arXiv:2104.01707v2 [stat.ME] 19 Jan 2022

Scalable algorithms for semiparametric accelerated
failure time models in high dimensions

Piotr M. Suder and Aaron J. Molstad*
Department of Statistics and Genetics Institute
University of Florida, Gainesville, FL

Abstract

Semiparametric accelerated failure time (AFT) models are a useful alternative to
Cox proportional hazards models, especially when the assumption of constant hazard
ratios is untenable. However, rank-based criteria for fitting AF'T models are often non-
differentiable, which poses a computational challenge in high-dimensional settings. In
this article, we propose a new alternating direction method of multipliers algorithm for
fitting semiparametric AFT models by minimizing a penalized rank-based loss function.
Our algorithm scales well in both the number of subjects and number of predictors, and
can easily accommodate a wide range of popular penalties. To improve the selection of
tuning parameters, we propose a new criterion which avoids some common problems
in cross-validation with censored responses. Through extensive simulation studies, we
show that our algorithm and software is much faster than existing methods (which
can only be applied to special cases), and we show that estimators which minimize a
penalized rank-based criterion often outperform alternative estimators which minimize
penalized weighted least squares criteria. Application to nine cancer datasets further
demonstrates that rank-based estimators of semiparametric AFT models are competitive
with estimators assuming proportional hazards in high-dimensional settings, whereas
weighted least squares estimators are often not. A software package implementing
the algorithm, along with a set of auxiliary functions, is available for download at
github.com/ajmolstad/penAFT.

Keywords: accelerated failure time model, survival analysis, Gehan estimator, bi-level
variable selection, convex optimization, semiparametrics

1 Introduction

Survival analysis has applications in numerous fields of study including medicine, finance,

engineering, and others. In this article, we focus on a central task in survival analysis:
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modeling a time-to-event outcome as a function of a p-dimensional vector of predictors.
Arguably, the most widely used regression model in survival analysis is the Cox proportional
hazards model (henceforth, the “Cox model”). The Cox model assumes that the ratio of
hazards for any two subjects is constant across time. From a computational perspective,
this assumption simplifies maximum (partial) likelihood estimation, which has led to the
development of a wide range of algorithms and software packages for fitting the Cox model
in both classical (n > p) and high-dimensional (p > n) settings.

The accelerated failure time model is an attractive alternative to the Cox model when the
assumption of proportional hazards is untenable®%!® The semiparametric accelerated failure
time (AFT) model, which will be our focus, assumes that the failure time (e.g., survival time)

for the ith subject, T;, is the random variable
lOgE:ﬁI.%i—FQ, iE{l,...,n} (1)

where z; € R? is the vector of predictors, 5, € R? is a vector of unknown regression coeffi-
cients, and €y, ..., ¢, are independent and identically distributed errors with an unspecified
distribution. In practice we may not observe realizations of all T;. Instead, we observe
realizations of Y; = min(7;, C;) where C; is a random censoring variable for the ith subject
which is independent of T; for ¢ € {1,...,n}. Thus, the data we use to fit the model in
are {(y1,21,01), -, (Yn, Tn, 0n)} where y; is a realization of Y; and é; = 1(y; = t;) is the
censoring indicator where ¢; is the (possibly unobserved) realization of T; for i € {1,...,n}.

There are numerous approaches to fit the model in . To simplify computation, AFT
models are sometimes fit under a parametric assumption on the distribution of the ¢;’s.
However, parametric restrictions reduce the flexibility of AFT models and thus make them
a less attractive alternative to the Cox model. To avoid parametric assumptions, it is

342526113) 1 rank-based criteria?®8. To

common to estimate (3, using weighted least squares
use weighted least squares, weights for censored failure times are reassigned to the observed
failure times. If no censoring has occurred, this approach is equivalent to using the unweighted
least squares estimator for . It it well understood that if the distribution of the ¢;’s is
asymmetric or heavy-tailed, the least squares estimator may perform poorly. Thus, rank-based
estimators are often preferable. However, because rank-based estimators are often difficult
to compute, weighted least squares estimators are frequently used in practice despite their
potential deficiencies. Later, we will show that estimators which minimize rank-based criteria
outperform weighted least squares estimators under a variety of data generating models.

One of the more widely used rank-based estimation criteria is the so-called Gehan loss
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where we define a~ = max(—a,0). This loss was originally inspired by Tsiatis“®, who

proposed to estimate [, using a weighted log-rank estimating equation. With weights from
Gehan,'V Tsiatis’s weighted log-rank estimating function is monotone” and is a selection
of the subdifferential of . Thus , which is convex, is a well-motivated choice of loss
function for estimating f,.

In modern survival analyses — especially those involving genetic or genomic data — it is
often the case that p > n. In such settings, it is common to use a regularized estimator of

B.. The estimator we focus on in this work is the regularized Gehan estimator

n

arg min {% S5 5del) - (8} + Ag<ﬁ>} (3)

n
BERP i=1 j=1

where g : R — R, is assumed to be a convex penalty function and A > 0 is a user specified
tuning parameter. When ¢ is convex, the objective function in is convex. The function
g could be, for example, the Li-norm (i.e., the lasso penalty). With this choice of g, for
sufficiently large values of the tuning parameter A, many entries of (|3)) will be equal to zero. In
high-dimensional settings, this can lead to improved estimation accuracy and interpretability.

While the Li-penalized version of has appeared in the literaturet® the matter of
computing is largely unresolved, even in this special case®. Although is the solution
to a convex optimization problem, the objective function is (depending on g) often the
sum of two non-differentiable functions. Thus, standard first and second order methods
cannot be applied, so many “off-the-shelf” solvers are not able to compute efficiently:.
Approximations to (3]}, which we will discuss in a later section, lead to optimization problems
which are arguably no easier to solve. Needless to say, there exist no publicly available
software packages for solving beyond the Li-penalized case. Cox model analogs of , on
the other hand, have numerous fast and easy-to-use software packages which can handle a
wide variety of penalties g, e.g., grpreg®” accommodates the group-lasso penalty and glmnet
the elastic net penalty.

