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Abstract

In this paper we address the challenges posed by non-proportional hazards and informative censoring, offering

a path toward more meaningful causal inference conclusions. We start from the marginal structural Cox model,

which has been widely used for analyzing observational studies with survival outcomes, and typically relies on the

inverse probability weighting method. The latter hinges upon a propensity score model for the treatment assign-

ment, and a censoring model which incorporates both the treatment and the covariates. In such settings model

misspecification can occur quite effortlessly, and the Cox regression model’s non-collapsibility has historically

posed challenges when striving to guard against model misspecification through augmentation. We introduce an

augmented inverse probability weighted estimator which, enriched with doubly robust properties, paves the way

for integrating machine learning and a plethora of nonparametric methods, effectively overcoming the challenges

of non-collapsibility. The estimator extends naturally to estimating a time-average treatment effect when the pro-

portional hazards assumption fails. We closely examine its theoretical and practical performance, showing that it

satisfies both the assumption-lean and the well-specification criteria discussed in the recent literature (Buja et al.,

2019a,c,b). Finally, its application to a dataset reveals insights into the impact of mid-life alcohol consumption

on mortality in later life.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The marginal structural Cox model (Hernán et al., 2001; Hernán and Robins, 2020) has been widely used in ob-

servational studies with survival outcomes to estimate the causal hazard ratio; see, for example, Cole et al. (2003);

Feldman et al. (2004); Sterne et al. (2005); Hernán et al. (2006) and Buchanan et al. (2014), among many others.

While the interpretation of the hazard function for causal inference has recently been under debate (Prentice and

Aragaki, 2022; Ying and Xu, 2023, and references therein), the Cox model formulation continues to be broadly

utilized and can be easily adapted to derive more commonly agreed-upon interpretable quantities, such as survival

probabilities.

The common approach to estimating parameters under the marginal structural Cox model, i.e. the causal esti-

mands, has been inverse probability of treatment weighting (IPTW) and inverse probability of censoring weighting

(Hernán et al., 2001, IPCW); for the rest of the paper we will refer to it as the Cox-IPW estimator. Both weighting

schemes require estimation of quantities related to the conditional distribution of treatment assignment and the

conditional distribution of censoring given covariates. Parametric or semiparametric models for these conditional

distributions are often subject to misspecification, leading to inconsistent estimators of the estimands. More flexible

approaches such as machine learning or nonparametric methods, on the other hand, give rise to estimators that

converge to the true estimands at slower than
√
n rates (Belloni et al., 2013).

To overcome the above drawbacks of inverse probability weighting (IPW) approaches, augmented inverse probabil-

ity weighting (AIPW) methods have been developed (Robins et al., 1995; Scharfstein et al., 1999; Robins et al., 2000a;

Robins, 2000; Robins et al., 2000b; Robins and Rotnitzky, 2001; Van der Laan and Robins, 2003; Bang and Robins,

2005; Tsiatis, 2006). These methods often exhibit so-called doubly robust properties, to be elaborated on in more

details later. In particular, Robins (1998) derived a generic class of semiparametric estimators for the parameters of

marginal structural models with a focus on efficiency, and without being robust against possible misspecification of

the propensity score. A main challenge in developing doubly robust estimators under the marginal structural Cox

model is the non-collapsibility of the Cox regression model (Martinussen and Vansteelandt, 2013), i.e. the Cox model

formulation including the proportional hazards assumption typically no longer holds when a covariate is integrated

out from the model, a fact also well-known since the 1980s (Lancaster and Nickell, 1980; Gail et al., 1984; Ford et al.,

1995; Xu, 1996). This gives rise to the difficulty of specifying a conditional survival outcome model that is needed in

a doubly robust approach, and at the same time compatible with the marginal structural Cox model which defines

the causal estimand (Tchetgen Tchetgen and Robins, 2012).

In the use of the Cox proportional hazards model a major concern is the violation of the proportional hazards
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assumption. This also applies to the marginal structural Cox model. In such cases, the partial likelihood estimator

has been known to be swayed by the nuisance censoring distribution, even in the absence of confounding bias (Xu,

1996; Xu and O’Quigley, 2000). While the doubly robust property helps to guard against possible misspecification

of the so-called working models, little has been investigated in the causal inference literature when the model used

to define the causal estimand is misspecified.

1.2 Overview of the paper

In this paper we derive an AIPW estimator under the marginal structural Cox model. New to our approach is

the joint augmentation of the estimating functions for both the log hazard ratio and the nuisance baseline hazard

function under the Cox model. Unlike previous attempts using the partial likelihood under the Cox model, this joint

augmentation gives rise to estimating functions with independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) constructs and

enables contemporary developments from semiparametric theory to be applied. The augmentation leads to working

models for the treatment assignment given the covariates, i.e. the propensity score, the failure time and the censoring

time given the treatment and the covariates. In order to circumvent the non-collapsibility problem described above,

and specify a conditional failure time model that is compatible with the original marginal structural Cox model,

data adaptive machine learning or nonparametric methods are needed. We show that with cross-fitting the resulting

estimator has rate doubly robust property which allows
√
n inference in the presence of slower than

√
n convergence

rate of the working models (Rotnitzky et al., 2021; Hou et al., 2023).

Also new in this paper is the consideration of possibly misspecified marginal structural Cox model. In place of

the proportional hazards assumption on the distributions of the two potential failure time outcomes, we consider a

general time-varying log hazard ratio. We show that the AIPW estimator developed in this paper converges to a well-

defined and a well-specified time-averaged treatment effect under the potential outcomes framework. We establish

rate double robustness under this general time-varying log hazard ratio, which contains the marginal structural Cox

model as a special case.

In the following after reviewing related work in the literature, in Section 2 we define the notation, the model

and the assumptions, and augment the Cox-IPW estimator of both structural parameters, namely the log hazard

ratio and the infinite dimensional baseline hazard function. We study the estimand of the AIPW approach under

misspecified marginal structural Cox model in Section 3 and show that it has the interpretation of a time-averaged

causal effect. The asymptotic properties of the AIPW estimator are established in Section 4. Through simulations

of Section 5 we show that our estimator outperforms the existing IPW-Cox estimator both in terms of finite sample

bias and variance, and we apply our estimator to data from a cohort of Japanese men in Hawaii followed since the

1960s in order to study the effect of mid-life alcohol exposure on late life mortality. We conclude with a discussion
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in the last section. The proofs of all the theoretical results are given in the Supplementary Material.

1.3 Related work

For survival outcomes, AIPW approaches have been studied outside the Cox model. Rotnitzky and Robins (2005)

introduced an augmented IPCW method tailored for censored survival data. Works by Zhang and Schaubel (2012a),

Bai et al. (2017), and Sjölander and Vansteelandt (2017) produced doubly robust estimators for a contrast between the

expected transformed potential failure times. Yang et al. (2020) designed a doubly robust estimator for structural

accelerated failure time models. Both Petersen et al. (2014) and Zheng et al. (2016) derived targeted maximum

likelihood estimators (TMLE) with doubly robust properties by discretizing time and framing the failure time as a

binary outcome, and Rytgaard and van der Laan (2022) extended them to continuous time with possible competing

risks and focuses on cumulative quantities like the survival probabilities. Within the additive hazards model, Dukes

et al. (2019) and Hou et al. (2023) presented doubly robust estimators for hazard differences across low and high

dimensions, and Rava and Xu (2023) extended these to competing risks.

Outside the causal inference context another significant application of IPCW emerges when there is violation of

the proportional hazards assumption. Several studies, including Xu (1996); Xu and O’Quigley (2000); Boyd et al.

(2012); Hattori and Henmi (2012); Nguyen and Gillen (2017); Nuño and Gillen (2021), have worked on correcting

the bias caused by a nuisance censoring mechanism using IPCW. It is worth noting, however, that not all these

works explicitly use the term ‘IPCW’. Some opt for (conditional) survival distribution increments as weights, but

mathematically, they align with the inverse probability of censoring weights. Among these works Xu (1996) and Xu

and O’Quigley (2000) assumed the censoring distribution to be independent of the regressors in the model. Boyd et al.

(2012) allowed the censoring distribution to be different between the treatment groups but otherwise independent

of the covariates. Nguyen and Gillen (2017) allowed the censoring distribution to depend on the covariates, and

introduced a survival tree method to estimate the conditional censoring distribution given the covariates.

Informative censoring has recently received much attention in applications such as clinical oncology (Campigotto

and Weller, 2014; Templeton et al., 2020; Olivier et al., 2021). Meanwhile efforts have been made in the statistical

community in order to select covariates to account for censoring (Van Lancker et al., 2021), to find transformations

that render the relevant model and parameters identifiable (Deresa and Van Keilegom, 2021), and to apply copula

type approaches (Czado and Van Keilegom, 2023).

Finally, there has been discussion in the literature about model robustness and assumption-lean estimation (Buja

et al., 2019a,c, with discussion), in the sense that models are approximations (Box, 1979) to perhaps much more

complex reality. The emphasis here is not on the possibly wrong working models for any nuisance parameters, but

on the model that defines the estimand itself. While the original contributions (Buja et al., 2019a,c) center around
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parametric models, the Cox model serves as an obvious example of semiparametric models in the discussion (Whitney

et al., 2019; Buja et al., 2019b). It is clear that the problem has not been solved; our work here contributes to finding

an assumption-lean solution to a well-specified estimand in that context. We will provide further discussion on this

aspect after we describe our approach below.

2 Doubly Robust Score

2.1 Marginal Structural Cox Model

Let A be a binary treatment. Define T (0) and T (1) as the potential failure times for a subject under a = 0 and 1,

respectively. Let λT (a)(t) denote the hazard function of the potential failure time T (a), a ∈ {0, 1}. The marginal

structural Cox model (Hernán et al., 2001) for the potential outcomes posits that

λT (a)(t) = λ0(t) exp(βa),

where λ0(t) represents an unknown baseline hazard function, and β serves as the causal log hazard ratio, delineating

the contrast between the potential failure time outcome distributions when a = 1 and a = 0. The potential failure

time T (a) might be right-censored by C(a). Define ∆(a) = I{T (a) ≤ C(a)} where I(·) is an indicator function, and

X(a) = min{T (a), C(a)}. We use T,C,X,∆ to indicate the observed counterparts once the treatment is received.

Denote Z a vector of p-dimensional covariates.

We adopt the standard causal inference assumptions (Hernán and Robins, 2020), and ‘⊥’ below indicates statistical

independence.

Assumption 1 (SUTVA). The potential outcomes of one subject are not affected by the treatment assignment of

the other subjects, and there are no hidden versions of the treatments.

Assumption 2 (Consistency). T = AT (1) + (1−A)T (0), and C = AC(1) + (1−A)C(0).

Assumption 3 (Exchangeability). (T (a), C(a)) ⊥ A | Z, for a = 0, 1.

Assumption 4 (Strict Positivity). There exists 0 < ϵ < 1 such that ϵ < P (A = 1|Z = z) < 1 − ϵ, P (C > τ |A =

a, Z = z) > ϵ, P (T > τ |A = a, Z = z) > ϵ for all values of a and z, where τ is a maximum follow-up time.

Although model (1) does not incorporate the covariates Z, we adopt an informative censoring assumption that

allows the censoring time to be dependent on Z.

Assumption 5 (Informative Censoring). T (a) ⊥ C(a) | Z, for a = 0, 1.
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In the following we start with the full data, which include both potential outcomes for a = 0, 1 and do not involve

censoring. We create our full data estimating functions based on the full data martingale as per model (1) and its

increments. We then apply IPW which leads to the identification of the causal estimands using the observed data

only. Finally, we develop novel joint augmentation which gives the desired doubly robust property.

2.2 Full-data score

When we consider both the counterfactual outcome and censoring as missing data, the full data, using the notion

in Tsiatis (2006), is (T (0), T (1), Z). From this, we can define for a = 0, 1, the full data counting process Na
T (t) =

I(T (a) ≤ t), and the full data at-risk process Y a
T (t) = I(T (a) ≥ t). It can be shown that

Ma
T (t;β,Λ) = Na

T (t)−
∫ t

0

Y a
T (u)e

βadΛ(u)

is a full data martingale with respect to the filtration Fa
t = {Na

T (u), Y
a
T (u

+) : 0 ≤ u ≤ t} under model (1), where

Λ(t) =
∫ t

0
λ0(u)du (Fleming and Harrington, 1991). We start by constructing a full data score function, i.e. an

estimating function we would use if we were able to observe a single copy of the full data. Using the martingale

property, we define the full data scores for Λ(t) and β as follows:

Df
1 (t;β,Λ) =

1∑
a=0

dMa
T (t;β,Λ),

Df
2 (β,Λ) =

1∑
a=0

∫ τ

0

a · dMa
T (t;β,Λ).

Note that Df
1 (β,Λ, t) is a martingale difference function that is often used in survival analysis; see for example, Lu

and Ying (2004). For each t, the true values of β and Λ(t) satisfy E{Df
1 (β,Λ, t)} = 0 and E{Df

2 (β,Λ)} = 0. In

addition, it can be readily verified that for a random sample of size n, these would give the well-known Breslow’s

estimate of Λ(t), as well as the partial likelihood score for β.

2.3 IPW score

The above full data are never observed. Instead we have the observed counting process N(t) = I(X ≤ t,∆ = 1), and

the observed at-risk process Y (t) = I(X ≥ t). Define

M(t;β,Λ) = N(t)−
∫ t

0

Y (u)eβAdΛ(u).

Note that M(t;β,Λ) in general is not a martingale under model (1), creating theoretical challenges in designing an

effective estimation scheme. To bridge the divide between the full data and the observed data, inverse probability

weighting is commonly employed. This involves weighting an observation by its inverse probability of being sampled
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from the target population (Horvitz and Thompson, 1952), resulting in a pseudo-random sample representing the

desired population. Specifically, in the presence of non-randomized treatment in observational studies, as well as

informative censoring dependent on the covariates, Hernán et al. (2001) applied IPTW and IPCW to obtain consistent

estimates of the parameters, provided that the relevant models are correctly specified .

Let π(Z) = pr(A = 1|Z) and π̃(A,Z) = π(Z)A{1 − π(Z)}1−A. In addition, let S(t;A,Z) = P (T > t|A,Z) and

Sc(t;A,Z) = P (C > t|A,Z) denote the conditional survival function of T and C, respectively. We now have the

IPW scores:

Dw
1 (t;β,Λ, π, Sc) =

dM(t;β,Λ)

π̃(A,Z)Sc(t;A,Z)
,

Dw
2 (β,Λ, π, Sc) =

∫ τ

0

A · dM(t;β,Λ)

π̃(A,Z)Sc(t;A,Z)
.

It can also be readily verified that for a random sample of observed data,
∑n

i=1D
w
1i(t;β,Λ, π, Sc) = 0 gives a weighted

Breslow’s estimate of Λ(t) and, after profiling out Λ(·),
∑n

i=1D
w
2i(β,Λ, π, Sc) gives the weighted partial likelihood

score for β. The Supplementary Material contains a formal proof of identifiability of these causal estimands via the

IPW scores (5) and (6).

2.4 Augmented IPW score

The IPW score is unbiased when the weights, or equivalently, π(Z) and Sc(t;A,Z) are known (Hernán et al., 2001).

In practice these quantities are typically unknown. Propensity score models and conditional censoring models are

often employed to estimate the respective conditional distributions. When these models are misspecified, the resulting

estimate of the causal hazard ratio becomes inconsistent.

To protect against possible misspecification of the models, semiparametric theory has been developed to augment

the IPW score (Tsiatis, 2006). The resulting AIPW score possesses the doubly robust properties that will be described

in details later. In particular, Van der Laan and Robins (2003) augmented the IPTW score function for a binary

treatment, and Rotnitzky and Robins (2005) augmented the IPCW score function for a survival parameter of interest.

Here we apply these approaches together to the full data martingale increments, in order to simultaneously account

for confounding and informative censoring. We will show that the resulting AIPW score is doubly robust.

Denote the counting process for censoring eventsNc(t) = I(X ≤ t,∆ = 0), and Λc(t;A,Z) = −
∫ t

0
Sc(u;A,Z)

−1dSc(u;A,Z)

the cumulative hazard function of C given A,Z. Define Mc(t;A,Sc) = Nc(t)−
∫ t

0
Y (u)dΛc(u;A,Z); then it is a mar-

tingale with respect to its natural history filtration. Following Zhang and Schaubel (2012b) and Luo and Xu (2022),

define also the censor-free counting process NT (t) = I(T ≤ t), and the censor-free at-risk process YT (t) = I(T ≥ t).

Let MT (t;β,Λ) = NT (t) −
∫ t

0
YT (u)e

βAdΛ(u). We note that MT here is not a martingale, in the presence of con-

founding.
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We proceed to simultaneously augment both equations (5) and (6), leading to AIPW estimate of β and Λ jointly.

Joint augmentation mitigates potential bias that may emerge when augmenting distinct model components separately.

