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Abstract

In clinical trials, the observation of participant outcomes may frequently be hin-
dered by death, leading to ambiguity in defining a scientifically meaningful final
outcome for those who die. Principal stratification methods are valuable tools for
addressing the average causal effect among always-survivors, i.e., the average treat-
ment effect among a subpopulation in the principal strata of those who would survive
regardless of treatment assignment. Although robust methods for the truncation-by-
death problem in two-arm clinical trials have been previously studied, its expansion
to multi-arm clinical trials remains unknown. In this article, we study the identifi-
cation of a class of survivor average causal effect estimands with multiple treatments
under monotonicity and principal ignorability, and first propose simple weighting and
regression approaches. As a further improvement, we then derive the efficient influ-
ence function to motivate doubly robust estimators for the survivor average causal
effects in multi-arm clinical trials. We also articulate sensitivity methods under vio-
lations of key causal assumptions. Extensive simulations are conducted to investigate
the finite-sample performance of the proposed methods, and a real data example is
used to illustrate how to operationalize the proposed estimators and the sensitivity
methods in practice.

Keywords: Causal inference; multiple treatments; principal stratification; principal ignora-
bility; sensitivity analysis; survivor average causal effect.
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1 Introduction

Truncation-by-death refers to the occurrence of death as an intermediate outcome (or in-
tercurrent event) in a study that, in effect, precludes complete or partial observation of
the outcome of interest (Rubin, 2006). This issue is common in randomized trials and
impacts either the estimand definition or the interpretation of non-mortality outcomes. As
survival status can be affected by treatment assignment, naive adjustment conditioning on
survivors does not ensure a valid causal effect estimate. For example, a direct comparison
of quality of life outcomes between those who survive in the control versus those in the
active treatment is prone to selection bias since treated survivors may not have survived
had they been assigned to the control arm. Instead, a relevant causal estimand can be
defined among those who would have survived regardless of the treatment assigned. Under
the potential outcomes framework, Frangakis and Rubin (2002) developed the principal
stratification approach to define the principal causal effects by treating the joint potential
values of the intermediate outcomes as pre-treatment covariates. Using this framework,
the survivor average causal effect (SACE) represents the average potential outcome con-
trasts among a principal strata consisting of those who would have survived irrespective
of the treatment assignment, and is causally interpretable. More broadly, the ICH E9(R1)
addendum for the analysis of clinical trials (European Medicines Agency, 2020) proposed
principal stratification as one of the five strategies for dealing with intercurrent events with
improved transparency in estimands.

Although principal stratification methods for a binary treatment have been developed,
many randomized clinical trials include more than two arms. For example, a review of
all randomized trials published in one month in 2012 found that 14% had 3 arms and 7%
had 4 or more arms (Juszczak et al., 2019). Nevertheless, relatively fewer efforts have been
devoted to principal stratification methods with multiple treatments with a few exceptions
(Rubin, 2006). Under monotonicity, Elliott et al. (2006) proposed a Bayesian Gaussian
mixture model to empirically identify SACEs with continuous outcomes, and Wang et al.
(2017) constructed testing procedures for detecting clinically meaningful SACEs in trials
with ordinal treatments and binary outcomes. Extending the work in Ding et al. (2011),
Luo et al. (2023) investigated the use of an auxiliary variable in a linear structural model

to point identify SACEs (details of this approach are given in Section 5), and developed



sharp bounds in the presence of covariates. A summary of the literature on principal strat-
ification with multiple treatments is provided in Supplementary Material Table 1. For
point identifying SACEs in multi-arm studies, a salient feature of the existing methods
is that consistent estimation typically requires correctly specified models, whereas estima-
tors that are more robust to model misspecification are sparse. With a binary treatment,
Ding and Lu (2016) proposed the principal score weighting estimator under principal ig-
norability; Jiang et al. (2022) and Cheng et al. (2023) studied triply robust estimators that
leverage multiple working models to provide more chances to consistently estimate the prin-
cipal causal effects. These robust methods, while attractive, have not been generalized to
accommodate multiple treatments.

In this article, we expand the work of Ding and Lu (2016) and Jiang et al. (2022) to
derive doubly robust estimators for the SACE estimands with multiple treatments under
principal ignorability, with a focus on randomized clinical trials. We first develop the
principal score weighting and outcome regression estimators. These two estimators are
motivated by moment conditions and are consistent if the associated working models are
correctly specified, and hence only singly robust. To improve the model robustness, we fur-
ther construct the efficient influence function to motivate doubly robust estimators, which
are consistent if one set of working models is correctly specified, but not necessarily both.
When all working models are correctly specified, the resulting estimators are semipara-
metrically efficient and achieve the variance lower bound among the class of regular and
asymptotically linear estimators. Additionally, since the doubly robust estimators hinge
on monotonicity and principal ignorability, we articulate a sensitivity function approach
to assess the estimation results under their violations. In general, sensitivity methods for
principal stratification analysis with multiple treatments are sparse, except for Luo et al.
(2023) for assessing monotonicity. However, their approach is restricted to partial devia-
tion from monotonicity between adjacent strata. In contrast, we provide a more general
approach that is not limited to partial deviation. Finally, we illustrate our proposed meth-
ods with a four-arm trial of chemical effects in biological systems conducted by the National

Toxicology Program.



2 Notation, causal estimands, and assumptions

We consider a multi-arm randomized trial with n units. For each unit, we observe a vector of
pre-treatment covariates X, an ordinal treatment Z € J = {1,...,J} with J > 2 levels, an
intermediate survival status S with S = 1 indicating survival and S = 0 indicating death,
and a non-mortality outcome Y. We assume that Y is only well-defined among survivors
with S = 1. We pursue the potential outcomes framework, and define S(z) € {0,1} and
Y (z) as the potential values of the survival status and final outcome that would have
been observed under treatment condition z. The Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption
allows us to connect S and Y with their potential values through S = 327 1(Z = 2)S(z)
and Y = Zi:l 1(Z = 2)Y(z) where 1(e) is the indicator function. Under the principal
stratification framework (Frangakis and Rubin, 2002), the joint potential survival status
under all treatment conditions can be considered as a pre-treatment covariate that defines
subgroup causal effects. Specifically, we define the basic principal stratum as G € G =
{(S(1),5(2),...,8(J)) : S(z) € {0,1}, z € J}. For simplicity, we relabel potential values
of G as S(1)S(2)...5(J). For example, with J = 4 arms, G = 0111 indicates the basic
principal stratum with S(1) = 0 and S(2) = S(3) = S(4) = 1. We define py(z) =
E{Y (2)|G = g} as the mean of the potential outcome within stratum g. Importantly, j,(2)
is well-defined if and only if the z-th coordinate of g equals 1 due to truncation by death.
To enable simultaneous comparison among multiple treatments, our causal estimands are

defined as the collection of pairwise SACEs:

Ng(2,2) = pg(2) —py(2') = E{Y(2) =Y ()G =g}, z#2 €, (1)

where stratum g must satisfy S(z) = S(2') = 1 to ensure that both p,(z) and py(2")
are well-defined. A few remarks are in order for the class of estimands in Equation (1).
First, the class of estimands is transitive such that Ay(z, 2") = Ay(z,2") + Ay (7, ") if g
satisfies S(z) = S(2') = S(2”) = 1, and reflexive such that Ay(z, ") = —A, (%, 2). Second,
accounting for all possible combinations of treatment and strata, the cardinality of the class
of estimands is J(.J —1) x 2772 because there are J(.J —1) pairs of distinct (2, 2’) in total and
2772 choices of stratum given the pair. Third, A, (z, 2’) is identifiable if p,(2) is identifiable,
and the cardinality of the class of estimands based on () is effectively reduced to Jx 2771,

In what follows, we focus on the identification and estimation of y,(2), Vz € J, based on

which all combinations of Ay(z, 2’) can be obtained. In a multi-arm randomized trial, we
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assume randomization such that Z L {S(1),...,5(J),Y(1),...,Y(J),X}. Besides, we

require the following two additional assumptions in order to point identify p,(2).
Assumption 1 (Monotonicity). S(z) > S(2’) forV z> 2 € J.

Assumption 1 is typically invoked for point identification of SACEs (Ding and Lu, 2016),
and is likely plausible if the treatments are ordinal and a higher treatment dosage does not
increase mortality. Under monotonicity, the number of principal strata is reduced from
27 to J 4+ 1 due to the removal of the harmed strata. Furthermore, under monotonicity,
each element in G takes the form of 0®(/=®)1%®* (k. = 0,...,.J) and, without loss of clarity,
we will equivalently use k£ to index each element in G. The monotonicity assumption also
implies that p,(2) is only defined within g 4+ z > J + 1 and that the contrast estimands in
Equation (1) are only defined when both g + z and g + 2’ are no smaller than J + 1.

Assumption 2 (Principal Ignorability). Forany z € J, E{Y (2)|G = g, X} = E{Y (2)|G =
J,X}Vggde{J—z+1,....J}.

Assumption 2 extends the principal ignorability assumption in Ding and Lu (2016)
and Jiang et al. (2022) to multiple treatments with J > 2. It states that conditional on
measured covariates, the expectation of the potential outcome does not vary across the
principal strata of survivors. In other words, X explains away all confounding relationships
between the final non-mortality outcome and survival status, in expectation. In practice,
both the monotonicity and principal ignorability assumptions are cross-world assumptions
and are unverifiable from the observed data alone; therefore, in Section 4, we articulate a
sensitivity function approach to assess the impact of departure from these assumptions in

multi-arm trials.

3 Identification and estimation

3.1 Principal score weighting estimator

We first assess p,(2) based on principal score weighting (Ding and Lu, 2016). The principal
score is defined as the probability of a individual belonging to the stratum ¢ conditional
on baseline covariates X, e,(X) = Pr(G = ¢|X) for g € G. We also define e, = E{e,(X)}

as the marginal principal score for the stratum g. Note that j,(z) is well-defined only if
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ey > 0. Since G is only partially observed, we utilize the information from the observed
survival status and monotonicity to point identify the principal score. Under Assumption
1, we show in Supplementary Material that the principal score can be identified by using
the probability of survival conditional on the treatment and covariates, given by the series

of equations:
eg(X) :pJ—g—l-l(X) _pJ—g(X>7 g:O,...,J, (2)

where p,(X) = Pr(S = 1|Z = 2,X) for z € J, and for completeness, we also define
po(X) = 0 and py+1(X) = 1. Hereafter, we also refer to p.(X) as the principal score
because (2) defines a bijection between {ey(X),...,e;(X)} and {p1(X),...,ps+1(X)}. We

then define the following set of principal score weights

J
X r—j—»+1 €g’
woy(X) = ——etX) WL Y T )
Zg’:J—Z+1 eg (X) €g
Based on (2), one can write out w,,(X) as
_g11(X) —ps_y(X .

way(X) = 22 or1(X) —p—(X) p |

pz(X) Pi—g+1 — PJ—g

where p, = E{p.(X)}. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, y,(2) is then identified by
pe(2) = E{w,(X)Y|Z = 2,5 =1}, (3)

which is an expectation of the observed outcome conditional on treatment z and survivors,
weighted by w,,(X). The weights w,,(X) are functions of principal scores and more specif-
ically, they are proportional to the ratio of the principal score for stratum g and the total
principal score for a set of strata whose members will all survive under arm z or S(z) = 1.
In fact, w,,(X) represents the importance sampling weights for the probability distribution
of covariates conditional on the survivors, treatment, and principal stratum versus that
conditional on the survivors and treatment only. The identification formulas (3) generalize
the results under binary treatment proposed by Ding and Lu (2016) to J > 2.

The identification formulas (3) correspond to a collection of balancing conditions for
the arbitrary vector-valued function of covariates h(X). Intuitively, replacing the final
outcome Y in (3) with an arbitrary h(X) yields the balancing properties of the princi-
pal score weights. That is, under Assumptions 1 and 2, for Vg and V 2 > J + 1 — g,
we have E{h(X)|G = g} = E{w,,(X)h(X)|Z = 2,5 = 1}. Then just as one could check



the adequacy of propensity score models in observational studies with multiple treatments
(Li and Li, 2019), the empirical counterparts corresponding to the covariate balancing con-
ditions motivate natural criteria to check if the estimated principal scores sufficiently bal-
ance the covariates and are thus adequate. Operationally, one can follow Section 5.2 in
Cheng et al. (2023) to construct a set of weighted standardized mean difference metrics
and consider an iterative checking-fitting process to arrive at a final principal score model
without peeking at the final outcome.

