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Abstract

This work presents a new model and estimation procedure for the illness-death survival data where the hazard
functions follow accelerated failure time (AFT) models. A shared frailty variate induces positive dependence among
failure times of a subject for handling the unobserved dependency between the non-terminal and the terminal failure
times given the observed covariates. Semi-parametric maximum likelihood estimation procedure is developed via a
kernel smoothed-aided EM algorithm, and variances are estimated by weighted bootstrap. The model is presented
in the context of existing frailty-based illness-death models, emphasizing the contribution of the current work. The
breast cancer data of the Rotterdam tumor bank are analyzed using the proposed and existing illness-death models.
The results are contrasted and evaluated based on a new graphical goodness-of-fit procedure. Simulation results and
data analysis nicely demonstrate the practical utility of the shared frailty variate with the AFT regression model
under the illness-death framework.
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1 Introduction

The accelerated failure time (AFT) model (Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 2011) is a well-known alternative to the popular
Cox proportional hazard (PH) model (Cox, 1972). The major advantage of AFT over Cox PH is the former being
more intuitively interpretable (Wei, 1972; Cox, 1997 among others). This work focuses on the illness-death model
which is specified by AFT models for the involved transitions. In illness-death model subjects start at State 0 (e.g.
healthy) and then move to State 2 (e.g. death) directly or transit first to State 1 (e.g. the age at diagnosis of the
disease under study) and then to State 2. See Fig. 1.

Xu et al. (2010) suggested an illness-death model with three Cox-based hazard functions. One of their major
contributions was the inclusion of a shared gamma-frailty variate, that acts multiplicatively on each of the hazard
function, for incorporating unobserved dependence between the time to disease diagnosis and time to death. Lee et al.
(2015) adopted the model of Xu et al. (2010) but replaced their semi-parametric maximum likelihood estimation
procedure with a semi-parametric Bayesian estimation approach. Jiang and Haneuse (2017) developed a class of
transformation models for illness-death models that permits a non-parametric specification of the frailty distribution,
but to insure identifiabilty, their model is restricted to parametric transformation and error distribution. Recently, for
a simpler interpretation, Gorfine et al. (2020) proposed a frailty-based illness-death model with Cox-type marginalized
hazards that also accommodates delayed entry.

Various estimation procedures have been developed for shared-frailty AFT models for clustered data (without com-
peting or semi-competing risks). Pan (2001) considered clustered survival data with an AFT model and a gamma



frailty to characterize the unobserved dependence among cluster members. It is assumed that the shared frailty acts
multiplicatively on the hazard function of the error term. Zhang and Peng (2007), Xu and Zhang (2010), Johnson
and Strawderman (2012) and Liu et al. (2013) adopted Pan’s model and provided various estimation methods. All
these AFT estimation procedure for clustered data are not directly applicable to our illness-death setting, due to the
differences in the likelihood functions, as will be elaborated in Section 2.3.

Unlike Cox-type models with illness-death framework, AFT models are not well developed. The only work which
provides an AFT frailty-based model with illness-death setting is of Lee et al. (2017). Lee et al. (2017), in contrast to
Pan (2001), used an additive frailty variate in the log-transformed failure time model, and their parametric and semi-
parametric estimation methods are based on a Bayesian approach. Table 1 summarizes the available frailty-based
Cox or AFT models for the illness-death setting.

The current work fills the gap and provides a gamma-frailty illness-death AFT model where the frailty acts multi-
plicatively on the hazards of the error terms, in the spirit of Pan (2001). We extended the estimation approaches of
Zeng and Lin (2007) and Liu et al. (2013), and developed a semi-parametric maximum likelihood estimators (MLEs)
based on a kernel-smoothing technique combined with an EM algorithm. Conceptual differences between our model
and that of Lee et al. (2017) will be demonstrated in Section 2.2.

The proposed model and estimation method along with existing methods were applied to the Rotterdam tumor bank
of 1,546 breast cancer patients, whom had node-positive disease and underwent a tumor removal surgery between
the years 1978-1993. In this example, date at tumor removal surgery is the entrance time to State 0; date at relapse
and date at death are the respective entry times to states 1 and 2. Prognostic variables are age at primary surgery,
menopausal status, tumor size, tumor grade, number of positive lymph nodes, estrogen and progesterone receptors
in the initial biopsy, hormonal therapy and chemotherapy. For a comparison of the various models, we extended the
goodness of fit procedure of Li et al. (2021) to any illness-death model. The results of our proposed goodness of fit
visualizing procedure nicely demonstrate the utility of the proposed model and estimation procedure.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the proposed gamma frailty-based AFT
illness-death regression model, and the estimation method for the regression coefficients, the hazard functions and
the parameter of the gamma-frailty distribution. The illness-death goodness of fit procedure is provided in Section
3. In Section 4 we report the results of extensive simulation study. Section 5 summarises the analyses of the
breast cancer data from the Rotterdam tumor bank, while comparing the proposed AFT approach and various
existing AFT and Cox models, with and without frailty. A concluding discussion is provided in Section 6. R
code for performing the simulations and data analysis in this paper is posted on the following webpage: https:
//github.com/LeaKats/semicompAFT.

2 The Model and Methods

2.1 The Proposed Multiplicative Frailty-Based Model

Assume a sample of n independent observations. Let Ty; and T5; be the respective times to the non-terminal and
the terminal events of subject ¢, i = 1,...,n. Let X; be a time-independent vector of covariates. The illness-death
model (Fig. 1) is defined by

log(Tui) = BnXi+ e, Ty >0 (
log(Ty;) = ﬂOTQXi + €g2i , To; > 0, given subject i is free of the disease (2)
log(Ty;) = ﬂ?QXi + €195, To; > t1 > 0, given subject i was diagnosed at age T1; = t1 (3)

—
~—

where i, jk € {01,02,12}, is a vector of regression coefficients of transition jk, and €;; are random errors with
an unspecified distributions. Given that subject ¢ was diagnosed at age T1; = t1, the support of T5; is restricted by
t1, so the conditional distribution of Ty; is truncated by ¢;. Model (3) above is not including age at diagnosis, t1, as
an additional covariate, but instead, the dependence between T7; and Tb; is incorporated via a shared-frailty model.
Given the frailty variate of subject 4, denoted by ~;, it is assumed that the respective conditional baseline hazard
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functions of exp(e;x;), jk € {01,02,12}, are given by

A1 (tvi) = 7ihgi(t),t>0 (4)
A2 (tlvi) = 7ihge(t), t > 0,given subject i is free of the disease (5)
Alo(t|t1,v:) = ~:h{s(t), t > t1 > 0,given subject ¢ was diagnosed at age Ty; = t1 (6)

where each h,(-) is an unspecified baseline hazard function of exp(e;;) and 7; is an unobservable non-negative
random effect, taken to be independent of X;. It is assumed that -; are gamma distribution with mean 1, unknown
variance o > 0, and thus with density f(vy;0) = o= /74/7=1e=7/7 /T (¢1). We also assume that €1, €o2i, and €10
are independent given (X;,~;).

Based on Eq.’s (1)—(6), the conditional hazard functions of the three transitions, given (Xj,;), can be written as

1
Aok (81 X5, 7)) = iiglo N Pr(t <Ty <t+ A|Ty; >t, T > t, X5, v)

= ;). (te_ﬁg"'x"’) PN 10, k=12, (7)

1
A2 (tltr, X, vi) Ziiglo N Pr(t <Ty <t+ A|Ty =t1,T > t, Xi,7)
= v;h%, (te*ﬂlTZXi) 6761T2Xi, t>t; >0. (8)

For details, see Section S1 of the Web Supplementary Material (WSM).

2.2 Comparison with the Additive Frailty-Based Model

Lee et al. (2017) proposed to directly model the times of the events via the following AFT model specification:

log(Ti;) = BLXi+Fi+éi, T >0
log(Ty;) = ﬁg;Xi + ; + €02i , To; > 0, given subject ¢ is free of the disease
log(Ty;) = BlTQXi + i + €12i, T2; > t1 > 0, given subject ¢ was diagnosed at age T1; = t;

where BJT,C, jk € {01, 02,12}, are vectors of transition-specific regression coefficients. The errors €;x; are transition-
specific random variable with unspecified distributions in the semi-parametric setting, or with a normal distribution
in the parametric setting. Also, 4;, ¢ = 1,...,n, are the unobserved normally distributed frailty variates with mean
zero and variance 6, and are assumed to be independent of X;.

The above additive frailty approach includes the observed covariates X; and the unobservable 7; in a similar fashion
in the models. In contrast, the popular multiplicative frailty approach of Pan (2001) in the context of clustered data
and in Section 2.1 above, separates the observed covariates X; and the unobservable component ;. The observed
covariates directly affect time to event, and the unobserved affects the hazard functions of the error terms.

Assume, for example, that exp(eg1;) and &y; are normally distributed with mean po; and variance w3;. Then, the
respective conditional hazard functions of the multiplicative and additive models are

AL X, —BEX: _ —BEXi _ -t
yie~ ot te™Por o1 te™Po1 o1
i 2 (o (150
wo1 wo1 wo1

3 ~ -1
\ 1 logt — puoy — BT Xi — % logt — por — BT X; — A
o (t|1 X5, %) = w01t¢ ( ogt — pio1 — B ¥ ) {1 _ ( ogt — pior — By 7. )}

wo1 wo1

and

where ¢(-) and ®(-) are the density and CDF of the standard normal distribution, respectively. Evidently, A is of a
simpler interpretation than that of Ag; in terms of the unobserved frailty effect. Fig. 2 demonstrates A1 (¢|X;,7;) as



a function of ¢t for X; = 0 and various combinations of (;, to1,wo1). The top-left (bottom) plot of Fig. 2 shows that
Xo1 decreases (increases) as a function of v; for any given value of t. The top-right plot indicates that Aot could be a
non-monotone function of +; for some values of ¢. In contrast, Ag; of the multiplicative frailty model, is a monotonic
increasing function of the frailty variate v; for any error distribution (see Eq. 7), and thus the multiplicative-frailty
model could be viewed as a model with a simpler interpretation for the unobserved frailty effect.

2.3 The Proposed Estimation Method

Out goal is to estimate the unknown set of parameters of the illness death model Q2 = {B8L;, 8L, Bl5, h§1, hs, hy, 0}
Let C; denote the right censoring time of subject i, ¢ = 1,...,n. Then, the observed data consists of n independent
observations O = {‘/,,WZ,(SM,(SQZ,(S&,X } where V = min(Tu‘,ng, Z) 511 = I(Th < mln(ng, ,)) 521 = I(TQ,L <

min(Ty,, C;)), Wi = 61; min(Th;, C;), and 63, = 01;1(To; < C;). V; refers to the first observed time, d1; and dy; indicate
whether the first observed time was age at disease diagnosis (71;), age at death (T;) or age at censoring; W is age
at death or age at censoring after diagnosis, and d3; indicates whether death was observed after diagnosis. It is
assumed that the censoring and the failure times are conditionally independent and non-informative, given (X;,~;),
and observations are identically distributed.