By considering the interdependencies among augmented elements, it enhances the precision of parameter estimates,

thereby bolstering the accuracy and reliability of inferential outcomes. Our simultaneous augmentation leads to the

following new estimating equations:

D1(t;β,Λ, η) = 0 and D2(β,Λ, η) = 0,

where η denotes the vector of three nuisance functions π, S and Sc (whenever possible),

D1(t;β,Λ, η) =
dM(t;β,Λ)

π̃(A,Z)Sc(t;A,Z)
− E{dMT (t;β,Λ)|A,Z}

π̃(A,Z)
+

1∑
a=0

E{dMT (t;β,Λ)|A = a, Z}

+

1∑
a=0

wa(A,Z)

∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
E{dMT (t;β,Λ)|T ≥ u,A = a, Z},

with wa(A,Z) = Aa(1−A)1−a{π̃(A,Z)}−1, and

D2(β,Λ, η) =

∫ τ

0

[
A · dM(t;β,Λ)

π(Z)Sc(t;A,Z)
− A · E{dMT (t;β,Λ)|A,Z}

π(Z)
+ E{dMT (t;β,Λ)|A = 1, Z}

+
A

π(Z)

∫ t

0

dMc(u; 1, Sc)

Sc(u; 1, Z)
E{dMT (t;β,Λ)|T ≥ u,A = 1, Z}

]
.

Simplifying the conditional expectations above, leads to the newly proposed AIPW scores:

D1(t;β,Λ, η) = dN (0)(t; η)− Γ(0)(t;β, η)dΛ(t),

D2(β,Λ, η) =

∫ τ

0

dN (1)(t; η)− Γ(1)(t;β, η)dΛ(t),

where for l = 0, 1, we have

dN (l)(t; η) =
AldN(t)

π̃(A,Z)Sc(t;A,Z)
+
AldS(t;A,Z)

π̃(A,Z)

−
1∑

a=0

al {1 + wa(A,Z)J(t; a, S, Sc)} dS(t; a, Z),

Γ(l)(t;β, η) =
AlY (t)eβA

π̃(A,Z)Sc(t;A,Z)
− AlS(t;A,Z)eβA

π̃(A,Z)

+

1∑
a=0

aleβa {1 + wa(A,Z)J(t; a, S, Sc)}S(t; a, Z),

and J(t; a, S, Sc) =
∫ t

0
dMc(u; a, Sc)/{S(u; a, Z)Sc(u; a, Z)}. Note that the first term in dN (l)(t; ·) is the IPW version

of AldN(t), and the rest are augmentation for both IPTW and IPCW used in the first term; these expressions are

parallel to those derived in Tsiatis (2006) and Bai et al. (2017) for the simple mean of a (transformed) failure time.

Similarly, Γ(l)(t; ·) can be seen as the augmented weighted AlY (t)eβA. We also note that the observed AldN(t) and

AlY (t)eβA for l = 0, 1 correspond to the building blocks of the original full data score (2) - (3): dNa
T (t), a · dNa

T (t),
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Y a
T (u)e

βa and a · Y a
T (u)e

βa, respectively. In this way the AIPW score (7) - (8) parallels the full data score via

weighting and then augmentation.

The theorem below introduces a crucial doubly robust property inherent to the newly introduced population

score, elucidating the significance of the new joint augmentation. This theorem marks an initial stride towards the

potential establishment of a rate or model double robust properties, and to the best of our knowledge, it stands

as a novel contribution. It underscores that the population equations are centered when either one of the two key

conditions holds (but not necessarily both): the first condition pertains to the accurate model specification for the

conditional distribution of the failure time, while the second condition concerns the correct model specification of

both missingness mechanisms, the conditional censoring as well as the treatment assignment probability. In the

following the superscript ‘o’ denotes the true value of a parameter.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1-5, if either S = So, or both Sc = So
c and π = πo, then for all t, E{D1(t;β

o,Λo, π, S, Sc)} =

E{D2(β
o,Λo, π, S, Sc)} = 0.

3 Misspecified Cox model

The proportional hazards assumption under model (1) might be violated. Without this assumption a saturated

model for the causal log hazard ratio that may change over time is

λT (a)(t) = λ0(t) exp{β(t)a}.

Obviously β(t) = log{λT (1)(t)/λT (0)(t)}. Under the saturated model (11), instead of estimating β(t) at every t, in

practice it is often of interest to estimate an average log hazard ratio:

β∗ =

∫ τ

0
ω(t)β(t)dt∫ τ

0
ω(t)dt

,

where ω(t) > 0 is a weight function. If β(t) = β0, then β∗ = β0.

Under model (11) we may still consider for the full data

Ma
T (t;β,Λ) = Na

T (t)−
∫ t

0

Y a
T (u)e

βadΛ(u),

where Λ(·) is right-continuous, non-decreasing with Λ(0) = 0 and Λ(τ) < ∞. Note that Ma
T (t;β,Λ) is no longer a

full data martingale for any constant β (and Λ) if the proportional hazards assumption is violated, i.e. model (1)

does not hold.

In order to understand what the full data score (2) and (3) estimate under the saturated model (11), we have the

following lemma.
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Lemma 1. Under (11) the full data equations E{Df
1 (t;β,Λ)} = 0 for each t and E{Df

2 (β,Λ)} = 0 have unique

solution β∗ and Λ∗(t) satisfying

h(β∗) :=

∫ τ

0

{E(β(t), t)− E(β∗, t)} ·
1∑

a=0

dFa(t) = 0,

Λ∗(t) =

∫ t

0

∑1
a=0 dFa(t)∑1

a=0 Sa(t)eβ
∗a
,

where Sa(t) = 1− Fa(t) = P (T (a) > T ), and E(β, t) = eβS1(t)/
∑1

a=0 e
βaSa(t).

It can be immediately verified from (13) and (14) that if β(t) = β0, then β∗ = β0 and Λ∗(·) = Λ(·) under the

marginal structural Cox model (1). In Figure 1 we provide some examples of T (a) distributions and the corresponding

β∗ values. As illustrated in the figure as well as evident from Lemma 1, the estimand β∗ is well-specified (Buja et al.,

2019c,b) as a functional of the potential outcome distributions only; it does not depend on the treatment assignment

mechanism, or the covariate distribution, or the censoring mechanism.
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Figure 1: Top row represents the hazard functions for a = 0 (blue) and a = 1 (red). In the bottom row we have

the corresponding log hazard ratio β(t) with red dotted line indicating β∗. We use the following scenarios: (a)

log{T (a)} ∼ N(−0.5a, 1) for a = 0, 1; (b) log{T (0)} ∼ N(1.5, 1), T (1) ∼ Unif(0, 10); (c) log{T (a)} = −a + ϵ for

a = 0, 1 with ϵ ∼ logistic; (d) log{T (0)} = 2 + ϵ with ϵ ∼ logistic, and T (1) ∼ Unif(0, 10).

To help further understand its interpretation, from (13) using the mean value theorem or first-order Taylor
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expansion we can see that (12) holds with ω(t) = v(β̃(t), t) ·
∑1

a=0 fa(t), where

v(β, t) =
∂

∂β
E(β, t) = eβS0(t)S1(t)

{S0(t) + eβS1(t)}2
,

fa(t) = dFa(t)/dt and β̃(t) lies between β(t) and β∗. The above is in fact equivalent to Xu and O’Quigley (2000)

under 1:1 randomized treatments, where (13) becomes∫ τ

0

{
Eβ(t)(A|T = t)− Eβ∗(A|T = t)

}
dF (t) = 0,

and F (t) is the CDF of T . In this case we also have that ω(t) = v(β̃(t), t) · f(t), v(β(t), t) = Var(A|T = t) which

changes very mildly over t for a finite τ , and f(t) = dF (t)/dt.

Finally, since model (11) is saturated, we have as special cases when T (a) follows the semiparametric transfor-

mation model

g(T (a)) = γa+ ϵ,

for a = 0, 1, where g(·) is an unspecified strictly increasing function, and ϵ is a member of the Gρ family (Harrington

and Fleming, 1982). Similar to Xu and Harrington (2001) it can be shown that if τ is large so that P (T (a) < τ) = 1

for a = 0, 1, then β∗ = −γ/(ρ + 1) (Luo, 2023). In this way estimation of the average log hazard ratio β∗ leads

immediately to the estimation of the causal effect γ under the semiparametric transformation model (16), as ρ ≥ 0

is assumed known under the model.

Once we understand what the full data score (2) and (3) estimate, it is then perhaps not surprising that with

observed data, the AIPW score (7) and (8) identify the causal estimand β∗ and Λ∗ under model (11). This is shown

in the following theorem, together with the doubly robust property just as previously stated under model (1) but

now without the proportional hazards assumption.

Theorem 1′. Under Assumptions 1-5, if either S = So, or both Sc = So
c and π = πo, then for all t, E{D1(t;β

∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc)} =

E{D2(β
∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc)} = 0.

The above result stands in stark contrast to the previous literature under the Cox regression model, where the

partial likelihood serves as the standard approach under the proportional hazards assumption, as long as the censoring

distribution is independent of the failure time, given the covariates in the regression model. The marginal structural

model, on the other hand, does not include any covariates, so IPCW is applied from the start, and AIPW leads to

improved robustness and possibly efficiency. In this way, as will be shown in the next section our joint augmentation

provides an umbrella approach that gives valid inference for βo under the marginal structural Cox model (1), but

also at the same time, valid inference for the causal estimand β∗ (and Λ∗) under the saturated model (11). This is

particularly relevant for practical applications where, as we will illustrate later, if we believe that model (1) holds, we
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are estimating the log hazard ratio βo; in the case that model (1) fails, we are estimating the time-averaged log hazard

ratio β∗. The result therefore remains interpretable under possibly misspecified marginal structural Cox model, hence

satisfying both the assumption-lean and the well-specification criteria discussed in Buja et al. (2019a,c,b).

4 Asymptotic Double Robust Properties

4.1 Estimation

In the following we assume the general model (11), with model (1) as a special case where β∗ = βo. Given i.i.d. ob-

servations (Xi, δi, Ai, Zi), i = 1, ..., n, we may estimate (β∗,Λ∗) by solving

1

n

n∑
i=1

D1i(t;β,Λ, η) = 0 and
1

n

n∑
i=1

D2i(β,Λ, η) = 0. (17)

For l = 0, 1, define S(l)(t;β, η) = n−1
∑n

i=1 Γ
(l)
i (t;β, η). Solving for Λ in (17) we obtain a newly proposed AIPW

estimate

Λ̃(t;β, η) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u; η)

S(0)(u;β, η)
.

With it, we can go back to (17) and obtain a new AIPW estimate of β that solves the estimating equation U(β; η) = 0,

with

U(β; η) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t; η)− Ā(t;β, η)dN (0)

i (t; η),

and Ā(t;β, η) = S(1)(t;β, η)/S(0)(t;β, η). We note that U(β; η) has a parallel expression to the partial likelihood

score function under the Cox model, observing that Ā(t; ·) is the sum of augmented Aie
βAiYi(t) divided by the sum

of augmented eβAiYi(t), and dN (l)
i (t; η) is the augmented Al

idNi(t) for l = 0, 1 as mentioned before. As demonstrated

below, these augmentations yield the doubly robust property for inference in large samples. The above derivation

and result is to the best of our knowledge new to the literature.

In the above the nuisance functions π(z), S(t; a, z) and Sc(t; a, z) are unknown in practice and need to be estimated.

We utilize the cross-fitting procedure that is commonly considered in the literature (Hasminskii and Ibragimov, 1979;

Bickel, 1982; Robins et al., 2008; Chernozhukov et al., 2018) and, as will be shown later, provides root-n inference for

β∗. The estimation procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1, where the details of the relevant quantities are further

given in the Supplementary Material, although the notation used here should also be self-explanatory. Following the

fit, under the marginal structural Cox model (1) if needed we may also estimate the survival probabilities, or one

minus the risk, P (T (a) > t) by exp{−Λ̂(t) exp(β̂a)}.
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Algorithm 1 Jointly Augmented Cox DR Estimator

Require: A sample of n observations, (Xi, δi, Ai, Zi)
n
i=1.

Split the full sample into k folds indexed by I1, I2, . . . , Ik.

for each fold indexed by m do

Let I−m := {1, . . . , n} \ Im

Estimate nuisances η̂(−m) =
(
π̂(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ

(−m)
c

)
using the out-of-fold sample I−m.

Obtain Um(β, η̂(−m)), the m-th fold estimating equation for β,

by profiling out Λ from the in-fold equation
∑

i∈Im
D1i(t;β,Λ, η̂

(−m)) = 0.

Construct Λ̃m(t; β̂, η̂(−m)) as in (18).

end for

return β̂ as the solution to Ucf (β) = 0 with

Ucf (β) =
1

k

k∑
m=1

Um(β, η̂(−m)) and Λ̂(t) =
1

k

k∑
m=1

Λ̃m(t; β̂, η̂(−m)).

4.2 Asymptotic properties and inference

We first focus on rate double robustness and describe some additional assumptions. Let O† denote a random sample

{(X†
i ,∆

†
i , A

†
i , Z

†
i ), i = 1, . . . , n} used for estimating π̂, Ŝ and Ŝc. Let (X,∆, A, Z) be a data point independent of O†

and drawn from the same distribution as O†. Define below for f = S, Sc, where E† denotes expectation with respect

to (X†,∆†, A†, Z†), and E denotes expectation with respect to (X,∆, A, Z) conditional on O†,

∥π̂ − π∗∥2† = E†
[
E [π̂(Z)− π∗(Z)]

2
]
,∥∥∥f̂ − f∗

∥∥∥2
†

= E†

[
E
[

sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

|f̂(t; a, Z)− f∗(t; a, Z)|2
]]
.

Assumption 6 (Uniform Convergence). There exist deterministic limits π∗(z), S∗(t; a, z) and S∗
c (t; a, z) such that

∥π̂ − π∗∥† = o(1), ∥Ŝ − S∗∥† = o(1) and ∥Ŝc − S∗
c ∥† = o(1).

We should point out that the above assumption does not require any of the three models to be correctly specified.

Instead, it simply asserts that these models possess population counterparts towards which they converge. This

condition is generally fulfilled for the Donsker model class, regardless of whether they exhibit biases. The following

theorem provides doubly robust consistency of β̂, in cases where either the outcome model (i.e. the failure time

model) or the missingness model (i.e. the censoring time model and the treatment assignment model) is correctly

specified, but not necessarily both, and our proposed estimator remains valid.

Theorem 2 (Consistency). Under Assumptions 1-6 and additional regularity Assumptions 8-11 in the Supplementary

Material, if either S∗ = So, or (π∗, S∗
c ) = (πo, So

c ), then β̂
p→ β∗.
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We remind the reader that the limit β∗ to which β̂ converges is the true log hazard ratio when the marginal

structural Cox model (1) holds, but otherwise it is the time-averaged log hazard ratio described in the Section 3.

Now let O denote a random sample {(Xj ,∆j , Aj , Zj), j = 1, . . . , n} that is independent of O† above, and drawn

from the same distribution as O†. Recall that ηo = (πo, So, So
c )

⊤, and define J̃i(t; a) = Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Ji(t; a, Ŝ, S
o
c )

and J̄i(t; a) = Ji(t; a, S
o, Ŝc)−Ji(t; a, So, So

c ), with Ji(t; a, S, Sc) =
∫ t

0
dMci(u; a, Sc)/{Si(u; a)Sci(u; a)} defined in Sec-

tion 2. Here we use various shorthand notations of the likes of Ŝi(t; a) = Ŝ(t; a, Zi) and So
i (t; a) = So(t; a, Zi). Then,

with dKi(t, u; a) = dŜi(t; a)dJ̃i(u; a)−dSo
i (t; a)dJ̄i(u; a) we define the cross integral products D†

1 := D†
1(Ŝ, Ŝc; η

o) and

D†
2 := D†

2(Ŝ, Ŝc; η
o) as

D†
1 = E†

[
E
[

max
a∈{0,1}

1

n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣ ∫ τ

0

∫ t

0

{a− Ā(t;β∗, ηo)}dKi(t, u; a)
∣∣∣]],

D†
2 = E†

[
E

[
max

a,l∈{0,1}

1

n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ ∫ τ

0

δ(t, β∗)Ji(t; a, S
o, Ŝc)

l{dŜi(t; a)− dSo
i (t; a)}

∣∣∣∣]],
where δ(t, β∗) = Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, ηo) and E denotes expectation with respect to O conditional on O†.

Assumption 7 (Rate Condition).

∥∥Ŝ − So
∥∥
†

(
∥π̂ − πo∥† +

∥∥Ŝc − So
c

∥∥
†

)
+D†

1(Ŝ, Ŝc; η
o) +D†

2(Ŝ, Ŝc; η
o) = o(n−1/2).

Note that in addition to the common products of error rates as in Chernozhukov et al. (2018); Rotnitzky et al.

(2021); Hou et al. (2023), we also have the cross integral product terms. These integral terms are needed because we

have two nuisance functions that involve time t; in contrast, the mixed bias property of Rotnitzky et al. (2021) suffices

when at most one of the nuisance functions involves t, as in their cases. Similar integral terms in rate conditions can

be found in Wang et al. (2022) and Vansteelandt et al. (2022).

Theorem 3 (Rate Double Robustness). Under Assumptions 1-7 and additional regularity Assumptions 8-11 in the

Supplementary Material, if (π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) = (πo, So, So

c ), we have

σ̂−1
√
n(β̂ − β∗)

d→ N(0, 1),

where the expression for σ̂2 := σ̂2(β̂) is also provided in the Supplementary Material.

Theorem 3 establishes the rate double robustness property, and as mentioned before this solves the compatibility

issue due to the non-collapsibility of the Cox regression models via the use of machine learning or other nonparametric

approaches to estimate the nuisance functions. Traditionally, Neyman orthogonal scores (Neyman, 1959) have been

considered in the semiparametric literature which, when combined with cross-fitting, gives
√
n consistent estimators,

as long as all nuisance parameters are estimated at faster than n−1/4 rate (Newey, 1994; Rotnitzky et al., 2021).

