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Abstract. Survival Analysis provides critical insights for partially incomplete
time-to-event data in various domains. It is also an important example of proba-
bilistic machine learning. The probabilistic nature of the predictions can be ex-
ploited by using (proper) scoring rules in the model fitting process instead of
likelihood-based optimization. Our proposal does so in a generic manner and
can be used for a variety of model classes. We establish different parametric and
non-parametric sub-frameworks that allow different degrees of flexibility. Incor-
porated into neural networks, it leads to a computationally efficient and scalable
optimization routine, yielding state-of-the-art predictive performance. Finally, we
show that using our framework, we can recover various parametric models and
demonstrate that optimization works equally well when compared to likelihood-
based methods.

1 Introduction

One of the main goals of survival analysis (SA) is to estimate the distribution of event
times, e.g., via the survivor function S(τ) = P (T > τ), τ ∈ (0, tmax] =: T , which de-
fines the probability that the event of interest did not occur yet at time point τ . This task
is particularly complicated in the presence of censoring. If censoring is not accounted
for in the modeling of the time-to-event, the estimated survivor function Ŝ(τ) will be
biased, resulting in sub-optimal generalization and predictive capacity. As the predic-
tions Ŝ(τ) ∈ [0, 1] of many survival models are probabilistic by nature, designated
scoring rules provide suitable mechanisms to evaluate such predictions.

Existing literature has mainly focused on using scoring rules to evaluate the perfor-
mance of predictions using unseen data. Yet, the application of such scoring rules as
an alternative to likelihood-based estimation has proven fruitful across different sub-
disciplines. Within SA, Avati et al. (2020) were the first to present a similar approach.
Likelihood-based estimations are the most common procedures for probabilistic model
fitting. By relying on strong parametric assumptions or proportional hazards assump-
tions, many of these methods are prone to misspecification resulting in suboptimal per-
formance. Furthermore, likelihood-based estimation of survival models can be compu-
tationally poorly conditioned (Alaa and van der Schaar, 2017) and overly emphasize
extreme data points limiting practical generalization (Avati et al., 2020).
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Fig. 1: Comparison of predictions of featureless learners for the power plants data set for the ac-
tual event times. Our non-parametric, network-based approach approximates the KM distribution
very well, which in turn represents the actual distribution. The parametric model (Weibull), in
contrast, fails to properly model the actual events.

Motivating Example As a motivating example, Figure 1 shows when parametric sur-
vival modeling fails. We consider a data set investigating the construction times of nu-
clear power plants (Thurner et al., 2014). Typically, these plant constructions take very
long and have a long lead period resulting in a large minimum value. A parametric
method will fail to recognize this lead period. This is best illustrated using featureless
learners: We illustrate the estimated survival time distribution assuming a Weibull dis-
tribution optimized using maximum likelihood and compare it to our non-parametric
approach optimizing a model-agnostic scoring rule (cf. Section 3). The latter seems to
be in better accordance with the actual distribution approximated by the Kaplan-Meier
(KM) estimator.

Our Contributions In this work, we propose to learn survival models directly based on
proper loss functions in a generic, model-agnostic framework. The framework allows
the optimization of a variety of different model classes for survival analysis (parametric,
semi-, and non-parametric) using different methods (additive models, neural networks,
etc.) based on proper loss functions. One key finding of our work is that we can use a
variety of differentiable (proper) scoring rules to estimate parametric models. We also
derive a distribution-free alternative that directly learns the survival function by optimiz-
ing proper metrics through discretization of the follow-up. For empirical comparisons,
we provide an explicit neural implementation that enables cheap computation for both
the parametric and the non-parametric approach. In numerical experiments, we show
the efficacy of our approach by confirming that we can recover estimates of classical
survival optimization routines and obtain state-of-the-art performance when compared
against a large variety of other methods on common benchmark data sets.

