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Abstract

C onditional quantiles provide a natural tool for reporting resuls from regression analyses
based on sam jparam etric transform ation m odels. W e consider their estin ation and construc—
tion of con dence sets in the presence of censoring.
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1 Introduction

O ne-sided transform ation m odels provide a popular tool for regression analysis of failure tim e
data. These m odels assum e that the conditional distribbution ofa failure tin e T given a vector
of covariates Z has distrdbbution function

FER)=F(©®; % as. z; @)

where isthem arghaldistribution ofcovariates, isan unknown increasing function m apping
the support of the m argihnal distrbution of T onto the positive halfline, and ¥ = fF x; ) :

2 ;x> 0Og is a param etric fam ily of conditional cdf’s supported on R * . Them ost comm on
choice corresponds to the scale regression m odel

F R =G (e ?) as. z; )

where G is a known distribbution function. In particular, the proportional hazard m odel is of
this form . In this case G represents exponential distribution and the unknow n transform ation

is the so—called baseline cum ulative hazard finction. P roportionality of hazardsm eans that
the conditional distrdbution of T given Z = z has hazard rates h (t) satisfying

T
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for any two distinct covariate levels z; and z,. T his interpretation of param eters ( ; ) is lost
in other transform ation m odels of type (2) because the shape of the function dependson the
distrbution G .

Tt is convenient to consider quantiles
Q ) = nfft:F %) pg

ofthe conditionaldistribution of T given Z = z asan altemative param eter. In transform ation
m odels (2), we have

QR = ‘e *G ') @3)
forallp 2 (0;1) and almost all z. Thus the conditional quantiles are m onotone In each
coordinate of the vector z = (z1;:::;2g). In addition, the direction of m onotonicity does not
depend on p:

d
sign —0Q PX)]= sign ( ) for k= 1;:::;d:
de

Invariance of the m odel w ith respect to the group of increasing transform ations in plies also
that for any p1 € p; we have

QE17) _ G ')
Q 2%) G o)

as. z 4)

and forany z; & z
Qp¥i1) _e ™ -
Q PE2)) e "=
forallp 2 (0;1). These three identities can be perhaps better understood by noting that ()
represents a linear regression m odel

bg M= "z2+";

where Z and " are Independent and exp " has distrbution finction G. In linear regression
m odels assum Ing that the transform ation is known and equalto (t) = t, the conditional
quantiles are linear in z but the slope of the regression does not change w ith p. Likew ise, the
dentities (4) and (5) have their addiive analogue. H ow ever, if the transform ation is unknown,
then them odel ism uch m ore di cul to Interpret in tem s of the param eters ( ; ).

P roperties of quantil regression In the proportional hazard m odel are further discussed

In K oenker and G eling (2001) and Portnoy (2003). In particular, K oenker and G eling (2001)
proposed to m easure the locale ect of the regression coe cient on the conditional quantile p

d
b ;z) = —Q (PR) :
de



T his param eter can be applied to any regression m odel. In (2) we have

T
Te EZG l@).

bE;EZ) =
B 2) 0 PEZ))

provided the unknown transform ation has density w ith respect to Lebesgue m easure In a
neighbourhood ofQ X Z ). W hikeb(o;E Z ) is proportional to the regression coe cient , the
locale ect of the regression coe cient is determ ined by the shape of the density . Portnoy

(2003) considered direct m odeling of the conditional quantiles under the assum ption that is
the identity m ap. H ism odel takes form

QR =e®;

so that for xed p the log-conditional quantiles are linear in z, but also the quantike regression
coe cient changes w ith p. H owever, the choice of the identity m ap m ay be problem atic. For
other choices of the transform ation, we have Q k) = 1 exp (p)T z). K oenker and G eling’s
m easure is given by

e ©)TEZ

QEEZ))

It show s that themodel ism ore exbl than the sam param etric transform ation m odel 2),
but it isnot clear how to estim ate the transfomm ation function in this setting.

bE;EZ)= @

In m any practical situations resesarchersm ay be also interested In the conditional distribu-—
tion of T given ’ (Z ), where’ isa known function. In particular, if Z = (V;W ) represents a
high-din ensional covariate, then the choice ' (Z) = V m ay corresoond to a low-din ensional
vector of "m ain" covariates. IfV and W are dependent variables, then the conditional dis-
trbution of T given V Pllow s the more exble transfom ation m odel (1). For exam ple, if
(2) represents the proportionalhazard m odelw ith param eters = ( 1; 2) and the conditional
distribution of exp [ EW Jgiven V isgamm a w ith shape and scale equalto exp (v) fora pos—
sbly nonlinear function ofv, then the m arginal conditional distribution of T given V has
distrbution function ofthe form (1) with

F i =1 1+ exp[1v+ ) exp[ ()] .

T he ratio of conditional hazards is

n #
h(Xsz) B e 1M1 14 eg1Wnt (v1) (x)
hjn) e V2 1+ et 2) (x)
For x = 0 the right-hand side isequalto exp[ 161 Vv»)] and changes to exp[ (v1) v2)1]
asx " 1 . It represents an increasing function if 1 61 vp) v2) (v1) and a decreasing

finction, if the inequality is reversed. T he conditional quantile fiinction is equalto

Q= 'F ‘© 1; )



w here
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If (v) is constant for alm ost allv, then we obtain them odel 2). O therw ise the shape of the
quantile function changes w ith p. T he ratios of the transform ed quantiles (4) and () are no
longer constant in v and p, respectively.

In the general case, the conditional distribution of e 2w given V will not have a simnplk
analytical form , even if speci ed via a param etric m odel. H ow ever, quantile regression of the
m arginal conditional distribbutions of the failire tine T can also be estin ated by com bining
nonparam etric regression w ith estin ates of the param eters ( ; ).

In this paper we consider estin ation of the conditional quantiles of T given ’ (Z ), where
’ is a function assum ng a nite number of values. In particular, f Z = (Z1;:::;Z24) has
one or m ore discrete com ponents, then resuls of this paper can be applied to estin ation of
quantiles of the m arginal conditional distributions of T given any discrete com ponent of Z .
O n the other hand in the case of continuous covariates estin ation of the m arginal condiional
distribbution and quantiles requires an oothing and m ay be di cul to acoom plish in m oderate
or heavily censored sam ples. In such circum stances grouping observations into a an allnum ber
of categories provides an altemative. For purposes of estin ation of the parameters (; ) In
transform ation m odels (1) and (2), we use procedures proposed by B ogdanovicius and N kulin
(1999) and D abrow ska (2005). The approach allow s for estin ation of quantiles of the condi-
tionaldistribution of T given Z = zmucdh in the sam eway as in the proportionalhazard m odel,
ie. based on the substitution of estim ates of ( ; ) into (3) © abrow ska and D oksum , 1987,
Burr and D oss, 1993). H ere we derive asym ptotic structure of the estin ates of the conditional
quantiles under the assum ption that ’ isa nite valied function, and consider construction
of pointw ise and sin ultaneous con dence sets. W e also develop a G aussian m uliplier m ethod
for setting sin utaneous con dence sets for the conditional quantilke fiinction. It extends the
G aussian m uliplier m ethod for setting con dence bands for the conditional survival function
In the proportional hazard m odel (Lin, Flem ing and W ei (1994)) to transform ation m odels of
type (1). In Section 3 we use data from a Vateran’s A dm inistration lung cancer clinical trial
K ab eisch and P rentice, 2000) to illustrate the resuls. Section 4 contains proofs.

