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Abstract

Studies have shown that the effect an exposure may have on a disease can vary
for different subtypes of the same disease. However, existing approaches to estimate
and compare these effects largely overlook causality. In this paper, we study the
effect smoking may have on having colorectal cancer subtypes defined by a trait
known as microsatellite instability (MSI). We use principal stratification to propose
an alternative causal estimand, the Subtype-Free Average Causal Effect (SF-ACE).
The SF-ACE is the causal effect of the exposure among those who would be free
from other disease subtypes under any exposure level. We study non-parametric
identification of the SF-ACE, and discuss different monotonicity assumptions, which
are more nuanced than in the standard setting. As is often the case with principal
stratum effects, the assumptions underlying the identification of the SF-ACE from
the data are untestable and can be too strong. Therefore, we also develop sensitivity
analysis methods that relax these assumptions. We present three different estimators,
including a doubly-robust estimator, for the SF-ACE. We implement our methodology
for data from two large cohorts to study the heterogeneity in the causal effect of
smoking on colorectal cancer with respect to MSI subtypes.
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1 Introduction

In recent decades, it has become clear that many diseases that share general clinical char-
acteristics evolve through a range of heterogeneous molecular pathologic processes, which
may be affected differently by the same exposure. For this reason, classifying a disease into
subtypes according to criteria based on molecular characteristics can improve our etiologic
understanding of the disease (Ogino et al., 2016).

In this paper, we consider the causal effect smoking may have on having colorectal
cancer (CRC). One well-established CRC subtype classification is based on microsatellite
instability (MSI). The two mutually-exclusive subtypes are MSI-high (approximately 15%
of the cases) and non-MSI-high (approximately 85%). Smoking has been found to be a
strong risk factor for the MSI-high subtype, while weaker evidence was found that smoking
is a risk factor for the non-MSI-high subtype (Carr et al., 2018; Amitay et al., 2020).

To study etiologic heterogeneity, researchers often use a multinomial regression model
in which being healthy or having each of the disease subtypes form the possible values
of the outcome. However, the multinomial regression parameters do not correspond to
well-defined causal effects, because the multinomial regression parameters are equivalent
to the parameters obtained from a series of logistics regressions, each comparing one disease
subtype to the healthy controls, resulting in selection bias (Nevo et al., 2021).

This form of bias is not limited to subtype comparisons and is not unique to multi-
nomial regression. More generally, competing events create a challenge in making causal
statements. Section 4.2 reviews related approaches and considers their applicability in our
setup (Young et al., 2020; Stensrud et al., 2020; Nevo et al., 2021).

In this paper, we use data from two large cohorts to study well-defined and relevant

estimands representing the effect of smoking on the two CRC subtypes. We propose an



alternative estimand, inspired by the Survivor Average Causal Effect (SACE) (Zhang and
Rubin, 2003; Rubin, 2006; Zehavi and Nevo, 2021). The SACE is a causal effect typically-
used to overcome the problem of truncation by death, which occurs when an outcome of
interest is undefined for individuals who died before their outcome could be measured. The
SACE is defined using principal stratification (Robins, 1986; Frangakis and Rubin, 2002)
as the average causal effect of a treatment among individuals that would have survived
under both treatment/exposure values. The SACE is not identifiable from the data under
standard assumptions. Approaches to identify and estimate SACE include relying on
additional strong assumptions, performing sensitivity analyses, and obtaining bounds.

Our proposed approach is based on the same idea as the SACE. First, we define
principal strata with respect to the potential outcomes of other disease subtypes. Then, we
define the Subtype-Free Average Causal Effect (SF-ACFE) to be the average causal effect
of the exposure on one disease subtype among the individuals who would have been free of
the other MSI disease subtype under either exposure level (smoking status).

One commonly-made assumption in truncation-by-death problems is Monotonicity,
namely that treatment/exposure cannot hurt survival (Zhang and Rubin, 2003). In the
setting of disease heterogeneity with two subtypes, the definition of Monotonicity is more
nuanced for two reasons. First, the assumption needs to be made (or not) for each subtype
separately. Second, the disease could occur under both exposure statuses, but the subtype
may differ. We term this phenomenon exposure-induced subtype switching and show it
plays a key role in the (lack of) identification of the SF-ACE. We further show that unlike
the SACE setting, the SF-ACFE is non-parametrically identifiable under certain Mono-
tonicity assumptions. Under weaker Monotonicity assumptions, the SF-ACFE is no longer

identifiable. For this scenario, we develop a sensitivity analysis approach as a function of



the unidentifiable exposure-induced subtype switching probabilities.

We consider three SF-ACE estimators. The first two, standardization-based estimator
and an inverse probability of treatment weighting (IPTW) estimator, may rely on paramet-
ric modeling assumptions. We therefore present a doubly-robust (DR) estimator that will
be consistent if at least one of two models, but not necessarily both, is correctly specified.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the epidemiologic
problem and the available data. Section 3 presents the notations and the causal frame-
work. Section 4 reviews existing approaches for etiologic disease heterogeneity and discuss
available causal estimands. Section 5 presents a detailed study of the proposed causal esti-
mand, the SF-ACFE, including its interpretation, assumptions needed for its identification,
sensitivity analyses and estimation. Section 6 summarizes the results of our simulation
studies. Section 7 presents various analyses of the data to study the causal effect of smok-
ing on the two CRC subtypes. Final conclusions are given in Section 8. The R package
TheSFACE is available from CRAN implements our methodology. Reproducibility materials

are available from https://github.com/amitSasson/SFACE_Reproduce.

2 Data and problem description

We use data from two large US cohorts. The Nurses Health Study (NHS) was established
in 1976 and consists of female nurses aged 30-55 at the beginning of follow-up. The Health
Professionals Follow-up Study (HPFS) was established in 1986 and consists of male health
professionals aged 40-75 at the beginning of follow-up. Participants answered biennial
questionnaires about lifestyle, medical and other health-related information every two years.
CRC diagnoses were reported by study participants. Formalin-fixed paraffin-embedded

tumor tissue specimens were retrieved from hospitals across the US, and a CRC diagnosis



was confirmed by the study pathologist (S.O.), who also conducted analyses to determine
the MSI status. Further details can be found in Ugai et al. (2022) and references therein.

We set the baseline to be age 60, and define the exposure to be ever versus never
smoking by age 60. Such binary exposure definitions are often used to minimize recall bias
and measurement error. The outcome was CRC by age 70, subtyped by MSI status. Age
70 was chosen to minimize the impact of death as a competing event.

We removed from the data people who were older than 60 when enrolled in the study,
or people who died, had CRC, or were lost to follow up before age 60. As in Ugai et al.
(2022), we also removed people with missing baseline smoking data. In total, we were left
with 114,947 people at baseline. Then, we removed 5,132 people (4.4%) who have died,
without being diagnosed, prior to age 70. We were left with a final sample of 109,815. In
this sample, 17,854 people were CRC-free and younger than 70 when the last questionnaire
was collected (out of which 94.8% were older than 65). We treated them as CRC-free at
age 70, and examined how it may affected our results by considering alternative analyses.

In our sample, the number of exposed (ever smoking) was 58,432 (53.3%) and the
number of CRC cases by age 70 was 961 (0.9%). Out of them, 358 were diagnosed with
non-MSI-high CRC (37.3%) and 61 were diagnosed with MSI-high CRC (6.3%). The
subtype was missing for the remaining 542 (56.4%) diagnosed participants, as is often the
case in such studies (Nevo et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2018). To have a clear presentation of the
issues at end, we develop our theory and methodology under the assumption that subtypes
are known for all disease cases. We address the issue of missing subtypes in our analysis in
Section 7 using inverse probability weighting (Liu et al., 2018).

The NHS and HPFS cohorts include a vast number of covariates collected through

biennial questionnaires. Table C.7 in the Appendix provides information on key baseline



confounders we adjusted for in our analyses: gender (male/female), regular aspirin use
(yes/no), first-degree family history of CRC (yes/no), history of lower endoscopy (yes/no),
physical activity level (mean metabolic equivalent task score hours per week), body mass

index (categorical), alcohol intake (g/day) and total calorie intake (kcal/day).

3 Preliminaries

Using the potential outcomes framework, let Y;(a) denote the potential disease status had
the exposure of individual 7 = 1,...,n been set to A; = a for a = 0, 1. In our study, 4; =0
indicates no smoking by age 60 (as captured by the cohort data), while A; = 1 indicates
ever smoking by age 60. If individual ¢ would have been diagnosed with disease subtype
k =1, ..., K under exposure value A; = a, then Y;(a) = k, and if they would be disease-free
under A; = a, then Y;(a) = 0. Let also Yi(k)(a) = 1{Y;(a) = k} indicate whether individual
1 is diagnosed with disease type k under A; = a. Note that because the subtypes are
mutually exclusive, 3K Y;(k)(a) < 1. In our study, K = 2, subtype 1 is non-MSI-high
CRC, and subtype 2 is MSI-high CRC. So, for example, Y;(l)(O) = 1 if person ¢ would have
been diagnosed with non-MSI-high CRC by age 70 had they not been smoking by age 60.

Throughout the paper, we assume there is no interference between individuals and
that there are no multiple versions of the exposure leading to different potential outcomes.
Under these assumptions, known collectively as the stable unit treatment value assumption
(SUTVA), the observed disease status for person i, hereafter denoted by Y;, with observed
exposure value A;, equals to the appropriate potential outcome for that person. That is,
Y; = Yi(4;) (and Yi(k) = Y;(k)(Ai)). The latter is also known as the consistency assumption.

As in many observational studies, we also assume weak ignorability, namely that rich

enough data were collected as part of the NHS and HPFS cohorts such that for a vector



of measured covariates X, we have Al Y (a) | X for a = 0,1. Another typically needed
assumption for identification of causal effects is positivity, meaning that the exposure as-
signment probability e(x) = Pr(A = a| X = x) is positive for a = 0,1 and for all x.

In summary, the observed data consists of n i.i.d copies sampled from the distribution

of (X, A, YW Y that can be equivalently represented as (X, A4,Y).

4 Review of existing approaches

A principled approach to causal inference typically starts with a definition of causal effects of
interest, followed by the assumptions needed for their identification from observed data, and
only then statistical models are discussed. However, as the existing approaches employed
in practice for studying etiologic heterogeneity are model-based and are not grounded in
the causal inference paradigm, we start with reviewing these models (Section 4.1). Then,

we discuss relevant causal effects arising in the presence of competing events (Section 4.2).

