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Abstract

Semi-competing risks refer to the phenomenon where a primary event (such as mortality) can “censor”
an intermediate event (such as relapse of a disease), but not vice versa. Under the multi-state model,
the primary event consists of two specific types: the direct outcome event and an indirect outcome event
developed from intermediate events. Within this framework, we show that the total treatment effect on
the cumulative incidence of the primary event can be decomposed into three separable pathway effects,
capturing treatment effects on population-level transition rates between states. We next propose two
estimators for the counterfactual cumulative incidences of the primary event under hypothetical treatment
components. One estimator is given by the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator with inverse probability
weighting under covariates isolation, and the other is given based on the efficient influence function. The
asymptotic normality of these estimators is established. The first estimator only involves a propensity
score model and avoid modeling the cause-specific hazards. The second estimator has robustness against
the misspecification of submodels. As an illustration of its potential usefulness, the proposed method is
applied to compare effects of different allogeneic stem cell transplantation types on overall survival after
transplantation.

Keywords: Causal inference; Inverse probability weighting; Markov; Semi-Markov; Separable effect;

Survival analysis.

1 Introduction

In many clinical trials focusing on time-to-event outcomes, there may be a primary (terminal) event
and an intermediate (non-terminal) event. The terminal event can “censor” the non-terminal event, but

not vice versa. This phenomenon is referred to as semi-competing risks [I, 2, Bl 4]. In the presence of



semi-competing risks, some individuals have observations on both intermediate and primary events, while
others only have observations on primary events. Although all individuals can experience primary events,
the hazard of developing primary events may be different between those individuals with intermediate
events and those without intermediate events. That is, the intermediate event can modify the hazard
of the terminal event. The intermediate event and terminal event are not independent, so conventional
intention-to-treat analysis would not recover the pure treatment effect on the terminal event.

Our work is motivated by a study of allogeneic stem cell transplantation to treat acute lymphoblastic
leukemia [5]. Mortality is a terminal event and relapse of leukemia is an intermediate event. Clinical
researches have indicated that haploidentical transplantation leads to a higher transplant-related mortality
but lower relapse rate compared with human leukocyte antigens matched transplantation [6]. Throughout
this article we consider the terminal event as the primary event, whereas the treatment effect on the
intermediate event is related to the survivor average causal effect [7, [8]. The hypothetical incidence of the
primary event by appropriately adjusting the intermediate event is of primary interest. New estimands
and inference methods to deal with semi-competing risks under the causal inference framework are desired.

Typically there are two approaches to infer the pure treatment effect on the primary event by adjusting
intermediate events. The first approach is to restrict the target population to the principal stratum on
which no intermediate events would occur no matter which treatment is applied [9]. Since the target
population is unobservable, it is difficult for policy making. Moreover, principal stratification only focuses
on the treatment effect in a subpopulation, and thus cannot identify the effect modified by intermediate
events. Another approach to study the causal mechanism of semi-competing risks is mediation analysis.
Huang [10] defined the natural direct and indirect effects on the cumulative hazard of the primary event and
illustrated the nonparametric identifiability of these effects. However, this natural direct effect essentially
does not distinguish an interaction effect resulted by the competing nature of primary outcome events
and intermediate events [II]. In addition, how to incorporate covariates in the analysis requires further
clarification.

Both the principal stratification and mediation analysis approaches require untestable principal ig-
norability or sequential ignorability for identification. To avoid untestable assumptions in principle, an
interventionist approach attempts to decompose the initial treatment into two components as an alterna-
tive to mediation analysis [12]. The separable effects framework provides easier interpretation by avoiding
cross-world assumptions and targets relevant clinical questions for future experiments [I3]. For longitudi-
nal or time-to-event data, we have an event process for the intermediate event and another event process
for the terminal (primary) event. Counterfactual processes are generated when the treatment components

are not all the same [I4]. Stensrud et al.[I5] [16] studied the separable effects in the presence of competing



events. They identified the partial isolation condition under which the counterfactual incidence of the
primary event is identifiable. The core assumption is the dismissible treatment components condition,
saying that each treatment can only have a direct effect on one event conditional on the history. Then
they proposed a regression estimator and a weighting estimator. However, the asymptotic properties of
the estimators are hard to explore. Later, Breum et al. [I7] proposed parametric estimation based on
influence functions for semi-competing risks.

In the semi-competing risks context, the terminal event can be developed either following treatment
or following the intermediate event. Therefore, the treatment effect on the terminal event relies on the
heterogeneous cause-specific hazards of terminal events. The direct outcome event following treatment
and the indirect outcome event following the intermediate event can be regarded as different events as
they may have different mechanisms of occurrence. In the motivating data, transplant-related mortality
(non-relapse mortality) is caused by delayed immune reconstitution, whereas the relapse-related mortality
is caused by the decline of normal leukocyte. The total treatment effect should be decomposed into three
separable effects, corresponding to the direct outcome event, intermediate event and indirect outcome
event, respectively. It is especially challenging to identify the separable effect on the indirect outcome
event because the time origin of the transition from intermediate events to indirect outcome events is not
naturally aligned. Furthermore, we should try to avoid modeling the cause-specific hazards parametrically
since it is very difficult to specify the model correctly for each competing event.

In this paper, we study the causal mechanism of semi-competing risks under the potential outcomes
framework based on multi-state models. We divide the primary outcome events into two states: a direct
outcome event state and an indirect outcome event state. The target estimand is defined as the coun-
terfactual cumulative incidence of the terminal event (including the direct outcome event and indirect
outcome event) by manipulating the treatment components. The contribution of our paper is fourfold.
First, we show that population-level hazards of direct outcome event, intermediate event and indirect
outcome event are identifiable by inverse probability weighting under a condition of covariates isolation,
inspiring a weighted Nelson—Aalen estimator. Second, we derive counterfactual cumulative incidence func-
tions of the terminal event by intervening on different treatment components, and then define separable
pathway effects based on these counterfactual cumulative incidences. We show the identifiability of these
separable pathway effects under appropriate assumptions. Third, we propose a generalized Nelson—Aalen
estimator by inverse probabiliy weighting (GNAIPW) under covariates isolation, and propose an efficient
influence function (EIF) based estimator in the general case with conditional dismissible treatment com-
ponents. Fourth, we establish asymptotic properties of the estimated counterfactual cumulative incidence

functions. Hypothesis tests for the treatment effect on transition hazards or separable pathway effects



are then constructed using logrank statistics or influence functions. Through a real-data application on
allogeneic stem cell transplantation, we illustrate the usefulness of the proposed methods to detect the
mechanism of treatment effects from a total effect.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section [2]introduces the framework and notations
of semi-competing risks, and then shows the identification of the counterfactual cumulative incidences
under appropriate assumptions. We first consider a condition of covariates isolation under which the
population-level transition hazards are identifiable, and the counterfactual cumulative incidences are de-
rived from the population-level transition hazards. Then we consider the general conditions in order
that the separable pathway effects are identifiable with relaxed assumptions. Under the covariates iso-
lation, we propose a generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator for the population-level transition hazards by
inverse probability weighting in Section [3] When covariates isolation fails, we propose an estimator for the
counterfactual cumulative incidence based on efficient influence functions in Section [} The asymptotic
properties for the estimated counterfactual cumulative incidences are established. We conduct simulation
studies to assess the performance of the proposed estimators in Section [5l The proposed method is ap-
plied to allogeneic stem cell transplantation data in Section [6] Finally this paper ends with a discussion

in Section

2 Identification of Treatment Effects

2.1 Framework and notations

Consider an experiment with a binary treatment A € {0, 1} conducted on n units. Let 7% be the potential
failure time of the primary event and R® be the potential failure time of the intermediate event when the
treatment is set at A = a. We define R* > 7 if no intermediate event happens before the primary event,
where 7 is the end time of the experiment. Let C* be the potential censoring time, let 67 = I[(T* < C),

% = I(R® < C®) be potential event indicators, and let T = min(T*,C%), R® = min(R*,C*) be the
potential event times. Throughout this article, we assume the stable unite treatment value assumption
(SUTVA) that all individuals are independent of each other. We assume consistency for the potential

event times and indicators as follows.
Assumption 1 (Consistency). (T,E,éT,cSR) = (TA,RA,éﬁ,(;g).
In addition to these time-to-event variables, some baseline covariates X may also be collected in the

experiment. Our sample includes n independent and identically distributed copies of (A, T, ]1 or,0R, X),

indexed by subscripts i € {1,...,n}. We assume the treatment assignment mechanism is ignorable.

Assumption 2 (Ignorability). (T*, R*,C*) L A| X, for a=0,1.



This data generating process can be understood using a multi-state model. The primary event is
decomposed into two states: direct outcome event following treatment and indirect outcome event following
intermediate event. The direct outcome event and intermediate event are a pair of competing events.
The time origin of transition from the initial status (State 0) to the direct outcome event (State 1) or
intermediate event (State 2) is 0, and the time origin of transition from intermediate event to indirect
outcome event (State 3) is R*. Denote the counterfactual cumulative incidences for these three states by
Fe(t) = P(T* < t,T* < R*), F§(t) = P(R* < t,R* <T%) and F{(t) = P(T* <t,R* < T*). Then, the
counterfactual cumulative incidence of the primary event F*(t) = P(T* <) = F{*(t) + F$(¢).

Suppose the treatment A can be decomposed into three components (A1, As, A3), where A; only has an
effect on the hazard of transiting to State j. In a real-world trial, the actual treatment is equal to separable
treatment components, A = A; = Ay = As. In a hypothetical world, these treatment components can
take different values. Hereafter we suppose a = (a1, as2,a3) is a three-dimensional vector. A scalar a
represents (a,a,a). Under the treatment components combination (a1, as,as), let F(@1:22:93)(¢) be the

counterfactual cumulative incidence of the terminal event. The total treatment effect is decomposed as

FULD gy = pO0.0) 4y — [p1L00) () _ p0.0.0) ()} 4 {pOLLD (5) — pL00) ()}
:= SPE(_1(¢;0,0) + SPEg_,3(¢; 1)
= (FODD (1) - FOOD (1) 4 (FI10) — F100)())
+FOID() — FOID )

= SPEOHl(t; 07 0) + SPEO%Q(t; 1, 0) + SPEgﬁg(t, 1, 1),

with SPEg_(¢;0,0) representing the direct effect on the primary event, SPEg_3(¢; 1) representing the
indirect effect via the intermediate event. SPEg_3(¢;1) can be further divided into two parts, with
SPEq_,2(t; 1,0) representing the effect of modifying the risk of intermediate events via the transition from
State 0 to 2, and SPEy_,3(¢;1,1) representing the interaction effect of treatment and intermediate event
via the transition from State 2 to 3.

Denote dAS(t | F(t)) as the counterfactual hazard of the transition to State j at time ¢ given a set of

history F(t) up to ¢ under the hypothetical treatment a = (a1, a9, as), with

dAS(t | F() =Pt <T*<t+dt,T* <R*|T*>t,R* > t,F(t)), (1)
dAS(t | F(t)) :=P(t < R* <t+4dt,R* <T*|T* >t,R* > t,F(t)), (2)
dA§(t | F(t)) =Pt <T* <t+dt,R* <t|T*>t,R* <t,F(t)), (3)
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Figure 1: Extended directed acyclic graph of semi-competing risks. The direct outcome event, intermediate
event, indirect outcome event have indicator processes Yi(t), Y2(t) and Y3(¢). Covariates isolation (left) and
general case (right).

where dt — 0 and r < ¢. Since the hazards involves cross-world quantities, they are not directly estimable
using observed data. To separate the effects of each treatment components, we describe some scenarios of

isolation in the next sections.

2.2 Covariates isolation

To better understand the mechanism of event processes, we discretize the event processes as indicators at
discrete time points. First we assume that the effects of covariates are isolated on different events. The
left panel of Figure [I] shows the extended directed acyclic graph of the semi-competing risks with isolated
covariates effects. The treatment A has three components Ay, Ay and As. In the graph, X; only has
an effect on the direct outcome event Y7(t), X2 only has an effect on the intermediate event Y2(¢), and
X3 only has an effect on the indirect outcome event Y3(t). At any time ¢, we monitor Y;(t), Y2(¢) and
Y3(t) in turn. If the direct outcome event does not happen, then there is a risk that the intermediate
event happens. If the intermediate event happens, then the direct outcome event can never happen and
there is a risk that the indirect outcome event happens. If the indirect outcome event happens, then the
direct outcome event can never happen. Conditional on the event history (Y71 (s), Ya(s), Y5(s) : s < t), the
paths from (As, As) to Yi(t) are blocked, the paths from (Aj, As) to Ya(¢) are blocked, and the paths
from (A1, As) to Y3(t) are blocked.

To account for censoring, we assume the censoring time is independent of the potential terminal and
intermediate events. The cenoring time can rely on the treatment group, but should not have common

causes with the terminal and intermediate events. We also require that the censoring time is large enough.



Assumption 3 (Random censoring). C* L (7% R*), for a =0,1.

Assumption 4 (Positivity). ¢ < P(A=a | X) <1 —c¢ for a constant ¢ > 0, P(T* > 17,C* > 7| A =

a)>0 forany0<t<7 anda=0,1.

Under the covariates isolation, we let dA§(t) and dA%(t) be the hazard of the direct outcome event
and intermediate event at time ¢ under the treatment combination a = (a1, az,as3). We let dA(t;r) be
the hazard of the indirect outcome event at time ¢ given that the intermediate event happens at r < .

We formalize the assumption on the way treatment components exert effects on event processes.

Assumption 5 (Dismissible components). dA{*"*"2*) () = dA% (£), dAS ") (£) = dA%2(t), dAS "2 (4 7) =

dA33(t;r), with dt — 0.

Assumption [5| means that the population-level counterfactual hazard dAg-al’GQ’as)(') only relies on the
treatment component a; rather than covariates. This assumption holds if three sets of covariates have
isolated effects on these three hazards respectively. For example, in stem cell transplantation, treatment-
related mortality (due to low immunity), relapse (due to minimum residual disease) and relapse-related
mortality (due to abnormal leukocyte) has different biological mechanisms. Different sets of covariates are
found to moderate the risk of each event: age affects the risk of relapse-related mortality, while diagnosis
type affects the risks of relapse.

When a; = as = ag, Assumption [5] is naturally satisfied because no hypothetical worlds are involved.
The plausibility of this assumption when aj, as and as are not all equal can be assessed by future
experiments if the treatment components are discovered [I6]. In fact, Assumption [5| can also hold if the
effects of covariates are not fully isolated. A theoretical example of dismissible components is the additive

hazards model; see Supplementary Material A.2.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptz'ons the hazards dA§$(-) (j = 1,2,3) are identifiable. The counterfactual

cumulative incidences are identifiable,

Fl(al,az,ag)(t) _ A exp{—A{*(s) — AS?(s)}dA] (s), (4)
Fz(al,aQ,ag)(t) _ A exp{—Arl“ (S) _ AS‘Q (S)}dAgQ (8)7 (5)
Féal’az’ag')(t) _ F2(a1,a2,a3)(t) - /0 exp{—AJ'(s) — AJ2(s) — A3 (t; s) }dAS2(s). (6)

Proof of Theorem [I]is given in Supplementary Material A.1.



2.3 General case

When the covariates have interaction effects on events, the covariates isolation is likely to fail. Suppose
that there are no post-treatment covariates. The right panel of Figure [1] illustrates the general case of
separable effects. Conditional on all baseline covariates X and the history (Yi(s), Ya(s),Y3(s) : s < t),
the paths from (As, A3) to Y7 (¢) are blocked, the paths from (A;, Asz) to Y5(t) are blocked, and the paths
from (A1, As) to Y3(t) are blocked. Especially, for the indirect outcome event, the event history is the
occurrence time of the intermediate event. Compared with covariates isolation, the general case allows
measured common confounding for different events. We formalize the random censoring and dismissible

components as follows.
Assumption 6 (Conditional random censoring). C® L (T* R%) | X, fora=0,1.

Assumption 7 (Conditional positivity). ¢ < P(A=a | X) < 1—c for a constant ¢ > 0, P(T* > 7,C* >

T|A=0a,X)>0 forany0<t<7 anda=0,1.

Assumption 8 (Conditional dismissible components). dA{*>%)(¢;2) = dA% (t; z), dAY "2 (; 2) =

dAS? (t; ), dAéal’@’a?’)(t; r,x) = dA3*(t; 7, x), with dt — 0.