Then, the likelihood function for €2 is proportional to L(2 IL, f L;(Q)d~y where

51 5
L) = {ryhgl(vieiﬁgl)(i)eiﬁglxi} 1 {’YhBQ(ViefﬁoTin)efﬁoTin} 2 GXp{—ngl (Vie*BOTlXi)}
02Xi o ATy _pT x93
exXp {_’VHOO2 (‘/ie_ﬁozxz>} {,th2(Wi€ ﬁlzxz)e ﬁlZXz}
exp { o1y (Hy(Wie™PX0) — Hiy(Vie P59 )} f(730).

where H?, fo hSy(u)du, jk € {01,02,12}. For details see Section S2 of WSM. Treating the unobservable frailties
as a mlssmg data problem calls for the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm for obtaining semi-parametric
maximum likelihood estimators (Dempster et al., 1977). It can be verified (see S3 of WSM) that the conditional
expectation of the complete log-likelihood given the observed data O = {O;,i = 1,...,n} and the parameters’ values

at the mth step, Q(m), equals
E (10)10,0) + E (1801, 1§,)10, 00 + E (1502, h2)|0, 8 ) + E (1812, h$)|0,0™)  (9)

where

~ 1 « 1 « 1 1
(m)| — = (m) = (m) _ _ -
E (l(a)|O,Q ) - E (D + ) Es; — g:l &l p logo —logT’ (0) , (10)

i=1

E (z(gOk,hgkno,ﬁ(m)) - 7112: [5,ﬂ {logh% (Vie™PonXiy — 50TkXi} — &M e (Ve PonX )} k=1,2,
B (1(B12, n§)|0, 20" ) = %zn: [0 {log hSy (Wie™ %) — 8T, }
i=1
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and finally, D; = 22:1 i, I'(x) is the Gamma function and ¥(z) = I"(z)/I'(x) is the digamma function.

The M-step consists of maximization of Eq. (9). While maximizing F (l(a)|(’), ﬁ“’”) as a function of o can be done
by gradient-based optimization algorithms, maximizing the other three expectations cannot be done directly with
respect to (Bjk, h3y.), jk € {01,02,12}, due to a very non-smooth estimator of the cumulative hazard functions;
see Zeng and Lin (2007) for more details under the standard univariate AFT model. Therefore, we aimed to find
a smooth alternative and thus we extended the kernel-smoothing approach of Zeng and Lin (2007) and Liu et al.
(2013) to accommodate our semi-competing risks setting.

We start with a simple case of piecewise constant hazard functions

Jik,n

(1) chklf iki—1 <t <tjkp)
=1

where 0 = tj0 < tjr1 < - - < tjrg,.,, = Mg, jk € {01,02,12}, are equally spaced, Moy are the respective upper
bounds for V; exp{—8L X}, k € {1,2}, and M2 is the upper bound for W; exp{—B%X;}. Then, the cumulative
baseline hazard functions are

Jk n ij',n
Z Cina(t = ki) (birg—1 << tigr) + (Mik/Tikn) D ciral (> tini).
=1

The functions ﬁ;’k and flj"k are plugged in £ (l(ﬁjk, h;k)|(’), ﬁ(m)) and by maximizing the resulting expression with
respect to ¢jrg, [ =1,..., Jjkn, jk € {01,02,12}, for a given S, we left with a closed-form estimator of ¢; , ’cﬁ:;
Plugging 557,?3 in £ (l(ﬂjk, h;?k)\@, ﬁ(m)> provides an approximated profile-likelihood function of ;5. However, even
these profile-likelihood functions are not smooth and have multiple local maxima, and thus additional smoothing
step is required. To this end, it can be shown that each of the profile likelihood converges to limiting function of 3;,
jk € {01,02,12}, as n — o0, Jjkn — 00 and Jjin/n — 0. Then, for a given kernel function K with bandwidths
ajk n, the estimators of B, jk € {01, 02,12}, are obtained by maximizing a smoothed approximation of the limiting
function. In the illness-death setting, the age of death after disease diagnosis is truncated by the age at diagnosis.
Therefore, the kernel-smoothing approach is adopted to accommodate left truncation. Given the estimators of the
regression coefficients, the proposed smoothing approach also yields estimators of the baseline hazard functions.
Details of the above summary can be found in Section S4 of the WSM. Here we provide the resulting estimation
procedure.

Define RY (B8) = logV; — 8TX;, RV (8) = logW; — BTX;. Then, By is estimated by maximization of I3, (Box),
k=1,2, where

RV
lor(Box) = **;&mlogVJr ;&ﬂlog o Z‘;kﬂ ( (Box) — 1(60;.3))

Aok,n

{RY (Bor)—RY (Bok)}/aok
/ K(s)ds p , (11)

1 — 1 = m)
_Hzl(skzlog ﬁz;gl’j
1= J]=

[B12 is estimated by maximization of

naiz2n =1 ai2,n

1« 1<
lfQ(ﬁlz) = —52531 log Wz + ﬁ Z(ng log
i=1 i=1

Z 5 I (R}/V(ﬂu) — RY (5@)

1 n {R;-/V(,Bm)—RIW(BH)}/al?
51]./ K (s)ds (12)
{

—7253110 EZ

j=1 RY (B12)=R}V (B12)}/ a1z



and given B\](.Zl), jk € {01,02,12}, the baseline hazard functions are estimated by

(naaoknt) ™ iy 0K ({RY (BY) = Tog t} /ao.n)

ﬁgl(cm) (t) = ~(m) k= 1a 2a (13)
n_l Z?Zl gl(zn) f_{fo}/(ﬁ()k )_IOgt}/aok,n K(S)ds
iy (n1208)7! 2?:1 bl ({RY (BL3") ~ logt} farz.
h12 (t) = ) (14)

me S EP e K (s)ds

—logt}/ai2n

and ﬁ;’ém) (t) = fot E‘fém) (s)ds. The following is a summary of our EM-based estimation algorithm:

Step 0 (Initial values): Set 51(?) =1¢=1,...,nand ﬂ;g) =0. Get BOk , k € {1,2} by the rank-based estimator of
the R package aftgee (Chiou et al., 2014). Get h;]io) using Eq.’s (13)—(14) and ﬁ;,io)(t) by adaptive quadrature
(e.g. integrate function of R), jk € {01,02,21}. Finally, set 5(©) between 2 to 5 and m = 0.

Step 1 (E-step): Set m =m + 1 and get E(T") and 5(7-'1), i=1,...,n.

Step 2 (M-step): Obtain (™) by maximizing Eq. (10), and get ﬂ( ™) by maximizing Eq.’s (11)—(12). Obtain Tz?,(cm) (t)
and Hy™ (1), jk € {01,02,12}.

Step 3: Repeat Steps 1-2 until convergence is reached.

The asymptotic results of Liu et al. (2013, Theorem 1) for clustered data can be extended to establish the asymp-
totic properties of the proposed illness-death model estimators. Thus, it can be shown that under some regularity
conditions, as na%, , — 00, naj,,, — 0 and n — oo, sup,e(o . [H3.(t) — HY(t)] — 0, Bjx — Bji almost surely, and

n=1/2 (Ejk — Bjk), jk € {01,02,12}, converges to a mean-zero multivariate normal distribution.

2.3.1 Bandwidth Selection

For the bandwidth parameters, a;,», we recommend a modified version of the optimal bandwidths of Jones (1990)
and Jones and Sheather (1991), in the spirit of Liu et al. (2013). The smoothed profile-likelihood function involves the
kernel density for uncensored subjects and the cumulative kernel for all subjects. The recommended bandwidth for
the kernel density is C?jk(8\/§/3)1/5n;k1/5, jk € {01,02, 12}, where 7, is the sample standard deviation of log(Tjx;)
among the subjects with observed event time of transition j — k, denoted by n ;. The recommended bandwidth for
the cumulative kernel is CU]-;AI/ 371]._,:/ ® where U; is the sample standard deviation of log(V;) or log(W;) among all
subjects in state j, denoted by n;, j = 0,1. Based on our extensive simulation study, ¢ = 0.5 is recommended for
Bjk, and ¢ = 0.01 for hf,.

2.3.2 Variance Estimation

In highly censored data, standard bootstrap could produce a low number of distinct event times, which often causes
convergence failure. Alternatively, the weighted bootstrap approach can be used (Kosorok et al., 2004). At each
bootstrap step, a random weight from the standard exponential distribution is assigned for each observation, and
the estimators are derived by the respective weighted log-likelihood functions or weighted sums (see Section S5 of
the WSM for details).

2.3.3 The Proposed Model and Estimation Method Without Frailty

The proposed estimation method can also be implemented under the model described by Eq.’s (1)—(6) where v; = 1
for all i = 1,...,n, i.e., with no frailty effect. Namely, AFT models with competing risks, while model (3) is an



AFT model adjusted for left truncated data, where age at death after disease diagnosis is truncated by the age at
diagnosis. If one believes that the functional form of age at diagnosis that effects the time to death after the diagnosis
is known, and that frailty is not required, then age at diagnosis should be added as one of the covariates in model (3).
In this case, the estimation process is simplified to one step for estimating the vectors of the regression coefficients
and to one additional step for the baseline hazard functions’ estimators, without the need of iterative process (see
Section S6 of the WSM).

3 Visualizing Goodness of Fit

A goodness-of-fit procedure aimed to evaluate how closely observed data mirrors expected data under the assumed
model. Recently, Li et al. (2021) proposed a goodness of fit (GOF) method for an arbitrary univariate survival
model with right censored data which is based on the randomized survival probabilities (RSP). Their key idea is to
replace the survival probability of a censored failure time with a uniform random number between 0 and the survival
probability at the censored time. They showed that RSPs always uniformly distributed on (0,1) under the true
model. Then, graphical methods for comparing the distribution of the RSPs with the standard uniform distribution
could be used for detecting a lack of model fit. In contrast, the distributions of well-known residuals (e.g. Cox-Snell)
under the true model are complicated due to censoring and cannot be characterized clearly with a known distribution
since their distribution depends on the censoring distribution. Hence, there is a lack of reference distributions for
conducting GOF procedure, and the most widely used diagnostic tool is to apply the Kaplan-Meier estimator on the
residual; see Li et al. (2021) and references therein. Here, we extend the RSP approach to the illness-death model.