2 E stin ation

W e assum e that the vector X ; ;Z ) represents a nonnegative w thdrawaltime X ), a binary
w ithdrawal indicator ( = 1 for ailireand = 0 for ossto-Pollow up) and covariate (Z ). The
triple X ; ;Z ) is de ned on a com plete probability space ( ;F ;P ) and X ; ) are given by
X=T"®, =1K = T),whereT and B represent failure and censoring tim es. T he variables
T and ? are conditionally Independent given Z and the conditional cum ulative hazard flinction



of T given Z is ofthe form
H k) =2A2A(o0; 0F) as. z;

where ( is an unbounded continuous increasing function, fA x; &) : 2 g isa param etric
fam ily of cum ulative hazard functionsw ith hazard rate (u; ;z), and ¢ isthe \true" param —
eter. Tt is assum ed throught the paper that the param eters of the conditional distribution of
the censoring tin es are non-nform ative on ( ; ).

LetN ()= 1X t;, = 1)and¥Y ) = 1X t) denote the counting and risk processes
associated w ith thepair X ; ). W e also set

0= supft:EY (t) > Og

and assum e the follow Ing regularity conditions.

C ondition 1

(1) The covariate Z has a nondegenerate distrbbution and isbounded: (£ j C)= 1 for
som e constant C .

(i) The function EY (t) hasatmost a nite numberofatom s, and EN (t) is continuous.

(i) Thepoint > Osatisesfft :EN ®©% = z]> 0g< for as. z. In addition
< ¢ if ¢ is a continuity point of the survival function EY (t), and = ¢, if ¢ isan
atom ofthis survival function.

(iv) T he param eter set R 9 isopen, and the param eter is identi abl in the core m odel:
6§ 1 A(; B6A( YR as. z.

(v) Thereexist constants 0 < m1 < m, < 1 such that the hazard rate satis es

mg ®; ijz) m 6)
or as. zandall 2 ,or (6) and (i hods Pore; ;z) = ( ®); ;2) ‘&),
where a strictly increasing unbounded tw ice continuously di erentiable function such

that (0)= 0.

(v) The function ‘(x; ;z) = log (X; ;z) istwice continuously di erentiable w ith respect to
both x and . The derivatives w ith respect to x (denoted by prin es) satisfy

M 527 ®); % 527 ®)

where isa constant or a continuousbounded decreasing fiinction. T he derivatives w ith
regpect to  (denoted by dots) satisfy

Fx; 5z)] 1X); J'&®; 72)] 2 (%)



and
P& jz) g% iz)3 sk x5+ 3 M5
where g = Y; ¥ and W, The fanctions piP = 1;2;3 are continuous, bounded or strictly
Increasing and such that ,(©0)< 1,
Z Z 4 Z 4

e * fx)dx< 1 ; e * ,x)dx< 1 ; e * sx)dx< 1 :
0 0 0

T he assum ption that the covariate Z isbounded is restrictive, but standard for analysis of
sam Jparam etric m odels assum ing that the transform ation isunknown. In the soecial case of
the proportionalhazard m odel, A ndersen and G ill (1982) required only existence ofm om ents
EZZeTZl(X x), forx 0 in a neighbourhoood R 9 ofthe true param eter . H owever,
setting x = 0, we see that this m om ent condiion may lad to a constrained optin ization
problem which cannot be correctly stated, if the distrloution Z is unspeci ed. For exam ple,
fZ ismulkivariate nom alN (0; ) and isa known non-singular m atrix, then the m om ent
condition is satis ed for all 2 R 9 and the usual unrestricted partial likelhood approach
towards tting the regression coe cients applies. However, if Z is a univariate lognom al
variable, 7 expN (0;1), then the param eter must be estin ated under the added side
condition 0. Thus the boundedness assum ption is restrictive, but allow s for param eter
estin ation w ithout additional assum ptions on the m argihal distrdbution of the covariate.

Given an id sample N ;i;Yi;Z23);i= 1;:::;n of the N ;Y;Z) processes, we set N . (b)) =
n 'N;(),
11Xt
S x; ;b= 0 Yi®) i&x; )

=1
and ;i&x; )= &; ¥ i).Following Bogdanovicius and N kulin (1999), de ne
Z
© N ;(du)

n ©= 7 nO =0
® 0o S(n @ ); ;u) ©

forany 2 . Theprocessf , : 2 g is here thought as the sam pk analogue of the
Volterra integral equation
Z ¢
EN (du)
© = —_—; ©C)H) =0 2 ; (7)
o sC @ ); ;u)

wheresx; ;u)= EY;() ;&; ). Theoondition 1 () wasused in D abrow ska (2005) to verify
that this equation has a unique locally bounded solution, and such that (o) < 1 if (o is
an atom of the survival function EY (), and lin v "1 ,if ¢ is a continuiy point of
EY (t). In particular, the latter applies to uncensored data. Therein we show that In the case
of scale transform ation m odels (2), the condition 1 (v) is satis ed by halflogistic, halfnom al
and halft distrbutions, proportional odds ratio distribution, frailty m odels w ith decreasing
heterogeneity w ith xed frailty param eter and polynom ial hazards w ith nonnegative constant



coe cients. T hesem odels have an ooth di erentiable hazardsw ith regpect to both x and and
Integrability conditions 1 (vi) in ply also that F isher inform ation is nie. A ne ndependence
of covariates is su cient for the condition 1 (i) to hold. In the case of transform ation m odels
(1), the regularity conditions are satis ed in the gamm a frailty m odel w ith frailty param eter
representing a function of covariates dependent on a Euclidean param eter. T hey are also satis—

ed In regular polynom ialhazard regression m odels w ith nonnegative coe cients representing
param etric functions of covariates. In these m odels, the conditional hazard rates are twice
di erentiable w ith respect to x, while the condition 1 (vi) In poses a second order di erentia—
bility assum ption on the functions of covariates. Such di erentiability conditions are in general
not needed In regular param etric m odels. H owever, here we use sem Jparam etric m odels and
estin ation of the param eter willbe based on a conditional rank statistics score equation.
W e do not know at present tin e, how to relax these di erentiability conditions to allow for
estin ation based on ranks.

For any satisfying condition 1, the function £ () :t2 0; ]; 2 g isFrechet di eren-
tiable w ith respect to and the derivative satis es the linear Volterra equation
Z Z .
—©= s( @ ); ;uC (du) — @ )8’ @ ) swc @) ;
0 0

wheres( @ ); ;u)=EY;@) s( @ ); ), s’ @ ); ;u=EYi@) {9 @ ); )and

z
t EN (du)

C @©= :
( o S°( @ )i ju)

In the case ofthe proportionalhazard m odel, the fiinction s is identically equalto 0. O therw ise,
the solution to this Volterra equation is given by
Z

— © s( @ ); ;u)lC @AuP ;9 ;

0
P () = wa@ 20 & ) sw)C (@w)) :

Here for any function b ofbounded variation, w@st] 1+ b(du)) is the product integral, ie.

Y
wr L+ b@dw)) = 1+ b(w)expbc©]

u<w t

where b, is the continuous part of b and the product is taken over is atom s. To m ake the
de nition com plte, in the case of the proportional hazard m odelwe set P (u;t) 1. W ih
this choice, the form ofthe function — isthe sam e for allm odels of type (1) considered in this

paper.

