arXiv:2305.11445v1 [stat.ME] 19 May 2023

A GENERAL MODEL-CHECKING PROCEDURE FOR

SEMIPARAMETRIC ACCELERATED FAILURE TIME MODELS

Dongrak Choi^˚ Department of Biostatistics and Bioinformatics Duke University Durham, NC, USA dongrak.choi@duke.edu

Woojung Bae^˚ Department of Statistics University of Florida Gainesville, FL, USA woojung.bae@ufl.edu

Jun Yan Department of Statistics University of Connecticut Storrs, CT, USA jun.yan@uconn.edu

Sangwook Kang^:

Department of Applied Statistics and Department of Statistics and Data Science Yonsei University Seoul, Republic of Korea kanggi1@yonsei.ac.kr

May 22, 2023

ABSTRACT

We propose a set of goodness-of-fit tests for the semiparametric accelerated failure time (AFT) model, including an omnibus test, a link function test, and a functional form test. This set of tests is derived from a multi-parameter cumulative sum process shown to follow asymptotically a zero-mean Gaussian process. Its evaluation is based on the asymptotically equivalent perturbed version, which enables both graphical and numerical evaluations of the assumed AFT model. Empirical p-values are obtained using the Kolmogorovtype supremum test, which provides a reliable approach for estimating the significance of both proposed un-standardized and standardized test statistics. The proposed procedure is illustrated using the induced smoothed rank-based estimator but is directly applicable to other popular estimators such as non-smooth rank-based estimator or least-squares estimator.Our proposed methods are rigorously evaluated using extensive simulation experiments that demonstrate their effectiveness in maintaining a Type I error rate and detecting departures from the assumed AFT model in practical sample sizes and censoring rates. Furthermore, the proposed approach is applied to the analysis of the Primary Biliary Cirrhosis data, a widely studied dataset in survival analysis, providing further evidence of the practical usefulness of the proposed methods in real-world scenarios. To make the proposed methods more accessible to researchers, we have implemented them in the R package afttest, which is publicly available on the Comprehensive R Archieve Network.

Keywords Goodness-of-fit, Induced smoothing, Least-squares estimation, Model diagnostics, Rank-based estimation, Survival Analysis

˚Contribute equally to this study :Corresponding author

1 Introduction

An accelerated failure time (AFT) model provides a valuable tool for assessing the effects of covariates on failure times. It links the natural logarithm of failure time to a set of predictors (including risk factors and covariates) in a linear fashion with an addition of a random error term. When the distribution of the random error is left unspecified, the corresponding AFT model is referred to as a semiparametric AFT model. This semiparametric AFT model has several notable features: First, covariates act directly on the failure time which makes interpreting the effects straightforward compared to the other popular models that act on the hazard function such as Cox (Wei 1992). Second, it maintains flexibility in the shape of the failure time distribution since no distributional assumption is made on the error term. With these desirable features, semiparametric AFT models have served as a useful alternative to the popular Cox model in the regression analysis of failure time data subject to censoring. Estimation of regression parameters, the rank-based estimation procedure (Prentice 1978, Tsiatis 1990, Jin et al. 2003, Chiou, Kang & Yan 2014) and least-squares estimation procedure (Buckley & James 1979, Jin et al. 2006, Chiou, Kang, Kim & Yan 2014) has been popular among others.

Model-checking procedures are essential steps that follow inference procedures to validate the model-fitting results. The popular Cox model has offered well-developed procedures for estimating regression parameters under a wide range of settings (Cox 1972). Moreover, it provides an array of model-checking methods, including omnibus tests, link function tests, and functional form tests. For example, as a technique for assessing the validity of the marginal Cox model, procedures using a cumulative partial-sum process based on martingale-type residuals have been predominantly popular (Lin et al. 1993, Spiekerman & Lin 1996, Huang et al. 2011, Lu et al. 2014, Li et al. 2015, Lee et al. 2019). These methodological and theoretical developments are implemented in popular computer software such as R (R Core Team 2022). For example, an R package for assessing goodness-of-fit of a Cox proportional hazards regression model and Fine-Gray subdistribution model, goftte (Sfumato et al. 2019), has been developed.

Unlike these developments of model-checking procedures for the Cox model, most of the literature on model-checking procedures for AFT models has focused on parametric AFT models (Bagdonavičius et al. 2013, Balakrishnan et al. 2013, Lin & Spiekerman 1996, Cockeran et al. 2021); only limited studies are available for checking semiparametric AFT models (Novák 2013, 2015, Chiou, Kang, Kim & Yan 2014). Based on the rank-based estimator, Novák (2013, 2015) proposed an omnibus test checking the overall departure from the assumed model, which shares the similar spirit of Lin et al. (1993). Lin & Spiekerman (1996) developed similar procedures but with parametric AFT models. Despite these developments, several important aspects are either missing or need to be improved. First, checking the assumptions regarding the linearity of the effect of each covariate on the transformed T or the exponential link function between a set of covariates and the failure time are often of specific interest, and violations of such specific assumptions could lead to invalid statistical inferences. Therefore, checking these assumptions and assessing model adequacy are crucial after fitting an AFT model but such procedures are not fully developed for semiparametric AFT models. For least-squares estimators, another popular class of estimators, checking the functional form of covariates in marginal semiparametric AFT models have been considered (Chiou, Kang, Kim & Yan 2014) but the derivation of the properties of the proposed processes requires a formal investigation. Second, the omnibus test procedures proposed in Novák (2013, 2015) are restricted to the rank-based estimator of Prentice (1978), Jin et al. (2003), non-smooth in model parameters. Procedures for checking specific model components as well as the overall departure from the assumed AFT model under other popular estimators such as the induced smoothed estimator (Brown & Wang 2007, Johnson & Strawderman 2009), computationally more efficient version of the non-smooth rank-based estimator or the aforementioned least-squares estimators have not yet been developed. Third, the proposed process in Novák (2013) is a process of time (t) evaluated at fixed values of covariates (z). Meanwhile, the cumulative-sum processes considered in Lin et al. (1993), Spiekerman & Lin (1996) are multi-parameter processes in t as well as z. Therefore, model diagnostic procedures that properly account for the aforementioned three aspects in checking the semiparametric AFT model are still remain to be developed.

Our primary objective can be summarized as follows. We propose to develop suitable test statistics that can effectively assess the adequacy of semiparametric AFT models. We propose a series of test statistics based on a multi-parameter stochastic

Page 2 of 24 process of t and z and demonstrate that they follow Gaussian processes under the null hypothesis of the assumed AFT model. We consider various forms of functions based on the proposed test statistics to enable omnibus tests, link function tests, and functional form tests, providing a comprehensive assessment of semiparametric AFT models. We provide nonstandardized and standardized test statistics based on the popular estimators for the semiparametric AFT model; namely, the non-smoothed rank-based estimator, its induced-smoothed version and least-squares estimator. To ensure objectivity, we employ the Kolmogorov-type supremum test for calculating p-values, providing a rigorous measure of the model’s goodnessof-fit. Furthermore, to facilitate the practical implementation of our proposed methods, we have also developed an R package, afttest, (Bae et al. 2022). This package provides user-friendly tools for conducting model adequacy assessments based on our proposed test statistics, allowing for easy application to medical data.

The structure of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the semiparametric AFT model and its parameter estimation procedure. Section 3 presents the proposed model-checking methods for assessing the adequacy of the AFT model. In Section 4, we describe the simulation studies conducted to evaluate the performance of the proposed modelchecking methods. Section 5 demonstrates the application of the proposed model-checking procedures to the well-known Primary Biliary Cirrhosis (PBC) study data. Lastly, Section 6 provides a discussion and concluding remarks.

2 Semiparametric AFT model and estimation

Suppose that the sample is composed of n independent subjects. Let T_i and C_i denote the potential failure time and censoring time for the i^{th} subject, respectively (i “ 1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , n). We assume that T_i is subject to right censoring, so the observed time is X_i “ min pT_i, C_iq. The corresponding failure indicator is Δ_i “ I pT_i ď C_iq. For each subject, we observe a p-dimensional bounded vector of covariates Z_i “ pZ_{i1}, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Z_{ip}q^J. Throughout this article, we consider time-invariant Z. For the i^{th} subject, the observed data are then pX_i, Δ_i, Z_iq. T_i and C_i are assumed to be independent given Z_i for all i. For a given Z_i, T_i is assumed to follow a semiparametric AFT model. Specifically, for the i^{th} subject,

log T_i “ ´Z^J_i β_0 ` ϵ_i, (2.1)

where β_0 “ pβ_{01}, ¨ ¨ ¨ , β_{0p}q^J is a true vector of regression parameters and ϵ_i is an unspecified random error term.

