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Abstract

This work presents the first large-scale neutral benchmark experiment focused on
single-event, right-censored, low-dimensional survival data. Benchmark experi-
ments are essential in methodological research to scientifically compare new and
existing model classes through proper empirical evaluation. Existing benchmarks
in the survival literature are often narrow in scope, focusing, for example, on high-
dimensional data. Additionally, they may lack appropriate tuning or evaluation
procedures, or are qualitative reviews, rather than quantitative comparisons. This
comprehensive study aims to fill the gap by neutrally evaluating a broad range
of methods and providing generalizable conclusions. We benchmark 18 models,
ranging from classical statistical approaches to many common machine learning
methods, on 32 publicly available datasets. The benchmark tunes for both a dis-
crimination measure and a proper scoring rule to assess performance in different
settings. Evaluating on 8 survival metrics, we assess discrimination, calibration,
and overall predictive performance of the tested models. Using discrimination mea-
sures, we find that no method significantly outperforms the Cox model. However,
(tuned) Accelerated Failure Time models were able to achieve significantly better
results with respect to overall predictive performance as measured by the right-
censored log-likelihood. Machine learning methods that performed comparably
well include Oblique Random Survival Forests under discrimination, and Cox-
based likelihood-boosting under overall predictive performance. We conclude that
for predictive purposes in the standard survival analysis setting of low-dimensional,
right-censored data, the Cox Proportional Hazards model remains a simple and
robust method, sufficient for practitioners.

1 Introduction

Survival analysis is an important branch of statistics for data where the outcome is the time until
an event of interest occurs. Such data often exhibits incomplete information about the outcome, for
example due to censoring. Traditionally applied in medical research to estimate how patient survival
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relates to features, it has been applied in a broad range of applications across various domains. By
effectively incorporating information from both completed and ongoing (censored) cases, survival
analysis can yield accurate and informative predictions. This capability is invaluable in fields such as
medicine, finance, and in different industrial sectors, where risk prediction is an important decision
making component. Many methods have been introduced in this field, from the Cox Proportional
Hazards (CPH) [26] and Accelerated Failure Time (AFT) model [51] to tree-based methods including
Random Survival Forests (RSFs) [48] and Gradient Boosting Machines (GBMs) [33, 25] as well as
many others.

Throughout this paper, we consider only the right-censored survival setting. This restriction is due to
a lack of comprehensive support for other settings (e.g. left censoring or competing risks) in available
methods and especially their software implementation. In a nutshell, right-censoring occurs when
some subjects did not experience the event of interest either because of drop-out or end of study (both
assumed to be unrelated to the event of interest here). Formally, let Yi ∼ FY ;Yi > 0; i = 1, . . . , n
be a random variable representing the event times and Ci ∼ FC ;Ci > 0 the censoring time. In right
censored data, we do not observe realizations of Yi but rather of the tuple (Ti = min(Yi, Ci), Di =
I(Yi ≤ Ci)). The goal of survival analysis is to obtain estimates/predictions for the distribution
FY , or quantities derived from it, e.g. EY (Y ), based on realizations of (Ti, Di); see Section 3.3 for
definition of prediction types. The observed data is given by tuples (ti, di,xi), i = 1, . . . , n, where
ti is the observed outcome time (either event or censoring time, whichever occurred first), di is the
status indicator (0 if observation is censored, 1 if the event of interest was observed) and xi is the
feature vector.

Contributions: This paper introduces what we believe to be the first large-scale comparison study for
single-event, right-censored survival data due to the number and range of datasets (32), models (18),
tuning measures (2), and evaluation measures (8) included. We benchmark survival techniques in the
the low-dimensional setting, which represents a type of data that practitioners often encounter. While
ex ante one might suspect that machine learning methods will not perform well in low-dimensional
settings, there are no established rules for sample sizes required by machine learning methods in the
context of survival analysis. The size of our study and the inclusion of many diverse, and hopefully
representative, data sets should ensure that its results can be generalized within other right-censored,
low-dimensional settings [43]. Furthermore, we run a “neutral” benchmark in accordance with the
guidelines laid out by Boulesteix et al. [16] which we detail in Section 3.1. Based on our review
of the literature (see Section 2), there is no other study: a) with a comparable number of datasets
or methods; b) that compared methods after sufficient tuning for both discrimination and overall
predictive ability (as measured by scoring rules); or c) that neutrally compares methods. Finally, our
collection of datasets is available as an OpenML benchmark suite [99] and our hyperparameter search
spaces will be available in a forthcoming release of mlr3tuningspaces [9].

2 Literature Review

The experiments described in this paper provide a comparison of both classical and machine learning
(ML) survival models in a low-dimensional setting. We use these broad terms for model classes
in analogy to the taxonomy provided by [101], where the term “classical” refers to semi- and fully
parametric methods such as the CPH and AFT models or derivatives thereof, including penalized
variants. “ML” here refers to non-linear and non-parametric methods ranging from tree-based
methods including RSFs, boosting approaches such as GBMs or likelihood boosting (CoxBoost), to
Survival Support Vector Machines (SSVMs), Artificial Neural Networks (ANNs) and Deep Learning
(DL) methods. Although there is no objective and generally accepted definition to determine whether
a dataset is “high-dimensional”, we colloquially define it to refer to scenarios where the number of
features exceeds the number of observations (p > n).

Historically, surveys, reviews, and analytical comparisons of survival models can be grouped into:
i) empirical comparisons of models with limited scope; and ii) qualitative surveys without benchmark
experiments.

We provide a short overview of the literature for comparisons of survival models, with an extended
review available in Appendix A. Papers that empirically compare survival models are further separated
into studies that: i) compare ‘classical’ models only; ii) compare multiple ML and classical model
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classes; iii) compare one novel model (or class) to one or more baseline models; and iv) exclusively
focus on high-dimensional data.

Comparisons of Classical Models often compare CPH and AFT models, including [74, 35, 106, 40]
showing both methods yielding similar hazard ratios but without evaluation metrics on independent
test data, relying on graphical procedures to draw conclusions; [28] additionally compare flexible
Cox models including splines using time-dependent AUC, MSE, and MAE, finding that the CPH
with penalized splines outperformed the other models.

Comparisons of ML and Classical Models The experiments carried out in this paper belong in
this category. Only two prior experiments could be found that neutrally benchmarked more than
one ML model class on low-dimensional data. Kattan (2003) [53] benchmarked tree-based models,
ANNs and CPH with Harrell’s C-index across three datasets. The models are compared for significant
differences using 50 times repeated nested cross-validation but do not clarify their tuning procedure.
Boxplots across all replications indicate that no machine learning model outperformed the CPH. The
authors note the small number of datasets used for comparison as their primary limitation. Zhang et
al. (2021) [107] compare classical and ML methods, taking into account feasibility and computational
efficiency for various tasks in the biomedical field. Methods are evaluated on six clinical and 16
omics datasets using 11 metrics, including time-dependent AUC, Brier score and multiple variations
of the C-index. Methods were applied with specific hyperparameter settings without tuning, which
limits the generalizability of their results.

