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Abstract: In survival analysis, Cox model is widely used for most dalitrial data.
Alternatives include the additive hazard model, the acatde failure time (AFT)
model and a more general transformation model. All theseeaisoassume that the
effects for all covariates are on the same scale. Howevés,gossible that for dif-
ferent covariates, the effects are on different scalesitngaper, we propose a shape-
invariant hazard regression model that allows us to estithatmultiplicative treatment
effect with adjustment of covariates that have non-mudtiive effects. We propose
moment-based inference procedures for the regressiomptees. We also discuss the
risk prediction and goodness of fit test for our proposed rhddemerical studies show
good finite sample performance of our proposed estimatorapiéed our method to
Veteran's Administration (VA) lung cancer data and the H&FNO012 data. For the
latter, we found that single-dose nevirapine treatmentahaggnificant improvement
for 18-month survival with appropriate adjustment for ma&t CD4 counts and virus
load.
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1. Introduction

An important HIV/AIDS randomized prevention trial was careted between Novem-
ber 1997 and January 2001 (Jackstral. 2003). This trial was named as HIVNET
012 and the goal was to evaluate the efficacy and the safetstafracourse nevirapine
(NVP) treatment compared to a short course zidovudine (AZBtment for pregnant
mothers during labor and delivery. The primary clinical poitt is the mother-to-child
transmission (MTCT) of human immunodeficiency virus typ@d1V-1) and the sec-
ondary endpoint is the 18-months infant survival. As is shawChenet al. (2012),
the NVP seems improving survival over time when looking atklaplan-Meier curve.
Cox regression analysis also suggests that the NVP woulgteduazard by 26.0% but
this improvementis not statistically significant{p.20). So it is natural to ask whether
there is alternative models to detect the treatment effexntthis data, we considered
two important covariates, maternal HIV-RNA viral loads (§jLand maternal CD4+
counts at baseline. However, we did not restrict the cotat@be time-independent
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and follow-up VLs and CD4+ counts can be used when trying émiifly the mecha-
nism how the treatment works. Another possible time-dependovariate, for exam-
ple, is the interaction between time and treatment assighme

In survival analysis of censored time-to-event outcomes;, @odel (Cox 1972) is
most commonly used due to its simple mathematical strudtuterms of its parame-
ter estimation, asymptotic result etc. The additive haraodel (Lin and Ying 1994)
was proposed so as the covariates’ effect on hazard is draatedditive, rather than
multiplicative. An alternative model, the acceleratedufia time model (AFT; Zeng
and Lin 2007), is commonly used in the field of engineeringlorsics (i.e. reliability
assessment) given the better scientific explanation obifficients. However, all the
models above require that different covariates have the $gpe of effects on the uni-
fied transformed scale. It is possible that different risktdas have different kinds of
effects; modeling all variables’ effects in the same scatghtrbe inappropriate.

We denote the treatment indicator/Aasnd denote the two covariatesEgs and X5.
The traditional Cox regression model has the following héZanction form:

Nt Z, X1, X2) = Mo(t) exp{7Z + 1. X1 + (2 X2}, 1)

where)(-) is an unknown baseline hazard function ands;, 5, are parameters of
interest. One important feature of this model is that theginail hazard, as well as
the marginal survival curve, cannot cross-over betweefergiit groups defined by
covariates. However, for real data, the Kaplan-Meier csioften have some cross-
overs and this indicates that these simple models may natfbeient.

Several models have been proposed to model different kih@$fects. Lin and
Ying (1995) proposed an additive-multiplicative hazarddslathat allows two kinds
of effects. Chen and Jewell (2001) proposed an acceleratearth model which is
a flexible model allowing effects in both multiplicative tzad scale and time scale
change. Combining the effects allowed in these two modetshave the following
hazard form:

)\(t | Z, Xl, XQ) == Ao(teﬁlxl)eﬁlxl SVZ + BQXQ. (2)

We use this model since it allows the survival functions fiffledent levels ofZ to have
cross-over, which is the case for many real data problem.

In this paper, we propose a broader class of model that alédmtbree kinds of
effects. To make the interpretation of each parameter,abesrmethod focus on the
cases where covariates are different for different effectbe main part of the paper
followed by a discussion on the extension to allow same ¢atehave different kinds
of effects. Besides estimating the effect of certain catariour model is useful to make
prediction because it is closer to a nonparametric modehasdewer restrictions for
the survival curves between different groups defined by iates.

We organize the paper as follows. In section 2, we proposejesimvariant hazard
model. In section 3, we present the inference method witinasytic results. In sec-
tion 4, we perform numerical study to evaluate the finite denperformance of our
estimator. In section 5, we apply our method to the VA lungceardata and HIVNET
012 data. In section 6, we provide more discussion of the inode
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2. The Shape-Invariant Hazard Regression M odel

To make model (2) general, we, mathematically, ttéafX;, and X, all as covariate.
We denoteZ = (Z,, Z,, Z5), and propose the following “Shape-Invariant" hazard
model:

At| Z) = ho(teP121)eP1 21 P2 22 4 337, 3)

wheres = (31, 32, 33) are unknown parameters of interest.
When Z, and Z; are potentially time-varying, we propose the following rebd

Mt| Z) = Ao(tePrZ1)ePrZ1eP222(1) | G, Z4(1). (4)

Here Z,, Z»(t), Z5(t) are assumed to be different. So for this model, we have an
accelerated time effect frorf;, then a multiplicative hazard effect frodd,(¢) and
finally an additive effect fromZs(¢). An important feature for this model is that for
any subgroup defined ¥, and Z,, the model is an additive risk model with respect
to Z5. But the model is not a Cox model for some subgroups defined,bgnd Z5. It
is only a Cox model respect 8, for the subgroup wittZs; = 0. Also, the model is an
AFT model respect t&; only in the subgroup witl¥, = 0 andZ3; = 0.