Let e_i pβq “ log X_i ` Z^J_i β denote the i^{th} observed residual based on the assumed model in (2.1) where β “ pβ_1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , β_pq^J is an unknown vector of regression parameters. Let N_i pt, βq “ I pe_i pβq ď t, Δ_i “ 1q and Y_i pt, βq “ I pe_i pβq ě tq be the corresponding counting process and at-risk process, respectively.

For estimation of the regression coefficients β in (2.1), the rank-based approach (Prentice 1978) and the least squares approach (references) have been popular. In the rank-based approach, estimating functions U pt, βq at t based on the ranks of e_i’s may be used where U pt, βq “ nÿ i“1 ż_t ´8 ψ ps, βq pZ_i ´ E ps, βqq dN_i ps, βq , (2.2)

ψ ps, βq is a possibly data-dependent weight function, S_d pt, βq “ ř_n i“1 Z^{bd}_i Y_i pt, βq , d “ 0, 1 and E pt, βq “ S_1 pt, βq {S_0 pt, βq. Throughout this article, we assume the Gehan-type weight for ψ ps, βq, i.e., ψ ps, βq “ n^{´1}S_0 pt, βq. Then, with t “ 8, (2.2) can be reduced as

U_N pβq “ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 nÿ j“1 Δ_i pZ_i ´ Z_j q I pe_j pβq ě e_i pβqq (2.3)

Page 3 of 24

Note that (2.3) is non-smooth in β. An induced smoothed version of (2.3), U_I pβq, may also be considered for computational efficiency, especially in variance estimation. Specifically,

U_I pβq “ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 nÿ j“1 Δ_i pZ_i ´ Z_jq Φ ^ e_j pβq ´ e_i pβq r_{ij} ˙ , (2.4)

where r^2_{ij} “ n^{´1} pZ_i ´ Z_j q^J pZ_i ´ Z_j q, and Φ is the standard normal cumulative distribution function (CDF). Estimators pβ_N and pβ_I for β_0 are defined as the solutions to U_N pβq “ 0 and U_I pβq “ 0, respectively (Chiou, Kang & Yan 2014, Chiou et al. 2015b). Under some regularity conditions, pβ_N is shown to be consistent for β_0 and n^12 ´ pβ_N ´ β_0 ¯ is shown to converge to a zero-mean normal random variable with a finite covariance matrix (Lin et al. 1998). pβ_I is shown to share the same asymptotic properties of pβ_N (Johnson & Strawderman 2009, Chiou, Kang & Yan 2014, Chiou et al. 2015b). In the least squares approach, the usual least squares normal equations are used with replacing the right-censored failure time by its estimated conditional expectation pE rlog T_i|X_i, Δ_i, Z_is. Specifically,

pT^˚_i pβq “ pE rlog T_i|X_i, Δ_i, Z_is “ Δ_i log X_i ` p1 ´ Δ_iq « ş e_ipβq ud pF_β puq

1 ´ pF_β te_i pβqu

´ Z^J_i β ff

where pF_βp¨q is the Kaplan-Meier estimator of the CDF of e_i pβqs. Then, the corresponding normal equations are written as U_L pβ, bq “ nÿ i“1 pZ_i ´ Z̄q ! pT^˚_i pbq ` Z^J_i β ) ,

where Z̄ “ n^{´1} ř_n i“1 Z_i. An estimator for β can be obtained by iteratively evaluating pβ^{pmq}_L “ Lppβ^{pm´1q}_L q for m ě 1 where

L pbq “

#_n ÿ i“1 pZ_i ´ Z̄q^{b2}

+_{´1} «_n ÿ i“1 pZ_i ´ Z̄q ! T̄^˚ pbq ´ pT^˚_i pbq )ff and T̄ ˚ pbq “ n´1 ř^n_{i“1} pT˚_i pbq (Jin et al. 2006, Chiou, Kang, Kim & Yan 2014). This approach is computationally more efficient and stable than the Buckley-James estimator (Buckley & James 1979) that solves U_Lpβ, βq “ 0 since U_Lpβ, βq is neither smooth nor monotone in β. For each m, pβ^{pmq}_L is shown to be consistent and asymptotically normal if the initial estimator, pβ^{p0q}_L is consistent and asymptotically normal (Jin et al. 2006).

3 Model-checking procedures

3.1 Multi-parameter stochastic process

In this section, we will introduce a class of multi-parameter stochastic processes, which is the cumulative sum of martingale residuals for the AFT model, and discuss its properties. We will begin by defining a Nelson-Aalen type estimator of the cumulative hazard function of residuals, denoted by Λpt, βq, where β represents the vector of regression coefficients such as

pΛ pt, βq “ ż_t 0 J psq S_0 ps, βq dN_‚ ps, βq where N_‚ ps, βq “ ř_n

i“1 N_i pt, βq and J ptq “ I pS_0 pt, βq ą 0q. Then, a stochastic process M_i pt, βq, i “ 1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , n, defined by M_i pt, βq “ N_i pt, βq´ ş_t 0 Y_i ps, βq dΛ psq is a zero-mean martingale with respect to a suitable filtration

Page 4 of 24

(Lin et al. 1998, Novák 2015). The corresponding martingale residual, an estimated version of M_i pt, βq, is denoted as xM_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ “ N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ ´ ş_t 0 Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dpΛ ´ s, pβ_I ¯ . If the assumptions on the AFT model are satisfactory, the martingale

residuals xM_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ are expected to fluctuate around zero (Novák 2013, 2015). This offers an essential building block for detecting model misspecifications.

For an objective diagnostic test, we consider a class of multi-parameter stochastic processes, the cumulative sum of martingale residuals for the AFT model, whose form is given as

W pt, zq “ n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq xM_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ , where π_i pzq “ I pZ_i ď zq “ ś_p q“1 I pZ_{iq} ď z_qq is a weight function of z. One can use π_i pzq “ ℓ pz; Z_iq I pZ_i ď zq where ℓ p¨q is a bounded function of z. Similar ideas have been popularly used in the survival analysis literature (see, e.g., Barlow & Prentice 1988, Therneau & Lumley 2015, Lin et al. 1993, Novák 2013, 2015). For checking the semiparametric AFT model, Novák (2013, 2015) also considered the same process only with pβ_N, the non-smoothed estimator for β and at a fixed z.

Under some regularity conditions, the proposed stochastic process can be shown to converge to a zero-mean Gaussian process. We use this process to detect model misspecifications in several directions. The asymptotic property is summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 1 W pt, zq follows zero-mean Gaussian process asymptotically for varying t and z, and it is consistent against any misspecifications of the semiparametric AFT model.

Proof. A sketch of the proof is provided in Appendix.

Here, we define W pt, zq and derive its asymptotic distribution based on pβ_I, induced smoothed rank-based estimator for β but the result is more general in the sense that the other two estimators pβ_N and pβ_L can also be incorporated. n^12 ´ pβ_N ´ β_0 ¯ and n^12 ´ pβ_I ´ β_0 ¯ are shown to converge to the same limiting distribution Johnson & Strawderman (2009), so the result of

Theorem 1 remains unchanged for pβ_N. For pβ_L, the asymptotic representation of n^12 ´ pβ_L ´ β_0 ¯ is different from that for

n^12 ´ pβ_N ´ β_0 ¯ (and, consequently, for n^12 ´ pβ_I ´ β_0 ¯ ) but is shown to be asymptotically normal (Jin et al. 2006). So, the main result still remains the same with a different form of the asymptotic covariance function.

A direct assessment of the significance level of the proposed tests is difficult due to the complicated nature of the covariance function of the limiting distribution of W pt, zq. So, we propose a perturbed version of the original process, which has the same limiting distribution under the null hypothesis. A similar approach has also been considered in Novák (2013). Define S_π pt, z, βq “ nÿ i“1 π_i pzq Y_i pt, βq E_π pt, z, βq “ S_π pt, z, βq S_0 pt, βq

f_π pt, zq “ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 Δ_iπ_i pzq f_0 ptq tZ_i g_π pt, zq “ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq g_0 ptq tZ_i,

where f_0 ptq and g_0 ptq are the baseline densities of T_i exp ` Z^J_i β_0 ˘ and X_i exp ` Z^J_i β_0 ˘ , respectively. One can obtain estimators, pf_0 ptq and pg_0 ptq through the kernel smoothed techniques (Diehl & Stute 1988, Novák 2013, 2015, Silverman 2018). We assume each Kernel estimate of pf and pg have bounded variations and converge in probability uniformly to f_0

Page 5 of 24 and g_0, respectively. Indeed, we can obtain pf_π pt, zq and pg_π pt, zq by plugging in pf_0 ptq and pg_0 ptq, respectively. We further assume that f_π pt, zq and g_π pt, zq have bounded variances and converges a.s. to f_{π0} pt, zq and g_{π0} pt, zq, respectively.

