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Summary: Existing statistical methods for the analysis of micro-randomized trials (MRTs) are designed to estimate

causal excursion effects using data from a single MRT. In practice, however, researchers can often find previous

MRTs that employ similar interventions. In this paper, we develop data integration methods that capitalize on this

additional information, leading to statistical efficiency gains. To further increase efficiency, we demonstrate how to

combine these approaches according to a generalization of multivariate precision weighting that allows for correlation

between estimates, and we show that the resulting meta-estimator possesses an asymptotic optimality property. We

illustrate our methods in simulation and in a case study involving two MRTs in the area of smoking cessation.
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1. Introduction

Micro-randomized trials (MRTs; Liao et al., 2016; Qian et al., 2022) are becoming an in-

creasingly popular tool for developing just-in-time adaptive interventions (JITAIs) in mobile

health (mHealth). JITAIs leverage digital technologies to adapt the delivery of interventions

to the rapidly changing needs of individuals (Nahum-Shani et al., 2015, 2018). To empirically

inform these interventions, MRTs involve rapid sequential randomizations, meaning that each

participant is randomized many times during the trial with short time intervals (e.g., a few

hours or minutes) between subsequent randomizations. The goal of an MRT is to collect

data that will enable investigators to estimate the causal effect of delivering just-in-time

interventions on a proximal health-related outcome; e.g., the effect of delivering (vs. not

delivering) a mobile-based supportive message on tobacco use in the next hour.

MRT data is typically analyzed with the weighted and centered least squares method

(WCLS; Boruvka et al., 2018). WCLS is a semi-parametric method that enables unbiased

estimation of time-varying treatment effects even when the model includes time-varying

endogenous variables. WCLS has been extended in various directions, including for use with

different estimands (Dempsey et al., 2020), binary outcomes (Qian et al., 2021), clustered

data structure (Shi et al., 2023a), and greater statistical efficiency via auxiliary variables and

supervised machine learning methods (Shi et al., 2023b; Shi and Dempsey, 2023). However,

WCLS has not yet been extended to allow for data integration across multiple studies.

The benefit of data integration methods is that they can result in substantial increases in

statistical efficiency relative to a single-study analysis. They are particularly useful in causal

inference because experimental data sets are often small, which makes statistical efficiency a

key consideration (Shi et al., 2023). The potential for efficiency gains depends largely on the

size of the additional data set and its relevance to the target estimand. Investigators seeking

to develop a JITAI often use previous MRTs and/or observational intervention studies as a
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starting point for new studies. Consequently, previous studies often contain data that are

relevant to estimating the target estimand in the study under consideration, indicating the

possibility of efficiency gains via data integration.

The key challenge in realizing these efficiency gains is that the causal effects may differ

between studies, so naively pooling the data sets together will, in general, result in biased

estimates. Here, we propose an approach that achieves asymptotic unbiasedness under a

weaker assumption—that the causal effects must be equal only in a conditional sense. We

show that this assumption leads to several estimation strategies. Because the resulting

estimators are correlated with one another, the classical method of precision weighting

(Konstantopoulos and Hedges, 2019; Hedges and Olkin, 2014, Chapter 6) is not optimal

for combining estimates. Instead, we introduce a meta-estimator that generalizes precision

weighting to allow for correlation both within and between vector-valued estimates, and we

show that it possesses an asymptotic optimality property.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 formally introduces the problem setup and WCLS.

Sections 3, 4, and 5 develop our proposed data integration methods. Sections 6 and 7 present

results from applying our methods in a simulation and case study, respectively. Section 8

closes with a discussion.

2. Preliminaries

This section introduces the problem setup, including the target estimand and basic causal

assumptions. We then provide the main technical details for WCLS and discuss the extension

of our problem setup to multiple studies.

2.1 Single-study problem setup

For a given participant, we observe a sequence of covariates (Xt), treatment assignments

(At), and outcomes (Yt) for T time points. To simplify the exposition, we assume that At is
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binary (we discuss the extension to three or more treatment levels in Section 8). We denote

the full treatment history up to time point t as

Ht = (X1, A1, Y2, X2, A2, Y3, ..., Xt).

We adopt the potential outcomes framework of Rubin (1974) and posit the existence of

potential values for all variables from Y2 onward in the above sequence. For Y2, X2, and A2

the potential values are Y2(a1), X2(a1), and A2(a1), respectively, with a1 ∈ {0, 1}. After A2,

the potential values depend on multiple treatment assignments. For instance, the potential

value for Y3 is Y3(a1, a2). To make the notation more compact, we use an overbar to represent

the history of a given variable up to a particular time point; e.g., ā3 = (a1, a2, a3). Using this

notation, the potential values can then be written as Yt(āt−1), Xt(āt−1), and At(āt−1). We

employ the following standard causal assumptions for dynamic treatment regimes:

Assumption 1: (Consistency) The observed variables are equal to the potential variables

as follows: Yt = Yt(Āt−1), Xt = Xt(Āt−1), and At = At(Āt−1).

Assumption 2: (Strict Positivity) The treatment assignment probabilities are bounded

away from zero and one: ∃ϵ ∈ (0, 0.5] such that ϵ < Pr(At = 1 |Ht) < 1− ϵ for all t ∈ [T ].

Assumption 3: (Sequential Unconfoundedness) The treatment assignment at time t is

independent of all future potential values; i.e., for all t ∈ [T ] and all (at, at+1, . . . , aT ) ∈

{0, 1}T−t+1, we have

At ⊥⊥
{
Yt+1(Āt−1, at), Xt+1(Āt−1, at), At+1(Āt−1, at), . . . , YT+1(Āt−1, at, at+1, . . . , aT )

}∣∣Ht.

Because At is randomized in an MRT, Assumptions 2 and 3 typically hold by design.

The scientific goal is to learn how a set of (potentially) time-varying covariates, Rt ⊂ Ht,

moderates the causal effect of At on the proximal outcome, Yt+1:

E
{
Yt+1(Āt−1, 1)− Yt+1(Āt−1, 0) |Rt(Āt−1) = r∗

}
. (1)
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We denote these causal effects as βr(t, r
∗). Boruvka et al. (2018) refer to βr(t, r

∗) as ‘causal

excursion effects’ because they represent the average effect of following the (stochastic)

treatment policy up until t − 1 and then taking an ‘excursion’ from the policy. We use

r∗ to denote a generic value of r∗ from the support of Rt. The definition given in Boruvka

et al. (2018) allows for lags of more than one time point; e.g., the effect of At on Yt+2.

The extension to additional lags is straightforward, so we use a single lag to simplify the

exposition. Boruvka et al. (2018) show that βr(t, r
∗) can be identified from the data as

E [E {Yt+1 |Ht, At = 1} − E {Yt+1 |Ht, At = 0} |Rt = r∗] .

Following Boruvka et al. (2018), we assume that βr(t, r
∗) is a linear function:

Assumption 4: (Linear Rt-moderated Effects) βr(t, r
∗) = fr(r

∗)⊺βr for some known func-

tion, fr, determining feature transformations of r∗ and some unknown parameter vector, βr.

In a slight abuse of notation, we use βr to refer to both (1) the nonparametrically defined

estimand and (2) the vector of coefficients that determine it according to Assumption 4. In

principle, fr and other feature transformation functions we introduce later could depend on

t; however, we suppress the dependence in our notation for brevity.

2.2 Weighted, centered least squares (WCLS)

This section introduces the WCLS method as a means of faciliating the development of our

methods in subsequent sections. To simplify notation, we use Pn to denote the empirical

expectation operator: PnZ = 1
n

∑n
i=1 Zi. Using this notation, the WCLS estimator is defined

as the solution to the estimating equation 0 = PnU(α, βr) with U(α, βr) equal to

T∑

t=1

Wt [Yt+1 − g(Ht)
⊺α− {At − pr(1 |Rt)} fr(Rt)

⊺βr]




g(Ht)

{At − pr(1 |Rt)} fr(Rt)


 . (2)

In Equation (2), Wt = pr(At |Rt)/ph(At |Ht) is a ratio of conditional treatment assignment

probabilities. g(Ht) is a transformation of Ht thought to explain variation in the expected
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value of the outcome. α is a corresponding nuisance parameter that is included as a means

of increasing statistical efficiency by ‘de-noising’ the outcome. Crucially, g(Ht) need not

correspond with the true conditional expectation of Yt+1 given Ht. Boruvka et al. (2018)

show that the WCLS estimator of βr is consistent and asymptotically Gaussian with a co-

variance matrix that can be consistently estimated via a sandwich estimator. These sandwich

estimators take the form B−1MB−⊺, where B = Pn ∂U(α, βr) and M = Pn U(α, βr)U(α, βr)
⊺

(Stefanski and Boos, 2002).

We can still apply WCLS when pr, ph, or both are unknown, provided we know the

parametric form (e.g., logistic regression) for the unknown probabilities. In this case, we

estimate the corresponding parameters according to their own estimating equations and

plug the solutions into the WCLS estimating equation. We can propagate the uncertainty

due to estimating these parameters by ‘stacking’ all of the estimating equations vertically

and forming a joint sandwich estimator (See background material in Carroll et al., 2006).

Although the parametric form of ph must be correctly specified, pr may be assumed constant

without loss of consistency or asymptotic normality.