The dismissible components assumption hold conditional on baseline covariates. Under Assumptions
the conditional hazards dA%(;;z) (j = 1,2,3) and the counterfactual cumulative incidences
are identifiable. The identification result is straightforward as we can construct covariates isolation if we
conduct the analysis in each level of the common risk factors for events and then take average over the
distribution of baseline covariates, although at a cost of efficiency loss. With the conditional counterfactual
cumulative incidence F*(¢; x) identified, we integrate covariates out to get F*(¢).

However, such a modification over covariates isolation brings challenges in estimating the counterfactual
cumulative incidences. Covariates isolation allows estimation by weighting without involving survival time
models. The direct outcome event and intermediate event share the same at-risk set due to competing
risks. By appropriately weighting, the covariates distribution between the treated and control groups is
balanced in the at-risk sets for the direct outcome event and intermediate event at the same time. However,
since the at-risk set of the indirect outcome event is a subset of units with a history of intermediate event
influenced by treatment components (A1, A2 ), weighting cannot balance the covariates between the treated
and control groups in the at-risk set of the indirect outcome event. Therefore, we need to employ survival
time models to identify the counterfactual cumulative incidences if covariates isolation fails.

If there are time-varying covariates, additional assumptions are required for identification; see Supple-
mentary Material G. Stensrud et al. [15] identified the partial isolation condition for competing events

in longitudinal studies in order that the counterfactual incidences are identifiable. The covariates should



be divided into some parts, and each treatment component can only have a direct effect on one of the

covariates parts.

3 Estimation under covariates isolation

In this section, we apply weighted Nelson—Aalen estimators to estimate the separable pathway effects
under covariates isolation. Since the hazards may depend on baseline covariates, we use inverse probability
weighting to create a pseudo sample with balanced covariates between treatment groups. Let w;(a;) =
I{A; = a;}/P(A; = a; | Xy),i = 1,...,n,j = 1,2,3 denote the inverse of propensity score. Define

weighted counting processes, at-risk processes and residuals with respect to dA7* (t) and dAS?(t) as follows:

Ni(tar) =Y wila){T, <6, R > t,6] =1}, Na(t;an) = Y wilap)[{R; < t,T; > t,6 =1},
i=1 i=1

Yi(t;a;) =Y wilay)I{T; > t,Ri > t}, Y} (t;a;) = Y wi(a;) I{T; > t, R;

1=1 i=1

Mytia;) = [ {aN;s0) = Vi(sia)dng (9} 5 = 1.2

%

t},

At first sight, it may seem straightforward to define weighted counting process N3(t;r, as3), at-risk process
Y3(t;7, a3) and residual Ms(t; r, ag) with respect to dAS®(¢;r) in a similar manner as those aforementioned
quantities for dA{* (t) and dA3?(t). However, Ys(t;r, a3) is zero almost everywhere unless there are ob-
servations at R*® = r. To yield well-defined estimators for AS®(¢;s), processes N3(t;7,a3) and Y3(¢; 7, a3)

should be refined so that Y3(t;r, as) is nonzero and
¢
Ms(t;r,a3) = / {dNs(s;r,a3) — Ya(s;7, a3)dA5®(s;7)}

is a martingale with respect to some filter. To ensure that Y3(t;r, as) is left-continuous, we assume that
the intermediate event happens just before the primary event if R; = T;.

With all hazards dA{* (¢), dAS?(t) and dA5®(¢;7) being well-defined and identifiable, we can estimate
these quantities by martingale theory. In particular, weighted Nelson—Aalen estimators [I8] [19] for cumu-
lative hazards are given by

¢ le (s;al) Tas - ¢ dNQ(S;CLQ) Kgs (t'?”) _ ¢ ng(S;’I", ag)

Roigy = [INGa) Fa, ) [fdNa(sia2) dNo(s:7,05).
(0 0o Yi(s;ai1) 2' (1 o Ya(s;aq) - Y3(s;r,a3)

Then, cumulative incidence functions can be estimated by plugging these hazards estimators into the cor-

responding cumulative incidence functions. Finally, we establish theoretical guarantees of these estimators



as in Theorem 2, whose proof is provided in Supplementary Material B.2.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions ﬁ if Ms(t;s,a3) is a martingale with E{Y3(t;s,as)/n} > 0 for
€ [0,7], then n'/2{F*(-) — F*(-)} converges to n'/2{G%(-) + G4(-) + G4(-)}, whose limiting distribution

is a Gaussian process, where

Gi(t) = /Ot [eXp{—Ai“ (1) = A3* (1)}

+/ exp{—AJ" (u) — AS?(u) — AG? (t;u) }dAS? (u) dMy(s;a1)

Yi(s;ar) '

G5(t) = /0 [exp{—A‘l“ (1) = A5* (1)} — exp{—AT"(s) — A5*(s) — Az*(t; )}

¢ ay az as(g. az | dM (S;a )
+ [ oA () - A3 - AP (g )| G,
Gg(t) _ _/0 exp{_Aclll (8) _ Agz( Aaa }/ d;fBuussaZS) A;2 (3)

To ensure that Ms(t;r,a3) is a well-defined martingale, we need to impose some restrictions on

dAg®(t;7). Two common choices are the Markovness dAg® (t;7) = dA3%,,

(t), which states that the tran-
sition rate from State 2 to State 3 depends only on the duration after State 0, and the semi-Markovness
dAg® (t;r) = dAS%,, (t — ), which states that the transition rate from State 2 to State 3 depends only on
the duration after State 2. The choice between these two assumptions should be examined in a case-by-
case manner. In general, one can always first perform a hypothesis test for the Markov assumption as
described in Huang [I0] to see whether a Markov assumption should be rejected or not. Moreover, as a
rule of thumb, the semi-Markov assumption is often more reasonable if the intermediate event results in

severe risk of terminal events. Based on these assumptions, we have the following results in Lemma

Lemma 1. Let N3 (1), Yar(t), Y35 (t) and Mk (t) be the counting process, at-risk process, weighted
at-risk process and residual of the indirect outcome event (k = ma. and sm.), whose expressions are given

in Supplementary Material B.1. Then

t .
dAZ. () =FE / AN,k (53 as) k = ma. and sm..
Sk o Yau(sias) |’

The residuals {M;(t;a;) : j = 1,2,3(ma. and sm.)} are martingales with respect to filters

Fii(t) =A{wi(ay), (T;7 > s, R} > 5,C{" >s):s<tji=1,....n}, j=1,2
Foa () = {wilaz), (T} > s, T > R{*,C{® > s5) :s <tji=1,...,n},

Fom () = {wilaz), (T{® — R® > 5,C{® = R{® > s):s <t,i=1,...,n},

10



with E{dM;(t;a;) | ]-';j (t)} =0 and var{dM;(t;a;) | f;j (t)} =Y (t; aj)dA?j (t).

Lemma 1] illustrates that dA§(¢;7) can be estimated under either Markovness or semi-Markovness. Its
proof is provided in Supplementary Material B.1. When there is no confusion, we omit the subscript
“ma.” or “sm.” in N3(-;as3), Y3(;a3), Ms(-;a3) and dA3®(t). As a regularity condition on positivity,

assume Y, ' (73a;) = o(n™/?) for j = 1,2,3(ma. and sm.) in the following.

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions[1H3, if the hazard dAS®(t;r) is Markov, i.e., dAS (t;7) = dAS(t) for
every r € [0, 7], then n/2{Fa(t) — F(t)} <, N{0,0%(t)} ont € [0, 7], with

_ ’ a a a as as 2 E{Ylw(s; al)/n}

Jz(t) - / [1 - F ( ) {FQ (5) - F3 (5)} exp{A3 (S) - AB (t)}] [E{Yl (S, al)/n}}g

2 E{Y3"(s;a2)/n}

[E{Y2(s; az)/n}]?

s B (sian)/n}
B (Va(s: az)m)E 5 ()

dA ()

1 — F(t) = {1 = F(s)} exp{A3®(s) — A3*(1)}] dA3*(s)

o\

+ {Fz — F5'(s)} exp{Az*(s) — A5* (D)}]

[}

where —% denotes converging in distribution.
Corollary 2. Under Assumptions[1H8, if the hazard dAS® (t;7) is semi-Markov, i.e., dA§? (t;r) = dAS® (t—

), then nl/Q{ﬁa(t) — Fo(t)} LN N{0,0%(t)} ont € [0,7], with

¢ ¢ 2 Y(s;a1)/n
2= [ 1= -0+ [ eotape-oage| e

N /Ot [{1 ~ F{ () — F ()} exp{-~A3* (¢ — )} |

o [ otcsp -] £t

tr opt—s A%t a(y 2 E{Y3’(s;a3)/n} ey s
P eetar e wmw] ErlEsihase,

A consistent estimator for o%(t) can be obtained by plugging the estimated hazards in the expression

dA3*(s)

of 02(t). Hypothesis tests for separable effects can be performed using logrank statistics. Test statistics
with asymptotics are provided in Supplementary Material D.

When the true dA3®(¢;r) satisfies neither Markovness or semi-Markovness, a sensitivity analysis is
proposed by assuming a mixture of Markovness and semi-Markovness. The following theorem gives the
uniform convergence of the estimated counterfactual cumulative incidence under additional assumptions,
whose proof is provided in Supplementary Material C. If the mixture pattern is unknown, likelihood

methods may be adopted to estimate the mixed hazards.
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Theorem 3. Suppose dA3*(t;7) is a linear combination of dAg®,,, () and dAZ’, (t —1),

3,ma.
dA5? (t;7) = (1 = k)dASY,,, (1) + kdASY,, (t—7) (7)

where k € [0,1] is a prespecified parameter. Under Assumptions H SUPyc(o,7] |Fo(t) — Fe(t)] 25 0 if &

is correctly specified.

4 Estimation under the general case

It is more challenging to nonparametrically estimate the counterfactual cumulative incidences if covariates
isolation fails. The first reason is that we need to employ models for the cause-specific hazards [I7]. The
second reason is that there is a biased sampling issue when Markovness does not hold. Given the history
at a time, the potential censoring time is not independent of the potential time to the indirect outcome
event anymore.

Let X be the support of X. It is obvious that dA]*(¢;x) and dAS?(t;x) are estimable, for example,
using proportional hazards or additive hazards models. In order that dA3®(¢;r, z) is estimable, we assume
that there is a subset of history H(¢;r) such that dA5®(¢;r, ) is identical for (¢,r) € H(t,r) given X = z.
Markvoness (conditional on covariates) implies H(t;r) = {(I,R) : T > t,R < t}, and semi-Markovness
(conditional on covariates) implies H(t;7) = {(T,R) : T — R > t —r}. We modify the martingales by

multiplying the indicator I(X = z),
Ml (ta ay, £E)7 M2(t7 az, SC), M3(ta r,as, I)

The at-risk set in the martingale Mjs(t;r, a3, ) conditional on X = z has probability P((ZN“, E) €
H(t;r),A=a3 | X =x).

Theorem 4. The efficient influence function (EIF) of F(#1:92:3)(t) s
I(A=ay) dM(s; A, X)
(A=a | X) P(TAR>s| A X)

I(A = a;) $ dM;(u; A, X) @
> P(A:ijX)/ PN T el ax (X
je{1,2} J o P( zul4,X)

t
(p(al,az,as)(t) :/ eXp{—A[fl(&X)}{P
0

+/o /o exp{—A}* (r; X) — AZ*(r; X) — Ag® (537, X)}
{ I(A:ag) dMQ(T‘,A,X)
P(A=ay | X) P(TAR>r)

- gt [ ing s xag (s )
iy PA=a 1 X) Jo PTAR>u|AX)

dAS (s;7, X)
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I(A=a3) dMs(s;R, A, X) | o, N
P(A=a3|X) P(H(s,R) | A,X)dA2 (%)
_ I(A=ay) / dM;(u; R, A, X)
P(A=a3 | X) Jus,m) P(H(u,R) | A, X)

dAS? (r; X)dAS? (s;7, X) }

+ F(a17a27aa)(t;X) _ F(a17a27a3)(t).

We impose semiparametric models for the propensity score, casue-specific hazards and censoring haz-
ard. By plugging in the fitted models in the efficient influence function and solving the equation that the
empirical mean P,{#%(t)} = 0, we obtain the estimate of F(@1:92:33)(¢) denoted by F(t). The resulting
estimator has multiple robustness in that it is consistent if (1) all the three cause-specific hazards are
correctly specified, or (2) the propensity score the censoring hazard are correctly specified and at most

one cause-specific hazard is misspecified [I7]. Specially, under (conditional) Markovness,

. B _
Flarezaa) (1) = PnU exp{A‘l“(s;X)}{ _MA=a) ___OhAXY)
0 P(A=a; | X)exp{—A{(s;X) — AA(S X)—AA(s; X)}
S I(A=a;) / M, (u; A X)dA‘“(s X) }
je{1,2} P(A=a;|X) Jo eXp{—Afl(UaX) AA(U X) -
t s
Jr/ / exp{—AT" (i X) — A2 (r; X) — A*(s; X) + AS* (r; X))}
0o JoO
{ I(A = as) dMy(r; A, X)dAS (s; X)
P(A=as | X) exp{=A{ (r; X) = A3 (r; X) — A2 (r; X)}
S I(A=ay) /T dM, (u; A, X)dA%2 (r; X )dA%2 (s; X)
iy P(A=a;1X) Jo exp{=A{'(u; X) — A (u; X) — A& (u; X)}

I(A = as3) dMs(s; R, A, X)dA% (s; X)

P(A=as | X) ) Jo exp{—KA(u' x) — KA(u; x) — K?(s; x) — Ké(s; x)+ K§(u; x)}dK‘z“(u; x)

1A dMs(u; R, A, X)dAy (r; X)dAS? (s; X)

t
+ [ ep(=Rg* (s X) - R s XA (s5X)
0

t s
T / / exp{—A% (r; X) — A% (5 X) — A8 (s; X) + A2 (15 X) }dA% (r; X)dAS (s; X)} ,
0 0

where Ké (t; ) is the fitted cumulative hazard of censoring. When all models are correctly specified, the

EIF-based estimator has asymptotic normality.

Theorem 5. Assume Assumptions [1, [4 [0, [] and [§ hold. In addition, assume the fitted model for
©*(t) belongs to a Donsker class, and all the fitted submodels (propensity score, cause-specific hazards and
censoring hazard) converge at rate faster than o,(n=1/2), then n/2{F*(t) — F*(t)} <, N{0,0%(t)} on

€ [0, 7], with o%(t) = E[{p*(t)}?].
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The proof is given in Supplementary Material E. Even if the models are fitted with uncertainty, the
asymptotic property is still valid. However, estimation is computational challenging especially if we do
not assume Markovness. If we do not know whether the hazard of the indirect outcome event is Markov,
but as long as all other models (propensity score, cause-specific hazards of direct outcome event and
intermediate event, censoring hazard) are correctly specified, the EIF-based estimator will be consistent.
The asymptotic variance may be incorrect.

Hypothetis test for the separable pathway effect of (a1, a2, a3) against (af,ay,a}) can be constructed

based on the statistic

U= / () - B ()} Fe 1) + B (1)), (®)

The asymptotic variance of U can be calculated by the functional delta method based on the influence
function. In Supplementary Material G, we derive the identifiability of the counterfactual cumulative

incidence in the presence of post-treatment time-varying covariates.

5 Simulation studies

In this section, we conduct simulation studies to demonstrate the proposed methods in estimating counter-
factual cumulative incidences and testing separable pathway effects. We assume an additive hazards model
so that the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator by inverse probaility weighting (GNAIPW) in Section
is valid.

We generate a sample with n = 500 independent units. For i € {1,...,n}, we generate two di-
chotomized covariates X; = (X;1, Xi2), each equals 1 or 0.5 with equal probability. A unit receives treat-
ment with probability P(A; = 1| X;) = expit(0.4X;; + 0.8X;2 — 0.6), where expit(z) = 1/{1 + exp(—x)}.
Consider three settings of hazards (a is a scalar):

1. Setting 1: dA§(t;x) = 0.15(x1 + a)dt, dAS(¢;x) = 0.1(x1 + a)dt, dAS(t; ) = 0.2(x2 + a)dt. Both the
Markov assumption and semi-Markov assumption are satisfied.
2. Setting 2: dA§(t;x) = 0.04(x1 + a)tdt, dAS(t; x) = 0.02(z1 + a)tdt, dA%(t; ) = 0.05(z2 +a)tdt. Only
the Markov assumption is satisfied.
3. Setting 3: dA§(t;x) = 0.04(x1 +a)tdt, dAS(t; x) = 0.02(x1 +a)tdt, dAS(t;r,z) = 0.1(x2 +a)(t —r)dt.
Only the semi-Markov assumption is satisfied.
Assumptions hold under all these three settings. We evaluate the estimation performance of our

method for making inference on the following counterfactual cumulative incidences: F(190) () and F(1.01) (¢).