We also define the following perturbed processes by generating n independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) positive random variables, pϕ_1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , ϕ_nq, with Erϕ_is “ Varrϕ_is “ 1, i “ 1 . . . , n: U^ϕ_π pt, z, βq “ nÿ i“1 ż_t ´8 ψ ps, βq tπ_i pzq ´ E_π ps, z, βqu d xM_i ps, βq pϕ_i ´ 1q and

U^ϕ_I pβq “ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 nÿ j“1 Δ_i pZ_i ´ Z_jq Φ ^ e_j pβq ´ e_i pβq r_{ij} ˙ ϕ_i.

The following theorem summarizes the asymptotic equivalence between the original process and its perturbed version for the induced smoothed rank-based estimator.

Theorem 2 Under the assumptions in Appendix and given the observed data, pN_i pt, βq , Y_i pt, βq , Z_iq, i “ 1, . . . , n, W pt, zq and xW pt, zq has the same limiting distribution where

xW pt, zq “ n^{´ 1}_2 U^ϕ_π ´ t, z, pβ_I ¯ ´ n^{12} ^ pf_π pt, zq` ż_t 0 pg_π ps, zq dpΛ ´ s, pβ_I ¯˙J´ pβ_I ´ pβ^:_I ¯

´n^{´ 12} ż_t 0 S_π ´ s, z, pβ_I ¯ d ´ pΛ ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ pΛ ´ s, pβ^:_I ¯¯ and pβ^:_I is the solution to U^ϕ_I pβq “ 0.

Proof. A sketch of the proof is provided in Appendix.

Note that Theorem 2 is directly applicable to the other estimators mentioned in Section 2. Specifically, for the non-smooth rank-based estimator, we replace pβ_I and pβ^:_I with pβ_N and pβ^:_N, respectively, where pβ^:_N is the solution to U^ϕ_N pβq “ 0 and

U^ϕ_N pβq “ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 nÿ j“1 Δ_i pZ_i ´ Z_jq I pe_j pβq ě e_i pβqq ϕ_i.

Likewise, for the least-squares estimator, we replace pβ_I and pβ^:_I with pβ_L and pβ^:_L, respectively, where pβ^:_L is the solution to U^ϕ_L pβq “ 0,

U^ϕ_L pβ, bq “ nÿ i“1 pZ_i ´ Z̄q ! pT^{ϕ˚}_i pbq ` Z^J_i β ) ϕ_i, pT^{ϕ˚}_i pβq “ Δ_i log X_i ` p1 ´ Δ_iq « ş e_ipβq ud pF˚_β puq

1 ´ pF^˚_β te_i pβqu

´ Z^J_i β ff and pF˚_β p¨q is a perturbed version of pF_βp¨q.

3.2 Specific test forms

3.2.1 Functional form test

We first consider checking the functional form of a covariate. A general representation of the AFT model with a functional form for the q^{th} covariate as g_q pZ_{iq}q is as follows:

log T_i “ g^J pZ_iq β ` ϵ_i

Page 6 of 24 where g^J pZ_iq “ tg_1pZ_{i1}q, ¨ ¨ ¨ , g_ppZ_{ip}qu. If provided data satisfy the AFT model assumptions, each function g_ip¨q for Z_i is an identity function. Using the analogous arguments in Lin et al. (1993), the proposed test statistic for checking the functional form can be represented in the following way:

sup_z | | xW q pzq | | where xW q pzq “ nÿ i“1 I pZ_{iq} ď z_qq xM_i ´ 8, pβ_I ¯ .

Note that it is a special case of xW pt, zq with t “ 8 and z_r “ 8 for all r ‰ qpr, q “ 1, . . . , pq. With this choice of z, π_i pzq can be reexpressed as π_i pzq “ I pZ_i ď zq “ ś_p q“1 I pZ_{iq} ď zq “ I pZ_{iq} ď z_qq. Since it checks the functional form of the q^{th} covariate, functional forms of other covariates are dominated by Z_r “ 8.

3.2.2 Link function test

The AFT model with a general link function can be written as

log T_i “ g ` Z^J_i β ˘ ` ϵ_i where g p¨q is a link function. If the AFT model assumptions are satisfied, the link function g p¨q is the identity function. Using the analogous arguments in Lin et al. (1993), the proposed test statistic for checking the link function is given as follows:

sup_z | | xW pzq | | where xW pzq “^nÿ i“1 I pZ_i ď zq xM_i ´ 8, pβ_I ¯ ,

It is a special case of xW pt, zq with t “ 8 for p ą 1. When p “ 1, the test statistic for checking the link function reduces to that for checking the functional form.

3.2.3 Omnibus test

An omnibus test to detect an overall departure from the assumed AFT model can be conducted by using the following test statistic: sup_{t,z} | | xW pt, zq | | where xW pt, zq “^nÿ i“1 I pZ_i ď zq xM_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ ,

This is also a special case of xW pt, zq where t and z are considered simultaneously in finding the supremum. A similar test statistic with a single parameter stochastic process is considered in Novák (2013, 2015) in which the procedure is based on the non-smoothed estimator that solves (2.3).

3.2.4 Test procedures

By considering specific forms of W pt, zq in subsections 3.2.1 - 3.2.3, several aspects of model misspecifications including the overall departure from the assumed AFT model, link function and functional form can be evaluated. Here, we consider two types of Kolmogorov-type supremum tests, so-called unstandardized and standardized tests, where

sup_{t,z} |W pt, zq| and sup_{t,z} | | | | | W pt, zq c pV ´ xW pt, zq ¯ | | | | | ,

Page 7 of 24 where pV ´ xW pt, zq ¯ can be obtained from the sample variance of xW pt, zq. The specific test procedure based on the unstandardized test statistics is as follows:

1. Calculate the observed statistics W pt, zq and an absolute supremum of W pt, zq, W_{obs} “ sup_{t,z} |W pt, zq|

2. Generate K approximated paths, " xW^{plq} pt, zq

*_K l“1 and let xW^{plq}_{app} “ sup_{t,z} | | xW pt, zq | | for l “ 1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , K

3. Let l_0 be the number of approximated paths satisfying ! W_{obs} ď W^{plq}_{app}

)_K l“1 , i.e., l_0 “ ř_K l“1 I ´ W_{obs} ď W^{plq}_{app} ¯

4. Consider the p-value as the ratio of how the observed statistic is embedded in the distribution of approximated paths.

i.e. p-value “^{l0}_K

The testing procedure based on the standardized test statistics can be performed in the same way except that W_{obs} and xW^{plq}_{app} in Steps 1 and 2 are replaced by their standardized counterparts. In the subsequent simulation studies and real data analysis sections, results from using both unstandardized and standardized test procedures are provided.

4 Simulation Study

4.1 Simulation Scenario 1

To assess the finite sample performance of the proposed model-checking procedures, we conducted extensive simulation experiments under different sets of covariates, censoring rates, and sample sizes. In Simulation Scenario 1, we generated T from an AFT model with linear and quadratic terms for the covariate Z.

log T_i “ ´β_0 ´ β_1Z_i ´ γZ^2_i ` ϵ_i, (4.1.1)

where Z_i is a normal random variable with mean 2 and standard error 1. We set β_0 “ ´4 and β_1 “ 1. γ is set to increase by 0.1 from 0 to 0.5. The error term is randomly generated from the standard normal distribution. We consider two censoring rates (20% and 40%) with three different sample sizes (N “ 100, 300, and 500). The censoring time is independently generated from a log-normal distribution with mean τ and standard error 1 where τ is determined to achieve the desired censoring rates around 20% or 40%. For the test statistic, we consider both unstandardized and standardized versions. We considered two model misspecification aspects: the link function and functional form of covariates, as well as omnibus tests. We also included the test statistic proposed by Novák (2013), which is based on the non-smoothed estimator for regression coefficients. The null model assumed was a standard AFT model with a linear term for Z. When γ “ 0, we assessed the type I error rate. When γ ‰ 0, the null model was misspecified by not accounting for the quadratic term, and we evaluated the power of the proposed test statistics. For each configuration, we generated 500 approximated sample paths from the null model to calculate p-values. We replicated the simulations 1,000 times. The induced smoothed and non-smoothed estimators for the regression coefficients were obtained using the R package aftgee (Chiou, Kang & Yan 2014). The aforementioned model-checking procedures were implemented in the R package afttest, which is available in CRAN (Bae et al. 2022).

