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Abstract

With the increasing availability of electronic health records (EHR) linked with biobank
data for translational research, a critical step in realizing its potential is to accurately classify
phenotypes for patients. Existing approaches to achieve this goal are based on error-prone EHR
surrogate outcomes, assisted and validated by a small set of labels obtained via medical chart
review, which may also be subject to misclassification. Ignoring the noise in these outcomes
can induce severe estimation and validation bias to both EHR phenotyping and risking model-
ing with biomarkers collected in the biobank. To overcome this challenge, we propose a novel
unsupervised and semiparametric approach to jointly model multiple noisy EHR outcomes
with their linked biobank features. Our approach primarily aims at disease risk modeling with
the baseline biomarkers, and is also able to produce a predictive EHR phenotyping model and
validate its performance without observations of the true disease outcome. It consists of com-
posite and nonparametric regression steps free of any parametric model specification, followed
by a parametric projection step to reduce the uncertainty and improve the estimation efficiency.
We show that our method is robust to violations of the parametric assumptions while attaining
the desirable root-n convergence rates on risk modeling. Our developed method outperforms
existing methods in extensive simulation studies, as well as a real-world application in pheno-
typing and genetic risk modeling of type II diabetes.

Keywords: EHR linked biobank data; Surrogates; Measurement errors; Biomarker; Model mis-
specification; Under-smoothing.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

With the increasing adoption of electronic health record (EHR) systems in the United States, EHR
data are increasingly accessible for research. Linking EHR data with biorepository, powerful
phenome-genome studies can be performed with such large scale data for discovery and transla-
tional research (Kohane, 2011; Denny et al., 2013; Wells et al., 2019). To fully realize the potential
of EHR data, a critical step involves accurately and efficiently classifying phenotype status for
individual patients to enable association studies and risk modeling. Although simple rule-based
classification algorithms leveraging domain knowledge remain useful, they have varying degree
of accuracy and portability (Zhang et al., 2019b). Conversely, data-driven machine learning based
classification algorithms have been advocated as a useful alternative with higher accuracy and
portability (Shivade et al., 2014; Liao et al., 2015; Banda et al., 2018). Typically, these algorithms
undergo training and/or validation with gold standard labels curated via medical chart review. Sub-
sequently, the predicted phenotypes for all patients in the cohort serve as the observed outcomes
for downstream association studies (Liao et al., 2013, 2019, e.g).

Historically, most existing phenotyping algorithms have relied on supervised methods, which
suffer from scalablility issue due to labor-intensive nature of manually reviewing charts to obtain
gold standard labels for the phenotype of interest. In recent years, several unsupervised methods
leveraging unlabeled data using surrogate features as noisy labels (Yu et al., 2017; Banda et al.,
2017; Liao et al., 2019) were proposed as promising alternatives. However, these methods can lead
to poor accuracy when the surrogate features have limited accuracy and do not provide reliable
estimate of classification performance of the trained models.

1.2 Problem setup

Let Y denote the unobserved true binary phenotype status and G = (G1, . . . , Gq)
T be its associ-

ated baseline characteristics and genetic markers from the EHR linked biobank, which could be
either multi-dimensional single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) or a genetic risk score derived
by weighting a number of SNPs. We simultaneously consider two types of error-prone outcomes
or surrogates for Y in our setup. First, suppose there are p-dimensinoal EHR surrogate features
X = (X1, . . . , Xp)

T such as counts of Y ’s related billing codes and key laboratory results. Second,
let Y ∗ be the chart review label from experts, taking values of k/K for k ∈ {0, 1, ..., K}, to repre-
sent different levels of certainty regarding whether the patient has the condition Y . In practice, K
is often taken as 2 with Y ∗ ∈ {0, 0.5, 1} representing not a case, a possible case, and a case.

Importantly, we assume the error-prone outcomes Y ∗ and X only relate to genetic markers G
through Y , i.e., (Y∗,X) ⊥⊥ G | Y . An illustration of this assumption is provided in the directed
acyclic graph (DAG) of Figure 1. In this DAG, the baseline biomarkers G first occur to affect
the chance of developing the disease Y , then Y causes the downstream hospital visits producing
features X and U in EHR, where U may encode unstructured information such as images and
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narrative clinical notes. Though U is not directly included as an outcome in our setup, it can affect
the medical review result Y ∗ together with the observed and structured X.

G Y X Y ∗

U

Figure 1: An illustrative directed acyclic graph (DAG) of the data generating mechanism.

Suppose there are N patients with independent and identical copies of the complete set of
variables D = (Y, Y ∗,X,G) described above, denoted as D = {Di : i = 1, 2, ..., N}. Since
the label Y ∗ is derived based on expertise and additional information like U, it is usually more
accurate than X in characterizing the true Y . However, it may still have a moderate measurement
error due to incomplete information collection for medical review or complication and ambiguity
of certain phenotypes. Thus, we assume that Y ∗ is only observable in a small set of n subjects
indexed by δ = 1, and, to account for the error of Y ∗, it is marginally related to Y through

Pr(Y ∗ = k/K | Y = y) = λyk, for k = 0, . . . , K, y = 0, 1; λy = {λy1, ..., λyK}. (1)

Also, note that X and G are observed for all patients and the true outcome Y is not observed for any
patient. So the observed data is formed as O = {Oi = (Y ∗

i δi, δi,Xi,Gi) : i = 1, 2, ..., N}, with
the labeling indicator δ ⊥ D, i.e., being completely at random. Without loss of generality, we let
δi = I(1 ≤ i ≤ n) where n < N is the size of sample with labels and I(·) is the indicator function.
Our primary goal is to derive a risk model of Y against G as well as inference of its encoded genetic
associations. Since the genetic effects are usually moderate or small, it is more favorable to model
and interpret Y ∼ G with a simple and parametric form to ensure good interpretability and control
the estimation uncertainty. In specific, we consider a working logistic model:

Pr(Y = 1 | G) = g(βTG), (2)

where the expit link g(x) = ex/(1+ ex). Note that model (2) is allowed to be misspecified, and we
define the target model parameter as β̄ = argmaxβ Eℓ(Y,βTG) where ℓ(y, w) = y log{g(w)} +

(1 − y) log{[1 − g(w)]} is the log-likelihood function of logistic regression. Though (2) may be
misspecified, such β̄ is still identifiable and effective in characterizing the genetic associations. Our
secondary goal is EHR phenotyping for the unobserved Y using X be deriving a risk score α(X),
as well as validating its classification performance. Due to the absence of Y in our observation, all
above-introduced tasks are unsupervised and, thus, more challenging than the standard supervised
or recent semi-supervised scenarios reviewed in Section 1.3.

