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Abstract

Scoring rules promote rational and honest decision-making, which is becoming increasingly
important for automated procedures in ‘auto-ML’. In this paper we survey common squared
and logarithmic scoring rules for survival analysis and determine which losses are proper and
improper. We prove that commonly utilised squared and logarithmic scoring rules that are
claimed to be proper are in fact improper, such as the Integrated Survival Brier Score (ISBS).
We further prove that under a strict set of assumptions a class of scoring rules is strictly
proper for, what we term, ‘approximate’ survival losses. Despite the difference in properness,
experiments in simulated and real-world datasets show there is no major difference between
improper and proper versions of the widely-used ISBS, ensuring that we can reasonably trust
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previous experiments utilizing the original score for evaluation purposes. We still advocate for
the use of proper scoring rules, as even minor differences between losses can have important
implications in automated processes such as model tuning. We hope our findings encourage
further research into the properties of survival measures so that robust and honest evaluation
of survival models can be achieved.

1 Introduction

The development of measures in survival analysis has historically focused on concordance type
measures. Following the introduction of the C-index in Harrell et al. [1984], there followed decades of
argument and counterargument in which the measure was criticized, lauded, and reworked. Notable
contributions include works by Gönen and Heller [2005], Uno et al. [2007], Blanche et al. [2019],
among others. Ultimately, Harrell’s C-index remains one of the most widely used measures in survival
analysis. Further research has helped practitioners to understand which concordance measures to
use and when [Pencina et al., 2012, Schmid and Potapov, 2012, Rahman et al., 2017, Sonabend
et al., 2022]. Concordance indices can only measure the quality of ranking predictions, however
survival models may also make survival time predictions (though rarely, e.g., [Van Belle et al., 2011]),
and survival distribution predictions. Although concordance-type measures do exist for this latter
prediction type [Antolini et al., 2005], these still only evaluate the discrimination ability of a model,
i.e., the model’s ability to separate observations between low and high risk of the event of interest.
In contrast, scoring rules evaluate probabilistic distribution predictions and attempt to measure the
overall predictive ability of a model as a combination of calibration and discrimination [Murphy,
1973, Gneiting and Raftery, 2007].

Scoring rules have gained in popularity for the past couple of decades, since probabilistic forecasts
were recognised to be superior to deterministic predictions in quantifying uncertainty [Dawid, 1984,
1986]. Formalisation and development of scoring rules have primarily been due to Dawid [Dawid,
1984, 1986, Dawid and Musio, 2014] and Gneiting and Raftery [Gneiting and Raftery, 2007]; al-
though the earliest measures promoting “rational” and “honest” decision making date back to the
1950s [Brier, 1950, Good, 1952]. In classification and (probabilistic) regression [Gressmann et al.,
2018] settings there are established definitions for scoring rules and specific losses have been defined,
most popular of which are the Brier score (or ‘squared loss’) and Log loss (or ‘logarithmic loss’). In
contrast, the survival analysis setting lacked a scoring rule until Graf et al. [1999].

In this paper, our aim is to examine properness of a subset of scoring rules proposed in survival
analysis. Following the popularity seen in classification and regression settings, we focus on squared
and logarithmic losses, which are the most widely used to evaluate survival model performance. For
comprehensive reviews incorporating absolute losses and other variations of scoring rules, including
R2 forms, see [Hielscher et al., 2010, Choodari-Oskooei et al., 2012a,b, Rahman et al., 2017]. We
limit the scope to measures utilized for external validation of survival models and thus exclude losses
that require estimation of any hyperparameters, such as those that may be used for the optimization
of deep learning models [Lee et al., 2018, Ren et al., 2019, Tjandra et al., 2021, Han et al., 2021,
Yanagisawa, 2023].

The paper is structured as follows: in Section 2 we introduce mathematical notation and termi-
nology used throughout; Section 3 revisits the definition of properness for losses in the classification
setting and extends it to the survival setting; in Section 4 we review several squared and logarithmic
survival losses and their claimed properness, making propositions to prove or disprove these claims
(proofs in Appendix); Section 5 introduces a new class of strictly proper survival losses; in Section 6
we empirically compare the score introduced by Graf et al. with a proper derivative of the score
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using simulated and real-world datasets; lastly, in Section 7 we provide a summary of our work and
propose guidelines for future ML practitioners.

2 Notation

Throughout this paper we assume that only right-censoring is present in the data and focus only
on continuous-time models and measures. We use the following notation. Let X,Y,C be random
variables taking values in X ⊆ Rn,Y ⊆ R, C ⊆ R respectively. In addition, define T := min(Y,C),
and ∆ := I(Y = T ). We interpret these as follows: X is a vector of co-variates, Y is the theoretical
survival time (or time of death event), C is the theoretical censoring time, T is the outcome time,
and ∆ is the event indicator or censoring status (1 if the outcome is the event of interest and
T = Y , 0 otherwise and T = C). Let Z be some random variable, then fZ(z) is the probability
density function, FZ(z) =

∫ z

0
fZ(u)du is the the cumulative distribution function, SZ(z) = 1−FZ(z)

is the survival function, hZ(z) = fZ(z)/SZ(z) is the hazard function, and HZ = − log(SZ(z)) =∫ z

0
hZ(u)du is the cumulative hazard function.

3 Properness definitions for survival losses

Before moving into the survival setting, we first revisit the definition of properness in the classification
setting and justify the requirement for strict properness.

Definition 3.1. Let P be a family of distributions over [0, 1] and let Y = {0, 1} then, a classification
loss L : P × Y → R̄ is called proper if for any pY , p in P and for any Y ∼ pY , it holds that
E[L(pY , Y )] ≤ E[L(p, Y )]. L is called strictly proper if in addition to being proper, E[L(pY , Y )] =
E[L(p, Y )] ⇔ p = pY , for any pY , p in P and for any Y ∼ pY .

A loss is proper if the correct prediction minimises the loss, a loss is strictly proper if the correct
prediction uniquely minimises the loss. Even a proper loss may not be entirely useful, this is clear
by example: let K : P ×Y → R̄ be the loss defined by K(p, Y ) := 42. K is proper as it is minimised
by the correct prediction, but it is useless since all predictions are assigned the same score and there
is no way to determine if one model is better than another.

Historically, the notion of scoring rules in survival analysis can be attributed to Erika Graf [Graf
et al., 1999]. In this seminal manuscript, two scoring rules for survival analysis are defined and one of
them is claimed to be proper, while the other is implied to be but not claimed. However, no formal
definition of a proper survival scoring rule is provided, nor proofs of properness. Subsequent papers
have also derived scoring rules without providing definitions or proofs (e.g. Avati et al. [2020]). To
our knowledge the first formal definitions of survival scoring rules appear in Sonabend [2021], Rindt
et al. [2022] and Yanagisawa [2023]. Rindt et al. [2022] provides a definition of a survival scoring
rule conditional on the covariate random variable X, and Yanagisawa [2023] provides a simpler,
unconditional definition. Our definition, based on that in Sonabend [2021], closely resembles the
one proposed by Yanagisawa [2023]. However, we include additional definitions to address various
types of survival losses and to clarify key assumptions in survival analysis.

