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SUMMARY: Environmental health studies are increasingly measuring endogenous omics data (M) to study inter-
mediary biological pathways by which an exogenous exposure (A) affects a health outcome (Y'), given confounders
(C). Mediation analysis is frequently carried out to understand such mechanisms. If intermediary pathways are of
interest, then there is likely literature establishing statistical and biological significance of the total effect, defined as
the effect of A on'Y given C'. For mediation models with continuous outcomes and mediators, we show that leveraging
external summary-level information on the total effect improves estimation efficiency of the natural direct and indirect
effects. Moreover, the efficiency gain depends on the asymptotic partial R between the outcome (Y | M, A, C)
and total effect (Y | A, C) models, with smaller (larger) values benefiting direct (indirect) effect estimation. We
robustify our estimation procedure to incongenial external information by assuming the total effect follows a random
distribution. This framework allows shrinkage towards the external information if the total effects in the internal and
external populations agree. We illustrate our methodology using data from the Puerto Rico Testsite for Exploring
Contamination Threats, where Cytochrome p450 metabolites are hypothesized to mediate the effect of phthalate
exposure on gestational age at delivery. External information on the total effect comes from a recently published
pooled analysis of 16 studies. The proposed framework blends mediation analysis with emerging data integration

techniques.
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1. Introduction

Mediation analysis is an important tool in epidemiology to elucidate the intermediary path-
ways by which an exposure affects an outcome (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Robins and Green-
land, 1992; Pearl, 2001; VanderWeele, 2015; Song et al., 2020). In mediation analysis, the
total effect (TE) characterizes the effect of the exposure on the outcome and is additively
decomposed into the natural direct effect (NDE) and the natural indirect effect (NIE). The
NDE and NIE quantify how well measures of the intermediary pathways, called mediators,
explain the TE. The logical progression of mediation analysis is generally sequential, where
researchers first establish that the exposure is causally related to the outcome, and then
hypothesize mechanisms that may explain the causal relationship. Consequently, researchers
frequently consider mediation hypotheses only if there is a well-established literature showing
statistical and biological significance of the TE. The objective of this paper is to integrate
available external summary-level information on the TE into mediation models, thereby
improving NDE and NIE estimation for mediation analyses with individual level omics data
on a limited number of participants.

The motivating example comes from the Puerto Rico Testsite for Exploring Contamination
Threats (PROTECT), a prospective birth cohort study in Puerto Rico. Preterm births,
defined as gestational age at delivery of less than 37 weeks, coupled with their downstream
health complications, are a large concern for the Puerto Rican health care system. One widely
studied risk factor for preterm deliveries is elevated exposure to a class of endocrine disrupting
chemicals called phthalates (Ferguson et al., 2014; Welch et al., 2022). The goal of the present
study is to test whether metabolites corresponding to the inflammatory pathway Cytochrome
p450 (M) mediate the relationship between phthalate exposure (A) and gestational age at
delivery (Y") adjusted for confounders (C'). The sample size in PROTECT with exposure

and mediator data is approximately 450. However, a study by Welch et al. (2022), which
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pools data corresponding to the TE of phthalates on birth outcomes across 16 studies, has
an approximate sample size of 5000 (after omitting PROTECT). The goal of this paper is
to utilize the external summary-level information on the TE from the Welch et al. (2022)
pooled study to improve estimation efficiency of the NDE and NIE in PROTECT.

There is no existing work explicitly incorporating external summary-level information on
the TE into an internal mediation model, however there is related work on nested internal
and external models in the data integration literature (Chatterjee et al., 2016; Cheng et al.,
2018; Estes et al., 2018; Cheng et al., 2019; Gu et al., 2019; Han and Lawless, 2019; Gu et al.,
2021; Zhai and Han, 2022). Specifically, these papers consider the situation where an external
model or prediction algorithm is fit on a set of predictors and the resulting summary-level
statistics or predictions are then used to inform an internal model that contains a proper
superset of those predictors. External information on the TE can partially be framed in a
similar manner where the external information comes from the TE model, Y | A, C, and
the model of interest is Y | M, A, C. However, the key difference for mediation models is
that mediation models are specified from M | A,C and Y | M, A, C models. Therefore,
it is important to understand how information on Y | A, C informs parameter estimation
corresponding to Y | M, A,C and M | A, C simultaneously.

Our work has several new aspects. First, we develop a method to integrate external
summary-level information on the TE into an internal mediation model through constrained
maximum likelihood estimation. Second, we show that, for a continuous outcome and contin-
uous candidate mediators, the constrained estimator is asymptotically more efficient than the
unconstrained estimator for estimating the NDE and, provided that the outcome-mediator
association conditional on exposure is non-zero, the NIE. More specifically, the magnitude of
the asymptotic relative efficiency gains for estimating the NDE and NIE are both functions

of the asymptotic partial R? between the Y | A,C and Y | M, A,C models. Third,



Mediation with External Summary Statistic Information 3

we robustify this mediation framework to violations of transportability assumptions by
introducing a mediation model where the internal TE parameter is modeled as a random
effect to deal with potential incongeniality of the external and internal TE estimates. The
random effect treatment of the internal TE parameter facilitates Empirical-Bayes style
shrinkage which data-adaptively shrinks more strongly towards the external TE estimate if
the internal and external populations appear to have similar TEs (Morris, 1983; Mukherjee
and Chatterjee, 2008). Lastly, we provide corroborative evidence in PROTECT to the
conclusions of Aung et al. (2020), which found a significant indirect effect of phthalate
exposure on gestational age at delivery through the Cytochrome p450 pathway in the
LIFECODES prospective birth cohort with participants from greater Boston area. The
two cohorts are very different in demographics, socioeconomic profile, behavior and lifestyle
factors, thus this replicated finding may offer a genuine biological insight. To our knowledge,
this is the first paper that combines ideas from data integration and mediation analysis.
The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we explicitly define the problem,
discuss methods for estimating model parameters in a linear mediation model with and
without external information. We derive estimators of the NDE and NIE corresponding to
each method. In Section 3, we compare asymptotic results corresponding to the NDE and
NIE estimators defined in Section 2 and discuss robustness to violations of transportability.
In Section 4 we empirically substantiate the findings from Section 3 with a comprehensive
simulation study. In Section 5 we apply this methodology to the PROTECT mediation

analysis. Section 6 offers a brief concluding discussion.
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2. Methods
2.1 Notation and Model Specifications

We consider a mediation analysis setting where a collection of continuous candidate mediators
is hypothesized to mediate the association between a single exposure and a continuous health
outcome (see Figure 1). For the internal study, we assume that we have individual-level data
on n observations. For observation ¢ (i = 1,...,n), let Y; denote the outcome, M ZT =
(M1, ..., M;,)" denote a collection of p,, candidate mediators, A; denote the exposure
with E[A;] = 0, and C; denote a collection of p. confounders and adjustment covariates
plus the intercept term. To be clear on the notation, M zT is a p, x 1 column vector, M;; is the
realization of the j-th mediator for observation ¢, and C’Z-T, is a p. x 1 column vector. We do
not distinguish between confounders of the outcome-exposure relationship and the outcome-
mediator relationship, as in Figure 1; we assume that CI contains all confounders for both
relationships. In our presentation, we also use matrix notation, namely Y = (v,...,Y,)"
is the n x 1 column vector containing the observed outcomes, M = (M, ..., M )7 is the
n X pp, design matrix of observed mediator values, A = (Ay,..., A,)" is the n x 1 column
vector containing the observed exposures, and C' = (CI, e ,CIA)T represents the n x p.
matrix of observed confounders, plus an intercept term. The true generative model for the

internal data is
Yi| M, 4, Ci] ~ N(Mif,, + Aif, + CiB?). M
IM] | A, C]] wN(Al-aa—l—aCCiT,Em), i=1,...,n. 2)
We refer to (1) as the outcome model and (2) as the mediator model. Note that integrating
out the mediators in (1) and (2) yields:
Y, | Ay, Ci] ~ N(Aieé + Ci.Oc,af), i=1,...,n, (3)
where 0! = 8, + ) B,,, 0. = B. + o] B,,, and 0? = 0 + B} £,.8,,. We refer to (3) as the

internal TE model.
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For the external study, we assume that we have summary-level information on the TE, 67,
in the form of a point estimate @\f and an associated measure of uncertainty \/fa}(gf ) based
on a sample size of ng (n < ng). Furthermore, we assume that we do not have access to
the individual-level data from the external data source. The main objective of this paper is
to leverage the available external summary-level information, é\f and @(é\f ), to improve

estimation of the NDE and the NIE in the internal study.