In this article, we propose a unified algorithm for fitting the semiparametric accelerated
failure time model using that can be applied to a broad class of penalty functions g and

scales efficiently in n and p. Our algorithm performs favorably compared to existing approaches



for computing the Li-penalized version of . Moreover, we perform a comprehensive
comparison of penalized weighted least squares estimators to in high-dimensional settings
and show that the rank-based estimators perform better under various data generating
models. Later, we also show that penalized rank-based estimators are competitive with the
estimators assuming proportional hazards in nine cancer datasets, whereas the weighted least
squares estimators are not. An R package implementing our method, along with a set of
auxiliary functions for prediction, cross-validation, and visualization, is available for download
at https://github.com/ajmolstad/penAFT.

Before describing our algorithm, we first discuss the data analysis which motivated our

work and then describe existing methods for solving special cases of .

1.1 Motivating pathway-based analysis of KIRC dataset

The work in this article was motivated in part by a pathway-based survival analysis of a
kidney renal clear cell carcinoma (KIRC) survival dataset collected by The Cancer Genome
Atlas project™! (TCGA, https://portal.gdc.cancer.gov/). The goal was to analyze the effect
of gene expression on survival while treating genes belonging to a set of biologically relevant
pathways as groups®Y. In this case, the estimator we would like to use employs a variation

of the sparse group lasso penalty?

arg min {ni >3 6de8) — e(8)} + Aallwo Bl + A1 - a) Z%Hﬁggﬂz} )

BERP i=1 j=1 g=1

where A > 0 and a € [0,1] are tuning parameters; {Gi,...,Gg} is a G element partition
of {1,...,p}; Bg, is the subvector of 8 whose components are indexed by G,; w € RP and
the v, € R (g € {1,...,G}) are non-negative weights; || - ||; and || - || denote the L; and
L, (Euclidean) norms, respectively; and o denotes the elementwise product. In this context,
G, denotes the set of genes belonging to the gth pathway and v, is a user-specified weight
corresponding to all coefficients from the gth pathway. When estimating g, with , as
A(1 — @) is increased, some pathways will have all their estimated coefficients equal to zero.
As A« is increased, pathways with some nonzero coefficient estimates will have a subset of
coefficients equal to zero. Thus, we can think of the estimator in as performing “bi-level”
variable selection® in the sense that it can select both pathways and specific genes within
pathways. With fitted models that can be interpreted in this way, the molecular mechanisms

underlying survival can be more precisely characterized in terms of the the known biological
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functions of gene pathways.

While the estimator in is well-motivated, to the best of our knowledge, it has not
been used in the literature. We suspect this is due to the fact that existing computational
approaches for computing , which we describe in the next section, cannot be easily modified
to solve (4)). Our algorithm and software, in contrast, can easily handle problems like (4)),

which makes a much wider range of estimators accessible to practitioners.

2 Existing approaches

There exist numerous approaches for solving special cases of . We discuss two in depth
here and we compare these to our algorithm in a later section. For a more thorough review
of existing computational methods in the unpenalized setting, we refer readers to the tutorial
of Chung et al®.

The main approach for solving the L;-penalized version of formulates the optimization
problem as a linear program®. The formulation of the linear program described in Cai et al*

18

migglg)ize {% z; Z; 5Z-é,-7j(5)} subject to e, ;(8) = logy; —logy; — B (z; — x;), (5)

i=1 j=

€ij(B) = €i;(B) — €i;(B), €;(8) 20, é;(B) =0, (i,7) € [n] x [n]
p
Br = Br — B Z(ﬁk-i‘ﬁk) <X\ B>0, B>0, kelp
k=1
where A > 0 is a tuning parameter (analogous to A in (3])) and by definition, n] ={1,2,...,n}
for any n € N. Here, the notation b and b is used to represent the positive and negative parts
of b, respectively, so that we can write b = b—b for any b € R where b>0and b > 0. The
linear program in ([5)) can be solved using simplex or interior point methods, both of which
can require prohibitively long computing times when n or p is large since there are O(n? + p)
constraints. This becomes especially problematic since in practice, one often needs to solve
over a grid of candidate tuning parameters multiple times to perform cross-validation.
To partially alleviate this issue, Cai et al® derived an approach which computes the solution

to the linear program along a path of increasing values for A (i.e., computes the “solution
path”). Their approach relies on the fact that the solution path is piecewise linear in .

While their algorithm can be faster than naively employing “off-the-shelf” linear programming



methods to solve (5)) and yields extremely accurate solutions, there are often many kinks in
the path wherein no new coefficients become non-zero. Thus, one must compute § at many
candidate tuning parameter values )\ to reach even a moderately non-sparse model. Moreover,
computing each new point along the solution path is itself computationally burdensome and
thus, this approach does not scale to truly high-dimensional settings. For example, in their
simulation studies, Cai et al* considered dimensions (n, p) = (100,9) and (n,p) = (50, 50).
Taking a different approach than Cai et al¥, Johnson ™ relied on a reformulation to (3,

which was suggested in Jin et al’®. They define the function

() = =5 303 6el8) e (B)] + 5 | M = 8T iy — )

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1

and use that the argument minimizing hy(5) + Ag(5) is equivalent to (3) when M is taken
to be a sufficiently large constant (e.g., M = n?10%). This is especially convenient when
g is the Li-norm because the resulting optimization problem can be expressed as a least
absolute deviations optimization problem arg mingcg,{||w — XB|1} for a w € RrEiziditptl
and X € R 0i4r+D)x2 congtructed from the i, @y, &, M, and A. Johnson™? solved this
problem using the package quantreg in R, which uses an interior point method for solving
the corresponding linear program. This formulation is very convenient, but as discussed in
Chung et al®, can require long computing times when n or p are large. In the time since

¥ was published, new R packages have been developed for solving regularized least

Johnson™
absolute deviations problems like arg mingcg, har(8) + Ag(8), e.g., hqreg“. However, we
found this software could be both slow and inaccurate in certain settings: see Section [5.3| for
further details.

