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ABSTRACT. Observational studies are valuable tools for inferring causal effects in the absence
of controlled experiments. However, these studies may be biased due to the presence of some
relevant, unmeasured set of covariates. The design of an observational study has a prominent
effect on its sensitivity to hidden biases, and the best design may not be apparent without
examining the data. One approach to facilitate a data-inspired design is to split the sample
into a planning sample for choosing the design and an analysis sample for making inferences.
We devise a powerful and flexible method for selecting outcomes in the planning sample
when an unknown number of outcomes are affected by the treatment. We investigate the
theoretical properties of our method and conduct extensive simulations that demonstrate
pronounced benefits, especially at higher levels of allowance for unmeasured confounding.
Finally, we demonstrate our method in an observational study of the multi-dimensional
impacts of a devastating flood in Bangladesh.

1. INTRODUCTION

Observational studies have widespread presence in areas ranging from epidemiology to eco-
nomics and are often employed by researchers when randomized experiments are either uneth-
ical or infeasible. Unlike a randomized experiment, however, a researcher does not control the
assignment of treatment to the subjects. Even after matching on a potentially wide array of
observed covariates, a researcher is unlikely to be absolutely confident about the exhaustiveness

of her set of confounders and unmeasured covariates may serve to nullify causal claims between

treatment and outcome (Fewell et al.| [2007], [Rosenbaum| [2010]). Under these circumstances,

the design of an observational study plays a crucial role in its robustness and validity.

Rosenbaum| [2010] argues that a methodical design strengthens the power and transparency

of observational analyses. He writes:

The quality and strength of evidence provided by an observational study is de-

termined largely by its design. FExcellent methods of analysis will not salvage
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a poorly designed study ... An observational study that begins by examining

outcomes is a formless, undisciplined investigation ...

The design of an observational study may encompass various considerations, including what
protocol to use, the level of unconfoundedness at which to control, choice of test statistics, and
outcomes for which to test. To best formulate such a design, a glimpse of the data is often
advantageous and randomly splitting the sample into a smaller planning sample for choosing
the design and a larger analysis sample for making inferences can help maintain an honest and
transparent inference process, while not sacrificing validity. Although other strategies exist to
conduct valid statistical inference after making data-driven decisions, such as the simultane-
ous confidence intervals proposed by Berk et al|[2013], these procedures are not necessarily
well-posed for addressing causal questions (Small| [2018]). Sample splitting on the other hand
is a computationally efficient and intuitive technique with many useful qualities (Heller et al.
[2009], Rosenbaum)| [2010], [Smalll [2024]). Data splitting facilitates an informed choice of sta-
tistical techniques and methods, as well as outcomes for which to test, after looking at the
data without the risk of p-hacking. In practice, a researcher would aim to be deliberate in
how she allocates the power of her data analysis, preferring to select outcomes which would
have a reasonable chance of being significant in the analysis sample, even after accounting for
potential confounding biases. The goal of this paper is to develop a powerful method for select-
ing outcomes to test on the analysis sample from the planning sample data. As a motivating
example, we consider the wide-ranging effects of the 1998 floods in Bangladesh, which endan-
gered the health and lives of millions through food shortages, diminished purchasing power
for essential goods, and the potential spread of water-borne illnesses (del Ninno et al.| [2001]).
We employ split-sampling to establish hypotheses likely to be less sensitive to unmeasured bi-
ases, helping researchers to identify the specific impacts of treatment; in this case, evaluating
whether these floods reduced food availability, decreased access to sanitary water, or worsened
illness intensity, to highlight a few possibilities, among residents in Bangladesh following these
disasters.

Seeking to improve design under concerns of potential unmeasured confounding, [Heller et al.
[2009] utilize sample splitting to compare design sensitivities (Rosenbaum||2004]). They demon-
strate that sample splitting may reduce power, but leaves design sensitivity unchanged. The

most salient rebuttal against the use of data splitting has been the loss of power resulting from
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the decrease in sample size. |Cox] |[1975] utilized sample splitting in randomized trials to choose
several hypotheses. Similar approaches have been employed by [Wasserman and Roeder| [2006],
weighting hypotheses based on estimated signal strengths, and Rubin et al.| [2006], estimating
optimal cutoffs in a multiple testing problem. Unfortunately, the gain in power using clever
techniques does not generally compensate the loss due to the reduced sample size in randomized
experiments. Yet Heller et al.|[2009] show that sample splitting can be powerful in the context
of observational studies. Although their work constitutes an illuminating proof of concept, their
approach of choosing the smallest p-value is largely heuristic-based and is limited to either one
specific outcome or one general outcome of interest which can manifest itself through various
avenues. In his defense of the use of protocols for observational studies, |Small [2024] (Section
6.1) raises the choice of how many and which outcomes to select in a planning sample as an
open problem.

In this article, we provide an adaptive procedure to select outcomes to test in an observational
study. Our method is based on the sensitivity value, coined first by |Zhao| [2018] but frequently
reported in observational studies since |Cornfield et al.| [1959]. Defined as the smallest level of
unmeasured confounding ! required in sample to invalidate the significance of a causal effect,
the sensitivity value is a sample-based random variable that captures the trade-off between
finite sample efficiency and bias insensitivity more succinctly than the design sensitivity. In
more detail discussed in the subsequent sections, our strategy has the advantage of dealing with
the behavior of a finite sample, as it is based on the random variable (sensitivity value) rather
than its asymptotic limit parameter (design sensitivity). In particular, our method computes
the sensitivity value of each outcome on the planning sample and estimates its corresponding
variability to construct predictive intervals on the analysis sample. Intuitively, it uses the
information contained in the planning sample to predict whether or not each outcome will
have a reasonable chance of proving significant in the latter sample, allowing us to make
an informed choice about how many and which outcomes to carry over for analysis. Our
approach demonstrates competitive power compared to the full sample Bonferroni correction
in observational studies, while allowing for the full benefits of data splitting to be reaped.
Simulation results suggest that benefits are more pronounced with increasing wariness about
unmeasured confounding; that is, increasing I'-levels at which to control.

We outline our article as follows: in Section[2} we provide the notation we will use in the arti-

cle and provide background on treatment assignment and sensitivity analysis for observational
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studies. We discuss methods for outcome selection and provide some theoretical arguments in
Sections [3] and [l In Sections [f| and [6, we conduct simulation studies and an application of
the proposed methods to study the specific household-level effects of Bangladesh flooding. We
conclude the article with a brief discussion in Section [7] An extension to multiple controls,
technical proofs, additional design considerations, and details of the data application can be

found in the Appendix.

2. NOTATION AND REVIEW

2.1. Treatment Assignments and Treatment Effects. Consider an observational study
with I matched sets, i = 1,---,I, where the i*" set contains n; > 2 subjects, j = 1,--- ,n,,
one of which is treated with Z;; = 1, while the others are controls with Z;; = 0, such that
27:1 Zij =1and N = Zle n; subjects in total. Sets are matched for observed covariates
x;; = x5 for all 7,7,7’, but a researcher may be concerned about an unobserved covariate
possibly leading to w;; # u;js for some ¢, j,j’. There are L outcomes in which the researcher

I*" outcome for

may be interested. Let 74, and r(, denote the potential outcomes for the
the j* subject in the i** matched set when assigned to treatment and control, respectively,
for I = 1,---,L. The researcher gets to observe Réj = ZijTlTij + (1 - Zij)rlcij; hence, the
individual treatment effect rlTij _Tlcij is not calculable Neyman [1923], Rubin|[1974]. Take F =
{(xij,uij,rlTij,rlCU) |i=1,---,I; j=1,---,n;; l=1,---, L} and Z be the event Y 7" | Z;; =
1. Let R' = (R}, R, - - 7Rirm)T, R=(R', - \RYT, and Z = (Z11, Z12, "+ , Z1n,)T. We
use 2 to denote the support of Z.

In a randomized experiment, a subject within each matched set ¢ is randomly selected to
receive treatment with probability 1/n;. Treatment assignment is independent across distinct
matched sets in this setting, ensuring that P(z) = 1/|Q| for all z € Q, where | - | refers to
the size of a finite set (Fisher| [1935]). The sharp null posits H} : rlTij = rlcij for all 4,5. An
observational study seeks to emulate a randomized experiment (Cochran| [1965], |Rosenbaum
[2010] Section 1.2) by matching on the observed covariates so that any departure of the observed
outcomes from the null distribution can be ascribed directly to the treatment. However, in an
observational study, failure to control for some relevant, unobserved confounder can undermine

the attribution of a causal effect. Thus, a researcher often looks to account for some level of

bias due to unmeasured confounding.
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2.2. Sensitivity Analysis. In order to evaluate how the conclusions of a study would change
under different levels of unmeasured confounding, a typical strategy is to perform sensitivity
analyses of the results. One common framework is the Rosenbaum sensitivity model (Rosen-
baum| [2002]), parameterized by a single parameter ', which quantifies the amount of departure
of the observed treatment exposure in a matched study from random assignment. A researcher
often calculates a set of p-values [QF, pr] in these analyses, whereas p L =D If these p-values
remain significant at larger values of I', then an analysis is more robust to possible violations
of the unconfoundedness assumption.

The Rosenbaum sensitivity model presupposes that the odds of receiving treatment in a
matched set with the same values of x is given by

P(Zi; = 1|F, 2)

2.1) 1.
' T = P(Zy = IF,2)

<D, 1<jk<n,1<i<I

with independent assignment across different matched sets. A value of I' = 1 yields random
assignment, whereas any value I' > 1 implies an unknown but restricted departure from random
assignment due to some unobserved covariate. In the subsequent discussion, we focus on the
special case of matched pairs; that is, n; = 2. This condition is relaxed in the Appendix.

Let Y = (Zi1 — Zia)(R., — RL,) denote the treatment-control difference in the i*" matched
set for the {*" outcome. A popular choice of statistics for testing the null are the signed score
statistics
iy sen(Y))g!

