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Abstract

Many studies employ the analysis of time-to-event data that incorporates competing
risks and right censoring. Most methods and software packages are geared towards
analyzing data that comes from a continuous failure time distribution. However,
failure-time data may sometimes be discrete either because time is inherently discrete
or due to imprecise measurement. This paper introduces a new estimation procedure
for discrete-time survival analysis with competing events. The proposed approach
offers a major key advantage over existing procedures and allows for straightforward
integration and application of widely used regularized regression and screening-features
methods. We illustrate the benefits of our proposed approach by a comprehensive
simulation study. Additionally, we showcase the utility of the proposed procedure
by estimating a survival model for the length of stay of patients hospitalized in the
intensive care unit, considering three competing events: discharge to home, transfer to
another medical facility, and in-hospital death. A Python package, PyDTS, is available
for applying the proposed method with additional features.

Keywords Competing events; Penalized regression; Regularized regression; Sure independent
screening; Survival analysis.

1 Introduction

Most methods and software for survival analysis are tailored to data with continuous failure-time
distributions. However, there are situations where failure times are discrete. This can be due to the
nature of the time unit being discrete or because of inaccuracies in measurement. An example is time
to pregnancy where the observation time is defined by the number of menstrual cycles. In some cases,
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events can happen at any point in time, but only the time interval in which each event occurred is
recorded in available data. For instance, death from cancer recorded in months since diagnosis [Lee
et al., 2018].

Competing events occur when individuals are susceptible to several types of events but can only
experience at most one event at a time. If multiple events can happen simultaneously, they can be
treated as a separate event type [Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 2011]. For instance, competing risks in a
study of hospital length of stay could be discharge and in-hospital death, where the occurrence of one
of these events prevents observation of the other event for the same patient. Another classic example
of competing risks is cause-specific mortality, such as death from heart disease, cancer, or other causes.
It is acknowledged that using standard continuous-time models on discrete-time data with competing
events without proper adjustments can lead to a systematic bias [Lee et al., 2018, Wu et al., 2022].
For example, Lee et al. [2018] noted the bias in the cumulative incidence function estimator, resulting
in poor coverage rates, such as an empirical coverage of 0.66 versus a nominal level of 0.95.

The motivation for this project is to analyze data of length of stay (LOS) of patients in healthcare
facilities. LOS typically refers to the number of days a patient stays in the hospital during a single
admission [Lequertier et al., 2021, Awad et al., 2017]. Accurate prediction of LOS is crucial for
hospital management and planning of bed capacity, as it affects healthcare delivery access, quality,
and efficiency [Lequertier et al., 2021]. In particular, hospitalizations in intensive care units (ICU)
consume a significant amount of hospital resources per patient [Adhikari et al., 2010]. In this study,
we use the publicly available Medical Information Mart for Intensive Care (MIMIC) - IV (version 2.0)
data [Johnson et al., 2022, Goldberger et al., 2000] to develop a model for predicting LOS in ICU
based on patients’ characteristics upon arrival in ICU. The study involves 25,170 ICU admissions
from 2014 to 2020 with only 28 unique times, resulting in many tied events at each time point. The
three competing events analyzed were: discharge to home (69.0%), transfer to another medical facility
(21.4%), and in-hospital death (6.1%). Patients who left the ICU against medical advice (1.0%) were
considered censored, and administrative censoring was imposed for patients hospitalized for more
than 28 days (2.5%).

Regression analysis of continuous-time survival data with competing risks can be performed using
standard non-competing events tools because the likelihood function for the continuous-time setting
can be factored into likelihoods for each cause-specific hazard function [Kalbfleisch and Prentice,
2011]. However, this is not the case for some regression models of discrete-time survival data with
competing risks [Allison, 1982]. The literature on discrete-time survival data with competing risks
can be categorized into two primary groups. The first group involves cause-specific hazard functions
that serve as a natural and direct analogy to those found in the continuous survival time context.
In this case, the cause-specific hazard function is solely dependent on the parameters of the specific
competing event [Allison, 1982, Lee et al., 2018, Wu et al., 2022]. As this formulation results in a
likelihood that cannot be decomposed into distinct components for each type of event, Allison [1982]
explored an alternative, more manageable formulation. In particular, he introduced a cause-specific
hazard function that depends not only on the parameters associated with the specific competing event
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but also on the parameters related to all other event types. This cause-specific hazard formulation was
later adopted and further developed by others [Tutz et al., 2016, Möst et al., 2016, Schmid and Berger,
2021]. As noted by Allison [1982], the advantage of the second approach is a significant simplification
of the estimation procedure, albeit at the cost of interpretability. For additional technical details
comparing these two approaches, please refer to Section 5 below. In this work, we choose to align with
the first suggestion of Allison [1982] and the approach also adopted by Lee et al. [2018], and focus
on the natural and direct analogy to the cause-specific hazard function in the context of continuous
survival time, as this formulation of cause-specific hazard models provides a clearer interpretation.

Lee et al. [2018] showed that if one naively treats competing events as censoring in the discrete-time
likelihood, separate estimation of cause-specific hazard models for different event types may be
accomplished using a collapsed likelihood which is equivalent to fitting a generalized linear model to
repeated binary outcomes. Moreover, the maximum collapsed-likelihood estimators are consistent
and asymptotically normal under standard regularity conditions, which gives rise to Wald confidence
intervals and likelihood-ratio tests for the effects of covariates. Wu et al. [2022] focused on two
competing events and used a different approach from that of Lee et al. [2018]. However, they noted
that it leads to the same estimators. The contribution of Wu et al. [2022] is mainly by allowing an
additional fixed effect of medical center in the model.

Consider a setting with M competing events. Each cause-specific hazard model of Lee et al. [2018]
includes d ` p parameters, where d parameters can be viewed as the cause-specific baseline-hazard
parameters and p are the unknown cause-specific regression coefficients. As will be shown in Section 2,
the standard maximum likelihood approach requires estimating Mpd ` pq parameters simultaneously.
Lee et al. [2018] substantially simplified this by estimating p` d parameters for each competing event
separately.

In this work we focus primarily on the popular logit-link function and introduce a new estimation
technique that further simplifies the estimation procedure. Our new estimator separates the estimation
procedure of the d cause-specific baseline-hazard parameters and the p cause-specific regression
coefficients, within each event type. It will be demonstrated that this separation is highly useful
for incorporating common penalized methods like lasso and elastic net among others [Hastie et al.,
2009] and enables easy implementation of screening methods for high-dimensional data, such as sure
independent screening [Fan and Lv, 2008, Fan et al., 2010, Zhao and Li, 2012, Saldana and Feng,
2018]. Our Python software, PyDTS [Meir et al., 2022], implements both our method and the one from
Lee et al. [2018] and other tools for discrete-time survival analysis.

It might seem that the advantages of using a proper discrete-time competing-events regression
model over a continuous-time model would diminish when d is large. However, Web Appendix A
provides simulation results challenging this assumption. We compared our discrete analysis to a naive
analysis using the standard partial-likelihood approach, like that in the R function coxph. With
2,000 observations, 9 time points, and 2 competing events, the naive approach’s baseline hazard
estimators—regardless of using Breslow, Efron, or Exact tie corrections—showed substantial biases.
In contrast, our method produced almost unbiased results. This finding holds similarly with 5,000

3



A preprint - February 7, 2025

observations and 50 time points. The bias in the naive approach arises from the inappropriate use of
the Breslow estimator for baseline hazards, which theoretically is only justifiable when the likelihood
can be decomposed into distinct components for each event type, a criterion our discrete-time model
does not meet, as will be shown in the next section.

2 Methods

2.1 Models and Likelihood Function

Consider T as a discrete event time taking values 1, 2, . . . , d, and J as the type of event, where
J P t1, . . . ,Mu. Let Z be a p ˆ 1 vector of time-independent covariates. The setting of time-
dependent covariates will be discussed later. The discrete cause-specific hazard function is defined
as λjpt|Zq “ PrpT “ t, J “ j|T ě t,Zq for t “ 1, 2, . . . , d and j “ 1, . . . ,M . Following Allison [1982]
framework, the semi-parametric hazard functions via a regression transformation model are expressed
as

hpλjpt|Zqq “ αjt ` ZT βj t “ 1, 2, . . . , j “ 1, . . . ,M,

where h is a known function. The model’s complexity is emphasized by its semi-parametric nature,
handling Mpd ` pq unknown parameters. The shared covariates Z among the M models does not
require that every model uses all the covariates. The regression coefficient vectors, βj , are specific to
different event types, allowing for flexibility in model specification. By setting any coefficient to zero,
its corresponding covariate can be excluded from that particular model. We adopt the popular logit
transformation hpaq “ logta{p1 ´ aqu, leading to the following cause-specific hazard function

λjpt|Zq “
exppαjt ` ZT βjq

1 ` exppαjt ` ZT βjq
. (1)

This approach, which leaves αjt unspecified, parallels the method of an unspecified baseline hazard in
the Cox model [Cox, 1972], affirming the semi-parametric nature of our discrete-time model.

Define Spt|Zq “ PrpT ą t|Zq as the overall survival given Z. Then, the probability that an event of
type j occurs at time t, t “ 1, . . . , d, j “ 1, . . . ,M , is given by

PrpT “ t, J “ j|Zq “ λjpt|ZqSpt ´ 1|Zq “ λjpt|Zq

t´1
ź

k“1

#

1 ´

M
ÿ

j1“1
λj1 pk|Zq

+

.

The probability of event type j by time t given Z, also known as the cumulative incident function
(CIF) is Fjpt|Zq “

řt
k“1 λjpk|Zq

śk´1
l“1

!

1 ´
řM

j1“1 λj1 pl|Zq

)

, and the marginal probability of event

type j equals PrpJ “ j|Zq “
řd

t“1 λjpt|Zq
śt´1

k“1

!

1 ´
řM

j1“1 λj1 pk|Zq

)

. Our goal is estimating the
parameters Ω “ pα11, . . . , α1d,β

T
1 , . . . , αM1, . . . , αMd,β

T
M q.

For simplicity, we temporarily assume two competing events, i.e., M “ 2. The data consist of n
independent observations, each with pXi, δi, Ji,Ziq where Xi “ minpCi, Tiq, Ci is a discrete right-
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censoring time, δi “ IpTi ď Ciq is the event indicator and Ji P t0, 1, 2u, where Ji “ 0 if and only
if δi “ 0, i “ 1, . . . , n. It is assumed that given the covariates, the censoring and failure times are
independent and non-informative in the sense of Section 3.2 of Kalbfleisch and Prentice [2011]. In the
case of grouped continuous-time data, it is assumed that events always occur before censoring within
the same interval. Then, the likelihood function is proportional to

L “

n
ź

i“1

"

λ1pXi|Ziq

1 ´ λ1pXi|Ziq ´ λ2pXi|Ziq

*IpJi“1q "

λ2pXi|Ziq

1 ´ λ1pXi|Ziq ´ λ2pXi|Ziq

*IpJi“2q

ˆ

Xi
ź

t“1
t1 ´ λ1pt|Ziq ´ λ2pt|Ziqu .

Equivalently,

L “

n
ź

i“1

«

2
ź

j“1

Xi
ź

t“1

"

λjpt|Ziq

1 ´ λ1pt|Ziq ´ λ2pt|Ziq

*δjit

ff

Xi
ź

t“1
t1 ´ λ1pt|Ziq ´ λ2pt|Ziqu

and the log-likelihood (up to a constant) becomes

logL “

n
ÿ

i“1

Xi
ÿ

t“1

«

2
ÿ

j“1
δjit log λjpt|Ziq ` t1 ´ δ1it ´ δ2itu logt1 ´ λ1pt|Ziq ´ λ2pt|Ziqu

ff

(2)

where δjit is set to one if subject i experiences event of type j at time t, and 0 otherwise. Evidently, in
contrast to the continuous-time setting with competing events, L cannot be decomposed into separate
likelihoods for each cause-specific hazard function λj . To estimate Ω, which encompasses Mpd ` pq

parameters, maximizing logL becomes time-intensive. Lee et al. [2018] suggested estimating each set
of d` p parameters of each cause independently. We enhance this approach by separately estimating
pαj1, . . . , αjdq and βj for each cause.

2.2 The Collapsed Log-Likelihood Approach of Lee et al. (2018)

The estimation method of Lee et al. [2018] uses a collapsed log-likelihood approach, simplifying the
analysis by expanding the dataset. Each subject i is represented by multiple dummy observations up
to time Xi. For each time t ď Xi, indicators δjit “ IpTi “ t, Ji “ jq are defined for whether event
type j occurs at time t; see Table S1 of the Supplementary Material (SM). This setup allows for a
conditional multinomial distribution of events. With M “ 2, we get tδ1it, δ2it, 1 ´ δ1it ´ δ2itu and the
estimation of pα11, . . . , α1d,β

T
1 q utilizes a collapsed log-likelihood where δ2it and 1 ´ δ1it ´ δ2it are

combined. This collapsed log-likelihood is tailored for analyzing cause j “ 1 using a binary regression
model, with δ1it serving as the outcome variable, and is given by

logL1pα11, . . . , α1d,β1q “

n
ÿ

i“1

Xi
ÿ

t“1
rδ1it log λ1pt|Ziq ` p1 ´ δ1itq logt1 ´ λ1pt|Ziqus .
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Similarly, the collapsed log-likelihood for cause j “ 2 with δ2it as the outcome becomes

logL2pα21, . . . , α2d,β2q “

n
ÿ

i“1

Xi
ÿ

t“1
rδ2it log λ2pt|Ziq ` p1 ´ δ2itq logt1 ´ λ2pt|Ziqus ,

and one can fit the two models, separately. In general, for M competing events, the estimators of
pαj1, . . . , αjd,β

T
j q, are the respective values that maximize

logLjpαj1, . . . , αjd,βjq “

n
ÿ

i“1

Xi
ÿ

t“1
rδjit log λjpt|Ziq ` p1 ´ δjitq logt1 ´ λjpt|Ziqus (3)

with j “ 1, . . . ,M . Namely, each maximization for event j involves d ` p parameters. Lee et al.
[2018] showed that the estimators are asymptotically multivariate normally distributed and the
covariance matrix can be consistently estimated. Since L does not separate into distinct components
for each event type, optimizing each collapsed likelihood Lj separately does not produce the same
results as maximizing the entire likelihood across all parameters. This introduces a trade-off between
computational simplicity and the potential loss of estimation efficiency. The authors also pointed
out that standard generalized linear models (GLM) could be used for each logLj , and due to the
Markov property ensuring conditional independence, the basic variance estimator from the GLM,
which presumes independence, remains valid.

