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Abstract

In recent years, real-world external controls have grown in popularity as a tool to em-
power randomized placebo-controlled trials, particularly in rare diseases or cases where
balanced randomization is unethical or impractical. However, as external controls are not
always comparable to the trials, direct borrowing without scrutiny may heavily bias the treat-
ment effect estimator. Our paper proposes a data-adaptive integrative framework capable of
preventing unknown biases of the external controls. The adaptive nature is achieved by dy-
namically sorting out a comparable subset of the external controls via bias penalization. Our
proposed method can simultaneously achieve (a) the semiparametric efficiency bound when
the external controls are comparable and (b) selective borrowing that mitigates the impact of
the existence of incomparable external controls. Furthermore, we establish statistical guar-
antees, including consistency, asymptotic distribution, and inference, providing type-I error
control and good power. Extensive simulations and two real-data applications show that the
proposed method leads to improved performance over the trial-only estimator across various
bias-generating scenarios.
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1 Introduction

Randomized controlled trials have been considered the gold standard of clinical research to
provide confirmatory evidence on the safety and efficacy of treatments. However, randomized
placebo-controlled trials are expensive, require lengthy recruitment periods, and may not al-
ways be ethical, feasible, or practical in rare or life-threatening diseases. In response, quality
patient-level real-world data from disease registries and electronic health records have become
increasingly available and can generate fit-for-purpose real-world evidence to facilitate healthcare
and regulatory decision-making (FDA} [2021). Studies using real-world data may have advan-
tages over randomized placebo-controlled trials including longer observation windows, larger
and more heterogeneous patient populations, and reduced burden on investigators and patients
(Visvanathan et al.; 2017; |Colnet et al.; 2020). There is interest in novel clinical trial designs
that leverage external controls from real-world data to improve the efficiency of randomized
placebo-controlled trials while maintaining robust evidence on the safety and efficacy of treat-
ments (Silverman; 2018} FDA; 2019a; Ghadessi et al.; 2020). The focus of this paper is on hybrid
control arm designs using real-world data, where the concurrent control arm is augmented with
real-world external controls to form a hybrid comparator group.

The concept of hybrid controls dates back to Pocock! (1976), which combined the trial data
and historical controls by adjusting for the data source level differences. Since then, numerous
methods for using the external controls have been developed. However, regulatory approvals
of external control arm designs as confirmatory trials are rare and limited to ultra-rare diseases,

pediatric trials, or oncology trials (FDA} 2014, |2016; Odogwu et al.; 2018)). Concerns regarding



the validity and comparability of the external controls have limited their use in a broader context.
Guidance documents from regulatory agencies, including the recent FDA draft guidance (FDAj
2023), note several potential issues with the external controls including selection bias, lack of
concurrency, differences in the definitions of covariates, treatments, or outcomes, and unmea-
sured confounding (FDA; 2001, 2019a, 2023). Without proper scrutiny, each of these concerns
may lead to biased treatment effect estimates and misleading conclusions.

Selection bias is a type of data heterogeneity often encountered in non-randomized studies.
In the context of external control augmentation, it arises when the real-world baseline subjects’
characteristics differ from those in the trial data. Multiple methods are available to adjust for se-
lection bias by balancing the baseline covariates’ distributions across the different data sources.
For example, matching and subclassification approaches select a subset of comparable external
controls to construct the hybrid control arm (Stuart; 2010). Matching on the propensity score
or the probability of trial inclusion can balance numerous baseline covariates simultaneously
(Rosenbaum and Rubin; 1983). Weighting approaches that re-weight external controls using
the probability of trial inclusion or other balancing scores have also been proposed, e.g., em-
pirical likelihood (Qin et al.; 2015)), entropy balancing (Lee et al.; [2022; (Chu et al.; 2023; Wu
and Yang; 2022b), constrained maximum likelihood (Chatterjee et al.; 2016; Zhang et al.; [2020),
and Bayesian power priors (Neuenschwander et al.; [2010; van Rosmalen et al.; 2018). Further-
more, matching or weighting can be combined with the outcome modeling to enhance robustness
against model misspecification in addressing selection bias of external controls (L1 et al.; 2023)).

Differences in the outcomes may still exist between the concurrent controls and the exter-

nal controls after matching or weighting due to differences in study settings, time frame, data



quality, or definition of covariates or outcomes (Phelan et al.; 2017). Methods were proposed to
adaptively select the degree of borrowing or adjust the outcomes for external controls based on
the observed outcome differences with the concurrent controls. Some researchers suggested first
testing the heterogeneity in control outcomes before deciding whether to incorporate external
subjects into the hybrid control arm (Viele et al.; 2014; |L1 et al.; 2023)). More dynamic borrow-
ing approaches were also proposed including matching and bias adjustment (Stuart and Rubin;
2008]), power priors (Ibrahim and Chen; |2000; Neuenschwander et al.;[2009), Bayesian hierarchi-
cal models including meta-analytic predictive priors (Neuenschwander et al.; 2010; [Schoenfeld
et al.; [2019), and commensurate priors (Hobbs et al.; 2011]). While these existing methods seem
appealing, simulation studies could not identify a single approach that could perform well across
all scenarios where hidden biases exist (Shan et al.; [2022). The surveyed Bayesian methods of-
ten have inflated type I errors while Frequentist methods suffer lower power when hidden biases
exist. Nearly all methods performed poorly in the presence of unmeasured confounding and
could not simultaneously minimize bias and gain power. Further, many existing methods rely on
parametric assumptions that are sensitive to model misspecification and cannot capture complex
relationships that are prevalent in practice.

In this paper, we propose an approach to achieve an efficient estimation of treatment effects
that is robust to various potential discrepancies that may arise in the external controls. When
handling the selection bias of the external controls, our proposal is based on calibration weighting
(Lee et al.; [2022)) so that the covariate distribution of external controls matches with that of
the trial subjects. Furthermore, leveraging semiparametric theory, we develop an integrative

augmented calibration weighting estimator, motivated by the efficient influence function (Bickel



et al.; 1998} Tsiatis; 2006), which is semiparametrically efficient and doubly robust against model
misspecification. Despite the potential to view the selection bias problem as a generalizability or
transportability issue (Lee et al.; 2022)), our framework fundamentally diverges from theirs as our
context encompasses the outcomes from both the trial data and external controls, while Lee et al.
solely considered the trial outcomes.

To deal with potential outcome heterogeneity, we develop a selective borrowing framework to
determine an optimal subset from the external controls for integration. Specifically, we introduce
a bias parameter for each external subject entailing his or her comparability with the concurrent
control. To prevent bias in the integrative estimator, the goal is to select the comparable exter-
nal controls with zero bias and exclude any others with non-zero bias. Thus, this formulation
recasts the selective borrowing strategy as a model selection problem, which can be solved by
penalized estimation (e.g., the adaptive lasso penalty; |Zou; [2006). Subsequent to the selection
process, comparable external controls are utilized to construct the integrative estimator. Prior
works such as those by |Chen et al.|(2021), Liu et al. (2021)), and Zhai and Han| (2022) although
able to identify biases, exclude the entire external sample when confronted with incomparabil-
ity. Moreover, compared to these existing selective borrowing approaches, our method leverages
off-the-shelf machine learning models to achieve semiparametric efficiency and does not require

strigent parametric assumptions on the distribution of outcomes.



2 Methodology

2.1 Notation, assumptions, and objectives

Let R represent a randomized placebo-controlled trial and £ represent an external control source,
which contains Ny and N¢ subjects, respectively. The total sample size is N = Ni + Ng. An
extension to multiple external control groups is discussed in of the Supplementary Material.
A total of V; and N, subjects receive the active treatment and control treatment in R, while we
assume all Ng subjects in £ receive the control. Each observation ¢ € R comprise the outcomes
Y;, the treatment assignment A;, and a set of baseline covariates X;. Similarly, each observation
1 € € comprise Y, A;, and X;. Let R; represent a data source indicator, which is 1 for all subjects
1 € R and is 0 for all subjects © € £. To sum up, an independent and identically distributed
sample {V; : i € R UE} is observed, where V' = (X, A,Y, R). Let Y (a) denote the potential
outcomes under treatment a¢ (Rubin; [1974). The causal estimand of interest is defined as the
average treatment effect among the trial population, 7 = 3 — 9, where i, = E{Y (a) | R = 1}

for a = 0, 1. The clinical trials for treatment effect estimation satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 1 (Consistency, randomization and positivity). (i) Y = AY (1) + (1 — A)Y(0), (ii)
Y(a) L A | (X,R = 1) fora = 0,1, and (ii) the known treatment propensity score satisfies that
1>ma(z)=pr(A=1|X =2,R=1) > 0forall v such that pr(X =z, R=1) > 0.

Assumption m is standard in the causal inference literature (Rosenbaum and Rubin} 1983
Imbens}; 2004) and holds for the well-controlled clinical trials guaranteed by the randomization
mechanism. Under Assumption|[I] 7 is identifiable with the trial data.

Moreover, the external controls should ideally be comparable with the concurrent controls.
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Assumption 2 (External control compatibility). (i) E{Y (0) | X =2, R=0} = E{Y(0) | X =
x,R=1}, and (ii) pr(R=1| X = ) > 0 for all x such that pr(X =z, R =0) > 0.

Assumption [2fstates that the conditional mean of Y (0) is the same for the trial data and exter-
nal controls. This assumption holds if X captures all the outcome predictors that are correlated
with R. From the guidance in FDA! (2023)) for drug development in rare diseases, there are five
main concerns regarding the use of external controls: (i) selection bias, (i1) unmeasured con-
founding, (iii) lack of concurrency, (iv) data quality, and (v) outcome validity. Assumption [2]
does not require the covariate distribution of external controls to be the same as that of the trial
data, which is termed as the selection bias in the guidance. Under Assumption [2] borrowing ex-
ternal controls to improve treatment effect estimation is similar to a transportability or covariate
shift problem. However, the presence of concerns (ii)—(v) can result in violation of Assumption
2l Our paper has two main objectives: 1) Under Assumption [2] similarly to the work of [Li et al.
(2023), we develop a semiparametrically efficient and robust strategy to borrow external controls
to improve estimation while correcting for selection bias (§2.2)); 2) Considering that Assumption
[2] can be potentially violated, we incorporate a selective borrowing procedure that will detect the

biases and retain only a subset of comparable external controls for integration (§2.3).