Comparisons of a Novel Model Class include [71, 76] benchmarking newly developed ANNs
against CPH and [37] comparing new SVMs against CPH, where neither found significant differences.
[49] compare a novel implementation of oblique RSFs (“aorsf”) to the previous implementation, as
well as other RSFs, GBMs, penalized CPH, and ANNs. Using Harrell’s C and ISBS, they find aorsf
to outperforming GBMs and penalized CPH but with only minimal tuning applied for some models.

Comparisons on High-Dimensional Data gained popularity in the survival literature, with many
recent studies focusing on the area of multi-omics data [108]. [43] perform a large-scale benchmark
including penalized regression, GBMs, and RSFs, evaluating on Harrell’s C and ISBS but not finding
any significant differences. [92] compare a similar group of models evaluating on Harrell’s C only,
finding few significant differences. [104] compare DL methods, RSFs and CPH, evaluating on
Antolini’s C-index and ISBS and noting a lack of noise-resistance of all models.

3 Benchmark Experiments

3.1 Study Design

The experiments in this study are designed to assess the status quo of survival models, including both
classical and machine learning approaches. In order to achieve this objective, this study aims to be a
“neutral comparison study” [16]. Following the guidelines put forward by Boulesteix et al.:

Focus on model comparison: The focus of this study is on model comparison rather than on the
examination of a novel model. We do not favor one dataset over another and draw conclusions across
all datasets instead of trying to find data sets in which the models performed well.

The authors are neutral: At least one representative of all methods compared in this experiment was
contacted, and hyperparameter configurations were discussed with all who responded. Every party
with a personal interest in the results was provided equal opportunity to influence the experiment and
thereby making sure that there was no bias involved in model configuration. We are grateful for the
maintainers’ time supporting this effort.

Model, performance measures and data are chosen in a rational way: The study is designed
to assess the status quo, which excludes models and measures that have been published without
proper peer-review. We use one primary measure each for discrimination and overall predictive
ability, while additional measures are reported for comparison purposes. In order to be in line with
common procedures and to allow for general comparability, we also assess models by measures
even if these are known to be flawed, e.g., increasing bias of Harrell’s C for increasing censoring
percentages (see, for example, [83]). The inclusion criteria for datasets were as follows: We use
real-world datasets that include at least two features, a right-censoring indicator and a survival time,
have at least 100 observed events, and which do not qualify as high-dimensional, i.e. have fewer
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features than observations. We explicitly exclude datasets with competing risk endpoints, recurrent
events, or other non-standard settings such as truncation or left-censoring. No quota was specified
regarding censoring proportions in the datasets.

Implementation, Reproducibility, and Accessibility Experiments were conducted on R 4.2.2 on
the Beartooth Computing Environment [8]. All code required to run the experiments and generate the
results is available in a public GitHub repository1 licensed under GPL-3. Further details on software
used are available in Appendix E. For additional reproducibility, our hyperparameter search spaces
will be published with the next release of mlr3tuningspaces [9] and our datasets will be available as
an OpenML benchmark suite [99].

3.2 Models and Configurations

The models compared in this experiment were chosen by identifying commonly used models with
readily available implementations: i) Kaplan-Meier (KM) [52]; ii) Nelson-Aalen (NA) [1]; iii) Akritas
Estimator (AK) [2]; iv) Cox PH (CPH) [26]; v) CV Regularized CPH (GLMN) [84]; vi) Penalized
(Pen) [36]; vii) Parametric AFT (AFT) [51]; viii) Flexible Splines (Flex) [82]; ix) Random Survival
Forest (RFSRC) [48]; x) Random Survival Forest (RAN) [48, 105]; xi) Conditional Inference Forest
(CIF) [46]; xii) Oblique Random Survival Forest (ORSF) [49]; xiii) Relative Risk Tree (RRT) [17];
xiv) Model-Based Boosting (MBST) [20]; xv) CoxBoost (CoxB) [12]; xvi) XGBoost with Cox objec-
tive (XGBCox) [25]; xvii) XGBoost with AFT objective (XGBAFT) [7]; and xviii) SSVM-Hybrid
(SSVM) [97].

The full table of all models including respective software packages and versions is given in Appendix
C. In our selection we focused on well-established models with robust implementations, provided
as well maintained packages or wrapper functions within benchmarking software. This excludes
some recently proposed DL based methods like DeepSurv [55] and DeepHit [68], which have
higher computational complexity, require intensive tuning, and in initial experiments could not be
evaluated reliably within our benchmark suite. The KM and NA estimators are used as non-parametric
baselines while AK acts as a more flexible baseline as it estimates a conditional survival function
without assuming uninformative censoring. An additional table in Appendix D lists the models’
hyperparameter and pre-processing configurations. Some models could be considered equivalent
as they implement the same method, e.g. RAN and RFSRC both implement Random Survival
Forests, yet for the purposes of this benchmark we consider the implementation a part of the model
comparison.

3.3 Resampling, Tuning, Prediction Types, and Pre-Processing

Resampling is performed as nested cross-validation with five outer and three inner resampling
folds for unbiased generalization error estimates [14]. Stratified resampling is used to preserve the
proportion of censoring in respective folds. The number of outer resampling folds is reduced to four
if necessary to prevent folds with less than 30 observations, which affected only the veteran dataset
from the survival package.

Tuning is performed on the inner resampling folds of the nested cross-validation. We use random
search with 50ρ iterations where ρ is the dimensionality of the search space (ranging from 1 to 8).
For example, one parameter of GLMN is tuned for 50 iterations, whereas six parameters of ORSF
are tuned for 300 iterations. This method grants each method the opportunity to be tuned to the
same relative amount, i.e. 50 iterations per tunable parameter. When the tuning space was finite and
smaller than 50, we used exhaustive grid search to achieve the same tuning result but with lower
computational cost; this applied to learners AFT (tuning across one of three distribution families),
Flex (tuning k ∈ 1 . . . 10, and RRT (tuning minbucket ∈ 5 . . . 50). The secondary stopping criterion
for the tuning process was a time limit of 150 hours, which ensured that one outer resampling iteration
(tuning and final model fitting), could complete within seven days, a constraint imposed by the
computational environment. This restriction was violated most often for memory-intensive models
on datasets with many observations (see Section 4 and Appendix F.3). The tuning process is repeated
independently for each tuning measure (see Section 3.4).