2.2 Identification of Causal Effects

In the potential outcomes framework, M (a) is the counterfactual value of the mediator
vector had the exposure been equal to a and Y;(a, m) is the counterfactual outcome had the
exposure been equal to a and had the candidate mediator vector been equal to m. Combining
these two counterfactual quantities, Y;(a, M (a)) is the potential outcome for exposure level
a and the TE, which quantifies how the exposure marginally impacts the counterfactual
outcome in the internal population, is defined as Y;(a, M, (a)) — Yi(a*, M (a*)), where
the exposure changes from the reference level a* to a. The NDE and NIE are obtained by

decomposing the TE as follows:
TE; = Yi(a, M/ (a)) - Yi(a", M (a"))
= Yi(a, M (a)) = Yi(a, M (a")) + Yi(a, M (a*)) = Yi(a*, M (a"))

1-

= NIE; + NDE;,.

The NDE quantifies how the potential outcome changes as a function of the exposure level
subject to identical realizations of the reference level mediator values. Conversely, the NIE
quantifies how the potential outcome changes as a function of the counterfactual mediators
subject to identical realizations of the comparison exposure value. The conditional indepen-
dence assumptions required for identification of the average NDE and NIE from observed

data are: (i) Yi(a,m) L A; | C;, (ii) Yi(a,m) L MZT | {A;, C;}, (i) MZ(a) 1 A C,
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and (iv) Yi(a,m) L M (a*) | C; (for a detailed exposition see Song et al. (2020)). We will
assume that (i)-(iv) hold for the internal study. Under these assumptions:
NDE = E[Yi(a, M (a")) - Yi(a*, M[ (")) | Ci] = fula — a*)
NIE = E[Yi(a, M (a)) - Yi(a, M] (a*)) | C}] = & B,,(a — a")
TE = E[Yi(a, M/ (a)) - Yi(a", M/ (a")) | Ci] = (Ba + &z B,,)(a —a*) = b(a — a”)
For observation 4" in the external study (i = 1,...,ng), we define Yr; as the observed
outcome, Ag ;s as the observed exposure, and Cg ;. as the observed confounder vector, which
may or may not be the same as the set of confounders in the internal study. To incorporate

external summary-level information on the TE, certain methods we present in this paper

require the following transportability condition:
E[Y; | Ai=a,C; = - E[Y;| A, = a*,C;. = ¢
= E[YE,i/ ’ AE‘J,'/ = a, CE'J-/_ = CE] — E[YE‘,Z'/ ‘ AE,i/ — CL*, CE',Z"- — CE] (4)

for all possible realizations of a and a*. Transportability condition (4) in our context ensures

that 0! = 0F where 6F is the true TE in the external population.

2.3 Mazimum Likelihood Estimation without External Information

To establish an inferential baseline, consider a mediation analysis that ignores available
external summary-level information on the TE. That is, the model specification is (1) and
(2), which we call the unconstrained model. The maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) with

respect to model specification (1) and (2) is defined as

1o T
arg min {— Z (MZT — A, — aCCZ-T,) > <M;r — A, — acCiT,>

CarterZmaBrBerc? L2 i=
%g (v - ap,— MB, ~cB.) (Y - A, MB,, ~ CB,) } (5)
U

U ~. ~U ~U ~
The MLE is denoted as (&2, &Y, % 8Y.3,..8., {85}2), where &” is the MLE of oy, Y

a’ m

~U
is the MLE of 3,, and 3,, is the MLE of 3,,. For the unconstrained model, the MLEs have
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—U ~ —U
closed-form expressions (see Web Appendix A). Going forward, NDE = Y and NIE =

-~ ~U . . .
{aaU}TBm are called the unconstrained estimators of the NDE and NIE, respectively.

2.4 Maximum Likelihood Estimation with Congenial External Information

Next, assume that there is an external point estimate, gaE , such that gaE is a consistent

estimate of #.. This corresponds to the situation where transportability assumption (4) holds.

1

., we say that the external information is congenial

When é\f is a consistent estimate of 0
with the internal study population. Consider the optimization problem:

1 o T
arg min {5 Z (MZT - Ao, — aCCI) 2;1 (MlT - Ao, — aCCI)
1

Qg 7a¢:72mu@m 7ﬁcag

—i—%tg(Y—Aﬁf—Mﬁm—Cﬁc>T<Y—Aﬂf—Mﬁm—Cﬁc>} (6)

where 3 = é\aE —a] B,,. Alternatively, (6) can be viewed as a minimization over the negative
log-likelihood corresponding to the following model specification, which we call the hard

constraint model:
|:Y; | Mi~7 Ai, Cz} ~ N(MZ,Bm + Al{é\f — a;—/@m} + Ci~/6m O'g)

[M;r ’ AZ,CZ} ~ N(Aiaa + aCCI,Em), 1= ]_, e, N

H ~n oH SH SH ~H . ,
We denote the optimizer of (6) as (&, &, %, . 8,.,8. , {05}2), where & is the estimator

of a, and BZ is the estimator of 3,,. The purpose of (6) is to impose a hard constraint
on TE estimation so that the estimated TE is always equal to {B\f}H + {af}TE}Z = gE.
Cyclical coordinate descent is used to compute the optimizer of (6) (see Web Appendix A).

The approach described in this section represents the other extreme compared to the
unconstrained estimator, where the estimated TE is forced to be equal to é\f , showing exact
and extreme faith in the external information. Moreover, the hard constraint on the estimated
TE induces information sharing between the internal mediator and outcome models through

the . B3,, term in the mean function of the outcome model. Going forward, we refer to



Mediation with External Summary Statistic Information

—H -~ ~H ——H ~H
NDE = 6F — {&f}T,Bm and NIE = {af}TBm as the hard constraint estimators of the

NDE and NIE, respectively.

2.5 Robust Soft Constraint Estimator

The final method considers the case where gaE may or may not be a consistent estimate of 6..
That is, the validity of transportability assumption (4) is unknown. When 5{;3 is an incon-
sistent estimate of @, we say that the external information is incongenial with the internal
study. Transportability assumption (4) may be violated for a variety of reasons, including
fundamentally different Y | A, C distributions in the external and internal populations,
unmeasured confounding in the external TE model, and differing adjustment sets between
the external and internal TE models. To address potential violations of (4), we treat the
internal TE parameter as a random effect, éz, and define a random effect mediation model,

which we call the soft constraint model:

Y, | M., A;, Cy., 01 ~ N(Mi.ﬁm L AL —alB, )+ CLB,, ag)
M | A,;,C)] NN(AZ-anraCCiT,Em), i=1....n
01 ~ N (0F, s*Var(9))
It is important to clarify that the soft constraint model is a working model and the true
generative model of the internal data remains (1) and (2). The advantage of a random
effects formulation is that it allows for shrinkage towards the external information without

imposing inflexible hard constraints on the estimated TE. After integrating out éz the soft

constraint likelihood function becomes

L(ag, o, 21, B, C,af]Y,M,A,C’):/ (Y | M, A, C,00)r(M| A, C)x(6))db.,

—0o0

where 7 is general notation for a probability density function. The maximum likelihood

estimators, defined by

argmax  L(ag, o, X, B,,, 8,02 | Y, M, A, C), (7)

aa,ac,Emﬁm”@caUg
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are denoted as (aS a 2 M ﬁm, ,BC , { } ) and the soft constraint estimator of the NIE is
=5 ~ -~ . . . . .