2.3 The Proposed Approach

When applying penalized regression or screening analysis (i.e., performing separate regression for each
covariate) with the above collapsed log-likelihoods, it is necessary to estimate both pαj1, . . . , αjdq

and βj for each cause j, rather than only βj . Our proposed procedure separates the estimation of
pαj1, . . . , αjdq and βj within each cause. This separation allows for focusing solely on estimating βj

during the penalized regression or screening processes. Subsequently, pαj1, . . . , αjdq is consistently
estimated using new estimating equations.

For separating the estimation of pαj1, . . . , αjdq and βj within each cause, we adopt the conditional-
logistic regression approach [Cox, 2018, Gail et al., 1981]. This involves analyzing the expanded dataset.
Let Nt be the set of all dummy observations with rX equal to t (see Table S1 of SM). A likelihood
based on conditional-logistic regression is replacing Eq. (3), which stratifies the expanded dataset
by rX and conditions on the number of observed events within each stratum,

ř

iPNt
δjit. Specifically,

define djt as a vector of 0s and 1s with a length equal to the cardinality of Nt, where djit represents its
components. Also, let Sjt be the set of all possible vectors djt such that

ř

iPNt
djit “

ř

iPNt
δjit. Then,

the conditional likelihoods of the expanded data, stratified by rX and given
ř

iPNt
δjit, t “ 1, . . . , d,

are given by

LC
j pβjq “

d
ź

t“1

expp
ř

iPNt
δjitZT

i βjq
ř

djtPSjt
expp

ř

iPNt
djitZT

i βjq
j “ 1, . . . ,M . (4)
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The estimators pβj are the values of βj that maximize the conditional likelihoods. Clearly, exppαjtq

in the numerator and denominator, within each j and t, is canceled out.

Eq. (4) resembles the partial likelihood from a Cox regression model when ties are present (see,
for example, Eq. (8.4.3) of Klein and Moeschberger [2003]), enabling the use of standard Cox-
model routines for estimating βj , j “ 1, . . . ,M . In R, the clogit function employs this strategy by
creating necessary dummy variables and strata, then calling coxph. This function defaults to the
Breslow approximation for conditional likelihood, with options for exact forms and other common tie
approximations available. The use of available Cox model routine for maximizing Eq. (4) is only a
mathematical trick while Eq. (1) still holds.

Leveraging the estimators pβj , j “ 1, . . . ,M , we propose estimating αjt, j “ 1, . . . ,M , t “ 1, . . . , d,
through a series of Md single-dimensional optimization algorithms applied to the original (i.e.,
non-expanded) dataset such that for each pj, tq,

pαjt “ argmina

#

1
Y.ptq

n
ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tq

exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq

1 ` exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq
´
Njptq

Y.ptq

+2

, (5)

where Y.ptq “
řn

i“1 IpXi ě tq and Njptq “
řn

i“1 IpXi “ t, Ji “ jq. Eq. (5) involves minimizing the
squared difference between the observed proportion of failures of type j at time t, i.e., Njptq{Y.ptq, and
the expected proportion of failures, as determined by Model (1) and pβj . Since each αjt is estimated
separately, standard optimization routines like nlminb in R or minimize of scipy in python are
suitable for use.

In summary, the new proposed estimation procedure consists of the following two steps:

1. Using the expanded dataset, estimate each βj individually, by maximizing Eq. (4) using a
stratified Cox routine, such as the clogit function in the survival R package, and get pβj ,
j “ 1, . . . ,M .

2. Using pβj , j “ 1, . . . ,M , and the non-expanded dataset, estimate each αjt, j “ 1, . . . ,M ,
t “ 1, . . . , d, separately, by Eq. (5).

The simulation results in Section 3 show that the above two-step procedure performs well in terms of
bias and provides similar standard errors to those of Lee et al. [2018].

The consistency and asymptotic normality of each pβj , j “ 1, . . . ,M , follow a similar argument of
Lee et al. [2018]. Namely, due to the Markov property, which includes conditional independence of
the binary variables, the properties of the estimators and the naive variances’ estimators from the
conditional logistic regression approach above which assumes independence remain valid, as n Ñ 8

and under finite fixed values of d and M . The consistency and asymptotic normality of pαjt are derived
in Web Appendix B.

The proposed two-step estimation procedure can easily handle covariates or coefficients that change
over time, Zptq and βjptq, respectively. Similarly to continuous survival time, time-dependent
covariates are coded by breaking the individual’s time into multiple time intervals, with one row
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of data for each interval. Hence, combining this data expansion step with the expansion described
in Table S1 is straightforward. For time-dependent coefficients, βjptq, Eq. (4) is replaced by

LC
j pβjptqq “

expt
ř

iPNt
δjitZT

i βjptqu
ř

djtPSt
expt

ř

iPNt
djitZT

i βjptqu
with j “ 1, . . . ,M , t “ 1, . . . , d. Clearly, one can easily

combine time-dependent covariate with time-dependent coefficients. Estimating αjt with time-
dependent covariates or regression coefficients involves using Zptq and pβjptq in the modified version
of Eq. (5).

2.4 The Utility of the Proposed Approach

Advancements in data collection technologies have greatly increased the number of potential predictors.
Our method of separating the estimation of βj from pαj1, . . . , αjdq is particularly useful in dimension
reduction and model selection. Below are two examples demonstrating the effectiveness of our two-step
estimation procedure.

Example 1: Regularized regression. Penalized regression [Hastie et al., 2009] methods place a
constraint on the size of the regression coefficients. We propose to apply penalized regression methods
in Lagrangian form based on Eq. (4) by minimizing

´ logLC
j pβjq ` ηjP pβjq , j “ 1, . . . ,M , (6)

where P is a penalty function and ηj ą 0 is a shrinkage tuning parameter. For instance, in the l1
penalty employed by lasso, P pβjq “

řp
k“1 |βjk|. In the case of l2 regularization for ridge regression,

P pβjq “
řp

k“1 β
2
jk. Elastic net, on the other hand, involves an additional set of tuning parameters to

balance between lasso and ridge regression (see Hastie et al. [2009] for additional penalty functions).
Based on the proposed approach, any routine of regularized Cox regression model can be used for
estimating βj , j “ 1, . . . ,M , based on (6) (e.g., glmnet of R or CoxPHFitter of Python). Finally,
αj1, . . . , αjd are estimated only once the regularization step is completed and models are selected. In
contrast, penalized regression using the collapsed log-likelihood approach of Lee et al. [2018] requires
minimizing ´ logLjpαj1, . . . , αjd,βjq ` ηjP pβjq, which necessitates estimating αj1, . . . , αjd.

The tuning parameters ηj , j “ 1, . . . ,M , control the amount of regularization and their values
play a crucial role. In our Python package, PyDTS, the values of ηj are selected by K-fold cross
validation while the criterion is to maximize the out-of-sample global area under the receiver operating
characteristics curve (AUC). Appendix A provides the definitions and estimators of the area under the
receiver operating characteristics curve and Brier score for discrete-survival data with competing risks
and right censoring. This includes the cause-specific AUC and Brier score at each time t, AUCjptq

and BSjptq; integrated cause-specific AUC and Brier score, AUCj and BSj ; and global AUC and Brier
score, AUC and BS.

Example 2: Sure independent screening. Under ultra-high dimension settings, most of the
regularized methods suffer from the curse of dimensionality, high variance and over-fitting [Hastie et al.,
2009, Fan et al., 2012]. To overcome these issues, the marginal screening technique, sure independent
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screening (SIS) has been shown to filter out many uninformative variables under an ordinary linear
model with normal errors [Fan and Lv, 2008]. Subsequently, penalized variable selection methods are
often applied to the remaining variables. The key idea of the SIS procedure is to rank all predictors by
using a utility measure between the response and each predictor and then to retain the top variables.
The SIS procedure has been extended to various models and data types such as generalized linear
models [Fan and Song, 2010], additive models [Fan et al., 2011], and Cox regression models [Fan et al.,
2010, Zhao and Li, 2012, Saldana and Feng, 2018]. We focus on SIS and SIS followed by lasso (SIS-L)
[Fan et al., 2010, Saldana and Feng, 2018] within the proposed two-step procedure.

SIS involves fitting a marginal regression for each covariate by maximizing

LC
j pβjrq j “ 1, . . . ,M, r “ 1, . . . , p (7)

where βj “ pβj1, . . . , βjpqT . The SIS procedure subsequently assesses the importance of features
by ranking them according to the magnitude of their marginal regression coefficients. Then, the
selected sets of variables are given by xMj,wn “ t1 ď k ď p : |pβjk| ě wnu, j “ 1, . . . ,M , where wn is
a threshold value. We adopt the data-driven threshold of Saldana and Feng [2018]. Given data of
the form tXi, δi, Ji,Zi ; i “ 1, . . . , nu, a random permutation π of t1, . . . , nu is used to decouple Zi

and pXi, δi, Jiq so that the resulting data tXi, δi, Ji,Zπpiq ; i “ 1, . . . , nu follow a model in which the
covariates have no predicted power over the survival time of any event type. For the permuted data,
we re-estimate individual regression coefficients and get pβ˚

jr. The data-driven threshold is defined by
wn “ max1ďjďM,1ďkďp |pβ˚

jk|. For SIS-L procedure, the lasso regularization is then added in the first
step of our procedure applied to the set of covariates selected by SIS. In contrast to (7), applying
SIS or SIS-L with the collapsed log-likelihood approach requires maximizing Ljpαj1, . . . , αjd, βjrq,
j “ 1, . . . ,M , r “ 1, . . . , p, which involves estimating αj1, . . . , αjd.

3 Simulation Study

We evaluated our approach using a simulation study across 19 settings, detailed in Table S2 of the
SM, and compared the results with Lee et al. [2018]. The sampling process starts by selecting a vector
of covariates Z for each individual. Based on the model, Eq. (1), the event type is sampled according
to the true probabilities PrpJ “ j|Zq. The event time is then sampled from PrpT “ t|J “ j,Zq “

PrpT “ t, J “ j|Zq{ PrpJ “ j|Zq, detailed in Section 2.1. For simulation settings 1-10, covariates were
drawn from a standard uniform distribution. Parameters for Settings 1-2 include α1t “ ´1.4`0.4 log t
and α2t “ ´1.3 ` 0.4 log t for t “ 1, . . . , 7, with β1 “ ´0.7plog 0.8, log 3, log 3, log 2.5, log 2q, and
β2 “ ´0.6plog 1, log 3, log 4, log 3, log 2q. Censoring times followed a discrete uniform distribution with
a probability of 0.02 for each t “ 1, . . . , 7. For Settings 3-4, parameters were set to α1t “ ´2.0´0.2 log t
and α2t “ ´2.2 ´ 0.2 log t, t “ 1, . . . , 30, with β values the same as in Settings 1-2. Censoring times
were sampled with a probability of 0.01 for each t.

Table 1 and Fig. 1 summarise the results of βj and αjt, respectively, for two competing risks. Results
with other sample sizes and three competing risks are provided in Web Appendix D and Web Appendix
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E. Evidently, the method of Lee et al. [2018] and the proposed method perform similarly in terms
of bias and standard errors. In addition, the empirical coverage rates of 95% Wald-type confidence
intervals for each regression coefficient, based on the proposed approach, are reasonably close to 95%.

The aim of Settings 11–16 is to showcase how lasso regularization is integrated into our two-step
procedure for feature selection. In Settings 11–13 p “ 100 covariates were considered, and only
five of them are with non-zero values. Two settings of zero-mean normally distributed covariates
were considered: (i) independent covariates, each with variance 0.4; (ii) the following covariances
were updated in setting (i) CovpZ1, Z9q “ 0.1, CovpZ2, Z10q “ 0.3, CovpZ4, Z8q “ ´0.3, and
CovpZ5, Z12q “ ´0.1. In order to get appropriate survival probabilities based on Eq. (1), covariates
were truncated to be within r´1.5, 1.5s. The parameters of the model were set to be α1t “ ´3.4 ´

0.1 log t, α2t “ ´3.4 ´ 0.2 log t, t “ 1, . . . , 15. The first five components of β1 and β2 were set to be
p1.2, 1.5,´1,´0.3,´1.2q and p´1.2, 1, 1,´1, 1.4q, respectively, and the rest of the coefficients were set
to zero.