We denote the derivative of the baseline hazard@s). To make3 in model (4)
identifiable, we need that for somge

[)\O (te,al Zl) 4 teP1Z1 /'\0 (teﬁlzl)]zleﬁl Z1+B22Z>(1)
Ao (teP121) Z,(t)ePr1Z1+P222(1) and Z3(t) are linear independent at true parameter.

When the joint distribution 0¥, Z», Z5 are non-degenerate, this assumption holds.
The cumulative hazard function of our proposed model hafotl@ving form:

t
A(t)Z) = / (720 4N (ueP 71 4 By Zs(u)du], (5)

whereA(+) is the baseline cumulative hazard function. Wignis time-independent,
which is true wherZs is treatment indicator, we have

t
A(t] Z) = P2 Ao (1P 21) + By / Zs(u)du. (6)

3. Inference
In this section, we give moment-based inference procedoresur proposed shape-

invariant hazard model. We give the estimator, followedhgydsymptotic result. Then,
we discuss the prediction and test for goodness fit of the mode

3.1. Estimation of Survival Parameters

Here, we estimate the survival parameters with momentebastmation procedure.
Denote the event time & and the censoring time &, then the observed composite
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endpoints ard™ = T A C'andA = I(T < C). Using traditional counting process
notation, we denot&;(¢t) = I(T; > t) andN;(t) = I(A; = 1,17 < t). We denote
our data asX = {Y;(t), Ni(t), Z;(t),t € [0,00),i = 1,2,---,n}. We define the
filtration as

Fr = o{Yi(sexp(—B10Z1i)), Ni(sexp(—Br0Z1i)), Z1i, Zai(s), Z3i(s),
se0,t],i=1,---,n}.

We denote the true parameter@s= (310, 820, B30). Noticing

E[dN;(te™P10%14)|F,_; Bo]
= Yi(te—ﬁlozu)[)\O(t)eﬁzozzi(t) + ﬁ30Z3i(t)€_ﬁwZ”]dt, 7)

we can obtain a moment-based estimator for baseline hazactidn given regression
parameters as

Ao(t;: B) = " YN (se” P12 — Yi(se P121) B, Zsi(s)e P Zrids] (8)
0" N 0 Zi}/i(se*ﬂlzu)eﬁbzm(s) )
—_— ] (te P1Z1j)P2Z2;(t)
We choose differentV;(¢) and denoté¥ (¢; 3) = 2 Wal)¥s e B0 )e = % , then

Zj Yj(tefﬁl Z1, )eﬁzzzj(t)
we can solve the following unbiased estimating equation,

0=3" / ([Wit) = W (t; B)|[dN; (te P21 ) — Y, (te™1714) B3 Za, (t)e P P11},
l 9)

to obtain a consistent estimator 8f WhenZ,, Z, and Z; are different, it is natural
to use them as the weight function. For simplicity, we asstimeeweight does not
depend on unknown parameters or empirical distributioh@efurvival time for whole
population.

Theorem 1: Under regularity conditions listed in supplementary mateywe have

Va(B - Bo) B N(0,%). (10)

The proof of Theorem 1 are given in the supplementary maseria

3.2. Model-Based Prediction

For prediction purposes, similar to the Cox model (Lin etl#94), the AFT model
(Park and Wei 2003) and the additive risk model (Shen and ¢hi€89), pointwise
confidence interval as well as the simultaneous confidenegsbean be constructed.
For pointwise confidence interval, as we have the centraf timeory for 5 and A(t),
the only thing we need to know is the joint distribution of$kdéwo quantities to obtain
a standard error estimatiofit) = SE of our estimated cumulative hazard function

At2) = /0 t[eﬁzzz<“>dﬁo(ueﬁlzl) + B3 Z5(u)du), (11)
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where the baseline hazard is estimated\gt) = Ao (¢, ﬁ). WhenZ is time indepen-
dent, this can be simplified by

R(t2) = Ro(tePZ1)eP222 4 By Zst. (12)

Then the point-wise confidence interval can be calculaterzibyZ) + 21_q/20(1),
where z is the critical value from standard normal distribution amds significant
level. We can obtai(¢) from simple Bootstrap method. Similarly, we can have the
following type of confidence bands(t|Z) + c(a)v(t),wherec(w) is obtained from
Bootstrap sample.

3.3. Model Adequacy Assessment

We consider Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test and Gill-Schumaclest To assess our model
fit. We can compare the model based fitted cumulative hazatldetmonparametric
fitted one. This method is not preferred wh#rs time-varying. Wher¥ is time inde-
pendent, we define the test statistics as

D(t.B.Z) = n '/ / Q. B, 2)dA(W|Z) — Anp(ulZ)]  (13)

whereQ(-, -, -) is an arbitrary weight function. Her&y »(u|Z) denotes the cumula-
tive hazard function estimated nonparametrically. Onén®sgtimator is the Kernel-
Smoothed Kaplan-Meier estimator (Akritas, 1994) in théofelng form:

-~ u o opl Z?:l Kh(Zl — Z)le(t)
where Kp,(x) = K(x/h)/h. Here K(-) is a given symmetric smooth kernel density

function andh is the bandwidth such thath> — oo andnh* — 0 asn — co. We

can useD; (8) = sup; z|D(t, B, Z)| or Do(B) = sup| [ D(t, B, Z)dFz| whereFy

is the empirical distribution of. A very large test statistics suggests that the model is
not adequate to fit the data.