2.2 Semiparametric efficient estimation under the ideal situation

From the semiparametric theory (Bickel et al.; |1998)), we derive efficient and robust estimators
for 7 under Assumptions [[]and 2] The derivation reaches the same estimator as |[Li et al.| (2023),
and will serve as the base for our selective borrowing strategy. The semiparametric model is

attractive as it exploits the observed data without making assumptions about the nuisance parts of
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the data generation process that are not of substantive interest. We derive the efficient influence
function of 7 in Theorem |1} which shall serve as the foundational component of our proposed

framework.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions[l|and[2] the efficient influence function of T is

wﬂ',eff(v;,ula,Uan7r) = pr(R—R—l) {,Ul(X) _ MO(X) _ 7_} + A{YW;(/;;SX)}

_RA-A+ A - R)r(X)  ¢(X{Y — po(X)}
pr(R =1) g(X){1 = 7a(X)} +r(X)’

ey

where y(X) =E(Y | X, R=1,A=1), io(X)=EY | X,R=1,A=0=E(Y | X,R=
0), r(X)=var(Y | X,R=1,A=0)/var(Y | X,R=0),and ¢(X) =pr(R=1| X)/pr(R =
0] X).

Based on Theorem the semiparametric efficiency bound for 7is V. . = E {wzveH(V; 11, o>
q,7)}. Hence, a principled estimator can be motivated by solving the empirical analog of E{t, «(V
; pi1, po, ¢, 7)y = 0 for 7.

Let the estimators of (1, pi1,q,7) be (o, i1, 7, 7), and denote €, ; = Y; — ji,(X;) (a = 0,1).

Then, by solving the empirical version of the efficient influence function for 7, we have

~ Ajer;
B _ze%m { ~BoX) WA(Xi)}
_ {2 ( 1 —A)+ (0 - Rz‘)ﬂ(Xi)}@(Xi)g ‘
e%g {1 —ma(X;)} +7(X5) o

2)

We now discuss the estimators for the nuisance functions (po, i1, q,r). To estimate pg(X),



11(X), and r(X), one can follow the standard approach by fitting parametric models based on
the trial data.

For estimating the weight ¢(X), a direct approach is to predict pr(R = 0 | X), which
however is unstable due to inverting probability estimates. To achieve stability of weighting, the
key insight is based on the central role of ¢(X) as balancing the covariate distribution between
two groups: E{(1—R)q(X)g(X)} = E{Rg(X)} forany g(X) = {¢:1(X), ..., 9x(X)}, which
is a K{-dimensional function of X. Thus, we estimate ¢(.X ) by calibrating the covariate balance
between the trial data and external controls. In particular, we assign a weight ¢; for each subject

i € &, then solve the following optimization problem for Q) = {¢; : i € £}:

min L(Q) = Z ¢;10g g;,
i€

subject to (i) ¢; > 0,7 € &, (i) >, :9(X;) = Y ,cr 9(X;). First, L(Q) is the entropy of the
weights; thus, minimizing this criterion ensures that the calibration weights are not too far from
uniform so it minimizes the variability due to heterogeneous weights. Constraint (i) is a standard
condition for the weights. Constraint (ii) forces the empirical moments of the covariates to be
the same after calibration, leading to better-matched distributions of the trial data and external
controls.

The optimization problem can be solved using constrained convex optimization. The esti-

mated calibration weight is g; = ¢(X;; 7)) = exp{n'g(X;)}, and 7] solves

Un) = ZGXP {UTQ(Xi)} 9(X;) — Zg(Xi) =0,

1e€ 1E€ER



which is the Lagrangian dual problem to the optimization problem. The dual problem also entails
that the calibration weighting approach makes a log regression model for ¢(X'). We term 7 with

the calibration weights by the augmented calibration weighting estimator 7, .

Remark 1. The variance ratio r(X) quantifies the relative residual variability of Y (0) given
X between the trial data and external controls. In general, estimating the conditional variance
ratio involves nonparametric regression, which can be challenging; see |Shen et al.| (2020) and
references therein. Fortunately, the consistency of Tae, does not rely on the correct specification
of 7(X). For example, if 7(X) is set to be zero, Ty, reduces to the trial-only estimator without
borrowing any external information, which is always consistent. In order to leverage external
information and estimate r(X) practically, we can make a simplifying homoscedasticity assump-

tion that the residual variances of Y (0) after addressing X are constant over studies. In this case,

r(X) can be estimated by 7 = Ne N7 'Y o (1 — A){Y; — B0 (X)) 12/ D ice{Yi — 10(X0) }2.

We show that 7,.,, has the following desirable properties: 1) local efficiency, T, achieves
the semiparametric efficiency bound if the nuisance functions are correctly specified; 2) double
robustness, T, 18 consistent for 7 if either the model for 1, (X ) or that for ¢(X) is correct; see
proof in the of the Supplementary Material.

The doubly robust estimators were initially developed to gain robustness to parametric mis-
specification but are now known to also be robust to approximation errors using machine learning
methods (e.g., (Chernozhukov et al.; 2018). We will investigate this new doubly robust feature
for the proposed estimator 7,.,, and use flexible semiparametric or nonparametric methods to
estimate both 1,(X) (¢ = 0,1), r(X) and ¢(X) in (2). First, we will consider the method of

sieves (Chen; 2007) for ¢(X). In comparison with other nonparametric methods such as kernels,
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the method of sieves is particularly well-suited for calibration weighting. We consider general
sieve basis functions such as power series, Fourier series, splines, wavelets, and artificial neural
networks; see (Chen|(2007) for a comprehensive review. The number of bases can be selected by
cross validation. Second, we consider flexible outcome models, e.g., generalized additive models,
kernel regression, and the method of sieves for 1i,(X) (a = 0,1). Using flexible methods alle-
viates bias from the misspecification of parametric models. The following regularity conditions

are required for the nuisance function estimators.

Assumption 3. For a function f(X) with a generic random variable X, define its Ly-norm
as |F(X)|| = {[ f(z)%dpr(z)}2 Assume: (i) ||[fia(X) — pa(X)|| = 0,(1),a = 0,1 and
Ia(x) - q<X>|r = 0 (1) (i) E0(X) = o) % IFX) — a(X)| = 0 (N2); i) [F(X) —

r*(X)|| = 0,(1) for some r*(X), and (iv) additional regularity conditions in Assumption |3 of the

Supplementary Material.

Assumption [3|is a set of typical regularity conditions for M-estimation to achieve rate double
robustness (Van der Vaart; 2000). Under these regularity conditions, our proposed framework can
incorporate flexible methods for estimating the nuisance functions while remains the parametric-

rate consistency for T,y

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions we have NY*(Toey — T) N N(0,V.), where V. =

E{Y2 (Vs pa, po, ¢, 7)) If (X)) = r(X), Tacw achieves the semiparametric efficiency.

Theorem [2| motivates variance estimation by V, = N1 . . w%m ot (Vi i, o, G, 7),

which is consistent for V. under Assumptions
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2.3 Bias detection and selective borrowing

In practical situations, Assumption [2] may not hold, and the augmentation in (2) can be biased.
We will develop a selective borrowing framework to select external subjects that are comparable
with the concurrent controls for integration. To account for the potential violations, we introduce
a vector of bias parameter by = (b1, ...,bn,.0) forall i € &, where b;g = by(X;) = E(Y; |
X, A =0,R; =0)— E(Y; | Xi, A = 0,R; = 1) = poe(Xi) — po(X;). When Assumption 2
holds, we have b, = 0. Otherwise, there exists at least one ¢ € £ such that b; o # 0. To prevent
bias in 7,.,, from incomparable external controls, the goal is to select the comparable subset with
b; o = 0 and exclude any others with b; o # 0.

Let b; = fo.s(X;) — fio(X;) be a consistent estimator for b; o, where iy ¢(X;) is a consistent
estimator for y ¢(X;). Let b= (31, . ,/Z;Ng) be an initial estimator for by. We propose a refined

estimator of b, by penalized estimation:

B:argmin{@—b)Tib_l@—b)+)\N2p(|bi|)}, 3)
’ ic€

where 3, is the estimated variance of b, p(|b:]) = |b:]/ |/b\l |” is the adaptive lasso penalty term, and
(An, ) are two tuning parameters. Intuitively, if Ez is close to zero, the associated penalty will be
large, which further shrinks the estimate Z)i towards zero. According to Zou (2006), Huang et al.

(2008)), and [L1n et al.|(2009), the adaptive lasso penalty can lead to a desirable property under the

following regularity conditions.

Assumption 4. (i) ay max;{7io(X;) — 110(Xi)} = Op(1) and ay maxi{fio.e(X;) — po.e(Xi)} =

O,(1), Yi € &; (ii) Let Tymin and Tymax be the smallest and largest eigenvalues of ib, there
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exist constants T, and 1o such that 0 < 71 < Ty min < Tpmax < T2, (iii) Anbmin — 00, where

buin = min{b; 0,1 ¢ A}, and (iv) Ay /b"L — 0 and Aya%, — <.

min

Lemma 1. Suppose the assumptions in Theorem[2|and Assumption[d| hold except that Assumption

may be violated, we have limy_, ., pr(A =A) = 1.

Lemma (1| shows that the adaptive lasso penalty has the ability to select zero-valued param-
eters consistently when using a a-consistent initial estimator ZZ and proper choices of (Ay, ),
provided that the minimum of the non-zero bias by,;, does not diminish too fast and the initial
estimator E is sufficient good. In practice, the initial estimator EZ can be obtained by leverag-
ing off-the-shelf machine learning models with guaranteed convergence rate, and (Ay, V) are
selected by minimizing the mean square error using cross validation. Given b, the selected set of

comparable external controls is A = {i : b; = 0}. The modified integrative estimator is

Tonss0 = — R; [fu(Xi) — Ho(X;) +

) )%\O,ia (4)

where 7,(X) is the estimated function of 7,(X) = var(Y | X, R =1,A =0)/var(Y | X, R =
0, by = 0), which are used to adjust for the changes in the covariate distribution from all external
controls in & to A.

Followed by the suggestions in Ho et al.| (2007)) to improve the finite-sample performances,
the nearest-neighbor matching based on the estimated probability of trial inclusion e(X) =

pr(R = 1| X) is performed after selecting the comparable subset .4, which is to ensure a more
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balanced allocation ratio between the treated group and the hybrid control arm; see Algorithm 1]

for the overview of our selective borrowing framework.

Algorithm 1. the proposed selective integrative estimator
Input: A randomized controlled trial with size Ngx = N; + NN, and external controls.
Step 1: fit the models for the outcome means i1, (10, f40.¢, and the weights q.

Step 2: construct the pseudo-observation f for the bias parameter b.

Step 3: select the comparable subset A= {i: b = 0} via the bias penalization ( .
Step 4: if |A| > N; — N, perform the nearest-neighbor matching to select N, — N,
external controls as the final A; else, Jjump to Step 5.

Step 5: compute T21asso § using the selected external controls in A.

acw

We show the efficiency gain of the proposed estimator compared to the trial-only estimator.

