
ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

03
30

2v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 5
 J

un
 2

02
4

Combining an experimental study with external data: study

designs and identification strategies

Lawson Ung1,2, Guanbo Wang1,2, Sebastien Haneuse3, Miguel A. Hernán1-3 and Issa J.

Dahabreh1-3

1CAUSALab, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health, Boston, MA

2Department of Epidemiology, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health, Boston, MA

3Department of Biostatistics, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health, Boston, MA

Thursday 6th June, 2024

Address for correspondence: Dr. Lawson Ung, Department of Epidemiology, Harvard T.H.

Chan School of Public Health, Boston, MA 02115; email: lawson ung@hsph.harvard.edu; phone:

+1 (617) 495-1000.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.03302v1
mailto:lawson_ung@hsph.harvard.edu


Abstract

There is increasing interest in combining information from experimental studies, including ran-

domized and single-group trials, with information from external experimental or observational

data sources. Such efforts are usually motivated by the desire to compare treatments evaluated

in different studies – for instance, through the introduction of external treatment groups – or

to estimate treatment effects with greater precision. Proposals to combine experimental studies

with external data were made at least as early as the 1970s [1, 2], but in recent years have come

under increasing consideration by regulatory agencies involved in drug and device evaluation,

particularly with the increasing availability of rich observational data. In this paper, we describe

basic templates of study designs and data structures for combining information from experimen-

tal studies with external data, and use the potential (counterfactual) outcomes framework to

elaborate identification strategies for potential outcome means and average treatment effects

in these designs. In formalizing designs and identification strategies for combining information

from experimental studies with external data, we hope to provide a conceptual foundation to

support the systematic use and evaluation of such efforts.



1 INTRODUCTION

Some studies combine information from experiments, including randomized trials and single-group

trials, with information from external data sources to answer causal questions [3]. Originally pro-

posed in the 1970s in the context of cancer therapy [1, 2, 4, 5], such study designs have been

described as combining trials with “historical” [6–10], “external” [11–13], or “hybrid” [14–16] con-

trols, “external comparator arms” [17, 18], or viewed as examples of so-called “data fusion” [19–21].

Naturally, interest in conducting such studies has coincided with growing access to individual-level

data from trials, and real-world data derived from observational sources, such as electronic health

records, healthcare claims, and registries.

Approaches for combining information from experimental studies with external data have been

motivated by the lack of direct (head-to-head) treatment comparisons in trials, or the desire to

“borrow strength” from non-trial participants to achieve more precise effect estimation [2, 16, 22].

Developing study design and analysis methods to accomplish these goals could support clinical

decision-making, provide information for regulatory review, and inform the design of future studies

[23, 24]. There are indications that such approaches will come under increasing regulatory con-

sideration in coming years [25, 26]. For instance, the US Food and Drug Administration [11] and

the European Medicines Agency [27] have both issued guidance on performing analyses combining

data from a clinical trial with external data. Moreover, some proponents have argued that if these

approaches could be reliably implemented, there may be ethical implications for the design and

conduct of future clinical trials, for instance by offering provisional evidence for treatments that

may warrant further study, informing treatment allocation strategies, and possibly reducing sample

size requirements [28, 29].

In this paper, we describe basic templates of study designs and data structures for combining

information from experimental studies with external data. We then use the potential (counterfac-

tual) outcomes framework to elaborate identification strategies for potential outcome means and

average treatment effects in these designs. We aim to formalize and organize ideas in the associ-

ated literature [1, 2, 4, 6, 16, 20, 21, 30, 31], and present new insights by framing the problems

in explicitly causal terms. In a simplified setting with time-fixed treatments and complete adher-

ence, we illustrate that the conditions required to identify different causal estimands are largely
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predicated on the relationships between the study populations underlying the data. As such, these

designs invite important considerations similar to those when extending (generalizing or transport-

ing) inferences from a trial to a new population – for instance, the presence of study engagement

effects [32, 33] and the extent to which the study populations are comparable (exchangeable) – as

well as more conventional epidemiological concerns such as treatment-outcome confounding [34].

The proposed approach to organizing study designs, data structures, and identification strategies

when combining information from experimental studies with external data may provide conceptual

clarity to support the systematic conduct and evaluation of such work.

2 STUDY DESIGN AND DATA

2.1 Sampling scheme

We consider an experimental study, either a randomized trial (comparing two or more treatments)

or a single-group trial (with a single treatment), which we term the index trial. We work within

a superpopulation framework [35] and a non-nested trial design, where the trial data and the

external data are sampled separately from their respective underlying populations (with sampling

fractions not known to the investigators) [32, 33]. This non-nested trial sampling scheme is by

far the most common in applications – typically, the planning and conduct of the trial occurs

independently from the collection of external data that can be drawn from separately conducted

studies (experimental or non-experimental), registries, or routinely collected data sources, such as

electronic health record or healthcare claims databases. That said, our approach can be readily

extended to nested trial designs where the experimental study is embedded within a cohort sampled

from the target population of interest. For further details on study designs and sampling schemes,

see [32, 33, 36].