However, this n−1/4 rate requirement still rules out a number of data adaptive machine learning methods (Bilodeau,
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2022; Ogburn et al., 2022; Tang, 2022). The rate double robustness result here improves upon the n−1/4 rate

requirement: β̂ is consistent and asymptotically normal even if one of Ŝ or (π̂, Ŝc) converges arbitrarily slow, as

long as their product error rate is faster than
√
n. In practice, very few of the machine learning methods used for

time-to-event data have known convergence rates, and in the Simulations section below we will investigate empirically

the performance of the methods.

Lastly, if we are satisfied with the saturated model (11) and do not insist on model (1) being valid, we can explore

parametric or semiparametric models for the nuisance functions π, S, and Sc, as the compatibility issue is no longer

a concern. In this case, no cross-fitting is needed, and π̂, Ŝ and Ŝc are regular and asymptotically linear estimators

of π, S and Sc, respectively. Let π∗, S∗ and S∗
c be their limits; that is, ∥π̂ − π∗∥ = ∥Ŝ − S∗∥ = ∥Ŝc − S∗

c ∥ = o(1),

where ∥π̂−π∗∥2 = E{|π̂(Z)−π∗(Z)|2}, ∥Ŝ−S∗∥2 = E{supt∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1} |Ŝ(t; a, Z)−S∗(t; a, Z)|2}, and ∥Ŝc−S∗
c ∥2 =

E{supt∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1} |Ŝc(t; a, Z)− S∗
c (t; a, Z)|2}. Similar to Hou et al. (2023) and Wang et al. (2022) it can be shown

that the solution β̂dr to U(β; η̂) = 0 in (19) enjoys the classical model doubly robust property: it is consistent and

asymptotically normal if either S∗ = So or (π∗, S∗
c ) = (πo, So

c ).

5 Numerical Work

5.1 Simulations

In this section, we assess the performance of the proposed estimator under the marginal structural Cox model (1).

Extended simulations under the general model (11) are provided in the Supplementary Material. The codes developed

in this work has been implemented in the R (R Core Team, 2021) package CoxAIPW which is available on CRAN.

The package allows three choices: for 1) causal inference with non-randomized observational data but no informative

censoring (i.e. AIPTW only), 2) informative censoring without causal inference (AIPCW only), and 3) both causal

inference with observational data and informative censoring (AIPW as described in this paper).

T (a) C(a)A

ZU

T C

Figure 2: Diagram for the data generating mechanism

To induce confounding within a marginal structural model, we adopt the approach outlined by Havercroft and
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Didelez (2012). This involves simulating latent variables linked to both the covariates and the event outcome. Let

U = (U1, U2, U3)
T where U1 ∼ Unif(−1, 1), U2 ∼ Unif(−1, 1) and U3 ∼ Unif(−1, 1). Let Z = (Z1, Z2, Z3)

T where

Z1 = 0.5U1 + U3, Z2 = U1 + 1.5U2
1 − 0.5 and Z3 = U1 + U2. Let T (a) = − log(0.5U1 + 0.5) exp(a) for a = 0, 1.

This gives T (a) which follows model (1) with βo = −1 and λo0(t) = 1. We then simulate C(a) and A according to

the four scenarios described in Table 1, each giving about 50% per treatment arm and about 40% censored due to

loss to follow-up. Finally let T = AT (1) + (1 − A)T (0) and C = AC(1) + (1 − A)C(0). For all simulations we set

τ = 1; note that this is the maximum time for estimating both the T and C distributions. The details of this data

generation process are elaborated in Figure 2. Each scenario involves 1,000 simulated datasets of n = 1000, yielding

a margin of error about ±1.35% for the 95% confidence intervals.

Table 1: Four scenarios for generating C(a) and A.

Scenario Details

1 ϵ ∼ Unif(0, 1)

C(a): Cox C(a) = − log(ϵ) exp(0.5 + 0.5a− Z2 + 0.5Z3)

A: Logistic logit{π(Z)} = 0.5Z1 − 0.5Z2 − 0.5Z3

2 ϵ ∼ Unif(0, 1)

C(a): Cox C(a) = − log(ϵ) exp(0.5 + 0.5a− Z2 + 0.5Z3)

A: Soft Partition logit{π(Z)} = −3 · 1{Z2 < −0.5}+ 3 · 1{−0.5 ≤ Z2 < 0.5} − 3 · 1{Z2 ≥ 0.5}

3 ϵ ∼ Unif(0, 1)

C(a): Uniform-Cox C(0) = 1.05ϵ, C(1) = − log(ϵ) exp(3.3 + 3.5Z3)

A: Logistic logit{π(Z)} = 0.5Z1 − 0.5Z2 − 0.5Z3

4 ϵ ∼ Unif(0, 1)

C(a): Uniform-Cox C(0) = 1.05ϵ, C(1) = − log(ϵ) exp(3.3 + 3.5Z3)

A: Soft Partition logit{π(Z)} = −3 · 1{Z2 < −0.5}+ 3 · 1{−0.5 ≤ Z2 < 0.5} − 3 · 1{Z2 ≥ 0.5}

We contrast the AIPW estimator, using different working models, with the IPW estimator, the partial likelihood

estimator under the naive Cox model, and a full data estimator. We estimate the conditional distributions of T

and C given A and Z using Cox regression and the random survival forest (Ishwaran et al., 2008, RSF) from the

R package randomForestSRC. For A given Z, we used logistic regression and the gradient boosted models (GBM)

from the R package twang (Ridgeway et al., 2022). RSF settings included the ‘bs.gradient’ split rule, while default

settings were maintained for other hyperparameters in both twang and RSF. Five-fold cross-fitting was implemented.
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For stability, values of Ŝ(t; a, z), Ŝc(t; a, z) were restricted to be at least 0.05, and π̂(z) between 0.1 and 0.9. For each

dataset, we calculated model-based and bootstrap standard errors, the latter with 100 replicates, and constructed

95% confidence intervals using the normal approximation. For the full data estimator, the robust sandwich estimator

was applied to account for potential intra-subject outcome correlations.

Tables 2 and 3 show the bias, standard deviation (SD), standard error (SE) and coverage probabilities of the

estimators under Scenarios 1 – 4, respectively. Additional plots to visualize the results are provided in the Supple-

mentary Material. We see that under Scenario 1 all eight AIPW estimators have small biases and good coverage

probabilities, even when the conditional Cox model for T is wrong (marked in red). This is no longer the case under

Scenarios 2 and 3 when both the conditional Cox model for T and one of the models for C or A is wrong. Note

that under Scenario 2, when RSF is used for the conditional T model and logistic regression is incorrectly applied

for the propensity score model, the biases are relatively substantial, with coverage only at around 80% in both cases.

We think that this has to do with the fact that rate double robustness when machine learning is involved requires

all nuisance estimates to be consistent, at least theoretically. Under Scenario 4 the RSF/RSF-GBM estimator using

all machine learning methods has the smallest bias and is the only one with correct coverage. The IPW estimators

perform well under Scenario 1 with correctly specified working models for C and A. However, their performance is

generally poor in Scenarios 2 through 4, including the RSF-GBM estimator, which exhibits slower convergence when

machine learning methods are used for weight estimation.

5.2 Honolulu-Asia Aging Study

We analyze data from the Honolulu-Asia Aging Study (HAAS), which began in 1991 as an extension of the Honolulu

Heart Program project (HHP, 1965-1974). The objective is to examine the impact of various mid- and late-life

exposures, on outcomes including cognitive and motor impairment, stroke, other common chronic conditions, and

mortality. Both studies followed a cohort of Japanese men born between 1900 and 1919, residing in Hawaii. The

dataset comprises 2079 participants, with 552 classified as heavy drinkers (> 2 drinks/day) at some point during

mid-life. We consider covariates such as age, systolic blood pressure, heart rate at baseline, and years of education

attained. The maximum follow-up duration is set at 13 years. In total, 47% of participants died, 21% were censored

due to loss to follow-up, and the remaining 32% were alive at the 13-year mark. Our specific focus here is the impact

of mid-life alcohol exposure on late-life mortality.

Figure 3 shows the point estimates and the corresponding 95% bootstrap-based confidence intervals for all 13

estimators; a corresponding table is also provided in the Supplementary Material. The naive Cox estimate yields the

largest point estimate at 0.30, whereas the IPW estimates are smaller after adjusting for confounding and informative

censoring. Notably, the AIPW estimates, particularly those employing machine learning methods, show considerably
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Table 2: Scenarios 1 - 2 of simulation; true βo = −1. Red indicates that the model is wrong.

Scenario Estimator T/C-A Models Bias SD SE Coverage

Model/Boot Model/Boot

1

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.002 0.059 0.060/0.059 0.95/0.94

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.003 0.058 0.061/0.060 0.96/0.94

Cox/RSF-logit 0.004 0.057 0.060/0.059 0.96/0.96

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.003 0.056 0.062/0.060 0.97/0.96

RSF/Cox-logit 0.002 0.053 0.053/0.053 0.95/0.94

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.008 0.054 0.054/0.055 0.95/0.95

RSF/RSF-logit 0.005 0.053 0.053/0.054 0.95/0.94

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.011 0.054 0.055/0.056 0.95/0.95

IPW

Cox-logit 0.000 0.067 - /0.066 - /0.94

Cox-GBM 0.031 0.069 - /0.069 - /0.92

RSF-logit 0.026 0.060 - /0.064 - /0.95

RSF-GBM 0.005 0.062 - /0.068 - /0.97

Naive Cox 0.496 0.100 0.100/0.101 0.00/0.00

Full Data 0.001 0.029 0.028/ - 0.95/ -

2

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.260 0.064 0.068/0.066 0.02/0.02

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.018 0.086 0.093/0.088 0.96/0.95

Cox/RSF-logit 0.268 0.063 0.069/0.066 0.02/0.02

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.033 0.080 0.090/0.084 0.95/0.94

RSF/Cox-logit 0.050 0.071 0.056/0.061 0.80/0.83

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.003 0.073 0.073/0.075 0.94/0.94

RSF/RSF-logit 0.052 0.071 0.056/0.061 0.80/0.83

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.009 0.073 0.073/0.075 0.95/0.94

IPW

Cox-logit 0.164 0.093 - /0.092 - /0.58

Cox-GBM 0.103 0.118 - /0.106 - /0.83

RSF-logit 0.177 0.084 - /0.088 - /0.48

RSF-GBM 0.134 0.107 - /0.101 - /0.74

Naive Cox 0.579 0.119 0.125/0.125 0.00/0.00

Full Data 0.001 0.029 0.028/ - 0.95/ -
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Table 3: Scenarios 3 - 4 of simulation; true βo = −1. Red indicates that the model is wrong.

Scenario Estimator T/C-A Models Bias SD SE Coverage

Model/Boot Model/Boot

3

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.146 0.106 0.108/0.109 0.79/0.78

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.146 0.108 0.114/0.120 0.81/0.83

Cox/RSF-logit 0.015 0.103 0.122/0.118 0.98/0.97

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.014 0.104 0.126/0.125 0.98/0.98

RSF/Cox-logit 0.007 0.092 0.098/0.097 0.95/0.94

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.001 0.095 0.101/0.104 0.95/0.95

RSF/RSF-logit 0.019 0.097 0.102/0.104 0.96/0.95

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.026 0.098 0.103/0.111 0.96/0.97

IPW

Cox-logit 0.305 0.112 - /0.103 - /0.21

Cox-GBM 0.335 0.115 - /0.104 - /0.16

RSF-logit 0.077 0.078 - /0.079 - /0.84

RSF-GBM 0.109 0.082 - /0.082 - /0.73

Naive Cox 0.895 0.108 0.110/0.110 0.00/0.00

Full Data 0.001 0.029 0.028/ - 0.95/ -

4

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.347 0.120 0.138/0.143 0.14/0.24

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.135 0.131 0.116/0.129 0.72/0.78

Cox/RSF-logit 0.361 0.201 0.343/0.224 0.50/0.71

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.084 0.140 0.149/0.157 0.88/0.90

RSF/Cox-logit 0.075 0.107 0.101/0.105 0.89/0.89

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.026 0.105 0.096/0.106 0.90/0.92

RSF/RSF-logit 0.143 0.137 0.174/0.155 0.88/0.93

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.020 0.124 0.119/0.132 0.94/0.94

IPW

Cox-logit 0.063 0.130 - /0.124 - /0.90

Cox-GBM 0.249 0.130 - /0.117 - /0.41

RSF-logit 0.163 0.112 - /0.104 - /0.66

RSF-GBM 0.005 0.129 - /0.112 - /0.91

Naive Cox 0.562 0.120 0.132/0.132 0.00/0.00

Full Data 0.001 0.028 0.028/ - 0.95/ -
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Figure 3: Forest plot of the (time-averaged) log hazard ratio estimates of the effect of mid-life alcohol exposure

(heavy versus not heavy) on overall survival for the HAAS data.

smaller log hazard ratio estimates compared to the IPW estimates. All estimates confirm a statistically significant

increased risk associated with mid-life alcohol exposure on mortality, although the precision of these estimates varies.

We note also that the lack of validity of the IPW based inference renders the confidence intervals questionable.

Additionally, our approach provides estimates of the risk difference P (T (1) ≤ t) − P (T (0) ≤ t) and the risk ratio

P (T (1) ≤ t)/P (T (0) ≤ t); see a figure in the Supplementary Material for t = 3, 4, . . . , 12 years.

We would like to remind the reader that when we refer to the log hazard ratio above, we assume that the

proportional hazards assumption holds. To date, there is a notable absence of diagnostic tools designed for assessing

the marginal structural Cox model. Nevertheless, as expounded upon in the subsequent section, the development

of such tools appears feasible with the aid of the AIPW estimators introduced in this paper, which would hold

significant practical significance.

If there are concerns about the proportional hazards assumption, interpreting the estimand as the time-averaged

log hazard ratio (Section 3) is a useful approach. This interpretation is always useful, as discussed in Buja et al.

(2019b), where it is noted that testing the assumption on the same data set can lead to post-selection inference

issues.
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6 Discussion

We have derived an AIPW estimator for the log hazard ratio under the marginal structural Cox model, both with the

proportional hazard assumption and allowing it to be violated. The estimator possesses rate doubly robust property

which provides a solution to the challenge otherwise posed by the non-collapsibility of the Cox model. In this way it

becomes possible to protect against misspecification of the propensity score model which would otherwise invalidate

the Cox-IPW approach. We believe that in place of the Cox-IPW estimator commonly used in practice, the AIPW

estimator should be routinely used. In addition, as indicated in Luo (2023) the explicit expression of the AIPW

estimator can lead to diagnostics of the proportional hazard assumption in the marginal structural Cox model, and

this would be of interest for future work.

The full data estimating equations involving martingale type increments considered in this paper are more broadly

applicable to other semiparametric survival models, such as the additive hazards model (Lin and Ying, 1994) or the

transformation cure model (Lu and Ying, 2004). We expect that the joint augmentation technique can be similarly

applied, so that doubly robust approaches may be developed for these other marginal structural models besides the

Cox one, for analyzing observational studies with survival outcomes.

In the context of model misspecification we could not agree more with Cox (1995) that models are simplifications

and idealizations of reality. While it is important to carefully examine any estimation procedure under the model

assumptions, it is also very useful to know, in the (often inevitable) situations when a model is misspecified, what

we are estimating. Our development in this paper clearly established that the estimand β∗ (and Λ∗), outside of

the marginal structural Cox model, meets the criteria of well-specification (Buja et al., 2019c,b). That is, it is a

functional of the potential outcome distributions only, and does not depend on the treatment assignment mechanism,

or the covariate distribution, or the censoring mechanism. This is imperative for such an estimand, so that it remains

interpretable in the absence of randomization, as well as not affected by specific recruitment patterns of any studies

which translate to censoring mechanisms.

We note that among the discussion surrounding Buja et al. (2019a,c), Whitney et al. (2019) advocated for an

estimand closely related to ours:
∫
β(t)f(t)dt. We speculate that it is possible to incorporate different weights into

(12) through deconstruction of Lemma 1 together with the expression of ω(t) following it, although this is beyond

the scope of the current paper. Vansteelandt et al. (2022) also focused on assumption-lean Cox regression. They

considered an averaged log cumulative hazard ratio as the estimand, but the time interval on which the average is

taken has to be bounded away from time zero. On the other hand, the proportional hazards assumption, if at all,

is more likely satisfied before too much time has elapsed. In this sense the approach seems more like an alternative

instead of assumption-lean.
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Our AIPW approach with the saturated model may also offer a novel perspective for handling situations with a

large number of covariates or effect modifiers, addressing both precise parameter identification and high-dimensionality.

The concept of an average, also referred to as least-false, parameter introduces a fresh viewpoint with the potential

for more efficient utilization of high-dimensional structures than precise models. While significant and promising, this

extension falls beyond our study’s scope; nevertheless, our joint augmentation framework has laid the groundwork

for future exploration.
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Supplementary Materials

Summary

The Supplementary Material contains the following:

1. Notation and expressions;

2. Some results under misspecified Cox model;

3. Proof of identifiability and double robustness;

4. Additional plots;

5. Simulation under the β(t) model;

6. Proof of asymptotic results.
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A Notation and Expressions

For any random quantities a and b, we will use a ≲ b to denote that a is less than or equal to b up to a constant

factor.