NIE = {af}TBm. The soft constraint estimator of the TE is the posterior mean estimator
corresponding to the posterior distribution ﬁ(ég | Y, M, A,C), with the maximum likeli-
. ~S ~5 & ~5 =8 ~51 2 . . . .
hood estimators, o, , o, £,,, 3,,, B., and {O’e } , substituted in for their corresponding true
parameter values (Verbeke and Molenberghs, 2000). The resultant soft constraint estimator

for the NDE is the difference between the soft constraint TE and NIE estimators:

oE - [AA4 L ! } AT - CB. ~ MB,) (0% — (a3} 'B,)
{85} 52Var OE) {85}2 s2Var(0F)

For the soft constraint model, the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm is used to
solve (7), where Y, M, A, and C are treated as the observed data and gé is treated as the
unobserved latent data (Dempster et al., 1977). See Web Appendix A for details on the EM

algorithm implementation.

3. Asymptotic Efficiency Results

The goals of this section are to understand the efficiency gain attributable to incorporating
congenial external information on the TE and to provide commentary on dealing with
potentially incongenial external information. Here, 02 = Var(4; | C;.), which is obtained

by regressing out the confounders from the exposure using a linear regression model.

3.1 Asymptotic Distributions of the Unconstrained and Hard Constraint Estimators

U S ~U
Theorem 1. The joint asymptotic distribution of &, ¥, and 3, is

NA —>dN<0,{zU(aa,ﬂa,5m)}_l>
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15, 0 0
-1
{IU(aayﬁaale)} = 0 Z._—g(l —0—02(3422;10%) —UgaIE;@l
0 —o?% o’y !

—~U —U —U
Let NDE = §,, NIE = o 8,,, TE = NDE + NIE, and TE. = NDE _+ NIE . Then,

_—U 2
Vn(NDE — NDE) —4 N(O7 U—; + azajzmlaa),
o

VA(TE — TE) -, N(O, %{02 + ﬂgzmﬁm})
and, provided that a, # 0 or 3,, # 0,
VR(NIE  — NIE) =4 N (o, %B;Emﬁm + agajz;}aa) :
Proof. See Web Appendix B for details.

Theorem 2. Suppose that /72(6Z — 1) =, 0 as n — oo and ng — oo. Then,

al —a, -1
\/ﬁ H —d N(()? {IH(a(szm)} )
lgm - Bm

-1
o (H(z L8800
{80} ="
0 2%l
Let NDE = 0! —a/3,,, NIE = o/ 3,,, TE = 0!, and TE" = 0F. Then, provided that
Qg 7£ O or IBm 7& Oa

———H 0-3 _
Vn(NDE — NDE) —4 N (0, ;RMAC + agajzmlaa)

_———H 1
VR(NIE —NIE) —, N(O, gﬁgzmﬁm{l — Ryjjac) + agajzmlaa),
where

B 2.8,
02 + B, ZmB,

2 _
Ryjac =

Proof. See Web Appendix B for details.
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Theorems 1 and 2 show the asymptotic distributions of the unconstrained and hard
constraint estimators, respectively. The inverted information matrices clarify that efficiency
gains for NIE estimation exclusively come from improved estimation of a,. When the TE
and outcome models are framed as nested regression models, this result is consistent with
Gu et al. (2019), which showed that leveraging external summary-level information from a
reduced model only results in efficiency gains for the regression coefficients corresponding to
regressors in common between the two models. Theorems 1 and 2 also show that 3,, = 0
implies no efficiency gain for NIE estimation. When 3,, # 0, the absolute efficiency gain
corresponding to the NDE and NIE is completely dependent on the quantity, R?WI AC the
asymptotic partial R? between the TE and outcome models. If R?\/I\ ac ~ 1, then the
inclusion of candidate mediators substantially improves model fit and consequently there
are large gains for NIE estimation. Conversely, if R?\/[\ ac ~ 0, then inclusion of candidate
mediators do not improve model fit compared to the TE model and consequently there are
large gains for NDE estimation. An intuitive understanding of the latter point comes when
R?\/I\A,C = 0, which implies that 3,, = 0 and TE = NDE. That is, the smaller ||3,,|2 is, the
closer the TE is to the NDE, and the external information on the TE becomes increasingly
more relevant for NDE estimation. With respect to NDE and NIE estimation, a small value

of a3 1, a scaling of the signal-to-noise ratio in the mediator model, leads to larger

relative efficiency gains.

3.2 Asymptotic Distribution when o, = 3,, =0

Theorem 3 clarifies the asymptotic distribution of the unconstrained and hard constraint

estimators when o, = 3,, = 0. There are no efficiency gains for NIE estimation in this

m

setting because 3,, = 0.

Theorem 3. Suppose that a, = 3,, = 0 and that there are estimators &, and ,@m of o,

11
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and 3,,, respectively, which satisfy:

a, — o, 0 o, 2%, 0
Vn —q N :

~

/Bm - IBm 0 0 ng_l
Then,

(8B, — alB,) —a %\/Zz (6 - &),
Ua

where & and & are independent Xim random variables.

Proof. See Web Appendix B for details.

Theorems 1-3 can be used to inform the construction of hypothesis tests and confidence
intervals for the NIE and NDE. However, when determining the reference distribution, how
much to weight the a, = 3,, = 0 case relative to the a, # 0 or 3,, # 0 case is unknown.
One straightforward workaround is to check whether or not a, = 3,, = 0 by using a Wald

test with the reference distribution given by
—1

_92 ~
AT o, X 0 a, )
N\ o Bm —d X2pm,

a ~

0 o3} B,

and then use the appropriate asymptotic result to construct confidence intervals.

3.3 Robustness to Incongenial External Information

Theorem 2 focuses on settings where transportability condition (4) holds, however there
are likely many instances where fundamental differences across internal and external study
populations lead to violations of (4). The desire to account for such cases motivates an
estimator that is robust to departures from (4), but is still more efficient than the uncon-
strained estimator when (4) is satisfied. In this context, robustness refers to the fact that
the estimator is as asymptotically efficient as the unconstrained estimator when (4) does not
hold. Theorem 4 establishes that the soft constraint estimator is as efficient or more efficient
than the unconstrained estimator with respect to NIE estimation when (4) does not hold.

Theorem 4. Suppose that ns?Var(6F) —, 72, where 72 € (0,00), and 7 —, 6 as n — oo
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and ngy — co. Then,

N wN(o,{I%aa,ﬂm)}_l)

2 -1 -1
1 L (Eml +4 [3—2 + %] C%@,ﬁl) 0
{IS(a(M ,Bm)} — a a e a e
0 o231

€ m

Let NIE = a] 3,,. Then, provided that a, # 0 or 3,, # 0,

\/ﬁ(@S—NIE) —q N (0, Uigﬂ;z)mﬁm {H% <Z—z+%) 4%@%54 _1—1-02(112;1104&)
Proof. See Web Appendix B for details.

