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Abstract. Determining whether vaccine efficacy wanes is important for individual
and public decision making. Yet, quantification of waning is a subtle task. The classical
approaches cannot be interpreted as measures of declining efficacy unless we impose un-
reasonable assumptions. Recently, formal causal estimands designed to quantify vaccine
waning have been proposed. These estimands can be bounded under weaker assump-
tions, but the bounds are often too wide to make claims about the presence of vaccine
waning. We propose an alternative approach: a formal test to determine whether a
treatment effect is constant over time. This test not only gives a considerable power
gain compared to existing approaches but is also valid under plausible assumptions that
are expected to hold in vaccine trials. We illustrate the increase in power through real
and simulated examples, using three different approaches to compute the test statistics.
Two of these approaches are based solely on summary data, accessible from existing clin-
ical trials. Beyond our test, we also give new results that bound the waning effect. We
use our methods to reanalyze data from a randomized controlled trial of the BNT162b2
COVID-19 vaccine. While prior analysis did not establish waning, our test rejects the
null hypothesis of no waning.
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Figure 1. Illustration of outcomes in a 2-arm randomized controlled trial
over two intervals. Second interval observation is conditional on being
event-free at time 1.

1. Introduction

Consider a randomized controlled trial (RCT) evaluating a vaccine against an infectious
disease (e.g., HIV). Using data from the RCT, researchers estimated vaccine efficacy
(VE) to be 0.8 one month after vaccination. To assess if the VE changed at later times,
the participants who were event-free in the first analysis were included in a subsequent

analysis at three months that gave a V̂ E = 0.6, see Figure 1. The research group
concluded that the efficacy had decreased at three months; that is, the vaccine effect had
waned.

A key question is whether such a contrast of VEs at different times gives a meaningful
notion of waning. To answer this question, we take for granted that the term waning
alludes to a declining causal effect; that is, vaccine protection that decreases over time.
To draw valid inference on a causal effect, the populations being compared under vaccina-
tion or no vaccination (e.g., placebo) should be exchangeable. Conceptually, this means
that the distributions of risk factors for infection are expected to be similar in the two
treatment groups (see for example, Hernan and Robins (2023)). Randomization ensures
exchangeability for the comparison at the time of the first analysis (at one month). By
the time of the subsequent analysis (at three months), however, conditioning on being
event-free induces post-randomization selection: the participants who were event-free un-
der vaccination differ from those who were event-free without vaccination. There is an
additional problem when comparing VEs over time. Even within the same treatment
arms, the analyses at the two subsequent intervals are estimated in different populations,
making the declining VEs hard to interpret. See Figure 3 for the changing distribution
of susceptibility over time and across treatment arms.

These concerns are not merely theoretical; heterogeneity in susceptibility is widespread.
To fix ideas, we provide an extreme example. Consider a trial of a vaccine against
CCR5-tropic HIV (Piccininni and Stensrud, 2025). Suppose that all individuals were
in contact with the infectious agent, that is, they were naturally “challenged”, within
the first month. The VE was estimated to be 0.8 after one month. Suppose further
that the individual-level effect of the vaccine is constant in time: more precisely, had we
challenged individuals with an infectious agent immediately after a one-month isolation
period, we would have exactly the same outcome as if we had challenged the individuals
immediately after a three-month isolation period. Then, the untreated participants who
were not infected after the challenge must be inherently immune to the disease (to be
concrete, they could be homozygous for the CCR5 ∆32 gene variant). Thus, by the
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time of the second analysis, all unprotected trial participants, regardless of the arm, have
already experienced the outcome, while those who are protected, either by the vaccine or
their genetically induced immunity, will remain event-free at time 2, either by the lack of
exposure or by their immunity. It follows that no new events will occur in either of the
two arms, and the conventional VE estimate would be equal to 0. This estimate, however,
contradicts the fact that the vaccine effect, on an individual-level, is time-invariant.

This extreme example illustrates a point: conventional VE estimates cannot be used
to establish waning. Such analyses are subject to selection bias due to depletion of
susceptibles, somewhat similar to issues with hazard ratios (see, e.g., Hernán (2010);
Dumas and Stensrud (2025)). In practice, the magnitude of bias is unknown and can, in
principle, be large, although likely not as extreme as in our illustrative example.

Recognizing the problems with the conventional waning analyses, Janvin et al. (2024)
proposed an alternative estimand for VE, based on the idea of challenge trials. In par-
ticular, their estimand could be computed in a hypothetical target trial with controlled
exposure of the participants (Bernstein et al., 2015; Schmoele-Thoma et al., 2022). How-
ever, such trials are rarely conducted, as exposing participants, regardless of their health
status, to infectious pathogens is unethical (Hope and McMillan, 2004). With data
from conventional RCTs, the estimand of interest is only partially identifiable, i.e., it is
bounded under reasonable assumptions. Here, we introduce another approach to assess
the existence of vaccine waning. Our work is grounded on a formal causal formulation
of a declining treatment effect, related to Janvin et al. (2024). However, unlike Janvin
et al. (2024), we formulate a sharp null hypothesis of no waning and propose a test that
is powerful, simple, and assumption-lean. In particular, the test can be conducted un-
der reasonable assumptions in conventional vaccine trials, either using individual-level
or summary data. We furthermore suggest a strategy in Appendix D.1, based on some
additional in-principle testable assumptions, to improve the bounds derived by Janvin
et al. (2024).

2. Observed Data Structure

Consider i.i.d. data from an RCT in which individuals are assigned to treatment A ∈
{0, 1} corresponding to placebo or vaccine. Define Yk ∈ {0, 1} as an indicator of the
outcome occurring by the end of interval k. Thus, ∆Yk := Yk − Yk−1 is an indicator of
whether the outcome has occurred in interval k. To simplify the presentation, we will
treat these intervals as discrete. Yet, the test is valid in a continuous-time setting as well,
with minor modifications. As the data are assumed to be i.i.d., the subscripts indicating
individuals are omitted. The notation in Figure 1 stands for potential outcomes under
different levels of treatment. For example, ∆Y a=0

1 is the outcome at time 1 under an
intervention that sets the treatment to a = 0.

As highlighted in Section 1, the VE at time 2 is not a causal contrast. Consider instead
a contrast among those who would survive the first interval, regardless of the treatment
assignment,
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E[∆Y a=1
2 |∆Y a=1

1 = ∆Y a=0
1 = 0] vs

E[∆Y a=0
2 |∆Y a=1

1 = ∆Y a=0
1 = 0].

By restricting the analysis to those who survive under both treatment assignments, the
two populations are comparable at time 2. This contrast is an example of principal
stratum effects (PSEs) (Frangakis and Rubin, 2002).

However, we need to be careful when comparing effect contrasts among those who
would survive under both levels of treatment at the second time to the same contrast
among the general population at the first time: even if the analysis at each time has a
causal interpretation, the two comparisons are computed in different populations. This
complication concerning the PSE is particular to our setting and goes beyond the well-
known critique of the PSE being a cross-world estimand (Robins, 1986; Richardson and
Robins, 2013; Stensrud et al., 2023).

Consider instead an unconventional randomized 4-arm trial where participants are
randomly assigned to one of the two levels of treatment and one of the two possible times
of exposure (visualized in Figure 2):

Define exposure at time k as Ek ∈ {0, 1} for k ∈ {1, 2}, corresponding to isolation
(Ek = 0), or exposure through some controlled procedure (Ek = 1). We will not presume
that we have data from this unconventional trial, but instead use this as a target trial,
motivating our estimand.

In our derivations, we will use the following assumption from Stensrud and Smith
(2023):

Assumption 1 (Exposure necessity).

Ea
k = 0 =⇒ ∆Y a

k ; E
a
2 = 0 =⇒ ∆Y a

2 = 0,

for all a ∈ {0, 1}, k ∈ {1, 2}.
The intervention on exposure happens at two times in the 4-arm trial. The potential

outcome at time 1 is defined under the intervention setting exposure to 1, and the po-
tential outcome at time 2 is defined under an intervention setting exposure at time 1 to
be 0 and exposure at time 2 to be 1. Thus, in this hypothetical trial, participants are
exposed to the pathogen according to a controlled procedure at a specific time.

The potential outcome at time 2 is defined under an intervention that isolates indi-
viduals at time 1. Thus, those who were assigned to e1 = 0, e2 = 1 will not develop the
outcome at the first time; they cannot be infected without exposure, following Assump-
tion 1. The random assignment of treatment and exposure implies that the populations
in all four arms are exchangeable, see Figure 3 for an illustration.

As proposed by Janvin et al. (2024), we define the challenge effects as follows:

Definition 1 (Marginal challenge effect).

V Echallenge
1 = 1− E[∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 ]

E[∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 ]

,(1)

V Echallenge
2 = 1− E[∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

1 ]

E[∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
1 ]

(2)
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Figure 2. 4-arm randomized controlled trial: Individuals are randomized
to treatment and to the time of the exposure. Due to isolation, those
who are assigned to time 2 exposure are exchangeable with those who
are assigned to exposure at time 1. X denotes the distribution of the
baseline characteristics in the trial population, which is, by randomization
and Assumption 1, expected to be identical in all 4 arms.

