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Abstract

Lung cancer is a major cause of cancer-related deaths, and early diagnosis and
treatment are crucial for improving patients’ survival outcomes. In this paper, we
propose to employ convolutional neural networks to model the non-linear relationship
between the risk of lung cancer and the lungs’ morphology revealed in the CT images.
We apply a mini-batched loss that extends the Cox proportional hazards model to
handle the non-convexity induced by neural networks, which also enables the training of
large data sets. Additionally, we propose to combine mini-batched loss and binary
cross-entropy to predict both lung cancer occurrence and the risk of mortality.
Simulation results demonstrate the effectiveness of both the mini-batched loss with and
without the censoring mechanism, as well as its combination with binary cross-entropy.
We evaluate our approach on the National Lung Screening Trial data set with several
3D convolutional neural network architectures, achieving high AUC and C-index scores
for lung cancer classification and survival prediction. These results, obtained from
simulations and real data experiments, highlight the potential of our approach to
improving the diagnosis and treatment of lung cancer.

1 Introduction

Lung cancer is one of the most common causes of cancer-related deaths worldwide.
Early diagnosis and treatment are crucial for improving patients’ survival rates [1, 2].
Survival analysis, a branch of statistics that has been widely used in public health
research, provides valuable insights into the impact of different conditions on the
survival time of patients; e.g., [3, 4]. In the context of lung cancer, early detection
through screening methods helps identify the tumor in its early stage and applying
survival analysis to lung cancer patients can aid in early detection and ultimately
improve patients’ survival outcomes. Meanwhile, in recent years, computer-aided
diagnosis has gained significant attention, particularly in medical image data analysis
[5–9]. Deep learning techniques have been increasingly applied to analyze various kinds
of medical images due to their effectiveness, for example, [10–16].

Despite the promising results obtained by using these techniques, the accessibility of
high-quality medical images poses a challenge in applying these techniques. For example,
Hou et al. [10] required whole slide tissue images obtained from invasive procedures,
Gao et al. [11] required multiple longitudinal CT images captured over time, and Wang
et al. [12] required both demographic information and chest CT images.

In addition, most of these studies focused on patients already diagnosed, neglecting
those who may be prospective candidates undergoing regular CT screening for early
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detection. Furthermore, there are few works that have utilized survival analysis, which
limits the statistical efficiency of these methods. Considering the significant impact of
early detection on patients’ survival chances [17], there is an urgent need to develop a
new approach that can enhance both the early detection and survival prediction for
individuals currently diagnosed and those potentially at risk of lung cancer, while
considering the accessibility of the medical image data.

This paper aims to utilize deep learning techniques to analyze the potential lung
cancer patients’ survival hazards only based on their most recent CT images. Inspired
by DeepSurv [18], which uses demographic information, and DeepConvSurv [19], which
uses 2D pathological images, we adopt 3D convolutional neural networks (CNNs) to
model the non-linear relationship between the risk of lung cancer and the lungs’
morphology revealed in CT images. A mini-batched loss involving time-to-event and
censoring status is applied for handling the non-convexity caused by the neural
networks and allowing the training of large data sets at the same time. In addition, we
propose to apply the combination of binary cross-entropy and the mini-batched loss to
simultaneously predict whether a potential patient has lung cancer and the risk of dying
from it. The promising empirical properties of the proposed method are illustrated by
simulation experiments and the application to the National Lung Screening Trial
(NLST) dataset [20].

Our approach has several distinct features: (i) it relates patients’ survival with 3D
medical image classification; (ii) it considers both existing and potential patients, which
helps in the early detection of the disease; and (iii) it requires only one raw CT scan,
eliminating the need for additional clinical or longitudinal data or human pathologists’
annotation, which makes our approach easy to implement and more accessible than
methods that require extensive data collection.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces related works in
computer-aided diagnosis and basic knowledge about survival data and the Cox
proportional hazards model. Section 3 derives the mini-batched loss function of the
extended Cox model and introduces the idea of the two-task method and corresponding
metrics. Section 4 presents the simulation study of the mini-batched loss based on the
MNIST dataset and the simulation of the two-task method based on the Nodule-CIFAR
dataset. Section 5 presents the real data experiment with the two-task method, which
includes CT images from potential lung cancer patients.

2 Background

2.1 Related Work

The Cox proportional hazards model [21] was first proposed to explore the relationship
between the survival chance of a patient and a group of explanatory variables through
the concept of hazard rate, see Eq 1. Later, Breslow [22] and Cox [23] discussed the
estimation of model parameters, particularly for the baseline hazard function. Despite it
being proposed more than 50 years ago, the Cox model continues to be one of the most
widely used models in medical research for investigating patients’ survival chances.

The use of medical images to aid the diagnosis and treatment of diseases has become
increasingly popular. Much research has been conducted on the use of deep learning
techniques to analyze medical images as a computer-aided diagnosis. For example, Hou
et al.[10] studied the feature of whole slide tissue image patches with a CNN. Wang et
al. [12] detected lung cancer with CT images and clinical demographics. Ardila et al.
[13] proposed a CNN-based method to predict lung cancer risk. Gao et al. [11]
performed research in detecting lung cancer with long short-term models. Liu et al. [14]
studied detecting nodules from CT images for lung cancer with adversarial attacks.
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However, some of these images or data may not be readily available or collected. These
methods required whole slide tissue images from an invasive procedure [10], or
longitudinal medical images captured over time [11, 13], or demographic information in
addition to medical images [12]. For more details, refer to [24, 25] for a comprehensive
review of deep learning techniques applied to medical images.

