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Abstract

Evaluating causal effects in a primary population of interest with unmeasured confounders is
challenging. Although instrumental variables (IVs) are widely used to address unmeasured con-
founding, they may not always be available in the primary population. Fortunately, IVs might
have been used in previous observational studies on similar causal problems, and these auxiliary
studies can be useful to infer causal effects in the primary population, even if they represent differ-
ent populations. However, existing methods often assume homogeneity or equality of conditional
average treatment effects between the primary and auxiliary populations, which may be limited
in practice. This paper aims to remove the homogeneity requirement and establish a novel identi-
fiability result allowing for different conditional average treatment effects across populations. We
also construct a multiply robust estimator that remains consistent despite partial misspecifications
of the observed data model and achieves local efficiency if all nuisance models are correct. The
proposed approach is illustrated through simulation studies. We finally apply our approach by
leveraging data from lower income individuals with cigarette price as a valid IV to evaluate the
causal effect of smoking on physical functional status in higher income group where strong IVs are
not available.
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1 Introduction

It is challenging to evaluate causal effect of a treatment on an outcome in observational studies due
to the presence of unmeasured confounding. A commonly employed strategy to address unmeasured
confounding is the use of instrumetal variables (IVs). However, IVs may be unavailable in the
target or primary population of interest. In such cases, previous auxiliary studies with complete
instrument information can be leveraged to evaluate causal effects in the primary population. For
example, suppose we are interested in the effect of education on earnings in a specific industry within
a developing country where no suitable IVs are available. Similar studies in developed countries have
used changes in compulsory schooling laws as IVs to study the same causal problem (Oreopoulos,
2006)). By appropriately using these studies from the developed countries, we can still infer the causal
effect of education on earnings in the developing country without IVs. Even in a primary population
where an IV is available, its strength can vary across different subgroups. For some subgroups, the
IV may be strong, but for others it can be very weak. When estimating causal effects in a subgroup
with a weak IV, results may be unreliable if we rely on that weak IV. To address this, we can leverage
information from subgroups with strong IVs to aid in estimating causal effects in the subgroup with
the weak IV. For instance, in our motivating example, we aim to study the causal effect of smoking
on physical functioning among higher income individuals. [Leigh and Schembri| (2004) used the price
of cigarettes as an IV. However, in the higher income group, the relationship between cigarette price
and smoking behavior is weak, making it a weak IV, whereas in the lower income group, the cigarette
price is a strong IV. Therefore, we can use the lower income group with strong IV information to
help identify and estimate the causal effect of smoking on physical functioning in the higher income
group.

Integrating data from other sources has become increasingly popular for achieving valid causal in-
ference in the primary population of interest (Yang and Ding, 2020; Shi et al., 2023} Degtiar and Rose,
2023; |Li et al., [2024; |Colnet et al.l [2024). A strand of literature focuses on generalizing or transport-
ing findings from auxiliary randomized trials to the primary population based on various versions of
the selection exchangeability assumption (Stuart et al.|2011; Buchanan et al.l 2018} [Dahabreh et al.|
2020; |[Yang et al., 2023). This assumption typically requires that the conditional average treatment
effects given observed covariates are equal across both the primary and auxiliary populations. In the
absence of randomized trials, some studies use an auxiliary dataset with supplemental confounding
information to mitigate estimation bias in the primary population (McCandless et al., 2012; Yang
and Ding;, 2020; [Luo et al.; 2023)). In particular, Yang and Ding] (2020) proposed a general framework
to estimate causal effects in the setting where the big primary data have unmeasured confounders,
but the smaller external auxiliary data provide supplementary information on these confounders.
However, such auxiliary datasets with full confounder information may not always be available in
practice. Another line of research leverages auxiliary data with IVs to establish identification and es-
timation of causal effects when the primary sample lacks important variables for subsequent analysis
(Ridder and Moffitt, 2007; Gamazon et al., 2015; |Zhao et al., 2019). Specifically, in the classical two-



sample IV framework, the primary sample contains information on the outcome, IV, and covariates,
but lacks information on the treatment; whereas the auxiliary sample provides information on the
treatment, IV, covariates, but lacks information on the outcome. This methodology has been widely
used in econometrics and social sciences, and mendelian randomization studies with genetic factors
as instruments (Graham et al., [2016; Shu and Tan| [2020; Zhao et al., [2019). Recently, Sun and Miao
(2022) developed semiparametric efficient estimation of average treatment effects in the two-sample
IV framework. However, this framework requires measurements of instruments in both primary data
and auxiliary data, which is fundamentally different from our setting where only auxiliary sample
contains IVs. A more relevant paper by [Shuai et al. (2024]) considered similar settings where only
the auxiliary sample has IVs and the primary sample includes the treatment and outcome, but their
identifiability relies on a structural equation model with homogeneous treatment effects across the two
samples. Despite rapid progress in the data fusion literature, most studies impose strong homogeneity
assumptions or require the transportability of the conditional average treatment effects between the
primary and auxiliary populations.

In this paper, we aim to remove the homogeneity requirement and propose a novel approach for
identifying and estimating causal effects in the primary population with unmeasured confounders
using IVs from an auxiliary population. Specifically, our study includes a primary sample from the
population of interest without IVs and an auxiliary sample from possibly heterogeneous populations
with a valid IV. Under a structural equation model, we show that the average treatment effect in
the primary population can be uniquely identified from the observed data distribution by combining
information from the auxiliary sample. Different from existing methods, our identifiability result
allows for different conditional average treatment effects between the primary and auxiliary popula-
tions. Building on the identification, we derive the efficient influence function and propose a locally
semiparametric efficient estimator that is multiply robust in the sense that it is consistent even if the
observed data model is partially misspecified. Our proposed estimator remains its consistency and
asymptotic normality when leveraging highly data-adaptive machine learning techniques for nuisance
models. We finally develop a flexible sensitivity analysis approach to assess the impact of departures
from identification assumptions on inference about the causal effect in the primary population.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section [2] introduces notation, assumptions, and
identification results. Section [3] presents the semiparametric efficient multiply robust estimator and
discusses the use of flexible machine learning for nuisance models. Section 4] compares the multiply
robust estimator with other semiparametric estimators. Section [5| provides a sensitivity analysis ap-
proach for assessing the impact of a departure from identifying assumptions. Section[6]uses simulation
studies to evaluate the finite sample performance of the proposed estimators. Section [7] applies our
approach to estimate the causal effect of smoking on physical functional status in the higher income
individuals. We conclude with a brief discussion in Section [§and relegate proofs to the supplementary

material.