2.3 Extension to multiple studies

We now extend the problem setup above to multiple studies. We assume that βr(t, r
∗) is

defined in a single study population, and we refer to this study as the “internal study.” We

allow access to one or more additional “external studies.” Mathematically, we distinguish

between these studies using the variable I (for “internal”), which takes on a value of one if

an observation is sampled from the internal study population and zero otherwise. Similarly,

we denote the number of participants as n1 and n0 in the internal and external studies,

respectively. We assume the following relationship between the internal and external studies:

Assumption 5: (Shared St-moderated Effects) There exists a set of (potentially) time-

varying moderators St ⊇ Rt such that the St-conditional causal excursion effects, βs(t, s
∗),
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are equal between studies for all s∗:

E
{
Yt+1(Āt−1, 1)− Yt+1(Āt−1, 0) |St(Āt−1) = s∗, I = 1

}

= E
{
Yt+1(Āt−1, 1)− Yt+1(Āt−1, 0) |St(Āt−1) = s∗, I = 0

}
.

Assumption 5 effectively assumes that the average causal effects are equal between studies

within appropriately defined strata. The Rt-moderated causal excursion effects may still

differ between studies; however, Assumption 5 implies that these differences must be due to

differences in the conditional distribution of St given Rt.

3. Methods based on conditional mean models

Beginning in this section, we develop five data integration methods that extend WCLS to

the multi-study setting. Table 1 compares the methods and offers recommendations on when

each method is most applicable. This section introduces the first two methods, A-WCLS and

P-WCLS, which rely on models for certain conditional means.

[Table 1 about here.]

3.1 A-WCLS

Our first method is based on the following smoothing identity:

βr(t, r
∗) = E {βs(t, St) |Rt = r∗} . (3)

This identity implies that one strategy to estimate βr(t, r
∗) is to first estimate βs(t, St)

and then appropriately average its value conditional on Rt. To that end, we introduce an

additional linearity assumption:

Assumption 6: (Linear St-moderated Effects) βs(t, s
∗) = fs(s

∗)⊺βs for some known func-

tion, fs, determining feature transformations of s∗ and some unknown parameter vector,

βs.
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Assumption 6 is identical to Assumption 4, replacing R’s with S’s. Given Assumption 6,

Equation (3) implies that

βr(t, r
∗) = E {fs(St) |Rt = r∗}⊺ βs. (4)

From this identity, we observe that it would be sufficient to estimate the expected value

of each component of fs(St) conditional on Rt = r∗ and multiply the resulting vector by βs.

For concreteness, we now assume a simple parametric form for this expectation:

Assumption 7: (Linear E {fs(St) |Rt}) E {fs(St) |Rt = r∗} = Γ⊺fr(r
∗) for some known

function, fr, determining feature transformations of r∗ and some partially known parameter

matrix, Γ. We further assume that each column of Γ is either fully known or fully unknown.

Applying Assumption 7 to Equation (4), we see that βr(t, r
∗) = fr(r

∗)⊺Γβs and, conse-

quently, we have βr = Γβs. We name this method Apportioned-WCLS (A-WCLS) because

it apportions the St-conditional effects among the elements of fr(Rt) according to the

corresponding conditional expectations. We make the following clarifying remarks regarding

Assumption 7.

Remark 1: The expressions above indicate that Assumptions 6 and 7 actually imply

Assumption 4. We list Assumption 4 as a separate assumption because it is required for

the other methods. A key insight from the above derivation is that the analyst must choose

feature transformations of Rt (encoded by fr) that allow the expectation of fs(St) to be

expressed as a linear function. This assumption can be checked using standard regression

diagnostics and plots.

Remark 2: Assumption 7 is not required for valid inference of βr(t, r
∗); rather, it is

a simplifying assumption. We could, for instance, assume a GLM-style link function for

the various components of E {fs(St) |Rt = r∗}, and the methods described below would

generalize naturally (though, Assumption 4 would no longer hold).
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Remark 3: Because Rt ⊆ St, some columns of Γ are known. In particular, for each

common element of fr(Rt) and fs(St), there will be a corresponding column in Γ with a

single nonzero entry equal to one. In a similar fashion, we could assume that other elements

in Γ are zero and modify the method below accordingly.

With the parametric identification formula βr = Γβs, estimation proceeds as follows:

(1) Estimate the unknown treatment assignment probabilities ph, ps, and pr by solving a set

of estimating equations (e.g., score functions for logistic regression).

(2) Estimate βs by applying WCLS to the combined data set.

(3) Set σ2
r(Rt) = pr(1|Rt) {1− pr(1|Rt)} and solve the following estimating equation for all

j corresponding to non-common elements of fr(Rt) and fs(St):

0 = Pn I

T∑

t=1

σ2
r(Rt)

[{
fs(St)

}
j
− fr(Rt)

⊺γj

]
fr(Rt),

The final step is a weighted least-squares regression within the internal-study population.

The weights are not required for consistency or asymptotic normality, but they can improve

the efficiency of the resulting estimator.

To simplify the inference procedures, we order the elements of fs(St) and fr(Rt) such that

the common elements appear first and in the same positions. We denote the number of

common elements as c and the dimensions of fr(Rt) and fs(St) as dr and ds, respectively.

We form Γ̂ as

Γ̂ =




Ic

0(dr−c),c

γ̂ds−c+1 γ̂ds−c+2 ... γ̂ds


 .

We then calculate our estimate of βr as β̂r = Γ̂β̂s. Letting ϕ = (βs γds−c+1 ...γds)
⊺ with

ϕ̂ defined similarly, standard results in M-estimation then guarantee (under mild regularity

conditions) that
√
n(ϕ̂ − ϕ)

d−→ N(0,Σϕ) with Σϕ consistently estimated via a sandwich

estimator. The delta method gives the asymptotic distribution of β̂r:
√
n(β̂r − βr)

d−→
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N(0,DϕΣϕD
⊺
ϕ), where Dϕ is the total derivative of βr = Γβs with respect to ϕ:

Dϕ =
∂

∂ϕ⊺βr =
[
Γ β⊺

s,(ds−c+1):ds
⊗ Idr

]
.

In practice, we plug in estimates for Dϕ and Σϕ, and inference proceeds as usual.

3.2 P-WCLS

This section introduces Projected-WCLS (P-WCLS). P-WCLS requires Assumptions 1–6,

but it does not require Assumption 5; hence, the required assumptions are somewhat weaker

than those of A-WCLS. P-WCLS estimates βr by projecting fs(St)
⊺β̂s onto fr(Rt). In terms

of implementation, we estimate ph, ps, pr, and βs as detailed in Section 3.1, but we replace the

estimation of Γ with direct estimation of βr according to the following estimating equation:

Uβr = Pn

T∑

t=1

I σ2
r(Rt)

{
fs(St)

⊺β̂s − fr(Rt)
⊺βr

}
fr(Rt). (5)

Solving this equation for βr amounts to performing a regression of the estimated St-

moderated causal excursion effects, fs(St)
⊺β̂s, on fr(Rt) weighted by σ2

r(Rt). A natural

follow-up question is whether and how this estimator differs from A-WCLS. Theorem 1

provides a partial answer.

Theorem 1: Under Assumption 7, A-WCLS and P-WCLS are equivalent.

The proof relies on straightforward linear algebra and is provided in Web Appendix A.

As pointed out in Stefanski and Boos (2002), the estimating equations defining a given

estimator are not unique; however, provided two sets of estimating equations produce the

same estimator, they also have the same asymptotic variance. Consequently, the asymptotic

for variances for A-WCLS and P-WCLS are also equivalent under Assumption 7—a fact

that we confirmed empirically while running our simulation study. We introduce A-WCLS

as a separate method because (a) it provides guidance on how to select fr (see Remark 1),

(b) it is distinct from P-WCLS under modifications of Assumption 7 (see Remarks 2 and

3), and (c) the interpretation of βr as a linear combination of βs allows us to connect and
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interpret multiple levels of moderation analysis. In cases where A-WCLS and P-WCLS are

equivalent, we recommend performing inference via P-WCLS because it allows for a simpler

implementation—the delta method is not needed.

4. Methods based on density ratio models

This section introduces Exponentially Tilted WCLS (ET-WCLS). Rather than assuming

a model for shared conditional expectations, ET-WCLS relates the internal and external

studies via an exponential density ratio model. We also show how to combine the resulting

estimator with WCLS to produce a meta-estimator that is asymptotically superior to WCLS.

4.1 ET-WCLS

Similar to A-WCLS and P-WCLS, ET-WCLS assumes that the St-conditional causal excur-

sion effects are equal between studies (Assumption 5). In contrast to A-WCLS and P-WCLS,

however, ET-WCLS does not require them to assume a particular parametric form (i.e.,

Assumptions 6 and 7 do not apply). Instead, we assume the studies can be related according

to a density ratio as follows:

Assumption 8: (Exponential Tilt Density Ratio) p(St | I = 0) > 0 if p(St | I = 1) > 0

except, perhaps, on sets of measure zero. Further, there exists a set of feature transformations,

d(St), and corresponding parameter vector, ω, such that the conditional densities of St can

be related as follows:

ω(St) :=
p(St | I = 1)

p(St | I = 0)
= exp {d(St)

⊺ω} .

Assumption 8 allows us to view the external data as an unevenly sampled representation

of the internal study population. This relationship suggests a strategy in which we estimate

ω(St) and use it to counterbalance the under- and over-representation of each data point,

similar to the methods provided in Graham et al. (2012, 2016) and Tan (2006). Qin (1998)
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details how to estimate density ratios of this form via a slight modification of logistic

regression (due to case-control parity, the non-intercept coefficients are identical). The full

estimation procedure for ET-WCLS is given below:

(1) If needed, estimate ph and pr as explained in Section 3.1

(2) Maximize the log-likelihood ℓ(ω) = Pn

∑T
t=1 (Id(St)

⊺ω − log [1 + ρ exp {d(St)
⊺ω}]), where

ρ := n1/n0 to obtain an estimate of ω

(3) Estimate βr as the solution to Equation (2), replacingWt with [(1− I) exp {d(St)
⊺ω} Wt]

In Web Appendix A, we prove the following result about ET-WCLS:

Theorem 2: Assuming the existence of certain moments, the ET-WCLS estimator is a

consistent, asymptotically normal estimator of βr.