Based on one simulated dataset of Setting 11 (see Figure S5 of the SM) and the selected values
of ηj , the means and standard deviations (SD) based on the 5-fold integrated cause-specific zAUCj

were zAUC1 “ 0.796 (SD=0.007) and zAUC2 “ 0.803 (SD=0.007), with a mean global zAUC “ 0.8
(SD=0.003). The mean global AUC of the non-regularized procedure was ĆAUC “ 0.795 (SD=0.002).
Looking at this specific example, we observe a substantial reduction in the number of covariates
selected by the lasso penalty, without a significant change in the discrimination performance as
measured by the AUC. The mean integrated cause-specific Brier Scores were xBS1 “ 0.045 (SD=0.002)
and xBS2 “ 0.044 (SD=0.003), with a mean global Brier Score xBS “ 0.044 (SD=0.002). Similar results
were observed for the one simulated dataset of Setting 12 (see Web Appendix F).

Setting 13 is similar to Setting 12, but with 100 repetitions. It shows that the means of true- and
false-positive discoveries for each event type, TPj and FPj , j “ 1, 2, under the selected values of ηj

were TP1 “ 4.99, FP1 “ 0.01, TP2 “ 5, and FP2 “ 0. The results indicate that the correct model
was selected in all 100 repetitions, with a single exception for j “ 1. Similar results were observed
with smaller sample size of n “ 500 (see Web Appendix F, Settings 14–16). Web Appendix C provides
a detailed description of Settings 17–19, demonstrating the excellent performance of integrating
screening methods into the two-step procedure.

4 MIMIC Data Analysis - Length of Hospital Stay in ICU

Although the MIMIC dataset records admission and discharge times to the minute, it is advisable
to use daily units for survival analysis, because times within a day are more influenced by hospital
procedures than by patients’ health status. The analysis includes 25,170 ICU admissions with three
competing events: discharge to home (J “ 1, 69.0%), transfer to another medical facility (J “ 2,
21.4%), and in-hospital death (J “ 3, 6.1%). The analysis is restricted to admissions classified as
“emergency”, with a distinction between direct emergency and emergency ward (EW). Emergency
admission history is included by two covariates: the number of previous emergency admissions
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(admissions number), and a dummy variable indicating whether the previous admission ended within
30 days prior to the last one (recent admission). Additional covariates included in the analysis are:
year of admission (available in resolution of three years); standardized age at admission; a binary
variable indicating night admission (between 20:00 to 8:00); ethnicity (Asian, Black, Hispanic, White,
Other); and lab test results (normal or abnormal) performed upon arrival and with results within the
first 24 hours of admission. Note that it is common to include initial laboratory test results when
predicting hospital length of stay [Almeida et al., 2024]. The analysis includes 36 covariates in total.
Web Appendix G summarizes the covariates’ distribution.

Three methods were considered: Lee et al. [2018], the proposed two-step approach, and the proposed
two-step approach with lasso. For the latter, the selection of ηj , j “ 1, 2, 3, were carried out using
4-fold cross validation, and by maximizing the out-of-sample global AUC. log ηj was allowed to vary
from -12 to -1, in steps of 1. The resulting selected values of log ηj , j “ 1, 2, 3, were -5, -9 and -11. The
results of the three procedures are presented in Tables 2–4 and Figure 2. The parameters’ estimates
were similar between Lee et al. [2018]’s approach and the two-step procedure without regularization,
as expected. Computation time was also similar between Lee et al. [2018]’s approach and the two-step
procedure without regularization with estimation time of 29.5 seconds and 22.1 seconds, respectively.

The global AUCs of the proposed approach without and with lasso penalty were highly similar,
zAUC “ 0.649 (SD=0.003) and zAUC “ 0.651 (SD=0.003). By adding lasso regularization, the number
of predictors for each event type was reduced (see last column of Tables 2–4), but the corresponding
estimators for αjt remained highly similar.

The estimates for AUCjptq typically range from 0.5 to 0.8 for discharges to home or further treatment,
and are higher for death within the first three days of hospitalization. The integrated cause-specific
AUCs were zAUC1 “ 0.642 (SD=0.002), zAUC2 “ 0.655 (SD=0.012), and zAUC3 “ 0.740 (SD=0.006),
with a global zAUC “ 0.651 (SD=0.003). The integrated cause-specific Brier Scores were xBS1 “ 0.105
(SD=0.002), xBS2 “ 0.042 (SD=0.001), and xBS3 “ 0.010 (SD=0.001), with a global Brier Score of
xBS “ 0.085 (SD=0.001). Additional discussion of the results is provided in Web Appendix G.

5 Discussion

This work provides a new estimation procedure for a semi-parametric logit-link survival model
of discrete time with competing events. Our current deviation from Lee et al. [2018] involves a
simplification by segregating the estimation procedures for αjt and βj . Our approach is valid when
using both the logit- and log-link functions; however, it does not hold under the complementary
log-log model. Our current software uses the logit link.

The hazard models considered in Tutz et al. [2016], Möst et al. [2016] and Schmid and Berger [2021]

are of the form λ˚
j pt|Zq “

exppα˚

jt`ZT β˚

j q

1`
řM

j1“1 exppα˚

j1t
`ZT β˚

j1 q
j “ 1, . . . ,M . Namely, the hazard model λ˚

j is a

function not only of the parameters associated with the jth competing event but also of the parameters
related to all other event types. In contrast, the hazard function λj , adopted by Allison [1982], Lee
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et al. [2018], Wu et al. [2022] and in this work, is a function only of the parameters of the jth
competing event. Both models, λj and λ˚

j , are valid and were presented by Allison [1982]. However,
as discussed by Allison [1982], models in the spirit of λj provide a natural and direct analogy to the
cause-specific hazard function in the context of continuous survival time. Because the discrete-time
likelihood cannot be factored into separate components for each of the M types of events, Allison
[1982] considered a more tractable formulation. In particular, he explored the generalization of the
logistic model λ˚

j which was later adopted by Tutz et al. [2016], Möst et al. [2016] and Schmid and
Berger [2021].

In Web Appendix H, we show that although computation times for the two methods are comparable
at lower values of d, our proposed method becomes more efficient as d increases. Furthermore, during
tests on a system with 16GB RAM, Lee et al. [2018]’s method experienced memory errors at relatively
low values of d, while our two-step procedure ran smoothly without any issues.

Data and Code Availability Statement

The estimation procedures and simulation study were implemented in Python using the PyDTS
package [Meir et al., 2022]. An example of our approach implemented in R is also available. Codes
are available at https://github.com/tomer1812/pydts/ and https://github.com/tomer1812/
DiscreteTimeSurvivalPenalization. The MIMIC dataset is accessible at https://physionet.
org/content/mimiciv/2.0/ and subjected to credentials.
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Table 1: Simulation results of two competing events. Results of Lee et al. (2018) include mean and
estimated standard error (Est SE). Results of the proposed two-step approach include mean,
estimated SE, empirical SE (Emp SE) and empirical coverage rate (CR) of 95% Wald-type confidence
interval.

True Lee et al. Two-Step
n βjk Value Mean Est SE Mean Est SE Emp SE CR
250 β11 0.156 0.138 0.390 0.137 0.389 0.375 0.965

β12 -0.769 -0.751 0.395 -0.745 0.393 0.399 0.945
β13 -0.769 -0.817 0.395 -0.811 0.393 0.378 0.965
β14 -0.641 -0.642 0.395 -0.637 0.393 0.409 0.950
β15 -0.485 -0.496 0.393 -0.492 0.391 0.425 0.925
β21 0.000 -0.002 0.380 -0.002 0.378 0.357 0.960
β22 -0.659 -0.704 0.384 -0.698 0.383 0.394 0.950
β23 -0.832 -0.849 0.385 -0.842 0.383 0.378 0.955
β24 -0.659 -0.675 0.384 -0.669 0.382 0.406 0.945
β25 -0.416 -0.451 0.382 -0.447 0.381 0.402 0.940

500 β11 0.156 0.133 0.273 0.132 0.273 0.270 0.925
β12 -0.769 -0.795 0.276 -0.791 0.276 0.295 0.945
β13 -0.769 -0.815 0.278 -0.812 0.277 0.294 0.945
β14 -0.641 -0.642 0.275 -0.640 0.275 0.260 0.965
β15 -0.485 -0.472 0.274 -0.470 0.273 0.258 0.975
β21 0.000 0.005 0.265 0.005 0.265 0.254 0.955
β22 -0.659 -0.681 0.268 -0.678 0.267 0.277 0.925
β23 -0.832 -0.855 0.269 -0.852 0.269 0.268 0.950
β24 -0.659 -0.634 0.267 -0.631 0.267 0.274 0.940
β25 -0.416 -0.415 0.266 -0.414 0.265 0.272 0.940

5,000 β11 0.223 0.227 0.094 0.225 0.093 0.104 0.940
β12 -1.099 -1.093 0.096 -1.082 0.095 0.104 0.920
β13 -1.099 -1.102 0.096 -1.090 0.095 0.105 0.935
β14 -0.916 -0.914 0.095 -0.904 0.094 0.092 0.955
β15 -0.693 -0.701 0.095 -0.694 0.094 0.099 0.940
β21 -0.000 0.004 0.121 0.004 0.120 0.119 0.945
β22 -1.099 -1.091 0.124 -1.083 0.123 0.129 0.925
β23 -1.386 -1.402 0.125 -1.393 0.125 0.137 0.920
β24 -1.099 -1.109 0.124 -1.101 0.123 0.135 0.925
β25 -0.693 -0.704 0.122 -0.698 0.121 0.120 0.945

20,000 β11 0.223 0.220 0.047 0.217 0.047 0.046 0.935
β12 -1.099 -1.099 0.048 -1.088 0.048 0.044 0.965
β13 -1.099 -1.098 0.048 -1.087 0.048 0.046 0.940
β14 -0.916 -0.920 0.048 -0.910 0.047 0.041 0.980
β15 -0.693 -0.690 0.047 -0.682 0.047 0.046 0.945
β21 -0.000 0.003 0.060 0.003 0.060 0.065 0.930
β22 -1.099 -1.095 0.062 -1.088 0.061 0.066 0.940
β23 -1.386 -1.394 0.063 -1.385 0.062 0.057 0.980
β24 -1.099 -1.096 0.062 -1.089 0.061 0.061 0.950
β25 -0.693 -0.700 0.061 -0.695 0.061 0.056 0.970
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Table 2: MIMIC dataset - LOS analysis: Estimated regression coefficients of event type discharge to
home, J “ 1.

Lee et al. Two-Step Two-Step & lasso
Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE)

Admissions Number 2 0.000 (0.024) 0.003 (0.022) 0.000 (0.000)
3+ -0.032 (0.023) -0.027 (0.022) 0.000 (0.000)

Anion Gap Abnormal -0.137 (0.032) -0.128 (0.030) 0.000 (0.000)
Bicarbonate Abnormal -0.208 (0.021) -0.194 (0.020) -0.119 (0.019)
Calcium Total Abnormal -0.291 (0.020) -0.270 (0.019) -0.190 (0.018)
Chloride Abnormal -0.148 (0.024) -0.137 (0.023) -0.071 (0.021)
Creatinine Abnormal -0.103 (0.024) -0.098 (0.023) -0.072 (0.021)
Direct Emergency Yes -0.011 (0.026) -0.014 (0.024) 0.000 (0.000)
Ethnicity Black 0.006 (0.046) 0.009 (0.042) 0.000 (0.000)

Hispanic 0.132 (0.053) 0.120 (0.048) 0.000 (0.000)
Other -0.162 (0.051) -0.146 (0.047) 0.000 (0.000)
White -0.031 (0.041) -0.026 (0.038) 0.000 (0.000)

Glucose Abnormal -0.215 (0.018) -0.192 (0.016) -0.088 (0.016)
Hematocrit Abnormal -0.042 (0.032) -0.037 (0.029) -0.042 (0.029)
Hemoglobin Abnormal -0.080 (0.033) -0.071 (0.030) -0.081 (0.030)
Insurance Medicare 0.138 (0.039) 0.125 (0.036) 0.000 (0.000)

Other 0.219 (0.036) 0.200 (0.033) 0.030 (0.016)
MCH Abnormal -0.002 (0.023) -0.002 (0.022) 0.000 (0.000)
MCHC Abnormal -0.128 (0.019) -0.116 (0.018) -0.003 (0.017)
MCV Abnormal -0.048 (0.026) -0.045 (0.024) 0.000 (0.000)
Magnesium Abnormal -0.080 (0.030) -0.074 (0.028) 0.000 (0.000)
Marital Status Married 0.224 (0.032) 0.205 (0.030) 0.093 (0.016)

Single -0.087 (0.033) -0.079 (0.031) 0.000 (0.000)
Widowed 0.026 (0.040) 0.020 (0.037) 0.000 (0.000)

Night Admission Yes 0.081 (0.017) 0.075 (0.016) 0.000 (0.000)
Phosphate Abnormal -0.052 (0.019) -0.048 (0.018) 0.000 (0.000)
Platelet Count Abnormal -0.068 (0.019) -0.062 (0.018) 0.000 (0.000)
Potassium Abnormal -0.103 (0.032) -0.095 (0.030) 0.000 (0.000)
RDW Abnormal -0.327 (0.021) -0.308 (0.020) -0.271 (0.019)
Recent Admission Yes -0.262 (0.035) -0.247 (0.033) -0.001 (0.027)
Red Blood Cells Abnormal -0.089 (0.027) -0.078 (0.024) -0.024 (0.025)
Sex Female -0.007 (0.018) -0.006 (0.016) 0.000 (0.000)
Sodium Abnormal -0.312 (0.030) -0.297 (0.029) -0.142 (0.026)
Standardized Age -0.260 (0.011) -0.234 (0.010) -0.162 (0.009)
Urea Nitrogen Abnormal -0.148 (0.022) -0.139 (0.020) -0.136 (0.020)
White Blood Cells Abnormal -0.276 (0.018) -0.252 (0.016) -0.159 (0.016)
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Table 3: MIMIC dataset - LOS analysis: Estimated regression coefficients of event type discharged to
another facility, J “ 2.