These two functions measure the counterfactual cumulative incidence by intervening the hazard directly
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to primary event and by intervening the hazards both directly and indirectly to the primary event, re-
spectively. These two quantities are of our interest because different versions of direct treatment effects
can be obtained by contrasting these two quantities with the cumulative incidence in the real world.

Figures show the estimated counterfactual cumulative incidences for F(1:0:0)(¢) and F1.91)(¢),
respectively. In each panel, the black line represents the true incidence F(al’“’“s)(t). To see the variation
of estimators and the influence of adopting Markovness or semi-Markovness in estimation, estimated
cumulative incidence curves based on 100 independently generated datasets are drawn in grey color. The
first column displays estimated curves using GNAIPW estimator with Markovness, and the second column
using GNAIPW estimator with semi-Markovness. The third column displays estimated curves using the
EIF-based estimator. In each sub-figure, we randomly choose an estimated curve in cyan color. The
dashed cyan line shows the pointwise 95% confidence interval by using the asymptotic formula. The
confidence intervals generally cover the true line.

Additional simulation results including estimates and biases are shown in Supplementary Material H.1.
With the sample size being larger, the estimated curves show smaller variations. The proposed methods
(GNAIPW and EIF) are compared with the existing method of Huang [10]. Supplementary Material
H.2 provides assessments of confidence intervals by the asymptotic formula. When the sample size is
moderate or large, the coverage rate of the proposed method is close to the nominal level. Supplemen-
tary Material H.3 assesses the performance of hypothesis tests. Supplementary Material H.4 conducts
simulation studies when covariates isolation fails but the conditional dismissible components assumption
holds. Supplementary Material H.5 conducts a sensitivity analysis when the treatment components have

interaction.

6 Application to Allogeneic Stem Cell Transplantation Data

Allogeneic stem cell transplantation is a well applied therapy to treat acute lymphoblastic leukemia (ALL),
including two sorts of transplant modalities: human leukocyte antigens matched sibling donor transplanta-
tion (MSDT) and haploidentical stem cell transplantation from family (Haplo-SCT). MSDT has long been
regarded as the first choice of transplantation because MSDT leads to lower transplant-related mortality,
also known as non-relapse mortality (NRM) [20]. Another source of mortality is due to relapse, known
as relapse related mortality (RRM). In recent years, some benefits of Haplo-SCT have been noticed that
patients with positive pre-transplantation minimum residual disease (MRD) undergoing Haplo-SCT have
better prognosis in relapse [6]. The contradictory effects of transplant modalities on NRM and relapse
motivate us to investigate how different transplant modalities exert effects on the overall survival.

A total of n = 239 patients with positive MRD in first complete remission (CR1) undergoing allogeneic
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Figure 2: Estimated cumulative incidence functions for F(10:0) (t). In each panel, the black line is the
true incidence, each grey line is an estimated incidence, the solid cyan line is a randomly chosen estimated
incidence, and dashed cyan lines denote the 95% asymptotic confidence interval.
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Table 1: Observed event statuses categorized by treatment groups
§f 6T MSDT Haplo-SCT Total Description

1 1 22 37 59 Dead with relapse

1 0 2 10 12 Censored with relapse

0 1 6 20 26 Dead without relapse

0 O 25 117 142 Censored without relapse or death

stem cell transplantation are included in our study [5]. Among these patients, 55 received MSDT (4; = 0)
and 184 received Haplo-SCT (A4; = 1). The transplantation type is “genetically randomized” in that there
is no specific consideration to prefer Haplo-SCT over MSDT whenever MSDT is accessible [6], so there
should be no other covariates apart from the accessibility of MSDT that affect the treatment and outcomes
simultaneously. The accessibility is related with age, as older people are more likely to have MSDT donors
due to the “one-child” policy in China. We expect ignorability by conditioning on sex, age and diagnosis
(T-ALL or B-ALL). The propensity score is fitted by logistic regression. Let R; be the time of relapse
and T; be the time of death after transplantation. In the MSDT group, 43.6% individuals were observed
to experience relapse and 50.9% mortality. In the Haplo-SCT group, 25.5% individuals were observed to
experience relapse and 31.0% mortality. Table [1] lists the number of four possible state paths categorized
by treatment arm.

Transplant-related mortality (non-relapse mortality) is mainly caused by infection due to low immunity.
Since there are mismatched HLA loci if receiving Haplo-SCT, there would be stronger acute graft-versus-
host disease (GVHD) with Haplo-SCT. In practice, patients receiving Haplo-SCT should additionally use
antithymocyte globulin (ATG) to facilitate engraftment [21] 22]. Therefore, A; is a component through
delaying immune reconstitution (the combined usage of ATG), which increases the risk of transplant-
related mortality. This is also why MSDT is preferred over Haplo-SCT [20]. Leukemia relapse is caused
by the presence of minimum residual disease (MRD). The stronger immune rejection with Haplo-SCT
also kills the minimum residual disease cells, which is referred to as the “graft-versus-leukemia” effect [6].
Therefore, A, is a component through eradicating MRD, which reduces the risk of relapse. Patients with
relapse have fewer normal leukocyte cells, and relapse-related mortality is mainly caused by hemorrhagic
syndrome or infection caused by the dramatic decline of normal leukocyte. Therefore, A3 is a component
indicating the long-term effect on mortality through the decline of leukocyte. This effect has not been
studied by previous literature.

Previous multivariate analyses indicated that age is only related with RRM and diagnosis (T-ALL or
B-ALL) is only related with relapse [23,[6]. In fact, relapse is due to the minimum residual disease (MRD),

non-relapse mortality is due to acute graft-versus-host disease and infection cause by low immunity, and
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relapse-related mortality is due to hemorrhagic syndrome or infection caused by the dramatic decline of
normal leukocyte. No other covariates that affect NRM, relapse or RRM simultaneously were found. The
effects of covariates on NRM, relapse and RRM are isolated, so we adopt the dismissible components
assumption with covariates isolation. In the following analysis we maintain the semi-Markov assumption,
because RRM usually happens soon after relapse, making it reasonable to assume that the hazard of RRM
after relapse relies on how long it passed after relapse rather than the duration from transplantation to
relapse.

In the multi-state model, States 1, 2 and 3 refer to NRM, relapse and RRM, respectively. The
total effect of mortality can be decomposed into three separable pathway effects: one through NRM
SPE(_,1(£;0,0), one through relapse SPEg_2(¢;1,0), and the other through RRM SPE,_,3(¢;1,1). The
first row of Figure 4| displays the estimated counterfactual cumulative incidence of mortality based on
separable pathway effects with 95% confidence intervals assuming covariates isolation. The first panel
controls the hazards of relapse and RRM, and compares the counterfactual cumulative incidences of
mortality with different hazards of NRM, i.e., F(1L00(¢) versus F(99(¢). The second panel controls
the hazards of NRM and RRM, and compares the counterfactual cumulative incidences of mortality with
different hazards of relapse, i.e., F(:19(2) versus F(190)(¢). The third panel controls the hazards of NRM
and relapse, and compares the counterfactual cumulative incidences of mortality with different hazards of
RRM, i.e., FMLU(#) versus F(LLO)(¢).

The estimated time-varying treatment effect by the GNAIPW estimator under covariates isolation is
displayed in the second row of Figure To assess the sensitivity of the assumption on dAS®(¢;r), we

(t) + kdAS®

3,sm.

conduct a sensitivity analysis. Suppose dA3®(¢;7) = (1 — k)dAS?

3,ma.

(t —r). Note that k =0
corresponds to Markovness and K = 1 corresponds to semi-Markovness. The first separable pathway
effect SPE(_,1(¢;0,0) does not rely on the choice of £ because both the hazards of relapse and RRM are
controlled. The directions of separable pathway effects SPEq_2(¢;1,0) and SPE5_,3(¢;1,1) remain the
same in the sensitivity analysis by varying x € [0,1]. The third row of Figure |4| displays the estimated
counterfactual cumulative incidence of mortality in the general case by the EIF-based estimator. The
point estimates are similar with those in the first row.

Table [2] summarizes the results of hypothesis tests on the total effect and separable pathway effects.
The p-values of the tests of the separable pathway effects through NRM, relapse and RRM are 0.6251,
0.0105 and 0.3967 respectively under covariates isolation. As for the transition rates, significant difference
between the hazards of relapse is found, but the treatment effects through NRM and RRM are insignificant.
However, if we use intention-to-treat analysis to test the total effect, we would only obtain a p-value of

0.0186. The test given by the statistic in the general case puts higher weight on the early phase, so the
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Table 2: Some hypothesis tests in the leukemia data, with p-values (CI for covariates isolation, GC for
general case)

Test Interpretation pCI pGC

Total The total treatment effect on mortality 0.0186 0.4401

SPEg_1 The treatment effect on transition rates from transplantation to NRM, i.e., 0.6251 0.4907
the separable pathway effect via NRM

SPE(g_,o The treatment effect on transition rates from transplantation to relapse, i.e., 0.0105 0.0899
the separable pathway effect via relapse

SPE, .3 The treatment effect on transition rates from relapse to RRM, i.e., the 0.3967 0.8020
separable pathway effect via RRM (assuming semi-Markov)

SPEg_3 The treatment effect on transition rates from transplantation to RRM, i.e., 0.0032 0.0937
the separable pathway effect via relapse and RRM

resulting p-value is larger when testing the separable pathway effect on relapse. Since the sample size is
small and the EIF-based estimator involves many fitted models, the EIF-based estimator may have extra
uncertainty compared with the GNAIPW estimator. In summary, the proposed methods are powerful to
detect the target of treatment effects from the total effect.

To conclude, we find that Haplo-SCT lowers the overall mortality by reducing the risk of relapse
compared with MSDT. This result casts light on future guidance on allogeneic stem cell transplantation.
Haplo-SCT has stronger graft-versus-leukemia effect by eradicating MRD. Since Haplo-SCT is more ac-
cessible than MSDT, it is promising that Haplo-SCT serves as an alternative to MSDT. Since the immune
reconstitution undergoing Haplo-SCT is delayed due to the usage of ATG, more attention should be paid
to preventing infection after transplantation. More results of the real-data analysis are provided in Sup-
plementary Material I, including sensitivity analysis and the estimation of separable pathway effects under

the general case without assuming covariates isolation.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we studied the identification and estimation of the counterfactual cumulative incidence
of the primary (terminal) event when there is an intermediate (non-terminal) event. Under covariates
isolation, baseline covariates are incorporated in the hazards by inverse probability weighting. Only a
one-dimensional propensity score is needed for consistent estimation, which avoids the individual-level
modeling on hazards. We further defined population-level separable pathway effects in terms of coun-
terfactual cumulative incidences under a dismissible omponents assumption. Asymptotic properties of
generalized Nelson—Aalen estimators by inverse probability weighting are studied. Confidence intervals

and hypothesis testings are available for the counterfactual cumulative incidences and separable pathway
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effects. When covariates isolation fails but the conditional dismissible components assumption holds, we
provide a efficient influence function based estimator, which enjoys asymptotic efficiency and multiple
robustness. The EIF-based estimator involves more models and bears higher computational complexity.
The concept of separable pathway effects provides an opportunity to understand the causal mechanism of
treatment effects on the terminal event.

We paid special attention to two cases of the dependence between the intermediate and indirect out-
come events, namely Markovness and semi-Markovness. Either case simplifies the dependence of dA3® (¢;r)
on history information. Under dismissible components and Markovness (so that biased sampling is-
sue will not be encountered), our work can be extended to general multi-state models. All transitions
between states would be naturally aligned, and thus counterfactual incidences of all states by interven-
ing population-level transition hazards can be generated. However, the real situation may be between
Markovness and semi-Markovness. We propose a sensitivity analysis to assess the influence of Markovness
or semi-Markovness with a sensitivity parameter . It is difficult to nonparametrically estimate dA3®(¢;r)
if there is a parameter x in the hazard model to be estimated. There are some alternatives to this as-
sumption by imposing model restrictions, for example, using shared frailty modeling, copula or treating
the history of intermediate events as covariates in hazard modeling in semi-parametric models [8] 24] [25].

There are some limitations for the inference by inverse probability weighting. The asymptotic prop-
erties of counterfactual cumulative incidences we derived did not consider the uncertainty of estimated
propensity scores. If the true propensity scores are unknown, the inference on treatment effects would
slightly deviate from the nominal level by using estimated propensity scores. The additional variation
resulted by the uncertainty of estimated propensity score is the variance of a weighted expectation of
martingales with respect to a coarsened filter, so the additional variance can be small in practice. If the
propensity score is hard to specify, information of covariates can be utilized by elaborately modeling the
cause-specific hazards and hence the probability of the instant transition and at-risk set, for example, by
proportional hazards or additive hazards models. Doubly robust estimators for the hazards can be con-
structed by combining the propensity score model and survival probability model [27]. In some literature,
the censoring is considered as manipulable, and the estimand is defined by manipulating the treatment
components and censoring [28]. The framework in this article can be generalized to accommodate inter-
vention on censoring to prevent loss of follow-up.

The core assumption to identify the separable effects is the dismissible components condition. Transi-
tion hazards of pathways are independent because of covariates isolation. When covariates isolation fails,
identification is straightforward by covariates stratification but estimation becomes challenging. We de-

rive the efficient influence function for the estimand and propose an efficient estimator. The estimation is
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both theoretically and empirically difficult without Markovness. If there are post-treatment time-varying
covariates, the effect of treatment components on events can be modified by these covariates. Intervening
the treatment components would change the levels of post-treatment covariates in the hypothetical exper-
iment. For identification, dismissible treatment components for post-treatment covariates are required.
We consider an alternative set of assumptions to Assumption [] and Assumption [§] in Supplementary
Material G, where the treatment effects on transition hazards at time t are separable conditional on all
information up to t, including post-treatment covariates and event history. We prove the identifiability
of separable pathway effects and give estimators for the separable pathway effects. However, it could be
difficult to determine which treatment component has direct effect on which post-treatment covariate in
practice. It is still worth studying idenfication and estimation under weaker assumptions in the presence

of time-varying covariates.
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Supplementary Material for “Separable pathway effects
of semi-competing risks using multi-state models”

Yuhao Deng, Yi Wang, Xiang Zhan and Xiao-Hua Zhou

Abstract

The supporting information consists of the following parts: (A) Proof of Theorem 1 on iden-
tification; (B) Proof of Lemma 1, Theorem 2 and corollaries on asymptotic properties; (C) Proof
of Theorem 3 on uniform convergence; (D) Hypothesis tests for separable effects; (E) Efficient
influence function in the general case; (F) Relaxing random censoring to conditionally random
censoring; (G) Dismissible components conditional on time-varying covariates; (H) Additional
simulation results; (I) Additional data analysis results.

A Proof of Theorem 1 (Identification)

A.1 Proof

We first look at dA{'(¢). By definition and random censoring,

dAT'(t) =Pt <T™ <t+dt|T™ >t,R™ > 1)
=Pt <T"™ <t+dt|T"™ >t,R™ >t,C" >t)

P <T™ <t+4dt,R"™ >t,C" >t)

P(T@ >t R >¢t,Cu >¢)

For the denominator,

g IT>tR>tA—a1)
—a1’X)
_E{IT>tR>tC>tA—a1)}
A=a1|X)
_E{ITal>tRa1>tC“1>tA—a1)}
A=a|X)
(T >t, R >,C™ >t A=
X, 7% R, C"
B R e — i
P(A=ay | X,T%, R, C")
=FE<I(T" >t,R" >t,C" >t
{ B O ) A = 0 [ X)
P(A=ay | X)
=EqI(T" >t,R" > t,C" > t)——~
{ JPA=a [ X)
= E{I(T* >t,R™ > t,C™ > 1)}
= P(T" >, R" >t,C" >t).
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Figure S1: Multi-state model with dismissible components.

The second equation is by consistency, and the fifth equation is by ignorability. Similarly, the
numerator of dA{*(t),

P(AICLl ’X)
_ & It<T<t+dt,R>t,C>t,A=a)
N P(A=ay | X)
=Pt <T" <t+dt,R*" >t,C" >1t).