We prove Theorem 2 using classical results in M-estimation. The regularity conditions

require the reweighted WCLS equation to have bounded fourth moments. From a practical

standpoint, this requirement means that there must be sufficient overlap between studies

in the distributions of St; otherwise, ET-WCLS may suffer from instability in a manner

similar to other weighting methods, such as inverse probability weighting (Robins et al.,

2007; Seaman and White, 2013).

4.2 Meta-estimator

A common practical challenge with weighting-based estimators is that they can exhibit

high variance under insufficient overlap, even if the theoretical requirements are satisfied.

For ET-WCLS in particular, this challenge results in ET-WCLS being less efficient than

WCLS-Internal (the single-study analysis) unless the external study is large relative to the

internal study. This dilemma begs the question: Is it possible to pool the WCLS-Internal and

ET-WCLS estimates such that the resulting estimator is more efficient than either estimate
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individually? This section introduces an asymptotically optimal meta-estimator that provides

an affirmative answer to this question.

The central challenge in developing the meta-estimator is that WCLS-Internal and ET-

WCLS are, in general, correlated due to estimation of ω, which involves both the internal and

external studies. Consequently, the classical solution of precision weighting is not guaranteed

to be optimal. We note that closely related problems have been considered in the meta-

analysis literature. Valentine (2019) summarizes multivariate methods that are applicable

to vector-valued effect-size estimates provided there is no correlation between estimates. In

contrast, Hedges and Olkin (2014, Chapter 10) provide a meta-analysis method for dependent

estimates of a scalar-valued parameter. However, our setting involves both of these challenges:

vector-valued estimates with correlation both within and between estimates. We were unable

to locate a method that addresses both of these challenges.

The first step toward a solution is to jointly stack all relevant estimating equations. For

full generality, we consider the case with J ⩾ 2 distinct estimators of βr. We stack these

estimators in a single vector as follows:

θ̂ =
(
β̂⊺
r1, β̂⊺

r2, . . . , β̂
⊺
rJ

)⊺
.

We then form a sandwich estimator, Σ̂, of Σ := Var
(√

nθ̂
)
that captures the dependence

structure both within and between the β̂rj’s. Letting Λ̂ := Σ̂−1, the meta-estimator is then

defined as

β̂r =

(
J∑

j=1

J∑

k=1

Λ̂j,k

)−1 J∑

j=1

Λ̂j.θ̂ = (1⊺J ⊗ Ω̂) Λ̂ θ̂

with Ω̂ =
(∑J

j=1

∑J
k=1 Λ̂j,k

)−1

. We denote the population-level analogs of Λ̂ and Ω̂ as Λ

and Ω, respectively. β̂r reduces to standard precision weighting when the off-diagonal blocks

of Λ̂ (or, equivalently, Σ̂) are zero. Similarly, it reduces to the estimator given in Hedges and

Olkin (2014, Chapter 10) when βr is a scalar. Ω̂ is guaranteed to exist and, consequently,
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βr is well-defined provided Σ̂ is positive definite. This property follows from the following

proposition, the proof of which is given in Web Appendix A.

Proposition 1: Let A be a positive definite square matrix. Then for any partition of this

matrix into equal-sized blocks, the sum of these blocks is also positive definite and, hence,

invertible.

We now turn our attention to the asymptotic properties of β̂r. In Web Appendix A, we

prove the following result:

Theorem 3: Consider the class of unbiased estimators of βr that can be written in the

form Bθ̂ for some matrix B that may depend on Σ̂. Among this class of estimators, β̂r

achieves the minimum asymptotic variance, 1
n
(1⊺J ⊗ Ω)Λ(1J ⊗ Ω), which can be consistently

estimated as 1
n
(1⊺J ⊗ Ω̂)Λ̂(1J ⊗ Ω̂).

The proof relies on showing that β̂r is asymptotically equivalent to an oracle estimator

having the same mathematical formulation as βr, but employing Σ and Λ instead of Σ̂ and

Λ̂. The optimality of this oracle estimator follows from an application of the Gauss–Markov

Theorem for generalized least squares. Theorem 3 immediately implies that pooling the

WCLS-Internal and ET-WCLS estimators is asymptotically superior to simply selecting one

of the two estimators. More generally, the meta-estimator provides an asymptotically optimal

formula for combining correlated estimates that is applicable in broader settings than those

considered here.

One drawback of the meta-estimator is that it relies on accurate estimation of a large, full-

rank covariance matrix. Consequently, we expect its performance to degrade in small samples

when this covariance matrix is poorly estimated. In these settings, one path forward is to

assume that Σ takes on a Kronecker structure, a common assumption in high-dimensional
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covariance estimation (Srivastava et al., 2008). Web Appendix B provides the methodological

details.

5. Combination methods

Having developed two general data integration strategies, we now turn our attention to

developing methods that combine them for increased robustness and efficiency.

5.1 DR-WCLS

The first combination method we develop isDoublyRobust WCLS (DR-WCLS): a combina-

tion of P-WCLS and ET-WCLS that produces valid inferences provided that the assumptions

for at least one method hold. We develop methods separately for the internal and external

study, then discuss how to combine them using the meta-estimator of Section 4.2. We discuss

the internal study first. Our proposed method is based on a ‘pseudo-outcome,’ Ỹt+1, similar

to those employed in Bang and Robins (2005) and Kennedy (2023):

Yt+1 −m(Ht, At)

At − ph(0|Ht)
+m(Ht, 1)−m(H1, 0)

=
Wt{At− pr(1|Rt)}{Yt+1−m(Ht, At)}

σ2
r(Rt)

+m(Ht, 1)−m(H1, 0),

where m(Ht, At) is a model having E {m(Ht, 1)−m(Ht, 0)|St} = fs(St)
⊺βs, such as

m(Ht, At) = g(Ht)
⊺α + {At − ps(1|St)}fs(St)

⊺βs.

We then have E
[
Ỹt+1|St, I = 1

]
= βs(t, St) even if fs(St)

⊺βs is misspecified. Thus, based

on our smoothing identity (Equation (3)), we can estimate βr by regressing Ỹt+1 on fr(Rt)

in the internal study according to the following estimating equation:

0 = PnI

T∑

t=1

σ2
r(Rt)

[
Ỹt+1 − fr(Rt)

⊺βr

]
fr(Rt). (6)

The resulting estimator is fully robust in the sense that it does not require any of As-

sumptions 6, 7, or 8 to hold. However, the estimator above uses the external study only to
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produce a shared model, m(Ht, At), and as such produces limited efficiency gains relative to

standard WCLS.

To attain meaningful efficiency gains, we now turn our attention toward developing a

doubly-robust estimator that uses the external study more directly. This estimator cannot

be represented using a single pseudo-outcome as above. Instead, we work directly from an

expanded version of Equation (6). The estimating equation defining the external-study is

0 = Pn

∑T
t=1 Ũ(βr), where Ũ(βr) is defined as

1− I

1− π
ω(St)Wt{At − pr(1|Rt)}{Yt+1 −m(Ht, At)}fr(Rt)

+
I

π
σ2
r(Rt){m(Ht, 1)−m(H1, 0)}fr(Rt)

− I

π
σ2
r(Rt) fr(Rt)

⊺βrfr(Rt),

(7)

with π representing the population proportion of individuals belonging to the internal

study. Note that this nuisance parameter requires its own estimating equation of the form

0 = Pn(I − π). On the one hand, if the model-based assumptions (Assumptions 6 and 7)

hold, then the first term has expectation zero and the second term (equal to βs(t, St) by

Assumption 6) is projected onto fr(Rt) in a manner similar to P-WCLS. On the other hand,

if Assumption 8 holds, then

E
T∑

t=1

1− I

1− π
ω(St)Wt[At − pr(1|Rt)]m(Ht, At) = E

T∑

t=1

I

π
σ2
r(Rt)[m(Ht, 1)−m(Ht, 0)],

so the corresponding terms in Equation (7) cancel in expectation, leaving only the term

involving Yt+1 and the last line. Under Assumption 8, the expectation of the former is

σ2
r(Rt)βr(t, Rt) = σ2

r(Rt)fr(Rt)
⊺βr. Consequently, βr solves the estimating equation in ex-

pectation, which implies that the solution to Equation (7) is a consistent estimator of βr.

Combining these observations, we see that the external study estimator possesses the

desired double-robustness property. After forming these two estimates and the corresponding

joint sandwich estimator, we can then combine them via the meta-estimator of Section 4.2.

The meta-estimator preserves the doubly-robust nature of the individual estimators and, by
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Theorem 3, results in an estimator with lower asymptotic variance than either individual

estimator.

5.2 PET-WCLS

In this section, we briefly discuss our second combination method, PET-WCLS, which

combines P-WCLS and ET-WCLS, effectively requiring Assumptions 6, 7, and 8 to hold.

We form the estimator by combining WCLS-Internal, P-WCLS, and ET-WCLS according

to our meta-estimator. When Assumptions 6, 7, and 8 all hold, PET-WCLS is guaranteed

to be asymptotically superior to any other linear combination of its constituent methods by

Theorem 3.

6. Simulation

This section details a simulation study we performed to empirically evaluate the performance

of our proposed estimators.

