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Abstract

The issue of “truncation by death” commonly arises in clinical research: subjects
may die before their follow-up assessment, resulting in undefined clinical outcomes.
This article addresses truncation by death by analyzing the Long Life Family Study
(LLFS), a multicenter observational study involving over 4000 older adults with fa-
milial longevity. We are interested in the cognitive effects of statins in LLFS partici-
pants, as the impact of statins on cognition remains unclear despite their widespread
use. In this application, rather than treating death as a mechanism through which
clinical outcomes are missing, we advocate treating death as part of the outcome
measure. We focus on the survival-incorporated median—the median of a composite
outcome combining death and cognitive scores—to summarize the effect of statins.
We propose an estimator for the survival-incorporated median from observational
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data, applicable in both point-treatment settings and time-varying treatment set-
tings. Simulations demonstrate the survival-incorporated median as a simple and
useful summary measure. We apply this method to estimate the effect of statins on
the change in cognitive function (measured by the Digit Symbol Substitution Test),
incorporating death. Our results indicate no significant difference in cognitive decline
between participants with a similar age distribution on and off statins from baseline.
Through this application, we aim to not only contribute to this clinical question but
also offer insights into analyzing clinical outcomes in the presence of death.

Keywords: Causal inference; Truncation by death; Survival; Observational data; Cognitive
function; Longevity



1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation and objectives

The issue of “truncation by death” presents a common challenge in clinical research: sub-
jects may die before the follow-up assessment, resulting in undefined clinical outcomes.
This issue is particularly prevalent in longitudinal studies of older adults, where death is
common yet related to many clinical outcomes such as cognitive and physical function. In
addition, death can gradually alter the composition of a study population [Murphy et al.,
2011]. Therefore, simply treating the death as censoring or missing may lead to biased
estimates and misleading conclusions [Colantuoni et al., 2018].

This article focuses on the Long Life Family Study (LLFS), an international multicenter
observational study involving more than 4000 older adults with exceptional longevity [Wo-
jezynski et al., 2022, Xiang et al., 2023a]. Since the study includes older adults who are at
risk of death, analyzing the LLFS requires careful consideration of the issue of truncation
by death.

Our clinical question of interest is the effect of statins on the change in cognitive function
of LLFS participants. Statins, widely prescribed for lowering cholesterol and cardiovascular
conditions, are used by nearly 30% of adults 40 years and older in the United States [Schultz
et al) 2018]. Despite the widespread use of statins, their impact on cognitive function
remains a debate |Ott et al. 2015, Schultz et al., [2018|, |Adhikari et all 2021} [Ying et al.,
2021} (Olmastroni et al. 2022]. In the literature, some studies indicate a potential risk
of cognitive impairment in specific patient groups [Muldoon et al., |2000} Alsehli et al.|
2020], while other studies suggest no significant risk or even a protective effect on cognitive

function [Benito-Ledn et al 2010, Petek et al. 2023]. The complexity of the relationship



between statins and cognitive function necessitates further research.

Many of the aforementioned studies address the missing values inadequately or even
overlook the aspect of death. For example, Alsehli et al.| [2020] “excluded all data sets
containing missing values” and perform a survivors-only analysis. This survivors-only
analysis is known to be affected by the “healthy-survivors” effect and is subject to bias
[Rothman et al., 2008|. Petek et al.[2023] mention the considerable number of patients
who dropped out, and they applied Inverse Probability of Censoring Weighting (IPCW)
[Hernén et al., [2000] to handle death and missingness together. However, death leads to
undefined outcomes rather than missing outcomes, so it is inappropriate to treat death the
same as missingness; IPCW transfers the weight of dead patients to those alive. These
two approaches, survivors-only analyses and IPCW, are common in dealing with undefined
outcomes due to death but may lead to biased conclusions.

The objectives of this study are twofold: (i) to estimate the effect of statins on the change
in cognitive function of participants from the observational LLFS, and (ii) to properly
address the issue of truncation by death in analyzing the data. Through this application,
we aim to not only contribute to this clinical question regarding statins but also offer

insights into analyzing clinical studies in the presence of death.

1.2 Research method

To address the issue of truncation by death, we advocate summarizing the clinical benefit
of treatment by combining death and the clinical outcome into a ranked composite outcome
Y [Lachin| 1999, [Joshua Chen et al., 2005, Lok et al., 2010, Wang et al., [2017]. Because the
ranked outcomes are a composition of two types of outcomes (death and clinical outcomes)

with different scales, it is inappropriate to draw inference using the mean of the composite



outcome. Instead, we compare the distribution or quantiles of the composite outcome Y to
assess the clinical benefit of treatment regarding both survival and clinical outcomes. Since
the probability of death is less than 50% in the LLFS participants included in this analysis,
we propose using the median of the composite outcome — the survival-incorporated median
— in the analysis [Lok et al., 2010, Xiang et al., 2023b]. One can consider other quantiles,
for example, the survival-incorporated 75th quantile or 90th quantile, when the probability
of death is greater than 50%.

To estimate the survival-incorporated median from observational data in the presence of
death, we propose a weighted quantile estimator based on Inverse Probability of Treatment
Weighting (IPTW) [Robins, (1986, [Robins et al., 2000, Hernan et al., 2000]. IPTW allows
weighting all outcomes, including death, to estimate the marginal quantiles of the potential
outcomes Y@ under the treatment of interest a. We show that the proposed estimator
for the survival-incorporated quantile works well for point treatments setting with a = 0
and a = 1. We also show that, with carefully constructed weights, the estimator can be
readily extended to the time-varying treatment settings, which are common in studies with
long-term follow-up with subjects at risk of death such as the LLFS.

Besides truncation by death, the LLFS data present another challenge: missing data
for various reasons. In this application, we use Inverse Probability of Censoring Weighting
(IPCW) to account for missing data.

In the causal inference literature, most studies focus on population means of the poten-
tial outcomes. However, inference on quantiles [Hogan and Lee|, 2004, Firpo, 2007, Zhang
et al., 2012, |Sherwood et al., [2013] can be especially useful for the important problem of
truncation by death. Hogan and Lee| [2004] studied the marginal structural quantile regres-

sion model and showed that their quantile estimator solves an unbiased estimating equation.



However, due to the non-smooth nature of the quantile estimator and the complexity of
nuisance parameters in the propensity score, consistency does not simply follow from an
unbiased estimating equation. In this article, we prove both consistency and asymptotic
normality for the proposed quantile estimator.

This paper is structured as follows. Section [2] introduces the setting, the definition,
and the assumptions for estimation of the survival-incorporated median in the LLFS. Sec-
tion |3 describes the IPT'W estimators of the survival-incorporated quantiles in both point-
treatment settings and time-varying settings. Section [4] applies the survival-incorporated
median to study the change in cognitive function of participants in the Long Life Family
Study. Section [5 shows statistical properties of the proposed estimators. Section [6] presents
simulation studies to investigate the performance of the proposed estimators. A discussion

concludes the article in Section [Tl

2 Setting, definition, and assumptions

2.1 Setting of the Long Life Family Study (LLFS)

This article uses the following notation. The study includes N participants with a baseline
assessment (k = 0), and k = 1, ..., K+ 1 subsequent follow-up visits. For simplicity, we omit
the individual participant index ¢ (i = 1, ..., N). Dy is the indicator variable of the survival
status at time k, with D, = 1 if the participant is dead and D, = 0 if the participant is
alive at time k. Y is the clinical outcome that is measured at time K + 1, the end of the
study, if D(g41); = 0, and Y is the composite outcome that combines Y and death. Ly is a
vector of covariates representing measured risk factors at time k, k = 0,..., K. A is the

indicator variable of the (statin) treatment at time k, so A, = 1 if the participant is on



statins at time k and A, = 0 if not. At time k, in those alive (Dy, = 0), a treatment decision
Ay, is made after measuring Ly. Ly, = (Lo, L1, ..., Ly) is the covariate history from baseline
to the kth visit, and similarly Ay = (Ao, A1,..., Ax). Y(@%) is the potential outcome had
the participant received treatment regimen ax = (ag,a1,...,ax). The observed data at
time k consist of (D, Ly, Ag), k = 0,..., K. At the last follow-up time K + 1, we observe
Dii1 and Y (if Dgyq = 0). If a participant ¢ died between the (m — 1)th visit and the
mth visit, m = 1,2, ..., K + 1, then (L, Ag,Y) for this participant becomes undefined for
k >=m. The full data are (Lx;, Axi, D11y, Y;) for participants i = 1,..., N.