Theorem 4 provides the asymptotic distribution of the soft constraint estimator of the NIE.
The asymptotic variance-covariance matrix converges to the asymptotic variance-covariance
matrix of the unconstrained estimator if s> — oo and the asymptotic variance-covariance
matrix of the hard constraint estimator if s — 0. Additionally, the conclusions of Theorem
3 hold for the soft constraint estimator when o, = 3,, = 0. Inference corresponding
to the soft constraint NDE estimator is more challenging because there is not an easily
derivable asymptotic distribution. In this paper, for interval estimation, we use quantile-
based confidence intervals via the parametric bootstrap (Efron, 1982).

Although Theorem 4 is derived for a fixed value of s?, s? can be data-adaptively esti-
mated to robustify model parameter estimation from incongenial external information. We
obtain a data adaptive estimator for s? following an empirical-Bayes argument (Morris,
1983; Mukherjee and Chatterjee, 2008), where the MLE of the TE, denoted by @Z, has
the conditional distribution [éz | @Z] ~ N (@Z,Var(é\g)), coupled with the random effect
distribution gf; ~ N (gaE , 52\//5“(550 Maximizing the marginal likelihood after integrating
out 0! yields 32 = {Var(67)} ™" max{0, (6. — 0F)2 — Var(d!)}. That is, (6. — 6F)2 < Var(9!)

corresponds to the hard constraint model and (é\é - é\f )2 > @(@\é) corresponds to the soft

13
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constraint model. However, from a practical perspective, we recommend that if 52 = 0, then
set 52 equal to a small value close to zero and use the soft constraint algorithm; this helps

to avoid coverage issues for the parametric bootstrap confidence intervals of the NDE.

4. Simulations

4.1 Generative Model

The purpose of the simulation section is to empirically show estimation properties of the
unconstrained, hard constraint, and soft constraint estimators. We consider one set of sim-
ulation scenarios where 0! = ¥ and two sets of simulation scenarios where 0 # 6F. The
generative model for the internal data in all simulation settings is (1) and (2).

For the ! = 6F simulation scenarios, which we refer to as the congenial simulation
scenarios, the parameters are set as follows: p,,, = 50, p. = 5, and (4;,C; )" ~ MV N(0, ).
Here, €2 has an exchangeable correlation structure with the correlation parameter p = 0.2
and variance parameters equal to one. We consider two values of the internal sample size,
n = 200 and n = 2000, with external sample sizes 10, 100, and 1000 times greater than
the internal sample sizes. For the regression coefficient parameters in the mediator model,
we fix a, so that it is a matrix of 0.1’s and set o, = (0.6,...,0.6,0,...,0)" where 0.6
and 0 are repeated 10 and 40 times, respectively. The error variance-covariance matrix in
the mediator model, 35,,, has a block exchangeable correlation structure with correlation
parameters within blocks set to 0.3 and the correlation parameters across blocks set to 0.2.
The error variance parameters in 3, are determined by pre-specified values of Riuc, where
Rix\c = ()i /{Zmj; +(a.)i} and X, j; is the j-th entry along the diagonal of 3,,. We con-
sider two options: R?4| c = 0.05 and R,24|c = 0.2. For the regression coefficient parameters in

the outcome model, 3, = (0.1,...,0.1)", 3, = (0.1,...,0.1,0,...,0,0.1,...,0.1,0,...,0) T,

where the 0.1’s are repeated 5 times and the 0’s are repeated 5 and 35 times, respectively, and
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Ba =0 — ! B,,. Here, 1 = 1. The error variance in the outcome model, o2, is determined
based on R?\/I|A,C‘ In this case, we consider three options: R?\/I|A,C = 0.2, R?V‘,'A,C = 0.5,
and R%VII ac = 0.8. The purpose of varying Rix\c and R?\/u Ac I8 because our asymptotic
variance results from Section 3 suggest that these quantities govern the asymptotic relative
efficiency gains for NDE and NIE estimation. To generate external datasets from the external
TE model, we use the same parameter values as the internal TE model but with different
sample sizes of ng = 10n, ng = 100n, and ng = 1000n. The simulated external TE estimate
is then obtained by calculating the MLE on the simulated external data, é\f and \//z;"(é\f ).
For the 6! # 0F simulation scenarios, we consider the same simulation parameters as
the congenial external model simulation settings, with one exception; we either set 02 = 2
or randomly generate an external TE parameter such that 6 ~ N(1,0.1). The former
scenario considers a case where the external population is notably different from the internal
population, potentially due to transportability violations. The latter scenario considers the
average performance across a distribution of possible population-level external TE realiza-
tions, including both congenial and incongenial settings with the internal TE. The goal
of these simulations is to determine which methods are robust to discordant external and

internal targets for the TE. We refer to the scenarios with ¥ = 2 as incongenial settings

and those with 0% ~ N(1,0.1) as random settings.

4.2 Comparison Methods and FEvaluation Metrics

We consider three estimators in all simulation scenarios: the unconstrained estimator, the
soft constraint estimator with 5% = {\//a\r(@\f)}_l max{0, (01 — 6F)2 — Var(61)}, and the
hard constraint estimator. For brevity, we refer to the soft constraint estimator as the
soft constraint empirical-Bayes (EB) estimator. As a benchmark for the maximal possible
efficiency gain attainable from leveraging external information on the TE, we also consider

the hard constraint estimator with the true 6! enforced as the hard constraint on the TE,
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although this is not implementable in practice. We evaluate these estimators based on
their relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) for NDE and NIE estimation compared
with their unconstrained equivalents. Note that in the random simulation settings this
is a root integrated mean-squared error (RIMSE) metric, where the mean-squared error
is integrated over the generative distribution of #%. Moreover, we evaluate the empirical
coverage probabilities corresponding to 95% asymptotic confidence intervals. Since o, # 0
and 3,, # 0, we do not use the asymptotic results from Section 3.2 to construct confidence

intervals. All RMSE and RIMSE estimates are based on 2000 simulation replicates.

4.3 Results

Figures 2 and 3 show the relative RMSE for NDE and NIE estimation in the congenial
simulation settings where n = 200. In general, the hard and soft constraint estimators
demonstrate smaller RMSE than the unconstrained estimator, with the hard constraint
estimator mostly having the best performance. More specifically, larger relative efficiency
gains for NDE estimation occur when Riﬂc and R?WI ac are small. For example, when
ng = 20000, R124|C = 0.05, and R%/”AC = 0.2, the RMSE of the unconstrained estimator is
31.4% higher than that of the hard constraint estimator and 16.1% higher than that of the
soft constraint estimator. However, when ng = 20000, R124|C = 0.2, and R?\/I|A,C = 0.8, the
RMSE of the unconstrained estimator is only 3.7% higher than that of the hard constraint
estimator and 2.3% higher than that of the soft constraint estimator. Conversely, larger
relative efficiency gains for NIE estimation occur when Ri&\c is small and R?\/ﬂ ac s large.
As an example, when ng = 20000, R,Zcuc = 0.05, and R?\/I|A,C = 0.8, the RMSE of the
unconstrained estimator is 69.5% higher than that of the hard constraint estimator and 35.2%
higher than that of the soft constraint estimator. However, when ng = 20000, R,Q4|C = 0.2,
and R?\/[\ ac = 0.2, the RMSE of the unconstrained estimator is only 0.3% lower than that

of the hard constraint estimator and 0.4% higher than that of the soft constraint estimator.
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Therefore, these findings empirically corroborate the conclusions of Theorem 1, Theorem 2,
and Theorem 4. Additionally, Figures 2 and 3 show that as ng increases for a fixed value of n,
the hard constraint estimator approaches the upper bound of the achievable relative RMSE
as measured by the dashed horizontal line at hard constraint (oracle). For the n = 2000
congenial simulations, trends for the relative RMSE are the same as the trends for the
n = 200 congenial simulation scenarios (see Web Figures 1 and 2).