4.1 Statistical models for disease heterogeneity

Let mp(a,x) = Pr(Y = k|A = a,X = x), k = 0,..., K, be the probability of subtype
k disease (or being subtype-free for k = 0) among those with exposure A = a and con-
founders X = x. Let also w(a,x) = (mo(a,x), ..., 7k (a,x)). A commonly-used approach

for studying etiologic heterogeneity is built upon the multinomial regression model
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exp(fk) also approximates the risk ratio (RR) when the disease is rare, as in our study.
Model (1) was also extended for studies within which subtypes were not a-priori known
and may be defined using multiple, possibly mis-meausred, biomarkers (Chatterjee, 2004;
Wang et al., 2015; Nevo et al., 2016). See also Wang et al. (2016); Zabor and Begg (2017)
for a survey of and comparison between methods based on this and similar models.
Estimation of Model (1) parameters is typically carried out by standard maximum like-
lihood approach, with some exceptions when further complications arise (e.g., Chatterjee,
2004; Nevo et al., 2016). In practice, researchers are often interested in whether there
is heterogeneity in the effects of A across disease subtypes. When the null hypothesis
Hy : By = ... = Bk is rejected, researchers conclude that the exposure A contributes to the
risk of at least one subtype differently from its contribution to the risk of other subtypes.
A recently-proposed alternative approach postulates K logistic regressions, each com-
paring a subtype k disease to the alternative of being free of that subtype, that is, being
either disease-free or diagnosed with the disease, but of a different subtype (Sun et al.,

2017). Formally, these models can be expressed by

rela, @) = exp(&x + Bra + i)
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for k = 1,..., K. Under this model, exp(gk) is the OR between the exposure A and the
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observed indicator of subtype-specific outcome Y (¥); that is, exp(ﬁk) =
Because fitting these models separately may result in Y& 7, # 1, estimation of the
parameters in (2) calls for constrained maximization of the models’ likelihood. A more
computationally attractive approach, developed by Sun et al. (2017), uses constrained
Bayesian estimation, and limits the posterior distribution of the parameter vector to have
positive mass only for parameter values such that Z{c{:o m, = 1.

Comparing models (1) and (2), it has been recently argued (Sun et al., 2017) that



variation in (5 across the subtypes (across k) is not a satisfactory measure of etiologic
heterogeneity, because the parameter space of a multinomial regression model requires a
risk factor for one subtype to be a risk factor for the other subtypes, and that Bk may be

preferred, although this issue was also debated (Begg et al., 2018; Sun et al., 2018).

4.2 Causal effects for competing risks

To fix ideas, we focus on the effect of A on YV the first subtype, and start with a naive
approach that does not correspond to a causal effect. Researchers may opt for a comparison
of the subtype 1 proportion of cases at each exposure level only among individuals who are
free of other disease subtypes. When researchers also adjust for the confounders X, their

statistical estimand on the difference scale is

Ex{EYWA=1,X,Y® = =yB =) —EyV|4=0,X,Y?P = =y =]},

(3)
and can be analogously defined on the RR or OR scales. Because model (1) is equiva-
lent to K separate logistic regression models, each comparing one disease subtype to the
disease-free individuals (Wang et al., 2016), then exp(f) is the OR analogue of (3), and
approximates the RR as CRC is a rare disease. However, (3) does not correspond to a
causal effect, because of selection bias due to common causes of the different subtypes
(Nevo et al., 2021). These common causes cannot be classified as classical confounders,
as they can be independent of the exposure. If these common causes are also mediators
of an exposure-subtype mechanisms that are shared between more than one subtype, even
had they been observed, adjusting for them would have eliminated part of the causal effect
of the exposure on the subtype (Nevo et al., 2021). Importantly, because MSI-high and

non-MSI-high are subtypes of the same disease, CRC, they are likely to have unknown



and /or unmeasured common causes.

Young et al. (2020) considered possible causal estimands in the presence of competing
events. The total effect, TE® = E[Y'(1) — Y'*(0)], contrasts the population-level subtype
1 risk had the entire population been exposed, with the population-level subtype 1 risk had
the entire population were unexposed. In the presence of measured confounders, this effect

is identified from the observed data under SUTVA, weak ignorability and positivity by
TEW = Ex[E(YW|A=1,X)] - Ex[E(Y"[A =0, X)]. (4)

Unlike (3), the definition of TE® does not involve conditioning on the post-exposure
variable of not having the other subtypes. Note also that if model (2) is correctly specified,
exp(gk) is the total effect for subtype k& on the OR/RR scales.

However, despite TE® being a valid causal effect, it does not suffice to describe expo-
sure effects in the presence of etiologic disease heterogeneity. The total effect of A on Y1),
for example, includes the effect caused by changes in Y*) | k > 1, or, in other words, TEM
is sensitive to the phenomenon of exposure-induced subtype switching. For example, as-
sume some individuals would have been diagnosed with subtype 1 under A = 0 and would
have been diagnosed with subtype 2 under A = 1, while the rest of the population will
be free of subtype 1 for all A values. Then, the total effect on subtype 1 will be negative,
TEW < 0, and it would appear as if the exposure protects from subtype 1, even though
the individuals “protected” by A would still have the disease, just of another subtype.

The direct effect (Young et al., 2020) is the causal effect comparing subtype 1 rates under
two hypothetical joint interventions. The first sets the exposure to A = 1 and eliminates
the possibility of disease subtypes other than subtype 1 disease, and the second sets the
exposure to A = 0 and also eliminates risks of other disease subtypes. This approach is,

however, irrelevant for our study, because an intervention eliminating the risk of a particular
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CRC subtype is not currently available and is not expected to be in the near future.
Another alternative considers the separable effects (Stensrud et al., 2020), which rely on
a conceptual separation of the exposure into the components affecting each disease subtype.
Such separation requires profound understanding of the mechanisms leading to each CRC
subtype. Furthermore, the conditions needed for identifiability of these effects are violated
if there are unobserved common causes of both disease subtypes (Stensrud et al., 2020).
Such common causes are expected to exist in our study and in many disease subtype studies

(Nevo et al., 2021).

5 The Subtype-Free Average Causal Effect

Our focus in this paper is on the common scenario of two disease subtypes (K = 2), as in
our study. We propose a new estimand, inspired by the SACE (Rubin, 2006). We define

the SF-ACE on the difference scale by
SF-ACEY =E[yW(1) — YD) | Y@ (0) = Y@ (1) = 0], (5)

and analogously define

}
]

to be the SF-ACE on the RR scale. The SF-ACEW is the average causal effect among

SF-ACEY), =

E[YW(@)[y®(0) =y® )
2)

0
E[Y D (0)[Y®(0) = Y)(1) = 0

the individuals that would have been free of disease subtype 2 under either exposure level

(i.e., regardless of smoking status). Similarly to SF-ACEW | let
SF-ACEY) =E[Y®(1) — Y®(0) | YW (0) = YV(1) = 0],

be the average causal effect on the difference scale of A on Y? among the individuals that

would have been free of disease subtype 1 under either exposure level. Let also SF —AC’EI%){
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be the analogous causal effect on the RR scale. Disease heterogeneity studies often focus
on whether the exposure has the same effect on both disease subtypes. For investigating
the heterogeneity of the causal effects, one can use 0p = SF' —AC’ES) - SF —AC’Eg) and

test the null hypothesis of Hy : 0p = 0 versus the alternative of Hy : 6p # 0.

5.1 Interpretation of the SF-ACE

As explained in Section 4.2, competing events present a challenge in defining causal esti-
mands that shed light on the scientific question of interest. The SF-ACE presents another
source of information. A positive SF —ACES‘) value means that in the sub-population who
would have been free of MSI-high CRC regardless of their smoking status, we will expect
more non-MSI-high CRC cases had the entire sub-population smoked compared to the
scenario the entire sub-population did not smoke before age 60.

Therefore, the SF-ACE offers a way to circumvent non-zero causal effects due to
exposure-induced subtype switching. Nevertheless, the above appealing advantage does
not come without a price. One disadvantage is that the SF-ACE is defined in a latent
subset of the population. This is a general problem with principal stratification approaches.
A second, related, issue is that when contrasting SF-ACE® and SF-ACE®, we contrast
effects defined in two overlapping, but not identical, sub-populations. The SF-ACE® is
defined within the sub-population {Y?(0) = Y (1) = 0}, and the SF-ACE® is defined
within the sub-population {Y(0) = Y(I)(1) = 0}.

Thus, a non-zero 6p captures changes that might be due to the different population, and
as a result, the exact source of heterogeneity in the causal effect is not revealed. Instead,
a non-zero fp presents evidence of heterogeneity and calls for further investigation. Lastly

but importantly, in rare disease scenarios, such as CRC, this problem is less concerning
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because the two sub-populations {Y?(0) = Y@ (1) = 0} and {Y(0) = YI(1) = 0}
have almost perfect overlap, as those who would not have CRC of any subtype under any

exposure value belong to both groups and comprise the vast majority of the population.

5.2 Identifiability

Similar to the SACFE in truncation-by-death scenarios, the SF-ACFE is not identifiable
from the data under the standard assumptions of SUTVA, weak ignorability and positiv-
ity. One commonly-made assumption when targeting the SACE is Monotonicity (Zhang
and Rubin, 2003), stating that treatment cannot hurt survival. In our study, the definition
and plausibility of Monotonicity-like assumptions are more nuanced, and, as it turns out,
resulting in new insights regarding principal causal effects and their identification in a com-

peting risks setup. We start with the definition of Subtype Monotonicity (S-Monotonicity).
Assumption 1 Subtype Monotonicity (S-Monotonicity): Yi(k)(()) < Yi(k)(l).

S-Monotonicity states that an individual that would have been diagnosed with disease
subtype k under no exposure (never smoking), would have also been diagnosed with disease
subtype k under exposure (ever smoking). Therefore, an individual who would have been
free of disease subtype k£ under exposure, would have also been free of disease subtype
k under no exposure. In other words, S-Monotonicity asserts that the exposure cannot
prevent the subtype k-specific disease. S-Monotonicity trivially holds if the exposure does
not affect the outcome Y at all, and can be easily modified to address scenarios in which
the exposure is suspected to have a protective effect.

Importantly, S-Monotonicity is a subtype-specific assumption. It can hold for both
subtypes, for one subtype, or for none of them. Interestingly, we show in Section A of

the Appendix that under S-Monotonicity for both subtypes, the SF —AC’EI%)% equals to the
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total effect TE](QB. When the effects are defined on the difference scale, this equality does
not hold.

It is clear from the above that the SF-ACFERgr is identifiable from the data under
SUTVA, weak ignorability, positivity, and S-Monotonicity for both subtypes. The following
proposition establishes identification of SF-ACFEp, and presents identification formulas

under either standardization or IPTW (Herndn and Robins, 2020).

Proposition 1 Under SUTVA, weak ignorability, positivity, and S-Monotonicity for sub-

types k = 1,2, the SF—ACES) is identifiable from the observed data by

EX [7T1(1,X)] — EX [Wl(O,X)]

SF-ACEW = ,
]_ — EX [7'('2(]_, X)]

using standardization, or via IPTW by

Jl{Azl}Y(l)] ) P{A:o}y(l)}

o) S —e(X)
SF-ACEY = 1—EP“ﬂW®] . (7)

e(X)

The proofs and analogous expressions for SF-ACE®), 0, and for causal contrasts on
the RR scale are all given in Section A of the Appendix. Estimation based on these

identification formulas is discussed in Section 5.5.

5.3 Relaxing S-Monotonicity

Assuming S-Monotonicity for both subtypes might be too restrictive, even if we believe the
exposure cannot protect from the outcome, as S-Monotonicity disallows subtype switching
for any individual in the population. For example, consider the scenario the exposure is be-
lieved to increase non-MSI-high CRC risk but not MSI-high CRC risk. If individual ¢ would
have been diagnosed with MSI-high CRC when unexposed, then under S-Monotonicity for
MSI-high CRC, it will be impossible for individual ¢ to be diagnosed with non-MSI-high

CRC when exposed. This is even though the exposure is a risk factor only for non-MSI-high
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CRC.

Therefore, we consider a weaker assumption, termed Disease Monotonicity (D-Monotonicity),
that states that an individual who would have been diagnosed with disease subtype k un-
der no exposure, would have also been diagnosed with the disease under exposure, but not

necessarily with the same subtype.