To implement the principal score weighting estimator, for any z € J, we can posit a
parametric working model p,(X; a,) with a vector of unknown parameters a, for p,(X),
where @, is obtained by solving a maximum likelihood score equation P, {x.(5, Z, X; a,)} =
0. Here, k.(S, Z,X; ) is the score function of a binary regression model and P, {V} =
n~t 3" | V; defines the empirical mean. We consider the following plug-in estimator
2-(X) = p.(X;a,). We note p.(X;a,) = p.(X) when p,(X;a,) is correctly specified,
where a, is the probability limit of a,. We then use a simple non-parametric estimator,
p. =P {1(Z = 2)S} 7.,z € J, where 7, = Pr(Z = z) is the treatment probability and is
known by the study design, to estimate the marginal principal score. Then (3) leads to the
following weighting estimator, which is consistent when the principal score working model
is correctly specified,

P {1(Z =2)S x W.(X)Y}
B P, {1(Z = 2)S} ‘

3.2 Outcome regression estimator

Alternatively, we can estimate p,(z) by postulating non-mortality outcome models. Define
the mean of the observed final outcome conditional on treatment, survivors, and covariates
as m,(X) = E{Y|Z = 2,5 = 1,X}. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we show in Supplemen-
tary Material that the following identification formula for p,(z) holds for g € 7,

S s )
pJ—g+1 - pJ—g

() = £ @)

For completeness, we define 1(Z = 0)/my = 0 when calculating p;(z). Similar to Section
3, (4) also motivates the balancing conditions by replacing m,(X) with arbitrary vector-
valued random functions of covariates h(X) (see Section 9 in Supplementary Material).

To implement this estimator, we posit a parametric working model m,(X;~,) for m,(X),



where 4, is a vector of unknown parameters. Analogously, 4, can be obtained by solving
a generalized estimating equation P,{7.(V;~v.)} = 0, where V = (¥, 5,7, X")" is the
observed data vector and 7,(V;~,) are unbiased estimating functions determined by the
outcome model specification. We define the probability limit for 4, as 4., and under the
true working model and suitable regularity conditions, m,(X;~,) = m.(X). We then

propose the following estimators based on the empirical counterparts of (4)

ﬁgOR(Z> :]P)n{l(Z = J—g+ ].)SZWJ_g_,_l - 1(Z = J_g)S/WJ_ng(X)},

Pi—g+1 — ]/D\J—g
for g € J, where m,(X) = m,(X;7.). It is clear that ﬁ?R(z) is a g-computation formula

estimator that standardizes the outcome model estimate to the target principal strata

subpopulation, and fiJ%(z) is consistent if m.(X;~.) is correctly specified.

3.3 Doubly robust and locally efficient estimator

To further improve upon the weighting and regression estimators, we first derive the efficient
influence function for p,(z) under the nonparametric model M,,, of the observed data V in
a sense that we place no restrictions on M,,,. Derivation of the efficient influence function
follows the standard procedure established under the general semiparametric efficiency
theory (Bickel et al., 1993), and generalizes the derivation from Jiang et al. (2022) from
a binary treatment to multiple treatments. To proceed, for z € J, we first define the

following quantity for any function F'(Y, S, X):
1(Z = 2)

YEy,5X),: =
Tz

{F(Y, S, X)— E{F(Y,8,X)|Z = =, X}} L E{F(Y,S$,X)|Z = 2,X}.

To facilitate exposition, we also define ¥ p(y,sx),0 = 0 and Yry,sx),741 = 1. In addition,

we define two quantities that appear in the efficient influence function as
1(Z ==z 1(Z ==z
w5 =2 =N X 4 X0, s = T s (X000 (X)),

z 7TZ

With these expressions, Theorem 1 gives the form of the efficient influence function for
I1g(2)-

Theorem 1. For any z € J and g > J — z+ 1, the efficient influence function for p,(z)
under the nonparametric model M., is V,,(V) = &,,(V)/(ps—g+1 — Pi—g), where

_ Apr—g1(X) = ps—g(X) Htvs: —ma(X)ibs,.}
p=(X)

Therefore, the semiparametric efficiency bound for estimating p,(2) is E{[V.,(V)]*}.

£4(V)

H{m (X) =11 (2)} (V5.7-g11 V5.5 —9)-
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Theorem 1 suggests a new estimator, ﬁgDR(z), by solving the efficient influence func-
tion based estimating equation in terms of p,(z), where the unknown nuisance functions,
{p.(X),m,(X)} are estimated by parametric working models as in Sections 3.1 and 3.2.
Because the denominator of the efficient influence function is a constant with respect to
the estimand, fiy™(2) is the solution of Py, {&.(V'; pg(2), Qy_gi1, Qy_g, @2, 7:)} = 0 in
tg(2), where &,4(V; pg(2), ty_gi1, y_g, @, ;) is £,4(V') evaluated based on the paramet-

ric working models. After some algebraic simplifications, we obtain

p, {oen00 iy
() =

{Brse = 00T} + X T = )|
P, {ts,7—gr1 — Us.—g}

where {{D\S’Z,QZYS’Z} are {¥s.,Vys.} evaluated based on p,(X) and m,(X). Finally, as a

ﬁDR ﬁz (X)

g

Y

further improvement, an augmented estimator, Pn{’l//f\&z}, is used in ,ﬂIg)R(z), as it is always
consistent for p, even under arbitrary misspecifications of p,(X;a,). We summarize the

large-sample properties of i™(z) in Theorem 2 below.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold and {p.(X; ), p.(X; @)} are uni-
formly bounded away from 0 and 1. Then, iY"(z) is consistent and asymptotically normal
if either p,(X;a,) or m,(X;,) is correctly specified. If both models are correctly speci-
fied, the asymptotic variance of ﬁé)R(z) achieves the efficiency lower bound and is locally

efficient.

By Theorem 2, ﬁgDR(z) is doubly robust in a sense that the bias is asymptotically
negligible if either p,(X;a,) or m,(X;~,) is correct, but not necessarily both. When
both are correctly specified, ﬁgDR(z) is locally efficienct in the sense that it achieves the
semiparametric efficiency lower bound E{[¥.,(V)]?} and is an optimal estimator among

the class of regular and asymptotically linear estimators for the same target estimand p,(2).

3.4 Variance estimation

The SACEs are estimated by ﬁgpsw(z, 2) = 11"V (z) — SV (), KQOR(Z,Z/) = A% (z) —
i (2), and AI;R(Z,Z/ ) = fg(z) — iy (%), if the principal score weighting, outcome
regression, and doubly robust approach are used to estimate p,(z). We propose to use
the sandwich variance approach to estimate their asymptotic variances, and construct a

Wald confidence interval. Below, we describe the variance estimator for AI;R(Z, 2'), and
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the remaining variance estimators follow a similar construction and are provided in Sup-

plementary Material.

DR _ N ~T T T AT AT AT\ T :
Define 8°% = (,ug(z), pg(2'), 0y g,y g0, 0,7, ,’)/Z,) that includes all parame-
~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ AT AT T ~T\T
ters used to construct AP®(z, 2’). Thus, O°% = (AP%(2), g™ (2'), &),y @ g, 0 al, 7., 7))

can be treated as the solution of the joint estimating equation P,{®(V;8°%)} = 0 with

Eog(Vipg(2), 0y—gi1, 0t—g, 02, 2)
B(V;0°%) = | €y (Ving(2), @—gir, gy var) |
Snuisance(V; Aj_g+1, X J—g, Oz, Oyt 7Y, ’Yz')
where &nuisance = (K)_g41 (S, Z, X5 ay_gi1), 67_o(S, 2, X a5_g), 6] (S, Z,X; ), k1(S, Z,X; a),
7 (V;4.), 7. (V;iv.)) " is the collection of score vectors of the nuisance parameters, and the
first element in &, yisance 18 excluded if J — g+ 1 = z or 2z’ and the second element in &, uisance
is discarded if g = J. The doubly robust SACE estimator is therefore AER(Z, Z) = ATOPR
where A = (1,—1,07)" is a vector with the first element 1, second element —1, and all
other elements 0. Following regularity conditions in Theorem 5.41 in Van der Vaart (2000),
\/ﬁ(éDR—gDR) converges to a mean-zero normal distribution with the variance consistently
estimated by V(8PR) = P, {%ﬁir‘)}_l P, {<I>(V; g R) DT (V; §DR)} P, {%ﬁ“)}q
where OP® is the unique solution to E{®(V;08°%)} = 0. By the delta method, the sand-

wich variance estimator of AQDR(z, 7} is n ' ATV(BPR)X. The finite-sample performance of

the proposed variance estimators is investigated in Section 5.

4 Sensitivity analysis methods under violations of causal

assumptions

Since the validity of the estimators in Section 3 depends on Assumptions 1 and 2, we further
develop sensitivity analysis methods under violations of these two structural assumptions.
To focus ideas, when we investigate sensitivity under departure from one assumption, we

assume the other assumption holds.

4.1 Sensitivity analysis for principal ignorability

Let g € J be a reference stratum. We suppose that, E{Y (2)|G = g, X} # 0 almost surely
V z>J—g+ 1. We then define the following set of sensitivity functions with respect to
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the reference stratum g = J,

_ E{Y(2)|G =g, X}
- E{Y(2)|G = J X}

5zg(X) 7gZJ—Z+]->Z€t7> (5)

where 0,;(X) = 1 by construction, and the cardinality of the set of non-trivial sensitivity
functions is J x (J —1)/2. Of note, the reference stratum can be user-defined; for example,

one may pick any g > J — 2z + 1 as a reference group, and then define

CBY()IG = 9.X) _
_E{Y(Z”G:E],’X},g2J—z+1,g7ég,zej. (6)

024(X)
Then 6.4(X) can be recovered from the quantities in (6) with §.4(X) = 0,(X) /0’ ;(X).
Therefore, we take g = J as the reference stratum without loss of generality. Recall that
Assumption 2 is equivalent to §,,(X) = 1 for Vz,¢g. However, when Assumption 2 is
violated, at least one sensitivity function 6,,(X) deviates from unity. Define, for z € J
and g > J — 2+ 1,

5.y (X)p-(X) |
> gtz 029/ (X) {Ps—gr1(X) = py—g (X)}

The factor Q,,(X) can be computed only if a class of sensitivity functions consisting of

ng (X) =

z — 1 elements, i.e., {0.(741-2)(X),...,0.s—1)(X)}, are specified. Then the weights for
the identification formulas based on principal score weighting become, for z € J and

g>J—z+1,

w.(X) = Pr-g+1(X) = ps—4(X) » 22 % 0.,(X). (7)

pz(X) Pi—g+1 — PJ—g

Similarly, the identification formulas based on outcome regression are also multiplied by

2,,(X) within the expectation, which gives, for g =1,...,J — 1,

1(Z=J—-g+1)S/mj_gnn —1(Z=J - Q)S/WJ—gQ
zg

PJ—g+1 — PJ—yg

() = £ Xm0} ©

In practice, specifying particular functional forms in X is subject to accurate domain
knowledge, and a convenient choice is to specify each sensitivity function as a constant. As
noted by Jiang et al. (2022) with a binary treatment, constant tilting functions correspond
to a log-linear model for the potential outcome Y (z) conditional on the latent stratum
variable G' and covariates X. The constructions of principal score weighting estimators and

outcome regression estimators are simply by replacing unknown parameters with plug-in
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estimators in the empirical versions of (7) and (8). Furthermore, the efficient influence
function without assuming principal ignorability is given by
W,e( X Q,,(X)
vI(V) = oX) Vyse =5 (X ) Y by (X)(Ws—g1 — Ysu—g) ¢+
Pz 29(X) g>J+1—z

{€25(X)m(X) — p1g(2) } (V5,5-g+1 — V5,1—9)
Pi—g+1 — PJ—g '

(9)

This motivates a bias-corrected estimator under violation of the principal ignorability as

ABCPI(5) = P {ZPY (V) }/Pu{ts.s—gi1 — 1h5.7—g}, where EPL(V) is given by

Qg (X) Br—gr1(X) = Pr—y(X)) | ~ Q.4(X)
! gﬁz(X) . {¢Ys,z— 525(X Z 0.q (X

+ QZQ(X)mZ (X) (@S,J—gﬂ - QZS,J—Q)-

o)

¢SJ g+1_7vbSJ g)}

g'>J+1—z

Yet, different from 7% (z), the doubly robustness for fig“"!(z)

no longer holds because
the correction factor €2,,(X) in =PI(V) does not allow a factorization of the difference
between the true principal score p,(X) and the estimated one p,(X). Thus, with assumed

knowledge of the sensitivity functions, i< (z)

is consistent and asymptotically normal if
the principal score model is correctly specified, regardless of whether the outcome model

is correctly specified.

