM (DGM 1) considers a scenario where incorporating additional assumptions A3
and A4 results in worse rather than better efficiency. In this case, using θ̃ or λ̃C instead of λ̃ should
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yield a larger variance, which is the result of the positive correlation between σ2(A,W, S = 1) and
P(S = 1 | W ) that is greater than the correlation between σ2(A,W, S = 1) and P(S = 1 | Z).
The second DGM (DGM 2), is similar to DGM 1, but the correlation between σ2(A,W, S = 1)
and P(S = 1 | W ) is negative, resulting in θ̃ and λ̃C having a smaller efficiency bound than λ̃.
Data-generating mechanism three (DGM 3) is a special case where V = Z, and is formulated so
that estimating P (S = 1 | W ) may result in practical positivity violations while P (S = 1 | V )
will not. Data-generating mechanism four (DGM 4) satisfies both assumptions A3 and A4. We
would expect estimators θ̃ and λ̃C to also have smaller variance than λ̃ in DGMs 3 and 4.

We conducted 1000 simulations for sample sizes n ∈ {100, 1000, 10000}. All estimator nui-
sance parameters were correctly specified using an ensemble of a main-effects generalized linear
model (GLM), a GLM including all two-way interactions, and an intercept-only model; random
forests (Breiman, 2001) and multivariate adaptive regression splines (MARS) (Friedman et al.,
1991) were also included in the ensemble library when estimating λ̃C . Estimator performance was
evaluated in terms of absolute bias, 95% confidence interval (CI) coverage, the variance between
simulations scaled by n, the mean of the estimated variance within simulations, and the relative
efficiency of the estimated variance comparing θ̃ and λ̃C to λ̃.

Table 2 shows the results of our simulation using the one-step estimators, λ̃, θ̃, λ̃C , for DGMs 1
and 2. Table 3 shows the results of our simulation using the one-step estimators, λ̃, θ̃, λ̃C , for DGMs
3 and 4. As expected, all estimators are unbiased or become unbiased with increasing sample size.
With DGM 1, we see that estimating θ would incur larger variance as compared to estimating λ
due to the positive correlation between σ2(A,W, S = 1) and P(S = 1|W ) that is greater than the
correlation between σ2(A,W, S = 1) and P(S = 1|Z). However, when the correlation between
σ2(A,W, S = 1) and P(S = 1|W ) is switched to be negative in DGM 2 estimating θ instead of λ
yields efficiency gains. When n = 100 all estimators are biased for with DGM 3; however, using θ̃
results in improved confidence interval coverage and efficiency compared to λ̃, due to the practical
positivity violations that are more of an issue when using λ̃. When the sample size is increased to
1000 the efficiency gains of θ̃ relative to λ̃ are more pronounced. When V is treated as unknown,
using λ̃C still yields efficiency gains compared to assuming all of W are effect-modifiers. DGM
4 represents a more complex, nonlinear outcome model. This may account for the suboptimal
performance of θ̃ and λ̃C compared to λ̃ under sample size 100. When increasing the sample size
to 1000, the advantage of θ̃ vs. λ̃ becomes apparent. Finally, under the largest sample size of 10000,
both θ̃ and λ̃C demonstrate marked efficiency gains over λ̃.
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Table 2: Simulation results comparing various “one-step” estimators at increasing sample-sizes
among two data-generating mechanisms. There is a positive correlation between σ2(A,W, S = 1)
and P(S = 1|W ) in DGM 1, and a negative correlation between σ2(A,W, S = 1) and P(S = 1|W )
in DGM 2.

Estimator n |Bias| 95% CI Covr. n× Var. Var. Rel. Eff.