Definition 3.2. Let P be a family of distributions over R>0 and let T ⊆ R>0 then for any pY , p in
P and for any Y ∼ pY and C t.v.i. R>0 with T := min{Y,C} and ∆ := I(T = Y ); a survival loss
L : P × T 7→ R̄ is called

1. proper if E[L(pY , T,∆)] ≤ E[L(p, T,∆)]
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2. strictly proper if E[L(pY , T,∆)] ≤ E[L(p, T,∆)] with equality iff p = pY

When Y and C are independent, (strictly) proper survival losses are called outcome-independent
(strictly) proper.

Note the definition reflects a central challenge of survival analysis, namely that survival models
make predictions for Y but are evaluated against the ground truth T . The definition for outcome-
independent properness is crucial for defining losses that can be proper in the presence of the
infamous survival non-identifiability problem [Tsiatis, 1975]. By definition if a loss is: i) (strictly)
proper then it is also outcome-independent (strictly) proper; ii) (outcome-independent) strictly
proper then it is also (outcome-independent) proper.

4 Squared and logarithmic losses

This paper focuses on squared and logarithmic scoring rules, to motivate a discussion around these
different classes of losses and when they should be used in different experiments to evaluate survival
models performance. We discuss the claimed properness properties of these losses in the literature
and make propositions to prove or disprove these claims.

We differentiate between exact and approximate losses. Approximate losses require separate
estimation of the censoring distribution in order to calculate the loss. Exact losses evaluate the
model’s predictions without further quantities needing to be estimated (only requiring the knowledge
of the censoring status, which is an implicit consideration in survival analysis).

4.1 Exact survival losses

These losses are listed below. Let (t, δ) be an observed survival outcome (time and status) and let
Y be as defined in Section 2, then we define:

• Survival Continuous Ranked Probability Score (SCRPS) [Avati et al., 2020]

LSCRPS(Y, t, δ) =

∫ t

0

F 2
Y (τ) dτ + δ

∫ ∞

t

S2
Y (τ) dτ (1)

• Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL)

LNLL(Y, t) = − log[fY (t)] (2)

• Right-Censored Log-Likelihood (RCLL) [Avati et al., 2020]

LRCLL(Y, t, δ) = − log[δfY (t) + (1− δ)SY (t)] (3)

Avati et al. [2020] defined the SCRPS and assumed the properness of the loss (with no assump-
tions about censoring) by stating that it is simply the weighted CRPS, which is proper [Gneiting
and Raftery, 2007]. Rindt et al. [2022] claim outcome-independent improperness of this loss by first
demonstrating that Avati’s assumption of properness due to the weighting is incorrect, and secondly
by simulation. The NLL is a very well-established loss in the literature, but its first application
to survival data appears to be in Goldstein et al. [2020], who imply properness of the loss in the
context of neural network optimisation, however they do not provide a definition of properness for
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survival nor any properness proof. Finally, Avati et al. [2020] also defined the RCLL, which is also
a special case of the survival scoring rule proposed by Dawid and Musio [2014]. Rindt et al. [2022]
prove the RCLL to be outcome-independent proper under their own definition of properness. These
claims are summarised in Table 1.

Contrary to the aforementioned claims, under Definition 3.2 we prove analytically (i.e., not by simu-
lation) that SCRPS and NLL are not outcome-independent proper (the weakest form of properness
(Lemma A.1)).

Proposition 4.1. LSCRPS and LNLL, are not: a) outcome-independent proper; b) outcome-independent
strictly proper; c) proper; d) strictly proper.

Proof. The proof of (a) is given in Appendix B.1. Proofs of (b)-(d) follow from (a) and lemma A.1.

We note that no losses are claimed to be (strictly) proper in general (i.e. when Y and C are not
independent), which holds due to the non-identifiability problem in survival analysis [Tsiatis, 1975].

4.2 Approximate survival losses

The most common survival loss appears to be an adaptation of the Brier (or squared) score derived
in Graf et al. [1999]. This loss employs an inverse probability of censoring weighting (IPCW)
approach to weight the loss by an estimate of the censoring distribution. We term losses of this
form as ‘approximate losses’ as they imply perfect knowledge of the censoring distribution, which is
of course impossible in practice, and therefore estimators of these losses can only be ‘approximate’
at best. Proper approximate losses can be useful in modern predictive settings in which ‘big data’
is accessible and thus estimators, such as the Kaplan-Meier, can converge to the true censoring
distribution [Kaplan and Meier, 1958]. However, approximate losses may provide misleading results
when the sample size is small and the true censoring distribution is poorly estimated. Note that
convergence for Kaplan-Meier (or similar) estimators usually requires the assumption that C and
Y are independent [Gerds and Schumacher, 2006], hence we expect these losses to be outcome-
independent proper at best.

All approximate losses appear to be attributed to Graf et al. [1999] or are derivatives of this
work, see list below. Let Ĝ be the estimated survival function of the censoring distribution SC ,
τ∗ ∈ T the time cutoff to integrate the score up to, (t, δ) the observed survival outcome (time and
status), and let the other variables below be as defined in Section 2. Then we define,

• Integrated Survival Brier Score [Graf et al., 1999]

LISBS(Y, t, δ|Ĝ) =

∫ τ∗

0

S2
Y (τ)I(t ≤ τ, δ = 1)

Ĝ(t)
+

F 2
Y (τ)I(t > τ)

Ĝ(τ)
dτ (4)

• Integrated Survival Log-Likelihood [Graf et al., 1999]

LISLL(Y, t, δ|Ĝ) = −
∫ τ∗

0

log[FY (τ)]I(t ≤ τ, δ = 1)

Ĝ(t)
+

log[SY (τ)]I(t > τ)

Ĝ(τ)
dτ (5)

• Integrated Binomial Log-Likelihood [Rindt et al., 2022]

LIBLL(Y, t, δ|Ĝ) =

∫ τ∗

0

log[FY (τ)]I(t ≤ τ, δ = 1)

Ĝ(t)
+

SY (τ)I(t > τ)

Ĝ(τ)
dτ (6)
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In practice it is common to estimate Ĝ with the Kaplan-Meier estimator fit on {(t1, 1−δ1), ..., (tn, 1−
δn)}, due to the fact that Ĝ → SC as n → ∞ when calulated using the Kaplan-Meier estimator [Ka-
plan and Meier, 1958]. We use ĜKM to specifically refer to Ĝ estimated with the Kaplan-Meier
method.

The ISBS is defined in Graf et al. [1999] with properness claimed without definition of a survival
scoring loss and without proof. This claim (assuming outcome-independence) is supported by Rindt
et al. [2022] and Han et al. [2021].

ISLL is also defined by Graf et al. [1999] but properness is not claimed. We note that Han et al.
[2021] claim ISLL to be proper. This loss exhibits limited usage in both literature and software with
one implementation available in mlr3proba [Sonabend et al., 2021].

Contrary to Graf et al. [1999], Rindt et al. [2022] claim that the ISBS is improper generally but
outcome-independent proper, which we disprove. We do not show improperness of ISLL but note
that proofs would follow analogously. Moreover, we note that Rindt et al. [2022] introduces the
IBLL, which is similar to the ISLL, and prove it to be improper. We also note the work of Kvamme
and Ørnulf Borgan [2023], which extends the ISBS to Type I censoring. It is worth noting that no
claims of properness are made for this extension and since it uses the same weighting scheme as the
ISBS, it is unlikely to be proper.

Proposition 4.2. LISBS is not: a) outcome-independent proper; b) outcome-independent strictly
proper; c) proper; d) strictly proper.

