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Abstract

The heterogeneity of treatment effect lies at the heart of precision medicine. Randomized
controlled trials are gold-standard for treatment effect estimation but are typically underpowered
for heterogeneous effects. While large observational studies have high predictive power but are
often confounded due to lack of randomization of treatment. We show that the observational
study, even subject to hidden confounding, may empower trials in estimating the heterogeneity
of treatment effect using the notion of confounding function. The confounding function summa-
rizes the impact of unmeasured confounders on the difference in the potential outcomes between
the treated and untreated groups accounting for the observed covariates, which is unidentifiable
based only on the observational study. Coupling the randomized trial and observational study,
we show that the heterogeneity of treatment effect and confounding function are nonparametri-
cally identifiable. We then derive the semiparametric efficient scores and the rate-doubly robust
integrative estimators of the heterogeneity of treatment effect and confounding function under
parametric structural models. We clarify the conditions under which the integrative estimator
of the heterogeneity of treatment effect is strictly more efficient than the trial estimator. We

illustrate the integrative estimators via simulation and an application.
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1 Introduction

Randomized controlled trials are the cornerstone of evidence-based medicine for treatment effect
evaluation because randomization of treatment ensures that treatment groups are comparable and
biases are minimized. Recently, there is considerable interest in understanding the heterogeneity of
treatment effect, a critical path toward personalized medicine (Collins and Varmus; 2015). However,
due to eligibility criteria for recruiting patients, the trial sample is often limited in patient diversity,
which renders the trial underpowered to estimate the heterogeneity of treatment effect. On the other
hand, large observational studies are increasingly available for research purposes, such as electronic
health records, claims databases, and disease registries, that have much broader demographic and
diversity compared to trial cohorts. However, they often present challenges such as confounding due
to the lack of randomization.

Existing approaches to harmonize evidence from trial and observational studies include meta-
analysis (Verde and Ohmann; 2015 and joint analysis of the pooled data (Prentice et al.; 2008).
However, these approaches assume no hidden confounders which are unlikely to be true in practice.
As related, |Chen et al.| (2008) proposed an efficient generalized-method-of-moments estimator for re-
gression analysis combining primary and auxiliary samples under missingness at random, analogous
to no unmeasured confounding in our context. The no unmeasured confounding assumption requires
researchers to measure all relevant predictors of treatment and outcome. Yet, it is always possible
that certain important confounders are unavailable in uncontrolled real-world settings. For example,
doctors used patients’ symptoms that are not captured in the medical charts to assign treatments.
Or certain prognostic factors are measured with errors due to technological limitations. Unmeasured
confounding presents a major threat to causal inference from observational studies. Classical ap-
proaches to mitigating bias due to unmeasured confounding include instrumental variables (Angrist
et al.f|1996), negative controls (Kuroki and Pearl;[2014), and sensitivity analysis (Robins et al.;[1999).
In particular, sensitivity analysis is often recommended to assess the robustness of a study conclusion
to no unmeasured confounding. Many authors have implemented sensitivity analysis using the so-
called confounding function (Yang and Lokj 2017; Kasza et al.; 2017)), namely, the difference of the
potential outcome means between the treatment groups given the measured covariates, due to the
unmeasured confounders. Because the observational studies carry no information about confounding
biases due to unmeasured confounders, the confounding function is not identifiable based solely on
the observational studies.

In this paper, we leverage observational studies to improve trial analysis of the heterogeneity



of treatment effect with a vector of known effect modifiers. We focus on the setting where the
transportability of the heterogeneous treatment effect holds from the randomized trial to the treated
observational sample but the observational study may be subject to hidden confounding. Transporta-
bility is a minimal requirement for data integration and has been considered in a wide literature (e.g.,
Stuart et al.f [2011; [Tipton; 2013; Buchanan et al.; 2018} |Dahabreh et al.; 2019). It holds if either
the sample is randomly selected from the population or treatment effect modifiers are fully captured.
Under parametric structural model assumptions, we show that the trial can be leveraged to iden-
tify both the heterogeneity of treatment effect and confounding function, in contrast to sensitivity
analysis.

The identification results motivate a wide class of consistent estimators of the model parameters.
However, naive choices lead to inefficient estimators. To guide constructing efficient estimators and
accelerate the full potential of trial and observational studies, we derive the semiparametric efficient
score combining the two data sources. The theoretical task is challenging because of restrictions on the
parameters of interest induced from the identification assumptions such that existing semiparametric
efficiency theory for data integration (e.g., Chen et al.; 2008) cannot be applied. To overcome
the challenges, we translate the restrictions into the likelihood function by re-parameterization and
follow the geometric approach (e.g., |Bickel et al.; 1993; Tsiatis; 2006) to derive the efficient score.
We then propose an integrative estimator of the heterogeneity of treatment effect and confounding
function, which is rate-doubly robust (Rotnitzky et al.; 2019)) in the sense that the estimator has
a fast root-IV rate of convergence with weaker conditions on nuisance function approximation, e.g.
using flexible semiparametric and nonparametric methods. We clarify the conditions under which the
gain of efficiency is strictly positive by data integration over the trial estimator. A simulation study
shows that the integrative estimator outperforms the trial estimator in two settings with and without
unmeasured confounding in the observational study. We apply the proposed method to estimate the
heterogeneous treatment effect of adjuvant chemotherapy for early stage non-small cell lung cancer
after surgery.

In connection with the existing literature, Yang and Ding| (2020) developed integrative causal anal-
yses of the average treatment effect by calibrating auxiliary information from the validation sample,
namely the trial sample in our context, to the big main sample with unmeasured confounders for ef-
ficiency gain. However, their approach requires the validation and main samples to be comparable in
providing consistent estimators of auxiliary parameters. This requirement may be stringent because

randomized controlled trials often have strict inclusion and exclusion criteria lending their underlying



population different from the observational population (Stuart et al.; 2015). Another line of research
of combining trial and observational study is to generalize the average treatment effects from trials
to the target population (Buchanan et al.; 2018; Lee et al.; 2021), where the observational sample
provides a representative covariate distribution of the target population. As a by-product of the pro-
posed data integration framework, we derive an efficient plug-in estimator of the population average
treatment effect by averaging the estimated heterogeneous treatment effect over the representative
observational sample. Most existing methods for generalizing the treatment effect from trial to a
target population rely on the overlap assumption on the covariate distribution between the trial and
observational samples. Our method does not require the overlap assumption but utilizes parametric
structural assumptions on the heterogeneity of treatment effects, thus offering an alternative means

for causal generalization.

2 Basic Setup and Identification

2.1 Notation, causal effects, and two data sources

Let A be the binary treatment, X be a vector of pre-treatment covariates with the first component
being 1, and Y be the outcome of interest. The target population consists of all patients with certain
diseases where the new treatment is intended to be given. We consider two independent data sources
taken from the same target population: one from the trial study and the other from the observational
study. Let S = 1 denote trial participation, and let S = 0 denote observational study participation.
The trial data consist of {V; = (A;, X;,Y;,S; = 1) : i € A} with sample size n, and the observational
data consist of {V; = (A;, X;,Y;, S; = 0) : ¢ € B} with sample size m, where A and B are sample index
sets for the two data sources. The total sample size is N = n + m. We use the potential outcomes
to define causal effects. Let Y (a) be the potential outcome had the subject been given treatment
a, for a = 0,1, and the observed outcome is Y = Y (A). This assumption rules out the interference
between subjects and treatment version relevance between samples and population (Tipton; 2013]).
The implication is that Y (a) has consistent meaning and value across the trial and observational
studies. This assumption requires the same treatment or comparison conditions to be given to both
studies, and being in the trial should not affect the values of the potential outcomes. Based on
the potential outcomes, the individual treatment effect becomes Y (1) — Y (0), the heterogeneity of
treatment effect can be characterized through 7(X) = E[Y (1) =Y (0) | X], and the average treatment



effect is 79 = E[7(X)]. To simplify the exposition, we define

where e(X, S) is the propensity score, (X, S) is the outcome mean, and 0%(A, X, S) is the outcome
variance. For any g(V'), define e,y = g(V) — E[g(V) | X, 5], e.g., ea = A —e(X,5) and ey () =
¥(0) - (X, ).

2.2 Assumptions, confounding function, and nonparametric identification

Due to the fundamental problem that the potential outcomes can never be jointly observed for a

particular subject, 7(X) is not identifiable in general. We make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Transportability and strong ignorability of trial treatment assignment)
(G)E[Y(1)-Y(0) | X,S=1]=E[Y(1)-Y(0) | A=1,X,5=0] =7(X), and (it) Y(a) LA | (X,S =
1) for a € {0,1}, and e(X,S) > 0 almost surely.

Assumption [If(i) states that the treatment effect function is transportable from the trial sample
and the treated observational sample to the target population. Stronger versions of Assumption
include the ignorability of study participation (e.g., Buchanan et al.; 2018) and the mean exchange-
ability (e.g., Dahabreh et al};[2019). Assumption [Ifi) holds if X captures the heterogeneity of effect
modifiers. To ensure this assumption holds, variables and samples should be carefully chosen with
consultations of subject knowledge; e.g., collect data on likely effect modifiers that affect study par-
ticipation. Under the structural equation model framework, |[Pearl and Bareinboim| (2011)) provided
graphical conditions for transportability. The graphical representation can aid the investigator to
assess the plausibility of Assumption [1f(i). Assumption [I[ii) holds by a well-designed trial with good
patient compliance.

Unlike trials, treatment randomization given X is often unrealistic for observational studies. To

take into account the possible unmeasured confounders, define the confounding function
MX)=E[Y(0)|A=1,X,S=0—-E[Y(0) | A=0,X,5=0].

In the absence of unmeasured confounders, we have A(X) = 0. In the presence of unmeasured U that
is related to both Y (0) and A after controlling for X, we have A\(X) # 0. Thus, A(X) measures the
impact of unmeasured confounders on the potential outcome distribution between the treated and

untreated patients, accounting for observed X.



Under Assumption [I} 7(X) and A(X) are identifiable by

7(X) = EY|A=1,X,S=1-E[Y|A=0,X,8=1], (1)

AX) = EY|A=1,X,S=0—E[Y|A=0,X,5 =0] — r(X). (2)

That is, the transportability and trial treatment randomization identify 7(X). The observed treat-
ment effect from the observational study is attributable to both 7(X) and A(X), but coupling the

trial and observational samples identifies A(X).
2.3 Parametric structural models and identification results

In clinical settings, the parametric models of the heterogeneity of treatment effect are desirable due
to their easy interpretation. These models offer a transparent way of describing how the treatment
effect varies across patients’ characteristics and can be used to tailor the treatment to an individ-
ual’s characteristics (Chakraborty and Moodie; [2013). We make the following parametric structural

assumptions.

Assumption 2 (Parametric structural models) The heterogeneity of treatment effect and con-
founding functions are

T(X) = Teo (X), AX)= )‘¢0(X)7 (3)

where T,(X) and A\y(X) are known continuous functions of ¢ € ©1 and ¢ € Oz, ©1 and Oy are

compact sets in RP* and RP?2, and pg and ¢g are unique but unknown values, respectively.