2.2 Notation

We use X to denote baseline (pre-treatment) covariates, S to denote trial participation (S = 1 for

participants in the index trial; S = 0 for non-participants), A to denote treatment, and Y to denote

the outcome measured at the end of the study (e.g., binary, count, or continuous). Furthermore, we

use W to denote additional baseline covariates from the population underlying the external data
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(and which may not necessarily be present in the trial). Throughout, we use AS=s to denote the set

of treatments in use in the population with S = s. Throughout, upper-case letters denote random

variables and corresponding lower-case letters denote realizations. We use f(·) to generically denote

densities.

2.3 Data

We work with a composite dataset formed by appending the trial data with a sample from the

population underlying the external data [33]. From each source S = s, for s = 0, 1, the observations

in the composite dataset are independent and identically distributed realizations of the random

tuple (X,S = s,A, Y ). The distributions underlying the two sources, however, need not be the

same. For example, the case-mix (i.e., the marginal distribution of X) or the treatment assignment

mechanism (i.e., the conditional distribution of A given X) may vary across populations. Of note,

we allow the set of treatments in use in the population underlying the index trial to be different

from the set of treatments in use in the population underlying the external data; in other words,

we do not require AS=1 to be the same as AS=0. Probabilities and expectations are defined with

respect to the distribution induced by forming the composite dataset. In the following sections, we

discuss and present data structures in the context of specific identification strategies germane to

the different treatments that may be adopted in the populations underlying the composite dataset.

2.4 Simplifying assumptions

To focus ideas, we assume complete adherence to the assigned or recommended treatment [37]

and no loss to follow-up. Our results can be extended to accommodate incomplete adherence and

loss to follow-up using methods well-understood in the context of experimental or observational

studies [38]; here, however, we highlight the key conceptual issues that are particularly relevant to

combining information from an experimental study with data from an external source.

3 CAUSAL ESTIMANDS

To define causal estimands, we use potential (counterfactual) outcomes [39–42]. Let Y a denote the

potential outcome under intervention to set treatment A to the specific value a. The study designs

5



and identification studies we consider are relevant for comparing (features of) the distribution of

potential outcomes under different treatments in the population underlying the index trial (S = 1).

Here, we focus on the average treatment effect comparing two treatments a vs. a′: E[Y a−Y a′ |S =

1] = E[Y a|S = 1] − E[Y a′ |S = 1], as well as its component potential outcome means. It is worth

highlighting that our target population for this estimand is the one for which trial participants

can be viewed as a simple random sample. Informally, the flow of information in our analyses –

from the population underlying the external data to the population underlying the trial – is the

“reverse” of most transportability studies where information flows from the trial to the some other,

usually broader, target population [33, 43, 44].

4 CORE IDENTIFIABILITY CONDITIONS

4.1 Absence of study engagement effects

A central assumption underlying our work is the absence of study engagement effects [33, 37,

45]. These are the effects of activities or actions related to engagement (e.g., participation) in

a specific study that may affect the outcome through pathways that do not involve the assigned

(and, under complete adherence, received) treatment. The assumption that study engagement

effects are absent is more likely to hold when participation in a study does not directly affect the

behavior of participants (i.e., there are no Hawthorne effects [46]), the provision of ancillary medical

care, or promote patient adherence (e.g., via more frequent follow-up appointments) [47, 48]. This

assumption is not empirically verifiable, and may only be argued on subject matter grounds. When

study engagement effects are absent, investigators may define and identify the effect of treatment

A without regard to the specific study context in which the treatment was administered.

More formally, in our setting, the absence of study engagement effects means that for each

observation i, for each s ∈ {0, 1}, and every a ∈ AS=1 ∪ AS=0, if Ai = a, then Y s,a
i = Y a

i [37, 49].

The absence of engagement effects implies, for example, that E[Y s,a|S = 1] = E[Y a|S = 1] for all a

and s. While we do not focus on structural representations of the problem at hand in this paper, we

note in passing that under a non-parametric structural equation model with independent errors [50]

or finest fully randomized causally interpretable structured tree graph errors [40, 51], this condition

reflects an exclusion restriction such that in a causal directed acyclic graph representing our causal
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model there would be no directed paths from the node corresponding to trial participation S to the

node corresponding to outcome Y that do not intersect the node corresponding to treatment A.

4.2 Consistency, exchangeability, and positivity

The conditions below are used in multiple results presented in the following sections. These condi-

tions are given in terms of a, a generic value to which treatment A can be set. When we invoke these

conditions in results presented below, the conditions will be applied to specific values of treatment

a, as appropriate for each data structure under consideration.

(A1) Consistency of potential outcomes with respect to treatment A. For each individual i and for

each a ∈ AS=1 ∪ AS=0, if Ai = a, then Y a
i = Yi. That is, if the ith individual receives treatment

A = a, then their potential outcome under intervention a is equal to their observed outcome.