Theorem 3. Suppose the assumptions in Theorem|2|and Assumption 4| hold except that Assump-

tion |2\ may be violated. Let r;(X) = r,(X), the reduction of the asymptotic variance of T

acw

compared to the trial-only estimator is:

1 B pr(R=1]| X)ry(X)1(bp = 0)var(Y | X,R=1,A=0)
prr(R=1)" [{q(X){1 = ma(X)} + r(X)pr(bo = 0 | X, R = 0) {1 — ma(X)} ]~

(&)

which is strictly positive unless ry(x) = 0 orby # 0orvar(Y | X,R=1,A=0) =0 forall x

such that pr(X = x) > 0.

We derive (5)) using orthogonality of the efficient influence function of 7 to the nuisance
tangent space, and relegate the details to the Supplemental Material. Theorem [3] showcases the
advantage of including external controls in a data-adaptive manner, where the asymptotic vari-

ance of T2asso

acw

should be strictly smaller than the trial-only estimator unless the external controls

all suffer exceeding noises, i.e., r,(X;) = 0 or the compatible subset .4 of the external controls is
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an empty set, i.e., by # 0 or the covariate X captures all the variability of Y'(0) in the trial data,
ie,var(Y | X, R =1,A = 0) = 0. Below, we establish the asymptotic properties and provide
a valid inferential framework for the proposed integrative estimator; more details are provided in

of the Supplemental Material.

Theorem 4. Suppose the assumptions in Theorem |2\ and Assumption 4| hold except that Assump-
tionmay be violated, we have N'/?(78lass0 _ 1) — N (0, V¥85%°) Further, the (1 — a) x 100%

acw

confidence interval [L,,U,| for T can be constructed by

[LT, UT] — |:§_\:CIa\:]sso — 221 /i\)'?lasso/N’ ?scla‘ifsso + Za/2! /vilasso/N:| , (6)

where V185 s g variance estimator of V&2, z, /2 is the 1 — a/2 quantile for the standard

normal distribution, and [L, U, satisfies that pr(t € [L,,U;]) - 1 —aas N — oc.

3 Simulation

In this section, we evaluate the finite-sample performance of the proposed framework to estimate
treatment effects under potential bias scenarios via plasmode simulations. First, a set of d = 12
baseline covariates X € R is generated by mimicking the correlation structure and the moments
(up to the sixth) of variables from an oncology randomized placebo-controlled trial (i.e., the trial
data) and the Flatiron Health Spotlight Phase 2 cohort (Copyright©2020 Flatiron Health, Inc. All
Rights Reserved; external controls).

Next, we generate the data source indicator R; as R; | X;,U; ~ Bernoulli{nz(X;,U;)}
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given the sample sizes (N, N¢), where U; represents an unmeasured confounder. The treatment
assignment for the trial data is completely at random (i.e., pr(A; = 1 | R; = 1) = N;/Ng), while
all external subjects receive the control (i.e., pr(4; = 0 | R; = 0) = 1). The outcomes Y; are

generated by

Y; ‘ (X“Al,Ul,Rl = 1) ~ N{,UO(Xza UiaAi)>U%/}7

Y | (X, Ui, Ri = 0) ~ N{poe (X5, Uy), 08}

We consider three data-generating scenarios in Table[I(a), where 7, is chosen adaptively to ensure
the desired sample sizes (N, N¢), and (1, 8,7, 3, 03-) are chosen empirically based on the model
fits using the observed oncology clinical trial data. In all the scenarios, we use the linear predictor
of X to fit (¢, po, f0.¢ ), and thus the models are correctly specified under the model choices ‘C’
where the linear predictor of X governs the true data generation, but are misspecified under the
choices “W’, where the data generation depends on a new set of covariates X, which include
the quadratic and cubic terms of the (d — 1)-th and d-th covariates (i.e., X3 ;, X3, X3 |, X3)
addition to the baseline covariate X. Moreover, we utilize the cross-fitting procedure to select
tuning parameters for the gradient boosting model.

The proposed framework is evaluated on an imbalanced trial data where N. = (20, 30, 40, 50, 75,
100) and NV; = 200 with an external control group of size Ng = 3000. We investigate the perfor-
mance of our proposed estimator under two levels of unmeasured confounding (w = 0 and 0.3)
by comparing with other estimators in Table [I{b). The trial-only augmented inverse probability

weighting estimator, T, (Cao et al.;[2009), and the augmented calibration weighting estimator
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Table 1: Simulation settings: (a) model choices (C and W), where X = [X, X2 |, X2 X3 X3,
and (b) the description of five estimators

(a) logit{mr(X,U)} po(X, U, A) po.s(X,U)
C 7}0+17T)§'—|—wU @T)S—FAO(T(LX)“F(UUUY @T)f—&—any—l-way
W no+ 7" X +wlU "X+ Aa"(1,X) + wUoy B*X +wUoy + woy

(b) Estimators

Taipw the augmented inverse probability weighting estimator without borrowing (Cao et al.}|2009)
Tacw the integrative augmented calibration weighting estimator with full borrowing (Li et al.}2023)
ralasso the data-adaptive integrative estimator using the linear regressions for (1g, fo.¢)

Aaacljffg‘{)m the data-adaptive integrative estimator using the tree-based gradient boosting for (o, fi0.¢)
Topp the Bayesian predictive p-value power prior estimator (Kwiatkowski et al.}[2023)

Tacw With full borrowing (Li et al.; [2023)) are used as benchmarks. Two data-adaptive integrative

estimators, 72125° and ?;g?,ff;bm, are considered, where linear regressions and tree-based gradient

boosting are used to estimate the nuisance models. Other machine learning algorithms that sat-
isfy pointwise consistency, such as the generalized additive model, can also be utilized to select
a comparable subset of external controls consistently. The Bayesian predictive p-value power
prior estimator, 7,,,, is an extension of the power prior, which discounts each external control
according to its outcome compatibility using Box’s p-value (Kwiatkowski et al.; 2023).
Figure|I|displays the average bias, variance, mean squared error, type I error when E{7(X) |
R =1} = 0, and power for testing 7 > 0 when E{7(X) | R = 1} = 0.3 based on 1000 sets of
data replications. Over the three model scenarios, the trial-only estimator T, is always consis-
tent but lacks efficiency as it only utilizes the concurrent controls for estimation, especially when
N, is small. When the conditional mean exchangeability in Assumption [2| holds (i.e., w = 0),

the full-borrowing estimator 7, is most efficient, shown by its low mean squared error and high
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Selection Propensity:
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Figure 1: Simulation results under various levels of w, and different model choices of ¢(X') and

fio(X).
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power for detecting a significant treatment effect. Our proposed selective integrative estimators,

?alasso and ?alasso

s acw gbm» May be less efficient than 7., due to finite-sample selection error. However,

they maintain smaller variance and improved power compared to 7,;,, regardless of whether the
nuisance models are misspecified. When Assumption is violated (i.e., w = 0.3), Tacw becomes
biased, leading to inflated type I error and low power. The Bayesian estimator 7, requires cor-
rect parametric specification of the outcome model and performs poorly when the model omits a
key confounder that is imbalanced between data sources. In our simulations, high weights were

assigned to the external control subjects, which led to some bias in the treatment effect estimates

when N. was small. However, both 728550 and ?;‘gifsg%m achieve smaller mean squared errors

than the trial-only estimator by incorporating external control subjects. In cases where the out-
come model is incorrectly specified and w = 0.3, the benefit of using machine learning methods
becomes apparent. Specifically, the flexibility of the gradient boosting model ensures the con-
vergence rate assumption for 62 1.e., ay (32 — bio) = Op(l) for a certain sequence ay (Zhang
and Yu; 2005). By incorporating compatible external controls more accurately, 725 better
controls bias and achieves comparable power levels to 72125° where the adaptive lasso estima-
tion is based on a misspecified linear model that lacks such properties and may not yield power
gains. However, the adaptive lasso estimation based on the misspecified linear model lacks such
properties and may not provide gains in power. One notable trade-off of our proposed estimators

is the slight type I error inflation when N, is small and Assumption [2]is violated, which can be

attributed to finite-sample selection error and is also observed in Viele et al.[(2014).
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4 Real-data Application

In this section, we present an application of the proposed methodology to investigate the effec-
tiveness of basal Insulin Lispro against regular Insulin Glargine in patients with type I diabetes.
When combined with preprandial insulin lispro, basal Insulin Lispro and Insulin Glargine are two
long-acting Insulin formulations used for patients with Type I diabetes mellitus. We analyze the
IMAGINE-1 study, a randomized controlled trial where participants were unevenly assigned to
either basal Insulin Lispro (treatment group) or Insulin Glargine (control group). Additionally,
external control units from the IMAGINE-3 trial were used. In Supplemental Material we
also explore the effectiveness of Solanezumab versus placebo in slowing Alzheimer’s Disease
progression using external observational data.

Our primary objective is to test the hypothesis of whether basal Insulin Lispro is superior
to regular Insulin Glargine at glycemic control for patients with Type I diabetes mellitus. This
can be achieved by comparing the deviation of hemoglobin Alc level from baseline after 52
weeks of treatment. Both studies contain a rich set of baseline covariates X, such as age, gender,
baseline Hemoglobin Alc (%), baseline fasting serum glucose (mmol/L), baseline Triglycerides
(mmol/L), baseline low density lipoprotein cholesterol (mmol/L) and baseline Alanine Transam-
inase (U/L). The primary analysis population in IMAGINE-1 were randomized patients who
received at least one treatment dose. To mimic the full-analysis population from IMAGINE-1,
historical control subjects with missing baseline assessments are discarded from IMAGINE-3.
The last observation carried forward is used to impute missing post-baseline outcomes. The

IMAGINE-1 study consists of Nz = 439 subjects with 286 in the treated group and 153 in the
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control group, while the IMAGINE-3 study includes Ng = 444 patients in the control arm. In our
statistical analysis, we first use the baseline covariates X to model the trial inclusion probability
by calibration weighting under the entropy loss function. Next, we assume a linear heterogeneity
treatment effect function for the outcomes with X as the treatment modifier, and compare the
same set of estimators in the simulation study.

Table 2| reports the estimated results. The trial-only estimator 7,i,, shows that the basal
Insulin Lispro has a significant treatment effect on reducing the glucose level solely based on the
IMAGINE-1 study. Due to potential population bias, the naively integrative estimators 7,.,, and
Topp» albeit significant, are slightly different from 7,;,,,, which may be subject to possible biases
of the external controls. After filtering out the incompatible patients from the external controls
by our adaptive lasso selection, the final integrative estimates 724255° and ?:éivsfgobm are closer to
the benchmark but have narrower confidence intervals. According to our adaptive analysis result,
basal Insulin Lispro is significantly more effective than regular Insulin Glargine at glycemic
control when used for patients with Type I diabetes mellitus.