E{I(tgf<t+dt,5T(1—5R):1,A:a1)}

So

_B{I(t<T <t+dt,0p(1 —6p) = 1, A= a1)/P(A = a1 | X)}

dAT (t) E{I(th,ézt,A:al)/P(A:al|X)}

We can show

Bt <R<t+dt,dp=1|A=ay)/P(A=ay| X)P(C >t|A=as X)}
a E{I(T >t,R>t,A=as)/P(A=ay | X)P(C >t|A=ay X)}
C B{It<T<t+dt,R=r0r0p=1,A=a3)/P(A=a3| X)P(C>t|A=a3X)}
B E{I(T>t,R=r6p=1A=as)/P(A=a3| X)P(C>t|A=as X)}

AAG* (1)

)

dAS3 (t;7)
in the same manner.

A.2 On dismissible components: Collapsibility for additive hazards

Figure S1 shows the single-world intervention graph and multi-state model. We assume there are
different subsets of covariates (X; and X3) that affect the hazards of events and the hazard of
censoring, so that random censoring holds. Specially, the way that X; affects R* and T should
be restricted in some way so that the dismissible components can hold (see the following). The
primary outcome event is divided into a direct outcome event (State 1) and an indirect outcome
event (State 3). Only one treatment component can have effect on a single transition hazard.

Let a = (a1, a2, a3). Suppose the hazards are additive for covariates and treatments,

dAT' (t; ) = dAy (8 ) + g1(t; ar)dt,
dAS? (t; ) = dAa(t; ) + g2(t; az)dt,
dAS? (t;r, ) = dAs(t;r, ) + g3(t; T, as)dt.



dAS(t;r) =

We aim to show that the dismissible components at the individual level
dAS(t;x) = dAY (t; o), dAS(t; ) = dAS*(t; ), dAS(t;r, @) = dAS® (¢ 7, x)
can imply the dismissible components at the population level (if ay = a3)
ANS(E) = A (1), dAS(E) = dAS2(H), dAS(t:r) = dA (t7).

To see this, let X be the support of X and p(z) be the density of X,
P(t <T®<t+dt,R* >1t)

P(T*>t,Ro > t)
Sy Pt < T <t+4dt,R* > t| X = x)p(z)dx
B Jo P(T* >t,R* >t | X = x)p(x)dx
B fX exp{—A{'(t; x) — A?(t; ) }dAT (t; 2)p(x)dx

S exp{—=AT' (t;2) — AS* (t; 2) bp(z)dz

_ Jyexp{=Ai(t;2) — g1(t;a1) — Aa(t; @) — ga(t; ag) HdAL (@) + g1 (t; a1) }p(x)da

dA(t) =

Jrexp{=Ai(t;z) — g1(t;a1) — Aa(t;2) — g2(t; a2) }p(2)dw
B fX exp{—A1(t;x) — Ao (t; ) H{dA1(t;2) + g1(t; a1)dt}p(x)dx
- fX exp{—A1(t;x) — Ao (t; 2) }p(x)dx
_ Jrexp{—Ai(t;z) — Aa(t; 2) YAy (t; x)p(w)dz
 [yep{=Ai(t ) — Ao(t2) hp()da
= ANL(E) + g1 (8 an)d,

+ g1(t;a1)dt

where dA7(t) is a quantity irrelevant to (a1, a2, as), so dA§(t) only relies on a;.

P(t < R® <t+dt,T* > t)
P(Te > t,R* > t)
Jo PE<R*<t+dt,T*>t| X = z)p(z)dx
T [ P(M>t,Re>t| X = z)p(x)dx
[y e{ AT (t;x) — A (¢ x) YA (t; x)p()da
N S exp{—AT (t; z) — AS?(t; ) }p(x)dx
~ Jrexp{=Mi(t2) — g1(tar) — Aa(t2) — g2(t; a2) HdA2 (8 2) + g2(t; a2) bp(x)da

dAS (1) =

Jyexp{—=Ai(t;2) — g1(t;a1) — Aa(t; 2) — g2(t; a2) }p(x)dw
[y ep{—Ai(t;2) — Ao(t; ) HdA2(t; 2) + ga(t; az)dt }p(x)dx
- Ty ol Aa(F:2) — Ao(f: ) Jp(a)d
_ Jyexp{—Ai(t;z) — Aa(t; ) YdAo(t; x)p(x)d
- fX exp{—A1(t;x) — Ao(t; 2) }p(z)dx
= dA5(t) + g2(t; az)dt,

+ gg(t; ag)dt

where dA3(t) is a quantity irrelevant to (a1, a2, as), so dA§(t) only relies on as.

P(t<T®<t+dt,R*=r)
P(Te>t,R*=r)
Jy Pt <T*<t+dt|R*=r,X =2)P(R* =71 | X = z)p(x)dx
T [ P@*>t|R =r,X =2)P(R* =1 | X = 2)p(z)dx
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_ Jeexp{=AG (&5, 2) }AAG (7, @) exp{—AT" (r; @) — AF? (r; 2) }AS? (r; 2)p () dor
[y exp{—A5 (t;r, )} exp{—A{" (r; x) — A5 (r; ) }NG? (r; ) p(x) da
_ Sy exp{—As(t;r, x) H{dAs(t;r, ) + gs(t;r, ag)dt} exp{—A1(r; z) — Ao (r; ) HA2 (5 @) + g2(r; az) }p(x)da

Sy exp{—As(t;r,2)} exp{—A1(r;z) — Ao (r;2) HA2(r; 2) + ga(riaz) p(x)da
= dA5(t;r, a2) + g3(t; r, as)dt,

where dAj(t;7,az) is a quantity irrelevant to a;. There can be two cases where the dismissible

components assymption holds. (1) If we let as = ag (corresponding to SPE_,3(a;) for any fixed
a1), then dA§(t;r) only relies on ap = a3 but not on ay. (2) If dA5*(t;r, x3) and dA5*(z2) with
different subsets of covariates, then dA§(¢;7) = dA§(t;r, z2) = dAS? (7, x2) = dAS*(t; 7).

B Proof of Theorem 2 (Asymptotics)

B.1 Lemma 1: Construction of martingales

Lemma 1. Under Markov assumption dA5*(t;r) = dAS®

3,ma.

(t), let

N3 ma. ta3 sz as I{T <t 5T5i}{:1}7
i=1

Yéma ta?) Zwl a3 fzt,élgt,éﬁzl}’
Y3ma ta3 sz aS ZtRZ'St’(SZ.Rzl}’

t
M3,ma.(t§ CLS) = / {dN3,ma.(5§ a3) - Y3,ma.(5§ a3)dA33ma ( )} .
0

Under semi-Markov assumption dAg®(t;r) = dA3%, (t — 1), let

Naom.(usaz) =Y wi(az)I{T; — R; < u, 6] 6" =1},
=1

n

Y3 sm.(usa3) = Zwi(a:a)f{Ti — R; > u, 5Z~R =1},
i=1
n ~ o~

}/?},Usm.(u; a3) - Zwl(a3)2l{ﬂ — R; > u, (S,LR = 1},
i=1
’ u

M3,sm.(u; a3) = /O {dN?;,sm‘(S; a3) — YE’),sm_(S; a3)dA33sm ( )} )

Let N3 ;(t), Y3;(1), Y317”j(t) and M3 j(t) be the counting prosess, at-risk process, weighted at-risk

process and residual of ther indirect outcome event (j = ma. and sm.), whose expressions are given
in Supplementary Material B.1. Then

" dNs j(s; as)
dAS (1) = F / ]7} . j=ma. and sm..
351 { o Y3j(s;a3) /

The residuals {M;(t;a;) : j =1,2,3(ma. and sm.)} are martingales with respect to filters

Fi(t) =A{wilay), [(T}" > s, R > 5,C" >s):s<ti=1,...,n}, j=1,2

4



Fona ) = {wilas), I(T{® > 5, T > R®,C{* > 5) 1 s <ti=1,...,n},
Fibm () = {wilas), [(T}* = R{® > 5,C® — R{® > s5):s <t,i=1,...,n},
with E{dM;(t;a;) | F;j (t)} =0 and var{dM;(t; a;) | F;j ()} =Y (¢ aj)dA?j (t).
Define the counterfactual counting processes and at-risk processes for dA{*(t) and dA5?(t) as

Nia(t;ar) = {T" <t, R > 1,0 > t}, Ya(tar) = {7 > ¢, R > t,C > t},
Nia(t;a2) = I{R}* < t, T > t,C{"* > t}, Yio(t;a0) = I{T;* > t,R}* > t,C{"* > t},

where i = 1,...,n. They can only take values 0 or 1. Define weights

_ I(Ai =q))
) = P = ay | X

j=1,2,3.

Let the weighted counting processes and at-risk processes for dA{*(¢) and dA5*(t) be

Ni(t;aq) sz a1)Nii(t;a1) ZP _al‘X)I{i‘Sta5?(1—5ﬁ):1,z4i:a1}y

1 ~
Yi(t;a1) Zwlal )Y (ta1) = ZP(A_CL”X‘)I{izt,Rizt,Aizal},
- 1

)

n
1 ~ ~
tCLQ sz a2 thal) ZP(A _a2‘X)I{Rz‘St,Tz‘Ztﬁf:l’Ai:@}’
=1
n ~ ~
tag w; a2 Qtag = [{T'Zt,R'Zt,A‘:CLQ}.
Z K3 K] ;P _a2|X) K3 T (]

These equations mean that the counterfactual processes are identifiable. Define a filter

]-'J‘,’j(t) ={Yij(s;a5),wi(aj) :s <t,i=1,...,n}

which contains the counterfactual history of all units under treatment a;, for j = 1,2. We want to
show that

¢
M;(t; aj) :/0 {de(S;aj) *YJ(S;%)dA?"(S)}
is a martingale with respect to F;j (t). In fact,

E{dM;(t;a5) | F;7 (1)}
= B{dN;(t:05) = Y3 (¢ a;)dAT (t) | F7 (1)}
—E E{dN-(t- aj) = Yj(t;a;)dAy (8) | Fi7 (), Xu, ..., X} | F}? (t)}

—F {Zwl a;) {de (t:a) — Yij(t;aj)dA?j(t)} |f;‘j(t),X1,...,Xn} }f;‘f'(t)]

=k Zwl a;) { i (t; aJ)dAaJ(t X;) =Yt aj)dAa] } ‘.7'-% ]



— sz a;)Yij(t aj) E{dAT (£ X;) | Fi7 (¢ sz a;)Yij (t a;)dAT (t)
=1

=1

= Zwi(aj)y;j(t a;) /X P(X;=uz| Y;j(t;aj>,wi(aj))d/\?j (t;x)dx — Zwi(aj>}/;j(t;aj)dA?j (t)

i=1

Ny [ PN =11 Xi = 2) P(Xi = @ | Y(tsa5), wilay))
_sz Qj)Xij t a])/ : P(Yij(t;aj):1‘Xi:m) J dx

= > wila)Yij(t; a;)dAT (¢).
=1

Note that only when Y;;(¢; a;) = 1 can the integration contribute a non-zero term to the summation,
so we only need to care about

P(X; = |Y(ta;) = 1, wilay)).
Also note that when I(A; = a;) =1 and X; = z, the weight

( .)_ 1
Wi CL] _P(AZ:CLJ|XZ)

is a function of X; = z, so

P(X;,=x | m-j(t-aj) =1 wi(aj))

P, ) P (X

f)( (thaj —1|X =z, w; aj))P(Xi:x,wi(aj))dx
(Vi
(

- P
fXP 1(755%
P(Y;J(vaj)—1|Xz—x)P(Xz:x

P (Yij(t;a;) = 1)

Therefore,

~ o [ P(ANy(t)=1]|X; =) P(X; = x| Yy(t;a5), wi(ay))
zwl CLJ }/z]taj)/ P(Yw(t,aj)zlle:x) d$

- Zn: wi(a;)Yi;(t; aj)dAT (t)

i=1

P (dNy;(t _1 X;=2)P(X;= _ 0
= Zwl a;)Yi;(t; a; / i | ) P( x)d:vfZwi(aj)Y;j(t;aj)dAj’(t)

(Yij(t; a5) = 1) 1
Pt <T;" <t+dt,RiJZt,C?th) . . a;
- sz a3) ¥ (£ 0;) P(I" > t,RY > 4,07 >1) ;wi(“jmj(t’“ﬁ)d/\j](t)

- Zwl (a7)Yi;(t; a;)dAT (¢) sz (a;)Yi;(t; a;)dA% (¢)

=1 =1
=0.

The variance var{dM;(t; a;) | ff 7(t)} can be derived as follows.

var{dM,(t; a;) | f;j ()}



= var [Z wi(a;){dNij(t; a;) — Yij(t; a;)dAT ()} | F (75)]
=1

= wi(ay)® var{dNi;(t; a;) — Yij(t; a;)dAT (t) | F;7 (1)}
=1

= Zwi(aj)2 V&I‘{dNij(t; aj) | f;»lj (t)}
=1
=3 wi(ay)? <E [var{dNy(ta5) | 72 (1), X1, Xak | 72 (0)]
i=1
+ var {E{dNij(t; a;) | f;j (), X1,..., Xn}| ]:;j (t)} >

=Y wi(ay)* BlYij(t; a5)dA (1 X){1 — AT (8 X0)} | 7 (¢)]
i=1

+ ) wilay)? var{Yi; (£ a;)dAY (£ X;) | Fi7 (4)}
=1

= > wi(a;)*E{Y;(t;a5)dAY (8 X;) | F7 (1)}
i=1
+sz (a;)?Yy;(t; a])var{dAaJ(t Xi) \.7-"%( t)}
= Zwl aj Yi;i(t;aj) dAaJ )+ Zwl aj Yij(t;a;)E [{dA‘;j (t; X;) — dA?j (t)}2 | }';Lj ()]

= ZwI a;)?Y;;(t; a])dAa]( ),

because the square of a differentiation is zero. To simplify notations, let

1

n

l

Y1*(t; a1) sz a;)?Ya (t;a1) = ZP(A-—al\X-)QI{ P>t R >t A= ar},
i=1 (2 (2
tCLQ sz CL] thGQ ZP —a2‘X> I{th’ézzt,AZ:aQ}

Since N3(t;r,a3), Y3(t;r,a3) and Ms(t;r,a3) rely on an additional parameter r, they may not
be very useful because the at-risk set would have zero probability at almost every r € [0,7]. Two
assumptions can be made to simplify them. The first is Markov assumption, dA3® (¢;7) = dA3’,,, (1),
under which

dAS(t;r) =Pt <T% <t+dt |T* >t,R* =r)
=P <T™ <t+dt|T% >t R™ =r,C% >1t)
=P <T® <t+dt|T" >t,R*™ <T% C* >1t)

because the expression should be irrelevant to r given ¢. So we can let

Ns(t;a3) sz as)Nis(t; as) sz az)I(T[® <t,R}* <t,C* >t)
=1

7



n
= Zwi(ag)l(ﬁ- <t 6768 =1),
Y3(t; a3) Zw, a3)Yis(t; as) sz (a3)I(T7® > t, R <t,C"® >t)
=1

= waagﬂ{ﬁ- >t R; < t,0f =1},

! (t; as) sz a3’ H{T; > t, Ry < t,6f' = 1},

M3(t;a3) : = /Ot {dN3($;a3) — Y3(s;a3)dA3’,, (s )}-

The second is the semi-Markov assumption dA3®(¢;7) = dA3%,, (t — 7), under which

dAS(t;7) =Pt <T* <t+dt|T* >t,R*™ =r)
—PH<T™ <t+dt|T™ >t RS =r,C% >1t)
=Pu<T®—-R® <u+du|T®®—R® >u,R*® =r,C" > R™ 4 u)
=Pu<T" —R" <u+du|T* - R >u,C* — R > u)

because the expression should be irrelevant to r given u =t — r. So we can let

(u;a3) sz a3)Niz(u; ag) Zwl az3)[(T{® — R} <wu,C® — R® > u)
=1

= Zwi(ag)f{i — Ry <u,6Tsf =1},
=1

Y3(u;a3) : = sz(azs i3(u; as) sz a3)I(T{® — R® > u,C{® — R® > u)

— Zwi(as)f{ﬁ- —Ri>u R =1},

i=1

Y3 (usag) s = Y wi(as)’{T; — Ri > u, 6 =1},
i=1

Ms(u;ag) : = /Ou {ng(s;ag) — Yg(s;ag)dA335m (s )} )

To ensure that Y3(u;as3) is left-continuous, we may assume that the intermediate event happens
just before the primary event if R; = T;. We can show that M;(¢; as) is a martingale with respect
to F53(t) = {Yis(s;a3), wi(az) : s < t,i=1,...,n} similar with the proof for M;(t;a1) or M(t; as).