The continuity of 7,(X) and A\g4(X) and compactness of ©; and ©5 are imposed for identification
and are standard in the literature. The treatment effect model 7.,,(X) is a special case of structural
nested mean models (Robins; [1994) with a single treatment. Tian et al.| (2014)) and Vansteelandt
et al.|(2014) considered a linear treatment effect 7,,(X) = X" ¢q, where the first component of X is
one, specifying an intercept term. This model entails that on average, the treatment would increase
the mean of the outcome by X ¢, and the magnitude of the increase depends on X. Moreover, each
component of g quantifies the magnitude of the treatment effect of each X. Assume that higher
values are indicative of better outcomes. If XTyy > 0, it indicates that the treatment is beneficial
for the subject with X. Other flexible models can also be considered, such as single-index models
(Song et al.;2017) and multiple-index models (Chen et al.;|2011). Modeling Ay, (X) follows the large
sensitivity analysis literature (Robins et al.; [1999), which typically requires domain knowledge to

identify the possible unmeasured confounders and their relationships with the observed data.



Nonparametric identification, established in (1)) and (2), leads to identification of ¢y = (¢, ¢)" €
O = O x Oy C RP=P1HP2 ypder Assumption :

wo = arg;reli@nlE[S{E[Y|A:1,X,S:1]—E[Y\A:O,X,Szl]—ﬂp(X)}Q], (4)
b0 = argqrsrelglE[(l—S){E[Y]Azl,X,S:O]—E[Y|A:O,X,S:O]
—Xo(X) = 70 (X)}7], (5)

where ¢g and ¢q are the unique values that satisfy and . A goodness-of-fit test can be developed
to assess the adequacy of the structural models using over-identification restrictions (see [Yang and
Lok} 2016 and also §56). With model misspecification, 7,,(X) and Ay, (X) can be interpreted as the
best approximations of 7(X) and A\(X) in the overlap population (Li et al.; [2017); see Remark
Aside from the interpretability, a technical reason to consider parametric models is that fully
nonparametric 7(X) and A\(X), when X contains continuous components, are local parameters that
are not pathwise differentiable, so their efficient scores with finite variances do not exist (Bickel et al.;
1993). With the parametric models, the estimand becomes a finite-dimensional parameter g, and
we can estimate 1y based on the semiparametric efficiency theory; see With the nonparametric
models, one can alternatively study the bounds on the asymptotic minimax risk (e.g., Donoho and
Liu; 1991)), which generalizes the classical parametric and semiparametric notion of efficiency. This

could be a topic for future research.

3 Semiparametric Efficiency Theory for 7, (X) and A4, (X)

3.1 Semiparametric models with conditional moment restrictions

Our semiparametric model consists of Assumption , the parametric structural models , and
other unspecified components of the likelihood function. Assumption [I| leads to restrictions on the

structural parameters of interest. To show this, for the trial participants (S = 1), define
H=Y —71(X)A. (6)

Intuitively, H subtracts from Y the observed treatment effect 7(X)A, so it mimics Y (0). Formally,
as shown by Robins (2000), E[H | 4, X,S = 1] = E[Y(0) | 4, X, S = 1]. Therefore, Assumption [I{ii)

leads to the mean exchangeability:

B[H | A X,S=1=E[H|X,5 =1]. (7)



A natural question arises as to whether or not this property holds for the same construction of
H in the observational sample. Unfortunately, the answer is “no” due to the possible unmeasured

confounding. Explicitly, the difference of the conditional means of ¥ — 7(X)A and Y (0) is

ElY —7(X)A| A, X,S]-E[Y(0)| X,S] = E[Y(0)] A4 X,S]—E[Y(0)] X,S5]

= (1-9AX)eq, (8)
which is not zero if there exists an unmeasured confounder. Based on , define
Hyy =Y = 750 (X)A = (1 = 5)Agy (X)ea. 9)

For S =1, (9) reduces to (6)); for S = 0, we have an additional correction term (1 — S)Ag,(X)ea.
It is this correction term that leads to E[H | A, X,S = 0] = E[Y(0) | X, S = 0], which extends the

property @ to S =0.

Proposition 1 (Conditional moment restriction) Under Assumptions (1| and @, for Hy, con-

structed by @, we have
E[H’lﬁo ‘AvXaS] :E[HTZ}O ’XVS’} :,LL(X,S) (10)

3.2 Semiparametric efficient score

The semiparametric likelihood function based on a single variable V' is L(¢0,60;V) = f(em .y, |
A X, S)f(A| X,8)f(X,8), where ef y, =Y —Tpo (X)A—(1-5)Ago (X){A—e(X,S5)}—pu(X,S) and 6
is an infinite-dimensional nuisance parameter. The general geometric approach of Bickel et al.| (1993])
to deriving the efficient score requires deriving the nuisance tangent space A of 6 and the projection
of the score function of 1y onto the orthogonal complement space of A, A+ . This task is non-trivial.
First, Assumption (1| imposes restrictions on 1y by or equivalently Eleg .y, | A4, X,5] = 0. To
resolve this challenge, following Robins (1994), we will translate the restrictions directly into the
observed data likelihood function, leading to an unconstrained likelihood function of g; see .
Second, €p 4, relies not only on 1y but also on e(X,S); thus the parametric and nonparametric
components are interrelated, imposing a unique challenge to characterize A and the projections of

the scores onto AL see . Theorem |1| presents the efficient score of 1.

Theorem 1 (Semiparametric efficient score of 1)g) Suppose Assumptions 1| and @ hold. The



efficient score of Yyg is

0Ty (X)

Syo(V) = 33%()@ (A—E[AW | X, S]E[W | X, S]7") Wep,y,, (11)

where €p gy = Hy, — u(X,S), W = {0%(A, X, S)} 71, and Veg = (E[SwO(V)Sio(V)])_l is the semi-

parametric efficiency bound for .

Theorem [I] provides a benchmark for gauging the efficiency of estimators of 1y. The efficient score
in depends on the unknown distribution through the nuisance functions 9 = (e, u, 02), indicating
e(X,9), u(X,S), and 02(A4, X, S), respectively, because E [AW | X, S] = {0?(1, X, S)}te(X,S) and
EW | X,8] = {o%(1, X, 9)} te(X, S) + {0%(0, X, )} {1 — e(X,S)}. To overcome this issue, we
posit models for the nuisance functions and solve the estimating equation of ¥y with the approximated
nuisance functions. We define the following quantities: ﬁ]p =Y — 7,(X)A — (1 — S)Ap(X)euq,
&, = 9(V)=E[g(V) | X, S] for any function g(V), e.g., €4 = A—e(X, S) and ey = Hy— (X, S).
To emphasize their dependence on the nuisance functions 9, we write Sy (V) in as Sy(V;9). We

summarize the proposed estimation procedure as follows.

Step 3.1. Using the data {(A;, X;,Y;, S;) : ¢ € AU B}, fit a propensity score model, separately for
the two data sources, denoted by e(X, 5).

Step 3.2. Using the data {(A4;, X;,Y;,S;) : i € AUB}, obtain a preliminary, consistent but may not
efficient, estimator @Zpre by solving the empirical analogs of and , ie.,

Bore = argmigPN[S{]?][Y]Azl,X,Szl]—E[Y|A:0,X,S:1]
pEO

—7(X)}?], (12)
Gpre = arg min Py[(1 - S)H{E[Y [A=1,X,5=0-E[Y | 4=0,X,5=0]
~Ao(X) = 75, (X)), (13)

where E[Y | A=a,X,S = s|is an estimator of E[Y | A = a, X, S = s] for a,s = 0,1. Then,
using the data {(4;, X;, ﬁ—'lz)\pre ;»Si) 11 € AUBY, fit an outcome mean model, separately for the
two data sources, denoted by 1i(X, S), and fit a variance function, separately for the treatment

group and data source, denoted by 52(A, X, S).

~

Step 3.3. Obtain 1) = (37, ¢™)T by solving PnSy(V; 9) = 0 with e(X, S), u(X, S), and 02(A, X, S)
replaced by (X, S), fi(X, S), and 52(A, X, S), respectively.



In Steps 3.2 and 3.3, all nuisance functions can be approximated by flexible semiparametric or
nonparametric models. In the simulation study, we adopt the generalized additive models, which
can be carried out using off-the-shelf software, e.g., the “gam” function in R. The variance function
02(A, X, S) can be estimated by fitting a model for log{ﬁ%re,i —7(X;, S;)}? against X;, separately for
the treatment group and data source, and transforming the fitted models to the exponential scale. In
Step 3.3, without further assumptions, the efficiency score may not identify 1y globally (Dominguez
and Lobato; 2004). To ensure consistency of 12, we can use '@pre as the initial value and obtain 1? by
the Newton-Raphson algorithm. This is because the consistency of Jpre guarantees that Jpre falls in

the region where the efficient score has local identification for n large enough.

Remark 1 When the putative models for 7(X) and \(X) are misspecified, T,,(X) and Ay, (X) can

be interpreted as the best approximations of T(X) and A\(X) in the sense of

(po, o) = argrgfdfle[w(X, S)[T(X) = 7o(X) + (1 = S){AX) = A (X))},

where Ewlg(V) | X,S] = E[g(V)W | X,S]/EW | X,S] for any g(V) and w(X,S) = Ew[A |
X,S)(1 — Ew[A | X,S]) is called the overlap weight (Li et all |2017); see a proof in §55 of the
supplementary material. When the putative models for 7(X) and A(X) are correctly specified, the

minimizers (po, ¢o) are equivalent to and (3).

4 Asymptotic property
4.1 Robustness to slower rates for nuisance functions

It is well-known that estimators constructed based on efficient scores are doubly robust in the sense
that they are consistent if either one of the parametric models for the nuisance functions is correctly
specified (Robins et al.;[1994). More recently, many authors have shown that doubly robust estimators
possess a “rate-double robustness” property (Rotnitzky et al.; |2019) in the sense that they retain a
root-IN convergence rate under weaker conditions on the flexible models of the nuisance functions,
such as semi-/non-parametric models and machine learning algorithms (Chernozhukov et al.; 2018)).

The proposed integrative estimator depends on the estimation of the nuisance functions including
e(X,S), u(X,S), and 0%(A, X,S). There are two approaches to estimating x(X,.S): one based on
fI¢ with a preliminary estimator Il)\pre in Step 3.2 and the other one based on estimating u(X,S) =
py (X, 8) — {150(X) + (1 — S)A4,(X)}ea. However, both approaches rely on a correct model for

e(X,S). Although the proposed estimator capitalizes on efficient scores, it relies on the correct

10



specification of e(X,.S) and therefore is not doubly robust. To protect the estimator from model
misspecification, we adopt data-adaptive methods to approximate the nuisance functions. We show
that under mild regularity conditions, the proposed estimator is rate-doubly robust.

Suppose 9 = (e,11,52) include general semi-/non-parametric estimators (X, S), (X, S), and
5%(A,X,S). Let g be the probability limit of J. For a vector v, we use vl = (vTv)Y/2 to
denote its Euclidean norm. For a function g(V), denote Pg(V) = [ g(v)dP(v) and the Li-norm
llg(V { Jg(v v)2dP(v }1/ > The following theorem summarizes the regularity conditions and

asymptotic properties of w The proof is relegated to §54] of the supplementary material.