DGM 1

λ̃ 0.05 0.90 50.62 53.72 1.00
θ̃ 0.03 0.94 18.61 22.84 0.43
λ̃C

100
0.01 0.91 37.64 41.14 0.77

λ̃ 0.00 0.95 5.48 5.62 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.94 11.30 10.89 1.94
λ̃C

1000
0.00 0.94 11.39 10.44 1.86

λ̃ 0.00 0.96 4.82 5.11 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.95 9.61 10.65 2.08
λ̃C

10000
0.00 0.95 9.55 10.63 2.08

DGM 2

λ̃ 0.02 0.89 47.02 40.43 1.00
θ̃ 0.01 0.94 4.81 4.67 0.12
λ̃C

100
0.03 0.87 41.93 37.15 0.92

λ̃ 0.00 0.95 13.17 13.30 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.96 2.82 3.05 0.23
λ̃C

1000
0.00 0.96 5.61 4.77 0.36

λ̃ 0.00 0.94 14.10 13.10 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.94 3.11 2.98 0.23
λ̃C

10000
0.00 0.95 3.06 2.99 0.23
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Table 3: Simulation results comparing “one-step” estimators, θ̃, λ̃, and λ̃C at various sample-sizes
with data-generating mechanisms 3 and 4.

Estimator n |Bias| 95% CI Covr. n× Var. Var. Rel. Eff.

DGM 3

λ̃ 0.38 0.91 97.32 92.98 1.00
θ̃ 0.43 0.94 60.89 86.67 0.93
λ̃C

100
0.10 0.90 106.41 92.40 0.99

λ̃ 0.04 0.94 328.11 342.26 1.00
θ̃ 0.01 0.96 31.63 34.76 0.10
λ̃C

1000
0.04 0.94 199.28 215.98 0.63

λ̃ 0.00 0.94 110.27 105.26 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.95 33.98 32.06 0.30
λ̃C

10000
0.00 0.94 48.54 45.38 0.43

DGM 4

λ̃ 0.20 0.95 49.45 52.68 1.00
θ̃ 0.36 0.93 116.34 101.57 1.93
λ̃C

100

0.08 0.92 88.86 87.09 1.65

λ̃ 0.01 0.91 41.00 34.58 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.94 26.87 27.14 0.78
λ̃C

1000

0.01 0.91 67.71 59.30 1.71

λ̃ 0.00 0.94 43.36 40.94 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.96 21.67 22.77 0.56
λ̃C

10000

0.00 0.95 30.62 31.86 0.78

6 Illustrative Example
We now apply our proposed estimators to the Moving to Opportunity study (MTO), which was
a randomized trial where families living in public housing in five U.S. cities could sign up to be
randomized to receive a Section 8 (also called Housing Choice) voucher (Kling et al., 2007; San-
bonmatsu et al., 2011). These vouchers subsidize rent on the private market for families to be
30-40% of their income. The families (parents and children) were followed for 10-15 years after
randomized receipt (or not) of the housing voucher and educational, economic, and health out-
comes were measured Sanbonmatsu et al. (2011). Here, we are interested in transporting the ATE
of moving with the voucher (A) on behavioral problems in adolescence (Y , scored by the Behav-
ioral Problems Index (Zill, 1990)) from the New York City site (S = 1, n=1200 (rounded sample
size)) to the Los Angeles site (S = 0, n=850 (rounded sample size)) among children who were
≤ 5 years old at the time of randomization. The two site-specific ATEs are qualitatively different
(-0.0247 vs. 0.0012 for S = 1 vs. S = 0, respectively). It is possible that differences in the
distribution of a sufficient subset of effect modifiers required for transport between the two cities,
Z, can account for some of the difference in site-specific ATEs. We consider baseline covariates,
W , that include parent and child characteristics and characteristics of the baseline neighborhood
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(a detailed list is in Section S5 of the Supplementary Materials). For the estimator θ̃ that relies
on specifying V and Z, we include: V ={gender, Black race, parent was under age 18 at birth
of child, household member with a disability, parent graduated high school}, and Z ={household
member with a disability, parent graduated high school}. For this illustrative example, we use a
single imputed dataset (missingness was ≤2% for covariates and 13% for the outcome).

We see in Figure 2 that in New York City, moving with the housing voucher is associated with
fewer behavioral problems among adolescent children, 10-15 years after baseline (risk difference
(RD) -0.0245, 95% CI: -0.0589, 0.0095). In contrast, in Los Angeles, moving with the housing
voucher is not associated with fewer behavioral problems among adolescent children, 10-15 years
after baseline (RD 0.0012, 95% CI: -0.0364, 0.0387). To apply our transport estimators, we treat
the NYC site as the source population and the LA site as the target population. This means that at
this point, we do not use outcome data from LA.