Remark 1 Though both Y ∗ and X are surrogates of the truth Y with errors, we still notate and
consider them separately for several reasons. First, Y ∗ is not accessible for a (large) fraction of
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subjects so the phenotyping score of Y can only include the fully observed X as the predictors
and formulated as α(X). Second, although Y ∗ is neither perfect nor scalable, it is supposed to
be more accurate and informative than X. Thus, as will be discussed in Sections 2 and 3, Y ∗ is
important under our framework to stable training and efficient estimation, especially when X is of
poor quality in characterizing Y .

1.3 Related literature and our contribution

Surrogate outcomes play an important role in data-driven biomedical research, particularly when
obtaining the primary or true outcome of interest is costly or even impossible, e.g., demanding
extensive human labor or long periods of follow-up. There is rich literature in both semi-supervised
and unsupervised statistical learning with surrogates. For example, Athey et al. (2019) leveraged
surrogates collected in observational studies to assist learning with experimental studies in paucity
of the gold standard labels. Kallus and Mao (2020) and Hou et al. (2021) studied how to utilize
surrogates to improve the efficiency of causal inference without incurring bias. Hou et al. (2023a)
developed a semiparametric transformation approach to incorporate time-to-event surrogates and
improve the learning efficiency with the true outcomes.

The aforementioned literature considered a semi-supervised setting with a small sample of
the true outcome Y . Differently, our problem setup does not involve any observation of Y . For
such an unsupervised setting, Huang et al. (2018) and Hong et al. (2019) proposed maximum
likelihood approaches based on parametric assumptions on the conditional model of Y , which
enables the identification and estimation of the model coefficients. Zhang et al. (2019a) developed
a method for the unsupervised learning and phenotype validation with anchor-positive surrogate
outcomes in EHR. All these recent methods largely rely on parametric model assumptions like (2),
a working assumption in our setup. Its misspecification could lead to biased estimation for the
target parameter β̄ = argmaxβ Eℓ(Y,βTG) due to the absence of the true label Y .

Meanwhile, we notice some fully nonparametric approaches for the so called latent-structure
or mixture model related to our problem setup in recent literature, including Bonhomme et al.
(2016), Yu et al. (2019), and Zheng and Wu (2019). For example, Zheng and Wu (2019) proposed
a novel tensor approach for learning of nonparametric mixtures, with a key idea of introducing
basis approximation to the component density functions. This track of work is in general free from
the model misspecification issue discussed above but cannot provide desirable n−1/2-consistent
estimators and may encounter the “curse of dimensionality” for multivariate surrogate outcomes.

To address the above-introduced dilemma between the bias caused by model misspecification
and the low efficiency due to curse of dimensionality, we develop a Three-stage Unsupervised
learning approach for Biomarkers linked with Error-prone outcomes, abbreviated as TUBE. Our
approach primarily aims at risk modeling with the baseline biomarkers, and is also able to produce
and validate a predictive EHR phenotyping score without observations of the true disease outcome.
It is a semiparametric method that starts from a composite and nonparametric regression step for
X, Y ∗ against G that is free of any parametric assumptions. Following this step, TUBE combines
multiple surrogates for EHR phenotyping and validation, and then implements a parametric pro-
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jection step to improve the interpretability and estimation efficiency of the genetic risk model. We
will show that our estimator for β is n−1/2-consistent and asymptotic normal without requiring
model (2) to be correctly specified or Y ∼ X to have a parametric form, which are imposed by
existing methods like Hong et al. (2019) and Zhang et al. (2019a). Also, TUBE demonstrates
significantly better performance than existing methods in our simulation and real-world studies.

2 Three-stage unsupervised learning method

2.1 Overview of the modeling strategy

Our proposed TUBE method consists of three main steps. In stage I, we adopt an under-smoothed
nonparametric and composite likelihood strategy that is free of any parametric or model structural
assumptions on the forms of Y ∼ Y ∗, Y ∼ X and Y ∼ G. This is to avoid the potential bias
caused by model misspecification on linking the error-prone outcomes (Y ∗,X) with G without the
supervision of the true label Y . In stage II, we leverage the results from I to condense the EHR
features X into a risk score α̂(X) for more accurate phenotyping of Y , and refit the data using non-
parametric likelihoods to evaluate its ROC. In stage III, we rely on the imputation outcomes from II
to derive a parametric logistic model for Y ∼ G. Compared to the previous steps, III will output a
more efficient characterization of the genetic risk or association with good interpretability and de-
sirable convergence rates. Meanwhile, built upon previous steps robust to model misspecification,
stage III will be valid even when the target genetic model is wrong.

Denote by µ = Pr(Y = 1) and mj(x) = Pr(Y = 1 | Xj = x) for j = 1, 2, . . . , p. To
get rid of the curse of dimensionality in modeling Y jointly against X1, X2, . . . , Xp through a
multivariate nonparametric model, we consider a working conditional independence assumption
across X1, X2, . . . , Xp given Y , implying an additive logistic form of their joint model:

Pr(Y = 1 | X) = g{a+ ᾱ(X)} with ᾱ(X) =

p∑
j=1

g−1{mj(Xj)}, (3)

where a is an intercept term introduced such that Eg{ᾱ(X)} = µ. As will be introduced in Section
2.2, under this construction, we can model each Xj with G separately and combine them with a
composite likelihood to estimate mj(·)’s, as if X1 ⊥ X2 ⊥ . . . ⊥ Xp | Y . Then we will ensemble
the estimators of mj(Xj) through (3) to derive an estimate for the phenotyping score ᾱ(X). As we
will discuss later, due to our use of the composite likelihood, violation of the additive model (3)
will not cause invalidity to the downstream results.