Let i&x; )= &; ;2 i) and Yx; )= log X; ;Z ;). W e shallapply the sam e convention
to derivatives of the functions ; and Y% with respect to and x.D e ne functions

2

EY;@)[%° s ;
@) [ 10 @;i) (@ )

1

vu; ) =
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s( @); ;u)



EY;@)[F ; 02
v; ) = Wiy 10 @7 ) i ( @; ;u)
s( @); ;u) s
EY; A F 0
wi) = WEL L B s s )
s( @); ;u) s S
and
ZtAto
K Gt) = C @uP @;vP @;t)
0
Zt
B & = vu; JEN @u) :

0

R
Supposs that v(u; ) 6 0 aef{EN and kt’' = 09 d be a vector valued function with d
com ponents and square integrable w ith respect to B

D e nem atrices

7
1() = v (£ )EN (du)
70 2z
2() = K (u) /() - @ )TEN @QUEN (db)
0 0
() = 10O+ 20)
w here
vi) = TG+t ve ) ‘o @)t oo @)
) = ) vE& ) ©:

In the follow ing we choose ’ as solution to the Fredholm equation

Z Z
"o+ K (Guvw; ) @WEN ([du)= — @+ K (Gu) @; )EN (@u) ; 8)
0 0
or equivalently
7
T+ -0 = K (Gu) » @; )JEN (du) =
z0 z
= K u) _@; )JEN (du) K Gu)l + —1w)B @u) :
0 0

This equation has a unigue solution, square integrable wih regpect to B . W e de ne i as

ro= — if  @;) 0. In thiscasewe have 5, ()= 0. Finally, ifv(; ) 0ae. EN,
then (t; ) 0 aswell. For the sake ofoomp]eifnesswe,setjnthjscase’ = —.Wealo
have ()= 0,and 1()smmpliesto 1()= V@; )EN (du). This last choice corresponds

to the proportional hazard m odel, and the scale regression m odels w ith regression coe cient



= 0. Note that ifv@; ) 0, then the’ function does not enter into the score equation
below ).

To estin ate the param eter , we use a solution to the score equation U, ( ) = 0, where
1x 2
Un()= — bii( n it ) bpi(n O/ ) o ONi@Y ; 9)
D, 0
", isan estimatorof’ , and
S(x; ;b 0 s%; ;t)
1 (i) = ek P 1 (i) = Y& oo
b; x )= &) Se: 0 bpi ) L X7 ) S 50

If (isaknown function,eg. o () = t, then underthe assum ption ofconditional ndependence
of failure and censoring tin es, the M LE score equation for estim ation of the param eter is
given by &, () = 0, where

1
Gn ()= 5 +( o®); N ;(db) S o(); i) o(dd)
0 0

and $-(X; ;t) = n 1P ri‘:lYi (t) i x; ). In addition, the assum ption of conditional indepen—
dence of faijlure and censoring tin es in plies that the function (7) satises [ (t) = o() at
the true value o ofthe param eter . This last identity rem ains to hold also when the trans—
form ation (¢ isunknown. T herefore a natural approach to estin ation ofthe param eter isto

consider solving the score equation @n ()= 0,where
1x 2
B, ()= - bri( n ©iti N :
=1 0

In particular, this is the usual score equation for estim ation of the param eter in the propor-
tional hazard m odel. In general transform ation m odels (1), this choice leads to an asym ptoti-
cally ne cient estin ate of the param eter . Itm ay also lead to estin ates of poor perform ance

In m oderate sam pl sizes. T his also applies to score processes of the form (9), where ', isan
estim ate of som e square integrable function ’ w ith respecttoB . Forexam ple, B ogdanoviciis
and N kulin (1999) considered the choice of — , corresponding to the score equation derived
from am odi ed partial likelihood finction. Underm ild reqularity conditions on the estin ator
of the the function ’ , the solution to the score equation (9) exists w ith probability tending
to 1 and isunique in local neighbourhoods of the true param eter (. However, its asym ptotic
variance assum es the usual "sandw ich" form because the process , has a non-trivial contri-
bution to both asym ptotic variance of the score process and the negative derivative of it w ith
regpect to . The choice ofthe ! function corresponding to the solution of to the Fredholm

equation (8) lradsto an M estin ator whose asym ptotic variance is of non-sandw ich form and
equal to the nverse of the asym ptotic variance of the score function. T he form of the solution
to this equation can be found In D abrow ska (2005). T he resulting estim ator can also be shown



to be asym ptotically e cient under the assum ption that the point ¢ = supft :EY () > Og
form s an atom of the survival function EY (f). The ollow Ing proposition summ arizes som e
properties of the estin atesof ( ; ).

P roposition 1 Suppose that the conditions 1 are satis ed. Let 1 ( g) be non-sihgular,
and ket ', bean estim ator ofthis function such thatk’, , ' ki ! p 0,Iim sup, k', k¢ =
OpM),"n 'no=( 9 n,;0where

supflin supk , ;oky : 2 B (g;")g= Op (1)
n
P .
and B (g;") = £ :k ok ".g for some sequence ", # 0;; n", ! 1 . Then, with
probability tending to lbthe score equatjonpUn( ) = 0 has a unigque solution b B 0i™).
Moreover, ;@ o;® = "n® o), Ro= nl ,  (® )] converges weakly in
RP M (D; 1) to amean zero G aussian process [ ;W o] w ith covariance

covT = (o) cov @ o);T)= Loor o+ —,10
cov W o @)W o)) =K , &t :

An exampl of an estin ator of the function ’ is given in Section 3. The asym ptotic
covariances can be estin ated using substitution m ethod.

Letusassumenow thatD = fD 4 :j= 1;:::;kg isa nite partition of the covariate space
such that
©O)=P@2D)>0; D2D : 10)

Wedenoteby Fp (t) = P (T 2 t 2 D) the odf of the conditional distribution of T given
Z 2 D ;D 2 D. Under the assum ption of the transform ation m odel, this fiinction is of the
form

1
Fp (t)=$E1[Z 2DF (o®; oF):

In practice, the partition D will be chosen based on the cbservations. For exam pl, if Z =

partition of the covariate space m ay correspond to selection ofk = 4 intervals determm ined by
the sam ple quartikes of 7 ; . If sub cts are ranked according to values of the exponential factors
e % thana naturalpartition m ay corresoond to several groups determ ined by the distrdbution
ofe Z. Any selection of such a partition requires som e form of estin ation of param eters
of the m arginal distribution of the covariates. Here we consider a naive situation in which
the cell probabilities can be estin ated nonparam etrically by m eans of sam ple proportions.
This choice arises in analyses of m odels w ith possbly high-din ensional discrete or m ixed
discrete-continuous covariates, whenever interest is only in analyses of m arginal conditional
distributions corresponding to discrete variables representing treatm ent types, patients’ gender
etc. In the data exam ple given in section 3, a m any valued discrete variable representing a
quantitative m easurem ent patient’s perform ance status, adm its a natural partition into three

10



groups corresponding to a m ore ntuiive qualitative description ofhealth condition at the tin e
of entry Into the clinical trial.

A s an estin ate ].bD (t) of the function Fp (t) we take

11X b
By () = ———  1@:2D)F ( ,@;P%;
bO)n _, n
1 X
bO) = - 1(@Zi2D)
nj_=l

W e also de ne scalar and vector valued fiinctions

b 11 * b
L (D) = ——— 1@:i2D)f( p®;PE);
nb0) _, n
11 X
D) = PieD)—p®+ =——  1@:i2D)IE( ,0;PF1);
nb®) _,

where B (x; ) is the derivative of F' (x; ) w ith respect to

Finally, we denote by k  k the supremum nom on T = [0; ] D and kth (T ) be the
space ofbounded functionson T endowed w ith the suprem um nom .

P roposition 2 Suppose that the conditions of P roposition 1 are satis ed and (10) holds.