2 Identification

Suppose there are n individuals merged from two different sources. Let R denote the source indicator,
where R = 0 if a subject is observed in the primary sample from the target population, and R = 1 if
observed in the auxiliary sample from potentially heterogeneous populations. In the primary sample,
we observe a binary treatment X with O and 1 for the labels of control and active treatments,
respectively. Let Y denote an outcome of interest and V' denote a vector of pre-treatment covariates.
We assume that U contains all unmeasured common causes of X and Y. We use the Neyman-Rubin
potential outcomes framework to define causal effects. Let Y, denote the potential outcome if an
individual, possibly contrary to the fact, were assigned to treatment x. We impose the consistency
assumption that the observed outcome is Y = XY; + (1 — X)Y,. We are interested in the average

treatment effect of the primary population:
T=EY1—-Yy| R=0).

In the auxiliary sample, besides the treatment X, the outcome Y, and observed covariates V, a
binary instrumental variable Z is also observed. We use f(+) to denote the probability density or mass
function of a random variable (vector). The notation AL B | C denotes the conditional independence
between A and B given C for generic variables A, B, C'. We make the following assumptions to identify

causal effects.
Assumption 1 (Latent ignorability). Y, 1L X | VU, R.

Assumption 2 (IV for auxiliary population). (i) Z LU |V,R=1; (i1) Z LY | X,V,U,R = 1; (iii)
ZUAX|V,R=1.

Assumption [I] means that the treatment X is latent ignorable given observed covariates V' and
unmeasured variables U in both primary and auxiliary populations (Frangakis and Rubin, [1999).
Assumption 2] characterizes standard conditions for a valid instrumental variable Z in the auxiliary
population (Angrist et al.l [1996). Assumption (1) requires the instrument Z to be independent of
unmeasured confounders U given V; Assumption (ii) formalizes no direct effect of the instrument Z
on the outcome Y'; Assumption [2[(iii) ensures that the instrument Z is correlated with the treatment
X even after conditioning on V. Although these assumptions are generally untestable without further
conditions, potential IVs may be obtained through some natural or quasi-experiment in observational
studies (Baiocchi et al., [2014; Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, [2018)).

Assumptions [I] and [2] are commonly made in the causal inference literature. However, they are
not sufficient to ensure identification of the causal parameter 7 in the primary population, because
no suitable IVs are available in the primary population and the auxiliary population with IVs may be
heterogeneous from the primary population. To address this issue, we further impose a semiparametric
structural equation model to link the relationships between the primary and auxiliary populations,
as outlined in the following assumption. Let ¢(V,U) = E(X | VU R =1) - E(X | V,U R = 0)



denote the difference of the treatment propensity scores given all confounders (V,U) beween the two

populations.

Assumption 3 (Structural equation model). Suppose that U 1L R | V', and we consider the following

structural equation model:
EY | X,V.U,R) = (V,U) +((V)R+B(V,R)X, (1)
where Cov{(o(V,U),e(V,U) | V,R} =0, and {{o(-),¢(:),8(-)} are unknown scalar functions.

The outcome model in allows B(V, R) to depend on R, indicating that the effect of X on Y
conditional on the observed covariates V may vary between the primary and auxiliary populations.
The first part of Assumption 3} i.e., U 1L R | V, is generally weaker than the selection exchangeability
assumption, i.e., Y, 1L R | V, which has been widely used in the literature for generalizing study’s
findings to the primary population. For instance, Degtiar and Rose (2023)), [Shi et al. (2023), and
Colnet et al.| (2024)) all incorporate similar assumptions. Model requires that there are no additive
U-R and U-X interactions. We show in Section S2 of the supplementary material that model
may be relaxed so that {{(), 5(-)} vary with U even after controlling for V' under certain conditions,
which will become saturated models for binary variables (R, X). A sufficient condition for the zero-
covariance equation in Assumption |3|is (V,U) = £(V'), which implies no additive U-R interaction in
predicting the treatment after conditioning on observed covariates. Similar no-interaction conditions
have been widely used in the recent literature for the identification of average treatment effect with
IVs (Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2018; Sun and Miao, 2022) or the GENIUS approach with invalid
IVs (Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., [2021; |Sun et al) 2022). A design implication of Assumption [3|is that
it requires us to collect as many causes of the treatment and outcome as possible such that no residual
effect modification involving U remains within strata of the observed covariates V.

Below we simply let 5,(V) = g(V,r) for r = 0,1, and we will use these two ways of notation

interchangeably depending on the situation. Under Assumptions 1] and
Br(v) =EY1 =Yy |V =v,R=r),

which encodes the conditional average treatment effect within levels of V' among the population R = r,
and hence 7 = E{fy(V) | R = 0}. Note that $1(V) can be identified by the instrumental variable Z,
but generally So(V) is not equal to £1(V). In fact, under Assumptions |2 and |3} we show in Section
S1.1 of the supplementary material that the identification equation of 51 (V) is given by

_EY|Z=1V,R=1)—EY |Z=0,VVR=1) , 6" (V)

M) = BXZ=LV.R=1)—B(X [Z=0V,R=1)  &5(V) @

This nonparametric representation is the well-known conditional Wald estimand, which has been de-
rived under similar conditions in the IV literature (Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen) 2018; Sun and Miao),

2022)). For identification of 7, a common strategy is to impose the selection exchangeability or some



wearker mean exchangeability assumptions. These assumptions require that the primary and auxiliary
populations are homogeneous conditional on the observed covariates V', and thus fo(V) = p1(V) is
identifiable. However, these exchangeability assumptions could be violated if some shifted treatment
effect modifiers are not captured in the concatenated data. This is a plausible scenario, particu-
larly considering that the data are often collected independently and may represent heterogeneous
populations.