Zi[:1 qﬁ

where sgn(y) = 1(y > 0) and ¢! is some function of |Y}| such that ¢¢ = 0 if ¥} = 0. The

(2.2) TYZ,R) =

statistic in Equationhas been normalized by Zle g; following|Zhao|[2018| so that it remains
confined between zero and one. For instance, ¢} = 1(|Y}}| > 0) yields the sign-statistics and
¢! = rank(|Y}|) gives the well-known Wilcoxon signed rank statistics. Under the null hypothesis
and assuming random treatment assignment (i.e., I' = 1 in Equation , conditional on F
and Z, sgn(Y}) are independent and identically distributed Bernoulli(1/2) random variables
and ¢!’s are fixed constants, from which the null distribution of the statistics can be derived.
However, the null hypothesis when I' > 1 is composite so one seeks to maximize the p-value

subject to Equation [2.1
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Rosenbaum| [2002] showed that one can obtain Blr = ]P’(Tﬁ >t F,2) <P(T' > t|F,2) <
IE”(TIA > t|F,Z) =: pk, where Tli is the sum of I independent random variables taking the

value g} with probability I'/(1+ T') and zero with probability 1/(1 +T), whereas T}. = Tll/ir'

A standard sensitivity analysis computes the plausible p-values ]3; and pk for the statistic in
Equation under Model using the previous result. Indeed, for large sample size I, Tt
satisfies a central-limit theorem (Sidak et al. [1999]). Conditional on F and Z, we have

VI (T i) " (@)1
(2.3) M N VA N(0,1), when (or(lz)2 = lim (¢! ;)* = lim 2z (@)/1 < o0

0o q,1 pos n l 2
(1+FF)2 (o})? I= I=oo (32,21 q;/1)

Another common practice in observational studies is to report the sensitivity value (Zhao
[2018]), defined as T'%,(Z, R') = inf{I' > 0 : pL(Z, R') > a}. Put simply, the sensitivity value
is the smallest level of confounding required to render the p-value insignificant. While a typical
sensitivity analysis is conducted for I' > 1, the model is well-defined for any positive I', and
defining it as before removes the mass at one. Although the name “sensitivity value” is relatively
new, it has been widely reported in observational studies to underpin the robustness of a study
to unmeasured biases. Before proceeding to the next section, it is important to substantiate the
difference between sensitivity value and the more commonly used design sensitivity I Design
sensitivity is defined as the parameter I such that Hy, is rejected under true causal effect and
no unmeasured confounding with probability one when I' < I'; and with probability zero when
['>T; as I — oo (Rosenbaum [2004]). Sensitivity value, on the other hand, is a deterministic
function of the data, and is hence a random variable instead of an asymptotic concept. In
particular, design sensitivity is the stochastic limit of the sensitivity value as I — oo and is

insensitive to the sample size.

3. METHOD

3.1. Principles of Outcome Selection. A researcher may use sample splitting to help design

an observational study. We describe this setup precisely in Framework

Framework 1. (Sample splitting). Consider the dataset randomly partitioned into planning
and analysis sets, and a design choice based on the planning sample, encoded by Gpianning-
Let there be L possible outcomes to test, of which Gpanning decides to test a subset S. A
potential choice for the level at which outcome [ is tested is a;1(l € S), where Y ;. qu = a,

le{l,--- L}
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Proposition 1. Framework[]] satisfies:
Pl e{1,---,L}: Hy is true and rejected in the analysis sample | Gpianning) < ¢

Proof: P(31 : Hy; is false and rejected | Gplanning) < Zle P(Hy, is rejected | Gplanning, Hor s true)
Szlelal]l(leS):a. |
Remark: Proposition [I|implies that the family-wise error rate (FWER) of Framework (1| is

controlled at level «a.

Rosenbaum| [2004] prefers designs with higher design sensitivity, all else being equal. How-
ever, design sensitivity is a complicated function of outcome signal strength, study design, and
statistics used, and is not easily computed for several choices of test statistics. Moreover, the
outcome signal strength is usually unknown and must be estimated in to obtain an estimator
for design sensitivity.

One approach is to estimate the design sensitivity via the sensitivity value in the planning
sample, as this is known to be consistent for design sensitivity (Zhao| [2018]). A researcher
could then select those outcomes for which the sensitivity value is larger than control level
I'con, which is the level of bias the researcher aims to account for in the analysis sample. A
natural implementation is thus to directly test for the outcomes at some « and I'con, which is

delineated in Method [11

Method 1. (Naive). Consider Framework . To control for bias at level T .oy in the analysis

sample, test for those outcomes Hyy : 1 € SN, ), where

plan

Sﬁgi}’e(I‘wn,a) = {l € {17 e 7L} :ﬁ%cm(Z’Rl) S a}

Method [1] is a practical implementation of Rosenbaum’s principle of choosing designs based
on maximizing design sensitivity (Rosenbaum| [2004], [Rosenbaum| [2010]). In some settings,
such as observational studies with moderate to large sample sizes and high levels of control for
bias due to unmeasured confounding, this strategy can be useful in selecting outcomes prior
to data analysis (Heller et al. [2009]). As an example, consider a high-dimensional regime
with N = 1000 subjects randomly assigned to treatment or control with probability 1/2 and
L = 500 outcomes of possible interest. Suppose that we wish to maintain considerable control

for potential confounding biases in the analysis sample, leading us to set I'coy, = 3.5. All control
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potential outcomes Tlcij are generated independently from the standard Normal distribution

and treated potential outcomes are taken as:

oo e, 1 e {1 10)
S if 1 € {11,...,500}.

Using the Wilcoxon signed rank statistic and a planning sample proportion of 0.20, the
power for the Naive method is approximately 0.24 while the power for Bonferroni correction
without data splitting is around 0.16 when averaged across 1,000 simulations at o = 0.05.

Unfortunately, there also exist numerous situations which do not lend themselves well to
this approach for the design of a study. For instance, the Naive method often performs poorly
compared to full-sample techniques in lower-dimensional settings and when controlling for small
values of I'con. Despite its intuitive appeal and concise implementation, these shortcomings
warrant the development of a more sophisticated technique to select outcomes and enhance
design. The procedure we introduce next will consider the sensitivity value and its estimated
variability for each outcome on the planning sample to construct predictive intervals on the

analysis sample and render a more robust selection of outcomes.

3.2. Sensitivity Value Based Outcome Selection. In a data splitting regime such as
Framework (1} a researcher prioritizes the meaningful filtering of outcomes so that those tested
in the analysis sample have a reasonable chance of turning out to be significant. As discussed in
Section[2.2] the sensitivity value is a deterministic function of the data instead of an asymptotic
concept like design sensitivity, so we can expect outcome selection using the sensitivity value to
be more purposeful in finite samples, especially when working with small or moderate sample

sizes.

r-(zZ,R"Y

140 (Z,RD) In a

Under T (Z, R!), we define the transformed sensitivity value x. (Z, R') =
data splitting framework, we partition (Z, R) = Uge{planning, analysis} (Z&, I2x) and modify the

notation accordingly. Now, suppose that the statistic 7%, as defined in Equation satisfies

I(T' — it
(3.1) M 4 N(0,1).

OF
This assumption is valid under weak regularity conditions (Hettmansperger| [1984]). Using

Results and Zhao| [2018] showed that one may obtain

(32) VIR, — ) 5 N(=al @71 (1 — a)y/pla(1 — ), (o)),
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where pb, is related to Rosenbaum’s design sensitivity as pk = I'*/(1 4+ I'), ® denotes the
standard Normal distribution function, and subscript F' signifies dependence on the distribution
of outcomes.

Suppose we test outcome [ in the analysis sample at level «;. We know that outcome [ will

be deemed significant if ., (Zanalysis; Ropnalysis

) > Kcon, Where Keon = Tcon/(1 + Teon) is the
transformed bias level at which the researcher would like to control. If we can create a predictive

interval for nfxl(Zanalysis,Rl abbreviated as /-@fll, based on the data from the planning

analysis)7

sample (containing rI matched pairs, r € (0,1)), then we should be able to see whether that

interval lies towards the right of k.o, and select the outcomes to test accordingly.
l

, 18 a function of the analysis sample and is hence independent of the

Unfortunately, x
planning sample. However, Equation [3.2] tells us that the sensitivity value at level aplan in the

planning sample has the same centering and scaling as the sensitivity value in the analysis sam-

ple. We can thus obtain a predictive interval for nlal based on "flaplan(zplan» Ri)lan), abbreviated
as nglan, which we delineate in Theorem

Theorem 3.1. Assume conditions[2.3 and[3.1] hold. Then, we have

N1 = apian) D H1—)] 4 (0F)?
1 1 ol l p _ i
VT (“a, ffaplm) +y/ k(L =KL )og [ NG = } =N <07 r(1— r))

la,,- The astute reader will note

We need one final detail to derive a confidence set for s

that ol is still unknown in Theorem and cannot be estimated directly since ! can be

Qplan

only obtained once in the planning sample. To mitigate this issue, we take bootstrap samples
of the matched pairs in Gplan and compute the sensitivity values {’{fxplamb}lﬁbﬁ B. We discuss
the potential benefits that arise from our use of the bootstrap in Subsection Then, we

can estimate (6%)% = IVar(x! »), Where Var(-) denotes the sample variance. Together, this

Qplan,

constitutes our Sens-Val Method

Method 2. (Sens-Val). Consider Framework . To control for bias at level T .o, in the

analysis sample, for each outcome l:

l

Qplan’

o Compute K the sensitivity value for the " outcome at level Qplan-

o Take B bootstrap samples of Ipian matched pairs from (Zpian, R!. ) and calculate sen-

plan

sitivity values {Iifxpl(m’b}lgbgB- Compute (6%)* = IW(KLMM)-
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e Test for the outcomes Hg; : 1 € Sgﬁl’;”f'v‘”(Fcon, Qtplan), Where

l gl l
SSens-Val(F _ ]y Il I K{lplan(l ’%apmn)o-q (I’_l(l — apl,m) (I)_l(l — Oél)
plan comaplan) = € [ } DRy, T -

v VI T Vi—r

&%‘(1)71(1 - aco@emge)

> Keon — ——

Ir(1—r)

where [L] = {1, , L}, and {a;}} and acoperage are hyper-parameters to be determined

by the researcher. See Subsection [3.3 for more details.
We present a corollary to Theorem below, which follows from the consistency of &%.

