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Abstract

Difference-in-differences is undoubtedly one of the most widely used methods for evaluating the

causal effect of an intervention in observational (i.e., nonrandomized) settings. The approach is

typically used when pre- and post-exposure outcome measurements are available, and one can rea-

sonably assume that the association of the unobserved confounder with the outcome has the same

absolute magnitude in the two exposure arms, and is constant over time; a so-called parallel trends

assumption. The parallel trends assumption may not be credible in many practical settings, includ-

ing if the outcome is binary, a count, or polytomous, as well as when an uncontrolled confounder

exhibits non-additive effects on the distribution of the outcome, even if such effects are constant

over time. We introduce an alternative approach that replaces the parallel trends assumption with

an odds ratio equi-confounding assumption under which an association between treatment and the

potential outcome under no-treatment is identified with a well-specified generalized linear model

relating the pre-exposure outcome and the exposure. Because the proposed method identifies any

causal effect that is conceivably identified in the absence of confounding bias, including nonlinear

effects such as quantile treatment effects, the approach is aptly called Universal Difference-in-

differences (UDiD). Both fully parametric and more robust semiparametric UDiD estimators are

described and illustrated in a real-world application concerning the causal effects of a Zika virus

outbreak on birth rate in Brazil.

KEY WORDS: Difference-in-differences, equi-confounding, odds ratios, selection bias, general-

ized linear models, extended propensity score.
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1 Introduction

Difference-in-differences (DiD) is a popular approach to account for unmeasured confounding in

observational data. DiD is typically used when (i) pre- and post-exposure outcome measurements

are available and (ii) the parallel trends (PT) assumption is reasonable, i.e., the absolute magnitude

of the association between the unobserved confounder and the outcome is equal across treated and

control groups and constant over time. Under PT, an estimate of the causal effect of the treatment

can be obtained by taking a difference between treated and control groups of the average change

in outcome over time; see Caniglia and Murray (2020) for an introduction to DiD and Section 2

for a brief review. Despite its popularity, PT may not be credible for a variety of reasons; see

Section A.1 of the Appendix. Therefore, the development of alternative identifying conditions for

DiD settings continues to be an active area of research.

In this paper, we introduce an alternative identification strategy for DiD settings. Specifically,

as described in Section 3, our approach is based on the assumption that confounding bias for the

causal effect of interest, defined as an association between exposure and the treatment-free poten-

tial outcome, can be identified under a generalized linear model (GLM) relating the pre-exposure

outcome and the exposure. The proposed approach allows for investigators to proceed with a new

approach in DID settings under a slightly different key identifying assumption (i.e., different from

PT) that, if it holds, does not require one to assume equal and additive effects of an uncontrolled

confounder under models for binary/polytomous outcomes. An appeal of the framework is that

it permits both familiar parametric models, as well as more robust semiparametric estimation ap-

proaches, namely (i) a GLM approach, followed by (ii) an extended propensity score approach, and

finally, (iii) a doubly robust approach, which remain valid if either (i) or (ii) provides valid infer-

ences without a priori knowing which might be misspecified. Importantly, the proposed methods

can be used to identify and estimate the causal effect of a hypothetical intervention in the presence

of unmeasured confounding, on virtually any scale of potential interest, including nonlinear scales

such as quantile causal effects. For this reason, the approach is aptly called Universal Difference-

in-differences (UDiD). In Sections 4 and 5, we apply our methods to evaluate the causal link

between a Zika virus outbreak and birth rates in Brazil and discuss a sensitivity analysis approach

2



to assess the impact of a violation of key assumptions.

The proposed methods are a special case of a more general approach proposed by Park and

Tchetgen Tchetgen (2022). This paper serves as an introductory resource on UDiD methods for

an epidemiology audience, with a significant emphasis on utilizing parametric models, interpreting

identifying assumptions, and offering practical guidelines for implementation and evaluation in

practical settings. Specifically, this paper focuses on applying well-established GLMs and propen-

sity score weighting methods to the UDiD framework, thereby easing their adoption in epidemiolog-

ical studies. Readers interested in more technical details can consult Park and Tchetgen Tchetgen

(2022).

2 Notation and A Brief Review of DiD

Consider a study in which pre- and post-exposure outcomes Y0 and Y1 are observed; let Y
a
t denote

the potential outcome at time t ∈ {0, 1} under a hypothetical intervention that sets a binary

exposure/treatment A to a value a ∈ {0, 1}. Following a standard DiD model (Athey and Imbens,

2006), suppose that the treatment-free potential outcome is generated from the following model

for t = 0, 1:

Y a=0
t = h(Ut, t) , h(u, t) = u+ βT t , Ut = β0 + βAA+ ϵt , (DiD Model)

ϵt satisfies either

{
time independence: ϵ1|A

D
= ϵ0|A or

treatment independence: ϵt|(A = 0)
D
= ϵt|(A = 1)

.

Here, ϵt is an unobserved error at time t that is independent of time or treatment, and Ut is therefore

also unobserved. Note that allowing Ut to depend on t accommodates the factors predicting Y0

to be distinct from those predicting Y1. In (DiD Model), Y a=0
t is a deterministic function of Ut

(in fact a linear function of the latter), but the exposure mechanism of A given Ut is unrestricted.

In terms of the distribution of Ut, (DiD Model) assumes that the conditional distribution of ϵt

given A is either stable over time given A or independent of A at each time; DiD strictly only

requires that ϵt does not depend on A and t in a manner that they interact on the additive scale.
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Finally, (DiD Model) implies rank preservation which rules out any additive interaction between

A and U1 in causing Y1. In Section 3.1, we present an alternative structural model compatible

with (UDiD Model), thus allowing for heterogeneity of the causal effects of A with respect to U1,

i.e., h is allowed to be unrestricted.

(DiD Model) implies that E(Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a) = β0 + βAa + βT t + E(ϵt
∣∣A = a), which further

implies the so-called parallel trends (PT) assumption:

E
(
Y a=0
1 − Y a=0

0 |A = 1
)
= E

(
Y a=0
1 − Y a=0

0 |A = 0
)
. (1)

Expression (1) states that, on average, the trajectory of the potential outcomes under an interven-

tion that sets the exposure to its control value, is equal between exposed and unexposed groups.

Hence, under no unmeasured confounding of the average additive effect of A on Y a=0
0 and Y a=0

1

respectively, both left- and right-handsides of the display above would be zero. This gives an

alternative interpretation of PT as an assumption of additive equi-confounding bias, such that the

confounding bias for the effect of A on Y a=0
1 though not null, is equal to the confounding bias

for the causal effect of A on Y a=0
0 on the additive scale (Sofer et al., 2016). Note that the latter

is empirically identified under consistency and no causal anticipation assumptions, which we now

state:

Assumption 1a Consistency: Yt = Y a=A
t almost surely for t = 0, 1

Assumption 1b No Causal Anticipation: Y a=1
0 = Y a=0

0 almost surely.

It is then straightforward to deduce identification of the additive average causal effect of treat-

ment on the treated (ATT) for the follow-up outcome Y1, i.e., ψATT = E (Y a=1
1 − Y a=0

1 |A = 1) =

E (Y1 − Y0|A = 1)− E (Y1 − Y0|A = 0), justifying DiD.

Despite its popularity, PT has several limitations: (i) it can be violated when dealing with

naturally constrained outcomes such as binary or count variables, (ii) it restricts the exposure

mechanism and time-varying properties of the outcomes, and (iii) it is scale-dependent; see Section

A.1 of the Appendix for details. In the next Section, we describe an alternative to PT, which

accommodates (i)-(iii).
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3 Universal DiD

3.1 Identification via Odds Ratio Equi-confounding

We introduce a parametrization for a unit’s contribution to the likelihood for the potential outcome

Y a=0
t conditional on A and observed baseline covariates X, assuming independent and identically

distributed (i.i.d.) sampling. Let

ht(y, x) = f(Y a=0
t = y

∣∣A = 0, X = x) (2)

βt (y, x) = log
f (Y a=0

t = y|A = 1, X = x) f (Y a=0
t = yref|A = 0, X = x)

f (Y a=0
t = yref|A = 1, X = x) f (Y a=0

t = y|A = 0, X = x)
(3)

The function ht (y, x), referred to as a baseline density, represents the conditional distribution

of the potential outcome Y a=0
t given X and A = 0 (i.e., baseline treatment), and the function

βt(y, x) is the log of the generalized odds ratio function (Chen, 2007; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al.,

2010) where βt(yref, x) = 0, with yref a user-specified reference value; without loss of generality, we

take yref = 0. Thus, βt(y, x) encodes the association between Y a=0
t and A, evaluated at y given

X = x. Therefore, βt (y, x) = 0 for all y encodes no unmeasured confounding given X = x, while

βt (y, x) ̸= 0 quantifies the degree of unmeasured confounding bias at a distributional level.

These functions parametrize the conditional density of Y a=0
t given (A = a,X = x) as f(Y a=0

t =

y
∣∣A = a,X = x) ∝ ht(y, x) exp

{
βt(y, x)a

}
; here, ∝ stands for the left-handside being propor-

tional to the right-handside for fixed a, with proportionality constant equal to the normalizing

constant
∑

y ht (y, x) exp {βt (y, x) a} < ∞ for all x, ensuring that the left-handside is a proper

density or probability mass function, and the symbol
∑

y may be interpreted as an integral

if y is continuous. This likelihood parametrization can in principle be used to represent any

proper likelihood function one might encounter in practice, i.e., the above formulation is fully

unrestricted (or nonparametric) (Chen, 2007; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2010). Under consis-

tency and no anticipation, f (Y a=0
0 = y|A = a,X = x) = f (Y0 = y|A = a,X = x) for a = 0, 1

and f (Y a=0
1 = y|A = 0, X = x) = f (Y1 = y|A = 0, X = x), respectively, establishing identifica-

tion of β0(y, x), h0(y, x), and h1(y, x) from equations (2) and (3). In contrast, identification of
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f (Y a=0
1 = y|A = 1, X = x) and β1 (y, x) cannot be obtained without an additional condition be-

cause Y a=0
1 is not observed for units with A = 1. Our approach relies on the key assumption:

Assumption 2 Odds Ratio Equi-confounding: β0 (y, x) = β1 (y, x) for all (y, x).

The assumption states that the degree of confounding captured on the log-odds ratio scale is stable

over time, an assumption first considered by Park and Tchetgen Tchetgen (2022) which they refer to

as odds ratio equi-confounding (OREC). Under OREC, it follows that f (Y a=0
1 = y|A = 1, X = x) ∝

h1(y, x) exp {β0 (y, x)}, establishing nonparametric identification of f (Y a=0
1 = y|A = 1, X = x) in

the sense that β0 (y, x), f (Y0 = y|A = 0, X = x), and f (Y1 = y|A = 0, X = x) are unrestricted.

