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Abstract

We study the multiplicative hazards model with intermittently observed longitudinal
covariates and time-varying coefficients. For such models, the existing ad hoc approach,
such as the last value carried forward, is biased. We propose a kernel weighting approach
to get an unbiased estimation of the non-parametric coefficient function and establish
asymptotic normality for any fixed time point. Furthermore, we construct the simulta-
neous confidence band to examine the overall magnitude of the variation. Simulation
studies support our theoretical predictions and show favorable performance of the pro-

posed method. A data set from Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative study is
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used to illustrate our methodology.
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1 Introduction

In clinical trials and epidemiological studies, it is of interest to explore the relationship between
longitudinally collected covariates and time-to-event outcomes. The celebrated proportional
hazards model postulates a multiplicative relationship between covariates and the hazard

function:

Mt | Z} = Mo(t)exp{B, Z}, (1.1)

where Ao(t) is an unspecified baseline hazard function, Z € RP? is the covariate and 5, € R? is
the unknown regression coefficient (Cox| [1972). In (L.1), it is assumed that the hazard ratio
B is constant. In practice, this assumption can be violated, as demonstrated in Stensrud and
Hernan (2020). To accommodate hazard ratio that varies with respect to time, [Tian et al.
(2005) proposed a model that replaces 3y by [Gy(t) in and developed estimating equations
for statistical inference. In(Tian et al.|(2005)), the covariate Z can be time-dependent, denoted
as Z(t), and it is assumed that the entire trajectory of Z(t) is available. For longitudinally
collected Z(t), only intermittent values are available.

An ad hoc approach to deal with longitudinally collected Z(t) is the last value carried
forward, where the most recently observed longitudinal covariate is imputed as the current
value for each subject. First, this assumes that Z(t) does not change from the time of the
last measurement. Second, the uncertainty inherent in the imputation is not considered, as
the imputed value is treated indiscriminately with observed data. As a result, substantial
bias can arise, which leads to erroneous inferences, as shown in |Andersen and Liestgl (2003);
Molnar et al.| (2009); Cao et al. (2015a)); Cao and Fine| (2021)).

As an alternative, a joint modeling strategy is commonly adopted (Wulfsohn and Tsiatis,
1997). In the joint modeling approach, the longitudinal measurement is assumed to follow a
linear mixed model with normal measurement error (Laird and Ware| [1982)), and the failure

time is modeled through the proportional hazards model. The time-dependent covariate is



taken as the unobserved longitudinal process (Tsiatis and Davidian, [2001). Statistical in-
ference is carried out by likelihood or conditional likelihood. Furthermore, Song and Wang
(2008) and |Andrinopoulou et al. (2018) extended the constant hazard ratio in classic Cox
model to a time-varying one. A recent review of the joint modeling approach can be found in
Rizopoulos (2012). As a likelihood-based method, joint modeling imposes rather strong mod-
eling assumptions, and inferences are quite complicated (Song et al., [2002; |Rizopoulos et al.,
2009). Furthermore, if the model is misspecified, bias occurs, and standard deviations may
not be computable (Cao et al., [2015a; |Arisido et al., |2019). Despite the fact that joint mod-
eling imposes strong modeling assumptions and has complicated computation and inference,
it allows summary trends, such as slope or spread, to enter the survival model as covariates.
Such features make the model more coherent and interpretable.

In this paper, we propose a varying coefficient model for censored outcomes with intermit-

tently observed time-dependent covariates. The hazard function is specified as follows:

Mt | Z(r),r <t} = A(t)e™M 20 (1.2)

where \o(t) is the baseline hazard function, Z(t) is the longitudinally collected time-dependent
covariates and f3y(t) is a non-parametric function describing the multiplicative relationship be-
tween Z(t) and the hazard function. This flexible modeling framework allows the hazard ratio
to change over time, which is more informative and realistic for many practical situations. A
naive approach that imputes Z(t) at failure time by the most recent longitudinal observation
and implements the method in |Tian et al.| (2005) results in biased coefficient estimation. The
bias does not attenuate with increased sample size, as demonstrated in our simulation stud-
ies. We propose an estimating equation-based weighting strategy without imposing stringent
distributional assumptions on the longitudinal process. To estimate [y(t) in , we use a

two-dimensional kernel function to do smoothing. At any fixed time point ¢, we estimate [y (t)



by solving an estimating equation, where higher weights are given to the longitudinal obser-
vations that have measurement times close to the failure time, and lower weights are given to
those that have measurement times far from the failure time. Unlike the last value carried for-
ward method, which imputes the most recent observation regardless of the distance between
its measurement time and the failure time, by adaptive weighting, we get an asymptotically
unbiased coefficient estimation. With time-invariant coefficient 3y, (Cao et al.| (20154);|Cao and
Fine| (2021)) studied the proportional hazards model for sparse longitudinal covariates.
Moreover, we construct simultaneous confidence bands (SCBs) for y(t). Specifically, for a

pre-specified confidence level 1 — «, we aim to find random functions L(t) and U(t) such that

P{L(t) < Bo(t) S U(t),t € [by,bo]} = 1 —

as the number of subjects n — oo in some closed interval [by, by]. Unlike point-wise confidence
intervals, a simultaneous confidence band covers the underlying non-parametric function with
a pre-specified probability. For a non-parametric function, it is more informative to evaluate
the overall pattern and magnitude of the variation. In addition, a confidence band is often
graphically intuitive and versatile, especially when investigators do not know a prior: the
precise hypothesis of interest.

To construct SCBs, one has to derive the asymptotic distribution of the maximum de-
viations between the estimated and the true coefficient functions. The convergence of such
asymptotics is slow, of logn rate (Cao et al. [2018). In practice, a multiplier bootstrap, where
standard normal variates are introduced into an appropriate statistic, keeping the data fixed,
is usually adopted. The distribution of the limiting process is approximated via a large number
of realizations, repeatedly generating standard normal variates (Lin et al., (1993; |Lin} (1997).
Later developments include using Poisson multipliers and other zero mean and unit variance

multipliers (Tian et al., | 2005; Beyersmann et al., [2013; Dobler and Pauly}, 2014; Dobler et al.|



2019).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we use a kernel-weighted es-
timating equation to estimate the non-parametric function So(¢) in (I.2). We establish its
asymptotic normality for any fixed time point. Furthermore, we construct a simultaneous
confidence band to evaluate the overall magnitude of variation. A series of simulation stud-
ies in Section 3 illustrate that the proposed method works well in finite samples and has
improved performance over the last value carried forward approach and joint modeling ap-
proach. Section 4 applies the proposed method to analyze a dataset from the Alzheimer’s
Disease Neuroimaging Initiative study. Concluding remarks are given in Section 5. All proofs

are relegated to the Supplementary Material.

2 Estimation and Inference

2.1 Problem Set Up and Notations

Suppose that we have a random sample of n independent subjects. For the i-th subject, let T;
denote the failure time, and C; denote the censoring time. It is assumed that censoring is coars-
ened at random such that 7; and C; are independent given the covariate process Z;(-) (Heitjan
and Rubin, [1991). Denote X; = min(7;, C;) and 6; = I(T; < C;). The p-dimensional covariate
process Z;(+) may include both time-independent and time-varying covariates. It is assumed
that the time-varying covariates are observed at the same time points within individuals. The
longitudinal covariates are observed at M; observation times R,k = 1,...,M;, where M;
is assumed finite with probability one. The observed data consist of n independent realiza-
tions of (X, d;, Rir, Zi(Ri), k = 1,..., M;), i = 1, ...,n. We use the counting process to denote

Ni(t) = I(X; < t,6, = 1), Y;(t) = [(X; > ), and Nj(t) = S0 I{Ry < t},i=1,...,n.



2.2 Estimation

We first write the partial likelihood with a time-varying coefficient function as follows.