Assumption 2 Disease Monotonicity (D-Monotonicity): Y, (0) < max{Y;V(1),v;®(1)}.

)

D-Monotonicity keeps the premise that the exposure cannot protect from the disease while
being less restrictive than S-Monotonicity. As with S-Monotonicity, D-Monotonicity can
be modified for scenarios where the exposure is suspected to have a protective effect.

For each disease subtype, we may assume S-Monotonicity, D-Monotonicity, or neither.
With two disease subtypes, we have eight different combinations of possible assumptions.
Under each combination, certain potential outcome profiles of {Y;(U (0), v, (1), y,® (0), y,® (D)}
are assumed to be absent from the population. For example, under S-Monotonicity for
subtype 1, there is no one in the population with {Yfi(l)(O),}Q(l)(l),}/i(Q)(O),Y;(z)(l)} =

{1,0,0,1}. Note also that because the subtypes are mutually exclusive, it is impossible to

have Yi(k)(()) = Y-(k)(l) = 1 regardless of the taken monotonicity assumptions.

Table 1 presents the nine possible potential outcome profiles, and specifies whether each
profile exists under four different combinations of assumptions. This table demonstrates
that the exact implications of the different monotonicity assumptions on the potential
outcomes in the population are quite explicit. The observed data, however, does not hold
all the information required for classifying each individual into their potential outcome
profile. Table A.1 in Section A of the Appendix specifies the possible profiles for each

participant according to their observed (A4, Y™ Y ) under each of the four combinations

of assumptions.
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Potential outcomes profiles Monotonicity assumptions

Y1) S-Mono Y(® D-Mono Y@ S-Mono Y@ D-Mono
Profile  {Y™M(0), YW (1),Y®(0), Y (1)}

Y@ S-Mono Y@ D-Mono Y2 D-Mono Y@ S-Mono

0 {0,0,0,0} v v v v
1 {0,0,0,1} v v v v
2 {0,0,1,0} X X X X
3 {0,1,0,0} v v v v
4 {1,0,0,0} X X X X
5 {1,1,0,0} v v v v
6 {0,0,1,1} v v v v
7 {1,0,0,1} X v X v
8 {0,1,1,0} X v v X

Table 1: Nine possible potential outcome profiles and their (im)possibility under different assumption
combinations. Each row represents one profile, with X indicating assumption combinations under which no

individual in the population have this profile, and v indicating this profile may exists in the population.

5.4 A sensitivity analysis approach

By Proposition 1, under S-Monotonicity for both disease subtypes, the SF-ACEWY, SF-ACE®?)
and 6 are identifiable from the observed data distribution. If we replace S-Monotonicity
with D-Monotonicity or with no monotonicity assumption for at least one subtype, then
the causal effects are no longer identifiable, and SF -ACE%% does not equal to the TE](%.
Therefore, we take a sensitivity analysis approach, as is common when studying causal
effects under untestable assumptions. Let A\; = Pr[Y®(1) = 1]Y(M(0) = 1] be the propor-
tion of individuals who would have been diagnosed with disease subtype 2 when exposed,
out of the individuals who would have been diagnosed with disease subtype 1 when unex-
posed. That is, A\ is the probability of exposure-induced subtype switching from subtype
1 to subtype 2. Note that \; = 0 under S-Monotonicity for subtype 1 and A\; > 0 under

D-Monotonicity for subtype 1. Let also Ay = Pr[Y()(1) = 1]Y®(0) = 1] be the subtype-
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switching probability from subtype 2 to subtype 1. While A\; and \; are not identifiable from

the observed data, they can be bounded. Specifically, because A; < min {1, %}, a

data-driven upper bound for A\; is min {1, %}. Similarly, Ay < min {1, %}.

The following two propositions demonstrate that the subtype-switching probabilities
play a key role in the identification of the SF-ACE whenever the S-Monotonicity assump-
tions are not met. Proposition 2 shows that (a) under D-Monotonicity for subtype 1 and
S-Monotonicity for subtype 2, both the SF —AC’ES) and SF —ACE,(;) are identifiable as
functions of A1, (b) under D-Monotonicity for subtype 2 and S-Monotonicity for subtype

1, the SF° -ACES) and SF -AC’Eg) are identifiable as functions of A9, and (c) under D-

Monotonicity for both subtypes, the SF-AC Es are identifiable as functions of A\; and As.

Proposition 2 Under SUTVA, weak ignorability, positivity and D-Monotonicity for both

subtypes, the SF-AC’ES) is identifiable from the data by

by Ex[m(1, X))+ (A — DEx[mi(0,X)] — MEx[m2(0, X)]
SF-ACE' = 1 — Ex|[m(1, X)] — MEx[m(0, X)] ’ (8)

using standardization, or via IPTW by

E 1{A=1}y (D) +0u - 1DE 1{A=0}Y (D) —\E 1{A=0}Y 2
SF—ACE(DI): { e(X) } (1 ) [ 1—e(X) } 2 [ 1—e(X) }

The identification of SF—ACE(D2) is analogous.

The proof is given in Section A of the Appendix. Of note is that if one further assumes
S-Monotonicity for one of the subtypes (say subtype 2), then an identification formula of
SF-ACES) is obtained by setting the appropriate Ay (say A2) to zero in (8) and (9). A
second remark is that, technically, results (8) and (9) require D-Monotonicity for subtype 2
only, and similarly, the identification for subtype 2 requires D-Monotonicity for subtype 1

only. In Section A of the Appendix, we present further identification results for SF-ACFEp
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under D-Monotonicity for one subtype only or without any monotonicity assumptions, and
show that in these cases A\; and Ay do not suffice for identification of SF-ACEp.
Turning to the RR scale, Proposition 3 asserts that SF° —ACEI(Q% is identifiable as a func-

tion of A; and Ay and the observed data without imposing any monotonicity assumptions.

Proposition 3 Under SUTVA, weak ignorability and positivity, the SF—AC’EI%)% is iden-

tifiable via standardization by

Ex[m (1, X)] — AEx[m2(0, X)]
(1— M)Ex[m(0,X)]

SF-ACEY), =

or using IPTW,
[]l{A:l}Y(D} ~\ME [H{A:O}Y@)}
SF-ACEG) = o) elX)

(1— M)E M=t ’

The identification of SF—ACEJ%){ is analogous.

The proof is given in Section A of the Appendix.

Propositions 2 and 3 serve as basis for our proposed sensitivity analyses. Researchers
first decide what is the effect scale of interest, and then for which if any of the two subtypes
the S-Monotonicity or D-Monotonicity assumptions are plausible. Then, depending on the
taken assumptions, they may set A\; or Ay to zero, and estimate the SF-ACE® and 6 as
a function of A\; and/or As. Such an analysis can reveal how sensitive the results are to
different levels of exposure-induced subtype switching. We implement these analyses in our

study of smoking effect on CRC MSI subtypes in Section 7.

5.5 Estimation

Recall that for each individual 7, the observed data are (A;, X, Y;) or equivalently (A;, X, Yi(l), Yi(2)).
Estimation of SF-ACE®) and 6 from the data alongside the sensitivity analyses for the
S-Monotonicity assumptions require estimation of m(a,x), & = 1,2, a = 0,1 for the
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standardization-based formulas, or e(x) for the IPTW-based identification formulas. Ex-
pectations over X or (X, A, Y(k)) are estimated by taking the sample analogues.

Non-parametric estimation of m(a, x) or e(x) when the vector of measured confounders
X is of high dimension or includes many continuous variables could be a difficult task, that
will yield an estimator with a too large variance to be able to derive conclusions from the
data. Therefore, parametric estimation might be a better option, and also aligns with the
models used in practice and that were presented in Section 4.1. We first discuss parametric
estimation, before implementing a DR estimator that will be consistent even if not all
models are correctly-specified.

Starting with standardization, let m(a,z;n,) = (mo(a, z;n,), m(a, x;n,), m2(a, z;1,))
be the parametric model for m(a, X) with parameter vector n,. This could be, for ex-
ample, the regression models (1) or (2). Upon estimating 7),, the estimated probabilities
m(a, X;;7),) are calculated in the entire sample, for a = 0, 1, before plugged in the relevant

identification formulas. For example, the proposed SF —AC’ES) estimator is

T3 anl W1(1,Xi;771) - 221 7T1(0,Xz';’f71)
SE-ACEM p grong = == L
Distand 1— S0 m(l, X )

. (10)

If there is an unmeasured covariate U affecting both disease subtypes (Y1), Y®) model
(1) might be misspecified, if one believes the model that is also conditioned on U is a
multinomial regression model. However, this is not a main concern in studies involving
rare disease, as in our study (Nevo et al., 2021).

Turning to IPTW, let e(x;n,) be a parametric model for e(x), with parameter vector
14, for example a logistic regression. Then, after estimating 7),, the SF —AC’E(DI) estimator

is obtained by

SF-ACEW ) 1 pryy = =1 i= (11)
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and similar estimators for SF-AC Eg) and 6p, or for effects on other scales, can be obtained.

When using the maximum likelihood approach to fit models 7 (a,x;n,) or e(x,n,),
the obtained estimators 7m); or 7), are consistent and asymptotically normal. Thus, the
continuous mapping theorem and the delta method can be used to show that the SF-ACFE
and # estimators are also consistent and asymptotically normal. In practice, the bootstrap
can be used to estimate the standard errors (SEs) and construct confidence intervals (Cls).

The standardization estimator or the IPTW estimator will be consistent only if their
respective models are correctly specified. Therefore, we extend our estimation approach to
DR estimation (Robins et al., 1994; Lunceford and Davidian, 2004). That is, we construct
an estimator that will be consistent whenever at least one of the two models, 7 (a, ;1)
or e(x;m,), but not necessarily both, is correctly specified. DR estimators are frequently
used in causal inference to reduce dependency on the chosen model. Furthermore, a DR
estimator constructed as an augmented-IPTW estimator is also more efficient than IPTW
estimators and have desirable theoretical properties (Robins et al., 1994).

Let 1, and 7, be the estimators obtained for , and n,. As can be seen from the proof
of Proposition 1 (Section A of the Appendix), under S-Monotonicity, the SF-ACEs and

0 are functions of Pr[Y*®(a) = 1],a = 0,1, k = 1,2. For example, SF-ACE® is equal

to Pr[y () (1)=1]-Pr[Y D (0)=1]

Py @ (1)=0] . Under weak ignorability and positivity, a DR augmented-IPTW

estimator for Pr[Y®)(1) = 1] is

l z": Aiyi(k) B [A; — e(X; "A72)]% Z?:l (1, X5 71) (12)
n; e(X 3 7y) e(X ;7))

(Bang and Robins, 2005; Lunceford and Davidian, 2004). The estimator (12) and analogous

YD (1)=1]-Pr[y D (0)=1
Pr[y () (1)=0]

expressions for Pr[Y®)(0) = 1] can be then plugged in 22 I and similar
equations to obtain estimators for the causal effects that are consistent by the continuous

mapping theorem, if at least one of the models, 7(a, x;n,) or e(x; n,), is correctly specified.
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Similar arguments can be used to construct DR estimators when conducting sensitivity

analyses based on Proposition 2 and 3.

