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Abstract

The failure of a system can result from the simultaneous effects of multiple causes,
where assigning a specific cause may be inappropriate or unavailable. Examples in-
clude contributing causes of death in epidemiology and the aetiology of neurodegen-
erative diseases like Alzheimer’s. We propose a parametric Weibull accelerated failure
time model for multiple causes, incorporating a data-driven, individualized, and time-
varying winning probability (relative importance) matrix. Using maximum likelihood
estimation and the expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm, our approach enables
simultaneous estimation of regression coefficients and relative cause importance, ensur-
ing consistency and asymptotic normality. A simulation study and an application to
Alzheimer’s disease demonstrate its effectiveness in addressing cause-mixture problems
and identifying informative biomarker combinations, with comparisons to Weibull and
Cox proportional hazards models.

1 Introduction

Competing risks are inherent features of survival analysis. A patient’s death or hospitaliza-
tion may result from known diseases (e.g., cancers, chronic or infectious diseases), uniden-
tified genetic factors, or non-disease-related influences such as ageing and climate change.
Traditional cause-specific and subdistribution models are well-established based on identified
particular causes of the events. However, as populations age with chronic and degenerative

diseases becoming the primary causes of mortality, the necessity to account for multiple



causes or multiple potential risks for a specific event (e.g., death due to comorbidities) is
growing. Recent epidemiological studies on mortality and disease burden increasingly con-
sider all contributing causes of death recorded on death certificates rather than focusing
solely on the underlying cause (Li et al., 2022; Moreno-Betancur et al., 2017). Meanwhile,
the aetiology of high-burden neurodegenerative diseases, such as Alzheimer’s (Burns and
liffe, 2009) and Parkinson’s (Morris et al., 2024), remains poorly understood, with defini-
tive causes of disease progression yet to be identified. This leads to increasing interest in
investigating potential genetic and environmental risk factors, to better understand disease
mechanisms and inform prevention strategies.

Multiple causes of events are conceptually similar to unknown or missing causes in the sta-
tistical literature, which are typically addressed using inverse probability weighting (IPW)
(Goetghebeur and Ryan, 1995) and multiple imputation (MI) methods (Lu and Tsiatis,
2001). More recently, Moreno-Betancur and Latouche (2013) extended the Andersen—Klein
pseudo-value approach, grounded on IPW and MI. Mao and Lin (2017) adapted the subdistri-
bution model (Fine & Gray model) to assess covariate effects for all causes and accommodate
cases of some missing causes. For situations of entirely unknown causes, Moreno-Betancur
et al. (2017) proposed a disease mixture model, where all contributing causes are modelled
via cause-specific hazards and contribute to the death process with predetermined proba-
bility weights. This approach gained rising attention and widely applied in mortality risk
analyses, including worldwide studies on HIV-positive patients (Breger et al., 2020), gastric
adenocarcinoma patients (Xie et al., 2020), post-lung transplantation patients (Anderson
et al., 2023), and all-cause mortality (Bishop et al., 2023; Dobson et al., 2023; Wijnen et al.,
2022).

In this paper, we propose a competing Weibull survival model for multiple causes, where
covariates are modelled linearly for the latent Weibull survival times of contributing risks
(competing factors), and the event time is determined by the minimum of these latent
times. Our model enables simultaneous estimation of covariate effects and a data-driven

winning probability matrix (relative importance matrix), meeting all three key criteria in



Moreno-Betancur et al. (2017): (1) each competing factor accounts for each contributing
cause; (2) only the observed event time is required, and each event is counted only once;
and (3) the winning probability matrix dynamically captures the individualized and time-
varying relative importance of all contributing causes, without requiring prior knowledge or
preliminary analysis in methods with predetermined weights. Furthermore, as an extension
of the Weibull accelerated failure time model to the max-linear family (Cui et al., 2021; Cui
and Zhang, 2018; Zhang, 2021), our approach encompasses simple Weibull survival models
as a special case, enabling the modelling of non-Weibull survival times via Weibull errors,
and maintaining the interpretability. It also facilitates the incorporation of penalization for
model sparsity, which is useful for identifying key risk factors among numerous potential
options in neurodegenerative diseases.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the competing
Weibull survival model. In Section 3, we apply the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algo-
rithm for maximum likelihood estimation and present the asymptotic results, followed by
the penalization framework for model sparsity and unbiased prediction estimator. In Sec-
tion 4, we conduct simulation studies to compare the performance of the proposed models
with the simple Weibull model and Cox model. We then provide a real data application for
Alzheimer’s disease progression using data from Alzheimer‘s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative
(ADNI) in Section 5 and make some concluding remarks in Section 6. All technical proofs

and lemmas are provided in the Appendix.

2 Model Specification

Consider the Weibull survival time 7" ~ Weibull(k, \) with survival distribution S(t) =
exp (—(t/A)%), t > 0, with scale parameter A > 0 and shape parameter £ > 0, leading thus

to the location-scale form of

TglogT:u—i—ae, pw=1logAeR, o=1/k,



with the error € ~ A(z) = 1 — exp (—e”),z € R, the Gumbel distribution for the minima.
Here 2 stands for equality in distribution.
For the competing Weibull case, assuming the survival time 7" (under competing) is the

min-linearly associated with L competing risks, the model is then specified as

logT 2 min(a; +x; B, + o161, ..., ap + %, B, + oper), (2.1)
where ¢, [ = 1,2,..., L are independent and identically distributed errors with common
distribution A, and x; = (z;, j € A;) is a p-dimensional vector of candidate predictor

matrix x = (Xy,...,%x,) with 4, C {1,2,...,p} with |4 = p € [1,p]. The predictor
matrix may have overlapping columns but should not be completely identical, otherwise
unidentifiability will be introduced. The intercepts ay, ..., ay control the relative importance
of each risk, where a very large intercept indicates an approximately eliminated risk with

the min-competing structure. Then, the survival probability of T" becomes

P{T >t} = P{logT >logt}= [] P{q>

1<I<L

t\"
= exp <— Z Y exp (—&)> = exp (— Z (X) )
1<I<L o 1<i<p N

= ] P{J}>t}:]@{1rg1<nLTl>t}, (2.2)

1<I<L

logt—ul}

g1

where T, [ = 1,2, ..., L are the potential survival times for competing risks (diseases), which

are mutually independent and following Weibull(\;, x;) with

logh =m=o+%x/ 8, oy =1/k;, 1=1,2,... L.



Therefore, the density, hazard and survival function of T" satisfy the following equations

ft = —%(f) = S(t) gzg:L m::l , log S(t) = ;log Si(t)
h(t) = % = 1<ZZ<L Hl::l =: 1§th(t). (2.3)

Motivated by the max-linear relationships discussed in Cui et al. (2021); Cui and Zhang
(2018); Zhang (2021), our competing Weibull model is designed with linear relations within
groups and nonlinear (min) relations between groups. Each risk is modelled as a linear func-
tion of predictors, providing a structure that enhances interpretability. The survival time
T can also be conceptualized as the minimum of survival times associated with L distinct
diseases, reflecting a natural competing risks framework. By assuming mutual independence
among the risks, the model enables the construction of a complete likelihood function. Fur-
thermore, the winning probability for each competing factor (disease) at any time ¢, denoted
as 7;(t), can be explicitly calculated, as detailed in Section 3. In summary, this formulation
facilitates interpretability while addressing the complexity of competing risks and provides

a data-driven approach to capturing the relative importance of each risk.

