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Abstract

Inverse probability of treatment weighting (IPTW) has been well applied in causal
inference. For time-to-event outcomes, IPTW is performed by weighting the event
counting process and at-risk process, resulting in a generalized Nelson—Aalen estima-
tor for population-level hazards. In the presence of competing events, we adopt the
counterfactual cumulative incidence of a primary event as the estimated. When the
propensity score is estimated, we derive the influence function of the hazard estima-
tor, and then establish the asymptotic property of the incidence estimator. We show
that the uncertainty in the estimated propensity score contributes to an additional
variation in the IPTW estimator of the cumulative incidence. However, through
simulation and real-data application, we find that the additional variation is usually
small.
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1 Introduction

Inverse probability of treatment weighting (IPTW) has been well applied in causal infer-
ence (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983; Robins et al., 2000). An unbiased estimator of the
average treatment effect is obtained by weighting the individuals in a trial by the inverse
of the treatment probability. The propensity score summaries the information of baseline
covariates into a one-dimensional statistic, and conditioning on the propensity score yields
individuals with balanced covariates distribution between the treated and control. How-
ever, inverse probability weighting has not been readily studied for time-to-event outcomes,
where the estimand is time-varying, usually the survival function or incidence function. A
key reason is that censoring renders some failure times unobserved. To maintain flexibility,
the censoring probability is considered as a nuisance model which we do not want to specify.
Therefore, the statistical analysis for time-to-event data usually proceeds on the scale of
hazards.

In the presence of competing risks, the cumulative incidence function (CIF) of an event
is usually adopted as the estimand. The cumulative incidence of an event can be expressed
as a function of the hazards of competing events, so identifying the hazards is the cen-
tral aim in survival analysis (Lau et al., 2009). Parametric and semiparametric estimation
impose models on the cause-specific hazards or subdistribution hazards (Fine and Gray,
1999; Putter et al., 2020). However, it is a challenging task to specify an appropriate model
for the hazards when there is no information on how covariates and treatments influence
the hazards (Logan et al., 2008). Therefore, nonparametric approaches are sometimes pre-
ferred since there is no model restriction on the hazards and survival time. Nonparametric
estimation proceeds based on the counting processes of events, such as the Kaplan—Meier
estimator targeting on the survival function and the Nelson—Aalen estimator targeting on
the hazard function (Kaplan and Meier, 1958; Nelson, 1972; Aalen, 1978).

Both Kaplan—Meier and Nelson—Aalen approaches assume homogeneity of the survival



function or hazard function, in that all individuals share the same risk of failure events. To
employ IPTW for time-to-event outcomes, the simplest idea is to weight the counting pro-
cesses with the inverse of propensity score, leading to the weighted Kaplan—Meier estimator
(Xie and Liu, 2005; Austin, 2014; Mao et al., 2018; Hu and Huffer, 2020). The variance
of the resulting estimator can be derived using the martingale theory. Within the compet-
ing risks framework, it is more convenient to apply the Nelson—Aalen estimator than the
product-limit Kaplan—Meier estimator, since the former targets on the cause-specific haz-
ard function. The cause-specific hazard of an event is always well defined but the survival
function is not (Prentice et al., 1978). The idea of weighting the counting processes still
applies in the Nelson—Aalen estimation (Winnett and Sasieni, 2002; Hu and Huffer, 2020).
However, existing work regarding IPTW in survival analysis does not consider the hetero-
geneity of hazards or the uncertainty of the estimated propensity score in the weighted
estimator. Using the estimated propensity score in the IPTW estimator for continuous
outcomes may lead to slight different variance of the estimator and super-efficiency (Hi-
rano et al., 2003). It is unknown whether the uncertainty of the estimated propensity score
will affect the efficiency of the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator.

In this article, we formalize the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator by inverse prob-
ability weighting. We show the identifiability of the counterfactual cumulative incidence
function of a competing event. If the propensity score is known, we construct a martingale
from the counting processes, and derive the unbiasedness and the finite-sample variance
of the estimated cause-specific hazard function. If the propensity score is estimated with
a regularly asymptotically linear estimated parameter, we derive the influence function of
the estimated cause-specific hazard function. The asymptotic property of the estimated
counterfactual cumulative incidence function is then established using the empirical process
theory. We find that omitting the uncertainty of the estimated propensity score leads to a

biased variance estimator, but the empirical bias is small.



2 Estimation

Let X be the baseline covariates. Let A be the treatment indicator, where A = 1 stands
for the active treatment and A = 0 stands for the control (placebo). If there is only one
terminal event, we let T* be the potential time to the event under the treatment condition
A = a. If the event does not happen at the end of study ¢*, we can denote T > t*
since we are not interested in the occurrence of events after t*. With competing events,
the time to an event may not be well defined and it is more convenient to introduce the
counting processes. Under the stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA), let T
be the potential time to the first event under the treatment condition A = a and let
A® € {1,...,J} be the potential event indicator. We denote T;‘ = T if A® = j and
T]@ = oo otherwise. Let N]“(t) =1 {T]‘Z < t} be the potential event counting process for
the event j and Y?(t) = I{T® > t} be the potential at-risk process. All competing events
share the same at-risk process.

Subject to censoring, we cannot fully observe the event counting processes. Let C* be
the potential censoring time under the treatment condition A = a, then the potential event
time is 7% = T% A C*. Let A® = A°T{C® > T°} be the event indicator, so that A®* = 0 if
censoring happens first and A* = A% if a terminal event happens first. The event counting
process for the event j with cenosring is N¢(t) = I{T]‘? <t,0% >t} =I{T* < t,A* = j}
and the at-risk process is Y(t) = I{T* > t,C* > t} = I{T* > t}. We adopt the

ignorability assumption which is commonly used in causal inference literature.
Assumption 1 (Ignorability). A 1L (7% A% C%) | X.

Ignorability means that the treatment assignment is independent of the potential event
time and censoring time given the baseline covariates. We also assume that the censoring

is completely random.
Assumption 2 (Completely random censoring). C¢ 1L (T% A%).
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Assumption 2 holds if the potential censoring time is independent of the potential event
time and baseline covariates. This assumption also holds if the potential censoring time and
the potential event time depend on uncorrelated baseline covariates. Define the propensity
score e(a;x) = P(A = a | X = ). We need positivity for the propensity score and

censoring distribution.

Assumption 3 (Positivity). 0 <c<e(a; X)<1l—c<1land P(Y*(t")=1|A=a)>c

fora=0,1 and a constant 0 < ¢ < 1/2.

