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Abstract

Survival analysis is a statistical technique used to estimate
the time until an event occurs. Although it is applied across
a wide range of fields, adjusting for reporting delays under
practical constraints remains a significant challenge in the in-
surance industry. Such delays render event occurrences un-
observable when their reports are subject to right censor-
ing. This issue becomes particularly critical when estimating
hazard rates for newly enrolled cohorts with limited follow-
up due to administrative censoring. Our study addresses this
challenge by jointly modeling the parametric hazard func-
tions of event occurrences and report timings. The joint prob-
ability distribution is marginalized over the latent event oc-
currence status. We construct an estimator for the proposed
survival model and establish its asymptotic consistency. Fur-
thermore, we develop an expectation-maximization algorithm
to compute its estimates. Using these findings, we propose a
two-stage estimation procedure based on a parametric propor-
tional hazards model to evaluate observations subject to ad-
ministrative censoring. Experimental results demonstrate that
our method effectively improves the timeliness of risk evalu-
ation for newly enrolled cohorts.

1 Introduction

Survival analysis (Kalbfleisch and Prentice 2002) is a sta-
tistical method for estimating the time until the occurrence
of an event. Its applications span a wide range of fields, in-
cluding public health, biomedicine, reliability engineering,
finance, and marketing. Within this framework, many ap-
proaches have been developed to flexibly capture various
types of observations (Wang, Li, and Reddy 2019). The Cox
proportional hazards model (Cox 1972) is widely used to
represent time dependence and covariate effects, assuming a
constant hazard ratio over time. Its hazard function is writ-
ten as the product of a non-parametric baseline hazard and
a covariate-dependent risk component. The regression co-
efficients of the covariates are estimated via partial likeli-
hood (Cox 1975), without specifying the baseline hazard.
After the coefficients are obtained, the baseline hazard is
estimated (Breslow 1972). In subsequent works, the base-
line hazard function has been parametrically modeled using
piecewise constant functions (Holford 1980) or B-splines
(Royston and Parmar 2002). This parameterization enables
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simultaneous full likelihood-based estimation of both time
dependence and covariate effects.

In practical applications across certain industries, events
are not reported immediately but with a delay, typically due
to operational or infrastructural constraints. Applying sur-
vival analysis techniques in such settings presents a signifi-
cant challenge, as event occurrences remain unobserved un-
til they are reported after a delay. Ignoring these delays can
lead to an underestimation of event frequencies. The epi-
demiological literature highlights the importance of adjust-
ing for reporting delays. In typical clinical trials, there is a
time lag between the occurrence of an event and the ascer-
tainment of vital status. To account for this delay, alternative
estimators to the naive Kaplan-Meier have been proposed
in previous studies (Hu and Tsiatis 1996; der Laan and Hub-
bard 1998). In infectious disease research, it is often difficult
to clearly define the population under observation, leading
to the truncation of individuals who remain asymptomatic
or go unreported. Existing research (Lagakos, Barraj, and
Gruttola 1988; Kalbfleisch and Lawless 1991; Pagano et al.
1994) has estimated delay distributions using truncated data.

One of the key applications of modeling reporting de-
lays lies in insurance risk management, which is essential
for maintaining the long-term stability of insurance compa-
nies and ensuring fairness among stakeholders. As outlined
in section 2, a variety of approaches have been proposed for
reserving incurred but not reported (IBNR) claims. Since re-
serving typically focuses on portfolio-level estimates, these
approaches do not directly support risk evaluation at the in-
dividual policy level. Additionally, unlike truncated data, in-
surance policies are typically subject to right censoring. In-
corporating censored individuals who are not entirely absent
but only partially observed has not yet been well established.
As a result, the practical analysis of individual risk profiles
often requires waiting until there is sufficient confidence that
most accidents have been reported. This waiting period does
not pose a significant problem when underwriting policies
within homogeneous and historically well-understood risk
segments. However, untimely risk evaluation for new seg-
ments with high uncertainty may critically affect the finan-
cial position of insurance companies. This also implies that
timely decision-making such as repricing or product discon-
tinuation can help broaden the range of acceptable risk pro-
files. Consequently, individual risk evaluation that accounts
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Figure 1: Overview of problem setting. There are two processes: one leading up to an accident and another from the accident
to its corresponding report. Without a report, the accident information enclosed in parentheses is not observed. The main
objective of this study is to estimate the accident hazard function for the timely risk evaluation of a newly enrolled cohort with
homogeneous risk. Given the limited observation window for such cohorts, the parameter estimator in the survival model is
required to achieve asymptotic consistency even under administrative censoring.

for right-censored reporting delays is highly appealing in ef-
forts to expand the reach of insurance value.

In this study, we explore a survival analysis framework
that accounts for right-censored reporting delays. Figure 1
provides an overview of our problem setting. To capture
the structure induced by reporting delays, we model unre-
ported event occurrences as latent variables and construct
the joint probability distribution marginalized over them.
The corresponding estimator based on this marginal dis-
tribution is shown to be consistent, and its estimates can
be computed using the expectation-maximization algorithm.
However, when evaluating the risk of a newly enrolled co-
hort in a timely manner, the observation period is often lim-
ited due to administrative censoring. This limitation makes it
difficult to ensure the consistency of the parameter estimator.
To address this issue, we propose a two-stage estimation pro-
cedure based on a parametric proportional hazards model,
illustrated in fig. 2. The proposed procedure yields a consis-
tent estimator in the target domain by transferring parame-
ters from the source domain without administrative censor-
ing. Experimental results demonstrate that our approach en-
hances the timeliness of insurance risk evaluation.

Organization. The remainder of this paper is organized
as follows: Section 2 reviews existing research on IBNR
claim estimation. Section 3 covers preliminaries necessary
for introducing our approach. Section 4 defines the prob-
lem setting. Section 5 describes our methodology. Section 6
presents the experimental results. Section 7 concludes this
study. Section A provides a summary of the notations intro-
duced in the main text. Section B includes supplementary
material on the preliminaries. Section C provides the proofs
of the theoretical results.

2 Related Work

Reserving for IBNR claims is a fundamental topic in actuar-
ial science (Skurnick 1973; Taylor 2000). The chain ladder
method (Mack 1993, 1999) and the Bornhuetter-Ferguson
method (Bornhuetter and Ferguson 1972; Mack 2008) are
widely used in practice. These methods estimate report-
ing delay structures using two-dimensional tables that ag-
gregate historical claim amounts by accident and reporting
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Figure 2: Overview of the two-stage estimation procedure.
The target domain, representing a newly enrolled cohort,
is subject to administrative censoring. Due to identifiabil-
ity limitations inherent in survival models, the covariate ef-
fect in the target domain cannot be estimated without supple-
mentary information. To address this challenge, we consider
a setting in which supplementary data from a source domain
unaffected by administrative censoring are available.

dates. In recent decades, a range of more flexible models has
been developed to address the limitations of these traditional
techniques, particularly by capturing individual-level claim
arrival processes (Antonio and Plat 2014) and incorporat-
ing environmental variation (Badescu, Lin, and Tang 2016;
Badescu et al. 2019). Verbelen et al. (2022) integrated the
processes of event occurrences and reporting delays using
latent variables at the aggregate level.

Existing approaches have been developed to improve the
accuracy of reserving at the portfolio level. In contrast, we
focus on timely risk evaluation at the individual policy level,
with applications to pricing and underwriting. Note that the
joint parameter estimation used in the first stage of the two-
stage procedure can also be applied to reserving tasks.

3 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we denote random variables by up-
percase letters and their realizations by lowercase letters,
omitting indices and accents such as in Y and y;. We assume



that all probability density functions are positive, bounded,
and continuous. Furthermore, the parameter spaces associ-
ated with these functions are assumed to be compact and
to contain the true parameter values. A prime attached to
a parameter signifies that it belongs to the same parameter
space, as in @ and 0’. A semicolon is used in the notation to
explicitly specify parameters, as in f(y; ). A vertical bar in-
dicates conditioning on observed covariates, as in f(y | ).
Let I denote the indicator function.

