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ABSTRACT

In observational studies with time-to-event outcomes, the g-formula can be used to estimate a treat-
ment effect in the presence of confounding factors. However, the asymptotic distribution of the
corresponding stochastic process is complicated and thus not suitable for deriving confidence inter-
vals or time-simultaneous confidence bands for the average treatment effect. A common remedy are
resampling-based approximations, with Efron’s nonparametric bootstrap being the standard tool in
practice. We investigate the large sample properties of three different resampling approaches and prove
their asymptotic validity in a setting with time-to-event data subject to competing risks.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In observational studies, comparisons between treatment groups are complicated by the potentially unequal distri-

bution of confounding factors. A prominent idea to tackle this issue is the potential outcomes approach, which models
the mean outcome in a hypothetical world where all study participants are subject to the same intervention (Rubin,
1974; Hernan and Robins, 2020). This article focuses on the comparison between two treatment groups, where the
outcome is a right-censored time-to-event that is possibly subject to competing risks. Our parameter of interest is the
average treatment effect (ATE) at time ¢, defined as the difference between the absolute risks of the event of interest
in the exposure groups. Following Ozenne et al. (2020), we model cause-specific hazards by Cox regression models to
estimate the absolute risk of the event of interest (Benichou and Gail, 1990; Ozenne et al., 2017).
For thorough statistical inference, confidence intervals and time-simultaneous confidence bands for the ATE pro-
vide additional insight. Inference is usually based on Efron’s nonparametric bootstrap, since the stochastic pro-
cesses involved in the estimation are rather complex, though (Efron, 1981; Stensrud et al., 2020; Ryalen et al., 2020;
Neumann and Billionnet, 2016). Ozenne et al. (2020) present an alternative approach, which is based on the influence
function and the resampling scheme developed by Scheike and Zhang (2008). Another popular resampling technique
for time-to-event data is a martingale-based wild bootstrap. This method has successfully been applied in different
situations, e.g. in non-causal investigations that cover Cox proportional hazards models (Lin et al., 1993, 1994) or
competing risks (Lin, 1997). Extensions that improve the performance for small sample sizes have been discussed by
Beyersmann et al. (2013), Dobler and Pauly (2014) as well as Dobler et al. (2017). What is more, the wild bootstrap
has been shown to perform superior to the classical bootstrap in several situations, in particular when the data involve
dependencies (Niefl et al., 2023; Riihl et al., 2022).

In this paper, we derive a martingale representation of the stochastic process characterizing the asymptotic behavior
of the ATE. Based on this representation, we provide proofs of the asymptotic validity of three resampling approaches:
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Efron’s bootstrap, a resampling method based on the influence function and the wild bootstrap. Thus, the main
contribution of this paper is to fill the gap between theory and practice and provide the missing proofs that justify
the application of resampling techniques in the situation discussed here.

The remainder of this manuscript is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces the notation, the competing risks setting
and the parameter of interest. In Section 3, we investigate the asymptotic behavior of the estimated average treatment
effect and derive a martingale-based representation of the corresponding stochastic process. Section 4 contains the
proofs of the asymptotic validity of the three resampling approaches. We close with a discussion in Section 5.

2. SETTING AND NOTATION

The first vector element denotes the time of an individual’s first event (T') or censoring (C'), whichever occurs earlier.
In a setting with K competing causes of failure, the indicator D may assume values in {1,..., K} according to the
type of event that is observed, whereas for censored observations, D = 0. The data moreover include the treatment
indicator A € {0, 1} as well as the covariate vector Z € RP. We suppose that there are no ties and that T' 1L C' | (4, Z).
Besides,the covariate values in Z should be bounded.

Let without loss of generality D = 1 refer to the event of interest and consider the potential cumulative incidence
function F{*(t) = P(T* <t, D* = 1) under treatment a. We characterize the average treatment effect by the relation
ATE(t) =E (F{(t) — FY(t)), with time ¢ ranging between 0 and 7, the terminal time of the study. If the identifiability
conditions of exchangeability, positivity and consistency apply (cf. Hernan and Robins, 2020, section 1.3), the g-formula
suggests

ATE(t) =

SN

i (F1(t |A=1,Z;) - Fi(t]| A= O;Zi))

as an estimator of the average treatment effect (Ozenne et al., 2020). One possible way to obtain Fy (¢ | A, Z) involves
fitting cause-specific Cox models with covariates A and Z(®*) € RP* for each event type k € {1,...,K}. This yields
estimated cumulative hazards of the following form:

Ax(t | a,2®) = Aoi(t) exp(Braa + Brzz®),

s K dNy(s)
with Aok (t) = / "y Y v Z(k) .
0 > Yi(s)exp(Bradi + BrzZ; )

(We use Z instead of Z(®) hereafter, as the cause specificity of the covariates follows from the context.) The vector
Bk = (BkAu sz)T € RP++! results from the Cox regression and combines the estimated coefficients for treatment and
covariates. Apart from that, Agy (t) is the Breslow estimator of the cumulative baseline hazard (Breslow, 1972), which
depends on the counting process Ni(t) = Y 1" | N;i(t), with Ni; () = I{T;AC; < t, D; = k}, and the at-risk indicator
Yi(t) = {TAC; > t}, i € {1,...,n}. Note that we use 1{-} to denote the indicator function. The estimator of the
cumulative incidence finally results by plugging Ak (¢ | a, z), into the formula

t
F‘l(t|a,z)=/ S(t | a,2) dhr(s | a,2),
0

where S(t | a,z) = exp (— Zszl Ay(s | a, z)) approximates the survival probability P(T > ¢ | a, z) for a given treat-
ment a and covariate vector z.

3. ASYMPTOTIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE ESTIMATED AVERAGE TREATMENT EFFECT

In order to investigate the asymptotic behavior of A/T\E, we study the process U, (t) = /n (/TT\E(t) — ATE(t)) and
its properties as n — co. Arguments similar to those used by Cheng et al. (1998) show that the limiting distribution of
U, may be represented in terms of martingales. This is an important finding that facilitates further inferences on the
large-sample properties of the process. Before we commence with the proof, it is necessary to define several functions
and variables, however.

Consider
1 - Kr
SO (Brit) = — S Vil exp(Bradi + B, Z) (4, 2D)T) . refo,1,2),

i=1
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(where v®0 =1, ¥ =v, v®2=9vv? for a column vector wv), and the corresponding expectations
s (Br,t) = E (S (B, 1)), r € {0,1,2}, as well as

S (By,, 1)
S(O)(/Gk'v t)

with e(Bg,t) = % for k € {1,..., K}. The positive definite matrix Xy is given by

E(B,t) =

T /5@
=[] (S ~ (800" B0 ),

supposing that the Cox model applies with true vector of regression coefficients Bgg for cause k. Let further
t
he(t | a,2) :/ ((a,27)7 — e(Bok, u)) dAx(u | a, ),
0 t
p1(t]a,z) :/ S(u— | a,z)dhi(u | a,z),
0
P1x(t] a,z) = / (Fi(t|a,z) — Fi(u] a,z)) dhg(u ] a, z).
0

Eventually, we define the functions

H (u,t) 1 - T
R )~ () 55 (5T ),

ke{l,....,K},ie{l,...,n}, u <t with

Hyq; (u t)

M=

~ 1
Hin(u,t) = =3 ((Su= | A=1,20) = Fi(t | A=1,Z0) + Fa(u | A= 1,25)) exp(ora + Bl 2 Zi)

—(S(u—[A=0,Z;) - F(t|A=0,Z;) + Fi(u]| A= OuZi))eXp(ﬁOTlZZi)) :

> ((Fit] A=0,2:) ~ Fi(u| A=0,2:)) exp(Bhz Z:)
T (R A=1,2) - Fi(u] A=1,25) expl(Bora + Bz Zo))

Il
=

2

o (u,t) = (ke{2,... K}

1
n

and

Fat) = " (pa(t| A=1,20) il | A=1,20)) — (pa(t | A=0,Z5) — hua(t | A= 0, Z)
i=1

(ar(t | A=0,2;) —Pae(t | A=1, Zy)) (ke{2,....K}).

S|
M=

Hp,(t) =

=1

Lemma 1. For the process

iZ(/ His(oo) Ma(6) + [ Hiai(s, ) ab()).

k=11=1

with My (t) = Ny (t fo s)dAk(s| Aiy Z;), k€ {1,...,K}, i€ {1,...,n}, it holds that
Un(t) = Un(t) + 0p(1).

Note that My, is a martingale relative to the history (yt)tzo that is generated by the data observed until a given
time, i.e. E(dMy;(t) | Fi—) = 0.

Proof. By the strong law of large numbers, we have

Ut \FZ ([ St 14 =120 (B + BT 20 dhonto) — [ (=1 4= 1.22) explona + 815 2:) dhan(w)



:\%

S(u—| A=0,2;) exp(B]7Z:) dhor (u / S(u—| A =0, Z;) exp(Bo1zZi) dhox (u )) + op(1)

()«

= g El ( ( u— | A=1,Z;)— S(u— | A=1, Z,)) eXp(BlA + B{ZZi) dAOl(U)

\

/ (u—|A=1,2Z;)d (GXP(BM +B12Zi)Ao1 (v) — exp(Bora + ﬁoT1zZi)A01(u))>

3\§

Xn: (/ (u—A=0,Z;) - S(u— | A=0, Z,-)) exp(BT,Z;) dAoy (u)

i=1

+ /0 Stu—| A=0,2;)d (exp(Bfszi)Am(u) - exp(gglzzi)/\m(u))) + 0p(1).

Lin et al. (1994) showed that \/n (Ak(t | a,z) — Ap(t ] a, z)) = Wi(t | a,z) + 0,(1) for the martingale expression

exp(Boka-a+ Borzz) 7
Wit | a, z) \F Z (/ Ofofg‘(ﬁ%uf;kz dMi (u) + (h(t | a,2))" Sk /O ((Ai,ZiT)T - E(ﬁOk,u)) dM;ﬂ-(u)> .

Thus, exploiting the (uniform) consistency of Bl and Ao (Tsiatis, 1981; Kosorok, 2008, pp. 361-362) and using
a first-order Taylor approximatlon of f:axw— exp( x) around x = Zk 1 exp(BOkA a+ Berzz)Aok(t) (which yields
Sit—]a,z)—S{t—|a,z)=——F T=S(t— | a,2) S0 Wi(t | a,2) 4 0p(1)), we find that

lan(/su—|A_1Z)dvvl(u|A_1z /Wku|A—1 Z)dF(u| A =1, Z))