Another test we considered here is the Gill-Schumacher Fesany weightl,(t)
and W, (t), we can obtain estimators by solving the score equatiq3) = 0 and
S5(8) = 0 to obtainB®) and 3. It is straightforward to use the test statistics
BN — B2 put the variance of this statistics is difficult to compusa using the
similar estimator as in Chen (2001), we also consider theegest. Since we have that
under the nullp=/2(S1(B), S2(Bo)) follows joint normal distribution with covari-
ance matrix>;,, which can be estimated using Bootstrap method. So we catesise

statistics
) S S
ros=minser | (343 ) 52 (508))] W

which foIIowsxf) distribution asymptotically to assess model fitting.
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4. Numerical Studies
4.1. Numerical Estimation Procedure

Since the estimating equation contains an integratiorudioh Y (¢), which does not
have a close form, we choose 1000 equal space points to &vdheaintegration nu-
merically. Since the estimating equation is not differabli¢, we use recursive bisector
search for the solution that minimize the absolute valub@gistimating equations. We
need to estimate the variance based on the linear appraaimeibwever, such approx-
imation contains\(¢) andA(t), which can only be estimated via kernel smoothing and
is not stable with finite sample size. So we use a numericatoaeas given in Chen
and Jewell (2001) to estimate variance. If we denote the alized estimating equa-
tion by 0 = S(3), we estimate the variance mattixof S(3) by n=! 327, S:(3)®2.
We consider the following decompositicfh = BBT, whereB = (b1,ba,-- ,bp).
Then we use the following expression for variance estimator

(Sil(nil/le) - B\v e aSil(nil/QbP) - /é\)®2'

4.2. Simulations

In order to evaluate the finite sample performance of our @sed estimator, we per-
formed simulations as shown below. We chose the baselirerthas1/(1 + ¢). We
consideredZ = (71, Z», Z3) whereZ,, Z» and Z3 independently follow bernoulli
distribution with parameter 0.5 or follow standard unifodistributions. The censor-
ing distribution is an exponential distribution with appriate rate to making about
30% or 50% censoring. We ran 100 simulations for each setting and suinetbthe
bias, empirical SE, mean estimated SE. The simulationtsearéd summarized in Table
1-2. From the tables, we can see that our proposed estinsatnbiased. The estimated
SE is generally comparable to the empirical one and the érapBE increases when
the censoring rate increases.

We found that the numerical variance estimator is not staldm for large sample
size. This might be due to the fact that the numerical meth@$sentially smoothing
with uniform kernel and the kernel estimator is not stablthvinite sample size. But
we found that the variance can be estimated precisely witht®@p technique even
for a relatively small sample size (n=200). Thus in dataysigsl though computational
extensive, we recommend using Bootstrap for variance astm

5. Real Data Examples

In this section, we illustrate our method by applying it tmtdata sets.

5.1. Example 1: VA Lung Cancer

A well known data set in survival analysis is the Veterna'sviwlistration lung cancer
trial data from Kalbfleisch and Prentice (1980). The cotasaised are the Karnofsky
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n=200
Censoring Truegd Bias Est SE Emp SE
B1 B2 B3 B1 B2 B3 B1 B2 B3
30% 0,0,0.1 0.03 -0.02 0.01f 0.26 0.07 0.03 0.34 0.20 0.09

0,0,0.2 0.04 -0.02 0.00|/ 0.29 0.08 0.05/ 0.35 0.21 0.11
0,-0.50.1 | 0.03 -0.03 0.00f{ 0.29 0.08 0.03] 0.37 0.21 0.07
0,-0.5,0.2 | 0.02 -0.03 0.00f 0.30 0.08 0.03] 0.38 0.22 0.08
05,001 | 0.01 -0.02 0.01] 0.27 0.06 0.04f 0.31 0.19 0.10
0.5,0,0.2 0.01 -0.02 0.00| 0.25 0.07 0.04| 0.33 0.20 0.13

0.5,-0.5,0.1| -0.01 -0.08 0.00| 0.29 0.09 0.04| 0.35 0.20 0.08
0.5,-0.5,0.2| -0.01 -0.08 0.00| 0.28 0.09 0.05{ 0.36 0.21 0.10
50% 0,0,0.1 0.05 -0.03 0.02] 0.30 0.09 0.04f 0.36 0.24 0.12

0,0,0.2 0.05 -0.08 0.01] 0.33 0.10 0.06| 0.37 0.25 0.15
0,-0.50.1 | 0.04 -0.03 0.01f 0.27 0.10 0.03] 0.40 0.24 0.09
0,-0.5,0.2 | 0.04 -0.03 0.00f 0.29 0.09 0.04| 040 0.26 0.12
0.5,0,0.1 | 0.04 -0.02 0.04/ 0.29 0.10 0.05/ 0.34 0.23 0.13
0.5,0,0.2 0.03 -0.02 0.02| 0.26 0.08 0.05| 0.34 0.25 0.17