In Simulation Scenario 1, we first assess the type I error rate when γ “ 0. When γ ‰ 0, the assumed AFT model is misspecified by not accounting for the quadratic term and we assess the power of the proposed statistics in detecting this misspecification. Table 1 presents the simulation results for the omnibus, link function, and functional form tests under Simulation Scenario 1. When the censoring rate is 20% and γ “ 0, the type I error rates are reasonably well controlled for all the test statistics considered. When γ ą 0 and fixed, the powers tend to increase as the sample sizes increase. For increasing values of γ, the corresponding rejection ratios also increase. In general, standardized tests produce higher power compared to their unstandardized counterparts. This implies that a departure from the assumed AFT model can be more

Page 8 of 24

Dongrak Choi, WooJung Bae, Sangwook Kang

Table 1: Results for the omnibus (omni), link function (link), and functional form (form) tests under Simulation scenario 1. Monotone non-smooth method (mns) and monotone induced smoothed method (mis) are considered under the sample sizes of n “ 100, 300, and 500 with two different censoring rates of 20% and 40%. Each number in a cell represents the rejection ratio based on 1,000 replications for the standardized statistic (bold) or unstandardized statistic.

censoring 20% 40% n 100 300 500 100 300 500 γ test mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis 0.011 0.009 0.016 0.016 0.015 0.015 0.009 0.010 0.015 0.015 0.017 0.020 omni 0.004 0.005 0.006 0.008 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.009 0.011 0.006 0.006 0.026 0.023 0.028 0.027 0.024 0.024 0.020 0.022 0.025 0.029 0.026 0.028 link 0.011 0.012 0.014 0.010 0.008 0.010 0.011 0.011 0.014 0.019 0.011 0.010 0.024 0.025 0.027 0.028 0.025 0.026 0.023 0.020 0.029 0.027 0.029 0.028 0 form 0.011 0.011 0.012 0.010 0.011 0.010 0.012 0.012 0.017 0.018 0.010 0.011 0.035 0.033 0.098 0.097 0.186 0.184 0.016 0.018 0.072 0.077 0.127 0.131 omni 0.006 0.006 0.015 0.013 0.028 0.026 0.007 0.009 0.025 0.022 0.032 0.035 0.101 0.100 0.208 0.208 0.319 0.320 0.051 0.057 0.177 0.181 0.256 0.260 link 0.013 0.014 0.022 0.022 0.040 0.038 0.015 0.018 0.029 0.030 0.040 0.038 0.098 0.101 0.214 0.208 0.324 0.320 0.054 0.055 0.173 0.182 0.258 0.256 0.1 form 0.011 0.012 0.024 0.022 0.038 0.034 0.016 0.016 0.028 0.028 0.036 0.038 0.090 0.094 0.378 0.387 0.698 0.697 0.038 0.034 0.222 0.226 0.479 0.478 omni 0.010 0.008 0.054 0.054 0.149 0.132 0.011 0.012 0.049 0.048 0.101 0.096 0.224 0.223 0.591 0.595 0.830 0.833 0.123 0.121 0.428 0.428 0.653 0.651 link 0.020 0.025 0.085 0.088 0.197 0.188 0.019 0.024 0.070 0.064 0.128 0.122 0.228 0.233 0.589 0.598 0.835 0.835 0.117 0.118 0.428 0.429 0.650 0.651 0.2 form 0.021 0.022 0.086 0.090 0.193 0.197 0.023 0.024 0.071 0.068 0.124 0.122 0.174 0.182 0.701 0.733 0.954 0.947 0.051 0.052 0.401 0.396 0.739 0.729 omni 0.016 0.016 0.143 0.169 0.368 0.366 0.016 0.016 0.086 0.078 0.180 0.178 0.372 0.364 0.844 0.861 0.978 0.978 0.161 0.158 0.628 0.631 0.863 0.868 link 0.035 0.035 0.202 0.222 0.460 0.454 0.031 0.034 0.109 0.113 0.228 0.229 0.366 0.361 0.840 0.855 0.978 0.981 0.167 0.159 0.637 0.633 0.867 0.875 0.3 form 0.036 0.034 0.200 0.228 0.464 0.450 0.036 0.032 0.110 0.112 0.233 0.235 0.272 0.275 0.894 0.904 0.995 0.996 0.078 0.070 0.560 0.572 0.889 0.899 omni 0.026 0.027 0.266 0.288 0.664 0.676 0.018 0.018 0.116 0.119 0.294 0.292 0.508 0.521 0.956 0.960 0.998 0.999 0.223 0.214 0.784 0.785 0.958 0.957 link 0.050 0.052 0.352 0.378 0.746 0.756 0.040 0.036 0.166 0.168 0.358 0.357 0.507 0.511 0.955 0.956 0.999 0.999 0.222 0.221 0.784 0.785 0.959 0.957 0.4 form 0.053 0.054 0.357 0.372 0.744 0.757 0.040 0.038 0.170 0.168 0.357 0.360 0.387 0.394 0.975 0.975 1.000 1.000 0.096 0.092 0.698 0.704 0.960 0.960 omni 0.044 0.043 0.461 0.476 0.874 0.897 0.020 0.019 0.168 0.168 0.418 0.422 0.627 0.637 0.989 0.988 1.000 1.000 0.277 0.282 0.879 0.875 0.981 0.985 link 0.076 0.079 0.562 0.564 0.922 0.935 0.044 0.046 0.232 0.227 0.503 0.514 0.627 0.631 0.990 0.990 1.000 1.000 0.266 0.278 0.874 0.880 0.986 0.985 0.5 form 0.073 0.076 0.558 0.572 0.915 0.928 0.043 0.046 0.236 0.230 0.513 0.514

Page 9 of 24 easily detected by the standardized test procedure than its unstandardized version. For example, when γ “ 0.2 with the 20% censoring and sample size 100, checking the functional form using the based on and induced smoothed method, the rejection ratio for the unstandardized and standardized tests are 0.022 and 0.233, respectively. For the increased censoring rate of 40%, overall findings remain similar with smaller powers compared to those with the same sample sizes. The results for the non-smooth test are, in general, similar to those for the proposed test. We also observe that the results of the link function test and functional form test are very similar. As discussed in 3.2.2, this is expected because we consider only one continuous covariate.

(a) afttestplot: unstandardized omnibus test with mis for model (4.1.1)

(b) afttestplot: standardized omnibus test with mis for model (4.1.1)

(c) afttestplot: unstandardized link function test with mis for model (4.1.1)

(d) afttestplot: standardized link function test with mis for model (4.1.1)

(e) afttestplot: unstandardized functional form test with mis for model (4.1.1)

(f) afttestplot: standardized functional form test with mis for model (4.1.1)

Figure 1: Plots of sample paths based on the proposed unstandardized and standardized test procedures for Simulation scenario 1 with γ “ 0.3, 20% censoring rate and the sample size of 300 (induced-smoothed). x-axis indicates the rank of the log transformed residuals. The sample path for the test statistic (red) overlays by 50 approximated sample paths under the null (grey) are displayed. Top panel is the plot for the omnibus test under the different quantiles of covariates. Bottom two panels are the plots for testing the link function (left) and functional form (right)

Figure 1 present plots of sample paths for the unstandardized and standardized test procedures, respectively, for Simulation Scenario 1. Both test procedures are based on a 20% censoring rate, a sample size of 300, and a γ “ 0.3. The plots show

Page 10 of 24 the test statistic’s sample path based on the observed data in red, with 50 simulated sample paths under the null hypothesis in grey. The plots are divided into three panels, showing the omnibus, link function, and functional form tests. We observe some departure from the null at the lower and upper ranks of log-transformed residuals when testing the link function and functional form using the unstandardized and standardized test procedure in Figure 1 ((a), (c), and (e)). These departures become more obvious in Figure 1 ((b), (d), and (f)), where the standardized test procedure is considered.

4.2 Simulation scenario 2

In Simulation Scenario 2, we consider a setting similar to that in Simulation Scenario 1 but with the addition of an extra covariate. Specifically,

log T_i “ ´β_0 ´ β_1Z_{1i} ´ β_2Z_{2i} ´ γZ^2_{2i} ` ϵ_i, (4.2.1)

where Z_{1i} P t0, 1u is Bernoulli with probability 0.5 and Z_{2i} is the normal random variable with mean 2 and standard error 1. Each parameter is set to be β_0 “ ´4, β_1 “ 1, β_2 “ 1 and γ varies from 0 to 0.5 with 0.1 increment as in Simulation Scenario 1. Table 2 presents the results for the omnibus, link function, and functional form tests under Simulation Scenario 2. Overall, the findings are similar to those under Simulation Scenario 1, with the type I error rates all under the nominal level α “ 0.05. Powers increase as the sample size or γ increase. In most cases, the standardized version produces higher power than its unstandardized counterpart. The powers under Simulation Scenario 2 are, in general, slightly smaller than those under Simulation Scenario 1. In addition to the results in Simulation Scenario 1, we observe that the powers of the link function and functional form tests are different in the presence of an added binary covariate, with the latter tending to be higher than the former.

Figures 2 present plots of sample paths for the unstandardized and standardized test procedures for Simulation Scenario 2, respectively, using a 20% censoring rate, a sample size of 300, and a γ “ 0.3. The plots show the test statistic’s sample path based on the observed data in red, with 50 simulated sample paths under the null hypothesis in grey. The plots for the link function and functional form tests in both test procedure exhibit departures at higher ranks of log-transformed residuals, which is more obvious in the standardized version.