6.1 Simulation setup

Throughout the simulation study, we use T = 20 time points. The simulation includes two

simulated studies: one internal, one external. We vary the number of participants in each

study, n1 and n0, to investigate the impact of sample size on the efficiency of our estimators.

The simulation employs three simulated covariates: Xt1, Xt2, and Xt3. We set Rt = Xt1,

St = {Xt1, Xt2}, βs(t, St) = 1 + 2Xt1 − 3Xt2, and βr(t, Rt) = −2 + 5Xt1. Web Appendix E

provides additional details on the simulation setup and a link to the computer code.

In the results below, we label methods that use only the internal data set with the suffix

-Internal. The other methods use both the internal and external data sets. WCLS-Pooled

naively applies WCLS to the pooled data set, which generally results in biased estimates.
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6.2 Simulation results

[Table 2 about here.]

Table 2 summarizes the performance of each method with n1 = n0 = 400. As expected,

every method except WCLS-Pooled exhibited minimal bias and near-nominal confidence

interval coverage. We show in Web Appendix F that the bias—albeit minimal—apparent in

the density ratio methods (ET-WCLS, DR-WCLS, and PET-WCLS) diminishes with larger

sample sizes.

P-WCLS, ET-WCLS, DR-WCLS, and PET-WCLS all outperformWCLS-Internal in terms

of statistical efficiency and rMSE. PET-WCLS performs best—likely because it is asymp-

totically superior to WCLS, P-WCLS, and ET-WCLS—achieving efficiency improvements

of 36.3% and 53.9% relative to WCLS-Internal. P-WCLS outperforms WCLS-Internal only

when it uses the external data; otherwise, its performance is quite similar to WCLS-Internal.

Web Appendix F shows additional comparisons, including different sample sizes and method

variations.

7. Case study

In this section, we apply P-WCLS to the MARS and Affective Science studies.

7.1 Study design

In both studies, the treatment is to send push notifications that prompt participants to

engage in evidence-based self-regulatory strategies. The stated goal of these notifications is

to “improve smokers’ ability to resist craving and build self-regulatory skills” (Nahum-Shani

et al., 2021).

Six times per day for ten days, the mHealth app prompted participants to answer a two-

question (2-Q) survey about cigarette availability and current affect. Immediately upon

answering the survey (or about two minutes later in the case of non-response), the app
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randomly assigned participants to receive a prompt to engage in a self-regulatory strat-

egy with probability 0.5. Approximately one hour after randomization, the app prompted

participants to answer additional questions in an ecological momentary assessment (EMA;

Shiffman et al., 2008).

7.2 Data analysis

At the time of writing, the Affective Science study is still enrolling participants, but the

MARS study has completed enrollment and the results are currently being analyzed. Conse-

quently, we have access only to a subset of preliminary data (n1 = 68, n0 = 97) that will be

further refined to assess the studies’ primary aims. Although the MARS study study recruited

114 participants, we excluded 17 due to withdrawn consent (3), lack of microrandomizations

(1), insufficient EMA adherence (11), or missing baseline tobacco dependence (2). The main

hypotheses for the MARS study are based on self-reported (via EMA) engagement with

self-regulatory strategies. Because our primary goal is to use these studies to demonstrate

our methods, we restrict attention to a separate outcome: The amount of time (in seconds)

spent in the app activities in the hour following micro-randomization.

To apply our methods, we must select two sets of moderators, St and Rt. The goal is to

estimate how Rt moderates treatment efficacy. In contrast, St ⊇ Rt is a set of moderators such

that Assumption 5 is plausible; i.e., conditional on St, the causal excursion effects are equal

between studies. We include two variables in Rt: an indicator for whether the participant

completed the last 2-Q survey and the smoker’s baseline tobacco dependence (measured by

the participant’s response to the question “How many cigarettes do you smoke per day?”). St

includes two additional variables: an indicator for whether the participant identifies as male

and the participant’s self-reported race/ethnicity. The race/ethnicity variable is divided into

three categories: Latino, non-Latino white, and other, which includes non-Latino black and

other minority races.
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Based on these choices, Assumption 5 states that participants with the same 2-Q survey

completion status, baseline tobacco dependence, gender, and race/ethnicity have the same

causal excursion effects regardless of which study they participated in (MARS or Affective

Science). Although we cannot verify this assumption, we can attempt to falsify it via a

χ2 model comparison test. The resulting p-value is 0.98, indicating essentially no evidence

against Assumption 5.

We apply P-WCLS because (1) it performed well in our simulation study and (2) it is less

sensitive to misspecification of its required sub-model (βs(t, s
∗)) than the methods relying on

density ratios. Table 3 displays the estimates of βr via WCLS-Internal, P-WCLS-Internal,

and P-WCLS-Pooled. As expected, P-WCLS-Pooled produces the smallest standard errors

because it leverages the MARS data to improve statistical efficiency. For completeness, we

also show results for our other methods in Web Appendix C.

Figure 1 provides a visual depiction of the estimated effects. We have strong evidence of a

positive effect across most values of Rt. The estimated coefficients suggest that the effects are

more than twice as large among those who responded to the previous 2-Q survey compared

to those who did not. In contrast, we see limited evidence that a smoker’s baseline tobacco

dependence (mean: 13.1, SD: 7.6) moderates these effects.

[Table 3 about here.]

[Figure 1 about here.]

8. Discussion

This paper presents five methods for pooling data across multiple MRTs for the purpose

of estimating causal excursion effects. The simulations demonstrate that the methods out-

perform the standard single-study analysis (WCLS-Internal) without losing the ability to
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perform calibrated inference on βr. The case study provides an illustrative example of (1)

the mechanics of applying the method to real MRTs and (2) the potential for efficiency gains.

In practice, researchers must decide which method and corresponding assumptions to

employ for a given analysis. While implementing the case study and simulation, we found

that the exponential tilt models were more difficult to specify accurately than the conditional

mean models, in part because common regression diagnostics can be used to check the latter.

Moreover, when the exponential tilt models are misspecified, we observed that the resulting

estimators—including the robust estimators—can be highly unstable. Our recommendations

in Table 1 largely reflect this finding.

All five data integration methods rely on Assumption 5—that the St-moderated causal

excursion effects are equal between studies. Future work might consider how to relax this

assumption, perhaps assuming bounds on discrepancies between the St-moderated causal

excursion effects in each study. Under this modified assumption, a natural approach would

be to penalize the internal-study estimates toward those of the external study. This approach

would require careful consideration of the resulting bias–variance tradeoff.

In addition to the data integration methods, we also developed an asymptotically optimal

meta-estimator that generalizes the classical method of precision weighting. We suspect this

meta-estimator could be applied in other settings outside of mHealth, especially in the areas

of meta-analysis and data integration.

An interesting direction for future research would be to combine some of the ideas here

with other extensions of WCLS; e.g., the extensions to binary outcomes or clustered MRTs.

This direction would allow the application of these methods in broader mHealth contexts.

Boruvka et al. (2018) briefly mention that it is possible to extend WCLS to the setting of

three or more treatment levels by introducing multiple centered treatment indicators. Web
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Appendix D provides a proof that this strategy does, in fact, result in consistent estimates

and discusses how to apply this strategy to our methods.

As these methods are applied to future MRTs, one potential challenge is identifying how

to relate measurements and treatments across different study designs. At a minimum, our

proposed methods require (1) treatments with similar effects, (2) a shared set of moderators,

and (3) a similar outcome between studies. Moreover, these variables must be selected so that

Assumption 5 is plausible. Relaxations of Assumption 5 could help address this challenge,

but the practical relevance of external studies will remain a central consideration in whether

and how to integrate data across MRTs.
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E(fs(St)|Rt)
model

βs(t, s
∗)

model
ω(St)
model

Combination
method Recommended use case

A-WCLS ✓ Known structure/constraints for E(fs(St)|Rt)
P-WCLS ✓ High confidence in βs(t, s

∗); low confidence in ω(St)
ET-WCLS ✓ Subcomponent in PET-WCLS
DR-WCLS ✓ ✓ ✓ Medium confidence in both βs(t, s

∗) and ω(St)
PET-WCLS ✓ ✓ ✓ High confidence in both βs(t, s

∗) and ω(St)

Table 1
Summary of proposed methods. The first three columns indicate which models are required for each method.

“Combination method” indicates which methods combine several individual estimators. “Recommended use case”
presents recommendations on when each method is particularly appropriate; see Section 8 for further discussion.
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Coefficient
name

True
value

Method
Avg
estimate

Relative
efficiency

rMSE Coverage

Intercept

-2 WCLS-Internal -1.94 100.0% 1.57 94.5%
-2 WCLS-Pooled -0.48 N/A 1.77 61.0%
-2 P-WCLS-Internal -1.94 99.9% 1.57 95.3%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled -1.96 119.0% 1.31 95.8%
-2 ET-WCLS -2.32 113.1% 1.42 92.5%
-2 DR-WCLS -2.27 116.6% 1.37 95.3%
-2 PET-WCLS -2.27 136.3% 1.18 94.3%

Slope

5 WCLS-Internal 4.86 100.0% 1.77 96.0%
5 WCLS-Pooled 3.44 N/A 1.86 58.8%
5 P-WCLS-Internal 4.86 99.9% 1.77 96.0%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled 4.92 130.9% 1.35 95.8%
5 ET-WCLS 5.02 116.7% 1.51 93.8%
5 DR-WCLS 5.10 124.9% 1.42 96.3%
5 PET-WCLS 5.14 153.9% 1.16 94.0%

Table 2
Results from the simulation with 400 individuals in both the internal and external studies. For the “Avg estimate”

and “Coverage” columns, the boldface indicates values within Monte Carlo error (3σ) of the truth. For the “Relative
efficiency” and “rMSE” columns, the boldface indicates the best performance for each coefficient (PET-WCLS in

both cases).
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Coefficient Name WCLS-Internal P-WCLS-Internal P-WCLS-Pooled

Intercept *25.15 (9.50) *25.16 (10.04) *28.77 (6.61)
Tobacco Dependence 0.09 (0.58) 0.09 (0.61) -0.04 (0.43)
2-Q Survey Completion *39.47 (7.35) *39.45 (7.76) *40.89 (6.13)

Table 3
Estimates of βr (standard errors) from applying WCLS-Internal, P-WCLS-Internal, and P-WCLS-Pooled in the

case study; asterisks denote statistical significance at the 0.05 level. P-WCLS-Pooled produces the smallest standard
errors.
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A Proofs

This appendix provides proofs of Theorems 1, 2, and 3 and Proposition 1.