The path-based approach of Cai et al* and interior point approach of Johnson’ are
two specialized methods for solving with g being the Li-norm. To solve (3) with more
general penalty functions, Chung et al® suggested replacing both terms in (3)) with smooth
approximations. This raises new issues: first, smooth approximations to sparsity inducing
penalties often lead to non-sparse solutions. Second, this again requires the development of
a new specialized algorithmic approach for any choice of g. The ideal resolution would be
an algorithm which solves directly and can be easily modified to handle a large class of
penalty functions g. The objective of this work is to derive such an algorithm, and to provide

simple, modular software implementing the algorithm.



3 Prox-linear ADMM algorithm

3.1 Overview of ADMM

In this section, we will propose a variation of the alternating direction method of multipliers
(ADMM) algorithm®™™ for solving under a variety of penalties g. Loosely speaking,
the ADMM algorithm is an efficient algorithm for solving convex constrained optimization
problems of the form
. : A0+ BB —
minimize {f(0)+ Ag(B)} subjectto A8+ Bp=C (6)

for convex functions f and g; and some fixed A € R***, B € R**? and C' € R*. By exploiting
that for p > 0,

minimize {f(@) + Ag(B) + £||At9 + Bj — C’H%} subject to A0+ B =C  (7)

OERs BERP 2
is an equivalent problem (since the quadratic term is zero on the set of (6, ) such that
A0+ BS = C), the ADMM algorithm solves ([7]) using a variation of the augmented Lagrangian
method (also known as the method of multipliers). In brief, the augmented Lagrangian

method introduces Lagrangian dual variable I' € R* and updates (6, ) and I" from (¢t — 1)th
to (t)th iterates using

(09, 89) = arg min {£(6) + Ag(8) + 5|40 + BE — C|} + (40 + BE - )TV}, (8)

0cRs,BeRP
r® =100 1 5400 4 BpY — ).

The ADMM algorithm modifies by updating 6 and [ separately so that after some algebra,

B = arﬁg ]glin {)\g(ﬁ) + gHAQ(Fl) + pflf(tfl) —C+ Bﬁ\l%} ) (9)
cRP

9" — arg min { £(0) + gHAe +p i) oy B/B“)IIS} : (10)
OcRs

which serves to decouple the functions f and g. This decoupling can greatly simplify the
updates of € and £ relative to the joint update of (6, 5) in the augmented Lagrangian method.
Because of the quadratic (augmentation) term introduced in , both S® and 61 updates
in @D and can be recognized as penalized least squares problems. When either A or B

(or both) are identity matrices, as is common in many applications, these updates simplify
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Sparse group lasso

9(8) (a€]0,1]) B
(1
allwo Bl + (1 —a) L ullBgll - (2

) Bg, = max(|fg,| — wg,al,0)sign(fg,) e
) Bg, = max([| Bg, l2 — vi(1 — @)X, 0)8, /15, |2

Elastic net (1) = ax (|5 — wa, 0)sign(5)
allw o By + F52|6113 (2) B=5/1+(1-a))

Table 1: The two penalty functions implemented in our software penAFT and their corre-
sponding proximal operators, which are computed in two closed-form steps.

to the so-called proximal operators of the functions A\g and f. The proximal operator of a

function h : X — R is defined as

Proxy(z) = arg min {lﬂm —yll3 + h(y)} .

yex 2
When h is a proper and lower semi-continuous convex function, its proximal operator is
unique. For many popular convex penalties A\g, the proximal operator can be solved in closed
form.

To make matters concrete, in later sections we will focus on two penalties: the weighted
elastic net"® and the weighted sparse group lasso?. We define these penalties and give the
closed form of their proximal operators in Table[I} In the derivation of our algorithm, we
leave g arbitrary to demonstrate how this algorithm could be applied in other settings.

In the next subsection, we show that can be expressed as @ for a particular function
f with A being an identity matrix. Then, we derive a closed form expression for the
corresponding 6 update; and devise an approximation to the 5 update which involves only

the proximal operator of Ag.

3.2 Formulation and updating equations

As mentioned, we use a variation of the ADMM algorithm to solve . To begin, we rewrite
the optimization problem from as a constrained problem. Naively, we may write the

optimization for (3)) as

1 n n
minimize — 0;(0, ) + A 11
{0i.5} .5 e x [n] BERP {n2 ; ; ( J) g(ﬁ)} (1



subject to  0;; = logy; —logy; — ﬂT(xi —xj), (i,7) € [n] x [n].

While it is clear that the solution to is the solution to , there are many redun-
dancies in the n? variables 6;;, which would impose a substantial burden on memory
and storage. Instead, we use that 0;,; = —0;; and the fact that if ; = 0 and d; = 0,
the value of 0, ; does not affect to reduce the number of constraints. Thus, letting
D={(i,j):2<j<n,1<i<jd+0d >1}, we can rewrite (11) with fewer constraints as

minimize % Z {5i(9i,j)_ + 5]‘(_91',]‘)_} + Ag(B) (12)
(

GRP’ 9i 1
B { J}(z,])eD i,j)ED

subject to  0;; = logy, — logy; — BT (x; — zj), (i,j) €D.

To simplify notation, let § € RIPI denote the collection of all §;; for (i,j) € D where |D|
denotes the cardinality of D, let y = (y1,¥2,...,¥n) € R" and let X = (x1,...,2,)" € R™®P.
Then, we can define fp(f) = n=2 > tijyen 10i(0i;)” +0;(—0; ;)" } so that we can write the
constrained optimization problem from as

minimize {fp(0) + A\g(8)} subject to 6 =Pp(logy — Xf), (13)
BERP HcRIPI
where Pp € RIPX" is a matrix whose rows have ith element equal to one, jth element equal to
negative one, and zeros in all other elements for each pair (i,7) € D. The ADMM algorithm
can be then used to solve (13]). The updating equations for ADMM can be written in terms

of the augmented Lagrangian for the constrained problem in ({13]), which is
Fo(0.6.T) = fp(0) + 2g(8) + T7{0 — Pollogy — X)} + 2116 — Po(logy — X)I3,

where the I' € RPl is a Lagrangian dual variable and p > 0 is a step size. A variation of the
ADMM algorithm as discussed in the previous section (e.g., see Algorithm 2 of Deng and
Yin) has (¢)th iterates defined as

B = arg min ]:p(e(tfl), B, F(tfl)) (14)
BERP

0") = arg min F,(9, B, 1) (15)
HERIPI

I =T 4 7p{0® — Pp(logy — XBY)}



where 7 € (0, (1 4+ +/5)/2) is a relaxation factor. See, for example, Theorem 2.2 of Deng and
Yin for more on 7. Obtaining the (¢)th iterate of the ADMM algorithm requires solving the
optimization problems in and .