In our setting of frailty-based AFT illness-death model, the marginal survival functions should be used since the
frailties are unobserved. The illness-death model will be examined by two sets of RSPs: (i) the probability of
remaining at Stat 0; and (ii) the probability of remaining at State 1 among those who diagnosed with the disease.
In particular (for a detailed derivation, see Section S9 of the WSM),
—-1/c
St X:) = Pr(Ty; > £, Ty > t1X;) = |1+ 0 Y Hg(te P0X0)
j=1,2

and for t > tq,

S%(ﬂthXi) PI‘(TQZ' > t|T1i = tl,TQi > tl,Xi)

—BL X, 1/0+1
= Loy, Hf(te BojXi)
Lt o{dm H (tle_ﬂoTin) + Hpy(te=P2Xe) — Hpy (e P%0)} ,

where the superscript M denotes the marginal distribution with respect to the frailty variate. Clearly, in the absence
of frailty (i.e. v, =1foralli=1,...,n) we get
S3(t1Xi) = exp{—Hg, (te = X0) — HE, (e 1))

and
SM(tt1, X;) = exp{—H?,(te P12X1) + H?,(t1e P1X) | ¢ > ¢,

Now we are in a position to define the RSPs:
SYT(Viy 814y 624, Us) = (014 + 62:)So (Vi X;) + (1 — 815 — 62:) Ui ST (Vi] Xi),
and
519 (W;, Vi, 834, Un;) = 03513 (Wi| Vi, X;) + (1 — 03:)UaiSis (W3] Vi, X2),

where Uy; and Us; are independent random samples from the standard uniform distribution U(0,1). Based on Li
et al. (2021) it can be shown that if the censoring and failure times are independent, given the observed covariates and
the frailty variate, SM (t|t1, X;) and S} (V;, 814, 62:, Ur;) are uniformly distributed on (0,1). See the WSM Section
S9 for a detailed proof.



Finally, a visualized GOF procedure for any illness-death model could be accomplished by comparing the histograms
of SM(V;, 814, 62:, Ur;) and of S (W;, Vi, 834, Ua;) with the expected values under the standard uniform distribution.
This procedure will be demonstrated in Section 5.

4 Simulation Study

4.1 Simulation Setup

To demonstrate the finite sample properties of the proposed estimation method, we conducted an extensive simulation
study. Failure times were generated from models (1)-(3) with X; = (X14, Xo:, X3i, X4i)7, Bor = (1,0.5,0,0)7,
Boz = (0,1,1,0)" and B12 = (0.5,0.5,0,1)7, and a sample size of n = 1000. The baseline hazard functions of exp(e;;),
jk € {01,02,12}, were h3,(t) = 2t, hdy(t) = 3t, h9y(t) = 2t and Xy;, Xo;, X3i, X4; were sampled independently
such that X1;, X34, X4; ~ Uniform(-1,1) and Xo; ~ Bernoulli(0.5). Frailty variates -; were generated from gamma
distribution with various dependence magnitudes ¢ = 0.5,1 and 2. Failure times, 77 and Tb, were generated by
solving U = exp{—fyHgk(Te_ﬁoTkX)}, k € {1,2}, for T, where U is uniformly distributed over (0,1). For those
who diagnosed with the disease (i.e. T1 < Tz) new values of T were generated from the appropriate left-truncated
distribution, by solving U = exp[—~{H%(Te #2X) — HY (T e 2X)}] for T and a new random U. Censoring
times were sampled from U(0,15), such that for o = 2 about 16% of observations were censored prior to disease
diagnosis or death; and among those who diagnosed, about 13% were censored before death. Under ¢ = 1 the
corresponding censoring rates were 9% and 10%, and for ¢ = 0.5, 7% and 8%. The analysis in this work uses the
Gaussian kernel with bandwidths values according to Section 2.3.1. A range of values for { were studied, see Section

SS of the WSM. We set 51 = 2. Finally, the convergence criteria were maxi<g<p,, ‘ﬁj(z;rl) qu| < 0.00001,
S ST [HG Y (ki) — HYY™ (Ea)| < 00001, jk € {01,02,12}, and [0+ — 50| < 0.0001, where pjj. is the

number of components in Bk, Bjrq denotes the gth component of §ji, nj; is the number of subjects relevant to
transition j — k, 5 = Vie_ﬂka’Xf’, jk € {01,02} and t19; = Wie—Bﬁ&

4.2 Simulation Results

Tables 2—-3 present the performance of the proposed estimation method with frailty. The tables show the empirical
mean, empirical standard deviations (SDs), estimated standard errors (SEs) and the empirical coverage rate of 95%
Wald-type confidence interval (CR) of the dependence parameter, the regression coefficients and the cumulative
baseline hazard functions at selected time points. Results are based on 100 repetitions. Tables 2—3 indicate that the
proposed approach performs well in terms of bias and coverage rates. Moreover, the empirical standard deviations
and the estimated standard errors are reasonably close.

Tables 4-5 present simulation results of model misspecification. The data were generated with gamma frailty
effect but we applied our estimation procedure without frailty effect provided in Section 2.3.3. Clearly, under
high dependence, ignoring the frailty, yield biased estimates and poor coverage rates. For example, with ¢ = 2
and true coefficients By1 = (1,0.5)T, 8p2 = (1,1)7 and Bia = (0.5,0.5,1)T, the respective mean estimates were
Bo1 = (1.27,0.36)T, By = (1.15,1.27)T and B2 = (0.25,0.41,2.09)7 with terribly poor coverage rates. In Section S7
and Table S1 of the WSM it is demonstrated that when the true model is free of frailty, our proposed approach of
Section 2.3.3 performs very well in term of bias and coverage rate.



5 Rotterdam Tumor Bank Data

5.1 Data and Models

We analyzed the Rotterdam tumor bank of 1,546 breast cancer patients, whom had node-positive disease and
underwent a tumor removal surgery between the years 1978-1993; the dataset is available in the survival R package
(Therneau, 2021). T3 is the time from surgery to relapse and T3 is the time from surgery or relapse to death. Of
the 1,546 patients, 924 patients showed a relapse of the disease (63%), 106 died without a relapse evidence (7%) and
771 patients died after a relapse (79% of the patients who showed a relapse of the cancer). Prognostic variables are
age at primary surgery (in years), menopausal status (0 = premenopausal, 1 = postmenopausal), tumor size (< 20
mm, 20 — 50 mm and > 50 mm), tumor grade (2 = moderately differentiated, 3 = poorly differentiated), number of
positive lymph nodes, estrogen and progesterone receptors in the initial biopsy (fmol/l), and chemotherapy (0 = no,
1 = yes).

The following methods were applied: the proposed AFT model and estimation procedure with gamma frailty (SEs
are based on 500 bootstrap samples and starting value of o was set to 1), the gamma-frailty Cox model of Lee et al.
(2015), and the mariginalized gamma-frailty of Gorfine et al. (2020). The AFT additive-frailty model of Lee et al.
(2017) is implemented in the R package SemicompRisks (Alvares et al., 2019) with sojourn time, 75 — T3, when
death occurs after the disease. Applying it to the current data, resulted in convergence failure (the potential scale
reduction factors that should be less than 1.05 are much larger for most of the parameters). We hypothesize that the
convergence failure is due to the use of sojourn time which could be negatively correlated with time from surgery to
relapse, while a gamma frailty model assumes a positive dependence. Additionally, the data were analyzed with the
proposed AFT model without frailty and a Cox illness-death model (for details, see section S11 in the WSM).

5.2 Results

Table 6 presents the estimates of the frailty-based methods with Holm adjusted p-values correction for multiplicity
Holm (1979). Hereafter, a result is considered significant based on the adjusted p-value and a significance level of
0.05. The proposed model suggests that when holding the other covariates constant, higher age, higher progesterone,
having chemoteraphy, and having hormone therapy, each goes with a longer time to relapse after surgery. Also, higher
number of positive lymph nodes, larger tumor size and poorly differentiated tumor are related to earlier relapse after
the surgery. Hormonal treatment and chemotherapy after the surgery are associated with longer time to relapse after
surgery.

In transition from surgery to death, higher age and higher number of positive lymph nodes are related with earlier
death after surgery. For the transition from relapse to death, the proposed AFT model implies that lower number
of positive lymph nodes, higher progesterone level associate with longer post-surgery survival time, given that the
patient experienced relapse. Finally, the proposed AFT model indicates a strong dependence between time to relapse
and time to death. The marginalized Cox model also indicates high level dependence between relapse and death
times, while the conditional Cox model shows somewhat lower dependence. The directions of covariates’ effect under
the Cox models are similar to each other and to those of the proposed AFT model, but inference results based on
these three models somewhat differ.

GOF assessment is done by a visual inspection of the histograms of the unmodified estimated survival probabilities
and the RSPs histograms, shown in Figure 3. As expected, the unmodified histograms are far from that of a uniform
distribution. However, based on the RSPs histogram, it is evident that the proposed AFT model fits well the data
and is a better fit to the data, especially in comparison with the marginalized Cox model. The GOF plots of the
models without frailty are shown in Figure S1 of the WSM, which indicate that the corresponding models with frailty
fit the data much better.



6 Discussion

The main contribution of this work is twofold: (i) New semiparametric model and estimation method for a frailty-
based AFT regression within the illness-death framework are provided. (ii) An exploratory method for diagnosis the
appropriateness of any illness-death model is presented.

The proposed model includes covariates and allows to handle a possible residual dependency between the non-terminal
the terminal failure times by incorporating a shared frailty. The estimation method can be applied both with or
without frailty, and the simulation study indicates a good finite sample performances of the estimators in terms of
bias and variance.

The proposed model and methods can be extended to other types of multi-state models, for example with multiple
non-terminal events and a vector of random effects (frailties) capturing multiple levels of dependence among the event.
Furthermore, additional work is required to extend the proposed estimation method for time-dependent covariates.
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Figure 1: An illness-death model

Table 1: Illness-death Cox and AFT models, methods and software availability.

Authors Model Estimation Software
Procedure
Xu et al. (2010) Cox, gamma frailty, semipara- | Semi- none
metric parametric
MLE
Lee et al. (2015) Cox, gamma frailty, semipara- | Bayesian R package
metric SemicompRisks
Jiang and Haneuse (2017) | Transformation model, known | Semiparametric | none
trasformation function, efficient score
parametric frailty at the price of
known error distribution.
Lee et al. (2017) AFT, additive normal frailty, | Baysian R package
parametric and semiparametric SemicompRisks
Gorfine et al. (2020) Cox,  marginalized gamma | Pseudo- https://github.com/
frailty, semiparametric likelihood nirkeret/
approach frailty-LTRC
Current work AFT, multiplicative gamma | Semi- https://github.com/
frailty, semiparametric parametric LeaKats/
MLE semicompAFT
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Figure 2: The additive frailty-based AFT mode of Lee et al. (2017): conditional hazard of transition from healthy
state to disease diagnosis.