Survival analysis models the time until an event occurs
as a non-negative random variable 7'. The hazard function
of T at time ¢t € [0,00) is defined as h(t) = f(t)S(t)~!,
where f(t) denotes the probability density function of T,
and the corresponding survival function is given by S(t) =

1 - fot f(s)ds. The censoring time is modeled as a non-
negative random variable C, assumed to be independent of
T. Define the observation time as Y = min{7, C} and the
event indicator as V' = I(T' < C). For y € [0,00) and
v € {0, 1}, the joint distribution of (Y, V) is

_ [SWfely) (v=0)
g(y’v)_{f(y)Sc(y) (v=1), o

where f. and S. denote the probability density function
and the survival probability of C, respectively. Administra-
tive censoring refers to situations where observations are
censored at a predetermined time point 7 € [0,00). Let
Y =min{Y,7}and V=1(T < C, T < 7). Fory € [0, 7]
and v € {0, 1}, the joint distribution of (Y, V') is

S(1)Se(r) (v=0,y=7)
Swfe(y) (v=0,y#7) 2)
fW)Se(y) (v=1).

The hazard functions of 7" and C are learned from in-
dependent observations D = (x;, y;, v;)"_,. Each observa-
tion is characterized by the covariates x; € X C R<, the
time y; until the event or censoring, and the event indicator
v; € {0,1}, where y; € [0,00) in the absence of admin-
istrative censoring, y; € [0, 7] otherwise, and the event in-
dicator takes 1 when the event occurs before censoring. For
simplicity, the realizations of (Y, V) and (Y, V') are not dis-
tinguished, and are collectively denoted by (y;, v;).

The hazard functions of 7" and C are parameterized by
unknown real-valued vectors 8 and 0., respectively. A sim-
ple example of a parametric hazard function is a constant
hazard rate defined by a single parameter A € (0, 00). The
log likelihood is given by £(0) + L.(0.), where the two
components are defined as

9(y,v) =

n

£0)=log [ fwil )" S(ys | )",  3)

i=1
n

Lo(6:) =log [T Seyi | @) felyi )™ &

=1

Based on the discrepancy between eq. (1) and eq. (2), we
derive the corresponding likelihood function under adminis-
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Figure 3: Notations for observations. The figure illustrates
three possible patterns of accident and report status under a
common right censoring time. In the top two patterns where
v; = 0, the accident status (z;, w;) remains unobserved.

trative censoring. As an alternative to L., we define El as

n

£1(0.) = log [ Se(ws | )" fulys | =)=, (5)
i=1

where vg = I(y; > 7(1 — v;)). Then, the log likelihood is
given by £(6) + £1(6.). The estimator of 8 is obtained by
maximizing £(8), regardless of whether administrative cen-
soring is present. A probability density function is said to be
identifiable if the same distribution corresponds to only one
parameter value. Provided that this condition holds for f, the
consistency of the estimator is established in section B.1 and
section B.2. This property is useful when the primary focus
is on the hazard function of 7', and that of C' is regarded as
a nuisance.

4 Problem Setting

In this study, we consider an unconventional setting in which
two events occur sequentially over time, and jointly model
both the time to the earlier event and the time from it to the
later one. The earlier event corresponds to an accident, while
the later event represents its report. We attach subscripts 1
and 2 to the symbols (7', h, f, S, 0) to refer to the earlier
and later events, respectively. Assume that 77,75, and C' are
mutually independent. Unless otherwise stated, 01, 85, and
0. are assumed to be unknown. Let Z = min{Ty,C}, W =
(T <0),Z=min{Z,7},and W =I(T1 < C, T <1).
Define Y, V, Y, and V by substituting 7" = T} + 75 into their
respective expressions. Each observation is characterized by
the covariates x; € X, the time z; € [0, y;] until the earlier
event or censoring, the event indicator w; € {0, 1} for the
earlier event, the time y; until the later event or censoring,
and the event indicator v; for the later event. For simplicity,
the same notations are used to represent the realizations of
both (Z,Y,W,V) and (Z,Y,W,V).

A similar setting involving two successive events under
right censoring is also discussed by Visser (1996). We addi-
tionally consider the setting in which the earlier event is un-
observed until the later event occurs. The triplet (x;, y;, v;)
is observed for each 1 < ¢ < n, while the pair (z;, w;)
is observed only if v; = 1. The probability of observing
(w,v) = (0,1) is zero by the definitions of (W, V') and



(W, V). Figure 3 illustrates three possible patterns that arise
under this extended setting. For simplicity, we set v; = 0 for
1<i<mandv; =1form+ 1 <17 <n.We also assume
that " . 2z > 0.

The main objective is to evaluate the risk associated with a
newly enrolled cohort that exhibits homogeneous risk char-
acteristics. When this evaluation is conducted in a timely
manner, each individual’s follow-up duration from enroll-
ment to the evaluation date is bounded above by a fixed
time limit 7, which is the administrative censoring. Under
the absence of administrative censoring, the consistency of
the parameter estimator can be shown under a moderate as-
sumption, as described in theorem 5.3. However, in the pres-
ence of administrative censoring, proving consistency re-
quires too restrictive assumptions on the survival models in
our problem setting. To address this limitation, we use ad-
ditional observations from a source domain that is not sub-
ject to administrative censoring. Additionally, we assume a
transfer condition stating that the time dependence of acci-
dent occurrences and the delay distribution in the source do-
main are the same as those in the target domain for the newly
enrolled cohort. Since insurance companies typically main-
tain long-term data on diverse policyholders, it is reasonable
to assume the existence of comparable cohorts unaffected by
administrative censoring.

In these settings, we propose a two-stage estimation pro-
cedure. In the second stage, applied to the target domain, we
construct a consistent estimator under administrative censor-
ing by leveraging information from the source domain and
the transfer condition. The details of the two-stage estima-
tion procedure are provided in the subsequent section.

5 Approach

In section 5.1, we develop parameter estimators that account
for right-censored reporting delays under both the presence
and absence of administrative censoring. In section 5.2, we
propose an approach for jointly estimating the parameters of
the earlier and later hazard functions under the absence of
administrative censoring. These methods constitute the two-
stage estimation procedure presented in section 5.3.

5.1 Estimator Formulation

We first construct the estimator of (61, 63) in the absence
of administrative censoring. The corresponding probability
model can be derived through a straightforward calculation.

Lemma 5.1. For 0 < y and v = 0, the joint distribution of
(Y,V)is
go=0(y) = So(y) fe(v), ©)
where Ss(y) = S1(y)+ [ f1(t)S2(y—t)dt. For0 < z <y
and v = 1, the joint distribution of (Z,Y, V) is
gv:l(zay) = fo(zvy)SC(y)v (7)

where fo(z,y) = f1(2)f2(y — 2).
Applying theorem 5.1, the log likelihood can be decom-
posed into £(61, 02) + L.(6.), where £ is defined by

E(01,02) =log [ [ So(yi | )" " folziyi | ). (8)

i=1

To estimate (61, 2), we disregard the second term of the log
likelihood and maximize the first. Although the structure of
the joint distribution resembles that of eq. (1), it involves a
newly introduced pair of functions, (Ss, fo). In this case, the
identifiability of (g,—q, gy=1) With respect to (01, 83) is not
straightforward, since the realization of (Z, W) is observed
only when V' = 1. As a result, proving the consistency of
the estimator is nontrivial. Nevertheless, it can be ensured
under the following identifiability assumption.

Assumption 5.2. If fi(t | x;01) = f1(¢t | x;07) and f>(t |
x;602) = fo(t | x;0)) forany ¢ € [0,00) and « € X, then
(01792) = ( 179/2)

Theorem 5.3. Under theorem 5.2, the estimator of (01, 02)
obtained by maximizing £(601,03) without administrative
censoring is asymptotically consistent.

As in standard survival models, the distribution of the cen-
soring time can be ignored when estimating the hazard func-
tion of the event time. Notably, section D.1 shows that this
property remains valid even when the censoring times for
the earlier and later events differ.

When the hazard function of C' is also of interest and
(61,02) shares some components with 6., the following
assumption facilitates the joint estimation of (61,605,0.).
However, it should be noted that this additional assumption
holds only for restrictive survival models such as the con-
stant hazard function.

Assumption 5.4. If 8, # 0/, then the sign of S..(¢ | =; 6.)—
Sc(t | @;@7) is nonzero and constant over ¢ € [0, 00).

Proposition 5.5. Under theorem 5.2 and theorem 5.4,
the estimator of (01,62,0.) obtained by maximizing
E(01,05) + L(6.) without administrative censoring is
asymptotically consistent.

Next, we consider the case with administrative censoring.
The structure of the probability model differs slightly from
that described in theorem 5.1.