In the LLF'S, the cognitive function of participants is assessed at two in person assess-
ments 8 years apart by the Digit Symbol Substitution Test (DSST) [Wechsler} |1981]. Over
the 8 years of follow-up, statin use is measured at baseline, at year 3, and at year 6. Thus,
the study timeline is: & = 0 (baseline), k = 1 (year 3), k = 2 (year 6), and k = 3 (year
8). A participant may die in three time intervals: (0, 3], (3,6], and (6,8]. In the LLFS,
the confounders are only measured at baseline, and the vector of baseline confounders Ly
includes: age at baseline, gender, education, smoking, total cholesterol level, low-density
lipoproteins, high-density lipoproteins, and adjusted Framingham risk score (see Appendix
Section B.3). The full data include the participants’ baseline confounders Ly, treatment
history A,, death status Dy, k = 1,2, 3, and DSST scores Y.

We focus on two sub-populations of participants who had a baseline DSST assessment:
(1) 1750 participants with age between 55 and 69 (55.0 <= age < 70.0) and (2) 664 par-
ticipants with age between 70 and 84 (70.0 <= age < 85.0). Table [1| shows the baseline
characteristics of participants in the two age-based sub-populations. Table [2| shows the
number of participants on and off statins at baseline and the crude percentage of partici-

pants who died.
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Table 1: Baseline characteristics of LLFS participants; N, number; IQR, interquartile

range; HDL, high-density lipoprotein; LDL, low-density lipoprotein; mg/dL, milligrams

1, participants on statins at

0, participants off statins at baseline; Ag =

per deciliter; Ag

baseline.



#Participants Crude % of participants who died
Ao =0 1359 4.1%
age 55 - 69
Ag=1 391 4.6%
Ao =0 414 17.6%
age 70 - 84
Ao =1 250 19.2%

Table 2: Death status of the LLFS participants in our analysis. Ay = 0: participants off
statins at baseline. Ay = 1: participants on statins at baseline. The crude probability of

death is calculated by the number of deaths divided by the number of participants in each

group.

2.2 Definition of the survival-incorporated median

The survival-incorporated median is a summary measure of the ranked composite outcome
that combines death and a clinical outcome [Lok et al.l 2010, Xiang et al., 2023b]. In this
application, since the probability of death is less than 50% during the 8-year follow-up, the

survival-incorporated median is defined as:

Definition 1 (survival-incorporated median) The threshold such that 50% of the tar-
get LLES participants is alive with a DSST score higher than that threshold, and 50% either

died or has a DSST score lower than that threshold.

To estimate the survival-incorporated median, all outcomes need to be ranked and
combined together into a composite outcome Y. In the LLFS, the DSST scores have a

range of [0,93], with higher scores suggesting better cognitive function. Since minY = 0,



we could assign participants who die any value less than 0 to form the ranked composite
outcome.

Mathematically, for the composite outcome Y@ under treatment regimen a with distri-
bution function Fy@ (y) = P(Y@ < y), the survival-incorporated median can be defined
as

a0 = Fyly(0.5) = inf{y : Fy(y) > 0.5},

More generally, the 7th survival-incorporated quantile is defined as

¢ =F;L (1) =inf{y : Fpa(y) =7},
for example, the survival-incorporated 75th quantile q[(f})5.

For outcomes undefined due to death, the assignment Y is conceptually different from
imputing missing values. Imputing missing values, which typically depends on the missing
data mechanism, aims to replace a missing value with an estimated value. However, the
death of a participant is fully observed, and if a participant died, the participant’s clin-
ical outcome is not missing but rather undefined. Therefore, considering death a worse
state than being alive, we assign participants who die any value less than the worst clinical
outcome. The value of the assigned clinical outcome, which has the lowest ranking in the
ranked outcomes, is irrelevant to the value of the survival-incorporated median if the prob-

ability of death is less than 50%. Such assignment for undefined outcomes facilitates the

computation of the survival-incorporated median or other survival-incorporated quantiles.

2.3 Assumptions

Estimating the survival-incorporated quantile from observational data relies on the follow-

ing identifying assumptions:
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Assumption 1 (No Unmeasured Confounding) Forallk, Ay 1L (Z),ﬁ“i, Y @) | Ay =

ag—1, Ly = ..

Assumption 2 (Consistency) For all k, if Ax = ag, Y =Y, and if Ay_y = Gp_1,

E](fkfl) = I/k .

Assumption 3 (Positivity) For some e > 0, ¢ < P(Ay = ap|Ap_1 = ap_1, Ly = ) <

1 — ¢ for all (ay,I,).

Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 are commonly seen in the causal inference literature for the
identification and estimation of causal parameters from observational data |[Hernan and
Robins, 2020]. No Unmeasured Confounding Assumption 1 requires that all confounders
that could influence both the treatment and future potential outcomes are measured and
accounted for. In the LLFS, all relevant covariates were only measured at baseline, and we
include the covariates listed in Table 1 as confounders because of their potential associa-
tions with both cognition and statin treatment. Consistency Assumption 2 requires that the
potential outcome for a participant under the treatment they actually received is consistent
with their observed outcome. In the LLFS, the status of on/off statins is well-recorded at
the follow-up visits to ensure that the observed DSST scores reflect the effect of statins.
Positivity Assumption 3 requires that participants with any characteristics, should have
some chance of taking statins and of not taking statins.

In addition to the above assumptions, the following assumption is also needed to identify

the survival-incorporated quantile:

Assumption 4 (Uniqueness of quantile 7) The outcome Y @) takes values in R. For
all @y the Tth quantile of interest ¢™) satisfies P(yax) < g\ —0) < P(Ylax) < qﬁaK)) <

P(Y@x) < ¢! 4 5) for all § > 0.
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3 Estimation of the survival-incorporated median from

observational data

3.1 Point-treatment settings

We first describe the IPTW estimator of the survival-incorporated median from observa-
tional data with a binary treatment A =0 or A =1 — a “point-treatment” setting. Figure
1 (a) depicts the Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) for this setting. L is a vector of baseline
covariates. After receiving A = 0 or A = 1, participants may die before the follow-up

assessment (D = 1), or may survive with their clinical outcome Y measured.

o (a) [ (b)
/ \\' h,/ / - \V \\;
LA Y Ly >Ag LAY
T . \\ \\\\\\\\ D
0 \ e

Figure 1: DAG for (a) a point-treatment setting and (b) a time-varying treatment setting

with two post-baseline assessments.