Corollary 3.1. If 6%, is consistent for ok, then

l ol l
Plxl >kl + Royon (1~ Ron)%a [971(1 - aplan) P71 — ay)
a; = "agan \/T \/77 \/ﬁ

= (1 - acoverage) + 0(1)

a'lF(D_l(l - acoverage)
Ir(l—r)

Corollary [3.1| provides a (1 — ccoverage) predictive interval for the sensitivity value of the [*}
outcome when tested on the analysis sample at level «;. We use one-sided confidence regions
in Method [2]in order to maximize the probability that true causal effects are detected by our
method. Since a signal cannot be detected if it is not tested on the analysis sample, we intend
to be reasonably cautious in filtering out outcomes during the planning stage of our procedure,
the validity of which is ensured by Proposition

The Sens-Val method often demonstrates competitive or superior performance compared
to the Naive approach and full-sample alternatives. Consider a simple setup with N = 200
subjects randomly assigned to treatment or control with probability 1/2 and L = 20 outcomes of
possible interest. Suppose that all control potential outcomes rlc,;j are generated independently

from the standard Normal distribution and treated potential outcomes are taken as:

g rlcij+%, ifle{1,...,5}%
S o if i € {6,...,20}.

Again, we consider the Wilcoxon signed rank statistic and a planning sample proportion of

0.20. While the power for Sens-Val is approximately 0.648, Bonferroni correction without data
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splitting is around 0.583, and the Naive method is approximately 0.275 when averaged across
1,000 simulations and controlled at levels a = 0.05 and ', = 1.5.

Recall that the aforementioned Wilcoxon signed rank statistic corresponds to ¢; = rank(|Y;]).
Thus, we know >, ¢; = I(I+1)/2 and Y, ¢7 = I(I+1)(2I +1)/6. By Hettmansperger| [1984],
we then have up = P(Y1+Ys > 0) and 0% =4 [P(Y1+Y2 > 0)—P(Y1+Y2 > 0, Y1 +Y3 > 0)2].
In our previous setup, Wilcoxon’s test has mean pup = @(3\/5/4) = (0.856, which corresponds
to design sensitivity I'! = pr/(1—prp) ~ 5924, for I € {1,...,5}. As we have fixed T'¢on = 1.5,
testing outcomes [ with large design sensitivity is equivalent to testing the true signals. Imagine
an oracle that tests only these true outcomes. The average power of this oracle when applied
to the previous setting is roughly 0.659, which is only slightly higher, if far less realistic, than
Sens-Val.

3.3. Hyperparameter Search. In the previous experiment, we set {a; } = /L and ccoverage =
« for the Sens-Val procedure. Our theoretical results presume that a; is known a priori and
the sensitivity values for each [ are calculated under this belief. However, if the researcher uses
a Bonferroni correction, i.e., oy = a1(l € S’Sle;‘rf‘val)/|55f’;rf'val|, then s are implicit and the

outcomes are generally not selected optimally for the criteria they would have to face in the

analysis sample. In this regard, we can implement a dynamic «; framework as follows:

e Set af = a/L, for each .

e For n > 1, compute SSf;If'Val(Fcon, Qplan)" "t at oy = a) L.
e Update o] = a/|SSfanrf'Val(Fcon, Qplan)" 1.
e Continue till convergence of {]'},>1 for all 1 <1 < L, and report SSf;f'Val(Fcon, Qtplan)

Sens-Val
as Splan

(Tcons @plan) at the converged values of {a]'},,>1 for each I.

Although this procedure does not necessarily have the same statistical guarantees with
respect to the coverage of the sensitivity values in the analysis sample, we find the dynamic o
framework tends to demonstrate slightly enhanced performance in simulations, particularly in
settings with a sparse number of true signals. Intuitively, we are selecting outcomes based on
criteria as stringent as they would actually face in the analysis sample, and the selection bias
resulting from the dynamic choice of ;s turns out to be insignificant. We can safely do this
since Proposition [If ensures FWER control in the analysis sample.

The Sens-Val method is relatively stable with the choice of aplan, While the researcher can

tune coverage based on how liberal or stringent she wishes to be. We set aplan = Oicoverage = @
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throughout the paper and conduct simulations and data-analysis with dynamic a;s moving

forward.

4. THEORETICAL PROPERTIES

In this section, we consider further theoretical rationale behind Method Although our
primary objective is to justify the performance of Sens-Val with respect to selection of outcomes,
this section contains results that may be of independent theoretical interest. We begin in
Subsection by deriving a novel Edgeworth expansion for the sensitivity value and discussing
how it can be related to a bootstrap distribution leading to a higher order accuracy under
standard assumptions. While previous work has demonstrated accuracy up to O(1/ VI ), we
consider a new expansion of the transformed sensitivity value which is proven accurate up to
O(1/I). This complements Corollary by demonstrating the reliability of Method In
Subsection [£:2] we demonstrate that our filter is powerful in selecting important outcomes
under local alternatives. This suggests that even if the strength of true signals is barely above
the detection threshold, Method [2| has a good chance of selecting these outcomes. Along with
Framework [1] these results demonstrate that our approach is valid, accurate, and reasonably
powerful, thereby illustrating why it is our recommended procedure for choosing outcomes in

a planning sample.

4.1. Edgeworth Expansion and Estimation of Unknown Parameters. One of the con-
tributions of Method [2 is the use of the bootstrap for estimation of unknown parameter o..
This allows us to construct a predictive interval for the sensitivity value in the analysis sam-
ple based only on the information contained in the planning sample, yet we must rely on the
accuracy of the bootstrap procedure in order to do so.

In his work, |Zhao| [2018] derives an expression which relates the transformed sensitivity value
k!, to observed statistic T* with accuracy up to O(1/y/T). This yields a central limit theorem
for the sensitivity value, although the limiting asymptotic distribution remains dependent on
unknown parameters b and ob. Employing commonly-used techniques in the bootstrap lit-
erature, we consider a new expansion of the transformed sensitivity value which is accurate up

to O(1/1).
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Proposition 2. Suppose the conditions of Equation[2.3 and Equation[3.1) holds, and addition-
I -
% Zi:l(qg)d VI(T' - 1)

ally Cé,[ = o G is such that cé = lim;_,o cé’l < 00. Define Tfllt = p;
(ﬁ >ict qi) F

Then,

l
\ﬁ("la _ N%) + “a0g,1

. c 1
(i) Vi R R = Tl 2~ 155+ 0, ()

ol ol VI
T r 1

(ii) W= w admits the expression

oF

! T 1 ! I N2

o ’IZQ(Q,U/F 1) 041”0 20 —1 (U AI)
Wl:T(lm 1+ - ql Mlp(l—/ilF)— £ ¢+ q'l Zi

oI Jue(l— ) | OF VI %k

where ¢ = ¢, 19(2a) /0% and g(x) = (2* —1)/6.

It can be seen from Proposition ii) that if I — oo, one recovers the asymptotic result given
as Proposition [2| allows us to consider the Edgeworth expansions for V! and W' based on
that for T!,,, assuming that one exists as in Equation
(4.1)

_ ¢(2)b' (z, F) 1 B b (z, Fy) 1
B(TY, < o) = 8(x) + S50 40 (I> and BT}, < ) = aa) + 5T 1 0 <1> 7

where b(-, F') is a polynomial in z that depends on the parameters of the distribution F', F
denotes the empirical distribution of Tilt, and ® and ¢ denote the standard Normal distribution
function and density, respectively. Expansions of this form have been derived and discussed in
Albers et al|[1976], where the coefficients of b’ are generally associated with skewness of the

distribution of Télt.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose the conditions of Proposition[d and Equation hold. Then,

(i) P(VE<v) = ®(v) + %d)(v) [l — Ve + 0 (v, F)] + O (})
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I
. O0q,1%
(ii) POW' < w) = <w (1 - ulp)>
F
1 ol 17a 222
4+ w - q, l 1— 1 2 q
ﬁ¢< oT pip (1= pip) | | 2plp — 2aF
l l
Oy 1%a 2,uF )a Za a %
1
Ol =
wo(3)

Analogous expressions hold for the bootstrapped version with P replaced by Py, pr and F re-

placed by ko and empirical distribution ﬁ', respectively.

Theorem [4.1] reveals that the difference between the distribution for V! and its bootstrapped
version is O(1/I). This is because
1
v

of which pk — ko and b'(v, F) — b'(v, F) are both O(1/v/T), rendering the approximation

P(V! <) =P, (V! <v) = —=[2¢1 (s — ko) + b (v, F) = b (v, F)] + O(1/1),

O(1/I) consistent. This stands in contrast to the central limit theorem approximation, which
only provides accuracy up to O(1/ VI ). Therefore, not only does the bootstrap-based procedure
work as intended, but it can also bring about enhanced accuracy compared to the usual Normal
approximation. Although Method [2]is described utilizing the Normal approximation combined
with the bootstrap estimate of U%—a choice driven by its already adequate performance and
to help ensure clarity on part of the reader—using the quantiles of the bootstrap distribution
directly could further improve accuracy. This idea is elaborated upon in Section [7]

Theorem also allows us to consider the accuracy of the bootstrap distribution in general
and that of its moments. |[Wasserman| [2006] discusses how the accuracy of the bootstrap
of a functional relates to its Hadamard differentiability and one can observe that Method
is essentially a version of the non-parametric delta method. With respect to estimation of
moments like ok, Bickel and Freedman| [1981] uses the concept of von-Mises functionals to
demonstrate the accuracy of plug-in bootstrap U-statistic-based functionals. Indeed, since
(0%)? is the asymptotic limit of E[(xl, — (k!,)")%]/2, where !, and (k.)" are iid copies of the
transformed sensitivity values, the discussion in Section 2 of |Bickel and Freedman| [1981] allows

us to infer consistency of Jf,;boot.



SAMPLE SPLITTING FOR VALID POWERFUL DESIGN OF OBSERVATIONAL STUDIES 15

4.2. Local Asymptotic Power. We consider the quality of the filter outlined by Method
in terms of the probability that it selects a true outcome when its corresponding signal is small.
Although data splitting has been proposed to aim at raising the design sensitivity (Heller et al.
[2009]), there is only so much a practitioner can achieve if the true causal effect lies close to
the design sensitivity. In this regard, we consider the behavior of our approach when a true
effect lies only marginally above the design sensitivity.