(A2) Conditional exchangeability over treatment A in the population underlying the index trial. For

every covariate pattern x with positive density in the trial population f(x, S = 1) > 0 and for

treatment a ∈ AS=1, E[Y
a|X = x, S = 1] = E[Y a|X = x, S = 1, A = a]. This condition implies

that, for every covariate pattern x with positive density in the population underlying the index

trial, for treatment a ∈ AS=1 and for treatment a′ ∈ AS=1,

E[Y a − Y a′ |X = x, S = 1] = E[Y a|X = x, S = 1, A = a]− E[Y a′ |X = x, S = 1, A = a′].

We note that condition (A2) is implied by the independence condition Y a⊥⊥A|(X,S = 1), which is

supported by study design in conditionally or marginally randomized trials. Furthermore, condition

(A2) is also implied by the stronger independence condition (Y a,X)⊥⊥A|S = 1, which would hold

when the index trial is marginally randomized.

(A3) Positivity of treatment assignment in the index trial. For every covariate pattern x with

positive density in the trial f(x, S = 1) > 0 and for treatment a ∈ AS=1, Pr[A = a|X = x, S = 1] >

0. That is, in the index trial, there is a non-zero probability of being assigned to (and receiving) the

treatment levels of interest, conditional on the covariates X required for conditional exchangeability
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over A. This condition is supported by study design in randomized trials.

(A4) Transportability between populations (exchangeability over trial participation S). For every

covariate pattern x with positive density f(x, S = 1) > 0 and for treatment a ∈ AS=0, E[Y
a|X =

x, S = 1] = E[Y a|X = x, S = 0]. That is, trial participation is considered to be random within

levels of covariates X. Informally, it is a condition of no confounding of the association between

the source of data and the outcome.

(A5) Positivity for the population underlying the external data. For every covariate x with positive

density in the population underlying the index trial, the probability of participation in the external

data is positive: if f(x, S = 1) > 0, then Pr[S = 0|X = x] > 0. That is, the distribution of covariate

patterns x needed for conditional mean exchangeability must have common support between the

populations underlying the index trial and the external data.

4.3 Reasoning about consistency of potential outcomes

For consistency (A1) to hold, the treatment and outcome must be well-defined within the index trial

and the external data. Multiple versions [52–55] or hidden [55] treatments are either disallowed, or

they must result in the same potential outcome as described by “treatment variation irrelevance”

[56]. The consistency assumption may be violated if treatment initiation practices (for instance, the

dose, route, and frequency of administration) or outcome definitions differ between the populations

underlying the index trial and the external data. For this reason, when conducting causal tasks using

composite datasets it is usually helpful have strict data verification methods to harmonize relevant

treatment, outcome, and covariate data across sources. Furthermore, the consistency assumption

requires non-interference [52, 57]: potential outcomes of any one individual must not affected by

the trial participation or treatment status of any other individual in the study. The strength of

the non-interference assumption is contextual and depends in part on whether components of a

particular treatment could be adopted by those not randomized to its receipt (and vice versa).
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4.4 Reasoning about positivity of trial participation

In data structures that combine an experimental study with external data, one assumes that the

covariate patterns that can occur index trial, required for conditional exchangeability over trial

participation (that is, transportability), overlap with those that can occur in the population un-

derlying the external data. This condition may be deemed reasonable if external data are derived

from sources that are broadly representative of clinical practice. On the other hand, in conventional

transportability analyses one usually requires that the covariate patterns that occur in nonrandom-

ized target population, required for conditional exchangeability over trial participation, are also

those that can occur in the index trial [33, 58]. Thus, in transportability applications investigators

may be more likely to encounter positivity violations, for instance when certain subgroups within

the target population have not been represented in the index trial owing to strict eligibility criteria

[33]. The asymmetry in these positivity conditions arises because, as emphasized earlier, the target

population of interest for the methods presented herein is the population underlying the trial.

4.5 General organization of identification results

We present identification results for a basic set of study designs and data structures organized

by the distribution of treatment in the population underlying the external data. That is, in the

external data we consider settings where there is a single treatment that is uniformly adopted

by all individuals (i.e., all individuals have the same treatment value), and also when there is

treatment variation (i.e., treatment may take different values). We focus on index randomized

trials that compare two treatments; however, where applicable, we highlight results in settings that

involve combining a single-group index trial with external data, which require largely analogous

identification strategies.

For brevity, in the main text, we only present g-formula identification results [40]. Complete

proofs, including weighting re-expressions of identification results based on the g-formula, can be

found in the Supplement. We do not make appeals to fully elaborated graphical causal models,

such as single-world intervention graphs [51] or other structural causal models [19, 59]; such repre-

sentations are useful when reasoning about and communicating the conditions required to identify

the causal estimands of interest, but are not necessary for the results presented in this report.
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5 IDENTIFICATIONUNDERUNIFORMUSE OF A SINGLE TREATMENT

IN THE EXTERNAL DATA

5.1 Uniform use of the same control treatment in the population underlying

the external data

Consider a setting where the index trial has evaluated an experimental treatment A = 1 and a

control treatment A = 0. Suppose treatment A = 0 is also uniformly adopted in the population

underlying the external data (i.e., all individuals receive treatment A = 0), which might reflect

scenarios where there is a single standard of care for the condition under study. In this setting, we

may be interested in using external data to improve statistical efficiency (by “borrowing strength”

from the external data). Note that this is not necessary for identifiability of the causal estimand

of interest, E[Y a=1 − Y a=0|S = 1]. This is because identification of the average treatment effect

in the population underlying the index trial is possible using data from the index trial alone. The

data structure generated by appending the external data to the index trial data is depicted in the

following schematic representation:

X
S = 1

A = 1

YA = 0

S = 0 A = 0

Identifiability conditions

For this data structure, we require a further identifiability condition, in addition to those already

presented.

