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Abstract

We introduce a novel method to simultaneously perform variable selection and estima-
tion in the joint frailty model of recurrent and terminal events using the Broken Adaptive
Ridge Regression penalty. The BAR penalty can be summarized as an iteratively reweighted
squared Ls-penalized regression, which approximates the Lo-regularization method. Our
method allows for the number of covariates to diverge with the sample size. Under cer-
tain regularity conditions, we prove that the BAR estimator implemented under the model
framework is consistent and asymptotically normally distributed, which are known as the
oracle properties in the variable selection literature. In our simulation studies, we compare
our proposed method to the Minimum Information Criterion (MIC) method. We apply our
method on the Medical Information Mart for Intensive Care (MIMIC-IIT) database, with the
aim of investigating which variables affect the risks of repeated ICU admissions and death
during ICU stay.

Keywords: Broken Adaptive Ridge, Joint frailty model of recurrent and terminal
events, Gauss-Hermite quadrature, Oracle properties

1 Introduction

In biomedical studies that follow patients over a period of time, recurrent occurrences of the same
event may be observed. Examples include multiple hospitalizations, repeated asthma attacks,
and multiple opportunistic infections in HIV/AIDS studies. Correlation exists among the event
times for the same subject, and discounting it leads to biased estimates (Lawless and Nadeau,
1995). Since then, there have been many important papers published on the analysis of recurrent
event data (Lin et al., 1998; Zeng and Lin, 2007; Liu et al., 2014). Furthermore, the sequence
of recurrent events could be stopped by a terminal event, like death. Therefore, recurrent event
data is subject to either a dependent terminal event or an informative dropout, which has a non-
negligible impact on the recurrent events (Ghosh and Lin, 2002; Cook et al., 2007). An example
of this phenomena is patients experiencing multiple admissions into the hospital or ICU, which
may be stopped by death or censoring. To model the dependence between the recurrent event
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history to the terminal event, we use the joint frailty model of recurrent and terminal events
(Liu et al., 2004), which models the dependence between the recurrent and terminal events
through a shared random frailty term. Furthermore, many variables are measured in biomedical
studies. Hence, selecting only the important variables becomes an important task in order to
improve the interpretability and efficiency of the model.

One of the early variable selection techniques is the best subset selection (BSS) method,
which uses the Ly penalty. However, due to discrete counting nature of the Ly penalty which
penalizes the cardinality of the model, the BSS method becomes computationally expensive for
even a moderately large set of variables. The L penalty is non-convex, implying it is compu-
tationally difficult to find a global solution. To solve this issue, Tibshirani (1996) introduced
the LASSO penalty, which is an Li-norm penalty and reformulates the discrete optimization
problem into a convex optimization problem. Since then, many other penalty functions have
been introduced, such as the Adaptive LASSO (Zou, 2006), Elastic Net (Zou and Hastie, 2005)
and SCAD (Fan and Li, 2001).

A variable selection method recently introduced to the variable selection literature is the
minimum information criterion (MIC). The MIC method approximates the Lp-norm by using
a re-parameterized hyperbolic tangent function, such that sparsity is enforced at some zero
regression coefficients. First implemented under the Cox model for right-censored data (Su et al.,
2016), it has also been implemented in GLM (Su et al., 2018), the random two-part model
(Han et al., 2019), and the joint frailty model of recurrent and terminal events (Han et al., 2020).
However, the MIC method has its drawbacks. Although the performance of the MIC method was
good as demonstrated in Han et al. (2020), the authors did not provide asymptotic properties
for using the MIC method from a theoretical perspective. The authors also only considered
the case when the number of covariates is fixed. Therefore, these two reasons motivate us to
consider a different variable selection method and investigate its theoretical properties.

Another recent variable selection method introduced to the already comprehensive literature
is the Broken Adaptive Ridge (BAR) penalty method. First introduced by Liu and Li (2016),
the BAR penalty can be summarized as a reweighted squared Ls-penalized regression which
approximates the Ly-norm, where the estimator is taken at the limit of the algorithm. Since then,
many papers have investigated the BAR method for different models and data types, including
the linear model (Dai et al., 2018), the Cox PH model with large-scale right-censored survival
data Kawaguchi et al. (2020), the additive hazards model with recurrent event data (Zhao et al.,
2018), the Cox PH model with interval-censored data (Zhao et al., 2019), the partly linear Cox
PH model with right-censored data (Wu et al., 2020), and the accelerated failure time model with
right-censored data (Sun et al., 2022), among others. More recently, Mahmoudi and Lu (2022)
incorporated the BAR method for semi-competing risks data under the illness-death model, and
Chan et al. (2023) proposed the BAR method for generalized partly linear models. Previous
work (Dai et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2018; Kawaguchi et al., 2020) have established that the BAR
method possesses desired large-sample properties: consistency for variable selection, sparsity and
asymptotic normality, which are collectively called oracle properties in the literature.

Our motivation for this study is from the MIMIC-IIT (Medical Information Mart for In-
tensive Care) database (Johnson et al., 2016), which contains de-identified health-related data
associated with over forty thousand patients who stayed in critical care units of the Beth Israel
Deaconess Medical Center between 2001 and 2012. During the study period, patients may have



been re-admitted into the critical care units of the aforementioned hospital, and some patients
died during their hospital stay. The database contains information about demographics, vital-
sign measurements taken at every hour, laboratory test results, procedures, medications, length
of stay at each hospitalization and intensive care unit (ICU) admission, and mortality. The
database also contains information regarding multiple hospitalization and ICU admissions.

The contributions of our work in this article is as follows. First, we implement the BAR
method under the joint frailty model of recurrent and terminal events for the case when the
number of covariates diverges with the sample size. Second, under certain conditions, we prove
that the oracle properties hold for the BAR penalty implemented in the joint frailty model
of recurrent and terminal events. To the best of our knowledge, Han et al. (2020) is the only
published work on variable selection in joint frailty models of recurrent and terminal events,
where the MIC penalty was used but without any theoretical justification such as asymptotic
properties. The MIC penalty is proven to have oracle properties in Su et al. (2016), but only
under the fixed number of covariates case. Third, in our extensive simulation studies, we show
that the BAR method performs better than the MIC method. Moreover, we demonstrate that
the performance of the BAR method is not sensitive to the choice of initial values of the pa-
rameters, while the MIC method is. Fourth, we apply our method on the MIMIC-III database,
with the aim of discovering relevant variables that affect the risks of dying during hospital stay
and recurrent ICU admissions. We make our code for the simulation study publicly available at
https://github.com/chrischan94/Broken-Adaptive-Ridge-Joint-frailty-model.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the necessary
notation and framework of the joint frailty of recurrent and terminal events model and it’s
likelihood function. We give a detailed outline of our proposed algorithm by substituting the
likelihood function with a least-squares approximation. We also establish the oracle properties
of the BAR variable selection method. In Section 3, we present the results of our simulation
studies, comparing the BAR method to the MIC method, under a few realistic scenarios. In
particular, we examine the sensitivity of both methods to different choices of initial values. In
Section 4, we apply our method on the MIMIC data and interpret the results. Finally, we
present our discussions and conclude our findings.

2 Model and Methods

2.1 Notation, model and likelihood

Suppose there are n subjects in a given study, and each subject may experience recurrences of
the same event. Consider Tj; < Tj2 < --- < Ty, to be the sequence of recurrent event times
of any given subject 7, for ¢+ = 1,...,n. In the sequence, n; represents the total number of
observed recurrent events by subject ¢, where n; is a non-negative integer. The sequence of
recurrent event times is stopped by either the end of follow-up or the terminal event. Let d;
and dy represent the number of covariates for the recurrent event submodel and terminal event
submodel, respectively. Let C; and D; be the censoring and terminal event times, respectively.
For any given subject ¢, there exists two sets of covariates, Z; 1 = (Zj11,. . -, Zidl,l)T and Z; 2 =
(Zi172,...,Zid272)T. We assume C; and D; are independent given Z;; and Z;». Let Y; =
min(C;, D;) be the observed survival time. We also denote §; = I(D; < C;) as the terminal
event indicator. To model the dependence between the terminal event and the recurrent event
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history, denote u; as the random frailty term. The random frailty term wu; is shared by all the
events of subject i, and w; is commonly assumed to either follow a Normal distribution or a
log-Gamma distribution, i.e., u; ~ N(0,¢?) or u; ~ logT'(1/¢,1/¢). Thus, the complete set of
observed data is {(Tj1,...,Tin,, 0, Yi, Zi1,Z;2),i = 1,...,n}. The last recurrent event time of
subject ¢ after time T;,, is always censored by either the terminal event or the end of follow-up,
and this information is implied in the observed data.

Let r;(t) and h;(t) be the hazard function of the recurrent events and terminal event for
subject ¢, respectively. Then, the joint frailty model of recurrent and terminal events is defined
as

ri(t) = ro(t) exp(ﬁlTZLl + u;),

hi(t) = ho(t) exp(B3 Zis + vui), (2.1)

where 7 (t) and ho(t) are the unknown baseline hazard functions of the recurrent events and
terminal event, respectively. Model (2.1) contains two sets of regression parameters: (3; =
Bia,--- ,517d1)T and By = (B2,1,- - ,ﬁgvdz)T. In addition to the random frailty term, + models
potential different impact the random frailty term may have on the terminal event hazard
function.

Because of the presence of the random frailty term in model (2.1), estimation will be done
using the marginal likelihood function. For the parameter vector of a full set of parameters
0= (8],8q9,ho(-),70(-),7,¢) ", the marginal likelihood function of model (2.1) is formulated as

£a®) =TT | anWiluodgn(¥ilus)fofu) dus, (22
i=1v >
where
5 Yi
91(Yilw;) = [ho(Y7) exp(B3 Zio + yu;)] ™" exp {—/ ho(t) exp(Bg Zi2 + Yu;) dt}
0
is the likelihood of the terminal event D;, and
n; Y;
g2(Yilw;) = H ro(Tix) exp(ﬁlTZLl + u;) p exp {—/ ro(t) exp(,BlTZi,l + u;) dt}
k=1 0
is the likelihood of the recurrent events. A parametric approximation of the unknown and
non-parametric baseline hazard functions hg(:) and r¢(+) is required, as it creates a problem to

derive an analytical solution to (2.2) without it. We choose the piecewise constant functions
as the approximation. The observed follow-up times are divided into () intervals. Let tg be

the ¢ percentile of the observed follow-up time with ¢ = 1,...,Q. The piecewise constant
approximation of hg(t) is
Q
ho(t) = hgI(t] | <t <td), (2.3)
q=1
where hq > 0 for ¢ = 1,...,Q. Likewise, the observed recurrent event times are divided into @

intervals. The piecewise constant approximation of 7 (t) is
Q
To(t) =Y rel(ty <t <ty), (2.4)
g=1
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where r, > 0 for ¢ = 1,...,Q. Let h = (hl,...,hQ)T and r = (rl,...,rQ)T, the unknown
baseline hazard functions in (2.2) are replaced by (2.3) and (2.4). Hence, for the full set of

£a07) =1 [ Bvlu)avilun fo(u) dus 25)
i=1

—00

where

G1(Yilus) = [ho(Y:) exp(B3 Zia + yui)| ™ exp { — Ho(Y) exp(B3 Zio +yus) },

where Hy(Y;) = Zqul hq max{0, min (4 — ¢2

line hazard for terminal event, and

g—1:Yi— tf]l_l)} is the approximated cumulative base-

G2(Yilus) Z{Hro i) exp (8] z1+uz}eXp{ Ro(Y;) exp(B] Zi1 +u;)},

k=1

where Ry(Y;) = Z? 1 Tq max{0, min(tg—t; 4,
hazard for recurrent events. Following from (2.5), the log-likelihood is

Y;—t;_1)} is the approximated cumulative baseline

log £ (6%) Zlog / 0 (Vi s o (Vilae) £ () s, (2.6)

Numerical integration techniques are still needed to obtain a solution to 8%, as there is no
closed-form solution to the integral in (2.6). We choose to use the Gauss-Hermite Quadrature
(Liu and Pierce, 1994) to approximate (2.6), where more details of it are given in the Appendix.

2.2 Simultaneous variable selection and estimation procedure

To implement simultaneous variable selection and estimation under the joint frailty model frame-
work, we consider the approach that minimizes the penalized likelihood function

2 dj
P18kl An) __2£p(5)+/\nzz
j=1 k=1 ﬁ%k

where £,(8) = max(y r,¢) fn(6") is the profile log-likelihood function, A, is the non-negative

dj

2
Cop(BIB) = —26,(8) + Z

7j=1k=1

tuning parameter, and 3 is a consistent estimator of 3 with all non-zero components. For a
given initial estimate, where 3 = (BlT, ,BQT)T, the update is obtained by the following reweighted
squared Lo-penalized regression

(2.7)

To implement the BAR penalty under the framework of model (2.1), the log-likelihood function
is approximated by the least-squares function, along with using the Newton-Raphson method to
obtain updates of the regression parameters 3. Let ¢ = (hT, r',~,6)" be the vector of nuisance
parameters, then the vector containing the full set of parameters can be decomposed into the



vector of regression parameters and the vector of nuisance parameters, i.e., 8* = (,BT,Q‘)T)T.

