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Abstract

Platform trials are multi-arm designs that simultaneously evaluate multiple treat-
ments for a single disease within the same overall trial structure. Unlike traditional
randomized controlled trials, they allow treatment arms to enter and exit the trial at
distinct times while maintaining a control arm throughout. This control arm com-
prises both concurrent controls, where participants are randomized concurrently to
either the treatment or control arm, and non-concurrent controls, who enter the trial
when the treatment arm under study is unavailable. While flexible, platform trials
introduce the challenge of using non-concurrent controls, raising questions about es-
timating treatment effects. Specifically, which estimands should be targeted? Under
what assumptions can these estimands be identified and estimated? Are there any
efficiency gains? In this paper, we discuss issues related to the identification and
estimation assumptions of common choices of estimand. We conclude that the most
robust strategy to increase efficiency without imposing unwarranted assumptions is to
target the concurrent average treatment effect (cATE), the ATE among only concur-
rent units, using a covariate-adjusted doubly robust estimator. Our studies suggests
that, for the purpose of obtaining efficiency gains, collecting important prognostic
variables is more important than relying on non-concurrent controls. We also discuss
the perils of targeting ATE due to an untestable extrapolation assumption that will
often be invalid. We provide simulations illustrating our points and an application
to the ACTT platform trial, resulting in a 20% improvement in precision.
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1 Introduction

Platform trials are multi-arm designs that simultaneously evaluate multiple treatments
for a single disease within the same overall trial structure (Woodcock & LaVange 2017,
Berry et al. 2015, Park et al. 2022). Unlike traditional randomized controlled trials, they
allow treatment arms to enter and exit the trial at distinct times while maintaining a
control arm throughout. These trials have been instrumental in assessing the efficacy
of treatments across various therapeutic areas (Barker et al. 2009, Foltynie et al. 2023,
Wells et al. 2012, among others) and gained traction during the COVID-19 pandemic
(Hayward et al. 2021, Angus et al. 2020, Kalil et al. 2021, among others). For instance, the
Adaptive COVID-19 Treatment Trial (ACTT) (Kalil et al. 2021) was a platform trial that
investigated treatments for hospitalized adult patients with COVID-19 pneumonia. ACTT
comprised of multiple stages, as depicted in Figure 1. In the initial stage (ACTT-1), the
efficacy of remdesivir alone versus placebo was evaluated. Subsequently, in the second stage
(ACTT-2), placebo was discontinued, and a new treatment, remdesivir plus baricitinib,
was introduced while concurrently randomizing participants to remdesivir alone. Here, the
remdesivir alone arm served as a shared arm between the ACTT-1 and ACTT-2 stages.
The remdesivir alone arm is termed non-concurrent for remdesivir plus baricitinib during
ACTT-1 and concurrent during ACTT-2. In this paper, we adhere to the terminology
used in current literature (Bofill Roig et al. 2023, Lee & Wason 2020) and designate the
shared arm as control, irrespective of whether it is a placebo arm or an active control
or an experimental treatment. Thus, we consistently use the terms concurrent and non-
concurrent controls regardless of the nature of the shared arm.

The central question revolves around the efficient utilization of non-concurrent controls

to estimate treatment effects in platform trials. Specifically, what estimands should be
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Figure 1: Adaptive COVID-19 Treatment Trial (ACTT) schema. Example of concurrent and
non-concurrent arm

targeted to evaluate the causal effect of a treatment versus a shared control? Under what
assumptions can these estimands be identified and estimated? Does using non-concurrent
controls lead to efficiency gains?

Addressing these questions requires careful consideration of how the timing of entry into
the platform trial may introduce bias into the study results, which is referred to as “time
drift”, “temporal drift” or “time trend”. Various methods have been proposed to control
for it, including test-then-pool approaches (Viele et al. 2014), frequentist and Bayesian
regression models (Lee & Wason 2020, Sridhara et al. 2022, Bofill Roig et al. 2023, Saville
et al. 2022), propensity-score-based methods (Yuan et al. 2019, Chen et al. 2020), and other
approaches (Han et al. 2017, Collignon et al. 2020, Tbrahim & Chen 2000, Neuenschwander
et al. 2009, Banbeta et al. 2019, Gravestock et al. 2017, Bennett et al. 2021, Hobbs et al.
2011, Normington et al. 2020, Schmidli et al. 2020, Hupf et al. 2021, Jiang et al. 2023).

While these methods provide a statistical way to incorporate non-concurrent controls
and control for the “temporal drift” bias, these approaches are “model-first”, meaning that
they are focused on first providing a model for the outcome and then reverse engineering

interpretations for the estimated parameters in terms of causal effects. This approach con-



flicts with the recently advocated estimand framework (FDA 2021) and the International
Council for Harmonisation (ICH) E9(R1) guidance (International Council for Harmonisa-
tion 2017), where the causal target of interest is first identified based solely on scientific
discussions, and then the optimal statistical estimation method for that target is deployed.
Existing methods for the use of non-concurrent controls lack a formal framework for char-
acterizing causal effects and their identifying conditions, which implies that interpreting
the effect estimates from these procedures and making recommendations regarding clinical
practice become challenging. These concerns are underscored in recent reviews (Collignon
et al. 2022, Koenig et al. 2024) and are discussed in the FDA estimand framework (FDA
2021) and the ICH E9(R1) guidance (International Council for Harmonisation 2017).

In this paper, we discuss the use of non-concurrent controls, using the estimand frame-
work to guide our discussion and choices. We propose to target the concurrent average
treatment effect of treatment arm k, cATE(k), as an estimand of interest in platform trials.
Specifically, cATE(k) is the marginal average difference in outcomes for individuals who
receive treatment k compared to those in the shared control group, among the concur-
rent population. We then provide assumptions for its non-parametric identification, and
show that these assumptions are all feasible, in contrast to the assumptions required for
identification of the average treatment effect, which are not testable. We develop several
estimators for cATE(k), including outcome regression, inverse probability weighting, and
doubly robust estimators. We show that efficiency gains can be obtained by leveraging
non-concurrent controls for estimators based on outcome regression under correct models
specification. Interestingly, we also show that there are no asymptotic gains in efficiency
when using non-concurrent controls with doubly robust estimators adjusted by time of

entry into the trial when treatment availability is a deterministic function of entry time.



However, we show that efficiency gains can be obtained when treatment availability is a
stochastic function of entry time.

In randomized trials, efficiency gains may come from multiple sources. For instance,
one can attempt to gain efficiency by increasing the sample size, as illustrated by the use
of non-concurrent controls. Alternatively, precision may be increased through adjustment
for prognostic variables (see Colantuoni & Rosenblum 2015, Benkeser et al. 2021, among
others). Prognostic variables are often incorporated though regression models, which can
then be mapped into conditional or marginal effect estimates. However, it is important to
remember that outcome models may lead to biased results under certain types of misspeci-
fication. It is therefore important to use doubly robust estimators for covariate adjustment.
Doubly robust estimators are consistent when either the treatment assignment or the out-
come model is correctly specified, a property we obtain “for free” in platform trials due
to randomization. Therefore, a key takeaway when targeting cATE(k) in platform trials
is to use a doubly robust estimator that prioritizes identifying strong prognostic baseline
variables rather than relying on non-concurrent controls. The latter provide no efficiency
benefit when using a robust estimator that does not rely on the ability to correctly specify
the outcome regression mechanism when treatment availability is a deterministic function
of entry time.

Finally, we further highlight the risks of targeting the average treatment effect using
data for the entire duration of the trial including the non-concurrent period, due to its

dependence on an untestable extrapolation assumption.



2 Notation and setup

For each of i € {1,...,n} study participants, let E; denote the (random) entry time, after

eligibility screening and consent, of a unit into the study, let W, denote a set of baseline

variables, let A; denote the randomized treatment taking values £ = 0,1,..., K, where 0
denotes the control arm and 1,..., K denotes the treatments of interest. Let Vj ; denote
an indicator of whether arm k was available at time F;, and define V; = (Vg,,..., V).