4.2 Sensitivity analysis for monotonicity

Recall that the collection of all possible principal strata without monotonicity is defined as
G ={(5(1),....,5(J)) : S(») € {0,1},z € J}. We simply use k to denote an element in
G taking the form of 0®¢/~®1%®* under monotonicity and inherit it when the monotonicity
assumption is violated. Equivalently, we say g € Q if g satisfies Assumption 1 and g € G\ Q
otherwise, where @ = 7 U {0}. We further define for z € 7, s € {0,1}, G., = {g € G :
S(z) = s}, which contains all the elements in G whose z-th coordinate is s. For a given

user-defined reference group r € Q, we define the set of sensitivity functions

_ Pr(G =g|X)
pg(X) = m, for g € G\ Q,

provided that Pr(G = r|X) > 0 almost surely. The choice of the reference group should
satisfy r > J+1—min{z, 2’} when the target estimand is Ay(z, 2’) because the outcome is

truncated by death for r < J + 1 — min{z, 2’}. In addition, p,(X) measures the deviation
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from monotonicity for the stratum ¢g. The monotonicity assumption is satisfied if p,(X) =0
for Vg € G\ Q. Otherwise, monotonicity is violated if p,(X) > 0 for some of g € G\ Q. Our
framework is a generation of the sensitivity analysis of Jiang et al. (2022) from a binary
treatment to multiple treatments, and an expansion of Luo et al. (2023) by allowing for
more general non-monotonicity beyond violations only between adjacent strata.

Under violation of monotonicity, and provided that e, > 0,Vg € G, we show in Supple-

mentary Material that the principal score e,(X) can be identified by the following series of

equations,

e0(X) = 1~ py(X) % (rra(X) — prr (X))

4(X) = pi-gia(X) = piy(X) = LR G0 < (X)) 1< g <7,
X) - pJ—T’(X)

pJ—r-‘rl(
e (X) = ,
( ) QJ—r+1(X)

eg(X) = pr_gr1(X) = p1¢(X), r+1<g < J,

eX) = LX) (X = ps (X)), g€ G\, (10)
qJ—r—l—l(X)

where r > 1, qo(X) = 1, ¢:(X) = 14 >_ /c5. ng\0 P (X) (summation taken over all the
violating strata whose z-th coordinate is 1) for z € J, and ¢7+1(X) = 143 /g, ngr0 Lo (X)
(summation taken over all the violating strata whose J-th coordinate is 0). We note that
the identification formulas in Equations (10) are applicable if » > 1 and the case when
r = 0 is given in Section 12.2 of the Supplementary Material. Given the identifiability of
the principal score e,(X), we can identify j,(z) only if Assumption 2 is strengthened, as

follows.

Assumption 3 (Extended Principal Ignorability). For z € J, E{Y(2)|G = ¢, X} =
E{Y(Z)‘G = g,X} fOT’ v.gvg, € gzl-

Assumption 2 and Assumption 3 share the same spirit in the sense that conditional
on baseline covariates, the expected potential outcome remains the same across the collec-
tion of principal strata of survivors. Based on the sensitivity functions p,(X), the prin-
cipal score weight now becomes w,,(X) = {e4(X)/e,} X p,/p.(X), with e,(X) given by
(10) and e, = Eley(X)]. Replacing p,(X) with 1(Z = 2)S/7, in (10) and plugging into
py(2) = E{ey,(X) /ey x m,(X)} yields the identification formulas based on outcome regres-

sion. Constructions of the estimators similar to iy °"(z) and iJ%(z) are straightforward by
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using the empirical counterparts based on the identification formulas. Under Assumption
3 and assumed sensitivity functions p,(X), the efficient influence function for ji4(2) is given

by

POV = wzg(X)(@DYs,zp— ma(X)¥sz) | (m=(X) ;/ig(z))ﬁ’

where ¢ is the counterpart to Equations (10) with all p.(X) replacing with 1g.; for
example, V* = (Ysj—r41 — ¥s.y—r)/qi—r+1(X). Similarly, the efficient influence function
induces a bias-correct estimator of ,4(%),

FBCNO () {ag(xn(z = 2)8

P (X)),

(¥ = () + .07 | /Pl

where @Z; is the plug-in estimator for ¢)7. In the Supplementary Material, we show that,
due to the construction of the sensitivity function, the bias-corrected estimator ﬁgBC‘MO(z)
remains doubly robust; that is, it is consistent and asymptotically normal if either the prin-

cipal score model or the outcome regression model is correctly specified, but not necessarily

both.

5 A simulation study

We conduct a simulation study to assess the empirical performance of the proposed estima-
tors with the following three objectives: (i) evaluating the validity and relative efficiency
among ﬁgsw(z,z’ ), ASR(z,z’ ), and KQDR(z,z’ ), under correct and incorrect specifications
of the principal score and outcome regression models; (ii) investigating the performance of
the proposed sandwich variance estimator in finite samples; (iii) comparing our proposed
estimators to an existing method by Luo et al. (2023) under different data generating pro-
cesses. In particular, the existing estimator is based on a principal score model and a
model for the mean of the observed outcome conditional on treatment, covariates, and
latent principal stratum, i.e., m?,(X) = E{Y|Z = z,G = g, X}. By the law of total expec-
tation, m.(X) is a weighted sum of m} (X), and under principal ignorability (Assumption
2), m7,(X) = m.(X) for Vg > J — 2z + 1. We elaborate on their approach in Section 13
of the Supplementary Material. In brief, they employed a generalized method of moments
approach and an Expectation-Maximization algorithm to estimate unknown model coeffi-
cients for e,(X) and mJ, (X) respectively, and their estimators are consistent only if both

models are correctly specified.
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We consider a three-arm randomized trial (J = 3) with a small or large sample size
(n = 500 or 2000), with balanced assignment such that Pr(Z = 1) = Pr(Z = 2) =
Pr(Z = 3) = 1/3. Four baseline covariates X = (X, Xy, X3, X4)" are generated from
X; = |X;| with X; ~ N(0,1) for j € {1,2,3} and X, ~ Bernoulli(0.5). We generate
the principal strata membership G € {0, 1,2,3} based on a categorical distribution with
eo(X) = 1 — expit(ag X), e,(X) = expit(oy_,X) —expit(aj_,X), g € {1,2}, and e3(X) =
expit(a] X), where a, = (—0.84-0.3z, —0.84+0.4z, —0.84+0.5z, —0.8+0.42), for z € {1,2,3}
and expit(z) = (1 +e7*)~L. Then the observed survival status is given by S = 1(G + Z >
J +1). Given G and X, the potential outcome Y (z) is generated by Y (1)|{X,G = 3} ~
N(X; 43X+ 3X5+3X,+2,1), YQ){X,G € {2,3}} ~ N(Xy +2Xs + 2X3 +2X, +
2,1), Y(3){X,G € {1,2,3}} ~ N (X, Xi +3,1), and Y(2) within G =g < J +1 — z is
excluded due to truncation by death. We consider all possible causal contrast parameters
{A2(2,3),A5(1,2),As(1,3), A3(2,3)} that are well-defined. The observed outcome is Y =
S Y (2)1(Z = 2). Of note, Assumptions 1 and 2 hold under the above data generation
process, and by construction, the principal score p,(X) = expit(aX) and the outcome
model m,(X) is a linear function of X.

For estimation, we specify a logistic regression for p.(X; a.) with a! X as linear pre-
dictors. For the outcome model m,(X;~,), we fit a linear regression adjusting for {Z, X}
and their interaction. i.e., specifying E(Y|Z,S = 1,X) = v+ 11(Z = 1) + »1(Z =
2) + 3 e X+ i el (Z = DX, + 30 vi1101(Z = 2)X;. We conduct 1,000
simulations and calculate the bias, Monte Carlo standard deviation, average standard error
estimates based on the proposed variance estimators (500 bootstrap samples are used to ob-
tain standard error estimates for Luo et al. (2023)), and empirical coverage of a 95% Wald
confidence interval. The true value of p,(2) is approximated by the empirical mean of the
potential outcome Y (z) within subgroup g based on a sufficiently large super-population
of size n = 250,000. We consider all combinations of correctly or incorrectly specified
principal score and outcome models, where the misspecified model is obtained by ignoring
Xs, X3, X4, and fitting regression models only on cos(X7).

Simulation results under sample size n = 500 are given in Table 1. First, the empirical
bias of all estimators is minimal when both working models are correctly specified. The
bias of AI;R(z,z’ ) remains negligible when either the principal score model or outcome

model is incorrectly specified, which empirically verifies the double robustness property in
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Theorem 2. Second, the proposed sandwich variance estimator for 35 SW(z,2') tends to
overestimate the true variance, but the variance estimators for KSR(Z, 2') and AI;R(Z, 2
are centered around the empirical variance. Third, the coverage for ﬁgsw(z, z') does not
deviate too much from the nominal level under model misspecification. We further ex-
plore this phenomenon in Supplementary Material Figure 1 by visualizing the empirical
distribution of ﬁgsw(z, 2') over 1,000 simulations. The figure shows that the shape of the
empirical distribution of the standardized principal score weighting estimator (subtracting
the truth and then dividing by the standard error) is more concentrated than a mean-shift
standard normal distribution, implying the normal approximation may be conservative for
the weighting estimator under a small sample size. Fourth, ﬁgR(z, Z') and KQDR(Z, ') are
almost equally efficient for estimating most of the causal contrasts, and they are both sub-
stantially more efficient than 35 SW(z, 2') irrespective of model misspecification. Finally,
we observe that consistency of the estimator in Luo et al. (2023) requires correct specifica-
tions of both models and it is nearly as efficient as E;)R(Z, 2'); however, in contrast to the
doubly robust estimator, we observe bias and substantial undercoverage of the approach
in Luo et al. (2023) when either the principal score model or the outcome mean model
is misspecified. Supplementary Material Table 3 presents the simulation results under a
larger sample size of n = 2,000, where the patterns are qualitatively similar.

Finally, we include an additional set of simulations in Section 14.2 in the Supplemen-
tary Material where the principal ignorability is violated but the correct model for m} (X)
remains linear. Table 2 summarizes the results and demonstrates that the method in
Luo et al. (2023) is unbiased under correct model specification, whereas the proposed dou-
bly robust estimator is subject to bias due to violation of principal ignorability. In addition,
Table 2 further shows that our proposed sensitivity method can effectively correct the bias
due to violation of principal ignorability, restoring the validity of causal inference with
minimal bias and nominal coverage. Interestingly, the proposed bias-corrected estimator
based on the efficient influence function appears to substantially improve the efficiency over
the estimator in Luo et al. (2023) for estimating all causal estimands regardless of sample

size configurations.

16



Table 1: Bias, Monte Carlo standard deviations (‘MCSD’), average empirical standard
errors (‘AESE’) based on robust sandwich variance estimators, and empirical coverage
(‘CP’) using AESE for all possible contrasts A,(z, z'), based on the principal score weighting
estimator (‘PSW’), outcome regression estimator (‘OR’), doubly robust estimators (‘DR’),
and estimator in Luo et al. (2023) (‘Luo’) when the sample size is 500. For the column of ps
(or om), we set v and X to indicate the correct and incorrect specification of the principal
score model (or outcome regression), respectively. The symbol “\” indicates that the
principal score weighting estimator and the outcome regression estimator are independent

of the outcome mean model and the principal score model, respectively.

BIAS CP MCSD AESE

g z 2 ps om PSW OR DR Luvo PSW OR DR Luwo PSW OR DR Luw PSW OR DR Luo
2 23 v v 005 001 001 0.04 973 96.8 96.8 97.2 091 0.37 0.28 029 1.04 0.37 0.29 0.50
voX \ —0.36  0.00 —0.48 \ 76.9 96.0 78.4 \ 0.28 0.35 041 \ 0.30 0.37 0.50

x v 042 \ 002 —032 970 \ 951 511 082 \ 029 016 077 \ 029 0.9

X ox\ \ =037 —037 \ \ 746 785 \ \ 029 028 \ \ 029 035
312 v v 003 —001 000 002 981 929 936 949 079 025 024 025 125 024 024 0.25
Vv x \ =055 000 -041 \ 796 948 889 \ 054 037 059 \ 052 038 0.58

x v 064 \ 000 024 932 \ 936 85 091 \ 025 022 095 \ 024 024

X ox o \ \ =057 —055 \ \ 789 8.0 \ \ 052 054 \ \ 052 053

1 3 v v 003 —001 —001 004 984 940 933 956 071 034 033 033 122 034 032 034
Vv x \ =035 001 -038 \ 8.4 942 865 \ 048 040 051 \ 047 039 0.50

x v 041 \ 000 050 949 \ 945 436 079 \ 033 023 082 \ 032 024
xox o\ \ =036 —037 \ \ 8.6 8.0 \ \ 046 049 \  \ 047 048

2 3 v v 00l 000 000 —001 981 944 947 954 076 022 021 021 1.02 021 021 022
Vv x \ 019 —001 007 \ 904 960 942 \ 028 028 042 \ 028 029 0.41

x v 022 \ 00l 025 954 \ 944 664 077 \ 021 016 079 \ 021 016
\ \ 020 020 \ \ 83 913 \ \ 028 028 \ \ 028 029

X
X
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Table 2: Bias, Monte Carlo standard deviations (‘MCSD’), average empirical standard er-
rors (‘AESE’) based on robust sandwich variance estimators, and empirical coverage (‘CP’)
using AESE for all possible contrasts Ay(z, z'), based on the principal score weighting es-
timator (‘PSW’), principal score weighting estimator with bias-correction (‘PSW-BC’),
outcome regression estimator (‘OR’), outcome regression estimator with bias-correction
(‘OR-BC’), doubly robust estimator (‘DR’), doubly robust estimator with bias-correction
(‘DR-BC’), and estimator in Luo et al. (2023) (‘Luo’) when the principal ignorability does
not hold and both models are correctly specified. The bias-correction for principal ignora-

bility is according to our sensitivity analysis.