Let
00, (B, ) 0°, (B, 9)
oB 0808 "

be the gradlent vector and the Hessian matrix, respectively. Suppose there exists (,3 qb) that
satisfies £, (B|q§) = 0. Then, the second-order Taylor expansion of the log-likelihood ¢, (,8 (b)
around (3 given (b is

(n(Bl¢) = and  {,,(8¢) =

G(8) ~ 3 [81D)] [189)] " [81)] + e

where c¢3 is a constant independent of 3. Let the pseudo-design matrix X(3) be an upper trian-
gular matrix that is obtained through the Cholesky decomposition of —¢,(8]¢) = X (8)X(8).
And let Y(B) = [XT(B)] - [0,,(B|¢) — £,,(B|¢)B] be the pseudo-response vector. Then, we have

I¥(8) - XB)BIP =~ [in(89)] [1.(818)] " [in(6819)]

where || - || represents the Euclidean norm. Define 3 = (5171, - 751,d1,52,1,---,52,d2)T as a
vector of fixed values, then (2.7) is asymptotically equivalent to

2 dj 2
g<B>argﬁmin{Y<B> B)BI1? + ZZ 2}

j=1k=1"4k

= IXT(BX(B) + MD@B)) XT(B)Y(B)
= {Q.(8) + MD(B)} " va(B),
where D(B) = diag(B 7, Br 3, Bots -+ B50,), X(B) = X(B)lg_p, and Y(B) = Y(B)|5_p.

For a fixed value of \,, the proposed iterative BAR regression follows as below.

~(0) ~(0
Step 1: At m = 0, obtain initial estimates (,8( ), q’)( )). Good initial estimates are obtained by
simply maximizing the un-penalized log-likelihood function, when d; + do < n.
Step 2: For subsequent iterations m > 1, compute én(ﬁ\a(m))\ﬁ 5™ and £, (ﬁ](ﬁ )\ _zom-

The gradient vector is
lﬁ(l)
ia(816) = L@ ’ ’¢>] ,

2 (B19)
where
{0(8]¢) = ZZ Y|u2)92(Y|u2n)i[(ﬂ27¢)Ei(yi|ui)]f¢(ui) du;
and
i (pig) = 210-0) Zz oo ! Y|“z>92<Ylu;>i[(<; % Hi(Yilulfo(ws) dus

where E,(K\uz) = ﬁo(Yi) exp(ﬁlTZLl + u;) and ]?IZ(YZ]u,) = ]?IO(Y;)exp(,BQTZi,g + yu;) are the
conditional cumulative hazard functions of the recurrent and terminal events, respectively. Let



L,i(83, ¢) be the individual likelihood contribution of subject i, where £, (3, ¢) = I, Lni(8. ).
The Hessian matrix composes of four submatrices

.. Bhee) 5Bl
ln(Bl) = [@-5121)((;,(;) éﬁf’;ﬂ\tb)) '

The entries of the Hessian matrix are

[0 ma(us; i) dug - Loi (B, ) — [33(Y:)]?
(1) —
e = o aﬁla@ ;Z”Z { [£0i(B, $))2 }
702) _PL(B.9) _ < z..27 {fi’oooma(uz,Y)duz Em(ﬂ,¢)—gs(1€)§4(Yi)}7
n (B1#) 08,08, ; e [£0i(B, )]
) _ P(B.d) 777 {fi’oooma(uz,Y)duz Loi(B,®) — G3(Y; )94(Y)}7
w B0 = 5 oaT ; 2o [£0i(B, ))?
0%0,(8,0) [ ms(ui Yi) dug - £oi(B, @) — [a(Y3)]?
2 (8]¢) = 73B28B; = ;ZiQZ;B{ Zs(B. D)2 },
where
G (Y;) = /_ Vi) i (Vilud (6 — (¥l fs(s) dus,
91(Y;) = /_OO 91 (Yilu;) g2 (Yi|ui)[ni — Ei(Yi\ui)]fMUz') du;,
and

ma(uss Y3) = 1 (Vilug) g2 (Vi) { s = Ba(Yilu)[? = B (Yilua) | folus).

ms(ui3 Vi) = g1(Yilui) gz (Yi|ui) {[52' — H;(Yilu)) — ﬁinlui)} fo(ui),

me(us; i) = G (Vilus) G (Yilus) [mi = R(Yilus)| |8 = Hil¥ifus) | Fo(w).
Step 3: For m > 1, update the estimates of 3 by

~(m+1) ( )

I¢] = {Q.(3 )—i—)\D } Vn ),

where D(B") = ding(( “””’) e B ,@éf’f)) <52 7, (B = (8™
and Vn(B(m)) = ﬁn(ﬁ’(ﬁ )lﬁzﬁ(m) - n(ﬂ‘ff) ))’B:B(m),@ . To ensure numerical stability of

the calculation of D(B(m)) in each iteration, a small positive constant is added to the diagonal

entries of D(B(m)

ﬁ:,@(m)

), ie.,

~(m) . 1 1 1 1
D(B ) = diag SEII S Ay ) A0 S T 5
(ﬁ171 )2+ (Bl,dl) +n (ﬁ271 )2+ (/82,d2) +1n

for some 1 > 0.

. ~(m+1 . . ~(m+1
Step 4: Given ,B(m ), the updated estimates of the nuisance parameters (b(m ) are updated



by equating (%n((ﬁ@(mﬂ))/@(ﬁ =0.

Step 5: Return to Step 2. Repeat the algorithm until convergence, i.e.,

In the proposed iterative method described above, the Cholesky decomposition of —En(,ﬁ\a‘)) is
actually not needed. Only the calculation of Q,,(3) and v, (8) is required. In Step 1, common
non-linear numerical optimization such as the Nelder-Mead algorithm (Nelder and Mead, 1965)
can be used to obtain good estimates of 3 and ¢. In Step 4, given B(m+1), there are no closed
form updates to ¢. Therefore, we utilize non-linear numerical optimization methods to find the
updates of ¢. It is important to note that the initial estimator B(O) and subsequent updates

~(m)
B

of the BAR penalty. The full derivation of the gradient vector and Hessian matrix is deferred

, for m > 1, do not yield any zero coefficient, so that they can be used in the denominator
to the Appendix.

2.3 Generalized cross-validation

Variable selection methods usually are subjected to choosing a tuning parameter, which greatly
affects the number of variables retained in the model. For likelihood-based methods, one popular
method is to select A\, by using the AIC (Akaike, 1974), BIC criterion (Schwarz, 1978), or
generalized cross-validation (GCV) (Wahba, 1990). One of the most popular methods is by
having a pre-determining a sequence of the tuning parameter \,, and by doing a “grid search”
to obtain the value that optimizes a criterion of choice. To increase computational efficiency, we
use the generalized cross-validation (GCV) method to select the optimal tuning parameter \y,.
We use the following procedure similar to Cai et al. (2020) in order to utilize the GCV method.
We define

N 1 1 !
#(0) = Andliag <s<51,1> s Bra) s(Ba) 8(51,d2>> |

with

€, otherwise,

Bjkls  if Bjkl # 0,
s(Bjx) = { ’ ’
where € is an arbitrarily small positive number. Let ,B A, be the unbiased estimator of 3, define
d(A\n) = tr[(D(B,,) + =, (8y,)) 'D(B,,)]. Then, the GCV criterion is

. en(B)\n)
n{l —d(\,)/n}?

Since (2.8) works only with unbiased estimators of 3, we use the following process to obtain un-

GOV (A By, ) = (2.8)

biased estimators. First, we obtain the penalized BAR estimators from our algorithm described
in Section 2.2. Then, we omit the unimportant covariates, and re-estimate the remaining regres-
sion parameters in the joint frailty model, by minimizing the un-penalized likelihood function,
to obtain the unbiased estimates. Finally, the optimal \,, is the value that minimizes (2.8) with
respect to A,.



2.4 Oracle properties of BAR estimator

Denote B4 = (Bs0,1,- - - ,ﬁso,pn)T as the true values of 3 with dimension p,, = dy + do, where p,,
diverges to infinity but p, < n. We decompose 3,5 = ( ;—017 STOZ)T. Without loss of generality,
we assume (3,4, contains the non-zero components of 3,y with dimension ¢,, and B3y, contains
the zero components of B,, with dimension p, — g,. Note: To distinguish the original true
parameter vector By in model (2.1), the subscript s in By, denotes the true values of B after
grouping the non-zero and zero coefficients, respectively, where B,y is partitioned into the vector
of mon-zero and zero components. The following conditions are required to prove the oracle
properties:

C1. (i) The set B is a compact subset of RP* and B, is an interior point of B. (ii) Let Z
be a corresponding ¢,-dimensional covariate vector. There exists a value zg, zg > 0, such that
P(||Z|| < z) = 1, i.e., Z is bounded, and the matrix F(ZZ") is non-singular.

C2. [ ho(t) dt < oo and [ ro(t) dt < oo for some constant 7.

C3. The baseline cumulative hazard function Hy(-) is continuously differentiable up to order
7 in [u,v] and satisfy hg' < Ho(u) < Hp(v) < hg. Similarly, the baseline cumulative hazarrd
function Ry(+) is also continuously differentiable up to order r in [u, v] and satisfy by ' < Ro(u) <
Ro(?}) < bg.

C4. For Q,(8) = —i,(B|¢), there exists a compact neighbourhood By of the true value B,
such that

sup |[n~'Q2,(8) — 1(8)|| — 0,
BEBy

where I(3) is a p,, X p, positive-definite matrix.

C5. Define A\pin(8) = Amin(n12,(8)) and Apax(B) = Amax(n12,(8)), where Apin(-) and
Amax(+) denote the smallest and largest eigenvalues of the matrix. There exists a constant ¢ > 0,
for By given in C4., such that

¢! < inf {Amin(8)} < sup {Amax(B)} < ¢
BEBo BEBy
for a sufficiently large n.
C6. As n — 00, Pngn/v/1 — 0, \n//n — 0,and A2 /(pp\/n) — oo.
C7. There exists positive constants ag and aq such that ag < |5so,j| <aq, for1 <j<gq,.

C8. The initial estimator ,B(O) satisfies ||B(O) — Booll = Op(v/pn/n).

C9. For every n, the observations {v,;, i = 1,...,n} are independent and identically distributed
with the probability density f,(vni, 3, @) which has a common support and the model is identi-
fiable. The parameter space is 0* = {9 : ¥ = (8, ¢) € Bx ®}, B, is an interior point of B, then
for almost all vy, the density f,, admits all third derivatives 9% log fy,(vni, B, #)/9B;0Bk08}, for
all B € B. Furthermore, there are functions M, i (-) such that

? log fn('Um'a 3, ¢)
08308108

< Myjih(Vni)

for all B € B and ¢, and
Eﬁ7¢{M72ijh(Uni)} < My < 0.

Let Qg)(,ﬁ) is the leading submatrix of €2,,(3), and vgll)(,@) is the vector consisting of the



first g, components of v,,(3). That is, Q,,(3) and v, (83) can be written as

([ el 2P v (8) .
Q,(8) = <{9212)(5)}T Qg)(,@) and v,(8) = V@(B) , respectively,

where Q,&l)(ﬁ) is a g, X g, matrix, ai? (B) is a ¢, X (pn — ¢n) matrix, Q) (B)is a (pn — qn) X
(pn — qn) matrix, vi (B) is a gu-vector, and viZ (B) is a p, — gn-vector.
Theorem 1. (Oracle p'rope'rtzes ) Under conditions C1 - C9, with probability tending to 1,
the BAR estimator 8 = ((,831) (B ) )T has the following properties:

()ﬁs2_0

(2) B, exists and is the unique fixed point of the equation 8, = {Q (le)—i-)\nDl(,le)}_lvg) (8

where D;(8,,) = dlag(ﬂsl 17"'75517%)7 and Bs14, j = 1,...,qn, represents the non-zero ele-
ments with dimension g,.

(3) For any b,, being a g,-vector, assume ||b,|| = 1, then \/ﬁbZZ_l/2(le — Bso1) 4 N(0,1),
where

= (I (By0)) ",

where I (BSO) is the leading g, X ¢, submatrix of I(8,). That is, informally, we can say le is
asymptotically normal with asymptotic variance 3 /n. Note: we have showed a different result
to Zhao et al. (2019). Proof of Theorem 1 is explained in detail in the Appendix.

3 Simulation Studies

In this section, we examine the performance of the BAR method under three scenarios, and
compare our results with the MIC penalty and the Oracle method, which assumes the true model
is known. For all scenarios, without loss of generality, we set dy = dg, and Z; = Z; 1 = Z; 2. We
provide the details of the simulation set-up and report the results of Scenarios 1 and 2 in this
section. The simulation set-up and results of Scenario 3, and additional results of Scenarios 1
and 2, are provided in the Appendix.

3.1 Scenario 1: Fixed dimension of covariates p

In Scenario 1, we investigate the performance of the competing methods when the number of
covariates is fixed. Let the total number of covariates p = d; + ds, the number of non-zero
regression parameters g, = 4, and we set d; = do = 10. We consider two types of covariates,
continuous covariates and binary covariates. The continuous covariates are generated from the
multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance X. The (i,5)"" element of the
covariance matrix 3 is defined as pl~Jl, where the correlation coefficient p = 0.25. The binary
covariates are generated from marginal Bernoulli distributions with the same probability of
success of 0.5, where the pairwise correlation is cor(Z;,Z;) = 0.25/731. The total number of
covariates is split equally into continuous and binary covariates.
We set the true values of 8, and B, to be

/801 = (1707"'707_1)T7 (31)
Boy = (1,-0.5,0,...,0)", (3.2)

10
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respectively. For the baseline hazards, we consider the linear case for both hazard functions,
where ho(t) =5+ 0.2t and ro(t) = 8 + 0.2t. For the frailty term, we use positive and negative
values of v, i.e., v =1 and v = —0.6. We generate the random frailty term wu; from the standard
normal distribution, i.e., u; ~ N (0, ¢?), and the dispersion parameter ¢ = 1.