While these imaging methods have produced excellent results for the tasks that they
were designed for, they did not establish a correlation with patients’ survival. Katzman
et al. [18], for the first time, developed the DeepSurv model to study the non-linear
relationship between survival hazards and clinical features. It replaced the linear part
β⊺x in the Cox proportional hazards model (1) with multi-layer perceptrons f(x).
However, this model has a limitation in that it can only process clinical information. To
address this limitation, DeepConvSurv was then proposed by Zhu et al. to predict
patients’ survival directly from the 2D region of interests (ROI) of pathological images,
using CNNs for f(x).

In this paper, we aim to expand previous research by developing a model that
classifies lung cancer occurrence from potential lung cancer patients with only one 3D
CT scan and further predicts the patient’s relative hazards of dying from lung cancer.
Our approach integrates 3D CNNs, binary classification, and the Cox proportional
hazards model. By combining these techniques, we aim to establish a direct correlation
between potential patients’ 3D medical images and patients’ survival, which could have
significant implications for early lung cancer diagnosis.

2.2 Survival Data

Survival analysis typically considers time-to-event data. Let T ∗ = min(T,C) be the
observed time, where T denotes the event time and C denotes the censored time. Here,
T is the time from the beginning of the observation to an event, usually death, disease
occurrence, or other experience of interest, which can be unobserved if censoring occurs
first. The censored time C is the time after which nothing is observed about the object.
In addition to observing T ∗, we also have the event indicator: δi = 1{Ti≤Ci} that tells
us if the i-th observation Ti is censored or not. In our study, T ∗ is the observed time
from the beginning of the study to either observed death or censoring. If death is
observed, T ∗ = T and δ = 1, if censoring is observed, T ∗ = C and δ = 0. The objective
is to model the event distribution of T ,

F (t) = P (T ≤ t) =

∫ t

0

f(u)du,

where the density function f(t) is

f(t) = lim
∆t→0

P (t < T ≤ t+∆t)

∆t
.

In survival analysis, it is common to alternatively study the survival function S(t), or
the hazard function λ(t), or the cumulative hazard function Λ(t), defined respectively as

S(t) = P (T > t) =

∫ ∞

t

f(u)du,

λ(t) = lim
∆t→0

P (t < T ≤ t+∆t|T > t)

∆t
,

and

Λ(t) =

∫ t

0

λ(u)du.
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Their relationships can be expressed as

λ(t) =
f(t)

S(t)
,

and
S(t) = exp (−Λ(t)),

so it’s equivalent to studying either of them. In this paper, we focus on the density
function f(t) and the corresponding likelihood function.

Given a set of right-censored samples {T ∗
i , δi}ni=1, the likelihood function L is:

L =

n∏
i=1

f(T ∗
i )

δiS(T ∗
i )

1−δi

=

n∏
i=1

λ(T ∗
i )

δiS(T ∗
i ),

which can be further used for parameter estimation.

2.3 Cox Proportional Hazards Model and DeepSurv

The Cox proportional hazards model is one of the most used models for exploring the
relationship between the hazards λ(t|x) and the explanatory covariates x. In particular,
it assumes proportional hazards and linear contribution of the covariates to the log
relative hazards function:

λ(t|x) = λ0(t) exp(β
⊺x), (1)

where t represents time, λ0(t) is the baseline hazard function (an infinite dimensional
parameter), x is a set of covariates, and β is the corresponding coefficient that measures
the effect of the covariates. Cox [21, 23] proposed to use the partial likelihood for
estimating β with the advantage of circumventing λ0(t). Let R(t) = {i : T ∗

i > t} be the
risk set at time t; i.e., the set of all individuals who are ”at risk” for failure at time t.
The partial likelihood is the product of the conditional probabilities of the observed
individuals being chosen from the risk set to fail:

L(β)partial =

n∏
i=1

[
exp(β⊺xi)∑

j∈R(T∗
i ) exp(β

⊺xj)

]δi

,

where R(T ∗
i ) denotes the set of individuals that are “at risk” for failure at time T ∗

i in
the sample.

The estimate β̂ for β can be obtained by minimizing the averaged negative partial
log-likelihood L(β), which is convex:

L(β) = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

δi

[
β⊺xi − log

∑
j∈R(T∗

i )

exp(β⊺xj)

]
.

The cumulative baseline hazard function can be estimated with the Breslow estimator:

Λ̂0(t;β) =
∑

j /∈R(t)

∆Λ̂0(T
∗
j )

=
∑

j /∈R(t)

δj∑
k∈R(T∗

j )

exp(β⊺xk)
.
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The DeepSurv method can be seen as a non-linear version of the Cox model. It
replaces the linear log relative hazards term β⊺x in the Cox model with a non-linear
multi-layer perceptron (MLP) f(x;θ):

λ(t|x) = λ0(t) exp
(
f(x;θ)

)
,

where f(x;θ) is a fully-connected MLP parameterized by θ.