To estimate the survival-incorporated median from observational data, we use IPTW.
First, as in Section 2.2, we assign those who die (D = 1) a value less than the lowest possible
value of Y. Next, since the treatment was not randomized, we weight each outcome by the
inverse of the participant’s probability of receiving their observed treatment a conditional
on the baseline covariates L, i.e., the inverse of the propensity score, w, = La—,/p(A =

a|L). In observational studies, propensity scores are typically not known. We estimate the

12



propensity scores p(A = a|L) assuming that a model for the probability of the treatment
is correctly specified, for example, a logistic regression model.

Combining the weights with the quantile estimation procedure proposed by |Koenker
and Bassett| [1978], the IPTW estimator for the survival-incorporated 7th quantile under

treatment a is G\%, is:

N
1 ~
sa) S B Y — a). 1
4" = argmin ;1 W - pr(Y — q) (1)
where p, () = 2(7 — 1,<¢) is the quantile loss function evaluated at x (Koenker 2005), and

Wq,; 1s the weight under treatment a, a = 0 or 1:

Ta—o W — Tazy
T P(A=1|L)

In addition, estimating equations for qia) can be expressed as follows:

o) = 5 3 prrirr e ) )

=1

It is also the gradient function of the objective function in equation .

3.2 Time-varying settings

Figure 1 (b) depicts the DAG of a time-varying setting with two post-baseline assessments
(K+1 = 2). In general, consider a study with K +1 follow-up assessments with participants
at risk of death in each time interval. The choice of IPTW weights w5 needs to account for
death, which may occur in each period between each visits. The IPTW weight of equation

(1) is modified as follows:

13



if D(K+1) = O, i.e.,

Ak
[Tx—o P(AxlAr—1,L%)

a participant survives throughout

1; i if a participant dies between the
m—1=9m—1

17 P(AxlAk_1,Lk)

(m — 1)th visit and mth visit.

\

IPTW creates a pseudo population where the effects on treatment of the baseline and
time-varying confounders are removed [Hernan and Robins| [2020]. When a participant i
dies between the (m — 1)th visit and the mth visit, their clinical outcome and covariates
then become undefined starting from time m. Such participant’s undefined covariates from
time m onwards are irrelevant. Hence, the denominator of such a subject’s weight is the
subject’s probability of receiving the treatment history that they received, conditional on

their covariate history before the time they die.

4 Application: cognitive change in older adults on

and off statins

4.1 Estimation

We apply our method to estimate the survival-incorporated cognitive change in LLFS
participants on and off statins. This application has three main challenges: (1) some
DSST scores are undefined due to death, (2) the LLFS is an observational study, and (3)
some DSST scores are missing. In this application, we address (1) using the survival-
incorporated median, (2) using Inverse Probability of Treatment Weighting (IPTW), and
(3) using Inverse Probability of Censoring Weighting (IPCW).

The LLF'S does not collect treatment information before baseline. Figure [2| shows the

14



distributions of total cholesterol in those off statins (Ay = 0) and on statins (Ag = 1) at
baseline. The Ay = 1 group has lower cholesterol levels compared to the Ay = 0 group,
suggesting participants who are on statins at baseline might have been using statins for a
certain time. Therefore, we do not consider cholesterol levels at baseline in computing the
IPTW weights. However, given the correlation of cognitive function with age and sex in
older adults [Harada et al., 2013, Murman), |2015| Levine et al., 2021}, Leshchyk et al., 2023,
Sebastiani et al., 2023], we apply IPTW to account for the difference in the age distributions
at baseline and the sex ratio between Ay = 0 and Ag = 1. To compute the IPTW weights
w#, we estimate the propensity score p(Ag|age, sex) using a logistic regression model with
age at baseline and sex as predictors. After applying IPTW to the data, the distributions of
age at baseline and sex are comparable between the two groups, see the weighted baseline
characteristics table (Table 5).

This application compares the survival-incorporated median cognitive change of the

DSST score between baseline and 8 years in participants with a similar age-and sex distri-

bution off/on statins, had they remained off/on statins throughout:

e Group a = 0: participants off statins at baseline (4g = 0), had they remained off

statins throughout.

e Group a = 1: participants on statins at baseline (A4y = 1), had they remained on

statins throughout.

We apply Inverse Probability of Censoring Weighting (IPCW) |[Robins et al., [1994] to

account for censored DSST scores. We censor participants for the following reasons:

1. Participant deviated from their initial treatment (participants off statins at baseline

starting statins later, and participants on statins at baseline stopping statins later).

15
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Figure 2: Baseline cholesterol levels in those off statins at baseline (4y = 0) and on statins

at baseline (Ayg = 1) in the LLFS participants with age in [70, 85)

We assume Missing At Random (MAR, [Rubin, [1976]) and apply time-dependent

IPCW.

2. Participant was absent for the year-8 DSST visit. We denote this as Cyissing = 1

(versus Chyissing = 0). We assume MAR and apply IPCW.

3. Participant attended the year-8 DSST assessment, but the result was invalid. We
denote this as Ciparia = 1 (versus Cipparia = 0). We assume Missing Completely At

Random (MCAR, [Rubin, [1976]) and apply IPCW without including covariates.

The TPCW from 1. and 2. above are only conditioning on the baseline covariates
Lg listed in Table 4, since the covariates are only measured at baseline. Statin usage is
monitored at baseline, the first visit, and the second visit. All models for IPCW are fitted
separately for Ag = 0 and Ay = 1. For example, for those who are on statins at baseline,

Ag =1, the IPCW weights @9, _; are:

16



1. If the participant is alive with valid non-missing year-8 DSST score:

’LZJC _ ILon statins through visit 2
Ao=t Hi:l P(on statinsg|on statinsy_1, Lo, Ag = 1, D, = 0)
! X
P(Cissing = 0lon statins through visit 2, Ly, Ag = 1, Dy = 0)
1

P(Cinvatia = 0|Crissing = 0, 0n statins through visit 2, Ay = 1, Dy = 0)
The first factor is used to account for deviations from the initial regimen, the second
factor is used to account for missing year-8 tests, and the third factor is used to

account for invalid year-8 tests.

2. If the participant died between the (M — 1)th visit and the Mth visit, M = 1,2, 3:

C on statins until death

Wy _ = ,
Ao=t HQ/[:_ll P(on statinslon statinsy_1, Lo, Ag = 1, Dy, = 0)

If the participant died between baseline and the first visit, their weight is 1.

3. If the participant missed or had an invalid year-8 DSST, or stopped statins before

the year-8 DSST:

P(on statinson statins,_q, Lo, Ag = 1, D; = 0) is estimated by two logistic regression
models: one for ¢ = 1 and one for t = 2.

P(Cissing = 0lon statins through visit 2, Ly, Ag = 1, D = 0) is estimated by a logistic
regression model.

P(Cinvatia = 0|Crissing = 0, on statins through visit 2, Ag = 1, D = 0) is estimated by
its empirical fraction.

The total weight for those on statins at baseline is the product of the IPTW weight and
the IPCW weight, 0% - wgozl. Similarly, for those off statins at baseline, the total weight

is w4 - ﬁ)gozo. Equation ([1)) is then used to estimate the survival-incorporated medians.