The challenge effect conditional on baseline covariates is defined analogously, see Ap-
pendix H for details.

The challenge effect quantifies the effect of the vaccine in each interval in a way that
is insensitive to the observed exposure pattern and the changing distribution of the un-
observed heterogeneities over time. If V Echallenge

1 exceeds V Echallenge
2 , then the protective

effect of the vaccine has decreased over time, within the population that has been defined
pre-randomization (Janvin et al., 2024).

While a “challenge trial”, such as the one illustrated in Figure 2, is sufficient to identify
both V Echallenge

1 and V Echallenge
2 , conducting such a trial is usually unethical, as deliber-

ately exposing individuals to the pathogen could cause severe harm; hence, they are
rarely conducted. Challenge trials can be run in healthy volunteers to minimize the risk
of severe adverse effects; however, this approach typically fails to reflect the population
of interest.

Janvin et al. (2024) derived conditions under which a waning parameter can be partially
identified, even if the data are from a standard 2-arm RCT, in which exposure was neither
intervened on nor measured, such as the one illustrated in Figure 1. Yet, the bounds
derived for the second interval challenge effect can be wide, often including the first
interval challenge effect, which prohibits a firm claim about the waning of the vaccine.

3. A formal test

Consider the following sharp null hypothesis of no waning:

Hypothesis 1 (Sharp null hypothesis).

∆Y a,e1=1
1 = ∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 w.p.1 ∀a ∈ {0, 1}.

The sharp null hypothesis (1) states that anyone who would experience the outcome
under exposure would do so regardless of whether exposure occurs at time 1 or at time 2.
In short, individual susceptibility to exposure is constant across intervals and independent
of exposure timing.
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Figure 3. Illustration of two different trial designs. In conventional tri-
als, the populations under treatment and no treatment are exchangeable
at baseline. Without intervening on the exposure. Among exposed at time
1, the treated and the untreated groups are exchangeable as well, assum-
ing treatment blinding, yielding an observed vaccine efficacy (VE) of 0.5
in this example. However, by time 2, the depletion of susceptibles (i.e.,
selective exclusion from the at-risk population of the doomed and harmed
or doomed and helped strata, depending on the assigned treatment), alters
the distribution of susceptibility of the at-risk population. Even without
waning, the exposed at time 2 all belong to the same two susceptibility
groups (principal strata), and the observed vaccine efficacy falls to 0. In
contrast, in a challenge trial, the four arms are exchangeable at baseline.
Isolation ensures participants assigned to exposure at time 2 remain at risk
until then, making them exchangeable at the time of the exposure as well.
Consequently, the challenge vaccine efficacy is 0.5 at both times, equal to
the proportion in the doomed-or-harmed populations divided by the pro-
portion in the doomed-or-helped populations in this hypothetical example.
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We further restrict the exposure intervention to have no carry-over effect on the out-
come. That is, exposure at time 1 cannot affect the outcome at time 2 except through
survival. This restriction is compatible with a fixed incubation period of an infectious
agent.

Assumption 2 (Exposure exclusion restriction).

∆Y a,e1,δy1=0,e2=1
2 = ∆Y a,δy1=0,e2=1

2 ∀a, e1 ∈ {0, 1}2

Assumption 2 holds if all causal paths from E1 to ∆Y2 are intersected by ∆Y1 or E2.
However, it fails if exposure followed by survival at time 1 creates sustained immunity
that prevents the development of the outcome at time 2.

Remark 1 (Null hypothesis under Assumption 2). Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2
hold. An alternative formulation of the effect restriction using nested counterfactuals is

∆Y a,e1,e2=1
2 = ∆Y

a,e1,∆Y
a,e1
1 ,e2=1

2 .

By Assumption 1 ∆Y a,e1=0
1 = 0, thus

∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = ∆Y

a,e1=0,∆Y
a,e1=0
1 ,e2=1

2

= ∆Y a,e1=0,δy1=0,e2=1
2 = ∆Y a,e1=1,δy1=0,e2=1

2 .

Therefore, under Assumptions 1 and 2, Hypothesis 1 is equivalent to

∆Y a,e1=1
1

H0= ∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2

= ∆Y a,e1=1,δy1=0,e2=1
2 = ∆Y a,e1=0,δy1=0,e2=1

2

Suppose Hypothesis 1 holds. Consider an individual who was exposed in the first
interval but remained event-free. This individual will remain event-free at time 2 as well,
regardless of the time 2 exposure. This observation is related to a constraint on the
distribution of joint counterfactuals under Hypothesis 1, which we discuss in Appendix
A.

Remark 2 (Population- vs individual-level waning). In principle, the challenge effects
(Equations (1) and (2)) can be equal at times 1 and 2 even if ∆Y a,e1=1

1 ̸= ∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 w.p >

0. However, assume that

∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 = ∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 w.p.1,

but not necessarily for a = 1. Conceptually, this assumption states that the risk of infec-
tion under placebo does not depend on the time of exposure. An argument supporting
this assumption is that no active ingredient is administered in the placebo arm, and thus,
the immune system’s response to exposure should not depend on the time to first expo-
sure. Then, the population-level notion of no vaccine waning is equivalent to the sharp
null hypothesis, if there is no perfect cancellation in the following sense: exactly the same
number of people experience “positive waning”, that is, the improvement of the vaccine
over time, as the number of people who experience “negative waning”, that is, the dete-
rioration of the vaccine over time. Such a perfect cancellation of positive and negative
effects is unlikely. Thus, we can often intuitively treat the sharp null of no waning, and
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population-level no waning (V Echallenge
1 = V Echallenge

2 ) as equivalent. We provide a more
formal argument building on the principal strata framework in Appendix A.

The next results will lead to a simple testing strategy of the null hypothesis. To describe
this result, consider first another assumption that is plausible in a blinded trial:

Assumption 3 (No treatment effect on exposure in the unexposed).

Ea=0
1 = Ea=1

1 and Ea=0,e1=0
2 = Ea=1,e1=0

2

Assumption 3 requires that there is no effect of treatment on time 1 exposure and
on time 2 exposure following isolation. Conceptually, there is no causal path from A to
E1. Furthermore, there is no causal path from A to E2 except through E1 or ∆Y1. In
a blinded trial, the exposure-seeking behavior at time 1 should not be a function of the
actual treatment received. Yet, at time 2, those who developed the outcome at time 1,
might reduce their contacts, for example, to minimize the spread of the disease. If the
vaccine has an effect on the outcome at time 1, then the time 2 exposure might decrease at
an increased rate among the placebo recipients. However, under isolation, the treatment
would not affect their survival, by Assumption 1. Therefore, if the treatment is blinded,
the time 2 exposure would be the same under both treatment and no treatment, making
Assumption 3 plausible.

Assumption 3 is less restrictive than common assumptions in infectious disease epidemi-
ology. In particular, random mixing is often assumed, which would require unconditional
independence between the treatment and the exposures at both times, which implies As-
sumption 3. Moreover, under random mixing, the two exposures cannot be confounded;
this is a restriction that Assumption 3 does not impose. Consider also the following
exchangeability condition:

Assumption 4 (Exposure exchangeability).

Ea
1 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1=0

2 |Ea,e1=0
2 , Ea

1 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1
1 ,

Ea,e1=0
2 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1=0,e2

2 .

Exchangeabilities between the potential outcomes and the time 1 exposure are guar-
anteed by the lack of exposure-outcome confounders. However, in practice, exposure
at time 1 and time 2 can be confounded by, for example, behavioral patterns. Thus,
to make the independence between Ea

1 and ∆Y a,e1=0
2 plausible, we have to control for

the time 2 exposure. Moreover, Ea,e1=0
2 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 is equivalent to Ea,e1=0
2 ⊥⊥

∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 |∆Y a,e1=0

1 under Assumption 1. Conceptually, this independence holds if
there is no exposure-outcome confounding.

Under the directed acyclic graph (DAG) proposed by Janvin et al. (2024), Assumption
4 holds. See Appendix E for a replication of the DAG and a discussion on the Assumptions
in Janvin et al. (2024).

The four assumptions introduced so far allow us to derive a simple equality that mo-
tivates our hypothesis test:
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Proposition 1 (Invariant incidence rates). Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. Under
Hypothesis 1

IR1 :=
E[∆Y1|A = 1]

E[∆Y1|A = 0]
=

E[∆Y2|A = 1]

E[∆Y2|A = 0]
:= IR2.

See Proof in Appendix B.
Thus, Proposition 1 allows us to test Hypothesis 1 by comparing incidence ratios (IR1,

IR2).
We emphasize that incidence ratios are not hazard ratios, because time-varying hazard

ratios (HRs) are often used in the literature when studying the waning of a vaccine. In
a discrete-time setting, the observed hazard ratios are

HR1 :=
E[∆Y1|A = 1]

E[∆Y1|A = 0]
HR2 :=

E[∆Y2|∆Y1 = 0, A = 1]

E[∆Y2|∆Y1 = 0, A = 0]
.

