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Summary: It is increasingly common to augment randomized controlled trial with external controls from ob-

servational data, to evaluate the treatment effect of an intervention. Traditional approaches to treatment effect

estimation involve ambiguous estimands and unrealistic or strong assumptions, such as mean exchangeability. We

introduce a double-indexed notation for potential outcomes to define causal estimands transparently and clarify

distinct sources of implicit bias. We show that the concurrent control arm is critical in assessing the plausibility of

assumptions and providing unbiased causal estimation. We derive a consistent and locally efficient estimator for a

class of weighted average treatment effect estimands that combines concurrent and external data without assuming

mean exchangeability. This estimator incorporates an estimate of the systematic difference in outcomes between the

concurrent and external units, of which we propose a Frish-Waugh-Lovell style partial regression method to obtain.

We compare the proposed methods with existing methods using extensive simulation and applied to cardiovascular

clinical trials.
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1. Introduction

Randomized controlled trials (RCT) are the gold standard for evaluating the efficacy and

safety of new treatments. But RCTs have numerous well-known limitations. For example,

it is often challenging to recruit patients, particularly with a placebo control arm in trials

targeting new treatment for rare diseases or severe diseases such as late-stage cancer. More-

over, recruiting patients into RCTs might take a long time, which complicates analyzing and

interpreting results in fast-evolving diseases. In the face of these challenges, there is increasing

interest in study designs that augment RCTs with external controls (EC) from observational

data, such as electronic health records, past trials, and diseases registries, where the subjects

had no access to the treatment of interest (Baumfeld Andre et al., 2020). Proper utilization

of ECs can provide evidence of effectiveness and safety and accelerate development of new

treatments. However, external data are generally different from RCT data. A key first step

is to curate and harmonize the different data sources to align the definition and scale of

outcomes, treatments and covariates (e.g. Burcu et al., 2020). Then the analyst must adopt

proper statistical procedures to evaluate the treatment effects.

Recent work on RCT and EC integration increasingly aligns with the estimand framework

outlined in ICH E9 guideline on statistical principles for clinical trials (ICH E9 (R1), 2020).

Estimands are particularly important in this context because the combination of samples

from different populations introduces a variety of relevant estimands, each with distinct

generalizability. But some earlier methods, e.g., the Bayesian dynamic pooling methods, were

generally opaque on the definition of estimands (e.g. Hobbs et al., 2012; Banbeta et al., 2019;

Wang et al., 2022). A stream of recent research adopts the potential outcome framework in

causal inference to elucidate the estimands and assumptions for integrating RCTs and EC

data (e.g. Cheng et al., 2023; Li et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2023; Colnet et al., 2024; Guo et al.,

2024). These works commonly assume mean exchangeability (ME) of the potential outcomes,
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namely, conditional on observed covariates, there is no difference in the potential outcomes

in the absence of the treatment between the units in the concurrent and external study.

However, ME is often implausible in practice, leading to biased treatment effect estimates.

Moreover, as we shall show later, the conventional single-index notation of potential out-

comes blurs treatment and the source of data (concurrent versus external). Single-index

notation obscures the strength of the assumption of ME on which recent literature relies

(Li et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2023; Colnet et al., 2024). In this paper, we first introduce a

double-indexed notation for potential outcomes, based on which we define a new average

treatment effect estimand (Section 2). Similar notation has been proposed recently in the

context of the generalizability of clinical trials (Dahabreh et al., 2019; Ung et al., 2024). We

clarify that the concurrent control arm is critical in assessing the plausibility of ME. We

provide a weaker version of ME for identifying the causal estimands (Section 3) and further

provide estimation strategies when ME is violated (Section 4). In particular, we derive

a consistent and locally efficient semiparametric estimator that combines concurrent and

external data without assuming ME. This estimator requires an estimate of the systematic

difference in the outcomes between the concurrent and external units, which we propose

a novel two-step Frish-Waugh-Lovell type partial regression method to obtain. We further

extend the method to a class of weighted average treatment effects estimands (Section 5).

Finally, we conduct simulations to examine the performance of the proposed method and

compare it with existing methods (Section 6), and apply the method to a cardiovascular

clinical trial (Section 7).

2. Double-indexed potential outcomes and estimands

Consider a clinical trial that targets the effect of a treatment on an outcome. Such a clinical

trial (referred to as concurrent trial hereafter) may be designed to be: (i) a randomized

controlled trial with an active treatment arm and a, possibly small, control arm; or (ii) a
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single-arm trial, where all units are assigned to the active treatment. Under both settings, it

may be desirable to augment the small (or non-existing) control arm by external data. We

will show it is critical to have a control arm in the concurrent trial, regardless of the sample

size, to identify and estimate the treatment effect.

2.1 Notation and Consistency

Suppose we have two distinct samples and for each subject i, let Zi denote the data source:

Zi = 1 and Zi = 0 indicate being in the concurrent and external sample, respectively. If the

former has N1 patients and the latter N0, the combined data has N = N1+N0 total patients

labeled by i = 1, 2, . . . , N . Let Ai denote the treatment status: Ai = 1 and Ai = 0 indicate

receiving the active treatment and the control, respectively. In this context, the paired data

(Z, A) have three possible combinations (1,1), (1,0), and (0,0) because external data are used

only for controls and (0,1) can not occur. Under the single-arm trial setting, Ai = Zi, so only

(1,1) and (0,0) can occur. For each unit, we observe a vector of pre-treatment covariates Xi,

and an outcome Yi.

We use potential outcomes to define causal estimands. The existing literature commonly

adopts a single-indexed notation Yi(a) to denote the potential outcome under one of two

treatment levels a = 0, 1, along with the assumption of consistency, Yi = Yi(1)Ai+Yi(0)(1−

Ai) (Cole and Frangakis, 2009; Li et al., 2023; Colnet et al., 2024). Consistency is a sub-

assumption of the SUTVA (Rubin, 1980) and means that the observed outcome Yi equals

Yi(a) when Ai = a for a = 0, 1. However, this notation implicitly equates the outcome of a

unit in the control arm of the concurrent trial with that in the external data. Specifically,

the consistency assumption has a particularly strong interpretation because dependency of

the potential outcomes on Zi is excluded. This is acceptable only if we are willing to assume

that the outcomes have been perfectly harmonized across Z.

In order to define perfect harmonization and avoid implicit assumptions, we introduce a
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double-indexed notation, Y z
i (a), for potential outcomes, where Y 1

i (a) is the potential outcome

for subject i, as would be measured in the concurrent trial, and Y 0
i (a) is the potential outcome

for subject i, as would be measured in the external control, under fixed intervention level a.

This allows for the possibility that Y 1
i (a) may not equal Y 0

i (a). This could arise, for example,

if the outcome were a biomarker and the contributing samples used different assays, or if the

same clinical outcome were adjudicated differently across studies. More generally, differences

in definition, implementation, or measurement accuracy could yield different versions of the

potential outcomes across studies. Whether the difference is negligible or substantial will

be an important consideration. We formally make an extended version of the consistency

assumption:

Assumption 1 (Composite consistency): For all i,

Yi = Y 1
i (1)AiZi + Y 1

i (0)(1− Ai)Zi + Y 0
i (0)(1−Ai)(1− Zi). (1)

Consequently, each subject i has three potential outcomes Y 1
i (1), Y

1
i (0) and Y 0

i (0), of which

only the one corresponding to the observed data source and treatment status is observed

as Yi. This allows us to define perfect harmonization of the outcome across studies by

Y 1
i (0) = Y 0

i (0) = Yi(0), in which case consistency simplifies to Yi = Yi(1)Ai + Yi(0)(1−Ai).

Subsequently, we use the more general form of Assumption 1.

2.2 Estimands using the double-indexed potential outcomes

Several common causal estimands characterize the effect of the treatment, differing in the

target population. An average treatment effect (ATE) is typically defined as the mean differ-

ence in potential outcomes with and without treatment among the population corresponding

to the study sample. Extending the usual notation, we might define the ATE as:

τATE = E[Y 1
i (1)− Y 1

i (0)]. (2)
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However, interpretation of this estimand is ambiguous. First, fixing z = 1 within Y 1
i (a)

indicates that the outcome of interest corresponds to the concurrent trial. That aligns with

viewing the trial as the gold standard for outcome assessment. Second, the expectation is

implicitly taken over a combined population of concurrent trial and external controls, as the

individuals, i, arise from both populations. The corresponding estimand does not align with

either the concurrent trial population nor the external control population, but an opaque

mixture of the two that depends on sample sizes. Therefore, the ATE is unappealing in this

context.

A straightforward and interpretable alternative is to target the average treatment effect

among the population represented in the concurrent trial by conditioning on Zi = 1:

τATT = E[Y 1
i (1)− Y 1

i (0) | Zi = 1]. (3)

The estimand τATT fixes both the outcome and the population to match the concurrent

trial. Note that superscript z = 1 defines what version of the outcome is targeted, whereas

condition Zi = 1 defines what population is targeted. This is akin to the average treatment

effect among the treated (ATT) estimand in the standard causal inference literature. Gen-

eralization to other target populations will be discussed in Section 5. Initially, we focus on

τATT as the target estimand for both single-arm and two-arm concurrent trials.

2.3 Implicit estimands and bias

Previously, estimands have been defined in single-indexed notation, including τ = E[Yi(1)−

Yi(0)] and τ1 = E[Yi(1) − Yi(0) | Zi = 1] (Li et al., 2023; Colnet et al., 2024). These have

several potential interpretations. Suppose τ1 is interpreted as E[Y 1
i (1) − Y 0

i (0) | Zi = 1].

This is the estimand that is most straightforward to identify from single-arm concurrent

trial data where only pairs (Z,A) = {(0, 0), (1, 1)} are observed. However, unless Y 1
i (a) =

Y 0
i (a) = Yi(a), it implies a contrast of different outcomes under treatment versus under

control and is not a valid causal quantity.
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Moreover, τ1 can be decomposed into two parts:

τ1 = E[Y 1
i (1)− Y 1

i (0) | Zi = 1] + E[Y 1
i (0)− Y 0

i (0) | Zi = 1] = τATT + b (4)

where the first component is the τATT defined in (3), and the second component, b, is the

mean difference in the potential outcomes measured in the concurrent vs external study, in

the absence of the treatment, which we will refer to as the systematic difference between the

external and concurrent outcome. Neither component can be identified without additional

assumptions. This decomposition emphasizes that the single-indexed notation implicitly

assumes away the systematic difference in potential outcomes, namely imposes b = 0.