The first part of positivity says that the propensity score is bounded between 0 and
1. The second part of positivity says that there are still individuals at risk at the end of
study, which guarantees the hazard function can be well defined in [0,¢*]. It requires that
the probability that censoring has not happened at time t* be positive, so that there can
be available data to estimate the hazards.

In the clinical trial, let T" be the observed event time, and A be the observed event

indicator. We assume consistency to link the potential values with observed values.
Assumption 4 (Consistency). T = T4, A = A4

The observed event counting process N;(t) = I{T < t, A = j} for the event j and the
observed at-risk process Y (t) = I{T'AC > t}. Suppose that we have a sample including n
independent individuals, randomly drawn from a super-population. We use the subscript
1 =1,...,n to represent the individual index when necessary. The observed data can be
written as either {(A;, X;, T;, A;) : i =1,...,n} or {(A4;, X, Ni;(s),Yi(s),0 <s <t*) :i=
1,...,n}.

The counterfactual hazard of event j describes the instantaneous risk of the event j,

AN (t) = P(t < T¢ < t+dt | T > t)

— PAN(t) = 1|Y*(t) = 1), 0< t < 1",



with dt — 0. By transforming the hazards, the cumulative incidence function (CIF) of

event j is given by

Fi(t) = /exp{ ZA“ }dA“ s), 0 <t<th.

We see that the hazards play the key role for time-to-event data analysis in that the CIF
of any event can be derived from the hazards. The task is to identify and estimate the haz-
ards. Inspired by causal inference, a natural idea is to use inverse probability of treatment
weighting (IPTW). By weighting the individuals in the sample, a pseudo-population with
baseline covariates distributed identically as the overall population is generated. Since the
hazard function is a conditional probability, IPTW should be performed separately for the

event probability and at-risk probability. Denote

I{A =a}

w(a; A, X) = ——,
( ) e(a; X)
which is the inverse of the propensity score multiplied by the associated treatment indicator.

We have the following identifiability result.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 14, the hazard of event j is identifiable (j =1,...,J),

E{w(a; A, X)dN;(t)}
E{w(a; A, X)Y (1)}

dA§(t) =
Thus, the cumulative incidence function of event j is identifiable.

The generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator by IPTW is then

> iy wla; Ay, X;)dNy(t) )
S wla An X,)Yi(1) @

if the propensity score is known, and is
> i1 W(ay Ag, Xi)dNij () @)
2 im1 W(a; Ai, X3)Yi(t)

if the propensity score is unknown, where €(a; A;, X;) is the inverse of the estimated propen-

dAS(t) =

dRe(t) =

sity score. The estimator of the cumulative hazard A“ fo dA“ )ds is a step function

with jumps at event times.



3 Asymptotic properties and inference

In this section, we derive the asymptotic variance of the generalized Nelson—Aalen esti-
mator. We consider the cumulative incidence function Fj'(t) for the event j under the

treatment condition a as the estimand. Let
Uyj(ta) = P(T* < t, A" = j) = E{w(a; A, X)dN;(t)},
Uy(t;a) = P(T* > t) = E{w(a; A, X)Y (1)},

then it follows from Theorem 1 that A(t) = [y dW1;(s;a)/Vai(s;a). Let
i (t; a) = w(a; A, X)N;(t), st a) = wla; A, X)Y ().

We use P(-) to denote the measure with respect to the true data-generating proces and

P, () to denote the empirical measure on the sample, so Vy;(t;a) = P{¢1;(¢t;a)} and
Wa(t; a) = P{s(t; a)}.

3.1 When the propensity score is known

We first assume that the propensity score is known. For example, in stratified randomized
controlled trials, individuals are assigned to treatment arms with a known probability. The

oracle generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator for the cumulative cause-specific hazard of event

jis A2(t) = [ Pu{diby;(s;a)}/Po{tn(sia)}. Let
M;(t;a) = dipy;(t; a) — ¥(t; a)dAS (1)
and M;(t;a) = P, {M;(t;a)}.
Lemma 1. M;(t; a) is a martingale with respect to the filter F;(t;a) = {w(a; A;, X3), Yi(s) :
s<tii=1,...,n}.
Using the martingale theory, we can show that the oracle generalized Nelson—Aalen

estimator is unbiased and derive its variance.



Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1/ and that the propensity score is known,

A A tP{w(a; A, o(s;a) bdAY(s
E{A%(t)} = A%(1), var{A%(t)} = %E{/O P fu [Pn{);ié;(a)}]l}d 7 )}.

The influence function (IF) of K;‘(t) is

(A1)} = [ G (sia)

and thus

VIR () = A2} 5 N (0, BIF{RS(6))])

The finite-sample variance of /~\§L can be unbiasedly estimated by the empirical coun-
terpart of the variance formula. The asymptotic variance can be consistently estimated by

the variance of the influence function.

3.2 When the propensity score is estimated

Suppose that the propensity score e(a;z) is belong to a parametric model indexed by
6, that is {e(a;x;0),0 € ©}, where © is the parameter space. Furthermore, we assume
{e(a;x;0),0 € ©} is a Donsker class (Vaart and Wellner, 1996) and the estimate of 6 is
regularly asymptotically linear (RAL), with

n

D=0 =Pt opln/) = 1304 Xib) oyl ),

i=1
where ¢ is the influence function of 0. For example, the propensity score can be fitted by
logistic regression e(1;z;0) = {1 + exp(—2/0)}~' and @ is estimated by maximum likeli-
hood, then ¢ = P{Xe(1; X;0)e(0; X;0) X'} 1{A—e(1; X;0)} X. Plugging in the estimated

~

propensity score e(a; ) = e(a;x;0), let

d{b\lj@; a) = %CH\G(W 722(?5;@) = %Y(t%



so the estimator of the cumulative cause-specific hazard of event j is
t
B3(6) = [ Ba{dby(9)}/Puldals).
0

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 1—/ and that 0 in the propensity score model is RAL, the
influence function (IF) of /A\j(t) is

IF{A2(t)} = /Ot m [de(s;a) —P {de(s;a)”f—f(iZ;} gb} :
and thus

VIR () — As(0)} 5 v (0, BIF(RS (1))

Compared with the influence function of the oracle estimator, there is an augmented

term in the influence function of /AX‘;(t),

vi(t;a) = — /Ot mﬁ” {de(S; a)%} 2

where é(a; X;0) is the derivative of e(a; X; ) with respect to . The expectation of this
augmented term is not zero. But by noticing that M;(¢; a) is a martingale with mean zero,
the expectation of this augmented term is generally small. The variance of /A\;l(t) can be

consistently estimated by plugging the estimates into the influence function,

9 _ 1 - t 1 T (s q) — (s a é(a;X;@\) R ’
oj,n<t>—n2;[ L s [szx, ) Pn{de, >—€(Q;X;§)}¢<A1,X“e>” ,

where ]\//Tij(t;a) = d{p\uj(t;a) — it a)d/A\?(t) is the martingale process with estimates

plugged in. Although the variance estimate by ignoring the uncertainty of the estimated

a?,n@):%zl / ;dm;@] .