Table 2: Point estimates, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals of the treatment effect of
BIL against regular GL based on the IMAGINE-1 and IMAGINE-3 studies

?aipw ?acw ?:gizs % ?Scljvs ,Sg%m %\ppp
Est. (S.E.) -0.25(0.072) -0.22 (0.057) -0.24 (0.065) -0.25(0.070) -0.27 (0.062)
C.L (-0.39,-0.11) (-0.33,-0.11) (-0.37,-0.08) (-0.39,-0.12) (-0.39,-0.15)

Next, we compare the performances of 7,;,,, with our data-adaptive integrative estimates to
highlight the advantages of our dynamic borrowing framework. To accomplish it, we retain the

size of the treatment group but create 100 sub-samples by randomly selecting V] patients from its
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control group, where N7 = 10, ...,153. Then, the patients treated with regular Insulin Glargine
in the IMAGINE-3 study are augmented to each selected sub-sample and the treatment effect is
evaluated upon the hybrid control arms design. Figure [2] presents the average probabilities of
successfully detecting 7 < —0.1, the so-called probability of success, against the size of sub-
samples. When solely utilizing patients from the IMAGINE-1 study, 7, produces a probability
of success larger than 0.8 only if the size of the control group is larger than 25. Combined with the
IMAGINE-3 study, 721855 and ?jcljffg%m refine the treatment effect estimation and only 15 patients
are needed in the concurrent control group to attain a probability of success higher than 0.8.
Therefore, by properly leveraging the external controls, we may accelerate drug development by

decreasing the number of patients on the concurrent control, thereby reducing the duration and

cost of the clinical trial.

5 Discussion

The interest in the use of external control arms for drug development is becoming more com-
mon. However, concerns regarding their quality and validity have limited their use for healthcare
decision-making thus far, necessitating careful and appropriate assessment. To adjust for poten-
tial selection bias, our proposed method calibrates the covariate moments across two data sources,
ensuring that the covariate distributions in both sources match each other. Alternative predictive
model-based strategies are applicable when only a subset of covariates is shared (Stuart et al.j
2011} Tipton; |2014). To address differences in outcomes, we select comparable external subsets

based on the adaptive lasso penalty. Alternative penalties can be considered if the selection con-
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Figure 2:  Probability of success for detecting 7 < —0.1 by Taipw Toma™, and 7225 with
varying control group sizes of the IMAGINE-1 study.

sistency property is attained, such as the smoothly clipped absolute deviation penalty (Fan and
Li; 2001). Moreover, our framework can be easily extended to augment observational studies
with external data, which may require additional modeling and assumptions to achieve double
robustness. Slight type I error inflation is observed in our simulations when the concurrent con-
trol group is small, attributed to selection error in finite samples. One future direction will be
to rigorously construct a data-adaptive confidence interval to account for finite-sample selection
uncertainty without being overly conservative (Lee et al.; 2016} [Tibshirani et al.; 2016). Other
future directions include extending the proposed integrated inferential framework to survival out-
comes (Lee et al.; |2022b), estimating heterogeneous treatment effects (Wu and Yangj 2022a;

Yang et al.; 2022), and combining probability and non-probability samples (Yang et al.; 2020;
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Gao and Yang; [2023)).
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Supplementary Material

We include all the technical details in this section. In specific, Section [A] provides the proofs
of Theorems [I], 2] [3] [4] extensions to multiple external controls, and other technical Lemmas.
Section [B| presents additional simulation results related to other bias-generating concerns raised
by FDA guidance. Section [C| presents an additional real-data application on the progression of

mild Alzheimer’s Disease.

A Technical Proofs and Details

A.1 Proof of Theorem [1]

To identify the parameter 1 with the observed data {V; : i € R U £}, we have

po = E[E{Y(0) | X,R=1} | R =1]
= E[E{Y(0) | X,R=0} | R=1]

=E[EY | X,R=0)| R=1]
1
= PR 1)E{RE(Y | X,R=0)}
1
- mE{P(R =1 X)uo(X)}, (7
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where 11o(X) = E(Y | X,R = 1,A =0) = E(Y | X,R = 0) under Assumption [2] Let

V = (X, A,Y, R) be a vector of random variables, the full observed data distribution is

fV)=fX)P(R=1|X)*P(R=0| X)""
x PA=1|X,R=1*PA=0]| X,R=1)F1-4
xfY|X,R=1,A=1DfY | X, R=1,A=0)R0-4

x f(Y | X,R=0)""

To derive the efficient influence function, we resort to the method of parametric submodel in
Bickel et al| (1998). Let {f:(V) : ¢ € R} be a regular parametric submodel and the truth is
evaluated at t = 0, i.e., fy(V) |;=0= f(V). Therefore, the observed score function based on
single observed V' under Assumptions|l|and 2|is derived by the pathwise derivatives of log f;(V)

with respect to ¢:

R—P(R=1|X) OP(R=1]X)
St(v)ZSt(X)+P(R:1|X){1—P(R:1|X)} ot
R{A—ma(X)} OP(A=1|X,R=1)
()1 — 7a(X)) ot

FRAS,(Y | X,A=1,R=1)+R(1-A)S(Y |X,R=1,4A=0)

+(1-R)S(Y | X,R=0),

where S;(X) = dlog fi(X)/0t, Si(Y | X,R=1,A=a)=0log f(Y | X,R=1,A=a)/0t
fora = 0,1, and Si(Y | X,R = 0) = dlog f(Y | X,R = 0)/0t. By the observed score
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function, the tangent space 7 can be constructed by 7 = T; + 75 + T3 + T4, where

T = {T(X) - /F(m)f(m)d:v "
T={{R-PR=1|X)}a(X)}, T3={R(A-ma)b(X)},

Ti = T O T — {r(y, X, R A): / D(y, X, R, A f(y | X, R, A)dy — o}

N {F(Y, X,R,A):E HP&;};)FX) - P(Ri(ll;ﬁig X } I(Y,X,R,A) | X] = 0} ,

for any two arbitrary square-integrable measurable functions a(X), b(X). The tangent space T2
is induced by the restricted moment model due to Assumption 2, where E(Y | X, R = 1, A =
0)=EY |X,R=0).

From the semiparametric theory, the efficient influence function 1,,, (V') for o must satisfy
8E{,u07t(X)}/0t‘t:0 = E{t,,.ex(V)S(V)} and belongs to the tangent space 7. Based on the
formula in (7), we have g = E{P(R=1| X)uo(X)} /P(R = 1), which is in a ratio form
with numerator N = E{P(R=1| X)p(X)} and denominator D = P(R = 1). Therefore,
we will first define the efficient influence functions of the numerator and denominator, and then
combine them to have the final efficient influence function for .

Let N; and D, denote N and D being evaluated at the submodel f;(V'). For the numerator

N, the semiparametric efficient influence function is the pathwise derivative of the parameter of
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interest:

ON,
Sl = E{P(R=1] X)uo(X)S(X)}
OP(R=1|X Opp (X
+Et|: i - | >M0,t(X>1 o [’“’#()P(R:HX)]
t=0 t=0
Next, we show that the pathwise derivative in the second part is
O (R=1|X 0
t t=0 at t=0
= E[{R- P(R=1| X)}5(A.Y.R| X)| X]. (®)

But the pathwise derivative Jp+(X)/0t in the third part can be derived in two different ways

under the conditional mean exchangeability assumption by (9) and (10):

Oz{/y%ﬁw|XJ%:®@}to
:{/@S@!XJ%:mﬁw!XJ%zm@}

Opo(X)
ot

t

=E{YS(Y|X,R=0)| X,R=0}
=E{Y —po(X)}S(Y [ X,R=0)| X,R = 0]

(1 - R){Y — uo(X)} SOV | X, R)
:E[ P(R=0]X) ‘Xy

®)
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and

Opos(X)

ot = E[{Y — uo(X)}S(Y | X,R=10)| X, R=0]

—E[{Y —uo(X)}S(Y | X,R=1,A=0) | X,R=1,A=0]

TR =AY — wo(X)}S(Y | X, R, A)
‘E[ P(R=1A=0]X) k}

(10)

By combining the formulas @I} and , the pathwise derivative of 14 ;(.X) in general should be

) _pf G a—RHY—manSWLXRwﬂ
a |, |Gt P(R=0] X) o
E Cy R(l_A){Y_MO(X)}S(Y|X>R7A> X
* {C’l—l—Cg P(R=1,4A=0]|X) ‘ }

where C) = C1(X) and Cy = Cy(X) are two arbitrary functions of X. To obtain the efficient
influence function of N, we need to find the proper C; and C’ such that the third term belongs to

the tangent space 74, which satisfies:

Y — po(X)
b ({Cdl — R)q(X){Y — po(X)} + CoR(1 — A)TA(X)]

(1-R)Y R(1—AY -
X{P(R=0|X)_P(R:1,A:0,X>}|X>—o.
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By algebra, we can show that

G _ B[R - AY — po(X)}Y | X]/E [(1 = R?*q(X){Y — uo(X)}Y | X]
Cy  {1-—ma(XNP(R=1,A=0]X) P(R=0]X)

_ r(X)

{1l = ma(X)}e(X)

(12)

where ¢(X) =P(R=1|X)/P(R=0| X)and r(X) =var(Y | X,R=1,A = 0)/var(Y |
X, R = 0). Plugging and back, we can show that the desired pathwise derivative of
/JJQJ(X) is

(1= R)yr(X)q(X) {Y — po(X)} R = A)g(X) {Y — po(X)}
r(X) 4 {1 = ma(X) }a(X) r(X) + {1 = ma(X)}q(X)

€T,

Thus, we verify that each part of 0N, /0t |, belongs to the tangent space 7 and the efficient

influence function for N is

Yy = P(R=1][X)uo(X) = N+{R-PR=1]X)}po(X)
(1= R)r(X)g(X){Y —po(X)} | R(1 = A)g(X){Y — puo(X)}
r(X) + {1 = ma(X)}q(X) r(X) + {1 = ma(X)}q(X)
= ¢y — N.

For the denominator D;, we have 0D, /0t |—o= E{ROP,(R = 1)/0t}|:~o and thus, the semi-
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parametric efficient influence function based on Lemma S2 in|Jiang et al.| (2020) is

— 1R
Buoen(V) = St

_ PR=1]X){p(X) —Mo}+{R—P<R: 1] X)Huo(X) — po}

. P(R=1) N P(R=1) )
eTi €T
LR gX)r(XO{Y —p(X)}  RO-4) X)) {Y — po(X)}
P(R=1)r(X) 4+ {1 — ma(X)}q(X) _ P(R=1)r(X)+{1 - m(X)}q(X)/’
€74

which has the semiparametric efficiency bound as

Vo = | £{ 2t} B2, (V) = E(2, (V).

and E {0V, ex(V)/Opo} = —E{R/P(R=1)} = —1. Following the similar argument in
Section the semiparametric efficient influence function v, .¢(X, A, Y, R;7) for 7 can be

derived
_ P(R=1]X){p(X)— po(X)—7}
wT,eff<V) — P(R _ 1) )
€T
AR=P(R=1] X)Hm(X) = po(X) =7} RAY — (X))
. P(R=1) . ma(X)
€T €T

LR q(X)rCO{Y —pm(X)}  RO-A)  g(X){Y — (X))

_PR=1r(X)+{l —ma(X)}q(X) P(R=1)r(X)+ {1 —ma(X)}q(X)

~—
€Ta
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By setting the empirical efficient influence function under the observed data (X, A, Y, R) equal

to zero, the semiparametric efficient estimator of 7 is obtained by

o { ﬁ(Xz)} N
)
{1-

- X (Vi ot X0 1V — 7o)
& ze;s ma(Xi) }(X; M ,e%g +{1_7TA< Xo)y(Xs) 7

which achieves the semiparametric efficiency bound V., ¢ if all the nuisance functions are cor-

rectly specified as illustrated in Theorem [2]

A.2 Proof of Double Robustness of 7,

To prove the double robustness of 7,,..,, we aim to show that E{¢; (V) } = 0 if either 11o(X) or
q(X) is correctly specified regardless of whether (X)) is correct or not.

