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Abstract

Nonparametric and semiparametric methods are commonly used in survival analysis to mitigate
the bias due to model misspecification. However, such methods often cannot estimate upper-tail
survival quantiles when a sizable proportion of the data are censored, in which case parametric
likelihood-based estimators present a viable alternative. In this article, we extend a popular fam-
ily of parametric survival models which make the Accelerated Failure Time (AFT) assumption to
account for heteroscedasticity in the survival times. The conditional variances can depend on ar-
bitrary covariates, thus adding considerable flexibility to the homoscedastic model. We present an
Expectation-Conditional-Maximization (ECM) algorithm to efficiently compute the HAFT maxi-
mum likelihood estimator with right-censored data. The methodology is applied to the heavily
censored data from a colon cancer clinical trial, for which a new type of highly stringent model
residuals is proposed. Based on these, the HAFT model was found to eliminate most outliers from
its homoscedastic counterpart.

Keywords: Accelerated Failure Time assumption, Heteroscedastic modeling, Right-censored life-
times, Expectation-Conditional-Maximization algorithm.

1 Introduction

When modeling the dependence of survival times T on a set of predictors X = (X1, . . . , XD), non-
parametric and semiparametric estimators are often used in medical applications to mitigate the ad-
verse effects of model misspecification. Some of the most well-known estimators of this type are
based on the Cox Proportional Hazards (CPH) model (Cox, 1972). The CPH model is highly flexible,
straightforward to fit, and accommodates right-censored failure times – a ubiquitous feature of med-
ical lifetime data. Another popular class of semiparametric survival estimators are those of quantile
regression (QR) models and their censoring extensions (Koenker and Bassett, 1978; Koenker, 2005;
Powell, 1986; Portnoy, 2003; Peng and Huang, 2008). However, both QR and CPH semiparametric
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models produce truncated estimators of the conditional survival function

S(t | x) = Pr(T > t | X = x)

when the largest survival times in the dataset are censored (e.g., Moeschberger and Klein, 1985; Peng
and Huang, 2008; Koenker, 2018). That is, the CPH and QR estimators are of the form Ŝ(t | x) ≡ 1− α0

beyond a data-dependent threshold t > t0, such that the corresponding quantile estimator

Q̂(α | x) = Ŝ−1(1− α | x)

for α > α0 is undefined. This can become a serious limitation when the censoring rate is high (e.g., Sy
and Taylor, 2000). In contrast, parametric likelihood-based estimators do not suffer from this issue,
thus presenting a viable alternative in heavy censoring situations when analyses of upper-tail survival
quantiles are desired.

A popular parametric-likelihood approach to conditional quantile estimation operates under the Ac-
celerated Failure Time (AFT) assumption (Wei, 1992; Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 2002); namely, that the
conditional survival time is given by

log(T) = µ(X) + ε,

where ε ∼ f0(t) is a random variable which does not depend on X. AFT models have an appealing
interpretation for quantile estimation: the relation between the conditional survival function S(t | x)
and the baseline survival function S0(t) of ε is

S(t | x) = S0(λ(x) · t), where λ(x) = e−µ(x).

However, as with any parametric model, incorrect specification of scale and distribution functions
µ(x) and f0(t) can adversely affect inferential results.

The purpose of this article is to relax the homoscedasticity assumption made by the AFT model on
the conditional log-survival distribution. Much attention has been devoted to this in the context of
random individual-level effects, referred to in the literature as “frailty modeling” (e.g. Hougaard,
1991; Keiding et al., 1997; Pan, 2001; Zhang and Peng, 2009). We adopt instead a covariate-dependent
heteroscedastic modeling approach of the form

log(T) = µ(X) + σ(X) · ε. (1)

Estimation for location-scale type regression models such as (1) has been studied extensively; see
e.g., Müller and Stadtmüller (1987); Cai and Wang (2008) and e.g., Hsieh (1996); Zeng and Lin (2007);
Zhang and Davidian (2008); Su et al. (2012) for nonparametric and semiparametric approaches, re-
spectively. With certain restrictions, (1) can also be viewed as a quantile regression model (e.g.
Koenker and Machado, 1999).
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Fully parametric likelihoods under model (1) have been studied by e.g., Boscardin and Gelman (1996);
Smyth (2002). Following these authors, we consider the generalized linear regression-type model
specification

µ(x) = x′β, σ2(x) = exp(x′γ), ε ∼ N (0, 1). (2)

While the adequacy of any failure time model clearly varies from one dataset to another, we shall
advocate here that the Heteroscedastic Accelerated Failure Time (HAFT) model (2) is an attractive
addition to the survival modeling toolkit for a number of reasons:

• Interpretability. As with the homoscedastic AFT model, the conditional survival function of the
HAFT model can be easily related to the baseline survival function of ε:

S(t | x) = S0
(
λ(x) · tα(x)), where

λ(x) = e−µ(x)/σ(x),
α(x) = 1/σ(x).