3 Estimation and Prediction

3.1 Estimation via EM algorithm

We consider the random censoring case with data (73, 0;, X;), i = 1,...,nand ¢; = I(T; < C;),
the non-censoring indicator function. In the following, we will develop the EM algorithm to

find the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) of the parameters involved, denoted as

0= (a1,B,,01,...,a1,8.,0L).



The Weibull survival likelihood function is given by

L(6) = Hf(ti; 6,X;)" S (t:;0,X;)' % = Hh<ti$ 0,X,)%S(t;;0,X,)
i=1

i=1

n t,l/al_l 0 t: 1/oy
— L exp | — - )
H <1§L orexp ((a; + X;ﬂl)/al)> ( 1;L(exp (oy + XiTz:Bz)) )

leading thus to the log-likelihood

n L tl/ol_l L t; Yo
00) =log L(0) = > 51 : - : ’
() = log L(6) ; ©8 (Zl arexp ((a; + XiTlﬁz)/Ul)) Z<GXP (o + XJIBl))

= =1

which is differentiable with respect to 8. One may directly apply for numerical analysis to
obtain the MLE of 6.

Next, we develop an EM algorithm to optimize the group-wise likelihoods of 6, =
(al,ﬁl,m)T, [ =1,2,...,L for each of L competing factors. Recall that when maximiz-
ing the observed likelihood directly with parameter § and data y is complicated, the EM
algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977) provides an effective alternative by introducing augmented

data k. The log-likelihood can then be expressed as

log L(0]y) = E {log Lc(0]y, k) } — E {log p(k|0,y)} ,

where the expectation is taken with respect to p(k|fy,y) with true parameter 6. Here,
pkl0,y) = p(y,k|0)/p(y|f). Denoting E {log Lc(0|y,k)} by Q(6]6y), the algorithm itera-
tively increases QQ(0|6y), as E {log p(k|, y)} naturally decreases by Jensen’s inequality when
p(k|0,y) # p(k|bo,y).

To this, we introduce an augmented variable K, denoting the dominating group for the

uncensored samples, the complete likelihood for (7', K) is

Lo =] (H f(T, K, = zﬂ“ﬂ'd)) Smy (3.1)

i=1 \Il=1



Noting the explicit form of survival function S(t) specified in Eq.(2.2), we will show first

/o1 ¢ 1/o
ft,K=1)= oro o °P (— > (m) ) = hy(t)S(t). (3.2)

1<k<L

It follows that K = [ is equivalent to log T = p;+0;6;. We have the joint survival distribution
of (T, K) given as

P{T >t, K =1} =P{logT > logt, K =1}
= P{m + oxer >y + o1 > logt, Vk # 1}

— / HIP {1 + orer, > log 2} dP {p; + 016, < log z} by the total law of probability
z>t k‘#l

o0 Zl/()’[—l z 1/O.I€
= ——exp | — dz, t>0,
/t opexp (/o) 2 (exp (uk))

1<k<L

where the last step follows by the fact that ¢ "< A(x) = 1—exp (—€”), z € R. Consequently,

Eq.(3.2) follows from Eqs.(2.2) and (2.3).
Combining Eqs.(2.2), (3.1), and (3.2), it is ready to give the complete log-likelihood

function

n L n

lo(0) = 6> T(K; =1)log f(T;, K; = 1) + Y _(1—6;)log S(T3)

=1 =1 =1

L L 1/ok
1 o + X8, ( T; )
= (51-2 I(K; =1 — —1logT; -1 ——’—E
; ( ) [(al ) ©8 8 a1 oy exp (o + X1 8;)

k=1 ikMk
n L 1/o1
T;
e (1_5i>z(eXp(az+XIlﬁl)> '

i=1 =1

The conditional probability of K given t, interpreted as the winning probability of group I,



is expressed as

tl/o'l_l tl/al
m(t) =P{K = |t} = JOLK =1 _ orexp(u/o) _ _orexp (/o)
f(t) EL: tl/ox=1 i Aow
£~ 0p exp (px) £~ 0 exp (k)

which leads to the analytical form of the Q(6|0™) in the E-step for the EM algorithm,

where 8™ is the estimated @ at step m (the same for nz(lm )):

n L L l/o'k
g + X—Eﬂl E
Q8™ = E d; nz (— - 1) logT; — logoy — ———— — E

i=1 1=1 l 91 =1 \XP (o + X8y)

n

L T 1/oy
* ; ;(51 - <exp (oq + X BZ))

n L 1/oy
X T;
= E 577Z [(——1) logTi—logal—QH_ ”Bl]—( = ) .
1 1=1 o1 exp (O‘l + Xy Bl)

1=

Clearly, we can rewrite the () function above as the sum of groupwise ); functions below

X T, 1/o
Q.(0]6™ Zénd — —1)logT; —logo; — at Xabi| =
oy o] exp (Oél + Xy :31)

) Hi T\
Zé { (——1) log T; — 771(1 Mog o, — nz(l )'ul] —<—) :
o] exXp (Nz‘l)

The optimization of the M-step given 7; can be separated into L optimization problems by

the groups since the parameters 6, = (o, 3, UZ)T only appear in Q;(0|0™). This property
facilitates the group-wise optimization at M-step. The EM algorithm iterates between the
E-step that updates the winning probability of each factor, and the M-step that maximizes
the group-wise conditional expectation of the complete log-likelihood function. The subject
function of @); is not concave in parameters, the EM algorithm is supposed to still be appli-

cable by gradient descent in QZ(O\H(’”)), but there are no guarantees for a global maximum.



The group-wise partial derivatives with respect to (w.r.t.) p; and o; are

YO
()"
exp (1)

0Q.(016") 1 Z

Opiy 7
0Qi(016"™) _25, () (1 — 0 —log T;) + (log T} — puay) _n (3.3)
da I oo BTN e ) )

which are modified with penalization terms to ensure regularization and stability during

gradient descent in practical implementation.

3.2 Penalization

In this section, we introduce sparsity by incorporating the lasso-type penalization with tuning

parameters A; and Ag,

L
Il’llIl —L(0) + Z )\16_0” + A2 ||51||1L
=1

where ||||p is the L, norm for a vector. The penalization on the covariates within each
factor is of standard lasso type, hence introduces within-group variable sparsity, while the

% which is equivalent to penalizing the

penalization on the intercept is of exponential type e
intercept oy in the model specified in Eq.(2.1) to the direction towards infinity. Due to the
parametrization, the penalization on the group intercept would not penalize any intercept

to exactly infinity and hence would not introduce group sparsity directly.

With the lasso-type penalization,

olo™) — 1) log 73 — 1 m) (LT
Qu(0| = _Z iy K__ )Og L Ogal_;}_(eXp(MuQ

+>\1€ X 1Bl -

Recalling j1; = oy + X} B;, it follows by Eq.(3.3) that, the partial derivatives w.r.t. a; and



B, J =1,...,p with penalization are given as

(m) n . 1o
OQUOI0™) L g5 L — A,
day o, i exp (o + X 3))

i=1
8Q1<0|9(m)> 1 n . T, 1/o
— a2 = = Z Xilg 51'771(1 - T
By o1 = exp (a; + X} 3))

where sign(x) is the sign function, being 1,—1 and zero for positive, negative and zero z.

