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Censor Dependent Variational Inference
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Abstract

This paper provides a comprehensive analysis

of variational inference in latent variable models

for survival analysis, emphasizing the distinctive

challenges associated with applying variational

methods to survival data. We identify a critical

weakness in the existing methodology, demon-

strating how a poorly designed variational distri-

bution may hinder the objective of survival anal-

ysis tasks—modeling time-to-event distributions.

We prove that the optimal variational distribu-

tion, which perfectly bounds the log-likelihood,

may depend on the censoring mechanism. To

address this issue, we propose censor-dependent

variational inference (CDVI), tailored for latent

variable models in survival analysis. More prac-

tically, we introduce CD-CVAE, a V-structure

Variational Autoencoder (VAE) designed for the

scalable implementation of CDVI. Further dis-

cussion extends some existing theories and train-

ing techniques to survival analysis. Extensive ex-

periments validate our analysis and demonstrate

significant improvements in the estimation of in-

dividual survival distributions. Codes can be

found at https://github.com/ChuanhuiLiu/CDVI.

1. Introduction

Survival analysis, a fundamental topic in statistics, finds

wide-ranging applications across healthcare, insurance,

quality management, and finance. It focuses on modeling

the relationship between time-to-event outcomes and indi-

vidual demographic covariates, where the event of interest

could be death, disease progression, or similar occurrences.

A key challenge in survival analysis arises from censored

observations, which provide only partial information about

the survival time, necessitating specialized methods to han-

dle such data effectively.

Deep learning has emerged as a powerful paradigm to ad-

vance survival analysis (Wiegrebe et al., 2024). Recent

studies focus on modeling time-to-event distributions via

1Department of Statistics, Purdue University, USA. Correspon-
dence to: Xiao Wang <wangxiao@purdue.edu>.

latent variable survival models (LVSMs), applying various

probabilistic assumptions and inference techniques. For ex-

ample, Ranganath et al. (2016) assumed that the prior of

Z belongs to the class of deep exponential family distri-

butions (Brown, 1986). Instead, deep survival machine

(Nagpal et al., 2021a) considered the finite discrete latent

space, and the time-to-event distribution is one of the fi-

nite Gumbel or normal distributions. For discrete time-

to-event, (Xiu et al., 2020) modeled a softmax-activated

neural network incorporating the Nelson-Aalen estimator

(Aalen, 1978), while Apellániz et al. (2024) followed a

similar setup, developing variational autoencoders (VAEs)

(Kingma & Welling, 2014; Rezende et al., 2014) for con-

tinuous time-to-event. These new advances of LVSM

have demonstrated superior performance across various

metrics, including the time-dependent Concordance Index

(Antolini et al., 2005), compared to Accelerated Failure

Time (AFT) (Miller, 1976) and Cox Proportional Hazard

(CoxPH) (Cox, 1972) models. The exacted latent informa-

tion also enables various downstream tasks based on the

extracted latent representation (Manduchi et al., 2022).

A unique aspect of LVSM optimization is its reliance on

variational methods to maintain computational efficiency,

due to the intractability of the objective function. There-

fore, the variational inference (VI) framework in LVSM is

critical to LVSM performance and must be tailored the core

task of survival analysis—modeling the time-to-event dis-

tribution.

Despite extensive research on the optimality of Variational

Inference (VI), its applicability and benefits for time-to-

event modeling remain unclear due to the challenges posed

by censored data. Furthermore, many aspects of the vari-

ational method in existing applications of LVSM remain

unclear, including theoretical insights into the inference op-

timality of LVSM and domain-specific rationales for prac-

tical design choices.

This paper provides a comprehensive theoretical analysis of

VI optimality and proposes a novel and insightful method-

ology of LVSM. The paper is organized as follows: Section

2 provides a comprehensive review of LVSM. Section 3

identifies the limitations of variational methods in existing

approaches and introduces censor-dependent variational in-

ference (CDVI). Section 4 discusses the implementation of
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CDVI in VAE-based models, offering practical insights and

several key implications. Section 5 validates CDVI and our

proposed models through extensive experiments.

2. Preliminaries

Notations: Random variables (r.v.) are denoted by capi-

tal alphabetical letters, e.g. X,Z, Y, U, C, and their distri-

bution functions have matching subscripts. X denotes the

sample space of X . P (·), F (·), p(·), S(·), h(·) respectively

denote a general probability function, a cumulative distri-

bution function, a density function, a survival (tail) func-

tion, and a hazard function. Subscripts in Greek letters

θ, φ denote the unknown parameters. E.g. SY,θ(·) refers

to the survival function of Y parameterized by θ. Differ-

ent densities are distinguished by additional letters, such as

fθ(·) = pU,θ(·), qφ(·) = pZ,φ(·). A proportional relation-

ship over x is denoted as ∝x. Estimates of functions or

random variables are indicated with a caret or dot symbol

above, e.g., Ŝ(·) is an estimate of S(·). log denotes natural

logarithms. Bold symbol x denotes vectors.

2.1. Right-censoring and Partial Log-likelihood

In survival analysis tasks, we are given a dataset consist-

ing of n triplets {xi, yi, δi}ni=1. In a single-event right-

censoring setting, the event indicator δi is binary valued.

In particular, δi = 1 signifies that yi is the observed time

of the event of interest (time-to-event), while δi = 0 signi-

fies that yi is right-censored and the true time-to-event of

subject i exceeds the observed value.

We assume the dataset consists of i.i.d. random variables

{X,Y, I}, where Y is the continuous observed survival

time, I is the binary event status, and X represents indi-

vidual feature. Notably, (Y, I) is considered as surjective

maps of two continuous random variables (U,C), where U
is the uncensored time-to-event and C is the censoring time.

Specifically, assume that U ⊥⊥ C|X , we define

Y = min(U,C), I = 1(U ≤ C). (1)

For any data triplet {x, y, δ}, the parameters θ, η for U,C
determine the density1 of y, δ conditioned on x. The log-

arithm of the partial likelihood pU,θ(y|x)δSU,θ(y|x)1−δ ,

while not a proper density, defines the objective function

L(θ) for time-to-event modeling. Formally, it is given as

L(θ) := δ log fθ(y|x) + (1− δ) logSθ(y|x), (2)

where fθ(y|x) = pU,θ(y|x) and Sθ(y|x) represent the den-

sity and survival functions of U evaluated at y, respectively.

1Radon–Nikodym derivative of the distribution P (Y, I |X)
w.r.t. the product of the Lebesgue and counting measure.

2.2. Latent Variable Survival Model

LVSMs construct fθ(u|x) from (2) within a latent structure

using a continuous latent variable Z , enabling a more flex-

ible and expressive characterization than traditional meth-

ods. As shown in Fig.1, it is given by

fθ(u|x) =
∫

z∈Z
fθ(u|x, z)πθ(z|x)dz. (3)

We refer to πθ(z|x) as the prior of Z . Especially, an AFT

model can be interpreted as LVSM in a d-separation latent

structure, as illustrated in Fig 1.b, constrained by a linear

latent, e.g., Z|X = α+ β⊤X .

zx

u c

y δ

(a) generative graph of
LVSM

zx

u

(b) latent structure of Z

Figure 1: Directed acyclic graphs of LVSM. The shaded

nodes x, y, δ are observed. (a) The dashed box shows a

general generative graph of U . (b) D-separation, denoted

in solid line, assumes X ⊥ U | Z; Dashed line shows a

V-structure graph, assuming a X-independent latent Z .

While LVSM is more flexible, the M-estimation of θ, i.e.,

θ̂mle = argmaxL(θ) is challenging due to its computa-

tional cost. Specifically, fθ in (2) may lack a closed-form

integral, rendering it even harder to approximate Sθ reli-

ably.

2.3. Vanilla Variational Inference for LVSM

As a solution, VI is one of the common techniques in

LVSM. Here, we review a general framework of VI, re-

ferred to as the Vanilla VI, as seen in Ranganath et al.

(2016); Xiu et al. (2020); Apellániz et al. (2024). Specif-

ically, unbiased tractable estimators are proposed via a

variational distribution qφ(z|x, y). By Jensen’s inequality,

log fθ(y|x), logSθ(y|x) in Eq. 2 can be lower bounded by

log fθ(y|x) ≥ Eqφ log fθ(y|x, z)− KL[qφ||πθ(z|x)], (4)

logSθ(y|x) ≥ Eqφ logSθ(y|x, z)− KL[qφ||πθ(z|x)]. (5)

The expectation of the plug-in estimator L̂(θ) yields the

lower bound of L(θ), which is given by in Xiu et al. (2020),

ELBO(θ, φ) := δEqφ log fθ(y|x, z)
+ (1 − δ)Eqφ logSθ(y|x, z)− KL[qφ||pθ(z|x)].

(6)

2
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In case that pθ(z|x) is intractable, Ranganath et al.

(2016); Apellániz et al. (2024) further decomposed the

KL[qφ||pθ(z|x)] (KLD) as shown below. The intractable

log pθ(x) is moved into L(θ) by rearrangement.

KLD = log pθ(x)+KL[qφ||π(z)]−Eqφ log pθ(x|z). (7)

When the distributions in (6) (and (7)) are tractable, effi-

cient computation of both the expectation and KL diver-

gence improves scalability for large datasets. Often, opti-

mizing ELBO(θ, φ) can be done by amortized black-box

VI algorithms (Ranganath et al., 2014) via the reparame-

terization trick (Kingma & Welling, 2014; Rezende et al.,

2014).