Consequently, it is straightforward to calculate S(t | x) under (2) for any combination of t and x
using the quantile function of a standard normal distribution.

• Tractability. A distinct advantage of the specific HAFT formulation (1) is the availability of an ef-
ficient algorithm for computing maximum likelihood estimators of β and γ in the censoring-free
setting (e.g., Smyth, 1989; Verbyla, 1993). In this article, we derive an Expectation-Conditional-
Maximization (ECM) algorithm (Meng and Rubin, 1993) to efficiently extend these computa-
tions to the right-censoring case.

• Flexibility. Adding conditional heteroscedasticity to the AFT model adds considerable flexi-
bility to the modeling of survival times. We demonstrate this both with a simulation study
indicating that even a small degree of unmodeled heteroscedasticity can lead to considerable
bias in quantile estimation, and with data from a colon cancer clinical trial exhibiting a high
proportion of censored survivals. To assess goodness-of-fit for these heavily censored data, a
new type of highly stringent model residuals is proposed. Based on these residuals, the HAFT
model was found to have far fewer outliers than its homoscedastic counterpart.

Elaborating on these points, the remainder of this article is organized as follows. The efficient maxi-
mum likelihood estimation algorithm for the HAFT model (1) with right-censored data is presented
in Section 2. A simulation study comparing AFT and HAFT models for the purpose of quantile esti-
mation is presented in Section 3. The analysis of the colon cancer data is presented in Section 4. We
conclude with a discussion of further work in Section 5.

2 Maximum Likelihood Estimation for the HAFT Model

In order to present parameter fitting algorithms for the HAFT model we introduce the following
notation. Let Ri = log(Ti) and Xi = (Xi1, . . . , XiD) denote the log-survival time and predictors for
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subject i. For ease of exposition, we write the HAFT model as

Ri | Xi
ind∼ N

(
W ′

i β, exp(Z′iγ)
)

, (3)

where Wi = (Wi1, . . . , Wip) = F(Xi) and Zi = (Zi1, . . . , Ziq) = G(Xi). The model parameters are
β = (β1, . . . , βp) and γ = (γ1, . . . , γq), and the loglikelihood function is

`(β, γ | R, X) = −1
2

n

∑
i=1

[
(Ri −W ′

i β)2

exp(Z′iγ)
+ Z′iγ

]
, (4)

where R = (R1, . . . , Rn) and X = (X1, . . . , Xn).

2.1 Estimation Without Censoring

We first present a method of calculating the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) of θ = (β, γ) for
complete (uncensored) data. For fixed γ, the conditional loglikelihood for the mean parameters is

`(β | γ, R, X) = −1
2

n

∑
i=1

[
(Ri −W ′

i β)2

σ2
i

]
, where σ2

i = exp(Z′iγ).

This is the loglikelihood function of a linear model with normal errors and known variances σ2
i . With

Wn×p =
[
W1 | · · · |Wn

]′, it is maximized at

β̂ = (W ′ΩW)−1W ′ΩR, where Ω−1 = diag
(
σ2

1 , . . . , σ2
n
)
. (5)

For fixed β, the conditional loglikelihood of the variance parameters is

`(γ | β, R, X) = −1
2

n

∑
i=1

[
Ui

exp(Z′iγ)
+ Z′iγ

]
, where Ui = (Ri −W ′

i β)2. (6)

This can be recognized as the loglikelihood of a Generalized Linear Model (GLM) for a Gamma distri-
bution with logarithmic link function (e.g., Nelder and Pregibon, 1987; Smyth, 1989). The latter pro-
vides a Fisher scoring algorithm which iteratively updates β and γ and converges to the MLE (Smyth,
1989). While further accelerations are possible (e.g., Smyth, 2002), the maximization of GLM likeli-
hoods can be readily accomplished with tools from standard regression software. For example, with
Un×1 = (U1, . . . , Un) and Zn×q =