Furthermore, one may identify the additive ATT with the expression:

ψATT = E (Y1|A = 1)− E

[
E [Y1 exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E [exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

∣∣∣∣A = 1

]
(4)

as we demonstrate in Section B of the Appendix.

We briefly review examples of special interest where UDiD yields intuitive alternatives to DiD

when PT is violated. Suppressing X, the ATT satisfies:

ψATT =
{
E (Y1|A = 1)− E (Y1|A = 0)

}︸ ︷︷ ︸
Crude estimand

−
{
E
(
Y a=0
1 |A = 1

)
− E (Y1|A = 0)

}︸ ︷︷ ︸
De-biasing Term

. (5)

Here, the crude estimand is the difference between the conditional means of the outcome in treated

and control groups in the post-treatment period. The de-biasing term is the difference between the

ATT and the crude estimand, reflecting unmeasured confounding bias. If there is no unmeasured

confounding the bias term vanishes and, consequently, the crude estimand identifies the ATT.

Otherwise, suppose that Y a=0
t |(A = a) ∼ N (µt (a) , σ

2
t ). Then, PT and OREC in this model

imply that the bias term is equal to µ1(1) − µ1(0) = µ0(1) − µ0(0) and σ−2
1

{
µ1(1) − µ1(0)

}
=

σ−2
0

{
µ0(1)− µ0(0)

}
, respectively, and the corresponding de-biasing terms are :

PT ⇒ E(Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1)− E(Y1
∣∣A = 0) = µ0(1)− µ0(0) (DiD de-biasing term)

OREC ⇒ E(Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1)− E(Y1
∣∣A = 0) =

σ2
1

σ2
0

{µ0(1)− µ0(0)} (UDiD de-biasing term)
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Therefore, UDiD reduces to standard DiD if σ2
1 = σ2

0, i.e., the scale of the outcome at t = 0 matches

that at t = 1; however, UDID is more flexible than DiD in the sense that if σ2
1 ̸= σ2

0, UDiD rescales

the standard DiD de-biasing term µ0 (1)− µ0 (0) of the crude estimate to account for a potential

difference of scales between t = 0 and t = 1. Additionally, Section A.3 of the Appendix provides

analogous comparisons on multiplicative and odds ratio scales.

At this juncture, it is instructive to consider a structural model for OREC analogous to

(DiD Model) which we adopt following Park and Tchetgen Tchetgen (2022). Suppressing co-

variates, consider the following model:

Y a=0
t |= A

∣∣Ut , t = 0, 1, A
∣∣ (U1 = u)

D
= A

∣∣ (U0 = u) , ∀u , (UDiD Model)

U1

∣∣ (A = 0, Y1 = y)
D
= U0

∣∣ (A = 0, Y0 = y) , ∀y .

In (UDiD Model), the relationship between Y a=0
t and Ut is unrestricted, while the exposure mech-

anism of A given Ut is assumed not to depend on time. In addition, (UDiD Model) assumes that

the conditional distribution of Ut evaluated at u given (A = 0, Yt) is stable over time but oth-

erwise unrestricted. Unlike (DiD Model), (UDiD Model) is scale-invariant in that any monotone

transformation of an outcome that satisfies (UDiD Model) remains in the model. Of note, unlike

(DiD Model), (UDiD Model) is agnostic about the presence of an additive interaction between

the treatment and Ut. In Section A.9 of the Appendix, we establish that (UDiD Model) implies

OREC. There, we also describe alternative data generating processes for OREC that may be of

independent interest.

For estimation and inference, one may posit GLMs for the outcome process by specifying

parametric models for h1(y, x) and βt(y, x). The parameters for these functions can be estimated

by standard maximum likelihood theory, which can be easily performed using off-the-shelf software,

such as geex package in R (Saul and Hudgens, 2020). As this approach essentially amounts to

methods previously described by Wooldridge (2022); Taddeo et al. (2022), details are relegated to

Section A.2 of the Appendix. An alternative semiparametric approach that obviates the need to

specify a likelihood for the outcome process is given next.
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3.2 Universal DiD Estimation via Extended Propensity Score Weight-

ing

In many real-world applications, GLMs for the outcome can be misspecified, particularly when

the distribution of the outcome, such as zero-inflated or truncated outcomes, poses significant

challenges for maximum likelihood estimation approaches developed under standard GLM frame-

work. To resolve this issue, we provide an alternative approach that uses an extended propensity

score model. The approach generalizes the standard propensity score model for the treatment

(Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983) to accommodate unmeasured confounding by incorporating the

treatment-free potential outcome in the propensity score model.

The approach is motivated by the invariance property of odds ratios, which provides the fol-

lowing alternative interpretation of βt(y, x) to that given in equation (3), namely

βt (y, x) = log

{
Pr (A = 1|Y a=0

t = y,X = x) Pr (A = 0|Y a=0
t = 0, X = x)

Pr (A = 0|Y a=0
t = y,X = x) Pr (A = 1|Y a=0

t = 0, X = x)

}
⇔ log

πt (y, x)

1− πt (y, x)
= δt(x) + βt (y, x) , δt(x) = log

Pr (A = 1|Y a=0
t = 0, X = x)

Pr (A = 0|Y a=0
t = 0, X = x)

.

where the function πt (y, x) = Pr (A = 1|Y a=0
t = y,X = x) is referred to as the extended propensity

score (EPS) function. This alternative obviates the need for specification of a model for ht (y, x).

Specifically, under OREC, one can posit a model for the log-odds ratio functions as β1 (y, x) =

β0 (y, x) = α⊺
0S0(y, x) where S0(y, x) is a user-specified sufficient statistic for the confounding odds

ratio parameter. For instance, let S0(y, x) = (y, yx⊺)⊺, i.e., the log-odds of the EPS have a linear

relationship in y given x, with the corresponding parameter α0. Also, specify a parametric model

for δt(x), say δt(x) = (1, x⊺)ηt, with similar interpretation. Then, (η0, α0) can be estimated via a

standard logistic regression of A on (1, X, S0 (Y0, X)). Next, η1 can be identified as the solution to

the population moment equation:

E

{
1− A

1− π1 (Y1, X)

}
= 1 ⇔ E

[(
1

X

)
(1− A) [1 + exp {(1, X⊺)η1 + β0 (Y1, X)}]− 1

]
= 0 . (6)

Therefore, η1 can be estimated using the empirical analogue to the above equation. Propensity

8



score weighting UDiD estimation of the ATT based on the estimated EPS follows from the following

identifying expression:

ψATT = E (Y1|A = 1)− E [(1− A)Y1 exp {(1, X⊺)η1 + α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)}]

E [(1− A) exp {(1, X⊺)η1 + α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)}]

. (7)

A proof of this claim is included in Section B of the Appendix.

The proposed GLM-based and propensity score weighting UDiD methods rely on (i) modeling

the association between covariate and outcome in a GLM, and (ii) modeling the association be-

tween covariate and treatment in the EPS model. However, this might introduce a concern that

such modeling might introduce specification bias. To address this, we construct a doubly robust

(Scharfstein et al., 1999; Lunceford and Davidian, 2004; Bang and Robins, 2005) estimator for the

ATT, in the sense that the estimator is consistent and asymptotically normal if the conditional

odds ratio function encoding the association between the treatment-free potential outcome and

the treatment is correctly specified conditional on covariates, and either (i) the outcome condi-

tional models for baseline and follow-times, or (ii) the treatment mechanism conditional on the

treatment-free potential outcome at its reference value at baseline and follow-up, but not necessar-

ily both, are correctly specified. Details of the doubly robust approach can be found in Section A.4

of the Appendix. Furthermore, to enhance the robustness of the odds ratio function specification

particularly for continuous exposure, a flexible yet simple approach might be to posit a model for

a discretized version of the outcome, similar to a histogram estimator of a density. In brief, the

approach involves converting the outcome intoM dummy variables based on the 100(m/M)th per-

centiles (m = 1, 2, . . . ,M − 1) of the empirical distribution of pre-exposure outcome values. Using

this discretized outcome, one then can specify the odds ratio function in the UDiD framework; see

Section A.6 of the Appendix for details.

4 Application: Zika Virus Outbreak in Brazil

In 2015, a Zika virus outbreak occurred in Brazil, resulting in more than 200,000 cases by 2016

(Lowe et al., 2018). Zika virus infection during pregnancy can affect fetal brain development and
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lead to severe brain defects such as microcephaly (Rasmussen et al., 2016). Consequently, previous

investigators (Castro et al., 2018; Diaz-Quijano et al., 2018) conjecture that the Zika virus epidemic

might have resulted in a decrease in the birth rate, attributed to individuals’ tendency to postpone

pregnancy or increase the likelihood of abortion due to the fear of Zika virus-related microcephaly.

We illustrate UDiD with a re-analysis of a study of the effects of an outbreak of Zika virus

on birth rate in Brazil originally published in Taddeo et al. (2022). Specifically, we consider 2014

and 2016 as pre- and post-exposure periods, respectively, and municipalities in the northeastern

state Pernambuco (PE) and those in the southernmost state Rio Grande do Sul (RS) as study

units. According to a report from the Brazilian Ministry of Health (Ministério da Saúde, 2017), the

epidemic was more severe in the northeastern region of Brazil compared to the southern region.

In addition, out of 1248 microcephaly cases that occurred in Brazil as of November 28 2015,

646 (51.8%) cases were reported in PE (European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control,

2015), whereas less than 10 cases of Zika-related microcephaly were reported in RS (Gregianini

et al., 2017). Based on the information, individuals in northeastern states may have been more

concerned about Zika virus-related microcephaly than those in southern states, which could have

contributed to a possible decrease in the birth rate in northeastern states. In contrast, individuals

in southern states in Brazil may have experienced minimal behavioral changes compared to those

in other regions, as these states were least impacted by the Zika epidemic. Moreover, given the

substantial geographical separation of over 2000 kilometers between PE and RS, it is plausible

that the behavioral influence stemming from the Zika virus outbreak in PE had limited spillover

effects on the population in RS; see Taddeo et al. (2022) for a related discussion. Therefore, we

categorize PE and RS as the treated and control groups, respectively.

As the pre- and post-exposure outcomes, we use birth rates in 2014 and 2016, respectively, where

the birth rate is defined as the total number of live births per 1,000 persons. We treat birth rate as a

normally distributed variable in the parametric GLM formulation. We focus on 673 municipalities

with complete data on the pre- and post-exposure outcomes and treatment, where 185 and 488

municipalities belong to PE and RS, respectively. To further address variation across municipalities

due to population differences, we further adjusted for population size, population density, and
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proportion of females as covariates. The crude mean difference E(Y1
∣∣A = 1) − E(Y1

∣∣A = 0) =

3.384 births per 1,000 persons, indicating that PE region showed higher birth rate than RS region

in 2016 despite the Zika virus outbreak.

