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Abstract

A prevalent feature of high-dimensional data is the dependence among covariates,
and model selection is known to be challenging when covariates are highly correlated.
To perform model selection for the high-dimensional Cox proportional hazards model in
presence of correlated covariates with factor structure, we propose a new model, Factor-
Augmented Regularized Model for Hazard Regression (FarmHazard), which builds upon
latent factors that drive covariate dependence and extends Cox’s model. This new
model generates procedures that operate in two steps by learning factors and idiosyn-
cratic components from high-dimensional covariate vectors and then using them as new
predictors. Cox’s model is a widely used semi-parametric model for survival analysis,
where censored data and time-dependent covariates bring additional technical chal-
lenges. We prove model selection consistency and estimation consistency under mild
conditions. We also develop a factor-augmented variable screening procedure to deal
with strong correlations in ultra-high dimensional problems. Extensive simulations and
real data experiments demonstrate that our procedures enjoy good performance and
achieve better results on model selection, out-of-sample C-index and screening than
alternative methods.
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1 Introduction

An enormous volume of data is accessible in many fields, including biomedicine and clinical
trials, and efficient and valid statistical methods are necessary to study it. In survival
analysis, the outcome variable is time-to-event, such as biological death, relapse, failure of a
mechanical engine or credit default, and often some observations are censored. For example,
a study can come to an end while a fraction of subjects have not experienced the event
of interest, or a subject can leave the study before its end. In this context, a widely used
semi-parametric model is Cox’s proportional hazards model (Cox, 1972, 1975). Andersen
and Gill (1982) formulated it into a counting process framework. In the fixed-dimension
setting, Tsiatis (1981) and Andersen and Gill (1982) proved the consistency and asymptotic
normality of the maximum partial likelihood estimator. Yet, modern datasets frequently
have more predictors than samples. Despite the very large number of predictors, most of
them are often irrelevant to explain the outcome, leading to sparse models. Reducing high-
dimensional data to the true set of relevant covariates is one of the most important tasks
in high-dimensional statistics and is a challenge in the analysis of big data. Models would
become more interpretable and prediction more accurate. To this end, several regularized
regression techniques have been extended to Cox’s proportional hazards model (Tibshirani,
1997; Fan and Li, 2002). Bradic et al. (2011) established model selection consistency and
strong oracle properties for a large class of penalty functions in the ultra-high dimensional
setting, with LASSO and SCAD as special cases. Huang et al. (2013) and Kong and Nan
(2014) studied oracle inequalities for LASSO under different conditions.

When variables are correlated, most model selection techniques fail to recover the set
of important predictors, in both high-dimensional and ultra-high dimensional settings. Fan
et al. (2020a) suggested FarmSelect, a two-step procedure that learns factors and idiosyn-
cratic components and use them as new predictors, to overcome the dependence problem
among covariates in the setting of /;-penalized generalized linear models. An even more
demanding task is to consider models that go beyond generalized linear models, such as

Cox’s proportional hazards model, where censored data and time-dependent covariates bring



additional technical challenges. To cope with correlation in high dimensions within the
challenging survival analysis setting, we propose Factor-Augmented Regularized Model for
Hazard Regression (FarmHazard). High-dimensional genomics and genetic data are natu-
rally strongly correlated, and our model is designed to address this kind of issues. It has
important applications, such as the prediction of the outcome of chemotherapy based on
gene-expression profiles coming from DNA microarrays (Rosenwald et al., 2002).

In ultra-high dimensional problems, characterized by a dimension that grows with the
sample size in a non-polynomial fashion, regularized regression faces multiple statistical and
computational challenges (Fan et al., 2009). To remedy this, screening methods (Fan and Lv,
2008; Fan and Song, 2010; Wang and Leng, 2016) have been developed; they enjoy statistical
guarantees and are computationally efficient. Fan et al. (2010) extended the key idea of sure
independence screening to Cox’s model, and Zhao and Li (2012) provided theoretical support.
Yet, screening methods tend to include too many variables when strong correlations exist
among covariates (Fan and Lv, 2008; Wang and Leng, 2016). We propose a factor-augmented
variable screening procedure that is able to deal with these strong correlations for Cox’s
proportional hazards model.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates the problem. In Section 3,
we introduce FarmHazard and present properties of the estimated factors and idiosyncratic
components. We provide the main theoretical guarantees in Section 4, and perform extensive
simulations and real data experiments in Section 5. Proofs of the various results can be found
in the Appendix.

We introduce a few notations used throughout the paper. For any integer n, we denote
[n] ={1,...,n}. I,, denotes the n x n identity matrix and 0,, represents the all-zero vector
in R". For a vector v = (71,...,7m) € R™ and ¢ € N*, denote the ¢, norm |~|, =
O )Y and ||Yle = rlriz};(m\ The support set supp(y) is {¢ € [m] : 75 # 0}, and
sign(7y) is the vector (sign(vi)sie[m], where sign(v;) = 1, 0, or —1 for v; > 0, = 0 or < 0,
respectively. For a set or an event A, we use I{A} to denote the indicator function of A. For

a set A, let |A] be its cardinality. For a matrix M, we denote by ||M||m.x = max |M,;| its
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max norm, and by ||[M]|, its induced g-norm for ¢ € N*U {oco}. For M € R™™ [ C [n] and
J C [m], define M;; = (Myj)icrjes, M. = (Myj)icrjepm) and M.y = (Mj)icp),jes- For a
vector v € R™, define %0 = 1, v®! = 4, 4®2 = 44", and v = (7;)ics when S C [m]. Let V
and V2 be the gradient and Hessian operators. For f : RP — R, z € R and I, J C [p], define
Vif(z) = (Vf(z)); and V%, f(z) = (V2f(2))1s. N(p,X) refers to the normal distribution
with mean vector p and covariance matrix 3. For two numbers a and b, a Vb and a A b

denote their maximum and minimum, respectively.

2 Problem Setup

2.1 Cox’s proportional hazards model

Let T, C' and {x(t) € R? : 0 < t < 7} denote the survival time, censoring time and
predictable covariate process, respectively, where 7 < oo is the study ending time. For each
sample, only one of the survival and censoring times is observed, whichever happens first.
Let Z = T A C be the observed time and 6 = I{T" < C'} be the censoring indicator. 7" and
C' are assumed to be conditionally independent given the covariates {x(t) : 0 <t < 7}. The
observed data is an independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sample {({x;(t) : 0 <
t < 7}, Z;,0i) e from the population ({x(t) : 0 <t < 7},7,0), and for simplicity it is
assumed that there are no tied observations and that the covariates are centered.

Cox’s proportional hazards model (Cox, 1972, 1975) is a semi-parametric model widely
used to model time-to-event outcomes. In this model, the conditional hazard function
A(t | x(t)) of the survival time 7" at time ¢ given the covariate vector x(t) € RP is given
by

At | x() = Aolt) exp(x(t) 8, (2.1

where A\o(+) is a baseline hazard function and 8* = (5;,...,8;)" € RP. The function Ag(-) is
unspecified in this semi-parametric model: it is a nuisance function, and 3 is the parameter

vector of interest which is assumed to be sparse.



Let X(t) € R™*? be the design matrix at time 0 < ¢ < 7, and X = {X(¢) : 0 <t < 7}.
Let N be the number of failures (satisfying 6 = 1) and t; < --- < ty be the ordered failure
times. For j € [N], let (j) denote the label of the sample failing at time ¢, i.e., the individual
with j™ shortest survival time. The risk set R; = {i : Z; > t;} at time ¢, is the set of samples
still at risk at ¢;. Cox’s log-partial likelihood is given by

N

QB X.2,8) = 3 {x0 (1) ~log (3 explxi(t;) ) b

j=1 i€R;
Define the loss £(3;X,Z,8) = —n'Q(8; X, Z, ). Note that £ depends on X and 3 only
through the entries of the product X3. Throughout the paper, we will use the notation
L(XB) and its gradient and Hessian matrix will be taken with respect to 3. Keeping the

design matrix X in the notation will be useful as soon as we introduce factor modeling.