Let Y; denote a binary or numerical outcome measured at a fixed time after entry E;. The
observed data is D = (Z,,..., Z,), where Z; represents the data for the experimental unit
i, i.e., Z; = (B, W;,V;, A;,Y;) ~ P. We define V; =V} = --- = V; = 1 with probability one
so that at least j treatments plus control are available at the start of the trial. We also
assume the data are ordered in time of study entry in the sense that £, < Fy, < --- < E,.

Note that P(A; =k | V;;, = 0) = 0 by design.

2.1 A structural causal model and associated DAG

To encapsulate the role of entry time and non-concurrent controls in platform trials, we
posit the structural causal model and directed acyclic graph (DAG) (Pearl 1995) repre-
sented in Figure 2, and its interpretation in terms of a non-parametric structural equation

model in eq. (1) respectively.

E; = fg(Ug,),
@ @ Wi = fw(E;, Uw,),

Vii = fv, (B, Uy, i), (1)
(4) (¥) A = FaViss Wi, U ),
Y; = fY(Ai7 Wi> Ei7 UY,Z')'
Figure 2: DAG associated to the struc-
tural equation model in equation (1).



We now discuss some important features of Model (1). Model (1) allows all variables to be
dependent, directly or through other variables, on entry time E;, and therefore appropri-
ately models temporal drifts. It also allows the treatment assignment A; to depend on the
participant’s covariates W;, thus allowing study designs such as stratified randomization
(Broglio 2018). Model (1) also imposes some exclusion restrictions. First, the treatment
assignment A; is not allowed to depend on the entry time E; other than through treatment
availability Vj ;. In other words, a participant entering the study at time F; can only be
assigned to available treatments at that time, but the randomization probability of a treat-
ment that is available for assignment does not vary in time. Second, the outcome for unit
i, Y;, is not allowed to depend on the availability of treatments V}, ;, other than through the
treatment actually given to unit ¢, but it is allowed to directly depends on unit’s i entry
time. Third, the availability of treatments Vj ; does not depend on covariates W;. The
two last assumptions are reasonable assumptions since the treatments under evaluation do
not often depend on trial data. In this paper, we assumed that covariates W, depend on
entry time F;, and not the other way around. This assumption is reasonable because, in
many platform trials, entry time does not depend on individual-level data. Furthermore, it
can be shown that the results presented in the next sections also hold when entry time F;
depends on W;. In Model (1), the functions fg, fy, and fy are completely unknown, thus
making the model non-parametric, while the treatment assignment function, f,, and treat-
ment availability function, fy, , are known by design. In addition, the random variables
Ugi, Uw,, and Uy, are unmeasured factors that impact the entry time, covariates, and
outcomes, respectively. The random variables U, ; control the randomization probabilities
and are known by design. The random variables Uy, represent all factors that determine

the availability of treatments for subjects in the trial.



In the following section, under this model and its associated DAG, we define the con-
current average treatment effect as the causal estimand of interest and introduce its identi-
fication assumptions, aligning with the estimand framework advocated by the FDA (FDA

2021).

3 Definition and identification of the concurrent av-

erage treatment effect

In this paper, we focus on endpoints measured at fixed time-points post-randomization.
Additionally, we consider an intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis. Our results can be easily
extended to binary endpoints. We define the concurrent average treatment effect of treat-
ment k against a shared control arm in terms of counterfactual variables (Pearl 2010),
Y;(k) = fy(k, Vi, W;, E;,Uy;), where k = 0,..., K, that would have been observed in a
hypothetical world where treatment A; = k had been given, i.e., P(4; = k) = 1. We first

define it and then discuss their non-parametric identification.

Definition 1 (Conditional and marginal average treatment effect of treatment arm k

compared to shared control among concurrent population).

cCATE(k,w,e) = E[Y (k) — Y(0) | W =w,E =¢,V, = 1]

cATE(k) = E[cCATE(k, W, E) | V, = 1].

cATE(k) is the ITT-average treatment effect among only concurrent units, V, = 1. cCATE(k, w, e)
is its conditional versions, conditioning on baseline variables W and entry time E. We now

provide assumptions to identify it.



3.1 Non-parametric identification

Non-parametric identification allows us to express the causal target quantity of interest
in terms of the distribution of the observed data without relying on assumptions on the
functional form of the distributions (Pearl 1995). In order to discuss non-parametric iden-

tification of cATE(k), we introduce the following assumptions:

A1 (weak A-ignorability). Assume

EY(K)W =w,E=¢,V, =1 =EY(K)|[A=kW =w,E =¢,V, =1].

A2 (Consistency). Assume

PY(k)A=kW=wE=¢V,=1)=PY|A=kW=w,E=¢V,=1).

A3 (Positivity of treatment assignment mechanism among concurrent units). Assume

PA=k|W=w,E=¢V,=1)>0forall wandest. V,=1.

A4 (Positivity of shared arm assignment mechanism among all controls). Assume

PA=0|W =w,E=e¢)>0 for all w and e.

A5 (Pooling concurrent and non-concurrent controls). Assume

EY | A=0W=w,E=¢V,=1)=EY |A=0,W =w,E=¢) foralest. V,=1.

Assumption Al is an untestable assumption, i.e., it is a function of counterfactuals which
are unobservable; that state that once we control for W, E and V,, the counterfactual
outcome under k is independent from the treatment assignment. We expect this to hold
by design because of randomization.

Assumption A2 is a standard causal inference assumption that states that under V;, = v
and once controlled for W, E, the distribution of the observed outcome under A = k is the
same as that of the counterfactual outcome Y'(k) for all k in {0, ..., K}. This assumption

is implied by the structural causal model (1). We expect this also to hold by design.
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Assumption A3 states that once a treatment arm is available in the trial all covariate
profiles w, e have a positive probability of receiving such treatment. Similarly, Assump-
tion A4 states that within the shared control arm, covariate profiles w, e have a positive
probability of receiving the control group (Note that assumption A4 is redundant given
assumption A3 but helps clarifying our identification proofs). These two assumptions hold
by design in platform trials.

Assumption A5 states that once we control for W and E, the conditional expectation
of outcome Y under control (A = 0) in the pooled concurrent and non-concurrent units
(V, =0, and V, = 1 — right-hand side of assumption A5) is the same as that among only
concurrent units (Vj, = 1 — left-hand side of assumption A5), for all values e among the
concurrent units. In other words, after conditioning on W and E, what is learned using all
the pooled data can be used to predict conditional expectations under only concurrent. In
addition, it is straightforward to see that these quantities depends only on observable data.
For instance, we know by design that we have data for the left-hand side of assumption A5
for all e such that V}, = 1 and for the right-hand side, for all e in the shared arm. Therefore

assumption A5 can be tested as discussed in our practical guidelines in section 8.

Remark 1. Under Model (1) with V), a deterministic function of E, i.e., Vi ; = 1[E; > t;],
where t;, is a positive scalar, assumption A5 holds always true at the population level and

for the true conditional outcome expectations.

In contrast, when Vj ; is a stochastic function of £, i.e., V} ; = fy, (E;, Uy, ;), an assumption
is needed since we do not know Uy, ;. e.g., the unknown error can be different between the
two expectations. In addition, while this remark is always true at the population level and
for the true conditional outcome expectations, for given estimators, its validity depends on

the correct model specification. For instance, if there are non-linearities in W in the data,
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and we fit a linear models within the pooled dataset and within the concurrent dataset,
these two linear regressions will not be equal because they will capture the projection of
the true non-linear expectation onto linear models in different subset of the range of W.
This underscores the importance of using non-parametric models for these regressions if
data are to be pooled.

We now provide an identification theorem, under assumptions A1-A5.

Theorem 1 (Identification of cATE in platform adaptive trials under Model (1)). Assume

Model (1) and assumptions A1-AS3. Then we have:

1. The parameter cCATE(k,w, e) is identified as

EY|A=kW=wE=¢V,=1)—EY |A=0W=w,E=¢V,=1), (2)

2. Under assumptions A1-A5, cCATE(k,w,e) is also identified as

EY|A=kW=w,E=¢,V,=1)—EY |A=0,W =w,E =e). (3)

Furthermore, cATE(k) is identified by taking the average of the above expression for cCATE(k)

over the distribution of (W, E) conditional on Vj, = 1.

Equivalent expressions based on weighting are provided in the appendix. A comparison
between expressions (2) and (3) reveals why researchers have been historically motivated
to use non-concurrent controls: they can be useful in estimating the outcome expectation
for the controls, therefore potentially reducing the variance of the estimator.