To simulate terminal event times, we couple the random uniform sampling technique with
the inverse cumulative hazard function. That is, we generate u from the standard uniform
distribution, i.e., u ~ U(0,1). Then, given the frailty u;, v and Z; the terminal event time D; is
sampled from

Hy (—log(u) exp(—B3 Zi + yus)),
where Hy(+) is the cumulative baseline hazard function for terminal events. To generate recurrent
event times Tj,,, m > 0, assume T;g = 0, we can use the following recursive method. Assume

Ty is generated, m > 0, then we can generate Tj(,41) by the probability inversion method
based on the following identity. In fact, it can be shown that

F(Tym+1)| Tims1y > Tim) = 1 — exp({Ro(Tim) — Ro(Tym+1))} exp(By Zi))),

where F(-) is the cumulative distribution function of Tj,41)[Tim+1) > Tim, and Ro(-) is the
cumulative baseline hazard function for recurrent events. We simulate the censoring time Cj
from the uniform distribution U(0,2). Following the above set-up, there are on average 0.8 to
1.2 recurrent events per subject when v = 1, and 2 to 3 recurrent events when v = —0.6. The
right-censoring rate has a range between 15% and 25%. For Scenario 1, we consider two values
of the sample size n, n = 300 and n = 500. We use B = 200 Monte-Carlo replications to
summarize our results in Tables 1 - 2.

In our simulation study, to improve the approximation of the numerical integration method
and numerical stability, we decide to increase the number of quadrature points of the Gauss-
Hermite Quadrature, contrary to the recommended 10 quadrature points by Han et al. (2020).
Generally, we increase the number of quadrature points when the number estimated parameters
also increases. We utilize the fastGHQuad R package (Blocker, 2011) to perform Gauss-Hermite
Quadrature numerical integration. We also utilize the mvtnorm R package (Genz et al., 2021)
and the mipfp R package (Barthélemy and Suesse, 2018) to draw random samples from the
multivariate normal distribution and correlated Bernoulli distributions, respectively. We calcu-
late two measures to evaluate the variable selection accuracy for the competing methods. First
is true positives (TP), which is the average number of correctly estimated non-zero regression
coefficients. Second is false positives (FP), which is the average number of falsely estimated
non-zero regression parameters. We also calculate the similarity measure (SM) and frequency
of true model selected (TM). SM has the formula

SM — \SP Slo 7
1510l S1o

where S is the estimated set of regression parameters, S is the true set of regression parameters,
and | - |p denotes the model size. To evaluate estimation accuracy, we use the mean squared
error (MSE), which has the formula

B
1 ~
MSE = EZ 1By — 50”%,
k=1
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where B is the number of replications, 3, = (,B(Tl, ,B(E)T, and Bk is the estimator of 3 of the
k" simulated dataset. For the BAR method, we use a simple grid search between \,, = 2 and
An = 4. We use the GCV criterion described in (2.8) to select the optimal tuning parameter \,,.

Non-linear optimization methods are sensitive to the initial input values. To investigate the
sensitivity to initial values of the competing methods, we choose three different initial values.
The three different initial values are defined as

Oinitiai1 = 05 + €1, elements of €; ~ N(0, 0.12), (3.3)
Oinitiaiz = 05 + €2, elements of e ~ N(0, 0.252),
Oinitiais = 05, + €3, elements of €3 ~ N(0,0.4%),

where 6 represents the true value of 8% = (B8] .83, r" 4 ¢)T. There are no true values
to (hT, r') as they are parameters from the piecewise function approximation. Therefore, we
choose the starting values to be hg = (5,...,5)" and ro = (8,...,8)T. The initial values
(3.3), (3.4) and (3.5) are denoted by (*), (**) and (***), respectively, in Tables 1 and 2. We

k), where the regression estimates

also consider a fourth set of initial values denoted by (
obtained from fitting marginal semi-parametric regression models for the recurrent event data
and terminal event data respectively are used as the initial values of the regression parameters,
and a normally distributed random error term centered at the origin with a standard deviation
of 0.25 is added to ¢, = (hg , rg ,7,®)". We fit the marginal semi-parametric regression models
using the R package reReg (Chiou et al., 2023).

From Table 1, we observe that, for all different choices of initial values, the average number
of FP is larger for the MIC, and the MIC method selects the true model at a lower frequency as
compared to the BAR method. Additionally, one can also observe from Table 1 that the initial
values affect the performance of the MIC more than the BAR method. When the initial values
of the parameters are farther away from the true values, the variable selection and estimation
results of the MIC become worse. However, the performance of the BAR procedure is largely
insensitive to the input of initial values. We also report the estimation results of v and ¢ in
Table 2, where we observe that the estimation of ¢ is more accurate for the case when a negative
value of 7 is considered.
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Table 1: Summary of variable selection and estimation results in Scenario 1. TP: the average
number of true positives FP: the average number of false positives; SM: similarity measure; TM:
frequency of true model selected; MSE: mean squared error.

v | Method MSE(SD) TP FP SM T™
n =300, p=20, q, =4
BAR (¥) 0.173(0.199) 3.97 0.14 0.98 85%
BAR (**) 0.180(0.206) 3.96 0.13 0.98 86%
BAR (¥*¥) 0.190(0.227) 3.97 0.13 0.98 87%
BAR (*¥¥¥) 0.178(0.177) 3.97 0.14 0.98 86%
1 MIC (*) 0.116(0.132) 4 0.17 0.98 86%
MIC (¥*) 0.138(0.145) 3.98 0.28 0.97 79%
MIC (¥**) 0.148(0.168) 3.96 0.38 0.96 68%
MIC (¥#¥%) 0.207(0.231) 3.83 0.58 0.92 58%
Oracle 0.102(0.093) 4 0 1 100%
BAR (%) 0.204(0.131) 3.99 0.07 0.99 94%
BAR (**) 0.203(0.151) 3.99 0.05 0.99 95%
BAR (¥*¥) 0.206(0.156) 3.99 0.06 0.99 94%
BAR (¥*#%) 0.197(0.165) 4 0.09 0.99 92%
-0.6 MIC (*) 0.132(0.141) 3.99 0.11 0.99 90%
MIC (¥*) 0.151(0.221) 3.98 0.22 0.97 81%
MIC (¥**) 0.179(0.227) 3.97 0.44 0.95 68%
MIC (¥53¥%) 0.159(0.147) 3.99 0.37 0.96 72%
Oracle 0.119(0.077) 4 0 1 100%
n =>500, p=20, ¢q, =4
BAR (%) 0.091(0.078) 4 0.09 0.99 92%
BAR (*¥) 0.090(0.079) 4 0.09 0.99 92%
BAR (¥*%) 0.124(0.125) 3.99 0.09 0.99 92%
BAR (*¥+¥) 0.088(0.091) 4 0.10 0.99 91%
1 MIC (%) 0.078(0.062) 4 0.14 0.99 88%
MIC (**) 0.085(0.073) 3.99 0.32 0.97 7%
MIC (¥**) 0.097(0.135) 4 0.47 0.95 69%
MIC (¥¥+%) 0.094(0.090) 3.98 0.37 0.96 73%
Oracle 0.067(0.053) 4 0 1 100%
BAR () 0.127(0.131) 4 0.05 0.99 95%
BAR (**) 0.123(0.094) 4 0.02 1 98%
BAR (¥*¥) 0.126(0.088) 4 0.04 1 97%
BAR (¥¥¥%) 0.119(0.131) 4 0.04 1 97%
-0.6 MIC (%) 0.089(0.063) 4 0.10 0.99 92%
MIC (*¥*) 0.098(0.074) 3.99 0.19 0.98 86%
MIC (¥#%) 0.127(0.110) 3.98 0.43 0.96 68%
MIC (F#%+%) 0.103(0.088) 4 0.33 0.97 75%
Oracle 0.082(0.055) 4 0 1 100%
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Table 2: Summary of the estimation results of v and ¢ in Scenario 1. Ave(): the sample mean
of the 200 parameter estimates; SD(): the sample standard deviation of the 200 parameter

estimates.
True 7 True ¢ Method Ave(7) Ave(p) SD(7) SD(¢)
n =300, p=20, q, =4

BAR (*) 0.987 1.232 0.185 0.204
BAR (**) 0.963 1.226 0.176 0.204
BAR (***) 0.932 1.218 0.171 0.202

1 1 BAR (%) 0.959 1.229 0.168 0.206
MIC (*) 0.989 1.208 0.181 0.188
MIC (**) 0.950 1.200 0.167 0.187
MIC (***) 0.889 1.191 0.173 0.187
MIC (5%%) 0.941 1.195 0.172 0.187
Oracle 0.982 1.209 0.179 0.182
BAR (*) -0.766 1.099 0.156 0.125
BAR (**) -0.759 1.105 0.146 0.119
BAR (***) -0.740 1.109 0.137 0.112

-0.6 1 BAR (*¥**) -0.763 1.099 0.155 0.119
MIC (*) -0.752 1.102 0.132 0.111
MIC (**) -0.722 1.122 0.131 0.107
MIC (***) -0.648 1.168 0.148 0.121
MIC () -0.717 1.113 0.150 0.112
Oracle -0.755 1.115 0.133 0.115

n =500, p =20, q, =4

BAR (¥) 1.025 1.181 0.147 0.177
BAR (**) 0.994 1.174 0.135 0.176
BAR, (***) 0.951 1.170 0.141 0.189

1 1 BAR, (****) 0.998 1.176 0.132 0.178
MIC (*) 1.017 1.165 0.138 0.161
MIC (*¥) 0.970 1.154 0.128 0.157
MIC (***) 0.895 1.147 0.139 0.159
MIC (H#5%) 0.976 1.154 0.125 0.161
Oracle 1.009 1.149 0.142 0.147
BAR (*) -0.762 1.100 0.125 0.097
BAR (**) -0.750 1.105 0.115 0.094
BAR (***) -0.732 1.111 0.109 0.093

-0.6 1 BAR (*#**) -0.754 1.096 0.121 0.094
MIC (*) -0.750 1.101 0.115 0.090
MIC (**) -0.718 1.119 0.106 0.086
MIC (*+%) -0.637 1.161 0.131 0.100
MIC (*##*) -0.721 1.101 0.125 0.085
Oracle -0.648 1.101 0.115 0.087
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3.2 Scenario 2: Diverging dimension of covariates p,

In Scenario 2, we investigate the performance of the competing methods when the total number
of covariates p,, diverges with the sample size n. We use the same true values for 8, and 3,
as in Scenario 1, defined in (3.1) and (3.2). We consider a mixture of continuous and binary
covariates, where the continuous and binary covariates are sampled in the same way as in
Scenario 1. Additionally, we use the same baseline hazard functions as described in the previous
scenario. We fix v = 1 and ¢ = 1. From this simulation set-up, the right-censoring rate has a
range between 15% and 25%, with an average of 20%.

To obtain the total number of covariates p, when the sample size n varies, we set d =
|5n'/5], for k = 1,2, where the output of the floor function f(x) = |z] is the largest integer
less than or equal to z. We use three different sample sizes, n = 100, 300, and 500. The sample
sizes and the total number of covariates are

n =100, p, =12 x 2 =24,
n =300, p, =15x2 =30,
n =500, p, =17 x 2 = 34.

Additionally, we use the same initial values described in (3.3), (3.4) and (3.5), which are denoted
by (*), (**), and (***), respectively. We also use the fourth set of initial values denoted as (****),
where the description is given in 3.1. We use 200 Monte-Carlo replications to summarize the
results below in Tables 3 and 4, and we use the same measures used in the first scenario to assess

the selection and estimation errors.

15



Table 3: Summary of the variable selection and estimation results in Scenario 2 when the average
censoring rate is 20%. TP: the average number of true positives; FP: the average number of false
positives; SM: similarity measure; TM: frequency of true model selected; MSE: mean squared

error.