Web Figures 3 and 4 show the empirical coverage probabilities of the 95% asymptotic
confidence intervals in the n = 2000 congenial simulation settings. For the NDE, all methods
have approximately 95% empirical coverage probabilities across all simulation settings. For
the NIE, all methods achieve nominal coverage rates when R?\/n a.c s small, although the
hard and soft constraint methods tend to be slightly anti-conservative when R?vu a.c s large
and RZ‘C is small. Web Figures 5 and 6 show the empirical coverage probabilities of the
95% asymptotic confidence intervals in the n = 200 congenial simulation settings. For the
NDE, the asymptotic normality based confidence intervals for the unconstrained and hard
constraint estimators exhibit some degree of undercoverage, suggesting that a larger internal
sample size is needed for the asymptotic confidence intervals derived from Theorems 1 and
2 to achieve nominal coverage rates. Conversely, the parametric bootstrap-based confidence
intervals for NDE inference in the soft constraint method result in nominal coverage rates.
For the NIE, all methods generally exhibit slight undercoverage in all settings, except for
the unconstrained method when R,24|C = 0.05.

Figures 4 and 5 show the relative RMSE for NDE and NIE estimation in the n = 200
incongenial simulation settings. The unconstrained estimator has a 34.8% - 62.4% lower
RMSE for NDE estimation and a 53.6% - 92.7% lower RMSE for NIE estimation compared
to the hard constraint estimator. For example, when ng = 20000, Ri“c = 0.2, and R?\/I\A,C =

0.5, the RMSE of the unconstrained estimator is 60.5% lower and 86.2% lower than that of
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the hard constraint estimator for NDE and NIE estimation, respectively. However, the soft
constraint estimator has nearly identical RMSE to the unconstrained estimator, indicating
no loss in estimation efficiency; when ng = 20000, Ri‘c = 0.2, and R?\/I|A,C = 0.5, the RMSE
of the unconstrained estimator is 0.2% lower and 0.3% lower than that of the soft constraint
for NDE and NIE estimation, respectively. Hence, the soft constraint (EB) estimator recovers
the performance of the unconstrained estimator when the external information is incongenial.
Moreover, for the random simulation settings, the conclusions are similar to the incongenial
simulations settings, although the trends are less extreme because 0 ~ N(1,0.1) is almost
always closer to 8! = 1 than 0% = 2 (see Web Figures 7-8). With respect to coverage, both
the soft constraint (EB) and unconstrained methods achieve the nominal coverage rate when
n = 2000 (see Web Figures 9-12). This suggests that coverage for the soft constraint (EB)

confidence intervals is also robust to incongenial external information.

5. Data Example

PROTECT is a prospective birth cohort study in Puerto Rico that aims to better under-
stand how environmental chemical exposures adversely impact birth outcomes. Women are
followed-up at three visits throughout pregnancy, with visit 1 taking place at a median
of 18 weeks, visit 2 at a median of 22 weeks, and visit 3 at a median of 26 weeks. In the
proposed analysis, gestational age at delivery is the outcome of interest and urinary phthalate
metabolites at visits 1 and 2 are the exposure of interest. Phthalates are used to make
plastics more durable and flexible and exposure in humans usually occurs through ingestion
of contaminated food and water, the use of personal care products, and physical contact
with household items such as polyvinyl flooring and shower curtains (Ferguson et al., 2014;
Boss et al., 2018). Numerous studies in the United States have shown that higher exposure
to phthalates is significantly associated with shorter gestational age at delivery (Welch et al.,

2022).
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Though current research is sparse, there is evidence of altered Cytochrome p450 metabo-
lites among women that had spontaneous preterm deliveries compared to those who had
full-term deliveries (Aung et al., 2019; Borkowski et al., 2020). There is also evidence that
cytochrome p450 partially mediates the effect of a phthalate risk score on gestational age at
delivery (Aung et al., 2020). In PROTECT, 18 Cytochrome p450 metabolites are measured
at the third visit. Therefore, the proposed analysis investigates a mediation hypothesis, where
the effect of log-transformed, specific-gravity adjusted phthalate metabolites at the first and
second visits on gestational age at delivery is mediated by log-transformed Cytochrome p450
metabolites at the third visit, adjusted for maternal age, education, and pre-pregnancy body
mass index. The phthalate metabolites of interest in this analysis are Monobutyl phthalate
(MBP), Monobenzyl phthalate (MBzP), and Monoisobutyl phthalate (MiBP), which are
selected based on their significant TEs as reported in eTable 13 in Welch et al. (2022). The
external summary-level information on the TE is obtained by re-generating the eTable 13
models from Welch et al. (2022) excluding the PROTECT study. Depending on the visit
number and phthalate metabolite, the external sample size ranges between 4890 and 4944
and the internal sample size ranges between 445 and 456 (see Web Table 1 for descriptive
statistics).

Figure 6 presents the results of the mediation analyses using the unconstrained, soft
constraint (EB), and hard constraint methods. MBzP is the only phthalate metabolite for
which at least one method identifies a significant NIE. Interestingly, both the unconstrained
and soft constraint methods decompose the MBzP TE in such a way that the estimated TE,
NDE, and NIE are all negative, implying that Cytochrome p450 metabolites may partially
explain the mechanism by which MBzP exposure shortens gestational age at delivery. For
example, according to the unconstrained and soft constraint (EB) methods, the Cytochrome

p450 metabolites are estimated to mediate 48.2% and 58.8% of the relationship between
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MBzP and gestational age at delivery at visit 2, respectively. The hard constraint interval
lengths for the TE, NDE, and NIE are uniformly narrower than the soft constraint (EB)
interval lengths, which in turn are uniformly narrower than the unconstrained interval
lengths. For example, the unconstrained method for MiBP at visit 2 has interval lengths
of 0.479 for the TE, 0.465 for the NDE, and 0.166 for the NIE, the soft constraint (EB)
method yields interval lengths of 0.352 for the TE, 0.382 for the NDE, and 0.161 for the
NIE, and the hard constraint method yields interval lengths of 0 for the TE, 0.159 for the
NDE, and 0.159 for NIE. Larger reductions in the interval lengths are observed for the
NDE compared to the NIE because E?\/I\A7C ranges between 0.08 and 0.10, as estimated by
the unconstrained method. Also note that the hard constraint method has a TE interval
length of 0 because the hard constraint model guarantees ﬁ)H = é\f . Our results provide
corroborating evidence to the findings of the LIFECODES study, which also identified a

significant NIE associated with Cytochrome p450 metabolites (Aung et al., 2020).

6. Discussion

In this paper, we show that external summary-level information on the TE can be used
to improve NDE and NIE estimation in an internal mediation analysis (see Web Table
2 for a summary of the different methods presented in this paper). When the signal-to-
noise ratio in the mediator model is low, large R?WI a,c results in substantially more efficient
NIE estimation and small R?\/I\ a.c results in substantially more efficient NDE estimation.
Smaller values of R?Ml ac and the signal-to-noise ratio are more common in practice, so
we generally expect see large improvements for NDE estimation. Furthermore, when the
TEs in the internal and external populations differ, we can then employ EB estimation
strategies to robustify shrinkage towards the external TE estimate. One major limitation is
the generalizability of our results when mediators and outcomes are non-continuous or when

the internal mediation model is missspecified. When the outcome or mediators are non-
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continuous or there is misspecification of the mean structure of the mediator and outcome
models, such as when exposure-mediator interaction is present, then the expression for
the TE becomes a function of the confounders and the exposure level, making leveraging
external estimates less straightforward. More work is needed to build a general framework
for incorporating external information on the TE into a broader class of mediation models.