For a = 0, 1, l = 0, 1 and i = 1, . . . , n,

NTi(t) = I(Ti ≤ t), YTi(t) = I(Ti ≥ t),

MTi(t;β,Λ) = NTi(t)−
∫ t

0

YTi(u)e
βAidΛ(u),

Nci(t) = I(Xi ≤ t,∆i = 0), Yi(t) = I(Xi ≥ t),

Mci(t; a, Sc) = Nci(t)−
∫ t

0

Yi(u)dΛc(u; a, Zi),

Na(t) = I{X(a) ≤ t, T (a) ≤ C(a)}, Y a(t) = I{X(a) ≥ t}

Na
c (t) = I{X(a) ≤ t, T (a) > C(a)}, ∆a(t) = I{min(T (a), t) ≤ C(a)},

Ji(t; a, S, Sc) =

∫ t

0

dMci(u; a, Sc)

S(u; a, Zi)Sc(u; a, Zi)
,

Dw
1i(t;β,Λ, π, Sc) =

dMi(t;β,Λ)

π(Zi)Ai {1− π(Zi)}1−AiSc(t;Ai, Zi)

dN (l)
i (t;π, S, Sc) =

Al
idNi(t)

π(Zi)Ai{1− π(Zi)}1−AiSc(t;Ai, Zi)
+

Al
idS(t;Ai, Zi)

π(Zi)Ai{1− π(Zi)}1−Ai

−
∑
a=0,1

al
{
1 +

Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π(Zi)a{1− π(Zi)}1−a
Ji(t; a, S, Sc)

}
dS(t; a, Zi),

Γ
(l)
i (t;β, π, S, Sc) =

Al
iYi(t)e

βAi

π(Zi)Ai{1− π(Zi)}1−AiSc(t;Ai, Zi)
− Al

iS(t;Ai, Zi)e
βAi

π(Zi)Ai{1− π(Zi)}1−Ai

+
∑
a=0,1

al
{
1 +

Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π(Zi)a{1− π(Zi)}1−a
Ji(t; a, S, Sc)

}
S(t; a, Zi)e

βa,

D1i(t;β,Λ, π, S, Sc) = dN (0)
i (t;π, S, Sc)− Γ

(0)
i (t;β, π, S, Sc)dΛ(t),

D2i(β,Λ, π, S, Sc) =

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t;π, S, Sc)− Γ

(1)
i (t;β, π, S, Sc)dΛ(t),

s(1)(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
∂

∂β
s(0)(t;β, π, S, Sc) =

∂2

∂β2
s(0)(t;β, π, S, Sc),

ᾱ(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
s(1)(t;β, π, S, Sc)

s(0)(t;β, π, S, Sc)
,

v(t;β, π, S, Sc) = ᾱ(t;β, π, S, Sc)− ᾱ(t;β, π, S, Sc)
2,

ν(β, π, S, Sc) =

∫ τ

0

v(t;β, π, S, Sc)s(0)(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)dΛ
∗(t)

µ(β, π, S, Sc) =

∫ τ

0

{ᾱ(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)− ᾱ(t;β, π, S, Sc)}s(0)(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)dΛ
∗(t).

Note that the quantities in the last 4 lines are defined in the Additional Assumptions Section F.1 for the Proof of

Asymptotics Results later.
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Next, we define quantities evaluated over the entire sample of n observations:

S(l)(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Γ
(l)
i (t;β, π, S, Sc), s(l)(t;β, π, S, Sc) = E{S(l)(t;β, π, S, Sc)}

Ā(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
S(1)(t;β, π, S, Sc)

S(0)(t;β, π, S, Sc)
,

V (t;β, π, S, Sc) = Ā(t;β, π, S, Sc)− Ā(t;β, π, S, Sc)
2,

Λ̃(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dNi(u;π, S, Sc)

S(0)(u;β, π, S, Sc)
,

U(β, π, S, Sc) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t;π, S, Sc)− Ā(t;β, π, S, Sc)dN (0)

i (t;π, S, Sc).

Analogous to the quantities above, for each fold m, we define the fold-specific quantities:

S(l)
m (t;β, π, S, Sc) =

1

|Im|
∑
i∈Im

Γ
(l)
i (t;β, π, S, Sc),

Ām(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
S(1)
m (t;β, π, S, Sc)

S(0)
m (t;β, π, S, Sc)

,

Vm(t;β, π, S, Sc) = Ām(t;β, π, S, Sc)− Ām(t;β, π, S, Sc)
2,

Λ̃m(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
1

|Im|
∑
i∈Im

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u;π, S, Sc)

S(0)
m (u;β, π, S, Sc)

,

ψ̃m,i(β
∗,Λ, π, S, Sc) = D2i(t;β,Λ, π, S, Sc)−

∫ τ

0

Ām(t;β, π, S, Sc)D1i(t;β,Λ, π, S, Sc).

The asymptotic variance of β̂ in Theorems 3 is

σ2 = E{ψ(β∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )

2}/ν2(β∗, πo, So, So
c ),

where

ψ(β∗,Λ, π, S, Sc) = D2(β,Λ, π, S, Sc)−
∫ τ

0

ᾱ(t;β, π, S, Sc)D1(t;β,Λ, π, S, Sc).

The asymptotic variance σ2 can be consistently estimated using

σ̂2(β̂) =
n
∑k

m=1

∑
i∈Im

ψ̃m,i(β̂, Λ̃m(·; β̂, π̂(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ
(−m)
c ), π̂(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ

(−m)
c )2{∑k

m=1

∑
i∈Im

∫ τ

0
Vm(t; β̂, π̂(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ

(−m)
c )dN (0)

i (t; π̂(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ
(−m)
c )

}2 .

Without cross-fitting, and when all the working models are correctly specified (semi)parametrically, the asymp-

totic variance can be consistently estimated using

σ̃2(β̂) =
n
∑n

i=1 ψ̃i(β̂, Λ̃(·;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc), π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)
2{∑n

i=1

∫ τ

0
V (t; β̂, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)dN (0)

i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)
}2 ,

where π̂, Ŝ and Ŝc are estimated using the same sample of n observations.
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B Some results under misspecified Cox model

Proof of Lemma 1. First, we solve E{Df
1 (t;β,Λ)} = 0. By Leibniz integral rule, we may exchange the order of

differentiation and integral and have

dΛ(t) =

∑
a=0,1 dE{I{T (a) < t}}∑
a=0,1 e

βaE [I{T (a) ≥ t}]
=

∑
a=0,1 dFa(t)∑

a=0,1 e
βaSa(t)

. (20)

Plugging it into E{Df
2 (β,Λ)} = 0, we have

0 =

∫ τ

0

∑
a=0,1

a · dE[I{T (a) < t}]−
∑

a=0,1 ae
βaE [I{T (a) ≥ t}] ·

∑
a=0,1 dFa(t)∑

a=0,1 e
βaSa(t)

=

∫ τ

0

∑
a=0,1

a · fa(t)dt−
∑

a=0,1 ae
βaSa(t)∑

a=0,1 e
βaSa(t)

∑
a=0,1

fa(t)dt,

=

∫ τ

0

{∑
a=0,1 a · fa(t)∑
a=0,1 fa(t)

−
∑

a=0,1 ae
βaSa(t)∑

a=0,1 e
βaSa(t)

} ∑
a=0,1

fa(t)dt

=

∫ τ

0

{∑
a=0,1 a · Λ(t)eβ(t)aSa(t)∑
a=0,1 Λ(t)e

β(t)aSa(t)
−
∑

a=0,1 ae
βaSa(t)∑

a=0,1 e
βaSa(t)

} ∑
a=0,1

fa(t)dt

=

∫ τ

0

{∑
a=0,1 ae

β(t)aSa(t)∑
a=0,1 e

β(t)aSa(t)
−
∑

a=0,1 ae
βaSa(t)∑

a=0,1 e
βaSa(t)

} ∑
a=0,1

fa(t)dt,

which is equivalent to the definition of β∗ defined in (13). In addition v(β, t) > 0. Therefore β∗ is the unique solution

to β in the full data estimating functions. Plugging β∗ into (20), we also see that Λ∗(t) as defined in (14) is also the

solution to Λ(t) in the full data estimating functions.

We next show that under 1:1 randomization, equation (15) is equivalent to (13).

By consistency we have

f(t) = P (A = 1)f(t;A = 1) + P (A = 0)f(t;A = 0) =
1

2
{f1(t) + f0(t)}.

Bayes’ rule implies that for two random variables X and Y ,

E(X|Y = y) =
E{XfY |X(y|X)}

fY (y)
.

Applying this to Eβ(t)(A|T = t) we have

Eβ(t)(A|T = t) =
E{Af(t;A)}

f(t)

=

∑
a=0,1 afa(t)∑
a=0,1 fa(t)

=

∑
a=0,1 aλT (a)(t)Sa(t)∑
a=0,1 λT (a)(t)Sa(t)

=

∑
a=0,1 ae

β(t)aSa(t)∑
a=0,1 e

β(t)aSa(t)
.
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Replacing β(t) in the above with a constant β we have

Eβ(A|T = t) =

∑
a=0,1 ae

βaSa(t)∑
a=0,1 e

βaSa(t)
.

Substituting these two quantities into (15) we have (13).

C Proof of Identifiability and Double Robustness

We first state and prove some lemmas that will be used.

Lemma 2. For any real-valued functions g and h, we have

E{g(A,Z)h(T,C,A,Z)} =
∑
a=0,1

E
[
g(a, Z)πo(Z)a{(1− πo(Z)}1−aE{h(T,C,A,Z)|A = a, Z}

]
Proof. By the law of total expectation we have

E{g(A,Z)h(T,C,A,Z)}

=E[E{g(A,Z)h(T,C,A,Z)|A,Z}]

=E

[ ∑
a=0,1

E{g(A,Z)h(T,C,A,Z)|A = a, Z}πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

]

=
∑
a=0,1

E
[
g(a, Z)πo(Z)a{(1− πo(Z)}1−aE{h(T,C,A,Z)|A = a, Z}

]
.

Lemma 3. Denote ∆a(t) = I{min(T (a), t) ≤ C(a)} for a = 0, 1. Then

M(t;β,Λ) = A∆1(t)M1
T (t;β,Λ) + (1−A)∆0(t)M0

T (t;β,Λ).

Proof. By definition Na(t) = I{T (a) ≤ C(a)}I{T (a) ≤ t}. Meanwhile

Na
T (t)∆

a(t) = I{T (a) ≤ t}I{min(T (a), t) ≤ C(a)} = I{T (a) ≤ t}I{T (a) ≤ C(a)}.

Therefore Na(t) = Na
T (t)∆

a(t).

In addition,

Y a
T (t)∆

a(t) = I(T (a) ≥ t)I{min(T (a), t) ≤ C(a)}

= I(T (a) ≥ t)I{C(a) ≥ t} = I(X(a) ≥ t) = Y a(t).

Then by the consistency Assumption 2, we have

N(t) = AN1(t) + (1−A)N0(t)

= AN1
T (t)∆

1(t) + (1−A)N0
T (t)∆

0(t). (23)
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Similarly,

Y (t) = AY 1
T (t)∆

1(t) + (1−A)Y 0
T (t)∆

0(t). (24)

Combining (23) and (24) completes the proof.

Lemma 4. For a = 0, 1,

∆a(t)dMa
T (t;β,Λ)

Sc(t; a, Z)
= dMa

T (t;β,Λ)− dMa
T (t;β,Λ)

∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
.

Proof. We prove the result for a = 1, and the same arguments can be made for a = 0.

The following is a potential outcome version of Lemma 1 from Luo and Xu (2022). Note that∫ t

0

dN1
c (u)

Sc(u; 1, Z)
=

N1
c (t−)

Sc(X; 1, Z)
. (25)

Because Λc(u; 1, Z) = − log{Sc(u; 1, Z)}, we have∫ t

0

−Y 1(u)dΛc(u; 1, Z)

Sc(u; 1, Z)

=I{X(1) ≥ t}
∫ t

0

dSc(u; 1, Z)

Sc(u; 1, Z)2
+ I{X(1) < t}

∫ X(1)

0

dSc(u; 1, Z)

Sc(u; 1, Z)2

=I{X(1) ≥ t}{−Sc(u; 1, Z)
−1}|u=t

u=0 + I{X(1) < t}{−Sc(u; 1, Z)
−1}|u=X(1)

u=0

=
I{X(1) ≥ t}
Sc(0; 1, Z)

+
I{X(1) < t}
Sc(0; 1, Z)

− I{X(1) ≥ t}
Sc(t; 1, Z)

− I(X(1) < t)

Sc(X(1); 1, Z)
,

=1− Y 1(t)

Sc(t; 1, Z)
− I(X(1) < t)

Sc(X(1); 1, Z)
. (26)

Since I(X(1) < t) = N1(t−) +N1
c (t−), (25) + (26) gives∫ t

0

dMc(u; 1, Sc)

Sc(u; 1, Z)
= 1− Y 1(t)

Sc(t; 1, Z)
− N1(t−)

Sc(X(1); 1, Z)
. (27)

The rest of the proof is analogous to part (b) of the proof of Theorem 1 from Luo and Xu (2022). Note that

Y 1(t)dN1
T (t) = dN1(t), and dN1

T (t)N
1(t−) = Y 1

T (t)N
1(t−) = 0. Multiplying (27) by dM1

T (t;β,Λ) = dN1
T (t) −
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Y 1
T (t)e

βdΛ(t) we have

dM1
T (t;β,Λ)

∫ t

0

dMc(u; 1, Sc)

Sc(u; 1, Z)

=dN1
T (t)

∫ t

0

dMc(u; 1, Sc)

Sc(u; 1, Z)
− Y 1

T (t)e
βdΛ(t)

∫ t

0

dMc(u; 1, Sc)

Sc(u; 1, Z)

=dN1
T (t)−

dN1
T (t)Y

1(t)

Sc(t; 1, Z)
− dN1

T (t)N
1(t−)

Sc(X(1); 1, Z)
− Y 1

T (t)e
βdΛ(t) +

Y 1(t)eβdΛ(t)

Sc(t; 1, Z)
+
Y 1
T (t)N

1(t−)eβ
∗
dΛ∗(t)

Sc(X(1); 1, Z)
.

=dN1
T (t)− Y 1

T (t)e
βdΛ(t)− dN1(t)

Sc(t; 1, Z)
+
Y 1(t)eβdΛ(t)

Sc(t; 1, Z)

=dM1
T (t;β,Λ)−

dN1(t)− Y 1(t)eβdΛ(t)

Sc(t; 1, Z)

=dM1
T (t;β,Λ)−

∆1(t)dN1
T (t)−∆1(t)Y 1

T (t)e
βdΛ(t)

Sc(t; 1, Z)

=dM1
T (t;β,Λ)−

∆1(t)dM1
T (t;β,Λ)

Sc(t; 1, Z)
.

C.1 Identifiability via IPW

Lemma 5. Under Assumptions 1-5, for t ∈ [0, τ ],

E{Dw
1 (t;β

∗,Λ∗, π, Sc)} = 0 and E{Dw
2 (β

∗,Λ∗, π, Sc)} = 0.

Proof. Using Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we have

E

[
AldM(t;β∗,Λ∗)

π(Z)A{1− π(Z)}1−ASc(t;A,Z)

]
=
∑
a=0,1

E

[
al

Sc(t; a, Z)
E {dM(t;β∗,Λ∗)|A = a, Z}

]

=
∑
a=0,1

E

[
al

Sc(t; a, Z)
E {∆a(t)dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|Z}

]

=
∑
a=0,1

E

(
al

Sc(t; a, Z)
E [E {∆a(t)dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) = t, Z} |Z]

)

=
∑
a=0,1

E

{
al

Sc(t; a, Z)
E
(
E
[
{dNa

T (t)I(C(a) ≥ t)− Y a
T (t)I(C(a) ≥ t)eβ

∗adΛ∗(t)}|T (a) = t, Z
] ∣∣∣Z)}

=
∑
a=0,1

E

{
alE{I(C(a) ≥ t)|Z}

Sc(t; a, Z)
E
(
E
[
{dNa

T (t)− Y a
T (t)e

β∗adΛ∗(t)}|T (a) = t, Z
] ∣∣∣Z)}

(29)

=
∑
a=0,1

aldE{Ma
T (t;β

∗,Λ∗)} (30)

=0,
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where (29) makes use of the informative censoring Assumption 5, and (30) uses the consistency Assumption 2 and

the tower property. This then gives both E{Dw
1 (t;β

∗,Λ∗, π, Sc)} = 0 and E{Dw
2 (β

∗,Λ∗, π, Sc)} = 0.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 1′ (double robustness)

Note that

D1(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc) = dN (0)

i (t;π, S, Sc)− Γ
(0)
i (t;β∗, π, S, Sc)dΛ

∗(t),

D2(β
∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc) =

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t;π, S, Sc)− Γ

(1)
i (t;β∗, π, S, Sc)dΛ

∗(t).