In this paper, we do not assume [y(V') = 51(V) in the underlying model and we establish identifica-
tion of 7 under Assumptions[I3] Let w(V) = f(R=1|V), u(V,R) = E(X | V,R),n= X — u(V, R),
and 02(V,R) = u(V,R){1 — (V, R)} denote the sampling mechanism, treatment propensity score,
treatment regression residual, and conditional variance of the treatment, respectively. To simplify
notation, we use j,(v) and 02(v) to represent u(v,r) and o2(v,r), respectively. Since no restrictions
are placed on the observed data distribution in Assumptions the models we consider are es-
sentially nonparametric, and we use M to denote the corresponding nonparametric model. Letting

g = f(R=0), we then have the following theorem.
Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions ﬁ hold. Then By(V') is identified in M by

[ B0 @Ry
)= {20 v

where $1(V') is identified by . In addition, we have the following equation for T:

(1—R)5l(v>a§<x/)_{ R _1} ny
F(RIV) q05(V)

T=F

The nonparametric identification formula about 5y(V') in is new in the data fusion literature.
Existing methods typically assume that So(V) = 51(V'), but these two functions may not generally be
equal, as shown in Theorem[l} The identifiability result in this theorem has some connections with the
GENIUS approach (Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., [2021;|Sun et al.,|2022), which is used to identify average
treatment effects in the context of a single data set with invalid instruments that violate the exclusion
restriction assumption. Given U 1L R | V as stated in Assumption |3 it is possible to interprete R as
an invalid IV that may potentially violate the relevance or exclusion restriction assumption. However,
it should be noted that the framework considered here is fundamentally different from the GENIUS
approach. The GENIUS approach precludes possible interactions between the invalid instrument (i.e.,
R) and the treatment in the outcome model. Additionally, it requires that the conditional variance
of the treatment, o(V, R), must depend on the invalid instrument R. In contrast, our identifiability
result does not require these conditions. Specifically, model allows for a potential interaction
between R and X, or equivalently permits ,(V') to vary with r. Moreover, the conditional variance
02(V, R) in our setting does not necessarily depend on R, meaning that we allow 0?(V) = 03(V). The
main reason we can still achieve identifiability results without these conditions is that we leverage
data fusion settings where an auxiliary data set has provided relevant information about 81 (V'), which
leaves us with the only task of identifying Sy(V') under the outcome model in .



Theorem (1] provides only one identification formula for 7 and there are several alternative identi-
fication formulas based on different components of the observed data likelihood, which are ommited
due to space contraints. It is important to note that the IV assumption [2] is specifically imposed to
identify the conditional average treatment effect 51(V') in the auxiliary sample, which can be replaced
by any other assumptions as long as (51(V') is guaranteed to be identifiable. For example, in cases
where U is fully observable in the auxiliary sample, as considered in [Yang and Ding| (2020), then

under Assumption (1, we can identify £1(V') as follows:
J(V)=E{E(Y |X=1,VVUR=1)-EY |X=0,VVUR=1)|V,R=1}.

In this scenario, the identification expression of y(V) in Theorem [I| is unchanged except that the

expression of 51(V') therein is replaced by the above equation.

3 Multiply robust estimation

We have considered identification under a non-parametric model for the observed data distribution.
The nuisance parameters in Theorem [1| can, in principle, be estimated nonparametrically using meth-
ods such as kernel smoothing or series estimation; however, as will typically be so in practice, the
observed set of covariates V' may be of moderate or high dimension, and nonparametric estimators
may exhibit poor performance due to the curse of dimensionality. In this section, we turn our at-
tention to a dicussion of semiparametric efficiency theory for estimation of the parameter 7. Any
regular and asymptotically linear estimator has an influence function. Accordingly, the influence
function with the lowest variance is referred to as the efficient influence function (EIF), which is a
key object in general semiparametric estimation theory (Bickel et al., [1993). The EIF is often useful
in constructing locally efficient and multiply robust estimators, which allow for some components
of the observed data distribution to be inconsistently estimated while preserving consistency of the
estimators.

To derive the EIF, we let (V) = f(Z=1|V,R=1), uf(V) = E(X | Z=0,V,R = 1) and
ud (V)= E(Y | Z=0,V,R = 1) denote the conditional probability of Z = 1 given V, the conditional
expectations of X and Y given (Z = 0, V) in the auxiliary population, respectively. We further define

¢(V,R) = E{Y = B(V,R)X | V,R} and p(V)= E[p{Y —B(V,R)X} |V, R =0]. (4)

Similar to the simplifications in the previous section, we may use ¢, (v) to represent ¢(v,r) for r =0, 1.
Here, ¢,(v) is the conditional expectation of the residual Y — 5(V, R) X given V' = v in the population
R = r, and p(V) is shown in Section S1.1 of the supplementary material to be the conditional
unmeasured confounding bias given V.

Let A = (W,M8(7N0Y,5X751,W,M0750,¢0,,0) denote the set of all nuisance functions. Using the

nuisances in A, we can express the functions p;(v) and ¢1(v) as follows:

pi(v) = 6% (0)m(v) + g (v), and d1(v) = g (v) = Bi (V) (v)- ()



Letting v(v) = {1 — w(v)}/w(v), we have the following theorem characterizing EIF for 7 under
the nonparametric model of the observed data distribution, which serves as the foundation for our

multiply robust estimator.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions [IH3 hold. The EIF for estimating T in M is given by the

following equation:

SDefE(O;AaQaT):1_qR{BO(V)—T}—{f R )_1}77{Y—5(‘/7R)X—¢(V7R)}—P(V)

(R|V qo3(V)
V)o?(V
+ %@1(0;&,
where
p1(0:8) = T Y Sl ) = X+ ().