[
Z1 | · · · | Zn

]
, the maximizer γ̂ of (6) can be computed in R with the

command
glm(U ∼ Z - 1, family = Gamma("log")). (7)

Our numerical experiments indicate that alternating between maximization of (5) and of (7) converges
very quickly to the MLE of θ = (β, γ).
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2.2 An ECM Algorithm for Censored Observations

In the presence of right-censoring, instead of observing the actual log-failure time Ri, we observe
Yi = min(Ri, Ci), where Ci is the censoring time. We also observe δi = 1{Ri < Ci}, a binary vari-
able indicating whether or not the survival time of subject i is censored (δi = 1 means uncensored).
Assuming that R and C are conditionally independent given X, the loglikelihood function given the
censored data Y = (Y1, . . . , Yn) and δ = (δ1, . . . , δn) is

`(β, γ | Y , δ) =
n

∑
i=1

δi ·
[−(Yi −W ′

i β)2

2 · exp(Z′iγ)
−

Z′iγ
2

]
+ (1− δi) ·

[
1−Φ

(
Yi −W ′

i β

exp(Z′iγ/2)

)]
, (8)

where Φ(Z) is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the standard normal N (0, 1) distribu-
tion. While (8) cannot be maximized directly, we describe here an Expectation-Conditional-Maximization
(ECM) algorithm (Meng and Rubin, 1993) which combines the efficient maximum likelihood calcu-
lations of Section 2.1 with an Expectation-Maximization algorithm for the censored homoscedastic
linear model (e.g., Aitkin, 1981).

Let β(t) and γ(t) denote the parameter values at iteration t. For the E-step, the expecation of the
complete data loglikelihood is

Qt(β, γ) = E
[
`(β, γ | R, X) | Y , δ, X, β(t), γ(t)]

= E

[
−1

2

n

∑
i=1

(Ri −W ′
i β)2

exp(Z′iγ)
− 1

2

n

∑
i=1

Z′iγ
∣∣∣ Y , δ, X, β(t), γ(t)

]

= −1
2

n

∑
i=1

S̃(t)
i − 2R̃(t)

i W ′
i β + (W ′

i β)2

exp(Z′iγ)
− 1

2

n

∑
i=1

Z′iγ,

where

R̃(t)
i =

Yi δi = 1

σ
(t)
i f (Ỹ(t)

i ) + µ
(t)
i δi = 0,

S̃(t)
i =

Y2
i δi = 1

(σ
(t)
i )2g(Ỹ(t)

i ) + 2µ
(t)
i R̃(t)

i δi = 0,

µ
(t)
i = W ′

i β(t), σ
(t)
i = exp( 1

2 Z′iγ
(t)),

f (a) =
ϕ(a)

Φ(−a)
, g(a) = 1 +

aϕ(a)
Φ(−a)

,

Ỹ(t)
i =

Yi − µ
(t)
i

σ
(t)
i

(9)

and ϕ(Z) is the probability and density functions (PDF) of a standard normal distribution, such that
for Z ∼ N (0, 1) we have f (a) = E[Z | Z > a] and g(a) = E[Z2 | Z > a].

The M-step consists of first obtaining the conditional maximum β(t+1) = arg maxβ Qt(β, γ(t)), fol-
lowed by the conditional maximum γ(t+1) = arg maxγ Qt(β(t+1), γ). For the first part, the solution is
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given by the weighted linear regression estimate

β(t+1) = (W ′Ω(t)W)−1W ′Ω(t)R̃(t), where
(Ω(t))−1/2 = diag

(
σ
(t)
1 , . . . , σ

(t)
n

)
,

R̃(t) = (R̃(t)
1 , . . . , R̃(t)

n ).

For the second part, γ(t+1) maximizes the objective function

Qt(β(t+1), γ) = −1
2

[
n

∑
i=1

Ũ(t+1)
i

exp(Z′iγ)
+ Z′iγ

]
,

where Ũ(t+1)
i = S̃(t)

i − 2R̃(t)
i W ′

i β(t+1) + (W ′
i β(t+1))2. Once again this corresponds to the likelihood

of the GLM with Gamma response and logarithmic link function, which can be maximized using
standard regression software. Alternating between the E-step and each of the conditional M-steps
converges to the MLE θ̂ = (β̂, γ̂) of the censored heteroscedastic loglikelihood (8). The exact ECM
procedure is described in Algorithm 1.

