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Abstract

We propose Bayesian nonparametric Weibull delegate racing (WDR) to fill the gap in
interpretable nonlinear survival analysis with competing events, left truncation, and time-
varying covariates. We set a two-phase race among a potentially infinite number of sub-
events to model nonlinear covariate effects, which does not rely on transformations or
complex functions of the covariates. Using gamma processes, the nonlinear capacity of
WDR is parsimonious and data-adaptive. In prediction accuracy, WDR, dominates cause-
specific Cox and Fine-Gray models and is comparable to random survival forests in the
presence of time-invariant covariates. More importantly, WDR can cope with different
types of censoring, missing outcomes, left truncation, and time-varying covariates, on which
other nonlinear models, such as the random survival forests, Gaussian processes, and deep
learning approaches, are largely silent. We develop an efficient MCMC algorithm based
on Gibbs sampling. We analyze biomedical data, interpret disease progression affected by
covariates, and show the potential of WDR in discovering and diagnosing new diseases.
Keywords: Bayesian nonparametrics, censoring and missing outcomes, interpretable
nonlinearity, MCMC

1 Introduction
In survival analysis, it is common to consider competing events (also known as competing

risks) that are mutually exclusive. In other words, the occurrence of one event precludes
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the occurrence of another. For example, when studying the time to death of a patient, all
possible causes of death are competing events since a patient who died of one cause would
never die of others. In the presence of competing events, people model both the event
time and the event type or which one of the competing events occurs first. One may argue
that every survival model can handle competing events if each competing event is analyzed
separately and meanwhile, subjects having suffered from other events are treated as right-
censored’. However, this approach can be problematic because it violates the assumption
of independent or non-informative censoring (Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 2011), which means
the censoring time is stochastically independent of the length of survival time, and thus
often leads to biased estimation of the cumulative incidence function (Austin et al., 2016).

Left truncation and time-varying covariates often exist in biomedical studies and should
be accommodated in survival analysis. Left truncation occurs when subjects who have
already experienced a failure event or who have passed some milestone are not eligible
to be recruited. Restricting the analysis to the recruited subjects without accounting for
left truncation results in an immortal time bias (Lévesque et al., 2010; McGough et al.,
2021) because these subjects cannot have the failure event prior to entering the study. For
example, in Alzheimer’s disease studies, the failure time can be the age at the onset of
symptoms of mild cognitive impairment (MCI), and only subjects who are disease-free at
baseline are recruited. In this setting, a patient having MCI at the time of recruitment is
excluded from the study, leading to an underestimated risk at her age if the analysis does not
account for left truncation. Time-varying covariates occur when a covariate value changes
over time during the follow-up period. In Alzheimer’s disease studies, biomarkers such as
cerebrospinal fluid variables and cognitive measures can be collected longitudinally and are
informative of the disease progression. In this paper, we consider covariate measurements
at discrete points in time, which is often the case in practice.

When studying competing events in biomedical research, interpreting model inference is
often of interest. Two of the most popular models are the cause-specific Cox model (Prentice
et al., 1978; Lunn and McNeil, 1995; Putter et al., 2007) and the Fine-Gray proportional
subdistribution hazards model (Fine and Gray, 1999), which are both semi-parametric.
The former models the cause-specific hazard function and is often applied to studying the
etiology of diseases, while the latter models the subdistribution function and is favorable
when developing prediction models and risk-censoring systems (Austin et al., 2016). Both
models assume proportional hazards and use a linear function of covariates to interpret how
much a unit increase in a covariate is multiplicative to the hazard functions. We refer the
readers to Austin et al. (2020) for a detailed review on interpreting the Fine-Gray model in
various applications.

However, semi-parametric and parametric models for competing events often achieve
interpretability by sacrificing flexibility. Specifically, the Cox and Fine-Gray models and
other semi-parametric approaches depend on the linear function of covariates in partial
likelihoods, and thus the model fit can be undermined in the presence of non-monotonic
covariate effects. Data transformation and stratification can alleviate such a problem but
often require expert opinions and/or an excessive number of parameters. One can also
replace the linear function of covariates with complex functions, such as splines (Danieli and

1. Right-censored data, or right censoring, means that we do not observe the exact event time of a subject
but know it is larger than some value, and this value is defined as the right censoring time.
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Abrahamowicz, 2019) and neural networks (Kvamme et al., 2019), but this practice leads
to difficulty in model interpretation and may overburden practitioners who try to explain a
covariate effect. Other (semi-)parametric methods for competing event analysis have been
categorized by Haller et al. (2013) into mixture models (Ng and McLachlan, 2003; Lau
et al., 2011), vertical modeling (Nicolaie et al., 2010, 2019), and the pseudo-observation
approach (Klein and Andersen, 2005; Rahman et al., 2021); they are also incapable of
nonlinear modeling unless making data transformations, and/or they cannot account for
left truncation or time-varying covariates.