Table 2: Simulation results with frailty: means of estimates, empirical standard deviations, bootstrap standard errors
and empirical coverage rates.

Q)

o Boi,i Boiz  Po2i Boze Bizg P2z Biags
1 1 1 1

True values 0.5 0.5 0.5

2 mean 1.84 1.05 048 1.03 105 0.51 049 1.06
empirical SD  0.27 0.10 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.10
bootstrap SE  0.29 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.15
CR 095 095 094 093 096 099 099 0.96

1 mean 0.90 1.05 048 1.00 1.03 050 0.50 1.06
empirical SD  0.16 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.11
bootstrap SE 0.16 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.11 0.12
CR 0.89 093 097 097 097 099 099 0.93

0.5 mean 0.44 102 0,51 1.02 1.02 051 051 1.05
empirical SD  0.10 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08
bootstrap SE 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.10
CR 093 098 098 096 097 096 096 0.99

13



Table 3: Simulation results of the cumulative baseline hazard functions with frailty: means of estimates, empirical
standard deviations, bootstrap standard errors and empirical coverage rates.

ot 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00
HY (1) 0.01 0.04 0.09 016 025 036 049 0.64 0.81 1.00
mean 0.01 0.04 0.09 015 024 034 045 0.59 0.75 091

empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.12 0.15 0.19
bootstrap SE 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.17 0.21

CR 096 093 095 093 097 096 095 0.97 098 0.97
HY,(¢) 0.02 0.06 0.14 024 038 054 074 096 122 1.50
mean 0.02 0.06 0.13 024 037 052 070 090 113 1.38

empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.11 0.15 0.21 0.28
bootstrap SE  0.01 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.13 0.19 0.25 0.32

CR 099 097 096 097 098 0.97 099 0.99 098 0.98
HY (%) 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.16 025 0.36 049 0.64 0.81 1.00
mean 0.01 0.05 0.10 0.17 0.27 0.38 0.51 0.66 0.82 1.00

empirical SD  0.03 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.15 0.18
bootstrap SE  0.03 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.15 0.18 0.20 0.24

CR 096 098 098 0.99 099 098 098 0.98 0.98 0.99
1 HY () 0.01 0.04 0.09 016 025 0.36 049 0.64 0.81 1.00
mean 0.01 0.04 009 015 024 0.34 046 0.60 0.75 0091

empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.13
bootstrap SE 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.13 0.17

CR 097 099 098 097 1.00 0.99 098 098 1.00 0.99
HY(t) 0.02 0.06 014 024 038 054 074 096 122 1.50
mean 0.02 0.06 0.13 023 036 052 071 092 115 140

empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.10 0.13 0.17 0.22
bootstrap SE 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.14 0.19 0.25

CR 0.96 098 098 098 098 095 096 097 098 0.95
HY%(t) 0.0l 004 009 016 025 036 049 064 081 1.00
mean 0.0l 004 010 017 027 038 051 066 083 1.02

empirical SD  0.03 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.15
bootstrap SE 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.15 0.17 0.20

CR 095 097 098 097 096 0.96 096 0.96 0.99 0.99
05 HS (1) 0.01 0.04 0.09 016 025 036 049 0.64 0.81 1.00
mean 0.01 0.04 009 0.16 025 035 048 0.63 0.79 0.97

empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.10 0.13
bootstrap SE 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.11 0.14

CR 092 098 097 098 097 098 097 0.96 097 0.95
HY,(¢) 0.02 0.06 0.14 024 038 054 074 096 122 1.50
mean 0.02 0.06 0.13 024 037 053 072 093 118 1.44

empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.11 0.15 0.20
bootstrap SE 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.12 0.15 0.20

CR 096 1.00 098 097 097 095 094 094 093 0.96
H),(t) 0.01 0.04 0.09 016 025 0.36 049 0.64 0.81 1.00
mean 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.17 0.27 0.38 0.52 0.67 0.85 1.04

empirical SD  0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.14
bootstrap SE  0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.16
CR 0.89 096 098 0.99 098 0.98 098 0.96 0.95 0.96
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Table 4: Simulation results of model misspecification where frailty is ignored: means of estimates, empirical standard
deviations and empirical coverage rates.

o Boi,i Boie Po2i Bozz2 Biza Pize Biags
true values 1 0.5 1 1 0.5 0.5 1

2 mean 1.27  0.36 1.15 1.27  0.25 0.41 2.09

empirical SD  0.10 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.32 0.31 0.50

CR 0.25 0.86 0.82 053 090 094 045

1 mean 1.19 0.42 1.08 1.17 0.37 0.46 1.63

empirical SD  0.09 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.16 0.16 0.19

CR 0.48 0.86 0.87 056 0.86 0.93 0.08

0.5 mean 1.09 0.48 1.06 1.10 0.44 0.47 1.33

empirical SD  0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.12 0.14

CR 0.70 094 089 0.72 091 096 0.37

Table 5: Simulation results of the cumulative baseline hazard functions under model misspecification where frailty
is ignored: means of estimates, empirical standard deviations, and empirical coverage rates.

ot 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00
H, (1) 0.01 0.04 0.09 016 0.25 0.36 049 064 0.81 1.00
mean 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.10 0.14 0.19 023 0.28 032 0.36
empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04
CR 0.96 0.73 0.31 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
HY,(t) 0.02 0.06 0.14 024 038 0.54 074 096 122 1.50
mean 0.02 0.06 0.11 0.17 023 0.29 035 040 046 0.51
empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04
CR 091 092 0.67 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
HY (1) 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.16 025 036 049 0.64 081 1.00
mean 0.19 044 066 0.88 1.07 126 143 1.58 173 1.89
empirical SD  0.24 0.36 042 045 048 0.50 0.52 0.52 0.55 0.56
CR 0.90 086 0.82 0.75 0.72 0.69 0.68 0.68 0.72 0.77

1 HY(@®) 0.01 0.04 0.09 016 0.25 0.36 049 064 0.81 1.00
mean 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.12 0.18 024 031 037 044 0.51
empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.05
CR 0.92 084 0.63 0.28 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
HY,(t) 0.02 0.06 0.14 024 038 0.54 074 096 122 1.50
mean 0.02 0.06 0.12 0.19 028 0.37 046 0.55 0.64 0.73

empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06
CR 093 094 079 038 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

HY(t) 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.16 025 036 049 0.64 0.81 1.00
mean 0.06 0.17 0.32 047 065 0.81 097 1.14 131 1.46
empirical SD  0.09 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.19 0.20 0.22 023 0.24
CR 0.96 085 0.71 0.53 044 0.37 033 0.37 047 0.58
0.5 HY (1) 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.16 025 036 049 0.64 0.81 1.00
mean 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.14 021 029 038 0.48 0.58 0.69
empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07
CR 092 092 091 0.82 058 040 021 0.11 0.01 0.01
HY,(t) 0.02 0.06 0.14 024 038 054 074 096 122 1.50
mean 0.02 0.06 0.13 022 032 044 056 0.70 0.83 0.97
empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.08
CR 092 096 094 081 057 036 0.14 0.03 0.00 0.00
HY(t) 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.16 025 036 049 0.64 0.81 1.00
mean 0.02 0.09 0.18 0.29 043 0.58 073 0.89 1.06 1.24
empirical SD  0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.20
CR 092 091 084 075 072 0.70 0.73 0.72 0.74 0.78
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Figure 3: Goodness of fit plots for the illness-death models. Histograms of SM(V;|X;) (left of (a), (c), (e))
S(])Y[(V;,(Sli,égi,Uli) (I‘ight of (a), (C)7 (e)), S%(WAVLXJ (left of (b), (d), (f)) and S%(Wi,%,53i7Ugi) (I‘ight of
(b), (d), (f)). The dashed lines are the expected values under the uniform distribution.
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S1 Conditional Hazards

Based on Eq.’s (1)-(6) of the main text, we derive the conditional hazard functions of the three transitions, given
(X, ), namely, following conditional hazard functions

1
Aot (X, vi) = Aiglo ZPT (t<Ty <t+ ATy >t,To >t,X,7),t>0),
1
Aoz (t|Xs,vi) = Aiglo ZPT (t< Ty <t+ ATy >t,To > t,X;,7) ,t>0,
1
)\12(t|t1,Xi,’}/i) = Ahglo ZPI‘ (t <Ty <t+ A|T11 = tl,TQi > t,Xi,’yi) ,t >t > 0.

To this end, write

lima 0 % Pr(Ty; € [t,t +A), To; > X4, 7i)
Pr(Thi > t,Toi > t1X5, %)

lima g % Pr (66017‘, c [te—ﬁngi’ (t + A)e—aoﬂxi)’ eco2i > te_ﬁg;xi

Xia ,YZ)

lima—,0 % Pr (e€0n‘ € [te PnXi (t + A)ePaXi)|X;, 'Yi) Pr (eeo% > te—fHX| X, %>

%) Priees = e TN )

f€01 (te—ﬂng,i |'7z) 6_50TlXi

Seo (175 )

Aot (X, 7)) =

Xi, %‘)

Pr (66017‘ > te*ﬁ(:)qxi’ eco2i > te—B32Xi

Pr (65011' Z te—ﬂ(ﬂxz

= Ao (te™ P01 ¥e|y;)e~Pon X

0
= —alog Seor (te_’BOTlX"Wi) =

= vhg (te‘BOTlXi) e~ Ba X ,t>0.
Due to the similarity between T7; and T5; at transitions 0 — 1 and 0 — 2,

Moo (t] X0, 1) = lima o % Pr (T € [t,t 4+ A), Ty > X4, 7:) — 7,k (te*'@OTZX’i) eBRX: 15
R Pr (T1; > t, T > HX1, %) iho ,1>0.