We may readily obtain a variance estimator for θ̂ by calculating

v̂ar(θ̂) = −
[

∂2

∂θ2 `(β̂, γ̂ | Y , δ)

]−1

.

If the objective is to estimate the α-level conditional quantile

Qα(x, θ) = exp
{

w′β + exp(z′γ/2) ·Φ−1(α)
}

,

a natural estimator is
Q̂ = exp

{
wβ̂ + exp(z′γ̂/2) ·Φ−1(α)

}
,

for which asymptotic theory (e.g., Oakes, 1977) gives the standard error as

se(Q̂) =
√

g(θ̂)′v̂ar(θ̂)g(θ̂), (10)

where
g(θ) =

∂Qα(x, θ)

∂θ
= Q̂×

(
w, exp(z′γ/2) ·Φ−1(α) · z/2

)
.
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Algorithm 1 ECM algorithm for fitting the HAFT model. Inputs are the data D = (Y , δ, W , Z), the maximum
number of iterations M, the error tolerance ε > 0, and initial parameter values (β(0), γ(0)).

function HAFTFIT (D, M, ε, β(0), γ(0))
`(0) ← `(β(0), γ(0) | Y , δ) . Evaluate censored loglikelihood (8)
for t = 0, . . . , M− 1 do{

R̃(t), σ̃(t), S̃(t)}← ESTEP(β(t), γ(t)) . Compute the E-step quantities in (9)

Ω−1/2
(t) ← diag

(
σ
(t)
1 , . . . , σ

(t)
n

)
β(t+1) ← (W ′Ω(t)W)−1W ′Ω(t)R̃(t)

. Conditional M-step for β

Ũ(t+1)
i ← S̃(t)

i − 2R̃(t)
i W ′

i β(t+1) + (W ′
i β(t+1))2

γ(t+1) ← glm(U(t+1) ∼ Z - 1, family = Gamma("log"))
. Conditional M-step for γ

`(t+1) ← `(β(t+1), γ(t+1) | Y , δ)

if
|`(t+1) − `(t)|
0.1 + |`(t+1)|

< ε then break . Terminate early if error tolerance is reached

end for
return

{
β(t+1), γ(t+1)}

3 Simulation Study

In order to assess the impact of heteroscedastic modeling on quantile estimation, the following simu-
lation experiment is conducted. The model used to generate survival times is of the form

log(T) = R = β0 + X ′β + σ exp(X ′γ/2) · ε, ε ∼ N (0, 1), (11)

with X ∼ N (0, Ip), β j ≡ β, and γj ≡ γ. The model used to generate censoring times is exp(C) ∼
Uniform(0, Cmax). The value of γ is chosen so as to control the coefficient of variation of the condi-
tional log-scale standard deviation,

CV =

√
var(sd(R | X))

E[sd(R | X)]
=
√

exp(pγ2/4)− 1 .

The values of β and σ are chosen within the context of a homoscedastic AFT model

log(T̃) = R̃ = β0 + X ′β + σ̃ · ε,

where σ̃ is set to E[sd(R | X)] under the original HAFT model, namely

σ̃ = σ exp(pγ2/8) = σA.

Under this hypothetical AFT model, let Q̃α denote the α-level (unconditional) quantile of T̃, such that
the range of T̃ may be controlled by fixing

RNG =
Q̃.99

Q̃.01
= exp

{(
Φ−1(.99)−Φ−1(.01)

)
·
√

pβ2 + σ2A2

}
.
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Similarly, for a fixed value of RNG, the tradeoff between β and σ may be controlled by fixing the
proportion of variance explained in the AFT model,

R2 =
var(E[R̃ | X])

var(R̃)
=

pβ2

pβ2 + σ2A2 .

Finally, the range of the censoring variable Cmax is chosen (via Monte Carlo simulation) so as to control
the overall censoring probability PC = Pr(C < T).

The simulation experiment was conducted over B = 1000 datasets Db = (Y (b), δ(b), X(b)), b =

1, . . . , B, generated for each experimental combination listed in Table 1. AFT and HAFT models

Parameter Description

N = 1000 Sample size
p ∈ {1, 5, 20} Number of covariates
CV ∈ {.1, 1} Heteroscedasticity metric (low, high)

RNG = 10 Survival range metric
R2 = .75 Proportion of variance explained

PC ∈ {0, .2, .5} Censoring probability (none, moderate, high)

Table 1: Parameter values in the simulation study.

were fit to each dataset using our accompanying software package1. The most challenging setting
(N = 1000, p = 20, PC = 50%) took on average 50ms to fit on a personal computer.