Proof of Theorem 1

The equivalence can be shown as follows. Let R and S denote design matrices containing fr(Rt) and fs(St),
respectively, across all time points and participants. Let D denote a diagonal matrix with entries equal to
σ2
r(Rt) and appearing in the same order as the rows of R and S. The estimate of βr using P-WCLS is

then β̂r
P
= (R⊺DR)−1R⊺DSβ̂s. The estimate of βr using A-WCLS is β̂r

A
= Γ̂β̂s, where β̂s is the WCLS

estimate of the shared conditional model.

For j ≤ c, the j-th column of (R⊺DR)−1R⊺DS is the j-th canonical basis vector for Rdr because Sj = Rj

(we are, in effect, regressing Sj on itself). For j > c, the j-th column is (R⊺DR)−1R⊺DSj . In both

cases, this corresponds to the j-th column of Γ̂, so (R⊺DR)−1R⊺DS = Γ̂. Consequently, we have β̂r
P

=

(R⊺DR)−1R⊺DSβ̂s = Γ̂β̂s = β̂r
A
. □

Proof of Theorem 2

We first note that Bayes’ rule implies that ω(St) can be decomposed as follows:

ω(St) =
p(St | I = 1)

p(St | I = 0)
=

p(Rt | I = 1)

p(Rt | I = 0)
· p(St |Rt, I = 1)

p(St |Rt, I = 0)
.

The estimating equation is 0 = Pn UET(α, βr) with

UET(α, βr) = (1− I)
T∑

t=1

ω(St)Wt

{
Yt+1 − g(Ht)

⊺α−
[
At − pr(1|Rt)

]
fr(Rt)

⊺βr

}[ g(Ht)[
At − pr(1|Rt)

]
fr(Rt)

]
.

Under certain regularity conditions—in particular, finite fourth moments of UET(α, βr)—classical results in

M-estimation guarantee that the corresponding estimator, β̂r, will converge in probability to the root of
EUET(α, βr) = 0. We now show that this root corresponds to the estimand of interest. We focus on the
rows of UET(α, βr) corresponding to βr.
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0 =EYt+1,At,Ht|I=0

{
UET(α, βr)

}

=EYt+1,At,Ht|I=0

{
T∑

t=1

(
Yt+1 − g(Ht)

⊺α−
{
At − pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

⊺βr

)

· ω(St)
pr(At|Rt)

ph(At|Ht)

{
At − pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

∣∣∣∣∣I = 0

}

=

T∑

t=1

EHt,At|I=0

{
EYt+1|At,Ht,I=0

(

[
Yt+1 − g(Ht)

⊺α−
{
At − pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

⊺βr

]

· ω(St)
pr(At|Rt)

ph(At|Ht)

{
At − pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

∣∣∣At, Ht, I = 0
)∣∣∣I = 0

}

=
T∑

t=1

EHt|I=0

{
EAt|Ht,I=0

(

[
E(Yt+1|At, Ht)− g(Ht)

⊺α−
{
At − pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

⊺βr

]

· ω(St)
pr(At|Rt)

ph(At|Ht)

{
At − pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

∣∣∣Ht, I = 0
)∣∣∣I = 0

}

=
T∑

t=1

ESt|I=0

{
EHt|St,I=0

(

1∑

a=0

[
E(Yt+1|At = a,Ht, I = 0)− g(Ht)

⊺α−
{
a− pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

⊺βr

]

· ph(a|Ht)ω(St)
pr(a|Rt)

ph(a|Ht)

{
a− pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

∣∣∣St, I = 0
)∣∣∣I = 0

}

=

T∑

t=1

ESt|I=0

[
EHt|St,I=0

{

1∑

a=0

([
E(Yt+1|At = a,Ht, I = 0)− g(Ht)

⊺α−
{
a− pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

⊺βr

]

· ω(St) pr(a|Rt)
{
a− pr(1|Rt)

}
fr(Rt)

)

∣∣∣St, I = 0
}∣∣∣I = 0

]
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=

T∑

t=1

ESt|I=0

([
EHt|St,I=0

{
E(Yt+1|At = 1, Ht)− E(Yt+1|At = 0, Ht)

∣∣∣St, I = 1
}
− fr(Rt)

⊺βr

]

· ω(St)σ
2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)

∣∣∣I = 0
)

=

T∑

t=1

ERt|I=0

(
ESt|Rt,I=0

[{
βs(St, t)− fr(Rt)

⊺βr

}
· ω(St)

∣∣∣Rt, I = 0
]
σ2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)

∣∣∣I = 0
)

=
T∑

t=1

ERt|I=0

{
p(Rt|I = 1)

p(Rt|I = 0)
ESt|Rt,I=0

[
p(St|Rt, I = 1)

p(St|Rt, I = 0)

{
βs(St, t)− fr(Rt)

⊺βr

}∣∣∣∣∣Rt, I = 0

]
σ2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)

∣∣∣∣∣I = 0

}

=
T∑

t=1

ERt|I=1

[
σ2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)ESt|Rt,I=1

{
βs(St, t)− fr(Rt)

⊺βr

∣∣∣Rt, I = 1
}∣∣∣∣∣I = 1

]

=

T∑

t=1

ERt|I=1

[
σ2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)

{
βr(Rt, t)− fr(Rt)

⊺βr

}]
∣∣∣∣∣I = 1

]
.

Thus, β̂r converges in probability to

βr
∗ =

{
T∑

t=1

ERt|I=1σ
2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)fr(Rt)

⊺
}−1 T∑

t=1

ERt|I=1σ
2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)βr(Rt, t).

In particular, provided βr(t, Rt) = fr(Rt)
⊺βr (Assumption 4), we have

βr
∗ =

{
T∑

t=1

ERt|I=1σ
2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)fr(Rt)

⊺
}−1{ T∑

t=1

ERt|I=1σ
2
r(Rt)fr(Rt)fr(Rt)

⊺
}
βr = βr.

□

Proof of Proposition 1

Let A be an arbitrary positive definite square matrix. Now partition A into equal-sized blocks, forming a
J × J block matrix for some arbitrary (but compatible) J ∈ N, yielding submatrices of dimension D ×D.
For any α ∈ RD, we can write

α⊺




J∑

j=1

J∑

k=1

Ajk


α = α⊺(1⊺J ⊗ ID)A(1J ⊗ ID)α = β⊺Aβ > 0

because A is positive definite. Thus,
(∑J

j=1

∑J
k=1 Ajk

)
is positive definite and, consequently, invertible.

□

Proof of Theorem 3

We first define an oracle version of β̂r: β̂
Pop
r = (1⊺J ⊗ Ω)Λ θ̂, where Ω =

(∑J
j=1

∑J
k=1 Λjk

)−1

. It’s straight-

forward to verify that β̂Pop
r is asymptotically multivariate Gaussian with mean βr and covariance matrix

1
n (1

⊺
J ⊗ Ω)Λ (1J ⊗ Ω). We first show that β̂Pop

r is optimal in the class of estimators shown in the Theorem.
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Lemma 1. Consider the class of unbiased estimators of βr that can be written in the form Bθ̂ for some matrix
B. Among this class of estimators, β̂Pop

r achieves the minimum asymptotic variance: 1
n (1

⊺
J ⊗ Ω)Λ(1J ⊗ Ω).

Proof. Lemma 1 can be proved by writing β̂r as a generalized least squares (GLS) estimate and applying
the Gauss–Markov Theorem for GLS. For completeness, we provide a more primitive proof below.

We can write any other estimator that is linear in θ̂ as β̌r = [(1⊺J ⊗ Ω)Λ +A] θ̂ for some matrix A. Because

E
[
(1⊺J ⊗ Ω)Λθ̂

]
= βr, requiring β̌r to be unbiased means that

E(A θ̂) = A(1J ⊗ βr) =

J∑

j=1

Ajβr = 0,

where Aj is the j-th submatrix of A partitioned as A = [A1 A2 . . . AJ ]. Because this must be true for all βr,

it must be the case that
∑J

j=1 Aj = 0. Now we turn our attention to the variance:

Var(β̌r) = (1⊺J ⊗ Ω)Λ(1J ⊗ Ω) + (1⊺J ⊗ Ω)ΛΣA⊺ +AΣΛ(1J ⊗ Ω) +AΣA⊺.

The first term is Var(β̂Pop
r ), the last term is positive semidefinite, and the middle two components (which

are transposed versions of each other) are equal to zero because

AΣΛ(1J ⊗ Ω) = A(1J ⊗ Ω) =

J∑

j=1

AjΩ =




J∑

j=1

Aj


Ω = 0.

The final equality follows from the unbiasedness condition:
∑J

j=1 Aj = 0. Thus, we have

Var(β̌r) = Var(β̂Pop
r ) +AΣA⊺ ≥ Var(β̂Pop

r ).

