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Abstract

For prediction of clustered time-to-event data, we propose a new deep neural network
based gamma frailty model (DNN-FM). An advantage of the proposed model is that
the joint maximization of the new h-likelihood provides maximum likelihood estimators
for fixed parameters and best unbiased predictors for random frailties. Thus, the pro-
posed DNN-FM is trained by using a negative profiled h-likelihood as a loss function,
constructed by profiling out the non-parametric baseline hazard. Experimental studies
show that the proposed method enhances the prediction performance of the existing
methods. A real data analysis shows that the inclusion of subject-specific frailties helps
to improve prediction of the DNN based Cox model (DNN-Cox).

Keywords: Deep neural network, Frailty model, H-likelihood, Prediction, Random
effect.

1 Introduction

Recently, deep neural network (DNN) has provided a major breakthrough to enhance pre-

diction in various areas (LeCun et al., 2015; Goodfellow, 2016). The DNN models allow

extensions of Cox proportional hazards (PH) models (Kvamme et al., 2019; Sun et al.,2020).

Recently, subject-specific prediction of the DNN models has been studied by including ran-

dom effects in neural network (NN) predictor (Tran et al., 2020; Mandel et al., 2022).

However, these DNN random-effect models have been studied for only complete data. In

this paper we propose a new DNN-FM. To the best of our knowledge, there is no litera-

ture on the DNN-FM for censored survival data. Lee and Nelder (1996) introduced the

h-likelihood for the inference of general models with random effects and Ha, Lee and Song

(2001) extended it to the semi-parametric frailty models. We reformulate the h-likelihood

to obtain maximum likelihood estimators (MLEs) for fixed unknown parameters and best

unbiased predictors (BUPs; Searle et al., 1992; Lee et al., 2017) for random frailties by a

simple joint maximization of the profiled h-likelihood, which is constructed by profiling out
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the non-parametric baseline hazard for semi-parametric DNN-FMs. Thus, the proposed

DNN-FM can be trained by using a negative profiled h-likelihood as a loss function. Ex-

perimental studies show that the proposed method enhances the prediction performance

of the existing DNN-Cox and FM in terms of Brier score and C-index, which are popular

predictive measures in survival analysis.

In Section 2, we review the DNN-Cox model. We propose the DNN-FM and introduce

its h-likelihood in Section 3 and learning algorithm in Section 4. The experimental study is

presented to compare its predictive performance with various methods in Section 5. A real

data analysis is in Section 6, followed by concluding remarks in Section 7. A theoretical

framework for an online learning and all the technical details are in Appendix.

2 A review of DNN-Cox model

2.1 DNN-Cox model

Let Ti be the survival time (time-to-event) for subject i = 1, . . . , n, and let xi = (xi1, . . . , xip)
T

be a p-dimensional vector of input variables (covariates or features). The semi-parametric

Cox model is as follows: For a given xi, the hazard function of Ti is

λi(t|xi) = λ0(t) exp(ηi), ηi = x
T
i β (1)

where λ0(·) is a non-parametric baseline hazard function, the linear predictor ηi = xT
i β is

a parametric model for risk function (or risk score) of covariates xi, and β is a vector of p-

dimensional regression parameters without intercept (or bias) term. The survival function

for Ti given xi is

S(t|xi) = P (Ti > t|xi) = exp{−Λ0(t)e
ηi},

where Λ0(t) is the baseline cumulative hazard.

The Cox model (1) is extended to the DNN-Cox model, by relaxing the parametric

linear model ηi = x
T
i β with a non-linear function of xi,

ηi =

pL∑
k=1

βkg
(L)
k (xi;w) ≡ NN(xi;w,β), (2)

where NN(·) denotes neural network risk predictor of the output layer with the Lth (last)

hidden layer; β = (β1, · · · , βpL)T is a vector of the output weights, with pL number of
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nodes of the Lth hidden layer; and w = (wT
1 ,w

T
2 , . . . ,w

T
L)

T is a combined vectorization

consisting of a vector wℓ (ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L) of the ℓth hidden weights. Here, the g
(L)
k (xi;w)

is the k-th node of the last hidden layer g(L)(xi;w) = (g
(L)T
1 (xi;w), . . . , g

(L)T
pL (xi;w))T ,

which depends on the input variables xi and the hidden weights w, and the last hidden

layer can be expressed as the form of compositional functions

g(L)(xi;w) = σ(L)(· · ·σ(2)(σ(1)(xi;w1);w2) · · · ;wL),

where σ(ℓ)(·) denotes the activation function of hidden layer for each ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L, and

each of the wℓ vectors includes the bias term.

In survival analysis, the observable random variables are, for i = 1, . . . , n

yi = min(Ti, Ci) and δi = I(Ti ≤ Ci)

where Ci is the censoring time corresponding to Ti. The DNN weights (w,β) in (2) can

be estimated by minimizing the negative Breslow (1972) log-likelihood (denoted by −ℓ;

Kvamme et al., 2019; Tarkhan and Simon, 2022) as a loss function, given by

ℓ =
∑
i

δiηi −
∑
k

d(k) log

{ ∑
i∈R(k)

exp(ηi)

}
, (3)

where ηi = NN(xi;w,β) is the NN predictor which also represents an output node of

the DNN-Cox model, R(k) = {i : yi ≥ y(k)} is the risk set at time y(k) which is the kth

(k = 1, . . . ,K) smallest distinct event time among the yi’s, and d(k) is the number of events

at y(k). The weights (w,β) are usually obtained by optimizing the loss function based on

the gradient decent method.

2.2 Prediction measures

For censored data, the two popular measures, namely the Brier score and the concordance

index (C-index), have been used to evaluate the predictive performance of the DNN-Cox

model (2) (Kvamme et al., 2019).