1https://github.com/slds-lmu/paper_2023_survival_benchmark
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Prediction types: In general, there are four prediction types in survival analysis [91]: A linear
predictor lp, continuous ranking crank (e.g. a relative risk), a distribution distr (e.g. the survival
probability), and predicted survival times response. The response time is very uncommon and
only directly provided by the Survival SVM at the time of writing. Here we focus on evaluating
distribution and continuous rank predictions. However, the prediction types provided by individual
methods (and implementation) can vary, which is why mlr3proba [89] compositors are used to
derive missing prediction types needed for evaluation, if necessary. Where models only predict
a probabilistic prediction, crank is calculated as the expected mortality derived from the distr
prediction [48, 86]. When models predict only crank or lp (i.e., RRT and SSVM) then the prediction
distribution is composed with a Kaplan-Meier baseline and a PH or AFT model form, which are
chosen as these are common model assumptions (which, however, doesn’t seem to yield good
predictions based on our results; cf. Appendix F). The XGBoost model with the Cox optimization
criterion predicts lp, the distr prediction is composed using the Breslow estimator [69] similarly to
previous benchmarks [49].

Pre-processing is applied only if either technically required to run a model or in line with standard
recommendations for that model class. This includes standardization of covariates to unit variance
and zero mean and/or treatment encoding of categorical features. We created pipelines for all learners
(where required) with mlr3pipelines [13], to combine the respective pre-processing operation with
the learning algorithm, and to properly embed the pre-processing into CV. Appendix D lists the
model-specific pre-processing performed. In addition to these model-specific pre-processing steps,
we collapse levels of categorical variables with frequencies below 5% as part of the model pipeline,
ensuring that high-cardinality categorical features are handled consistently. As we only applied basic
pre-processing, no additional hyperparameters were added to the tuning search space.

3.4 Performance Evaluation

We assess performance using two primary measures alongside seven additional measures. For cases
where individual model predictions were not possible during the inner- or outer resampling procedure
due to any kind of error (e.g. numerical issues), the prediction of a KM estimator was used as a
fallback. This ensures a statistically sound evaluation, and is a good compromise between either
assigning failed models a performance of 0 (which overpenalizes) or simply disregarding failed folds
during evaluation (which is overly optimistic) [31].

Measures chosen for this benchmark are summarized in Table 1. Of these measures, only three are
used to provide primary results: Harrell’s C [42] for discrimination as well as the Right-Censored Log
Loss (RCLL) [6, 80] and Integrated Survival Brier Score (ISBS) [38] for overall predictive ability.
The benchmark procedure is run twice, each tuning either for discrimination (Harrell’s C) or overall
predictive ability (RCLL) and evaluated according to similar measures, while we use ISBS in addition
to evaluate models tuned on either measure for comparison purposes. We also include the strictly
proper scoring rules Re-Weighted Integrated Survival Log-Likelihood (RISLL) and Re-Weighted
Negative Log Loss (RNLL) [90]. Furthermore, we explore the calibration measures D-Calibration
[41] and Houwelingen’s [47] α in Section G.3.

Statistical Analysis is conducted following Demšar [27], initially performing global Friedman rank
sum tests for all measures, where the “groups” are the models and the “blocks” are the independent
datasets. Significance after Bonferroni-Holm adjustment determines whether post-hoc tests are
conducted. Post-hoc (multiple-testing corrected) Bonferroni-Dunn tests are conducted and presented
as critical difference diagrams, using CPH as the reference model for comparison.

3.5 Datasets

To obtain a collection of suitable datasets, we ran a search across the CRAN Task View “Survival
Analysis”2, Python’s pycox library and related literature (see Section 2) and existing collection of
survival datasets [30], yielding over 120 datasets. After applying the dataset inclusion criteria (see
Section 3.1) and removing duplicates and derivations of other datasets, a total of 32 datasets remained.
Minor changes are made to variable names, recoding of factor levels, and deletion of non-informative
or “illegal” covariates (e.g. ID numbers). Observations are deleted if their event time is equal to
zero. Since this paper is not concerned with a model’s ability to handle or impute missing covariate

2https://cran.r-project.org/view=Survival
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Table 1: Considered performance measures. Column 1: The measure used for evaluation. Harrell’s C,
RCLL, and ISBS are used for primary analysis with remaining results in Appendix F. Column 2: The
corresponding measure used for tuning, i.e., models are evaluated with (1) if they were tuned on (2).
Column 3: The type of evaluation measure. Column 4: Evaluated prediction type in mlr3proba.

Evaluation Measure Tuning Measure Type Evaluates
Harrell’s C Harrell’s C Discrimination crank
Uno’s C Harrell’s C Discrimination crank
Integrated Survival Brier Score (ISBS) Harrell’s C, RCLL Scoring Rule distr
Right-Censored Log-Likelihood (RCLL) RCLL Scoring Rule distr
Re-Weighted Integrated Survival Log-
Likelihood (RISLL)

RCLL Scoring Rule distr

Re-Weighted Negative Log Loss (RNLL) RCLL Scoring Rule distr
D-Calibration RCLL Calibration distr
van Houwelingen’s α RCLL Calibration distr

data, missing observations are removed, which occurred rarely and in small proportions. While this
could introduce bias if missingness is dependent on the features or outcome, the goal of this study is
model comparison, so this should not affect the conclusions. Lastly, in cases where datasets had a
large number of unique time points, the time variable was coarsened via appropriate rounding, which
greatly reduced computational coast for some methods including RAN, AK, MBST and CIF. For full
details, see the pre-processing code contained in the GitHub repository (see Section 3.1). Summaries
of the datasets in terms of the number of observations and covariates after modification and censoring
proportions, along with citations for the respective sources, can be found in Appendix B.

4 Results

Global Friedman tests were significant for all measures, indicating the presence of significant
differences between models and allowing for post-hoc analysis. Results for SSVMs are omitted
due to persistent numerical and technical issues that prevented proper analysis of the algorithm’s
performance. The number of times models failed to compute results due to either time or memory
constraints and required the score imputation using KM (Section 3.3) is tabulated in Appendix F.3
We present critical difference (CD) plots for the baseline-comparison to CPH for both discrimination
and overall performance (see Section 3.4, Demšar [27]). The top line represents a model’s average
performance rank across all datasets in the benchmark, where lower ranking scores imply better
performance regardless of the evaluation measure applied. Thick horizontal lines around the CPH
model rank indicate the symmetric critical differences, meaning that other models within this range
do not significantly differ in rank from the reference model.

Discrimination CD plots for discrimination, tuned and evaluated on Harrell’s C (Figure 1a), indicate
that all models outperform the baselines learners (KM, NA, AK) except for RRT and GLMN. AFT
and ORSF are the top-performing models but fail to significantly outperform the CPH baseline. The
nine remaining models mostly belong to the classes of RSFs and GBMs in addition to Pen, which all
achieve average ranks between 6.5 and 8.5, indicating similar discrimination performance.