Lee et al. Two-Step Two-Step & lasso
Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE)

Admissions Number 2 0.108 (0.041) 0.107 (0.040) 0.087 (0.038)
3+ 0.194 (0.037) 0.190 (0.036) 0.169 (0.034)

Anion Gap Abnormal -0.006 (0.048) -0.006 (0.047) 0.000 (0.002)
Bicarbonate Abnormal -0.121 (0.033) -0.117 (0.032) -0.110 (0.032)
Calcium Total Abnormal -0.098 (0.031) -0.094 (0.031) -0.088 (0.030)
Chloride Abnormal 0.016 (0.036) 0.015 (0.035) 0.000 (0.002)
Creatinine Abnormal -0.199 (0.036) -0.191 (0.035) -0.173 (0.035)
Direct Emergency Yes -0.373 (0.052) -0.363 (0.050) -0.345 (0.050)
Ethnicity Black 0.084 (0.090) 0.079 (0.088) 0.028 (0.086)

Hispanic -0.068 (0.111) -0.070 (0.108) -0.088 (0.106)
Other 0.026 (0.099) 0.022 (0.097) -0.006 (0.095)
White 0.144 (0.082) 0.138 (0.081) 0.094 (0.079)

Glucose Abnormal -0.138 (0.031) -0.132 (0.030) -0.126 (0.030)
Hematocrit Abnormal 0.038 (0.057) 0.039 (0.055) 0.032 (0.055)
Hemoglobin Abnormal 0.018 (0.062) 0.015 (0.060) 0.005 (0.059)
Insurance Medicare 0.237 (0.075) 0.230 (0.074) 0.238 (0.073)

Other -0.094 (0.074) -0.091 (0.072) -0.081 (0.072)
MCH Abnormal 0.042 (0.038) 0.040 (0.037) 0.019 (0.031)
MCHC Abnormal -0.010 (0.031) -0.011 (0.030) 0.000 (0.003)
MCV Abnormal -0.020 (0.041) -0.019 (0.039) 0.000 (0.003)
Magnesium Abnormal -0.039 (0.048) -0.038 (0.047) -0.025 (0.046)
Marital Status Married -0.254 (0.054) -0.249 (0.053) -0.262 (0.052)

Single 0.209 (0.054) 0.200 (0.053) 0.176 (0.052)
Widowed 0.175 (0.058) 0.163 (0.056) 0.149 (0.056)

Night Admission Yes 0.056 (0.029) 0.054 (0.028) 0.047 (0.028)
Phosphate Abnormal -0.042 (0.033) -0.040 (0.032) -0.034 (0.031)
Platelet Count Abnormal -0.130 (0.032) -0.125 (0.031) -0.118 (0.031)
Potassium Abnormal 0.042 (0.048) 0.042 (0.047) 0.023 (0.047)
RDW Abnormal -0.107 (0.033) -0.104 (0.032) -0.093 (0.031)
Recent Admission Yes -0.021 (0.051) -0.023 (0.049) 0.000 (0.004)
Red Blood Cells Abnormal 0.083 (0.052) 0.079 (0.050) 0.073 (0.050)
Sex Female 0.090 (0.031) 0.088 (0.030) 0.078 (0.030)
Sodium Abnormal -0.056 (0.042) -0.056 (0.041) -0.039 (0.038)
Standardized Age 0.536 (0.021) 0.525 (0.021) 0.519 (0.021)
Urea Nitrogen Abnormal 0.100 (0.035) 0.095 (0.034) 0.077 (0.034)
White Blood Cells Abnormal -0.107 (0.029) -0.103 (0.028) -0.099 (0.028)
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Table 4: MIMIC dataset - LOS analysis: Estimated regression coefficients of event type in-hospital
death, J “ 3.

Lee et al. Two-Step Two-Step & lasso
Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE)

Admissions Number 2 0.147 (0.074) 0.147 (0.073) 0.140 (0.074)
3+ 0.142 (0.069) 0.140 (0.068) 0.134 (0.068)

Anion Gap Abnormal 0.582 (0.064) 0.573 (0.064) 0.571 (0.064)
Bicarbonate Abnormal 0.543 (0.056) 0.537 (0.056) 0.535 (0.056)
Calcium Total Abnormal 0.204 (0.054) 0.204 (0.054) 0.203 (0.054)
Chloride Abnormal 0.147 (0.059) 0.143 (0.058) 0.142 (0.058)
Creatinine Abnormal 0.273 (0.067) 0.271 (0.067) 0.271 (0.067)
Direct Emergency Yes -0.318 (0.096) -0.311 (0.095) -0.302 (0.095)
Ethnicity Black -0.236 (0.140) -0.235 (0.139) -0.203 (0.140)

Hispanic -0.395 (0.183) -0.393 (0.181) -0.351 (0.181)
Other 0.145 (0.147) 0.133 (0.145) 0.155 (0.146)
White -0.156 (0.123) -0.157 (0.122) -0.130 (0.123)

Glucose Abnormal 0.215 (0.064) 0.212 (0.063) 0.208 (0.063)
Hematocrit Abnormal -0.198 (0.108) -0.194 (0.107) -0.165 (0.108)
Hemoglobin Abnormal 0.024 (0.122) 0.023 (0.121) 0.003 (0.121)
Insurance Medicare -0.224 (0.136) -0.225 (0.135) -0.171 (0.138)

Other -0.242 (0.133) -0.240 (0.132) -0.188 (0.135)
MCH Abnormal -0.066 (0.070) -0.066 (0.069) -0.057 (0.069)
MCHC Abnormal 0.027 (0.056) 0.029 (0.055) 0.027 (0.055)
MCV Abnormal 0.060 (0.072) 0.061 (0.071) 0.055 (0.071)
Magnesium Abnormal 0.329 (0.073) 0.324 (0.072) 0.320 (0.072)
Marital Status Married 0.156 (0.102) 0.154 (0.101) 0.127 (0.061)

Single 0.026 (0.107) 0.027 (0.106) 0.000 (0.008)
Widowed 0.047 (0.115) 0.048 (0.114) 0.020 (0.084)

Night Admission Yes -0.096 (0.053) -0.093 (0.052) -0.089 (0.052)
Phosphate Abnormal 0.178 (0.056) 0.176 (0.055) 0.174 (0.055)
Platelet Count Abnormal 0.235 (0.054) 0.232 (0.054) 0.229 (0.054)
Potassium Abnormal 0.227 (0.072) 0.221 (0.071) 0.221 (0.071)
RDW Abnormal 0.492 (0.058) 0.486 (0.058) 0.483 (0.058)
Recent Admission Yes 0.250 (0.083) 0.242 (0.082) 0.242 (0.082)
Red Blood Cells Abnormal 0.142 (0.105) 0.140 (0.104) 0.130 (0.104)
Sex Female -0.011 (0.057) -0.008 (0.057) -0.005 (0.057)
Sodium Abnormal 0.276 (0.064) 0.270 (0.063) 0.268 (0.063)
Standardized Age 0.580 (0.041) 0.574 (0.040) 0.568 (0.040)
Urea Nitrogen Abnormal 0.141 (0.070) 0.141 (0.070) 0.141 (0.070)
White Blood Cells Abnormal 0.579 (0.056) 0.571 (0.056) 0.568 (0.055)
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Figure 1: Simulation results of two competing events. Results of αjt. Each panel is based on a
different sample size. Number of observed events are shown in red and brown bars for event types
j “ 1 and j “ 2, respectively. True values and mean of estimates are in blue and green for j “ 1 and
j “ 2. True values are shown in dashed lines, mean of estimates based on Lee et al. (2018) and the
proposed two-step approach denoted by circles and diamonds, respectively.
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Figure 2: MIMIC dataset - LOS analysis. Regularized regression with 4-fold CV. The selected values
of ηj are shown in dashed-dotted lines on panels a-f. a-c. Number of non-zero coefficients for
j “ 1, 2, 3. d-f. The estimated coefficients, as a function of ηj , j “ 1, 2, 3. g-i. Mean (and SD bars)
of the 4 folds zAUCjptq, j “ 1, 2, 3, for the selected values log η1 “ ´5, log η2 “ ´9 and log η3 “ ´11.
The number of observed events of each type is shown by bars. j. Results of estimated αjt by the
method of Lee et al. (2018) (circle), the proposed two-step approach (stars) with no regularization
and the proposed approach with lasso (left triangular). Numbers of observed events are shown in
blue bars for home discharge (j “ 1), in green bars for further treatment (j “ 2), and in red bars for
in-hospital death (j “ 3). lasso estimates are based on log η1 “ ´5, log η2 “ ´9 and log η3 “ ´11.
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Web Appendix A: Continuous-Time versus Discrete-Time Analyses

Here we compare the proposed discrete analysis method against a naive approach using the standard
partial likelihood method and Breslow estimator from the R function coxph. The dataset consists
of 2,000 observations, each with 5 covariates drawn from a standard uniform distribution. Two
competing events were considered and 9 time points. The parameter values are set as follows: α1t “

´1.9`0.6 log t and α2t “ ´2.5`0.6 log t for t “ 1, . . . , 9, β1 “ ´0.7plog 0.8, log 3, log 3, log 2.5, log 2qT

and β2 “ ´0.7plog 1, log 3, log 4, log 3, log 2qT . Censoring times are randomly sampled from a discrete
uniform distribution with a probability of 0.005 at each time t. Results from one dataset are illustrated
in Figure S1 .
The results, based on 500 repetitions, are summarized in Table S3 . It is evident that the biases
of the estimators of the baseline hazards, αjt, based on the naive approach—using any of the tie
correction methods (Breslow, Efron, or Exact)—are substantial. In contrast, the proposed approach
yields practically unbiased results.
We repeat the analysis with d “ 50 time points, 5,000, observations and p “ 5 standard uniform
covariates. The parameter values are set as follows: α1t “ ´4`0.07t, α2t “ ´5.3`0.07t, t “ 1, . . . , 50,

β1 “ ´0.5plog 0.8, log 3, log 3, log 2.5, log 2qT

and
β2 “ ´0.5p0, log 3, log 4, log 3, log 2qT .

Results are presented in Figure S2 and Tables S4 –S5 . Evidently, similar findings are observed
with large d. The substantial bias of the naive approach stems from the inappropriate use of the
Breslow estimator for baseline hazard functions. Theoretically, the Breslow estimator is justifiable
with competing events only when the likelihood function can be decomposed into distinct components
for each event type, a condition not met by the discrete-time regression model considered in our
paper.

Web Appendix B: Asymptotic Results

Let us assume that as n Ñ 8, both d and M are finite fixed values, and the vectors of covariates
Z are bounded. Additionally, it is assumed that PrpY.ptq ě 1q ą 0 for all t “ 1, . . . , d. We denote
the true parameters values as βo

j and αjto . Assume that αjt, j “ 1, . . . ,M , t “ 1, . . . , d, lie in a
compact convex set A that includes an open neighborhood around each true value αo

jt. For each pj, tq,
j “ 1, . . . ,M , t “ 1, . . . , d, minimizing

#

1
Y.ptq

n
ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tq

exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq

1 ` exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq
´
Njptq

Y.ptq

+2

as a function of a is equivalent to solving

2
#

1
Y.ptq

n
ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tq

exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq

1 ` exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq
´
Njptq

Y.ptq

+

ˆ
B

Ba

1
Y.ptq

n
ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tq

exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq

1 ` exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq
“ 0
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or alternatively solving

1
n

n
ÿ

i“1

#

IpXi ě tq
exppa ` ZT

i
pβjq

1 ` exppa ` ZT
i

pβjq
´ IpXi “ t, Ji “ jq

+

“ 0 .

Define

Unpαjtq “
1
n

n
ÿ

i“1

#

IpXi ě tq
exppαjt ` ZT

i
pβjq

1 ` exppαjt ` ZT
i

pβjq
´ IpXi “ t, Ji “ jq

+

and
rUnpαjtq “

1
n

n
ÿ

i“1

#

IpXi ě tq
exppαjt ` ZT

i βo
jq

1 ` exppαjt ` ZT
i βo

jq
´ IpXi “ t, Ji “ jq

+

.

Then,

Unpαjtq ´ rUnpαjtq “
1
n

n
ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tq

#

exppαjt ` ZT
i

pβjq

1 ` exppαjta ` ZT
i

pβjq
´

exppαjt ` ZT
i βo

jq

1 ` exppαjt ` ZT
i βo

jq

+

.

Taking a first-order Taylor expansion about βo
j gives

Unpαjtq ´ rUnpαjtq “
1
n

n
ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tq

B

Bβo
j

exppαjt ` ZT
i βo

jq

1 ` exppαjt ` ZT
i βo

jq
ppβj ´ βo

jq ` opp1q .

Since ||pβj ´ βo
j ||2 “ opp1q as n Ñ 8, where || ¨ ||2 denotes the l2 norm, and since Unpαjtq ´ rUnpαjtq is

continuous in pβj , then by the continuous mapping theorem and Slutsky theorem, supαjtPA |Unpαjtq ´

rUnpαjtq| “ opp1q. Finally, since

EpTi “ t, Ji “ j|Ti ě tq “
exppαo

jt ` ZT
i βo

jq

1 ` exppαo
jt ` ZT

i βo
jq
,

consistency of each pαjt, as n Ñ 8, follows by standard theory of moment estimators [Van der Vaart,
2000] applied for rUnpαjtq. For the asymptotic normality, write

0 “ Unppαjtq “ rUnpαo
jtq `

!