i=1 Pn{@@(s; a)}
is asymptotically biased with respect to E[IF{/A\‘;(t)}2], the bias is usually small because

propensity score

dM;j(s; a) has zero expectation so that the augmented term in 67, (t) is around zero.
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On the risk scale, let
Fi(t) = /0 exp {— > AZ(S)} dA5(s)
k=1

be the estimated CIF of event j. The influence function of I:;f(t) is derived by the functional
delta method,

IF{F(1)} = / exp {—ZAz<s>}dIF{K;<s>} - / S IF{Rg(s)}dF (s),
and thus
VI{E() = Fr(0)} 5 N (0, BIF{ER(1)}))

The variance of Z/f;]‘-l(t) can be estimated by plug-in estimators.

To test the treatment effect on the cumulative incidence
Hy: Fj(t) = F)(t), Vt € [0,t] v.s. Hy: F}(t) # F)(t), 3t € [0,],
we need to find testable implications under the null hypothesis. For example, we have
Fl(t*) — F(t*) = /Ot* d{F}(s) = F}(s)} =0,

which tests the difference of counterfactual cumulative incidences at the study end time.
The test statistic is given by U; = I*Aﬂj1 (t*) — Eo(t*), and the asymptotic variance is straight-
forward based on the influence functions V; = E[IF{Z?].1 (t)} — IF{Z@Q(t*)}]Q. To use the
history information from 0 to t*, alternative testing methods include the log-rank test and
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The variance of test statistics can be calculated or simulated

based on the influence functions.

4 Simulation

Suppose that there are three covariates X = (X, Xy, X3) following the multivariate stan-

dard normal distribution. The potential failure times under the treated and under the
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control are assumed to follow the proportional hazards model,

dA'(t;x) = (£7/5) exp(wa/5 + x5/5)dt,
dA°(t;a) = (t/3) exp(z/3 — x3/3)dt,

from which we generate T' and T°. We assume there are two competing events. The

probabilities that the first type of event (which is the event of interest) occurs are

P(A'=1|T'=t,X = z) = expit(—0.1 + 0.2z, + 0.225 + 0.223 + 0.03¢),

P(A°=1|T" =t X = ) = expit(0.22; — 0.125 + 0.123 + 0.05t)

under the treated and control, respectively. The censoring time is generated as a uniform

distribution in [6, 12]. The propensity score
P(A=1|X =x) = expit(0.2 4+ 0.521 — 0.523).

To see the empirical bias, we compare three point estimates: (1) the oracle generalized
Nelson—Aalen estimation that uses the true propensity score, (2) the generalized Nelson—
Aalen (NA) estimator that uses the estimated propensity score, and (3) the weighted
Kaplan—Meier (KM) estimate by imposing the inverse of propensity score as weights in the
function survfit in R. The Kaplan—Meier so here we modify the Kaplan-Meier estimator
such that the individuals experiencing competing events are maintained in the at-risk set.
To make inference, we next consider five methods to obtain the standard error: (1) the
oracle standard error that uses the true propensity score in Theorem 3, (2) the naive
standard error ,(t) that does not consider the uncertainty of the estimated propensity
score, (3) the standard error &,(t) that corrects for the estimated propensity score in
Theorem 3, (4) the standard error calculated from survfit, and (5) the bootstrap standard
error. Nominal 95% confidence intervals are constructed using the point estimate, standard

error based on asymptotic normality.
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Table S1 and Table 52 show the empirical bias of the point estimates with standard
deviation, mean standard error and coverage rate of the nominal 95% confidence intervals
when the sample size n = 500. Table S3 and Table S4 show the results when the sample
size n = 2000. We see that the bias of the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator is small.
Even if we use the estimated propensity score, the standard deviation (and standard error)
is similar with the oracle one, indicating that the efficiency loss due to estimating the
propensity score is negligible. Considering the uncertainty of the estimated propensity
score, the standard error based on the influence function in Theorem 3 is slightly larger
than the naive one, and hence the coverage rate based on the corrected standard error is
larger. The weighted Kaplan—Meier estimator from the function survfit gives a similar
standard error to the naive generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator, and in fact these two
estimators are asymptotically equivalent with slightly different finite-sample performances
(Luo and Saunders, 1993; Colosimo et al., 2002). The most interesting finding is that
omitting the variation of the estimated propensity score does not lead to much bias of the
standard error. This is the merit of focusing on hazards, where the asymptotic bias is a
weighted average of a martingale and hence is usually small.

To conduct a sensitivity analysis, now we suppose that the propensity score is misspec-
ified. We consider two misspecified propensity scores: (1) the constant propensity score

¢ (1;2) = 1/2, and (2) the probit propensity score
e(1;2) = P(Z < 6y + 2'0),

where Z is a random variable following the standard normal distribution.

Table S5 and Table S6 shows the bias, standard deviation, standard error and coverage
rate of nominal 95% confidence intervals when the propensity score model is misspecified.
In this setting, the bias is still small, but the coverage rate of the confidence interval slightly

deviate from 0.95.
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Table 1: Bias, standard deviation, standard error and confidence interval coverage rate of

some estimators for the cumulative incidence function F}(¢) when the sample size n = 500

Time 1 2 3 4 5) 6 7 8
Bias
Oracle -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.002 -0.003

Generalized NA  -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.003
Weighted KM 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 -0.001 -0.007

Standard deviation (SD)

Oracle 0.009 0.017 0.024 0.028 0.029 0.030 0.030 0.032
Generalized NA  0.009 0.017 0.024 0.028 0.029 0.030 0.030 0.032
Weighted KM 0.013 0.020 0.026 0.029 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.031

Standard error (SE)

Oracle 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.027 0.030 0.031 0.031 0.032
Naive 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.028 0.030 0.031 0.032 0.032
Corrected 0.009 0.019 0.027 0.031 0.033 0.035 0.035 0.035
Weighted KM 0.009 0.017 0.024 0.028 0.030 0.031 0.032 0.032
Bootstrap 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.027 0.029 0.030 0.031 0.031