We consider a location family such that the pairwise difference in the treated-control pair
is obtained by a distribution from the family 7! = {F} : F} admits a density of form f;(- —
0)}, where 0 quantifies the treatment effect. We denote ﬂlFe as p(0) and the same for o(0),
suppressing the [ superscript as it would be clear from the context. We take 6y such that
1(00) = T/(1 4+ T) and pu(-) to be differentiable at 6. To consider the effect of moderate
sample sizes without the asymptotic degeneracy with sample size, we consider the class of local
alternatives 6y = 0y + h/\/m =0y + h/(rvI). Although we typically do not expect a true
effect to depend on the sample size, this exercise allows us to control the degeneracy of large
samples. Suppose [3.1]also holds under this local alternative with 6; given as above. This is not
directly implied by as now the distribution parameters also change with the sample size I.
Nonetheless, the local version of can hold under contiguity arguments, which we discuss in

Proposition [3] This version also allows us to obtain Theorem [4.2]

Proposition 3. Suppose the statistic T" in Equation be such that ¢! is generated by ¢ =
Y(rank(|Y}])/(I+1)) for some differentiable function v on [0,1], such that 0 < fol Y(u) du < oo,
fol P(u)? < oo and )’ is bounded. Also, let Fé € Flis in a location family that admits a positive

continuously differentiable density. Then, Equation[3]] can be strengthened to obtain,

VI(T' — p'(01)) 4
(4.2) Ul(—GI)I = N(0,1)

with 0; = 0o + h/VI, h > 0.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that Equation holds and p(0), () are differentiable and contin-
uwous, respectively, at point 0y. Then, assuming 0y = 0y + h/m, where 0y is such that
1(00) =T eon/(1+Teon), the local power, i.e., the probability that a true outcome with location
parameter 0; is selected via Method[3, converges to

-3 <_ Zotcoverage h(uz)/(eo) L \/mﬁq NG >
vVi—r al(6o) *n (14T oon)o(B0) vI—7)
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Theorem [f.2]reveals that Method 2]is powerful even under local alternatives. For instance, let
us consider the setting where we use the Wilcoxon signed rank statistic and control for potential
unmeasured confounding bias at level I'co, = 2, implying a transformed design sensitivity of
2/3. Under the sequence of alternatives given as 6 = ®~1(2/3)/v2+h//Ilan, where h = 0.20
and r = 0.20, Method [2| would have a local power of 0.997, based on the calculations of p(6)
and o(f) given by [Zhao| [2018].

While the second term in the expression given by Theorem suggests possible type I error
inflation in the planning stage, we note that the primary objective in constructing our filter is
establishing its considerable power. Our procedure is formulated intentionally to diminish the
probability that true signals are removed prematurely from the pipeline, while still being able
to reduce the number of outcomes examined in the analysis stage effectively. Since the validity
of our entire procedure is ensured by Proposition [I] and Corollary guarantees asymptotic
coverage for the sensitivity values in the analysis sample, the substantial power of Method

under local alternatives motivates it as our recommended choice when sample splitting.

5. SIMULATION STUDIES

We conduct simulation studies to assess the performance of the Sens-Val procedure (Method
2). We also implement the Naive approach (Method and standard Bonferroni correction
for purpose of comparison. These experiments are intended to examine the efficacy of our
procedure in both large samples and for our data application. In particular, we emulate the
setting proposed by [Yadlowsky et al.| [2022] and show the potential of Sens-Val compared to
alternatives. We then assess the effectiveness of each method with simulated data that has the
same dimensions as the Bangladesh flooding dataset.

The purpose of our first simulation study is to assess the performance of our sensitivity value-
based split-sampling framework compared to a Bonferroni correction alternative that does not
partition the data. We take a total number of subjects NV = 5000 and number of outcomes
L = 250, from which we assume there are five outcomes that constitute “true” signals in our
data. We choose d = 20 covariates and generate X ~ Uniform[0,1]%. Then, conditional on
X =z, we take U ~ N(0, (1 + sin(3z1)/2)?). Amongst our five “true” signals, we set our
potential outcomes Tlcij =pTz+¢eand rﬁfw_ = T‘H"lcija while the remaining potential outcomes
are generated as: Tlcij = rlTij = BTa+U+e, where B ~ N(1,1), p ~ N(0,1), and € ~ N(0,1/4)

are independent.
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Seeking to incorporate the variability characteristic of observational data, we draw the pro-

portion of subjects who are assigned treatment from Beta(10, 10). We then draw the treatment

exp(aotz | p—1og(Taata)1{u>0})
Trexp(ao+2  fi—log(Taaa) 1{a>0F)

assignment according to Z ~ Bernoulli( ) , where g is a con-
stant to calibrate the overall treatment assignment ratio close to the desired proportion. Note
that for a valid sensitivity analysis, we must have I'¢on > I'qata. We consider two setups, one
when there is no unmeasured confounding (NUC) in any of the outcomes (unknown to the
researcher), where we set T'qata = 1, and the other where only the false outcomes suffer from
unmeasured confounding (UC) but not the true outcome, setting I'gata = I'con. Note that, even
in the latter situation, we do not include unmeasured confounding in the true potential out-
comes, akin to the Rosenbaum favorable setting (Rosenbaum|[2010], Section 14.2). Propensity
score pair matching with a caliper is implemented to balance covariate distributions between
treated and control units. 20% of our total matched pairs are randomly selected to be used in
the planning sample, while the remaining data are assigned to the analysis sample. We vary
both 7 and T'.y, across experiments to evaluate the performance of the methods, all of which
consider a possible positive treatment effect for each outcome [. All experiments take 250
bootstrap samples and the average power over all the true outcomes across 1000 simulations
to produce a univariate measurement of power.

In Figure [I, we display plots showing the results of Sens-Val, the Naive approach, and
Bonferroni correction in the NUC and UC settings at multiple values of I'c,,. We observe that
Sens-Val demonstrates competitive performance across values of I'coy and 7, with increasing
benefits at increasing levels of wariness for potential unmeasured confounding biases.

In the second set of experiments, we investigate the behavior of the discussed methods on
simulated data with the same dimensions as the Bangladesh flooding dataset. To match the
real data, we take a total number of N = 757 subjects, d = 33 covariates, and L = 93 outcomes
of interest, from which we assume there are five outcomes that constitute “true” signals. The
remaining variables are generated the same as the previous simulation. In particular, unmea-
sured confounding U, potential outcomes, and treatment assignment are taken the same as in
the large-sample setting. However, the proportion of subjects who are assigned treatment is
taken equal to 0.71, consistent with the actual ratio of treated to control subjects in the data.

In Figure we display plots showing the results of Sens-Val, the Naive approach, and
Bonferroni correction in the NUC and UC settings at multiple values of I'co,,. We observe that,

despite maintaining just 80% of the sample for inference, Sens-Val demonstrates competitive
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+ Bonferroni == Naive =— Sens-Val

FIGURE 1. Simulation results in the large sample setting. (A) Results for the
NUC setting. (B) Results for the UC setting.

or superior power across values of I'con and 7, with increasing benefits at increasing levels of
wariness for potential unmeasured confounding biases. These results show that the Sens-Val
procedure can be quite useful for data of moderate sample size and suggest that it should

demonstrate strong performance when applied to study the effects of the Bangladesh floods.

6. APPLICATION TO THE IMPACTS OF FLOODING IN BANGLADESH

6.1. Data Description and Preliminary Examinations. Finally, we apply each of the
methods to the Bangladesh flooding dataset. In the study by |del Ninno et al.| [2001], a detailed
household survey was conducted among 757 rural households in seven flood-affected thanas.
The data was collected at three points in time over a period of a year between November 1998
and December 1999. We focus our analysis on the immediate impacts of the flood on food

consumption, food security, health, and nutrition at the household level.
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FIGURE 2. Simulation results in the data-inspired setting. (A) Results for
the NUC setting. (B) Results for the UC setting,.

Using the first round of household-level data, which was collected between the third week
of November and the third week of December 1998, we gather covariates related to household
composition, education, assets, and previous flood exposures in order to identify and match
similar households. Households and thanas were classified by the Water Board to be not af-
fected, moderately affected, severely affected, or very severely affected by the floods, depending
on the level and depth of the floodwater. We thus define our treatment to be any of moderate,
severe, or very severe flood exposures, rendering our controls to be those matched non-exposed
households. We conduct propensity score pair matching with a caliper and obtain satisfactory
covariate balance, as shown in the Appendix. This yields 215 matched pairs to comprise our
sample. We fix our planning sample proportion equal to 0.20 and partition the data into plan-
ning and analysis samples as in Framework |1} Seeking to investigate the effects of the flood, we

collect flood-specific outcomes, as well as those related to food consumption and food security,
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gender discrimination, illness, nutritional status of children and women, and economic status
that were examined by |del Ninno et al|[2001].

Akin to previous observational studies such as|Zhang et al.|[2011], statisticians on our team
conducted a comprehensive examination of the planning sample and followed up directly with
the subject matter expert in the group (del Ninno) to discuss findings and formulate an analysis
plan that reflected both his domain knowledge and our statistical judgement. For example, we
initially considered outcomes related to both illness and nutritional status in the first round
of data, which was collected shortly after flooding affected the region. However, the subject
matter expert advised that malnutrition and growth stunting is often due to repeated illnesses
and may not be detectable so soon following a disaster. To supplement his guidance, we found
on the planning sample little discrepancy between matched households related to the presence
of common forms of under-nutrition. On the other hand, we found credible evidence that the
intensity of disease, as measured by its duration with correction for extreme values (Bhargava
[1994]), may have increased with flood exposure. This motivated us to continue to analyze
the impacts of the flood on illness in the first round of household-level data, while turning our
focus to the third round of data, collected one year after the first round, to assess its long-term
effects on nutrition. Moreover, the planning sample also revealed that several of the binary
outcomes that report forms of under-nutrition are very sparse and likely too rare to study even
with the much larger analysis sample. Accordingly, we restrict our analysis to only include the
variables used to construct them, namely body mass index, height-for-age, weight-for-height,
and weight-for-age z-scores. Removing variables with missing proportions of at least 75%, we

obtain a total of 93 relevant outcomes, details of which are discussed in the Appendix.