17
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Table 3: TPTW weighted baseline characteristics of LLFS participants; IPTW, Inverse

Probability of Treatment Weighting; N, number; IQR, interquartile range; HDL, high-

0,

density lipoprotein; LDL, low-density lipoprotein; mg/dL, milligrams per deciliter; Ay

= 1, participants on statins at baseline.

participants off statins at baseline; Ag
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4.2 Results

Table 4] shows the estimated probabilities of death and the estimated survival-incorporated
median cognitive change in age- and sex-comparable participants on and off statins, had
they continued their initial treatment throughout. The estimated differences between the
survival-incorporated cognitive change of participants on and off statins are relatively small,
considering that the DSST scores ranges from 0 to 100. The 95% confidence intervals for
the difference (calculated by bootstrap percentile method [Efron, 1992]) include zero. In
particular, for age group 55-69, the confidence interval [—1, 1] is relatively narrow. There-
fore, our results indicate no statistically or clinically significant difference of the change in
cognitive function incorporating death between the participants on statins (a = 0) and the

participants off statins (a = 1).
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Estimated % of death Survival-incorporated median
(95% CI) (95% CI)
a=0 4.7% (3.6%, 5.7%) -4 [-4, -3]
age 55-69 g=1 3.8% (1.7%, 6.4%) -4 [-5, -3]
a=1-a=0 -0.9% (-3.4%, 1.9%) 0 [-1, 1]
a=0 18.2% (14.4%, 22.6%) -8 [-9, -6]
age 70-84  4=1 14.8% (9.7%, 20.4%) -7 [-9, -5]
a=1-a=0 -2.8% (-9.3%, 4.6%) 1 [-2, 4]

Table 4: Probabilities of death and the survival-incorporated median cognitive change with
bootstrap 95% confidence intervals (CIs). Results are estimated with Inverse Probability
of Treatment Weighting (IPTW) and Inverse Probability of Censoring Weighting (IPCW),
ensuring participants are age-and sex- comparable. a = 0: participants off statins at
baseline, had they remained off statins throughout. a = 1: participants on statins at

baseline, had they remained on statins throughout.

5 Statistical properties of the survival-incorporated

quantile estimated from observational data

Theorem 1 below states that the survival-incorporated 7th quantile of the outcome is
identifiable from observational data. Theorem 1 generalizes Lemma 1 in [Firpo| [2007] from
point-treatment settings to time-varying treatment settings with K + 1 follow-up times.

Appendix A.1 provides the proof of Theorem 1.

20



Theorem 1 (Identification of quantiles) Under Assumptions 1-4, the Tth quantile of

)

the composite outcome Y under treatment regimen ag, q$“K , can be expressed as an implicit

function of the observed data:

i
3 (HkK:O P[Ay = a;f‘{k: = a1, Li] (rzgens - T)> -

For both point-treatment a and time-varying treatment a, Theorem 2 below states that
the IPTW-estimated 7th quantile is consistent for the true population survival-incorporated
quantile. Let q&“) denote the 7th quantile estimated with the known propensity score.
Theorem 3 below states that q~$“) is asymptotically normal. Appendix includes regularity

conditions and proofs for consistency (Appendix A.2) and asymptotic normality (Appendix

A.3).

Theorem 2 (Consistency) Under Assumptions 1-4 and reqularity conditions 5-9 of Ap-

pendix,

Theorem 3 (Asymptotic normality with known propensity score) Under Assump-

tions 1-4 and reqularity conditions 5-9 of Appendiz,
VR ) 5 8 o

where

= E{ {ﬁ(ﬂwqw N T>r}'

Let 6 denotes the parameters of the model used to estimate the propensity score. When
the propensity score is estimated, Theorem 4 below states that cjﬁa) is asymptotically normal.

Appendix Section A.4 provides the proof of Theorem [
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Theorem 4 (Asymptotic normality with estimated propensity score) Under As-

sumptions 1-4 and regularity conditions 5-9 of Appendiz,

V
VNG — ¢@) 5 N(O, —)
T T 2 (a)
v (a) (qT )

where

- e : Tr(px\ L
=5 [t (g )| } 010 0

with I(@*) the partial Fisher information for 6 and

1
( a ( po-(Ai = 1|Li)) vi<g® T T )

Theorem [3| and Theorem |4] show that the estimator based on the estimated propensity

score is more efficient, as was also seen for estimating means [Robins et al., [1994].

6 Simulation study

We investigate the performance of the proposed IPTW quantile estimator for the survival-

incorporated median in simulation studies.

6.1 Point-treatment setting

Consider an observational point-treatment setting with a binary baseline confounder L.
After observing A based on L, for each individual we observe whether patients died (D = 1)
or are alive (D = 0), and if D = 0 we observe a continuous clinical outcome Y (Figure[3). In
this simulation setting, treatment a = 1 improves survival but has a lower clinical outcome

Y in the survivors; we simulate the clinical outcome for those who survive by
Y =—-09A+ 3L +¢,

where e ~ N(0,1).
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Figure 3: Simulation scenario for a point-treatment setting with observational data

For this simulation setting, Appendix B.1 provides a mathematical derivation of the
true population survival-incorporated median and the median in the survivors under both
a = 0 and a = 1. The true population survival-incorporated median is 0.328 under a = 0
and 0.606 under a = 1. The true population median in the survivors is 1.907 under a = 0
and 1.089 under a = 1. Hence, the survival-incorporated median and the median in the

survivors lead to different conclusions.

6.2 Time-varying setting

Consider a simulated time-varying setting with two follow-up times (Appendix Figure .
Ly is a binary covariate for £ = 0,1. After observing treatment Ay based on baseline
covariate Ly, we observe whether patients died, and if D; = 0 we observe covariate L, at
the first follow-up time. At the second follow-up time, we observe whether patients died,

and if Dy = 0 we observe the clinical outcome Y. We simulate the final clinical outcome
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for those who survive by
Y = 2L0 - 04A0 + 22L1 - 04A1 + g,

where € ~ N(0,1). The distribution of Ly, A, and Dy all depend on the covariate and

treatment history:

P(Ly=1)=0.6,P(Ay = 1|Ly = 0) = 0.3, P(A4g = 1|Ly = 1) = 0.7,
logit(P(Dy = 1|Lg, Ag)) = —0.8 + 0.5Lg — 0.8 Ay,

logit(P(L1 = 1|Lo, Ag, D1 = 0)) = —1+ 2Ly — A,

logit(P(A;, = 1|Ag, Lo, Dy = 0, Ly)) = —2.5+ 0.8Lo + 3Ag + L1,

lOglt(P(D2 = 1|L0, Ao, D1 = 0, Ll,Al)) =—-1.84+ 03L0 — 04A0 + O5L1 — 06141

The coefficients in the above equations ensure that the probabilities of death under each
treatment regimen are below 50%.

We focus on two treatment regimens of interest: a = (0,0) versus @ = (1,1). The true
survival-incorporated median is 0.339 under @ = (0,0) and 0.395 under @ = (1,1). The
true population median in the survivors is 2.281 under a = (0,0) and 0.987 under a = (1, 1)
(Appendix B.2). Similar to the point-treatment setting, the survival-incorporated median

and the median in the survivors lead to different conclusions.

6.3 Simulation results

Table [f] and [6] show the results in the point-treatment setting and the time-varying setting,
respectively. For each simulation scenario, 2000 datasets were generated with the number of
subjects N = 500, 1500, 5000. The results are based on the estimated propensity scores (for
results based on the true propensity scores, see the Appendix B.3). The simulation results

compare the proposed IPTW quantile estimator with an unweighted quantile estimator.
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Table 5: Simulation results for estimation of the survival-incorporated median in a point-

treatment setting. Truth: True survival-incorporated median. IPTW: Inverse Probability

of Treatment Weighting. rMSE: Root Mean Square Error.