2.4. Variational Inference Optimality

The key distinction in ELBO optimization lies in its pur-

suit of two distinct objectives simultaneously: 1) the M-

estimation of θ and 2) the variational bound of the partial

log-likelihood. The second objective aims to minimize the

inference gap (Cremer et al., 2018), i.e., bias, of L(θ):

B(θ, φ) := L(θ)− ELBO(θ, φ). (8)

Since the optimum (θ∗, φ∗) := argmaxELBO(θ, φ) bal-

ances the best of these two results, the accuracy of θ∗ in-

herently relies on the optimality of VI. A suboptimal VI

solution leads to a significant and irreducible inference gap,

i.e., minφB(θ, φ) ≫ 0, which prevents θ∗ from correctly

recovering true M-estimator θ̂mle. Consequently, improper

variational approximations introduce bias and degrade the

reliability of parameter estimates.

Obviously, common knowledge of VI in a supervised set-

ting, such as optimal qφ(z|x, y) being related to intractable

posterior pθ(z|x, y), fails to extend to survival analysis.

That said, variational methods proposed in existing appli-

cations lack adequate depth and often are counter-intuitive

from a Bayesian perspective, leaving ambiguity about their

purpose and effectiveness. For example, Nagpal et al.

(2021a) adopted a lazy strategy in obtaining qφ, where

qφ is manually set to be the tractable pθ(z|x). Similarly,

Apellániz et al. (2024) limited qφ to depend on X only,

making it completely ignore the information of y.

3. Theories

This section focuses on the foundational theories of the

inference optimality for LVSM in a single-event right-

censoring scenario, assuming at least one censored and one

uncensored survival time are observed. The results are for-

mulated without taking into account the practical limita-

tions.

3.1. Problems in vanilla VI

We start by analyzing the equality conditions of Eq. 4 and

Eq. 5 without censoring involved. The notation u here

stresses the dependency on U instead of survival time Y .

Lemma 3.1 (Equality conditions of Eq. 4 and Eq. 5).

Given any parameter θ, the point-wise equality in Eq. 4

holds for any {X = x, U = u}, if and only if one of the

following conditions holds:

(a) qφ(z|x, u) = fθ(u, z|x)/fθ(u|x), where fθ(u, z|x)
:= fθ(u|x, z)πθ(x|z);

(b) ∃ map c1, fθ(u, z|x)/qφ(z|x, u) = c1(x, u);
(c) KL[qφ(z|x, u)||pθ(z|x, u)] = 0.

Likewise, Eq. 5 holds for any {X = x, U = u}, if and only

if the following equivalent conditions hold:

(a’) qφ(z|x, u) = Sθ(u, z|x)/Sθ(u|x), where we abuse

Sθ(u, z|x) :=
∫∞
s=u

fθ(s, z|x)ds;

(b’) ∃ map c2, Sθ(u, z|x)/qφ(z|x, u) = c2(x, u).

The conditions for Eq. 4 follow the standard VI argument,

and the conditions for Eq. 5 are derived under the additional

assumption of Fubini’s Theorem. As these two conditions

differ, a natural question arises: Given any θ and (x, u),
what kind of qφ(z|x, u) would satisfy both conditions?

Perhaps surprisingly, Proposition 3.1 below shows that

these conditions are more than conflicting, leading to no-

torious issues. For notation clarity, let Φ1(θ) denote the

set of φ where Eq. 4 holds equal, Φ2(θ) denote the one

for Eq. 5, so ΦU (θ) := Φ1(θ) ∩ Φ2(θ) is the ideal pa-

rameter set for optimal qφ with no constraints. We define

ΘU := {θ | ΦU (θ) 6= ∅} to denote the support set of θ.

Proposition 3.1 (Degradation for optimal qφ(z|x, u)).
Assuming that 1) optimal VI is feasible: ΘU 6= ∅, and

2) fθ(u|x, z) is a location-scale density with location

µθ(x, z) and scale σ. Then, given any x, u,

(1) Latent non-identifiability: ∀θ ∈ Θ, hθ(u|z,x) is in-

depedent of z;

(2) Location degradation: ∀θ ∈ Θ, location parameter

µθ(x, z) is independent of z;

(3) Lazy posterior: ∀θ ∈ Θ, ∀φ ∈ ΦU (θ), the variational

distribution KL[qφ(z|x, u)‖πθ(z|x)] = 0;

(4) Surely posterior collapse: If z ⊥⊥ x, ∀θ ∈ Θ, φ ∈
ΦU (θ), KL[qφ(z|x, u)‖π(z)] = 0.

To be specific, claims (1) and (2) assert that hθ(u|x, z),
or equivalently fθ(u|x, z), is independent of z, disre-

garding the latent information from prior πθ(z|x). Re-

markably, such behavior of fθ(u|x, z), called latent non-

identifiability (Wang et al., 2021), is first identified in sur-

vival analysis. Furthermore, under the location-scale, i.e.,

distribution assumption of fθ(u|x, z), its mean µθ(x, z)
reduces to a univariate function, restricting LVSM to a

3
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non-linear AFT regression. This observation may have ex-

plained why most of the applications assume a d-separation

latent structure, where fθ(u|x, z) is fully dependent on z,

to mitigate or avoid issues in claim (2). As we mentioned

in Section 2.3, the fact that optimal VI can only be achieved

on extremely limited support of θ is devastating: optimiz-

ing ELBO may inadvertently shift towards its secondary

objective.

Moreover, claim (3) demonstrates the negligibility of the

optimal qφ, i.e., such qφ collapses to the conditional prior

πθ(z|x), ignoring the information of u. The reason is

simple—since both fθ(u|x, z) and Sθ(u|x, z) are indepen-

dent of z, their posterior equals nothing but their common

prior. To this extent, the optimal qφ becomes as lazy as

the one in Nagpal et al. (2021a). It also explains the ratio-

nale in Apellániz et al. (2024), where the proposed q(z|x)
is not dependent on u. Such an effect can be more detrimen-

tal in a V-structure, e.g., the latent z represents an unseen

individual-independent treatment. Claim (4) states that op-

timal qφ is the prior π(z), which leads to a notorious issue

called posterior collapse.

We are now ready to incorporate the censored data. Indeed,

Eq. 4 and Eq. 5 have different supports, namely, the event

space DE and the censored space DC ,

DE := {(x, y) | (x, y, 1) ∈ X × Y × I},
DC := {(x, y) | (x, y, 0) ∈ X × Y × I}. (9)

Remark 3.1. For any (x, y) ∈ DE ∩DC , Proposition 3.1 is

applicable to the optimal qφ.

Remark 3.1 delineates the conditions under which Propo-

sition 3.1 extends to censored data. Specifically, given the

data triplets {x, y, 0} and {x, y, 1}, the optimal variational

distribution qφ that simultaneously satisfies both cases en-

counters challenges within the framework of Proposition

3.1. Thus, if they are disjoint, e.g., by a Type-I censoring,

it is theoretically possible for vanilla VI to achieve a zero

inference gap, satisfying the conditions of Eq. 4 on DE and

Eq. 5 on DC . That said, the type of censoring and its ef-

fect on the partition of the sample space are crucial to the

vanilla VI optimality.

It should be stressed that the non-informative censoring as-

sumption, containing random censoring, independent cen-

soring, and Type-I censoring, is too general to define in its

influence on the partition of the sample space and vanilla

VI optimality. While it is commonly used in the exist-

ing literature, the optimality of vanilla VI can vary signifi-

cantly across these cases. Evident in benchmark datasets

(See Table 3), observational studies rarely have disjoint

spaces; vanilla VI is at least suboptimal in these benchmark

datasets.

3.2. Censor-dependent Variation Inference

We now establish a less restrictive VI framework for

LVSM.

Theorem 3.2.1 (Point-wise optimal VI).

Given x, y, δ and parameter θ, the variational distribution

qφ(z|x, y, δ) is optimal if and only if for almost every z ∈
Z ,

qφ∗(z|x, y, δ) = lim
∆z→0

Pθ,η(z ≤ Z ≤ z+∆z|x, y, δ)/∆z.

Moreover, if DE = DC = X × U , the optimal qφ∗ is inde-

pendent of parameters of the censoring distribution η , and

for almost every z ∈ Z ,

(a) qφ∗(z|x, y, 1) = qφ∗

1
(z|x, u)|u=y , where φ∗

1 ∈ Φ1(θ).
(b) qφ∗(z|x, y, 0) = qφ∗

2
(z|x, u)|u=y , where φ∗

2 ∈ Φ2(θ).

Thm 3.2.1 states that the optimal density qφ is equal to the

posterior density of P (Z|X,Y, δ). In particular, if there is

no overlap of sample spaces due to censoring, the optimal

qφ is the one satisfying Lemma 3.1.

Remark 3.2 (Vanilla VI propose a marginal qφ).

Assuming that there is no partition DE = DC = X × U ,

the marginalized qφ∗(z|x, y) equals qφ∗

i
(z|X = x, U = y)

for any i = 1, 2 if and only if P (δ = 2− i|Y = y) = 1.