0.5,-05,0.1| 0.01 -0.08 0.02| 0.23 0.07 0.03 0.35 0.23 0.11
0.5,-0.5,0.2f 0.02 -0.08 0.01] 0.31 0.09 0.05/ 0.35 0.25 0.14

TABLE 1
Simulation results for sample size 200 for the baseline fohzA(1 + t), binary covariates, with different
true @ and censoring rate from 100 simulations

n=500
Censoring Trugg Bias Est SE Emp SE
B1 B2 B3 B1 B2 B3 B1 B2 B3
30% 0,0,0.1 0.01 0.02 -0.01f 0.20 0.06 0.03| 0.18 0.10 0.05

0,0,0.2 0.01 0.02 -0.01] 0.26 0.06 0.04 0.20 0.11 0.06
0,-0.5,0.1 | 0.01 0.01 0.00] 0.24 0.07 0.03| 0.20 0.10 0.04
0,-0.5,0.2 | 0.01 0.01 0.00| 0.22 0.07 0.03 0.21 0.11 0.05
05,001 | 0.01 0.02 -0.01| 0.18 0.05 0.03] 0.18 0.10 0.06
0.5,0,0.2 | 0.00 0.02 -0.01| 0.20 0.06 0.05| 0.19 0.10 0.07

0.5,-0.5,0.1| 0.00 0.01 0.00f 0.22 0.07 0.03 0.20 0.10 0.05
0.5,-0.5,0.2| 0.00 0.01 -0.01f 0.22 0.09 0.05| 0.21 0.11 0.06
50% 0,0,0.1 0.01 0.02 0.00| 0.18 0.06 0.03] 0.20 0.12 0.07

0,0,0.2 0.02 0.01 -0.01} 0.27 0.08 0.05| 0.22 0.13 0.08
0,-05,0.1 | 0.01 0.01 0.00f 0.22 0.07 0.03| 0.22 0.13 0.06
0,-0.5,0.2 | 0.01 0.01 0.00| 0.23 0.07 0.04] 0.24 0.14 0.07
05,001 | 0.01 0.01 0.00f 0.13 0.05 0.04f 0.19 0.12 0.08
0.5,0,0.2 | 0.00 0.01 0.00| 0.24 0.07 0.06/ 0.20 0.12 0.10

0.5,-0.5,0.1| 0.01 0.01 0.00f 0.16 0.07 0.03f 0.21 0.12 0.07
0.5,-0.5,0.2| 0.02 0.01 0.00f 0.18 0.07 0.04] 0.22 0.13 0.08

TABLE 2
Simulation results for sample size 500 for the baseline fthzA(1 + t), binary covariates, with different
true 8 and censoring rate from 100 simulations

score and the cell types. Because the additive effect matgilepends on the time
scale, here we choose 100 days as one unit in the analysisois@nalysis showed
that the proportional hazard assumption does not hold fonéfaky score. According
to our data, the proportional hazard assumption holds forescell types. Thus we
still model Karnofsky score with a multiplicative effecytassumed cell types to have
different kinds of effects. For illustration purpose, weaddarge and squamous types
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as reference group and fit an accelerated effect for the dypaland fit an additive
hazard effect for the adeno type. The fitted coefficients arengn Table 3 and the
results suggest all three effects are significant.

Variable Effect Type | Coef | SE 95% ClI
Small type Time Scale 094 | 0.19| 055 | 1.31
Karnofsky score (20)| Multiplicative | -0.75 | 0.21 | -1.28 | -0.51
Adeno type Additive 0.09 | 0.04 | 0.01 | 0.18
TABLE 3

Result for VA Lung Cancer Data

5.2. Example2: HIVNET 012

We applied our method to the HIV-NET012 data. We dichotowhihe maternal CD4+
counts and virus load at cut point 350 and 50,000. Here wehgsgre unit as 1,000
days. We first fit models that restrict all covariates to hdneedame type of effects,
i.e. AFT model, Cox model or additive hazard model. Then weipwuariables of our
primary interest, which are the treatment in Cox part andsvioad in time scale part
and CD4+ counts in additive part. From Table 4, we see tha¢tfeet of Nevirapine
is not statistically significant in all the models assumiagse type of effects for virus
load and CD4+ counts adjustment. But our proposed model shioat Nevirapine
has a significant improvement in reducing hazard comparAd o The fitted curve is

Variable Effect Type | Coef | SE 95% ClI
High VL Time Scale 1.89 | 042 | 1.06 | 2.72
Not use Nevirapine| Time Scale | 0.35 | 0.39 | -0.42 | 1.12
Low CD4 Time Scale 0.46 | 0.37 | -0.27 | 1.20
High VL Multiplicative | 0.98 | 0.20 | 0.58 | 1.37
Not use Nevirapine| Multiplicative | 0.18 | 0.20 | -0.22 | 0.57
Low CD4 Multiplicative | 0.24 | 0.19 | -0.13 | 0.62
High VL Additive 0.14 | 0.03 | 0.08 | 0.20
Not use Nevirapine Additive 0.03 | 0.03 | -0.03 | 0.08
Low CD4 Additive 0.03 | 0.02 | -0.02 | 0.07
High VL Time Scale 205 | 1.23| -2.48 | 2.71
Not use Nevirapine| Multiplicative | 0.68 | 0.32 | 0.05 | 1.34
Low CD4 Additive 0.02 | 0.02 | 0.00 | 0.06
TABLE 4