2.2 Counting process formulation

We adopt the counting process formulation of Andersen and Gill (1982). For i € [n] and
t € [0,7], define the counting process N;(t) = I{Z; < t,0; = 1} and the at-risk indicator
process Y;(t) = I{Z; > t}. Let N(t) = Y. | N;(t). Using this notation, the loss £ is given
by

n

S Vi) exp(xi(t) B)| dN (1),

i=1

L(XP) = —% Z /OT{xi(t)Tﬁ}dNi(t) + % /OT log

For ¢ € {0, 1,2}, define the following quantities
1 n
SOX,B,t) = - D Vit {xi(t)} exp(xi(t)'8),  sP(B.t) =E[SV(X,B,1)].
i=1

To simplify future notation, also define the following

SP(X,B,1)

V(X,8,t) = SO(X,B,t) {

SO(X, 8,11
S“”(X,ﬂ,t)] ’

Vx(ﬁ:t) =

sO(B,1) [si” (8, t)] - . (2.2)

OBt | B
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We can write £L(XB) = =2 3" | [T{x;(t)"B}dN;(t) + % [T log(nS(X, B,t))dN(t). Treat-
ing £(X3) as a function of 3, its gradient and its Hessian matrix with respect to (3

can be written as VL(X3) = —L>"  [¢ { X; %}cﬂ\@(t), and V2L(X3) =
L [T V(X,B,t)dN(t), respectively.
The counting process N;(t) has intensity process \;(t, 3%) = A\o(t)Y;(t) exp(x;(t)" 3%),
which does not admit jumps at the same time as NN,(t) for j # i. Define the compensator
fo (u, B%)du, and M;(t) = N;(t) — A;(t). Then M;(t) is an orthogonal square-
mtegrable local martingale with respect to the filtration F;; = o{N;(u), x;(u™), V;(u) : 0 <
u < t}. Let Fy = JI_, Fi; be the smallest o-algebra containing all ;. Then M(t) =

Yoy Mi(t) is a martingale with respect to F;.

2.3 Approximate factor model

Let p; be the number of time-dependent covariates and ps be the number of time-independ-
ent covariates, with p; + po = p. Any covariate vector x;(t) € R? can be decomposed into
a time-dependent part x( )( t) € R”* and a time-independent part XE2) € RP2. Without loss
of generality, the first p; columns of X(¢) correspond to the time-dependent covariates, and
the following columns to the time-independent ones. We use X;(t) and X5 to denote the
submatrix of X(t) corresponding to the time-dependent covariates and time-independent
ones, respectively, and we define X; = {X;(¢) : 0 < t < 7}. Typically, X; can represent
low-dimensional clinical data, and X, can constitute high-dimensional genomics or genetic
data.

Assume that latent common factors drive the time-independent covariates. We refer to
Fan et al. (2021) for an overview of factor modeling, and to Lawley and Maxwell (1962);
Stock and Watson (2002); Bai and Ng (2002); Fan et al. (2013) for specific settings. The

time-independent covariates {X,(Q)}ie[n] C R”2 follow the approximate factor model
x? =Bfi+u;, icln), (2.3)

where {f;}icr;) € R¥ are latent factors with E[f)] = 0, B € R?*¥ is a loading matrix,



and {u;}icp) € RP? are idiosyncratic components with E[u;] = 0 and uncorrelated with the
latent factors. The quantities f;, u; and B are not observable, they will be estimated from
{XZ(?)}ie[n]. Denote F = (f;,...,f,)" € R™X and U = (uy,...,u,)" € R™P2 5o that we
can write (2.3) as

X, =FB" 4+ U. (2.4)

One could be tempted to assume that the time-dependent covariates {XEI)(t)}ie[n} also follow
an approximate factor model. However, as time ¢ increases, the number of samples still at
risk (satisfying Y;(¢) = 1) decreases, hence the estimation of latent factors would become
less accurate for the time-dependent covariates. In addition, as the dimension p; of the

time-dependent part is not large, the benefits of factor modeling would be limited.

3 FarmHazard and Preliminary Theoretical Results

3.1 FarmHazard: definition and motivation

In the modern big data environment where an enormous volume of information is accessible,
it is possible to accurately estimate underlying latent factors and idiosyncratic components.
Building upon latent factors, we propose a model named Factor-Augmented Regularized
Model for Hazard Regression (FarmHazard). Our latent model extends (2.1) and is defined

by a conditional hazard function of the form
At | X (#),£,u) = Ao(t) exp(xV ()BT + £Tv5 + u' B), (3.1)

where B} and @3 are sparse vectors, and x((¢), f and u are defined in Section 2.3. It
includes Principal Component Regression (PCR) on the time-independent covariates and
the Cox model (2.1) as special cases, and provides a good variable selection procedure in the
latter case because variables are decorrelated. Indeed, if 85 = 0 in model (3.1), we recover
PCR on the time-independent predictors. On the other hand, if 45 = BT 35, where B is
the loading matrix in (2.4), we recover the usual Cox model under the approximate factor

model. In that case, the sparse model in (2.1) translates to the sparse model in FarmHazard
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regression (3.1) and the latent factors f are used for dependence adjustments. Note that the
space spanned by (x?), f) is the same as that by (u,f). This expands the space spanned by
x? into the powerful principal component directions.

The penalized log-partial likelihood problem corresponding to (3.1) is

min {L(X18, +Fv, +UBy) + Pi((B1.85) "))}, (3.2)

B1ERP1, B,€RP2, vy,eRE

where P, (+) is a sparsity-inducing penalty function with regularization parameter A > 0. In
the general case, (3.2) can be interpreted as a penalized factor-augmented hazard regression,
where {(x" ()T, u], £7) }iepn are the covariates. By lifting the space of time-independent
covariates from RP? to RP2¥ the strongly correlated XZ@) are replaced by the weakly corre-
lated (u;, f;), as the common dependent part in u; has already been taken out. Thus, (3.2)
removes the effect of strong correlations caused by the latent factors. By calculating the so-
lution of (3.2) and taking its first p; + p2 = p entries, we considerably improve the accuracy
of model selection in Cox’s model. Note that U and F are not observable, hence we need to
plug in estimators U and F in (3.2), and consider the estimator

0= agmin L0+ Fy + Uy +PA(8].85)))}

B1ERP1, ByERP2, v,€RE

The estimators U and F are introduced in the next section.

3.2 A two-step procedure

In Fan et al. (2020a) for generalized linear models, the authors proposed to use the sample
covariance matrix, its leading eigenvalues and eigenvectors for factor estimation. We suggest

a more general approach, described in the following two steps.

(1) Let Xy € R™P2 be the design matrix corresponding to the time-independent covari-
ates. Fit the approximate factor model (2.4) and denote by ]§, Fand U =X, - FB'
the obtained estimators of B, F and U, respectively, by using principal component

analysis (e.g. Bai, 2003; Fan et al., 2013, 2018, 2020b, 2021). More specifically, let f)g,



A = diag(xl, . ,XK) and T = (El, . ,EK) be initial pilot estimators (not necessar-
ily based on the sample covariance) for the covariance matrix X, of x| its leading
K eigenvalues A = diag(Aq,...,Ax) and their corresponding leading K normalized
eigenvectors I' = (&4,...,&x), respectively. Compute B = (X}/Q Al, . ,/):%2 EK) and
F = X,B diag(Xfl o ,Xl}l). In general, the estimators 22, K, and T' can be con-
structed separately from different methods or even different sources of data. For sub-
Gaussian distributions, one will choose 22 to be the sample covariance matrix, and K,
T to be its leading eigenvalues and eigenvectors. In this specific case, the above more
general approach reduces to the following familiar solution: the columns of F /\/n are
the eigenvectors of XX, corresponding to the leading K eigenvalues and B = X;f‘ /n.
For heavy-tailed elliptical distributions, Fan et al. (2018) used robust estimators: the
marginal Kendall’s tau to obtain 22 and K, and the spatial Kendall’s tau to obtain T.

See also Fan et al. (2019, 2021) for other robust covariance inputs such as elementwise

truncated mean estimators.

(2) Define W, = (U, F) € R @45 W () = (X, (), W,) € RP+K) and W = {W(¢) :
0 <t <7}. Solve the augmented problem

6 = argmin {L(WG) + PA(O[},])} , (3.3)

OcRr+K

and define B = E[p] as the first p entries.

Let Wy = (U, F) be the unobservable augmented design matrix for the time-independent
covariates. Let W(t) = (Xy(t),W3) and W = {W(t) : 0 <t < 7}. If F and U are
well estimated (see Section 3.3), the columns of \/7\\72 are weakly correlated. The strongly

(2)

dependent covariates x;” are then replaced by the weakly dependent covariates (ﬁ;,ET)T.