Overall Performance CD plots for overall performance evaluated on RCLL (Figure 1c) indicate
that only the tuned AFT significantly outperforms the CPH model. Flex ranks better than CPH
but not significantly. CPH outperforms CoxB, MBST, Pen, XGBCox, and GLMN, which do not
score significantly different ranks. CIF, ORSF, RAN and RSFRC rank worse here compared to
the discrimination results and are significantly outperformed by CPH. Notably, NA and KM rank
better on overall performance than RFSRC, AK, RRT and XGBAFT, while RAN ranks between NA
and KM. Models tuned on RCLL and evaluated on ISBS (Figure 1d) also show CPH to be among
the top performing models, in this case not significantly outperformed by any other model. CoxB
achieves the best average rank, with ORSF closely behind on par with CPH. AFT here performs
slightly worse yet still in the top half of all models. Pen, Flex and CIF also do not significantly differ
from CPH, whereas the majority of models are outperformed by CPH, from GLMN and MBST to
XGBCox, RAN, KM, RFSRC and NA. XGBAFT, AK and RRT are unambiguously placed at the
bottom ranks. For models tuned with Harrell’s C and evaluated on ISBS (Figure 1b), we observe a
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(a) Models tuned and evaluated with Harrell’s C
(b) Models tuned with Harrell’s C, evaluated with
ISBS

(c) Models tuned and evaluated with RCLL (d) Models tuned on RCLL, evaluated with ISBS

Figure 1: Critical difference plot comparing models with the CPH reference tuned on Harrell’s C (a,b)
and RCLL (c,d) and evaluated on Harrell’s C (a), RCLL (c) and ISBS (b,d). Superior models (lower
ranking scores) are on the left with decreasing performance (higher rank) moving right. Models
connected by thick horizontal lines are not significantly different from the baseline when adjusting
for multiple comparisons.

Figure 2: Boxplots of aggregated scores across all datasets for models tuned and evaluated with
RCLL showing unmodified RCLL scores (a), Explained Residual Variation (ERV) scores (b), and
scores scaled such that 0 is equivalent to KM and 1 is achieved by the best model for each dataset
and measure.

similar ranking with CoxB achieving the best ranking score, followed by CPH, ORSF, Pen, Flex and
CIF. RSFRC, AFT, and RAN complete the range of models not performing significantly different than
CPH, whereas GLMN and the remaining GBMs, RSFs and baseline models perform significantly
worse than CPH.

We additionally present boxplots both for individual scores per dataset and aggregated scores. We
offer three versions of these aggregated scores to support evaluation and analysis, illustrated by
Figure 2: a) Raw scores as calculated by the corresponding measure; b) “Explained Residual
Variation” (ERV) [60] scores (similar to the “Index of Prediction Accuracy” [54]) where negative
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values imply worse than KM performance, 0 is equivalent to KM, higher is better, and 1 denotes a
perfect model; c) Scaled scores, whose interpretation is the same as the ERV ones, with the difference
that 1 is achieved by the best model for a given task and measure [24]. Further results for all measures
can be found in Appendix F. Additional tables and visualizations are available on our results website
which is linked in our GitHub repository. The repository also provides downloads for all raw results
and tuning archives.

5 Discussion

Discrimination The critical difference plots indicate that AFT, ORSF, and CPH were among the best
performing methods, notably including two classical methods. The best-performing ML methods
were ORSF ahead of CPH and RFSRC, CIF, and CoxB behind it, highlighting RSFs and GBMs good
performance while not being able to significantly outperform the CPH reference. XGBoost with either
Cox or AFT objective appears at the lower end of the models ranking on par with CPH, while ranking
lower than the likelihood-boosting method CoxB and all RSFs. Conversely, CoxB did not require
any explicit tuning outside of its internal optimization method, making it both computationally more
efficient in this regard while achieving comparable or better discrimination performance. Penalized
Cox (GLMN) and decision trees (RRT) are the only non-baseline models clearly outperformed by
CPH, which in either case may be expected given that RRT is known to be inferior to boosted or
bagged trees for prediction purposes, and GLMN representing a penalized version of CPH that
may not be well suited for the low-dimensional tasks included in this benchmark. AK performs as
expected, as it represents a slight improvement over KM and NA as AK takes the covariate-dependent
censoring distribution into account. KM and NA are only included as a reference due to their Harrell’s
C scores being constant at 0.5 by design.

Overall Performance Overall performance is judged primarily by the strictly proper scoring rule
RCLL and additionally by the ISBS scoring rule [90] and should capture both a model’s discrimination
and calibration properties. Notably both in RCLL and ISBS, the classical statistical methods (AFT,
Flex, CPH) perform very well, with CoxB being the only ML approach consistently scoring among the
top ranks for most evaluation metrics. CPH was only significantly surpassed by AFT when evaluated
on RCLL, where AFT was superior by a wide margin. We note that our use of the parametric AFT
model can be considered unconventional, as we tune the functional form (i.e. whether to use a
Weibull, log-normal, or log-logistic distribution) within the three inner resampling folds, which lead
to tuning results averaged across the five outer resampling folds where different functional forms were
chosen by the tuning procedure. This also affects XGBAFT analogously. In real-world scenarios, a
specific functional form is typically chosen in advance, leading us to believe that the performance
of the parametric models may not be fully representative. We also note that many ML methods that
perform on par with CPH on discrimination measures noticeably rank lower when considering overall
performance measures. This implies that calibration is an important factor that may be neglected by
some models, but where AFT is particularly strong. The difference in rankings between RCLL and
ISBS stands out, as ORSF ranks very well on RCLL yet is significantly outranked by CPH on ISBS.
Interestingly, the difference in rankings based on ISBS is very similar for models tuned on either
Harrell’s C or RCLL, with CoxB, CPH and ORSF leading the ranking. While RCLL and ISBS are
both scoring rules, they evaluate different properties of the predicted targets and therefore produce
different results. Generally speaking, multiple measures should be considered for performance
evaluation in any case as they may highlight aspects of performance relevant in different contexts.

Calibration In the case of D-Calibration, a model is considered well-calibrated if the underlying
Pearson’s χ2-test results in p > 0.05. For van Houwelingen’s α, calibration is indicated by values
close to 1. All models aside from notable outliers AK, MBST, XGBCox and XGBAFT appear
to be reasonably well calibrated based on both D-Calibration and van Houwelingen’s α across
most datasets (Section G.3). This is consistent with the comparatively poor performance displayed
in the results evaluating on RCLL and ISBS, where RRT, AK and XGBAFT were among the
lowest-scoring models. However, both measures should be considered experimental, and more
research on calibration-specific measures is required for a more conclusive evaluation (e.g. [5]) For
discrimination and overall performance, results on individual datasets are not discussed here but
presented in Appendix G as the overall trend is similar to the aggregated results.
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5.1 Limitations

We apply random search with a comparatively low evaluation budget as a tuning strategy for our
benchmark, which is not necessarily the best option for some of our slightly higher-dimensional
search spaces. In particular for larger search spaces, Bayesian optimization [34] could be more
appropriate. However, we note that we greatly exceed the amount of tuning performed by many
of the existing benchmarks in the literature (see Section 2). We distinguish between the ‘Cox’ and
‘AFT’ forms for XGBoost and treat them as separate models for the purposes of our benchmark,
as the difference in objective represents very different model assumptions. Analogously, it could
be argued that MBST should also be split in a similar fashion based on the family parameter.
Furthermore, our use of the AFT model prioritizes prediction over interpretation and could be
simplified by splitting the tuned model into one model for each functional form (“Weibull”, “log-
normal”, “log-logistic”), which would yield more interpretable results. Finally, since our focus lies
on generalizability to low-dimensional, right-censored settings, our results will not generalize to
more complex settings. However, extension to left-censoring, competing risks or other more complex
endpoints first necessitates more comprehensive support by models and their implementations as well
as adaptation of available evaluation measures to these scenarios. The number of datasets included
could be extended, but still exceeds that of the vast majority of previous benchmarks.