In the next sections, we will show that, when V) is a deterministic function of F,

efficiency gains only bear out for plug-in estimators based on parametric regressions, which
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can be biased if the models are misspecified. Doubly robust estimators, which are always
consistent by virtue of randomization, will not benefit from these efficiency gains. However,
we will also show, that efficiency gains can be obtained when V), is a stochastic function of

E.

3.2  On the identification of the average treatment effect

In this paper, we propose targeting cATE(k) in platform trials. However, many researchers
are familiar with another estimand, the average treatment effect, defined as the expected
difference between treatment & and control 0 in the entire trial population (V,, = 1 and

Vi, = 0). In formulas,

Definition 2 (Conditional and marginal average treatment effect of treatment arm k

compared to shared control).

CATE(k,w,e) =E[Y (k) =Y (0) | W =w, E = ¢]

ATE(k) = E[CATE(k, W, E)],

where CATE(k, w, e) is the conditional version of ATE(k), conditioning on baseline variables
W and entry time E. The familiarity of ATE(k) is partly because, in standard randomized
controlled trials, the common statistical model used to evaluate treatment effects is a linear
model that regresses the outcome on the treatment group and baseline covariates. In such
model, the canonical interpretation of the model coefficient for the treatment aligns with
that of the ATE(k). For instance, assuming the following linear model: E[Y|A, W, E] =

g(A, W, E;a) =n+ BA+ Wr, + Ev,, we can show that,

ATE(1) = E[Y/(1) — Y(0)] = E[E[Y|A = 1, W, E]] — E[E[Y|A = 0, W, E]]

12



=E[n+18+Wr, + Ev.] — E[n+ 08+ Wr,, + Ev]

= 8.

We now explain why we believe that targeting ATE(k) in platform trials is dangerous.
To do so, we start by introducing an additional assumption needed to identify ATE(k) in

platform trials:

A6 (Extrapolation of outcome mechanism among the treated). Assume

EY|A=kW=w,EF=¢,V,=1)=EY |A=k W =w,E =e¢) for all e.

Assumption A5 and assumption A6 state that the outcome distribution among controls
and treated are exchangeable between patients for whom treatment k is available and
those for whom it is not, respectively; given patients’ baseline variables and entry time.
Note that assumption A5 and assumption A6 are similar in nature in that they assume
exchangeability of the outcome mechanism for treatment and control arms. However, there
is a fundamental difference between these assumptions that makes identification based on
A5 more reliable than identification based on AG. Assumption A5 is a testable assumption
since it is based on observed data. In addition, as aforementioned, assumption A5 is a
statement that holds always true when V), is a determinist function of F and its validity
only depends on the correct model specification. Consequently, whether pooling data in
a specific regression algorithm is appropriate can be empirically checked as shown in our
practical guidelines.

On the other hand, assumption A6 is an identification assumption based on unobserved
data, since it requires assuming that the conditional outcome expectation observed in
patients who could hypothetically be randomized to treatment k can be used to extrapolate

to those who could not. In other words, A6 is an extrapolation assumption, since it assumes
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that the expected outcome under treatment A = k in times E = e and baseline variables
W = w of no treatment availability V,, = 0 can be extrapolated from a model fit on times
E = e and baseline variables W = w where the treatment was available. Consequently,
assumption A6 cannot be empirically checked.

We know state and show in the appendix that identification of ATE(k) depends on the

extrapolation assumption A6.

Theorem 2 (Identification of ATE(k) in platform adaptive trials under Model (1)). Assume
Model (1) and assumptions A1-A6. Then we have that CATE(k,w,e) is identified as (3).
Consequently, ATE(k) is identified by taking the average of the above expression for CATE(k)

over the marginal distribution of (W, F).

In summary, unlike cATE(k), ATE(k) depends on an extrapolation assumption (A6) which
can be risky. Firstly, this assumption cannot be tested. Secondly, it is often unrealistic for

novel diseases with a rapidly changing pathology and clinical landscape.

4 Relation to analytical approaches common in the

literature

Regression models are often used to estimate E(Y | A=k E =¢,V, =1)or E(Y | A=
k,W = w,E = e,V,, = 1) and then used to extrapolate to units where V;, = 0, thus
targeting ATE(k) as discussed in Section 3.2. Inferences are then made using the regression
coefficient related to the treatment, whether within the frequentist (Lee & Wason 2020,
Bofill Roig, Krotka, Burman, Glimm, Gold & Hees 2022) or Bayesian framework (Saville
et al. 2022, Bofill Roig, Konig, Meyer & Posch 2022, Ibrahim & Chen 2000).

Matching techniques have been proposed to estimate the average treatment effect among

14



the treated, E[Y (k) —Y (0)|A = k|. The idea is to balance covariates W between concurrent
and non-concurrent controls by using for instance a matching algorithm based on the
propensity score (Yuan et al. 2019).

Bayesian methods have been proposed to include non-concurrent controls. The idea
is to learn a prior of the parameter of interest using non-concurrent controls only. Then,
this prior is combined with the concurrent control data via Bayes’ theorem. Meta-analytic
priors (Schmidli et al. 2014) or elastic priors (Jiang et al. 2023) have been proposed. These
methods assume an exchangeability assumption for the control parameters, which relates
to A5. Other Bayesian methods have been proposed (Neuenschwander et al. 2009, Bennett
et al. 2021, Wei et al. 2024, among others). These methods, however, do not allow for the
use of baseline covariates W and it is not clear what estimands they target.

In this paper, to estimate cATE(k), we propose estimators based on outcome regression

(OR) and inverse-probability-weighting (IPW), and doubly robust estimators.

5 Estimation of cATE(k)

To build intuition, we start by introducing outcome regression (OR) and inverse probability
weighting (IPW) estimators for cATE(k) considering V}, a deterministic function of E. Since
OR and IPW estimators are not robust to model misspecification, we then propose doubly
robust (DR) estimators. To simplify notation, the following sections assume there are only
two treatment arms k = 1 and k = 0. Furthermore, we assume that V; = 1{E > ¢} for
some time ¢ such that treatment A = 1 is only available for patients who entered the trial

after time ¢.
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5.1 Estimators based on parametric outcome regression

Based on the identification results presented in Theorem 1, eq. (2), the conditional mean

EY|A=kW =w,E=c¢,V; =1), where a = {0, 1}, can be modelled as

E(Y|A:kaW:w7E:67‘/1 :1) :#oc(kawaeal;ﬁa)a

where (oc) stands for only-concurrent. Based on the identification results presented in
Theorem 1, eq. (3) , the conditional mean E(Y | A = 0,W = w, E = ¢), can be modelled
as

E<Y | A= 0OW=wE= 6) = ”all(oaw7e;aa)‘

An estimate of 5, and «, can be then obtained by using maximum likelihood estimation,
i.e., ordinary least squares, only among the concurrent controls V;, = 1 for p,.(a, w,e, 1; 3,)
and among all concurrent and non-concurrent controls when using (0, w,e; ), i.e.,
among A = 0 only. Let Ba and &, denote consistent estimators of 3, and «,, respectively.

We then propose

2?21 I{Vii = 1 poe(1, w5, €5, 15 Bl)
> W, =1}

Z?:l H{Vk,i = 1} 100 (0, w0y, €, 1 Bo)
Z:’L:I ]l{vk,i = 1} 7

J--oc
cAT OR —

as an outcome regression estimator for cATE(k). Under Theorem 1, eq. (3), we propose the

alternative outcome regression estimator for cATE(k),

> iy H{Vii = oo (1, wy €3, 1; Bl)
> iy Mo =1}

_ > i H{Vii = Lhptan (0, w;, €45 6)

Z?:l Vi, =1} .

cATESR =
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Large sample properties. We derived the asymptotic properties of cAT OR, and CAZI'EZE)HR7

using the approach of M-estimation (Boos & Stefanski 2013, Chapter 7). Under regular-
ity conditions (Boos & Stefanski 2013, Section 7.2), cATEX,, cATEXSL, are consistent and

asymptotically Normal, with asymptotic variance derived in the appendix.

