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Abstract

The analysis of multiple time-to-event outcomes in a randomised controlled clinical trial
can be accomplished with exisiting methods. However, depending on the characteristics of the
disease under investigation and the circumstances in which the study is planned, it may be
of interest to conduct interim analyses and adapt the study design if necessary. Due to the
expected dependency of the endpoints, the full available information on the involved endpoints
may not be used for this purpose. We suggest a solution to this problem by embedding the
endpoints in a multi-state model. If this model is Markovian, it is possible to take the disease
history of the patients into account and allow for data-dependent design adaptiations.
To this end, we introduce a flexible test procedure for a variety of applications, but are
particularly concerned with the simultaneous consideration of progression-free survival (PFS)
and overall survival (OS). This setting is of key interest in oncological trials. We conduct
simulation studies to determine the properties for small sample sizes and demonstrate an
application based on data from the NB2004-HR study.

Keywords: clinical trial, log-rank test, sample size recalculation, survival analysis

1 Introduction

Adaptive clinical trial designs for a single primary time-to-event endpoint are well-established (see
e.g. [1,2]). These are based on the log-rank test by exploiting its independent increments structure
as exhibited in [3, 4]. As long as only information on this single endpoint is used to inform an
adaptation of the design in an interim analysis, the nominal type 1 error rate will be maintained.
However, this no longer applies if information of further endpoints is used from patients, who have
been recruited before this interim analysis and remain event-free beyond it [5]. This is because
these additional data can be used to predict the course of the disease in those same patients. For
example, information on progression status can be used to predict individual mortality risk in a
trial with primary endpoint overall survival (OS). Such misuse of surrogate interim data leads
to inflation of the actual type I error level. Approaches to solving this problem make use of
the strategy of patient-wise separation [6–8]. Although the initial approaches in [6,7] have already
been improved by [8], some disadvantages cannot be resolved, such as partial discarding of primary
endpoint data in the final analysis. Alternatively, worst-case adjustments can be made to avoid a
type I error inflation [9] that often result in a conservative procedure.
Similar issues arise as well for trials with multiple primary time-to-event endpoints. For one-
sample studies, this situation has already been addressed by [10]. Single-stage procedures for the
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simultaneous assessment of multiple time-to-event endpoints in randomised trials have already
been proposed in [11]. Roughly speaking, this method can be described as performing separate
log-rank tests simultaneously for all endpoints involved. A final test decision is made by looking at
the joint distribution of the individual test statistics. Corresponding group sequential procedures
were introduced in [12]. At first glance, an extension of [12] to adaptive designs seems obvious by
following the strategy of [2], since the multivariate test statistic also has a property of independent
increments. However, this property only applies to each component of the multivariate test statistic
separately and not for the multivariate process as a whole. The reason for this is closely linked
to the problem mentioned in [5] because, again, information about some endpoints might be used
to predict future outcome of other endpoints. At the same time, patients who are known to be
in different disease states are compared to each other. We will solve this problem by taking into
account the available information on all endpoints when calculating the test statistics, thus only
comparing patients who have the same prognosis of disease course given the available information.
To this end, it is central to our approach that we can easily embed different time-to-event endpoints
into a multi-state model. Especially in oncology, which is of central importance to us as an area
of application for our methods, such models can be very helpful in being able to depict different
courses of disease [13]. Two of the most important endpoints in this field of clinical research are
given by progression-free survival (PFS)/event-free survival (EFS) and overall survival (OS). While
the latter one is the most objectively defined endpoint, the former can often be regarded as its
surrogate and has certain advantages in terms of time- and cost-effectiveness. The exact definition
of the endpoint and its suitability as a primary endpoint strongly depends on the tumour entity
and the patient collective to be considered [14]. Those two endpoints can be embedded in a simple
illness-death model which has been discussed extensively in [15]. Provided that this model has
the Markov property, we can perform a two-group comparison that addresses the aforementioned
issues. As in [12], this results in a consideration that refers to the clinical endpoints with the aid
of a transitional consideration as in [16].
The paper is organised as follows. It starts with a presentation of the procedure for the prominent
example of PFS and OS. Sections 3 and 4 introduce the general notation and generalize the
procedure for broader applications. Building on that, planning and execution of a clinical trial is
briefly sketched in Section 5. Properties of the method in practically relevant scenarios are studied
by simulation in Section 6. An application of the proposed method is demonstrated in Section
7 using the data from the NB2004-HR trial (NCT number NCT03042429). We conclude with a
discussion of our findings and prospects for future research.
Proofs of mathematical statements and a further case study are shifted to the Appendix.

2 Main application example: PFS & OS

We illustrate our procedure using the example of a trial with the primary time-to-event endpoints
PFS and OS. In a randomised clinical trial, PFS is defined as time from randomisation to progres-
sion of the disease or death, whatever occurs first. OS denotes the time from randomisation to
death. While OS is obviously the most objectively defined time-to-event endpoint, the use of other
endpoints such as PFS may also be justified in oncological phase III clinical trials, depending on
the nature of the disease and the mechanism of action of the experimental treatment. Outcome
improvement can first be associated with longer progression-free survival time or an increase of the
rate of patients without tumor progression. In addition, there may be other advantages concerning
death without prior progression or post-progression survival which then additionally affect OS.
The methods proposed here cover all of these aspects by allowing to use both of these endpoints
as primary endpoints under exploitation of their dependence structure in a Markovian multi-state
model.
Such a model as presented extensively in [15] establishes the corresponding probabilistic structure.
The multi-state model is visualized in Figure 1. A patient’s history of disease from start of the
therapy corresponds to a path along the arrows in this figure. At the beginning of the treatment,
a patient starts in state 0. He may die directly without progression. This is represented by a jump
to state 2. Otherwise, he may experience a progression of the disease, which is represented by a
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jump to state 1 and die afterwards which is represented to a subsequent jump to state 2.
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Figure 1: Representation of the PFS/OS scenario as a multi-state model

In accordance with our general framework, we denote the random time of transition to node 1 of

some patient i by T
{1}
i and the time of transition to node 2 by T

{2}
i . Accordingly, the random time

of PFS which is the first hitting time of the set of nodes {1, 2} can be defined as TPFS
i := T

{1}
i ∧T {2}

i

where a ∧ b denotes the minimum of two real numbers a, b. The random time of OS which is the

first hitting time of node 2 is given by TOS
i := T

{2}
i .

Such a model fulfills the Markov assumption if the conditional probability of future transitions
does only depend on the present state. To introduce this more formally, let Xi : R+ → {0, 1, 2}
denote the state occupation function for some patient i, i.e. Xi(s) yields the state of patient i
at time s since randomisation of that patient. The left-hand limits Xi(s−) := limh↘0Xi(s − h)
denote the state of the patient just before s. Now, if

P
[
Xi(s2) ∈ S|(Xi(u))u∈[0,s1]

]
= P[Xi(s2) ∈ S|X(s1)]

for any subspace of the state space S ⊂ {0, 1, 2} and any 0 ≤ s1 < s2, the stochastic process
(Xi(s))s≥0 is said to possess the Markov property.
Given the current state of a patient, its instantaneous rate of transition to another state does only
depend on the time elapsed since randomisation. Hence, each of the transitions represented by the
arrows is equipped with a univariate transition hazard or intensity function λjk : R+ → R+ with
0 ≤ j < k ≤ 2. These are defined by

λjk(s) := lim
h↘0

P[Xi(s+ h) = k|Xi(s) = j]

h
.

Given those functions, the joint distribution of PFS and OS is fully specified. As we want to
explore any kind of possible differences in the joint distribution of the two endpoints between the
two groups, our testing procedure investigates the null hypothesis

H0 : F
0
PFS,OS = F 1

PFS,OS. (1)

where F g
PFS,OS denotes the joint distribution function of the time-to-event endpoints PFS and

OS in group g. Following [16], this could also be reformulated in terms of the cumulative intensity
matrices Λg. The (j, k)-th entry of this matrix is the function of the cumulative intensity for the
transition from state j to k for the respective group g. The corresponding hypothesis is

H0 : Λ
0 = Λ1. (2)

Differing from [16], we do not compare the estimated transition intensity matrices, but pursue
an approach that is motivated by the clinically relevant endpoints.
In univariate survival analysis, one-dimensional compensated counting processes form the basis
for constructing adaptive designs. For the two endpoints considered here, these are given by
(M̃PFS

i (s))s≥0 respectively (resp.) (M̃OS
i (s))s≥0 with

M̃E
i (s) := 1{TE

i ≤s∧Ci} −
∫ s∧TE

i ∧Ci

0

λE(u) du (3)
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for E ∈ {PFS,OS} and any s ≥ 0. The positive real-valued random variable Ci denotes the random
censoring time which is assumed to be independent from the process Xi. The endpoint-specific
hazards λPFS and λOS do not take into account the current state of the patient. Since we have
to do exactly this when constructing adaptive designs where all information on PFS and OS is
allowed to be used at an interim analysis, we will instead consider the multivariate compensated
counting processes (Mi(s))s≥0 with

Mi(s) :=

(
MPFS

i (s)
MOS

i (s)

)
=

(
M̃PFS

i (s)
MOS

i (s)

)
and

MOS
i (s) := 1{TOS

i ≤s∧Ci} −
∫ s∧Ci∧TPFS

i

0

λ02(u) du−
∫ s∧Ci∧TOS

i

s∧Ci∧TPFS
i

λ12(u) du (4)

for any s ≥ 0. The component for PFS can be adopted from the univariate setting (according to
(3)) as there is no additional information to be taken into account for this endpoint. As soon as
any transition occurs in our simple model, the process automatically stops.
In order to state the test statistics that arise in this way, we need to introduce some more notation.
First, let Zi ∈ {0, 1} denote the treatment indicator variable and Ri ∈ R+ the random time of trial
entry of patient i. As we aim for adaptive sequential designs, we need to deal with two different
time scales: We will always denote the calendar time by t and the individual time in trial by s. In
this way, we can define the event counting processes

NPFS
i (t, s) := 1{TPFS

i ≤s∧Ci∧(t−Ri)+} and NOS
i (t, s) := 1{TOS

i ≤s∧Ci∧(t−Ri)+}

counting events that happen before calendar time t and trial time s. For any state l ∈ {0, 1, 2} of
our model from Figure 1 we can also define the corresponding at risk processes

Y j
i (t, s) := 1{Xi(s−)=j} · 1{s≤Ci∧(t−Ri)+} and Y j,Z=1

i (t, s) := Zi · Y j
i (t, s)

which indicate at some calendar time t whether patient i is known to be in state l just before
trial time s and (for the latter one) whether the patient is in treatment group 1. While these
quantities are defined for each patient, the aggregates NPFS, NOS, Y j and Y j,Z=1 over the whole
study sample are given by summing the corresponding quantities over all patients i from 1 to n.
At calendar time t the component of our unstandardised multivariate test statistic concerning PFS
is then given by

UPFS(t) :=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

(
Zi −

Y 0,Z=1(t, s)

Y 0(t, s)

)
NPFS

i (t, ds).

which is just the common unstandardised log-rank statistic for PFS. For the second component,
concerning the endpoint OS, we need to take the additional information of prior progressions into
account. It is defined by

UOS(t) :=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫ t

0

(
Zi − Y 0

i (t, s)
Y 0,Z=1(t, s)

Y 0(t, s)
− Y 1

i (t, s)
Y 1,Z=1(t, s)

Y 1(t, s)

)
NOS

i (t, ds).