AN;(2)
BT Zi(1)
LAB(1),t} = , :
H{ S Y ()05 0

where

1 if Ni(t) — Ni(t—) = 1
AN (t) =

0 otherwise.

The log partial likelihood function is

NEORETED oY LI

eSO B0 AN, @3

where 7 is the pre-specified maximum observation time. With a time-independent coefficient
B, |Cao et al.|(2015a) proposed a kernel smoothing approach to handle the sparse longitudinal
covariates. When the entire trajectory of Z(t) is assumed to be known, Tian et al. (2005)
proposed to estimate the time-varying effect [y(f) in . through kernel smoothing. To
simultaneously incorporate both the time-varying effect and sparsely observed longitudinal
covariates, we use a bivariate kernel function to perform the smoothing. Specifically, we

propose the following estimating equation

U{B(s)} =n"" ZZ/ Ky o (t = 8, Ri, — 8)[Zi(Rax) — Z{B(s), t}]dN;(t), (2.4)

i=1 k=1



where Ky, p,(t,s) = K(t/h1,s/h2)/(hihs), K(-,-) is a bivariate kernel function, and

5 SW{B(s),t}
Z{B(s),t} = SO{B(s). 1}

M;

> Kinyny(t = 5, Ry — 9)Y;(8) Z;(Rj)® exp{B(s)" Z;(Rjx)},1 = 0,1,2,

j=1 k=1

SO{B(s). 1} = -

SMz

where a®° = 1,a®! = a, and a®? = aa”.
Denote

E[dN*(t)] = \*(t)dt, (2.5)

where \*(t) is positive and twice continuously differentiable for all ¢ € [0, 7]. Define

sULB(). 1} = B [Y () Z(0) exp {56 Z(1) ] X°(0),

as the limit of SO{A(t),t},I = 0,1,2. For any fixed time point s € [0,7], we weigh the
contribution from the longitudinally observed covariate process and the failure time by their
distances to s using two bandwidths. Solving the estimating equation 1) we obtain B (s)
as the estimation of the non-parametric regression function y(s) in . In practice, we use
a quasi-Newton method (Broyden) [1965)) to solve the estimating equation . To state its

asymptotic properties, we need the following conditions.

(A1) holds. The longitudinal observation process N/ () is independent of the observed
longitudinal covariate Z;(R),i = 1,...,n; k = 1,..., M;. In addition, censoring time
is non-informative in the sense that C; is independent of longitudinal observation time
R;; and the observed longitudinal covariate Z;(R;) in addition to that 7; and C; are
independent given the covariate process Z;(+),i = 1,...,n;k = 1,..., M;. Moreover,
with the pre-specified constant 7, N*(7) is bounded by a finite constant. Additionally,

we require 7 to satisfy P(X > 1) > 0.



(A2) For any fixed time point ¢ € [0, 7], B{f(t),t} is non-singular, where

s {B(), £}
© {BO (t)’ t}

B{B(t),t} = { @DLB(t), 1} } Xo(t).

(A3) For any fixed time point s € [0, 7], E [Z(s + )Y (s+ tl)eﬁo(‘**tl)TZ(S*tl)} and
E [ Z{Bo(s),s +t:1}Y (s + tl)eﬁo(Sthl)TZ(S“l)] are twice continuously differentiable for

(t1,t2) € [0,7]%% and (s +t1,s + to) € [0, 7]%?

(A4) K(z,y) is a symmetric bivariate density function. In addition, [[ 22K (z,y)dzdy < oo,
[ V*K (z,y)dzdy < oo, and [ K(z,y)*dzdy < oo. Moreover, as n — 00, nhihy — o0
and (nhihy)/?(h? 4+ h2) — 0.

(A5) The covariate process Z(t) has bounded total variation on [0, 7] almost surely.

Condition assumes that the observational time and the censoring time is noninforma-
tive. Analogous assumptions have been assumed in (Cao and Fine, 2021} Sun et al.,[2022). The
assumption P(X > 7) > 0 guarantees that E [V (¢) exp{So(t)TZ(t)}] \*(¢) > 0,Vt € [0, 7],
which implies that the limit of the denominator of Z{3y(t),t} in equation is bounded
away from 0 on [0, 7] (Andersen and Gill, [1982). Condition ensures the identifiability
of By(t) at any fixed time point ¢ € [0, 7]. Condition posits smoothness assumptions on
the expectation of certain functions of the covariate process. Condition specifies valid
kernels and bandwidths. Condition is common for time-dependent covariates.

The asymptotic property of the non-parametric function B (+) is detailed in the following

theorem:

Theorem 1. Under conditions for any fized time point s € [h,T — h], where

h = hy V hy is a small positive number, the asymptotic distribution ofB(s) satisfies

(nhiha)* B{Bo(s), s}{B(s) — Bo(s)} = N (0,5(Bo(s), ))



where

)

SO (Bo(s). s
X(Bo(s),s) = // K(z1,2)? {5(2) (Bo(s),s) — S(o)(ﬁ o)

(Bo(s), s) } Ao(s)dz1dz,.

In practice, we use the estimating equation (2.4)) and estimate ¥(5y(s), s) by

~

S(B(s), s) = n2 Zn: <§: /0 K (1 — 5. R — ) |Zi(Bay) = Z{B(s),u}| dN,-(u)> .

=1

The variance of B (s) can be estimated by the sandwich formula

| ) 2(3(s). ) (—aU"{B el
B(s)=pB(s)

(avnws»
dB(s)

. 2.6
95 (s) ﬁ(8)=3(8)) 20

In the proof presented in the Supplementary Material, the asymptotic bias is of order

(nh1h2)Y20,(h? + hihy + h2), which vanishes under |(A4),  Under |(A4), the proposed

estimator ((s) is consistent for any s € [h, 7 — h].

Corollary 1. Under conditions (A5), the sandwich formula (2.6) consistently estimates

the variance of ,5’(3), for any fized time point s € [h,T — h], where h = hy V hy is a small

positive number.

2.3 The Construction of Simultaneous Confidence Band

For the unknown function (5y(+), it is more informative to construct a simultaneous confidence
band in addition to pointwise inference in Theorem [1| Specifically, for a pre-specified «, and
a smooth function I(t) € RP, we aim to find smooth random functions L(t) and U(t) that
satisfy

P{L(t) <I)"Bo(t) < U(t),Vt € [h, T —h]} = 1—a



as number of subjects n — oo. To obtain such SCBs for I(t)? 3y(t),t € [h, 7 — h], we need to
derive a large-sample approximation to the distribution of

Ssen=_swp_at) 1) {B(1) ~ Au(t) } (27)

te[h,7—h]

where w(t) is a possibly data-dependent, positive weight function. It converges uniformly to
a deterministic function. For instance, when f,(t) is a scalar, we can define {w(t)}~! as the
estimated standard error of /3 (t). Such weighting prevents the domination of time points with
large variances, which may lead to unnecessarily wider confidence band.

Inspired by Tian et al.| (2005)) and Dobler et al.| (2019), we consider a stochastic perturba-

tion of the estimating equation.
Un{B(s) ‘122 / Knyno(t = 5, Rir = 5) [Zi(Ri) — Z{B(s), t}] &dNi(t),  (2.8)
i=1 k=1

where & (i = 1,...,n) are i.i.d. random variables with zero mean and unit variance and
are independent of the data {(X;,0;, Z;(Rix), Rix, k = 1,...,M;),i = 1,...,n}. For example,
& can be N(0,1) or the Rademacher variable, which takes values +1 and —1 with equal
probability. Then, conditional on the data {(X;, d;, Z;(Rix), R, k = 1,..., M;),i = 1,...,n},
the distribution of

Ssop = swp (1) [1(s)" T{A()} " OulB(s)} (2.9)

s€[h,7—h]
can be used to approximate the unconditional distribution of Sgcp in (2.7]), where

= SOLBs) 1) (SVEBs). 0
I{f(s) ZZ/ Ky o (t =5, Rip, — 8)Yi(2) SO{B(s).1} (5(0){3(5)’1@) dt.

i=1 k=1

We repeat this process B times to obtain {Sélcle e ,Sé%)B}. For instance, we can take

10



B = 5,000. Denote its 1 — o empirical percentile as c,. The SCB for I(t)T3y(t) can be written

as

I()TB(t) £ cofw(t)} " (2.10)

This is computationally efficient as we do not need to find the non-linear function B(t) B
times. We only need to evaluate U,{-} at 3(t) B times.