Remark 3.2 offers an alternative perspective on Remark 3.1,

i.e., the design of qφ in Vanilla VI is at fault. To be specific,

the inability of vanilla VI to obtain equality in both (4) and

(5) arises from defining qφ as a marginal distribution while

expecting it to behave as a conditional one. To this extent,

further limitations on qφ described in Section 2.3, such as

employing a lazy strategy, are irrational.

Remark 3.2 also implies, when there is no disjoint sample

subspace, vanilla VI is as optimal as CDVI if and only if

there is an absence of event or censoring data.

Definition 3.2. The censor-dependent variational distribu-

tion qφ1,φ2
is

qφ1,φ2
(z|x, y, δ) := qφ1

(z|x, y)δqφ2
(z|x, y)1−δ. (10)

Then, the likelihood estimators derived from qφ1,φ2
are

f̂1(z) := fθ(y, z|x)/qφ1
(z|x, y),

Ŝ1(z) := Sθ(y, z|x)/qφ2
(z|x, y).

(11)

Compared to Vanilla VI, we name it censor-dependent be-

cause of the necessary dependency of qφ1,φ2
(z|x, y, δ) on

the indicator δ. We use φ1 and φ2 for notation purposes,

and the subscript 1 for further discussions. Of importance,

it leads to Censor-dependent ELBO:

ELBO-C := δ[Eqφ1
log fθ(y|x, z)− KL[qφ1

‖πθ(z|x)]]
+ (1 − δ)[Eqφ2

[log Sθ(y|x, z)]− KL[qφ2
‖πθ(z|x)]].

(12)
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Next, we show its suitability for optimal VI and how it re-

solves the previous issues. For brevity, an informal the-

orem is presented below, with the formal version in Ap-

pendix A.2. Let ΦP (θ) = {(φ1, φ2) | φ1 ∈ Φ1(θ), φ2 ∈
Φ2(θ)} denote the set of optimal parameters of CDVI.

Theorem 3.2.2 (Informal; CDVI optimality).

If ΦP (θ) 6= ∅, ∀(φ1, φ2) ∈ ΦP (θ), qφ1,φ2
(z|x, y, 0) ∝z

hθ(y|x, z)qφ1,φ2
(z|x, y, 1) and qφ1,φ2

do not have issues

in proposition 3.1 on a larger support of θ.

In a nutshell, Thm 3.2.2 highlights that CDVI formulates

ELBO-C through a properly designed qφ1,φ2
, which elimi-

nates the problematic constraint θ1 = θ2.

To conclude, our analysis has shown that the vanilla VI

framework described in Ranganath et al. (2016); Xiu et al.

(2020); Nagpal et al. (2021a); Apellániz et al. (2024) is in-

sufficient and arguably inappropriate for LVSM. Without

hindering the M-estimation of θ and the expressiveness

of latent survival models, we have shown the importance

of the censoring mechanism and CDVI for optimal VI in

LVSM.

4. Methods

In this section, we propose a novel implementation of

CDVI in VAE-based LVSMs, as well as share insights into

ELBO optimization and CDVI augmentation techniques.

4.1. Censor-dependent Conditional VAE

zixi

ui ciθ

φ

yi δi
i = 1, 2, ..., N

(a) Vanilla CVAE

zixi

ui ciθ

φ

yi δi
i = 1, 2, ..., N

(b) Censor-dependent CVAE

Figure 2: Implementations of Vanilla VI and CDVI.

We propose the Censor-dependent Conditional VAE (CD-

CVAE) that estimates parameters θ, φ as weights of neural

networks. As shown in Fig.2, our proposed CDVI imple-

mentation incorporates both y and the event indicator δ as

input of the encoder. Fig.3 illustrates that its decoder lever-

ages a V-structure and employs both Gaussian and Gumbel-

minimum distribution families of ε, interpretable as an infi-

nite LogNormal or Weibull mixture survival regression on

positive survival time.

y δx

φ

σq µq N

z

dense net

N (µq, diag(σq))

(a) The encoder

x zθ

µσ ε

u

µ+ σ × ε

µθ(x,z)

(b) The decoder

Figure 3: Generative graph of CD-CVAE.

4.2. Training Strategy of Decoder Variance

As shown in Fig.3b, σ is an independent model parame-

ter that is jointly updated with all other parameters. Here,

we emphasize in Prop.4.2 that the estimate of decoder vari-

ance cannot be obtained in closed form. Consequently, a

dual-step algorithm that updates it separately, as seen in

Rybkin et al. (2021) and Liu & Wang (2025), is not appli-

cable to VAE-based LVSM, although it is preferred. For

notation clarity, we decompose θ = {ζ, σ} in this subsec-

tion.

Proposition 4.2 (No closed form update of σ). Given

the dataset {xi, yi, δi} and ζ, φ1, φ2, the optimum of σ by
∂ELBO-C(θ,ζ,σ)

∂σ
= 0 has no closed-form solution. In particu-

lar, if ε follows a normal distribution, we have

∂ELBO-C

∂σ
= Eq[

∑

i:δi=1

ỹ2i
σ

− 1

σ
) +

∑

i:δi=0

h(ỹi)
ỹi
σ
],

where ỹ = (y−µζ(x, z))/σ is the location-scale standard-

ized time y.

4.3. Augmented CDVI and the implementations

This section formulates different log-likelihood estimators,

and its expectation as ELBO and introduces the variant of

our proposed model, adopting established VI techniques:

1) importance sampling and 2) delta methods to generalize

CDVI,

Definition 4.3 (Importance weighted estimator for CDVI).

Following Definition 3.2, the unbiased Monte Carlo estima-

tors of likelihood fθ(y|x), Sθ(y|x) are defined as

f̂m :=
1

m

m∑

i=1

f̂1(zi), Ŝk :=
1

k

k∑

j=1

Ŝ1(zj), (13)

where zi and zj are independent samples from qφ1,φ2
, as-

suming δ = 1, 0, respectively.

5
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As expected, (13) defines a general L̂m,k := log(f̂ δ
mŜ1−δ

k )
for L(θ). Computing its expectation allows us to generalize

(12) to ELBO-C(m,k), as well as (8) to B(m, k)

Next, we establish 3 key results about the properties of

L̂m,k, providing deeper insights into augmented CDVI in

both the finite m, k case and the asymptotic regime as

m, k → ∞.

Theorem 4.3.1 (Monotonicity of B(m, k)).
Given any θ, φ, for any m ∈ N+, k ∈ N+,

B(1, 1) ≥ B(m, k) := L(θ)− ELBO-Cm,k(θ, φ)

≥ max(B(m, k + 1), B(m+ 1, k))

≥ B(m+ 1, k + 1) ≥ lim
m′,k′→∞

B(m′, k′) = 0

The dependency of B(m, k) on model parameters θ, φ is

omitted; B(1, 1) is equal to the gap of (12) in Thm 4.3.1.

Thm 4.3.1 generalizes the well-known property of

Burda et al. (2015) to CDVI. Specifically, we prove that the

generalized inference gap B(m, k) is monotonic in both

size m and k. In other words, ELBO-Cm,k yields a smaller

inference gap for any m > 1, k > 1 given a fixed θ, φ1, φ2,

which vanishes as m, k → ∞. That said, Thm 4.3.1 holds

for any φ1, φ2, including the constrained ones φ1 = φ2, as

seen in Xiu et al. (2020).

Theorem 4.3.2 (Self-normalized Importance Sampling).

Let Q1(m), Q2(k) be the augmented variational distribu-

tion, and P1(m), P2(k) be the augmented posterior distri-

bution, defined as follows:

J1(m) = f̂1
∏m

i=1 qφ1
(zi|x, y), Q1(m) = J1(m)/f̂m

J2(k) = Ŝ1

∏k
j=1 qφ2

(zj|x, y), Q2(k) = J2(k)/Ŝk

P1(m) ∝z1:m J1(m), P2(k) ∝z1:k J2(m).
(14)

Then, given any x, y, δ,

L(θ)− EQ1,Q2
[L̂m,k]

= KL[Q1(m)||P1(m)]δKL[Q2(k)||P2(k)]
(1−δ).

(15)

Thm 4.3.2 extended and corrected the results from

Domke & Sheldon (2018), formulating augmented CDVI

as another lower bound and KL divergence. This result gen-

eralizes the established connection of self-normalized im-

portance sampling (SNIS) to CDVI. For example, (f̂1/f̂m)
can be seen as a self-normalized weight. However, as we

point out, it does not enable a direct comparison between

B(m, k) and B(1, 1), since the expectation is taken over

Q1 and Q2. Detailed discussion can be found in Appendix

B.6.

Theorem 4.3.3 (Informal; Consistency).

Under some moment assumptions, for m → ∞, k → ∞,

the variance of L̂m,k goes to zero, and thus L̂m,k is a bi-

ased yet consistent estimator of L(θ), i.e., for any ξ > 0,

lim
m,k→∞

P (|L̂m,k − L(θ)| > ξ) = 0.

Despite that Thm 4.3.1 has shown a vanishing bias of L̂m,k,

Thm 4.3.3 quantifies the asymptotic behavior of its vari-

ance, thereby establishing its consistency. This result is ex-

tended from Nowozin (2018), enhancing CDVI under ideal

assumptions with theoretical guarantees. Thm 4.3.3 also

leads to the tradeoff of unbiasedness and asymptotic bias

below.