5.2 An estimator based on parametric inverse probability weight-
ing
Following standard procedures, we model the conditional probability of treatment assign-

ment given W and F among only V,, = 1 by using a logistic regression model,

T
exp(n

EM{A=1} | W=w,E=¢eV,=1)=m(w,e,1;n) = —————,
1+ exp(n x)

where x = (w, e, 1). We obtain an estimate of 1 by using maximum likelihood estimation,

only among the concurrent controls V;,, = 1. We then propose,

Z?zl ’Yz'l]l{vk,z' = 1}% _ Z?:l %Q]l{vk,i = 1}%

cATESSw = _ _ :
Zi:1 'Vil Z¢:1 %Q

where 7 = 1{4; = 0}/(1 — 7o), i = 1{A; = 1}/7oe, and 7o, = 7o (w, e, 1;7) for clarity.

Large sample properties. We derived the asymptotic properties of CACI'E(I){SW using the
approach of M-estimation (Boos & Stefanski 2013, Chapter 7). Under regularity conditions
(Boos & Stefanski 2013, Section 7.2), cATESy, is consistent and asymptotically Normal,

with asymptotic variance derived in the appendix.
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5.3 Doubly robust estimators

Doubly robust (DR) estimators for average treatment effects provide consistent estimates
by combining outcome regression and IPW. To derive DR estimators of cATE(k), we follow
standard practice of constructing them based on efficient influence functions (EIF)s (Bickel
et al. 1993, Fisher & Kennedy 2021, Hines et al. 2022, Kennedy 2022). Influence functions
are a core component of classical statistical theory. They aid in constructing estimators
with desirable properties such as double robustness, asymptotic normality, and fast rates
of convergence. Additionally, they enable the incorporation of machine learning algorithms
while preserving valid statistical inferences and providing insights into statistical efficiency,
i.e., the best performance for estimating an estimand. We provide efficiency considerations

of the proposed estimators in section 6. The next theorem provide these EIF's,
Theorem 3. The efficient influence function, ¢(Z,cATE(k)), for cATE(k) under Model
(1), is equal to

1{v, =1} 2A —1

Y —E(Y |AW,E,V, =1
PV, =1) P(A|W,E,Vk:1){ VIAW.E Vi =1))

+EY |A=1,W,E,V,=1)—E(Y | A=0,W,E,V, = 1) — cATE(k).| (4)

The efficient influence function, o(Z,cATE(k)), for cATE(k) under Model (1) and assuming

Ab, is equal to

1{V, =1} A
P(Vi=1) [p<,4 Vi—Lwp Y TRV IAWE V= 1>}]—

1-A P(V,=1]|BE,W)
P(A|W,E)  P(V,=1)

1V, =1}

P(V, =1)

{Y-E(Y |A EW)}+

[E(Y |A=1,W,E,V,=1)—E(Y | A=0,W, E)} — cATE(k). (5)
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These influence functions suggest the following estimators,

A 1< 1{V,,; =1} { (2a; — 1)
CATEOC = - : - i = Hoc\Qy, Wi, €4y 1
DR n; (nl Z?:l]].{‘/;ﬁi _ 1} ,/Toc(wﬁei,l){y % ( )}

+ Hoe(1, Wi, €5, 1) — 1o (0, w;, €, 1)])
eaTeh — 13 (g A e
ni=\n" YL 1{Vi; = 1} [Toc(wis €5, 1)
1{A; =0} v(ws, e;)
1 —may(w;, e;) n? Yo Vi, =1}

{V,.=1
1 i b } |::uoc(17wi7 €5 1) - Mall(Oa Wy, 61):| )7
n Zi:l ]l{vk,i =1}

{yz - :uall(oa Wi, ez)}

where, m..(w;, €;, 1), poc(1, w;, €5, 1), pan (0, w;, €;), and 7wy (w;, €;), can be estimated by us-
ing parametric and machine learning methods. Building on the results from the previous
sections, we can leverage the linear regression models introduced earlier: p,.(0, w;, €;, 1; 5y),
and g1, (0, w;, €;; ) as outcome models. Similarly, the logistic regression models m,; (w, ;)
and v(w, e;§) introduced previously for P[A =1 | W = w,E =e] and P[V, =1 | W =

w, E = e], respectively, can also be employed.

Large sample properties. Note that if V} is a deterministic function of F, and therefore
P(V, =1| E,IW) =1{FE > t}, the two EIFs (4) and (5) are the same. In addition, the
first influence function in Theorem 3 boils down to the standard influence function for the
average treatment effect in the the V,, = 1 population. Therefore, it inherits the standard
analysis of the one-step estimator for average treatment effects as discussed in (Kennedy
et al. 2021, Section 4.1). Similar analysis can be conducted when Vj, is a stochastic func-
tion of F. In summary, if the outcome models are correctly specified, it can be shown that
estimators of the form of cAT br and CACI'E%E are root-n consistent, asymptotically nor-

mal with asymptotically valid 95% confidence intervals given by the closed-form expressions
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CATEYR +1.96+/var{p(Z, cATE(k))}/n and cAil'EaDli%:izl.96\/Var{g0(Z, cATE(k))}/n, respec-
tively, and efficient in the local asymptotic minimax sense. If the models are misspecified,

the confidence intervals will be conservative (Kennedy 2022).

Double robustness. Similarly, if V}, is a deterministic function of F the two estimators
boils down to the standard DR estimator for the average treatment effect in the V, = 1
population, they also inherit the same double robust property. This means that if either the
outcome regression model (g (0, w;, €;, 1; 5y), pran (0, w;, ;5 ) or the treatment assignment
model (7o (wy, €5, 1; 1), mai(w, e;m)) is correctly specified (in a parametric sense), then the
DR estimator is consistent, see section 4.2 of Kennedy (2022) for details. Recall that our
proposed estimators are doubly robust due to randomization i.e. the treatment assignment
mechanism is known by design. We provide some empirical result of this property in our
simulations in section 7. In addition, it can be shown that if V}, is a stochastic function
of E, the same double robustness property holds, provided the model for V is correctly

specified.

6 Efficiency considerations

Estimators based on outcome regression. As shown in the appendix, the influence
function of the conditional expectation under control, ¢(Z;, fiy), depends on two compo-
nents: the influence function of p itself and that of the regression coefficients. Here,
wo = E[Y(0)]V, = 1] depending on the estimand under study. Therefore, a more precise
estimation of the regression coefficients (the variance of the estimated regression coefficient
is inversely proportional to the sample size), translate to a more precise estimation of y

and consequently of cATEAL compared to cATES;.
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Doubly robust estimators. As previously discussed, if V}, is a deterministic function
of E the two EIFs presented in section 5.3 are the same. In this case, efficiency gains
come solely from better fitting of the regression E(Y | A =0,W, E,V,, = 1), which under
assumption (A5) is equal to E(Y | A=0,W,E,V, =1)=E(Y | A= 0,W, E) (because
Vi, = I{E > t}). In this case it becomes purely about getting this regression right,
and these efficiency gains do not show up in the first order analysis of the estimator.
In addition, as aforementioned, efficiency gains can be obtained by leveraging prognostic
variables as discussed in Colantuoni & Rosenblum (2015), Benkeser et al. (2021). We show
some empirical results in our simulations in section 7. Interestingly, efficiency gains can
also be achieved when using doubly robust estimators under Model (1) when V} is a non
deterministic function of £ as shown in our simulation setting. Under this scenario, we
expect to see efficiency gains also when using an estimator based on inverse probability

weighting solely.

7 Simulations

In this section we evaluate the performance of the proposed estimators with respect to, bias
squared, variance, mean square error, and coverage of the 95% confidence interval, across
levels of the percentage of concurrent controls, and model misspecification when estimating
cATE(k). We do not compare our proposed estimators with methods described in section
4, because it is not clear if they target cATE(k).

Finally, our simulations aim to showcase the theoretical properties previously discussed,

rather than evaluating them under complex real-world scenarios.
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7.1 Setup

Aims To evaluate the performance and gains in efficiency of our proposed estimators
across levels of (1) percentage of concurrent controls (90% to 10%) and (2) model misspec-
ification (correct outcome and treatment models; and misspecified outcome and correct
treatment model) considering V}, a deterministic function of E. In addition, we also evalu-
ate efficiency gains by comparing the estimated variance of the outcome regression (Section
5.1) and doubly robust (Section 5.3) estimators that only use concurrent data compared
with those that use all data considering V), both a deterministic and a stochastic function

of E.