5.2 Conclusions and Future Work

Our results demonstrate that classical statistical methods, such as CPH and AFT, can significantly
outperform complex ML algorithms in predictive survival tasks. While it is possible to fine-tune and
achieve better predictive accuracy using ML methods in individual cases (see Appendix G), our results
indicate that across a range of low-dimensional tasks, this is not the case in aggregate. We therefore
recommend practitioners to start with these conceptually and computationally simpler methods, and
evaluate whether the additional computational cost and loss of interpretability is appropriate for their
needs. To improve upon our results, future work might employ alternative tuning strategies such
as Bayesian Optimization or different model configurations with adjusted hyperparameter spaces.
Additionally, an expansion of this benchmark with a wider range of settings would be beneficial, such
that results can be generalized further pending the corresponding software support.
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Appendices
A Literature Review

The following represents an extended literature review complementary to the summary provided in
the main article.

Comparisons of ML and Classical Models The experiments carried out in this paper fall into this
category. Only two prior experiments could be found that neutrally benchmarked more than one ML
model class on low-dimensional data. Kattan (2003) [53] benchmarked tree-based models, ANNs and
CPH with Harrell’s C-index across three datasets with varying censoring proportions. The models are
compared for significant differences by repeating the experiments up to 50 times with different seeds
thus allowing for different hyper-parameter configurations and folds in cross-validation. Boxplots
across all replications indicate that no machine learning model outperformed the CPH. Zhang et
al. (2021) [107] compare classical and ML methods, taking into account feasibility and computational
efficiency for various tasks in the biomedical field. Methods are evaluated on six clinical and 16
omics datasets using 11 metrics, including time-dependent AUC, Brier score and multiple variations
of the C-index. However, methods were applied with specific hyperparameter sets without tuning,
thereby limiting the generalizability of their results.

Comparisons on High-Dimensional Data Herrmann et al. (2020) [43] performed a large-scale
benchmark experiment of survival models on multi-omics high-dimensional data. Models fall into
the following groups: Penalised regression, GBMs, and RSFs. Comparisons are made with Uno’s
C and the Integrated Survival Brier Score (ISBS). The ISBS for all models overlapped with the
Kaplan-Meier baseline though all C-indices were significantly higher than the baseline — however it
is not stated how the standard errors for the confidence intervals were derived nor is it stated in the
paper if multiple testing correction is applied. The authors also note that their results should be treated
with caution due to the small performance differences and high variability. Spooner et al. (2020) [92]
also compared machine learning models on high-dimensional data. In this study GBMs, RSFs, CPH
and some extensions thereof were compared. Models were evaluated by Harrell’s C-index only. The
results indicated that all models outperformed CPH when no additional feature selection was used
but that there were no significant differences when feature selection was applied to the Cox model.
There were few significant statistical differences between models. Wissel et al. (2023) [104] provide
a systematic comparison of multi-omics cancer survival models comparing eight DL methods, RSFs
and CPH. They primarily focus on the noise-resistance of these models for high-dimensional settings,
finding a general lack thereof when evaluating on Antolini’s C-index and ISBS.

Comparisons of Classical Models Moghimi-dehkordi et al. (2008) [74] compare CPH to AFT
models with various distributions. Out-of-sample measures for comparison are not provided though
the AIC produced by the CPH is far higher (and therefore inferior) than those of the parametric
models. Model inspection demonstrated that all models provided similar (non-significantly different)
confidence intervals for hazard ratios. Georgousopoulou et al. (2015) [35] compared the CPH to a
Weibull and Exponential AFT model. Again no out-of-sample measures were utilized, models were
compared by the Cox-Snell residuals and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC). Similarly to
Moghimi-dehkordi et al., hazard ratios produced from all three models were nearly identical. The
authors claim the CPH is inferior to the parametric models though only graphical comparisons are
included. Zare et al. (2015) [106] provide another comparison of the CPH to AFT models, using
Cox-Snell residuals and AIC as their measures of comparison. Similarly to the previous studies the
Cox model has the highest AIC though the plotted Cox-Snell residuals are very similar. The authors
acknowledge no significant differences between the model classes and instead conclude that AFT is a
useful and more interpretable alternative. No significant differences were found between the different
AFT parameterizations. Dirick et al. (2017) [28] make use of a financial setting to compare the CPH,
AFT, flexible Cox models using splines to model the hazard, and mixture cure models. The authors
compare the models using a time-dependent AUC, the mean squared error (MSE), and the mean
absolute error (MAE). Survival times are generated from the CPH with a deterministic composition
using quantiles chosen to minimize the MSE and MAE, and it is not clear if this is performed in an
unbiased nested resampling manner or after predictions are made. By averaging the ranking of model
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performance the authors conclude that CPH with penalized splines outperformed the other models
with respect to the chosen metrics.

Habibi et al. (2018) [40] performed another experiment on PH and AFT models. Models were again
compared exclusively by the AIC with the PH having the highest result and log-normal AFT the
lowest; differences between AFT models were non-significant. Confidence intervals for hazard ratios
were similar (non-significantly different) for all models.

Comparisons of a Novel Model Class Luxhoj and Shyur (1997) [71] benchmarked neural networks
against CPH in the engineering field of reliability analysis. The baseline hazard of the Cox model
is modeled by splines with a single knot. The models are compared using the mean squared error
on a validation set of sample size 40, of these 40 there are only 9 unique failure times that are
used for model testing. Insufficient information is provided to determine the architecture or training
procedure of the neural networks compared. The MSE difference between the Cox and ANN was
0.003, which is highly unlikely to be a significant difference on a test set of only 40 observations
with nine observed events. Ohno-Machado (1997) [76] also compared CPH to ANNs. Several
Cox models were fit with automated variable selection by backwards elimination. For each model,
survival curves were predicted and for a given patient they were considered dead at a particular
time point if the predicted survival curve at the time is less than the “arbitrary” [76] probability of
0.5. The Cox models were compared to a single hidden layer ANN. This model made probabilistic
predictions of death in four time-intervals that were within the predicted time of the Cox models. The
probabilistic predictions from both models were compared with the AUC and its corresponding ROC.
No significant differences in performance were found between the two models. Goli et al. (2016) [37]
provide a comprehensive comparison of support vector machine models with CPH as a reference class
(Kaplan-Meier is not included). Models are compared against the C-index and log-rank test, though
it is unstated which C-index is utilized. No model outperformed CPH with respect to the chosen
C-index. Jaeger et al. (2019) [49] compare a multiple variations of a novel implementation of oblique
RSFs (“aorsf”) to the previous implementation, as well as other RSFs, GBMs, penalized CPH, and
ANNs. They compare methods on 21 datasets, including low- and high-dimensional settings. Results
are analysed using post-hoc Bayesian ROPE and evaluated using the Index of Prediction Accuracy
(IPA) [54] based on the ISBS and time-dependent C-index [15]. They present results relative to the
method performing best in their benchmark (“aorsf-fast” for both measures), with GBMs among the
lowest-performing methods. Only minimal tuning was conducted.