3.3 Properties in factor model estimation

We introduce the asymptotic properties of estimated factors F and idiosyncratic components
U in Lemma 3.1 below. To make (2.3) identifiable, the following identifiability condition is

usually imposed in the literature.



Assumption 3.1 (Identifiability). cov(f) = Iy, and BB is diagonal.

Under this condition, the covariance matrix of x? is ¥, = BB + X, where X, is the
covariance matrix of u. Principal component analysis is used to recover the latent factors,
the loading matrix and the idiosyncratic components. Its use can be proved to be fully
justified under the usual assumption that the effect of the factors outweighs the noise. In

order to quantify it, the following pervasiveness assumption is common in the literature.

Assumption 3.2 (Pervasiveness). All the eigenvalues of B'B/py are bounded away from 0

and 0o as ps — 00, and || 2,2 is bounded.

The first part of the pervasiveness assumption holds for example if the factors loadings
{b;} cps) are ii.d. realizations of a non-degenerate K-dimensional random vector with a
finite second moment. The second part holds easily by a sparsity condition on 3,. We also

make the following assumption.

Assumption 3.3 (Loadings and initial pilot estimators). ||B||max s bounded, and 3, A
~ ) ~ —~ ~—1

and T' satisfy || 2o — 3o||max = Op(1/(logp2)/n), ||(A = A)A ||max = Op(y/(logp2)/n) and

IT = Tllmax = Op(y/(l0g p2)/(nps))-

The first part of Assumption 3.3 is common. The second part holds in many cases of
interest, for example for the sample covariance matrix under sub-Gaussian distributions (Fan
et al., 2013); it also holds for the marginal and spatial Kendall’s tau estimators (Fan et al.,
2018) and the elementwise adaptive Huber estimator (Fan et al., 2019).

The following Lemma is a restatement of Theorem 10.4 and its corollaries in Fan et al.

(2020b).

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1-5.3 hold. Then

i€[n]

o [~ 81z = O (V/A7ps (v/Tompal/in-+ 1/vs) mas X2+ max [B Tl /s )

i€

max [W; — Wl|oo = Op (\/Eng??f £ — £l + ( (logpa2)/n + 1/\/29_2> max \|f¢||2> :
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In particular, if the random variables ||[x® |y and |BTul|2 are sub-Gaussian, then

max It — £;]|2 = Op <K\/(logn)/p2 + K\/(logpQ)(logn)/n> :

1€[n]

If, additionally, ||f||2 is sub-Gaussian, then

max |6 — w . = Or (K72 \/{logn)/pa + K7/*\/{log pa) oz m) /)

i€n

Furthermore, if ||x® || and ||f||e are bounded and |BTul|s < C\/p2 for some C > 0, both

convergence rates are improved:

max [ ~ £ = O (VK ogpa)/n+ VK/p2)

and  max ||U; — Wleo = Op (K\/ (logpa)/n + K/\/p_2> :

i€[n]

Remark 3.1. Recall that Wy = (U, F) is the unobservable augmented design matrix for

the time-independent covariates and W, = (IAJ, f‘) is its estimator. Using
W2 = Walmax = (max [[fi — fifloc) V (max [0 — uills),
i€[n] 1€[n]
we can bound ||\/7\\72 — Ws||max with Lemma 3.1.

In practical applications, the number K of factors must be chosen before the estima-
tion of factors, loading matrix, and idiosyncratic components. Numerous methods exist to
estimate K (e.g. Bai and Ng, 2002; Luo et al., 2009; Lam and Yao, 2012; Ahn and Horen-
stein, 2013; Chang et al., 2015; Fan et al., 2022). We refer to Fan et al. (2020b) for an
overview of these methods. For the numerical experiments in Section 5, we use the Adjusted
Eigenvalues Thresholding (ACT) estimator (Fan et al., 2022), which works as follows. Let
R, = diag(3,)~ /2%, diag(E,)~/2 be the sample correlation matrix and {)\j(ﬁz)}je[pQ] be
its eigenvalues. For any j € [po], let )\]C(ﬁg) denote the bias-corrected estimator of the j™*
largest eigenvalue. The ACT estimator is K = |{j : )\]C(f{2) > 1+ /p2/n}|. This method

has the great advantage of being tuning-free and scale-invariant.
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3.4 Variable screening

In ultra-high dimensional problems where the dimension grows with the sample size in a
non-polynomial fashion, regularized regression faces multiple statistical and computational
challenges. To remedy this, screening methods have been developed, but they tend to include
too many variables when strong correlations exist among covariates. In this section, we
introduce a factor-augmented variable screening procedure for Cox’s proportional hazards
model, which is able to overcome the correlation issues in ultra-high dimensional problems
by using the weakly dependent factor-augmented new predictors in place of the original ones.
As in Zhao and Li (2012), we assume for simplicity that all covariates are time-independent
to carry out the screening analysis. In our notation, this means that we have ps = p. The
augmented covariates are standardized to have mean zero and standard deviation one. The

procedure is as follows.
(1) Use the first step in Section 3.2 to obtain B, F and U.

(2) For j € [p], let ﬁ-[ﬂ be the j-th column of U. Solve the augmented marginal regression

(B\j?;y\j) = argmin ﬁ(ﬁ_[j]ﬁ + f‘,y).

BER,yEeRK

(3) Return the set {j : |§J] > ¢} for some threshold &.

4 Theoretical Guarantees

To achieve sign and estimation consistencies, Zhao and Yu (2006) proposed an irrepresentable
condition for ¢;-penalized least-squares regression, and Lee et al. (2015) proposed a gener-
alized version for general regularized M-estimators. When applied to some loss function £

with ¢, regularization, we can write it as
V35 L£(07)[VEsL(0)] oo < 1, (4.1)
for some p € (0,1), where 6* is the true parameter, S = supp(0*) and S¢ is its complement.

12



When the covariates are highly correlated, this irrepresentable condition, also called
mutual incoherence condition (Lv et al., 2018) in the context of Cox’s proportional hazards
model, can easily fail. In this case, model selection consistency is very unlikely to be achieved.
We can address this issue by applying the procedure described in Section 3.2. After the first
step of this procedure, the covariates become weakly correlated, hence the condition (4.1)
becomes more likely to hold with positive ¢ bounded away from zero. Consequently, the
model selection consistency and estimation error bounds are improved. As explained in
Section 2.3, typically X;(¢) is low-dimensional and X is high-dimensional. Hence, the
collinearity is less likely in X;(t). Moreover, the covariates in X;(¢) and X, are usually
weakly correlated. For example, it seems safe to assume that time-dependent data such as age
or number of cigarettes smoked daily do not exhibit high correlation with high-dimensional

genomics or genetic data.

4.1 Properties of FarmHazard

In this section, we establish theoretical guarantees of the FarmHazard-L procedure, which
solves (3.3) for Py(B) = A||B||; after estimation of the augmented time-independent data
matrix Wy. Let 8% = ((8%)7,(v3)")" € RPFE where 45 = B'35. Recall that W(t) =
(X1(t), Wy) and W = {W(¢) : 0 <t < 7}. Define S = supp(6*) and denote its complement
by §¢ = [p+ K]\S. Before presenting the consistency results, we introduce and discuss the

following assumptions.

Assumption 4.1 (Restricted strong convexity). There exist ko > koo > 0 such that

o 1
I[V3LWO)] |, < ——  for g € {200},

q

Assumption 4.2 (Irrepresentable condition). There exists € (0,1/2) such that
IVs:s LIWO) Vs LOWEO)] oo < 1 — 2.

Assumption 4.3 (Factor model estimation). There exists ¢ > 0 such that

HWQ — Wollpax <&, and 5(2 sup [|[W (t)]|max + 5) < M,
te[0,7) 2|8

13



where Ko and p are defined in Assumptions /.1 and }.2.

As ~% is not penalized, we are particularly interested in Sg« = supp(8*). Note that
|Sg+| < |S] < |Sg+| + K. Assumptions 4.1-4.3 and Theorem 4.1 below could alternatively
be written using this support set, at the expense of additional notation.