Analogously to the adopted compensated counting process in (4), we need to distinguish between
patients who did not experience a progression of the disease yet (Y 0

i (t, s) = 1) and those who did
(Y 1

i (t, s) = 1). In contrast to [12], this distinction enables adaptive design changes based on all
information from the illness-death model from Figure 1.
The variance of UPFS(t) and UOS(t) can be estimated by

V̂ PFS(t) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Y 0,Z=1(t, s)

Y 0(t, s)

(
1− Y 0,Z=1(t, s)

Y 0(t, s)

)
NPFS

i (t, ds)
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resp.

V̂ OS(t) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Y 0
i (t, s)

Y 0,Z=1(t, s)

Y 0(t, s)

(
1− Y 0,Z=1(t, s)

Y 0(t, s)

)
+ Y 1

i (t, s)
Y 1,Z=1(t, s)

Y 1(t, s)

(
1− Y 1,Z=1(t, s)

Y 1(t, s)

)
NOS

i (t, ds)

The covariance between the two random variables can be estimated by

V̂ PFS,OS(t) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Y 0
i (t, s)

Y 0,Z=1(t, s)

Y 0(t, s)

(
1− Y 0,Z=1(t, s)

Y 0(t, s)

)
NOS

i (t, ds).

As we integrate over the process NOS
i (t, ds) and multiply each summand by 1{Y 0

i (t,s−)=1}, we can
see that the covariance is only driven by transitions from state 0 to node 2, i.e. by patients for
which PFS and OS happen simultaneously.

We will now consider the bivariate process (U(t))t≥0 with U(t) := (UPFS(t), UOS(t)) for all

t ≥ 0 and the 2× 2-matrix valued process (V̂(t))t≥0 with

V̂(t) =

(
V̂ PFS(t) V̂ PFS,OS(t)

V̂ PFS,OS(t) V̂ OS(t)

)
for all t ≥ 0.

For the sake of simplicity, we only consider a design with one interim analysis at calendar
time t1 > 0 and a final analysis at calendar time t2 > t1 here. First stage test statistics will be
based on U(t1) and V̂(t1). Test statistics for the data from the second stage will be based on the

increments since calendar time t1, i.e. U(t2)−U(t1) and V̂(t2)− V̂(t1). If L̂(ti, ti−1) denotes the

lower triangular Cholesky factor of V̂(ti) − V̂(ti−1) where t0 := 0, then the two multivariate test
statistics

Z1 := L̂(t1, t0)
−1U(t1) and Z2 := L̂(t2, t1)

−1(U(t2)−U(t1))

are asymptotically bivariate standard normally distributed and independent. To obtain a univariate
test statistic for each stage one can use the L2-norm |z|2 :=

√
z21 + z22 . This yields the stagewise

p-values
pr = 1− Fχ2

2
(|Zr|22) (5)

for r ∈ {1, 2}. Thus we obtain p-values in analogy to [11] as we can rewrite

|Z1|22 = U(t1)
T V̂(t1)

−1U(t1) resp. |Z2|22 = (U(t2)−U(t1))
T (V̂(t2)− V̂(t1))

−1(U(t2)−U(t1)).

The stagewise p-values can then be further processed using the standard methods for adaptive
designs of clinical trials.

3 General framework

In this section we will introduce the framework and all its components we need to construct the
multivariate process and resulting test statistics. This will allow us to expand upon the example
from the previous section by considering an arbitrary number of composite events.
Let (Ω,F ,P) denote the probability space upon which all random variables are defined. Any patient
i enters the trial at the random time Ri ≥ 0 and is assigned to treatment group Zi ∈ {0, 1}. During
the stay in the trial, the patients assume one state of the state space {0, 1, . . . , l}. The assumed
state may change in course of time. For each i and any s ≥ 0, let Xi(s) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , l} denote the
individual state of patient i at time s after its trial entry. The multistate process (Xi(s))s≥0 is
assumed to be càdlàg. Each individual starts in the initial node 0, i.e. Xi(0) = 0 for any i. We
assume that (Xi(s))s≥0 is Markovian, i.e.

P
[
Xi(s2) ∈ S|(Xi(u))u∈[0,s1]

]
= P[Xi(s2) ∈ S|X(s1)] (6)
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for any S ⊂ {0, 1, . . . , l} and any 0 ≤ s1 < s2. This means that the probability of any future
transition depends on the past only via the current time s1 and the current state X(s1). Given
the Markov property, the probabilities of transitions of the patient are completely determined by
the transition intensities λjk : R+ → R+ for j, k ∈ {0, . . . , l} defined by

λjk(s) := lim
h↘0

P[Xi(s+ h) = k|Xi(s−) = j]

h

where Xi(s−) again denotes the left hand limit of the càdlàg process. When illustrating such a
model as in Figure 1, we only draw arrows from a state k to some other state j if λjk ̸≡ 0. As
there may be some terminal or absorbing state j in the model (for example the state of death in
the model of Section 2), these terminal states have the property that

λjk ≡ 0 ∀k ̸= j.

On that basis, we can define hitting or first entry times for each node j ∈ {1, . . . , l} by

T
{j}
i := inf{s ≥ 0|Xi(s) = j}.

If the time of a composite event is of interest, this can be depicted by the hitting time of a set of
nodes E ⊂ {1, . . . , l} with

TE
i := inf{s ≥ 0|Xi(s) ∈ E}.

However, the observations for all our patients can be censored. Either by administrative censoring
at the time of an interim or the final analysis or by random dropout. In the former case, an analysis
at calendar time t induces an adminsitrative censoring at (t − Ri)+. The latter case is depicted
by the random variable C̃i. Combining this information at calendar time t yields the censoring
variable Ci(t) := C̃i ∧ (t− Ri)+. Note that censoring by some terminal event as e.g. death is not
included here.
We assume the tuples (Ri, Zi, C̃i, (Xi(s))s≥0) for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} to be independet replicates of

some tuple (R,Z, C̃, (X(s))s≥0). Additionally, we assume independent censoring and recruitment

mechanisms, i.e. that the variable Z, R and C̃ are mutually independent.
With the quantities given above, we can now define counting processes and at risk indicators for the
occurence of certain events. First, for any event given via a set E ⊂ {0, . . . , k}, the multivariable
process (NE

i (t, s))t≥0,s≥0 defined by

NE
i (t, s) := 1{TE

i ≤s∧Ci(t)}

indicates whether a visit of patient i in the subset E of the state space (resp. the event associated
with this set) has been observed before calendar time t and trial time s. We can also aggregate these
individual counting processes to obtain the overall number of events NE(t, s) :=

∑n
i=1N

E
i (t, s)

observed before calendar time t and trial time s.
As indicated by the Markov property in (4), the current state of a process at some trial time
s determines the probability of future transitions. Hence, it will be of utmost importance for
our procedure to keep track of the current state of each individual. The multivariable process
(Y j

i (t, s))t≥0,s≥0 indicates whether it is known at calendar time t that individual i has been in
state j just before its trial time s. It is defined by

Y j
i (t, s) := 1{Xi(s−)=j} · 1{s≤Ci(t)}

We can aggregate these indicators in the complete study sample or in the subsample of treatment
group 1 to obtain the processes (Y j(t, s))t≥0,s≥0 resp. (Y j,Z=1(t, s))t≥0,s≥0 counting the number
of patients in state j with

Y j(t, s) :=

n∑
i=1

Y j
i (t, s) resp. Y j,Z=1(t, s) :=

n∑
i=1

Zi · Y j
i (t, s). (7)
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As we only consider the first hitting time of a subset E of the state space which corresponds to
the event time of the corresponding (composite) event for now, we need to restrict these at risk
numbers to those patients which did not already experience the event E. Those quantities are
given by (Y j→E

i (t, s))t≥0,s≥0 resp. (Y j→E,Z=1
i (t, s))t≥0,s≥0 for any patient i. Those quantities are

defined by

Y j→E
i (t, s) := Y j

i (t, s) · 1{TE
i ≥s} resp. Y j→E,Z=1

i (t, s) := Y j
i,Z=1(t, s) · 1{TE

i ≥s}.

and the aggregates (Y j→E(t, s))t≥0,s≥0 resp. (Y j→E,Z=1(t, s))t≥0,s≥0 over the whole study sample
are as in (7).

4 Construction of the multivariate process and its asymp-
totics

First, we consider only one composite event represented by a subspace of the state space except
the initial state E ⊂ {1, . . . , k}. For this event, we define the stochastic process

UE(t) :=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t∧TE

i ]

Zi −
∑
j /∈E

Y j→E
i (t, u)

Y j→E,Z=1(t, u)

Y j→E(t, u)

NE
i (t, du).