(A6) Uniform use of treatment A = 0 in the external data. The probability of being assigned

treatment A = 0 in the external data is 1: for every covariate pattern x with positive density in

the population underlying the external data f(x, S = 0) > 0, Pr[A = 0|X = x, S = 0] = Pr[A =

0|S = 0] = 1. This condition implies that if S = 0, then A = 0, and thus, for every covariate

pattern x with positive density in the population underlying the external data f(x, S = 0) > 0,

E[Y |X = x, S = 0] = E[Y |X = x, S = 0, A = 0]. This condition ensures that there is no

confounding of the association between treatment A and outcome Y in the population underlying

the external data.

10



Identification

Under this setup, we first show that there is a “testable implication” of the identifiability conditions,

in the sense that we can examine the degree to which the observed data are compatible with the

implied equality of conditional expectations for treatment A = 0, in the common support of the

densities of covariates X in the populations underlying the index trial and the external data. This

restriction on the law of the data is later used to identify the potential outcome mean under the

intervention set to a = 0 in the population underlying the trial.

Proposition 1. Conditions (A1), (A2), (A3) and (A4) for a = 0, and condition (A6), impose the

following restriction in the law of the data: for every covariate pattern x in the common support

between the populations underlying the two data sources, that is, for every x with f(x, S = 1) > 0

and f(x, S = 0) > 0, E[Y |X = x, S = 1, A = 0] = E[Y |X = x, S = 0, A = 0].

There is no requirement for any specific covariate pattern x to be represented within the external

data to learn about the index trial. That is, the index trial suffices to learn about potential outcome

means conditional on the covariates x that have a positive density in the population underlying

the index trial, even if some of these covariate patterns cannot occur in the population underlying

the external data. For any specific covariate pattern x that has positive support in the index trial,

f(x, S = 1) > 0, but not in the external data, f(x, S = 0) = 0, we can write

E[Y a=0|X = x,A = 0] = E[Y a=0|X = x, S = 1, A = 0],

whereas the corresponding conditional expectation in the external data need not be defined.

Next, we address the identification of the two potential outcome means under the interventions

to set treatments to a = 1 and a = 0 in the population underlying the index trial.

Proposition 2. Under conditions (A1), (A2), (A3), (A4) for a = 0, and condition (A6), the

potential outcome mean under the intervention to set treatment to a = 0 in the population underlying

the index trial, E[Y a=0|S = 1], is identified with β ≡ E
[

E[Y |X,A = 0]|S = 1
]

.

This result combines data from individuals given the control treatment A = 0 in the populations

underlying the trial and the external data, marginalized (that is, averaged) over the covariate

distribution in the trial.
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Proposition 3. Under conditions (A1), (A2), and (A3) for a = 1, the potential outcome mean un-

der intervention to set treatment to a = 1 in the population underlying the index trial, E[Y a=1|S =

1], is identified with γ ≡ E
[

E[Y |X,S = 1, A = 1]|S = 1
]

.

The identification result for the potential outcome mean under intervention to set treatment to

a = 1 is the expected conditional outcome among individuals receiving the experimental treatment

A = 1 in the population underlying the index trial, marginalized to the covariate distribution of all

individuals in the trial. We use this result in all subsequent propositions for the average treatment

effect of interest, across all study designs and data structures considered, because the index trial is

the only source of information for the potential outcome mean when the treatment is set to a = 1.

Using the above results, it is easy to see that the average treatment effect comparing in-

terventions to set treatment to a = 1 versus a = 0 in the population underlying the trial,

E[Y a=1 − Y a=0|S = 1], is identified using Propositions 2 and 3.

Proposition 4. If the conditions required for Proposition 2 and Proposition 3 hold, the average

treatment effect comparing the intervention to set treatment to a = 1 versus a = 0 in the population

underlying the index trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=0|S = 1], is identified by δ ≡ γ − β.