Assumptions 4.1-4.3 are deterministic. Conditional on these events, Theorem 4.1 below
holds. When these events hold in high probability, so does Theorem 4.1. These assumptions
are quite mild. Assumption 4.1 involves only a small matrix and holds easily. Assumption 4.2
holds with high probability as long as E[ [ v (8", t)dN(t)] satisfies a similar condition (Lv
et al., 2018), where v is similar to (2.2) but in the notation of the augmented design matrix,
and where the counting process N has the same distribution as the N;’s. Assumption 4.3
holds with high probability thanks to Lemma 3.1, and we can accommodate different settings
for the covariates. For example, if the last set of assumptions in Lemma 3.1 holds and K
does not depend on n (which is a frequent assumption in the factor model literature), then

|S]| (\/(lng2>/n + 1/\/p_2) = o(1) is sufficient to ensure that Assumption 4.3 holds with
high probability.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that Assumptions 4.1-4.3 hold. Let {v/ifi(t)T}ie[n] be the rows of
W (t) = (Xi(t), Ws). Define M = 6|S*/? sup ||W(t)

te(0,7]
I (7] L Y5(t exp(x;(t)" 3"
= Jo Z] 1 J( )exp(xj(t) B)
If 577 <A< 2L, the solution of (3.3) with the {1 penalty satisfies supp(8) C Sg- and

S|
6 ~ AN/ |S
BBl 1B-sl< 2 gy

s a7

[e.e]

6)\|S]
DKoo

If there exists C' > 7 such that 7 < —25="_ gnd min 85| >
120M jESpn

7 ¢
= then for 2 < A< L

5;-; M777
we have Sign(B) = sign(8%).

Remark 4.1. Theorem 4.1 is phrased in terms of B, as (3* is the sparse vector of interest.

A more general result on 0 can be found in the Appendix.

14



The choice A < 7 in Theorem 4.1 ensures sign consistency, and the rates are HB — 3| =
Ox(n), |1B—= 8|2 = Os(n/]S]) and ||B — B*||; = Op(n|S]). We consequently need to control

7, and the following lemma provides a probabilistic upper bound.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1-3.3 hold. Then

log(p + K)
n

n= OIP’ <||W2 - W2Hmax + sup ||W<t)||max) :

te[0,7]

Remark 4.2. In particular, if the last set of assumptions in Lemma 3.1 holds and K does

not depend on n, we can obtain n = Op <\/(logp)/n + 1/@)

4.2 Variable screening

The factor-augmented variable screening procedure described in Section 3.4 is now studied in
further detail. We fit marginal Cox regressions, which are potentially misspecified (Struthers
and Kalbfleisch, 1986). Part of the ideas are based on Zhao and Li (2012) and are extended
to incorporate factor modeling. As in Zhao and Li (2012), we assume for simplicity that
all covariates are time-independent. In our notation, this means that we have ps = p. The
augmented covariates are standardized to have mean zero and standard deviation one. Recall

from Section 3.4 that BJ and 7 are defined as

(85,7;) = argmin L(U.;8 + Fv). (4.2)
BER,~ERE
For i € [n] and j € [p], we let Wi; = (G, £7)7 € RYE, where @y is the entry of

ﬁ.[j] corresponding to the i sample and £,” is the i row of F. Let wii = (uy, )7
be the similar variable for the unobservable U and F. For ¢t € [0,7], f € R and v €
RX, define S\7(8,7,1) = L0 Vi)W exp(iy B + £7), s\”(8.4.1) = E[S\(8,7.1)],

RYO(t) = 230, Vi) WAt | x,), and r}”(t) = B[R (1)].
For j € [p] and (B,~) € R define the score

- )
| {vvm—M}dw. (1.3)



and its population counterpart

. L
a6 =- [ {r§-”<t> o e ’%t)r(-o)(t)}dt.

We then define (3;,7,) as the solution of

d;(Bj,7;) = Or4xk- (4.4)

Under Assumptions 4.4 and 4.5 below, which resemble Conditions 1 and 2 in Struthers and
Kalbfleisch (1986), and using their Theorem 2.1, we obtain that (B\],’ij) defined in (4.2) is
a consistent estimator of (;, *yj). We consequently adopt these two assumptions in the rest

of the section.

Assumption 4.4. For each j € [pl, there exists a neighborhood B of (B;,7;) such that

sup ]Sj(-o)(ﬁ,'y,t) — Sgp) (B,7,t)] = 0 in probability as n — oo,
t€[0,7],(B,v)EB;

sgo)(ﬂ, v, t) is bounded away from 0 on B; x [0, 7], and 3§-0) (B,7,1) and s§-1)(ﬁ, ~,t) are bounded
on Bj x [0, 7].

Assumption 4.5. For each j € [p], [} rj(.Q)(t)dt is finite.

Let Fr(- | x) be the conditional cumulative distribution function of 7', given the covariate
vector x. Lemma 4.2 below gives a lower bound on the magnitude of the population marginal

coefficients f3;.
Assumption 4.6. The idiosyncratic components w;; are bounded by a constant My > 0.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that Assumptions 4.4—4.6 hold. Then B; defined in (4.4) satisfies
. " .o
Vj € supp(BY), 85| = 5 My | cov(w, E[Fr(C | x) | x])].

With the addition of the following two assumptions, which are similar to those in Sec-

tion 4.1, the next theorem establishes the sure screening property.
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Assumption 4.7 (Strong convexity of marginal loss functions). There exist kg > Koo > 0

such that for each j € [p],
_ o 1
VLU 385 + Fyp)] Hlg < o~ for q € {2,00}.
q

Assumption 4.8 (Factor model estimation). There ezist constants Cy,Cy > 0 such that

W |max < C1 and [W — W||max < Cs.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that Assumptions J.4—4.8 hold with Co (2C) + Cy) small enough,
and the assumptions in Remark /.2 are satisfied.

1
If¢e<v mir&3 )§M62| cov(uy;, E[Fr(C | x) | x])| for some constant v € (0,1), and
Jj€supp(B*

min_ | cov(uy, E[Fr(C| x) | x])] > v/(logp)/n+1//p,

j€supp(B8*)

then we obtain the sure screening property

P(supp(B*) C {5 : 1Bj] > €}) — 1.

5 Numerical Experiments

5.1 Selection performance for high-dimensional data

In this section, we present the results of simulations comparing the model selection perfor-
mance of various procedures. As described in Section 3.2, our FarmHazard algorithm starts
with fitting an approximate factor model and then runs a regularized Cox regression with
the augmented covariates. We use the package glmnet, which can handle optimization for
the regularized Cox proportional hazards model (Simon et al., 2011).

We use the sample size n = 200 and choose the dimension p in the range [1000, 5000].
All experiments are based on 1000 replications. Consider a constant baseline hazard func-
tion \g(t) = 1. Therefore the conditional survival time 7' | x is an exponential random
variable with parameter exp(x'3*) where x is the covariate vector. We independently set

the distribution of the conditional censoring time C' | x to be exponential with parameter
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%exp(xTﬂ*). This ensures 30% of the samples to be censored on average. The true coeffi-
cient vector 3* has 4 non-zero entries, which are drawn uniformly at random in the interval

[2,5]. The covariates X are time-independent, generated from one of the following models.

(1) Factor model setting: we set x; = Bf; + u; with K = 3 factors, where we sample the

entries of B and f; independently from A/(0,1) and u; from N (0, 2).

(2) Equicorrelated setting: we sample x; independently from N(0,,3%,), where X, has
diagonal elements 1 and off-diagonal elements p. This is the one-factor model with
equal factor loadings. Note that, as the x; are multivariate Gaussian, the covariates

are independent when p = 0.

We compare the following five procedures. More details about these procedures can be found

in the subsequent paragraphs.

(1) LASSO
~ LASSO ,
= argmin {L(XB) + A[|B1} .
BeRP
(2) FarmHazard-L
-~ FarmH-L . =~ ~ -~ FarmH-L ~ FarmH-L
0 —  argmin {E(F7 +08) + )\||[3||1}, and B ~0,
BERP, yveREK

(3) SCAD: one-step local linear approximation (LLA) of the SCAD penalty, with the
LASSO initialization

~

3 = argmin {E(Xﬂ) + ZPQ(IB,LASSOI)IBJ'I} ,
j=1

BeRP
. L ~TLASSO . )
where p), is the derivative of the SCAD penalty and 3 is the LASSO estimator.