@ Wehave kPP Fk ! p Oand ® = f® @D)=Iﬁmb@D) F@GD) : D)2 Tg
convergesweakly In ™ (T ) toW ,am ean zero G aussian processes. Tts covariance fiinction
is given in Section 4.

(i) Let Vi = (V14;Voi);1i = 1;2;:::5n and V3 = (V31;:::;V3g) be mutually independent

4 1 1 X - b
® D) = Peppy  Vwl@i2D)F Co0:°%) B ©];
i=1
Z
) @D) = Ry O D)+ B Eby, PN.As) PO D) ;
0
#iep) = v 70 1OPGD);
w here -
1 1K 3 toi=1
Reo=p= Vu X ]Pnb<xi;t)
D, SO, p®y )X 1)

11



and 1In (b) ’

14

n®), by = 7, by ;D) and, P, (u;t) are estinates of 1 (o), ( o),
or 7y @; o), P, (u;t) obtained using substitution m ethod. The process W L
Rt Gp)= W j# D) : (D) 2 T g converges weakly (unconditionally) in ¥ (T)
to a G aussian process W * with the sam e covariance finction as the process W of part
(1) and independent of it. C onditionally, the prooessﬁ converges weakly to W in prob—

ability.

0

The proof is given in Section 4. In the zrst part of the proposition, the observations
Ri = K®i; 17Z21);1 = 1;:::5n;:::. are de ned as coordinate proctions on the product
probability space (! ;F?! ;P! ). In the second part, we use the product probability space
(1! v vop! B B%p!? Q 09. ThevarablesR; = Ki; i;Z24);i= 1;:::5n;::,

convergence In probability m eans

sip Eyf@ ) Ef@)I! 0
f2B L,

in (outer) probability, where B L is the set of all real finctions on ¥ (T ) with a Lipschitz
nom bounded by 1 (van der Vaart and W ellner, 1996, Ch. 2.9).

W e proceed to the discussion of the properties of the quantile regression. Forp 2 (0;1) and
(xed)D 2D lt

b )= Imfft:Fp © pg; up )= supft:Fp (t) pg:

Then % () up ) and the p-th quantiles of the conditional distrdbution of T given Z 2 D
are de ned as the set of num bers in the closed Interval [Yp );up ()]. W e denote by bD () and
bp () the sam ple counterparts of these points, ie.

B ()= infft :Fp ) pg; bp ()= supft:Fp () pg:

Ifup ) < ,then under assum ptions of P roposiion 2, we have

b @ lnnfY ) Imspby ) up @) 1)
n
w ith probability tending to 1. Indeed, ket "= "(© ) > 0 be arbitrary but sn all enough so that
up )+ "< .Then
Fp (b ® ")<p;i Fplp @+ ")>p

and uniform oconsistency of the estin ate B () in plies that w ith probability tending to 1, we
also have

B®e " p B eE+" p:
Thisn tum mplies (11).

12



In the Pllow ing we shall assum e that the transform ation function ¢ has density wih
respect to the Lebesgue m easure, and the function is uniform Iy continuous and bounded
away from Oon an nterval 0; 1 "; 2+ ";;0< 1 "; o+ " o and such that

1=mify 1) :D 2Dg; ,=maxfup ;) :D 2Dg: 12)

LetI= prjppland sest I = I D . In thiscase the conditional distribbution of T given Z 2 D
has a unique pth quantile Qp () rany p2 I and we de ne is sam pl analogue by setting

$p )= ) = nfft:®, © pg:

Then (11) inp]jesthat@D ) ! p Qp ) pontwisen (;D ) 2 I.Using nitenessofthe class
D ,m onotonicity ofFp (t) and ].bD (t), and an argum ent sim ilar to the classical G livenko-C antelli
theorem , we also have

supf®p ©) Op ©)F: ;D)2 Ig! p 0

P roposition 3 Suppose that the conditions of P roposition 2 hold, and ( has density
w ith respect to the Lebesgue m easure such that isuniform Iy continuous and bounded aw ay
from O on an mterval 0; ¢ "; 2+ ";0< 1 ", 52+ " satisfying (12). T he nom alized
quantﬂeprooess@ = ;D) : ;D)2 Iggiven by

P_
PeE;D)="n®p, Qplp;
converges weakly in 1) toVv = fv /D)= h@E; D)W Q@p ©);C):@ED)2 Ig, where

h@D)= [fr @b ) Q@p ©ENI *:

Proof . W e have ¥ (o;D ) = R (o;D )® (o;D ), where

@D Op
Fp @D Fp 0)5)
PiF & Fp 10 :

R;D) ©) ;

® ©;C)

Since the function ispositive and uniform Iy continuouson [1 "; 5+ "], uniform consistency
of the sam ple quantile finction in plies

supfjh hij@E;D) : ;D)2 Ig! p 0:
P 3
Theprooessf@(p;D ) is on the other hand given bbe(p;D ) = j:lfbj ;D ), where
RiiD) = ®p )E);

®, (o;D ) p(WD &, ®p )0 ;
®5 ©;D ) nP & @) pl:
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We have supfR ;D) : ;D) 2 Ig  supffip @) Wp @ )j:u2 [ "2+ "D 2
Dg= 0, 1=2) because the finction ﬂDD (x) has jum ps of order O, (n 1). Application of the
Skorohod-D udley-W ichura construction im plies also that supfjbz ©;D)j: ;D)2 Ig! p O,
while the process f; ;D) : ;D) 2 Ig converges weakly in ¥ (I) to £ Wp Qb ()
;D)2 Iqg.

W e shall apply now this result to construct pointw ise con dence intervals for the p-th
quantile. Let vp (t) be the asym ptotic variance function ofthe processfW D) : (D)2 Tg.
Tt is derived In Section 4. Here we shalluse only that this function is positive and continuous
on the interval [1 "; 2+ "], and its s plug=n analogue ¥ (t) is uniform ly consistent on the
sst[1 "2+ "] D.

Forp2 (0;1) andD 2 D, kt
1
P, =P P=W @ Nz () ;

where z () isthe upper =2 percentile ofN (0;1) distrlbution. P roposition 3 and the inequal-
ities

o) s i p B (s);

Qp ) s i p Fp (8);

In ply that @D ©n );@D (P; )]isa 100% (s ) asym ptotic pointw ise con dence Interval for
the conditional quantile Qp ().

Unfortunately, In practice the points p, m ay fall outside the range [0;1]. To circum vent
this problem , we follow the approach of Bie et al. (1987) and consider con dence intervals
based on transfom ations. Let g be a strictly m onotone odfw ith density g° supported on the
whole real line. Set
1 & ©)
_70 1 Z
n g'@g - @)
W ith probability tending to 1, the Inequalities

Pp =9 O

® @,,)) Qo P & @EL)

are equivalent to

P_g L@ Qo ©) gl
o @p ©)

and application ofdeltam ethod in pliesthat @D ©.p );@D (p;D )1isa1l00% (1 ) asym ptotic
con dence interval for the conditional quantike Q p ().

z() g’ ')

z()

C onstruction of sin ultaneous con dence sets for the function fQp ) : ;D ) 2 Ig ism ore
di cul because the processW appearing in P ropositions 2 and 3 form s a sum of independent

14



G aussian processes w ith correlated increm ents. T herefore, follow ing Burr and D oss (1993) and
Lin, Flem ing and W ei (1994), we propose the use of sin ulated con dence sets.

