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SUMMARY: Shortcomings of randomized clinical trials are pronounced in urgent health crises, when rapid iden-
tification of effective treatments is critical. Leveraging short-term surrogates in real-world data (RWD) can guide
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effect (PTE) on the true outcome explained by a surrogate in RWD settings. We propose inverse probability
weighted and doubly robust (DR) estimators of an optimal transformation of the surrogate and PTE by semi-
nonparametrically modeling the relationship between the true outcome and surrogate given baseline covariates. We
show that our estimators are consistent and asymptotically normal, and the DR estimator is consistent when either
the propensity score model or outcome regression model is correctly specified. We compare our proposed estimators to
existing estimators and show a reduction in bias and gains in efficiency through simulations. We illustrate the utility
of our method in obtaining an interpretable PTE by conducting a cross-trial comparison of two biologic therapies for
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Surrogates in Real World Data Settings
1. Introduction

While randomized clinical trials (RCTs) remain the gold standard instrument for identifying
efficacious and safe drugs (Concato, et al., 2000), RCTs typically require long-term follow-
up of patients to observe a sufficient number of events to estimate treatment effects and
even then, the outcomes may be costly to measure (Bentley et al., 2019). RCTs are also
often limited to narrowly defined patient populations with results that are not always
generalizable. These shortcomings are especially pronounced in urgent health crises and have
led to increased interest in using real world data (RWD) and shorter term surrogate endpoints
to efficiently and effectively evaluate treatments (Herndn & Robins, 2016; Corrigan-Curay
et al., 2018; Hey et al., 2020; Gyawali et al., 2020). For example, as multiple pharmaceutical
companies pushed to develop vaccines and treatments for COVID-19 and to test them in
RCTs (Lurie et al., 2020), RWD from electronic health records (EHRs) have been collected
at breakneck speed (Brat et al., 2020).

The use of valid surrogate markers to infer treatment effects on long term outcomes has the
potential to reduce trial cost and study duration (Ciani et al., 2017; Wickstrém & Moseley,
2017). The explosion in recent years of RWD highlights an untapped opportunity to identify
and validate surrogate markers. Since Prentice (1989) originally proposed a definition and
operational criteria for identifying valid surrogate markers, many statistical methods have
been developed to make inference about the proportion of treatment effect (PTE) explained
by a surrogate in RCT settings (Freedman & Schatzkin, 1992; Lin et al., 1997; Wang &
Taylor, 2002; Parast et al., 2016; Price et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2020). For example, Freedman
& Schatzkin (1992) proposed a parametric model-based estimate assuming two regression
models which rarely hold simultaneously (Lin et al., 1997). Wang & Taylor (2002) proposed
alternative measures of PTE that examined what the treatment effect would have been if the

surrogate had the same distribution across treatment groups. Parast et al. (2016) proposed
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a fully nonparametric estimation procedure for the PTE defined in Wang & Taylor (2002).
More recently, Wang et al. (2020) proposed an alternative non-parametric PTE estimator by
identifying an optimal transformation of the surrogate S, gy : S — o (S), such that g, (.S)
optimally predicts Y. In addition to requiring weaker assumptions than those required by
Parast et al. (2016), this approach has the advantage of providing a direct approximation to
the treatment effect on the outcome Y using the treatment effect on g,,(5).

These existing PTE estimates are derived for data from RCTs and not directly applicable
to RWD where treatment assignment A may depend on confounding factors X. In this paper,
we follow the strategy of Wang et al. (2020) to define PTE based on g,, and propose both
I[PW and doubly robust PTE estimators using RWD by semi-non-parametrically modeling
the relationship between Y and S given X and imposing a propensity score (PS) model for
A given X. We propose perturbation resampling methods for variance and confidence interval
estimation. We establish the asymptotic properties of the proposed estimators, including
double robustness of the proposed estimator in that it is consistent when either the PS
model or the outcome regression (OR) models is correctly specified. Our simulation studies
demonstrate that the proposed estimators and inference procedures perform well in finite
samples. Finally, we illustrate the utility of our proposed procedures by conducting a cross-

trial comparison of two biologic therapies for ulcerative colitis (UC).

2. Methods

2.1 Setting and notations

Let Y be the primary outcome and S be the surrogate marker, both of which may be discrete
or continuous. Throughout, the notation takes S to be continuous, but all derivations and
theoretical results remain valid if S is discrete by replacing density functions with probability

mass functions. We denote {Y(® S(@1} as the respective potential primary outcome and
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surrogate marker under treatment A = a, where A = 1 and A = 0 denote the treatment

and the control group, respectively. With RWD, only Y; = AiYi(l) +(1- Ai)Y-(O) and S; =

(2

AZ-SZ-(D +(1— AZ-)SZ-(O) can be observed for an individual ¢, and the treatment assignment A;

may depend on baseline confounding factors X;. For identifiability, we require the standard

assumptions (Rubin, 2005; Imbens & Rubin, 2015):

a(x) = P(A = a|X = x) € (0,1) (1)

(Y, y© s s0) | 4|X 2)

Assumption (] states that within all covariate levels, patients may receive either treatment
so that the PS is bounded away from 0 and 1. Assumption (2)) implies that X includes
all confounders that can affect the primary outcome and treatment simultaneously, or the
surrogate and treatment simultaneously (Rubin, 2005; Imbens & Rubin, 2015). We assume
that the RWD for analysis consist of n independent and identically distributed random

variables {D; = (V;,S;, A;, X])",i = 1,...,n}.