BIAS CP
n g z Z PSW PSW-BC OR OR-BC DR DR-BC Luo PSW PSW-BC OR OR-BC DR DR-BC Luo
500 2 2 3  0.03 -0.06 0.08 0.02  0.09 0.01 0.01 952 94.8 95.0 976 941 942  96.6
3 1 2 -045 -0.10 -0.43 -0.03 -0.43 -0.03 -0.08 91.0 94.6 458 956 409 945 959
3 -0.36 -0.06 -0.32 -0.02 -0.32 -0.01 -0.02 93.6 94.8 785 955 753 951  96.8
2 3 0.06 0.00 0.11 0.01  0.11 0.01 0.07 954 95.2 90.5 951 894  96.6  96.9
2000 2 2 3  0.09 -0.02  0.10 0.00  0.10 0.00 0.06 94.7 95.2 89.0 949 8.7 949 981
3 1 2 -043 -0.02 -0.43 -0.01 -0.43 -0.01  0.02 80.5 95.6 0.7 95.3 0.4 95.5  97.7
3 -0.36 -0.01 -0.34 -0.01 -0.33 0.00 0.04 842 95.7 336 948 271 956 989
2 3 0.08 0.01  0.09 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.03 948 95.6 816 954 79.7 949  98.1

MCSD AESE

n g z Z PSW PSW-BC OR OR-BC DR DR-BC Luo PSW PSW-BC OR OR-BC DR DR-BC Luo

500 2 2 3 0.86 093 0.35 0.44 0.24 0.25 090 0.96 1.01 035 042 024 025 1.20
3 1 2 078 0.79 0.21 0.21  0.20 020 059 0.83 0.79 020 0.21 0.19 020 0.53

3 0.82 0.75 0.28 0.29 0.25 0.27 0.55 0.82 0.77 029 029 026 026 0.68

2 3 078 0.73 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.81 0.78 0.73 019 018 018 0.21 0.83

2000 2 2 3 037 0.41 0.15 0.16 0.12 0.12 048 0.38 0.42 0.16 0.16 0.11 0.12  0.63
3 1 2 039 0.37 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.10 027 0.40 0.37 0.10 0.10 010 0.10 0.35

3 039 037 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.13 026 0.39 0.37 0.14 014 013 013 0.37

2 3 039 0.36  0.09 0.09  0.09 0.08 0.38 0.37 0.35 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 049
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6 Data application

We apply the proposed methods to an animal antimony trioxide inhalation study conducted
by the National Toxicology Program (NTP). The two-year antimony trioxide inhalation
study randomized 800 Wistar Han rats and B6C3F1/N mice into four-level (0, 3, 10 or 30
mg/m?) exposure to whole-body inhalation of antimony trioxide (National Toxicology Program,
2017). Since it was a toxicity study, we follow the convention to encode higher exposure
levels into lower treatment values, i.e., Z € {1,2, 3,4} represents the dosages {30, 10, 3,0}
respectively. We consider the logarithmic transformed animal body weight after two years
as the final outcome, which is truncated by death occurred before the end of the study. We
consider four covariates in our analysis including the animal body weight in the first week,
sex of rats or mice, species (i.e., rats or mice), and the interaction between sex and species.
Similar to Luo et al. (2023), domain knowledge about toxicity studies and summary statis-
tics of survival rates do not appear to conflict with the monotonicity assumption. We first
estimate all possible SACE estimands under monotonicity and principal ignorability, but
to focus ideas, only focus on the estimands defined for those who always survive irrespec-
tive of the treatment received, i.e., Ay(z,2’), in the sensitivity analysis. This stratum is
typically of most interest and as this always survivors stratum is also expected to be the

largest stratum.

6.1 Main analysis under monotonicity and principal ignorability

We first estimate the marginal principal score e, based on two approaches: (i) a simple
nonparametric estimator €)° = py_g41—py—g With p, = P,{1(Z = 2)S}/7. and (i) an aug-
mented estimator €2V = py_g11 —py_g with p. = P, {1(Z = 2){S — p.(X)}/7. + D=(X)}.
The estimated marginal principal scores and associated quantile-based 95% confidence in-
tervals using 50,000 times non-parametric bootstrap are provided in Table 3. Of note,
the intervals based on augmented estimators are generally narrower than those based on
simple proportions. Further, assuming principal ignorability, we obtain the point estimates
and corresponding 95% Wald confidence intervals based on the proposed sandwich variance
estimators using weighting, outcome regression, and doubly robust methods from a logis-
tic principal score model and a linear conditional outcome mean model. The results are

summarized in Table 4. First, the principal score weighting estimator has a much wider
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confidence interval than the other two estimators in general, which aligns with results in
our simulation study. Thus, most intervals based on weighting alone fail to exclude the
null, while the other two methods produce narrower intervals that exclude zero. Second,
the point and interval estimates are close when using either the outcome regression or
the doubly robust approach, suggesting that the conditional outcome mean model is likely

adequately specified.

Table 3: Point estimates and associated quantile-based 95% confidence intervals using
50,000 times bootstrap for all marginal principal scores for the NTP data set based on

augmented (‘AUG’) estimators or nonparametric (‘NP’) estimators.

€g el €9 €3 €4
AUG 0.29 (0.22, 0.35) 0.07 (0.00, 0.16) 0.10 (0.01, 0.20) 0.20 (0.10, 0.20) 0.34 (0.28, 0.41)
NP 0.29 (0.18, 0.39) 0.07 (0.00, 0.23) 0.10 (0.00, 0.26) 0.20 (0.06, 0.32) 0.35 (0.27, 0.42)

Table 4: Point estimates and associated Wald 95% confidence intervals based on principal
score weighting (‘PSW?’), outcome regression (‘OW’), and doubly robust estimators (‘DR’)
for estimating all possible SACEs on always survivors (A4(z, 2')) for NTP data set.

g z 2 PSW OR DR
3 4 0.042  (-0.293, 0.377) —0.100 (—0.174, —0.026) —0.096 (—0.151, —0.041)
3 2 3 —-0.039 (-0.255,0.177) —0.058 (—0.119, 0.003) —0.056 (—0.109, —0.003)
4 —0.142 (-0.393,0.109) —0.129 (—0.190, —0.068) —0.130 (—0.183, —0.077)
3 4 -0.103 (-0.334,0.128) —0.071 (—0.122, —0.020) —0.074 (—0.117, —0.031)
4 1 2 —0110 (—0.304,0.084) —0.127 (—0.178, —0.076) —0.125 (—0.176, —0.074)
3 —0.179 (-0.383,0.025) —0.187 (—0.236, —0.138) —0.185 (—0.234, —0.136)
4 —0.242 (—0.463, —0.021) —0.268 (—0.315, —0.221) —0.265 (—0.312, —0.218)
2 3 -0.069 (-0.265,0.127) —0.059 (—0.102, —0.016) —0.060 (—0.103, —0.017)
4 —-0.132 (-0.334,0.070) —0.140 (—0.181, —0.099) —0.140 (—0.181, —0.099)
3 4 —0.063 (—0.273,0.147) —0.081 (—0.118, —0.044) —0.080 (—0.117, —0.043)
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6.2 Sensitivity analysis for principal ignorability

We investigate the sensitivity of the results when principal ignorability is violated. For
simplicity, we assume that §,,(X) = d,, does not depend on X. Recall that the estimation
of p4(2) requires specification of the sensitivity parameters in each row of the following

right matrix

% * 13(2)  pa(2) x % 0o
* pa(3) pa(3) @) [ <= | * 03 dss | (11)
pi(4)  pe(4) ps(4)  pa(4) on1 Os2 Oag

the estimation of u4(1) is unaffected due to the choice of the reference stratum. To focus
ideas, we focus on assessing Ay(z, 2’) for the doubly robust estimator, and further assume
that the sensitivity parameters are independent of the treatment assignment, i.e., d41 = 61,
039 = 040 = 09, and 93 = d33 = d43 = 03; that is, elements in each column of the matrix in
(11) equal. Under this simplification, the total sensitivity parameters become {dy, do, d3}.
We consider 3 Scenarios; for Scenario k € {1,2,3}, we fix §y = 1 and vary the other
two sensitivity parameters between 0.5 and 2. For example, in Scenario 1, we set 6; = 1
and vary 0, and d3 between 0.5 and 2. This corresponds to a setting where the expected
potential body weights of the mice or rats in stratum g = 1 are the same as what would have
been observed in stratum g = 4, whereas the expected potential body weights in strata
g = 2 and g = 3 vary within a biologically plausible range between half and twice the
body weights that would have been observed in stratum g = 4, adjusting for all measured
covariates. Figure 1 presents the sensitivity results under Scenario 1 with 4; = 1 and
{02,05} € [0.5,2]%2. Within the given ranges of d, and 43, the signs of the point estimates
of Ay(1,2), Ay(1,3) and Ay(1,4) are reversed only on a minor proportion of the sensitivity
parameter space, suggesting that our SACE estimates are relatively robust to the violation
of principal ignorability; this is especially so for Ay(2,3), Ay(2,4), Ay(1,4). Similar patterns

are observed in Supplementary Material Figures 2-3 under Scenarios 2 and 3, respectively.

6.3 Sensitivity analysis for monotonicity

We next assess the sensitivity of our conclusions under the departure from the monotonicity
assumption. Without monotonicity, there may exist at most 11 additional principal strata

and we define them with respect to the reference group g = 0 because ey is estimated to be
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Figure 1: The contour plots for the point estimates of SACEs within the stratum g = 4
in NTP study using the doubly robust estimator given equal conditional mean potential
outcomes between the stratum g = 1 and the stratum g = 4, i.e., 6; = 1, and the ratios
of conditional mean potential outcome for the stratum g = 2 or g = 3 with respect to the

stratum g = 4 varying from half to twice, i.e., ds, d3 € [0.50, 2.00].
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the second largest principal stratum. To make the procedure operationalizable, we simplify
by assuming tha all 11 sensitivity parameters are equal, and denote them as p where p > 0
satisfies constraints e, > 0 for Vg € Q based on a{?UG in Table 3. For example, p = 0 implies
that no harmed strata exist, while p > 0 implies the existence of all additional harmed
principal strata by redistributing the members originally in strata ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 4. In
addition, Equations (10) imply that the marginal principal scores for the unharmed strata,
ie., g € {0,1,2,3,4}, converge to {0,0.11,0.14,0.24,0.05} when p — oco. Figure 2 and
Supplementary Material Figures 4-5 show the point estimates with 95% Wald confidence
intervals based on the proposed sandwich variance estimators for all the contrasts within
stratum g = 4 using the doubly robust estimator, principal score weighting estimator,
and outcome regression estimator, respectively, under violation of monotonicity within the
range p € [0,10]. First, the signs and the statistical significance remain unchanged when
varying the sensitivity parameter, except for A4(2,3) under p > 3; this generally shows the
robustness of the final estimates to the non-monotonicity with respect to harmed strata.
Second, the interval estimates widen as the sensitivity parameter p increases; this is because
the uncertainty increases with larger values of p. For instance, the interval estimate for the
expected decrement in body weights of the mice or rats widens from (—0.181, —0.099) to
(—0.350, —0.055) as the proportion of harmed strata increases, if the toxicity level increases
from 0 to 10 mg/m?. Third, the doubly robust estimator and outcome regression estimator
remain more efficient than weighting alone when monotonicity is violated, in alignment with
findings under monotonicity. In Section 8 of the Supplementary Material, we also consider a
more restricted scenario where a similar partial deviation from monotonicity only between
adjacent strata may occur, i.e., only three additional harmed strata, {1011,0101,0010},
may exist. Results are reported in Supplementary Material Figures 6-8 and show that our

methods remain robust to the partial violation between adjacent strata.