Result for HIV-NET Data

plotted in Figure 1 in comparison with the KM curve for eachgtoup defined by virus
load and CD4+ counts level. The time scales are differemtdxen the plots at left and
those at right because we have a large estimated time scatgelparameter. When
looking at the Kaplan-Meier for longer period of time for ttveo groups with high
virus load, there are signs of effect modification by timewsdwger, when adding that
interaction term into the model, its coefficient is -0.42 &dot statistically significant.
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FIGURE 1. Comparing model fitted survival curve with the Kaplan-Meleirve for each subgroup defined
by virus load and CD4+ level: red line is model fitted; blackdiis Kaplan-Meier; solid line is nevirapine
group; dotted line is AZT
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6. Discussion
6.1. Same covariatefor different effects

In this paper, we consider the case whefg Z, and Z5 are different. In general,
we can allow them to be the same. But we need to use differeightven estimate
the effects. When th&s are the same for the three parts, the model is a higher level
model that includes Cox model, AFT model and additive risldeioWe can use this
shape invariant model to test the goodness of fit for theseetaod/hen there are some
common covariates in different parts of the model, the prigation is slightly differ-
ent. The model can have different signs for 53 to allow cross over for the survival
curve in different groups. In fact, even in real data, theee sbome examples where
we expect the signs to be different. In this case, there diereint pathways and the
effects are in opposite sign in these pathways. Howevere thiee some identifiability
concerns wherfZs are the same. When the baseline hazard follows Weibuiilalist
tion with hazard\(z) = Cz¥, if we have univariateZ, then the above quantities
becomeC(K + 1)K Zel(E+0A14512 O Zol(K+1)51+5:12 and Z. Since the first
two terms are exactly collinear, the model is not identigaBlso, the model is not
identifiable wher? is univariate and the trug¢, = 0, since the three quantities become
[No(t) + tho(t)] Ze27, No(t) ZeP2% and Z where the first two are collinear. To verify
the identifiability for univariateZ in general is difficult and simulation shows that there
is multiple roots problem under moderate sample size (ngL00

6.2. General model form

In fact, the model can be written in the following generahfist

At Z) = Xo(tl(B1Z1))(B1Z1)h(B22Z>(t)) + g(B3Z3(t)), (16)

wherel(-), h(-) andg(-) are known functions. The moment based estimator can be
derived from this model exactly the same way as our specsa& desscussed in the main
text. But with different choice of(-), (-) andg(-), the interpretation of the parameters
will be different and\y(¢) might no longer be baseline hazard. The estimating equation
can be written as below:

Ao(t; B)
_ /t 2i[dNi(s/1(B1Z1i)) — Yi(s/1(B121:))9(B3 Z3i(5)) /(81 Z1i ) ds]
0

> Yi(s/U(B1Z1i)h(B2Z2i(s)) (17)

0= % / (Wi(t) — W (t; B)]

[dN;(t/1(B12Z1:)) — Yi(t/U(B1Z1:))9(B3Z3:(t))/1(B1Z1:)dt]}, (18)

= oy 2 Wi)Y;(t/UB1Z1:))h(B2Z2;(1))
whereW (t; 8) = =55,/ 20 (82 2, 0)
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6.3. Limitations

One limitation for the moment based method is the potentiss lof efficiency. For
the moment estimating method, it is suggested that usingdhiéal derivative of log
hazard as weight function will gain more efficiency. Howewgrch weight contains
baseline hazard and its derivative; thus, it is not easytimate. Also numerical study
shows that even we plugged in the true baseline to estimaightye¢here still can
be efficiency loss comparing to the simple weidhtsince the estimating equation
for baseline hazard is not the optimal one as derived frompa@metric maximum
likelihood estimator (NPMLE). Merely changing weight féwaise equation fo8 does
not ensure optimal efficiency. Besides efficiency issuettardimitation for the current
method is the use of recursive method to find solution of estimy equations. The
algorithm is slow when sample size is large and the methodatdre applied to high
dimension covariates. One thing that affects the speedatsiah this model théV' (¢)
andW (t) need to be calculated for each tirhexp{3:Z;}. And also, we notice that
when the sample size is too small, there is severe convezgeablem, which suggests
that enough data is required to consider such a complex model

Another limitation of our method is that we assuifie to be time independent in
our general model (2). In real application, we might haebe time-varying. How-
ever, there are some issues if we have a time-vargng1) The interpretation of,
is difficult since the cumulative hazard will have a rathempticated form; (2) Esti-
mation is not reliable since the proof for the asymptotiaifesannot be generalized to
the case wherg; is time-varying.

7. Technique Details

Here we give the assumptions we need for the main theory lasvil

e We assume the integral in equation (9) is calculated undmedouncation at
time 7 which satisfiesP(X; > ref10+¢) >+ > 0 for all i. If we can find ar
such that conditions (A), (B) and (D) holds, then this asstiompautomatically
hold.

e (A) The baseline hazard function (x) and the density functiofi(x) = dF (z)/dx
exists and are bounded B, for some¢ > 0 for all z < TePot<,

e (B) The density of censoring variabtg, h(z) = —dH(x)/dz exists and is
bounded byK, for all z < Tef1o+¢, (A) and (B) together imply that the density
for variableX exists and is bounded by = K| + K, forall X < refo+¢,

e (C) There are functiofi(u) and a¢ > 0 such that

M+ €) — Mu) — eA(u)] < €20(u)

for u < 7ePro ande < ¢ and

reP1o
/ |0(u)]|du < .
0
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e (D) The absolute value of the covarigfe and the weightV;(¢) are bounded by
1 for all subjecti on [0, 7eP10+¢].
e (E) There is a continuous functigr{u, 3) such that