In practice, for instance, if we are interested in the regression coefficient function of the
first covariate, we can take I(t) = (1,...,0). We provide a theoretical justification of this
procedure in the Supplementary Material. Numerical studies show that this procedure works

well with a moderate sample size, and the nominal coverage can be obtained.

2.4 Bandwidth Selection

Choosing a suitable bandwidth is practically important. We propose to estimate the bias and
variability separately and choose the bandwidth that minimizes the mean squared error (Cao
et al.l [2015b). For a fixed time point ¢ € [h, 7 —h], we regress 3(hy, ha,t) on b = (h2, hyhs, h2)T
in a reasonable range of the bandwidths to obtain the slope estimate C = (1, o, c3)T for bias
term calculation. For the variance term, we split the data randomly into two parts and obtain
regression coefficient estimates 31(111, ho,t) and Bg(hl, ha,t) based on each part. The variance
of B(h1, he,t) is then estimated by V(hi, he,t) = {Bl(hl,h2,t) — Bg(m,m,fﬁ)}2 /4. Using
both C and V(hy, he,t), we thus calculate the mean-squared error as (CTb)% + V(hy, ha,t)
for t. We repeat the above procedure at equally spaced time points and sum them up to
obtain integrated mean-square errors. The optimal bandwidth is the one that minimizes this

summation.

11



3 Numerical Studies

In this section, we evaluate finite sample performance of the proposed method through sim-
ulations. We repeatedly generate 1,000 datasets with sample sizes 400 and 900. The end of

follow-up time 7 is specified as 1.

3.1 Data Generating Process

We first generate the time dependent covariate process Z(t) based on a Gaussian process
with mean —1 — 2(¢ — 1)? and variance covariance matrix Cov{Z(t), Z(s)} = e %I, where
t,s € (0,1). Specifically, we generate the covariate process through the piecewise constant

function
20

Z(t) =Y I{(i—1)/20 <t <i/20}z,
i=1
where (2;)%, follows a multivariate normal distribution with mean —1 — 2((z — 1)/20 — 1)?
and variance 1. The covariance between z; and z; is e~[*=71/2°. The number of observations
is generated from Pois(5) + 1, and the observational times are generated from (0, 1), where
Pois(5) means a Poisson distributed random variable with mean 5 and (0, 1) means standard
uniform distribution.

The failure time T is generated from the multiplicative hazards model with varying-

coefficient as follows.

Mt | Z(s),s <t} = do(t) exp {o(t) Z(1)} ,

where A\o(t) = 240.1t and Gy(t) = 0.5sin(27t). To generate the failure time, we first generate

a random variable u from ¢/(0,1). Then, we solve S(t) = u, where the survival function takes

12



the form

S(t) = exp{—/O MulZ(u),u < vidv} = exp{—/O Ao (v) exp{Bo(v)* Z(v)}dv}.

To approximate the integral in S(¢), we use Gauss Legendre quadrature (Abramowitz and
Stegun, 1983), which is implemented using package gaussquad in R. The censoring time is
generated from min (1, C*), where C* ~ U (v, 1.5) giving censoring percentages of 15% and
35%, respectively, by changing . For each fixed time point ¢, we construct confidence intervals
by solving for to obtain an estimate of 5y(¢) and an estimate of variance with sandwich
form ([2.6))

3.2 Comparison with Last Value Carried Forward and Joint Mod-

eling Approach

With time-dependent covariate, if the longitudinal covariate is unavailable at the failure time,
the most recently observed longitudinal covariate is used instead. Such imputation is intu-
itively appealing yet ignores the dynamics of the longitudinal process yielding biased results.
Joint modeling is the most widely used method to simultaneously handle longitudinal covari-
ates and censored outcome. Despite its popularity, the modeling assumptions are quite strong
with complicated inferences and computations. In this subsection, we compare the ad-hoc
last value carried forward method and the commonly used joint modeling approach with the
proposed kernel weighting approach.

First, we compare our method with the last value carried forward method. We report the
results with h; = n7%3% and hy = n793% or n=%%5 since those bandwidths give stable results.
Results based on the automatic bandwidth selection rule are also provided. We summarize
the results based on the proposed method for different sample sizes and censoring rates in

Table [l where “auto” refers to bandwidths determined using the adaptive selection technique

13



described in Section The biases are small at different time points. The ((t) variance
estimator is accurate. The coverage probabilities are close to the nominal one. Estimation
based on data adaptive bandwidth selection has satisfactory performance. The performance
of estimators under varied censoring rates does not differ much. The performance improves
with increased sample size.

Table [l also shows results based on the last value carried forward. We observe that
bias occurs, which does not attenuate with increased sample size. As a result, the coverage
probabilities are lower than the nominal ones. Paradoxically, the coverage probabilities get
worse with a decreased censoring rate. The reason is that with lower censoring rate, more
data are used for parameter estimation, producing a larger bias. We use covariates observed
before the minimum of censoring and death time. When the observation process follows a
homogeneous Poisson process, as time s increases, the amount of observation decreases, and
the information used to estimate ((s) also decreases. Consequently, the standard deviation
becomes larger. It is a coincidence that the bias changes with s. In other settings, such as
the ones summarized in the Supplementary Material, the bias does not decrease with time.

Next, we compare the proposed method with joint modeling approach. Specifically, we
employed the joint modeling approach proposed by |Andrinopoulou et al.| (2018), which utilizes
P-splines to estimate the time-varying coefficient function. P-splines extend B-splines by
incorporating a penalty term to regulate smoothness and mitigate overfitting (Eilers and
Marx, 1996|). The simulation setup follows the same configuration as above. In this scenario,
the censoring rate is 15%. We use automatic bandwidth selection for our method.

Due to the extensive computational time required by the joint modeling approach, we
present, results based on 100 replications. Additionally, since |Andrinopoulou et al.| (2018])
does not explicitly state the estimation of the time-varying coefficients [y(-), its standard
deviation or the construction of confidence intervals, we follow the approach described in

Rizopoulos (2012). Specifically, we use the median of the post-burn-in Monte Carlo samples

14



Table 1: Simulation results of 3(s).

Censoring rate is 15% Censoring rate is 35%
s n h1 ho Bias SE SD CP Bias SE SD CP

