
Research Article
Statistics
in Medicine

This is the accepted version of the published paper: https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.8852

Model Diagnostics for Censored Regression via
Randomized Survival Probabilities
Longhai Li*†, Tingxuan Wu†‡, and Cindy Feng‡

Residuals in normal regression are used to assess a model’s goodness-of-fit (GOF) and discover directions for
improving the model. However, there is a lack of residuals with a characterized reference distribution for censored
regression. In this paper, we propose to diagnose censored regression with normalized randomized survival
probabilities (RSP). The key idea of RSP is to replace the survival probability of a censored failure time with a
uniform random number between 0 and the survival probability of the censored time. We prove that RSPs always
have the uniform distribution on (0, 1) under the true model with the true generating parameters. Therefore, we can
transform RSPs into normally-distributed residuals with the normal quantile function. We call such residuals by
normalized RSP (NRSP residuals). We conduct simulation studies to investigate the sizes and powers of statistical
tests based on NRSP residuals in detecting the incorrect choice of distribution family and non-linear effect in
covariates. Our simulation studies show that, although the GOF tests with NRSP residuals are not as powerful as a
traditional GOF test method, a non-linear test based on NRSP residuals has significantly higher power in detecting
non-linearity. We also compared these model diagnostics methods with a breast-cancer recurrent-free time dataset.
The results show that the NRSP residual diagnostics successfully captures a subtle non-linear relationship in the
dataset, which is not detected by the graphical diagnostics with CS residuals and existing GOF tests.
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1. Introduction

Model diagnostics is a crucial step in model building to ensure the validity of the statistical inference. Residual analysis
is a conventional tool for model checking and diagnostics. Residuals of a model are used to check the overall goodness-
of-fit (GOF) of a model, discover the direction for improving the model, and identify outlier observations. Cox-Snell
(CS) residuals [1] are widely used for checking survival regression models for failure times. CS residuals are transformed
from the survival probabilities with the quantile function of the exponential distribution. When failure times are not
censored, and the postulated model is the true model for them, the survival probabilities are uniformly distributed;
hence, CS residuals are exponentially distributed. This reference distribution is the basis for model checking with CS
residuals. The cumulative hazard function (CHF) of CS residuals is commonly plotted and compared to the 45◦ straight
line (unity slope and zero intercept). We can also employ some goodness-of-fit (GOF) tests such as the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov (KS) test [2] to check the exponentiality of CS residuals. Unfortunately, when there exist censored failure times,
the survival probabilities are no longer uniformly distributed. Correspondingly, CS residuals are no longer exponentially
distributed. Indeed, CS residuals are typically randomly censored observations from a distribution. We can still estimate
the survival function of CS residuals with KM-like methods [3, 4] that can consider censoring and compare the CHF of
censored CS residuals against the 45◦ straight line for model checking. This plot is probably the most commonly used
method in practice. Although it is not conducted very often in practice, the agreement of an empirical distribution with
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a reference distribution can also be quantified by some GOF test methods that are extended to handle censored data
[5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16].

The GOF checking that assesses the agreement of the distribution of residuals with a reference as described above
is just the first-line model diagnostics, like checking patients’ blood pressure in medical diagnostics. The departure of
the distribution of residuals of a flawed model may be too subtle to be detected by GOF checking. More importantly,
when a model failure is detected, the GOF test results typically reveal little information about the nature of the model
failure, such as non-linear covariate effect, non-constant variances, and lack of independence. For identifying these model
discrepancies, we need to conduct more in-depth graphical and quantitative diagnostics. Therefore, the GOF checking is
insufficient for practical model diagnostics. We also desire to define residuals that have a known reference distribution
under the true model so that we can freely conduct a wide variety of model diagnostics. Some non-random methods
have been proposed to modify CS residuals [17], which include the ways of adding CS residuals for censored times with a
constant, the martingale residuals [18], the deviance residuals, and possibly others [19]. However, these modified residuals
under the true model do not have a unified and characterizable distribution.

This paper proposes using normalized randomized survival probabilities (RSPs) to conduct model diagnostics for
censored regression. The key idea of RSP is to replace the survival probability of a censored failure time with a uniform
random number between 0 and the survival probability of the censored time. We prove that RSPs always have the uniform
distribution on (0, 1) under the true model. Therefore, we can transform RSPs into normally-distributed residuals with the
normal quantile function. We call such residuals by normalized RSP (NRSP) residuals. We conduct simulation studies to
investigate the sizes and powers of statistical tests based on NRSP residuals in detecting the incorrect choice of distribution
family and non-linear effect in covariates. Our simulation studies show that the sizes of model diagnostic tests based on
NRSP residuals are very close to nominal. Furthermore, our results show that, although the GOF tests with NRSP residuals
are not as powerful as a traditional GOF test method, a non-linearity test based on NRSP residuals has significantly higher
powers in detecting the non-linear covariate effects. We also compared these model diagnostic methods with a breast-
cancer recurrent-free time dataset. The results show that the model diagnostics with the NRSP residuals successfully
captures a non-linear covariate effect in the dataset, which is not detected by the graphical diagnostics with CS residuals
and existing GOF tests.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the existing residuals and diagnostic methods for
censored regression. In Section 3, we present the definition of randomized survival probabilities (RSPs), with an illustrative
example and proof of the uniformity of RSPs under the true model. In Section 4, we conduct simulation studies to
investigate the performances of NRSP residuals. Section 5 presents the results of applying the NRSP residual to a breast
cancer recurrence-free time dataset. The article is concluded in Section 6.