Proof. Proof of (a) is in Appendix B.2. The proofs of (b)-(d) follow from (a) and lemma A.2.

Intuitively, these losses are not proper as they depend on the underlying censoring distribution.
The IPC weighting introduced in Graf et al. tries to compensate for this dependency, but is only
partially successful. By splitting the weighting between ĜKM (t) and ĜKM (τ), a residual term in
the loss remains, as demonstrated in the decomposition outlined in Appendix B.2, which is still
dependent on the censoring distribution. The practical implications of this lack of properness are
discussed in Section 6.

5 A class of strictly proper losses

In this section, we prove that there exists a class of approximate outcome-independent survival losses
and demonstrate three losses that fall within this category. In the following, ĜKM is the Kaplan-
Meier estimator of the censoring distribution, τ∗ ∈ T the time cutoff to integrate the score up to
and (t, δ) the observed survival outcome (time and status).

Theorem 5.1. Let LR be a regression scoring rule, then an approximate survival loss, LS, defined
by

LS : P × T × {0, 1} × C → R̄; (Y, t, δ|ĜKM ) 7→ δLR(Y, t)

ĜKM (t)
(7)

is outcome-independent strictly proper if and only if LR is strictly proper.

Proof. Proof in appendix B.3.

This means that any (strictly) proper regression scoring rule can yield a (strictly) proper ap-
proximate survival loss by weighting the underlying loss by the probability of being censored at the
observed outcome time and removing censored observations. Applying this to common regression
losses yields Proposition 5.2.
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Table 1: Summary of losses and properness claims. Key: 1 - Claimed outcome-independent (OI)
proper without proof; 2 Claimed OI proper with proof; † - We prove OI strictly proper; ♣ - We
prove OI improper.

Loss Claimed Properness Claimed Improperness
SCRPS♣ Avati et al. [2020]1 Rindt et al. [2022]
NLL♣ Goldstein et al. [2020]1 -
RCLL Rindt et al. [2022]2, Avati et al. [2020]1 -
ISBS♣ Rindt et al. [2022]2, Han et al. [2021]2 , Graf et al. [1999]1 -
ISLL♣ Han et al. [2021]2 -
IBLL♣ - Rindt et al. [2022]
RISBS† Sonabend [2021] -
RISLL† Sonabend [2021] -
RNLL† Sonabend [2021] -

Proposition 5.2. The following novel approximate survival losses, LRISBS , LRISLL, LRNLL are all
outcome-independent strictly proper.

• Re-weighted Integrated Survival Brier Score (RISBS)

LRISBS(Y, t, δ|ĜKM ) =
δ
∫ τ∗

0
(I(t ≤ τ)− FY (τ))

2 dτ

ĜKM (t)
(8)

• Re-weighted Integrated Survival Log-Likelihood (RISLL)

LRISLL(Y, t, δ|ĜKM ) =
δ
∫ τ∗

0
I(t ≤ τ) log[FY (τ)] + I(t > τ) log[SY (τ)] dτ

ĜKM (t)
(9)

• Re-weighted Negative Log-Likelihood (RNLL)

LRNLL(Y, t, δ|ĜKM ) = −δ log[fY (t)]

ĜKM (t)
(10)

Proof. Proof in appendix B.4.

In contrast to the earlier losses, these are strictly proper as this IPC weighting means that the loss
is no longer dependent on the underlying censoring distribution, which can be seen in Appendix B.3,
and therefore becomes a standard probabilistic regression comparison between true and predicted
distributions.

6 Experiments

In this section, we empirically investigate the impact of scoring rules on model performance. Ta-
ble 2 provides a comprehensive overview of the scoring rules considered in our study, along with
their properness properties. Among the scoring rules examined, four are identified as outcome-
independent proper. These include the Right-Censored Log-Likelihood (RCLL) originally proposed
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Table 2: Summary of losses, references and score formulas. Key: α - loss is approximate. (t, δ) is an
observed survival outcome (time and status), Y is the random time-to-event variable and τ∗ ∈ T
the time cutoff to integrate the score up to. Ĝ is the estimated survival function of the censoring
distribution and ĜKM is the Kaplan-Meier estimator of the censoring distribution.

Loss Proper Reference Formula

SCRPS ✗ Avati et al. [2020]
∫ t

0
F 2
Y (τ) dτ + δ

∫∞
t

S2
Y (τ) dτ

NLL ✗ Goldstein et al. [2020] − log[fY (t)]
RCLL ✓ Avati et al. [2020] − log[δfY (t) + (1− δ)SY (t)]

ISBSα ✗ Graf et al. [1999]
∫ τ∗

0
S2
Y (τ)I(t≤τ,δ=1)

Ĝ(t)
+

F 2
Y (τ)I(t>τ)

Ĝ(τ)
dτ

ISLLα ✗ Graf et al. [1999] −
∫ τ∗

0
log[FY (τ)]I(t≤τ,δ=1)

Ĝ(t)
+ log[SY (τ)]I(t>τ)

Ĝ(τ)
dτ

IBLLα ✗ Rindt et al. [2022]
∫ τ∗

0
log[FY (τ)]I(t≤τ,δ=1)

Ĝ(t)
+ SY (τ)I(t>τ)

Ĝ(τ)
dτ

RISBSα ✓ Sonabend [2021]
δ
∫ τ∗
0

(I(t≤τ)−FY (τ))2 dτ

ĜKM (t)

RISLLα ✓ Sonabend [2021]
δ
∫ τ∗
0

I(t≤τ) log[FY (τ)]+I(t>τ) log[SY (τ)] dτ

ĜKM (t)

RNLLα ✓ Sonabend [2021] − δ log[fY (t)]

ĜKM (t)

by Avati et al. [2020], along with the three newly proposed scoring rules discussed in Section 5,
namely the Re-weighted Integrated Survival Brier Score (RISBS), the Re-weighted Integrated Sur-
vival Log-Likelihood (RISLL) and the Re-weighted Negative Log-Likelihood (RNLL).

As of the time of writing this paper, the prevailing standard for assessing the overall performance
of a survival model is the ISBS [Graf et al., 1999], a scoring rule we have demonstrated to be improper.
Although recent attention has turned towards proper survival scoring rules [Sonabend, 2021, Rindt
et al., 2022, Yanagisawa, 2023], empirical evaluations are primarily based on improper metrics such
as the ISBS [Herrmann et al., 2021, Jaeger et al., 2023, Wissel et al., 2023]. Consequently, our
focus in this section is to investigate the bias introduced by ISBS, compared to a proper alternative
(RISBS), when evaluating survival model performance. We carry out this investigation using both
simulated and real-world data, with the primary goal of assessing the consistency between proper and
improper scoring rules as well as elucidating the practical implications of substituting an improper
scoring rule with a proper one. Furthermore, this analysis also aims to provide an initial estimate
of the extent to which the use of improper scoring rules may have influenced previous evaluations.