Proposed method

0.2 400 n 935 7935 _0.072 0.171 0.169 91.6 -0.073 0.177 0.174 91.9
n=035 =045 0053 0.207 0.203 93.4 -0.053 0.217 0.209 92.9

auto -0.058 0.198 0.193 93.3 -0.060 0.207 0.197 92.2

900 n 93 57035 _0.042 0.150 0.146 93.3 -0.044 0.153 0.150 92.7
n~035 =045 0030 0.187 0.181 93.2 -0.031 0.193 0.186 92.2

auto -0.031 0.178 0.171 93.3 -0.033 0.182 0.174 92.5

0.4 400 n 93 7935 _0.056 0.156 0.153 92.0 -0.053 0.189 0.176 90.6
n 035 =045 0052 0.194 0.183 91.3 -0.046 0.232 0.210 90.8

auto -0.055 0.190 0.178 90.2 -0.049 0.216 0.199 90.3

900 n= 93 57035 0042 0.139 0.130 91.2 -0.040 0.156 0.147 91.5
n=035 =045 0040 0.173 0.162 92.0 -0.038 0.195 0.183 92.2

auto -0.040 0.164 0.154 91.6 -0.038 0.184 0.171 92.2

0.6 400 n7 93 7935 0039 0.133 0.129 93.0 0.044 0.166 0.163 92.9
n=035 =045 0,035 0.160 0.153 92.4 0.042 0.198 0.194 93.0

auto 0.036 0.152 0.147 93.1 0.041 0.187 0.184 93.0

900 n= 93 57035 0027 0.106 0.105 93.8 0.029 0.134 0.133 92.7

n 035 p=045 (0021 0.134 0.131 93.3 0.023 0.167 0.165 92.6

auto 0.021 0.126 0.124 93.8 0.025 0.158 0.154 92.1

0.8 400 n 935 =035 0038 0.201 0.189 91.3 0.022 0.285 0.250 90.0
n=035 =045 0024 0.241 0.225 92.4 -0.006 0.347 0.307 90.8

auto 0.027 0.231 0.214 91.5 0.006 0.322 0.282 90.1

900 n= 93 n=035 0031 0.166 0.158 92.1 0.013 0.229 0.208 92.7
n=035 =045 0018 0.209 0.197 92.6 -0.010 0.287 0.260 91.5

auto 0.021 0.197 0.186 92.1 -0.003 0.269 0.243 91.5
LVCF

0.2 400 n935 -0.094 0.167 0.160 89.0 -0.096 0.174 0.164 88.4
900 n~93 -0.077 0.128 0.125 89.7 -0.078 0.133 0.129 88.9
0.4 400 n035 -0.082 0.127 0.123 88.2 -0.076 0.143 0.139 90.1
900 n~93 -0.071 0.093 0.095 88.5 -0.069 0.107 0.107 89.8

0.6 400 n935 0.088 0.095 0.095 83.7 0.096 0.119 0.119 85.4
900 n~93 0.080 0.069 0.071 78.8 0.084 0.088 0.089 83.0

0.8 400 n 035 0.112 0.139 0.134 83.5 0.100 0.192 0.180 87.3
900 n~93 0.115 0.106 0.103 76.1 0.109 0.144 0.138 83.7

Note: “BD” represents different bandwidths, “Bias” is the difference between fBy(s) and f(s), “SD” is the
sample standard deviation, “SE” is the average of the standard error estimates, “CP” /100 represents the
coverage probability of the 95% confidence interval for estimators of 5y(s) at fixed s, and LVCF represents
the last value carried forward method.
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to estimate ((s), the standard deviation of the post-burn-in Monte Carlo samples to estimate
the standard deviation of 5(s) (“SE” in Table [2) , and the 0.025 and 0.975 quantiles of the
samples to construct the 95% confidence intervals. The results based on the mean of the
post-burn-in Monte Carlo samples are similar and thus omitted. The simulation results are

summarized in Table[2] As shown in Table[2] the estimates obtained using the joint modeling

Table 2: Simulation results of 3(s).

Joint modeling approach The proposed method
n s Bias  SD SE Cp Bias  SD SE CP

100 0.2 -0.439 0.319 0.276 64.0 -0.123 0.233 0.213 86.0
0.4 -0.225 0.278 0.2556 83.0 -0.113 0.214 0.221 89.0
0.6 0.304 0.362 0.305 79.0 0.033 0.192 0.189 93.0
0.8 0.417 0.525 0.424 72.0 0.055 0.239 0.260 96.0
200 0.2 -0456 0.265 0.270 62.0 -0.062 0.231 0.210 92.0
0.4 -0.234 0.276 0.257 85.0 -0.030 0.191 0.194 94.0
0.6 0.366 0.430 0.315 71.0 0.035 0.152 0.166 96.0
0.8 0517 0.639 0432 68.0 0.027 0.254 0.225 91.0

Note: ‘Bias” is the difference between (o (s) and S(s), “SD” is the sample standard deviation, “SE” is the av-
erage of the standard deviation estimates, “CP” /100 represents the coverage probability of the 95% confidence
interval for 3(s).

approach exhibit substantial biases resulting in poor coverage probabilities. In comparison,
the proposed method has decent performances. The bias is small, and decreases with increased
sample size. Additionally, SE agrees with SD, and the coverage probabilities align well with
the nominal level of 95%. Furthermore, the joint modeling approach requires a large number
of iterations when employing Markov chain Monte Carlo method, making it computationally
expensive. For instance, with a sample size of 100, using a computer equipped with an Intel
Core i7-12700H CPU (4.7 GHz) and 64 GB of RAM, a single run of the joint modeling
approach takes approximately 45 minutes. In contrast, the proposed method finishes the

computation within a few seconds.
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3.3 Constructing Simultaneous Confidence Band

We are interested in constructing SCBs for fy(s) in this subsection. We use 50 equally spaced
grid points in [h, 1 — h] to calculate coverage probability. Here, all intervals are constructed
based on M = 5000 realizations of {¢; R Exp(l) —1,i=1,...,n}, where Exp(1) represents
the exponential distribution with mean 1. We tried other &;,2 = 1,...,n, and the results are
similar, and thus omitted. In the simulation study and the real data analysis, we use the
inverse of the estimated standard error of 3(s) as the weight @ (s). In this case, the weighted
estimation bias w(s) { B(s) — 60(5)} has the same distribution at all time points. Then, the
contribution to the simultaneous confidence band is the same at different time points, even if
the variance of the estimator is different. Such a choice can avoid the influence of points with
larger variance dominating the influence of other points and can lead to a narrower band.
Figure [1| shows the estimate /3 (s) using “auto” bandwidth selection rule with the sample
sizes 400 and 900. The left panel corresponds to 15% censoring, and the right panel corre-
sponds to 35% censoring. The green dashed curve is the 95% SCB, and the blue dashed curve
is the 95% point-wise confidence interval. Figure [1] shows that the SCBs become narrower
and more accurate as the sample size increases. SCBs are wider than pointwise intervals, as
they have uniform coverage throughout the time domain. Table [3| summarizes the probability
of uniform coverage of the SCBs and point-wise confidence intervals based on the simulations
of 1000 datasets. We observe that SCBs achieve coverage probabilities near the nominal level
under different censoring rates. The performance improves with a larger sample size. On the
other hand, the pointwise confidence interval is not valid for simultaneous inference, due to

much lower uniform coverage probabilities.

4 Data Analysis

We apply the proposed method to a dataset from the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging
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Figure 1: Estimates with “auto” bandwidth selection approach.

Initiative (ADNI) study to demonstrate its practical application. ADNI is a large, ongoing
study initiated in 2004. It supports the investigation and development of treatments that
slow or stop the progresison of Alzheimer’s Disease (AD), a progressive neurodegenerative

disorder that affects memory and cognitive function. We are interested in identifying possible
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Table 3: Uniform coverage probability based on different methods

15% Censoring rate 35% Censoring rate

n Bandwidth SCB CI SCB CI
400 hy =n03 hy =n"035 91.3 34.8 90.4 34.3
hy =n=93% hy = n=045 92.0 32.5 90.5 29.3
auto 92.4 31.9 90.3 27.2
900 hy =n"9% hy =n"03 93.1 28.0 93.4 26.0
hy =n=93% hy =n=04 92.9 23.2 93.0 21.0
auto 93.8 17.6 91.9 16.6

Note: “SCB” refers SCB and “CI” means point-wise confidence interval.

risk factors and their dynamic effects for AD. Specifically, we look at APOE4 gene (coded as
0 for non-carriers, 1 for carriers of one allele, and 2 for carriers of two alleles), gender (coded
as 1 for males and 0 for females), and the volumes of the hippocampus and entorhinal cortex
(measured in cubic millimeters) on AD. While APOE4 and gender are time-independent, the
volumes of the hippocampus and entorhinal cortex are measured longitudinally.