6.2. Data Analysis. We run our Sens-Val procedure and compare it to the previous alter-
natives at multiple levels of control for potential unmeasured confounding I'con. Both sam-
ple splitting-based methods exploit the planning sample to estimate the sign of the average
treatment effect for each outcome of interest, which is then used to formulate an alternative
hypothesis and test the significance of that outcome. Since this is done only using the planning
sample, this is a valid strategy which can supplement or supplant domain knowledge when
desired. As standard Bonferroni correction does not enjoy the benefits of a planning sample,

it conducts two-sided hypothesis tests for each outcome of interest.
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For binary outcomes, sensitivity analyses and sensitivity value calculations are conducted
using McNemar’s test statistic (Rosenbaum| [1987], Hsu and Small [2013]), while remaining
outcomes rely on Wilcoxon’s signed-rank statistic with a Normal approximation (Rosenbaum
[2010]). We go through each outcome and, if either household in a matched pair has a missing
value for that particular outcome, that matched pair is omitted from the sensitivity analyses.
This produces valid inference under the assumption that the potential outcomes and treatment
assignment are independent of the missingness mechanism conditional on the covariates (MAR;
Rubin| [1976]).

We set our a-level equal to 0.10 for sake of comparison with the results obtained by |del
Ninno et al.|[2001]. The previous work uncovered some notable trends in its explorations of the
data, such as a rise in food prices, illness, and credit usage, especially for food, and decreases
in food production among flood-affected households. However, the authors focused primarily
on discovery and did not seek to control the FWER of their analyses. We intend to provide
confirmatory evidence for these findings while accounting for the testing of multiple hypotheses
in the form of multiplicity correction. We vary I'con over the values in the set {1.00, 1.25, 1.50,
2.00, 2.50, 3.00, 4.00, 6.00} and present our results in Table|l] A more detailed description of
the outcomes we reject is provided in the Appendix.

As expected, all procedures reject the largest number of outcomes at small levels of I'cop
and the fewest number at larger levels of I'con. At I'con = 1, our results are very similar to
those identified by |del Ninno et al.[[2001]. In particular, all three procedures identify significant
differences in credit.val and food.credit.val.pc, between exposed and non-exposed households.
As discussed in the report, borrowing was one of the primary coping mechanisms employed
by households in response to the floods. While the proportion of households that took out
any loan increased substantially during the flood period, this was especially pronounced for
the purchasing of food. Specifically, the percentage of households who took out a loan for
the purpose of buying food was only 7% before the flooding, but increased to almost 16% by
the final month of flooding. This rise in borrowing can likely be attributed to the reduced
availability of food due to the loss in food production among affected households, which was
uncovered by our method and Bonferroni correction at I'co,, = 1, along with the growth in food
price index, which was detected by the Sens-Val and Naive methods until I'.oy = 1.5. Likewise,

all approaches discover a significant increase in budget share used to buy pulses, such as beans,
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TABLE 1. Application of proposed methods to specific household-level effects
of 1998 Bangladesh floods. Cells marked with “v"” denote that the particular
variable in the row was rejected by the method in the column at the given
level of I'con. The shaded column reflects the results of Sens-Val Method

T'con = 1.00 TFcon = 1.25 Tcon = 1.50 Tcon = 2.00
Method Bonf. Naive S-V Bonf. Naive S-V Bonf. Naive S-V Bonf. Naive S-V
No. Tested 93 27 82 93 15 22 93 10 13 93 6 7
ft.water v v v v v v v v v v v v
repair.cost v v v v v v v v v v v v
days.water v v v v v v v v v v v v
days.away.home v v v v v v v v v v v v
tubewell.cooking v v v v v v v v v v v v
tubewell.washing v v v v v v v
food.price.idx v v v v v v v v
food.credit.val.pc v v v v v v v v
credit.val v v v v v v
days.ill v v v v v
pulses.budget v v v
rice.consumed.pc v v
food.produced.val v v
food.produced.val.pc v

T'con = 2.50 T'con = 3.00 T'con = 4.00 T'con = 6.00
Method Bonf. Naive S-V Bonf. Naive S-V Bonf. Naive S-V Bonf. Naive S-V
No. Tested 93 4 6 93 4 4 93 4 4 93 4 4
ft.water v v v v v v v v v v v v
repair.cost v v v v v v v v v v v v
days.water v v v v v v v v v v v v
days.away.home v v v v v v v v v v v
tubewell.cooking v

tubewell.washing
food.price.idx
food.credit.val.pc
credit.val

days.ill
pulses.budget
rice.consumed.pc
food.produced.val
food.produced.val.pc

lentils, and peas, which was also alluded to in the report. Sens-Val and Bonferroni correction
also identify a decrease in rice consumption as an effect of the flooding.

Moreover, the Sens-Val procedure uncovers the discrepancy in the proportion of households
that receive their washing water from tubewells until I'.,,, = 1.5 and the proportion of house-
holds that receive their cooking water from tubewells until I'c,, = 2.5. However, the Naive
method and full-sample Bonferroni correction fail to detect these effects at the same levels of
allowance for potential biases, further demonstrating the robustness and power of our new tech-

nique. Since tubewells are the only source of clean water accessible to the vast majority of rural
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inhabitants in Bangladesh (del Ninno et al.| [2001]), residents were thus more likely to fall ill
due to poor water quality and sanitation, which has been heavily documented following floods
and other natural disasters (CDC et al.| [2000], Du et al. [2010]). Indeed, both the Sens-Val and
Naive methods find that households exposed to the floods experienced a larger number of days
with illness compared to their matched counterparts until I'co,, = 1.5. Although we were able
to identify this augmented illness intensity among exposed households, no significant evidence
of long-term nutritional detriments was discovered. This result is partially in-line with a later
work by |del Ninno and Lundberg| [2005] which found that many of these metrics had recovered
one full year after the floods.

Our Sens-Val approach consistently selects more outcomes in the planning sample to test
compared to the Naive procedure. Far from being a bug, this was a primary reason for our
introduction of a more nuanced methodology. The Naive method often suffers from lesser power
due to filtering out promising outcomes in the planning stage, despite their potential to prove
significant in the subsequent part of the pipeline. On the other hand, our method rejects at
least as many outcomes as those rejected by Bonferroni correction for each value of I'¢oy,. Our
approach also demonstrates enhanced power at large values of I'¢on. In particular, Bonferroni
correction fails to recover any outcomes for I'co, > 16 and the Naive method fails to do so for
Fecon > 20. Yet Sens-Val still rejects ft.water, repair.cost, and days.water at I'co, = 38. These
outcomes are all quite intuitively related to our treatment exposure and it is thus encouraging
to see our Sens-Val method identifying their significance even when accounting for very large

potential biases.

7. DISCUSSION

In this work, we introduce a data-adaptive method to identify the outcomes to select from
a planning sample when an unknown number of outcomes are affected by the treatment in
an observational study. Our procedure relies on the sensitivity value, a widely-used but only
recently formalized concept that is particularly suited for use in finite samples. We consider
both the sensitivity value and its corresponding variability for each outcome in the planning
sample to construct predictive intervals on the analysis sample and render a robust selection of
hypotheses that have a reasonable chance of being rejected. Our approach is valid, accurate,
computationally efficient, and powerful in both theory and practice, especially at higher levels

of allowance for unmeasured confounding. Along with helping to improve the sensitivity of
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observational studies to potential unmeasured biases, our technique allows for researchers to
procure the many advantages of sample splitting with limited drawbacks. In practice, our new
approach enabled us to identify the multi-dimensional effects of the 1998 Bangladesh floods
with higher resolution than other strategies.

A random split-sampling framework can facilitate the development of a data-informed de-
sign while not introducing a significant cost on computational complexity or a loss of efficiency
due to reduced sample size. Accordingly, our method can be adapted to consider other aspects
of design for powerful analysis. Examples are provided in the Appendix. Sample splitting can
also yield unforeseen insights and help motivate new ideas. For instance, in our observational
study of the multi-dimensional impacts of Bangladesh floods, the statisticians on our team first
conducted a thorough examination of the planning sample and followed up directly with a sub-
ject matter expert to discuss their findings and modify the analysis plan accordingly. Likewise,
we can utilize the planning sample to inform the direction of the alternative hypothesis we wish
to test for certain variables, especially when our understanding of the impact of treatment is
limited or highly variable. While standard statistical practice would compel a researcher to ob-
tain additional independent data to address these points, data splitting provides this flexibility
based only on a planning sample.

One possible direction to extend Method [2] is inspired by the results in Section [{.1] Since
the Edgeworth expansion delivers a confidence interval more accurate than the classical central
limit theorem, one could obtain prediction intervals that are accurate up to O(1/I). Indeed,

one can easily verify that \/FVé —v1- rValnalySis equals the statistic that we use in Method

lan
up to O(1/I), where the sub-scripts denote the counterparts of V! from the planning and
analysis samples. By virtue of the independence of these samples, the Edgeworth expansion of
this linear combination can be obtained, albeit by tedious calculation, to render a form similar
to that in Theorem The approximate quantiles of that distribution can be obtained by
estimating the coefficients of the 1/ V/I-term, which in turn can be estimated at v/I-rate via
bootstrapping from the planning sample, yielding a O(1/I) approximation of the quantiles and
a corresponding coverage probability of (1 — @coverage) + O(1/I), improving upon Corollary
However, we do not pursue this direction, as doing so would complicate the method while

offering only limited insights into its working. Also, the effectiveness of our filter is based on

the principle of encapsulating the first order bias and variability of the sensitivity value, and
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it is unlikely that higher order bias corrections would be of substantial practical value beyond
its theoretical insights.

Although our method has been presented as a means for securing FWER control, thereby
rendering the Bonferroni procedure a clear baseline for comparison, our strategy is highly flex-
ible and can be adapted easily to alternative criteria. For instance, the false discovery rate
(FDR) is another metric for which control is often sought when conducting multiple compar-
isons. The FDR can be controlled during the variable selection process by techniques such as
the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure (Benjamini and Hochberg| [1995]) and model-X knockoffs
(Candes et al|[2018]), the latter of which inspired the title of this article. One future direction
is to modify the model-X knockoffs framework to establish FDR control when working with
such a bias-concerned testing procedure.

Another possible direction could be to adapt the proposed method to the framework of cross-
screening (Zhao et al| [2018]) to further promote detection power. Cross-screening randomly
splits in half some data, uses each half to plan and execute a study on the other half, and
then reports the more favorable results, adjusting for multiple comparisons using Bonferroni
correction. While the primary focus of this paper is to describe our procedure using traditional
data splitting, whereas the data is divided and a partition of the data is regarded as a pilot
sample, it could be advantageous to employ our design filter in conjunction with the cross-

screening framework, especially when there are many hypotheses of potential interest.