2.2.1 Brier score

The time-dependent Brier score is defined as

BS(t) = E {I(t)− S(t|x)}2 ,
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where BS(t) is the mean squared error of the difference between I(t) and S(t|x). Here, I(t)

is the event status at the time point t (i.e. I(t) = I(T > t) = 1 if T > t and 0 otherwise)

and S(t|x) is a model-based survival function. The estimated Brier score (Graf et al., 1999)

is given by

B̂S(t) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

ŵi(t)
{
yi(t)− Ŝ(t|xi)

}2
,

where yi(t) = I(yi > t) at a specific time point t and Ŝ(t|xi) is estimated survival function

given xi. Here, ŵi(t) is the inverse probability of censoring weights (IPCW)

ŵi(t) =
(1− yi(t))δi

Ĝ(yi)
+
yi(t)

Ĝ(t)
, with Ĝ(t) = P̂ (C > t),

and Ĝ(·) indicates the estimated survival function of censoring time. Thus, the estimated

Brier score can be viewed as the mean squared error between the observed event status

yi(t) and the predicted survival function Ŝ(t|xi). The lower Brier score indicates a better

predictive performance. For predictive performance of Brier score at all available times,

the integrated Brier score (IBS) is usually used with the maximum survival time tmax:

IBS =
1

tmax

∫ tmax

0
BS(s)ds.

2.2.2 C-index

The definition of C-index is based on the property that a survival model should predict a

shorter survival time for subjects that fail earlier and a longer survival time for subjects

that fail later. Let Ti and Tj be independent survival times with corresponding covariate

vectors xi and xj , respectively. Then the C-index is defined by

C = P (S(t|xi) > S(t|xj)|Ti > Tj) = P (ηi < ηj |Ti > Tj).

where ηk = NN(xk;w,β) are the NN predictors of the DNN-Cox model (2). Following

Harrell et al. (1996), the C-index can be estimated by

Ĉ =

∑
i

∑
j δiI(yi < yj){I(η̂i > η̂j) + 0.5I(η̂i = η̂j)}∑

i

∑
j δiI(yi < yj)

,

where η̂k = NN(xk; ŵ, β̂). The range of C-index is from 0 to 1, and a larger value indicates

a better performance.
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3 Proposed DNN for frailty model

The FMs have been introduced for prediction of clustered survival time. Consider a clus-

tered survival dataset

DN = {(yij , δij ,xij), i = 1, . . . , n; j = 1, . . . , ni},

where yij = min(Tij , Cij) is the jth observation of the ith subject (or cluster), Tij and Cij

are the corresponding survival and censoring times, respectively, and δij = I(Tij ≤ Cij) is

censoring indicator, and xij = (xij1, . . . , xijp)
T is a vector of p covariates corresponding to

Tij . Here, n is the number of clusters, ni is cluster size and N =
∑n

i=1 ni is the total sample

size. The dependency among Tij ’s can be modelled via a frailty in the hazard function.

Let ui denote the unobserved frailty of the ith cluster. Then, the semi-parametric FM is

as follows. The conditional hazard function of Tij given ui and xij takes the form of

λij(t|ui,xij) = λ0(t) exp(x
T
ijβ)ui = λ0(t) exp(ηij), ηij = x

T
ijβ + vi, (4)

where ηij is linear predictor and vi = log ui.

3.1 DNN-FM

The FM (4) is extended to a new DNN-FM by replacing xT
ijβ with

NN(xij ;w,β) =

pL∑
k=1

βkg
(L)
k (xij ;w). (5)

In this paper, for the frailty ui, we use a gamma distribution with E(ui) = 1 and var(ui) =

α, which is denoted by Gamma(1/α, α). Figure 1 shows the extension of Cox model to the

DNN-FM. Figure 2 presents a schematic diagram of architecture of the DNN-FM, which is

constructed by allowing for output nodes NN(xij ; ŵ, β̂) and ûi from the two separate input

layers, namely input vector xij and one-hot encoding vector of subjects zi, respectively.

In the DNN-FM, subject-specific prediction can be made by multiplying the risk predictor

exp(NN(xij ; ŵ, β̂)) and frailty predictors ûi.

3.2 Construction of h-likelihood

In FMs (4), it is important to define the likelihood to obtain the exact MLEs for fixed

parameters and BUPs for random frailties. Let y∗ = (y, δ) with y = min(T,C). Let ψ =
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(θT , λ0(·))T with θ = (βT , α)T be the vector of fixed parameters. Under the conditional

independence and non-informative censoring given vi, Ha et al. (2001) proposed the use of

a h-likelihood

ℓe(ψ,v;y
∗,v) =

∑
i,j

log fψ(yij , δij |vi) +
∑
i

log fψ(vi), (6)

where

log fψ(yij , δij |vi) = δij{log λij(yij |vi)}−Λij(yij |vi) = δij{log λ0(yij)+ηij}−Λ0(yij) exp(ηij)

is the conditional censored log-likelihood of yij and δij given vi, Λ0(·) is the cumulative

baseline hazard function, fψ(vi) is a density function of vi with the parameter ψ, and

v = log(u). Lee and Nelder’s (1996) original aim of h-likelihood is to obtain MLEs for

all fixed parameters and good predictors for random effects by its joint maximization.