3 Methodology

3.1 Extended Cox Model with Convolution Neural Network

In this study, we modeled patients’ hazard function of a certain disease based on 3D
medical images. We cannot directly apply the DeepSurv or DeepConvSurv model
because MLP or 2D CNN is deficient for 3D image data. Therefore, we extended the
DeepSurv model by replacing MLP with a 3D convolution neural network f(x;Θ),
which predicted the effects of a patient’s morphological features x on their hazard rate
and parameterized by the weights of the network Θ:

λ(t|x) = λ0(t) exp
(
f(x;Θ)

)
.

3.2 Loss Function Derivation

Let
Λ(t) = Λ0(t) exp

(
f(x;Θ)

)
and

S(t) = exp
(
−Λ0(t) exp

(
f(x;Θ)

))
,

so the full likelihood function is

L(Λ0,Θ) =

n∏
i=1

{[
λ0(T

∗
i ) exp

(
f(xi;Θ)

)]δi
×

exp
(
−Λ0(T

∗
i ) exp

(
f(xi;Θ)

))}
.

Moreover, the negative log-likelihood becomes

L(Λ0,Θ) = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

{
δi

[
f(xi;Θ) + log λ0(T

∗
i )
]

− Λ0(T
∗
i ) exp

(
f(xi;Θ)

)}
,

(2)

which depends on both Λ0 and parameters Θ in f .
In practice, the prior knowledge of Λ0 is not available. To overcome this issue, we

adopted the non-parametric Breslow estimator, which treated the baseline as a
piece-wise constant between event failure times:

Λ̂0(t;Θ) =
∑

j /∈R(t)

∆Λ̂0(T
∗
j )

=
∑

j /∈R(t)

δj∑
k∈R(T∗

j )

exp
(
f(xk;Θ)

) .
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Plugged it into the negative log-likelihood Eq.2, we derived the partial likelihood
without λ0(t):

Lfb(Θ) = − 1

n

∑
i

δi

[
f(xi;Θ)− log

∑
j∈R(T∗

i )

exp
(
f(xj ;Θ)

)]
. (3)

We refer to this as the full-batched loss in this paper. In fact, the procedure of
getting partial likelihood of the Cox proportional model can lead us to the equivalent
loss function. Given the model λ(t) = λ0(t) exp

(
f(x;Θ)

)
, the partial likelihood now

becomes

L(Θ)partial =

n∏
i=1

[
exp

(
f(xi;Θ)

)∑
j∈R(T∗

i )

exp
(
f(xj ;Θ)

)]δi , (4)

The full-batched loss function can be obtained by taking the average of the negative log
of the partial likelihood.

Even though the full-batched loss is convex in f , due to the non-convexity of the
neural network, the full-batched loss is non-convex. Also, the full-batched loss involves
complicated sums over the risk set, which can be as large as the full data set, making it
computationally expensive.

To deal with the non-convexity and make it scalable to large datasets, we modified
the full-batched loss by first subsampling the data and collecting them to a batch Ω,
and then restricting the risk set R(T ∗

i ) only to contain the subsampled data in the
current batch:

L̃mb(Θ) = − 1

|Ω|
∑
i∈Ω

δi

[
f(xi;Θ)− log

∑
j

exp
(
f(xj ;Θ)

)]
(5)

with j ∈ R(T ∗
i ) ∩ Ω. We refer to this expression as the mini-batched loss in the paper.

If we set the batch as the full data set, then the mini-batched loss is equivalent to the
full-batched loss. The batch size can be as small as 2. By restricting data to a randomly
sampled batch, we avoided massive calculations. The mini-batched loss is unlike the
minibatch gradient descent with i.i.d. data with respect to the full-batched loss since
taking the expectation over random minibatch samples does not give the averaged
negative log-likelihood.

As an aside, we can see that the partial likelihood in (4) is the likelihood of observing
the given order of events, which in this case is the order of individuals’ deaths. By
evaluating the partial likelihood, we are in effect ignoring any information of the timing
of the events beyond just their ordering. This objective and the mini-batch gradient
descent described above appear in recommendation system applications where user
preferences are expressed via the relative ordering of click-through events. The resulting
method is called listwise ranking in the recommendation system literature [26, 27].

3.3 Two-task Method for Disease Diagnosis and Survival
Hazard Prediction

Lung cancer is one of the most common cancers. Computed Tomography (CT) images,
which include a series of axial image slices that visualize the tissues and nodules within
the lung area, can be extremely useful for diagnosis purposes. When given a patient’s
pulmonary CT images, one objective is to diagnose whether the patient has lung cancer
or not, i.e., lung cancer classification. In addition, we hope to predict the severity of
cancer by estimating the patient’s risk of dying from lung cancer, i.e., survival hazard
prediction. Traditionally, to fulfill the two tasks, one option is to train separate models
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with different losses, respectively: binary cross entropy for lung cancer classification and
mini-batched loss for survival hazard prediction. However, it raises concerns about
divergent predictions, which may result in predicting a case without lung cancer but
with a high risk of mortality of dying from lung cancer.

The link between lung cancer diagnosis and survival prediction is established
through the comprehensive analysis of imaging studies. Extracted information from CT
images, such as the presence of lung nodules and detailed characteristics (including size,
shape, location, and tumor spread), is not only instrumental in confirming the presence
of cancer, but also provides critical details that inform prognosis, guide treatment
decisions, and influence survival predictions for individual patients. The higher the
probability of having lung cancer inferred from CT images, the more likely it is that the
cancer exhibits features associated with an advanced or aggressive nature. These
features contribute to an increased risk of mortality, forming the basis for the
correlation between the probability of having lung cancer and survival prediction. The
integration of imaging data into a holistic approach enhances the precision and
personalized nature of lung cancer care.