When (X)) is correctly specified but ¢(X) is incorrectly specified: Under this scenario, we
have ig(X) — po(X) and g(X) — ¢*(X), where ¢“(X) is an arbitrary function. Then, we can

show that

-sfafg m i)
— E[R{}i0o(X) — po}] (14)

0= RGO — (X)) [RO = A3X) (Y — (X))
E[ 0 + (L ma(X))%) } b [ F0+ Um0 Y

~—
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where (13) is always consistent with zero as the true 74 (X ) is known for the randomized clinical

trial. The second part (14) is consistent with
E[R{p0o(X) — po}] = E{po(X) —po | R=1}P(R=1) =0

as pip = E(Y | R=1,A=0) = E{uo(X) | R = 1}. For the rest parts (L3)), they are consistent

with zero under the Assumption [2}

i [ RGO — )
) {1 - ma0]e ()

CP(R =0 X)g"(X)r(X) o

) T {1 - e CE RS0 “°(X”’}

CP(R = 0| X)g"(X)r(X)

(X)) + {1 = ma(X)}g*(X)

(B | X R=1,4=0) = ()} =0,

and

B {R(l = A)g" (X {Y — wo(X)}
P30+ 41— ma (%)} (X)
(X)P(R=1,A=0] X) o _
=5 (o (GO B 1 X R =1 = e0]) =0

Next, when ¢(X) is correctly specified but 1(X) is incorrectly specified: Under this scenario, we

have jig(X) — pf(X) and g(X) — ¢(X), where p§ (X) is an arbitrary function. Then, (15) is
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consistent with

E{(l—R)q(X)T(X){Y—uZ]”(X)} R(l—A)q(X){Y—ué”(X)}}
r(X) +{1 = ma(X)}e(X) r(X) + {1 = ma(X) }q(X)
:E{ P(R=1|X)r(X)

r(X) +{1 = 7a(X)}q(X)

B {P(R = 1[ X){1 — 7a(X)}q(X)
r(X) +{1 = 7a(X)}q(X)

=E[P(R=1|X){E(Y | X,R=1,A=0) — puy(X)}]

=E [R{po(X) — pg (X)}],

(E(Y | X,R=0) - ué“(X)}]

(B | X,R=1,A=0) —MB”(X)}]

which is canceled out with (14). Thus, E{t.«(V)} is an unbiased estimating equation for 7 if
q(X) is correctly specified.

When all the nuisance functions are correctly specified, we show in Theorem [2| that the in-
fluence function of 7,., is the same as the efficient influence function in Theorem [I| Thus, it
attains the semiparametric efficiency bound V. .¢. To derive a consistent variance estimator for

Tacw Under the parametric modeling, we take the Taylor’s series of T,.,, — 7T as

?acw —T= N_l Z wﬂ',acw(‘/%;ﬁlvﬁ(b 21\7?)

1ERUE

= NS g (Vi o, @) + 0p(N12),

IERUE
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where
R - ALY — 1 (
() = o(X) =7} + =

=1)
(X)}  RO-4)  gX){Y —h(X)}
Fa(X)  P(R=1)7(X) + {1l - ma(X)}q(X)’

w‘r,acwa/ti; ﬁl? ﬁO? aa ?) - (

1-R  g(X)r(X{Y — o
P(R=1)7(X) + {1 — ma(X)

and ¥, ., (Vi; ix, flo, ¢, 7) motivates the variance estimation presented in Remark

Remark 2. Under Assumptions! zand El the asymptotic variance V. for N'/?(T,e, —T) can be
consistently estimated by V., where V. = N~! >icruoe LU ew (Vis Bin, 0, 4,7 )}2 If||r(X) —

~

r(X)|| = 0,(1), V. converges to the semiparametric efficient bound V . .

of of Remark[2} Let the nuisance functions (fi1, /o, q) be characterized by the parameter § =

(Bo, 51,m), solving by the following estimation equations:
Opo(X;
S5u(Vi o) = (1 = AYRLY — pg(X: ﬁ@}%,

O (X; B1)
opr

Sy(Vim) ={(1 - R)q(X;n) — R}X.

Sp, (V5 81) = RA{Y — i (X; 1)}
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Based on standard Taylor first-order expansion, 7, has the influence function

‘racw ) wTaCW<V76
{amacw (V;0) { 209 ( X AY;By)

eh } A
|

_E } S (V' 1)

E{MW (V:0) { 8850 X AY: BU)} S (V: o)
53 Bo
Dpracw(V10)\ [ .08 <X AYim\ " o
o (PReplbs0) (s 0]

where V;0) is considered by adding the derivative of 1, ey (V; 0) in the direction of 0—0

TaCW(

to the original influence function 1, ,..,(V; 6). Consequently, a doubly robust variance estimator

for V., ,.w can be derived by

V=N Y (e, i)

1ERUE

Under Assumption |3, where ji,(X),a = 0,1 and q(X) are characterized by flexible modeling,
the bias of the semiparametric efficient influence function is equal to the product of the estimation
errors of two nuisance functions, which vanishes asymptotically under Assumption [3| Therefore,
the estimated efficient influence function 1, ».w (V'; 111, lo, ¢) can be directly used for the variance

estimation. n

Another alternative variance estimation is the bootstrap strategy based on the original obser-
vations {V; : < € R U £} or the asymptotic linear terms 1", (V;; i1, flo, ¢, 7); see Otsu and Rai

(2017)) for more details.
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A.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Assumption 5. Let V; = (X, A;,Y;, R;), the following regularity conditions hold:
a) V;5(V') belongs to a Donsker class (Van der Vaart; |2000).
b) . cx(V) is differentiable in T and E{0v, ox(V')/OT" } exists and is invertible.

Assumption [5|regularizes the complexity of the functional space. Noted that Assumption [5a)
may not be required if a cross-fitting procedure is used as an alternative. We illustrate Theorem 2]
by choosing the flexible data-adaptive modeling to be the method of sieves (Chen; [2007). Based
on the covariate X € R%*, we consider a d-vector basis function g(X) = {g;(X), -+, ga(X)}"

and approximate {q(X), u(X)} by the generalized sieves functions

q(X5n") = he{n™9(X)}, (X5 5;) = hpad By 9(X)}

where h,(+) is the link function for calibration weighting induced by the objective function, e.g.,
for the entropy balancing, h,(-) is an experiential function, and for the maximum entropy, h,(-)

is an expit function, hu,a(’) is the link function for p,, and
7" = argmin Elg(X) = ho{n"g(X)}*, 57 = argmin Elpa(X) = huo{f79(X)}". (16)

Next, we present the regularity conditions for the sieves estimator, under which Theorem [2|holds.

Assumption 6. The following regularity conditions hold:
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a) (Distribution of X) Let X be the support of X and is a Cartesian product of compact

intervals. The density of X, f(X), is bounded above and below away from 0 on X.

b) (Bounded moment) The second moment of the potential outcomes are finite, i.e., E{Y (a)*} <

oo, fora = 0, 1.

¢) (Functional smoothness) q(X) is si-times continuously differentiable, and p,(X) is so-

times continuously differentiable VX € X; let so = min(sy, s3) and s > 3dx.

d) (Basis functions) There exist constant | and u such that
U< pmin{9(X) (X))} < pmax{9(X)"9(X)} < w,

almost surely where puin(+) and puax () denote the minimum and maximum eigenvalues of
a matrix. The number of basis function d satisfies d = O(NV), where dx /(so—dx) < v <

1/4.

Under the regularity conditions in Assumption[6|and following Newey| (1997), the bounds for

the bias between the true functional and the sieves approximation are

sup |¢(X) — hy{n"g(X)}| = O{d' /G2,

Xex

sup |:ua(X) - hu,a{ﬂgg(*}QH = O{dl_SQ/(2dX)}v

Xex

and O{d'~*1/(4x)} = o(N~/*) under Assumption @1). Besides, since d* = o(N), the variances

of the sieves approximations are O(d/N) = o(N~'/?). Then under Assumption [6{d), we have i)
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1720(X) = po(X)|| = 0p(1) and [|g(X) — ¢(X)|| = 0,(1); (D) [[F0(X) — po(X)[| x [|g(X) —
¢(X)|| = 0p(N7112).

Following the empirical process literature, we denote pr as the empirical measure over the
combined trial data and external controls, i.e., pr{h(V)} = N713". o o h(V;). Also, we let
pr denotes the expectation over the data generative distribution, i.e., pr{h(V)} = [ h(V)dpr.