7 Discussion

In this article, we addressed the identification and estimation of SACEs in multi-arm ran-
domized trials under truncation by death. We proposed the principal score weighting
estimator and the outcome regression estimator based on simple moment conditions, and

the doubly robust estimator based on the efficient influence function. The doubly robust

23



|
|

ooooo
e - 94 @ *£ o <o = - q
° $ 5 5 5 ° 5 S g 7

Q >
—_— ] =i
—_— + > O
5 B 3
& B 3
n +
2L g 9
= 7 g
— 5 = 8
— ——— = —
—————— — s - — (D)
= === g T
== S £ g
—_— [CDR— o
—_—— o] o X
== = ==— € F
= —_— = o
— = —_— o w0 o
—_— e F — (] — o=
e | — s — Rt o
I g i = € 3
== — g o .
== === == = E < £
—_ == == IS 2 s <
== : ~ 9 =
g )
..... Um S
AAAAAAAA 8 =
Q ~+~
o
]
=
z
N
5

o 2

e — — _— n %
< PR—
o = 5
= = =
= —~ 0 e}
o &) =]
e e | far} o
I — —_— < % =
== === === ? < o =
et == Ee——— = o m 1%
e — —————— [E— | —— — ]
= I—_— = S = %
—— == e F m S 3B
== —F et L.w — ..M
— = = —— = q
e —] — a— [ — — o=
= -
= j=

(¥°2) Aw

=3 S S =3 s 2 © © © © °o o
__________



estimator is consistent if either the principal score model or the outcome mean model is cor-
rectly specified, and is locally efficient under correct specifications of both models. We also
proposed the sandwich variance estimators for each estimator when the nuisance models
are estimated by parametric regression. As the proposed estimators depend on the princi-
pal ignorability and monotonicity assumptions, we further articulated a sensitivity function
approach to address violation of each assumption, and operationalized our methods in a
four-arm toxicity study.

In the context of multi-arm trials, our method can be considered as a strong alter-
native to an existing approach by Luo et al. (2023). First, when principal ignorability
holds, our doubly robust approach is more robust to working model misspecification, and
in comparable scenarios, the estimator by Luo et al. (2023) was inconsistent if either the
principal score or the outcome model is misspecified. Through simulations, we find that
our doubly robust estimator is at least as efficient as their estimator in most cases when
the specifications of two models are both correct. Second, we provided a computation-
ally efficient sandwich variance estimator that may be more scalable to larger data sets
compared to their computationally intensive bootstrap variance calculation. Third, our
sensitivity analysis is more complete compared to Luo et al. (2023) by at least allowing for
more general departure from the monotonicity assumption. In simulation studies under
violation of principal ignorability, we also demonstrate that our bias-corrected estimator
for SACEs have comparable bias to the Luo et al. (2023) estimator, but can significantly
improve the efficiency.

There are several directions for future research. First, our methods can be expanded
to accommodate multi-treatment observational studies with ignorable treatment assign-
ment (Li and Li, 2019). In that case, one would need to additionally estimate the gener-
alized propensity score for the unknown treatment assignment mechanism and arrive at
a multiply robust estimator for SACEs. Second, more flexible modeling strategies, such
as data-adaptive machine learning methods, may have an advantage for estimating the
principal score and conditional outcome functions, especially if baseline covariates are high-
dimensional or include several continuous components. Because flexible modeling strategies
often converge to the true model at a rate slower than /n, they are best combined with
our doubly robust estimators to arrive at a double machine learning estimator; see, for ex-

ample, the developments in Chernozhukov et al. (2018) for general theory, and Jiang et al.
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(2022) and Cheng and Li (2023) for machine-learning based principal stratification with a
binary treatment. It would be useful to explore this development in the multiple treatments

setting in future work.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

8 Summary

This supplementary material is organized as follows. Section 9 formally states the bal-

ancing properties of principal scores. Section 10 provides the proof of the main results
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under monotonicity and principal ignorability. Sections 11 and 12 prove the results when
principal ignorability and monotonicity are violated, respectively. Section 13 shows the
connections and differences between our methods and the methods in Luo et al. (2023),
and provides details on implementation of their methods in our simulation study. Section
14 contains an additional simulation studies under departure from principal ignorability
assumption. Section 15 includes an additional sensitivity study for the partial deviation
from monotonicity between adjacent strata. We attach Supplementary Material tables and

figures in Section 16.

9 Balancing properties of principal scores

The below proposition characterizes a class of balancing properties motivated by the iden-

tification formulas in the main manuscript.

Proposition 1. Under randomization but without Assumptions 1-2, for ¥z € J and ar-
bitrary vector-valued random functions of covariates, h(X), we have that

1Z=J—-g+1)S/mj_g1 —1(Z=J— g)S/ﬂ'J_gh(X>} _
Pi—g+1 — PJ—g

E{w.,(X)WX)|Z =28 =1} = E{

p{Pean e}

Furthermore, if Assumption 1 holds, they also equal to
E{nX)|G =g},
provided E{h(X)|G = g} < 0.

The proof is given in Section 10. Proposition 1 is a direct generalization of balanc-
ing properties in Jiang et al. (2022) (see Supplementary Material S1) to multiple treat-
ments and it is parallel to the classic covariates balancing property of propensity score in
Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983). Proposition 1 says that the principal-score-weighted func-
tions of covariates are balanced in expectation across each treatment arm even without
monotonicity and PI, and this weighted expectation can be further characterized by its

conditional mean within the stratum ¢ if monotonicity holds.
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10 Proof of the main results under monotonicity and

principal ignorability

10.1 Proof of the identification formulas for principal scores

According to Table 6, the observed stratum S = 1|Z = z is a mixture of latent strata
G =J—z+1,...,J, which shows that the event S = 1|Z = z is a union of events
U JG = g|Z = z. As a result,

J J
p(X)=Pr(S=1Z=2X)= > Pr(G=yglZ=2X)= Y Pr(G=gX),
g=J—2z+1 g=J—z+1

(12)
where the last equality is due to randomization. Noting that the system of Equations in
(12) is linear, solving (12) by Gaussian eliminations yields the characterizations of principal

scores with respect to estimable quantity p,(X) in Equation (2) in the main manuscript.

10.2 Proof of the identification formulas for p,(2) using principal

score weighting and outcome regression

Our proof relies on the following 4 lemmas.

Lemma 1 (Importance Sampling). Assume X ~ fx and Y ~ fy are random variables
(possibly random vectors) with Px < Py. Then for arbitrary scalar function h such that

E{h(X)} < o,
fx(Y)
H(Y)

Proof. We assume the underlying probability measures for X,Y are both dominated by

E{h(X)} = E{ h(Y)} .

the Lebesgue measure P. Then

fx(y) fx(Y)
fr(v) fr(Y)

where fx(y)/fy(y) is well-defined on the support of X because Py < Py. O

B0} = [ b fx@ar = [ 1 g ap - b { h(Y)} ,

Lemma 2. For g € {0,...,J} and arbitrary vector-valued function h,

pJ—g+1(X) — pJ—g(X)
Pi—g+1 — PJ—g

E{h(X)|G =g} =E {@h(){)} —F {

g

h(X)} .
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Proof. By Bayes’ theorem, we have that

o, = PG =g X) fx _ eg(X) ,
X|G=g — PI‘(G _ g) - e X

where fx|q—, is the conditional density of covariates given stratum G = g and fx is the
marginal density of covariates. Applying Lemma 1 and Equation (2) in the main manuscript

completes the proof. O

Lemma 3. ForVz € J and arbitrary vector-valued function h,

SUZ=2) h(X)}.

Tz

B(p.(X) x 1(X)} = £ {
Proof. By the law of total expectation (LOTE) and randomization,

E {w X h(X)} = E{Pr(S=1,7 = 2|X)h(X)/m.} = E{p.(X) x h(X)}.

7TZ
U
Lemma 4. For arbitrary vector-valued function h,
S1Z=J—-g+1) S1Z=J-g h(X
B(x)IG = g = £ { (X ISR it
TJ—g+1 Tj—g Pi—g+1 = PJi—yg
Proof. 1t follows from Lemma 2 and Lemma 3. O
For z € J, we define U, = {J — z+1,...,J}. Then we have
po(2) = E{Y (2)|G = g} = E{E{Y (2)|G' = ¢, X}|G = g} (by LOTE)
= F{E{Y(2)|G € U,,X}|G =g} (by principal ignorability)
= F{E{Y|Z =2,G € U,,X}|G =g} (by randomization and SUTVA)
= E{m.(X)|G =g} (Table 6)
_ X) —pj_q(X
:E{p‘] g1(X) = Py )mZ(X)} (by Lemma 2). (13)
Pi—g+1 —PJ—g

Then, we apply Lemma 4 to the previous equation leading to identification formula (4)
in main manuscript. Next, we show the identification formulas using the principal score

weighting. By LOTE, we induce that

B{S1(Z = 2)Y|X} = B{E{S1(Z = 2)Y|S1(Z = =), X}|X}
— E{Pr(S = 1,7 = 2| X)E{Y|Z = 2,5 = 1, X}|X}
= pz(X)ﬂ-zmz(X) (14)
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By LOTE and randomization, one obtains

FB{w,,(X)Y|Z = 2,8 = 1} = E{m§;¢H gz()j? z)yi
_ - g+1 DPi—g = |
z}j{ X)) 51z - >YYX}3}
a p- g+1_'pJ g p=(X)
E{pJ ?Jl — ij Z(X mZ(X)} (by Equation (14)).

(15)

This concludes the identification formula for the principal score weighting approach.

10.3 Proof of Proposition 1

It follows from the proof of identification formulas given in Section 10.2 by replacing Y

with h(X) provided E {h(X)|G = g} < oc.

10.4 Proof of Theorem 1

Our proof is based on Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 in Tsiatis (2006). According to the
identification formulas, we can derive the efficient influence function (EIF) based on the
joint density of observed data vector V. We derive EIF in the non-parametric sense, i.e.,
we impose no restrictions on the joint density of observed vector V. Denote f(V) as the

joint density function of V. Consider the following factorization
V) = fX)f(ZIX) [ (512, X) f(Y]S, Z,X).

By Theorem 4.4 and Theorem 4.5 in Tsiatis (2006), the tangent space F is the entire
Hilbert space H, i.e., the collection of all 1 dimensional random functions of V with mean

zero and finite variance, and furthermore,

F=F & F & F3E Fy,
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where {F1, Fs, F3, F4} are mutually orthogonal with

F1=1{h(X) e #: E{M(X)}) = 0},

Fo = {h(Z,X) € H : E{h(Z,X)}|X) = 0},
Fs={h(S,2,X) € H: E{M(S, Z,X)|Z,X}) = 0},
Fi={h(V) € H: E{h(V)|S, Z,X}) = 0}.

Consider an arbitrary parametric sub-model with Euclidean parameters @ and the density
fo(V). Assume fp(V) attains the truth at @ = 0y and we write fp, = f and Ey, = E for

ease of notation. Consider the following orthogonal decomposition of the score vector
S(V)=5(X)+S(Z|X)+ S(5Z,X) + S(Y|S, Z,X),
where

S(V) = 0logfe(V)/00|o=g,, S(Y|S,Z,X) = dlogfe(Y|S, Z,X)/06|o=s,,
S(Z|X) = dlogfe(Z|X)/08]e=g,, S(X) = logfe(X)/00]o—a,-

We define 3(0) = ,uée)(z) as the value of p,(2) in the sub-model and the truth p,(z) =
$(6y) = . By Theorem 3.2 in Tsiatis (2006), the influence function ¥,,(V) € H for the
sub-model can be characterized by

95(6)

E{0.,(V)S(V)} = “0

lo=6, - (16)

Hereafter, we shall use 3 (0)|g=g, to denote ag—(;)|9290 and apply it to all pathwise partial
derivatives with respect to 6. Kennedy (2023) showed that there is at most one solution
to the differential equation (16) under M,,,. By Theorem 4.3 in Tsiatis (2006), the EIF is
indeed VU,,(V) because the tangent space is the entire Hilbert space. As a result, EIF is
given by the solution to Equation (16). By Equation (15), 8 = N x D! with

N = B{(pr-g1(X) = psg(XDmo(X)}, D =pygir —pry.