Recognizing the clinical need to integrate these tasks, we present a novel method
capable of simultaneously performing lung cancer classification and survival hazard
prediction using the same input – a two-task neural net framework, as illustrated in Fig
1. The output layer, which predicted the log relative hazards f(x;Θ), was also used for
lung cancer classification with sigmoid activation. This choice is intuitive as the
function f represents hazard, implying that a higher hazard is indicative of a higher
probability of having lung cancer. Instead of having separate losses, we defined the loss
as the sum of binary cross entropy and the batched loss. Let yi be the indicator of
having lung cancer, xi be the image input to the deep neural network, and f(xi;Θ) be
the neural network output for log relative hazards, P (xi;Θ) = sigmoid(f

(
xi;Θ)

)
is

predicted cancer probability:

L(Θ) =− 1

|Ω|
∑
i∈Ω

{
δi

[
f(xi;Θ)− log

∑
j

exp
(
f(xj ;Θ)

)]
+

[
yi logP (xi;Θ) + (1− yi) log

(
1− P (xi;Θ)

)]}
,

(6)

with j ∈ R(T ∗
i ) ∩ Ω.

Fig 1. Two-task Convolution Neural Network Illustration.

One advantage of this approach is consolidating the goals of cancer classification and
survival hazard prediction into a singular model, motivated by the clinical reality that
the CT image shows information that is critical for both cancer diagnosis and survival
prediction. Training a unified model concurrently for both objectives with shared neural
net parameters promises a more comprehensive understanding and superior predictive
performance, while conventional approaches of training separate models with binary
cross entropy for cancer classification and mini-batched loss for hazard prediction focus
exclusively on one aspect. This two-task method provides a holistic view, bridging the
diagnostic and prognostic aspects of lung cancer, and offers a more clinically relevant
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perspective for personalized patient care decisions. Another advantage lies in the dual
losses, which enable more comprehensive supervision of the neural net’s fit, thereby
preventing overfitting during training.

3.4 Evaluation Metrics

For the cancer classification task, we used AUC (area under the ROC curve) to evaluate
the model performance. In the hazard prediction task, we employed the concordance
index (C-index) for evaluation. C-index, introduced by Harrell et al. [28], is a goodness
of fit measure for models that produce risk scores for censored data. In our context, it
estimates the probability that, for any random pair of individuals, the predicted survival
times would exhibit the same ordering as their actual survival times. This is equivalent
to determining whether, for any random pair of patients, the predicted hazard has the
reverse order in comparison to their actual survival times, as patients with higher
predicted survival times correspond to lower predicted hazards. The C-index in our
context is defined by the following formula:

C =
# concordant pairs

# concordant pairs + # disconcordant pairs

= P{T̂i > T̂j | Ti > Tj , δj = 1}
≈ P{f̂i < f̂j | Ti > Tj , δj = 1} (7)

=

∑
i ̸=j 1{f̂i < f̂j}1{Ti > Tj}δj∑

i ̸=j 1{Ti > Tj}δj
,

where approximation (7) follows from the argument that a patient with a higher hazard
score should have a shorter survival time.

When C-index = 1, it corresponds to the scenario where the order of the predictions
is the same as that of the true survival times, while C-index = 0.5 represents a random
prediction. Typically, a model with a C-index above 0.7 can be regarded as a good
model.

4 Simulation Studies

This section reports results from three simulation experiments. Both Simulations A and
B focused on the extended Cox model and its prediction of the log relative hazards
function f . Simulation A was under the setting where there were event cases only, while
Simulation B involved both censored and event cases. Both simulations used the same
images from the MNIST dataset and the same generated survival time, but different
censoring statuses. We compared the performance of the oracle loss, full-batched loss,
and mini-batched loss under the settings of Simulations A and B. Simulation C was
designed for the two-task framework, involving both the disease occurrence classification
and the survival hazard prediction with the log relative hazards function. We generated
a new dataset from the CIFAR-10 dataset, called Nodule-CIFAR. We compared the loss
function performance of the combination of binary cross-entropy and
full-batched/mini-batched in terms of AUC and C-index.

4.1 Simulations A and B

4.1.1 MNIST Dataset and Time-to-event Data

We used the MNIST image dataset and generated artificial survival times for digits in
our simulations. The MNIST dataset is an image dataset of handwritten digits from 0 to
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9; see [29]. We selected 2 digits from the MNIST dataset as input images of the neural
network with different patterns, w.l.o.g., we selected zeros and ones. We generated the
survival time for each digit using an exponential distribution with different constant
hazards λj = 1× exp(ϕj), j = 0, 1, where the baseline hazard λ0(t) was set to 1, and the
true log relative hazards was ϕj . In Simulation A, all cases were labeled as events. In
Simulation B, we randomly labeled half of the individuals who lived beyond the median
as censored cases within each digit. The distribution of the test set is shown in Fig 2.

(a) Survival Time Distribution without Censoring

(b) Survival Time Distribution with Censoring

Fig 2. Simulated Survival Time Distributions. (a) Survival time distributions for
the two digits in Simulation A, without the censoring mechanism; (b) Survival time
distributions for the two digits in Simulation B, with the censoring mechanism. The
censored cases are labeled in orange, which overlaps the upper half of the event cases.