Therefore, the semiparametric efficiency bound for estimating T in M is E{p.(O; A, q,7)?}.

The function ¢1(0O;A) in Theorem [2] involves only the auxiliary sample and plays an important
role in characterizing EIF for the average treatment effect using IVs. For example, if we are interested
in the average treatment effect in the auxiliary population, i.e., Taux = E(Y1 — Yy | R = 1), it can be
identified by Taux = E{f1(V) | R = 1} under our model assumptions, where 8;(V) is identified by
. The EIF for 7,.x is expressed as follows:

R 1
17_(]{51(‘/) - Taux} + 1_ q‘Pl(O;A)'

This EIF expression also involves the function ¢1(0;A), and it closly relates to the one derived by
Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen| (2018)) for the average treatment effect in the context of a single data
set with IVs. The expression of the EIF for the average treatment effect 7 in the primary population,
as presented in Theorem 2| is more complicated. Notably, we do not assume [y(V) = S1(V) when
establishing the identifiability of 7, and hence, the EIF for estimating 7 includes additional treatment
and outcome information from the primary sample, as evidenced by the second term in peg(O; A, q, 7).

Let P, denote the empirical average, for example, P,{h(V)} = n=t3 "  h(V;) for any h(-).
Theorem [2 implies that we can construct an estimator of 7 by solving P, {pes(O; A, g, 7)} = 0 when
nuisance functions in A have been estimated and ¢ = Y ;" (1 — R;)/n. The strategy of constructing
estimators from estimating equations based on influence functions has been widely used in many
causal inference literature (Wang and Tchetgen Tchetgen, |2018; Shi et al., [2020; [Sun et al., 2022} [Sun
and Miao, 2022; Jiang et al., 2022). We will consider two different ways for modeling the nuisance
functions in A: one relies on standard parametric models, and the other uses modern machine learning
techniques. We show that an estimator of 7 based on the EIF is multiply robust, in the sense that only
certain combinations of the working models need to be correctly specified for consistent estimation.

To construct the multiply robust estimator, we define the following two sets of nuisance models



related to the auxiliary sample: Auux1 = (m, g, 6%), and Aaux2 = (g, i , 81); and the following
three sets of nuisance models related to the primary sample: Api1 = (w, 0), Apriz = (w, Bo, Po),
and Apriz = (10,050, p). Then consider the following semiparametric models that impose certain
restrictions on the observed data distribution:

M;: models for Ayux,1 and Ap,i 1 are correct;

Ma: models for Ayux2 and Apyi 1 are correct;

M3: models for Ayux,1 and Ao are correct;

My: models for Ayux 2 and Ay 2 are correct;

Ms: models for Auux,1 and Ap,i 3 are correct;

Me: models for Ayux2 and Apyi 3 are correct.

Let Munion = U2:1M i be defined as the semiparametric model that holds when any of { My, ..., Mg}
is true. Below we separately consider parametric and machine learning methods for estimating the
nuisance models in A.

We first consider parametric working models A(©) with © = (67,...,6];)", where 6; is a vector

of finite-dimensional parameters associated with the jth nuisance model in A for j = 1,...,10; that
is, A(©) = {7m(v; 61), 115" (v; 02), 1) (v503), 6% (v;64), B1(v305),w(v; 06), pro(v3 67),
Bo(v;03), po(v;09), p(v;010)}. Below we develop a three-step procedure to estimate the nuisance pa-
rameters. In the first step, we use maximum likelihood estimation to obtain estimators él, ég, ég, ég, 6,
of the parameters in the nuisance models T, ,ué(, uoy,w, Lo, respectively, because these nuisances are
either models for binary variables or simply have conditional mean forms.

In the second step, we solve the following estimating equations to obtain the estimators 64 and 05

of the parameters associated with models 6% and f:
Po| Ds(V)R{X = 6¥(V300)Z — 13 (V3 62)}| = 0, (6)

P, [D5<V)R{Y — B1(V;05)X — g (V503) + gy (V502)B1(V; 05>}} =0, (7)

where D;(V) is a user-specified vector function of the same dimension as #; for j = 4,5. One can
easily verify that the estimator é4 is consistent if the models in Ayx,1 are correct and é5 is consistent

if the models in A,ux2 are correct by noting that

B{X -6*(V)Z -y (V) |V,R=1} =0,
E{Y = Bi(V)X — gy (V) + g (V)Bu(V) | V,R=1} = 0.

Based on the estimation procedures in the first and second steps, we can see that the estimators of the
parameters associated with the nuisance modes in Aaux 1, Aaux,2, Or Apyi1 are consistent, provided
that the corresponding models in each of these three sets are correctly specified.

We use #(v) to simply denote 7(v; 6;), and other estimated nuisance models are denoted similarly.
After obtaining the estimators of the first seven nuisance functions in A, we then plug them into () to

obtain the estimates (i1, ¢1) of (u1,¢1). Similarly, we can obtain the estimates (7, 62,4) by plugging



the estimated nuisance functions into the corresponding equations of (1, 02, v) introduced earlier; that
is,
. . . . . . . 1—w((V
=X = Rin(V) = (1= Rjin(V), 3H(V) = (V{1 = (V). 3(V) =
Consequently, we can also obtain a plug-in estimate of ¢;(O; A) defined in Theorem [2| and denote it
by ¢1.
In the third step, we aim to estimate the remaining nuisance models (5, ¢g, p). We first define

two functions based on estimates of previous nuisance functions:
Bfs) = RA1(V) + (L — R)Bo(Vi0s),  (fg) = R1(V) + (1 — R)o(V369).