Under Assumption [5] by the standard Taylor expansion, we have

~ O e (Vs 1, 10, 0,7\ PO _
Tacw — T0 = — |:E{ ( 6’7'1 L ) pr{wT,acw(V; K1, Mo, Q7r)} + OP(N 1/2)

- Iﬁ‘{@bﬂacw(v; ﬁla ﬁOv a\v ?)} + Op(N_l/Q)a

where E {0V acw(V'; 11, 10, ¢, 7) /0T } = —1. Moreover, we can show

I/)\r{wﬂacw(v; ﬁl? ﬁOa Z]\> ?)}
= (f)\l" - pr){wﬂacw(V; ,ala //ZO? a? ?)} + pr{w‘r,acw(v; ﬁl; //]/07 a\a ?)}

= ﬁ{wT,aCW(VQ K1, Ho, 4, 7”*)}

+ pr{wﬂ',acw(v; ﬁl? ﬁ07 61\7 ?) - zb‘r,acw(‘/; M1, Mo, g, T*)} (17)
+ (IS\I' - pr){wﬂ—,acw(v; ﬁl? //J\JO; 21\7 ?) - ’l/}T,acw(V; M1, Mo, g, 7”*)}, (18)

where the third term is 0,(N~1/2) under Assumption and a). Even if the Donsker condi-
tion in Assumption [5|a) is not met, the cross-fitting procedure in|Chernozhukov et al.| (2018) can

be used to assure that is negligible. We now show that the second term ((17) is a small order

48



term:

P(R )pr{wﬂ'aew(v M, u07Q7 ) w‘racwa/ M1, to,q,T )}

= —pr[R{fio(X) — po(X)}]

_ o |TORX)P(R=0] X) + GXO)PR =1 X){1 — ma(X)
_ P(X) + {1 = ma(X)}g(X)

= —pr[P(R=0| X)q(X){7io(X) — po(X)}]

o | PR =0 X900 550 I EE) ) o]
(

= pr[P(R = 0 [ X){g(X) — ¢(X) Hzo(X) = po(X)}

|
+er [ PUE=0120600 {:EX; S e S

= pr[P(R =0 | X){g(X) — ¢(X)HEo(X) — po(X)}]

o | PR =0 )2 ST 06) - 9000 () - o0

b () MX)}}

LX) = (X))

Under Assumption2} P(R =0 | X) > 0 and g(X){1 — 7a(X)}/{F(X) + (1 — m4)q(X)} is
bounded by 1. Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Ty — 7 — PY{¢r acw (V5 41, fto, ¢, 7°) }
is bounded by C2(|g(X) — q(X)||[|7io(X) — p10(X)||, which is 0,(N~"/2) under Assumption [6]
Therefore, the bias is asymptotically negligible, and the influence function ¢, ,w (V5 i1, o, G, 7)
can be used for obtaining a robust variance estimation, thus V, = N~ > ierue U2 aew Vil Ho, G, 7).
which is consistent for £{¢2 .. (V; i1, pto, ¢, 7*) }, and T\, attains the semiparametric efficiency

when r*(X) = r(X). When the propensity score 74(X) is unknown and is estimated by 7(X),
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the second term ((17)) becomes

P(R = 1)pr{w7,acw(v; %Aa //Ib //,ZO, aa ?) - w‘r,acw(v; A, U1, Mo, 4, 7"*)}

~pr [{%A(X) — ma(X)Hin(X) — i (X)}
Ta(X)

+pr[P(R =0 X){g(X) — ¢(X) H{1o(X) = po(X)}]

qX{1 —7ma(X)} _ ~
,/,,\(X) + {1 - WA(X)}Q\(X) {Q(X) - Q(X)} {,U/O(X> - MO(X)} )

+ pr {P(R:0|X)

where the first term is controlled by the estimation error of (7T4(X), i1(X)), and the last two
terms are controlled by the estimation error of (q(X), 1io(X)). Thus, the estimator 7,,, is consis-

tentif [74(X) — 4 (X))} (X) = ia (X) | and ) (X [0 X) = io(X) | e 0 (N-72).

A.4 Proof of Lemma

For i € &, denote the true subject-level bias parameter by b, = by(X;) = E(Y; | X;, R; =

0) — E(Y; | Xi, Ry = 1, A; = 0). By the iterated expectation, we have

bio=EY;| X;, R =0) - E(Y; | X;, Ri =1, A; = 0)

= po.e(Xi) — po(Xy).
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Therefore, for i € £, b;o can be characterized by E = Joe(X;) — 110(X;). Let the penalized

estimators b be the solution to

b = arg min
b
1e€

(b0 S, (b —b) + Ay zpum)}

(" =T")"(" —T") + Ay >

= argmin
b ,
ez |bi

b
bi|”

_ . [T PTNT/TTL 7T h.
_argmbln{(F b—T"p)"(I'"'b—T b)—i—)\NZwZ]bA}

€€
} )

where flb_l 18 the variance of 3 flb_l = ffT and b* = ng Without loss of generality, we assume
the first |.A°| of by are non-zero and the rest of the entries are zero, i.e., by = (b10,0). Then

f]b_l =TT can be expressed in a block-wise form as follows:

~ ~ A~

07 TT

o3

s—1_ppr_ [ 1] @ b =
i e o o T
T, T,IT T,T

N —

It follows from the Karush—-Kuhn—Tucker conditions that b is the unique solution if

(b — Th) = Avwisgn(bio), i ¢ A,

|/’}71</b\* — /F\Ti))l < )\N’LUZ‘, 7 € ./4,
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where 7; is the i-th row of I'. Let wy; = (w;sgn(bs o), ¢ A)" and

~

= (D)) " Tul ™ {Jio £ (X) — fio(X)} = (IT]) " Aywm

= byo + (D1 DT {Jio.e (X) — Tio(X) — bo} — (T1I7) " Aywnr.

By Thereom 1 of Huang et al.|(2008]) and Theorem 2.1 of|Lin et al. (2009), the Karush—Kuhn—-Tucker

condition holds for b = (b;,0) if sgn(b;) = sgn(byo). Thus, since I'"b = I'Th, for b = (by,0), we

have pr(A = A) if
sgn(l~71) = sgn(byp),

Since {|by — b1| < |bio|} C {sgn(b;) = sgn(byy)}, we aim to prove that

pr(.A 7’é ./Nl) S pr(]bi,lo — 67;71| Z |bi’10|, E|’L ¢ .A) + pr(Wz@* — ngl)l Z /\Nwi, HZ - .A)

= pr(El) + pl"(Eg) — 0.
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First, we have pI‘(El) = pr(Ui¢AE1i), where Eli = {‘b@m — Ei,1| Z ‘b1710|} for ¢ ¢ ./4 and

pr(Ey;) = pr(|bi 0 — le| > |b;10])
< pr(lef (T TD) ' T {ioe (X) — fio(X) — bo}| > |biol/2)

+pr(lef (TIT) ™ Avwwi | > [biol /2),
where ¢; is a zero-valued vector except its ¢-th entry. Putting these terms together, we have

pr(£y) = pr(Uiga L)
< pr(lef (T TT) Tl {Jloe (X) — fio(X) — bo}| > |biol/2,Fi ¢ A)
+pr(lef (T10) " Avwi| > [biol/2,3i ¢ A)

< pr(aymor; I};Zaji |f0.6(X;) — 110(X;) — bo| > |anbmin|/2) (19)

v

where the second inequality holds under Assumption [[ii).

ToAN
|110,e (Xs) — Ho(X5)|

1> oal/2,30 ¢A), (20)

For term (19), we have ay max;{/io(X;) — po(X;)} = Op(1) and ay max;{fips(X;) —
pos(Xi)} = O,(1) by Assumption i) and b; o = poe(X;) — po(X;) by definition. Therefore,
pr(anmeT; ' maxeg |fio.e (Xi) — fio(Xi) — bo| > |anbmin|/3) — 0 forany i ¢ A as aybuyin — 00
under Assumption [A(iii).

For term , we have |Jig.e(X;) — Tio(Xi)| 2 bio < buin for i ¢ A by Assumption i), and

53



therefore

ANT2 ’ ) ( ANT2
P — = 2 bmin 3 g P
( o (%) — o | = mnl/ Do

which holds as Ay /0% — 0 under Assumption [4{iv). Thus, we prove that pr(E;) — 0.

min

Z ‘bmln’/B) — 07

Next, we have that pr(FEy) = pr(U;eaFEo;), where Ey; = {|7; (/b\* —T7h)| > Ayw;} fori € A

and

/6* — frfl;l = 3* — f?(flf}‘)_l(fl/g* — ANle)
= (Iy — H)o* + TT(0:TT) A ywn:

— (Iy — H)T{Jio.e(X) — fio(X)} + TF(TLTT) " Aywan,

where H = Ff(lqlff)*lfl. This is a variant of Theorem 1 of [Huang et al.|(2008). Thus, we can

show

pr(Ea) = P{7:(0" — T7b1)| > Avw;}
< pr([Fi(In — H)T™ {fio.£(X:) — fio(X:)}| > Anvw;/2)

+ pr([FLTTTT) ™ Avwn| > Anwi/2).
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Putting these terms together, we have

pr(Es) = pr(Uicals;)
< pr(Fi(Iy — H)T™{fio.e (X) — fio(X)} > Ayw;/2,3i € A)

+ Pr(ﬁifT(flfT)fl)\NU}m! > Ayvw; /2,30 € A)

< Pf(f?ea} 0. (Xi) — Ho(Xi)|/m1 > Avwi/2) (21)
+pr(rr Anllwn || > Avwi/2,3i € A), (22)

where the second inequality holds under Assumption [ii).

For term (21, we have ay max;e 4{f0.¢(X;) — fo(X;)} = O,(1) as b;p = 0, and therefore
pr(lan{poe(Xi) — 1o(X;) /7 > anAyw;/3) — oo for any i € A as Aya%, — oo under
Assumption A{iv).

For term (22)), we have

pr(remi An[wwil| > Avwi/3,3i € A)

-1
A Anak
< pr (7271 N> NAN ) -0,

Wi  3lan{foe(X:) — Ho(X:)H"

which holds as ay max;e a{flo.s(X;) — fio(Xi)} = O,(1) and anbyin — 00 under Assumptions
[{i) and (iii). Therefore, we prove that pr(E,) — 0.
To sum up, we can show the selection consistency, that is pr(A = A) = 1 —pr(A # A) — 1,

which completes our proof.

55



A.5 Proof of Theorem

Consistency: Denote the influence function for the data-adaptive integrative estimator by

GV i 0:) = e |G () = () = 7 A D
(1= R)1(bo =0) q(X)rp(XO{Y — po(X)}
P(R=1) r(X)P(bo=0[X, R=0)+{1—-ma(X)}q(X)
R(L- 4) o) (Y~ po(X)}

P(R=1)ry(X)P(bo =0 | X,R=10)+ {1 — ma(X)}q(X)’

where 7,(X) = var(Y | X, R = 1,4 = 0)/var(Y | X, R = 0,by = 0}. Under the conditions

in Theorem 3, E{9%55°(V; 11, 1o, q,73)} = 0. Next, the consistency of 72855 can be justified

similar to Section[A.3] by showing

alasso alasso

pr {2 (Vs 1, o, @, 7o) — e (Vs pan, o, 4, 75) §
=pr[P(R =0 [ X){q(X) — ¢(X) HHo(X) — po(X)}]

AP0l x @O - ma(X)} X) — 50O 7o (X) — 1o
+pr|P(R=0] )?b(X)P(bzo|X,R:O)+{1—7TA(X)}QA(X){Q() q(X)} {10(X) = po(X)}

which is bounded by C2||g(X) — ¢(X)||[|7io(X) — po(X)| = 0,(N~1/2) under Assumption@
Efficiency: From |Cao et al.| (2009), we know that the trial-only efficient influence function

iS 7 aipw (V5 i1, f10), and the asymptotic variance for Toipy i Vraipw = E{¥2 00 (V5 11, o)},

T,aipw
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where

sV 1) = = () = o(X) =7}

LR AY — (X)) (1= A{Y — po(X)}
PR=1| 7aX) L= 7a(X)

Compared the asymptotic variance V. iy, to V21255 ye have

T,acw ?