Data-generating mechanisms We considered generating data from Model (1). Specif-
ically, we considered a sample size of n = 1,000 and for each subject + = 1,...,n, we

simulated the following data:

Step 1. the entry time F ~ Norm(0, 1) and a baseline covariate W = —k; + 0.8F +

Norm(0, 1), where x; = n~ " 37, 0.8E;

Step 2. an indicator whether treatment k£ was available at time E, V,, as a determin-
istic function of E being less than a threshold describing the level of the percentage

of concurrent controls;

Step 3. a binary treatment A ~ Bernoulli(7(W)), where (W) = (1 + exp (—(—ry + 0.8W))) "
and ky =n" ' 3" 0.8W when Vj, = 1 and A = 0, otherwise (participants for which

treatment only control is available);

Step 4. two counterfactual outcomes, Y (0) = 0.8WW +0.5E+Norm(0, 1), and Y (k) =
Y (0)+ A, with A = 0.8, and the observed outcome Y = AY (1) + (1 — A)Y(0). Since
we consider a homogeneous treatment effect, A = cATE(k) = 0.8 .
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Table 1: Methods used in the estimation of cATE(k).

Acronym
Method cATE(k)
Outcome regression using only concurrent data, (cATEQR, Section 5.1) OR-oc
Outcome regression using all data, (CACI'E?)IE, A‘T’EOR, Section 5.1) OR-ac
Weighting using only concurrent data (cATESSy, Section 5.2) IPW
Doubly robust using only concurrent data (cATEXg, Section 5.3) DR-oc
Doubly robust using all data (cATEhk, Section 5.3) DR-ac

Estimands The estimand of interest is cATE(k).

Methods For each dataset across levels of percentage of concurrent controls, and mis-

specification we used the methods summarized in Table 1.

Performance metrics Bias squared, variance, mean square error (MSE), and coverage
of the 95% confidence interval. In addition, we also considered the ratio of the estimated

variances.

Scenarios We considered levels of percentage of concurrent controls between 10% and
90% by 10%. Misspecified models were set to only include an intercept — not controlling

for any covariates or entry time.

7.2 Results

7.2.1 Bias, variance, MSE, and coverage

Figure 3 and Figure 4, show bias squared, variance, MSE and coverage of the 95% confidence
intervals in estimating cATE(k) across percentage of concurrent controls when models are
correct and when only the treatment model is correctly specified, respectively. When both
the outcome and the treatment models are correct (Figure 3), bias squared is negligible

across levels of concurrent controls for all methods. Variance is shown to increase with
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Figure 3: Bias squared, variance, MSE and coverage of the 95% confidence interval of DR-
ac, DR-oc, IPW, OR-ac and OR-ac under correct models. Note that, DR-ac and DR-oc
overlap in terms of bias squared, sampling variability and MSE.

decreasing levels of concurrent controls across all methods, with OR-ac being smaller than
OR-oc, suggesting a gain in efficiency (more on this in the next section). Similar behavior
can be seen for the MSE. Finally, all methods achieve desirable coverage levels. When the
outcome model is misspecified (Figure 4), both estimators based on outcome regression
show bias while maintaining a relatively small variance. MSE is consequently dominated
by bias. DR estimators and the IPW estimator maintaine negligible levels of bias and

relatively small variance.
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Figure 4: Bias squared, variance, MSE and coverage of the 95% confidence interval of
DR-ac, DR-oc, IPW, OR~ac and OR-ac under misspecified outcome model and correct
treatment assignment model. Note that, DR-ac and DR-oc overlap in terms of bias squared

and MSE.

7.2.2 Efficiency gains

Figure 5 shows the ratio of the estimated standard errors of DR-oc over DC-ac and OR-oc
over OR-ac across levels of concurrent controls and misspecification.
The top panels of Figure 5 follow Model (1) where V), is a deterministic function of
E. As discussed in Section 6, estimators based on outcome regression that use all controls
seem to have a gain in efficiency, while DR estimators did not under correct models.
The bottom panels of Figure 5 follow Model (1) where V), is a not a deterministic function
of E. Specifically, we generated V, ~ Bernoulli(r(E)), where 7(E) = (1 + exp (—(—f4 + 0.5E))) ™"

and Ky = Ky +n" >+, 0.5E, and k3 is the threshold discussed in Step 2 above. Under
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correct models (including the one for V},), the entry time E is a prognostic variable of V,
and therefore improves efficiency compared to using only concurrent controls (Bottom pan-
els of 5; DR-oc/DR-ac). These results suggest that efficiency gains can be obtained when
using a doubly robust estimator under Model (1) when V}, is not a deterministic function

of E and the model for Vj, is correct.

Summary of results. Methods based on outcome regression improve efficiency when
using non-concurrent controls. However, they introduce bias when misspecified. In con-
trast, doubly robust estimators provide consistent estimates with relatively small variance
when either the treatment or outcome model is correctly specified. In addition, doubly
robust estimator have the potential to additionally improve efficiency when V), is not a

deterministic function of E under Model (1).

8 Practical considerations

What estimand should we target? In this paper, we introduce cATE(k), whereas it
not clear what estimand the current related literature targets. Given the more stringent
and untestable assumptions needed to identify ATE(k), we suggest targeting cATE(k). Note
that ATE(k) and cATE(k) will coincide under the assumption of homogeneous treatment
effect. While this is true in theory, we would expect it not to hold in practical settings,

leading to different results as showed in our case study in the next section.

Should we pool concurrent and non-concurrent controls? Testing assump-
tion A5. To evaluate assumption A5 under Model (1), we propose using the method
introduced by Luedtke et al. (2019). Specifically, following the notation of the original pa-

per, we suggest to set Rp(0) 2 E(Y | AW, E,V, =1) —E(Y | A=0,W, E) and Sp(0) =0,
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Figure 5: Ratio of standard errors DR-oc/DR~ac and OR-oc/OR-ac across model mis-
specifications considering Vj, a deterministic function of £ (top panels) and not (bottom
panels). A ratio greater than 1 means efficiency gains.
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where o is the observed data, and Rp and S, are elements of the space of univariate bounded
real-valued measurable functions defined on the the support of the distribution P (Luedtke
et al. 2019). We show an application of this testing procedure in our case study. Note
that if V), is a deterministic function of E as in our case study, this test is a test on the
statistical models, i.e., if the projections on the linear model are different, and not a test
on the true expectations. In other words, it is a test to evaluate model misspecifications

and therefore guide analysts on the choice to either use or not non-concurrent controls.

Should we leverage prognostic baseline variables for additional precision? Re-
cent literature suggests that incorporating baseline prognostic variables can improve the
precision of estimates (Colantuoni & Rosenblum 2015). We propose following this ap-
proach by appropriately controlling for these variables in the analysis. This may explain
the increased precision observed with DR-oc and OR-oc estimators compared to the naive
estimator in our case study (presented in the next section), despite being computed within

the concurrent population only.

What estimator should we use? Under Model (1) and assuming V}, is a deterministic
function of F, to estimate cATE(k), we recommend using CAQI'E(]’DCR7 the doubly robust es-
timator using only concurrent data (Section 5.3). We recommend this estimator because:
1) it has the same efficiency as the DR estimator that uses non-concurrent controls 2) it
does not require any additional assumptions, thus better aligning with the FDA recom-
mendations (FDA 2021, Section A.5.1); 3) it accommodates covariates that, if prognostic,
can be leveraged to improve efficiency (Colantuoni & Rosenblum 2015); and 4) it is doubly
robust, meaning that it is consistent when either the treatment assignment model or the

outcome model is correctly specified, a property we obtain “for free” in platform trials due
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to randomization. Assuming Vj, is a stochastic function of E and if an analyst chooses to

leverage non-concurrent controls, then the DR~ac estimator is recommended.

Sample size calculation for a prospective trial with non-concurrent controls.
Our theoretical and methodological results suggest an efficiency gain when including non-
concurrent control with estimators based on regression models. While these results are
promising, we suggest to conduct standard sample size calculation as if the non-concurrent
control data will not be available. At the analysis stage, precision can then be improved by
using non-concurrent control data as previously described with the caveat that the outcome

model must be correctly specified.