Theorem 2 (Rate-double robustness) Suppose Assumptions |1 and @ hold. Assume further the

following regularity conditions hold:

Condition 1 vy is the unique solution to PSy,(V;00) = 0, and for any sequence 1y, ||PSy,, (V;90)||l2 =
0 implies ||1pn — tol|2 — 0.

Condition 2 Py0S,(V;1)/0y exists and converges uniformly for 1 and 9 in the neighborhoods of
their true values, and W = E[0Sy,(V;90)/0v] is non-singular.

Condition 3 Swo(V;ﬁ) and Sy, (V7o) belong to a Donsker class of functions.

Condition 4 [[e(X,S) — e(X,9)| = op(1), [[H(X,S) — (X, S)|| = op(1), and |97, (X)/0¢",
|0Ag, (X) /09", {6%(A, X, 9)}~ are uniformly bounded.

Condition 5 |[¢(X, S) — e(X, 5)|* + [[6(X, ) — e(X, S)||x [ A(X, S) — (X, S)| = op(N~/?).

Then, we have ||1ZJ\— Yol| = op(1), and
NY2() —4pg) — N {0, (W) TE[Sy, (V5 00) 2201}, (14)

in distribution, as N — co. Moreover, if ||0%(A, X,S) — 0?(A, X,S)|| = op(1), the asymptotic

variance of 1 achieves the semiparametric efficiency bound Veg in Theorem .

We discuss the implications of the regularity conditions. Condition [I] is a local identifiability
condition. Condition [2]is standard in the Z-estimation literature (van der Vaart}[2000). The Donsker
class condition (van der Vaart and Wellner; 1996) in Condition [3[requires that the nuisance functions
should not be too complex. We refer the interested readers to §4.2 of Kennedy (2016) for a thorough

discussion of Donsker classes of functions. Relaxing this condition is possible by using the sample

11



splitting technique for estimation (Chernozhukov et al} 2018). Condition [4| requires e(X,S) and
(X, S) to be consistent. Although the consistency of (X, S) is embedded in Condition |5, we state
this requirement explicitly in Condition [4] for clarity. Condition [f]is used to derive the asymptotic
distribution of ¢. In general, there exist different combinations of convergence rates of e(X,S) and
(X, S) that result in a negligible error bound accommodating different smoothness conditions of
the underlying true nuisance functions. Interestingly, the consistency and asymptotic normality of 12)\
do not require 5%(4, X, S) to be consistent for 02(4, X, S) but the efficiency of 121\ does. For variance
estimation of 1;, we approximate the variance formula in by replacing the analytical components

with their estimated counterparts, and the expectations with the empirical averages.

4.2 Efficiency gain of the treatment effect estimation by using the observational

studies

We now discuss the advantages of data integration. The trial data grant a consistent estimator of
po. Suppose Assumptions [1| and [2| hold for the trial sample, following the same derivation as in
the efficient score of g is Syet,p (V3 0) = S{07,0(X) /0 A—E[AW | X, S|E[W | X, S]" ) Weg -
Then, the trial estimator @,c; can be obtained by solving Py Sret, o (V; 1/9\) =0.

Theorem [3] shows that combining trial and observational studies has the advantage of gaining

efficiency in the estimation of .

Theorem 3 (Efficiency gain by combining trial and observational studies) Suppose the as-
sumptions in Theorem[q hold. The asymptotic variance of ¢ is equal to or less than the asymptotic

variance of Qyet, with the equality hold when

Oreo (X)) 9hn(X) (15

dp B 0¢

for some constant matrix M. Moreover, the gain in the asymptotic precision, i.e., the inverse of the

asymptotic variance, is

{Va(‘/ﬁ)}il - {Va(arct)}il =mX (Qtpap - Q@¢Q;(; $¢) >0, (16)

where V,, denotes the asymptotic variance, and Qg is a covariance matrixz for a,b € {p, ¢}.

Exact expressions of Qg for a,b € {¢, ¢} are provided in the supplementary material. To gain
intuition about Theorem (3 it is helpful to discuss two scenarios. If Mg, (X) is known, Sy (V';9) uses

the additional observational data for estimating g, comparing with Sy ,(V';9); therefore, $ gains

12



precision over @rr. Next, because A4, (X) is unknown, the estimation of ¢¢ and ¢y competes for the
information in the observational data. When holds, the terms in A4, (X) and that in 7,,(X) are
collinear, and all observational data are used to estimate ¢g. In this case, 12 and @Zrct have the same
asymptotic precision. When does not hold, the terms in A4, (X) and that in 7,,(X) are not
entirely linearly dependent, and the observational data are used to estimate both ¢y and ¢g. In this
case, 12 gains precision over @Erct, the magnitude of the gain increases with the observational sample

size.

5 Improve average treatment effect estimation

The heterogeneity of treatment effect characterizes individual variations of the treatment effect, while
the average treatment effect 7y summarizes the treatment effect for the target patient population at
large. Because the trial assigns treatments randomly to the participants, 7,,(X) is identifiable and
can be estimated. However, the trial sample is known to be different from the real patient population
due to the restrictive inclusion and exclusion criteria for recruiting patients; thus f(X | S = 1) #
f(X) in general. Consequently, E[7,,(X) | S = 1] is different from 7y, and the estimator using the trial
data only is biased of 7y generally. On the other hand, the observational sample is conceivably more
representative of the real patient population because of the real-world data collection mechanisms.

Formally, we formulate the following assumption.
Assumption 3 f(X | S =0)= f(X).

We allow the support of f(X | S =1) and f(X) to be different, and hence the trial sample and
the observational sample to have non-overlapping covariate distributions.

A byproduct of the proposed framework is the identification of 7g.

Proposition 2 (Identification of 70) Under Assumptions[1 and[3, 79 is identified by 7o = E[7(X)] =
E[7(X) | S = 0], where 7(X) is identified by (1]).

The semiparametric efficient score of 7 is presented in the following theorem.

Theorem 4 Suppose Assumptions[IH3 hold. The semiparametric efficient score of 1o is

1-5

0

07y (X)
0T

STO (V) -

{T00(X) =10} +E { ‘S:O} Seo(V), (17)

where g = P(S = 0), S,y (V) is the efficient score of @y, i.e, the first pi components of Sy, (V) in
. and Vi ot = (E[Sr (V)?]) ! is the semiparametric efficiency bound for To.
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Recall that ¢g is the parameter in the heterogeneity of treatment effect, ¢¢ is the parameter in
the confounding function, and g = (¢, ¢y)" is the combined vector of parameters. From ,
Seo (V) depends on ¢ in general. Although 79 depends only on ¢q in 7, (X), Sy, (V) can depend on
¢o through S, (V). From Theorem , the observational sample not only provides a representative
covariate distribution of the target population but also can contribute to improve the estimation
efficiency of 7.

Once we obtain @, a simple plug-in estimator of 7 is 7 = m ™1 Zi]i1(1 —5;)75(X;). The following

theorem shows the rate-double robustness and local efficiency of 7.

Theorem 5 Suppose the assumptions in Theorem[d and Assumption[3 hold. Then,

N'Y2(F —19) = N (0, V), (18)
i distribution, as N — oo, where
1 _ _
Vi = =V (1 (X) | 8 = 0]+ W30 T[Sy, (Vi 0) 29 W,

and Wo = E[071,,(X)/0¢ | S = 0]. Moreover, the asymptotic variance of T achieves the semipara-

metric efficiency bound Vi g in Theorem .

6 Simulation study

We conduct a simulation study to evaluate the finite sample performance of the proposed estimators
of the heterogeneity of treatment effect. We follow a similar strategy in Kallus et al. (2018) to
generate the data. We first generate the trial data with sample size n = 300. For each subject in
the trial sample, we generate X; ~ N(0,1), j =1,...,5, A | (X,S = 1) ~Ber(0.5), and Y(a) =
at(X) + Z?:1 X; + €(a), where 7(X) = 1+ X1 + X? + X2 + X2 and €(a) ~ N(0,1), for a = 0, 1.
We then generate the observational data with sample size m = 5000. For each subject in the
observational sample, we generate X; ~ N(0,1), j=1,...,5, A| (X,S =0) ~ Ber{e(X,0)}, where
logit{e(X,0)} = — Z?:1 X;, and Y(a) = at(X) + Z?Zl X, +U+€(a), where U is a latent variable,
and €(a) ~ N(0,1), for a = 0,1. We generate U according to a pattern mixture model U | (X, A, S =
0) ~ N{(2A — 1)X"p,1}, and thus the confounding function is A(X) = E[Y(0) | A = 1,X,S =
0)—E[Y(0)| A=0,X,5 =0] =2XT3. We consider two settings: Setting 1 with 5 =0x(1,...,1)",
in which U does not confound the relationship between A and Y, and Setting 2 with 5 = (1,...,1)7,

such that U is an unmeasured confounder of A and Y. We consider three estimators: i) @yet using only
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the trial data, ii) @meta, meta-analysis of the combined trial and observational studies by regressing
the inverse probability of treatment weighting adjusted outcome Y;adj = {e(X;, S)y 1Ay, — {1 —
(X, 8) 11 — A)Y; on (1, Xy, X?, X2, X2), and iii) §, the proposed integrative estimator. The
rationale for @yt is that it uses weighting to adjust for measured confounders with E[Yi‘r"dj | X;,5;] =
T (Xi) in the absence of unmeasured confounders. For all estimators, the nuisance functions are
estimated under generalized additive models.

Table (1] reports results for point estimation for 79 and 7(z) at various values of z. In Setting
1 without unmeasured confounding in the observational study, all three estimators are unbiased.

Among them, 75(x) has a smaller variance than 73

3 Gumeta () by capitalizing on semiparametric efficiency

theory; 75(z) has a smaller variance than 75 (z) by leveraging the confounding function in the
observational study. In Setting 2 with unmeasured confounding in the observational study, 75, .. ()
assuming no unmeasured confounding is biased for 7(x), due to the unmeasured confounding biases
in the observational studies, 75, ,(z) and 75(x) remain unbiased for 7(z), and 75(x) has improved
efficiency over 75 (). From Table |2} the empirical coverage rates for 75(x) in both settings with
and without unmeasured confounding in the observational study are close to the nominal level. The

same discussion applies to the estimation of 7.