However, its joint maximization of the current h-likelihood above cannot give an exact

MLE for variance component α. In this paper, we introduce a new h-likelihood for the

gamma FM (4). Consider an extended likelihood (Lee et al., 2017) in the vc scale

h(ψ,vc) = ℓ(ψ;y∗) + log fψ(v
c|y∗), (7)

where ℓ(ψ;y∗) = log
∫
fψ(y

∗,v)dv is the marginal log-likelihood. Given ψ, let ṽc be

ṽc = argmax
vc

h(ψ,vc) = argmax
vc

fψ(v
c|y∗)

From (7), a sufficient condition for h(ψ,vc) to give the exact MLEs for ψ is that fψ(ṽ
c|y∗)

is independent of ψ. Let

vci = vi exp {ai(α, δi+)} , (8)

where ai(α, δi+) =
(
δi+ + α−1

) (
log(δi+ + α−1)− 1

)
−log Γ(δi++α−1). Appendix A.1 shows

that the predictive likelihood

log f(ṽc|y∗) =
n∑

i=1

log fψ(ṽ
c
i |y∗) =

n∑
i=1

{log fψ(ṽi|y∗)− ai(α, δi+)} = 0

is free from ψ. Thus, ℓ(ψ,y∗) = h(ψ, ṽc). Let h(ψ,v) be a reparameterization of the

h-likelihood (7). Then

h = h(ψ,v) = ℓe(ψ,v;y
∗,v) + log

∣∣∣∣ dvdvc

∣∣∣∣ = h(ψ,vc),

6



where ℓe(ψ,v;y
∗,v) is the h-likelihood (6) of Ha et al. (2001) and log

∣∣ dv
dvc

∣∣ = −∑n
i=1 ai(α, δi+).

Thus, h(ψ,v) ̸= ℓe(ψ,v;y
∗,v). Given ψ, we have the BUP for u, E(u|y∗), by solving

∂h/∂v = 0 (or ∂h/∂u = 0), where u = exp(v) (see Appendix A.1). The joint maximiza-

tion of the new h-likelihood gives MLEs for whole parameters including variance component

and BUPs for random frailties.

4 Learning algorithm using the profiled h-likelihood

In the DNN-FM (5), the new h-likelihood is

h = h(ψ,v) =

n∑
i=1

ni∑
j=1

[
δij{log λ0(yij) + ηij} − Λ0(yij) exp(ηij)

]
+

n∑
i=1

[
log ui − ui

α
− α−1 logα− log Γ(α−1)− ai(α, δi+)

]
(9)

where

ηij = NN(xij ;w,β) + vi

and ai(α, δi+) is given in (8). For eliminating the non-parametric baseline hazard λ0(·) in

(9), following Ha et al. (2001) we can have a profiled h-likelihood,

hp = hp(θ,v) = hPL −
n∑

i=1

ai(α, δi+), (10)

where

hPL =
∑
ij

δijηij−
∑
k

d(k) log

 ∑
(i,j)∈R(k)

exp(ηij)

+
n∑

i=1

[
log ui − ui

α
− logα

α
− log Γ

(
1

α

)]

is the penalized partial likelihood (PPL; Ripatti and Palmgren, 2000; Therneau and Gramb-

sch, 2000). Here, R(k) = {(i, j) : yij ≥ y(k)} is risk set at time y(k) (k = 1, . . . ,K), and

d(k) is the number of events at y(k) which is the kth (k = 1, . . . ,K) smallest distinct event

times among the yij ’s. Direct maximization of the PPL cannot provide MLEs. To obtain

the MLEs, Gu et al. (2014) proposed the use of the marginal partial log-likelihood

ℓp = log

∫
exp(hPL)dv.

However, this integration is often numerically intractable. Thus, Ha et al. (2001, 2017) and

Ripatti and Palmgren (2000) proposed the use of the Laplace approximation of ℓp, which
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is still numerically difficult and does not give the exact MLEs. The Laplace approximation

can yield a biased estimation for frailty models with a small cluster size or under heavy

censoring (Jeon et al., 2012; Gorfine and Zuker, 2023).

An advantage of the h-likelihood approach is that the nuisance parameters associated

with the non-parametric hazard λ0(·) can be eliminated by profiling. Since the joint max-

imization of hp gives the MLEs for fixed parameters and BUPs for random frailties, the

DNN-FM (5) can be trained by using negative profiled h-likelihood (i.e. −hp) as a loss

function, which contains NN(x;w,β) and ui. Thus, the two separate output nodes are

necessary as in Figure 2.

4.1 Local minima problem

In FMs, for identifiability we impose the constraints E(ui) = 1 because for any ϵ,

λij(t|ui,xij) = λ0(t) exp {NN (xij ;w,β)}ui

= λ0(t) exp {NN(xij ;w,β) + ϵ} (ui/ exp(ϵ)).

However, DNN models often encounter local minima which violates the constraints. This

causes a computational difficulty in the DNN-FM. To prevent poor prediction due to the

local minima, we introduce an adjustment on the predictor of ui

ûi ←
ûi

1
n

∑n
i=1 ûi

(11)

to satisfy
1

n

n∑
i=1

ûi = 1.

4.2 ML learning algorithm

We propose a h-likelihood learning algorithm:

• Inner loop: For given α̂, find optimal (ŵ, β̂, û) under a loss function −hp (10).

• Adjustment: Transport û as in (11).

• Outer loop: For given (ŵ, β̂, û), find an optimal α̂ under a loss function −hp (10).
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This algorithm describes double loop iterative procedures with an additional adjustment

on the frailty predictors: for details, see Algorithm 1. Figure 3 displays a schematic

diagram of the h-likelihood learning procedure of the DNN-FM (5).

Algorithm 1 H-likelihood Learning Algorithm.

Repeat until α converges:

Train the network:
ŵ, β̂, v̂← argmin

w,β,v
{−hp(w,β, α̂,v)}

return ŵ, β̂, v̂

Adjust the frailties:
ū←

∑n
i=1 exp(v̂i)/n

v̂i ← v̂i − log ū for i = 1, ..., n
return v̂

Compute variance component:
α̂← argmin

α

{
−hp(ŵ, β̂, α, v̂)

}
return α̂

5 Experimental studies

To evaluate the performance of the proposed method, experimental studies are conducted

based on 100 replications of simulated data. As performance measures, we use the extended

forms of the IBS and C-index of FMs (Oirbeek and Lesaffre, 2010, 2016) in Appendix A.2.

