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Abstract

This paper develops a new approach to post-selection inference for screening high-
dimensional predictors of survival outcomes. Post-selection inference for right-censored
outcome data has been investigated in the literature, but much remains to be done to
make the methods both reliable and computationally-scalable in high-dimensions. Ma-
chine learning tools are commonly used to provide predictions of survival outcomes,
but the estimated effect of a selected predictor suffers from confirmation bias unless
the selection is taken into account. The new approach involves construction of semi-
parametrically efficient estimators of the linear association between the predictors and
the survival outcome, which are used to build a test statistic for detecting the presence
of an association between any of the predictors and the outcome. Further, a stabiliza-
tion technique reminiscent of bagging allows a normal calibration for the resulting test
statistic, which enables the construction of confidence intervals for the maximal associ-
ation between predictors and the outcome and also greatly reduces computational cost.
Theoretical results show that this testing procedure is valid even when the number of
predictors grows superpolynomially with sample size, and our simulations support that
this asymptotic guarantee is indicative the performance of the test at moderate sample
sizes. The new approach is applied to the problem of identifying patterns in viral gene
expression associated with the potency of an antiviral drug.

1 Introduction

The problem of identifying associations between high-dimensional predictors and a survival
outcome is of great interest in the biomedical sciences. In virology, for example, the potency
of an antiviral drug (in controlling viral replication) is typically assessed in terms of a type
of survival time outcome, and it is important to identify associations between patterns of
viral gene expression and the drug’s potency (Gilbert et al., 2017). In cancer genomics,



patterns of patients’ gene expression can also influence survival time outcomes. Diffuse large
B-cell lymphoma, for instance, has been studied with the aim of identifying such patterns
from massive collections of gene-expression data (Rosenwald et al., 2002; Bgvelstad et al.,
2009). In earlier work (Huang et al., 2019), we introduced an approach to this general
problem based on marginal accelerated failure time modeling. In the present paper, we
expand this approach to provide a semiparametrically efficient and more computationally
tractable method that can handle the screening of extremely large numbers of predictors (as
is typical with gene expression data).

Our approach is based on marginal screening of the predictors, and specifying the link
between the survival outcome and the predictors by a general semiparametric accelerated
failure time (AFT) model that does not make any distributional assumption on the error
term. The error term is merely taken to be uncorrelated with the predictors (i.e., the so-
called assumption lean linear model setting). Let T" be the (log-transformed) time-to-event
outcome, and U = (Uy,...,U,)" denote a p-dimensional vector of predictors. Note that
p = p, can grow with n, but we omit the subscript n throughout for notational simplicity
unless otherwise stated. The AFT model takes the form

T:a0+UT50+€> (1)

where o € R is an intercept, 3, € RP is a vector of slope parameters, and ¢ is the zero-mean
error term that is uncorrelated with U. The transformed survival outcome 7' is possibly
right-censored by C, and we only observe X = min{T,C} and § = 1(T" < C). The problem
is to test the global null 3, = 0. We emphasize that model (1) is locally nonparametric
(van der Laan and Robins, 2003) and holds without distributional assumptions (such as
independent errors) apart from mild moment conditions, by defining the second term as the
Ls-projection of T" onto the linear span of Uy, ..., U,.

An especially attractive feature of the AFT model is that the marginal association be-
tween T and each predictor can be represented directly in terms of a correlation, and does not
require any structural assumptions. This allows us to reduce the high-dimensional screening
problem (involving all p components of 3,) to a single test of whether the most correlated
predictor with T is significant. A popular approach to the screening of predictors in survival
analysis is to use relative or excess conditional hazard function representations of associa-
tions. However, the AFT approach has the advantage that a lack of any marginal correlation
implies the absence of all correlation between 7" and U (under the mild assumption that the
covariance matrix of U is invertible); in the hazard-rate setting, there is no such connection
and the semiparametric model needs to hold for testing methods to be useful.

Koul et al. (1981) (henceforth, KSV) introduced the technique of inversely weighting the
observed outcomes by the Kaplan—Meier estimator of the censoring distribution, enabling
the use of standard least squares estimators from the uncensored linear model. Subsequently,
two additional sophisticated methods were proposed to fit the semiparametric AFT model.
The Buckley—James estimator (Buckley and James, 1979; Ritov, 1990) replaces the censored



survival outcome by the conditional expectation of T' given the data. The rank-based method
is an estimating equation approach formulated in terms of the partial likelihood score function
(Tsiatis, 1990; Lai and Ying, 1991a,b; Ying, 1993; Jin et al., 2003). A difficulty with the
Buckley—James and rank-based methods is that they fail to preserve a direct link with
the AFT, which is essential for marginal screening based on correlation. Our new marginal
screening test will rely on finding an asymptotically efficient estimator of each marginal slope
parameter; this will have a considerable advantage in terms of efficiency over the marginal
screening method based on the KSV estimator (Huang et al., 2019).

The marginal KSV estimators stem from regressing the estimated synthetic response
Y =0X/ én(X ) on successive components of U, where Y is regarded as an inverse probability
weighted estimate, and G, is the standard Kaplan—Meier estimator of the survival function of
C. Under independent censoring, the use of least squares estimators, treating Y as a response
variable, is justified in view of the uniform consistency of G, under mild conditions (e.g.,
when the distribution functions of T" and C' have no common jumps; see Stute and Wang,
1993). Independent censoring is a common assumption in the high-dimensional screening of
predictors for survival outcomes (He et al., 2013; Song et al., 2014; Li et al., 2016).

We now outline the various novel steps involved in developing our proposed test. In Huang
et al. (2019) we showed that |Corr(U;,T')| and |C0rr(Uj,}~/)], for j =1,...,p, are maximized
at a common index k. This was used to justify replacing T by Y = 6X/G(X) (and in turn its
estimate Y') in the empirical version of the slope parameter W(P) = Covp(U,T)/Varp(U),
where U = Uy, for use as a test statistic for the global null hypothesis 8, = 0. Our aim
now is to replace this test statistic by one that is more efficient (when k is treated as fixed),
and also that is easier to calibrate taking the selection of k into account. Writing P, as the
empirical distribution of (U,Y), when G is known, the influence function of ¥(P,) will be
derived from that of the sample correlation coefficient in the uncensored case (Devlin et al.,
1975). This will lead to the influence function IF(O|P) of the (inefficient) KSV estimator
U(P,) that replaces the unknown G in W(P,) by G,. This derivation will be based on the
influence function of G, and some empirical process and Slutsky-type arguments. The next
step is to project IF(-|P) onto the tangent space of the observation model to obtain an
efficient influence function IF*, which in turn will lead to an asymptotically efficient one-
step estimator of W(P). This will be accomplished in part using results of van der Laan
and Robins (2003) and van der Laan et al. (2000). The one-step estimator takes the form
S(P,,P,) = U(P,)+P, IF*(-|P,), where P, is a plug-in estimator of the various features of P
that appear in IF*, ¥(P,) = ¥(P,), and P, is the empirical distribution of the data (acting as
an expectation operator). Estimation of those features will involve estimation of the function
E[Y|U = u,X > s] as in van der Laan and Hubbard (1998), the empirical distribution of
the selected predictor U, and a local Kaplan—Meier estimator of the conditional censoring
distribution given U.

The final step is to develop a method to calibrate the test. This will be done by intro-
ducing a stabilized version of S (ﬁ’n, P,,) that “smooths out” the implicit selection of k, along
the lines of Luedtke and van der Laan (2018) in the uncensored case. The stabilized version
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of § (pn,IF’n) is constructed by taking a weighted average over sub-samples, and is asymp-
totically equivalent to a martingale sum (provided P, has no effect asymptotically), which
leads to a standard normal limit even under growing dimensions, when p = p,, — oo and
log(pn)/n'/* — 0. Although the stabilized one-step estimator can have slightly diminished
power compared with its un-stabilized counterpart, at least in the uncensored case (Luedtke
and van der Laan, 2018), it vastly reduces computational cost by avoiding the need for a dou-
ble bootstrap (Huang et al., 2019). The most challenging step in establishing the asymptotic
normality involves finding an exponential tail bound for a collection of martingale integrals
in which the integrands fall in a class of functions of bounded variation. This is done using
bracketing entropy and involves the novel application of a uniform probability inequality
bound for a family of counting process integrals due to van de Geer (1995).

In practice, the implementation of our stabilized one-step estimator to screen predictors of
dimension p = 10° based on data of n = 500 on a single-core laptop only takes one minute.
Hence our proposed test enjoys both statistical and computational efficiency. Further, it
provides an asymptotically valid confidence interval for the slope parameter of the selected
predictor. As far as we know, no other competing method provides all of these features in
the setting of high-dimensional marginal screening for survival outcomes.

Variable selection methods for right-censored survival data are widely available, although
formal testing procedures are far less prevalent. For example, variants of regularized Cox
regression have been studied by (Tibshirani, 1997; Fan and Li, 2002; Bunea and McKeague,
2005; Zhang and Lu, 2007; Bgvelstad et al., 2009; Engler and Li, 2009; Antoniadis et al., 2010;
Binder et al., 2011; Wu, 2012; Sinnott and Cai, 2016). Penalized AFT models have been
considered by (Huang et al., 2006; Datta et al., 2007; Johnson, 2008; Johnson et al., 2008;
Cai et al., 2009; Huang and Ma, 2010; Bradic et al., 2011; Ma and Du, 2012; Li et al., 2014).
These methods ensure the consistency of variable selection only (i.e., the oracle property),
and do not address the issue of post-selection inference. Fang et al. (2017) have established
asymptotically valid confidence intervals for a preconceived regression parameter in a high-
dimensional Cox model after variable selection on the remaining predictors, but this does
not apply to marginal screening (where no regression parameter is singled out, a priori). Yu
et al. (2021) recently constructed valid confidence intervals for the regression parameters in
high-dimensional Cox models, but their approach also does not apply to marginal screen-
ing because it is predicated on the presence of active predictors (and also pre-selection of
parameters of interest). Zhong et al. (2015) have considered the problem for preconceived
regression parameters within a high-dimensional additive risk model. Taylor and Tibshirani
(2018) proposed a method of finding post-selection corrected p-values and confidence inter-
vals for the Cox model based on conditional testing. However, to the best of our knowledge,
their method has not been explored theoretically (except in the uncensored linear regression
setting with fixed design and normal errors; see Lockhart et al., 2014). Statistical methods
for variable selection based on marginal screening for survival data have been studied by Fan
et al. (2010), who extended sure independence screening to survival outcomes based on the
Cox model. Their method applies to the selection of components of ultra-high dimensional
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predictors, but no formal testing is available. Other relevant references include Zhao and Li
(2012), Gorst-Rasmussen and Scheike (2013), He et al. (2013), Song et al. (2014), Zhao and
Li (2014), Hong et al. (2018b), Li et al. (2016), Hong et al. (2018a), Pan et al. (2019), Xia
et al. (2019), Hong et al. (2020) and Liu et al. (2020).

The article is organized as follows. In Section 2 we formulate the estimation problem and
introduce background material on semiparametric efficiency. The one-step efficient estimator
of the target parameter is developed in Section 3 in the case of a single predictor. In Section
4 we develop an asymptotic normality result for calibrating the proposed test statistic that
takes selection of the predictor into account. Various competing methods are discussed in
Section 5. Numerical results reported in Section 6 show that the proposed approach has
favorable performance compared with these competing methods. In Section 7 we present an
application using data on viral gene expression as related to the potency of an anti-retroviral
drug for the treatment of HIV-1. Concluding remarks are given in Section 8. Proofs are
placed in the Appendix.

2 Preliminaries

First we recall the standard survival analysis model with independent right censorship. Let T’
and C' denote a (log-transformed) survival time and censoring time, respectively, and suppose
we observe n i.i.d. copies of O = (X,0,U) ~ P, where X = min{7,C}, § = 1(T < (), and
U = Uy, k=1,...,p) is a p-vector of predictors. We denote the joint distribution of (7', U)
by () and the censoring distribution by G, and we also assume throughout that the censoring
time C'is independent of (7, U'). Though this joint independence assumption will be stronger
than needed, it will greatly simplify the developments when U is of large dimension relative
to sample size. The distribution P belongs to the statistical model M, which is the collection
of distributions P; parameterized by (Q1,G1) such that P; has density with respect to an
appropriate dominating measure v given by
dP1 FY 1-6
5, (@0 u) =la(e[u)Gi(C 2 )P [QUT 2 2|U = u)gi ()] " ai(w),
where ¢; and ¢, are the densities of (); and G; with respect to v. Let the follow-up period
be T = (—oo, 7]. The sample space is denoted by X = T x {0,1} x R? and the empirical
distribution on this space is denoted PP,,. Moreover, for a distribution P; on the support of O
and a function f mapping from a realization of O to R%, welet P, f = P, f(O) = [ f(0)dPi(0).
Our approach to marginal screening is based on an estimator of the maximal (absolute)
slope parameter from fitting a marginal linear regression of the survival outcome T' against
each predictor U,. That is, we target the parameter
U(P) = max |Vy(P)|, (2)

k=1,....p



where Uy : M — R is given by

U, (P) = % (3)

Throughout we assume that Uy and T have non-degenerate finite second moments. Further,
in order for the target parameter to be proportional to the maximal absolute (Pearson)
correlation, we implicitly assume that all the U are pre-standardized to have unit variance
— this assumption only plays an interpretive role in the sequel. The parameter Wy (P) can
be identified in terms of the conditional mean lifetime E[T'|Uy] and the marginal distribution
of Uy. Indeed,

COVP(Uk,T) = COVP(Uk,E[T|Uk]> (4)

The proposed one-step estimator of W, (P) that we will develop also involves estimation of
G.

We will need some general concepts from semiparametric efficiency theory (e.g., Pfanzagl,
1990). Suppose we observe a general random vector O ~ P. Let L2(P) denote the Hilbert
space of P-square integrable functions with mean zero. Consider a smooth one-dimensional
family of probability measures { P} passing through P and having score function k € L(P)
at € = 0. The tangent space T (P) is the L2(P)-closure of the linear span of all such score
functions k. For example, if nothing is known about P, then P.(do) = (1 + €k(0))P(do)
is such a submodel for any bounded function & with mean zero (provided e is sufficiently
small), so TM(P) is seen to be the whole of LZ(P) in this case.

Let v : M — R be a parameter that is pathwise differentiable at P: there exists
g € L3(P) such that lim,q (¢(P.) — ¢(P)) /e = (g, k), for any smooth submodel {P.} with
score function k, as above, where (-,-) is the inner product in L3(P). The function g is
called a gradient (or influence function) for 1; the projection IF, of any gradient on the
tangent space T™(P) is unique and is known as the canonical gradient (or efficient influence
function). The supremum of the Cramér-Rao bounds for all submodels (the information
bound) is given by the second moment of IF,(O). Furthermore, the influence function
of any regular and asymptotically linear estimator must be a gradient (Proposition 2.3 in
Pfanzagl, 1990).

A one-step estimator is an empirical bias correction of a naive plug-in estimator in the
direction of a gradient of the parameter of interest (Pfanzagl, 1982); when this gradient
is the canonical gradient, then this results in an efficient estimator under some regularity
conditions. A one-step estimator for ¢(P) is constructed as follows. First, one obtains an
initial estimate P of P. For any gradient D(P) of the parameter 1) evaluated at P, by the
definition of the gradient this initial estimate satisfies

~

Y(P) = ¢(P) = =PD(P) + Remy(P, P),

where Remy (P, P) is negligible if P is close to P in an appropriate sense. As D(P) has

A

mean zero under P, we expect that PD(P) is close to zero if D is continuous in its argument
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and P is close to P. However, the rate of convergence of PD(p) to zero as sample size

—-1/2

grows may be slower than n~"/“. The one-step estimator aims to improve w(p) and achieve

n'/2-consistency and asymptotically normality by adding an empirical estimate IP’nD(P) of
its deviation from ¢(P). By the above, the one-step estimator ¢ = ¥ (P) + P, D(P) satisfies

the expansion
¥ —9(P) = (P, — P)D(P) + Remy(P, P).

Under an empirical process and L?(P) consistency condition on D(]AD)7 the leading term
on the right-hand side is asymptotically equivalent to (P, — P)D(P), which converges in
distribution to a mean-zero Gaussian limit with consistently estimable covariance. The
construction of this one-step estimator is generally non-unique because there is generally
more than one gradient for ; this is true in our setting when ¢ = ¥, and we assume that
C'is independent of (T, U). To minimize the variance of the Gaussian limit, then D(P) can
generally be chosen to be equal to the canonical gradient of ¢ at ]5, since under conditions
the mean-square limit of the efficient influence function at P will be equal to the efficient

influence function at P.

3 Slope estimation with a single predictor

Restricting attention to the case of a single predictor Uy, in this section we develop an
efficient estimator of Wy (P); for notational simplicity we suppress the subscript &, and just
write W(P) and U, both here and in the corresponding proofs in the sequel.

3.1 Inefficient estimation with known censoring distribution G

Let G(t) = P(C > t) be the unknown survival function of C, where throughout we assume
G(7) > 0. For a given survival function G1, let

v, () = CXLINGX)

Alsolet Y = 6X/G(X). Noting that E[T] = E[Y] and E[UT] = E[UY], we obtain the useful
identity that W(P) = Wg(P). This suggests that, if G is known, then it suffices to try to
estimate the value of the inverse-probability-of-censoring weighted parameter ¥ evaluated
at the distribution that generated the observed data.

To study the parameter W, it will be useful to use existing arguments from the uncen-
sored case. To do this, we define fg(0) = (u,7), and then let P denote the pushforward
measure P = P o 5!, that is, the distribution of f5(O) when O ~ P. Writing

=l



we then see that the parameter P+ T'(P o f5') is the same as the parameter P — Wq(P).
Therefore, a first-order expansion of the parameter I' will yield a first-order expansion of
the parameter W. Noting that I' is simply the slope parameter in a linear regression in
which both the predictor and the outcome are observed, we can develop an expansion of this
parameter using an existing result in Devlin et al. (1975), who attributed the result to C. L.
Mallows. Let

(u— PIUN)(y — P[T])  Covp(U,T)
Varp(U) Var%, (U)

IFE"(-|P): 0 (u — P[U])?,

where we note that 7 is a function of (z,d) and therefore of o, and the subscript G indicates
the implicit dependence of § on G. Using P, to denote the empirical distribution of (U, 37)
when G is known, Mallows’ result implies that, for a term Remg (P, P) defined in Appendix
Section E,

L(P,) —T(P)

= = [fw-Pun -
- oL PP _ o

(U — P[U])* ¢ | + Remg(P,, P)

P[Y)) _ Covp(U, Y) - }
(

(5)

= (P, - P) + Remg(P,,, P)

)
[ (U - PU)(Y — PIT))  Covp(U,T) )
{ Varp(U) ~ Vark(U) (U= PU) }
= (P, — P) [IFZ“(O|P)] + Remg(P,, P)
=P, [IFZ"(0|P)] + Remg(P,, P),

where the second equality follows from P[T] = P[Y], Covp(U,T) = Cov(U,Y) and the
fact that U has the same marginal distribution under P and P, and the last equality follows
from P[IFg’w(O]P)] = 0. For more details of the derivation of IF%", see Appendix Section
E. For concise notations, we hereafter omit the subscript P from the functions evaluated at
P unless otherwise stated, which simplifies the presentation of the influence function to

(u = PUN(y = P[T]) _ Cov(U,T)
Var(U) Var?(U)

IFZY(-|P): 0+ (u — P[U))2. (6)

Noting that P, =P, o fo' and recalling that the parameter P+ T'(P o f5') is the same as
the parameter P +— Uq(P), (5) yields that
Ug(P,) — Ua(P) = P,[IFE"(O|P)] + Remg(P,, P). (7)

3.2 Efficiency gains through estimation of G

We now consider the effect on the inverse-probability-weighted estimator W (IP,,) of replacing
G by its Kaplan-Meier (K-M) estimator G,,. This involves replacing Y by the estimated



(and observed) synthetic response Y = §X/G,(X), and results in the following estimator of
U(P) that now just depends on the empirical distribution P, of the observed data:

Ve (P,) = Cove, (U,Y)/Varp, (U).

Importantly, unlike for the estimator presented in Section 3.1, constructing this estimator
does not rely on having knowledge of G.

Under the following conditions, Theorem 3.1 below shows that ¥ (P, ) is asymptotically
linear and identifies its influence function. The boundedness part of the first assumption is
stronger than we need, but is made to simplify the proof.

(A.1) The predictor U has bounded support and is non-degenerate.
(A.2) The survival function of the censoring, G, is continuous and G(7) > 0.

(A.3) There is a positive probability of a subject still being at risk at the end of follow-up:
P(X >71)>0.

Theorem 3.1. Given (A.1)-(A.3),
Vg, (By) = U(P) =P, IF(O|P) + o, (n /%),
where
IF(O|P) = IFg"(O|P) — IFg(O|P),
the influence function TEE"(-|P) is given in (6), and

l(x €ds, 6 =0) — 1(z > s)dA(s)
G(s) ’

IF2(-|P): 0 P {(U - P[U])/ E[T|U, X > s
T

Var(U)
where A is the cumulative hazard function corresponding to G.

Since P[IF(-|P)] = 0, Theorem 3.1 implies that nl/z[\ll@n(]?n) — U (P)] N N(0,0%),
where 02 = P[IF?(:|P)]. The proof of Theorem 3.1 and the relevant Lemmas F.1-F.4 are
deferred to Appendix A. In particular, Lemma F.4 shows that IF." is the projection of IFgw
onto the nuisance tangent space

6) = { [ s

H:T—>R},

where H is any measurable function for which the integral has finite variance, M is the
martingale part of the single-jump counting process for a censored observation: dM(s) =
1(X € ds,0 =0) — 1(X > s)dA(s) and the filtration is Fy = o{1(X < §,0 = 0), (X >
), U, & <seT}



3.3 One-step estimator

In Section 3.1, we showed that the inverse probability weighted estimator ¥« (IP,,) has influ-
ence function IFZ"(-|P). Of course, this estimator can only be evaluated in the case that
G is known. In Section 3.2 we showed that plug-in of the Kaplan—Meier estimator of G
leads to improved efficiency, even in the case that G is known, and the resulting estimator
is regular and asymptotically linear with influence function IF(:|P) in the model where G
is unknown but C' is assumed independent of (7, U). However, as will become apparent,
IF(:|P) € T™(G)* does not fall in the tangent space TM(P) at P in the model M, where
1 denotes the orthogonal complement in L2(P). Therefore we need to project IF(-|P) onto
TM(P) to obtain an efficient influence function IF*. Once we have access to IF*, it will be
then be feasible to construct an asymptotically efficient one-step estimator of W(P).

To compute this projection, despite our assumption of independent censoring, it is conve-
nient to consider the broader coarsening-at-random (CAR) model M O M. Under M,
G is viewed as a survival function for C' conditionally on U, and this survival function may
depend nontrivially on U. Since we have assumed that C' is independent of (7', U) for the
particular distribution that generated our data, this conditional survival function is equal to
the marginal survival function G(-) for that distribution. This observation slightly simplifies
the expression for the tangent space for G in M which is given by

T (@) — { /T H(U, s) dM(s)

H:RXT—HR{},

where H is any measurable function for which the integral has finite variance, and dM(s) =
(X €ds,d =0)—1(X > s)dA(s) with A(-) as the cumulative hazard function corresponding
to G(-) with respect to the filtration Fy = o{1(X < ' ,0 =0),1(X > ¢),U, s <seT}.
See Example 1.12 in van der Laan and Robins (2003) for further details. Moreover, since
M C Mo T™(G) C T (G).

To obtain the efficient influence function IF*, we could project IF(-|P) onto TM(P).
To compute this projection, it will be useful to first show that T¢"(G)+ € TM(P). This
can be shown as follows. Let T (Q) and TM(Q) respectively denote the tangent space
generated by local fluctuations of P in the CAR and M models that modify ) but leave
G unchanged. Because both CAR and M could induce a (locally) nonparametric model for
Q, T (Q) = TM(Q). Furthermore, because P factorizes as a product of mappings of the
variation-independent components ) and G, we can write (i) T (P) = T (Q) ® T (G)
and (ii) TM(P) = TM(Q) ® TM(G), as orthogonal sums. By (i) and the fact that T (P) =
L3(P), we have T®"(Q) = T (G)L. Hence, by (ii) and the fact that T (Q) = TM(Q),
we find that T’ (G)*+ C TM(P).

Using I1(+]S) to denote the projection operator onto a closed linear subspace S C LZ(P),
we have

IF*(|P) = I(IF (| P) [ T™(P) )
= H(II(IF(-|P) | T*"(G) ) + II(IF(-|P) | T*"(G)" ) | T*(P) )
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(I(IF(-|P)[ T (G) ) | TM(P) ) + I TI(IF (| P) | T*"(G)* ) | T(P) )
(IF(|P)[T™(G) ) + TI(IF(|P) [ T (G)™),

IT
IT

where the final equality uses that (1) TM(P) N T (G) = T™(G); (2) T« (G)*+ C TM(P).
By Lemma F.4, we know that IF(-|P) € T"(G)*, implying that the first term on the right-
hand side is zero. The same lemma tells us that IF(-|P) = IT( IFZ”(-|P) | T**(G)* ), so the
above display, along with the fact that T"*(G) C T (&), implies that

IF*(-[P) = TI( IFZ" (-[P) | T (G)" ).

It remains to project TFE”(-|P) onto T (G)*. The projection of IFZ"(-|P) onto T (G)
is given by

(u— P[U)) / 1(x € ds,0 =0) — 1(x > s)dA(s)
IFE"(+|P): ———— | ETWU =u,X >
G ( | ) 0 Var(U) - [ |U U, - S] G(S) ) (8)
and the projection onto T (G)* is given by
IF*(-|P) = IF£" (| P) — IFE" (| P). (9)

In general, IF(:|P) is not equivalent to IF*(-|P), so IF(:|P) does not fall in the tangent
space TM(P) at P for the model M, and therefore also that the estimator from Section 3.2
is inefficient. Note that IFE"(-|P) in (8) is similar to the earlier definition of IFE!(-|P), but
differs in that the marginal expectation over P is removed, which can lead to an efficiency
gain. Indeed, unlike the influence functions for the estimators in the previous two subsections,
the above function applied to an observation O; will make use of the (always) observed Uj,
regardless of whether that individual’s event time was right-censored, both to estimate the
U portion of the covariance between U and T and to evaluate the conditional residual life
function on the actually observed U;, rather than on an “average” U. This can be derived
by noting that, under a coarsening at random model, the nuisance tangent space consists of
all functions f € L?(P) satisfying E[f(O)|T,U] = 0 almost surely, where the expectation
is over the full data distribution whose coarsening gave rise to P (Theorem 1.3 in van der
Laan and Robins, 2003). This projection is given in Proposition 5.4 of van der Laan et al.
(2000), and takes the form given in (8).