The dataset consists of 2430 subjects. After eliminating missing data, 2088 participants
are used for analysis under missing at random assumption (Little and Rubin|, 2019), among
whom 736 (35.2%) experienced AD. The admission time of participants is set as time origin
and the maximum follow-up time 7 = 6280 days. For simplicity, we set h; = hy = h. Then, we
adopt the proposed automatic bandwidth selection method to select the bandwidth between
9(Q3 — Q1)n~/? ~ 454 days and 9(Qs — Q1)n~ /% ~ 5798 days, where Q3 is the 3rd quartile
and (); is the 1st quartile of the longitudinal measurement times, and n is the total number
of participants. Our theory suggests valid bandwidth should range from O(n~'/2) to o(n=1/9).
In practice, we need to decide the constants, which we use 9(Q)3 — ()1) here, producing a wide

range of time for bandwidth selection. We fit the data with the following varying-coefficient
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multiplicative hazards model:

Mt | APOE4, Gender, Hippocampus(r), Entorhinal(r),r <t} = A\(t) exp {51 (t)APOE4

+35(t)Gender + (3(t)Hippocampus(t) + £4(t)Entorhinal(¢)} .

For a fixed time point s € [h, T — h], solving , we obtain B(s) Its variance is estimated by
the sandwich formula . A 95% point-wise confidence interval can be constructed based
on normal approximation. For the construction of a simultaneous confidence band, we use
B1(+) to illustrate. We generate M = 5000 realizations of {¢; i Exp(l)—1,i=1,...,2088},
where Exp(1) represents the exponential distribution with mean 1, and plug them into .
After obtaining U,{A(s)} and I{3(s)}, we use the inverse of the estimated standard error of
B1(s) as the weight (s) in the calculation of {S”SC)B, Ce 5‘;58%0)} in . The SCB of 5(+)
is constructed using .

We summarize the estimated coefficient function, 95% point-wise confidence interval, and
95% simultaneous confidence band in Figure We also plot a horizontal line to represent
the 0 effect. Figure [2| shows that carrying the APOE4 gene significantly increases the hazard
of developing AD, with the hazard progressively rising over time. This is consistent with
the literature that APOE4 allele is a genetic risk factor for AD, with carriers of this allele
having a higher likelihood of developing the disease (Yamazaki et al.; 2019; |Ding et al., [2024)).
Our analysis reveals that the detrimental effect of carrying APOE4 increases over time. The
APOEA4 gene contributes to AD pathogenesis by impairing amyloid-beta clearance, increasing
its aggregation, and promoting neuroinflammation. Over time, the cumulative effects lead
to a higher hazard of developing AD. Furthermore, Figure [2| suggests that women are more
susceptible to AD than men, the effect is significant and stable over time. As highlighted by
Pike (2017) and (Cui et al.| (2023), women exhibit a higher susceptibility to AD, attributed to

both biological and hormonal factors. For instance, the loss of estrogen after menopause may
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Figure 2: Estimates with auto bandwidth selection approach.

exacerbate neurodegeneration and amyloid-beta pathology. Additionally, from Figure [2, we
observe that a reduction in hippocampal volume is associated with a higher risk of AD, with
the effect increasing over time. The hippocampus, a critical brain region involved in memory
formation, is often one of the first areas to be affected by AD, leading to memory loss. A
decrease in hippocampal volume reflects neuronal loss and synaptic degeneration, hallmark

features of AD (Huijbers et al. |2020). This structural decline progressively disrupts cognitive

21



function, explaining the increased risk of AD over time as hippocampal volume decreases.
Finally, Figure[2/indicates that a reduction in entorhinal cortex volume is linked to an elevated
risk of AD, consistent with the findings of [Tran et al.| (2022)). The entorhinal cortex is involved
in memory and spatial navigation and shows early signs of degeneration in AD, contributing
to cognitive decline. We observe that the effect is more pronounced between 0-4000 days but
tends to diminish between 4000-6000 days. The pronounced risk associated with its volume
reduction in the earlier time frame (0-4000 days) may reflect its early involvement in the
disease process, where pathological changes in this region trigger broader neurodegenerative
cascades. The subsequent diminishment of risk (4000-6000 days) could suggest that by this
stage, the disease has progressed to affect other brain regions, thereby distributing the risk

factors more diffusely.

5 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we propose to estimate the time-varying effect of longitudinally collected covari-
ates for the multiplicative hazards model. This allows us to examine the dynamic relationship
between time-dependent covariates and time-to-event outcomes. For any fixed time point, we
establish the asymptotic normality of the proposed estimator. To quantify the uncertainty of
the non-parametric coefficient function, we further develop a simultaneous confidence band
through multiplier bootstrap. Simulation studies demonstrate the favorable performance of
the proposed method, and an analysis of a dataset from Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging
Initiative study reveals the dynamic relationship between APOE4 gene, gender, hippocampus
volume and entorhinal cortex volume and the onset of AD.

We assume that the observational time of the covariate process is external. Our approach
can be extended to the case of informative observational times, which may depend on the past

covariate as in|Cao et al.[(2016]). We assume that the observation times of each individual occur
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at random and we aggregate information across different individuals. Asymptotically, there
would be enough data at any time point s as we increase the sample size. In finite samples,
it is possible that for a particular point of interest s, we do not have nearby observations to
perform kernel smoothing. Our approach can be used to analyze the censored outcome with
other models, such as the additive hazards model or the transformed hazards model (Sun
et all 2022, 2023). We leave these for future work. In practice, some covariates may have
a time-independent coefficient, and some covariates may have a time-dependent coefficient,

which warrants more research.
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Supplementary material

This supplementary material provides proofs of Theorem [I] and Corollary [I] in section [A]
Section [B] provides theoretical support for the resampling strategy used. Section [C] presents

additional simulation results.

A Proofs of main results

This section provides details on the proofs of Theorem [I] and Corollary [l Our main tool is

the empirical processes. The proofs use two lemmas, which are stated and proved as follows.

Lemma 1. Under the conditions of Theorem[l], we have

(nhy ) 2B < /O ' / Kyt — tots — ) [Z(t2) — Z{B(t), 1}] dNi*(tg)dNi(t1)>

= (nhih) 2 B{Bo(t), t}{B(t) — Bo(t)} + (nh1ho) /20, (h? + hihy + h3),

where

By, 0%
SO (Bo(0), 1}

BUw(0),1) = {s@){ﬁo(t),t} } Aolt).

Lemma 2. Under the conditions of Theorem [1,

var ( / / (hiho) 2K, py(t — 8,7 — 5) [Z(r) — %} dN*(r)dN(t))

= / / K (21, 22) dzdz {s<2>{,30(s),s} - S(;()ngés()s’)i?}ko(s)-
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A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Recall that E{dN*(r)} = X*(r), Mt | Z(r),r <t} = )\O(t)eﬁo(t)TZ(t)7

SO{A(s) ZZKWLQ — 5, Rjx — 8)Y;() Z;(Rji,) ™" exp{B(s)" Z;(Rjn) }

]1k1

and

sU{B(), 1} = E[Y(1)Z()* exp {B(t)" Z(t) }] X" (1),

where [ = 0,1, 2.