6 Simulations

We conducted simulation studies to evaluate the finite-sample performance of our proposed
estimators and to compare the SF-AC'E to existing estimands. Detailed information about
the data generating mechanism and parameters used, as well as more detailed results are
given in Section B of the Appendix. For each i = 1,...n, potential outcomes Y;(a) were
simulated using a multinomial regression model with two confounders, X;; ~ Ber(0.5),
Xy ~ N(0,1), and one unobserved covariate U; ~ N(0,1) affecting both subtypes. S-
Monotonicity was imposed for both subtypes (without violating the multinomial model
assumption, see Section B). The exposure A; was simulated using a logistic regression with
Xi; and Xy;. The observed outcomes Y; were obtained by Y; = A;Y;(1) + (1 — A;)Y;(0).

To study different aspects of the proposed approach, we conducted three studies. In
the first, we fixed the model parameters and varied the sample size between 5,000 and
50,000, to study the methods’ performance in different sample sizes. In the second study,
we fixed the sample size and varied the effect the unmeasured covariate U; had on Y;(Q)
to compare between the different causal effects. In the third study, we investigated the
methods’ performance when the fitted models were misspecified.

In each simulated dataset, we first fitted the multinomial regression (1), and a logistic
regression for e(x). Then, we calculated the conditional estimators (3), the TE estimators
(4), and the three SF-ACE estimators described in Section 5.5. We used the bootstrap

with 200 repetitions to estimate the SEs and to construct Wald-type 95% CIs.

In the first study (Tables B.3 and B.4), the SF-ACE estimators had a small relative
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bias. The SE of all estimators were similar, and were generally well-estimated. Empirical
coverage rates of the Cls were satisfactory. These results were also apparent for the second
study (Figures B.1 and B.2). In the second study, as the effect of U on Y?) increased,
absolute bias of the conditional estimand and the TE on the difference scale, compared
to the true SF-ACFESs, increased, while the SF-ACE estimators remained unbiased. As
expected, because data were simulated under S-Monotonicity for both subtypes, the TE%CI)%
and SF —AC’Egﬂ) coincided. Finally, the last study results demonstrated that when at least

one of the models, 7 (a, x;m,) or e(x) is correct, the DR estimator was the only estimator

with negligible bias (Tables B.5 and B.6).

7 Data analysis

We conducted several analyses to study the causal effects of ever smoking by age 60 on
having CRC MSI subtypes by age 70, using the NHS and HPFS datasets described in
Section 2. The main results are presented here, and additional results are given in Section
C of the Appendix. In all of our analyses, we used the confounders detailed in Section 2
and Table C.7. Wald-type 95% CIs and p-values were calculated using the bootstrap with
200 repetitions.

As indicated in Section 2, for more than 50% of CRC cases the subtype status was
unknown. To minimize the impact of potential selection bias, we used inverse probability
weighting for missing subtype (Liu et al., 2018). We first fitted a model for the probability
of observing the subtypes (Table C.8). The model included additional variables available
for CRC cases (e.g., tumor stage and size). Then, for each CRC case with known subtype,
we calculated the weight as the reciprocal of the probability of observing the subtype. The

weights were truncated at the 99% percentile and then incorporated into our estimators.
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We estimated the TE of smoking on each disease subtype by standardization (4), using
a multinomial regression model (1) (Table C.9). The point estimates indicated smoking
increases the risk of both CRC MSI subtypes (Tables 2 and C.10), although the results
were not significant at the 5% level. The point estimates indicated that the effect on non-
MSI-high subtype was larger than the effect on the MSI-high subtype on the difference
scale and vice versa on the RR scale. These results are in agreement with the existing
literature, because MSI-high is more rare, so while the RR is larger, the number of excess

cases due to smoking can be smaller.

Subtype Effect Method Estimate SE  95%CI

non-MSI-high SF-ACFEp Stand 129.9 87.6 [-41.8, 301.6]

IPTW 1418 89.7 [-34.0, 317.6]

DR 161.3 77.9 [ 8.6, 314.0]
TEp Stand ~ 129.8 88.6 [-43.9, 303.5]
MSI-high SF-ACEp Stand  32.7 29.8 [-25.7, 91.1]
IPTW  34.8 26.3 [-16.7, 86.3]
DR 37.2 23.9 [-9.6, 84.0]
TEp Stand  32.4 28.5 [-23.5, 88.3]

Table 2: Estimated SF-ACFEp and T Ep of smoking on the two CRC subtypes under S-Monotonicity for
both subtypes. Effects presented per 100,000 people. Stand: standardization; SE: estimated standard

error; 95%CI: 95% confidence interval.

Turning to the SF-ACFESs, we first considered an analysis under S-Monotonicity for
both disease subtypes. For the standardization-based estimator we used the multinomial
regression model (1). For the IPTW-based estimator we used a logistic regression for

the exposure (Table C.10). We used both models to calculate the DR estimator. As
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expected, for causal effects defined on the RR scale, the standardization-based SF-ACFE
and TE estimators were the same (Table C.11). Compared with the TE, the SF-ACEs
on the difference scale (Table 2) indicated larger causal effects for both subtypes within
the appropriate principal strata. The estimated effects were the largest using the DR
estimators, which also had the lowest estimated SE. The only significant smoking SF-ACFE
effect was obtained by the DR estimator for the non-MSI-high subtype, who estimated
additional 161.3 cases per 100,000 people (95%CI: 8.6, 314.0), had the entire principal
stratum free of MSI-high-subtype been smokers (compared with had they were all non-
smokers). The RR estimate was 1.26 (95%CI: 1.03, 1.58). The estimated effect on MSI-
high subtype was smaller on the difference scale (37.2 additional MSI-high cases per 100,000
people, 95%CI: -9.6, 84.0) and larger on the RR scale (1.48, 95C1%: 0.64, 2.32) than the
corresponding effects on the non-MSI-high subtype. Nevertheless, the null hypothesis of
Hy : 0p = 0 was not rejected (p = 0.148).

The S-Monotonicity assumption might be too restrictive, especially for the non-MSI-
high subtype, for which there is limited information about the relative effect strength
(Amitay et al., 2020). From a subject-manner perspective, we could not overlook the
possibility of exposure-induced subtype switching for non-MSI-high subtype, as the relative
effect of smoking on MSI-high CRC is known to be larger. Therefore, we replaced the S-
Monotonicity assumption for non-MSI-high (subtype 1) with D-Monotonicity by fixing
A2 = 0 and varying the values of \; between 0 and D DS LT, )] R 0.17 (Figure 1).

n=ty " [72(0,X5)]
As )y increased, the estimated SF-ACE for non-MSI-high CRC increased, the estimated

SF-ACFE for MSI-high CRC decreased. For A\; > 0.04, Hy : 8p = 0 was rejected. This
result serves as evidence for heterogeneity in the SF-ACE as long as we believe subtype

switching is possible and not extremely rare.
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Figure 1: Sensitivity analysis for causal effects under S-Monotonicity for MSI-high (subtype 2) and D-
Monotonicity for non-MSI-high (subtype 1) CRC subtypes. The figure presents DR estimates as a function

of A;. The shadows are 95% Wald-type CIs connected continuously for clarity of presentation.

Given some a-priori evidence for smoking effects on both subtypes, we also considered an
analysis under D-Monotonicity for both subtypes. Figure 2 presents the estimated effects
on the difference scale as a function of A; and Ay (for which the data did not restrict the
range), along with 95% Cls. For nearly the entire range, the effect on non-MSI-high CRC
was significant and the effect on MSI-high CRC was not. Sensitivity analysis results were
similar for all three estimators (Figures 2, C.4 and C.5). As ), increased, the larger was
the minimal value of A; for which heterogeneity can be concluded. For the RR (Figures
C.6—C.8), under the combination of low Ay and large A; the heterogeneity assumption was
rejected.

As described in Section 2, there were 17,854 study participants for which the last avail-
able data were before age 70 (and they were not diagnosed with CRC and did not die).
We treated these people as CRC-free at age 70. To assess the impact of this decision, we
repeated our analyses while removing these people. In an additional analysis, we again
removed these people but used inverse probability of weighting to take them into account.

The results did not change materially, although the estimated effect sizes and the standard
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Figure 2: Sensitivity analysis for estimating SF —AC’ES), SF —ACEI(:,Q) and 0p under D-Monotonicity for
both CRC MSI subtypes. The figure presents DR estimates as a function of A\; = Pr[Y?)(1) = 1]y (1) (0) =
1] and Ay = Pr[Y()(1) = 1]Y®(0) = 1]. The black lines divide the grid such that in sections marked with

I the effect is significant in 5% level while in sections marked with I7 it is not.

errors were generally larger (Tables C.13 and C.14).

To summarize our main findings, we have provided evidence for smoking effect on both
CRC MSI subtypes and evidence for heterogeneity under reasonable causal assumptions.
Even though our case numbers were smaller and our follow-up was more limited than
previous studies, the estimated SF-ACFE lend support of a causal effect on non-MSI-high

CRC, for which available evidence was limited.

8 Discussion

Questions of etiologic heterogeneity are central to our understanding of how diseases evolve.
Viewed through the lenses of competing events, existing approaches largely overlooked

formal discussions of causal estimands and identifiability assumptions. On the other hand,
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the recent progress in causal inference methodology for competing events presented causal
estimands that either provide little information about etiology heterogeneity or estimands
requiring identifiability assumptions that are implausible in the study of CRC subtypes.
In this paper, to study the effect of smoking on CRC subtypes defined by MSI status,
we proposed the SF-ACEs as causal effects that can complement existing methods and
provide further insight towards the study of etiologic heterogeneity. One challenge with
using multinomial regression with cohort data is the issue of right censoring due to loss to
follow-up or administrative censoring. To assess its impact, we considered in this paper a
number of analyses. The censoring problem would have been more pronounced if follow-up
was longer than 10 years. Therefore, considering time-to-event outcomes is an important
topic of future research. Another potential extension will consider continuous exposures
instead of binary ones. Specifically, the generalization of the monotonicity assumptions,

both in terms of definition and plausibility, is of interest.
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Appendix

o Section A includes proofs and additional theory. Section A.1 presents the proofs of
Propositions 1-3. Section A.2 illustrates the the connection between observed data
and the potential outcomes. Section A.3 discuss identification results under weaker
combination of assumptions. Section A.4 provides the complete expression for the

DR estimator.

e Section B includes details on the simulations and presents the results. Section B.1
gives additional details about the data generating mechanism of the simulation. Sec-
tion B.2 presents the details of three different simulation studies. Finally, Section B.3

presents tables and figures summarizing the different simulation results.

e Section C presents details on the data as well as additional analyses and results.
Section C.1 includes descriptive information about the data used. Section C.2 gives
additional information about the weights used for handling missing subtypes and
about the models fitted for estimating effects. Finally, Section C.3 presents additional

data analysis results.

A Proofs and additional theory

A.1 Proof of identification results

Before providing the identification formulas for the SF-ACFE, we first show that the
SF-ACFE equals to the TE when defined on the RR scale under S-Monotonicity for both

disease subtypes.
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A.1.1 Equivalence of the SF-ACE and TE

When defined on the RR scale, the SF-ACEW equals to

(1) -

o) YO =0 (A.13)
PrlY®M(1) =1,YP(1) = 0]
PrlY (M (0) = 1,Y®@ (1) = 0]
)=1]
©(0) =1 (A.14)

Equality (A.13) holds by the S-Monotonicity assumption for subtype 2. Equality (A.14)

holds because the subtypes are mutually exclusive (numerator) and by the S-Monotonicity

assumption for subtype 1 (denominator).