To construct the one-step estimator we need to estimate the various components of P in
(9). To do that, we introduce the following estimator P, of the various features of P that
are needed:

(i) Q,: the empirical distribution used to estimate the marginal distribution of any
given single predictor U, denoted by @,,.

(i) Gp(-Ju): the Kaplan-Meier estimator of the censoring distribution conditional
on ¢(U) = c(u), with ¢ a fixed, user-defined coarsening so that ¢(U), U ~ P, is
a finitely supported discrete random variable. Here G, is defined as a maximum
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likelihood estimator in a model whose tangent space for G is denoted by T*(G). The
corresponding estimator of the conditional cumulative hazard function is

A () = "1(Ya(u,s) > 0) . ds
At = [ B2 DN, (. ds),

3
3

denote the stratified basic counting process and the size of the risk set at time s,
respectively.

(iti) E,(u,s): an estimator of E[Y|U = u,X > s] under P (the joint distribution
of (U,Y)), which is restricted to take values in some P-Donsker family of uniformly
bounded functions of (u,s) € R x 7. Note that along with (i), this is equivalent
to estimating E[T|U = u, X > s], according to the equality E[T|U = u, X > s| =
G(s)E[Y|U = u, X > s]. We suppress the argument s if s = —oo, namely, using E,, (u)
to estimate E[Y|U = u] that is equal to E[T|U = u]. See Remark 3.6 below for one
possible estimator of £ [?!U = u, X > s|. Also, we require that, for each u, the process
5> En(u, s) is predictable with respect to the filtration

J{Nn('as/); Yn(',S,), Uz 1= 1, e, n, S, S S & T}

In view of (4), which can be expressed in terms of E[Y|U], Q, and G, we see that ¥(P)
can be estimated by plugging-in B,

Covg, (U, E,(U))

\1;(}3”) B Varg, (U)

Moreover, [F?(-|P) in (6) and IF“" in (8) can be re-expressed in terms of these features of
P as

(u = QuU))(§ — QulE[Y|U]))  Cove, (U, E[Y|U))
Varg, (U) Varg, (U)

(u — Qu[U])
Varg, (U)

IFPY(-|P): 0+ (u— QuU))%

[F(-|P): 0+ / EY|U =u, X > s]{1(z € ds,d = 0) — 1(z > s)dA(s)},
' (10
where the expression of IF“" (| P) follows by applying the equality
E[TIU=u,X >s|=G(s)E[Y|U =u,X > s

to (8). This implies that IF*(-| P) = [F?“(-|P) — IF“"(-| P) is represented by the introduced
features of P, and enables the estimation of IF*(-|P) in terms of P,. Note that henceforth
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the subscript G is suppressed because G is one of the three identified features of P. We also
wish to point out that the second term in P,IF?*(-|B,) is precisely W(F,).
The one-step estimator is then given by
S(Pn, By) = U(P,) + B, IF*(-| B,)
5y PalU = QuUD(X/Gu(X|U) — Qu[E.(U)])

= \I/(Pn) + VarQ (U) _ \Ij(pn) _ Pn IFCGT(~|Pn> (11)
_ P,.(U - Q,[U])Y B 1 KT (ds
T VargU) | Varg,(0) {W Q.[U) /T n(U, )M (ds|U) |

where M (ds|u) = 1(X € ds,d = 0,¢(U) = c(u)) — 1(X > s,¢(U) = c(u))dA,(s|u); the
third equality holds by P,(U — Q,[U])Qu[En(U)] = Qu(U — Qu[U))Qu[E.(U)] = 0 and
Y = 6X/G(X|U).

We next establish the asymptotic linearity of this one-step estimator, for which we need
an extended version of (A.3) and a mild stability condition on the behavior of the estimator
E,.

(A.4) Assumption (A.3) holds for each subgroup defined by the coarsening of U.

(A.5) There exists a uniformly-bounded, non-random function (u,s) — E(u,s) that is
left-continuous in s, such that E{|E, (u, s) — E(u, s)|} = o(n~/4) for each (u, s) and
SUD(y,5) |E,(u, s)—E(u, s)| is bounded in probability, where E denotes the expectation
over Oq,...,0,.

When E(U) # E[Y|U], where E(u) = E(u, —c0) and E is from (A.5), we need a correction
to IF™* given by

Covo, (U, E(U) — E[Y|U])

IF(-|E,P): 0~
Varéu(U)

[(u = Qu[U])* = Varg, (U)].

Theorem 3.2. Under conditions (A.1), (A.2), (A.4}) and (A.5),

A

S(P,, P,) —¥(P) =[P, — P] H(IF*(-|E’, Q.,G) +IF (-|E, P) | T*(G’)l) n op(n_l/Q),
where T*(G) is the tangent space defined in (iii) above.

The proof of this result is given in Appendix B.
Remark 3.3. Suppose that En(u, s) consistently estimates the true conditional residual life
function, that is, E(u,s) = E[Y|U = u, X > s| for all (u,s), in which case IF'(-|E, P) =
0. Recall that IF*(:|E, Q,, G) = II(IF?*(-|P)| T*"(G)*), and therefore IF*(:|E, Q,,G) €
T (G)*. Furthermore, T*(G) C T (G), and so T*(G)* 2 T (G)+. Consequently, we
know that IF*(-|E, Q,, G) € T*(G)*, which yields that

I(IF(-|E, Qu, G) | T*(G)") = IF*(| E, Qu, G) = IF*(-|P).
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Hence, S(P,, Pn) is asymptotically linear with the influence function equal to the efficient
influence function, that is, S(]P’n,fDn) is asymptotically efficient. Furthermore, under regu-
larity conditions, the empirical variance of IF*(O|P,) converges to the variance of IF*(O|P)
under O ~ P, that is, to the variance of the one-step estimator.

Remark 3.4. If E(u) # E[Y|U = u] for some u, it is still possible that IFT(-|E, P) = 0.
For instance, if we assume that W(P) does not depend on the limit of F,(u) to ensure
identifiability, then, recalling the definition of W(P) in (2), we have Covg, (U, E(U)) =
Covg, (U, E[Y|U]) and thus IF'(-|E, P) = 0.

Remark 3.5. Regardless of whether IF'(:|E, P) = 0 or not, the variance of the influence func-
tion of S(P,, P,) is no larger than that of IF*(:|E, Q,, G) + IF(-|E, P) because projections
only decrease the variance. For any real number m, define

Covg, (U, E(U)) —m
Varéu(U)

IF}, (1B, P): 0 [(u = QulU])* — Varg, (U)].

When m = m* = Covg, (U, E[Y|U]), we have IF! .(-|E, P) = IF'(-|E, P). Note also that
|m*| < cVargf(E[ﬁU]) < M since Vargf(U) < ¢, where the upper bounds ¢ and M exist
according to (A.1) and (A.2). Therefore, we see the variance of IF*(-|E, Q,, G) +IF'(-|E, P)
is upper-bounded by

sup_ P([TF°(1E,Qu, G) + ¥, (1B, P)]*). (12)
—M<m<M
For each given m, the variance of IF*(:|E, Q,,G) + IF! (-|E, P) can be estimated via the
sample variance of the same quantity but with the unknown parameters replaced by the
corresponding estimates. Therefore, the quantity in (12) can be estimated by taking the
supremum of these estimates over m € [—M, M], and we denote this resulting estimate by
o!2. Then o2 is also a valid upper bound of the sample variance of the influence function of
S(P,, ]5”), so the Wald-type confidence intervals constructed using o2 will have conservative
coverage asymptotically. An alternative is to construct a (conservative) confidence interval
using the bootstrap percentile t-method.

Remark 3.6 (Estimation of the conditional residual life function). Condition (A.5) requires
that F,(u, s) has some stable limit E(u,s). Along the lines of van der Laan and Hubbard
(1998), such an estimator can be constructed by regressing ¥ on U using only a sub-sample
{0; = (X;,6;,U;), i : X; > s} in the fashion of Koul et al. (1981), leading to

(u—P,[ULX > s)]).  (13)

Empirical process theory can be used to show that E, satisfies (A.5).
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4 Stabilized one-step estimator

In this section, we adapt the stabilization approach of Luedtke and van der Laan (2018) to
obtain a confidence interval of the target parameter W(P) defined in (2). The idea is first
to randomly order the data, and consider subsamples consisting of the first j observations
for j = qn,...,n — 1, where {g,} is some positive integer sequence such that both ¢, and
n — ¢, tend to infinity. Based on the subsample of size j, an estimator of the label of the
most informative predictor is

(14)

Cove, (U, 6X/G;(X))
kj = arg max |Uq ,(F;)| = arg max Vars (U1) - :

where Ue, , (P;) is V¢ (Pn) with n = j and predictor Uy. A uniform version of the earlier

condition (A.1), as well as an extended version E,(u,s,k) of (13), are now understood to
apply to each predictor Uy, k =1,...,p, and G; is the usual Kaplan-Meier estimator of G.
The stabilized one-step estimator of W(P) is then given by

n—1
* 1 .
S, = n—(gn jg wnjijkj (501'4—17 Pnj) ’ (15>

where m; € {—1,1} is the sign of s, (IP;), Sk, refers to (11) with the predictor U now
being Uy, and Jf’nj = (Ej, Qj, Gn) that refers to P, based on only the first j observations to
estimate part of the parameters of P. Here dp,,, is the Dirac measure putting unit mass at

Oji1, Wnj = 0n/6nj with 00 = {(n —¢u) ™" 327 1 (1/60;)}
1 J . 1 J . 2
7= 2w IFL 1R < L S m w018 ]
i=1 i=1
and IF} - is IF" with the predictor taken as Uy,.

Note that pnj in the stabilized-one-step estimator .S involves subsamples. As we will see
from simulation studies, however, using the full-sample estimator B, instead, considerably
improves the performance of S in small samples.

The following 95% confidence interval for W(P) is justified by the asymptotic normality
of S} given in Theorem 4.1 below:

On

LB,,UB,] = |5, £1.96———| ,
B U Vo=

and the two-sided p-value is

21— ( |\/n — anZ/ﬁn‘ )),

where @ is the cumulative distribution function of N'(0,1).
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Theorem 4.1. Suppose the number of predictors p = p,, satisfies log(p,)/n'/* — 0, and the
smallest subsample size q, used for stabilization satisfies n — g, — 00, n/q, = O(1), and
q,l/4/log(n V pn) — 00. Assume (A.1) holds uniformly for all predictors, (A.2), (A.3), the
asymptotic stability conditions (A.7)-(A.8) that are stated just before the proof in Appendix
C, and the non-degeneracy condition

(A.6) Varg, (Uy), Var(Ugl(X > s)) and Var(IF;(O|P)) are bounded away from zero and
infinity, as functions of k € {1,...,p,} and s € T.

Then S} is an asymptotically normal estimator of W(P):

VI = g5 [SE = U(P)] -L M (0,1).

The proof is postponed to Appendix C. Note that condition (A.7) in Appendix C removes
the need to include IF' in IF* when constructing Sr. In practice, it is advisable to pre-
standardize each predictor (as is commonly recommended in the variable selection literature)
to provide scale-invariance; the above result is given in terms of the unstandardized predictors
for simplicity of presentation.

The stabilized one-step estimator is reminiscent of bagging, the aggregation of multiple
weak learners constructed from subsets of the data (in this case, Sy, for j > ¢,,). The value
of g, determines how many weak learners are collected (n — g, of them) and plays the role of
a tuning parameter. Taking a smaller ¢, is expected to reduce variability in the performance
of 57, but taking too small value of g, leads to overfitting. In practice we recommend setting
gn = n/2 (which satisfies the conditions in Theorem 4.1) as a reasonable trade-off, although
in practice it is advisable to run the analysis for a few values of ¢, and compare the results.

5 Competing methods

Marginal one-step estimators with Bonferroni correction (Bonfer-
roni One-Step)

For each predictor U, k = 1,...,p, the marginal test statistic is B = \/ﬁSk(Pn,Pn)/&k,
where 62 is the sample second moment of IF;(O|P,). Marginal testing over all k with
Bonferroni correction controls the family-wise error rate of the global null hypothesis 3, = 0.
This method is theoretically supported by Theorem 3.2.

Oracle one-step estimator (Oracle One-Step)

In this case, the label k of the most correlated predictor Uy is given, and the test statistic
is simply Bj, which has an asymptotically standard normal null distribution. Assuming
knowledge of k is of course unrealistic, but this estimator serves as a benchmark against
which the other methods can be compared.
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6 Simulation results

In this section we report the results of simulation studies evaluating the performance of the
stabilized one-step estimator (with ¢, = n/2) in comparison with the competing methods in
Section 5. The log-transformed survival times are generated under one of the following AFT
scenarios:

Model N: T =¢;
Model Al: T =U,/4 +¢;

Model A2: T = Z§:1 BiUj+e€with 8y = ... =35 =0.15, g = ... = f1o = —0.1,
Bj =0 for j > 11.

The noise ¢ is distributed as A(0, 1) (independently of U') or N'(0,0.7(]U;|40.7)) (condition-
ally on U). The predictors U have a p-dimensional multivariate normal distribution with an
exchangeable correlation structure such that Corr(U;, Uy) = 0.75,j # k. In Model N there
is no active predictor, while there is only a single active predictor in Model Al. In Model
A2 there are ten active predictors, each having weaker influence than the single predictor in
Model A1; the most correlated predictor is not unique in this model. The censoring time
C is taken to be the log of an exponential random variable with rate parameters that give
either light censoring (10%) or heavy censoring (30%). Here we just consider light censoring;
results for the heavy censoring case are given in Appendix section I. For each data generating
scenario, we fix the sample size at n = 500, and consider 4 or 5 values of p of the form 10¢
(for a = 2,3,...). A nominal significance level of 5% is used throughout. The Kaplan—Meier
estimator G,, is used in Sr, as justified by the independent censoring assumption; although
a more sophisticated conditional Kaplan—Meier estimator could be used instead, doing so
would involve an additional computational cost.

Empirical rejection rates based on 1000 Monte Carlo replications under the various sce-
narious are displayed in Figures 1 and 2. The panels for Null show type I error rates under
Model N for independent and dependent errors, respectively, with the nominal level of 5%
shown by the horizontal dashed line. Similarly, the panels for (Alternative Al, Alternative
A2) show the power under Model A1 and Model A2, with independent and dependent errors,
respectively.

The left panels of Figure 1 show the results for independent errors. The stabilized one-
step estimator provides the closest-to-nominal type-I error (apart from the oracle one-step
estimator). The right panels of Figure 1 give the results in the case of dependent errors, and
show that the stabilized one-step estimator outperforms the Bonferroni one-step method in
power when p is larger than 1000. The Bonferroni one-step estimator is favored in terms of
power over the stabilized one-step estimator in the case of independent errors, but not in
the case of dependent errors.

In Figure 2, we see that using the full-sample-based b, improves the performance of the
stabilized one-step estimator, but has little effect on the Bonferroni one-step estimator. In
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Figure 1: Empirical rejection rates based on 1000 samples of n = 500 generated from models
with independent and dependent errors under light censoring (10%), for p in the range 10>~
105. The panels tagged by Null give the results under the null model, while those tagged by
Alternative Al and Alternative A2 display the results under alternative models.

the right panels, the power of the stabilized one-step estimator is much better than that of
the Bonferroni one-step estimator, and it maintains good control of type-I error as well, even
with one million predictors. The computational cost of the Bonferroni one-step estimator is
prohibitive for p = 10° and it is not included.

A general issue with real data is variation in the results due to the ordering of the data.
Ordering the data in a different way can change the value of S} and the resulting p-value,
making the result difficult to reproduce. One way to address this issue is to use a Bonferroni
correction of the minimal p-value resulting from R > 1 random orderings of the data, taking
into account the trade-off in terms of computational cost (which grows proportionally to
R). Then the null is rejected if the minimum of the p-values obtained from the R random
orderings is less than 5% (after Bonferroni correction for R-fold multiple testing).

Figure 3 examines the effect of multiple random orderings on the performance of the
stabilized one-step estimator (taking R = 10). The type-I error is now always below 5%,
and in fact the test has become somewhat conservative. Comparing Figures 2-3 shows that
the combination of multiple random orderings and the full-sample estimator P, maintains
the power of the stabilized one-step estimator at the cost of being slightly more conservative.
The R code used to conduct this simulation study will be furnished upon request.
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Figure 2: As in Figure 1, except for using the full sample to estimate the parameters of P

that are estimated by the partial sample ¢, = n/2 in Fig 1.
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Figure 3: As in Figure 2, except that the decision for the stabilized one-step estimator uses
the (Bonferroni-corrected) minimal p-value from R = 10 random orderings of the data.
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7 Application to viral replication data

A widely used measure of the potency of an antiviral drug is the concentration needed to
achieve a 50% reduction of the (in vitro) rate of viral replication (ICsg, in units of pug/mL).
In this application we treat ICsg as a survival time outcome of interest. If the virus is highly
resistant, then a 50% reduction in viral replication rate may not be observed, resulting in
a right-censored outcome. We consider the antiviral VRC01, an antibody for HIV-1 that is
currently being evaluated in a Phase 2b trial for the prevention of HIV-1 infection (Gilbert
et al., 2017; Magaret et al., 2019). In this case, a reduction in viral replication is thought to
be caused by a VRCO1-mediated neutralization, and the lower ICs,, the more sensitive the
virus is to VRCO1-mediated neutralization.

Data on a total of 624 pseudoviruses were retrieved from the CATNAP database (Yoon
et al., 2015). We restrict attention to a subgroup of size (n = 611) after removing 13
pseudoviruses with unreliable IC5q measurements. The censoring rate of ICsy is 16% in
the analyzed data set. The 611 pseudoviruses are of 24 subtypes, where Subtype B and
C are predominant over others: 293 of them (48.0%) belong to Subtype C and 81 (13.3%)
are of Subtype B. In terms of geographic regions where the viruses originate, 126 of 611
pseudoviruses are from Asia (20.6%), 96 from Europe or the Americas (15.7%), 170 from
Northern Africa (27.8%), and 219 from Southern Africa (35.9%). Pseudoviruses of different
subtypes may present varied gene expression, so we analyze the data for Subtypes B and C
separately. We set the end of follow-up 7 to the 90th percentile of ICs, in each data set with
the corresponding sample size as indicated in Table 1. We aim to investigate whether the
potency of VRCO1 depends on HIV-1 proteomic characteristics that are presented in lieu of
the envelope (Env) amino acid (AA) sequence features. Data on 817 features are available:

1. Binary features: indicating whether a particular AA sequence appears at a particular
position, or whether a position is the starting site of some given enzymatic process.
There are 799 features of this type.

2. Count features: representing total numbers of enzyme-directed chemical reactions ob-
served to take place within a given region, or the total length of the aligned sequences
over a region. There are 18 count features.

To simplify interpretation of the effects of binary or count features, we carry out separate
analyses for each type. Binary features and binary interactions are included when their
incidence rates fall in the range 5-95%. All count features are first standardized, then all
pairwise interactions of these predictors are also standardized. The total number of predictors
included in the analysis varies by data type as well as viral subtype, as given in Table 1.
Detailed feature names are provided in Appendix Section I.

As discussed at the end of Section 6, in implementing the stabilized one-step estimator
we recommend using the full sample to estimate the parameters of P, along with R random
orderings of the data. Histograms of p-values based on 1000 random orderings of the data
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Table 1: Numbers of binary and count variables for Subtypes B and C; proportion included
among all possible are given in parentheses.

Binary effects Count effects

Main Interaction Main Interaction
Subtype B (n = 81) 220 (28%) 11642 (48%) 17 (94%) 136 (100%)

Subtype C (n
203)

252 (32%) 12698 (40%) 17 (94%) 136 (100%)

with respect to different virus subtypes are given in Figures 4-5 in the appendix. These
histograms show the strong dependence of the p-value on the random ordering. In Table
2, we report the p-values of the stabilized one-step estimator and 95% confidence intervals
using ¢, = n/2 and R = 200 random orderings of the data (separated by virus subtype). The
reported confidence interval corresponds to the minimal p-value. This table also presents
the results of applying the Bonferroni one-step estimator to the original data. Though the
Bonferroni one-step estimator also returns significant results, except in the case of count
features and Subtype C, this method generally yields more conservative conclusions than
the stabilized one-step estimator, as expected.

The confidence intervals based on the stabilized one-step estimator in Table 2 represent
changes in ICsy (in units of ug/mL) due to the presence of the identified binary feature, or
due to a unit increase in the identified count feature. Genetic descriptions of these identified
features are provided in Table 3 of Appendix Section I.

Table 2: Results of applying the Bonferroni one-step estimator and the stabilized one-step es-
timator to data on Subtypes B and C; the numbers of binary predictors and count predictors
are denoted ppin, and peount, respectively.

(1, Poins Deownt) Method Binary effects Count effects
p-value (95% CI) p-value (95% CI)
Subtype B Bonferroni One-Step 0.01 0.04
(81,11862,153)  Stabilized One-Step < 0.001 (7.8,9.5) < 0.001 (12.7,13.5)
Subtype C Bonferroni One-Step < 0.001 0.91

(293,12950, 153) Stabilized One-Step < 0.001 (10.4,23.1) < 0.001 (3.3,5.0)

8 Discussion

Though we have focused on using the correlation as the marginal association measure, our
results can be extended to a wide range of other measures. The key requirements on such a
measure are that (a) it be pathwise differentiable in the full data model where censoring is not
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present, and (b) the efficient influence function be non-degenerate in this full data setting.
Requirement (a) is sufficient for the association measure to be pathwise differentiable even
in the presence of right censoring, thereby allowing the construction of a one-step estimator
for each marginal association. Requirement (b) enables the use of first-order asymptotics
to study the behavior of these one-step estimators; without this condition, the centered
estimator, scaled by the square root of sample size, would converge weakly to zero rather
than to a non-degenerate mean-zero normal distributed random variable. Requirement (b)
also ensures that the variance estimates used for standardization in the stabilized one-step
estimator do not converge to zero, a condition that is required by existing theory for this
estimator. Examples of parameters satisfying (a) and (b) include the Spearman correlation,
odds ratio, and model-agnostic hazard ratio (Whitney et al., 2019). Examples of parameters
satisfying (a), but not (b), include the nonparametric R?, distance correlation (Székely et al.,
2007), and maximum mean discrepancy (Smola et al., 2006).
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Appendix
A Proof of Theorem 3.1

This theorem implies W, (IP,,) is asymptotically linear with its influence function IFgw(- |P)—
IF% (| P), where TF%"(-|P) is the influence function of an inverse probability weighted esti-
mator in the setting where G is known, and IF{'(-|P) accounts for the fact that, in truth,
G was estimated by the Kaplan—Meier estimator G,. Below we follow Lemmas F.1-F.3
to validate the substitution of G for G, in the asymptotically linear representation of
Ve (P,) — ¥(P), while Lemma F.4 further indicates that IFE‘((|P) is the projection of
IF2"(-|P) onto the nuisance tangent space T™*(G).
To obtain the asymptotic linear representation of Wy (IP,) — W(P), we first have that

Ug, (Ba) = W(P) = [V, (Pa) — ¥, (P)] + [Wg, (P) — B(P)
— B, [TF2"(O|P)] + [¥, (P) -
= B, [TFZ"(O|P)] + [V, (P) -

n

where the second equality follows by replacing G' by G, in (7), leading to

\Ijén (P,) — qjén (P)
_p H (U - PUN(Y = P[T])  Cov(U,T)
Var(U) Var?(U)
=P, [IFg;”(0|P)] — Remg, (P, P),

W = POY*}| - Remg, (B, )

and the last equality in (16) holds by the asymptotic equivalence between P, [IFgw(O|P)]

and P, [IF2* (0| P)] that is a consequence of Lemma 19.24 in van der Vaart (1998) and stated
in Lemma F.2. Moreover, Remg (PP, P) is shown asymptotically negligible in Lemma F.1
in the appendix.

In addition, a first-order Taylor expansion of the middle term on the right-hand side of
(16) around G yields the approximation

Ve (P)—V(P) = Va;(lU)P [(U — P[U])%[Gn()() —G(X)]| + Op(nfl/Q)
. (17)
__ 1 - | Gu(X) i
- Val”(U)P (U - P[U])Y G(X) 1|+ op(n / ),

which can be further expressed in terms of the influence function of G,. Lemma F.3 shows
that the influence function of G, (t) is —G(t) IF¢(O)(t), where

P TU(X €ds, 0 =0) 1(X > s)dA(s) b dM(s)
Fa(0)(t) :/ [ PI(X >s)  PLX>s) } :/OO PI(X > s) (18)

—0o0
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for ¢t € T A is the cumulative hazard function of G, and dM(s) = 1(X € ds,0 =0) —1(X >
s)dA(s) is a martingale with respect to the filtration generated by the counting process
1(X < 5,0 =0). This suggests that G,(t) — G(t) = —G(t)[n "' 31, IF¢(0;) ()] + 0,(n~"/?),
which further implies that

Galt) I~ 1 dMy(s)
G@t) b= 7;/_00 PIX >s) ~P, TF¢(0)(t)

with dM; is the replication of dM based on the observation of the i-th subject. Let L, =
P, IF¢(0) and define ¢: £ — R by ¢(g) = P[(U — P[U])Y g(X)], where £ is the space
of uniformly bounded functions on 7. Then (17) can be expressed in terms of L,, and ¢ as

follows:

1
Var(U)

- Var(U)

\Ifén(P) - lIJ(P) ) (Ln) + 0p(n_1/2) =P, |: QO(IFg(O)):| + Op(n—l/Q)7

where the second equality holds by the linearity of ¢(g) in g.
Evaluating ¢ at IF5(O) in (18), this leads to

pl1ra(0) = P Py [ ]
_p {(U — P[U)) [rp [}7|U,X > s] P1(X > s)%} ,

in which

~ x
> = = >
2 [Y|U,X > s] /TG<x)P1(6 1,X € de|U, X > s)

[ al(x>s)PIU,C>2,Tecdr) [ xl(z>s)G(x)PL(U,C>s,T € dr)
B /T G(z) PLUC>sT>s) /T G(z) G(s)PL(U,C > s,T > s)
B v PIUX>s5Tecdx) FE[TUX > s]
B /7— G(s) P1(U, X > s) B G(s)

Therefore we have that

w@h@ﬂszU—PWDLEmMXzﬂMW@y

G(s)

where the expectation with respect to P only applies to (U, X), not to M, and it implies
that the expression in (16) becomes

Ve (P,) — U(P) =P, [IFE"(0|P)] 19)
~P, {VM;(U)P [(U ~ P[U]) /TE[T|U,X > 5] dé‘f(g)
=P, [IF2"(O|P)] — P,[IF2(O|P)] — Remg, (P, P) + o,(n~?).

H — Remg, (P,,, P) + 0,(n™/?)
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B Proof of Theorem 3.2

In this theorem, our objective is to show that, under regularity conditions, S(PP,, Pn) is
asymptotically linear with influence function

IH{IF*(:|E, Qu, G)|T*(G)*} .