4.1.2 Architecture

Simulations A and B were trained under the same feed-forward convolution neural
network, which consisted of a stack of convolution and dense layers. The net structure
is listed in Table 1.

4.1.3 Results of Simulations A and B

We introduced the oracle loss (see Eq 8 and 9). It leverages the prior knowledge of the
baseline hazard λ0(t) when compared with the full-batched loss (Eq 3) and mini-batched
loss ( Eq 5), i. In our simulations, w.l.o.g., we set λ0(t) = 1 when generating survival
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Table 1. Convolution Neural Net Architecture for Simulations A & B

Layer Type Number of Kernels Kernel Size Output Size
Convolution 32 5× 5 28× 28× 32
Max Pooling 2× 2, stride = 2 14× 14× 32
Convolution 64 5× 5 14× 14× 64
Max Pooling 2× 2, stride = 2 7× 7× 64

Flatten 3136
Fully Connected 1024
Fully Connected 128
Fully Connected 1

Table 2. Simulations A & B: C-indexes under three losses

Oracle Full-batched Mini-batched
A 0.7268 0.7165 0.7189

B w/ censored (C1) 0.7184 0.7146 0.7166
B w/o censored (C2) 0.6845 0.6770 0.6790

time, so that Λ0(t) = t. Plugging the baseline hazard into the averaged negative full
log-likelihood (Eq 2) provided us the oracle loss, for which f can be trained:

Lorc(Θ) = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

[
δif(xi;Θ)− exp

(
f(xi;Θ)

)
T ∗
i

]
. (8)

Due to the non-convexity of neural network f , we used the stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) method to minimize the non-convex loss function. Correspondingly, the
batched version is provided below.

L̃orc(Θ) = − 1

|Ω|
∑
i∈Ω

[
δif(xi;Θ)− exp

(
f(xi;Θ)

)
T ∗
i

]
, (9)

where Ω is the selected batch for a training iteration. We will later refer to this as the
oracle loss.

We also calculated the true loss as the baseline for benchmark comparisons. When
both the baseline hazard λ0(t) and the log relative hazards ϕj were available, we could
directly plug them into the averaged negative full log-likelihood (Eq 2), which gave the
true loss.

Results of Simulations A and B are reported in Fig 3 and Table 2. In both
simulations, the oracle loss settled to the true loss, the oracle loss was less than the
batched losses, both batched losses settled to the same value, and the mini-batched loss
settled faster than the full-batched loss. This met our expectations since the oracle loss
had access to the base rate. In addition, due to the extra information, the C-index
trained by the oracle loss is expected to be larger, which was validated in both
Simulations A and B, see Table 2. In Simulation A, though the C-index curve
fluctuated after loss converges, it achieved a high value for both full batched loss and
mini-batched loss, showing good rank prediction on the hazards when there is no
censoring. In Simulation B, two C-indexes were calculated: C1 involved both censored
and event case, while C2 involved event cases only. Here, C1 exceeds 0.7, which means
good rank predictions for pairs across censored and event groups and pairs within the
event group. Moreover, the faster convergence and small difference between Corc and
Cmb indicated the feasibility of mini-batched loss for training parameters without prior
information of λ0(t).
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(a) Simulation A (b) Simulation B

Fig 3. Simulation Losses by Epoch. (a) Simulation A (b) Simulation B.

4.2 Simulation C: Nodule-CIFAR Simulation with Classification
and Hazard Prediction

4.2.1 Nodule-CIFAR Dataset

We introduced a new dataset, called Nodule-CIFAR, which was generated from the
CIFAR-10 dataset [30]. Nodule-CIFAR was inspired by Tumor-CIFAR from Gao et al.
[11] and simulated benign and malignant nodules on the CIFAR-10 images. In reality,
benign nodules typically exhibit smaller sizes with regular round shapes and are
non-cancerous, while malignant nodules tend to be larger in size and exhibit irregular
shapes. Healthy individuals possess benign nodules, but patients may have both benign
and malignant nodules. To simulate this, we introduced black and white dots onto
CIFAR-10 images to simulate benign nodules, while dummy nodules were represented as
white blobs to simulate malignant nodules.

There were 10,000 samples in the training set and 1,000 samples in the testing set.
We randomly assigned images to non-cancerous and cancerous groups with equal
probability, so that cancer prevalence was 50% in both training and test sets. Among
the cancerous cases, we randomly labeled 50% as censored, and the remaining were
labeled as events, the events of failure of dying from cancer. For the non-cancerous
cases, they would not die of cancer, so all of them were labeled as censored. Next, we
incorporated simulated nodules, either benign or malignant, onto CIFAR-10 images
based on their assigned group. The non-cancer images yet featuring benign nodules,
displayed numerous small black and white dots distributed across the image to simulate
benign nodules. In contrast, the images in the cancer groups had two additional big
white patches randomly located in the images, mimicking malignant nodules. Within
the cancer group, the censored had relatively smaller white patches compared to the
event, because the censored group had not yet reached a deadly stage. The original
image categories from the CIFAR-10 dataset were irrelevant in this context; the
distinctions between cancer and non-cancer were determined by the presence of
simulated white patches. Moreover, within the cancer group, the censoring status was
solely associated with the sizes of the simulated white patches. Fig 4 is an example of
images in the Nodule-CIFAR dataset.