8. REPRODUCIBILITY

Bangladesh flooding dataset is publicly available at https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/UJAONS.
Codes for implementing our method, reproducing numerical experiments, and conducting real
data analysis is available at https://github.com/WillBekerman/planning-for-gold.
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APPENDIX A. MULTIPLE CONTROLS

When n; > 2, with there being one treated and n; — 1 control units in the ¢th matched set,
i = 1(1)I, one might still be interested in the treated-minus-control difference Yzlj for the [th
outcome. For instance, if n; = 3, one can have two treatment-minus-control differences, Y71
and Y7 in the first matched set, such that if the first unit is treated, then Z;; = 1, R}, — R,
and RY; — R.,, while if the second unit is treated, then Z;5 = 1, the treated-minus-control
differences are R'y, — R!;, R}, — R.5, and so on. In general, if J; is the unit treated in the ith
matched set with J; = 25;1 jZij, then the n; — 1 treated-minus-control differences in set ¢ for
the Ith outcome are Yil = Ré,Jf, — Rék, with 1 <k < n;, k # J;.

Now, one can look the treated-minus-control differences and compare them with the control-
minus-control differences in the matched set, and thus assign a significant departure from the
null distribution under no-unmeasured confounding to be an evidence in favor of the alternative.

Define N; _; = {1 < k < n;, k # j}, such that N; _;, are the control units in the ith matched
I
Dim1 2okt sgn(Yy,)d,
T
Dici Zk;éJi Ly

where ¢!, are again appropriately chosen functions of the treated-minus-control differences and

)

set. Thus, one can consider the generalized test-statistic Té(Z R =

control-minus-control differences, and the statistic has been normalized. One may refer to
Rosenbaum| [2007] Section 4.2 for a detailed discussion. Unlike the matched pairs setting, there
does not exist a bounding random variable T: 12 in the context of Model that holds in finite

samples. However, one can obtain a random variable T% v such that, conditional on F and Z,

VI, - db)
bl
r

(A1) ~N(0,1) and P(Ti, > t|F, Z) <P(TL, > t|F, Z) as [ — o,

for some appropriate choice of al. and bl (Gastwirth et al.| [2000], Rosenbaum| [2007]) when
n; < p for all ¢ and regularity conditions on ¢;s. Now, suppose one conducts the sensitivity

analysis using Equation then the sensitivity value would satisfy

b I 1
l l _ 31 Iy (Z,RY
(A2) Tg _QF:;(Z’RL) —@ (1_al)T+OP (ﬁ) .

Then, suppose the true distribution of Tgl, akin to Assumption admits an asymptotic

distribution of the form

(A.3) VI(T! — ey 5 N0, (04:,)?).
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Then, we can have a result analogous to (3.2

Theorem A.1. Suppose Equations and hold. Also, suppose that the mapping T +— ak
1s continuously differentiable at a neighborhood of I and a has non-zero derivative at f‘l, where

Tt is the design sensitivity of the lth outcome. Then,
X =0 d _
VI(T,(Z,R) —T') S N (=071 (1 - ), (02,)°)

for some constants pg,, of,.

We can use the same strategy as in Section [3.2] using Theorem but the expressions
for ,u%g are again fairly complicated. However, this time we can estimate both the mean and

variance of the standardized asymptotic distribution using the bootstrap.

Method 3. (Sens-Val-Multiple-Controls). Consider Framework[1l To control for bias at
level T ¢oy in the analysis sample when using multiple controls in matched sets, for each outcome

l:

e Compute I‘me(Zpl,m, R!

plan), the sensitivity value for the I outcome at level Oplan.-

o Take B bootstrap samples of Ipian matched sets from (Zyian, R! and calculate sen-

plan)

*

sitivity values {I7, | (Zpian,p, RL,..0) hi<v<. Compute

(5'%,9)2 = IVW(FZPlu b(Zpla"JN Rfolan,b))'

)y

Also, compute I‘Zplmboot(zplan, R;lan), the sample mean of the bootstrap samples, and
obtain

N9 * l * !

ufq - \ﬁ<raphm(zpll"b7 Rplan) - Fa,,lm,boot(zpla’ﬂ’ Rplcm))

. Sens-Val-Multiple-Controls . .
e Test for the outcomes Hy; : 1 € Splcm (T con, Qtpian), is given by

Ang —101 _ —1/1 _
{ZG[L}:F* (Z, R! )+MF (1 —apan)  27°(1 al)}>

plan plan \/j \/,F 1—1r

Ef%‘,gq)il(l - acovemge)
Ir(1—r)

Rcon —

where [L] = {1,--- L}, and {oy}¥ and Qcoverage aT€ hyper-parameters to be determined

by the researcher.
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Theorem A.2. If ﬂll}g and (3';1"(] are consistent for their corresponding parameters and the

conditions for Theorem[A1] hold, then

=19 _ _
o P 1(1—& 1 ) P 1(1—041)
* l * l T ptan
P <Fo¢l (ZanalysiSv Ranalysis) > Focpl(m(Zplana Rplan) + 7\/? |: \/; — T

&lF,géil (]- - acoverage) )

IT(I _ ’I“) = (1 - acoverage) + 0(1)

The proof of Theorem [A:2]is mutatis mutandis identical to the proofs of Theorem [3.1] and
Corollary and is thus omitted. Theorem provides a way to select outcomes from the

planning sample, even under choice of multiple controls.
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APPENDIX B. PROOFS OF THEOREMS

B.1. Theorem (3.1} We suppress the superscript [ in the proof for ease of notation. Using
Equation after sufficient enriching of the underlying probability space, we have

1 _ ZIUF 1
Koo — =— o, ® (1 — aplan 1-— + +op | ——
plan ur \/m q ( pl ) MF( MF) \/Ipx D (\/m)
1 _ ZQO’F 1
—pp =0, (1 — o pp)+ —2E 4o | ——— |,
- \ Ianalysis I ( l) MF( MF) AV Ianalysis i ( \V Ianalysis)

where Z; and Zs are independent standard Normals by Framework Subtracting one from

the other and noting that Ipjan = 71, analysis = (1 — )1, we obtain

e T 0 ) ] (58 (1)

Finally, noting that xq,,, = pr + 0p(1), we find that

\/h:aplan(l - K:Cvplan)o-q |:(I)1(1 - aplan) (1)71(1 - Oél):l - OF <Z1 4y )

VT NN R A=

Koy = Kaplan +

e

Since Z1/v/r — Z2//1 — 1 has a N(0,1/r(r — r)) distribution, our proof is complete. [ ]

B.2. Proposition We suppress the subscript ! as understood from context. Referring

to the distribution of T, := VI(Tr — k)/\/k(1 — K)o, as Gr,, where k = T'/(1 + T), if
L~ 08

Cq, I = (Ilgflzlql)?) is such that ¢, = lim;_,o ¢4,; < 00, the quantiles of G ,, admit a Cornish-
n 2ui=19i

Fisher expansion (DasGupta) [2008]) of the form

)

Gis(0)=97'0) + 0@~ +0 (1)

where £, is the 7-th cumulant of T}, r > 1, and g(z) = §(2? — 1). Now, by the scaling chosen

for T,;, we see that ke = Var(7,;) = 1 and a quick calculation reveals

k3 = E[T?] = —=————c,1 = O(1) (by assumption)
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Now the transformed sensitivity value k. satisfies

VI(T - k) 1 Qg — (1)
=G;. 1—«a c Za) +Op
Ka(l — Ka)og 1 I’K”( )= \[\/l‘ia «)0g.I 2.19(%a) I
(B.1)
o ) Moo ) s o B Lasste) g (1)
op of ofF 1

Finally, noting that s, = pr + O,(1/v/I) we thus obtain from Equation

V =Ty — (2MF—1)f+O G)

as claimed in Proposition [2] (i)
Next, we prove (ii) and continue from Equation Using the variables defined in Propo-

sition [2| we have

Og IR Wo O W of 2W O C1 1
Taw =W + L= ( + )(1— — >+< +2 —1)+o ()
i or \/“F VI S/ vi ) vt

0q, 1%« Wor cl 1
— W 4 2l 1— o — 1)+ Qup —1)—= + 0 ()
p \/MF( ) Vi (2ur — 1)+ (2ur )ﬁ b\ 7

Next, using va + = — /a = 77s O(z?) we obtain

Tot =W [1 _ OQaIZa(QMF — 1) ‘| 0¢,1%a
Wt =

C1 1
MF(I_NF) MF(l—MF)‘F(Q/JF—l)ﬁ—FOp <I>

Continuing with the trail of equalities

pur(l = pr) = (2pp — 1)\6/17} + O G)

0q,I% €1
[Talt - qgiFa pr(l—pp) — 2ur —1)—=

7

O'qJZa

W=l 0q.1%a(2nr — 1)
2VI/ip(1— pp)

_ [1 + 2<j/quza;jﬁ(tf::;) + 0, (})
+0,(3)

2p — 1 2p —1 o222
0q1%a(2pr —1) | 0q1%a (L p) — 21 o 4 Jada
pr(l—pp) OF Vi

—1
|:Ta1t -

-'~W:Talt 1+2

concluding the proof. [ ]
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B.3. Theorem. We provide a proof of Theorem- ) as (ii) follows similarly. We suppress
the superscript [ and prove the version for P, with the version for P, being analogous. From

Proposition [2] and Equation [4.1] we obtain

P(ng)zlP’(let <“+(2MF—1)ﬁ+O <11_>>

—o (v @ur- 1L +0(3))

1 C1 1 1
ey ()l 0(2)7) 00
Using f(x+O(1/VI)) = f(z)+O(1/v/1), for any differentiable function f and ®(a+x/v1) =
®(a) + ¢p(a)z/VT + O(1/I) we deduce

BV <) = 9(0) + = {20~ Der + 80, Do) + 0 (7).

VI

completing the proof. [ ]

B.4. Proposition We suppress the superscript [ throughout the proof.