Method | MSE(SD) TP FP SM ™
n =100, p, =12x 2, ¢, =4
BAR (*) 0.843(0.863) 3.45 0.57 0.86 32%
BAR (**) 0.837(0.947) 3.44 0.54 0.87 33%
BAR (***) 0.835(0.755) 3.46 0.58 0.87 34%
BAR (*#¥) 0.878(0.768) 3.41 0.52 0.87 33%
MIC (*) 0.378(0.432) 3.89 0.10 0.97 82%
MIC (**) 0.478(0.646) 3.88 0.37 0.95 65%
MIC (***) 0.584(0.650) 3.74 0.54 0.91 48%
MIC (%) 0.818(0.895) 3.51 0.95 0.85 29%
Oracle 0.281(0.267) 4 0 1 100%
n=300, p, =15%x2, ¢, =4
BAR (*) 0.160(0.164) 3.99 0.13 0.99 88%
BAR (**) 0.178(0.211) 3.98 0.13 0.98 87%
BAR (¥+¥) 0.176(0.163) 4 0.12 0.99 89%
BAR (*#¥¥) 0.165(0.177) 3.99 0.14 0.98 87%
MIC (*) 0.114(0.097) 4 0.18 0.98 83%
MIC (**) 0.128(0.124) 3.98 0.34 0.96 76%
MIC (***) 0.186(0.216) 3.96 0.71 0.93 54%
MIC (%) 0.216(0.232) 3.92 0.84 0.91 51%
Oracle 0.097(0.084) 4 0 1 100%
n =>500, p, =17 %2, ¢, =4
BAR (*) 0.112(0.094) 4 0.25 0.97 78%
BAR (**) 0.106(0.084) 4 0.24 0.98 80%
BAR (***) 0.109(0.087) 4 0.20 0.98 84%
BAR (*#***) 0.115(0.127) 3.99 0.28 0.97 75%
MIC (*) 0.088(0.076) 4 0.24 0.98 79%
MIC (**) 0.089(0.095) 4 0.43 0.96 1%
MIC (***) 0.152(0.184) 3.97 1.07 0.90 47%
MIC () 0.130(0.147) 3.94 0.66 0.93 57%
Oracle 0.069(0.067) 4 0 1 100%
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Table 4: Summary of the estimation results of v and ¢ in Scenario 2 when the censoring rate
is 20%. Awve(): the sample mean of the 200 parameter estimates; SD(): the sample standard
deviation of the 200 parameter estimates. The true values are v =1 and ¢ = 1.

Method | Ave(d) Ave(d) SD(A) SD(¢)
n =100, p, =12%x 2, ¢, =4
BAR (*) 1.150 1.227 0.402 0.450
BAR (*¥) 1.112 1.228 0.389 0.451
BAR (**%) 1.079 1.228 0.397 0.464
BAR (*F¥%) 1.088 1.236 0.417 0.471
MIC (*) 1.085 1.221 0.325 0.448
MIC (**) 1.031 1.215 0.307 0.449
MIC (***) 0.956 1.226 0.341 0.464
MIC (*#+%) 1.011 1.194 0.371 0.445
Oracle 1.099 1.189 0.372 0.368
n =300, p, =15 %2, ¢, =14
BAR (*) 1.021 1.204 0.181 0.207
BAR (*¥) 0.983 1.201 0.172 0.209
BAR (***) 0.940 1.190 0.160 0.204
BAR (**%) 0.983 1.200 0.162 0.209
MIC (*) 1.005 1.185 0.163 0.191
MIC (**) 0.938 1.174 0.154 0.187
MIC (***) 0.861 1.173 0.163 0.190
MIC (****) 0.945 1.166 0.156 0.190
Oracle 1.006 1.182 0.164 0.186
n =>500, p, =17 %2, ¢, =4
BAR (*) 0.973 1.209 0.137 0.186
BAR (**) 0.941 1.201 0.127 0.184
BAR (***) 0.899 1.195 0.119 0.183
BAR (**%¥) 0.949 1.205 0.125 0.186
MIC (*) 0.972 1.196 0.121 0.171
MIC (**) 0.906 1.182 0.1118 0.168
MIC (%) 0.818 1.182 0.138 0.173
MIC (****) 0.930 1.180 0.115 0.170
Oracle 0.967 1.188 0.117 0.120

The variable selection results of Scenario 2 are summarized in Table 3, we observe that as
ppn, diverges from n, the average number of FP of the BAR method reduces, which resulted in
the true model being selected at a higher frequency. Conversely, the average number of FP
of the MIC method increases as p,, diverges from n, which resulted in the true model being
selected at a lower frequency. The estimation error decreases as the sample size increases for
both methods. From Table 4, we observe a similar trend to the results in Table 2, where the
estimation of - is better than the estimation of ¢. We repeat the set up described in this scenario
with a higher censoring rate, which has a range between 35% to 45%. Both methods have larger
variable selection and estimation errors when the censoring rates increases, and the results are
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summarized in Tables 7 and 8 in the Appendix.

Scenario 3: Grouped variables

In Scenario 3, we investigate the performance of the competing methods when there exists mul-
tiple groups of highly correlated covariates. We explain the simulation set-up and the summary
of the results in the Appendix.

4 Real Data Analysis: MIMIC-III Database

As a real data application, we apply our proposed method on the data obtained from the
MIMIC-III clinical database. The MIMIC-IIT database integrates de-identified, highly granular
and comprehensive clinical information of over forty thousand patients that were admitted to
the Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center between 2001 and 2012 in Boston, Massachusetts,
USA. The MIMIC-III database is accessible to researchers worldwide, subject to a data use
agreement and ethics training. To acquire the data, the authors completed the training and
signed an agreement. Specifically, we use the data from MIMIC-III (Johnson et al., 2016) as
our real data application.

Information contained in the MIMIC-III database includes demographics (e.g. age and
gender), vital sign information (e.g. heart rate and blood pressure level) measured every hour,
date and time of each hospital admission and discharge, date and time of each ICU admission
and discharge, laboratory test results, type of medications given, procedure, imaging reports,
caregiver notes, and mortality. Information regarding the type of medical insurance is also given.
For our real data application, we define the terminal event to be the event of death occurring
during ICU stay. We define the recurrent event as subsequent ICU admission after the initial
ICU admission, as all patients have at least one ICU admission. The follow-up time is measured
starting from the time a patient is admitted into the ICU until the patient has either discharged
or died during ICU stay. An observation is censored if the event of death is not observed when
the patient is under observation in the ICU.

For the real data analysis, we decide to include 12 variables. Of these 12 variables, ten
are considered as quantitative (continuous) variables, and two are considered as qualitative
(categorical) variables. The qualitative variable Race has six levels - white American, black
American, Asian American, Hispanic American, Native American and unspecified. From the
variable race, we create five dummy variables, where white American is used as the reference
category. For the quantitative variables, we only include the baseline measurement, i.e., the first
measurement taken when the patient is first admitted into the hospital. The data dictionary
of the 12 variables used in our analysis is summarized in Table 5, where we provide the mean,
standard deviation and the range of the quantitative variables, and the coding and proportion
of the qualitative variables.

In the analysis, we standardize all quantitative variables, such that the quantitative variables
are on the same scale. We do not standardize the binary variables. We use the subset of patients
that used Medicaid insurance, where the sample size is n = 2822, and the total number of
recurrent events is N = 2222212 n; = 1153. We compare the BAR method to the MIC method on
the Medicaid sub-dataset. The grid search of the tuning parameter A, is between 3 and 4 for
the BAR method.
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For the selection of the initial values, one does not know the true values of neither the regres-

sion parameters nor the nuisance parameters, for real data analysis. To overcome this problem,

we fit univariate models for each covariate for the recurrent and terminal events submodels

separately, and we use the regression estimates of the univariate models as the initial values.

Table 5: Data dictionary about the qualitative and quantitative variables used for the real data

analysis of the MIMIC-III data.

Quantitative variable (Unit) Mean (SD) Range
Age (years) 49.1 (14.3) [15, 90]
Weight (kg) 82.1 (26.8) [1, 575]
Heart rate (Beats per min) 89.1 (16.5) [35.74, 153.21]
Systolic blood pressure (BP) 120 (16.5) [66.7, 191.8]
Diastolic blood pressure (BP) 65.7 (11.4) [34.3, 125.2]
Respiratory rate (Breaths per min) 18.9 (4.3) [10, 41.8]
Blood oxygen saturation (spO2) 97.3 (2.3) (62, 100]
Temperature (Celsius) 36.9 (0.7) [32.1, 39.8]
Glucose (mmol/L) 136.4 (45.5) [43.3, 786.2]
Urine (mL) 2278 (1534.4) [0, 34235]
Qualitative variable Coding Ratio
Gender 1 - Male 1617 Males

0 - Female 1205 Females

Black American

1 - Black American
0 - other

453 Black Americans
2369 others

Asian American

1 - Asian American
0 - other

176 Asian Americans
2646 others

Hispanic American

1 - Hispanic American
0 - other

291 Hispanic Americans
2531 others

Unknown Ethnicity

1 - Ethnicity not known
0 - Ethnicity known

287 not specified
2535 specified

Native American

1 - Native American
0 - others

7 Native Americans
2815 others
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Table 6: Analysis of patients using Medicaid data from the MIMIC-III database. The estimates
of the regression coefficients of the recurrent event sub-model are on the left, and the estimates
of the regression coefficients of the terminal event sub-model are on the right.

Recurrent event submodel Terminal event submodel
Variable BAR Est MIC Est Variable BAR Est MIC Est
Gender 0 0 Gender 0 0

Age 0 0 Age 0 0
Weight 0 0 Weight 0 0

Heart rate 0 0 Heart rate 0.419 0.535
Systolic BP 0 0 Systolic BP -0.333 0
Diastolic BP 0 0 Diastolic BP 0 -0.270

Respiratory Rate 0 0 Respiratory Rate 0.283 0
spO2 0 0 spO2 0 -0.076
Temperature 0 -0.150 Temperature -0.506 -0.528

Glucose 0 0 Glucose 0 0
Black-American 0.280 0 Black-American 0 -0.237

Asian-American 0 -0.288 Asian-American 0 0

Hispanic-American 0 0 Hispanic-American 0 0
Unknown -0.220 -0.263 Unknown 0.293 0.271

Native-American 0 0 Native-American 0 0
Urine output 0 0 Urine output -0.331 -0.338
~y -0.492 -0.564 10) 0.945 1.028

The results of the real data analysis using the BAR and MIC methods are summarized in
Table 6. We observe that the BAR method identifies fewer relevant variables that contribute
to the risks of death during ICU admission and repeated ICU admissions respectively, than
the MIC method. Both methods indicate a lower temperature results in higher risks of dying
during ICU stay and repeated ICU admissions. The BAR method indicates higher heart rate
and respiratory rates increases the risk of death. Heart and respiratory rates were shown to
be important variables in previous investigations of the MIMIC-III database (Li et al., 2021).
Gender, age and weight are shown to not have any effect on the risks of death, or repeated ICU
admissions. When the ethnicity of a patient is not known, it results in a higher risk of death
during ICU stay.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

In this article, we have proposed a novel simultaneous variable selection and estimation approach
under the framework of joint frailty models of recurrent and terminal event. Our proposed
approach uses the BAR penalty, which approximates the Lo-norm by an iterative reweighted
squared Lo-penalized regression. To implement the BAR penalty under our model framework,
we approximate the log-likelihood function using the least-squares function in order to get closed-
form estimate updates of our regression parameters. Additionally, we use the Gauss-Hermite
quadrature to tackle the computational complexity, as the integrals contained within the log-
likelihood function, gradient vector, and Hessian matrix have no closed form solutions. In
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our simulation studies, we have observed that our proposed method outperformed the MIC.
Additionally, the MIC penalty is very sensitive to the input of initial values, which was not
discussed in Han et al. (2020). However, the performance of the BAR penalty is not affected
by the choice of the initial values. We have proved that the oracle properties hold for the BAR
estimator under certain regularity conditions. We also applied our proposed approach to the
MIMIC-III database, where the number of relevant variables by our proposed method is fewer
than the MIC method.

There are a few research directions left for future work. For example, in our simulation studies
and the real data application, we only considered the case of diverging number of covariates, i.e.,
Pn — 00, but p, < n. For the high-dimensional or ultra high-dimensional cases, i.e., p, > n or
Pn > n, a screening method such as the Sure Independence Screening (Fan and Lv, 2008) could
be used first to reduce the dimension to p, < n. Then, our proposed method can be applied on
the screened dataset.
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Appendix I: Derivation of the Gradient Vector and Hessian Ma-

trix

The fully-parametric marginal likelihood function is

£u07) =11 | an0ihug(ilus) fotu) du =TT [ mnis ) du,
i=1 - i=1 —0o0
where 6* = (BIT,BQT,hT,rT,’y, $)". Here, the terms in the integrand in (5.1) are

1 (Yilus) = [ho(Y;) exp(B3 Zis + 7”2‘)]& exp { = Ho(Y;) exp(By Ziz2 + yus) }
= [hi(¥ilu)]"™ - exp { — Hi(¥ilui)},

and

B (Vi) = { T 7o(T) exp(B Zi s + }exp{ Ro(¥;) exp(B] Ziy + ui)}

k=1

_ { ]ﬁa(mmi)} exp { — Ri(Y;|u;)}.

(5.1)

If n; = 0, then [, 7(Tix|u;) = 1. For frailty models in general, we assume a non-negative

probability density for exp(u;). The log-likelihood of (5.1) is
(n(B, ®) = log Ln(B, ¢)
- Zlog [ B R ) o) du

1=1

The gradient vector can be decomposed into two parts

j 0, (B, @) iV (B|p)
4y, _ I\ Y) _(* 7
=0 <f53’<ﬁ|¢>
where
aén s n o1 an ’
i (Bl¢) = % -y OngM)
i=1
Z 0log Lri(B,¢) OLni(B,9)
=1 8£n2(:3 ¢) 851 ’
and

(5 9) _ 5~ 0low Li(B,9)
8B2 i—1 a182

Z dlog Lni(8, d) 3Em(57¢)
~ OL.(Bl9) o8,

2 (Bl¢) =
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To evaluate (5.2) and (5.3), we would need to use the Leibniz Integral rule.