Un(t)

n

—12</ S(u—|A=07Z¢)dW1(u|A=0,Z,-)—Z/ Wk(u|A=O,Z,-)dF1(u|A:0,Z,-)>+op(1)
k=1"0

n-

I K
—Z(/ Stu— | A=1,Z;)dWy(u| A=1,2Z;)
n 0
i=1
—Z/ (Fu(t| A=1,Z:) — Fi(u| A=1,2:) dW(u| A =1, 2Z;)
0
t ~
([ s-1a=0zpaina-0.2)
0 K )
—Z/ (FLt|A=0,Z;)— Fi(u| A=0,2;)) dWi(u| A= 1,Z,-)>> + 0,(1).
k=10
The last equivalence follows from integration by parts, since
t ~ t R
/ Wi(ul|a,z)dFi(u] a,z) =Wi(t|a,z)Fi(t]a,z) —/ Fi(u|a,z)dWg(u|a,z).
0 0
Finally, by inserting the definition of W} and reordering the terms, the result follows. (|

The subsequent theorem characterizes the limiting distribution of U,, for fixed covariate vectors Z;, i € {1,...,n}:

Theorem 1. The process U, converges weakly to a zero-mean Gaussian process (with covariance function

E(t1,t2) = Z?:l W) (ty,t2),

dAQk; (u)

~ T 15
m‘f’(Hkﬂ(tl)) Ek Hk2(t2)7

tiNty ~
§(k)(t1,t2) = / Hi1 (u, t1)Hia (u, ta2)
0

on the Skorokhod space D0, T].



Proof. Lemma 1 implies that it is sufficient to consider the limiting distribution of U,,.
For distinct causes k # [, the counting processes Ni; and Nj; cannot jump both, which is why the martingales My, (t)
and M;(t) are orthogonal. Moreover, Vk € {1,..., K},

< ;/0 mdﬂ/[ki(u)v ;/0 % ((Aivzg)T - E(/BOk,u)) dez(U) > (t)
=3 [ s (40 207 = E(Bow)) Vitw) explfona-As-+ Bl Z2) don ()

t
1
= —— (8™ — (0) —
| 50y (59 Bok.) =~ B(Bow. 05 (B, 1)) dhoc(a) = .
This means that Y ., fg Hii(u, t) dMy;(u) and Y0, fg Hyoi(u,t) dMy;(u) are orthogonal as well. Andersen et al.
(1993, pp. 498-501) furthermore showed that

%i/r ((Ai,ZiT)T _E(ﬁok,u)) dMp; (u) i N(0,Zy)
niziJo

as n tends to infinity (where A/ symbolizes the normal distribution), and since (71 and 1% are deterministic functions
for given covariates Z;, the second summand of U, is likewise asymptotically normal with mean zero.

It therefore only remains to consider the first summand. Note that Vk € {1,..., K}, the processes ﬁkl(U,t) are
deterministic, continuous in u and bounded for fixed covariates Z;. In particular,

|Hp (u,t)] < (exp(Boka) + 1) Jnax exp(Borz Zi),
‘(flkl(u, f))2‘ < (exp(2Boka) + 2 exp(Bora) + 1)  max exp(Borz(Zi + Z;))

for u < t. The strong law of large numbers further suggests that S (8g,t) converges to () (8B, t) almost surely for
any t € [0,7], Bk € RP:T1. If we suppose that P(Y;(7) > 0) > 0Vi € {1,...,n} (or also some less stringent constraints,
see Fleming and Harrington, 2005, section 8.4), this convergence is uniform on By x [0, 7], where By, is a neighborhood
of Bok. Besides, s is bounded away from zero on By, x [0,7]. The conditions of Rebolledo’s martingale central limit
theorem (Andersen et al., 1993, Theorem I1.5.1) are thus fulfilled, and we conclude that U, converges weakly to a
zero-mean Gaussian process on D[0, 7].

For the covariance function, one finds that

K n t1Ata u, by (st
5(t1,t2):2 <Z/O Hia (u, 1) Hya (u, to)

k=1 \i=1 n (s (ﬁok U))
- Z / Fia(1)) B (4 2)7 — B(Bor, ) (Hia(t2)) 3" (A0 207~ B(Box. )

Yi(u) exp(Bora-Ai + ﬁngZi) dAOk(“))

K tiAte 17 7
Z 1Atz Hkl(u, tl)Hkl (u,tQ)
k=1 </0 S© (Bok, u) o)

+ (ﬁkz(fl))Tzil (/OT % z”: ((Ai, zi)" - E(ﬁomu)) ((Ai, zZi)" - E(ﬁomu))T
i=1

Y;(u) exp(Boka- Ai + Borz Zs) dAOk(“)) (Eil)Tﬂkz (f2)>

K tiAta 1 o
_ V2 Hi (u, t1) Hyt (u, t2)
=2 </0 SO Boger ) ok ()

+ (ﬁkz(tl))ngl ( /0 ( S@ (Box, u) — SO (Bog, u) (E(ﬁOk,u))T) dAOk(u)> zklﬁkz(tg))

Yi(u) exp(Boka - Ai + Boz Zi) dAok (u)




K tlAtQﬁ (u,t )E[ (u,t) _ T_ L~
n:ZoZl (/0 kls(o)(lﬁozlu) 22 dAok(u) + (sz(f1)> i Sk i Hya(ta) | = €t 1),

where the convergence in the last step follows by the strong law of large numbers and the continuous mapping
theorem. |

4. RESAMPLING-BASED APPROXIMATIONS

The asymptotic distribution of U, (t) is too complex to derive in practice, which is why resampling approaches are
often used as a remedy to draw inferences on AT E(t). In the following, we show the validity of three different methods.