Weighted (IPTW) estimation Unweighted estimation

True P(death) Truth

rMSE Bias rMSE Bias

N = 500 0.310 0.328 0.298 0.006 0.464 -0.429

a=0 N =1500 0.211 0.004 0.444 -0.426
N = 5000 0.093 0.002 0.428 -0.424

N = 500 0.122 0.606  0.226 -0.009 0.818 0.806

a=1 N = 1500 0.160 -0.007 0.814 0.808
N = 5000 0.073 -0.001 0.813 0.811

From the simulation results, we observe: (1) The unweighted quantile estimator for the

survival-incorporated median is substantially biased. (2) The IPTW quantile estimator for

the survival-incorporated median has a very small bias. (3) Both rMSE and bias decrease

as the number of participants increases. (4) The estimator for the survival-incorporated

median based on the estimated propensity score has a smaller rMSE than the estimator

based on the true propensity score (Appendix Table B1 and B2). The results align with

the theory that the estimator based on the estimated propensity score is more efficient.
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Table 6: Simulation results for estimation of the survival-incorporated median in a time-
varying setting. Truth: True survival-incorporated median. IPTW: Inverse Probability of

Treatment Weighting. tMSE: Root Mean Square Error.

Weighted (IPTW) estimation Unweighted estimation
True P(death) Truth
rMSE Bias rMSE Bias
N = 500 0.356 0.339 0.425 -0.003 0.277 0.158
a=(0,0) N = 1500 0.240 -0.001 0.204 0.156
N = 5000 0.125 -0.002 0.167 0.151
N = 500 0.168 0.395 0.246 -0.009 1.236 1.219
a=(1,1) N = 1500 0.140 -0.008 1.231 1.223
N = 5000 0.076 -0.002 1.224 1.220

7 Discussion

This article compares the cognitive change between LLFS participants off and on statins,
taking into account of truncation by death. We propose an IPTW quantile estimator to
estimate the survival-incorporated median from observational data. We prove consistency
and asymptotic normality of the proposed estimator, and we demonstrate its performance
through simulations. We apply the survival-incorporated median to estimate the change
in cognitive function in participants on and off statins from baseline, taking into account
of participants’ death.

To estimate the survival-incorporated median, the IPTW and IPCW estimator in equa-

tion (1) may not be the only option. Most standard statistical software supports the es-
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timation of a weighted quantile. For example, the “weighted _quantile” function in the R
package “MetricsWeighted”, as well as PROC MEANS WEIGHT statement in SAS.

In the simulation studies and the LLF'S application, we compare the survival-incorporated
median with the median in the survivors. Xiang et al. [2023b] compare the survival-
incorporated median with Survivor Average Causal Effect (SACE), a estimand focus on
the population that will always survivr regardless of the treatment regimen. SACE esti-
mands are not usually identifiable without strong assumptions. In contrast, the survival-
incorporated median, which relies on fewer assumptions and is simpler to estimate, can be
used as a practical tool to summarize the clinical benefit of treatments for outcomes in the
presence of death [Xiang et al., 2023b].

In the LLF'S application, older people on statins may have worse health status. However,
possible health-seeking behaviors in the participants on statins may positively influence
their health status [Shrank et al., |2011]. Those two factors affect the health status of the
participants in an opposite way.

The 95% CIs of the estimated survival-incorproated median difference are not wide and
inlcude zero. Therefore, The LLFS application reveals no significant differences of change
in cognitive function between participants on and off statins, taking into account of trun-
cation by death. Nevertheless, the application demonstrates that the survival-incorporated

median can be a practically useful summary measure for studies in the presence of death.
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APPENDIX

A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem [1} identification of quantiles

We first show that on the event Ax = ay,

K
P[A, = |E§? K) — I, Y(@r)] = HP[Ak = ay|Ap_1 = a1, L, = li], (A1)

k=0

as follows:

P[Ag = ag, Ay = ay, ..., Ax = ag|L\%) = [, V(@)

=P[Ag = ao|L\¥) = I;, Y@)) x P[A; = ay|Ag = ag, L) = Iy,

P[Ag = CLKlz‘_lK_1 = Qx_1, Eg?’() = lK’y(ﬁK)]

=P[Ag = ao|Lo = lo, L' = [, Y(@x)]
x P[A; = a1|Ag = ag, Ly = Iy, L\ = [, V(@]
x P[Ax = ag|Ax_1 = ax_1, L = lg, Y]
=P[Ay = ao| Lo = ly] x P[A; = a1|Ag = ap, L1 = 11]

- Pl[Ag = CLK|/_1K—1 =dg-_1,Lx = ZK]
K —_ —
ZHP[Ak = ap|Ap—1 = Qp—1, Li, = li].
k=0

The second equality uses Consistency (Assumption 2) on the event Ax = ag, and the

third equality uses No Unmeasured Confounding (Assumption 1).
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We use equation (A1) to prove Theorem 1:

Ty _.
E KiaK _ ‘ I]_ - .
Hf:o P[Ak = ak‘Akfl = Qj_1, Lk] ( Y <qiK ))
Ty _.
:E KiaK _ ) ]]_ ] ) -
Hszo P[Ak = ak‘Akfl = C_kath] ( vy K)Sqi i) ))
:H_A =a _(a ) i
:E E K,K — . ]]_ a (E>_7-‘L K,Y(aK)
Hf:(] P[Ak = a,k‘Akil = C_kal,Lk] ( y( K)SqT K ) K
.y B[z, —a, |L), v (@]

A T ) ]l a a — T
Hf:(] P[Ak; = ak|Ak71 — C_kal,Lk] ( y( K)qu_ K) ))

P[Ay = ay| L) Y @]
] — : — (1 oy o0 = 7)
[[—o PlAk = ag|Ax—1 = ax—1, L] YOSy

=E Hf:o P[Ay = ax|Ax-1 = a1, L] ( (ag) — T>
HkKZO P[Ay, = ag|Ap—1 = @r_1, L] YK <K
=E(Ly a0 o0 = 7)
= Y(aK) (qg_aK)) _ T

=0.

The first equality uses Consistency (Assumption 2). The second equality uses the Law
of Iterated Expectations. The fifth equality uses equation (A1]). The final equality uses the

(FZK)_

definition of the quantile ¢;

A.2 Proof of Theorem [2} consistency
We require additional assumptions to prove the Theorem 2, Theorem 3, and Theorem

Assumption 5 The logistic regression model logit(pg(A; = a|L;)) = 07 L; to estimate the

propensity score is correctly specified, with 6* the true parameter. 0* € © with © C R?P q
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compact space.

Assumption 6 For point-treatment, P(A; = a|L; = 1) is uniformly bounded away from

zero, i.e., there exist an € > 0 such that for alll, e < P(A;=a|L;=1) <1—¢.

Assumption 7 For time-varying treatment, P(Ay = ap|Ap_1 = ap_1, Lp = I}.) is uni-
formly bounded away from zero, i.e., there exist an € > 0 such that for all (ar_1, 1),

e < P(A = ap|Aj1 = ap_1, L, = 1) <1 —e.
Assumption 8 There exists a compact set G C RP such that P(L; € G) = 1.

Assumption 9 The density function of Y, fy(y), is bounded away from 0 in an open

neighborhood of q,.

To prove Theorem [2] we first prove the following lemma:

Lemma 1 (i) For point treatment, the estimating equation for qﬁ‘” 18
N
1 ILA =a
= — E ly.<,—7)=0. A2
N — P —a|L)( Yi<q T) ( )

Under Assumption@ this estimating equation has an almost-zero root gﬁ“).