Definition: Leibniz integral rule. For any given bivariate function f(z,t) and domain €,
where [, f(x,t) dz < oo, we can take the derivative of [, f(x,t) dz w.r.t ¢ inside the integral

0 0
E/Qf(a;,t) dx:/ﬂaf(a:,t) dz

The derivatives dg1 (Yi|u;)/0B and 9g2(Yi|u;)/0B, are

992 (Yi|u;) R
g2a(ﬂ1| = 21<nz{H7’z zk’uz} z'(Yz'\Ui)eXP[—Rz'(WUz‘)]> (5.4)

sign, such that

and B
991 (Yi|u;)

9B,
respectively. Using Leibniz integral rule and the results of (5.4) and (5.5), the expressions of

OLni(B,0)/08, and OL,:(8, $)/08, are

OLwi(B,®) ., ™
861 — Zz,l /_Oo

= Zip (6 [ (Vilus)] " = Hi(Yilus) exp [ = Hi(Yilu)] ). (5.5)

91 (Yi|ui) G2 (i) [ni — Ri(Yilug)] (i) dus

and _
8182 B ZZ72 /—oo

respectively. Therefore, the expressions of tfﬁ})(ﬁ |¢) and zfﬁ?) (B|@) are

s J1 Y|uz)92(Y|uz)[ i — Ri(Yi|ui)] fo(ui) du

g1(Yi|ui)ga (Yi|u;) [5 - (Y|ul)]f¢(u2) dus,

(D (Blg) = Zzn

and

o J1 Y\Uz)92(Y\Uz)[ i — Hi(Yilu)] fo(us) du
Zz

respectively. After derlvmg an expression for the gradient vector, we subsequently need to find

)

an expression of the Hessian matrix. For simplicity, we define

G(¥:) = / " G (Vi )G (Vi) [ — B (Viluo)) fo(uss) s

—00
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=/ mo(u;;Y;) du;

— 00
and
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We can define the Hessian matrix as
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We can express the diagonal sub-matrices of (5.6) as:
Pla(B.9) _ 0 (aenw, ¢>>
08,081 9B] \ 9B
T Lai(B,¢) — g2 G (Vi)

—ZZ“ 081

M(8|¢) =

(2) — =
9. 4(Y aﬁnz(ﬂ d’) ~
- Z Zio %'BT M(ﬁ - g4(Yi).

It is clear to see that the expressions of L,i(3,¢)/08] and 8L,i(3, )08, are
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and -
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respectively. Using the Leibniz integral rule, the expressions of 9g3(Y;)/98{ and 9g4(Y;)/88
are
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respectively. The final expressions of the diagonal sub-matrices of (5.6) are
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After finding the diagonal sub—matrlces of the Hessian matrix, we need to find the off-diagonal
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sub-matrices. They are

.. 0°4, (3, ¢ 0 00, (8, ¢
12(8)¢) = aﬂl(%;) =~ 58] ( a(ﬂl )>
093(Y;) & ) acm(ﬁ ?)  ~ .
_ZZ” %) .,/;m(ﬂiqb) say 93(Ya)
[Lni(8, )]

27



and
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08,081 98] \ 0By

894(Y an(ﬁ ¢) aﬁnz ﬁ ¢) §4(Y;)
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respectively. Using the Leibniz integral rule, it is clear to see that
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Equations (5.7) and (5.8) would be equivalent and thus the off-diagonal sub-matrices if the same
vector of covariates are used in the recurrent events and terminal event sub-model. Thus, the
final expressions of the off-diagonal sub-matrices are

I me(ui; Yi) dui - Li(B, @) — G3(Y:)ga(Y5)

§12) ~ 7, ZT
(Bl9) = Zia Lni(B, )2

and

gz Lm0 . £u(B. ) = B0,

This completes the derivations of the gradient vector and Hessian matrix.

13V (Blg) =

Appendix II: Derivation of the Gauss-Hermite Quadrature

The numerical integration method we choose to use is the Gauss-Hermite quadrature (Liu and Pierce,
1994). Given an arbitrary function g(u;), where g(u;) > 0, the Gauss-Hermite quadrature ap-
proximate f g(u;) du; by the following

| ot duim VEE Y wyexp(ad gl + Va5, (5.9)
. 2

where w; and z; are the weights and the abscissas, respectively. Tables of (x;,w;) for m =
., 20 are given by Abramowitz and Stegun (1972, p.924). In (5.9), i is defined as the mode

of g(-), and & = 1/k, where
2

~ 0
k= e log g(t;)|u;=p
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To apply the Gauss-Hermite quadrature in our context, we let g(u;)

respectively, where
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Define w;;, j = 1,...,6, as the mode of m;(w;;Y;), j = 1,...,6, respectively. Then, let Ej =
—08?/0u? log m, (uZ,Y) j=1,...,6, respectively, where
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Finally, we are able to obtain 7;; = 1/%15, j = 1,...,6, respectively. This completes the
derivations of the Gauss-Hermite quadrature.
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Appendix III: Additional Simulation Studies and Results

Additional simulation results from Scenario 2

Table 7: Summary of the variable selection and estimation results in Scenario 2 when the
censoring rate is 40%. TP: average number of true positives; FP: average number of false
positives; SM: similarity measure; TM: frequency of true model selected; MSE: mean squared

error.
Method | MSE(SD) TP FP SM ™
n =100, p, =12 %2, ¢, =4
BAR (¥) 1.261(1.131) 3.30 0.52 0.85 28%
BAR (*¥) 1.269(1.344) 3.27 0.50 0.84 28%
BAR (***) 1.253(1.233) 3.26 0.48 0.85 28%
BAR (¥¥**) 1.309(1.334) 3.21 0.53 0.83 23%
MIC (%) 0.719(0.754) 3.76 0.18 0.95 65%
MIC (**) 0.767(0.765) 3.76 0.37 0.93 56%
MIC (**%*) 0.890(0.926) 3.67 0.55 0.90 46%
MIC (¥#*¥) 1.255(1.234) 3.43 1.16 0.82 25%
Oracle 0.531(0.634) 4 0 1 100%
n =300, p, =15%x2, ¢, =4
BAR (*) 0.312(0.365) 3.94 0.19 0.97 80%
BAR (*¥) 0.328(0.486) 3.93 0.19 0.97 80%
BAR (¥**) 0.336(0.383) 3.93 0.17 0.97 81%
BAR, (**%) 0.307(0.343) 3.93 0.18 0.97 80%
MIC (%) 0.172(0.152) 4 0.23 0.98 81%
MIC (¥¥) 0.197(0.163) 3.98 0.46 0.95 66%
MIC (¥**) 0.242(0.263) 3.96 0.61 0.94 60%
MIC (****) 0.303(0.343) 3.88 0.78 0.91 48%
Oracle 0.134(0.111) 4 0 1 100%
n=2>500, p, =17%x2, ¢, =4
BAR (¥) 0.192(0.201) 3.99 0.17 0.98 83%
BAR (**) 0.202(0.229) 3.99 0.18 0.98 83%
BAR (***) 0.219(0.257) 3.99 0.20 0.98 82%
BAR (****) 0.213(0.247) 3.99 0.24 0.97 8%
MIC (¥) 0.126(0.090) 4 0.26 0.97 78%
MIC (¥¥) 0.126(0.107) 4 0.37 0.96 72%
MIC (*¥*%) 0.176(0.182) 3.95 0.78 0.92 54%
MIC (¥¥%¥) 0.182(0.162) 3.93 0.76 0.92 48%
Oracle 0.107(0.081) 4 0 1 100%
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Table 8: Summary of the estimation results of v and ¢ in Scenario 2 when the censoring rate
is 40%. Awve(): the sample mean of the 200 parameter estimates; SD(): the sample standard
deviation of the 200 parameter estimates. The true values are v =1 and ¢ = 1.

Method | Ave(d) Ave(d) SD(A) SD(¢)
n =100, p, =12%x 2, ¢, =4
BAR (%) 1.131 1.428 0.378 0.543
BAR (**) 1.115 1.428 0.387 0.555
BAR (***) 1.080 1.437 0.367 0.572
BAR (***%) 1.065 1.423 0.354 0.532
MIC (*) 1.129 1.383 0.388 0.494
MIC (**) 1.081 1.376 0.377 0.500
MIC (***) 1.042 1.386 0.397 0.513
MIC (*#+%) 1.025 1.338 0.428 0.511
Oracle 1.109 1.359 0.366 0.435
n =300, p, =15 %2, ¢, =14
BAR (%) 0.945 1.446 0.163 0.266
BAR (**) 0.923 1.441 0.166 0.271
BAR (***) 0.891 1.442 0.161 0.286
BAR (**%) 0.910 1.439 0.153 0.267
MIC (*) 0.954 1.390 0.172 0.214
MIC (**) 0.904 1.382 0.169 0.224
MIC (***) 0.838 1.384 0.180 0.236
MIC (****) 0.896 1.359 0.162 0.215
Oracle 0.94 1.381 0.164 0.221
n =>500, p, =17 %2, ¢, =4
BAR (*) 0.945 1.423 0.136 0.201
BAR (**) 0.920 1.418 0.126 0.206
BAR (***) 0.888 1.413 0.120 0.209
BAR (***%) 0.923 1.421 0.127 0.207
MIC (*) 0.953 1.382 0.124 0.176
MIC (**) 0.895 1.372 0.122 0.179
MIC (***) 0.828 1.374 0.132 0.181
MIC (****) 0.907 1.357 0.120 0.179
Oracle 0.947 1.376 0.123 0.17

5.1 Scenario 3: Grouped variables

In situations where there exist groups of highly correlated covariates, it is desirable that all
important covariates in a group are simultaneously selected. For Scenario 2, we only consider
continuous covariates, and we generate the covariates Z using the same way as described in
Scenario 1. We set n = 500, and d; = do = 10,. Here, the covariates are placed into four groups
as (Z1,23),(Z3,24,25),(Z¢,Z7,2Z3),(Zg, Z1p). We only consider the first group and last group
to have non-zero effects, meaning the true values of 8, and 3, are

Boy = (0.8,0.8,0,...,0,—0.8,0.8)",
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Bos = (0.95,0.95,0,...,0,—0.75,—0.75) .

We generate all four groups from the multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and Cov(Z;,Z;) =
pli=il where i,j € (1,2) or (3,4,5) or (6,7,8) or (9,10), and p = 0.75,0.8, or 0.85, for i # j. In
addition to TP and FP, we also calculate the following statistic G, which has the equation

G =0.1 x G171 +0.15 x G719 +0.15 x G153+ 0.1 x G4
4+ 0.1 X Ga1 +0.15 X Gag + 0.15 X Gag + 0.1 x Gy,

which measures the grouping effect. In the above equation, G and G4 represent the percent-
ages of the first and last groups for the estimated regression coefficients being both non-zero,
respectively, for k£ = 1,2. Additionally, Gro and Gj3 represent the percentages of the second and
third groups for the estimated regression coefficients being all zeros, respectively, for k = 1, 2.
The coefficients of Gy;, k = 1,2, j = 1,2,3,4, represent the percentage weights of the groups.
We use the same initial values, as described in (3.3), (3.4), and (3.5) in Section 3.1. We use 200
replications for each value of p.

Table 9: Summary of variable selection and estimation results in Scenario 3. TP: average number
of true positives; FP: average number of false positives; G: grouping effect; MSE: mean squared
€rror.

Method | MSE(SD) TP FP G

p=0.75 ¢, =8
BAR (*) 0.518(0.298) 8 0.01 0.999
BAR (**) 0.592(0.314) 7.99 0.015 0.997
BAR (***) 0.482(0.296) 8 0.005 0.999
MIC (*) 0.643(0.549) 7.95 0.515 0.959
MIC (**) 0.561(0.448) 7.94 0.230 0.975
MIC (***) 0.578(0.466) 7.915 0.49 0.948
Oracle 0.477(0.286) 8 0 1

p =080, g, =8
BAR (*) 0.616(0.431) 7.98 0.005 0.997
BAR (**) 0.596(0.392) 7.98 0.01 0.997
BAR (***) 0.584(0.582) 7.965 0.015 0.994
MIC (*) 0.863(0.734) 7.82 0.93 0.924
MIC (**) 0.790(0.645) 7.845 0.935 0.924
MIC (***) 0.777(0.682) 7.835 0.985 0.912
Oracle 0.495(0.276) 8 0 1

p =085, g, =8
BAR (*) 0.908(0.834) 7.88 0 0.988
BAR (**) 0.919(0.906) 7.81 0 0.985
BAR (***) 0.900(0.900) 7.78 0 0.984
MIC (*) 1.143(0.908) 7.80 2.145 0.854
MIC (**) 0.930(0.778) 7.845 1.60 0.890
MIC (***) 0.970(0.848) 7.76 1.62 0.872
Oracle 0.554(0.314) 8 0 1
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From the simulation results of Scenario 2 summarized in Table 9, we observe that the overall
misclassification rate of the BAR method is lower than the MIC method, where the average
number of FP is higher for the MIC method. Additionally, the G statistic is higher for the
BAR method than the MIC method for p = 0.75,0.8,0.85, implying a higher frequency in the
number of groups of correlated variables that are wholly selected by the BAR method. One can
notice the overall selection and estimation error increases for both methods, as the within-group
correlation p increases. We also report the estimation results of v and ¢ in Table 10 in the
Appendix.

Table 10: Summary of the biases and the sample standard deviation of the estimates of v and
¢ in Scenario 3.