Table 1: Simulation results for 79 and 7(x) at different 2 (x1072) including Monte Carlo means
(x1072) and variances (x1073) of Meta, RCT, and Integrative estimators

Meta RCT Integrative Meta RCT Integrative

Parameter Mean Var Mean Var Mean Var Parameter Mean Var Mean Var Mean Var
Setting 1 (without unmeasured confounding in the observational study)

7(—3,0) = 700 721 128558 692 3250 699 577 7(0,—-3)=-500 -514 15317 -498 3037 -500 551

7(-1.5,0) =175 179 10541 174 368 175 154 7(0,—-1.5) =25 20 2072 26 351 25 147

7(1.5,0) = 475 479 10541 474 368 476 154/ 7(0,1.5) =-275 -278 2072 -273 351 -274 147

7(3,0) = 1300 1321 128558 1293 3250 1300 577 7(0,3) =-—1100 -1109 15317 -1095 3037 -1098 551

7(0,0) = 100 99 833 101 83 101 37 70 = 100 100 181 101 38 101 36

Setting 2 (with unmeasured confounding in the observational study)

7(—=3,0) = 700 433 134661 692 3250 697 705 7(0,—3)=-—500 -795 13247 -498 3037 -502 687

7(—1.5,0) =175 36 11160 174 368 175 165 7(0,-1.5)=25 -121 2023 26 351 25 159

7(1.5,0) = 475 621 11160 474 368 475 165 7(0,1.5)=-275 -137 2023 -273 351 -274 159

7(3,0) = 1300 1603 134661 1293 3250 1298 705 7(0,3) = —1100 -826 13247 -1095 3037 -1100 687

7(0,0) = 100 98 852 101 83 101 40 70 = 100 100 233 101 38 101 36

7 Real data application

We apply the proposed estimators to evaluate the effect of adjuvant chemotherapy for stage 1B
resected non-small-cell lung cancer using the CALGB 9633 trial data and a large clinical oncology
observational database — the national cancer database. In the trial sample, 319 patients after surgery

were randomly assigned to observation versus chemotherapy, resulting 163 on observation, A = 0,
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Table 2: Simulation results for 79 and 7(x) at different 2 (x1072) including Monte Carlo variances
(x1073), variance estimators (x1073), and coverage rates (%) of the integrative estimator

Integrative Integrative
Parameter Var VE CVG Parameter Var VE CVG
x1072 x1073 x107% % x1072 x107% x1072 %

Setting 1 (without unmeasured confounding in the observational study)
7(—3,0) = 700 577 561 95.1 7(0,-3)=-500 551 556 95.0
7(—1.5,0) =175 154 150 94.6 7(0,—1.5) =25 147 149 95.2
7(1.5,0) = 475 154 150 95.2 7(0,1.5) = =275 147 149 95.2
7(3,0) = 1300 577 561 95.5 71(0,3) =—1100 551 556 95.5
7(0,0) = 100 37 39 95.1 70 = 100 36 37 94.6
Setting 2 (with unmeasured confounding in the observational study)
7(—3,0) = 700 705 692 93.6 7(0,—3)=-500 687 684 93.6
7(—1.5,0) =175 165 161 94.2  7(0,—1.5) =25 159 159 94.2
7(1.5,0) = 475 165 161 95.6 7(0,1.5) = —-275 159 160 96.3
7(3,0) = 1300 705 692 95.6 7(0,3) =—1100 687 688 96.2
7(0,0) = 100 40 41 95.4 70 = 100 36 38 94.8

and 156 on chemotherapy, A = 1. The comparable observational sample consists of 15166 patients
diagnosed with the same disease between years 2004 — 2016 with 10903 on observation and 4263
received chemotherapy after surgery. As the treatments for the trial patients were randomly assigned
and the treatments for the observational patients were chosen by physicians and patients, the numbers
of treated and controls are relatively balanced in the trial sample while they are unbalanced in the
observational sample. The outcome Y is the indicator of cancer recurrence within 3 years after
surgery.

We are interested in estimating the heterogeneous treatment effects of chemotherapy varying by
tumor size. The original trial analysis did not show any clinical improvement for chemotherapy,
possibly because of its small sample size (Strauss et al.;|[2008). Ad hoc exploratory analysis, however,
showed that tumor size may modify the treatment effect and patients with larger tumor sizes may
benefit more from the chemotherapy (Strauss et al.; 2008| Speicher et al.; [2015, Morgensztern et al.;
2016). Thus, we formulate the heterogeneity of treatment effect of interest to be 7,(X) = ¢1 +
9 tumor size* + p3(tumor size*)?, where tumor size* standardizes tumor size by subtracting the
mean 4.8 and dividing the standard error 1.7, and ¢ = (¢1, 2, ¢3)". In the analysis, we include five
covariates to adjust for in both samples: age, tumor size, sex, histology, and race. Table [3| reports
the covariate means by treatment group in the two samples. Due to treatment randomization, all
covariates are balanced between the treated and the control in the trial sample. Due to a lack of

treatment randomization, some covariates are highly unbalanced in the observational sample. It can
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Table 3: Sample sizes and covariate means by A in the trial and observational samples

Age Tumor Size Sex Histology Race

(1=Male) (1=Squamous) (1=White)
N A (years) (cm) (1/0) (1/0) (1/0)
Trial 156  A=1 60.6 4.62 64.1% 40.4% 90.4%
163  A=0 61.1 4.57 63.8% 39.3% 88.3%
Observational study 4263 A=1  63.9 5.19 54.3% 35.6% 88.6%
10903 A=0 69.4 4.67 54.8% 40.5% 90.0%

be seen that older patients with smaller tumor sizes and histology are likely to choose a conservative
treatment, on observation. Moreover, we can not rule out the possibility of unmeasured confounders in
the observational sample. To formulate the confounding function, possible unmeasured confounders
include disease status at diagnosis, financial status, and accessibility to health care facilities that
affect the decision of receiving adjuvant chemotherapy after surgery and clinical outcomes (Speicher
et al.;[2015; Yang et al.;[2016}; Morgensztern et al.; 2016 [Speicher et al.;|2017)). The linear confounding
function Ay (X) includes age, tumor size, gender, race, histology, Charlson co-morbidity score, income
level, insurance coverage, and travel range to large health care facilities as predictors.

We compare the trial, Meta, and integrative estimators. Fig. [1] displays the estimated treatment
effect as a function of tumor size*. Table[SI|reports the results for the estimated parameters. Due to
the small sample size, the trial estimator is not statistically significant. By pooling all information
from the trial and observational sample, the Meta and integrative estimators gain efficiency and
both show that the tumor size is a significant treatment effect modifier. Interestingly, the two
combining approaches produce different conclusions. The difference between the Meta and integrative
estimators may be attributable to the no unmeasured confounding. The Meta estimator assumes that
there are no unmeasured confounders, while the integrative estimator takes into account the possible
unmeasured confounders in the observational sample. The results in the supplementary material show
that age, gender and histology are significant in the confounding function, suggesting that the no
unmeasured confounding assumption is not plausible in the observational sample. For the integrative
estimator, we carry out the over-identification restrictions test to assess the goodness-of-fit of 7,,(X)
and Ay(X). Because age may be a treatment effect modifier, the test is directed at the alternative
model specifications Tilt(X ) = a quadratic function of age* and tumor size*, and )\;lt(X ) = Ap(X)
augmented with (tumor size*)?. The test statistics is 2.08 with p-value 0.55 based on a x3 null
reference distribution. Therefore, there is no strong evidence to reject the model specifications of

7y(X) and A\g(X) in this application. From the integrative approach, chemotherapy has significant
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Figure 1: Treatment effect as a function of tumor size*

benefits for patients with tumor size in [—1.2,1.29] x 1.7 4+ 4.8 = [2.8, 7.0]cm.
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Supplementary Material for “Improved Inference for Heterogeneous
Treatment Effects Leveraging Trial and Observational Studies
Subject to Hidden Confounding” by Yang, Zeng, and Wang

Section [ST] provides the proof of Proposition[Il Section [S2] develops the semiparametric efficiency
theory of the treatment effect. Sections and [SH| provide the proofs of Remark [I, Theorems
and Section [S6| develops a goodness-of-fit test of the structural model assumptions based on
the over-identification restrictions. Section [S7]establishes the semiparametric efficiency theory of the
average treatment effect. Section [S8| provides figures from the simulation study. Section [S9| presents

additional results from the application.

S1 Proof of Proposition

To prove , we show that E[H | A, X, S = 0] does not depend on A. Toward this end, we first
show that

E[Y(0) | A, X,S =0] —E[Y(0) | X,S =0/ =P(1 - 4] X,S = 0)(24 — 1)A(X)

=P(1-A|X,S=0)24—1){E[Y(0)| X,A=1,58=0] - E[Y(0) | X,A=0,S=0]}. (S1)

It suffices to show holds for both A =0 and 1.
Considering for A = 0, the left hand side of becomes

E[Y(0)| A=0,X,8=0] - E[Y(0)] X,S = 0]
= E[Y(0)|A=0,X,S=0-E[Y(0)| A=0,X,5=0P(A=0]X,5 =0)
~E[Y(0) |[A=1,X,5=0P(A=1|X,5=0)

= —P(A=1|X,8=0){E[Y(0)|A=1,X,S=0—E[Y(0)| A=0,X,5 =0]},

which is the right hand side of with A = 0.
Considering for A =1, the left hand side of becomes

E[Y(0)|A=1,X,8=0]—E[Y(0) | X,S =0

= E[Y(0)|A=1,X,S=0—E[Y(0)|A=0,X,S=0P(A=0]X,S =0)

S1



“E[Y(0)|A=1,X,S=0P(A=1] X,S =0)

= P(A=0|X,S=0){E[Y(0)|A=1,X,5=0—E[Y(0)| A=0,X,5=0]},

which is the right hand side of with A = 1. Therefore, holds.
It follows that for H, we have

E[H | A, X,S = 0]

E[Y — AE[Y(1) - Y(0) | A=1,X,S =0] | A, X,S = 0]
“E[P(1—A|X,S=0)24 - DAX) | A, X, S = 0]
= E[Y —AE[Y(1)-Y(0)|A=1,X,S=0]| A4,X,S = 0]

“E[{E[Y(0) | A,X,$ = 0] — E[Y(0) | X, S = 0]} | 4, X, =0].
For A = 0, we obtain

E[H|A=0,X,S=0] = E[Y|A=0,X,5=0]
—{E[Y(0)| A=0,X,S=0] - E[Y(0) | X,S = 0]}
= E[Y(0)| A=0,X,5=0]
—{E[Y(0)| A=0,X,S=0] - E[Y(0) ]| X, = 0]}

= E[Y(0)] X,S=0]. (S2)
For A =1, we obtain

E[H|A=1X,5=0]
= E[Y—E[Y(1)-Y(0)|A=1,X,§=0]| A=1,X,85 = 0]
—B{E[Y(0) | A=1,X,S=0]—E[Y(0) | X,S=0]} | A=1,X,5 = 0]
= EY(1)-Y(0)|A=1,X,S=0]—E[Y(1)-Y(0)|A=1,X,5 = 0]
+E[Y(0) | X, S =0

= E[Y(0)| X,S=0]. (S3)

Combining and leads to E[H | A =1,X,5S =0 =E[H | A=0,X,S = 0]. Therefore,
E[H | A,X,S=0=E[H|X,S=0]
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S2 The semiparametric efficiency theory of the heterogeneity of treat-

ment effect and confounding function

S2.1 A roadmap

We consider a regular asymptotically linear (RAL) estimator 12)\ of 1y:
NY2(ih —4pg) = N™V2PNIF(V) + op(1), (54)

where IF(V) is the influence function of 12, which has zero mean and finite and nonsingular variance.
By , the asymptotic variance of Nl/z({b\ — 1)) is equal to the variance of IF(V). Consider the
Hilbert space H of all p-dimensional, mean-zero finite variance measurable functions of V, h(V),
equipped with the covariance inner product < hy, hy >= E[h1(V)Thy(V)] and the Lo-norm ||h|? =
E[R(V)Th(V)] < co. To construct the efficient estimator for ¢y, we follow the geometric approach of
Bickel et al.| (1993)) to derive the semiparametric efficient score for v following the road map below.