Finally, since

0
Ma(tlt, Xivi) = —alog Pr (T > t|Tv; = t1, To; > t1, Xiy %)

we first derive Pr (Ty; > t|Ty; = t1,Te; > t1, X;,:), the probability of staying in State 1 until time ¢, after diagnosed
with the disease at time t;. Then, for ¢t > t; > 0,
Pr (Ty; > t|Ty; = t1,Tos > t1, Xi, 71)
_limaso % Pr(Toi > t, Ty € [tr,t1 + A), Toi > 1] X4, 75)
limao x Pr(Tui € [t1,t1 + A), Toi > 1| X5, %)
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limao x Pr(T; > t, Ty € [ty 0+ A)[ X5, 7:)
~ lima_so % Pr(Ty; € [t1,t1 + A), To; > t1| X5, i)
_ Pr(Ty; > X5, i) limaso x Pr(Ty; € [t1,t1 + A)[ X5, )
 Pr(Ty; > t1] X, ) lima o x Pr(Ty; € [t1,t1 4+ A)[ X5, %)

Pr (6612 > te_ﬁgXﬂXu%) Sern (te—ﬁlTQXi|’Yi)
 Pr (e12 > t16_51T2Xi|Xi7%') S, (tle—ﬁgxi‘%)

-8T,x;
eXp{%: e h?z(v)dv}
—pL X,
eXp{—% o h‘fz(v)dv}

= exp {—% {Hf2 (tefﬁlT?Xi) — HYy (tlefﬁgxi)}} .

Hence,

Ao (tlty, Xiyvi) = —%log (exp{_%. [HfQ (te—ﬁﬂxi) — Y, (tle_ﬂszxiﬂ})

= y;hd, (te‘ﬁlT?Xi) e PN p 54 >0,

S2 Likelihood Function

Based on Eq.’s (1)-(6) of the main text, the contribution of individual i to the complete-data likelihood is given by

Jv.w.61.62.65,~(Vis Wi, 014, 024, 034, 73] X))
= fv.w,s1,62,65 (Vis Wi, 014, 024, 034 | X, vi) fry x (73] X))
= fV,W,51,62,53 (Vi, Wi, 512’7521'753i|Xi7'7i)f('7i;J)
= f(Vi, 61, 02i| X, vi) F (Wi, 834 |Vi, Wi > Vi, 615 = 1, X4, %) f (a5 0)

o Dot (Vil X3, 70) 7 Noa (Vil X, 30)% exp { =i [y (Vie™60%0) + Hgy (Viem951) |}

014
(Au(vvnw Xiyy) ™ exp { =i [ Hy(Wie P X0) — Hpy(Vie 5% |} ) f(ii0)

5“ 52i
= {ringy (Vie #X)e= 80X AT g, (Viem#8X0) e XA ™ exp f oy ag, (Vie= 7% |

03;
exp { i Hip(Vie™#2%)} [{%h‘b(wieﬁ%eﬂﬂxi} ‘°’

exp {7 (HEa(Wie 2% — Hpy (Ve #259) }]™ o).

S3 Conditional Expectations in the EM Algorithm

Given Eq. (15), the complete-data log-likelihood function can be written as

Z(Q) = logL(Q) = Z(O') + l(ﬁ()l, hgl) + Z(BOQ, hgg) + l(ﬁlg, hi)Q)

where

3=

1 n n
l(o) = EZIng(%;aH- Z(éli+62i+53i)10g%>
i=1 i=1

19
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n

L(Boks hor) = %Z {5m {log hy (Vie o) — ﬁ&Xi] —’YiHoom(Vie*B"T’“X"’)} k=12,
i=1
and
1(Bra, hSy) = 1271:{5 {1 hoy(Wie—P1aXi) — gT. X,
12,h3) = n 3i |log hi,(Wie ) = Bia z}

i=1

—014%i [Hfz(WieiﬂmXi) - HfQ(Vieiﬁsz)Q)]} '

In the E-step of the EM algorithm, the expectation of the complete log-likelihood function given the observed data,
O = {(V;, W;, 014, 02i,03;, X;) : i = 1,...,n}, and the current values of the estimated parameters is required. The
conditional density of v;, given the observed data O; = (V“ Wi, 614, 021, 03;, X;) and the parameter estimates at step
m, denoted by Q™) = (5, (m), B (m), Bis gLm) ho (m) ho (m) ho A(m) ,5(™)), is obtained by

F(Oili, Q) f (73, 50)
15" f(Oilvi, Q™) f (35 50™) )y

(%|OzaQ )

where

A(m)T A(m)T

f(O’L|’YZ7 Q(m) {")/ hO(m)(Ve 01 Xi) X }51L{ ho(m)(‘/ie_ 02 Xi)e_/gg;(M)Xi }6%
exp { =7 [Hé’fm)(Ve_ﬂ(M)T ) = B (Ve P X0y
i
exp { — i (H35™ (Wiem P70 — 7™ (vie P X))

Under the gamma frailty model, the respective conditional expectations of ~;, and logy; at mth step are
~ N -1
& = E (410,00 ) = (D; +1/60) {1/ + B0 (v;, w3, 5) }

and
&5 = B (10g7110,00) = (Dy +1/51 ) — log {1/5™) + H™ (Vi Wi, B) }
where
ﬁO(m)(‘/hWhB(m)) _ Z I’_jg}im)(‘/vie_gé;”) )+(51 { )(We_g(m)T
k=1,2

)= B (Ve B2 L

D; = S0, 6;i, T(x) is the Gamma function and W(z) = I'(x)/T(x) is the digamma function. Therefore, the
conditional expectation of the complete-data log-likelihood equals

E (10)|0,27) + B (1801, h§)|0. Q) + E (1802, 16,)|0. 00 ) + E (1(B12, 1) 0,2

where ) )
E (1()]0, 00" ) = 711 Z; <D + > im — % ;51(;’” - §1oga ~logT (i) ,
E (l(BOk, 130, §<m>) %zn: [5M {1og hg, (Vie BonXe) — %Xi} — &M e (Vie 5%&)] k=1,2,
and -
E (1(512, h32)|0,§<m>) - ;i‘; [5&- {1og hoy(Wie PiaXi) _ 53‘2)@-}

~0uEl { Hip(Wie Pa%) — Hpy(Vie %) 1]
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S4 Derivation of the Estimators

We start with a simple case of piecewise constant hazard function,

Jik,n

%) =D ciral(tipi1 <t <tjny)
=1

on [0, Mjx], where 0 = tjr0 < tjp1 < -+ < tjk i, = Mji are equally spaced, Mox denotes an upper bound for

Vie*ﬁkaXi, k € {1,2}, and M;2 denotes an upper bounds for Wiefﬁgxi. Then, the cumulative piecewise hazard
function are

Jk n ij,n
Z Cina(t = tina ) (birg—1 <t < tigr) + (Mir/Tikn) D ciral (> tini).
=1

In the following, these piecewise functions will be used to acquire an approximated profile-likelihood function of 3;y,
which converges to a limiting function of 8;x, jk € {01,02,12}, as n — oo, Jjk, — o0 and Jjg,/n — 0. The
estimators of B, jk € {01, 02,12}, are defined as the maximizing values of respective smooth approximations of the
limiting functions, with respect to ;5. Given the estimates of the regression coefficients, the proposed smoothing
approach also provides estimators of the baseline hazard functions. In the next subsections we provide a detailed
derivation of the proposed estimations.

S4.1 Estimating (5}, h5,) and (8L, hg,)
We begin with the estimation method of (8%}, hg,) by substituting kg, (t) and Hg, (t) in E (l(ﬁm, hg)|0, Q(m)>:
E(1(Bor, )]0, Q) =

Jo1,n

= *Z 01 lochl (tora-1 < Vie P05 < to1) — BE X,

Joi,n

T 5. BT x.
—51(3?) Z cora(Vie P X — 411 I (to11-1 < Vie PorXi <141 )
=1
Joi,n
M01
J Z co1, L(Vie™ B X > t01,1)
0l,n
Joi,n
= —*2512@)1){ + - 2511 log > coril(tori-1 < Vie™ Pors < to1))
=1 =1

Joi,n

1 & AT s T
- Zgl(f?) Z cori(Vie PorXi — o1 1 ) (tor1-1 < Vie PorXi <11 )

Jo1,n

M
- ZCOUI (Vie PonXs > 1o, 1)

JOl n

Jo1,n

1
= _*2511501)( + - Zlogcouz(su (tora—1 < Vie 800X < 1g,)
i=1

Jo1,n
1 _ 8T X,
—— g Co1,1 g 51(1) Vie P X t—tora-1) I (tor -1 < Vie PorXi <41 )
=1 =1
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M m
0 Zgl(z)l Ve_ﬁm P> tOll) . (16)

L]Ol ny
For a given value of 5y1, c((ﬁfg that maximizes Eq. (16), I =1,2,..., Jo1,n, is given by
n _ BT x.
Sl (t < Vie PonXe <t
&) = >iz1 01l (tora—1 < Vie 01,1) Can

01 m
P 551 (Vie P Xi —tor 1)1 (tor,-1 < Vie P X 1<to1z)+Jm°1 Y€ )I(Ve BorXi > to1)

An approximated profile-likelihood function of By1, based on the piecewise hazard, is obtained by plugging (17) into
(16),

lo} (Bo1) =
J01 n
= **2511501)( + - Z log(co1,i 2511 (tor1-1 < Vie 0% < 1oy )
1=1 1=1
J01 n .
—— Z Co1,1 251 . (Vie™ BonXi tori—1)I(tor,—-1 < Vie P X < gy ))
M n
JOlOl ST EI(VieT X > 1)
=1
1 1 Join n -
—  _ AT . _ — . > Bo1Xi
= - 2511501)(1 - l_zl ;5121(1501,171 < ViemPorti < g1 )
1 Joi,n n
+ > 6ul(tori—1 < Vie X < 1914) |log 2513 (tori—1 < Vie P0Xs < 1g1)
=1 i=1 j=1

n

T . _ BT x.
—log 251(?)(%'6 ForXi — o1 1-1) 1 (tor,—1 < Vie Por®i < gy )

j=1
M01 =
Jmn Zgu (Vie PonXi >ty )
By multiplying the numerator and the denominator by - ‘” ™ we obtain
Io1 (Bo1) =
1 n 1 Joi,n n .
= - ;5115(?1)(1 - ; ;5111(1501,1—1 < Vie PoXi < 45))

Jo1i,n n
1 - AT g
+ Z (Z 61il (tor,1—1 < Vie PorXe <ty )

=1 =1

J()ln - _ BT x.
log : o1 (tor1-1 < Vie PoXs < g1
nM01 ; J ( s J 7)

(m) - _8T X,
— log nM Z‘sm (Vje P s —tor,—1) I (for—1 < Vye PorXs < gy )
+- ZE I(Vie PaXs > 491 )
1 n ]0171 n
= _Ezléllﬁg—in lz; Z;élz toll 1 < V@ 501 i< tOl l)
= i
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Joi,n