3. Identification of τATT and estimation with mean exchangability

3.1 Identifying assumptions

The following assumptions are standard in the literature of external control; we modify them

to the double-index notation.

Assumption 2 (Unconfounded treatment assignment): The active treatment is uncon-

founded in the concurrent trial conditional on covariates: Y 1
i (a)⊥⊥Ai | {Xi, Zi = 1}, or

equivalently, Pr(Y 1
i (a) | Xi, Zi = 1, Ai = 1) = Pr(Y 1

i (a) | Xi, Zi = 1, Ai = 0) for a = 0, 1.

Assumption 3 (Unconfounded trial participation): Whether a control subject participates

in the concurrent trial or is represented in the external control is independent of their

potential outcomes given the observed covariates: Y z
i (0)⊥⊥Zi | Xi, or equivalently, Pr(Y

z
i (0) |

Zi = 1, Xi) = Pr(Y z
i (0) | Zi = 0, Xi) = Pr(Y z

i (0) | Xi) for z = 0, 1.

Under Assumption 2 and 3, the probability that each subject would be in the treatment

arm and would participate in the concurrent trial may depend on the observed covariates.

Consequently, we define two propensity scores, for being in the concurrent trial and the
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active treatment, respectively:

eZi ≡ eZ(Xi) = Pr(Zi = 1 | Xi), eAi ≡ eA(Xi) = Pr(Ai = 1 | Xi, Zi = 1). (5)

Assumption 4 (Overlap): Each subject has a non-zero probability of being in the con-

current study, eZi > 0, and a non-zero probability of being in the active treatment or control

arm if the subject is in the concurrent trial, 0 < eAi < 1 for all i.

Consider a two-arm concurrent trial alone, where no external data i s used. For a well-

conducted study, the assumptions of consistency, unconfounded treatment assignment and

overlap (Assumptions 1, 2 and 4) hold by design. Accordingly, τATT can be non-parametrically

identified by E(Yi | Zi = 1, Ai = 1) − E(Yi | Zi = 1, Ai = 0). Non-parametric estimators

as well as standard weighting, outcome modeling, and doubly-robust estimators can be

constructed for τATT (Bang and Robins, 2005).

To augment the two-arm concurrent trial with external data, an additional assumption is

necessary to relate Y 0
i (0) to Y 1

i (0). Rather than assuming Y 1
i (0) = Y 0

i (0), we specify mean

exchangeability of the potential outcomes (ME-PO).

Assumption 5 (Mean exchangeability of the potential outcomes): For all z and x,

bz(x) ≡ E[Y 1
i (0) | Zi = z,Xi = x]− E[Y 0

i (0) | Zi = z,Xi = x] = 0. (6)

Note that ME-PO pertains to the comparability, on average, of the potential outcomes, as

measured in the concurrent trial versus external data, for a fixed population with Zi = z. It

excludes, on average, different versions of potential outcomes.

3.2 Connection to existing work

Previous literature has defined a slightly different version of ME (Li et al., 2023; Colnet et al.,

2024):
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Assumption 6 (Mean exchangeability): For all x,

b(x) ≡ E[Y 1
i (0) | Zi = 1, Xi = x]− E[Y 0

i (0) | Zi = 0, Xi = x] = 0. (7)

The difference between ME-PO and ME is that bz(x) compares different versions of the

potential outcome for a fixed population (Zi = z), whereas b(x) contrasts two different

populations (Zi = 1 vs Zi = 0). We can expand b(x) into two separate components as

follows:

b(x) ={E[Y 0
i (0) | Zi = 1, Xi = x]− E[Y 0

i (0) | Zi = 0, Xi = x]}+

{E[Y 1
i (0) | Zi = 1, Xi = x]− E[Y 0

i (0) | Zi = 1, Xi = x]}.

The first term is zero by definition of unconfounded trial participation (Assumption 3). The

second term equals b1(x) and is zero under ME-PO (Assumption 5). Thus ME is implied by

ME-PO paired with Assumption 3. However, Assumption 3 is not always made explicit, and

then ME is a stronger assumption than ME-PO. The deconstruction allows us to evaluate

each assumption separately.

3.3 Estimation

Below we use f̂ to generically denote a consistent estimate of a function f , e.g. µ̂zai is a

consistent estimate of the true outcome function µzai = E[Yi | Zi = z, Ai = a,Xi = x].

Under Assumptions 1 – 5, Li et al. (2023) and Gao et al. (2023) derived a locally efficient

estimator for τATT:

τ̂ATT

aug =
1

N1

N∑

i=1

{
Zi[µ̂11i − µ̂10i] +

1

êAi

R̂11i −
êZi

1− êAiêZi

[R̂10i + R̂00i]

}
, (8)

where R̂11i = ZiAi[Yi−µ̂11i], R̂10i = Zi(1−Ai)[Yi−µ̂10i], R̂00i = (1−Zi)[Yi−µ̂00i]. Under ME,

the values µ̂10i and µ̂00i are estimated jointly because b(x) = 0 implies that µ10i = µ00i = µ.0i.

This increases the sample size and reduces the variance, but will introduce bias if ME does

not hold. Estimator (8) is locally efficient when the variances are exchangeable in addition to

the means, i.e. V[Y 1
i (0) | Xi] = V[Y 0

i (0) | Xi]. Exchangeability of the variance is supported
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by the design of externally controlled studies, and implied by ME for binary outcomes,

although it can easily be relaxed.

4. Estimation without mean exchangeability

The ME assumption is testable only if we have both concurrent and external control units.

Under Assumptions 1-2, we can identify b(Xi) as

b(Xi) = E(Yi | Zi = 1, Ai = 0, Xi)− E(Yi | Zi = 0, Ai = 0, Xi), (9)

(see Supplementary Material for the proof). But b(Xi) is not testable in a single-arm trial

and is thus easily subject to bias. When b(Xi) 6= 0, Li et al. (2023) argue that the bias will

be bounded and will not affect the validity of τ̂ATT

aug when b(Xi) does not deviate far from 0.

Gao et al. (2023) proposed to augment only a selective part of the external data where ME

is deemed plausible. However, both proposals hinge on the ME assumption, even when the

observed data may suggest otherwise. Formula (9) suggests that the observed data can not

only reveal whether ME holds or not, but also identify the bias when it does not hold. This

motivates us to estimate b(Xi) rather than simply test or assume b(Xi) = 0.

Note b(Xi) may be nonzero if either Assumption 3 or 5 are violated. So estimating this

quantity permits departures from either assumption. If we are confident that unconfounded-

ness (Assumption 3) holds, then we might interpret b(Xi) to reflect the difference in mean

potential outcomes (Equation 6). Otherwise, b(Xi) captures both sources of bias.

4.1 Known b(X)

We first illustrate how to use b(X) when it is known, but not necessarily zero. The function

b(X) = µ10(X) − µ00(X) is not directly estimated in Equation (3) for τ̂ATT

aug . However, the

known b(X) is important to the estimation of µ10(X), which otherwise might be unstable

if the (1, 0) group is small. With a regression outcome model E[Y 1(0) | X ; β] = µ10(X ; β),

knowing b(X) implies E[Y 0(0) | X ; β] = µ00(X ; β) = µ10(X ; β) − b(X) and leads to the
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following estimating equation

N∑

i=1

C(Xi){Zi(1−Ai)[Yi − µ10(Xi; β)] + (1− Zi)[Yi + b(Xi)− µ10(Xi; β)]} = 0, (10)

for an arbitrary function C(x) (see Supplementary Material for proof). This estimating

equation uses both external and concurrent controls to estimate β, and thus is generally

more efficient than that using only the concurrent controls. Assume β̂ is the only solution

to (10) and converges in probability to β. Then we can plug in µ̂10i = µ10(Xi; β̂) and µ̂00i =

µ10(Xi; β̂)− b(Xi) into the estimator τ̂ATT

aug in (8) and τ̂ATT

aug remains consistent.

4.2 Unknown b(X)

In most real applications, b(X) is unknown and needs to be estimated from the observed

data. There are two extremes in estimating b(X). One end is to estimate µ10(X) and µ00(X)

separately, with the concurrent and external controls, respectively, and then obtain b̂(X) =

µ̂10(X)−µ̂00(X). This procedure borrows no information from the external data in estimating

µ10(X). The other end is to fully specify b(X), for example b(X) = 0, and use all external

and concurrent controls to estimate µ10(X). This estimate will have smaller variance than

that not using external controls, but it will be biased if b(X) is misspecified.

As an intermediate approach, we propose to impose a parametric model b(X ; θ) for b(X)

whose complexity controls the degree of information borrowing. Determining the complexity

amounts to a variance-bias trade-off. Here the model fit of µ10(X) and µ00(X) are not

independent of each other due to the parametric form of b, and hence the external control

units help estimate the model parameter β. Given a consistent estimate θ̂ of θ, we shall replace

the unknown b(Xi) in Equation (10) by b(Xi; θ̂) to further estimate µ10(X ; β). However,

estimation of b(x) can be challenging because of the small sample size of the concurrent

control arm. Once b(x) is estimated, µ10(x) is easier to estimate because the external control

units can be included. Therefore, it may also be tempting to assume a simple parametric
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model b(x; θ) for b(x) while allowing a flexible specification for µ10(x), e.g. semi- or non-

parametric models. The proposed estimation procedure is summarized as follows.

(1) Fit a semi-parametric model with control units in the concurrent and external data to

obtain a consistent estimate θ̂ of θ.

(2) For each unit in the concurrent control arm, i.e., Zi = 1, Ai = 0, obtain the pseudo-

outcome as Ỹi = Zi(1−Ai)Yi + (1− Zi)[Yi − b(Xi; θ̂)].

(3) Fit a flexible mean regression model for the pseudo-outcomes Ỹi of the concurrent control

units, µ̂10(X) = E[Ỹ | X ; β].

(4) Plug the estimated b̂(X) and µ̂10(X) into the estimator τ̂ATT

aug in (8).