(4) FarmHazard-S: factor-augmented hazard regression with one-step LLA of the SCAD

penalty, with the FarmHazard-L initialization

P
~ FarmH-S . = 3 A FarmH-
0 = argmin {ﬁ(F'HUﬁ) + Y (18] HL\)\@!}, (5.1)
BERP, yeRK j=1

~ FarmH-S ~ FarmH-S ~ FarmH-L | .
and (3 =0y, , where 3 is the FarmHazard-L estimator.
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(5) Elastic-net

B= azgelﬂgljn {LXB) + MelBll+ (1= a)]B]2/2)}, with a =0.9.

The tuning parameter A of each procedure is computed by 10-fold sparse generalized cross-
validation (Bradic et al., 2011). The model selection performance is measured by the sign con-
sistency rate (that is, the empirical frequency of replications such that sign(,/B\) = sign(8))
and the average size of the selected model (that is, of supp(B)). The average estimates of
the selected model size are accompanied with + 2 standard error intervals. The surrounding
confidence intervals for the sign consistency rate are 95% Wilson intervals (Wilson, 1927),
which are known to provide more accurate coverage for binomial proportions than 4+ 2 stan-
dard error intervals (Brown et al., 2001). The results are presented in Figure 1 for the factor
model setting with p in the range [1000,5000], and Figure 2 for the equicorrelated setting
with p = 2000 and p in the range [0.0,0.8].

The results show that FarmHazard-L and FarmHazard-S outperform LASSO (Tibshirani,
1996, 1997), SCAD (Fan, 1997; Fan and Li, 2001, 2002) and Elastic-net (Zou and Hastie,
2005) in all settings, for both measures of model selection performance.

The derivative of the smoothly clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) penalty is given by
() = (]I{ﬁ <A} + ¢ “A —5) +]I{5 > A}) for a = 3.7. More precisely, we use the one-
step local linear approx1mat10n (LLA) (Zou and Li, 2008; Fan et al., 2014) of the SCAD
penalty. This amounts to a weighted ¢; penalization procedure, with weights (p)(|5;]));cp)
for an initialization vector 3 = (f,...,5,). The most-used initialization is the LASSO
estimator B LASSO, which corresponds to the procedure that we denote by SCAD above.
Note that LASSO itself can be regarded as the SCAD using zero as initialization and hence
this procedure is also a two-step LLA procedure starting from the zero initialization.

We perform additional experiments in the factor model setting with various values for the
dimension p and the true vector 3*. The results in Table 1 show that FarmHazard greatly
outperforms LASSO. The sign consistency rate of FarmHazard equals 1 or is very close to 1
and the selected model size is almost always equal to the true support size, while the sign

consistency rate of LASSO is very low and its selected model size is too large.
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Sign consistency
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Figure 1: Sign consistency rate (left) and selected model size (right) in the 3-factor model setting.

Table 1: Results in the 3-factor model setting for various p and 3*. 3] has 4 non-zero entries, which are

all 2, and 33 has 3 non-zero entries, which are drawn uniformly at random in [0.5, 3]. Standard errors are in

parentheses.
FarmHazard-S FarmHazard-L LASSO
Sign consistency rate
p = 500 p = 5000 p = 500 p = 5000 p = 500 p = 5000
B 1.00 (0.00) 0.97 (0.01) 0.99 (0.003) 0.96 (0.01) 0.34 (0.01) 0.15 (0.01)
B3 0.99 (0.003) 0.97 (0.01) 0.91 (0.01) 0.90 (0.01) 0.46 (0.02) 0.25 (0.01)
Selected model size
p = 500 p = 5000 p = 500 p = 5000 p = 500 p = 5000
B 4.00 (0.00) 4.03 (0.01) 4.01 (0.003) 4.04 (0.01) 5.39 (0.06) 7.38 (0.13)
B35 3.00 (0.003) 3.02 (0.01) 2.92 (0.01) 2.92 (0.01) 3.66 (0.04) 4.93 (0.08)
10 | ————— — 20 7 s
R TTrEe—e—l . +._ o .
08 T~ K
a .\- \I g 16 - ,./
S 06| . 3 .
2 \ g 12 ,’}
S \ pe e ——— FarmHazard-S
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5 \ FarmHazard-S 2 s SCAD
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Yol 4 2
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Figure 2: Sign consistency rate (left) and selected model size (right) in the equicorrelated setting, p = 2000.
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We also perform experiments in the equicorrelated setting with various values for the
dimension p and the correlation coefficient p. The results in Table 2 demonstrate that for
any choice of dimension, FarmHazard greatly outperforms LASSO, and this becomes even
more marked as the correlation p increases. Regarding the uncorrelated setting (p = 0),
FarmHazard-L. and LASSO are similar, as expected, which in turn shows no price is paid
by using FarmHazard-L. For any dimension and correlation, the sign consistency rate of
FarmHazard equals 1 or is very close to 1 and the selected model size is almost always equal
to the true support size, while the sign consistency rate of LASSO decreases towards 0 very

quickly and its selected model size increases sharply when the correlation increases.

Table 2: Results in the equicorrelated setting for various p and p. Standard errors are in parentheses.

FarmHazard-S FarmHazard-L LASSO

Sign consistency rate

p = 1000 p = 3000 p = 1000 p = 3000 p = 1000 p = 3000
p=0.0 1.00 (0.00) 1.00 (0.00) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01)
p=04 0.99 (0.003) 0.99 (0.003) 0.95 (0.01) 0.93 (0.01) 0.02 (0.004) 0.01 (0.004)
p=08 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.78 (0.01) 0.73 (0.01) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Selected model size

p = 1000 p = 3000 p = 1000 p = 3000 p = 1000 p = 3000
p =00 4.00 (0.00) 4.00 (0.00) 3.99 (0.01) 3.99 (0.01) 3.99 (0.01) 3.99 (0.01)
p =04 4.01 (0.002) 4.01 (0.003) 3.99 (0.01) 4.01 (0.01) 9.93 (0.11) 11.78 (0.17)
p =08 4.01 (0.01) 4.04 (0.01) 3.83 (0.02) 3.92 (0.02) 18.93 (0.18) 22.18 (0.29)

5.2 Variable screening

We now illustrate the performance of our augmented variable screening procedure and com-
pare it with sure independence screening for Cox’s proportional hazards model (Fan et al.,
2010; Zhao and Li, 2012). The sample size is n = 200, the dimension is p = 10000, and
the true coefficient vector is 8* = (1,1,1,1,0,_,)". The covariates are x; = Bf; + u; with
K = 3 factors, where we sample the entries of B, f; and u; independently from N (0, 1), and

the censoring mechanism is the same as in the previous section. The screening procedures
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involve univariate regressions without penalization, therefore we use the package survival
(Therneau, 2021). We run our experiments with several choices for the number of covari-
ates selected. The screening performance is measured by the sure screening rate, the average
false negative rate and the ROC curve. The surrounding confidence intervals are 95% Wilson
intervals for the sure screening rate, as it is a binomial proportion, and + 2 standard error in-
tervals for the false negative rate. The average values and confidence intervals are computed
over 1000 replications, and Figure 3 displays the results. We experimentally confirm that
the usual screening method performs poorly in this setting and that our factor-augmented
variable screening remarkably improves upon it, yielding higher sure screening rate, lower

false negative rate and better ROC curve.

Sure screening rate

1.0 4

0.8 +

0.6

0.4 4

0.2 o

0.0 1

z

0 25 100

T
500

T T
2000 10000

Number of covariates selected (log scale)

False negative rate

1.0

Augmented

= = = Usual

[

25

100

500 2000 10000

Number of covariates selected (log scale)

True positive rate

0.8 +

0.6

0.4 4

0.2 4

0.0

— Augmented
= = - Usual

0.0

0.2

0.4

T
0.6

False positive rate

T T
0.8 1.0

Figure 3: Sure screening rate (left), false negative rate (middle) and ROC curve (right) of the augmented

and usual procedures.