Let U (V) and ¥p(V) be the influence function of N and D, respectively. By Kennedy
(2023) or Lemma S2 in the Supplementary Material of Jiang et al. (2022), if both ¥y (V)

and Up (V) are known, the influence function of p,(z) can be explicitly given by

Wy (V) = SN (V) ~ o

D \IID(V)>
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where E{Ux(V)S(V)} = Nglg—g, and E{U(V)S(V)} = Dglo—g,. This is called the
quotient rule for influence function operator (similar to the quotient rule for calculus).
Therefore, U,,(V) is obtained once we know Uy (V) and ¥(V). Below, we present three

lemmas to facilitate our proof.

Lemma 5. Suppose F(Y,S,X) is any integrable random function of (Y,S,X). Define
L Fv,s.x).0(X) = Eg[F(Y, S,X)|Z = z,X}. Then, we have that

fiz,r(v,9.%),0(X)|0=0, = E{(Vr(v,5x),: — l=Fv,s,x)(X))S(Y, S| Z, X)X},

where Mz,F(Y,S,X)(X) = ,Uz,F(Y,s,X),eo(X)-

Proof. We define S(Y,S|Z = 2,X) = 0logfy,sz=-x,0/00|9—a, as the score vector with
respect to conditional density fy,sz—.x evaluated at the truth, and hereafter, we will use

similar notations with respect to other conditional densities. Then,

foz, 7 (v,5,%),0(X)0=0, = E{F(Y,8,X)S(Y,8|Z = 2,X)|Z = 2, X}
= B{F(Y,5,X) — ptorovisx)(X))S(Y, S|Z = 2,X)|Z = 2, X}

— B { L(Z = 2){FY, 5, X) = pzpvis ) (X)) }
Pr(Z = z|X)

= E{{Yrv,5,x),> — M= rv,sx)(X)}S(Y, S|Z, X)|X},

S(Y, S|Z, X)|X}

where the second equality holds because the score function has mean zero, the third equality
follows from the LOTE, and the last equality follows from the definition of ¥ pyv,sx) .-
O

Lemma 6. Suppose F(Y,S,X) is any integrable random function in (Y,S,X). Define
ez r(v,5.x),0 = Bolitz rv,sx)0(X)}. Then

foz,F(v,8,%),010=00 = E{(Vrrv,s.x),: — =, r(v,5x))S (V) },

where Mz F(Y,8,X) = Mz F(Y,5,X),00 and wF(Y,S,X),z — Uz F(Y,5,X) € H.

Proof. Note

E{(Yr,5x),: = tzrvsx)(X)S(Z, X)} = E{(E{Vrv,5.x).:|Z, X} = ptz,rv,5.x)(X))S(Z, X) }
=0, (17)

32



where the first equality follows by LOTE and the second equality follows by the definition

of Yp(v,sx),.- Then, we have that

[tz p(v,5.x).0l0=00 = E{itz,r(v,5,x)(X)S(V)} + E{fi2,r(v,5.%),6(X)]6=6, }
= E{pt-.rv,sx)(X)S(V)} + E{(Yrr.s5.x).: — H=rv.sx)(X))S(Y, S|Z, X)}
= F{Yry,sx),:5(V)} (Equation (17))
= E{(Vry,5x).: — Hzp(v,5.%))S (V)

where the first equality follows by the chain rule, the second equality follows by Lemma 5,
the third equality follows by Equation (17), the last equality holds because E{S(V)} = 0.
Moreover, E{¢p(v,sx),-} = Hzr(v,sx) implies that Ypry,sx). — iz prv,sx) € H. This
completes the proof. O

Lemma 7.

Q/)YS,Z - mz(X)wS,z
p-(X)

Proof. Note m,(X) can be written as a ratio:

1m..0(X)|o=g, = E{ S(YlS, Z, X)\X}

mx) - OS2 =2 X} N
A= p.(X) - D

By Lemma 5,

Né|9=90 = E{(¢YS,Z - D/mz(X))S(K S‘Zv X)‘X},
pz,O(X)‘0:0O = E{(ws,z - pz(X))S(K S‘Zv X)‘X}

Combining this with the quotient rule of influence function implies that

wYS,z - mz(X)wS,z
p=(X)

it-oX)lo-a, = £ { (1,12, 0/ .
We then conclude the proof by observing
E{($ys—m (X))s(12, X)X} = E{E{tbys,.—m.(X)ibs.]S, Z, X}S(S|2, X)X} = 0.
U
We now begin the proof of EIF. Specifically, Lemma 6 implies that

Di—golo=6, = E{(Vs.—g —P1-g)S(V)}, Di—gr10l6=00 = E{(Vs,7-g+1 — Pi—g+1)S(V)},

33



which concludes
Up(V) = (Vg 1-g+1 — Vs,5-¢) — D.

By the chain rule, we further obtain

Nolo—g, =E{(ps—g+1(X) — ps_g(X))m.(X)S(X)} (18)
+ E{(P1-g+1.6(X)|o=0, — D1—g.0(X)|0=8,)m(X)} (19)
+ E{(pr-g+1(X) = ps—¢(X))1i12,0(X)|0=6, }- (20)

Because E{NS(X)} = 0, we conclude that
(18) = E{[(ps—g+1(X) = py—g(X))m.(X) = N]S(X)}.
In addition, by Lemma 5 and observing that E{(¢s. — p.(X))S(Y|Z,S,X)|X} = 0, we
can show that
Pz0(X)lo=0, = E{(vs,- — p-(X))S(S]Z, X)X} (21)

This further indicates that

(19) = E{[Ys.1-g+1 — Y575 — (p1-g1(X) = ps—g(X))}m(X)S (5] 2. X)}.

Moreover, Lemma 7 suggests that

(20)=FE {(PJ—g+1(X) — pJ_g(X))wYS’Z = m=(X)s..

p=(X)

S(Y|S, Z, X)} :
It is straightforward to verify that

(Pr—g+1(X) = py—g(X))m.(X) = N € Fu,

[Vs,.1-g+1 — Vs.7—g — (Pr-g+1(X) = ps—g(X))Im.(X) € F3,

(Pr—g+1(X) — pJ_g(X))¢YS’Z ;ZT;{()XW&Z

Because {Fi, ..., F4} are mutually orthogonal, we conclude that

€ Fu.

Nolo-o, =E { { (Pr—g1(X) = pr—g(X))m=(X) = N + [V5.7-g11 = V55— = (Pr—g11(X) = p1—4(X))m=(X)

+ (pygir (X) — pJ_g(X))wys,z ;:E;()X)Qﬂsz }S(V)},

which implies that the EIF of NV is

X)—p;_ (X _ X)) —p;_ (X
pz)(X)pJ N (X {ws""g“ ~ sy = g+l(pz)<x)pJ : )ws,z}.

This, together with the quotient rule of influence function, concludes the expression of the

EIF shown in Theorem 1.

\IJN(V) _ pJ—g-l-l(
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10.5 Proof of Theorem 2

We first show the double robustness property of ﬁ?R(z). Consider the ratio representation

(- BYEIG=g)
Mo = BT —g+ 1) - S(J —g)}

Following the standard arguments on doubly robust estimation of average treatment effect
(see, for example, Bang and Robins (2005)), one can show that the denominator of 7iy®(z),
]Pn{QZS7J_g+1 - $S7J_g}, is always consistent to py_g11 —pyj_g = E{S(J—g+1)—=S(J—g)}
because the propensity score 7, is known and free of misspecification in randomized control
trials. Next, we show consistency of the numerator of )% (z), P, {E.,(V)}, with £,(V)
defined as

S1(Z = z)

m (Y —m.(X;7.))+m.(X; a\/z)({p\S,J—g+1_1ZS,J—g>a

EZ!](V) = (pJ—g—l—l(X; aJ—g-}-l)_pJ_g(X; aJ_g))

Therefore, Pn{gzg(V)} converges in probability to

S1(Z = z)

E{@J_W(x; Frmyer) = Poo(Xs Bsg)) e

(Y —m(X;7.)) + m(X;7.) (Vs s—g41 — ¥s.7—g) }

By LOTE, we have that

B {<pj_g+1<x; &rogir) — pro(X: &J_g»%a/ (X %))} -

E {<pj_g+1<x; Gy oer) — Dy (X &J_g»]%wm (X %))} L@
E{mz(X7 S/z)wS,J—g—l—l} =k {mz(X; %’z)pJ—g+1(X)} y (23>
E{mz(X7 ;)v/z)wS,J—g} =L {mz(X7 ;)V/z)pJ—g(X)} ) (24)

E{Y (2)1(G = g)} = pg(2) Pr(G = g) = E{(ps—g11(X) = ps—(X))m=(X)}, (25)

where Equation (25) follows from Equation (13). Since p.(X;a.) are uniformly bounded
away from 0 and 1, we conclude from that (22) + (23) 4 (24) = (25) if either the principal
score or the outcome regression is correctly specified. This conclude that Pn{gzg(V)}

converges to E{Y (2)1(G = g)}. Combining the above discussions, we obtain that

ony P&V} EY(xUG=g)} o
g ( ) Pn{$S7J_g+1 - QZS”J_Q} E{S(] —g+ 1) _ S(J — g)} + p(l) ,Ug( )+ p(l)

if either the principal score or the outcome regression is correctly specified. This concludes

the double robustness property.
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Lemma 8. Define ¢ = (a_ ., 0 _ 0,7, )", which contains all nuisance parame-

ters in the principal score models and outcome models to construct ,ﬂfR(z). Also let
¢ = (Q)_gi1,0) g al, 7)) be the true value of (. Assume that expectation and deriva-

tive are exchangeable. If the principal score and the outcome regression are both correctly

0.4 V;N
[rsa) o

specified, then

Proof. 1t follows from Equations (22)-(24). O

Consider a M-estimator fi,(z)" defined by the below estimating equation

P, {&.4(ViTig(2), €} =0, (26)

where E is the convergent value of E . Recall that we use MLE or GEE to obtain E , which
implies that \/ﬁ(f— E) is a tight sequence, i.e., \/H(E— E) = O,(1). By construction, our
doubly robust estimator fip"(z) is defined by the estimating equation

P{&y(ViTig " (2),€)} =0, (27)
where the only difference between (26) and (27) is that the truth and the plug-in estimator
of E are used respectively. Applying the first-order Taylor’s theorem to (27) with respect
to E gives

" ~ 829V;AgDRz,A’ o~
B{E (ViAR(2),0)) = Bafe(V: (). O)) m{ Sl alY } €-3. e3)

where E’ lies between E and E . Similarly, applying the first-order Taylor’s theorem to

Po{&g(V; 1% (2), ¢)} with respect to fig(2)" yields

ZDR(L) AV = 0529(\7;;79(2)*,5) GDR(L) _ 5 ()
Pr{€q(Viiig " (2), €)'} Pn{ Ario(2)) }(Mg (2) = 1g(2)"), (29)

where fiy(2)* lies between i)™ (2) and fig(2)" and P {&.q(V; g(2), ¢)} = 0 by construction.
Combining (28) and (29) gives

0.y ;AgDRz ,A’ ~ ~
(2 (ngg(m}
0€4(Viliy(2)'.0)
B e
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Notice that

0¢:4(V; llg(2)", ) 3§zg(V;ﬁg(Z)*f)} -~

A 7 )

0p(1). Then, based on Lemma 8 and consistency of fiy™*(z) and ¢, we obtain

0=4(V; iR (2), )
Pn{ ;CT - } = 0,(1).

Eventually, /n(fiy"(2) — fig(2)') = 0,(1)Op(1) = 0,(1), which further implies that the
influence functions of fiy™(2) and fiy(2)" are identical. By Equation (3.6) in Tsiatis (2006),

the influence function of M-estimator fi,(2)" is U,,(V), which completes the proof.

10.6 Characterizations of the robust sandwich variance estima-

tors

In this section, we present the remaining robust sandwich variance estimators. We write
out the forms of joint estimating equations and the remaining procedures are the same as

the one given in the main manuscript.