B B(Boy werehiot< (W (u, B) = u(u, B)| — 0.
e (F)Let
G(B)
- nlinoo 12 W (4, B))Y;(ue—ProZn)

{_(ue(ﬁm ﬂl)Zh/\O(ue(ﬁlo ,Bl)Zli) + /\O(ue(ﬁm*ﬁl)zu))eﬂzozm(u)Jr(ﬁlo*ﬁl)Zli VAT
_(ﬁ30 _ ﬁ3)Z3i (u)e—ﬁlzu Z1i, —/\Q(U)Zzi (u)eﬁzozzi(u)’ _Z3i(u)e—ﬁ1oz1i du}.

There is a matrix of continuous functi@i(3) such that

sup IIG(B / 7126’ Ydu|| —, 0

BEB(Bo),u<TeProt<

where the norm here represents the absolute value for eatieet.
e (G)W;(t) convergesuniformly in probability to a measurable funas$i( Z;, t, B, Ao, data)
respect taz;, i.e.

sup (Wi — £(Zi,t,8, X0, X)|| — 0.
BEB(Bo),te[0,7ef10+¢]

We denotéV*(t) = f(Z;,t, 3, o) for simplicity. We assumé&V*(t) is a con-
tinuous function.

To develop the asymptotic results for our estimator, wefolihe proof steps given
in Tsiatis (1990). Denote

_ dNi(ue*ﬂlzu) _ Y;(ue*ﬂlzu))\o(ue(ﬂm*ﬁl)zu)6520Z2i(u)+(510*ﬂ1)Zlidu
~Yi(ue ™ P1%19) B0 Zsi (u)e P14 du. (19)

We can write the score functid), (3, 7) as

Z / W (u, 8))dMi(u, B)
+Z / T (u,8))Y: e 2)

{)\O(ue(ﬁlo ﬂl)Zh)8520Z21(u)+(ﬂ10*51)zu _ )\O(u)eﬂzzzi(u)
+(Bso — B3) Z3;(u)e P #1 }du,
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where the second term can be approximated by a linear #@# 8, ) (3 — 8°). Here
G(-) is defined in Appendix assumption (F). So the sc8(8) can be approximated
by

S(B) = 8(Bo) +nG(Bo)(B — Bo)T + 0p(1). (20)

We define3 as the value that minimize the norm of the sc$€3)||. Here we choose
the L> norm for proof. We can also use tfié norm and since the two norms control
each other, the convergence results will be the same. Weeqgfias the solution of
S(8) = 0,then we know that/n(8* — Bo) = v/nG(Bo) ' S(Bo) + 0,(1), which has
a variance in a sandwich form

V =G(Bo) ' E{S(B0)S(Bo)" }G(Bo) " (21)

We just need to shO\Mﬁ(B — %) —, 0. in order to get the asymptotic results for
Proven by Jureckova (1969, 1971), it would suffice to proeg th

sup 0 Y2S(8) = S(B) = 0,
18—Boll<n—1/2C

foranyC > 0, which can be derived in three parts. First, we show thatrigrfxedd,
we haven'/2(S(By + n~'/2d) — S(By + n~'/2d)) —, 0. Then we show uniform
convergence at a fixed finite number of points that form a mesh +C to C. If we
have a sequence df, di, - - -, d,,, we need shownaxn~/2||S(8y + n~/?d;) —
S(Bo + n~Y/2d;)|| =, 0. andn~1/25(8) (as a function of3) do not fluctuate too
greatly within any interval of the mesh. Mathematicallyyi¢é have the mesh with size
0 > 0, then we just need to show that for any- 0, there exist > 0 such that

lim P{ sup n"V2|8(8%) — S(Bo + dnV/?)|| > e} =0.
T dAnm 2B~ Bo|| < (d+8)n /2

The proof of point-wise convergence is decomposed to theWoilg three lemmas.
LemmallLlet3, = (Bin, B2n, B3, ) denote a sequence of constant vectors converg-
ing to By. Then

n71/2" T T " - T P o
Z}[/@ (Wi(u) = W (u, Bn))dM;(u, Bn) /O (Wi (u) — p(u, Br))dM:(u, Br)

converges to 0 in probability, whegd-) is defined in condition (E).
Lemma 2

*W{Z / W (11, 5))AM; (1, B) — S(0)} —, 0.

Lemma3

n! z / T (1, B,))¥i (e =P10 )

{/\O(ue(ﬁlo ,Bln)zlm)eﬁ20Z21(u)+(ﬂ107ﬁ1n)Zli _ )\O(u)eﬂznzm(u)

+(Bso — Ban) Zsi(u)e P21t dy
= Bn(G(0) + 0p(1)).
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Proof of Lemma 1: The expression in the Lemma 1 equalda-), where

R(u)=n"2Y" /Ou(u(u,ﬁn) — W, Bo))dM;(u, By)
=1

is a martingale. So by Lenglart’s inequality (1977) giverAndersen and Gill (1982),
we have that for each components of fh@:) = (Ry(u), Ra(u), R3(u))?,