All three transport estimators correctly predict the null association in LA, but with appreciable
differences in terms of their estimated variances. Using the existing one-step transport estimator
that assumes allW operates as effect modifiers and differ in distribution across sites, λ̃, we estimate
a slightly positive effect in terms of the point estimate, but one that is decidedly non-statistically
significant when taking the very wide confidence into account (RD: 0.0295, 95% CI: -0.1022,
0.1611). In contrast, the confidence intervals using our proposed estimators are much narrower.
Our one-step transport estimator that makes use of known V and Z, θ̃, estimates a null association
with a confidence interval similar to the nontransported estimate (RD: -0.0054, 95%CI: -0.0398,
0.0290). Similarly, even if we do not specify V orZ, our collaborative one-step transport estimator,
λ̃C , estimate returns a very similar estimate with negligibly wider confidence intervals (RD: -
0.0011, 95% CI: -0.0385, 0.0363). The similar estimates obtained from θ̃ and λ̃C could be because
λ̃C is finding a similar set of V (parent was under age 18 at birth of child, household member with
a disability) and Z (household member with a disability) as what we hypothesized and input for θ̃
(which was specified above).

7 Conclusion
We considered whether, and more specifically, when, assuming the existence of a subset of covari-
ates that are effect modifiers (V ) and a possible further sufficient subset required for transport (Z)
would result in nonparametric efficiency gains in estimating the transported ATE. We first showed
an alternative identification result for the transported ATE that incorporated knowledge of these
relevant subsets. We also proposed two novel nonparametric transport estimators of the ATE—
one when V and Z are known, and one when they are unknown. Both of our novel estimators
demonstrated efficiency gains in many of the simulation scenarios considered as well as marked
efficiency gains in the illustrative example. This evidence, coupled with comparisons of the effi-
ciency bounds, suggests that our proposed estimators may offer meaningful efficiency gains over
the standard nonparametric estimator (Rudolph and van der Laan, 2017) in real-world finite data
analyses, particularly in observational studies challenged by practical positivity violations. Effi-
ciency gains are not just a theoretical advantage—they can result in substantially narrower standard
errors such that estimates convey more information and may make the difference between detecting
versus not detecting a meaningful treatment effect. Moreover, because transport estimators may be
used to predict the effect of a treatment or intervention if applied to a new, target population, their
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Figure 2: Effect estimates and 95% confidence intervals using data from the Moving to Opportunity
Long-term Follow-up. The ATE is interpreted as the effect of moving with the housing voucher on
Behavioral Problems Index score among adolescents, 10-15 years after randomization. New York
City is considered as the source population and Los Angeles is considered as the target population
in this example. “Not transported” denotes estimates using the non-transported one-step estimator;
“transportfullw” denotes estimates using the transport one-step estimator λ̃; “transport knownvz”
denotes estimates using our proposed transport one-step estimator assuming known effect modi-
fiers and a known sufficient subset required for transport θ̃; and “transport unknownvz” denotes
estimates using our proposed transport collaborative one-step estimator when effect modifiers and
a sufficient subset required for transport are unknown. All results were approved for release by the
U.S. Census Bureau, authorization number CBDRB-FY23-CES018-009.
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resulting estimates may be used to make policy decisions and inform population treatment guide-
lines (Matthay and Glymour, 2022; Stuart, 2021; Mehrotra et al., 2021; Hontelez et al., 2021).
Therefore, the ability to detect an effect may mean the difference between deciding to implement
versus not implement policies that would improve population health and well-being.
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Supplementary Materials for
Efficiently transporting average treatment effects using a suffi-
cient subset of effect modifiers