5 Analysis of primary biliary cirrhosis (PBC) data

We illustrate our proposed model-checking procedures using the well-known primary biliary cirrhosis (PBC) study data (Fleming & Harrington 2011). The PBC dataset consists of data on 418 patients diagnosed with PBC, a chronic liver disease that specifically affects the bile ducts. The dataset includes comprehensive information on each patient, including demographic variables such as age and sex, laboratory measurements such as serum bilirubin and albumin levels, and survival data such as the duration from diagnosis to liver transplant or death. The primary objective of the study was to investigate the natural course of PBC and to identify the prognostic factors that influence patient survival. For a more detailed description of the data and variables, please refer to Fleming & Harrington (2011). The AFT model has also been considered by several authors (Jin et al. 2003, Ding & Nan 2015). For example, Jin et al. (2003) considered five covariates: age (age), edema (edem), bilirubin (bili), protime (prot) and albumin (albu). We also consider the same set of covariates for the AFT model and fit the model using the induced smoothed rank-based estimating functions with the Gehan-type weight. We then investigate several model-checking aspects using the proposed test procedures. Specifically, we conduct an omnibus test, a link function test, and a functional form test for each covariate using the standardized tests with 1,000 sample paths using both induced smoothing and non-smoothed methods.

We first fit the model without transforming covariates using the standardized test procedure for age, edem, bili, protime, and albu (referred to as "Model1: Na"ive model"). The first row in Table 3 shows the results from Model1. Model1 is not a viable model because the p-values for the standardized omnibus tests, standardized link function tests, and standardized

Page 11 of 24

Dongrak Choi, WooJung Bae, Sangwook Kang

Table 2: Results for the omnibus (omni), link function (link), and functional form (form) tests under Simulation scenario 2. Monotone non-smooth method (mns) and monotone induced smoothed method (mis) are considered under the sample sizes of n “ 100, 300, and 500 with two different censoring rates of 20% and 40%. Each number in a cell represents the rejection ratio based on 1,000 replications for the standardized statistic (bold) or unstandardized statistic.

censoring 20% 40% n 100 300 500 100 300 500 γ test mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis 0.005 0.007 0.012 0.011 0.009 0.009 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.006 0.013 0.014 omni 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.007 0.006 0.020 0.018 0.032 0.032 0.034 0.035 0.011 0.010 0.032 0.035 0.035 0.034 link 0.006 0.008 0.006 0.006 0.009 0.010 0.008 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.011 0.013 0.024 0.023 0.024 0.024 0.022 0.022 0.014 0.015 0.024 0.021 0.021 0.020 0 form 0.005 0.005 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.006 0.007 0.005 0.007 0.007 0.009 0.007 0.018 0.018 0.084 0.086 0.188 0.186 0.002 0.002 0.029 0.031 0.091 0.092 omni 0.003 0.002 0.010 0.012 0.021 0.018 0.005 0.004 0.009 0.010 0.023 0.020 0.070 0.068 0.212 0.208 0.328 0.321 0.034 0.032 0.153 0.154 0.252 0.245 link 0.007 0.007 0.014 0.015 0.037 0.033 0.008 0.007 0.016 0.015 0.035 0.035 0.088 0.093 0.180 0.176 0.302 0.300 0.034 0.038 0.152 0.146 0.234 0.235 0.1 form 0.007 0.006 0.012 0.010 0.028 0.025 0.006 0.009 0.015 0.015 0.032 0.032 0.050 0.048 0.346 0.336 0.648 0.648 0.007 0.004 0.125 0.122 0.324 0.328 omni 0.005 0.007 0.033 0.034 0.116 0.112 0.006 0.006 0.025 0.024 0.072 0.070 0.151 0.146 0.543 0.550 0.760 0.752 0.068 0.064 0.330 0.330 0.569 0.565 link 0.015 0.016 0.053 0.053 0.150 0.150 0.012 0.011 0.038 0.040 0.094 0.090 0.198 0.202 0.565 0.558 0.784 0.779 0.080 0.087 0.390 0.384 0.625 0.620 0.2 form 0.014 0.013 0.048 0.050 0.164 0.161 0.013 0.011 0.041 0.035 0.097 0.095 0.104 0.109 0.694 0.707 0.941 0.942 0.011 0.011 0.222 0.206 0.574 0.574 omni 0.009 0.010 0.088 0.096 0.297 0.288 0.010 0.007 0.040 0.040 0.140 0.132 0.273 0.258 0.807 0.814 0.955 0.955 0.092 0.089 0.486 0.489 0.763 0.757 link 0.024 0.022 0.137 0.143 0.370 0.364 0.018 0.018 0.062 0.058 0.180 0.168 0.342 0.345 0.857 0.853 0.971 0.973 0.115 0.110 0.580 0.582 0.849 0.842 0.3 form 0.023 0.023 0.158 0.169 0.453 0.444 0.020 0.021 0.064 0.062 0.188 0.184 0.176 0.172 0.876 0.873 0.993 0.993 0.012 0.014 0.355 0.353 0.765 0.765 omni 0.015 0.013 0.160 0.168 0.513 0.518 0.007 0.005 0.062 0.060 0.218 0.212 0.355 0.358 0.922 0.920 0.994 0.997 0.121 0.124 0.628 0.636 0.878 0.876 link 0.031 0.035 0.245 0.253 0.605 0.605 0.023 0.023 0.100 0.101 0.268 0.272 0.462 0.462 0.962 0.965 0.999 0.998 0.158 0.156 0.748 0.738 0.943 0.948 0.4 form 0.040 0.040 0.318 0.342 0.734 0.736 0.024 0.021 0.111 0.109 0.306 0.310 0.242 0.239 0.958 0.957 0.999 1.000 0.016 0.015 0.460 0.452 0.878 0.869 omni 0.020 0.018 0.270 0.276 0.730 0.751 0.010 0.010 0.086 0.090 0.320 0.314 0.438 0.440 0.970 0.973 0.999 0.999 0.151 0.136 0.730 0.730 0.940 0.945 link 0.047 0.043 0.358 0.370 0.797 0.810 0.024 0.022 0.142 0.137 0.388 0.392 0.573 0.569 0.992 0.994 1.000 1.000 0.194 0.208 0.834 0.836 0.984 0.982 0.5 form 0.065 0.058 0.521 0.528 0.908 0.921 0.024 0.023 0.156 0.166 0.458 0.458

Page 12 of 24

Dongrak Choi, WooJung Bae, Sangwook Kang

(a) afttestplot: unstandardized omnibus test with mis for model (4.2.1)

(b) afttestplot: standardized omnibus test with mis for model (4.2.1)

(c) afttestplot: unstandardized link function test with mis for model (4.2.1)

(d) afttestplot: standardized link function test with mis for model (4.2.1)

(e) afttestplot: unstandardized functional form test with mis for model (4.2.1)

(f) afttestplot: standardized functional form test with mis for model (4.2.1)

Figure 2: Plots of sample paths based on the proposed unstandardized and standardized test procedures for Simulation scenario 2 with γ “ 0.3, 20% censoring rate and the sample size of 300 (induced-smoothed). x-axis indicates the rank of the log transformed residuals. The sample path for the test statistic (red) overlays by 50 approximated sample paths under the null (grey) are displayed. Top panel is the plot for the omnibus test under the different quantiles of covariates. Bottom two panels are the plots for testing the link function (left) and functional form (right)

Page 13 of 24

Table 3: The results of omnibus test, link function test, and functional forms of covariates from Model 1 and Model 2. Both monotone non-induced smoothed and monotone induced smoothed methods with standardized test statistics are considered. P-value

omni link bili prot albu age

model mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis mns mis

Model 1 0.020 0.030 0.000 0.010 0.000 0.000 0.725 0.655 0.790 0.800 0.580 0.660

Model 2 0.640 0.595 0.165 0.180 0.440 0.400 0.555 0.485 0.800 0.805 0.880 0.820

functional form tests for bilirubin are below the pre-specified α “ 0.05. The plot for testing the functional form of bili in Figure 3 clearly shows a departure from the null.

As the next model, we considered a model with log-transformed bilirubin (logbili), prot, albu, age, and edem (referred to as "Model 2: log-transformed bilirubin model"). The second row in Table 3 shows the test results for Model 2. The p-values for the omnibus, link function, and functional form tests indicate that the model is valid. In Figure 4, sample paths based on the observed data in each plot (red), including that for logbili, are all covered by the 50 simulated sample paths generated under the null distribution. Therefore, we selected Model 2 as our final model.

We fitted Models 1 and 2 using the R package aftgee (Chiou, Kang & Yan 2014). To ensure numerical stability in parameter estimation, we used the standardized covariates as considered in Jin et al. (2003). The parameter estimates of the five covariates, along with the corresponding 95% point-wise confidence intervals in parentheses, based on the induced smoothing method, are as follows: -0.574 (-0.730, -0.417), -0.247 (-0.424, -0.069), 0.194 (0.046, 0.342), -0.269 (-0.407, -0.131), and -0.940 (-1.483, -0.397) for each of covariate, respectively.