Time-to-event data corresponding to Nodule-CIFAR images were generated based on
the largest size of simulated nodules in each image. The recorded time followed an
exponential distribution with a parameter of λ = 1× exp(ϕ), where ϕ ∝ size, the largest
size of simulated nodules in each image. This was consistent with our expectation that
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Fig 4. A Nodule-CIFAR Example. Non-cancer cases only have small black
and white dots scattered over the images, simulating benign nodules. In
addition to benign nodules, cancer cases have 2 larger white patches to
simulate malignant nodules.

the larger the nodule size, the larger the hazards, and the smaller the survival time.
Fig 5 shows the distribution of nodule size and survival time for each group. The

non-cancer group had smaller nodules on average compared to the cancer group. Within
the cancer group, those event cases (eventually died of cancer in simulation) had larger
malignant nodules. The time-to-event for the non-cancer group was larger than the
cancer group. Within the cancer group, the time-to-event of censored cases was larger
than the event cases.

(a) Nodule Size Distribution (b) Survival Time Distribution

Fig 5. Nodule Size and Survival Time Distribution by Group. (a) Nodule
size distribution by group. The non-cancer group has smaller nodules on
average when compared with the cancer group. Within the cancer group,
event cases (those who eventually die of cancer in simulation) have larger
malignant nodules. (b) Survival time distribution by group in
Nodule-CIFAR. The time-to-event for the non-cancer group is larger than
the cancer group. Within the cancer group, the time-to-event of censored is
larger than that of the event cases.
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Table 3. Convolution Neural Net Architecture for Simulation C
Layer Type Number of Kernels Kernel Size Output Size
Convolution 32 5× 5 28× 28× 32
Max Pooling 2× 2, stride = 2 14× 14× 32
Convolution 64 5× 5 14× 14× 64
Max Pooling 2× 2, stride = 2 7× 7× 64

Flatten 3136
Fully Connected 100
Fully Connected 10
Fully Connected 1

Table 4. Simulation C: AUC and C-index under two losses

Full-batched Mini-batched
AUC 0.770 0.783
C1 0.661 0.677
C2 0.779 0.785

4.2.2 Architecture

Like Simulations A and B, Simulation C was trained under a feed-forward convolution
neural network, which consisted of a stack of convolution and dense layers. The output
was used for both disease occurrence classification and hazard prediction evaluation.
See Table 3 for the structure of the neural network.

4.2.3 Results of Simulation C

The loss function for the two-task network was the sum of the binary cross entropy and
the full-batched/mini-batched loss. To compare the model performance trained with
different losses under the same network architecture, see Fig 6 for the epoch-wise losses,
AUC, and C-index, and Table 4 for their stabilized values after the losses converge. As
shown in Fig 6a, the one with mini-batched loss (blue) converged much faster than the
one with full-batched loss (red); it reached a minimum after a few epochs and stabilized.
Fig 6b showed both losses outperformed the baseline AUC 50% significantly, which was
achieved by predicting all cases as non-cancer, and the model trained with mini-batched
loss achieved a slightly higher AUC. As for the hazard prediction evaluation, we
calculated two C-indexes C1 and C2, where C1 was for all cases (cancer and non-cancer,
Fig 6c) and C2 was for the cancer group (Fig 6d). Both losses achieved competitive C1
and C2 values, especially within the cancer group, where C1 exceeded 0.75 for both
losses. Comparing Fig 6c and Fig 6d, we noticed the C-index decreased to around 0.65
when it involved the non-cancer group, which was caused by the trade-off between the
classification and hazard prediction tasks. Overall, the sum of binary cross entropy and
the mini-batched loss performed better in both classification and hazard prediction by
achieving higher stabilized AUC and C-index values within fewer epochs.

5 Real Data Experiment

5.1 NLST Dataset

The National Lung Screening Trial (NLST) collected medical images and survival
information from potential lung cancer patients during 2002-2009, see [20]. It was a
randomized controlled trial to determine whether screening for lung cancer with
low-dose helical computed tomography (CT) reduced mortality from lung cancer in
high-risk individuals relative to screening with chest radiography (X-ray). Participants
were randomly assigned to two study arms in equal proportions. One arm received
low-dose helical CT, while the other received single-view chest radiography.
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(a) Test Loss (b) AUC

(c) C-index for All Cases (d) C-index for Cancer Cases

Fig 6. Result of Simulation C. (a): test loss by epoch; (b): test AUC by
epoch; (c): test c-index C1 of all cases by epoch; (d): test c-index C2 of the
cancer group by epoch. The sum of binary cross entropy and mini-batched
loss performed better in both classification and hazard prediction by
achieving higher stabilized AUC, C1, and C2 within fewer epochs.

CT images are a set of axial slice images of the human body. They can reveal both
normal and abnormal tissues inside the organs. The abnormal tissues of the lungs are
called nodules. Nodules usually are spherical but may have other shapes. Each sub-type
of nodules has a different cancer probability. Hence, doctors take into consideration all
nodules when diagnosing lung diseases with CT images.