Step (2) and (3) are straightforward given θ̂. For Step (1), many approaches are available

for estimating θ̂. Below we propose a two-step approach that works well in practice. Given

equation (9), we specify a model for E[Y | X,Z,A = 0]. Our rationale is that, though

the respective outcome function E[Y | X,Z = 1, A = 0] and E[Y | X,Z = 0, A = 0] for

concurrent controls and for external controls may be complex, their difference b(X) may be

simple. Therefore, we specify the following model:

E[Y | X,Z,A = 0] = α(X) + b(X ; θ)Z, (11)

where b(X ; θ) is a simple parametric model for the difference between Z = 1 and Z = 0 group,

while the term α(X) is an unspecified, potentially complex, non-parametric function for the

baseline outcome. Common choices of b(X ; θ) include b(X ; θ) = θ for constant difference

or b(X ; θ) = θ0 + X ′θ1 for linear difference in X . Specification of b(X) shall depend on

the proportion of the concurrent control arm: we may specify a more flexible model with

a sizeable concurrent control arm because this is more data to stably estimate b(x), but a

simpler model otherwise.

Our interest lies in estimating the finite-dimensional parameter θ. Rewrite (11) as

Yi = α(Xi) + b(Xi; β)Zi + εi, E[εi | Xi, Zi, Ai = 0] = 0 (12)



12 Biometrics, XXX 20XX

for all i with Ai = 0. The conditional expectation on Xi is

E[Yi | Xi, Ai = 0] = α(Xi) + b(Xi; θ)E[Zi | Xi, Ai = 0]. (13)

Taking the difference between equation (12) and (13), the term α(Xi) cancels out, and we

obtain

Yi − E[Yi | Xi, Ai = 0] = b(Xi; θ)(Zi − E[Zi | Xi, Ai = 0]) + ǫi, E[ǫi | Xi, Zi, Ai = 0] = 0.

(14)

This suggests a two-step partial regression in the Frisch-Waugh-Lovell (Yule, 1907) fashion:

(1) estimate the conditional mean E[Yi | Xi, Ai = 0] and E[Zi | Xi, Ai = 0] and obtain the

residuals, denoted by Û and V̂ , respectively, using only the control units, and (2) estimate

θ by regressing Û on V̂ .

5. Generalization to other estimands

This section generalizes the proposed method to estimands beyond ATT. Following Li et al.

(2018), we formulate estimands on various target populations via weighting. Specifically, let

f(x) be the covariates distribution in the observed data, which include both the external and

concurrent data, and let f(x)h(x) denote the covariate distribution of the target population,

where h(x)—usually pre-specified—is a function that re-weights the concurrent population to

the target population. We can represent the average treatment effect on the target population

f(x)h(x) as a weighted average treatment effect (WATE)

τh =
E[h(Xi)(Y

1
i (1)− Y 1

i (0))]

E[h(Xi)]
. (15)

Several common estimands are special cases of the WATE. When h(X) = eZ(X), τh is

the τATT as defined before. When h(X) = 1 − eZ(X), τh = E[Y 1
i (1) − Y 1

i (0) | Zi = 0],

which is the average treatment effect on the population represented by the external study,

akin to the average treatment effect for the control (ATC) in standard causal inference

literature. When h(X) = 1, τh = E[Y 1
i (1)− Y 1

i (0)], which is the average treatment effect on
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the combined population represented by both the concurrent and external studies, akin to

the average treatment effect (ATE) estimand in standard causal inference literature. When

h(X) = eZ(X)(1− eZ(X)), τh is the average treatment effect on the overlapped population

(ATO) between the concurrent and external studies.

In all the above estimands, h(x) is a function of eZ(x), which tilts the target population

between the external and the concurrent study. With a slight abuse of notation, let the

tilting function be h(eZ(x)). Following the same analytical procedure in Section 4.2, we

derive a consistent and locally efficient estimator of τh as (the derivation is relegated to the

Supplementary Material):

τ̂h =

∑n
i=1 h(êZi)[λ̂i(µ̂11i − µ̂10i) + T̂i]∑n

i=1 h(êZi)λ̂i

, (16)

where

T̂i =
R̂11i

êZiêAi

−
R̂10i + R̂00i

1− êZiêAi

, λ̂i = (Zi − eZi)
h′(eZi)

h(eZi)
+ 1. (17)

The previous section focuses on the ATT, with h(eZ) = eZ , where (16) reduces to τ̂ATT

aug in

(8). For the ATO estimand, estimator (16) reduces to:

τ̂ATO =

∑n
i=1[Zi(1− 2êZi) + ê2Zi](µ̂11i − µ̂10i) + êZi(1− êZi)T̂i∑n

i=1 Zi(1− 2êZi) + ê2Zi

. (18)

The estimators of the ATE and ATC estimands are relegated to the supplementary material.

6. Simulations

We conduct simulations to examine the finite sample performance of the proposed estimators

compared to existing estimators under various settings.

6.1 Simulation 1: Homogeneous Treatment Effect with Constant b(X) = b

We simulateN = 1000 units independently. Each unit has four covariatesX = (X1, X2, X3, X4)
′:

one binary with X1 ∼ 2Ber(0.5) − 1 and three continuous with X2, X3, X4
iid
∼ N(0, 1). All

four covariates have mean 0 and standard deviation 1. We generate Z ∼ Ber(eZ) where
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eZ = expit(αZ + X ′βZ). We set βZ = (−0.35, 0.3, 1.2, 0.5)′ and adjust αZ so that the

number of units in the external data is equal to that in the concurrent data. Within

Z = 1, we generate A ∼ Ber(1/(1 + m)) so that within the concurrent data, the control

arm and the treatment arm follow a 1 : m allocation, with m taking values 1, 2, 5, 10,

and 20. In other words, the proportion of units in the (0, 0), (1, 0) and (1, 1) groups are

π = (0.5, 0.5/(1 +m), 0.5m/(1 +m)), respectively. We generate the potential outcomes from

Y z(a) ∼ N(0.3+ bz+0.4za+X ′βY , 1), where βY = (−0.4, 0.3,−0.7,−0.4)′, and the observed

outcomes Y = (1 − Z)Y 0(0) + Z(1 − A)Y 1(0) + ZAY 1(1). Such a data generating process

implies ME when b = 0 and homogeneous treatment effect with Y 1
i (1)−Y 1

i (0) = 0.4 for every

unit. We range b within {0, 0.2, 0.4}. For each setting, we repeat the process for B = 1, 000

times and compare the following estimators with respect to the empirical bias and variance.

We focus on the target estimand τATT, whose true value is 0.4. We obtain three aug-

mented estimators, as defined in Equation (8), with b(X) being zero, constant, and flexible

with no particular parametric form, denoted by τ̂ME
aug , τ̂

const
aug and τ̂flexaug , respectively. When

b(X) = 0, τ̂ME
aug corresponds to the locally efficient estimator τ̂ATT

aug proposed by Li et al.

(2023); Gao et al. (2023) that assumes ME, under which µ̂10 = µ̂00 are estimated by a single

linear regression with the main effects of the four covariates in the combined (1, 0) and (0, 0)

groups. When b(X) is assumed to be constant, Z, is added to the linear regression. Finally,

when we do not impose any parametric specification on b(X), µ̂10 and µ̂00 are estimated

separately by linear regression with the main effects of the four covariates in the (1, 0) and

(0, 0) groups, respectively. The three estimators τ̂ME
aug , τ̂

const
aug and τ̂flexaug offer increasing flexibility

in the specification of b(X).

We compare the bias and standard deviation of the above three estimators with alternatives

that are commonly used in practice for related applications. First, as a benchmark for the

randomized comparison without external data we consider (a) the mean difference (MD)
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estimator within the concurrent RCT,

τ̂MD =

∑n
i=1 ZiAiYi∑n
i=1 ZiAi

−

∑n
i=1 Zi(1−Ai)Yi∑n
i=1 Zi(1− Ai)

; (19)

and (b) the mean difference in model-based predicted outcomes (MDP) within the RCT

τ̂MDP =
∑N

i=1 Zi(µ̂11i − µ̂10i)/N1 with µ̂11i and µ̂10i estimated from a correctly specified

regression model, fit to the RCT.

Alternative estimators that incorporate the EC data are: (a) a propensity score (PS)

weighted estimator,

τ̂PS =

∑n

i=1 ZiAiYiŵi∑n
i=1 ZiAiŵi

−

∑n

i=1(1− ZiAi)Yiŵi∑n
i=1(1− ZiAi)ŵi

, (20)

where ŵi = Zi + (1 − Zi)
êZi

1−êZi

reweights the external control to resemble the RCT; (b) the

doubly robust (DR) estimator

τ̂DR =
1

N1

N∑

i=1

Zi

{
µ̂11i − µ̂10i +

1

êAi

Ai(Yi − µ̂11i)−
1

1− êAi

(1− Ai)(Yi − µ̂10i)

}
, (21)

where µ̂11i and µ̂10i are the same as in τ̂ME
aug ; (c) the ANCOVA estimator assuming ME,

τ̂ME
ANCOVA, the estimated coefficient of A in linear regression Y ∼ X + A using all units; (d)

another ANCOVA estimator allowing for constant b(X), τ̂ constANCOVA, the estimated coefficient

of A in linear regression Y ∼ X+A+Z using all units. In all these approaches, the propensity

scores are estimated by logistic regressions with main effects of the four covariates.

In Table 1 the difference-in-mean estimator τ̂MD is unbiased, as expected, regardless of the

data generating process. It also has larger standard deviation than all other estimators, since

it does not utilize any information from the covariates and only uses data in the concurrent

RCT. τ̂MDP is also unbiased and slightly more efficient, showing the best that one could

obtain from modeling the outcome in the RCT alone. These serve as a benchmark to compare

external augmentation. The propensity score weighted estimator τ̂PS incorporates data from

the external control via weighting, and thus has smaller standard error than τ̂MD; however, τ̂PS

is biased when b 6= 0. The remaining estimators require specification of the outcome models.

The augmented estimator τ̂flexaug allows for the most flexibility and does not improve upon
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the model-based RCT benchmark τ̂MD. The augmented estimator τ̂ constaug assumes that b(X)

is a constant, which aligns with the true data generating process. Therefore, it is unbiased

and has slightly smaller standard deviation than τ̂flexaug . The ANCOVA estimator τ̂ constANCOVA

involves analogous assumptions and performs similarly to τ̂ constaug . The remaining estimators,

τ̂ME
aug and τ̂ME

ANCOVA, both assume ME leading to much smaller standard errors than the other

estimators, but they are biased when b 6= 0. The doubly robust estimator τ̂DR, in contrast,

remains unbiased even though the outcome model relies on the incorrect ME assumption.