Figure S 1: Directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) considering sources of effect heterogeneity across
populations, S.
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(b) Differential distribution of W (where W
may be effect modifiers), as well as the condi-
tional distribution of M1 given its parents, and
the conditional distribution of M2 given its par-
ents across S.
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(c) Differential distribution of W (where W
may be effect modifiers), as well as the condi-
tional distribution of M1 given its parents, the
conditional distribution ofM2 given its parents,
and the conditional distribution of Y given its
parents across S. The differential distribution
of Y given its parents across S may be due to
the differential distribution of unmeasured ef-
fect modifiers, U , across S.
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S1 Proof of identification result in Lemma 1.
Proof

E(Y1 − Y0 | S = 0) = E{E(Y1 − Y0 | W,S = 0) | S = 0}
by assumption 1
= E{E(Y1 − Y0 | A,W, S = 0) | S = 0}

by consistency
= E{E(Y | A = 1,W, S = 0)− E(Y | A = 0,W, S = 0) | S = 0}

by assumption 2
= E{E(Y | A = 1,W, S = 1)− E(Y | A = 0,W, S = 1) | S = 0}
= E{f(W ) | S = 0}

by assumption 3
= E{f(V ) | S = 0}

by assumption 4
= E{E[f(V ) | Z, S = 0] | S = 0}
= E{E[f(V ) | Z, S = 1] | S = 0}
= E{E[f(V ) | Z] | S = 0}.

S2 Estimator for θalt

Here, we propose an estimator for θalt, defined below. This estimator only requires that Z is
measured in the target population, S = 0, so it will be necessary to use θalt instead of θ when V \Z
is not measured in the target population.

θalt = E[E{f(V ) | Z, S = 1} | S = 0].

As the proposed estimator is based on the efficient influence function, we first give the follow-
ing result.

Theorem 4. The efficient influence function for estimation of θalt in the model with Assumptions 3
and 4 is equal to:

Dθ,alt(O;P) =
1

P(S = 0)

[
1{S = 1}(2A− 1)

P(A | S = 1,W )

P(S = 0 | Z)
P(S = 1 | Z)

{Y − Af(V )− g(W )}

+
1{S = 1}P(S = 0 | Z)

P(S = 1 | Z)
[f(V )− E{f(V ) | Z, S = 1}]

+ 1{S = 0}[E{f(V ) | Z, S = 1} − θ2]
]
.

23



We propose a “one-step” semiparametric estimator of θalt under Assumptions 3 and 4 that is the
sample average of the uncentered EIF. We use a doubly robust unbiased transformation to estimate
f(V ), and another doubly robust unbiased transformation to estimate E{f(V ) | Z, S = 1}, and
then plug these estimates into the one-step estimator. This makes our estimator doubly robust. We
use Lemma 2 from the main text and the following:

Lemma 3 (Doubly robust unbiased transformation for estimation of E{f(V ) | Z, S = 1}). For
any distribution P1, define

U(O;P1) =
1{S = 1}

P1(S = 1 | Z)
{f(V )− E1(f(V ) | Z, S = 1)}+ E1(f(V ) | Z, S = 1).

If P1 is such that P1(S = 1 | Z) = P(S = 1 | Z) or E1(f(V ) | Z, S = 1) = E(f(V ) | Z, S = 1),
we have that E{U(O;P1) | Z} = E{f(W ) | Z, S = 1}.

Our estimation strategy proceeds as follows:

1. First, estimate nuisance parameters P̂(A | S = 1,W ) and Ê(Y | A,W, S = 1), as described
in the main text.

2. Use the above nuisance parameter estimates to calculate T(Oi; P̂) for observations with Si =
1.

3. Regress T(Oi; P̂) on Vi among observations with Si = 1. The resulting predicted values are
estimates of f(Vi), denoted f̂(Vi).

4. Regress f̂(Vi) on Zi in the source population. The resulting predicted values are denoted
Ê{f(Vi) | Zi, S = 1}.

5. Compute U(Oi; P̂) for observations with Si = 1.

6. Regress U(Oi; P̂) on Zi. Using this fitted model, generate predicted values for all observa-
tions i, denoted Ê{U(Oi; P̂) | Zi}.