In our experiment, we chose 991 patients who developed cancer during the trial
period from a pool of 15,000 patients who received CT treatment. Subsequently, we
collected the most recent CT images from these 991 patients confirmed to have lung
cancer, among whom 427 passed away due to lung cancer. For the classification task, we
similarly gathered the most recent CT images from an equal number of potential
patients who did not have lung cancer. Among the total of 1882 patients, those with
confirmed lung cancer cases were assigned a label of yi = 1, while all others were labeled
as yi = 0. In addition, those who experienced lung cancer-related mortality were
categorized as events of failure (non-censored) with δi = 1, whereas the rest were
considered censored with δi = 0. Each patient’s most recent CT examination was
utilized as the input image denoted as X. Furthermore, we collected patients’ survival
time T ∗ by subtracting their latest exam date from the date they were last known alive.
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5.2 Preprocessing

In terms of preprocessing the CT images from NLST datasets, we utilized the
open-source code [31] to segment the lungs from the CT images and applied the nodule
detection method described in [32] to obtain the top 5 suspicious nodule crops as input.
For completeness, we provide a brief summary of their method below.

5.2.1 Lung Segmentation

The CT images are a set of cross-sectional images of the body. Preprocessing for lung
segmentation was required before they were ready for the CNN. First, the CT scans
should be resampled to 1× 1× 1mm3 isotropic resolution, then the resampled CT scans
were preprocessed with the following main steps:

i. Mask extraction: The first step was to extract the lungs’ mask by converting the
image to Hounsfield unit (HU) and binarizing the image with the lungs’ HU values.
HU is a standard quantitative scale for describing radiodensity. Each organ has a
specific HU range, and the range remains the same for different people. Here, we
used a −320 HU value as the threshold for the lungs. The largest connected
component located in the center of the image was extracted as the lungs’ mask.

ii. Convex hull computation: The second step was to compute the convex hull of the
lungs’ mask. Because some nodules might be connected to the outer lung wall and
might not be covered by the mask obtained in the previous step, a preferred
approach was to obtain the convex hull of the mask. However, it could include
other unrelated tissues if one directly computes the convex hull of the mask. To
overcome this issue, we first divided the mask into left and right lung masks, then
computed their respective convex hulls, and lastly merged them to form the final,
whole lungs’ convex hull.

iii. Lung segmentation: We obtained a segmentation of the lungs by first multiplying
the CT image with the mask and then filling the masked region with tissue
luminance.

After completing these three steps, 3D segmented lungs can be extracted. An
example is shown in Fig 7.

5.2.2 Nodule Detection

The sizes of the segmented lung images varied for each patient, which went against the
requirement for identical image sizes in CNNs to work properly. To resolve this, the
segmented images were resampled to the same resolution and fixed slice distance.
Although the size of each cropped image might differ due to varying lung sizes among
patients, zero padding was used if the image size is less than 224× 224× 224× 1;
otherwise, the central 224-width cubes were extracted. An attempt was made to directly
input this preprocessed 224-cube into a 3D network for lung cancer classification and
hazard prediction. Still, it was computationally time-consuming, and the results were
unsatisfactory due to the large size of 3D images and potential memory issues. To
address the issue, we followed Liao et al. ’s nodule detection process [32]. The nodule
detector took in the 3D segmented lung CT image and output predicted nodule
proposals with their center coordinates, radius, and confidence. The five most suspicious
lung proposals were selected as input X for our network, as Liao et al. determined that
k = 5 was sufficient for recall when different top k proposals with the highest confidence
were selected for inference [32]. For each selected proposal, a 96× 96× 96× 1 patch
centered on the proposed nodule was cropped, resulting in an input size of
5× 96× 96× 96× 1, where one channel represented the number of channels.
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Fig 7. An Example for 3D Segmented Lungs from CT images.

Fig 8. Network structure with 2 phases. Convolution and integration phases.

5.3 Network Structure

The top five regions with the highest nodule confidence were considered for cancer
occurrence classification and hazard prediction tasks for each patient. The network had
two phases: feature extraction from each lung crop using convolutional layers, and
feature combination through the integration, as shown in Fig 8. The final output f was
evaluated with AUC and C-index metrics.

5.3.1 Convolution Phase

We had three different convolution structures to extract features from the top five
nodule crops: Alex3D, VGG163D, and Res-net18. Each took a nodule proposal as input
and output a 128-D feature. We also adopted the pre-trained cancer classifier from Liao
et al. [32] as a performance benchmark.
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5.3.2 3D Alex Net

Table 5 lists layers in Alex 3D. The network was based on the classic 2D Alex Net
architecture with modifications specifically tailored for the NLST dataset.

Table 5. 3D Alex Net architecture for lung CT images

Layer Type Number of Kernels Kernel Size Output Size
Convolution 96 3× 3× 3 48× 48× 48× 96
Max Pooling 3× 3× 3 23× 23× 23× 96
Convolution 256 5× 5× 5 23× 23× 23× 256
Max Pooling 3× 3× 3 11× 11× 11× 256
Convolution 384 3× 3× 3 9× 9× 9× 384
Convolution 256 3× 3× 3 9× 9× 9× 256
Max Pooling 3× 3× 3 4× 4× 4× 256

Flatten 16384
Fully Connected 4096
Fully Connected 128

5.3.3 3D VGG16

Table 6 lists the layers in 3D VGG16 developed from 2D VGG16 [33], with
modifications specifically tailored for the NLST dataset.