Coverage rate

Oracle 0.886 0.935 0947 0941 0955 0954 0.963 0.955
Naive 0.886 0.935 0.946 0.945 0.956 0.957 0.965 0.954
Corrected 0.889 0943 0.957 0961 0.968 0.968 0974 0.967
Weighted KM 0.884 0.933 0939 0.937 0.960 0962 0.967 0.958
Bootstrap 0.880 0.934 0942 0933 0.953 0.953 0.960 0.949
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Table 2: Bias, standard deviation, standard error and confidence interval coverage rate of

some estimators for the cumulative incidence function F(¢) when the sample size n = 500

Time 1 2 3 4 5) 6 7 8
Bias
Oracle -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005

Generalized NA -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005
Weighted KM -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.003 -0.006

Standard deviation (SD)

Oracle 0.025 0.031 0.034 0.034 0.035 0.036 0.036 0.037
Generalized NA  0.025 0.031 0.034 0.034 0.035 0.036 0.037 0.037
Weighted KM 0.028 0.036 0.040 0.040 0.042 0.043 0.045 0.045

Standard error (SE)

Oracle 0.024 0.030 0.033 0.034 0.034 0.035 0.035 0.035
Naive 0.025 0.030 0.033 0.034 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035
Corrected 0.025 0.031 0.033 0.035 0.035 0.036 0.036 0.036
Weighted KM 0.025 0.031 0.033 0.035 0.035 0.036 0.036 0.036
Bootstrap 0.024 0.030 0.032 0.033 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.035

Coverage rate

Oracle 0936 0.940 0931 0.944 0.937 0941 0.937 0.940
Naive 0933 0944 0931 0942 0944 0945 0934 0.939
Corrected 0935 0948 0932 0944 0944 0949 0940 0.945
Weighted KM 0931 0938 0931 0943 0944 0943 0.939 0.941
Bootstrap 0.928 0940 0.927 0.941 0937 0939 0.935 0.934
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Table 3: Bias, standard deviation, standard error and confidence interval coverage rate of

some estimators for the cumulative incidence function F(t) when the sample size n = 2000

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Bias
Oracle -0.000 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000

Generalized NA -0.000 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000
Weighted KM -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.002 -0.008

Standard deviation (SD)

Oracle 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017
Generalized NA  0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017
Weighted KM 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017

Standard error (SE)

Oracle 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.016
Naive 0.006 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.016
Corrected 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.017
Weighted KM 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.016
Bootstrap 0.006 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.015 0.016 0.016

Coverage rate

Oracle 0935 0943 0937 0935 0.935 0939 0.939 0.953
Naive 0933 0945 0940 0.941 0940 0.938 0.944 0.947
Corrected 0937 0951 0944 0949 0944 0943 0.950 0.956
Weighted KM 0934 0949 0941 0944 0939 0.938 0.941 0.910
Bootstrap 0932 0941 0935 0935 0.934 0941 0944 0.941
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Table 4: Bias, standard deviation, standard error and confidence interval coverage rate of

some estimators for the cumulative incidence function F(t) when the sample size n = 2000

Time 1 2 3 4 5) 6 7 8
Bias
Oracle 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000

Generalized NA  0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
Weighted KM -0.008 -0.013 -0.018 -0.020 -0.022 -0.024 -0.027 -0.031

Standard deviation (SD)

Oracle 0.013 0.015 0.016 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.019
Generalized NA  0.013 0.015 0.016 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.019
Weighted KM 0.037 0.060 0.077 0.089 0.097 0.104 0.108 0.112

Standard error (SE)

Oracle 0.012 0.015 0.017v 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018
Naive 0.012 0.015 0.017v 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018
Corrected 0.013 0.015 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018
Weighted KM 0.012 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.017
Bootstrap 0.012 0.015 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018

Coverage rate

Oracle 0949 0952 0.961 0952 0.939 0.943 0935 0.937
Naive 0949 0955 0.961 0951 0945 0.943 0.939 0.940
Corrected 0.952 0955 0.961 0.952 0946 0.945 0.944 0.944
Weighted KM 0.895 0.896 0902 0.896 0.888 0.892 0.886 0.886
Bootstrap 0943 0953 0.958 0943 0941 0.940 0.935 0.939
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Table 5: Estimation for F}'(¢) when the propensity score is misspecified

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Bias

Constant -0.001 -0.003 -0.006 -0.008 -0.008 -0.008 -0.007 -0.007
Probit -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.003

Standard deviation (SD)
Constant 0.008 0.016 0.022 0.026 0.027 0.028 0.029 0.030
Probit 0.009 0.017 0.024 0.028 0.029 0.029 0.030 0.032

Standard error (SE)

Constant 0.008 0.016 0.021 0.025 0.028 0.029 0.030 0.030
Probit (Naive) 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.028 0.030 0.031 0.032 0.032
Probit (Corrected) 0.010 0.020 0.029 0.033 0.036 0.037 0.037 0.037
Probit (Bootstrap) 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.027 0.029 0.030 0.031 0.031

Coverage rate

Constant 0.884 0.921 0917 0.919 0.935 0.952 0.952 0.953
Probit (Naive) 0.887 0.930 0.948 0.951 0.959 0.959 0.966 0.956
Probit (Corrected) 0.889 0.942 0.957 0.959 0.968 0.972 0.974 0.971
Probit (Bootstrap) 0.883 0.929 0.943 0.936 0.952 0.952 0.961 0.948
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Table 6: Estimation for FP(¢) when the propensity score is misspecified

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Bias

Constant 0.004 0.003 0.000 -0.002 -0.005 -0.008 -0.011 -0.013
Probit -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005

Standard deviation (SD)
Constant 0.023 0.029 0.031 0.030 0.032 0.032 0.033 0.033
Probit 0.025 0.031 0.034 0.034 0.035 0.036 0.037 0.037

Standard error (SE)

Constant 0.024 0.028 0.031 0.032 0.032 0.032 0.032 0.033
Probit (Naive) 0.025 0.030 0.033 0.034 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035
Probit (Corrected) 0.038 0.052 0.060 0.066 0.071 0.074 0.075 0.077
Probit (Bootstrap) 0.024 0.030 0.032 0.033 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.035

Coverage rate

Constant 0.952 0947 0941 0.953 0.943 0.938 0.930 0.929
Probit (Naive) 0.934 0943 0934 0942 0.946 0.942 0.934 0.938
Probit (Corrected) 0.965 0.980 0.976 0.977 0.979 0.984 0.981 0.981
Probit (Bootstrap) 0.933  0.939 0.927 0.937 0.938 0.938 0.936 0.935

18



5 Discussion

Inverse probability weighting has been well applied in causal inference due to its simplic-
ity and interpretability. However, for time-to-event outcomes, the estimand (cumulative
incidence function) is time-varying. The cumulative incidence is always well defined in the
presence of competing risks and is collapsible. However, how to apply inverse probability
of treatment weighting to estimate the CIF and how to investigate the asymptotic prop-
erties of the IPTW estimator are left unstudied. We may have two approaches to employ
IPTW: the first is to directly estimate the incidence by weighting the observed event count-
ing process by the inverse of propensity score and uncensored probability, and the second
is through estimating the population-level hazard by weighting both the observed event
counting process and at-risk process.