By Fubini’s theorem, in obvious short-hand notation it suffices to show that E{dN (l)
i (t)− Γ

(l)
i (t)dΛ∗(t)} = 0 for

l = 0, 1 and any t ∈ [0, τ ].

a) Assume (π, Sc) = (πo, So
c ). We can write E{dN (l)

i (t)− Γ
(l)
i (t)dΛ∗(t)} = R1 +R2 −R3, where

R1 = E

[
AldM(t;β∗,Λ∗)

πo(Z)A{1− πo(Z)}1−ASo
c (t;A,Z)

]
,

R2 = E

[
Al{dS(t;A,Z) + S(t;A,Z)eβ

∗AdΛ∗(t)}
πo(Z)A{1− πo(Z)}1−A

−
∑
a=0,1

al{dS(t; a, Z) + S(t; a, Z)eβ
∗adΛ∗(t)}

]
,

R3 = E

[ ∑
a=0,1

al
Aa(1−A)1−a

πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a
J(t; a, S, So

c ){dS(t; a, Z) + S(t; a, Z)eβ
∗adΛ∗(t)}

]
.

R1 = 0 follows directly from the identifiability Lemma 5.

Applying Lemma 2 to R2, we have

R2 =E

[ ∑
a=0,1

al{dS(t; a, Z) + S(t; a, Z)eβ
∗adΛ∗(t)} −

∑
a=0,1

al{dS(t; a, Z) + S(t; a, Z)eβ
∗adΛ∗(t)}

]

=0.

Finally, again applying Lemma 2, we have

R3 =
∑
a=0,1

∑
α=0,1

alE

[
αa(1− α)1−aπo(Z)α{(1− πo(Z)}1−α

πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a
{dS(t; a, Z) + S(t; a, Z)eβ

∗adΛ∗(t)}

× E{J(t; a, S, So
c )|A = α,Z}

]
=
∑
a=0,1

alE
[
{dS(t; a, Z) + S(t; a, Z)eβ

∗adΛ∗(t)}E{J(t; a, S, So
c )|A = a, Z}

]
(31)

=
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
{dS(t; a, Z) + S(t; a, Z)eβ

∗adΛ∗(t)}
∫ t

0

dE{Mc(u; a, S
o
c )|A = a, Z}

S(u; a, Z)So
c (u; a, Z)

]
=0, (32)

where (31) comes from αa(1− α)1−a = I(a = α), and (32) uses the fact that for each A = a, Mc(t; a, S
o
c ) given Z is

a martingale when Sc = So
c .
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b) Assume S = So. We have E{dN (l)
i (t)− Γ

(l)
i (t)dΛ∗(t)} = R4 +R5 +R6, where

R4 =E

[
AldM(t;β∗,Λ∗)

π(Z)A{1− π(Z)}1−ASc(t;A,Z)

−
∑
a=0,1

al
Aa(1−A)1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a
J(t; a, So, Sc){dSo(t; a, Z) + So(t; a, Z)eβ

∗adΛ∗(t)}
]
,

R5 =E

[
Al{dSo(t;A,Z) + So(t;A,Z)eβ

∗AdΛ∗(t)}
π(Z)A{1− π(Z)}1−A

]
,

R6 =−
∑
a=0,1

alE{dSo(t; a, Z) + So(t; a, Z)eβ
∗adΛ∗(t)},

We first make use of the fact that under S = So,

E{dMT (t;β,Λ)|T ≥ u,A,Z} = −dS(t;A,Z) + S(t;A,Z)eβAdΛ(t)

S(u|A,Z)
.

Therefore

R4 =E

[
AldM(t;β∗,Λ∗)

π(Z)A{1− π(Z)}1−ASc(t;A,Z)
(33)

+
∑
a=0,1

al
Aa(1−A)1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a

∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
E{dMT (t;β

∗,Λ∗)|T ≥ u,A = a, Z}
]
. (34)

Applying Lemma 2 to both (33) and (34), we have

R4 =
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a

E{dM(t;β∗,Λ∗)|A = a, Z}
Sc(t; a, Z)

]

+
∑
a=0,1

∑
α=0,1

alE

(
αa(1− α)1−aπo(Z)α{1− πo(Z)}1−α

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a

× E

[∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
E{dMT (t;β

∗,Λ∗)|T ≥ u,A = a, Z}
∣∣∣A = α,Z

])
=
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a

∆a(t)dMa
T (t;β

∗,Λ∗)

Sc(t; a, Z)

]
(35)

+
∑
a=0,1

alE

(
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a

× E

[∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z}

∣∣∣∣A = a, Z

])
(36)

=
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a

(
∆a(t)dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)

Sc(t; a, Z)

+ E

[∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z}

∣∣∣∣A = a, Z

])]
=
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a
dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)

]
+R7, (37)

where (35) uses Lemma 3 and the tower property, (36) makes use of the fact that αa(1− α)1−a = I(a = α) and the
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consistency Assumption 2, (37) makes use of Lemma 4, and

R7 =
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a

×
{
E
[ ∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z}

∣∣∣∣A = a, Z
]

−
∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)

}]
=
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a

× E
{∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
[E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z} − dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)]

∣∣∣∣A = a, Z
}]
.

We show that R7 = 0 by showing that the inner conditional expectation is zero:

E
{∫ t

0

dMc(u; a, Sc)

Sc(u; a, Z)
[E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z} − dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)]

∣∣∣∣A = a, Z
}

=E

[
E
{∫ t

0

dNc(u)

Sc(u; a, Z)

× [E{dMa
T (t;β

∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z} − dMa
T (t;β

∗,Λ∗)]

∣∣∣∣A = a, Z, T ≥ u,C = u
}∣∣∣∣A = a, Z

]
− E

[
E
{∫ t

0

Y (u)dΛc(u; a, Z)

Sc(u; a, Z)

× [E{dMa
T (t;β

∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z} − dMa
T (t;β

∗,Λ∗)]

∣∣∣∣A = a, Z, T ≥ u,C = u
}∣∣∣∣A = a, Z

]
=E

{∫ t

0

dNa
c (u)

Sc(u; a, Z)

×
[
E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z} − E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z}

]∣∣∣∣A = a, Z

}
(38)

− E

{∫ t

0

Y a(u)dΛc(u; a, Z)

Sc(u; a, Z)

×
[
E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z} − E{dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)|T (a) ≥ u,A = a, Z}

]∣∣∣∣A = a, Z

}
(39)

=0,

where (38) and (39) uses consistency and informative censoring from Assumptions 2 and 5.

Next, using Lemma 2, we have

R5 =
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a
{dSo(t; a, Z) + So(t; a, Z)eβ

∗adΛ∗(t)}
]

=
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a
E{−dNa

T (t) + Y a
T (t)e

β∗adΛ∗(t)|Z}
]

=−
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
E

{
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a
dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)

∣∣∣Z}]

=−
∑
a=0,1

alE

[
πo(Z)a{1− πo(Z)}1−a

π(Z)a{1− π(Z)}1−a
dMa

T (t;β
∗,Λ∗)

]
.
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Lastly,

R6 =−
∑
a=0,1

alE(E[{dSo(t; a, Z) + So(t; a, Z)eβ
∗adΛ∗(t)}|Z])

=−
∑
a=0,1

alE(E[{−dNa
T (t) + Y a

T (t)e
β∗adΛ∗(t)}|Z])

=
∑
a=0,1

alE{dMa
T (t;β

∗,Λ∗)}

=0.

The above gives R4 +R5 +R6 = 0 as desired.

D Additional plots and tables

Table 4: The (time-averaged) log hazard ratio estimated for the HAAS data as in Fig. 3

Estimator T/C-PS Models Estimate Boot SE 95% Boot CI

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.27 0.07 (0.13, 0.40)

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.25 0.07 (0.11, 0.38)

Cox/RSF-logit 0.27 0.07 (0.13, 0.40)

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.25 0.07 (0.12, 0.39)

RSF/Cox-logit 0.23 0.07 (0.09, 0.36)

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.22 0.07 (0.07, 0.36)

RSF/RSF-logit 0.23 0.07 (0.09, 0.37)

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.22 0.07 (0.08, 0.37)

IPW

Cox-logit 0.27 0.07 (0.14, 0.40)

Cox-GBM 0.25 0.06 (0.13, 0.38)

RSF-logit 0.27 0.07 (0.14, 0.40)

RSF-GBM 0.25 0.06 (0.14, 0.37)

Naive Cox 0.30 0.07 (0.17, 0.44)
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Figure 4: Plots of bias, SD, and bootstrap coverage for each of the four Scenarios considered in the main paper

Simulation under the marginal structural Cox model. Top-left, top-right, bottom-left, and bottom-right in landscape

view correspond to Scenario 1 to Scenario 4, respectively.
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Table 5: Estimated risk difference and risk ratio for mortality at a given year since 1991 between the mid-life heavy

and the not-heavy drinkers using the RSF/RSF-GBM estimator, in () are the bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals.

Year Risk Difference Risk Ratio

3 0.001 (-0.0001,0.003) 1.249 (1.070,1.429)

4 0.012 (0.004,0.021) 1.242 (1.068,1.417)

5 0.022 (0.007,0.036) 1.236 (1.067,1.404)

6 0.033 (0.011,0.055) 1.227 (1.065,1.388)

7 0.044 (0.015,0.073) 1.217 (1.063,1.371)

8 0.054 (0.018,0.089) 1.207 (1.061,1.352)

9 0.062 (0.021,0.103) 1.196 (1.059,1.334)

10 0.069 (0.024,0.115) 1.186 (1.057,1.315)

11 0.074 (0.025,0.122) 1.177 (1.055,1.298)

12 0.078 (0.027,0.129) 1.166 (1.052,1.280)
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E Simulation under the β(t) model

In this section, similar to the simulation under the marginal structural Cox model (1), we simulated under the general

β(t) model (11). Since the model is saturated, the non-collapsibility of the Cox model is no longer an issue, and it

is possible that the conditional T model given A and Z is correctly specified parametrically or semiparametrically.

The data generation process is summarized in Fig. 5. We simulate 1000 datasets with n = 1000, and 5-fold

cross-fitting is used. We set τ = 1 and first simulate the covariate Z ∼ Unif(−1, 1). We then simulate T (a), C(a)

and A given Z under four different scenarios described in Table 6. After simulating the potential outcomes and A,

we obtain T = AT (1) + (1−A)T (0) and C = AC(1) + (1−A)C(0).

T (a) C(a)A

Z

T C

Figure 5: DAG for simulation

All four scenarios have an event rate between 30−50%, censoring rate between30−50% and administrate censoring

rate (X > τ) between 10 − 30%. True β∗ = 1.014 and 0.503 when T (a) follows the Cox model and the Mixture

setting, respectively. Since there is no analytical solution for β∗, the true value is calculated using a simulated sample

of one million full data points. Fig. 6 shows a smoothed plot of how β(t) changes over time under the Mixture setting

for T (a), created using the ’cox.zph’ function from the ’survival’ package applied to the simulated full data.

We consider the same estimators as in the main paper, with the exception that the Cox/Cox-logit estimator is

not cross-fitted, and is discussed in more details below.

Tables 7 and 8 show the bias, standard deviation (SD), and bootstrap-based coverage probability of the estimators

under Scenarios 1 – 4 respectively. Additional visualization are plotted in Figures 7. We see that the Cox/Cox-logit

estimator performs well as long as one of the working models is correctly specified (Scenarios 1, 2, 3). This is the
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Table 6: Data-generating mechanisms for T (a), C(s) and A in the simulation

Scenario Details

1
T (a): Cox λT (a)(t;Z) = exp(2− 1.12a− 2Z).

C(a): Cox λC(a)(t;Z) = exp(3.5− 2a− 2.5Z).

A: Logistic logit{π(Z)} = 2Z

2

T (a): Cox λT (a)(t;Z) = exp(2− 1.12a− 2Z).

C(a): Mixture
Z ≤ 0: λC(a)(t;Z) = exp(3.5− 3a− 0.5Z),

Z > 0: C(a) ∼ Unif(0, 1.05).

A: Soft Partition logit{π(Z)} = 2 · 1{Z < −1/3} − 2 · 1{−1/3 ≤ Z < 1/3}

+ 2 · 1{Z ≥ 1/3}

3
T (a): Mixture

Z ≤ 0: λT (a)(t;Z) = exp(5− 3.4a+ 2.5Z),

Z > 0: T ∼ Unif(0, 1.05).

C(a): Cox λC(a)(t;Z) = exp(3.5− 2a− 2.5Z).

A: Logistic logit{π(Z)} = 2Z

4

T (a): Mixture
Z ≤ 0: λT (a)(t;Z) = exp(5− 3.4a+ 2.5Z),

Z > 0: T (a) ∼ Unif(0, 1.05).

C(a): Mixture
Z ≤ 0: λC(a)(t;Z) = exp(3.5− 3a− 0.5Z),

Z > 0: C(a) ∼ Unif(0, 1.05).

A: Soft Partition logit{π(Z)} = 2 · 1{Z < −1/3} − 2 · 1{−1/3 ≤ Z < 1/3}

+ 2 · 1{Z ≥ 1/3}

classical model doubly robust behavior, with (semi)parametric working models. There is no theoretical guarantee for

the AIPW estimators when some of the (semi)parametric working models is wrong and machine learning methods

are used for the rest of the working models; in Scenario 3 for example, there appears to be slight over coverage of the

confidence intervals. The RSF/RSF-GBM estimator continues to perform well under all four scenarios. along with

excellent model coverage and bootstrap coverage.

The IPW Cox-logit estimator performs well under Scenarios 1 and 3 when both the C and A models are correctly

specified, but performs poorly otherwise (Scenarios 2 and 4). The other IPW estimators with machine learning has

no theoretical guarantees and performs less satisfactorily even when no model is ‘wrong’.

Finally, it’s worth noting that in all four scenarios, the naive Cox estimator lies outside the whole range of
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Figure 6: True β(t) plot for Scenarios 1 and 2 (top), and 3 and 4 (bottom). True β∗ is also shown in red.

β(t) (Fig. 6). This is different from the regression setting considered in Xu and O’Quigley (2000), where neither

confounding nor informative censoring was present.
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Figure 7: Plots of bias, bootstrap SD and bootstrap coverage for all four scenarios under the β(t) simulation. Top-left,

top-right, bottom-left, and bottom-right in the landscape view correspond to Scenario 1 to Scenario 4, respectively.
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Table 7: Simulation based on 1000 data sets for Scenarios 1 and 2, each with 1000 observations. True β∗ = 1.014.

Red indicates that the working model or the approach is invalid.

Scenario Estimator T/C-PS Models Bias SD SE Coverage

Model/Boot Model/Boot

1

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.002 0.151 0.151/0.151 0.95/0.95

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.002 0.157 0.164/0.168 0.95/0.96

Cox/RSF-logit 0.001 0.151 0.154/0.157 0.95/0.95

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.003 0.156 0.165/0.167 0.96/0.96

RSF/Cox-logit 0.000 0.154 0.155/0.159 0.95/0.96

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.000 0.156 0.166/0.175 0.96/0.97

RSF/RSF-logit 0.004 0.153 0.156/0.159 0.95/0.95

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.004 0.155 0.167/0.175 0.96/0.97

IPW

Cox-logit 0.002 0.155 - /0.153 - /0.95

Cox-GBM 0.040 0.155 - /0.144 - /0.92

RSF-logit 0.001 0.154 - /0.153 - /0.94

RSF-GBM 0.039 0.154 - /0.144 - /0.92

Naive Cox 0.470 0.152 0.151/0.151 0.11/0.11

Full Data 0.001 0.061 0.063/0.063 0.96/0.96

2

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.009 0.188 0.175/0.189 0.94/0.95

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.023 0.338 0.314/0.338 0.94/0.96

Cox/RSF-logit 0.008 0.205 0.189/0.209 0.93/0.96

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.017 0.320 0.308/0.318 0.96/0.95

RSF/Cox-logit 0.145 0.250 0.176/0.208 0.74/0.81

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.028 0.366 0.337/0.373 0.91/0.94

RSF/RSF-logit 0.152 0.258 0.189/0.219 0.76/0.83

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.040 0.365 0.352/0.390 0.94/0.95

IPW

Cox-logit 0.494 0.181 - /0.180 - /0.20

Cox-GBM 0.170 0.302 - /0.227 - /0.79

RSF-logit 0.269 0.184 - /0.181 - /0.67

RSF-GBM 0.052 0.280 - /0.223 - /0.89

Naive Cox 0.245 0.164 0.167/0.166 0.71/0.70

Full Data 0.001 0.061 0.063/0.063 0.96/0.96
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Table 8: Simulation based on 1000 data sets for Scenarios 3 and 4, each with 1000 observations. True β∗ = 0.503.

Red indicates that the working model or the approach is invalid.