Multiple comparisons. Our proposed methods enable the use of standard type I error
control procedures, such as Bonferroni or Benjamini-Hochberg corrections, due to the va-
lidity of 95% confidence intervals, test statistics, and p-values (demonstrated in previous
sections). This allows for straightforward application of these corrections in platform trials

with, for instance, pre-planned interim analyses, and multiple primary endpoints.

Summary of practical guidelines. Target cATE(k) as the estimand of interest. Use
DR-oc to obtain consistent estimates of cATE(k). To improve efficiency, focus on prog-
nostic baseline covariates rather than relying on non-concurrent controls. If leveraging
non-concurrent controls is of interest, use DR-ac. Finally, conduct sample size calculations
without considering non-concurrent controls and conduct standard multiple comparisons

adjustments.
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9 The Adaptive COVID-19 Treatment Platform Trial

In this section, we apply our proposed estimators to estimate cATE using data from the
Adaptive COVID-19 Treatment Trial (ACTT) (Kalil et al. 2021). This was a platform
trial that investigated treatments for hospitalized adult patients with COVID-19 pneumo-
nia. The trial comprised multiple stages, as illustrated in Figure 1. The initial phase,
ACTT-1, involved the assessment of the effectiveness of remdesivir alone compared to
placebo. Subsequently, in the second stage (ACTT-2), the placebo was phased out, and a
novel treatment, combining remdesivir with baricitinib, was introduced. Simultaneously,
participants were randomized to receive either remdesivir alone or the combination therapy
of remdesivir and baricitinib. Data were accessed using the NIAID Clinical Trials Data
Repository (https://data.niaid.nih.gov/). We have a Data User Agreement in place for its

use.

Study population and endpoint of interest. We considered the combined partici-
pants of ACCT-1 and ACTT-2 as our study population. We followed the inclusion and
exclusion criteria of the original study. The final study population was comprised of 1,379
participants, 541 from ACTT-1 and 1,033 from ACTT-2. We considered the time to re-

covery in days as our enpoint of interest.

Treatments under study and targeted causal estimand. We considered two treat-
ment arms: remdesivir alone (which served as the shared control arm) and remdesivir
plus baricitinib. Our target estimand was cATE(1), where 1 represents the remdesivir plus

baricitinib arm and 0 represents the remdesivir alone shared arm.
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Baseline covariates. We consider the following baseline covariates: age, sex assigned at
birth (female, male), race (White, Black, Asian, Other: American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Multiple), ethnicity (Hispanic or Latino, Not
Hispanic or Latino), BMI, geographic region of study site (Asia, Europe, North America),
disease severity stratum (mild, severe), and having any of these comorbidities: duration of
symptoms, hypertension, coronary artery disease, congestive heart disease, chronic oxygen
requirement, chronic respiratory disease, chronic liver disease, chronic kidney disease, dia-
betes type I, diabetes type II, obesity, cancer, immune deficiency, and asthma, in addition

to the entry time which we normalized to be between 0 and 1.

Models setup. We computed OR-oc, OR-ac, OR-ad, IPW, DR-oc and DR-ac (Table
1) by using linear and logistic regression models. We computed the naive estimator by
taking the average difference in the endpoint between the two arms among only concurrent
participants. Variances were obtained by using the sandwich estimator (for naive, OR-oc,
OR-ac, IPW) and by taking the variance of the efficient influence function (for DR~oc and

DR-ac). Wald 95% confidence intervals and Wald tests were constructed.

Results. Table 2 shows the point estimate for cATE(1), standard errors, 95% confidence
intervals and p-values. The naive estimate of cATE(1), resulted in a value of -1.33 with
a standard error of 0.58. This suggest that baricitinib plus remdesivir was superior to
remdesivir alone in reducing recovery time as in the original trial (Kalil et al. 2021). OR-
oc, IPW, DR-oc and DR-ac improved precision while maintaining a similar point estimate.
OR-ac improved precision the most (around 28% improvement compared with the naive
estimator), however, it resulted in a different point estimate, -0.75 which led to a non

significant result. This suggest that the outcome model used to obtain OR-ac might be
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Table 2: Estimated cATE(1) using the ACTT data.

Method cATE(1) SE  95% CI  p-value Ratio

OR-oc  -129 047 (-2.21-0.37) <001  1.22
OR-ac  -0.75 045 (-1.63;0.13) 0.0  1.28
IPW 128 047 (-2.201-0.36)  <0.01 1.2
DR-oc  -1.30 047 (-2.22:-0.38) <0.01  1.22
DR-ac  -1.30 047 (-2.22-0.38) <0.01  1.21
naive 133 058 (-2.47-0.19)  0.02  1.00

misspecified and therefore that assumption A5 does not hold. Using an omnibus test as
described in our practical guidelines in section 8 we obtained a p-value < 0.001 using both
the variance and the eigenvalue approach (Luedtke et al. 2019), thus supporting rejecting
assumption A5 and, therefore, suggests not using non-concurrent controls. In contrast,
doubly robust estimators improved precision while maintaining a similar point estimate as
the naive estimator. We believe the improved precision observed in OR-oc, IPW, and DR-oc
compared to the naive estimator stems from appropriately adjusting for baseline variables,
as discussed in Colantuoni & Rosenblum (2015), and in our previous section. Note that a
conditional analysis, targeting ATE(1), using a standard linear regression model regressing
the outcome in the full population on treatment arms, entry time and baseline covariates

led to a non significant point estimate of -0.46 (standard error equal to 0.52).

10 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced identification results and estimation techniques to identify and
estimate concurrent average treatment effects cATE(k) in the presence of non-concurrent
control in platform trials. We argue that identifying and estimating ATE(k) relies on an ex-
trapolation assumption that is both untestable and often too stringent, particularly in the

context of platform trials, where multiple, potentially novel treatments or interventions are
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being evaluated and the outcome mechanism is poorly understood. Therefore, we advocate
focusing primarily on cATE(k), where assumptions can be tested. By focusing on cATE(k)
rather than ATE(k), we also open the door to leveraging non-parametric models based
on machine and deep learning techniques for learning outcome and treatment assignment
mechanisms under the proposed doubly robust estimators (Kennedy 2022, Diaz 2020, Hirsh-
berg & Wager 2021). In fact, while these methods can capture complex data relationships,
potentially mitigating model misspecification, they may not be suitable for extrapolation.
Furthermore, our proposed doubly robust estimator accommodates Bayesian techniques
while retaining valid frequentist properties, as demonstrated in (Shin & Antonelli 2023,
Antonelli et al. 2022).

A key takeaway of this paper is to target cATE(k) in platform trials, and, under
Model (1), to use a doubly robust estimator only among concurrent units, prioritizing the
identification of strong prognostic baseline variables rather than relying on non-concurrent
controls, especially when V), is a deterministic function of F.

In this paper, we presented results that can be used for continuous and binary endpoints.
Estimators can be constructed for time-to-event endpoints under the non-parametric causal
model introduced in eq. (1).

Finally, in this paper, we demonstrate results assuming a structural equation model
where treatment assignment may depend on baseline covariates; however, similar identifi-

cation and estimation results can be obtained without baseline covariates.
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Proofs and M-estimation details

Proof of Theorem 1

E; = fg(Ug,),
@ @ Wi = fw (E;, Uw,),

Vii = fv, (B3, Uy), (6)

a @ Ap = fa(Vi, Wi, Uy ),

Figure 6: DAG associated to the struc-
tural equation model in equation (6).

Since we are interested in the effect of A on Y, and in using non-concurrent controls, V,, = 0,
we study paths from A to Y (k) and then apply d-separation. We start by studying paths

from A to Y (k).

A< Vi< E—=Y(k) Vi {E} {Vi, £}
A Vi E—=W =Y(k) {Vib{EL{WE AV EAV WHA{E, WAV, W, E}
AW = Y(k) {W}

AW« FE—-Y(k) {WhA{E}A{W, E}.

By applying d-separation, the set {V},, W, E'} conditionally block the path from A to Y (k).