Unppαjtq ´ rUnppαjtq

)

`

!

rUnppαjtq ´ rUnpαo
jtq

)

and in the following we consider each of the terms of the right-hand side of the equation.
We can write rUnpαo

jtq “ n´1 řn
i“1 ξijt where

ξijt “ IpXi ě tq
exppαo

jt ` ZT
i βo

jq

1 ` exppαo
jt ` ZT

i βo
jq

´ IpXi “ t, Ji “ jq .

Thus, rUnpαo
jtq is the mean of the iid mean-zero random variables ξijt. It hance follows from the

central limit theorem that n1{2Upαo
jtq is asymptotically mean-zero normal. To estimate the variance,

let pξi be the counterpart of ξi with estimates of βj and αjt substituted for the true values. Then, the
empirical estimator of the variance is given by

V1jt “ n´1
n

ÿ

i“1

pξ2
i .
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First order Taylor expansion of Unppαjtq about βo
j gives

n1{2tUnppαjtq ´ rUnppαjtqu “ n´1{2
n

ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tqDijtppαjt,β

o
jqppβj ´ βo

jq ` opp1q

“ n´1{2
n

ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tqDijtpα

o
jt,β

o
jqppβj ´ βo

jq ` opp1q

“ n´1{2D.jtpα
o
jt,β

o
jqppβj ´ βo

jq ` opp1q

where
Dijtpαjt,β

o
jq “

B

Bβo
j

exppαjt ` ZT
i βo

jq

1 ` exppαjt ` ZT
i βo

jq

and D.jtpαjt,β
o
jq “

řn
i“1 IpXi ě tqDijtpαjt,β

o
jq. Therefore, n1{2tUnppαjtq´ rUnppαjtqu is asymptotically

mean-zero normal with covariance matrix that can be consistently estimated by

V2jt “ n´1
n

ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tqDijtppαjt, pβjqyvarppβjq .

First order Taylor expansion of rUnppαjtq about αo
jt gives

n1{2t rUnppαjtq ´ rUnpαo
jtqu “ n´1{2

n
ÿ

i“1
IpXi ě tqAijtpα

o
jt,β

o
jqppαjt ´ αo

jtq ` opp1q

where
Aijtpα

o
jt,β

o
jq “

B

Bαo
jt

exppαo
jt ` ZT

i βo
jq

1 ` exppαo
jt ` ZT

i βo
jq
.

Let A.jtpα
o
jt,β

o
jq “

řn
i“1 IpXi ě tqAijtpα

o
jt,β

o
jq. Then, combining the results above we get n1{2ppαjt ´

αo
jtq is asymptotically zero-mean normally distributed. For the variance of pαjt we write

rUpαo
jtq ` tUnppαjt ´ rUnppαjtqu “ n´1

n
ÿ

i“1
pξijt ` ψijq ` opp1q

where ψij is the asymptotic representation of pβj [Tsiatis, 2006] since pβj is a regular asymptotically
linear estimator, namely,

n1{2ppβj ´ βo
jq “ n´1{2

n
ÿ

i“1
ψij ` opp1q .

Therefore, the variance matrix can be consistently estimated by A´2
.jt ppαjt, pβjqpV1jt `V2jt `V3jtq where

V3jt “ 2{n
řn

i“1
pξijt ` pϕij .

Web Appendix C: SIS - Additional Simulation Results

The simulated datasets (Setting 17–19) consist of n “ 1, 000 observations and p “ 15, 000 covariates.
Each covariate is a zero-mean normally distributed with variance 1. Three settings were considered:
with independent covariates (ρ “ 0), and with correlated covariates such that CovpZil, Zihq “ ρ|l´h|

and ρ “ 0.5, 0.9, following a similar approach as Zhao and Li [2012]. To ensure appropriate survival
probabilities, covariates were truncated to be within r´3, 3s. We considered M “ 2 competing
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events with d “ 8. The first five components of β1 and β2 were set to be non-zero, and the
remaining coefficients set to zero. The non-zero parameters β1k, k “ 1, . . . , 5, took on the values of
´0.7,´0.6, 0.8, 0.7,´0.8 while β2k, k “ 1, . . . , 5, had values of 0.7, 0.8,´0.8,´0.6,´0.7. Additionally,
α1t “ ´3.2 ` 0.3 log t and α2t “ ´3.3 ` 0.4 log t.
For SIS-L, the lasso parameters η1 and η2 were tuned using a grid search and 3-fold cross-validation,
where log η1, log η2 ranged between -12 to -2 with a step size of 0.5. The selected η1, η2 maximize the
global-AUC. The simulation results are summarised in Tables S6 -S8 .
The mean (SE) of the data-driven thresholds, wn, of the SIS procedure were 0.224 p0.015q, 0.224 p0.017q,
and 0.230 p0.018q, for ρ values of 0, 0.5, and 0.9, respectively. The means and SEs of the selected
regularization parameters of the SIS-L are shown in Table S6 . The size of the selected models, the
false positive (FP) and false negative (FN) are summarized in Table S7 . As expected, higher values
of ρ result in higher number of FPs. Additionally, adding lasso regularization resulted in similar or
reduced mean selected-model size and the mean FP. Both methods resulted with similar performance
measures, as shown in Table S8 . Adding lasso after the SIS, allowed us to retain a smaller set of
covariates, while maintaining similar performances.

Web Appendix D: Simulation Results of Two Competing Events - Additional
Sample Sizes

We considered sample sizes of n “ 10, 000 and 15,000. The vector of covariates Z is of p “ 5
dimension, and each covariate was sampled from a standard uniform distribution. For each observation,
based on the sampled covariates Z and the true model of Eq.(1), the event type was sampled,
and then the failure time, with d “ 30. The parameters’ values of Settings 3-4 were set to be
α1t “ ´2.0 ´ 0.2 log t, α2t “ ´2.2 ´ 0.2 log t, t “ 1, . . . , 30, β1 “ ´plog 0.8, log 3, log 3, log 2.5, log 2qT ,
and β2 “ ´plog 1, log 3, log 4, log 3, log 2qT . The censoring times were sampled from a discrete uniform
distribution with probability 0.01 at each t. The simulation results are based on 200 repetitions of
each setting. Results are shown in Figure S3 and Table S9 .

Web Appendix E: Simulation Results of Three Competing Events

We considered sample sizes of n “ 5, 000, 10, 000, 15, 000 and 20, 000. The vector of covariates
Z is of p “ 5 dimension, and each covariate was sampled from a standard uniform distribution.
For each observation, based on the sampled covariates Z and the true model of Eq.(1), the event
type was sampled, and then the failure time, with d “ 30. The parameters’ values were set
to be α1t “ ´2.2 ´ 0.1 log t, α2t “ ´2.3 ´ 0.1 log t, and α3t “ ´2.4 ´ 0.1 log t t “ 1, . . . , 30,
β1 “ ´plog 2.5, log 1.5, log 0.8, log 3, log 2q, β2 “ ´plog 0.8, log 3, log 2.8, log 2.2, log 1.5q, and β3 “

´plog 1.8, log 0.8, log 2.5, log 1.2, log 3q. Finally, the censoring times were sampled from a discrete
uniform distribution with probability 0.01 at each t ď 30. The simulation results are based on 200
repetitions of each setting. Results are shown in Figure S4 and Tables S10 -S11 .

Web Appendix F: Lasso - Additional Simulation Results

Figure S6 demonstrates the results of the regularization parameters ηj , j “ 1, 2, of one simulated
dataset under Setting 12. Based on the one simulated dataset of Setting 12 and the selected values
of ηj : zAUC1 “ 0.796 (SD=0.007), zAUC2 “ 0.801 (SD=0.008), zAUC “ 0.799 (SD=0.005), and
ĆAUC “ 0.794 (SD=0.005). The mean Brier Scores were xBS1 “ 0.046 (SD=0.002), xBS2 “ 0.043
(SD=0.003), and xBS “ 0.045 (SD=0.001).

24



A preprint - February 7, 2025

To demonstrate the performance of the proposed approach with lasso regularization in small sample
sizes, we repeat the same sampling procedure as in Settings 11–13, but with sample size of n “ 500
observations and d “ 10 times. The parameters of the model were set to be α1t “ ´4.4 ` 0.3t,
α2t “ ´4.3 ` 0.3t, t “ 1, . . . , 10. The first five out of p “ 35 components of β1 and β2 were set to be
p1.2, 1.5,´1,´0.3,´1.2q and p´1.2,´1, 1.4, 1, 1q, respectively, and the rest of the coefficients were set
to zero.
Figure S7 demonstrates the results of the regularization parameters ηj , j “ 1, 2, of one simulated
dataset under Setting 14. Based on the one simulated dataset of Setting 14 and the selected values
of ηj : zAUC1 “ 0.746 (SD=0.013), zAUC2 “ 0.726 (SD=0.024), zAUC “ 0.767 (SD=0.039), and
ĆAUC “ 0.706 (SD=0.017). The mean Brier Scores were xBS1 “ 0.112 (SD=0.005), xBS2 “ 0.109
(SD=0.014), and xBS “ 0.114 (SD=0.009).
Figure S8 demonstrates the results of the regularization parameters ηj , j “ 1, 2, of one simulated
dataset under Setting 15. Based on the one simulated dataset of Setting 15 and the selected values
of ηj : zAUC1 “ 0.758 (SD=0.011), zAUC2 “ 0.751 (SD=0.009), zAUC “ 0.765 (SD=0.026), and
ĆAUC “ 0.724 (SD=0.006). The mean Brier Scores were xBS1 “ 0.105 (SD=0.009), xBS2 “ 0.104
(SD=0.019), and xBS “ 0.104 (SD=0.001).
Setting 16 is similar to Setting 14, but with 100 repetitions. It shows that the means of true- and
false-positive discoveries for each event type, TPj and FPj , j “ 1, 2, under the selected values of ηj

were TP1 “ 4.34, FP1 “ 2.56, TP2 “ 4.99, and FP2 “ 2.0. These findings indicate that even with
a small sample size, the proposed grid search and AUC-based selection of ηj , j “ 1, 2, successfully
identified the 9 out of 10 non-zero parameters in all 100 repetitions. However, the smaller parameter
in j “ 1 was not always selected. Additionally, most of the 30 parameters with true value of zero
were excluded from the final model, leaving only a small number of false positives.

Web Appendix G: MIMIC Data Analysis - Additional Discussion of the Results

The estimated coefficients for lab tests in the discharge-to-home (j “ 1) model were all negative,
consistent with the expected result that abnormal test results at admission reduce the hazard of
home discharge. Older age and recent admission were also found to reduce this hazard, while being
married and having Medicare or “other” insurance increased it. Female gender, admission number,
direct emergency admission, and night admission had a relatively small impact on this hazard. lasso
regularization excluded several features from the model, including admissions number, night admission,
direct emergency admission, ethnicity, Medicare insurance, single or widowed status, sex, and certain
lab tests (Anion Gap, MCH, MCV, Magnesium, Phosphate, Platelet count, and Potassium).
The hazard of being discharged for further treatment (j “ 2) is primarily increased by admissions
number, White ethnicity, Medicare insurance, single or widowed marital status, and older age. Direct
emergency admission and being married decrease the hazard. Most lab test results had a minor
impact on the hazard, except for white blood cell count, RDW, platelet count, glucose, creatinine,
and bicarbonate, which reduced the hazard of being discharged for further treatment when abnormal.
lasso regularization excluded only a few lab tests (Anion Gap, Chloride, MCHC, and MCV) and
recent admission. The main factors that increased the hazard and were included in the model were
admissions number, single or widowed marital status, Medicare insurance, and older age, while direct
emergency admission, being married, and abnormal results of bicarbonate, creatinine, glucose, and
platelet count decreased the hazard.
The hazard of in-hospital death (j “ 3) had the lowest number of observed events, resulting in noisier
estimators, especially in later times. The lasso penalty had only a minor effect in terms of the number
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of excluded features. Lab test results that increased the hazard of in-hospital death were abnormal
Anion Gap, Bicarbonate, Creatinine, Magnesium, White Blood Cells, RDW, and Sodium. Some of
these lab test results had already been identified as predictors of in-hospital mortality in previous
studies [Zhong et al., 2021, Wernly et al., 2018, Meynaar et al., 2013, Bazick et al., 2011]. Other lab
test results that increased the hazard of in-hospital death were abnormal Calcium total, Chloride,
Glucose, Phosphate, Platelet Count, Potassium, Urea Nitrogen, and Red Blood Cells. Admissions
number, “other” ethnicity, married status, recent admission, and older age also increased the hazard
of in-hospital death. Direct emergency admission, black, Hispanic, or white ethnicity, and Medicare
or “other” insurance types decreased the hazard of in-hospital death.

Web Appendix H: Comparison of Computation Time

For demonstrating the reduction in computation time as a function of d, a sample size of n “ 20, 000
observations was considered with p “ 10 covariates, two competing events, various values of d, and 10
repetitions for each d. Furthermore, α1t “ ´2.5 ´ 0.3 log t, α2t “ ´2.8 ´ 0.3 log t,

β1 “ ´0.5plog 0.8, log 3, log 3, log 2.5, log 4, log 1, log 3, log 2, log 2, log 3qT ,

and
β2 “ ´0.5plog 1, log 3, log 2, log 1, log 4, log 3, log 4, log 3, log 3, log 2qT .