In this article, we follow the second approach. There are three advantages of estimating
on the hazard scale over the incidence scale. First, only one model (the propensity score
model) is required. We do not need to estimate the censoring probability as long as the
censoring is completely non-informative. Second, the additional variance resulted by the
uncertainty of the estimated propensity score is small since the additional term in the
influence function of K?(t) is a weighted martingale, although the expectation may not
be exact zero. Third, estimating the hazard is potentially useful for mediation analysis,
where we assume the cause-specific hazards can be manipulated (Martinussen and Stensrud,
2023). Therefore, we suggest the estimand should be defined on the incidence scale and the
estimation should be performed on the hazard scale. Although we show that the asymptotic
variance of the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator is affected by estimating of propensity
score, the empirical difference is relatively small.

The proposed method has some potential extensions. First, the competing risks frame-
work can be extended to multi-state models. Typical assumptions in multi-state models are

Markovness and semi-Markovness (Hougaard, 1999; Commenges et al., 2007; Asanjarani
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et al., 2022). The former says that the transition hazard from one state to another state
only relies on the time since the original rather than the history, while the latter says that
the transition hazard only relies on how long it passed since the last state. With completely
random censoring, the transition hazards can be estimated by IPTW and the cumulative
incidence of any state can then be estimated using the g-formula. The asymptotic property
of the estimated incidence can be established using the functional delta method.

Second, the assumptions in our framework may be relaxed. If the censoring is not com-
pletely random but only depends on observed covariates, the hazard is still identifiable.
In estimation, the counting processes should be additionally weighted by the conditional
uncensored probability, which introduces another source of variance. If the estimated con-
ditional uncensored probability is RAL (for example, by Cox regression), we can imitate
the same strategy considered in this article to derive the asymptotic variance of the esti-
mated CIF. However, there will be biased selection problem when extending to multi-state
models, where the origins of transitions are not aligned.

Third, there are alternatives on the estimation of the propensity score. Different para-
metric models like logistic regression and probit regression can be used. Since IPTW essen-
tially uses the balancing property of the propensity score, we can adapt the loss functions
to obtain the covariates balancing propensity score (Imai and Ratkovic, 2014). As long
as the estimated propensity score has a known form of influence functions, the asymptotic
variance of the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator can be corrected.

Fourth, the efficiency can be improved by incorporating models for the failure times. We
can derive the efficient influence function for the CIF under conditionally random censoring,
which involves the propensity score, censoring probability and cause-specific hazards for
all events (Zhang and Schaubel, 2012; Martinussen and Stensrud, 2023). In practice, the
propensity score is fitted at baseline whereas the censoring probability and cause-specific

hazards are fitted using post-treatment data. Modeling the univariate propensity score is
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easier than modeling the hazards of events. It is almost impossible to correctly specify the
hazards if the dependence of events is complex. Misspecification of working models may

lead to bias and inconsistent variance estimation.
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A  Proofs

A.1 Theorem 1 (Identification)

The cause-specific hazard of event j

Pt <T* <t+dt,A* =)

S ()
P <Te<t+dt,A"=jCo>t) PN}{t)=1)
B P(Ta>t,Ca > t) - P(Ye(t) =1)

under Assumption 2 (completely random censoring). We first look at the numerator,
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The second equation is by iterated expectation, the third equation is by the full probability
formula, the fourth equation is by Assumption 4 (consistency), the fifth equation is by
definition, and the sixth equation is by Assumption 1 (ignorability). Similarly, we can

show that
E{w(a; A, X)Y(t)} = P(T* > t,C* > t).

Therefore,
E{w(a; A, X)dN,(t)}

E{w(a; A, X)Y (1)}

dA%(t) =

A.2 Lemma 1 (Martingale)
Let X be the support of X. Without loss of generality, we assume that X is discrete.
E{dM;(t;a) | F;(t;a)}

= B[P,d{y1;(t; a) — ao(t; a)dA ()} | Fi(t; a)]
= B [B{B {dor;(t50) — alt: )} | Fy(t50), X, X} | (1)
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We only need to care about the case Y;(t) = 1.
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When A; = a under which w(a; A;, X;) # 0, we have that Y(t) = Y;(t), Nfj(t) = Ny(t)
and w(a, A;, X;) = 1/e(a; X;) is a function of X,
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= 0.

This proves that M;(t;a) is a martingale.

A.3 Theorem 2 (IF with known propensity score)

Note that P,,19(t) is a predictable process. To see the unbiasedness of K? (1),

B{Aj(0)} = B { /%}

- [o{ [t o)

- p[{ [ AR Rl

B { / t W;j; Z;d;\)%s) }
=k {/OtdA?(S)} = A%(1).

The fourth equation is because that ]\7[j (t;a) is a martingale.

To calculate the finite-sample variance, we first note that
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by the property of martingales. Then
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Next, we derive the influence function (IF) of K;(t) Since

arn LdVy(s;a)
80~ [ it

is Hadamard derivable with respect to Uy;(s; a) and Wy (s; a), so we can apply the functional

delta method,

IF{A“ )= / dIF{\Illj s;a }\112(3;2)(8. ;Z;I;lj(s; a)IF{Uy(s;a)}
/ Y1;(s;0)Wa(s;a) — dWy;(s; a)ia(s; a)
Uy(s;a)?
/ P1(s;a) — a(s; a)dAa( )
Us(s;a)

_/‘112(5 a)dM( @)

That is,
Ro(t) = A9(t) = P [IF{RS(0)}] +0,(n112).

By the central limit theory (CLT),
VigRs(e) = A2} % N (0, B[IF{RS (1))

According to the martingale central limit theorem, K?() — A4() weakly converges to
a Gaussian process G%(-) whose variance is £ [IF{K;’()}] Furthermore, we can show the

uniform convergence of K?() By the inequality of Lenglart (Kalbfleisch and Prentice,



2011), for any positive n and J, we have

o2
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as n — oo because P15 (t*; a) = Uy (t*;a) +0,(n"1/2) and Uy(t*;a) > ¢ by positivity. Since

1 and 0 are arbitrary, it follows that

sup [A%(t) — A%(t)| & 0.
te[0,t*]

A.4 Theorem 3 (IF with estimated propensity score)

We first consider Wy;(s;a). Let \Tflj(s;a) be Wy,(s;a) with the propensity score with the

parameter substituted by its estimate. We decompose
\/I\’lj(S; CL) — ‘Iflj(S; CL) = Pnl/ﬂ\lj(s; CL) — Pwlj(s; CL)

= (B — P)r;(s:0) + (B — B) (d1; — 1)(s30) + P(y; — 1) (51 )
= Ry + Ry + Rs.