4.1. Efron’s bootstrap

Usually, confidence intervals and bands for the average treatment effect are constructed using the classical nonpara-
metric bootstrap (Efron, 1981). The main idea is to draw n times with replacement from the data at hand and compute
the desired statistical functional in the resulting bootstrap sample. This step is repeated multiple times, yielding a
set of bootstrap estimators that provides information on the distribution of the underlying functional. Although this
approach generally provides asymptotically valid outcomes, there are certain situations where it breaks down (Singh,
1981; Friedrich et al., 2017). To the best of our knowledge, a proof of the validity in the specific setting considered
here is still pending.

Theorem 2. U;(t):\/ﬁ(m*(t)—m(t)), with A/T\E*(t) being the estimated average treatment effect
in the bootstrap sample, converges to the ‘same limiting process as U,(t) for almost all data samples
{TinCi, Dy, Ai, Ziticqa,... ny if infuepor Y (u) L .

.....

The superscript ‘*’ is used here and in the following to indicate bootstrapped quantities.

Proof (Outline). Suppose that the given data were obtained on the probability space (2,4, P). We first note
that the general martingale arguments apply conditionally on w € Q for almost all w (cf. Akritas, 1986). Let
7 = maxi<;<n{(TAC)*}. The estimators Agr and Ay calculated in the original data sample are the true (dis-
continuous) cumulative baseline hazard and cumulative hazard in the bootstrap sample, respectively. Moreover,
s (B, u) = S (B, u) as well as e* (B, u) = E(B, u), which is easy to see if the bootstrap sample is represented
with multinomial weights assigned to the original sample, e.g.

S(O ,Bk U Zwl % GXp ﬂkAA +/6kZZ)
for w ~ Mult(n,(1/n,...,1/n)T). Thus, Bj = S hy = hu, P =@1, Y = 1k and
t
M) = s (M) - [ Vi aintu] 4:.20).
0

i €{1,...,n}. Note that a discrete-time setting is considered here! We can now infer that B,’; it Bk and ASk 2 Aok
on [0,7*] as n — oo by the considerations of Prentice and Kalbfleisch (2003). Also,

ﬁ@memWﬁijwxzﬁmww)

+ % (ilk(t | a,z (Z/ < Au ZT - E*(Bk,u)> M;&MU)) + 0p(1),

which can be concluded by the reasoning of Andersen et al. (1993, proof of Theorem VII.2.3). These results provide
the basis for proceeding in the same way as we did in the proof of Lemma 1. It follows that U} (t) = U (t) + op(1),

with

k=11=1

applying the definitions of Hyy; and Hys; to the bootstrap sample.



Subsequently, we use similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 1. One finds that
3 | e Y [ 7= ((ae28) - B s ) > 0
i=1 \/ﬁ S(O)7* u i—1 70 \/ﬁ
—_— T J— * 3 . . J— A . . A . .
_ Z/ o B <(AZ, zf) - B (,Bk,u)> wiYi(w) (1= Ae(du | Ai, 22)) Au(du | i, Z1)

/ S 0) ﬁk7 ( ﬁk, ﬁ ,u) — Sél)(Bk, u)) AOk(Au)AOk(dU)

T\ ®r
with S5 (B, 1) = L S Yi(t) exp(28xa A; + 2815 Z:) <(AZ-, ZiT) > .1 e {0,1,2). Also,
izn:/ (A- ZT)T—E*(B w) ) Mii(du) -2 N(0, 5y — Siz)
\/ﬁ  J, 1y L g ks ki 5 ~k k,2
with
T R . . T N R T
Bea- | (Sé”(ﬁk,u) = 55" (Be,w) (BBrw) — E(Bi,u) (557 (Bi,w))
~ ~ T ~ R R
B(Beo) (BB ) 51" (B ) Aor () on(a)
(cf. Prentice and Kalbfleisch, 2003), and lastly,

Hklut

M (du
\/— g (0), ) kz( )
converges weakly to a zero-mean Gaussian process with covariance function
t1A\t2 H t H t K ti1At2 j;[ t _E[ t “ N N
i(t1,t2) = Z/ = u(ol) il 12) 4, () - Z/ it 1)A kl(u’z 2) $O) (B, u) Ao (Au) Aok (du)
S©) (B, u) = Jo (S(O) (Br., u))

as n — 00.
Since we assumed that there are no ties in the original sample,

S (B, u) Aok (Au) Aoy (du) = : 3 ’ (AN (u))

1 &
- Yilw) exp(20adi +26{2 i) ((4:. 2)7) e—
= (S Yilw) exp(Beadi + B, 2:))

N A ®r
MAaX| <;<n: v; (u)=1{XP(2Bra Ai + 281 5 Z;) ((Au Z;TF)T) }
Y (u)? minlgign:m(u):l{GXP(QBkAAi +28%,Z;)} '

Because of the boundedness of the covariates, all the terms involving Sy)(,ék, w)Aor(Au) Ao (du), r € {0,1,2}, vanish
as n — 0o, and the proof is complete. O

4.2. Influence function

Ozenne et al. (2020) presented a second resampling technique based on the influence function of the average treatment
effect. The idea proceeds from the functional delta method, which shows that

1 n
Un(t) = NG STIF(t TiNC:, Dy, ALZ:) + op(1) 25 N (o, / (IF (t; s,d,a,2))* dP(s,d,a,z)> .
=1

To look up the definition of the influence function IF, refer to Ozenne et al. (2020, 2017). The authors propose the
resampling method described by Scheike and Zhang (2008) in order to approximate the distribution of the process
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while taking the dependence of the increments of U, into account. This method is valid because of the asymptotic
properties of U, (see Theorem 1). More specifically, one can imitate the limiting distribution of U, by applying
independent standard normal variables G, ... GZ and the plug-in estimator IF as follows:

1 &~
\/ﬁz ( ’ ) ) ’ ) i

i=1
For further details, see also van der Vaart (1998, chapter 20).