2.2 Target parameter and leveraging surrogates

The average treatment effect on Y is defined as:
A==y where p = EY®) = [ E(Y | 4= 0 X)dE(X).

and F(x) = P(X < x). Without loss of generality, we assume that A > 0. To approximate A
based on the treatment effect on S, Wang et al. (2020) identified a transformation function
Goe(+) such that the treatment effect on the transformed surrogate, Ay, = E[gou(SW) —
Gopt(S©)], can optimally predict A in a certain sense. More formally, the optimality of g,

is with respect to minimizing the mean squared error

'Coracle(gopt) =F [(Y(l) - Y(O)> - {gOpt (S(l)) ~ Yopt (S(O))}}2
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under the working assumption of (Y, SW) | (Y S©) Tt was shown that g,,; takes the

form
Gopt(8) = m(s) + APo(s)  with  m(s) =mq(s)Pi(s) + mo(s)Po(s),

where m,(s) = E(Y@|S@ = 5), P,(s) = fa(s)(fo(s) + fr(8))7Y, fa(s) = dF,(s)/ds,

J{mo(s) = mi(s)}Pi(s)dFo(s) _ — ['m(s)dFy(s
fpo YAFH(s) fPo YdFy(s ) ’

and F,(s) = P(S® < s). In addition, by employing the transformation g,, and defining

\ =

the PTE of S as PTE, , = A, /A, Wang et al. (2020) showed that even if the working

Gopt YJopt

independence assumption does not hold, PTE,_, € [0, 1] provided that

Gopt
(A1) Si(u) = Sp(u) for all u,
(A2) M, (u) = My(u) for all u in the common support of gep:(S™) and g,p:(S©),
where S,(u) = P{gop:(S@) > u} and M,(u) = E(Y@|gep(S @) = u), for a = 0, 1.
Assumptions (Al) and (A2) are weaker than those required in the literature to ensure that
the PTE is between 0 and 1 and hence to avoid the surrogate paradox (VanderWeele, 2013).

Our goal here is to construct robust estimates for g,, and PTE, , using RWD.

3. Two Proposed Estimation Methods

Estimation of gou(s) and PTE,,, using RWD is more challenging than using RCT data
because we cannot directly estimate m(s), A, and P,(s) due to confounding. We propose an
inverse probability weighted (IPW) estimator and a doubly robust (DR) estimator for g,
and PTE,,, accounting for the effects of X on A, Y and S. We first present the simpler
IPW estimator and then the DR estimator. For both estimators, we impose a parametric
model for 7 (X), denoted by m1(X; ), where e is a finite dimensional parameter that can be
estimated as the standard maximum likelihood estimator, a. A simple example is a logistic
regression model m1(X; a) = G{a"®(X)}, where G(z) = € /(1 4+ €*) and ®(X) is a vector

of basis functions of X to account for potential non-linear effects.



Surrogates in Real World Data Settings

3.1 IPW Estimation

To construct an IPW estimator for g,,, we first obtain IPW kernel smoothed estimators for

mq(s) and f,(s) respectively as

Z:L 1Kh( )Y&\)al Zz 1Kh( )waz
Zz 1 Kh( )wal Zz 1waz ’

where Wy; = I(A; = a) /7.(Xy, @), Kp,(-) = K (-/h), K(-) is a symmetric density function

and  f,(s) =

ma(s) =

and h = O(n™") with v € (1/4,1/2). Then m(-), P,(-) and XA may be estimated as
fals) 5 _ J(uls) — (s >>A () fo(s)ds

3
=
Il
3

=}
&=
§>
el

S (5) = ot
a=0 fi(s) + fo(s) J Po(s) fo(s)ds
respectively. Subsequently, we construct plug-in estimators for g.,(s), Agopt, A and PTE,,,
as
~ ~ A A ~ ~ ~ -~ ~ ~ —_— 3?
g(S) = m(s) + )‘PO(S)7 A§ = K15 — Ho,g» A= H1 — Ho, and PTEfj = Xa
where

S eS)E S Y
Ha,g = n~ and . fg =
> ie1 Wai D iz Wai-

We show in Appendix 1 of the supplementary materials that when m(x; ) is correctly

specified, P/T\Eg is consistent for PTE, . We also show that \/ﬁ(lﬁg — PTE,,,,) converges

Gopt *

in distribution to a normal distribution with mean 0 and variance o2, where the form of o?

is given in the supplementary materials.

3.2 Doubly Robust Estimation

When the PS model is incorrectly specified, the IPW estimator is likely to be biased. Here,
we propose augmented IPW estimators for g, and PTE,,, to achieve improved robustness
and efficiency. Following Robins et al. (1994), for any counterfactual random variable U,

an augmented IPW estimator for its mean F(U) can be constructed as

3 ot G- V)

where $,(X;) is an estimator for E (Ui(a | X;) derived under a specified model. This estimator

is doubly robust in the sense that it is consistent for E(U) when either the PS model for
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(a) | X;) is correctly specified. Deriving an augmented

7o(X) or the outcome model for E(U;
IPW estimator for PTE,_, is more involved since g, (5) involves conditional mean functions
of Y@ | @ and density functions of S for a = 0, 1.

To construct a DR estimator for g.,.(s) = m(s) + APy(s), we propose the following DR

estimators for m,(s) and f,(s) respectively,
o

My or(S) = /\:l S) Ja
wor(8) = T (3a)
Moonls) =17 S {K(Si = )i — @us ~ D3l XD (X0}, (30)

Faon(s) = 0™ 37 { (S = 5)8us = @ui = Dihur(s:X0) (30)

where @Ea,m (x) and @Ea,f(s; x) are the respective estimators for

Vam(s;X) = E(Y;(a) | Si(a) =5X;=x)=EY;| A =a,S; =s,X; =x) and
OP(S\ < s | X; =x)

¢a,f(3§ X) =

In Appendix 2 of the supplementary materials, we show that 7, pr(s) and ﬁyDR(s) are consis-
tent for m,(s) and f,(s) if either sup, |7, (x)—m,(x)| — 0 in probability or supx78{|$a7m(s; X)—
Yam(s:x)| + |@a7f(s; X) — Ya(s;%)|} — 0 in probability.

To construct estimators &m(s; x) and @a,f(s;x), we impose flexible semi-non-parametric
models for Y@ | S X and S | X to minimize assumptions on the dependency structure
between S and Y. Specifically, we first impose a generalized regression model (GRM) (Han,

1987) for Sz ‘ Az = a, Xz
Si =D, © Ho(X[ vy €ia) with  Pley < e | Xp) = Faule),

where D,(-) is an increasing function and H,(-,-) is a strictly increasing function of each

T are constrained to

of its arguments, and the unknown covariate effects v, = (Va1, ---s Yap)
the unit sphere Q : {7 : ||v|l2 = 1} for identifiability. With the given «, under GRM and

the no-unmeasured-confounders assumption, 1,(s;x) can be estimated non-parametrically
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via kernel smoothing. To estimate =,, Sherman (1993) showed that the maximum rank

correlation estimator

Vo = argmax. cq Z I(XGy > Xy)1(S; > Sj)
i;éj,Ai:Aj:a

is consistent and asymptotically normal for «y,. Subsequently, we estimate 1,4(s,x) as