2. Review of Existing Model Diagnostics Methods for Censored Regression

In this section, we review some existing model diagnostic methods used in survival analysis. A central concept in these
residuals is the survival probability (SP). Suppose T ∗i is the true failure time of the ith individual, which we assume to be
a continuous random variable in this article. Let t∗i denote the realization of T ∗i . In many practical problems, we may not
be able to observe t∗i exactly, but we can observe that T ∗i is greater than a value Ci, which is called right-censoring. The
observed failure times are denoted by the pair (Ti, di), where Ti = min(T ∗i , Ci), di = I(T ∗i < Ci). Since we will consider
only the right-censoring in this article, we will use the “censoring” as a short for the “right-censoring”.

Suppose the survival function of T ∗i based on a postulated model is defined as Si(t∗i ) = P (T ∗i > t∗i ), where the subscript
i indicates that the probability depends covariate xi for the ith individual. Using a simple probability argument, one can
prove that the survival probabilities Si(T ∗i ) are uniformly distributed when Si(·) is the survival function of the true model
for T ∗i . SPs can be transformed into random variables with a desired distribution by applying its inverse CDF or survival
function. The widely used Cox-Snell (CS) residual is defined as rci (T

∗
i ) = − log(Si(T

∗
i )), where − log(·) is the inverse

survival function of exp(1). Therefore, CS residuals are exponentially distributed under the true model. Although it is not
used often in practice, one can also define normally-distributed residuals [20]: rni (T ∗i ) = Φ−1(Si(T

∗
i )), which we call by

normalized SPs. Then we can apply a variety of residual diagnostic methods for normal regression to diagnose Si(·).
If Ti is censored, the unmodified survival probability (USP), Si(Ti), is larger than Si(T

∗
i ) since Ti < T ∗i . Thus,

when there are censored observations, the distribution of Si(Ti) is no longer uniformly distributed under the true model.
The non-uniformity in USPs causes the difficulty of performing residual diagnostics. The unmodified CS residuals,
rci (Ti) = − log(Si(Ti)), and normalized unmodified SPs (NUSP), rni (Ti), can be treated as univariate data with censoring
if we ignore xi. In practice, the most widely used diagnostic tool is to apply KM methods [3] to {(rci (Ti), di)|i = 1, . . . , n}
to get an estimate of the CHF of CS residuals. Under the true model, the CHF of CS residuals is expected to be close
to the 45◦ straight line. In addition to the graphical checking, we also desire a quantitative measure of the GOF. This
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problem becomes challenging due to censoring. However, some methods have been developed for checking the GOF of
univariate data with censoring. Shapiro-Wilk (SW) and Shapiro-Francia (SF) normality tests [21, 22] have been extended
to singly censored data [5, 6, 7]. Although censoring times Ci for T ∗i may not be random, unmodified SPs and their
transformations are typically randomly censored due to the randomness in covariates. The chi-squared test and some
normality tests have been extended to randomly censored data; see [8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14] among others. The function
gofTestCensored in R package EnvStats [15, 16] provides an SF test for multiply censored data. The method used
in gofTestCensored is a generalization of the method for extending SW and SF tests for singly censored data. The
key idea of these extensions is to measure the product-moment correlation between the uncensored observations and the
corresponding standard normal quantiles with the linking probabilities (called plotting positions) estimated with KM-like
methods [3, 4]. The details are given in the manual page of the function gofTestCensored, which also contains a
detailed discussion of SW and SF tests.

The graphical and quantitative methods for comparing the distribution of residuals to a reference distribution are useful
in detecting the lack of model fit. Many model mis-specifications may be captured by these methods. However, examining
the distribution of residuals alone is only the first-line model diagnostics. An analogy in medical diagnostics is that we
check the blood pressure or temperature of patients for detecting diseases, which is not sufficiently powerful for the
identification of potential diseases. For example, these methods ignore the covariates. Thus, they may fail to detect the
model mis-specification in linking T ∗i with xi. More importantly, the GOF test results typically cannot reveal the nature of
model mis-specification, especially that related to xi, such as non-linearity, lack of independence, non-constant variances,
and many others. For conducting such in-depth diagnostics, we desire to define residuals that have a known reference
distribution under the true model. A number of methods have been proposed to modify USPs or their transformations. A
commonly used method is to shrink the USPs of the censored failure times:

S′i(Ti, di, η) =

{
Si(Ti), if Ti is uncensored, i.e., di = 1,

η Si(Ti), if Ti is censored, i.e., di = 0, (1)

where η ∈ (0, 1). We call the shrunken SPs by modified SPs (MSPs). Transforming the MSPs with the inverse survival
of exp(1) results in the modified CS residuals with a constant ∆ = − log(η) added to the CS residuals of censored
failure times, given by rci

′(Ti, di,∆) = − log(S′i(Ti, di, η))) = rci (Ti) + ∆(1− di). We can similarly define normalized
MSPs (NMSP) [20]: rNMSP

i (Ti, di, η) = Φ−1(S′i(Ti, di, η)). There are many different choices for the shrinkage factor η
or ∆ in the literature based on different choices of conditional means of SPs or their transformations given T ∗i > Ti;
∆ = 1 and ∆ = log(2) are often chosen; see [17, 19, 20]. Other residuals, for example the martingale residuals
rMi (Ti, di) = di − rci (Ti) and the deviance residuals, and residual-based diagnostic tools have also been proposed for
diagnosing censored regression; see [17, 18, 19, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31] and the references therein. Although
many residuals by modifying the USPs or their transformations exist, a common drawback for these modified residuals
is that their distributions under the true model are very complicated due to censoring, thus, they cannot be characterized
clearly with a known distribution or probability table. This distribution depends on the distribution of censoring times Ci,
which varies for different datasets. Therefore, there is a lack of reference distributions for us to conduct model diagnostics
with these residuals.