4.3. Wild bootstrap

With regard to the martingale representation of U, from Lemma 1, a third approach results in accordance with the
resampling scheme proposed by Lin et al. (1993). In short, one tries to emulate the distribution of the martingale
increments dMy;, k € {1,...,K}, i € {1,...,n} by generating random variates with asymptotically equal moments.
The subsequent theorem sets out the conditions these variates need to fulfill in more detail. (Note the parallels to
Theorem 1 in Dobler et al., 2017.)

Theorem 3. Let GVB, i € {1,...,n}, be random variables that satisfy the following conditions:
(l) \/ﬁ maxi<i<n (GWB | ) —> 0,
(#) maxi<;<n Var (GWB | Z. ) £, 1;

(m) ﬁ maxlgignE ((GXVB) | ﬁT> i> 0
(i) £(GWP i {1,...,n} | F) = @, L (GVP | ),

where L(- | %) denotes the conditional distribution given Z, and ® is the product measure;
n (GIP (61" |7,))” (Ve _E(GVP|7,))? P
(v) Zi_ﬂE( T (Var(GYP17,)) ez 1) T 0vex 0.

=1 =1

Then, conditional on the data,

n

K
= 3 (il TinCiyt) NG + Hios(TinCist) Nua(r)GI'P )
k=11i=1

converges weakly to the same process as Uy, on DI0, 7).

The functions Hy; and Hyo; are calculated by plugging appropriate sample estimates into the definitions of Hy;
and Hyo;. It is easy to see that conditions (i) to (v) are fulfilled by independent standard normal multipliers G/VZ,
which corresponds to the original idea of Lin et al. (1993). Another option are independent centered unit Poisson
multipliers, according to the suggestion of Beyersmann et al. (2013).

Before we can verify Theorem 3, several interim results are needed. The proofs of the following lemmas can be found
in the appendix; the ideas are based on Beyersmann et al. (2013) and Dobler et al. (2017).

Consider the triangular arrays X(k) (X(k)( t1),... ,ngi) )", ie{l,....n}, ke {l,..., K}, defined on the proba-
bility space (21,41, P1), for 0 < t1 <... <t <7,l €N, with

plug-in estimators ﬁkl, ﬁ k2 and

(1 (T[S Bru)  [8D(Bk,u) - (o
e = n 2/0 SO) (B, u) (S(O)(Bk,u)> sl

( ), with multipliers G; defined on (Qs, A2, P2). (We generally consider the
) (Ql X, A1 ® Az, Py x P).)

Consequently, U, (t) = Zk >
product probability space (9, A,

"UH



Lemma 2. The triangular arrays X(kz satisfy the following conditions for each k € {1,...,K}:
(i) maxi<i<n ||X || 250 (where || - || denotes the Euclidian norm);
(ii) Sy X ) (Xf:fz) 5 (€Wt 1) 1<y

Lemma 3. For time points 0 <t, <t; <7 andk e {1,...,K},

max
1<i<n

x® () - xH ()] € 0p(n~1/2),

s

where Op(ay,) denotes asymptotic boundedness by a, in probability.

Note that the bound in the Lemma 3 is independent of the time points ¢, and ¢!

Lemma 4. For time points 0 <t, <t, <t; <7, causes k € {1,..., K} and the function
1< "1 dNy(u
LP) = =3 (exp(2Bea) + 2exp(Bea +1) ) exp(28] 2 Z;) / %
n 0 ( SO (Bg, u))

S (1o vt (1 14-080)) iy [ 1A
k,U

1 . R
— 2 28t . Z;
+nZeXp( Bra +2BkzZj)

= )
) (02" - Bew) 55 (i ZS‘“> S0 (012D - BBew) L0

1 — .
~ 28t . Z;
+nZeXP( BrzZi)

. /0 ((0, z{)" — E(B, U))T D (% ; 21“) ! ((0’ Z)" - B u)) % (S(i];;’“iul))
+ % i (Fl(t |A=1, Zj)) exp(2Pka + 2BkzZ;)
j=1

./OT ((1,ZJT)T _E(Bkau))Tﬁ]lzl <%§:Skl> 5! ((LZJT) E(Gr. )) 1#}%))2

+ % (13'1 (A=0, Zi))2 exp(28L,2Z:)

'T(vZ;TF)T— (Br, u) < nf)) zhHT — (5,)1%
/0(0 o ) g (e ’ ) " (5O (Be. ))

- . . T
with Xy = [ ( (A;, ZDT — E(Bs, u)) ((Al-, zhHT — E(ﬁk,u)) dNyi(u), the following inequality holds in probability
provided that the conditions in Theorem 3 are fulfilled:

<ZGX(k) ZGX ) <ZGX ZGX(k) )2 ’ F,

< (L) - £0) " 0,01

<.
i M:
I,

Proof of Theorem 3. Considering U (k) ()=>r,GX (k)( -), the conditions of Lemma 1 from the supplementary ma-
terial of Dobler et al. (2017) are fulfilled Vk € {1,...,K} due to Lemma 2 and the assumptions w.r.t. the multipliers
G;. It follows that the finite-dimensional dlstrlbutlons of Un k) converge weakly to zero-mean Gaussian processes with
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covariance functions £(®), respectively, in probability (conditional on %, ).
Since 1 Zl 1 ki converges to Ty (cf. proof of Lemma 2), the function L ) from Lemma 4 converges uniformly to

dAQk (u)
5(0) (ﬁOk, U)