The first term
Ry = (Pr, — P)iby;(s;0) = Po(3n; — W) (s;.0).

The second term

Ry = (P, — P)(th1; — 1) (s5.0) = 0p(n /%)

6



because ;(s;a), a weighted indicator function by inverse of propensity score (Donsker),

belongs to a Donsker class (Vaart and Wellner, 1996). The third term

R3 = P({Z)\lj —15)(s; a)

represents the additional variation due to the estimated propensity score.

Assume that § in the propensity score is regularly asymptotic linear (RAL),

0—0="P,+ op(n~1?).

Then
Ry = P(¢1; — ;) (s; a)
P|I(A T <s,A=j) L L
— =a, =~ S, = ~
/ e(a; X;0) e(a; X; 0)
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é(a; X;0)
Byj(s;a) ]P’{I(A a, T <s,A )e(a;X;9)2}
Therefore,

Wy (s;.a) = as(s; @) = P (b1 — U1j)(53 ) + Buj(s; )Pugp + 0y (n 7).
In the same manner,
s (s;a) = U(s;.a) = P (s — W) (530) + B(s;0)Puds + 0, (n "),
where

By(s;a) = —IP’{I(A =a,T> s)%}.



So we have the influence functions for ¥y,(s;a) and Wy(s;a),

IF{‘T’U(S; a)} = ¥i;(s;a) + Bio — Wi(s;a),
IF{Ws(s;a)} = ¢n(sia) + Bagp — Ua(s: a).

Since Aj(t) is Hadamard derivable with respect to Wy;(t;a) and Wy(t;a), so we can

apply functional delta method,
IF{A%(1)} = /t dIF{(I\flj(s; a)}Vsy(s;a) — d¥q;(s; a)IF{Wy(s:a)}
’ 0 Us(s;a)
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t 1 )
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Furthermore, we can simplify the augmented term

vi(t;a) = /o m(dBlj — Bg)(s;a)dA?(s)

Since M;(s; a) is not a martingale with respect to the filter F;(¢; a) = {Yi(s), w(a; A;, X;), X; :

s <t,i=1,...,n}, there is no guarantee that v;(t;a) = 0.

Finally, we have
Re(t) — A°(t) = P, [IF{K;(t)}] + o, (n"12).
By the central limit theory,
VifRs(e) - a2} % N (0, B[RS (0)}])
In fact, K? (-)—A$(-) weakly converges to a Gaussian process whose variance is F [IF{]\\?() }

and

sup [A%(t) — A(t)] & 0.
te[0,t*]

The proof of uniform convergence is similar to that in the proceeding section, as long as

¢ < e(a; X) < 1— ¢ with probability 1.



A.5 From hazards to incidences

Hereafter we assume the cause-specific hazard Af(t) is estimated by K?(t) The cumulative

incidence function (CIF) of event j

Fo(t) = / exp{ ZA“ }dA“

is Hadamard derivable with respect to the cause-specific hazards {A¢(t) : k = 1,...,J}.
So we apply the functional delta method,

FE 0} = [ oo {— ) Az<s>} AR {2 ()}
—/exp{ ZAZ }ZIF{KZ(S)}CL/\?(S)
_ / PP ()} = 3 [ PRI HF ),

0

where F(s) = 1 —3.7_, F2(s) is the overall survival function. By the central limit theory,

VILER(t) = F(t)} 5 N (0, BIF{F; (1))

Ta a ; : : Ta 2
In fact, F7'(-) — F7(-) weakly converges to a Gaussian process with variance E[IF{F7(-)}?].

B Simulation

Suppose that there are three covariates X = (X, Xy, X3) following the multivariate stan-
dard normal distribution. The potential failure times under the treated and under the

control are assumed to follow the proportional hazards model,

dA'(t;x) = (£/5) exp(aa/5 + w3/5)dt,
dA°(t;a) = (t/3) exp(zo/3 — x3/3)dt



from which we generate 7' and 7°. We assume there are two competing events. The

probabilities that the first type of event (which is the event of interest) occurs are

P(A'=1|T"' =t X = 1) = expit(—0.1 + 0.2z, + 0.275 + 0.223 + 0.03t),

PA"=1|T°=t,X = 2) = expit(0.2z; — 0.125 + 0.1z3 + 0.05t)

under the treated and control, respectively. The censoring time is generated as a uniform

distribution in [6, 12]. The propensity score
P(A=1]| X =x) = expit(0.2 + 0.521 — 0.5x2).

To see the empirical bias, we compare three point estimates: (1) the oracle generalized
Nelson—Aalen estimation that uses the true propensity score, (2) the generalized Nelson—
Aalen (NA) estimator that uses the estimated propensity score, and (3) the weighted
Kaplan—-Meier (KM) estimate by imposing the inverse of propensity score as weights in the
function survfit in R. The Kaplan—Meier so here we modify the Kaplan-Meier estimator
such that the individuals experiencing competing events are maintained in the at-risk set.
To make inference, we next consider five methods to obtain the standard error: (1) the
oracle standard error that uses the true propensity score in Theorem 3, (2) the naive
standard error G,(t) that does not consider the uncertainty of the estimated propensity
score, (3) the standard error &,(t) that corrects for the estimated propensity score in
Theorem 3, (4) the standard error calculated from survfit, and (5) the bootstrap standard
error. Nominal 95% confidence intervals are constructed using the point estimate, standard
error based on asymptotic normality.

Table S1 and Table 52 show the empirical bias of the point estimates with standard
deviation, mean standard error and coverage rate of the nominal 95% confidence intervals
when the sample size n = 500. Table S3 and Table S4 show the results when the sample
size n = 2000. We see that the bias of the generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator is small.