A.1 Surveys of Survival Models

The final class of papers do not perform empirical benchmark experiments but instead survey/review
available survival models. These are therefore only discussed very briefly. Ohno-Machado (2001) [77]
provide an overview to models available for survival analysis from non-parametric estimators and
classical models to neural networks. The review highlights useful applications of the models and
their respective limitations. In particular their Table 1 clearly states advantages and disadvantages of
Cox models versus ANNs. Patel et al. (2006) [78] compare proportional hazards and accelerated
failure time models. This comparison is primarily theoretical and based on model properties, no
analytical comparison with measures is provided though comparisons of predicted median survival
times are compared to those from a Kaplan-Meier estimator. The authors conclude that AFT models
should be considered more often due to simpler interpretation. Wang et al. (2019) [101] provide a
review of survival analysis models and measures that is strongly recommended here as a precise and
comprehensive introduction to the field of machine learning in survival analysis. The authors provide
strong arguments for comparing classical models against one another, though this is not extended to
the machine learning setting. More mathematical detail is provided to the classical setting however
a clear and detailed overview is still provided for machine learning models. Some attention is also
given to the more complex cases of competing risks and multiple events. Lee and Lim (2019) [67]
provide a short but concise overview to survival analysis models with an emphasis on genetic data
and implementation in R. Their review covers classical models, penalisation, and many machine
learning models. They provide a clear, practical illustration (but no full benchmark experiment)
comparing the models on a real dataset against Harrell’s C. No model outperforms CPH. Wiegrebe et
al. (2024) [102] provide a comprehensive overview of deep learning methods for survival analysis
and compare methods based on their capabilities regarding various common challenges in survival
analysis such as time-varying features, competing events, different censoring types, dimensionality,
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modality, and interpretability. Their extensive comparison is also available as a web-based interactive
table.

B Datasets

Table 2 lists datasets included in the benchmark along with their sources and common descriptive
statistics. Section B lists the licenses declared by the source packages from which the dataset is taken.

Table 2: Datasets used in benchmark experiment.

Dataset1 Cens %2 n3
C n4

D n5 p6 nE
7 Package8

aids.id [22] 60 1 4 467 5 188 JM [81]
aids2 [100] 38 1 3 2814 4 1733 MASS [100]
bladder0 [93] 48 0 3 397 3 206 frailtyHL [39]
CarpenterFdaData [23] 36 15 11 408 26 262 simPH
channing [58] 62 1 1 458 2 176 KMsurv
child [19] 79 1 3 26574 4 5616 eha [19]
colrec [72] 17 3 2 5578 13 4602 relsurv [72]
cost [50] 22 3 10 518 13 404 pec [73]
dataFTR [95] 86 0 2 2206 2 300 RISCA [32]
dataSTR [95] 82 0 4 546 4 101 RISCA
e1684 [57] 31 1 2 284 3 196 smcure [21]
flchain [29] 72 4 3 7871 7 1082 survival
gbsg [56] 43 3 4 2232 7 1267 pycox [61]
grace [45] 68 4 2 1000 6 324 mlr3proba [89]
hdfail [75] 94 1 4 52422 5 2885 frailtySurv [75]
kidtran [58] 84 1 3 863 4 140 KMsurv
liver [4] 40 1 1 488 2 292 joineR [103]
lung [70] 28 5 3 167 8 120 survival
metabric [56] 42 5 4 1903 9 1103 pycox
mgus [62] 6 6 1 176 7 165 survival
nafld1 [3] 92 4 1 12446 5 1018 survival
nwtco [18] 86 1 2 4028 3 571 survival
ova [98] 26 1 4 358 5 266 dynpred
patient [11] 79 2 5 1985 7 416 pammtools [10]
rdata [72] 47 1 3 1040 4 547 relsurv [72]
std [58] 60 3 18 877 21 347 KMsurv
support [56] 32 10 4 8873 14 2705 pycox
tumor [10] 52 1 6 776 7 375 pammtools
uis [44] 19 7 5 575 12 464 quantreg [59]
veteran [51] 7 3 3 137 6 128 survival
wbc1 [94] 43 2 0 190 4 109 dynpred
whas [45] 48 3 6 481 9 249 mlr3proba

1. Dataset ID and citation.
2. Proportion of censoring in the (modified) dataset, rounded to nearest percentage point.
3-4. Number of continuous and discrete features respectively before recoding.
5-6. Total number of observations and features respectively after alterations described above but before
sub-sampling.
7. Number of observed events in dataset.
8. Package in which the dataset is included.
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Table 3: Software licenses of the R and Python packages used as sources for datasets in this
benchmark.

License Packages

BSD-2 pycox
GPL relsurv
GPL (>= 2) jm, eha, pec, RISCA, dynpred, quantreg
GPL (>= 3) KMsurv
GPL-2 smcure

GPL-2 | GPL-3 nnet
GPL-3 simPH, joineR
LGPL (>= 2) survival
LGPL-2 frailtySurv
LGPL-3 mlr3proba

MIT pammtools
Unlimited frailtyHL
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C Models

Table 4 lists all the compared models, along with their software, version numbers, and prediction
types. The horizontal lines separate the models into different groups: Baseline, Classical, Random
Survival Forests (RSFs), Gradient Boosting Machines (GBMs) and Support Vector Machines (SVMs).
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Table 4: Models used for benchmarking with associated packages and prediction types.