The median and the interquartile range of the computation times are presented in Figure S9 . These
results are based on a single CPU out of 40 CPUs server of type Intel Xeon Silver 4114 CPU @
2.20GHz X 2 and 377GB RAM. Evidently, under low values of d, the computation times of the two
approaches are comparable. However, as d increases, the advantage of the proposed approach, in
terms of computation time, increases as well. Moreover, when running this analysis using hardware
with 16GB RAM, the estimation procedure of Lee et al. reached a memory error at a low value of d,
while the two-step procedure was completed successfully.

26



A preprint - February 7, 2025

Table S1 : Original and expanded datasets with M “ 2 competing events [Lee et al., 2018]
Original Data Expanded Data

i Xi δi Zi i rXi δ1it δ2it 1 ´ δ1it ´ δ2it Zi

1 2 1 Z1 1 1 0 0 1 Z1
1 2 1 0 0 Z1

2 3 2 Z2 2 1 0 0 1 Z2
2 2 0 0 1 Z2
2 3 0 1 0 Z2

3 3 0 Z3 3 1 0 0 1 Z3
3 2 0 0 1 Z3
3 3 0 0 1 Z3
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Table S3 : Simulation results of continuous time versus discrete time analyses. n “ 2, 000, p “ 5,
d “ 9, and M “ 2. The results are the mean bias and empirical standard error (SE) over 500
repetitions.

Naive Continuous-Time Analysis The Proposed
Breslow Efron Exact Approach

True Bias SE Bias SE Bias SE Bias SE

α11 -1.900 -0.034 0.008 0.058 0.008 0.096 0.009 -0.006 0.008
α12 -1.484 0.025 0.008 0.141 0.009 0.168 0.009 0.005 0.007
α13 -1.241 0.065 0.009 0.203 0.009 0.221 0.010 0.004 0.007
α14 -1.068 0.087 0.009 0.243 0.010 0.254 0.010 -0.009 0.007
α15 -0.934 0.127 0.009 0.303 0.010 0.308 0.011 -0.006 0.007
α16 -0.825 0.167 0.010 0.363 0.012 0.364 0.012 -0.003 0.008
α17 -0.732 0.215 0.011 0.433 0.013 0.429 0.013 0.006 0.008
α18 -0.652 0.240 0.012 0.478 0.015 0.472 0.015 -0.004 0.008
α19 -0.582 0.280 0.013 0.541 0.016 0.532 0.016 -0.001 0.008
β11 0.156 -0.014 0.005 -0.007 0.005 0.002 0.005 0.002 0.005
β12 -0.769 0.072 0.004 0.035 0.005 -0.006 0.005 -0.006 0.005
β13 -0.769 0.074 0.005 0.037 0.005 -0.004 0.005 -0.004 0.005
β14 -0.641 0.062 0.005 0.031 0.005 -0.003 0.006 -0.003 0.006
β15 -0.485 0.056 0.005 0.033 0.005 0.007 0.005 0.007 0.005
α21 -2.500 -0.003 0.011 0.045 0.012 0.068 0.012 0.005 0.011
α22 -2.084 0.033 0.011 0.089 0.011 0.107 0.012 0.011 0.010
α23 -1.841 0.059 0.011 0.123 0.012 0.137 0.012 0.011 0.010
α24 -1.668 0.058 0.012 0.129 0.012 0.141 0.012 -0.010 0.010
α25 -1.534 0.099 0.012 0.177 0.013 0.186 0.013 0.006 0.010
α26 -1.425 0.102 0.013 0.185 0.013 0.193 0.013 -0.009 0.011
α27 -1.332 0.146 0.014 0.236 0.014 0.243 0.015 0.009 0.011
α28 -1.252 0.146 0.014 0.241 0.015 0.248 0.015 -0.007 0.011
α29 -1.182 0.183 0.015 0.284 0.016 0.291 0.016 0.004 0.012
β21 0.000 -0.012 0.007 -0.012 0.007 -0.012 0.007 -0.012 0.007
β22 -0.769 0.029 0.007 0.010 0.008 -0.010 0.008 -0.010 0.008
β23 -0.970 0.046 0.007 0.023 0.007 -0.002 0.008 -0.002 0.008
β24 -0.769 0.040 0.007 0.022 0.007 0.002 0.008 0.002 0.008
β25 -0.485 0.014 0.007 0.002 0.007 -0.010 0.007 -0.010 0.007
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Table S4 : Simulation results of continuous time versus discrete time analyses. n “ 5, 000, p “ 5,
d “ 50, M “ 2 and j “ 1. The results are the mean bias and empirical standard error (SE) over 500
repetitions.

Naive Continuous-Time Analysis The Proposed
Breslow Efron Exact Approach

Parameter True Bias SE Bias SE Bias SE Bias SE

α11 -3.930 -0.059 0.007 -0.034 0.007 -0.015 0.007 -0.026 0.007
α12 -3.860 -0.047 0.007 -0.021 0.008 -0.003 0.008 -0.015 0.007
α13 -3.790 -0.037 0.007 -0.010 0.008 0.008 0.008 -0.005 0.007
α14 -3.720 -0.044 0.008 -0.017 0.008 0.000 0.008 -0.013 0.007
α15 -3.650 -0.041 0.007 -0.014 0.007 0.003 0.007 -0.011 0.007
α16 -3.580 -0.039 0.007 -0.012 0.007 0.005 0.007 -0.010 0.007
α17 -3.510 -0.034 0.007 -0.005 0.007 0.011 0.007 -0.005 0.007
α18 -3.440 -0.049 0.007 -0.020 0.007 -0.004 0.007 -0.021 0.006
α19 -3.370 -0.033 0.007 -0.003 0.007 0.012 0.007 -0.007 0.006
α110 -3.300 -0.022 0.006 0.008 0.006 0.023 0.006 0.002 0.006
α111 -3.230 -0.028 0.006 0.003 0.006 0.018 0.006 -0.004 0.006
α112 -3.160 -0.026 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.020 0.006 -0.004 0.006
α113 -3.090 -0.035 0.006 -0.003 0.006 0.011 0.006 -0.015 0.006
α114 -3.020 -0.004 0.006 0.030 0.006 0.043 0.006 0.015 0.006
α115 -2.950 -0.018 0.006 0.017 0.006 0.029 0.006 -0.001 0.006
α116 -2.880 -0.024 0.006 0.012 0.006 0.023 0.006 -0.008 0.006
α117 -2.810 -0.017 0.006 0.019 0.006 0.030 0.006 -0.004 0.006
α118 -2.740 -0.018 0.006 0.020 0.006 0.030 0.006 -0.007 0.006
α119 -2.670 -0.011 0.006 0.028 0.006 0.037 0.006 -0.003 0.006
α120 -2.600 -0.020 0.006 0.021 0.006 0.028 0.006 -0.014 0.006
α121 -2.530 -0.006 0.006 0.036 0.006 0.042 0.006 -0.003 0.006
α122 -2.460 -0.004 0.006 0.040 0.006 0.045 0.006 -0.004 0.005
α123 -2.390 0.007 0.006 0.053 0.006 0.057 0.006 0.003 0.006
α124 -2.320 0.002 0.006 0.049 0.006 0.052 0.006 -0.005 0.005
α125 -2.250 0.008 0.006 0.057 0.006 0.058 0.006 -0.003 0.005
α126 -2.180 0.011 0.005 0.062 0.006 0.062 0.006 -0.004 0.005
α127 -2.110 0.017 0.006 0.071 0.006 0.069 0.006 -0.003 0.005
α128 -2.040 0.031 0.006 0.088 0.006 0.084 0.006 0.006 0.005
α129 -1.970 0.031 0.006 0.089 0.006 0.084 0.006 -0.000 0.005
α130 -1.900 0.032 0.006 0.094 0.006 0.087 0.006 -0.004 0.005
α131 -1.830 0.041 0.006 0.106 0.006 0.097 0.006 -0.002 0.005
α132 -1.760 0.048 0.006 0.116 0.007 0.104 0.007 -0.002 0.006
α133 -1.690 0.054 0.006 0.126 0.006 0.112 0.006 -0.003 0.005
α134 -1.620 0.050 0.007 0.125 0.007 0.109 0.007 -0.014 0.006
α135 -1.550 0.082 0.006 0.162 0.007 0.142 0.006 0.006 0.006
α136 -1.480 0.078 0.006 0.162 0.007 0.139 0.007 -0.007 0.006
α137 -1.410 0.086 0.007 0.176 0.008 0.149 0.007 -0.009 0.006
α138 -1.340 0.111 0.007 0.207 0.008 0.176 0.007 0.002 0.006
α139 -1.270 0.119 0.008 0.221 0.008 0.186 0.008 -0.003 0.006
α140 -1.200 0.130 0.008 0.239 0.009 0.200 0.009 -0.006 0.007
α141 -1.130 0.135 0.008 0.250 0.009 0.207 0.008 -0.014 0.007
α142 -1.060 0.168 0.009 0.293 0.010 0.243 0.009 -0.003 0.007
α143 -0.990 0.183 0.010 0.318 0.011 0.261 0.010 -0.006 0.008
α144 -0.920 0.202 0.010 0.347 0.012 0.284 0.011 -0.009 0.008
α145 -0.850 0.233 0.011 0.390 0.012 0.318 0.011 -0.004 0.008
α146 -0.780 0.264 0.012 0.436 0.014 0.354 0.013 -0.003 0.009
α147 -0.710 0.283 0.013 0.470 0.015 0.379 0.014 -0.011 0.009
α148 -0.640 0.315 0.015 0.522 0.018 0.417 0.016 -0.015 0.010
α149 -0.570 0.365 0.017 0.600 0.021 0.475 0.018 -0.010 0.011
α150 -0.500 0.412 0.019 0.684 0.026 0.532 0.021 -0.013 0.012
β11 0.112 -0.006 0.002 -0.004 0.003 -0.001 0.003 -0.001 0.003
β12 -0.549 0.030 0.002 0.016 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.003
β13 -0.549 0.024 0.002 0.010 0.003 -0.005 0.003 -0.005 0.003
β14 -0.458 0.028 0.002 0.016 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.004 0.003
β15 -0.347 0.018 0.002 0.009 0.003 -0.001 0.003 -0.001 0.003
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Table S5 : Simulation results of continuous time versus discrete time analyses. n “ 5, 000, p “ 5,
d “ 50, M “ 2 and j “ 2. The results are the mean bias and empirical standard error (SE) over 500
repetitions.