Based on the proposed approach, we obtain estimates of the additive ATT; see Section A.5

of the Appendix for details on the specific steps used for estimation. The baseline densities for

the outcomes are specified to follow normal distributions Y a=0
t

∣∣ (A = 0, X = x) ∼ N(µt(x), σ
2
t )

where µt(x) is specified as µt(x) = (1, x⊺)τt. Therefore, under an odds ratio parametrization,

the odds ratio function is represented as β0(y, x) = (y, yx⊺)α0. Maximum likelihood estimators

of (τ0, τ1, σ
2
0, σ

2
1, α0) are obtained by maximizing the log-likelihood function of the pre-exposure

data, i.e., (Y0, A,X), and the post-exposure data under control, i.e., (Y1, A = 0, X), imple-

mented with geex (Saul and Hudgens, 2020). The EPS is specified as πt(y, x)/{1 − πt(y, x)} =

exp{δt(x) + β0(y, x)} = exp{(1, x⊺)ηt + (y, yx⊺)α0}. Again, maximum likelihood estimators of

(η0, α0) are obtained by maximizing the log-likelihood function of the pre-exposure data using

the same software. We can then estimate η1 by solving the empirical analogue of (6) with the

estimated odds ratio function using the same software. Using these specifications, we obtain six

estimates from GLM-based, propensity score weighting, and doubly robust UDiD approaches. We

compare these estimates to those derived under PT obtained from att gt function implemented

in did R package (Callaway and Sant’Anna, 2021).

Table 1 summarizes the data analysis results. The GLM-based and propensity score weighting

UDiD estimates show the largest and smallest effect estimates of −1.487 and −0.831 births per

1000 persons, respectively. In addition, effect estimates under PT are of a similar value as those

obtained from the UDiD approaches, and the corresponding confidence intervals overlap with

each other. Compared to the crude estimate of 3.384 births per 1000 persons, the negative effect

estimates suggest the presence of substantial confounding bias. This analysis provides compelling

evidence that the Zika virus outbreak led to a decline in the birth in Brazil, corroborating similar

findings in the literature (Castro et al., 2018; Diaz-Quijano et al., 2018; Taddeo et al., 2022), and

further indicating that PT and OREC estimates are of similar magnitude (noting that confidence

intervals are wider for UDiD under OREC than for standard DID under PT) and thus, estimates
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of the magnitudes of effect are not particularly sensitive to the specific nature of equi-confounding

assumption used for causal identification.

Estimator
Statistic

Estimate SE 95% CI

UDiD

under OREC

GLM-based -1.487 0.340 (-2.153, -0.821)

Propensity score weighting -0.831 0.377 (-1.570, -0.091)

Doubly-robust -0.974 0.342 (-1.645, -0.303)

Standard DiD

under PT

GLM-based -1.171 0.151 (-1.467, -0.875)

Propensity score weighting -1.091 0.143 (-1.371, -0.811)

Doubly-robust -1.124 0.159 (-1.435, -0.813)

Table 1: Summary of Data Analysis. Values in “Estimate” column represent the additive ATT of the Zika outbreak
on the birth rate within the PE region, i.e., the difference between PE’s observed average birth rate to a forecast of
what it would have been had the Zika outbreak been prevented. Values in “SE” and “95% CI” columns represent
the standard errors associated with the estimates and the corresponding 95% confidence intervals, respectively. The
reported values are expressed as births per 1,000 persons.

In Section A.7 of the Appendix, we provide additional data analysis results for a more flexible

discretized odds ratio function. The UDiD estimates using discretized odds ratio are much closer to

each other than those reported in Table 1, demonstrating less model dependence, with substantially

tighter confidence intervals.

Additional sensitivity analyses inspecting the extent to which empirical findings are sensitive

to violation of identifying assumptions are given in Section A.10 of the Appendix.

5 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we have described UDiD as an alternative to standard DiD, which can accommodate

outcomes of any type and causal effect estimands possibly defined on nonlinear scales. For UDiD

inference, we have described three alternative approaches targeting the average effect of treatment

on the treated, the first involves modeling the pre- and post-exposure outcome process, while the

second involves positing a model for the EPS, and the third carefully combines both approaches to

produce an estimator which possesses a desirable double robustness property of remaining unbiased

for the treatment effect, if either outcome model or treatment model is correctly specified.

While standard DiD which relies for validity on PT, validity of UDiD invokes an assumption

of OREC, that the degree of confounding bias encoded with an odds ratio association between the
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treatment and the treatment-free potential outcome at follow-up is exactly equal to that with the

pre-exposure outcome. Realistically, this assumption might not hold exactly in all applications,

but can often be expected to be approximately correct if the time between the pre-exposure and

post-exposure outcomes is not too large, so that though changing, the magnitude of confounding

bias may be expected to evolve smoothly in time at a relatively slow rate. From this perspective,

similar to unconfoundedness (a structural assumption that rules out unmeasured confounding),

OREC can be logically understood as a structural conditional independence assumption about

the distribution of Ut over time while accommodating the potential for unmeasured confounding.

This interpretation provides a natural anchoring from which a sensitivity analysis can be initiated.

Specifically, one might entertain a sensitivity analysis to the OREC assumption in which the odds

ratio function β1 (y, x) is set to β1 (y, x) = β0 (y, x) + ∆(y, x) where ∆(y, x) is a user-specified

non-identifiable sensitivity function that encodes a potential departure from OREC. One would

then proceed by repeating the proposed analyses and reporting various updated estimates of the

causal effect of interest over various choices of ∆, thus providing an evaluation of the sensitivity

of inferences to possible violations of the OREC condition; see Appendix A.8 for details of such a

sensitivity analysis and an application to the Zika study.

Although many DiD methods, including UDiD, are developed assuming no interference (Cox,

1958), it is important to acknowledge that interference may be plausible in various applications,

particularly in the context of infectious diseases. For example, in our data analysis, interference

could have occurred if the Zika virus outbreak in PE had resulted in significant changes in behavior

among individuals in RS. Hence, in order to properly use DiD methods, it is crucial in practice to

assess the possibility of interference in the context in view. In the event that interference becomes

a concern, one might consider DiD methods that are explicitly designed to account for interference

(Clarke, 2017; Butts, 2021). In addition, given its relevance in epidemiological applications, this

paper has mainly focused on the additive ATT, and the comparison between OREC and PT.

Nonetheless, OREC has the capacity to accommodate nonlinear treatment effects, such as quantile

treatment effects on the treated, as long as the treatment effect in view is uniquely defined as the

solution to a moment equation. As a result, comparing OREC and identifying assumptions for
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nonlinear treatment effects in DiD settings could provide useful insights. We refer interested

readers to Park and Tchetgen Tchetgen (2022) for details.

An important potential generalization of UDiD concerns settings where richer longitudinal data

might be available for each unit. In such settings, one might be able to leverage past outcomes to

either validate or relax OREC; a possibility we plan to explore in the future. In addition, in panel

data settings, staggered treatment initiation might occur, in which case various generalizations of

OREC might be possible, thus effectively extending recent developments under PT to handle such

complex study designs (Callaway and Sant’Anna, 2021; Dukes et al., 2022; Shahn et al., 2022).
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Appendix

A Details of the Main Paper

A.1 Limitation of Parallel Trends

The parallel trends (PT) assumption is generally not subject to an empirical test as it does not

impose any restriction on the observed data distribution. A notable partial exception is that of

bounded outcomes, in which case PT may be refuted if it empirically implies potential outcome

predictions that fall outside of the domain of the outcome. As a concrete example, suppose

that a binary treatment-free potential outcome is distributed as Y a=0
0

∣∣A ∼ Ber(0.4 + 0.4A) and

Y a=0
1

∣∣A ∼ Ber(0.8 + 0.16A). Under PT, the conditional mean E
(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1
)
is evaluated as

E
(
Y1
∣∣A = 0

)
+ E

(
Y0
∣∣A = 1

)
− E

(
Y0
∣∣A = 0

)
= 1.2. It is different from its true value is 0.96 as

well as falling beyond its natural range given by the unit interval. As a result, PT may not always

be credible in the case of naturally bounded outcomes.

Moreover, imposing PT involves a trade-off between restrictions on the exposure mechanism

and restrictions on the time-varying properties of the outcomes (Ghanem et al., 2022), a compro-

mise that may not always be appropriate in health applications. Another limitation of PT is that

it is scale-dependent, i.e., given an outcome that satisfies the PT assumption, a monotone trans-

formation of the outcome might not in general satisfy the assumption without an extra condition

beyond PT (Roth and Sant’Anna, 2023). For instance, we focus on (DiD Model), which is restated

below:

Y a=0
t = h(Ut, t) , h(u, t) = u+ βT t , Ut = β0 + βAA+ ϵt , (DiD Model)

ϵt satisfies either

{
time independence: ϵ1|A

D
= ϵ0|A or

treatment independence: ϵt|(A = 0)
D
= ϵt|(A = 1)

.

Then, PT is generally not satisfied if h(u, t) is nonlinear in u, say h(u, t) = ϕ(u + βT t) for a

nonlinear monotone transformation ϕ(·).
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A.2 Universal DiD Estimation using Generalized Linear Models

For estimation and inference in practice, it is convenient to consider a familiar and widely used

class of parametric models compatible with the above likelihood formulation which consists of the

exponential family, obtained by specifying βt (y, x) = α⊺
tSt(y, x), where αt is an unknown vector of

canonical parameter and St(y, x) is a corresponding vector of sufficient statistics. Many common

distributions are included in this class of parametric models, including Logistic regression for

dichotomous outcomes, Poisson regression for count outcomes, and linear regression for Gaussian

outcomes. Under no covariate, the first two admit a sufficient statistic St(y) = y, while the

Gaussian model admits the sufficient statistic St(y) = (y, y2)⊺. The baseline densities ht (y) of

these three models are Bernoulli, Poisson and Gaussian, respectively. As a concrete example,

suppose that the outcome is binary and is distributed as Y a=0
t

∣∣ (A = a) ∼ Ber(pt(a)). The

baseline densities are given by ht(y) = {pt(0)}y{1− pt(0)}1−y and the log-odds ratio functions are

of the specific form βt(y) = αtSt(y) where St(y) = y is a sufficient statistic, and αt is the log-odds

ratio relating Y a=0
t and A at time t, i.e.,

αt = log

[
pt(1){1− pt(0)}
{1− pt(1)}pt(0)

]
.

Therefore, OREC encodes that the odds ratios relating A and Y a=0
t at time t = 0 and t = 1 are

equal. When covariates are available, one may specify St(y, x) = (y, yx⊺)⊺. Beyond these exam-

ples, many other common parametric models are available within the exponential family, and an

exhaustive list is provided in the next paragraph, with their corresponding sufficient statistics. Es-

timation and inference under such parametric models follow immediately from standard maximum

likelihood theory and is easily performed using off-the-shelf software, such as geex package in R

(Saul and Hudgens, 2020). Thus, under such parametric specification of the likelihood, OREC

delivers identification of the counterfactual density

f
(
Y a=0
1 = y|A = 1, X = x

)
∝ h1 (y, x) exp {α⊺

0S0(y, x)}

which can then be used as basis for UDiD inferences.
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Next, we provide a comprehensive collection of exponential family distributions with corre-

sponding sufficient statistics.