Lemma 5.6. For 0 < y < 7 and v = 0, the joint distribu-
tion of (Y, V) is

€))

gv:o(y) = {SO(T)SC(T) (y — T)

Soy)fely) (y#7).

For0 < z <y < 7andv = 1, the joint distribution of
(Za Y, V) IS gu=1 (Za Z/)

As in theorem 5.6, the presence of administrative censor-
ing results in the replacement of the density f. in g,—g at
y = 7 by the survival function S,.. Then, the log likelihood
is given by £(01, 65) + L1(6,). This log likelihood appears
to allow for the estimation of the hazard functions of 7 and
T5 without requiring the censoring time distribution. How-
ever, since observations are only available up to time ¢t = T,
we cannot impose the condition that the integrals of f; and
f2 over t € [0,00) equal one. This condition is used in the
proof of theorem 5.3 to ensure the identifiability of the sur-
vival model in the absence of administrative censoring. The
following theorem shows that alternative assumptions can
nevertheless guarantee the consistency of the estimator.



Assumption 5.7. If fi(¢t | ;601) = f1(¢t | =;0}) for any
t €10,7] and € X, then 6; = 6.

Assumption 5.8. 0 is known and denoted by 63.

Theorem 5.9. Under theorem 5.7 and theorem 5.8, the esti-
mator of 01 obtained by maximizing £(01, 05) with admin-
istrative censoring is asymptotically consistent.

The following identifiability on the censoring time distri-
bution allows for the joint estimation of (61, 62, 6..).

Assumption 5.10. If f1(t | ;0,) = fi(t | =;0}) and
fe(t | x;0.) = fo(t | @;0.) forany ¢t € [0,7] and z € X,
then (64,6.) = (0},6..).

Proposition 5.11. Under theorem 5.8 and theorem 5.10, the
estimator of (01,0.) obtained by maximizing £(61,03) +
L.(0.) with administrative censoring is asymptotically con-
sistent.

Unfortunately, theorem 5.9 and theorem 5.11 rely on the-
orem 5.8, which is unrealistic in many practical applications.
Furthermore, theorem 5.7 and theorem 5.10 are also overly
restrictive when the administrative censoring time 7 is short.
The two-stage estimation approach proposed in section 5.3
addresses this issue arising from administrative censoring.
By transferring parameters estimated from a source domain
that is not subject to administrative censoring, the method
avoids reliance on these restrictive assumptions. Note that
the estimation procedure for the case in which the adminis-
trative censoring time 7 is sufficiently long is described in
section D.2.

5.2 Parameter Optimization

In the absence of administrative censoring, one approach to
jointly estimate the parameters of the earlier and later haz-
ard functions is to directly maximize the objective function
£(64,05). However, computing its gradient with respect to
the parameters is often challenging, as log S,(y) does not
admit a closed-form expression. Consequently, instead of
directly maximizing the objective function, we adopt the
following lower bound derived using Jensen’s inequality
(Billingsley 2012).

Theorem 5.12. Define £1(01 | D1) as the log likelihood
obtained by replacing f and D in eq. (3) with f1 and D1 =
(T4, zi, w;)1q, respectively. Similarly, define L2(02 | D2)
by replacing f and D in eq. (3) with fo and Dy = (x;,y; —
zi, U;) 1, respectively. Then, (01, 02) is bounded below by

Z[(L1(61 | D1) 4 L2(02 | D2) —log q)q], (10)

where ¢ = 1%, ¢i(2i,w;), q; is a positive function such
that T;[q;(zi,w;)] = 1, T =Ty 0- - - 0L, and T; is given by

Yi
z2i=yi,w; =0 + /0 [ ' ]|wi:1dzi' an

Given the parameters (01, 05), the lower bound defined in
eq. (10) is maximized when q;(z;,w;) is given by

So(y:) 181 (2 | @) (w; = 0)
{So(yi)_lfl(zi | 2:)S2(yi — zi | &) (wi=1). (12

=1

Algorithm 1: Lower Bound Maximization

1: while iteration count has not reached the maximum do
2:  Update g to the form defined in eq. (12).

3:  Generate pseudo-complete datasets using q.

4:  Optimize the parameters based on eq. (13).

5: end while

Algorithm 2: Reject Sampling

Repeat t ~ f1(t | ;) until one of the following holds:
if the accident time ¢ exceeds the censoring time y; then
return the imputed value (z;, w;) < (yi, 0)
else if Uniform(0, 1) < So(y; — t | x;) then
return the imputed value (z;, w;) < (¢, 1)
end if

AN AN e

Based on theorem 5.12, the expectation-maximization al-
gorithm (Dempster, Laird, and Rubin 1977) is implemented
as in algorithm 1, iteratively updating ¢ and optimizing the
parameters accordingly.

The integral in eq. (10) cannot be evaluated in closed
form. To resolve this issue, we adopt a Monte Carlo approx-
imation as proposed by Wei and Tanner (1990). The miss-
ing values in D; and D5 are imputed using samples gen-
erated from q. This procedure is repeated s times, and the
resulting pseudo-complete datasets are then combined. Let
‘P1 and P, denote the aggregated pseudo-complete datasets
corresponding to D; and Ds, respectively. The lower bound
is approximated by

871‘61(91 | 7)1) + 571[:2(02 | 732) —I[qlogq}. (13)

The formulation in eq. (13) enables the independent opti-
mization of 6; and 0, using standard full-likelihood meth-
ods, thereby facilitating the reuse of existing resources and
models. This approximation can also be applied to maximiz-
ing £(61,63) in the presence of administrative censoring.
The remaining problem is how to efficiently generate
samples from ¢ for use in Monte Carlo integration. As shown
in eq. (12), the normalization constant S,(y;) appears in
the sampling distribution ¢; (z;, w;). To avoid computing this
constant explicitly, we adopt the rejection sampling scheme
described in algorithm 2. The relative error of the gradient

m

of eq. (10) with respect to the parameters is O (/™).

5.3 Two-Stage Estimation

Based on the results obtained thus far, we propose the two-
stage estimation approach. Assume that the true earlier haz-
ard functions in both the source and target domains fol-
low proportional hazards models, and that they share the
same baseline hazard function and delay distribution. As de-
scribed in section 4, the source domain is assumed to be free
from administrative censoring, whereas the target domain is
subject to it.

In the first stage, the earlier and later hazard functions
are jointly estimated from the source domain data. The ear-
lier hazard function in the source domain is specified as
hi(t; o)p(x; B) for t € [0,00) and € X, where both



hy and ¢ are strictly positive functions parameterized by
unknown real-valued vectors o and (3, respectively. Let
(&, 8, 92) denote the estimator of (cx,3,6>) obtained by
maximizing & ((a, B), 02), where & refers to £ evaluated
over the observations from the source domain. The joint pa-
rameter estimation can be achieved using algorithm 1.
Consider the second stage. For the earlier event, the base-
line hazard is set to hy(¢; &), and the covariate effect is as-
sumed to be constant y because the target domain is de-
fined as a subpopulation with homogeneous risk. For the
later event, the hazard function is specified as ho(t | x; ég).
Let 4 denote the estimator of  obtained by maximizing
E1((é,7), 05), where &, is defined as € evaluated on the ob-
servations from the target domain. Using theorem 5.3 and
theorem 5.9, we derive the following theorem regarding the
consistency of the two-stage estimation procedure.

Theorem 5.13. Suppose that theorem 5.2 holds in the first
stage. Then, 7 is asymptotically consistent.

The expression of 4 is not available in closed form. Al-
though algorithm 1 is generally stable for estimating the sin-
gle parameter y in a given cohort, repeatedly applying it
across multiple cohorts can be computationally expensive.
We therefore consider constructing a simple approximation
of 4. In the following, (D;, D) is regarded as the observa-
tions from the target domain. As a naive approach, we esti-
mate v by ignoring the second term in S, (y).

Proposition 5.14. Let 7 be defined as

n—m
n f N ’
21:1 fOZL hb(tQ O‘)dt

where y; = (1 — v;)y; + viz;. Then, % is less than .

(14)

The second term in S, (y) captures the probability that an
accident occurs but is not reported. Although a closed-form
approximation of  can be obtained by omitting this term,
theorem 5.14 shows that such an omission leads to an un-
derestimation. To address this issue, we analyze 4 by incor-
porating the difference between the survival probabilities of
Ty and T». For 6 € [0, y;], let €; be defined as

Vim0 Soly; — t | @i;02)
«(0) /0 exp(—(y; — t)vi) ! ()

where v; = 4 max;c(q,y,) b (t; &), and the denominator rep-
resents a lower bound on the survival probability of 7} at
time y; —t. The function ¢;(d) decreases monotonically with
respect to d, and the decline becomes steep when the later
hazard function is sufficiently large relative to v;. Motivated
by this behavior, we present the following theorem as an an-
alytical approximation of 4. Note that the proportional con-
stant in the Landau order is provided in the proof.