~ 7.L_ K AaXi — A;X K SZ — S
Bualsiag) = 2zt Bl — 75— 5), (@)
Zi:l KC (VaXi - Vax)

To estimate v, ,(s;x), we impose a varying-coeflicient generalized linear model (VGLM)

(Hastie & Tibshirani, 1993):
E(Y; | Ay =a,8; = 5,X;) = M{B,(S)"X:},

where M(+) is a known smooth link function, X = (1,x")" for any vector x and 3,(s) is an

unknown p+ 1 dimensional unspecified smooth coefficient functions. We may estimate 3,(s)

o~

as 3,(s), the solution to

U,(8:s) =n" zn: I(A; = Q) Kn(S; — $)X, {Yi — M 1)} ~0

i=1
Then we estimate 1, ,(s;x) as

Van(s,%) = M{B,(s)"%}. (5)
These estimators (4) and (5) can then be plugged into (BB]) and (Bd) to construct ]‘;DR(S)
and m, pr(s) as in (Bal).
Based on m, pr(s) and ﬁ,DR(S), we obtain a doubly robust estimator for g,,.(s) as:
Gor(s) = fiton(s) + AorPoor(s);

where Mmpg(s) = Zizo ma,DR(S)ﬁa,DR(S>7

/):DR _ f {mO,DR(S) _Aﬁll,DR(S/)\} ﬁl,DR(S)f(\),DR(S>dS’ and ﬁa,DR(S) _ fa,DR(i) 7
IPO,DR(S)fO,DR(S)dS fO,DR(S) + .fl,DR(S)

for a = 0,1. We can now construct a plug-in estimator for Ay as Agpr = fi15,0r — Hog .0k,

where
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and (o 4(x) = [ g(5)tas(s,x)ds is an estimator for ¢, 4(x) = E{g(S\") | X; = x} derived

under the GRM. Similarly, we obtain KDR = Jlor — Hopr tO estimate A, where

oo =17 { Vit = (@~ Dé(X0)}
i=1
where (,(x) = f&a,m(s; X)@Za,f(s;x)ds is an estimator for (,(x) = E(Yi(a) | X; = x). Finally,

we estimate PTE as P/TTE@DR = ﬁ/g\,DR/ﬁDR. Following similar arguments as given in

Gopt

Appendix 2 of the supplementary materials, it is not difficult to show that KQDR, KDR and

P/T\E@DR are doubly robust estimators for A, _, A, and PTE,__, respectively.

Gopt ) Gopt )

4. Perturbation Resampling

We propose to estimate the variability and construct confidence intervals of our proposed
estimators using a perturbation-resampling approach (Jin et al., 2001; Tian et al., 2005). For
resampling, we generate {V" = (V" ... V)T b =1, ..., B}, which are nx B independent and
identically distributed non-negative random variables from a known distribution with unit
mean and unit variance, such as the unit exponential distribution. For the IPW estimators,
for each set of V.= (V1,.., V)7, we let V; = V;/(n7' 3.7 Vi),

_XL KlSi YV p s ML KnSi— sVl o A=)
> iy Kn(Si — s)Vitoy; S Vi, ’ “or(X,at)’

where a” is obtained by fitting a weighted logistic regression A; ~ G{a™®(X;)} with weights

{V;}. The perturbed counterparts of 7(-), P,(-) and X are obtained as
() o JAmg(s) — mi(s)}
A

* S f;
) Prls) = =2
Z ¥ =50

+Ris) T I Py () fg(s)ds

respectively. Subsequently, we construct the perturbed counterparts of g(s), ﬁgopt, A and
PTE as
g(s) =m"(s) + N'Py(s) Af =5 — Hoge, A" =puy— iy, and PTEA = Ag* ,

ﬁ* _ Zz lg(S )l_} AZZ and ,a* — Z?:l Y]_}ZA* ]
o Zi:l ( ai ¢ Z:L 1V2A22
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For the DR estimators, for each set of V, we let
M or(8)
feor(s)
Mion(s) =t 329, {Kn(Si = )Yt = @2 = )5 Xa) (5 X0) |

Z s { K8 = ) — (@3 — Dd2,(X0) |

M, or(8) =

where

o~ Do ViK (X7, — X7, Kn(Si — )
F(5,%) = (i —9),
Zi:l VZKC(7QXZ —X ’Ya)

. = argmax GQ{ZZ.#A,_A_:G VVI(X]y > XIv)I(S; > S;)} and BZ(S) is the solution to

0r(5,%) = M{B,(s)"%}

U (B;s) =n 121}1 = ) Kn(Si — 9)X, {Yi - M(@'T)‘Q)} —0.
We construct the perturbed counterparts of gpg(s), ADR, A@DR, and PTTTE@DR respectively as:

Sk Sk T P N ~k * ~k ~k
gDR(S) - mDR(S) + )\DRPO,DR(S)’ ADR = Hipr = Mooro A :ul,ﬁl’sR,DR - MO@BR,Dm

gDR’

and PTEZ]\E‘)R,DR = * DR/ADR7 where mDR(S) = 2[11—0 mZ,DR(S>P:,DR(S>7

}:;R _ f {mo,DR 5) —mj DR }Pl*DR fo DR( ) ’ ,]/D\:DR(S) — Ek’DR(i) ’
J Pion() Jion(5)ds Soor(8) + fior(s)
ﬁ:gDRpR =n"! Z Vi {gDR — (W — 1)5;,§5R (Xz)} )

C*,g = [ g(s)¢? (s,x)ds, and (* fw (s;x)ds.
Operationally, we generate a large number, say B = 500, realizations for V and then obtain

B realizations of the perturbed statistics of interest. Standard error estimates and confidence

intervals can then be constructed based on empirical variances of these realizations.