For the genetic variants G, we will consider two scenarios, including that (i) G contains multi-
dimensional discrete SNPs features ranging over {0, 1, 2}; and (2) G is a univariate continuous
gene risk score. For (i), we introduce the categorical functions covering all the possible combina-
tions of the discrete SNPs in G while for (ii), we use the spline (sieve) basis functions of G. In
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both cases, we specify the nonparametric model of Y ∼ G as

Pr(Y = 1 | G) = g{ξTψ(G)}, (4)

where ψ(G) = {ψ1(G), ψ2(G), . . . , ψdg(G)}T is a set of bases with possibly diverging dimen-
sionality, used to approximate any (smooth) functions of G. Note that model (4) is a nuisance
model introduced to avoid model misspecification in the first stage of our method. Our final goal
is to estimate the parametric model (2) with a more desirable convergence rate as well as easier
interpretation than (4). This is more advantagous especially when the genetic association is mild
or small and, thus, requiring small enough estimation uncertainty to detect.

2.2 Stage I: sieve-approximated composite likelihood

We first focus on the estimation of mj(·)’s and Pr(Y = 1 | G). To ensure the validity while
incorporating the additional genetic information, we consider a composite log-likelihood formu-
lated under our key assumption that (Y∗,X) ⊥⊥ G | Y and a working independence condition of
X1, ..., Xp given Y :

n∑
i=1

log

{
1∑

y=0

Pr(Y ∗
i | Yi = y)Pr(Yi = y | Gi)

}
+

N∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

log

{
1∑

y=0

Pr(Yi = y | Xij)Pr(Yi = y | Gi)

Pr(Yi = y)

}
,

where Xij is the j-th EHR outcome of subject i. As is outlined in Section 2.1, due to potential
misspecification of the parametric models like (2), we model Pr(Y = y | G) nonparametrically
by (4), and adopt a similar sieve construction on each

mj(Xj) = Pr(Y = 1 | Xj) = g{ζT

jφj(Xj)},

where φj(x) is a vector of basis functions used to approximate g−1{mj(x)}. For discrete Xj , we
naturally set φj(x) as its dummy variables. For continuous Xj , we again use sieve. Then we can
construct the sieve-approximated composite likelihood as:

C(θ) =
n∑

i=1

log

(
1∑

y=0

λyY ∗
i
gy{ξTψ(Gi)}

)
+

N∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

log

(
1∑

y=0

µ−1
y gy{ζT

jφj(Xij)}gy{ξTψ(Gi)}

)
,

where θ = {ξ, ζ,λ, µ}, λ = (λT
0,λ

T
1)

T, ζ = (ζT
1 , . . . , ζ

T
p)

T, and we denote by gy(·) = yg(·) + (1−
y){1 − g(·)} and µy = Pr(Y = y) = yµ + (1 − y)(1 − µ). To solve for θ that maximizes C(θ),
we propose to use an expectation???maximization (EM) algorithm outlined in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 EM algorithm for the nonparametric composite log-likelihood.
Input: Observed data O = {Oi = (Y ∗

i δi, δi,Xi,Gi) : i = 1, 2, ..., N}.
Initialize with θ̂(0) = {ξ̂(0), ζ̂(0), λ̂(0), µ̂(0)} obtained by Algorithm A2. Iterate on the following
two steps for r = 0, 1, . . . , R until convergence.
E-step. For each subject i and outcome j (or Y ∗ if observed: δi = 1), impute the probability for
the unobserved Yi conditional on the covariates in each component of the composite likelihood:

Ŷ
(r+1)
i0 = δi×

λ̂
(r)
1Y ∗

i
g1{ψT(Gi)ξ̂

(r)}∑1
y=0 λ̂

(r)
yY ∗

i
gy{ψT(Gi)ξ̂(r)}

; Ŷ
(r+1)
ij =

g1{φT
j (Xij)ζ̂

(r)
j }g1{ψT(Gi)ξ̂

(r)}/µ̂(r)
1∑1

y=0 gy{φT
j (Xij)ζ̂

(r)
j }gy{ψT(Gi)ξ̂(r)}/µ̂(r)

y

.

M-step. Update θ through the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) specified with the imputed
outcomes from the E-step:

µ̂(r+1) =
1

Np+ n

N∑
i=1

p∑
j=0

Ŷ
(r+1)
ij ; λ̂

(r+1)
yk =

∑n
i=1 I(Y

∗
i = k){Ŷ (r+1)

i0 }y{1− Ŷ
(r+1)
i0 }1−y∑n

i=1{Ŷ
(r+1)
i0 }y{1− Ŷ

(r+1)
i0 }1−y

;

ξ̂(r+1) = argmax
ξ

n∑
i=1

ℓ
(
Ŷ

(r+1)
i0 ,ψT(Gi)ξ

)
+

N∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

ℓ
(
Ŷ

(r+1)
ij ,ψT(Gi)ξ

)
;

ζ̂
(r+1)
j = argmax

ζj

N∑
i=1

ℓ
(
Ŷ

(r+1)
ij ,φT

j (Xij)ζj

)
, for j = 1, 2, . . . , p.

Output: θ̂ = {ξ̂, ζ̂, λ̂, µ̂} = {ξ̂(R), ζ̂(R), λ̂(R), µ̂(R)}

Algorithm 1 iterates on two main steps. First, there is an E-step imputing the unobserved true
outcome Y separately conditional on each (Xj,G) or (Y ∗,G) as the set of features appearing in
each component of the composite likelihood. Unlike the EM algorithms for joint likelihood ob-
jectives, our method does not involve any imputation model of Y using the whole set of observed
variables (X,G, Y ∗). This in turn ensures the validity free of any assumptions on the joint distri-
bution of X, Y ∗ that is hard to characterize due to the curse of dimensionality. Second, Algorithm
1 involves an M-step solving for θ through MLE constructed using the imputed Y ’s. Again, corre-
sponding to the composite likelihood construction, λ and ζj’s for different error-prone outcomes
are solved separately based on their own imputed outcomes.