Let P! = (E,,Q,,G) denote the estimate of P but with G,, replaced by the true censoring
distribution G. Note also that S(P,, P!) = U(P,) + P, IF*(-|E,, Q,, ), where Equations
(2)-(4) imply that ¥ does not depend on the censoring distribution so that (P,) = U(P!).
We have that

S(Pmpn)_qj(P)_S(Pmpé)_\lj( ) (IP’”,P) (]P)TUPT/L)

+ [P — P [IF*(-|Em Qu, Go) = IF* (| By Qu, G))- (20)

The last term on the right-hand side of (20) is 0,(n~'/?) by (G.4.2) of Lemma G.4, with the
required conditions verified in Lemmas G.1- G.3. Moreover, Lemma G.5 shows that

PIF*(|Ey, Qu, Gr) = IF*(|E, Qu, Gy) + IF*(-|E, Qu, G) — IF*(-|E,, Qu, G)] = 0, (n~1/2),

which would simplify the middle term in (20) as follows. At last, Lemma G.6 gives the
asymptotic linearity of the term S(P,, P,) — ¥(P) in (20).
To simplify the middle term on the right-hand side in (20), we further decompose it as

PIE* (| En, Qu, Gr) = IF*(-| En, Qn, @)
= P[IF*(|E,Q,,G,) — IF*(-|E, Q.. G)]
+ P[IF* (| B, Qu, Gr) = IF*(| B, Qu, Gu) + 1F* (| E, Qu, G) — TF™ (| By, @, G,
with the last line of the above display shown as 0,(n~'/2) by Lemma G.5 as mentioned earlier.

Expressing the first term of the above display using the notation ®(G) = P[IF*(-|E, Qu, G)],
for G equal to G or G, upon inserting them back into (20) we have that

S(P,, P,) — W(P) = S(P,, P.) — U(P) + ®(G,) — ®(G) + 0,(n~?),

together with the previously-developed results.

In Lemma G.6, S (]P)n,PT’L) is shown to be a regular asymptotically linear estimator of
U(P) with influence function IF* 4+-IF" in the model M(G) with G known. Further, because
we specified that G, is estimated via maximum likelihood, the delta method can be used
to show that @(én) is an asymptotically efficient estimator of ®(G) in the model used for
G (with tangent space given by T*(G)). Combining the above results, we have verified all
the required conditions of Theorem 2.3 in van der Laan and Robins (2003), from which we
conclude that

S(Pn,pn) — \I/(P) = [Pn —_ P]H {IF*(lE, Qu, G) 4 IFT(_’E’ P)’T*<G)J‘} + 0p(n71/2),

and the proof is complete.
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C Proof of Theorem 4.1

Before proceeding to the proof we make the following asymptotic stability assumptions:

(A.7) E, defined in (13) for a given predictor Uy consistently estimates (pointwise in its
arguments) the true conditional mean residual life function Fy(u, s, k) = E[Y|Uj, =
u, X > s|, which is assumed to be uniformly-bounded and left-continuous in s, and
with k; defined in (14),

E[(‘ | sup ‘Eo(Ukj,s,kj) — EO(Ukj—17S7kj—1)|:| = o(n"V/?).
2,8

E{qn7"'7n}XT

(A.8) There exist a sufficiently large ¢ > 0 and a sequence of non-empty subsets K} C
K, ={1,...,p,} such that

in sup
keks, leK\Ks,

9

COV(Uk, T) _
Var(Uy)

Cov(U,, T) - log(n V p,)
Var(U)) In

where the supremum over [ € IC,, \ K is defined to be 0 if K} = K,,, and

Diam(K}) = sup
kleKs,

COV(Uk,T) COV(U[,T) . —1/2
G|~ | iy || =

The last condition allows the most correlated predictors with 7" to be non-unique under the
alternative, but requires that they are contained in some subset K with stronger association
with 7" than the other predictors in IC,,. In addition, the variation in signal strength of the
predictors in k¥ is assumed to be of order o(n=1/2).

The proof below is developed in a special case of taking a user-defined coarsening c so
that ¢(U) is a degenerate random variable, which reasonably reduces Gn(\u) to Gn(), and
this is supported by the independent censoring assumption.

Proof. We will show the asymptotic normality of \/n — ¢,0,'[S} — ¥(P)], where ¥(P) is
defined in (2). From the expression S} in (15), the desired result will follow from the limiting

distribution of
1

VAL

with certain remainder terms shown to be asymptotically negligible in Lemmas H.19-H.22,

n—1
Z CATr:jlmj [S/f] (50j+17 P) - qjkj (P>]v

J=Aqn

based on concentration results and supportive preliminaries developed in Lemmas H.1-H.18

We start by introducing a decomposition of the stabilized one-step estimator. The dis-
tribution of P is identified by (Ey, Qu,G), where Ey(u,s, k) = E[Y|U, = u,X > s]. Re-
placing in various ways each feature of P by its estimator introduced in Section 3.3 gives
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13” ( QJ, ), = (Eo, Qy, n) and ]57:; = (Eb,Q;,G). Therefore we are able to
decompose the statlstlc of interest as

V= 45,55 — U(P)] = ﬁi m;[Sk, (00,11, Paj) = Sk, (80,1, Poy)] - (21)

1
+—
VA L)

//l

n—1
Z U_lmj Sk (5OJ+1a ) Sk’ (5OJ+17 )]

J=qn

1 n—1

+——Za_lm] [Sk,; (00,1, P,
n_qnj Gn

n—1

lll

i) = 5k (00,,,, P)]

1
+n——qn U m][Sk (5O+17P)_‘1ij<P)]

Z Gim; (W, (P) — U(P)] = (1) + (I1) + (II1) + (IV) + (V).

n— ‘
qn] =dn

Using Lemmas H.19-H.22 mentioned above, in conjunction with (A.7)—(A.8), gives the
asymptotic negligibility of (I), (II), (III) and (V). Therefore the remaining task is to show
the asymptotic normality of (IV). Modifying the expression in (11), with (P,, P,) replaced

by (do,.,,P) and with the predictor taken as Uy, gives that Sy (0p,,,,P) = Wy, (P) +
IF% (Oj41|P). This further implies that

j+17

1
VAL

where IF}, (-|P) is IF*(-[P°) with the predictor taken as Uy;. Decompose (IV) into two terms:

(IV) = Z 0 1 IF} (05| P),

J=an

1 n—1

mj %
_— —1IF; (O;11|P).
T, e 2 L OalP) (22

J=Aqn

On;j m; .
MZL}{ } P Oml)
nj:qn ™

Note that &,; in the first term above involves the partial-sample estimator ﬁnj.

Let < denote “bounded above up to a universal multiplicative constant that does not
depend on (j,n),” and o;; = [IF} (0| P)?dP(0) = Var(IFj (O|P)). Note that o7, is bounded
away from zero by (A.6), which implies that mingey Var(IF}Z(O|P)) is bounded away from
zero; namely, there exists some constant € > 0 so that o7.; > mingey Var(IF;(O|P)) >
The first term in the decomposition of (IV) in (22) is seen to be of order o,(1) as follows.

Let O,; = 0({01, ..., 05}, én), and

1 On,j—1 1
H,: = LT A 1] M1 qpr O,|P
! VTV — Qn |:Un,j—1 On,j—1 ki 1< ’ )
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the first term in the decomposition of (IV) in (22) is equal to Z;l_ql H, j11. Note that

E|H,;| < oo, using the fact that O’ . is bounded away from zero by (A.6) and so is 62 i by
(H.11.1) of Lemma H.11, and also that H,; is O, -measurable. Along with

1 Onj m;
E[H, . 0,,:—13[(]”—1) " B 1F: (01| P On-]:o,
[ 7J+1| j] m i Onj [ ( J+1’ )‘ J]
{(Hpj, Onj),j = qn+1,...,n} is a martingale difference sequence. Moreover, we have that
log(n V pn)
H, ; S ——— = B,. 23
’ ,J+1‘ Qn<n - Qn) ( )

Then Chebyshev’s inequality implies that for ¢ > 0,

(] 2)seoe[ (S

( Z n j+l + 2 Z E [Hn, i+1E[Hn,j+1

J=an gn<i<j<n—1
n—1

Z HY ] <e?(n—g,)B) — 0;

Z Hn,j+1

J=qn

ou])

this result disposes of the first term in the decomposition of (IV) in (22).
Observe that the second term in (22) is a sum of martingale differences because

E[mj IFZ] (Oj+1|P)|Ola s 7Oj] = 0.

Therefore it converges in distribution to standard normal by the martingale central limit
theorem for triangular arrays (e.g., Theorem 2 in Gaenssler et al., 1978), under the following
conditions

— . [[IF} (0 |P)?

1 .
> B[

01,...,Oj:| i>1,

n—dqn ; nj
J=Aqn
n—1 * 2 *
1 IF; (O;44|P IF; (O;44|P
—> EF 2 ;“' ) 1<‘ A f“' >‘>eom)‘01,...,0j] 250
qnj:‘In O-n] Un]

for every ¢y > 0. The first condition follows from the definition of 2., which implies that

each term in the summation is identically equal to 1. The second condition holds because
IF}(-| P) is uniformly bounded over k in view of (9) and (10) (giving the expression for IF})
and (A.1)~(A.3) and (A.6)~(A.7); further, o;; is assumed to be uniformly bounded away

from zero by (A.6). O

n]7
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D Notation

For convenient reference, below we collect the notation that appears in the main text and
will be frequently used in the upcoming proofs.

e M is the martingale part of the single-jump counting process for a censored observation,
that is, dM(s) = 1(X € ds,6 =0) — 1(X > s)dA(s) with respect to the filtration

Fo=o({l(X <8,0=0)1(X>5),U: 5 <seT}), (24)

where A is the cumulative hazard function corresponding to G.

e Based on a fixed and user-defined coarsening ¢ so that ¢(U), U ~ P, is a finitely
supported discrete random variable,

M(u,ds) = 1(X €ds,d =0,c(U) = c(u)) — L(X > s,¢(U) = c(u))dA(s)

is a martingale with respect to the filtration Fj.

o Let Ny(u,s) = >0 1(X; < 5,8 = 0,¢(U;) = ¢(u)) and Yy, (u,s) = >0, 1(X; >

i=1
s,¢(U;) = ¢(u)). The conditional cumulative hazard function is estimated by

A 7 1(Ya(u,s) > 0) . ds
An(-|u)—/_oo ) 20N, (. )

With A(s) estimflted by An(s|u), M(u,ds) = 1(X € ds,§ = 0,¢(U) = c(u)) — 1(X
s,c(U) = c(u))dA,(s|u).

v

e MM is the martingale part of the counting process for censored observations with the pre-

dictor U that is coarsened at ¢(U) = ¢(u); namely, M (u, ds) = Ny (u,ds)—Y,(u, s)dA(s)
is a local square integrable martingale with respect to the aggregated filtration

Fe=o({Nu(+,8), Yul,8), Ui i i=1,....n, 8§ <s€T}). (25)

e Starting from Section 3.3 in the main text and Section G in this supplementary, the
distribution P is characterized by three features, namely P = (Ey, Q,,G). For any
given k, let U = Uj. Based on observations {Oy,...,0;,}, Ej(u, s) is an estimator of
Eo(u,s) = E[Y|U = u, X > s], and Q; is the empirical distribution of any given single
predictor whose distribution is @Q,, for 7 = ¢,,...,n. Therefore ﬁnj = (Ej,(@j, én),
and ﬁ’]’ = (E;,Q;,G), where G,,(-|u) is the Kaplan-Meier estimator of the censoring
distribution G(-) conditional on ¢(U) = ¢(u). Note that E;(u) = E;(u, 00) to estimate
E[Y|U = u], and G,(-|u) reduces to a standard Kaplan Meier estimator G,(-) when
c(U) is a degenerate random variable.
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e For a function h mapping from a realization of O to RY, we use P[h] = P[h(0)] =

E

[ h(0)dP(0). The expectation E applies to a function of O and Oy, ..., O,, regarding
O as fixed, in contrast to the expectation under P that applies only to O ~ P and
not to any estimator based on O, ...,0,. In addition, £ denotes the expectation of
both O and Oq,...,0,. To simplify the notation, moreover, we sometimes omit the
subscript P from the functions evaluated under P unless otherwise stated, for instance,
Varp as Var and Covp as Cov. Moreover, we use P(A) to denote the probability of
event A concerning the behaviors of the statistics based on O, and P(A4,) to denote
the probability of event A,, concerning those of the statistics derived from Oy, ..., O,,.

Canonical gradient of the slope parameter

The influence function of the sample Pearson correlation coefficient was first reported by
Devlin et al. (1975), who attributed the result to C. L. Mallows. This influence function
corresponds to the canonical gradient of the correlation coefficient in a locally nonparametric

model. Here we use similar arguments to find the canonical gradient of the slope parameter

I' in this same model. As in Section 3 in the main text, here we focus on the case that there

is only a single predictor.
Define a path {P. = (1 —¢€)P+€d(ug), € € [0, 1]}, where 5 is the Dirac measure putting
unit mass at (u, 7). Then

where § = dz/G(z). Let D(P) denote the canonical gradient of I' at P in a locally nonpara-

metric model. The evaluation of this function at the chosen (u,g) is equal to %I‘(R)

)
e=0

and so

D@mm@:{w‘fgggf“”—Czﬁﬁ?w_pmf}

Straightforward calculations show that, for distributions Py and P for the random variable
(U,Y), it holds that

Covp (UY) + (A [U] = PU)(A[Y] = P[Y])
Varp(U)

(/mﬁW@me@=<
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Vary, (U) + (AA[U] - ﬁw]ﬂ) .

Recall that P = Po fa ! for the distribution P that generated each of the variates Oy, . .., O,.
Suppose also that P, = P o f ! for a distribution P, of the random variable O. The above
then shows that

{Covp< U.Y) Covp(U,Y)  (PJU] - PU)(AY] - P[V])
Vars(U) Varpl(

(U,
U

75}) D, > 2
- [VarP1<U>+<P1[U]—P[U1>1}
_J | Covp(U,Y) _ Covp (1 Y) o (U) — Var -
_{ Var%( ) Varp, (U)Varp(U) (Varp(U) = Varp, ()
COVPU,Y/>~ B 9 1 ~ 5 5 B
G (P~ PV + gt (P = POD(A Y P[Y])}.

Note that the remainder term in the linear expansion (5) is equal to —Remg(P,, P). The
following lemma shows that this term is asymptotically negligible.

Lemma E.1. Under (A.1) (so that Varp(U) > 0), we have Remg (P, P) = 0,(n~*/?).
The proof uses the CLT, the weak law of large numbers and the triangle inequality:
vn|Remg(Py, P)|
< [Vars, (U) A Vara(U)) { | Va(Covs, (U, ) — Covp(U, V)| [Var, (U) = Vaxp(U)

+|Cov (U, 7)| VABA[U] = PLUIY? + Varp(U) [Va(BalU] ~ PIUN@IY] - PIV])|}.

F Proof of lemmas for Theorem 3.1
Lemma F.1. If (A.1) and (A.2) hold, then Remg, (P, P) = o,(n"*/?).

Proof Similar to Lemma E.1, by the triangle inequality and the equivalence between P,, and
P, as they operate on (U, Y) marginally or jointly,

vn|Remg (P, P)| < [Varp, (U) A Var]s(U>]_2{‘COV[p>n(U, Y) — Covp, (U, f/){
+ |Cove, (U, ¥) = Covp(U, V)| }|V/n(Vare, (U) = Varp(U))|
+ [Covp (U, V)| { (P, — P)[U]}2
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+ Var(U)|/n(P, — P)[U]\{\Pn[Y] — P, [V]| + |(P, — 15)[37]}}.

Each term above is now shown to be o,(1). For the first term, note that Vars(U) > 0,
Varp, (U) % Vars(U) > 0, Covp, (U, Y) — Covg, (U,Y) = 0,(1) by (A.2) and the uniform
consistency of G, to G, the convergence of |Covp, (U,Y) — Cov (U, Y)] to zero in probability
by the weak law of large numbers, and y/n(Varp, (U) — Varp(U)) = O,(1) by the CLT. The
second term is 0,(1) because \/n(P, — P)[U] = O,(1) and (P, — P)[U] % 0. Similarly,
the last term is o0,(1), which is a consequence of \/n(P, — P)[U] = O,(1), P,[Y] & P[Y],
and P,[Y] — P,[Y] = 0,(1) that follows by (A.2) and the uniform consistency of G,, as an
estimator of G O

Lemma F.2. Suppose (A.1) and (A.2) hold, so U has a finite fourth moment and Var(U) >
0. Then

Pn[ngj(mP)} =P,[IFE"(O|P)] + 0,(n~'/?).

Proof. Following (A.2), fix an € such that 0 < € < G(7). Let G be a collection of monotone
nonincreasing cadlag functions G : 7 — [0, 1] such that G(7) > &, which is seen to be P-
Donsker (Example 19.11 in van der Vaart, 1998). The influence function ¢(G) = IFgw(-\P),
and it is continuous of G because G(7) > € > 0. We further have that ||[v(G)||p2 < oo
because X is bounded by 7; Var(U) > 0 and the finite fourth moment condition of U given
in (A.1) and G(r) > 0, implying that the class 1)(G) is also P-Donsker by the Donsker
preservation properties (Section 9.4 in Kosorok, 2008). Since ¥(G) € ¥(G), ¥(G,) € ¥(G)
and the uniform consistency of Kaplan—Meier estimator implies that

/ (6(C) — 9(G))dP 5 0,

it follows that /n(P, — P)(¥(Gn) — ¥(G)) 2 0 by Lemma 19.24 of van der Vaart (1998).
Equivalently we have that

P, [IFS"(O|P)] = P, [IFE"(OIP)] + 0p(n~"?)
because P[Y(G)] = P[IFZ,’"“”(O]P)] = 0 and P[(G,)] = P[IFZ”(O|P)] = 0, the latter
implied by the expectation with respect to P not operating on G O
Standard results concerning the Kaplan—-Meier estimator give

Lemma F.3. Given (A.3) and fort € T, the influence function of én(t) is

P TU(X €ds, 6 =0) 1(X > s)dA(s)
{ P1(X > s) P1(X > s)

IFa(Ot) = —G(1) /

—0o0

B b dM(s)
B _G(t)/oo P1(X > s)
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Lemma F.4. Given (A.1)-(A.3), the function IF%(O|P) is the projection of IFE*(O|P)
onto the nuisance tangent space T™(G), where IFEY(O|P), IFE(O|P) and T™(G) are
defined in the main text.

Proof. The projection onto T™ (&) is given by
I(H'(0)|T™(G)) = /T{P[H'(O)\X = s] = P[H'(0)|X = s]} dM(s),

for any bounded measurable function H' : 7 x {0,1} x R — R. The projection of IFZ*(O|P)
onto T™(G) is therefore

(IFE" (O|P)|T™(G)) Z/T{P[IF%’“’(O!P)!X = 5] = P[IFE"(O|P)|X > s]} dM(s)

v (26)

A e R e A I
The first term on the right-hand-side of (26) is

1
Var(U)

/TP[(U — PU)Y|X = s|dM(s) =0,

and it is easy to see that the second term is

1 -
_ 1 B M (s)
- o | @ - Py [ Erx = 9.

applying arguments used for deriving IFg(O). Combining these two terms, we can see that
the projection of IFZY(O|P) onto T™(G) is equal to IFE*(O|P) that is defined in (19) in
the main text. For further details see the proof of Theorem 2.3 of van der Laan and Robins

(2003). 0

G  Proof of lemmas for Theorem 3.2

The first two lemmas in this section are given in order to apply Theorem 2.1 of van der Vaart
and Wellner (2007), as done in the third lemma. First of all, we need the following notation.

By (A.2), we can fix an € such that 0 < € < G(7). Let G be the collection of monotone
nonincreasing cadlag functions G': 7 — [0, 1] such that G(7) > ¢, and define

goz{é:éeg; ing’gEz; —1‘ gl}.

Let Q* be the collection of monotone nondecreasing cadlag functions Q: R — [0,1]. Note
that @ could be the c.d.f. of U ~ @Q,. By (A.1) that U is non-degenerate, there exists v
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such that 0 < v < Varg, (U). Define @ = {Q: Q € Q*; |Q[U]] < 00; v < Vars(U) < oo}
Let € be the collection of functions (u, s) (u,

continuous in s, and H = {(u, s) — (Q(u),
Ho = Qg x & C H, where

) that are uniformly bounded and left-
(u,5)) : Q € Q;E € £}. Fix € > 0, and define

0 = {Q1IOU] ~ QulU)| < e, [Varg(U) — Varg, ()] < ¢) : G € Q)
and & = {F1(|E — E| <¢): E € &}.

Lemma G.1. Giwen (A.1), (A.2), (A.4) and (A.5), let Ho and Gy be defined above, and let
IE™* be as defined in the main text. Then

(G.1.1) P((E,,Q,) € Hy) — 1 and P(G, € Gy) — 1
(G.1.2) {IF*(-|E,Q,G) : (E,Q) € Ho: G € Gy} is P-Donsker.

Proof. First note that Q,[U] is bounded almost surely, and Varg, (U) is finite and larger
than v almost surely, by the strong law of large numbers and (A.1) that U is bounded and
non-degenerate. In addition, E,(u,s) is uniformly bounded over (u,s) on R x T and left-
continuous in s with probability tending to one, by (A.5) that E[|E,(u,s) — E(u, s)[2] —= 0
uniformly and E as a left-continuous funciton in s. Thus for sufficiently large n,

((En,(@n) ¢ Hoy) < P( }Qn — Q.U H > e) + P( ‘Var@n(U) — VarQu(U)} > 6)
(’ E( s)‘ > 6)
<E[|Q.U] - QU] +EHVarQ (U) — Varg, (U)[] +E[|En(u, 5) — E(u,s)|"] =0

by the strong law of large numbers, (A.5) along with the above arguments. Note also that
P(én € Go) — 1 by the uniform consistency of the Kaplan-Meier estimator. This gives
(G.1.1).

Moreover, we see that G and Q* are P-Donsker (Example 19.11 in van der Vaart, 1998),
and so are Gy and Q because Gy C G and Q C Q* (Theorem 2.10.1 in van der Vaart and
Wellner, 1996). Moreover, Hg is P-Donsker because Qg and &, are the classes of indica-
tor functions multiplied by some uniformly bounded functions and known as P-Donsker
(Corollary 9.32 (i) and (v) in Kosorok, 2008).

Now we start to show (G 1.2). Based on the properties of the above classes, below we
show the class F = {f1 — fo— f3 : f1 € F1, fa € Fa, f3 € F3} is a P-Donsker class of functions
on T x {0,1} x R, Where

7= {wa - (S5~ QUEW) : (B.Q) € Mo G € G,

(u - @[U])TCOV

Fy = {(w,é,u) — { o(UEW)): (E,Q) GHO};



Fs = {(:c,é, u) /TE(u, s)[1(z € ds, 0 = 0) — 1(z > s)dA(s)] :

A(s) = —log(G(s)); (E.Q) € Ho; G € go}.

We can see that IF*(-|E,Q,G) € F, so {IF*(:|E,Q,G) : (E,Q) € Hy;G € Gy} C F. Note
also that A is a non-decreasing cadlag function on 7, which could be a cumulative hazard
function corresponding to G if G is a survival function. To show (G.1.2), it suffices to show
Fi, Fo and F3 are P-Donsker.

By Corollary 9.32 (iv) in Kosorok (2008), the class {(z,8,u) — u — Q[U] : Q € Qo} is
P-Donsker. Together with (A.1) that U is non-degenerate, the class Fy = {(x,d,u) — [(u —
Q[U])/VarQ(U)]’" Q€ Qo re{l,2}} is uniformly bounded and P-Donsker (Corollary 9.32
(#44) in Kosorok, 2008). Note also that Q[E(U)] and Covg(U, E(U)) are constant functions
of (z,6,u), so the classes F5 = {(z,d,u) — Q[EU)] : (F,Q) € Ho} and Fs = {(z,0,u) —
Covy (U, E(U)) : (E,Q) € Ho} are uniformly bounded and P-Donsker. Moreover, because
G(t) > é>0forall G € G and | X| < 7, the aforementioned Donsker preservation properties
imply that the class Fr = {(z,0,u) — 62/G(z),G € Gy} is uniformly bounded and P-
Donsker. Therefore by Donsker preservation properties, we have the below classes are P-
Donsker:

Fi C{fin- (fre — fi3) : fuu € Fu, fra € Fr, fis € F5 )
Fo C{for- far: for € Fu, foo € Fe}.

Below we show that Fj is P-Donsker. Let Fy = {(x,6,u) — [~ E(u,s)[1(z € ds,§ = 0)—
L(z > s)dA(s)] : A(s) = —log(G(s)); G € Go; E € & C Ho}. Let {t; <ty <...<t,} bean
arbitrary partition of 7" with uniform increments A; = t,41 —t, for all j. Note that Ee&is
uniformly bounded: |E| < K for some positive constant K. Let K’ = 4K, > IA(t;+A)].
Following that E is also left-continuous in s, any function in Fy is the scalar multiple (by
K') of the uniform limit of the sequence

Bl bl fy @0~ 0) = At)1(e 2 ) + A1 2 1)

M=

M=

E(u,t; + A . _
% |:1[tjvtj+At)(x)(1 —6) = Aty + A)l(z >t + Ay) + A(ty)1(z > tj)]
j=1
m 4 ~
E(u,t; + A ~
= Z Z { (U7 ;(/—i_ t) (_1)TA(t] + At17’=3)1r23}(1 - 5)17'521(1' Z tj + AtlTE{Q,S})

1 r=1

<.
Il

Il
M=

05 (1= )1 (2> 1 + Ao

1 r=1

<
Il
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where » 7" | Zle lajr| <1 by

m 4 m 4 A

ZZ’%«KZZ Aty + t)( )" A+ Arly=g) =

j=1 r=1 j=1 r=1

< zmzz Bluty +At>[\(t + A < 4;((,1 i|]\(t]+At)\ =1
j=1 r=1 j=1

Then any function in Fg is in a class contained in the scalar-multiplied symmetric convex
hull of the VC-subgraph class {(z,d) — 01(z > s) : s € T}, which is a class of indicator
functions. Therefore Fg is P-Donsker (Theorem 2.10.3 in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996),
and then F3 C {f31 - fa2 : f31 € Fu, fz2 € Fs} is also P-Donsker, (Corollary 9.32 (iii) in
Kosorok, 2008). Hence, F is P-Donsker by Corollary 9.32 (i) of Kosorok (2008), which gives
(G.1.2). O

Lemma G.2. Given (A.1), (A.2), (A.]) and (A.5), and let Gy be defined above and IF* be
as defined in the main text, supgcg, P[(IF*(-|En, Qn, G) — IF*(-|E, Qu, ()% - 0.