Different from a standard log-rank test for the composite endpoint E we need to distinguish between
the states from which a transition to one of the component events belonging to E occurs.
Now, let d ∈ N composite events of interest be given via some subsets of the state space E1, . . . , Ed.
Similar to the formulation of the null hypothesis for the example in Section 2, we can now formulate
the null hypothesis in terms of the joint distribution by

H0 : F
0
TE1 ,...,TEd

= F 1
TE1 ,...,TEd

(8)

or in terms of the cumulative transition intensity matrix by

H0 : Λ
0 = Λ1. (9)

To test these hypotheses, we will consider the multivariate process U : R+ → Rd

U(t) = (UE1(t), . . . , UEd(t)).

In Corollary 2 it is shown that this process is asymptotically equivalent to a martingale with respect
to the filtration incorporating any information about events in the multi-state model. Please note
that it is the same as the multivariate process introduced in [12] in a competing risks setting, where
each of the states 1, . . . , k is a terminal state. In this special case, there is no difference between
the two methods as there are no intermediate events which can be used to make predictions about
later events of the same patient. The variance of UE(t) can then be estimated by

V̂ E(t) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t∧TE

i ]

∑
j /∈E

(
Y j→E
i (t, u) · Y

j→E,Z=1(t, u)

Y j→E(t, u)

(
1− Y j→E,Z=1(t, u)

Y j→E(t, u)

))
NE

i (t, du)

If at least two of the sets E1, . . . , Ed have a non-empty intersection, i.e. if two of the composite
events may occur at the same time, there is a non-zero covariance of the corresponding entries in
U(t). Accordingly for b, c ∈ {1, . . . , d}, the covariance Cov(UEb(t), UEc(t)) can be estimated by

V̂ EbEc(t)

:=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t∧T

Eb∪Ec
i ]

∑
j /∈E

(
Y j→Eb∪Ec

i (t, u)·

Y j→Eb∪Ec,Z=1(t, u)

Y j→Eb∪Ec(t, u)

(
1− Y j→Eb∪Ec,Z=1(t, u)

Y j→Eb∪Ec(t, u)

))
NEb∩Ec

i (t, du).
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The covariance of the process U is thus estimated by the d× d-matrix valued function V̂ : R+ →
Rd×d

+ with

V̂(t) =
(
V̂ EbEc(t)

)
1≤b,c≤d

.

Invertibility of increments of the variance matrix V given in Theorem 2 (which are estimated by

the corresponding increments of V̂) should be checked first. Invertibility is of course not given if
e.g. Eb = Ec for some b ̸= c and b, c ∈ {1, . . . , d}. However, in the Appendix we provide criteria
for invertibility of V. In most relevant cases as e.g. in those mentioned in the main manuscript,
these criteria can easily be verified to be fulfilled.
In a group sequential design, there is a sequence of calendar dates t1, . . . , tm at which analyses
shall be conducted. It is a result of Theorem 1 that the increments of the process U are asymp-
totically independent and the covariance matrix of these increments can consistently be estimated
by increments of V̂. Now, we consider the lower triangular Cholesky factor L̂r of the increment
V̂(tr)− V̂(tr−1) for r ∈ {1, . . . ,m} with t0 = 0. If we define

Zr := L̂r(U(tr)−U(tr−1)),

we obtain the asymptotical result

Z := (Z1, . . . ,Zm)
D→ N (0,1d·m)

as n→ ∞ where 1d·m denotes the identity matrix of size d ·m.
Based on this, various stagewise test statistics can be constructed. With reference to [11], we
propose

Sr := (U(tr)−U(tr−1))
T (V̂(tr)− V̂(tr−1))

+(U(tr)−U(tr−1))
D→χ2

d ∀r ∈ {1, . . . ,m}

as a natural test statistic for testing H0 in stage r ∈ {1, . . . ,m}. Here, A+ denotes the Moore-
Penrose inverse of a quadratic matrix A. Following Corollary 3, S1, . . . , Sm are asymptotically
independent and asymptotically follow a χ2-distribution with d degrees of freedom. Stagewise
p-values can accordigly be computed by

pr := 1− Fχ2
d
(Sr) (10)

for any r ∈ {1, . . . ,m}.
Going beyond the joint assessment of PFS/EFS and OS which has been explained in Section 2, the
general framework can be used beyond this example. For example, it might also be of interest to
assess long-term efficacy (PFS) and long-term safety (as time to life-threatening toxicity or death).
This results in a slightly more complex illness-death model as depicted by Figure 2 and k = 3,
d = 2, E1 = {2, 3} (PFS) and E2 = {1, 3} (safety). Additionally, it is notable, that this framework

0

1

2

3

1 toxicity

2 progression

3 death

toxic event

PFS

Figure 2: Representation of the simultaneous assesment of efficacy and toxicity as a multi-state
model

contains an adaptive design for a single-primary endpoint as a special case (k = d = 1) and coincides
with the procedure of [12] in a competing risks setting (d = k and Ec = {c} ∀c ∈ {1, . . . , d}).
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5 Group sequential and adaptive designs

Based on the results obtained in the previous sections, we outline the procedure of a two-stage
adaptive design for testing the null hypothesis (1) resp. (2) in the illness-death model from Figure 1.
Procedures with more than two stages and/or different endpoints can be constructed analogously.
Stagewise p-values computed as in (10) can be used with any kind of combination function and
decision boundary to set up a group sequential testing procedure. An extensive overview on these
topics is e.g. given in [17].
We do not consider stopping for futility here. Hence, an adaptive level α test can be specified by
values 0 < α1 < α < 1 where α is the overall significance level and α1 the rejection level of the
first stage, together with a conditional error function α2 : (α1, 1] → [0, 1] which is monotonically
decreasing and fulfills the equality ∫ 1

α1

α2(x) dx = α− α1.

In terms of the stagewise p-values, this leads to the rejection region {p1 ≤ α1} ∪ {p1 > α1, p2 ≤
α2(p1)}. With regard to the stagewise increments of the multivariate process U, α1 and α2(p1)
induce an ellipse as the decision boundary (see Figure 3). At the interim analysis, the design of the
trial (e.g. its sample size) may be adapted based on observations concerning PFS- and OS-events
observed until this analysis date.

5.1 Initial planing and sample size recalculations

The second formulation (2) of the null hypothesis which is in terms of the transition intensities
appears to be more natural as it directly refers to the components of the underlying model. In this
way, treatment effects can easily be quantified via separate hazard ratios for each transition. Such
a transition-wise consideration is presented in [13] and employed for planning purposes in [18]. If
the transition intensities in the control group (Z = 0) and the treatment group (Z = 1) are given
by transition intensity functions λ010 , λ020 , λ120 and λ011 , λ021 , λ121 , respectively, the transition-wise
proportional hazard assumption amounts to

λjk1 (s)

λjk0 (s)
= δjk ∀ s ≥ 0 , (j, k) ∈ {(0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 2)}

for some constants δjk > 0. In particular, it follows that the porportional hazards assumption does
in general not hold for OS or PFS. For PFS, for example, it can only be guaranteed if λ010 and λ020
are constant. Sample size calculation can also be adapted to cases in which transition intensities
do not behave proportional.
It is shown in the Appendix, that in this case the increments U(tr)−U(tr−1) are approximately
normally distributed with mean θ(tr) − θ(tr−1) governed by the size of the δjk’s. The process
θ := (θPFS, θOS) is defined by

θPFS(t) := −
√
n

2∑
k=1

(1− δ0k)

∫
[0,t]

(
1− y0,Z=1(t, u)

y0(t, u)

)
y0,Z=1(t, u)λ0k0 (u)du (11)

θOS(t) := −
√
n

1∑
j=0

(1− δj2)

∫
[0,t]

(
1− yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)

)
yj,Z=1(t, u)λj20 (u)du. (12)

The covariance function V can be approximated as stated in the Appendix. In particular, the
stagewise test statistic Sm will asymptotically follow a non-central χ2

2-distribution with location
parameter n · ηr with ηr := (θ(tr) − θ(tr−1))

T (V(tr) − V(tr−1))
−1(θ(tr) − θ(tr−1)). All of the

quantities mentioned here can be computed given a recruitment and censoring mechanism.
At the time of the interim analysis, each transition can be considered separately to check whether
the original assumptions about the intensity functions are valid or need to be updated. Such
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Table 1: Parameter configurations and event rates for the three scenarios of the simulation study
Scenario γ01 λ01 γ02 λ02 γ12 λ12 πPFS(t1) πOS(t1) πPFS(t2) πOS(t2)

1 1 0.6 1 0.075 1 0.9 0.431 0.241 0.889 0.745
2 1.3 0.85 1.3 0.1 1.3 0.3 0.522 0.189 0.980 0.694
3 1.5 0.57 0.5 0.065 0.85 1.1 0.441 0.235 0.957 0.772

updated assumptions may then be plugged into (11) and (12) to compute the conditional power of
the procedure for the remaining stage. An adjustment of external parameters, such as the number
of cases by extending the duration of recruitment, can then be made in order to achieve a desired
conditional power. An example of such a procedure can be found in the Appendix.

6 Simulation study

In this simulation study, we want to examine the procedure’s compliance with the nominal type I
error level as well as the sample size calculation procedure introduced in Section 5 for practically
relevant scenarios.