B.2 Theorem 2: Asymptotic convergence
We first show that

t de(S; aj)
o Yj(s;a;)



is an unbiased estimator for A;-Lj (t), where j = 1,2,3(ma. or sm.). In fact,

st {2

== (2 e 17719
. /Ot E{de(Ys;;(cZ)aL)f?(s>}]

[ Y(siadA (s)
_E{/o Y, (siay) }

-of )

and

\
o [ S [ )
By [ / var{dN;(s; ;) | fé‘j(s)}]

0

Y;(s;a;)?

_pf [ e
o Yj(sia5)?
since Yj(s;a;) is a predictable process and Y (s; aj)dA?j (s) is the compensator of dM;(s;a;) (see
Lemma 1). As an analogue of the property of Nelson—-Aalen estimators,

—-1/2

{AY () — AY (1)} -5 N(0,1),

Y (s:;) /n}dA% (s)
o {Y(sia5)/n)?

or substituting the limit of the asymptotic variance,

n2 | E

. , t B{Y"(s;a;)/n}dA} (s
nl/2{A;”](t) _A;‘J(t)} i> ]\7{07 /0 {é{(YAS’)C{])}/n}; ( )}

It is easy to see that R
) LY (55 0,)dA (s)

@iy ) = [ - :
! o Yilsia;)?

is an unbiased estimator for

. tY ™ (s a;:)dAY (s
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Now we discuss F2(t), F¢(t) and ﬁf(t) respectively. First,
Fi(t) - Fi(t)

- / exp{—A% (s) — A%2(s)}dAY (s) — / exp{—A% (s) — A22(s)}dA% (s)
0 0

o ! a1 as al a2 N Aas a1 dM (S;a )
= [ exp{-AT () — AP+ AT 6) 4 AP() - R () - Bgp(o) {angh (o) + i)

- /O exp{—A (5) — A% (3) A% (5) + op(n~1/2)

= [ explA9(6) — A HAL () + A3 () — R () - Ao} {ang o) + G
[ iAo - AP 1y
=~ [ e - agop { [ Bhlwon PO {0, B0
+ [ et - A5G >}dMg( ;) +op(n™%)
o

[t
0 u; a 'LLCL2

' s5a
[ AT () - AR mi aj) +oyn~V)

Lt @ a @ dMi(u;ay)  dMs(s;ap)
- [ [ ewtoatiw - Agans <u>{ paluia) , o }

tex —A7'(s) — A% (s dMy(s; 1) op(n~1?
+ [ exo{=a () = A3 () T 0, (07

- " exp{— A% (5) — A% (5)) {5

_ tex_rns_ags_ teX—alu—azu a1y, dM(s;a1)
_/O[p{ A7) = A3} — [ exp{-AT () AQ()}dAl()] Mo

_ /Ot [/: exp{—A% (u) — A% (u)}dAD (u)} dgésaz;) +op(n~1/?).

Similarly,

F (1) = Fy () = /0 [exp{—Ai“(s)—A%?(s)}— / eXP{—ACfl(u)—A;Q(u)}dASQ(u)] dng;z;)

~ /O t [ / " exp{—A™ (1) — A% (u) } AL (u)} d%zisa%) + 0p(n~12),

Next we consider Fy(t) — Fy(t),
{Fs(t) - F§()} — {F5(t) - F§(t)}
- / exp{—A% (5) — R8%(s) — A (8 5) }dR22 (5) — / exp{—A% (5) — A%(s) — AL (t; 5) }AAL (s)

= / exp{—A{" (s) = AF*(s) — A§2 (¢ s) H1 + AT () + A2 (5) + A5 (85) — A (5) — A2 (s) — A (15)}

10



fang + 2 - oA () - A3 () - AP (6 )AAT(9) + )

= /O exp{—A{ (s) — AG2(s) — AGS (6 ) AT (5) + MG (5) + MG (5 8) — AT (s) — AG2(s) — AG2(1;5)}

e dM(sia) teX AT () A2(g) _ Ao (g g M(si02)
{dA2<>+ ol }+/0 P (s) — A3 () — AP (159} o 80 - op(n ™)

_ /0 exp{o AT (5) — A% (s) — AD ()} [ /O s {@f;i“l;) ; d;fji“;) } N : ‘W}

az (¢ dM?( ) teX a1 as a3 (4. ¢ dMQ(S;a2) 0 n71/2
fang )+ G }+/ PU-AT(5) ~ A3(5) = AP (1) P o (071

= - [ et (6) — A1) - APt / { o), ol g

Y1 (u;aq)
t dMs(u; s, as3)
_ _AQ1 a2 a3 a2
/Oexp{ AT (s) — A5 — A5 }/ V(s 5. a3) —————=dA5?*(s)
t dM.
+ [ exp{-A3H6) — ML) — A (1)} AT g 1)
0 2(s; az2)

== [ ][] et @ - A - a5 uasg )] GRS

+ [exp{—A;“(s) —Ag(s) - AP (15 9))

_/ eXp{—Aal (U) _ Aa2( ) A‘13( )}dAaz( )] dgzif;;?)

t dM3 (u;s,as)
_ _A®M Aaz Aas A(l2 -1/2y
/OeXp{ 1(s) — }/ Ygusag () +op(n )

Therefore,
Fe(t) - P*(1)
= {F{(t) = F{(0)} + {F5 (1) - F§ ()} R R
= {F{(t) = F{(0)} + {F5(t) - F$(8)} = [{F5(1) - F5(0)} — {F§(t) — F§(1)}]
t [exp{ AT (s) = A (s)} — / t exp{—A7" (u) — Ag*(u) H{dAT" (u) + dAT' (u)}

0

+/ [eXp{—A‘fl(S) — A3 (s)} —/ exp{—A7" (u) = A5* (u) HdAT (u) + dAY? (u)}
0 s
—exp{—A7'(s) — A (s) — A (£ 9)}

t S, a
+ [ em{oAT () - ARG - A (g )] T2

t
+ /0 exp{—A% (s) — A% (s) — A% (t; 5)) /

dM3 u; 8, as)

Aa2 —1/2
Vauis.as) (s) + op(n™/7)
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+ / [exp{_Ag1 (1) = A2 (1)} — exp{—A% () — A3 (s) — A% (t:5))
0

t a1 _ AG2 as az M
—i—/s exp{—Al (U) A2 ( ) A ( )}dA ( ):| YQ(S;CLQ)
dMs(u; s, as)

a 71/2
V(i 5. a3) dA2 (s) +op(n= /7).

t
+ / exp{—A% (s) — A%(s) — A (t;5)} /
0
Define

it - | [exp{—Aa“(t) — AZ(1)

dM(s;a1)

# [ exm{-AP (1)~ A30) — A () ang | T

G3(t) = /O [exp{—Aa“ (1) = A2 (1)} — exp{—A% () — A3 (s) — A% (t:5))

+/ exp{=A7" (u) — Az (u) — Ag*(t u) }dA* (u >]W
G5) :/0 exp{—A7"(s) — A3*(s) — AS*(t }/ d;]\/f’uu:a? dAS*(s).

In order that G{(t), G5(t) and G4(t) are independent processes, we only need that the jumps of R;
and 7T; do not occur at identical times. If R; = T;, we treat this unit as that it jumps from State
0 to State 2 first at time ¢ and then immediately jump from State 2 to State 3 at time ¢*. The
variances of G{(t), G§(t) and G§(t) are at the constant scales. So

n'2{E(t) = F(1)}) = n'P{G1(t) + G5 (1) + G5(8)} + op(1).

According to Rebolledo’s theorem, the limiting distribution is Gaussian. In fact, the right-hand-side
converges to a Gaussian process (Section 5.5 of Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 2011).

B.3 Corollaries: Markov and semi-Markov

If dA3® (t;7) is Markov, i.e., dA3®(t;7) = dASS,, (1),

i = | [exp{—A?(t)—A;z(t)}

dM(s;ar)

[ exp{-A (1) — AR(0) — AP() + A (ing )| T

_ /0 t {exp{—/\(fl (t) — AP (1)}

— exp{Az*(s) — A3*(1)} /0 S exp{—A7" (u) — Ag*(u) — Az*(s) + Az® (u) }dAS? (u)

! al as as as as dM (S; a )
[ exp(-A (1) = A(0) — AP() + A (g )| T
= [ 1= Fr0 - B - 530 - EgGen explag (o) - a0 i)
0 1(8;a1
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G3(t) = /0 {exp{—f\i” (1) = A3* (1)} — exp{ =AY (s) — Ay*(s) — A3* (1) + A5* (s)}

! ai as as as as dM2(5§ a?)
+/S exp{—A7"(u) — AJ*(u) — AS*(t) + A5* (u) }dAS (u)] Vi (s:a2)

= /0 {1 — F(t) = F3'(8) = {1 = F{'(s) = F5'(s)} exp{A3™(s) — A3°(1) }

—exp{A3®(s) — A5*(1)} /0 S exp{ =AY (u) — A3 (u) = A5*(s) + A3 (u) }dAS® (u)

dMs(s; ag)
Ya(s;a2)

1- F{(t) = F5(t) — {1 = F{'(s) — F3'(s)} exp{A3°(s) — A5*(1)}

dMQ(S; ag)
Yo(s;az)

= [ (A ()~ A% () — AT 1)+ A <u>}dA§2<u>]
0

Il
S~

— {F5(s) — F5(s)} exp{A5°(s) — A3*(t) }dAS? (U)]
tr dMQ(S; ag)
Ya(s;az)

L= FE0) - F§(0) - (1= FE () - B} esp{AP(5) = AP (0}
D {-AT (5) ~ A () — A3 () + AT (0} [

tr

dMs3(u
Y3ua

Il
S— — >— >—

Gs () >dAa2< )

dMs(s; a3)
Y3(s;a3)

/ " exp{ A (u) — A% (u) — AZ(t) + AL () A (u)]

/O s exp{—A7" (u) — A5* (u) — Az® (s) + Ag* (u) }dAS? (u)

dMg(S; ag)
Y3(s;az)

exp{AZ(s) — A% <t>}]

Note that G“( ), G5(t) and G4(t) are all compounds of predictable processes and martingales, so

(G0} = B [ (1= FR0) - (0 - (F) - F(e exp{A o) ~ AP O L (o),
var{G5(t)} = E /0 [1— F(t) — F§(t) — {1 — F{(s) — F§(s)} exp{A§* (s) — AF* ()}]° g (isa‘gg dAS?(s),

2 Y3(s; a3)
Y (s:09)?

var{Gs(t)} = E/O {F5 (s) — F3'(s) } exp{Az®(s) — A5* (D) }] A3 (s).

Recall that G{(t), G§(t) and G§(t) are independent, finally

3
1/2f a a d : a
nt2{F(t) — F*(t)} == N {0, nlggonzvar{ej(t)}} :
j=1
By noting that Y1 (¢;a)/n = Ya(t;a) — P(T*AR*AC* > t, A = a) and Y3(t;a)/n — P(T*NC® >
t,R* < t,A = a) uniformly in [0, 7], we have Corollary 1.
If dA“3 (t;r) is semi-Markov, i.e., dAS®(t;7) = dAg%, (t — 1),

Gi(t) = /0 [exp{—Ai“ (1) = A (D)} + / exp{—AT (u) — A3*(u) — A*(t — “>}dA52(“>] di\fﬁ(l;)
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/Ot {1 — FY'(t) — F3(1) + /St exp{—A$*(t — u)}dFQC‘(u)] Cm’

/ {eXp{ AT () = A* (D)} — exp{=AT" (s) = Ay*(s) = A5*( = s)}

[e=]

/{1_5 F3(t) — {1 = F{{(s) = F§(s)} exp{—A$*(t - 5)}

dMs(s; a2)
Ya(s;a2)

[e=]

+/S exp{—A3*(t — U)}dFQa(u)]

-/ [{1—Ff(u)—Ff(u)}exp{—Agm—u)}V+ [ ool - wyarg )| T
G5(1) = [ expl=A7 ()~ A3°(5) — AP (¢ = ) / = =) ange(s)
t a as as t=s dMs(u; a as
= [Cemtonto) - ag) - Ap e - | Yju a;’ dAZ2 (s)

dMg(u; CL3)

-/ t [ / " exp AT ) — A1) — A (¢ — w)}aAg W] Va(usa)

t t—s dMg (u ag)
= exp{—A5*(t — u) }dFy(u)| ————=.
L] ewtoap - wyarw] ot
Note that G{(t), G§(t) and G§(t) are all compounds of predictable processes and martingales, so
? Yi¥(s;a1)

Yl(S; a1)2 d‘/vll1 (S)a

(61} - & [ [1 ~F0) - B0+ [ el A (- u)}dF;<u>]
(G50} = £ [{1 ~ FP(u) — FS(u)} exp{—AS(t —w)|'

t 2y, w s a
+f exp{—A§3<t—u>}dF§<u>] g (),
t t—s 2y w s a
var{G2(t)} = E /0 [ /O exp{—Ag?’(t—u)}dFQ“(u)] Mcmg%s).

Recall that G{(t), G5(t) and G§(t) are independent, finally
J 3
1/2 1 1va a : a
n2{F(t) — F(t)} - N {0, nll_}nolonZV&Lr{Gj(t)} .
j=1
The limiting variance of G?(t) can be calculated by applying the law of large numbers to

Y;(s;a;) and Y;*(s;a;). By noting that Yi(t;a)/n = Ya(t;a)/n — P(T* ANR*AC® > ¢, A = a) and
Y3(t;a)/m — P(T* ANC* > t, R* < t, A = a) uniformly in [0, 7], we have Corollary 2.

C Proof of Theorem 3 (Uniform consistency)

As illustrated in Section B.2, we have

F(t) - F*(t) = Gi(t) + G5(t) + G5(1) + R*(1),
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where sup;¢ (g ) R*(t) = op(n~1/?).

Let Hq(t,s) = [exp{—A‘f1 (t)—A2(t)} + fst exp{—AT" (u) — A3*(u) — AS*(t; u) }dAS?* (u) | . Using

Cauchy inequality, we have

2
W (sia1)} = (Z w?Yu)

which leads to

Y¥(s;a1) <> wi <njc?.
i

< ZIU?Z(WYH)Z = szgylw(s;al),

By the inequality of Lenglart, for positive n and J, we have

(=9

P | sup |G{(t)| > P

te(0,7]

-~ +

E

3

IN
+
v

IN

Sl S Il S>3 >
_l’_
v

AN IA
- -
~ &

INA
4
s

2
0 EIMMMQ (s;a1) > 5]

N
0 %Ylw(s;al)d/\?@) > 5]

- T T Aa2 u 2

/O (1 +}«/€82(Csl 51)( )) Ylw(s;al)dAllll (8) > 6]

T n as . 2
[

[0 (14 A%(7))?
02}/12(7’; al)

A9 (7) > 5]

Yi(ria1) < 25

' n(l +A52<T>>2A?<T>] |

The third inequality is due to A?j (u) > 0 for j = 1,2,3, the fourth inequality is due to equation
(1), Yi(t;a1) is non-increase leads to the fifth inequality.