At the first time, all individuals are event-free, regardless of which treatment arms they
were randomized to. Thus, IR1 = HR1. By Proposition 1, under the null hypothesis
HR1 = HR2, if and only if P (∆Y1 = 0|A = 0) = P (∆Y1 = 0|A = 1), that is, the vaccine
has no population-level effect on survival at the first time. Assuming that no effect of
the vaccine is observed at the beginning of the study is unrealistic. Therefore, a change
in the HR over time, unlike a change in the IR over time, is not a measure of waning.
We quantify the bias of studying HRs instead of IRs in Appendix F, and illustrate the
performance of the hazard ratio-based testing in Appendix C.

The test itself is suitable for assessing the presence of waning, however, it is generally
uninformative of the magnitude of waning. In Appendix D, we discuss the interpretation
of the ratio of the incidence ratios when the alternative of the null hypothesis holds, and
possible improvements on the bounds of Janvin et al. (2024) when waning is present.

4. Estimation and Data analysis

The test can be implemented, using summary data only, see Appendix G for details.
Thus, most published vaccine trials can be reanalyzed, given that they have the incidence
recorded at least at two times. First, we revisit the BNT162b2 trial analyzed by Janvin
et al. (2024) and show that our test is able to detect waning in the same setting in
which they could not claim waning previously. Then we give an example where the test
does not reject the null hypothesis, and argue that the test result agrees with biological
explanations, illustrated by a Helicobacter pylori vaccine study.

Janvin et al. (2024) have analyzed a blinded RCT, published by Thomas et al. (2021),
in which trial participants were randomized to receive a placebo (A = 0) or the BNT162b2
COVID-19 vaccine (A = 1). We are following the same division of the follow-up to the
first and second interval as Janvin et al. (2024) in their main analysis, and an identical es-
timation procedure of the conditional expectation E[Yk|A = a] for a ∈ {0, 1}, k ∈ {1, 2},
where Yk is the cumulative incidence by the end of interval k. Since their assumptions only

allowed partial identification of V Echallenge
2 , they compared the point-identified V̂ E

challenge

1

to the estimated lower and upper bounds of the second interval challenge effects. L̂, Û ,
respectively. Although their point estimates suggested a waning effect of the vaccine, the
null hypothesis of no waning could not have been rejected.
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In comparison, the point estimate of ÎR1/ÎR2 is 0.48
(
P = 0.01, 95%CI [0.443, 0.52]

)
,

thus clearly rejecting our null hypothesis of no change in the potential outcome of an
individual upon exposure over time, at the 5% level. Unless the condition in Remark 2
holds, i.e., that the number of people for whom the vaccine’s effect improves over time
equals the number for whom its efficacy decreases, the rejection can be interpreted as
evidence of a change in the population challenge effect over time, i.e., waning vaccine
efficacy.

Consider now a second example. Zeng et al. (2015) performed a double-blind, placebo-
controlled RCT, to assess the efficacy, safety and immunogenicity of the of Helicobacter
pylori vaccine among children in China. The trial participants were randomized 1:1 to the
two arms and 99% of them completed the three-dose vaccination schedule. The primary
analysis was performed among these participants (per-protocol-analysis) to assess the H
pylori infection in the first 12 months, following the completion of the vaccine schedule.

Incidence data has been published at months 4,8,12,24, and 36. To compare with the
primary analysis, we compared the incidence ratio until month 8 (IR1), to the incidence
ratio between month 8 and month 12 (IR2). In the first period, there were 36 and
10 events for 1416 and 1403.6 person-years at risk in the placebo and treatment arms,
respectively. Following that, in the second period, there were 14 and 4 events for 673.6
and 670.7 person-years at risk in the placebo and treatment arms, respectively. Using

the direct δ-method, we derive the estimate for ÎR1/ÎR2 = 0.977 (P = 0.97 95%CI
[0.263, 3.63]).

The test statistic agrees with the findings of Zeng et al. (2015); they have found that
VE is 72% (95%CI [42.4%, 87.6%]) at month 8 and 71.8% (95%CI [48.2%, 85.6%]) at
month 12. Even though we argued that the naive VE should not be used for assessing
vaccine waning due to the selection-bias introduced, their analysis of the incidence also
points towards no waning.

In practice, arguments about waning are often based on the the decay of immunological
responses, measured by for example antibody levels. Zeng et al. (2015) measured the
serum-specific antibodies in the vaccine and the placebo group. While at baseline the
concentration were similar in the two treatment group, the vaccination elicited strong
immune response. The concentration of the serum-specific antibodies did not decrease
significantly over time, agreeing with our test results.

5. Discussion

The challenge effect is a suitable estimand to measure the changes in the protective
effect of the vaccine. However, it is not possible to point identify the challenge effect
from conventional RCTs, and the sharp bounds of partial identification can often be
prohibitively wide to make claims about the waning of the vaccine.

We show that instead of identifying the challenge effect, a sharp null hypothesis of
no waning can be assessed accurately, with minimal assumptions; that is, unless some
unrealistic cancellations of waning hold, we can interpret the null hypothesis as equivalent
to the population level notion of no waning, V Echallenge

1 ̸= V Echallenge
2 . We derive a simple

test statistic for the null hypothesis, which can be computed using the observed data from
a standard RCT. Even when there is no access to patient-level data, the test statistics
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can be computed using summary data only. The quantities involved are interpretable
and observable, making the test accessible to a wider audience.

The test is designed to assess the equality of the parameters, that is, the statistically
significant existence of waning. When waning is confirmed by the test, further steps can
be taken to try to determine the magnitude of waning. This could, e.g., be a follow-up
trial, a reanalysis of the existing data with methods building on the results from Janvin
et al. (2024), or additional analyses leveraging expert knowledge on exposure probabilities,
as discussed in Appendix D.1.
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Online Appendix

A. Principal Strata at Different Times. Suppose that we are conducting a 4-arm
trial, as described in Section 1 and depicted in Figure 2 of the main manuscript. Consider
a counterfactual causal model such that there exists a pre-treatment variable, denoted
by T ∈ {1, . . . , 16}, such that

T = 1 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

T = 2 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

T = 3 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

T = 4 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

T = 5 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

T = 6 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

T = 7 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

T = 8 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

T = 9 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

T = 10 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

T = 11 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

T = 12 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

T = 13 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

T = 14 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

T = 15 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

T = 16 =⇒ (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

The counterfactual groups above are a composite of the 4 conventional deterministic
principal strata defined at each point in time. For example, someone may be doomed at
time 1, while immune at time 2, which corresponds to T = 4. The transition from one
principal stratum to another corresponds to a waning at the individual level, as one’s
response to exposure changes, at least under one of the two treatment levels.
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In this general setting, the challenge effects are

V Echallenge
1 =

P
(
T ∈ {9, . . . , 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {5, . . . , 8, 13, . . . , 16}

)
V Echallenge

2 =
P
(
T ∈ {3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15, 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16}

) ,
which are equal to the observed incidence ratios under a suitable set of assumptions,

as shown in Appendix B.

Corollary 1 (Principal Strata under the null). Suppose Hypothesis 1 holds. Then

P (T ∈ {1, 6, 11, 16}) = 1

Proof. Under the null hypothesis, and by partitioning

0
H0= P (∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1)

= P (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

+ P (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

+ P (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0)

+ P (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1).

Therefore, by the axioms of probability P (T = 3) = P (T = 4) = P (T = 7) = P (T =
8) = 0. Similarly, under the null

P (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0) = P (∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 = 0,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)

= P (∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 0) = 0,

which implies that

P (T = 9) = P (T = 10) = P (T = 13) = P (T = 14) = 0

P (T = 2) = P (T = 4) = P (T = 10) = P (T = 12) = 0

P (T = 5) = P (T = 7) = P (T = 13) = P (T = 15) = 0.

Thus, we have that P (T ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15}) = 0, which means that
P (T ∈ {1, 6, 11, 16}) = 1. □

It follows that, under the null hypothesis, the challenge effects are equal to

V Echallenge
1 =

P
(
T ∈ {9, . . . , 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {5, . . . , 8, 13, . . . , 16}

) H0=
P
(
T ∈ {11, 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {6, 16}

)
V Echallenge

2 =
P
(
T ∈ {3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15, 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16}

) H0=
P
(
T ∈ {11, 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {6, 16}

) ,

which shows their equality under the null.
We argue for the equivalence of the population level and the sharp no waning, under the

sharp no waning of the placebo, that is, ∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 = ∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 with probability
1. We believe this is a plausible assumption, as the effect of the placebo should not
change over time for an individual if they are isolated; hence, their immune system is
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not challenged before the exposure. Therefore, if they were to develop the outcome upon
exposure at time 1, then they would develop it at time 2, given that the exposures are
identical. Similarly, if they were to remain event-free at time 1 due to natural immunity,
for example, due to genetic reasons, a quality that would not change over time and they
would remain event-free at time 2 as well.