In Theorem 1 presented later, we show that Algorithm 1 maintains an ascent property on the
objective composite likelihood function that is desirable for optimization. Nevertheless, it is still
practically crucial to have a good initial estimator θ̂(0) for Algorithm 1 to avoid the local minima
issue. In response to this, we propose in Algorithm A2 of Appendix to derive ξ̂(0), ζ̂(0), µ̂(0) through
MLE constructed as if I(Y ∗ = 1) was the true outcome, i.e., the logistic regression of I(Y ∗ = 1)

against ψ(G) or each φj(Xj). For λ̂(0), we set it up with a proper guess presuming that Y ∗ is
informative.
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2.3 Stage II: condensing EHR features for phenotyping

With the fitted estimator in Stage I, we derive α̂(X) =
∑p

j=1φ
T
j (Xj)ζ̂j , serving as a phenotype

score condensing the outcomes X1, X2, . . . , Xp. For α̂(X), we further adopt a nonparametric
likelihood approach that combines it with G to derive an imputation model for Y . Since α̂(X)

ensembles multiple EHR outcomes, it tends to be more predictive of Y than each single mj(Xj).
So this procedure can be more efficient than modeling each single Xj separately in C(θ), thus,
being more favorable for the downstream analysis. As implied by (3), the optimal ensemble is
ᾱ(X) =

∑p
j=1 g

−1{mj(Xj)} only when the working assumption X1 ⊥ X2 ⊥ . . . ⊥ Xp | Y holds.
When there is a strong evidence that such conditional independence does not hold, an alternative
strategy is to set the phenotyping score α(X) as the first principle component of g−1{mj(Xj)} for
j = 1, 2, . . . , p, to make it representative of the multiple EHR outcomes.

Again, we will not rely on any parametric or model structural assumptions on the sensitivity
function Sᾱ,y(c) = Pr(ᾱ(X) > c | Y = y) for c ∈ R and y ∈ {0, 1} that captures ᾱ(X) | Y . In
this case, the log-likelihood function can be written as

n∑
i=1

log

{
1∑

y=0

λyY ∗
i
gy{ξTψ(Gi)}

}
+

N∑
i=1

log

{
−

1∑
y=0

Ṡα̂,y{α̂(Xi)}gy{ξTψ(Gi)}

}
.

Without any further constraint on Sᾱ,y(c) = Pr(ᾱ(X) > c | Y = y), the above log-likelihood
function will not have a unique maximizer. Thus, inspired by existing literature in nonparametric
MLE (Murphy and Van der Vaart, 2000, e.g.), we restrict Sᾱ,y(c) to be a step function that can only
jump at the observed data points {α̂(Xi) : i = 1, 2, . . . , N}, and denote its jump size at each α̂(Xi)

as ∇Sᾱ,y{α̂(Xi)}. If the true status Yi was observed, the MLE for Sα̂,y(c) under this step-function
constraint would be derived as

S̆α̂,y(c) =

∑N
i=1 I(α̂(Xi) > c)I(Yi = y)∑N

i=1 I(Yi = y)
for c = α̂(Xi′).

Based on this, our objective becomes to maximize

L(ηα̂) =
n∑

i=1

log

{
1∑

y=0

λyY ∗
i
gy{ξTψ(Gi)}

}
+

N∑
i=1

log

{
1∑

y=0

−∇Sα̂,y{α̂(Xi)}gy{ξTψ(Gi)}

}
,

(5)
where ηα = {Sα,0(·),Sα,1(·),λ, ξ}, under the step-function constraints on Sα,0(·),Sα,1(·). Since
we do not specify the correlation or dependence between Y ∗ and α̂(X), we still adopt a compos-
ite strategy to model them in (5). But different from the fully composite C(θ) also treating Xj

separately, we now condense Xj’s into a single α̂(X).
Similar to Algorithm 1, we adopt an EM algorithm to numerically maximize the objective

L(ηα̂) for the solution η̃α̂ = {S̃α̂,0(·), S̃α̂,1(·), λ̃, ξ̃}; see Algorithm A2 in Appendix A. At last, we
introduce Theorem 1 to establish the ascent properties of our proposed EM algorithms for C(θ)
and Lα̂(η) formulated in Steps I and II respectively.
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Theorem 1 Let θ̂(r) and η̃(r) be the estimators at the r-th iteration of the EM Algorithms 1 and
A1 respectively. We have C(θ̂(r)) ≤ C(θ̂(r+1)) and L(η̃(r)

α̂ ) ≤ L(η̃(r+1)
α̂ ), i.e., each iteration in our

EM algorithms is ensured to result in the ascent of the objective log-likelihood functions.

2.4 Stage III: genetic risk modeling and EHR phenotype validation

In Steps (I) and (II) introduced above, we fit nonparametric models for Y | G to make the es-
timators α̂(·) and Ŝᾱ,y(·) more robust to model misspecification. In practice, directly using such
nonparametric models for gene association analysis often results in large variance or even inef-
ficiency due to the curse of dimensionality. Thus, in this step, we leverage the extracted η̃α̂ to
construct a parametric genetic risk for the true outcome Yi against Gi. In specific, with η̃α̂, we
characterize E[Yi | ᾱ(Xi),Gi] for all i = 1, 2, . . . , N , and E[Yi | Y ∗

i ,Gi] for i = 1, 2, . . . , n as

Ỹi0 =
λ̃1Y ∗

i
g1{ψT(Gi)ξ̃}∑1

y=0 λ̃
(r)
yY ∗

i
gy{ψT(Gi)ξ̃}

; Ỹi1 =
∇S̃α̂,1{α̂(Xi)}g1{ψT(Gi)ξ̃}∑1
y=0 ∇S̃α̂,y{α̂(Xi)}gy{ψT(Gi)ξ̃}

,

which coincides with the imputation of the unobserved Y in the last E-step of Algorithm A2.
Note that Ỹi1 is not necessarily consistent for E[Yi | Xi,Gi] unless the working independence
assumption (3) holds and E[Yi | Xi] = E[Yi | ᾱ(Xi)]. Then we conduct logistic regression for the
imputed outcomes Ỹi0 and Ỹi1 separately against Gi, to obtain estimators

β̃0 = argmax
β

n∑
i=1

ℓ(Ỹi0,G
T

iβ); β̃1 = argmax
β

N∑
i=1

ℓ(Ỹi1,G
T

iβ).