2 Related Literature

In order to take into account the censoring in SA, most of the existing solutions model
the hazard function (e.g., Cox, 1972), or use specific distributional assumptions and
loss functions for censored data (e.g., Wei, 1992). More recently, a variety of machine
learning and deep learning approaches have been proposed for SA (cf. Wang et al.,
2019; Wiegrebe et al., 2024, for respective reviews).
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Deep Learning Survival Analysis with Follow-Up Discretization Following the catego-
rization of Wiegrebe et al. (2024), our proposed method falls into the category discrete-
time methods at the estimation stage. There exist a few noteworthy algorithms in this
domain. nnet-survival (Gensheimer and Narasimhan, 2019), also called the logistic haz-
ard method, is a discrete-time deep survival model where the (discrete) hazard rates are
parameterized by a neural network. The model uses a negative log-likelihood loss func-
tion for the hazards in each interval and applies mini-batch stochastic gradient descent
(SGD) for optimization and scalability to large data sets. nnet-survival allows for both
baseline hazards and feature effects to be time-varying. It can therefore handle non-
linear effects, interactions, and also non-proportional hazards. It can also be specified
as a deep proportional hazards (Cox) model. Another prominent discrete-time survival
analysis method is DeepHit (Lee et al., 2018). DeepHit models the joint probability
mass function of all (competing) event points simultaneously. It optimizes a custom
loss function with a log-likelihood and a ranking term. The weighting of both terms
is steered through a tunable parameter. While not being a discete-time method, Avati
et al. (2020) is most similar to our proposed method. They suggest a parametric ap-
proach that uses continuous-rank probability scores as a loss function. In contrast to
classical likelihood-based methods, the loss function is evaluated on a discrete grid.
The parameters of the survival distribution are the outputs of the neural network. While
results in Avati et al. (2020) suggest the approach to work well, it is faced with poor
computational conditioning in many settings.

Scoring Rules in Survival Analysis In SA, scoring rules are mainly used for model
evaluation. However, if rules are differentiable, they can also be used as loss functions
and optimized via gradient-based methods. Avati et al. (2020) present an adaption of this
idea for a neural network. Scoring rules for survival analysis are usually defined point-
wise, i.e., for specific time points τ , and different methods are evaluated by averaging
or integrating over the scores over a fixed range of time points.

Scoring rules from classification and regression problems have been adapted for SA
(Graf et al., 1999; Dawid and Musio, 2014), but without formally establishing proper-
ness of the scoring rules in this setting. Recently, several contributions (Yi et al., 2015;
Rindt et al., 2022; Sonabend, 2022; Yanagisawa, 2023) showed that many of these pre-
viously used scoring rules in SA are not proper and suggested proper alternatives. In
most of the literature, variations of the C-index and the integrated Brier Score (IBS)
are used for evaluating survival problems (see, e.g., Sonabend, 2021; Wiegrebe et al.,
2024). The use of the C-index has been increasingly discouraged for model comparison
as it is not proper (Blanche et al., 2019), prone to misuse (Sonabend et al., 2022), and
of limited relevance in many settings (Hartman et al., 2023).

Existing Loss Functions in Survival Analysis Many statistical models for survival anal-
ysis optimize a model-specific log-likelihood. While log-likelihoods work as loss func-
tions to train the model, they cannot be used to compare predictive performance across
different model classes, as they are typically model-specific. Rindt et al. (2022) pro-
mote approximating the density of the survival time distribution through numerical dif-
ferentiation to solve this problem. In practice, this approach may still not result in a
fair comparison due to approximation errors. Furthermore, Avati et al. (2020) note that
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survival predictions from a likelihood-based approach can be poorly calibrated, lack
“sharpness”, and be sensitive to outliers.

Losses typically used for evaluation of SA methods are all approximate losses (Son-
abend, 2022) and are derived from the Graf score (Graf et al., 1999). These approximate
losses all require access to the cumulative distribution function (CDF) or survival func-
tion. Rindt et al. (2022) and Sonabend (2022) show that approximate losses are not
proper. Rindt et al. (2022) argue that they can be proper only if the survivor function
is perfectly modeled and censoring is feature-independent. Through reweighting of ex-
isting approximate losses Sonabend (2022) derive a way to adjust the improperness of
approximate loss functions and derive so-called outcome-independent properness. A
more complex approach is proposed by Yanagisawa (2023) where weights are deter-
mined via iterated reweighting.