6.1 Design

We consider different baseline scenarios of Markovian illness-death models presented in [15]. In
each of the three scenarios the transition intensities are given by

λjk(s) = λjk · sγ
jk−1 (13)

for any (j, k) ∈ {(0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 2)}. The parameter values for the three scenarios considered here
can be found in Table 1. The intensities thus have a Weibull form. In the special case in which
γ01 = γ02 = γ12 = 1, the transition intensities are constant over time and the model is referred to
as a time-homogenenous Markov model.
For sample size calculation and type II error considerations, we assume that the groups differ

in each transition by a proportionality factor as in Section 5. This means that the transition
intensities in the experimental treatment group (Z = 1) are given by

λjk1 (s) = δjk · λjk0 ∀s ≥ 0

given hazard ratios δ01, δ02 and δ12. In our scnearios, we assume values δ02 = 1, δ01 ∈ {0.8, 0.7, 0.6}
and δ12 ∈ {0.85, 0.8, 0.75}.
We considered sequential designs with an interim analysis after t1 = 2.5 and a final analysis at
t2 = 5 years. The duration of the accrual period was set to a = 3. The recruitment date of
each trial participant was simulated as uniformly distributed on the interval [0, a]. Under these
conditions, the expected proportion of all trial participants that will have experienced a PFS- or
an OS-event by calendar time t1 resp. t2 are given in the last four columns of Table 1 for each
scenario.
The tests were carried out at an overall significance level of α = 5%. Stagewise p-values were
combined using the inverse normal combination function with equal weights for the two stages.
We applied the sequential decision boundaries according to Pocock as well as O’Brien-Fleming
(abbreviated by P resp. OF in Tables 2 and 3). We chose those designs as we consider them as
well-known and -established in the wide range of group sequential and adaptive designs.
For type I error rate examination, we considered overall sample sizes n ∈ {50, 100, 250, 500, 1000}.
For each alternative scenario, the respective analytically determined sample size to achieve a power
of 80% was used. The allocation ratio was always set to 1, such that both groups are equal in size.
For each constellation, 100,000 simulation runs were executed. Empirical rejection rates under the
null hypothesis based on the two different sequential rejection boundaries were then computed and
are displayed in Table 2. Analytically computed sample sizes and empirical rejection rates for the
different deviations from the null hypothesis are displayed in Table 3.
The simulation study was performed with R 4.2.3 (see [19]).
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Table 2: Empirical type I errors for different sample sizes, sequential decision bounds and scenarios
Scenarios

n Type 1 2 3

50
P 0.0531 0.0537 0.0557
OF 0.0546 0.0541 0.0566

100
P 0.0513 0.0520 0.0540
OF 0.0509 0.0528 0.0542

250
P 0.0505 0.0511 0.0521
OF 0.0512 0.0514 0.0517

500
P 0.0505 0.0511 0.0508
OF 0.0511 0.0516 0.0510

1000
P 0.0505 0.0489 0.0495
OF 0.0506 0.0500 0.0505

6.2 Type I error rate

For the chosen number of simulation runs, the 95%-confidence interval for an underlying true value
of 0.05 has a breadth of about 0.0027. Thus, it can be concluded that the presented method is
slightly anti-conservative for small sample sizes (below 100). However, the deviation from the
nominal significance level of 5% is small. This tendency can also be observed for the standard
log-rank test [20], which can be regarded as a special case of our framework (with k = 1, d = 1
and m = 1 in terms of the framework introduced in Section 4). The choice of sequential decision
boundaries does not seem to play a role for the actually achieved significance level.

6.3 Power and sample size

For the chosen number of simulation runs, the 95%-confidence interval for an underlying true value
of 0.8 has a breadth of about 0.005. In view of the results from Table 2, it can therefore be assumed
that the analytical determination of the number of cases described above works reliably in terms
of compliance with the targeted power.
Even slight improvements concerning post-progression survival, which can be expressed by a smaller
value of δ12 may substantially reduce the sample size required to achieve a power of 80%.

7 Application example

For further illustration of the methods introduced above, we now apply it to the data of the
NB2004-HR trial (NCT number NCT03042429). This was an open-label, multicenter, prospective
randomized controlled Phase III trial for treatment of children with High Risk Neuroblastoma.
The patients received six (control intervention) resp. eight (experimental intervention) cycles of
induction chemotherapy. Afterwards, both groups received the same high-dose chemotherapy with
autologous stem cell rescue and a consolidation therapy afterwards (see [21] for further details).
The NB2004-HR trial had only one primary endpoint: Event-free survival (EFS), defined as time
from diagnosis to progression, recurrence, secondary malignant disease or death, whatever occurs
first. Nevertheless, post-progression survival is of key interest both here and in many other studies
with EFS as primary endpoint as well. In particular, the interaction of first- and second-line ther-
apy given after progression is of special interest. The analysis did not reveal a relevant difference
between the two interventions, neither in the primary endpoint EFS nor in the secondary endpoint
OS. To illustrate our methodology, we will reanalyse the NB2004-HR trial using our testing method
as in the context of Section 2 in order to compare the joint distribution of EFS and OS between
the two interventions.
The NB2004-HR trial was originally designed group-sequentially according to [22] including two
interim analyses with futility stops and was later amended to an inverse normal adaptive design
according to [2] using the same rejection region as the initial group-sequential design. On this
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Table 3: Empirically determined sample sizes for different sequential designs, scenarios and alter-
native hypotheses necessary to reach a power of 80%

δ01
Type

Scenarios
δ12 1 2 3

0.8 P 620 (79.88%) 565 (80.27%) 506 (80.12%)
0.85 OF 577 (79.98%) 528 (80.17%) 466 (80.16%)
0.8 P 512 (80.01%) 487 (80.10%) 417 (80.02%)
0.8 OF 473 (79.83%) 451 (80.00%) 383 (79.97%)
0.8 P 408 (79.72%) 407 (79.79%) 334 (79.74%)
0.75 OF 376 (80.15%) 374 (79.99%) 306 (79.95%)
0.7 P 294 (80.25%) 255 (80.11%) 238 (80.06%)
0.85 OF 275 (80.11%) 240 (80.02%) 220 (80.12%)
0.7 P 272 (80.00%) 241 (80.17%) 219 (80.25%)
0.8 OF 254 (80.25%) 226 (80.03%) 202 (80.08%)
0.7 P 244 (79.98%) 223 (80.12%) 196 (79.98%)
0.75 OF 227 (80.01%) 208 (80.05%) 180 (79.83%)
0.6 P 157 (80.04%) 133 (80.20%) 126 (80.13%)
0.85 OF 147 (80.21%) 126 (80.22%) 117 (80.23%)
0.6 P 153 (80.33%) 131 (80.30%) 122 (80.25%)
0.8 OF 143 (80.22%) 123 (79.93%) 112 (80.11%)
0.6 P 146 (80.24%) 126 (79.99%) 115 (80.01%)
0.75 OF 136 (80.32%) 119 (80.38%) 106 (79.97%)

basis, a data-dependent sample size recalculation was performed at the second interim analysis.
We mimic this design by conducting interim analyses at the same time points. However, we do not
make any binding futility stops. Stage-wise decision boundaries are determined by adopting the
alpha-spending that resulted from the original procedure. Stagewise p-values are combined using
the inverse normal combination function with equal weights for all stages.
The results are displayed in Figure 3. Each of the three plots in Figure 3 shows the value of the
increment of

√
nU for the respective stage. As the test statistic

√
nU is bivariate, its observed

value (as well as the corresponding rejection region) is located in the two-dimensional plane. The
OS component is plotted in the vertical direction, the EFS component in the horizontal one. For
both components of

√
nU, negative values indicate an advantage of the experimental therapy in

comparison with the control therapy. The red ellipses show the rejection bounds. If one of the test
statistic increments would have been localised outside of the respective ellipse, the trial would have
stopped with rejection of H0. The exact shape of the ellipse that determines the rejection bound
for the increments of

√
nU depends on the sequential decision boundaries in terms of p-values, the

(estimated) variance of the increments of
√
nU given by the increments of V̂ as well as the results

of previous analyses. The stagewise p-values resulting from our test turn out to be p1 = 0.536,
p2 = 0.227 and p3 = 0.592. Thus, the null hypothesis of no difference in the joint distribution of
EFS and OS between the interventions cannot be rejected. This is qualitatively consistent with
the results of the NB2004-HR trial as reported in [21].

In the original study, only primary outcome data on EFS were used for sample size recalculation
as recommended by [2]. The interim results from the first two phases suggested a slight benefit of
the experimental treatment in terms of EFS, which is also evident from Figure 3 in the form of a
slight shift to the left of the observed statistic. This led the researchers to increase the number of
events after which the final analysis should take place. This increase resulted from the requirement
to achieve a conditional power of 80% to reject the null hypothesis for EFS based on the original
planning alternative. Information going beyond EFS-events has not been considered at the interim
analyses. However, post-progression survival also plays a major role for a final assessment of a
treatment for this disease. As one can see from the first two plots of Figure 3, a slightly unfavourable
effect of the experimental treatment on post-progression survival has been observed at the interim
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Figure 3: Result of the evaluation of the NB2004-HR trial data with out new method

analyses. This fact might have led the investigators to a different conclusion at the second interim
analysis, if EFS and OS interim data had both been available in the context of the NB2004-HR
trial.