Similarly, we can prove

P | sup [G5(t)] >

te[0,7]

Since
dAS? (t;r) = (1 —

and proof in section B.3, we have

Ga(t) = (1- ) /0 (FE(5) — F2(5)} exp{AZa

iy /0 t { /0 e (- W)} (W)

ﬁ] Sf]+P

a 2 ra
2. n (14 A5%(1))" Ay*(7)
Y2 (7—, G/Q) < 025
R)AAS o, (1) + £AAST, (8= 7)
(S) _ Aa,3 (t)} dM3,ma.(5§ 0‘3)
3,ma. YE’),ma.(s; a3)
dM?),sm.(S; CL3)
Y3,sm,(8; a3)

= (1 - /{)Gg,ma. + K‘Gg,sm.a
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where

dM?),ma.(S; a3) = dNS(S; CLS) - }/S,ma.(s; a3)dA3,ma.(5)a
dMB,sm.(S; 03) = dN?)(S; QS) - }/3,sm.(5; a3)dA3 sm,(s)-

)

Similar to the proof of G{(t), we can prove

. 5 2 nAg% . (7)
Pl sup |G o (D) > 0| < =+ P|Y5(T503) < —F5—
te[0,7] ’ n c*0
and
a ) 2 nAggsm. (T)
P sup ’G3,sm.(t)‘ > \/777 <-+P }/Z’) (T; (13) < # :
te[0,7] n c?6
Therefore, we have
P | sup [F(t) — F°(t)| > x/ﬁ]
tel0,7]
<P | sup |Gi(t)| > VI L b sup GS(t)| > VI L b sup G2 ()] > Vi
t€[0,7] 5 t€]0,7] 5 telo,r] 5
+P | sup [GSo ()] > VI L b sup IR (t)] > Vi
tefo,] 5 t€[0,7] 5
10068 N n (14 A2(1))* AS (1) ) n (14 A2(7))* A% (T)
§T+P Yi(15a1) < 25 : + P Y5 (7502) < 25
nA% (1 nA® (1
+ P |YE(r;a3) < 3%() + P |YE(ria3) < 3%() +P| sup |R(t)| > Vi
%6 20 t€[0,7] 5

On the other hand, Y;(7;a;) > Cn'/? for j = 1,2, 3(ma., sm.) in probability as n — co. As § and
7 are arbitrarily chosen, it is deduced that

P

sup |Fe(t) — Fo(t)| > /7| = 0,
te[0,7]

as n — oo. Therefore,

sup |Fa(t) — F“(t)‘ 50

te(0,7]
in probability.
D Hypothesis testing for separable effects

D.1 Hypothesis tests and test statistics

To detect on which pathways treatment effects exist, we shall conduct hypothesis tests on separable
pathway effects SPEq_,1, SPEg_5 and SPEs_.3. We consider testing three potential hazards here:

H} :dAY(t) = dA%(t), Yt € [0, 7] v.s. Hi:dAN(t) #dAY(t),3t € [0,7],5 = 1,2,3.
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When the null hypothesis holds, the corresponding separable pathway effect is zero. But there is an
exception for the inverse: SPEg_2(¢; a1,a3) = 0 if either HZ holds or dA{*(t) = dA$*(t; s) (Huang,
2022). Define the weighted logrank statistics with a left-continuous weight W (t) as

0 [w Yj(t: 1)N; (+:0) — Y;(t: 0)dN (1:1)
V(1) + ¥;(£:0)

. j=1,2,3.

Test statistics can be constructed based on the following theorem.

Theorem S1. Under the null hypothesis Hg, we have n_l/ZUj 4, N(0, 0]2), where

sz' = lim E{/T W (t)? G 1)2Yw( 0)+ Y O)YJ'w(t; 1)
n—o0 0

dAY (t) 3, j=1,2,3.
n{Y;(t: 1) +Y;(£0)}2 !
It is equivalent to express 032 by taking expectation with respect to Y;(t;a) and Y“(¢;a) sepa-

rately. The variances O'JZ-

estimator in the expectations, denoted by 8?. An asymptotic two-sided level « test for Hg should

can be asymptotically unbiasedly estimated by replacing dA;-Lj () with its

reject the null hypothesis if n~/2|U;|/5; is larger than the «/2 upper quantile of the standard
normal distribution. These three tests can be combined by multiple testing techniques to yield
joint tests.

D.2 Proof of asymptotic properties of test statistics
For j =1,2,3(ma. or sm.), if dAl-(t) = dAQ(t),

Y;(t; 1)dN; (£ 0) — Y;(t; 0)dN; (t; 1)
{/ Wit V(1) £ Y;(5:0) }

1)
e e s )
t

e ([ WPt ”E{dN(’O)'fz( =t ;E{de;l)ml(t)}]
ol

var( —var{/ W tldNE: ;+§jé ;dNJ(m)}
VA e EO%I0
— B _ /0 W) ,Yj(t;1)? var{d J(t,o>{lngt(tl))} : ;//((tt (?))};ar{d]\fj(t; 1) | F (1)} P,
—F /0 e AR {0;2139%); gy((tt (;)))}2213%; 1)dAL (1)

In most cases, we simply take W (¢) = 1. The order of var(U;) is O(n). Let 0]2 = lim,, ;o var(Uj)/n,
then )
n2U; =5 N(0,07).
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An alternative strategy to test the hypotheses are using permutation tests that randomly per-
mute treatment assignments {A; : i = 1,...,n}. If the null hypothesis holds, then the statistics

U](b) under the bth permutation should follow the same distribution and also have zero expectation.

By comparing the realized statistic U; with the empirical distribution of {U ;b) :b=1,...,B}, we
can calculate the p-value of the permutation test. However, this strategy is time demanding, so we
recommend logrank tests.

E Efficient influence function in the general case

(Martinussen and Stensrud, 2023) has shown that the efficient influence function of A?j (t;x) is
given by (7 = 1,2)

I(A = a;) M;(s; aj, x)
p(x)P(A=a;| X =) PTAR>syA_aJ,X:x)‘

EIF{A} (t;z)} =

Similarly, by taking care to the at-risk set of the indirect outcome event, the efficient influence
function of A5*(t;r, z) is

EIF{A% (¢ = '
{3(7Tax)} p(m)P(A—CB‘X—x P(H(t,r) |A_a37X:x)

It is trivial that the efficient influence of dP(x) is
EIF{dP(x)} = I(X = x)dx — dP(x).

Let dPj(t; F(t)) = exp{—A;(t; ]-"(t))}dA?j (t; F(t)) be the conditional density of transiting to State
J given the history F(¢) including covariates. By the functional delta method, the efficient influence

function of .
://dPl(s;al,:L')dP(a:)
xJo

B t . EIF{dA{'(s;x)}
_/X/o dPl(s,al,x)[ dA‘flzs;x) dP(x)

is

> EIF{AY(s;2)}dP(xz) + EIF{dP(x)}|.
je{1,2}

The efficient influence function of

t s
:///dPg(r;ag,x)dpg(s;r,ag,x)dP(x)
X Jo Jo
t s
Z///sz(T;a%x)dP?)(S;?“,as,x)
X Jo JO

EIF{dAS*(r;x)} aj
[ dAELQ?r;x) APl Je%:Q}EIF{A )

is
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EIF{dAS®(s;r, )}
dAS? (s;r, x)

dP(xz) — EIF{A5*(s;r, x) }dP(z)
+ EIF{dP(2)}|.

So the efficient influence function of F(t) = F{(t) + F§(t) is

P (t) = @i (t) + ¢5(0).

We substitute the models in the efficient influence function with the fitted models. Let P, be
the empirical measure on the observed sample. Solving the estimating equation P,{®%(t)} = 0, we

obtain Fa(t) = P,{¢%(t)}, where

o I(A = ay) M, (s; A, X)
//eXp{ —M ”)}{ PA=ai | X)P(TAR>s|AX)

Z = a;) /8 fiMjN(u,A, X) dA(lll(S'X)}
]6{12}P _aJ|X) PTAR>u|AX)

///exp{ A% (r; X) — A% (s, X)}

—ay) dMy(rAX) .,
dA3® (s;7m, X
{P( —ale) (T/\R>r (57, X)

— Z — a]X (u; 4, X) dAS? (r; X)dAS? (s;7, X)
ey PA=a;| PT/\R>u|AX)

I(A = a3) dM3(S;R7 AvX) a
+ —— dAS?(s; X
P(A=a3 | X) P(H(T,R) | A, X) ° (5:.X)
. I(A=ay) / dMs(u; R, A, X)
P(A=a3 | X) Jys,k) P(H(u,R) | A, X)

+ Flana2as) (g, X,

dAS? (r; X)dAS? (s, X)}

Notice that R R N
Pp(t) = Pop®(t) + (P — Po) (¥ (t) — (1)) + P("(t) — 9(1)).

The first term is as if all models are known. The second term in op(n_l/ 2) since QZ“(t) belongs to
a Donsker class. The third term can be bounded by (ignorabing a constant multiplier)

sup B [{P(A=a; | X) - P(A = a; | )HAY (5F(0) - A7 (6 F(0)}]
j€{1,2,3}

swp B [{RE (5 F(0) - AZ (5 F)HAY (6. F(0) — AP (5F(1)}]
j€{1,2,3}

By the Cauchy-Schwarz, if all models converge at rate faster than op(nfl/ 2), then the third term
is 0,(n1/2). Therefore, P,9*(t) and P,1%(t) are asymptotic equivalent,

F(t) = Pay)™ () = Putp(t) + 0p(n™"7?),

and thus

nY/2{Fa(t) — Fo(t)} % N (0, B[{"(1)}7) .
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F Relaxing random censoring to conditionally random censoring

F.1 Identification

We first show that the potential censoring probability S&(t;x) = P(C* >t | X = x) is identifiable.

The hazard of censoring

dAG(Lx) =Pt <C*<t+dt|C*>t, X =)
=Pt<CO<t+dt|C*>t,T">t,X =)
=Pt <CO<t+dt|CO>t,T*>t,A=0a,X =)
—Pt<T<t+dt,6$=0|T">t,A=a,X =x)
—Pt<T<t+dt,bp=0|T>t,A=0a,X =2z).

So

S8.(t: 2) :exp{—/ot dA“C(s;x)}.

Next, we look at dA{(t). By definition,

Pt <T*<t+dt,R*>t)

dAi(t) = P(T* > t,Re > t)
For the denominator,
(T>tR>tA—a)
E
A=al|X)S&(t; X)
B >tR“>tA—a)
N A=al|X)S%(t; X)
B (T >tR“>tC“>tA_a)
N A=al|X)S4(t; X)
T“>tR“>tCa>tA—a
:EE Ta a a
| { 4= X)5506 X) e}
I(T “>t,C*>t)P(A=a|T% R C X
=F
P(A=a|X)S¢(t; X)
I(T*>t,R* > t,C* > t)
=F
S&(t; X)
@ >t RO >t C% >
[{T t,R*>t,C t‘Ta,Ra,X}]
Se(t; X)
_ G JIT =t R = OP(C >t | T, X)
B S4(t; X)

E{I(T® > t,R" > t)}
= P(T* > t,R* > t).

For the numerator, similarly,

It<T<t+dt,R>tA=a)
P(A=al|X)St(t; X)
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This proves the identifiability of dA§(t).

We can show
B <R<t+dt,op=1|A=a)/P(A=a|X)S4(t;X)}
- E{I(T>t,R>t,A=a)/P(A=a|X)S%(t X)}
 B{I(t<T<t+dt,R=rodpdp=1,A=a)/P(A=as|X)S&(t; X)}
B E{I(T>t,R=rb6r=1,A=0a)/P(A=a| X)S%(t X)}

dA5(t)

)

dA5(t;r)

in the same manner.

F.2 Estimation

Define weights

I (Ai = aj)
P(AZ = aj | Xi)ng(t; Xl)
In the definition of weighted counting processes, at-risk processes and martingales, the weights
w;(a;) should be replaced with w;(t;a;). Now the filters become

wi(t; CL]‘) = N ] = 1,2,3.

]—";.Lj (t) ={Yij(s;a;).wi(s;a5) s <t,i=1,...,n}

for j =1,2.
However, the filter could be more complicated for the transition process from State 2 to State
3. Under Markov assumption, the filter is

F32(t) = {Yis(s; a3).wi(s;a3) - s < t,i=1,...,n}.
Under semi-Markov assumption, note that

AN (t;r) = P(t <T% < t+dt | T™ >t,R® =)
=Pu<T™ —R® <u+du|T® - R® >u,R®™ =r)
=Pu<T®—-R® <u+du|T*—R® >u)

because the expression should be irrelevant to r given u =t — r. Here we need an additional rank
preservation assumption for the censoring

P(C®>t|X)=P(C* >ul| X)h(t,u,as),
where h(t,u,a3) is an arbitrary (unknown) function, so that

A% (1 1) = E{I(u <T" — R® <u+du,C" — R >u)/P(A=a3 | X)S&(t; X)}
3 E{I(T% — R% >u,C% — R% > u)/P(A=a3 | X)S&(t; X)}
E{I(u <T" — R® <u+du,C" — R* > u)/P(A=a3 | X)S& (w; X)}

~ E{I(T® —R% >u,C% — R% > u)/P(A = a3 | X)5% (u; X)}

Only with the rank preservation, we can treat T%— R® as a time-to-event outcome with conditionally
random censoring, and thus the filter

F33(t) = {Yis(s;a3).wi(s;az) : s <t,i=1,...,n}.
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G Partial dismissible components with time-varying covariates

In the presence of time-varying covariates X (t), we let F~(t) = {X(s),5(s) : s < t} be the
information prior to time ¢ including time-varying covariates and prior statuses, and F(t) = F~ (t)U
X(t). Let Af(¢; F(t)) be the hazard of transiting to State j € {1,2, 3} conditional on the information
F(t) under the hypothetical treatment a = (a1, a2,a3). As an alternative to full isolation in
Assumption 5, we consider the dismissible components conditional on the information F(¢) as
follows:

N F() = A (5 F(1) = Aj(tiay, F(t), VO<t <7, j=1,23 (2)

This assumption means that the effect of A; = a; on the hazards A§a1,a2,a3)(t; F(t)) can be blocked
by conditioning on observed time-varylng covariates and status information in F(¢). Cross-world
dependence is precluded. Write A‘l t; F(t fo )\“ (s; F(s))ds.

In addition, to relax random Censorlng (Assumptlon 3) we assume that the hazard of censoring
does not depend on future information,

It<C*<tT) L Flu)|A=a,F(t), u>t, VO<t<T. (3)

So we can write the hazard of censoring

1
Ac(t;aj, F(t)) Jim (t<C<t+dt| a;,C >t,F(t), =1,2,3
Write Ac(t;aj, F(t)) = fot Ac(s;aj, F(s))dt. Thus, the hazard of transition A;(¢;a;, F(t)) and the
hazard of censoring Ac(; a;, F(t)) can be identified in the A = a; treatment group whenever there
are observed data with information F(t), i.e., strong positivity

p(Ft) >0=p(Ft)|A)-P(CA>t| A F{t)>0,vV0<t<T, (4)

where p(F(t) | A) is the density of F(t) in the A treatment group defined on X(t), the the support
of F(t) under the hypothetical treatments {a = (a1, as,as3) : a1,a2,az = 0,1}.

Next, we assume that the time-varying covariates X (t) consist of an A;-related part X;(¢), an
Ag-related part Xo(t) and an As-related part X3(t), with dismissible components

p(X1(t) | A= (a1,a2,a3), F (1)) = p(X1(t) | A= a1, F~ (1)), (5)
p(Xa(t) | A= (a1,a2,a3), F (1), X1(t)) = p(Xa2(t) | A = a2, F~(t), X1(1)), (6)
p(Xs(t) | A= (a1,az2,a3), F (1), X1(t), Xa(t)) = p(X5(t) | A = a3, F~ (), X1(t), Xa2(t)),  (7)

where p(-|-) means conditional density. Let S;(t) be the indicator function of whether a unit is in
State j at time ¢t. The conditional densities above indicate that we have ordered the information at
time ¢ in the order (X (), Xa(t), X3(t), S1(t), Sa2(t), S3(t)). So we can denote the transition density
of covariates X (t) at time ¢ under the hypothetical treatment a = (a1, az,as) by

p(X(t);a, F~ (1)) = p(X1(t) | A= a1, F~ (1) - p(Xa(t) | A= az, F~(t), X1(t))
p(X3(t) ‘ A= a37]:_(t)7X1(t)7X2(t)>'

Although the transition density of covariates is defined everywhere in [0, 7], the time-varying
covariates may only change values at some discrete time points. If X (¢) does not vary at time ¢,
then p(X(t);a, F(t)) = 1 on X(¢). The counterfactual cumulative incidences can be identified by
a continuous generalization of g-formula (Robins, 1997; Robins and Richardson, 2010; Young et al.,
2020; Stensrud et al., 2022).
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Theorem S2. Under consistency (Assumption 1), ingorability (Assumption 2), timewise random
censoring (Condition (3)), strong positivity (Conditon (4)) and partial dismisible treatment com-
ponents (Conditions (2) and (5)—(7)), the counterfactual cumulative incidences of States 1, 2 and
3 are

a1,a2,a3 / / exp{—Ai(s; a1, F(s)) — Aa(s; a2, F(s)) A1 (s;a1, F(s))
{X (W)}

E[{p(y; a, F~ (u))dy}ds,

rree 0 = [ explssson, )~ A F(o) alsion, F(0)
f[{p(y;a,f’(U))dy}ds,

F{ o) (1) = gl / / s M50 F6) Aol F(s)

— As(t: as, F (1)) + As(s a3, F(5) Pa(s; az, F(s)) | [{p(y: a. F~ (w))dy}ds.
0

Another way to identify the counterfactual cumulative incidences is by weighting. Let
exp{—A;(t; a;, F ()}
exp{—A;(t; ap, F (1)}

‘ B t P(A=a; | X1(t),
W2(t,a7ak)1;I{P(A_a11€]X1()

Wl<t;j7a7 ak) =

P(A=az| Xi(s), Xa(s), F(s)) P(A =ai | Xa(s),F (s))
P(A=ay| X1(s), Xa(s)F~(s)) P(A=az | Xi(s),F(9))

SLETNE T 0808 SURCERNE RO
P(A = ay | X1(s), Xa(s), X3(s)F~(s)) P(A=uag | Xa(s), X3(s), F(s)) |’

I(A = ay)
exp{—Ac(t;ar, F(t))}

Since we would only use data from a single group A = a; to estimate the counterfactual hazard
under the hypothetical treatment A = a, we rely on the weight Wi (¢;7,a,ax) to correct for the
cause-specific hazards, Wa(t;a,ay) to correct for the distribution of time-varying covariates, and
Ws(t; ar) to correct for censoring. When the time-varying covariates change values at finite time
points, then Wa(t; a, ax) is the product with terms evaluated at those time points.