3 Survival Prediction using Proper Loss Functions

We consider right-censored survival data where each individual’s observation stems
from the random variables (T,C), with T the actual time of the event and C the cen-
soring time. As only one of T or C can be observed, we denote the outcome time
Y := min(T,C), the status random variable by ∆ := I(T ≤ C) and their realizations
with y and δ, respectively. The observed data is then given by tuples (yi, δi,xi) for
individual i = 1, . . . , n, with outcome time yi, event indicator δi ∈ {0, 1} (1=event,
0=censoring) and feature row-vector x⊤

i = (xi,1 · · ·xi,p).
In SA, we are mostly interested in the cumulative distribution function (CDF) FT

and will often only need access to FT rather than its density fT . The main objective,
hence, is estimating the CDF conditional on features x over the follow-up time τ ∈ T .
Instead of estimating F (τ |x), we can also estimate S(τ |x) = 1 − F (τ |x), containing
the same information.

3.1 Proper Scoring in Survival Analysis

In this work, we use the class of reweighted scoring rules (Sonabend, 2022), for an
existing approximate loss L and individual i given as

LR,i(t) =
δiLi(t)

Ĝ(t)
, (1)

where Li(t) is a suitable point-wise loss of observation i at time t and Ĝ(t) a Kaplan-
Meier estimate of the censoring distribution at time t, which is estimated beforehand.
Effectively, the weighting is carried out through sample weights in the optimization.
Instead of using the reweighted loss as an evaluation metric, we use it as the loss for
training and tuning the model. More specifically, we use the reweighted survival Brier
score (RSBS)

LRSBS,i(t|Ĝ) =
δiLSBS,i(t)

Ĝ(t)
, (2)
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where LSBS,i is the survival Brier score

LSBS,i(t) =

∫ t

0

(
1(ti ≤ τ)− F (τ |xi)

)2
dτ.

3.2 Model-Agnostic Learning Procedures

We now describe the proposed procedure for training survival models using proper
scoring rules in more detail. While the framework is model-agnostic, we focus on fully
connected feed-forward neural networks in this paper. Our proposal can be subdivided
into two classes.

1.) Parametric Learning: Estimation of the parameters of an assumed distribution;
2.) Distribution-free Approach: Direct estimation of the survival function without dis-

tributional assumption.

In both cases, we discretize the follow-up into J intervals represented by discrete time
points τj , j = 1, . . . , J . Let j(ti) be the index for the interval in which subject i is either
censored or experienced the event and define δ⊤i = (δi,1, . . . , δi,j(ti)) with elements

δi,j =

{
0, j > j(ti)

δi, j ≤ j(ti).

Given the current prediction Ŝ(τj |xi) and hence an estimate for the CDF, we can then
optimize the model based on a total loss

L =
1

J

J∑
j=1

1

N

N∑
i=1

δi,jLRSBS,i(tj |Ĝ) (3)

defined by aggregating the point-wise losses for each observation i in each interval j as
in Eq. (1) and reweighting it as proposed in Eq. (2). Both, approaches 1.) and 2.) share
the same objective function (3) and only differ in the way the predictions Ŝ(τj |xj) are
obtained, as described below.

Parametric Learning One choice to obtain estimates for S(τ) is by assuming a para-
metric distribution of event times and learning the distribution’s parameters. Let F (τ |θ)
be a suitable distribution for event times T > 0, with parameters θ ∈ Rm depending
on the input features, i.e., θ(x) = (θ1(x), θ2(x), . . . , θm(x))⊤. Some popular paramet-
ric survival distributions include the Weibull, log-logistic and log-normal distribution.
Given parameter estimates θ̂(x), all quantities of the distribution, including the survival
function Ŝ(τ |θ̂(x)) = 1 − F̂ (τ |θ̂(x)), are fully specified and thus prediction can be
obtained at any time point τ . The distribution parameters θ are learned by minimizing
Eq. (3) concerning the model parameters.



6 P. Kopper et al.

Distribution-free Approach Instead of obtaining an estimate of the survival function
by learning the parameters of an assumed distribution, we can also learn the survival
function by estimating the increments αi,j := αi,j(xi) = S(τj |xi) − S(τj−1|xi) be-
tween the survival functions at subsequent discrete time points/intervals τj , τj−1. We
require S(τj |xi) to have the following properties to be a valid and meaningful survivor
function:

(a) S(τj |xi) needs to be monotonically decreasing in τ , i.e. αi,j ≤ 0;
(b) S(τj |xi) is bounded to [0, 1];
(c) αi,j ∈ [−1, 0].