Although N > n, the standard error of β̃0 may still be smaller than that of β̃1 since X is typically
less informative than the chart review labels Y ∗ in terms of measuring the true Y . To derive a more
efficient estimator, the final step is to assemble β̃0 and β̃1 as:

β̃ = ω̂β̃0 + (1− ω̂)β̃1; ω̂ ∈ [0, 1],

where ω̂ is a weight determined using the data to minimize the variance of β̃ among all convex
combinations of β̃0 and β̃1. When N ≫ n, we can show that β̃0 and β̃1 are asymptotically inde-
pendent, and, thus, the optimal weight ω̂ = ŜE

−2

0 /(ŜE
−2

0 + ŜE
−2

1 ), where ŜE0 and ŜE1 represent
the estimated standard error of β̃0 and β̃1. In general, we can take

ω̂ = arg min
ω∈[0,1]

(ω, 1− ω)Σ̂β̃0,β̃1
(ω, 1− ω)T,

where Σ̂β̃0,β̃1
is the asymptotic covariance matrix of (β̃0, β̃1) computed using bootstrap. Since

the true disease status Y is unobserved, the estimators β̃0 and β̃1 are subject to the issue that
the switch between Y = 0 and Y = 1 cannot be identified from the observed data. To address
this, we assume the coefficient for G1 to be greater than zero with G1 chosen as an informative
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feature to Y . Correspondingly, we shall flip the sign of the fitted β̃0 or β̃1 if β̃01 < 0 or β̃11 < 0.
Alternatively, one could also restrict the prevalence of Y to be smaller than 0.5, which does not
require the knowledge of some informative feature G1.

As the by-product, we are also able to validate the derived phenotyping score α̂(X) using the
fitted sensitivity functional S̃α̂,y(·). Denote the limiting (population-level) function of α̂(X) as
ᾱ(X). The true positive rate (TPR) and false positive rate (FPR) of the classifier I(α̂(X) > c) or
I(ᾱ(X) > c) on the true label Y can be naturally estimated using S̃α̂,1(c) and S̃α̂,0(c) respectively.
Furthermore, the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve of α̂(X) or ᾱ(X) can be estimated
by R̂OC(u) = S̃α̂,1{S̃−1

α̂,0(u)} for u ∈ [0, 1], and the area under ROC ÂUC =
∫ 1

0
R̂OC(u)du.

3 Asymptotic analysis

In this section, we provide asymptotic analysis of the TUBE estimators α̂(X), S̃α,y(·), and β̃ re-
sulted from our described steps in Sections 2.2–2.4. We consider G as a continuous univariate gene
risk score and ψ(G) as its spline basis function. Let θ̄ = {ξ̄, ζ̄, λ̄, µ̄} and η̄ = {S̄ᾱ,1, S̄ᾱ,0, λ̄, ξ̄} be
the population-level (true) parameters. We define the norm of θ to be ∥θ∥2 = {E{∥ξ∥22}+ E{∥ζ∥22}+ E{∥λ∥22}+ E{u2}}1/2

and the norm of η to be ∥η∥2 =
{∑1

y=0

∫
(Sα,y(c))

2dc+ E{∥λ∥22}+ E{∥ξ∥22}
}1/2

. We first in-
troduce smoothness and regularity assumptions as follows.

Assumption 1 Covariates (X,G) have compact domain X×G with their joint probability density
function being twice continuously differentiable. For all j = 1, 2, . . . , p and y = 0, 1, mjy(x) and
γy(g) are twice continuously differentiable. For y = 0, 1, S ′

α,y(c), the derivative of Sα,y(c) is
continuously differentiable.

Assumption 2 The parameter spaces of θ̄ and η̄ are compact. Hessian matrix E[GGTg′1(G
Tβ0)]

has its all eigenvalues staying away from 0 and ∞. For any θ1,θ2 and η1,η2, E[C(θ1+τ(θ2−θ1))]
and E[L(ηα,1 + τ(ηα,2 − ηα,1))] are twice continuously differentiable with respect to τ ∈ [0, 1],
∂2

∂τ2
E[C(θ1 + τ(θ2 − θ1))] ≍ −∥θ2 − θ1∥22, and ∂2

∂τ2
E[L(ηα,1 + τ(η2 − η1))] ≍ −∥ηα,2 − ηα,1∥22.

Remark 2 Assumption 1 consists of mild smoothness conditions commonly used for the asymp-
totic analysis of of M-estimation and sieve-smoothed regression (Van der Vaart, 2000; Chen, 2007,
e.g.). Assumption 2 requires the non-singularity of the hessian matrix as well as the strong convex-
ity of the loss functions, which has been also frequently used in the literature.

Remark 3 When X and G are discrete, e.g., G being the categorical functions of several SNPs,
Assumption 1 will be as given. In such a situation with discrete X, the sensitivity function Sα,y(c)

will only have finite choices on the cutoff c, and the asymptotic analysis of its estimator will be
degenerated and simplified.

Next, we establish the consistency and asymptotic normality for the phenotyping score α̂(x) in
Theorem 2, as well as those for the estimator of its sensitivity function in Theorem 3. Let JN be
the dimensionality of the bases φj(X) and ψ(G) supposed to increase with N .
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Theorem 2 Under Assumptions 1 and 2 and assume that N1/4 ≪ JN ≪ N1/2. As n,N → ∞,
supx∈X |α̂(x)− ᾱ(x)| converges to 0 in probability. Moreover, for x ∈ X ,

√
N/JN{α̂(x)− ᾱ(x)}

converges weakly to some zero-mean Gaussian process.

Theorem 3 Under all assumptions in Theorem 2, then as n,N → ∞, supc∈R |S̃α̂,0(c)−S̄ᾱ,0(c)|+
|S̃α̂,1(c)−S̄ᾱ,1(c)| converges to 0 in probability, and for c ∈ R,

√
N/JN{S̃α̂,0(c)−S̄ᾱ,0(c), S̃α̂,0(c)−

S̄ᾱ,0(c)} converges weakly to some zero-mean Gaussian process for c ∈ R.

Considering that our primary goal is the genetic risk estimation with β̃, we under-smooth
the sieve estimator of ᾱ by taking JN slightly larger than O(N1/4), to achieve the asymptotic
unbiasedness and normality of β̃ that will be established in Theorem 4. This choice of JN does
not lead to the optimal convergence rate of these by-products α̂(x) and S̃α̂,y(c). To further refine
these estimators, one just needs to take JN ≍ N1/5 and carry out Steps I and II. This leads to the
N−2/5-convergence of α̂(x)−ᾱ(x) and S̃α̂,y(c)−S̄ᾱ,y(c), an improvement compared to the current
N−3/8-convergence. However, the estimator derived with JN ≍ N1/5 cannot ensure the desirable
parametric rate and asymptotic normality of β̃0 and β̃1 obtained in Step III. See existing literature
like Chen (2007) for more relevant results.

Finally, we establish the convergence properties of β̃0 and β̃1, which reveals the n1/2-consistency
and asymptotic normality of the TUBE estimator β̃.