Proof. To give the proof, we apply Chebyshev’s inequality, so that it suffices to show the first
moments of the relevant mean-squared quantities converge to zero. Recall that P denotes the
expectation of a generic variable, one of the conventional notations for empirical processes.
For any G € Gy,

PIF*(-|E,,Q,, G) — IF*(:|E, Qu, G))* < (i) + (ii) + (i4) + (iv) + (v), where (27)
N (U-QuU])  (U=QuUDY 6X 7.
0= (et ety > |

]

i = P[{ Gl g a0 - G @D g 5} .

i = pl [ U= QU] : (U = QuU) sun b |-
(ZZZ) = P{{WCOVQR(U, En(U)> — —COVQM(U,E(U))} :|,

0= [{(aaiy i) | B} |

(U)EPH%L(E(U,S)— (U,s)>M<U,ds)}2].

Then showing G.2 is equivalent to showing that the quantities (i)—(v) on the right-hand-side

eyl

of (27) converge to zero in probability. First along with (A.1) that U is non-degenerate, the
strong law of large numbers and the continuous mapping theorem give that
‘(U—Q [U]) (U —=@QuU])

L — 0 a.s. 28
Varg, (U) Varg, (U) ‘_> a-s (28)
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By (28), together with G(7) > ¢ > 0 for G € Gy and |X| < 7 such that [6X/G(X)| < 7/¢,
we have the quantity (i) converging to zero in probability.
The quantity (ii) of (27) is

U e o |
o osen-ao)
{2t o-areon)

The first quantity of (29) converges to zero in probability by (28) and Q,[E(U)] is bounded.
The second quantity of (29) is

(e N

w [ { U, .0y - B} ],

where by (A.1) that U is bounded and non-degenerate, the dominated convergence the-
orem implies that the first moment of the first part converges to zero, using (28) and
sup,eg | (1) — E(u)| is bounded in probability implied by (A.5). Therefore applying Cheby-
shev’s inequality, the first part converges to zero in probability, and so does the second part

by

o{r[{ ety w0 - 201} ]}

VarQu

- P[(UV;:?—(%)Q%{ B {[£,0) - B}

<p EE{ [B,(Uh) — BE(U)]*} + @E{ [En(Ur) = E(U))] [Ea(U2) — E(Us)] }}
— 0,

where the penultimate line follows (A.1) that implies that (U —Q,,[U])?/ Varéu (U) is bounded
almost surely, and the convergence to zero holds by the dominated convergence theorem,
along with (A.5) that implies that sup, |E (u, s) — E(u, s)| is bounded in probability and
E{|E,(u)— E(u)|} = o(n~'/*) for each u. Therefore the second quantity of (29) converges to

zero in probability. The last quantity of (29) converges to zero in probability, following (A.1)
so that (U — Q,[U])/Varg, (U) is bounded almost surely and using (Q,, — Q,)[E(U)] % 0.
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The quantity (iii) of (27) is

o[-

} Covg, (U, E(U)) }2} (30)

(U - Qu[U])* A :
P\ ——————|C UE,(U)) —C U EU .
v P iy [cova, (0 Buw) — Cono, 1 E0)]
The first quantity of (30) converges to zero in probability by (28) and that Covg, (U, E(U))
is bounded (implied by (A.1) and (A.5)). The second quantity of (30) goes to zero in
probability, following (A.1) that implies (U — Q,[U])/Varg,(U) is bounded almost surely
and

|Covq, (U, E,(U)) — Cove, (U, E(U))| < |Covq, (U, E,(U)) — Covg, (U, E(U))|
+ |Covg, (U, E(U)) — Covg, (U, E(U))| = 0,(1).

The above display results from the first term on the right-hand-side converging to zero in
probability by E{|E,(u) — E(u)|} = o(n~'/*) for each u in (A.5) along with (A.1), and the
second term converging to zero in probability by the law of large numbers.

The quantity (iv) of (27) is

{( ) [ v supaf] o

(U-QuU]) _ (U-QuU] / - i
P — EWU,s)M(U,d .
| (it~ ey ) [, Bt
To show that the quantity (iv) of (27) converges to zero in probability, it suffices to give the

convergence to zero in probability of this upper bound in (31). Note that M (U, ds) = 1(X €
ds, 0 = 0) — 1(X > s)dA(s|U) and

2

‘2 E,(u,s) — E(u, s)

[ (B - B0 i s

< sup
(9)

u

sup (1+ A(T\U))Z (32)

En(u, s) — E(u,s) 2

< sup
(w,5)

Y

so that

A{r[{(Saaiy e ) (B —mwayiwian |}

{r[{ (St~ aitn' ), (o - pwa)iwao} ||

< (o~ ) 1
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following the dominated convergence theorem, along with (28), (A.1) that U is bounded
and non-degenerate, and (A.5) that sup, ]E (u,s) — E(u, s)| is bounded in probability.
Therefore, we show that the first term in (31) converges to zero in probability. We continue
dealing with the second term in (31). Similarly, we first upper-bounds | [- E(U,s)M(U, ds)|?
by sup(,. . | E(u, s)[*sup, (1 + A(r|u))?, which further gives that

(i i) f A d5>}2}}
- [{(el - S [ s} |)
<ol (ot -t ?SS‘E w0

following the analogous arguments to those for the first term in (31), along with (A.5) that

~—

E is uniformly bounded. Therefore, we show that the quantity (iv) of (27) converges to zero
in probability.
Now we deal with the last quantity (v) of (27). Applying (32) and the above arguments,

E{P{{—(%;rszgj)])L(EH(U,s)—E(U,s))M(U,ds)}Q}}
:E{PH%L(E”((LS)—E<U,s>)M(U,ds)}2”
sr[ (St ) el e - puear} o

where the convergence follows the dominated convergence theorem, (A.1) that U is bounded
and non-degenerate, and (A.5) that sup, ]E (u, s) — E(u, s)| is bounded in probability and
E{|E,(u,s) — E(u, s)|} = o(n="/4) for each (u, s). Hence, we conclude the proof. O

Lemma G.3. Suppose that (A.1), (A.2), (A.4) and (A.5) hold. Let Hy be as defined above
and IF" be as defined in the main text, sup g &)ey, P[(IF*(-|E,Q,G,) —IF*(|E, Q,G))?] -
0.

Proof. For any (E,Q) € H,,

=7 {P {(UVa?[Eg))&X (én()qu) - G(1X)> ﬂ
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where M (U, -) is the martingale residual with A, (-|U) corresponding to G, (-|U). Applying
Taylor expansion on (1/G,, —1/G), the first term on the right-hand-side of (33) is dominated

by
P {2 (e (i -c)) |
< o (Gt —c0) P [{ Gl ) | - )

because (U — Q[U])éX/VarQ(U) = O,(1) that is implied by (A.1) and |X| < 7; G(7) > 0 as
stated in (A.2) and the uniform convergence of G,,.

Then we show that the second term on the right-hand-side of (33) converges to zero in

probability. As we have seen that (U — Q[U])/VarQ(U) = 0,(1) by (A.1), it suffices to show
that

PH /T BE(U, ) (M(U, ds) — M(U, d@)ﬂ 0. (34)

The decomposition M(u,ds) = M(u,ds) + 1(X > s)(dA(s) — dA,(s|u)) further reduces
proving (34) to showing that

PH /TE(U,s)l(X > 5) (dA(s) — A, (s]0) }2} 2,0, (35)

Following N, (u,s) and Y, (u,s) as defined in Section D, we easily see that M (u,ds) =
Ny (u,ds) — Y, (u,s)dA(s) is a local martingale with respect to the aggregated filtration that
is defined in (25) from Section D. Note also that

Antlu) — A(t) = / 1(YY(( )) O ¥ (u, ds) + / [1(Y,(u,s) > 0) — 1dA(s)  (36)

:/t 1(Y}£n(u’)8)>o (u, ds) — / s) = 0) dA(s).

—0o0

Inserting the decomposition in (36) back to (35), along with (a+b)? < 2 (a®+?), gives that
showing (35) is equivalent to showing

n 1(Yn(U7 S) > 0) Y ? D

P E 1(X > M :

{ [ B = 0 5 =D | 20, (37)
2
PH/ E(U,s)1(X > s)1(Y,(U,s) = O)dA(s)} ] 25 0. (38)
T

Recall that E denotes the expectation over Oy, ...,0,, regarding O as fixed, in contrast
to the expectation P that applies to O. Note also that E[(M (u, ds))?|F,] = Y, (u, s)dA(s).
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Then for each u, E(u, s) is left-continuous in s and adapted to the filtration F,, so we have

the display in (37) by

Sl o2 O )
E

Y. (U, s)

U
LLEQLQMXzsfuaﬁilimﬂﬂﬁdgy1}

o[ B oncr = 0 50 O 0] )|

_ [/TEQ(U,S)l(X > S)E{l(yén[{’[}i)sj 0>}d/\(s)} 0,

where the convergence to zero in the last line follows that E € & is uniformly bounded, that
inf (y ) e rx7 Yn(u, s) = 00, and the dominated convergence theorem. Similarly, the display in

(38) is an immediate consequence of the uniform boundedness of E, 1(Y,(u, s) = 0) = 0,(1)
for each (u, s) and the dominated convergence theorem. Hence, we conclude this proof. [

Lemma G.4. Given (A.1), (A.2), (A.4) and (A.5) and IF* defined in the main text, we
have that

(G.4.1) [P, — P|IF*(-|En, Qn, G) — IF*(-|E, Qu, Q)] = 0,(n/?);
(G.4.2) [P, — PIF*(-|Ep, Qn, G) — IF*(-|E,, Qp, G)] = 0,(n~1?).

Proof. As the core of this proof relies on applying Theorem 2.1 of van der Vaart and Wellner
(2007), we first relate our notation to theirs. We take the functional IF*(-|E, Q, G) to be
fo.y in their notation, where (8,7) could be either (G, (E,Q)) or ((E,Q),G). Further, if
we take § = G and n = (E, Q), which corresponds to the situation in (G.4.1), we have in
their notation 7, = (E’n,@n), no = (B,Q.), Hy = Ho, and © = Gy. Alternatively, if we
take # = (E,Q) and n = G, as in (G.4.2), then 7, = G, mo = G, Hy = Gy, and © = H,.
Note that the condition P(n, € Hy) — 1 and the P-Donsker condition of their theorem are
satisfied by our Lemma G.1. The main step is to check their condition (3), namely that
supgeo P(fo. — fon)? —p 0, in the instances arising here.

We first show (G.4.1). For any € > 0,
P( | VAP = PIIF (180, Qo G) = 1F (1. Qu @) > €) < P((En.Qu) ¢ Ho)
+P(G¢G)+P((B,Qu) ¢ Ho)

+ P( sup ‘\/E[Pn — P|[IF*(-|E,,Q,, G) — IF*(-|E, Qu,é)]‘ > e) — 0,
GeGo

where the first probability on the right-hand-side goes to zero by (G.1.1) of Lemma G.1, the
second and third probability are trivially zero by the definitions of Gy and Hg, and the last
probability converges to zero by checking their condition (3) using Lemma G.2.
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Similarly, (G.4.2) holds by

P( VAP, = PIIF (1 B0, Qu, G) = TF" (| B, @, O] > )
< P((B Q) ¢ Ho) +P(Gn ¢ Go) +P(G ¢ Go)

+ P( sup ‘\/E[IP’” — P|[IF*(-|E,Q, G,) — IF*(-\E,Q,G)]‘ > e) — 0,
(E,Q)eHo

where the first two probabilities on the right-hand-side converge to zero by (G.1.1) of Lemma
G.1, the third probability is obviously zero by the definition of Gy, and the last probability
converges to zero by checking the condition (3) in this instance using Lemma G.3 [

Before we proceed with the next lemma, we list some properties that will be repeatedly

used later:
(U—-Qu,U]) (U=QuU]) (Qu— QU] 1 1
Varg, (U)  Varg,(U)  Varg,(U) + (U= QulU]) Varg, (U) VarQu(U)]
(39)
= Op(l)i

(U-Q,U])  (U-Qu.UJ)

e A (40)
ﬁ(@u - @n)[U] 1 1

= + (U = QuUl)vn|

Varg, (U) = Opl1),

Varg, (U)  Varg, (U)

which follow empirical process theories along with (A.1) that U is bounded and non-degenerate.
In addition, we observe that Y, (u,7) ~ Binomial(n,p,) with p, = P(X > 7,¢(U) = c(u))
that is positive by (A.4). Along with the monotonicity of Y, (u,s) in s € T, Hoeffd-
ing’s inequality gives that as n — oo, P(inf,er Y, (u,s) < /n) = P(Y,(u,7) < /n) <
exp(—2(y/np. — 1)?) — 0. Therefore, we have that as n — oo,

P(in;Yn(u,s) > y/n) — 1 for each u; (41)
s€

VP (Y, (u,s) = 0) < v/nP(Y,(u,7) =0) = v/n(1 —p,)" — 0, for each (u,s). (42)
Lemma G.5. Given (A.1), (A.2), (A.4), (A.5) and IF* as defined in the main text,

= op(n_l/ 2.
Proof. Observe that

_PlU = QuUN(Y = Qu[E(U)])]  Covg, (U, En(U))
Varg, (U) Varg, (U)
- P[IFCAR('|Ena Qn, Gn)]a

P[IF*(-|En, Q,, Gy)]
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P[(U = Qu[UN(Y = Qu[E,(U)))]  Covg, (U, En(U))
Varg, (U) Varg, (U)

— PIFOYR(|E,, Qu, G)];

P(U = QuUN(Y = QuEU)])]  Covg, (U, E(V))
Varg, (U) Varg, (U)

— PIFYYR(-|E, Qu, Gy)];

PIU = QuUN(Y — QuIEW)))] _ Cova, (U, E(U))
Varg, (U) Varg, (U)

— P[IFYR(|E,Qu, G)),

PIF*(-|Ep, Qn, G)] =

P[IF*(-|E, Qu, G)] =

PIF*(-|E, Qu, G)] =

which implies that

[I ‘Ena Qm n) IF*(‘Ev Qua én) + IF*<|E> QU7 G) - IF*(|EM Qn’ G)] (43)

[( TR (0 QD))
—P

Varg, (U) Varg, (U)
W=QuUD) [ & s — BU N INHU ds) — .
[ Gl /T (BuU, s) — E(U, ) [N (U, ds) — M(U, d >]]

— PH%;S’&[JU)D — %;sz[UU)D} /rEn(U, s)[M(U,ds) — M(U, ds)]}

By the decomposition on the left-hand-side of (39), along with ¥ = §X/G,(X) and
Y = 6X/G(X), we have the first quantity on the right-hand-side of (43) as

P S ) Gy~ Sarao) }{G(Si{) ~ a0 ))

which is 0,(n~"/2) by (40) and the uniform consistency of G,,.

Then we deal with the last two terms on the right-hand-side of (43). By the decomposition
M(U,ds) — M(U,ds) = 1(X > s)(dA(s) — dA,(s|U)), the two terms turn into

ol =QuUD [ (o B o o Il it
P[C2E [ (B0 - Bw X 2 9ane) - b))

i (U_QN[U]) i (U_QU[U]) n s s s) — A s

Now we tackle the first term of (44), and apply similar techniques to the second term.

According to the decomposition in (36), the first term of (44) is further expressed as

(U = Qu[U]) . = 1(Yo(U,s) > 0) -
P {W /F (BV.5) = EU. )X 2 =4 2w, ds)] (45)
_p [% /T (Bo(U,s) — B(U, $))1(X > s)L(Ya(U, s) = 0) dA(s)] . 6)
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The quantity (45) is 0,(n"1/2) as shown in what follows. First by Jensen’s inequality, the
second moment of the quantity (45) (multiplied by y/n) is bounded by

E{PK%/WE (U,s) - E(U, ))1(Y"(U’S>;O)M(U,ds))j} (47)

Varg, (U Y, (U, s
:p_—wv;gu([m” [ s {(Eaw0) - B ) = Ve w417}
U = Qu[U))? LB (U e B a2 alis) > 0) .
_P_ Varg, (U) /T E{(E"w’ )~ E(U)) Y,(U, s) }‘W )]
(U = Qu[U])° - - 2 1
SP_W/TnE{(En(U,s)—E(U, 5)) %}d/\(s)} 0.

The second line of (47) holds by the fact that M (u,ds) is a local martingale with respect
to the aggregated filtration F, (defined in (25) from Section D), and that E, and Y, are
predictable with respect to F, (see in the main text for the details of En) Moreover, the
inequality in (47) holds by infse7 Y, (u, s) > \/n with probability tending to one for each u as
given in (41), while the final convergence to zero follows (A.5) that E{|E, (u, s) — E(u, s)|} =
o(n='/4) for each (u, s), along with using the dominated convergence theorem. Therefore by
Chebyshev’s inequality, (47) implies that the quantity (45) is 0,(n"/2).
The quantity (46) is 0,(n"/?) because

\/ﬁE'_ p{%;Q—% / (Bu(U, 5) - E(U,s>)1<X23)1<Yn(U,s>=0>dA<s>H

g\/ﬁE{ {IU QulU I/‘E E(U7s)}1(X25)1(Yn(U,S):O)dA(S)}}

VarQu

_ /P {IU Qu[U |/ (X >s \E (U, s) (U,s)|1(Yn(U,s):O)}dA(s)}

VarQ

U —Qu[U |/\/ }E (U, s) ]}E{l (U, 5) = 0) }dA(s)

VarQ

<v/nP — 0,

where the last inequality holds by the fact that A is nondecreasing and 1(X > s) < 1, and
the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. The final convergence to zero follows because (A.5) that
E{|E,(u,s) — E(u,s)|} = o(n""/*) for each (u, s), and by (42) that

VIE{1(Y,(U, s) = 0)} = vnP (Yo (U, s) = 0) < VnP(Y,(U,7) = 0) = 0,

together with (A.1) that U is bounded and non-degenerate and using the dominated conver-

gence theorem. By Chebyshev’s inequality, along with the above displays, the quantity (46)
is 0,(n"1/2).

Similarly, the second term of (44) is expressed as

U-QU) _ U=QUD] [ 5 11 iy o o MOalli8)>0)
PH Varg, () Varg,(0) ME“(U’ NX 2= MUds)| - (48)
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W= QUD U =QuUDT [ 4 1 a1ix > a1y (U5 — 0 dA(s
PH oo (U} NG ]/TEH(U, (X > $)1(Y,(U, s) = 0) dA( )}. (49)

The quantity (48) is 0,(n~'/2), applying similar arguments to those used for (45). It therefore
suffices to show that the second moment of the quantity (48) (multiplied by /n) converges
to zero in probability. As in (47), we see the second moment of the quantity (48) (multiplied
by y/n) is bounded by

efor|([(Scity’ - Sty | B G o) |

el - Sl ] S e G e ] o

where the convergence to zero follows (40), that En(u, s) is bounded in probability for each
(u,s) (see in the main text for the details of E,), and inf(, ) erx7 Yn(u, s) — oo. Thus, we
have that the quantity (48) is 0,(n"'/2), by Chebyshev’s inequality. Analogously, we see the
quantity (49) is 0,(n~%/2) as follows. The expectation of the absolute value of this quantity
(multiplied by /n) is bounded by

sl -4

/\E (U, 5)|1(Yn(U, s) = 0) dA(s )]}—m,

using (40), that E,(u, s) is bounded in probability and as implied by (42) that 1(Y;(u, s) =
0) = 0,(n~'/?), and the dominated convergence theorem. Along with Chebyshev’s inequality,
this gives the quantity (49) is o,(n~/2?). Hence, we complete the proof. O

Lemma G.6. Let p,’l = (En, Qn, G), IF* and IF" be as respectively defined in the main text.
Given (A.1), (A.2), (A.4) and (A.5),

S(Pn, P)) — W(P) = [P, — PI{IF*(-|E,Q,,G) + IFI(-|E, P)} + 0,(n"/?).
Proof.
S(P,, P)) — W(P) = W(P!) + P, IF*({|P.) — U(P)
— [P, — P|IF"(| ) + [W(P}) — W(P) + PTF*(| ;)]
= [P, — PIIF*(-|B) + [P, — PIIFI(|E, P) + 0,(n""/?)
=[P — P{IF*(|E, Qu. G) + IFT(‘|E,

+ Op(n_l/Q)
= [P, — PI{IF*(:|E, Qu,G) + IF(-|E, P)} + 0,(n""/?),

)} + [P — PIIF(| ) — IF"(|E,Qu, G)]

where the last equality follows by (G.4.1) of Lemma G.4. The third equality is shown below.
Recalling the definition in (10) of the main text,

Covg, (U, E,(U))  Covq, (U, E[Y|U])

V(Fy) — W(P)+ PIF*(-|F)) = Varg, (U) Varg, (U)
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. .
N WP(U — Q.U (6X/G(X) — Qu[E(U))

1

_ 2 : (U -Qu[U) [ -
- Varén(U)Paj — Qu[U])"Covq, (U, E4(U)) = P {— [rEn(U, s)dM(s)} .

Varg, (U)
Inserting Y = 6X/G(X), Qu[U] = n ' 321, U; and Q,[E,(U)] = n~' 327, E,(U;) back into
the third term of the above display implies that

P(U = Qu[U))(6X/G(X) = Qu[En(U)])
RGN RN CRORE D w1t} 5 IS o1 (I i e

Recall also that P denotes the expectation that applies only to O ~ P and not to any
estimator composed by {O1,...,0,} and let Y =Y; and U = U; without loss of generality,
so we therefore see that

Pl(@n= 5 20)7] = Quuneth) - Lruidi - 1S o
i=1 i#l

= QuUIPY] ~ - PIUY],

and
%Z p[(U _ 711 3 UZ> En(Ui)} = ~PlU1B,(U1)] + = > QuUA|P[E(U;)]
i=1 i—1 i#1
S SY PR - Y Y QUIPIEU)] =0
i=1 {i:1=1,...,n;1#5} j=1

Hence combining the results in the above three displays, we have that

) )
Ve PV~ @alt) (6X/G(X) — Qu[En(U)))

1 -1 1 Loy
_ W{P (0~ QDT + Lauley] - Lrov)
_ Covg, (U, E[Y|U]) o (n~1/2

Varg, (U) ol )

following (A.1) and (A.2) so that Q,[U], P[Y] and P[UY] are bounded, and Varg, (U) is
bounded away from zero almost surely.
Let

Covg, (U, E,(U))
Varg, (U)

_ Covg, (U, E[Y|U]).
Varg,(U)

Covg, (U, E[Y|U])
Varg, (U) ’

(i) = s (1) = (171) =
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1

(i) =~z gy PV ~ QU] Cove, (U, E.(U));
(v)=—P [% /T E,(U, s)dM(s)} :
s0 we have
U(P.) — W(P) + PIF*(-|P}) = (i) + (i1) + (ii1) + (iv) + (v). (50)

The quantity (iv) could be simplified as

(iv) = ‘WP(U — QuU] + Qu[U] = Qu[U])*Cov, (U, E,(U))
_ _COV%% (E;])(U D Warg, (0) + PQuIU] ~ QU] — 2arg, (1)
_ _COV% (Z g;)(m)vamuw) +o0,(n1?),

following the fact that \/n(Q.[U] — Q,[U])* = 0,(1), Covg, (U, E’n(U))/Var?@n(U) = 0,(1)
and Varg, (U) is bounded, by assumptions (A.1) and the details of F, in the main text.
Moreover,

(U -Q.[U)) / :
=—-P|———— | E,(U,s)P[dM(s)|U]| =0,
0 =-r |2 [ spameo
following dM(s) = 1(X € ds,d = 0) — 1(X > s)dA(s) and dA(s) = P(C € ds)/P(C > s),
so that P[dM (s)|U] = P[I(T > s)|U]P[1(C € ds) — 1(C' > s)dA(s)] = 0, together with the
independent censoring assumption.
Inserting the above results into (50), we have that

U(P') — U(P)+ PIF*(:|P) (51)
_ Covg, (U, E,(U))  Covg, (U, E[Y|U]) | Cove, (U, E[Y|U])
Varg, (U )A Varg, (U) Varg, (U)
_ Covg, (U, E.(U))
Var?@n(U)

Varg, (U) + op(n_l/Q)

1
Varg, (U)

1 1
+ [VarQn(U) - VarQu(Uﬂ {Var?@ (U) a Var2Q (U)}

x | Cova, (U, En(U)) = Cova, (U, BV |U])]
1
VarQQu(U)

1 1

= [Varg, (U) — Varg, (U)] Varg, (U)  Varg, (U)

Covo, (U, E[Y|U)) [

+ [Varg, (U) — Varg, (U)] |Cove, (U, Ba(U)) — Cove, (U, B[V U])|

47



+ 0,(n"?).

Because Varg, (U) is bounded away from zero almost surely by (A.1) that U is non-degenerate,
along with Covg, (U, E[Y|U]) is bounded by (A.1) and the fact that E[Y|U = u, X > s] is
uniformly bounded over (u, s), the first quantity on the right-hand-side of (51) is 0,(n~1/2),
following y/n[Varg, (U) — Varg, (U)] = O,(1) and 1/Varg, (U) — 1/Varg, (U) = 0,(1).

Note also that using the general properties of E, in (A.5) and the law of large numbers
gives

Covg, (U, E, (U)) — COVQ_ (U, E[Y|U]) = Covg, (U, E(U) — E[Y|U))

+ Cova, (U, £,(U) = E(U)) + [Cove, (U, E(U)) - Cova, (U,EW))] (52
— Covg, (U, E(U) — E[Y|U)) + 0,(1).

By the facts that \/n[Varg, (U) — Varg, (U)] = O,(1) and 1/Varg, (U)—1/Varg, (U) = o0,(1),
the second quantity on the right-hand-side of (51) is also 0,(n~%/2). In addition, we observe
that Varg, (U) is regular asymptotically linear estimator of Varg, (U) with influence function
0o — (u— Q,[U])?. Combining this fact with \/n[Varg, (U) — Varg, (U)] = O,(1) and the
display in (52), the third quantity on the right-hand-side of (51) turns into

_
VaQ (U)

E[Y|U]){[]Pn . P](U . Qu[U])2} + Op(n—1/2>

[Varg, (U) — Varg, (U)] Covq, (U, E(U) — E[Y|U]) + 0,(n~"/?)

_ Covo, (U, E(U) —
Varg, (U)
=P, IF(-|E, P) 4 0,(n"'/?).

Referring to (51) and noting that PIF(:|E, P) = 0, we have completed the proof that

H Proof of lemmas for Theorem 4.1

For any mg,m; > 0, let BV(T,mg, my) be the collection of functions f: T — [—mg, mg|
with total variation bounded by m;. The lemma below gives preservation properties of these
classes.