First, we focus on ([15]). Let 0 € RPI¥2 be a matrix with rows (6;,d;) for each (i,7) € D,
and let gk,l € R denote entry in the kth row and /th column of 5. Note that the rows of & , Pp,
and 6 all correspond to the same pairs (7,5) € D. With 5 defined, we can solve using

the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let ¢) = Pp(logy — XBW) — p~ TV, For k € [|D|], the kth element of 61,
0,(:), s given by
o8 = Ora/pn? 1 o) > bpa/pm?

9,?) = gb,(f) + Sk,l/an : gbl(f) < —Sk,l/pnz
0 : otherwise

The result of Lemma [1| reveals that we can efficiently update 6 in closed-form and in
parallel. A proof of Lemma [I| can be found in the Supplementary Materials.
Next, we focus on the update for 5 in (14). Notice that computing arg mingg, (0%, 3,T)

may be prohibitively expensive as this requires solving a penalized least squares problem

arg 1uin {Ag(5) + S0+ 7T — Po(logy — X6
Repeating this at each iteration may be too costly to be practical when p is large. Instead, we
approximate by minimizing a quadratic approximation to JF, (¢~ 3, T¢=1) constructed
at the previous iterate =1, Specifically, we add a quadratic expression to the objective
function to define h,, ,(- | B¢~D T 9t-1) ag

(8| 870,10, 0070) = {g(8) + £164™ + 57T — P(logy — X5

+2(8 = BU)TQu(8 - 84},

[\l Iaet

where Q, = nI, — X "PLPpX with n € R chosen so that @, is non-negative definite. To
simplify matters, define 1 to be the largest eigenvalue of X "PLPpX. Then, we replace
with arg mingeg, {hy,,(8 | B4, 0D 90D} After some algebra (see Section 1.2 of the
Supplementary Material), this simplifies to

1
BY = Prox(x/pm)g EXTP;{PD(Iogy — XUy gt _ pipt=by 4 gt=D 1 (16)

10



Algorithm 1 Prox-linear ADMM algorithm for computing regularized Gehan estimator

Initialize (8,0 T©) ¢ R? x RPI x RPl p >0, n > || X"PLPpX]||, 7 € (0, (1 ++/5)/2),
QO = Pp(logy — XB©) and set ¢ = 1.

1. Compute B = Prox(/pme {n ' X TP} (QUY — p= 0D — (=) 4 gl=}
2. Compute Q® = Pp(logy — X3®)
3. Compute ¢ = QO — p= 11
4. For each k € [|D|], compute
0= fos (<)o ()1 (0 )
5. Compute ' =T(=1 4 7p (1) — QM)

6. If not converged, set t =t + 1 and return to 1.

which is the proximal operator of (\/pn)g evaluated at =* X "PL{Pp(logy— X B¢1) -0t —
p DD 430D One can check that using (16)), (011, g0, T=1) < F (0=, g0=D TE=D)
based on the majorize-minimize principle’*. This approximation was studied in Deng and
Yin, who called this type of algorithm a “prox-linear” ADMM algorithm. From , one
can see that our algorithm can be used for any estimator (3|) where the proximal operator
of g can be computed efficiently. Beyond the many penalties with closed form proximal
operators, more sophisticated convex penalties (e.g., the overlapping group lasso®® or fused
lasso“") have proximal operators which can be computed using efficient iterative algorithms.
Letting || A|| denote the spectral norm of a matrix A, we can summarize our proposed
ADMM algorithm in Algorithm [I} This variation of the ADMM algorithm, which replaces
the objective function in ([14)) with a quadratic approximation constructed at the previous

iterate, is guaranteed to converge under reasonable conditions.

Proposition 1. Assume g is convex and that a solution to (3|) ezists. If p > 0, A > 0,
n > || XTPAPpX|, and 7 € (0,(1 ++/5)/2), then as t — oo, the iterates (1,01 T®)
converge to (B®,0%) T™) where (3%),0%)) are an optimal solution to and T™ is an
optimal solution to the dual problem of .

The proof of this result follows an identical argument as the proof Theorem 1 of Gu et
alY and Theorem 2.2 of Deng and Yin“.

11



3.3 Implementation details

We implement Algorithm [I| along with a set of auxiliary functions, in the R package
penAFT which can be downloaded from https://github.com/ajmolstad/penAFT or the
Comprehensive R Archive Network. In this section, we provide some important details about
our implementation.

Following Boyd et al¥, we monitor the progress of the algorithm based on the dual and
primal residuals: s® = p|XTPL(0® — 0¢1)|y, and r® = ||6®) — Pp(logy — XBD)]|,
respectively. We terminate the algorithm when r® < egr)imal and s < egzal where,
given the absolute and relative convergence tolerances €,,s > 0 and €. > 0, effjimal =
€abs /D] + exar max{|[PpX 8|2, 0O ]2, [[Pplog yll2} and €l = €aney/B + eratl X TPETO.
In our package, we set €,,s = 1078 and €, = 2.5+ 107* as defaults, although a larger €, (e.g.,
5-107%) is often sufficient when p is large,

The convergence of ADMM algorithms in practice is known to depend in part on the
choice of step size parameter p. We intialize p = 0.1, which worked best amongst a number of
values we tried. In Boyd et al*, an adaptive step size adjustment procedure is recommended
at each iteration. However, we found this led to instability in certain instances. Instead,
following Zhu®?, we update the step size less frequently and incorporate the convergence
tolerances. Step size updates occur at iterations {|lx]}%2; where, we first set [; = 1 and set
lp =1.1(lg_1 + 1) for k =2,3,4,.... Loosely, for iterations 1-14, step sizes are updated every
other iteration; for iterations 15-26, step sizes are updated every third iteration, and so on.
By the 250th iteration, the step size is updated approximately every thirty iterations. When
updating the step size, we replace p with 2p if r®/ (—:Sr)imal > 10s®/ e((fgal, replace p with p/2
if s/ 6212&1 > 10r®)/ esr)imal, and we leave p unchanged otherwise. Like Zhu"*?, we found that
incorporating the primal and dual convergence tolerances often led to faster convergence than
the approach suggested in Boyd et al*.