This is due to the double robustness with the correctly specified propensity score model

at the expense of increased standard error, which is no better than the model-based RCT

benchmark τ̂MD.

Table 1 shows that the efficiency gain of some estimators over τ̂MD is highly dependent

on additional assumptions on b(X), especially ME, explicitly or implicitly. These estimators

should be used with strong scrutiny of the ME assumption. When the ME assumption is

violated, they can lead to largely biased estimates with a small standard deviation and result

in over-confident conclusions.

[Table 1 about here.]

6.2 Simulation 2: Heterogeneous Treatment Effect with b(X) Dependent on X

We repeat Simulation 1 with different outcome models for Y z(a) ∼ N(αza+X ′βza, 1), where

(α00, α10, α11) = (0.3 − b, 0.3, 0.7), β00 = (−0.4 − b, 0.4 + 2b,−0.7 − b,−0.4 − 1.5b)′, β10 =

(−0.4, 0.4,−0.7,−0.4)′ and β11 = (−0.8, 0.1,−0.5,−1.1). Here, b(X) = b(1 + X1 − 2X2 +

X3 + 1.5X4).

We report the empirical estimate of the bias and variance of each of the estimators in Table

2. The pattern is similar to that in Simulation 1. The difference-in-mean estimator τ̂MD is

unbiased with largest standard deviation and the propensity score weighted estimator τ̂PS is

generally biased when b 6= 0. The estimators τ̂flexaug and τ̂MDP do not assume any additional
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functional form of b(X) and are unbiased. The estimators τ̂ constaug and τ̂ constANCOVA assume b(X)

to be a constant, which is not true under this setting, but their bias is still close to 0. In fact,

τ̂ constANCOVA is guaranteed to be unbiased (see Supplementary Material for the proof). Whether

τ̂ constaug will be more efficient than τ̂flexaug reflects a trade-off between fewer model parameters

and better predictability of the models. We replicate the same simulation but reduce the

standard deviation of the error term in Y from 1 to 0.2, where the covariates are much

more predictive of the outcome (the results are relegated to the Supplementary Material).

In that case, τ̂ constaug has larger standard deviation than τ̂flexaug , which uses correctly specified

outcome models that utilize the high predictability. In contrast, τ̂ME
aug and τ̂ME

ANCOVA are biased

when ME does not hold, although they lead to lower standard deviation compared to other

estimators.

[Table 2 about here.]

6.3 Simulation 3: Non-linear outcome model

In this simulation, we demonstrate the common case where the outcomes E[Y z(a) | X ] is

not linear in X but are fit with linear outcome models instead. We repeat Simulation 2, but

differently, we generate the potential outcomes from Y 0(0) ∼ N(0.3− b− (0.4+ b)X1+(0.4+

2b)X2− (0.7+ b)X3− (0.4+1.5b)X4+(0.9+ b)(X2
2 −1), 1), Y 1(0) ∼ N(0.3−0.4X1+0.4X2−

0.7X3 − 0.4X4 + 0.9(X2
2 − 1), 1) and Y 1(1) ∼ N(0.7 − 0.8X1 + 0.1X2 − 0.5X3 − 1.1X4 +

0.6(X2
2 − 1), 1). Here, b(X) = b(1 +X1 − 2X2 +X3 + 1.5X4 − (X2

2 − 1)).

We observe similar patterns to Simulation 2, and hence we relegate the empirical estimate

of the bias and variance of each of the five estimators to the Supplementary Material.

6.4 Simulation 4: Other Estimands

We simulate data as in Simulation 2 with heterogeneous treatment effects. We use (8) to

estimate the ATE, ATC and ATO estimands. For each estimand, we estimate the outcome
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by linear regression on the main effect of the four covariates, with three different assumptions

on b(X): (1) mean exchangeability b(X) = 0; (2) b(X) is constant; (3) no particular form of

b(X). The variance and bias of each estimator is shown in the supplemetary material.

The estimator τ̂ME
∗ is generally biased when ME does not hold, for ∗ ∈ {ATE,ATC,ATO}.

Different from the ATT estimand, the constant b(X) assumption no longer always leads to

unbiased estimators. The estimator τ̂flex∗ is still unbiased, but with larger standard deviation.

We conduct a similar simulation where b(X) is a constant, with the results relegated to the

supplement material. Under constant b(X), τ̂ const∗ is unbiased and the reduction in standard

deviation from τ̂flex∗ is more pronounced than ATT.

7. Application

We illustrate the proposed method using two clinical trials of type 2 diabetes patients and

cardiovascular outcomes: TECOS (Green et al., 2015) and EXSCEL (Holman et al., 2017).

The active treatment is sitagliptin in TECOS and exenatide in EXSCEL. These trials had

similar populations, identical endpoints, and a sizable placebo arm. This allows us to test

methods for trial augmentation in a setting where a gold-standard, internal placebo arm

is available. The existence of internal control data also allows the proposed methods to be

applied, with and without the assumption of ME.

The primary endpoint is a composite of adjudicated cardiovascular death, myocardial

infarction and stroke. We analyze the 1-year cardiovascular composite endpoint as a binary-

outcome. Although most inclusion and exclusion criteria were similar, EXSCEL was more

inclusive, and we applied common criteria prior to conducting analysis (Supplementary

Material). This reduced the original samples sizes from 14,752 and 14,671 to 3,836 and 9,475,

in EXSCEL and TECOS respectively. The substantial drop in EXSCEL is attributable to

requiring prior cardiovascular disease and Hba1c value less than 8, as in TECOS. We further

limited the data sources to countries with representation in both trials, to avoid perfect
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confounding with country enrollment. Factors related to cardiovascular risk were collected

similarly in both studies and previously harmonized to have nearly identical definitions. Vari-

ables used in this analysis were pre-specified including demographics, vital signs, lab values,

prior cardiovascular events, comorbidities, and cardiovascular medications (Supplementary

Material). These were used for adjustment in outcome and propensity score models.

Using the proposed methods we conduct two separate analyses, one in each RCT aug-

mented by the external control data from the other trial. Specifically, we conduct the analysis

of TECOS, comparing 4381 patients randomized to sitagliptan to 4404 randomized to placebo

control, augmented by an additional 1795 placebo control patients from EXSCEL. We then

conduct the analysis of EXSCEL, comparing 1748 patients randomized to exenatide to 1795

randomized to placebo control, augmented by an additional 4404 placebo control patients

from TECOS. Results are shown in Table 3.

[Table 3 about here.]

First, considering the randomized comparison within TECOS, prior to augmentation, there

is a non-significant reduction of 0.80 in the percentage of patients with a composite endpoint

associated with treatment. The confidence interval includes a difference as large as -1.9 or

0.4 in the other direction. When the analysis is augmented under the assumption of ME

the result changes. The point estimate is -1.2 and the confidence interval does not contain

0. This suggests a treatment benefit, but could also be explained by bias attributable to

differences between EXSCEL and TECOS. Allowing for those differences, with a constant

intercept term or linear heterogeneity, the apparent benefit disappears (Table 3).

Next, considering the randomized comparison within EXSCEL, prior to augmentation,

there is a non-significant reduction of 1.2 in the percentage of patients with a composite

endpoint associated with treatment. The augmented result under mean eachangeability

switches direction, but remains non-significant. Relaxing that assumption, with either a
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constant or a linear model, allows the randomized treatment effect to be recovered quite

closely (Table 3).

8. Discussion

When RCTs are infeasible or limited by sample size, augmentation with EC data becomes

attractive. In this paper we introduce a double index notation to account for the possibility

that different versions of the outcome may arise in RCT vs EC data. Using the double index

notation, we establish causal estimands and identifying assumptions. Among the assump-

tions, ME is unique to this context and violated if either unconfounded trial participation

(Assumption 3) or ME-PO (Assumption 5) does not hold. We propose a locally efficient

semiparametric estimator that combines concurrent and external data without assuming ME.

Simulation and illustration in EXSCEL and TECOS shows that this estimator is more robust

than traditional approaches. However, there is an tradeoff between efficiency and robustness;

whereby the assumption of ME, if valid, leads to greater efficiency. These tradeoffs must be

considered in trials augmented by ECs. The proposed method may be used for primary

analysis or for sensitivity analysis in augmented trials.

The double index notation proposed here focuses on the possibility that RCT and EC data

have different versions of outcome. Another source of difference could arise from trial partic-

ipation effects, or the Hawthorne effects, by which engagement in a study impacts outcome

even when treatment is fixed (e.g. placebo). Alternative notation would incorporate trial

participation effects into a dual potential outcome, as in Yi(z, a) (Li et al., 2023; Ung et al.,

2024). The index z implies that there is a different potential outcome for the same individual,

i, if that individual participates in the trial versus does not participate in the trial, for fixed

treatment a. Hawthorne effects can often be excluded by substantive knowledge (Li et al.,

2023), such that Yi(z, a) = Yi(a). If so, the extra notation is unnecessary and is generally

not used. Our notation could be expanded to permit both different versions of outcome and
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Hawthorne effects as Y z(z, a). This distinction does not change the proposed estimator but

clarifies the source(s) of bias that arise if b(X) is not estimated but assumed to be zero.

RCTs augmented by EC data are often viewed as an observational treatment comparison

and analyzed using propensity score methods. Indeed, there are analogous assumptions.

Observational treatment comparisons make the assumption of no unmeasured confounding,

wherein the measured patient characteristics capture all of the important differences between

non-randomized treatment arms. Assumption 3 is analogous for the RCT versus EC. This

assumption will hold if the data contain sufficient covariates to measure the differences

between patients who enroll in the RCT versus EC. While this assumption is analogous,

the consequence of unmeasured confounding could be more serious for an RCT augmented

by EC, where regulatory or payer decisions depend strongly on the result. In such cases it

is uniquely important for the study design to include some randomized concurrent control

data, rather than conduct single arm trials. Leveraging concurrent control data, the proposed

method is robust to violations of Assumption 3.

Robustness to ME comes at a cost to precision. In the EXSCEL and TECOS example, the

robust augmented estimator was only slightly more precise than the randomized trial alone.