Lemma H.1. Fiz mg,mg,mi,m; > 0 and € € (0,1). For any f € BV(T,mg,my) and
g € BV(T,mo,m1), f+g and f — g are contained in BV(T , mg+ mg, my +my); fg belongs
to BY(T, momo, momy + momy); moreover, if g is such that infier|g(t)| > €, then f/g is
contained in BV(T,mg/e, (momy + momy)/e%).

Proof. Let | f]|, denote the total variation of s — f(s),s € T, and let |f|le denote
sup,et | f(£)]. As the notation indicates, both || - ||, and || - ||« are norms, and therefore
satisfy the triangle inequality.
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As f € BV(T,mg,m1) and g € BV(T,mg,m1), we have [|flloc < mo, ||f]l, < mu,
Iglloc < o and [|g[l,, < .

To see that f + g € BY(T, mg + mo, my + my), note that [|f + glloc < [[flleo + [|9lloe <
mo +mo and || f + gll, < ||fll, + llgll, < mi 4+ my. The same argument shows that f — g €
BYV(T,mg + mg, my + my).

To see that fg € BV(T, momg, momy + momy ), note that || fg|lecc < ||f]loollglloc < momo,
and, for an arbitrary partition {t; < ts < ... < tp, <tpmi1} of T,

(£9)(ti1) = (o)t Z{m sllf 1) = £+ £ lg () — 9(t)1}
7j=1 j=1
Z tj1) Z ti1) — g(t;)| < moll fIl +mollgll.
=1 =1

< Mmomy + mom;.

For the ratio of two functions, ||f/gllcc < mo/e, and, for an arbitrary partition {t; < t3 <
<t <tmyr}of T,

DAt /9t = £(83) /gt =Z

< éZ 9t (t120) = 9(t520) 1 1)

3

3 i

| A

—Z{Ig S (E0) = F(E)+ ) lg(Es) = 9(t5)]}

< (mollfllu +mollglls) /e* < (moma + moma) /e*.

]

Note that the present theorem refers to £, given in Remark 3.6 with n replaced by j for
1 =4qn,...,n—1,and U = Uy, for a given k. That is, with £ included and the sample size of
7 considered, we are now dealing with

~ COV[Pj(Uk (X ) Yl(X > S))

Ei(u,s, k) =P;[Y1(X > s)] + Vate, (U 1(X > 5)) (u—P;[UxL(X > s)]). (53)

By the weak law of large numbers and the continuous mapping theorem, together with the
uniform consistency of G, on T, E,, is a pointwise consistent estimator of

Cov(Upl(X > ), Y1(X > s))
Var(Up1(X > s))

Eo(u,s,k) = P[Y1(X > s)] + (u — P[Ux1(X > 5)]).

Note that we suppress the argument s if s = —oo. The following lemma shows that all of
E;, j = {qn,...,n}, and E, are asymptotically contained in a class of uniformly bounded
functions with uniformly bounded total variation.
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Lemma H.2. Under the assumptions (A.1), (A.2) and (A.6), there exist positive constants
My and M, such that for each k, the function Eo(-, -, k) is contained in the class

{(u,s) = a(s)+b(s)u: a,be BV(T, Mo, Ml)},

and moreover, E;(-,-, k) as defined in (53) is contained in this class with probability tending
to one, for j = qn,...,n.

Proof. Let the upper bound of all the |Ug| be M, € (0,00), which is ensured by the as-
sumption (A.1). And let a constant M, > 7/G(r) > 0, following G(7) > 0 in (A.2)
such that M, € (0,00). For some ¢ € (0,1), take My = M, + 22:1 26" 'M3M, and
M, = M, + 221:1 6c"2M2M,. Note that M, and M, do not depend on (j,k,n), so M,
and M, are independent of (j, k,n).

To have Fy(-,-, k) in the above-defined class, it suffices to have both

PIVI(X > s)] CO"(U’“Vf((UIi 8{ ?g 2 5))

PlUL(X > s)]

and Cov(Ux1(X > ), Y1(X > s))/Var(U,1(X > s)) belonging to BV(T, My, M;). We start
by showing that each of the following functions belongs to an appropriate class of uniformly
bounded functions with uniformly bounded total variation: P[Y1(X > s)], P[Ux1(X > s)],
P[(Uy, — P[U1(X > s)])Y1(X > s)] and 1/P[U,1(X > s) — P[Uy1(X > s)]]?. Specifically,
for each of these functions, we will exhibit an mg, m; such that the function belongs to
BV(T,mg, my).

We sce that s — P[Y1(X > s)] is uniformly bounded by P|Y| = P|0X/G(X)| <
7/G(T) < M, and has total variation bounded by M,; therefore s +— P[Y1(X > s)] €
BYV(T, My, My). Similarly, s — P[Ux1(X > s)] is uniformly bounded by M, and has total
variation bounded by M,; thus, this function is in BYV(T, M,, Mu) Moreover, Lemma H.1
gives that s — P[(Up — P[U:1(X > s))Y1(X > s)] € BV(T,2M,M,,3M,M,). Also,
s = 1/P[U1(X > s) — P[U1(X > s)]]? belonging to BV(T, 1/e,3M?/<?), using Lemma
H.1, that s — P[U1(X > s) — P[Ux1(X > 5)]]? in BV(T,2M?,3M?) and that P[U,1(X >
s) — PlUL1(X > s)]]? = Var(Up1(X > s)) > e > 0 by (A.6). Provided the sufficiently large
My and M, the above results and Lemma H.1 implies that

~ ~ Cov(Upl(X > s),Y1(X > s))

> >
PY1(X > s)] A PlU(X > s)]
- 2M2M, -~  6M*M, 5M2M o
€ BY T,My++y,My+ 5“2 L + ;f y)cBV(T,MO, );

Cov(Up1(X > 5),Y1(X > 5)) c gy (7 2Mudy 6M3M,  3M,M,
Var(U,1(X > s)) e g2 £

C BV(T, My, My).
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Fix j € {¢n,...,n}. For Ej(-, -, k) to belong to the function class given in the lemma, we
would need
Covp, (Upl(X > 5), Y1(X > s))
Varp, (Up1(X > s))

PiY1(X > s)] — Pi[Usl(X = s)]
and Covg, (Up (X > 5),Y1I(X > s))/Varp, (U1 (X > s)) belonging to BV(T, My, My). Tt
thus suffices to show that, with probability tending to one, the following functions

Pi[YUX = s)], Pi[(Ux — Pj[UpL(X = s))YLX = s)], Pj[UpL(X = s)],

and 1/P;[Up1(X > s) — P;[Ux1(X > s)]]* all belong to BV(T, mg, my), for suitable mq and
my that does not depend on j. This will be done by appealing to Lemma H.1.

Below we show that |P;[Y1(X > s)]| < M, for any s € T and s +— P;[Y1(X > s)] has
total variation bounded by My with probability tending to one.

1 1 §X
PIY1(X > s) <Pi|Y1X >s) <PV <sup|l—— — ——|P.|6X| + P —’
‘J[ ( )H J‘ ( )‘ J‘ ‘ te}f) Gn(t) G(t) J‘ ‘ J (X)
§sup ‘{ P)|6X| + PloX|} + (P; — P)|Y|+ P|Y| < M,
teT

with probability tending to one, using the weak law of large numbers. We also use [0 X| < T,
the uniform consistency of G,,, G(7) > 0 by (A.2) and P|Y| < 7/G(7). Also, for an arbitrary
partition of T, say {t; <ty < ... <ty <tmi1},

Z V1t <X<tj+1)‘<IP’ Z’Ylt <X <tin)| =Py
1 1 P.[5X 0X ‘
o
G() G(t) ’ G(X)
§Sup '{ P)|0X|+ P|6X|} + (P; — P)|Y| + P|Y| < M,
teT

with probability tending to one, using the same arguments as the above. Taking a supremum
over all partitions of 7 shows that the total variation of s — P;[Y1(X > s)] is bounded by
M, with probability tending to one. Thus P,[Y1(X > s)] belongs to BV(T, M, M,)) with
probability tending to one.

Lemma H.1 implies that, with probability tending to one, s — P;[U,1(X > s)] €
BV(T, My, My); s = Bj[UL(X > 5) = P[U1(X > 9)]2 € BY(T, 2M2 ,3M?2), and s —
P,[(Uy — P;[Us1(X > s))Y1(X > )] € BV(T, 2M,M,, 3M,M,).

Recall that (A.6) assumes Var(Uil(X > s)) to be uniformly (over k,s) bounded away
from zero, that is, miny s Var(Uy1(X > s)) > ¢ for some € € (0,1). Then we see that with
high probability, P;[U;1(X > s) — P;[U,1(X > s)]]> = Varp, (Up1(X > s)) is larger than or
equal to £ and then bounded away from zero on 7. By Lemma H.1, we have, with probability
tending to one, 1/P;[Ux1(X > s) — P;[Ux1(X > 5)]]2 € BV(T,1/e, 3M?2/€?).
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Together with all the above results, Lemma H.1 gives that with probability tending to
one,

B Covp, (Upl(X > 5), YI(X > 5))

P[Y1(X > P;[Up1(X >
j[ ( = S)] Var[P)j (Ukl(X Z 5)) ][Uk ( = S)]
- 2M2M, -~ 6M*M, 5M?>M, VRY
€ BV(T, My + ——5, My + —5— + =) C BY(T, Mo, My);

Cove, (UpL(X > 5), Y1(X > s)) 2M, M, 6M3M, N 3MuMy)
Varp, (Up1(X > s)) o7 g2 5
C BV(T7 M07 Ml)‘

[]

Let € > 0; define G to be the collection of monotone nonincreasing cadlag functions
G: T — [0,1] such that G(r) > ¢ and let My, M; be the constants shown to exist in
Lemma H.2. To simplify the notation, we let BV(T) = BV(T, My, M;). Below we use the
notation u = (uy,...,u,). For k € N, (q,v,w) € {0,1,2}?, and r € {0, 1,2, 3,4}, define the
function classes

Filk,q.7r) = {(x,é,U) = u};(%yl(l‘ >s): Geg, se T}5

Elk,w) = {(u, s) > [a(s) + b(s)uk}w ca,be BV(T)};

Fo(k,v) = {(x,d, u) — [[r [a(s) + b(s)ug|1(z > s){1(x € ds,d = 0) — /N\(s)}r . (54)

A(s) = —log(G(s)); G€G;a, be BV(T)};

F(k,q,r,v,w) = [fl(k:,q,r)é(k,w)] U [ﬁl(k,q,r)fg(k,v)],

where for two function classes H; and Ha, we let HiHs = {h1(-)h2(:) : by € Hi, hy € Ha}.
Also, for k € N, let f(k) = ngo Uty WA, U2, f(/f,q,r,v,w). Let £, = {1,...,pa}
Henceforth we consider a large class F,, = Ugex, F (k). In view of Lemma H.2, we have
Eo(-,-, k) € E(k,1) and with probability tending to one, Ej(', k) e &k, 1), ) =qn,... 0

Lemma H.3. Suppose that (A.1) holds and let M, be a finite constant such that for all
k€N, |Uy| < M, with P-probability one. For any k € N and f € E(k,1), we have that
|f| < MO(l + Mu)

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of the definition of £(k, 1) and BV(T), along with
the assumption (A.1). O

Lemma H.4. Given k € K,,, w € {1,2} and the definition of E(k,w) above, we have & (k,w)
is a Vapnik-Cervonenkis (VC)-hull class for sets.
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Proof. Fix w = 1. We start with showing that BYV(T) is a VC-hull class for sets as follows.
For any f € BV(T) with |f| < My, the Jordan decomposition indicates that f = f* — f~,
where (f*, f7) are the positive and negative parts of f, and both of them are positive, cadlag
and monotonic increasing on 7. Therefore, we can see f as the scalar multiple (by M) of
the limit of the sequence

o= 10> ) =1 (r > )]

Then f(-)/My is in a class contained in the pointwise sequential closure of the symmetric
convex hull of a class of indicator functions {1(f* > m/),m’ € RT}U{1(f~ > m/),m € RT},
which is a VC-subgraph class because

{1(f7() >m),m' e RTFU{L(f~(-) > m'),m" e R}
CH{L(fr() >m),m e R}U{1(f(-) >m/),m' € R}

and the union of the two classes on the right-hand-side forms a VC-subgraph class. Hence,
BV(T) is (a My-fold rescaling of) a VC-hull class for sets.

For any given k, Lemma H.3 indicates that any function f € £(k, 1) is uniformly bounded:
|f| < My(1 4 M,). Following similar arguments to the above implies that f/(My(1 + M,))
is in a class contained in the pointwise sequential closure of the symmetric convex hull of

{L(/*() > m'),m" € RYU{L(f() > m'),m’ € R},

and therefore £(k,1) is (a My(1 + M,)-fold rescaling of) a VC-hull class for sets. When
w =2, £(k,2) is the square of £(k, 1), so it is also a VC-hull class for sets (Lemmas 2.6.20
in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996). O]

As Lemma H.2 indicates that for all j, E,(-,-,k) € £(k,1) with probability tending to
one and Ey(-,-, k) € £(k, 1), we could include IF{*#(-|P) in Fy(k,1). The following lemma
shows that Fi(k,q,r), and Fy(k,v) are VC-hull classes for sets, for any (k,q,r,v).

Lemma H.5. For allk € K, r € {0,1,2,3,4} and (q,v,w) € {0,1,2}3, all of the following
are VC-hull classes for sets:

ﬁl(kaqﬂn)v ﬁ2(k7v)7 ﬁl(k7Q7T)g~(k7w>7 fl(k7Q7T>f2(k7U) cmd]}(k:,q,r,v,w).
Moreover, F(k) is a VC-hull class for sets.

Proof. As observed, G is a VC-hull class for sets because any G € G is the pointwise limit
of the sequence G, = m™" > 1(G > m™'j), and a bounded VC-major class as well. By
Lemma 2.6.19 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), {z — (1/G(z))? : G € G} is bounded
VC-major. This equivalently implies that Fi1(k,q) = {(z,d,u) — (1/G(z))? : G € G} is
bounded VC-major. Note that Fia(k,q,r) = {(z,0,u) — u}(dx)?} is bounded VC-major.
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Moreover, Lemma 2.6.13 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) implies that Fi,(k,q) and
Fia(k,q,7) are VC-hull classes for sets. Let Fis(k) = {(x,6,u) — 1(z > s) : s € T}, which
is also a VC-hull class for sets. Therefore, we have Fi(k,q,r) = Fi1(k, q)Fiz(k, q,r)Fis(k)
as a VC-hull class for sets (Lemma 2.6.20 in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996).

Below we show that F(k,v) is a VC-hull class for sets. Let {t; < ty < ... < t;,} be
an arbitrary partition of 7 with uniform increments A; = tiy =t for all j. By Lemma
H.3, any function f € (k, 1) is uniformly bounded: |f| < My(1 + M,). Let M = 4M,(1 +
M,) > e |A(t; + A,)|. The integral in Fy(k, 1) is the scalar multiple (by M) of the limit of
the sequence

3 f(t5) [1[t 4o (@) (1= 6) = Atjp1)1(z > ty0) + Alt)1(z > tj)]

_ Z’”“: /() [1[% faan (@) (1= 0) = Aty + A)l(z > t; + Ap) + A(ty)1(z > w)}

{ J (—1)7"/~X(tj + At1r3)1Q3}(1 — (5)1’”321<IE >t + Atlre{2,3})

§;|ag‘r|§g; (t)( VAL + Agl,_g) = Sé; f](\tj)]\(t A
4M0(1+M)

Then any integral function in fz(k, 1) isin a class contained in the scalar-multiplied pointwise
sequential closure of the symmetric convex hull of the VC-subgraph class

{(z,0) — d1(x>3s):s€T},

which is a class of indicator functions. Hence Fy(k, 1) is a VC-hull class for sets, and so is
Fa(k,2) because it is the square of Fy(k,1) (Lemma 2.6.20 in van der Vaart and Wellner,
1996).

Together with the fact that € (k,w) is shown VC-hull for sets as in Lemma H.4, repet-
itively applying Lemma 2.6.20 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) further indicates that
Fi(k, q,r)g(k, w) and .7:"1(l<, q,r)]%(k, v) are VC-hull classes for sets. Thanks to the preser-
vation properties of VC-hull classes for sets, F(k, g, r,v,w), the union of .7:"1(k, q,r)g(k:,w)
and Fy(k,q,7)Fo(k,v), is a VC-hull class for sets. Analogously, F(k) is also a VC-hull class
for sets. O
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By the assumption (A.1) that the Uy are uniformly bounded, there exists a uniform upper
bound M; > 0 for Zfzo |Ux|". As we will now show, the following is an envelope function
for F(k) for all k:

}{i o(1+ L))" 1+ [1—5—10g(€)]2]}.

=0

2
F:(x,0,u) HMQ{
q=0

First we show that F is an envelope function for F (k,2,4,2,2); similar arguments apply to
the other classes involving different values of (¢, r,v,w). For any function f € F(k,2,4,2,2)

depending on G € G with A = —log(G), we see that, for each (3,z,ux), |f(6,z,uz)| is
bounded by
ué((zxiz {[a() + b(ug)* + [/T [a(s) + b(s)u] {1(z € ds,d = 0) — 1(z > s)]\(s)}r}
- | (6x)? ~ T\ 2 X 2
< I, G {(M0(1+Mu)) [1+ [1—6+A(r)] }}
< 0| 22| L 01+ )P4 [1 -6~ tog(@))"] } <

where the first inequality holds by seeing that [a(-)+b(-)u] € E(k, 1) so that |a(-)+b(-)ug| <
Moy(1 + M,); that [1 — 6 + A(7)] is the total variation of the signed measure 1(z € ds,d =
0) — 1(x > s)A(ds), and that

| [r [als) + b(s)u] {1z € ds, 5 = 0) = 1w = $)A(s)}| < Mo(1+ M) [1 =6+ A(r)].

The second inequality follows by G(7) > & > 0.

Because the Uy is uniformly bounded in P-probability, |[§X| < 7 P-almost surely and
G(r) > € > 0, F is square-integrable: |F|3,, = J F?dQ < oo for any probability measure
@ on the sample space X. Therefore, for all & > 1, Theorem 2.6.9 of van der Vaart and
Wellner (1996) indicates there exists a universal constant K that does not depend on k and

€ (0,2) so that

sgplogN(EHFllQm F(k), L(Q)) < Ke ™.

Moreover, the above display implies that

N(e|Fllgz: Fus L2(Q)) < D N(el|Fllge, F(k), Ls(Q)) < pnexp(Ke™®),
kekn

giving that

sup log N (€| Fllgz2, Fns La(Q)) < log(pn) + Ke ™. (55)
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For j = 1,...,n, define the empirical process {G;(f) : f € F,,} pointwise as follows
I (A N . N
&i(f) = 5= D2 |70 = P()| = Vi(®; — P)J,
i=1

where P; denotes the empirical distribution of Oy,...,0;. Let |G|z, = supjz, G, ().
Following (55), Theorem 2.14.1 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) gives ||G;[| 7z < /1og(pn),
so that

sup | (B; = P)f| S v/1og(pa)/J

feFn
where < means “bounded above up to a universal multiplicative constant that does not
depend on (j,n).” We also need the following lemmas.

Lemma H.6. For any sample size n, the event A, occurs with probability at least 1 — 1/n,
where A, = 01 Apj, Anj = {supfef_-n ’(IP’J- — P)f| < Kyt with Ky = +/log(nV p,)/j and
nV p, = sup(n, p,).

Proof. Follow the same argument as in the proof of Lemma A.4 of Luedtke and van der Laan
(2018), except based on the class F,. O

Note that Lemma H.6 reduces in the special case of Uper, Ut_, fl(k, 0,7,0,0) € F, t0 P;
and P being replaced by Q; (the empirical distribution of Uy, ...,U;) and @, respectively.

Let K,; = y/log(n V p,)/j, for j =gy, ...,n. For K € (0,00), define

Bn(K) :{ SUp‘Gn(t) — 1’ < Hloﬂ, sup /A\n(t) — A(t)‘ < logn) inf Yn(s) > \/ﬁ,
et | G(1) n teT

n seT

sup ‘EJ’(UMS?k) - E0<Uk757k)‘ < KKTLj? j =dqn,--- 7”}7
(k,5)eCn X T

where Y, (s) = 2 1(X; > s) and A, () = [ [1(Ya(s) > 0)/Y,(s)]dN,(s) is the estimator
of A(+). The following lemma concerns the probability of the event A, N B, (K).

Lemma H.7. Under the conditions of Theorem /.1, there exists a K € (0,00) such that
P(A, N B,(K)) — 1.

Proof. Fix K. Tt holds that P (An ﬂBn(f()) — P(A4,) - P (An ﬂBn(f()C). Hence, by
Lemma H.6, we have that:

P (A NBL(RK)) 21— 1/n—P (A, NB(K)). (56)

It therefore remains to show that, for any appropriate choice of K, P (An N B (K )C> = o(1).
To show this, we use that A4, N lﬁ'n(f()C C U?ZIRM, where

G(t) logn - logn
Ry = —1| > U A, () — A(t)| > ,
= el 1V o {2
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Roo = {inf Yo(s) < \/ﬁ},

1
Ry = Ao {sup Og"}
te7 | G(t n
N U { sup (Uk,s k) — Eo(Ug, s, k)‘ > f(Kn]}.
(k,s) EICnXT

By a union bound, this yields that P(A, N B,(K)¢) < S2o_, P(R,). In the remainder of
this proof, we will establish the following three facts

P(Ro1) = 0(1), P(Rus) = o(1) and P(R.;3) = 0. (57)

Combining these facts with (56) will then yield the result.

We first show that P(R,;) — 0. Observing that {\/n[G.(t)/G(t) —1] : t € T} con-
verges to a tight Gaussian process, and then the continuous mapping theorem gives that
Vnsup,er |Gn(t)/G(t) — 1] converges to the supremum of the absolute value of this Gaus-
sian process. Therefore for any sequence ¢,, — 0o, P(sup,cs V|G () /G(t) — 1] > en) — 0,
in particular, €, = y/log n. The identical argument applies to yield that P(sup,cr \/ﬁ|f\n(t) —
A(t)| > &,) — 0. Consequently, P(R,1) = o(1).

To obtain P(R,2) — 0, observe that Y, (7) ~ Binomial(n,p.) with p, = P(X > 7)
and P(X > 7) > 0 by (A.3). Along with the monotonicity of Y,,(s) in s € T, Hoeffding’s
inequality gives

P(Roe) < P((inf Yo(s) < Vit ) = P(¥alr) < Vi) < expl(-2(vip. — 1)) 0.

seT

In the remainder of the proof, we show that P(R,3) = 0. It suffices to show that
G(t) logn
n 0
A {S‘ip ‘ G(t) n }

c N sup | B (Uy, 5,k) — Eo(Up, 5, k)| < KKy ¢, (58)
imqn L r9)EKaxT

giving that R,3 = () and then in turn P(R,3) = 0.

For the rest of the proof, suppose that A, occurs and sup, |Gy (t)/G(t) —1| < \/log(n)/n.
To simplify notation, let Y* = Y1(X > 5); Y* = Y1(X > s) and U} = U,1(X > s). Taylor
expanding Y® with respect to G, around G gives

sgp{P|Y8— } i[sup‘;;
gsgp{P}f/sl}i loin]rfpﬁf‘i[ loin]r




] | -l ]
= Og7lfﬂl”|2£: \ °g71] Sy =, (59)

where the last steps holds by y/logn/n < 1 such that Y 7 [y/logn/n |"' < oo, and
Y| = [0X/G(X)] is a bounded random variable. Similarly, the triangle inequality gives

sup [Cov(Uf, V* — V)| < sup {P\U,j(Ys —V¥)| + P|US|PY® — 178\}
(k,s) (k,s)

: LSS (G T
<sup { P|USV*| + P|US|P|V* [ ‘ —1]
335{ URY*| + PIUE|P| I}; U | G
< sup {P\UkYS\ + PUEIPIY* |} [ loi”
(.s) r=1
logn ~ - — logn 1" logn
<y m]?x{P‘UkY\+P|Uk|P|Y‘}Zl{ = } Sy (60)

By the triangle inequality,

sup |Covg, (U5, Y*) — Cov(U;,Y*)|

(k.s)
= sup { [0y - Pﬂ@&Wﬂ—ﬂWYﬂ+ﬂwuwﬂG
< sup {|(B; = P)VEY")| + (B — PR |® = P

AHHWM®—PWWHMWWWR—HWW}
and based on the above display, we have

?up) |C0ij(U,§, Y*) — Cov (U, YS)‘ < K, (61)
ks

when A,, occurs, since the Uy is assumed to be uniformly bounded by (A.1) and |Y*| is
bounded as implied by (A.2) and | X| < 7, along with log(nVp,)/j < 1 so that log(nVp,)/j <
K, for j = qy,,...,n.

Regarding the assumption in (A.6) that Var(Uy) is uniformly bounded away from zero,
there exists ¢ € (0,00) so that min, 5 Var(U;) > ¢ > 0. Meanwhile, let 7 be the smallest
universal positive constant to maintain supy ) [Varp, (U;) — Var(Ug)| < 7Ky; that is implied
by the occurrence of A,. Let ¢, > [47*log(n V p,)/¢?] and

Varp, (U;) = Var(Uy) + Varp, (Uy) — Var(Uy)
> Var(Uy) — sup |Varp, (U;) — Var(U;)| > Var(Uy) — 71Ky,
(k,s)

> r(%ix)lVar(U,j) —(/2>(/2, VE, s
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This yields

1 1
Varp, (U;) B Var(Uy)

SUp(y,s) | Vare, (Uy) — Var(Uy)| <K (62)
= [ming,q) Varg, (UF)][min, ) Var(Ug)] ~

sup
(k,s)

Using the results in (59)-(62) gives

sup
(k,s)

< sup { U — P[US]||Cove, (U, Y*) — Cov(U;, Y*)|
(k)

(U — B;[U}]) Cove, (U3, Y*) = (Ui — P[U;]) Cov (U3, Y°)

+ |(P; — P)[U,f]HCOVPj(U,f,YS)~— Cov(Ug, Y*)| )
+ Ui = PIOR]|[Cov (U, Y* = Y*)| + | (B; — P)[UR]||Cov(Uy, Y* — Y*)]

+|(B; — P)[U;]||Cov(Uy, Y/S)}}

< K,

~Y

following the bounded values of |Y*| and that of |Uf| over k, which are implied by (A.1)-
(A.2) and |X| < 7. As stated, suppose that Ej is fitted via the linear regression approach
described in Remark 3.5 and as defined in (53). Applying similar arguments and the above
results yields

?u[; ‘Ej(Uk,s,k) — Eo(Uk,s,k)‘ < ?ug {‘(Pj - P)[YSH + P|Ys — 175]
k,s k,s
1

T Var(Uny)

(Uk,s - IPjj [Uk,s])COVPj (Uk,37 }/s) - (Uk,s - P[Uk,s])COV(Uk,S7 Y/s>

1 1
+ ‘Varpj(Uk,S) B Var(Uy s)

|(Uks = P, [Us,s]) Cove, (U, V)

- (Uk,s - P[Uk,s])COV(Uk’s, ?;)
il

1
‘Varpj(Uk,S) B Var(Uy.s)
for some constant K € (1,00) that does not depend on (j,n), leading to

+ ‘(U/ﬂvs — P[Uy,]) Cov(Uys, V)

< Knj + Vlogn/j < KK,

sup | E;(Ux, s, k) — Eo(Uy, s, k)| < KK,;. (63)
(kss)
Hence we have shown that (58) holds and conclude the proof. O]

Lemma H.8. Let K be given in Lemma H.7 and I, = {(,k) : 7 € {gn,...,n},k € K,}.
Suppose the conditions of Theorem j.1 hold, and introduce the event C,, that occurs when

(H.8.1) maxyek, |Varg,(Ux) — Varg, (Ur)| S Knj,
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(H.8.2) min; ez, Varg, (Uy) is bounded away from zero,

(H.8.3) maxyer, |(Q; — Qu) (U {Eo(Uk, k)}"]| S Knj, 0 <1y <1,
(H.8.4) maxex, |1/Varg,(Uy) — 1/Varg, (Ur)| S Kaj,

(H.8.5) sup syexc,x7 |Ej(Us, 5,k)| S Knj + SUP (1, o) ek, <7 [ B0 Uk, 8, k)],
(H.8.6) maxyer, Uy — Q;[Us]| S Kyj + maxker, |Up — QulUk],

where each of (H.8.1)-(H.8.6) relies on appropriately speciﬁed constants that do not depend
n (j,n). Then such constants exist such that P(A, N B,(K)NC,) —

Proof. When A,, occurs, the triangle inequality gives that

max |Varg, (Uy) — Varg, (Uy)|

= max (Qj[UK)* = QulUkJ*) — (Q;[Uk] 4+ QulUk])(Q;[Uk] — QulUx))
< max| QU — QuIUE| + max | Q,[U4] — QulUi]| S K.