3. Normalized Randomized Survival Probabilities

3.1. Definition of Randomized Survival Probabilities

We will propose to diagnose censored regression with normalized randomized survival probabilities (RSPs). The
randomized survival probability (RSP) for Ti is defined as:

SRi (Ti, di, Ui) =

{
Si(Ti), if Ti is uncensored, i.e., di = 1,

Ui Si(Ti), if Ti is censored, i.e., di = 0, (2)

where Ui is a uniform random number on (0, 1), and Si(·) is the postulated survival function for T ∗i given xi. From the
definition, we see that the fixed shrinkage factor η in MSPs is replaced by a random number Ui ∈ (0, 1). In other words,
SRi (Ti, di, Ui) is a random number between 0 and Si(Ti) when Ti is censored. We will show that the randomized SP is
uniformly distributed on (0, 1) given xi under the true model. Therefore, we can transform them into residuals with any
desired distribution. We prefer to transforming them with the normal quantile:

rNRSP
i (Ti, di, Ui) = Φ−1(SRi (Ti, di, Ui)). (3)

We name the residuals in (3) as normalized randomized SP ( NRSP) residuals. Due to the normality of NRSP residuals
under the true model, we can conduct model diagnostics with NRSP residuals for censored data in the same way as
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conducting model diagnostics for a normal regression. There are a few advantages of transforming RSPs into NRSPs.
First, the diagnostic methods for checking normal regression are rich in the literature. Second, transforming RSPs into
normal deviates facilitates the identification of extremely small and large RSPs. The frequency of such small RSPs may
be too small to be highlighted by plotting RSPs. However, the presence of such extreme SPs, even very few, is indicative
of model mis-specification. Normal transformation can highlight such extreme RSPs.

3.2. Illustration of the Uniformity of RSP

We generate 2000 failure times, T ∗i , as follows: log(T ∗i ) = 2 + xi + εi, where εi is generated from the extreme-value
distribution with a shape parameter γ set as 1.8, and xi is generated as a Bernoulli (0.5). This model is called Weibull
accelerated failure time (Weibull AFT) model [17, 32, 33]. Figure 1a depicts 400 RSPs along with the two fitted survival
curves when Weibull model is fitted to the dataset. For the uncensored times, the survival probabilities are calculated with
the survival functions and for each censored time Ti, the survival probability evaluated at observed Ti is replaced by a
random number between 0 and Si(Ti). The histogram in Fig. 1b shows clearly that the RSPs are uniformly distributed on
(0, 1). We also fitted log-normal model as a wrong model for this dataset with results shown by Figure 1c and 1d. We see
that due to the mis-specified distribution family, the RSPs are not uniformly distributed.
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(b) Histogram of RSPs, True Model
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Figure 1. Illustration of the uniformity of RSPs. An animated display of this figure with multiple simulated datasets is shown in the URL given in Section B.

3.3. Proof of the Uniformity of RSP

We first rewrite SRi (Ti, di, Ui) as a function of (T ∗i , Ci, Ui) as follows:

SR
′

i (T ∗i , Ci, Ui) =

{
Si(T

∗
i ), if T ∗i ≤ Ci

Ui Si(Ci), if T ∗i > Ci.
(4)

We will show that the conditional distribution of SR
′

i (T ∗i , Ci, Ui) given Ci = c is uniform on (0, 1). To proceed, we assume
that T ∗i and Ci are independent, that is, censoring times are non-informative to the original failure times. Based on this
assumption, the distribution of Si(T ∗i ) is untacted given Ci = c. Hence, given T ∗i ≤ c, the RSP is equal to Si(T ∗i ), and it
is uniformly distributed on (Si(c), 1). And, given T ∗i > c, the RSP is equal to Ui Si(c), which is uniformly distributed on
(0, Si(c)) due to the uniformity of Ui. In addition, the probability of T ∗i > c given Ci = c is Si(c). With λ(B) denoting
the length of an interval B on (0, 1), we can derive the following equations:

P (SR
′

i (T ∗i , Ci, Ui) ∈ B | Ci = c) (5)
= P (Si(T

∗
i ) ∈ B | Ci = c, T ∗i ≤ c)× P (T ∗i ≤ c) + P (UiSi(c) ∈ B | Ci = c, T ∗i > c)× P (T ∗i > c) (6)

= λ(B ∩ (Si(c), 1)) + λ(B ∩ (0, Si(c))) = λ(B) (7)

Since the conditional distribution of SR
′

i (T ∗i , Ci, Ui) given Ci = c is uniform on (0, 1), the marginal distribution of
SR
′

i (T ∗i , Ci, Ui) is uniform on (0, 1) too after the Ci is marginalized away by applying the total probability rule again.
The proof that the randomized SPs are uniformly distributed on (0, 1) is completed.

It is worth pointing out that we have proved that the RSP given xi is uniformly distributed on (0, 1). Therefore, the
marginal distribution of RSPs is also uniformly distributed on (0, 1). The marginal uniformity is used in GOF tests, and
the conditional uniformity of RSPs can be used to check model assumptions in linking T ∗i with xi.