Because this holds for any matrix A that results in an unbiased estimator, it follows that β̂Pop
r achieves the

minimum variance in the desired class of estimators.

Having shown that β̂Pop
r has the desired optimality property, we now show that β̂r is asymptotically equivalent

to β̂Pop
r . We do so via two more lemmas. The first guarantees that β̂r and β̂Pop

r will have the same limiting

distribution provided ∥√n(β̂r − β̂Pop
r )∥∞ p→ 0.

Lemma 2. Suppose Xn
d→ X and ∥Xn − Yn∥∞ p→ 0. Then Yn

d→ X.

Proof. By the Portmanteau theorem, it suffices to show that for any bounded Lipschitz function f , we have
Ef(Yn) → Ef(X) in the L∞ norm as n → ∞; i.e., ∥Ef(Yn)−Ef(X)∥∞ → 0. Now we let ϵ > 0 be arbitrary
and show that eventually (in n) ∥Ef(Yn)− Ef(X)∥∞ < ϵ. By the triangle inequality we have

∥Ef(Yn)− Ef(X)∥∞ ≤ ∥Ef(Yn)− Ef(Xn)∥∞ + ∥Ef(Xn)− Ef(X)∥∞.

Because Xn
d→ X, the Portmanteau theorem guarantees that we can find an N1 ∈ N such that for n ≥ N1 we

have ∥Ef(Xn)−Ef(X)∥∞ < ϵ
2 . Now let K be a bound on ∥f∥∞. Because f is Lipschitz, it is also uniformly

continuous, so we can find a δ > 0 such that ∥f(y) − f(x)∥∞ < ϵ
4 whenever ∥y − x∥∞ < δ. Also, because

∥Xn − Yn∥∞ p→ 0, we can find an N2 such that Pr {∥Yn −Xn∥∞ > δ} < ϵ
8K . Applying these constants we

see that
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∥Ef(Yn)− Ef(Xn)∥∞
= ∥E {f(Yn)− f(Xn)} ∥∞
=
∥∥∥Pr

(
∥Yn −Xn∥∞ < δ

)
E
{
f(Yn)− f(Xn)

∣∣∣ ∥Yn −Xn∥∞ < δ
}
+

Pr
(
∥Yn −Xn∥∞ > δ

)
E
{
f(Yn)− f(Xn)

∣∣∣ ∥Yn −Xn∥∞ > δ
}∥∥∥

∞

<
ϵ

4
+

ϵ

8K
(2K)

= ϵ/2.

Thus, for n > max(N1, N2) we have

∥Ef(Yn)− Ef(X)∥∞ <
ϵ

2
+

ϵ

2
= ϵ,

which implies Yn
d→ X as desired.

The second lemma guarantees that, in fact, ∥√n(β̂r − β̂Pop
r )∥∞ p→ 0 under the mild assumption that the

sandwich estimator is consistent.

Lemma 3. If ∥Σ̂− Σ∥∞ p→ 0, then ∥√n(β̂r − β̂Pop
r )∥∞ p→ 0.

Proof. Let Ân =
(∑J

j=1

∑J
k=1 Λ̂jk

)−1∑J
j=1 Λ̂j. and A =

(∑J
j=1

∑J
k=1 Λjk

)−1∑J
j=1 Λj.. By the continuous

mapping theorem we have ∥Ân − A∥∞ p→ 0 as n → ∞ because (1) ∥Σ̂ − Σ∥∞ p→ 0 and (2) Ân and A are
continuous functions of Σ̂n and Σ, respectively.

Now we can write
√
n(β̂r − β̂Pop

r ) = (Ân − A)
√
nθ̂n. Because

√
nθ̂n converges in distribution, Slutsky’s

Theorem guarantees that
√
n(β̂r − β̂Pop

r ) converges in distribution to 0, which implies that
√
n(β̂r − β̂Pop

r )
also converges in probability to 0.

Taken together, these two lemmas imply that β̂r and β̂Pop
r have the same limiting distribution and, thus, β̂r

inherits the optimality property of β̂Pop
r asymptotically. Finally, the continuous mapping theorem guarantees

that the following plug-in estimator consistently estimates the asymptotic variance:

V̂ar(β̂r) =
1

n
(1⊺J ⊗ Ω̂)Λ̂(1J ⊗ Ω̂).

□

B Meta-estimator Under Kronecker-structured Covariance

In this section, we assume that Σ := Var(
√
nθ̂) = Σ̃ ⊗ Ψ, for some unknown matrices Σ̃ and Ψ. Below, we

denote Λ̃ := Σ̃−1. Under this assumption, Ψ drops out of the expression for β̂Pop
r :

β̂Pop
r =




J∑

j=1

J∑

k=1

Λ̃jkΨ
−1




−1
J∑

j=1

J∑

k=1

Λ̃jkΨ
−1θ̂j =

∑J
j=1 θ̂j

∑J
k=1 Λ̃jk

∑J
j=1

∑J
k=1 Λ̃jk

=

(∑J
j=1 Λ̃j. ⊗ Ip

)

∑J
j=1

∑J
k=1 Λ̃jk

θ̂.

The proof of Theorem 3 can then easily be adapted to show that a plug-in estimator, β̂r, formed by replacing Λ̃

with a consistent estimator, ˆ̃Λ, is asymptotically equivalent to β̂Pop
r . It then follows that β̂r is asymptotically

Gaussian with mean βr and variance that can be consistently estimated as
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V̂ar(β̂r) =

[(∑J
j=1

ˆ̃Λj. ⊗ Ip

)]
Σ̂
[(∑J

j=1
ˆ̃Λ.j ⊗ Ip

)]

n
(∑J

j=1

∑J
k=1

ˆ̃Λjk

)2 ,

provided ˆ̃Λ converges in probability to Λ̃. Note that the above holds even if the Kronecker assumption fails,

in which case ˆ̃Λ need only be converging in probability to some positive definite matrix. If the Kronecker
assumption is correct, then this estimator is also asymptotically optimal by Theorem 3.

For the above properties to hold, our estimates of Σ̃ and Λ̃ need only be consistent. One option is to estimate
Σ̃ using the same variance term (e.g., the intercept) across the β̂rj ’s. Using the first element, for example,
we might set

ˆ̃Σ =



Σ̂m1,m1 . . . Σ̂m1,mJ

...
. . .

...

Σ̂mJ ,m1 . . . Σ̂mJ ,mJ


 ,

for mj = 1+ jP . We then estimate ˆ̃Λ as ˆ̃Λ = ˆ̃Σ−1. Alternative variance estimators based on more entries in

Σ̂ are also possible (e.g., an average across estimators of the above form).

We view this Kronecker-based meta-estimator as a reasonable compromise between efficiency and robustness
in small samples. In large samples, the full-rank precision-weighted estimator will outperform this estimator
unless the Kronecker assumption—which we view as a convenient simplifying assumption—is actually true.

C Additional Case Study Results

In addition to P-WCLS, we also tested our other methods on the case study. Web Table 1 displays the
results. The point estimates are very similar across methods. ET-WCLS has the smallest standard errors,
followed by PET-WCLS, P-WCLS-Pooled, and then DR-WCLS. Similar to the simulation, we applied a
degrees-of-freedom adjustment in computing the standard errors, multiplying the sandwich estimator by
n/(n−p) where n = n0+n1 and p is the total number of parameters. Without this adjustment, PET-WCLS
has the smallest estimated standard errors.

Coefficient Name P-WCLS-Pooled ET-WCLS DR-WCLS PET-WCLS
Intercept *28.77 (6.61) *27.10 (6.42) *30.55 (7.33) *27.51 (6.57)
Tobacco Dependence -0.04 (0.43) 0.04 (0.42) -0.05 (0.46) 0.00 (0.43)
2-Q Survey Completion *40.89 (6.13) *40.66 (5.64) *42.12 (6.38) *40.83 (5.76)

Web Table 1: Estimates of βr (standard errors) from applying P-WCLS-Pooled, ET-WCLS, DR-WCLS, and
PET-WCLS in the case study; asterisks denote statistical significance at the 0.05 level.

We used linear terms for each variable in St for the density ratio. None of the non-intercept coefficients were
statistically significant, so we did not consider interactions or nonlinear terms (e.g., polynomials).

D Extension to Multiple Treatment Levels

In this appendix, we describe how to extend WCLS and our methods (which build on WCLS) to the setting
of two or more non-control treatment levels. Boruvka et al. (2018) briefly mention the key idea, which is to
introduce centered indicators for each non-control treatment level. Below, we provide the details and prove
that this strategy does, in fact, produce consistent estimates.
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For generality, we assume below that there are J ∈ N such treatment levels; i.e., there are J + 1 distinct
treatment options, including the control action. The support of At is thus {0, 1, . . . , J} with At = 0 cor-
responding to the control action. We also introduce treatment indicators as follows: Atj = 1{At = j} for
j ∈ [J ]. We allow each treatment level its own moderators, so we have a feature transformation function, frj ,
and corresponding coefficient vector, βrj , for all j ∈ [J ] With this notation in place, the estimating equation
takes the following form:

0 = Pn

T∑

t=1

pr(At |Rt)

ph(At |Ht)


Yt+1 − g(Ht)

⊺α−
J∑

j=1

{Atj − pr(j |Rt)} frj(Rt)
⊺βrj


 ·




g(Ht)
{At1 − pr(1 |Rt)} fr1(Rt)

...
{AtJ − pr(J |Rt)} frJ(Rt)




Similar to standard WCLS, this estimating equation can be solved via standard software for weighted least
squares. Inference then proceeds via a sandwich estimator for the variance. We now show that the population-
level solution, βr

∗, to the estimating equation corresponds to the estimand of interest, namely the causal
excursion effects defined in (1) for each treatment level relative to the control action. We focus only on the
rows corresponding to the βrj ’s. The expectation of these rows can be written as

T∑

t=1

EHt

J∑

a=1


E(Yt+1 |At = a)− g(Ht)

⊺α−
J∑

j=1

{Atj − pr(j |Rt)} frj(Rt)
⊺βrj




·pr(a |Rt)



{At1 − pr(1 |Rt)} fr1(Rt)

...
{AtJ − pr(J |Rt)} frJ(Rt)


 .