Definition 4.3 (Delta method estimator for CDVI).

A biased variant of Definition 4.3 is defined as

ḟm := exp{α̂2/(2mf̂2
m)}f̂m, (16)

Ṡk := exp{β̂2/(2kŜ
2
k)}Ŝk, (17)

where we define α̂2 and β̂2 as the corresponding sample

variances of {f̂1(zi)}mi=1 and {Ŝ1(zi)}ki=1, e.g., α̂2 :=
1

m−1

∑m
i=1(f̂1(zi)− f̂m)2.

We show in Appendix A.4 that the Delta method (Teh et al.,

2006) induced log-likelihood estimator L̇m,k enjoys less

asymptotic bias of L(θ) compared to (13), if m, k are suffi-

ciently large.

5. Experiments

We refer to the above-mentioned techniques as IS, and DVI.

The additional details of experiments are in Appendix C.

5.1. Evaluation Metrics

Concordance index (Harrell et al., 1982) : Concordance

measures the effectiveness of a discriminative model in

ranking survival times correctly. Specifically, it assesses

whether the model assigns a shorter predicted time to the

event, ûi, or a lower survival probability, Ŝ(t|xi), at any

test time t, for a subject with features xi who experienced

the event at time ui, compared to a subject with features

xj who survived longer. Due to censoring, only compara-

ble pairs yi ≤ yj , δi = 1 are considered. Thus, Harrell’s

C-index is defined as:

C(t) = P (Ŝ(t|xi) ≤ Ŝ(t|xj) | yi ≤ yj , δi = 1).

We evaluate the trained models by calculating the average

C-index over ten quantiles, ranging from 10th to 100th

quantile in increments of 10, of event test times.

Brier score (Graf et al., 1999): It is a weighted squared

prediction error reweighted by Inverse Probability of Cen-

soring Weighting (IPCW), which assesses the model’s con-
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formity/calibration, as well as prediction accuracy.

Brs(t) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

[]1(yi ≤ t, δi = 1)
(0− Ŝ(t|xi))

2

ŜC(yi)

+ 1(yi > t)
(1− Ŝ(t|xi))

2

ŜC(t)
],

where ŜC(·) is the estimated survival distribution of the

censoring random variable C. We evaluate the Brier score

at the 75th quantile of event time on the test dataset.

Time-dependent C-index (Antolini et al., 2005): Com-

pared to the Harrell’s C-index, it considers a more limited

yet practical set of comparable pairs, where selected sub-

jects who developed the event earlier can’t survive longer

than the event horizon t. Formally, it is defined as

Ctd(t) = P (Ŝ(t|xi) ≤ Ŝ(t|xj)|yi ≤ yj , δi = 1, yi ≤ t).

Following conventions, we set the event horizon at the 75th

quantile of the event time, and we compute it using IPCW

and truncations, aiming to obtain an unbiased estimate of

ui < uj by giving more weight to test samples with similar

features that are not censored.

5.2. Inference Optimality on Simulated Datasets

Table 1: Summary table for simulated datasets (SD1-SD6).

Sample size for each dataset is 10, 000. Event/Censored

time refers to sample statistics of Y . The generated samples

of U is independently sampled across each datasets. The

starting point of Gibbs sampling is fixed at z = (0, 0).

Summary SD1 SD2 SD3 SD4 SD5 SD6

Censor rate 0% 5% 20% 30% 50% 100%

Population mean µC – 16.00 8.50 5.50 0.00 16.00

Censored time mean – 2.99 -0.11 -1.51 -4.49 16.18

Event time median 1.43 1.29 0.41 -0.30 -3.13 –

Event time min -12.64 -15.85 -22.47 -22.59 -24.28 –

Event time max 21.27 21.60 17.49 18.45 14.29 –

Firstly, we investigate whether amortized CDVI can prac-

tically reduce the inference gaps compared to the vanilla

VI. Table 1 provides a detailed view of population param-

eters and sample statistics of 6 simulated datasets. To be

specific, we use Gibbs sampling, where the true posterior

is known and predefined. Both P (Z|X,Y, I = 1) and

P (Z|X,Y, I = 0) are set to normal distributions, which

enable the closed-form computation of the inference gaps.

We vary the mean of censoring time µC to generate datasets

with different censoring rates, in which C follow an inde-

pendent normal distribution. The values of the censoring

rate are rounded, with an error of 1%.

Our proposed baseline model CD-CVAE, as shown in Table

2, significantly reduces the average KL divergence between

the learned posterior and the true posterior in both event

Table 2: Variational inference on simulated datasets. E-

KL/C-KL: the average KL divergence between the encoder

and true posterior of all Events/Censoring observations in

the dataset. Lower is better. We set m = k = 10.

Data
CD-CVAE CVAE CD-CVAE+IS CD-CVAE+IS+DVI

E-KL C-KL E-KL C-KL E-KL C-KL E-KL C-KL

SD1 1.65 – 1.65 – 1.53 – 1.56 –

SD2 1.66 1.93 1.75 2.70 1.64 2.17 1.66 2.55

SD3 2.38 3.13 2.79 3.18 2.23 3.21 2.17 3.13

SD4 2.88 3.89 3.45 4.04 2.64 4.09 2.29 3.60

SD5 4.45 5.55 5.42 5.86 4.11 5.56 3.89 5.51

SD6 – .0871 – .0871 – .0862 – .0848

and censoring subsets, and so the inference gap, which is

a weighted sum of these two metrics. Leveraging VI im-

provement techniques, CD-CVAE further reduces the infer-

ence gap across various settings of censoring.

In cases of extreme censoring/event scenarios, where Y
is manually set to U or C, CD-CVAE performs identi-

cally to CVAE, which is expected by Remark 3.2. Inter-

estingly, all models perform considerably better in the all-

event scenario compared to the all-censoring scenario, and

neither IS nor DVI yields significant performance improve-

ments. Although learning a data-independent distribution

of C should be simpler, such a large discrepancy between

these two extreme cases may imply that the amortization

effect (Cremer et al., 2018) can dominate the inference gap.

This observation highlights potential opportunities for prac-

tical inference improvements of amortized CDVI.

During the experiment, we also found that CD-CVAE mod-

els can converge to various local optima with nearly the

same inference gap, while having different ratios of E-KL

and C-KL. This observation implies a unique trade-off in

the amortization CDVI, i.e., the censor/event KL trade-off.

A follow-up work on the interpretation of such trade-off

would be meaningful.

Table 3: Summary table for benchmark clinical datasets.

ȳ|δ refers to the average event/censored survival times after

applying a log transformation.

Dataset Size Censored Dim(X) ȳ|δ = 1 ȳ|δ = 0

SUPPORT 9104 2904 14 6.17 6.97
FLCHAIN 6524 4662 8 8.20 8.37

NWTCO 4028 3457 6 7.73 7.86
METABRIC 1980 854 8 7.99 8.14

WHAS 1638 948 5 6.95 7.17
GBSG 1546 965 7 3.80 4.18

PBC 418 257 17 4.16 4.32

5.3. Time-to-event Modeling on Benchmark Datasets

Lastly, we present a comprehensive evaluation of our

proposed model, comparing CD-CVAE with state-of-the-

art models. These models include Cox-PH (Cox, 1972),

DeepSurv (Katzman et al., 2018), Deep Survival Machine
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Table 4: Comparisons of CD-CVAE on benchmark datasets. The best model is selected based on the cross-validated C-

index C value. The experiments are repeated five times using the same random seeds, with a train-validation-test split ratio

of 0.6, 0.2, 0.2. The highest metrics on the test dataset is reported. Higher is better: random guessing has a value of 0.5

and 1 means all comparable pairs are perfected ranked.

Model
SUPPORT FLCHAIN NWTCO METABRIC WHAS GBSG PBC

C Ctd C Ctd C Ctd C Ctd C Ctd C Ctd C Ctd

CoxPH 0.666 0.668 0.789 0.789 0.689 0.703 0.641 0.644 0.781 0.782 0.682 0.689 0.848 0.848

DeepSurv 0.648 0.649 0.780 0.805 0.674 0.741 0.664 0.676 0.786 0.762 0.609 0.618 0.855 0.852

DSM 0.666 0.674 0.801 0.802 0.706 0.694 0.666 0.669 0.811 0.805 0.615 0.663 0.862 0.869

RSF 0.683 0.655 0.768 0.793 0.677 0.726 0.686 0.684 0.808 0.811 0.706 0.731 0.857 0.867

DCM 0.682 0.676 0.788 0.803 0.680 0.736 0.689 0.691 0.803 0.811 0.625 0.637 0.866 0.865

CD-CVAE 0.685 0.678 0.811 0.804 0.708 0.751 0.681 0.675 0.868 0.812 0.706 0.702 0.863 0.865

Table 5: Comparisons of CD-CVAE in Brier Scores. The

best model is selected based on the cross-validated Brier

score. Experiments are repeated five times with the same

random seeds, reporting the lowest test metric. Lower is

better.