Viaipw — Vi = E{02 o (Vi 1, p10)} — E{U2S0 (Vs i, pio, g, 7)Y
= E{Q2so (Vs s 10, @ 7) 4 Craipw (V5 1, o) — 925w (V5 s pio, ¢, 7°)
— B{M0 (Vs g, o, q,77) )2
= E{VYraipw (V5 111, pto) — ilg(s:f;)(‘/, M1, Ho, 4, 7"*)}2 (23)

+ 2B [Y200 (Vs s 10, @ 1) {Wraipne (Vs 11, 110) — Uiy (Vs i1 pr0: 4 7) 3] -

By pathwise derivative, we can show that {¢; aipw (V' i1, 1) — Y2250(V'5 i, o, ¢, 7*) } is or-
thogonal to 7. Also, we can verify that {2355°(V; 111 119, g, 7*) belongs to the updated tangent

T,aCW

space T =T, + To + T5 + T, where

T =T T = { DX R A) s [ DX R A | X, R Ay =0}
(1- R)L(b = 0)Y R(1— A)Y

P(R=0|X) PR=1A=0|X)

ﬂ{F(Y,X,R,A):EH - }F(Y,X,R,AHX}:O},
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since its components satisfy

{R—P(R=1[X)H{m(X)—po(X) -7} €T

P(R=1] X){m(X) - po(X) - 7y e 75, ZAL—1mlX0)

T/,

WA(X)
R(1 = A)g(X){Y — po(X)}
ri(X)P(bo=0| X,R=0)+ {1 —7ma(X)}q(X)
(1= R)1(by = 0)q(X)ry (X){Y — po(X)} e T

ry(X)P(bo = 0| X, R = 0) + {1 — ma(X) }¢(X)

Thus, ¥2855°(V: 1y, po, g, 7*) € T, and the second term

T,acW

E [ (V5 i, 10, @5 7 W Wraiow (V5 11, 0) — Vaens (V' 1, 0, 6, 7)Y = 0.
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In addition, for the first term (23)), we have

PQ(R = 1)E{w~r,aipvv<V; M1, ,UO) - i}:ixsh?(vv M1, Mo, 4, 7“;)}2

—F |R(1 - A) {g(g()) - ;A(X) }2 v - MO(X)}QI
+E|(1-R)1(by=0) {%}2 {vy — MO(X)}ZI
—E |P(R=1]| X){1 - ma(X)} {g(g()) - _;A(X)}2var(Y | X,R=1A=0)
+E |P(R=0|X)1(b = 0) {%}zm(y | X,R=0,bp = 0)]
—E |P(R=1| X){1 - ma(X)} g(é)) - ;A(X) }2var(Y | X,R=1,A=0)
+E {P(R = 1| X)1(by = O)T:l?;%g*qg;var(y | X,R=1A= 0)}
p(X) G(X)

(R =1] X)ri(X)1(by = 0) ri(X) L
=~ [ G- ma(X)) r(x) G (x) o X = 1A= O)] =0

where G(X) = 1,(X)P(bp =0 | X, R =0) + {1 — m4(X)}¢(X) and G(X) with r,(X) being

replaced by r; (X)) for notation simplicity. Hence, it completes our proof if 7*(X) = r(X).

A.6 Proof of Theorem d

The proof of Theorem@is presented in three folds. (i) First, we show that the estimator 722550 ( A)

acw

with the subset .4 known apriori is consistent for 7. (ii) Next, the selection consistency established

(A) is asymptotically equivalent to the

~alasso

in Lemma |1| ensures that the penalized estimator T,

acw
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estimator 72125%°(A). Therefore, the effect of the estimation uncertainty of A on the penalized

estimator 72lasso

o0 can be neglected. (ii1) Finally, the consistency and asymptotic normality of

Talasso jq established under Assumption [3| and the confidence interval defined in @ is valid over

any chosen subset A, which completes the proof of Theorem @ We now provide the details of
the proof.

acw

In Lemmal2} we first establish the asymptotic distribution for 72125°(A) with fixed .A.

Lemma 2. Let A = {i : b,y = 0} and the augmented inverse probability weighting estimator

with the oracle selection subset A be

Faaso(4) = Nzt 37 R [A {Y: (é?gx )} () — ol )
1ERUE i
N Ri(1 — A)GX,)
R ie%;g To(Xi)P(bio=01] X, R=0)+ {1 — ma(X;)}q(X;) {Yi — Ho(Xi)}
1 (1 - Ri)]l(bw O)EI\(Xi)?b(Xi)
TR 2 R K)P(b = 0] X, B = 0)+ {1 - ma(X))}7(X,) {¥i = (X3}

Under Assumptions|[l|and[3] we have N'/2{7250(A) — 7} — N{0, V¥*°(A)} when N — oo.

Next, we show that the uncertainty originated from the selected subset A s negligible in

Lemma

acw acw

Lemma 3. Under Assumptions I 1| and |3, l we have N'/2{72lasso( A) _ Falasso( \\1 5 () when

N — oo.

Therefore, the Wald-type confidence interval can be constructed based on 7, Aalasso(/l) given

acw

Lemmas 2] and 3
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~alasso
Tacw

of Lemma[2] We can decompose the estimator 7, (A) into two parts as

/\alasso alasso e o alasso e o
Tacw N E {gacw ,C ‘/;? H1, Ho, 4, rb) + gacw,h (V:U K1, Ko, 4, Tb)}a
1ERUE

where

RN JAD - o
alasso V; _ 1 AR 7 Xz . XZ
éacw,c ( ) Mlv ,LLo, q,T ) Nz WA(XZ‘) + ,Ml( ) ,LL()( )

RN q(X;)

Ve G (L A (Y = (X0},

(1= RN 1(b; = 0)q(X,)7(X:)

éalasso

acw,h (‘/’L? ﬁlv ﬁOu /q\> ?) = {Y; — ﬁO(Xz)} ,

where G(X;) = F(X;)P(b; = 0| X, R = 0) + {1 — 74(X;)}q(X;).

alasso
acw,c

Asymptotically, pr{¢ (Vi; 11, 1o, 4, Tp) } is consistent for 7 under Assumption |1} Denote

the asymptotic limit of B {€255% (Vi: fir, o, 4, 75)} by pr{€25(V)}, where

acw,h acw,h

EBRV) =~ prpm i M gy ()}
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Next, we can show the expectation of 2255 (V/) is

P(R;=1) G(X))
1
T PR =1)
X pr |:P(Ri =1 Xé)(]l)((i);o = 0)rp(X;) {E(Y; | X;, Ri = 0,bio=0) — uo(X;)}
=0,

where the last line holds because E(Y; | X;, R; = 0,b;0 = 0) — p0(X;) = 0 by definition.
~alasso

Therefore, 72.2%5°(A) is consistent for 7 and its asymptotic normality follows by standard M-

estimation theory. [

of Lemma[3] The difference between 72125 ( A) and 7285 jg

acw acw

acw acw

s 4) _ o 4) — Nt 3 (1 - R){1(i € A) —']1(2' € A)}@(Xi)?{yi (X))

1ERUE
_ el (1—Ri){ll(zf A) — 1}q(X)7 Y, fi(X
" ieA G(X;) = folXo)}
i (1= R)1(i € A)G(X,)7(X3) R
NT\’, =~ Y;_ 0 Xz
+ ~ G (X) {Yi — 1o (X3) }

By applying Lemma we have Np' 3., (1 - R){1(i € A) —1}h(V) — 0as P(i € A) — 1
for Vi € A for any integrable function h(-). On the other hand, we have Ny' >~ gal—R)1( €
Ah(V) — 0as P(i € A) — 0 for Vi ¢ A and any integrable function h(-). Therefore, we can

obtain the conclusion N'1/2{7alasso( 4) — Falasso( A)1 _ () as desired. O

acw acw
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A.7 Extension to Multiple External Controls

In the previous sections, we illustrate the proposed data-adaptive integrative estimator with only
one external group £. In this section, we extend that to the case with multiple external groups,
denoted by £, ... EIX] with size N g], ., N g{], respectively. The total sample size now is
N = Ng + 3K NP Let R be the data source indicator for the external group £%. An
assumption similar to Assumption [2|is requested when integrating multiple external groups with

the randomized placebo-controlled trial.

Assumption 7 (Multiple external controls compatibility). Forany k =1,..., K, (i)
2 {Y(O) | X =R = 1} = E{Y(0) | X =z, R} = 0},

and (ii) pr(R™ = 1 | X = x) > 0 for all x such that pr(X = z, R¥ = 1) > 0.

In a similar manner, the integrative augmented calibration weighting estimator 7M. for com-

bining £ with R can be rewritten by

. 1 A{Y; — (X, -~ =
i = N 2 REH[ D} () — n(X)

R ieruelk ma(Xi)
Loy R — A)gH(x) + (1 — RGN (XM (X,)
o =
Nr i cRUEIR PR(XG) + {1 — 7a(X5) (X)) 0

where 7¥(X) = var(Y | X,RFl = 1,4 = 0)/var(Y | X, R = 0), and ¢g*/(X) is the
estimated calibration weights balancing the covariate distribution in £I¥! to the target trial data. As

illustrated previously, the conditional mean exchangeability in Assumption[7/might be violated in
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practice. With slight modification, our proposed method is able to accommodate these potential

violations presented in multiple external resources.

Theorem 5. Let 7oKl — (zalassoll] - 2alassolKIVt po the concatenated data-adaptive in-

tegrative estimators for K external groups, we have N/ 2(%&{?80’[1:[(] — 1) — N(0, Xalasso),
Thus, the final integrative estimator is 7, = d'7em™>WKl _y N (0, dTs28500), where d =

acw

{1;{(22]&550)71 ]-K}il (Eilasso)fl ]-K

The reason that we do not treat the multiple external groups as one entity is due to the fact
that different external resources might possess different covariate distributions since they can be
collected by various registry databases. Therefore, it is optimal to calibrate each external group

individually to the trial data for reaching stable weight estimation.

of Theorem 5| First, we present the detailed form of the data-adaptive integrative estimator Falasso,[k]
for the composite observed data R U EX. For any k = 1,---, K, let &¥ be the pseudo-

observations of bgd, the penalized least-square optimization can be formulated by

b = argmin § (€9 —0)"S N EW —0) + oy Y p(lb) ¢

ic&K]
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Next, the influence function for 7 is modified based on bgd

SV o, g )
(]
= % {p1(X) — po(X) — 7} + 7TA1(4X) Y — (X))}
_RMa -4 a¥(X) _
}%Rm::1M#%X)P®gL:O|X}RW::1)+{1—ﬂq@¥ﬂqW(X){Y Ha(X)J
- R =0 M) (X) (¥ — (X))

PRM =1)  Mxypel! = 0] X, RW = 1) + {1 — m4(X) }¢¥(X)

where r1(X) = var(Y | X,R¥ = 1,4 = 0)/var(Y | X,R¥ = 0,6} = 0}. Then, the
~alasso

data-adaptive integrative estimator Tacw M for combing R and £ is obtained by solving the

empirical analog of

N 1 AdYi — i (X; -~ m
Talasso,[k] - Z R[k] |: { ul( )} + 1 (Xz) - ,UO(XZ)

b Z RM(1 - A)gH (x;)
Nz AIX)POY = 0] X, RY = 1)+ {1 — 74(X:) )M (X,)
- Ly (1 = RMg" (x)n" (x)10]" = 0)
Nr A (X)POHT =0 X, RY = 1)+ {1 — 7a(X:) }gH (X,)

1Y; — 1o (X5) }

1Y — 1o(Xs)},

and the asymptotic variance of N'1/2(7amasso K] _ ) jg atasso — pp[yalassell:K] ) fatasso 1K 17y yr),

~alasso, [

which is based on the influence functions of Farxso K], Next, the optimal integrative weight d to

~alasso,[1: K]

combine Thcw are obtained by minimizing the post-integration variance:

min d*$2%5%°d, subject to d" 15 = 1.