5. Simulation Studies

We have conducted simulation studies to evaluate the finite sample performance of our

proposed estimators compared to several existing methods. Namely, we considered the naive
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PTE estimator of Freedman et al. (1992), denoted ID/T\EF,naive, which does not take into account
baseline covariates X in the models Y | S, A and Y | A; a modified version that incorporates
X into both models Y | S; A, X and Y | A, X, denoted PTTTEEX; a modified version that
incorporates the propensity score into both models, denoted P/T\EFJPW; the PTE estimator
given in Parast et al. (2016), denoted P/T\EP; and the PTE estimator of Wang et al. (2020),
denoted PTTTEW. We let n = 400 and 1000 and choose K (-) as a Gaussian kernel. To obtain the
bandwidth % that satisfies the undersmoothing assumption, we set h = hopun=?, ¢y = 0.11
where hop = 1.06n'/% as in Scott (2015). We compute the true population parameters via
Monte Carlo, under the counterfactual models used to generate the data, with N = 100, 000
averaged over 100 replications. All results are summarized based on 500 simulated datasets
for each configuration, and B = 500 resampling replications were used for variance and
interval estimation based on the empirical variances.

We consider two general settings with a moderately strong surrogate in the first setting
and a weak surrogate in the second setting. Specifically, in the first setting, we generate a
3-dimensional baseline covariate vector X; = (X1, Xy, Xi3)" as X;1 ~ N(0,0.04), X;p ~
Gamma(2,2) and X;3 ~ Uniform(—1, 1), and

Sz'(O) = ’)’8[1]5@ + &, Si(l) = '71[1]5éi + &,

Y;(O) = 0.552(0) + Bgm)—éi + X1 Xo; + X0 X3 + €,

v =035" 4+ BIMXZ- + X1 Xo; + X0 X3 + €4,
where ¢; ~ N(0,1), e; ~ N(0,0.04), 7o = (0,0.5,1,-0.5)", vy5; = (0,1,0.5,2)7, By =
(0,0.2,-0.3,-0.5)7, and By = (0,1,-0.5,0.2)". We generate A4; | X; from the propensity
score model

Under this setting, A, = 0.29 and A = 0.54 so that the true potential outcomes PTE

Gopt

is 0.537, i.e., S is a moderately strong surrogate for Y. We consider scenarios in which
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we correctly specify both the PS and OR models, misspecify the PS model by omitting
the interaction term X, X3, misspecify the OR model by omitting the variable X, and all
interaction terms including X5, and misspecify both models.

In the second setting, we consider a relatively weak surrogate generate data such that the
effect of S on Y is non-linear. We generate baseline covariates X; = (X;1, X2, Xi3)" from
X ~N(0,1), X;5 ~ Gamma(2,2), and X;3 ~ Uniform(0, 5). Given X;, we generate S and

Y from

0 o 1 T2

Y =100+ By (SO X, +ei, VY =50+ By (SIV)X; + e,

)

where ¢; ~ N(0,4) and e; ~ N(0,1) and we let v = (100, 1,5,0)7, 7,5y = (100,2,4,0)",
Bop (s) = (s, —2log(s), 25)", and By (s) = (s, —3log(s), —14)". We generate A; | X; from

model ([6]) as in setting 1. Under this data generating mechanism, A, = 5.7 and A = 26.7,

Gopt

resulting in PTE, . = 0.214. We consider scenarios in which we correctly specify both the

Gopt
PS and OR models, misspecify the PS model by omitting the log(X3) term, misspecify the
OR model by omitting X5, and misspecify both models.

We first summarize results for setting 1. In Figure 1, we plot the empirical biases, the
empirical standard error (ESE) compared to the average of the estimated standard error
(ASE), and empirical coverage probabilities of the 95% pointwise confidence intervals (Cls)
for gopt(-) based on the DR estimator goe(-) estimated with sample size n = 1000 when (A)
both the PS model and OR model are correctly specified, (B) the PS model is misspecified
but the OR model is correctly specified, (C) the OR model is misspecified but the PS model
is correctly specified, and (D) both models are misspecified. When at least one of the two
models is correctly specified, the point estimates for g,,:(-) present negligible bias, the ASEs

are close to the ESEs, probabilities of the 95% ClIs are close to their nominal level. When both

models are misspecified, bias is observed in the tails, the ASE somewhat underestimates the
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ESE, and the coverage probabilities of the 95% confidence intervals are somewhat below the

nominal level. Results for n = 400 bear similar patterns and are hence omitted for brevity.

[Figure 1 about here.]

In Table 1, we summarize results for PTE estimation obtained via the proposed method
and other existing methods. When at least one of the PS and OR models are correctly
specified, the DR estimator displays negligible bias and nominal coverage. The IPW estimator
PTTT?@ has substantial bias when the PS model is misspecified and the DR estimator also
presents bias when both models are incorrect, as expected. In addition, the IPW estimator
is less efficient compared to the DR estimator when the PS model is correctly specified. The
estimate from Pﬁw, which assumes that treatment is randomly assigned, shows considerable
bias and below nominal coverage. It is difficult to make a direct comparison of our estimators
with other literature estimators, as they estimate slightly different PTE quantities, but it
is useful to note that Pﬁﬁx increases slightly from PTTTEF toward the true PTE when
baseline covariates are included correctly in the OR models YV | A, 5, X and Y | A, X.

However, when the OR models are misspecified, Iﬁp,x shows substantial bias.

[Table 1 about here.]
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Table 2 shows that under setting 2, Iﬁg is consistent when the PS model is correctly
specified and PTTTE@DR is consistent when either the PS model or OR model is correctly
specified. However, Pﬁﬁnaive, PTTTEF’X, PﬁFy,PW, and PTTTEP all estimate the true PTE as
being close to 0. This is in part due to the nonmonotone relationship between Y and S and
the fact that these estimators use S directly rather than ¢(S) in estimating the treatment

effect.

[Table 2 about here.]

13
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6. Data Application

Published randomized trials have shown that the partial Mayo score may be a good surrogate
for the full Mayo score in assessing biologic therapies for ulcerative colitis (UC) (Lewis et
al.,2008; Colombel et al., 2011; Ananthakrishnan et al., 2016). The partial Mayo score is
an inexpensive, non-invasive composite score that can be measured early and ranges from
0 to 9. It is based on a patient’s self-assessed stool frequency (0-3), rectal bleeding (0-3),
and a physician’s global assessment (0-3). The full Mayo score ranges from 0 to 12 and
consists of the partial Mayo score, in addition to an invasive endoscopoy score evaluating
mucosal appearance (0-3), and is typically collected later in the trial. When conventional
treatments fail, biologic therapies such as infliximab, adalimumab, or golimumab may be
used (Rubin et al., 2019). While these medications have been shown to be effective in
placebo-controlled trials for rheumatoid arthritis (Taylor et al., 2017), there has been a
lack of trials comparing agents directly in UC. One of the first such trials, a phase 3b
trial of vedolizumab vs. adalimumab for patients with moderate-to-severe UC, showed that
vedolizumab was superior to adalimumab with respect to achievement of clinical remission
and endoscopic improvement, but not corticosteroid-free clinical remission (Sands et al.,
2019). The researchers were unable to postulate an explanation for the inconsistency of the
results between the primary and secondary remission outcomes, and concluded that this
question required further investigation.