5.1 Experimental design

Given ui and xij , survival times Tij are generated from the hazard function

λij(t|ui,xij) = λ0(t) exp{f(xij)}ui,

where f(xij) is an unknown true risk function of xij and λ0(t) = ϕtϕ−1 is set to be a

Weibull baseline hazard with shape parameter ϕ = 2. The DNN-FM fits the true but

unknown f(xij) by NN(xij ;w,β). Here, the five input variables xij = (x1ij , ..., x5ij)
T are

generated from AR(1) process with autocorrelation ρ = 0.5 and frailties ui are generated
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from gamma distribution with E(ui) = 1 and Var(ui) = α, and

f(xij) =0.4 cos(x1ij) + 0.3 cos(x2ij) + 0.6 cos(x3ij) + 0.5x2ij ∗ x3ij

+ 0.4/(x24ij + 1) + 0.5/(x25ij + 1).

We set the frailty variance α = 0, 0.5, 1 and 2, where α = 0 means the DNN-Cox model

without frailty. The censoring times are generated from an exponential distribution with

parameter empirically determined to achieve approximately two right censoring rates, low

(around 15%) and high (around 45%). We set the total sample size N = 8000 with

(n, ni) = (1000, 8) for all i. Thus, the dataset contains 1000 subjects and each subject

has 8 observations. For each subject i, we assign 4 observations (j = 1, 2, 3, 4) to the train-

ing set, 2 observations (j = 5, 6) to the validation set and the remaining 2 observations

(j = 7, 8) to the test set.

For comparison, we consider the fitting of the following four models.

• Cox: Cox model (1)

• DNN: DNN-Cox model (2)

• FM: gamma frailty model (4)

• DNN-FM: The proposed DNN-FM (5)

The network architecture and hyper-parameters are tuned by using the vanilla DNN-

Cox. As an optimal result, we set all the DNN models to have 3 hidden layers of 10 nodes

with “relu” activation function. We use the full batch and “AdamW” optimizer with learn-

ing rate 0.01. Early stopping with validation loss is employed to prevent overfitting. The

Cox model is implemented using lifelines package in Python, gamma FM is implemented

using frailtyEM (Balan and Putter, 2019) package in R, and the DNN models (DNN-Cox,

DNN-FM) are implemented using Python-based Keras and Tensorflow.

5.2 Experimental results

For evaluation of the prediction performances, IBS (12) and C-index (13) in Appendix are

computed on the test set. Figure 4 shows box plots of IBS for each model under 15%
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censoring. Figure 4(a) shows that all models have comparable results when there is no

frailty. Even if there is no frailty (α = 0), the proposed DNN-FM model is still comparable

to the vanilla DNN-Cox, which should have the smallest IBC. Figure 4(b), (c) and (d)

show that the DNN-FM has the smallest IBS values when frailty is presented. Figure 5

shows box plots of C-index for each model under 15% censoring. When there is no frailty

term, Figure 5(a) shows that the two DNN models (DNN-Cox, DNN-FM) have comparable

results, but that the two non-DNN models (Cox, FM) give poor results, which means they

do not capture the nonlinear effect of input variables in terms of C-index. As expected,

Figure 5(b), (c) and (d) show that the DNN-FM has the highest C-index. Next, Figures

6 and 7 present box plots of IBS and C-index under 45% censoring, respectively and they

overall show similar trends to Figures 4 and 5. However, the trends in Figure 6(a) are

somewhat different. That is, the two standard models (Cox and FM) in Figure 6(a) give

poor results as compared to those in Figure 4(a), meaning that under 45% censoring, they

do not again capture the nonlinear effect of input variables in terms of IBC.

Mean and standard deviation of IBS and C-index for each model with two censoring

rates are summarized in Table 1. This confirms that the DNN-FM outperforms three

existing models (Cox, DNN-Cox and FM). Table 2 reports mean and standard deviation

of estimated frailty variance (α̂) from train sets under 100 replications of simulated data.

When α = 0, the true model does not have frailties, and the estimates of α under FM and

DNN-FM with two censoring rates (15% and 45%) are closed to zero. As α increases, the

MLE of α under FM is downward biased, whereas that under DNN-FM is consistent. As

expected, we see that the standard deviations of α̂ tend to increase as α or censoring rate

increases.

6 Real data analysis: multi-center bladder cancer data

We illustrate the DNN-FM method using a bladder cancer multi-center trial conducted

by the EORTC (Sylvester et al., 2006). We consider 392 bladder-cancer patients from 21

centers that participated in EORTC trial 30791. The primary endpoint (event of interest)

was time (day) to the first bladder cancer recurrence from randomization. Of the 392

patients, 200 (51.02%) had recurrence of bladder cancer (event of interest) and 81 (20.66%)
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died prior to recurrence (a competing event). 111 (28.32%) patients who were still alive

and without recurrence were censored at the date of the last available follow-up. Following

Park and Ha (2019), we regarded the 81 competing risk events as censored, resulting that

censoring rate is 49.98% with 192 censored patients. The data are unbalanced due to

different number of patients in each center. In this paper, we used the data with 373

patients from 16 centers which have more than 5 patients in each center. The numbers of

patients per center varied from 6 to 78, with mean 23.3 and median 17.5. In each center,

we used two randomly selected patients as test set, another two randomly selected patients

as validation set, and the remaining patients as training set.

We consider the following 12 categorical input variables (x):

• Chemotherapy as the main covariate (CHEMO; no=0, yes=1),

• Age (0 if Age≤65 years, 1 if Age> 65 years),

• Sex (male=0, female=1),

• Prior recurrent rate (PRIORREC; primary, ≤ 1/yr, > 1/yr);

PRIORREC1 = I(PRIORREC ≤ 1/yr), PRIORREC2 = I(PRIORREC > 1/yr)

• Number of tumors (NOTUM; single, 2-7 tumors, ≥ 8 tumors);

NOTUM1=I(NOTUM = 2-7 tumors), NOTUM2=I(NOTUM ≥ 8 tumors);

• Tumor size (TUM3CM; 0 if Tumor size <3cm, 1 if Tumor size ≥3cm),

• T category (TLOCC; Ta=0, T1=1),

• Carcinoma in situ (CIS; no=0, yes=1),

• G grade (GLOCAL; G1, G2, G3);

GLOCAL1=I(GLOCAL=G2), GLOCAL2=I(GLOCAL=G3).