(ii) For time-varying treatment, the estimating equation for q@ 18
1 & 14
‘IIN(q) = Ax=ax = (]1y< - 7') =0. (A?))
121: k 0 [Ak = ag|Ap—1 = g1, Ly .

Under Assumption@ this estimating equation has an almost-zero root q&"".

Proof of Lemma [1]:
]lA =a
Ty <g—T
N

]]-A —q 1 ]]-A-:a
— 1y, — — _—T.
N Z —alL) =" N 2 P(A; = a|L,)

i=1
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The second term does not depend on ¢. The first term does depend on q.

Un(q) is increasing in ¢. Small ¢ make the first term smaller than the second term,
so Uy (q) is negative. Large ¢ make the first term larger than the second term, so ¥y(q)
is positive. Each time we increase ¢ to make Wy (q) larger by passing one of the Y; with
A; = a, Un(q) will increase by 14,—o/(N - P(A; = a|L;)).

Since we assume that the logistic regression model for P(A; = a|L; = 1) is correctly

specified (Assumption , by the asymptotic properties of the logistic regression estimator,

sup | P(A; = a|L; = 1) — P(4; = a|L; = 1)|| 50,
l

as N — oo.
Let § > 0 be given. Choose N such that for ¢ > 0 from Assumption [6] there exist a

0>0,foralln >N
!
Since e < P(A; = a|L;) <1 — ¢ (Assumption [f), it follows that
£
P(S<PAi=aL)<1-2)>1-4
S <PA=aL)<1-5)>

Therefore, the jumps of Wy (q), given by 14,—./(N - P(4; = a|L;)), are bounded by

1

1
N ¢/2
with probability > 1 — 9.
Consequently, equation ([A2|) has an almost zero root ¢, because with probability > 1—4§,

we can find ¢ with

ILAi:a 1

— — (v ;s —7)| < — 0.
’Nizl P(Ai:a|Li)( vi<q = 7) = N.¢/2
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Following a similar procedure, it can be showed that equation (A3) also has an almost

zero root q.

Proof of Theorem[q using Lemma[1]:

Because of Lemma [I]

N

14—y
———————(ly<,—7) =0
ZP(Ai—a|Li)< Yi<q = T)

=1

Wxle) =

has an almost zero root qua).

To use Lemma 5.10 in Van der Vaart (2000) to prove Theorem [3 we further need to

show that for all ¢, ¥ (q) 4 Fyw(q) —T.
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In Equation (A4]), for the first term, with probability > 1 — 4,

(L1 R <>\
NZ P —alli—1) "= YO

1 La—y
N ; Iy <y — Foa ‘

1 < 1

A;,=a
— i Iy, — Fo ‘
+‘N;P(A:a|L—)Y’Sq y()(Q)

The first inequality uses Triangle Inequality. For the fourth inequality, let 6 > 0 be given.
Choose N such that, for all n > N with probability > 1 — §/2, sup,|P(4; = a|L; =
1) — P(A; = a|L; = )] < ¢/2 and sup;|P(A; = a|L; = 1) — P(A; = a|L; = 1)| < 6/2. Then

~

P(A; = a|L; =1) > ¢/2 with probability > 1 — §/2. Since

N
1 La_q ,
=3 l o .
N =~ P(A; =alL; = 1) vi<g = Fy@(q),

we can choose N possibly even larger so that for all n > N, with probability > 1 — §/2,

| >

‘ 1 i — Ly,<q — Fyw(q)| <
N — P(Az :a|Lz — l) Yi<q vy (g
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In Equation (A4)), the second term can be bounded in a similar way:

N ~
Ly Pbzaki =l S PO alb =) e L
N P(A;=a|lL; =1)P(A; =a|L; =) N & P(A; = a|L; =)

6 (2
“ (541
<2<62+

Therefore, for all n > N, with probability > 1 — 9,

o (2
[Tn(g) = (Fywlg) = 7)[ < 5 (6—2 - 1) (1+7).
By chosing 0 > 0 small, this can be made arbitrarily small. We conclude that, as N — oo,

P
qjN(Q) — Fy(a) (q) — T.
q — Wy(g) is nondecreasing, ¢ is an almost zero root of ¥y(q) (because of Lemma [1),
and ¢ is the root of Fy)(q) — 7. Therefore, Lemma 5.10 in Van der Vaart (2000) implies

that
~(a) 1 a

Following a similar procedure, it can be shown that in the time-varying setting,

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3: asymptotic normality when the propen-
sity score is known

Proof:
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When the propensity score is known, the estimating equation for cj@ (equation in

the main text) is

1 ILA:Q,
Un() == D 5 (lyeq — 7).

Un(q) is a monotone increasing function in ¢. Similar to Lemma |1 there exists an
almost zero root G of W ~(q). We choose i\ as the leftmost point when W ~(g) becomes

positive. Since jumps are bounded by 1/(Ne), ‘\IJN(qﬁa))’ < 1/(Ne¢). For this choice of i,

q is less than ¢@, if and only if ¥x(g) < 0. Thus, we conclude that

~a a a a 5
P(\/N(Q$)—Q§))>5>=P(q ’>Q$)+\/—N)

(e )9
_p (% i ﬁ <1y<q<a)+} - T) < 0) (AB)

To apply the Central Limit Theorem to (A5]), we derive the mean and variance for the

term

]]-Ai:a

— (1 a — .
P(A; = a|L;) ( Vi< + e T)

As for the mean, using Theorem 1,

T 1)
E|l—22 (1, _. - = Fyw (94— ) -7
[P(Aizam) ( vise® + )} ””(qT *m) "

As for the variance

Ta—y
V —’L 1 a p—
" (P(Az - G’LJ ( YiSq,(- )_,'_\/% 7‘))
Lai=a ) ;
P(A; = a|L;) Yi<q+-L T
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For the first term in (A6]), notice that

]1A 2 ]lA ?
i=a 1 . . — i=a AV
[P(Ai:‘amb(mi’w% )] = (P(A@:au:») "

(renam) | <=

Since the denominator is bounded away from 0 (Assumption @, so the expression in the

E

expectation is bounded by an integrable function. In addition, as N — oo,

ﬂAi:a 1 2 N ]1A¢:a (11 > ?
_ a — _ o—T)| .
P(A; = a|Ly) \ visa?+ 5 T P(A; = a|L;) \ " vi<at”
Therefore, Lebesgue Dominated Convergence Theorem [Athreya and Lahiri, 2006] implies

that

E — F

= a -7
P(4; = a|L;) \ isa+ 5

For the second term in ([A6]),

)
Fy (q&“) + \/_N) —7 = Fyw (¢) =7 =0,

since we assumed that Fy ) (qﬁa)) is continuous in g at q&a) (Assumption @)

Combining with equation (A5)), we conclude that

]1A-:a
Vv — (1 a — — F
o (P(Ai — alLy) ( vise + ))

where we denote

1a,—q 2
[m <1Yi§q(ra) - T)} ] :

- Ta—, 2
= F — (1 ) —

Now, continuing from equation (A5)), we subtract Fy () (qﬁa) +4/ VN ) —7 on both sides

of the inequality to obtain
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1 1a,—a
:P<N Z m(lﬁfﬁf“%} —7) < 0)

1 < Ta_ 5
A (e

)
<T = FY(CL) (CL(-a) + ﬁ))
Ta,— ) 5
At ) (e 0

< \/N<T — Fy (qﬁ“) + %)) ) . (A7)

For the term on the right hand side of equation (A7),

\/N<7' — Fy @) (qﬁ“) -+ i))

VN
:\/N<FY<a>(Q§a ) = Fyo (@ + %))
=VN - fyw(d) - (0 %)

= = 0 fyw (g™,

where the second equality uses the Mean Value Theorem, and ¢ is a value between q&a) and

q&a) +0/ VN, and convergence follows since we assumed that fl(,a)(q) is continuous at qS")

(Assumption [9).