Nonparametric or deep learning approaches can enhance model flexibility, but their in-
terpretation is not straightforward, and how to deal with left truncation or time-varying
covariates by these approaches has not been sufficiently investigated. For example, the ran-
dom survival forests for competing events (Ishwaran et al., 2014) has simplified the modeling
of nonlinear covariate effects, and Bayesian models have been developed, such as Gaussian
processes (Barrett and Coolen, 2013; Alaa and Schaar, 2017) and Lomax racing (Zhang
and Zhou, 2018). However, no extensions of these models have been made to accommodate
left truncation or time-varying covariates. Shi et al. (2021) propose a dependent Dirich-
let process mixture model for competing events in the presence of a binary time-varying
covariate for treatment switching, but it is limited to the scenario where only one binary
time-varying covariate exists. In addition to replacing the linear function of covariates in
a (semi-)parametric model by neural networks (Kvamme et al., 2019; Nagpal et al., 2021;
Rahman et al., 2021), another stream of deep learning methods is to discretize the time and
transform competing-event survival analysis to a classification problem (Lee et al., 2018,
2019; Tjandra et al., 2021). These classification-based methods cannot easily handle left
truncation and are sensitive to time discretization. Specifically, a fine-grained discretization
causes imbalanced labels, while a coarse-grained one leads to inaccurate survival estima-
tion. Moreover, a potential overfitting on smaller data and a general lack of interpretation
in neural networks can concern practitioners.

To address the aforementioned challenges, we construct Weibull delegate racing (WDR),
a gamma process-based nonparametric Bayesian hierarchical model, for survival analysis
with competing events. It achieves both interpretability and flexibility without transforma-
tions or complex functions of covariates. WDR assumes non-informative censoring and uses
the race among Weibull random variables to jointly model event times, event types, and po-
tential subtypes. It enables data-adaptive nonlinear modeling and has the interpretation as
a race among latent sub-events. We propose an efficient MCMC algorithm based on Gibbs
sampling and slice sampling for posterior inference. The MCMC can handle different types
of censoring and impute missing event types. To the best of our knowledge, WDR is the
first approach for interpretable nonlinear modeling of competing events in the presence of
left truncation and time-varying covariates. Moreover, it delivers outstanding performance
in prediction accuracy.

The paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we propose Weibull racing and Weibull del-
egate racing. Section 3 shows the Bayesian inference and how WDR deals with time-varying
covariates, censoring, and missing event times or types, inducing the connection between
WDR and discrete choice models for classification. In Section 4, we use synthetic data to
showcase WDR’s parsimonious nonlinear modeling capacity and outstanding performance.
In Section 5, we analyze real data of lymphoma and Alzheimer’s disease to understand how
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hazards of competing events are influenced by covariates and show the potential of WDR
in discovering and diagnosing new diseases. Section 6 concludes the paper. We defer to the
Appendices the proofs, some technical details of WDR including the inference algorithms,
some experiment settings, and supplementary results.

2 Weibull Racing and Weibull Delegate Racing

We first define the left-truncated Weibull distribution and introduce the Weibull racing
property that can be directly used for competing event analysis with left truncation. Then
we propose the Weibull racing survival model assuming monotonically accelerating or de-
celerating covariate effects on event times. Finally, we extend it to the Weibull delegate
racing model that allows monotonic or non-monotonic covariate effects.

2.1 Left-Truncated Weibull Distribution and Weibull Racing

Let T' ~ Weibull(a, \) denote a Weibull random variable 7" with the density function equal
to f(t]|a,\) = aAt® Lexp(—At?), t € Ry, and the survival function (that is Pr(T > t), the
probability that 7' > t) S(t|a,\) = exp(—At?), t € Ry with R, representing the nonnega-
tive side of the real line. a > 0 is the Weibull shape parameter, and A > 0 such that the
expectation E(T) = A™Y°T'(1 + 1/a). We introduce the left-truncated Weibull distribution
in Definition 1 and show its survival and hazard? functions in Corollary 1.

Definition 1 A left-truncated Weibull distribution, Weibull-(a,\) with a >0 and X\ >0
and the left truncation threshold T >0, is defined by the density function f.(t|a,\) =
ft)a,\)/S(T]a,\) = axt®* Lexp(=A(t* — %)) if t > 7 and otherwise 0, where f(-]a,\)
and S(-|a,\) are the density and survival functions of Weibull(a, \).

Corollary 1 A left-truncated Weibull distribution, Weibull, (a, \), has the survival function
S-(t|a,\) = exp(=A(t* — 7%)) and the hazard function h.(t|a,\) = axt®"! for t > 7. If
t<r,S:(t|a,\) =1 and h (t|a,\) =0.

Assuming that a subject’s event time follows an untruncated Weibull(a, ) distribution,
Sr(t]a, ) is essentially the conditional probability of surviving over ¢ given that the subject
has already survived 7. Consequently, f-(t|a,\) (or S-(t|a,\)) is the likelihood of the
subject with a left truncation time 7 and an event (or right censoring) time t. Weibull,(a, A)
is reduced to the untruncated Weibull(a, \) if 7 = 0. Property 1 characterizes a race among
independent left-truncated Weibull random variables.