Let C,,; correspond to the event (H.8.1) using the (7,n)- independent constant implied by the
above display, which gives that P(A, N B,(K)NCS) —

By (A.6), there exists ¢ > 0 such that mingeg, VarQu(Uk) > (. Moreover, if C,; holds,
then there exists > 0 such that for all n € N and (j, k) € Z,, |Varg,(Ux) — Varg, (Uy)| <
nkK,;. This yields, for all n and all (j, k) € Z,,

Var@j (Uk) = VarQ (U ) VarQ (Uk) — VarQu(Uk)
> Varg, (Ux) — |Varg, (Uy) — Varg, (Ux)| = ¢ — nKy;.

By the conditions of Theorem 4.1, /g,,/ log(nV p,) — oo and let g,/ log(nV p,) > 4n*/¢? for
all n sufficiently large. Hence, the above shows that, for all such n, Varg, (Ux) > (/2 when
A, NB,(K)NC, occurs. Lettlng Cn2 denote the event that ming; y)ez, Varg, (Uyx) > /2, and
we show that P(A, N B,(K)NC:,) — 0.

We could regard (H.8.3) as a consequence of the occurrence of A, because the function
uy, — up{ Eo(ug, k)}* belongs to F,. Let C,3 correspond to the event (H.8.3), and P(A, N
B,(K)NCE,;) — 0. Along with the fact that mingex, Varg, (Uy) is bounded away from zero
that is implied by (A.6), using (H.8.1) and (H.8.2) of Lemma H.8 gives

1 1 maxek, |Varg, (Ux) — Varg, (Uy)|
max — = — .
kekn | Varg, (Ux)  Varg, (Uy) [mingek, Varg, (Ug)][mingex, Varg, (U]

< K.

Let Cpy4 correspond to the event (H.8.4), and C,1 N Cpa C Cp4, which gives P(A4, N Bn(f() N
ce,) — 0.
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According to (A.7), sup, ;) |Eo(Us, s, k)| is uniformly bounded by some n-independent
constant. Therefore when B, ([N() occurs, we have sup |E Uk, $, k) —Eo(Uk, s, k)‘ < KKnj
for all j, implying that

sup |Ej(Uk, S, k)| S KK,W + sup |EQ(Uk, S, kﬁ)‘ 5 Knj + sup ‘Eo(Uk, S, k’)‘
(k,s) (k,s) (k.8

Thus, letting C,5 denote the event that

sup]E (Ug, s, k)| <Km+sup|E0 Uk, s, k) ‘ J=Gn,... N,
(k,s) (k,

we have P(A, N B,(K)NC:,) — 0. Similarly, we have that maxy, |Uy — Qu[U]| is uniformly
bounded by some finite constant that does not depend on (k,n), by (A.1). Therefore when
A,, occurs,

max Uy — QU] < max [(Q; — Qu)[Usl| +max Uy — Qu[Us]]
< Knj+ml?x|Uk — QulUk)|.

~Y

Let Cpg denote the event that for j = gn, ..., n, max; \Ux—Q;[Us]] £ K,j+maxy, |Uk—Qu[ Al
and P(A NB, (K )ﬂC,iG) — 0. Lettmg C = NY_,Cng, we have shown P(A, NB,(K)NC,) >
L= et P(A N Bu(K) NC,) — O

For some constant K as given in Lemma H.7,

do(P1, Py) = P Q%X\IFZ(OWI) IFL(OR)[1 4, 5, ()

Recall that P,; = (E;,Q;,G,) and 15; — (E;,Q;,G) as defined in Section D.

Lemma H.9. Suppose the conditions of Theorem /4.1 hold. Then with K e (0,00) given in
Lemma H.7, there exists K' € (1,00) such that P(A, N B,(K)NC, ND,u(K')) — 1, where

= {d, PnJ,PJ' )V do(P],P) < K'Kyj, j = qu,...,n}.
Proof. Let

(Ur — Q;[Us))
Ly, = ‘ 2 LpnBa(R)N e (64)

WLEJ(Uk,Sjk)(dM(S) - dM(S))

The triangle inequality first gives the decomposition

A . U — Q;U])0 X 1 1
[ TFL(O1Pay) = IFL (O 4,08, (), = ‘( kVa%[([ﬁ)) ( —G(X)> (65)

(Ux — Q;[Ux))

Varg, (Ug) AnNBr (K)NCy

/TEj(Uk,s,k)(dM(s) _aM(s)h
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Ly ms.(5)ne, T Lnjke-

<‘(Uk—@j[Uk])6X S
- Varg, (Uy) Gn(X) G(X)

Moreover,
(Ux — Q;[Ux])0X 1 L
A - . ] 66
R Varg, @) \ @) GO0 ) [ "
) > ( Q][Uk]) '
< Lirsagyne, e hern W [ G 1 }

(Ur — Q;[Us])
Varg, (Uy)

< max

ken n n

~ N logn logn "
Y1408, (5)0c. Z [ ] S [Knj +1] < K Ky,
r=1

where the first inequality holds by Taylor expansion and the triangle inequality, and the
second inequality results from sup, |G, (t)/G(t) — 1| < \/logn/n when B,(K) occurs. The
last two steps in the above display hold because there exists some (j, n)-independent constant
K" € (1,00) such that

(Ur — Q;[Us]) logn logn "
U = QU / <K, +1 < K'K,
Varg, (Uy) Z N[ it ] no /

following |Y| = |6X/G(X)| < oo and max,{|U; — Q;[Uk]|/Varg,(Ur)} S Knj + 1, ac-
cording to (A.1), (H.8.2) and (H.8.6) of Lemma H.8 in view of the occurrence of C,,
and > 7 [\/logn/n]""! < co. In addition, below we show P(max;{P[maxsex, Lnjr|} >
1/+/log(n V py,) ) = o(1). By Markov’s inequality and Jensen’s inequality,

2
P<maX{P[£namek]} > 1/4y/log(n V p, ) < log n\/pn)E{ maX{P[km%anjk]} }
] €EXn

] (67)

max
ken

2
= log(nV pn)]E{ max {P[Eé%}: Lnjk} } } <log(n V pn)E{P[r(rjl%< wak} }

Recall N,(s) and Y,,(s) as defined in Section D except for removing u; dM(s) = dN,(s) —
Y, (s)dA(s) is a local martingale with respect to the aggregated filtration

= o({Nu(s), Yu(s'), 8" <5 € T} {U}L)). (68)
Applying the decomposition dM (s) — dM (s) = 1(X > s)(dA(s) — dA,(s)) to the expression

of Lyjx in (64) and using the inequalities (a —b)* < 2(a” +b*) and 14 5 7)ne. < s, ine,
further bound E{P|max ) L%, ]} above by the sum (multiplied by 2) of

U =QlUD [ 15 0 oy s {dh,(s) — dA(s)}
E{P[%igi{WL[E](Uk? k) = Eo(Uy, 5, k)| 1(X > s){dA,(s) — dA( )}}

62



and

(U = Q;[Us]) i 2
]E{P[%%({W | Eo(Uh s, LY 2 ){da(s) - AN g, ione. | |-
as respectively given in (69) and (70) below.

First note that min;) Varg,(Ux) is bounded away from zero in view of the occurrence
of C,, as shown in (H.8.2) of Lemma H.8. Along with (A.1) and that the total variation of
An — A over T is bounded by |A,(7) + A(7)|, we have that

(Uk—@j[Uk])/ : i 2
AR ST RD R > _ _
ma { Varg (U Jy 1B~ Bl Ues, Y 2 5){dha(s) AN} g, ke,
<(sup)|E U, 5,k) = Eo(Us, 5, k)| *[An(T) + A [*15, 20,
7,k,s
5 (Sllip) |EJ<Uk7 S, k) - EO(Uk7 S, k)|2{‘An(T) - A(T)‘Q + AQ(T)}]'Bn(IN()ﬂCn
J7 78

e, [0 ],

n
where the last line follows the occurrence of B, (K) N C, that implies for each 7,

sup |E;(Uy, s, k) — Eo(Uy, s,k)| < KK,
(k,s)
and sup, |A,(t) — A(t)| < \/log(n)/n, giving that sup;, , |E;(Us, s, k) Eo(Ug, s,k)| <

f(ann because K,; = /log(nV p,)/j for j > g, and max;{K,,;} = K,,,. Therefore, we
have that

(Ux — Q;[Uk]) . . 2
E{P[]%( {W/T [E;(Ux, 5, k) — Eo(U, 3, k)] 1(X > s){dA,(s) — dA(s)}}

(69)

n

X an(f{)ﬂcn}} beqn {log( ") + A*(7 )]

Moreover, we observe the decomposition of A, — A analogously to (36) without u:
dAn(t) —dA(t) = 1(Y,(t) > 0)Y, (1) *dM(t) — 1(Y,(t) = 0) dA(t).

Note that the occurrence of B, (K {) N C, eliminates 1(Y,(t) = 0), so using (A.1) and the
occurrence of B, (K) NC, similarly gives the upper bound:

(Ux = Q,[U]) i L, s
- {W /T Eo(Us, 5. LK > $){dA,(s) — dA)} } L, o,

4.k
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Therefore,

E{P[m%{%%[g]vfo(m,s,kn(x > $){dA,(s) — dA(s>}}21Bn(mcn]} (70)

i
so{p e { ] 2ot 1002 950 Bab 0}t

2
_ A
< P|lmaxE / Eo(Uk, s, k)1(X > s) \/ﬁ)dM(s) < (T),
k T Y,.(s) Vn
where along with (A.1) that Uy is uniformly bounded on k and (A.7) that Ej is uniformly
bounded, the last inequality holds by using the quadratic variation with respect to the
filtration F. that is defined in (68):

E{/TEo(Uk,s,k)l(X Zs)l(Yn(s) > ﬁ)dﬂ(s)}Q

Ya(s)

_ / E{Eg(Uk,s,k:)l(X > 5
T

Ya(s) ~oVn
Collecting the results in (67), (69) and (70) leads to
P(m]ax {P[inaxl)njk] } > 1/m)
Stog(n v ) |1, [ A 1 4] + 22| —o)

following that A(7) is bounded, K7, = log(nV pn)/¢n, q}z/zl/log(n V p,) — o0 and n/q, =
O(1).

Taking the maximum over k£ € K, applying the triangle inequality, and then taking
the expectation with respect to P on both sides of (65), we see that (66) implies that
d(PnJ, PJ/) < K”Knj + P[maxyek, Lnjx]. Hence, by the above,

(A NB,.(K)NC, ﬂ{dp )<K Kn3+1/ log(n\/pn),j:qn,...,n})
2 P8R G 0 { e {P g Lo} <1/ Vos0 V)
= P(A, N B, (K)NC,)

(A NB.(K)NC, ﬂ{ 2 {P[mamek]}>1/\/10g(n\/pn)})

ke,
P(AnﬂBn(f() F‘lCn) —P(max{P[mawak]} >1/ log(n\/pn)> — 1,

ke

leading to
P(A, NB,.(K)NC, ﬂ{d )<K K +1/ log(nVpn), j = qn,.-.,n}°) = 0. (71)
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In addition for each j, we have that
max | IF},(0|P)) — IF(O|P)|1 4,8, ()nc,

ming V;rQ_(Uk) (Y max| Qu)[UkH

+ max [ Uy max | (Q; — Qu)[E (Uk,k)H

+ max |Uk|Qu[m]?X |E;(Uy, k) — Eo(Ux, k)|]
+ Qj[m’?x | E;(Ur, k)] max [(Q; — Qu)[U]]
+ max | QU] max |(Q; — Qu)[E; (U, k)]

+ max |QU[U Nl Qu [ max| E5(Us, k) — Eo(Ur, k)] )
1
Var@ () Varg, (Uz)
i maxy ’COVQj(Uk, Ej(Uk, k’))|
mink Var?@j (Uk)
o+ max |(Q; — Qu)[Uk] | max [(Q; + Qu) U )
maxy(Uy, — Qu[Us])*
miny Var(sz(Uk)
1
Varg, U, VarQ (Uy)
(1+ A(7))
min Varg, (Uy)

+ max (Q; — Qu)[Uk]| max | Eo(Uk, s, k”)

<1

AnNByr (K)NCr, {

+ max

| max | (U = QuIU) (Y = QulEo(Us, k)|

(2 max |Uy| max (Q; — Qu)[Uk]|

(maX |Cova, (Us, E;(Ur, k) — Covo, (U, Eo(Us, k))\)

\ max |Covg, (U, Eo(Us, k)| max(Ux — Qu[Ui])?

+ max
k

((max |0 — Qu [ sup |E;(Uk, 5,k) — Eo(U, 5, k)|
k,s

‘maX]Uk Qu[UkaaX’Eo(Uk,S E)I(1+ A(r ))}

+ max

‘Var@ Uk) VarQ Uk
SK Knj

for some (7, k, s,n)-independent constant K" € (0,00) when A, N B,(K) N C, occurs, by
(A.1)-(A.3) and (A.6)—(A.7). This gives

(A ﬂB( )N C, ﬂ{d <K”,Knj, j:qn,...,n}c)—>0

(72)
Then taking K’ = (K" + 1) V K" and using (71) and (72), we have P(A, N B,(K)NC, N
D, (K")¢) — 0. Hence the result follows by Lemma H.8. O

In what follows, we let 57, = Var(IFZj(O|pnj)|Ol, -, 0j).

Lemma H.10. Let K € (0,00) be gwen in Lemma H.7. Then, under the conditions of
Theorem 4.1, on the event A, N B,(K) NC, we have |67, — 62, < Knj almost surely for
7 ={qn,...,n and n sufficiently large.
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Proof. Fix j € {qn,...,n}. We first have that

S[IF; (O1P)]* — PIF;, (O1B,)]

) ~2 3
‘O-nj - Unj|1AmBn(K)mcn < {

+| [Py 17, (017))° — [PTFL, (O1Py)]°

} 1Anﬁ8n( K)NCn

- { max (B, — P)[1F;(0|2,)]"]
+max |(P; — P)[TIF(O|Py)] (P; + P)[IFR(O|Py)] (}Mnmzsn(k)mc

At the conclusion of this proof, we’ll show that there exists a constant K that does not
depend on n such that

rg%x | IF; 0|Pn3)1Antn( K)nC, <K (73)

for all observations o in the support of P. Then this will simplify the above display as

|‘572Lj - &Zj|1Antn(f()ﬂCn (74)

* > 2 * >
< e |, - P) 720012+ | @, ~ PIIFLOL2] L, s

from which we continue showing that |67, — 57;|1 An B (F)Cn S K-

The proof below proceeds with assuming (without statement) that the event A, N5, (K)N
C, occurs. Recall that IF;(-|E, @, G) denotes the function IF;(:|Pgg.¢), where Pgo ¢ is a
distribution with the conditional residual life function £, the marginal distribution () of any
given single predictor, and the censoring distribution G. For each (k,j), IF Z(0|Ej, Qu, én)
belongs to F,, observing that IF};(O|EJ'7 Q.. Gy) is equal to

(wr — QulUx]) (62/Gn(x) — QulE;(Uy, k)])  Covg, (Ur, B;(U, k)
Varg, (Uy) Varg, (Uk)

(= QulUt) [ o i 1(e e dos — O) — 1(e > s (s
W/TEJ( s k) {1(x € ds,6 = 0) — 1(z > s)dAn(s)).

(uk —Qu [Uk])2

in which the first two terms are contained in U}_,U,_ Fi(k,q,r)E(k, 1), and the last term is
contained in U!_,Fi(k, 0,7)F(k, 1). To take advantage of the fact that IF}(o|E;, Qu, Gy) €
Fo, we replace IF;(O|P,;) in (74) by IF;(O|E;, Qu, G) and then (74) turns into

(P; — P)[IFL(O|E;, Qu, G)]”

5% = i lamiorc, < { s (75)

+ max

i (7, = P)[IF5(O1E: @ue )] L e, + B
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following that on the event A, N Bn(f( )N Cy,

max | IF}; (0| Pj) — IF,*;(0|Ej,Qu,G*n)| < Kog,s (76)
J

and that there exists a constant K that does not depend on n such that

%%?}IFZM Qm n)l AnnBn (K mcn‘ < Ko (77)

for all observations o in the support of P. We show (76) and (77) in the sequel.
For (76), first we have that

| IF; (0] Poy) — IF; (0] B, Qu. G| (78)

= |IF}. (0] Ej, Qj, Gn) = TF} (0] By, Qu, G| S [(Q; — Qu)[UA]| [7/G(7)]
+1(Q; = QU] |7 /G()—T/G( )|
+ [(Q) — Qu)U| | Q[ (Us, k)| + [(Q) — Qu)[E;(Us, )]| | QulU]]
+ |Cov, (Us, Ej(Us, k)) = Cova, (Us, E 0 >>\<uk ~ Q[T
+ [(ux — Q[Uk])* = (we — QulU])?||Cova, (Us, E; (U, k)]

1@ - Qu[UH] | /TEj<uk, s B){1(r € ds, 5= 0) — 1z > 5)dAa(s))]

The inequality in (78) holds because for all j, min; Varg, (Uy) is bounded away from zero given
the occurrence of A, NB, (K)NC, as shown in (H.8.2) of Lemma H.8 and miny, Varg, (Uy) > 0
by (A.6). We continue expanding (76) in what follows. Together with (A.1) that the support
of Uy is uniformly bounded and (A 2) that G(r) > 0, a Taylor expansion of G, around G
and the occurrence of A, N B,(K) NC, imply that

1]T§G|<Tr|>

| | o)

B

Ga(t)
G(t)

T

Go(r) G(7)

(79)

logn logn
n S n

(]2

r=1

From (A.1) and (A.7), we have that sup |E0 (Uk, s, k)| < K for some positive finite
constant K. Along with (H.8.5) of Lemma H.8, it gives that max; |QJ (Ui, k)| <
SUD (1, 5) ‘Ej(Uk, s, k)| < Kn; + K1. Then together with (A.1), these two results lead to

}COVQ Uk,E(Uk,k)) — COVQ (Uk, Uk; | - | Q] Qu [Uk (Ukak)H (80)
+ |QIE; U, K] (Q; — QU] + [ Qulti]| (@ - QuIE <Uk,k>]
~ |(QJ Qu)[Uk Uka ‘ "‘ nJ + 1) |(@J Qu Uk‘ | + | QJ [ (Uk,k)H

and

(An(m) +1) (81)

‘/TEQLk,S kE){1(x € ds, 5—0)—1(x>5)dA }‘ <Sup}E up, s, k)
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< (An() + 1) (K + 1)

Inserting (79)—(81) back along with using (A.1) and sup }Ej(Uk, s, k)| S Kyj+ K; again,
(78) turns into

~

‘ IFZ(O|PM) - IFZ(O’EJ" Qu’ én)‘ = ‘ IFZ(O|Ej7 @j7 én) - IFZ(O|EJ'7 qu Gn)‘

+ Q) — Qu)[UkE; (U, k)]
< (Au(7) + 1)Ky < (JAn(r) = A(7)| + 2A(7) + 1) Koy

5[ 51 g+ 1)(Aa() + D) Q= QI + Q5 = QuIE; (U B

~Y

Observing that sup,cr |A,(t) — A(t)] < vIogn/y/n < 1 on the event A, N B,(K) N C, by
Lemma H.7, it follows from the above display that

mase| IF} (0] P.y) = IF} 0l £y, Quu G| < 2(A(7) + 1) mas{Iy} $ Ko
]7

yielding (76). The proof of (77) can be handled using similar arguments that are used to
show (73) and will appear later. Then following that IF;(-|E;, Qu, G) € F, (75) leads to

A2 -9 } ,
|Unj - anj|1AnﬁBn(K)ﬂCn S K.

To complete the proof, we now show that (73), and it suffices to show that

lim sup sup Iglax | IFk<O|PnJ)‘1AnﬂBn(K)ﬂCn < 00.
n—oo 0]

In what follows, we assume without statement the occurrence of A, N Bn(f( )N C,. Note
that, for any o,

max | IF; (0] By

| (o ~ Q;[U) (y = Q[E;(U K)])  Covg, (Us, E;(Us, k))
Varg, (Uy) Varéj (Ug)

/TEj(uk,s,k){l(w €ds, 6 =0)—1(z > S)d]\n<8)}‘

(ur — Q;[UL])*

k

(ue — Q;[Uk])
Varg, (Uy)

< max‘uk — Q;[Ux] ‘“y y‘ + ’y‘ +@J[maX]E Uk,k;)H]

+ max |Cova, (Uy, E;(Us, k)] [m’?X |ux — Q;[U]] ]

_|_

9

+ max |uy, — Q;[Uy]| max ‘ / Ej(ug, s, k){1(z € ds,6 = 0) — 1(z > s)dA,(s)}
k -

where the last inequality holds by (H.8.2) of Lemma H.8 and the triangle inequality. When
A, N B,(K)NC, occurs, similar techniques to the arguments for (79) yields that

ly — 3 < |3 V1ogn/(v/n — \/logn) S \/logn/(v/n — /logn ),
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following that || = |0xz/G(x)| is bounded by some nonrandom finite constant that does
not depend on (j,n) due to (A.2). Meanwhile, by (A.7) and (A.1) that the support of Uy
is uniformly bounded, there exist positive finite constants Ky and K; so that maxy |uy —
Q;[UK]| < Ko; maxy |Eo(Uk, k)| < Ky and sup ) [Eo(uk, s, k)| < Ki. Therefore when
A, N B,(K)NC, occurs, (H.8.5)—(H.8.6) of Lemma H.8 imply that

j(Ukyk)H}

max [ux — Q;[UI[ |y — 3 + [3] + Q; [mg

< Vlogn/( \/_—\/logn)—i-Knj—l—l;

max |Covg, (U, (U, k))| [ max [ug = Q;[U]]]°
< [max [ux — Q;[U]| J"Q [ml?x | Uk — Q;[U] | max | E;(Uy, k‘)ﬂ S K+ 1
ma |y — Q03] o | /TEj(uk,s, BY{1(x € ds,6 = 0) ~ 1z > s)dh,(s)}]
< mat [y — Qu[U4] sup | B (w5 K)|(1+ Anr)

S Ky + K1) (14 An(7) < (K + K1) (|A(7) = A(7)| + A(7) + 1)
< (Knj+ K1) (2+A(1)) S Ky + 1,

where the last line follows that sup,r |A,(t) — A(t)] < vIogn/\/n < 1 on the event A, N
B,.(K)NC,, using Lemma H.7. Therefore, the above results ensure that

sup max | IFj( 0|Pm)|1AmBn(K)mcn < Viogn/(vn —+/logn) + m]aX{Knj} +1,

o (3:k)

so limsup,,_, ., Sup, max; | IFk(ole)llAntn( Ryne, 18 bounded by some (j,n)-independent

constant, following that max;{K,;} < K, — 0 by o't/ log(n V pn) — c. O

Lemma H.11. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 4.1 hold. Then there exists an event &,
that corresponds to the intersection of

(H.11.1) minjegq, 18 bounded away from zero by a constant;

..... } n]
(H.11.2) |00j/00n; — 1| S Ky for all j = ,n, where o;; = [1F} (0| P)*dP(o),

where each of (H.11.1) and (H.11.2) relies on appropriately specified (non-random) constants
that do not depend on n, such that

P(A, NB.(K)NC, ND(K')NE,) — 1
with K, K' € (0,00) given in Lemma H.7 and Lemma H.9, respectively.

Proof. When A, NB,(K)NC,ND,(K’) occurs, to show that o7 is uniformly bounded away

from zero, it suffices to show that |67, — 07| < Ky for j = qn, ...,n on this event. This

njl ~

gives

62 2 00— Kuj > 00 — /log(n V p) /¢ > ¢

TL]N
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for some universal constant ¢’ > 0, where the final inequality is a direct consequence of the
conditions for Theorem 4.1: ¢»/* /log(nV p,) — oo and o7, is uniformly bounded away from
zero by (A.6).