Method | [Bias(y)| |Bias ()] SD(%) SD(¢)
p=0.75
BAR(*) 0.1111 0.4404 0.0960 0.1745
BAR(**) 0.1243 0.4417 0.0957 0.1961
BAR (¥*¥) 0.1509 0.4256 0.0990 0.1872
MIC(*) 0.1006 0.4163 0.1030 0.1669
MIC (**) 0.1247 0.4121 0.1003 0.1780
MIC (*4+%) 0.1721 0.4110 0.1104 0.1857
Oracle 0.1088 0.4142 0.0995 0.1737
p=0.80
BAR(*) 0.1220 0.4442 0.0894 0.1685
BAR(**) 0.1359 0.4380 0.0878 0.1712
BAR (¥*¥) 0.1598 0.4256 0.0896 0.1828
MIC (*) 0.1116 0.4125 0.0974 0.1600
MIC (**) 0.1420 0.4129 0.0928 0.1656
MIC (*4+%) 0.1924 0.417 0.1030 0.1756
Oracle 0.1163 0.4197 0.0917 0.1606
p=0.85
BAR(*) 0.1203 0.4524 0.104 0.1825
BAR(**) 0.1397 0.4389 0.120 0.2122
BAR (¥**) 0.1740 0.4189 0.1468 0.2612
MIC (*) 0.1207 0.3743 0.1156 0.1816
MIC (**) 0.1483 0.3931 0.1025 0.1733
MIC (*4+%) 0.1945 0.3850 0.1329 0.2169
Oracle 0.1176 0.4221 0.1039 0.1751

Appendix IV: Proof of Oracle Properties of the BAR Estimator

Let £, (3, @) = log L,,(8, ¢) be the log-likelihood function defined in (2.6), and let (3, @) be the
un-penalized estimates of (3, ¢).

We consider the total number of non-zero components and zero components in 8 to be p,,
and p,, is diverging, i.e., p, — oo and ¢, — oo when n — oco. However, p, and ¢, need to
satisfy condition C6.
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Let B8 = (B}, B4,) ", where
1831 = (531,17 o 7531,(],1)—'—

is the g¢,-dimensional vector that consists of the non-zero regression coefficients for the joint
frailty model of the recurrent and terminal events. And,

T
1832 = (/832,[]n+17 cee 7ﬁs2,pn)

is the (p,, — ¢n)-dimensional vector that consists of the zero regression coefficients for the model.
To implement our novel simultaneous variable selection and estimation method, we consider the
following penalized likelihood

Cop(BIB) = —20,(8) + M ZZ ﬁ
=i (Gin)” (5.10)

= —20,(8) + M\ Y

To establish the oracle properties, we show that minimizing (5.10) is asymptotically equivalent
to minimizing the following penalized least-squares function

LIx(8) = X8I+ A S
> "2 G

by using Cholesky decomposition. Since (B, (75) = arg maxg 4y {n(3, @), then

B = arg max £,,(3, ) = arg max £,,(8|e),
B B

where £,(8]$) = log Ln(B, ) and £,(8|$) = £u (B, ¢). -
Let £a(Bl) = 9,(8,¢)/08 and 0,(B|¢) = 0°(,(8,¢)/0BB". Then, (B,) satisfies
(,(B|$) = 0. By the first-order Taylor expansion of ¢,(3|¢) around B, we have

= (2(B|9) ~ [.(B$) + ((B16)(B - B),

which yields
B—B=—[l(B]#)] n(B]®).
On the other hand, by the second-order Taylor expansion of En(,a@) around 3 yields

T n(ﬁlqﬁ)

6a(Blo) = €,(B1®) + (B — B) 1a(Blo) + (B - B) —=(B - B).

Thus we have
(p(B8) = 1a(Bld) = Ln(BID) + [0 (B1)) [£(81¢)] ' £ (8)
— S (BIBT (B nBIBN i (B18)] (816

Hence,

[6,(818)] " [£,(81#)] (Bl ) + ca,

NI)—t

6(8) =
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where ¢y = KH(B](E) is a constant independent of 3. Hence, maximizing ¢,(3) is equivalent to
minimizing
1. ~ . ~ . ~
~6p(8) = =5 [tn(B19)] " [n(B])] " (n(B]8)-

Next, we show that —(,(8) = 3|[Y(8) — X(8)B||* by the Cholesky decomposition.
Let X(83) be the Cholesky decomposition of —f,(8|¢) as —f,,(8|¢) = X T (8)X(8), and let
Y (8) = [XT(8)] [{n(8|p) — £,,(B|¢)3] be the pseudo-response vector. Then, we have

SIY(B) ~ X(B)BIP = 5 (BB 1E(B15)) " 1n(815).

Unlike Zhao et al. (2019), here we write Y(3) and X(3) to emphasize the dependence of X and
Y on 3. Note that in terms of notation, we consider X(3) = X(8|¢), and Y(8) = Y(3|¢).
To prove Theorem 1, first we introduce the following notations. Define

(jfgg’;) = 9(8) = {2,(8) + \D(B8)} " 'va(B) (5.11)

and partition the matrix {n=1€Q,(8)}~! into

1 1 _ [ A(B) B(B)

where A(83),B(3) and G(3) are ¢, X ¢n,qn X (Pn — qn) and (pp, — qn) X (P — @n) matrices,
respectively. Here, we use Q,(3) and v, (3) instead of ©,, and v,,, respectively, to emphasize
the dependence of €, and v, on B. This is important in the subsequent proofs, especially in
Lemma 2.

Multiplying Q. 1(8)(2,(8) + A\,D(8)) and substituting By, = (B, B8402) " on both sides
of

o*(B) = Bsor | | An [ A(B)D1(Bs1)e*(B) + B(B)D2(Bs5)7"(B)
7 (8) B'(B8)D1(By)e"(B) + G(B)D2(B:)v*(8)

- ) =b(B) ~ By, (5.12)
where b(8) = 2, (B)v.(8), D1(By1) = diag(87%, . B%,,) and Da(By) = diag(B5 1. B, )
The following three Lemmas (Lemmas 1 - 3) are needed to prove Theorem 1.

Lemma 1: Let 0 be a large positive constant. Define Hp1 = {Bs1 : ||Bs1 — Bsorll < 0v/pn/n}
and Hpo = {Bs : ||Bs2 — Bso2l| < 0/pn/n}, Hy = Hp1 @ Hpa. Then, under conditions C1 -
C9, with probability tending to one, we have

(i) supgen, |1b(8) — Bsoll = Op(v/pu/n),

T @Il 1
(ii) SUPBeH, 18.,]] < for some constant ¢y > 1,

(iii) g(-) is mapping from H,, to itself.

Proof of Lemma 1.
We want to show

(i) sup |[b(B) — Buoll = Op(v/Du /).

BEH,
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Let (E}, a) be the values that satisfy en(B\EzB) = 0. Since 2,,(8) = —gn(ﬂl(z), vn(B) = Kn(ﬁ\g)) -
(n(8]$)B, we have

b(B) = 2, (B)va(B)
= [~0.(819)] " [n(Bl®) — £.(8¢)B]
= B — [6n(BI®)] " (Bl 9)].
Using first-order Taylor expansion of Kn(ﬁ ]a) at B3, we obtain
(n(BI®) = (n(Bl$) + 1u(B716)(B — B)
= 0+0,(8'19)(8 - B),
where B* is between E and 3. Then,
b(B) = B — [0a(BI)] ' [£.(B"|$))(B - B)

~k

=B [2(8)] 71 [Q2.(8))](8 - B).

Since |18 — Byoll = Op(v/Pu/n) = 0p(1), if B € Hy, then supgey, 18 — Byoll < V25y/pu/n =
Op(1), and ||,8* — Byol| = 0p(1). By Condition C4, we have

nT1,(8) = L(By) + 0p(1) and n'2,(87) = 1(Byg) + 0p(1)

uniformly for 3 € H,,. Therefore,

~ %

[n_lﬂn(ﬁ)]_l = I(ﬁso)_l + Op(l) and [n_lﬂn(ﬁ)]_l[n_lﬂn(ﬂ )] = L, + Op(l)v

and
b(B) = B — (I, +0,(1))(B — B)
=B—(B-B)+0,(1)(B—B)
= IB + Op(l)(:@ - B)v
b(B) — By =B — By +0p(1)(B — By — (B - By))

=B — By +0p(1)(B — Byo) + 0p(1)(B — Byo),

therefore
1b(8) — Byoll < 118 = Byoll + 0p(VIB = Byoll + 0p(IIB — Byol-

Thus,

sup [[b(8) — Bl < 118 — Buoll +0p(1);€u§ 18 = Beoll + 0p(1)]18 = Bagll

BeHR
< Op(v/Pn/n) + 0p(1)(V20/pn/n) + 0,(1)Op(v/Pn/m)
= Op(v/Pn/n) + 0p(1)(V25V/py /1) + 0p(v/Pn /1)
= OP( pn/n)v
and Lemma 1 (i) is proven. Since we have proved (i), supgep,, HB(B) — Byol| = Op(v/pn/n), it
follows from (5.12) that

7' (B) + 2B (B)D(B0)a (8) + 2 G(BIDBI ()| = Oyl

sup
BEH,
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In sequel, for a matrix A, ||A|| represents the induced 2-norm. Then, using the properties of
the matrix 2-norm, we have

BB < [(n'2u(B) 7| = Amax{(n ™' 2u(B) ™'} = Panin(n ™' 2 (8)) ™

< (1/¢)7! = ¢, where ¢ is given in condition C5.

i.e., supgep, [|B(B)| < c. Similarly, we have supgep, HBT(,B)H < ¢. Thus,

ﬁBWﬂ)Dwsl)a*(ﬂ)H < (Z2)oim = ool 53

sup
BEH,

[(£2( n(B))”
:[( n(ﬁ)+)‘nD (ﬁ)) !

by condition C5, there exists a constant M > 0, such that

sup H(Q"( )+ AnDi( H
ﬁEHn

Then, we have
l9(8)11 < [|(2a(8) + ADa(8) ' 2(8)] - B3| < M [B(B) .

On the other hand, ||g(8)||” = [|la*(B)]* + |v*(8)|]*, and

1] <[5 ] < (V7)o
:OP(Qn)-
Jup Hb H— (v/an)- (5.14)

BeH,

By Lemma 1(i) and condition C7, we also have

le*(8)] < l9(B)]| < M|[b(B)]|-

Then

sup la(B)] < M sup Hb )| = ontvam. (5.15)

Now, we consider ||D1(3,;)||. Since

ID1(B,1)]| = A D1 (B,1)} = max { ! }: !

1si<an  Psy mini<j<q,{1/6% ;}’
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when ﬁ € Hn7 we have ”/6 - BSOH < \/55 V pn/na then ”le,j - ﬁsO,jH = \55173'—&0,]'\ < 5\/ pn/na

ie.,
|530,j|_5\/ <|5slj|<|530j|+5\/ 1<]<Qn

By Condition C7, when n is sufficiently large, we have

a . /
70 < 1Bs1,5] < 2a1, since 0 % — 0, as n — oo.

Then,
ag
(3)° < min {55} < max {5} < (200)%,
1 1 4
DBl = = < = —.
DBl mini<j<q, {82 ;} = (a0/2)*  aj

This implies

sup [D1(Ba)] < 4/a2. (5.16)
BeH,
Therefore, by (5.14), (5.15), and (5.16), we have
An . An ¥
sup | 2BT(8)D.(8.1)a (ﬂ)H <X qup IBT(B)]1- sup [D1(Bu)l- sup [a*(B)]
ﬁeH’!L n n ﬁEHn /BEHn ﬁeHn
<2 e 5o

0\/_

Since Condition C6 states that \,/v/n — 0 as n — o0,

ﬁBWﬁ)Dl(ﬂsl)a*(ﬁ)H = o(1) - Op(v/0n]) = 0p(x/Tn) = 0p(\/Pu).

n

sup
BEH,

The proof of (5.13) is completed. Next, we prove (5.17)

2 2patr )] - 1Bl < oV 5.17

From (5.12), we obtain

¥(B) + 2 (BT (BID1(B.)a(B) + GODBN DY < [B8) - B
it implies

A:G(ﬂ)Dﬁﬁsz)’Y*(ﬁ)H @)l - 2B

(B)D1(B,1)e" (B

IA
=
)
@
2

Now consider

%G*(ﬁ)(}(mm(ﬁsz)v*(ﬁ)

D17 (8)|

<lla! B)D2(ﬂsz)7*(B)H |
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it yields

2 GODB ()] = 111G B | 2Da(B.07 (8|
Since
HG_l(ﬁ)H = Anax{G 1 (8)} = m
1
= fper, M (G(B))
<1/(1/c) =c,

then 1/[|G™H(B)]| < 1/c and infgep, {1/||GTH(B)II} = 1/c, and

ﬁg(g)Dz(Bsz)V*(ﬂ)H = %

n

DBy (8)| (5.19)

Then (5.18), (5.19), and (5.13) and Lemma 1 (%) imply (5.17).

Here we explain why infge g, {Amin{G(8)}} > 1/c.