By identical arguments as in the proof above, the sharp no waning of the placebo
implies that

P (T ∈ {2, 4, 5, 7, 10, 12, 13, 15}) = 0.

In this setting, the challenge effects are

V Echallenge
1 =

P
(
T ∈ {9, . . . , 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {5, . . . , 8, 13, . . . , 16}

) =
P
(
T ∈ {9, 11, 14, 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {6, 8, 14, 16}

)
V Echallenge

2 =
P
(
T ∈ {3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15, 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16}

) =
P
(
T ∈ {3, 8, 11, 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {6, 8, 14, 16}

) .

Therefore, V Echallenge
1 = V Echallenge

2 , when the null hypothesis does not hold, if and only
if
(
T ∈ {9, 11, 14, 16}

)
=

(
T ∈ {3, 8, 11, 16}

)
, that is equivalent to

P (T = 9) + P (T = 14) = P (T = 3) + P (T = 8).

In words, the population-level challenge effects are equal, despite individual-level waning,
if the probability of transitioning from harmed to immune or from doomed to helped
is equal to the probability of transitioning from immune to harmed or from harmed to
doomed. Informally, this implies that in the treatment arm, the same number of people
experience positive waning of the vaccine as the number of people who experience negative
waning. In general, it is unlikely that the vaccine improves over time P (T ∈ {9, 14}) ≈ 0;
thus, equivalence between the null hypothesis of individual no waning and population no
waning is plausible.

B. Proof of Proposition 1.
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Proof. The observed incidence rate ratio at time 1 is equal to

1− V Echallenge
1 :=

E[∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 ]

E[∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 ]

Assumption 4
=

E[∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 |Ea=1

1 = 1]

E[∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 |Ea=0

1 = 1]

Assumption 7
=

E[∆Y a=1
1 |Ea=1

1 = 1]

E[∆Y a=0
1 |Ea=0

1 = 1]

Assumption 1
=

E[∆Y a=1
1 ]/P (Ea=1

1 = 1)

E[∆Y a=0
1 ]/P (Ea=0

1 = 1)

Assumption 3
=

E[∆Y a=1
1 ]

E[∆Y a=0
1 ]

Assumption 8, 9
=

E[∆Y a=1
1 |A = 1]

E[∆Y a=0
1 |A = 0]

Assumption 7
=

E[∆Y1|A = 1]

E[∆Y1|A = 0]

At time 2, the incidence rate for the arm A = a is

E[∆Y2|A = a]
Assumption 7, 8, 9

= E[∆Y a
2 ]

= E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 0]P (Ea
1 = 0)

+ E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 1]P (Ea
1 = 1).

Considering the first term

E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 0]P (Ea
1 = 0)

Assumption 1
= E[∆Y a

2 |Ea
1 = 0, Ea

2 = 1]P (Ea
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 0)P (Ea
1 = 0)

Assumption 7
= E[∆Y a,e1=0

2 |Ea
1 = 0, Ea,e1=0

2 = 1]P (Ea,e1=0
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 0)

× P (Ea
1 = 0)

Assumption 4
= E[∆Y a,e1=0

2 |Ea,e1=0
2 = 1]P (Ea,e1=0

2 = 1|Ea
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 0)

Assumption 7
= E[∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 |Ea,e1=0
2 = 1]P (Ea,e1=0

2 = 1, Ea
1 = 0)

Assumption 4
= E[∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 ]P (Ea,e1=0
2 = 1, Ea

1 = 0).

The second term equals
(3)
E[∆Y a

2 |Ea
1 = 1]P (Ea

1 = 1) = E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a
1 = 0]P (∆Y a

1 = 0|Ea
1 = 1)P (Ea

1 = 1)

Assumption 1
= E[∆Y a

2 |Ea
1 = 1,∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
2 = 1]

× P (Ea
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a
1 = 0)P (∆Y a

1 = 0|Ea
1 = 1)P (Ea

1 = 1)

Assumption 7
= E[∆Y a,e1=1

2 |Ea
1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0, Ea,e1=1
2 = 1]

× P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0|Ea
1 = 1)

× P (Ea
1 = 1)



A SIMPLE AND POWERFUL TEST OF VACCINE WANING 17

Using Assumption 7

E[∆Y a,e1=1
2 |Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0, Ea,e1=1

2 = 1]

= E[∆Y a,e1=1,δy1=0,e2=1
2 |Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0, Ea,e1=1,δy1=0

2 = 1].

As shown in Remark 1, under Assumption 2 and the null hypothesis, ∆Y a,e1=1,δy1=0,e2=1
2 =

∆Y a,e1=1
1 . Therefore

E[∆Y a,e1=1,δy1=0,e2=1
2 |Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0, Ea,e1=1,δy1=0

2 = 1] = 0,

which shows that E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 1]P (Ea
1 = 1) = 0. Finally,

E[∆Y2|A = 1]

E[∆Y2|A = 1]
=

E[∆Y a=1
2 |Ea=1

1 = 0]P (Ea=1
1 = 0)

E[∆Y a=0
2 |Ea=0

1 = 0]P (Ea=0
1 = 0)

=
E[∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

2 ]P (Ea=1,e1=0
2 = 1, Ea=1

1 = 0)

E[∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 ]P (Ea=0,e1=0

2 = 1, Ea=0
1 = 0)

Assumption 3
=

E[∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 ]

E[∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 ]

:= 1− V Echallenge
2

Under the null hypothesis E[∆Y a,e1=1
1 ] = E[∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 ], which implies V Echallenge
1 =

V Echallenge
2 , and thus the equality IR1 = IR2 holds.

□

C. Simulation. Consider the following data-generating mechanism

A := Bernoulli(0.5)

T1 := Categorical(pdoomed1 , phelped1 , pharmed1 , pimmune1)

E1 := Bernoulli(pE1)

∆Y1 := E1 ×
(
I(T1 = 1) + (1− A)× I(T1 = 2) + A× I(T1 = 3)

)
E2 := (1−∆Y1)× Bernoulli(pE2)

∆Y2 := E2 ×
(
I(T2 = 1) + (1− A)× I(T2 = 2) + A× I(T2 = 3)

)
.

Here, T1 corresponds to the 4 standard principal strata, as discussed in Appendix A.
While the proof and the assumptions of Proposition 1 do not rely on the notion of the
principal strata, to simulate the observed outcomes while respecting the constraints im-
posed on the challenge effects commonly involves assigning to all individuals their poten-
tial outcomes under all treatment levels and realizing their observed data by simulating
the observed treatment. Furthermore, T2 is determined in a way to decrease the first in-

terval challenge effect V Echallenge
1 = 1− pdoomed1

+pharmed1

pdoomed1
+phelped1

such that we randomly resample

a proportion of the helped individuals as doomed, to satisfy the assumption of sharp no
waning of the placebo. The proportion is calculated, such that it is ensured in expec-

tation that
pdoomed1

+pharmed1

pdoomed1
+phelped1

× w =
pdoomed2

+pharmed2

pdoomed2
+phelped2

for some factor w > 1, (with w = 1

corresponding to the sharp null hypothesis) (see Appendix C.2 for details). T = 1, 2, 3, 4
are defined to correspond to being doomed, helped, harmed, and immune, respectively.

By Proposition 1, the two incidence ratios are equal when the sharp null hypothesis
holds. Therefore, we can test whether IR1/IR2 = 1 to assess the null hypothesis.
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Figure 4. Rejection rate of the test statistics at level α = 0.05 from 100
simulations. The rows correspond to the direct δ-method, the conservative
δ-method, and the non-parametric bootstrap, respectively.

We propose three alternative methods to construct the confidence interval for the frac-
tion of the incidence ratios. We can approximate the four empirical means, corresponding
to the expected outcome at the first and the second time under treatment vs no treat-
ment, respectively, as log-normal distributions. We can calculate the variance of both
IR1 and IR2 using the δ-method; however, the incidence ratios are negatively correlated,
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which depends on the level of exposure and the distribution of the susceptibility. To
have a valid confidence interval, the correlation can be lower bounded by −1, but this
is a considerable over-approximation when exposure is low or moderate, and when the
population is heterogeneous in terms of susceptibility. To provide more precise confi-
dence intervals, we can use the δ-method to derive a direct estimator for the variance of

log(ÎR1) − log(ÎR2). Details of both are provided in Appendix G. Finally, given that
we have access to patient-level data, we can derive the bounds using non-parametric
bootstrap methods (Davison and Hinkley, 1997).

Figure 4 illustrates the performance of the derived test statistics using the three alter-
natives. We set the baseline vaccine effect to V Echallenge

1 = 0.5, by simulating T1 from
Categorical(0.2, 0.6, 0.2, 0). Under the varying level of exposure E1 = E2 ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.9},
the level of overestimation of the variance is changing as illustrated in the first row. In
particular, for relatively low exposure, E1 = E2 = 0.1, the test is more conservative, and
for low sample size, the null hypothesis is rejected at the level of the test, even when
waning is substantial, that is, the vaccine effect decreases to V E = 0.05. However, when
the correlation approaches the supposed lower bound, by E1 = E2 = 0.9, the null hy-
pothesis is rejected at a rate of 0.54, even for a moderate sample size of n = 1000, and
limited waning, V E1 = 0.5, V E2 = 0.35. In any of the simulated scenarios, when the
null hypothesis holds, the test rejects at a rate below its level.