Then we solve the following equations in f to obtain s, 99, and 01 of the parameters associated
with the three nuisance functions Sy, ¢, and p:

R . 5 5 C T A .
P [ D (5 = ) G0 = B0 = 00) = (V3000) = 5(V)62 V)31 } | =0 0
Po [ Do(V)(1 = R){Y = Bo(V:05)X — 6(V:69)}| =0, (9)
P, [ Dio(V)(1 = RI{(X = (V)Y = 5o(V36)X) = p(Vi610)}] = 0. (10)

where f(R|V) = R&(V)+ (1 — R){1 —&(V)}, and D;(V) is a user-specified vector function of the
same dimension as ¢; for j = 8,9,10. The estimating equations in are similar to those in [Sun
et al. (2022) where they develop a GENIUS-approach based multiply robust efficient estimator of the
average treatment effect in the context of a single data set with invalid IVs. The following lemma

shows consistency of the estimators g, 6y, and 6,y under certain conditions.

Lemma 1. The estimators 0s and 0y are consistent if Ms U My holds, and the estimators s and
910 are consistent if Ms U Mg holds.

In summary, the three-step procedures described above guarantee the consistency of the estimators
for the parameters associated with the models in each M; if M; holds for j = 1,...,6. Let 6 =
(0F,...,67)" and A = A(6). A multiply robust estimator 7, is then obtained by solving the

following estimating equation based on the EIF:

Pn{@eH(O;Aadfr)} =0. (11)

Theorem 3. Suppose that Assumptions[IH3 hold. Then Ty, is a consistent and asymptotically normal
estimator of T in Muynjon = U2:1Mk under standard regularity conditions. Furthermore, if all the

nuisance models in A are correct, then Tmy attains the semiparametric efficiency bound in M.

The estimator 7y, offers six genuine opportunities to estimate 7 consistently and also has valid
inference provided that one of the six strategies holds. The asymptotic variance for 7y, can be con-

structed using the sandwich estimator from the standard M-estimation theory (Newey and McFadden),

10



1994). However, due to computational complexity considerations, an alternative option in practice is
nonparametric bootstrap procedures.

An important advantage of multiply robust estimators constructed using the EIF often yields
second-order bias terms, which require slow convergence rates for the nuisance parameters involved,
thereby enabling the use of flexible regression techniques in estimating these quantities (Chernozhukov
et al. 2018; [Kennedyl, [2022). Below we propose such an estimation procedure using machine learning
methods. With a bit abuse of notation, we still use A to denote the estimate of A obtained by
machine learning methods. Firstly, we obtain estimators (7, ﬂé( , ﬂOY,cD, fip) by machine learning of
the conditional mean functions (m,ug, iy ,w, o). Secondly, given the estimators (7, i, it ), we
obtain 6% and Bl sequentially by machine learning methods based on the following conditional mean

relationships:

_ X _,Y
5X(V)—E{W\V,R—1}, Bl(V)—E{M]V,R—l}.

Thirdly, given the estimators (fr,,&é( ,d],/lo,SX ,/31), we obtain 307 450, and p sequentially by ma-
chine learning methods based on the conditional mean relationships in and . Finally, the
machine learning based multiply robust estimator 7y, is again obtained by solving . Let ||h]j2 =
{[ h(0)?dP(0)}'/? denote the Ly(P) norm of any real-valued function k(). We next derive the asymp-

totic properties of the machine learning based estimator 7y, in the following theorem.

Theorem 4 (Multiple machine learning estimation). Suppose that Assumptions ﬁ hold. We further

assume the following conditions hold:
(i) A(v) — A(v) in probability for all v in the support of V;
(ii) A(v) and A(v) are in a Donsker class;

(iii) ¢ < {&t(v),m(v)} <1 —e, {fio(v), po(v),&(v),w(v), 6% ()], 8% ()]} > ¢, and
{1B1(v)],|B1(v)|}< C for some ¢ € (0,1), C > 0, and all v in the support of V;

(i) n'/?-convergence of second-order terms, i.e.,

(181 = Ball + g — o |+ g — ) (1 — =l + 165 — 6% + 1 — 1)
+ lliio — ol (I1Bo = Boll + lldo — ¢oll) + ll& = wllllp — pll = 0p(n™Y/3).

Then Ty is asymptotically normal, has the influence function peg(O; A, q,T), and achieves the semi-

parametric efficiency bound.

Conditions (i)-(iv) are similar to those for double machine learning estimation of average treatment
effects (Kennedy et al., 2017; |(Chernozhukov et al., [2018; Kennedy, [2022). These conditions are
all common in standard non-parametric regression problems (Van der Vaart, 2000). Among them,

condition (i) involves the complexity of the nuisance estimators A and their limits, and is a usual
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minimal regularity condition for problems involving nuisance functions. The cross-fitting techniques
can be used to relax this condition (Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Kennedy, [2022)). Condition (iv)
requires that all the nuisance parameters are estimated with mean-squared error rates diminishing
faster than n~1/%. Such rates are achievable for many highly data-adaptive machine learning methods,

including lasso, random forests or ensembles of these methods.

4 Comparision with other semiparametric estimators

Under particular specifications of the nuisance models, 4y reduces to other different semipara-
metric estimators. We introduce six such estimators, dependent on specific model specifications
in My,..., Mg, respectively. These estimators are based on parametric working models A(O) as
introduced in Section [l

The estimator 7 under M is defined as follows:

. _p | _RRZ-1) 3(V)6i(V) Y _{ R _1} ny
iz ivie=1 @) ) Viwiv) SR

where f(Z | V,R=1) = Z#(V)+ (1 — Z){1 — #(V)}. The estimator 7; depends only on the nuisance
models in M1 and is consistent and asymptotically normal if the models in M are correctly specified.
As shown in Section [3] the estimation of the nuisance models in M; can be obtained by maximizing
likelihood functions along with solving estimating equations in @, which does not involve outcome
data. This estimator 71 separates the design stage from the analysis stage in the sense that models
in Mj are specified before seeing any outcome data, and it helps to prevent selecting models that
favour ‘publishable’ results (Rubin, 2007)). However, 77 fails to be multiply robust or locally efficient.