To illustrate the utility of our proposed methods, we apply our procedure to examine the
surrogacy of the partial Mayo score at week 6 on the primary outcome of the full Mayo score
at week 54 among patients with moderate-to-severe UC. We examine an application of real-
world interest in comparing head-to-head trials of two biologic therapies for patients with
UC (Ungaro & Colombel, 2017). Treatment randomization is broken by combining data from

two separate trials on patients with active UC, one comparing infliximab against a placebo
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(NCT00036439) and another comparing golimumab against a placebo (NCT00488631). To
adjust for confounding bias, we consider baseline covariates X including patient age, sex,
race, and a health status score ranging from 0 to 100. Data was obtained from the Yale
University Open Data Access (YODA) database (Ross et al., 2018). The ranges of S in
the two treatment groups are {1,2,...,9}, although the distributions are somewhat different,
as evidenced in Figure 3 (see Supplementary Materials). The distributions of the primary
outcome in the two treatment groups is provided in Figure 4 (Supplementary Materials).
The analysis focused on the 381 patients who had complete information on the partial Mayo
score at week 6, the full Mayo score at week 54, and baseline covariates, with 216 patients
in the golimumab group and 165 in the infliximab group. We applied the proposed methods
to examine ¢,p:(-) of the surrogate for predicting the treatment response as quantified by
the full Mayo score. The estimated g,,:(-) along with point-wise Cls based on the IPW (red)
and DR (black) estimators are very similar. The estimated transformation function appears
to be slightly non-linear, although there is clearly a positive trend between s and gope(s), as

shown in Figure 2

[Figure 2 about here.]

The DR estimator for the treatment effect is estimated as A = 2.326 in favor of golimumab
and the corresponding treatment effect on the predicted outcome A, . is estimated to be
KQDR = 2.031. This results in a DR PTE estimate of 0.872 with a 95% CI of (0.741,1.003),
suggesting that the partial Mayo score at week 6 is a strong surrogate for the full Mayo score

at week 54. The results for the IPW PTE estimate is very similar at 0.878 with a 95% CI of

(0.728,1.029).

15
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7. Discussion

There is great interest in leveraging RWD, including EHRs, registry data, and cross-trial
data, to inform the design of shorter and cheaper clinical trials through surrogate marker
validation. We propose the first [IPW and DR estimators for the PTE explained by a surrogate
marker when treatment is not randomly assigned. We generalize the approach detailed in
Wang et al. (2020) for RCT data to RWD in the presence of treatment by indication bias. Our
proposed doubly robust estimator is efficient and consistent when at least one of the PS and
OR models is correctly specified. In the case of UC, we have validated a partial Mayo score
at week 6, which does not require an invasive endoscopy procedure, as a strong surrogate for
the full Mayo score at week 54 in a cross-trial study, supplementing evidence from previous
placebo-controlled trials (Lewis et al., 2008; Colombel et al., 2011; Ananthakrishnan et al.,
2016). This finding may be particularly useful in informing future cross-trial designs for
biologic therapies.

To provide flexibility in the estimation of g, (-) and PTE, we use a varying-coeflicient
model to estimate the conditional mean of Yl-(a) | SZ-(a),XZ-. We are able to handle multi-
ple confounders by implementing a two-step estimator that first reduces potentially high-
dimensional X into X4, through the generalized regression model and then estimates the
conditional density of S | X9, using the method of Hall et al. (2004). This procedure
may be computationally intensive, and in the case when the researcher is confident in the
specification of the PS model, it may be advisable to consider the IPW estimation procedure.

Our approach has some limitations. First, our proposed plug-in estimators for PTE use
the same data to estimate both g¢,,; and PTE given g, which may result in overfitting bias.
However, in simulation studies, the bias appears small compared to the standard error,
even with modest sample sizes. For small sample sizes, cross-validation may be needed,

in which separate data is used to estimate g,, and PTE given g. Second, our approach
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relies on a few assumptions, the strongest of which is the working independence assumption
(YO sWy | (YO SO) needed for deriving the form of g,,. This assumption has been
discussed extensively in Wang et al. (2020). Here, we reiterate that the assumption is
only a working assumption that allows for derivation of the specific form of gou(-) and
is not required for valid inference. When the working independence assumption is severely
violated, our proposed g, can still be considered an optimal transformation of the surrogate
marker for the difference in the primary outcome for two independent patients, one in the
treatment group and the other in the control group. Third, we fit our PS models using logistic
regression with specified basis functions, but alternative approaches like gradient boosting,
super learner, and other machine learning classifiers may be considered in future research

(Parast & Griffin, 2017).
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[Figure 3 about here.]

[Figure 4 about here.]
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APPENDIX 1

Consistency and asymptotic normality of @

Throughout, we assume that all components of (Y, S, A, X) are sub-gaussian, the true con-
ditional mean function ¢ (s;x) = E(Y@ | 8@ = 5 X = x) and the true conditional
density of S | X = x, ] (s;x), are continuously differentiable. We also assume that 5@
has a finite support and that h = O(n™") with v € (1/4,1/2). In this section, we show that
when the propensity score model is correctly specified, the proposed IPW kernel smoothed

estimators g(s) and Pﬁg are consistent for g..(s) and PTE, ., respectively. We will also

Gopt?
show that \/ﬁ(@g— PTE,,,) converges in distribution to a normal distribution with mean
zero and variance o2, which we will derive. To this end, we first show that m,(s) and fa(s)
are consistent for m,(s) and f,(s), respectively. Without loss of generality, we prove the
consistency of M (s) = My (s; @) for me(s) = E(Y @ | §@ = s) = E{¢} (s;X)}, where

ia(s; 00) = n! 22;1 Kin(S; = s)Yil(A; = a)/7.(Xs; )
) A RS — ) (A = ) ma(Xsi)

First, under the correct specification of the PS model, & — «y in probability, where «