In order to compare the performance of AFT and HAFT models for quantile estimation, the following
statistics are recorded:

1. Noting that under the simulation model (11), the true conditional quantile

Qα(X, θ) = exp
{

β(1 + X̄) + σ exp(γX̄/2) ·Φ−1(α)
}

depends only on X through X̄ = 1
p ∑

p
j=1 Xj, we record the normalized conditional root mean

square error (RMSE)

RMSE(α, X̄) =
1
B

B

∑
b=1

E

[(
Q̂(b)

α (X)−Qα(X̄)
)2

Qα(X̄)
| X̄, θ̂(b)

]
,

where Q̂(b)
α (X) = Qα(X, θ̂(b)), Qα(X̄) = Qα(X̄, θ), and the conditional expectation is approxi-

mated numerically by sampling M = 2000 draws from the conditional distribution p(X | X̄).

2. We also record the true coverage of the asymptotic 95% confidence intervals constructed via (10),

1Details and a link to be provided upon acceptance of the manuscript.
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namely

Cover(α, X̄) =
1
B

B

∑
b=1

Pr
(

Qα(X̄) ∈ Q̂(b)
α (X)± 1.96 · se

(
Q̂(b)

α (X)
)
| X̄, θ̂(b)

)
,

where the conditional probability is again approximated by averaging over M = 2000 Monte
Carlo draws from p(X | X̄).

Figure 1 displays the normalized RMSE(α, X̄) over the experimental conditions in Table 1, at various
levels of the conditional quantile α = αQ and of the mean covariate level αX̄, such that X̄ = Φ−1(αX̄).
When the degree of heteroscedasticity is low (CV = 0.1), both models have normalized RMSEs typi-
cally below 5-10%. However, heteroscedastic modeling becomes considerably more beneficial when
CV = 1, in which case normalized RMSEs under the homoscedasticity assumption jump to 50-100%
at the upper quantiles αQ ∈ {0.75, 0.9} as X̄ gets further from its median value.

Figure 2 displays the true coverage probabilities of the 95% confidence intervals given by (10). In
this case, the impact of failing to account for even a small degree of heteroscedasticity (CV = 0.1) is
much more severe, as coverage falls well below the nominal 95% level at the upper quantiles αQ > 0.5
when X̄ is not at its median value. In contrast, the HAFT confidence intervals achieve close to nominal
coverage across the board, even for the challenging setting of 42 unknown parameters (p = 20 for β,
γ, β0 and σ) with 50% censoring.

4 Application to a Colon Cancer Study

The study of Laurie et al. (1989) and Moertel et al. (1990) is one of the first successful clinical trials of
adjuvant chemotherapy for colon cancer. Their dataset contains N = 888 patients with colon carci-
noma randomly assigned to the control group (no treatment) or one of two chemotherapy treatment
groups: levamisole combined with fluorouracil or levamisole alone. In addition to the the treatment
group, 10 covariates for each subject were also recorded (see Table 2). Over half the survival times in
the sample were right-censored (Ncens = 458).

The purpose of this analysis is to estimate the conditional survival times of colon cancer patients given
the predictors in Table 2. As a basis of comparison to the proposed HAFT model, we considered (i)
the CPH model, (ii) a homoscedastic AFT model with log-normal survival times, and (iii) a linear
quantile regression (QR) model

Pr(T > x′βτ | X = x) = τ.

The CPH and AFT models were fit with the R package survival (Therneau, 2015), whereas the QR
model was fit with the R package quantreg Koenker (2018). For quantile regression with censoring,
both the estimators of Portnoy (2003) and Peng and Huang (2008) were employed, corresponding
to covariate-dependent generalizations of the Kaplan-Meier and Nelson-Aalen survival estimators,
respectively (Koenker et al., 2008).
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Figure 1: Normalized RMSE for conditional quantiles Qα(X̄) at α = αQ and X̄ = Φ−1(αX̄).
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Name Description

rx Treatment type: Control, Levamisole, Levamisole + Fluorouracil
sex Sex of patient
age Age of patient (in years)

obstruct Obstruction of colon by tumor (T/F)
perfor Perforation of colon (T/F)
adhere Adherence of tumor to nearby organs (T/F)
nodes Number of lymph nodes with detectable cancer
differ Differentiation index of tumor (1=well, 2=moderate, 3=poor)
extent Extent of local spread

(1=submucosa, 2=muscle, 3=serosa, 4=contiguous structures)
surg Time from surgery to registration (0=short, 1=long)
node4 More than 4 positive lymph nodes (T/F)

Table 2: Description of covariates in the colon cancer trial.