Property 1 Ift; ~ Weibull,(a, \;), j =1,...,J, are independent to each other, the min-
imum t = min{t1,...,t;} and the argument of the minimum y = argmin;cy  p{t;} are
independent and satisfy

t ~ Weibull(a, }>7_; A;), y ~ Categorical(\ /S 7_; Aj -+, A/ ). (1)

Intuitively, suppose there is a race among teams j = 1,--- , J, each of whose completion
time ¢; follows Weibull, (a, \;), and the winner is the team that has the minimum completion

2. The hazard function is defined as the density function over the survival function.
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time. Property 1 implies that the winner’s completion time ¢ still follows a left-truncated
Weibull distribution and is independent of which team wins. In the context of survival
analysis with left truncation, a team j is a competing event with the requirement that
the latent survival time ¢; exceeds 7, t is the observed time to event (or the observed
failure time), and y is the event type (or the cause of failure). We refer to Property 1 as
Weibull racing. It not only describes a natural mechanism of surviving under competing
events, but also provides an attractive modeling framework amenable to Bayesian inference.
Conditioning on a and A;’s, the joint likelihood of the event type y and the event time ¢ is

Py, tla, {A}5) = adyt*Lexp(—(t* = 7%) 7 A), (2)

which is fully factorized and thus facilitates Bayesian inference by MCMC.

2.2 Linear Weibull Racing Survival Model

We model linear covariate effects on event times in the Weibull racing framework by intro-
ducing a gamma-mixed Weibull distribution. Let A\ ~ Gamma(r,1/b) denote a gamma
random variable with E(\) = r/b and var(\) = r/b*. If t ~ Weibull,(a,\) and A ~
Gamma(r, 1/b), we have the marginal density of ¢ given a, r, b, and 7 as

fr(tla,r,b) = [;° Weibull, (t; a, \)Gamma(X; r, 1/b)dA = arb"t*~1 /(b + t* — 7)1,

If a < 1, this gamma-mixed Weibull distribution has a decreasing density f,(t|a,r,b).
If @ > 1, the shape of f.(t|a,r,b) depends on the values of a, r, b, and 7. Specifically,
the gamma-mixed Weibull distribution has the mode at [(a — 1)(b — 7%) /(1 + ar)]/* if this
value is greater than 7; otherwise fr(t|a,r,b) is monotonically decreasing. Leveraging
Property 1 and the gamma-mixed Weibull distribution, we define the Weibull racing survival
model as follows.

Definition 2 Suppose subject i survives competing events {j|j = 1,...,J} with latent
event times {tij}j. Given its left truncation time 1; and time-invariant covariates x;, under
the Weibull racing survival model, the subject’s observed event time t; and event type y; are
generated by

ti = tiy,, yi = argmin;cgy gy tig, tij ~ Weibully, (a, Aij), Aij ~ Gamma(r;, exp(z; G;)).

We explain the notations using an Alzheimer’s disease example where there are two com-
peting events, the onset of mild cognitive impairment (MCI) (j = 1) and death (j = 2).
Given subject ¢ entering the study at age 7; that is her left truncation time, we assume her
latent age at onset of MCI is t;; and latent age at death is t;2, where t;;, j = 1,2, depends
on the linear function x; 3; of the time-invariant covariates x; and the parameters a and
rj. If the onset of MCI happens before death (t;; < t;2), we observe the onset of MCI
(yi = 1) at time t; = t;;. Otherwise, we observe death (y; = 2) at time ¢; = ¢;2. Note that
tij’s, 7 = 1,...,J, are independent only if {\;;}; are given. In fact, they are marginally
dependent as we only know x; and infer {r;, 8;};.

Given x;, 73, a, rj, and B for j = 1,...,J, the survival function S(t) and hazard
function h(t) at ¢, t > 7, for the observed event time ¢; in the Weibull racing survival model
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are

tafl

S(t) = Pr(ts > £) = [T exp(@lB7)(t* — ) + 1170, h(t) = Ty e L.

We can rewrite the latent event time of competing event j as t;; ~ Weibull,, (a, exp(xF 8;) ;)
with 5\j ~ Gamma(rj,1). Particularly, when 7, = 0, logt;; = —xfB;j/a + logt; with
t~j ~ Weibull(a, 5\]) From this perspective, time to each competing event 7 in Weibull
racing is characterized by an accelerated failure time model (Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 2011)
in that the covariates x; accelerate or decelerate the baseline event time ¢; by |z 3;/al.
Furthermore, given covariates x; and 7;, we can write the survival and hazard functions of
t;; for event j as

ta—1
S3(t) = Pr(ty > 1) = [exp(@? B)(t" — 76) + 170, hy(t) = o s (3)
Both S; and h; are monotonic in each coordinate of x;.

In the Weibull racing survival model, the latent time to a competing event is linearly
accelerated by covariates. However, a predefined competing event may be further cate-
gorized into subtypes, and each subtype has a different dependence on «;. Finding the
subtypes is important but can be difficult. In medical research where competing diseases
are of interest, the nosology of a disease is often subject to human knowledge, diagnostic
techniques, and patient population. Multiple diseases of the same phenotype may have
been recognized as one disease (competing event), and their distinct etiology and different
impacts on patients’ survival can be identified only if the difficulties are overcome. For
instance, diabetes is categorized into type I and type II; diffuse large B-cell lymphoma has
been known to have three subtypes or arguably more, and each subtype is attributed to
a different genotype (Rosenwald et al., 2002). In this regard, the Weibull racing survival
model is restrictive in that it requires the competing events to be so well defined that their
latent times linearly depend on covariates. To circumvent a fine-grained specification of
competing events, which is not always feasible, we further develop Weibull delegate racing,
assuming that a competing event consists of a potentially infinite number of sub-events, to
each of which the latent time is linearly accelerated by the covariates. Decomposing events
into sub-events not only improves the model fit but also helps to explore the underlying
mechanisms of disease progression.