Assumption 5.15. y,v; < 1foreach1 <i < m.
Theorem 5.16. Let 7y be defined as

n—m

T ~ v
S Ryt &) (1= Salys — t | 4:05))' " dt

. (16)

Under theorem 5.15, the following holds:

N m *,0 02
71+O<Zi—15iyzyz)’ (17)

o n—m

where &7 is the fixed point satisfying 6 = €;(0}).

Intuitively, the denominator in eq. (16) can be regarded
as a weighted version of that in eq. (14), where the weights
correspond to the probability that an accident occurring at
each time is reported within the remaining observation pe-
riod. In many applications, the hazard of reporting delays
is substantially greater than that of accident occurrences.
In such cases, ¢ becomes sufficiently small relative to y;
because ¢;(d) exhibits a steep decline. Consequently, under
theorem 5.15, % provides a close approximation to 4.

6 Numerical Study

In this section, we provide experimental evidence supporting
the validity of our approach.

Survival Model. The earlier hazard function follows a
parametric proportional hazards model. Its baseline haz-
ard function is defined as the piecewise constant function
h’b(t) = Z?:l aiﬂ(t € [&—17&))’ where (50751752763) =
(0,0.5,1,00) and each o; € (0,00). Note that the theo-
retical behavior of the proportional hazards model with this
baseline is detailed in Friedman (1982). The covariate effect
in the source domain is modeled as exp([31, - - - , B4] ' ) for
x € X, where each 3; € R. In contrast, the covariate effect
in the target domain is represented by a scalar parameter .
The later hazard function follows a constant hazard rate \.

Estimation. The parameters for the source domain were
estimated using algorithm 1 with 30 iterations and s = 10.
The sampling of the missing values (z;,w;), was per-
formed via algorithm 2. The parameters were initialized us-
ing estimates obtained by substituting the missing values
with (y;, v;)1™,. For the target domain, vy was estimated by
eq. (16). We refer to this estimation procedure as Ours. One
baseline for both the source and target domains assumes
that the missing values are fully observed, while another re-
places them with (y;, v;)!" . These baselines are referred to
as Complete and Naive, respectively.

Environment. We used a 64-bit Windows machine with
the Intel Core 19-9900K @ 3.60 GHz processor and 64 GB
of RAM. The code was implemented by Python version
3.13.5. The maximization of £;(6; | P;) was conducted
using version 0.30.0 of the lifelines library!. All parameters
were set to their default values.

6.1 Toy Model

We investigate the behavior of our parameter estimation.
Setting. We generated n = 1000 datasets for each of the
source and target domains based on the survival model de-
scribed above. The true value of (a1, as, as, B1,7y) was set
to (0.1,0.2,0.3,1,2). To assess the effect of reporting de-
lays, we considered three distinct true values of A: 0.5, 5,
and 50. The censoring time followed a constant hazard rate
of 1. The administrative censoring time in the target domain

'https://github.com/CamDavidsonPilon/lifelines



Estimation Result

Method ).
A fo%1 (o7 Qas B1 Y
Complete  — - 0.101 +0.017 0.200 +0.028 0.300 +0.037 1.004+0.119 1.995+0.178
Naive 0.5 — 0.034 £ 0.010 0.063 +=0.016 0.080 £ 0.017 0.886 £ 0.232 0.249 £ 0.054
Naive 5 - 0.087 £ 0.015 0.163 +0.028 0.245 +0.029 0.992 +0.150 1.253 £0.143
Naive 50 - 0.098 £0.015 0.195+£0.033 0.292+0.037 1.017+£0.150 1.894-+0.181
Ours 0.5 0.58840.173 0.092+0.029 0.182+0.061 0.2824+0.090 1.0134-0.271 1.850 4 0.388
Ours 5 5.0284+0.531 0.104+0.019 0.197+£0.035 0.299+0.037 1.001 +0.152 1.940 4+ 0.217
Ours 50 50.39+£3.975 0.100+0.016 0.199 +0.033 0.298 +0.038 1.018 £0.148 1.983 =0.189

Table 1: Parameter estimation results on the toy model. The table reports the mean and standard deviation of estimated parame-
ters across 100 trials. Cells with a thin gray background indicate that the relative error of the mean from the true value exceeds
5%, while those with a darker gray background indicate an error exceeding 25%. Let A, denote the true value of \.

was set to 7 = 0.75. Each covariate  with d = 1 for the
sorce domain was generated uniformly over [—1, 1]. To clar-
ify the role of the second stage in the two-stage estimation
procedure, we used the true values of (a, o, a3, A) when
estimating -y in this subsection only.

Result. Table 1 highlights that adjusting for reporting de-
lays helps mitigate the underestimation caused by ignoring
them. Notably, the parameter estimates from our approach
closely match the true values, except in cases with an ex-
cessive number of long delays. Additional results for finer
values of A, are provided in section E.1.

6.2 Insurance Risk Modeling

We demonstrate the practical utility of our approach for the
timely evaluation of insurance risk.

Setting. To explore the potential of expanding the eligible
age range for underwriting high-risk individuals, we adopted
two benchmark datasets, Dialysis (Carvalho et al. 2003) and
Support2 (Knaus et al. 1995), which are available via version
0.2.9 of the SurvSet library?. These datasets comprise 6805
and 9105 individuals, respectively. The time and event in-
dicators in these datasets were aligned to represent accident
occurrences (z;, w}), where z; was standardized by dividing
each value by its median. In addition to the original censor-
ing present in the datasets, synthetic censoring times c; were
independently generated under a constant hazard rate of 1.
The observed accident time and indicator were then rede-
fined as z; = min{z},¢;} and w; = wil(z] < ¢;), respec-
tively. Synthetic reporting times r; were simulated under a
constant hazard rate of A\, = 5. Let y; = min{z} + w;r;, ¢; }
and v; = wiI(z}+w;r; < ¢;). In the source domain, age was
employed as the covariate. We denote by Young the setting
in which the youngest 25% of the population is taken as the
target domain, with the remaining 75% serving as the source
domain. Conversely, Senior refers to the setting where the
oldest 25% is taken as the target domain and the remain-
ing 75% as the source domain. For each of the 100 trials,
the dataset from the target domain was randomly shuffled
and evenly split into two subsets. One subset, administra-
tively censored at 7 = 0.75, was used for parameter esti-

*https://github.com/ErikinBC/SurvSet

Dataset  Target = Method Metric

Dialysis  Young Complete 0.044 £+ 0.180
Dialysis  Young Naive —0.362 +0.270
Dialysis  Young Ours 0.085 +0.181
Dialysis ~ Senior Complete 0.003 £0.112
Dialysis ~ Senior Naive —0.366 £0.173
Dialysis ~ Senior Ours 0.086 +0.113
Support2  Young Complete 0.023 £ 0.077
Support2  Young Naive —0.281 +0.109
Support2  Young Ours 0.029 £ 0.082
Support2  Senior Complete 0.009 + 0.067
Support2  Senior Naive —0.322 + 0.096
Support2  Senior Ours —0.010 £ 0.072

Table 2: Performance in insurance risk modeling. The mean
and standard deviation of the evaluation metric across 100
trials are reported; closer to zero is better.

mation in the second stage of the two-stage procedure. The
other subset, free from administrative censoring, was em-
ployed to evaluate the estimated survival model. This test set
represents individuals expected to be underwritten as new
policyholders at time 7 after the target domain cohort has
emerged. Each individual receives a unit benefit if an acci-
dent occurs, and the premium is calculated as the integral of
the estimated hazard rate for accident occurrence over the
observation window. The evaluation metric is defined as the
total difference between paid benefits and collected premi-
ums, normalized by the total premiums.

Result. Table 2 shows that accounting for reporting de-
lays facilitates timely risk evaluation under administrative
censoring, even before the complete dataset is available. The
estimated parameters are presented in section E.2.