Note that the denominator weight ph(At |Ht) canceled as we took an expectation over At. By the law of
total probability, we have 1 − pr(j |Rt) =

∑
k∈[J]−{j} pr(k |Rt), which causes many terms to cancel. The

a-th block can then be written as

T∑

t=1

ERt
fra(Rt) pr(a |Rt)

[
{1− pr(a |Rt)} {βra(Rt, t)− fra(Rt)

⊺βra}

−
∑

j∈[J]−{a}
pr(j |Rt) {βrj(Rt, t)− frj(Rt)

⊺βrj}
]
.

Collecting similar terms, we see that the estimand can be written as β∗ = Q−1v for the following matrix,
Q, and vector, v:

Q =

T∑

t=1

ERt




p1(1− p1)fr1(Rt)fr1(Rt)
⊺ −p1p2fr1(Rt)fr2(Rt)

⊺ . . . −p1pJfr1(Rt)frJ(Rt)
⊺

−p2p1fr2(Rt)fr1(Rt)
⊺ p2(1− p2)fr2(Rt)fr2(Rt)

⊺ . . . −p2pJfr2(Rt)frJ(Rt)
⊺

...
...

. . .
...

−pJp1frJ(Rt)fr1(Rt)
⊺ −pJp2frJ(Rt)fr2(Rt)

⊺ . . . pJ(1− pJ)frJ(Rt)frJ(Rt)
⊺




v =
T∑

t=1

ERt




fr1(Rt)p1

{
(1− p1)βr1(Rt, t)−

∑
j∈[J]−{1} pjβrj(Rt, t)

}

fr2(Rt)p2

{
(1− p2)βr2(Rt, t)−

∑
j∈[J]−{2} pjβrj(Rt, t)

}

...

frJ(Rt)pJ

{
(1− pJ)βrJ(Rt, t)−

∑
J∈[J]−{J} pjβrj(Rt, t)

}




where to save space we have used pj for pr(j |Rt). Now, under Assumption 4, we can write βrj(Rt, t) =
frj(Rt)

⊺βrj . Substituting these values into v, we see that v = Qβr. Consequently, we have βr
∗ = Q−1Qβr =

βr, as desired.
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We now discuss how to extend our proposed methods to the setting of multiple treatments.

A-WCLS. This extension requires us to modify the WCLS procedure to estimate βs as described above.
Estimates of βrj are then formed as β̂rj = Γ̂βsj , and the Delta method is modified accordingly.

P-WCLS. Two modifications are necessary. First, we modify the estimation of βs as described above.
Second, we include an estimating equation similar to Equation (5) for each subcomponent of βs and βr.

ET-WCLS. The only required change is to include multiple treatment indicators in the density-ratio-
weighted WCLS estimating equation.

Meta-Estimator. The meta-estimator requires no additional modifications. We recommend applying it to
the full vector of estimates (i.e., the estimates for all j ∈ [J ]) for maximal asymptotic efficiency. However, it
can also be applied to each subcomponent separately.

DR-WCLS. Both the internal- and external-study estimators require the same modifications as P-WCLS:
(1) include multiple centered treatment indicators to estimate βs and (2) perform a separate regression for
each subcomponent of βs and βr. For the internal-study estimator, these regressions solve Equation (6); for
the external-study estimator, they solve Equation (7).

PET-WCLS. Apply the modifications detailed above to the WCLS, P-WCLS, and ET-WCLS estimators.

E Simulation Details

To effectively evaluate our method, we need three levels of dependent covariates. To fit this need, we
construct the covariates as follows within the internal study:

• Xt = (Xt1, Xt2, Xt3)
⊺

• Rt = Xt1 ∼ AR(1, 0.5)

• St = (Xt1, Xt2)

• Xt2 ∼ Student-t(1−Xt1, 3
2, 10)

• Xt3 ∼ Student-t(−1 + 0.5Xt1 − 0.8Xt2, 1
2, 10)

We simulate At ∼ Bernoulli(ph) with ph = 1/
[
1 + exp(0.2 + 0.3I + 0.05Xt1 − 0.03Xt2 + 0.06Xt3)

]
. We

then set Yt = 4 + 2Xt1 − 1.5Xt1Xt2 + 0.4X3
t3 + A · (1 + 2Xt1 − 3Xt2) + ϵt, where ϵt ∼ AR(1, 0.5). The

St-moderated causal excursion effects are then βs(t, St) = 1+ 2Xt1 − 3Xt2. Marginalizing to the level of Rt,
the Rt-moderated causal excursion effects are βs(t, St) = −2 + 5Xt1.

In harmony with the generative model given above, we set gr(Rt) = (1, Xt1)
⊺ and gs(St) = (1, Xt1, Xt2)

⊺.
We set gh(Ht) = (1, Xt1, Xt2, Xt3)

⊺, which is misspecified for E(Yt |Ht). However, because our model is
robust to misspecification of gh, we still obtain consistent estimates of the causal excursion effects.

The distribution of the external study is identical except for the distribution of Xt2, which we set to
Student-t(0, 2.72, 10). The result of this change is that the Rt-moderated causal excursion effects differ
between the internal and external studies. Specifically, in the external study, the true value of βr is (1, 2)⊺

instead of (−2, 5)⊺. Consequently, we would expect a method that naively pools across the two data sets to
produce biased estimates of βr.

To improve the finite-sample coverage of our methods, we included a degrees-of-freedom correction in the
sandwich estimator. We multiplied it by n/(n−p), where n = n0+n1 and p is the total number of estimated
parameters.

The code for the simulation is publicly available at https://github.com/eastonhuch/mrt-data-integration.
git.
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F Additional Simulation Results

We test ten methods in total, including each method discussed in Sections 3, 4, and 5. We implement pooled
and unpooled versions of WCLS and P-WCLS to isolate the statistical impact of pooling. For P-WCLS, we
also implement a method that estimates ph (P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs). For ET-WCLS, we test three different
pooling strategies:

• ET-WCLS-Equal: Equal weights for the naive and ET-WCLS estimate

• ET-WCLS-Kron: Our meta-estimator assuming a Kronecker covariance structure

• ET-WCLS: Our meta-estimator making no structual assumptions about Σ

Web Figure 1 displays box plots of the estimation error for each method (except ET-WCLS-Equal, which we
omit for readability), setting n1 = n0 = 400. The box plots for our proposed methods center around zero,
indicating minimal bias. Visual comparison of the interquartile ranges confirms our findings from Table 2
regarding the relative efficiency and rMSE of these estimators.

We also investigated how the efficiency of our estimators varies with the sample size. We ran two experiments.
In the first, we fixed n1 = 100 and varied n0 from 25 to 6,400 in multiples of four. The second is similar but
with the roles of n0 and n1 reversed. Aside from the sample sizes, the setup is the same as that of Section
6.2.

Web Figure 2 displays the empirical standard errors as a function of the sample size. We include our four
primary methods and WCLS-Internal for comparison. The first experiment corresponds to panels (a) and
(b), and the second, to panels (c) and (d).

In panels (a) and (b), we observe that our methods benefit from the external study data, achieving lower
standard errors as n0 increases; P-WCLS-Pooled and PET-WCLS perform especially well when n0 is large.
In contrast, the standard errors for WCLS-Internal are generally larger and do not depend on n0.

Similarly, panels (c) and (d) indicate that our methods substantially outperform WCLS-Internal when n1 is
small. However, as n1 increases, we see that the standard errors approach each other until they are almost
indistinguishable at n1 = 6, 400.

These results suggest that our proposed methods are especially advantageous when n0 is large relative to
n1. Conversely, when n0 is small relative to n1, our methods perform similarly to WCLS-Internal—at least
when the underlying assumptions are satisfied.

Web Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 provide results similar to those displayed in Table 2, except these tables include
all ten method variations and utilize 25, 100, 400, 1,600, and 6,400 participants, respectively, in each study.
With larger sample sizes, we observe that the finite-sample bias diminishes. PET-WCLS performs best for
all sample sizes except 6,400. Many of the coverage rates are higher than expected with 25 participants
because our degrees-of-freedom adjustment is overly conservative.