(1) Gaussian: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ N
(
µt(a), σ

2
t (a)

)
with support y ∈ (−∞,∞)

ht(y) =
{
2πσ2

t (0)
}−1/2

exp

[
−
{
y − µt(0)

}2
2σ2

t (0)

]
,

αt =

(
µt(1)/σ

2
t (1)− µt(0)/σ

2
t (0)

−1/{2σ2
t (1)}+ 1/{2σ2

t (0)}

)
, St(y) =

(
y

y2

)

We remark that if the variance does not depend on treatment status, i.e., σ2
t = σ2

t (0) = σ2
t (1),

αt and St(y) are reduced to αt = σ−2
t {µt(1)− µt(0)} and St(y) = y.

(2) Binomial: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ Binomial
(
M, pt(a)

)
with support y ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,M}

ht(y) =

(
M

y

)
exp

[
y log

{ pt(0)

1− pt(0)

}
+M log

{
1− pt(0)

}]
,

αt = log
{ pt(1)

1− pt(1)

}
− log

{ pt(0)

1− pt(0)

}
, St(y) = y

We remark that the Bernoulli distribution is a special case when M = 1.

(3) Poisson: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ Poisson
(
λt(a)

)
with support y ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3, . . .}

ht(y) = (y!)−1 exp
[
− λt(0) + y log

{
λt(0)

}]
,

αt = log
{
λt(1)

}
− log

{
λt(0)

}
, St(y) = y

(4) Negative binomial: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ NegBinom
(
M, pt(a)

)
with support y ∈ {0, 1, . . .}

ht(y) =

(
y +M − 1

y

)
exp

[
M log

{
pt(a)

}
+ y log

{
1− pt(a)

}]
αt = log

{
1− pt(1)

1− pt(0)

}
, St(y) = y

We remark that the geometric distribution is a special case when M = 1.
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(5) Gamma: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ Gamma
(
κt(a), λt(a)

)
with support y ∈ (0,∞)

ht(y) =
1

Γ
(
κt(0)

)
λt(a)κt(a)

exp

{
κt(0) · log(y)− log(y) +

y

λt(0)

}
,

αt =

(
−{λt(1)}−1 + {λt(0)}−1

κt(1)− κt(0)

)
, St(y) =

(
y

log y

)

We remark that the exponential distribution is a special case of the gamma distribution when

κt(0) = κt(1) = 1. In this case, αt and St(y) are reduced to αt = −{λt(1)}−1 + {λt(0)}−1

and St(y) = y.

(6) Pareto: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ Pareto
(
ym, κt(a)

)
with support y ∈ (ym,∞)

ht(y) = κt(0)y
κt(0)
m exp

[
−
{
κt(0) + 1

}
log y

]
αt = − log κt(1) + log κt(0) , St(y) = log y

(7) Weibull: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ Weibull
(
κt, λt(0)

)
with support y ∈ (0,∞)

ht(y) =
κt

λt(0)κt
exp

[{
κt − 1

}
log y −

{
y

λt(0)

}κt]

αt = −
{
λt(1)

}κt
+
{
λt(0)

}κt
, St(y) = yκt

We remark that the exponential distribution is a special case when κt = 1.

(8) Laplace: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ Laplace
(
µt, σt(a)

)
with support y ∈ (−∞,∞)

ht(y) =
1

2σt(0)
exp

{
− |y − µt|

σt(0)

}
,

αt = −σ−1
t (1) + σ−1

t (0) , St(y) =
∣∣y − µt

∣∣

18



(9) Beta: Y a=0
t

∣∣A = a ∼ Beta
(
κt(a), λt(a)

)
with support y ∈ (0, 1)

ht(y) =
Γ
(
κt(0) + λt(0)

)
Γ
(
κt(0)

)
Γ
(
λt(0)

) exp{κt(0) log y + λt(0) log(1− y)− log y − log(1− y)
}
,

αt =

(
κt(1)− κt(0)

λt(1)− λt(0)

)
, St(y) =

(
log y

log(1− y)

)

A.3 Multiplicative Causal Effects in Poisson and Binary Outcomes

In the next two examples, we consider multiplicative causal effects as natural scales to mea-

sure causal effects for Poisson and binomial outcomes, respectively. Suppose that Y a=0
t is a

count variable which follows the distribution Y a=0
t |A = a ∼Poisson(λt(a)) with mean parame-

ter λt(a) > 0; then UDiD identifies the average causal effect on the treated on the multiplicative

scale E (Y a=1
1 |A = 1) /E (Y a=0

1 |A = 1) with

E (Y a=1
1 |A = 1)

E (Y a=0
1 |A = 1)

=
E (Y1|A = 1)

E (Y1|A = 0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Crude estimand

× λ0(0)

λ0(1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
UDiD debiasing term

.

Therefore, providing justification for debiasing the crude ratio estimand at t = 1 with the ratio

estimand of the association of the treatment with the outcome at t = 0. The additive version of

the causal effect can likewise be deduced to equal E (Y1|A = 1)− E (Y1|A = 0)λ0(1)/λ0(0).

Finally, suppose that Y a=0
t is a binary variable which follows the distribution Y a=0

t |A =

a ∼Bernoulli(pt(a)) with event probability 0 < pt(a) < 1; then UDiD identifies the average causal

effect on the treated on the odds ratio scale with

Pr (Y a=1
1 = 1|A = 1)Pr (Y a=0

1 = 0|A = 1)

Pr (Y a=1
1 = 0|A = 1)Pr (Y a=0

1 = 1|A = 1)

=
Pr (Y1 = 1|A = 1)Pr (Y1 = 0|A = 0)

Pr (Y1 = 0|A = 1)Pr (Y1 = 1|A = 0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Crude estimand

× p0(0) {1− p0(1)}
p0(1) {1− p0(0)}︸ ︷︷ ︸
UDiD debiasing term

;

therefore providing justification for debiasing the crude odds ratio at t = 1 by the odds ratio

association of the treatment with the outcome at t = 0. These three examples demonstrate the
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ability of UDiD to naturally adapt to the scale of the causal estimand in view in order to debias

the corresponding crude estimand.

A.4 Doubly Robust Universal DiD

We have thus far described two separate UDiD estimation strategies under the OREC assump-

tion; (i) a generalized linear model (GLM) maximum likelihood approach, which relies on correct

specification of a model for the outcome, and (ii) an extended propensity score weighted approach,

which instead relies on correct specification of a model for the treatment mechanism. Thus, mis-

specification of either model will likely result in biased inferences. As in most practical situations

one cannot be sure that either model is correctly specified, the most one can hope for is to obtain

unbiased inferences about a causal of interest if either model is correct, without a priori knowledge

of which model is incorrect. An estimator with such a property is said to be doubly robust (Scharf-

stein et al., 1999; Lunceford and Davidian, 2004; Bang and Robins, 2005). Such doubly robust

estimators have previously been proposed under unconfoundedness conditions (Bang and Robins,

2005; Tsiatis, 2006; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2010), and more recently for DiD methods under

standard PT conditions (Sant’Anna and Zhao, 2020; Callaway and Sant’Anna, 2021). Next, we

propose a doubly robust UDiD estimator of the effect of treatment on the treated, which essentially

amounts to obtaining a doubly robust estimator of the average exposure-free counterfactual out-

come in the treated parameter E (Y a=0
1 |A = 1). A key challenge to constructing a doubly robust

estimator in the current setting which does not arise either under unconfoundedness or under PT

is that, as previously mentioned, the log-odds ratio model, say

β (y, x) = α⊺
0S0(y, x); (8)

is a parameter shared by both models (i) and (ii). Thus, double robustness necessarily requires

correct specification of the log-odds ratio model (8) and obtaining a doubly robust estimator for

the latter which is consistent if either (i) or (ii) holds. Fortunately, such a doubly robust estimator

was obtained by Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2010), and is best described by noting that the following
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random variable:

{
A− π†

0 (0, X)
}
exp

{
− α⊺

0S0(Y0, X)A
}{

S0(Y0, X)− E† (S0(Y0, X)|A = 0, X)
}

(9)

has conditional mean zero given X provided that (i) (8) is correctly specified, and (ii) either

π†
0 (0, X) = π0 (0, X), the true extended propensity score evaluated at Y0 = 0, or E† {S0(Y0, X)|A = 0, X} =

E {S0(Y0, X)|A = 0, X}, the true conditional mean of the sufficient statistic S0 with respect to the

distribution of Y0 given A = 0 and X, but not necessarily both, is correctly specified. Through-

out, † indicates the corresponding quantity may or may not match the true data generating

mechanism. This property motivates an empirical moment equation for α0 which can be solved

upon replacing π†
0 (0, X) and E† {S0(Y0, X)|A = 0, X} with corresponding estimator previously ob-

tained. Next, following Scharfstein et al. (1999) and Liu et al. (2020), a doubly robust estimator

of E (Y a=0
1 |A = 1) can be obtained by empirically evaluating the following equation:

E

[
1− A

Pr (A = 1)

π†
1 (Y1, X)

1− π†
1 (Y1, X)

[
Y1 −

E† [Y1 exp {α′
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E† [exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

]
+

A

Pr(A = 1)

E† [Y1 exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E† [exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

]
(10)

which as shown in Section B of the Appendix, identifies E (Y a=0
1 |A = 1) if either π†

1(0, X) =

π1(0, X) or

E† [Y1 exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E† [exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

=
E [Y1 exp {α⊺

0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E [exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

.

A detailed description of the corresponding estimator is provided in the next Section, together

with methods for obtaining standard errors and corresponding confidence intervals.
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A.5 Estimation of the Average Causal Effect of Treatment on the

Treated

For notational brevity, let ψ⋆1 = E(Y a=1
1

∣∣A = 1) and ψ⋆0 = E(Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1). Let ∆(ψ0, ψ1) be

a function that contrasts ψ1 and ψ0. Two popular choices for the contrasting function are the

difference ∆Add(ψ0, ψ1) = ψ1 − ψ0 and the ratio ∆Mult(ψ0, ψ1) = ψ1/ψ0. Using these contrasting

functions, the additive and multiplicative additive average causal effects of treatment on the treated

are represented as ψ⋆Add := ∆(ψ⋆0, ψ
⋆
1) and ψ

⋆
Mult := ∆(ψ⋆0, ψ

⋆
1), respectively. However, the approach

below is applied to general causal estimands of the form ∆(ψ⋆0, ψ
⋆
1).

Before we present details, we introduce additional notations. Let N be the number of observed

units, indexed by subscript i = 1, . . . N . Let P(g) denote the average of function g(Y1, Y0, A,X)

across N units, i.e., P(g) = N−1
∑N

i=1 g(Y1,i, Y0,i, Ai, Xi). Let expit(x) = exp(x)/{1+exp(x)}. For

random variables V and W , let V
P→ W and V

D→ W denote V converges to W in probability and

in distribution, respectively.