6.1 Simulation Study

We used the coxed R package [Harden and Kropko, 2019] to simulate datasets with outcome times
T that do not assume a specific functional form for the hazard function. This allows for a more
flexible and realistic data generation approach. Across the generated datasets, we systematically
varied key characteristics, such as the proportion of censored observations (10%, 20%, ..., 80%), which
were randomly and uniformly selected to guarantee outcome-independence, and the number of total
observations (100, 200, ..., 1000). Additionally, we assessed and kept only the data that adhered to
the proportional hazards assumption using the Grambsch-Therneau test [Grambsch and Therneau,
1994]. For each combination of censoring proportion and number of observations, we generated
100 datasets, so our analysis considered a total of 8000 datasets. Each dataset, contained a random
number of covariates ranging from 3 to 10, reflecting a low-dimensional experimental setting. Lastly,
all datasets shared a common time horizon, defined as the maximum duration during which an
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observation might experience the event, capped at 365 days.
For all datasets in our experiments, we performed a straightforward train/test resampling ap-

proach, allocating 70% of the data for training and the remaining 30% for testing. To reduce the
bias in model evaluation due to inconsistent proportions of censored observations across train and
test sets, we employed stratification based on the censoring status variable. In each train set, we
trained three distinct models: the baseline Kaplan-Meier estimator, the Cox Proportional Hazards
(CoxPH) model, and an Accelerated Failure Time (AFT) model utilizing the Weibull distribution
for the time-to-event output variable. Subsequently, we assessed the performance of each model
on the respective test sets using the ISBS and RISBS, integrating up to the 80% quantile of event
times from each train set (τ∗ time cutoff in Eq. 4 and 8 respectively). The censoring distribution
ĜKM (t) was estimated using all the training data in each respective resampling in order to have
a more robust estimation, including observations for which the observed time was larger than the
time cutoff (t > τ∗).

Across this exhaustive examination of simulated outcome-independent datasets which also satis-
fied the proportional hazards assumption, we consistently observed minimal discrepancies between
the improper ISBS and the proper RISBS. Specifically, the root mean squared error (RMSE) between
ISBS and RISBS fell within the range of 0.003 to 0.026 across the tested models, with Pearson corre-
lation values consistently ranging between 0.94 to 1. We note that similar results were obtained for
simulated datasets where censoring was covariate-dependent or the proportional hazards assumption
was violated, see Supplementary Material. These robust findings demonstrate evidence that there is
negligible practical difference between the improper ISBS and the proper RISBS for evaluating the
overall performance of a survival model.

6.2 Real-World Data Study

In this sub-section, we wanted to assert if the minimal discrepancy observed between the proper
RISBS and improper ISBS in simulated datasets would persist when applying these scoring rules to
real-world datasets. In total, we selected 26 publicly available datasets for this study, encompassing
a diverse range of characteristics such as varying numbers of observations (137−5578) and covariates
(2−20), different censoring patterns (including presence of covariate-dependent censoring and vary-
ing proportions of censored observations, from 5% up to 92%), with half of the datasets adhering
to the proportional hazards assumption and the remaining exhibiting non-proportional hazards (as
per the Grambsch-Therneau test). For clarity, we focus on only two datasets: a population study
of non-alcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD) [Allen et al., 2018] and the Veterans’ Administration
Lung Cancer dataset (VETERAN) [Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 2011], both available via the survival
R package [Therneau, 2024]. These two datasets were chosen primarily because of their contrasting
proportion of censored observations across the studied datasets. Specifically, the VETERAN dataset
has 137 observations, 7% of which are censored, and demonstrates non-proportional hazards, while
NAFLD includes a lot more observations (4000), with most of them being censored (92%), and ex-
hibits proportional hazards. We note that in the subsequent analysis, similar results were obtained
across the remaining datasets (see Supplementary Material for more details).

Both datasets underwent a (80%/20%) train/test resampling, repeated 100 times, with stratifica-
tion based on the status censoring variable. In each resampling, we trained both a Cox Proportional
Hazards (CoxPH) and an Accelerated Failure Time (AFT) model (Weibull distribution), and as-
sessed performance using the RISBS and the ISBS scoring rules. The AFT model results were
omitted for the sake of clarity, as they were similar to those of the CoxPH model. We selected the
80% quantile of event times from each train set as the time cutoff (τ∗), and estimated the censoring
distribution ĜKM (t) using all training data in each resampling.
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Figure 1: Comparing the RISBS (Eq. 8) and ISBS (Eq. 4) across 100 train/test partitions of two
public datasets. In each resampling, a Cox proportional hazards model was fitted on the train set
and its performance was evaluated on the test set using the two scoring rules. Each dot represents
one resampling evaluation and the output scores are the average of the score values per observation
in each respective test set. The number of test observations in each resampling after the 80% event
times quantile cutoff is applied were between 18 to 28 for the VETERAN dataset and 509 to 597
for the NAFLD dataset. In both plots, the regression line is drawn with 95% confidence intervals.
R, p: Pearson correlation coefficient and associated p-value, RMSE: Root Mean Square Error.

Figure 1 confirms that the improper ISBS and proper RISBS are highly correlated and differ
insignificantly, with RMSE values < 0.01, thus reaffirming our findings based on the simulated
datasets. Notably, the VETERAN dataset exhibits higher absolute values compared to the NAFLD
dataset for the tested scoring rules, possibly due to model misspecification, as we fitted a CoxPH
model on data that failed to meet the proportionality test. Despite this disparity, the differences
between RISBS and ISBS remain marginal across both datasets, indicating robustness to variations
in absolute score values.

To gain a more in-depth understanding of the differences between the RISBS and ISBS, we cal-
culated the observation-wise losses for each score (note that in Fig. 1 the score values were averaged
across all observations in each respective test set). This decomposition of the studied scoring rules
at the observation level enables us to examine possible discrepancies separately for censored and
non-censored observations. Figure 2 illustrates that the differences between the observation-wise
RISBS and ISBS remain minimal across all observations, independent if they are censored or not
(RMSE < 0.05). Moreover, both scoring rules yield comparable values when focusing solely on
observations with events (RMSE < 0.01). Differences in IPC weighting occasionally cause RISBS
to be slightly larger than ISBS, as illustrated in Figure 2, where many observations with events are
below the y = x reference line. This is explained by the formulas in Table 2, where in the cases
when the observed time (t) exceeds the current evaluation time (τ), RISBS receives a slightly higher
weighting, as t ≥ τ → Ĝ(t) ≤ Ĝ(τ) → 1/Ĝ(t) ≥ 1/Ĝ(τ).

Small discrepancies between RISBS and ISBS arise when evaluating observation-wise scores for
censored observations, where the RISBS is always 0 (as follows from Eq. 8), leading to a higher
RMSE in this scenario compared to observations with events. In particular, we observe that in the
VETERAN dataset, which is characterized by a low proportion of censored observations (180 in
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Figure 2: Comparing the observation-wise RISBS (Eq. 8) and ISBS (Eq. 4) across 100 train/test
partitions of two public datasets. In each resampling, a Cox proportional hazards model was fitted
on the train set and its performance was evaluated on the test set using the two scoring rules. Each
dot represents one observation from a test set. Overall, the VETERAN dataset comprised 2,143
observations with events and 180 censored instances across all test sets. In contrast, for the NAFLD
dataset, we had a total of 5,181 observations with events and 50,194 were censored. In both plots, the
reference y = x line is drawn. R, p: Pearson correlation coefficient and associated p-value, RMSE:
Root Mean Square Error.

total across 100 resamplings), the RMSE (censored) is 0.158, akin to the absolute values for the
observation-wise scores. Conversely, the NAFLD dataset, with over 50,000 censored observations
across all tested resamplings, attains a notably lower RMSE of 0.02 for the censored observations.
These findings underscore how censoring influences both scoring rules, where factors such as the
degree of censoring or the presence of a few outlier censored observations with poor predictions can
result in notable differences in the observation-wise scores, which are nevertheless counterbalanced
by the event-based scores (which are more similar) in the overall assessment.