In order to fit over a set of tuning parameters which yield relatively sparse models,
our implementation determines a set of candidate tuning parameters for the user internally.
Based on the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition, Bg is an optimal solution to (3| (with

convex penalty ¢) if and only if

0e % szl [8{61'(354) - ej(Bg)}_] + )\ag(ﬁg)

i=1 j=1

where 9 f(z) denotes the subdifferential of a function f at z. Letting 0f(3) = - > 0i[0{ei(B)—

12
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e;(8)}] and K = {(4,7) : i = y;,1 <i <n,1 <j<n}, one can verify that if A = \EN

max

Z Z(Si(xi,k —x6) 1y < yj)

i=1 j=1

35" 1{(,)) € Kbl - !H ,

1
AEN > max 5
1<k<p | N“Qwyg =1 =1
then 4 = 0 under the elastic net penalty when « # 0 and wy > 0 for all k& € [p]. For the

sparse group lasso, we can write the KK'T condition as

p G
0€af(B)+A (aij8|le +(1-a) Zvlaﬂﬁngz) ,
j=1

=1

N

so that letting soft(a, 7) = max(|a| — 7, 0)sign(a), § = 0 is optimal (assuming all wy > 0 and
v > O) if
||soft(Sg,, adwg,)|l2 < vi(l —a)A, S e€df(0), [elG]. (17)

Hence, we attempt to find the minimum A such that the above holds. If L =0, 9f(0) is a
singleton, so that we can find A\5¢ using the fact that with « fixed, |[soft(Sg,, adwg,)||3 —

v?(1 — «)?A? is piecewise quadratic in A for each [ € [G]*). If K is non-empty, we find a

conservative A which guarantees a sparse solution, then compute the solution path until any
sG

max

coefficients become non-zero. Then, we set A\> equal to the smallest tuning parameter value
we considered which kept B = 0.

Once the Ay has been computed, we construct the candidate tuning parameter set of
length M, {\1,..., Ay} where \; = 10# for i € [M] where for some user-specified x € (0, 1),
= {logy Amaxs - - -, 10€1(KAmax) } consists of M equally spaced points. In addition, to
improve computational efficiency, we compute the entire solution path using “warm-starting”.
That is, we initialize the prox-linear ADMM algorithm for with mth largest tuning
parameter \,, at the optimal values for with tuning parameter A\, 1 for m € {2,..., M}.
Since # = 0 is optimal for A; by construction (when « # 0 and the wy > 0), we can use the

KKT condition for to determine optimal initializing values for 8 and I'.

3.4 Scalability

Finally, we comment briefly on the computational complexity of our algorithm. When n is
large, a naive calculation involving quantities like Pp X 3, may be problematic. To ensure

efficiency, we first multiply and store X, an O(np) operation. Then, we multiply this
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n-dimensional vector by Pp € RPI*™ Considering that Pp is extremely sparse (each of its
|D| rows has only two non-zero entries) the multiplication of Pp with X 3 is O(|D|) when Pp
is stored as a sparse matrix. Of course, |D| < n(n — 1)/2 with equality only in the (worst)

case where ¢; = 1 for i € [n].

4 A new tuning parameter selection criterion

Using penalized estimators of the form requires the selection of one or more tuning
parameters. Tuning parameters are often chosen by cross-validation, which requires the choice
of a performance metric. In this section, we propose a new performance metric inspired by
that of Dai and Breheny®, who studied various approaches for tuning parameter selection
when fitting Cox proportional hazards models. Let V;,..., Vg be a random K element
partition of [n] (the subjects) with the cardinality of each V. (the kth fold) approximately
equal for each k € [K]. Let BA(_V,C) be the solution to with tuning parameter A using only
data indexed by [n] \ {Vi} (i.e., all but the kth fold). Previous works® selected the tuning

parameter according to

arg mlnz Z Z 51'{61'(3)\(—171@)) - ej(BA(—Vk))}i ) (18>

AEA i€Vy jEV)

where A is a user specified (discrete) set of candidate tuning parameters. We refer to the value
of this criterion at A as the cross-validated Gehan loss at A\. This approach, however, does not
allow for leave-one-out cross-validation (i.e., K = n) since the criterion necessarily requires
comparing e; and e; for some particular B A\(=Vy,)- Moreover, if the censoring proportion is high
and K is large, some folds will contain few subjects with observed failure times, in which
case we observed to perform poorly.

Instead, we propose to use a criterion wherein the Gehan loss is not evaluated on each
fold separately. Specifically, letting & (6x) = Y1, (logy; — x Br_vy))1(i € Vi) for i € [n],
we choose A according to

n n

arg min 0i{Ei(B) — & (B}~

AEA i=1 j=1

Of course, by construction i € V; for only a single k € [K], so &(5y) = 61‘(B>\(—vk)) for all

i € V. This criterion, in contrast to (|18)), can be used for leave-one-out cross-validation, and

14



performs well even if any V contains few subjects with observed failure times. This approach
has been used for other models where model performance criterion cannot be evaluated on
subsets of the data?*. Adopting the terminology from Dai and Breheny?, we refer to the

values of this criterion as the cross-validated linear predictor score at \.