7 Conclusion
This study tackled learning survival models with right-
censored reporting delays. Theoretical and experimental re-
sults highlight the effectiveness of our approach.
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A Notations

Notation | Description
D D = (x4, yi,v;)1, is the set of independent observations
D, D; = (=4, zi, w;) is the set of independent observations for the earlier process
Dy Dy = (x4, y; — 2i,v;); is the set of independent observations for the later process
P1 the combined pseudo-complete dataset corresponding for the earlier process
Pa the combined pseudo-complete dataset corresponding for the later process
n the number of observations
m the number of observations with v; = 0
S the number of pseudo-complete datasets
Y min{7T, C}
\% (T <C)
Y min{Y, 7}
1% (T<CT<r7)
Z min{7y,C}
%% Ty <O)
Z min{Z, 7}
W Ty <C, Ty <7)
x; x; € X C R represents the individual covariates
Yi yi € [0,00) is the time from the start of the earlier process to the later event or censoring
U5 v; € {0, 1} is the later event indicator
% z; € [0, y;] is the time until the earlier event or censoring
w; w; € {0,1} is the earlier event indicator
L£(0) | logI[_y f(yi | @) S(y; | @)~
LC(OC) log H:'L:1 SC(yi | mi)vifC(yi | mi)livi
LH8.) | log [Ty Selyi | @)™ fulyi | &) with o] =I(y; > 7(1 - v;))
£(61,02) | log[[iy So(yi | )" ™" folzi,yi | i)™
(7] the real-valued vector that parameterize the probability density function of T’
6. the real-valued vector that parameterize the probability density function of C
0, the real-valued vector that parameterize the probability density function of T
0, the real-valued vector that parameterize the probability density function of 75
£ the probability density function of T at time ¢
fe(t) the probability density function of C' at time ¢
fi(t) the probability density function of T} at time ¢
fa(t) the probability density function of T3 at time ¢
S(t) ftoo f(s)ds
Se(t) ftoo fe(s)ds
Sl (t) ftoo fl (s)ds
So(t) 1.7 fa(s)ds
fo(zoy) | fi(2) f2(y — 2)

S1(y) + [y f1(t)S2(y — t)dt

Tyo---0T, withZ; = [~]|2i:yi’wizo + 1]
the hazard function of 7" at time ¢

the baseline hazard function in a proportional hazards model

dz;

w;=1 K




B Preliminaries
B.1 Standard Survival Model without Administrative Censoring

For y € [0,00) and v = 0, the following holds:

0
a—yPr(Yﬁy,V—v) a—P(C’<y,C<T)
0
— [ / (1) £(0)
L
S)fe(y)- (18)
For y € [0,00) and v = 1, the following holds:
2Pr(Y<yV: v)=—Pr(T <y, T<C)
ay — K 8 )
0
— [ / def (1)7.(0)
), o
f(y)Se(y). (19)

Consequently, for y € [0,00) and v € {0, 1}, the joint distribution of (Y, V) is
S - v=20

From the definition of g, we have

=— = . 2n

Using the Cauchy-Lipschitz uniqueness theorem (Teschl 2012), this equation with S(0) = S.(0) = 1 has a unique solution.
Therefore, if (f, f.) is identifiable with respect to (0, 8,.), then g is also identifiable with respect to (0, 8..). According to the
weak law of large numbers (Billingsley 2012) and Jensen’s inequality, the following holds:

1 1<
7(‘6(0) +£c(gc) = - Zlogg Yi, U4 | 5131‘;0 0)

n

—>/dw/ dy p(x)g(y,v | x;0%,0%) logg(y,v | x;0,6.)

1)6{0 1}

* * g(y7v ‘ m;0760)
daz/ d ,u | x;0%,07) 1o
/ Y P9y | ) & 9(y.v | ;67,07

ue{o 1}

/dw/ dy p(x)g(y,v | x;0",0;)logg(y,v | =;6%,0;)
116{01}

/dw dy p(x)g(y,v | x;0%,0;)logg(y,v | z;6,07), (22)
0 UG{O 1}



where 6* and 0% denote the true values of 6 and 6., respectively, and p(x) denotes the true probability distribution of X.
Similarly, the following holds:

Zlogf yi | 2i;0)"S(yi | zi;0)' "

/ de / dy Y p@)gly.v| z:67,67)log f(y | x:0)'S(y | z;0)'"

v€{0 1}

v gy, | 2:0)°S(y | 2:6)' "
/ d:E/ dy Z yav | T 0 OC)IOg f(y | m,@*)”S(y ‘ w;e*)l—v

ve{0,1}
/ d / dy S p(@)gly.v | 207,07 log f(y | :07)°S(y | x:07)1~
vE{Ol}
o gy 20,67
d d 0%,07)log C
/m/ v D, ey |z6n.0) 9(y, v | x;6%,6¢)
ve{0,1}
/ do / dy S p(@)gly.v | @:6°,07) log f(y | x:67)'S(y | z;07)1
UG{OI}
/dw/ dy p(x)g(y,v | x;0",0)log f(y | 2;0%)"S(y | x;0%)' " (23)
ve{01}

Consider the equality condition in Jensen’s inequality. If (f, f.) is identifiable with respect to (6, 6..), then the estimator of
(0, 6.) obtained by maximizing £(0) + L.(0.) is asymptotically consistent. If f is identifiable with respect to 6, then the
estimator of @ obtained by maximizing £(0) is asymptotically consistent.

B.2 Standard Survival Model with Administrative Censoring

For y = 7 and v = 0, the following holds:

Pr(Y =y, V=v)=Pr(r <C,7<T)

— [ ac [ arws
= S(7)S.(71). (24)
For y € [0, 7) and v = 0, the following holds:
0 - - 0
—_ < = = — < = = .
ay Pr(Y <y,V =v) By Pr(Y <y, V=v)=5S)f(v) (25)
For y € [0,00) and v = 1, the following holds
0 - - 0
a9 Pr(Y <y,V =) By Pr(Y <y, V =v) = f(y)Sc(y) (26)
Consequently, for y € [0, 7] and v € {0, 1}, the joint distribution of (Y, V) is
S(m)Se(r) (v=0,y=7)
9y, v) = ¢ SWfely) (v=0,y#7) @27
fy)Se(y)  (v=1).

Consider the case where g in section B.1 is replaced by . If (f, f.) over the time interval [0, 7] is identifiable with respect to
(0, 6,), then the estimator of (6, ,.) obtained by maximizing £(6) + £ (8.) is asymptotically consistent. If f over the time
interval [0, 7] is identifiable with respect to 0, the estimator of 8 obtained by maximizing £(8) is asymptotically consistent.



C Proofs
C.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1

For 0 < y and v = 0, the following holds:
ﬁ Pr(Y <y,V =v)
ay — y) -
—gPr(Y< W—OV—0)+2Pr(Y< W=1,V=0)
- ay — y7 - ) - ay —_ y) - ) -

= gPr(ng,C<T1)+§Pr(C§y7T1 <C,C<Ty+Ty)

8y/ dc/ dty f1(t1) fe(c —l——/ dc/ dtl/ dta f1(t1) fa(t2) fe(c)

:/,, dty f1(t1) fo(y / dtl/ dta f1(t1) f2(t2) fe(y)

= S10010)+ [ A0S0 - 1) e
= So(y) fe(y)- (28)
For 0 < z < y and v = 1, the following holds:

2

0yoz

Pr(Z <z Y <y,V=v)

2 2
= Pr(Z<zY<yW=0,V=1
Oy0z HZ=zY <y, ’ )+8yaz

2

= 9y

2

8y3z
y—t1 00
W)Z / ity / dt /+ defy (t1) fa(t2) fulc)

= o [ [ e ns

— aay/oy zfl(Z)fg(t2)SC(z+t2)dt2

= f1(2)f2(y — 2)5c(y)
= fo(z,9)Se(y)- (29)

Pr(Z <zY <y W=1V=1)

PI‘(CSZ,T1 + Ty Sy,C<T1,T1 + 1o SC)

+ Pr(Tl§Z7T1+T2§yaT1§CaT1+T2§C)

C.2 Proof of Theorem 5.3

The following holds:

fo(t, 1) fo(0,1)
f2(0) f1(0)

Considering that both f; and f, are the probability density functions, we have

_ / T 0.0 fa(0) = / T bt 31)
0 0

Ht) = fat) = (30)



Therefore, using theorem 5.2, if fo(z,y | ®;01,02) = fo(z,y | ;07,05) forany 0 < z < y and & € X, then (61,602) =
(67, 0%). From the weak law of large numbers and Jensen’s inequality, we have

n

%5(91,92) = ;;((1 — ;) log So(y; | Ti; 01, 02) + vilog fo(zi, yi | @i;61,02))