5.3 Real data analysis

We apply our procedure to the diffuse large-B-cell lymphoma (DLBCL) dataset' of Rosen-
wald et al. (2002). Gene-expression profiles, with a total of 7399 microarray features, are
related to survival time. A sample of 240 patients with untreated DLBCL is available in
this study, of which 138 died. We use median value imputation: the missing values for
each covariate are replaced by the median of the observed values for this predictor, and we

standardize the data. Five patients have follow-up time equal to zero; we remove them from

!The dataset is available at https://11lmpp.nih.gov/DLBCL/.
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the study. We screen the top 1500 covariates out of the 7399 present in the dataset, and
hence reduce the dimensionality. We then fit a regularized Cox model with FarmHazard-L,
FarmHazard-S and LASSO to the data, the tuning parameters being computed by 10-fold
cross-validation. The genes selected by at least two procedures are presented in Table 3. The
Gene column is a multi-field description of the Lymphochip microarray feature, with each
field separated by a vertical bar. The FarmHazard-L, FarmHazard-S and LASSO columns
represent the estimated coefficients for these genes. We note that the three procedures yield
sign consistency of the estimated coefficients among the common selected covariates. Addi-
tionally, we show the top 10 coefficients of each procedure in Table 4. In both tables, an X
indicates a gene not selected by a procedure, i.e. whose estimated coefficient is exactly zero.
In Table 4, an < sign denotes a gene that does not appear in the top 10 genes of a procedure

but whose estimated coefficient is non-zero.
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Table 3: Genes selected by at least two procedures and estimated coefficients

Gene FarmH-L  FarmH-S LASSO
|BCO12161|*AA262133|Hs.99741|septin 1 0.162 0219  0.186
|AF134159|*AA761323|Hs.15106|chromosome 14 open reading frame 1 0.105 0.081 0.096
||* AA808306|Hs.252627|ESTs ~0.080  —0.085 —0.135
[[ILC_26716 0.057 0.046 0.012
|D42043|* A A243583|Hs.79123| KIAA0084 protein —0.048  —0.052 —0.207
|X53586|*R68760|Hs.227730|integrin, alpha 6 —0.043 —0.032 —0.051
|IM68956|~AA702254|Hs.75607|myristoylated alanine-rich protein kinase C substrate 0.040 0.026 0.002
|D88532|*AI219836|Hs.372548|phosphoin  ositide-3-kinase,  regulatory subunit, 0.004 0.015 0.110
polypeptide 3 (p55, gamma)

IIILC_ 32424 0.004 X 0024
|U84143| AAT66589|Hs.180015|D-dopachrome tautomerase X 0.009 0.007
|IM60527]*AA236906|Hs.709|deoxycytidine kinase —0.241 —0.380 X
|S37431|*AI281565|Hs.181357|laminin receptor 1 (67kD, ribosomal protein SA) —0.106 —0.122
[|*AI392710|Hs.355401|Homo sapiens, clone IMAGE:4291796, mRNA, partial cds 0.085 0.078 X
|Y10659|* A A398286|Hs.285115|interleukin 13 receptor, alpha 1 0.063 0.057 X
|X59812|*H98765|Hs.82568|cytochrome P450, subfamily XXVIIA (steroid 27- —0.047 —0.065 X
hydroxylase, cerebrotendinous xanthomatosis), polypeptide 1

||* AT081246|Hs. 122983 ES Ts —~0.046  —0.023
|M24283|*R77293|Hs.168383|intercellular adhesion molecule 1 (CD54), human rhi- 0.045 0.040 X
novirus receptor

|AB020662| AA054122|Hs.182982|golgin-67 —0.043 —0.073 X
|BC000524||Hs.350166|ribosomal protein S6 —0.036 —0.022 X
||*AI391477|Hs.343912| CAC-1 0.034 0.023 X
|X66079|*AA490435|Hs.192861|Spi-B transcription factor (Spi-1/PU.1 related) 0.033 0.053 X
IIILC_31500 0.023 0.024 X
|AK023686||Hs.118183|hypothetical protein FLJ22833 —0.021 —0.037 X
|U19970|*AA770349|Hs.51120|cathelicidin antimicrobial peptide 0.021 0.033 X
IIILC_30576 0.018 0.007 X
|M63438|~AA291844|Hs.156110|immunoglobulin kappa constant —0.015 —0.010 X
||*AA805749]| 0.014 0.019 X
|AK001549|*AI492096|Hs.29379|hypothetical protein FLJ10687 0.013 0.028 X
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Table 4: Top 10 coefficients of each procedure

Gene FarmH-L  FarmH-S LASSO
|IM60527]*AA236906|Hs.709|deoxycytidine kinase —0.241 —0.380 X
|BCO12161|*AA262133|Hs.99741septin 1 0.162 0219  0.186
|S37431|*AI281565|Hs.181357|laminin receptor 1 (67kD, ribosomal protein SA) —0.106 —0.122 X
|AF134159|*AA761323|Hs.15106|chromosome 14 open reading frame 1 0.105 0.081 0.096
[|*AI392710|Hs.355401|Homo sapiens, clone IMAGE:4291796, mRNA, partial cds 0.085 0.078 X
||*AA808306|Hs.252627|ESTs —0.080  —0.085 —0.135
|Y10659|*AA398286|Hs.285115|interleukin 13 receptor, alpha 1 0.063 0.057 X
IIILC_ 26716 0.057 < <
|D42043|* A A243583|Hs.79123| KIAA0084 protein —0.048 < —0.207
|X59812|*H98765|Hs.82568|cytochrome P450, subfamily XXVIIA (steroid 27- —0.047 —0.065 X
hydroxylase, cerebrotendinous xanthomatosis), polypeptide 1

| AB020662|~A A054122|Hs.182982|golgin-67 < 0073 X
|X66079|*AA490435|Hs.192861|Spi-B transcription factor (Spi-1/PU.1 related) < 0.053 X
|D88532|*AI219836|Hs.372548|phosphoin  ositide-3-kinase,  regulatory subunit, < < 0.110
polypeptide 3 (p55, gamma)

|M29536]*A1052256|Hs.12163|eukaryotic translation initiation factor 2, subunit 2 X X 0.105
(beta, 38kD )

|AF127481|*AA262155|Hs.301946|lymphoid blast crisis oncogene 0.103
|U50196|~N48691|Hs.94382|adenosine kinase —0.095
|M20430*AAT14513|Hs.352392|major histocompatibility complex, class II, DR beta —0.091
5

|AF414120|*AA210929|Hs.247824|cytotoxic T-lymphocyte-associated protein 4 X X  —0.090

We use the concordance (C)-index (Harrell et al., 1982, 1996) to evaluate the predictive
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performance of the procedures. It is the proportion of all usable patient pairs whose predic-
tions and outcomes are concordant. Note that due to censoring, patient pairs may not be
usable. C-index values are between 0 and 1, and 0.5 would mean that a fitted model has
no predictive discrimination. We randomly split the dataset into training and testing sets
in 0.8 and 0.2 proportion. We then screen the top 1500 predictors using the training set,

before applying the three procedures. The out-of-sample C-index is evaluated on the testing



set. We repeat this whole procedure 1000 times, and the average values along with stan-
dard errors are given in Table 5. We observe that FarmHazard yields a larger out-of-sample

C-index than LASSO, hence has better predictive performance.

Table 5: Out-of-sample C-index.

FarmHazard-L. FarmHazard-S LASSO

Average 0.624 0.623 0.545

Standard error 0.002 0.002 0.002

6 Conclusion

A stylized feature for high-dimensional data is the dependence of the measurements. In this
paper, we proposed FarmHazard, a new model extending Cox’s proportional hazards model
that is able to deal with high-dimensional correlated covariates and hence address one of
the most important issues in the analysis of big data. We overcame the additional technical
challenges of Cox’s model emerging from censored data and time-dependent covariates. The
new procedures, FarmHazard-L. and FarmHazard-S, generated by the new model decompose
the high-dimensional covariates via common factors and idiosyncratic components. They
learn these factors and components from the data and use them as new predictors, improv-
ing upon the usual Cox’s model regularization techniques. Another considerable benefit of
using this new set of predictors is the ability to perform screening in the presence of highly

correlated covariates for ultra-high dimensional problems.
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Appendix

A  Proof of Lemma 3.1

The first four bounds (corresponding to the general and the sub-Gaussian cases) come from
a combination of Theorem 10.4 and Corollary 10.2 in Fan et al. (2020b). Regarding the
improved bounds when [x®| . and |f||s are bounded and |BTulls < C\/pz for some
C > 0, we write for each i € [n], x|z < /B2lIXP||so, [Ifill2 < VE|filla, and B uylly <
VE|B i .