1 < T J,
- ) >~ Bo1 X 01,n B
+ . E 01id (01,11 < Ve Porti <ty 1) log Mor E 511 (tor -1 < Vie P < gy )
=1 i=1 7j=1
1 n
—*E 011 (to1,1—1 < Vie™ B X i <to1,)log *E V€7601 i >to1,4)
n
=1 j=1
JOln (m) —BT X
+7§€ Vie PnXi _¢ I(to1 -1 < Ve PuXi <t
Mo, 2 ( o1, 1—1) (to1,0-1 <V 01,1)

The term —2+ Z‘]m S 0l (tor—1 < Vie BnXi < to1,) equals —% 37" §y;, because for subject 4, Vie B Xi
must belong to one of the intervals. Therefore, for maximizing [j} (801) with respect to So; it is enough to consider

161 (Bor) =
1 n
= —EZ&iﬁ&Xi
Joi,n T o <
T
+ Z 2511 (tori—1 < Vie P < tg1 1) log 7;;/; > 61 I(tora—1 < Vie PN <ty )
i=1 01 5

_72611 tOll 1<V€ BOI i <t0]_l log Zg Ve 601 J >t01l>

i=1

T .
Zgu Vie 0o — o1y ) (tor i1 < Vie P0X <o) 8| (18)

In the spirit of Zeng and Lin (2007) and Liu et al. (2013), as n — 0o, Jo1,n, — 00 and Jo1 »/n — 0, it can be shown
that I, (Bo1) converges uniformly in Bp; to a limiting function lo1(801), where

2P0 =1,Vexp{—BHLX} < )li—pexp(_sT
loi(Bo1) = FE t=v expl By, X ;

T
—018n X + o1 log{ E[FI(Vexp{-BLX} >vexp{-BX})]

and ¥ = E(71|0x, ﬁ)

Moreover, 2 5t (51 =1,Vexp{-pl X} < t) can be approximated by

1 Zéle <log{Vj} - 8L X; - logt}>

tnag; “— ao1
=1

)

and E [7I(V exp{—p{; X} > t)] can be approximated by

nj - log ¢ a0 aot ’

log{V,;}—Ba, X;—s

ao1

where K (-) is a kernel function and ag; is the bandwidth. By setting « =

1N () (log{V;}—Bg, X; —log t)/an
— g & K (z)dx.
n L.j

j=1 —o0

we get
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Thus, the term E

o = T
5, log { 2P(1 =1,V exp{—BH X} < )iy ep( s x)

— can be approximated by
B 1(V exp{—Fh X} = vexp{—BhX})] H

“1n log{V;} — B, X; — (log{Vi} — 65, Xi
[Vi eXp{—BaX,-}nam] ijl 51jK< {Vi} 01 ] am( {Vi} 01 )
*Z‘Slilog ) ) . )
nis (n)=1 yor_, &) [lostval= oo - otV =d Xol/uor g (1) gy

Based on the approximations above, ¥, (1) can be approximated by
151(Bo1)
1 n
= — }; 01i5) X
-

[exp(log{V;} — ﬂg;X‘)naoﬂ T ik (et X les Vi 80X )

ao1

1 n
— 015 L
+n; 1; log

(n)~1 Zn 1 flog{V} BL X ;—log{Vi}+BL X ]/aolK( )dz
J
1< 1 1 < log{V;} — BL X; — log{V;} + BL X;
= —7261i10g{Vi}+*Z(51i10g Zéle(Og{ i} = B X; —log{Vi} + fo, )
n P n =1 naopi = aopl

T T
1 1SN m) [log{V; }—B6, X; —log{Vi}+65, Xi] /aoa
_E;(S”log E;EM /_OO K(s)ds

Since K (+) is a smooth function, the maximizer of [, (8o1), denoted by 3017 can be found by gradient-based algorithms.
Let 58@ denote the maximizer of I§,(8o1) at step m. Given BOT), a smooth estimator of h,(¢) can be obtained by

log{V;} — B ™ X, — 1og<t>>
t

ao1

(nagit) ™' 327, 01K (

T (175) = o
(n)-1 E;l ) f[log{V} Bo™ X —log(t)] /a0 K (u)du
and the estimator of H (t), is obtained by
t
e (t 5<m>) / hotm) (S B(m))
0
Similarly, due to the symmetry between transition 0 — 1 and 0 — 2, we get
(nagat) ™' Y1 0o K <log{V} (M)X log(t)>
- N 7= ao2
hoy™ (t;ﬂ&")) = — >0,
(n)-1 E?:l 51(,7;}) fEZf{Vj}*ﬁoz X;j—log(t)]/ao2 K (u)du
where B3 is the maximizer of I, (Bo2) at step m and
182(Boz)
1 1 & 1 & log{V} } — B, X, — log{Vi} + BLX,
= =N 6 log{Vit 4+ =N 6yl = N5 K J 023 j 02

T T
13 13 (m) [log{V;} =By X —log{V;}+B5>X:]/ao2
- Eldmlog -~ E 151,3' [m K(s)ds
1= j=
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. . T
S4.2 Estimating (55, h95)
In the illness-death setting, the death time after disease diagnosis is truncated by the age at diagnosis. Therefore,
the kernel smoothing method described previously should be adapted to accommodate left truncation. To this end,

we start with substituting hS,(t) and HY,(t) into E (l(ﬂlg, h$,)|O, ﬁ(m)) and get

E (1a(B12,15,)] 0,007

Ji2,n
= —*2531512)( + - Z(SBZIOg > crnal(tizg1 < Wie™ PLXi < t1y))
=1 i=1 =1
Ji2,n
_ AT . _ BT x.
2511 T) Z croa(Wie™Pi2Xi — 101 ) I(t12 1 < Wie P20 < t15))
=1
Ji2,n . .
— Z croa(Vie P2Xo — 4151 ) I(t1og 1 < Vie P2Xi < ty5)
=1
.]12 n J12 n
M12 ﬁ M12
cro gl (Wie™Pei > 5, cio, 1 (Vie™ X 2> tag
J12n Z ) - 12,n Z )
1 Ji2,n
= —*2531512)( + = Z log(ci2, 25& (t12,0—1 < Wye™ B2 X < t127)
=1 =1

J12 n

4T x,
—— Z c12,1 Z5lz 1. We PXi _ tiog—1)I(tizg—1 < Wie PrXi < t15))

T 3. _ BT x.
- Z&igl(zl)(vie_ﬁ”x’ —tiog- 1) (tizg—1 < Vie P2Xi < 119))

M12 (m) BT, X; M12 (m) B8
J12 n ;6“51 AW 2 fiat) = Ji2.n ;511 ! e e o) )
For a given value of 12, maximizing Eq. (19) with respect to c124, I = 1,2, ..., J,, gives the following maximizers
m = _gT x.
ey = {Z§3il(t12,ll < Wie P2 < tm)}
i=1

n
T 3. _ BT .
[Z 511'51(,7?)(Wi€7ﬁ12xl —tig,1-1)I(t12,-1 < Wie PraXi < t12,1)

i=1

n
_ 3T ¥y 87T x.
- 2511'51(?)(‘/2‘6 PaXi 1o ) I(tig—1 < Vie™P2%i < ty5))

Mlg M12

J12n

Zahel(”j)f(we PlaXi > 415)) Z&h EMI(Vie PaXi > 415 )| . (20)
12n

i=1 i=1

The piecewise-based profile-likelihood function of 315 is obtained by plugging Eq. (20) into Eq. (19),

115 (B12)
1 n J12n n
= —— (SiTXi 51 t <W; —BHX t
nz 3iB12 ;;3 12,0—1 € < 12,1)
Ji2,n
1
+ Z <[Z(531 tlgl 1 < Wie™ BlaXi <t121)‘| log( )>
=1
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1 n 1 n
= - Z 03312 X — - Z 03i
=1 =1
1 Ji2,n n .
+ﬁ Z <Z 63l (t1a,—1 < Wie ™ P2Xi < t15))

=1 i=1

J
log 12”253J tlgl 1<W€ BlaX ]<t121)

J .
S ZS 513 (Wje —BhX; _ ti2,-1)1(t12-1 < Wjeiﬁg){] <ti2g)
Zg(m)élg Ve_ﬂlzxJ —t120-1)I(t120-1 < Vje_ﬁlTQXj < ti21)

1 o(m) T x. 1<
— ENS T o B1aX; >t — 6 V B2 X; >t
+nZ 011 (We 12,1) nz:: 1 1(Ve 12,1)

The term I(Wje —BlaX; > tigg) — I(Vie~ BlaX > t12,) consists of the following possible cases. If Vje’ﬁlTZXJ' <
Wie P2Xi < t15, then I(Wje BiXi > ty9,) — I(Vje*ﬂfzxj > t197) =0—0=0. If t19; < Vje P1Xi < Wie P2Xs,
then I(W,;e™P12Xi > t15 ) = I(Vje P2Xi > t15)) = 1—1=0.If Vje P2Xi < ty5; < Wie P22Xi | then I(W,e P12Xi >
ti2,1) — I(Vje_ﬁfzxf > t12,;) =1 — 0= 1. Thus, we can write

I(Wje_ﬁlT?Xj > tlgyl) — I(ije_ﬂng > tlZ,l) = I(‘/je—ﬂng < tlg’l < Wje_ﬁng)

and as a consequence,

n

1 m - j
- Zé’( 51] (W e —B15X; > t12l R ZS (51] (V}@ B2 X; > t12,l)
j=1 =

fZE(m)cSlj Ve Bl X 7<t121<W€ Bl X )

After plugging in this term into 75(312), the profile log-likelihood becomes
175 (Br2)

- - ;agiﬁﬂxi -2 2531-
n

Jiz2,n
1 - _ 37T x.
+ﬁ Z <Z S3il (trg—1 < Wie™P2Xi < t15))

=1 i=1

J12,n

n
T .
log i 253j1(t12,z—1 <Wie P < ty))
g j=1

Jizn . _ .
—log le 25( n)51] Wie B —t120-1)1(t120-1 < Wie PXs < t12,1)

Zg(m)&g Vie™ P2 X; —tig,1-1) I (t12,0-1 < Vje_ﬁ?sz < t121)

4= Z€(7n)51] VS BLX; <t121<W6 B X )
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By dropping the term — =+ ZZ 1 034, and using similar arguments given earlier, as n — 00, Ji2, — oo and Jiz /1 — 0,
175(B12) converges uniformly in f12 to a limiting function ly15(812),

P(63 =1, We_BSX < t)|t:we—5¥"2x
)]