Under Condition |(Al)|, and using change of variables, we have

D)= ()5 ([ [ Kuvsalt =57 =) | 20) - %ﬁjﬂdm )an ()

= (nhyhy)/? ( / K(t,t2)E [Z(s + tahe)Y (s + t1h1)650““1’11)”(5“1’11)}

S(l){ﬁ(s) S —|-lf1h1} 8 T
— ’ o(s+tih1)? Z(s+t1h1)
/ Kt t)E {S(O {/B(S)as+t1h1}Y(s+tlh1)e }

X )\(8 -+ tlhl, S + tghg)dtldtg,

where )\(fl,tg) = )\o(tl))\*(tg)

Since [ K(x)dx =1, [ 2K (x)dx = 0, after change of variables, we obtain

T SWIB(t),t} T
1/2 50 Oz _ ) Bo(t)” Z(t)
D(t) = (nhihy) /*E {Z SOLA0).1} Y'(t)e ] A(t, t)
+ (nhihg) 20, (h? + hihy + h3).
T MLB(t),t} T
128 | Z(#)Y ()P ®T 20 _ 2 Uy ()P (DT Z() 1
= (nhihs) [ SO, 1) (t)e +0,(1) | A(t,1)
+ (nhyhe) 20, (h% + hihg + h3).
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For any fixed time point t € [h, 7 — h], we have

3(1){ﬁ0(t)a t}®2
sO{Bo(t), 1}

+ (nh1h2)1/20p(h% + hth + hg) + Op {(nh1h2)1/2 ’B(t) — ﬂo(t”}

D(t) = —(nhihy)'? | sP{Bo(t), 1} —

Ao(0){A () = Bolt)}

= (nhaha) 2B{Bo(t), }{B(t) = Bo(t)} + (nh1ho)/2Op(hF + hihs + B3)

+ 0p{(nh1h2)' /| B(t) — Bo(t)]},
where

B{f(0) 1) =~ | {fufe) 1} - ° {f;“&ﬁf]xo()

:_E( ) exp{Bo(t) { 1{50t DA(t,t).

o(1),

Under Condition [(A2)l B {f(t),t} is non-singular. It is a non-positive definite matrix. [

A.2 Proof of Lemma [2

Proof. The variance can be calculated as follows:

S = var (//(hth)l/QKhm (t— s, —5) {Z(r) — %} dN* (r)dN(t))
= hlth(/// Knypo (1 — 8,71 — 8) Ky oy (B2 — 8,75 — ) {Z(ﬁ) B 5(1>{ﬂ(8),t1}}

SO{6(s). 11}
SOL3(s), 12}
{ZW ~ SO{B(s). )

_ {E (//(hlhz)l/QKhm(t — 5,7 — 5) {Z(r‘) — %} dN*(r)dN(t)) }2

:Il—fg.

}dN (r1)dN (t1)dN* (7“2)dN(t2))
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For I, under [(A3)] [(A4)[and |(A5)| we have

= {E (//(hlh”l/QKhhhz(t =87 = 5) {Z(r) - %] AN*(r )dN(t)) }2

= (hihs) (/ K(z1,2)E [Z(s + h22)Y (s + hyz)e! s+hlzl)TZ(s+hlzl)]

X /\ S + h121 S+ thQ)ledZQ

B(s),s+ haza} -
K( Y h BE (s4h121)Z(s+h121)
/ (21, 22) { B(s). 5+ hpzat (s 4 hiz1)e

2
X )\(S + hlzl, s+ hng)ledZQ)

= (h1h2)< [8(1){50(8), S} — 8(1){ﬁ0(5>, S} + Op(l)} )\0(15) + Op<h% + hlhg + hg))Q = Op(hlhg).

Then we decompose I; into four parts.

(hlhg/// \ # Kh1 ha tl — 5,7 _S)Kh1 hz(tQ_S T2 —S)

|:Z(T1) %} |:Z(7"2) %} dN* (’I"l)dN(tl)dN (Tl)dN(tQ))
S(l){ﬁ(s)vtl}}

+ E (hlhz // ot K, b, (t1— 8,7 — S)Khl hato = 8,7 = 5) {Z(T) B W

x {Z(r) - %} dN (t1)dN*(r)dN (tz>)

+E (h1h2 // e ha(t = 5,71 = 8) Ky, o (t — 5,72 — 5) { (re) = %}
[Z(TQ) - %] AN*(ry)dN*(r) AN (¢

et S o]
=T+ 11+ +1V.

Using change of variables and [(A1)] and |(A4), it can be shown that I = O(hhs),
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IT = O(hy), and 111 = O(hsy). Hence, IV is the main term and
SO{B(s), s + 2h} ]
IV = h1h2 (// hlhg 2’1,22 |:Z(S + Zzhg) — S(O){B($)7s I Zlhl}:|

X )\*(S + ZQhQ)hQY(S + Z1h1))\0(8 + Zlhl)6ﬁ0(8+21h1)TZ(8+Z1h1)hledel)

; S(l){ﬁ(s),8+zlh1} o
:/ K(z1,29)°E ([Z(erzth) - S(o){ﬁ(s)’sjuzlhl}}

(54 22h2)Y (s + 21y )l (sz1h1)T Z(st21h1) ) ofs + zlhl)) dzedzy

sM{By(s), s}®2 2 2
/ K(z1, %) { @1 B(s), s} — S(O‘gfﬁi(l%ﬁ } Mo(8)dzadzy + O(h3 + hyhg + h3).

Therefore, when n — oo, we have

1){60(5)’ 3}®2 Y

SO Bo(s), s} os)-

2 (6o (s / K (21, 2) dzpdz {3 {Bols), s} —

A.3 Proof of Theorem [1

Proof. Before the proof, additional notations are needed. Denote

S
{B0) (0.1} = SO0 0} — T 55O U0, )

and

s ®2 )
Ao Fol0)- 8 = [5(2){5 (#).13 = s(ogfg()z;)ﬁ} } 8(0{{65((;)) t}}AO()

We can rewrite v{3(t), Bo(t),t} as

s(1) 22 50013,
5 (Y(t)exp{ﬁ(t)TZ(t>} 20- G| o “”) A1)
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For a fixed time point t € [h,7 — h] and fBo(t), to show the consistency of B(t), we first
need to verify that u{3(t), 5o(t),t} = 0 when B(t) = 5o(t). This follows by the definition
of uw{p(t), fo(t),t}. Next, from Condition and that v{B(t), By(t),t} is a negative semi-
definite matrix for any [(t), it follows that [By(t) is the unique root to u{3(t), 5o(t),t} = 0.

Finally, we show that U,{5(t)} converges in probability to u{3(t), Bo(t),t}.

By [[AT)], [[A3)] [[A4)| and [[A5)] we have

EU.{B(t)}]

- %; E ( /0 / Ko (b = .12 = 1) [Zi(t2) = Z{B(t), 11}] dNi*(tg)dN,;(tl))

_ %il E(/OT / K (21, 20) [Zi(t + 22h3) — Z{B(1), t + 21ha }] N2(E + 22hs)

X Yi<t_+ 21tha) Mot + z1h1)eﬁ°<t+Z1h1>TZf<t+Z1hl>dZQdZI)

= %Zl E ( /0 ' / K(z1,22) [Zi(t) — Z{B(1), 1}] )\;f‘(t)Y}(t))\o(t)eﬁO(t)TZi(t)dzzdzl>

+ O, (h} + hihg + h3)

s
= {5(1){60@), t} — %S(O){%(t), t}] Mo(t) + Op(hT + hihy + h3).

By law of large numbers U, {3(t)} — u{B(t), So(t),t} in probability, as n — co. Thus, under

(ADI(A3) [(A4)] [(A5)| and convex function theory in |Andersen and Gilll (1982), 3(t) — So(t)

in probability.