B Proof of Theorem 4.1

We prove Theorem B.1 below, from which Theorem 4.1 naturally follows.

Theorem B.1. Suppose that Assumptions 4.1—4.3 hold.
Define M = 6|S[*/? sup ||W( ) Let 8 = (BT, (A1) € RFFEE where 45 =

te[0,7]

I« (7] j=1 Yi(t)W;(t) exp(x;(t) " B%) '
EZ/ {Wi“)‘ S, V() expls () B) }dN’“)OO

where {W;(t)" }iepm are the rows of V/\\/'(t) = (Xl(t),wg). If 577 <A< 1;‘2;;7“_ then the

||max

BTﬁZ, and

b

solution of (3.3) satisfies supp(6) C supp(g*) and

6 o ANS] S BAS
R R R -7 ==

== T

If there exists C' > T such that n < 2kl g min 85| > n, then for T <A< 7],

12CM+/|S| JESa+ 5'€ %

we have sign(B) = sign(B8*). Moreover, if min |(75),| > 5& Mn, then sign(@) = sign(b\*).

Jj€supp(¥3)

We have |8 8[| = 84—y | < 188" for any norm ||-|, and supp(B) = supp(@yy).
hence Theorem 4.1 will follow from Theorem B.1. As \/7\\7(25)5* = X(t)B* for all t € [0, 7], we
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obtain 7 = |[VL(W8 )||s. We then have |VsL(WO )|l < 1, VLW )2 < 14/]S]
and [|Vs£(W8')|l1 < |S].

We will prove Lemma B.2 below, which will imply that all the regularity conditions in
Theorem B.1 of Fan et al. (2020a) (supplement file) are satisfied, from which the results
in Theorem B.1 will follow. Before introducing and proving Lemma B.2, we first introduce
another useful lemma, which will be used in the subsequent proofs.

Lemma B.1 (Fan et al. (2020a)). Suppose A € R?*" and B,C € R"™" and ||[CB™!|| < 1,

where || - || is an induced norm. Then |A[(B + C)™* 1| < %

Lemma B.2. Suppose that Assumptions 4.1-4.3 hold. Define M = 6|S|>/2 Sup HW( )

te[0,7]

”max

Then the next four inequalities hold.

(i) |VSL(WO) = VEL(WE )|o < M0 — 8 |ls, if supp(8) €S, (B.1)
1

(i) [(VAsLWE ) o < S (B.2)
(i) (V3L(WE) "l < 5 (B.3)
(iv) [ V2sL(WO ) (VEL(WEO ) Yo <1 pa. (B.4)

Proof. Proof of (B.1). For simplicity of notation, we define

Msgy = sup  sup sup HV@(V(W,Byt)j,k)Hoo‘

t€[0,7] OeRPTXK (j,k)E[p+K]xS

For any (j,k) € [p+ K] x S and 6 € RP™X satisfying supp(8) C S,

\% . L(W8) — v2k£(we

/ (V(W,0,1) - V(W, 8" £)}4dN(2)

< —/ Moy |6 — 6 1dN(t)
n Jo

< Myv]6 -6

< Mov/[5]16 — 7).

Hence,

[V5L(W6) — VEL(WE o = max [[V25L(WE) — V2sL(W8)];
eI (B.5)
< ISP Moy |6~ 8.
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We now prove an upper bound for Myy . First, we write

V0 € RPN V(W 0,1);, = > (B, 1)y (1) Din(t)

(Sba0) (Snom).
where N
a,(0,1) = Y;(t) exp(w;(t)"0)

Sy Ye(t) exp(We(t)T0)
The gradient of o;(0,t) with respect to 6 is

Voai(0,t) = W,(t)a; (0, 1) — c;(0 Zag

Consequently, Vg(V(\/R\/', 0,1 k) equals the following expression

n

Z <A (t)al( - al Zaé ) Z/Dij (t)’l/ﬁlk(t)
_ (Z (v?ri(t)ai( — (0 Zag > A.j(t)> (Z ai(é,t)@k(t))

- (Z (0, 1) Wy, (t)) <Z (v?/i(t)al(é,t) — (0, 1) Zadé,t)v?w(t)) @k(t))
i=1 =1 /=1
(B.6)

This expression has three terms. The first one can be rewritten as

> (0, )Wty (£) i (t) — <Z ; (0, 1)@y (t) ) <Z (0 ) .

=1 =1
Using the triangle inequality, we get that the supremum norm of this term is upper bounded
by 2”\/7\\7( )3 . since a;(0,t) > 0 and 31 a;(0,t) = 1. We study similarly the next
two terms in (B.6) to obtain |[Ve(V(W,8,t);)]le < 6]|W(t)
6 sup [|[W(t)

te[0,7]

Therefore, Myy <

Hmax

Using this result together with (B.5), we get (B.1).

[

Proof of (B.2). For any k € [p + K],

IV2.L(WO) — V2. L(WE) ”°°:H /{VW 0*,1) — V(W,E*,t)}ksdﬁ(t)” . (B.7)

o0
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As W(t)a* = X(t)B* = W (t)0" for all ¢t € [0, 7], we can write explicitly

aj

D o1 Ye(t) exp(x(t) T 87)

ag

(D, Yalt) exp(xe(1)TB))

(V(W,0°,t) — V(W.,0 ) s =

where
a; = ZY( )exp(Xz( ) *){wik(t)wis(t)T — @k(t)v?/ig(t)T},

and

n

ag = (Z Y (t)wir(t) exp(x;(t Tﬁ > (ZY; wis(t) exp(x;(t )Tﬂ*>>

- (Z Yi(t)@in(t) exp(xi(t) ' B7) (Z Yi(t)wis(t) eXp(Xi(t)Tﬁ*)>

= 3 D YO0 o)) explo, (1 B w5 (1) — (1))}
Define
Vit exploe) 8
WO = S el T 5 (55
oty — TS BV explos (076

(i, Yelt) exp(xe(t)T8"))°
Note that o;(8%,t) € [0,1] and >  a;(8*,t) = 1. Similarly, o;;(8%,¢) € [0,1] and
> im1 2oy @i j(B7,t) = 1. With this notation, we can write

{V(W,0°,1) - V(W,0",)his = Z (B, ) {win () wis(t) " — () Wis(t) '}

= > > (B O{wa()wis(t) T — () W;s() T}

i=1 j=1

Therefore,
{V(W,0%,1) = V(W, 0, t) bislloo < max lwi(H)Wis(8)" — @ik (8)Wis (1) "l

+ ma s ()W (1) = Bt (R 55(0)
INIS
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Let My = sup [[W(0)[lmae = $1p [ X1 (6) e V [ Wl Then [W(E) || < My + .
tel0,7]

te[0,7]

On the one hand, for any i € [n], [Jwi(H)wis(t)T — G () Fss () [loo is upper bounded by
wi ()] - |(Wis (t) = Wis () [oo + [@ir () — win(t)] - [Wis(t) " [|oo
< W) e - [1(Fis (1) = Wis(8) oo + [ @i () = win(£)] - [W () max
< M ||[(Wis(t) = Wis(t)) oo + (M + €)@ (t) — wan(t)].
On the other hand, for any i,j € [n], ||wi(t)W;s(t)" — @i (t)W;s(t) || is upper bounded
by
wir()] - [1(W)s(t) = wis () oo + [@Wir(t) — wir ()] - [Ws(t) " [loo
< W e [R5 () = Wis(8) T oo + [ (8) = win ()] - [ W (E) s
< M [[(W)s(t) = wis(t)) ' lloo + (M + €)@ (t) — win(t)]-
Consequently,
[{V(W.0"8) = V(W. 0" )}islloe < 202Muw + ) [W (1) = W(E) o
< 2(2Myy + €).

Plugging the inequality derived above into (B.7), we get

|V2sL(W8") — V2 L(WO) | < — / V(W 0" 1) — V(W.8" 1) }s | wdN (1)

< % / 26(2Mys + £)AN (1)

< 2e(2My + ¢).