Ws(t; ay) =

Theorem S3. Under consistency (Assumption 1), ingorability (Assumption 2), timewise random
censoring (Condition (3)), strong positivity (Conditon (4)) and partial dismisible treatment com-
ponents (Conditions (2) and (5)—(7)), the counterfactual cumulative incidences of States 1, 2 and
3 are

t
F1(a1’a27a3)(t) = E{/ Wi(s:2,a,a1)Wa(s;a,a1)Ws(s;a1)
0

I(s<T <s+ds,op(1—6g)=1)| A=ay|,
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t o~
F{™2) () = E{/ Wi(s;1,a,a2)Wa(s;a,a2)Wa(s;a2)l(s < R<s+ds,dp=1)[ A= GQ}
0
t
Ff)’(a17a27a3)(t) = F2(a17a27a3)(t) o E|:/ Wl(s; 17 a, a2)W1 (ta 37 a, GQ)Wl(S; 37 a, a?)il
0
- Wa(s;a,a2)Ws(s;a2)I(s < T < s+ ds,ordp =1) | A= 0/2:|.

These cumulative incidences can be estimated by plug-in estimators using parametric modelling.

We only prove the identification result for Fl(al’a2’a3)(t). Let S12(t;a, F(t)) = P(T* > t,R* >
t| A= a,F(t)) be the survival function of min{7* R*} conditional on prior information F(¢) in
the A = a treatment group. Observe that the conditional density of min{7*, R®} at time ¢

d
—aslg(t;a,f(t)) = Sia(t;a, F(t)) - {\(t;a, F(t)) + Aa(t;a, F(t))},
So Si2(t;a, F(t)) = exp{—A1(t;a, F(t)) — Aa(t;a, F(t))}. Let Sc(t;a, F(t)) = P(C* >t | A =
a, F(t)) be the survival function of censoring conditional on prior information F(t) in the A = a
treatment group. Observe that the conditional density of censoring at time ¢
d
—goctia, F(t) = Sctia, F(t)) - Ac(t;a, F(1)),
So Sc(t;a, F(t)) = exp{—Ac(t;a, F(t))}. Note the weight Wa(t;a, ar) generates the ratio of co-
variates transition rates under different treatments,

p(Xl(t) ’A = al,}"*(t)) _ P(A_ al ‘ Xl(t ,
p(X1(t) [ A=ap, F~(t)) P(A=ax| Xa(t

)

)
p(XQ(t) ‘ A= ag,Xl(t),f_(t)) P(A = as ‘ Xl(t ,Xg(t)
F- (t)

_ ) , F (1)
p(Xo(t) [A=ap, X1(t), F~ (1))  P(A=ag | Xi(t), Xo(t), F~ (1))
P(A = ay | X1(t), F~ (1))
P(A=ay | X1(t), F~ (1)’
P(Xs(t) | A= as, X1(0), Xa(t), F~(1) _ P(A = az | X,(t), Xa(t), Xs(t), F~ (1))
P(Xs(8) [ A= e, Xa(0, Xa(0), F~ (1)~ P(A = a | X1(0), Xa(0), Xs(0), F~ (1)
) P(A = ag | Xl(t)¢X2(t)vf_(t))
P(A=a3| X1(t), X2(t), F~ (1))
So
_ Ty p(X(1) | A=a, F (1))
Waltia, ax) = 1;[ p(X(t) | A= ar, F-(t)
Let

1
filt;a, F(s)):= lim —P(t <T*<t+dt,R* >t|A=a,F(s))
dt—0 dt

be the conditional density of State 1 given the information prior to s in the A = a treatment group.
By ignorability,

1 d
(a) = lim — P(t < T° TSt A=a)= lim —F2(t).
fi(t;a) Jim (t<T*<t+dt,R*>1| a) Dim - Fy (t)
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Now we prove the weighted identification formula. To prove, we first calculate the conditional
expectation given F(t), then F~(t), and so on until F~(0) = {X(0)} in the A = a; treatment
group.

. /-t o—Aa(s;a2,7 (s) ﬁ p(X(s)|A=a,F (5)) I(A=ay)
o eha(sian,F(s)) p(X(s) | A=ay, F(s)) e-Aolsiar,F(s))

0
'I(S§T<S+d875T(1—5R):1)|A:a1
t

5 /t —A2 (s;a2,F(8)) H p(X(S ‘A:CL,.F_(S)) I(A:al)
= o e~ Na(sa1.F(s)) : p(X(s) | A=ay, F~(s)) e Ac(sa1,7(s))

-P(T" > s,R" >s5,C" >s | A=a1,F(s)Ai(s;a1,F(s))ds | A= al]

. /t 7A2 (s;a2,F(s)) f[ p(X( ‘ A=a, F~ (5)) I(A:al)
= o e—A2(s501,F(s)) 5 p(X(S ‘ A=ay, F~ (5)) e—Ac(s;a1,F(s))
-P(T"™ >s,R" >s| A=a1,F(s)P(C" >s| A=a1,F(s)Ai(s;a1,F(s))ds | A=ay
t —AQ (s;a2,F(s)) t — —
—E / H (X(S | A a, F (8))
0 e A2 s a1 ]'—(S A (X(S) | A — al,]"-i(s))

-P(T" >s,R" >s| A=a1,F(s)Ai(s;a1,F(s))ds | A= al]

B t o—Aa(s;a2,F(s)) pX(S) |A:a ]:_(8))
_E|:/(; e—Na(s;a1,F(s)) H X(s) | A=a1,F(s))

'e*Al(S“”’f(s))*“(sm’f(s))/\1(3; ay, F(s))ds | A= al}

PX(3) | A= 0, F7(8) sy ) -ate
=k / sian, F(9))=Aa2(s:02.7(5)) ) (301, F(s))ds | A =a
0 5 p(X(s)[A=a1, F (s)) 1(s3a1, F(s))ds | 1

_ p(X(s) | A=a,F(s) . . . . | B
_E-/o gp(X(s)A—al,f P 2 R0 2 5| A= 0 F)hls a0, Fe)ds | A=

r t

/o /X< Al el P > B = s A= 0 F) (s, 7(0)
50

p(X(s) | A= a1, F~(s))

p(X(s) | A=a1, F (s))dX(s)ds| A= al]

g [ pXe) [ A=aF () s RS s | A o Fs) (s an Fls
_E[/o 1;[]9()((8)Azal,J:_(S)) X(S)P(T 250 25| A= a0 Fls)h(s o, F(s)

p(X(s) | A=a,F (s)dX(s)ds| A= al]

o p(X(s) | A= 0, F(s) _
- [ It = a7y 507 (s | 4= )
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= t p(X(O) | A:a) s a S =a
_E[/o P(X(0)|A:a1)f1(’ , X(0))ds | A=ay

:E[/Otfl(s;a,X(O))ds |A=a
- [ s =m0

If there are no post-treatment time-varying covariates, the identification is trivial since F(t) =
F(0) = X is just the baseline covariates. Specially, 7 derived the efficient influence function under
the dismissible components with baseline covariates (but in their work they only decomposed the
treatment into two components).

H Additional simulation results

H.1 Estimated cumulative incidences and bias

We follow the data generating process in the main paper. To see the performance of estimates,
we consider the GNAIPW (Markov), GNAIPW (semi-Markov) and EIF-based estimator. In the
EIF-based estimator, we use the Cox proportional hazards model to fit the cause-specific hazards.
Figure S2-S4 show the estimated cumulative incidences of F(©0.0)(¢), F(1L00)() and FLOD (1),
respectively, when the sample size n = 100. Figure S5-S7 show the estimated cumulative incidences
of FO00.0(¢) F(LO0) () and F10(#), respectively, when the sample size n = 500. With a larger
sample size, the estimates show smaller variation.

Next, we compare the bias of our proposed estimators (GNAIPW and EIF-based estimator) to
the competing method proposed in Huang (2021). We did not perform covariates adjustment in
the method of Huang (2021) since the original method did not provide easy-to-implement approach
to adjust covariates. Two measures of bias are considered, namely the pointwise bias of estimated
cumulative incidences and the (negative) bias of estimated restricted mean survival time (RMST)
by integrating the pointwise bias within [0, ¢], given by

t
B{Ferene(t) = e @), g | [ Feremen(s) - ploee )
0

respectively. Suppose the sample size n = 500. The empirical bias is shown in Figure S8.

When the assumption on dA§(t;r) is correctly specified (i.e., Setting 1), biases of both pro-
posed methods are very small. Some but small bias is observed when the assumption on dA§(¢; )
is misspecified (i.e., semi-Markov estimators under Setting 2 and Markov estimators under Setting
3). The EIF-based estimator presumes Markovness but has roubustness, so the bias is small in
these three settings. However, the EIF-based estimator involves many models. These models are
estimated with uncertainty. The EIF-based estimator may show some finite-sample bias. Huang
(2021)’s method shows slight bias when estimating F(%00)(t) because the world of (0,0,0) is ob-
servable. Huang’s method fails to estimate F'(1:9:0)(¢) because it cannot generate this counterfactual
scenario.

H.2 Empirical assessments of confidence intervals

Let the sample size n € {100,500}. We generate the datasets under the three settings in the
main paper for 1000 times. Tables S1-S3 show the empirical coverage rate and width of the
95% pointwise confidence intervals obtained by asymptotic formula at some fixed time points, for
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Figure S2: Estimated cumulative incidence functions for F(%0.9)(¢) when n = 100. In each panel,
the black line is the true incidence, each grey line is an estimated incidence, the solid cyan line is a
randomly chosen estimated incidence, and dashed cyan lines denote the 95% asymptotic confidence
interval.
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Figure S3: Estimated cumulative incidence functions for F(1:0.9(¢) when n = 100. In each panel,
the black line is the true incidence, each grey line is an estimated incidence, the solid cyan line is a
randomly chosen estimated incidence, and dashed cyan lines denote the 95% asymptotic confidence

interval.

Cumulative incidence

Cumulative incidence

Cumulative incidence

00 02 04 06 08 1.0 00 02 04 06 08 1.0

00 02 04 06 08 1.0

Setting 1
GNAIPW (sm.)

Setting 2
GNAIPW (sm.)

Setting 3
GNAIPW (sm.)

==
o

7

28

Cumulative incidence

Cumulative incidence

Cumulative incidence

00 02 04 06 08 1.0 00 02 04 06 08 1.0

00 02 04 06 08 1.0

Setting 1
EIF

Setting 2
EIF




Setting 1 Setting 1 Setting 1

GNAIPW (ma.) GNAIPW (sm.) EIF

o o o

- - -
g o« | [ 8 « | g o |
g © g © g ©
=] =] =]
ks © k3] © k3] ©
£ S 7 £ S 7 £ o
[ [ [}
2 < 2 < 2 <
T o 8 o 8 o
=} 3 3
£ « E « £ o
3 ° 3 ° 7 3 °7]

o o o |

o o o

0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8
Time Time
Setting 2 Setting 2
GNAIPW (ma.) GNAIPW (sm.)

Cumulative incidence

0.0 02 04 06 08 10
Cumulative incidence

0.0 02 04 06 08 1.0
Cumulative incidence

0.0 02 04 06 08 1.0

0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8
Time Time
Setting 3 Setting 3
° GNAIPW (ma.) ° GNAIPW (sm.) °
— ] ———= — ] == - 7]
J

3 o | 8 o | 8 o |
g © g © g ©
S ° k=]
o © 5] © 5} ©
£ o 7 £ o 7 £ c 7
[} [} Q
= < = < = <
8 oS 7 8 o7 8 o7
3 =] =]
£ « £ «o £ o
3 ° 3 ° 3 °7

o o o

o c o T

0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8
Time Time Time

Figure S4: Estimated cumulative incidence functions for F(:01(¢) when n = 100. In each panel,
the black line is the true incidence, each grey line is an estimated incidence, the solid cyan line is a
randomly chosen estimated incidence, and dashed cyan lines denote the 95% asymptotic confidence
interval.
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Figure S5: Estimated cumulative incidence functions for F(%0.9)(¢) when n = 500. In each panel,
the black line is the true incidence, each grey line is an estimated incidence, the solid cyan line is a
randomly chosen estimated incidence, and dashed cyan lines denote the 95% asymptotic confidence
interval.
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Figure S6: Estimated cumulative incidence functions for F(1:0.9(¢) when n = 500. In each panel,
the black line is the true incidence, each grey line is an estimated incidence, the solid cyan line is a
randomly chosen estimated incidence, and dashed cyan lines denote the 95% asymptotic confidence
interval.
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Figure S7: Estimated cumulative incidence functions for F(:01(¢) when n = 500. In each panel,
the black line is the true incidence, each grey line is an estimated incidence, the solid cyan line is a
randomly chosen estimated incidence, and dashed cyan lines denote the 95% asymptotic confidence
interval.
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Figure S8: Pointwise bias (solid lines) of estimated cumulative incidences and RMST (dashed lines)
by the GNAIPW (Markov), GNAIPW (semi-Markov), EIF-based estimator, and Huang (2021)’s
method when n = 500.
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FO00 1) pA0.0) (1) and F(LOD(#), respectively. The confidence intervals perform well when the
sample size is large enough. When all models and assumptions are correctly specified, the coverage
rate of the confidence interval is close to the nominal level. At the tail (when ¢ is large), the number
of remaining at-risk individuals is small, so the estimation hashigh variation and the confidence
interval is not very stable. The EIF-based estimator presumes Markovness. When Markovness
fails, the asymptotic variance of the EIF-based estimator calculted from the plugged-in influence
function is incorrect. Therefore, the confidence interval by the EIF-based method may yield an
incorrect coverage rate in Setting 3.

H.3 Empirical type I error rate and power for hypothesis tests

We examine the performance of hypothesis tests on H, &, H g and HS’. In each setting, we consider six
scenarios where (a) 0, (b) {H{}, (c) {H3}, (d) {HS}, (e) {HE, H3}, and (f) {HE, HZ, H3} hold(s),
respectively. The data generating process is identical to that in Simulation Section except that we
set the treatment effect on the jth hazard to be null if H} should be satisfied, j = 1,2, 3.

We set the significance level at 0.05. The empirical type I error rate (power) is calculated as
the frequency of rejecting the null hypothesis in 10000 independently generated datasets, as shown
in Table S4. The cells in bold font type refer to the scenarios where the null hypothesis holds and
the assumption (Markov or semi-Markov) on dA% (¢;7) is correctly specified, so these empirical
type I error rates should be close to 0.05. Although we use estimated propensity score instead of
true propensity score, the empirical type I error rate is still close to the nominal level. We observe
slight deviation of the empirical type I error rate from 0.05 when the assumption on dA®3(t;7)
is misspecified. When the sample size is larger, the power becomes larger under the alternative
hypothesis.

H.4 Simulation in the general case

Suppose that covariates are not isolated in these three hazards. The additive hazards models are
replaced with proportional hazards models as follows.

1. Setting 1: dA{(t;z) = 0.15(z1 + a)dt, dAS(t;x) = 0.1(x1 + a)dt, dA§(t;x) = 0.2(x1 + a)dt.
2. Setting 2: dA{(t;x) = 0.04(z1 +a)tdt, dA§(t; ) = 0.02(x1 +a)tdt, dA§(t; x) = 0.05(x1 +a)tdt.