10.6.1 Principal score weighting estimator

PSW _ / T T T 7T T APSW
Define 6 = (pg(2), (), p, 5 gy, @, D1 g11,P5—g) - Then, 6 can be

seen as the solution of the following the joint estimating equations P,{®(V;0"WV)} = 0

with
pJ—g+1(X§ O‘J—g+1). - pJ—g(X§ aJ—g) 1(Z =2)S Y, — Wzﬂg(z)
pz(X7 az) Pi—g+1 — PJ—g
pJ—g+1(X; aJ—g+1)' - pJ—g(X§ 0ﬁJ—g) 1(Z = Z/)S Y, — Wzﬂg(zl)
P (X; ) Pi—g+1 — Di—g
HJ—g+1<Sa Z, X aJ—g+1)
O(V;0™W) = Ky_g(S, Z, X ay_) . (30)
k-(S, 72, X; ;)
"{z’(Sa Z>X7 az’)
SUZ=J—=g+1)/Tj—gr1 = Pi—gi1

SWZ=J=9)/ms—g =Py

Remove the third row in ®(V;0"5W) when J — g+ 1 = z or 2/, and remove the fourth and

last row when g = J.
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10.6.2 Outcome regression estimator

Define 8% = (114(2), 11y (2), 4T ,¥), Ds—g41,Ds—g) |- Then GOF can be viewed as the solu-

tion of the following joint estimating equations P,{®(V;8°%)} = 0 with

{51(2 =J-g+1l) SLZ=J-y) } 12 (X3 72) — (Dygir — Da—g )it (2)
7TJ—g+1 ﬂ-J_g
{51(2 =J-g+1) SLZ=J-y) } Mo (s 7ar) — (Dr—gi1 — Prg)ite(2)
7TJ—g+1 ﬂ-J_g
O(V; 6°%) = m(Vi7.)
Tz’(V;72’>
S1Z=J—g+1)/mj_gi1 —Di—g+1

SV Z=J—g)/mj_g—Diyg
(31)

Remove the last row in ®(V;0°%) when g = J.

11 Proof of the results without principal ignorability

11.1 Proof of the identification formulas

Observe that

m.(X)= > E{Y|Z=28=1G=3X}Pr(G=3Z=25=1X) (LOTE)
g>J+1—2
= Z E{Y(2)|G=9,X}Pr(G=9g|Z=25=1,X) (SUTVA and monotonicity)
g>J+1—2

) o Pr(G=7,7=2X)
= 2 BVGIC=1X 55— g%

g>J+1-z2

= Z E{Y(2)|G =17, X}Pfféi)::g‘f‘?() (SUTVA and randomization)
g>J+1—z

= Z E{Y(2)|G =7, X}Z 5(X) X (LOTE and monotonicity)
G>J+1-—2 g>J+1—2 €9’

= {Qy(X)} T E{Y (2)|G = ¢, X},

which implies py(2) = E{E{Y (2)|G = ¢,X}|G = g} = E{Q,(X)m.(X)|G = g}. We

conclude from the proof in Section 10.2.
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11.2 Derivation of the EIF

We inherit all the preliminaries in the proof of Theorem 1 in Section 10.4. We first show

the following lemma.

Lemma 9. We have that
Qgolo—o, = E{n:,(V)S(S]Z,X)|X},

where

Q,
Mzg (V) -

(X)g,. Qig(X) gori1-z 0:5(X) (Vs 7541 — ¥s.1-3)
(X 02(X)p.(X) '

)
Proof. Define N = 0,,(X)p,(X) and D = N/Q,,(X). By Equation (21), we conclude that

3

No(X)lo—a, = B{6.5(X)(0s.- — p-(X))5(512, X)X }.

Similarly, one can show

Do(X)lo-0, = & Y 0 (X (Ws-ge1 = ¥s-g) = Pr-1(X) = ps-5(X))}| S(5]Z, X)X

g>J+1—z

We then conclude Q.4 glg—0, = E{n.,(V)S(S|Z,X)|X} based on the quotient rule of influ-

ence function. O

By the identification formula without principal ignorability, we have y,(z) = N*1/DPL
where N*1 = E {(py_z11(X) = py—g(X))Q.(X)m.(X)} and D" =p;_y41 — pj_y. For the

denominator D!, we have already showed that
UH(V)=VUp(V) = (gs—gs1 — ths,—g) — D,

because D = DFL. 1t is left to derive the EIF of the numerator N*1, denoted by WX(V).

By the chain rule,

N o=0, =E{(Pr-g+1(X) = ps—g(X))2:g(X)m.(X)S(X)} (32)
+ E{(Ds—g+1.0(X)lo=0, — Ps—g,0(X))]0=0, 24 (X)m(X)} (33)
+ E{(ps—g+1(X) = ps—g(X))22g.0(X) l9=0,m-(X) } (34)
+ E{(ps-g+1(X) = ps—g(X)) 2o (X)r11-,6(X)0=0, } - (35)
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Because E{NS(X)} =0, (32) can be mean-centered as
E{l(ps-g+1(X) = pr—g(X)) Q224 (X)m(X) — N|S(X)}.
Similar to the proof of Theorem 1, (33) and (35) can be written as

E{(¢s.7-g+1 = V50— = Pr—g+1(X) + ps—g(X)) 224 (X)m=(X)5(5]Z, X) },

L {(pJ—g—l—l(X) — pJ_g(X>>¢YS’Z ;ZT;(()X)TPS,Z

QZQ(X)S(Y‘S7 Z7 X)} )
respectively. By Lemma 9, (34) reduces to

E{ng(V)(py—gi1(X) = py—g(X))m.(X)S(S]Z,X)}.
Moreover, it is straightforward to verify that

(Pr—g+1(X) = py—g(X)) 2y (X)m(X) — N € F1,
(¢S,J—g+1 - ws,J—g - pJ—g+1(X) +PJ—g(X))ng(X)mz(X) € Fs,
N2g(V)(Pr—g+1(X) — ps—g(X))m.(X) € F3,

(pJ—g+1(X) — pJ_g(X))¢YSvZ — mZ(X)w&z

QZQ(X) c ]:4,

p=(X)
which implies that
VEV) = (2112 () = 1oy (X)) N (o = 0-9) 2 (KO, (X)

g u11—2 0:5(X) (Vs 7-g+1 — Vs,.1-3)

We then conclude the proof by the quotient rule of influence function.

= (Pr-g+1(X) = pr—g(X))m(X) 2, (X)

11.3 Proof of the robustness and efficiency properties

We first show that ﬁgBC‘PI(z) is singly robust, i.e., it is consistent when the principal score
model is correctly specified. The proof in Section 11.1 implies

(2) = E{y(X)m.(X)1(G = g)} _ E{y(X)m.(X)ey(X)}
Ho = Pr(G = g) &g ’

where the last equality is due to the LOTE. It is clear that ]P)n{’l//i\ Jogtl — @E J—g} converges

in probability to e, as shown in Section 10.5. It is left to show that Pn{épl} converges in
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probability to E{.,(X)m.(X)e,(X)}. By construction, P,{E""} converges in probability
to
B 02g(X)(Pr—gt1(X; 0y_gi1) — Pi—g(X; 0ty—y))
S g1z Oz X Ps—g1 (X @ _gi1) — po—g (X; 0sgr)}
(X o )m, (X, ) 0 X) - (X
mz(X)pz(X)—p( Jm( 7)2 s 7t1—z Oz (X7 gr41(X) ]ij +(X)} .
Zg'ZJ+1—z Ozg (X){Ps—g11(X; aJ_g,H) —pig(Xs0_g)}

529(X)p2(X; &Z)mz (X7 ﬁz)(pJ—g—l—l(X) - pJ—g(X))
Zg'zJJrl—z O (XN Py 1(Xsay—gi1) —py—g (Xsay_g)} |

X

If the principal score model is correctly specified so that p,(X, a,) = p.(X), this can be

simplified to

5741z 02 (XNHPs—g41(X) = s (X)}

(
5zg(X)Pz(X)mz(X' Y2) (Pr—g+1(X) — pr—y(X))
> g'>J+1— .0 ( Hps- g+1(X) _pJ—g’(X)}

— B 529(X)pz(X)(PJ g+1(X) = py_y(X))m.(X)
> g5tz 0 g (XH{pr—g+1(X) = ps—g(X)}

= E{Q.(X)m.(X)ey,(X)}.

i {2 529(X)pz<X)(pJ 1K) =pryX) e X (XA

This concludes that 7,7 (z) converges to ji,(z) if the principal score model is correctly
specified, regardless of wether the outcome model is correctly specified or not. The proof
of the semiparametric efficiency in Theorem 2 applies as long as Lemma 8 holds with

= WL (ps—g+1—Ds—g). One can check the validity of Lemma 8 similarly. Then iy (2)

achleves the semiparametric variance lower bound when both models are correctly specified.
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12 Proof of the results without monotonicity

12.1 Identification formulas for the principal score without mono-

tonicity when r > 0

The observed stratum S = 1|Z = z is a mixture of G,;, which indicates

p(X)= > Pr(G=glZ=2X)+ Y Pr(G=g|Z=2X)

g=J—z+1 g€G21\Q

J

J

= Z Pr(G=¢g|X)+<{1+ Z p3(X) ¢ Pr(G =r|X) (Randomization).
J—z+1, g#r 9€9:1\Q

g=

By Gaussian elimination, one can easily solve the above system of equations (for z € J)

to obtain the identification formulas for the principal score in (10) of the main manuscript.

12.2 Identification formulas for the principal score without mono-
tonicity when r =0

We provide an additional set of identification formulas for the principal score if the mono-
tonicity is violated and r = 0 is chosen as the reference group (Section 4.2 in the main

manuscript):

eo(X) = pi+1(X) — ps(X)

q7+1(X) ’
eg(X) = pr—gr1(X) — ps—y(X) — qj_gJFlii)l(_}SJ_g(X) {ps(X) —ps;X)}, g€ T,
eg(X) = qu %2) {pr1(X) —ps(X)}, g€ G\Q. (36)

12.3 Proof of the identification formulas

We prove the identification formulas using principal score weighting and outcome regression

under violation of monotonicity. For all g € G.;, we have that

E{Y(2)|G = ¢, X} = E{Y(2)|G € G.1, X} (by Assumption 3)
=F{Y(2)|S=1,Z =2X} =m,(X) (by randomization),
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which implies

E{Y(2)|G = g} = B{E{Y(2)|G = ¢.X}|G = ¢} (due to LOTE)
= E{m.(X)|G = g}

—F {69(X) mZ(X)} (by Lemma 2). (37)

€g

The identification formula using outcome regression follows from Lemma 3 and Equation

(37). By LOTE, we further have

Efw.,(X)Y|S=1,7 =2} — E{QQ(X) SUZ = Z>Y}

et miOns = 12 = o)
- { €g p(X)m, }
B { 692() mZ(X)} ,

which shows the identification formula using the principal score weighting.

12.4 Derivation of the EIF

We inherit all the preliminaries in the proof of Theorem 1 in Section 10.4. By Equation

(37) MO

pg(2) = MO
where NMO = F{e,(X)m,(X)}, DMO = E{e,(X)}. The identification formulas for the
principal score without monotonicity imply that e,(X) is a summation of the building
blocks E{S x h(X)|Z = z,X} (h(X) depends on the sensitivity parameters). By Lemma 6
with F(Y, S, X) = S x h(X), the EIF for each building block is h(X)vs. — E{p.(X)h(X)}

by noting that

[tz 5h(x),0l0=00 = E{(Vsnx),- — E{p-(X)(X)})S(V)}
= E{(h(X)¢s. — E{p.(X)h(X)})S(V)},

which implies the influence function for DM is given by W})j© = o7 — e, by linearity of

expectation. By the chain rule,

No'™lo=0, = E{ey(X)m.(X)S(X)} + E{ég0(X)|o=a,m.(X)} + E{ey(X)rir-0(X) o=, }-
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Because E{NMOS(X)} =0,

E{ey(X)m.(X)S(X)} = E{(ey(X)m.(X) — N¥?)S(X)}.
Furthermore, applying Lemma 5 with F(Y,S,X) =S x h(X) implies that
fiz,51(x),6(X)o=8, = E{(VYsnx),. — p-(X)h(X))S(Y, 5|Z, X)|X}

= E{(h(X)s.. = p(X)W(X))S(Y, 5|Z, X)[X}
= E{(h(X)¢s.: — p=(X)n(X))S5(5]Z, X)X},

where the last equality holds due to the fact that

E{(h(X)tps: — p-(X)h(X))S(Y]S, Z, X)|X} = 0.
Thus,

€g.0(X)o=0, = E{ (g — €4(X))5(5]Z, X)|X}. (38)
One can verify that Lemma 7 still holds without monotonicity, which implies

E{eg(X>mz,0(X)‘0:00} =F<JF eg(X) ¢YS7Z — mz(X)¢s,z
p=(X)

_ 5 {eg(X) Yrs. ;ZT;(()XWS’Z S(Y|S, 7, X)} |

S(Y|S, 7, X)‘X}}

It is straightforward to verify that

eg(X)m.(X) — NMO € 7y,

m.(X) (¢, — €y(X)) € F3,
¢YS,Z - mz(X)wSz
p=(X)

which implies that the influence function for NMO WNO(V) is given by

Q/)YS,Z —my (X)wS,z
p=(X) .

We then conclude the EIF based on the quotient rule of influence function.