2.3 Weibull Delegate Racing

Based on the idea of Weibull racing that a subject’s observed event time is the minimum of
latent times to the predefined competing events, we propose Weibull delegate racing (WDR)
survival analysis in the nonparametric Bayesian framework, assuming that the time to a
competing event is the minimum of latent times to a number of sub-events appertaining to
this competing event. In particular, we denote a gamma process defined on the product
space Ry x Q by G ~ I'P(Goj, 1/coj), where Gy, is a finite and continuous base measure
over a complete separable metric space €, and 1/cg; is a positive scale parameter such
that Gj(A) ~ Gamma(Go;(A),1/coj) for each Borel set A C 2. A draw from the gamma
process consists of a countably infinite number of non-negatively weighted atoms, expressed
as Gj =Y poy 7ik08,,- We define the WDR model as follows.
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Definition 3 Suppose subject i survives competing events {j|j = 1,...,J} with latent
event times {t;;};. Given its left truncation time 7; and time-invariant covariates x; and
a random draw of a gamma process Gj ~ I'P(Goj,1/co;), expressed as G = Y oy Tik0g;,
forg=1,...,J, Weibull delegate racing models subject i’s observed event time t; and event
lype yi as

ti = liy;, Yi = argmingeny  pytig, tig = tijrg;, Kij = argmingeq ooy tijk,

tiji ~ Weibull, (a, Aiji), Aijr ~ Gamma(r;y, exp(x; Bji))-

We assume in WDR an infinite number of latent sub-events under a prespecified competing
event j, and each sub-event k has a latent event time ¢;;;, for subject i. WDR can be consid-
ered as a two-phase race among latent sub-events for each subject. In the first phase, within
each competing event j there is a race among its countable sub-events {k |k = 1,..., 00},
and the winner, namely sub-event r;; whose time ;5,,, = miny t;jx, will represent event j in
the second phase of the race by letting ¢;; equal to t;jx,;. In the second phase, J competing
events associated with the event times {t;;}; compete with each other, and eventually, the
winner’s event time and type are observed as t; = min; ¢;; and y; = argmin; ¢;;. Although
WDR assumes a potentially infinite number of sub-events within each competing event j,
the total weights of these sub-events G; = > 72, 7ik08;, is finite by the gamma process.
Consequently, the weights of negligible sub-events are parsimoniously and data-adaptively
shrunk towards zero (Zhou et al., 2016). Therefore, the nonlinearity of WDR is fulfilled by
the racing of a finite number of significant sub-events, and each sub-event time is linearly
accelerated by the covariates ;.

Intuitively, the nonlinear modeling capacity of WDR is fulfilled by taking the minimum
among J minima, which is a two-step nonlinear operation. In mathematics, the event time
t;; and its survival function S; and hazard function h; for competing event j are no longer
monotonic in x; as shown by Corollary 2.

Corollary 2 Weibull delegate racing is equivalent to

t; = ty,, yi = argmin, t;;, t;; ~ Weibull,(a, Dy exp(mgﬁjk)j\jk), Ajk ~ Gamma(7x, 1).
The survival function and the hazard function of t;; for event j are

-1
a'r’jkta

S5(0) = Pr(ty > 1) = TR lexp(@ Bir) (1" — 78) + 1775, hj(t) = S50y ol

In stark contrast to (3) of the linear Weibull racing survival model, S; and h; of WDR for
event j are non-monotonic in x;. The countable gamma-mixed Weibull survival time t;;
has enhanced flexibility, relaxing the parametric restrictions of conventional Weibull survival
models (Commenges et al., 1998; Sparling et al., 2006). One can verify that if a < 1, h; is de-
creasing in ¢, and otherwise, h; can be increasing (for a long enough time) then decreasing or
arbitrarily non-monotonic in ¢. More importantly, the flexibility of WDR is data-adaptively
parsimonious. By Corollary 2, the truncated Weibull distribution of ¢;; is parameterized
by a weighted sum of an infinite number of covariate-dependent functions {exp(x;B;)}x
with gamma-distributed weights {S\Jk}k With the gamma process regularizing {r;; }x, the
weight 5\]-;C of a negligible sub-event k£ approaches to zero. Eventually, a relatively small
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number of sub-events have considerable weights, and their covariate dependence {8}
may suggest different mechanisms of disease progression of event j. The marginal density
of t; given a, {rjx, Bji};k, and t; > 7; is shown by Theorem 4 in Appendix A.

3 Time-Varying Covariates and Bayesian Inference

We formulate survival analysis with time-varying covariates in Section 3.1 by assuming
piecewise Weibull hazards and transforming the problem into dealing with left truncation
and right censoring. Section 3.2 provides data augmentation schemes for Weibull racing
in the presence of censoring and missing outcome. The schemes also apply to WDR. We
interpret WDR as a discrete choice model for classification if all the event times are miss-
ing. Section 3.3 shows the hierarchical model of WDR that facilitates an efficient MCMC
algorithm with the weights of unnecessary sub-events shrunk towards zero. The inference
accommodates various types of censoring and missing outcome imputation by sampling the
event times or types as auxiliary variables. In addition, we propose for big data analysis a
maximum a posteriori estimation that admits optimization by stochastic gradient descent;
the details are provided in Appendix B.