Table 3 presents IBS and C-index on the test set of the bladder cancer data. The DNN-

FM shows the smallest IBS and the highest C-index which indicate the best prediction

performance, and DNN-Cox outperforms the two non-DNN models (Cox and FM). In

the train set, the estimated frailty variances are small with α̂ = 0.069 for DNN-FM and
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α̂ = 0.086 for FM, leading to similar values of IBS and C-index from the Cox and FM.

Thus, in this dataset the nonlinear effect of input variables are important in predicting the

survival probability of patients in each center. Figure 8 shows the time-dependent Brier

scores on the test set under the four models. Here, the Brier scores of the four models are

similar at almost time points before 3 years. However, after 3 years, the Brier scores of the

proposed DNN-FM are always noticeably lower than other three models. Accordingly, the

DNN-FM improves prediction of the DNN-Cox model.

7 Concluding remarks

We have presented a new DNN-FM. The joint maximization of its profiled h-likelihood

provides MLEs for fixed parameters and BUPs for random frailties. Our empirical results

demonstrate that the proposed method improves the prediction performance of the existing

DNN-Cox and FMs in terms of IBS and C-index. The specification of the gamma frailty

distribution in semi-parametric FMs is insensitive to the estimates of fixed regression pa-

rameters (i.e. weights) if the variance of frailty is not very large (Hsu et al. 2007; Ha et

al., 2001, 2017; Gorfine et al., 2023). Extension of the proposed method to other frailty

distribution such as parametric (e.g. log-normal) or non-parametric distribution (Chee et

al., 2021) would be an interesting further work. The proposed DNN-FM can be trained for

very large clustered survival data by using an online learning, whose theoretical framework

is in Appendix A.3.
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Appendix: Supplementary Materials

A.1 Derivation for the predictive likelihood

Recall that y∗ = (y, δ), where the (i, j)th component of y is yij = min(Tij , Cij). Note that

ṽ is given by

ṽ = argmax
v

{log fψ(v|y∗)}

= argmax
v

{log fψ(y∗|v) + log fψ(v)− log fψ(y
∗)}

= argmax
v


n∑

i=1

ni∑
j=1

(
δijvi − Λ

(m)
ij evi

)
+

n∑
i=1

(
vi − evi
α

)
= argmax

v

n∑
i=1

{
vi
(
δi+ + α−1

)
− evi

(
Λi+ + α−1

)}
= log

(
δi+ + α−1

Λi+ + α−1

)
where δi+ =

∑ni
j=1 δij , Λi+ =

∑ni
j=1 Λ

(m)
ij =

∑ni
j=1 Λ0(yij) exp(f(xij)). This implies that

ũi = exp(ṽi) =
δi+ + α−1

Λi+ + α−1
= E(ui|y∗

i )

is the BUP (Searle et al., 1992) for ui(= exp(vi)) in sense that it gives minimum mean

squared error of prediction (“best”) and E(ũi−ui) = 0 (“unbiased”) with E(ũi) = E(ui) =

1, since

ui|y∗
i ∼ Gamma

(
δi+ + α−1, (Λi+ + α−1)−1

)
,

which is easily derived from the fact that the gamma distribution is conjugate of the frailty

model. From the density function of gamma distribution above, the predictive likelihood

at ṽc is given by

log f(ṽc|y∗) =

n∑
i=1

log fψ(ṽ
c
i |y∗) =

n∑
i=1

{log fψ(ṽi|y∗)− ai(α, δi+)}

=

n∑
i=1

{log fψ(ũi|y∗) + log ũi − ai(α, δi+)} = 0,

where ũi = exp(ṽi).

A.2 Evaluation measures for DNN-FM

The BS in Section 2.1 can be extended to the DNN-FM (5) as a conditional form:

BSc(t) = E {Y (t)− S(t|u, x)}2 ,
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where S(t|u, x) is the conditional survival function given u, and the estimated conditional

BS (Oirbeek and Lesaffre, 2016) is given by

B̂Sc(t) =
1

N

∑
ij∈DN

ŵij(t)
{
yij(t)− Ŝ(t|ûi, xij)

}2
, (12)

where N =
∑N

i=1 is the total sample size and the IPCW is

ŵij(t) =
(1− yij(t))δij

Ĝ(yij)
+
yij(t)

Ĝ(t)
, with Ĝ(t) = P̂ (C > t).

The BS can be also summarized as the integrated Brier score (IBS) in Section 2.2.1.

The C-index in Section 2.2 can be also extended to the DNN-FM with clustered survival

data (Oirbeek and Lesaffre, 2010; Mauguen et al., 2013). For the clustered data, we consider

the overall conditional C-index, i.e. the concordant probability defined for all comparable

pairs; it can distinguish two different types of pairs, within-cluster pairs and between-

cluster pairs, i.e. pairs whose members belong to the same cluster or to different clusters,

respectively. Thus, the overall C-index (CO) can be split up into a between-cluster C-index

(CB) and a within-cluster C-index (CW ). Let i = 1, . . . , n define the cluster and let ij be

the subset j of the cluster i (j = 1, . . . , ni). We also denote by ij and ij′ two patients

from the same cluster i and by ij and i′j′ two patients from two different clusters i and i′

(i ̸= i′). For simplicity, we consider no ties, even if it can handle similarly to the case in

Section 2.2.2 when there are ties. Then the estimated within-cluster C-index (ĈW ) is given

by

ĈW =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[∑ni
j=1

∑ni
j′=1 δijI(yij < yij′)I

(
η̂
(m)
ij > η̂

(m)
ij′

)
∑ni

j=1

∑ni
j′=1

{
δijI(yij < yij′)