3.4. Model Diagnostics Based on NRSP Residuals

NRSP residuals can be used in testing a model’s GOF, for which we recommend SW or SF normality tests. In the proof
given in Section 3.3, we assume that the postulated model Si(·) is the true model for T ∗i . In practice, the Si(·) needs to
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be estimated with sample data. When the same dataset, {(Ti, di)|i = 1, . . . , n}, is used to estimate the model parameters
and used to calculate residuals for model checking, there might be a conservatism (bias) problem due to the double
use of the dataset. NRSP residuals may be more concentrated around 0 than exactly distributed as N(0, 1). However,
this conservatism is very small when the sample size n is much larger than the number of parameters. For GOF tests,
our simulation results show that the SW and SF normality tests applied to NRSP residuals are more resistant to the
conservatism than the KS test; see a dedicated investigation in Section A.1 with simulation studies. However, when a very
complex model (for example, with many covariates) is fitted to a small number of failure times, it may be necessary to
apply cross-validation methods to compute NRSP residuals. For example, in leave-one-out cross-validation, an observation
is held out; then, the model parameters are estimated with the remaining observations; finally, the estimated parameters
are used to calculate the residual for the held-out observation.

When a model is correctly specified, the conditional distribution of NRSPs given xi is approximately standard normal
and is homogeneous for varying xi and the linear predictors (fitted values). Therefore, most model diagnostic tools for
normal regression can be applied to NRSPs for diagnosing censored regression. In particular, a scatterplot of NRSP
residuals versus each xi can be used to check whether the linear assumption with xi is appropriate or not. For qualitatively
testing the non-linearity, we apply the F -test in ANOVA for testing the equality of means of NRSPs in the k groups that
are formed by cutting fitted values with equally-spaced intervals.

3.5. A P-value Upper Bound for Assessing Replicated NRSP GOF Test p-values

A difficulty in conducting statistical tests with NRSP residuals is the randomness in the test p-values. Given a fitted model,
we can generate multiple sets of NRSP residuals and obtain replicated test p-values. We can choose to randomly report
one of them and draw a histogram of the replicated test p-values to assess the model fit. However, the randomness may still
be undesirable. In this section, we describe a theoretically non-random p-value upper bound based on a formula about the
distribution of order statistics of correlated random variables. Suppose d1, . . . , dJ are possibly correlated random variables
with a common survival function S(·). Let d(r) be the rth order statistics. It is shown [34, 35] that:

P (d(r) > t) ≤ min

(
1, S(t)

J

J − r + 1

)
, for r = 1, . . . , J. (8)

This formula has been used to give an upper bound for Bayesian model checking with pivotal discrepancy measures
calculated with posterior samples [36, 37], which are correlated random variables. Here we apply this upper bound to a
different scenario. Suppose p1, . . . , pJ are replicated NRSP test p-values for a fitted model with the same dataset. We have
shown that each pj is uniformly distributed on (0, 1) under the true model. However, p1, . . . , pJ are correlated because
they use the same dataset. Applying the formula (8) to di = −pi, we obtain the following inequality for the rth order
statistics p(r):

P (p(r) < t) ≤ min

(
1, t

J

r

)
. (9)

Based on (9), a p-value upper bound for observed (simulated) rth statistics pobs
(r) is given by min

(
1, pobs

(r)
J
r

)
. To avoid the

selection of r, we report the minimal upper bound for r = 1, . . . , J , denoted by pmin:

pmin = min
r=1,...,J

min

(
1, pobs

(r)

J

r

)
. (10)

The pmin is rather conservative for assessing model GOF because of its generality. When a model has a small pmin, it
is highly suspected that the model can be improved for better fitting the dataset. Considering the conservatism of pmin,
a rule of thumb for declaring model failure in practice should be much larger (say 0.25 as suggested by [37]) than the
conventional 0.05 for exact p-values.

4. Simulation Studies

4.1. Detection of Mis-specified Distribution Family

In this simulation setting, we generated original failure times from a Weibull AFT model with log(T ∗i ) = 2 + xi + εi,
with εi generated from the extreme-value distribution with a shape parameter of 2, and censoring times Ci were generated
from exp(θ). We set four different values of θ to obtain four different censoring rates (c): 0%, 20%, 50%, and 80%. We
generated datasets with varying sample size n ranging from 100 to 800. We then examined the performances of various

Statist. Med. 2019, 40 1482–1497 www.sim.org 5
Prepared using simauth.cls



Statistics
in Medicine L. Li, T. Wu, and C. Feng

residuals after we fitted the true model (Weibull AFT) and a wrong model (log-normal AFT) with the same linear link
function, log(T ∗i ) = β0 + β1xi + εi, to these datasets.

We first look at the performances of NRSP residuals on a single dataset with the sample size n = 800 and θ = 0.08,
which induce a censoring rate c ≈ 50%. Fig. 2 displays the NRSP residuals against the index and their normal QQ plots
under the true and the wrong models. Under the true model, the NRSP residuals are randomly scattered without exhibiting
any pattern. They are mostly within the interval (-3, 3). The QQ plot of the NRSP residuals aligns nearly perfectly with the
45◦ straight line. Under the wrong model, the NRSP residuals are skewed to the right, and the QQ plot also indicates the
deviation of NRSP residuals from the normal. Note that large NRSP residuals correspond to small failure times because of
the descent of survival function. The scatterplot and QQ plot of NRSP residuals under the wrong log-normal model indicate
that the true model for the dataset has more probability on the left than the fitted model (log-normal). The corresponding
residual and QQ plots of the NMSP and deviance residuals are given in Figure S3. We see that the distributions of the
NMSP and deviance residuals under the true model are far from the standard normal. From looking at the CHF of the
wrong model (log-normal), we can draw the same conclusion regarding the problem of the model. However, we notice
that the estimated cumulative hazard curve under the true model is not very straight, although it seems to be within the
confidence bands. An animated display of Fig. 2 with multiple simulated datasets is shown in the URL given in Section B.