Let γu(x) ∈ [0, 1], u ∈ {1, 2} be appropriate activation functions such as the sigmoid
or truncated ReLU function f(·) = min(1,max(0, ·)) and gl be a model (e.g., neural
network) for the lth interval. By defining

Ŝ(τj |xi) = γ2

(
j∑

l=1

(−γ1(gl(xi))

)

through increments α̂i,l := −γ1(gl(xi)) ∈ [−1, 0], we obtain a monotonically decreas-
ing survival function Ŝ(τj |xi) = γ2(

∑j
l=1 α̂i,l) ∈ [0, 1] for each time interval τj . In

contrast to the parametric learning approach, this approach initially only produces dis-
crete survival probabilities Ŝ(τj |x). However, simple interpolation or smoothing can be
applied to obtain meaningful predictions at time points between initial interval points
τj . This will likely improve the model’s performance if J is chosen to be small.

Competing Risks In the single event scenario, it is equivalent to model the survival
probability Ŝ(τ |xi) or the cumulative incidence function (CIF) F̂ (τ |xi) = 1− Ŝ(t|xi)
due to their inverse relationship. For competing risks, the CIFs are the outcome of inter-
est by vectorizing and using the identity F (t) = 1−S(t). In the case of our parametric
framework, we either learn the set of parameters for each competing risk k = 1, . . . ,K,
with separate sub-models for distribution parameters θk or train a single joint model for
all parameters Θ = {θ}Kk=1.

The CIF in the non-parametric case is modeled via

F̂k(τj |xi) = γ2

(
j∑

l=1

(γ1(gl,k(xi))

)
,

where gl,k are now interval- and risk-specific models. As loss functions, we can use
LSBS or LRSBS , but need to derive δi and δi,j differently. More specifically, we define
for every risk k an indicator δi,k = δi1(σ = k) whether the event σ ∈ {1, ...K}
observed is equal to the kth risk, and

δi,j,k =

{
0, j > j(ti)

δi,k, j ≤ j(ti).
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This means that for each separate risk, observations are considered censored when a
competing event is observed. We further constrain

∑K
k=1 F̂k(τj |xi) = 1. This is fa-

cilitated by a softmax output (explicit choice for γ2) with K + 1 dimensions. Putting
everything together, we optimize the loss

LCR =

K∑
k=1

1

J

J∑
j=1

1

N

N∑
i=1

δi,j,kLRSBS,i(tj |Ĝ). (4)

3.3 Implementation

As a proof-of-concept, we investigate the newly established idea of directly estimating
the survivor status with an exemplary feed-forward neural network(while other model
choices would also be possible). Both variants, the parametric and non-parametric ap-
proach, result in a network with J×K output units. However, for the parametric variant,
the final output layer is deterministic and backpropagation is carried out for the parame-
ters θk of the chosen survival distribution for each risk k. For example, in the case of the
log-normal distribution with three competing risks and unknown scale parameters (i.e.,
m = 1), the relevant estimated distributional layer has shape 1×3. While the estimation
of θ is independent of the model choice, estimating α̂i,j can be done conveniently in a
neural network. Exemplary architectures are shown in Figure 2.

As the distribution-free approach can easily overfit the data due to its expressive-
ness, it is necessary to employ regularization techniques. The presented experiments in
the following section suggest that L2 regularization (particularly in the last layer) and
dropout are sufficient to overcome problems with overfitting.

4 Numerical Experiments

In the following sections, we evaluate our approach empirically. While our paramet-
ric approach can be used to estimate any parametric survival model, we focus on the
model class of accelerated failure time models (AFT) in our experiments. We will de-
note non-deep versions of AFT models estimated by maximum likelihood methods as
AFTMLE. The deep version of these models is denoted by AFTNN. Our scoring rule
based approach that estimates a fixed parametric distribution will be denoted by SRP
and its distribution-free alternative by SRDF. Additionally, we use the Cox proportional
hazards model (Cox).