} ]
,

where η̂
(m)
ij = NN(xij ; ŵ, β̂) and the frailty terms are not included directly in the calcula-

tion of the within-cluster concordance since they are the same for the compared patients

in each pair. Next, the estimated between-cluster C-index (ĈB) considers only comparison

between patients of different clusters and includes the estimated frailty terms; it is given

by

ĈB =

∑n
i=1

∑ni
j=1

[∑n
i′=1

∑n′
i

j′=1 δijI(yij < yi′j′)I
(
η̂ij > η̂i′j′

) ]
∑n

i=1

∑ni
j=1

[∑n
i′=1

∑n′
i

j′=1

{
δijI(yij < yi′j′)

}] ,
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where η̂ij = η̂
(m)
ij + v̂i = NN(xij ; ŵ, β̂) + v̂i and v̂i = log ûi. Thus, the estimated overall

C-index (ĈO) can be expressed as a weighted mean of ĈB and ĈW (Oirbeek and Lesaffre,

2010), given by

ĈO =
nT,comp

nW,comp
ĈW +

nT,comp

nB,comp
ĈB, (13)

where nT,comp is the number of comparable pairs, and nW,comp and nB,comp are the number

of comparable within-and between-cluster pairs, respectively. Note that ĈB can be easily

calculated based on the function, concordance-index(), in the lifelines of Python.

A.3 Online learning for the DNN-FM

Since the loss function of the DNN-Cox model does not naturally decouple, it causes com-

putational difficulties in large data sets. To overcome this difficulty, Tarkhan and Simon

(2022) proposed an online framework. In this section, we extend the online framework to

DNN-FM by a simple modification (14) of hp in (10).

Let Ds be a set of random samples of size si ≥ 0 drawn from the population of each

patient (or cluster) i = 1, ..., n, where si(≤ ni) are non-negative integers. Under the as-

sumption of no ties and no censoring, define the profiled h-likelihood from the mini-batch

Ds as

h(s)p (θ,v) =
∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

ηij − log


∑

(k,l)∈R(s)
ij

exp(ηkl)

+
vi − exp(vi)

niα
+ ci(α, ni)

 , (14)

where ci(α, ni) = {−α−1 logα − log Γ(α−1) − ai(α, ni)}/ni and R
(s)
ij = {(k, l) : ykl ≥

yij and (i, j, k, l) ∈ Ds} is the risk set at the (i, j)th ordered failure time yij . Note here that

profiled h-likelihood (14) from the mini-batch gives h
(s)
p (θ,v) = hp(θ,v) when Ds = Dn.

Let U
(s)
β (θ,v), U

(s)
α (θ,v), and U

(s)
v (θ,v) be the score functions of profiled h-likelihood from

Ds with respect to β, α, and v, respectively,

U
(s)
β (θ,v) =

∂h
(s)
p (θ,v)

∂β
, U (s)

α (θ,v) =
∂h

(s)
p (θ,v)

∂α
, and U

(s)
v (θ,v) =

∂h
(s)
p (θ,v)

∂v
.

Then, if si > 0 for some i and sj = 0 for all j ̸= i, we have the following Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. Let θ∗ = (β∗, α∗) be the vector of true values of fixed parameters and ṽ be

the mode of profiled h-likelihood at θ = θ∗, then

E
[
U

(s)
β (θ∗, ṽ)

]
= 0 and E

[
U (s)
α (θ∗, ṽ)

]
= 0.
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Remark 1: Tarkhan and Simon (2022) studied the online learning framework for the

DNN-Cox model. Theorem 1 extends the framework to the DNN-FM, with restriction that

a mini-batch should be sampled within a cluster.

Theorem 2. Let v∗ be the vector of realized values of random parameters (i.e. log-frailties),

then

E
[
U

(s)
v (θ∗,v∗)

]
→ 0 as ni →∞ for all i.

Remark 2: When the cluster size ni approaches infinity for all i, Theorem 2 shows that

the frailty predictors converge in probability to their true realized values. It implies that

the frailty predictors approach the fixed effect estimators of v of the Cox model with fixed

parameters v. Therefore, the online learning framework of Tarkhan and Simon (2022) can

be directly used for DNN-FM when ni →∞. In this case, mini-batches can be drawn from

multiple clusters.

A.3.1 Proof of Theorem 1

(a) Here, it is enough to consider

h
(s)
1 (θ,v) =

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

ηij − log


∑

(k,l)∈R(s)
ij

exp(ηkl)


 ,

since β does not involve the remaining terms of profiled h-likelihood. Here, ηij = η
(m)
ij + vi

and η
(m)
ij = η(m)(xij ;β) = NN(xij ;w,β). Analogous to Tarkhan and Simon (2022), we

define a counting process dNij(t) as∫ b

a
g(t)dNij(t) = g(tij)I(tij ∈ [a, b]),

and define dN (s)(t) =
∑

i:si>0

∑si
j=1 dNij(t) to be a counting process for failure times over all

patients in Ds under the assumption that the failure time process is absolutely continuous

with respect to Lebsegue measure on time, which implies that there is no ties at any time

t. Then, h
(s)
1 (θ,v) can be expressed as

h
(s)
1 (θ,v) =

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

ηij −
∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0
log


∑

(k,l)∈R(s)
ij

Mkl(t) exp(ηkl)

 dNij(t),
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where τ is the duration of the study, and its derivative is

U
(s)
β (θ,v) =

∂h
(s)
1 (θ,v)

∂β
=

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

η′(xij ;β)−
∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0

∑
k,l

wkl(θ,v)η
′(xkl;β)dNij(t)

=
∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

η′(xij ;β)−
∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0
wij(θ,v)η

′(xij ;β)dN
s(t),

where η′(xij ;β) is the gradient of η
(m)(xij ;β) with respect to β, wij(θ,v) =

Mij(t) exp{η(m)(xij ;β)+vi}∑
k,l Mkl(t) exp{η(m)(xkl;β)+vi}

is a weight proportional to the hazard of failure and Mij(t) is an indicator representing

whether ij is at risk at time t, i.e., tij ≥ t. Thus, the score function U
(s)
β (θ∗, ṽ) is given by