Applying the Triangle Central Limit Theorem to (A7), we obtain

(a)
P (VNG ) > 5) = 0 (——” s >) ,

which implies that



where ®(-) is the CDF of the standard normal distribution. We conclude that

"V/
VR — o v [0
f§2/(a) (CJT )

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4: asymptotic normality when the propen-
sity score is estimated

For asymptotic normality when the propensity score is estimated, we focus on the estimated
7th quantile under treatment a = 1. For a = 0, the proof follows similarly.
Proof:

For a = 1, the estimating equation for qf) (equation in the main text) is

N

1 T4
Aim ) (]1Yi§q - T)'

g [ P St

Uy (g) is a monotone increasing function in ¢. From Lemma |1} there exists an almost zero

o

root q&” of Un(q). We choose ¢’ as the left-most point where Wy(q) becomes > 0. For

this choise of cjg), cjg) is greater than ¢, if and only if Uy (q) < 0. It follows that

P (VN@ED - ¢) > )

)
( T o VN
)
= PO <1>+—><0)
( N (QT VN

N

1 ILA:l
= P —E S it O L _ ol As
(N po(Ai = 1|Ly) ( i<+ T) < ) (AS)

=1

Because of the Mean Value Theorem,
1 S ILAz:l 1
N 2= po(A, = 1|Ly) \ Vi<~ 7
N

- — 7 1 _

NZP@*(Ai =1|L;) ( YiSqQH% T)

L 1 W, s —T (é . 9*)7 (A9>

5 po(As = 1|L;) | YVise ' +5

44




for some 6 between 0 and 6*. Next, notice that 6 is estimated by maximum partial likeli-

hood, and that it solves partial score equations of the form
]PNU2<A7 L7 ‘9) = 07

where Py is the empirical distribution, Py f(A, L) = N' 3N f(A;, L;) for observations
(A1, L), ..., (AN, Ln), and where Us(A, L; 0) is the partial score function for 6.

Then, from the theory on unbiased estimating equations, Theorem 5.21 in [Van der
Vaart| [2000],

VN0 —07) = 1(67) 1\/_ ZU2 )+ op(1), (A10)

where I(6*) = —E (&

o UQ(Q)) is the partial Fisher information for #, from partial like-

lihood theory on estimation of 6, since U, is the partial score for §. Combining equations

(A9) and (A10), it follows that

1 ]lAz:l
\/NNZM (ﬂy<q(1)+5r — T)
1 N 1
\/_NZ (A = 1|Ly) ( Yi<atV+ - 7_)

Ty, .
QM(%@%&—)) <(9 e +0p<>>'

(A11)

Since the propensity score is modeled with logistic regression,

e@Li

=1|L —_—
polAi = 1UL) = T~
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Hence

o1 o1
(99}?9(141 = 1‘L1) N 00 \ efLi

1
— _Lim

1+ L
1
L —
(pG(Ai = 1|L;) )
1
(1 — ).
( po(A; = 1|Li))

Therefore, in equation (A11]

N

1 0

N £~ 96

]lAi:1 1 7_
A 1T 1 _
o Po(Ai = 1]L;) Yi<aV+c

N
1 1
N ; e ( pi(A; = 1|Li)> ( Yi<gV+ 2 T)
A 1
o 1_Jw%Aw:HLQ <1ns#>_7) - (A12)

Because L; is in a compact space; p;(A; = 1|L;) converges to pg«(A; = 1|L;); py(A; =

1|L;) is bounded away from zero (Lemma 1); the function 1/p;(A4; = 1|L;) is continuous in

pg(A; = 1|L;). Therefore, by Continuous Mapping Theorem

1 P 1
TyyLi(1-—— (1 ) B, (11— @, _ )
A ( pi(A; = 1|LZ-)> ( vi<g+ T> A=l ( o (A; = 1|L¢)) vi<g® — T

The equation (A12)) then follows from the Triangular Law of Large Numbers [Durrett,
2019].

Write D for the right hand side of equation (A12). Combining equation (A11]) and

(A12]) leads to
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|
VN Z (A =1L (ﬂmq&%jﬁ - T)
ﬂAi:1
- \/_ Z po-(A; = 1|L;) (1%§q$1)+jﬁ B T)
+ (D + 0p(1)) - ( (6) 1\/_ ZUQ )+ op(1 ))

14,=1
— 1 _
\/_ Zpe A; = 1|L;) ( vi<g+ L T)

+DI(6) V_ ZUQ )+ op(1).

Combining with equation (AS)), we conclude that
P (mqw a) > )
PV z et —r
= 1|L;) \ v+ 5

Pe*

+DI(6%) 1\/_ ZU2 +op()<o>. (A13)

To apply the Triangular Central Limit Theorem, we derive the mean, variance, and

covariance for the right hand side in equation (A13)) . For the term

_ lam ' .
P(A; = 1|L;) \ Y=a'+J5 :

the mean and variance are already derived in the proof of Theorem [3| The mean is

o
FY(l)(()+\/_N)_Ta

and it was shown that

\/N (Fy(l) (qg) -+ \/LN) — 7') — 5fy<1>(q£1)).

The variance was shown to converge to

Ta,=1 ?
[P(Ai = 1|L;) (s - Tﬂ ] |
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For the term
o -1 1 .
DI(9 ) VNN ;:1 U (67),

the mean is 0 and the variance is DI(Q*)ADT.

For the covariance,

14,21
cov (m (]lYi<q$1)+\/5ﬁ - T) 7U2>

Ta,—1
-t (m (]lYiSq(Tl)Jr\/‘sﬁ - T) . U2) . (A14)

Similar to the reasoning for the variance in the proof of Theorem[3] the integrand is bounded

by an integrable function. In addition, as N — oo,

D=1 a.s. 14,21
— - (1 — Uy 2 — i (1 _ > -U,.
P(A; = 1|Ly) ( Yiso '+ g T) 27 P(A; = 1|Ly) \ visa T T) 2

Therefore, Lebesgue’s Dominated Convergence Theorem [Athreya and Lahiri, [2006] implies

that

14—y
Jol i I N N
(P(Az = 1|Lz) < Yigq_(r)+\/% T) 2)
ILAz:l
M (M (ﬂms#) - T> -UQ) — _D.

Now, to apply the Triangular Central Limit Theorem to equation (A13]), we subtract

dfya (qg)) on both sides of the inequality to obtain

1 11142:1
) P<\/NN Z po-(Ai = 1]L;) (HYiSqﬁl)Jrjﬁ - T) — 6 fym (gM)
- 1 <&
+DI(6%) 1\/NN Z Uy(0%) + op(1) < _6fy(1)(q7(_1))) ‘
i=1

Applying the Triangle Central Limit Theorem leads to

(1)
p (/R 1) o (S
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where ®(-) is the Cumulative Distribution Function of the standard normal distribution

and

V. = V-2pI(¢")"' DT+ DI(¢*)" DT

= V-DI(¢) D" (A15)

This implies that

A1) (1) 5fy(1><CITl))
P(VN(g %)§5%%®< N >'

We conclude that
%4

f12/(1> (qg))

Notice that since DI (0*) DT s positive semi-definite, estimating the nuisance param-

VNG — ) = N |0,

eter 6 leads to a variance of qAQ) that is at most the variance V' one would obtain by using
the known 0* (Theorem 3). This is also seen for IPTW to estimate the mean [Robins et al.,

1994).
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B Additional simulation results

B.1 Figure for simulation scenario of a time-varying setting
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Figure B1: Simulation scenario of a time-varying setting with observational data

B.2 True causal quantiles in the point treatment setting

For the point-treatment setting, to derive the true causal quantile, we assume that

A is randomized so covariate L is no longer a confounder for A. We then derive the
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distribution of the ranked composite outcome in the simulated setting mathematically.
The distribution of the clinical outcome in survivors is a mixture of normal distribution,
while the distribution for those who die, after we assign them a value, is a point-mass.