6 Conclusion

In this article, we propose AFT model-checking methods, including an omnibus test, a link function test, and a functional form test. These test statistics are specific forms of a weighted summation of martingale residuals. Although Novák (2013, 2015) proposed an omnibus test procedure based on a non-smooth rank-based estimator with Gehan-type weight, little research has been conducted on the omnibus test and other model-checking aspects, such as checking the link function and functional form of each covariate. This article elaborates on detailed model-checking techniques that encompass several important aspects of model-checking based on the induced smoothed estimator for model parameters, which is computationally more efficient than its non-smooth counterpart while maintaining the same asymptotic properties. The asymptotic properties of the proposed test statistics are rigorously established. Results from extensive simulation experiments show that the proposed test procedures maintain a Type I error rate and are reasonably powerful in detecting departures from the assumed AFT model with practical sample sizes and settings considered. We also illustrate our proposed methods by analyzing the PBC data. Our concluding model backs up the final AFT model considered by several researchers with the same set of covariates. To make the proposed model-checking procedures more convenient to use, we have implemented all the aforementioned procedures in the R package afttest Bae et al. (2022)

The proposed procedures in this article could be extended in several directions. Currently, the proposed methods only consider time-invariant covariates, but time-varying covariates are frequently encountered in many biomedical studies. Semiparametric AFT models that accommodate time-varying covariates have been investigated (Lin & Ying 1995). Novák (2013, 2015) also considered the incorporation of time-varying covariates to some extent under the non-smoothed estimation framework. However, the induced smoothing method has not yet been developed to accommodate time-varying covariates for a semiparametric AFT model. Therefore, extending the induced smoothing method to fit semiparametric AFT models with

Page 14 of 24

(a) afttestplot: pbc standardized omni function test (b) afttestplot: standardized link function test

(c) afttestplot: standardized form function test (bili) (d) afttestplot: standardized form function test (prot)

(e) afttestplot: standardized form function test (albu) (f) afttestplot: standardized form function test (age)

Figure 3: Plots of sample paths based on the proposed standardized test procedures based on induced smoothing estimator for Model 1. x-axis indicates the rank of the log transformed residuals. The sample path for the test statistic (red) overlays by 50 approximated sample paths under the null (grey) are displayed. Panel (a) is the plot for the omnibus test under the different quantiles of covariates. Panel (b) is the link function test and panels (c)-(f) are functional form tests for bili, prot, albu and age, respectively.

Page 15 of 24

(a) afttestplot: pbc standardized omni function test (b) afttestplot: standardized link function test

(c) afttestplot: standardized form function test (logbili) (d) afttestplot: standardized form function test (prot)

(e) afttestplot: standardized form function test (albu) (f) afttestplot: standardized form function test (age)

Figure 4: Plots of sample paths based on the proposed standardized test procedures based on induced smoothing estimator for Model 2. x-axis indicates the rank of the log transformed residuals. The sample path for the test statistic (red) overlays by 50 approximated sample paths under the null (grey) are displayed. Panel (a) is the plot for the omnibus test under the different quantiles of covariates. Panel (b) is the link function test and panels (c)-(f) are functional form tests for logbili, prot, albu and age, respectively.

Page 16 of 24 time-varying covariates and developing model-checking procedures for the induced smoothed estimator would be a natural next research direction.

The proposed method in this article considers the setting with univariate failure time data assuming independence among subjects. However, extending our proposed methods to the setting with clustered failure time data is straightforward with the marginal model approach. Rank-based estimation methods and their induced smoothed versions are currently available (Johnson & Strawderman 2009, Chiou et al. 2015a), but the corresponding model-checking procedures are still underdeveloped. Therefore, developing model-checking procedures for the induced smoothed estimator in the clustered failure time data setting is another possible future research direction.

Code Availability

This paper presents the results obtained using version 4.3.0 of the statistical computing environment R and version 4.3.0 of the afttest package. The afttest package comprises two primary functions, namely afttest and afttestplot, which provide both nonsmooth (mns) and induced-smoothed (mis) based outcomes. All the packages used in this study are available from the Comprehensive R Archive Network (CRAN). The most recent source codes for the package and its analysis can be accessed via the following links: https://github.com/WoojungBae/afttest and https://github.com/WoojungBae/afttest_analysis.

Acknowledgements

The first two authors have made equal contributions to this paper.

References

Bae, W., Choi, D. & Kang, S. (2022), afttest: Model Diagnostics for Accelerated Failure Time Models. R package version 4.3.0.

URL: https://github.com/WooJungBae/afttest

Bagdonavičius, V. B., Levuliene, R. J. & Nikulin, M. S. (2013), ‘Chi-squared goodness-of-fit tests for parametric accelerated failure time models’, Communications in Statistics-Theory and Methods 42(15), 2768–2785.

Balakrishnan, N., Chimitova, E., Galanova, N. & Vedernikova, M. (2013), ‘Testing goodness of fit of parametric aft and ph models with residuals’, Communications in Statistics-Simulation and Computation 42(6), 1352–1367.

Barlow, W. E. & Prentice, R. L. (1988), ‘Residuals for relative risk regression’, Biometrika 75(1), 65–74.

Brown, B. M. & Wang, Y.-G. (2007), ‘Induced smoothing for rank regression with censored survival times’, Statistics in Medicine 26(4), 828–836.

Buckley, J. & James, I. (1979), ‘Linear regression with censored data’, Biometrika 66(3), 429–436.

Chiou, S. H., Kang, S., Kim, J. & Yan, J. (2014), ‘Marginal semiparametric multivariate accelerated failure time model with generalized estimating equations’, Lifetime data analysis 20, 599–618.

Chiou, S. H., Kang, S. & Yan, J. (2014), ‘Fitting accelerated failure time models in routine survival analysis with r package aftgee’, Journal of Statistical Software 61, 1–23.

Chiou, S. H., Kang, S. & Yan, J. (2015a), ‘Semiparametric accelerated failure time modeling for clustered failure times from stratified sampling’, Journal of the American Statistical Association 110(510), 621–629. URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2014.917978

Page 17 of 24

Chiou, S., Kang, S. & Yan, J. (2015b), ‘Rank-based estimating equations with general weight for accelerated failure time models: an induced smoothing approach’, Statistics in Medicine 34(9), 1495–1510.

Cockeran, M., Meintanis, S. G., Santana, L. & Allison, J. S. (2021), ‘Goodness-of-fit testing of survival models in the presence of type–ii right censoring’, Computational Statistics 36, 977–1010.

Cox, D. R. (1972), ‘Regression models and life-tables’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological) 34(2), 187–202.

URL: https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1972.tb00899.x Diehl, S. & Stute, W. (1988), ‘Kernel density and hazard function estimation in the presence of censoring’, Journal of Multivariate Analysis 25(2), 299–310.

Ding, Y. & Nan, B. (2015), ‘Estimating mean survival time: when is it possible?’, Scandinavian Journal of Statistics 42(2), 397–413.

Fleming, T. R. & Harrington, D. P. (2011), Counting processes and survival analysis, John Wiley & Sons. Hardy, G. H., Littlewood, J. E., Pólya, G., Pólya, G. et al. (1952), Inequalities, Cambridge university press. Huang, C.-Y., Luo, X. & Follmann, D. A. (2011), ‘A model checking method for the proportional hazards model with recurrent gap time data’, Biostatistics 12(3), 535–547.

Jin, Z., Lin, D., Wei, L. & Ying, Z. (2003), ‘Rank-based inference for the accelerated failure time model’, Biometrika 90(2), 341–353.

Jin, Z., Lin, D. Y. & Ying, Z. (2006), ‘On least-squares regression with censored data’, Biometrika 93(1), 147–161. Johnson, L. M. & Strawderman, R. L. (2009), ‘Induced smoothing for the semiparametric accelerated failure time model:

asymptotics and extensions to clustered data’, Biometrika 96(3), 577–590.

Lee, C. H., Ning, J. & Shen, Y. (2019), ‘Model diagnostics for the proportional hazards model with length-biased data’, Lifetime data analysis 25, 79–96.

Li, J., Scheike, T. H. & Zhang, M.-J. (2015), ‘Checking fine and gray subdistribution hazards model with cumulative sums of residuals’, Lifetime data analysis 21(2), 197–217.

Lin, D. & Spiekerman, C. (1996), ‘Model checking techniques for parametric regression with censored data’, Scandinavian journal of statistics pp. 157–177.

Lin, D., Wei, L. & Ying, Z. (1998), ‘Accelerated failure time models for counting processes’, Biometrika 85(3), 605–618. Lin, D. Y., Wei, L.-J. & Ying, Z. (1993), ‘Checking the cox model with cumulative sums of martingale-based residuals’, Biometrika 80(3), 557–572.