Even if we use the estimated propensity score, the standard deviation (and standard error)
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is similar with the oracle one, indicating that the efficiency loss due to estimating the
propensity score is negligible. Considering the uncertainty of the estimated propensity
score, the standard error based on the influence function in Theorem 3 is slightly larger
than the naive one, and hence the coverage rate based on the corrected standard error is
larger. The weighted Kaplan—Meier estimator from the function survfit gives a similar
standard error to the naive generalized Nelson—Aalen estimator, and in fact these two
estimators are asymptotically equivalent with slightly different finite-sample performances
(Luo and Saunders, 1993; Colosimo et al., 2002). The most interesting finding is that
omitting the variation of the estimated propensity score does not lead to much bias of the
standard error. This is the merit of focusing on hazards, where the asymptotic bias is a
weighted average of a martingale and hence is usually small.

To conduct a sensitivity analysis, now we suppose that the propensity score is misspec-
ified. We consider two misspecified propensity scores: (1) the constant propensity score

€ (1;2) = 1/2, and (2) the probit propensity score
e (l;2) = P(Z < 0y + 2'9),

where Z is a random variable following the standard normal distribution.

Table S5 and Table S6 shows the bias, standard deviation, standard error and coverage
rate of nominal 95% confidence intervals when the propensity score model is misspecified.
In this setting, the bias is still small, but the coverage rate of the confidence interval slightly

deviate from 0.95.

C Application to allogeneic stem cell transplantation

data

Allogeneic stem cell transplantation is a widely applied therapy to treat acute lymphoblas-

tic leukemia (ALL), including two sorts of transplant modalities: human leukocyte antigens
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Table S1: Bias, standard deviation, standard error and confidence interval coverage rate of

some estimators for the cumulative incidence function F}(¢) when the sample size n = 500

Time 1 2 3 4 5) 6 7 8
Bias
Oracle -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.002 -0.003

Generalized NA  -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.003
Weighted KM 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 -0.001 -0.007

Standard deviation (SD)

Oracle 0.009 0.017 0.024 0.028 0.029 0.030 0.030 0.032
Generalized NA  0.009 0.017 0.024 0.028 0.029 0.030 0.030 0.032
Weighted KM 0.013 0.020 0.026 0.029 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.031

Standard error (SE)

Oracle 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.027 0.030 0.031 0.031 0.032
Naive 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.028 0.030 0.031 0.032 0.032
Corrected 0.009 0.019 0.027 0.031 0.033 0.035 0.035 0.035
Weighted KM 0.009 0.017 0.024 0.028 0.030 0.031 0.032 0.032
Bootstrap 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.027 0.029 0.030 0.031 0.031

Coverage rate

Oracle 0.886 0.935 0947 0941 0955 0954 0.963 0.955
Naive 0.886 0.935 0.946 0.945 0.956 0.957 0.965 0.954
Corrected 0.889 0943 0.957 0961 0.968 0.968 0974 0.967
Weighted KM 0.884 0.933 0939 0.937 0.960 0962 0.967 0.958
Bootstrap 0.880 0.934 0942 0933 0.953 0.953 0.960 0.949
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Table S2: Bias, standard deviation, standard error and confidence interval coverage rate of

some estimators for the cumulative incidence function F(¢) when the sample size n = 500

Time 1 2 3 4 5) 6 7 8
Bias
Oracle -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005

Generalized NA -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005
Weighted KM -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.003 -0.006

Standard deviation (SD)

Oracle 0.025 0.031 0.034 0.034 0.035 0.036 0.036 0.037
Generalized NA  0.025 0.031 0.034 0.034 0.035 0.036 0.037 0.037
Weighted KM 0.028 0.036 0.040 0.040 0.042 0.043 0.045 0.045

Standard error (SE)

Oracle 0.024 0.030 0.033 0.034 0.034 0.035 0.035 0.035
Naive 0.025 0.030 0.033 0.034 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035
Corrected 0.025 0.031 0.033 0.035 0.035 0.036 0.036 0.036
Weighted KM 0.025 0.031 0.033 0.035 0.035 0.036 0.036 0.036
Bootstrap 0.024 0.030 0.032 0.033 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.035

Coverage rate

Oracle 0936 0.940 0931 0.944 0.937 0941 0.937 0.940
Naive 0933 0944 0931 0942 0944 0945 0934 0.939
Corrected 0935 0948 0932 0944 0944 0949 0940 0.945
Weighted KM 0931 0938 0931 0943 0944 0943 0.939 0.941
Bootstrap 0.928 0940 0.927 0.941 0937 0939 0.935 0.934
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Table S3: Bias, standard deviation, standard error and confidence interval coverage rate of

some estimators for the cumulative incidence function F(t) when the sample size n = 2000

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Bias
Oracle -0.000 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000

Generalized NA -0.000 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000
Weighted KM -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.002 -0.008

Standard deviation (SD)

Oracle 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017
Generalized NA  0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017
Weighted KM 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017

Standard error (SE)

Oracle 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.016
Naive 0.006 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.016
Corrected 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.017
Weighted KM 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.016
Bootstrap 0.006 0.009 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.015 0.016 0.016

Coverage rate

Oracle 0935 0943 0937 0935 0.935 0939 0.939 0.953
Naive 0933 0945 0940 0.941 0940 0.938 0.944 0.947
Corrected 0937 0951 0944 0949 0944 0943 0.950 0.956
Weighted KM 0934 0949 0941 0944 0939 0.938 0.941 0.910
Bootstrap 0932 0941 0935 0935 0.934 0941 0944 0.941
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Table S4: Bias, standard deviation, standard error and confidence interval coverage rate of

some estimators for the cumulative incidence function F(t) when the sample size n = 2000

Time 1 2 3 4 5) 6 7 8
Bias
Oracle 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000

Generalized NA  0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
Weighted KM -0.008 -0.013 -0.018 -0.020 -0.022 -0.024 -0.027 -0.031

Standard deviation (SD)

Oracle 0.013 0.015 0.016 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.019
Generalized NA  0.013 0.015 0.016 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.019
Weighted KM 0.037 0.060 0.077 0.089 0.097 0.104 0.108 0.112

Standard error (SE)

Oracle 0.012 0.015 0.017v 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018
Naive 0.012 0.015 0.017v 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018
Corrected 0.013 0.015 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018
Weighted KM 0.012 0.015 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.017
Bootstrap 0.012 0.015 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.018

Coverage rate

Oracle 0949 0952 0.961 0952 0.939 0.943 0935 0.937
Naive 0949 0955 0.961 0951 0945 0.943 0.939 0.940
Corrected 0.952 0955 0.961 0.952 0946 0.945 0.944 0.944
Weighted KM 0.895 0.896 0902 0.896 0.888 0.892 0.886 0.886
Bootstrap 0943 0953 0.958 0943 0941 0.940 0.935 0.939
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Table S5: Estimation for F}'(t) when the propensity score is misspecified

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Bias

Constant -0.001 -0.003 -0.006 -0.008 -0.008 -0.008 -0.007 -0.007
Probit -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.003