In order to obtain well-fitting models, bidirectional stepwise regression based on the Akaike Infor-
mation Criterion (AIC) was used to select the covariates in the AFT and CPH models amongst all
main effects and second order interactions. The HAFT model was given the same location covariates
W as its homoscedastic counterpart, followed by stepwise selection for the scale covariates Z. For
this particular dataset, the only scale predictor retained is the treatment indicator rx. Full parameter
estimates for the fitted models are given in Table 3.

Figures 3(a-c) display the estimated survival curves for the CPH, AFT, and HAFT models for three
randomly selected subjects. All models are in close agreement with each other at the lower tail of the
conditional survival distribution, where the data is most informative. However, due to the high pro-
portion of censored observations, the CPH model truncates more than half the estimated conditional
survival curves below 50% survival (Figure 3d).

As expected, the QR estimators of Portnoy and Peng and Huang are undefined in the upper tail. How-
ever, in this heavy-censoring scenario the limitations were particularly severe: the maximum quantile
estimates available were 44% and 41% for the Portnoy and Peng and Huang methods, respectively, for
a model with only the marginal treatment effect rx, and only 16% and 14%, respectively, for a model
with only the main covariate effects. As the semiparametric CPH and QR models were thus deemed
ill-suited to estimate conditional quantiles for this particular dataset, we focus on the parametric AFT
and HAFT models for the remainder of the analysis.

4.1 Goodness-of-Fit Residual Analysis

The AIC statistics for the AFT and HAFT models are 2022.1 and 2012.8, thus distinctly favoring the
HAFT model. To further compare these models, a goodness-of-fit analysis based on the following
definition of model residuals is proposed.

For a given parametric conditional survival model p(R | X, θ), we would like to compare the log-
survival time Ri of each patient to its predictive distribution p(Ri | Xi, θ̂). In the absence of censoring,
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CPH AFT HAFT

β̂ se(β̂) β̂ se(β̂) β̂ se(β̂) γ̂ se(γ̂)

(Intercept) . . 10.48 0.89 10.77 0.88 0.11 0.12
rx(Lev) -0.24 0.19 0.07 0.17 0.15 0.17 0.31 0.18
rx[Lev+5FU] -0.19 0.18 0.04 0.16 0.26 0.18 0.69 0.19
sex[male] -1.04 0.52 0.94 0.50 0.83 0.49 . .
age 0.03 0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.03 0.01 . .
obstruct 0.09 0.19 -0.44 0.12 -0.41 0.12 . .
perfor 0.33 0.31 -0.21 0.33 -0.22 0.32 . .
adhere 0.51 0.20 -1.30 0.82 -1.05 0.79 . .
nodes 0.14 0.04 -0.15 0.04 -0.17 0.04 . .
differ[moderate] 1.24 0.94 -0.74 0.81 -1.04 0.82 . .
differ[poor] 3.55 1.01 -2.55 0.93 -2.94 0.93 . .
extent[muscle] 0.39 0.61 -0.24 0.45 -0.28 0.45 . .
extent[serosa] 0.91 0.59 -0.79 0.43 -0.80 0.43 . .
extent[cstruct] 1.28 0.62 -1.25 0.48 -1.21 0.48 . .
surg[long] 0.21 0.11 -0.24 0.11 -0.23 0.10 . .
node4 0.48 0.19 -0.44 0.19 -0.36 0.19 . .
obstruct:perfor -1.19 0.61 1.19 0.59 1.07 0.57 . .
age:differ[moderate] -0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 . .
age:differ[poor] -0.06 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.01 . .
age:sex[male] 0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.01 . .
rx(Lev):sex[male] 0.10 0.23 -0.13 0.23 -0.14 0.21 . .
rx[Lev+5FU]:sex[male] -0.44 0.25 0.39 0.24 0.42 0.25 . .
rx(Lev):obstruct 0.61 0.28 . . . . . .
rx[Lev+5FU]:obstruct 0.04 0.31 . . . . . .
adhere:nodes -0.06 0.03 . . . . . .
adhere:age . . 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 . .
adhere:differ[moderate] . . -0.12 0.53 -0.20 0.51 . .
adhere:differ[poor] . . 0.57 0.58 0.44 0.56 . .