We note that both RISBS and ISBS suffer from arithmetic instability due to the presence of
censored observations at the last observed times in the training set, causing ĜKM to approach zero
for these time points and leading to exceptionally large or even infinite IPC weights. To address
this, we typically apply a very small positive number ϵ > 0 to weight the score, mitigating the
division by zero problem. This instability has also been acknowledged by researchers who utilize such
scoring rules in extensive benchmarks [Wissel et al., 2023]. Therefore, we strongly recommended to
evaluate time-dependent scoring rules up to a set cutoff (τ∗), as was performed in the aforementioned
experiments (we recommend the 80% quantile of event times as a rule of thumb).

7 Conclusions

Survival analysis is an important field of statistics with applications in healthcare, finance, engineer-
ing, and other sectors that have a large impact on the public. Machine learning survival analysis
[Wang et al., 2019, Sonabend and Bender, 2024] is also increasingly prevalent, especially the use
of deep learning models [Wiegrebe et al., 2024], which are hard to interpret and require robust
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methods of external validation to ensure they are appropriate for a given task. As these models
frequently make probabilistic predictions, scoring rules are essential to fully capture the quality of
these predictions. Proper scoring rules ensure that the loss accurately separates ‘good’ and ‘bad’
predictions, i.e., which are closer to the truth. Strictly proper scoring rules are uniquely minimised
by the ‘correct’ prediction, i.e. those that exactly equal the truth. The most commonly used scoring
rules in survival analysis are squared and logarithmic losses, which are also found in regression and
classification settings.

In this paper, we introduced definitions of scoring rules and properness in a survival context, with
specialised definitions for outcome-independent settings. We listed existing claims in the literature
about commonly used squared and logarithmic losses for external validation, and supplemented these
with our own analytical proofs of properness and improperness, as well as benchmark experiments
to examine the effect of these claims. Despite several claims of properness, we could only verify
properness for the RCLL [Avati et al., 2020]. We also disproved the common claim that the ISBS
score proposed by Graf et al. [1999] is proper. Finally, we demonstrated a simple re-weighting of
this loss that results in a strictly proper outcome-independent score (RISBS) – this finding is also
generalisable to a whole class of measures. A limitation of this paper is the restricted scope to right-
censored settings. Future research should explore other areas, such as competing risks, multi-state
models, and left/interval censoring/truncation.

To understand the implication of our findings, we ran benchmark experiments to understand
how use of these measures affects model interpretation and how results differ between measures.
Our investigation revealed minimal discrepancies between proper and improper scores, indicating
that prior research relying on the widely-used ISBS for evaluating survival models remains reliable.
Neither the RISBS and ISBS is perfect: RISBS excludes censored observations completely and ISBS
is improper. When considering alternatives, note that RCLL and RNLL both require the probability
density function, fY , to be estimated from the predicted survival function, SY . This can be prob-
lematic when models are built for continuous-time settings. However, in practice, the majority of
models depend on a discrete baseline survival estimator, making the computation of the probability
mass function pY from SY straightforward. This substitution is commonly accepted as a practical
alternative to fY . Overall, to ensure robust assessments of survival model performance, we advo-
cate for the reporting of multiple scoring rules. To enhance interpretation, concordance indices and
measures of calibration should also be included [Zhao et al., 2024].

No losses have been shown to be universally proper; at best, they exhibit only outcome-independence.
This is due to the non-identifiability problem as outlined by Tsiatis [1975], wherein accurately esti-
mating true survival times becomes exceedingly challenging, if not impossible, when censoring and
survival times are not independent. Despite the common assumption of outcome-independence in
survival analysis, this assumption is rarely discussed or supported in experimental studies and is
unlikely to hold in healthcare settings. While researchers may dismiss this assumption’s violation by
expecting poor model performance to be evident during evaluation, it’s important to note that all
scoring rules assume outcome-independence. Consequently, models that perform poorly may falsely
appear to perform well due to the inability of scoring rules to accurately rank them. We believe
there should be a higher burden on authors to demonstrate or at least clearly argue why censoring is
truly independent to the outcome time, and if this case cannot be made, employing competing risk
frameworks [Kragh Andersen et al., 2021] or alternative measures that incorporate a working model
for the conditional censoring distribution [Gerds and Schumacher, 2006] should be considered.

As well as issues arising from the inability to satisfy or prove the outcome-independence assump-
tion of most scoring rules in survival analysis, these measures are also difficult to interpret. This is
due to the fact that, unlike regression and classification settings, there are no intuitive baselines that
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can be used to quickly identify if a resulting score is ‘good’ as most losses are approximate and thus
depend on the estimation of the censoring distribution. To make scoring rules more interpretable,
models can be compared to a baseline estimator, such as the Kaplan-Meier, either by comparing the
absolute difference between the resulting losses, or using an explained residual variation represen-
tation [Graf et al., 1999, Kattan and Gerds, 2018], which is the percentage difference between the
losses.

As well as helping in robust model evaluation, we hope this paper helps machine learning practi-
tioners to more efficiently optimise survival models by making use of losses that are strictly proper
and can therefore be more effectively minimised in automated tuning.

Supplementary Material

R scripts and data for the benchmark studies in Section 6 and a summary report of the results, are
all available online at https://github.com/survival-org/scoring-rules-2024.
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Appendices

A Lemmas and Definitions

Proofs follow after these definitions and lemmas.

Lemma A.1. Let L : P×T ×{0, 1} → R̄ be a survival loss. Let pY ∈ P, let Y ∼ pY and C t.v.i. T be
random variables where C ⊥⊥ Y . Let T := min{Y,C} and ∆ := I(T = Y ). Then if ∃p ∈ P, p ̸= pY ,
such that

E[L(pY , T,∆)] > E[L(p, T,∆)] (11)

Then, L is not:

i) outcome-independent proper;

ii) outcome-independent strictly proper;

iii) proper;

iv) strictly proper.

Proof.

Proof of (i). By definition L is outcome-independent proper if E[L(pY , T,∆)] ≤ E[L(p, T,∆)] but
this is a contradiction to the statement, hence L is not outcome-independent proper, proving (i).
■ ■

Proof of (ii). By definition L is outcome-independent strictly proper if L is
outcome-independent proper and E[L(pY , T,∆)] = E[L(p, T,∆)] ⇔ p = pY , however by (i) L is not
outcome-independent proper and therefore by definition cannot be outcome-independent strictly
proper, proving (ii). ■ ■

Proof of (iii). Proof is identical to (i). ■ ■

Proof of (iv). Proof of (iv): By definition L is strictly proper if L is proper and E[L(pY , T,∆)] =
E[L(p, T,∆)] ⇔ p = pY , however by (iii) L is improper and therefore by definition cannot be strictly
proper, proving (iv). ■ ■

□

Lemma A.2. Let L : P × T × {0, 1} × C → R̄ be an approximate survival loss. Let pY ∈ P and let
c ∈ C. Let Y ∼ pY and C t.v.i. T be random variables. Let T := min{Y,C} and ∆ := I(T = Y ).
Then if ∃p ∈ P, p ̸= pY , such that

E[L(pY , T,∆|c)] > E[L(p, T,∆|c)] (12)

Then, L is not:

i) outcome-independent proper;

ii) outcome-independent strictly proper;

iii) proper;
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iv) strictly proper.