+YEy (((Fl(t | A=1,2)) exp(2Bora) + (Fi(t| A =0, Z))Q) exp(ZﬁOTkZZ)) /0

1» (t) = (exp(2Boka) + 2exp(Boka + 1)) Ez (eXP@ﬁgIczz)) /0

_dAor(u)
59 (Bok, u)
M)

50 (Bok, u)

+Ez (exp(QﬁoTkZZ)/O ((O, zh)" - e(ﬁOk,U))T Skt ((0, Z™7T — e(Bok, u)) %)
+Ez <(F1(t | A=1, Z))2 exp(2Boxa + 2Bz Z) /T ((1, ZM7T — e(Bok. u))T it ((17 Z0)T e(,BOk,u))

’ M)
50 (Bok, u)

tEy <(F1(t | A=0,2))2exp(288,.,2) /T ((o, zT)T — e(ﬁgk,u))
0 dAok (1) )
5(0)(/30k;u)

on [0,7) as a consequence of the martingale central limit theorem. The conditional tightness of (A]flk) can now be
shown along the lines of the proof of Theorem 3.1 in Dobler and Pauly (2014). We apply the subsequence principle
for convergence in probability (cf. Beyersmann et al., 2013): For every subsequence, there is another subsequence
such that for almost every (fixed) w € Q1 xQq, we find ng € N, a constant v > 0 and a sequence of non-decreasing,
continuous functions lﬁﬁ) that converges uniformly to (), such that

+ Bz (exp(@ons +20852) [ (11,2707~ elone)) 3 (1,277 - elBon. )

T

=i ((0, zhT - e(ﬁomu))

n n

2 2
(Z G xM(t, Z Gix® ) (Z Gixt) - > Gixl (tr)> | Z. | <~ (lnm (ts) — lflk)(tq))wz

=1 =1

if n > ng. (Here, ny and v do not depend on 0 <t, <t,. <t; <7.) The conditional tightness follows by extending
Theorem 13.5 in Billingsley (1999) pointwise alon% subsequences (cf. Dobler and Pauly, 2014). Eventually, this proves
the conditional convergence in distribution of U in probability for each ke {)1
The assertion of Theorem 3 follows by noting that the processes U ) and U ) are 1ndependent for k # k' given the
data because we consider competing events, i.e. dN; and dNy/; cannot jump both. [l

5. DISCUSSION

Estimating a causal effect in time-to-event data subject to competing risks presents a number of challenges. In this
manuscript, we focused on the average treatment effect defined as the difference between the t-year absolute risks for
the event of interest. While we based our estimation on cause-specific Cox models, our estimand of interest was the
causal risk difference, i.e. a contrast of the cumulative incidence functions. Thus, we do not interpret the hazard ratio
in a causal way, see Hernan (2010); Aalen et al. (2015); Martinussen and Vansteelandt (2013) for detailed discussions
on the drawbacks of the hazard ratio in a causal context. As Martinussen and Stensrud (2023) point out, this estimand
only captures the total effect of the treatment on the event of interest, while a distinction in terms of direct and indirect
effects is not possible, see also Young et al. (2020). Martinussen and Stensrud (2023) therefore propose an estimator
based on the efficient influence function and use the nonparametric bootstrap to estimate its variance. Extensions
of the wild bootstrap to this situation merit further research, as the classical bootstrap has been shown to perform
insufficiently in certain situations (Singh, 1981; Friedrich et al., 2017; Niefl et al., 2023; Riihl et al., 2022).

A related aspect concerns modeling of the association between the covariates and the outcome. In our work,
we focused on Cox proportional hazards models, but did not go into aspects such as variable selection or model
misspecification. The latter is covered to some extent by Ozenne et al. (2020) considering the classical bootstrap.
Recently, Vansteelandt et al. (2022) proposed an approach that allows for more flexible modeling of the association
between covariates and an outcome. Integration of this so-called assumption-lean Cox regression into our resampling
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framework is part of future research. Alternatively, other regression models such as Aalen’s additive hazards model or
a Cox-Aalen model might be used, however, the proofs presented here need to be adapted accordingly. Exploiting the

properties of the martingale residuals underlying these models will be helpful and, in addition, facilitate the integration
of e.g. left-truncation.
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APPENDIX

Proof of Lemma 2. Because Nj; jumps at most once,

tr A .
B (i, ) — Vi (W)

0 VSO (B, u)

1
Vn-inf,ep,¢,) S© (/élw u) .

max
1<i<n

< (exp(BkA) + 1) max. exp(Brz Z:)

Recall that on B x [0, 7], S © converges uniformly to s which is bounded away from zero, and that ,ék is strongly consistent.
For that reason, the expression above converges to 0 Vi, € {t1,...,t} almost surely as n — oco.
In addition,

/OT — (IfIkg(tr))Tﬁ];l ((Ai, ZN" — E(Br. u)) ANy (u)

< max { S LS [ (etinr| (0,250 - (B) ") 2 [ (40207 = BlBr) avia)

Jji= 1 Jj2=1 -
- ‘ ((o, z%) - (E(Bk,u))T> 2;1/0 (40, 21)" = B(Br,u)) dNii(w) )
SOBk,v)
max{exp(Bra), 1} maxi<;, <n exp(Bhz Zj,)
Va-infueo.,) S© Bk, v)

(.28 - (BBe0) ") 22 (40 200" - BB
((0, z3,) - (B (B, v))T) 5 (40,207 - B(Be,w)) D .