3.1 Weibull Delegate Racing with Time-Varying Covariates

We consider time-varying covariates in WDR. Suppose subject ¢ has V-dimensional, time-

varying covariates X;(t) = (X;1(t), Xia(t), ..., Xsv(¢))T. Without loss of generality, some

covariates X;,(t) can be time-invariant such that X;,(t) = z, for all . We consider, as is

often the case, intermittent covariate measurements. Concretely, subject ¢ enters the study

at time TZ-(O) with covariates :cz(p) and then is observed at times Tz-(l), . ,Ti(Li) with covari-
1) (Ls)

ates x, ’,...,x; ", respectively, for followup visits before a failure event or censoring. A
positive Ti(o) represents a left truncation, and 7'( ), 1(1), .. ,Ti(Li) and the number of updates
L; are subject-specific. We assume constant covariates between followup visits, that is,
X(t) = x() for t € [T(l) lel)) 1=0,1,...,L; — 1, and X;(t) = :BELU for ¢ > Ti(Li). We
use WDR to predict surv1val probablhtles by the (time-varying) covariates, but not vice
versa; how the time-varying covariates are influenced by the survival status or disease pro-
gression is out of our scope.

We model subjects surviving competing events 7 = 1,...,J with time-varying covari-

ates in the framework of WDR by assuming piecewise parametric hazard functions (Spar-
ling et al., 2006). Specifically, for subject i, we assume a Weibull(a,zﬁk )\g)k) hazard

in the Ith interval [Tl ll+1 ) for I = ,L; — 1 and [Tl ,00) for | = L;, namely
O(t) = a ik )\Z(]k,t“ ! where )\() ~ Gamma(rjk,exp( ﬂ]k)). Consequently, the sur-

vival function of subject ¢ at time ¢, ¢t > TZ-(Li)

l l) L;) ; l l)
SR MG ) = 8 w0 (t 0, A Ty 8,0 (7 10, Sy h) (@)

, after the last covariate measurement is

and the density function is

R MG = Fao (0 S AGO T S0 () [0 2005)  6)
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where ST@ and fT.(” are the survival and density functions, respectively, of a left-truncated

Weibull glistributi(z)n, as shown in Definition 1 and Corollary 1.

Equations (4) and (5) solve the problem of time-varying covariates by dealing with left
truncation and right censoring. By Equation (5), the likelihood of subject i having an event
at time t with covariate values ZIBZ(»O), ... ,:BELi) measured at TZ»(O), ... ,TZ»(Li) is equivalent to the
joint likelihood of L; + 1 pseudo subjects: One pseudo subject has the left truncation time

T-(Li) and the event time ¢ with fixed covariates acl(-Li) and the other L; have the left truncation

time T,L-(l) and the right censoring time T,L»(H_l) with fixed covariates wgl) forl=0,...,L; — 1.
Analogously, Equation (4) implies that a right censoring of the subject with time-varying
covariates is equivalent to L;+1 pseudo subjects with a left truncation and a right censoring.
The derivation of (4) and (5) is deferred to Appendix A. Hereby, WDR handles time-varying
covariates by equivalently modeling left truncation and right censoring of pseudo subjects
with time-invariant covariates. Since left truncation is intrinsically accommodated by WDR,
we focus on censoring and Bayesian inference in the presence of time-invariant covariates

in the remainder of this section.

3.2 Censoring, Missing Outcomes, and WDR Classification

We denote by ¥ a subject-specific censoring condition on a left-truncated event time ¢; ~
Weibull;, (a, \). Specifically, ¥ can be (T...,00) indicating a right censoring at T.. > 7,
(73, T1.c.) a left censoring at Tj. > 7, or (11,7T%) an interval censoring with Ty > T} > 7;.
The density of ¢; with the constraint t; € W is fr, w(t|a,\) = fr,(t|a,N)/ [y fr.(s|a, N)ds.

If y; or t; is missing or there exists censoring, we have two situations where auxiliary
variables can be introduced to achieve a factorized likelihood of the Weibull racing model:
(a) If we only observe y; (or t;) without censoring, then we can draw ¢; (or ;) by (1) as an
auxiliary variable, leading to the factorized likelihood of ¢; and y; as in (2). (b) If we do not
observe ¢; but know t; € ¥ with probability Pr(t; € ¥ |a,{\ij};) = [y fr(s|a, 225 Aij)ds,
then we draw ¢; by the density fr, w(t]a,>_; Aij), resulting in the likelihood

p(ti7ti ev | a, Zj )‘iJ"Ti) = fTi,‘P(ti ‘ a, Zj )‘ij)Pr(ti ev ’ a, Zj AZ]) = f‘n‘(t | a, Zj Al])

With y; that can be drawn by (1) if missing, the likelihood p(y;, ti, t: € ¥ |a, {i;};,7i) be-
comes the same as the right hand side of (2). Therefore, under different censoring conditions
or with missing event times or types, sampling ¢; and/or y; gives Weibull racing the same
factorized likelihood as in (2).