A.1.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Starting from the definition of SF-ACFE, we have

SF-ACE} =E[y®(1) - Y (0)[y®(0) = Y@ (1) = 0]

=E [y (1) - YO (0)[y @ (1) = 0] (A.15)

Pr[Y()(1) =

:Pr[Y<1>(1) = 1] — Pr[YM(0) = 1]

Pr[Y @ (1) = 0]

PrY®(1) = 0] !

(A.16)

Equality (A.15) follows from the S-Monotonicity assumption for subtype 2, and (A.16) is

justified because the subtypes are mutually exclusive (first expression in the numerator)

and by S-Monotonicity for subtype 1 (second expression in the numerator).
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For the standardization-based identification formula, we continue by recalling that under

positivity and weak ignorability, Pr[Y*)(a) = j] is identified by
PriY®(a) = j] = Ex[Pr(Y® = j|A = ¢, X)]

for a,j,k = 0,1 (Herndn and Robins, 2020). With Pr(Y®) = j|A = a,x) previously
denoted by mi(a,x) for 7 = 1 and hence equals to 1 — m(a, ) for j = 0, we substitute

these expressions in (A.16) to get

Ex[ﬂl(]_,X>] — IEX[m(O,X)]
1-— ]Ex[ﬂ'g(l,X)]

SF-ACEp = (A.17)

Alternatively, to get IPTW-based identification results, we may continue from (A.16) by
recalling that under positivity and weak ignorability, Pr[Y*)(a) = 1] is identified by

PrlY®(a) =1] =E [%} (Hernén and Robins, 2020). Substituting these expressions

in (A.16), t
in ( ), we ge JI{A;M}_E[W;W}
e(X) 1—e(X)
_E [UHA=Y®
1 E |: e(X) }

SF-ACEY = [

(A.18)

The identification formulas for subtype 2 are analogous. Using standardization,

Ex[m(1, X)] — Ex[m(0, X))

SF-ACE}) = ,
1— ]EX[TFl(Oa X)]

or using IPTW,
° W;W} - E [W;O}Y@)}
e(X) 1—e(X)

1-E {55

SF-ACEY = [

The difference between the effects is given by substituting the expressions above in p =
SF-ACEY — SF-ACEY
The RR-based measures (A.14) are identified under weak ignorability and positivity

using standardization by
Ex [m, (1, X)]

- (k) pum
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for k = 1,2, or using IPTW,

[]l{A:l}Y(")}

k e(X
o

Finally, define rr to be the difference between the effects in the RR scale. So 0gg is given
by

Orr = SF-ACEY), — SF-ACES),

A.1.3 Proof of Proposition 2

Recall that A\; = Pr[Y® (1) = 1] Y(0) = 1] and Xy = Pr[Y(M(1) = 1] Y®(0) = 1]. We
start with the effect on subtype 1.

SF-ACEY

— B (1) - YOOy (0) = Y®(1) =

_ Prly®(1) =1,Y®(0) = 0] — Pr[y
a Pr[Y®(1) = 0] — Pr[Y®(0) =

—
_ |~
(a=)
~—
I

C Pry®W(1) =1] - Prly®M(1) = 1,Y®(0) = 1] — Pr[YM(0) = 1] + Pr[Y((0) = 1,Y®(1) = 1]
B PrlY®(1) = 0] — Pr[Y®(0) = 1,Y(1) = 1]
(A.20)
~ Pr[y®(1) = 1] = A Pr[Y®@(0) = 1] — Pr[Y(0) = 1] + A PrY M (0) = 1]
B Pr[Y®(1) = 0] — Ay Pr[Y®(0) = 1]
_ Pr[y®W(@) = 1] + (A — 1) Pr[YD(0) = 1] — X Pr[Y?(0) = 1]. (A21)

Pr[Y®(1) = 0] — A\ Pr[Y®)(0) = 1]
In (A.19), the numerator follows from the fact the subtypes are mutually exclusive and the

denominator is justified by the law of total probability. In (A.20), the numerator holds

because of the law of total probability and the denominator follows by noting that the D-
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Monotonicity assumption for subtype 2 implies Pr[Y?(0) = 1,Y®(1) = 0] = Pr[Y®(0) =
LY®M() =1].
Now, similarly to the proof of Proposition 1, we can continue using standardization,

by Ex[m(L X))+ (A — DEx[mi(0, X)] — AEx[m(0, X)]
SF-ACE)) = 1 — Ex[m(1, X)] — MEx[ms(0, X)]

by weak ignorability and positivity. Alternatively, as in the proof of Proposition 1, we can
continue from (A.21) using IPTW to obtain

E[UA=UYOT L ) [HASOYD] g [1{A=0py®)
SF-ACE) = [ e(X) ] - 1) [ 1—e(X) } 2 [ 1—¢(X) }

again by weak ignorability and positivity, similarly to the standard IPTW-based identifi-
cation.

The identification formulas for subtype 2 are analogous. Using standardization,

(2) . Ex[ﬂ'g(]_,X)] + ()\1 — 1)Ex[7T2(O,X)] — )\QE)([’YH(O,X)]
SE-ACEp = 1 —Ex[m (1, X)] — AEx[m (0, X)]

or using IPTW,

E 1{A=1}Y® + (N —1DE 1{A=0}Y(® W) 1{A=0}Yy ()
SF—ACE(DZ): [ e(X) } (As ) [ 1—e(X) } 2 [ 1—e(X) }

B[] e [

The difference between the effects is given by

0p = SF-ACEYS) — SF-ACEY.
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A.1.4 Proof of Proposition 3

Recall that \; = Pr[Y®(1) = 1] YI(0) = 1] and Xy = Pr[Y()(1) = 1] Y®(0) = 1]. We

start with the effect on subtype 1.

SF-ACEY), =

~ Pr[y®W(1) =1,Y®(0) = 0]
= By O(0) = 1L,YO(1) =0 (4.22)
C Pr[y®W(1) =1] - PrY®(1) = 1,Y®(0) = 1]
= Py M(0) = 1] = Py (0) = LY@ (1) = 1] (A.23)
~ Pr[Y®W(1) = 1] = A Pr[Y®(0) = 1]

Pr[Y(M(0) = 1] — A\, Pr[Y W (0) = 1]

~ Pr[Y®W(1) = 1] = A Pr[Y®(0) = 1]
B (1= X)) Pr[Y®D(0) = 1]

Equality (A.22) holds because the subtypes are mutually exclusive. Equality (A.23) is by

the law of total probability. As before, using standardization, we may write

1 _EX[Wl(l,X)] — AQEX[’/TQ(O,X)}
SF-ACEpy, = (1= \)Ex[m (0, X)]

or using IPTW,
g {]1{14:1}1/(1)} — \ME {JI{A:O}Y@)}
SF-ACER}) = “X) et

A=0}y (D
(1= B [0

The identification formula of subtype 2 is analogous. Using standardization,

Ex|[ms(1, X)] — MEx[m (0, X)]
(1 = X)Ex[m2(0, X)] ’

SF-ACES), =

or using IPTW,
{Il{A:l}Y(Q)} ~\E {H{A:O}Y(l)}
SF-ACES), = “X) X0

(1= X\)E [7“142(2%(2)}
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The difference between the effects is given by Orr = SF —AC’EI%)% - SF —ACEI(%ZI)%.

An interesting distinction between the results in Propositions 2 and 3 compared to
Proposition 1, is that if one further assumes S-Monotonicity for one of the subtypes only,
such that S-Monotonicity holds for one subtype only, say subtype 1 so A\; = 0, then the

identification formulas for the two subtypes are no longer symmetric.

A.2 Relationship between observed data and potential outcome
profiles

Table 1 of the main text defines the nine possible potential outcome profiles. Table A.3 spec-
ifies the possible profiles for each participant according to their observed data (A, Y1) Y )

under each of the four combinations of assumptions.

Observed data Monotonicity assumptions

Y S-Mono Y1 D-Mono Y S-Mono Y1 D-Mono
(A, Y0,y @)

Y () S_Mono Y (2) D-Mono Y () D-Mono Y () S_Mono

(0,0,0) 0,1,3 0,1,3 0,1,3 0,1,3
(0,1,0) 5 5,7 5 5,7
(0,0,1) 6 6,3 6,3 6
(1,0,0) 0 0 0 0
(1,1,0) 3,5 3,58 3,5,8 3,5
(1,0,1) 1, 6 1,6,7 1,6 1,6,7

Table A.3: Connection between observed data and possible potential outcome profiles defined in Table 1

under four combinations of monotonicity assumptions.
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A.3 Additional identification results

A.3.1 S-Monotonicity for one subtype and no monotonicity assumption for

the other subtype

We present here identification for the SF —ACE,(:?) under S-Monotonicity for subtype 1 and
no monotonicity assumption, of any version, for subtype 2. To this end, in addition to Ag,
we define an additional sensitivity parameter A = Pr(Y®(1) = 0, Y1 (1) = 0]Y@(0) = 1).
This sensitivity parameter is the probability to be CRC-free when exposed among those
who would have been diagnosed with subtype 2 had they were unexposed. Under either
S-Monotonicity or D-Monotonicity, A9 = 0.

We begin with the effect on subtype 1,

SF-ACEY =E[yM(1) — YO0)[y®(0) = YP(1) = 0]

- Pr[Y®(0) = Y®(1) = 0] (A.24)

C Pr[Y®W(1) =1 - Pry®(1) = 1,Y®(0) = 1] — Pr[YM(0) = 1]

B Pr[Y®(1) = 0] — Pr[Y®(1) = 0,Y®(0) = 1] (A.25)

B PrlY®M(1) =1] - Pr[Y®M(1) =1, >(0) 1] — Pr[Y®(0) = 1]

- Pr[Y®(1) = 0] = Pr[Y®(0) = 1,YD(1) = 1] = Pr[Y®(1) = 0, YD (1) = 0,Y®(0) = 1]
(A.26)

_ Pr[YW(1) = 1] = A Pr[Y®(0) = 1] — Pr[YD(0) = 1]

Pr[Y@(1) = 0] — Ay Pr[Y®(0) = 1] — A3 Pr[Y@(0) = 1]

Equality (A.24) holds because the subtypes are mutually exclusive and because of the
equality Pr[Y()(0) = 1,Y®(0) = 0,Y?(1) = 0] = Pr[YY(0) = 1] which holds due to

the S-Monotonicity assumption for subtype 1. Equality (A.25) holds because of the law of
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total probability. Equality (A.26) holds because of the law of total probability and because
the subtypes are mutually exclusive.
Because different assumptions were made for subtype 1 and subtype 2, the effects are

not analogous. Turning to the effect on subtype 2,
SF-ACEY =E[y® (1) — Y®0)[yW(0) = YV (1) = 0]

=E[Y@(1) - YP0)[yH(1) =0] (A.27)

PrlY®(1) = 1,YW(1) = 0] — Pr[Y®(0) = 1,YI(1) = 0]
Pr[Y (1) = 0]

C Pr[Y®(1) = 1] = Pr[Y®(0) = 1, YW (1) = 0]
- BV =0 (A.28)

C Pr[Y®(1) =1 = Pr[Y®(0) = 1] + Pr[Y®(0) = 1,Y)(1) = 1]
— PV =0 (A.29)

Pr[Y® (1) = 1] — Pr[Y®(0) = 1] + A\ Pr[Y®(0) = 1]
Pr[Y (D (1) = 0]

Equality (A.27) holds because of the S-Monotonicity assumption for subtype 1. Equality
(A.28) holds because the subtypes are mutually exclusive. Equality (A.29) holds because
of the law of total probability. As before, standardization, IPTW or DR estimation can be

used to identify and estimate the effects.