7. Compute an initial estimator θ̂alt = 1∑n
i=1 1{Si=0}

∑n
i=1 1{Si = 0}Ê{U(Oi; P̂) | Zi}.

8. Compute estimates of g(Wi) for observations with Si = 1, denoted ĝ(Wi), by generating
predicted values from the estimator of E(Y | A = 0,W, S = 1).

9. Compute the one-step estimator as θ̃alt = θ̂alt +
1
n

∑
Dθ,alt(Oi; P̂), where P̂ is comprised of

P̂ (A | S = 1,W ), P̂ (S = 1 | Z), f̂(V ), ĝ(W ) and Ê{f(V ) | Z}.

10. Last, we can estimate the variance of θ̃alt as the sample variance of 1
n

∑
Dθ,alt(Oi; P̂).
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S3 Proof of Theorem 3
Proof We will use the notation k(W ) = E{f(W ) | eS(W )} in this proof.

E[Uλ(O; η̂)] = E

[
1{S = 1}

p

{
A

êA(W )
− 1−A

1− êA(W )

}
1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
{Y −Af̂(W )− ĝ(W )

]

+ E

[
1− êS(W )

p
{f̂(W )− k̂(W )}

]
+ E

[
1− eS(W )

p
{k̂(W )− k(W )}

]
= E

[
1{S = 1}

p

{
A

êA(W )
− 1−A

1− êA(W )

}
1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
{A(f(W )− f̂(W )) + g(W )− ĝ(W )

]

+ E

[
1− eS(W )

p
{f̂(W )− f(W )}

]
+ E

[
êS(W )− eS(W )

p
{f̂(W )− k̂(W )}

]
= E

[
1{S = 1}

p

A

êA(W )

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
{f(W )− f̂(W ) + g(W )− ĝ(W )}

]

− E

[
1{S = 1}

p

1−A
1− êA(W )

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
{g(W )− ĝ(W )}

]

+ E

[
1− eS(W )

p
{f̂(W )− f(W )}

]
+ E

[
êS(W )− eS(W )

p
{E[f̂(W ) | êS(W ), eS(W )]− k̂(W )}

]
(3)

= E

[
eS(W )

p

eA(W )

êA(W )

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
{f(W )− f̂(W ) + g(W )− ĝ(W )}

]

− E

[
eS(W )

p

1− eA(W )

1− êA(W )

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
{g(W )− ĝ(W )}

]

+ E

[
1− eS(W )

p
{f̂(W )− f(W )}

]
+ (3)

= E

[
eS(W )

p

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )

{
eA(W )

êA(W )
− 1− eA(W )

1− êA(W )

}
{g(W )− ĝ(W )}

]
(4)

+ E

[{
eS(W )

p

eA(W )

êA(W )

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
− 1− eS(W )

p

}
{f(W )− f̂(W )}

]
+ (3)

= (4)

+ E

[
eS(W )

p

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )

{
eA(W )

êA(W )
− 1

}
{f(W )− f̂(W )}

]
(5)

+ E

[{
eS(W )

p

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
− 1− eS(W )

p

}
{f(W )− f̂(W )}

]
+ (3)
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= (3) + (4) + (5) + E

[{
eS(W )

p

1− ĥS(W )

ĥS(W )
− 1− eS(W )

p

}
{f(W )− f̂(W )}

]

= (3) + (4) + (5) + E

[
1

p× ĥS(W )

{
eS(W )− ĥS(W )

}
{f(W )− f̂(W )}

]

= (3) + (4) + (5) + E

[
1

p× ĥS(W )

{
S − ĥS(W )

}
{f(W )− f̂(W )}

]
= (3) + (4) + (5)

+ E

[
1

p× ĥS(W )

{
h∗S(W )− ĥS(W )

}
{f(W )− f̂(W )}

]
, (6)

where we define h∗S(w) = P(S = 1 | f(W ) = f(w), f̂(W ) = f̂(w)). The theorem follows after
noticing that

E[Uλ(O; η̂)− Uλ̂(O; η̂)] = λ̂− λ

+

{
p

p̂
− 1

}
(λ̂− λ). (7)

where we define RU(η̂, η) = (3) + (4) + (5) + (6) + (7).
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S4 Additional simulation results

Table S 1: Simulation results comparing “one-step” estimators, θ̃, λ̃, and λ̃C at various sample-
sizes with data-generating mechanisms 1 and 2 with no cross-fitting.