ﬂ>/ dw/ dyp(x)gu=o(y | x;07,05,07)log So(y | x; 601, 62)
X 0
00 y
+ / de / dy / dzp()gomr (2,9 | 307,05, 07)log fo(2,y | a: 61, 65)

x;01,0
/ d.’l)/ dyp gv 0 |:C 01392a ) ((z|w 01 ei))
19

* * * o Z? -’E,O 79
+ [ [Tay [ dzp(w)gv-l(z,yw;el,eg,ec)logjféz ¥y
[e] YY1, Y2

/dw/ dyp(@)gu_oly | : 07,03, 67) log Sa(y | «: 67, 63)

/d:c/ dy/ dzp(@)go_i (2.3 | @0}, 05,07 log fu(z.y | x; 6}, 65)

Go=0(y | x;61,62,6)
da}/ dyp(x)gu—o(y | x;07,053,0>)log <
X (@)gu=0ly | 2 0c) & Gooly | @ 07,05,07)

o 9= 1(z,y | x;01,09,07)
diL‘/ d / dZ v=1\%, 1;0 797
/ y p(x)go=1(2,y | x;07,65,0) 1o dor(zry | @07, 05,07)

/dw/ dyp()go_oly | ;6. 05.07) log Su(y | ; 6}, 65)

/dw/ dy/ dzp(x)gu=1(2z,y | ©;07,65,67)log fo(2,y | z;67,65)
< / dw / dyp(@)go_oly | ;6. 05,07) log Sa(y | ;67 65)

X 0

oo Yy
+ / do / dy / dzp(@)gor(z,y | :67,05,07)log folz,y | @;05,63), 32)
X 0 0

where 67 and 05 denote the true values of ; and 63, respectively. Consequently, from the equality condition in Jensen’s
inequality, the estimator of (61, 03) obtained by maximizing £(61, 62) is asymptotically consistent.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 5.5
For 0 < z < y, the following holds:

agv O
y fely

2 2 (s [ i)
g(l /f1 (1= Saly — 1)) dt)
At /dtf1 ) [ dsate)
- [ nsto - nar

—_ v=1(t,y)dt. 33
Sc(y)/o Go=1(t,v) (33)



Therefore, we have

ng:o(y) 1 Y _
R A
1 99o(y) _ gumo@) 9ely) | 1 [ )
fely) Oy fe)?* 0Oy Sc(y)/o gu= ()t =0
Ogu—o(y) (0Se(y) 1 0S.(y)\~20°S. 1
- D0alt) (SN (SN PO | L[ o
_ 0°Sc(y) _ dloggu=o(y) 0Sc(y)  Jo go=r(t,y)dt 1 <agc(y))2
dy? y dy go=o(y)  Sey)\ dy /-

From the Cauchy-Lipschitz uniqueness theorem, .S, is uniquely determined by specifying f.(0) given (g,—o, gv=1). Here, the
following holds:

(34)

_ gvzl(tvt) _ gvzl(oat)
O =50s0 20~ noso o
Since both f; and f5 are the probability density functions, we have
_ _ o gv:l(oa t) o gv:1(t> t)
0,20.0) = HOROSO) = ([ 2Ea) ([ B ar). 36)

From theorem 5.4, the right side of this equation monotonically increasing with respect to f.(0). Therefore, S, is uniquely
determined given (g,—o, gy—1). Additionally, the following holds:

=B [l st [t

Therefore, applying theorem 5.2 and theorem 5.4, if g,—o(y | ®;01,602,0.) = gp—o(y | x;01,05,0.) and g,—1(z,y |
x;01,02,0.) = gy—1(z,y | ©;01,05,0.,) forany 0 < z < y and € X, then (61,62,0,) = (07, 605,0.). By the weak
law of large numbers and Jensen’s inequality, we have

1 1
n(5(01,02)+£

Z 1 —w;)log gu=o(yi | xi; 01,02, 0.) + vi10g gu=1(2i, yi | ®i;01,02,6.))

3

5/ dw/ dyp(x)go=0(y | =;07,05,07)log g,—o(y | x; 01, 62,6.)
X 0

oo y
+/ dw/ dy/ dzp(x)ge=1(2,y | z; 07,05, 0;)log go=1(z,y | =;61,62,0.)
X 0 0

Gov= O(y ‘ .’13'01,02,0 )
Jo= O(y | Z; 0179§a9§)

* gv 1(zy\w91,02a0)
d / dZ v=1(% T 67 ’0 ’0
y p g 1 yl 1 2 'U 1(Z,y|m70139;)0:)

/dm dyp(@)go—o(y | : 07,63, 07) log

- dw/
+/de/ dyp(x)gv—o(y | ;67,05,0%)log gu—o(y | z;07,05,07)
0
S y
/ do / dy / d2p(@)goms (2.1 | ;07 05,07) 10g guer (2, y | 2: 65, 63.67)
0
< / do / dyp(@)go_oly | x; 07,05, 07) log gu_o(y | : 07,63, 67)
/dm/ dy/ dzp(x)guv=1(2,y | x; 07, 05,07)log gv—1(z2,y | x;67,65,67). (38)

Consequently, applying the equality condition in Jensen’s inequality, the estimator of (67,65, 6.) obtained by maximizing
E(61,03) + L.(6.) is asymptotically consistent.



C.4 Proof of Theorem 5.6
For y = 7 and v = 0, the following holds:

Pr(Y =y, V=0)=Pr(Y =7,W=0,V=0)+Pr(Y =7,W =1V =0)
=Pr(r<C,r<T)+Pr(r<CTH <7,7<Th +Tp)

:/ dc/ dtyf1(t1) fe(c / dc/ dt1/ dtz f1(t1) f2(t2) fe(c)

= Sl( / f1 tl SQ T—tl)S ( )dtl
= 5o(7)Se(7). (39)
For 0 < y < 7 and v = 0, the following holds:
0 — _ 0
PR < = = _— < = = .
5y POV S0V =) = 2 Pr(Y <9,V =) = S.()1(9) (40)
For 0 < z <y < 7 and v = 1, the following holds
0? - - _ 0?
< < =) = < < — ) = ,
RE Pr(Z <z Y <y, V=vu) PR Pr(Z <z,Y <y, V=uv)= fo(z,y)S:(v) 41)
C.5 Proof of Theorem 5.9
For t € [0, 7], the following holds:
fo(t,1)
t) = . 42
h0 =50 @

Therefore, from theorem 5.7 and theorem 5.8, if fo(z,y | @;601,03) = fo(z,y | x;07,05) forany 0 < z < y<rtandzx € X,
then 8, = 6]. Consequently, replacing g,— in section C.2 w1th GJuv—0, the estimator of 6; obtained by maximizing £(61, 03) is
asymptotlcally consistent.

C.6 Proof of Theorem 5.11
For t € [0, 7], the following holds:

s.(t) = £2W9=1(0.9) Go=1(t,1)
T 9u=1(0,0) fo(t) £2(0)S.(t)”

Therefore, from theorem 5.8 and theorem 5.10, if g,—1 (2, y | ;601,605,0.) = go=1(z,y | x;01,05,0.) forany0 < z <y < 7
and x € X, then (01, 6.) = (61, 0’). Consequently, replacing g, in section C.3 with g, —o, the estimator of (61, 8..) obtained

by maximizing £ (81, 03) + L(6.) is asymptotically consistent.

f(t) = (43)

C.7 Proof of Theorem 5.12
The following holds:

logI[exp(ﬁ 01| Dy)+ L(O: | DZ))]

::]§

IOgI[ fi(zi | @) St (zi | @) " follys — 2i | ®i)V Sa(yi — 2 | @) ™

Il
—

7

logI[H fi(zi | @) Sy (zi | i)' " Sa(yi — 2 | "Dz)} H Ji(zi [ i) fo(yi — 2 | @4)
i=1 i=m-+1
m Yi
OgH(Sl(Z/z‘ lzi)+ | fizi [ 20)S2(yi — 2 [ @i de) H fi(zi | i) fo(yi — zi | @)
i=1 0 i=m-+1
IOgHS Yi | @) H Jo(2isyi | ®3)
i=m-+1

= 5(91, 02). (44)



Therefore, applying Jensen’s inequality, we have

exp(L(61 | D1) + L(02 | D2)) q}
q
> Z[(L£(81 | D1) + L(8s | Do) —logq)q]
[T fize | @) S1(z | @)~ Sa(y —
q