_ S UG/ + 1))sgn(Yy)
S wUIG(Yi])/ (I + 1))

where Gy is the empirical CDF of I|Y;|/(I 4+ 1). We have
L S UGVl /(T + 1))sgn(Y5) 1
%zf_m(mxmw/ml)) VI

1 ! T
R kulzw (¥if)sgn(¥:) + f”w”lZ[w(MGmm)—w<a<m>>}sgnm)

i=1 i=1

VIT; = Zw (IG1(|Ys] /(I + 1))sgn(Y;) + 0,(1)

+ 0p(1)
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where G is the CDF of |Y;|. Call the second term D;/||%||1. Applying Hoeffding’s inequality,

we have
o
PUDI| > ) =E P <ﬁ§j 0 (7 GaMD) = w6 () > e Il ,|Y1|>
<E |2exp | — Ie* 5
252, [o (¥ ) — wiavi)
I T+1
(B.2) <E |2exp | - [e” ;
sl [ - v

where B = sup,¢(g,1) ¥'(x) < 0o. Now, we observe

Ly Gi(lY; GY2<1I2 P v - vy L o)y
IX_:LH 1) - & ilﬂ <72 [W< 1Y) = G + 5 G

e !
e R ey DI

’\4 \

which converges to 0 by Glivenko-Cantelli theorem and the weak law of large numbers since
E[G(|]Y])?] < oo. Noting that e=* < 1 for all + > 0, by bounded convergence theorem on
Equation we obtain Dy = o,(1).
Thus, we have
Ty~ aiby)) = L Eim Uisen(¥) — pu(6))
a(6o) VI a(00) ¥l
where U; = ¢¥(G(]Y;])) and G is the CDF of |Y;|, thereby allowing 77 to have an asymptotic

+ Op(l)a

linear expansion at #y. Also, as the location family has a continuously differentiable positive
"z — 6p)? 1 ()2

f(io)dm =/ @) gz is constant
f(x —6o) i)

and thus continuous at 6. Hence, the family is quadratic mean differentiable (Van der Vaart

[2000], Theorem 7.2), leading to vT(Tt — 11(6o))/o(6o) and the log-likelihood ratio at 8; vs 6

density, the Fisher information derived at 6y is I = [
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satisfying

I (V)
VI(T1 = u(00))/7(00) 3~ Uilszn(Y) — (%)

1|4 a(6o)l[4| 0 op(1)
@Hfﬂfoﬁh/ﬁ(m vl f(; | T e op(l)
T, o, (V) hZ fej ’

and thus converging to a bivariate normal distribution. By Le-Cam’s third lemma (Van der

Vaart| [2000], Section 6.2), our proof is complete. |

B.5. Theorem An outcome [ is selected by Method [2]if its corresponding

\/Haplan (1- I{aplan)o—qzaplan _ \/K-/aplan (1- F;/aplan)o-qzal, _ &(el)zacoverage
/iozp]an + > Kcon
Vir I(1—7r) Ir(l—r)

<=V Ir (m%lan +

\/K’aplan (1- K’aplan)o’qzaplan \/K’O‘plan (1- Haplan)o-qzal
— >
VIr I(1-r)

= 5(01) Zaomernge
Irkcon — ﬁ

(Ko — pu(65)) o V Eapian (L = Ko WT 0
I \Nvaplan — F\YT)) 1 _ q o plan plan q
= \/>a o (07) + \/K:Olplan( Kaplan)o_(al) Zaplan (1 — o(07) Zoy >

(ke = u(01)) _ 6(0r) Zacoverae
Vi o6r)  olbr) VI—r

the probability of which, under #; and as I — oo, is given by

Zacovera e ILL/(QO) K/(]‘ — I{)Uq \/77.
0;) > 1—-® | — £ —h o
7TI( I) ( ,71—7“ 0_(90) +z plan 0'(90) /7_,’“

as intended. [ |

—

B.6. Theorem We suppress the [-superscript throughout the proof and drop mention of
Z and R'. If the sensitivity analysis is computed via Equation then I'} satisfies Equation

A2 ie.,
-1 bF; 1
(B.3) T—ar- = (1—a)ﬁ+op(ﬁ).

Let f be the mapping f : I' — ar, which is continuously differentiable at a neighborhood of

' with a non-zero derivative at ' by assumption. By inverse function theorem (Rudin et al.
[1976], Theorem 9.24), f is invertible at neighborhood of I' and the inverse also admits a

derivative.
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Since T' = pp,4 + 0p(1), rejection of the null hypothesis occurs w.p. 1 as I — oo if T is such
that ar < prg. On the other hand, rejection of the null hypothesis occurs w.p. 0 as I — oo
if I" is such that ar > pry. Thus, by definition, afp = pr,y implies = I (urg), where the
inverse is well-defined in a neighborhood of p1p 4 by the inverse function theorem.

Since T % KF.g, We obtain arx EN pr,g from Equation and deduce I'}, LN by continuous
mapping theorem. Using Equation and Assumption we can obtain

T(a, e — (T — br-
\/>(a I /”LF,Q) _ f( :uRg) - ‘1)71(1 _ a) rs _|_0p(1)
OFyg OFg OFg

Replacing br« by bz and using continuous mapping theorem, we have

OF,g OF,g

Thus, by the inverse-function theorem and delta method using the function f~! in a neighbor-

hood of pir 4 we conclude
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APPENDIX C. ADDITIONAL DISCUSSIONS

C.1. Further Design Considerations.

C.1.1. Choice of Statistics. Rosenbaum advocates for catering design with the intent of maxi-
mizing design sensitivity. [Zhao [2018] applies this idea to the selection of test statistics with the
sensitivity value. He considers the generalized score statistic where ¢! = 1! (rank(Y}))/(I + 1)
and obtains a formula for the asymptotic mean and variance in Equation based on the
outcome density and score function ¢! which can vary by outcome. However, his analysis relies
only on the mean, as the variance parameter is quite involved to calculate. It also requires
prior knowledge of the outcome distributions.

Due to our use of split-sampling Framework [I] we can bypass excess considerations and
directly compare test statistics on the planning sample. For instance, suppose the I*" outcome
has {1} }1<k<p, candidate choices to be used. Although we have framed Sens-Val as a procedure
for outcome selection, one can redefine an outcome as its (I, k) pair, 1 < k <p;, 1 <1 < L,
and choose the (outcome, statistic) pair suggested by the method. In case of a tie among the
statistics, one can simply choose the statistic with the higher sensitivity value. Such a choice
bypasses the theoretical considerations of |Zhao| [2018], circumvents dealing with variances o,
and provides a data-driven means for selection of outcomes and test statistics. Moreover, it
is driven by the quantiles of the asymptotic distribution of the sensitivity value, adhering to
the suggestions by |Zhao| [2018] and augmenting it with the possibility that quantiles used in
planning and analysis samples may differ.

We illustrate the potential benefits of this idea as follows. Consider a setting with NV = 200
subjects randomly assigned to treatment or control with probability 1/2 and L = 20 possible
outcomes, among which there exist four true signals. Suppose the control potential outcomes
Tlcij are all generated independently from either the standard Normal distribution, standard
logistic distribution, or a t-distribution with four degrees of freedom. Treated units amongst
the true signals equal their control potential outcome plus a constant treatment effect of 7,
which is specified for each distribution. This setup allows us to assess the performance of our
method for various types of data. Using a planning sample proportion of 0.20, we evaluate
the average power of our Sens-Val method across 100 simulations for various elements in the
class of U-statistics proposed by Rosenbaum| [2011}, 2014], which are indexed by parameters

(m, m,m).
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For a fixed outcome [, we let h(y) denote a function of m variables that quantifies the positive
differences among the order statistics between |y|(,) and |y|@). The corresponding U-statistic
can then be taken as T = (nll)_l >_|zj=m P(Y7) and written as signed score form In the
absence of ties:

/= (é) - Xm: <rank]ilfl|1) - 1) (I;z;nf(klyﬂ)) - Ilék@)pm(l e

k=m

where p = rank(|Y}!|)/I (Rosenbaum| [2011], Section 3.1). Note that the choice (m,m,m) =
(2,2,2) closely approximates Wilcoxon’s signed rank statistic (Pratt and Gibbons| [1981]).

We observe the simulated average power among these statistics in Table [2| below. In terms
of performance, the best statistic to use often changes based on the simulation setting and data
generating process. This shows that it can often be beneficial in terms of detection power to
compare statistics to use during the planning stage.

TABLE 2. Simulated average power with N = 200 subjects of a 0.05 level
analysis for several values of I'. The power is the proportion of simulations
where the test correctly rejects the null hypothesis when it is false, performed
at the given value of I'. Each situation is replicated 100 times. Scores above

the horizontal line are monotone increasing scores, while those below are de-
scending scores.

Normal(0,1) Logistic(0,1) t with 4 d.f.
=1 T=1.5 T=1.5
(mym,m) T=15 I'=25 I'=35|T=15 I'=25 I'=35|T=15 =25 I =35
(2,2,2) 0.855 0.565 0.150 0.648 0.200 0.048 0.390 0.113 0.013
(5,4,5) 0.843 0.555 0.183 0.620 0.215 0.055 0.368 0.110 0.015
(8,7,8) 0.778 0.463 0.165 0.495 0.160 0.043 0.243 0.068 0.015
(8,5,8) 0.860 0.573 0.193 0.643 0.225 0.058 0.413 0.133 0.018

(20,16,20) 0.753 0.445 0.180 0.463 0.170 0.033 0.225 0.058 0.013
(20,12,20) 0.848 0.575 0.223 0.618 0.223 0.058 0.398 0.130 0.020

(8,7,7) 0.723 0.438 0.178 0.500 0.173 0.045 0.380 0.108 0.025
(8,5,7) 0.753 0.423 0.115 0.563 0.168 0.040 0.515 0.128 0.023
(20,16,19) 0.653 0.368 0.170 0.425 0.153 0.053 0.260 0.078 0.025
(20,12,19) 0.760 0.488 0.173 0.548 0.185 0.050 0.483 0.143 0.023

C.1.2. Choice of Sub-Populations. |Zhao| [2018| considers the choice of sub-populations to be
an important aspect of the study design and explains the trade-off of using sub-populations
instead of all subgroups observed by |Hsu et al.| [2013]. While this explains the phenomenon
based on the difference of design sensitivities (and sub-group proportions), the ignorance of

design-sensitivity may leave a researcher no better off, unless she employs a pilot sample to



SAMPLE SPLITTING FOR VALID POWERFUL DESIGN OF OBSERVATIONAL STUDIES 41

estimate the design sensitivities. As noted before, estimation of design sensitivity is not only
challenging, but also not quite the goal of the researcher who has to run the tests on the
analysis sample. Sens-Val solves the problem more pragmatically — one may consider the
effect on all possible sub-populations as different outcomes, and use our method to select the
sub-populations which have a reasonable chance to be significant in the analysis sample.