Model SUPPORT FLCHAIN NWTCO MTBC WHAS GBSG PBC

CoxPH 0.216 0.121 0.097 0.214 0.174 0.222 0.125

DeepSurv 0.212 0.115 0.078 0.230 0.198 0.242 0.131

DSM 0.235 0.113 0.078 0.223 0.175 0.242 0.128

RSF 0.224 0.120 0.077 0.218 0.162 0.217 0.119

DCM 0.217 0.113 0.075 0.216 0.171 0.229 0.136

CD-CVAE 0.218 0.110 0.075 0.203 0.168 0.218 0.124

(DSM) (Nagpal et al., 2021a), Deep Survival Forest (DSF)

(Ishwaran et al., 2008), and Deep Cox Mixture (DCM)

(Nagpal et al., 2021b). All of these models were imple-

mented via a Python package by Nagpal et al. (2022).

Our implementation follows the same API of this package

from input to output, making it easier for reproducing the

results. In this experiment, we evaluate the baseline CD-

CVAE model as IS and DVI do not exhibit significant im-

provements in evaluation metrics, while adding computa-

tional costs and complexity of hyper-parameter selection.

Table 3 summarizes the real-world datasets.

Table 4 illustrates the superior performance of CD-CVAE,

evaluated by C and Ctd metrics. Our proposed model over-

all outperforms most of the state-of-the-art models: RSF

and DCM are notably competitive in terms of both compu-

tation efficiency and hyper-parameter selection. Nonethe-

less, we also find that the performance of CoxPH with a l2
regularization is not significantly worse than ours in many

datasets.

To conclude, we show in Table 5 that CD-CVAE also out-

performs the majority of the state-of-the-art survival mod-

els in terms of the Brier score, showing its superior perfor-

mance.

6. Related Work

Deep Learning in Survival analysis. Machine learning

and deep learning techniques for survival analysis are not

limited to LVSM. Faraggi & Simon (1995) introduced the

first neural-network-based Cox regression model, allow-

ing nonlinear relationships between covariates. A modern

yet similar one is DeepSurv (Katzman et al., 2018). Deep

Cox Mixture (Nagpal et al., 2021b) extends this idea to

finite mixture models, but all these Coxian models rely

on the proportional hazards (PH) assumption, which re-

sults in separated survival functions (Antolini et al., 2005)

and may be unrealistic. A famous nonparametric tree en-

semble approach, Random Survival Forest (Ishwaran et al.,

2008), builds multiple decision trees to model the cumu-

lative hazard function, leveraging Nelson-Aalen estimator

(Aalen, 1978). That said, hazard function estimation for

discrete time-to-event can also be framed as a series of bi-

nary classification problems, which can be solved by black-

box methods via various network architectures. DeepHit

(Lee et al., 2018) uses a simple shared network to model

competing risks, while RNN- (Giunchiglia et al., 2018) and

Transformer-based (Hu et al., 2021) structures capture se-

quential relationships in time-specific predictions. These

methods often require additional techniques to mitigate

overfitting.

Inference Optimality in Survival Analysis. Improving

VI of latent variable models has been extensively discussed

in general learning tasks. For instance, Cremer et al. (2018)

suggests utilizing a more expressive variational family than

the commonly used factorized Gaussians. Fu et al. (2019)

suggests that an annealed training dynamic for model pa-

rameters can enhance the estimated qφ and θ. We sub-

jectively summarize the types of strategies to facilitate a

better estimate θ∗: (1) maximize the availability of opti-

mal VI for more θ, i.e., increasing the support of θ, where

minφ B(θ, φ) = 0; (2) propose a tighter lower bound than

ELBO to reduce minφ B(θ, φ) for general θ; (3) training

strategies to avoid some notorious suboptimal inference

like posterior collapse. As contributions, our criticism on

vanilla VI, the extensions of IS and DVI on CDVI, and the

discussion on decoder variance fall under each type, respec-

tively.
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Variational method for other tasks. Variational

methods in survival analysis are not limited to time-

to-event modeling. One unsupervised task is iden-

tifying potential sub-populations, providing valuable

insights for treatment recommendations and clinical

decision-making (Chapfuwa et al., 2020; Franco et al.,

2021; Manduchi et al., 2022; Cui et al., 2024; Jiang et al.,

2024). These clustering models, if used as an intermediate

step of time-to-event modeling, can be seen as a restricted

LVSM, often in a D-separation latent structure. While a re-

strictive approach can help prevent overfitting, our criticism

remains valid: the objective of VI in unsupervised tasks

can be misaligned with M-estimation of the time-to-event

distribution, undermining the performance of survival time

prediction.

7. Conclusion

To the best of our knowledge, this paper has represented

the first comprehensive study of variational methods for la-

tent variable survival models in survival analysis. It pro-

vides a detailed review of existing approaches, delivers an

in-depth analysis of variational inference optimality, and of-

fers valuable practical insights. The superiority of our pro-

posed models validates a pioneering paradigm for LVSMs.
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A. Facts and Formal Theorems

A.1. Facts of Probability Theory

Why do we claim ”CD-CVAE is interpretable as an infinite LogNormal or Weibull mixture survival regression on positive

survival time”? But the choice of ε that determines the location-scale family of pθ(u|x, z) is implemented as a Normal or

Gumbel-minimum distribution.

Answer: A Weibull (Lognormal) AFT of positive valued survival time T is a log-linear regression assuming a Gumbel-

min (Gaussian) noise (Miller, 1976). In our setting, continuous time-to-event U is considered to be real-valued after the

log-transform of T .

Table 6: Connection between AFT and the degraded LVSM

choice of ε standarization pθ(y|x, z) linear degradation degraded model w.r.t T

standard Gaussian
ỹ = y−µθ(x,z)

σ

exp(− 1
2 ỹ

2)/(
√
2πσ)

µθ(x, z) = θ⊤x
Log-normal AFT

standard Gumbel minimum exp{ỹ − exp(ỹ)}/σ Weibull AFT

A.2. Formal Theorem 3.2.2

We have the following Notations:

1) The product of sets ΦP (θ) = {(φ1, φ2) | φ1 ∈ Φ1(θ), φ2 ∈ Φ2(θ)} denotes the set of optimal parameters of qφ1,φ2
, and

ΘP = {θ | ΦP (θ) 6= ∅} denotes its support.

2) ΦEU (θ) = {(φ, φ)|φ ∈ Φ1(θ, σ)∩Φ2(θ, σ)} denotes the embedding set of ΦU (θ). The support ΘEU = {θ | ΦEU (θ) 6=
∅}. For any θ, ΦEU (θ) ⊆ ΦP (θ). Optimal qφ1,φ2

is degenerated to the optimal qφ in Vanilla VI if (φ1, φ2) ∈ ΦEU (θ).

Theorem 3.2.2 (Inference optimality of CDVI).

Following the assumptions. If ΘP 6= ∅, then

(5) Constraint on optimal φ1 and φ2. ∀(φ1, φ2) ∈ ΦP (θ), qφ1
(z|x, y) ∝z hθ(y|x, z)qφ2

(z|x, y).
If ΘP \ΘEU 6= ∅, we have the following results.

(6) Strict better optimal φ. ∀θ ∈ ΘP \ΘEU , we have ∅ = ΦEU (θ) ⊂ ΦP (θ), and more importantly,

∀(φ1, φ2), s.t. φ1 = φ2, ∃(φ∗
1, φ

∗
2) ∈ ΦP (θ),

L(θ) = ELBO-C(θ, φ∗
1, φ

∗
2) > ELBO(θ, φ1, φ2).

(7) Non-degraded location parameter. If U |X,Z is a location-scale distribution parameterized by the location pa-

rameter µθ(x, z) and the deterministic scale parameter σ, then for all θ ∈ ΘP \ΘEU , there exists z1 6= z2,

µθ(x, z1) 6= µθ(x, z2) for almost all x
(8) Lazy posterior free. ∀θ ∈ ΘP \ΘEU , ∀(φ1, φ2) ∈ ΦP (θ), such that

δKL[qφ1
‖ pθ(z|x)] + (1 − δ)KL[qφ2

‖ pθ(z|x)] > 0.

If z ⊥⊥ x is assumed, i.e., pθ(z|x) = p(z), optimal censor-dependent VI is posterior collapse free.

Theorem 3.2.2 demonstrates how the CDVI resolves the issues of vanilla VI. Claim (5) states that the optimal qφ1,φ2

captures the constraints on the parameters φ1 and φ2, preventing it from being reduced to the naive qφ. As we show in

Remark 3.2, the assumption of φ1 = φ2 is the root cause of latent non-identifiability in Proposition 3.1. Claim (6) shows

that the optimal qφ1,φ2
enjoys expanded support ΘP , enabling our qφ1,φ2

to achieve VI optimality at specific θ values

where vanilla VI would fail. To be specific, Claim (7) demonstrates that θ maintains the complexity and expressive power

of the latent variable model fθ(y|x). Consequently, Claim (8) shows that the optimal qφ1
or qφ2

will not remain lazy or

suffer from the posterior collapse issue.

A.3. Formal Theorem 4.3.3

Following the definition 4.3, let αi := E[(f̂m − f)i], and βi := E[(Ŝk − S)i] be the ith central moments of unbiased

estimators f̂m and Ŝk. Obviously, α1 = 0, β1 = 0.

12
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Lemma 1 (Asymptotic bias of log f̂m, and log Ŝk). If f and αi is finite for all i ≥ 1, then for m → ∞,

Ez[log f̂m] = log f − 1

m

α2

2f2
+

1

m2
(
α3

3f3
− 3α2

4f4
) + o(m−2). (18)

If S and βi are finite for all i ≥ 1, then for k → ∞,

Ez[log Ŝk] = logS − 1

k

β2

2S2
+

1

k2
(
β3

3S3
− 3β2

4S4
) + o(k−2). (19)

The expectation is taken over z1:m, or z1:k for any given x, y, θ, φ1, φ2.