Model Information Prediction Types

Model Name1 Learner2 Package3 distr4 crank5 lp6

Kaplan-Meier (KM) [52] kaplan survival v3.5.7 ✓ ExpMort ✕
Nelson-Aalen (NA) [1] nelson survival v3.5.7 ✓ ExpMort ✕

Akritas Estimator (AK) [2] akritas survivalmodels v0.1.18 ✓ ExpMort ✕
Cox PH (CPH) [26] coxph survival v4.1.8 ✓ (Breslow) lp ✓

CV Regularized CPH (GLMN) [84] cv_glmnet glmnet v4.1-8 ✓ (Breslow) lp ✓
Penalized (Pen) [36] penalized penalized v0.9.52 ✓ (Breslow) ExpMort ✕

Parametric (AFT) [51] parametric survival v3.5.7 ✓ (AFT) lp ✓
Flexible Splines (Flex) [82] flexible flexsurv v2.2.2 ✓ lp ✓

Random Survival Forest (RFSRC) [48] rfsrc randomForestSRC v3.2.2 ✓ ExpMort ✕
Random Survival Forest (RAN) [48, 105] ranger ranger v0.16.0 ✓ ExpMort ✕
Conditional Inference Forest (CIF) [46] cforest partykit v1.2.20 ✓ ExpMort ✕

Oblique Random Survival Forest (ORSF) [49] orsf aorsf v0.1.2 ✓ ExpMort ✕
Relative Risk Tree (RRT) [17] rpart rpart v4.1.23 (KM, PH) ✓ ✕

Model-Based Boosting (MBST) [20] mboost mboost v.2.9.9 ✓ (Breslow) lp ✓
CoxBoost (CoxB) [12] cv_coxboost CoxBoost v1.5 ✓ (Breslow) lp ✓

XGBoost (XGBCox) [25] xgboost xgboost v1.7.6.1 ✓ (Breslow) lp ✓
XGBoost (XGBAFT) [7] xgboost xgboost v1.7.6.1 (KM, AFT) lp ✓

SSVM-Hybrid (SSVM) [97] svm survivalsvm v0.0.5 (KM, PH) ✓ ✕

1. Identifier for the algorithm. Model abbreviations in parentheses are used in results.
2. Learner ID in mlr3. Most learners are implemented in mlr3extralearners v0.7.1-9000 with KM, NA, CPH residing in mlr3proba v0.6.0
3. Package in which the learner is implemented with version used in experiment.
4. distr predict type in mlr3proba is the probabilistic prediction. A check (✓) represents the distribution being predicted directly by the package, in some cases using the Breslow
estimator. The KM estimator may otherwise be used to estimate a baseline distribution from which the predicted distribution is composed with either PH or AFT forms, unless the
Breslow estimator is used directly to obtain distribution predictions from the linear predictors. Notably for MBST, the availability of distr depends on the family parameter.
5. crank predict type in mlr3proba is the continuous ranking prediction. A check (✓) represents the ranking being predicted directly by the package. ‘ExpMort’ stands for
expected mortality and is a risk score composed from the predicted survival distribution (distr). ‘lp’ represents the ranking being identical to the predicted linear predictor.
6. lp predict type in mlr3proba is the linear predictor prediction. A check (✓) represents the linear predictor being predicted directly by the package whereas a cross (✕) means the
prediction is not available (and cannot be composed).
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D Model Configuration

Table 5 shows hyperparameter search spaces and non-default parameter values as well as common
pre-processing requirements.
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Table 5: Hyper-parameter search-spaces for tuning and non-default configurations for models.

Model Hyper-parameters1 Values2 Standardize3 Encode4

KM - - ✕ ✕
NA - - ✕ ✕
AK lambda [0, 1] ✕ ✕

CPH - - ✕ ✕
GLMN alpha [0, 1] ✕ ✓

Pen lambda1
lambda2

2[−10,10]

2[−10,10] ✕ ✕

AFT dist {weibull, lognormal, loglogistic} ✕ ✕
Flex k {1, ..., 10} ✕ ✕

RFSRC

splitrule
ntree
mtry

nodesize
samptype
sampsize

{logrank, bs.gradient}
1000

{1, ..., p}
{1, ..., 50}

{swr, swor}
[0, 1]

✕ ✕

RAN

splitrule
num.trees

mtry
min.node.size

replace
fraction

{logrank,C,maxstat}
1000

{1, ..., p}
{1, ..., 50}

{TRUE, FALSE}
[0, 1]

✕ ✕

CIF

ntree
mtry

minsplit
mincriterion

replace
fraction

1000
{1, ..., p}
{1,...,50}
[0, 1]

{TRUE, FALSE}
[0, 1]

✕ ✕

Continued on next page...
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Table 5: (continued)

Model Hyper-parameters1 Values2 Standardize3 Encode4

ORSF

control_type
n_tree
mtry

leaf_min_events
min_obs_to_split_node

alpha

fast
1000

{1, ..., p}
{5,...,50}

min_events_to_split_node + 5
(0, 1)

✕ ✕

RRT minbucket {5, ..., 50} ✕ ✕

MBST

family
mstop

nu
baselearner

{gehan, cindex, coxph,weibull}
{10, ..., 5000}

(0, 0.1]
{bols, btree}

✕ ✕

CoxB
penalty

maxstepno
K

optimCoxBoostPenalty
5000

3
✕ ✓

XGBCox

objective
tree_method

booster
max_depth
subsample

colsample_bytree
nrounds

eta
grow_policy

survival:cox
hist

gbtree
{1,...,20}
[0, 1]
(0, 1]

{10,...,5000}
[10−5, 105]

{depthwise, lossguide}

✕ ✓

Continued on next page...
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Table 5: (continued)

Model Hyper-parameters1 Values2 Standardize3 Encode4

XGBAFT

objective
tree_method

booster
max_depth
subsample

colsample_bytree
nrounds

eta
grow_policy

aft_loss_distribution
aft_loss_distribution_scale

survival:aft
hist

gbtree
{1,...,20}
[0, 1]
(0, 1]

{10,...,5000}
[10−5, 105]

{depthwise, lossguide}
{normal, logistic, extreme}

[0.5, 2]

✕ ✓

SSVM5

type
diff.meth

gamma.mu
kernel

kernel.pars

hybrid
makediff3

([2−10, 210], [2−10, 210])
{lin_kernel, rbf_kernel, add_kernel}

[2−5, 25]

✓ ✓

1 Hyper-parameters for model tuning. The choice of hyper-parameters are largely informed by recommendations from the model author and subsequent papers exploring
optimization. A ‘-’ indicates no tuning is performed.
2 Value ranges for the respective hyper-parameters to tune over. Omitted parameters use the package defaults.
3 Pre-processing of covariates by scaling to unit variance and centering to zero mean. A check (✓) indicates this step is performed before training the model, and a cross (✕) if not.
4 Pre-processing of covariates by treatment encoding with model.matrix. A check (✓) indicates this step is performed before training the model, and a cross (✕) if not.
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E Implementation, Reproducibility, Accessibility

Platform All experiments were conducted on R 4.2.2 (2022-10-31) – “Innocent and Trusting” on the
Beartooth Computing Environment [8].

Reproducibility and Accessibility Seeds were set with L’Ecuyer’s random number generator [63]
to ensure reproducible results. All code required to run the experiments, as well as the results, are
freely available in a public GitHub repository (https://github.com/slds-lmu/paper_2023_
survival_benchmark. Software, packages, and version numbers that were utilized to conduct
benchmark and analysis are listed below. We also employ the renv R package [96] to record and
restore package dependencies to further aid reproducibility.