4.1 Comparison to Maximum Likelihood Estimation

We first check empirically, that our approach can recover the parameters of an assumed
event time distribution without explicitly using its likelihood for estimation. To do so,
we simulate event times from an AFT model via

log(Ti) = β0 + β1x1 + β2x2 + β3x3 + θ2ϵi (5)
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Dense Layer

Dense Layer

Distribution Layer

Dense Layer

Dense Layer

DATA DATA

Fig. 2: Examples for architectures of our proposed method in the single risk case. Left: Paramet-
ric approach. We pass the data through a fully connected neural network to estimate the parame-
ters (here θ1 and θ2) of a survival distribution). We generate predictions for each t = τj using the
parameterized F (). Right: Non-parametric approach. We pass the data through a fully-connected
neural network to estimate the survival increments αj and use them to generate survival predic-
tions for each τj , where ξ(·) := γ2(−

∑
(·)).
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with β⊤ = (2,−0.5, 0.2, 0) and let ϵ follow the Extreme value (i), Normal (ii), and
Logistic (iii) distribution, which leads to event times T ∼ F (θ1(x1, x2, x3), θ2) follow-
ing a Weibull (i), Log-normal (ii) and Log-logistic (iii) distribution, respectively. For
the simulation, we only let one parameter of the distribution depend on features, here
θ1(x1, x2, x3) = β0 + β1x1 + β2x2 + β3x3. In general, however, all parameters could
depend on features, as depicted in Figure 2.

For the simulation, we draw n = 1500 event times from each distribution based
on (5) and introduce censoring assuming a uniform distribution over the follow-up,
resulting in approximately 28% censoring. We repeat this B = 100 times, each time
splitting the data into train (75%) and test (25%) data. In each iteration we calculate

βj − β̂j,m; j = 1, . . . , 3; m ∈ {AFTMLE,Cox,SRP},

where AFT is a parametric model optimized by maximizing the model’s correctly spec-
ified likelihood, Cox is a semi-parametric alternative, and SRP is our parametric scoring
rule-based approach 1.) proposed in Section 3. We repeat the simulation 100 times.

The results are presented in Figure 3. Our approach recovers the true coefficients
well, with all models yielding similar root mean squared errors. In contrast to other
approaches, our method allows the estimation of a variety of distributions using the
parametric framework, including the Weibull distribution which has repeatedly been
reported to suffer from poor computational conditioning (e.g., Avati et al., 2020). This
is further illustrated in Section 4.2.

β0 β1 β2 β3

Log
−

logistic
Log

−
norm

al
W

eibull

AFT (MLE) Cox SRP AFT (MLE) Cox SRP AFT (MLE) Cox SRP AFT (MLE) Cox SRP
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−

β)
2

Fig. 3: L2-distance between estimated and true coefficients of the AFT, Cox PH, and our proposal
(SRP) for different features (columns) and different distributions (rows) across 100 replications.

As a secondary analysis, we use the experimental results from the recovery analysis
to compute the predictive performance across different settings and (mis-)specifications.
Particularly, we fit for each simulation setting a correctly specified SRP and AFTMLE ,
and two misspecifications regarding the assumed survival distribution across the three
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options previously discussed. Alongside, we fit the methods not relying on distribu-
tional assumptions, i.e. SRDF, Cox PH, and Kaplan-Meier. The results are presented
in Table 1. Columns show the data-generating setting. Rows the respective modeling
approaches. The models specified using the correct distributional assumption usually
perform best. Our non-parametric neural network approach consistently performs close
to the correctly specified model and outperforms the misspecified ones. Thus, the non-
parametric approach is preferable when no prior information regarding the distribution
of event times is available.

Table 1: Average predictive performance (SBS at 50% quantile of the follow-up; lower is better)
with standard deviation in brackets of different survival models in different simulated settings.
The best performances per column are highlighted in bold.

Setting
Weibull Log-norm. Log-log.

AFTMLE

Weibull 2.3 (0.09) 2.3 (0.17) 1.9 (0.08)
Log-normal 2.7 (0.13) 2.2 (0.14) 2.3 (0.11)
Log-logistic 2.6 (0.11) 2.5 (0.14) 1.7 (0.10)

SRP
Weibull 2.3 (0.10) 2.3 (0.16) 2.0 (0.10)

Log-normal 2.6 (0.15) 2.1 (0.17) 2.1 (0.12)
Log-logistic 2.6 (0.13) 2.4 (0.18) 1.8 (0.09)

Non/Semi-parametric
SRDF 2.3 (0.08) 2.1 (0.15) 1.9 (0.13)
Cox 2.4 (0.13) 2.3 (0.12) 1.9 (0.10)
KM 3.1 (0.10) 2.9 (0.11) 2.7 (0.05)