E[F6 I(Ve PX < we PlX < WePl2X

lig(f12) = F

—(53,8?2)( + 53 10g {

The term %P((Sg =1, WePi2X < t) can be approximated by

zn; (10g{Wj} — BiaX; — 10gt> ’

t’l’Lalg ai2

and the term E |36,1(Ve PX <t < We_ﬁlT?X)} can be approximated by

(log{W y-8Lx 10gt)/a12

L o(m)
ﬁ;su 51j/ K (x)dz.
J:

(log{V;}-BT, X, —logt) /a2

Clearly, this approximation takes into account the left truncation of the survival time by age at disease diagnosis.
Thus, the term

T
O P63 =1,We P2X < t)|

E |6310 t=we P27
5ok { B I(Ve PhX < we=PLX < WePLX)]

can be approximated by

— n log{W,} — TX'—IO Wl + TXi
[W; exp{—B{5X;}nai] 12-_163]‘[(( g{W;} — By ]a12 g{Wi} + Bis )

i;@m

-1 (m) (log{W;}—B1,X; —log{Wi}+81,X: ) /a2
" Z 1J f IOE{VJ} /BEXJ_IOg{Wi}+ﬂgX1)/a12 #® (33) dz

Combining the approximations above, I¥5(f12) is approximated by the following smooth function
12(B12)
1 n
= - ; 03i312 X

_ 1 - _lo ) T x.
[Wz exp{_B{QXi}nalﬂ 1 Z;’L:1 63jK (IOg{WJ} 51T2X.7 ! g{W,,}—O—ﬁngz)

a2

1 (m) 5 (log{W; }— BT, X; —log{W, }+ BT, X, ) /a12
n ijl gl, 1Jf10g{V} ﬁgx —log{W }+512 )/a12

1 n
— 03; 1
+nizzl 3; log

K (z)dz

Ly Ly Ly log{W;} — A1, X; — log{Wi} + {5 X;
= —— 03; log{W;} + — 03; 1o — 0K J 1242 j i 12 1)
n;?’ g{Wi} n;?’ g nau; 35 (

ai2
w. T x . W, T x.
(log{ 3} —B12X;—log{ ,,}+/312X,,)/a12

1 n 1 n .
—EZ;(S?)ilOg nz;gl(’j)élj/ K(l‘)dl‘
i= j=

(log{V;}— BT, X; —log{ W, }+ 87, X:)/a12

Given the maximizer of I{,(/512) at step m, denoted by E(m), h9,(t) is estimated by
12 12 12

Lo sk <1og{wj}ﬁ73m>leog<t>>
t

nalgt ai12

R (1857) = >0,

<log{W} BT("L)X 710g(t))/a12
(108 {v5} B X; ~log(t)) /ar2

- Z] 1 S(m 1j f K(u)du
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S5 Variance Estimation by weighted bootstrap

Let G;,i = 1,...,n, be n independent copies of a positive random variable from a known distribution with mean
and variance 1. Let

() = L.(0) + 1, (Bors hy) + 1, (Bozs hg2) + 1, (Brz, hi)
be a weighted log-likelihood function of the complete data, where

1 « 1 &
-~ ; D;& Gy + -~ ; &G

1 — 1 1 — 171 1 1
ﬁ; (Dz + g - 1) gg,iGi — %;5'11(;14- ﬁ |:0_ log{o_} —IOgF <0_>:| EG“

l(0)

=1
1< r . 4T x

I (Boi, hg1) = n {5“ loghgl(vieiﬁglxl)*ﬂgl)(i} —&1,iHg, (Vie BOTIXl)}G’:’

=1 -
* o 1 I o — BT, x; T o -BT X,
I (Bo2, hga) = I {52i log hgy(Vie™ 702 ’)—502Xi}_51,iH02(Vi€ 02 ’)}Gi,

i=1 B
* o 1 - i o -B8L X, T
Iy (B2, hiy) = I {53¢ log h{y(Wie™ 712 l)_ﬁsz}

i=1 )

~duis [HpWie X — Hp (Ve 25} 6

Similarly, the weighted versions of L (Bjk), jk € 01,02, 12, are given by

1ok (Bor)
1 & 1 & 1 & log{V;} — BL X; —log{V; I X;
T n Zéki‘/iGi + Ezak‘iGi log Py Z(SijiK ( 0g{Vi} — BoxX; —log{Vi} + Boy, )
i=1 i=1 Ok 521 ok
18 1 [log{V;} —B5), X —log{ Vi }+55, Xi] /aor
—fz&ﬂ-Gi log *Z&,jGi/ K(s)ds p, fork=1,2, (21)
ni3 nia —o0
and
175(B12)
e IS Gt LY hnGiiogd S a Gk (log{Wj} — 85X, — log{Wi} + BLX, )
n i1 n P naig = 7 ai2

1 1™ (log{W; }— 815 X —log{ W }+ 81, X;) /a12
—72531‘Gi log — ZELﬁUGi/ K(LL') dx . (22)
ni4 n =1 (log{V;}—BE, X ;—log{W:}+87, X)) /a12
The estimators of each bootstrap sample are derived by maximizing of Eq. (21) and (22).

Given the bootstrap estimates of the resression coefficients, the corresponding bootstrap estimators of the baseline
hazard functions are given by

log{V;} — B3 X; — log(t)
Aok

(naokt) ™ 3071 0k Gi K (

>,t>0,k::1,2,

ASZ (tQB\Ok) = " llog{V;} =By X —log(t)] /a
(n) =130 &1 Gi [Co5H T on " K (u)du

and

(namt)*l Z?:l 53jGiK (

a12

log{W,} - Bif X; — log<t>>
t

Tox (t; 2 ) _ _ >0.
12 B12 log{Wj}—BﬁTXj_logt)/a12 ’

e (€
()= e 13005 G g v, 5 x, togt)jans B (I
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S6 Estimation Procedure When Frailty is Not Required

Define RY(8) = logV; — 87X;, RV (B) = logW; — BTX;. Then, By is estimated by maximization of I3, (Box),

k =1,2, where
Z&g (RY(ﬁok) - RY(ﬁOk))
J

napk,mn = aok,n

1 n 1 n
lor(Box) = —— > kilog Vi + - > drilog
=1 i=1

1 <& 1 {RY (Bor)—RY (Bok)}/aok
—— Ok L — K(s)d ,
n; ki log n;/w (s)ds

(B12 is estimated by maximization of

1 1 1 n RW(I312) *Rf"(ﬂu)
2(Br2) = “n Z d3; log Wi + - Zégi log s Z 63 K ( J
i=1 i=1 N j=1

a12.n
{R}Y (B12)—R}" (B12)}/a12

_%Z(Sgﬂlog Zélj/ K (s)ds b
=1

RY (B12)—RY (B12)}/a12
and given 5( v > Jk € {01,02,12}, the baseline hazard functions are estimated by

(naornt) ™ S 0k ((RY (BF) ~ logt/anen)
Bl
n—1 ZZ ) f{Rv(ﬁ )—logt}/aok,n K(s)ds

~ (naiont) 30 05, K ({RW(A(m)) —log t}/alzn)

RIOE
1 {RY (B12)—logt}/a12.n
not Yl O f{va(m) log £} /ar . K(s)ds

hggn)( ) = = 1723

3

and H O(m) f ho(m) (s)ds. No recursive algorithm is required.

S7 Simulation Results Without Frailty

To demonstrate the performance of the estimation method without frailty, data were generated similar to Section 4
but with £&;, = 1,4 =1,...,1000. The regression coefficients and the hazard functions were estimated based on the
procedure of Sections S5 above. In this simulation about 17% of the observations were censored at healthy state,
and about 19% of those who diagnosed with the disease were censored before death. The results are summarized in
Tables S1. As expected, the proposed estimators performs well in terms of bias and coverage rates.

S8 Additional Simulations Results

Table S2 presents simulation results for several baseline hazard functions with different values of ¢ in the bandwidths
used in the estimation of the regression coefficients.

S9 Marginal Survival Functions under the AFT Model

We begin with the probability S} (t|X;) = Pr(Ty; > t, Te; > t|X;).
S(J)\/[(thz) = PT(TU >t, Ty > t|XZ)
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/ Pr(Ty; > t, T > t| X5, v:) f (7| Xi)dvi
0

(o]
/ Pr(Ty > t,T2 > t| X5, %) f(vi)dvi
0

= / Pr(Ty; > t[X;, %) Pr(Te > 11 X5, %) f(vi)dvi
0

/ exp{—y; [Hgy (te™ 70 X%) + H, (te™702%)]} f (i) dys
0

—1/o
= {1+ olHg (te™ %) 4 Hey(te™ 5% )] |

The marginal survival function S{% (t|t1, X;) = Pr(Te; > t|Ty; = t1,To; > t1, X;) for t > t; > 0 equals
o0
S (tt, Xi) = / Pr(Ty > t|Thvs = t1,Tos > t1, Xi, vi) f (sl T = t1, Toi > t1, Xi)dy; -
0

For the conditional density of ~;, we write

lima—,0 x Pr(Thi € [t1,t1 + A), Toi > t1]X;,7%) f (7] X3)
JvilTy =t1,To; > 1, X;) = ——4 (1 [ | )
lima o 5 Pr(Th; € [ti,t1 + A), To; > 1] X5)

where f(v;|X;) = f(v:) and under the gamma frailty model
.1
ilino A Pr(Ty; € [t1,t1A), To; > t1]1X4,7:) =
= Pr(Ti; > t1, To; > 1| X5, 7i) Ao (11| X5, 72)
= exp{=mlHy (e %) + Hey(he ) [Jahgy (e P )em 0%
Therefore,

1
ilglo ZPI‘(TM S [thtl + A),Tgi > tl‘Xz) =

(o] 1
= / lim — Pr(Ty; € [t1,t1 + A), To; > t1| X5, vi) f (3] Xi)dvi
0 A=0 A

oo
T 3. _ AT . 3T x.\ 87T x.
/ exp{ —yi[Hgy (tre™70%) - Hg,y (tre™ 02 X) |}y gy (e~ Por X )e=Por s f () dry,
0

T x .\ 8T x. e o _ BT x. o _ BT x.
= h81(t1€_501X1)6 BOIXL/ exp{—;[Hg, (tie BOIX”)‘*‘Hoz(tle BOQX”)]}’Yif(%)d%'
0

—1/o+1
= Byt X0 PN (1t o) {1+ G (e 0N 4 HEy (e 0] | .