8 Discussion

An adaptive group-sequential testing procedure for multiple primary time-to-event endpoints has
been introduced. It serves as a generalisation to the adaptive log-rank test as presented e.g. by [2]
and coincides with the group-sequential procedure of [12] in case of a competing risks setting. As a
consequence of the concerns raised in [5], an extension of [12] to an adaptive design is not straight-
forward. We do achieve that here by embedding these endpoints in a multi-state model under the
assumption of Markovianity of this model. Our approach enables data-dependent interim design
modifications based on the information about all involved endpoints. Similar to the one-sample
procedure presented in [10], this is based on conditioning on the prior history of each patient which
can be reduced to the current disease state under the Markov assumption.
As a particularly relevant application example from a practical point of view, we place a special
focus on the joint consideration of PFS and OS in the framework of a simple illness-death model
(see Figure 1). Both endpoints play a major role in oncology clinical trials. While OS is the most
objectively defined endpoint, the choice of PFS as the primary endpoint is already established
in many cases, depending on the specific indication. Often, as in our example in Section 7, both
endpoints are of crucial importance, suggesting a joint consideration of both. For immunotherapies
in particular, it is possible that therapy effects only become apparent or even after a progression
event [23]. This is another reason why a joint consideration of the endpoints OS and PFS appears
helpful. Using the data from the NB2004-HR study, we also show how the different aspects of
our multivariate test can be visualised and interpreted (see Figure 3). The benefits that can be
gained from our adaptive design in terms of interim, data-driven design changes have also been
demonstrated through a case study in the Appendix.
Our simulation study has demonstrated that adherence to the nominal type I error rate is not only
given asymptotically in the limit of large sample sizes, but is also acceptable at case numbers of
practical relevance. We also considered effects of several differences in the survival pattern between
the two groups on power and sample size of a corresponding study. In this regard, it should be
noted that our procedure appears particularly suitable and superior to an adaptive test of the
single endpoint PFS in terms of power if there is a relevant effect for post-progression survival. If
no or only a very small effect with respect to OS is expected, obviously, the restriction to a classical
adaptive test of the single endpoint PFS (in the sense of [2]) appears more reasonable.
The methods presented here can be extended in several ways. To this end, it should be noted that
the components of our general test statistic only take the first hitting time of some subset E of the
state space into account. Hence, it is not only a test for the null hypothesis (9) formulated in terms
of the cumulative intensity matrix, but also for the joint distribution of the d different endpoints
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as in (8). However, as an alternative to our approach, one could also think of test statistics that
incorporate any hitting time of this set E and not only the first one. The derivation of such a
procedure is analogous to the derivation of the procedure on which we are focussing here. It is also
carried out in full detail in the Appendix. These two approaches are the same for our illness-death
model from Section 2 but can already differ for slightly more complex cases as e.g. the setting in
Figure 2. However, the latter approach can only be used as a test for the null hypothesis (9) as
formulated in terms of the transition intensities.
Furthermore, we want to point out that we assumed transition-wise proportional hazards through-
out our examples. Note that this generally does not imply proportional hazards for the endpoints
(e.g. PFS and OS) considered within the multi-state model. In addition, settings are possible
where the transition-wise comparisons may also not be subject to the proportional hazards as-
sumption. If this is known, it might be beneficial to apply weights as it is also common for the
univariate log-rank test (see e.g. Section V.2 in [24]). Such a weight can be selected separately for
each individual transition. The theory lined out in the Appendix allows any weight fulfilling the
standard assumptions.
An extension of our two-sample procedure to a k-sample procedure for some k > 2 follows analo-
gously to the way that the multivariate testing procedure from [11] is extended by [25], and is thus
possible without further problems.
As stated in (8) resp. (9), the null hypothesis is formulated in a quite general way. Accordingly,
we try to detect any kind of deviation from this hypothesis. In [11] and [12], tests for one-sided
hypotheses have also been suggested which could be adopted. However, these may be sensitive
to undesirable alternatives as demonstrated in [26]. In any case, rejection of the general null hy-
pothesis should be followed by more in-depth analyses. This could be achieved by a closed testing
procedure involving the various components of M, similar to the suggestions made in [27]. A
separate analysis of the transition intensities as demonstrated in Section IV.4.4 of [24] is also rec-
ommendable. The correctness of the procedure requires the Markov assumption. This allows us
to adequately incorporate the information gathered so far into the testing procedure. Before use,
the appropriateness of this assumption should therefore be investigated. On the one hand, this
can be based on the expertise of clinical investigators. On the other hand, it can be examined in
historical data sets that reflect the population to be recruited for the present trial. Corresponding
testing procedures have been developed for the simple illness death model of Figure 1 in [28] as
well as for general multi-state models in [29].
Considering the topics discussed here, we strive to further develop and improve our framework
in future research to enhance applicability in clinical trials. In principle, analogous methods can
be developed in non-Markov settings, e.g. in the scenario of Semi-Markov models (see e.g. [15]
for details on the Semi-Markovia illness-death model). Furthermore, we aim to develop tests for
marginal distributions of time-to-event endpoints in Markovian multi-stage models. Compared to
the current methodology, these should not only consider the conditional distribution of an endpoint
and still allow for the possibility of interim design adaptations based on the disease history data
of all patients.
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Appendix

A.1 Proofs of main results

In what follows we will prove the asymptotic results mentioned in the main manuscript. To do so,
we will consider the different transitions of the Markovian multi-state model individually and use
techniques as in the univariate setting (see e.g. [3]). Afterwards, the results thus obtained can be
plugged together.
For two states j ̸= k of the Markovian multi-state model, we will consider the collection of σ-

algebras (F{j}{k}
i (t, s))t,s≥0 containing only information about the transition j → k. The σ-algebra

F{j}{k}
i (t, s) is generated by the random variables

1{Ri≤t}, Ri · 1{Ri≤t},1{C̃i≤s∧(t−Ri)+}, C̃i · 1{C̃i≤s∧(t−Ri)+}, {Y
j
i (t, u)|u ≤ s},

1{T{k}
i ≤s∧Ci(t)}

· 1{Xi(T
{k}
i −)=j}, T

{k}
i · 1{T{k}

i ≤s∧Ci(t)}
· 1{Xi(T

{k}
i −)=j}

and hence contains any information about the transition j → k of patient i available until calendar

time t and trial time s. The process (N
{j}{k}
i (t, s))t,s≥0, defined by

N
{j}{k}
i (t, s) := 1{T{k}

i ≤s∧Ci(t)}
· 1{Xi(T

{k}
i −)=j},

indicates whether a transition j → k has occured for patient i before calendar time t and trial time

s. Then the compensated process (M
{j}{k}
i (t, s))s≥0 with

M
{j}{k}
i (t, s) := N

{j}{k}
i (t, s)−

∫
[0,s]

Y j
i (t, u)λ

jk(u) du (14)

is known to be a martingale with respect to (w.r.t.) the filtration (F{j}{k}
i (t, s))s≥0 for any fixed

t ≥ 0. The aggregated information concerning all patients of the study sample is thus given by

the collection of σ-algebras (F{j}{k}(t, s))t,s≥0 defined by F{j}{k}(t, s) := σ(∪n
i=1F

{j}{k}
i (t, s)).

Based on that, we further define the collections of σ-algebras (F{k}(t, s))t,s≥0, (FE(t, s))t,s≥0 and
(F(t, s))t,s≥0 given by

F{k}(t, s) := σ
(
∪j∈{0,...,l} : λjk ̸≡0F{j}{k}(t, s)

)
resp.

FE(t, s) := σ
(
∪k∈EF{k}(t, s)

)
resp.

F(t, s) := σ
(
∪(j,k) : λjk ̸≡0F{j}{k}(t, s)

)
for any k ∈ {1, . . . , l}, E ⊂ {1, . . . , l} and s, t ≥ 0.
We will consider first the asymptotic behaviour of the multivariable transition specific stochastic
processes (U{j}{k}(t, s))t,s≥0 and (U{j}{k}(t))t≥0 given by

U{j}{k}(t, s) :=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,s]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
N

{j}{k}
i (t, du)

resp.
U{j}{k}(t) := U{j}{k}(t, t)

with a random weight function (Qjk(t, s))t,s≥0 that is predictable as a stochastic process in its
second argument for any t ≥ 0 w.r.t. (F(t, s))s≥0.
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Theorem 1. Let j ̸= k be two states of a Markovian multi-state model with λjk ̸≡ 0. We define
the stochastic processes (u{j}{k}(t, s))t,s≥0 and (u{j}{k}(t))t≥0 by

u{j}{k}(t, s) :=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,s]

qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)

)
M

{j}{k}
i (t, du)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:u
{j}{k}
i (t,s)

(15)

resp.
u{j}{k}(t) := u{j}{k}(t, t).

Under the assumptions

(A1)

sup
0≤s≤τ

|Qjk(t, s)− qjk(t, s)| P→ 0

for any τ < t,

(A2)

sup
τ1≤s≤τ2

∣∣∣∣yj,Z=1(t, s)

yj(t, s)
− Y j,Z=1(t, s)

Y j(t, s)

∣∣∣∣ P→ 0

for any τ1 > 0, τ2 < t where yj(t, s) = E[Y j(t, s)] and yj,Z=1(t, s) = E[Y j,Z=1(t, s)],

(A3) Qjk(t, s) is bounded in its second argument over [0, t], left continuous and with right hand
limits,

the processes (U{j}{k}(t))t≥0 and (u{j}{k}(t))t≥0 are asymptotically equivalent, i.e.

(U{j}{k}(t)− u{j}{k}(t))
P→ 0

for any t ≥ 0.

Proof. First, we note that for any t ≥ 0

U{j}{k}(t) =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M

{j}{k}
i (t, du)

as

U{j}{k}(t)− 1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M

{j}{k}
i (t, du)

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
d

(∫
[0,u]

Y j
i (t, v)λ

jk(v)dv

)

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)ZiY
j
i (t, u)λ

jk(u) du

− 1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)
Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)
Y j
i (t, u)λ

jk(u) du

=
1√
n

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)Y j,Z=1(t, u)λjk(u) du− 1√
n

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)Y j(t, u)
Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)
λjk(u) du

=0.
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Now, we can rearrange the difference between the two processes

U{j}{k}(t)− u{j}{k}(t)

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

(Qjk(t, u)− qjk(t, u))

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M

{j}{k}
i (t, du)

+
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

qjk(t, u)

(
yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)
− Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M

{j}{k}
i (t, du).

As Zi takes values in {0, 1}, we can split the two groups by

U{j}{k}(t)− u{j}{k}(t)

=

1∑
g=0

1√
n

∫
[0,t]

(Qjk(t, u)− qjk(t, u))

(
g − Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M̄{j}{k}

g (t, du)

+

1∑
g=0

1√
n

∫
[0,t]

qjk(t, u)

(
yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)
− Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M̄{j}{k}

g (t, du).

where M̄
{j}{k}
g (t, s) :=

∑n
i=1M

{j}{k}
i (t, s) ·1Zi=g are the group specific aggregates of the transition

specific martingales. The integrands of both terms are bounded and predictable w.r.t. the filtration

(F{j}{k}
t,s )0≤s≤t and (M̄

{j}{k}
g )0≤s≤t is a mean zero and square integrable martingale w.r.t. the same

filtration. Hence, the processes (Ag,t(s))0≤s≤t and (Bg,t(s))0≤s≤t with g ∈ {0, 1} defined by

Ag,t(s) :=
1√
n

∫
[0,s]

(Qjk(t, u)− qjk(t, u))

(
g − Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M̄{j}{k}

g (t, du)

and

Bg,t(s) :=
1√
n

∫
[0,s]

qjk(t, u)

(
yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)
− Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M̄{j}{k}

g (t, du)

are also mean zero and square integrable martingales with predictable covariation processes

⟨Ag,t⟩(s) =
1

n

∫
[0,s]

(Qjk(t, u)− qjk(t, u))2
(
g − Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)2

λjk(u)Y j,Z=1(t, u) du

resp.

⟨Bg,t⟩(s) =
1

n

∫
[0,s]

qjk(t, u)2
(
yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)
− Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)2

λjk(u)Y j,Z=1(t, u) du.