Figure 2. Performance of using the NRSP residuals as a graphical tool for detecting mis-specification of distribution family. The dataset has a sample size n = 800 and a censoring
rate c ≈ 50%. The true model is a Weibull AFT, and the wrong model is a log-normal AFT. Note that large NRSP residuals correspond to small failure times. An animated display
of this figure with multiple simulated datasets is shown in the URL given in Section B.

For demonstrating the performances of NRSP residuals in discriminating good and bad models with replicated simulated
datasets, we evaluated the performances of a set of GOF tests applied to NRSP and other residuals with simulated datasets.
The GOF test methods are given in the 2nd row of Table 1. The names of GOF test methods are denoted by “R-T” with
“R” denoting residual name and “T” denoting test method. In particular, NUSP-CSF is the method that an extension of SF
normality test is applied to NUSP residuals, which is implemented with gofTestCensored in R package EnvStats
[15, 16]. We generated 2000 datasets with the Weibull AFT model for each combination of a sample size n and a censoring
rate c, controlled by the mean of exponential censoring times. Using 1000 datasets generated under each scenario, we
estimated the probabilities of model rejections when cutting GOF test p-values with 0.05. Table 1 displays the percentages
of model rejections of each GOF testing method under the true model and the wrong log-normal model. We see that the
false-positive rates of NRSP-SW and NRSP-SF are close to the nominal level 0.05 for all scenarios (well-calibrated) and
have good powers (true-positive rates) in detecting the incorrect choice of distribution family. NUSP-CSF has higher true-
positive rates and lower false-positive rates than NRSP-SW and NRSP-SF. That is, NUSP-CSF is more discriminative than
NRSP-SW and NRSP-SF. However, NRSP residuals plots can show more details about how a model misfits a dataset; for
example, which observations are not accommodated by the model (i.e., outlier or divergent observations).

Table 1 also shows that the performances of other GOF tests are not satisfactory. Because NMSP and deviance residuals
are not normally distributed when c > 0, NMSP-SW and Dev-SW have very high false-positive rates when c > 0. The
true-positive rates of the NMSP-SW and Dev-SW methods are very high. However, the high true-positive rates of NMSP-
SW and Dev-SW do not imply that they are discriminative because they have very high false-positive rates (nearly 100%
when c is large). NRSP-KS has low false-positive and true positive rates because the KS test is more affected by the
double use of data in estimating parameters and calculating residuals than SW and SF tests; see a more dedicated study
in appended Section A.1. In appended Fig. S4, we provide the histograms of test p-values of NRSP-SW, NMSP-SW and
Dev-SW when n = 800 and c ≈ 50% for showing more details of their performances.
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Table 1. Comparison of the percentages of model rejections of various GOF tests. A model is rejected when the test p-
value is smaller than 0.05. Note that we use a random NRSP test p-value rather than the pmin. The response variable is
simulated from a Weibull AFT model with varying sample size and censoring rate. The wrong model is a log-normal AFT

model with the same linear link function as the true model.

Under the true model Under the wrong model
n 100c NRSP-SW NRSP-SF NUSP-CSF NRSP-KS NMSP-SW Dev-SW NRSP-SW NRSP-SF NUSP-CSF NRSP-KS NMSP-SW Dev-SW

100 0 4.40 4.95 4.95 0.05 4.40 4.20 94.10 93.55 93.55 10.05 94.10 93.25
200 0 3.35 3.70 3.70 0.00 3.35 3.10 99.85 99.75 99.75 42.05 99.85 99.85
400 0 4.40 4.55 4.55 0.00 4.40 4.60 100.00 100.00 100.00 90.30 100.00 100.00
800 0 5.10 5.15 5.15 0.00 5.10 5.60 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.95 100.00 100.00
100 20 4.70 4.45 4.25 0.10 32.93 12.06 77.88 78.58 85.19 4.90 98.55 84.83
200 20 4.75 5.25 4.60 0.20 60.43 21.71 97.50 97.40 99.10 20.01 99.95 99.15
400 20 4.80 4.25 3.90 0.00 89.65 38.55 100.00 100.00 100.00 61.75 100.00 100.00
800 20 4.45 4.45 4.65 0.05 100.00 71.45 100.00 100.00 100.00 96.90 100.00 100.00
100 50 4.13 4.58 2.82 0.35 99.90 89.28 44.34 49.57 60.34 2.37 100.00 98.74
200 50 4.37 4.37 2.26 0.75 100.00 99.55 75.25 78.16 90.16 7.93 100.00 100.00
400 50 4.94 4.94 2.47 0.55 100.00 100.00 96.92 97.43 99.65 19.93 100.00 100.00
800 50 4.87 4.67 2.16 0.40 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 55.49 100.00 100.00
100 80 4.41 4.31 1.85 2.35 100.00 100.00 11.62 15.37 22.33 2.15 100.00 100.00
200 80 4.31 4.81 2.06 1.95 100.00 100.00 23.01 29.22 45.96 3.46 100.00 100.00
400 80 4.71 4.31 1.10 2.20 100.00 100.00 46.97 52.33 75.71 3.46 100.00 100.00
800 80 5.27 5.17 0.80 2.26 100.00 100.00 77.17 80.98 96.54 6.12 100.00 100.00

4.2. Detection of Non-linear Covariate Effect

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the NRSP residuals in detecting non-linear covariate effects. The
response variable is simulated from a Weibull AFT regression model with a non-linear link function: log(T ∗i ) = 2 +
5 sin(2xi) + εi. The covariate xi was generated uniformly on (0, 3π/2). The shape parameter of the Weibull distribution
was set as 1.8. The censoring times Ci were generated from exp(θ) with θ varied for obtaining different censoring rates.
We considered fitting a Weibull AFT model assuming log(T ∗i ) = β0 + β1xi + εi as a wrong model, and fitting a Weibull
AFT model assuming log(T ∗i ) = β0 + β1 sin(2xi) + εi as the true model.