This leads to the following assumptions:

A1 (weak A-ignorability). Let a =0,..., K. Assume

EY(K)|W =w,E=eV,=v]|=EY(k)A=kW=w,E=¢,V, =v].

A2 (Consistency). Assume

PY(E)A=kW=wE=¢V,=v)=PY|A=kW=w,E=¢,V, =v).



A3 (Positivity of treatment assignment mechanism among concurrent units). Assume

PA=k|W=w,E=¢V,=1)>0for all wand e s.t. V}, = 1.

A4 (Positivity of shared arm assignment mechanism among all controls). Assume

PA=0|W =w,E =e¢)>0 for all w and e.

A5 (Pooling concurrent and non-concurrent controls). Assume

EY [ A=0W=w,E=¢V,=1)=EY |A=0,W=w,E=e)foralest. V,=1.

A6 (Conditional exchangeability of outcome mechanism among the treated). Assume

EY | A=k W=wE=¢V,=1)=EY |A=kW =w,E =e) for all e.

Identification of concurrent ATE

Recall that
Definition 3 (Conditional and marginal average treatment effect of treatment arm k

compared to control among concurrent population).

cCATE(k,w,e) =E[Y (k) =Y (0) |V, =1,W =w, E = €]

CATE(k) = E[cCATE(k, W, E) | V; = 1].

Identification based on the G-formula.

Proof We start by showing it for treatment k. We refer to W = w, E = e as W, E for

clarity and (IE) as iterated expectation.

EV(R) [ Ve=1)



—EEY RV = 1L,W,E) | V= 1) by (IE)
—EE(Y(R)A =k, Vi = LW, E) | Vi = 1) by (A1)
—EEY|A=kV,=1,W,E) |V, =1) by (A2,A3)

_ mmm =1E(Y|A=k,V; =1,W,E))

We now show the proof under treatment 0.

EY(0)[Ve=1)

— EE(V(0)|V; = 1,W, B) | Vi = 1) by (IE)
=EEY(0)]A=0,V, =1L W E) |V, =1) by (Al)
—EEY]|A=0,V, =1, W,E) |V, =1) by (A2,A4)
=EEY[A=0W,E) |V, =1) by (A5)

1
= b =y Ve = TE(VIA =0, )

Consequently, under (A1)-(A4), cCATE(k,w, e) is non-parametrically identified as

In addition, under (A1)-(A5), cCATE(k,w, e) is identified as

E(Y |A=kV,=1W,E)—EY | A=0,W,E).



Identification based on weighting.

Proof We start by showing it for treatment k. We refer to W = w, E = e as W, E for

clarity, and (IE) as iterated expectation.

E(Y (k) [ Vi, =1)

=EEY(K)|Vi=1,W,E) |V, =1) by (IE)
—EEYK)|A=kV,=1W,E) |V, =1) by (A1)
—EE(Y|A=kV,=1,W,E) |V, =1) by (A2)
el ) ) e

_ P(V;E (ﬂ[v = 1JE (P(ﬂ[A_?‘leVf T Il/E/YE) 'W’E))

( P(A = mz%1énﬁmE)>

< (¢
<E< _kywm,JwVEmME)> by (IE)
(5

= E

| |
m

P(A=k|V, =1,W,E)
1[A _kYPm_1mmm>

= E
P(A=k|V, =1,W,E)

Vk—l

Note that if V} is deterministic, then P(V, = 1|W, E) = 1[E > t] = 1[V}, = 1] and therefore

1 HA=KYP(V=1W.E)Y _ 1 W[A=KYI[;=1]
P(Vi=1) (PMZMWZLWE))_W%:D GM:M%:LWED'

We now show the proof under treatment 0.



E(Y(0) | Vi = 1)

~ B OV = LW, B) | Vi = 1) by (IE)
_E(E(Y(0)A=0,V, = 1,W,E) |V, = 1) by (A1)
—E(E(Y[A=0,V,=1,W,E) |V, = 1) by (A2)
—E(E(Y|A=0,W,E) |V, =1) by (A5)
- (& (oia o ") 14~ 1) by

~pm = (1~ 02 (o S ) )

_ 1 1[A = 0]Y1[V, = 1]

N P(%Zl)E(E( P(A=0[W,E) |W’E))

1 1[A = O)YE(1[V, = 1]|W, E)

- P(Ve= 1)E (E ( P(A=0|W,E) WE)) by (IE)
__ 1 1[A = 0)YP(V, = L|W, E)

—P(Vk:UE(E P(A = 0|, ) |VV,E))

1 (HA=OYP(V, =1, E)

- P=1) ( P(A=0[W,E) >

Note that if V}, is deterministic, then P(V,, = 1|W, E) = 1[E > t] = 1|V}, = 1] and therefore

1 1A =0)YP(V, =1W,E)\ 1 e 1[A = 0]Y1[V, = 1]
1) ( P(A=0|W,E) >P(Vk:1) ( P(A=0|W,E) )



Proof of Theorem 2

Identification of ATE

Recall that

Definition 4 (Conditional and marginal average treatment effect of treatment arm k

compared to control).

CATE(k,e,w) =E[Y (k) =Y (0) | W =w, E = ¢]

ATE(k) = E[CATE(k, W, E)).

Identification based on the G-formula.

Proof We show the proof for treatment 0. We refer to W = w, ' = e as W, E for clarity.

E(Y(0)) = E(E(Y(0)|W, E)) by (IE)
= E(E(Y(0)|A = 0, W, E)) by (A1)
— E(E(Y|A = 0, W, E)) by (A2,A4)

The proof for treatment &k can be shown by following the steps for identifying E(Y (k) | V}, =
1) in the section above and then assuming (AG) to be able to marginalize to concurrent
and non-concurrent controls combined. Consequently, under (A1-A6), CATE(k,w,e) is
identified as

E(Y | A=k W,E,V,=1)—E(Y | A=0,W,E). (9)



M-estimation details

We here provide detail on the M-estimation approach for obtaining asymptotic variances

for outcome regression and weighted estimators. Recall that Z; represent the data for the

experimental unit ¢, i.e., Z; = (E;, W;, V,.;, A;,Y;) ~ P and consider X; = (£;, ;).

Outcome regression

cATESS: . This estimator consider only concurrent controls. Let’s define cATES; =
W — o where p; and gy are the mean outcomes under treatment k& and control in the only
concurrent control population. We started by considering controls, 8, = (5, i) and the

following estimating equations

a | h(Zi, Bo)
Zh<Zia‘90> = Z 1 7= 0
=1 =1\ ho(Zs, o)
where hy(Z;, By) = XiTVz'(l — A)(Y; — XiBo) and hy(X5, po) = Vi(ZiBy — o) are the score

functions for the model of the conditional mean and the the marginal mean under control,

respectively. We consider the following Jacobian matrix of the estimating equations,

—r 1 <~ 0h(Z;,6
Gly) = — LS M2t
L 90, 0p=0
B 1 & a11 0
" a21 a22
1S [ XV -A)X 0
REE RS S



We then constructed the following influence functions

e(Z;, Bo) = al_llhl(Zz’a Bo)
P(Zis i) = G (ha(Zis10) + (~Gat) (23, )

where Bo where obtained by ordinary least squares. We conducted a similar analysis for

0. = (B, ). Finally, we obtained the variance of cATESR as,
V (cATEY ( Z@ (Z;, cATEgR )¢ (Z;, cAT ?)CR)T> ;

where ¢(Z;, cATESR) = ©(Zi, i) — ¢(Zs. fio)-

ATE‘%‘11 . This estimator consider both concurrent and non concurrent controls when
estimating E(Y | A = 0,W = w, E = ¢). Hence, the analysis for cATESR looks the same as
that for cATEX, only changing the estimating equation for E(Y | A = 0,W = w, E = e),
i.e., hi(Z:, By) = Z; (1 — A)(Y; — Z,3,), while the conditional mean of the outcome among
the treated remains computed within only concurrent, i.e., E(Y | A = k,V, = 1,W =
w, E = e). Specifically, we started by considering controls, 8, = («y, 119) and the following

estimating equations

- - Zza C“O)
> Wz =0
= ERVEEAN
where hy(Z;,00) = X' (1 — A)(Y; — X,00) and ho(Zi, j19) = Vi(Xia — o) are the score

functions for the model of the conditional mean and the the marginal mean under control,



respectively. While for the treated units we considered, 0, = (B, p;;) and the following

estimating equations

3

zn:h( Bi) =0

=1 h2(Z ,Uk)

where hy(Z;, B,) = X, V,A;(Y; — XiB,) and ho(Z;, ) = Vi(X; B8, — py). Derivation of the

Jacobian matrix of the estimating equations is similar to the above.