Since Amin{G(8)} > Anin{(n ' 2,(8)) "1}
= /\max{n_lﬂn(ﬁ)}
> )\mln{n_lﬂ (IB)}

> Blnf Dmin{n1Q,(8)}}, by condition C5.
€H,

Let % = (7* (B)/IBS2,Q7L+17 cee 77*(ﬁ)/582,pn)—r7 then mg:;ﬁ) = diag(652)D2(IBS2)7* (ﬁ)7 then

My (8)
s2

\ < |ding(B,0)] - [D2(Bu)y* (8)]

[ diag(B.2)[I” - [ID2(B.2)v* (8)|

B W ID>(B.2)7"(8)] (5.20)

< [1Bsall - D2(Bs2)y* (B
< 6y pn/n [ID2(Bs2)y" (B -

Write v*(8) = diag(8,2) —3 "(B) . Then

mMy«(B)

s2

I @)l < |diag(B)l H () mae()

632

‘ < 18l

|<5\/;T/n

| (5.21)
(5.19) and (5.20) imply

GG ()| > 2 DB ()]

=5 ()75
_Tl 5\/p_n 82
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By (5.18), (5.21), (5.22), and Lemma 1(i), we can conclude that

it (22 ] - <o (o)

Therefore,

= (5) - [ <o

and since A\, /(pp6%) — 0,

VO 1
O s )=o)
'882 cK2p,d62 1
It implies
My
sup ﬂ“ = op(1). (5.22)
BEH, 1882

It follows from (5.21) and (5.22) that

7" (B < 1Bl

‘ ;(ﬁ H < 67/Pufn - 0p(1). (5.23)

s2

Hence,

sup {H’Y (ﬁ)”} < sup m’V*(/@)H :Op(l),
ped, | [1Bsl ged, || Bso

which implies that Lemma 1(ii) holds. To prove Lemma 1(iii), from (5.21) and (5.22), we
have already shown that with probability tending to 1,

17 (B)Il < 0p(1)3v/pn/n < 63/ pu/n.

Therefore, we are left to show that

la*(B) = Bsorll < dv/pn/n

with probability tending to 1. Similar to the proof of (5.13), we have

sup
BEH,

2 ABID1B)a ()| = 03/ 1) = 045/

Subsequently, from (5.12), we have

@ (B) = Ban + BBy (B) = 0 (V7). (5.21)

sup
BeH,

According to (5.17) and (5.23), we have

%Dz(,@sz)’Y*(ﬁ)H < v B+ op (‘Wm)

< oy (5V/puf) + 0 (57
=0 <5\/IT/71) :
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Then H)‘—;Dg(ﬁsz)'y*(,@)u <c-op (6\/pn/n> = 0p ((ﬂ/pn/n), and therefore,

sup
BeH,

2B(8)D(Bar* ()] < IBE) |2 Da(Ba)r(5)]

<c-op <5\/IT/”>
= Op (5\/17/") .

Note: here in (5.25), we have improved the result in Zhao et al. (2019) as they have reached

O, ((5\/]771/71) only, and we have obtained o, <5s/pn/n>.
Thus, (5.24) and (5.25) yields

sup | (8) = Buon | < 0p (6v/pa/n) (5.25)

BeHn

The inequality of (5.25) implies that, with probability tending to 1, V3 € H,,, we have

la®(B) = Bsorll < v/ pn/n,

for large n, and hence, Lemma 1 (%ii) holds.

Note: Let B85, = a and B, = 0 in Q,(8) and v,(3), Then, we define 2,(a) = Q,(8).
Similarly, v, (a) = v,,(3). The same applies to 91(11)(0[) and vgl)(a).

Lemma 2: A matriz calculus identity: Assume a vector a« € R, q, > 1, f is a function
mapping from R to RI defined by f(a) = (fi(a),..., fo, ()T, and f is differentiable. Also,
w(a) is a g, X qn, matriz, mapping from R to R*% and differentiable. Then

T T
Ta) ... 0 8w105a)
Ofw(e)f(@)] _ 2@ ! F) o ( G )
aaT aaT . . . . - )
0 ... M« ey

where the two matrices in the last term of the above equation are block matrices, ij(a) 1s the
jth row of W(ax) and aw;(a)/ﬁa is a qn X qn matriz, 1 < j < gy,

Lemma 3: Under the conditions C1-C9, with probability tending to one, the equation o =
(Qg)(a) + /\nDl(a))_lvs)(a) has a unique fized-point &* in the domain Hy,.

Our Lemma 3 is different from that in Zhao et al. (2019). Our proofs can be different in three

separate ways:

1. In Zhao et al. (2019), Qg) and vg) are treated as constants while here, we have Qg) =
Qg)(a) and v = v,(ql)(a).

2. The domain H,, is defined to have a different form from [1/K, Ky]?".
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3. The proofs in the following are different due to the dependence of Qg)(a) and vi (o) on

«.

Proof of Lemma 3.
Define

fla) = (file)...., fo, (@) = (2 (@) + XDi(a)) v (), (5.26)

where a = (a1, ...,q,,)". By multiplying (Qg)(a))_l(ﬂg)(a) + A\,Di(@)) and subtracting
B401 on both sides of (5.26), we have

(@) = Byor + M(Q (@) 'Di(@) f(@) = (P (a)"'VE) = Byor.- (5.27)

Since Q,(a) = X' (a)X(a), va(a) = X (a)Y(a) by Cholesky decomposition. Let X(a) =
(Xi(a), Xz(a@)), Xi() is a p,, X ¢, matrix and Xo(ev) is a p, X (pp, — ¢n) matrix. Then

and
Ta
() = X (@)X(a) = @TEQD (Xi(e) Xs(e))
(X @Xi(@) X](@)Xs(a)
XJ (@)Xa(a) X] (0)Xo(e)
1

_ X| (a)Y(e)
va(e) = XT(@)Y(a) = (Xi(a)Y(a))
Thus, in (5.27), we have
(@ (@) Vi (@) = B = (X[ (@)Xi(a) "X (@)Y (@) ~ B
= (X] (a)X1(e) ' X[ (@) Y (a)
~(X] (a)X1(e) X (@) X1 (a)B01
= (X] (a)X1(e)) ' X[ (@)[Y(a) — Xi(e)Byn]-  (5.28)

Since B4p, = 0,

and
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Then, from (5.28), we have

From (5.29), we obtain

(5.29)

@D @)V (@) = Ban | = | (XT (@)Xt 7| [ X (@)X (@)]| - [Ble) = B - (5.30)

T (87 «
Since X ()X (a) = (X] (a), X ()T X(a) = @;TEG;EEQD then

X7 (@)X(e)|| < |[XT(@X(@)| = [2u(@)].

Noticing Q,(ql)(a) = X{ (a)X;(ax), from (5.30), we have

sup (€2 (@) " vi(@) = B |
acHy
X{ (@)Xi(@)\ | [ XT(@X(@)] |-
<o || ()| R e -
Q(l)(a) - Q,(a) ~
< sup “ sup || — - sup Hb(a)—ﬁsoH
a€EHp n acH, n OLEHnl

_ 3 1N )
= sup )\max { <Qn (a)> } - sup |:)\max { Qn(a) }:| - sup
a€EHp n acHp1 n acHn1

o | (B | e () -]

Then, by condition C5, we have

[{A (28] }] R L e P RN

<[H] e s B

& acHp

=% sup HlA)(a) - BSOH .
acHy

By Lemma 1 (i), supgep,, Hg(a) —,BSOH = Op(y/pn/n). Then,

(200 (@) v (@) = Buon || = Op(/pa/ ).

sup ‘
aGHnl
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Therefore, from (5.27),we obtain

sup [ £(e) = Buon + Aa(@D (@) Di(@)f(@)]| = Op(v/pa/n).

aGHnl

Next, we want to show

sup
aEHnl

(9280 (@) ' Di(@)f (@) = 0p(/aa/m).
Then, from (5.31) and (5.32), it follows that

sup |[f(e) = Byor | = Op(v/pn/n) — 0,

aEHn1

(5.31)

(5.32)

which implies with probability tending to 1, that f(a) € Hy,, i.e., f(a) is a mapping from H,,,

to itself.
In order to prove (5.32), first, we rewrite it as

ﬁ(n—ln,&”(a))—lm(a)f(a)H — op(\/auT).

n

sup
acHp1

Since b(a) = X' (a)Y(a), Di(a) = diag(a;?,. .., a7 2),

= X ()X (a)b(e)
As shown before, we have
[b(@)|| = [Ble) ~ Bu + Buo
< [Ble) = Buo| + 18.0l
= Op (m) + Op(qn)
= OP(Qn)7
and
W =[x @x @] |[be]
< [XT @nxcen| o]
]2
<c-n Hg(a) ‘
<c-n-0plqn) by condition C4.
Then,
@l = (2@ + Api@) Vi)

(5.33)



(e gmie) e
1 o) A o
[ o) e
1 oV@) A -
! [Amin ( ) _nDl<a>)] v
< % [)\mm (injz(a)> h ‘ V;&I)(a)H (since =D (av) is positive definite)
< n(ll/c) ‘ 511)(a)H by condition C4 and by (5.33)
< % on- Op(Qn)
=c?-0p(qn). (5.34)

Since v € Hy,,, when n is large enough, |o;| > ag/2, 1 < j < g, by condition C7, then,

D4 (00)] = Auax(Ds(@)) = max (6;%) < (a0/2)* = (5.35)

Thus, by (5.32), (5.33), and (5.34), we have

Y (wtoe)  Di@s@)] <2 (i) | i e
< % <1i/c> (4&52)620p(qn)

= (4°;)0, <A7“nq— %)

n A7’L n
- (403(152) 0p (, / %) (since by condition C6, nq —0)

=0, <\/%> : (5.36)

Thus,
sup || An(20) (@)D () f(a)” - op< q—"> (5.32) holds.
acHy, n

Recall that Q,, () = Q,, , V() = vy, , Qg) o) = Qg) ,
(o) (8) R () (8) B By (o) (8) P

and v\ (a) = vi(8)

. We have proved (5.32), i.e., supgep, |f(a) =Bl =
,381204, ﬁsZzO !

Op (y/qn/n) which implies that with probability tending to one, f(c) is a mapping from H,,
to itself.
Multiplying Qsll)(a) + A»Di () on both sides of (5.26), we obtain

(20() + \uDi(@)) f(a) = vl (@). (5.37)
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Denote the jth row of Qg)(a) by ij(a) and the jth row of Dy (a) by d;»r(a). Then,

m] (o) = (82[2?:1 log fu(vni, (@,01),8)] [ log fn(vm,(aT,oT),qs)])

J da;0ay Y a0y,

where djT(a) = (O,...,O,aj_2,0,...70), j=1,...,q,. We take derivatives on both sides of
(5.37) and have

- [(2P @+ ADi(@) f(@)] = s VD ). (5.38)

Since

va(e) = b (@|§) + () (3)

. ~ Qg) a 95112) o *
= (o) + (agn((a)) £?><(a>)> <°>

: ~ Qg)(a)a
— én (8 + ;
(a|o) <Q,(121)(a)a
then vg)(a) = E%l)(a\a‘)) + Qg)(a)a, and by Lemma 2, we have
dwl (@)
9 (1) aT 0 < c’l?aa)
RGO R (TSI Wl IE T .
a
0 ... af (aw;xa))T
oo
dwl (@) |
a ... 0 ( 50(1 ))
| : . (5.39)
0 ... a) | (ol @\T
(%5
Applying Lemma?2 to the left-hand-side of (5.38) gives
d
7 (1)
o= | (2P (@) + \Di(@)) f(@)]
0
= (W v
(2 @) + \Di(@) 5+ ()
-
owy (a)\ | 0dy (a) (5.40)
) ... o (24l (245=)
+ : + M\ :
0 T owl () " ad] ()
P/ | (25) (25)
Since
0 0 0 0 0
od/) 5
Jor 0 2(.)4] 0 01,
0 0 0 0 0



and

T
() <%> =(0,...,0,—2f;j(a)a;%,0,...,0),

Ja
then
fT(a) 0 (%)T
S : =0.
( 0o ... fT(a)) <awgn<a>>T

Denote f(a) = %fo(?) (which is a g, X ¢, matrix) and

(fle)—a)” 0 T
Io() = ( : : ) <8ﬂga(a)> — P (a)Pa(a).
0 oo (fla)—a)T

Then, (5.41) becomes

(20(0) + \uDi (@) fla) + Anding(—2fa(@)ar®, .., =2y, (@)ag?) + Fa(a)Pu(a) =0,
(Qg)(a) + /\nDl(O‘)) f(a) = 2\, diag(f1(c )al R e ) ) —Fn(a)Pp(a).  (5.41)

Dividing both sides of (5.41) by n, we have

M (o ) a a
(“"—”+%D1<a>> fla) =2 (22 ding(i@)ar®. ... o (aay?) - ()

Then
(M) (o )
sup <Qn (@) + &Dl(a)> fla)
acHy n n
= asel]l'}) [% |diag(f1(cx a)a?, . fa(a a)ay, 3) — Fn(a)Pn(a)M . (5.42)

We first show the right-hand-side of (5.42) is 0p,(1). This is equivalent to showing

aselg) [% Hdiag(fl(a)al_?’, . ,fqn(a)a;f’) — Fn(a)Pn(a)H] = 0p(1), (5.43)
and
sup MH = 0p(1). (5.44)
acHp

To show (5.43), since

Hdiag(fl(a)al_g, o fa (@) ?)|| = max {\fj(a)aj_?’]},



by condition C7, ag < |Bs0,5] < a1, 1 < j < ¢, when o € Hp1, |oj — Bs0,5] < 04y/pn/n. Then,
when n is large enough,

1 1
| > [Bs0,5] — 6/ P/ = |Bso,j| — 5\5500” = §\Bso,j’ > ao/2.