This is consistent with the simulation results where the augmented estimators provided

substantial improvement in precision only when randomized trial had very few controls.

The concurrent control arm in EXSCEL and TECOS is already so large that gains from

augmentation are small. That is both an advantage, in terms of having a gold standard,

but a disadvantage for the value of augmentation. In addition, the added precision may

depend on how well the measured covariates predict outcome, as the model for outcome is

the source of shared information. Future directions for research would evaluate how results

depend on the selection of covariates for the outcome model and whether greater efficiency

can be achieved through alternative modeling techniques. For example, machine learning
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or shrinkage methods could be used to select the most important variables from a large

set of candidates. This selection step would generally be unacceptable if covariates were

required to justify unconfounded trial participation, Assumption 3. However the proposed

estimator relaxes this assumption, and therefore may permit efficient use of covariates

without increasing bias.

In Section 5 we introduce weighted causal treatment effect estimands and extend the

proposed estimator to these target effects. Elsewhere, we have addressed the conceptual

model and interpretation of weighted average causal effects (Wang et al., 2025) for RCTs

augmented by EC. The extensive literature on generalizability supports the idea that EC

populations are often a more appropriate target population than RCTs (Stuart et al., 2011;

Dahabreh et al., 2019, 2021; Colnet et al., 2024; Ung et al., 2024). If so, the causal treatment

effect estimand would target the EC (ATC in Section 5). This differs from the literature

on RCTs augmented by ECs, which often target the RCT population (Li et al., 2023;

Cheng et al., 2023; van der Laan et al., 2024). With the recognition that neither population

is correct, and both are relevant to generalizability, one might prefer to develop a principled

mixture(Wang et al., 2025). Section 5 provides a number of relevant weighted estimands and

estimators that integrate the RCT and EC target population.
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RCT only With external control

b 1:m τ̂MD τ̂MDP τ̂PS τ̂DR τ̂ME
ANCOVA τ̂ constANCOVA τ̂ME

aug τ̂ constaug τ̂flexaug

0

1:1 -1 (10) 0 (6) -1 (11) 0 (6) 0 (6) 0 (6) 0 (6) 0 (6) 0 (6)
1:2 0 (11) 0 (7) -1 (11) 0 (7) 0 (6) 0 (7) 0 (6) 0 (7) 0 (7)
1:5 0 (15) 0 (10) -1 (11) 0 (10) 0 (6) 0 (10) 0 (7) 0 (10) 0 (10)
1:10 0 (21) 0 (16) -1 (12) 0 (16) 0 (7) 0 (15) 0 (8) 0 (15) 0 (16)
1:20 -1 (29) -1 (24) -1 (12) -1 (23) 0 (7) -1 (21) 0 (9) -1 (22) -1 (24)

20

1:1 -1 (10) 0 (6) 13 (11) 0 (6) 11 (6) 0 (6) 10 (6) 0 (6) 0 (6)
1:2 0 (11) 0 (7) 14 (11) 0 (7) 13 (6) 0 (7) 11 (6) 0 (7) 0 (7)
1:5 0 (15) 0 (10) 16 (11) 0 (10) 16 (6) 0 (10) 14 (7) 0 (10) 0 (10)
1:10 0 (21) 0 (16) 17 (12) 0 (16) 17 (7) 0 (15) 16 (8) 0 (15) 0 (16)
1:20 -1 (29) -1 (24) 18 (12) -1 (23) 18 (7) -1 (21) 17 (9) -1 (22) -1 (24)

40

1:1 -1 (10) 0 (6) 26 (11) 0 (6) 22 (6) 0 (6) 20 (6) 0 (6) 0 (6)
1:2 0 (11) 0 (7) 29 (11) 0 (7) 26 (6) 0 (7) 23 (6) 0 (7) 0 (7)
1:5 0 (15) 0 (10) 34 (12) 0 (10) 31 (7) 0 (10) 28 (7) 0 (10) 0 (10)
1:10 0 (21) 0 (16) 36 (12) 0 (16) 35 (7) 0 (15) 32 (8) 0 (15) 0 (16)
1:20 -1 (29) -1 (24) 37 (12) -1 (24) 37 (7) -1 (21) 34 (9) -1 (22) -1 (24)

Table 1: Bias and standard deviation (in brackets) of the estimators described in Section
6.1 under different values of the systematic difference b and treatment-to-control ratio m in
Simulation 1 under homogeneous treatment effects. The estimators include two estimators
that only use the RCT data: the mean difference τ̂MD and the mean difference in model-
based predicted outcome τ̂MDP, and seven estimators that utilize external control, including
the propensity score weighted estimator τ̂PS, the doubly robust estimator τ̂DR, the ANCOVA
estimators τ̂ME

ANCOVA and τ̂ constANCOVA without and with a separate intercept for Z respectively,
and the proposed augmented estimators, τ̂ME

aug , τ̂
const
aug and τ̂flexaug with increasing flexibility of

b(x). All columns except 1:m are multiplied by 100 and rounded to the nearest integer.
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RCT only With external control

b 1:m τ̂MD τ̂MDP τ̂PS τ̂DR τ̂ME
ANCOVA τ̂ constANCOVA τ̂ME

aug τ̂ constaug τ̂flexaug

0

1:1 -1 (12) 0 (6) -1 (12) 0 (6) 0 (7) 0 (7) 0 (6) 0 (6) 0 (6)
1:2 0 (13) 0 (7) -1 (12) 0 (7) 1 (7) 0 (7) 0 (6) 0 (7) 0 (7)
1:5 0 (16) 0 (10) -1 (12) 0 (10) 1 (7) 0 (11) 0 (7) 0 (10) 0 (10)
1:10 -1 (22) 0 (16) -1 (12) 0 (16) 2 (7) 0 (16) 0 (8) 0 (15) 0 (16)
1:20 -1 (30) -1 (24) -1 (12) -1 (23) 2 (8) -1 (23) 0 (9) -1 (22) -1 (24)

20

1:1 -1 (12) 0 (6) 17 (13) 0 (6) 11 (7) 0 (7) 11 (6) -1 (7) 0 (6)
1:2 0 (13) 0 (7) 20 (13) 0 (7) 14 (7) 0 (8) 13 (7) -1 (8) 0 (7)
1:5 0 (16) 0 (10) 23 (14) 0 (10) 17 (7) 0 (11) 17 (7) -1 (11) 0 (10)
1:10 -1 (22) 0 (16) 24 (14) 0 (16) 19 (8) 0 (17) 20 (8) -1 (17) 0 (16)
1:20 -1 (30) -1 (24) 25 (15) -1 (24) 20 (8) -1 (24) 22 (9) -2 (24) -1 (24)

40

1:1 -1 (12) 0 (6) 35 (15) 0 (6) 22 (8) 0 (8) 21 (7) -1 (7) 0 (6)
1:2 0 (13) 0 (7) 40 (16) 0 (7) 26 (8) 0 (9) 26 (7) -1 (9) 0 (7)
1:5 0 (16) 0 (10) 46 (16) 0 (11) 33 (8) 0 (13) 34 (8) -2 (13) 0 (10)
1:10 -1 (22) 0 (16) 49 (17) 0 (16) 36 (8) 0 (19) 40 (9) -2 (21) 0 (16)
1:20 -1 (30) -1 (24) 51 (18) 0 (25) 39 (9) -1 (26) 44 (11) -2 (30) -1 (24)

Table 2: Bias and standard deviation (in brackets) of the estimators described in Section
6.2 under different values of the systematic difference b and treatment-to-control ratio m in
Simulation 2 under heterogeneous treatment effects. The estimators include two estimators
that only use the RCT data: the mean difference τ̂MD and the mean difference in model-
based predicted outcome τ̂MDP, and seven estimators that utilize external control, including
the propensity score weighted estimator τ̂PS, the doubly robust estimator τ̂DR, the ANCOVA
estimators τ̂ME

ANCOVA and τ̂ constANCOVA without and with a separate intercept for Z respectively,
and the proposed augmented estimators, τ̂ME

aug , τ̂
const
aug and τ̂flexaug with increasing flexibility of

b(x). All columns except 1:m are multiplied by 100 and rounded to the nearest integer.
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TECOS trial + EXSCEL Placebo EXSCEL trial + TECOS Placebo

Method Estimate Lower CI Upper CI Estimate Lower CI Upper CI

τ̂MD -0.8 -1.9 0.4 -1.2 -3.2 0.8
τ̂ME
aug -1.2 -2.3 -0.1 0.5 -0.9 2.0
τ̂ constaug -0.6 -1.7 0.5 -0.9 -2.7 0.9
τ̂flexaug -0.6 -1.7 0.5 -0.9 -2.7 1.0

Table 3: Analysis Results for TECOS and EXSCEL trials. Estimate: difference in the
percentage of composite endpoints with Lower and Upper Confidence intervals (CI). Method:
τ̂MD is the randomized comparison, after applying exclusions for data harmonization, and
without any external augmentation (N=9,475 in TECOS; N=3,836 in EXSCEL); τ̂ME

aug

corresponds to the proposed method assuming ME where b(X) = 0; τ̂ constaug corresponds to the
proposed method assuming b(X ; θ) = θ; τ̂flexaug corresponds to the proposed method assuming
b(X ; θ) = θ0 +X ′θ1.
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1. Proof of Equation (9) in Section 4

E[Y 1(0) | X ]
Ass 2
= E[Y 1(0) | X,Z = 1]

Ass 3
= E[Y 1(0) | X,Z = 1, A = 0]

Ass 1
= E[Y | X,Z = 1, A = 0].

E[Y 0(0) | X ]
Ass 2
= E[Y 0(0) | X,Z = 0]

design
= E[Y 0(0) | X,Z = 0, A = 0]

Ass 1
= E[Y | X,Z = 0, A = 0].