5.2 Uniform use of a third treatment in the population underlying the external

data

Now consider a setting where A = 2 is another experimental treatment that is uniformly adopted in

the external population, but that is not evaluated in the index trial which studied treatments A = 1

and A = 0. We may wish to estimate the average treatment effect comparing the experimental

treatment in the trial A = 1 and some other treatment A = 2 in the external population, as

captured by the causal estimand E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1]. The treatment A = 2 is often referred to

as an “external comparator”. The data structure generated by appending the external data to the

trial data is depicted in the following schematic representation:

X
S = 1

A = 1

YA = 0

S = 0 A = 2
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Identifiability conditions

(A6’) Uniform use of experimental treatment A = 2 in the external data. The probability of being

assigned treatment A = 2 in the external data is 1: for every covariate pattern x with positive

density in the population underlying the external data f(x, S = 0) > 0, Pr[A = 2|X = x, S =

0] = Pr[A = 2|S = 0] = 1. This condition implies that if S = 0, then A = 2, and thus, for

every covariate pattern x with positive density in the population underlying the external data

f(x, S = 0) > 0, E[Y |X = x, S = 0] = E[Y |X = x, S = 0, A = 2]. This condition ensures that

there is no confounding of the association between treatment A and outcome Y in the population

underlying the external data.

Identification

Proposition 5. Under conditions (A1) and (A4) for a = 2, and conditions (A5) and (A6’),

the potential outcome mean under the intervention to set treatment to a = 2 in the population

underlying the index trial, E[Y a=2|S = 1], is identified with ζ ≡ E
[

E[Y |X,S = 0]|S = 1
]

.

This identification result is the conditional expected outcome among individuals underlying the

external data, marginalized to the covariate distribution in the population underlying the index

trial. The identification results presented here and in Proposition 2 are similar, but a key distinction

is that the results in Proposition 5 require the positivity conditions (A5) and (A6’) because data

on the treatment A = 2 is obtained exclusively from the external data. In Proposition 2, data on

the treatment A = 0 were sourced from the index trial and external data; as such there was no

requirement for positivity condition (A5).

Using the above results, the average treatment effect comparing the intervention to set treatment

to a = 1 versus a = 2 in the population underlying the trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified

using Propositions 3 and 5.

Proposition 6. If the conditions required for Proposition 3 and Proposition 5 hold, the average

treatment effect comparing the intervention to set treatment to a = 1 versus a = 2 in the population

underlying the index trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by η ≡ γ − ζ.

Proposition 6 can be easily modified to represent the average treatment effect if one were to combine

an index single-group trial with treatment A = 1 with external data where there is uniform adoption
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of a treatment A = 2 that has not been evaluated in the index trial. The only change required would

be the approach to identify the potential outcome mean under the intervention to set treatment to

a = 1 within the population underlying the trial. In Proposition 3, one would not require conditional

exchangeability over treatment A in the index trial (A2) because the treatment A = 1 is uniformly

adopted in the index single-group trial (i.e., confounding for treatment has been accounted for

by restriction). Furthermore, the condition of positivity for treatment (A3) would be modified

such that the probability of treatment assignment A = 1 is 1, reflecting uniform adoption of that

treatment level in the single-group trial.

6 IDENTIFICATION UNDER TREATMENT VARIATION IN THE POPU-

LATION UNDERLYING THE EXTERNAL DATA

We now consider identification when there is treatment variation in the population underlying the

external data. Suppose the population underlying the external data comprises individuals who may

be assigned treatments, including but not limited to A = 0 and A = 2. As before, suppose the

index trial evaluated treatments A = 1 and A = 0. We will consider two approaches to estimate

the average treatment effect comparing the intervention to set a = 1 versus a = 2 in the population

underlying the index trial, as reflected in the causal estimand, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1]. The first is

a direct comparison between treatment A = 1 from the index trial and A = 2 from the external

data, where there are no common treatments across either population. The second is an indirect

comparison between treatment A = 1 from the index trial and A = 2 from the external data, using

treatment A = 0 as a common comparator treatment in both populations.

6.1 Direct comparisons in the presence of treatment variation in the population

underlying the external data

First, we consider a direct comparison between treatment A = 1 in the index trial and A = 2 in the

external data in the setting where there is no common treatment between the data sources; that

is, the second treatment in the external population is not A = 0. The data structure generated by

appending the external data to the trial data is depicted in the following schematic representation:
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X

S = 1
A = 1

Y
A = 0

S = 0
A = 2

A 6= 0

Identifiability conditions

(A7) Conditional exchangeability over treatment A in the population underlying the external data.

For the intervention to set treatment to a = 2, E[Y a=2|X = x, S = 0] = E[Y a=2|X = x, S =

0, A = 2]. This condition is implied by the independence conditions Y a=2 ⊥⊥ A|(X,S = 0) and

(Y a=2,X)⊥⊥A|S = 0, which are supported by study design if the external data are obtained from

a marginally randomized trial.

(A8) Positivity of treatment in the population underlying the external data. For every a ∈ AS=0, and

every covariate pattern x with positive density in the external data, the probability of treatment

assignment is positive: if f(x, S = 0) > 0, then Pr[A = a|X = x, S = 0] > 0. That is, in the

external data, there is a non-zero probability of being assigned to the treatment, conditional on the

covariates X required for conditional exchangeability over A.

Identification

Proposition 7. Under conditions (A1) and (A4) for a = 2, and conditions (A5), (A7), and (A8),

the potential outcome mean under the intervention to set treatment to a = 2 in the population

underlying the index trial, E[Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by θ ≡ E
[

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 2]|S = 1
]

.