We obtain ]aj_?’] < (ap/2)73. By

sup || (e) = Buorll < 0y (5v/pufn)

CXEHnl

which we showed before, we have

sup [1£(c) = Buanll < 0y (6v/pa/n) = 0p(1).

aEHnl

and therefore we obtain

sup |fj(@)] < |Bsoj| + 0p(1) < a1 + 0p(1).

CXEHnl
Thus
sup |fj(a)a;®| < (a1 4 0p(1))(a0/2) "% = Op(1),
aEHnl
and

max {|f;(@)a;?} = op(1).

1<j<gn
Since A, /n — 0, then

A

n

sup %||diag(f1(a)a;3,...,fqn(a)a;ns)“]g 0,(1) = 0,y(1). (5.45)

acHp1

(5.45) implies that (5.43) holds. Now, we prove (5.44). Since ||Fy,(a)Pp(a)| < [|[Fn(a)] [|Prn(a)]|l,
one can write

I fn(e) = al® ... 0

0 oo fale) = a?

where ||Fp,(@)F,, (@)|| = Amax(Fn(@)F,, (@) = [|fa(a) — al| < [|fa(@) = Borll + [l = Bsou
and

sup |[fu(e) —all < sup [|fu(@) = Byorl| + sup [l = Bsall

acHpy acHpy acHn
= 0, (Vi) + 8 (Vouln)
=0p <\/IT/”) :

Therefore,

sup ([P (@) = 0, (Vou/n). (5.46)

ac€Hp
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On the other hand, we have

P! (a)P,(a I (10w] (@) 10w/ (a) !
apin (1) )

7j=1
1wl (@) [100] (@)
n O« n O«
L& (1oe] @) (1o
_jzz:l mx I\ n da n O« '

Since the trace of a symmetric matrix is equal to the sum of its eigenvalues, we obtain

HPZ (@Pa(e)] 3 race [ <% awgim) <% awgcia))T]

B n 4dn Qdn law]k(a) 2
_, n aah '

and therefore, we obtain

HPZ ()P, (c) H 3

n2 = £
J=1

Noticing that

T(a) — (82 [Z?:l lOg fn('Um'y (O‘T’ OT)v ;b)] 62 [Z:’L:l log fTL(UTLia (aT’ OT)’ &)])

JajOay B JajOay,

by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and condition C9, we have

E 6wjk<a>r _ [1 0P[5 108 fu 0 <aT,oT>,<}5>]r

n ooy n Oaj0ay Oary,
12

n2 Oaj0ay0ay,

1 " 93lo n(Uni, ozT,OT,~
—[Z [10g fn (Vi ( ), $)]

i=1

72

| /\

80@80%80%

23lo nvm,a .07 &
nzzl & f (Vi ( ), )]

| /\

2
- ZMnjkh(Uni)'

i=1
Hence, we have

PILH iiiiMmkh (Uni).

i =1 b=t im0

sup
acHn1

Since condition C9 indicates E(g 4) {M,%jkh(vm)} < My < oo, we have

dn  4n 4n
|: ZZZManh U”Z:| Squfm

j=1k=1h=1
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which implies = 2" 7 S0 M2 (vni) = Op(g). As a result, we deduce that

P, (a)P,
up MH — 0,(d?). (5.47)
CXEHTLI n
Finally, by (5.46) and (5.47), we have
F,(a)P,
acHpy1
=0p <V ani/”)
<O < Pady/ n)
=0y (ann/\/ﬁ)
Consequently, by condition C6, p,g,/+/n — 0, we have
Fp.(a)Py,
s [
acHn n

which means that (5.44) holds. By (5.42), we have

(1)

sup = op(1). (5.48)

aEHn1

Subsequently, we aim to demonstrate that with probability tending to one, we have

2 [fe] —o

Since for any two matrices A and B, by the 2-norm properties, we have
)\min(A) ||B|| < HAB” < )\maX(A) HBH .
Then, according to condition C6, we can conclude that

B )| > ]

By condition C7, when n is large enough, V5 € {1,...,q,},

loj| > |Bso,5] — ey — Bsoj| = 850,51 — ? > 5 >0
Then,
[D1(a) ]| = Amax(D1(ex)) = 12}%71(@;2) < (ao/2)72,
and
o Prteosi@] < S AmastPrten )] < Srao/2 )]
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Therefore, we have

(1)
(1 ) o

v

(@) ()|

()]

2 7@ = S2ta0r2) ]

&~ St ]|

v

By(5.48) and (5.49) we obtain

F — ﬁ(ao/Q)_ﬂ sup Hf(a)H < op(1)

c n aEHnl

and supaepr,, H f (a)H = 0,(1) which implies that f(-) is a contraction mapping from H,; to
itself with probability tending to one. Hence, according to the contraction mapping theorem,
there exists one unique fixed-point &* € H,,, such that

a* = QM@ + aDy (@) v (@a"). (5.49)

Proof of Theorem 1 (i). By definition of B and Bi;n), B = limy o0 B(m), and Bsz = lim;,—— 00 Bi;n)

Since B(m) € H,, by Lemma 1(i),

~(m) «, 5(m=1) A(m 1) ~(0)
Bs2 =7 (1832 ) = ‘ Bs2 H <_> ‘Bs2 ‘
Hence, %)m —» 0, m — oo and lim,, Bg;n) = 0 which implies that Bsz = 0 with

probability tending to one.

Proof of Theorem 1 (ii). In Lemma 3, we have shown that the following equation
a=(QP(a)+ \Di(a) v (a) (5.50)

has a unique fixed-point &* in the domain H,, such that

& = (P (@") +1Di(@")) v (@), (5.51)
where
oW a*)y = o)
D =ave|,
and

ﬁ1:a*7ﬂ2:0

The next part is to show that with probability tending to one, le =a’, ie., P(le =a") =1
or with probability tending to one, 3,; is the unique fixed-point of (5.50).
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First, by (5.12) (shown previously) that is

o*(B) = Bsor | | An [ A(B)D1(Bs1)e*(B) + B(B)D2(Bs2)7"(B)
7 (8) B'(8)D1(Bq)e*(B) + G(8)D2(B,2)7*(8)

= b(B) - B.,.
n (IB) 1830
We obtain

7(8) + 22 (BT (B)D1(B.1)o (8) + G(B)Da(B.2)v" (8)) = (B(8) — B.0)?,

where (B(,@)—B «0)? are the elements corresponding to B,,. We want to show that limg , 07" (8) =
0. By Lemma 1(i),

v B < 11Bsall — O

Therefore, limg_, 0 v*(8) = 0. By multiplying (£2,(8) + A\,D(8)) on both sides of (5.11), one
can get

(2.(8) + AD(B)} (f;*(g;) = 7a(0). (5.52)

which can be rewritten as

2/8) 2?@)), (WDiBy) 0 () _ (v B)
o g 0% g) 0 ADa(Bs2) ) | \v*(8) 72(8))

Consequently,

(2(8) + \D1(B) a*(8) + LD (B)y*(B) = 41 (8).

Then, we have

o' (8) = (2(8) + D1(8)) [+(8) - 22 By (8)]

Since limg_, ,0v*(8) = 0, we have

Jim 2028y ()] =0
Therefore,
fin_a’(8) = (20(8) + AD1(B) A (B) = £(Ba).

Bgo—0

Since J(B) = a*(0) is continuous and thus continuous on the compound set 3 € H,,, hence, as

m — 00, BS;L) — 0. We obtain

a*(ﬁslnaggn)) - f(/le)

Nm = Sup
IBEHnl

‘ 0. (5.53)

Since f(-) is a contract mapping, and supyey,, f (a)H — 0, n — oo, then, with probability

tending to one, we have
1

f(a)” < —, for some ¢; > 1,
1

sup
acHn1
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and we have

|r@) -a - @) < - Bl -a
Note: B = @™, ie., B updates 3. Let Ay, — \ B &
i = B - (3" -a
<|le~® m’) - fBY H + @) - @
S e AiT’,BiZ”) 1@ + 1B - 1@
< A(m s
<M + ahm.

By (5.53), for any € > 0, there exists an N > 0 such that for all m > N, n,, < e. Therefore, for
m > N, or m— N >0, we have

1

hm+1 < _hm + im
cl
11

< —(—hm-1+ Nm—1) +
1 1
1 1
= _th—l + —Nm—1 1 Tm
hq Ui 2 NN NN+1
< — st +
ar c’lﬂ_1 2 N e (N+1)
4o+ Thm—1 + N
1
h1 M 72 NN NN+1 7
=—+ + o+ + o+ +
cin an—l an—2 CT_N ¢ (N+1) c1 T

IN

1 1 1
(h1+m+...+nN)cm_N + < r—cn +...+c—+1> ¢
1 Cq 1

1 N 1—(1/cp)m=N
N 1—(1/c1)
Since 1/¢" N — 0 and 1_(1_/61)7”71\] — € when m — oo, there exists Ny > N such that when

1 1—(1/c1) ot

m > Ny,

=(hi+m+...+1n)

, by sum of the geometric series.

(hi+m+...+1n) <€

m—N
G
and

1— m—N
(1/e1) <2 a €,
1-— (1/01) Cc1 — 1

which implies

2 3c; —1
hm+1<<1—|— a >e: il €

Cl—l Cl—l
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and hp41 — 0 when m — oco. Hence, with probability tending to one, we have h,, =

‘ ~(m) )

N i ~ . ~(m
By —a*|| — 0as m — oo. Since By = limy, 00 By and

|

when m — oo. This implies P(le =a") =1 and the proof of Theorem 1 (ii) is complete.
Proof of Theorem 1 (iii). Based on (5.49),

~

B —a*H < ‘le —Bi@” +‘B§71n) —a’|| —0,

& = () (@) + \Di(a") v (@),
and we have

V(@ — By) = m + 72,

where

T = \/7_1 [(Qg)(&*) + )\n(Dl(a*))_lﬂg)(a*) - IQn] /88017

m =i (0@ + MDi(@) (v @) - (@B

Noticing that for any two conformable invertible matrices ¢ and ¥, we have

(C+E) "t =¢ ¢+ )

Then .

(2@ +ADi@)) (@D E) =1, - M@P@)DIE)  (554)
and

T = v [~ A (@) 7D (6 (@) + AD1 (@) R (@) 8.0
M (Loman) man (Lam e  Anm e Loy A
—- 2 (Lap@)) D@ (LeE)+ D)) L@ )8
By conditions C5 and C6, we have
71l = Op(Anr/Gn/n) — 0. (5.55)

Next, we consider my. It follows from (5.54) and the condition C6, \,/y/n — 0, that

5 = V(@D (@) + ADi (&))" (v,gD(a*) — QS’(&*)Bsm)
=V [(@D (@) - (@D (@) Dy @) (@D @) + ADi (@) |

(viP@) - oM @")8.))
— Vit GO@) " - 20 @) D@ ) (a0 E) + D@ ) |

1 s 1 ok
(2vi@) - 2al@)s ).
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By assumption (C6), A\p,/n = (A\,/v/n)(1/v/n) = o(1)(1/v/n) = o(1//n), we have
2= Vit | (O @)~ 0, (1/v)| (0@ - @80 )

By a first-order Taylor expansion, we have

= 0@ 13) - ia@"]P) (‘f,) |

ﬁslza*vﬁSQZO
Then
vil (@) =iV@"1¢) + ol (@&
= ({0(@"19) + 11 (@"16) (@ — Byor).
where a is between a* and By, ||[&” — B4l = 0p(1), and ||&” — &™|| = 0,(1). By condition
C4, we have
Lamar) - LaW@a) = o, (1)
n n n " p ’
then
ol (@) — ~0(@")8,0r
n n n n S

— L Bnld) — (L@ 1H) @ - p) + (100@) ) @ - Ba)
1
"

_LYimg )+ (Lawa —
= nen (Bso1lP) + nﬂ (a”)

1. _
= #53’(@01@) + 0p(1).

Hence, we have
V(@ — By) = M2 +m
= Vi [ (B0) "~ op(1/v)] [iés)(ﬁsm@) F oD@ = )| 0,1)

Sl >) & — Bor)

=V [A0(8.0) ! = /)] |5 Bl + 0p DV ~ Buan) + 1)

Further, we obtain

VA(E = Ban)(1+ 0p(1)) = [1V(8,0) " = 0p(1)] | 25 Bul)] + 0,

simplifying it, we have
V(G = Ban) = (V(B,0) " |58 (Bun )] + 0y(1)
Let & =IM(8,,), then for any b, being a g,-vector, assume ||b,|| = 1 or b/ b, = 1, we have
VibT BT (@ — B0r) = b] A0 (8,) " [ 0Bl + 0,1
b (B0) | LD (Bl)] + 1)
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Since é;l)(B01|a§) is the partial score about B and can be considered as the semi-parametric
efficient score (see Bickel et al. (1993)), we have

Cou { Bl AV (B,0) " | 518 (B.n[)] b = BLAV(B,0) 108,01 (B.0) b,
=b/b, =1,
and therefore, by Central Limit Theorem (CLT) and Slutsky Theorem, we have
Vb 273 (@~ Bo1) — N(01)
in distribution, and equivalently,
Vb 573 (Byy — Br) — N(0,1)

in distribution.
The proof of Theorem 1 (iii) is complete.
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