Lemma 1 demonstrates the asymptotic bias of importance sampling induced loglikelihood estimators log f̂m and log Ŝk,

which has an order of magnitude of m−1 or k−1.

Lemma 2 (Asymptotic variance of log f̂m, and log Ŝk). If f and αi are finite for all i ≥ 1, then for m → ∞,

V[log f̂m] =
1

m

α2

f2
− 1

m2
(
α3

f3
− 5α2

f4
) + o(m−2). (20)

Similarly, if S and βi are finite for all i ≥ 1, then for k → ∞,

V[log Ŝk] =
1

k

β2

S2
− 1

k2
(
β3

S3
− 5β2

S4
) + o(k−2). (21)

Recall that L̂m,k := δ log f̂m + (1− δ) log Ŝk, we use lemma 1 & 2 to get the following.

Lemma 3 (Asymptotic bias of L̂m,k). Under the assumption of Lemma 1, for m, k → ∞,

L(θ)−ELBO-Cm,k = δ[
1

m

α2

2f2
− 1

m2
(
α3

3f3
− 3α2

4f4
)]

+ (1− δ)[
1

k

β2

2S2
− 1

k2
(
β3

3S3
− 3β2

4S4
)] + o(m−2) + o(k−2).

(22)

Lemma 4 (Asymptotic variance of L̂m,k). Under the assumption of Lemma 1, for m, k → ∞,

Ez [(L̂m,k − L(θ))2] = δ[
1

m

α2

f2
− 1

m2
(
α3

f3
− 20α2 + α2

2

4f4
)] + (1− δ)[

1

k

β2

S2
− 1

k2
(
β3

S3
− 20β2 + β2

2

4S4
)] + o(m−2) + o(k−2).

(23)

Theorem 4.3.3 (Formal; Consistency of L̂m,k).

Under the assumption in Lemma 1, for m → ∞, k → ∞, for all ξ > 0,

lim
m,k→∞

P (|L̂m,k − L(θ)| > ξ) = 0.

The proof is almost a direct result of Lemma 3 and Lemma 4.

A.4. Theorem for Delta method CDVI

We prove that the Delta method CDVI yields a smaller asymptotic inference gap/bias, as we mentioned after Definition 4.3.

Following Eq.16 and Eq.17, let L̇m,k := δ log ḟm + (1 − δ) log Ṡk.

Theorem A.4 (less asymptotic bias of delta method CDVI).

Under the assumption in Lemma 1, for m → ∞, k → ∞,

E[
α̂2

2m(f̂m)
] =

α2

2mf2
− 1

m2
(
α3

f3
− 3α2

2

2f4
) + o(m−2), E[

β̂2

2k(Ŝk)
] =

β2

2kS2
− 1

k2
(
β3

S3
− 3β2

2

2S4
) + o(k−2),

and

L(θ)− Ez [log L̇m,k] = δ[
1

m2
(
2α3

3f3
− 3α2

4f4
)] + (1− δ)[

1

k2
(
2β3

3S3
− 3β2

4S4
)] + o(m−2) + o(k−2).

Compared with Lemma 3, the asymptotic inference gap/bias is reduced by one order of magnitude of m and k.

13
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B. Proofs

B.1. Proof for Proposition 3.1

Proof of (1): From Lemma 3.1 and assumption 1), for any optimal parameter φ ∈ ΦU , we have

qφ(z|x, u) = fθ(u|x, z)πθ(z|x)/fθ(u|x) = Sθ(u|x, z)πθ(z|x)/Sθ(u|x),
which means for any z,

hθ(u|x, z) = fθ(u|x, z)/Sθ(u|x, z) = fθ(u|x)/Sθ(u|x) = hθ(u|x).

Proof of (2): Since U is continuous, h() in the above equation can be replaced by f ,F ,S,H due to the 1-1 relationship, e.g.

h(u) = −∂ logS(u)
u

, leading to fθ(u|x, z) = fθ(u|x).

Since fθ(u|x, z) d
= µθ(x, z) + σ × ε, we claim that µ(x, z) is independent of the value of z

Proof of (3): Also based on fθ(u|x, z) = fθ(u|x) for any z,

qφ(z|x, u) = fθ(u|x, z)πθ(z|x)/fθ(u|x) = πθ(z|x).

Proof of (4): If a V-structure latent graph is assumed, i.e., z ⊥⊥ x, then the prior πθ(z|x) = π(z).

Now, (4) can be drawn immediately from the conclusion of (3).

B.2. Proof for Theorem 3.2.1

In the section 2.1, we mentioned that the partial likelihood fθ(y|x)δSθ(y|x)1−δ, although it contains all the information

of θ, is not a proper density. Here we further emphasize that the appropriate variational distribution cannot be discussed

separately on the subspace DE and DC targeting distribution function fθ(y|x) and Sθ(y|x) in the vanilla VI framework

(Xiu et al., 2020; Nagpal et al., 2021a), because it leads to ignoring the information of δ.

Proof: Abusing the ”density” notation p(y, δ, z|x) and p(y, δ|x) for the Radon-Nikodym derivative of P (Y, I, Z|X) and

P (Y, I|X), the general variational bound defined in Domke & Sheldon (2018) is

log p(y, δ|x) = Ez[logR]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

bound

+Ez[log
p(y, δ|x)

R
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

looseness

.

For a simple non-augmented variational bound enabling Jensen’s inequality, R should be

R(z) =
p(y, δ, z|x)

qφ(z)
.

A tight ”looseness” requires the KL divergence being zero, leading to optimal qφ∗(z) := p(z|x, y, δ), which is parameter-

ized by both θ from U and η from C. Now we prove that both p(z|x, y, δ = 1) and p(z|y, δ = 0, x) will be independent of

C and free from η. Assuming that 1) continuousU |X,C|X have the same supportU , 2) conditional independent censoring,

3) independence between C and Z given X , 4) Fubini’s theorem is applicable, we have

p(z|x, y, δ = 1) =
p(y, δ = 1, z|x)
p(y, δ = 1|x) =

pU,Z(y, z|x)P (C ≥ y|x)1(y ∈ U)
pU (y|x)P (C ≥ y|x)1(y ∈ U) =

pU (y|x, z)p(z|x)
pU (y|x)

1(y ∈ U).

Reorganizing terms, we get qφ∗(z|x, y, δ = 1) = p(z|x, y, δ = 1) = fθ(y, z|x)/fθ(y|x). We use the similar proof for

qφ(z|x, y, δ = 0). We note that the assumption of the same support is inadmissible, and we can also express q∗φ as follows

qφ∗(z|x, y, δ) = qφ∗(z|x, y, δ = 1)δqφ∗(z|x, y, δ = 0)1−δ,

which leads to the notation of Definition 3.2.

Proof for Remark 3.2 follows naturally. The marginalized qφ∗(z|x, y) = p(z|x, y, δ = 1) ∗ P (δ = 1|x, y) + p(z|x, y, δ =
0) ∗ P (δ = 0|x, y), which will not equal p(z|x, y, δ = 1) or p(z|x, y, δ = 0) unless one of P (δ|x, y) is zero.
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B.3. Proof for Formal Theorem 3.2.2

Proof of (5): Using the above conclusion of qφ∗ ,

hθ(y|x, z) :=
fθ(y|x, z)
Sθ(y|x, z)

=
qφ∗(z|x, y, δ = 1) ∗ fθ(y|x)/p(z|x)
qφ∗(z|x, y, δ = 0) ∗ Sθ(y|x)/p(z|x)

.

Denoting qφ∗(z|x, y, δ = 1) by qφ∗

1
(z|x, y) and reorganizing the terms, we have

qφ∗

1
(z|x, y) = 1

hθ(y|x)
qφ∗

2
(z|x, y)hθ(y|x, z) ∝z qφ∗

2
(z|x, y)hθ(y|x, z).

Proof of (6): The proof is trivial, following the definition of optimal qφ∗(z|x, y, δ).
Proof of (7): We have already proved in (1) that if θ ∈ Θp then fθ(u|x, z) = fθ(u|x) and also in (2) that if fθ(u|x, z) is a

location-scale family, it leads to µθ(x, z) independent of z. We now prove the reverse is also true: if µθ(x, z) is independent

of z, and f(u|x, z) the density of location-scale family, it leads to fθ(u|x, z) = fθ(u|x);Sθ(u|x, z) = Sθ(u|x), thus we

have

qφ∗(z|x, y, δ = 0) = qφ∗(z|x, y, δ = 1) = pθ(z|x).

Equivalently, following the notation, we have φ∗
1 = φ∗

2. Thus, φ∗
1, φ

∗
2 ∈ ΦEU , meaning that θ ∈ ΘEU .

Then we complete the proof by contrapositive.

Proof of (8): By non-negativity of KL divergence, the KL divergence is zero if and only if the above equation in (7) holds

true. Thus, it is a direct result of (7). If V-structure is assumed, prior pθ(z|x) is replaced by p(z).