One additional technical challenge that we did not fully address in the paper is how to
handle the a, = 3,,, = 0 case when constructing asymptotic confidence intervals for the NDE
and NIE. While we recommended using a Wald test to test whether the null hypothesis
o, = 3,, = 0 holds as a workaround, there are likely more principled ways to construct
the appropriate asymptotic reference distribution for confidence interval construction based
on mixture distributions. The major challenge is that the relative weight to assign the
asymptotic reference distributions from Theorems 1, 2, and 4 compared to the reference
distribution from Theorem 3 is unknown, and therefore needs to be estimated (Liu et al.,
2022). There is existing work in the mediation analysis literature which discusses this issue
in the context of large-scale causal mediation effect identification, namely through the
construction of the Divide-Aggregate Composite-Null (DACT) test, however this solves
the problem by running many single-mediator tests to estimate the probability of each of
the three cases in the composite null rather than trying to estimate the probability that
a, = 3,, = 0 (Liu et al., 2022). In our simulations we assumed that o, # 0 or 3,, # 0 and
directly used the asymptotic normality results from Theorems 1, 2, and 4 as a way to check
our theoretical results. In the data example, we used the Wald test to test o, = 3,, = 0
versus o, # 0 or 3,, # 0 for all methods, all of which rejected the null hypothesis at the

0.05 level, and therefore directly used Theorem 1, Theorem 2, and Theorem 4 to construct

confidence intervals. Since the main aim of the paper is to comment on the relative efficiency
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gains attributable to leveraging the external summary-level information on the TE, we leave

this topic as future work.
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(a) External Total Effect Model (b) Internal Mediation Model

Figure 1. Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) for internal and external mediation models where
A denotes the exposure, M denotes the collection of p,, candidate mediators, Y denotes
the outcome, C; denotes the outcome-exposure confounders, and C'5 denotes the outcome-
mediator confounders conditional on exposure. Throughout the paper, C' O C; U C5. Here,
C'i will likely have some overlap with C, but the total effect model adjustment sets for the
external and internal models are not assumed to be the same.
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Average NDE Estimation, Congenial Simulation Settings (n = 200)
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Figure 2. Relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) corresponding to Natural Direct
Effect (NDE) estimation for the congenial simulation scenarios (n = 200). The red, horizontal
dashed line indicates the upper bound on the possible gain in estimation efficiency, as
determined by the hard constraint estimator with the oracle constraint.
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Average NIE Estimation, Congenial Simulation Settings (n = 200)
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Figure 3. Relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) corresponding to Natural Indirect
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Effect (NIE) estimation for the congenial simulation scenarios (n = 200). The red, horizontal
dashed line indicates the upper bound on the possible gain in estimation efficiency, as
determined by the hard constraint estimator with the oracle constraint.



Mediation with External Summary Statistic Information
Average NDE Estimation, Incongenial Simulation Settings (n = 200)
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Figure 4. Relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) corresponding to Natural Direct
Effect (NDE) estimation for the incongenial simulation scenarios (n = 200). The red,
horizontal dashed line indicates the upper bound on the possible gain in estimation efficiency,
as determined by the hard constraint estimator with the oracle constraint.
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Average NIE Estimation, Incongenial Simulation Settings (n = 200)
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Figure 5.
Effect (NIE) estimation for the incongenial simulation scenarios (n

Relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) corresponding to Natural Indirect

200). The red,

horizontal dashed line indicates the upper bound on the possible gain in estimation efficiency,

as determined by the hard constraint estimator with the oracle constraint.
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MBP V1 : MBP V2 : MBzP Vl: MBzP V2: MiBP Vl: MiBP V2:
Hard Constraint NIE - —.— _._ _'_, | _._ _'_
Soft Constraint (EB) NIE - —.— _,_ _'_ d. _'_ _'_
Unconstrained NIE —-— _._ _'_ . _'_ _'_
Hard Constraint NDE - —-—~ _._. _.__ _'_ _'_._ +
Soft Constraint (EB) NDE - —-— _._
Unconstrained NDE - —-— _._
Hard Constraint TE - . ° . . . .
Soft Constraint (EB) TE - —o—-— _._.
Unconstrained TE —.——
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Figure 6. Results for the PROTECT mediation analysis, with the unconstrained, soft
constraint, and hard constraint methods. Recall that MBP, MBzP, and MiBP are individual
phthalate metbolites and V1 and V2 indicate that the results correspond to visit one and
visit two, respectively. External sample size for MBP is 4944 and the external sample sizes
for MBzP and MiBP are 4890. The internal sample sizes slightly differ for each phthalate
metabolite and visit pair, however they all range between 445 and 456. All models are
adjusted for maternal age, education, and maternal pre-pregnancy body mass index.
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Web Appendix A

Unconstrained (Closed-Form Optimization)

Suppose that M, ~ N(4;aq + a.C/,2,,) and Y; ~ N(M;.8,, + Aifa + Ci.B,,02) for i = 1,...,n. Let
Z =(A,C,M). Then,
B=(2"2)"'ZTY

Let

Then,
a=(X"X)"'x"™m

n
S.= Y (M] -a'x])(M] -a"x])"
=1

S|

Hard Constraint (Cyclical Coordinate Descent)

Suppose that Mj ~ N(Ajaq + aCCI,Em) and Y; ~ N(M;.3,, + Al(gf —-a/lB,,)+ Ci.B,,d2) for i =

cr-e

1,...,n. Then the cyclical coordinate descent updates are as follows:
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Note that the cyclic coordinate descent algorithm is similar to Gibbs sampling, in that you use the always use
the most recently updated values for all as you update each parameter. The initial values for the algorithm

come from the unconstrained optimization algorithm.

Expectation-Maximization (EM) Algorithm (Soft Constraint)

Within the EM algorithm framework we are treating Y, M, A, and C as our observed data and 5£ as the

unobserved latent data. Let P = {4, e, Bar, Bony Bes 02}. That is, we wish to maximize the marginal

likelihood:

L(P|Y,M,A,C) = / (Y | M, A,C,00)x(M | A, C)r(81)dd!

Moreover, we have that

70} |Y,M,A,C) x (Y | M, A,C,0))n(6])

which implies that
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where Y* =Y — M3,, — CB,.+ Aa] B3,,. The complete data log-likelihood is:

I(P| Y, M, A,C,6}) = —"L" log(2m) — 7 log(|Zm)
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Web Appendix B

Proof of Theorem 1

Suppose that [M, | A;] ~ N(ae + Ajog, En) and [V; | M., A;] ~ N(B. + M .3, + Aifa,02) is the true
generative model where ¢ = 1,...,n. That is, without loss of generality, we are assuming that there are no
confounders, but that there are intercept terms in both the outcome and mediator models. This implies
that 02 = Var(A;). Moreover, assume that E[A4;] = 0. Let D = {Y, M, A, C} denote the data. Then the

log-likelihood is:

n
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The first order derivatives are:
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Because the outcome and mediator models are independent of one another, then we can consider the Fisher

information matrix for the outcome model:
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Using the block inversion formula for 2 x 2 block matricies, we can see that:
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The asymptotic distribution for the unconstrained estimator of the NIE can then be computed using the



multivariate delta method provided that e, # 0 or 3,, # 0.