Naive Continuous-Time Analysis The Proposed
Breslow Efron Exact Approach

Parameter True Bias SE Bias SE Bias SE Bias SE

α21 -5.230 -0.047 0.016 -0.040 0.016 -0.034 0.016 -0.037 0.016
α22 -5.160 -0.049 0.016 -0.041 0.016 -0.036 0.016 -0.039 0.016
α23 -5.090 -0.079 0.017 -0.072 0.017 -0.066 0.017 -0.070 0.017
α24 -5.020 -0.063 0.015 -0.055 0.015 -0.050 0.015 -0.054 0.015
α25 -4.950 -0.056 0.015 -0.048 0.015 -0.043 0.015 -0.047 0.015
α26 -4.880 -0.047 0.015 -0.039 0.015 -0.034 0.015 -0.039 0.014
α27 -4.810 -0.036 0.014 -0.028 0.014 -0.023 0.014 -0.028 0.014
α28 -4.740 -0.052 0.014 -0.043 0.014 -0.038 0.014 -0.044 0.014
α29 -4.670 -0.028 0.013 -0.020 0.013 -0.015 0.013 -0.021 0.013
α210 -4.600 -0.017 0.013 -0.009 0.013 -0.004 0.013 -0.010 0.013
α211 -4.530 -0.015 0.012 -0.007 0.013 -0.002 0.012 -0.009 0.012
α212 -4.460 -0.029 0.014 -0.020 0.014 -0.016 0.014 -0.023 0.014
α213 -4.390 -0.055 0.013 -0.045 0.013 -0.041 0.013 -0.049 0.013
α214 -4.320 -0.008 0.012 0.002 0.012 0.006 0.012 -0.002 0.012
α215 -4.250 -0.021 0.012 -0.012 0.012 -0.008 0.012 -0.017 0.012
α216 -4.180 -0.039 0.012 -0.029 0.012 -0.025 0.012 -0.034 0.012
α217 -4.110 -0.026 0.012 -0.016 0.012 -0.012 0.012 -0.023 0.012
α218 -4.040 -0.017 0.012 -0.007 0.012 -0.003 0.012 -0.014 0.012
α219 -3.970 -0.028 0.012 -0.017 0.012 -0.014 0.012 -0.026 0.012
α220 -3.900 0.004 0.011 0.015 0.011 0.018 0.011 0.005 0.011
α221 -3.830 -0.017 0.011 -0.006 0.011 -0.003 0.011 -0.017 0.011
α222 -3.760 -0.007 0.011 0.005 0.011 0.007 0.011 -0.008 0.011
α223 -3.690 -0.032 0.011 -0.020 0.011 -0.018 0.011 -0.033 0.011
α224 -3.620 -0.016 0.011 -0.004 0.011 -0.002 0.011 -0.019 0.011
α225 -3.550 -0.013 0.011 -0.001 0.012 0.001 0.011 -0.018 0.011
α226 -3.480 -0.007 0.011 0.006 0.011 0.007 0.011 -0.013 0.011
α227 -3.410 -0.000 0.011 0.013 0.011 0.014 0.011 -0.007 0.011
α228 -3.340 -0.015 0.011 -0.001 0.012 -0.000 0.011 -0.023 0.011
α229 -3.270 0.009 0.012 0.023 0.012 0.023 0.012 -0.002 0.011
α230 -3.200 0.004 0.011 0.019 0.011 0.019 0.011 -0.008 0.011
α231 -3.130 -0.005 0.011 0.011 0.012 0.010 0.011 -0.018 0.011
α232 -3.060 -0.014 0.012 0.002 0.012 0.001 0.012 -0.030 0.011
α233 -2.990 0.003 0.012 0.020 0.012 0.018 0.012 -0.015 0.011
α234 -2.920 -0.003 0.012 0.015 0.012 0.013 0.012 -0.023 0.012
α235 -2.850 -0.002 0.012 0.016 0.012 0.013 0.012 -0.025 0.012
α236 -2.780 0.005 0.012 0.023 0.013 0.020 0.013 -0.022 0.012
α237 -2.710 0.015 0.012 0.035 0.012 0.031 0.012 -0.014 0.012
α238 -2.640 0.025 0.014 0.045 0.014 0.041 0.014 -0.009 0.013
α239 -2.570 -0.015 0.014 0.006 0.014 0.002 0.014 -0.050 0.013
α240 -2.500 0.021 0.014 0.044 0.014 0.038 0.014 -0.020 0.013
α241 -2.430 0.015 0.015 0.039 0.015 0.032 0.015 -0.030 0.014
α242 -2.360 0.026 0.015 0.050 0.015 0.043 0.015 -0.025 0.014
α243 -2.290 0.040 0.015 0.066 0.015 0.058 0.015 -0.016 0.014
α244 -2.220 0.032 0.016 0.059 0.017 0.050 0.016 -0.030 0.015
α245 -2.150 0.014 0.018 0.041 0.018 0.032 0.018 -0.053 0.016
α246 -2.080 0.010 0.019 0.039 0.020 0.028 0.019 -0.064 0.018
α247 -2.010 0.050 0.020 0.081 0.020 0.069 0.020 -0.035 0.018
α248 -1.940 0.064 0.020 0.097 0.020 0.084 0.020 -0.029 0.017
α249 -1.870 0.115 0.020 0.150 0.021 0.135 0.021 0.007 0.018
α250 -1.800 0.170 0.021 0.208 0.021 0.192 0.021 0.045 0.018
β21 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.000 0.005 0.000 0.005 0.000 0.005
β22 -0.549 -0.001 0.005 -0.005 0.005 -0.008 0.005 -0.008 0.005
β23 -0.693 0.008 0.005 0.003 0.005 -0.001 0.005 -0.001 0.005
β24 -0.549 0.002 0.005 -0.002 0.005 -0.006 0.005 -0.006 0.005
β25 -0.347 0.006 0.005 0.004 0.006 0.001 0.006 0.001 0.006
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Table S6 : Simulation results of SIS-L using the first step of the proposed two-step approach. Results
include the mean and standard error of the chosen regularization parameters log η1 and log η2.

ρ 0.0 0.5 0.9
Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE

η1 -4.323 1.262 -5.735 1.120 -7.285 1.142
η2 -4.505 1.711 -5.140 0.714 -6.540 1.002

Table S7 : Simulation results of SIS and SIS-L procedures using the first step of the proposed
two-step approach. Results include mean and SE of the selected-model size (Size), false positive (FP),
and false negative (FN).

Size FP1 FN1 Size FP2 FN2
Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE

ρ

SIS 0.0 5.56 0.88 0.56 0.88 0.00 0.00 5.49 0.95 0.52 0.93 0.02 0.14
0.5 5.50 1.50 0.78 1.33 0.28 0.51 6.56 1.05 1.67 0.96 0.11 0.31
0.9 10.84 3.82 6.06 3.58 0.22 0.60 14.03 2.98 10.47 2.76 1.44 0.50

SIS-L 0.0 4.29 2.40 0.40 0.71 1.11 2.09 4.25 2.43 0.38 0.82 1.13 2.08
0.5 5.48 1.51 0.76 1.33 0.28 0.51 5.69 1.09 0.80 0.99 0.11 0.31
0.9 8.02 3.12 3.34 2.80 0.32 0.86 7.21 3.18 3.83 2.87 1.62 0.81

Table S8 : Simulation results of SIS and SIS-L procedures using the proposed two-step approach.
Results include mean and SE of selected models metrics: AUC, BS, AUC1, AUC2, BS1, and BS1.

AUC BS AUC1 AUC2 BS1 BS2
ρ Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE
0.0 SIS 0.786 0.002 0.082 0.000 0.789 0.002 0.784 0.002 0.080 0.001 0.083 0.000

SIS-L 0.789 0.002 0.084 0.000 0.792 0.002 0.786 0.001 0.083 0.001 0.085 0.000
0.5 SIS 0.774 0.001 0.082 0.001 0.755 0.001 0.793 0.003 0.081 0.000 0.082 0.001

SIS-L 0.780 0.001 0.082 0.001 0.760 0.001 0.799 0.003 0.081 0.000 0.082 0.001
0.9 SIS 0.689 0.002 0.073 0.000 0.658 0.002 0.717 0.002 0.071 0.001 0.074 0.000

SIS-L 0.708 0.002 0.073 0.000 0.673 0.002 0.740 0.002 0.071 0.001 0.073 0.000
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Table S9 : Simulation results of two competing events. Results of Lee et al. (2018) include mean and
estimated standard error (Est SE). Results of the proposed two-step approach include mean,
estimated SE, empirical SE (Emp SE) and empirical coverage rate (CR) of 95% Wald-type confidence
interval.

True Lee et al. Two-Step
n βjk Value Mean Est SE Mean Est SE Emp SE CR
10,000 β11 0.223 0.226 0.067 0.224 0.066 0.059 0.985

β12 -1.099 -1.100 0.068 -1.088 0.067 0.070 0.915
β13 -1.099 -1.097 0.068 -1.086 0.067 0.065 0.960
β14 -0.916 -0.922 0.067 -0.912 0.067 0.064 0.945
β15 -0.693 -0.688 0.067 -0.681 0.066 0.064 0.955
β21 -0.000 0.007 0.085 0.007 0.085 0.085 0.955
β22 -1.099 -1.107 0.087 -1.100 0.087 0.091 0.930
β23 -1.386 -1.389 0.088 -1.380 0.088 0.084 0.965
β24 -1.099 -1.085 0.087 -1.077 0.087 0.080 0.965
β25 -0.693 -0.690 0.086 -0.685 0.085 0.084 0.945

15,000 β11 0.223 0.225 0.054 0.222 0.054 0.057 0.945
β12 -1.099 -1.103 0.055 -1.092 0.055 0.059 0.940
β13 -1.099 -1.100 0.055 -1.089 0.055 0.054 0.950
β14 -0.916 -0.925 0.055 -0.916 0.054 0.051 0.970
β15 -0.693 -0.686 0.055 -0.679 0.054 0.052 0.950
β21 -0.000 -0.000 0.070 -0.000 0.069 0.066 0.955
β22 -1.099 -1.092 0.071 -1.085 0.071 0.064 0.955
β23 -1.386 -1.381 0.072 -1.372 0.072 0.067 0.955
β24 -1.099 -1.101 0.071 -1.094 0.071 0.076 0.940
β25 -0.693 -0.689 0.070 -0.684 0.070 0.071 0.945
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Table S10 : Simulation results of three competing events. Results of Lee et al. include mean and
estimated standard error (Est SE). Results of the proposed two-step approach include mean,
estimated SE, empirical SE (Emp SE) and empirical coverage rate (CR) of 95% Wald-type confidence
interval.

True Lee et al. Two-Step
n βjk Value Mean Est SE Mean Est SE Emp SE CR
5,000 β11 -0.916 -0.929 0.098 -0.917 0.097 0.090 0.965

β12 -0.405 -0.410 0.097 -0.404 0.096 0.097 0.950
β13 0.223 0.224 0.098 0.221 0.097 0.098 0.935
β14 -1.099 -1.110 0.098 -1.095 0.097 0.110 0.900
β15 -0.693 -0.697 0.098 -0.687 0.096 0.099 0.935
β21 0.223 0.246 0.107 0.243 0.105 0.109 0.945
β22 -1.099 -1.094 0.108 -1.081 0.107 0.105 0.945
β23 -1.030 -1.035 0.107 -1.023 0.106 0.111 0.940
β24 -0.788 -0.783 0.107 -0.773 0.105 0.103 0.950
β25 -0.405 -0.416 0.107 -0.411 0.105 0.095 0.965
β31 -0.588 -0.592 0.099 -0.584 0.098 0.106 0.940
β32 0.223 0.237 0.099 0.234 0.098 0.098 0.970
β33 -0.916 -0.925 0.100 -0.913 0.099 0.107 0.930
β34 -0.182 -0.183 0.099 -0.180 0.098 0.110 0.905
β35 -1.099 -1.108 0.100 -1.094 0.099 0.099 0.945

10,000 β11 -0.916 -0.922 0.069 -0.909 0.068 0.067 0.965
β12 -0.405 -0.412 0.068 -0.406 0.068 0.067 0.950
β13 0.223 0.221 0.069 0.218 0.068 0.064 0.955
β14 -1.099 -1.093 0.069 -1.078 0.068 0.067 0.925
β15 -0.693 -0.691 0.069 -0.681 0.068 0.070 0.940
β21 0.223 0.222 0.075 0.220 0.075 0.080 0.945
β22 -1.099 -1.104 0.076 -1.091 0.075 0.076 0.965
β23 -1.030 -1.030 0.076 -1.019 0.075 0.074 0.940
β24 -0.788 -0.789 0.075 -0.780 0.075 0.070 0.950
β25 -0.405 -0.412 0.075 -0.407 0.074 0.077 0.920
β31 -0.588 -0.587 0.070 -0.579 0.069 0.069 0.945
β32 0.223 0.231 0.070 0.228 0.069 0.067 0.945
β33 -0.916 -0.923 0.071 -0.912 0.070 0.065 0.965
β34 -0.182 -0.175 0.070 -0.173 0.069 0.069 0.940
β35 -1.099 -1.116 0.071 -1.102 0.070 0.069 0.955
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Table S11 : Simulation results of three competing events. Results of Lee et al. include mean and
estimated standard error (Est SE). Results of the proposed two-step approach include mean,
estimated SE, empirical SE (Emp SE) and empirical coverage rate (CR) of 95% Wald-type confidence
interval.

True Lee et al. Two-Step
n βjk Value Mean Est SE Mean Est SE Emp SE CR
15,000 β11 -0.916 -0.921 0.057 -0.909 0.056 0.059 0.940

β12 -0.405 -0.407 0.056 -0.402 0.055 0.055 0.945
β13 0.223 0.219 0.056 0.216 0.056 0.055 0.940
β14 -1.099 -1.099 0.057 -1.085 0.056 0.055 0.960
β15 -0.693 -0.706 0.056 -0.697 0.055 0.053 0.945
β21 0.223 0.224 0.062 0.222 0.061 0.061 0.940
β22 -1.099 -1.095 0.062 -1.083 0.062 0.064 0.935
β23 -1.030 -1.029 0.062 -1.017 0.061 0.059 0.950
β24 -0.788 -0.789 0.062 -0.780 0.061 0.062 0.950
β25 -0.405 -0.413 0.061 -0.408 0.061 0.064 0.935
β31 -0.588 -0.587 0.057 -0.580 0.056 0.053 0.955
β32 0.223 0.220 0.057 0.217 0.057 0.057 0.945
β33 -0.916 -0.916 0.058 -0.905 0.057 0.057 0.935
β34 -0.182 -0.179 0.057 -0.177 0.057 0.055 0.955
β35 -1.099 -1.102 0.058 -1.088 0.057 0.056 0.950

20,000 β11 -0.916 -0.917 0.049 -0.905 0.048 0.047 0.945
β12 -0.405 -0.407 0.048 -0.402 0.048 0.047 0.960
β13 0.223 0.226 0.049 0.223 0.048 0.045 0.960
β14 -1.099 -1.098 0.049 -1.084 0.048 0.048 0.940
β15 -0.693 -0.702 0.049 -0.692 0.048 0.047 0.955
β21 0.223 0.220 0.053 0.218 0.053 0.049 0.975
β22 -1.099 -1.090 0.054 -1.078 0.053 0.049 0.950
β23 -1.030 -1.032 0.054 -1.020 0.053 0.053 0.950
β24 -0.788 -0.789 0.053 -0.780 0.053 0.050 0.980
β25 -0.405 -0.400 0.053 -0.395 0.053 0.051 0.970
β31 -0.588 -0.588 0.049 -0.581 0.049 0.049 0.960
β32 0.223 0.230 0.050 0.228 0.049 0.052 0.950
β33 -0.916 -0.910 0.050 -0.898 0.049 0.050 0.935
β34 -0.182 -0.181 0.050 -0.178 0.049 0.050 0.940
β35 -1.099 -1.103 0.050 -1.090 0.049 0.046 0.950
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Table S12 : MIMIC dataset. Summary of covariates of overall sample, among censored observations,
and by event type: in-hospital death (Death), discharged to another medical facility (Another
Facility), and discharge to home (Home).