De ne

Q )iC)J D )J
U = siped C2 O o 1o st 925 by )i0s 0D 2Dg
vp Q@p ©)) vp ()
and ketu () betheupper100% (1 ) percentile ofitsdistrbution. To obtain an approxin ation
to the critical levelu ( ), we generate m utually Independent standard nom alvectorsV de ned
as in P roposition 3, and form
f* D)

ut = supfwJ :£2 ®p ©1);® ©)5D 2Dg

T he procedure is repeated Independently m tin es, or som e large m , to cbtain m iid copies

Uf ;:::;U:: . The estin ate u? () ofthe critical point u ( ) is taken as the em pirical (1 )

£f®p b,,)i® ®©,,)1:D 2Dg;

o @ @)
n o°g ')

A pplication of P ropositions 2-3 in plies that ut (), the upper {quantike ofthis (conditional)

distribution satis esut () ! u() In probability.

b, =9 @ ():

An altemative approach to construction of sin ultaneous con dence setsm ay be based on
bootstrap. Lin, Flem ingand W ei (1994) argued that in the case 0ofC ox regression w ith extemal
tin e dependent covariates, it isnot clear how to in plem ent bootstrap to construct sin ultane—
ous con dence bands for the conditional survival function, or other fiinctionals related to it.
In our setting covariates are tin e independent, and con dence sets can be based on \cbvious"
bootstrap. We can draw R, = [X;; ;72;) :i= 1;:::;n] by sampling wih replacam ent
from the em pirical distrdbution function of the [X i; i;Z3) :i= 1;:::;n] cbservations For
each sequence Ry j= 1;:::;m we can com pute bootstrap estim ates fQ, (©); ;D) 2 Ig
and next use them to approxin ate the distrbution of the quantike process. A though i is
possble to show oconsistency of this procedure, its draw back lies in the com putational burden
needed to construct estinates ( ,; , ) for each of them smulated data sets. In the case
of the proportional hazard m odel, H prt (1985) proposed the use of \m odelbased" bootstrap.
Burr and D oss (1993) applied it to the construction of sin ulaneous con dence bands for the
condiionalm edian. In this approach, the distrbution of the quantilk process is approxin ated
based on arti cialobservations X ;; ;);i= l;:::;;nde nedasX ; =T, "®; , = 1(T; ),
where T; is sampled from the distrbution F ©_y,(t);P% 1) and B, is sampled from ® (0) = 1
K aplan-M eier estin ate of the censoring distribution. T his approach uses the assum ption that
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censoring tim e is independent of covariates, w hich need not be satis ed in m any practical situ-
ations. It is in principl possibl to relax it by chosing a param etric or a sem iparam etricm odel
for the conditional distribbution of censoring tin es, how ever, selection of such a m odel is often
quite di cul, and itsm isspecifaction m ay a ect the perform ance of con dence procedures.

3 Example

For illustrative purposes we consider now data from the Veteran’s A dm nistration ling cancer
trial Kab eisch and P rentice, 2000). In this trialm ales w ith inoperative lung cancer were
random ized to etther a standard or an experin ental chem otherapy treatm ent and subsequently
follow ed untildeath orw ithdraw alfrom the study. W e shall look at the subgroup of 97 patients,
w ho received no prior therapy, and use two covariates corresponding to perform ance status at
the tin e of entry into the clinical trial and histopathological type of tum or (squam ous, sm all
cell, adeno and large cell).

Several authors (eg. Bennett ( 1983), Pettit (1984), Cheng et al. (1995) and M urphy,
Rossiniand van derVaart (1996)) proposed the use of the proportional odds ratio for analysis
of this dataset. O ur estin ates are easy to com pute In this case because the hazard rate of the
i~th sub ct satis es

ip)=e P+e T Y Ve )= i6; ) %6 )= Zie i) (13)
For xed ,theestinate , iscomputed based on the recurrent form ula given by B ogdanovi-
cius and N kulin (1999):

N.(b
S(n )i

w ih the mitialcondition , (0 )= 0. The sam pl version ofthe finction — can be evaluated
as
N.(t

= . . 0 ) .
- == &) B(n € )iD+S(nE)ix & )Jsz(n € ) 50

and —, (O ) = 0. The solution to the Fredholm equation can be obtained as follows. Let
X gy < 1::< X gyim n be the distinct uncensored observations In the sam pl. D ropping
dependence on the param eter , ket B, ;C, be the plug-n sam ple analogues of the functions
B and C . These are step functions w ith jim ps at ponts X ;) and we arrange their jim ps

intom m diagonalmatricesB, ( X )= diagfB, (X ) :i= 1;::;;mg,and Cp ( X ) =
diagfC, (X ) :i= 1;:::;mg. ket s X)beanm d m atrix of the sam pl analogues of
the conditional covariances _(u; ) at pointsX (;7;i= 1;:::;m . Here d is dim ension of the

parameter ). Thematrix C, ( X ) has positive entries, the m atrix B, ( X ) nonnegative.
IfB,( X) 0 then also , X)) 0. Setting , = ", + — , the discrete version of the
FredholIn equation corresponds to

I+ KnX)Bn( X)] nX)=KaX) nX);
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where X )= [,X ) :i= 1;:::m isanm dm atrix ofunknowns, K, X ) isanm m
matrix w ith entriesK , X )= K, X ;X ¢ )land I representsanm  m dentity. IfB, ( X))
Oor ,(X) Othenthesolitionis , (X) 0.Othemwise, K )=PL X)g, ' ®)PnK) n X),
where g, X )= [gi] is a tridiagonal sym m etricm atrix w ith entries gj; = ¢+ G 1+ bijggie 1 =
Ci1= Guwiwii= Ljiiyjm  land Gum = Go + bn,gherebi= Py (0;X ))?Bn (X )by =

Pn 0iX ¢)*Ca(X () " and Pn®) = diag bxp(  py ;5" n @ )i ju)Cn @u) :di=
1;::5;m] diag P (07X 3);i= 1j:::;m ]. (D abrow ska, 2005). A fler cbtaining the solution,
n wesst’', = - .TheestinatebcanbeobtajnedusjngFjshersoor:inga]gor:ithm.

The algorithm can be started by setting P© cbtained by solving the sam e score equation, but
function ', ssttoOor —, .

Theestinate |, isa cadlag step function w ith jum ps at uncensored cbservations, and so is
the estin ate B, (t) of the conditional distrbution finction of T given Z 2 D . Thus the graph
ofthe quantile fiinction can be ocbtained by inverting graphically the plot of this function. T he
estin ate Iy (t) of the asym ptotic variance of the H[[bD Fp 1t) and the process W # (t;D )
can be easily com puted based on expressions given in Sections 2 and 4.

Tabl 1 provides regression coe cients and their standard errors for the Veteran’s A dm In—
istration lung cancer data. In this data set the perfom ance score P S) has range between 10
and 99, w ith lower values indicating poorer perform ance status at the tin e of entry into the
trial. This covariate was used in the regression m odel after standardizing it to have average
zero and standard deviation 1. The negative sign of the regression coe cient indicates that
patients w ith higher perform ance score have low er odds on death and thereby a better survival
experience. P atients w ith squam ous tum or have a slightly lower odds on death than large cell
tum or patients, however, the di erence is not signi cant. Patients w th adeno or am all cell
tum or have higher odds on death than patients w ith squam ous or large cell types.

Tabl 1 about here

W e shall consider now two partitions D of the covariate space. In both cases, we shall
consider quantike regression estinm ates in the rangep 2 (25;{75). Sin ultaneous con dence sets
are based on the transm ation g ' ) = Iog( gl p)) and we used 1000 M onte C arb
sin ulations of the V vectors (section 2) to obtain the critical points.