To extend this result to the model with confounders

Y | M,A,C]~ N(M,@m + AB, +CB,, 031),

M | A;,C;] ~ N(Aiaﬁaccj,z:m), i=1,....n

we note that the model with confounders is equivalent to a model with no confounders after the confounders
are regressed out from the outcome, mediators, and exposure. That is, we can use the residuals from linear
regression models [Y | C], [M | C], and [A | C] as the new outcome, mediators, and exposure and run
the unconstrained model. Therefore, the only difference in the asymptotic normality expression is that the

exposure are now the residuals from the [A | C] linear regression model, implying that o2 = Var(4; | C;.).



Proof of Theorem 2

Suppose that [M, | A;] ~ N(ae + Ajog, En) and [Y; | M., Aj] ~ N(B. + M .3, + Aifa,02) is the true
generative model where ¢ = 1,...,n. That is, without loss of generality, we are assuming that there are no
confounders, but that there are intercept terms in both the outcome and mediator models. This implies that
02 = Var(A4;). Moreover, assume that E[A4;] = 0. Let D = {Y, M, A, C} denote the data. Suppose that we

fit the hard constraint model to our data. Then the log-likelihood is:

m 1< B
(e, o, Zomy By Bes 02 | D) = —%log@ﬂ)—glog(\EmD—g Z(MI—aC—Aiaa)TEml(MZ—aC—Aiaa)

i=1

— M, B, — A{0F —alB,.})?

—— log(27r) - = log

7;:

The first order derivatives are:

Z AS i)~ 5 Y AB LY e~ ABE — ol B,) - MiB,]
€ =1

8aa

Oac Z .. — o — Aiaa}

ol n 1 T
— =3, - 52 M —a.— Aja| [M] — . — Ajo,]

ol 1 .
25 = o3 0 Vi~ fe— A4i(BY —alB,) — MiB, ] [M] — Aia,]

I n _
a iz [Y; - B — Ai(0F — o] B,,) — M, 3,,]

—_ R . — — ; oF — T - 3 ?
76 = 2 + . ; [Y; /BC Al(ea o, ﬁm) Mlﬁm]

The second order derivatives are:

da,da]

9l v 2 1 v 2 1 1 25-1 , 7 T
= _Em ZAZ - 72/3m6m ZAZ = ——E|l—F—|—> O—azm + %ﬁm/@m
i1 O¢ i1 n 87 g,



9l ; 1 9?1 .
T = —nX, ——FE|——| =%
" = {8016801;';] mn

0%l e 1 0%l
da,da) ~m ;Ai - _ﬁEﬁaa@aI_ -0
9l e 1. [ 9% ]
da.da] ~m i:ZlAi — _EE_aacé'a;r_ -0
2 n 2
aﬂaalﬂ_r = —% Z [M,LT — Aiaa] [Mz — AlaaT] — —%E |:(’~)ﬁaalp}—r:| — %(Em + acaj)
m m 0‘3 i=1 m m Ue
aizl — _E E _EE 8721 — i
apz o2 nl9pz| o2
il ——izn:[MT—A- ] — _1g il L
08,08, o2 & i T A n 9B, 08, 2%
0%l 1< 1 2%l 1
98987 5> [Mi - Aa]] = _nE[aaT} - —a,
9B:0B,, 0f = B:08,, o;
_oL :—ii [A-(Y-—ﬂ — A0 — ] B,,) - M.B,)I + A (A-aT—M-)}
aaaaﬁ;—) o_g - 7 1 c 1\Yq aMm Mm tMm 1&g [
2
n | 0a,08,,
0%l 1 &

_— = —— Ai(Y; — B — A;(0F — T — M,;. I+ A (A — M))B
aﬁmaa;r Jg;[ z( 4 ﬁc z(ea aaﬁm) zﬁm) + 1( Qg 1)16771:|
1 0%l
= 3 opoga7) 0
Note that:

2
gL
n [ 0a,0(2,, )

m

]—>O7 1<kl <pnm

10



1
—-E
n

[ 0%l

— | 50, 1<kI<
80468(2;11)“} B bm

LT o
_nE[ﬁaa@Ug} =0

1 92l
_nE{ﬁﬂcaag} =0

1 92l
_nE[aﬁmaag] =0

Using the block inversion formula for 2 x 2 block matricies, we can see that:

-1
&(mt+ BB 0

0 2% !

(7(@0.B,)) =

The asymptotic distribution for the hard constraint estimator of the NIE can then be computed using the
multivariate delta method provided that a, # 0 or 3,, # 0. Because the hard constraint estimator of the
NDE is just a location shift of the hard constraint estimator of the NIE, then provided that \/ﬁ(é\f —01) —, 0,
Slutsky’s Theorem tells us that the asymptotic distribution for the hard constraint estimator of the NDE is

the same as the asymptotic distribution for the hard constraint estimator of the NIE.

To extend this result to the model with confounders we use the same trick that was used in the proof
of Theorem 1, namely that the model with confounders is equivalent to a model with no confounders after
the confounders are regressed out from the outcome, mediators, and exposure via linear regression models.

Therefore, we again see that 02 = Var(4; | C;.), when confounders are present.

11



Proof of Theorem 3

We have that

a, — oy 0 o728, 0
\/ﬁ —a N )
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Using the second order Taylor expansion around o, = 0 and 3,,, = 0, we can show that
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In this expression 0 is a p,, X p,, matrix of zeros and [ is a p,,, X p,, identity matrix. Because this is quadratic
form of an asymptotically normal random vector (where the matrix in the quadratic form is a symmetric
matrix), then we may apply the continuous mapping theorem for convergence in distribution. That is, we
just need to work with the asymptotic distribution when determining the asymptotic distribution of the

quadratic form. Define
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Because
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Proof of Theorem 4

Suppose that [M, | A;] ~ N(Ajaq, ) and [Y; | M., A;] ~ N(M;.3,, + Aifa,02) is the true generative
model where ¢ = 1,...,n. That is, without loss of generality, we are assuming that there are no confounders.
This implies that 02 = Var(A4;). Moreover, assume that E[A4;] = 0. Let D = {Y, M, A, C} denote the data.

Suppose that we fit the soft constraint model to our data with a fixed value s2. Then the likelihood is:
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Then we conclude that

-1
) -1
1 (-1, 1[c2 1 1 T
o2 <Em += {ag + g} Ugﬁmﬁm) 0

(0, B,)} | =
{ ) } 0 o2y !

The asymptotic distribution for the soft constraint estimator of the NIE can then be computed using the

multivariate delta method provided that o, # 0 or 3,,, # 0.

To extend this result to the model with confounders we use the same trick that was used in the proof
of Theorem 1, namely that the model with confounders is equivalent to a model with no confounders after
the confounders are regressed out from the outcome, mediators, and exposure via linear regression models.