Table 3: Coefficient estimates and their standard errors for the CPH, AFT, and HAFT models.

the HAFT model residuals are

ε̂ i =
Ri −W ′

i β̂

exp(Z′i γ̂/2)
.

With censoring, however, we do not observe Ri but instead (Yi, δi), with Yi = min(Ri, Ci) and δi =

1{Ri < Ci}. A common approach to defining model residuals in the presence of censoring is to impute
the missing survivals times (Hillis, 1995). That is, each censored observation is given a stochastic
residual ε̃ i, computed as above but with R̃i drawn from its truncated conditional distribution,

R̃i ∼ p(R | R > Yi, Xi, θ̂).

The resulting Hillis residuals are approximately N (0, 1) under a correctly specified HAFT model.
However, in the presence of heavy censoring, the Hillis residuals which are simulated from the
posited model can easily overwhelm the uncensored data, and thus significantly decrease the power
of goodness-of-fit tests.

Instead, we propose to construct more stringent model residuals by parametrically modeling both the
conditional survival and censoring distributions. While this requires additional assumptions, the large
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Figure 3: (a-c) Estimated survival curves for three randomly selected patients. (d) Lowest estimated survivals
for the CPH model (median indicated by dashed line).

number of censored observations provided sufficient information to select AFT and HAFT candidate
models for p(C | X), exactly as for the survival distribution but with status indictor 1− δ.

Let fR|X(r | x), FR|X(r | x) and fC|X(c | x), FC|X(c | x) denote the condition PDF and CDF of survival
and censoring distributions, respectively. Then the conditional PDF of the observed survival time
Y = min(R, C) is

fY|δ,X(y | δ = 1, X = x) ∝ fR|X(y | x) ·
(

1− FC|X(y | x)
)

,

fY|δ,X(y | δ = 0, X = x) ∝ fC|X(y | x) ·
(

1− FR|X(y | x)
)

,
(12)

for uncensored and censored observations, respectively.

While the conditional distributions for the AFT and HAFT models are normal, the conditional distri-
butions in (12) are not. Our stringent model residuals are constructed by mapping each observation
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Yi to its predicted normal quantile:

ε̂ i := Φ−1
(

P(Y ≤ Yi | δi, Xi, θ̂)
)

, (13)

where P(Y ≤ y | δ, X, θ) is the CDF associated with the PDFs in (12).The inner term in (13) thus
corresponds to the probability integral transform of Yi, such that the ε̂ i are approximately standard
normal when both the survival and censoring models are correctly chosen. The residuals in (13)
are more stringent than those of Hillis, not only because they avoid simulating data which artificially
improves the goodness of fit, but also by exacting that both conditional survival and censoring models
be specified correctly.

4.1.1 Results

Figure 4 displays various goodness-of-fit metrics comparing the AFT and HAFT models based on the
estimated observed lifetime distribution p(Y | δ, X) defined by (12). Each model is thus fitted twice,
in order to estimate both the conditional survival and censoring distributions p(R | X) and p(C | X).
The first column of Figure 4 displays the deviance statistic,
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Figure 4: Various goodness-of-fit statistics for AFT and HAFT models grouped by censoring status and type of
cross-validation (None: no cross-validation, LOO: leave-one-out). RMSE and PI Width are in units of years.

The nominal 5% p-value cutoff for the SW Test is given by the dotted line.

DMS = −2 ∑
i∈S

log p(Yi | δi, Xi, θ̂M),

where M ∈ {AFT, HAFT} and S is the set of either the uncensored or the censored observations.
In addition to the calculating the deviance on the whole dataset, we calculate its average value over
10-fold, 20-fold, and leave-one-out (LOO) cross-validation settings. The results are fairly close for the
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uncensored observations, but for the censored observations they distinctly favor HAFT.