B.4. Proof for Proposition 4.2

Here, we prove that if ε is standard normal or standard Gumbel-minimum distribution, there is no closed-form solution

of ∂ELBO-C/∂σ given the parameter of ζ, φ1, φ2. For notation clarity, we decompose θ = (ζ, σ) where µζ(x, z) is the

location parameter of the decoder, and σ is its scale parameter.

Proof: Notice that KL divergence terms in ELBO-C do not involve σ, and the expectation is taken over qφ1,φ2
. Given

dataset {xi, yi, δi}ni=1

∂ELBO-C

∂σ
= E[

∑

i:δi=1

∂ log fθ(yi|xi, z)

∂σ
+
∑

i:δi=0

∂ log Sθ(yi|xi, z)

∂σ
].

Using chain rule and the density in Table 6, we have the following result:

(1) If the decoder is normal, these two terms can be expressed as

∂ log fθ(yi|xi, z)

∂σ
= − 1

σ
+

ỹi
2

σ
,
∂ logSθ(yi|xi, z)

∂σ
=

∂ log 1− Φ(ỹi)

∂ỹi
∗ ∂ỹi
∂σ

= λ(ỹi) ∗
ỹi
σ
,

where λ(s) is the hazard function of the standard normal distribution that 1) has no closed-form expression, 2) is convex,

3) can be bounded. One naive bound is λ(s) > s; a tighter bound λ(s) ≥ 3
4s +

√
s2+8
4 for s > 0 is provided by Baricz

(2008) via Mill’s ratio Mitrinovic (1970)

(2) If the decoder is Gumbel-minimum (S(s) = exp(− exp(s))), these two terms can be expressed as

∂ log fθ(yi|xi, z)

∂σ
=

∂(ỹi − exp(ỹi))

∂ỹi

∂ỹi
∂σ

− 1

σ
= − ỹi + 1

σ
+exp(ỹi)

ỹi
σ
,
∂ logSθ(yi|xi, z)

∂σ
=

∂ − exp(ỹi)

∂ỹi
∗∂ỹi
∂σ

= exp(ỹi)
ỹi
σ
.

Neither of these expressions leads to a closed form solution of σ when ∂ELBO-C
∂σ

= 0.
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B.5. Proof for Theorem 4.3.1

The proof mainly follows (Burda et al., 2015): we are going to prove the monotonicity of ELBO-Cm,k, instead of B(m, k).

Proof: Given m, k, let m′, k′ be any integers less than m, k, respectively. Denote the subset of index Im′ = {i1, ..., im′} ⊂
{1, 2, 3, ..,m} as a uniformly distributed subset of distinct indices where |Im′ | = m′. Ik′ follows the same definition for

{1, 2, 3, .., k}. For any bounded sequence of a1, ..., am,

EIm′
[
ai1 + ...+ aim′

m′ ] =
a1 + a2 + ...+ am

m
.

Therefore,

ELBO-Cm,k : = E[log(f̂ δ
mŜ1−δ

k )] = δEz1:m [log(f̂m)] + (1− δ)Ez1:k [log(Ŝk)]

= δEz1:m [log
f̂1(z1) + f̂1(z2) + ..+ f̂1(zm)

m
] + (1− δ)Ez1:k [log(Ŝk)]

= δEz1:m [logEIm′

f̂1(zi1) + f̂1(zi2) + ..+ f̂1(zim′
)

m′ ] + (1− δ)Ez1:k [log(Ŝk)]

≥ δEz1:m [EIm′
[log

f̂1(zi1) + f̂1(zi2) + ..+ f̂1(zim′
)

m′ ]] + (1− δ)Ez1:k [log(Ŝk)]

= δEz
1:m′

[log f̂m′ ]] + (1− δ)Ez1:k [log(Ŝk)] = ELBO-Cm′,k.

Similarly, ELBO-Cm,k ≥ ELBO-Cm,k′ . Thus,

ELBO-Cm,k ≥ max(ELBO-Cm′,k,ELBO-Cm,k′) > min(ELBO-Cm′,k,ELBO-Cm,k′) ≥ ELBO-Cm′,k′ ≥ ELBO-C.

Here ELBO-Cm,k ≤ L(θ) is ensured by Jensen’s inequality and Fubini’s theorem.

Assuming a bounded f̂1; Ŝ1, we use the strong law of large numbers: for m → ∞,f̂m
a.s.→ E[f̂1] = f .

Similar results apply to Ŝk. The results imply convergence in expectation

lim
m→∞,k→∞

ELBO-Cm,k = L(θ).

Then, using the definition of B(m, k) := L(θ)− ELBO-Cm,k, we complete the proof by reversing the inequality.

B.6. Proof for Theorem 4.3.2

This theorem is a corrected extension of Theorem 1 in Domke & Sheldon (2018). Our proof follows a similar structure,

but we first highlight the mistake in the original proof in Theorem 1 in Domke & Sheldon (2018). In their original proof,

the definition of Eq.5 is not consistent in Theorem 1, where the expectation in Eq.5 is taken over z1, ..zm from qφ, while

the expectation in Theorem 1 is taken over the augmented variational distribution, as shown on Page 15. Thus, when

generalizing their results, we must warn the reader that the KL divergence term does not correspond to the inference gap

defined in Thm. 4.3.1

Proof: Some basic facts from the definition: 1) Q1(1) = qφ1
(z|x, y),Q2(1) = qφ2

(z|x, y); 2)P1(1) = fθ(y, z|x); 3)

P2(1) = Sθ(y|x, z)πθ(z|x); 4) For any m > 0,
∫ ∫

J1(m)dz1:m = log f(y|x); 5) For any k > 0,
∫
J2(k)dz1:k =

logS(y|x).

Since log p(x) = Eq(z) log
p(x,z)
q(z) + KL[q(z)||p(z|x)], we have

log f(y|x) = EQ1(m) log
J1(m)

Q1(m)
+ KL[Q1(m)||P1(m)]; logS(y|x) = EQ2(m) log

J2(m)

Q2(m)
+ KL[Q2(m)||P2(m)].

By definition, we have

EQ1(m) log
J1(m)

Q1(m)
= EQ1(m)[log

J1(m)

J1(m)/f̂m
] = EQ1(m)[log f̂m].

16



Censor Dependent Variational Inference

Similar results for Q2(m) can be obtained. Adding these two equations with multiplication of δ or 1− δ, we have

L(θ) := δ log f(y|x) + (1− δ) logS(y|x) = EQ1,Q2
[log f̂ δ

mŜ1−δ
k ] + KL[Q1(m)||P1(m)]δKL[Q2(k)||P2(k)]

(1−δ).

The above equation completes the proof. We highlight that the mentioned mistake limits further interpretation. It is easy

to see that

B(1, 1) := KL[Q1(1)||P1(1)]
δKL[Q2(1)||P2(1)]

1−δ.

However, we cannot subtract these two KL divergences by the chain rule of KL divergence as in Domke & Sheldon

(2018). Since L(θ) − EQ1,Q2
[log f̂ δ

mŜ1−δ
k ] does not correspond to B(m, k), the subtraction does not give any meaningful

interpretation.

B.7. Proof for Lemma 1-6 and Formal Theorem 4.3.3

The chain of proofs follows the same structure as (Nowozin, 2018), with minor corrections and better consistency of

notations.

B.7.1. PROOF OF LEMMA 1

Given the assumptions, which are sufficient for Fubini’s theorem to apply, the Taylor expansion of E[log f̂ ] at log f is given

as

E[log f̂m] = E[log(f − (f̂m − f))] = log f −
∞∑

i=1

(−1)i

if i
E[(f̂m − f)i] := log f −

∞∑

i=1

(−1)i

if i
α′
i.

From Theorem 1 of Angelova (2012), using the definition of αi, βi, we can get the relationship between α′
i and αi:

α′
2 =

α2

m
;α′

3 =
α3

m2
;α′

4 =
3

m2
α2
2 + o(m−2).

By substituting α′
i with αi we have

E[log f̂m] = log f − 1

2f2

α2

m
+

1

3f3

α3

m2
− 1

4f4
(
3

m2
α2
2) + o(m−2).

After rearrangement, we complete the proof for E[log f̂m]. By applying the same proof as for E[log Ŝk], we complete the

whole proof. We denote B[log f̂m] = 1
2f2

α2

m
− 1

3f3

α3

m2 + 1
4f4 (

3
m2α

2
2) and similarly for B[log Ŝk].

B.7.2. PROOF OF LEMMA 2

By the definition of variance and using the same expansion on both log f̂m and its expectation at log f , we have

V[log f̂m] = E[(log f̂m − E log f̂m)2] = E





( ∞∑

i=1

(−1)i

if i
(E[(f̂m − f)i]− (f̂m − f)i)

)2


 .

By expanding the above equation to the third order, we have

V[log f̂m] ≈ α′
2

f2
− 1

f3
(α′

3 − α′
1α

′
2) +

2

3f4
(α′

4 − α′
1α

′
3) +

1

4f4
(α′

4 − (α′
2)

2)− 1

3f5
(α′

5 − α′
2α

′
3) +

1

9f6
(α′

6 − (α′
3)

2).