Proof. Proof follows similarly to lemma A.1. □

Definition A.3. Let L : P × T × {0, 1} → R̄ be a proper scoring rule and let p, pY be distributions
in P. Let Y ∼ pY and C t.v.i. T be random variables and let T := min{Y,C} and ∆ := I(T = Y ).
Then, [Gneiting and Raftery, 2007]

i) SL(pY , p) := E[L(p, T,∆)] is defined as the expected penalty.

ii) HL(pY ) := SL(pY , pY ) is defined as the (generalised) entropy of pY ∈ P.

iii) DL(pY , p) := SL(pY , p) −HL(pY ) is defined as the discrepancy or divergence of p ∈ P from
pY ∈ P.

Lemma A.4. Let L : P × T × {0, 1} → R̄ be a survival loss and let pY be a distribution in P. Let
Y ∼ pY and C t.v.i. T be random variables and let T := min{Y,C} and ∆ := I(T = Y ). Then,

• DL(pY , p) ≥ 0 for all p ∈ P if L is proper

• DL(pY , p) > 0 iff L is strictly proper and p ̸= pY

Proof.

Proof of (i). Proof follows by definition of properness and substituting the expressions defined above.
If L is proper then

E[L(pY , T,∆)] ≤ E[L(p, T,∆)]

⇒ SL(pY , pY ) ≤ SL(pY , p)

⇒ HL(pY ) ≤ SL(pY , p)

⇒ 0 ≤ SL(pY , p)−HL(pY )

⇒ DL(pY , p) ≥ 0

where the second inequality is substituting definition of SL, the third is substituting definition of
HL, the third is subtracting HL from both sides, and the final by substituting definition of DL and
reversing the inequality. ■ ■

Proof of (ii). Proof follows similarly to (i) after replacing the inequalities by strict inequalities.
■ ■

□

Definition A.5. Let X be an absolutely continuous random variable and let Y be a discrete random
variable. Then,

i) The mixed joint density of (X,Y ) is defined by

fX,Y (x, y) = fX|Y (x|y)P (Y = y) (13)

where fX|Y (x|y) is the conditional probability density function of X given Y = y.
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ii) The mixed joint cumulative distribution function of (X,Y ) is given by

FX,Y (x, y) =
∑
z≤y

∫ x

u=−∞
fX,Y (u, z) du (14)

Lemma A.6. Let X,Y be jointly absolutely continuous random variables supported on the Reals
with joint density function fX,Y (x, y) and let Z = I(X ≤ Y ), then the mixed joint density of (X,Z)
is given by

fX,Z(x, z) =

{∫∞
x

fX,Y (x, y) dy, z = 1∫ x

−∞ fX,Y (x, y) dy, z = 0
(15)

Proof. Proof follows by transformation of random variables via the joint cdf.
The joint cdf of (X,Y ) is defined by,

FX,Y (x, y) =

∫ x

−∞

∫ y

−∞
fX,Y (s, t) dt ds (16)

By definition of indicator variables, Z = 1 iff Y ≥ X and 0 otherwise and so on substituting Z
for Y ,

FX,Z(x, z) = P (X ≤ x, Z ≤ z)

=

{
P (X ≤ x), z = 1

P (X ≤ x, Z = 0) = P (X ≤ x, Y < X), z = 0

where the first case follows as Z ∈ {0, 1} and hence P (X ≤ x, Z ≤ 1) = P (X ≤ x) as Z is
marginalised out. The second case follows as Z ∈ {0, 1} and so P (Z ≤ 0) = P (Z = 0), and by
definition of indicator variables Z = 0 iff Y < X. Now focusing on the second case,

P (X ≤ x, Y < X) =

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
fX,Y (t, y)Ix(t, y) dt dy

=

∫ x

−∞

∫ s

−∞
fX,Y (s, y) dy ds

where Ix = I(a ≤ x, b < a). The first line follows by definition of joint probabilities and the second
by change of notation. Now,

FX,Z(x, z) =

{
FX(x), z = 1∫ x

−∞
∫ s

−∞ fX,Y (s, y) dy ds, z = 0
(17)

For mixed joint distributions, FX,Y (x, y) =
∑

t≤y

∫ x

s=∞ fX,Y (s, t) ds, hence the joint density is
given by

fX,Z(x, z) =

{
∂FX,Z(x,1)−FX,Z(x,0)

∂x , z = 1
∂FX,Z(x,0)

∂x , z = 0

=

{
∂
∂x

∫ x

−∞
∫∞
−∞ fX,Y (s, y) dy ds−

∫ x

−∞
∫ s

−∞ fX,Y (s, y) dy ds, z = 1
∂
∂x

∫ x

−∞
∫ s

−∞ fX,Y (s, y) dy ds, z = 0
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=

{
∂
∂x

∫ x

−∞
∫∞
−∞ fX,Y (s, y) dy −

∫ s

−∞ fX,Y (s, y) dy ds, z = 1∫ x

−∞ fX,Y (x, y) dy, z = 0

=

{
∂
∂x

∫ x

−∞
∫∞
s

fX,Y (s, y) dy ds, z = 1∫ x

−∞ fX,Y (x, y) dy, z = 0

=

{∫∞
x

fX,Y (x, y) dy, z = 1∫ x

−∞ fX,Y (x, y) dy, z = 0

where the first equality is the definition of the joint mixed pdf in terms of the cdf, the second
equality follows by substituting eq. (17), the third by taking the partial derivative of the second case
over x and by linearity of integration in the first case, the fourth by subtracting the inner integrals,
and the fifth by taking the partial derivative of the first case over x. The proof is now complete.
□

Corollary A.7. Let X,Y be jointly absolutely continuous random variables supported on the Reals
with joint density function fX,Y (x, y) and let Z = I(X ≤ Y ). As a direct corollary to lemma A.6, if
X and Y are independent then the mixed joint density of (X,Z) is given by

fX,Z(x, z) =

{
fX(x)SY (x), z = 1

fX(x)FY (x), z = 0
(18)

Proof. From lemma A.6, for any jointly absolutely continuous random variables, X,Y supported on
the Reals and Z = I(X ≤ Y ) it holds that,

fX,Z(x, z) =

{∫∞
x

fX,Y (x, y) dy, z = 1∫ x

−∞ fX,Y (x, y) dy, z = 0
(19)

If X,Y are independent then fX,Y (x, y) = fX(x)fY (y) by definition of independence. Substitut-
ing this result into the above equation,

fX,Z(x, z) =

{∫∞
x

fX(x)fY (y) dy, z = 1∫ x

−∞ fX(x)fY (y) dy, z = 0

=

{
fX(x)

∫∞
x

fY (y) dy, z = 1

fX(x)
∫ x

−∞ fY (y) dy, z = 0

=

{
fX(x)SY (x), z = 1

fX(x)FY (x), z = 0

where the first equality holds as X,Y independent, the second by properties of integration, and
the third by definition of the cumulative distribution and survival functions. The proof is now
complete. □

Lemma A.8. Let X,Y be jointly absolutely continuous random variables supported on the Reals
with joint density function fX,Y (x, y) and let Z = I(X ≤ Y ), then the mixed joint density of (Y, Z)
is given by
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fY,Z(y, z) =

{∫ y

−∞ fX,Y (x, y) dx, z = 1∫∞
y

fX,Y (x, y) dx, z = 0
(20)

In addition if X ⊥⊥ Y , then

fY,Z(y, z) =

{
fY (y)FX(y), z = 1

fY (y)SX(y), z = 0
(21)

Proof. Proofs follow analogously to lemma A.6 and corollary A.7; further details are not provided.
□

Lemma A.9. Let ϕ be any real-valued function and let Y,C, T be as defined above and assume
Y ⊥⊥ C. Then,

E[ϕ(T )] =
∫ ∞

0

fY (y)SC(y)ϕ(y|∆ = 1) dy +

∫ ∞

0

fC(c)SY (c)ϕ(c|∆ = 0) dc (22)

Proof.