Next we show the asymptotic normality of the proposed estimator. We first establish the
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following relationship:

(nhihe) U, {B(8)} — (nhihe) /> B{Go(t), tHB(t) — Fo(t)}

sup
|B(t)—Bo(t)| <M (nhihg)~1/2

= (o) (U 160} = |0, (ol0) | )| = ohaha) 20,02 + -+ 1)

+ 0p{1 4 (Rh1h2)?|B(t) — Bo(t)|} + 0p{(nhih2)?(h] + hihs + h3)}. (A.11)

To obtain (A.11)), first, using P,, and P to denote the empirical measure and true proba-

bility measure respectively, we have

(nhiho)2U{B()} = (nhiho)Y*(P, — P) </ /Khl hy(t1 — tity — 1)
x [Z(t2) — Z{B(t), t1}] dNi*(tg)dNi(t1)>
+ (nhihs) 1/QE(/ /Km na(tt = tita — 1) [Z(ts) — Z{B(1), t1}] sz‘*(t2>dNi(t1))

For the second term on the right-hand side of (A.12), using Lemmal [l we have

IQ (nhlhg)l/ZB {5 t} {ﬁ (t)} + (nhlhg)l/QOp(hf + hlhz + h%)

+ 0, {(nhihs) /2 [B(t) — Bo(1)]} - (A.13)

From Lemma [l we know that B {fy(),t} is a non-positive definite matrix. For the first term

on the right-hand side of (A.12), at fixed time point ¢, we consider the class of functions

{(h1h2)1/2 /OT/KM,M(tl bty — ) {Z(ta) — Z{B(1), 01} Y ANE (£2)AN (1) ¢ [B(1) — folt)] < e}

for a given constant e. Note that the functions in this class are Lipschitz continuous in (t)
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and the Lipschitz constant in uniformly bounded by
(h1ho)"2 M,

which has finite second moment and M; is the upper bound of

([ ] st =i =0 [ Soiag s - Sy | i) |

Therefore, this class is P-Donsker class by Jain-Marcus theorem (Van der Vaart and Well-
ner, 1996). As a result, we obtain that the first term on the right-hand side of (A.12) for
1B(t) — Bo(t)] < M (nhyhy)™"? is equal to

(nhiho)?(P, — P) (/OT/K,,JL,ZQ(t1 — bty — 1) [Z(ta) — Z{Bo(t), 11 }] dNi*(tg)dNi(tl))
+ 0p(1)

= (nhiha)""* (Uu{Bo(t)} = £ [Ua{Bo(t)}]) + 0p(1). (A.14)

Combining (A.13) and (A.14] -, we obtain (A.11] - Let 4(t) = B(t) in (A.14). Consequently,

(nhyho) Y2 B{Bo(t), t}{B(t) — Bo(t)} + (nhiho) 2O, (h? + hyhy + h2)
+ 0, {1+ (nhihy)?|B(2) ®)[}

= (nhiho) (U, {Bo(t)} — E [U{Bo(t)}] ).

On the other hand, from Lemma 2, we have

ﬁo, / K 21, ZQ {8(2) (ﬁg, S) — w} Ao(S)dZdel.

s (Bo, s)
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To prove the asymptotic normality, next, we verify Lyapunov condition holds. Define

S {Bo(s)

w; = (nhyhy)'? n_l/ Khy o (t = 5,7 = 5) {Z(r) a W{)(S):g

} AN*(r)dN(2).

Similar to the calculation of X (S, s),

SOE (jti = Eif*) = nO{(nhuha)*2n % (hiha) 2} = O { (nhaha) ™}

i=1
Thus,

(nhiha)"? (U {Bo()} — E [U{Bo(t)}]) = N(0,% (5o, 5) ).
Combing with , we finish the proof. n

A.4 Proof of Corollary

Proof. In this part, we will prove the consistency of the variance estimate. First, for a fixed

time point s € [h, 7 — h], we have

OU{B(s)} _

op(s)
= [T . S@B(s),u}  SO{B(s),u}?
" Z/o { 0 By (1= 5,7 = 5)dN; (T)} [S(O){ﬁ(s),u} B 5(0){5(3),u}®2} dN;(u).

Using the similar argument to obtain (A.14]), we can prove that

SO{B(s),u}  SW{B(s),u}**
SOLB(s),u}  SO{B(s), u}*?

{/ Ky py(w— 5,7 — 5)dN*(r) { ] dN(u) : |B(s) — Bo(s)| < e}

is a P-Glivenko-Cantelli class.
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As a result, for a fixed time point s € [h, T — A,

OUn{f(s)

U {B(s)} |
o 9B(s)

0B(s)

sup
|B(s)—Bo(s)|<e

o B

st 0

in probability.

OUn{B(s)}

From Theorem , B(s) is consistent for 3y(s), by continuous mapping theorem, =5 He)

B(s)=B(s)
converges in probability to B{fy(s), s} for a fixed time point s € [h, 7 — h|. Similarly, let

(8, 5) = n? Xn; (/0 /000 Koyt — 5.7 — ) [Z:(r) — Z{B(s), u}] dN;(r)dNi(u)) -

then sup g(s)— gy (s)|<e ]XA](B, s) — E{i(ﬁ, s)}\ — 0 in probability.

On the other hand,

E{S(fo,5)} = n'E (/ / Koyt — 5.7 — ) [Z:(r) — Z{B(s), u}] dNi*(r)dNi(u)>®2.

After change of variables, with |(A3) and [(A5)]

N s OR ®2
. K(zl,@)z{s@ (oo, - St o) }Wm.

Therefore,

(nhyhs) i(ﬁo,s) N Z(ﬁo,s) as  nhihy — 00.

The consistency of variance estimate follows. m

B The validity proof of the resampling strategy

Proof. The key to verifying the validity of the proposed resampling strategy is to prove that the

perturbation-based estimating equation U, { B (s)} is asymptotically equivalent to the orig-
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inal estimating equation U, {B(s)} conditional on the data D, = {(Xj,d;, Z;(Ri), Rix, k =

1,...,M;),i=1,...,n}, where

U {B(5) —122 / Kpyno(t =, Rix — ) [ Zi(Ra) — Z{B(s),1}] dN(t),

i=1 k=1
and
n M; B
U AB(s)}=n""Y > / Knyno(t = 5, Rir, — 5) [Zi( Rat) — Z{B(s), t}] &dN;(1).
i=1 k=170
For a fixed time point s € [h,7 — h], we consider {&,i = 1,...,n} as the only random

component and {(X;, d;, Z;(Rix), R, k = 1,..., M;),1 = 1,....,n} as fixed in U, {B(s)}. Then
the perturbation-based estimating equation U, {3(s)} can be regarded as a summation of n

independent random vectors.

First, we calculate the conditional expectation of U, {B (s)} :

_lzz / Ky o (t — 5, Rig, — )[Zi(Rik) —Z{B(s),t}} &dNZ-(t)’Dn]

=1 k=1

=n! Z Z Kh1 ho(t — 8, Ry, — 5) [Zi(Rz-k) — Z{p(s), t}} dN;(t)E [& | D,

i=1 k=170

=0.
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Second, the conditional variance of U, { 3 (5)} is as follows.

e ZE W / Ko (tr = 8,71 = 8) Ko (b2 = 8,72 = 5) [ Zi(r1) = Z{B(s), 11 }]
X [Zi(rs) — Z{B(s), t2}] €2dN} (rl)dNi(tl)dNi*(rz)dNi(tQ)‘ Dn]

=n’ 21//// Ky (t — 8,71 — 8) Ky py (ta — 5,79 — 8) [Zi(r1) — Z{B(s), t:}]
X [Zi(ra) — Z{B(s), ta}] AN (r1)dN;(t1)dN; (r2)dN;(t2) E [} | D]

=n? il //// Ky (1 — 8,710 — 8) Ky pg (ta — 5,72 — 5) [ Zi(r1) — Z{B(s), 11 }]
X [Zi(ra) — Z{B(s), ta}] AN} (r1)dN;(t1)dN; (ra)dN;(t2).

Following Lemma , the conditional variance of /nhihaU, { B (s)} converges to the variance
of v/nhihaU, {B(s)} .