Parametric inverse probability weighting

cATESSw . This estimator consider only concurrent controls. Let’s define cATESSw =
Wi — po- We started by considering controls, 6 = (1, g, i11) and the following estimating

equations

hl(an)
D W20 =3 | ho(Zi o) | =0
hs(Z;, 1)

where hy(Z;,n) = Xz'TVi(Az‘ —m) and hy(Z;, po) = Vi(%QY; = to)s ha(Zis ) = Vz‘(’Yz‘lyi — pi1)
are the score functions for the model of the conditional probability and the marginal mean
under control and treatment, respectively, and where 7f = 1{A; =0}/(1 — ), AF =
1{A4; = k}/(m;), and m; = M. We consider the following Jacobian matrix of the

1+exp(X; n)

estimating equations,

9=é

10



1 .
ZEZ Gy Gy O

G31 0 a33

X[V xo g g
P e ()

1
- g_z (1 - AV X;Y;exp(X'n) V; 0

AViXYexp(-X/'n) 0 V,

We then constructed the following influence functions

o =1 .
QO(ZH 77) = Gll hl(Zia 77)7
. ——1 — .
©(Z;, fig) = Gy (ho(Zi, o) + (—Gar)e(Z;,1))

o(Z;, i) = G33 (h3(Z k) + (_531)90(22',77))

where 7 where obtained by ordinary least squares. Finally, we obtained the variance of

cATEpw as,

V(CAT Elpw) =

3I'—‘

1 n
(E Z o (Z;, CATEIPW) (Zi, CATEIPW) ) )
i=1
where ¢(Z;, cATERSw) = ©(Z;, jip) — o(Z;, fio)-

Proof of Theorem 3

We start by introducing some notation. We introduce an operator IF : ¢ — L,(IP), where
P is a probability distribution assumed to lie in some nonparametric model P, that maps

functionals ¢ : P — R to their influence function ¢(z) € Ly(IP) and where z is our observed

11



data. Recall the following building blocks:

(bb1) the influence function of p(x) = E[Y|X = a] is IF(u(x)) = g=m (Y — E[Y|X = z])
(bb2) the influence function of p(z) = P(X = z) is IF(p(z)) = (1[X = z| — p(z))

(bb3) 1F(1)11)9) = IF(1)1)1e + Y1 IF()) (product rule)

(bb4) IF(f(x)) = ¥'IF(z)) (chain rule)

(bb5) P(A, B,C) =P(A|B,C)P(B,C) = P(A|B,C)P(B|C)P(C)

(bb6) > 1[A=Fk X =z] =1[A=Fk|

Finally, recall that the parameter of interest (under the aforementioned identification as-
sumption) is

cATE(k) =E[E[Y|[A=k,W —w,E=¢,V, =1 —EY|A=0,W —w,E=¢,V,=1] | V,, = 1].
while in the nonparametric model that assumes (A5) is

CATE(k) =E[E[Y|A=kW —w,E=¢,V, =1] —E[Y|[A=0,W —w,E =¢] | V, = 1.

Theorem 3, eq. (4). We define (X =z) = (W = w, E = e) and pretend that the data

is discrete. Recall that under discrete data

—1EY|A=1X =2,V =1
EEYIA=1X—aV,=1]|V, =1 = Ve =UEMIA=1, X =V, = 1]

P(V,=1)
S AV, = EYA=1,X = .V, = 1]P(X = 2)
- PV, = 1)
_ Zx]l[vk - 1],U/oc<1>x7 1)p($)
PV, = 1)

12



1
- 2/}num

== Yl
We now analyze the influence function of ¥,
P(Z, num) = IF{Wnum }
= F{ 1V, = Dpeell, 2 o))
= 1[Vi, = 1) IF{ptoc(1, 2, 1)}p(2) + p(1, &, DIF{p(z)}] by (bb3)
== 0 | (e e ) ) £
+ foc(1,2,1) (L[X = a] — p(x)) ] by (bbl,bb2)
~1 =Y | (pe e = O el 1))

+ o (1, 2, NI[X = 2] — poe(1, 2, 1)p(x) | by (bb5)

= ]l[vk = 1] |:<P(A _ 1]1|[§—Zi,]7 Vk; _ 1) {Y - /Loc(17x7 1)}) + :U’oc(lvx7 1):| - wrlwm by (bb6>

where in the last equality we also used the fact that P(V, = 1|X = x) = 1 under 1[V}, = 1],
and ), = > 1[Vi = 1poc(l,2,1)p(x). Analogously we can compute the influence

: 0
function of ¥,,,,,,

p(Z, wgum) = lF{quum}
= IF{Z 1[Vi = 1 ptoc(0, 2, 1)p(z) }

1V =1 (= o = O 00} ) 0, 1] =

13



We no compute the influence function of ¢y,,,,

QO(Z7 ,lvbden) = IF{¢den} = ]l[v;c = 1] - ,lvbden

1
We no consider the influence function of 15)"—“’” =,

den

— lF{d}rlLum} wrlmm lF{qvbden}
ZAh) = IF{y'} = -
('D( ’Q'D ) {¢ } wden Q/Jden 77Dden

-3 [IF{wnum} - ‘/’"“’”IF{wden}}
den

den

- m K“V’“ =1 [(P(A = 1]l|[§zi;], Vo=t~ Hello 1)}) Fecllo 1>] B w’lwm)

ﬁ;j:( V= 1] - wden>]

— se= | (1 =0 | (=T = Y~ el ) (L 1] = v

l/Jnum

7pnum
V —
wden [ ] 2:[}den wden‘|

_ 1V =1 1A = 1] 1
a P(Vk = 1) |:P(A— 1 | X :J},Vk = 1){Y_:uoc(17x71>}+Moc(17x71) _w‘|

1 0
We can now combine %M = cATE(k) to obtain

den

o(Z, cATE(k)) = IF{cATE(k)} = ]Ii%’: Z 3 PIA] V2VAE: 11/19 - 1){Y —E(Y |AW,E,V, =1)}

EY|A=1W,E,V,=1)—E(Y | A=0,W,E,V, = 1) — cATE(k).
Theorem 3, eq. (5). Under assumption (A5), we now target (among controls),

EEY|A=0,X=2]|V,=1]= E[1[V, = 1;5([;?/:1 T)o,X = 7]

14



E[E[L[V, =1] | X = z]E[Y]|A = 0, X = 2]

B PV, =1)

> PVi=1|X=2)EY[A=0,X =2]P(X = )
B PV, =1)

_ Za; v(w;, €;) tan(1, 7)p()
PV, =1)

= .

0
o wnum

wden

. . 0 .
The influence function of ,,,,,, is

=3 B o Al = 1] = )0, 2o

00 (s T e = O~ 0.2} ) oo
+ (@) (0, 2) (U[X = 2] — p(a)) |

11X = 2]1[V, = 1]
:Z[ P(X = 1)

1[X = 7]
P(X =ux)

tan (0, 2)p(x) — V() pan (0, 2)p()

+ V<513) <P<A :]lgﬁ ;0;25(;):(?1' _ ZL’) {Y - Mall(ov JI)}) p(l’)
F X = 2l (@)pan(0,2) = V(@) (0, 2)p(x)) |

1[A = 0]
P(A=0]X =)

=1V, = 1pan(0,z) + v(x) ( {Y — 120(0, 95)}) — Yo

As shown before, we can then compute the influence function of ﬁ“’" , and finally of cATE(k)

under assumption (A5), leading to,

@zﬂmw»aﬂmmwnzﬁézgFWH%11WQQA£WWAWEW=Q}
1-A PWV,=1|EW)

CPA|W,E) PV, =1)

{Y-EY |AE W)}
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Vi =1}

EY|A=1 FE =1)—E(Y |A=0,W, E)— cATE(k
P(szl) ( ‘ 7W> >Vk ) ( ‘ , WV, ) C ()
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