E[ϕ(T )]
= qE[ϕ(T )|∆ = 1] + (1− q)E[ϕ(T )|∆ = 0] law of total expectation; q := P (∆ = 1)

= qE[ϕ(Y )|∆ = 1] + (1− q)E[ϕ(C)|∆ = 0] Y ≡ T |∆ = 1;C ≡ T |∆ = 0

= q

∫ ∞

0

fY |∆(y|1)ϕ(y|∆ = 1) dy+

(1− q)

∫ ∞

0

fC|∆(c|0)ϕ(c|∆ = 0) dc def. conditional expectation

=

∫ ∞

0

fY,∆(y, 1)ϕ(y|∆ = 1) dy+∫ ∞

0

fC,∆(c, 0)ϕ(c|∆ = 0) dc def. conditional probability

=

∫ ∞

0

fY (y)SC(y)ϕ(y|∆ = 1) dy+∫ ∞

0

fC(c)SY (c)ϕ(c|∆ = 0) dc corollary A.7 and lemma A.8 as Y ⊥⊥ C

□

B Proofs

B.1 Proof of Proposition 4.1

Proposition B.1. LSCRPS and LNLL, are not: a) outcome-independent proper; b) outcome-
independent strictly proper; c) proper; d) strictly proper.

23



Proof. Let T ⊆ R≥0 and let P be a family of absolutely continuous distributions over T containing
at least two elements. Let υ, ξ be some distributions in P. Let Y ∼ ξ and let C ⊥⊥ Y be an r.v.
t.v.i. T . Let T := min{Y,C} and ∆ := I(T = Y ). Finally let Ŷ ∼ υ be an r.v. independent of Y ,
C, T , and ∆.

Improperness follows for any loss L if DL(υ, ξ) < 0 (lemma A.4), we will prove ∃υ, ξ for each of
these losses in turn but for all will make the following assumption that C ∼ ξ.

LSCRPS improper. For this counter-example we let ξ = Exp(1) and υ = Exp(µ). First calculating
SLSCRPS

(ξ, υ),

SLSCRPS
(ξ, υ)

= E[
∫ T

0

F 2
Y (τ) dτ +∆

∫ ∞

T

S2
Y (τ) dτ ] def. LSCRPS

=

∫ ∞

0

fY (y)SC(y)[

∫ y

0

F 2
Y (τ) dτ +

∫ ∞

y

S2
Y (τ) dτ ] dy+∫ ∞

0

fC(c)SY (c)[

∫ c

0

F 2
Y (τ) dτ ]dc lemma A.9 as Y ⊥⊥ C

=

∫ ∞

0

fY (y)SY (y)
[
2

∫ y

0

F 2
Y (τ) dτ +

∫ ∞

y

S2
Y (τ) dτ

]
dy let C ∼ ξ

=

∫ ∞

0

e−2y
[
2

∫ y

0

1− 2e−µτ + e−2µτ dτ +

∫ ∞

y

e−2µτ dτ
]
dy let ξ = Exp(1), υ = Exp(µ)

=

∫ ∞

0

e−2y
[−6− e−2yµ + 8e−yµ + 4yµ

2µ

]
dy integration

=
2µ3 + µ+ 2

4(µ+ 2)µ(µ+ 1)
integration

Now let µ = 1.5 so υ = Exp(1.5), then

DLSCRPS
(ξ, υ) = SLSCRPS

(ξ, υ)−HLSCRPS
(ξ) = 0.1952− 0.208333 = −0.0131 < 0 (23)

By lemma A.4 as DLSCRPS
(ξ, υ) < 0 and as Y ⊥⊥ C it follows that LSCRPS is not outcome-

independent proper. ■ ■

LNLL improper. For this counter-example we let ξ = Exp(1) and υ = Exp(µ). First calculating
SLNLL

(ξ, υ),

SLNLL
(ξ, υ)

= E[− log[fŶ (T )] def. LNLL

=

∫ ∞

0

fY (y)SC(y)[− log[fŶ (y)] dy +

∫ ∞

0

fC(c)SY (c)[− log[fŶ (c)] dc lemma A.9 as Y ⊥⊥ C

=

∫ ∞

0

fY (y)SY (y)[−2 log[fŶ (y)] dy let C ∼ ξ

=

∫ ∞

0

e−2y(−2 log[µe−µy]) dy let ξ = Exp(1), υ = Exp(µ)
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=
1

2
(µ− 2 log(µ)) integration

Now let µ = 2 so υ = Exp(3), then

DLNLL
(ξ, υ) = SLNLL

(ξ, υ)−HLNLL
(ξ) = −1.1479− 0.5 = −1.6479 < 0 (24)

By lemma A.4 as DLNLL
(ξ, υ) < 0 and as Y ⊥⊥ C it follows that LNLL is not outcome-independent

proper. ■ ■

B.2 Proof of Proposition 4.2

Proposition B.2. Let υ.S2(τ) = (υ.S(τ))2, υ.F 2(τ) = (υ.F (τ))2 and let τ∗ ∈ T be an upper cutoff.
Then the approximate survival loss, LISBS [Graf et al., 1999], defined by

LISBS(υ, t, δ|ĜKM ) =

∫ τ∗

0

υ.S2(τ)I(t ≤ τ, δ = 1)

ĜKM (t)
+

υ.F 2(τ)I(t > τ)

ĜKM (τ)
dτ (25)

is not outcome-independent proper.

Proof. Let T ⊆ R>0 and let C,P be two distinct families of distributions over T containing at least
two elements. Let P be a family of absolutely continuous distributions over R≥0 and let υ, ξ be
some distributions in P. Let Y ∼ ξ and let C ⊥⊥ Y be an r.v. t.v.i. T . Let T := min{Y,C} and
∆ := I(T = Y ). Finally let Ŷ ∼ υ be an r.v. independent of Y , C, T , and ∆.

Improperness follows for any loss L if DL(υ, ξ) < 0 (lemma A.4). We will prove ∃υ, ξ by starting
with the following assumptions: 1) C ∼ ξ, 2) there is a sufficiently large sample size n such that
n → ∞ and ĜKM → SC [Kaplan and Meier, 1958]. For this counter-example, we let ξ = Exp(1)
and υ = Exp(b).