The density function of a single variable V. = (A4, X,Y,S) is f(V) = f(Y | 4, X,9)f(A |
X,S)f(X,S). The parameter of interest 1y satisfies restriction with H = Hy,, and the nui-
sance parameter is the nonparametric density functions f(Y | A4, X, S), f(A] X, S), and f(X,S). In
order to incorporate restriction into the likelihood function directly, we consider an equivalent
re-parameterization, and re-express the semiparametric likelihood function; see . Based on the
likelihood function, we characterize the nuisance tangent space A in the Hilbert space H; see Theorem
[SIl We then express A as a direct sum of orthogonal subspaces; see Theorem This effort will be
valuable in characterizing the orthogonal complement space of the nuisance tangent space A+, which
consists of all influence functions; see Theorem The semiparametric efficient score of g is thus

derived as the projection of the score of 1y onto A+; see Theorem
S2.2 Re-parameterization of likelihood function

We consider an equivalent re-parameterization, in order to incorporate restriction (10| into the like-

lihood function directly. Toward that end, we decompose H as follows:

H=H-E[H|A X,S|+E[H| A X, S| - E[H]+E[H], (S5)

EH:EH(HyAvXus) Q:Q(A,X,S)

where Eley | A, X,S5] = 0, E[Q] = 0, and ey and @) are squared integrable. Note that “squared

integrable” is a technical condition to ensure that the nuisance score vectors lie in the Hilbert space
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H. Then, the semiparametric model defined by restriction is equivalent to the following re-

parameterization
H=ey+ Q(Xa S) - E[q(Xv S)} + E[H]a E [eH ‘ A X, S] = 0. (86)

On the one hand, if restriction holds, it implies @) depends only on (X, .S), but not on A. Because
E[Q] = 0, we can then express @ = ¢(X,5) — E[¢(X,S)] with ¢(X, S) a squared integrable function
of (X, 95), so the re-parameterization (S6|) exists. On the other hand, if H can be expressed in ,
H satisfies the restriction (|7]).

We can write the likelihood function based on a single variable V as

L, 6;V) = Y [AX9f(A] X, 9)f(X,9)

= fler | A X.S)[(A] X, 8)(X,5) 0

where the last equality follows from

= Y (X)A — (1 S)Ag (X){A — e(X. 5))
E[H] - {q<X, 5)= [ a(x. 85X, v . s>} ,

with ¢(X, S) a nonparametric function of (X, S). Because Eley | A, X, S] = 0, we require [ ey f(eq |
A, X, S)dv(eg) = 0, where v(-) is a generic measure. After re-parameterization, the nuisance param-
eter becomes the infinite dimensional set 6 consisting of f(ey | A, X, 5), f(A| X,9), f(X,S), E[H],
and ¢(X, S).

We assume all the regularity conditions to ensure the existence of the efficient score function of
1y are satisfied, which are mainly continuity conditions for the parameter and the semiparametric
model; e.g., we need ¥ = () to be pathwise differentiable with respect to 6 (Bickel et al.; [1993;
Tsiatis 2006). These conditions are not restrictive for a typical application problem.

To distinguish nuisance parameters, we re-write the likelihood function as

£(¢0,0;V) == f1(€H | A,X, S)f5(A | X, S)fg(X, S), (88)
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where

= Y (X)A — (1— §)Ag (X){A — e(X.S)}
. {qm $) = [ (XA, s>} ,

and 0 = (01,...,05) consists of the nuisance parameters 6; = fi(eg | A, X,S), 62 = ¢(X,9),
03 = f3(X,95), 04 = ¢4, and 05 = f5(A | X,S). Then, eg = eg (v, b2,03,04,05) depends on the
parameter of interest ¢y and the nuisance parameters (62,6s,04,05). This order for indexing the
nuisance parameters makes the characterization of the nuisance tangent space easier.
Theorems[S1|and [S2| present the characterizations of the nuisance tangent space and its orthogonal

complement, respectively. The proofs are followed after stating these results.

Theorem S1 The nuisance tangent space corresponding to 0 = (01,...,05) in model @ 18
A=AD 4 A® L AG) L AW 4 A6

where AU) s the nuisance tangent space with respect to 6;, for j =1,...,5. Define A* = {I'* =
*(X,S) € R : E[I'*] = 0} and S = Sc(en, A, X,S) = 0log fi(ey | A, X,S)/0ey € R' evaluated at
the truth. Then,

AV = W =1W (e, A, X,5) e RP:E[TMV | A, X,5] =0, and ETWey | A4, X, 5] = 0},

A® = (1@ =T@ (e, A, X,8) =B (T*) =TS, € RP : I* € A*},

AB) = O =10 (ey, A, X,8) = T3 (T*) = I + E[QT*]S. € RP : T* € A*},

AW = {cSc: Se=Se(en, A, X, S),c € RP},

A = {p<5> =T(A4,X,5) - (1 - SHAX)IO(X,8)S. € R? : ETP)(A, X, S) | X, 5] =0,
IO(X,9) =e(X,9){1—e(X, ) HIP(A=1,X,8) -T®(4=0,X, 5)}} :

Here and throughout in a slight abuse of notation, we use '®(-) and T'®)(-) as functions of (exr, A, X, S)

and also as operators on I'*, but their meaning should be clear in the context.

Remark S1 [t is important to note that T'®)(A, X, S) with E[L®)(A, X, S) | X, 5] = 0 is orthogonal

to all other subspaces in A.
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For simplicity, we define the following notation.

Definition S1 Let

= W(AX,S) = (Vlen | A, X, 8])7H, (S9)
T = T(X,5) =E[W|X,S5], (S10)
€0 = eolen, A, X,S)=E[W | X,5] 'Wey + Q, (S11)
T* = E[T"Y=E[EW]X,S]!]. (S12)

We now express A as a direct sum of orthogonal subspaces. This effort will be valuable in

characterizing the orthogonal complement space of the nuisance tangent space AL

Theorem S2 The space A can be written as a direct sum of orthogonal subspaces:
A=A pA® eA® g AW ¢ AG), (S13)

where @& denotes a direct sum, and using the notation in Theorem and Definition A = A,

A® = {T® =TI =" Wey : 1" € A}, (S14)
RO = [T® =FO(r) = 1 ~ E[Qr|(T°T)'Wey : " € A}, (S15)
AW — {f(4) —cepic e Rp} 7 (516)
AG) — {f@ =TO)(A,X,8):EI® (A X,S) | X,5] = 0} : (517)

Theorem S3 (Influence function space) Suppose Assumptions (1| and @ hold. The space of the

influence function space of W¥g is
At = {G(AaXa S; o, C) = C(A7X7 S)ﬁH,wo : E[C(Aa X, S) ‘ X, S] = 0} : (818)

S2.3 Proof of Theorem

For the semiparametric model , we specify the likelihood function as given by . In the following,
we characterize the tangent space of 0 for k=1,...,5.

For the nuisance parameter 6;, we require that (i) fi(eg | A, X, S) is a nonparametric distribution,

and (ii) [emfi(en | A, X, S)dv(ey) = 0 because Eley | A, X, S] = 0. This leads to a semiparametric
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restricted moment model for 6;. Following Brown and Newey| (1998), the tangent space of 8; is A().
For the nuisance parameter 0 in the likelihood through ey = e (1o, 02, 03, 64, 05) only, the score

function is

I® =1®(ey, A, X, S) = {0log fler | A, X, S;61)/Deps}

% {—da(X, ) + / i2(X, 8) f3(X. §)dv(X, 5)},

where ¢o(X,S) is an arbitrary function of (X,S). In a different notation, the score function I'?)
can be written as I'*S,, where S, = dlog f(emg | A, X,S;61)/0em, T = T*(X,S) = —¢(X,S) +
[ G2(X,8) f3(X, S)dv(X, S), and E[T*] = 0. Therefore, the tangent space of 3 is A(2).

For the nuisance parameter 3, the score function is

r® = T0(ey, A, X,8) =T*+ {dlog filen | A, X,S)/0eg} x / g2(X, S)I"dv(X, 9)
= T*+{0log fi(en | A, X,S)/Oex} x / {g2(X,S) — E[g2(X, S)]} T*dv(X, S)

T 1 {Olog fulen | A, X, S)/der} x / QU du(X, 5),

where I'* = I'* (X, S) satisfies E[I'*] = 0, the second equality follows because E[I'*] = 0. In a different
notation, the score function I'® is of the form I'* + S.E[QT*]. Therefore, the tangent space of 63 is
AB),

For the nuisance parameter 64 in the likelihood through ey = ep (1o, 02,03,04,05) only, the
tangent space of 04 is A,

For the nuisance parameter 5, we require that (i) f5(A | X, S) = e(X, )1 —e(X, )} 4 is a
nonparametric distribution, and (ii) ey = eg (1, 02, 03, 64, 605) depends on 5 through e(X,S). Then,

the score function is
(A, X, 8) — (1= S$AX)IO) (X, S){dlog filen | A, X, S)/0ex},

where TO)(A, X,S) € RP satisfies ET®)(4,X,9) | X,S] = 0, and T®)(X,8) = ¢(X,S){1 —
e(X,S)HI®(A=1,X,5)-T®) (A =0,X,5)}. The relationship between I'®) (X, S) and T(®) (4, X, S)
is derived based on f5(A | X,S) = e(X,S)*1 — e(X,S)}'=4. Therefore, the tangent space of 05 is
A,
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S2.4 Remarks

Remark S2 Because S¢ is the score vector with respect to fi(eg | A, X,S), E[Se | A, X,S] =0. In
addition, because Elegr | A, X, 5] =0, E[Seer | A, X, S] = —1.

Remark S3 Because E[eyy | A, X, S] =0,
W= (Vlen | A, X,S]) "' = (Eley | A, X,8)~" (S19)

S2.5 Overview and Lemmas for the proof of Theorem

For I > 1, let @2:1]{(’“) = AV g ... 3 AD for orthogonal spaces K(l), ‘e ,K(l). To express A =

22:1 A®) as a direct sum of orthogonal subspaces, we provide a road map: Define Ay = Ay

(i) Define A® =] [A(Q) | K(l)’l] We show that A is the same as in (S14).

~ ~ L ~
(ii) Define A® =T] [A(3) | (@2211\(’“)) } . We show that A®) is the same as in (S15)).

~ ~onL ~
(iii) Define A® =[] [A(g’) \ (@2:11\(1“)) ] We show that A is the same as in (S16]).

- ~ oL -
(iv) Define A®) =] [A(5) ] (@izlA(k)) ] We show that A®) is the same as in (S17).

To calculate these projections in the above process, we need the following Lemmas.

Lemma S1 (Normal equations) Let A be a subspace of a Hilbert space H equipped with an inner
product < -, >. Suppose that A is defined as A = {O("),T" € H}, where O : H — H is a bounded
linear operator. Let O* be the adjoint of O, i.e., for any vectors hi,he € H, < O(h1),hy >=<
hi,O*(ha) >. For a given vector B € H, because [[[B | A] € A, by the definition of A, there exists
I' € H such that [[[B | A] = OI"). Then, T satisfies the normal equation O*(B) = O*O(T").

See, e.g.,[Weidmann| (2012). Lemma [S1]is useful to express a projection [[[B | A]. By Lemmal[S1]
we only need to find the unique I' € H that satisfies the normal equation. Then, [[[B | A] = O(I).