In the point-treatment setting, for the distribution of the composite outcome under

treatment a = 0, we have

Fyo(y) = Z P(L=1) Z P(D(O) =d|IL=1)- Fy(0>|D<0>=d,L=z(Z/)

1e(0,1) de(0,1)

=P(L=0)-P(DY =1|L =0)- Fy o) po=1,1,—0(¥)

+P(L=1)-P(DV =1|L =1) - Fyopo—1 -1 (¥)

+ P(L=0)-P(D® =0|L=0)- Fy©)p©) —o,1,—0(Y)

+P(L=1)-P(D® =0|L =1) - Fyopo—g1-1(Y)
=0.4-0.25-140.6-0.35-1+0.4-0.75Fy0)p© 0,1~ + 0.6 - 0.65Fy )| p0)—g,1.—1
=0.31 4 0.3Fy©)p©—0,=0 + 0-39Fy©)|p© 0,1=1>

where Fy©0)p©=o,1=0 and Fy<o>‘ po—o 1 are the CDFs of normal distribution for those

alive under a = 0:
Fypo=o,z=0 ~ N(0,1)
Fy(0>|D(0>:0,L:1 ~ N(3,1).
Similarly, we derive the distribution of the composite outcome under treatment a = 1:
Fyay(y) = 0.122 + 0.368Fy- 1y py —g, 1,0 + 0-51Fy-ay; pay g, 1,21

By the definition of quantiles, solving the following linear equations for y will lead to the
true survival-incorporated medians q((]?g and qé'lg

Fy(O) (y) = 05
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Deriving the median in the survivors is similar. The difference is that now the CDF of

interests is conditional on D = 0:

30 39
Fyopo=(y) = 69" Y ©ID®=0.L=0 + 69FY<0>|D<0> —0,L=1
368 510

Fy oy pa—o(y) = gre L ywipw=or=0 t+ g-eFywipw—o 1=1-

Setting those two CDF's equal 0.5 and solving those two equations will lead to true causal

parameters of median in the survivors.

B.3 True causal quantiles in the time-varying setting

For the time-varying setting, similar to the point-treatment setting, we derive the distri-
bution of the ranked composite outcome, and we solve the equations of those distribution
functions to get the true causal quantile.

We show how to derive the true survival-incorporated median q[()(_)g)o) under treatment

( and

regimen (0, 0). The survival-incorporated median under treatment regimen (1, 1) g,
the median in the survivors follow a similar derivation. The CDF of the potential composite

outcome Y (% under (0,0) is

Fyoo(y) = Z P(Ly = ZO)P(DEO) = 0[Lo = lO)FY(0>|D§O>:1,LO:lO(y)

loe(0,1)
+ Z (Lo =1o)P (D§O) = 0lLo = lo)
lp€(0,1)
xS P = Lo = o) P(DS” = 1| Ly = 1) Fyoy oy 111y ()
11€(0,1)
0) 0
+ Y P(Lo)P(DY =0Le) Y P(LY|Lo)P(DY = 01Lo) Fyoy por_g 1, 1, (0):
LoE 0 1) LIE(Ovl)
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Plug in the conditional probabilities from our simulated setting, we get

Fy00(y) 20‘185FY<0>\D§0>:1,L0,L1 (y) + 0'073FY(0v0)\Déo’o)zl,LO,h (y)

+0.237F, +0.084F,,

(0,0) \Déo’o):O,LO:O,leo (y) (0,0) |Dé0’0>:0,L0:0,L1:1 (y)

+0.117F, +0.304F,

(0,0) ‘Démo):O,Lo:l,Ll =0 (y) (0,0) |DéO’O)ZO,L0=1,L1:1 (y)7

All CDFs follow normal distributions of survivors.

By the definition of quantiles, solving the equation
Fyoo(y) =0.5

leads to a true median of the composite outcome Y under treatment regimen (0, 0), which

. o : 0,0
is our true survival-incorporated median CI(().5 ),

B.4 Simulation results using true propensity score
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Weighted (IPTW)  Unweighted

Truth estimation estimation

rMSE Bias rMSE  Bias

N =500 0.328 0.307 0.007 0.464 -0.429

a=0 N = 1500 0.217 0.004 0.444 -0.426

N = 5000 0.096 0.001 0.428 -0.424

N =500 0.606 0.273 -0.004 0.818  0.806

a=1 N = 1500 0.193 0.001 0.814 0.808

N = 5000 0.093 0.002 0.813 0.802

Table B1: Simulation results of the estimation of the survival-incorporated median with
the true propensity score in a point-treatment setting. Truth: true population quantile.

IPTW: Inverse Probability of Treatment Weighting. rMSE: Root Mean Squared Error.

Weighted (IPTW)  Unweighted

Truth estimation estimation

MSE Bias MSE Bias

N =500 0.339 0.431 -0.002 0.277 0.158
a=(0,0) N = 1500 0.246 -0.002 0.204 0.156

N = 5000 0.129 -0.003 0.167 0.151

N =500 0.395 0.268 -0.004 1.236  1.219
a=(1,1) N = 1500 0.158 -0.006 1.231 1.223

N = 5000 0.087 -0.001 1.224  1.220

Table B2: Simulation results of the estima#ion of the survival-incorporated median in

a time-varying setting with the true propensity score. Truth: true population quantile.



We show the simulation results of the estimation of the survival-incorproated median
with true propensity score. Table uses p(A; = alL;), instead of the estimated p(A; =

a|L;), to compute the IPTW:

:H-Ai:a
p(Ai = alL;)

w; =

These weights w; are then plugged into our quantile estimator (equation (1f)) to estimate
the survival-incorporated median.

Appendix Table and Table show the results of the estimation of the survival-
incorporated median with the true propensity score in the point-treatment setting and the
time-varying setting. The survival-incorporated median estimated based on the estimated
propensity score has smaller rMSE (Table |5 and @ than the survival-incorporated median
based on the true propensity score. Hence, the estimator using the estimated propensity

score is more efficient than using the true propensity score (Lok, 2021).

C Additional details in application

We calculated the adapted Framingham Risk Score [D’Agostino Sr et al., 2008 based on

the following formula:

Risk factor = 3.061171In(Age) + 1.12370In(Total cholesterol)
—0.93263In(H DL cholesterol) + Lcigarette smoker + LDiabetes — 23.9802

Adapted Framingham Risk Score = 100 - (1 — 0.88936e<P(risk factor))
Comparing to the original Framingham Risk Score, we excluded the term

hl(SyStOliC blOOd pressw"@) X ]1071 blood pressure medication
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due to the lack of information in LLF'S.

We used the R function “weighted_quantile” from the R package “MetricsWeighted” to
estimate the survival-incorporated median QoL score under each treatment. We used the
R function “boot” from the R package “boot” to construct bootstrap CI for the estimated

survival-incorporated median.
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