Deriving the confidence interval using non-parametric bootstrap has greater power than
using the direct δ-method. However, the δ-method maintains the nominal level, while
the bootstrap shows deviations from it.

Extension to the time-to-event framework is trivial, except that the waning cannot be
entirely continuous; the transition from one’s reaction to exposure to a different reaction
can be achieved in a discrete manner. Similar to the original paper of Janvin et al.
(2024), we can estimate the event rates using the cumulative hazard. Whether exposure
is recurring or a single one does not matter, since under the null hypothesis, the outcome
will be deterministically the same following each exposure.

As discussed in Section 3, the equality of the hazard ratios is unsuitable for testing the
waning of the vaccine effect, informally, due to the depletion of susceptibles over time.

Using the same simulated data, we constructed confidence intervals for ĤR1/ĤR2 using
non-parametric bootstrap, to test HR1/HR2 = 1.

Figure 5 shows that when exposure is low, and hence the depletion of susceptibles is
minor, the test based on hazard ratios is comparable to the test using incidence ratios, see
Subfigure 4 C. However, when the level of infectious pressure increases by exposure, when
the null hypothesis holds (w = 0), the test does not hold its nominal level. In addition,
the power of the test does not increase with the level of the waning, which arguably is a
desirable property of any sensible test of waning.

C.1. Sensitivity analysis. Consider the same data-generating mechanism as in the main
part of Appendix C, except for T1 and T2. As opposed to the simulation shown in the
main part of the manuscript, suppose

T1 ∼ Categorical(0.2, 0.4, 0.1, 0.3).
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Figure 5. Rejection rates of the test statistics for ĤR1/ĤR2 at level
α = 0.05, compared to IR based test statistics, from 100 simulations,
using non-parametric bootstrap.

Under the assumption of sharp no waning of the placebo, we will consider three different
scenarios for determining T2, when the individual-level vaccine effect decreases:

• Transitioning a proportion of helped-to-doomed (w∗
immune = 0), which corresponds

to the setting depicted in Figure 4, however, under a different distribution of T1.
• Transitioning a proportion of immune-to-harmed (w∗

helped = 0).
• Transitioning an equal proportion of helped and immune to doomed and harmed,
respectively (w∗

helped = w∗
immune).

For details of determining the exact proportions w∗ to match the desired amount of
waning w, see Appendix C.2.

The simulation results are shown in Figures 6, 7, and 8.
When we include immune individuals in our cohort, by lowering the incidence rates of

the outcomes, the variance of the estimator increases.
Comparing Figure 6 to 7, we can see that restricting the waning to helped-to-doomed,
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Figure 6. Rejection rates under helped-to-doomed transitions.

Finally, even though we allow for unmeasured confounding between the exposures over
time, for simplicity, we omitted that from the simulations. Consider the modified data-
generating mechanism

A := Bernoulli(0.5)

UE := Bernoulli(0.5)

T1 := Categorical(pdoomed1 , phelped1 , pharmed1 , pimmune1)

E1 := UE × Bernoulli(pEhigh
) + (1− UE)× Bernoulli(pElow

)

∆Y1 := E1 ×
(
I(T1 = 1) + (1− A)× I(T1 = 2) + A× I(T1 = 3)

)
E2 := (1−∆Y1)×

(
UE × Bernoulli(pEhigh

) + (1− UE)× Bernoulli(pElow
)
)

∆Y2 := E2 ×
(
I(T2 = 1) + (1− A)× I(T2 = 2) + A× I(T2 = 3)

)
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Figure 7. Rejection rates under immune-to-harmed transitions.

The binary confounder assigns each individual to exposure-seeking or exposure-averse
behaviors. However, our test is valid, even when such confounding exists, as shown in
Figure 9. T1 is distributed as in the main analysis, and waning happens only through
helped-to-doomed transitions. We fix pElow

= 0.1 and vary pEhigh
∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.9}.

In all four modified scenarios, the power gain by using the direct δ-method instead
of the conservative approach is pronounced. The direct δ-method has rejection rates
approximately at the level of the test statistics, while in the case of the non-parametric
bootstrap, larger deviations can happen. In general, we argue for the usage of the direct
δ-method, since it is feasible using summary data only, and has acceptable power, while
maintaining the validity of the test.

C.2. Determining transition rates. In Appendix C we simulate data, such that the distri-
bution of the principal strata changes from time 1 to time 2. In particular, the “challenge
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Figure 8. Rejection rates under equal helped-to-doomed and immune-to-
harmed transitions.

incidence ratio” should increase, that is, the incidence ratio should increase by a factor
w from time 1 to time 2 if we compare a population exposed at time 1 to a population
that has been isolated first and then exposed at time 2. Consequently, the change in the
principal strata, should be independent of all other variables.

We argued in Section 3, that the sharp null hypothesis is equivalent to the population
level null hypothesis, under a set of conditions, one of which is sharp no waning of the
placebo. That is, the individual level potential outcome will not change from time 1 to
time 2 when intervening on treatment and exposure. Therefore, the only possible tran-
sitions are from “doomed” to “helped”, “helped” to “doomed”, “harmed” to “immune”,
and “immune” to “harmed”. The waning of the vaccine, that is, the decrease in efficacy,
corresponds to transitions from helped to doomed and immune to harmed (although, if
for some, the vaccine efficacy increased, but for a larger proportion of the population it
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Figure 9. Rejection rates with confounded exposures.

decreased, the vaccine still waned at a population level). For simplicity, in Appendix C
we only illustrated the results for the transition helped to doomed. Simulation results
with alternative waning are available in Appendix C.1.

The incidence ratios in the challenge sense are

IRchallenge
1 =

pdoomed1 + pharmed1

pdoomed1 + phelped1
IRchallenge

2 =
pdoomed2 + pharmed2

pdoomed2 + phelped2
.

Suppose that the incidence rate increased by a factor of w between the two time-points,
due to the transitions helped to doomed and immune to harmed. In particular, suppose
that a proportion w∗

helped of the helped transitioned to doomed, a proportion w∗
immune of
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the immune transitioned to harmed. Then the time 2 incidence ratio can be rewritten as

IRchallenge
2 = w × pdoomed1 + pharmed1

pdoomed1 + phelped1

=
pdoomed1 + pharmed1 + w∗

helped × phelped1 + w∗
immune × pimmune1

pdoomed1 + phelped1
.

Solving for w∗
helped, w

∗
immune, we have

(4) w∗
helped × phelped1 + w∗

immune × pimmune1 = (w − 1)× (pdoomed1 + pharmed1).

Thus, when the only transition happening is helped to doomed,

w∗
helped = (w − 1)

pdoomed1 + pharmed1

phelped1
,

and when the only transition is from immune to harmed,

w∗
immune = (w − 1)

pdoomed1 + pharmed1

pimmune1

.

From Equation 4 it is clear, that when w = 1, that is, the sharp null hypothesis holds,
there is no transition from either of the two possible principal strata.

D. Interpretation of the IR, under the alternative. Suppose that Hypothesis
1 does not hold, that is, ∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 and ∆Y a,e1=1
1 can potentially differ. Under

Assumptions 1 and 3, by identical arguments as in Appendix B, we can show that
IR1 = 1 − V Echallenge

1 . Since IR1 = HR1, our result agrees with the point identifica-
tion claim of Janvin et al. (2024).

By the same reasoning as in Appendix B, we can show that under Assumptions 1-4,
7-9

E[∆Y2|A = a] = E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 0]P (Ea
1 = 0)

+ E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 1]P (Ea
1 = 1),

and that

E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 0]P (Ea
1 = 0) = E[∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 ]P (Ea,e1=0
2 = 1, Ea

1 = 0).

However, under the alternative of the null hypothesis E[∆Y a
2 |Ea

1 = 1]P (Ea
1 = 1) is not

necessarily equal to 0. In addition to the previously presented assumptions, suppose the
following:

Assumption 5 (Extended exposure exchangeability).

Ea
1 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0, Ea,e1=1

2

and Ea,e1=1
2 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1=1,e2

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0

Assumption 5 generalizes Assumption 4 such that it holds under the intervention
e1 = 1. While previously, by Assumption 1, the intervention e1 = 0 resulted in im-
plicit conditioning on ∆Y a,e1=0

1 = 0, since under e1 = 1, the time 1 outcome is not
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deterministically 0, we have to condition on it explicitly. Both Assumptions 4 and 5 hold
under the DAG proposed by Janvin et al. (2024), reproduced in Figure 11.