Packages All code is implemented using R v4.2.2 [79] and the experiment was run with batch-
tools [64]. Models are implemented in mlr3proba v0.6.0 [89], mlr3extralearners v0.7.1-9000 [88] and
survivalmodels v0.1.18 [85]. Tuning is implemented in mlr3tuning v0.19.2 [66]. Benchmarking func-
tionality is implemented in mlr3 v0.17.2 [65]. Benchmark analysis is implemented in mlr3benchmark
v0.1.6 [87]. Compositions and pre-processing steps are implemented through mlr3pipelines v0.5.0-
2 [13]. The packages and versions for the tested models are given in Table 4, all measures are
implemented in mlr3proba.
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F Results

The following plots show boxplots of the respective evaluation measure across the five outer re-
sampling folds. Results are also available following links on the GitHub repository at https:
//github.com/slds-lmu/paper_2023_survival_benchmark.

As described in Section 4, we provide aggregated results based on average ranks across all datasets
as boxplots with two versions for discrimination measures and three different scaling options for
scoring rules:

1. Raw scores as produced by the evaluation measures, e.g. “ISBS”,
2. Explained Residual Variation (ERV) scores, e.g. “ISBS [ERV]”,
3. Scaled scores, e.g. “ISBS [Scaled]”, which scales raw scores such that 0 is the score

achieved by KM and 1 is the score achieved by the best-performing model within the given
combination of dataset and tuning- and evaluation measure.

Since the discrimination measures Harrell’s C and Uno’s C are already scaled from 0 (worst) to 1
(best) with KM achieving a score of 0.5 by design, the ERV option is omitted and only options 1) and
3) are presented.

F.1 Discrimination Measures

F.1.1 Raw Scores

(a) Models tuned and evaluated on Harrell’s
(b) Models tuned for Harrell’s C and evaluated on
Uno’s C

(c) Models tuned for Harrell’s C and evaluated on
ISBS

Figure 3: Boxplots of raw evaluation scores using discrimination measures for tuning (Harrell’s C)
and using discrimination measures and ISBS for evaluation.
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F.1.2 Scaled

(a) Models tuned and evaluated on Harrell’s
(b) Models tuned for Harrell’s C and evaluated on
Uno’s C

(c) Models tuned for Harrell’s C and evaluated on
ISBS

Figure 4: Boxplots of scaled evaluation scores using discrimination measures for tuning (Harrell’s C)
and using discrimination measures and ISBS for evaluation.
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F.2 Scoring Rules

F.2.1 Raw Scores

(a) Scores for models tuned and evaluated on
RCLL

(b) Scores for models tuned for RCLL and evalu-
ated on RISLL

(c) Scores for models tuned for RCLL and evalu-
ated on RNLL

(d) Scores for models tuned for RCLL and evalu-
ated on ISBS

Figure 5: Boxplots of raw evaluation scores using scoring rules for tuning (RCLL) and evaluation.
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F.2.2 ERV

(a) ERV scores for models tuned and evaluated on
RCLL

(b) ERV scores for models tuned for RCLL and
evaluated on RISLL

(c) ERV scores for models tuned for RCLL and
evaluated on RNLL

(d) ERV scores for models tuned for RCLL and
evaluated on ISBS

Figure 6: Boxplots of ERV evaluation scores using scoring rules for tuning (RCLL) and evaluation.

F.3 Errors

During the many computational steps performed during this benchmark, software errors are inevitably
bound to happen. As we noted in Section 3, we impute missing evaluation scores in resampling folds
using the score of the Kaplan-Meier estimator, which affects the results presented in this paper.

Table 6 counts the number of errors encountered for each model, dataset, and tuning measures uses
in the benchmark per outer resampling fold (up to five). We note that particularly the tasks hdfail
and child have caused the majority of the runtime- or memory-related errors here due to their large
sample sizes and number of unique time points.
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Table 6: Number of errors per outer resampling iteration (up to five), separated by model, dataset,
and tuning measure.

Model Dataset Harrell’s C RCLL Total Errors

AK child 4 4 8
AK hdfail 5 5 10
GLMN hdfail 0 1 1
Pen child 0 2 2
Pen hdfail 4 0 4

RFSRC child 0 1 1
RFSRC hdfail 1 1 2
RFSRC nafld1 4 5 9
RAN child 4 5 9
RAN colrec 3 5 8

RAN flchain 0 1 1
RAN hdfail 4 5 9
RAN metabric 2 2 4
RAN nafld1 4 5 9
RAN support 4 5 9

CIF colrec 1 0 1
CIF hdfail 2 2 4
CIF nafld1 5 5 10
CIF support 2 2 4
ORSF nafld1 1 5 6

RRT hdfail 0 2 2
MBST aids2 0 3 3
MBST child 5 5 10
MBST dataFTR 1 1 2
MBST flchain 3 2 5

MBST gbsg 1 0 1
MBST hdfail 5 5 10
MBST metabric 1 0 1
MBST nafld1 5 5 10
MBST nwtco 4 5 9

MBST support 4 1 5
CoxB hdfail 5 5 10
XGBAFT hdfail 0 1 1
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G Results per Dataset

For completeness, we display boxplots of the evaluation scores across the outer resampling iterations
per dataset, learner, evaluation measure and tuning measure.

G.1 Discrimination

Figure 7: Raw scores for Harrell’s C across outer resampling folds per dataset, task, and evaluation
measure for models tuned on Harrell’s C
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Figure 8: Raw scores for Uno’s C across outer resampling folds per dataset, task, and evaluation
measure for models tuned on Harrell’s C
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Figure 9: Raw scores for ISBS across outer resampling folds per dataset, task, and evaluation measure
for models tuned on Harrell’s C
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G.2 Scoring Rules

Figure 10: Raw scores for RCLL across outer resampling folds per dataset, task, and evaluation
measure for models tuned on RCLL

36



Figure 11: Raw scores for ISBS across outer resampling folds per dataset, task, and evaluation
measure for models tuned on RCLL
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Figure 12: Raw scores for RNLL across outer resampling folds per dataset, task, and evaluation
measure for models tuned on RCLL
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Figure 13: Raw scores for RISLL across outer resampling folds per dataset, task, and evaluation
measure for models tuned on RCLL
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G.3 Calibration

Both calibration measures here are presented only for models tuned on RCLL. We note that these
measures may provide additional insights, yet consider both to be experimental in theory and
implementation.

G.3.1 D-Calibration

D-Calibration considers a model well-calibrated if the p-value of the underlying test is greater than
0.05, which we display in form of a heatmap with X indicating a significant test result, indicating a
model is not well-calibrated.

Figure 14: D-Calibration p-value heatmaps across all datasets and learners. ‘X’ indicates p < 0.05
while a non-significant result indicates good calibration.
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G.3.2 Alpha-Calibration

Van Houwelingen’s α relates predicted and observed hazards, with a value close to 1 implying a
well-calibrated model.

Figure 15: Calibration scores using van Houwelingen’s α indicate good calibration when values are
close to 1.
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