U ma(x;00)7Y — 0

is the true parameter value. Hence max; |0, — wei| < supy |7 (x; @)~
in probability, where w,; = I(A; = a)/m.(X;; ). It then follows from standard theory

for non-parametric kernel estimators (Masry, 1996; Pagan & Ullah, 1999) and Taylor series
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expansions that

Sup |7 (s; &) — ma(s)| <sup|Ma(s; ) —ma(s)|+  sup  [[mg(s; a)ll2]|@ — ol
s s s,a:|la—agpl|<e

=0,{(nh _%\/logn+h2+n 2} = 0,(1)

where m/, (s; &) = 0m,(s; &) /Ja and c is any small constant. Similarly, we have sup, |J?a(s) —
fa(s)] = O, {(nh)~2\/logn + h*+n"2} = 0,(1). When h = O(n™") with v € (1/4,1/2), it is
not difficult to show that A— A = Op(n_% +h?) = Op(n_%). It follows that sup, |g(s)—g(s)| =

O,{(nh)~2\/Togn + h? + n"2} = 0,(1). Similarly, we may show that

‘ﬁg o Agopt| = A A!]opt + Agopt - gopt /{g gopt }dD( ) + Op(n_§)7

where D(s) = n ' 27 (@1 — @oi)1(S; < ). Tt follows from the uniform convergence of

G(s) = gox(s) and D(s) — D(s) = P(SV < s) — P(S© < s) that Ay — A, , — 0 in

Gopt

probability. This, together with the consistency of A for A, implies the consistency of P/T\E:q\

for PTE

Gopt *

We next establish the asymptotic normality of \/ﬁ(fﬁg — PTE,,,, ). First, note that

n

J?a(s) — fu(s) =n"" Z [wai { K (Si —8) — fals)} + £.(s)Uui] + Op((nh)‘lh),

i=1

Ma(s) —mq(s) =n"" Z [wai K (Si = 8) Unn, i(5) +m,()Ugi] + 0,((nh)™/?),

where m', (s: @) = mq(s; ) /Ocx, £(s: @) = Dfa(s;) /00, Up, i(5) = fuls) YV —my(s)},

ma(s; a) =

B {5 X0 0 X T | ey TXio0)
o) e = Bl XSRS}

and @ — ag = n~ ' 32" Uy + 0p(n2) following standard likelihood theory. It follows that
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Po(s) — Po(s) = fo(?él((;;;Ji:)l((ss))}éo(s) + 0,((nh) 1)
_ Pis)Po(s)(fols) = fols) — Pi(s)Pols)(fi(s) = fi(s)
fo(s) fi(s)

n

= P.(s)Po(s)n? Z |:W(),'{Kh(5i —8)fo(s)™! — 1} — Wi {Kh(S,- —s)fi(s)7t — 1}

{0 £(s)
*Lfo(s)  fils)

=n"" Y [Kn(Si = 8)Gpy.i(s) + (wii — woi)Pi(s)Po(s) + UL ;Bp,(s)] + 0,((nh)~1/?)

i=1

=n"! ZuPo,i + Op((nh)_l/2)>

i=1

+0p((nh)™1?)

b+ oam )

where

Upyi(s) = Kn(Si — 5)Gpy.i(5) + (w1i — woi) Pi(s)Po(s) + UL, B, (s),
Gpo.i(s) = {woi/ fo(s) — wii/ f1(5)} P1(s)Po(s),
Bp,(s) = {f5(s)/ fo(s) — £1(5)/ f1(5)}P1(5)Po(s)

Similarly, we have P;(s) — Pi(s) = —(Po(s) — Po(s)) = —n~" S Upyils) + Op(n_%).

Now
m(s) —m(s) = {Aa(s) — ma(s)}Pi(s) + i (s){Pr(s) — Pu(s)}
+ {70 (s) — mo(s)}Po(s) + Mo (s){Po(s) — Po(s)}
=n"! Zumi(s) + Op((nh)_l/2)>
where

Uni(s) = D Awailn(Si = U, i(s) + 1m0y (5)Uas} Pals) + {mo(s) — mi(s)}Upi(s)

= Kh(SZ — S)gm,i(S) + Ll;Z-Bm(s) + (wu — wOi)Am(s),
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where

gmz Zwaz maz a(s) + gp,, i(8){mo(s) —ma(s)},

Zm s) + Bp,(s){mo(s) —ma(s)},

Am(s) = Pr(s)Pols){mo(s) — ma(s)}

Together with arguments given in Appendix D of Wang et al. (2020), the fact that h =
0,(n~14), and a Taylor series expansion for approximating f K(S; —s)H(s)ds for any given

smooth function H, where we denote pg, := [ H(s)dFy(s), we have the following expansion

for [m(s dFO( ) — tmo:

[ ) o) = imo = [ ((s) = mls)}fos)ds
+ [ms) {fo(S) ~ fols) } ds + o, (n7)
— ! [ 505 5) Gns(5) ) + () s

+ (w1 — woi) /Am(s)fo(s)ds — Wo; /m(s)fo(s)dg
+ l/l;z' / {m(s)f5(s) + B (s) fo(s)} ds] + Op(n_1/2)

n

=n') [QM D) fo(S:) + woim(S;) + (wii — wor) / Au(s) fo(s)ds

1=1

i [ (s (o) + 1, [ O + B} ]

+ op(n_1/2).
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Similarly, we have

[ Bus)aloyds g
= [{Puo) =Pt} oshds + [ Puto) {Fote) = fs) s+ oy
- Z [ RS = 9 Grnate1 () + P
+ = ) [ PP fols)ds — i [ Polo)fs)ds
cur, [P + zspo<s>fo<s>}ds] +o(n12)
g Z G, (S)(S) +anPal )+ (wrs =) [ PP ol

— / Pus) os)ds + U, [ (PUSIES) + B ()} ]

+ 0,(n"1?).
Since \ = B0 Fmo 5nq ) = Ho — [imo 0 Homo , it follows from above that
'u Po0 ,UPOO
A— :n_IZUA7i+Op(n_§),

i=1
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A=A = M7_>010 (1o — o) — M7_>010)\ {/ ﬁo(s)dﬁo(s) - MPoo}
~salo{ [ AFS) = o} + 40717

= Mﬁ()lon_l Zwm’ (Y; — po) — M;&o)\”_l Z {gPo i(5i) fo(Si) + woiPo(S5)
i—1

1=1

+ (s — ) / PP alo)ds — s [ Pulo)ffe)ds

+ il Zu / [Po())(5) + By () fols)} ds

— il Z {gm )+ woim(S5)
+ (s — ) / Anl s — s [ (o) ofs)a

+ :“7;010”_1 UL,Z- / {m(s)E)(s)ds + By (s) fo(s)} ds + 0, (n~/?)