5 Computing time experiments

5.1 Overview

In this section, we first present solution path computing times under both elastic net and
sparse group lasso penalties. Then, we compare the solution path computing time of our
method to that of the algorithms from Cai et al* and Johnson™ under L;-norm penalization.
Throughout, we use variations of the following data generating model. We assume that for
a given (n,p), each z; is a realization of N, (0, %) where %, = 0.5V 7" for (j,k) € [p] x [p].
Given X = (z1,...,7,)" € R"™P? and 3, € RP, whose particular structure will be described
separately, we generate failure times from the model log T = X 3, + € where € = (e1,...,€,)"
with each ¢; being independent and identically distributed random variable following the
logistic distribution with location parameter equal to zero and scale parameter equal to two.
That is, E(¢;) = 0 and Var(e;) = 472/3. Given a realization of T = (T3,...,T,)" € R,
censoring times are drawn from an exponential distribution whose mean is equal to the 60th

percentile of the 7T;. All unspecified quantities (., n,p) will be discussed in the next section.

5.2 Solution path computing times

We first assessed the time needed to compute the entire solution path on a single CPU for the
elastic net penalized version of using our software. In each considered setting, we set [,
to have ten randomly chosen entries equal to one and all others equal to zero. We considered
(n,p) € {50,70,90,...,370,390} x {200,500,1000}. For 500 independent replications, we
recorded the times needed to compute both the set of candidate tuning parameters with
k = 0.25 (see Section and the entire solution path for the 100 candidate tuning parameter
values. Convergence criteria were set at their default levels. We display results in the Figure
(a). As one may expect, as « approaches one, longer computing times were needed. This
is because o < 1 makes the objective function strongly convex: a smaller & means a larger
strong convexity constant.

Next, we assessed the computing times for the sparse group penalized version of .
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Figure 1: (a) Average computing times (in seconds) for the entire solution path (100 A values
with £ = 0.25) under various alignments of (n,p) with « € {0.50,0.70,0.80,0.90,0.95,1}
using the elastic net penalty. (b) Average computing times (in seconds) for the entire
solution path (100 A values with x = 0.25) under various alignments of (n,p) with a €
{0,0.25,0.50,0.70,0.80,0.90} using the sparse group lasso penalty.

Under the same settings as in Figure (a), we divided the regression coefficients g, into p/10
groups: the first ten coeflicients are one group, the second ten another group, and so on. We
set the second group of ten coefficients all equal to 0.5 and all others entirely equal to zero.
Again considering n € {50, 70,90, ...,370,390} and p € {200, 500, 1000}, for 500 independent
replications, we recorded the times needed to compute both the set of candidate tuning
parameters with £ = 0.25 and the entire solution path for 100 candidate tuning parameter
values. We considered a € {0,0.25,0.50,0.70,0.80,0.90}. Results are displayed in Figure
(b). Again, we see that as n increases, computing times increased quadratically. Here, «

does not control strong convexity, so it has a lesser effect.
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Figure 2: Average computing times (in seconds) for the entire solution path using the
path-based algorithm of Cai et al* (Path), the interior point based approach of Johnson'®
(LinProg), and our proposed prox-linear ADMM algorithm and software (ADMM).

5.3 Computing time comparison to existing software

Next, we compared three different sets of software for fitting the L,-penalized version of
(i.e., elastic net with a = 1). In addition to our own algorithm and software, we also used the
algorithm based on the reformulation s, and the path-following algorithm of Cai et al*. To

1 we used the software downloaded

implement the interior-point based approach of Johnson™
from the author’s webpage. For the path-following method of Cai et al?, we used software
provided by the authors through personal communication. For 500 independent replications
under each considered setting, we first computed A\y; = 0.5A.c. We then fit the solution
path (terminating when A < \js) using the method of Cai et al*. Then, taking all tuning
parameter values at which the path was evaluated by the method of Cai et al?, we fit the
path using both our software and the software of Johnson”.

We see in Figure [2] that the path-following method of Cai et al* was slowest under almost

L was only slightly

every considered setting. The interior-point based method of Johnson
slower than our method when n = 40, but when n = 80 and p = 200, the difference was
substantial. Accuracies for the three methods did not differ substantially. For example, in
one replication with n = 80 and p = 140, the maximum difference in objective function values
(which ranged from 1.276 at Apax to 1.428 at Ajs) between our method and both competitors
was 1.66 - 1075,

It is important to note that these results are meant to compare the computing time of
existing “off-the-shelf” software for obtaining the solution path of . Differences can partly

be attributed to some factors beyond the efficiency of the respective algorithms. For example,
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our software is largely written in C++, whereas the code for the approach of Cai et al? is
written entirely in R. Similarly, the code implementing the algorithm from Johnson” does
not use warm-starting, so this implementation is not as efficient as one which is designed to
compute the entire solution path as efficiently as possible.

For small scale settings like those in Figure [2| one could instead use hqreg to compute
arg mingeg, har(B) + Ag(B). However, we found in larger scale settings (e.g., like those in
Figure , hgreg required much longer computing times than did our algorithm. In Section
4 of the Supplementary Material, we provide a comparison of our method to the hqreg

approach for solving arg mingg, har(8) + Ag(53).

6 Simulation studies

In this section, we compare the regularized Gehan estimator to alternative estimators
under the accelerated failure time model. In particular, we compare to variations of the

regularized weighted least squares estimator of Huang et al‘?

BERP

1 n
arg min H 5 ; &i(logyay — /BTZU@)Z} + Ag(ﬁ)] (19)

where the §; are the jumps in the Kaplan-Meier estimator, y(1), ..., %) are the order statistics
for the y; (with yuy < yg+1) for each k), and (z4),d(;)) is the predictor and indicator of
censoring, respectively, corresponding to y(;). Then, following Huang et al*, the & from (19)

are defined as

5 S —i \o

6=l o n_(j)ﬂﬂ(ﬂ’iji& L ie{2,....n)

While it has been shown that the unpenalized version of was consistent (with p fixed)=<>20,
in finite samples can perform poorly, especially in the case of high degrees of censoring.
However, to compute ((19) is straightforward using existing software (e.g., glmnet), so this
method has been used widely in the literature.