Estimating Equation for Parameters of pre-exposure Models

Recall that counterfactual version of our likelihood model can be defined as:

f
(
Y a=0
t = y|A = a,X = x

)
∝ ht (y, x) exp {βt (y, x) a} (11)

where βt(y, x) is parametrized as βt(y, x) = α⊺
ORS0(y, x) for t = 0, 1 under OREC. We further

assume that baseline density ht (y, x) belongs to the exponential family

ht (y, x; τt, γt) ∝ h∗ (y; τt) exp {γ⊺t S∗
t (y, x)} (12)

where h∗ (y; τt) is a user-specified distribution for the baseline density f (Y a=0
t = y|A = 0, X = 0)

with unknown parameter τt, and S
∗
t (y, x) is a user-specified sufficient statistic for γt, with S

∗ (0, x) =

0; e.g., S∗(y, x) = (y, yx⊺)⊺ .

We start with constructing the estimating equation for the parameters of the pre-exposure

outcome regression model. From equations (11) and (12), the log-likelihood of the conditional
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distribution of Y0
∣∣ (A,X) is represented as

ℓt=0(Y0, A,X; τ0, γ0, αOR)

= log h∗0(Y0; τ0) + γ⊺0S
∗
0(Y0, X) + A · {α⊺

ORS0(y, x)}+ g0(Y0, A,X; τ0, γ0, αOR)

where g0 is a function that makes both hand sides of equation (11) equivalent. Under standard

regularity conditions on the likelihood function, the maximum likelihood estimators of (τ0, γ0, αOR)

are represented as the solution to the following estimating equation:

0 = P

{
Ψt=0,OR(Y0, A,X; τ̂0, γ̂0, α̂OR)

}
,

Ψt=0,OR(Y0, A,X; τ0, γ0, αOR) =
∂ℓt=0(Y0, A,X; τ0, γ0, αOR)

∂(τ0, γ0, αOR)
.

We remark that α̂OR is a preliminary estimator of the odds ratio parameter α0 (see (8)), and we

will use another estimator of α later.

Next, we construct the estimating equation for the parameters of the pre-exposure extended

propensity score model. Following the specification in the main paper, one might specify a logistic

regression of the form

log
πt (y, x)

1− πt (y, x)
= (1, x⊺) ηt + α⊺

PSS0(y, x) . (13)

Based on (13), the maximum likelihood estimators of the parameters η0 and α are obtained as the

solution to the following estimating equation:

0 = P

{
Ψt=0,PS(Y0, A,X; η̂0, α̂PS)

}
,

Ψt=0,PS(Y0, A,X; η0, αPS) =


1

X

S0(Y0, X)


[
A− expit

{
(1, X⊺)η0 + α⊺

PSS0(Y0, X)
}]

.

We remark that α̂PS is a preliminary estimator of the odds ratio parameter α0 (see (8)), and we

will use another estimator of α later.
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Estimating Equation for the Odds Ratio Parameter

To obtain the estimator of α0, we use the moment equation (9). We first obtain representations

of π†
0(0, X). From the parametric model specified in (13), π†

0(0, X) is represented as π†
0(0, X) =

expit
{
(1, X⊺)η0

}
. Additionally, under the parametric model in (12), the baseline conditional den-

sity of Y0 given (A = 0, X) is proportional to h0(y, x; τ0, γ0). Therefore, E
†{S0(Y0, X)

∣∣A = 0, X}

can be parametrized by (τ0, γ0), i.e., E
†{S0(Y0, X)

∣∣A = 0, X; τ0, γ0}. For instance, if the base-

line outcome is modeled as Y0
∣∣ (A = 0, X) ∼ N(µ0(A,X; τ0, γ0), σ

2
0(X; τ0, γ0)) and the suffi-

cient statistic is chosen as S0(Y0, X) = (1, X⊺)Y0, we obtain E†{S0(Y0, X)
∣∣A = 0, X; τ0, γ0} =

µ0(0, X; τ0, γ0)(1, X
⊺)⊺ from straightforward calculation. Using these parametric specifications,

the moment equation (9) is represented as follows:

ΨOdds Ratio(Y0, A,X; η0, τ0, γ0, α0)

:=
{
A− π†

0 (0, X; η0)
}
exp

{
− α⊺

0S0(Y0, X)A
} [
S0(Y0, X)− E† {S0(Y0, X)|A = 0, X; τ0, γ0}

]
We can obtain the estimator of α0 from the solution to the estimating equation

0 = P
{
ΨOdds Ratio(Y0, A,X; η̂0, τ̂0, γ̂0, α̂0)

}
(14)

where (τ̂0, γ̂0, η̂0) are obtained from pre-exposure estimating equations.

Estimating Equation for Parameters of post-exposure Models

From equation (12), the log-likelihood of the conditional distribution of Y1
∣∣ (A = 0, X) is repre-

sented as

ℓt=1(Y1, A = 0, X; τ1, γ1, αOR) = log h∗1(Y1; τ1) + γ⊺1S
∗
1(Y1, X) + g1(Y0, A = 0, X; τ1, γ1, αOR)
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where g1 is a function that makes both hand sides of equation (12) equivalent. Again, the maximum

likelihood estimators of (τ1, γ1) are represented as the solution to the following estimating equation:

0 = P

{
Ψt=1,OR(Y1, A,X; τ̂1, γ̂1)

}
,

Ψt=1,OR(Y1, A,X; τ1, γ1) = 1(A = 0) · ∂ℓt=1(Y1, A,X; τ1, γ1)

∂(τ1, γ1)
.

As discussed in the main paper, η1 is estimated from the following estimating equation:

0 = P

{
Ψt=1,PS(Y1, A,X; η̂1, α̂0)

}
,

Ψt=1,PS(Y1, A,X; η1, α0) =

 1

X

[ (1− A) [1 + exp {(1, X⊺) η1 + α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)}]− 1

]

where α̂0 is obtained from (14).

Estimating Equation for the Treatment Effects

Since ψ⋆1 = E(Y1
∣∣A = 1), a natural estimator for ψ⋆1 is the solution to 0 = P

{
ΨEffect 1(Y1, A; ψ̂1)

}
where ΨEffect 1(Y1, A;ψ1) = A(Y1 − ψ1).

To construct an estimator for ψ⋆0, we leverage the moment equation (10). From (13), we find

the following odds is parametrized by η1 and α0:

π†
1 (Y1, X)

1− π†
1(Y1, X)

= exp {(1, X⊺) η1 + α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)}

Additionally, under the parametric model in (12), the baseline conditional density of Y1 given

A = 0, X is proportional to h1(y, x; τ1, γ1). Therefore, the following function is parametrized by

(τ1, γ1, α0), denoted by ξ(X; τ1, γ1, α0):

ξ(X; τ1, γ1, α0) =
E† [Y1 exp {α⊺

0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X; τ1, γ1]

E† [exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X; τ1, γ1]

Often times, ξ(X; τ1, γ1, α0) is represented in a simple form. For instance, if the baseline outcome is

modeled as Y1
∣∣ (A = 0, X) ∼ N(µ1(A,X; τ1, γ1), σ

2
1(X; τ1, γ1)) and the sufficient statistic is chosen
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as S0(Y0, X) = (1, X⊺)Y0, we obtain ξ(X; τ1, γ1, α0) = µ1(A,X, ; τ1, γ1) + σ2
1(X; τ1, γ1)α

⊺
0(1, X

⊺)⊺.

Substituting the functions above in (12), we construct a estimating function for ψ⋆0 as follows:

ΨEffect 0(Y1, A,X; τ1, γ1, η1, α0, ψ0)

= (1− A)
[
exp {(1, X⊺) η1 + α⊺

0S0(Y1, X)}
]{
Y1 − ξ(X; τ1, γ1, α0)

}
+ Aξ(X; τ1, γ1, α0)− Aψ0

Then, we obtain an estimator of ψ⋆0 as the solution to the estimating equation

0 = P

{
ΨEffect 0(Y1, A,X; τ̂1, γ̂1, η̂1, α̂0, ψ̂0)

}

where (τ̂1, γ̂1, η̂1, α̂0) are obtained from the previous estimating equations.

Lastly, the average causal effect of treatment on the treated is obtained as ψ̂ = ∆(ψ̂0, ψ̂1).

Statistical Properties of the Estimator

For notational simplicity, let θ = (τ0, γ0, η0, τ1, γ1, η1, α0, αOR, αPS) and O = (Y0, Y1, A,X). It is

convenient to stack all estimating equations above, denoted by Ψ:

Ψ(O;ψ0, ψ1, θ) =



ΨEffect 0(Y1, A,X; τ1, γ1, η1, α0, ψ0)

ΨEffect 1(Y1, A,X;ψ1)

Ψt=0,OR(Y0, A,X; τ0, γ0, αOR)

Ψt=0,PS(Y0, A,X; η0, αPS)

ΨOdds Ratio(Y0, A,X; η0, τ0, γ0, α0)

Ψt=1,OR(Y1, A,X; τ1, γ1)

Ψt=1,PS(Y1, A,X; η1, α0)



(15)

The estimators of the parameters (ψ0, ψ1, θ) are obtained as the solution to the stacked estimating

equation, i.e., 0 = P

{
Ψ(O; ψ̂0, ψ̂1, θ̂)

}
.

We can characterize the statistical properties of the estimator using the M-estimation theory

(e.g., Chapter 5 of van der Vaart (1996), Stefanski and Boos (2002)). Under regularity conditions,
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we have the following asymptotic normality of the estimators:

√
N
{(
ψ̂0, ψ̂1, θ̂

)⊺ − (ψ
0
, ψ

1
, θ
)⊺} D→ N

(
0, V −1

1 V2(V
−1
1 )⊺

)
V1 = E

{
∂Ψ(O;ψ0, ψ1, θ)

∂(ψ0, ψ1, θ)⊺

}∣∣∣∣
(ψ0,ψ1,θ)=(ψ

0
,ψ

1
,θ)

, V2 = E
[
{Ψ(O;ψ

0
, ψ

1
, θ)}{Ψ(O;ψ

0
, ψ

1
, θ)}⊺

]

where (ψ
0
, ψ

1
, θ) is the probability limit of the estimators. From the law of large numbers, we have

ψ̂1 = P(AY1)/P(A)
P→ ψ⋆1, implying ψ

1
= ψ⋆1. Additionally, as shown in Section B, we achieve

ψ
0
= ψ⋆0 if (i) α0 = α0 and (ii) either η

1
= η1 or (τ 1, γ1) = (τ1, γ1). Consequently, using the delta

method, we obtain
√
N
(
ψ̂ − ψ⋆

) D→ N
(
0, σ2

)
where

σ2 = v(ψ⋆0, ψ
⋆
1)

⊺{V −1
1 V2(V

−1
1 )⊺}v(ψ⋆0, ψ⋆1) ,

v(ψ0, ψ1) =

(
∂∆(ψ0, ψ1)

∂ψ0

,
∂∆(ψ0, ψ1)

∂ψ1

, 0 , . . . , 0

)

A consistent variance estimator of ψ̂ can be obtained by substituting the empirical analogs of V1,

V2, ψ
⋆
0, and ψ

⋆
1, i.e., σ̂

2 = v(ψ̂0, ψ̂1)
⊺{V̂ −1

1 V̂2(V̂
−1
1 )⊺}v(ψ̂0, ψ̂1) where

V̂1 = P

{
∂Ψ(O;ψ0, ψ1, θ)

∂(ψ0, ψ1, θ)⊺

}∣∣∣∣
(ψ0,ψ1,θ)=(ψ̂0,ψ̂1,θ̂)

, V̂2 = P

[
{Ψ(O; ψ̂0, ψ̂1, θ̂)}{Ψ(O; ψ̂0, ψ̂1, θ̂)}⊺

]

Confidence intervals can be constructed leveraging the asymptotic normality of ψ̂ and the consistent

variance estimator σ̂2. A 100(1− α)% confidence interval for ψ⋆ is given as

(
ψ̂ − z1−α

2

σ̂√
N
, ψ̂ + z1−α

2

σ̂√
N

)

where zα is the 100αth percentile of the standard normal distribution.