A.3.2 Sensitivity analysis without monotonicity assumptions

We present here identification on the difference scale, for the SF-ACE® under no specified
monotonicity assumptions for both subtypes. Recall that A\; = Pr[Y® (1) = 1| Y(V(0) = 1],

Ao =Pr[YM(1) =1 Y®(0) = 1] and A) = Pr(Y® (1) = 0,YM(1) = 0]Y@(0) = 1).
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We begin with the effect on subtype 1,

SF-ACEY =E[y®W(1) — YD (0)|[Yy®(0) = Y (1) = 0]

~ Pr[y®W(1) =1,Y®(0) = 0] — Pr[Y®M(0) = 1, Y3 (1) = 0]
B Pr[Y®(0) = Y® (1) = 0] (A.30)
_ Pr[y®() =1] - Pr[YV(1) = 1,Y®(0) = 1] - Pr[YV(0) = 1,Y?(1) = 0] (A31)

1]

YO (1) = 1] = PrYO (1) = 0, Y (1) = 0,Y@(0) =
(A.32)

Pr[Y (1) = 1] — A\ Pr[Y@(0) = 1] — (1 — A\) Pr[Y(0) = 1]
Pr[Y (1) = 0] — Ay Pr[Y@(0) = 1] — X Pr[Y@)(0) = 1]

Equality (A.30) holds because the subtypes are mutually exclusive. Equality (A.31)
holds because of the law of total probability. Equality (A.32) holds because of the law of
total probability and because the subtypes are mutually exclusive.

The identification formula of subtype 2 is analogous, and requires one additional pa-

rameter \) = Pr(Y () (1) =0,Y® (1) = 0]y (D(0) = 1).

SF-ACEY =

PrlY®(1) = 1] — A\, Pr[Y(D(0) = 1] — (1—)\2)Pr[Y(2)(0):1]
Pr[Y(M(1) = 0] — A, Pr[Y(W(0) = 1] — M) Pr[Y(D(0) = 1]

As before, standardization, IPTW or DR estimation can be used to identify and estimate

the effects.

A.4 Details about the doubly-robust estimator

The doubly-robust estimators that are plugged in Equations (A.16) (under S-Monotonicity

for both subtypes), (A.21) (under D-Monotonicity for both subtypes), or their RR ana-
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Y@(0) = 1] — Pr[Y®(0) = 1] + Pr[Y®(0) = 1,Y?(1) =
1
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logues are given by,

_ L[ AY® (A —e(Xi )] S (1, X )]
pr[y(k)(l) =1]= *Z i IS A1
ni:l _e(Xza?h) 6( 17772)
_ 1 [ (=A™ A= e(Xi )] S (1, X))
PrlY®0)=1]= = ek B n ~=1 .
Y0 =1] n; _1—€(X¢§772) 1 — e(X;72)
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B Additional simulation details and results

Section B.1 gives additional details about the data generating mechanism of the simulation.
Section B.2 presents the details of three different simulation studies. Finally, Section B.3

presents tables and figures summarizing the different simulation results.

B.1 Data generating mechanism

The data were simulated to resemble an observational study. For each individual i, we first
simulated two independent measured confounders, X; = (X1, X;2), where X; ~ N(0,1)
and Xy ~ Ber(0.5) and one normally distributed unmeasured covariate U; ~ N(0,1). To
simulate the potential outcomes, we used the multinomial regression model

exp(ay, + Bra + yix + dpu)

Pr(Y; =kl X;=2,U; = = )
r¥i(a) = K v W=y i1 exp(a; + Bja+ i@ + )

(A.33)
for k =1,2, and

2
Pr(Yi(a) =0|X; =2,U; =u) =1- Y _ Pr(Yi(a) = k| X; = x,U; = u).
k=1

We first simulated the potential outcome under no exposure Y;(0), for each individual i, using
model (A.33). To make sure the data followed the S-Monotonicity assumption for both disease
subtypes, the potential outcomes under exposure (a = 1) were created as follows: Individuals with
Y;(0) > 0, namely that they would have been diagnosed with disease subtype 1 or 2 under a = 0,
would automatically be diagnosed with the same disease subtype under a = 1. For individuals
who were disease-free under a = 0 the disease subtype under a = 1 was simulated using Equation

(A.33) with an adjusted probability using the Law of Total Probability,

Pr[Yi(1) = k| X; = @, U; = u, Y;(0) = 0] =

Pr[Y;(1) = k| X; =2z, U =u) — Pr(Y;i(0) = k| X; = x,U = u]

PI‘[Y{(O) = O’Xi =, Ui = u]

We simulated the actual exposure status for each individual A; using a logistic regression model,

T
Pr(s = 11, — ) = —ROL V1D

Cl4exp(o+opTm) (A.34)
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The observed outcome Y was obtained for each individual by setting Y; = A;Y;(1)+(1—A4;)Y;(0)s.

For each individual i, the observed data were (A4;, X;,Y;).

B.2 Additional details about the simulation studies

As indicated in the main text, in each of the studies and scenarios described below, we first
estimated 7 (a,x;n,) using a multinomial regression model and e(x) using a logistic regression
model. Then, we computed the estimators for the conditional statistical estimand, the total effect,
and the three SF-ACFE estimators.

Three studies were investigated. In Study I, we fixed the model parameters and varied the
sample size between 5,000 and 50,000. In Study II, we varied ds, the effect of the unmeasured
covariate U on Y@ while keeping all the other parameters fixed. In Study III, we investigated the
estimators’ performance when the models fitted were misspecified. To achieve this, a transforma-
tion of Xy was used to create the data, but the analysis assumed X5 is (logit) linearly connected
to the exposure or/and the outcome. Misspecification of the A ~ X relationship was created
by taking log |X2| when generating the data instead of Xo. Misspecification of the Y ~ A+ X
model was also created by replacing Xy with log|X5| when generating the data. Table B.4 gives
the model parameters and sample sizes used in the three studies. It also gives the obtained true
SF-ACFE values for each set of parameters yields. In all studies, the prevalence of subtype 1
ranged between 5%-6% and the prevalence of subtype 2 ranged between 2%-4%. The prevalence

of the exposure was 49%.

B.3 Simulation Results

Tables B.5 and B.6 present the result for Study I. As can be seen from the Tables, the SF-ACE
estimators had a smaller relative bias than the other estimators, even with a small sample size.
The SD of all estimators in each sample size was similar, and the bootstrap SE estimator was
approximately unbiased. The Wald-type Cls for the SF-ACE estimators had a satisfactory

empirical coverage level, close to the desired 95%.
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Diff RR
Subtype  Sample Size Effect Method
Bias  %Bias CP95 emp.SD est.SE Bias %Bias CP95 emp.SD est.SE
subtype 1 5,000 SF-ACE Stand -18.3 -0.5 946 694.6  703.0 0.01 0.60  94.50 0.22 0.23
IPTW |-26.2 -0.8 948 711.1 718.1 0.01 0.56 94.40 0.23 0.24
DR -23.0 -0.7 949 704.5 714.2 0.01 0.59 94.70 0.23 0.23
TE Stand -86.8 -2.5 945 681.1  689.2 0.01 0.60 94.50 0.22 0.23
Cond Stand 98.3 2.8 947 706.7  T13.7 0.03 1.52  94.80 0.23 0.23
10,000 SF-ACE Stand 1.9 0.1 949 492.0  496.2 0.01 0.42  95.20 0.16 0.16
IPTW |-3.0 -0.1 94.9 502.5  507.4 0.01 0.35 95.70 0.16 0.16
DR -1.9 -0.1 94.9 499.3  504.6 0.01 0.36  95.40 0.16 0.16
TE Stand -67.1 -1.9 95.1 482.4  486.5 0.01 0.42 95.20 0.16 0.16
Cond Stand 119.3 34 94.7 499.3  503.7 0.02 1.36  95.20 0.16 0.16
25,000 SF-ACE Stand 10.1 0.3  96.2 309.2  315.3 0.01 0.29  95.20 0.10 0.10
IPTW |41 0.1 95.5 320.9 3225 0.00 0.13  94.70 0.10 0.10
DR 4.9 0.1 95.3 3185 320.8 0.00 0.15 94.80 0.10 0.10
TE Stand -59.4 -1.7 95.7 303.2  309.1 0.01 0.29 95.20 0.10 0.10
Cond Stand 129.3 3.7 939 314.0  320.1 0.02 1.25 95.70 0.10 0.10
50,000 SF-ACE Stand 10.8 0.3 95.1 221.2 2213 0.00  -0.19 94.80 0.07 0.07
IPTW |-14.1 -04 952 225.0 226.1 0.01 -0.29  95.60 0.07 0.07
DR -13.7 -0.3  95.0 225.0 225.0 0.01 -0.29  95.20 0.07 0.07
TE Stand -79.7 -2.3 938 2171 217.1 0.00 -0.19 94.80 0.07 0.07
Cond Stand 107.0 3.1 91.7 224.0  224.6 0.01 0.75  94.50 0.07 0.07
subtype 2 5,000 SF-ACE Stand 6.3 06 944 3934 393.0 0.11 6.26  95.70 0.54 5.55
IPTW | 6.4 0.7  94.5 404.9  402.2 0.13 7.15  95.70 0.59 5.56
DR 5.5 0.6 949 402.0  401.7 0.13 7.00 96.50 0.59 5.55
TE Stand -69.0 -7.1 93.9 362.9  362.7 0.11 6.26 95.70 0.54 5.55
Cond Stand 152.3 15.7  93.0 422.8  422.3 0.19 10.61 96.50 0.57 5.55
10,000 SF-ACE Stand 13.2 1.4 948 277.6 2775 0.07 4.02 96.20 0.37 0.39
IPTW 12.7 1.3 94.6 286.0  285.2 0.08 4.47  96.10 0.39 0.41
DR 12.2 1.3 947 285.3  284.6 0.08 4.40  96.10 0.39 0.41
TE Stand -62.7 -6.5  95.0 256.3  256.2 0.07 4.02  96.20 0.37 0.39
Cond Stand 160.2 16.5  91.2 298.9  298.1 0.15 8.33 97.80 0.38 0.40
25,000 SF-ACE Stand 23.1 24 93.5 182.7 175.9 0.05 2.83  95.20 0.23 0.23
IPTW | 20.5 2.1 94.6 188.4 1814 0.05 2.74  95.30 0.25 0.24
DR 20.5 2.1 944 188.8  180.9 0.05 2.74  95.00 0.25 0.24
TE Stand -53.5 -5.5  93.5 168.7  162.3 0.05 2.83  95.20 0.23 0.23
Cond Stand 170.2 176 83.1 196.5 188.8 0.13 7.01 95.10 0.24 0.24
50,000 SF-ACE Stand 19.7 2.0 935 130.0  124.9 0.04 2.15  94.50 0.17 0.16
IPTW | 174 1.8 %fg 1354 1284 0.04 2.07  93.80 0.18 0.17
DR 17.1 1.76  93.7 135.0 127.1 0.04 2.03  94.60 0.17 0.17
TE Stand -56.6 -5.8  90.3 120.0 1144 0.04 2.15  94.50 0.17 0.16