Continuing with Equation 3

E[∆Y a,e1=1
2 |Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0, Ea,e1=1

2 = 1]

× P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0|Ea
1 = 1)P (Ea

1 = 1)

Assumption 5
= E[∆Y a,e1=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0, Ea,e1=1

2 = 1]

× P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0|Ea
1 = 1)P (Ea

1 = 1)

Assumption 7
= E[∆Y a,e1=1,e2=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0, Ea,e1=1

2 = 1]

× P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0|Ea
1 = 1)P (Ea

1 = 1)

Assumption 5
= E[∆Y a,e1=1,e2=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0]P (Ea,e1=1

2 = 1|Ea
1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0)

× P (∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0|Ea

1 = 1)P (Ea
1 = 1)

Assumption 4
= E[∆Y a,e1=1,e2=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0]P (∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0)

× P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 1)

Assumption 7
= E[∆Y a,e1=1,δy1=0,e2=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0]P (∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0)

× P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 1)

Assumption 2
= E[∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0]P (∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0)

× P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 1)

= P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0)

× P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 1)

Under the null hypothesis, the joint probability,

P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0)

is equal to 0; however, under the alternative, not necessarily.
Therefore,

(5)
E[∆Y2|A = a] = P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)P (Ea,e1=0
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 0,∆Y a,e1=0
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 0)

+ P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0)P (Ea,e1=1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)

× P (Ea
1 = 1)

and

IR2 =
P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)p2,a=1
0 p10 + P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0)p2,a=1

1 p11
P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)p2,a=0
0 p10 + P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 = 0)p2,a=0

1 p11
,

where pae1 = P (Ea,e1
2 = 1|Ea

1 = e1,∆Y a,e1
1 = 0) and p1e1 = P (Ea

1 = e1)
Assumption 3

= P (E1 =
e1).



A SIMPLE AND POWERFUL TEST OF VACCINE WANING 27

Depending on the exposure probabilities, P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1), and P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 =

1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0), IR2 can be either below or above the V Echallenge

2 , thus IR2 is uninfor-
mative about the extent of the waning.

Assumption 6 (Sharp no waning of the placebo).

∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 = ∆Y a,e1=1

1 w.p 1.

Assumption 6 was used to establish equivalence between individual and population
waning in Remark 2. Under the alternative and Assumption 6, we allow for ∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

2 ̸=
∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 with a non-zero probability.
By Assumption 6

IR2 =
P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)p2,a=1
0 p10 + P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0)p2,a=1

1 p11
P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)p2,a=0
0 p10

=
P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1)p2,a=1
0 p10

P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1)p2,a=0

0 p10
+

P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 = 0)p2,a=1
1 p11

P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1)p2,a=0

0 p10

= 1− V Echallenge
2 +

P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 = 0)p2,a=1
1 p11

P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1)p2,a=0

0 p10
.

In other words, under Assumption 6 and the alternative, the second timepoint incidence
ratio overestimates 1−V Echallenge

2 . The size of the overestimation depends on the exposure
probabilities and the size of the principal strata, which corresponds to individuals who
transitioned from immune to harmed or from helped to doomed. Those who experienced
the improvement of the vaccine over time (doomed to helped and harmed to immune)
do not add to the bias, since even if they remained event-free in time 1, in the second
interval they do not develop the outcome under treatment, that is the same outcome that
they would have experienced, had they been isolated at time 1.

Due to the sign of the bias, when IR1 < IR2, that is, based on the incidence ratios,
the vaccine seemingly wanes, V Echallenge

1 < V Echallenge
2 can still hold. The qualitative

difference between the incidence ratio and the challenge effects, under Assumption 6, can
occur if

P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1

1 = 1) > P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1

1 = 0),

that is, the probability of the effect of the individual vaccine improvement is greater than
the probability of individual waning, and

P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1

1 = 0)(p2,a=1
0 p10 + p2,a=1

1 p11)

> P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1

1 = 1)p2,a=1
0 p10.

Assuming independence between the exposures, given survival (Ea
1 ⊥⊥ Ea,e1

2 |∆Y a,e1
1 = 0,

similar to Equation 7 of Janvin et al. (2024)), p2,a1 = p2,a0 follows and the second condition
simplifies to

P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1

1 = 0) > P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 0,∆Y a=1,e1

1 = 1)p10.

Therefore, if the extent of waning is substantial compared to vaccine improvement and
the infectious pressure at time 1 is high, waning could be mistakenly claimed based on
the incidence ratios, even though the challenge effect has increased over time.
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If IR2 < IR1, then due to the positive bias of IR2, V Echallenge
2 > V Echallenge

1 , that is, if
the vaccine seemingly improved based on the incidence ratios, indeed the vaccine improved
in the challenge effect sense. However, the size of this improvement is overestimated by the
incidence ratios, with the magnitude of the overestimation depending on the probability
of vaccine waning and the exposure probabilities.

D.1. Sensitivity analysis on the challenge effects. From Equation 5 it follows that

P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1)p2,a0 p10 = E[∆Y2|A = a]− P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)p2,a1 p11.

Under Assumption 3 and 7, p2,a=1
0 p10 = p2,a=0

0 p10, thus

(6) 1− V Echallenge
2 =

E[∆Y2|A = 1]− P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 = 0)p2,a=1
1 p11

E[∆Y2|A = 0]− P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0)p2,a=0
1 p11

.

Using information from the observed data and Assumption 6, we can bound some of
the expressions in Equation 6. As

E[Y2|A = a] =
(
P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0) + P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 1)

)
p20p

1
0

+ P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0)p21p
1
1,

thus

(7) P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0) ≤ E[∆Y2|A = a]

p20p
1
0 + p21p

1
1

.

Under Assumption 6 P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 0) = 0, thus

E[∆Y1|A = 0] = P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1)p11
and

E[∆Y2|A = 0] = P (∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=0,e1=1

1 = 1)p20(1− p11),

implying that the equality

(8)
E[∆Y1|A = 0]

E[∆Y2|A = 0]
=

p11
p20(1− p11)

must hold.
Since under Assumption 6

V Echallenge
2 = 1− IR2 +

P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 = 0)p21p
1
1

E[∆Y2|A = 0]
,

V Echallenge
2 is maximized when P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

2 = 1,∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0)p21p

1
1 −E[∆Y2|A =

1] reaches its maximum. By Equation (7), the maximum is reached at P (∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1
2 =

1,∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0) = E[∆Y2|A=1]

p20p
1
0+p21p

1
1
, thus it is equal to

E[∆Y2|A = 1]
p21p

1
1 − p20p

1
0 − p21p

1
1

p20p
1
0 + p21p

1
1

= E[∆Y2|A = 1]
−p20p

1
0

p20p
1
0 + p21p

1
1

.
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By Equation (8),

p11 =
E[∆Y1|A = 0]p20

E[∆Y2|A = 0] + E[∆Y1|A = 0]p20
and p10 =

E[∆Y2|A = 0]

E[∆Y2|A = 0] + E[∆Y1|A = 0]p20
,

thus, the maximum simplifies to

E[∆Y2|A = 1]
−p20E[∆Y2|A = 0]

p20E[∆Y2|A = 0] + p21E[∆Y1|A = 0]p20

= E[∆Y2|A = 1]
−E[∆Y2|A = 0]

E[∆Y2|A = 0] + p21E[∆Y1|A = 0]
.

Since all expectations are non-negative, the fraction increases in p21; therefore, it reaches
its maximum at p21 = 1. Then,

V Echallenge
2 ≤ 1 +

E[∆Y2|A = 1]

E[∆Y2|A = 0]

−E[∆Y2|A = 0]

E[∆Y2|A = 0] + p21E[∆Y1|A = 0]

∣∣∣
p21=1

= 1− E[Y2|A = 1]

E[Y1|A = 0] + E[Y2|A = 0]
,

which is the same upper bound on the challenge effect as derived by Janvin et al. (2024).
However, if data are available from a standard RCT and there is knowledge about the
probability P (Ea,e1=1

2 = 1|Ea
1 = 1,∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0), for example, from contact tracing
studies, the upper bound can be considerably improved.

To illustrate the result, we took the observed quantities E[Y1|A = 0], E[Y1|A =
1], E[Y2|A = 0], and E[Y2|A = 1] from the BNT162b2 trial Thomas et al. (2021), and
plotted the upper bound under the changing values of p21 in Figure 10

E. On the Assumptions of Janvin et al. (2024). Similar to Janvin et al. (2024),
because we consider data from a randomized controlled trial, we take the following three
conventional assumptions for granted:

Assumption 7 (Consistency). Suppose that the interventions on the treatment A, ex-
posures E1, E2, and the first timepoint survival ∆Y1 = 0 are well-defined. That is

(i) if A = a then E1 = Ea
1 ,∆Y1 = ∆Y a

1 , E2 = Ea
2 ,∆Y2 = ∆Y a

2 ,
(ii) if Ea

1 = e1 then ∆Y a
1 = ∆Y a,e1

1 , Ea
2 = Ea,e1

2 ,∆Y a
2 = ∆Y a,e1

2 ,

(iii) if ∆Y a,e1
1 = 0 then Ea,e1

2 = Ea,e1,δy1=0
2 ,∆Y a,e1

2 = ∆Y a,e1,δy1=0
2 ,

(iv) if Ea,e1,δy1=0
2 = e2 then ∆Y a,e1,δy1=0

2 = ∆Y a,e1,δy1=0,e2
2 ,

(v) if Ea,e1=0
2 = e2 then ∆Y a,e1=0

2 = ∆Y a,e1=0,e2
2 ,

for all a, e1, e2 ∈ {0, 1}.