We now show that |67, — 07| $ Ky when A, N B, (K)NC,ND,(K') occurs. Recall that
oh; = Var(IF; (O|P;)|Oy, ..., O;). We first use the triangle inequality to give |67, — o7 <
|67, — Gajl +|65; — ons|. Because |67 — G711 4 s, (k)neanpa (i) S HKnj 1S given by Lemma
H.10, it suffices to show that

~2 2
|Unj - Unj‘lAnﬂBn(f()ﬂCnﬂDn(K’) S Koy
Recalling that ]5; = (F;,Q;,G) and noting that PIF};(O]P]{) = 0 and PIF} (O|P) = 0,
Jensen’s inequality and the triangle inequality give that
~2

2 ~
1005 = Tni 1L auns (R)CuDn (k)

< {P|TF},(0|P;) + TF}, (OIP)||TF}, (O] Pry) — TF, (O1P)

+ P| IFZj(O|Pnj) + IFZJ-(OIPJ{MH IFZj(O’pnj) - IF};-(O‘PJ{)l}1AnﬂBn(R)ﬁCnﬂDn(K’)
< { P|1F}, (O|Py) +1F}, (OIP)||F}, (Ol Poy) — IF;, (O1P))]

+ P|IF; (O|P,)) + IF; (O|P)|| IF};, (O|P)) — IF} (O] P)|

+ P| I}, (O|Py) + FL (O1P))| P| IFY (O1Poy) = By, (O1P))| } Ly s, ierm e

S P| max| TFL(O1Py) = TFL(O1P) Ly s, o |

+ P max | IF;.(O1P) = TF(OIP) 1y s i e rim o)

where the last inequality holds because max;, | IF;(-|P)|1 AnnBn(R)nC, 15 uniformly bounded
by some (j,n)-independent constant for P € {Pnj, ]55, P}, using the arguments for (73) in
Lemma H.10 together with (A.1)—(A.3) and (A.6)—(A.7). From the above display, Lemma H.9
further implies

|<~73Lj - UZjHAntn(f()ﬂCnﬂDn(K’) S P[gel%f | IFL (O] Pj) — IFZ(O’%{)“Antn(chn

< K,

~Y

+ P max | IF(O15]) = IF(O1P) Ly it e, |

This completes the proof of the fact that when A, N B, (K) NC, N D,(K’) occurs, 62. is

nj
uniformly bounded away from zero by a non-random positive lower bound, for j = q,, ..., n.

When A, N B,(K) NC, N D,(K') occurs, the statement in (H.11.2) is an immediate
consequence of the already-established (H.11.1):

n n, n n n, n,
A]‘l‘g {A_J”HA_J“H: w“l\:%sfw
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Hence, we have shown that A, N B, (K)NC,ND,(K') implies &,, where &, is the event that
(H.11.1) and (H.11.2) hold with the constants that were shown to exist earlier in this proof.

As P(A, NB,(K)NC,ND,(K'")) — 1 (Lemma H.9), this implies that

P(A,NB,(K)NC,ND,(K")NE,) — 1.
O

We also need the lemma below that concerns the probability of the event H,, = ﬁ?;qln Horjs

where

G,(t) 1 logn} ,
Hy = L2 1< b i =qn,...,n—1
ﬂ {i??‘c:w <55 iz
with S(7) = P(T" > 7). Note that S(r) > 0, following that G(r) > 0 by (A.2), that
P(X > 1) > 0
T)=S(17)G(T).

by (A.3), and the independent censoring assumption that implies P(X >

Lemma H.12. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, P(H,) — 1.

Proof. Fix £ € (0,1). We will use the exponential bound for the Kaplan—Meier estimator
that is presented in Theorem 1 of Wellner (2007). For A > 0 and some constant K > 0, this
inequality takes the form

P(VilIS(G; = G|, > A) < 25exp(~2X + KN).
Noting that

P(ﬂHS(éj — o). > )\> > P(ﬁsup S(6)(G5() — G(1))| > /\)

teT
> P(\/ES(T) up Gi(t) - G(1)| > A)

and taking A\ = y/logn, we see that

R 1 1
logP(sup |G;(t) — G(t)| > = ﬂ) <log(2.5) — 2logn + K+/logn.
teT S(r) J

For all n large enough, K < &y/logn. Combining this with the fact that S(7) > 0 shows
that

1 logn
S\ J

logP(il? ‘éj(t) —G(t)] > ) <log(2.5) — (2 — &) log(n).

Hence,

(U (G 1> sty™2))

n
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n—1
><25Zn§2<25n5 L 0.

J=An

1 1
‘> ogn

<y P(S‘”’Gj_(t)‘ SO\

pdken

Q.
‘“M
3

]

Let £, = A, N B,(K)NC, ND,(K')NE, NH, and note that, from the above lemmas,
P(L,) — 1 (82)

when the conditions of Theorem 4.1 hold. The upcoming lemmas give the asymptotic neg-
ligibility of (I), (II), (III) and (V) in (21). By (82), it suffices to show the asymptotically
negligibility after multiplication by 1., .

To show the lemmas of asymptotic negligibility, we need additional properties that are
given below.

Lemma H.13. Let X be the sample space, f, : X — R be a random function that depends
on the n observations with sup,cy | fn(0)1z,| S v/log(n VvV pn)/q,l/4 with probability tending to
one, Ojyrk, = (Xjy1, 0541, Ujray,) and o5 = Var(IF (O|P)), for j = gu,...,n— 1. Under
the conditions of Theorem .1,

m;( J+1k Qj[Ukj])
‘_n_qnz 2 Varg, (Ur) Fu(Oji1m)1e,

mJ ]+1 k; Qu[Uk]])
‘Vn —4n ; Z on;Varg, (Us,) IO, ki)l

+ 0,(1).

Proof. To show the result, we first observe that

m;( Ujs1,k; Qj[Uij
’F—%Z 52 Narg, (U FulOjirm) e,

m; Lk, — Qj[Ux,])
‘ vn—gq Z : U]+Va,r@ (UZ ) J(Oseray)1e,
n ng i

(83)

]+1k Q][ng]) [Unj

m(
’V” - (]n Z Jn]Var@](Uk ) ]fn( G+1,k; ez,

Onj
The triangle inequality upper-bounds the first term of the right-hand-side in (83) by

m; 1k — QulUk;])
‘m Z j Uj+Va1"Q (Us,) fu(Opta;)le
n nj

m] (Q; — Qu)[U,]
' vn — I Un]VarQu(Uk:j) In(Oseri e

(84)
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1 1
VarQ]. (Uk]) B VarQu (Uk7)

fn(Ojs1,)1e,

‘m Z J+1k Qj[Uij[
m( ]+1k — QulUy ])
'\/n —n Z onjVarg, (Uy,)

where the last inequality holds because U, is uniformly bounded on £ by (A.1); that 0,,; and
Varg, (Ux) are bounded away from zero uniformly over (j, k) by (A.6), and by the occurrence
of A, NC, D L,, along with sup, |f.(0)lz, | S v/log(nV p,)/ q}/ * with probability tending
to one. Note that v/n — ¢, log(n V pn)/qf{/4 — 0 by the conditions of Theorem 4.1.

The second term of the right-hand-side in (83) is bounded by

log(n V D)
+ au 3/4 + Op(]')7

fn( J+1s )

n—1

1 3 m;(Ujsr; — Qj[Us;]) [Um
vn —qn ; JnjVar@j(Uk.)

- ]fn( Ojs14;)1c,

g
=qn ™

Onj log(n V p,
< sup [ fu0)Le, | ﬁ Z L 1] < suplfulo >1£n|ﬁn—qn—vfrq>
log(n V p,
5 n—d4gn <—3/4 ) +0p(1) — 0.
gn

In above display, the first inequality holds because |m;(Uji1x, — Q;[Uy,])/Varg, (Us,)| is
uniformly bounded by some constant that does not depend on (j,n) almost surely for j =
Qn,---,n — 1, which is a consequence of (A.1) and (H.8.2) of Lemma H.8. The penultimate

inequality follows (H.11.2) of Lemmas H.11. O
For j = gy,...,n — 1, we define random functions €,;,e,; : R x T x K,, = R by
Enj(u, s, k) = Eo(u,s,k)l(XjH > s)l(inf Ya(s) > +v/n), and (85)
s (11,5, 1) = [Foltu,5, ) — By, 5, )1 (X1 > 5) (36)
X 1( (:up) |Eo(u, s, k) — Ej(u,s,k’)| < K, irslfYn(s) > \/ﬁ>

Recall that N, (s) and Y,,(s) are the aggregated counting process for the censored outcomes
and the size of the risk set at time s, as defined in Section D (except for removing u), and
also note that dM (s) = dN,(s) — Y, (s)dA(s) is a local martingale with respect to the simpler
filtration

Fl=0({N,(s), Y(s): 8 <seT}). (87)

Observing the decomposition of A, — A analogously to (36) without u gives that

“ Ly, B t
Rn(t) — A(t) = / Wcﬂ%(s) - / 1(Ya(s) = 0) dA(s). (88)
N (s .
In what follows, we will need an exponential inequality for martingales with bounded
jumps:
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Lemma H.14. Let W, (t),t € T be a martingale with jumps bounded by a constant K, > 0,
and the quadratic variation (W,)(t) < b2 for a constant b, > 0 with respect to the filtration
ag({Nn(s), Yu(s) : s <t},{U;},), where both K,, and b, go to zero for sufficiently large n.
In particular,

Wo(t) = / (s 1(Y"(;: (52) V) i (s).

where the function w is uniformly bounded and left-continuous in s, and adapted to the given
filtration. Let €, be any sequence with values in (0,1) and €, — 0; then
2

P(|Wa(r)| > €,) < 2exp(— m)

Proof. Let AW, (t) be the jump of W,, at time ¢:

1(Y.(t) > _
AW, (1) = Wat) — Wo(t-) = w(t) 02 0 V) AN (1),
where AM(t) = AN, (t) — Y,,(t)AA(t) = AN,(t), since (A.2) implies that A is continuous.
Note also that |AN,(t)| < 1 because no two individual counting processes that are aggregated
in {N,(t) : t € T} jump at the same time. Therefore, |AM ()| = |AN,(t)| < 1; along with
w being uniformly bounded: |w(t)| < K* for all ¢ and a constant K* that could depend on
n?

AW, (1)] < \w(t)l(y"gﬁj(f) V| fjﬁ ~ K,

Meanwhile with respect to the given filtration, the predictable quadratic variation of W, (¢)
is

(K*)*A(t)
NG

Obviously, b2(t) < b2(7) = b. By an exponential inequality for martingales with bounded

(W) () = (s) <

/ L () 00 = V) = R2(0).

—00 Ya(s)

jumps (cf., Lemma 2.1 of van de Geer, 1995),
2

P(|W,(t)] > €, and (W,,)(t) < b2 for some ¢t € T) < 2exp ( - Q(EHKEW)

Along with (IW,,)(7) < b2, the above display gives the same exponential bound on P(|W,,(7)] >
€n)- O

Lemma H.15. ForZ, = {(j,k,u) : j € {qn,...,n—1},k € K,,u € [-1,1]}, é,; and e,; are
as defined in (85) and (86). Under the conditions of Theorem /.1, with probability tending
to one,
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(H.15.1) sup(jpyer, | [ ni(u, s, k) {dAn(s) $)}| < Viog(nV p,) /a4
(H.15.2) sup(; ez, | J7 eni u, s, k){dA,(s) | \/log(n\/pn)/q,l/zl, relying on an

appropriately specified (non- mndom) constam‘ that does not depend on n.

Proof. We prove (H.15.1) and (H.15.2) sequentially. By the decomposition of A, — A in (88),
we have that for (j, k,u) € Z,,

Enj(U, s An(s) — s)jp = élusw_s
[ st i) = an(s)} = [ gt ) 2 =),

where dM (s) = dN,,(s)—Y,(s)dA(s). Note that by Lemma H.2 and (85), there exist functions
ag, by, € BV(T, My, M;) such that Ey(u, s, k) = ag(s) + bx(s)u and

Enj (1, 5, k) = [ak(s) + bp(s)ulL(Xj1 > $)1(Ya(s) = V/n), (89)

where a; and by, are uniformly bounded by M, on (k,s) and left-continuous in s, inheriting
from the properties of Ej that are assumed in (A.7). Moreover, we see that ax(s), bx(s) and
Y,.(s) are predictable with respect to F. defined in (87), because they are left-continuous in
s and adapted to F.. Therefore, (A.1) enables us to suppose that U takes values in [—1, 1]
without loss of generality, leading to

(90)

sup ’/em u, s, k) Y(()) O)dM(s)

(4,ku)eLn
= su arp(s s)u : S S nw |/ s
= 2, | f o) bl = 000> V)

/Tak(3>1(Xj+1 > S,Yn(s) > \/ﬁ)dM(s)‘

(j.k) Y, (s)
(X1 2 5,Yals) 2 VR) |
+r8%{’/7bk(s) Y.s) dM(s)].

So to show the desired result, it suffices to show that each term on the right-hand-side of
(90) is bounded above by \/log(n V p,)/ @/* with probability tending to one. Here we only
tackle the first term on the right-hand-side of (90), and the second term can be handled
using nearly identical arguments.

To use Lemma H.14 for showing the desired result, we define the required notations
as follows, especially here we have the martingale W, further be indexed by (j, k) (with
n omitted) and the function wy(-) = ag(-), where w now is indexed by k. For (j, k) €

{qn,...,n—1} x Iy, let

and AW;,(t) be the jump of W, at time ¢:

1(XJ+1 > Y( ) \/H)AM(Zf),

AW;i(t) = Wik(t) = Wik(t=) = wi(t) Yall)
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together with |wy,(t)| < M, for all ¢,

(X 2 3502 V)| T _
=~ TL_ n:

[AWji(t)]| < ’wﬂt) Ya(t)

Meanwhile, the predictable quadratic variation of Wj(t) is

Wl -W/ Wil jﬂ>ggw>¢mw®‘fWM>ZWW

and b2(t) < b2(7) = b2. Let e, = v/log(n V pn)/q2/*; then Lemma H.14 implies that

2
P(|W; >e,) <2 -t
(W2 ) 5 200 (=)
— Jexp (_ Vnlog(nV p,) 1 )
2q,11/2 (q;1/4\/10g(n\/pn)]\~40 —|—A(7’)M2)
for (j, k) € {qn,...,n — 1} x K, leading to
n—1 pn
> >
P( max [Wi(r)| 2 e ) < 32 3 P(IWilm)] > )
J=qn k=1
nlog(n V p, 1
< 2pp(n — gn) exp (— v g(1/2 : —1/4 ~ ~ )
2n (qn Viog(nV p,) My + A(T) M, )

< 2exp (2 log(n v pn)) exp ( —n'%/log(n Vv p,) )

= 2exp ([2\/m/nl/4 — 1] nt/*\/log(n \/pn)>.

Therefore limsup,,_,. P(maxgx [Wji(r)| > a,) = 0, following n/g, = O(1), log(n Vv

pa)/a* = 0 and n'/4\/log(n V p,) — co. Hence, we complete the proof of (H.15.1).
Below we present the proof of (H.15.2). Since the total variation of A, — A is bounded

by An(7) + A(T) we have

sup / enj(u, s, k){df\n(s) — dA(s)}‘ (91)
(jvkvu)el-” T
< sup |en;(u, s,k HA )+ A(T )|
(k)
< sup |eyn;(u, s, k)|‘An(T) —A(T)|+2 sup |en;(u, s, k)|A(T).
(9:ky5,1) (J,k,s,u)

Observing that {\/n[A,(t) — A(t)] : t € T} converges to a tight Gaussian process, and
then the continuous mapping theorem gives that /nsup,ct |An(t) — A(t)| converges to
the supremum of the absolute value of this Gaussian process. Therefore for any sequence
en — 00, P(sup,cr Vil (1) — A(t)] > en) — 0, in particular, &, = v/logn. Consequently,
sup,cr | A (t) — A(t)| < vTogn/y/n with probability tending to one. Following from (86) that
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SUD(j o,su) |€nj (U 8, k)| < K, max; K,,; for some positive constant K, that does not depend
on n, we have that with probability tending to one,

. V1
sup ]enj(u,s,k)HAn(T) — A(7 )| < K, maX{Km} ogn
(4, k,s,u) \/_

Hence from (91),

< K, max{K,,}.
j

sup
(4,k,u)ELn

/T enj(u, s, K){dA,(s) — dA(s)}| < K.(1 4 2A(7)) m?X{Knj}

log(n V p,)
1/4
Adn

< Ko (14 2A(7))

with probability tending to one, which gives (H.15.2). H

In upcoming lemmas, we show that | Z;:qln D, j41| converges to zero in probability as n
goes to infinity, where for j =¢q, +1,...,n

1 mjfl(Uj,kjfl - QU[U’C]‘A])
n—¢qn  onj—1Varg,(Us,_,)
1 m;— U',kj_l - Qu Uk]'_1 ~
— J 1( J [ ]) / en’j_l(Ungj_l, s, k'j_1>—
Vi—an  onjaVarg,(Us,)  Jr Yo(s)
with €, ;_1 as defined in (85) with j replaced by j —1, where the second equality holds by the
decomposition of A, — A in (88). Following €, ;j_1(u, s, k) = Fo(u,s, k)1(X; > s)1(Yy(s) >
v/n), we have a decomposition D,; = D,,; + D,;, where

D = my;— 1(Ujkj L~ Qu [Uk
" \/ Qnan] lvarQu Uk

D,y = [ iU, b)) — dAGs))
i

/{Eo ik S ki) — Eo(Uj—ik, o 5, kj—2) ) (92)

X {dAn(s) —dA(s)};

~ ]_ m;_ U i1 Qu U j—
B, = i-1(Ujx, Uy J)/TEO(UJ,ijws,ka)uxj > 5)

n—dqgy Unjflva‘rQu(Ukj—l)
1(Va(s) > V)
Ya(s)

M(s),

so that |Z§L;qln n 1] < ]Zj e Dy | + ]2"71 Dy j+1]. To show the desired result, it
therefore suffices to show that both | Z?;qln D, j+1] and | Z] o An j+1| converge to zero in
probability, which will be presented in Lemmas H.16 and H.17, respectively. Henceforth we
state that (j,s) € {gn,....,n—1} x T; (5',8) € {gn,...,n—1} x T and (k,u) € K, x R in
which the ranges will be omitted for succinct presentation in forthcoming displays.

Lemma H.16. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, Z?;qln ZAjn’]’_i_l converges to zero in

probability as n goes to infinity, where lN)nj is as defined in (92) forj=q,+1,...,n

7



Proof. Using (A.1), (A.6) and the total variation of A, — A over 7 is bounded by |A, (1) +
A(T)|, we have that

n—1
E Dy i1

J=qn

< V/n— @, max
j

< Vn_qn

S\/n_Qn[

/ (Eo(Usi, s, ky1) — Eo(Uy1s 025, kyoo) YR (s) — dA(s)}‘

)| [An(7) + A(T)]

(Ujky1r 8, kj—1) — Eo(Uj_1k; 4,8, kj—2

n(T) — A(T)| + 2A(7’)} sup

(4,9)

Eo(Ujk,_1,8,kj—1) — Eo(Uj—1k,_5, 5, kj—2)|,

where the last line holds by the triangle inequality.
Since sup,er |An(t) — A(t)] < logn/y/n with probability tending to one, taking the
expectation on the above display gives that

o]

smm@

where the convergence follows (A.7). Hence we complete the proof. O

n, j+1

+2A(7 )} [SUP|E0 Gokj 19 7k'—1)_EO(Uj—l,kj_Q)Ska—2)| — 0,
(4,)

Lemma H.17. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, Z?;qln lA)n,jH converges to zero in

probability as n goes to infinity, where lA)nj is as defined in (92) forj=¢q,+1,...,n

Proof. First note that, with respect to the filtration O,; = 0(Os, ..., 0;, F.) with F, defined
n (87), we have that D, is a martingale difference sequence:

GnO K k
\/ﬁ njVaIQu(Ukj> / 0<U],kj_1757 j 1)

1( X1 > s, Yo(s) > /n) - -
Y, (s) dM(S)}E[UjH,kj — QulUx,]|Ons] =0

E[Dy ;110 =

for j =¢qn,...,n—1.
We also provide an upper bound on the conditional variance

n—1

1 1
]%L J+1| il = (n — gn) ]%L aijVarz?u(Ukj) [( Lk, ;] ‘ j]
1(Xj41 > 8,Yn(s) > n) , - 2
8 Eo(Ujkyr: 8, ki - dM (s
{/7_ 0( kj— ) Yn(s) ( )}
/ L(Xja1 > 5,Y(s) > /) = 2
< K, sup /E u, s, k j i)V,
’ (ayk,u){ ot k) Ya(s) ( >}
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where K|} > 0 is a constant such that for all n

max{E[( ity QU(U | |Onj}}§maX{E[( jiik — QulUk))?| "j]}gK()

j n] VarQu njval"Qu (Uk)

almost surely; this constant exists by (A.1) and (A.6). We see that
(X1 >3s.Y, > _ 2 ]
{ [ Bt g MR 22D 2 gy < TR L),
Ya(s) Vin

with probability tending to one, which can be seen from (H.15.1) of Lemma H.15. We
therefore find that the conditional variance Z;.:qln E[D} ;1|0y;] = 0 in probability.

sup
(3:ku)

n—1

By the martingale central theorem given in Theorem 1.2 of Kundu et al. (2000), 37— ﬁn7j+1
converges in probability to zero. Indeed, the conditional Lindeberg condition holds trivially:
for every £ > 0,

ZE 2 11| Dn | > €)| O] <ZE 2 1l0n] 0.

J=qn J=qn

This completes the proof. O

Recall that for each (j, k),
enj(u7 S, k) :[EO(ua S, k) - Ej(“v S, k:)]]'(X]-H > S)1< sup |E()(U, S, k) - Ej(ua S, k)|
(k,s,u)

< KK,;, inf Yy(s) > \/ﬁ)

Lemma H.18. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, Z
probability as n goes to infinity, where for j =q, +1,...

1 mj—l(Uj,kj_1 - QU[UICJ'—I])
VIL—dn Unj—lvarQu(Ukj—l)

and ey, j_1 is as defined in (86) with j replaced by j — 1.

i=an Qn j+1 converges to zero in

Qs = [ nia @i o ki) o) - drGa)

Proof. First using (A.1) and (A.6) to bound the middle part of @,;, together with the
expression of A, — A in (88), it upper bounds ‘ Z;.:qln n, j+1| by (up to a constant that does
not depend on (7,n))

1(Yn(3>2\/ﬁ) ~
[ enstUsinne s > ) L= i)

n — g, max

g (4.k)
Recall that Z,, = {(j,k) : j € {qn,....,n — 1}, k € K,,} and K,,, = /log(nV p,)/q,. For
each (j, k) € Z,,, Lemma H.2, along with (A.1) and (A.7), indicates that the integrand in
the above martingale integral, namely

1(Xj11 > 5,Ya(s) > V)

S — enj(UjJrl,ka S, k)\/n —dqn v (s) )
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belongs to H,(K) with probability tending to one, where H,(K) is the class of caglad
functions in BY(T, KK,,,, M;). Therefore to show that Z;:qln Qn, j+1 20, it suffices to
show that for n > 0,

P< sup )‘ /T h(s) dM (s)

heHn (K

>77)—>O

under the assumed conditions for Theorem 4.1: n/q, = O(1) and log(n V p,) /g * — 0.

To show the desired result, we use the exponential inequality in Theorem 3.1 of van de
Geer (1995). For fixed n, the aggregated counting process { N, (t) : t € T} plays the role of
{N(t) : t € [0,T]}, the compensator {A,(t) : t € T} is {A(t) : t € [0,T]}, the integrand h
in the class H,(K) corresponds to g € 4, 7 is T, 02_ is 02, and d?_(h,0) is d%(g,0). Then
we have the martingale process {M(t) = N,(t) — A,(t) : t € T}. In addition, n is now
added as a subscript to van de Geer’s various constants L, K, €, b and C4,Cs, C3,Cy. The
upper bound H,, (8, b,, B) on the §-bracketing entropy of H,,(K) is as defined in van de Geer
(1995), where B is a measurable subset of {A,(7) < o2 }.

The compensator in our case is

An(t) :/ Y, (s) dA(s)

—00

so that A, (1) < ¢2_ = nA(7). Note also that for any h € H,,(K),

nrt

d2_(h,0) = %/T [exp(h(s)) — exp(O)}QdAn(s) < %exp (4I~(ann)nA(7-) =02,

—0o0

where we have used the inequality |e® — 1| < |z|el*l < €27l Moreover, we may take
H,,(8,bn, B) = coy/n/d for some constant ¢y > 0 (Example 19.11 of van der Vaart, 1998).
We need to check condition (3.2) of van de Geer (1995), namely that

enb? bn
Cn’ 2 2/ V H,(z,b,, B)dx V by,
nl £

nb%/(cn20'n7')/\bn/8

for appropriate choices of the various constants. For now assume ¢, € (0, 1], and take
Cha = 8e,b, //nA(T). Together with the definition of ,,,, this leads to

2
enbs . V/nA(T) B 1 > b_n and
Cn2an7 85nbn nA(T) 8

bn b .
/ VH (@ by, B)ds = /agn!/* / L 2\/0_0{1 - ﬁ}nw@.

b2 /(Cnans) Abn /8 bo/s VT

Taking C,, = €nb§/2/{2\/0_0|:1 — 8_1/2}77,1/4} shows that van de Geer’s condition (3.2) is
satisfied. Then, applying her result with B C {A,(7) < 02_} having probability one, gives

P < sup
heHn (K)

/r h(s)d (s)

> snbi) (93)
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< P( {’ / h(s)d(N, — A,)(s)| > e,b% and d>_(h,0) < b2 for some h € Hn(f()} N B>
T

2b2
SCni’)eXp(_ 66711 n),
n4

where C,3 and C,,4 are specified below.
From the proof of van de Geer’s theorem, we can take Cp3 = 2 and C,4 > 2(e,K,, + ¢,),
where

~ Mexp(—L,) —1—L,}

T T {exp(— L) -1
L, = f(ann and K,, = K’ann. Note that ¢,, < 0 since L,, > 0, so we can take C,y = 2¢,K,,.
Finally, specifying €, = n~/*, we have

exbs n=°/22 1 exp (4I~(ann)nA(T) n=3/2 exp (4I~(ann)A(7’)

Cha 2n—5/1K, dn—SMK,
_exp (4K log(n Vv pn)qﬁlﬂ)A(T)
4K log(n V pp)nt/ig, "
exp (4K log(nVp)gn )N gt gl

1K log(n V p,) n*/*

under the conditions of our Theorem 4.1: n/q, = O(1) and log(n V ]Dn)/qi/4 — 0, and note
that K > 0. Thus, from (93), we have

[r h(s)dN (s)

lim sup P< sup > snbi) =0,

n—00 hety (K)
and since ¢,b2 = n~"/*exp (4K /log(n \/pn)qgl/Q)nA(T)/Q — 0, the proof is complete. [
Lemma H.19. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, (I)1., is asymptotically negligible.

Proof. Recall that

1 Gmy
V J=gn J J

X /7_[E0(Uj+1,kjasvkj)_Ej(Uj+1,kj7Svkj)]de-i-l(S)}'

Let de+1(S) = }(Xj-i-l S d8,5j+1 = O) — 1(Xj+1 Z S)dA(S), and de+1(S) — de-i—l(S) =
—1(Xj41 > 5){dA,(s) — dA(s)}, so that

)1Ln / [Eo(Ujir; 8, ki) — Ej(Ussany, s, k)] {dM;ia(s) — de+1(8)}‘
T
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= ‘1£n /7_[E0(Uj+1,kjvs7k3j) — Ej(Ujapy, 5, k)]1(X 41 > ) {dA(s) — dA(S)}‘-

Along with the triangle inequality, the above results imply that

“Im
VI = ; Z VarQ] U )

X 1£n/ [Eo(Ujti; 8, k) — E3(Ujsr g 5, k)] dMi ()
.