+ Agsign(y;),

Analogously, the partial derivatives w.r.t. o; is given as

9Qu016™)  _ ——Z [51'771(1 ) (w + X8 — o — log T)

2
0o, o} ‘=

- T 1/oy
+(log T, — 0y — X, 8 ( ‘ ) .
( l l) exp (al + XlTlBl)

The updates for a; and j; are achieved via gradient descent, and o; can be updated using

any one-dimensional optimization method.

3.3 Theoretical Results

In this section, we provide the theoretical results of consistency and asymptotic normality
of the MLE and the convergence of the EM algorithm.
The following first five assumptions are required for consistency and asymptotic normal-

ity, and the last two assumptions are additional for convergence of the EM algorithm:
Assumption 3.1. Al. The parameter space © is compact.
A2. The distribution that generates X; is light-tailed in terms that E {exp (X;)} < oc.

A3. P{g(T;| X;; 0,0;) # g(Yi|Xi;00,0;} > 0,¥0 € O with @ # 0y, where 0y is the true

parameter, and

Mh

Tl/ol 1 % L 1/ox
exp :
— \ o exp ((y + X,] 8) /1) z; (exp (o + szﬁk)>

10



A4. By is in the interior of ©.

Ab. The Fisher information

0 0
1(0) = E{aelogg(T!Xz,H %) 5T logg(mXiﬁ,éi)}

82
= —E 1 T;|Xi;0,90;
{aejaek og g(T;] )}

is well-defined and positive definite at 6.
A6. 0y >€e>0, VI=1,...,L. The noise variances are bounded away from 0.

A7. The sequence {80 m > 1} in EM algorithm satisfies HO(WH) — O(M)H — 0, asm —

Q.

We then derive the Theorem 3.1 for consistency and asymptotic normality, and the
detailed proofs are listed in the Appendix. The convergence of EM is obtained in the
Theorem 3.2 by theorems in Wu (1983).

Theorem 3.1. Denote 6y as the true parameter and En as the MLE. Under assumptions
Al~AS8, as n — oo,

0, >0,

If assumptions A1~A5 are satisfied, then as n — oo,

Vi(6, — 80) % N(0,1(80)7Y),

where 1(6y) is the Fisher information matriz.

Theorem 3.2. Define the observed-data likelihood

1/o1-1 di L 1/oy,
0=y - o (-3 ) )
—~ \ o exp (o + X, Bl)/crl) “— \exp ozk - szﬁk)

11



Under assumptions A1 and A6, all the limit points of {O(m)} of an EM algorithm are sta-
tionary points, and Lo(@™) converges monotonically to L{ = Lo(0%) for some stationary
point 8° € O.

With the additional assumption A7, then {O(m)} converges to some local maxima @ with

Lo(6*) = L.

Under assumptions A7 and A6, the compactness regularity condition (Wu, 1983, As-
sumption 6) is achieved and Lo(0™) is bounded above, then {8} converges to stationary
points by Wu (1983, Theorem 2). Assumption A7 gives the stop rule for the algorithm, and

we stop at HO(mH) — 0™ < ¢ for simulation (¢ = 1079) and real data analysis (¢ = 1073).

3.4 Expected survival time

Similar to the expected survival time in traditional parametric survival models, we compute
the expectation under the min-survival structure. The conditional expectations are not the
minimum of the expected values across the risks (groups) due to the heteroskedasticity.

The expectation of T is given by

E{T} — /OmS(t)dt:/ooexp( > (exp >1m> dt by Eq.(2.2)
_ /OMexp< (eXp )lm> dt + Ooexp (-é(m)m) dt

The integral is approximated by a finite integral for 0 < ¢ < M, where M is a large real

Mh

number, while the second part ¢ > M is then approximated by

o(EGm) ) 2= (xEm) )

e

using the Mill’s ratio by Lemma 6.7.

We also consider the importance sampling method (Tokdar and Kass, 2010) with proposal

12



distributions of exponential and Weibull distributions, as well as the Gumbel distribution

with integration by logarithmic substitution.

4 Simulation

In this section, we present the results of the estimation procedure using simulation data
for the Weibull competing survival model derived in Section 3, and compare its prediction
accuracy with the Weibull survival model and the Cox proportional hazards model. The
simulation includes three examples with parameters listed in Table 1, where the notation ”-”
indicates a value of 0 and exclusion from model fitting. Example 1 considers non-overlapping
independent variables across competing factors with varying variances. Example 2 involves
partially overlapping variables with varying variances. Example 3 includes overlapping vari-
ables with coefficients set to 0, also with varying variances. The independent variable X;
is generated independently and identically distributed from A (0, I') where I is the identity
matrix. The sample sizes are n = 1000, n = 1500, and n = 1500 for Examples 1, 2, and
3, respectively. Random censorship is applied as follows: 0% and 10% for Example 1; ap-
proximately 0%, 10%, 20%, and 30% for Example 2; and approximately 10% and 30% for

Example 3.
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Table 1: True parameter settings of competing Weibull survival model. The notation ”-” in

Bjs means a value of 0 and is not included in the model fitting.

o« B B2 Bz Ba Bs  Bs

Competing factor 1 1.0 1.6 1.2 - - - - -

Example 1 Competing factor 2 1.0 1.2 - 20 - - - -
Competing factor 3 1.1 2.1 - - 1.0 - - -
Competing factor 1 1.0 1.0 —3.0 2.0 - 1.0 - -

Example 2 Competing factor 2 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.0 - - - -
Competing factor 3 1.1 1.0 —2.0 3.0 2.0 - - -

Competing factor 1 1.0 1.0 —3.0 2.0 - - - -
Example 3 Competing factor 2 1.0 1.5 - 0.0 20 20 - -

Competing factor 3 1.1 1.0 - - - 0.0 =20 3.0

In the estimation process, for simplicity, the tuning parameters were set as A\ = 0.5, Ay =
0.2 for Example 1, and \; = 2, Ay = 1 for Examples 2 and 3, based on various attempts with
A1 € (0,10) and Ay € (0,1). The estimates remained stable across these attempts within the
specified ranges. Alternatively, cross-validation could be employed for parameter selection.

Table 2 presents the exact number of uncensored (d) and censored (c¢) samples for three
examples and provides the estimated values of the mean and standard errors (SE) for o, «, 3.
The results indicate a slight reduction in precision with increasing proportions of censorship.
Nonetheless, all parameters are accurately estimated with relatively small standard errors,
supporting the theoretical findings derived in Section 3. Additionally, in both two censorship
scenarios of Example 3, the two zero coefficients in the second and third competing factors
are successfully detected.

To evaluate model performance, we conduct the Weibull survival model and the Cox
proportional hazards model, incorporating all explanatory variables in each scenario. For

example, in Example 3, all six variables are included. The performance of each model is

14



assessed using two metrics: the concordance index (C-index; C-statistic) and the integrated
area under the curve (IAUC). C-index measures the ability of the model to rank the survival
times for pairs of observations correctly (Uno et al., 2011). A higher C-index indicates a
better alignment between the predicted and actual ranking of survival times, with a value of
0.5 representing random guessing and a value of 1 indicating perfect prediction. The iAUC is
a summary measure of model performance, calculated as the area under the time-dependent
receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve across multiple time points (Heagerty and
Zheng, 2005; Uno et al., 2007). Time-dependent ROC curves assess the ability of a model to
discriminate between event and non-event outcomes at different time points, and a higher
iAUC reflects better overall discriminatory power.