2. Moment of estimating equation (10) in Section 4

We show that the estimating equation satisfies the moment condition:

E [C(X) {Z(1−A)[Y − µ10(X ; β) + (1− Z)[Y + b(X)− µ10(X ; β)}] = 0. (1)

To see this, note that

E[Z(1− A)[Y − µ10(X ; β)] | X ] = E[Z(1−A)E[Y − µ10(X ; β) | X,Z,A] | X ]

= eZ(X)(1− eA(X)) {E[Y | X,Z = 1, A = 0]− µ10(X ; β)}

= eZ(X)(1− eA(X)) {µ10(X ; β)− µ10(X ; β)}

= 0,

and

E[(1− Z)[Y + b(X)− µ10(X ; β)] | X ] = E[(1− Z)E[Y + b(X)− µ10(X ; β) | X,Z] | X ]

= (1− eZ(X)) {E[Y | X,Z = 0] + b(X)− µ10(X ; β)}

= (1− eZ(X)) {µ00(X ; β) + b(X)− µ10(X ; β)}

= 0.
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Therefore,

LHS = E [C(X){E[Z(1− A)[Y − µ10(X ; β)] | X ] + E[(1− Z)[Y + b(X)− µ10(X ; β) | X ]}]

= 0.

3. Derivation of τ̂h in Section 5

We first show that the EIF for τh is given by

IF(Y,X, Z,A) =
h(eZ(X))

E[h(eZ(X)]

{
λ(∆(X)− τh) +

ZA

eZ(X)eA(X)
[Y − µ11(X)]

−
Z(1− A)[Y − µ10(X)] + r(X)(1− Z)[Y − µ00(X)]

eZ(X)[1− eA(X)] + (1− eZ(X))r(X)

}
, (2)

where

λ = (Z − eZ(X))
ḣ(eZ(X))

h(eZ(X))
+ 1, r(X) =

Var[Y 1(0) | X ]

Var[Y 0(0) | X ]
. (3)

Denote the density of X by p(x) and denote the conditional density p(Y z(a) = y | Z =

z, A = a) by pza(y | x). The full observational data distribution is then

p(y, x, z, a) = f(x)(1−eZ(x))
1−zeZ(x)

z(1−eA(x))
(1−a)zeA(x)

azp00(y | x)1−zp10(y | x)(1−a)zp11(y | x)az.

(4)

We consider a regular parametric submodel indexed by ϕ with true value ϕ∗:

p(y, x, z, a;ϕ) =f(x;ϕ)(1− eZ(x;ϕ))
1−zeZ(x;ϕ)

z(1− eA(x;ϕ))
(1−a)zeA(x;ϕ)

az

· p00(y | x;ϕ)1−zp10(y | x;ϕ)(1−a)zp11(y | x;ϕ)az, (5)

where

b(x;ϕ) = E[Y 1(0) | Z = 1, X = x]− E[Y 0(0) | Z = 0, X = x]

=

∫
y [f10(y | x;ϕ)− f00(y | x;ϕ)] dy. (6)

We assume b(x;ϕ) is independent of ϕ and thus estimate b(x) and τh in different stages.

This holds if mean exchangeability is assumed (b(x;ϕ) = 0) or the true value of b(x; θ) is

known.



Supplementary Materials 3

Then we derive the corresponding score.

S(y, x, z, a;ϕ) =Sf(x;ϕ) +
z − eZ(x;ϕ)

eZ(x;ϕ)[1− eZ(x;ϕ)]
ėZ(x;ϕ) +

z[a− eA(x;ϕ)]

eA(x;ϕ)[1− eA(x;ϕ)]
ėA(x;ϕ)

+ (1− z)S00(y | x;ϕ) + (1− a)zS10(y | x;ϕ) + azS11(y | x;ϕ), (7)

where Sf(x;ϕ) =
∂ log p(x;ϕ)

∂ϕ
, Sza(y | x;ϕ) = ∂ log pza(y|x;ϕ)

∂ϕ
, ėZ(x;ϕ) =

∂eZ(x;ϕ)
∂ϕ

and ėA(x;ϕ) =

∂eA(x;ϕ)
∂ϕ

. Then the tangent space is given by

T =
{
S(x) + (z − eZ(x))gZ(x) + z(a− eA(x))gA(x)

+ (1− z)S00(y | x) + (1− a)zS10(y | x) + azS11(y | x)
}
, (8)

where
∫
S(x)p(x) dx = 0,

∫
Sza(y | x)pza(y | x) dy = 0,

∫
y[S10(y | x)p10(y | x) − S00(y |

x)p00(y | x)] = 0, and gZ(x), gA(x) are arbitrary square-integrable measurable functions.

Under the parametric submodel p(y, x, z, a;ϕ), τh can be calculated by

τh(ϕ) =
E[h(eZ(X)){Y 1(1)− Y 1(0)}]

E[h(eZ(X))]

=

∫∫
y[f11(y | x;ϕ)− f10(y | x;ϕ)]h(eZ(x;ϕ))p(x;ϕ) dydx∫

h(eZ(x;ϕ))p(x;ϕ) dx
, (9)

where τh = τh(ϕ∗). For notational simplicity, define ∆(x;ϕ) =
∫
y[p11(y | x;ϕ) − p10(y |

x;ϕ)] dy, u(ϕ) =
∫∫

y[f11(y | x;ϕ) − f10(y | x;ϕ)]h(eZ(x;ϕ))p(x;ϕ) dydx, and v(ϕ) =

∫
h(eZ(x;ϕ))p(x;ϕ) dx. Also, we omit ϕ whenever the function is evaluated at ϕ = ϕ∗.

Then,

∂τh

∂ϕ
=

u′(ϕ)v(ϕ)− u(ϕ)v′(ϕ)

v(ϕ)2
=

u′(ϕ)− τv′(ϕ)

v(ϕ)
, (10)

and thus

∂τh

∂ϕ

∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕ∗

=

∫∫
y[S11(y | x)p11(y | x)− S10(y | x)p10(y | x)]h(eZ(x))p(x) dydx

v
(11)

+

∫
{∆(x)− τh}ḣ(eZ(x))ėZ(x)p(x) dx

v
+

∫
{∆(x)− τh}h(eZ(x))S(x)p(x) dx

v
.

(12)

We need to verify the following:

(1) IF(Y,X, Z,A) ∈ T ;
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(2)
∂τh

∂ϕ

∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕ∗

= E {IF(Y,X, Z,A) · S(Y,X, Z,A;ϕ∗)}.

To verify (1), note the following correspondence:

S(X) =
h(eZ(X))

E[h(eZ(X))]
(∆(X)− τh); (13)

gZ(X) =
ḣ(eZ(X))

E[h(eZ(X))]
(∆(X)− τh); (14)

gA(X) = 0; (15)

S11(Y | X) =
Y − µ11(X)

eZ(X)eA(X)
; (16)

S10(Y | X) = −
Y − µ10(X)

eZ(X)[1− eA(X)] + [1− eZ(X)]r(X)
; (17)

S00(Y | X) = −
r(X)[Y − µ00(X)]

eZ(X)[1− eA(X)] + [1− eZ(X)]r(X)
. (18)

Then,

E[Sza(Y | X) | Z = z, A = a] = E[E[Sza(Y | X) | Z = z, A = a,X ] | Z = z, A = a] = 0

because E[Y | Z = z, A = a,X ] = µza(X). Also,

E[S(X)] =
E[h(eZ(X))∆(x)]

E[h(eZ(X))]
− τh = 0.

To verify (2), we have

E {IF(Y,X, Z,A) · S(Y,X, Z,A;ϕ∗)} (19)

=
1

E[h(eZ(X))]

{
E
[
h(eZ(X))λ(∆(X)− τh)S(Y,X, Z,A)

]
(20)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))

ZA[Y − µ11(X)]S11(Y | X)

eZ(X)eA(X)

]
(21)

− E

[
h(eZ(X))

Z(1−A)[Y − µ10(X)]S10(Y | X)

eZ(X)[1− eA(X)] + [1− eZ(X)]r(X)

]
(22)

− E

[
h(eZ(X))

r(X)(1− Z)[Y − µ00(X)]S00(Y | X)

eZ(X)[1− eA(X)] + [1− eZ(X)]r(X)

]}
. (23)
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Then, we calculate (20) to (23) respectively.

(20) =E

[
h(eZ(X))λ(∆(X)− τh)S(X)

]
(24)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))λ(∆(X)− τh)

Z − eZ(X)

eZ(X)[1− eZ(X)]
ėZ(X)

]
(25)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))λ(∆(X)− τh)

Z[A− eA(X)]

eA(X)[1− eA(X)]
ėA(X)

]
(26)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))λ(∆(X)− τh)(1− Z)S00(Y | X)

]
(27)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))λ(∆(X)− τh)(1− A)ZS10(Y | X)

]
(28)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))λ(∆(X)− τh)AZS11(Y | X)

]
. (29)

We need to evaluate six terms from (24) to (29).

(24) =E

[
h(eZ(X))(Z − eZ(X))

ḣ(eZ(X))

h(eZ(X))
(∆(X)− τh)S(X)

]
(30)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)S(X)

]
(31)

=E

[
ḣ(eZ(X))(E[Z | X ]− eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)S(X)

]
(32)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)S(X)

]
(33)

=E

[
h(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)S(X)

]
. (34)

(25) =E

[
h(eZ(X))(Z − eZ(X))

ḣ(eZ(X))

h(eZ(X))
(∆(X)− τh)

Z − eZ(X)

eZ(X)[1− eZ(X)]
ėZ(X)

]
(35)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)

Z − eZ(X)

eZ(X)[1− eZ(X)]
ėZ(X)

]
(36)

=E

[
ḣ(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)

E[(Z − eZ(X))2 | X ]

eZ(X)[1− eZ(X)]
ėZ(X)

]
(37)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)

E[Z − eZ(X) | X ]

eZ(X)[1− eZ(X)]
ėZ(X)

]
(38)

=E

[
ḣ(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)ėZ(X)

]
. (39)
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(26) =E

[
h(eZ(X))(Z − eZ(X))

ḣ(eZ(X))

h(eZ(X))
(∆(X)− τh)

Z[A− eA(X)]

eA(X)[1− eA(X)]
ėA(X)

]
(40)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)

Z[A− eA(X)]

eA(X)[1− eA(X)]
ėA(X)

]
(41)

=E

[
ḣ(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)

E[Z(Z − eZ(X))(A− eA(X)) | X ]

eA(X)[1− eA(X)]
ėA(X)

]
(42)

+ E

[
h(eZ(X))(∆(X)− τh)

E[Z(A− eA(X)) | X ]

eA(X)[1− eA(X)]
ėA(X)

]
(43)

=0. (44)

That (27) = (28) = (29) follows E[Sza(Y | X) | Z = z, A = a] = 0. Hence,

(20) = E

{
[∆(X)− τh]