Scenario Estimator T/C-PS Models Bias SD SE Coverage

Model/Boot Model/Boot

3

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.001 0.082 0.086/0.083 0.96/0.96

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.012 0.077 0.094/0.088 0.98/0.98

Cox/RSF-logit 0.005 0.085 0.089/0.091 0.96/0.96

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.010 0.078 0.095/0.089 0.98/0.97

RSF/Cox-logit 0.004 0.071 0.072/0.074 0.95/0.95

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.010 0.073 0.077/0.081 0.96/0.96

RSF/RSF-logit 0.007 0.072 0.074/0.076 0.95/0.96

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.013 0.075 0.079/0.083 0.96/0.97

IPW

Cox-logit 0.001 0.081 - /0.082 - /0.95

Cox-GBM 0.021 0.074 - /0.070 - /0.93

RSF-logit 0.022 0.088 - /0.085 - /0.93

RSF-GBM 0.001 0.081 - /0.073 - /0.93

Naive Cox 0.518 0.097 0.099/0.099 0.00/0.00

Full Data 0.001 0.035 0.034/0.034 0.95/0.94

4

AIPW

Cox/Cox-logit 0.469 0.125 0.110/0.117 0.02/0.03

Cox/Cox-GBM 0.224 0.157 0.154/0.153 0.70/0.70

Cox/RSF-logit 0.180 0.138 0.180/0.183 0.83/0.92

Cox/RSF-GBM 0.010 0.210 0.276/0.218 0.97/0.97

RSF/Cox-logit 0.044 0.085 0.077/0.085 0.88/0.92

RSF/Cox-GBM 0.010 0.113 0.104/0.112 0.94/0.95

RSF/RSF-logit 0.036 0.116 0.116/0.130 0.94/0.97

RSF/RSF-GBM 0.008 0.156 0.160/0.177 0.94/0.97

IPW

Cox-logit 0.592 0.119 - /0.112 - /0.00

Cox-GBM 0.308 0.159 - /0.131 - /0.37

RSF-logit 0.218 0.105 - /0.105 - /0.44

RSF-GBM 0.047 0.152 - /0.127 - /0.89

Naive Cox 0.431 0.117 0.111/0.112 0.03/0.03

Full Data 0.001 0.035 0.035/0.035 0.94/0.94
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F Proof of Asymptotic Results

F.1 Additional Assumptions

We remind the reader that the notations below can be found at the start of the Supplementary Material. We assume

that the nuisance function estimates π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc and their limits π∗, S∗, S∗
c only take values in [0, 1]. In addition, Ŝ and

Ŝc are non-increasing in t.

Assumption 8. There exists a neighbourhood B of β∗ such that supt∈[0,τ ],β∈B |S(l)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )−s(l)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )|

= op(1).

Assumption 9. For l = 0, 1, s(l)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) are continuous functions of β ∈ B, uniformly in t ∈ [0, τ ] and are

bounded on B × [0, τ ]. s(0)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) is bounded away from zero on B × [0, τ ]. For all β ∈ B, t ∈ [0, τ ]:

s(1)(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
∂

∂β
s(0)(t;β, π, S, Sc) =

∂2

∂β2
s(0)(t;β, π, S, Sc).

In addition, let ᾱ = s(1)/s(0) and v = ᾱ− ᾱ2. We have

ν(β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) =

∫ τ

0

v(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )s(0)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )dΛ
∗(t) > 0.

Assumptions 8 and 9 are the typical regularity assumptions that are made under the Cox type models similar to

those in Andersen and Gill (1982).

Assumption 10. There exist unique zeros to both the estimating equation Ucf (β) = 0 and the equation µ(β) = 0.

This assumption is needed for showing the consistency of β̂ since our estimating function Ucf (β) is not monotone

in general. The uniqueness also agrees with what we observe in the simulation.

Assumption 11. For π = π̂ or π∗, S = Ŝ or S∗, and Sc = Ŝc or S∗
c below, where π̂, Ŝ and Ŝc are estimated using

an independent sample, we have

E


[

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣∣s(l)(t;β, π, S, Sc)− s(l)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

∣∣∣∣
]2 = o(1), (40)

and

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|S(l)(t;β, π, S, Sc)− s(l)(t;β, π, S, Sc)| = Op(n
−1/2), (41)

for β ∈ B and l = 0, 1. Moreover,∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)− ᾱ(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)} ·
1√
n

n∑
i=1

D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ) = op(1).

(42)

48



Assumption 11 is required due to the involvement of the time-dependent nuisance functions as well as the risk sets

that are specific to the possibly misspecified Cox MSM. Condition (40) simply states that the convergence of π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc

carries over to s(l)(t;β∗, π, S, Sc); an example might be: E

{[
supt∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣∣s(l)(t;β, π̂, S∗, Ŝc)− s(l)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

∣∣∣∣]2
}

=

o(1). An example of (41) might be: supt∈[0,τ ] |S(l)(t;β, π̂, S∗, Ŝc)− s(l)(t;β, π̂, S∗, Ŝc)| = Op(n
−1/2). Condition (41)

should hold for most functions with simple structures even though the estimates of the nuisance function may converge

at a slower than root-n rate. For example, if we have G(t;h) = n−1
∑n

i=1Ai/h(t) and its limit g(t;h) = E(A)/h(t),

then

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|G(t; ĥ)− g(t; ĥ)| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

Ai − E(A)

∣∣∣∣∣ · sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

ĥ(t)

∣∣∣∣∣ = Op(n
−1/2)

for any out-of-sample estimates ĥ(t) that are bounded away from zero. Condition (42) is required for the same

reason the integral terms D†
1 and D†

2 in Assumption 7 are required. Although we have
√
n{Ā(t;β∗, π, S, Sc) −

ᾱ(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)} = Op(1) from (41), and n−1
∑n

i=1

∫ τ

0
D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c ) = o(1) from Theorem 1′ and the law

of large numbers, no existing tools allow us to generalize this product rate to increments within an integral, which

is specific to our problem.

F.2 Proof of Main Results

We prove in this section the consistency and asymptotic normality of the cross-fitted AIPW estimator β̂. The proof

of the main results is intentionally kept short and easy to follow, while the tedious details are put into the Lemmas 7

and 8. The proof of Lemma 7 involves standard convergence in probability arguments, regardless of whether we use

cross-fitting or not. On the other hand, the proof of Lemma 8 makes use of the independence induced by cross-fitting

and the rate condition Assumption 7, which we will elaborate on in more details later.

Here, we first state Lemma 5.10 from Van der Vaart (2000), which will be used in the consistency proof.

Lemma 6. Let Θ be a subset of the real line and let Ψn be random functions and Ψ a fixed function of θ such that

Ψn(θ) → Ψ(θ) in probability for every θ. Assume that each map θ → Ψn(θ) is continuous and has exactly one zero

θ̂n, or is non-decreasing with Ψn(θ̂n) = op(1). Let θ0 be a point such that Ψ(θ0 − ϵ) < 0 < Ψ(θ0 + ϵ) for every ϵ > 0.

Then θ̂n
p→ θ0.

Lemma 7. Under Assumptions 4, 6 and 8-11, if either S∗ = So or (π∗, S∗
c ) = (πo, So

c ), then for β ∈ B,

Ucf (β)
p→ µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ), (43)

∂

∂β
Ucf (β)

p→ −ν(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ), (44)
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where

µ(β, π, S, Sc) =

∫ τ

0

{ᾱ(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)− ᾱ(t;β, π, S, Sc)}s(0)(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)dΛ
∗(t),

ν(β, π, S, Sc) =

∫ τ

0

v(t;β, π, S, Sc)s(0)(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)dΛ
∗(t).

Lemma 8. Under Assumptions 4, 6-7 and 8-11,

√
nUcf (β

∗) =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

ψi(β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ) + op(1).

Proof of Theorem 2

To show consistency, we make use of Lemma 6. Equation (43) of Lemma 7 states that

Ucf (β)
p→ µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ),

for β in a neighbourhood B of β∗.

Since Ucf (β̂) = 0 and µ(β∗) = 0, it follows from Assumption 10 that β̂ is a unique zero of Ucf (β) and β∗ is a

unique zero of µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ). Using Assumption 9, we have ∂µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )/∂β|β=β∗ = −ν(β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) < 0,

and that µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) is continuous for β ∈ B. These conditions together imply that

µ(β − ϵ, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) > 0 > µ(β + ϵ, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

for any ϵ > 0.

Lastly, by noting that Ucf (β) is also continuous in β, we have β̂ p→ β∗ from applying Lemma 6.

Proof of Theorem 3 Applying the mean value theorem to Ucf (β
∗) around β∗, we have

√
n(β̂ − β∗) =

−
√
nUcf (β

∗)

Ucf (β̃)/∂β
,

where β̃ is some value between β̂ and β∗. From Theorem 2 then β̃ p→ β∗.

By (44) of Lemma 7, we have ∂Ucf (β
∗)/∂β

p→ −ν(β∗, πo, So, So
c ). Using the same arguments as those in the

proof of Lemma 7, we also have ∂Ucf (β̃)/∂β − ∂Ucf (β
∗)/∂β = op(1), so

∂

∂β
Ucf (β̃)

p→ −ν(β∗, πo, So, So
c ).

The asymptotic expansion of
√
nUcf (β

∗) is derived in Lemma 8:

√
nUcf (β

∗) =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

ψi(β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ) + op(1).

By Assumptions 4 and 9, it’s easy to see that |ψ(β∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )| is bounded a.s., so by the central limit theorem,

√
nUcf (β

∗)
d→ N(0, E{ψ(β∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c )
2}).
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Applying Slutsky’s Theorem, we therefore have

√
n(β̂ − β∗)

d→ N(0, σ2),

where σ2 = E{ψ(β∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )

2}/ν2(β∗, πo, So, So
c ).

Lastly, to show that σ̂2 is a consistent estimator of σ2, we show separately the convergence of its numerator and

its denominator in probability:

1

n

k∑
m=1

∑
i∈Ik

ψ̃m,i(β̂, Λ̃m(·; β̂, π̂(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ(−m)
c ), π̂(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ(−m)

c )2
p→ E{ψ(β∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c )
2},

{
1

n

k∑
m=1

∑
i∈Ik

∫ τ

0

Vm(t; β̂, π̂(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ(−m)
c )dNi(t; π̂

(−m), Ŝ(−m), Ŝ(−m)
c )

}2

p→ ν2(β∗, πo, So, So
c ).

These can be shown using the same arguments as used in Lemma 7, so we omit the proof here. Applying Slutsky’s

theorem again, we have

σ̂−1
√
n(β̂ − β∗)

d→ N(0, 1).

F.3 Proof of lemmas

Since the number of folds k is fixed as n→ ∞, to show that results in Lemma 7 hold for the cross-fitted estimating

equations Ucf , it is sufficient to show that they hold for sample-splitting. Therefore, in the proof of Lemma 7 below,

we will show that

U(β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)
p→ µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ),

∂

∂β
U(β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

p→ −ν(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ),

where with a slight abuse of notation, we let π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc denote nuisance functions estimated using a different set of

data independent from but with the same distribution as the dataset that U is evaluated on. Similarly, in the proof

of Lemma 8 below, we will show that

√
nU(β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc) =

1√
n

n∑
i=1

ψi(β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ) + op(1).

Before we begin the proof of the lemmas, note from the strict positivity Assumption 4 that S∗(t; a, z) is bounded

away from zero. By the uniform convergence Assumption 6, Ŝ(t; a, z) converges to S∗(t; a, z) in probability uniformly

in t, so the probability that Ŝ(t; a, z) is bounded away from zero goes to one. Same argument also applies to Ŝc(t; a, z),

π̂(z), and 1− π̂(z). We can also derive from (40) and (41) of Assumption 11 that for nuisance functions π, S, Sc that
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are either the estimates π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc or their limits, and for β ∈ B, S(l)(t;β, π, S, Sc) converges to s(l)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) in

probability uniformly in t. Since assumption 9 states that s(l)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) and 1/s(0)(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ) are bounded,

so S(l)(t;β, π, S, Sc) and 1/S(0)(t;β, π, S, Sc) are bounded with probability going to one. In the following to simplify

the proofs, we will assume WLOG that the quantities are bounded almost surely, and this is due to the conditioning

event argument below.

Both Lemmas 7 and 8 claim convergence in probability results. To prove them, we want to show that for some

random quantity (i.e. remainder term) Xn and for any ϵ > 0, P (|Xn| < ϵ) → 1 as n → ∞. Let Gn denote the event

that all those terms above are bounded. From Assumptions 4, 6, 9, and 11, we showed earlier that P (Gn) → 1 as

n→ ∞. In our approach we first show that E(|Xn| |Gn) → 0 as n→ ∞, which by Markov’ inequality implies that

P (|Xn| < ϵ |Gn) > 1− E(|Xn| |Gn)

ϵ
→ 1

as n→ ∞. This leads to

P (|Xn| < ϵ) = P (|Xn| < ϵ ∩ Gn) + P (|Xn| < ϵ ∩ Gc
n) ≥ P (|Xn| < ϵ ∩ Gn) = P (|Xn| < ϵ |Gn)P (Gn) → 1

as n→ ∞.

Proof of Lemma 7 First, we have

U(β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc) = U(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) +Q1 +Q2 +Q3,

where

Q1 =U(β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− U(β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

Q2 =U(β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)− U(β, π∗, S∗, Ŝc)

Q3 =U(β, π∗, S∗, Ŝc)− U(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ).

We now show that Q1, Q2, and Q3 are op(1).

Consider Q1. We write

Q1 = Q11 −Q12 −Q13

Q11 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (1)

i (t;π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

Q12 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{
Ā(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

}
dN (0)

i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

Q13 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)
{
dN (0)

i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)
i (t;π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

}
.
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First, we note that dN (1)
i (t;π, S, Sc) is a sum of several terms, each term is a product of a term that is bounded

a.s. and an increment of a monotone function. Specifically, we have

Q11 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
1

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai
− 1

π∗(Zi)Ai{1− π∗(Zi)}1−Ai

] ∫ τ

0

Ai

Ŝc(t;Ai, Zi)
dNi(t)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
1

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai
− 1

π∗(Zi)Ai{1− π∗(Zi)}1−Ai

] ∫ τ

0

AidŜ(t;Ai, Zi)

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

Ai

{
1

π̂(Zi)
− 1

π∗(Zi)

}∫ τ

0

Ji(t; 1, Ŝ, Ŝc)dŜ(t; 1, Zi).

This allows us to make use of the following property: for any function f(t), and any monotone function G(t) defined

on [a, b], we have ∣∣∣∣∣
∫ b

a

f(t)dG(t)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
t∈[a,b]

|f(t)| · |G(b)−G(a)|. (45)

Since N(t) and Ŝ(t; a, z) are monotone in t, we apply (45) to each of the 3 terms in Q11 above and have

|Q11|

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ 1

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai
− 1

π∗(Zi)Ai{1− π∗(Zi)}1−Ai

∣∣∣∣ · sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣∣∣ Ai

Ŝc(t;Ai, Zi)

∣∣∣∣∣ · |Ni(τ)−Ni(0)|

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ 1

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai
− 1

π∗(Zi)Ai{1− π∗(Zi)}1−Ai

∣∣∣∣ · |Ai| ·
∣∣∣Ŝ(τ ;Ai, Zi)− Ŝ(0;Ai, Zi)

∣∣∣
+

1

n

n∑
i=1

|Ai|
∣∣∣∣ 1

π̂(Zi)
− 1

π∗(Zi)

∣∣∣∣ · sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣Ji(t; 1, Ŝ, Ŝc)
∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣Ŝ(τ ; 1, Zi)− Ŝ(0; 1, Zi)

∣∣∣ .
≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− π∗(Zi)|
|{π̂(Zi)π∗(Zi)}Ai [{1− π̂(Zi)}{1− π∗(Zi)}]1−Ai |

· sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣∣∣ Ai

Ŝc(t;Ai, Zi)

∣∣∣∣∣ · |Ni(τ)−Ni(0)|

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− π∗(Zi)|
|{π̂(Zi)π∗(Zi)}Ai [{1− π̂(Zi)}{1− π∗(Zi)}]1−Ai |

· |Ai| ·
∣∣∣Ŝ(τ ;Ai, Zi)− Ŝ(0;Ai, Zi)

∣∣∣
+

1

n

n∑
i=1

|Ai|
|π̂(Zi)− π∗(Zi)|
|π̂(Zi)π∗(Zi)|

· sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣Ji(t; 1, Ŝ, Ŝc)
∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣Ŝ(τ ; 1, Zi)− Ŝ(0; 1, Zi)

∣∣∣ .
Since Ŝ(t; a, z) and Ŝc(t; a, z) are bounded away from zero a.s., we can again apply (45) to

Ji(t; 1, Ŝ, Ŝc) =

∫ t

0

dNci(u) + Yi(u)d log{Ŝc(u; 1, Zi)}
Ŝ(u; 1, Zi)Ŝc(u; 1, Zi)

,

and have

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣Ji(t; 1, Ŝ, Ŝc)
∣∣∣ ≤ sup

t∈[0,τ ]

{
sup

u∈[0,t]

∣∣∣∣ 1

Ŝ(u; 1, Zi)Ŝc(u; 1, Zi)

∣∣∣∣ · |Nci(t)−Nci(0)|

}

+ sup
t∈[0,τ ]

{
sup

u∈[0,t]

∣∣∣∣ Yi(u)

Ŝ(u; 1, Zi)Ŝc(u; 1, Zi)

∣∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣log{Ŝc(t; 1, Zi)} − log{Ŝc(0; 1, Zi)}
∣∣∣}

≲1. (46)

53



In addition, since π̂(z) and 1− π̂(z) are bounded away from zero a.s., we have

|Q11| ≲
1

n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− π∗(Zi)|.

As a reminder, E† denotes expectations taken with respect to a sample O† of n observations, and E denotes

expectations taken with respect to an independent data O conditional on O†. O is used for constructing U , while

O† is used to estimate (π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc). Using this notation, we have

E(|Q11|) ≲E† [E {|π̂(Z)− π∗(Z)|}] ≤ ∥π̂ − π∗∥† = o(1),

where the last inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality, and the last equality follows from Assumption 6. So we

have Q11 = op(1) from Markov’s inequality.