_IZUA )+ op(n _1/2).
Gathering the above expansions, we may obtain the form of g(s) — g..(s) as
() = Gopt (s)
— ii(s) = m(s) + (A = \VPo(s) + A { Po(s) = Pols) } + 0,(nh) /%)

=n Z [K’L( — 5)Gm.i(s) +u;,i3m(s) + (w1 — woi ) Am(8) + Po(s)Ur(D;)

1=

+ MER(S: = 8)Gpyi(s) + (Wi — woi)Pr(s)Pols) + ML,Z-BPO(S)}}
+0,((nh)~'/?)

= 17" Us(5:Dy) + 0,((nh) ),

i=1

where

Ua(s;Di) = Kn(Si = $){Gm.i(s) + AGpy.i(s)} + UL, {Bm(s) + ABp,(s)}

+ (wli — wOi){Am(s) + )\Pl(S)PO(S)} + PO(S)Z/{)\(DZ)
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To derive the asymptotic distribution for P/T\E, observe that

PTE — PTE

/{9 — Gopt (8 }d{F1( ) — ﬁo(S)} +/gopt(8)d{ﬁ1(s) —ﬁo(s)} — PTE

PTE |

—A " [wis(V; — p1) — woi(Y: — po)] + 0,(n7/?)
i=1

Z Uprr(D;) + op(n -t 2)7
where

Upre(D,)
= 3 |(Gna50 4 A0 s(SIA(S) = AoS) + (1 = (50
[ o HE0) = 86Ut — PTE+ [ U 18, (5) + 2B ()
o = ) [An(s) + APLSIPO(3)} + Puls (D) | U3(s) = o)

PTE

_ T[WIZ(YZ — /J1) - WOi(Yi - /~L0>]'

Therefore, by the central limit theorem, y/n (Pﬁ — PTE) converges in distribution to a

normal with mean zero and variance ¢? = F {Z/{pTE (DZ-)2}.
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APPENDIX 2

Double Robustness
In this section, we prove that our proposed DR estimators are consistent when either the

PS model or the OR models are correctly specified. Recall that we proposed the augmented

IPW estimators for m,(s) and f,(s),

n

Moonls) =073 {Ka(S: = )Viui = @i = DO (s Xl (s X0} (Ada)
i=1
Fuonl(s) = 173 { (S = )80 — @i = Didaelsi Xa) } (A.1b)
i=1
. M, or(s)
Mg pr(s) = =———= (A.1c)
Jaor(s)
respectively, where h = O(n™") with v € (1/4,1/2), ?Za,m(S;X) and Javf(s;x) are estimators

for the conditional mean v (s;x) and the conditional density ¥ (s;x), respectively.

We now show that the estimators are consistent if either sup, |m,(x; @) — m,(x)| — 0 in
probability or supx75{|@$a,m(s;x) — Pl L(s5x)] + |@a7f(s;x) — 1l (s;x)[} — 0 in probability.
Let &, 1qn(8;X), Ya(s;x) denote the respective limits of @, @avm(s; x) and @Ea,f(s; x) under
possible mis-specification of their respective models, 7,(x) = m,(x; &), and @, = I(A; =
a) /7, (X;). Regardless of the adequacy of the models, by the central limit theorem and
convergence of kernel smoothed estimators (Pagan & Ullah, 1999), we have that & — & =
Op(n~2) and sup, , [$as(5;X) = Gas(5; )] + SUD, . [Pa.n (55 %) = V(5 %)| = 0p(1).

When the PS model is correctly specified, sup, |fiia(s) — maq(s)| + sup, | fa(s) = fa(s)| = 0

in probability as shown in Appendix 1. In addition, the augmentation terms

_1Zwm— @bamsX —nlzwm— @bam(sX)—l—O(Ha agl2)

=1

and

_1Zwm— @Dast —nlzwm— @Daf(sX)—l—O(Ha ayl2)

=1

also converge to 0 in probability, regardless of the adequacy of the OR models. Therefore,
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under the correct specification of the PS model, sup, [, oe(s) — ma(s)| + sup, | f.on(s) —
fa(s)| = 0 in probability.

We next establish the consistency of the DR estimators when the PS model may be mis-
specified but the OR models are correctly specified. First consider ﬁ,DR(S), which can be

written as

Fron(s) =n7 Y {{m(&- ) (X))}

@t — DBl K1) — L, (5K} + (s X»}

_ [{m(&—s)— (5 X))

1=1

G — D {Dr(5:X,) — (s X»}] T fuls) + Oy ).

=07 cuonls: D)+ fuls) = Y@ = DTl X0) — (X0}

i=1

1

+O0,(n"2),

where e,,(s; D;) = { Kx(S; — 8) — ¥} (8; X;) }@ai- It follows from the uniform convergence of

kernel smoothed estimators (Pagan & Ullah, 1999) that

sup [n~! Zea,DR(s; D;) — E{c.or(s;D;)}| = 0,(1)

i=1

and

Beoan(si D) = £ [ { [ Ka(S = )0t (805 = vt (%0 }| = 0082

This together with sup, , |@a7f(s; x) — ¥} (s;%x)| = 0p(1) implies that sup, |j?a,DR(s) — fa(s)| =

0p(1). We have a similar consistency result for ./T/l\a’DR(s), where
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—

M, or(s) =n"" Z {Kn(S; — 8)Yiwai — (Wi — DY, (55 X)) (5:X5) } + 0,(1)
i=1
=n'> [Ea,m(s; D;) + { Kn(Si — s)9} (5 X5) — (5 X)) (8, X5) } ©as
i=1

+ma(s) + 0p(1),

and €4,,(5;D;) = Kp(S; — s){Yi — ¥f (s; Xi) }&q;. Following the convergence of Fuor(s) =
fa(s), /T/l\a,DR(s) — mq(8) fuls), @Ea,m(s;x) — Pl L (s3x) and Wy — Wai, We artive at the
consistency of m, pr(s) to my(s) when the PS model may be mis-specified but the OR models
are correctly specified.