(
h(eZ(X))S(X) + ḣ(eZ(X))ėZ(X)

)}
. (45)

(21) = E

[
h(eZ(X))

ZA[Y − µ11(X)]S11(Y | X)

eZ(X)eA(X)

]
(46)

= E [h(eZ(X))E[(Y − µ11(X))S11(Y | X) | Z = 1, A = 1, X ]] (47)

= E [h(eZ(X))E[Y S11(Y | X) | Z = 1, A = 1, X ]] . (48)

(22) + (23) = −E

[
h(eZ(X))Z(1−A)[Y−µ10(X)]S10(Y |X)+r(X)(1−Z)[Y −µ00(X)]S00(Y |X)

eZ(X)[1−eA(X)]+[1−eZ(X)]r(X)

]
(49)

= −E

[
h(eZ(X)) eZ(X)[1−eA(X)]E[Y S10(Y |X)|Z=1,A=0,X]+r(X)(1−eZ(X))E[Y S00(Y |X)|Z=0,X]

eZ(X)[1−eA(X)]+[1−eZ(X)]r(X)

]

(50)

= −E [h(eZ(X))E[Y S10(Y | X) | Z = 1, A = 0, X ]] . (51)

Therefore,

E {IF(Y,X, Z,A) · S(Y,X, Z,A;ϕ∗)} (52)

=
1

E[h(eZ(X))]

{
E

{
[∆(X)− τh]

(
h(eZ(X))S(X) + ḣ(eZ(X))ėZ(X)

)}
(53)

+ E [h(eZ(X))E[Y S11(Y | X) | Z = 1, A = 1, X ]] (54)

− E [h(eZ(X))E[Y S10(Y | X) | Z = 1, A = 0, X ]]

}
(55)

=
∂τh

∂ϕ

∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕ∗

. (56)
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The EIF shown in (2) simplifies to

IF(Y,X, Z,A) = h(eZ(X))
E[h(eZ(X)]

{
λ(∆(X)− τh) + ZA[Y−µ11(X)]

eZ(X)eA(X)
− Z(1−A)[Y−µ10(X)]+(1−Z)[Y−µ00(X)]

1−eZ(X)eA(X)

}

(57)

if we assume r(X) = 1, i.e., Var[Y 1(X) | X ] = Var[Y 0(X) | X ]. Then the solution to

∑n

i=1 IF(Yi, Xi, Zi, Ai) = 0 yields a consistent and locally efficient estimator

τ̂h =

∑n

i=1 h(êZ(Xi))
[
λ̂i∆̂(Xi) + T̂ (Yi, Xi, Zi, Ai)

]

∑n

i=1 h(êZ(Xi))λ̂i

, (58)

where

T̂ (Yi, Xi, Zi, Ai) =
ZiAi[Yi − µ̂11(Xi)]

êZ(Xi)êA(Xi)
−

Zi(1− Ai)[Yi − µ̂10(Xi)] + (1− Zi)[Yi − µ̂00(Xi)]

1− êZ(Xi)êA(Xi)

=:
R̂11i

êZiêAi

−
R̂10i + R̂00i

1− êZiêAi

. (59)

4. Forms of τ̂h for ATE and ATC in Section 5

ATE. The tilting function h(eZ(X)) = 1, so

λ = (Z − eZ(X))
ḣ(eZ(X))

h(eZ(X))
+ 1 = 1. (60)

Then,

τ̂ATE =

∑n
i=1(∆̂i + T̂i)

n
. (61)

ATC. The tilting function h(eZ(X)) = 1− eZ(X), so

λ = −
Z − eZ(X)

1− eZ(X)
+ 1 =

1− Z

1− eZ(X)
. (62)

Then,

τ̂ATC =

∑n
i=1[(1− Zi)∆̂i + (1− êZi)T̂i]∑n

i=1(1− Zi)
. (63)

5. Proof of the unbiasedness of τ̂ constANCOVA under misspecification in Section 6.1

The estimator τ̂ constANCOVA is the coefficient of A in linear regression Y ∼ X + Z + A, i.e, the

coefficient δ in E[Y | X,Z,A] = α + X ′β + γZ + δA. Denote by y11,y10,y00 the observed

outcomes for units in the concurrent treatment arm, concurrent control arm and the external
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control, respectively. Similarly, denote by X11, X10, X00 the covariate matrix for units in the

concurrent treatment arm, concurrent control arm and the external control, respectively.

Then, the the linear regression can be written as




y11

y10

y00



=




111 X11 111 111

110 X10 110 010

100 X00 000 000







α

β

γ

δ




+ ε, (64)

where 1∗ and 0∗ denote the all 1 and all 0 vector of size equal to the number of units in the

∗ group, respectively. The normal equation shows that the OLS estimate should satisfy




1⊤
11 1⊤

10 1⊤
00

X⊤
11 X⊤

10 X⊤
00

1⊤
11 1⊤

10 0⊤
00

1⊤
11 0⊤

10 0⊤
00







111 X11 111 111

110 X10 110 010

100 X00 000 000







α̂

β̂

γ̂

δ̂




=




1⊤
11 1⊤

10 1⊤
00

X⊤
11 X⊤

10 X⊤
00

1⊤
11 1⊤

10 0⊤
00

1⊤
11 0⊤

10 0⊤
00







y11

y10

y00



, (65)

which yields




N 1⊤X N11 +N10 N11

X⊤1 X⊤X X⊤
11111 +X⊤

10110 X⊤
11111

N11 +N10 1⊤
11X11 + 1⊤

10X10 N11 +N10 N11

N11 1⊤
11X11 N11 N11







α̂

β̂

γ̂

δ̂




=




1⊤y

X⊤y

1⊤
11y11 + 1⊤

10y10

1⊤
11y11




(66)

We subtract the third row from the first row, and subtract the fourth row from the third

row. By rearranging the rows, we have




X⊤1 X⊤X X⊤
11111 +X⊤

10110 X⊤
11111

N00 1⊤
00X00 N00 0

N10 1⊤
10X10 N10 0

N11 1⊤
11X11 N11 N11







α̂

β̂

γ̂

δ̂




=




X⊤y

1⊤
00y00

1⊤
10y10

1⊤
11y11




(67)
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The last two rows state that

α̂+
1⊤
10X10

N10
β̂ + γ̂ =

1⊤
10y10

N10
, α̂ +

1⊤
11X11

N11
β̂ + γ̂ + δ̂ =

1⊤
11y11

N11
. (68)

Therefore,

δ̂ =
1⊤
11y11

N11
−

1⊤
10y10

N11
−

1⊤
11X11

N11
β̂ +

1⊤
10X10

N10
β̂ = y11 − y10 −

(
X11 −X10

)
β̂. (69)

Since the concurrent study is an RCT, the covariates in the treatment and control arm should

be identically distributed. Hence, E[X11 −X10] = 0 and

E[δ̂] = E[y11 − y10] = τATT. (70)

6. Additional tables

Simulation 2 with stronger covariate predictability. We replicate Simulation 2 with the

standard deviation of the error term for Y being 0.2 instead of 1.

[Table 1 about here.]

Simulation 3.

[Table 2 about here.]

Estimands ATE, ATC and ATO with same b(X) as in Simulation 2.

[Table 3 about here.]

Estimands ATE, ATC and ATO with constant b(X). We replicate Simulation 4, but with

β00 = β10 = (−0.6, 0.8,−0.9,−0.7)′ and β11 = (−0.8, 0.1,−0.5,−1.1). Here b(X) = b is a

constant.

[Table 4 about here.]

Received XXX 20XX. Revised XXX 20XX. Accepted XXX 20XX.
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RCT only With external control

b 1:m τ̂MD τ̂MDP τ̂PS τ̂DR τ̂ME
ANCOVA τ̂ constANCOVA τ̂ME

aug τ̂ constaug τ̂flexaug

0

1:1 0 (10) 0 (1) -1 (9) 0 (1) 1 (3) 0 (2) 0 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1)
1:2 0 (10) 0 (1) 0 (8) 0 (1) 1 (2) 0 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1) 0 (1)
1:5 0 (12) 0 (2) -1 (8) 0 (2) 1 (3) 0 (3) 0 (1) 0 (2) 0 (2)
1:10 0 (16) 0 (3) -1 (8) 0 (3) 2 (3) 0 (6) 0 (2) 0 (3) 0 (3)
1:20 0 (21) 0 (5) -1 (8) 0 (5) 2 (3) 0 (9) 0 (2) 0 (4) 0 (5)

20

1:1 0 (10) 0 (1) 17 (11) 0 (1) 11 (4) 0 (3) 11 (2) 0 (2) 0 (1)
1:2 0 (10) 0 (1) 20 (10) 0 (2) 14 (3) 0 (3) 13 (2) -1 (3) 0 (1)
1:5 0 (12) 0 (2) 23 (10) 0 (2) 17 (3) 0 (5) 17 (3) -1 (5) 0 (2)
1:10 0 (16) 0 (3) 24 (11) 0 (4) 19 (4) 0 (8) 20 (3) -1 (8) 0 (3)
1:20 0 (21) 0 (5) 25 (11) 0 (7) 20 (4) 0 (12) 22 (4) -1 (12) 0 (5)

40

1:1 0 (10) 0 (1) 35 (13) 0 (1) 22 (5) 0 (5) 22 (3) -1 (3) 0 (1)
1:2 0 (10) 0 (1) 40 (13) 0 (2) 26 (5) 0 (6) 26 (4) -1 (5) 0 (1)
1:5 0 (12) 0 (2) 46 (14) 0 (3) 33 (5) 0 (8) 34 (5) -2 (9) 0 (2)
1:10 0 (16) 0 (3) 49 (15) 0 (6) 36 (5) 0 (12) 40 (6) -2 (15) 0 (3)
1:20 0 (21) 0 (5) 51 (15) 1 (12) 39 (5) 0 (17) 45 (6) -2 (23) 0 (5)

Table 1: Bias and standard deviation (in brackets) of the estimators described in Section
6.2 under different values of the systematic difference b and treatment-to-control ratio m

in Simulation 2 under heterogeneous treatment effects. Here, the standard deviation of the
error term on Y is reduced to 0.2 from 1. The estimators include two estimators that only use
the RCT data: the mean difference τ̂MD and the mean difference in model-based predicted
outcome τ̂MDP, and seven estimators that utilize external control, including the propensity
score weighted estimator τ̂PS, the doubly robust estimator τ̂DR, the ANCOVA estimators
τ̂ME
ANCOVA and τ̂ constANCOVA without and with a separate intercept for Z respectively, and the
proposed augmented estimators, τ̂ME

ATT, τ̂
const
ATT and τ̂flexATT with increasing flexibility of b(x). All

columns except 1:m are multiplied by 100 and rounded to the nearest integer.