3. Setting 3: dA{(t;x) = 0.04(x; + a)tdt, dAS(t;x) = 0.02(z1 + a)tdt, dA§(t;r,x) = 0.1(x; +
a)(t —r)dt.

There is a common covariate X7 that has an effect on all hazards. Assumption 5 fails but Assu-
umption 8 holds.

Figure S9 showw the pointwise bias of estimated cumulative incidences and RMST in these
three settings. The bias when estimating F(0:0:0) (t) is negligible because the treatment combination
A; = Ay = A3 = 0 is observable in the realized trial. The bias when estimating F1:9:0) (t) and
F (1’0’1)(t) may depends on specific data generating structures. In our simulation, the bias of
GNAIPW is small. The proposed method using Markov assumption is more robust than those
using semi-Markov assumption and Huang (2021)’s method.

H.5 Sensitivity analysis with interacting treatment components

Suppose that the treatment components have interacting effects on hazards. The components A
and Az both have direct effects on the direct terminal event and indirect terminal event. The
hazards models are now replaced with proportional hazards models as follows.
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Table S1: Coverage rate and width of the 95% confidence intervals for F(0:0:0)(¢)

Size Method 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Setting 1 (Markov and semi-Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.901 0.909 0913 0.933 0.924 0.923 0.924 0.923
Width 0.180 0.239 0.260 0.286 0.294 0.296 0.298 0.305
Coverage sm. 0.900 0.909 0915 0.916 0.929 0.924 0.929 0.926
Width 0.179 0.235 0.263 0.279 0.286 0.289 0.293 0.299
Coverage EIF 0.896 0.903 0.905 0.924 0.920 0.918 0.914 0.921
Width 0.178 0.235 0.262 0.277 0.282 0.282 0.282 0.283
Coverage 500 ma. 0.937 0942 0944 0.940 0.946 0.953 0.939 0.943
Width 0.083 0.108 0.122 0.129 0.133 0.134 0.136 0.140
Coverage sm. 0.942 0945 0.950 0.948 0.951 0.954 0.946 0.942
Width 0.082 0.105 0.117 0.125 0.129 0.130 0.132 0.136
Coverage EIF 0.939 0944 0.942 0.938 0.947 0.955 0.945 0.942
Width 0.083 0.108 0.121 0.128 0.132 0.132 0.133 0.137
Setting 2 (Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.444 0.879 0.898 0.922 0.929 0.939 0.926 0.918
Width 0.046 0.126 0.192 0.241 0.2v4 0.292 0.302 0.312
Coverage sm. 0.446 0.88 0905 0.926 0.935 0.941 0.933 0.914
Width 0.0469 0.128 0.193 0.240 0.272 0.288 0.298 0.309
Coverage EIF 0.552 0.863 0.889 0.915 0.922 0.932 0.916 0.886
Width 0.154 0.126 0.190 0.237 0.268 0.282 0.287 0.290
Coverage 500 ma. 0.897 0.930 0.939 0.945 0.946 0.949 0.940 0.934
Width 0.031 0.062 0.089 0.110 0.124 0.132 0.137 0.145
Coverage sm. 0.900 0.931 0.931 0.936 0.933 0.956 0.946 0.925
Width 0.031 0.062 0.089 0.108 0.121 0.129 0.133 0.139
Coverage EIF 0.892 0932 0.939 0.946 0.947 0.946 0.934 0.931
Width 0.032 0.063 0.090 0.110 0.124 0.131 0.135 0.142
Setting 3 (semi-Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.425 0.889 0.897 0.907 0.943 0.927 0.930 0.921
Width 0.044 0.127 0.191 0.239 0.272 0.289 0.300 0.313
Coverage sm. 0.426 0.89 0901 0.91 0.937 0.934 0.925 0.927
Width 0.045 0.128 0.191 0.237 0.269 0.286 0.298 0.312
Coverage EIF 0.543 0.879 0.891 0.897 0.935 0.921 0.923 0.910
Width 0.161 0.126 0.189 0.234 0.265 0.279 0.287 0.293
Coverage 500 ma. 0.89 0.937 0.941 0.942 0.947 0.943 0.947 0.923
Width 0.030 0.062 0.089 0.109 0.123 0.131 0.137 0.146
Coverage sm. 0.890 0.938 0.939 0.937 0.944 0.941 0.943 0.927
Width 0.030 0.062 0.088 0.107 0.121 0.128 0.134 0.141
Coverage EIF 0.882 0.942 0.943 0.943 0.945 0.939 0.946 0.908
Width 0.031 0.063 0.089 0.109 0.123 0.130 0.136 0.143
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Table S2: Coverage rate and width of the 95% confidence intervals for F(1.0:0)(¢)

Size Method 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8
Setting 1 (Markov and semi-Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.929 0.937 0.941 0.933 0.925 0.921 0.890 0.886
Width 0.215 0.253 0.259 0.251 0.236 0.218 0.202 0.192
Coverage sm. 0.930 0.938 0.944 0.935 0.931 0.932 0.918 0.908
Width 0.215 0.252 0.257 0.248 0.233 0.216 0.203 0.197
Coverage EIF 0.931 0.929 0.947 0.940 0.947 0.936 0.947 0.940
Width 0.212 0.248 0.2562 0.242 0.227 0.209 0.193 0.181
Coverage 500 ma 0.953 0.949 094 0939 0943 0.937 0.933 0.927
Width 0.097 0.114 0.117 0.114 0.108 0.101 0.095 0.091
Coverage sm. 0.952 0.945 0.941 0.942 0945 0.945 0.930 0.924
Width 0.097 0.112 0.114 0.111 0.105 0.098 0.093 0.091
Coverage EIF 0.955 0.950 0.938 0.936 0.946 0.927 0.927 0.927
Width 0.097 0.113 0.115 0.112 0.105 0.098 0.091 0.088
Setting 2 (Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.847 0.919 0.928 0.933 0931 0.928 0.894 0.865
Width 0.083 0.171 0.228 0.255 0.255 0.236 0.209 0.184
Coverage sm. 0.845 0.925 0.933 0.930 0.921 0.931 0.904 0.881
Width 0.084 0.173 0.229 0.255 0.254 0.235 0.211 0.191
Coverage EIF 0.891 0.918 0.927 0.934 0.929 0.929 0.922 0.899
Width 0.123 0.170 0.225 0.250 0.249 0.228 0.201 0.174
Coverage 500 ma 0.942 0.939 0.957 0.947 0942 0.944 0.939 0.934
Width 0.042 0.078 0.103 0.115 0.116 0.108 0.098 0.090
Coverage sm. 0.945 0.928 0.954 0.940 0.915 0.937 0.933 0.935
Width 0.042 0.078 0.102 0.113 0.113 0.105 0.095 0.087
Coverage EIF 0.944 0.939 0.958 0.945 0.943 0.942 0.940 0.935
Width 0.042 0.078 0.102 0.114 0.114 0.106 0.095 0.087
Setting 3 (semi-Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.860 0.924 0.940 0.935 0.945 0.935 0.887 0.878
Width 0.084 0.170 0.227 0.255 0.256 0.239 0.214 0.193
Coverage sm. 0.861 0.929 0.946 0.938 0.938 0.935 0.896 0.884
Width 0.085 0.172 0.229 0.256 0.257 0.239 0.216 0.197
Coverage EIF 0.902 0.918 0.938 0.939 0.928 0.930 0913 0.896
Width 0.124 0.168 0.224 0.249 0.248 0.228 0.201 0.177
Coverage 500 ma 0.944 0.934 0.942 0945 0.948 0.952 0.943 0.948
Width 0.041 0.07r8 0.103 0.115 0.116 0.110 0.101 0.094
Coverage sm. 0.944 0.934 0.935 0.944 0.951 0.961 0.931 0.940
Width 0.042 0.078 0.102 0.114 0.114 0.107 0.098 0.091
Coverage EIF 0.943 0.935 0.942 0.940 0.945 0.940 0.926 0.917
Width 0.041 0.077 0.102 0.114 0.114 0.106 0.095 0.088
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Table S3: Coverage rate and width of the 95% confidence intervals for F(1.0:1)(¢)

Size Method 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8
Setting 1 (Markov and semi-Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.930 0.934 0.946 0.928 0.918 0.923 0.881 0.864
Width 0.217 0.256 0.260 0.247 0.226 0.202 0.181 0.166
Coverage sm. 0.930 0.943 0.946 0.933 0915 0.923 0.890 0.873
Width 0.216 0.252 0.255 0.242 0.222 0.199 0.180 0.169
Coverage EIF 0.932 0.932 0.947 0937 0944 0.935 0.925 0.910
Width 0.217 0.258 0.264 0.253 0.232 0.209 0.186 0.164
Coverage 500 ma 0.946 0.939 0.947 0.944 0.947 0.939 0.933 0.920
Width 0.098 0.115 0.116 0.111 0.102 0.093 0.084 0.080
Coverage sm. 0.942 0.937 0.943 0942 0948 0.946 0.921 0.928
Width 0.097 0.112 0.113 0.107 0.099 0.090 0.082 0.076
Coverage EIF 0.944 0.945 0.956 0.951 0.955 0.960 0.957 0.958
Width 0.098 0.115 0.117 0.113 0.105 0.097 0.090 0.086
Setting 2 (Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.847 0.920 0.927 0.926 0.923 0.929 0.888 0.825
Width 0.083 0.172 0.229 0.256 0.255 0.231 0.196 0.163
Coverage sm. 0.847 0.928 0.935 0.930 0.926 0.942 0.910 0.891
Width 0.084 0.174 0.231 0.256 0.252 0.229 0.199 0.172
Coverage EIF 0.890 0.920 0.923 0.926 0.926 0.929 0.909 0.888
Width 0.123 0.171 0.232 0.260 0.260 0.237 0.200 0.157
Coverage 500 ma 0.943 0.941 0.961 0.939 0.937 0.939 0.942 0.925
Width 0.042 0.078 0.104 0.116 0.115 0.105 0.092 0.080
Coverage sm. 0.942 0.925 0.952 0.935 0.924 0.951 0.955 0.920
Width 0.042 0.078 0.103 0.113 0.112 0.102 0.089 0.078
Coverage EIF 0.941 0.947 0.961 0.939 0944 0.944 0.953 0.944
Width 0.042 0.078 0.104 0.116 0.116 0.107 0.096 0.087
Setting 3 (semi-Markov correct)
Coverage 100 ma. 0.860 0.923 0.937 0.932 0.930 0.925 0.869 0.834
Width 0.084 0.170 0.227 0.256 0.256 0.237 0.207 0.179
Coverage sm. 0.861 0.930 0.939 0.942 0.944 0.934 0.897 0.871
Width 0.085 0.172 0.229 0.256 0.255 0.235 0.206 0.183
Coverage EIF 0.903 0.920 0.933 0.925 0.931 0.918 0.905 0.886
Width 0.124 0.168 0.226 0.255 0.258 0.243 0.220 0.190
Coverage 500 ma 0.941 0.936 0.938 0.944 0.945 0.954 0.923 0.916
Width 0.041 0.078 0.103 0.115 0.115 0.107 0.096 0.087
Coverage sm. 0.942 0.936 0.939 0.941 0.947 0.949 0.927 0.916
Width 0.041 0.078 0.102 0.113 0.113 0.104 0.093 0.082
Coverage EIF 0.940 0.939 0.936 0.948 0.948 0.956 0.946 0.946
Width 0.041 0.078 0.103 0.115 0.116 0.108 0.100 0.094
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Table S4: The empirical type I error rate (power) of tests. Tests for H$ can be based on Markov
(ma.) assumption or semi-Markov (sm.) assumption

Setting Hyp(?theses n = 100 n = 500
satisfied H3 3 H3 o3
Hl H2 0 0 Hl H2 0 0
0 0 (ma.) (sm.) 0 0 (ma.)  (sm.)
1 None 0.858 0.698 0.450 0.470 1.000 1.000 0.990  0.992
H} 0.045 0.787 0.490 0.483 0.044 1.000 0.994 0.9948
H}? 0.903 0.049 0.390 0.401 1.000 0.050 0.964 0.968
H} 0.858 0.698 0.055 0.055 1.000 1.000 0.047 0.047
HZ, H} 0.903 0.049 0.055 0.055 1.000 0.050 0.052 0.051
All 0.046 0.045 0.056 0.055 0.045 0.048 0.051 0.048
2 None 0.886 0.612 0.370 0.287 1.000 0.999 0.966  0.896
H} 0.042 0.706 0.409 0.351 0.045 1.000 0.982 0.958
H? 0.916 0.049 0.318 0.266 1.000 0.049 0.918 0.8412
H} 0.886 0.612 0.055 0.057 1.000 0.999 0.052 0.071
HZ, H 0.916 0.049 0.060 0.056 1.000 0.049 0.049 0.052
All 0.043 0.048 0.055 0.055 0.044 0.046 0.051 0.051
3 None 0.885 0.608 0.277 0.305 1.000 0.999 0.951  0.927
H} 0.046 0.708 0.209 0.309 0.047 1.000 0.892 0.9394
H? 0.920 0.049 0.217 0.264 1.000 0.047 0.830 0.845
H} 0.885 0.608 0.043 0.058 1.000 0.999 0.072 0.051
HZ, H 0.920 0.049 0.046 0.060 1.000 0.047 0.051 0.050
All 0.042 0.046 0.036 0.057 0.046 0.047 0.03 0.047
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Figure S9: Pointwise bias (solid lines) of estimated cumulative incidences and RMST (dashed lines)
in estimating F(©.00)(¢), FLO.0) () and F(101(¢) when n = 500. The covariates isolation fails but
the conditional dismissible components assumption holds.
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1. Setting 1: dA{(t;x) = 0.15(z1 + a1 +a3/2)dt, dA§(t; x) = 0.1(x1 + az)dt, dA§(t;z) = 0.2(z2 +
as + a1/2)dt.

2. Setting 2: dA§(t;z) = 0.04(x1 + a1 + a3/2)tdt, dA§(t;z) = 0.02(x1 + a2)tdt, dA§(t;z) =
005(1‘2 +as + a1/2)tdt.

3. Setting 3: dA{(t;z) = 0.04(z1 + a1 + ag/2)tdt, dAS(t;x) = 0.02(x1 + a2)tdt, dA§(t;r,x) =
0.1(x2 + az + a1/2)(t — r)dt.

In a hypothetical experiment, we can always envision some treatment components that satis-
fies Assumption 8. However, envisioning groundless treatment components may lose meaningful
interpretations. It may be worth studying the bias of the estimators when explanable treatment
components have interacting effects.

Figure S10 shows the pointwise bias of estimated cumulative incidences and RMST in these
three settings with interacting treatment components. For the proposed methods, the bias is large
when estimating the counterfactual F(1L90) (). The bias is negligible when estimating F(©-0.9)(¢)
and F(LOD () since A; and As are at the same value.

I Additional data analysis results

The first two panels of Figure S11 show the estimated cumulative incidences of mortality by Markov-
ness and semi-Markovness with 95% confidence intervals. The black line is the estimated cumulative
incidence of mortality by the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator which ignores the intermediate
event (intention-to-treat analysis). The generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator is consistent, so a
reasonable assumption should make the estimated curve close to the generalized Nelson—Aalen es-
timator. From the first two panels we see that the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator is very close
to the estimated cumulative incidences by both Markovness and semi-Markovness, and is covered
by the 95% confidence intervals by both Markovness and semi-Markovness. So both the Markov
and semi-Markov assumption could be reasonable.
To assess the sensitivity of the assumption on dA3*(t;7), we consider the sensitivity analysis
dAS? (t;7r) = (1 — K)dAS?

3,ma.

(t) + H’dAg?sm.(t - T)

where k € [0,1] is a sensitivity parameter. The third panel of Figure S11 displays the estimated
treatment effect (difference of the cumulative incidences FU:LD(#) and F(O0.9(¢)) under several
choices of sensitivity parameter. The black line is the estimated treatment effect by the generalized
Nelson—Aalen estimator (intention-to-treat analysis) which is always consistent. The sensitivity
analysis on the treatment effect does not show obvious difference between the results yielded by
Markovness and semi-Markovness. Still, both the Markov and semi-Markov assumption could be
reasonable.
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Figure S10: Pointwise bias (solid lines) of estimated cumulative incidences and RMST (dashed
lines) in estimating F(0:9:0(¢), F(1L0.0)(¢) and F(10D(¢) when n = 500. The treatment components

have interaction.
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Figure S11: Cumulative incidence of mortality estimated by Markov and semi-Markov, and a
sensitivity analysis on the treatment effect. The black line is the estimated curve by generalized
Nelson—Aalen estimator ignoring intermediate events.
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