Theorem 4 Under all assumptions in Theorem 2, both β̃0 and β̃1 converge to β̄ in probability and
{
√
n(β̃0 − β̄),

√
N(β̃1 − β̄)} converges weakly to a zero-mean Gaussian distribution.

4 Simulation

We conduct comprehensive simulation studies to evaluate the finite-sample performance of the
proposed method. Let Binomial{n, p} denote the binomial distribution with n trials and a success
probability of p. To generate risk factors G = (G1, . . . , Gq)

T, we consider q = 4 with G1 ∼
N(0, 1), and G2, G3, G4 generated independently from Binomial{2, 0.6}. For generation of the
unobserved true outcome Y and EHR surrogates X, we consider the following three settings:

(a) Y ∼ Bernoulli {g(GTβ)} where β∗ = (−4.6, 1.6, 1.6, 1.6, 1.6)T; and X = {Y + 0.5(1 −
Y ) + ϵ1, Y + 0.5(1− Y ) + ϵ2, 0.5Y + 0.25(1− Y ) + ϵ3}T where ϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3 are independent
standard normal noises.

(b) Y ∼ Bernoulli {g(G1 +G2
1 − cos(G1)−G2 −G3 −G4 + 2)}, with X generated given Y

in the same way as (a).

(c) Y ∼ Bernoulli {g(−G1 +G2
1 + sin(G1)−G2 −G3 −G4 + 1)}; and X = {Y + 0.5(1 −

Y ) + 0.005G1 + ϵ1, Y +0.5(1− Y ) + 0.005G1 + ϵ2, 0.5Y +0.25(1− Y ) + 0.005G1 + ϵ3}T

where ϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3 are independent standard normal noises.
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In all settings, we set N = 10000 and generate Y ∗ from Binomial {2, expit(−2 + 4Y + 0.1T
3X)}.

As discussed earlier, Y ∗ is supposed to be an imperfect but more informative outcome compared
to X. Our setup mimics this by imposing a much stronger effect of Y on Y ∗. We also let the size
of Y ∗ labels n range from 100 to 1000 to investigate its influence on the efficiency of the methods.

We consider the following three methods for comparison: (1) the simple approach referred as
Naive-Logistic directly using the label Y ∗ as the outcome for analysis; (2) our main benchmark
Hong et al. (2019) using the composite likelihood approach with parametric modeling on X and G;
(3) the proposed TUBE approach with ψ(G) = (ψ1(G1), G2, G3, G4) and the basis functions φj

and ψ1(G1) specified as the natural spline with the degree of freedom as 4. Note that Hong et al.
(2019)’s method is fully parametric and, thus, will concur the issues of model misspecification
in settings (b) and (c) due to the non-linearity of Y ∼ G. In setting (c), we introduce some
small indirect effect of G on X given Y that moderately breaks our key independence assumption
X ⊥ G | Y . This is to examine the sensitivity to the (slight) violation of this assumption.

The parameters of our interests include β, the logistic model coefficients obtained by regress-
ing Y against G, as well as the accuracy parameter AUC of Y against their phenotyping score
obtained in each method. The population level parameters of β and G are computed by gener-
ating an extremely large sample. Our evaluation metrics include mean squared error (MSE) in
Figure 2, percent bias in Figure 3, i.e., the ratio between absolute bias and root MSE, and coverage
probability (CP) of the 95% CI computed using the standard resampling bootstrap procedure; see
Figure 4. The results in Figures 2-4 are obtained based on 500 times of simulation. For the multi-
dimensional β, we only present the average performance over β1, . . . , β4 in these figures and the
element-wise results can be found in the tables of Appendix B.
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Figure 2: Mean squared error (MSE) for estimators of the genetic effects β and the AUC of the
phenotyping score in different settings introduced in Section 4.
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Figure 3: Absolute Biases/RMSE for estimators of the genetic effects β and the AUC of the
phenotyping score in different settings introduced in Section 4.
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Figure 4: Coverage probabilities (CP) for estimators of the genetic effects β and the AUC of the
phenotyping score in different settings introduced in Section 4.

In all settings, Naive-Logistic shows large MSEs and percent biases due to the erroneousness
of Y ∗ in measuring the true Y . In setting (a), TUBE attains close performance to the benchmark
methods in Hong et al. (2019) that relies on a fully parametric modeling strategy and does not
encounter the model misspecification issue. In specific, the percentage difference in the MSE
between the two methods is smaller than 5% on all parameters when n ≥ 500 in setting (a). Also,
both methods attain small enough percent bias and desirable coverage probability on β and AUC.
Thus, although it seems redundant to use a more complex semiparametric modeling strategy in
TUBE compared to Hong et al. (2019) when the true models are indeed linear and parametric,
this complexity does not result in TUBE’s loss of validity or efficiency. This result is in line with
our conclusions in Section 3 that the sieve estimators does not impact the parametric rate of our
estimator for β due to under-smoothing.

In settings (b) and (c) under which the fully parametric method of Hong et al. (2019) has a
severe issue in model misspecification, TUBE achieves significantly better performance than Hong
et al. (2019) and ensures the validity of inference. For example, under setting (b) with n = 500,
the average MSE of TUBE on β is more than 90% smaller than that of Hong et al. (2019). Also,
TUBE successfully maintains a small percent bias (5%–10%) and appropriate coverage probability
while Hong et al. (2019) fails to provide valid inference with the average coverage rates around
30% below than the nominal level 95% in setting (b). This substantial improvement of TUBE is
resulted from the nonparametric construction in our Steps I and II that protect our approach against
bias due to the nonlinear effects.
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In addition, we notice that as the labeled sample size n increases, the MSEs of TUBE on β
and AUC gradually decrease as Y ∗ provides additional information over X. For example, when n
increase from 100 to 500, TUBE’s MSE on AUC decreases more than 50% in all settings. Recall
that in practice and our simulation setup, Y ∗ is usually more informative than X even though both
of them contains errors in measuring the true Y . Thus, moderately increasing the size of Y ∗ could
result in efficiency gain even with the total sample size N unchanged. Meanwhile, we do not see
the improvement of Naive-Logistic and Hong et al. (2019) as n increases in settings (b) and (c)
probably because of their large bias.