P(|Ri(u)| >€) < /€ +P(n~! Z/ (1 (w, Br) — Wi (u, Bn))*Yi(ueP1n %)
i=170
[)\O(ue(ﬁlo_ﬁln)zli)eﬁZOZZi(u)Jl‘(IBlO_ﬁln)Zli 4 ﬁ30Z3i(u)e_ﬁ1"Z”]du > 5)

By the definition of3,,, we can findN sufficiently large such thay € B(3y) and
1B~ — Boll < ¢. Also, by assumption (E), we can fimd (e, K) such that for any
n > N(E, Kk),

P(sup |un(u, Bn) = Wi(u, Bn)| > Kx) < €/6.

u<T

So we have, with probability exceeditg- ¢/6,

/OT(uk(U,Bn) — We(u, Bn))?Yi(ue Pin?1i)

[)\O(ue(,ﬂlf)*ﬁln)zli)6,520Z2i(u)+(5107,51n)zli + 63023i(u)8*51nzli]du)
< KﬁAo(uelﬁ“’*ﬂl"‘)eﬂ” + B307.

For largeN, we have3;p — B1n| < ¢. By truncation assumptiom (uePro—Pin) =

1/2
—log(Sp(uePro=Pin)) < —log(v), so if we choosek;, < s }

— log(¥)+B307 » We
have

P(n_l Z/O (:u'k(ua ﬁn) - Wk(’u, ﬁn))QY;(ue—ﬁmZu)
i=1
o (uelBro=Bin)Zaiy B Zoi(u) 1 3o, 7y (u)]e P Eridu) < ¢ /6.

By choosingy = ¢2/6, we haveP (| Ry, (u)| > €) < ¢/3. So we have

3

P(|R(u)l| > €) < Z (|Ri(u)| > €) =€



C. Zheng and Y. Q. Chen/On a Shape-Invariant Hazard Regreséodel 15

Proof of Lemma 2:

4%2/ TV (1, B))AM (w, Br) = S(0)} — 0

_ 4%2/ TV (u, Ba))AM:(u. B Z/ (. B.))AM; (u. B,))
Hﬂ@Z/ (. B)) M, (s, ) Z/ p(u, Bo))dM(u, B)}
i 1/2{2/ (1, Bo))dM; (u, Bo) Z/ W (u, B0))dM; (u, Bo)}

The first and third terms converge to 0 in probability by Lenmao we just focus the
second term which we can further decompose to three terms

,1/2{2/ w(u, Br))dM; (u, Br) Z/ w(u, Bo))dM;(u, Bo)}
_ Aﬂz/ (s Bo))dM; (o1, Br) Z/ (s, B,))dM; (s, o)

12 {Z / 11(u, Bn))dM; (u, Bo) — Z /0 T(Wi(u) 1u(u, Bo))dM; (u, Bo)}
~ v -

For term 1V, it equals

me;/ (1, Bo) — (s, B))dM (u, Bo)

and by assumption (D), its variance is bounded by
_12/ (u, Bo) — p(u, Bn))? Ni(w)P(X; > u)du

= *2/ a1, B0) = s, Bo) s () S, (o) Hy ()

IN

712/ (u, Bo) — p(u, Bn))* Ni(u)S;(x)du < 4

So by dominated convergence theorem and continuiy(of wheng,, —, 3, we
have the term IV converge to 0 in probability. For term 111 ves have

dMi(ue(ﬁlnfﬁm)Ziwg) _ dMi(“qﬂO),
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So term Il can be written as

reBin—B10)Z14

—1/2{2/ Wi(ue(ﬁm—ﬁlo)zu)

—p(ue P P02 3 Yy AN, (u, By) — Z / (1, Ba))AM; (11, Bo)

This can be further decomposed to three tetims VI + VII.
Vo= e / (1(11, Ba) = p(ueP=P0) % 8.))AM (u, Bo)

VI = n /2 Z/ ue(ﬁln ﬂlO)le) — Wi(w)dM; (u, Bo)
reBin—B10)Z14

VII = 71/2 Z/ Wi(ue(ﬁln*ﬁm)zu) _ /L(ue(ﬂlniﬁm)zli,ﬁn))dMi(u,Bo)-

Similar to arguments for IV, term V has a bounded varianced!tans converges to
0 in probability wheng3,, converges tq3, by dominated convergence theorem and
continuity of u(+). For term VI, by assumption (G), it is asymptotically equérg to

WY [ W (el BB 7 () dM . ),
i 0
Its variance is

n 1 i/T(Wi*(ue(ﬁlnﬁm)Zu) _ W*(U))Q)\l(u)P(Xl > u)du

*12/ AX( w)du < 4

So VI converges to 0 in probability whe®), converges tg@, by continuity ofI¥;* and
dominated convergence theorem.
For term VII, as bothZ andW are bounded, it is asymptotically equivalent to

reBin—B10)Z1;

_1/2 Z/ Wi* (ue(ﬁln—,@m)zu) _ M(Ue(ﬁln_'@w)zu,ﬁn))dMi(U,ﬁo)

whose variance is

rePin—P10)Z14

n! Z/ (W (ueBrn=Bro)Zae) — py(uelBin=Bi0)Zae B,))2), (u) P(X; > u)du

reP1n—P10

IN
L
i L
S~
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Since we have

fi(t) Ai(t)
exp{Bst} + Ao (tePrZ1)ePitPe

exp{Bst} + KePithz,

IAINIA

the variance of VII is smaller than

n

4n 1 Z T(eﬁln—ﬁlo _ 1)[6Xp{ﬁ37‘€ﬁm_ﬁw} 4 Kleﬁl-h@z]
i=1
< C(Bn1 — Bio) — 0.
So by the weak law of large number, VII converges to 0 with approaching3,.
Combining the results above, we proved Lemma 2.