Using the previous considerations and the fact that s and s® are bounded on B x [0,7] (Fleming and Harrington, 2005,
section 8.4), we can also conclude that the above maximum vanishes Vi, € {t1,...,t;} as n tends to co, which implies condition
(i)

Moreover, for time points ¢, and ts with 0 <t, <t <7,

- max sup
1S5J1S7 uelo,7], vE[0,tr]

+ max sup
1S6315n uelo,7], ve(0,tr]

n

ZX(k)(tr)X(k) (ts) = Z/tT ﬁ[kl (u, t, chl(u t )%’u)z
po (S(O)(Bk,u))

= . - 2 wi (U 1
+—Z/ Fa(t)) S (402007 = BB, ) (1) L W

SO (B, u)
‘o Z/OT (Bia(t)) 5" (40 28)" — B(Bi,w)
: (ﬁkz(ts))Tﬁlgl ((Ai,ZiT)T - E(,ék,u)) dNyi(u),
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as Ng; is a one-jump process. The first term of Equation (1) equals

IR A d My (u) T E dAok (u)
Z/o et 7t5)(s<o>(ék,u))2+ | HuaC i)t 50 By

Due to the strong consistency of Bk and !A\o;€7 Hyi is uniformly consistent, and so is S© on B x [0, 7] (with estimand 8(0)7 which
is bounded away from zero). It follows by application of the martingale central limit theorem that the first summand of the
expression above converges to zero as n — 0o. Using the same arguments on the remaining terms in Equation (1), we obtain

S XN )X B () L / " i a6 s (1, ts)%
i=1 - ) ,
(A Tyt (s@ ~ dA
+/0 (Hm(tr)) Ekl (S( )(ﬁOkﬂ-L) - e(ﬂokyu)s(o)(ﬁomu)) Hkl(u,ts)Wz(:)w
+ (ﬁkZ(tT-))Tzlzl </ (5(2)(,30k u) — S (IBOIm )(e(ﬁ0k7u))T) dAOk(U)) (Eil)Tﬁkz(tS)
0
- £ dA - T, -
:/0 Hkl(u7tr)Hk1(U7ts)W%+(sz(tr-)) Sk Sk Hea(ts),
and thus, condition (ii) follows. .

Proof of Lemma 3.

dei (U)
S© (B, u)

(Bra(es) — Fialt)) 35" (40287 = BB ) [ i) |

I:}kl(u7ts) - 1{u < tr}~I:{k1(u7 t,)

Vi max | X (t) - x8)(t,)

1<i<n

ts
< max {/
1<i<n | Jo
-
+ /
0

<2 (exp(Bra) + 1) maxi<i<n exp(Biz Zi)

inqu[O,-r] 50 (Bkn u)
(Baes) - Frea(e) 35 (4, 20)7 ~ B(B,w)

+ max sup
1<i<n o Jtr,ts€[0,7]

I

ie. v/nmaxi<i<n Xflkl) (ts) — Xflkl) (tr)| € Op(1) (ct. the proof of Lemma 2). O

Proof of Lemma 4. Using condition (iv) of Theorem 3, one can show that the expectation in Lemma 4 has the upper bound

max B(G! | #) 37 (X)) - X8 (t) (X80 - X0 0)”

1<i<n
i=1

n

+2 max [E (G5 | )| max [E(Giy | 7)Y (X () = X1, (tg )\Xfle 9= X )

1<i1<n
§ : (k) x (k)
‘Xn i S n ,i9 (tT)

i1=1

i9=1
k k
+2 max [E(Gy, | #)| max [E(GY, | F \Z\Xifl o= X5 ()
- i1=1
2
k k k k
Z] X ) = X, ()| (X8, ) = X, (1)
ig=1
k) ( (k) RS (k) (k) 2
+ max (E(G?] 7)) _Z(Xml t) = X1 (1)) ZI(XW() XM, ()
~ P
2
2| k) (4 *)( (k) (k)
+2 max (E (G7 | 7)) <Z!X = X Bt [x 0 ) - X,“(tr))

+ max E (G}, | #:) max (E(G:| %)) Z (szkfl(tr) X,(kal ) <Z‘X(k) X(k)(tr)>

1<i1<n 1<i<n h
i1=1
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n

+4 max IE(G2 | 7-) ax (E(G? | Z ))2 Z ‘X(k-) (tr) —X(k) (tq)

i1=1 n
k k k k k k
\XLBQ t) = X, )| | X, ) = X3, 0] 32 [xi, e = x B, t0)
ig=1 ig=1

+ max (E(G; | #,))* max E (G | Z,) <Z‘X““) t) — X (ty)

1<i<n 1<ig<n ni (

2 n
(k) (k) 2
) Z (Xn,ig (ts) - Xn,ig (tf))
2 /o, 2
k k
) (3 e - xe])
in=1

which we denote by (2). According to the proof of Lemma 2, the first term can (informally) be expressed as

1<i<n

+ max (E(G; | #))* <Z ‘X,(fffl (t) — X (tg)

i1=1

2 2

(/Ots dNwi(u) - Op(1) + /OT dNyi(u) - o,,(1)> :

which may be further reduced to maxi<i<n, E(G} | #;) L - Op(1), as Ny is a one-jump process. The term at hand is therefore
negligible due to condition (iii) of the theorem.
Furthermore, the second and third summands in (2) have the upper bound

n 3/2
> (X0t - Xfl’?(o))) Vi Op(n™'12)

max
(tovtp)e{(t(htr)v(trvts)} i=1

n

max B(G! | #7) % ; </Ot ANis () - Op(1) + /0 ANps (1) - op(1)>

225, [B (G4 1 70| max [ (G | 77)]

as a consequence of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 3. With condition (i) as well as a combination of the Jensen

inequality and condition (iii), we eventually obtain the representation

3/2

n 2
X® ey — x®) g, ) 0,(1).
(tortp)ELlin o) (trote)) <Z( i (t0) i (fo) »(1)

i=1

This expression turns out to be a general upper bound for the expectation in Lemma 4 by application of similar considerations,
involving the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 3 and the conditions of Theorem 3, to the remaining terms in (2). Note that
the Op(1) term does not depend on g, t,, ts!