5 Real Example

The rising incidence of Type II diabetes mellitus (T2D) in recent years has risen great concern in
health. Previous genome-wide association studies (GWAS) have identified many genetic variations
associated with insulin resistance or inadequate insulin production attributing to T2D (Mahajan
et al., 2018). Consequently, polygenic risk score (GRS) has been developed to predict individual’s
genetic risk of developing T2D (He et al., 2021). These advancements provide great potential
for precision medicine approaches in the prevention and management of the T2D disease. In this
application, we study the Mass General Brigham (MGB) biobank data (Castro et al., 2022) with
a primary goal to build a genetic risk prediction model for T2D using its GRS and demographic
information.

Our data set includes N = 16, 963 MGB biobank participants up to 2021 with their available
EHR features updated for the same year. Their risk factors G contain G1, an one-dimensional
GRS for T2D derived using the reported variants and effect sizes of Mahajan et al. (2018), as
well as gender denoted as G2 (G2 = 1 for Female). The EHR surrogates X include X1, the log-
transformed total count of the International Classification of Diseases (ICD) codes for T2D and
X2, the value of hemoglobin A1C obtained via laboratory tests. In addition, we have collected
Y ∗ on a subset of n = 269 patients as the manual chart reviewing label for T2D status created
by clinicians in 2014. Due to the gap of time windows of data collection, Y ∗ is an imperfect
label for the true T2D status Y with its potential measurement error coming from the missingness
of information between 2014 and 2021, as well as the switch of the ICD system from version 9
to 10 around 2015 at MGB. For the purpose of validation, we also extract the chart reviewing
labels created by clinicians according to all information up to 2021 on a random subsample of
the data with size nv = 220. These labels are more close to (arguably identical to) the true
T2D status Y and only used for validation and evaluation of the estimators trained on the set
O = {Oi = (Y ∗

i δi, δi,Xi,Gi) : i = 1, 2, ..., N}.
In addition to Hong et al. 2019 and Naive-Logistic studied in Section 4, we also include four

simple benchmark estimators including those obtained through the logistic regression against G
respectively using I(ICD≥1), I(ICD≥2), I(A1C≥5.7) and I(A1C≥6.4) as the binary outcomes.
All of them are common and convenient ways to screen the subject with T2D frequently used in
existing biomedical studies and practice. As the secondary analysis, we also estimate the AUC of
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the two important surrogates ICD and A1C using the imputation for Y in TUBE and other methods
except the aforementioned approaches directly using ICD or A1C to construct the outcome. This
aim is slightly different from evaluating the derived phenotyping score α̂(X) considered in Sections
2 and 4 but it can be realized using nearly the same strategy and is typically more useful for
clinicians and researchers in practice. We use 200 times bootstrap sampling to quantify the variance
of all the estimators. The resulted estimators with their standard errors are presented in Table 1.

Using the validation set with the true label Y , we obtain a validation estimator β̂v and evaluate
the AUC of ICD and A1C. Evaluation metrics of the estimators for β include: (1) mean square
prediction error (MSPE) defined as the sample mean of {g(GT

i β̂v) − g(GT
i β̂)}2; (2) Deviance of

the logistic model evaluated on the target data; (3) classifier’s correlation (Class. Cor) with β̂v,
i.e., the sample correlation of I(g(GT

i β̂v) > c) and I(g(GT
i β̂) > c) where c is the sample mean

of g(GT
i β̂v); and (4) false classification rate (False Class.) compared to β̂v, i.e., the empirical

probability of I(g(GT
i β̂v) > c) ̸= I(g(GT

i β̂) > c). The evaluation results are presented in Table 2.

β0 (Intercept) β1 (GRS) β2 (Gender) AUC(ICD) AUC(A1C)
ICD≥ 1 −0.9550.028 0.6490.08 −0.5560.036 – –
ICD≥ 2 −1.2860.031 0.7950.087 −0.6270.04 – –

A1C≥ 5.7 −0.7370.027 0.4640.076 −0.4610.034 – –
A1C≥ 6.5 −2.10.041 0.8180.115 −0.6180.053 – –

Naive-Logistic −1.3860.31 2.2210.639 −1.5720.377 0.9490.016 0.8050.023
Hong et al. 2019 −1.2230.136 1.2040.160 −0.8060.107 0.8560.046 0.7870.035

TUBE −1.3520.215 1.1620.200 −0.8440.140 0.9730.016 0.8940.013
Validation −1.3410.263 1.0070.854 −0.9790.387 0.9830.008 0.8720.036

Table 1: Estimators for the T2D genetic model coefficient β and the AUCs of ICD and A1C, with
their empirical standard errors presented as subscriptions.

MSPE Deviance Class. Cor False Class.
ICD≥ 1 0.0064 0.004 0.20 0.46
ICD≥ 2 0.0008 −0.014 0.81 0.10

A1C≥ 5.7 0.0156 0.029 0 0.50
A1C≥ 6.4 0.0069 0.010 0.12 0.48

Naive-Logistic 0.0034 0.000 0.40 0.36
Hong et al. 2019 0.0011 −0.013 0.81 0.10

TUBE 0.0002 −0.017 0.95 0.03
Validation 0 −0.017 1 0

Table 2: Estimation performance in the T2D genetic model β evaluated using the metrics intro-
duced in Section 5.

Among all methods under comparison, TUBE attains the closest point estimates to the valida-
tion estimator in terms of both β and AUC. For example, the AUC of A1C evaluated using TUBE-
imputed outcomes only differs from the the validation estimator by around 0.02 while all the other
estimators show more than 0.06 gaps to the validation estimator. The estimation performance in β
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are depicted more carefully in Table 2 where TUBE achieves the best on all metrics among all esti-
mators except for β̂v. For example, compared to the recent method proposed by Hong et al. (2019),
our method attains more than 70% reduction on MSPE, and 0.14 larger classifier’s correlation with
the validation estimator. These results illustrate the effectiveness of leveraging our semiparametric
modeling strategy to reduce potential bias due to misspecification. Meanwhile, although TUBE in-
volves more complicated nonparametric regression, it does not result in significant inflation of the
standard errors compared to Hong et al. (2019), which is a benefit of using parametric regression
(projection) in Stage III.