Consider Q12. We again break dN (0)
i (t;π, S, Sc) into a sum of terms, each being a product of a term that is

bounded a.s. and an increment of a monotone function.

Q12 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{
Ā(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

}
· 1

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai Ŝc(t;Ai, Zi)
dNi(t)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{
Ā(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

}
· 1

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai
dŜ(t;Ai, Zi)

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{
Ā(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

}
·
∑
a=0,1

{
1 +

Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π̂(Zi)a{1− π̂(Zi)}1−a
Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)

}
dŜ(t; a, Zi).

Applying (45) and similar arguments as the above, also recall that S(0)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc) and S(0)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc) are
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bounded away from zero a.s. and S(l)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc) is bounded a.s., we have

|Q12| ≲ sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣Ā(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)
∣∣∣

= sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣∣∣S(0)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)S(1)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)− S(1)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

S(0)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

∣∣∣∣∣
≲ sup

t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣S(0)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)S(1)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)− S(1)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)
∣∣∣

≤ sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣S(0)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc){S(1)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)− S(1)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)}
∣∣∣

+ sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣S(1)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc){S(0)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)− S(0)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)}
∣∣∣

≲
∑
l=0,1

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣S(l)(t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− S(l)(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)
∣∣∣

≤
∑
l=0,1

· 1
n

n∑
i=1

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣Γ(l)
i (t;β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Γ

(l)
i (t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

∣∣∣
≲
∑
l=0,1

· 1
n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ 1

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai
− 1

π∗(Zi)Ai{1− π∗(Zi)}1−Ai

∣∣∣∣
+
∑
l=0,1

· 1
n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

al
∣∣∣∣ 1

π̂(Zi)a{1− π̂(Zi)}1−a
− 1

π∗(Zi)a{1− π∗(Zi)}1−a

∣∣∣∣ (47)

≲
1

n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− π∗(Zi)|,

where (47) follows since Ŝc(t;Ai, Zi) is bounded away from zero a.s. and Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc) is bounded a.s. following (46).

Therefore, we again have E(|Q12|) = o(1) from Assumption 6, so Q12 = op(1) by Markov’s inequality.

Q13 = op(1) can be shown using exactly the same arguments. We therefore have Q1 = op(1).

Next, we show Q2 = op(1). First, we write

Q2 = Q21 −Q22 −Q23

where

Q21 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t;π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (1)

i (t;π∗, S∗, Ŝc)

Q22 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{
Ā(t;β, π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, Ŝc)

}
dN (0)

i (t;π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)

Q23 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, Ŝc)
{
dN (0)

i (t;π∗, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)
i (t;π∗, S∗, Ŝc)

}
.

Consider Q21. We have

Q21 = Q211 −Q212 −Q213,
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where

Q211 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Ai{Ŝ(τ ;Ai, Zi)− S∗(τ ;Ai, Zi)}
π∗(Zi)Ai{1− π∗(Zi)}1−Ai

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

a{Ŝ(τ ; a, Zi)− S∗(τ ; a, Zi)},

Q212 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

aAa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π∗(Zi)a{1− π∗(Zi)}1−a

∫ τ

0

Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc){dŜ(t; a, Zi)− dS∗(t; a, Zi)},

Q213 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

aAa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π∗(Zi)a{1− π∗(Zi)}1−a

×
∫ τ

0

[∫ t

0

{
1

Ŝ(u; a, Zi)
− 1

S∗(u; a, Zi)

}
dMci(u; a, Ŝc)

Ŝc(u; a, Zi)

]
dS∗(t; a, Zi).

For Q211, we can easily see that

|Q211| ≲
1

n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

|{Ŝ(τ ; a, Zi)− S∗(τ ; a, Zi)}| ≲
1

n

n∑
i=1

sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− S∗(t; a, Zi)}
∣∣∣ ,

so E(|Q211|) = o(1) by Assumption 6 and Q211 = op(1) by Markov’s inequality.

Term Q212 involves a difference in increments dŜ(t; a, Zi) − dS∗(t; a, Zi). Applying integration by parts to the

integral term we have∫ τ

0

Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc){dŜ(t; a, Zi)− dS∗(t; a, Zi)}

=
[
Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc){Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− S∗(t; a, Zi)}

] ∣∣∣∣τ
0

−
∫ τ

0

{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− S∗(t; a, Zi)}dMci(t; a, Ŝc)

Ŝ(t; a, Zi)Ŝc(t; a, Zi)
, (48)

So

Q212 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

aAa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π∗(Zi)a{1− π∗(Zi)}1−a

[
Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc){Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− S∗(t; a, Zi)}

] ∣∣∣∣τ
0

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

aAa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π∗(Zi)a{1− π∗(Zi)}1−a

∫ τ

0

{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− S∗(t; a, Zi)}dMci(t; a, Ŝc)

Ŝ(t; a, Zi)Ŝc(t; a, Zi)
.

Note that dMci(t; a, Ŝc) = dNci(t)− Yi(t)dΛ̂c(t; a, Zi). Since both Nci(t) and Λ̂c(t; a, Zi) are monotone functions, we

may again apply (45) on the second term above. The nuisance functions are bounded away from zero a.s., so we have

|Q212| ≲
1

n

n∑
i=1

sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− S∗(t; a, Zi)}
∣∣∣ ,

so E(|Q212|) = o(1) from Assumption 6 and Q212 = op(1) by Markov’s inequality.

By applying (45) twice on each of the double integrals in Q213, we can show Q213 = op(1) in exactly the same

way.

Same approach used for Q21 also gives Q22 = op(1) and Q23 = op(1). We hence have Q2 = op(1).

Q3 = op(1) can again be shown using the same techniques we use for Q2, so we omit the details.

Lastly, we show that U(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) = µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ) + op(1) for β ∈ B.
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From the definition of the AIPW estimating functions D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc) and D2i(β

∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc), we have

dN (0)
i (t;π, S, Sc) = D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc) + Γ
(0)
i (t;β∗, π, S, Sc)dΛ

∗(t),∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t;π, S, Sc) = D2i(β

∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc) +

∫ τ

0

Γ
(1)
i (t;β∗, π, S, Sc)dΛ

∗(t).

For β ∈ B, we apply this to U(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) and have

U(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t;π∗, S∗, S∗

c )− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )dN

(0)
i (t;π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
D2i(β

∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) +

∫ τ

0

Γ
(1)
i (t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )dΛ
∗(t)

−
∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ){Γ

(0)
i (t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )dΛ
∗(t) +D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )}
]

=

∫ τ

0

1

n

n∑
i=1

{Γ(1)
i (t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )Γ

(0)
i (t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )}dΛ∗(t)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

D2i(β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

=

∫ τ

0

{S(1)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )S(0)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )}dΛ∗(t)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

D2i(β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

=

∫ τ

0

{
Ā(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )
}
S(0)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )dΛ
∗(t)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

D2i(β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ).
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Next, for each of Ā and S(0), we add and subtract its limits and have

U(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

= µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

+

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )− ᾱ(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) + ᾱ(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )}

× S(0)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )dΛ

∗(t) (49)

+

∫ τ

0

{ᾱ(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− ᾱ(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )}

× {S(0)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− s(0)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )}dΛ∗(t) (50)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

D2i(β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ) (51)

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

ᾱ(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) (52)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{ᾱ(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )}D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ). (53)

For (49), since Λ∗(t) is an increasing function and S(0)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) is bounded a.s., we can apply (45) to it and

have ∣∣∣∣ ∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )− ᾱ(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) + ᾱ(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )}

× S(0)(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )dΛ

∗(t)

∣∣∣∣
≲ sup

t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣Ā(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− Ā(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )− ᾱ(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) + ᾱ(t;β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )
∣∣ ,

which is op(1) from Assumption 8. Similarly, (50) is op(1).

Next, we note that the increments in D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ) are dNi(t), dS∗(t;Ai, Zi), dS∗(t; a, Zi) and dΛ(t),

all of which are increments of monotone functions. So similar to (49) and (50), we can apply (45), the strict positivity

Assumptions 4 and Assumption 8 to show that (53) is op(1).

Since we have S∗ = So or (π∗, S∗
c ) = (πo, So

c ), Theorem 1′ gives that both (51) and (52) are sums of i.i.d. mean

zero terms. The strict positivity Assumption 4 ensures that these i.i.d. mean zero terms are also bounded, hence

having bounded variance. So (51) = op(1) and (52) = op(1) by the weak law of large numbers.

The second part of the Lemma,

∂

∂β
U(β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

p→ −ν(β, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ),

can be shown using exactly the same arguments as how we proved U(β, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)
p→ µ(β, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ) above, which

completes the proof.
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Proof of Lemma 8 First, write

√
nU(β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc) =

√
nU(β∗, πo, So, So

c ) +Q4 +Q5 +Q6,

where

Q4 =
√
n{U(β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− U(β∗, πo, Ŝ, So

c )} −
√
n{U(β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− U(β∗, πoSo, So

c )},

Q5 =
√
n{U(β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− U(β∗, πo, So, So

c )},

Q6 =
√
n{U(β∗, πo, Ŝ, So

c )− U(β∗, πo, So, So
c )}.

The structure of the proof is as follows: we first show that using the rate condition Assumption 7 among other

assumptions that Q4, which is a difference in differences, is op(1). Next, we show that Q5 and Q6 are op(1), which

uses, among other assumptions, the independence between in-fold and out-of-fold data induced by cross-fitting.

Finally, we show that
√
nU(β∗, πo, So, So

c ) is asymptotically equivalent to a sum of i.i.d. terms.

We first show that Q4 = op(1). For any fixed nuisance function S, we have

√
n{U1(β

∗, π̂, S, Ŝc)− U1(β
∗, πo, S, So

c )}

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t; π̂, S, Ŝc)− dN (1)

i (t;πo, S, So
c )

− 1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β∗, πo, S, So
c ){dN

(0)
i (t; π̂, S, Ŝc)− dN (0)

i (t;πo, S, So
c )}

− 1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π̂, S, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, S, So
c )}dN

(0)
i (t; π̂, S, Ŝc).

So we can write

Q4 = Q41 −Q42 −Q43 −Q44,
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where

Q41 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

dN (1)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (1)

i (t;πo, Ŝ, So
c )− dN (1)

i (t; π̂, So, Ŝc) + dN (1)
i (t;πo, So, So

c )

− 1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )

× {dN (0)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)

i (t;πo, Ŝ, So
c )− dN (0)

i (t; π̂, So, Ŝc) + dN (0)
i (t;πo, So, So

c )}

Q42 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}{dN

(0)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)

i (t; π̂, So, Ŝc)}

Q43 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, πo, Ŝ, So
c )− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )}{dN
(0)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)

i (t;πo, Ŝ, So
c )}

Q44 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

dN (0)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

× {Ā(t;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, Ŝ, So
c )− Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc) + Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )}.

Consider Q41, which can be written as Q41 = −Q411 +Q412 −Q413 −Q414, where

Q411 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

πo(Zi)a{1− πo(Zi)}1−a

∫ τ

0

[
{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )}

×
∫ t

0

{
dŜ(t; a, Zi)

Ŝ(u; a, Zi)
− dSo(t; a, Zi)

So(u; a, Zi)

}{
dMci(u; a, Ŝc)

Ŝc(u; a, Zi)
− dMci(u; a, S

o
c )

So
c (u; a, Zi)

}]
(54)

Q412 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

{Ai − Ā(τ ;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}
{

1

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai
− 1

πo(Zi)Ai{1− πo(Zi)}1−Ai

}
×
{
Ŝ(τ ;Ai, Zi)− So(τ ;Ai, Zi)

}
Q413 =

1√
n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

{
1

π̂(Zi)a{1− π̂(Zi)}1−a
− 1

πo(Zi)a{1− πo(Zi)}1−a

}

×
∫ τ

0

dSo(t; a, Zi){a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}
∫ t

0

{
1

Ŝ(u; a, Zi)
− 1

So(u; a, Zi)

}
dMci(u; a, Ŝc)

Ŝc(u; a, Zi)

Q414 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

{
1

π̂(Zi)a{1− π̂(Zi)}1−a
− 1

πo(Zi)a{1− πo(Zi)}1−a

}
×
∫ τ

0

{dŜ(t; a, Zi)− dSo(t; a, Zi)}{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc).

For Q411, we first notice that by the strict positivity Assumption 4, Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a/{πo(Zi)
a{1− πo(Zi)}1−a} is

bounded a.s.. The expectation of the absolute value of the double integral in Q411 can be bounded directly using D†
1

defined in Assumption 7, which leads to

E(|Q411|) ≲
√
nD†

1 = o(1),

where the last equality follows from rate condition Assumption 7.
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As discussed in the Asymptotic Properties Section, integral remainders D†
1 is specific to our case because both

nuisance functions S(t; a, z) and Sc(t; a, z) are time-dependent, which can lead to a product between the differences

Ŝc − Sc and differences of increments dŜ − dSo, like in (54). To the best of our knowledge, remainder terms like

this can not be sufficiently controlled using existing tools, which requires us to make additional assumptions, such

as D†
1(Ŝ, Ŝc;S

o, So
c ) = o(n−1/2) in the rate condition Assumption 7.

For Q412, recall that Ai − Ā(τ ;β∗, πo, So, So
c ) is bounded a.s. and π̂(Zi), πo(Zi), 1 − π̂(Zi) and 1 − πo(Zi) are

bounded away from zero a.s., so we have

|Q412| ≤
1√
n

n∑
i=1

|Ai − Ā(τ ;β∗, πo, So, So
c )| ·

|π̂(Zi)− πo(Zi)| ·
∣∣∣Ŝ(τ ;Ai, Zi)− So(τ ;Ai, Zi)

∣∣∣
|π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Aiπo(Zi)Ai{1− πo(Zi)}1−Ai |

≲
1√
n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− πo(Zi)| · sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)
∣∣∣ .

Therefore

E(|Q412|) ≲
√
nE†

{
E

[
|π̂(Z)− πo(Z)| · sup

t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Z)− So(t; a, Z)
∣∣∣ ]}

≤
√
n ∥π̂ − πo∥† ·

∥∥∥Ŝ − So
∥∥∥
†

(55)

=o(1), (56)

where (55) follows from the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality |E(AB)|2 ≤ E(A2)E(B2), while (56) uses the rate condition

Assumption 7.

Q413 can be bounded similarly with the help of (45). First we note that So(t; a, Zi) is a monotone function by

assumption. Recall that dMci(u; a, Ŝc) = dNci(u) − Yi(u)dΛ̂c(u; a, Zi) is also a sum of two terms, each being the

product of a term bounded a.s. and an increment of a monotone function. We therefore apply (45) twice to each of

the double integral in Q413 and have

|Q413| ≲
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∑
a=0,1

|π̂(Zi)− πo(Zi)|
|π̂(Zi)a{1− π̂(Zi)}1−aπo(Zi)a{1− πo(Zi)}1−a|

× sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣∣∣{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}
∫ t

0

{
1

Ŝ(u; a, Zi)
− 1

So(u; a, Zi)

}
dMci(u; a, Ŝc)

Ŝc(u; a, Zi)

∣∣∣∣∣
≲

1√
n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− πo(Zi)|

× sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

{
sup

u∈[0,t]

∣∣∣∣∣ Ŝ(u; a, Zi)− So(u; a, Zi)

Ŝ(u; a, Zi)So(u; a, Zi)Ŝc(u; a, Zi)

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≲
1√
n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− πo(Zi)| · sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)
∣∣∣ .
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So we again have

E(|Q413|) ≲
√
nE†

{
E

[
|π̂(Z)− πo(Z)| · sup

t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Z)− So(t; a, Z)
∣∣∣ ]}

≤
√
n ∥π̂ − πo∥† ·

∥∥∥Ŝ − So
∥∥∥
†

=o(1)

from the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the rate condition Assumption 7.

The integral in Q414 involves a difference in increments dŜ(t; a, Zi) − dSo(t; a, Zi), so we apply integration by

parts and have∫ τ

0

{dŜ(t; a, Zi)− dSo(t; a, Zi)}{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)

=
[
{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)}{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )}Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)
] ∣∣∣∣τ

0

−
∫ τ

0

{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)}
∂

∂t

[
{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )}Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)
]

={Ŝ(τ ; a, Zi)− So(τ ; a, Zi)}{a− Ā(τ ;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}Ji(τ ; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)

−
∫ τ

0

{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)}{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )} ·

dMci(t; a, Ŝc)

Ŝ(t; a, Zi)Ŝc(t; a, Zi)

+

∫ τ

0

{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)}
∂

∂t

[
S(1)(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )

S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )

]
· Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)

={Ŝ(τ ; a, Zi)− So(τ ; a, Zi)}{a− Ā(τ ;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}Ji(τ ; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)∫ τ

0

{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)}{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )} ·

dMci(t; a, Ŝc)

Ŝ(t; a, Zi)Ŝc(t; a, Zi)

+

∫ τ

0

{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)}Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)
1

S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )

· 1
n

n∑
j=1

dΓ
(1)
j (t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )

−
∫ τ

0

{Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)}Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)
S(1)(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )

S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )

2
· 1
n

n∑
j=1

dΓ
(0)
j (t;β∗, πo, So, So

c ), (57)

where the last two equalities follow from the product rule. For l = 0, 1, we again apply the product rule and have

dΓ
(l)
j (t;β∗, πo, So, So

c ) (58)

=
Al

je
β∗Aj

πo(Zj)Aj{1− πo(Zj)}1−AjSo
c (t;Aj , Zj)

dYj(t)

−
Al

jYj(t)e
β∗Aj

πo(Zj)Aj{1− πo(Zj)}1−AjSo
c (t;Aj , Zj)2

dSo
c (t;Aj , Zj)−

Al
je

β∗Aj

πo(Zj)Aj{1− πo(Zj)}1−Aj
dSo(t;Aj , Zj)

+
∑
a=0,1

al

{
1 +

Aa
j (1−Aj)

1−a

πo(Zj)a{1− πo(Zj)}1−a
Jj(t; a, S

o, So
c )

}
eβ

∗adSo(t; a, Zj)

+
∑
a=0,1

al
Aa

j (1−Aj)
1−a

πo(Zj)a{1− πo(Zj)}1−a

So(t; a, Zj)e
β∗a

So(t; a, Zj)So
c (t; a, Zj)

dMcj(u; a, S
o
c ).
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Since dMcj(u; a, S
o
c ) = dNcj(u)− Yj(u)dΛ

o
c(u; a, Zj), we can now see that dΓ(l)

j (t;β∗, πo, So, So
c ) is once again a sum

of terms, each being a product between a term that is bounded a.s. and an increment of a monotone function.