One interesting finding is that the methods based on density ratios perform worse than WCLS-Internal with
6,400 participants; however, P-WCLS-Pooled does not. We suspect the poor performance for the density
ratio methods is caused by high variance of the density ratios (which are not quite correctly specified)
and could be lessened by increasing the complexity of the density ratio model as the sample size increases.
DR-WCLS manages to perform about as well as WCLS-Internal with 6,400 participants, which is likely an
artifact of its being robust to misspecification of the density ratio model.
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Web Figure 1: Box plots displaying estimation error of βr by method across repetitions. Similar to Table
2, we fix both the internal and external sample sizes to 400. We see that all methods deliver approximately
unbiased estimates of βr (i.e., have an average near zero in the figure), except the naive estimator, WCLS-
Pooled. We also observe differences in efficiency with PET-WCLS performing the best, as evidenced by its
small variation across repetitions.
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Web Figure 2: Empirical standard errors for five methods as a function of the sample size. Panels (a) and (b)
fix the internal sample size (n1) at 100 and vary the external sample size (n0) from 25 to 6,400 in multiples
of four; panel (a) displays empirical standard errors for the intercept term in βr, and panel (b), for the slope
term. Panels (c) and (d) are similar with the roles of n1 and n0 reversed.
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Coefficient
name

True
value

Method
Avg
estimate

Relative
efficiency

rMSE Coverage

Intercept

-2 WCLS-Internal -2.26 100.0% 5.18 95.8%
-2 WCLS-Pooled -0.55 N/A 3.43 94.3%
-2 P-WCLS-Internal -2.27 99.6% 5.21 97.3%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled -2.19 122.7% 4.22 96.8%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs -2.18 121.1% 4.28 98.0%
-2 ET-WCLS-Equal -2.59 108.2% 4.82 98.3%
-2 ET-WCLS-Kron -2.82 117.8% 4.47 97.0%
-2 ET-WCLS -2.93 129.1% 4.12 97.0%
-2 DR-WCLS -2.66 130.3% 4.03 98.8%
-2 PET-WCLS -2.95 154.4% 3.49 99.0%

Slope

5 WCLS-Internal 4.96 100.0% 6.58 95.3%
5 WCLS-Pooled 3.50 N/A 3.97 94.5%
5 P-WCLS-Internal 4.96 100.4% 6.55 97.3%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled 5.11 138.3% 4.75 95.8%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs 5.14 133.5% 4.93 99.0%
5 ET-WCLS-Equal 5.52 125.2% 5.28 98.5%
5 ET-WCLS-Kron 5.54 128.5% 5.15 98.5%
5 ET-WCLS 5.67 153.3% 4.34 96.8%
5 DR-WCLS 5.82 156.8% 4.27 98.8%
5 PET-WCLS 5.63 194.1% 3.45 98.8%

Web Table 2: Results from the simulation with 25 individuals in both the internal and external studies. For
the “Avg estimate” and “Coverage” columns, the boldface indicates values within Monte Carlo error (3σ) of
the truth. For the “Relative efficiency” and “rMSE” columns, the boldface indicates the best performance
for each coefficient (PET-WCLS in both cases).

Coefficient
name

True
value

Method
Avg
estimate

Relative
efficiency

rMSE Coverage

Intercept

-2 WCLS-Internal -2.22 100.0% 2.98 93.5%
-2 WCLS-Pooled -0.58 N/A 2.28 89.0%
-2 P-WCLS-Internal -2.24 101.4% 2.95 94.8%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled -2.20 127.7% 2.34 94.5%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs -2.21 126.9% 2.35 95.3%
-2 ET-WCLS-Equal -2.20 79.6% 3.75 93.0%
-2 ET-WCLS-Kron -2.53 109.3% 2.78 93.2%
-2 ET-WCLS -2.72 128.1% 2.43 92.2%
-2 DR-WCLS -2.59 120.7% 2.54 92.5%
-2 PET-WCLS -2.68 140.2% 2.23 90.7%

Slope

5 WCLS-Internal 5.07 100.0% 3.56 94.3%
5 WCLS-Pooled 3.54 N/A 2.52 85.0%
5 P-WCLS-Internal 5.05 101.1% 3.52 94.5%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled 5.15 124.3% 2.87 93.5%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs 5.15 125.6% 2.84 94.8%
5 ET-WCLS-Equal 4.96 81.0% 4.40 93.0%
5 ET-WCLS-Kron 5.09 104.9% 3.40 93.8%
5 ET-WCLS 5.20 139.1% 2.57 94.0%
5 DR-WCLS 5.32 137.8% 2.60 96.0%
5 PET-WCLS 5.39 169.4% 2.14 92.2%

Web Table 3: Results from the simulation with 100 individuals in both the internal and external studies. For
the “Avg estimate” and “Coverage” columns, the boldface indicates values within Monte Carlo error (3σ) of
the truth. For the “Relative efficiency” and “rMSE” columns, the boldface indicates the best performance
for each coefficient (PET-WCLS in both cases).
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Coefficient
name

True
value

Method
Avg
estimate

Relative
efficiency

rMSE Coverage

Intercept

-2 WCLS-Internal -1.94 100.0% 1.57 94.5%
-2 WCLS-Pooled -0.48 N/A 1.77 61.0%
-2 P-WCLS-Internal -1.94 99.9% 1.57 95.3%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled -1.96 119.0% 1.31 95.8%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs -1.97 119.2% 1.31 95.8%
-2 ET-WCLS-Equal -2.70 33.9% 4.66 90.0%
-2 ET-WCLS-Kron -2.24 90.2% 1.75 93.0%
-2 ET-WCLS -2.32 113.1% 1.42 92.5%
-2 DR-WCLS -2.27 116.6% 1.37 95.3%
-2 PET-WCLS -2.27 136.3% 1.18 94.3%

Slope

5 WCLS-Internal 4.86 100.0% 1.77 96.0%
5 WCLS-Pooled 3.44 N/A 1.86 58.8%
5 P-WCLS-Internal 4.86 99.9% 1.77 96.0%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled 4.92 130.9% 1.35 95.8%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs 4.95 131.7% 1.34 96.8%
5 ET-WCLS-Equal 5.13 45.2% 3.91 93.2%
5 ET-WCLS-Kron 4.92 81.9% 2.16 94.0%
5 ET-WCLS 5.02 116.7% 1.51 93.8%
5 DR-WCLS 5.10 124.9% 1.42 96.3%
5 PET-WCLS 5.14 153.9% 1.16 94.0%

Web Table 4: Results from the simulation with 400 individuals in both the internal and external studies. For
the “Avg estimate” and “Coverage” columns, the boldface indicates values within Monte Carlo error (3σ) of
the truth. For the “Relative efficiency” and “rMSE” columns, the boldface indicates the best performance
for each coefficient (PET-WCLS in both cases).

Coefficient
name

True
value

Method
Avg
estimate

Relative
efficiency

rMSE Coverage

Intercept

-2 WCLS-Internal -1.99 100.0% 0.93 96.0%
-2 WCLS-Pooled -0.49 N/A 1.60 5.5%
-2 P-WCLS-Internal -2.00 102.9% 0.90 95.8%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled -2.02 124.5% 0.75 94.3%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs -2.03 127.6% 0.73 94.8%
-2 ET-WCLS-Equal -2.79 11.7% 7.96 89.5%
-2 ET-WCLS-Kron -2.13 93.9% 1.00 93.8%
-2 ET-WCLS -2.18 119.9% 0.80 93.5%
-2 DR-WCLS -2.14 122.6% 0.77 94.3%
-2 PET-WCLS -2.11 155.6% 0.61 93.5%

Slope

5 WCLS-Internal 5.05 100.0% 1.11 94.5%
5 WCLS-Pooled 3.51 N/A 1.61 15.0%
5 P-WCLS-Internal 5.05 102.7% 1.08 94.3%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled 5.05 149.6% 0.74 94.5%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs 5.05 152.0% 0.73 95.5%
5 ET-WCLS-Equal 5.40 16.6% 6.66 89.7%
5 ET-WCLS-Kron 5.09 81.4% 1.36 94.0%
5 ET-WCLS 5.12 129.0% 0.86 93.8%
5 DR-WCLS 5.07 149.9% 0.74 96.0%
5 PET-WCLS 5.07 176.4% 0.63 93.2%

Web Table 5: Results from the simulation with 1600 individuals in both the internal and external studies.
For the “Avg estimate” and “Coverage” columns, the boldface indicates values within Monte Carlo error (3σ)
of the truth. For the “Relative efficiency” and “rMSE” columns, the boldface indicates the best performance
for each coefficient (PET-WCLS in both cases).
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Coefficient
name

True
value

Method
Avg
estimate

Relative
efficiency

rMSE Coverage

Intercept

-2 WCLS-Internal -2.01 100.0% 0.36 96.3%
-2 WCLS-Pooled -0.50 N/A 1.51 0.0%
-2 P-WCLS-Internal -2.01 99.2% 0.37 95.8%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled -1.99 114.8% 0.32 96.0%
-2 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs -2.00 114.1% 0.32 96.0%
-2 ET-WCLS-Equal -4.75 3.0% 12.32 80.7%
-2 ET-WCLS-Kron -2.11 74.1% 0.50 93.0%
-2 ET-WCLS -2.09 90.1% 0.41 94.3%
-2 DR-WCLS -2.04 112.6% 0.33 97.5%
-2 PET-WCLS -2.06 89.2% 0.41 93.8%

Slope

5 WCLS-Internal 4.98 100.0% 0.38 98.5%
5 WCLS-Pooled 3.48 N/A 1.54 0.0%
5 P-WCLS-Internal 4.98 99.7% 0.38 98.0%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled 4.97 116.4% 0.33 97.5%
5 P-WCLS-Pooled-Obs 4.98 115.0% 0.33 97.3%
5 ET-WCLS-Equal 5.64 3.0% 12.52 84.0%
5 ET-WCLS-Kron 5.03 59.5% 0.64 94.3%
5 ET-WCLS 5.02 77.3% 0.49 96.5%
5 DR-WCLS 4.99 112.6% 0.34 98.0%
5 PET-WCLS 5.03 95.6% 0.40 94.8%

Web Table 6: Results from the simulation with 6400 individuals in both the internal and external studies.
For the “Avg estimate” and “Coverage” columns, the boldface indicates values within Monte Carlo error (3σ)
of the truth. For the “Relative efficiency” and “rMSE” columns, the boldface indicates the best performance
for each coefficient (P-WCLS-Pooled in both cases).
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