Lemma S2 (a) For T*S, € A®), where S = dlog fi(ey | A, X,S)/dey, T* = T*(X,S) and
E[l*] = 0, we have [][T*Sc | AWL] = —T*Wep. (b) For ¢S, where ¢ is a constant, we have
[T [cSe | A(l)’L] =—cWep.

To show (a), we can verify (i) T*Weg € AL and (i) I'*S, + T*Weg € AWM. Similarly, we can
show (b).
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Lemma S3 For T®)(I*) € A®), [T [TG)/(1*) | AD] =T — E[QT*|Wep.

To show [ [[®(T*) | AWL] =TT [T* + SE[QT*] | AD-] = I* — E[QT*|Wep, we can verify (i)
I — B[QT*|Wey € AL and (ii) SE[QT*] + E[QT*|[Wey € AW,

Lemma S4 Let D* = d*(X,S5), then
I1 [D*T_1W6H | 7\@#] — B[D*T(T*T) "Wep,

where all the terms are defined in Theorem [S3. In particular, by choosing D* = ¢T', where ¢ is a

constant, we have

H [CWGH | K(2)’l] = c(T*T) 'Wey.

For any I'® € A®_ we have I® = T@(I*) = T*Wepy. By definition of I*, I'* = I'*(X, S)
and E[I'*] = 0. Thus, I'* can be written as O1(B) := E[B | X, S] — E[B], for some B = b(V) € H.
For convenience of notation, let Oy(-) denote I'®(-). We can show that the adjoint operators are
O = O) and 0% = Oy Then, we can rewrite [ = 0,0, (B), for some B = b(V) € H. The adjoint
operator of O := 020, is O* = 0705 = 010s.

By Lemma [ST| with O = 0201, we have

I1 [D*T*WGH | A = D'Wep, (S20)
where I'* satisfies the normal equation:
Or 050,01 (T*) = OFO5(D*T ' Wey). (S21)
The solution I'* to the normal equation is " = T-YD* — (T*)"'E[T~1D*]}.
Finally, plugging in the expression of I'* into proves Lemma

Lemma S5 Let D = d(X, S) with E[D] = 0. Then, [] [D | 7\<3>»i} = E[QD](V]eo]) 0.

For any I'® € A®)| we have I® = D®)(I*) = I'* — B[QT*](T*T) 'Weg, where I'* = I'*(X, 5)
and E[I'*] = 0. Thus, we can rewrite I'®) = O(B) for some B = b(V) € H, where O(B) = 030 (B)
with O1(B) := E[B | X, S] — E[B] and O3(B) := I'®)(B). Similar in the proof of Lemma , We can
show that O] = O;. Moreover, for any By € H,

O3(By) = By — E[Bo(T*T) ' Wep)Q. (S22)

59



Now by Lemma I1 [D | /~\(3)] = T®)(I'*), where I'* satisfies the normal equation:
O*O(T*) = O*(D). (S23)
By the normal equation (S23)), we then have D = I'* + E[QT™*](T*)~ '@, which leads to
PO = D-EBQIYT) . (524)
Therefore, from ,
[1[D139+] = D~ T(r*) = BIQD)(Vieo) eo,

where the second equality follows from (S24)).

Lemma S6 Let G = g(A, X, S), then
I1 [GWeH | (A® £ AOYL] = £, + £,
where £1 = (G —T7'E[GW | X, S]) Weg and L3 = Go(Vleo]) 'eq with
Go = E[GWT™!]. (S25)

Moreover, if G is not a function of A, then L1 = 0. In particular with G = I'*, which is not a
function of A, then
I1 [P*WeH | (A® + A®)L] =o.

Let A® = {T®(B) = BWey : B = b(X,S)}. Because A® ¢ A® we have AL ¢ A@-L
We will show in the proof of Theorem |S2| that any vector in A® is constructed as a projection onto

/N\(?’)’J-, and therefore by construction, A@ LAG), Now, we can express

11 [GWeH | (A® + /~\(3))L} = 11 [H |:GW€H | X@)ﬂ | K(?ﬂﬂ

L1

+]1 [H [H [GWﬁH | 7\(2)} \K(Q)’L] |7\(3)’L]. (S26)

Lo
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To evaluate L1, note that
I1 [GWeH | 7\<2>] — E[GW | X, ST *Wey, (S27)

because (i) E[GW | X, S]T~! is a function of (X, ), so E[GW | X, S|T'Wey € A®, and (ii) for
any T®(B) = BWey € A® | where B = b(X, S), E{G — E[GW | X, S|]TY1Wey x T@(B)] = 0.
Consequently,

o= ] [GW&H -1 [GWeH | 7\<2>] | 7\<3>ﬂ
= 11 [GweH _E[GW | X, S]T Wep | K<3%L} (S28)
= GWeg —E[GW | X, ST 'Weg, (S29)

where the last equality follows because GWey — E[GW | X, S]T'Wey € A®)L,

To evaluate Lo, we have

£ = TI[II[IT[GWen | R®] | A&4] | RO]

= [T [BEIGW | X, ST (1 T) " Wey | K9]
= H {E[GWT_I](T*T)_IWEH | K(3),L]

= E[GWT Y(V]eo]) eo (S30)

where the first equality follows from (S27)), the second equality follows by applying Lemma [S4| with

D* = E[GW | X, 5], and the last equality follows by applying the normal equation technique.

Together, , and prove Lemma
S2.6 Proof of Theorem
We show step by step following the road map in Section .

First, we show that J] [A® | A®-L] is the same as A®) in (S14). By definition of A®)| for any
r'® ¢ A®, by Lemma , I1 [I’(Q) ] K(1)7L] =11 [F*S | INX(l)’L} — —I*Weg. Therefore, A?® is given

by (S14)).
~ oL -
Second, we show that [] [A(?’) ] (@izlA(k)) ] is the same as A®) in (S15). For any I'®) =

ré(r+) e A®, (a) by Lemma , we have [] [F(3) (') | K(l)vL] = I'* — E[QT*|Wep; then (b) by
the fact that T* LA®)L and [] |IT* — E[QT*|Wey | 7\(3)’L} =T* — E[QT*|(T*T) " 'Weg by Lemma

. Therefore, A®) s given by .
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L ~
Third, we show that < [] [F(4) | (@2:11\(]“)) ] 7™ € A® 3 is the same as A® in (S16)). For any

cS € A¥ | (a) by Lemma II [CS | K(l)vi] = —cWeg; then (b) by Lemma II [CWEH | (7\(2) @ INX(?’))J_] =
¢T*(Vleo])Leo. Therefore, A® is given by .

Finally, we show that < [] [T®) | (@izlx(k)>L :TO) € A(5)} is the same as A®) in (S17). For
any T'®) € A®)| by Lemma [S7]in Section below, we can show that (1 — S)A(X)I'®)(X,S)S, €
(eaﬁ:lK(k))L, so ] [F(5) | (@ilj\(k))L] =T6)(A, X, S). Therefore, A® is given by (S17).

S2.7 Lemma and its proof

For simplicity, we define the following notation.

Definition S2 Let

B = B(ey,A,X,S)=B—-E[B|A,X,S], (S31)
B* = B*(X,S)=E[B|X,S]-E[B], (S32)
R = R(A,X,S)=E[Bey | A X,S]. (S33)

Lemma S7 Following the notation in Definitions cmd for any B =b(V),

1T [B | (@izlfx(’“))j = (R—T'E[RW | X, S]) Wep. (S34)

~ oL
To compute [] [B | (@izlj\(’f)> }, decompose B into

B = B-E[B|AX,S|+EB|AX,S]-E[B|X,S5]
B=B(ey,A,X,S) B(2)=B(2)(4,X,5)
+E[B| X,S] - E[B].

B*=B*(X,S)

~onL ~ oL
By Remark we have [] [B(Z) | (@ﬁzlA(k)) ] = 0. By Lemma , II [B* | (EB%ZIA(’“)) ] = 0.

: L
It then suffices to obtain [] [B | <@i:1A(k)> } in (S34) in the following steps:

Step 1. We show that [] [B ] A(l)’l] = E[Bey | A, X, S|Wepg using the following two facts: (i)
E[Bey | A, X,S]Wer € AW+ and (ii) B — E[Bey | A, X, S]Wey € AW,
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Step 2. We show that

11 [E[BEH | A, X, S\Wey | (AP + K<3>)L] =1] [ RWey | (A® + A®)HL

= (R—T 'E[RW | X, S])Wey +E[RWT'](V][eo]) €0,

where first equality follows by the definition of R in (S33)), and the second equality follows from
Lemma

Step 3. Because (R — T 'E[RW | X,S))Wey 1L A® and E[RWT](V[eo]) Leo € AY, we have
. ~ 1
I1 [B| (@ﬁzlAUf)) ] = (R—T 'E[RW | X,S])Wep.

S2.8 Proof of Theorem

By Lemma for any B = b(V),

11 [B | AL] - 11 [H {B| (@LJ\(’“))L] |[~\(5),¢]
= 11 [R — T7'E[RW | X, S))Wey | K(E’)’L}

= R-T'E[RW | X,S))Weg,

where the last equality follows by Remark Therefore, [] [B | AL] is of the form c(A, X, S)eq,
with ¢(4, X, S) = (R — T-'E[RW | X, S]) and E[c¢(4, X, S) | X, 5] = 0.

S2.9 Proof of Theorem

Based on Theorem , we show that the projection of any B € H, [] [B | AJ-], is of the form
c(A, X, S)en y,, where E[c(4,X,S) | X,S] = 0. Let the score vector of 1y be sy (V). Then, the

semiparametric efficient score of 1 is the projection of s, (V) onto AL, given by

S0 V) =TT [500(V) | A4] = (Blsgy (V)ema | 4, X, 5]

—E[E[sy,(V)emy | 4, X, SW | X, SIEW | X, S]™Y) Wen o = c*(A, X, S)err.

To evaluate c*(A, X, S) further, we note that E[eq 4, | 4, X,S] = 0. We differentiate this equality
with respect to 1)9. By the generalized information equality (Newey; [1990), we have E[—0ep y, /00 |
A, X, ST+ E[sy,(V)emy, | A, X,S] = 0. Therefore, ignoring the negative sign, we have c*(4, X, S)
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as given by

(A, X,S) = (E [(Efom,x,s]—*ﬁ[ag’ﬁwx,s} E[W|X,S]1>W

0740 (X)
— ((1 ¢ )(AE[AWX,S]E[WX,S]l)W.

S3 Proof of Remark

We show the results in Remark[I] by two steps. Step 1 is to find the risk function that is related to the
efficient score, and Step 2 is to express the risk function in terms of {7(X), A\(X)} and {7,(X), A3(X)}.

First, define the risk function of (¢, @) as
L(p,¢) = Ew[Y — Ary(X) — (1 = S)Ap(X)ea — Ew([Hy | X, S]]°. (535)
By the definition of Hy, =Y — A7,(X) — (1 — S)Ag(X)ea, we have

L(p,¢) = Ew[Y — Ew[Y | X, S] = {A — Ew[A | X, S]}7,(X)

— (1= S{A-Ew[A| X, S]}As(X)]”. (S36)

Based on and (S30), it is easy to verify that OL(p, $)/0(¢",¢") = E[Sy(V)]. Because 1y =
(05, d5)" satisfies that E[Sy, (V)] = 0, we have (¢o, ¢po) = argming, 4 L(p, ¢).