Table 3 summarizes the results, highlighting the best performance achieved by the com-
peting Weibull survival model with the highest C-index and highest iAUC across all sce-
narios. The competing Weibull model demonstrates superior performance, particularly in
more complex cases in Examples 2 and 3. Figure 1 shows the time-dependent ROC curves
for three examples, each with 10% censoring, evaluated at the median survival time. The
competing Weibull model shows consistently superior performance with higher AUCs. Ad-
ditionally, the competing Weibull model’s performance remains stable across different time
cut-offs, while both the Cox and Weibull models exhibit relatively poorer performance at

the median cut-off when compared to their performance at either high or low time cut-offs.
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Table 2: Estimated parameters of the competing Weibull survival model for three examples
with varying levels of random censorship (0% to 30%). Here, n represents the total sample
size, d denotes the number of uncensored samples, and ¢ indicates the number of censored
data.

6 (SE) @ (SE) 61 (SE) 8, (SE) b5 (SE) B4 (SE) Bs (SE) Bs (SE)

CF1 0.917 (0.051) 1.626 (0.091) 1.170 (0.082) - - - - -
Example 1

CF 2 0.994 (0.044) 1.219 (0.088) - 2.028 (0.076) - - - -
(n = d = 1000) CF 3 1.078 (0.068) 2.109 (0.138) - - 1.078 (0.115) - - -

CF1 0.924 (0.057) 1.623 (0.100) 1.101 (0.090) - - - - -
Example 1

CF 2 0.970 (0.044) 1.163 (0.088) - 1.965 (0.076) - - - -
(d=900,c=100) CF3 1.120 (0.074) 2.192 (0.158) - - 0.917 (0.136) - - -

CF 1 0.911 (0.039) 0.955 (0.085) —2.907 (0.071) 2.001 (0.053) - 0.934 (0.052) - -

Example 2
CF 2 1.071 (0.038) 1.400 (0.101) 2.011 (0.082) 2.007 (0.053) - - - -

(n = d = 1500) CF 3 1.101 (0.048) 1.043 (0.129) —2.000 (0.101) 3.098 (0.070) 2.035 (0.088) - - -

CF1 1.025(0.040) 1.011 (0.101) —2.977 (0.085) 1.967 (0.062) - 0.977 (0.061) - -
Example 2
CF 2 1.010 (0.038) 1.601 (0.115) 2.011 (0.088) 2.037 (0.062) - - - -

(d=1339,c=161) CF3 1.006 (0.043) 0.940 (0.117) —1.977 (0.094) 2.945 (0.064) 1.971 (0.081) - - -

CF 1 1.025(0.041) 0.962 (0.109) —2.960 (0.064) 1.947 (0.068) - 0.954 (0.285) - -
Example 2
CF 2 0.981 (0.039) 1.487 (0.123) 1.952 (0.092) 1.978 (0.070) - - - -

(d=1211,¢=1289) CF 3 0.993 (0.044) 0.931 (0.125) —1.962 (0.095) 2.948 (0.068) 1.964 (0.083) - - -

CF1 1.019 (0.044) 0.918 (0.120) —2.924 (0.096) 1.942 (0.075) - 0.963 (0.069) - -
Example 2
CF 2 0.989 (0.043) 1.567 (0.146) 1.976 (0.103) 2.048 (0.080) - - - -

(d=1057,c=443) CF3 0.991 (0.044) 0.890 (0.132) —1.953 (0.096) 2.917 (0.073) 1.950 (0.086) - - -

CF1 0.996 (0.037) 1.048 (0.087) —2.999 (0.064) 2.112 (0.061) - - - -
Example 3
CF 2 1.002 (0.046) 1.477 (0.116) - 0.000 (0.068) 1.920 (0.076) 2.025 (0.082) - -

(d=1350,c = 150) CF 3 1.131 (0.041) 0.999 (0.098) - - - 0.000 (0.069) —2.009 (0.067) 2.965 (0.073)

CF 1 0.959 (0.038) 0.929 (0.108) —2.902 (0.075) 2.093 (0.067) - - - -
Example 3
CF 2 1.031(0.053) 1.425(0.173) - 0.000 (0.084) 1.861 (0.104) 2.000 (0.107) - -

(d=1054,c =446) CF 3 1.142 (0.045) 1.000 (0.125) - - - 0.000 (0.078) —1.987 (0.078) 2.963 (0.086)
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Table 3: C-index and iAUC comparisons among competing Weibull, Cox, and Weibull models
across different examples. The Cox and Weibull models include all the explanatory variables.

Models C-index iAUC Models C-index 1AUC

Competing-Weibull 0.744 0.837 Competing-Weibull 0.746 0.836
Example 1 Example 1

Cox PH 0.718 0.807 Cox PH 0.721 0.809
(n = d = 1000) Weibull 0.718 0.807 (d =900,c=100) Weibull 0.722 0.809

Competing-Weibull 0.865 0.950 Competing-Weibull 0.875 0.955
Example 2 Example 2

Cox PH 0.806 0.902 Cox PH 0.816 0.907
(n = d = 1500) Weibull 0.805 0.902 (d=1339,c=161) Weibull 0.816 0.907

Competing-Weibull 0.879 0.953 Competing-Weibull 0.883 0.952
Example 2 Example 2

Cox PH 0.820 0.904 Cox PH 0.826 0.903
(d =1211,¢ = 289) Weibull 0.820 0.904 (d=1057,c=443) Weibull 0.826 0.903

Competing-Weibull  0.845 0.935 Competing-Weibull 0.851 0.928
Example 3 Example 3

Cox PH 0.755 0.851 Cox PH 0.759 0.842
(d = 1350,c = 150) Weibull 0.754 0.851 (d =1054,c = 446) Weibull 0.759 0.842

Time-dependent ROCs at median surival time (0.636) Time-dependent ROCs at median surival time (0.157) Time-dependent ROCs at median surival time (0.098)

08

Sensitivity

04

Competing-Weibull (AUC=0.82) e Competing-Weibull (AUC=0.95) Competing-Weibull (AUC=0.92)

— Cox(AUC=0.78) — Cox(AUC=0.88) — Cox(AUC=0.83)
3 — Weibull (AUC=0.78) 3. — Weibull (AUC=0.88) 3. — Weibull (AUC=0.83)
T T T T T T T T

00 02 04 [ 08 10 00 02 04 06 08 10 00 02 04 06 08 10

1-Specificity 1-Specificity 1-Specificity

Figure 1: Time-dependent ROCs for competing-Weibull, Cox, and Weibull models at their
median survival times. All cases refer to the 10% random censorship for Example 1 (left),
Example 2 (middle), and Example 3 (right).

5 Real Data Applications

Alzheimer’s disease is a neurodegenerative disorder usually characterized by prominent amnes-

tic cognitive impairment and short-term memory difficulties and is the most common cause
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of dementia (Knopman et al., 2021). Although the amyloid beta hypothesis is the predomi-
nant explanation, the exact causes of Alzheimer’s disease remain poorly understood (Burns
and Iliffe, 2009). Definitive diagnosis of Alzheimer’s disease is only possible through au-
topsy, while clinical diagnoses are categorized as ”possible” or ”probable” based on available
findings. Ongoing research aims to develop diagnostic algorithms that identify the most in-
formative biomarker combinations and determine their optimal ordering for specific clinical
situations (Chételat et al., 2020).