Finally, we verify the Lindeberg-type condition (Van der Vaart|,|1998). For arbitrary ¢ > 0

and a fixed time point s € [h, 7 — h], we need to prove

2

1Y E( Vi [ [ Kt sur = 5) [2:0) = 20566).0)] ganz (vt

> \/ﬁe} \Dn>

I {”m/oT/Khl’h2<t — v = 5) [ Z(r) — Z{B(s).1}] &dN; (r)aNi(s)

— 0,

where ||z|| = VaTz, for x = (21, 29,...,2,)". Define

2

1 n
12

N /0 ' / Kot = 5.7 = ) [ Z:(r) = Z{B(s).1}] AN; (r)dNi(s)
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Then,

2

%Z E( [Vis [ [ Kot = sr =) [20) ~ 20305100 6y
X I{ > \/55} ’Dn>
15 |

x1{|§z~|

< max B [T {|&|W] > Vne} | D, | W

1<i<n

N /0 ' / Koot = 5.7 = 5) [2,r) = Z{3(s).1)] £aN? (r)anNi(s)

N /O ' / Kyt = 5.7 = 5) [2,r) = Z{3(s).1}] aN? (r)aNi(s)

> \/ﬁs} (Dn>

Vhihs /0 ' / Kyt — 5,7 — 5) [Zi(r) — Z{B(s),t}] N7 (r)dN, (s)

<FE [éff {\51\ max W/ > \/ﬁe} \Dn] W.

Let W,, = E&WI{|& | maxi<i<, W/ > v/ne} . It is clear that 0 < W, < &W. Under [(A1)]
and lim,, o0 E(EW) = lim, oo W = E(lim,, o &W) < co. Applying Pratt’s lemma
(Pratt|, 1960),

lim F {g%] {|g1| max W} > \/ﬁg} ‘Dn} w5 o.
n—o00 1<i<n

It follows that the perturbation-based estimating equation Un{B (s)} is asymptotically nor-
mal, and is equivalent to Un{B(s)} conditional on the data D,, = {(X;,d;, Z;(Ri), Rir, k =

1,...,M),i=1,...,n}. O

C Additional simulation results

We present additional simulation results with a non-homogeneous Poisson process for N*(-)
and more settings for fy(t). Specifically, the observation time of longitudinal covariates is

assumed to follow a non-homogeneous Poisson process with intensity function 8(0.75+ (0.5 —
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t)?). The time-varying coefficient Sy(t) is set as 3(0.5 — #)* + 0.25 and exp(—2t — 0.5). Other

configurations are the same as in the main paper. The simulation results are summarized in

Table 4] and Bl
Table 4: Simulation results with 5y(¢) = 3(0.5 — t)? 4 0.25.
Censoring rate is 15% Censoring rate is 35%
s n hy ha Bias SE SD CP Bias SE SD CP

0.2 400 n 93 792 _0.027 0.195 0.196 94.8 -0.032 0.209 0.216 94.3
n 035 p=035 0011 0.222 0222 95.3 -0.020 0.237 0.243 94.2

auto -0.013 0.218 0.219 95.3 -0.021 0.232 0.239 94.5

900 n 93 =02 _0.032 0.157 0.158 95.0 -0.031 0.168 0.164 95.7
n=035 =035 0019 0.184 0.187 94.7 -0.019 0.197 0.193 95.5

auto -0.020 0.180 0.184 94.7 -0.021 0.192 0.190 95.4

0.4 400 n793 77025 _0.022 0.238 0.246 94.6 -0.019 0.276 0.288 93.5
n=035 =035 0010 0.272 0.280 94.3 -0.008 0.314 0.336 92.7

auto -0.011 0.268 0.278 94.1 -0.011 0.308 0.330 93.0

900 n= 93 57025 0015 0.192 0.193 95.0 -0.016 0.224 0.228 94.6
n=035 =035 _0.008 0.226 0.228 95.2 -0.005 0.263 0.267 93.1

auto -0.007 0.222 0.226 94.9 -0.005 0.257 0.262 93.4

0.6 400 n 935 57025 _0003 0.281 0.287 934 -0.020 0.370 0.413 91.4
n035 =035 0013 0.321 0.330 94.2 -0.011 0.421 0.474 91.7

auto 0.013 0.316 0.328 94.0 -0.014 0.413 0.467 91.5

900 n= 93 57025 _0001 0.227 0.231 94.5 -0.016 0.296 0.311 93.4
n=035 =035 0008 0.267 0.275 93.2 -0.007 0.349 0.365 94.1

auto 0.009 0.262 0.271 92.9 -0.011 0.341 0.356 94.2

0.8 400 n 935 5702 _0.040 0.334 0.362 92.6 -0.026 0.488 0.551 91.1
n=035 =035 0022 0.376 0.407 91.8 -0.000 0.546 0.636 91.2

auto -0.023 0.371 0.403 92.0 0.003 0.535 0.626 91.0

900 n 93 =025 _0.033 0.267 0.282 93.5 -0.015 0.394 0.418 92.8
n=035 =035 _0.013 0.312 0.339 92.0 0.007 0.458 0.495 92.4

auto -0.013 0.306 0.335 91.7 0.002 0.447 0.487 92.5

Note: “BD” represents different bandwidths, “Bias” is the difference between So(t) and B(t), “SD” is the
sample standard deviation, “SE” is the average of the standard error estimates, “CP” /100 represents the
coverage probability of the 95% confidence interval for estimators of $y(s) at fixed s, and LVCF represents
the last value carried forward method.

We observe that the bias is small, the average estimated standard error is close to the

empirical standard deviation and the coverage probability is close to the nominal 95%. The

performance improves with increased sample size corroborating our asymptotic prediction.
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Table 5: Simulation results with 5y(t) = exp(—2t — 0.5).

Censoring rate is 15% Censoring rate is 35%
s n h1 ho Bias SE SD CP Bias SE SD CP

0.2 400 n793% 77925 _0.029 0.115 0.111 94.9 -0.034 0.122 0.127 92.3
n 035 =035 _0.010 0.131 0.133 94.5 -0.018 0.140 0.147 92.9

auto -0.012 0.127 0.132 94.8 -0.013 0.134 0.143 925

900 n 93 =02 _0.032 0.093 0.094 92.6 -0.023 0.100 0.101 93.5
n035 =035 0010 0.109 0.115 93.0 -0.020 0.116 0.122 93.1

auto -0.018 0.106 0.108 93.1 -0.017 0.113 0.113 94.3

0.4 400 n 935 p=025 0022 0.144 0.142 94.2 -0.018 0.167 0.172 93.3
n035 =035 0011 0.164 0.161 94.6 -0.012 0.193 0.210 91.0

auto -0.008 0.160 0.163 93.5 -0.010 0.187 0.192 93.0

900 n= 93 57025 _0018 0.116 0.119 93.5 -0.012 0.137 0.139 93.3

n 035 =035 _0.011 0.137 0.144 93.1 -0.018 0.158 0.169 92.8

auto -0.013 0.132 0.139 93.4 -0.010 0.153 0.160 93.1

0.6 400 n 93 =925 _0017 0.170 0.181 92.7 -0.018 0.215 0.241 91.5
n=035 =035 0013 0.192 0.202 92.6 -0.010 0.245 0.271 91.6

auto 0.002 0.186 0.191 93.0 -0.016 0.240 0.256 93.0

900 n= 93 =025 _0013 0.135 0.142 92.9 -0.008 0.177 0.182 94.6

n 035 =035 0004 0.161 0.166 94.6 -0.004 0.206 0.226 92.1

auto 0.000 0.154 0.163 92.9 0.002 0.198 0.216 92.8

0.8 400 n7 93 =92 0002 0.189 0.199 92.2 0.012 0.281 0.322 90.2
n= 035 =035 0004 0.218 0.228 92.4 -0.001 0.324 0.371 90.1

auto -0.005 0.210 0.231 92.1 0.014 0.308 0.355 89.5

900 n 93 =02 _0.005 0.155 0.160 93.3 -0.002 0.225 0.254 91.1
n035 =035 0012 0.180 0.190 92.6 -0.006 0.262 0.291 90.5

auto 0.010 0.174 0.189 91.7 -0.014 0.246 0.287 90.8

Note: “BD” represents different bandwidths, “Bias” is the difference between fy(t) and B(t), “SD” is the
sample standard deviation, “SE” is the average of the standard error estimates, “CP” /100 represents the
coverage probability of the 95% confidence interval for estimators of fy(s) at fixed s, and LVCF represents
the last value carried forward method.
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