A.6 Details on Estimation with Discretized Odds Ratio Functions

In this Section, we explore a straightforward approach to conduct model diagnostics and to po-

tentially improve the robustness of estimation of the log-odds ratio function which plays a key

role in the proposed approach. In the previous Section this function was specified to follow the

27



parametric form β0(y) = α0y, a linear function of y which may be overly restrictive when Y is

continuous. A straightforward approach to improve robustness entails modeling the odds ratio

function as a discrete function of the outcome, analogous to a histogram estimator of a density.

We proceed by binning the outcome into M bins based on the 100m/Mth percentiles of the pre-

exposure outcome where m = 1, 2, . . . ,M − 1. In the application, we take M = 10 bins and define

the discretized outcome B(Yt) ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M} where B(Yt) = m if Yt belongs to the mth bin.

Thus, for M = 10, the outcome is discretized based on the deciles of the pre-exposure outcome,

and the pre-exposure discretized outcome B(Y0) is thus approximately distributed uniformly over

the support {1, . . . ,M} by design. Next, we specify the odds ratio function as β0(y) = exp{α0,B(y)}

where α0,m (m = 1, . . . ,M) is a vector of parameters of the odds ratio function associated with

the outcome over the mth bin. Without loss of generality, we set the first bin as reference bin,

and consequently α0,1 is a vector of zeros. We refer to this odds ratio function as the discretized

odds ratio function. Together with the discretized odds ratio, we specify a polytomous logistic

regression to model the discretized outcome densities at both t = 0, 1.

Now, we discuss details on estimation of the discretized odds ratio function. We denote the

discretized odds ratio function as β0(y, x) = exp
{
z⊺α0,B(y)

}
where Z is a function of X. In the

Zika virus application, we use Z = 1 with p = dim(Z) = 1.

We first redefine Ψt=0,OR in (15). We estimate the parameters α0,m (m = 2, . . . ,M) from

multinomial logistic regressions which are equivalent to solving the following system of the es-

timating equations: P
{
Ψt=0,OR(Y0, A,X; τ0, αOR)

}
= 0 where τ0 = (τ0,2, . . . , τ0,M) and αOR =
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(αOR,2, . . . , αOR,M) with

Ψt=0,OR(Y0, A,X; τ0, αOR) =


Ψt=0,OR,2(Y0, A,X; τ0, αOR)

...

Ψt=0,OR,M(Y0, A,X; τ0, αOR)

 (16)

Ψt=0,OR,k(Y0, A,X; τ0, αOR)

=


1

X

A · Z

[1{B(Y0) = k
}
− Pr

{
B(Y0) = k

∣∣A,X; τ0, αOR

}]
, k = 2, . . . ,M

Note that Ψt=0,OR,k is (1 + dim(X) + p)-dimensional, and thus, equation (16) is (M − 1)(1 +

dim(X) + p)-dimensional. Additionally, we can represent the conditional probability as

Pr
{
B(Y0) = k

∣∣A,X; τ0, αOR

}
=

exp
{
(1, X⊺)τ0,k + A · Z⊺αOR,k

}
1 + exp

[∑M
m=2

{
(1, X⊺)τ0,m + A · Z⊺αOR,m

}] (17)

We specify the baseline outcome likelihood at time 1 using the same Ψt=1,OR in (15), which

is used to estimate (τ1, γ1). Next, to evaluate ΨEffect 0 in (15), we need to evaluate ξ(X) which is

given by

ξ(X) =
E [Y1 exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E [exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

of which close-form representation can be obtained.

For instance, if Y a=0
1

∣∣ (A = 0, X) ∼ N(µ1(0, X; τ1), σ
2
1(X; γ1)), then ξ(X) is represented as

ξ(X;α0, τ1, γ1) =

M∑
m=1

[
exp{Z⊺α0,m}

{
µ1(0, X; τ1)Q1,m(X; τ1, γ1)− σ2

1(X; γ1)Q2,m(X; τ1, γ1)
}]

M∑
m=1

[
exp{Z⊺α0,m}Q1,m(X; τ1, γ1)

]
Q1,m(X; τ1, γ1) = Φ(um;µ1(0, X; τ1), σ

2
1(X; γ1))− Φ(ℓm;µ1(0, X; τ1), σ

2
1(X; γ1)) ,

Q2,m(X; τ1, γ1) = ϕ(um;µ1(0, X; τ1), σ
2
1(X; γ1))− ϕ(ℓm;µ1(0, X; τ1), σ

2
1(X; γ1))
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Here Φ(·;µ, σ2) and ϕ(·;µ, σ2) are the cumulative distribution function and the density function

of N(µ, σ2), respectively. As mentioned before, we use ξ(X;α0, τ1, γ1) to evaluate ΨEffect 0 in (15).

Next, we update the estimating equations for the propensity score. We find

log
πt (y, x)

1− πt (y, x)
= (1, x⊺) ηt + log β0(y, x)

where β0(y, x) = exp
{
z⊺α0,PS,B(y)

}
. Therefore, Ψt=0,PS in equation (15) is updated as

Ψt=0,PS(Y0, A,X; η0, αPS) =



1

X

1
{
B(Y0) = 2

}
Z

...

1
{
B(Y0) =M

}
Z


[
A− expit

[
(1, X⊺)η0 +

M∑
m=2

[
1
{
B(Y0) = m

}
Z⊺α0,PS,m

]]]

Ψt=1,PS in (15) has the same form except that the odds ratio has the discrete form:

Ψt=1,PS(Y1, A,X; η1, α0) =

 1

X

[ (1− A)
[
1 + exp

{
(1, X⊺) η1 + Z⊺α0,B(Y1)

}]
− 1
]

For the doubly robust estimator, we use the following (M − 1)p-dimensional moment equation

as ΨOdds Ratio in (14) instead of (9) with α0 = (α0,2, . . . , α0,M):

ΨOdds Ratio(Y0, A,X; η0, τ0, α0)

:=

[
A− exp{(1, X⊺)η0}

1 + exp{(1, X⊺)η0}

]
exp

{
− AZ⊺α0,B(Y0)

}

Z⊺
[
1{B(Y0) = 2} − Pr

{
B(Y0) = 2

∣∣A = 0, X; τ0
}]

...

Z⊺
[
1{B(Y0) =M} − Pr

{
B(Y0) =M

∣∣A = 0, X; τ0
}]


Here Pr
{
B(Y0) = k

∣∣A = 0, X; τ0
}
is evaluated from (17). With these updated estimating equa-

tions, we can obtain the estimator of the causal effect from (17).
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A.7 Application: Model Diagnostics by Using Discretized Odds Ratio

Functions

We provide additional data analysis results by performing model diagnostics using the discretized

odds ratio function presented in the previous Section A.6. We specify the odds ratio function as

β0(y, x) = exp{(1, x⊺)α0,B(y)} where α0,m (m = 1, . . . ,M) is a vector of parameters of the odds

ratio function associated with the outcome over the mth bin. Without loss of generality, we set

the first bin as reference bin, and consequently α0,1 is a vector of zeros. We refer to this odds ratio

function as the discretized odds ratio function. Together with the discretized odds ratio, we specify

a polytomous logistic regression to model the discretized outcome densities at both t = 0, 1.

Using the discretized odds ratio function for the data analysis yields results summarized in

Table 2 together with the results in the main paper based on the log-linear odds ratio model,

i.e., β0(y, x) = α⊺
0S0(y, x) with S0(y, x) = (y, yx⊺); these specifications are referred to as UDiD

(Discretized) and UDiD (Log-linear), respectively. We find that the estimates from the discretized

odds ratio function are generally consistent with those from the log-linear odds ratio function.

However, the estimates from the discretized odds ratio function are much closer to each other,

demonstrating less model dependence as well as robustness, with substantially tighter confidence

intervals. In addition, the estimates under PT are of a similar value as the estimates under OREC

obtained from the discretized odds ratio function. Nonetheless, all effect estimates are significant

at 0.05 level and, compared to the crude estimate of 3.384, the negative effect estimates suggest

the presence of substantial confounding bias. The additional data analysis results corroborate the

finding in the main paper that the Zika virus outbreak led to a decline in the number of births in

Brazil, and causal conclusions are not particularly sensitive to the choice of identifying assumptions

and/or specification of the odds ratio function.
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Estimator
Statistic

Estimate SE 95% CI

UDiD under OREC

(Log-linear)

GLM-based -1.487 0.340 (-2.153, -0.821)

Propensity score weighting -0.831 0.377 (-1.570, -0.091)

Doubly-robust -0.974 0.342 (-1.645, -0.303)

UDiD under OREC

(Discretized)

GLM-based -1.012 0.259 (-1.519, -0.505)

Propensity score weighting -1.080 0.244 (-1.559, -0.601)

Doubly-robust -0.964 0.262 (-1.476, -0.451)

Standard DiD

under PT

GLM-based -1.171 0.151 (-1.467, -0.875)

Propensity score weighting -1.091 0.143 (-1.371, -0.811)

Doubly-robust -1.124 0.159 (-1.435, -0.813)

Table 2: Summary of Data Analysis. Values in “Estimate” column represent the average causal effect of the
Zika outbreak on the birth rate within the PE region, i.e., the difference between PE’s observed average birth rate
to a forecast of what it would have been had the Zika outbreak been prevented. Values in “SE” and “95% CI”
columns represent the standard errors associated with the estimates and the corresponding 95% confidence intervals,
respectively. The reported values are expressed as births per 1,000 persons.