Diff RR
Sample Size Effect Method
Bias %Bias CP95 emp.SD est.SE Bias %Bias CP95 emp.SD est.SE
5,000 SF-ACE Stand | -24.6 1.0 952 791.1  810.5 -0.10 374.86 97.10 0.58 0.68
IPTW | -32.6 -1.3 945 809.1 828.8 -0.12  436.64 97.10 0.63 0.74
DR -28.5 1.1 947 802.9 825.5 -0.12 42436 97.30 0.63 0.74
TE Stand | -17.7 -0.7 951 7715 790.2 -0.10 374.86 97.10 0.58 0.68
Cond Stand | -54.0 -22 953 790.5  808.8 -0.17  602.76 97.40 0.59 0.70
10,000 SF-ACE Stand |-11.3 -0.5 954 570.2 573.5 -0.07 238.18 96.60 0.41 0.42
IPTW | -15.7 -0.6 953 583.8 587.3 -0.07 272.83 96.50 0.43 0.45
DR -14.1 -0.6 949 581.7  585.0 -0.07 267.64 96.60 0.43 0.45
TE Stand | -44 -0.2 953 555.7  559.2 -0.07 238.18 96.60 0.41 0.42
Cond Stand | -40.9 -1.6 951 569.6 5724 -0.13  462.35 97.30 0.41 0.43
25,000 SF-ACE Stand | -13.0 -0.5 944 363.9 361.8 -0.05 168.16 95.40 0.26 0.25
IPTW | -16.4 0.7 941 378.2  370.9 -0.05 17242  95.20 0.27 0.26
DR -15.6 -0.6  94.6 376.0 369.4 -0.05 17147 95.30 0.27 0.26
TE Stand | -5.9 0.2 942 3544 3528 -0.05 168.16 95.40 0.26 0.25
Cond Stand | -40.9 -1.6 942 362.9  361.0 -0.10 382.06 95.20 0.26 0.25
50,000 SF-ACE Stand | -304 1.2 941 259.1  255.8 -0.04  154.71 94.70 0.18 0.17
IPTW | -31.5 1.3 947 264.4  261.1 -0.04 155.81 94.90 0.19 0.18
DR -30.8 -1.2 946 263.0  260.4 -0.04 153.37  94.80 0.19 0.18
TE Stand | -23.1 -0.9 945 252.1 248.1 -0.04 154.71 94.70 0.18 0.17
Cond Stand | -60.1 24 94.0 258.0 254.1 -0.10 373.38 93.30 0.18 0.18

Table B.6: Study I simulation results for . Three methods were considered to estimate the
SF-ACFE; IPTW, standardization and DR. The TE and Cond were estimated using standard-
ization. Diff: defined on the difference scale, RR: defined on the RR scale. %Bias: relative bias,
CP95: empirical coverage proportion of 95% confidence intervals, emp.SD: empirical standard

deviation of the simulation estimates, SE: mean estimated standard errors.

Turning to Study II, Figures B.3 and B.4 presents the bias of the different estimators, relative
to the true SF-ACFEs and 0, and as a function of the strength of the effect of U on Y?) (exp(d2)).

The absolute difference between non-SF-ACE estimators and the SF-ACEs on the difference
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scale increased (in absolute value) as increased and remained the similar on the RR scale (Figure
B.3). As expected, because the data were simulated under S-Monotonicity for both subtypes the
TE and SF-ACE coincide on the RR scale. The relative bias (Figure B.4) remained generally
the same. As all three methods (standardization, IPTW, and DR estimation) were based on

correctly-specified models, their finite sample bias was minimal.
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Figure B.3: Results for Study II. Absolute bias for SF-ACE®, SF-ACE® and 6, as a
function of the effect of U on Y (e%). For the difference scale, results are presented per

100,000 people. D: defined on the difference scale, RR: defined on the RR scale.
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Figure B.4: Results for Study II. Relative bias for SF-ACE®M, SF-ACE® and 0, as a

function of the effect of U on Y (). D: defined on the difference scale, RR: defined

on the RR scale.

Finally, Table B.7 presents results from Study III under four settings: (a) Both m(a,x;n;)
and e(x;n,) are correctly specified, (b) The 7 (a,x;n;) model is correctly-specified and model
e(x;my) is misspecified, (c) The m(a, x;n;) model is misspecified and model e(x;n5) is correctly-
specified, and (d) both models are misspecified. As expected the standardization-based estimator
had minimal bias when 7 (a,x;7,) was correctly specified, and was biased when the model was
misspecified. The IPTW-based model had minimal bias whenever model e(x;n,) was correctly
specified and produced considerable bias when the model was misspecified. As expected the
DR estimator was only biased when both models were misspecified and had minimal bias under
scenarios (a), (b), and (c) described above.

Table B.7 also shows that the SE was well estimated by the bootstrap and that the Wald-

type 95% confidence intervals had satisfactory coverage rate whenever the respective model was

correctly-specified.
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Method Bias %Bias CP95 emp.SD est.SE

Both models correct

Stand 1.88 0.1 949 492.0  496.2
IPTW -2.99 -0.1 949 202.5  507.3
DR -1.91 -0.1 949 499.3  504.6

Model A ~ X is misspecified

Stand -35.05 -1.0 95.0 208.2  509.6
IPTW 557.64 16.1  81.1 510.3  516.1
DR -37.65 -1.1 948 508.3  510.0

Model Y ~ A + X is misspecified

Stand -182.67 -76 916 419.5  406.9
IPTW -4.19 -0.2  93.6 494.8  481.0
DR -4.56 -0.2 939 489.2  476.0

Both models misspecified

Stand 2344.12 97.4 0.2 451.9  473.3
IPTW 2344.82 97.5 0.2 450.8  473.7
DR 2338.78 97.2 0.2 451.3  473.9

Table B.7: Results for Study III. Performance of the SF-ACE® estimators when differ-
ent models are correctly-specified and/or misspecified. Results are presented per 100,000
people. Three methods were considered to estimate the SF-ACEp; IPTW, standardiza-
tion and DR. The TEp was estimated using standardization. %Bias: relative bias, CP95:
Empirical coverage proportion of 95% confidence intervals, emp.SD: empirical standard

deviation of the simulation estimates, SE: mean estimated standard errors.
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Method Bias %Bias CP95 emp.SD est.SE
Both models correct
Stand 13.16 1.36 9480  277.60 277.52
IPTW 12.68 1.31 94.60  285.99 285.18
DR 12.18 1.26 94.70  285.28 284.61
Model A ~ X is misspecified
Stand 24.18 249 94.70  276.21 274.79
IPTW 199.86  20.62 89.40  279.62 278.17
DR 23.02 2.38 95.00 275.89 275.13
Model Y ~ A+ X is misspecified
Stand -89.72  -13.6 926 2175 2145
IPTW 9.47 1.4 948 250.1  250.2
DR 9.26 1.4 946 249.7  249.5
Both models misspecified
Stand 659.26 1004  21.2 2472 2435
IPTW 663.16 1009  21.2 246.6  243.6
DR 656.57 99.9 216 246.9  243.9

Table B.8: Results for Study III. Performance of the SF-ACE® estimators when differ-
ent models are correctly-specified and/or misspecified. Results are presented per 100,000
people. Three methods were considered to estimate the SF-ACEp; IPTW, standardiza-
tion and DR. The TEp was estimated using standardization. %Bias: relative bias, CP95:

Empirical coverage proportion of 95% confidence intervals, emp.SD: empirical standard

deviation of the simulation estimates, SE: mean estimated standard errors.

50



C Details on the data analysis and additional results

Section C.1 presents details on the data as well as additional analyses and results. Section C.1
includes descriptive information about the data used. Section C.2 gives additional information
about the weights used for handling missing subtypes and about the models fitted for estimating

effects. Finally, Section C.3 presents additional data analysis results.

C.1 Additional information about the data

Table C.9 gives basic descriptive information about the different covariates X used in our analyses.

C.2 Additional information about the models

To take into account the individuals diagnosed with CRC without having their MSI subtype
identified, we used inverse probability weighting (Liu et al., 2018). We fitted a logistic regres-
sion model among the individuals diagnosed with CRC, the outcome being missing or available
MSI subtype. The covriates included were tumor location (proximal colon, distal colon, rectum,
missing) disease stage (stage I, stage 11, stage III, stage IV, missing), tumor differentiation (well,
moderate, poor, unspecified, missing), age of diagnosis, year of diagnosis (1976-1995, 1996-2000,
2001-2012) and family history of colorectal cancer (yes or no). The estimates and 95% CI of the
model coeflicients are given in Table C.10. After fitting the model, we removed the individuals
who were diagnosed with CRC but their MSI subtype was missing, and used weights based on
the inverse of the logistic regression predictions to adjust our sample. We truncated the weights
at the 99% percentile to reduce variance. The distribution of the final weights used are given in

Figure C.5.
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Total CRC free MSI-high Non-MSI-high Missing subtype
n = 109,272 n = 108,853 n = 61 n = 358 n=>542

Smoking

No 50840 (46.5%) 50667 (46.5%) 24 (39.3%) 149 (41.6%) 229 (42.3%)

Yes 58432 (53.5%) 58186 (53.5%) 37 (60.7%) 209 (58.4%) 313 (57.7%)
Gender

Men (HPFS) 28801 (26.4%) 28675 (26.3%) 15 (24.6%) 111 (31%) 169 (31.2%)

Women (NHS) 80471 (73.6%) 80178 (73.7%) 46 (75.4%) 247 (69%) 373 (68.8%)
Body mass index

high 14506 (13.3%) 14440 (13.3%) 9 (14.8%) 57 (15.9%) 97 (17.9%)

low 56789 (52%) 56607 (52%) 26 (42.6%) 156 (43.6%) 253 (46.7%)

normal 37977 (34.8%) 37806 (34.7%) 26 (42.6%) 145 (40.5%) 192 (35.4%)
Using aspirin regularly

No 71180 (65.1%) 70898 (65.1%) 43 (70.5%) 239 (66.8%) 371 (68.5%)

Yes 38092 (34.9%) 37955 (34.9%) 18 (29.5%) 119 (33.2%) 171 (31.5%)
Family history of colorectal cancer

No 95990 (87.8%) 95641 (87.9%) 48 (78.7%) 301 (84.1%) 469 (86.5%)

Yes 13282 (12.2%) 13212 (12.1%) 13 (21.3%) 57 (15.9%) 73 (13.5%)
History of endoscopy

No 67821 (62.1%) 67511 (62%) 41 (67.2%) 269 (75.1%) 410 (75.6%)

Yes 41451 (37.9%) 41342 (38%) 20 (32.8%) 89 (24.9%) 132 (24.4%)
Alcohol intake, g/d 7.4 (11.0) 7.4 (11.0) 6.7 (10.6) 8.3 (12.5) 9.0 (13.3)

Total calorie intake, (kcal/day)

Physical activity, METS-h/wk

Table C.9: Descriptive information about baseline covariates and the exposure in the data. Values are

means (SD) for continuous variables and counts (percentages) for categorical variables. Total includes

1762.4 (496.5)

20.0 (18.7)

1762.4 (496.5)

20.0 (18.7)

1695.2 (460.5)

17.3 (14.2)

1767.9 (499.3)

18.7 (20.2)

participants left in the sample after removing participants with missing subtype.
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Covariate Estimate  95% CI
Gender 0.31 (0.04, 0.58)
Tumor location - missing —2.19 (—3.61, —0.76)
Tumor location - proximal colon 0.02 (—0.24, 0.29)
Tumor location - rectum —0.18 (—0.51, 0.14)
Disease stage - 11 0.01 (—0.32, 0.33)
Disease stage - 111 —0.05 (—0.39, 0.29)
Disease stage - IV —0.49 (—0.87, —0.11)
Disease stage - missing —1.50 (—1.96, —1.03)
Tumor differentiation - missing —0.50 (—2.35, 1.35)
Tumor differentiation - poor 0.06 (—0.26, 0.38)
Tumor differentiation - unspecified — —0.59 (—0.96, —0.21)
Tumor differentiation - well —0.26 (—0.63, 0.11)
Age of diagnosis 0.03 (—0.002, 0.06)
Year of diagnosis - 2001-2012 —0.66 (—0.96, —0.37)
Year of diagnosis - 1976-1995 —0.65 (—0.98, —0.33)
Family history of CRC 0.17 (—0.15, 0.49)
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Table C.10: Estimates and 95% Wald-type confidence intervals for the coefficients of the

logistic regression model used for calculating weights for missing subtype.