£(01,07) zlogI{

B xb)} + log H fo(ziyyi | @i). 45)

1=m-+1

= I{q log

Additionally, for 1 < ¢ < m, the following holds:
Li[fizi | @) Si(zi | ) ™ Says — zi | &2)] = [fr(zi | )" Si(i | @) ™ Salys — 20 | @d)]], 4o

Yi
+/ [fi(zi | @) S1(zi | i)' ™" Sa(ys — 2 | @5)] ’wi:ldzi
0

Yi
=S1(yi | =) + Ji(zi | @) Sa(yi — 2i | 4)dz;
0
= So(yi)- (46)

Consequently, according to the equality condition in Jensen’s inequality, the lower bound defined in eq. (10) is maximized when
¢i(z, w;) is given by

So(yi)~1S1 (2 | ;) (w; =0)
{So(yi)_lfl(zi | 2:)S2(yi — zi | &) (wi=1). @7

C.8 Proof of Theorem 5.13
According to theorem 5.3, we have
£:((6,7),02) © Exl(ens,7), 05). (48)

Theorem 5.7 and theorem 5.8 are satisfied when the earlier and later hazard functions are given by hy(¢; av, )y and ha(t | x; 03),
respectively. Consequently, applying theorem 5.9, 4 is asymptotically consistent.

C.9 Proof of Theorem 5.14

The following holds:
0 .
oy ((&,7),02)
0 /e n
377(2 log So (i | ;) Z log f1(zi | i) f2(yi — 2i | wi))
i=1 i=m-+1
a m Yi n
- 877(2 Og(Sl(yz | ;) fi(t | @i)Sa(y; —t | a:i)dt) + > log fi(zi | wi))
i=1 0 i=m+1
9 (x- YO @) Sa(yi —t | @) -
~ oy ! i | @) +log(1 1 i | @i
afy(;<og6’1(”y | ;) + og( + ; ACAED) dt))+i_%;1 og fi(z |m)>
_9 i(f /y h () ydt + log(l + /y hi(t)y exp (/U hb(s)fyds> Saly; —t | a;l-)dt))
O i=1 0 0 t
+ 0 z”: logh i) / ha( fydt
a. b\ <4 b
97, =m+1
no oyl _ m -1 ho(s)ds)h 48V (s — £ 1 )t
:_Z/ hb(t)dH— Z o (VM S he(s)ds) ha(t)y exp (S, ha(s)vds) Sa(y: —t | =) . 49)
— Jo 1+ﬁ) hy(t ’yexp(ft ho(s)vds)Sa(y; — t | @;)dt

Since the last term is positive, B%E ((é,7), B) remains positive for any 0 < v < 5. Consequently, 5 is less than 4.



C.10 Proof of Theorem 5.16
Let 7 be defined as

yi JSE U+ [ he(s)ds) b (t) exp ([, ho(s)vds) Sa(y; — t | @;)dt
Z/ hot)Sa(ys =t | i)t = Z L+ [ ho(t)yexp( [, ho(s)vds)Sa(y; —t | ;)dt - 60

Then, for 6; € [0, y;], the following holds:

(/ _—y ml)dt) (1 n /Oy hb(t)’yexp(/tyi hb(s)’yds)Sg(yi ¢ a:l-)dt)
- /0 (1 9 /  ho(s)ds ) (1) exp / " ho()yds) Sals ¢ m»dt‘
- Z A " (exw( [ matornas) - 1) ulo)Salus | @
+ Z/ / s)ds + /y hi()S2(y; — s | wi)ds> hb(t)'yexp</tyi hb(s)wds> So(y; —t | x;)dt

SZ/ | (exp((yi — )iy ™'y) = VA~ Sa(ys — t | ai)dt

m Yi Yi
+Z/ ((yi—t)l/ﬂ‘lﬂL/ Vi~ Sa (ys —S\-’Ez)dS)Vm Yyexp((yi — )iy~ 1y) Salys — t | ai)dt
=1 0 0

m Yi—0;
<> / (exp((yi — )iA™y) = Vi Sa(ys — t | @4)dt
i=170

m Yi
+Z/ ) (exp((yi — )iy ') — )wiy ™" Salys — t | @,)dt
i=1vYi—0i
m Yi—0; Yi
+ Z/ ((yL — )yt —|—/ vy 8o (y; — s | acz)ds)yzfy vexp((y — Oy~ 7)52( i —t | a;)dt
—Jo 0

<

m Yi
3 (= 0wA T [ vAT S — s | @ids) vy exp((u — v ) Salys — ¢ @)t
i=1"Yi=0 0
(S

Therefore, we have

m m

Am(3) < (explyivi) — Vviei(8:) + Y (exp(8ivs) — 1) 61

i=1 i=1

+ Zl(yz + /Oyi So(yi — s | -’Bz‘)ds) viei(6;) + Zl(éz + /Oyi So(yi — s | wi)ds)%?(gi exp(d;v;)

(exp(yiui) - 1)1/2'61'(52') + (exp(éil/i) - 1)52-1/1- + yiz/fq(éi) + (5?1/? exp(éiyi)

Il
.Eﬂ\g

Yi—0; Yi
+ (/ Sa(y; — s | x;)ds +/ Sa(y: — s | :cl)d5> (1/1261'(51') + 1/1252- exp(&ui)))
0 Yi—0;

< Z((exp(yiz/i) — 1)1/1»61-(&) + (exp(éil/i) — 1)5,%— + yiufq(éi) + (531/? exp(&wi)

=1

+ (67;(5,') + 57,) (Gi (51) + 61 exp (51,1/2))%2) (52)



Additionally, applying theorem 5.15, the following holds:

m

OGHn(H)) = O(Z((exp(yiui) - 1)uiei(5i) + (exp(éiui) - 1)51%‘ +yivie;(6;) + 0207 exp(éiyi)

i=1

S (wkess) + 5202 + v2a(6:)))

= (’)(i (6iv3) + (yivi) (€ (8:)vs) + (ei(éi)ui)Q)). (53)

Here, the gradient of £((¢, ), 62) can be represented as
0

6776(((177)702)
_ - yj m Yi
_n 7m _ Z/ hy () dt + Z/ ho(£)Sa(yi — t | @)dt
i=170 = Jo

B Y i (L [ he(s)ds) by (t) exp ([ ho(s)yds) Sa(y; — t | @;)dt
;/0 o (£)S2(ys —t | @i)dt + ; 1+ foyi hy () exp(ftyi hb(s)'yds)52(yi —t | x;)dt

n—m n—m

— - +”;m—;/ji ho(t) (1 = (1 — v3)Sa(ys — t | @:))dt — ()

v v
n—m n—m
= - — (7). 54
v v
Considering that this gradient is zero at v = 4, we have
SR U1G))
¥ n—m

n—m

o (zz’il(ww (o) (ea(87)s) + (ei(ég)ui)2)>

140 (Z?il(t;fw)(ym + 25;‘@)
n—m

mooex, 2
1+0 (Z“ Oryiv; > . (55)

n—m



D Alternative Problem Setting
D.1 Double Censoring Times

Let Z = min{Tl,Cl},ff = min{T} + T»,C; + Cg},W =Ty < Cy), and V= (T + T» < Cy + C3), where C; and
(5 are non-negative random variables. Assume that 7, 75, and (C, C3) are mutually independent. Define f, ., as the joint
distribution of (C1, C5).