Supplementary Materials 11

RCT only With external control

b 1:m τ̂MD τ̂MDP τ̂PS τ̂DR τ̂ME
ANCOVA τ̂ constANCOVA τ̂ME

aug τ̂ constaug τ̂flexaug

0

1:1 -1 (16) 0 (6) -1 (16) 0 (11) 1 (10) 0 (12) 0 (10) -1 (11) -1 (11)
1:2 0 (17) 0 (7) 0 (17) 0 (13) 2 (11) 0 (12) 0 (11) -1 (13) 0 (13)
1:5 0 (22) 0 (10) 0 (17) 1 (18) 3 (11) 0 (18) 1 (12) -1 (18) 1 (18)
1:10 1 (30) 0 (16) 0 (18) 3 (26) 3 (11) 1 (25) 1 (13) -1 (25) 3 (26)
1:20 0 (40) -1 (26) 0 (18) 4 (37) 3 (12) 0 (34) 1 (14) -3 (34) 4 (39)

20

1:1 -1 (16) 0 (6) 18 (19) 0 (11) 12 (10) 0 (11) 11 (10) -2 (11) -1 (11)
1:2 0 (17) 0 (7) 20 (20) 0 (13) 15 (11) 0 (12) 14 (11) -2 (13) 0 (13)
1:5 0 (22) 0 (10) 23 (21) 1 (18) 19 (12) 0 (18) 18 (13) -3 (18) 1 (18)
1:10 1 (30) 0 (16) 25 (22) 3 (26) 21 (12) 1 (25) 21 (14) -3 (25) 2 (26)
1:20 0 (40) -1 (26) 26 (23) 4 (37) 22 (13) 0 (35) 23 (16) -4 (34) 4 (39)

40

1:1 -1 (16) 0 (6) 36 (22) 0 (11) 23 (11) 0 (12) 22 (11) -2 (12) -1 (11)
1:2 0 (17) 0 (7) 41 (23) 0 (13) 28 (12) 0 (13) 27 (12) -3 (13) -1 (13)
1:5 0 (22) 0 (10) 47 (25) 1 (18) 35 (13) 1 (18) 35 (14) -4 (19) 0 (18)
1:10 1 (30) 0 (16) 50 (26) 3 (26) 39 (14) 1 (26) 41 (16) -4 (27) 2 (27)
1:20 0 (40) -1 (26) 52 (27) 5 (38) 41 (14) 0 (36) 46 (18) -6 (38) 3 (39)

Table 2: Bias and standard deviation (in brackets) of the estimators described in Section
6.3 under different values of the systematic difference b and treatment-to-control ratio m in
Simulation 3 under heterogeneous treatment effects. The estimators include two estimators
that only use the RCT data: the mean difference τ̂MD and the mean difference in model-
based predicted outcome τ̂MDP, and seven estimators that utilize external control, including
the propensity score weighted estimator τ̂PS, the doubly robust estimator τ̂DR, the ANCOVA
estimators τ̂ME

ANCOVA and τ̂ constANCOVA without and with a separate intercept for Z respectively,
and the proposed augmented estimators, τ̂ME

ATT, τ̂
const
ATT and τ̂flexATT with increasing flexibility of

b(x). All columns except 1:m are multiplied by 100 and rounded to the nearest integer.
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b 1:m τ̂ME
ATE τ̂ constATE τ̂flexATE τ̂ME

ATC τ̂ constATC τ̂flexATC τ̂ME
ATO τ̂ constATO τ̂flexATO

0

1:1 0 (9) -1 (10) -1 (11) -1 (16) -1 (18) -1 (19) 0 (8) -1 (9) -1 (10)
1:2 0 (8) 0 (10) 0 (11) 0 (14) 0 (17) 0 (18) 0 (8) 0 (10) 0 (10)
1:5 0 (8) 0 (12) 0 (14) 0 (13) 0 (17) 0 (21) 0 (8) 0 (12) 0 (13)
1:10 0 (8) 0 (17) 0 (19) 0 (13) 0 (21) 0 (27) 0 (8) 0 (16) 0 (19)
1:20 0 (8) -1 (23) -1 (29) 0 (13) -1 (25) -1 (40) 0 (8) -1 (22) -1 (28)

20

1:1 9 (10) -6 (11) -1 (11) 6 (16) -11 (18) -1 (19) 10 (9) -4 (9) -1 (10)
1:2 11 (8) -6 (11) 0 (11) 8 (15) -11 (17) 0 (18) 12 (8) -4 (10) 0 (10)
1:5 13 (8) -7 (13) 0 (14) 10 (13) -12 (18) 0 (21) 15 (8) -6 (13) 0 (13)
1:10 15 (8) -7 (18) 0 (19) 11 (13) -13 (22) 0 (27) 17 (8) -6 (18) 0 (19)
1:20 17 (8) -8 (25) -1 (29) 11 (13) -15 (28) -1 (40) 18 (8) -8 (25) -1 (28)

40

1:1 18 (10) -11 (11) -1 (11) 14 (17) -20 (19) -1 (19) 21 (9) -8 (10) -1 (10)
1:2 21 (9) -12 (12) 0 (11) 17 (15) -22 (19) 0 (18) 25 (9) -9 (12) 0 (10)
1:5 27 (9) -13 (16) 0 (14) 20 (14) -25 (21) 0 (21) 30 (9) -11 (16) 0 (13)
1:10 31 (9) -14 (23) 0 (19) 22 (14) -27 (27) 0 (27) 33 (9) -13 (23) 0 (19)
1:20 34 (9) -16 (31) -1 (29) 23 (14) -29 (34) -1 (40) 36 (9) -14 (32) -1 (28)

Table 3: Bias and standard deviation (in brackets) of the estimators described in Section
6.4 under different values of the systematic difference b and treatment-to-control ratio m

in Simulation 4 under heterogeneous treatment effects. Here, the subscripts ATE,ATC and
ATO refer to the estimands, and the superscripts ME, const and flex correspond to the
proposed method assuming b(X) = 0, b(X) is constant and b(X) does not have a particular
form, respectively. All columns except 1:m are multiplied by 100 and rounded to the nearest
integer.
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b 1:m τ̂ME
ATE τ̂ constATE τ̂flexATE τ̂ME

ATC τ̂ constATC τ̂flexATC τ̂ME
ATO τ̂ constATO τ̂flexATO

0

1:1 0 (9) -1 (10) -1 (11) -1 (16) -1 (18) -1 (19) 0 (9) -1 (10) -1 (10)
1:2 0 (8) 0 (10) 0 (11) 0 (14) 0 (17) 0 (18) 0 (8) 0 (10) 0 (10)
1:5 0 (8) 0 (12) 0 (14) 0 (13) 0 (17) 0 (21) 0 (8) 0 (12) 0 (13)
1:10 0 (8) 0 (17) 0 (19) 0 (13) 0 (21) 0 (27) 0 (8) 0 (16) 0 (19)
1:20 0 (8) -1 (23) -1 (29) 0 (13) -1 (25) -1 (40) 0 (8) -1 (22) -1 (28)

20

1:1 12 (9) -1 (10) -1 (11) 14 (16) -1 (18) -1 (19) 12 (9) -1 (10) -1 (10)
1:2 14 (8) 0 (10) 0 (11) 16 (14) 0 (17) 0 (18) 14 (8) 0 (10) 0 (10)
1:5 16 (8) 0 (12) 0 (14) 18 (13) 0 (17) 0 (21) 16 (8) 0 (12) 0 (13)
1:10 17 (8) 0 (17) 0 (19) 19 (13) 0 (21) 0 (27) 18 (8) 0 (16) 0 (19)
1:20 18 (8) -1 (23) -1 (29) 19 (13) -1 (25) -1 (40) 18 (8) -1 (22) -1 (28)

40

1:1 25 (9) -1 (10) -1 (11) 29 (16) -1 (18) -1 (19) 25 (9) -1 (10) -1 (10)
1:2 28 (8) 0 (10) 0 (11) 32 (14) 0 (17) 0 (18) 28 (8) 0 (10) 0 (10)
1:5 32 (8) 0 (12) 0 (14) 35 (13) 0 (17) 0 (21) 33 (8) 0 (12) 0 (13)
1:10 34 (8) 0 (17) 0 (19) 37 (13) 0 (21) 0 (27) 35 (8) 0 (16) 0 (19)
1:20 36 (8) -1 (23) -1 (29) 38 (13) -1 (25) -1 (40) 37 (8) -1 (22) -1 (28)

Table 4: Bias and standard deviation (in brackets) of the estimators described in Section
6.4 under different values of the systematic difference b and treatment-to-control ratio
m in Simulation 4 under heterogeneous treatment effects, but with b(X) = b. Here, the
subscripts ATE,ATC and ATO refer to the estimands, and the superscripts ME, const and
flex correspond to the proposed method assuming b(X) = 0, b(X) is constant and b(X) does
not have a particular form, respectively. All columns except 1:m are multiplied by 100 and
rounded to the nearest integer.


	Introduction
	Double-indexed potential outcomes and estimands
	Notation and Consistency
	Estimands using the double-indexed potential outcomes
	Implicit estimands and bias

	Identification of ATT and estimation with mean exchangability
	Identifying assumptions
	Connection to existing work
	Estimation

	Estimation without mean exchangeability
	Known b(X)
	Unknown b(X)

	Generalization to other estimands
	Simulations
	Simulation 1: Homogeneous Treatment Effect with Constant b(X) = b
	Simulation 2: Heterogeneous Treatment Effect with b(X) Dependent on X
	Simulation 3: Non-linear outcome model
	Simulation 4: Other Estimands

	Application
	Discussion
	References
	Proof of Equation (9) in Section 4
	Moment of estimating equation (10) in Section 4
	Derivation of "0362h in Section 5
	Forms of "0362h for ATE and ATC in Section 5
	Proof of the unbiasedness of "0362ANCOVAconst under misspecification in Section 6.1
	Additional tables