We next introduce the estimator 79 under My as below:

=P [_ { R 1}{X — (1= R)ao(V)HY — RB(V)X — Rey(V)}]
"L VAR|V) §52(V)

The estimator 7o depends only on the nuisance models in My, and the estimation of the nuisance
models in My can be obtained by maximizing likelihood functions along with solving estimating
equations in .

In the sets of model specifications Ms, ..., Mg, Bo(V) is always required to be correct. Conse-
quently, the estimators of 7 introduced below have the same expression across these settings, except
that the parameter g involved in 5y(V;6s) is estimated by solving different estimating equations.

Specifically, the estimator 7; under M; is given as follows:

R 1-R s .
Tj :]P)TL{ C_? BO(V;GS,Mj)}a (] :35"'56)7

where HA& M, is obtained by solving corresponding estimating equations that are shown in Section

51.6 of the supplementary material. We would like to highlight that the estimator 7; relies soly
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on the nuisance models in M; for j = 3,...,6. The estimation of the nuisance models in M, can
be obtained by maximizing likelihood functions along with solving several estimating equations, as

detailed in Section S1.6 of the supplementary material.

Theorem 5. Suppose that Assumptions ﬁ hold. Then 7; is consistent and asymptotically normal

in Mj for j =1,...,6 under standard regularity conditions.

5 Flexible sensitivity analysis

Assumption [3]is crucial for the identification and estimation developed in previous sections. In this
section, we develop a flexible machine learning based sensitivity analysis approach to assesss the
impact of partial violations of this assumption. For r = 0,1, we define ¢,(V,U) = E(X | V,U R =)
and (. (V,U) = E(Y | V,;U,R = r,X = 0), which denote the treatment propensity score given all
confounders (V,U) and the baseline confounding effect on the outcome among the population R = r,

respectively. We consider the following relaxed version of model as imposed in Assumption
E(Y [ X, V.U R) = ¢\V,U)+(V,U)R+ B(V,R)X, (1)

where {(o(+),¢(+), 8(-)} are unknown scalar functions. Compared with model in Assumption
model precludes only the existence of the U-X interaction rather than both U-R and U-X

interactions. We next introduce the following sensitivity parameter:
§(V) = Cov{eo(V.U), (V. U) | V., R =0} — Cov{e1(V,U), (V. U) | V, R = 1},

which measures the difference of unmeasured confounding biases in the primary and auxiliary popu-
lation. Under Assumption [3| the sensitivity parameter £(V) = 0, and hence, a large absolute value

of £(V) indicates a strong deviation from this assumption.

Proposition 1. Suppose that Assumptions @ and model hold. Given the sensitivity parameter
E(V), Bo(V) is identified by

AWV ) __BR_DY | 12)

ad(V) ~ J(RIV)a3(V

where $1(V') is defined in . In addition, the parameter T is identified by

A RBOVRV) &)y [ R\ Y
T=F {f( ) 1}

q05(V) RV q05(V)

Proposition [1| shows that given a value of the sensitivity parameter £(V'), 7 is identifiable under
Assumptions and model . Similar to Theorem [2, we can also derive the EIF under the

nonparametric model of observed data distribution, as shown in Proposition
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Proposition 2. Suppose that the conditions in Proposition [1 hold. Given the sensitivity parameter
&(V), the EIF for estimating T under M is given by

_1-R o[ r AV - BVIR)X —6(V.R)} — p(V) + RE(V)
pue(0) =2 (V) — ) { . } el
0.2
Www;m,

where ¢1(-) is defined in Theorem[d

Given the sensitivity parameter £(V'), we then propose a flexible estimation procedure using
machine learning methods. The estimators (7, ,&5( , /l%/,cb, o, 6X , 31) are obtained in the same way
as those by machine learning methods in Section Based on the expressions in , we obtain
the estimators (ﬂl,qgl). Similarly, we obtain (7),6%,4) by plugging the nuisance model estimators
into their corresponding equations, and we also obtain the estimator ¢; of ¢1(O;A) based on the
expression defined in Theorem [2| Finally, we obtain 3075 by machine learning methods based on the
conditional mean relationship in . The estimators &0,5 and p¢ are obtained in the same way as
those in Section Bl We further let

Be(V,R) = RB1 + (1 — R)fog, ¢¢(V,R) = Ry + (1 — R)goe.

Based on the above nuisance estimators and the sensitivity parameter £(V'), we define the following

machine learning based multiply robust estimator for 7:

. o 1=R, o R Y = Be(ViR)X = ¢e(V, R)} — pe(V) + RE(V)
Tmr,¢ =P, BO,E(V) {f(R | V) 1} q&g(v)
Y(V)ai(V)
o

Proposition 3. Suppose that the conditions in Proposition [1] and conditions (i)-(iv) in Theorem [4]
hold. Then given the sensitivity parameter £(V'), Tmr ¢ is consistent, asymptotically normal, and has

the influence function eg ¢ defined in Proposition .