Thus, we get the double robustness properties for ﬁ,DR(s) and M, pr(S).

Since all remaining estimators relevant to gpr(s) are plug-in estimators that are derived
based on 7, pr(s) and f, ox(s), we can conclude the double robustness of Gor(s) for gu.(s).

Finally, the PTE will be doubly robust by standard arguments for the conditional mean

estimators (Robins et al., 1994), where we construct a plug-in estimator for A, as Ag,DR =

M17§7DR - M07§7DR7 Where

where éa,g(x) is an estimator for (, 4(x) = E(g(SZ.(a)) | X; =x) = E(g(5;) | Ai = a,X; = x),

and n, =Y . I(A; = a), a =0, 1. Similarly, we define Apg = I1pr — fopr, Where
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Figure 1: Empirical bias, empirical standard error (ESE) versus average of the estimated
standard error (ASE), and coverage probabilities of the 95% confidence intervals for g(s)
when n = 1000 and (Row 1) both models are correctly specified, (Row 2) PS model is
misspecified, (Row 3) OR model is misspecified, (Row 4) both models are misspecified.
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Estimated g(s)
w
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Partial Mayo Score at Week 6 (s)

Figure 2: Estimated g(s) based on IPW (red) and DR (black) estimators and pointwise
95% confidence intervals for the partial Mayo score at week 6 (surrogate) in a cross-trial
comparison of infliximab and golimumab for 361 UC patients
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Figure 3: Histogram of the full Mayo score at week 54 (primary outcome) in the two
treatment groups
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Figure 4: Histogram of the partial Mayo score at week 6 (surrogate) in the two treatment
groups
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Table 1: Average of the estimated PTE, Bias for PTE estimators whose target parameter
is PTE,,, = 0.539, Empirical Standard Error (ESE), Average of the Estimated Standard
Errors (ASE), Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE), and Empirical Coverage Probabilities of
the 95% Cls of Estimators under Different Model Scenarios for setting 1.

Size  Estimator Scenario Est PTE Bias ESE ASE RMSE Coverage
n =400 PTEr e No X 0.380 - 0114 - - -
PTEr x OR Correct 0.436 - 0.072 - - -

OR Misspecified 0.611 - 0.122 - - -

PTEr jpw PS Correct 0.460 - 0.203 - - -

PS Misspecified 0.434 - 0.201 - - -

PTE, No X 0.316 - 0.101 - - -

PTEw No X 0.435 -0.105 0.110 0.110  0.191 0.729

PTE, PS Correct 0.545 0.006 0.087 0.088  0.088 0.930

PS Misspecified 0.480 -0.059 0.107 0.109  0.122 0.916

PTE; or Both Correct 0.542  0.003 0.079 0.079  0.080 0.940

PS Misspecified 0.534 -0.005 0.074 0.079  0.075 0.954

OR Misspecified 0.532  -0.007 0.084 0.082  0.085 0.940

Both Misspecified 0.448 -0.091 0.119 0.115  0.149 0.779

n = 1000 PTEf e No X 0.388 - 0.064 - - -
PTEr x OR Correct 0.445 - 0.040 - - -

OR Misspecified 0.601 - 0.065 - - -

PTEr pw PS Correct 0.384 - 0.164 - - -

PS Misspecified 0.372 - 0.159 - - -

PTE, No X 0.335 - 0.061 - - -

PTEw No X 0.437 -0.103 0.181 0.174  0.240 0.803

PTE, PS Correct 0.534 -0.006 0.052 0.053  0.051 0.950

PS Misspecified 0.453 -0.087 0.069 0.072  0.113 0.768

PTE; ox Both Correct 0.533  -0.006 0.051 0.050  0.052 0.944

PS Misspecified 0.536 -0.003 0.050 0.050  0.050 0.956

OR Misspecified 0.540  0.001 0.050 0.052  0.051 0.948

Both Misspecified 0.432 -0.107 0.074 0.072 0.114 0.635




Table 2: Estimated PTE, Bias for PTE estimators whose target parameter is PTE

Surrogates in Real World Data Settings

= 0.214,

YGopt

Empirical Standard Error (ESE), Average of the Estimated Standard Errors (ASE), Root
Mean Squared Error (RMSE),and and Empirical Coverage Probabilities of the 95% Cls of

Estimators under Different Model Scenarios for setting 2.

Size  Estimator Scenario Est PTE Bias ESE ASE RMSE Coverage
n =400 PTEr e No X 0.048 - 0.031 - - -
PTEr x OR Correct 0.063 - 0.051 - - -

OR Misspecified 0.062 - 0.052 - - -

PTEr pw PS Correct 0.142 - 0.188 - - -

PS Misspecified 0.155 - 0.220 - - -

PTE, No X 0.035 - 0.044 - - -

PTEw No X 0.199 -0.015 0.042 0.041  0.042 0.980

PTE, PS Correct 0.220 0.006 0.050 0.048  0.050 0.936

PS Misspecified 0.237  0.024 0.053 0.052  0.056 0.894

PTE; or Both Correct 0.216  0.002 0.048 0.049  0.049 0.946

PS Misspecified 0.214  0.000 0.047 0.046  0.048 0.952

OR Misspecified 0.219  0.005 0.048 0.046  0.048 0.940

Both Misspecified 0.197 -0.017 0.058 0.060  0.061 0.845

n=1000 PTErume No X 0.004 - 0.005 - - -
PTEr x OR Correct 0.029 - 0.009 - - -

OR Misspecified 0.028 - 0.009 - - -

PTEr pw PS Correct 0.153 - 0.182 - - -

PS Misspecified 0.141 - 0.157 - - -

PTEs No X -0.016 - 0.104 - - -

PTEw No X 0.202 -0.011 0.032 0.030  0.031 0.970

PTE, PS Correct 0.210 -0.004 0.030 0.030  0.031 0.948

PS Misspecified 0.232  0.020 0.030 0.031  0.031 0.914

PTE; or Both Correct 0.218  0.005 0.028 0.029  0.029 0.942

PS Misspecified 0.217  0.004 0.029 0.029  0.030 0.946

OR Misspecified 0.220  0.007 0.029 0.028  0.028 0.940

Both Misspecified 0.189 -0.024 0.051 0.045  0.057 0.853
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