Assumption 8 (Treatment exchangeability).

Ea
1 ,∆Y a

1 ,∆Y a,e1
1 , Ea,e1

2 , Ea,e1δy1=0
2 ,∆Y a,e1,δy1=0,e2

2 ⊥⊥ A

for all a, e1, e2 ∈ {0, 1}.

Assumption 9 (Positivity).

P (A = a) > 0 for all a ∈ {0, 1}.
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Figure 10. The changing value on the upper bound of V Echallenge
2 (solid

red line), for some p21, with the corresponding one-sides 95% confidence in-

terval (dashed red). V Echallenge
1 (solid black), is point-identified, regardless

of the value of p21 or other exposure probabilities. A dashed black line rep-
resents the corresponding 95% two-sided confidence interval. The values at
p21 are equal to the findings of Janvin et al. (2024).

Assumptions 7-9 are close to the RCT assumptions set by Janvin et al. (2024). The
most important distinction is that we suppose it is possible to intervene on ∆Y1, with
a well-defined intervention; thus, consistency holds if ∆Y1 = 0. Accordingly, we state
the treatment exchangeability assumption for potential outcomes under the intervention
δy1 = 0.

Assumption 1 states that in order to develop the outcome at a given timepoint, exposure
at the same timepoint should have happened. The version stated in the main document
is stronger than the one proposed by Janvin et al. (2024): Assumption 1 needs to hold
even if there was no intervention at time 1 isolating the individuals. That is, there can be
no causal effect of time 1 exposure at the time 2 outcome, that is not mediated through
∆Y1 or E2, which is also a sufficient condition for Assumption 2.

While Assumption 8 already imposed structural constraints on the relationship of the
variables, we can take those for granted by the randomized design. Assumptions 2-4
further restrict the dependencies between the variables. Janvin et al. (2024) argues for a



A SIMPLE AND POWERFUL TEST OF VACCINE WANING 31

UY

∆Y1 ∆Y2A

E1 E2

UE

Figure 11. Directed acyclic graph illustrating the observed data struc-
ture.

plausible structure of the observed data, depicted in Figure 11. The casual DAG satisfies
Assumption 2-4 and 5.

Assumption 2 is not stated explicitly by Janvin et al. (2024), but, the same argument
is used for their Assumption 4: no causal path is expected to exist from E1 to ∆Y2 that
is not through ∆Y1 (we also allow mediation through E2). However, if there exists such
a path under an intervention δy1 = 0, Assumption 2 is violated, while Assumption 4 of
Janvin et al. (2024) can still hold, even though this occurs in a contrived scenario.

Assumption 3 is equivalent to Assumption 3 of Janvin et al. (2024).
Finally, under Assumption 8, Assumption 4 is equivalent to Assumption 4 of Janvin

et al. (2024).
Therefore, to test the null hypothesis, Assumption 1 and 2 slightly restrict their coun-

terparts from Janvin et al. (2024). However, no other independencies are imposed that
would not hold under the DAG proposed to represent a plausible data-generating mech-
anism. While all of the above discussed assumptions hold under the DAG in Figure 11,
they would hold even if E1 had a direct effect on E2, thus in this sense, our conditions
are more general than the ones imposed by Janvin et al. (2024).

F. Hazard-ratio based waning under the null hypothesis. Suppose that, similarly
to Appendix C, the variables are distributed according to the following data-generating
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mechanism:

A ∼ PA(9)

T ∼ Categorical{pdoomed, phelped, pharmed, pimmune}(10)

E1 ∼ PE1(11)

∆Y1 = E1 ×
(
I(T1 = 1) + (1− A)× I(T = 2) + A× I(T = 3)

)
(12)

E2 = (1−∆Y1)× PE2(13)

∆Y2 = E2 ×
(
I(T1 = 1) + (1− A)× I(T = 2) + A× I(T = 3)

)
(14)

For simplicity, consider PA ∼ Bernoulli(0.5), and PE1 ∼ Bernoulli(pE1), PE2 ∼ Bernoulli(pE2).
Since at randomization all individuals are event-free, it follows that

IR1 = HR1
H0=

P
(
T ∈ {11, 16}

)
P
(
T ∈ {6, 16}

) =
pharmed + pdoomed

phelped + pdoomed

,

as shown in Appendices A and B.
However, at time 2, the discrete hazard can be rewritten as

E[∆Y2|∆Y1 = 0, A = a] = E[∆Y2|∆Y1 = 0, A = a,E1 = 1]P (E1 = 1|∆Y1 = 0, A = a)

+ E[∆Y2|∆Y1 = 0, A = a,E1 = 0]P (E1 = 0|∆Y1 = 0, A = a)

Assumption 7−9
= E[∆Y a

2 |∆Y a
1 = 0, Ea

1 = 1]P (Ea
1 = 1|∆Y a

1 = 0)

+ E[∆Y a
2 |∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 0]P (Ea

1 = 0|∆Y a
1 = 0)

Assumption 1
= E[∆Y a

2 |∆Y a
1 = 0, Ea

1 = 1, Ea
2 = 1]

× P (Ea
2 = 1|∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 1)P (Ea

1 = 1|∆Y a
1 = 0)

+ E[∆Y a
2 |∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 0, Ea

2 = 1]

× P (Ea
2 = 1|∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 0|∆Y a
1 = 0)

Assumption 7
= E[∆Y a,e1=1,e2=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0, Ea

1 = 1, Ea,e1=1
2 = 1]

× P (Ea
2 = 1|∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 1)P (Ea

1 = 1|∆Y a
1 = 0)

+ E[∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 |∆Y a,e1=0

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 0, Ea,e1=0

2 = 1]

× P (Ea
2 = 1|∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 0|∆Y a
1 = 0)

Assumption 4, 5
= E[∆Y a,e1=1,e2=1

2 |∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0]

× P (Ea
2 = 1|∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 1)P (Ea

1 = 1|∆Y a
1 = 0)

+ E[∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 |∆Y a,e1=0

1 = 0]

× P (Ea
2 = 1|∆Y a

1 = 0, Ea
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 0|∆Y a
1 = 0).

Under Assumption 2 and the null hypothesis,

E[∆Y a,e1=1,e2=1
2 |∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 0] = 0.
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The conditional probability of no exposure can be rewritten as

P (Ea
1 = 0|∆Y a

1 = 0) =
P (∆Y a

1 = 0|Ea
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 0)

P (∆Y a
1 = 0|Ea

1 = 1)P (Ea
1 = 1) + P (∆Y a

1 = 0|Ea
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 0)

Assumption 1
=

P (Ea
1 = 0)

P (∆Y a
1 = 0|Ea

1 = 1)P (Ea
1 = 1) + P (Ea

1 = 0)

Assumption 7, 4
=

P (Ea
1 = 0)

P (∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 1) + P (Ea
1 = 0)

.

Similarly, under Assumption 1

E[∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 |∆Y a,e1=0

1 = 0] = P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1,∆Y a,e1=0

1 = 0) = P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1),

where we used that ∆Y1 = 1 =⇒ ∆Y2 = 0
Therefore,

E[∆Y2|∆Y1 = 0, A = a] = P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1)P (Ea

2 = 1|∆Y a
1 = 0, Ea

1 = 0)

× P (Ea
1 = 0)

P (∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 1) + P (Ea
1 = 0)

.

Given the data-generating mechanism, in particular the fact that there is no confound-
ing between E1 and E2, we have E2 ⊥⊥ (A,E1)|∆Y1 = 0. Thus

E[∆Y2|∆Y1 = 0, A = a] = P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1)P (Ea

2 = 1|∆Y a
1 = 0)

× P (Ea
1 = 0)

P (∆Y a,e1=1
1 = 0)P (Ea

1 = 1) + P (Ea
1 = 0)

.