In this section, we apply the competing Weibull model to identify informative combina-
tions and the optimal ordering of potential risk factors associated with the progression from
mild cognitive impairment (MCI) to an Alzheimer’s disease diagnosis. MCI represents the
earliest symptomatic stage of cognitive impairment, characterized by mild deficits in one
or more cognitive domains while functional abilities remain relatively preserved (Petersen,
2004).

Based on the four waves of the ADNI study (ADNI-1, ADNI-GO, ADNI-2, and ADNI-3)
(Mueller et al., 2005), we analyze 1,113 participants diagnosed with MCI at baseline, among
whom 359 progressed to dementia during follow-up. Considering the data completeness,
we evaluate the relative importance and informative combinations of 8 risk factors (Table
5), related to cognitive function assessment and brain structure imaging, in characterizing

disease progression from MCI to Alzheimer’s disease.
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Table 4: Description of risk factors.

Variables Type

Description

RAVLT (immediate)  Cognitive & func-

tional

Gender Demographic

RAVLT (perc forget- Cognitive & func-

ting) tional
LDELTOTAL Neuropsychological
TRABSCOR Neuropsychological
Entorhinal Neuropathological
Fusiform Brain structure
ICV Brain structure
Hippocampus Brain structure

Total number of words recalled across the 5
learning trials of the Rey Auditory Verbal
Learning Test (RAVLT).

Participant gender (1 for male, 0 for female).

Percentage of words forgotten in the RAVLT.

Total number of story units recalled in the
Logical Memory Delayed Recall task from
the Wechsler Memory Scale-Revised.

Time (in seconds) taken to complete Part B
of the Trail Making Test

Total volume of the bilateral entorhinal cor-
tex, measured in cubic millimetres.

Total volume of the bilateral fusiform gyrus,
measured in cubic millimetres.

Intracranial volume (ICV) derived using
UCSF’s (University of California, San Fran-
cisco) methodology, measured from T1-
weighted MRI scans.

Total volume of the bilateral hippocampus,

measured in cubic millimetres.

With a number of trials, an optimal choice is selected with tuning parameters determined

as A1 = 0.3, A2 = 0.1 and four competing groups: (1) RAVLT (immediate), LDETOTAL,

Entorhinal, Fusiform; (2) RAVLT (immediate), Gender, Entorhinal, Fusiform, ICV; (3)

RAVLT (perc forgetting), TRABSCOR, Entorhinal, ICV; (4) Hippocampus. This configu-
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ration achieves the best performance with a C-index of 0.811 and an iAUC of 0.857. For
comparison, the simple Weibull model and Cox PH model yield C-indices of 0.806 and 0.807,
respectively, and iAUC values of 0.855 and 0.856. While the iAUCs are similar across mod-
els, our competing Weibull model provides better performance in estimating short survival
times for severe cases. This is further illustrated by time-dependent ROC curves at the 10th
percentile survival time (¢t = 357) and at 2 years (¢t = 730) in Figure 2 (left and middle).

Time-dependent ROCs at 10 percentile time (t= 357) Time-dependent ROCs at 2 Years time (t = 730) Winning probability for uncensored sample

Competing Factors

RAVLT (immediate)
— LDETOTAL
ntorhinal, Fusiform

RAVLT (immediate)
— Gender, Entorhinal
Fusiform, ICV

RAVLT (forgetting)
— TRABSCOR
Entorhinal ICV.

Winning Probabilty

— Hippocampus.

e \\E

085
uc=085)

-Specifty 1-Specificy

Figure 2: Time-dependent ROCs (left, middle) for competing-Weibull, Cox, and Weibull
models at 10 percentile survival time (¢ = 357) and at 2 years (¢t = 730). Estimated time-
varying winning probability (right) of four competing groups for uncensored samples.

Table 5 presents the estimated scale parameters and regression coefficients with standard
errors for all risk factors. The estimates and statistical significance across the four competing
groups remain consistent with those obtained from the simple Weibull model (for survival
time) and the Cox PH model (for hazards). The model effectively identifies the weak effect
of gender using the tuning parameter (Ay = 0.1) for within-group sparsity, where its non-

significance is also confirmed in the other models.

Table 5: Result of models with estimates of mean (SE). The notation ”-” means variables
excluded from the competing group.

Model Intercept RAVLT (immediate) Gender RAVLT (perc forgetting) LDELTOTAL TRABSCOR  Hippocampus  Entorhinal Fusiform cv Scale (&)
CF 1 15168 (0.804) 2.429 (0.327) - - 3.634 (0.485) - - 0.832 (0.243)  0.220 (0.237) - 1.862 (0.177)
Competing-  CF 2 16.212 (1.254) 2928 (0.446) 0.000 (1.074) - E - - 0.164 (0.355) 2932 (0.516)  —2.840 (0.388) 1.843 (0.196)
Weibull CF 3 18.745 (1.458) - - —1.945 (0.561) - —3.233 (0494) - —0.519 (0.358) - —2.064 (0.366) 2.091 (0.240)
CF4 8232 (0.064) - - - - - 0.863 (0.052) - - - 0.834 (0.041)
Weibull (time) 8.074 (0.094)  0.399 (0.076) 0.235 (0.121)  —0.197 (0.064) 0255 (0.062)  —0.132 (0.045) 0.254 (0.070)  0.100 (0.064)  0.175 (0.064)  —0.165 (0.062) 0.761 (0.033)
Cox PH (risk) - —0.522 (0.099) —0.280 (0.161)  0.235 (0.084) —0.351 (0.079) 0.150 (0.060)  —0.279 (0.093) —0.132 (0.085) —0.226 (0.084) 0.231 (0.080)

Table 6 and Figure 2 (right) illustrate the relative importance of competing factors at

the time of Alzheimer’s diagnosis and overtime for the uncensored sample. At the event time
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(Alzheimer’s diagnosis), the Hippocampus emerges as the most influential factor (86.2%), fol-
lowed by the competing factor 1 (RAVLT (immediate), LDETOTAL, Entorhinal, Fusiform)
at 8%. The time-varying relative importance is estimated based on the parameters of the op-
timal model, indicating that all factors contribute critically to short-term prediction, whereas

the Hippocampus becomes dominant for longer-term analysis (beyond one year).

Table 6: Average winning probability (relative importance) of competing factors for uncen-
sored sample.

Competing Factors Winning probability at the event time
RAVLT (immediate), LDETOTAL, Entorhinal, Fusiform 0.083
RAVLT (immediate), Gender, Entorhinal, Fusiform, ICV 0.024
RAVLT (perc forgetting), TRABSCOR, Entorhinal, ICV 0.031
Hippocampus 0.862

From an accuracy perspective, our approach achieves improved predictive performance
by optimizing the combination of the same 8 risk factors, leading to a more precise char-
acterization of disease progression. From a cost-effectiveness perspective, the time-varying
relative importance analysis suggests that the essential measurements can be reduced to
factors in groups 1 and 4 (RAVLT (immediate), LDETOTAL, Entorhinal, Fusiform, and
Hippocampus) for short-term survival prediction, and group 4 (Hippocampus) for long-term

prediction.