For any fixed ε > 0 we can find some τε > 0 s.t.∫
[s−τε,s]

λjk(u) du · sup
0≤u≤t

(
(Qjk(t, u)− qjk(t, u))2

(
g − Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)2
)
<
ε

2

resp. ∫
[0,τε]∪[s−τε,s]

λjk(u) du · sup
0≤u≤t

(
qjk(t, u)2

(
yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)
− Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)2
)
<
ε

2

P-almost surely for any 0 ≤ s ≤ t. We can find such a value because λjk is bounded on compact
intervals and hence the supremum is taken over values which are all bounded by definition or the
additional assumptions. Further, since

sup
0≤u≤t−τε

|Qjk(t, u)− qjk(t, u)| P→ 0 and sup
τε≤u≤t−τε

∣∣∣∣yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)
− Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

∣∣∣∣ P→ 0

19



for any δ > 0 we can also find some n0 large enough s.t. for any n ≥ n0,

P
[
Λjk(t) sup

0≤u≤t−τε

|Qjk(t, u)− qjk(t, u)| < ε

2

]
> 1− δ and

P
[
Λjk(t) sup

τε≤u≤t−τε

∣∣∣∣yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)
− Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

∣∣∣∣ < ε

2

]
> 1− δ.

Consequently,
P [⟨Ag,t⟩(s) < ε] > 1− δ and P [⟨Bg,t⟩(s) < ε] > 1− δ

for any 0 ≤ s ≤ t, n ≥ n0 and g ∈ {0, 1}. Following Theorem II.5.1 of [24], we obtain in particular

(U{j}{k}(t)− u{j}{k}(t))
P→ 0

as n→ ∞.

We will use this result as a basis to construct processes that do not only sum up the information
about a single transition j → k. As we are mostly interested in the first hitting time of a subset
E of the state space of our model as the time of a corresponding composite event, we will need
to stop the observation of patients which have already experiences some event. To make this
more formal, we will consider some collection of random variables (Vi(t))i∈{1,...,n},t≥0 s.t. Vi(t)
is a (F(t, s))s≥0-stopping time for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and t ≥ 0 and define the stopped processes

(M̃
{j}{k}
i (t, s))t,s≥0 by

M̃
{j}{k}
i (t, s) :=M

{j}{k}
i (t, s ∧ Vi(t))

= N
{j}{k}
i (t, s) · 1{T{k}

i ≤Vi(t)}︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Ñ

{j}{k}
i (t,s)

−
∫
[0,s]

Y j
i (t, u) · 1{u≤Vi(t)}︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Ỹ j
i (t,u)

λjk(u) du

Accordingly, we need to consider the adjusted ”at risk” processes (Ỹ j(t, s))t,s≥0 and (Ỹ j,Z=1(t, s))t,s≥0

by accumulating the corresponding patient-wise risk indicators, i.e.

Ỹ j(t, s) :=

n∑
i=1

Ỹ j
i (t, s) resp. Ỹ j,Z=1(t, s) :=

n∑
i=1

Ỹ j
i (t, s) · 1{Zi=1}.

Furthermore, we define the processes (Ũ{j}{k}(t, s))t,s≥0 and ((ũ{j}{k}(t, s))t,s≥0) by

1. replacing Y and y in (8) and (15) by Ỹ and ỹ, respectively, and

2. stopping the integrator process at Vi(t) (or equivalently integrating over [0, s∧ Vi(t)] instead
of [0, s]).

Corollary 1. Let the conditions of Theorem 1 be given where in (A2) the ”at risk”-processes Y
and y are replaced by Ỹ and ỹ, respectively. Let (Vi(t))i∈{1,...,n},t≥0 be a collection of random
variables s.t. Vi(t) is a (F(t, s))s≥0-stopping time for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and t ≥ 0. Then, the

processes (Ũ{j}{k}(t))t≥0 and (ũ{j}{k}(t))t≥0 are asymptotically equivalent, i.e.

(Ũ{j}{k}(t)− ũ{j}{k}(t))
P→ 0

for any t ≥ 0.

Proof. Due to the optional stopping theorem and the independence of the observations of distinct

patients, we also know that the stopped process (M̃
{j}{k}
i (t, s))s≥0 is a martingale w.r.t. the

extended filtration (F(t, s))s≥0 for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and t ≥ 0. The rest of the proof follows
analogously to the proof of Theorem 1.
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We do not only consider specific transitions, but also the entry into specific states or set of
states, regardless of the origin of this transition. From now on, we need to distinguish whether we
only want to consider the first hitting time of a state or a set of states or any hitting time of those
and not only the first one. In the former case, we need to apply Corollary 1 while in the latter
case Theorem 1 is sufficient. Hence, for a set of states E ⊂ {1, . . . , l}, we consider the processes
(UE(t, s))t,s≥0 and (UE(t))t≥0 for the former resp. (UE

all(t, s))t,s≥0 and (UE
all(t))t≥0 for the latter

case. Those are defined by

UE(t, s) :=
1√
n

∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,s]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j→E,Z=1(t, u)

Y j→E(t, u)

)
N

{j}{k}
i (t, d(u ∧ TE

i ))

and
UE(t) := UE(t, t).

where

Y j→E(t, s) =

n∑
i=1

Y j
i (t, s)·1{s≤TE

i ∧Ci(t)} and Y j→E,Z=1(t, s) =

n∑
i=1

Y j
i (t, s)·1{s≤TE

i ∧Ci(t)} ·1{Zi=1},

resp.

UE
all(t, s) :=

∑
j /∈E

∑
k∈E

U{j}{k}(t, s) and UE
all(t) := UE(t, t)

In some cases, as e.g. in our example in Section 2 or in other purely progressive disease models,
where composite events are given by a nested sequence of sets, the two approaches are the same
as a set of states that has been hit once will never be left again.
As we will consider several events simultaneously, we need to establish multivariate convergence in
probability using the following Lemma.

Lemma 1. Let (X(n))n≥0 be a sequence of Rd-valued random vectors s.t. X
(n)
c

P→ Xc for each
c ∈ {1, . . . , d} as n→ ∞. Then, it also holds

X(n) P→ X =: (X1, . . . Xd)

as n→ ∞ in Rd.

Proof. As all norms are equivalent on Rd, it is enough to show it for the 1-norm, i.e.

P

[
d∑

c=1

|X(n)
c −Xc| > ε

]
→ 0

for any ε > 0. Because
∑d

c=1 |X
(n)
c −Xc| > ε implies that there is at least one c s.t. |X(n)

c −Xc| >
ε/d, we get

P

[
d∑

c=1

|X(n)
c −Xc| > ε

]
≤P
[
∪d
c=1|X(n)

c −Xc| > ε/d
]

≤
d∑

c=1

P[|X(n)
c −Xc| > ε/d]

As all of the summands in the last sum converge to 0, the sum becomes arbitrary small for increasing
n.

Using this Lemma, we can now establish asymptotic equivalence for multivariate processes
which components are given as defined above.
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Corollary 2. Let E ⊂ {1, . . . , l} be a subspace of the state space of a Markovian multi-state
model. We assume that for any k ∈ E and j /∈ E with λjk ̸≡ 0, the assumptions given in Theorem
1 hold and the assumption (A2) holds as well for the adjusted ”at risk”-processes Y j→E and yj→E,
respectively.
Then, the processes (UE(t))t≥0 and (uE(t))t≥0 resp. (U

E
all(t))t≥0 and (UE

all(t))t≥0 are asymptotically
equivalent, i.e.

(UE(t)− uE(t))
P→ 0 resp. (UE

all(t)− uEall(t))
P→ 0

for any t ≥ 0 where

uE(t, s) :=
1√
n

∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,s]

qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

yj→E,Z=1(t, u)

yj→E(t, u)

)
M

{j}{k}
i (t, d(u ∧ TE

i )) (16)

resp.

uEall(t, s) :=
∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E

u{j}{k}(t, s) (17)

and uE(t) := uE(t, t) resp. uEall(t) := uEall(t, t).
Moreover, for a set of subsets of the state space E1, . . . , Ed ⊂ {1, . . . , l}, it holds

(UE1(t), . . . , UEd(t)) =: U(t)
P→ u(t) := (uE1(t), . . . , uEd(t)) (18)

and
(UE1

all (t), . . . , U
Ed

all (t)) =: Uall(t)
P→ uall(t) := (uE1

all (t), . . . , u
Ed

all (t)) (19)

for any t ≥ 0 as n→ ∞.

Proof. As convergence in probability holds for sums of random variables converging in probability,
the statements concerning the convergence of a single component are a direct consequence of
Corollary 1 resp. Theorem 1.
As multivariate convergence in probability of Rd-valued random variables can be established by
convergence in probability of its d components, the second part follows from Lemma 1.

Following Corollary 1 we will now consider the asymptotic distribution of the process (u(t))t≥0

and (uall(t))t≥0 for the fixed set of (composite) events E1, . . . , Ed ⊂ {1, . . . , l}. At first, we note,

that the process (uEc(t, s))s≥0 and (uEc

all (t, s))s≥0 are (F(t, s))s≥0-martingales for any c ∈ {1, . . . , d}
as they are predictable processes integrated w.r.t. an (F(t, s))s≥0-martingale. Hence, expectation
and covariance matrix of u(t) will be determined by

E
[
uEc(t)

]
= E

[
uEc

all (t)
]
= 0

and

Cov
[
uEc1 (t), uEc2 (t)

]
=

∑
k∈Ec1

∩Ec2

∑
j /∈Ec1∪Ec2

∫
[0,t]

qjk(t, s)2λjk(s)·

· E
[
1{X(s−)=j}1{s≤C(t)∧TEc1∩Ec2 }

(
Z − yj→Ec1

,Z=1(t, s)

yj→Ec1 (t, s)

)(
Z − yj→Ec2

,Z=1(t, s)

yj→Ec2 (t, s)

)]
ds.

resp.

Cov
[
u
Ec1

all (t), u
Ec2

all (t)
]

=
∑

k∈Ec1
∩Ec2

∑
j /∈Ec1∪Ec2

∫
[0,t]

qjk(t, s)2λjk(s)E

[
1{X(s−)=j}1{s≤C(t)}

(
Z − yj,Z=1(t, s)

yj(t, s)

)2
]
ds.