When estimating the SF-ACE using IPTW and DR estimators, we fitted a logistic regression
model, predicting the probability of smoking by age 60 based on the baseline covariats. The

summary of this model is given in Table C.12. Similarly, when estimating the SF-ACFE and TFE



using standardization and DR estimators, we fitted a multinomial regression model, predicting
the probability of having non-MSI-high CRC, MSI-high CRC or being CRC free by age 70, based

on smoking status by age 60 and the baseline covariates. The summary of this model is given in

Table C.11.
Covariate non-M§SI-high MSI-high
Estimated OR 95%CI Estimated OR 95%CI

Smoking 1.19 (1.06, 1.33) 1.39% (1.38, 1.41)
Gender (Men) 1.25% (1.08, 1.42) 0.87" (0.83, 0.92)
Body mass index (low) 0.68** (0.54, 0.83) 0.81* (0.61, 1.01)
Body mass index (normal) 1.04 (0.90, 1.19) 1.20* (1.00, 1.39)
Using aspirin regularly 0.93 (0.78, 1.08) 0.86™ (0.84, 0.87)
Alcohol intake 1.00 (1.00, 1.01) 1.00 (0.98, 1.02)
Total calorie intake 1.00 (1.00, 1.00) 1.00** (1.00, 1.00)
Family history of CRC 1.52% (1.33, 1.71) 1.89" (1.89, 1.90)
History of endoscopy 0.44** (0.27, 0.61) 0.81** (0.80, 0.81)
Physical activity 1.00 (1.00, 1.00) 0.99 (0.98, 1.01)

Table C.11: Estimates and 95% Wald-type confidence intervals for the odds ratio ob-
tained from the multinomial regression model used for standardization and DR estimation.

*p<0.05, *p<0.01
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Covariate

Estimated OR

95%CI
Gender (Men) 0.67* (0.64, 0.71)
Body mass index (low) 0.99 (0.95, 1.02)
Body mass index (normal) 1.04 (1.00, 1.08)
Using aspirin regularly 1.05** (1.03, 1.08)
Alcohol intake 1.05* (1.05, 1.05)
Total calorie intake 1.00** (1.00, 1.00)
Family history of CRC 1.00 (0.96, 1.04)
History of endoscopy 0.95* (0.92, 0.98)
Physical activity 1.00**

(1.00, 1.00)

Table C.12: Estimates and 95% Wald-type confidence intervals for the odds ratio obtained

from the logistic regression model used for IPTW and DR estimation. OR: odds ratio
p<0.05, *p<0.01
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Figure C.5: Distribution of the inverse probability weights for missing subtype.
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C.3 Additional results

Turning to the analysis results. First, we estimated the effects under S-Monotonicity for both
disease subtypes. The results for the SF-ACFEp are given in Table 2 of the main text. Here, we
give the results for the SF-ACERg in Table C.13, and the results for 6 in Table C.14.

We then continued to the analysis under D-Monotonicity for both disease subtypes. The
results for the SF-ACEp and 6p using the DR estimator were given in Figures 2 and 3 of the main
text. Figures C.6 and C.7 give the corresponding results for standardization and IPTW methods.
Figures C.8, C.9 and C.10 give the results for the SF-ACFERrr and 6rgr using standardization,
IPTW and DR estimators, respectively. While the range for Ay was [0, 1], we only considered Ay <
0.5. For larger values the SF —AC’EI(_-?])% estimators and hence Orp estimators became unreasonably
large.

Additionally, we give the results under D-Monotonicity for one subtype and S-Monotonicity
for the other. The results for the SF-ACEp and 6p under the more plausible scenario of
D-Monotonicity for subtype 1 and S-Monotonicity for subtype 2 are given in Figure 2 of the
main text. For completeness, Figure C.11 gives the results for the SF-ACFEp and 6p under
D-Monotonicity for subtype 2 and S-Monotonicity for subtype 1. Figure C.12 gives the results
for SF-ACERrRk and fzg. The SF —ACE]%)% estimator was relatively stable while SF —ACEI%){
increased as a function of Ay and decreased as a function of A;.

Finally, we present the results of an analysis after removing participants for which the last
available data were before age 70, with and without inverse probability weighting to take them

into account (Tables C.15 and C.16)
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Subtype Effect Method Estimate SE  95%CI

non-MSI-high SF-ACFEgrp Stand  1.19 0.15 [0.91, 1.48]
IPTW 121 0.14 [0.93, 1.48]

DR 1.26 0.14 [0.98, 1.54]

TEng Stand  1.19 0.15 [0.91, 1.48]

MSI-high SF-ACEgr Stand  1.39 0.49 [0.43, 2.35]
IPTW  1.39 0.40 [0.60, 2.27]

DR 1.48 0.43 [0.64, 2.32]

TEng Stand  1.39 054 [0.32, 2.46]

Table C.13: Estimated SF-AC Err and T Erp of smoking on the two CRC subtypes under
S-Monotonicity for both subtypes. Stand: standardization; SE: estimated standard error;

95%CI: 95% Wald-type confidence intervals.
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Scale Effect Method Estimate

SE

95%CI

Dift SF-ACEp Stand 97.3

IPTW  106.8
DR 124.1
TEp Stand 97.4

RR SF—AOERR Stand -0.19

IPTW  -0.18
DR -0.22
TERR Stand -0.19

Table C.14: Estimated 6 and 6zg of the difference between smoking effects on the two CRC

subtypes under S-Monotonicity for both subtypes. Stand: standardization; SE: estimated

89.6

86.8

85.8

88.6

0.44

0.47

0.46

0.44

standard error; 95%CI: 95% Wald-type confidence intervals.
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Figure C.6: Sensitivity analysis for estimating SF —AC’E(Dl), SF —ACE(D2) and #p under D-Monotonicity for
both MSI CRC subtypes. The figure presents standardization estimates as a function of \; = Pr[Y(?(1) =
1Y (0) = 1] and Ay = Pr[Y(M(1) = 1]Y®)(0) = 1]. The black lines divide the grid such that in sections

marked with I the effect is significant in 5% level while in sections marked with IT it is not.



SF-Acel

0.15-
0.10-
= 200
0.05-
150
0.00° \ 100
00
2
os- I/ SF-ACEY
100
_oto0-
< 50
0.05-
0
0.00-
0.00 025 0.50 0.75 1.00 50
ha
fip
0.15- 300
_ D10- 200
-
0.05- 100
0.00- 0

0.00 0.5 050 0.7s 1.00

ke

Figure C.7: Sensitivity analysis for estimating SF —ACES), SF —AC’E(D2) and fp under D-Monotonicity
for both MST CRC subtypes. The figure presents IPTW estimates as a function of \; = Pr[Y(?)(1) =
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Figure C.8: Sensitivity analysis for estimating SF' —AC’ES}Q, SF —AC’E’J%)% and Orp under D-
Monotonicity for both MSI CRC subtypes. The figure presents standardization estimates as
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in sections marked with I7 it is not.
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Figure C.9: Sensitivity analysis for estimating SF —AC’ES}Q, SF —AC’E’J%)% and Orp under D-
Monotonicity for both MSI CRC subtypes. The figure presents IPTW estimates as a function of
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marked with 17 it is not.
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marked with I7 it is not.
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for clarity of presentation.
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Scale Subtype Effect Method Estimate SE 95%CI

Diff non-MSI-high SF-ACEY  Stand 146.68 100.47 [-50.24, 343.60]
IPTW 161.92  91.71 [-17.82, 341.66]

DR 186.87 105.60 [-20.10, 393.83]

TEWY Stand 146.48  91.81 [-33.48, 326.43]

MSI-high SF-ACEY  Stand 37.98 28.58  [-18.03, 93.99]
IPTW 40.97  36.03 [-29.64, 111.58]

DR 4401 3045 [-15.67, 103.69]

TE? Stand 37.62 3049  [-22.15, 97.38]

RR  non-MSI-high SF-ACEY), Stand 1.18  0.15 [0.89, 1.47]
IPTW 121 0.15 0.92, 1.49]

DR 125  0.13 0.99, 1.51]

TEY) Stand 118 0.15 [0.88, 1.48]

MSI-high SF-ACEY), Stand 138 0.39 [0.60, 2.15]
IPTW 143 042 0.61, 2.25]

DR 148  0.58 [0.35, 2.61]

TEY) Stand 138 0.43 [0.54, 2.22]

Table C.15: Estimated SF-ACFE and TFE of smoking on the two CRC subtypes under
S-Monotonicity for both subtypes, while removing participants for which the last available
data were before age 70. Stand: Standardization; SE: estimated standard error; 95%CI:

95% confidence interval.
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Scale Subtype Effect Method Estimate SE 95%CI

Diff non-MSI-high SF-ACEY  Stand 130.66  98.68 [-62.75, 324.07]
IPTW 145.93  91.88 [-34.16, 326.02]

DR 171.47 105.58 [-35.45, 378.40]

TEWY Stand 130.48  94.42 [-54.58, 315.54]

MSI-high SF-ACEY  Stand 35.73 3573 [-34.31, 105.77]
IPTW 38.75  35.93 [-31.67, 109.17]

DR 41.67 3097 [-19.03, 102.37]

TE? Stand 35.39  36.27 [-35.70, 106.48]

RR  non-MSI-high SF-ACEY), Stand 1.16  0.15 0.87, 1.45]
IPTW 120 0.15 0.91, 1.48]

DR 123 0.13 0.97, 1.48]

TEY) Stand 116 0.15 0.87, 1.45]

MSI-high SF-ACEY), Stand 1.35 045 [0.47, 2.23]
IPTW 142 041 0.61, 2.23]

DR 145  0.56 [0.34, 2.55]

TEY) Stand 135  0.55 0.27, 2.43]

Table C.16: Estimated SF-ACFE and TFE of smoking on the two CRC subtypes under
S-Monotonicity for both subtypes, while removing participants for which the last available
data were before age 70 and using inverse probability weighting to take them into account.
Diff: defined on the difference scale, RR: defined on the RR scale. Stand: Standardization;

SE: estimated standard error; 95%CI: 95% confidence interval.
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