Estimator n |Bias| 95% CI Covr. n× Var. Var. Rel. Eff.

DGM 1

λ̃ 0.09 0.75 11.71 5.16 1.00
θ̃ 0.04 0.86 13.92 8.65 1.68
λ̃C

100
0.05 0.84 13.01 8.03 1.55

λ̃ 0.00 0.95 5.39 5.26 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.95 10.66 10.39 1.97
λ̃C

1000
0.00 0.95 9.44 9.87 1.87

λ̃ 0.00 0.95 5.13 5.09 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.95 10.48 10.63 2.09
λ̃C

10000
0.00 0.95 10.48 10.61 2.08

DGM 2

λ̃ 0.02 0.67 15.08 4.09 1.00
θ̃ 0.01 0.91 3.66 2.72 0.67
λ̃C

100
0.01 0.70 11.97 2.95 0.72

λ̃ 0.00 0.93 12.65 11.11 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.96 2.91 2.93 0.26
λ̃C

1000
0.00 0.93 6.95 4.12 0.37

λ̃ 0.00 0.95 13.36 12.94 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.96 2.91 2.97 0.23
λ̃C

10000
0.00 0.96 2.91 2.97 0.23
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Table S 2: Simulation results comparing “one-step” estimators, θ̃, λ̃, and λ̃C at various sample-
sizes with data-generating mechanisms 3 and 4 with no cross-fitting.

Estimator n |Bias| 95% CI Covr. n× Var. Var. Rel. Eff.

DGM 3

λ̃ 0.00 0.82 26.81 18.07 1.00
θ̃ 0.12 0.86 32.18 26.10 1.44
λ̃C

100
0.01 0.75 35.76 15.87 0.88

λ̃ 0.02 0.86 45.85 32.42 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.94 31.71 30.87 0.95
λ̃C

1000
0.00 0.91 38.69 32.30 1.00

λ̃ 0.00 0.95 94.12 90.24 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.95 32.01 31.74 0.35
λ̃C

10000
0.00 0.95 41.59 40.82 0.45

DGM 4

λ̃ 0.19 0.76 16.15 9.70 1.00
θ̃ 0.10 0.81 25.34 14.77 1.52
λ̃C

100

0.13 0.77 26.42 13.41 1.38

λ̃ 0.03 0.86 29.24 19.78 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.93 23.35 19.96 1.01
λ̃C

1000

0.00 0.86 32.79 20.36 1.03

λ̃ 0.00 0.94 42.31 39.61 1.00
θ̃ 0.00 0.95 22.12 22.06 0.56
λ̃C

10000

0.00 0.94 29.89 27.35 0.69

S5 MTO baseline covariates
We considered the following baseline covariates, W , that include parent and child characteristics
and characteristics of the baseline neighborhood (with percent missing given in parentheses):

• Adolescent characteristics (all had 0% missing except race/ethnicity, which had 2% miss-
ing): site (LA, NYC), age, race/ethnicity (categorized as black, latine, white, other), number
of family members (categorized as 2, 3, or 4+), someone from school asked to discuss prob-
lems the child had with schoolwork or behavior during the 2 years prior to baseline, child
enrolled in special class for gifted and talented students.

• Adult household head characteristics (which all had 0% missing): high school graduate,
marital status (never vs ever married), whether had been a teen parent, work status, receipt
of AFDC/TANF, whether any family member has a disability.

• Neighborhood characteristics (which all had 0% missing except neighborhood poverty, which
had 2% missing): felt neighborhood streets were unsafe at night; very dissatisfied with neigh-
borhood; poverty level of neighborhood.
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• Reported reasons for participating in MTO (which had 0% missing): to have access to better
schools.

• Moving-related characteristics (which had 0% missing): moved more then 3 times during
the 5 years prior to baseline, previous application for Section 8 voucher.
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