However, in order to apply Theorem II.5.1 of [24], we want to show that (u(t))t≥0 and (uall(t))t≥0

are martingales w.r.t. (F(t))t≥0 with F(t) := F(t, t). This is the filtration containing all available
information at the respective calendar time t.

22



Lemma 2. Let (u(t))t≥0 and (uall(t))t≥0 be the processes as defined in (16). Under the assump-
tion that the limiting functions qjk(t, s), µj→E(t, s) := yj→E,Z=1(t, s)/yj→E(t, s) resp. µj(t, s) :=
yj,Z=1(t, s)/yj(t, s) are independent of t for any j ∈ {0, . . . , l}, k ∈ {1, . . . , l} and E ⊂ {1, . . . , l},
both processes are (F(t))t≥0-martingales.

Proof. We will prove the statement for (u(t))t≥0. The proof for (uall(t))t≥0 follows analogously.
It is sufficient to consider the d entries of u separately. For one fixed E ⊂ {1, . . . , l} we decompose
the process by

uE(t) :=
1√
n

∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,s]

qjk(u)
(
Zi − µj→E(u)

)
M

{j}{k}
i (t, d(u ∧ TE

i ))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:ujk,E

i (t,s)

.

The process (ujk,Ei (t, s))s≥0 is an (Fi(t, s))s≥0-martingale where Fi(t, s) := σ(∪j,kF{j}{k}
i (t, s)).

As ujk,Ei (t, s) = ujk,Ei (s+Yi, (t−Yi)+) and F{j}{k}
i (t, s) = F{j}{k}

i (s+Yi, (t−Yi)+) for any s, t ≥ 0
we know that for any s ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ t1 < t2 we have

E
[
uE(t2, s)|F(t1, s)

]
=

1√
n

n∑
i=1

∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E : λjk ̸≡0

E[ujk,Ei (t2, s)|F(t1, s)]

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E : λjk ̸≡0

E[ujk,Ei (t2, s)|Fi(t1, s)]

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E : λjk ̸≡0

E[ujk,Ei (s+ Yi, (t2 − Yi)+)|Fi(s+ Yi, (t1 − Yi)+)]

=
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E : λjk ̸≡0

ujk,Ei (s+ Yi, (t1 − Yi)+)

=uE(t1, s)

Consequently, we also get

E[uE(t2)|F(t1, t1)] = E[uE(t2, t2)|F(t1, t2)] = E[E[uE(t2, t2)|F(t1, t2)]|F(t1, t1)]

= E[uE(t2, t1)|F(t1, t1)] = uE(t1, t1) = uE(t1)

for any 0 ≤ t1 < t2 by the tower property of conditional expectation.

To this martingale we can now apply the multivariate version of Rebolledo’s Theorem.

Theorem 2. The process (u(t))t≥0 converges as n → ∞ in distribution to a Gaussian mean-
zero vector martingale on the interval [0, tmax] with the d × d-matrix-valued covariance funtion
V = (Vc1c2)c1,c2∈{1,...,d} given by

Vc1c2(t) =
∑

k∈Ec1
∩Ec2

∑
j /∈Ec1

∪Ec2

V jk
c1c2(t) (20)

where

V jk
c1c2(t) :=

∫
[0,t]

qjk(s)2λjk(s)E
[
1{X(s)=j}1{s≤C(t)∧TEc1

∪Ec2 }(Z − µj→Ec1 (s))(Z − µj→Ec2 (s))
]
ds

(21)
for t ≥ 0 and c1, c2 ∈ {1, . . . , d} if qjk is bounded for any j ∈ {0, . . . , l} and k ∈ {1, . . . , l} on that

interval. This covariance function can consistently be estimated by V̂ = (V̂c1c2)c1,c2∈{1,...,d} given
by

V̂c1c2(t) =
∑

k∈Ec1
∩Ec2

∑
j /∈Ec1∪Ec2

1

n

n∑
i=1

V̂ jk
c1c2,i

(t)
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where

V̂ jk
c1c2,i

(t) :=

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, s)21{Xi(s)=j}1{s≤Ci(t)∧TEc1
∪Ec2 }·(

Zi −
Y j→Ec1 ,Z=1(t, s)

Y j→Ec1 (t, s)

)(
Zi −

Y j→Ec2 ,Z=1(t, s)

Y j→Ec2 (t, s)

)
Λ̂jk,Ec1

∪Ec2 (t, ds).

(22)

In this formula, Λ̂jk,Ec1
∪Ec2 is the Nelson-Aalen estimator for the transition intensity of the tran-

sition j → k where all observations are censored at TEc1∪Ec2 .
The same holds for the process (uall(t))t≥0 where V and V̂ are replaced by Vall and V̂all, respec-
tively. The entries of these matrix-valued functions are given by

Vall,c1c2(t) =
∑

k∈Ec1
∩Ec2

∑
j /∈Ec1

∪Ec2

V jk(t) resp. V̂all,c1c2(t) =
∑

k∈Ec1
∩Ec2

∑
j /∈Ec1

∪Ec2

1

n

n∑
i=1

V̂ jk
i (t)

(23)
with

V jk(t) :=

∫
[0,t]

qjk(s)2λjk(s)E
[
1{X(s)=j}1{s≤C(t)}(Z − µj(s))2

]
ds (24)

and

V̂ jk
i (t) :=

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, s)21{Xi(s)=j}1{s≤Ci(t)}

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, s)

Y j(t, s)

)2

Λ̂jk(t, ds),

respectively.

Proof. We will prove this here for (u(t))t≥0. The proof for (uall(t))t≥0 and corresponding variance
components follows analogously. By splitting up the sums of which the components of u consist,
exploiting the independence of observations concerning different transitions and applying standard
rules to compute covariation processes, we obtain that the covariation process of u is given by

⟨u⟩c1c2(t) = ⟨uEc1 , uEc2 ⟩(t)

=
∑

k∈Ec1∩Ec2

∑
j /∈Ec1

∪Ec2

∫
[0,t]

qjk(s)2λjk(s)
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϕ
j,Ec1
i (t, s) · ϕj,Ec2

i (t, s)ds

where
ϕj,Ei (t, s) :=

(
1{Xi(s)=j}1{s≤Ci(t)∧TE

i }(Zi − µj→E(s))
)

By a uniform law of large numbers and the boundedness of λjk and qjk on bounded intervals for
any j and k we obtain

⟨u⟩c1c2(t)
P→

∑
k∈Ec1

∩Ec2

∑
j /∈Ec1∪Ec2

∫
[0,t]

qjk(s)2λjk(s)E
[
ϕj,Ec1 (t, s) · ϕj,Ec2 (t, s)

]
ds.

As there are P-almost surely no simultaneous jumps of the processes considered here and by the
boundedness of qjk, there are no jumps of u exceeding the size

1√
n

sup
j∈{0,...,l},k∈{1,...,l},u∈[0,tmax]

qjk(u)

which converges to 0 as n → ∞, all conditions of Theorem II.5.1 of [24] are fulfilled. This yields
the first part of the statement.
For the second part of the statement, we note that the difference

V jk
c1c2(t)− V̂ jk

c1c2,i
(t)
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can be decomposed into three parts in which only one factor differs. Each of these summands
converges by the assumptions of Theorem 1, a uniform law of large numbers for the sum

1

n

n∑
i=1

1{Xi(s)=j}1{s≤Ci(t)∧T
Ec1∪Ec2
i }

(
Zi −

Y j→Ec1
,Z=1(t, s)

Y j→Ec1 (t, s)

)(
Zi −

Y j→Ec2
,Z=1(t, s)

Y j→Ec2 (t, s)

)
and another application of Theorem II.5.1 of [24] by applying the same techniques as in the proof
of Theorem 1. As this holds for any j and k, the second part of the statement follows.

When estimating the variance of a single component, i.e. in the case Ec1 = Ec2 = E, the
estimator from (22) can be simplified to

V̂ jk
c1c2,i

(t) =

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, s)2
Y j→E,Z=1(t, s)

Y j→E(t, s)
·
(
1− Y j→E,Z=1(t, s)

Y j→E(t, s)

)
N

{j}{k}
i (t, d(s ∧ TE

i )).

Analogous simplifications can be made for covariance components if TEc1 ≤ TEc2 or Ec1 ∪ Ec2 =
{1, . . . l}. This is the case for both examples given in the main manuscript.

Corollary 3. For a sequence of analysis dates in calendar time 0 =:< t1 < · · · < tm of analysis
dates, the following holds:

(C1) The test statistics U at the calendar dates t1, . . . , tm are asymptotically jointly normally
distributed and hence also have asymptotically independent increments, i.e.

(U(t1), . . . ,UM (tm))
D→

n→∞
N (0,Vacc)

(U(t1)−UM (t0), . . . ,UM (tm)−UM (tp−1))
D→

n→∞
N (0,Vinc)

where both Vacc and Vinc are md×md matrices consisting of m2 blocks of size d× d. The
block in row r1 and column r2 of Vacc is given by V(tr1 ∧ tr2) and Vinc is a block diagonal
matrix with Vinc = diag(V(t1)−V(t0), . . . ,V(tm)−V(tm−1)).

(C2) If V(tr)−V(tr−1) is invertible for any r ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, it holds

Sr := (U(tr)−U(tr−1))
T (V̂(tr)− V̂(tr−1))

+(U(tr)−U(tr−1))
D→

n→∞
χ2
d ∀r ∈ {1, . . . ,m}

where V+ denotes the generalized Moore-Penrose inverse for some matrix V. Also, S1, . . . , Sm

are mutually asymptotically independent.

Both statements also hold when replacing U, V and V̂ by Uall, Vall and V̂all.

Proof. The first statement holds for u by Theorem 1. The components of U and u are asymp-
totically equivalent for each t ≥ 0 by Theorem 1. By Lemma 1, this asymptotical equivalence
also holds for the whole vectors U and u. If for two sequences of random variables (Xn)n≥0 and

(Yn)n≥0, it holds Xn
D→ X for a random variable X and Xn − Yn

P→ 0, then Yn also converges in
distribution to X. Hence, the first statment also holds for U.
For the second statement, we note that V̂(tr)−V̂(tr−1) converges in probability toV(tr)−V(tr−1).
As we assume that the latter is invertible, we also have

(V̂(tr)− V̂(tr−1))
+ P→ (V(tr)−V(tr−1))

+ = (V(tr)−V(tr−1))
−1

as stated e.g. in [30]. By Slutsky’s Theorem and Lemma 1 it follows

(S1, . . . , Sm)
P→ (u(t1)

TV(t1)
−1u(t1), . . . , (u(tm)−u(tm−1))

T (V(tm)−V(tm−1))
−1(u(tm)−u(tm−1))).