If all the event times are unobserved, that is, if y; is the only dependent variable, WDR
survival analysis will be reduced to a classification model. Specifically, with latent times
tijk’s and t;; = ming ¢, the category y; = argming; t;;. This provides an alternative view of
Weibull (delegate) racing from the perspective of discrete choice models (Hanemann, 1984;
Greene, 2003; Train, 2009; Zhang and Zhou, 2017). Specifically, the observed event type (or
category) y; is equal to the one whose latent arrival time is earlier than all the others. Dis-
tinct from ordinary discrete choice models where y; corresponds to the category that brings
the maximum latent utility and the utility values are not identifiable or of interest, in Weibull
(delegate) racing, the event type y; is determined to minimize the waiting time for the first
arrival, and the minimum waiting time ¢; can be either observed and studied in the survival
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model, or missing but imputed as an auxiliary variable in both the survival and classifica-
tion models. This finding unifies Bayesian inference of the WDR classification and survival
analysis with missing event times. See Appendix E for more details on WDR classification.

3.3 Hierarchical Model of WDR and MCMC

For the implementation of WDR, we follow Zhou and Carin (2015) to truncate the number
of atoms of the gamma processes at K, which is a sufficiently large integer, by choosing a
finite and discrete base measure Go; = Zszl Y0508, /K, j =1,...,J. In this way, we allow
up to K latent sub-events within each competing event j. To obtain a factorized likelihood
of WDR, we first follow Section 3.2 to sample y; and ¢; if missing or censored. Next, WDR re-
quires another auxiliary variable x;,, ~ Categorical(Aiy,1/ Y szl Nigiks - - Nigi K/ 2 le Niyik)s
which is the label of the winning sub-event within competing event y; in the first phase of
the race. Consequently, the factorized likelihood of subject ¢ becomes

(i Yis Rig, | @5 {Nijh i Ti) = Nigaray, 0ty exp(—= (8 = 1) 32, 5 Aigie)-
We write the hierarchical model of WDR as

ti = tiy,, yi = argmingeg gy tijs tij = tijeg, Kij = argminge gy tij,

tiji ~ Weibull,(a, Aijr), Aijr ~ Gammal(r;i, exp(x; Bjk)),
1%
Bk ~ Hv:l N(0, oz;jlk), ik ~ Gamma(ag, 1/bg), 7, ~ Gamma(yy;/K, 1/co; ),

wherei=1,--- ,n,j=1,---,J,and k=1,--- | K. We choose non-informative hyperpriors
Yo ~ Gammal(dp, 1/eg) and co; ~ Gamma(dy, 1/e1), with dy = eg = di = e; = 0.01.

With the factorized likelihood and additional auxiliary variables from the Pélya gamma
(Polson et al., 2013) and Chinese restaurant table (Zhou and Carin, 2015) distributions, our
MCMC algorithm updates all the parameters by Gibbs sampling except the Weibull shape
parameter a. A possible solution is to update a by Metropolis-Hastings, but the proposal
distribution has to be tuned. Considering the fact that the full conditional distribution
of a is unimodal when left truncation times are 0 (see Step 4 of the MCMC algorithm in
Appendix B), we alternatively use slice sampling (Damien et al., 1999; Neal et al., 2003) that
is more efficient and less sensitive to tuning parameters. To remove unnecessary modeling
capacity, the gamma processes regulate the weights of the sub-events by pushing some of
rji’s towards zero. In addition, we propose a scheme (Step 9 of the MCMC algorithm) based
on latent count allocations to actively prune negligible latent sub-events during MCMC
iterations and thus accelerate the convergence of the algorithm. Appendix B shows the
complete MCMC algorithm for WDR survival analysis including censoring and missing
outcome imputation.

WDR assumes that competing events are conditionally independent given covariates.
To relax this assumption, one can incorporate random effects in WDR, such as a random
intercept concatenated to 3 for each subject. In this way, flexible dependence among
competing events and/or subjects is allowed, even if the covariates are given. Notably,
incorporating random effects in WDR does not undermine the Gaussian conjugacy of 3;1’s
using our data augmentation scheme and MCMC if Gaussian random effects are used.
Moreover, the Gaussian conjugacy admits easy and various regularizations on 3;;’s by
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Data 1 Data 2 Data 3
ti1 ~ Weibull(0.8, exp(x] b)) ti1 ~ Weibull(3, | sinh(z]b1)]) ti1 ~ Weibull(1, exp((winl)Z))
tio ~ Weibull(0.8, exp(z; b2)) tio ~ Weibull(3, cosh(z] b2)) tio ~ Weibull(1, exp((wgbz)Q))
t; = min(ti, tio, Tr.e. = 2) t; = min(ty, tio, Tr.e. = 1.2) t; = min(t;1, tio, Tr.e. = 1.2)
Left truncation time: 0.05 Left truncation time: 0.3 Left truncation time: 0.05
Covariates update time: 0.15,0.25 Covariates update time: 0.5,0.7 Covariates update time: 0.1,0.15
Evaluation time: .1,.3,.5,.7,.9 Evaluation time: .4,.55,.7,.85,1 Evaluation time: 0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9
Data 4 Data 5 Data 6
ti1 ~ logNormal(;1,0.22) ti1 ~ logNormal(fi;1,0.22) ti1 ~ logNormal (g1, 0.052)

Th. Th)—xTb Th . .
g = SRR s =) ogit(ua) = bi@ialbs — b@i@bs  logit(un) = cosh(a}by) — cosh(a]by)
tiz ~ logNormal(;2,0.22) tiz ~ logNormal(fis0,0.22) tiz ~ logNormal (10, 0.052)