In this setting, to identify θ (and to estimate it), there is no requirement to use the second

treatment in either the index trial (S = 1) or external data (S = 0), and therefore it is not neces-

sary for any common treatments to be adopted in both populations underlying the data sources.

Furthermore, identification requires an assumption about the absence of confounding for treatment

in the external population, as was the case in Proposition 5. Though the absence of confounding

was expected in Proposition 5 because treatment was uniformly adopted, in Proposition 7 one

must invoke conditional exchangeability for treatment in the external population (A7) to identify
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the potential outcome mean under the intervention to set treatment to a = 2 in the population

underlying the trial.

Using the above results, the average treatment effect comparing interventions to set treatment

to a = 1 versus a = 2 in the population underlying the trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified

using Propositions 3 and 7.

Proposition 8. If the conditions required for Proposition 3 and Proposition 7 hold, the average

treatment effect comparing the intervention to set treatment to a = 1 versus a = 2 in the population

underlying the index trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by κ ≡ γ − θ.

Proposition 8 is easily modified to represent the average treatment effect if one were to combine

an index single-group trial with treatment A = 1 with external data where there is treatment

variation (including A = 2 and some other treatment). The only modifications would be those

described earlier: the identification of the potential outcome mean under the intervention to set

treatment to a = 1 would not require conditional exchangeability for treatment (A2), and the

probability of treatment assignment would be 1 (thus requiring a small amendment to A3).

6.2 Indirect comparisons in the presence of treatment variation in the popula-

tion underlying the external data

We now consider an indirect treatment comparison between treatment A = 1 in the index trial and

treatment A = 2 in the external data, using treatment A = 0 as a shared comparator in both data

sources. Such structures allow for direct treatment comparisons, as elaborated in the preceding

section; however, by anchoring the comparison on the shared treatment A = 0, identification

is possible by invoking conditional exchangeability (transportability) in difference (or relative)

effect measures over trial participation S rather than the means (condition A4). The condition

of transportability of difference (or relative) effect measures may be weaker than the condition of

exchangeability of means, because the latter implies the former, but the converse is not necessarily

true. Furthermore, we show that under this setup, one can identify the average treatment effect

with no requirement for the potential outcome mean under the intervention to set treatment to

a = 0 to be the same in the populations underlying the index trial and the external data [60, 61].

The data structure generated by appending the external data to the trial data is depicted in the
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following schematic representation:

X

S = 1
A = 1

Y
A = 0

S = 0
A = 2

A = 0

6.2.1 Transportability of difference measures

First, suppose the investigator has substantive knowledge to support the assumption that difference

effect measures are transportable between the populations underlying the index trial (S = 1) and

external data (S = 0), conditional on covariates X. We show that under this assumption, the causal

estimand of interest E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1] can be identified in a manner where the conditional

outcome mean for the common treatment A = 0 in the populations underlying the trial and the

external data need not be the same. By contrast, recall that in Proposition 1, there was a testable

implication requiring the conditional outcome mean for A = 0 to be equal in the populations

underlying the index trial and the external data.

Identifiability conditions

(A9) Conditional exchangeability of difference effect measures over trial participation S. For the

interventions setting treatment to a = 2 and a = 0, for every covariate pattern x with positive

densities f(x, S = 1) > 0 and f(x, S = 0) > 0, E[Y a=2−Y a=0|X = x, S = 1] = E[Y a=2−Y a=0|X =

x, S = 0]. This condition implies no effect modification by S for the effect of the intervention to

set treatment to a = 2 versus a = 0 on the outcome on the difference scale, conditional on X.

Identification

Proposition 9. Under conditions (A1), (A2), and (A3) for a = 0, condition (A1) for a = 2, and

conditions (A5), (A7), (A8) and (A9), the potential outcome mean under the intervention to set

treatment to a = 2 in the population underlying the index trial, E[Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by

λ ≡ E
[

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 2]
∣

∣

∣
S = 1

]

−

{

E
[

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 0]
∣

∣

∣
S = 1

]

− E
[

E[Y |X,S = 1, A = 0]
∣

∣

∣
S = 1

]

}

.
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In the definition of λ above, the expression E
[

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 0]
∣

∣S = 1
]

−E
[

E[Y |X,S = 1, A =

0]
∣

∣S = 1
]

can be thought of as a correction of E
[

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 2]
∣

∣S = 1
]

. This correction

uses information about the differences between the populations underlying the index and external

data, as reflected in the contrast E
[

Y |X,S = 0, A = 0] − E[Y |X,S = 1, A = 0], averaged over the

covariate distribution of the population underlying the index trial.

Using the above results, in an indirect treatment comparison, the average treatment effect

comparing interventions to set treatment to a = 1 versus a = 2 in the population underlying the

trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified using Propositions 3 and 9.