First calculating SLISBS
(ξ, υ),

SLISBS
(ξ, υ)

= E{
∫ τ∗

0

S2
Ŷ
(τ)I(T ≤ τ,∆ = 1)

ĜKM (T )
+

F 2
Ŷ
(τ)I(T > τ)

ĜKM (τ)
dτ} definition LISBS

= E[
∫ τ∗

T

S2
Ŷ
(τ)∆

ĜKM (T )
dτ ] + E[

∫ T

0

F 2
Ŷ
(τ)

ĜKM (τ)
dτ ] change limits

=

∫
fY (y)SC(y)

∫ τ∗

y

S2
Ŷ
(τ)

ĜKM (y)
dτdy +

∫
fY (y)SC(y)

∫ y

0

F 2
Ŷ
(τ)

ĜKM (τ)
dτdy +∫

fC(c)SY (c)

∫ c

0

F 2
Ŷ
(τ)

ĜKM (τ)
dτdc

lemma A.9 as Y ⊥⊥ C

=

∫
fY (y)

∫ τ∗

y

S2
Ŷ
(τ) dτdy +

∫
fY (y)SC(y)

∫ y

0

F 2
Ŷ
(τ)

SC(τ)
dτdy +∫

fC(c)SY (c)

∫ c

0

F 2
Ŷ
(τ)

SC(τ)
dτdc

as ĜKM → SC
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=

∫
fY (y)

∫ 1

y

S2
Ŷ
(τ) dτdy + 2

∫
fY (y)SY (y)

∫ y

0

F 2
Ŷ
(τ)

SY (τ)
dτdy let C ∼ ξ, τ∗ = 1

=

∫
(2e−2y)

∫ 1

y

(e−2bτ ) dτdy + 4

∫
e−4y

∫ y

0

1− 2e−bτ + e−2bτ

(e−2τ )
dτdy let ξ = Exp(2), υ = Exp(b)

=

∫
(e−2y)

e−by − e−2b

2b
dy+

4

∫
e−4y

[ey(2−2b)

2− 2b
− 2ey(2−b)

2− b
+

2

2− b
+

1

2b− 2
+

e2y − 1

2

]
dy

integration

= −e−2b(2 + 2b− ae2b)

2b(2 + 2b)
− 4(

e−4y( b2

4−6b+2b2 − e2y)

4
+

2ey(−(2+b))

4− b2
− ey(−(2+2b))

4− 4b2
) integration

= −e−2b(2 + 2b− 2e2b)

2b(2 + 2b)
− b2

(2 + b)(2 + 2b)

Now let b = 3 so υ = Exp(3), then

DLISBS
(ξ, υ) = SLISBS

(ξ, υ)−HLISBS
(ξ) = −0.1837−−0.0879 = −0.0958 < 0 (26)

By lemma A.4 as DLISBS
(ξ, υ) < 0 and as Y ⊥⊥ C it follows that LISBS is not outcome-independent

proper. □

B.3 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Theorem B.3. Let LR be a regression scoring rule, then an approximate survival loss LS defined
by

LS : P × T × {0, 1} × C → R̄; (υ, t, δ|ĜKM ) 7→ δLR(υ, t)

ĜKM (t)
(27)

is outcome-independent strictly proper if and only if LR is strictly proper.

Proof.

Proof LS strictly proper ⇒ LR strictly proper. Let P be a family of absolutely continuous distribu-
tions over the positive Reals and let υ, ξ be distinct distributions in P. Let Y be some random
variable distributed according to ξ and let C be an r.v. t.v.i. T with Y ⊥⊥ C. Let T := min{Y,C},
∆ := I(T = Y ), and q := P (∆ = 1).

Proof follows by definition of strict properness,

E[LS(ξ, T,∆|ĜKM )] < E[LS(υ, T,∆|ĜKM )]

⇒ E[
∆LR(ξ, T )

ĜKM (T )
] < E[

∆LR(υ, T )

ĜKM (T )
] def. of strictly proper

⇒
∫

fY (y)SC(y)
LR(ξ, y)

ĜKM (y)
dy <

∫
fY (y)SC(y)

∆LR(υ, y)

ĜKM (y)
lemma A.9 as Y ⊥⊥ C

⇒
∫

fY (y)LR(ξ, Y )dy <

∫
fY (y)LR(υ, Y )dy ĜKM → SC as n → ∞

⇒ E[LR(ξ, Y )] < E[LR(υ, Y )]
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As υ ̸= ξ and Y ∼ ξ it follows that LR is strictly proper by definition, as required. ■ ■

Proof LR strictly proper ⇒ LS strictly proper. Again let P be a family of absolutely continuous dis-
tributions over the positive Reals and let υ, ξ be distinct distributions in P. Let Y be some random
variable distributed according to ξ and let C be an r.v. t.v.i. T with Y ⊥⊥ C. Let T := min{Y,C}
and ∆ := I(T = Y ).

Proof follows by definition of strict properness,

E[LR(ξ, Y )] < E[LR(υ, Y )] def. strictly proper

⇒
∫

fY (y)LR(ξ, Y ) dy <

∫
fY (y)LR(υ, Y ) dy def. expectation

⇒
∫

fY (y)SC(y)LR(ξ, Y )

SC(y)
dy <

∫
fY (y)SC(y)LR(υ, Y )

SC(y)
dy muliply SC(y)

⇒
∫

fY (y)SC(y)LR(ξ, Y )

ĜKM (y)
dy <

∫
fY (y)SC(y)LR(υ, Y )

ĜKM (y)
dy ĜKM → SC as n → ∞

⇒
∫

fY |∆(y|1)LR(ξ, Y )

ĜKM (y)
dy <

∫
fY |∆(y|1)LR(υ, Y )

ĜKM (y)
dy corollary A.7 as Y ⊥⊥ C

⇒ E
[∆LR(ξ, Y )

ĜKM (Y )
|∆ = 1

]
< E

[∆LR(υ, Y )

ĜKM (Y )
|∆ = 1

]
def. conditional expectation

⇒ qE
[∆LR(ξ, Y )

ĜKM (Y )
|∆ = 1

]
+ 0 < qE

[∆LR(υ, Y )

ĜKM (Y )
|∆ = 1

]
+ 0 multiply q := P (∆ = 1) add 0

⇒ qE
[∆LR(ξ, Y )

ĜKM (Y )
|∆ = 1

]
+ (1− q)E

[∆LR(ξ, C)

ĜKM (C)
|∆ = 0

]
sub. expressions equalling 0

< qE
[∆LR(υ, Y )

ĜKM (Y )
|∆ = 1

]
+ (1− q)E

[∆LR(υ,C)

ĜKM (C)
|∆ = 0

]
⇒ E

[∆LR(ξ, T )

ĜKM (T )

]
< E

[∆LR(υ, T )

ĜKM (T )

]
law of total expectation

As υ ̸= ξ and Y ∼ ξ and Y ⊥⊥ C it follows that LS : P×T ×{0, 1}×C → R̄ is outcome-independent
strictly proper by definition as required. ■ ■

□

B.4 Proof of Proposition 5.2

Proposition B.4. LRISBS , LRISLL, LRNLL are all outcome-independent strictly proper.

Proof. Proofs follow from theorem 5.1 and noting that:

LRISBS(υ, t, δ|ĜKM ) =
δLIBS(υ, t)

ĜKM (t)
(28)

LRISLL(υ, t, δ|ĜKM ) =
δLILL(υ, t)

ĜKM (t)
(29)
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LRNLL(υ, t, δ|ĜKM ) =
δLNLL(υ, t)

ĜKM (t)
(30)

where LIBS : P ×T → R̄ is the integrated Brier score, LILL : P ×T → R̄ is the integrated log-loss,
and LNLL : P ×T → R̄ is the log-loss; and all three are strictly proper [Gneiting and Raftery, 2007,
Gressmann et al., 2018]. □
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