6 Simulation studies

In this section, we conduct simulation studies to evaluate the finite-sample performance of the
proposed estimators. In our simulation setting, baseline covariates V. = (Vi,...,V4)" are gen-
erated from independent standard normal distribution N(0,1). We consider the functional form
Vi = {1 +exp(l —2Vy)} ! for k = 1,...,4. The unmeasured confounder U is generated from a
uniform distribution Unif{—p(V*), p(V*)}, where p?(V*) = 0.75 + 1.5V* + 1.5V — 0.3V5 — 0.3V}

Then the sampling indicator R, instrumental variable Z in the auxiliary sample, treatment X, and
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outcome Y are separately generated according to the following mechanism:

R |V ~ Bernoulli{p = (1 + exp(—0.8 — 3V;* + 2V + V5" + V) '},
Z | V,R =1~ Bernoulli{p = (1 +exp(0.5 + Vi* — 1.5V5" — 2V5" + V")) 1},
X | Z,V,U,R ~ Bernoulli{p = Ra1(Z) + (1 — R)ap(V) + 0.1U},
Y | X,V,UR~N{(2-R+2Vy = V5 + V5 — 0.5V)(1 + X) + U,0.5°},

where a1 (Z) = {1+exp(—1.3+2.42)} 1 and a(V) = {1+exp(—V;*+ V5 —0.8V5 +0.6V,;)} L. Under
the above data generating mechanism, the correct models for the nuisance models {7 (V), ugl (V), w(V), po(V)}
in A are given by a logistic regression with V' as linear predictors, and the correct models for the
remaining models {ud (V), 6% (V), B1(V),
Bo(V),0(V),p(V)} in A are given by a linear regression with V' as predictors. We are interested in
estimating the average treatment effect among the primary population 7, whose true value is 2.22.
Because the selection exchangeability assumption does not hold in our simulation setting, existing
estimators based on this assumption generally have bias for estimating 7. We apply the proposed
multiply robust estimator 7y, to estimate 7, and use the estimators 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 7¢ introduced in
Section [4] for comparison. We evaluate the performances of these estimators in situations where some
models may be misspecified. In these cases, the quadratic functional form V;** = (V}, — 0.5)2 is used
in place of V; when constructing the nuisance models in A for k = 1,...,4. Specifically, we present

results from the following eight scenarios:
Sop, all the models are correct;
§;, only the models in M; are correct for j =1,...,6;
S7, none of the models is correct.

Table [1] summarizes the simulation results for all estimators under the eight scenarios for n =
2000, 10000, where the bias, standard deviation, and 95% coverage probability of these estimators

averaged across 200 replications are reported. As expected, the proposed estimator 7y, exhibits

6
j:Ua

small bias and has coverage probability close to the nominal level in {S;} confirming its multiple
robustness property. In contrast, the other six estimators 71, 7o, 73, 74, 75, 76 generally show substantial
bias in scenarios where their respective models are misspecified. For example, the estimator 74
performs well in scenarios {S;};—o,1, while exhibiting notable bias in scenarios {S;};=234,6,7. We also
observe that 71 has comparable performance in some scenarios where models are misspecified, e.g., S5,
to those in scenarios where models are correct. Similar phenomenon may appear in specific scenarios
for other estimators, which is subject to the simulation setting. In general, these six estimators can
maintain their consistency only when their corresponding models are correct.

We also implement the proposed multiply robust estimator by using machine learning methods for
nuisance model estimation. Specifically, we consider estimators 7y lasso and 7mrs, Whereby the nui-

sance models are estimated by lasso and super learner, respectively. Figure[l|shows the corresponding
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Table 1: Bias, standard deviation (SD), and 95% coverage probability (CP) of the semiparametric
estimators under different sample sizes n = 2000, 10000. All results have been multiplied by 102

71 ) 73 74 75 76 Tor
Model
2000 10000 2000 10000 2000 10000 2000 10000 2000 10000 2000 10000 2000 10000
Bias
So 0 1 -2 0 0 1 -2 0 -1 1 -2 0 1 0
S 0 1 216 214 37 37 239 236 -11 -8 8 8 -2 0
Sy -95 -104 -2 0 -52 -61 35 37 8 8 -11 -9 2 0
Ss 37 37 238 236 0 1 215 212 7 6 -58 -63 -2 0
Sy -52 -62 35 37 -94 -102 -2 0 47 43 6 7 2 0
S5 -1 -2 -2 -3 12 12 60 58 -1 1 240 238 -4 1
Sg 10 11 -3 -2 24 27 11 12 -132 -141 -2 0 -5 -1
Sy 50 50 49 49 56 50 50 50 44 41 43 42 49 50
SD
So 27 11 18 7 27 11 17 7 23 9 16 7 18 8
Sy 27 11 31 14 27 11 27 12 20 11 22 11 34 13
S 83 13 18 7 84 13 18 8 117 11 15 9 40 8
S3 27 11 27 12 27 11 29 13 23 17 48 42 32 12
Sy 87 13 18 8 82 13 17 7 45 20 22 17 44 8
S5 23 10 26 10 21 8 25 10 23 9 28 13 32 12
Se 38 20 13 5 34 8 13 5 78 16 16 7 34 12
Sr 40 16 27 9 81 9 23 9 24 12 22 12 24 11
CP
So 94 96 95 95 94 95 96 95 98 95 97 96 95 94
S 94 96 1 0 71 6 1 0 94 76 94 66 95 95
Sy 20 0 95 95 63 0 59 1 95 70 82 62 98 94
S3 72 1 1 0 94 95 1 0 80 65 69 63 94 94
Sy 64 0 59 1 21 0 96 95 84 40 76 61 98 95
S5 93 94 95 95 89 64 26 1 98 95 1 0 94 94
Sg 98 83 95 93 87 6 87 34 28 0 97 96 98 97
S7 62 3 39 2 57 2 37 1 62 20 49 17 58 1
T A 10t e =B e e e R
) © 075"
% 0.4 A g
s k" . o g 050
X, . -4 y - 4 —4- A 8
0.25
004 i i i i i i i i i 0004 i i i i i i i i i
P P @Q@ @000 @QQ XQ@QQ \’%QQQ ’LQQQQ P (P @0@ @QQQ x‘@@ @0@ \’%QQQ (LQQQQ
Sample Size Sample Size

Figure 1: Root mean squared error (RMSE) and 95% coverage probability of two multiply robust
machine learning estimators under different sample sizes. The red circles indicate the multiply robust
lasso estimator Ty jasso, and the green triangles indicate the multiply robust super learner estimator

Tmr,sl -
results about root mean squared error (RMSE) and 95% coverage probability of these two multiply

robust machine learning estimators based on 200 repeated experiments with sample size from 2000

to 20000. We observe that as sample size increases, the RMSEs of both estimators become smaller,
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and the 95% coverage probabilities are more close to the nominal level. These results corroborate
our previous theoretical findings and demonstrate the advantages of the proposed multiply robust

estimators.