Moreover, in the proposed data-generating mechanism,

P (Ea=1
2 = 1|∆Y a=1

1 = 0) = P (Ea=0
2 = 1|∆Y a=0

1 = 0),

see Equation 13. Thus, the hazard ratio at time 2, is equal to

HR2 =
P (∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 = 1)

P (∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 = 1)

P (∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 = 0)P (E1 = 1) + P (E1 = 0)

P (∆Y a=1,e1=1
1 = 0)P (E1 = 1) + P (E1 = 0)

,

where we used Assumption 3 to cancel out P (Ea
1 = 1), and the fact that under the

null hypothesis P (∆Y a,e1=0,e2=1
2 = 1) = P (∆Y a,e1=1

1 = 1). Therefore, the hazard ratio
does not only depend on the probability of the outcome given exposure, but also on the
probability of the time 1 exposure. Even though the principal strata did not change over
time, the time 2 hazard ratio is different from the time 1 hazard ratio by a factor of
P (∆Y

a=0,e1=1
1 =0)P (E1=1)+P (E1=0)

P (∆Y
a=1,e1=1
1 =0)P (E1=1)+P (E1=0)

. Thus, even if the first interval exposure increases, it is not

guaranteed, that the ratio of the hazard ratios will increase or decrease monotonically,
without knowledge of the distribution of the principal strata. See simulation results on
testing the sharp null hypothesis of no waning (Hypothesis 1) using the equality of the
hazard ratios in Appendix C of the main document.
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G. Variance estimation. To construct valid statistical tests for ÎR1

ÎR2
, the limiting dis-

tribution of its estimator must be known.
Denote with ∆Yi ∈ {0, 1, 2} as the multivariate outcome, corresponding to the outcome

of interest, not happening, happening at time 1, or time 2, respectively, and denote with
Ai ∈ {0, 1} the treatment assignment of individual i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Then, the estimators
can be defined as

ÎRk :=

(∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = k)

)
/
∑n

i=1 I(Ai = 1)(∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = k)

)
/
∑n

i=1 I(Ai = 0)

Using the log-normal approximation of the empirical means (Katz et al., 1978) the two
incidence ratios can be approximated with

log(ÎR1) ∼ N (log(IR1), σ
2
IR1

) log(ÎR2) ∼ N (log(IR2), σ
2
IR2

),

with estimated variance σ̂2
IRk

=
1−

∑n
i=1 I(Ai=1)I(∆Yi=k)/

∑n
i=1 I(A=1)∑n

i=1 I(Ai=1)I(∆Yi=k)
+

1−
∑n

i=1 I(Ai=0)I(∆Yi=k)/
∑n

i=1 I(A=0)∑n
i=1 I(Ai=0)I(∆Yi=k)

,

based on the δ-method (was, 2006), and using the fact that the outcomes in the two arms
are independent of each other (due to the assumption of no interference).

However, if we wish to derive the variance for ÎR1/ÎR2, or by the log-normal approxi-

mation, the variance of log(ÎR1)− log(ÎR2), the outcomes of interest across time are no
longer independent, thus the estimator

σ̂2
∗
IR1/IR2

:= σ̂2
IR1 + σ̂2

IR2

=
1−

∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 1)/

∑n
i=1 I(A = 1)∑n

i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 1)
+

1−
∑n

i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 1)/
∑n

i=1 I(A = 0)∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 1)

+
1−

∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 2)/

∑n
i=1 I(A = 1)∑n

i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 2)
+

1−
∑n

i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 2)/
∑n

i=1 I(A = 0)∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 2)

for the variance of the difference of the log incidence ratios is biased.
Since the correlation between the incidence ratios is unknown, which we could derive

only when we have access to the distribution of the principal strata and the distribution
of the exposures over the two time-points, the estimated variance of the log-difference
can be upper-bounded by

σ̂2
wide

IR1/IR2
= σ̂2

IR1 + σ̂2
IR2 + 2

√
σ̂2

IR1

√
σ̂2

IR2 .

Alternatively, instead of applying the δ-method separately to IR1 and IR2, we can
directly apply it to the ratio IR1/IR2.
Denote the total number no events, events at time 1, events at time 2 with Ma =(

Ma
0 ,M

a
1 ,M

a
2

)
under treatment a, and the total number of individuals randomized to

treatment a with Na. Then Ma has a multinomial distribution

Ma ∼ Multinomial
(
Na, (pa0, p

a
1, p

a
2)
)
,

where pak-s are determined by the distribution of the principal strata and the exposures.
The estimator of interest is

̂IR1/IR2 :=

∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 1)∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 1)

/∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 2)∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 2)
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Using the fact that

Ma =
( n∑

i=1

I(Ai = a)I(∆Yi = 0),
n∑

i=1

I(Ai = a)I(∆Yi = 1),
n∑

i=1

I(Ai = a)I(∆Yi = 2)
)

and that two arms are uncorrelated, the mean and the covariance of the estimators of
interest,

C =
( n∑

i=1

I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 1),
n∑

i=1

I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 2),

n∑
i=1

I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 1),
n∑

i=1

I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 2)
)⊤

are

µ := E[C] =


N1p

1
1

N1p
1
2

N0p
0
1

N0p
0
2

 Σ(C) =


N1p

1
1(1− p11) −N1p

1
1p

1
2 0 0

−N1p
1
1p

1
2 N1p

1
2(1− p12) 0 0

0 0 N0p
0
1(1− p01) −N0p

0
1p

0
2

0 0 −N0p
0
1p

0
2 N0p

0
2(1− p02)


Using the multivariate δ-method for some g(U1, U2, U3, U4) = log(U1)−log(U2)−log(U3)+

log(U4) with the gradient ∇g(U) =
(

1
U1
,− 1

U2
,− 1

U3
, 1
U4

)⊤
, we have that the variance of

g(C) is equal to

Var(g(C)) = ∇g(U)⊤
∣∣
U=µ

Σ(C)∇g(U)
∣∣
U=µ

=
1

N1p11
+

1

N1p21
+

1

N0p01
+

1

N0p01
,

which we can estimate by

̂Var(g(C)) =
1∑n

i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 1)
+

1∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 1)I(∆Yi = 2)

+
1∑n

i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 1)
+

1∑n
i=1 I(Ai = 0)I(∆Yi = 2)

The derivation of the variance shows that using incidence ratios instead of hazard ratios
not only has the benefit of stability when the null hypothesis holds, but also has statistical
advantages. Since the hazard ratio is calculated across different populations over time, the
two arms cannot be modeled as two multinomial distributions. Their correlation is not
known, as it depends on the principal strata and the exposure of individuals; therefore, to
derive valid statistical tests, we have to rely on non-parametric bootstrap. Thus, having
patient-level data is necessary to assess the equality of hazard ratios over time, while for
the incidence ratios, summary data is sufficient.

When we only have access to summary data, such as the analysis of the BNT162b2
vaccine against COVID-19, we follow the Estimation procedure discussed by Janvin et al.
(2024) in their Appendix.
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H. Conditional waning. The challenge effect, and thus waning, can be defined condi-
tional on baseline covariates.

Definition 2 (Conditional challenge effect). Denote the measured baseline covariates
L ∈ L. Then the conditional challenge effects at times 1 and 2 are

V Echallenge
1 (l) = 1− E[∆Y a=1,e1=1

1 |L = l]

E[∆Y a=0,e1=1
1 |L = l]

,

V Echallenge
2 (l) = 1− E[∆Y a=1,e1=0,e2=1

1 |L = l]

E[∆Y a=0,e1=0,e2=1
1 |L = l]

Correspondingly, the incidence rates are

IR1(l) :=
E[∆Y1|A = 1,L = l]

E[∆Y1|A = 0,L = l]
IR2(l) :=

E[∆Y2|A = 1,L = l]

E[∆Y2|A = 0,L = l]

Suppose that Assumption 3 holds only conditionally on the baseline covariates.

Assumption 10 (Conditional exposure exchangeability).

Ea
1 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1=0

2 |Ea,e1=0
2 ,L, Ea

1 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1
1 |L,

Ea,e1=0
2 ⊥⊥ ∆Y a,e1=0,e2

2 |L.

For example, suppose that there are some measured confounders between the exposures
and the outcome, such as age or physical fitness. Then, in order for the independence to
hold between the outcomes and the exposures, all confounders should be conditioned on.

Similarly, if randomization occurs conditional on the baseline covariates, Assumption
8 and 9 hold conditionally.

Assumption 11 (Conditional treatment exchangeability).

Ea
1 ,∆Y a

1 ,∆Y a,e1
1 , Ea,e1

2 , Ea,e1δy1=0
2 ,∆Y a,e1,δy1=0,e2

2 ⊥⊥ A|L

for all a, e1, e2 ∈ {0, 1}.

Assumption 12 (Conditional positivity).

P (A = a|L = l) > 0

for all a ∈ {0, 1}, and for all l ∈ L, such that P (L = l) > 0.

Analogously to the proof in Appendix B we can show that under Hypothesis 1 and
Assumptions 1-3 and 10

IR1(l) = IR2(l) ∀ l ∈ L

Then, the null hypothesis of no waning may be evaluated separately across subgroups;
however, the analyses should control for multiple testing (Simes, 1986; Benjamini and
Hochberg, 1995).

Alternatively, assume constant proportionality across the subgroups defined by L.
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Assumption 13 (Constant incidence ratios).

E[∆Y1|A = 1,L = l] = α1E[∆Y1|A = 0,L = l]

E[∆Y2|A = 1,L = l] = α2E[∆Y2|A = 0,L = l]

for all l ∈ L.

Under the null hypothesis and Assumptions 1 and 10, we have that IR1(l) = IR2(l).
Thus, it follows that in this setting α1 = α2 must hold. Then

IR1

IR2

=

∫
IR1(l)dP (L)∫
IR2(l)dP (L)

=

∫
IR1(l)

IR2(l)
dP (L) =

α1

α2

∫
1

1
dP (L) = 1,

therefore, the null hypothesis implies that there is no marginal population-level waning.