Second, we express the risk function in terms of {7(X),A(X)} and {7,(X),\s(X)}. By
the definition of H =Y — A7(X) — (1 — S)A(X)ea and the property E[H | A, X,S] = E[H | X, 5],
we write

Y = E[Y(0) | X, 8] + Ar(X) + (1 — S)A(X)ea + €, (S37)

where Efe | A, X,S] = Ele | X, S] = 0. Combining (S36) and (S37)), we evaluate L(p, ¢) as

L(¢,¢) = Ew[(A-Ew[A] X, S)?*[7(X) = 7,(X) + (1= SH{AX) = As(X)})*]

= Bw[w(X, 9)[1(X) = 7(X) + (1 = SH{AX) = As(X)}],

where w(X,S) =Ew[A | X,S|(1 -Ew[A | X, 95)]).
When the putative models 7,(X) and A\y(X) for 7(X) and A(X) are correctly specified with the
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true parameter values g and ¢g, we have 7(X) = 7,,(X) and A(X) = Ay, (X). Thus, the minimizer
of L(¢, ¢) is (o, ¢o). This completes the proof of Remark [1]

S4 Proof of Theorem

S4.1 Preliminaries

We introduce more notations and useful results to prepare for the proof of Theorem [2 Let “~"
denote weak convergence, and let “A < B” denote that A is bounded by a constant times B. Denote
Sy(V;0) = 8Sy(V;19)/0%. Denote a set of nuisance functions as Gy, = {9 : || — || < §} for some
d > 0 and denote [*°(Gy,) as the collection of all bounded functions f : Gy, — RP.

The following lemmas show the asymptotic properties of the empirical process of functions be-

longing to Donsker classes.

Lemma S8 Suppose Conditions[3 and[3 in Theorem[d hold. Then, we have

sup HPNS¢(V; 19) — PSw(V; 19)”2 —0
wee,ﬁeg%

i probability as N — oo, and

sup  [|PnSy(V;9) — PSy(V;9)|l2 — 0
$€EO®,IEGy,

i probability as N — o0.
Lemma S9 Suppose Conditions[3 and[3 in Theorem[q hold. Then, we have
NY2(Py = P)Syy(V;0) ~ Z €1%°(Gy,),
where the limiting process Z = {Z(¥) : ¥ € Gy, } is a mean-zero multivariate Gaussian process, and

the sample paths of Z belong to {z € [°°(Gy,) : z is uniformly continuous with respect to || - ||}.

S4.2 Proof of Theorem

First, we show the consistency of 1 . Toward this end, we show HPSJ(V;@O)HQ — 0. We bound
[[PS5(V;do)l[2 by

~ ~

IPS;(Vido)lla < [IPS5(Vi ) — PS(Vi D)2+ [IPS5(V: 9)]:
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= |IPS;(V;0) — PS5(V59)]|2 + |[PS5(V;0) — PrS5(V; D)2

IN

IPS5(V;d0) = PSH(V9)|l2

+  sup  [|PnSy(V;9) = PSy(V;9)]]a.
(ISCRASIAN

Both terms in (S38)) are op(1) as shown below. By the Taylor expansion, we have

- 95, (V3 9) 19 _
155(Vido) = Sp(Vid)ll2 = (¥ — o)
P P oY ¢ _Go=F )
0S8y (V; 19 —~
> H ng o ><H19—190H2,

where 9 lies in the segment between ¥ and J9. By the Cauchy—Schwartz inequality, we have

[PS5(Vid0) = PSH(Vid)|la < PlISH(Vivo) — Sp(Vi D)l
dS~(V;0) -
< P{ e ><H19—190H2}
2

09T -
I=19
as-vi)| 12"
o\ > 21 1/2
< {E —r—| } < {EIID — o3}
I=>9112
< |10 = Dol
= op(1).

By Lemma [S8 we have

sup  |[PnSy(V;9) —PSy(V;9)]l2 — 0
(IS SRS AN

(938)

(S39)

(S40)

in probability as N — oc. Plugglng and into leads to | |PS (Vi90)|l2 = op(1).

Now, by Condition [1] [|¢) — |2 = OP(1).

Second, we show the asymptotic distribution of 15 By the Taylor expansion of NI/QPNSJ(V; 5) =0,

we have

0 = NP Sy, (Vi9) + {PnSH(V; ) INY2( — ),

where 1; lies in the segment between 12 and vg. By Lemma we have

sup  |[PnSy(V;9) — PSy(V;9)[l2 — 0
1[169,1969190
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in probability as N — co. Because {5 — o and 9 — ¥y, we have
PNSJ(V; 1/9\) = PS¢0 (V; ”(9())

in probability as N — co. Thus, we have

N2 —pg) = =0 NY2PySy (V;9) + op(1). (S41)
We express
P Sy (Vi 0) = (P — P)Sy, (V) + PSy, (V; 1), (S42)
and show that
PSy, (V;0) = op(N~Y/?), (S43)
(Pn —P)Sy(Vi9) = (Py —P)Sy,(V;00) +op(N~1/2). (S44)

To show (S43), we denote ¢(X, S) = (074, (X)/0¢™, (1-5)0ANs,(X)/0¢™)" for simplicity and evaluate

PSy, (V;9) explicitly as

~

PSy, (VD)
= B [o(X.8) (A{53(A, X, 9}~ {521 X, 8)} X, S)BIW | X, S]7W) €|
= B [o(X.8) ({2°(1, X, 9)}"e(X, ) - {5°(1, X, $)} 'e(X, S)E[W | X, 5]
X [u(X,8) = (X, 8) = (1= 5)Age (X){e(X, 5) —e(X, S)}]]
— E[e(X,S) ({3%(1, X, 8)} e(X, 5) — &(X, 5)}
—{52(1, X, )} E(X, S)EW | X, S]7HW ~ E[W | X, )
X (X, 8) = (X, 5) = (1= 5)Ag (X){e(X, 5) — e(X, 5)}]]
= E[c(X,9) ({3°(1,X,9)} He(X,S) —e(X,9)}
—{52(1, X, 8)} Te(X, S)EW | X, S]7HG(1, X, S)} "He(X, 8) — (X, S)}
HEA(L X, 8)} EX, B | X, S]7HE2(0, X, 8)}He(X, $) — 2(X, 9)})
X[u(X, 8) = (X, 8) = (1 = 9)Age (X){e(X, 5) —e(X, 5)}]].-
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Applying the Cauchy—Schwartz inequality and Condition [3], we have

1P Sy, (V3 9)]]2

IN

E[||c(X,8) ({721, X,9)} {e(X,5) —e(X,9)}
—{6%(1, X, $)} E(X, SEW | X, 8752 (1, X, 8)} e (X, 8) - &(X, 5)}
+{5%(1, X, 8)} 'e(X, 9)E [W | X,S8)715%(0,X,5)} He(X, S)—é(X,S)})

< [p(X, 8) = A(X, 8) = (1 = 5)Age (X){e(X, S) — €(X, S)HII,] -
< (E[{e(X,S) — (X, 9)}?] x E [{u(X, 8) — (X, $)}* + {e(X, 5) — &(X, $)}*])"/?
= {lla(X, 8) — u(X, 9)|| x |[e(X, S) — e(X, 9)|| +[[e(X, ) — e(X, )||*}

= op(N7Y?).

To show ([S44), Lemma [S9| leads to
N1/2(PN - P)STZ)O(V719) ~ 7€ loo(gﬁo)a

as N — oco. Combining with the fact that H@— Yo|| = op(1), we have

NY2(Py —P)Sy, (V;9) Z
9 do

in [*°(Gy,) %X Gy, as N — oo. Define a function s : 1°°(Gy,) x Gy, — RP by s(z,9) = z(J) — z(o),
which is continuous for all (z,9) where ¥ +— z(¥) is continuous. By Lemma all sample paths
of Z are continuous on Gy,, and thus, s(z,1) is continuous for (Z,9). By the Continuous-Mapping

Theorem,

$(Z,0) = (Py — P)Syy (V;9) — (Px — P)Syy (V3 90) ~ s(Z,90) = 0.
Thus, - ) holds. Plugging (S42] into , we have

NY2(ip —qpg) = —UTINY2{(Py — P)Sy, (Vo)) + op(1).

— NA{0,(THTE[Sy, (V;90)H w11, (S45)

in distribution as N — oo. If |[5(4, X, S) — (4, X, 5)|| = op(1), Sy, (V;¥) becomes the efficient
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score Sy, (V). Thus, the asymptotic variance in (S45) achieves the efficiency bound. This completes
the proof of Theorem

S5 Proof of Theorem

We compare the asymptotic variance of @yt and @. To simplify the proof, define the following

expression:

1jl,rct = E

}®2 (A-E[AW | X,S]E[W | X,S] ) {A —e(X, S)}W] ,

)}®2 (A-E[AW | X,S|EW | X, S]™!) AW

S {87“;()()}@ (AW —E[AW | X, S|E[W | X, S]"'W) e(X, S)

S{aTg’(X)}@ (A—E[AW | X, S]E[W | X, S]l)ZW] :

Pl,rwd = E

@
(1-5) {W}@ (A—E[AW | X, S|E[W | X,S}l)QW] :

Fl = Fl,rct+rl,rwd7

', = E [(1 - 9) 070 (X) Do (X) (A-E[AW | X,S]E[W | X, S]l)QW] :

Op 0¢T
r, — B (1_5){(W}®2(A_E[AWX,S]E[W|X,S]—1)2wl.

Also, we denote

Snaw) =N ‘97“’ (Ai —E[AW | X;, SIE[W | X,, 8]~ W,
e AUB

x (Yi = E[Y; | Xi, Si] — 7 (Xa) {Ai — e(Xi, Si)} — (1 = Si)Ap(Xi) {Ai — e(X3, 80)})
and

O (
Sna@)=N"" Y ¢ ~ 55) (Ai — E[AW | X;, S| E[W | X;, 87" W
1€ AUB

x (Y; = E[Y; | X, Si] — 7p(Xi) {Ai — e(Xi, 8i)} — (1 — Si)Ap(Xy) {Ai — e(Xy,5:)})
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Then

V[Sy1()] = N7' x Ty, V[Sya(th)] = N~! x T, (S46)

cov [Sn.1(0), Sn2(10)"] = N7 x T'ya.

By the Taylor expansion, we have

-1
Dy = It T Sn,1 (o) +op(N71/2)
T, Ty Sn.2(o)

¥ = S
_ Lo valo) ) op(N~Y/2), (S47)
I B2 Sn2(to)
where .
21 212 . Fl F12
Equivalently, we have
Ll + 20l = Lpxp, (548)
Y1l + Y12y = Opxyp, (549)

and therefore,

i+ 302l = Lpxp,
STl T, + 2Ty = 0pxyp. (S50)

By |i we can solve Xy = (I — Flgfglfﬁ)_l.
Now continuing from (S47)), we have

@ — o = S18n,1 (%) + S12Sn,2(th0) + op(NH2),

and therefore,

VIg—¢o] = Xi1V[Sni(to)] X1+ Siacov [Sn 2 (o), Sn,(vo)"] 21

+X1cov [Sn1 (o), Sn2(%0)"] 12 + T12V [Sn2(¥0)] Z12 + o(N ).
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Then, by (S46)), we have

VIg—gp] = N7'x(Zi[1E1 4 Sl 5
+ 3119812 + E12l2812) + o(N )
= N !'x%+04+0oN1 (S51)
— N7'x (T =Tl Th) " +o(N7Y)

_ _ —1 _
= N7'X (Piget + Tipwa — T12l'5'TT,) T +o(N7TH), (S52)

where (S51f) follows by (548)) and (S49).