7 Application

In this section, we demonstrate an application of the proposed method by estimating the effects of
smoking on physical functional status based on data from the Household Survey portion of Community
Tracking Study (CTS) for the years 1996-1997, which are accessible through application at https:
//www.icpsr.umich.edu/web/HMCA/studies/2524/datadocumentation. The CTS is desgined to
provide health care system change and its effects on people in the United States (Kemper et al.
1996). Smoking is a risk factor of many diseases including heart disease, stroke, diabetes, and most
cancers. These diseases affect physical functioning, that is, physical disability. To mitigate potential
unmeasured confounding baises, Leigh and Schembri (2004) used cigarette price as an IV to assess
the impact of smoking on physical functional status. We found that cigarette price is a strong IV
only for the lower income group but is a weak IV for the higher income group. The higher income
group here is defined as those whose incomes are in the top 20%, with the remaining classified as the
lower income group. Below we try to utilize the data from the lower income group with strong IV to
evaluate the effect of smoking on physical functional status for the higher income group.

Let the treatment variable X = 1 if the subject smokes every day or on some days, and X = 0 if
the subject does not smoke at all. The outcome Y of interest is physical functional status, measured
by the Physical Component Summary of the SF-12 (Ware et al., [1995). The baseline covariates
include sex, age, mental functional status, education, health condition and race. However, there may
still exist unobserved variables confounding the relationship between smoking and physical functional
status, such as genetic factors, psychological stress, etc. Let the instrumental variable Z = 1 if the
cigarette price is greater than the median and Z = 0 otherwise. Since our purpose is to estimate the
causal effect in the higher income subpopulation, we use the subset of data containing higher income
subjects as the primary sample. The primary sample consists of 4198 subjects, with 1123 having
X =1 and 3075 having X = 0. The auxiliary sample includes 18603 lower income subjects, with
7834 having X =1 and 10769 having X = 0.

While the IV (i.e., cigarette price) is available in the higher income subpopulation, it shows
weak correlation with the treatment. This is because the decision of whether or not higher income
individuals smoke may not be significantly influenced by cigarette price. In fact, after conducting a
logistic regression of the treatment on the IV in the primary data and adjusting for observed covariates,
we found that the coefficient of the IV is not statistically significant. When we apply the classical IV
approach to estimate the effect of smoking on physical functional status using only the primary data,
the point estimate and standard error are —0.37 and 6.75, respectively. The corresponding confidence

interval (—13.6,12.86) is too wide. These results are possibly unreliable due to the weak IV issue
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Table 2: Estimates of the causal effect of smoking on the physical functional status in the higher

income subpopulation.

Estimators Point estimate Standard error 95% Confidence interval
Ty -2.04 0.60 (-3.22, -0.386)
Ty -0.15 1.48 (-3.05, 2.75)
T3 -2.13 0.53 (-3.17, -1.09)
T4 -0.31 0.84 (-1.96, 1.34)
T -0.27 0.11 (-0.49, -0.05)
T6 -0.39 0.93 (-2.21, 1.43)
Tmr -0.25 0.17 (-0.58, 0.08)
Trnr,lasso -0.22 0.11 (-0.44, -0.01)
Tmr sl -0.24 0.11 (-0.46, -0.02)

in the primary data. Fortunately, the IV is strongly correlated with the treatment in the auxiliary
data, and thus we can leverage this information and use the proposed semiparametric estimators
71,72, 73,74, 75,76, Tmr and the multiply robust machine learning estimators T lasso, Tmrsl that were
employed in the simulation studies to analyze the data. Table[2|presents the point estimates, standard
errors, and 95% confidence intervals for these estimators. The multiply robust machine learning
estimators T lasso, Tmr,sl are close to each other. Different from the result obtained by the classical
IV approach, both of the multiply robust machine learning estimators that leverage the strong IV from
the auxiliary lower income group are negative and statistically significant, suggesting that smoking
significantly decreases physical functioning for higher income subjects. The multiply robust estimator
Tmr based on parametric models performs similarly, but with a slightly larger standard error. The
estimator 75 is close to the multiply robust estimators, both in point estimate and standard error. For
the remaining estimators, 71,73 yield substantially smaller point estimates than the multiply robust
estimators, whereas 7o, 74, 7¢ have much larger standard errors, despite their point estimates being
closer to the multiply robust estimators. This is likely due to the misspecification of one or several

models utilized in these estimators.

8 Discussion

Instrumental variables are widely used to identify causal effects in the presence of unmeasured con-
founding. However, the stringent constraints for a valid instrumental variable may render it un-
available in the primary population of interest. This paper proposes an approach to identify and
estimate the average causal effect in the primary population via instrumental variables from an aux-
iliary dataset. Unlike previous data fusion methods, our approach does not rely on homogeneous
assumptions or transportability of the conditional average treatment effect across the two popula-

tions. We have developed a semiparametric efficient multiply robust estimator and investigated its
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asymptotic properties, even when employing highly data-adaptive machine learning techniques for
nuisance model estimation. Additionally, we also present a flexible sensitivity analysis approach for
potential violations of crucial identifying assumptions.

This paper can be extended or improved in several directions. Firstly, our study focuses on the
canonical case of binary instrument and treatment variables. A promising avenue for future work
is to broaden this framework to encompass various types of these variables. Secondly, the proposed
framework has the potential for extension to incorporate multiple auxiliary datasets with instrumental
variables, and the efficiency of the proposed estimators could be further improved. Thirdly, it is also
of interest to investigate the use of negative controls, a concept gaining popularity in recent years
(Miao et al., [2018; |Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2024), to identify and estimate causal effects under data

fusion. We intend to explore these and other related issues in future research.
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