€g(X) c f47

TN (V) = g (X)ma(X) = NYO 4+ m. (X) (1 — ¢4(X)) + eg(X)

g

12.5 Double robustness and semiparametric efficiency

The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 2. IP’n{QZ;} always converges in probability

to e, follows from the standard arguments for the doubly robust estimator on estimating

44



average treatment effect of intermediate outcome. It is left to show that the numerator of
ABC-MO() P, {ag(X)suz — )Y — . (X))/5.(X) /7, + mZ(X)J;;}, converges in proba-
bility to E{Y (2)1(G = g)} if either the principal score model or the outcome mean model
is correctly specified. By Equation (37),

E{Y(2)1(G = )} = 1y(2) Pr(G = g) = E{ey(X)m.(X)}. (39)
The probability limit for P, {EQ(X)Sl(Z =2)(Y —m,(X))/p.(X) /7. + m.(X) A;} is given

by

~

6X)S1Z=2) ,, - _ *
P”{ p.(X). (Y = m.(X)) + Z<X>wg}

=k { eg(};ggsé(i: ) (Y —m.(X;7.)) + m.(X; Wz)eg(X)} +0,(1)
- { egg(%g)gi()x) (ma(X) — m.(X; 7)) + ma(X; 'T/Z)eg(X)} +0,(1) (LOTE),

where a is the probability limit for a vector of all the model parameters specified for
estimating e,(X). The double robustness follows from the above immediately. The proof
of semiparametric efficiency when both models are correctly specified follows from the proof

of Theorem 2 because one can verify that Lemma 8 holds with £/ = ¥}Ce,.

13 Connection and comparison with Luo et al. (2023)

Luo et al. (2023) proposed an estimator

_ Pufey(Xi o )mz, (X397,)}

ol2) P, (X))

: (40)

where m? (X;~},) is the parametric working model for m} (X) = E{Y|Z = z,G = g, X}
with unknown parameters v, and e,(X; a}) is the parametric working model for the prin-
cipal score with unknown parameters aj. On the one hand, they propose a parametric
working model for the principal score directly and estimate the unknown parameters using
Expectation-Maximization algorithm, which is a direct generalization of methods used in
Ding and Lu (2016). In contrast, our methods posit parametric working models for p,(X)
and the principal score satisfies e, (X) = pj_y+1(X) —ps_y(X) under monotonicity. On the

other hand, their outcome regression m; (X) is conditional on the latent strata variable
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instead of the observed survival status and the parameters v}, are additionally indexed by

principal stratum value. m} (X) and m.(X) can be connected through

m(X)= > “X) X (41)

J zg
g=J—z+1 Zg’:J—z—l—l eq (X)

Luo et al. (2023) employed the generalized method of moments (GMM) to estimate ~;,
based on Equation (41). Under monotonicity but without principal ignorability, the esti-
mator (40) is valid if two working models, e,(X; ) and m}, (X;v7,), are both correctly
specified. Further assuming principal ignorability, Equation (41) implies m},(X) = m.(X)
and v, =, for Vg > J — 2+ 1.

To facilitate a fair comparison in our simulation studies, we plug-in e, (X) using pj_g41(X)—
p—g(X) and the estimator (40) becomes

2ive(s) = Pn{(pJEH(X; Gyar1) = pa-5(X; &J—g).)ﬁ’big(X;'/r?zg)}
w{Pr—g+1 (X5 @ygi1) — pr—o(Xj@y—g) }

where a;_, and o ;_,1; are estimated using our approaches. In addition, we assume the

Y

implication of principal ignorability, v;, = «. for Vg > J — 2z +1, is known. Indeed, we will
use a slightly modified GMM approach (as compared to Luo et al. (2023)) to estimate 7,
where the total number of estimating equations or unknown parameters is reduced under

principal ignorability.

14 Supplementary Material for the simulation study

14.1 Specification of the outcome mean model m,(X)
We show that the outcome model m,(X) is a linear function of X. By LOTE, we have that
E{Y(2)|S=1,Z =2, X}
=F{E{Y(2)|S=1,Z=2X,G}S=1,Z =2,X}
= ) Pr(G=gX,Z=28=1)E{Y(2)|X,G =g}

g>J—2+1
= Y Pr(G=g|X,Z=2)E{Y(2)|X,G =g} (Monotonicity)
g>J—2z+1
= Z Pr(G =g/ X)E{Y(2)|X,G =g} (Randomization)
g>J—2+1

— B{Y(2)|X,G e U.}.

46



14.2 Data generating process without principal ignorability

We conducted an additional simulation study when the principal ignorability does not hold.
Theoretically, our estimators are expected to be biased due to the violation of principal
ignorability. The data generating process follows our simulation study in Section 5 of
the main manuscript, with the modification that the principal strata variable now follows
Pr(G =g¢9) =0140.1 xg, g =1,2,3, and the potential non-mortality outcome follows
Y(2){X,G =2} ~ N(X14+2X5+2X3+2X,+2,1), Y (2){X, G = 3} ~ N(X1+2Xo+2X5+
2X, +1,1), YB)HX, G € {1,3}} ~ N>, Xi +3,1), YBIHX, G =2} ~ N (O, Xi +
4,1). Under this data generating process, principal ignorability does not hold. However,
logistic regression remains the correct model for p,(X), and linear regressions are still the
correct models for m.(X) and m},(X). We then consider applying our proposed sensitivity
analysis for principal ignorability in Section 4.1 of the main manuscript to correct the bias
due to violation of principal ignorability. By construction, the true sensitivity functions

are given by

1
020(X) =1
2(X) DS ) S G
032(X) =1+

Z?:l Xi+ 3.

15 Additional sensitivity analysis for monotonicity for

the NTP data set

We consider a similar partial deviation from monotonicity only between adjacent strata
(Luo et al., 2023); i.e., only three additional harmed strata, 1011,0101,0010, may exist.
Similarly, we define them with respect to the reference group g = 0 because ¢ is estimated
to be the second largest principal stratum. For ease of representation, we further assume
three sensitivity parameters equal, and denote them as pio11 = po101 = Pooo = p Where p
can only take values in [0,0.526] due to the constraints eqg > 0 for Vg € Q based on é\ﬁUG

in Table 2 of the main manuscript.
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16 Supplementary material tables and figures

We attach supplementary material tables and figures below.

Table 5: Summary of literature on SACEs with multiple treatments. We summarize the
following features: i) applicable to randomized trials or observation studies; ii) number
of treatments; iii) structural causal assumptions; iv) type of outcome; v) with or without

covariates; vi) statistical methods; vii) whether sensitivity analysis is provided.

Literature Elliott et al. (2006) Wang et al. (2017) Luo et al. (2023)
Study design Randomized Randomized Observational & Randomized
Number of treatments Multiple Multiple Multiple
Assumptions Monoconicity Monotonicity Auxiliary & monotonicity
Outcome Continuous Binary Continuous
Covariates With Without With
Methods Mixture model Hypothesis testing Model-based & bounds
Sensitivity analysis No No Partial

References

Bang, H. and J. M. Robins (2005). Doubly robust estimation in missing data and causal
inference models. Biometrics 61(4), 962-973.

Bickel, P. J., C. A. Klaassen, P. J. Bickel, Y. Ritov, J. Klaassen, J. A. Wellner, and
Y. Ritov (1993). Efficient and Adaptive Estimation for Semiparametric Models. New
York: Springer.

Cheng, C., Y. Guo, B. Liu, L. Wruck, F. Li, and F. Li (2023). Multiply robust estimation for

causal survival analysis with treatment noncompliance. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.13443.

Cheng, C. and F. Li (2023). Identification and multiply robust estimation in causal medi-

ation analysis across principal strata. arXiv preprint arXiw:2304.10025.

Chernozhukov, V., D. Chetverikov, M. Demirer, E. Duflo, C. Hansen, W. Newey, and
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Table 6: Correspondence between latent principal strata G = g,g € Q and survivors
conditional on treatment arms, S = 1|Z = 2,z € J, under monotonicity. Y (yes) and N

(no) denote whether the survivors in arm z are a mixture of the principal strata g.

Z=1 Z=2 Z=J-1 Z=1J
G=0 S(1)=0 $(2)=0 S(J—-1)=0 S(J)=0
G=1 S(1)=0 S(2)=0 S(J—1)=0 S(J)=1
G=2 S(1)=0 S(2)=0 S(J—-1)=1 S(J)=1
G=J-1 S(1)=0 S(2)=1 S(J—1)=1 S(J)=1
G=1J S(1)=1 S2)=1 S(J—1)=1 S(J)=1

G=0 G=1 G=J-1 G=1J
S=1Z=1 N N N Y
S=1Z=2 N N Y Y
S=1Z=J-1|N N Y Y
S=1Z2=1J N Y Y Y
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Table 7: Bias, Monte Carlo standard deviations (‘MCSD’), average empirical standard
errors (‘AESE’) based on robust sandwich variance estimators, and empirical coverage
(‘CP’) using AESE for all possible contrasts A,(z, z), based on the principal score weighting
estimator (‘PSW’), outcome regression estimator (‘OR’), doubly robust estimators (‘DR’),
and estimator in Luo et al. (2023) (‘Luo’) when the sample size is 2000. For the column of
ps (or om), we set v' and X to indicate correct and incorrect specification of the principal
score model (or outcome regression), respectively. \ indicates that the principal score
weighting estimator and the outcome regression estimator are independent of the outcome

mean model and the principal score model, respectively.

BIAS Cp MCSD AESE

g z 2 ps om PSW OR DR Luo PSW OR DR Luo PSW OR DR Luo PSW OR DR Luo
2 23 v Vv 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 919 965 957 97.1 043 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.38 0.16 0.13 0.14

v X \ -0.36 0.0l -0.50 \ 286 964 413 \ 014 017 023 \ 014 0.17 023

x v -0.36 \ 000 -0.32 8.2 \ 964 120 035 \ 013 008 035 \  0.13 008

X X \ \ -0.36 -0.36 \ \ 276 270 \ \ 014 014 \ \ 014 0.14
312 v v 000 000 000 002 99.1 953 948 947 038 012 012 013 057 012 012 0.13
v X \ -0.57 001 -0.37 \ 412 953 80.8 \ 026 0.18 031 \ 026 0.18 0.31

x v -0.57 \ -0.01 025 789 \ 951 379 046 \ 012 011 047 \ 012 0.11

X X \ \ -0.57 -0.57 \ \ 402 406 \ \ 026 026 \ \ 026 0.26

13 v v -002 001 001 003 992 955 947 945 035 0.17 016 0.17 055 017 0.16 0.17
v oox \ -0.37  0.00 -0.34 \ 639 953 Tl4 \ 024 019 025 \ 024 019 025

x v -0.36 \ 001 049 8.1 \ 945 090 040 \ 016 011 040 \ 016 0.11

X x \ \ -0.35 -0.37 \ \ 683 661 \ \ 024 024 \ \ 024 024

2 3 v v 00l 000 000 000 982 962 953 951 036 0.10 0.10 010 047 0.0 0.10 0.10
v X \ 020 000 000 \ 69.6 952 944 \ 014 014 023 \ 014 014 0.22

x v 020 \ 000 025 934 \ 933 101 038 \ 010 008 039 \  0.10 0.08

X x \ \ 021 019 \ \69.0 723 \ \ 014 014 \ \ 014 0.14
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Empirical distribution

0.5

density

Figure 3: A comparison between the empirical distribution of the standardized (with respect
to the truth and robust sandwich variance estimate) principal score weighting estimator
(blue curve) and the standard normal distribution (black curve) when the sample size is
small (n = 500) and the principal score model is incorrectly specified. The orange vertical
line indicates the mean of empirical distribution and the red dashed vertical line indicates
the normal CI margins [—1.96, 1.96]. The blue curve is expected to be a mean-shift from the
black curve if the asymptotic normal approximation is accurate. The empirical coverage

probability is the area under the blue curve bounded by two red dashed lines.
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Figure 4: The contour plots for the point estimates of SACEs within the stratum g = 4
in NTP study using the doubly robust estimator given equal conditional mean potential
outcomes between the stratum g = 2 and the stratum g = 4, i.e., do = 1, and the ratios

of conditional mean potential outcome for the stratum g = 1 or g = 3 with respect to the
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stratum g = 4 varying from half to twice, i.e., 41, d3 € [0.50, 2.00].
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Figure 5: The contour plots for the point estimates of SACEs within the stratum g = 4
in NTP study using the doubly robust estimator given equal conditional mean potential
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the stratum ¢g = 4 varying from half to twice, i.e., §;,d, € [0.50,2.00]. In particular,

ABC-PI(1 2) = ADPR(1 2) i.e., the estimates of Ay(1,2) remain the same as those under the

principal ignorability assumption, if d2 3 = d3 = 1, regardless of the values of d; and d,.
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