)
j 1o
+ ‘\/n — (n ; Vaer(Ukj)

X 1p, / [Bo(Ujs; 8 k5) — Bj(Ujia gy 8, k) | 1(X 41 > 8){dA,(s) — dA(s)}’.
T

M1, < \ I - Q)

(Uj1k; — Qj[Ux;])

We further apply Lemma H.13 to the above display, taking

Jn1(Oji1;) = 1£n/ [Eo(Ujs1k;8,k5) = Ej(U 1, 5, k;)]dMjia(s), with
T

sup }fn1(0)| < sup ‘Eo(u, s, k) — E’j(u, s, k;)}(l +A(7)) S Kng,.,

(j7k7s’u)

and

fn2(Oji1k,) = 1cn/ [Eo(Uys1ks, 5, k5) = Ej(Usian, 5 k5) ] 1(X11 > s){dAn(s) — dA(s)};
T

SLolp ’fng ‘ = sup |1, /T[Eg(u,s,k:) — E;(u, s, k)] 1(Xj40 > 3){df\n(s) — dA(s)}.

(4:k,u)

By the definition of e,; in (86) that implies
enj(u, s, k) =1g, [Eo(u, s, k) — E’j(u, s, k;)}l(XjH > s), (94)

so we see from (H.15.2) of Lemma H.15 that sup, | f2(0)| S +/log(n V pn)/q}/4 with proba-
bility tending to one. Using Lemma H.13, it is implied that

1 o lm]
016, 5 | =) Z Ty U, ~ QW)

X 1£n/ [Bo(Ujsikys 8. k5) = Bj(Ujin,, 8, k)| dMji(s)
-

-1
0,5 M

- >
Vi an = Varg, (U, )

X /7- [E()(Uj+1 kj» S, k; ) Ej(Uj—‘rl,k]-; S, k}])] 1(Xj+1 > S){d]\n(S) - dA(S)}’ + Op(]_>.

(Ui, — QulUx])1e,
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Moreover, note that 1., < 1( SUD(j .5,u) | B0 (U, 8, k) — Ei(u,5,k)| < Kng, ), and then define

Eng(u, 5, k) = [Eo(u, ,k) = E;(u, 5, k)] L(X;01 > 5) (95)
X 1( sup | Eo(u, s, k) — Ej(u, s, k)| S Kng, )
(4,k,s,u)

Then by (94) and (95), we have that

my j+1k Qu[Ukj]) _
(Dlig,| < ‘\/_7% Z an]VarQu(Uk ) Tenj(Uj+1,kj757kj)de+1(S>

N ‘ — mj(Uj+1,kj — Qu[Uy;])
N =~ on;Varg, (Uy;)

+ 0p(1),

[ ens@sen s k) dho(e) ~ dais))

where the middle term converges to zero in probability by Lemma H.18.
Now we deal with the first term on the right-hand-side of the above inequality. Fix n
and for j € {¢, + 1,...,n},
- mj 1 (Ujk,_, — QulUrk,_,]) _
H, =—- LR 1 /n<_ Uik, ki_1)dM;(s).
J man,j—lvarQu(Ukj_l) Te g-1( dikj—1s S5 Fj 1)dM;(s)

From (95) and by (A.1),

:?u[; |nj (Ujs1,k;, 8, k5)| < ( sup | |E0(u, s, k) — Ej(u, s, k)‘ S K, a.s. (96)
jis G ks,
Along with the uniform boundedness of U, almost surely in (A.1) and that o,,; and Varg, (Us)
are uniformly bounded away from zero in (A.6), (96) implies that there exists a B, =
K'\/log(n V p,)/+/(n — ¢,)q, for some constant K’ > 0 such that max; |H,;| < B, almost
surely.

Define the filtration O,; = o(Oy,...,0;,U;y1). We know that {(H,;, On;),j = qn +
1,...,n} is a martingale difference sequence because E|H,;| < oo; Hnj is Op;-measurable,
and for j = q,,...,n —1,

E[H,, j41|00]
1 m(Ujsi g — QulUs)) / _
= g J i , 7]5 FdM.; i
Vi —an  0nVarg, (Uy,) Te i(Ujsrys 8, k) E[dM41(5)| Oy
1 mj(Ujpre, — QulUs,)) / B
= g J i U. , ’k FEi1(T; Z U.
VN —qn  on;Varg, (Uy,) Te i Uity 8,k ) EL(Tj41 = 8)|U js]

x E[1(Cjsy € ds) — 1(Cyyy > 8)dA(s)]

=0,

83



where the second equality holds by the independent censoring assumption, and the last step

follows from the definition dA(s) = P(C € ds)/P(C > s). Then for € > 0,

{3 ff) <ce] (3 )

( Z E n j+1 Z E [ﬁn,i+lE|:Hn,j+1

n,j+1| =

ou]])

J=qn gn<i<j<n—1
_QZE n;+1 e 2(n— g, B> —0.
J=dn
As |(Dlg,| S 12075, _n +1] +0,(1), we conclude that (I)1., = o0,(1). O

Lemma H.20. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, (II)1., is asymptotically negligible.

Proof. First we have
1 nzl m; (U1, — Qu[Uy,)) [5'+1X-+1< 1 B 1 )
VTl — dn j=gn 6njvarQn(Ukj) ! ! Gn(Xj—H) G(XjJrl)

+ / Eo(Ujsrk, 5, k) 1(Xja1 > s){dAn(s) — dA(s)}].
T

(I1) =

By (A.2), we can fix an € such that 0 < € < G(7). Fix 0 < r < 1, and let G, be the
collection of monotone nonincreasing cadlag functions G: 7 — [0,1] such that G(7) > &,
and sup,.r|G(s)/G(s) — 1| < r. Note that G € G, C G that was defined right before (54),
and P(én € G,) — 1, using the argument involving R, in the proof of Lemma H.7.

We first give an upper-bound of |(II)1. | by using Lemma H.13, taking

1 1
Fa(Ojirn;) = 5j+1Xa'+l<é (Xj1) G(XAH))
n\Nj+1 J

+ / Eo(Ussnk,r 5, 5)1(Xjer > 5){dAn(s) — dA(s)},
i

and showing that sup, | f.(0)1z,| < /log(n V p,)/ ¢/* below. First, using a Taylor expansion
of z+— dzl,, /z around z = G(z) gives that

Sgp‘éx(énlx) a G(lx)>lﬁn = GZ—T) L - (SUtlp CénT(;)) a 1‘)? Lz,

T logn \r T Viogn logn
SG@)Z(\/ ) :G(T)\/—_ims -

=1

HNgE

Where the result follows by the occurrence of B, (K) D L,, \/logn/n < 1 and G(7) >
n (A.2). Along with the above result and (H.15.1) of Lemma H.15, the triangle 1nequahty
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gives that with probability tending to one,

1 1 V Dn 1 V Dp
sup | fn(0)1z,| S \/ogn Vo 1”/J4 o) <2 Og% £ )

Therefore along with the above results, Lemma H.13 implies that

Ujsir, — QulUk,]) 1 1
‘\/7 Z UmvarQu(Uk ) PjﬂXﬁl(én(XjH) B G(XJ'H))

" / BuU14y050 501 (X 2 ){dhof) - a9}
:

D)1, | <

1£n + Op(l).

According to the definition of G,, the events contained in £,, and the definition of €,; as
n (85), the above display further leads to

n—1
1 m~(U~+1 ki — Qu[Uk]) _ ~
Mg, || =) — . J/WU k) {dA(s) — dA
(97)
n—1
1 m;(Ujr1,k; — QulU)) 1 1
+ ———— sup s 5 X _ _ 1,
N Geg, 1=, onjVarg, (U,) ah JH(G(XJ‘H) G(Xj+1)) -
+Op(1)7

where the first term converges to zero in probability, applying Lemmas H.16 and H.17.
Therefore it remains to show that the middle term on the right-hand-side converges to zero
in probability, using the properties of martingale difference arrays.

Fix n. Define a process {S,(G) : G € G,} by S.(G) =3"_ | Vi;(G), where

J=qn+1

= mim1(Ujk,oy — QulUk,]) o 1 !
)5XJ<G(XJ~) G(Xj))

Vi (G) =
(@) VN = uon, i1 Varg, (Uk,_,

We see that E|V,;(G)| < oo by (A.1), (A.2) and (A 6). Define the filtration O,; =
o(O1,...,0;,0;41,X;41) and we have that, for each G, E[V,, ;j+1(G)|0,;] = 0. Therefore
{(Vij(G),005) : G = qn+1,...,n, G € G.} is an array of martingale-differences of adapted
processes indexed by G,. Note that the class G, has a finite uniform entropy integral (see
Lemma 2.6.13 in van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996). For all G,G €g,,

Z E {Vn ]+1 — Vn J+1< ,)}2|Onj}

J=an

1 2 (Uj+1,kj - Qu[Ukj])
= _ Z j-‘rl( = Ty, ) L 2 2
(n—qn) G( G'(Xj41) UnjvarQu(Ukj)

= j+1)

2
0.]
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K2 2
S — OT Z{G J+1 (]+1)}27

n_Qn

where the inequality holds because X < 7; for each j, G(X;11) > G(1) > € > 0 by
(A.2); for each j and any G € G, G(X,41) > G(1) > é > 0 and G, G’ € G,; for each j,
U1, — QulU, )|/ [0n; Varg, (Ux,)] < Ko almost surely by (A.1) and (A.6), for some positive
constant f(g.

Let p, be the empirical distribution of {O,,,...,O,_1} normalized by sup,, |G’n(s) —
G(s)!. Following the notation of Theorem 1 of Bae et al. (2010), it gives that for any
G,G' e g,

dg)(é, G, = Z ]+1 G'(X]+1)}2'
" (n—qn) ol SUDger ‘G — G(s)|

Therefore, checking condition (3) of Theorem 1 of Bae et al. (2010) in our case, we have that
for any positive constant L,

~2 e / 2 '
P( sup ﬂzL)<P(£n, sup M>L)+P(£;)
GGG, M(G G’)2 G.G'EG, d#n(G G')?
{ sup T; CZY &) 1£n] —i—P(EZ)
G.aeg du (G, G")?

< 3 2E[squ() ‘1£]+P(£C)

seT
K272 G(s)
<2 F 1l P( Lt
= e E‘é? G(s) 6"1 i (£>

K2r? [logn
— Let n

P<L’fb) — 0 as n — oo.

The Lindeberg condition holds trivially in our case: note that |V, ;11(G)| < 1/ — ¢n, S0
for any fixed € > 0 and for all n sufficiently large we have

—ZEnm )1(Vp,j41(G) > €)] = 0.

J=4qn

Now appealing to Theorem 1 of Bae et al. (2010), for given v > 0 and € > 0, there exists an
1 > 0 for which

lim supP( sup 15,(G)] > 57) < 3e. (98)

n—00 GeG,:d2)(G,a)<n

Note by the arguments in the proof of Lemma H.7, P(G,, € G,) — 1, and

1/2
} — 0

én(s)

Gls) !

@ (6 <
116G < {2

Gl - G} < s

seT
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with probability tending to one. Hence, G, € {G € G, : d,(fn) (G,G) < n} with probability
tending to one, and so

lim supP(]S’n(én)] > 57) < lim supP( sup 15,(G)] > 57) < 3e.
n—o0 n—o0 C’Egr:dﬁ (G,G’)gn

As € > 0 was arbitrary, lim supn_mP(]gn(@nﬂ > 57) = 0 and, as 7 > 0 was arbitrary,
this shows that S,(G,) = 0,(1). The argument following (97) then shows that (II)1,, =
op(1). O

To prove the next lemma, we need to develop a decomposition involving three types of
martingale differences. The filtrations for these martingale differences are

OIL]- 50(017---70]'7Uj+1,kj); (99)
O =0(01,...,0;-1,kj,my, E[Y |Ujsay, ], Varg, (Us,), Ujs,_, );
Onj EO’(Ol,...,Oj,Uj_H),

j=qn,...,n— 1. Define

U — Yy Ukj U — Jy Ukj
) = g 0]~ Vg ) (@~ QI £ £

max |Varg! (Uy) — Varg! (Uy)] S Knj>, (100)

where in < the implicit constants are independent of (j,n). The martingale differences to
be used in the proof are then defined by

1 m;—1 ~ ~
Hf = N . 1/1”’].*1((]].7,%1){3@ — E[Y|Ujs, ]} (101)
n Un,j—
« 1 m;_1 -~
H; = mUnﬂj_lhn’j_l(Uj,k]._l)E[Y|Uj7k]._1}, and
~ 1 mi;—q
Hnj = \/n_i(]no'n,]jfl hn,jfl(ijqu) /TEO(UJ}’%N S, kjfl)de(S)'

Note that (Hlj, Olj), (Hy:5, Or)), (ﬁlnj, @nj), j=4qn,+1,...,n, are martingale difference

sequences. In particular,

V=4, E[H] ;,,|0}] = E[ﬁhn,j(UjH,kj) [YGH - E[Y/|Uj+1,kj]] ’@Lj} (102)
n,J
= 2 (Ussa) | B Vi [Usrn] = BV |Usan )] = 0.
nj

and

VA= B [H 1|O4] = B 2o Uy E[V]Uji1,] |03 (103)

77/7‘7
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E[¥ U] {E[(@u — Q)[U]0;]
Vaer(Uk].>

Unj

+ E Ui, — Qu[U’“jHOW} [Var@j(Ukj) - Var@uw’“j)} }

=0,
where the first step of (103) holds by

Uik, — QilUx])  (Ujsa kg, — QulUs;))
Vaer (Ukj ) B VarQu (Uk] ) (104)

_ (Qu = Q))[Uy,)] o I 1
~ Varg, (Uy,) T Ui, Qu[Ukj])[Var@j(Ukj) VarQu(Ukj)]'

In addition,

vV — an [I:In,j-l-l‘@nj} = ?hnj(Uj—i-l,kj) /7;E0(Uj+1 kj» S, k; )E [de+1(S)‘@nj] (105)

nj

m.
= Ll (Ujsi,) /TEO(UJ'JFij’s’k]')E[l(TjJrl > 5)|Uj]
J

’ % E[1(Cjsy € ds) — 1(Cyyy > 8)dA(s)]
=0,

where the first step holds by the independent censoring assumption, and the second step
follows from the definition dA(s) = P(C € ds)/P(C > s).

Lemma H.21. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, (III)1., is asymptotically negligible.

Proof. Note that dM;.;(s) = 1(Xj41 € ds, 041 = 0) —1(X,+1 > s)dA(s); we re-express (I1I)
(from (21) in the main text) as

1 Z m][ ' 1 L L] [(UjJrl,kj - Qi[U])  (Ujgan; — Qu[Ukj])]

\/n —n = crnj Tnj Varg, (Ukj) B VarQu(Ukj)

< [V —/TEO(UJH 05, ki) dM; 41 (5) |

Along with the fact that Uy, is uniformly bounded in (A.1), that o,; is uniformly bounded
away from zero in (A.6), (H.8.2) and (H.8.4) of Lemma H.8, and (H.11.2) of Lemma H.11,
the above display further gives that

1 ] [(Ujﬂ,kj —QilU))  Ujsrn; — Qu[Ukj])}

‘\/n —tn Z mj[ O Varg, (Uy, ) ~ Varg, (Uy,)

X [f/j-&-l — | Eo(Ujt1;, 8, kj>de+1(5)] lg,
T
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T log(n V py,)
S [m+(1+/\( ) sup [l u,ak)‘}szq_

}—log(:i/;?:) log (ﬂ) — 0,

an
where the convergence to zero follows by G(7) > 0 in (A.2), that sup ., |Eo(u, s, k)| is

bounded in (A.7), and the conditions: n/g, = O(1) and q},,/4/10g(n V pn) — 00.
Combining all the above results, we have that

-
< [m—k(l%—A( (21;13 ‘Eo u,s,k)‘

m;
e < mz P iU (i1 = [ BuUn s )55 |

Therefore, we have that

E n,j+1|»

(1)1, | < Hf H: (106)

where Hij, H,; and Hnj are defined in (101). To complete the proof, it suffices to show that
the three terms on the right-hand-side of (106) are o,(1).
First note that for all n,

Tog(n V pn
max [y (Uyyap )] < V0BV Pn) o (107)

i€{an,...,n—1} A \/%
from the decomposition in (104), the definition of h,; in (100), and (A.1); here the implicit
constant in < does not depend on n. Also, note that Yj 1 — E[Y|Uj11;] is bounded almost
surely using (A.1) and (A.2). Then, with o,; uniformly bounded away from zero in (A.6),
(107) further implies that

i 1< log(n V p,)

= B,
Qn(n - Qn)

max | H,
J

where in < the implicit constant is also independent of n. Then for € > 0,

n—1 n—1 2
(Eed)er(Ee)
J=aqn
(ZE L)z Y e[ale[a,

t
n,j+1

o))

J=dqn gn<i<j<n—1
2 -2 2
E E n ]-‘rl Se*(n—q,)B; — 0.
J=aqn

This shows the first term on the right-hand-side of (106) converges to zero in probability.
The second and the last terms on the right-hand-side of (106) can be handled, using similar
arguments. [
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Lemma H.22. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1, (V)1 is asymptotically negligible.

Proof. 1t is trivial to see that (V)1z, = 0,(1) under the null. To verify it under the alterna-

tive, we first have

n—1

ol | el P30
(V)1e.| F_%Z% (4, (P) ~ W (P)
oo 1 n—1 1
< max i — | (P) = U(P)|1,. .
_je{Qn ----- n_l} O'nj Ln \/n—qnjgl Unj’ kJ( ) ( )| Ln

Because 0,,; is assumed to be bounded away from zero in (A.6) and max; 0,1z, /0y;| is
bounded above using (H.11.2) of Lemma H.11, it suffices to show that

R R )
J=Aqn
Recall that

Cove, (U, 6X/G;(X))
Var]pj (Uk)

k; = argmax
kEs,

Cove, (U, 5X/C?j(X))]

d . =
e Sgn[ Varp, (Ug)

and let

COV(Uk, T)
Var(Uy,)

ko = arg max
& kekn

Cov(Uy,, T)]

and mg = sgn [ Var(Us, )

Because mCovp, (Uy, 5X/G; (X))/Varp, (Uy) is maximized at (k;,m;), we observe that

0> Cove, (Uy,, 6X/G;(X)) Cove, (Uy,,6X/G(X)) (108
= Mo Var]pj (U ko) M Var]pj (U kj)
_ |, Covl(Us,T) Cov(Uy,, T) Covp, (Uky, 0X/G;(X))
B Var(Uy,) J Var(Uy, ) 0 Varg, (Ug, )
 Cov(Uy,, )] [Cove, (Uy,, 6X/G4(X))  Cov(Uy,,T)
Var(Uy,) ! Varp, (Uy;) Var(Uy,)

2 U(P) = U, (P) — 2max|¥q ; (B)) — Ve (P)],

where Uy (P) = V¢ ,(P) = Cov(Uy, 0 X/G(X))/Var(Uy) by Cov(Uy, T) = Cov(Uy, §X/G(X)).
Moreover,

Cove, (U, 6X/G5(X))  Cov(Uy, 6X/G(X))

Ve 1 (By) = Veur(P)|le, = Varp (U3) - Var(Uy) le,  (109)
1 .
= Voo 0 oo, (U0, 056,00 = Cove, (U, X/ GY)
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+ Covp, (Uy, 6X/G(X)) — Cov(Uy, 6X/G(X))
1 1
Var]pj (Uk) B Var(Uk)

|Cove, (Uy, 6X/G5(X) = 6X/G(X))|

g Cov(Uk,éX/G(X))‘

S 1 Varp (Uk)
|COV]P> (U, 0X/G(X)) — Cov(Uy, 0 X/G(X))|
Var]p (Uk)

1 1

+ 1., |Cov(Uy, 6 X/G(X))| Varp (Uy) N Var(Uy,)

Y

where the second equality holds by using the identity a,b, —ab = (a, — a)b, + (b, — b)a, and
the ensuing step follows by the triangle inequality.

Below we further tackle each term in the upper bound of |\Iléj7,€(IP’j) — Ve k(P)|1g, from
(109). To address the first term,

|COV]P> (Ur, 6X/G5(X) = 6X/G(X))|

110
Varp, (Uy,) (110)
1 - e G,(t) r
Lo B U (sup | 25— 1] )
- ’*'"Varwk){ 2 (sl !
G, (1) "
P;|Uy|P; |V |2 |
1 - - logn \" - - logn \"
< — | P UY P;|U|P;|Y
w2 (5 ) [ (50 ]
1 = logn \" - N
< — P;|ULY | + P;|Ug|P;|Y
_Varpj(Uk){;(\/ E0 )| (BT + BB 71
Vdiogn 0X
< P; —‘ P;|U —‘ 0 a.s.,
(\/q_n oar ) e B Uiy | IR gy || 2 0 e
where the first inequality holds by the triangle inequality and Taylor expansion with respect
to G around G the second inequality results from sup, |G )/G(t) — 1‘ logn/j given

by the occurrence of £, and Lemma H.12; the third inequality holds by 7 > qn; the last
inequality follows from the fact that Varp, (Uy) = Varg, (Uy) that we have showed bounded
away from zero in (H.8.2) of Lemma H.8, and the final convergence to zero results from the
uniform boundedness of P;|U,dX/G(X)|, P;|Ux| and P;|0X/G(X)| almost surely, which is
implied by (A.1), X <7, G(r) > 0 in (A.2) and the condition ¢i/*/log(n V p,) — co. This
gives the first term on the right-hand-side of (109) is 0,(1) uniformly in (j, k).

To tackle the second term on the right-hand-side of (109), again using the identity a,b, —
ab = (a, — a)b, + (b, — b)a and the triangle inequality gives that for some positive finite
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(7, n)-independent constant (7,

|CovP (Ug, 0X/G(X)) — Cov(Uy, 0 X/G(X))|
Val"[p (Uk)

T e |8 = PIUSX/GO]| + (@) - QuIUIPIX/G(X)]

(111)

e,
~ ming; ) Varp,

+ |(P; — PBX/GOIQ [Um}

[1+‘P(5X/G |+maX{|Q] Uk”} Cl nj»

(mlf\

where the second inequality holds given the occurrence of A, D L, for a sufficiently large
constant ¢ that does not depend on (j,7), and that min; ) Varp, (Uy) = ming; ) Varg, (Uy)
is bounded away from zero by (H.8.2) of Lemma H.8, so that min;) Varg, (Uy) > € for some
sufficiently small positive constant £ that is independent of (j,n). Similarly for some positive
(7,n)-independent constant ¢}, the third term on the right-hand-side of (109) is

1 1
Varp, (Uy) ~ Var(Uy)
|Varg, (Uy) — Varg, (Us)|
Varg, (Uy)Varg, (Us)
maxy, |Varg, (Ux) — Varg, (Us)|
miny Varg, (Uy) min; x) Varg, (Uy)

1z, |Cov(Uy, 6X/G(X))]| (112)

= 1., Cov (U, 6X/G(X))|

<1, mgx‘COV(Uk,(SX/G(X))}
< G Knj,

where the last step holds by the presence of 1., in which min; ) Varg, (Uy) is bounded away
from zero by (H.8.2) of Lemma H.8, along with that max; |Cov (U, 6X/G(X))| is assumed
to be bounded using (A.1) and (A.2), and miny Varg, (Uy) is assumed to be bounded away
from zero in (A.6).

Let ¢ = ¢{ + . Collecting the above results in (109)—(112) gives that [¥¢ ,(P;) —
Vg x(P)] is bounded above by ('K,; and then ¢'\/log(n V p,)/q, for j > ¢,. Inserting this
result back into (108) leads to

Uy, (P) = U(P)|1g, < 20K,y < 20 Ko,
Together with W(P) = maxy |V, (P)| in (2), the above display implies that on the event L,
0 < W(P) — |0y, (P)] < [ Wy, (P) — W(P)| < Ky (113)

where € > 2(’ is chosen in connection with (A.8). Recall that kg is the label of the predictor
that attains W(P) under the alternatives, so it is easy to see that kg € K, where K}
contains the predictors that have stronger association with 7" than the other predictors in
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Kr, as indicated in (A.8). Therefore (113) implies that k; € K, because W(P) — |Uy (P)] is
then under the threshold specified in (A.8). By (A.8), we conclude that

\/n%qn i Wy, (P) — Y(P)|1z, = Op(v/n — g, Diam(K},) ) = 0,(1).

]

I Supplementary results for simulation studies and real
data application

In Tables 3-4 we report the names of the identified features based on the various competing
approaches, separately for the Subtype B and C datasets. For the stabilized one-step estima-
tor, in Subtype B the most correlated binary feature is the interaction of haxb2.677.K.1mer
and hxb2.460.sequon actual.1mer; the most correlated count feature is the interaction of
sequons.total.gp120 and sequons.total.vb. In other words, the presence of specific amino
acid (coded by K) at position 677 and the presence of some enzymatic processes starting at
position 460 are found to have a synergistic influence on ICsy. Similarly, the change in 1Csq
appears to be simultaneously affected by the total numbers of observed chemical reactions
in the region of gp120 and of V5.

Table 3: The most correlated features identified by the competing methods, according to
data type. The interactions are coded as in Table 4, with a x [ denoting the interaction
between « and .

Method Feature
Binary predictors Count predictors
Subtype B Bonferroni One-Step g X Qg Y3 X 0
Stabilized One-Step a3 X [ Yo X V4
Subtype C Bonferroni One-Step o Xy 0% ¢
Stabilized One-Step as X [ Y1 X €
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Table 4: Coding of feature names used in Table 3 based on source code for Magaret et al.
(2019).

aq: hxb2.389.G. 1mer oy haxb2.130.K.1mer

as: hxb2.677.K.1mer oy hrb2.462.N.1mer

as: hxb2.363.5. 1mer ag: haxb2.132.T.1mer

B hab2.142.sequon actual . 1mer  Py: hxb2.460.sequon actual . 1mer
1 : sequons.total.env Yo : sequons.total.gpl120

3@ sequons.total.loop.e V41 sequons.total.vb

0: cysteines.total.gpl120 e: length.env

(: taylor.small.total.cd4

U oe=11 | Jop=21 | | 904l

750+

500+

Areurg

250+ I

Frequency

750+

500+

unod

250+

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
p-values

Figure 4: Histogram of p-values obtained by applying the stabilized one-step estimator to
1000 random orderings of the Subtype B data for various values of ¢,, separated according
to binary and count predictors.
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Figure 5: As in Figure 4, except for the data on virus subtype C.
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Figure 6: As in Figure 1, except under heavy censoring (30%).
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Figure 7: As in Figure 6, except using the whole sample to estimate nuisance parameters Ej
and @, that are estimated by the partial sample ¢, = n/2 in Fig 6.
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