Proposition D.1. For 0 < y and v = 0, the joint distribution of (f/, f/) is

y
0) [ Fovsaler = e (56)

For0 < z <y and (w,v) = (0,1), the joint distribution of (Z,Y ,W,V) is
/ folt,y)d / fer.es (2, c2)dea. (57)

For 0 < z < yand (w,v) = (1,1), the joint distribution of (Z,Y , W, V) is
fo(Z»y)/ dCl/ dez fey e, (C1, C2). (58)

z max{y—c1,0}
Proof. For 0 < y and v = 0, the following holds:
0

ZPr(Y <y, V=
By (Y <y, V=0

0
ZafyPr(Cﬁ-i-Cg <y, C1+Cy < Ty +T2)

9 ) max{y—c1,0} o) =S}
= 87/ d01/ dc2/ dt1/ dta f1(t1) f2(t2) fer e (€15 C2)
Y Jo 0 0 max{ci+ca—t1,0}
o Y y—ci ci1tc2 ')
— g [de [ e [ an [ dept) ) g (enc)
8y 0 0 0 c1+co—t1
) Yy y—ci S [eS)
+*/ dC1/ dCQ/ dtl/ dta f1(t1) f2(t2) fey e (c1, C2)
ay 0 0 ci1+ca 0

Yy Yy o0
:/o dcl/o dty /y_t1 dta f1(t1) f2(t2) fer,es(c1,y — c1)
y oo oo
d d d c1,c2 'Y T
+/0 C1/y tl/o tafi(ty) f2(t2) fer,en(c1,y — c1)

Y
(y) / fer,ea(€1,y — c1)dey. (59)
0

For 0 < z < y and (w,v) = (0, 1), the following holds:

Pr(Z <zY <y,W=uw,V =u)

2

0
= mPr(C1 <2 Ty +Ty <y, Cp <Ty, Ty + Ty < Cy +Cy)

62 z [eS) max{y—t1,0} oo
= d dt dt d t t2)fei e )
ayaz/ / / /+ i) o sl )

y—t1 o
ayaz/ dey /C1 dt1/ dto /t1+t2 . dea f1(t1) f2(t2) fer o (C15C2)

y—t1 o
co [ [ [ deh )R o)
YJz 0 ti4ta—2z

Yy 00
= / fo(t7y)dt/ f01,c2 (Zch)dCQ' (60)
z y—z



For 0 < z < y and (w,v) = (1, 1), the following holds:

2 ~7 < ~ ~
ajazPF(ZSZ,Y§y,W:w’V:v)
82
— D907 Pr(Ty <z,T1+ T <y,Th <C1,T1 +To < Cy + Cy)

82 z y—t1 [e%e} ]
o 8yaz / dtl / dt2 /tl dCI /1nax{t1+t2 c1,0} dCQfl (tl)f2 (t2)f01702 (Ch 02)
y—t1 t1+ta oo
8y8z / dt1 / dtg /1 dCl /t I dc2f1 (tl)fg(tQ)fcl co (Cl, CQ)

1

y—t1
(’)y(’)z/ dt1/ dty /t1+t2 dc1/ dea fr(t1) f2(t2) fey eo (€1, C2)
a Yy—=z [e%e]

z+to
a dtZ/ dcl/ dCQfl( )fQ(t2)fc1 cz(claCQ)
Y +ta—c1

y—z
d d d c1,Co )
/ t2/+t2 01/ ca f1(2) fa(t2) fer en (€1, C2)
- / de, / ety — e calen,ea) ¢ / des / deaf1(2) foy — 2) forea (€1, 2)

1) [ der [ deafer caler,ca). (61
z max{y—ci1,0}
O
Proposition D.2. Let € be defined as
n Yi
£(61,0,) = Zlogs vilz)+ > (w log fo(zi,yi | ®:) + (1 —wi)log [ fo(t,vi | xi)dt) (62)
i=m+1 Zi

The estimator of (01, 82) obtained by maximizing € (01, 05) is asymptotically consistent.
Proof. This is evident in light of the discussion in section C.2. O

In this setting, the occurrence of an earlier event after the first censoring time is reported, but its timing is not observed. When
Pr(Cy = 0) = 1, this setting is equivalent to that described in section 4.

D.2 Assumption for Administrative Censoring

Since the survival probability of T5 tends to be small for large values of the realization time, the following assumption appears
reasonable when the administrative censoring time 7 is sufficiently long.

Assumption D.3. Sy(7 | ) =0 forany x € X.

Based on this assumption, we present the following proposition.
Proposition D.4. Under theorem 5.7 and theorem D.3, the estimator of (01, 02) obtained by maximizing £(01,6s) with ad-
ministrative censoring is asymptotically consistent.

Proof. For 0 <t < 7, the following holds:

fit) = fa(t) = . (63)
From theorem D.3, we have
f0(070) — f0(070)
[10)  f5 fo(0,t)dt

Therefore, using theorem 5.7, if fo(z,y | @;61,02) = fo(z,y | x;07,605) forany 0 < z < y < 7 and x € X, then
(61,02) = (07, 0)). Based on the discussion in section C.2, the estimator of (61, 02) obtained by maximizing £(601, 03) is
asymptotically consistent. O

0) = / " 10,0t f2(0) = (64)



E.1 Toy Model

E Supplement to Numerical Study

Estimation Result

Method As
A ai Qs ag B Y
Complete  — - 0.101 £0.017 0.200 £0.028 0.300 £0.037 1.004 £0.119 1.995+0.178
Naive 0.1 - 0.009 £0.004 0.016 £0.009 0.018 £0.008 0.842+0.565 0.054 £ 0.029
Naive 0.5 - 0.034 £0.010 0.063 £0.016 0.080=+£0.017 0.886 +0.232 0.249 &+ 0.054
Naive 1 - 0.051 £0.011 0.100 £0.021 0.131 £0.025 0.944 +£0.226 0.445 + 0.081
Naive 5 - 0.087 £0.015 0.163£0.028 0.245+0.029 0.992£0.150 1.253 £0.143
Naive 10 - 0.091 £0.015 0.177+£0.031 0.273£0.035 1.009+0.160 1.581 £ 0.154
Naive 50 - 0.098 £0.015 0.195+0.033 0.292+0.037 1.017+£0.150 1.894 +0.181
Ours 0.1 0.354£0.163 0.039£0.023 0.067£0.039 0.081£0.040 0.904+£0.620 1.826 £ 0.943
Ours 0.5 0.588+£0.173 0.092£0.029 0.182+0.061 0.282+0.090 1.013+0.271 1.850 + 0.388
Ours 1 1.035+0.207 0.101 £0.025 0.207 £0.047 0.304 £0.076 1.022 £0.252 1.834 £ 0.322
Ours 5 5.028£0.531 0.104£0.019 0.197£0.035 0.299+£0.037 1.001 £0.152 1.940 +0.217
Ours 10 10.224+0.864 0.100£0.017 0.195+£0.034 0.301 £0.040 1.0104+0.160 1.990 + 0.191
Ours 50 50.39+3.975 0.1004+0.016 0.199 +£0.033 0.298 £0.038 1.018 £0.148 1.983 £0.189
Table 3: Supplementary results for the toy model. The display format is the same as in table 1.
E.2 Insurance Risk Modeling
Estimation Result
Dataset  Target  Method
(o751 Q2 a3 e31 Y
Dialysis  Young Complete 0.038 £0.004 0.020+£0.003 0.017+£0.002 0.036 £0.002 4.044 £ 0.686
Dialysis  Young Naive 0.033 £0.005 0.017+0.003 0.015+0.003 0.036 £0.002 3.298 + 0.632
Dialysis ~ Young Ours 0.041 +£0.006 0.021 £0.003 0.018 £0.003 0.037 £0.002 4.006 £ 0.777
Dialysis  Senior Complete 0.061 &+ 0.007 0.034 £ 0.004 0.024 £0.004 0.028 £0.002 9.198 £ 1.204
Dialysis ~ Senior Naive 0.051 £0.008 0.028 £0.005 0.020 £0.004 0.028 £0.003 8.147 +1.435
Dialysis  Senior Ours 0.067 +£0.011 0.037 £0.006 0.027 £0.006 0.028 £0.003 9.224 £ 1.668
Support2  Young Complete 0.618 +0.041 0.149+0.011 0.087£0.008 0.0124+0.001 1.7114+0.144
Support2  Young Naive 0.521 £0.050 0.128 £0.014 0.075+£0.009 0.011 +£0.001 1.551 +0.177
Support2  Young Ours 0.627 £0.062 0.152+£0.017 0.090£0.012 0.012+0.001 1.704 +0.201
Support2  Senior Complete 0.659 +0.026 0.162 +0.009 0.087 +0.008 0.011 +0.001 2.529 +0.130
Support2  Senior Naive 0.540 £0.031 0.134 £0.010 0.073 £0.007 0.011 £0.001 2.314+£0.173
Support2  Senior Ours 0.663 £ 0.040 0.163+0.012 0.089 £0.009 0.0114+0.001 2.473 +£0.189

Table 4: Supplementary results for insurance risk modeling. The table reports the mean and standard deviation of estimated
parameters across 100 trials. The estimated values of A were 4.532 =+ 0.205, 4.568 = 0.270, 4.914 +0.118, and 4.933 £ 0.115,
in top-to-bottom order of the dataset and target shown in the table.