A.8 Sensitivity Analysis

We provide details on a sensitivity analysis to the OREC assumption. Consider that the odds

ratio function β1 (y, x) is set to equal:

β1 (y, x) = β0 (y, x) + ∆(y, x);

where ∆(y, x) is a user-specified non-identifiable sensitivity function that encodes a potential de-

parture from OREC. For instance, one might specify ∆(y, x) = d× T (y, x) for a function T and a

scalar d varying over a grid of values in the interval (−ω;ω) with zero corresponding to OREC; here

ω and T are user-specified, and a simpler form of T is often preferred in practice, say T (y, x) = y.

For each value of d in the interval, one would then proceed by repeating the proposed analyses and

reporting various updated estimates of the causal effect of interest thus providing an evaluation of

the sensitivity of inferences to possible violations of the OREC condition.

We conduct sensitivity analysis to the OREC assumption for the data application in Section 4.

Let the pre-exposure odds ratio is given as exp
{
α⊺
0S(y, x)

}
. Then, as discussed above, the post-

exposure odds ratio is assumed to be represented as exp
{
α⊺
0S(y, x) + dy

}
where d is a scalar. For

interpretability, d can be reparametrized as d = d′/σY where d′ is a scalar and σY is a reasonable
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candidate for the (conditional) variance of the post-exposure outcome; in this case, dY1 roughly

has a standard deviation of d′. For a given sensitivity parameter d (or d′), the average causal effect

of treatment on the treated of the form ∆(ψ0, ψ1) can be obtained from the following estimating

equation; see the previous Section A.5 for details:

ΨD(O;ψ0, ψ1, θ) =



ΨEffect 0(Y1, A,X; τ1, γ1, η1, α0 + de⃗Y , ψ0)

ΨEffect 1(Y1, A,X;ψ1)

Ψt=0,OR(Y0, A,X; τ0, γ0, αOR)

Ψt=0,PS(Y0, A,X; η0, αPS)

ΨOdds Ratio(Y0, A,X; η0, τ0, γ0, α0)

Ψt=1,OR(Y1, A,X; τ1, γ1)

Ψt=1,PS(Y1, A,X; η1, α0 + de⃗Y )


where e⃗Y is a vector satisfying e⃗⊺Y S0(y, x) = y; if S0(y, x) = (1, x⊺)y, then e⃗Y = (1, 0, . . . , 0)⊺.

We then vary d (or d′) from a user-specified interval, say dσY = d′ ∈ [−2, 2] and check how the

estimated effects and corresponding confidence intervals change. The original analysis is said to be

robust to the OREC assumption if the causal conclusions obtained from the original analysis do

not change even at large sensitivity parameters. In contrast, if the established causal conclusions

change at a small sensitivity parameter (e.g., effect becomes non-significant at a given level and/or

effect becomes zero), the original analysis can be said to be sensitive to the OREC assumption.

We apply the sensitivity analysis to the real-world application in Section 4. Figure 1 visually

summarizes the sensitivity analysis results of the application. We find that the propensity score

weighting UDiD estimate is the most sensitive to the violation of OREC. The doubly robust UDiD

estimate becomes non-significant at d′ = −0.216, which is larger than the corresponding value of

the GLM-based UDiD estimate with a value of d′ = −0.356, but it becomes zero at d′ = −0.864

which is smaller than values obtained from the other estimates.

We next discuss how to interpret the sensitivity values. For simplicity, we only focus on the

GLM-based UDiD approach where the estimate is no longer significant at d′ = −0.356. Since

the d′ × Y1 can be approximated to a standard normal distribution, the distribution of the ratio
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between the post-exposure odds ratio to the pre-exposure odds ratio can be approximated to

exp
(
d′ · Z) where Z is a standard normal distribution. Based on the Monte Carlo simulation at

d′ = −0.35 where the GLM-based UDiD estimate is still significant at 5% level, roughly 56% of

the post-exposure odds ratio is greater or less than the pre-exposure odds ratio by 20%. This

indicates that, even though more than half of the observations have notably different pre- and

post-exposure odds ratio values (here, 20% change is considered as a notable difference), the effect

estimate remains significant and therefore the causal conclusion remains valid. Based on this

investigation, we believe that the GLM-based UDiD estimate is fairly robust to the violation of

OREC. The sensitivity parameters of the other estimates can be interpreted in a similar manner,

but we omit the details here.

Figure 1: Sensitivity Analysis. Plots in the left, middle, and right columns correspond to the GLM-based,
propensity score weighting, and doubly robust UDiD estimators, respectively. The blue dotted horizontal and
vertical lines visually guide the zero effect and zero sensitivity parameter, respectively.
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A.9 Data Generating Processes for Odds Ratio Equi-confounding

We first establish (UDiD Model) is compatible with OREC. Recall that (UDiD Model) is

Y a=0
t |= A

∣∣Ut , t = 0, 1 , A
∣∣ (U1 = u)

D
= A

∣∣ (U0 = u) , ∀u ,

U1

∣∣ (A = 0, Y1 = y)
D
= U0

∣∣ (A = 0, Y0 = y) , ∀y .

For time t = 0, 1, the odds of treatment at Y a=0
t = y is

Pr(A = 1
∣∣Y a=0

t = y)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

t = y)

=

∫
P (Y a=0

t = y, A = 1, Ut = u)

P (Y a=0
t = y, A = 0)

du

=

∫
P (Y a=0

t = y, A = 1, Ut = u)

P (Y a=0
t = y, A = 0, Ut = u)

P (Y a=0
t = y, A = 0, Ut = u)

P (Y a=0
t = y, A = 0)

du

=

∫
Pr(A = 1

∣∣Y a=0
t = y, Ut = u)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

t = y, Ut = u)
P (Ut = u

∣∣Y a=0
t = y, A = 0) du

=

∫
Pr(A = 1

∣∣Ut = u)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Ut = u)

P (Ut = u
∣∣Y a=0

t = y, A = 0) du . (18)

The first four lines are trivial. The fifth line is from the first condition of (UDiD Model). From

the third condition of (UDiD Model), we find that

P (U1 = u
∣∣Y a=0

1 = y, A = 0) = P (U1 = u
∣∣Y1 = y, A = 0)

= P (U0 = u
∣∣Y0 = y, A = 0) = P (U0 = u

∣∣Y a=0
0 = y, A = 0) . (19)

Therefore, we establish that

Pr(A = 1
∣∣Y a=0

0 = y)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

0 = y)
=

∫
Pr(A = 1

∣∣Y a=0
t = y, U0 = u)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

t = y, U0 = u)
P (U0 = u

∣∣Y a=0
t = y, A = 0) du

=

∫
Pr(A = 1

∣∣Y a=0
1 = y, U1 = u)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

1 = y, U1 = u)
P (U1 = u

∣∣Y a=0
t = y, A = 0) du

=
Pr(A = 1

∣∣Y a=0
1 = y)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

1 = y)
.
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The first and third identities are from (18). The second identity is from (19) and the second

condition of (UDiD Model). Therefore, this implies that the odds ratio is the same over time:

β0(y) = log

{
Pr(A = 1

∣∣Y a=0
0 = y)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

0 = y)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

0 = 0)

Pr(A = 1
∣∣Y a=0

0 = 0)

}
= log

{
Pr(A = 1

∣∣Y a=0
1 = y)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

1 = y)

Pr(A = 0
∣∣Y a=0

1 = 0)

Pr(A = 1
∣∣Y a=0

1 = 0)

}
= β1 (y, x) .

As a specific example of a continuous outcome, we can consider the following data generating

process for t = 0, 1:

Y a=0
t = Ut + ϵt ,

 Ut
∣∣ (A = 0) ∼ N(µU , σ

2
U)

Ut
∣∣ (A = 1) ∼ pU(u

∣∣A = 1)
, ϵt

∣∣ (A,Ut) ∼ N(0, σ2
ϵ ) . (20)

The first condition of (UDiD Model) is trivially satisfied because Y a=0
t

∣∣ (A,Ut) ∼ N(Ut, σ
2
ϵ ) does

not depend on A. In addition, from straightforward algebra, we obtain the following result for

t = 0, 1:

Y a=0
t

∣∣ (A = 0, Ut) ∼ N
(
Ut, σ

2
ϵ

)
with the density function ϕ(y − Ut;σ

2
ϵ )

Y a=0
t

∣∣ (A = 1, U) ∼ pY (y
∣∣A = 1, Ut) ∝ pU(Ut

∣∣A = 1)ϕ(y − Ut;σ
2
ϵ ) .

where ϕ(z;σ2) is the density function of N(0, σ2).

The second condition of (UDiD Model) is satisfied because P (A
∣∣Ut = u) does not depend on

time as follows:

P (Ut = u,A = a) = Pr(A = a)P (Ut = u
∣∣A = a)

⇒ P (Ut = u) = Pr(A = 1)pU(u
∣∣A = 1) + Pr(A = 0)ϕ(u− µU ;σ

2
U)

⇒ P (A
∣∣Ut = u) =

A · Pr(A = 1)pU(u
∣∣A = 1) + (1− A) · Pr(A = 0)ϕ(u− µU ;σ

2
U)

Pr(A = 1)pU(u
∣∣A = 1) + Pr(A = 0)ϕ(u− µU ;σ2

U)
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The third condition of (UDiD Model) is satisfied with

Ut
∣∣ (A = 0, Y a=0

t = y) ∼ N

(
µU/σ

2
U + y/σ2

ϵ

1/σ2
U + 1/σ2

ϵ

,
1

1/σ2
U + 1/σ2

ϵ

)
.

For a data generating process for a binary outcome that is compatible with OREC, we may

consider the following model, which is first introduced in the Supplementary Material of Park and

Tchetgen Tchetgen (2022):

Y a=0
0 = 1

(
b0 + U0 ≥ 0

)
, Y a=0

1 = 1
(
b1 + U1 ≥ 0

)
,

Here, (U0, U1) are latent variables following Ut
∣∣A ∼ Logistic(ν(A), σU), and (U0, U1) are allowed

to have an arbitrary correlation structure. The scalars bt parametrize the unit’s time-specific base

level. The treatment-free potential outcomes are discretized values in the indicator functions.

Then, after some algebra, we find

Y a=0
0

∣∣A ∼ Ber

(
expit

(
b0 + ν(A)

σU

))
, Y a=0

1

∣∣A ∼ Ber

(
expit

(
b1 + ν(A)

σU

))
.

which satisfies OREC with β0(y) = σ−1
U

{
ν(1)− ν(0)

}
y.

We refer the readers to Park and Tchetgen Tchetgen (2022) for additional data generating

processes for continuous and count outcomes.

A.10 Assessment of Covariate Distribution Invariance

The third condition of (UDiD Model) states that the distribution of Ut conditional on A = 0

and Yt is stable over time. Therefore, to validate the plausibility of (UDiD Model), an analyst

might inspect the extent to which the distribution of measured covariates X remains stable in

time conditional on A = 0 and Yt. While these empirical checks are not formal tests, they are

intuitive and easy to implement sanity checks as to the appropriateness of the condition (at least

with respect to observed covariates) as the assumption may seem more reasonable if they are found

to hold for observed covariates. We have now included versions of these simple empirical checks
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in the context of the Ziva virus application.