We consider four data generating models: the combination of two distributions for the
¢; and two structures for the (5,. For each scenario, we first generate the x; as realizations
from N,(0,%) where ¥;;, = 0.597*l for (j,k) € [p] x [p]. Then, we generate failure times
using logT = X, + € where ¢ = (e1,...,¢,) with each ¢; either having (i) a logistic

18



distribution with location parameter equal to zero and scale parameter ¢ or (ii) having a
normal distribution with mean zero and standard deviation ¢. Censoring times are generated
in the same manner as in Section [5.1, We generate n training samples and their censoring
times; 200 validation samples and their censoring times; and 1000 testing samples which are
uncensored.

To measure performance, we used concordance’® on the uncensored testing set (i.e., the
degree of agreement in the ordering for all pairs of true survival times and linear predictors)
and model error, which is defined as (8 — 8,)T2(8 — B.) = limy oo n || X5 — X 8,2 for
random X € R"*? generated as in Section . In our data generating models E(¢;) = 0, so
E(logT) = XS, and thus, prediction of Xf, is a reasonable goal.

To assess the performance of (3 relative to (19)) and the usefulness of the tuning parameter
selection criterion described in Section , we considered versions of with the tuning
parameter selected by ten-fold cross-validation (Gehan-CV(LP)) and selected using a validation
set (Gehan-Val). Note that Gehan-CV(LP) does not use the validation set in any way, so in
general, Gehan-Val has an advantage. Similarly, we consider selecting tuning parameters
in using both a validation set (WLS-Val) and based on “oracle” tuning (WLS-0r). For
validation-set based estimators, we use tuning parameter which yields the lowest value of
the Gehan loss function on the validation set. For the “oracle” estimator, we use the tuning
parameter which had the smallest Gehan loss function value on the testing set — an approach
which could be not be used in practice.

We first compared with elastic net penalty to the elastic net penalized version
of . In these simulations, we constructed (. to have 10 randomly selected entries
equal to one and all others equal to zero. For 100 independent replications, we considered
(n,p,0) € {200} x {100,200, ...,800} x {2}, (n,p,0) € {50,100,150,...,450} x {500} x {2},
and (n,p,o) € {200} x {500} x {0.50,0.75,...,2.50}.

Results with logistic and normal errors are displayed in Figure |3| and Figure 9 of the
Supplementary Materials, respectively. Across all the considered settings, both versions
of outperformed the penalized weighted least squares estimator in both performance
metrics. Only when the sample size is very small (e.g., n &~ 50) or the noise level is very
large (e.g., 0 > 3) do we see the two sets of methods perform similarly in either metric. For
logistic errors, this may be unsurprising given that least squares estimators are known to
perform poorly with heavy-tailed errors. In the normal model, however, we still see that the
rank-based estimators outperformed the weighted least squares estimator. We also performed

these same simulations without censoring. Those results can be found in Figure 11 and 12
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Figure 3: Model error (top row) and concordance (bottom row) for the four considered
methods averaged over 100 independent replications with logistic errors, 5, having ten
elements set equal to one, and g being the elastic net penalty with o = 0.5.
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Figure 4: Model error (top row) and concordance (bottom row) for the four considered
methods averaged over 100 independent replications with logistic errors, 5, having ten
elements set equal to 0.5 (five in two groups of size ten), and g being the sparse group lasso
penalty with a = 0.

of the Supplementary Material. To summarize, in the case of normal errors, the penalized
least squares approach (which is unweighted when there is no censoring) outperforms the

regularized AFT model. Under logistic errors, the two methods perform nearly identically.
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In the next set of simulations, we compared performances of the two methods using the
sparse group lasso penalty with o = 0 (i.e., the group lasso penalty). In each replication,
under the same model as before, we set 3, to have p/10 groups of size ten. Each group has
coefficients entirely equal to zero except the second (coefficients 11 through 20) and final
group (coefficients p — 9 through p), which have their first five coefficients equal to 0.5, and
all others equal to zero. We use the same (n,p, o) configurations as in the elastic net setting.
To compute regularized weighted least squares, we used the gglasso package in R.

Averages over 100 independent replications are displayed in Figure 4] and Figure 10 of
the Supplementary Materials. Just as in the elastic net simulations, outperformed the
penalized weighted least squares estimator in nearly every considered setting. Notably — and
this applies to the elastic net case as well — these are the best case versions of the weighted
least squares estimator in the sense that one need not resort to cross-validation to select
tuning parameters. Of course, this is not a feasible approach in practice.

Finally, we also measured variable selection performance using both true positive and true
negative rates. Results under logistic errors are included in Figures 6-8 of the Supplementary
Material. In brief, rank-based estimators tended to have much higher true positive rates and
only slightly lower true negative rates. See Section 2 of the Supplementary Material for more
details.

7 TCGA data analyses

7.1 Comparison to weighted least squares and Cox model

In our first real data application, we modeled survival as a function of gene expression
(measured by RNAseq) in data collected from nine different cancer types by the Cancer
Genome Atlas Project (Weinstein et al*! https://portal.gdc.cancer.gov/). For each data
type separately, we first performed screening by removing genes whose 75th percentile
RNAseq count was less than 20. Then, we set the ith subject’s jth gene expression equal to
logo{(cij +1)/(grs,:)} where ¢; ; is the sequencing count for the ith subject’s jth gene and
g5 is the 75th percentile of counts for the ith subject across all genes. Finally, after these
transformations, we kept only those genes with the 5000 largest median absolute deviations
across the entire dataset. We also included age as a predictor so that p = 5001. We did not
impose any penalty on the coefficient corresponding to the patient’s age.