Proof of Lemma 3: We can decompose the quantity in Lemma 3 to the following
parts.

n z [} 0710~ W i)

{/\o(ue(ﬁm ﬁln)Zh)6520Z21(u)+(ﬂ10*51n)zu _ )\O(u)eﬂzozzi(U)Jr(ﬂm*ﬂln)zu
_u(e(ﬁm—ﬁln)zu _ 1))'\0(u)eﬁzozw(u)+(510—,31n)Z1i}du

6520"1’,51075177.(u(e(,ﬂ10751n)zli _ 2 *12/ W u /Bn)) z( eiﬂl"zli)e(u)du

IN

< 6520+ﬂ10*51n(u(e(ﬂm*ﬁln)zli _ 2 712/ u ﬁn)) ( ) u

Sincef(u) is integratable an®V;, W is boundedA; —, 0

flz / W (1. B,))Yi (e 511)

{ ( (B1o— ﬁln)le —1- (/810 _ ﬁln)zl_e(ﬁlo—ﬁln)zu))'\0(u)eﬁzozzi(M-’-(ﬁm-ﬁm)zu}du
< (ﬁlo_ﬁln —12/ |W u ﬁn)|Y(’U,€ ﬁlnzlw)|)\ (u )|e,320+(510—,31n)du

Since each term in the integral is bounded with probabilitwé& haved, —, 0.

n! Z / 7 (u, B))Yi (e~ 1)
{/\0( ) ﬁznzzz(u) — o ( ) B20Z2i(u) _ )\O(u)eﬁzozzi(u)(/@2n _ ﬁ20)Z2i}du

< (Bon — Boo anlz / IWi(us) = T (u, B) o) du
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and
! Z/ — W(u, B))Yi(ue P 21){(Bs0 — Ban) Zai(u)e P % }du

SincelV; is bounded, it is easy to obtain batty and A, converge to 0 in probability,
so the Lemma 3 holds.

Combining Lemma 1-3 and lg8,, = 3, + n~'/2d, we proved the point-wise con-
vergence. Then we count the number of sign interchangeeddusa small change
in B to show that the score function converges uniformly. Theebas partial deriva-
tive respect tg3, and3s, so the slight change in those two dimension will not cause
problem. We just need to show that the changgirwith ¢ size cause only bounded
interchange and for each interchange, the change in Btatise bounded for any fixed
B2 andB; near the trugd. We rank the3, Z;; and use same subscrig) for all vari-
ables.

The score can be written as

S(8) > /{(W(i) —Wi)dNg)(te P 210) — Yy (te™P1210) B3 Zy ) (1) P 210 dt]}

> Wiy = Wi)Ap = / {(Weiy = W i) [Yio) (te P 510) B3 Zs, (t)e P 210 dt]},
i @

whereW(i) B) = W(i) (B,t@)). The change of3 causes change ¢ in two ways.

We consider changg; in the termdN(-) andY (-) separately from that change in

term like 33 Z3; (t)eP1%1) . As the score is derivable with respect to the parameter in

the term likeBs Zs;(t)eP1Z1» , we just need to show it is also bounded when it causes

change indN(-) andY(-) but fixed the parameter in other parts. We halg, =

¥ ns Wi (b)) 2200
Zj>i 2220

> Wiy — Wiy) A similar to that derived by Tsiatis (3.15).

. So an interchange can cause the following quantity chamge i

W (i) iy €252 + W ;) eP22200 }

AG{Win = Wik + A {Wy) - S
1>7

DG Wi = Wi}t = AWy — Wi}

eB2Z2(j41) o . Zi> 1 eB2Z2:)
= Agrn (W ~ W)~z + A0 Wo - W(j+2))—z;j BT
eB2Z2(+1) —B1Z1(j41)
Zi>j eB2Z2(iy—B1Z1(i)

= {8+ —AG) W) — Wity — W) + Wae)

Wiy €22 22012 + W) ePaZ264n

+A(J) Z_> _eP2Z23:)
i>j

By assumption (D), we have th&lt/ ;1) — W(J+1) W ;) + W (j+2)) is bounded
by 4,Aj41) — A, is bounded by 2, and% bounded bye?2 /(N — j). So
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the overall change for the first part is boundediby®: /(N — j) + 4eP2 /(N — j) =
20eP2 /(N — j). By truncation assumptiorly — j should be in the same order a5
because more thaN+ subject tend to be alive at?°. So the quantity changed in
score by one interchange is in the ordefi /).

Now we calculate the change in second term

Z/{(W(i)(u) — W (W)Y (e P %10) B3 Zs5) (w)e P11 du.
()
As an integration o¥"(u), the change irY’(u) only occurs at finite points, so
Z/{W(i) (U)[Y(l) (e_ﬁlzl(i))/@3Z3(i) (u)e_B1Z1(i)du
()
does not change. For the second term, it equals to
— [T S 24 220) 8 Zagy (w)e ™70 du

For an interchange, the chang&if(w) is uniformly bounded by)(1/N) as shown in
the first part.
Same as Tsiatis (1990), we have

lim P(N732M <€) =0,
N —o0c0
if we choosed = O(e). Combining these results, we show the uniform convergence
and thus obtain the asymptotic result we want.
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