We first look at the performances of NRSP residuals on a single dataset with the sample size n = 800 and c ≈ 50%.
Figure 3 displays the NRSP residuals against the covariate xi and their normal QQ plots. Under the true model, the
residuals are mostly bounded between -3 and 3 as standard normal deviates without a visible pattern; the QQ plot aligns
well with the 45◦ straight line. Under the wrong model, a non-linear pattern in the NRSP residual scatterplot is obvious,
and the QQ plot deviates from the 45◦ straight line. The CHF of CS residuals under the wrong model aligns well with
the 45◦ straight line. Therefore, for this example, the visual inspection of the CHF of CS residuals fails to detect the non-
linearity in the dataset. The scatterplots and QQ plots of the NMSP and deviance residuals are given in Figure S5. There
are non-linear patterns in their scatterplots under the true and wrong models; hence, we cannot use the non-linear patterns
to distinguish good and bad models.

Figure 3. Performance of the NRSP residuals as a graphical tool for detecting non-linear effect in covariate. The dataset has a sample size n = 800 and a censoring rate c ≈ 50%.
The true model is a Weibull AFT model log(T∗i ) = β0 + β1 sin(2xi) + εi and the wrong model is a Weibull AFT model log(T∗i ) = β0 + β1xi + εi. Note that large
NRSP residuals correspond to small failure times. An animated display of this figure with multiple simulated datasets is shown in the URL given in Section B.
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We used simulated datasets to evaluate the performances of a set of statistical tests applied to NRSP and other residuals.
GOF tests only compare the distribution of residuals as univariate data with a hypothetical distribution; hence, they may
not detect implausible assumptions in linking T ∗i and xi. Therefore, we also investigated a non-linearity test with NRSP
residuals, denoted by NRSP-AOV. In this test, we first divide NRSP residuals into k = 10 groups by cutting the fitted
values into equally-spaced intervals; then, we apply the F -test in ANOVA to test whether the means of NRSP residuals
are equal in the k groups. We generated 2000 datasets for each combination of a sample size n and a censoring rate c
from the true model for estimating the percentages of model rejections (i.e., test p-values < 0.05) of each test method. The
results are shown in Table 2. NRSP-SW and NRSP-SF methods have false-positive rates close to the nominal level 0.05
for all scenarios and good power in detecting non-linearity. The performances of NMSP-SW, Dev-SW, and NRSP-KS are
not satisfactory, as described in Section 4.1. We see that NUSP-CSF is more discriminative than NRSP-SW and NRSP-
SF. However, the NRSP residuals enable us to conduct non-linearity diagnostics in addition to the GOF checking. Table
2 shows that the NRSP-AOV can detect the non-linearity with very high powers (nearly 100%), significantly higher than
those of the GOF tests, including NUSP-CSF.

Table 2. Comparison of the percentages of model rejections of various statistical tests. A model is rejected when the test
p-value is smaller than 0.05. Note that we use a random NRSP test p-value rather than the pmin. The response variable
is simulated from a Weibull AFT model log(T ∗i ) = 2 + 5 sin(2xi) + εi with varying sample size and censoring rate. We

consider fitting a Weibull AFT regression model log(T ∗i ) = β0 + β1xi + εi as a wrong model.

Under the true model Under the wrong model
n 100c NRSP-SW NRSP-SF NUSP-CSF NRSP-AOV NRSP-KS NMSP-SW Dev-SW NRSP-SW NRSP-SF NUSP-CSF NRSP-AOV NRSP-KS NMSP-SW Dev-SW

100 0 4.90 4.65 4.65 3.00 0.00 4.90 4.80 62.30 43.85 43.85 100.00 0.40 62.30 63.85
200 0 3.75 4.60 4.60 3.75 0.00 3.75 3.75 95.00 89.85 89.85 100.00 5.90 95.00 95.75
400 0 4.50 4.15 4.15 3.60 0.00 4.50 4.20 99.95 99.95 99.95 100.00 45.80 99.95 99.95
800 0 4.45 4.50 4.50 3.05 0.05 4.45 5.10 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 98.40 100.00 100.00
100 20 4.90 5.10 4.80 3.50 0.10 30.35 12.40 50.55 34.60 50.70 100.00 0.20 78.15 80.00
200 20 5.45 5.15 5.35 4.35 0.00 55.20 20.25 88.05 80.05 91.55 100.00 2.00 98.85 98.85
400 20 5.00 5.25 4.45 3.30 0.05 88.00 37.90 99.75 99.60 99.90 100.00 25.20 100.00 100.00
800 20 5.35 5.60 5.00 2.60 0.20 99.60 68.80 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 89.25 100.00 100.00
100 50 4.45 4.95 3.25 3.75 0.35 99.95 94.25 40.35 26.55 56.95 100.00 0.30 99.80 99.80
200 50 5.70 6.30 2.65 3.40 0.55 100.00 99.75 82.35 72.05 92.80 100.00 0.60 100.00 100.00
400 50 5.45 5.15 1.60 3.20 0.85 100.00 100.00 99.50 99.05 99.85 100.00 7.95 100.00 100.00
800 50 4.55 4.10 1.35 3.60 0.65 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 55.75 100.00 100.00
100 80 4.46 4.67 1.73 2.64 1.98 100.00 100.00 8.52 5.33 21.36 92.03 1.12 100.00 100.00
200 80 4.28 4.58 1.83 3.16 2.04 100.00 100.00 24.49 14.77 47.00 99.90 2.49 100.00 100.00
400 80 5.07 5.23 0.72 4.20 3.02 100.00 100.00 59.92 46.44 83.24 100.00 2.20 100.00 100.00
800 80 4.90 5.01 0.46 3.41 2.17 100.00 100.00 93.86 89.73 98.61 100.00 4.44 100.00 100.00

We also evaluated the performances of NRSP model diagnostics when we reject models with pmin ≤ 0.05; see the
appended Table S1. As expected, the powers of NRSP tests with pmin ≤ 0.05 become smaller than those of NRSP tests
with random p-values because pmin is a p-value upper bound. However, the powers of NRSP-AOV with pmin ≤ 0.05 are
still near 100% for this example, although pmin is generally conservative.