The second column of Figure 4 displays the root mean square error (RMSE)

RMSEMS =

√
1
|S| ∑i∈S

(
exp(Yi)− E[exp(Yi) | δi, Xi, θ̂M]

)2

under the same conditions as above (in units of years). In this case, the AFT model performs slightly
better, although the largest difference (Uncensored LOO) is on the order of about five days.

The third column of Figure 4 displays the average width of the 95% prediction intervals

PIMS =
1
|S| ∑i∈S

Q.975(Yi | δi, Xi, θ̂M)−Q.025(Yi | δi, Xi, θ̂M).

As expected, the richer HAFT model has narrower prediction intervals, although the difference is
very small (at most about 25 days).
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Figure 5: QQ-plots of the normalized observed residuals ε̂i (13) for AFT and HAFT models, grouped by
censoring status and type of cross-validation (None: no cross-validation, LOO: leave-one-out).

The final column of Figure 4 displays the p-value of the Shapiro-Wilk normality test (Shapiro and
Wilk, 1965) on the normalized observed residuals ε̂ i = Φ−1

(
P(Y ≤ Yi | δi, Xi, θ̂M)

)
defined by (13).

Given that the Shapiro-Wilk test is particularly powerful at detecting departures from the null (e.g.,
Razali and Wah, 2011), it is noteworthy that it does not reject normality at the 5% level for the uncen-
sored observations. We explore this finding more carefully in the QQ-plots of Figure 5, which reveal
that HAFT removes many of the extreme AFT residuals found in the upper tail.
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4.2 Quantile Estimation

We now address the stated purpose of estimating the conditional survival times of the colon cancer
patients. The quantity of interest is defined as the mean population quantile at a given level α and
treatment rx:

Q̄(α, rx) := E[QT(α | rx, X̃)], (14)

where the expectation is over X̃, which corresponds to all covariates in Table 2 except rx. Figure 6
displays estimates of Q̄(α, rx) for AFT and HAFT models, given by

Q̄M(α, k) =
1
N

N

∑
i=1

exp
{

W (k)′
i β̂M + exp(Z(k)′

i γ̂M/2) ·Φ−1(α)
}

,

where (β̂M, γ̂M) are MLEs calculated from the entire dataset, and (W (k)
i , Z(k)

i ) are the location and
scale covariates for individual i, but with the (possibly counterfactual) treatment value rx = k. Both
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Figure 6: Predicted mean population quantile Q̄(α, rx) for AFT and HAFT models at vairous quantile levels α
and treatment rx (Obs: Controls, Lev: Levamisole, Lev+5FU: Levamisole and Fluorouracil). The 75% quantiles

are indicated by the dashed lines.

AFT and HAFT models predict a small improvement in the population quantile metric (14) due to
levamisole (Lev) or levamisole and fluorouracil (Lev+5FU) treatment at the 50% quantile level. While
this is still true of the AFT model at the 75% quantile level, there the effect predicted by HAFT is much
more pronounced, corresponding to a 10-year lifetime extension for Lev+5FU treatment compared to
the controls (Obs).
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5 Discussion

The heteroscedastic AFT model proposed here is a natural extension to its homoscedastic counterpart,
admitting tractable conditional survival quantile estimates in the presence of heavy right-censoring,
which many nonparametric and semiparametric estimators fail to produce. Results of a simulation
study indicate that even a small degree of unaccounted heteroscedasticity can lead to severe bias
and undercoverage of conditional quantile estimators. In an analysis of a colon cancer clinical trial,
the HAFT model was found to exhibit substantially fewer outliers than the homoscedastic AFT, and
predict better response to treatment in the upper-tail quantiles.

The results of this study are promising for the HAFT model, prompting several possible extensions
to more complex models or with fewer assumptions. For instance, the ECM algorithm in Section 2.2
could be adapted to heavy-tailed residuals via the t-distribution (e.g., Arellano-Valle et al., 2012).
Alternatively, one might choose not to specify the residual distribution, in which case a number of
semiparametric homoscedastic AFT models can be adapted to the heteroscedastic setting (e.g., Buck-
ley and James, 1979; Robins and Tsiatis, 1992; Zhang and Davidian, 2008; Zhou et al., 2012; Daye et al.,
2012). Similarly, it is possible to embed the HAFT model within more complex modeling frameworks
to account for individual-level random effects or competing risks. It is anticipated that the compu-
tational simplicity of the proposed HAFT model can be leveraged to design effective Monte Carlo
inference strategies in these more sophisticated settings.
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