We demonstrate this advantage with a simulation. Consider a setting with N = 2000
subjects randomly assigned to treatment or control with probability 1/2 and L = 10 possible
outcomes, among which there exist three true signals. We use a planning sample proportion of
0.20 to divide control/treated pairs into discrete planning and analysis samples. We then take
K =5 discrete sub-populations, where control/treated pairs within the planning and analysis
samples are assigned to sub-population k with probability 7, = (0.10,0.15,0.20,0.20,0.35).
Suppose the control potential outcomes TICU are all generated independently from the standard

Normal distribution and treated potential outcomes are taken as:

rlcij+%, ifl=1lor(l=2and k€1,2,3)or (=3 and k € 1,2);
P, = b, + L, ifl=3and k€ 3,4

l .
oy otherwise.

The Sens-Val method selects any promising sub-populations in the planning sample to test in
the latter stage of the pipeline. We conduct our Sens-Val method and Bonferroni correction
across 1,000 simulations at o = 0.05 and T'co,, = 2, and display our simulated performance in
Table [3| below. We see that Sens-Val does a very good job choosing sub-populations during the

planning stage, which yields notable benefits in terms of detection power.

C.1.3. Coherence. An effect is said to be coherent if the observed association between the
exposure and outcomes are compatible with the mechanism thought to produce the effects.
Rosenbaum| [1997] considers a linear combination of the signed-rank statistics to create a co-
herent statistic. |Ye et al.| [2022] extends this idea to all linear combinations using the ideas of
Scheffé| [1953] and examines the impacts of such choices on the power of the study. [Rosenbaum
[2020], meanwhile, uses an a priori guess for the choice of linear combinations obtained from
previous data, thereby circumventing the need for multiplicity corrections. We concur that

coherence is an important consideration in the design of a study, as a coherent mechanism is



42 SAMPLE SPLITTING FOR VALID POWERFUL DESIGN OF OBSERVATIONAL STUDIES

TABLE 3. Simulation results whereas each situation is replicated 1,000
times. The left-hand-side shows the proportion of simulations in which an
outcome/sub-population pair is selected by Sens-Val in the planning sample.
The right-hand-side gives the frequency for which each method rejects a certain
outcome, along with an average true positive rate for each method. Bolded
numbers depict scenarios with non-zero treatment effects.

Proportion Tested Proportion Rejected
Sub-Population ‘ Method
Outcome 1 2 3 4 5 ‘ Sens-Val Bonferroni
1 0.999 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.923 0.917
2 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.022 0.001 0.639 0.001
3 0.999 0.999 0.297 0.470 0.007 0.161 0.000
4 0.009 0.006 0.004 0.010 0.005 0.000 0.000
5 0.013 0.008 0.002 0.014 0.000 0.000 0.000
6 0.015 0.008 0.004 0.013 0.007 0.000 0.000
7 0.010 0.007 0.009 0.015 0.007 0.000 0.000
8 0.016 0.009 0.004 0.013 0.007 0.000 0.000
9 0.014 0.004 0.005 0.012 0.005 0.000 0.000
10 0.007 0.009 0.007 0.017 0.005 0.000 0.000
See that ' denotes 7 = % while  denotes 7 = % True Positive Rate
0.574 0.306

less likely to suffer from unmeasured biases. Method [2] can easily be morphed to impose con-
ditions on the outcomes to test. For example, if an exposure affects an outcome solely through
a mediator, the criteria in Method [2| can be adjusted to include the outcome only if both the
impact of exposure on the mediator and the mediator’s effect on the outcome meet the specified
thresholds. Such restrictions, if known, would be helpful to increase the sensitivity value of the

true outcomes while filtering out null or weak signals to enhance discovery.

C.1.4. Weighting of Outcomes. Since smaller effects can often arise due to small unattenuated
biases, while larger effects can be rendered non-causal only by biases of large magnitudes, one
might be encouraged to use weighted statistics. [Rosenbaum| [2014] considers such an approach
using weighted M-statistics for superior design sensitivity, but are likely to be driven by the
data. In the classical inference literature, [Wasserman and Roeder| [2006] consider choosing as
in Framework [I| using estimated signal strengths from the planning sample. While the primary
concern there is bias rather than efficiency, it may still be useful in a finite sample study tasked
with managing both efficiency and bias. Method [2| used in conjunction with the dynamic o

framework might lend itself to a middle-ground approach, where the statistics and «s are
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suitably driven by the data to obtain enhanced power under bias and moderate sample size.
As long as qus are suitably normalized to control the FWER in the analysis sample, one can
experiment via Method [2| with different choices of the superior statistics based on |[Rosenbaum
[2014] and the level thresholds based on signal strengths [Wasserman and Roeder| [2006] to

optimize their power.

C.2. Computational Considerations. One may contrast Method [2| with the implementa-
tions of Heller et al.|[2009]. In the vanilla version, they choose one outcome to test in the
planning sample according to the smallest p-value, which is quite limited by its applicability.
They also introduce a technique in which they consider all possible subsets of the outcomes
and select that which has the min-max p-value. However, this approach is computationally
infeasible for even a moderate number of outcomes, requiring the consideration of 2 subsets
of outcomes in the planning sample. On the other hand, Method [2]is linear in the number of
outcomes and is thus much more usable in practice. Moreover, due to potential correlations
among the outcomes of interest, the min-max p-value may have complicated nuances attached
to it, the theoretical properties of which are poorly understood. However, our proposed Method
has simple theoretical properties (3.1) and is robust to potential correlational complications
since it relies only on the marginal structure of the outcomes.

We also note that the bootstrap samples need not be recalculated for each o™ when employing
the dynamic « framework. As the bootstrap samples are used only to obtain an estimate of
ot., which is devoid of a from its definition via Equation 6t () and 6% (a*) are likely to
have an o, (1) difference, leading to an oy,(1/v/Iplan) difference in the odds of the I*" outcome
being selected. Hence, one can safely do away with implementing the bootstrap repetitively

without any additional asymptotic cost.
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APPENDIX D. DETAILS OF DATA APPLICATION

male.0.t0.4 4
male.5.to.14 4
male.15.t0.19
male.20.t0.34
male.35.10.54
male.over.54 4
female.0.t0.4
female.5.t0.14 4
female.15.t0.19 4
female.20.t0.34 4
female.35.t0.54 4
male.no.educ 4
male.primary.educ
male.secondary.educ 4
female.no.educ
female.primary.educ 4
female.secondary.educ 4
household.size 4
quant.livestock
quant.valuables 4
quant.domestic 4
quant.transport -
quant.water
quant.agric.equip 4
quant.house
val.pre.livestock 4
val.pre.valuables 4
val.pre.domestic -
val.pre.transport 4
val.pre.water 4
val.pre.agric.equip 4
val.pre.house 4
normal.flood.depth 4
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Fi1GURE 3. A Love plot displaying the absolute standardized mean differences
across covariates.

TABLE 4. Description of rejected outcomes, in accordance with the results in
Table[l} Among the 93 total outcomes, only 14 are rejected by any method at
the evaluated levels of T'cop.

Outcome Definition

ft.water Feet of water in household due to flood
repair.cost Cost of repairing flood damage

days.water Number of days with water in household
days.away.home Number of days out of home due to flood
tubewell.cooking Household obtains cooking water from tubewell
tubewell.washing Household obtains washing water from tubewell
food.price.idx Food price index

food.credit.val.pc Per capita value of credit purchases for food
credit.val Total household value of credit purchases
days.ill Average number of days with illness
pulses.budget Share of total household expenditure used to purchase pulses
rice.consumed.pc Amount of rice consumed per capita
food.produced.val Total household value of food produced

food.produced.val.pc  Per capita value of food produced
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TABLE 5. All of the 93 outcomes examined in the data application. Outcomes
are grouped into flood-specific, food consumption and security, health, nutri-
tion, and economic categories. Although many of the outcomes can be grouped
into more than one category, we list them under a single group for simplicity.

Category

Specific Outcomes

Flood-Specific

Food Consumption &
Security

Health

Nutrition

Economic

days.away.home, days.water, ft.water

amt.fish.female, amt.fish.male, amt.milk.meat.egg.female,
amt.milk.meat.egg.male, calories.pc, calories.per.adult,
cereals.consumed.pc, cereals.budget, egg.consumed.pc,
egg.budget, fish.consumed.pc, fish.budget, food.price.idx,
fruit.consumed.pc, fruit.budget, icrs.fish.female, icrs.fish.male,
meat.consumed.pc, meat.budget, milk.consumed.pc,
milk.budget, oil.consumed.pc, oil.budget, protein.pc,
protein.per.adult, pulses.consumed.pc, pulses.budget,
rice.consumed.pc, rice.budget, veg.consumed.pc, veg.budget,
wheat.consumed.pc, wheat.budget

any.ill.0-5yrs, any.ill.6-18yrs, any.ill.fever, any.ill.female,
any.ill.gastrointest, any.ill.male, any.ill.over18yrs,
any.ill.respiratory, days.ill, distance.cooking, distance.drinking,
distance.washing, liters.water.collection, sanitary.latrine,
time.water.collection, tubewell.cooking, tubewell.drinking,
tubewell.washing

rd3.bmi, rd3.bmi.adolesc.women, rd3.height.on.age,
rd3.height.on.age.preschool, rd3.weight.on.age,
rd3.weight.on.age.preschool, rd3.weight.on.height,
rd3.weight.on.height.preschool

adult.equivalent.tot.expend, any.electricity, credit.val,
food.consumed.val, food.credit.val.pc, food.expend.pc,
food.purchased.val, food.purchased.val.pc, food.produced.val,
food.produced.val.pc, food.received.val, food.received.val.pc,
marriage.funerals.expend, nonfood.expend,
nonfood.expend.incl.repairs, nonfood.expend.pc, repair.cost,
share.food.expend, share.food.expend.incl.repairs,
share.nonfood.expend, share.nonfood.expend.incl.repairs,
tot.expend, tot.expend.incl.repairs, tot.expend.pc,
val.post.agric.equip, val.post.domestic, val.post.house,
val.post.livestock, val.post.transport, val.post.valuables,
val.post.water
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