Table 6. 3D VGG Net architecture for lung CT images

Layer Type Number of Kernels Kernel Size Output Size
Convolution 64 3× 3× 3 96× 96× 96× 64
Convolution 64 3× 3× 3 96× 96× 96× 64
Max Pooling 3× 3× 3 48× 48× 48× 64
Convolution 128 3× 3× 3 48× 48× 48× 128
Convolution 128 3× 3× 3 48× 48× 48× 128
Max Pooling 3× 3× 3 24× 24× 24× 128
Convolution 256 3× 3× 3 24× 24× 24× 256
Convolution 256 3× 3× 3 24× 24× 24× 256
Convolution 256 3× 3× 3 24× 24× 24× 256
Max Pooling 3× 3× 3 12× 12× 12× 256
Convolution 512 3× 3× 3 12× 12× 12× 512
Convolution 512 3× 3× 3 12× 12× 12× 512
Convolution 512 3× 3× 3 12× 12× 12× 512
Max Pooling 3× 3× 3 6× 6× 6× 512
Convolution 512 3× 3× 3 6× 6× 6× 512
Convolution 512 3× 3× 3 6× 6× 6× 512
Convolution 512 3× 3× 3 6× 6× 6× 512
Max Pooling 3× 3× 3 3× 3× 3× 512

Flatten 13824
Fully Connected 4096
Fully Connected 4096
Fully Connected 128

5.3.4 3D ResNet-18

Table 7 lists the layers in 3D ResNet-18 developed from a 2D residual network [34].
Downsampling was performed by Res-block2 1, Res-block3 1, and Res-block4 1 with a
stride of 2.
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Table 7. 3D ResNet-18 architecture for lung CT images

Layer Name 3D Resnet-18 Output Size
Conv1 7× 7× 7,64,stride 2 48× 48× 48× 64

Max pooling 3× 3× 3, stride 2 24× 24× 24× 64

Res-block1

[
3× 3× 3, 64
3× 3× 3, 64

]
×2 24× 24× 24× 64

Res-block2

[
3× 3× 3, 128
3× 3× 3, 128

]
×2 12× 12× 12× 128

Res-block3

[
3× 3× 3, 256
3× 3× 3, 256

]
×2 6× 6× 6× 256

Res-block4

[
3× 3× 3, 512
3× 3× 3, 512

]
×2 3× 3× 3× 512

Average-pool 512
Fully Connected 128

5.3.5 Pretrained Cancer Classifier

We adopted the pre-trained cancer classifier from Liao et al. [32] as a performance
benchmark. Liao et al. [32] proposes a 3D deep neural network based on U-net for
cancer probability reference, which has 2 modules: a nodule detection module and a
cancer classification module. Because of the limited data size, the classification module
(called N-net) integrates the pre-trained detection module as part of the classifier. We
followed Liao et al. ’s process to obtain the features from image patches: For each
selected crop, we fed it to the N-net and obtained the last convolutional layer of the
nodule classifier, whose size is 24× 24× 24× 128. The central 2× 2× 2 voxels of each
proposal feature were extracted and max-pooled, resulting in a 128-D feature, as shown
in Fig 9.

Fig 9. Feature Extraction. Using pre-trained classifier to get features from
top five suspicious crops.

5.3.6 Integration Phase

After the convolution phase, the network had five 128D features for each patient. To
obtain a single output from these multiple nodule features, three integration methods
were explored. The best-performing integration method is shown in Table 8, and its
graphical representation can be found in Fig 10. The features from the top five nodules
were individually input into a fully connected layer with 32 hidden units. The maximum
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value of each feature was considered for the final result after concatenating into a single
5D feature, and a following fully connected layer generated the final output f .

Table 8. Integration Phase Structure

Layer Type Output Size
Convolutional Phase Output 128× 5

Fully Connected 32× 5
Max Pool 1× 5

Fully Connected 1

Fig 10. Feature Intergration. Graphical representation of feature integration
process.

5.4 Results

The AUC of the lung cancer occurrence classification and the C-index of the hazard
prediction are listed in Table 9 for the pair-wise combination of four convolution
methods and one integration method. The C-index was calculated based on both cancer
and non-cancer groups, as the non-cancer group in the NLST data set were individuals
who had the potential risk of developing cancer. Compared to the pre-trained network
of [32], all three architectures achieved higher AUC and C-index values, indicating
better lung cancer classification and survival prediction.

Table 9. Results of NLST Experiment

AUC C-index
3D Alex 0.674 0.601
3D Res18 0.690 0.601
3D VGG16 0.680 0.608
Pretrained 0.550 0.519
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6 Discussion

The results of our study suggest that the combination of the binary cross-entropy and
mini batched loss, obtained by extending the Cox model with CNN, holds the potential
to improve the diagnosis and treatment of lung cancer. Our approach demonstrates a
high AUC in lung cancer classification and a high C-index in survival prediction, using
CT images from the NLST dataset. One strength of our approach is the use of the
mini-batched loss, which effectively handles the non-convexity induced by neural
networks and enables the training of large datasets. Additionally, the combination of
the mini-batched loss with binary cross-entropy allows for both lung cancer
classification and survival hazard prediction. Furthermore, this approach has the
potential to be generalized with any type of medical images beyond CT scans. A model
can be trained with medical images along with corresponding survival time information
to predict the disease occurrence and risk of mortality.
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