Therefore, applying (45), we have∣∣∣∣∫ τ

0

{dŜ(t; a, Zi)− dSo(t; a, Zi)}{a− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}Ji(t; a, Ŝ, Ŝc)

∣∣∣∣
≲|Ŝ(τ ; a, Zi)− So(τ ; a, Zi)|

+ sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)
∣∣∣

+
1

n

n∑
j=1

sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)
∣∣∣

+
1

n

n∑
j=1

sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)
∣∣∣

≲ sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)
∣∣∣ .

So

|Q414| ≲
1√
n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− πo(Zi)| · sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Zi)− So(t; a, Zi)
∣∣∣ ,

and we again have

E(|Q414|) ≲
√
nE†

{
E

[
|π̂(Z)− πo(Z)| · sup

t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣Ŝ(t; a, Z)− So(t; a, Z)
∣∣∣ ]}

≤
√
n ∥π̂ − πo∥† ·

∥∥∥Ŝ − So
∥∥∥
†

=o(1),

from the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the rate condition Assumption 7.

Therefore, we have

E(|Q41|) ≤ E(|Q411|) + E(|Q412|) + E(|Q413|) + E(|Q414|) ≲ o(1),

so Q41 = op(1) by Markov’s inequality.

Next, we bound Q42, which involves the use of D†
2. First, we let Q42 = Q421 +Q422, where

Q421 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)}{dN (0)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)

i (t; π̂, So, Ŝc)}

Q422 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}{dN

(0)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)

i (t; π̂, So, Ŝc)}.
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Note that like how we bounded |Q12| earlier, we also have

Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)

=
S(1)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)− S(1)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)

S(0)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)

=
{S(1)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− S(1)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)}S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)

S(0)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)

− S(1)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc){S(0)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)}
S(0)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)

=
S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)

S(0)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)
· 1
n

n∑
j=1

{Γ(1)
j (t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− Γ

(1)
j (t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)}

− S(1)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)

S(0)(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)S(0)(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)
· 1
n

n∑
j=1

{Γ(0)
j (t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− Γ

(0)
j (t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)}

=
1

n

n∑
j=1

Cj(t){π̂(Zj)− πo(Zj)},

where Cj(t) are some functions bounded a.s.. Similarly, we have

{Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )} =

1

n

n∑
j=1

C ′
j(t){Ŝc(t; a, Zi)− So

c (t; a, Zi)}, (59)

where C ′
j(t) are some other functions bounded a.s..

Next, let dN (0)
i (t; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)

i (t; π̂, So, Ŝc) = K1i +K2i, where

K1i =
dŜ(t;Ai, Zi)− dSo(t;Ai, Zi)

π̂(Zi)Ai{1− π̂(Zi)}1−Ai

−
∑
a=0,1

{
1 +

Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π̂(Zi)a{1− π̂(Zi)}1−a
Ji(t; a, S

o, Ŝc)

}
{dŜ(t; a, Zi)− dSo(t; a, Zi)}

K2i =−
∑
a=0,1

Aa
i (1−Ai)

1−a

π̂(Zi)a{1− π̂(Zi)}1−a

∫ t

0

{
1

Ŝ(u; a, Zi)
− 1

So(u; a, Zi)

}
dMci(u; a, Zi)

Ŝc(u; a, Zi)
· dŜ(t; a, Zi).

We now have Q421 = Q4211 +Q4212, where

Q4211 =
1

n3/2

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

{π̂(Zj)− πo(Zj)}
∫ τ

0

Cj(t)K1i

Q4212 =
1

n3/2

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

{π̂(Zj)− πo(Zj)}
∫ τ

0

Cj(t)K2i.

For Q4212, we can apply (45), the rate Condition Assumption 7 and the boundedness of appropriate terms to show

that

E(|Q4212|) ≲
√
n∥π̂ − πo∥† ·

∥∥∥Ŝ − So
∥∥∥
†
= o(1).

∫ τ

0
Cj(t)K1i in Q4211 involves stochastic differences dŜ(t; a, Zi) − dSo(t; a, Zi), so like in (48) and (57) we first

apply integration by parts to turn dŜ−dSo into Ŝ−So. Like (58), the dCj(t) term we have as a result of integration
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by parts can again be shown to be a sum of terms, each being a product between a term that is bounded a.s.

and an increment of a monotone function. This allows us to apply (45), the rate Condition Assumption 7 and the

boundedness of appropriate terms, which leads to E(|Q4211|) ≲
√
n∥π̂ − πo∥† ·

∥∥∥Ŝ − So
∥∥∥
†
= o(1). We therefore have

E(|Q421|) = o(1) and Q421 = op(1) by Markov’s inequality.

For term Q422, we first write Q422 = Q4221 +Q4222, where

Q4221 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}K1i,

Q4222 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}K2i.

E(|Q4221|) involves a product between dŜ(t; a, Zi) − dSo(t; a, Zi) and Ŝc(t; a, Zi) − So
c (t; a, Zi), which can not be

bounded using any existing tools we have. Therefore, we directly bound it using D†
2 in Assumption 7, which gives

E(|Q4221|) ≲
√
nD†

2 = o(1).

Next, using (59), we have

Q4222 =
1

n3/2

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∫ τ

0

C ′
j(t){Ŝc(t; a, Zi)− So

c (t; a, Zi)}K2i.

By again applying (45), the rate condition Assumption 7 and the boundedness of appropriate terms to Q4222, we

have

E(|Q4222|) ≲
√
n
∥∥∥Ŝc − So

c

∥∥∥
†
·
∥∥∥Ŝ − So

∥∥∥
†
= o(1).

Therefore, E(|Q422|) = o(1) from rate condition Assumption 7.

Combining our results, we have

E(|Q42|) ≤ E(|Q421|) + E(|Q422|) = o(1).

Using the same techniques we used for Q41 and Q42 above, with the rate condition Assumption 7 and without

using D†, we can show that E(|Q43|) = o(1) and E(|Q44|) = o(1).

Hence we conclude that E(|Q4|) ≤ E(|Q41|)+E(|Q42|)+E(|Q43|)+E(|Q44|) = o(1). Then by Markov’s inequality,

Q4 = op(1).

Next, we show that Q5 = op(1).

Using the definition ofD1i(β,Λ, π, S, Sc), D2i(β,Λ, π, S, Sc) defined in Supplementary Material A, it can be verified

that

U(β∗, π, S, Sc) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
D2i(β

∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc)−
∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β∗, π, S, Sc)D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π, S, Sc)

]
. (60)
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So we have Q5 = Q51 −Q52 −Q53 −Q54, where

Q51 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

{D2i(β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D2i(β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )}

Q52 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

ᾱ(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc){D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )}

Q53 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− ᾱ(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)}

× {D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )}

Q54 =

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )} ·

1√
n

n∑
i=1

D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ).

First, consider Q51. By the law of total variance, we have

Var(Q51) = Var{E(Q51|O†)}+ E{Var(Q51|O†)}.

We note from Theorem 1′ that E{D2i(β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D2i(β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )|O†} = 0 for each i, where O† is the

sample independent from O that is used for estimating the nuisance functions, so E(Q51|O†) = 0. Moreover, when

conditional on O†, Q51 is a sample average of mean-zero i.i.d terms, so we have

Var(Q51|O†) =
n

n
E
[
{D2(β

∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D2(β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c )}2|O†
]
.

Expand D2(β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D2(β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c ), we have

D2(β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D2(β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c ) (61)

=−
∫ τ

0

A{π̂(Z)− πo(Z)}
π̂(Z)πo(Z)

· {dSo(t;A,Z) + So(t;A,Z)eβ
∗AdΛ∗(t)}

+

∫ τ

0

ASo
c (t;A,Z){πo(Z)− π̂(Z)}

π̂(Z)So
c (t;A,Z)Ŝc(t;A,Z)πo(Z)A{1− πo(Z)}1−A

· {dN(t)− Y (t)eβ
∗
dΛ∗(t)}

+

∫ τ

0

Aπ̂(Z){So
c (t;A,Z)− Ŝc(t;A,Z)}

π̂(Z)So
c (t;A,Z)Ŝc(t;A,Z)πo(Z)A{1− πo(Z)}1−A

· {dN(t)− Y (t)eβ
∗
dΛ∗(t)}

−
∫ τ

0

AJ(t; 1, So, So
c ){π̂(Z)− πo(Z)}}

π̂(Z)πo(Z)
· {dSo(t; 1, Z) + So(t; 1, Z)eβ

∗
dΛ∗(t)}

+

∫ τ

0

A{J(t; 1, So, Ŝc)− J(t; 1, So, So
c )}

π̂(Z)
· {dSo(t; 1, Z) + So(t; 1, Z)eβ

∗
dΛ∗(t)}.

We now see that D2(β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D2(β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c ) consists of several terms, where each term is an integral

of a difference in nuisance functions with respect to a monotone function. This allows us to apply (45) to each of the

terms and have

|D2(β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D2(β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )| ≲ |π̂(Z)− πo(Z)|+ sup

t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}
|So

c (t; a, Z)− Ŝc(t; a, Z)|.
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From the inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2, we have

Var(Q51|O†) ≲E

(|π̂(Z)− πo(Z)|+ sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

|So
c (t; a, Z)− Ŝc(t; a, Z)|

)2 ∣∣∣∣O†


≤2E[{π̂(Z)− πo(Z)}2|O†] + 2E

{ sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

|So
c (t; a, Z)− Ŝc(t; a, Z)|

}2 ∣∣∣∣O†

 .
So

Var(Q51)

=Var†{E(Q51|O†)}+ E†{Var(Q51|O†)}

≲0 + E†(E[{π̂(Z)− πo(Z)}2|O†]) + E†

E
{ sup

t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}
|So

c (t; a, Z)− Ŝc(t; a, Z)|

}2 ∣∣∣∣O†


=∥π̂ − πo∥2† + ∥Ŝc − So

c∥2†

=o(1).

Therefore, Q51 = op(1) by Chebyshev’s inequality.

Conditional on O†, we also have from Theorem 1′ that E{D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)−D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )|O†} =

0 for each t and i, so Q52 is again a sample average of i.i.d. mean-zero terms when conditional on O†, and we can

show Q52 = op(1) in the same way as for Q51 above.

Consider Q53. Just like the expansion of D2(β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc) − D2(β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c ) in (61) above, we also

have D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, π̂, So, Ŝc) −D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c ) as a sum of terms, where each term is a product between a

difference in nuisance functions and an increment of a monotone function. So same as in Q51, we apply (45) to each

of the terms and have

|Q53| ≲
√
n sup

t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− ᾱ(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)
∣∣∣

·

{
1

n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− πo(Zi)|+
1

n

n∑
i=1

sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

|So
c (t; a, Zi)− Ŝc(t; a, Zi)|

}
.

From the uniform convergence Assumption 6 and the Markov’s inequality, we have

1

n

n∑
i=1

|π̂(Zi)− πo(Zi)|+
1

n

n∑
i=1

sup
t∈[0,τ ],a∈{0,1}

∣∣∣So
c (t; a, Zi)− Ŝc(t; a, Zi)

∣∣∣ = op(1).

From (41) of Assumption 11, we have

√
n sup

t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− ᾱ(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)
∣∣∣ = Op(1).

We therefore have Q53 = op(1).
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For Q54, we have Q54 = Q541 −Q542 +Q543, where

Q541 =

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− ᾱ(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)} ·
1√
n

n∑
i=1

D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ),

Q542 =

∫ τ

0

{Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )− ᾱ(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )} ·
1√
n

n∑
i=1

D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ),

Q543 =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{ᾱ(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− ᾱ(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )}D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )

By (42) of Assumption 11, we have Q541 = op(1) and Q542 = op(1). Q543 is again a sample average of i.i.d. terms

when conditional on O†, and each of the increments in D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ) is an increment of a monotone

function. So like Q51, we apply (45), followed by the law of total variance and have

Var(Q543) ≲ 0 +
n

n
E†

E
{ sup

t∈[0,τ ]

∣∣∣ᾱ(t;β∗, π̂, So, Ŝc)− ᾱ(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )
∣∣∣}2

 = o(1),

where o(1) follows from (40) of Assumption 11. Therefore, Q543 = op(1) by Chebyshev’s inequality and Q54 = op(1).

Combining our results on Q51 to Q54 ,we have Q5 = op(1).

Same as how we dealt with Q5, we can decompose Q6 in a similar way and show that each of the terms is op(1),

so we omit the details here.

Lastly, we consider
√
nU(β∗, πo, So, So

c ). Using (60), we have

√
nU(β∗, πo, So, So

c )

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

[
D2i(β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )−

∫ τ

0

Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )D1i(t;β

∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So
c )

]

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

ψi(β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c )

+

∫ τ

0

{ᾱ(t;β∗, πo, So, So
c )− Ā(t;β∗, πo, So, So

c )} ·
1√
n

n∑
i=1

D1i(t;β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ).

(62)

From (42) of Assumption 11, we have (62) = op(1), so we have

√
nU(β∗, πo, So, So

c ) =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

ψi(β
∗,Λ∗, πo, So, So

c ) + op(1).
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F.4 Consistency of Λ̂(t)

Given the consistency of β̂, Assumptions 1-6 and C1-C3 from Cox MSM, when either S = So, or (π, Sc) = (πo, So
c ),

we show that for each t,

Λ̂(t; β̂, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)
p→ Λ∗(t),

where

Λ̂(t;β, π, S, Sc) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u;π, S, Sc)

S(0)(u;β, π, S, Sc)
.

and

Λ∗(t) =

∫ t

0

∑
a=0,1 dFa(t)∑

a=0,1 Sa(t)eβ
∗a

= −
∫ t

0

∑
a=0,1 dSa(t)∑

a=0,1 Sa(t)eβ
∗a

Proof.

Let Λ̂(t; β̂, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Λ∗(t) = L1 + L2 + L3, where

L1 = Λ̂(t; β̂, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Λ̂(t;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

L2 = Λ̂(t;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− Λ̂(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

L3 = Λ̂(t;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− Λ∗(t).

Consider L1, which can be written as

L1 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

S(0)(u; β̂, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)S(0)(u;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)
· {S(0)(u;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− S(0)(u; β̂, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)}

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

S(0)(u; β̂, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)S(0)(u;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

× 1

n

n∑
j=1

[
Al

jYj(t){eβ
∗Aj − eβ̂Aj}

π(Zj)Aj{1− π(Zj)}1−AjSc(t;Aj , Zj)
−
Al

jS(t;Aj , Zj){eβ
∗Aj − eβ̂Aj}

π(Zj)Aj{1− π(Zj)}1−Aj

+
∑
a=0,1

al

{
1 +

Aa
j (1−Aj)

1−a

π(Zj)a{1− π(Zj)}1−a
Jj(t; a, S, Sc)

}
S(t; a, Zj){eβ

∗a − eβ̂a}

]

Since eβ
∗a−eβ̂a = op(1) and eβ

∗Aj −eβ̂Aj = op(1), while the other terms are bounded a.s., we can apply the inequality∣∣∣∣∣
∫ b

a

f(t)dG(t)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
t∈[a,b]

|f(t)| · |G(b)−G(a)|

and have L1 = op(1).

Consider L2, which can be written as

L2 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u; π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− dN (0)

i (u;π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

S(0)(u;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u;π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

S(0)(u;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

· {S(0)(u;β∗, π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc)− S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )}.
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As we can see, we are dealing with differences between π̂, Ŝ, Ŝc and π∗, S∗, S∗
c , which is the same as in Proof of

Lemma 7, so we omit the details for showing L2 = op(1) here.

Lastly, for L3, we first note that from the definition of D1, we have

L3 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u;π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

− Λ∗(t)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

dN (0)
i (u;π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

Γ
(0)
i (u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )
dΛ∗(t)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

D1i(u;β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

D1i(u;β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

s(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )

(63)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

D1i(u;β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )

S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )s(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )
· {s(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )− S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )}. (64)

From the Theorem of DR, D1i(u;β
∗,Λ∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c ) is mean-zero, while s(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c ) is a fixed function, so

the entire integral in (63) is mean-zero, and by the weak law of large numbers (63) is op(1). (64) is op(1) because

supt∈[0,τ ]

∣∣s(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗
c )− S(0)(u;β∗, π∗, S∗, S∗

c )
∣∣ = op(1). So L3 = op(1).
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