6 Discussions and Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a competing Weibull survival model for multiple causes, as a
natural extension of the Weibull accelerated failure time model to the max-linear family.
This model keeps the linear structure within each competing group, maintaining the inter-
pretability of the Weibull model, and employs the minimum structure to allow non-Weibull

survival time and competition across the factors. Our proposal also enables incorporation of
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lasso or other types of penalization for within and between group sparsity, facilities effective
exploration of aetiology and biomarker combinations for neurodegenerative disease, as well
as the measure of the disease burden of comorbidity mortality.

By augmenting the latent variable of the dominant factor, our approach enables the simul-
taneous estimation of regression coefficients and winning probabilities (weights of contribut-
ing causes) via the EM algorithm, while maintaining consistency and asymptotic normality
under regularity conditions. This data-driven weight estimation method dynamically adapts
to individual characteristics and temporal variations, providing a more realistic representa-
tion of real-life cases compared to methods that rely on predetermined, population-based
weights (Breger et al., 2020; Dobson et al., 2023). The estimated weights also help assess
cause designation and identify misclassification errors, especially when assigning an under-
lying cause of death, which often involves subjective judgment and significant error rates
(Johansson and Westerling, 2000). Moreover, in biomarker exploration, prior knowledge of
specific causes or predefined weights is often unavailable or inappropriate. Our framework is
then useful for identifying the optimal combination and ordering of biomarkers, whether by
improving predictive accuracy based on measured biomarkers, reducing examination costs
while maintaining acceptable accuracy, or exploring potential biomarkers from large-scale
data (such as genetic information) through penalization techniques.

Our competing structure follows the latent survival time approach, but the multiple-cause
setting differs from traditional competing risks and causes attribution analysis. As discussed
in Moreno-Betancur et al. (2017), the multiple-cause setting does not resolve the tradi-
tional competing risks problem in a causal sense. Each individual’s observed time-to-event
corresponds to a single combination of causes, while times-to-event for alternative combina-
tions remain unobservable. Likewise, in the complete likelihood, the failure rate component
f(t, K = 1) depends on both the "marginal” failure rate for the [-th cause and the survival
probability of other causes. Therefore, the independence of potential times-to-event remains
unidentifiable, as does the counterfactual “marginal” survival time without other competing

causes (Prentice et al., 1978), limiting valid inference to observed cause combinations. This
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setting aligns more closely with the cause-mixed cause-specific hazard model, which is better
suited for studying disease aetiology, rather than estimating a patient’s clinical prognosis or
guiding resource allocation through subdistributional models, as discussed in Austin et al.
(2016); Lau et al. (2009).

Strategy and criteria for variable selection are crucial, particularly in biomarker discov-
ery. In our application to Alzheimer’s disease, the complexity lies in determining both the
number of competing groups and the allocation of eight biomarkers. Rather than conduct-
ing a global search, we employ a man-machine strategy to select a model that performs
well in the c-index and iAUC, based on a predetermined four-group structure. Identifying
the global optimal option can be more complex, especially in genomic studies (Zhang, 2021,
2022a,b). We recommend incorporating evaluation criteria that effectively balance parsi-
mony and goodness of fit, considering factors such as the number of variables, number of
groups, overall accuracy, redundancy, and similar effects of variables, as proposed by (Liu
et al., 2024) for logistic max-linear models. Additionally, an automatic selection algorithm is
encouraged to explore possible configurations, further enhancing efficiency and comprehen-
siveness. A similar approach has been applied to local maxima searching in LeBlanc et al.
(2006), though their algorithm was developed within a simpler modelling framework.

Both theoretical and applied extensions of the max-linear family present promising direc-
tions for future research. Our approach captures dependence among causes through shared
predictors (e.g., common shocks, common genes) across competing groups. Theoretically,
modelling dependence between multiple causes (e.g., diseases) via error terms could be ex-
plored using copula-based approaches (e.g., Archimedean copulas), as in multivariate time
modelling (Bandeen-Roche and Liang, 2002; Lo and Wilke, 2010), though this may affect
asymptotic properties. Incorporating time-varying covariates using the concept of mar-
tingales may help retain desirable asymptotic properties. A semi-parametric framework
integrating cause-specific hazards with multiple-cause models, implemented via the EM al-
gorithm, could enhance estimation flexibility and accuracy. It requires advanced tools such

as non-parametric maximum likelihood estimation (NPMLE), profile likelihood methods,
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and other techniques discussed in (Mao and Lin, 2017). On the applied side, key challenges
include developing interpretable methods for group-wise and within-group variable selection,
along with the expertise needed for meaningful explanation. Applications beyond health re-
search with competing risks, such as enterprise bankruptcy risk assessment and financial

distress analysis (Gepp and Kumar, 2015) could also be explored.

Appendix

In this section, we will prove Theorem 3.1 for the consistency of the MLE for the parameters
involved (Lemma 6.4 which required Lemmas 6.1~6.3) and its asymptotic normality based

further on Lemmas 6.5 and 6.6.

Lemma 6.1. Let 6, = (0,00, 8)7, 0 = (0] ,...,0))7, and X; = (Xu1,..., Xi1), Qn(6) =
%5(9) = %Z?:l log g(T;]X4; 6,6;) and Q(0) = Eg,{log g(1;]X;;6,6;)}, where

(8) = > logg(TiX;;0,6;) = log [f(T;; 0, X,)" S(T;; 0, X;)' ]
i=1

n 5 jjil/olfl T, 1/0y
B ; 08 < Z 0] exp ((al%—XJBZ)/JZ)) B Z (exp (Ozl+X;,Bl)> '

1<I<L 1<I<L

Suppose assumptions A1 and A2 hold, then

sup |Q,.(8) — Q(8) 2 0.

6co

Lemma 6.2 (Jennrich (1969, Theorem 2)). Let g be a function on X x © where X is a
Euclidean space and © is a compact subset of a FEuclidean space. Let g(z,0) be a continuous
function of 6 for each x and a measurable function of x for each 6. Assume also that
lg(x,0)| < h(zx) for all x and 0, where h is integrable with respect to a distribution function

F on X. If x1,29,... is a random sample from F then for almost every sequence (z;),

n’lzg(mi,e) — /g(m,@)dF(x)
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uniformly for all 6 € ©.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. To apply Lemma 6.2 with assumptions A7 and A2, we only need

to find an upper bound function h(7;, X;), such that |logg(T;|X;;0,6;)| < h(T;, X;), and

E{h(T;, X;)} < oo for both T; and X;.

Firstly, we show that log ¢(7;| X;; 0, 6;) is bounded from above by h(T;, X;),

log g(T;| X; 0, 6;)

< d;log f(T};0,X;)
L

log [f(T; 0, X,)" S(T;; 0, X;)' ]

T-l/al_l

)

0; log

- 2

< d;log

exp
07 exXp ((al +X;{Bl)/0'l (

L 1/0%
; (eXP (a + szﬂk) ) ))

=: ¢;log

MR MR

=1

Tl/Ul—l 1/oy
07 €Xp ((al + le B) /Ul (exp Oél + le IBZ>)

w(ﬂa UlaalaXil7/8l)) .