5. A Real Data Example

This section will demonstrate the power of the model diagnostics with NRSP residuals using a recurrence-free times
dataset of breast cancer patients [38, 39]. A cohort study of breast cancer in a large number of hospitals was carried
out by the German Breast Cancer Study Group to compare three cycles of chemotherapy with six cycles and also to
investigate the effect of additional hormonal treatment consisting of a daily dose of 30 mg of tamoxifen over two years.
The patients in the study had primary histologically proven non-metastatic node-positive breast cancer who had been
treated with mastectomy. The dataset is consolidated from 41 centres with a total of 686 patients. The censoring rate
is 56.5%. The response variable of interest is the recurrence-free time, which is the time from entry to the study until
a recurrence of cancer or death. We consider the following covariates: the tamoxifen treatment indicator, patient age,
menopausal status, size and grade of the tumour, number of positive lymph nodes, progesterone and estrogen receptor
status. More descriptions of these variables can be found from [38] and Table S2 in the appendix.
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We fitted Weibull, log-logistic and log-normal AFT models with the available variables to the recurrence-free failure
times. Table S3 (in the appendix) shows the estimated regression coefficients, the corresponding standard errors and p-
values for the covariate effects from fitting the three AFT models. The third column of Figure 4 displays the estimated
CHFs of CS residuals of the three models. All of the three curves appear to align well with the 45◦ straight line. The
confidence bands estimated with at least one uncensored observation contain the 45◦ straight line. However, we will show
that all of the three models misfit the data with model diagnostics based on NRSP and NUSP residuals.

We calculated the NRSP residuals of the three AFT models. The first and second columns of Figure 4 present the
scatterplots and QQ plots of the NRSP residuals versus the index for each model. For the Weibull and log-logistic models,
their NRSP residuals skew to the left; the QQ plots of the NRSP residuals also deviate from the 45◦ straight line in the
upper tail. These observations suggest that a more appropriate model for the dataset should assign more probability to the
right than Weibull and log-logistic models (note that small NRSP residuals correspond to large T ∗i ). In contrast, for the
log-normal model, the NRSP residuals are mostly between -3 and 3 and do not exhibit a visible pattern; the QQ plot of
NRSP residuals aligns well with the 45◦ straight line.
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Figure 4. NRSP residuals of the Weibull, log-logistic, and log-normal AFT models fitted to the breast cancer patients dataset. The last column presents the histograms of 1000
replicated NRSP-SW p-values of each model. The vertical red lines indicate pmin calculated with the 1000 replicated NRSP p-values . An animated display of this figure for
replicated NRSP residuals except the last column is shown in the URL given in Section B.

We further conducted GOF tests for the three models. The NUSP-CSF p-values for the three models are given in the
2nd row of Table 3, which shows that the Weibull and log-logistic models do not fit the data well, and the log-normal
model appears a good fit. One difficulty in applying NRSP test methods is the fluctuation in test p-values due to the
randomness in generating NRSP residuals. One way to remedy is to generate multiple sets of NRSP residuals. We then
look at the histograms of the replicated test p-values and calculate the p-value upper bound pmin as described in Section
3.5. We generated 1000 realizations of the NRSP residuals for this dataset, and consequently, we obtained 1000 replicated
NRSP-SW p-values for each model. We show an animated display of the scatterplot and QQ plots of the replicated NRSP
residuals in the URL given in Section B. From the animation, we see that we can identify the misfits of Weibull and
log-logistic models in most sets of replicated residuals. The fourth column of Figure 4 displays the histograms of 1000
replicated NRSP-SW test p-values. The pmin and the percentages of replicated NRSP-SW and NRSP-SF p-values being
< 0.05 for each model are given in Table 3. The pmin values of the Weibull and log-logistic models are also significantly
smaller than 0.05. The small pmin values provide strong evidence that the Weibull and log-logistic models do not fit the
dataset well, but the log-normal seems a good model for the dataset with these GOF tests.

We also calculated the NMSP and deviance residuals for the three models. Figure S7 and S8 in the appendix display
the residual plots and the QQ plots of the NMSP and deviance residuals. We see that all of these residuals deviate from a

Statist. Med. 2019, 40 1482–1497 www.sim.org 9
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Table 3. Model diagnostic test p-values or pmin for NRSP tests and AIC values of different models for the breast cancer
data. The numbers in brackets for NRSP tests are the percentages of replicated NRSP test p-values being ≤ 0.05.

Model Weibull log-logistic log-normal log-normal with log(nodes)
AIC 5181 5153 5139 5121
NUSP-CSF p-values 1.69e-5 1.94e-3 0.133 0.172
NRSP-SW pmin 2.43e-05 (100.00) 6.01e-03 (99.00) 4.36e-01 ( 6.90) 5.29e-01 (5.70)
NRSP-SF pmin 9.50e-05 (100.00) 1.52e-02 (97.00) 4.85e-01 ( 5.80) 6.37e-01 (3.50)
NRSP-AOV pmin 1.97e-02 ( 60.40) 7.21e-02 (46.00) 5.22e-02 (52.40) 9.99e-01 (0.50)

normal distribution due to censoring. Therefore, the NMSP and deviance residuals fail to distinguish the GOFs of these
three models to this dataset.