Standard deviation (SD)
Constant 0.008 0.016 0.022 0.026 0.027 0.028 0.029 0.030
Probit 0.009 0.017 0.024 0.028 0.029 0.029 0.030 0.032

Standard error (SE)

Constant 0.008 0.016 0.021 0.025 0.028 0.029 0.030 0.030
Probit (Naive) 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.028 0.030 0.031 0.032 0.032
Probit (Corrected) 0.010 0.020 0.029 0.033 0.036 0.037 0.037 0.037
Probit (Bootstrap) 0.009 0.017 0.023 0.027 0.029 0.030 0.031 0.031

Coverage rate

Constant 0.884 0.921 0917 0.919 0.935 0.952 0.952 0.953
Probit (Naive) 0.887 0.930 0.948 0.951 0.959 0.959 0.966 0.956
Probit (Corrected) 0.889 0.942 0.957 0.959 0.968 0.972 0.974 0.971
Probit (Bootstrap) 0.883 0.929 0.943 0.936 0.952 0.952 0.961 0.948

16



Table S6: Estimation for F(¢) when the propensity score is misspecified

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Bias

Constant 0.004 0.003 0.000 -0.002 -0.005 -0.008 -0.011 -0.013
Probit -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005

Standard deviation (SD)
Constant 0.023 0.029 0.031 0.030 0.032 0.032 0.033 0.033
Probit 0.025 0.031 0.034 0.034 0.035 0.036 0.037 0.037

Standard error (SE)

Constant 0.024 0.028 0.031 0.032 0.032 0.032 0.032 0.033
Probit (Naive) 0.025 0.030 0.033 0.034 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035
Probit (Corrected) 0.038 0.052 0.060 0.066 0.071 0.074 0.075 0.077
Probit (Bootstrap) 0.024 0.030 0.032 0.033 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.035

Coverage rate

Constant 0.952 0947 0941 0.953 0.943 0.938 0.930 0.929
Probit (Naive) 0.934 0943 0934 0942 0.946 0.942 0.934 0.938
Probit (Corrected) 0.965 0.980 0.976 0.977 0.979 0.984 0.981 0.981
Probit (Bootstrap) 0.933  0.939 0.927 0.937 0.938 0.938 0.936 0.935
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(HLA) matched sibling donor transplantation (MSDT) and haploidentical stem cell trans-
plantation from family (Haplo-SCT). MSDT has long been regarded as the first choice of
transplantation because MSDT leads to lower transplant-related mortality (TRM), also
known as non-relapse mortality (NRM) (Kanakry et al., 2016). In recent years, some
benefits of Haplo-SCT have been noticed that patients with positive pre-transplantation
minimum residual disease (MRD) undergoing Haplo-SCT have better prognosis in relapse,
and hence lower relapse-related mortality (Chang et al., 2020). We adopt the relapse as
the primary event and non-relapse mortality as the competing event.

A total of n = 303 patients with positive MRD undergoing allogeneic stem cell trans-
plantation are included in our study. Among these patients, 65 received MSDT (A = 1) and
238 received Haplo-SCT (A = 0). The transplantation type is “genetically randomized” in
that there is no specific consideration to prefer Haplo-SCT over MSDT whenever MSDT
is accessible (Chang et al., 2020). Therefore, we expect ignorability. Four baseline covari-
ates are considered: age, sex (male or female), diagnosis (T-ALL or B-ALL) and complete
remission status (CR1 or CR>1). These covariates are risk factors associated with relapse
and mortality indicated in previous literature. The mean follow-up time is 1336 days. In
the MSDT group, 47.7% patients were observed to encounter relapse and 53.8% mortality.
In the Haplo-SCT group, 30.0% patients were observed to encounter relapse and 36.6%
mortality. Summary statistics are presented in Table S7.

The propensity score is fitted by logistic regression. The upper-left panel in Figure 1
shows the estimated counterfactual cumulative incidence function of relapse. The relapse
rate is higher in the MSDT group than in the Haplo-SCT group. The 95% confidence
intervals are displayed in dashed lines. We plot the confidence interval that ignores the
uncertainty of the estimated propensity score and the the confidence interval that corrects
for the estimated propensity score. The numerical values of these two types of confidence

intervals are very similar. The upper-right panel of Figure 1 presents the treatment effect of
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Table S7: Summary statistics in the data application, stratified the treatment groups. We
list the mean and standard deviation (SD) of baseline covariates in each group. We also
list the proportion of observing each event (relapse, mortality) and time to the observed

event in each group.

Haplo-SCT (A=1) MSDT (A=0)

Mean (SD)  Mean (SD)
Baseline covariates
Age 26.607  (12.232)  35.000 (13.077)
Sex (Male 1; Female 0) 0374 (0.485) 0415  (0.497)
Complete Remission (CR1 1; CR>1 0) 0.227 (0.420) 0.154 (0.364)
Diagnosis (T-ALL 1; B-ALL 0) 0.160 (0.367) 0.046 (0.211)
Observed events
Relapse 0.200  (0.455) 0477  (0.503)
Time to relapse 371.667 (406.247) 420.774 (369.805)
Mortality 0.366  (0.483)  0.538  (0.502)
Time to mortality 303.264 (346.752) 528.257 (410.212)
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Haplo-SCT on the relapse rate compared to MSDT. Negative values indicate that Haplo-
SCT leads to a lower relapse rate than MSDT. The 95% confidence interval calculated
based on the influence functions of the estimated CIFs is displayed in dashed lines. In most
region, the 95% confidence interval is lower than zero, indicating that the treatment effect
is significant. The bottom-left panel shows the estimated cumulative incidence function
of non-relapse mortality (NRM) and the bottom-right panel shows the estimated average
treatment effect. The NRM rate is slightly higher in the Haplo-SCT group than in the
MSDT group, but the confidence interval covers zero, indicating that the difference is not
significant.

In summary, we find that Haplo-SCT significantly reduces the risk of relapse compared
to MSDT. Haplo-SCT can be used as the better transplant modality for MRD positive

patients.
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Figure 1: Left: The estimated counterfactual cumulative incidence functions of relapse and
non-relapse mortality (NRM). The brown line is MSDT and the blue line is Haplo-SCT.
The brown and blue dashed lines are the 95% confidence intervals by correcting for the
estimated propensity score; the orange and cyan lines are the 95% confidence intervals
ignoring the uncertainty of the estimated propensity score. Right: the average treatment
effect (ATE) on the incidence scale. Negative values indicate that Haplo-SCT leads to a
lower relapse (NRM) rate than MSDT. 21
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