Proposition 10. If the conditions required for Proposition 3 and Proposition 9 hold, the average

treatment effect comparing the intervention to set treatment to a = 1 versus a = 2 in the population

underlying the index trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by µ ≡ γ − λ, that is,

µ ≡
{

E
[

E[Y |X,S = 1, A = 1]
∣

∣S = 1
]

− E
[

E[Y |X,S = 1, A = 0]
∣

∣S = 1
]

}

−
{

E
[

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 2]
∣

∣S = 1
]

− E
[

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 0]
∣

∣S = 1
]

}

.

Proposition 10 represents the difference in the average treatment effect comparing the trial and

external populations, a result parallel to some “difference-in-differences” identification strategies in

other contexts [62, 63]. Here, the identifying expression for the average treatment effect represents

the difference of two conditional outcome means marginalized to the covariate distribution in the

population underlying the index trial.

6.2.2 Transportability of relative measures

Now suppose the investigator has substantive knowledge to support the assumption that relative

effect measures are transportable between the populations underlying the trial and the external

data, conditional on covariates X.

Identifiability conditions

(A10) Conditional exchangeability of relative effect measures over S. For every covariate pattern x

with positive densities f(x, S = 1) > 0, and for the interventions setting treatment to a = 2 and

18



a = 0,

E[Y a=2|X = x, S = 1]

E[Y a=0|X = x, S = 1]
=

E[Y a=2|X = x, S = 0]

E[Y a=0|X = x, S = 0]
,

with E[Y a=2|X = x, S = s] 6= 0 and E[Y a=0|X = x, S = s] 6= 0.

Identification

Proposition 11. Under conditions (A1), (A2), and (A3) for a = 0, condition (A1) for a = 2,

and conditions (A5), (A7), (A8) and (A10), the potential outcome mean under intervention to set

treatment to a = 2 in the population underlying the index trial, E[Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by

ρ ≡ E

[

E[Y |X,S = 1, A = 0]
E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 2]

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 0]

∣

∣

∣

∣

S = 1

]

.

Here, the ratio of conditional means
E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 2]

E[Y |X,S = 0, A = 0]
from the population underlying the

external data is multiplied by E[Y |X,S = 1, A = 0], which can be thought of as a conditional

outcome mean under the control treatment A = 0 in the trial, prior to being marginalized over the

covariate distribution in the population underlying the index trial.

Using the above results, in an indirect treatment comparison that relies on transporting relative

effect measures, the average treatment effect comparing interventions to set treatment to a = 1

versus a = 2 in the population underlying the trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified using

Propositions 3 and 11.

Proposition 12. If the conditions required for Proposition 3 and Proposition 11 hold, the average

treatment effect comparing the intervention to set treatment to a = 1 versus and a = 2 in the

population underlying the index trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by τ ≡ γ − ρ.

6.3 Using additional covariates to control confounding in the population un-

derlying the external data

Until now, we have assumed that the same set of covariates X are sufficient to achieve conditional

exchangeability over treatment A and trial participation S. However, in data structures where

there is treatment variation in the population underlying the external data, investigators may

believe that conditional exchangeability with respect to treatment A is only plausible with a wider
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set of covariates. Suppose investigators have collected another set of baseline covariates, W , in the

population underlying the external data, and wish to conduct a direct comparison as identified in

Proposition 8. We will consider an example of this using an expanded data structure created by

appending the external data to the index trial, depicted in the following schematic representation.

X

Not required S = 1
A = 1

Y
A = 0

W S = 0
A = 2

A 6= 0

Identifiability conditions

(A7’) Conditional exchangeability over treatment A in the population underlying the external data.

For every covariate pattern x with positive densities in the trial population f(x,w, S = 1) > 0

and for the intervention to set treatment to a = 2, E[Y a=2|X = x,W = w,S = 0] = E[Y a=2|X =

x,W = w,S = 0, A = 2]. This partial exchangeability condition is implied by the independence

conditions Y a=2 ⊥⊥ A|(X,W,S = 0) and (Y a=2,X,W ) ⊥⊥ A|S = 0, which is supported by study

design if the external data are from a marginally randomized trial, but would be strong assumptions

in most other contexts.

(A8’) Positivity of treatment in the population underlying the external data. For treatment A = 2 ∈

AS=0, and every covariate x with positive density in the external data, the probability of treatment

assignment is positive: if f(x,w, S = 1) > 0, then Pr[A = 2|X = x,W = w,S = 0] > 0. That is, in

the external data, there is a non-zero probability of being assigned to the treatment, conditional

on the covariates X and W required for conditional exchangeability over A.

Identification

Proposition 13. Under conditions (A1) and (A4) for a = 2, and conditions (A5), (A7’), and

(A8’), the potential outcome mean under the intervention to set treatment to a = 2 in the population

underlying the index trial, E[Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by φ ≡ E
[

E
[

E[Y |X,W,S = 0, A = 2]
∣

∣X,S = 0
]

∣

∣

∣
S = 1

]

.
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Thus, when additional confounding adjustment is required for covariates W in the population

underlying the external data, the average treatment effect comparing the intervention to set treat-

ment to a = 1 versus a = 2 in the population underlying the index trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is

identified using Propositions 3 and 13.