By substituting α′
i with αi, we complete the proof for V[log f̂m]. By applying the same proof as for V[log Ŝk], we complete

the whole proof.
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B.7.3. PROOF OF LEMMA 3

Notice that δ is binary valued and finite, thus for m → ∞ and k → ∞, where the sequence of limitation doesn’t matter,

we have

ELBO-Cm,k = E[L̂m,k] = δE[log f̂m] + (1− δ)E[log Ŝk]

= δ log f + (1 − δ) logS − δ[
1

m

α2

2f2
− 1

m2
(
α3

3f3
− 3α2

4f4
)]

+ (1− δ)[
1

k

β2

2S2
− 1

k2
(
β3

3S3
− 3β2

4S4
)] + o(m−2) + o(k−2).

By substituting L(θ) = δ log f + (1− δ) logS, we complete the proof.

B.7.4. PROOF OF LEMMA 4

Notice that 1) φ1, φ2 here are not optimally constrained in Claim (5) of Theorem 3.2.2, 2) the expectation w.r.t z1:m and

z1:k can be separated due to independence, 3) L(θ) is not a function of z, and 4) δ2 = δ. For m → ∞, k → ∞,

E[(L̂m,k − L(θ))2] = Ez1:m

[(

δ log f̂m − δ log f
)2
]

+ Ez1:k

[(

(1− δ) log Ŝk − (1− δ) logS
)2
]

= δE[(log f̂m − E[log f̂m] + E[log f̂m]− log f)2] + (1− δ)E[(log Ŝk − E[log Ŝk] + E[log Ŝk]− logS)2]

= δV[log f̂m] + δ(B[log f̂m])2 + (1− δ)V[log Ŝk] + (1− δ)(B[log Ŝm])2

= δ[
1

m

α2

f2
− 1

m2
(
α3

f3
− 5α2

f4
) + (

1

m

α2

2f2
)2] + (1− δ)[

1

k

β2

S2
− 1

k2
(
β3

S3
− 5β2

S4
) + (

1

k

β2

2S2
)2] + o(m−2) + o(k−2)

= δ[
1

m

α2

f2
− 1

m2
(
α3

f3
− 20α2 + α2

2

4f4
)] + (1− δ)[

1

k

β2

S2
− 1

k2
(
β3

S3
− 20β2 + β2

2

4S4
)] + o(m−2) + o(k−2).

B.7.5. PROOF OF FORMAL THEOREM 4.3.3

Proof:

P (|L̂m,k − L(θ)| ≥ ξ) = P (|L̂m,k − E[L̂m,k] + E[L̂m,k]− L(θ)| ≥ ξ)

≤ P (|L̂m,k − E[L̂m,k]|+ |E[L̂m,k]− L(θ)| ≥ ξ)

≤ P (|L̂m,k − E[L̂m,k]| ≥ ξ/2)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

1©
+P (|E[L̂m,k]− L(θ)| ≥ ξ/2)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

2©
.

(24)

Notice that |E[L̂m,k] − L(θ)| is not random, and based on the result of Lemma 3, for sufficiently large m1, k1, we have

|E[L̂m,k]− L(θ)| < ξ/2, regardless of the value of δ. This proves that 2© → 0 as m, k → ∞
By Chebyshev’s inequalities,

P (|L̂m,k − E[L̂m,k]| ≥ ξ/2) ≤ 4

ξ2
V[L̂m,k].

Based on the result of Lemma 4, we have 4
ξ2
V[L̂m,k] → 0 as m, k → ∞, regardless of the value of δ. This proves that

1© → 0 as m, k → ∞.

Together, we establish the convergence in probability and hence consistency of L̂m.k.

B.7.6. PROOF OF THEOREM A.4

Following Definition 4.3, we consider the induced log-likelihood estimator

L̇m,k = δ log ḟm + (1− δ) log Ṡk.
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Recall lemma 1, we have proved that

E[log f̂m] = log f − 1

m

α2

2f2
+

1

m2
(
α3

3f3
− 3α2

2

4f4
) + o(m−2).

By Definition 4.3, we have

log ḟm := log f̂m +
α̂2

2mf̂2
m

, log Ṡk := log Ŝk +
β̂2

2kŜ2
k

.

Next we show how this extra term in log ḟm or log Ṡm leads to the cancellation of the leading terms in the bias, e.g.,

− α2

2mf2 .

Proof: The α̂2

f̂2
m

is considered as a function of g(x, y) in the form of x/y2.

We expand its second-order Taylor expansion at (α2, f):

α̂2

f̂2
m

= g(α2+(α̂2−α2), f +(f̂m−f)) ≈ α2

f2
+

1

f2
(α̂2−α2)−

2α2

f3
(f̂m−f)− 2

f3
(α̂2−α2)(f̂m−f)+

6α2

2f4
(f̂m−f)2.

Notice that E[f̂m] = f ;E[α̂2] = α2. Taking expectation on both sides and after the rearrangement, we have

E

[

α̂2

f̂2
m

]

≈ α2

f2
− 2

f3
E[(α̂2 − α2)(f̂m − f)] +

3α2

f4
E[(f̂m − f)2].

Using the results in Zhang (2007), we have E[(α̂2 − α2)(f̂m − f)] = α3/m and E[(f̂m − f)2] = α2/m. Thus, by

substituting,

E

[

α̂2

f̂2
m

]

=
α2

f2
− 1

m
(
2α3

f3
− 3α2

2

f4
) + o(m−1).

Finally,

log f − E[log ḟm] = log f − E[log f̂m]− 1

2m
E

[

α̂2

f̂2
m

]

=
1

m

α2

2f2
− 1

m2
(
α3

3f3
− 3α2

2

4f4
)− 1

2m
[
α2

f2
− 1

m
(
2α3

f3
− 3α2

2

f4
)] + o(m−2)

=
1

m2
(
2α3

3f3
− 3α2

2

4f4
) + o(m−2).

By applying the same proof as for E[log Ŝk], and L̇m,k, we complete the whole proof.
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C. Details of Experiments

C.1. Experimental Setup

The experiments are on Python 3.9 with Pytorch on the Windows 11 system. GPU is not required.

C.2. Simulated dataset (SD1-SD6)

The dimension of x, y, u, c is 1. The latent dimension of z = (z1, z2) is 2. The Gibbs sampling process is designed as

follows:

First, in the P (X,Y, I|Z) step, we have a sample of X,U,C, Y, I as follows

• The prior of x: p(x) ∼ N(1, 1), which is independent of Z .

• Given Z , P (U |X,Z) ∼ N(µ(x, z), σ2), where µ(x, z) = 1 ∗ z1 + x ∗ z2.

• Given Z , P (C|X,Z) ∼ N(µC , e
2). The mean for SD1-SD6 is reported in the Table 1, which controls the rate of

censoring.

• We compare the sampled u, c to get y and the event indicator δ.

Second, in the P (Z|X,Y, I) step, we define the distribution as follows:

• For δ = 0, 1, P (Z|X,Y, δ) is normal distributed with mean µz = (2δ − 1)(3/ exp(x+ y), 3/ exp(x + y)).

• Covariance is fixed as identity matrix for both cases.

Then we start the simulation at z = (0, 0) and burn the first 10k observations.

C.3. Hyper-parameters of training CD-CVAE and the variants

The details of the models can be found in the model folder via the repository link. In model specification, we have tuned

the following hyper-parameters:

• Distribution Family of decoders: we choose from normal or gumbel-minimum.

• Network structure: the size of encoder and decoder networks and their depth.

• Dropout: the probability of dropout in the last layer of both encoder and decoders network. We select it from {0,0.2,

0.5, 0.9}.

• Latent dimension: the dimension of Z: we select from 2 ∗ dim(x) or 0.5 ∗ dim(x).

• For the variants with importance sampling, we set m = k and choose it from {10,30,100}.

In the training stage, we have tuned the following hyper-parameters:

• Learning rate: 0.01, 0.001.

• batch size: 20, 100, 250, 500, 1000.

• Patience: the maximum number of epoch waiting until we stop the algorithm if no better validated metric is found.

This helps reduce training time on overfitting the model.

• Temperature: reweighting parameter for the loss of censored observation, as introduced in Deep survival machine

(Nagpal et al., 2021a). We choose 1, 1.3 or 0.9.

20



Censor Dependent Variational Inference

C.4. Details in training-validating-testing stages of the experiments

For the simulation dataset and inference gap in Table 2.

• We set the hyper-parameter m = k = 10 for IS and DVI variants.

• No validation and testing,since we know the truth. Best metric throughout the training process is reported.

• We use a Normal family for the decoder that aligns with the truth. Encoder/Decoder network shares the same network

structure. Technical or adhoc hyper-parameters are avoided, e.g., temperature is set at 1, dropout is 0.

For the evaluation experiments on C/Ctd/Brs in Table 4.

• Train-validation-test split ratio is 0.6, 0.2, 0.2. Experiment repetition is 5, using the same seeds of dataset split.

• Best model is selected from best cross-validated C index or Brier score of the model taking on quantiles of survival

time, predicting from validation x. We select it for a overall good fitting of the model, which is not the best validated

metrics Ctd and Brier Score are valuated at specific test times to prevent overfitting.

• The hyper-parameters tuned for training SOTA models in the training stage follows the recommendations from

Nagpal et al. (2022). For details, please refer to the package website or the source codes attached.

For the implementation of metrics, we note that

• C index is implemented via Python package Pycox by the authors of Kvamme et al. (2019)

• Ctd and Brier score is implemented via Python package Scikit-Survival (Pölsterl, 2020).
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