4.2 Numerical Stability

To investigate the numerical stability of our approach (SRP) compared to a maximum
likelihood-based approach (AFTNN), we initialize two networks with random (identical)
weights and analyze the variance in their gradients. The gradient variance will give an
idea of how much (small) changes in the input will affect the output and give insights
into possible vulnerability to exploding gradients. Both models are specified identically
except for the output layer, which is different by nature. In Figure 4 we illustrate the
development of the (normalized) variance for different model sizes (x-Axis) and 100
experiment replications with different initializations. We observe that the variance is
notably larger for larger models and grows faster for the model using the right censored
log-likelihood loss. While depending on many factors such as the model size and T ,
the given results suggest that the variance of SRP’s gradients increases linearly in the
parameters while those of the AFTNN model grow superlinearly.
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Fig. 4: Aggregated variance of the gradients of all model weights of our approach (SRP,
right) vs AFT (left) over a grid of different model sizes (x-axis) measured in the number
of parameters in thousands.

4.3 Benchmark Study

In this section, we evaluate the models’ predictive performance on synthetic and real-
world data for both, single-event (Table 2 and competing risks (Table 3) settings.

We compare our approach (SRDF) to other popular deep models for survival anal-
ysis, namely nnet-survival (Gensheimer and Narasimhan, 2019), DeepHit (Lee et al.,
2018), and DeepSurv (Katzman et al., 2018), as well as the Countdown model (with an
assumed log-normal distribution) as proposed in Avati et al. (2020). As simpler base-
lines, we include the featureless KM estimator and the Cox model. Tuning (if applica-
ble) has been carried out using four-fold cross-validation and a budget of 25 configura-
tions.

We selected common data sets in the survival analysis literature primarily related
to various cancers with observations in the high hundreds or low thousands. The data
sets range from 5 to 36 features, excluding breast which represents a high-dimensional
data example with almost 2000 gene expressions. Details can be obtained from the re-
spective publications: tumor (Bender et al., 2019), gbsgs2 (Schumacher et al., 1994),
metabric (Curtis et al., 2012), breast (Ternès et al., 2017) and mgus2 (Kyle et al., 2002).
In addition, synthetic data was generated such that the data-generating process includes
complex feature effects (non-linearity and interactions) as well as non-proportional haz-
ards.

In all experiments, models are evaluated using the RSBS as the evaluation met-
ric, evaluated at different quantiles (25, 50 and 75 percent) of the follow-up. The final
performance is obtained from aggregation over 25 distinct train-test splits.

In summary, three methods perform notably better than the other three. These in-
clude our contribution, nnet-survival, and Countdown (Avati et al. (2020)), with our
method often being the best-performing one. Among the methods implemented in py-
cox (nnet, DeepSurv, DeepHit), nnet seems to be the most stable one requiring the least
tuning making it consistently better performing than its peers.
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Table 2: Predictive performance of different learning algorithms for different data sets (single
event) using the relative increase of the RSBS compared to the KM estimator (larger is better).
We report the mean and standard deviation (in brackets) from 25 distinct train-test splits.

Data Set Cox PH nnet DeepSurv DeepHit Countdown SRDF

Q25 8.3 (3.31) 16.7 (2.39) 9.7 (3.07) 5.6 (4.61) 15.3 (3.42) 13.9 (3.51)
tumor Q50 8.1 (2.40) 11.0 (1.93) 9.6 (2.82) 8.1 (2.60) 10.9 (2.14) 12.5 (1.92)

Q75 6.3 (0.99) 8.9 (1.42) 7.4 (1.15) 6.8 (1.20) 9.5 (1.43) 10.5 (1.05)

Q25 -3.0 (2.32) 3.0 (2.54) 0.2 (4.01) -6.0 (5.13) 2.9 (2.21) 3.0 (2.18)
gbsg2 Q50 4.0 (4.92) 8.2 (6.56) 4.1 (5.41) 4.1 (5.70) 6.8 (4.45) 8.2 (4.61)

Q75 6.8 (6.88) 9.0 (7.90) 7.5 (7.07) 6.0 (6.38) 8.2 (5.98) 9.7 (5.57)

Q25 0.3 (2.98) 4.7 (4.21) 2.6 (3.13) 4.9 (3.91) 7.2 (4.09) 7.2 (3.85)
metabric Q50 3.4 (3.31) 10.2 (4.67) 6.7 (3.50) 5.5 (3.70) 8.0 (4.56) 10.1 (4.59)