The 1rst partition corresponds to the four histopathological types of tum or. Figure 1
show s the corresponding quantile regression and con dence set for the conditional quantiles.
T he plots support results of Table 1 and show that patients w ith squam ous or large cell tum or
perform better than patients w ith adeno or am all tum or cells. However, w thin each pair of
tum or types, the con dence sets are nearly the sam e so that the di erences are an all.

Figure 1 about here

17



N ext we partition the covariate space according to the perform ance status at the tim e of
entry Into the trial. W e consider patients, w ho are com pletely hogoitalized P S < 40), partially
con ned PS2 [40;70)) andwhoarenotablktocare S 70). In Figure 2, thecon dence sets
for the hogpitalized and partially con ned patients nearly overlap, suggesting sim ilar survival
experience after treatm ent. T his experience ism uch worse than for patients who are not able
to care. For exam ple, the estin ated m edian tin e till death for hospitalized, partially con ned
and unable to care patients is 25, 29 and 110 days, respectively. T he corresponding con dence
bounds are (22;35), (24;36) and (103;112) days. Figure 32 suggests also that e ect of the
P S score is not linear, and a regression m odel using a binary covariate: Z = 1(0) ifP S score

()70 m ay be m ore appropriate.

Figure 2 about here

W e have also considered the choice ofthe proportionalhazard m odeland generalized inverse
G aussian frailty m odel. In each of these m odels the regression coe cients had the sam e sign,
how ever, neither of the transform ation m odels could be fully jisti ed. In Figure 3 we show
nonparam etric plots of the Aalen-Nelson estin ator, odds ratio function and K apln-M eler
estim ator of the survival function for the four tum or cell types : squam ous ¢ (solid line), large
(dotted 1ine), an all (short dash) and adeno (log dash). The plots of the cum ulative hazard
function ofthe lJarge and squam ous cell type cross at around 150 days. P atients w ith squam ous
cell type are nitially at a higher risk for death but at around 150 days after treatm ent the
role of the two groups is reversed. T he corresponding plots of the odds ratio function suggest
that the choice of proportional hazard m odelm ay not be appropropriate and that odds ratio
functions are close for the two groups. In the case of the adeno and an all cell tum or cell type
groups, the graphs ofboth cum ulative hazard and odds ratio fiinctions cross only at the upper
tail, how ever, the two groups can be only com pared during the initial 180 days.

Figure 3 about here

T hese graphs illustrate typical di culty arising In regression analyses based on transfor-
m ation m odels of type (1) or (). The transform ation m odels assum e that the conditional
distributions of the failuire tine T given Z = z have the sam e support as the m argihal distri-
bution of T or —alm ost allz. T hisassum ption fails to be satis ed In the fiilly nonparam etric
setting, not assum Ing any restrictions on the support or shape of the conditional distribution
of T given Z = z. IfF (t) represents the conditional distrbbution function of T given Z = z
and G isthe corresponding m arginal distrdbution function of T, then setting

1 (@) = Ifft:F ¢g) > 0g , (z) = supft :F (k) < 1g
1= Ifft:G @) > 0g , = supft :G (t) < 1lg
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we have 1 1 (2) 2 (2) 2> or -almost all z, ie. the m argihal distrbution of T has
Ionger support than the conditional distributions. For di erent covariate levels z1 and z,, the
Intervals [ 1 (z1); 2 (z1)]and [1(z2); 2 (z2)]m ay be very di erent.

In the present exam ple, large and squam ous cell type patient groups have longer support
Interval than the groups of squam ous and adeno cell types. Apparently, patients for whom
treatm ent isbene cial live Ionger. T he choice of the proportional odds ratio m odel appears to
bem ore appropriate than the proportionalhazards m odel, however, it does not accom m odate
variable support intervals of conditional distributions of di erent subgroups. T he problem ap-—
plies to all transform ation m odels of type (1) and ). The plots of K aplan-M eler estim ators
corresponding to the four groups are proper survival fiinctions In this data exam pl because
data are lightly censored K ab eisch and P rentice, 2000). In m oderately or heavily censored
sam ples, the grouped data K aplan-M ejer estin ator w ill often form an In proper survival inc-
tion. In such circum stances, variable supports of K aplan-M eler estin ator m ay indicate also
presence of inform ative censoring. T he di cuties in handling variable supports of conditional
distributions apply also to other com m on param etric and sem jparam etric regression m odels in
survival analysis and are very comm on in practical applications.

4 P roofs

In this section, we denote by M ; (t) the process

Mi=1K: b9 Yi) i( , @i o) ,@u);

where o= | isthe \true" transfom ation. Then M ; are Independentm ean zero m artingales,
w ith respect to natural lration generated by Fr= £f®N ;(s8);Yi(st);Z3) :s  ti= 1;:::;ng.
For any m easurable functions gy (u;z);9= 1;2 such that

Z

E  Yi)g; @iZs) :1( o); o) oldu) < 1

we have
Z Z

cov (g1 ;Z2i)M j(@u); g W@;Z3)M ;(@u)) =
7

E  Yiuag @;Z21)g @;Z2;:) i( o@); o) o@u)

Lemm a 1 Suppose that the conditions of P ropositions 1 and 2 are satis ed.
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() Theestmate Psatises o0 P ol= (o) " 08, (o) + op @), where ()= 1()+
2()and @, (o)=n ' L U1i(0)+ Us(o)lisgiven by

7
Upi(o) = bi( , @); g;ulM ;(du);
Oz,
Uzi(o) = Woilt) » (& o)EN @9 ;
z °
M ; (@u)
Woi® = P, ;0

o s o@ ); osu)

( ,@; 0 N ,@; 0 @
(L ); osu)+ %( L o), @)

1=2 P 1=2 P

Thesum sn L ,U1i(o)andn © 1 U2i( o) are uncorrelated and converge w eakly

to ndependent m ean zero nom alvectorsw ith covariances 1 ( o) and (o). M oreover,
p_ 1 X
Nl o Pool-dO=p= Woau@+o®

=1

uniform Iy in £t2 0; 1.
@) Wehave o ® ! 5 (o) Prg= 1;2,

k b nok!PO; k_nb —nok!po;

z" A
k by @;ON . (@u) r, @i 0)EN (duwk ! p 0;
Zo ° Z
s
kK —( pa );5%ulN . du) — (@ )i o;uEN duk ! p 0;
o S " 0o S
? s0 2 s?
k E( Lo )iSuN  (du) g( o @ )i 0;juWEN (du)k ! p 0
0 0
. $% b
lin sup exp ?( o );PuN . (@du) = Op (1)
n 0

and].bb(u;t) ' P, Wbhuniomly n0<u< t

L &D) O) 'E1@;2D)E( o®; oF1);
oD) = 1EGX)—o@®+ O) 'E1@i2D)E( o) 0%y

and ket bp;p= 1;2 be the estin ate of this function ocbtained by replacing the pair ( ¢; o)
and the finction © )by (% _p)andb@).Thenk®; k! 0;9= 1;2.
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(Ir) Part (i) and (@il rem ains to hold if the estin ates (b; nb) are replaced by ( ; ) such
that !p oandkn Ok!po.

W e om it the proofofthis lemm a. Part (i)—(@i) and (iv) can be found In D abrow ska (2005),
while part (iii) is a straightforward consequence of part (1)—(i).