Note that ¥ (t; 0y, ay, Xy, 3;), t > 0, is the Weibull density with scale parameter exp (oq + XJBZ)

and shape parameter 1/0;. Thus for 0 < ¢t < 1, we have t~! >

L
6210g (Zw<t7 UlaalaXilaﬂl)> <

=1

<

<

t1/7=1 and

tl/o’z
61' IOg
(1§L g1 €Xp ((O‘l + XJ/BI)/Ul) )

t_l
oe( ¥
1<I<L

=, 01€xp ((u+ X, 51)/‘71)> |

llogt| +

1
1
og (ﬁXlS:L 0] exp ((Ozl + X;{,@Q/m)) ‘
hl(t,XZ)

As for t > 1, when o; > 1, the Weibull density is monotonically decreasing, and

tl/O’l—l

1

orexp ((au + X, 8))/01)

<
~ orexp ((u+ X, 8)/o1)’

t>1,

when 0 < 0; < 1, the Weibull density reaches the max at the mode tg = exp (al + XJ,BZ) (1—
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07)°, with the value

(1 — O'l)l_gl
o) exp (al + X, B,

Y(to; 01, au, Xat, By) = ) exp (—(1—oay)).

Combine the two cases for t > 1, we have

L
d; log <Z 1/1<t;Ul7aleilaﬂl>>
=1

1<I<L

0 : (1_01)1_01 exp(—(1l —o
1g<z [azexp((al+X;ﬁl)/al) +glexp (on + X1 8) p (—(1 l))D

1<I<L

=. hQ(t, Xz)

<

i 10 1 (1 _ Ul)l_al ex — — O
< §;log ( > Llexp (o x180700 v (o + X151 p(—(1 l))])

Then the upper bound h(T;, X;) = hi(T;, X;) + ho(T;, X;). Under assumption A1 for the
compact © and given X, both hy(T;, X;) and the second term of hy(7;, X;) are constant.

For the first term in hy(7T;, X;), which is |log T;|, we have

E{llogT) = [ llogt|g(tiXii6.5)
0

/=1 % L 1/ok
B /0 |logt|z (0; exp al—l—XJﬁl)/al) P ( ;(e ak—l-Xlkﬁk)) ) dt
oo /o1 1/aoy
/0 lz:; |10g tl (Ul exp ((Oél + XJBZ)/UZ) ( (eXp al + le /81)) > dt
L oo $1/o1—1 1/
N ZZI:/O Hogt| (Ul exp ((al + XJBZ)/UZ) P ( <eXp Oél + le /81)) ) a
L S
) Z/O log t| (t; 0y, ap, Xy, B;)dt
=1

L 0o 1/0y
t
11— E logt — dt,
‘I‘( ) - /0 | og |eXp ( (exp (Oél + XJ,BI)) >

where both integrals are finite (the first one is finite according to the properties of Weibull dis-

IN

tribution). Hence, Er{h(T;, X;)} < oo and under assumption A2 we have Ex{h(T;, X;)} <
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0o, which indicates that h(7;, X;) is a proper upper-bounded function.
Now we show the lower bound. By Jensen’s inequality and concavity of logarithm func-

tion, we have

1
10g<— +log g(T;|X;; 0, 6;)

1 L Tl/al % L T. 1/ok
Z orexp ((a + X;] ,80/0;)) P <_ ;(exp (o + Xiﬁ@) )
L
2

L 1/Ul 1 5i 1/O'k
1 T;
> > log o (-3 —)
L Ul eXp al _'_ X’Ll ﬁl)/o-l) k=1 eXp (Oék _'_ X’Lk‘ﬁk>
(T;

Clearly, we have

l9i(T3| X5, 00, 6:)| =

51 T/ - T, Hox
o <Uz exp ((au +XJﬂz)/UZ)> Z( p (e +Xﬂ<—ﬁk))

a; + le B, XL: ( ) Hew

< |(1/or —1)log T;| + |log oy +

Next, we show that E{G(T;, X;)} < oo for both T; and X;. Under assumptions A1 and A2,
E{G(T;, X;)} < oo for both T; and X;, where E{|logT;|} < oo by previous calculations, and

E{T;/"*} < oo by

L oo
E{Til/"k} < (5,2/ tl/g’“w(t;Uz,Oleil,ﬁl)dt
1=1 70

L [e%e] 1/01
t
+(1—4; § / /ow —( ) dt,
( ) — J, exp exp (Oél + XJ,B[)

where both integrals are finite, by the properties of Weibull distribution.

Therefore, all the conditions in Lemma 6.2 have been verified, hence Lemma 6.1 is proved.

]
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Lemma 6.3. Suppose that assumptions Al and A3 hold, there exists 8y € © such that
Ve > 0,

sup  Q(0) < Q(6o).

0¢B(60,¢)

Proof. 1t follows by Jensen’s inequality that

B 9(Ti|Xi; 0, 6;)
Q0) —Q(6y) = Ko, {bgg(mxi;eo,éi)}

< logEe,{9(Ti|X;;0,0:)/9(Ti| Xi; 00,6:) } = 0.
Under assumption A3, the inequality is strict, and 6 is the unique maximizer of Q(8) over ©.
Noting that © is compact (assumption A7) and Q(8) is continuous, Lemma 6.3 follows. [

Lemma 6.4 (Extremum Consistency Theorem, Newey and McFadden (1994, Theorem 2.1)).

If there is a function Q(0), such that
1. Q(0) is uniquely maximized at Oy,
2. © is compact,
3. Q(0) is continuous,

4. Qn(0) converges uniformly in probability to Q(0),

then

0, %0,

For asymptotic normality, we first need to show

0

} < 00 (6.1)

and

82
E<|———1 T3 X;; 0, 9;
{'aaaaT og g(T3| )

} < 0. (6.2)
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To show Eq.(6.1), we rewrite log g (recall Lemma 6.1) as

Tl/a'l L l/ak
log g(T;|X;;0,0;) = 0d;lo
g 9(Ti| ) gz 07 exp Oél‘i‘Xzzﬁl /Ul Zl<exp Oék:“‘XZ]g/Bk))

L
= 5i10g2< 1/”) 25%‘7’“,

=1

%

where Sy = T;/exp (a + X;;8;) > 0, and E{[Sy|} < oo, E{|logSy|} < oo by previous
calculations under assumptions A1 and A2. In the following, we consider only the case with
non-censoring case (that is all ¢;’s equal 1).

First, we have

B Sill/gl (log Si;+07)
Ty " Sl/ ! log Sy

801 L 1/0 Ul2 '
£ ()
Silz/gl (log Sy +07)
T;o} Sl/‘” log Sy
— 1/0
Tjo’l Szl/ ! O-I
log S; el
< = l2+ % |log S -
o
1
Now, we consider the partial derivative w.r.t. a.
0log g(Ti|X;;0,1)|  |0logg(T;|X;0,1) 0Sy
aOél n 8321 aOél
1/o o 1/o o o
| _TmaSi s | meS TS st

i <T1 Sill/gl> % - Tilaz Sill/al o ai

= 01

Similarly,
dlog g(Ti| X;: 0,1 dlog g(Ti| X:; 0,1 1+Sl/‘”
aﬂl aOél o}

Again, under assumptions A7 and A2, all first-order derivatives are bounded by integrable
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functions.
Next, we show Eq.(6.2). We have second-order derivative w.r.t. o; and 0. Recalling

Eq.(6.3), we have for | # k

_ sS4/ (log Su+o1)
9 log g(T;| X;;0,1) B 0 Tio} N Sl/al log S
8018% N agk L 1 1/oy Ul
> (s si™)
=1 101
(_Sill/ol(logsu-i-ﬂl)) ( Sl/ok(logsm-ﬁ-ﬂk))
Tia? Ti0'l3
g —_ . 5
1/0
(Z <Tilal Sll/ l))
=1
' (_Silz/gl (log Su-&-ffz)) (_Silk/g’“(log Sik+ow)
Tialg Tia?
<
- 1/0 1/o0
(Tilal Szl/ l) (ijk Szk/ k)
< log Si; + oy . log Six. + o,
- ot o
and for [ = k,
_5,/71(log Su+o1)
9?log g(T;| X;;0,1) |0 Tio} N Sl/U’ log Sy
do? |90y L /o o?
Z (To'l il >
=1
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0 S/7logSa| | Si/7((logSn)* +20,log Su)| _ | S/ (log Sa)?