Therefore,

IVSL(WE) = VELWE)| = fax IV2sL(WO") = VisL(W6)|s

(B.9)
Let a = ||(V2sL(WO*)) L [VEsL(WO ) — VZL(W6%)]||oo. Then
@ < [[(VESLIWO")) ool VESLWE ) — VEL(WE) oo
1
< g 2C2Mw +2)lS| (B.10)
< H
4’
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the last inequality coming from Assumption 4.3. With Lemma B.1, we then obtain

(0%
1 —

[(VEL(WO™) ™" = (VESLIWE)) | < [[(VESLIWE)) o

1
< )
T 4k

as a < pu/4 < 1/8 < 1/2. Combined with Assumption 4.1 and the triangle inequality, the

inequality derived above gives

o~k s 1 1
(VELOW8 ) o < [(VELOWE) Nt —— < 2 (Ba)

Proof of (B.3). Using (B.11) and the fact that ||A|]z2 < ||A|lw for any symmetric matrix

A, we obtain

[(VEsLWO)) o< 5 — < 5.

Proof of (B.4). We first write

V2 LW ) (VEL(WE )™ — V2. L(WO) (VELWE)) ™|
< | V2sL(WB) = Vi LW [|oo [ (VESLWE )70 (B.12)
+ | V3 L(WO)[(VESL(WE ) — (VELWE™) ™ [|oo

The first term of the right-hand side is

o 3 « o 1
IV5:sLIWO ) = Vises LIWO) oo [ (Vs LIWO ) oo < —e(2Mw +2)IS|, (B.13)

o0

by (B.2) and (B.9). As for the second term, take A = V%.sL(WO*), B = V%sL(W8*) and
C = Vi L(WO ) — Vi, L(WE*). By Assumption 4.2, [AB~ ||l < 1—2u < 1. And (B.10)
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gives [|C|l|B oo < 1-—2¢(2Mw +¢)|S| < 4. Then, with Lemma B.1,

4Koo

V2.5 L(WO")[(VEsLWE ) — (VEL(WE*)) ™[l
= |A[B+C) =B Y|

CB*1||

< ABfl ~ || ]

= IAP 1 Tep .
1C] B (B.14)

T 1= [IClee B [oo
< 2[|Clc| B[l

1
K

o0

By (B.12), (B.13) and (B.14), we get

V2. sL(WO ) (Vi L(WB )™ — V2 sL(WO) (VELWE™)) ™|

2
< 2 c2My +2)|S|
KR

o0

< p

— Y

the second inequality coming from Assumption 4.3. Using this inequality together with

Assumption 4.2, we then obtain

V2. sL(WO ) (VELWO ) Voo < (1—=2u) +p=1—pu.

C Proof of Lemma 4.1

With 8 defined in Section B, we have

1) ~ ~x
Z/ { (Y’f*’t)}dm(t)

n=|VLWO )| =
IVL(WE ) G

Y

o0

and we can write

VL(WEO') =& + & + &,
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where
_ 1 w <W—‘9*> |
[ (e S o
&= _EZ/ {VAVz(t) - Wi<t)}dNi<t)
1 (W, 0°,t) SO(W,0,1) |
N Z/ { (W,607.1)  5O(W,8" t)}dNZ(t)'

Note that &, = VL(WO*). Lemma 3.3 in Huang et al. (2013) gives, for any x > 0,

P(|[VLWO)||oo > 2 sup [|[W(¢)||maxx) < 2(p + K)B_n$2/2.

t€[0,7]
Hence

. log(p + K
[VE(WO)] = Or ( P R |rw<t>|rmax)
te(0,7]

log(p + K
:op( 8P+ K) i 1% (1) e V szumx>.

n te[0,7]

A~ %

As W( )9 = X(t)B* = W(t)8" for all t € [0, 7], we have

O(W,0%,t) SOW,0,t) <

S X e
SO(W,0*1) g0 (W 9 ) ;%(5 ) {wi(t) (1)},

where «;(8%,t) is defined in (B.8). Therefore, by triangle inequality, we obtain that ||&,||
and ||€;||o are upper bounded by ||W2 — W ||lmax. This is controlled with Lemma 3.1, from
which Remark 4.2 follows.

D Proof of Lemma 4.2

Recall that

and (B;,7,) is the solution of d;(8;,7,) = 01+K'
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Let Sr(- | x) and Se(- | x) be the conditional survival functions of the survival time 7" and
the censoring time C, respectively, and Fr(- | x) be the conditional cumulative distribution
function of T, given the covariate vector x. The following lemma gives the first dimension

of d; in terms of these functions.
Lemma D.1. The first dimension d;(8,7) of d;(8,7) in (D.1) is given by

dj1(8,7) = — cov(uy;, E[Fr(C | x) | x])

N /T E[uy; exp(uy;8 + £7v)Sr(t | x)Sc(t | x)]
o Elexp(uy;f + f7)Sr(t | x)Sc(t | x)]

E[\(t | x)Sr(t | x)Se(t | x)]dt.

Proof. First, the function dj;(3,7) is defined for any (8,4) € R as

E[Y(t)ulj eXp(uljﬁ + flT7>]
E[Y (¢) exp(uy; 8 + £ )]

dn(8.m) = [ =B @A 0] + ElY (N )] |

By definition of Y'(¢) and independence of C' and T conditional on x, we get

Y (t) [ x] = Sr(t | x)Sc(t | x),

Y (A | x)] = E[A(# [ x)Sr(t [ x)Se(t | %)),

E[Y(t)

E[Y'(2)

E[Y (t)uA(t | x)] = Euy; At | x)Sr(t | x)Sc(t | x)],

E[Y (t)urj exp(ui; 3 + £ )] = Eluyj exp(uryf + £ ) Sr(t | x)Se(t | x)],

/0 "E[Y (HuiA(E | x))dt = /0 "EugA(t ]| %) S2(t | %) Se(t | %))dt = cov(ur,, E[Pr(C | %) | x]).

Hence we obtain the desired result. O

As dj1(Bj,7;) = 0, we obtain

8dj1

5y Bm) . (D2)

10200.7,)] = ds1 (By.77,) — dyn(0,7,)] = '

for some Bj between zero and (3;, by the mean value theorem. On the one hand, we can use
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the following majorations

2 3| = | [ E[Y (0, e 0] (E[Y (e
85 3 Vi) | = 0 E[Y<t>€u1j5j+f1—r7j] E[Y(t)euljﬁj""f;%’]

) E[Y ()A(t | x)]dt

< oM? / E[Y (DA | x))dt

= 2M E[E[Sc(T | x) | x]).
As S¢ < 1, this gives
< 2M¢. (D.3)

odyy
ECIEn

On the other hand, we have

dj1(0,7;) = — cov(uyy, E[Fr(C | x) | x])

/T Efuy; exp(£7,)Sz(t | %)Sc(t | x)]
o Elexp(f7,)S0(t [ x)Sc(t | x)]

St(t | x)Sc(t | x) is the probability of being at risk at time ¢, and cov(uy;, exp(f; ;) S7(t |

E[\(t | x)Sr(t | x)Se(t | x)]dt.

x)Sc(t | x)) and cov(uy;, E[Fr(C | x) | x]) have opposite signs for each j € supp(8*) and
t € [0, 7], as in appendix D of Zhao and Li (2012). Therefore,

[dj1.(0,7;)] = |cov(uy, E[Fr(C | x) | x])] (D-4)
With (D.2), (D.3) and (D.4), we therefore get

1
181 = 5 My | cov(w, E[Fr(C | x) | x])].

E Proof of Theorem 4.2

Using Lemma 4.2 and the condition § < vmin;jequpp(sr) 3 Mo *| cov(uiy, E[Fr(C | x) | x])], we
first obtain

¢ <rv min
j€supp(B*)

Bil- (E.1)

Under the assumptions in Remark 4.2 and the condition

min | cov(uy;, E[Fr(C | x) | x])| > +/(logp)/n+ 1//p,

j€supp(B8*)
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we can prove that

max ) ||Dj<ﬁj77j)||00 =Op ( (logp)/n + 1/\@)

J€supp(B*

— 0]1»( min | cov(uy;, E[Fr(C | x) | XD|)7

Jj€supp(B*)

where D; is defined in (4.3). Moreover, the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 4.1

gives the existence of a constant C’ > 0 such that

1B; — 51 < C'ID;(85,7;)loes Vi € [1].

Further using Lemma 4.2, we then obtain

max | = < Cmax D557l = 0p(,_min 15]).  (B2)

j€supp(8*) j€Esupp(8*) Jj€supp(B*

Then, (E.1) and (E.2) yield P(supp(8*) C {j : ]B\]\ > &) — 1
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