Event Type
Overall Censored Death Another Facility Home

n 25170 894 1540 5379 17357
Sex (%) Female 12291 (48.8) 373 (41.7) 695 (45.1) 2865 (53.3) 8358 (48.2)

Male 12879 (51.2) 521 (58.3) 845 (54.9) 2514 (46.7) 8999 (51.8)
Age, mean (SD) 64.1 (17.9) 58.4 (16.5) 72.7 (14.5) 73.3 (15.7) 60.8 (17.6)
Race (%) Asian 1035 (4.1) 27 (3.0) 76 (4.9) 165 (3.1) 767 (4.4)

Black 3543 (14.1) 154 (17.2) 197 (12.8) 741 (13.8) 2451 (14.1)
Hispanic 1326 (5.3) 53 (5.9) 53 (3.4) 180 (3.3) 1040 (6.0)
White 17595 (69.9) 595 (66.6) 1072 (69.6) 3977 (73.9) 11951 (68.9)
Other 1671 (6.6) 65 (7.3) 142 (9.2) 316 (5.9) 1148 (6.6)

Insurance (%) Medicaid 1423 (5.7) 86 (9.6) 66 (4.3) 222 (4.1) 1049 (6.0)
Medicare 10609 (42.1) 316 (35.3) 843 (54.7) 3253 (60.5) 6197 (35.7)
Other 13138 (52.2) 492 (55.0) 631 (41.0) 1904 (35.4) 10111 (58.3)

Marital Status (%) Divorced 2043 (8.1) 94 (10.5) 121 (7.9) 464 (8.6) 1364 (7.9)
Married 11289 (44.9) 329 (36.8) 751 (48.8) 1853 (34.4) 8356 (48.1)
Single 8414 (33.4) 403 (45.1) 386 (25.1) 1729 (32.1) 5896 (34.0)
Widowed 3424 (13.6) 68 (7.6) 282 (18.3) 1333 (24.8) 1741 (10.0)

Direct Emergency (%) No 22398 (89.0) 790 (88.4) 1413 (91.8) 4924 (91.5) 15271 (88.0)
Yes 2772 (11.0) 104 (11.6) 127 (8.2) 455 (8.5) 2086 (12.0)

Night Admission (%) No 11604 (46.1) 404 (45.2) 736 (47.8) 2414 (44.9) 8050 (46.4)
Yes 13566 (53.9) 490 (54.8) 804 (52.2) 2965 (55.1) 9307 (53.6)

Previous Admission
this Month (%) No 23138 (91.9) 795 (88.9) 1318 (85.6) 4821 (89.6) 16204 (93.4)

Yes 2032 (8.1) 99 (11.1) 222 (14.4) 558 (10.4) 1153 (6.6)
Admissions Number (%) 1 15471 (61.5) 503 (56.3) 798 (51.8) 3005 (55.9) 11165 (64.3)

2 4121 (16.4) 151 (16.9) 283 (18.4) 926 (17.2) 2761 (15.9)
3+ 5578 (22.2) 240 (26.8) 459 (29.8) 1448 (26.9) 3431 (19.8)

LOS (days), mean (SD) 7.0 (6.1) 21.7 (11.6) 8.5 (6.9) 9.0 (5.8) 5.5 (4.3)
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Table S13 : MIMIC dataset. Summary of covariates of overall sample, among censored observations,
and by event type: in-hospital death (Death), discharged to another medical facility (Another
Facility), and discharge to home (Home). MCH: mean cell hemoglobin. MCHC: mean cell hemoglobin
concentration. MCV: mean corpuscular volume. RDW: red blood cell Distribution Width.

Event Type
Overall Censored Death Another Facility Home

n 25170 894 1540 5379 17357
Anion Gap (%) Abnormal 2305 (9.2) 110 (12.3) 401 (26.0) 543 (10.1) 1251 (7.2)

Normal 22865 (90.8) 784 (87.7) 1139 (74.0) 4836 (89.9) 16106 (92.8)
Bicarbonate (%) Abnormal 6135 (24.4) 300 (33.6) 832 (54.0) 1494 (27.8) 3509 (20.2)

Normal 19035 (75.6) 594 (66.4) 708 (46.0) 3885 (72.2) 13848 (79.8)
Calcium Total (%) Abnormal 7326 (29.1) 365 (40.8) 756 (49.1) 1823 (33.9) 4382 (25.2)

Normal 17844 (70.9) 529 (59.2) 784 (50.9) 3556 (66.1) 12975 (74.8)
Chloride (%) Abnormal 4848 (19.3) 255 (28.5) 555 (36.0) 1322 (24.6) 2716 (15.6)

Normal 20322 (80.7) 639 (71.5) 985 (64.0) 4057 (75.4) 14641 (84.4)
Creatinine (%) Abnormal 7124 (28.3) 323 (36.1) 893 (58.0) 1945 (36.2) 3963 (22.8)

Normal 18046 (71.7) 571 (63.9) 647 (42.0) 3434 (63.8) 13394 (77.2)
Glucose (%) Abnormal 16426 (65.3) 635 (71.0) 1211 (78.6) 3674 (68.3) 10906 (62.8)

Normal 8744 (34.7) 259 (29.0) 329 (21.4) 1705 (31.7) 6451 (37.2)
Magnesium (%) Abnormal 2220 (8.8) 99 (11.1) 234 (15.2) 517 (9.6) 1370 (7.9)

Normal 22950 (91.2) 795 (88.9) 1306 (84.8) 4862 (90.4) 15987 (92.1)
Phosphate (%) Abnormal 6962 (27.7) 313 (35.0) 663 (43.1) 1510 (28.1) 4476 (25.8)

Normal 18208 (72.3) 581 (65.0) 877 (56.9) 3869 (71.9) 12881 (74.2)
Potassium (%) Abnormal 2109 (8.4) 110 (12.3) 260 (16.9) 520 (9.7) 1219 (7.0)

Normal 23061 (91.6) 784 (87.7) 1280 (83.1) 4859 (90.3) 16138 (93.0)
Sodium (%) Abnormal 2947 (11.7) 171 (19.1) 415 (26.9) 845 (15.7) 1516 (8.7)

Normal 22223 (88.3) 723 (80.9) 1125 (73.1) 4534 (84.3) 15841 (91.3)
Urea Nitrogen (%) Abnormal 10032 (39.9) 413 (46.2) 1059 (68.8) 2849 (53.0) 5711 (32.9)

Normal 15138 (60.1) 481 (53.8) 481 (31.2) 2530 (47.0) 11646 (67.1)
Hematocrit (%) Abnormal 17319 (68.8) 691 (77.3) 1250 (81.2) 4111 (76.4) 11267 (64.9)

Normal 7851 (31.2) 203 (22.7) 290 (18.8) 1268 (23.6) 6090 (35.1)
Hemoglobin (%) Abnormal 18355 (72.9) 735 (82.2) 1319 (85.6) 4320 (80.3) 11981 (69.0)

Normal 6815 (27.1) 159 (17.8) 221 (14.4) 1059 (19.7) 5376 (31.0)
MCH (%) Abnormal 6559 (26.1) 306 (34.2) 454 (29.5) 1488 (27.7) 4311 (24.8)

Normal 18611 (73.9) 588 (65.8) 1086 (70.5) 3891 (72.3) 13046 (75.2)
MCHC (%) Abnormal 7762 (30.8) 313 (35.0) 634 (41.2) 2033 (37.8) 4782 (27.6)

Normal 17408 (69.2) 581 (65.0) 906 (58.8) 3346 (62.2) 12575 (72.4)
MCV (%) Abnormal 5106 (20.3) 243 (27.2) 418 (27.1) 1229 (22.8) 3216 (18.5)

Normal 20064 (79.7) 651 (72.8) 1122 (72.9) 4150 (77.2) 14141 (81.5)
Platelet Count (%) Abnormal 7280 (28.9) 364 (40.7) 688 (44.7) 1618 (30.1) 4610 (26.6)

Normal 17890 (71.1) 530 (59.3) 852 (55.3) 3761 (69.9) 12747 (73.4)
RDW (%) Abnormal 7280 (28.9) 377 (42.2) 870 (56.5) 2016 (37.5) 4017 (23.1)

Normal 17890 (71.1) 517 (57.8) 670 (43.5) 3363 (62.5) 13340 (76.9)
Red Blood Cells (%) Abnormal 19170 (76.2) 732 (81.9) 1341 (87.1) 4478 (83.2) 12619 (72.7)

Normal 6000 (23.8) 162 (18.1) 199 (12.9) 901 (16.8) 4738 (27.3)
White Blood Cells (%) Abnormal 10013 (39.8) 466 (52.1) 1012 (65.7) 2320 (43.1) 6215 (35.8)

Normal 15157 (60.2) 428 (47.9) 528 (34.3) 3059 (56.9) 11142 (64.2)
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Figure S1 : Summary of one simulated dataset of Section S1: d “ 9, n “ 2, 000, M “ 2.
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Figure S2 : Summary of one simulated dataset of Section S1: d “ 50, n “ 5, 000, M “ 2.
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Figure S3 : Simulation results of two competing events. Results of αjt. Each panel is based on a
different sample size. Number of observed events are shown in blue, green and red bars for j “ 1, 2,
respectively. True values and mean of estimates are in blue, green and red for j “ 1, 2. True values
are shown in dashed lines, mean of estimates based on Lee et al. and the proposed two-step approach
denoted by circles and diamonds, respectively.
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Figure S4 : Simulation results of three competing events. Results of αjt. Each panel is based on a
different sample size. Number of observed events are shown in blue, green and red bars for j “ 1, 2
and 3, respectively. True values and mean of estimates are in blue, green and red for j “ 1, 2 and 3.
True values are shown in dashed lines, mean of estimates based on Lee et al. and the proposed
two-step approach denoted by circles and diamonds, respectively.
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Figure S5 : Lasso regularization results of one simulated random sample under setting 11 with
independent covariates and five out of 100 coefficients having non-zero values. Tuning parameters
were selected through 5-fold CV, varying log ηj from -8 to -2.5 with a step size of 0.25. The selected
log ηj , j “ 1, 2, values, denoted by vertical dashed lines on panels a-d, resulted in five non-zero
regression coefficients for each j. Panels a-b display the number of non-zero coefficients for events 1
and 2, respectively, with the true value (five) shown as a horizontal dashed line. Evidently, with the
chosen values of log ηj , the analysis resulted in five non-zero regression coefficients for each j. The
estimates of βj as a function of log ηj are depicted in panels c and d. Each curve corresponds to a
variable, and at the chosen log ηj values, each βj is reasonably close to its true value. Panels e-f show
the mean (and SD bars) of the 5-fold zAUC1ptq and zAUC2ptq, respectively, under the selected log ηj

values, along with the number of observed events of event type j in bars.
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Figure S6 : Lasso regularization results of one simulated random sample under setting 12 with
dependent covariates, and five out of 100 coefficients having non-zero values. Tuning parameters were
selected through 5-fold cross-validation, varying log ηj from -8 to -2.5 with a step size of 0.25 (on a
log for presentation ease). The chosen log ηj , j “ 1, 2, values, denoted by vertical dashed lines on
panels a-d, resulted in five non-zero regression coefficients for each j. Panels a-b display the number
of non-zero coefficients for events 1 and 2, respectively, with the true value (five) shown as a
horizontal dashed line. Evidently, with the chosen values of log ηj , the analysis resulted in five
non-zero regression coefficients for each j. The estimates of βj as a function of log ηj are depicted in
panels c and d. Each curve corresponds to a variable, and at the chosen log ηj values, each βj is
reasonably close to its true value. Panels e-f show the mean (and SD bars) of the 5-fold zAUC1ptq

and zAUC2ptq, respectively, under the selected log ηj values, along with the number of observed events
of event type j in bars.
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Figure S7 : Lasso regularization results of one simulated random sample under setting 14 with
independent covariates and five out of 35 coefficients having non-zero values. Tuning parameters were
selected through 4-fold CV, varying log ηj from -6 to -3.5 with a step size of 0.25. The selected log ηj ,
j “ 1, 2, values are denoted by vertical dashed lines on panels a-d. Panels a-b display the mean
number of non-zero coefficients for events 1 and 2, respectively, across the 4-folds, with the true value
(five) shown as a horizontal dashed line. Evidently, with the chosen values of log ηj , the analysis
resulted in a mean (across folds) of 5.5 and 5 non-zero regression coefficients for j “ 1, 2, respectively.
The estimates of βj as a function of log ηj are depicted in panels c and d. Each curve corresponds to
a variable, and at the chosen log ηj values, each βj is reasonably close to its true value. Panels e-f
show the mean (and SD bars) of the 4-fold zAUC1ptq and zAUC2ptq, respectively, under the selected
log ηj values, along with the number of observed events of event type j in bars.
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Figure S8 : Lasso regularization results of one simulated random sample under setting 15 with
dependent covariates and five out of 35 coefficients having non-zero values. Tuning parameters were
selected through 4-fold CV, varying log ηj from -6 to -3.5 with a step size of 0.25. The selected log ηj ,
j “ 1, 2, values are denoted by vertical dashed lines on panels a-d. Panels a-b display the number of
non-zero coefficients for events 1 and 2, respectively, with the true value (five) shown as a horizontal
dashed line. Evidently, with the chosen values of log ηj , the analysis resulted in a mean (across folds)
of 4.5 and 5.5 non-zero regression coefficients for j “ 1, 2, respectively. The estimates of βj as a
function of log ηj are depicted in panels c and d. Each curve corresponds to a variable, and at the
chosen log ηj values, each βj is reasonably close to its true value. Panels e-f show the mean (and SD
bars) of the 4-fold zAUC1ptq and zAUC2ptq, respectively, under the selected log ηj values, along with
the number of observed events of event type j in bars.
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Figure S9 : Simulation results: a computation time comparison between the method of Lee et al. and
the proposed two-step approach.
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