N 25;/‘” log Si;

2 2 = 1 3
doy o5 of o o;
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S/ (log Si+o7) 1/o 1o 1/o 5,/ 7! (log Siy-+o1) ’
_ P g Szl l Sil l(log Sil)Q 45,” ! log Sil 25“ ! — =i £ 311 L
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Next, we deal with the second-order derivative w.r.t. oy and . Recalling Eq.(6.4), we have

for [ # k
1 1/c
‘82logg(ﬂlX¢;9,1)'_ 0 (‘TU?SU l> L0 Sil”
80&[80&k 80%%( 1 Sll/gl) 80% o]
Tio "t
=1
1 1/o 1 1/o
(-mzsi™) (CaSi™) _
o L L ol/on 2 T 010k
(3 (i)
and for [ = k
1/o o
‘8210gg(7}|X1-;0,1)’ < 0 _TZ‘IO'?Sil l 0 Sil/l T4
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Further, we deal with the second-order derivative w.r.t. 3, and . Recalling Eqgs.(6.4) and
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(6.5), we have for [ # k
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Lastly, for other second-order derivatives w.r.t. (oy, ) and (o, Bx), we recall Eq.(6.3) for

Silz/al (log Si1+07)

)+ o SYlog Sy
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(_ —Silz/al (log Sy +o1)
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0
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and
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Now, for [ =k
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Next,

00,06
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Finally, we show the second order derivatives w.r.t. a; and (. Recalling Eq.(6.4), we have

for | # k
2 1 S.l/gl 1/o
0 logg(Tl-\Xi;O,l)’ < 0 Too? Vil N a Sy
DOy, - aﬁki( 1 1/0'l> By o
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Note that to show E {(log S;;)?} < oo is equivalent to show E {(log T})*} < co. It follows by

elementary calculation and the properties of Weibull density that
L o0
E{(ogT;)*} < 5ZZ/ (log t)* 1) (t; o1, oy, X, By)dt
1=1 70

L o 9 t 1/0y
+(1 —0;) ZZ:;/O (logt)” exp <_(exp o X;ﬁ;)) ) dt < oo,
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and we obtain Eq.(6.2). O
The next two lemmas are used for the proof of the asymptotic normality of the MLE for

the parameters involved.

Lemma 6.5. Under assumptions AI~AJ,
d » d
ﬁ%Qn(OO) — N(0,1(60)).

Proof. Under assumptions A1~A5 and Eq.(6.1), we have ]E{‘ log (73| X;; 69, 0;

By the dominated convergence theorem,

0 0 0
0 = 0(00) = B {logo(TiX; 00,80} ~ E{ L os (L1005

1 0 0 ~
= E{ a910gg(T|)Q,49(), )}:E{a—eQn(Go)}

As the Fisher information matrix 1(6y) is well defined at 6y, by central limit theorem and

the proved Eq.(6.2), we obtain the result. ]

Lemma 6.6. Under assumptions Al~AS5, for any sequence [N 0o,

0% ~ ~
W@n(en) +1(6p) 50

Proof. By assumptions A1~A4, we have all bounded first- and second-order derivatives,

log g(T| X3 6, 6;)

ie. E{! log g(Ti| X3 6, 6;) }}<OoandE{’aeaeT

} < 00. Applying the

dominated convergence theorem and Lemma 6.2 obtains that for any 8 € ©,

0 0?
= _0.(0) >
o000 ®) " GeneT

Q(0)

uniformly in probability. Further, it follows by assumption A5 that

02 02
aeaeTQ"( ) - 0000"

sup 2 -0(6) = (~1(6)| =sup Q)| 40

oco | 000 0co
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Then for any sequence 0, 0y, by the continuity of 1(0) at 8y,

? A = 9 ~ ~ - _
2
-~ A P
< 21618 500" Qn(0) + 1(0)‘ - ‘1(00) —1(6,)| = 0.

]

Now, combining all the results and lemmas, we are ready to prove the consistency and

asymptotic normality.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Under assumptions A1, A2, and A3, Lemmas 6.1 and 6.3 hold, en-
suring that all conditions in Lemma 6.4 are satisfied, thereby the consistency is proved.
Under assumptions A1~A5, the MLE én 2 0y. As 0, is in an interior point of ©, by

mean value theorem,

0 ~ 0 ~ 0?

= —oog™@n(0n)(Bn = 80).

where 5n lies on the segment between gn and 6. Thus,

82

o070 (6n) (B — 60) =0,

0 ~
%Qn(eo) +

where |5n — 60y < |§n —6y| & 0 as n — co. Applying Lemmas 6.5 and 6.6,

Vit~ 00) = |~ 5t 0u(@)| V060 b N (0. 160 )

]

L
Lemma 6.7 (Mill’s ratio). Let h(t) = exp (— STtk [ exp (/,Lk/ak)) ,t > 0. For large M >
k=1
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0 and o, = min(oy,...,0r), we have

LT R VN (Y
Xa0n | MGon | > G(M ZMCk M) -1
Proof. Recalling that for h(t) = exp ( Z Yok | exp (g /o) ) the derivative
k=

tl/o’k 1

—h(t) Z = —h(t) ) Glt),

O €Xp Mk/Uk)

where ¢, (t) > 0,¢ > 0, and - ((t) = t/7% /(op exp (ux/0ox)) is a monotonically increasing

function in ¢t > 0. For the upper bound, we have for large M > 0,

L o0 o) L ti/ok
(;Mgk(M)—1>/M h(t)dt < / < Zlo_kexp uk/ak)>h(t)dt

= —t-h(t)‘oo = M - h(M),

yielding that, for large M > 0 such that S0, G (M) > 1/M

[t < LR CL R PV
M k;Ck(M)—ﬁ kglgk(M) ];MQ@(M)—l
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Next, we will show the lower bound. Recall o, = min(oy,...,0r), we consider

1+L1¢ /ooh(t)dtz/oo 1+L1L h(t)dt
k; M (M) | M M kz:l tCk(t)

NS SPt B S0
- / 1+ L’“Zl 5 | h(t)dt > / 1+ ’“:Ll 5 | h(t)dt
(5 0) (5 0)
. i Lth(t) . i(l _ )th(t)
:/ L+ —— : 5 | h(t)dt z/ 1+ = Lk — | h(t)dt
(5 a0) (£ a0)
) /oo K2 <k<2t> . ht) 325, - >:f:§” b ‘oo _h()
Y (zam)  (Lao) 3G 3G
Thus,
/Ooh(t)dt SOV U — SO [ —
. > G(M) oM 3 G(M) > G(M) oM 3 G(M)
using 1/(1 +2) > 1 — x for x > 0. We complete the proof of Lemma 6.7. O
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