U
(s)
β (θ∗, ṽ) =

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

η′(xij ;β
∗)−

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0
wij(β

∗, ṽ)η′(xij ;β
∗)dN s(t),

and it is enough to show that E(U
(s)
β (θ∗, ṽ)) = E(E(U

(s)
β (θ∗, ṽ)|v = v∗)) = 0. As in

Tarkhan and Simon (2022), we have

E

 ∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

η′(xij ;β
∗)
∣∣∣v = v∗

 =
∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0
E
(
wij(β

∗,v∗)η′(xij ;β
∗)dN s(t)

)
,

Then the score function becomes

E(U
(s)
β (θ∗, ṽ)|v = v∗) = E

 ∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

η′(xij ;β
∗)−

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0
wij(β

∗, ṽ)η′(xij ;β
∗)dN s(t)


=

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0
E
[
wij(β

∗,v∗)η′(xij ;β
∗)dN s(t)

]
−

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0
E
[
wij(β

∗, ṽ)η′(xij ;β
∗)dN s(t)|v = v∗]

=
∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∫ τ

0
η′(xij ;β

∗)E [{wij(β
∗,v∗)− wij(β

∗, ṽ)}dN s(t)|v = v∗] .

If the mini-batch is sampled within the i-th cluster only,

wij(β
∗,v∗)− wij(β

∗, ṽ) =
Mij(t) exp{η(m)(xij ;β

∗) + v∗i }∑si
l=1Mil(t) exp{η(m)(xil;β

∗) + v∗i }
− Mij(t) exp{η(m)(xij ;β

∗) + ṽi}∑si
l=1Mil(t) exp{η(m)(xil;β

∗) + ṽi}

=
Mij(t) exp{η(m)(xij ;β

∗)}∑si
l=1Mil(t) exp{η(m)(xil;β

∗)}
− Mij(t) exp{η(m)(xij ;β

∗)}∑si
l=1Mil(t) exp{η(m)(xil;β

∗)}
= 0,

which leads to E(U
(s)
β (θ∗, ṽ)) = 0.

(b) The score function with respect to α is

U (s)
α (θ,v) =

∂h
(s)
p (θ,v)

∂α
=
si
ni

∂

∂α

[
log ui − ui

α
− logα

α
− log Γ

(
α−1

)
− ai(α, ni)

]
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where ai(α, ni) =
(
ni + α−1

) {
log

(
ni + α−1

)
− 1

}
− log Γ

(
ni + α−1

)
. Since

ui|y∗
i ∼ Gamma

(
δi+ + α−1, (Λi+ + α−1)−1

)
and ũi = ũi(α) = (ni + α−1)/(Λi+ + α−1) = E(ui|y∗

i ),

U (s)
α (θ∗, ṽ) = U (s)

α (θ,v)|θ=θ∗,v=ṽ

=
si
ni

1

α2

[
(ui − log ui − 1) + log

(
ni +

1

α

)
− log

(
1

α

)
− ψ

(
ni +

1

α

)
+ ψ

(
1

α

)] ∣∣∣
θ=θ∗,v=ṽ

=
si
ni

1

α∗2

[
(ũi − log ũi − 1) + log

(
ni +

1

α∗

)
− log

(
1

α∗

)
− ψ

(
ni +

1

α∗

)
+ ψ

(
1

α∗

)]
=
si
ni

1

α∗2

[
(ũi − 1) + log

(
Λi+ +

1

α∗

)
− log

(
1

α∗

)
− ψ

(
ni +

1

α∗

)
+ ψ

(
1

α∗

)]
=
si
ni

1

α∗2

[
E(ui|y∗)− 1− E(log ui|y∗)− log

(
1

α∗

)
+ ψ

(
1

α∗

)]
where ψ(·) is the digamma function. Thus, we have

E
[
U (s)
α (θ∗, ṽ)

]
=
si
ni

1

α∗2

[
E(ui)− 1− E(log ui)− log

(
1

α∗

)
+ ψ

(
1

α∗

)]
= 0

since E(ui) = 1 and E(log ui) = ψ(1/α∗) + log(α∗).

A.3.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Let zij be the one-hot encoded vector of cluster number, so that zTijv = vi, then the

predictor ηij can be expressed as ηij = η(m)(xij ;β) + vi = η∗(xij , zij ;β,v). For example,

ηij = xT
ijβ + vi = (xT

ij , z
T
ij)(θ,v).

Define h
(s)
1 (θ,v) as

h
(s)
1 (θ,v) =

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

ηij − log


∑

(k,l)∈R(s)
ij

exp(ηkl)


 ,

then the profiled h-likelihood in (14) can be expressed as

h(s)p (θ,v) = h
(s)
1 (θ,v) +

∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

[
vi − exp(vi)

niα
+ ci(α, ni)

]
.

Thus, h
(s)
1 (θ,v) is equivalent to the log-partial likelihood (Tarkhan and Simon, 2022) when

v is treated as the fixed parameters, and the remaining terms does not depend on β.

Therefore, by the results of Tarkhan and Simon (2022),

E
[
U

(s)
β (θ∗,v∗)

]
= 0,
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and

E
[
U

(s)
v (θ∗,v∗)

]
= E

 ∑
i:si>0

si∑
j=1

∂

∂v

[
vi − exp(vi)

niα
+ ci(α, ni)

]
θ=θ∗,v=v∗

.

When ni →∞,

∂

∂vi

[
vi − exp(vi)

niα∗ + ci(α
∗, ni)

]
=

1

ni

[
1− exp(v∗i )

α∗

]
→ 0.