65



By Lagrange multiplier method, we can show that d = {175 (Xals0)~11 ;(}71 (Yalassoy=17 . jg
the optimal combining weights. Hence, we have 7% = d'7emssolKl gng N1V2(75  — 1) —

acw acw

N(0,5%), where £ = {17, (alaso)=11, 1 O

B Additional Simulation Results for Other Bias-generating Con-
cerns

In this section, we investigate the performance of our proposed estimator of treatment effect in a
placebo-control setting echoing the the Food and Drug Administration guidance for rare diseases,
which outlines several significant concerns regarding the use of external controls (FDA} 2019b).

Specifically, the outcomes for I?; = 0 are generated by:
Y; = V(B* X! +wUoy +woy) + 67T; + ¢, €~ N(0,0%). (24)

In particular, w represents the level of confoundedness, which gauges the association between
the unmeasured confounder with the selection propensity and the outcome. d7 and T; constitute
the effect of concurrency bias, in which T}, € £ is simulated by taking values of (0, 1,2) with
probability 1/3 and Jr represents the level of inconcurrency. For the baseline covariate X in
the external control group, we have X = (X, - ,X:d), where Xifd = X, 4+ 7vioy and ;
represents the additional measurement error. V (-) represents the outcome validity deviations and
can be any non-linear function. Table [3| summarizes all the bias-generating issues raised by the

Food and Drug Administration guidelines. To evaluate our dynamic borrowing under each bias-
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generating concern, the corresponding assumption violation is evaluated separately in Figure [3]

~alasso ~alasso

Our proposed estimators T, and T,

s acw gbm DOth achieve well-controlled mean squared error

and improved power to detect meaningful treatment effects. Other similar findings can also be

observed in the main paper.

Table 3: Summary of simulated scenarios with corresponding parameter values

Scenario Values

Unmeasured confounding w = (0,0.3)

Lack of concurrency dr = (0,0.3)

Measurement errors ~v =1{0,N(0,1), N(0.3,1)}
Outcome validity V(X) ={X,exp(X)}
Treatment effect E(@"X)=0,E(a"X)=0.3

C Additional Real-data Application

In this section, we study the effect of solanezumab, an anti-amyloid Beta monoclonal antibody,
on the progression of mild Alzheimer’s Disease. The goal is to test whether intravenous infusion
of solanezumab can slow the rate of cognitive decline and functional impairment compared to
placebo. To do so, the control arm of a randomized placebo-controlled trial is augmented with a
real-world observational study. EXPEDITION?2 (https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/study/NCT00905372)
is an 18-month multi-center, double-blind, phase III randomized clinical trial with patients ran-
domized 1:1 to receive solanezumab or placebo, which is considered the gold-standard random-
ized controlled trial. GERAS-EU (Wimo et al.; |2013) is an 18-month, prospective observational

study of patients with Alzheimer’s Disease conducted across three European (EU) countries
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Figure 3: Additional simulation scenarios: (from top to bottom) (i) lack of concurrency (07 =
0.3); (ii) measurement error in covariate X; p (7; ~ N(0, 1)); (iii) measurement error in covariate
Xi.p (i ~ N(0.3,1)); (iv) measurement error in outcome (V' (X) = exp(X)).
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(France, Germany, and the United Kingdom).

As noted by Henley et al. (2015) and |Grill et al.| (2015), the multi-center randomized con-
trolled trial may be subject to population heterogeneity stemming from country-wise variations
in metric standards and healthcare systems. To facilitate comparisons across more homogeneous
patient populations between the data sources, we select patients from the European populations
(i.e., France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom) in EXPEDI-
TION2, which will subsequently be denoted as RPCT-EU. Next, similar to the analyses in Siemers
et al. (2016)) and Reed et al.| (2018), we compare the development of Alzheimer’s Disease in a
group of patients with probable mild Alzheimer’s Disease dementia, pre-specified as those with
a baseline Mini-Mental State Examination score of 20-26 (Folstein; 1992). In RPCT-EU, this
results in 316 eligible patients, with 154 randomly assigned to solanezumab and 162 randomly
assigned to the placebo. The GERAS-EU database includes 578 placebo patients. Table[d] presents
the descriptive statistics of several demographic and baseline clinical characteristics contained
in both studies. A visual illustration of these study-specific covariate distributions at baseline
is presented in Figure 4 All continuous covariates are standardized before being used in our
adaptive-lasso framework.

Treatment effects are evaluated between patients treated with solanezumab from the RPCT-
EU study and a hybrid control group consisting of the placebo group from RPCT-EU and the
entire GERAS-EU cohort. The progression of Alzheimer’s Disease is quantified by changes in
patients’ cognition, functional ability, neuropsychiatric symptoms, and health-related quality of
life (HRQoL) over 18 months. Cognition is assessed by the 14-item cognitive subscale of the

Alzheimer’s Disease Assessment Scale (ADAS-Cog 14 (Rosen et al.; |1984; Mohs et al.; |[1997)),
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Figure 4: Distributions of age, sex, height, BMI, years of education, time since diagnosis of
Alzheimer’s Disease, Mini-Mental State Examination score at baseline, alcohol consumer, hy-
pertension, and diabetes in for RPCT-EU and GERAS-EU.
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Table 4: Patient baseline characteristics; data is presented as means (standard deviations) for
continuous covariates and percentages for categorical covariates

Characteristic RPCT-EU (316) GERAS-EU (578)
Age 72.4(7.5) 77.3(6.8)
Sex (0-Male, 1-Female) 1(51.9%) 1(50.7%)
Height 166.3(9.6) 165.9(9.8)
BMI 25.3(3.6) 25.4(3.9)
Education (years) 11.4(4.0) 10.8(3.2)
Time since diagnosis of AD (years) 1.7(1.5) 1.6(1.9)
Baseline MMSE score 22.5(2.8) 22.8(2.0)
Alcohol consumer (0-No, 1-Yes) 1(47.2%) 1(67.8%)
Hypertension (0-No, 1-Yes) 1(44.9%) 1(51.7%)
Diabetes (0-No, 1-Yes) 1(7.6%) 1(12.8%)

where poor cognition corresponds to higher ADAS-Cog 14 scores. Functional ability is measured
by the instrumental activities of daily living 1ADL) score (Galasko et al.; [1997). Greater im-
paired functioning is reflected by lower iADL scores. Neuropsychiatric symptoms are examined
according to the Neuropsychiatric Inventory (NPI (Cummings et al.;|1994)) item. The NPI total
score ranges from 0 to 144, with higher scores indicating greater distress. Lastly, HRQol is quan-
tified by the EuroQol-5 Dimensions questionnaire (EQ-5D (Kind} |[1996)) where a lower score
corresponds to reduced HRQoL in the measured patients. We assume a linear heterogeneous
treatment effect function with the characteristics in Table 4] as the treatment effect modifiers. The
same set of estimators in the simulation study are considered and the results are presented in Ta-
ble S| Due to the limited sample size of RPCT-EU, T,y is not able to detect significant treatment
effects for any of the outcomes. By leveraging the external observational study, the integrative

augmented calibration weighting estimator 7,.,, modifies the point estimates and reduces stan-
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dard error for estimating the treatment differences of solanezumab in terms of iADL and NPI
compared to placebo, which collectively leads to statistical significance. However, the findings

based on 7,., may be subject to possible biases as they are greatly different from 7,;,,,. Lastly,

~alasso

the data-adaptive integrative estimator 7o~ selectively incorporates comparable patients only
and produces point estimates that are closer to 7,y than to 7, but with smaller standard errors
than T,i,w. As a result, the proposed estimator is able to improve treatment effect estimation in

terms of ADAS-Cog 14 and yield statistically significant treatment effect.
Table 5: Point estimates, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals of the treatment effect

of solanezumab against the placebo regarding different outcomes based on the RPCT-EU and
GERAS-EU studies

Outcome Taipw Tacw Tadasso Topp
ADAS-Cog 14  Est. -2.74 -0.19 -2.74 -2.72
S.E. 1.52 1.20 1.30 1.56

Cl (-5.71,023) (-2.54,2.17) (-5.28,-0.20) (-5.77,0.33)

iADL Est. 1.71 -8.57 1.71 L.77
S.E. 1.68 1.43 1.52 1.73
CI (-1.58,5.01) (-11.38,-5.77) (-1.27,4.69) (-1.63,5.17)

NPI Est. -2.35 -3.50 -2.35 -2.29
S.E. 1.75 1.41 1.41 1.74
CIl (-5.78,1.08) (-6.26,-0.73) (-5.12,0.42) (-5.70,1.11)

EQ-5D Est. 0.94 -0.41 0.94 0.93
S.E. 2.39 1.99 2.09 243
ClL (-3.74,5.63) (-4.31,3.49) (-3.16,5.04) (-3.83,5.70)

Next, we adopt the same sub-sampling strategy used in Section {4 to highlight the benefits

of our proposed method. Particularly, we randomly select /N patients from the placebo group
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of the RPCT-EU study to create 100 sub-samples, where N7 = 50,60, ---,120,125,130. Fig-
ure [5] depicts the averaged probability of success, computed by the likelihood of successfully
detecting 7 < 0 for ADAS-Cog 14 and NPI, but 7 > 0 for iADL and EQ-5D. This experiment
highlights the merits of our data-adaptive borrowing framework as we can achieve higher suc-
cess probabilities compared with the benchmark trial-only estimator in all aspects of assessing
mild Alzheimer’s Disease progression. Thus, our dynamic borrowing framework can effectively
reduce the expenditure of the randomized clinical trial by recruiting fewer patients for the con-
current placebo arm and utilizing the real-world external controls as supplements to maintain a

similar trial power.
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Figure 5: Probability of success by estimators T, and 7,

the RPCT-EU study.
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