P roof of P roposition 1. W e have

X4
W(t;D)=ﬂ WD) ;
bD) .
=1
w here
1 1 X
WD) = p=— 1Zi2D)F (o®); 0¥s) Fp ©I;
no 0y
1 X0 . L 1 xXn
WD) = 19? Woi() 1(D) 2 D) (0)19—H Uzi( o) s
=1 =1
1 1 X!
WD) = L@&D)' (o)P=  Uiilo)
=1
;1 X
®,6D) = =07 1@:2D)F Cp&Pry) F (o 0F0)]
=1

WoD) Wis@D):

Here W 5D );J= 1;2;3 represent uncorrelated sum s ofm ean zero id processesw ith nite
variance and covariance
cov @ 1(iD1)i®W1;Dy) = ©1) O2) 'E1@12D1\D,)F GEIF F);
FDl (tl)FDZ (t2)

cov @ 5 (1;D1);W 2 ;D 2)) cov W o (0);W o)) 1 ;D) 1D 2)

+ ;D) oov W o(a);T) 1D 2) 14)
+ [2iD1) cov W o);T) 1iD)T
+  L;D1)'VarT ,(;D,)
ocov ® 3(t;D1);W 3(iD2));
cov @ 3 ;D1);®3;D2)) = 2 (t;D 1) Ly 0) 1(0) L 0) 2(;D2)
and, from section 2,
covT = '(g); cov (T;Wo)= Lol ,+ —,10 ;

cov W o ;W o)) = K , &t :
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W e also have 7,
[ ,+ —,10= K ,(Gu) » @ 9)EN :(du) :
0
By central lim it theorem , nite dim ensional distrdoutions of the processes fW ;3 = 1;2;3g
converge weakly to a m ultivariate vector w ith covariance m atrix given by (14).

Foreach j= 1;2;3, the process fW ;&D) : (D) 2 T g can be represented as

n 12 F ri;lht%) & i; 13Z21),with h® varying over a Euclidean class of functions H 5 = ﬂ'lt(,jD)
(t;D ) 2 T g or a square integrable envelope Nolan and Pollard, 1987). T his can be veri ed,
by noting that D is a nite collection of sets, and for each D 2 D, the rlvant functions
hep
w ith respect to t. W e also haveEht%) Xi; 172;) = 0 Preach ht(jD) 2 H 4. Hence the process
By=Gn;= pr[Pn P ](ht(;jg ) :ht(;]g 2 H 49 is equicontinuous and H 5 is totally bounded w ith
respect to the variance sam Imetric §. Set = max 5;j= 1;2;3.Then T is totally bounded
with respect to , and fW 5 : j = 1;2;3g is asym ptotically tight in @ (T) and converges
weakly to a G aussian process fiW 5 : j= 1;2;3g. Its com ponents are independent, and W 5 have
covariance function given by the right{hand side of (14).

2 H 5 can be represented as nite Iinear combination of functions of bounded variation

U sing Taylor expansion, we also have W 4 (D ) = W 41 @D )+ W 40 (D ), where

r_—
WaD) = "~ n(, © B e TP D)
lX“
P= Woi® 1&D);
rlj_=l
p_— j S
Rao@D) = L,&D) n® o) 2&D)T (o) nUs(o)
and
1 X0
;D = 1(Z;2D)f t); i) 7
L &D) n(D)i:l( E( ©; B
1 X

2 (t;D ) 1 D)o+

n O)

i=1

Here ison a line segm ent between oandb,andk k!p 0.ByLemmal,

0

supfH 4 D )J: D)2 Tg! p O

forp= 1;2. To com plkte the proofofpart (i)PoftheProposjijon 3,wenotethatb@® ) ! D)
as. HrD 2D s that® = £ 0)=dD)) S 1% (D) : (D) 2 T g converges weakly in
W' T)toW = fW D) = ?zlw 5D ) : (D) 2 Tg. Its variance function is given by
vp (&) = ;lvarw ;&D ). For any D this is a continuous function w ith respect to t and
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posiive on any interval [ "; 5+ "] on which
function.

, form s a continuous strictly increasing

To show part (i), st recallthat Vi= (V13;Vpi);i= 1;::n;irand Vs = (Vi1;:::;Vag),
are m utually ndependent N (0;1) varables, ndependent of R;j= K i; ;Z41);i= 1;:::;n.We
ktvariablesR;= i= 1;2;:::bede ned as coordinate progctionson the \ rst" 1 coordinates
in the product probability space ( I v VO;F 1 B B O;P 1 0 0 o) and ket Vi;i= 1;:::;
and V3 be de ned on the \last" two coordinates.

Set
1 1 X
WitD) = p=—— Vi1@i2D)F ( ,®; oF%i) Fp ©O1;
& (D)izl
7
Wo@D) = Fo® 1@DI+  Wol) - (si EN.Ms) (o) 2(5D) ;
0
fs@D) = Vi i (o) (o) 1(GD);
w here
1 X 1K t; ;= 1]
o= p= Vu - = P, Xt
° n._, s o ®i )i 0iXy) °

For 3;k = 1;2;3;7%6 k,we have

cov @ 5D )W 55D %) = cov ® 5D )W 55D ) ;
cov @ D )W 55D %) = cov W (D );W 55D %)) = cov W D );R 53D ) =0

Alo W 3 does not nvolve n, theRy;i= 1;2;:::orthe Vyi;3= 1;2;1= 1;2 ::: sequences, and
is independent oftheprooessesﬁ y13=1;2 and W 373 = 1;2;3.

Sin ilarly to part (i), the processes i ;&D) : D) 2 T;j = 1;2g are of the form
#56D)= 5 L Vg9 Ky 57210, whereg? varesoverGy = fg) (x;diz) : D) 2 Tg,a
Euclidean class of finctions for a square Integrable envelope and is totally bounded w ith respect

to the sem Imetric . The class of products fvgt(;jD) (x; ;z) : (D) 2 Tg is also Euclidean.

T herefore, unconditionally i 3 :J= 1;2] is asym ptotically tight and converges to a G aussian
process W 3# : jJ = 1;2], whose com ponents are independent and independent of 3 and
W 1;W 2;W 3]
, . @ L . @ _
A tematively, for j= 1, we have Gp = ht,,D wih P ht,,D = 0 and
1 X 1 X
Yﬁl(t;D)=19—H Vii(r; P)@t;D]=Pi Vii r; Gep 1t
=1 =1
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For = 2

& 1 X @ 1 X @)
26D) = P= Voi(r, Pl It = V2iP By |
=1 =1

= WD)+ WD)

and the two com ponents on the right-hand side are uncorrelated. A pplication of the un-—
condiional m ultiplier central lin it theorem in van der Vaart and W elher (1996, Corollary

2.94, p.J80) in plies that the processes W0 ;W 0% s]land W ;® ;% 3] converge pintly
in [‘1 (T )]4 [‘l (T )]3 to Independent G aussian processes, W 1# ;W Z#l;W Z#Z;W 3# =% 3] and

W ;W 2;%3]. By continuous m apping theorem , we also have unconditional weak convergence
of B = ;le;Bﬁ = ;lﬁj]jn MoT) ‘' (T) to a vector of independent G aussian

processes W ;W # ], w ith the sam e covariance function.