For the semiparametric efficient score based only on the trial data, we denote

Snir(®) =N"1 Y Sz-aTg(? (A —E[AW | X;, S|E[W | X3, Si| 1) Wi (Yi — E[Y; | X3, S4]) -
i€ AUB

Then,
A% [SN,l,rct(w(])] - Nil X Pl,rct-

By the Taylor expansion, we have
VBt =00l = N7 X T Tiret D gy +0(N 1) = N7Ux Tl +o(N 7). (S53)
By holder’s inequality, I'y rwaq — I’lgI’;lFﬁ is non-negative definitive; i.e., for any v € RP?,
0" (Tipwa — T3 ' TH) v > 0,
with equality holds when 07, (X;)/0p = MO, (X;)/0¢ holds for some constant matrix M.

Comparing (S52)) and (S53)) leads to our result in Theorem

S6 Goodness-of-fit test using over-identification restrictions

The model assumptions for the treatment effect and confounding function, i.e., Assumption [2] are
crucial in our proposed framework. In this section, we extend the goodness-of-fit test of [Yang and
Lokl (2016) to evaluate the model specifications of the treatment effect and confounding function
based on over-identification restrictions tests.

The insight is that we can create a larger number of estimating functions than the number of
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parameters. Let ¢;(X) € R? and ca(X) € R%, where ¢1,g2 > 0, be some functions of X that are
different from the optimal ones ¢}(X) = {07, (X)/0¢} (A —E[AW | X,S]E[W | X,S]"") W and
(X)) = (1 = 85){0Xs(X)/00} (A—E[AW | X, S]E[W | X,5]"1) W. As with , it is easy to
show that

Gy, (V) = €H b €A (Sh4)

is unbiased. As a result, the number of unbiased estimating functions is larger than the dimension
of 1y, resulting in over-identification restrictions. Under Assumptions [I] and [2] combining the unbi-
asedness of Gy, (V) and the consistency of W, we expect that the sample quantity PyG 7Z(V) to be

close to zero. We show that
N_l/QPNGTZ(V) = N_1/2PN {Giﬁo (V) + FTS¢O (V)} + Op(l),

where T = — {E [0Sy, (V)/8¥]} ' E[0G,(V)/0y]. Therefore, N*1/2PNG$(V) is asymptotically
normal with mean 0 and variance Ygg = V[Gy, (V) + TSy, (V)]

Based on the above results, we construct a goodness-of-fit test statistic
T ~
T={PnG;(V)} Sgh{PnGs1}

where iGG is a consistent estimator of Y. Theorem provides the reference distribution to gauge

the plausibility of the values T" takes.

Theorem S4 Suppose Assumptions and@ hold. We have T — X37 a Chi-square distribution with

degrees of freedom q = q1 + q2, in distribution, as N — oc.

Let xﬁ,a be the (1 — a) quantile of X3~ From Theorem if T < xﬁ,a, there is no significant
evidence to reject the model specifications of the treatment effect and confounding function, and if
T> Xaa, there is strong evidence to reject the model specifications.

The choice of ¢;(X) and c2(X) determines the power of the goodness-of-fit test. For the power
consideration, we can specify alternative plausible models for the treatment effect and confounding
function. Theorem [I| provides the optimal ¢;(X) and ca(X) under the alternative models. We then

adopt this choice for the goodness-of-fit test.
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S7 The semiparametric efficiency theory of the average treatment

effect

S7.1 Preliminary

Recall that 7y = P(S = 0). We express 19 as

B(1 - §)7e ()]

]

70 = Elrpe (X)] = El750 (X) | § = 0] = (555)

To derive the efficient score of 7y, we can follow a similar approach in Section Because g
depends on ¢g and S, (V') is available, we consider a different approach. Consider a one-dimensional
parametric submodel, fg(V'), which contains the true model f(V) at 6 = 0, i.e., fo(V)|s=0 = f(V).
We use 0 in the subscript to denote the quantity evaluated with respect to the submodel, e.g., 19
is the value of 7y with respect to the submodel. We use dot to denote the partial derivative with
respect to 0, e.g., 79 = 79/00, and use s(-) to denote the score function induced from the likelihood
function.

Recall that, the tangent space A is given in Theorem [S2| Following [Bickel et al| (1993)), the

efficient score of 1y, denoted by S;, (V') € A, must satisfy
79lg—o = E[Sr (V)s(V)].

We will derive the efficient score by calculating 7y|y_,. To simplify the proof, we introduce some

lemmas.

Lemma S10 Consider a ratio-type parameter R = N/D. If Nglo—o = E[Sn(V)s(V)] and Dylg—o =
E[Sp(V)s(V)], then Rglo—o = E[Sr(V)s(V)] where

Sn(V) = 55Sw(V) = 8p(V). ($56)

In particular, if Sny(V) and Sp(V') are the efficient scores for N and D, then Sr(V') is the efficient

score for R.

Poof. Let Ry, Ny and Dy denote the quantities R, N, and D evaluated with respect to the parametric
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submodel fy(V). By the chain rule, we have

R( _—
69:0 D
1

which leads to (S56)).
S7.2 Proof of Theorem

We derive the efficient score for 7. Given (S55|), we can write 79 = N/mg, where N = E[(1—-5)7,,(X)].
By Lemma the key is to derive the efficient scores for N and my. By chain rule, we have

Nolom = EI(1— §)7, (X)s(X, 8)]  EI(1 - $), () o]

= Bl{(1- 800 - M) +E - ) 72 g oy

87—900 (X)
0T

= E[{(1 = 9)7(X) = N}s(V)] + E [(1 -5) ] E[Sg, (V)s(V)]

- E {{(1 — ) (X) = N+E {(1 - S>8750ﬁ} S%(V)} s(V)} .

It is easy to verify that (1 — S)7,,(X) — N € A®). Also, by construction, we have S, (V) € A.

Therefore, we derive the efficient score for N as

I7p, (X)
0T

SN(V)=(1—=8)1,,(X)—N+E {(1—5) ] Seo (V).

By chain rule, we have
70,6 lo—o= E[(1 — 5)s(5)] = E[(1 = 5 — mo)s(V)].
It is easy to verify that 1 — S — my € A®). Therefore, we derive the efficient score for m as

Sﬂ—O(V) =1- S— 0.
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Applying Lemma yields the efficient score for 7y as

1 i
Su(V) = —-Sx(V) = 25 (V)

(1—S)T¢0(X) I_SaTwo(X)

= > /P E| 22 %/

- T + - DT S@O(V)
—E(l — S —mp)
o

1-8

0

S7.3 Proof of Theorem

By the Taylor expansion, we have

NY2 (7 - 7p)
1/2 N
= N Z(l - 5;) {T@(Xi) — 7’0}

m -
=1

N
= ™ Z(l — Sl) {T(,DQ(XZ') — ’7'0} + {; Z(]_ — Sl)%()(l)} N1/2 (@_ QOO) +0P(1)

T
i=1 Op

N2 N
= Z(l—Sz‘){Two(Xi)—To}+‘1’oN1/2(s3—<Po)+0P(1)-

Because the two terms in (S57)) are uncorrelated, we have

R N2 T _
VN2 E=m)] = VS Y= ) {r (X0) = o} |+ EV [NV (5= 20)| W
=1
1 ~
= S VI(X) | S =0+ WV [N (6~ o) W0,

S8 Additional results from the simulation study

Figure [ST] displays the simulation results for Section [6] for point estimation.

S9 Additional results from the application

(S57)

Table [S2 reports the results of the model parameters in the heterogeneity of treatment effect 7., (X).

The trial estimator is not significant due to the small sample size. The Meta and integrative estimator
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N T 7
15 \-\ Estimator / /
\ — True / ,/'/'/
\ — Meta / ’ )
\ — RCT / e 0
, — Integrative ; 7, ‘
10 \‘ '/ </ /
(/
s 2
S - -5
X (=)
N N
- 5 =1
! Estimator AR Y
~10 K AN
/ — True NN
0 / — Meta VoM
/ — RCT VoM
: — Integrative \ \
2 0 2
X2
Setting 1 (without unmeasured confounding in the observational study)
15 \-\ Estimator I.’
\ — True / 4
\ — Meta /
iy — RCT / . 0
" — Integrative / . .
10 \ 7 o
(/
s 2
S - -5
X (=)
N N
- 5 =1
A
: , W
7 Estimator »\\\,\ \
-10 /'/ — True AV
0 ; — Meta I\ \
‘ — RCT W
// — Integrative W\
2 0 2
X2

Setting 2 (with unmeasured confounding in the observational study)

There are two panels: the left for 7(x1,0), where z; € [—2,2] and 2 = 0, and the right for 7(0, z2),
where 21 = 0 and x2 € [—2,2]. The solid lines represent the Monte Carlo means of the estimators,
and the dashed bands represent the solid lines +1.96 Monte Carlo standard deviations of the
estimators. The narrower the bands, the more efficient the estimator.

Figure S1: Simulation results of various estimators.
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Table S1: Point estimate, standard error, and 95% Wald confidence interval of the model parameters
in the heterogeneity of treatment effect 7,(X) and the average treatment effect 79 between adjuvant
chemotherapy and observation: tumor size*= (tumor size — 4.8)/1.7, and all numbers are multiplied
by 103

RCT Meta Integrative
Est SE  95% CI Est SE  95% CI Est SE  95% CI
11 -106 50  (-204,-7) -74 9  (-91,-57) -102 40 (-180, -24)

tumor size™ 9 -19 49 (-115,78) 98 12 (75, 121) -17 20  (-55, 22)
(tumor size*)? o3 13 21 (-27,54) -15 2  (-19,-10) 11 33  (-54, 76)
T 92 29 (-149,-36) -88 6 (-100,-77) -91 20 (-129, -53)

gain efficiency over the trial estimator by leveraging the observational study. However, the Meta
estimator may be biased due to the unmeasured confounding in the observational study. Table

reports the results of the model parameters in the linear confounding function

As(X) = o1+ ¢2Age + p3Tumor size + ¢p4Gender + ¢sHistology

+¢pgRace + ¢7Charlson + ¢glncome + ¢glnsurance + ¢1¢Travel.

Because (,527 54 and $5 are significant, the no unmeasured confounding assumption may not hold for

the observational sample.

Table S2: Point estimate, standard error and 95% Wald CI of model parameters in Ag(X): : tumor
size*= (tumor size — 4.8)/1.7, and all numbers are multiplied by 10?

Est SE 95% CI

1 ¢y 53 45 (-35, 142)
Age ¢9 22 6 (34, -9 *
Tumor size ¢3 -31 42 (-112, 51)
Gender ¢4 -32 12 (-56, -9)
Histology ¢5  -77 11 (98, -55) *
Race ¢g -0 24 (47, 46)
Charlson ¢7 3 8 (-13, 20)
Income ¢g -3 5 (-13, 7)
Insurance ¢g -6 10 (-25, 14)
Travel ¢10 11 8 (5  26)
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