We also compared the model checking results based on the NRSP residuals to the model comparison results based on
AICs. First, let us clarify the difference between model checking and model comparison. AIC is a measure of the out-
of-sample predictive performance of a model. Even when none of the models in a set fit a dataset well, AIC will always
choose one as the best model. Therefore, the model comparison alone is insufficient for model evaluation. We still need to
conduct model diagnostics for the best model chosen by AIC or other information criteria. On the other hand, the model
with better AIC is believed to fit the dataset better. Therefore, it is still meaningful to compare the model comparison
results based on AIC with the model diagnostics results. Table 3 displays the AIC values of the three fitted AFT models.
We see that the log-normal model has a lower AIC than the Weibull and log-logistic models.

The GOF tests with NRSP residuals and NUSP-CSF report fairly large p-values for the log-normal model. Despite these
GOF test results, we further checked whether the linear assumption is plausible with the NRSP-AOV method (described
in Section 4.2). We calculated 1000 replicated NRSP-AOV p-values. The top-left plot of Figure 5 shows the histogram of
these replicated NRSP-AOV p-values for the log-normal model. The percentage of NRSP-AOV p-values < 0.05 is about
50%, and the pmin is only slightly larger than 0.05. Therefore, we have fair evidence to suspect that there is non-linearity.
We drew the NRSP residuals against each covariate and linear predictor, one of which is shown in the top-right plot of
Fig. 5. This plot shows that large “nodes” values appear to have small NRSP residuals (not symmetric about 0). We tried
a logarithm transformation for nodes and fitted a log-normal model with log(nodes) and other variables. This model is
labelled as “log-normal with log(nodes)” in Table 3 and Fig. 5. We see that the NRSP residuals of this model are more
homogeneous along with the variable “nodes”, as shown in the bottom-right plot of Fig. 5. The replicated NRSP-AOV
p-values (bottom-left plot of Fig. 5) are mostly larger than 0.05 with pmin near 1. Furthermore, the AIC value of this model,
as shown in the last column of Table 3, supports that the log transformation results in a better model. This above analysis
clearly shows that the non-linearity diagnostics with NRSP residuals successfully detect the non-linear effect of “nodes”
in this dataset. However, the effect is too subtle to be detected by the above GOF tests, including the NUSP-CSF test.
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Figure 5. NRSP non-linearity residual diagnosis for the breast cancer data. The red vertical lines in the histograms of replicated NRSP-AOV p-values show the pmin values.
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6. Conclusions and Discussions

This paper has proposed using randomized survival probabilities (RSPs) to conduct model diagnostics for censored
regression. We have proved that RSPs always have the uniform distribution on (0, 1) under the true model. Consequently,
NRSP residuals are approximately distributed with N(0, 1) under the true model. With this unified reference distribution
for NRSP residuals, we can conduct a wide variety of residual diagnostics for censored regression. Our simulation studies
show that, although the GOF tests with NRSP residuals are not as powerful as a traditional GOF test method, a non-
linearity test with NRSP residuals has significantly higher power in detecting non-linearity. The real data analysis shows
that the NRSP residual diagnostics successfully captures a subtle non-linear relationship in the dataset, which is not
detected by the graphical diagnostics with the CS residuals and existing GOF tests.

The NRSP residual for one-sided censored regression, as described in this article, can be easily extended to interval-
censored regression by drawing a random number between the two survival probabilities calculated on the two bounds
of each interval. The NRSP residual for interval-censored regression can be regarded as an extension of the randomized
quantile residual [40] for count regression if we consider a count observation as an observation of a continuous variable
censored by fixed integer intervals.

To overcome the randomness in NRSP testing p-values, we need to devise valid methods to obtain non-random GOF
test p-values based on NRSP residuals. In this article, we describe a method for obtaining a p-value upper bound pmin. pmin
is informative when the model departure is clear. However, it is generally conservative. We desire to have a more powerful
and non-random summary of the replicated NRSP test p-values. Our preliminary results (not shown in this article) show
that averaging replicated NRSP test p-values can boost the discriminative power of NRSP-SW and NRSP-SF methods
to the power of NUSP-CSF, as measured by ROC curves. However, the averages of replicated NRSP-SW or NRSP-SF
p-values are no longer uniformly distributed. We believe that to characterize the distribution of the average of replicated
NRSP testing p-values or to obtain a rule of thumb is an interesting topic.

This article shows that a simple non-linearity test by applying ANOVA to NRSP residuals has superior power than GOF
tests in detecting non-linearity. We expect that many other specific model mis-specification tests that target a particular
model discrepancy have higher powers than GOF tests. For example, statistical tests for checking proportional hazard
assumption in Cox regression seem to be demanded very often; see [24] among others. We believe that developing specific
quantitative and graphical diagnostic tools based on NRSP residuals will be fruitful because of the explicit characterization
of the approximate standard normal distribution of NRSPs under the true model.

A. Additional Figures and Tables

Additional figures, tables, and simulation results can be found from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/
action/downloadSupplement?doi=10.1002%2Fsim.8852&file=sim8852-sup-0001-supinfo.
pdf.

B. R Functions, Demonstration Examples, and Data Availability

R functions for computing NRSP residuals for survreg and coxph objects with demonstration examples and the dataset
used in this paper are available here: https://longhaisk.github.io/software/NRSP/.
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