In each dataset separately, for 100 independent replications, we randomly split the data

into a training and testing set of sizes n — |0.2n| and |0.2n], respectively. On the training
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n Concordance Integrated AUC Computing time (secs
Dataset | n 210 | Lol AFT  Cox  WLS | pemAFT Cox  WLS | penAFT Cox (WLS )
KIRC | 530 174 0.713 0.718 0.559 | 0.747 0.751 0.564 | 209.6 17.3 24.7
LUAD | 480 173 0.612 0.578 0.562 | 0.599 0.562 0.555| 230.8 20.2 24.2
LGG | 510 125 0.869 0.861 0.825| 0.783 0.773 0.745| 158.1 209 254
LUSC | 489 212 0.534 0.532 0.524 | 0.512 0.516 0.506 | 235.3 224 244
BLCA | 404 178 0.653 0.638 0.601 | 0.657 0.640 0.593 | 164.1 16.7 24.1
KIRP | 283 44 0.813 0.812 0.689 | 0.765 0.769 0.654 | 133.4 7.6  30.7
COAD | 277 68 0.583 0.576 0.447 | 0.578 0.582 0.436 | 58.1 6.3 213
GBM | 151 120 0.614 0.605 0.597 | 0.612 0.598 0.588 | 82.0 6.7 323
ACC 79 28 0.834 0.842 0.710 | 0.826 0.836 0.723 | 17.2 1.5 18.4

Table 2: Average concordance, integrated AUC, and computing time for the three considered
methods over the nine different cancer datasets from TCGA. Note that computing time
includes the time taken for performing 5-fold cross-validtion and model fitting to the complete
training dataset. For penAFT, we set €, = 5 x 107* and left e,,4 at its default value.

data, we fit the L;-penalized Cox model, the L;-penalized version of , and the L;-penalized
version of the weighted least squares estimator of (1))**. To measure model performance, we
recorded both concordance (Harrell’s C-index) and the integrated AUC measure proposed
by Uno et al“? (using the survAUC package in R) on the testing set. For a fair comparison
between ([3)) and the weighted least squares estimator of Huang et al'®, we used the same tuning
parameter selection criterion — that proposed in Section [4| based on 5-fold cross-validation —
for both methods.

Results are displayed in Table [2. We see that the penalized Gehan estimator performed
similarly to the method assuming proportional hazards (Cox) both in terms of concordance
and integrated AUC. The weighted least squares approach of Huang et al’® performed
comparatively worse. For example, in some datasets it had nearly 0.10 lower concordance
than its competitors. Only in LUSC, where all methods predict only marginally better
than random guessing, did we see the weighted least squares estimator perform similarly
to . These results suggest that although the weighted least squares estimators are easy
to implement, the ease of implementation comes with a potential sacrifice in predictive
accuracy. The regularized Gehan estimator, on the other hand, may require slightly longer
computing times (especially when n is large), but yields fitted models which are competitive

with estimators assuming proportional hazards.
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Figure 5: (Left) Ten-fold cross-validation errors for the sparse group lasso pathway-based
analysis of the KIRC dataset with @ = 0. The curve in blue is the cross-validated linear
predictor scores (see Section {)) and the black curve and standard error bands are the cross-
validated Gehan loss Dotted vertical lines (blue) denote the tuning parameter with
minimum cross-validated linear predictor score and (black) minimum cross-validated Gehan
loss according to the one standard error rule. (Right) Trace plot for the sparse group lasso fit
to the KIRC dataset with a = 0.

7.2 Pathway-based analysis of KIRC data

In this section, we return to the motivating pathway-based survival analysis described in
Section [L.1]. The goal was to fit the semiparametric accelerated failure time model treating
genes belonging to particular pathways as a group. Specifically, we consider the six gene
pathways used in Molstad et al®’. These are the (i) PI3K/AKT/mTOR pathway; four
pathways associated with metabolic function: the (ii) glycolysis and gluconeogenesis, (iii)
metabolism of fatty acids, (iv) pentose phosphate, and (v) citrate cycle pathways; and finally,
(vi) the set of genes which were used in the CIBERSORT software (which we treat as a gene
set). For a discussion of why these pathways are relevant to KIRC, see Section 5.2 of Molstad

129 and references therein. As in the previous section, we also included age as a predictor:

et a
this is treated as its own group and was not penalized.

To perform this analysis, we fit to the full dataset. We included only those genes
belonging to one of the six gene-sets, which leaves 581 genes for our analysis (so that p = 582).
We set weights v, = /pg where p, is the number of genes belonging to the gth group for g € [6].
As before, the coefficient for age was not penalized. Because we assume that within certain

gene-sets only a subset of genes may be needed, we considered a € {0,0.05,0.1,0.25,0.5}.
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First, we performed 10-fold cross-validation to select both A and «. The minimum cross-
validated linear predictor score was obtained with o = 0, i.e., the group lasso without the
Lq-penalty. The resulting cross-validation error curve is displayed in the left panel of Figure
bl We saw that although the minimum cross-validated linear predictor score corresponds to
a relatively large model, using the one standard error rule we would select a much smaller
model. Looking at the corresponding trace plot displayed in the right panel of Figure [3], we
see that the model selected by the one standard error rule includes age, and all genes from
both the fatty acid metabolism and PI3K/AKT/mTOR pathways. The model selected by
the tuning parameter minimizing the cross-validated linear predictor score includes genes
from all but the pentose phosphate pathway. It is not surprising that larger models may be
preferable for this particular dataset: Molstad et al“ also found that larger models tended

to outperform truly sparse models in another version of this dataset.

8 Discussion

In this article, we have proposed a new algorithm for fitting semiparametric AFT models.
We focused our attention on the elastic net and sparse group lasso penalties, but of course,
the generality of our computational approach allows for a much wider range of penalties to
be considered. Thus, our work affords practitioners a broad new class of estimators which
were previously considered computationally infeasible.

There are a number of interesting directions for future research. Specifically, the complexity
of our algorithm scales quadratically in the number of subjects n. To allow for applications
to data at the scale of the UK Biobank (https://www.ukbiobank.ac.uk/), which consists
of roughly half a million subjects, new approaches need to be developed. One approach
is to partition the subjects in the study into separate groups and apply on each group
separately in a distributed fashion. However, this would require then combining the estimates
in a theoretically justifiable way (e.g., as in Lee et al™), which is challenging since there is
little in the way of theoretical studies of in high-dimensional settings. Alternatively, it
may be preferable to devise and implement a version of our algorithm (or another ADMM

variant) which is designed for parallelized, GPU-based computation.
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and all additional results discussed in Section 6. We also include the R package penAFT along

with a user guide.
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