Therefore, we again see that o2 = Var(4; | C;.), when confounders are present.
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Supporting Figures and Tables

Visit Covariate Total Preterm Full-term P-Value

1 Pre-Pregnancy BMI (kg/m?)  25.9 (5.9) 26.4 (7.3) 25.9 (5.7) 0.607
Maternal Age (years) 26.9 (5.5) 26.4 (6.0) 27.0 (5.4) 0.528
Education 0.225

GED/Equivalent or Less 97 (21.6) 16 (30.2) 81 (20.5)
Some College 154 (34.3) 18 (34.0) 136 (34.3)
Bachelor’s Degree or Higher 198 (44.1) 19 (35.8) 179 (45.2)

2 Pre-Pregnancy BMI (kg/m?)  26.1 (6.0) 26.5 (7.2) 26.0 (5.8) 0.678
Maternal Age (years) 26.8 (5.6) 26.3 (6.1) 26.9 (5.5) 0.525
Education 0.634

GED/Equivalent or Less 97 (21.3) 13 (25.0) 84 (20.8)
Some College 157 (34.4) 19 (36.5) 138 (34.2)
Bachelor’s Degree or Higher 202 (44.3) 20 (38.5) 182 (45.0)

Web Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for subset of the PROTECT Cohort with at least one of MBP, MiBP,
and MBzP measured at visit X and eicosanoid measures at visit 3. Sample size at visit 1 is 449 total
participants (396 full-term deliveries and 53 preterm deliveries). Sample size at visit 2 is 456 total participants
(404 full-term deliveries and 52 preterm deliveries). P-values corresponding to differences between preterm
and full-term deliveries for continuous and categorical variables come from t-tests and chi-squared tests,
respectively.
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Method Internal TE Model External TE Model Notes on Bias and Estimation Efficiency
Unconstrained Correctly Specified None Estimators are unbiased, but they are also

the least efficient when 6! and 6% are close.

Use when 0! and 6 are known to be different.
Hard Constraint Correctly Specified Equation (4) Must Hold Estimators may be asymptotically biased if 61 # 6.

Soft Constraint (EB)  Correctly Specified None

Most asymptotically efficient method when ¢ = 9F.
Only consider using if (0F — )% < Var(¢}).

Estimators are minimally biased regardless of how

close 0! and 6 are. Asymptotically more efficient than
the unconstrained estimators when 6! and 6% are close.
As efficient as the unconstrained estimators when 61
and 0F are substantially different. Less efficient than
the hard constraint estimators when 02 and 6! are close.
Use this method as the default method.

Web Table 2: Summary of the methods presented in the paper and when to use each. TE, total effect.
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Average NDE Estimation, Congenial Simulation Settings (n = 2000)
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Web Figure 1: Relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) corresponding to Natural Direct Effect (NDE)
estimation for the congenial simulation scenarios (n = 2000). The red, horizontal dashed line indicates the
upper bound on the possible gain in estimation efficiency, as determined by the hard constraint estimator
with the oracle constraint.
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Ratio of RMSE of Unconstrained Estimator over RMSE

1.8
1.54

12{ e |

0.94

1.8+
1.5+
1.2
0.94

1.8+
1.5+
1.2+
0.94

Average NIE Estimation, Congenial Simulation Settings (n = 2000)

Ne = 20000, Ry = 0.2, RYy, . = 0.8

N = 200000, Ry = 0.2, R}, ;= 0.8

Z 2
Ne = 2000000, R = 0.2, iy, c = 0.8

Ne = 20000, Ry = 0.2, Ry, - =05

ne = 200000, R?

%c=02.R

0.5

2 —
MIAC ~

ne = 2000000, R?

Ac=02,R

0.5

2 —
MIAC ~

N = 20000, R%. = 0.2, R}y, = 0.2

— 2 _ 2 _
Ne = 200000, R% = 0.2, Ry, o = 0.2

= 2 _ 2 —
Ne = 2000000, R2. = 0.2, R, ¢ = 0.2

ne = 20000, R} = 0.05, R, . = 0.8

ne = 200000, R} = 0.05, RY, . = 0.8

N = 2000000, R = 0.05, Ry, - = 0.8

ne = 20000, Ry = 0.05, RY,, . = 0.5 Ne = 200000, R = 0.05, RY,, - = 0.5 Ne = 2000000, R = 0.05, R%, - = 0.5
1.81
151
1214 ==7""" T -- ----- -l—l-""-- ------ |—|---"--
0.94
Ne = 20000, R = 0.05, Ry, - = 0.2 N = 200000, R = 0.05, RY,, - = 0.2 N = 2000000, R = 0.05, RY,, - = 0.2
1.81
1.51
1.2
09 h T T T T T T T T T T T T
& & & ® & & & & & & & &
,\{& & Y & & & oY & K & Y &
S A N QO & % S © & o N O
s £ e & & & ¢ s & &£ ¢
N & & 5© S & § 5 S & & 5
B < ) I S e I 9 9
N 0(\ ® N 0% ® N 0(\ [ox
< @ Q> C @ & o @ Q&
& & & N & N

Web Figure 2: Relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) corresponding to Natural Indirect Effect (NIE)
estimation for the congenial simulation scenarios (n = 2000). The red, horizontal dashed line indicates the
upper bound on the possible gain in estimation efficiency, as determined by the hard constraint estimator
with the oracle constraint.
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NDE 95% Coverage Probability, Congenial Simulation Settings (n = 2000)
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Web Figure 3: Empirical coverage probability corresponding to Natural Direct Effect (NDE) estimation for
the congenial simulation scenarios (n = 2000). The horizontal dashed line indicates the nominal coverage
rate of 0.95.
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NIE 95% Coverage Probability, Congenial Simulation Settings (n = 2000)
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Web Figure 4: Empirical coverage probability corresponding to Natural Indirect Effect (NIE) estimation for
the congenial simulation scenarios (n = 2000). The horizontal dashed line indicates the nominal coverage
rate of 0.95.
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NDE 95% Coverage Probability, Congenial Simulation Settings (n = 200)
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Web Figure 5: Empirical coverage probability corresponding to Natural Direct Effect (NDE) estimation for
the congenial simulation scenarios (n = 200). The horizontal dashed line indicates the nominal coverage rate
of 0.95.
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NIE 95% Coverage Probability, Congenial Simulation Settings (n = 200)
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Web Figure 6: Empirical coverage probability corresponding to Natural Indirect Effect (NIE) estimation for
the congenial simulation scenarios (n = 200). The horizontal dashed line indicates the nominal coverage rate
of 0.95.
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Ratio of RMSE of Unconstrained Estimator over RMSE

Average NDE Estimation, Random Simulation Settings (n = 200)
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Web Figure 7: Relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) corresponding to Natural Direct Effect (NDE)
estimation for the random simulation scenarios (n = 200). The red, horizontal dashed line indicates the
upper bound on the possible gain in estimation efficiency, as determined by the hard constraint estimator
with the oracle constraint.
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Average NIE Estimation, Random Simulation Settings (n = 200)
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Web Figure 8: Relative root mean-squared error (RMSE) corresponding to Natural Indirect Effect (NIE)
estimation for the random simulation scenarios (n = 200). The red, horizontal dashed line indicates the
upper bound on the possible gain in estimation efficiency, as determined by the hard constraint estimator
with the oracle constraint.
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NDE 95% Coverage Probability, Incongenial Simulation Settings (n = 2000)
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Web Figure 9: Empirical coverage probability corresponding to Natural Direct Effect (NDE) estimation for
the incongenial simulation scenarios (n = 2000). The horizontal dashed line indicates the nominal coverage
rate of 0.95.
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NIE 95% Coverage Probability, Incongenial Simulation Settings (n = 2000)
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Web Figure 10: Empirical coverage probability corresponding to Natural Indirect Effect (NIE) estimation for
the incongenial simulation scenarios (n = 2000). The horizontal dashed line indicates the nominal coverage
rate of 0.95.
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NDE 95% Coverage Probability, Random Simulation Settings (n = 2000)
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Web Figure 11: Empirical coverage probability corresponding to Natural Direct Effect (NDE) estimation for
the random simulation scenarios (n = 2000). The horizontal dashed line indicates the nominal coverage rate

of 0.95.
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Web Figure 12: Empirical coverage probability corresponding to Natural Indirect Effect (NIE) estimation
for the random simulation scenarios (n = 2000). The horizontal dashed line indicates the nominal coverage
rate of 0.95.
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