Th, Thy)—xTb Th . .
iz = = 42252%?%:};(1?;()% 1) logit(ps2) = by ;e by — bla;x]bs  logit(uiz) = cosh(x]ba) — cosh(x]by)
ti = min(ts, tig, Tre. = 1) ti = min(ti, tig, Trc. = 1.4) ti = min(t;1, tig, Tr.c. = 1.6)
Left truncation time: 0.2 Left truncation time: 0.8 Left truncation time: 0.8
Covariates update time: 0.3,0.4 Covariates update time: 0.9,1 Covariates update time: 0.9,1

Evaluation time: .3,.45,.6,.75,.9  Evaluation time: 0.9,1,1.1,1.2)1.3 Evaluation time: 1,1.1,1.2,1.3,1.4

Table 1: Data synthesis.

imposing a prior distribution. We use Gaussian-inverse-gamma priors, but other priors,
such as the Laplace prior (Park and Casella, 2008) and the horseshoe prior (Carvalho et al.,
2010; Johndrow et al., 2020) also apply. We defer mixed-effects WDR, and other priors on
Bji’s to future work.

4 Synthetic Data Analysis and Model Comparison

We validate WDR survival analysis on synthetic data by showing its parsimonious non-
linearity and comparing its prediction accuracy with benchmark models. In Section 4.1,
we introduce the synthetic data and the quantification of prediction accuracy. In Sec-
tion 4.2, we illustrate the estimation of nonlinear covariate effects by WDR. In Section 4.3,
we introduce the benchmark models and compare the models on the data with competing
events, left truncation, and time-varying covariates. Technical details and supplementary
results are deferred to Appendix D. We show that WDR is an attractive approach for its
interpretability, versatility, and prediction accuracy.

4.1 Data and Model Evaluation

We simulate six data sets with J = 2 competing events for each. The data generating
process is provided in Table 1, where each subject ¢ has covariates x; from a Gaussian or
uniform distribution. Times to competing events follow Weibull distributions in data 1 to 3
and log-normal distributions in data 4 to 6. For data 1, the covariates have linear effects
on survival times. For data 2 to 6, we use nonlinear functions of x; as the distribution
parameters. Specifically, we use the hyperbolic sine and cosine functions in data 2 and 6,
quadratic functions in data 3 and 5, and weighted linear functions with the weights being
covariate dependent in data 4. Subject ¢ is right censored at time 7. if the latent event
times t;; and ¢;2 are greater than 7). ... The observed event type y; = argminj tij it t; < Ty,
and y; = 0 is used to denote right censoring if ¢t; = T,.... In Section 4.2, we simulate time-

11
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Figure 1: WDR estimations (with 95% credible intervals) of hazards of event 2 against x3.

invariant covariates for each subject and let the left truncation equal to 0. In Section 4.3,
we consider left truncation and time-varying covariates, and the covariate update times and
left truncation times are given in Table 1. The distribution of x;, the values of b’s, and
the simulation of time-varying covariates are deferred to Tables 8 and 9 and Algorithm 1,
respectively, in Appendix C.

We use the Brier score (Gerds et al., 2008; Steyerberg et al., 2010) to quantify the pre-
diction accuracy. Specifically, with subjects i = 1,...,n, the Brier score (BS) for event j
at time ¢ is BS;(t) = L 3°0 | [1(t; <t,y; =) — Pr(t; < t,y; = 7)]2. The Brier score repre-
sents the mean squared distances between the observed survival status and the estimated
cumulative incidence function (CIF) that is equal to Pr(t; < ¢,y; = j). Brier scores are be-
tween 0 and 1, and a smaller value indicates a more accurate prediction. In Section 4.3, we
evaluate Brier scores at five time points whose range covers roughly the middle 80% of the
survival times in each data. The five evaluation time points are given in Table 1. In all the
experiments, we set K = 10 in WDR to allow up to 10 latent sub-events for each competing
event, run 20,000 MCMC iterations, and collect the last 2,000 for posterior estimations.

4.2 Parsimonious Nonlinearity of WDR

We first illustrate the performance of WDR in estimating nonlinear covariate effects. Specif-
ically, we simulate time-invariant covariates @; = (1, 1, ;3)" from a uniform distribution
(see Table 8 in the Appendix) and follow the data generating process in Table 1 to syn-
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Figure 2: Sub-event weights {r;; |k =1,...,10} in descending order for j =1 and 2.

thesize the six data sets without left truncation. We predict the hazards of event 2 for
subjects with 1 = 0, 22 = 0.5 and x3 € [0,1] in data 1 at ¢t = 0.5, with 1 = 0, 23 = 0
and x3 € [—1,1] in data 2, 4, 5, and 6 at ¢t = 0.5, 0.85, 1.4, and 1.6, respectively, and with
x1 = 0.5, x9 = 0.5 and x3 € [—1,1] in data 3 at ¢ = 0.1. The true and estimated hazards
along with the 95% credible intervals are shown in Figure 1. We see WDR successfully
recovers the log-linear (data 1) and non-monotonic (data 2 to 6) covariate effects on the
hazards.

Plotted in Figure 2 are r;;’s that reflect the data-adaptive, parsimonious nonlinearity
of WDR. For data 1, only one sub-event is discovered for competing events 1 and 2, re-
spectively, suggesting the linear covariate effects in data 1. Racing between two sub-events
within each competing event can approximate the generating process of data 2 and 6. Fur-
thermore, WDR uses racing among three latent sub-events to model the quadratic and
interacting covariate effects in data 3, 4, and 5. The other prespecified sub-events are
redundant as their weights r;;’s are very close to zero.