By combining the above expressions, we get
S{g(t‘tl, Xi) = PT(TQZ' > t|T11 = tl,TQi > tl,Xi) =

o)
= / Pr(Ty; > t|Ty; = t1, T > t1, X, %) f(vilTui = t1, T2 > t1, X;)dry;
0

o —gT i .
B /oo exp {_’YiHu (te B1aX )} lima o %P’I“(Tli € [tl,tl + A),Tgi > t1|Xi7’Yi)f(,Yi|Xi)d’y-
0

—~.HP° -BL,X; 1
exp{ ’YZH12 (tle Pz )} lima_sq ZP’/’(TM € [tl,tl + A),Tz,‘ > t1|Xi)

1/0+1
_ Lt ol (e~ ) + Hi(tre#5)
14 o[HG, (tre=PorXi) 4+ HEy(tre=Po2Xi) 4+ HY, (te*fBszXi) — HY, (tlefﬁszxi)] '

S10 Marginal Survival under the Conditional Cox Model

SYECoTXy) = Pr(Ty > t, Ty > t|X;)
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Table S1: Simulation results without frailty

(a) The regression coefficients.

Boin  Boiz Bo2a Bozz Bz B2z Pi2s

True values 1 0.5 1 1 0.5 0.5 1

mean 1.01 050 1.01 1.01 049 049 1.03
empirical SD  0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.07
CR 095 097 093 092 093 096 0.90

(b) The cumulative baseline hazard functions.

t 0.10 020 030 040 050 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00
HE, (1) 0.0l 004 009 016 025 036 049 064 081 1.00
mean 0.0l 004 009 016 025 036 049 064 081 1.00
empirical SD  0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 002 003 004 006 008 0.10
CR 095 0.96 096 096 095 097 096 095 096 0.96
HE,(t) 002 006 0.14 024 038 054 074 096 122 1.50
mean 002 006 0.13 024 037 054 073 096 1.22 1.50
empirical SD 0.00  0.01 0.02 0.02 004 004 006 007 010 0.14
CR 094 097 095 095 097 094 095 097 096 0.96
H?,(t) 001 0.04 009 016 025 036 049 0.64 081 1.00
mean 0.0l 004 009 016 026 037 050 065 0.83 1.01
empirical SD  0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 006 007 008 009 010 0.13
CR 088 0.92 095 096 095 094 094 094 094 0.95

/000 Pr(Ty; > t, Toi > t[X5) f (] Xi, i) di
= [ ew (s [Hg @0+ 0] | s
= {1 +o [Hgl(t)eﬂoTlXi + ng(t)eﬁﬂT?Xi] }_1/0 .

and

S%’Cow(t\tl,Xi) = Pr(Ty > T =t1, T > t1, X5)

1/041
1+ o [Hg, (t1) P 4 H, (t) o2 s]
L+ o [Hg, (t1)eP0 X 4 Hgy (t1)eP0 X + Hpy () P20 — HY, (1) eP12%1] .

S11 Analysis of the Rotterdam Breast Cancer Data Without Frailty

The analysis of the Rotterdam breast cancer data without frailty is presented in Table S3. Additionally, the RSPs
of the proposed AFT model and the RSPs of the Cox model are presented in Figures S1-S2.
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Table S2: Simulation results with frailty, various bandwidths ¢ and various baseline hazard functions.

hgl(t) = 27 h82(t) = 37 h(1)2(t) =2

o ¢ o 301,1 301,2 302,1 302,2 512,1 512,2 312,3

True values 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0
2 35 mean 1.98 098 045 097 1.00 0.46 041 0.92
empirical SD  0.34 0.18 0.27 028 0.18 0.25 0.30 0.21
CR 096 095 095 096 097 094 090 094
50 mean 1.91 1.04 0.51 1.03 1.03 0.53 0.51 1.04
empirical SD  0.33 0.17 0.27 026 0.17 0.21 0.25 0.22
CR 094 094 093 096 096 097 092 0.96
75 mean 1.88 1.06 0.51 1.05 1.05 0.54 054 1.08
empirical SD  0.30 0.15 0.24 023 0.15 0.20 0.22 0.17
CR 093 091 091 095 095 094 090 0.93
100 mean 1.81 1.10 0.52 1.08 1.08 0.56 054 1.14
empirical SD  0.30 0.15 0.23 023 0.14 0.20 0.23 0.16
CR 091 089 093 095 094 092 093 0.87

() = ajr/(L+1), a1 =2, ao2 = 3, a12 = 2
2 35 mean 205 093 048 096 096 037 040 0.73
empirical SD 040 0.24 033 029 0.20 0.33 0.42 0.35
CR 098 092 095 095 096 093 094 0.86
50 mean 1.95 1.01 0.50 1.01 1.01 048 0.51 0.94
empirical SD 040 0.20 0.29 027 0.19 034 040 0.36
CR 096 093 094 096 095 093 095 0.96
75 mean 1.92 1.04 048 1.01 1.02 052 0.50 1.09
empirical SD  0.37 0.18 0.26 024 0.17 0.32 0.38 0.31
CR 095 093 095 097 093 092 093 094
100 mean 1.90 1.05 048 1.02 1.04 0.53 049 1.13
empirical SD  0.36 0.16 0.25 024 0.16 0.29 0.36 0.28
CR 096 094 094 097 094 093 093 0.92
5k (t) =t~ ¢{log(t)}/[1 — d{log(1)}], jk € 01,02, 12

True values 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0
2 35 mean 2.02 098 047 095 096 044 038 0.82
empirical SD  0.35 0.14 0.18 0.19 0.15 024 025 0.26
CR 096 097 095 095 095 095 091 0.88
50 mean 1.90 1.02 0.50 1.00 1.01 0.46 0.46 0.98
empirical SD  0.32 0.12 0.16 0.18 0.14 0.26 0.25 0.30
CR 094 098 095 096 095 096 095 0.94
75 mean 1.86 1.03 0.49 1.01 1.02 050 0.52 1.13
empirical SD  0.33 0.10 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.27 0.27 0.32
CR 090 094 096 096 092 097 094 0.93
100 mean 1.84 1.04 049 1.01 1.03 0.50 0.50 1.18
empirical SD  0.32 0.10 0.12 0.15 0.11 022 0.25 0.31
CR 092 091 096 095 092 097 096 0.93
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Table S3: Rotterdam Tumor Bank Data Analysis: AFT model with our proposed estimation procedure without
frailty and Cox illness-death model without frailty. Adjusted p-values in bold are less than 0.05.

Proposed Model (¢ = 65) Cox Model
Est exp SE P-value Holm Est exp SE P-value Holm

Transition: surgery — relapse

Age at surgery* 0.13 1.14 0.05 0.016 0.052 -0.16 0.85 0.04 0.000 0.002
log of lymph nodes -0.41 0.67 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.43 1.54 0.04 0.000 0.000
log of estrogen+1 0.08 1.08 0.03 0.024 0.052 -0.04 0.96 0.02 0.027 0.082
log of progesterone+1 0.08 1.08 0.03 0.007r 0.035 -0.02 0.98 0.02 0.206 0.260

Postmenopausal (vs. premenopausal) -0.30 0.74 0.16  0.059 0.059 0.18 1.19 0.12 0.130 0.260
Tumor size (vs. < 20mm)

20-50mm -0.30 0.74 0.10 0.004 0.021 021 124 0.08 0.006 0.026

> 50mm -0.48 0.62 0.12 0.000 0.000 043 154 0.10 0.000 0.000
Hormone therapy 0.56 1.76 0.13 0.000 0.000 -0.42 0.66 0.09 0.000 0.000
Chemotherapy 047 160 0.10 0.000 0.000 -0.47 0.63 0.09 0.000 0.000
Tumor grade 3 (vs. 2) -0.25 0.78 0.10 0.013 0.052 0.24 1.27 0.08 0.003 0.016
Transition: surgery — death
Age at surgery* -098 037 0.13 0.000 0.000 1.35 388 0.14 0.000 0.000
log of lymph nodes -0.06 0.94 0.11  0.587 1.000 0.14 1.14 0.12 0.267 1.000
log of estrogen+1 0.01 1.01 0.05 0.919 1.000 -0.05 095 0.06 0.436 1.000
log of progesterone+1 -0.02 098 0.05 0.731 1.000 0.11 1.11 0.06 0.076 0.685

Postmenopausal (vs. premenopausal) 0.10 1.10 0.46  0.838 1.000 -0.31 0.73 0.63 0.624 1.000
Tumor size (ref. < 20mm)

20-50mm 0.18 1.20 0.17  0.305 1.000 -0.10 091 0.24 0.682 1.000

> 50mm -0.18 0.83 0.21  0.381 1.000 0.17 1.19 0.30 0.557 1.000
Hormone therapy 028 132 021 0.179 1.000 -0.27 0.76 0.24  0.262 1.000
Chemotherapy 0.06 1.06 0.37 0.881 1.000 -0.20 0.82 0.55 0.714 1.000
Tumor grade 3 (vs. 2) 0.04 1.04 023 0.866 1.000 0.01 1.01 023 0.978 1.000
Transition: relapse — death
Age at surgery* -0.10 0.90 0.06 0.081 0.407 0.12 113 0.05 0.017 0.137
Years from surgery to relapse® 1.08 294 0.26 0.000 0.000 -1.15 0.32 0.27 0.000 0.000
log of lymph nodes 0.04 1.04 0.06 0.527 0.854 0.08 1.08 0.04 0.091 0.548
log of estrogen+1 0.14 1.16 0.04 0.000 0.002 -0.01 099 0.02 0.529 1.000
log of progesterone+1 0.10 1.11 0.04 0.020 0.140 -0.12 0.89 0.02 0.000 0.000

Postmenopausal (vs. premenopausal) -0.13 0.88 0.17  0.427 0.854 -0.15 0.86 0.14  0.292 0.876
Tumor size (ref. < 20mm)

20-50mm -0.24 0.79 0.11  0.029 0.176  0.24 1.27 0.10 0.012 0.111
> 50mm -0.22 0.80 0.13  0.099 0.407 026 129 0.12 0.026 0.185
Hormone therapy 0.34 140 0.11 0.002 0.016 0.04 1.04 0.10 0.672 1.000
Chemotherapy -0.17 0.85 0.15  0.267 0.800 0.17 118 0.11  0.129 0.644
Tumor grade 3 (vs. 2) -0.36 0.70 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.12 1.13 0.09 0.200 0.800

*devided by 10
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Figure S1: Goodness of fit plots for the illness-death models. Histograms of §(J¥ (Vi|X;) (left of (a), (c))
Sé‘?(%,du,égi,Uli) (right of (a), (C)), S%(WZH/Z,XL) (left of (b), (d)) and S%(WMVIL,(S&,UQL) (I‘ight of (b), (d))
The dashed lines are the expected values under the uniform distribution.
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H(t) based on Cox—Snell Residuals
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Figure S2: Cox-Snell residuals of each transition, Cox model
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