C onditionally on Rl;Rz;:::;:::theprooessesﬁ 1;Yﬁ 21 and W 22 have m ean zero,

11X g &) © @
covy W1iD1)iW1@iD2)] = =  gop Rigp, RDT ! Py Bop,l)i
=1
11X g @) @ @
covy Wor @D 1N 21 iD2)] = = gup, Ri9gp, RD' Py Pogp, T
i=1

@ @
ooV @, p, R1)ig,p, R1))

@) @)
covy W 22 (D 1)iW 22 (2;D2)] = Pg.p, ngtZ,.Dz]T ;
1% o @) @)
covy W o @iD1)iW 22 @iD2)] = = B p, R) Pg.p IPg o ! 0;
i=1
covy Wi1tiD1);Wo5teD2)] = 0; 3= 1;2;
covy W 3tiD1);R 23&iD2)] = 0; Jj=1;2;
covy W3tiD1)iWqiteD2)] = 0;
for almost allR1;R,;:::. (Actually, conditionally on R1;R5;::3, W j processes are indepen—

din ensional distrbutions of { 1 and W 2 are asym ptotically m ultivariate nom al and indepen-
dent, for almost allR ;R :::. The covariance function is the sam e as of nie dim ensional
distribbutions of W ; and W ,. By continuous m apping theorem , we also have that condition—
ally on R1;R5;:::; the nite dim ensionaldistributions of W converge weakly to a m uktivariate
nom aldistrbution for almost allR;;R;:::. The covariance of the m ultivariate nom al dis—
trbutions is the sam e as the covariance of the corresponding nite din ensional distributions
ofW .

Let B L1 be the collection of functions £ from MoT) into [0;1]that are Lipschitz contihuous
w ith Lipschiz continuity constant equalto 1. For xed and x2 T, kt () be the closest
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ponttox in T in a partition ofthe set T wih mesh-width (W ith respect to the sam im etric
). By triangular inequaliy

sup Fvf@W ) Ef@W )] sup Ef@W ) EfW@W )i+

f2B L1 f2B L1

sup EfW ) Efy & )i+ sup EvE® ) EvE® )I
f2B L, f2B L,

=L+ I+ I3Z

A s In van der Vaart and W ellner (1996, p. 182), the term I; converges to 0, because the
processW has continuouspathsw ith respect and W ! W hamost surely as # 0. For

xed > 0, I, converges to 0 foralmost allR ;R ,;:::. This follow s because condiionally on
R1;R5;:::; the nite din ensionaldistributions of § converge In distribution to a m ulkivariate
nom alvector, for alm ost allR 1;R »; :::. Finally,

I sup Ev £ @ ) £@ )3 Ev, Kkl W 1ks, +
f2B L
+ Evy, ki, W oke, + Ev,kW 3 W 3k,

Ev, ki ko, + Ev,kf 2ke, + Ev, ki 3ke, ;

where Gy = fg q® :g;q° 2 Gy: @ g% < g, orj= 1;2;3. The rst two expectation
convergeto 0 asn ! 1 and # 0, by Lenma 2.91 in van der Vaart and W elher (1996, p
177). The last expected does not depend on n, and converges to 0 as  # 0.

It rem ains to consider the process® * de ned in Section 2. W e show that unconditionally
kR j# # 5k ! 0 in probability. Ifthis is the case, then for " > 0, we have

sip EyE@® ') EfW@ )3 sip Fyf@) Ef@W )5+ sip FEfRY) EvE@d )3
f2B L, £2BL; £2B L,
sup EvE@ ) EE@W )j+ "+ 2P, R ¥ ® k> m:
£2BL;

The rsttem converges to 0 in probability. T he last term converges to 0 in (outer) m ean.

Clarly, or j= 3, wehave P, ® ! (), Lo ® ! (o) andkP 1k ! 0
probability so that k# £ % 3k ! 5 0.

Next, for j= 1;2;3, de ne

D)= V1i1(Z31 2 D )hye (Z3) ;

w here

=17
O) £( ,0; 0%) F=2;
O) 'B( ,0; 0%) j=3:

I
(S}

hy ()
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W ehaveE Ir?j ;D)= 0for ;D ) 2 T . Unconditionally, the strong law of large num bers, yields

Haj D) ! Oas.pointwisen (D) 2 T . The convergence is also uniform since foreach D,
the process H 5 (5D ) has paths of bounded variation. W e also have W 1 W 1# = ;Llﬁ 137
where
P_
®@D) = nE Fp IOEP D) ;
P_
#6D) = nlp o @ 0= JOBGD);
P_
®#36D) = " nP o [, ©F, D)+ B3D)];
1 X — j
WD) = Op M- ¥ud ok b K+ nP )
=1

These four tem s satisfy ki 15k ! 0 in probability (unconditionally) and the sam e holds for
the process® ; W 1# .

Finally, de ne

1 x
Mo = pP= Vul®: ti=1);
n
=1
z
1 X 1X; t 1= 1) t M (@Qu)
f.0 = p= Vy——— = ;
‘ p;i:l 2S( o®i )7 0iX 1) o S( ,0 ); osu)
z
1 X 1K; t 3= 1) £ M (du)
RO = p= Vau - —
D SO p®i )i5Xy) 0o S( p@ );%u)

A sin ilar argum ent as in analysis of the tem W, shows that W 4 converges weakly (unocon—
ditionally) to a m ean zero tin e transform ed B row nian m otion w ith variance function C | (t).
Since EN isa continuous function, so isC ,. W e have
Z t" #
s ( u ); osu)
o @ )i o 1 @4 @u) :

Rl #.0=
’ ’ 0 S( _p );Pu)

D enote the term in the bracket by b, (@ ). Then b, is a process w ith left continuous and
right-hand lim is, kajk ! p 0 and

lin supkapky = Op (1) ;
n
where k  k is the varation nom . Forgiven > 0, ltt < t, < :::& be a partition of 0; ],
such that C (&) C ,(& 1) < . Dene )= t1 1 ft2 ki 1;t). Then Integration by
parts, yields
Z t
Wf(t) = an @@ )Eﬁ4 ﬁ4 Jdu) + an @ )Eﬁ4 1@u)
0 0
Z t Z t

Wa W, Iba, O+ Wa W, lwa, )+ a, @ VW, 1@u) :
0 0



T he right-hand side converges then to 0 In probability uniform Iy in t,asn ! 1 , ©llowed by
! 0.W e also have

Zt
Riw = ® ] @p, @t ;
0
Zt
fo) =  Wa@P, Wb :
0
Then
# # “r # s°
o = RI0O o @)z 0 )PuN. @ ;
0
Zt SO
Fo = Fad  Fow )5 ( @ )i ojwEN @)
0
W e have
Zt 0
# # S b
Fo@® WoM] = Rem( Fo Wol )5z (pta 1PN .@w);
0
Rem ) = W) #.0
Zt SO S0
.b. .
Bow ) 5 (0 )BuN.@u) S (ol )i ojWEN (du)
0

We have kRemk ! 0 and kRem k ! 0 in probability. Hence by G ronwall’s nequality
Beesack (1975))

%?O# foi0  Rem ©F

h 3% “ 5%
+ Rem @ )35 (el BN @exp 7 ( p@ )iPuN )
0 7, u

0=

maxsup Rem () Rem (¢ )il sup exp S—ZJ( o PN @)
t n 0

Application of Lenma 1 and integration by parts in plies that this term oconverges to 0 In
probability, and k# ! # ok | 0 i probability. Sinilarly, we have kR ; ®# k! 0
probability.
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Tablk 1. Regression estin ates and standard errors
in the proportional odds ratio m odel.

covariate theta sderror p-valie

PS 1049 0045 < 10 °
SQUAMOUS -0246 0.428 0.71
SMALL 1345 0304 0.01
ADENO 1275 0342 0.02
LARGE NA NA NA
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Figure captions:

Figure 1. Quantik regression and 95% sinultaneous con dence bands. Covariate space
partitioned according to four tum or types.

Figure 2. Quantik regression and 95% sinultaneous con dence bands. Covariate space
partitioned into three groups according to the of perform ance status K amofsky) score.

Figure 3. AalenNelson, odds ratio function and K apln-M eler estin ators for the four

tum or cell types: squam ous (solid line), large (dotted line), an all (long dash) and adeno (short
dash).
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