Our estimator of β reveals that the GRS has a significant positive effect (log(OR)=1.16, 95%
CI: [0.77, 1.55]) on the risk of T2D and men have significantly higher risk to develop T2D than
women in our study cohort. Interestingly, the effect sizes estimated using the four simple EHR
outcomes, i.e., I(ICD≥1), I(ICD≥2), I(A1C≥5.7), and I(A1C≥6.4) are all smaller than β1 and
β2 estimated by TUBE. As an explanation of this observation, after we convert the error-prone
EHR outcomes to binary variables, they will have the same scale as the true outcome Y and, thus,
showing weaker association with the risk factors than Y due to their measurement errors. This can
be justified under the key assumption that ICD, A1C are independent with the baseline risk factors
given the True T2D status.

6 Discussion

In summary, we propose TUBE, a novel unsupervised method for analyzing multiple error-prone
EHR outcomes and noisy labels against baseline risk factors, such as genetic variants extracted
from EHR linked biobanks. TUBE incorporates a nonparametric composite regression step, and
then uses it to combine the EHR outcomes for phenotyping and derive a parametric genetic risk
model through projection. Compared to existing methods, our semiparametric strategy has two
advantages. First, the nonparametric composite construction at the first stage safeguards the unsu-
pervised learning against potential bias due to model misspecification. Second, the derived para-
metric genetic risk model obtained through projection enhances interpretability and achieves and
significantly reduced variance in comparison to a fully nonparametric approach. These advantages
are supported by our comprehensive asymptotic analysis, simulations, and a real-world study.

We acknowledges several limitations and potential extensions of our work. First, the validity
of our method is prone to severe violation of the conditional independence assumption between the
EHR outcomes and the baseline covariates. This issue can be alleviated by incorporating (small)
samples with the true labels to calibrate the unsupervised estimator derived from surrogates. Re-
cent advancements in surrogate-assisted semi-supervised learning (Zhang et al., 2022; Hou et al.,
2023b) are particularly relevant to this discussion. Second, our current setup focuses on binary
disease status. In current biomedical studies, time to the onset of clinical events (e.g., cancer
relapse) is often not readily available with their EHR surrogates subject to measurement errors.
Simple estimates of the event time based on billing or procedure codes may poorly approximate
the true outcome and lead to bias. Therefore, expanding TUBE to incorporate multiple sources
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of imperfect and temporal endpoints under the survival setting is a potential direction for future
research. In addition, our current method only accommodates low-dimensional genetic variants
and a single disease or phenotype. Recent large scale genome??? and phenome???wide studies
(Huang and Labrecque, 2019; Verma et al., 2023, e.g.) provides a strong motivation for its exten-
sions to accommodate high-dimensional or machine learning estimates of the genetic risk models
and multi-phenotype studies.
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Appendix

A Additional implementation details

Algorithm A1 EM algorithm for maximizing the non-parametric log-likelihood function (5).
Input: Observed data O = {Oi = (Y ∗

i δi, δi,Xi,Gi) : i = 1, 2, ..., N}, and the phenotyping score
α̂(x) derived in Algorithm 1.
Initialize with η̃(0)

α̂ = {S̃(0)
α̂,y(·), λ̃(0), ξ̃(0) : y = 0, 1} introduced in Algorithm A2. Iterate on the

following two steps for r = 0, 1, . . . , R until convergence.
E-step. For each subject i, impute the probability for Yi conditional on Y ∗

i (if observed) or α̂(Xi):

Ỹ
(r+1)
i0 = δi ×

λ̃
(r)
1Y ∗

i
g1{ψT(Gi)ξ̃

(r)}∑1
y=0 λ̃

(r)
yY ∗

i
gy{ψT(Gi)ξ̃(r)}

; Ỹ
(r+1)
i1 =

−∇S̃(r)
α̂,1{α̂(Xi)}g1{ψT(Gi)ξ̃

(r)}

−
∑1

y=0∇S̃(r)
α̂,y{α̂(Xi)}gy{ψT(Gi)ξ̃(r)}

.

M-step. Update ηα̂ through the MLE specified with the imputed outcomes from the E-step:

λ̃
(r+1)
yk =

∑n
i=1 I(Y

∗
i = k){Ỹ (r+1)

i0 }y{1− Ỹ
(r+1)
i0 }1−y∑n

i=1{Ỹ
(r+1)
i0 }y{1− Ỹ

(r+1)
i0 }1−y

; k = 0, 1, . . . , K

ξ̃(r+1) = argmax
ξ

n∑
i=1

ℓ
(
Ỹ

(r+1)
i0 ,ψT(Gi)ξ

)
+

N∑
i=1

ℓ
(
Ỹ

(r+1)
i1 ,ψT(Gi)ξ

)
;

S̃(r)
α̂,y(c) =

∑N
i=1 I(α̂(Xi) > c){Ỹ (r+1)

i1 }y{1− Ỹ
(r+1)
i1 }1−y∑N

i=1{Ỹ
(r+1)
i1 }y{1− Ỹ

(r+1)
i1 }1−y

, y = 0, 1.

Output: The imputed outcomes Ỹi0 = Ỹ
(R)
i0 (if δi = 1) and Ỹi1 = Ỹ

(R)
i1 for i = 1, 2, . . . , N .
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Algorithm A2 Initialization of the EM Algorithms.

For Algorithm 1, we define Y †
i = I(Y ∗

i = 1) for subjects i = 1, 2, . . . , n and obtain the initial
estimators ξ̂(0), ζ̂(0), µ̂(0) through MLE:

µ̂(0) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Y †
i ; ξ̂(0) = argmax

ξ

n∑
i=1

ℓ
(
Y †
i ,ψ

T(Gi)ξ
)
; ζ̂

(0)
j = argmax

ζj

n∑
i=1

ℓ
(
Y †
i ,φ

T

j (Xij)ζj

)
.

For λ̂(0), we set λ̃(0)1K = 0.85; λ̃(0)1k = 0.15/K for k = 0, 1, . . . , K − 1 and λ̃(0)00 = 0.85; λ̃(0)0k =

0.15/K for k = 1, . . . , K, in the belief that Y ∗ is reliable.
For Algorithm A2, we set λ̃(0) = λ̂ and ξ̃(0) = ξ̂ based on the results in Algorithm 1, and take

S̃(0)
α̂,y(c) =

∑n
i=1 I(α̂(Xi) > c)I(Y †

i = y)∑n
i=1 I(Y

†
i = y)

, y = 0, 1.

B Additional numerical results

In this section, we attach more complete simulation results as a supplement to the main results
presented in Section 4.
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