4.3 Model Comparison

Considering the lack of nonlinear benchmarks accommodating competing events, left trun-
cation, and time-varying covariates, we develop a kernel-based Fine-Gray (KFG) model that
is similar to the kernel Cox models for the analysis of a single event (Li and Luan, 2002;
Evers and Messow, 2008). Specifically, KFG replaces the covariate matrix of the Fine-Gray

13
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WDR FG KFG RF DeepHit PCH
Nonlinear v X v v v v
Easy to interpret v 4 X X X X
Continuous time v v v v X v
Competing events v v v v v X
Left truncation v v v X X X
Time-varying covariates v v v X X X

Pseudo Pseudo  Censoring and

Heuristics - - subjects subjects pseudo subjects

Table 2: Model capability.

model with a radial basis function kernel matrix and uses the gradient boosting method of
Binder et al. (2009) for sparsity. Note that KFG is a combination of existing approaches
and is used for the purpose of benchmarking; we do not claim a contribution to this model.
We also compare with four other models: the Fine-Gray model (FG) (Fine and Gray, 1999)
that is a linear model, random survival forests (RF) (Ishwaran et al., 2014), DeepHit (Lee
et al., 2018), and the piecewise constant hazards (PCH) method (Kvamme and Borgan,
2021).

We compare the model capability in Table 2. WDR, FG, and KFG are able to deal with
competing events, left truncation, and time-varying covariates. RF and DeepHit accom-
modate competing events but are incapable of left truncation or time-varying covariates.
DeepHit transforms survival analysis into a classification problem by time discretization and
models the class probabilities by a neural network. PCH is proposed for single-event sur-
vival analysis without left truncation or time-varying covariates, assumes piecewise constant
hazards that are modeled by a neural network, and uses interpolation for continuous-time
prediction. We use the censoring trick to adapt PCH to competing-event analysis. Con-
cretely, we analyze one competing event at a time and treat subjects having other events
as right censored. To adapt RF, DeepHit, and PCH to the scenario with time-varying
covariates, we use the left-truncated and right-censored pseudo subjects as described in
Section 3.1. Accommodating left truncation using RF, DeepHit, or PCH has not been
investigated and is out of the scope of this paper. So for these three models, we pretend
any left truncation is at time 0 and will show that overlooking left truncation results in
poor predictions. For DeepHit and PCH, we discretize the continuous survival time into 20
intervals of an equal length, in each of which the survival or hazard function is constant and
modeled by a neural network. Detailed experiment settings are provided in Appendix C.
Overall, WDR is versatile compared to RF, DeepHit, and PCH, and its nonlinearity and
interpretability can be more appealing than the FG or KFG model.

4.3.1 TIME-INVARIANT COVARIATES AND NO LEFT TRUNCATION

We first provide the model comparison on the synthetic data without left truncation or
time-varying covariates. Specifically, we simulate covariates z; € R'? from a Gaussian or
uniform distribution (see Table 9 in the Appendix) and follow Table 1 to generate the six
data sets but without left truncation or covariate updates. In this scenario, all the models
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Datal Data2 Data3 Data4 Datab Data6
WDR 0.190 0.127 0.170 0.073 0.132 0.093

FG 0.192 0.150 0.209 0.117 0.202 0.193
Event 1 KFG 0.192 0.124 0.166 0.066 0.160 0.130
RF 0.200 0.122  0.168 0.086 0.147 0.130
DeepHit  0.227 0.143 0.247 0.089 0.154  0.081
PCH 0.205 0.148 0.192 0.076 0.147 0.085
WDR 0.184 0.181 0.168 0.069 0.131 0.101
FG 0.185 0.193 0.213 0.124 0.202 0.208
Event 2 KFG 0.186 0.179 0.168  0.070 0.162 0.136
RF 0.193 0.176 0.173 0.088 0.152 0.140
DeepHit  0.218 0.195 0.253 0.082 0.151 0.088
PCH 0.200 0.193 0.180 0.066 0.140 0.072

Table 3: Brior scores for synthetic data with constant covariates and no left truncation.

compared (the censoring heuristics is used for PCH) are able to handle the survival analysis.
For each data set, we simulate 2000 subjects and take 20 random partitions into a training
set of 1800 and a testing set of 200. We evaluate the Brier scores at the five time points as in
Table 1 and report in Table 3 the average score over the partitions and the time evaluated.
The Brier scores at each specific time are deferred to Tables 10 and 11 in the Appendix.

On data 1 where the covariates have linear effects, WDR, FG, and KFG have similar
performances in survival prediction and are slightly better than RF, DeepHit, and PCH. On
data 2 to 6 with nonlinear covariate effects, FG does not work well, and WDR is among the
best-performing models. Note that DeepHit has a larger variation in prediction accuracy
across data or time points than the other models, likely because it models survival prob-
abilities in discrete time and the performance is sensitive to time discretization (Kvamme
and Borgan, 2021). This implies the importance of continuous-time modeling in survival
analysis.

4.3.2 TIME-VARYING COVARIATES AND LEFT TRUNCATION

We compare the model perf