Lin, D. & Ying, Z. (1995), ‘Semiparametric inference for the accelerated life model with time-dependent covariates’, Journal of statistical planning and inference 44(1), 47–63.

Lu, W., Liu, M. & Chen, Y.-H. (2014), ‘Testing goodness-of-fit for the proportional hazards model based on nested case– control data’, Biometrics 70(4), 845–851.

Novák, P. (2013), ‘Goodness-of-fit test for the accelerated failure time model based on martingale residuals’, Kybernetika 49(1), 40–59.

Novák, P. (2015), ‘Regression models in survival analysis and reliability’.

Page 18 of 24

Pollard, D. (1990), Empirical processes: theory and applications, Ims.

Prentice, R. L. (1978), ‘Linear rank tests with right censored data’, Biometrika 65(1), 167–179. R Core Team (2022), R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing, R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria.

URL: https://www.R-project.org/ Sfumato, P., Filleron, T., Giorgi, R., Cook, R. J. & Boher, J.-M. (2019), ‘Goftte: Ar package for assessing goodness-of-fit in proportional (sub) distributions hazards regression models’, Computer Methods and Programs in Biomedicine 177, 269– 275.

Shorack, G. R. & Wellner, J. A. (2009), Empirical processes with applications to statistics, SIAM. Silverman, B. W. (2018), Density estimation for statistics and data analysis, Routledge.

Spiekerman, C. & Lin, D. (1996), ‘Checking the marginal cox model for correlated failure time data’, Biometrika 83(1), 143– 156.

Therneau, T. M. & Lumley, T. (2015), Package ‘survival’.

Tsiatis, A. A. (1990), ‘Estimating regression parameters using linear rank tests for censored data’, The Annals of Statistics pp. 354–372.

Wei, L.-J. (1992), ‘The accelerated failure time model: a useful alternative to the cox regression model in survival analysis’, Statistics in medicine 11(14-15), 1871–1879.

Page 19 of 24

B Appendix

We prove Theorems 1 and 2 for the induced smoothed rank-based estimator, pβ_I. As mentioned in Section 3, these results are also applicable to the other estimators such as the non-smooth rank-based estimator, pβ_N, and least-squares estimator, pβ_L. For pβ_N, the results remain identical mainly due to the asymptotic equivalence of the limiting distributions of pβ_I and pβ_N (Johnson & Strawderman 2009). For pβ_L, the asymptotic covariance function for W pt, zq will have a different form but the main results in Theorems 1 and 2 remain the same.

We assume the following regularity conditions. Note that these conditions are also specified in Lin et al. (1998) and Novák (2013, 2015).

C1 pN_i, Z_iq are bounded.

C2 pN_i, C_i, Z_iq are i.i.d.

C3 ψ pt, β_0q , E pt, β_0q , E_π pt, β_0q, and n^{´1}S_π pt, β_0q converge almost surely to ξ, E , E_π, and S_π, respectively.

C4 C_iexppZ^J_i β_0q have a uniformly bounded density and Λ_0p¨q has a bounded second derivative.

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We prove Theorem 1 by first showing that W ´ t, z; pβ_I ¯ follows asymptotically a zero-mean Gaussian process. By the

asymptotic expansion of pβ_I (Johnson & Strawderman 2009), it can be shown that W ´ t, z; pβ_I ¯ “ n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq xM_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯

“ n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq M_i pt, β_0q ` n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq ! xM_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ ´ M_i pt, β_0q )

“ n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq M_i pt, β_0q ` n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq ! N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ ´ N_i pt, β_0q )

´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i π_i pzq

^ż_t 0 Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dpΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ ż_t 0 Y_i ps, β_0q dΛ_0 psq ˙

“ n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq M_i pt, β_0q ` n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq ! N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ ´ N_i pt, β_0q )

´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i π_i pzq ż_t 0 Y_i ps, β_0q d ´ pΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ dΛ_0 psq ¯

´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i π_i pzq ż_t 0 ´ Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ Y_i ps, β_0q dΛ_0 psq ¯

Page 20 of 24

Applying the results in Novák (2013, Lemma 6.1; p.53), and Novák (2015, Lemma 10; p.38), we obtain W ´ t, z; pβ_I ¯ “ n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq M_i pt, β_0q ` n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq ! N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ ´ N_i pt, β_0q )

´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i π_i pzq ż_t 0 Y_i ps, β_0q d ´ pΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ dΛ_0 psq ¯

´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i π_i pzq ż_t 0 ´ Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ Y_i ps, β_0q dΛ_0 psq ¯

“ n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq M_i pt, β_0q ´ n^{´ 12} f^J_π pt, zq ´ pβ_I ´ β_0 ¯

´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i π_i pzq ż_t 0 Y_i ps, β_0q d ´ pΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ dΛ_0 psq ¯

´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i π_i pzq ż_t 0 ´ Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ Y_i ps, β_0q dΛ_0 psq ¯

Using the arguments in Lin et al. (1998, Theorems 2 and 4; p.616-617), Novák (2013, Lemma 6.1; p.53), and Novák (2015, Lemma 10; p.38), we have

n^{12} ´ pΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ Λ_0 psq ¯ “ n^{12} ´ pΛ_0 ps, β_0q ´ Λ_0 psq ¯ ` κ^J ptq n^{12} ´ pβ_I ´ β_0 ¯ ` o_p p1q

“ n^{12}

~_n ÿ i“1 ż_t 0 J psq S_0 ps, β_0q dM_i ps, β_0q ¸ ` κ^J ptq n^{´ 12} Ω^{´1}U_I pβ_0q ` o_p p1q

where κ ptq “´ ş_t 0 E psq d pλ_0 psq sq and Ω “ ş_8 0 ξ ptq E ” Y_1 pt, β_0q pZ_1 ´ E ptqq^{b2} ı d pλ_0 ptq tq. Then,

W ´ t, z; pβ_I ¯ “ n^{´ 12} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq M_i pt, β_0q ´ n^{´ 12} ^ f_π pt, zq` ż_t 0 g_π ps, zq dΛ_0 psq

˙_J´

pβ_I ´ β_0 ¯

´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i ż_t 0 S_π ps, z, β_0q S_0 ps, β_0q dM_i pt, β_0q ´ n^{´ 12} ÿ i ż_t 0 S_π ps, z, β_0q dκ^J ptq n^{´ 12} Ω^{´1}U_I pβ_0q ` o_p p1q

“ n^{´ 12} ÿ i ż_t 0 pπ_i pzq ´ E_π ps, z, βqq dM_i pt, β_0q

´ n^{´ 12} ~ f_π pt, zq` ż_t 0 g_π ps, zq dΛ_0 psq` ÿ i ż_t 0 n^{´1}S_π ps, z, β_0q dκ^J ptq

¸_J

Ω^{´1}U_I pβ_0q ` o_p p1q

Denote V_t “ n^{´ 12} ÿ i M_i pt, β_0q , V_Z “ n^{´ 12} ÿ i Z_iM_i pt, β_0q , and V_π “ n^{´ 12} ÿ i π_i pzq M_i pt, β_0q .

For fixed t and z, each of the processes is a sum of i.i.d. quantities having a zero mean. The multivariate central limit theorem establishes the finite-dimensional convergence of pV_t, V_Z , V_πq. M_i pt, β_0q, Z_iM_i pt, β_0q, and π_i pzq M_i pt, β_0q, i “ 1, . . . , n are manageable (Pollard 1990, p38) since they can be expressed as sums and products of monotone functions. Then, it follows from the functional central limit theorem (Pollard 1990)) that pV_t, V_Z , V_πq is tight and converges weakly to a zero-mean Gaussian process, denoted as pW_t, W_Z , W_πq. By the Skorohod-Dudley-Wichura theorem (Shorack & Wellner

Page 21 of 24

2009, p47), there exists an equivalent process pV_t, V_Z , V_πq in an alternative probability space that the weak convergence is strengthened to almost sure convergence. Combining these results with the almost sure convergence results of ψ pt, β_0q, E pt, β_0q, E_π pt, β_0q, and n^{´1}S_π pt, β_0q to continuous functions ξ, E , E_π, and S_π, respectively, we have the following almost sure convergence results:

p1q n^{´ 12} ż_t 0 ÿ i π_i pzq dM_i ps, β_0q converges to ż_t 0 dW_π; p2q n^{´ 12} ż_t 0 ÿ i E_π pt, z, β_0q dM_i ps, β_0q converges to ż_t 0 E_π ps, β_0q dW_Z psq ;

p3q n^{´ 12} ^ f_π pt, Zq` ż_t 0 g_π ps, Zq dΛ_0 psq` ż_t 0 n^{´1}S_π ps, z, β_0q dκ^J psq