Thus,

E
[
U

(s)
v (θ∗,v∗)

]
→ 0.
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Cox 
𝜂 = 𝑥𝑇𝛽

DNN 
𝜂 = 𝑁𝑁(𝑥;𝑤, 𝛽)

DNN-FM 

𝜂 = 𝑁𝑁 𝑥;𝑤, 𝛽 + 𝑧𝑇𝑣

FM 
𝜂 = 𝑥𝑇𝛽 + 𝑧𝑇𝑣

Cox-type hazard model 
𝜆 𝑡 𝜂 = 𝜆0(t) exp 𝜂

NN( ) 

NN( ) 

Figure 1: Extension of the Cox model to DNN-FM: NN(·), NN predictor; v, log-frailty
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Input variables 𝐱𝑖𝑗
for fixed part

Input Layer

Hidden Layer
Dense

elu

Hidden Layer
Dense

elu

Hidden Layer
Dense

elu

NN(𝐱𝑖𝑗; ෝ𝒘, ෡𝜷)
Output Layer (Node #1)

Risk Prediction

NN(𝐱𝑖𝑗; ෝ𝒘, ෡𝜷) + 𝐳𝑖
𝑇 ො𝐯 Subject-specific Risk Prediction

One-hot encoded vector 𝐳𝑖
for random part

Input Layer

ො𝑢𝑖 = exp 𝐳𝑖
𝑇 ො𝐯

Output Layer (Node #2)

Frailty Prediction

Figure 2: An example of model architecture for DNN-FM
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Train the network 

ෝ𝐰, ෡𝜷 and ො𝐯

Compute ො𝛼

Adjust ො𝑢𝑖 ← ො𝑢𝑖/ത𝑢

Risk Prediction

NN 𝐱𝑖𝑗; ෝ𝐰, ෡𝜷

Frailty Prediction

ො𝑢𝑖 = exp 𝐳𝑖
𝑇 ො𝐯

ML estimation for variance α

ො𝛼 = ෞvar 𝑢𝑖

Loss function (Negative profiled h-likelihood)

−ℎ𝑝 = − log 𝑓𝜃
∗ 𝐲, 𝛅 𝐯 − log 𝑓𝛉 𝐯 + ∑𝑎𝑖 𝛼, 𝛅

Figure 3: A schematic diagram of DNN-FM fitting procedure; log f∗θ (·), conditional profiled log-

likelihood obtained by profiling out the baseline hazard λ0(t).
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Figure 4: 15% censoring: Box plot of IBS from 100 replications for each frailty variance, var(u) = α.
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Figure 5: 15% censoring: Box plot of C-index from 100 replications for each frailty variance,

var(u) = α.
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Figure 6: 45% censoring: Box plot of IBS from 100 replications for each frailty variance, var(u) = α.
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Figure 7: 45% censoring: Box plot of C-index from 100 replications for each frailty variance,

var(u) = α.
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Figure 8: Time-dependent Brier score for four survival prediction models on the test set of the

bladder cancer data.
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Table 1: Mean (standard deviation) of IBS and C-index from 100 replications for each
frailty variance α.

Censoring Measure Cox DNN-Cox FM DNN-FM

15% IBS

α = 0
0.062 0.056 0.062 0.056

(0.0127) (0.0119) (0.0127) (0.0119)

α = 0.5
0.058 0.055 0.053 0.048

(0.0066) (0.0063) (0.0061) (0.0055)

α = 1
0.077 0.075 0.058 0.053

(0.0043) (0.0042) (0.0030) (0.0026)

α = 2
0.090 0.090 0.046 0.042

(0.0047) (0.0047) (0.0027) (0.0042)
C-index

α = 0
0.499 0.615 0.499 0.618

(0.0085) (0.0084) (0.0069) (0.0078)

α = 0.5
0.500 0.596 0.627 0.675

(0.0082) (0.0087) (0.0081) (0.0076)

α = 1
0.499 0.580 0.697 0.730

(0.0081) (0.0093) (0.0078) (0.0070)

α = 2
0.502 0.559 0.779 0.802

(0.0072) (0.0088) (0.0056) (0.0051)
45% IBS

α = 0
0.151 0.139 0.151 0.139

(0.0031) (0.0030) (0.0031) (0.0030)

α = 0.5
0.160 0.151 0.147 0.137

(0.0026) (0.0032) (0.0025) (0.0031)

α = 1
0.176 0.169 0.141 0.133

(0.0029) (0.0031) (0.0029) (0.0032)

α = 2
0.191 0.188 0.117 0.112

(0.0033) (0.0038) (0.0039) (0.0042)
C-index

α = 0
0.498 0.616 0.498 0.617

(0.0107) (0.0087) (0.0106) (0.0092)

α = 0.5
0.500 0.599 0.619 0.667

(0.0108) (0.0096) (0.0108) (0.0092)

α = 1
0.498 0.587 0.689 0.720

(0.0085) (0.0108) (0.0088) (0.0081)

α = 2
0.502 0.567 0.772 0.789

(0.0089) (0.0099) (0.0068) (0.0064)
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Table 2: Mean (standard deviation) of estimated frailty variance (̂α) from 100 replications.

Frailty variance α FM DNN-FM

15% censoring
α = 0 0.006 (0.009) 0.008 (0.010)
α = 0.5 0.390 (0.035) 0.485 (0.050)
α = 1 0.823 (0.051) 1.000 (0.062)
α = 2 1.711 (0.084) 2.043 (0.094)
45% censoring
α = 0 0.008 (0.012) 0.011 (0.014)
α = 0.5 0.417 (0.047) 0.496 (0.054)
α = 1 0.859 (0.060) 0.995 (0.090)
α = 2 1.748 (0.102) 2.065 (0.123)

Table 3: IBS and C-index for four survival prediction models on the test set of the bladder
cancer data

Measure Cox DNN-Cox FM DNN-FM

IBS 0.189 0.183 0.187 0.168
C-index 0.675 0.682 0.668 0.693
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