We denote the three covariates, the log population, population density, and proportion of

females, of a municipality by X1, X2, and X3, respectively. Likewise, we denote the birth rate

at time t = 0, 1 of a municipality by Yt. Recall that we only use untreated municipalities, i.e.,

municipalities in Rio Grande do Sul (RS), because it suffices to check the condition only among

control units.

First, we visually assess whether the relationship between Xj (j = 1, 2, 3) and Yt does not

dramatically change over time. Figure 2 graphically summarizes the empirical joint distribution

of Yt and Xj. Upon visual examination, we observe that the associations between covariates and

outcomes remain relatively stable across time periods.

Next, we perform statistical testing procedures based on a parametric model. Specifically, we

consider a regression model where Xj is considered as a response variable, and the intercept, Yt,

and Y 2
t are considered as explanatory variables, i.e.,

Xj = β00j + β01jY0 + β02jY
2
0 + ϵ0j , Xj = β10j + β11jY1 + β12jY

2
1 + ϵ1j .

The quadratic terms are included to account for nonlinear relationships shown in Figure 2. We

then conduct statistical tests where null hypotheses are H0,kj : β0kj = β1kj for k = 1, 2, 3. The null

hypothesis is rejected at 5% level if the corresponding Wald statistic is greater than χ2
1,0.95 = 3.84

where χ2
1,α is the αth percentile of a chi-squared distribution with degree of freedom 1. Table 3

reports the Wald statistics for the null hypotheses H0,kj (k, j = 1, 2, 3). For all three covariates,

we find that there is no statistical evidence that the regression model varies over time at 5% level.

These empirical checks suggest that there is no significant evidence against (UDiD Model).
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Figure 2: A Graphical Summary of the Relationship between Yt and Xj . Each row corresponds to one of the
three covariates (log population, population density, and proportion of females), respectively. The left and right
columns correspond to the pre- and post-exposure outcomes (birth rate), respectively. The x- and y-axes display
the values of the outcomes and covariates, respectively.

Wald statistic for

H0,kj : β0kj = β1kj

j

1 (Log population) 2 (Population density) 3 (Proportion of females)

k

0 (intercept) 0.680 0.332 0.226

1 (Yt) 1.281 0.644 0.062

2 (Y 2
t ) 1.719 0.919 0.007

Table 3: Wald Statistics of the Null Hypotheses. Each row corresponds to the null hypotheses associated with
the intercept term, linear term (Yt), and quadratic term (Y 2

t ), respectively. Each column corresponds to the
null hypotheses associated with one of the three covariates (log population, population density, and proportion of
females), respectively.
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B Proof of the Results

We first prove (4), which is restated below:

E
(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1
)
= E

(
Y a=0
1 |A = 1

)
= E

[
E [Y1 exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E [exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

∣∣∣∣∣A = 1

]

The two terms of both hand sides are the same as follows:

E
(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1
)

= E
{
E
(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1, X
) ∣∣A = 1

}
= E

{∫
y · f

(
Y a=0
1 = y

∣∣A = 1, X
)
dy

∣∣∣∣A = 1

}
= E

[∫
y · h1(y,X) exp

{
β0(y,X)

}
dy∫

h1(y,X) exp
{
β0(y,X)

}
dy

∣∣∣∣A = 1

]

= E

[∫ [ exp{β0(y,X)
}]

· h1(y,X) dy∫
h1(y,X) dy

]−1[∫ [
y · exp

{
β0(y,X)

}]
· h1(y,X) dy∫

h1(y,X) dy

] ∣∣∣∣∣A = 1


= E

[
E [Y1 exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E [exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

∣∣∣∣A = 1

]

The first line holds from the law of iterated expectation. The second line holds from the definition

of conditional expectation. The third line holds from (2). The fourth line holds from simple

algebra. The last line holds from the definition of conditional expectation. Here, we remark that

E [Y1 exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E [exp {β0 (Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]
= E

(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1, X
)

(21)

Next, we prove (7), which suffices to show the following:

E
(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1
)
=
E
{
(1− A)Y1

π1(Y1,X)
1−π1(Y1,X)

}
E
{
(1− A) π1(Y1,X)

1−π1(Y1,X)

} =
E [(1− A)Y1 exp {(1, X⊺)η1 + α⊺S0(Y1, X)}]
E [(1− A) exp {(1, X⊺)η1 + α⊺S0(Y1, X)}]

The second identity is trivial from the parametrization of π1(Y1, X). To show this, we establish
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the following intermediate result:

E

{
(1− A)Y1

π1 (Y1, X)

1− π1 (Y1, X)

}
= E

{
(1− A)Y a=1

0

π1 (Y
a=1
0 , X)

1− π1 (Y a=1
0 , X)

}
= E

{
Y a=0
1

π1 (Y
a=0
1 , X)

1− π1 (Y a=0
1 , X)

E
(
1− A

∣∣Y a=0
1 , X

)}
= E

{
Y a=0
1 π1

(
Y a=0
1 , X

)}
= E

{
Y a=0
1 E

(
A
∣∣Y a=0

1 , X
)}

= E
(
AY a=0

1

)
The first identity is from the consistency Y1 = Y a=0

1 if A = 0. The second identity is from the

law of iterated expectation. The third and fourth identities are from the definition of π1. The last

identity is again from the law of iterated expectation. From analogous algebra, we also establish

E

{
(1− A)

π1 (Y1, X)

1− π1 (Y1, X)

}
= E (A)

Therefore, we establish (7):

E
(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1
)
=
E(AY a=0

1 )

E(A)
=
E
{
(1− A)Y1

π1(Y1,X)
1−π1(Y1,X)

}
E
{
(1− A) π1(Y1,X)

1−π1(Y1,X)

}
Lastly, we show that (10) is equal to E(Y a=0

1

∣∣A = 1) either π†
1(0, X) = π1(0, X) or ξ† = ξ

where ξ† and ξ are shorthands for

ξ†(X) =
E† [Y1 exp {α⊺

0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E† [exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

, ξ(X) =
E [Y1 exp {α⊺

0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

E [exp {α⊺
0S0(Y1, X)} |A = 0, X]

Under the new notation, (10) is simplified as

E

[
(1− A)

Pr (A = 1)

π†
1 (Y1, X)

1− π†
1(Y1, X)

{
Y1 − ξ†(X)

}
+

Aξ†(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]
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First, we suppose π†
1(0, X) = π1(0, X). Then, we find

π†
1(y, x) = exp

{
(1, x)⊺η†1 + α⊺

0S0(y, x)
}
= exp

{
(1, x)⊺η1 + α⊺

0S0(y, x)
}
= π1(y, x)

Consequently, we establish

E

[
(1− A)

Pr (A = 1)

π†
1 (Y1, X)

1− π†
1 (Y1, X)

{
Y1 − ξ†(X)

}
+

Aξ†(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]

= E

[
(1− A)

Pr (A = 1)

π1 (Y
a=0
1 , X)

1− π1 (Y a=0
1 , X)

{
Y a=0
1 − ξ†(X)

}
+

Aξ†(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]
= E

[
E
(
1− A

∣∣Y a=0
1 , X

)
Pr (A = 1)

π1 (Y
a=0
1 , X)

1− π1 (Y a=0
1 , X)

{
Y a=0
1 − ξ†(X)

}
+

Aξ†(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]

= E

[
E
(
A
∣∣Y a=0

1 , X
)

Pr (A = 1)

{
Y a=0
1 − ξ†(X)

}
+

Aξ†(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]

= E

{
AY a=0

1

Pr (A = 1)
− Aξ†(X)

Pr(A = 1)
+

Aξ†(X)

Pr(A = 1)

}
= E

(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1
)

The second line is from π†
1 = π1 and the consistency Y1 = Y a=0

1 if A = 0. The third line is from

the law of iterated expectation. The fourth and fifth lines are from the definition of π1. The sixth

line is again from the law of iterated expectation. The last line is trivial.

Second, we suppose ξ† = ξ. From (21), ξ(X) = E
(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1, X
)
. Additionally, we find

E
(
1− A

∣∣Y a=0
1 , X

)
E
(
A
∣∣Y a=0

1 , X
) π†

1 (Y
a=0
1 , X)

1− π†
1 (Y

a=0
1 , X)

=
1− π1(Y

a=0
1 , X)

π1(Y a=0
1 , X)

π†
1 (Y

a=0
1 , X)

1− π†
1 (Y

a=0
1 , X)

= exp
{
−(1, x⊺)η1 − α0S0(Y

a=0
1 , X) + (1, x⊺)η†1 + α0S0(Y

a=0
1 , X)

}
= exp

{
(1, x⊺)(η†1 − η1)

}
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Returning back to (10), we obtain

E

[
(1− A)

Pr (A = 1)

π†
1 (Y1, X)

1− π†
1 (Y1, X)

{
Y1 − ξ†(X)

}
+

Aξ†(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]

= E

[
(1− A)

Pr (A = 1)

π†
1 (Y

a=0
1 , X)

1− π†
1 (Y

a=0
1 , X)

{
Y a=0
1 − ξ(X)

}
+

Aξ(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]

= E

[
E
(
1− A

∣∣Y a=0
1 , X

)
Pr (A = 1)

π†
1 (Y

a=0
1 , X)

1− π†
1 (Y

a=0
1 , X)

{
Y a=0
1 − ξ(X)

}
+

Aξ(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]

= E

[
E
(
A
∣∣Y a=0

1 , X
)

Pr (A = 1)

E
(
1− A

∣∣Y a=0
1 , X

)
E
(
A
∣∣Y a=0

1 , X
) π†

1 (Y
a=0
1 , X)

1− π†
1 (Y

a=0
1 , X)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:exp((1,X⊺)(η†1−η1))

{
Y a=0
1 − ξ(X)

}
+

Aξ(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]

= E

[
exp{(1, X⊺)(η†1 − η1)}A

{
Y a=0
1 − ξ(X)

}
Pr (A = 1)

+
Aξ(X)

Pr(A = 1)

]

= E
[
E
[
exp{(1, X⊺)(η†1 − η1)}

{
Y a=0
1 − ξ(X)

} ∣∣A = 1
]
+ E

{
ξ(X)

∣∣A = 1
}]

= E
[
E
[
exp{(1, X⊺)(η†1 − η1)}

{
E
(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1, X
)
− ξ(X)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

} ∣∣A = 1
]]

+ E
[
E
{
E(Y a=0

1

∣∣A = 1, X)
∣∣A = 1

}]
= E

(
Y a=0
1

∣∣A = 1
)

The second line is from ξ† = ξ and the consistency Y1 = Y a=0
1 if A = 0. The third line is from the

law of iterated expectation. The fourth line is straightforward from the established result above.

The rest of the results are from the law of iterated expectation. This concludes the proof.
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