Q75 5.6 (3.08) 7.1 (3.20) 7.0 (3.25) 5.7 (3.15) 5.7 (3.53) 7.7 (3.43)

Q25 - -0.5 (3.01) -1.4 (2.50) -9.3 (4.32) -9.5 (3.97) 1.1 (4.04)
breast Q50 - 3.1 (2.95) 4.9 (3.12) 0.9 (3.34) 1.6 (3.51) 4.8 (1.95)

Q75 - 3.8 (3.17) 1.5 (3.40) - 0.1 (3.00) 1.8 (2.78) 4.9 (2.81)

Q25 4.2 (3.88) 2.6 (3.56) 5.1 (3.83) 1.9 (3.76) 5.6 (3.81) 5.6 (3.32)
synthetic Q50 3.8 (3.11) 8.8 (4.10) 6.5 (4.05) 7.5 (4.07) 8.5 (3.72) 9.6 (4.13)

Q75 3.0 (4.19) 9.6 (3.89) 7.5 (3.49) 7.4 (3.52) 9.3 (3.77) 9.6 (3.79)

5 Discussion

We proposed a new method for estimating event time distributions from censored data,
including competing risks. The advantages of our proposal include numerical stability,
the ability to use any suitable scoring rule as loss function, and flexibility w.r.t. to the
estimation backend, including variants of neural networks. Experimental results sug-
gest that our method generates survival predictions on par with other state-of-the-art
methods.

While the choice of the number of evaluation points J was not the focus in the
main part, we found that selecting a larger number of intervals and applying rigorous
regularization works well in practice. However, selecting more intervals than necessary
may result in unnecessarily complex models. Tuning the number of intervals could
improve results, however, it will also increase computational costs.

In future work, other regularisation techniques (for the final layer) could be inves-
tigated, for example, smoothing techniques as discussed in Wood (2017); Kopper et al.
(2022), which would also improve upon the linear interpolation employed currently to
obtain predictions at arbitrary time points.

Further extensions that were not investigated here, but would be straightforward to
implement (Wiegrebe et al., 2024) and could be of practical relevance are extensions
of the architecture (Figure 2) to include parameter- and cause-specific sub-networks in
order to allow more flexibility, the inclusion of further sub-networks to process non-
tabular data, and the combination of the suggested loss with further loss functions tai-
lored to specific use cases.
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Table 3: Prediction accuracy of different learning algorithms for different real-world data sets
(competing risk) using the relative increase of the SBS compared with KM estimator (larger is
better). We report the mean and standard deviation (in brackets) from 25 distinct train-test splits.
The Cox PH model is fit with cause-specific hazards.

Data Set Cox PH DeepHit SRDF

Q25 -0.8 (2.29) 1.5 (2.11) 1.2 (2.25)
mgus2 Q50 4.3 (1.66) 4.7 (1.45) 5.5 (1.64)

(cause 1) Q75 2.5 (1.75) 2.2 (1.71) 5.2 (1.62)

Q25 3.9 (0.92) 5.3 (0.95) 5.2 (0.83)
mgus2 Q50 7.0 (1.21) 10.5 (1.99) 10.3 (2.10)

(cause 2) Q75 11.6 (3.44) 14.6 (4.09) 15.4 (3.67)

Q25 2.0 (2.39) 5.1 (2.94) 6.7 (3.11)
synthetic (CR) Q50 6.1 (3.82) 6.9 (3.88) 13.1 (5.40)

(cause 1) Q75 6.4 (3.12) 6.1 (3.32) 9.8 (3.81)

Q25 9.9 (5.01) 9.9 (5.23) 9.7 (4.67)
synthetic (CR) Q50 2.2 (2.10) 6.0 (2.79) 6.3 (2.98)

(cause 2) Q75 3.0 (1.97) 5.5 (2.30) 5.8 (2.22)

While technically our method can also be used for image or text data, training mul-
timodal regression approaches is non-trivial. A general approach combining such data
modalities and tabular inputs was proposed by Rügamer et al. (2023); Rügamer (2023)
and has also been extended to survival applications Kopper et al. (2021, 2022). As use
cases of such models are often found in safety-critical applications, a future research
project is to investigate proposals that provide statistical inference results such as the
ones proposed in Dorigatti et al. (2023); Dold et al. (2024).
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