˙_J Ω^{´1}U_I pβ_0q converges to ^ f_{π0} ptq` ż_t 0 g_{π0} psq dΛ_0 psq` ż_t 0 S_π ps, z, β_0q dκ^J psq

˙_J ^ż_8 0 ξ psq dW_Z´ ż_8 0 ξ psq E ps, β_0q dW_t ˙ . In summary, as n Ñ 8, W ´ t, z; pβ_I ¯ converges weakly to

ż_t 0 dW_Z´ ż_t 0 E ps, β_0q dW_t ´ ν^J ptq

^ż_8 0 ξ psq dW_Z´ ż_8 0 ξ psq E ps, β_0q dW_t ˙

where ν ptq “ f_{π0} pt, zq` ş_t 0 g_{π0} ps, zq dΛ_0 psq` ş_t 0 S_π ps, z, β_0q dκ^J ptq is a Gaussian process with the zero-mean and the covariance function being

σ pt_1, t_2q “E

« "ż_{t1} 0 pπ_1 pzq ´ E_π ps, β_0qq dM_1 ps, β_0q ´ ν^J pt_1q Ω^{´1} ż_8 0 ξ psq pZ_1 ´ E ps, β_0qq dM_1 ps, β_0q *

^ "ż_{t2} 0 pπ_1 pzq ´ E_π ps, β_0qq dM_1 ps, β_0q ´ ν^J pt_2q Ω^{´1} ż_8 0 ξ psq pZ_1 ´ E ps, β_0qq dM_1 ps, β_0q * ff .

Second, we claim that the omnibus test based on sup_{t,z} |W pt, zq| is consistent against the general alternative that there do not exist a constant vector β and a function λ_0 p¨q such that λpt|Zq “ λ_0 pt ¨ g pZqq g pZq, generalized hazard function, for almost all t ą 0 and z generated by the random vector Z.

We first decompose n^{´ 1}2 W ´ t, z; pβ_I ¯ into two parts:

n^{´ 12} W ´ t, z; pβ_I ¯

“ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 π_i pzq xM_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯

“ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 ℓ pZ_iq I pZ_i ă zq N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ ´ n^{´1} nÿ i“1 ℓ pZ_iq I pZ_i ă zq ż_t 0 Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dpΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ . (B.1)

Then, it follows from the Strong Law of Large Numbers (SLLN) and Lin et al. (1998, Theorem 2; p.616), (B.1) is asymptotically equivalent to E ” ℓ pZ_iq I pZ_i ă zq N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ı ´ E „ ℓ pZ_iq I pZ_i ă zq ż_t 0 Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dpΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ȷ (B.2)

Page 22 of 24

Let H pzq denote the distribution of Z_i. Then, the first term of (B.2) can rewritten as E ” ℓ pZ_iq I pZ_i ă zq N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ı

“ E ” E ” ℓ pzq I pz ă zq N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ |z ıı

“ ż_z 0 ℓ pzq E ” N_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ |z ı dH pzq “ ż_z 0 ż_t 0 ℓ pzq Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ λ_0 ´ s ¨ g ´ z; pβ_I ¯¯ g ´ z; pβ_I ¯ dH pzq ds The last equality above comes from λpt|Zq “ λ_0 pt ¨ g pZqq g pZq. Likewise, the second term of (B.2) can be written as E „ ℓ pZ_iq I pZ_i ă zq ż_t 0 Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dpΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ȷ

“ ż_z 0 ℓ pzq ż_t 0 Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dpΛ ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dH pzq “ ż_z 0 ż_t 0 ℓ pzq Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dpΛ ´ s, pβ_I ¯ dH pzq “ ż_z 0 ż_t 0 ℓ pzq Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ pλ_0 ´ s ¨ exp ´ ´z^J pβ_I ¯¯ exp ´ ´z^J pβ_I ¯ dH pzq ds. Combining these two results, (B.2) reduces to

ż_z 0 ż_t 0 ℓ pzq Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ! λ_0 ´ s ¨ g ´ z; pβ_I ¯¯ g ´ z; pβ_I ¯ ´ pλ_0 ´ s ¨ exp ´ ´z^J pβ_I ¯¯ exp ´ ´z^J pβ_I ¯) dH pzq ds

“ ż_z 0 ż_t 0 ℓ pzq Y_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ exp ´ ´z^J pβ_I ¯ $ & % g ´ z; pβ_I ¯

exp ´ ´z^J pβ_I ¯´ pλ_0 ´ s ¨ exp ´ ´z^J pβ_I ¯¯

λ_0 ´ s ¨ g ´ z; pβ_I ¯¯ , . - λ_0 ´ s ¨ g ´ z; pβ_I ¯¯ dH pzq ds. (B.3)

Under the alternative hypothesis, pβ_I and pΛ_0 ´ t, pβ_I ¯ converge to β^‹ and ş λ^‹_0ps, β^‹qds, respectively, and g pZ; β^‹q ‰ exp ` Z^Jβ^‹ ˘ . Therefore, (B.3) converges to

ż_z 0 ż_t 0 ℓ pzq Y_i ps, β^‹q exp ` ´z^Jβ^‹ ˘ # g pz; β^‹q exp p´z^Jβ^‹q ´ λ^‹_0 ` s ¨ exp ` ´z^Jβ^‹ ˘˘ λ_0 ps ¨ g pz; β^‹qq + λ_0 ps ¨ g pz; β^‹qq dH pzq ds

By Hardy et al. (1952, p. 136) and in Lin et al. (1993, Appendix 3), as n Ñ 8,

λ^‹_0 ` s ¨ exp ` ´z^Jβ^‹ ˘˘ λ_0 ps ¨ g pz; β^‹qq Ñ ş exp ` ´z^Jβ^‹

˘ !_{gpz;β}‹_q

expp´z^Jβ^‹q ) Y_i pt, β^‹q dH pzq ş exp p´z^Jβ^‹q Y_i pt, β^‹q dH pzq

Page 23 of 24 almost surely. For the maximizer of^{gpz;β‹q}_{expp´zJβ}‹_q , say z_:, we have $ & % g pz_:; β^‹q exp ´ ´z^J_: β^‹ ¯ , . - ´ ş exp ` ´z^Jβ^‹

˘ !_{gpz;β}‹_q

expp´z^Jβ^‹q ) Y_i pt, β^‹q dH pzq ş exp p´z^Jβ^‹q Y_i pt, β^‹q dH pzq ą 0.

It shows that the test statistic is consistent against the general alternative as we stated above.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

To show that W ´ t, z; pβ_I ¯ is asymptotically identically distributed as the test statistic based on non-smoothed score process xW pt, zq where

xW pt, zq “ n^{´ 1}_2 pU^ϕ_π ´ t, z, pβ_I ¯ ´ n^{12} ^ pf_π pt, zq` ż_t 0 pg_π ps, zq dpΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯˙J´

pβ_I ´ pβ^:_I ¯

´ n^{´ 12} ż_t 0 S_π ´ s, z, pβ_I ¯ d ´ pΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ´ pΛ_0 ´ s, pβ^:_I ¯¯ .

For simplicity, we assume that ψ ps, βq “ 1. Then,

xW pt, zq “ 1? n nÿ i“1 ż_t 0 ´ π_i pzq ´ E_π ´ s, z, pβ_I ¯¯ d xM_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ϕ_i

´ n^{12} ^ pf_π pt, zq` ż_t 0 pg_π ps, zq dpΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯˙J´ pβ_I ´ pβ^:_I ¯

´ n^{12} ż_t 0 n^{´1}S_π ´ s, z, pβ_I ¯ dκ psq ´ pβ_I ´ pβ^:_I ¯ ` o_pp1q “ 1 ? n nÿ i“1 ż_t 0 ´ π_i pzq ´ E_π ´ s, z, pβ_I ¯¯ d xM_i ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ϕ_i

´ n^{´ 12} ^ pf_π pt, zq` ż_t 0 pg_π ps, zq dpΛ_0 ´ s, pβ_I ¯ ` ż_t 0 n^{´1}S_π ´ s, z, pβ_I ¯ dκ psq ˙_J

Ω^{´1}U_I ´ pβ^:_I ¯ ` o_pp1q

Since U^ϕ_I ´ pβ^:_I ¯ “ 0, we observe that xW pt, zq shares the same components as W pt, zq. Note that that β_0, M_i pt, β_0q,

f_π pt, zq, and g_π pt, zq can be replaced by pβ_I, ϕ_iM_i pt, β_0q, pf_π pt, zq, and pg_π pt, zq, respectively. In addition, the resampled martingale residuals ϕ_iM_i pt, β_0q have the same distribution as ϕ_i xM_i ´ t, pβ_I ¯ , and the kernel estimates of f_0 and g_0 con-

verge uniformly to their true densities. Consequently, xW pt, zq exhibits the same limiting finite-dimensional distributions as W pt, zq, and its tightness follows the same arguments as for W pt, zq.

Page 24 of 24