Proposition 14. If the conditions required for Proposition 3 and Proposition 13 hold, the average

treatment effect comparing the intervention to set treatment to a− 1 versus a = 2 in the population

underlying the index trial, E[Y a=1 − Y a=2|S = 1], is identified by ψ ≡ γ − φ.

Here, the identification result ψ does not require data on W in the population underlying index

trial, S = 1. It suffices to have data on W to control confounding for the effect of A on Y in the

population underlying the external data, S = 0.

7 ESTIMATION AND INFERENCE

A brief discussion on how some of the statistical estimands in the above identification results can be

estimated is found in Section 5 of the Supplement. In general, the simplest estimation approach is to

replace the observed data quantities in the identification results above with corresponding estimates.

In practice, conditional expectations and probabilities will have to be estimated using models [64].

Sampling variances for the resulting estimators can be obtained using robust variance (“sandwich”)

estimators [65], non-parametric bootstrapping [66], or other simulation-based methods [67].

8 DISCUSSION

We examined study designs and identification strategies that can be used to combine information

from an experimental study and an external population sample. To do so, we organized relevant

insights from an extensive literature ranging from the seminal report by Pocock (1976) [2] to more

recent work with a causal orientation [16, 20, 30, 31, 68, 69] and elaborated various identifica-

tion strategies for potential outcome means and average treatment effects across several basic and

commonly occurring data structures. The combining of information from different data sources to

estimate parameters in a target population requires the synthesis of ideas from multiple related

research areas. Notably, combining experimental studies with external data can be conceived as

a natural extension of transportability analyses [32, 33, 43], where investigators are interested in
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using trial data to identify average treatment effects in a target population that may differ in its

distribution of effect modifiers. The key distinction from the work presented here is in the choice

of target population, because our objective is to use data from the external population to the trial

population whereas information “flows” in the opposite direction in most transportability analyses.

Our results suggest that the strength and nature of identifiability conditions needed to identify

treatment effects by combining information from an experimental study and an external sample

are governed by the relationships between the populations underlying the index trial and the ex-

ternal data, and the treatment assignment mechanisms within each population. As such, causal

inference using these study designs requires strong subject matter knowledge to select appropriate

identification strategies [3]. Some of the relevant considerations for combining information in this

setting have been previously noted, including the absence of trial engagement effects [2, 6, 11, 70,

71]; consistency of potential outcomes and well-defined interventions [1, 2, 6, 13, 16, 17, 31, 71,

72], and comparability between the trial and external populations [1, 2, 5, 6, 11, 13, 16, 19, 24, 30,

31, 70, 73–78]. Our framing of the problems in explicitly causal terms did allow some additional

insights by placing different study designs and identification strategies in a counterfactual frame-

work, for instance, by showing the importance of clearly specifying the causal estimands of interest

and the target population to which they pertain, illuminating different identifiability conditions for

direct versus indirect treatment comparisons, and by comparing identification strategies that rely

on transportability of relative (as opposed to absolute) effect measures.

The nature and strength of the conditions required for causal tasks when data from experimental

studies are combined with external data suggest that these endeavors should be pursued with some

measure of inferential humility. In practical terms, the decision to combine information across

sources might invite deliberations on whether their underlying populations are subject to similar

standards of care and treatment initiation practices, relatively contemporaneous, and whether

data fields can be sufficiently harmonized across sources (i.e., with careful alignment of covariate,

treatment, and outcome data). Where possible, it would seem prudent to interrogate the testable

implications of the appended data (e.g., under Proposition 1); approaches such as falsification

methods [47, 79–81] may be appropriate, though caution is still advised because such testing should

be properly accounted in the final statistical analyses (to avoid well-understood issues with pre-

testing [82, 83]) and is typically contingent on long-chains of causal and statistical assumptions
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that cannot be examined in isolation [84]. Furthermore, though not the focus of our work here,

potential violations of the identifiability conditions could be also induced by study design and

analytic decisions imposed by investigators on the data [9, 34]. For example, recent work has

cautioned against conditioning on treatment level in the presence of treatment variation within the

population underlying the external data owing to the threat of non-exchangeability with respect to

treatment [34].

In sum, we have formally articulated the identifiability conditions required for the identification

of average treatment effects when combining experimental studies with external data across a

family of study designs and data structures. While researchers today have easy access to large

sources of patient-level data, generating valid causal inferences when combining information across

data sources requires careful consideration of strong and empirically unverifiable conditions. Part

of the assessment of whether such assumptions hold requires expert judgments about whether the

populations underlying their chosen data sources are sufficiently fit-for-purpose to allow for the valid

estimation of average treatment effects. Further extensions of this work may include causal analyses

of studies that aggregate data from multiple underlying populations, for instance in adaptive trial

designs [85, 86] and methods for evidence synthesis [48]. Under scenarios where it is conceivable

that the conditions for causal inference could be met, studies that combine experimental studies

and external data may offer promise to inform patient care, the development trajectory of medical

interventions, and regulatory decision-making.
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