For (to,tp) € {(tq,tr), (tr,ts)}, it thus remains to show that

S (X0 - X0 < (L0(k) - L9 (0) 0,0,

i=1

The inequality (a + b)? < 2a® + 2b%, a,b € R suggests that
2

= : 22 - dNi; fo 2 dNyi

> (xBt) - xBit) <=3 s o, 1) i) / s (u,to) i)

i=1 n i=1 0 S(©) (ﬂk‘nu) 0 S© (ﬁky U)

T a 2 T . R 2
+ ( | (Fatt) - Fria(e)) 85 (4,207 - BB,w) dwu)) )
0

Due to the definition of ﬁkh the first summand in (3) has upper bound

2~ (1< X . ' dNpi(u 1 Y dN(u)
I ; <ﬁ Z (2exp(/3kA) + 2) eXp(ﬁzzzj) /to 75(0) Ijﬂk ) - Z: (exp BkA + 1) exp(,BkZ )/to m

®3)

e Z((Fl (ty | A=1,2;) — F1(to|A=17Zj))exp(ﬁk,4)+(Fl(tp|A:07Zj)—Fl(to|A:07Zj)))

2
~ to .
exp(ploz [N

n n te (4)
; % ; (9 exp(2B1a) + 18 exp(Bra) + 9) exp(2642Z;5) /t q 7@3\([;:2))2

+721 i < <(F1 (ts | A=1,2; )) (Fata | A= 1,zj))2> exp(2Bx4)
dNy;(u)

(e amnm) = (B a0 m))) itz [ S
k, U

S
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For the last step, we used again that (a + b)? < 2a? 4 2b°, as well as the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (a — b)? < a® — b* for
0<b<a.
The second summand in (3) is further equal to

% z": (IfIkz(tp) - ﬁkZ(to))Tﬁ:glikiﬁng (Iflkz(tp) — ﬁkz(to)) ,

because f)ki is symmetric and Ng; is a one-jump process. Note that

R N 1 [t "\ dNp.
sz(tp) _ sz(to) = E /to (Xkl,A:l(w tp) - Xkl,A:o(% tp)) ; WBSZ)

1 fte . "\ dNg i (u)
- , A= u7t07t - , A= U7t07t T —
G a0t ) — S, ottt 3 ST

n

with
N 1 4 - - A
Kol ) = =7 (1k = 11-S(u— | 0, 20) — Fa(t| 0, Z) + Fi(u | 0, Z0)) ((a,2])" — B(Br,w))
= -exp(Bra-a+ Bz Zs),
- I~/ S A 4 A
Rez,alus,0) = 0 37 (Filt ] 0. 20) = Fi(s | 0, 20)) (0, 2D)" = BB w) ) exp(Braa+ Bz Z).
Besides, the product ﬁ];likiﬁgl is positive definite because of the definitions of ﬁ]k and i]ki. Since
(a—b)"A(a—b) <2a"Aa+2b"Ab and <Z ah) <Z aw) < nZal Aa;
i1=1 ig=1

for a positive (semi-)definite matrix A and vectors a, b, a1, ..., an, the second summand in (3) has the upper bound

de(u)
T 2
(5O (8w, w)

to R L
/ (X2, a=1 (1, to, tp) — X2, a=0 (U to, 1)) By ' By " (X2, a=1 (1, to, tp) — Xk2, a=0(Us to, tp))
0
de(u)
T 2
(SO (Br,w)

2~ (2 [ N Cold el .
- g/ (R, a=1(u, tp) — k1, a=o(u, 1p))" B " Sia " (Rx, a=1(u, tp) — R, a=o(u, 1))
= to

3

—+

<2 %Zexpmﬁmwﬁiﬂj)/ s ((LZ?)T—E(ﬁmu))Tz?lzkiE?l (125" = BBww) o
nZ\" I ta (5@ (Br,w))

n tS . . _ . R
+5 ;exp(z,éizzj) / (0.20)" ~ B(Br.w) " 5SSt (0,20)7 ~ E(Bow)

tq

(5 (Br))”
—~ Z ((F1 (ts | A=1,2; )) (Fl(tq |A=1, zj))2> exp(2Ba + 2642 Z;)
. . T _ 3, u TA71~kiA71 = 3, u Ak (u)
/0 (,2D)" - BBrw) S SuSt ((L.20)" - BBrw) (S(O)(gk,u))2
%Z((Fl (ts | A= 0, Z)) (Fl(tq|A:0,Z exp(2Biz Z;)
=1 | . — - - dNy(u)
/o ((07 Z;) E (B, )) zk z31«12k ((0 Z; ) (:Blw )) '(S(O)(Bmu))z

For the last two terms, we used that for 0 <b < a, (a — b)? < a® — b. Note also that it is possible to extend the integral limits
here because of the positive definiteness of 2 2k12 L
Together with (4), it follows finally that

n

S (Xt~ X8 w)” <36 (10 (0) - 10 (0)

i=1
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