By the first part of the statement, the continuous mapping theorem and the same argument as in
the last step of the proof of the firstpart, we obtain

(S1, . . . , Sm)
D→ (X1, . . . , Xm)

where X1, . . . , Xm are m independent χ2
d-distributed random variables.

The proof for Uall, Vall and V̂all follows analogously.
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Now, that the test statistics and its asymptotic distribution are fixed, we will also consider
the distribution under alternatives. In doing so, we assume that the transition intensities λjk0 and

λjk1 for the transition j → k in the treatment groups in which Z = 0 resp. Z = 1 only differ
by a factor, i.e. we assume transition-wise proportional hazards. In particular, we will consider
contiguous alternatives. Hence, λjk1 /λ

jk
0 = 1 − n−1/2δ̃jk for some δ̃jk independent of n for each

transition j → k.

Under some alternative, we need to consider that the transition specific martingale M
{j}{k}
i from

(14) is then given by

M
{j}{k}
i (t, s) := N

{j}{k}
i (t, s)−

∫
[0,s]

Y j,Z=0
i (t, u)λjk0 (u) + Y j,Z=1

i (t, u)λjk1 (u) du. (25)

Theorem 3. Let j ̸= k be two states of a Markovian multi-state model with λjk ̸≡ 0. Let λjk0 := λjk

denote the corresponding transition intensity function if Z = 0. Under contiguous alternatives, the
transition intensity if Z = 1 is then given by λjk1 := λjk · (1 − n−1/2δ̃jk). Additionally, we define
the drift process (θ{j}{k}(t, s))t,s≥0 by

θ{j}{k}(t, s) := −δ̃jk
∫
[0,s]

qjk(t, u)

(
1− yj,Z=1(t, u)

yj(t, u)

)
yj,Z=1(t, u)λjk0 (u) du

If the conditions (A1) - (A3) are given under the contiguous alternatives, the processes (U{j}{k}(t))t≥0

and (u{j}{k}(t) + θ{j}{k}(t))t≥0 are asymptotically equivalent, i.e.

U{j}{k}(t)− (u{j}{k}(t) + θ{j}{k}(t))
P→ 0

for any t ≥ 0.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 1, we obtain

U{j}{k}(t, s) =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)(
N

{j}{k}
i (t, du)− λjk(u) · Y j

i (t, u) du
)

In contrast to Theorem 1, the integrator is not a maringale. However, we can decompose this
process to obtain the martingale (25) as

U{j}{k}(t) =
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
M

{j}{k}
i (t, du)

+
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
· λjk0 (u) · n−1/2δ̃jk · Y j,Z=1

i (t, u) du.

This basically follows from the equality λjk0 (u) = λjk1 (u)+λjk0 (u) ·n−1/2δ̃jk. For the first summand,
the proof of Theorem 1 can be applied. For the second summand, we can use the assumptions
given in this statement and the law of large number to obtain

θ{j}{k}(t, t)− 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

Qjk(t, u)

(
Zi −

Y j,Z=1(t, u)

Y j(t, u)

)
· λjk0 (u) · δ̃jk · Y j,Z=1

i (t, u) du
P→ 0.

Concerning the validity of assumption (A2), we note the following. The (l+1)× (l+1)-matrix
valued transition intensity functions Λ0 and Λ1(s) for the two treatment groups are related to
each other in the following way under the contiguous alternatives mentioned above:

Λ1(s) = Λ0(s) ◦ (1− n−1/2δ̃jk)j,k∈{0,...,l}.
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Here, a ◦ b denotes the Hadamard product (i.e. elementwise multiplication) of two matrices a and
b of the same size. The transition probability matrix Pg(s1, s2) is given by the exponential of
Λg(s2) − Λg(s1) for any group g ∈ {0, 1}. As the matrix exponential is Lipschitz continuous on
compact subsets of the space of (l+ 1)× (l+ 1)-matrices and we assume the integrated transition
intensities to be bounded on compact subsets of [0,∞), the second condition should in general be
fulfilled, i.e. we have P1(·, ·) → P0(·, ·) elementwise uniformly on compact subsets of R2

+.
Based on Theorem 3, analogous results to those of Corollary 1, Corollary 2, Lemma 2, Theorem 2
and Corollary 3 can be derived. The most important results from that procedure are summarized
in the following Corollary. The key factor here is that the drift terms θ{j}{k} are deterministic,
and hence it does not contribute any variance. For the random part u of the process obtained
in Theorem 3, analogous results as those obtained above under the null hypothesis apply. For
any event defined by a subset of the state space E, we define the drift processes (θE(t))t≥0 and
(θEall(t))t≥0 by

θE(t) :=
∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E : λjk ̸≡0

−δ̃jk
∫
[0,t]

qjk(u)
(
1− µj→E(u)

)
yj→E,Z=1(t, u)λjk0 (u) du︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:θjk,E(t)

.

resp.

θEall(t) :=
∑
k∈E

∑
j /∈E : λjk ̸≡0

−δ̃jk
∫
[0,t]

qjk(u)
(
1− µj(u)

)
yj,Z=1(t, u)λjk0 (u) du.

For a collection of subsets E1, . . . , Ed of subsets of the state space, we define the d-dimensional
processes θ := (θE1 , . . . , θEd) and θall := (θE1

all , . . . , θ
Ed

all ).

Corollary 4. Under contiguous alternatives for each transition as in Theorem 3, the following
statements hold under assumptions (A1) - (A3) and the assumption stated in Lemma 2:

1. The processes U and Uall as defined in (18) resp. (19) are asymptotically equivalent to the
processes u+ θ resp. uall + θall. where u and uall are (F(t))t≥0-martingales which converge
in distribution to a Gaussian mean-zero vector martingale with covariance processes as stated
in Theorem 2.

2. The increments of U resp. Uall are asymptotically independent and asymptotically multivari-
ately normally distributed. The covariance can be estimated consistently as stated in Theorem
2.

3. The stage-wise test statistics S1, . . . , Sm as defined in Corollary 3 are asymptotically indepen-
dent and asymptotically follow a non-central χ2

d distribution with non-centrality parameter

ηr := (θ(tr)− θ(tr−1))
T (V(tr)−V(tr−1))

−1(θ(tr)− θ(tr−1))

resp.

ηr,all := (θall(tr)− θall(tr−1))
T (Vall(tr)−Vall(tr−1))

−1(θall(tr)− θall(tr−1))

if the increments of the covariance function are invertible.

The last part of this statement can now be used for power and sample size calculations. How-
ever, we notice strong deviations for small sample sizes if such results are used for sample size
considerations. This is particularly the case if differences in several transitions are present. In such
a case, it is better to approximate the distribution of an increment U(tr) −U(tr−1) by a normal
distribution with adjusted drift components

θ̃jk,E(t) := −δ̃jk
∫
[0,t]

qjk(u)

(
1− yj→E,Z=1(t, u)

yj→E(t, u)

)
yj→E,Z=1(t, u)λjk0 (u)du
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and adjusted variance components

Ṽ jk
c1c2(t) :=

∫
[0,t]

qjk(s)2(yj→Ec1
∪Ec2

,Z=0(t, s)λjk0 (s) + yj→Ec1
∪Ec2

,Z=1(t, s)λjk1 (s))·

· y
j→Ec1

,Z=1(t, s)

yj→Ec1 (t, s)

yj→Ec2
,Z=1(t, s)

yj→Ec2 (t, s)
ds

.

The quantities used here can be computed from the planning assumptions. Here, it should be noted,
that in the main manuscript, we are considering local alternatives of the form λjk1 /λ

jk
0 = δjk and

that the quantities calculated there result from simple algebraic transformations of the calculations
here,

A.2 Invertibility of the increments of the covariance matrix

For the test statistics obtained from (C2) of Corollary 3, it was required that the increments of the
covariance function are invertible. In what follows we want to provide criteria under which this
invertibility can be guaranteed. While for Vall, a necessary and sufficient characterization can be
provided, this is not possible for V. The reason for this lies in the different structures of those
matrices. For one specific transition j → k, its contributions to different entries of the covariance
function Vall are all the same as it can be seen from (23). Contrarily, this is not the case for V as
it can be seen from (20). The contributions differ, depending on the combination of Ec1 and Ec2 .
Throughout the next part, we will assume that V jk and V jk

c1c2 as defined in (24) and (21), respec-
tively, are strictly increasing functions for any transition j → k included in our multi-state model
and c1, c2 ∈ {1, . . . , d}, in particular this means that for any arbitrarily small interval [t1, t2], there
is a positive probability that a transition from state j to state k before occurs between the calendar
time t1 and t2.
As mentioned above, it is easier to establish a criterion for the invertibility of increments of Vall.
Let w1, . . . , wntrans

be an arbitrary enumeration of the transitions in the multi-state model. For
any subset E ⊂ {1, . . . , l} of the state space, we define the vector ΨE := (ψE,j)j∈{1,...,ntrans} by

ψE,j :=

{
1 if wj contributes to E

0 else.

where ”contribution” of a transition to an event E means that the start of the transition starts
outside of E and enters E.

Lemma 3. Increments of the covariance matrix function Vall are invertible if and only if for the
sets E1, . . . , Ed, the family of vectors (ΨEc

)c∈{1,...,d} is linearly independent.

Proof. Let 0 ≤ t1 < t2 be arbitrary. For any j ∈ {1, . . . , ntrans}, we define ϕj := V jk(t2)− V jk(t1)
if the j-th transition of our enumeration goes from state j to state k. If a◦b denotes the Hadamard
product (i.e. elementwise multiplication) and a · b the scalar product of two vectors a and b, the
increment of the covariance matrix Vall is given by

Vall(t2)−Vall(t1) =

(Ψ1 ◦Ψ1) · ϕ · · · (Ψ1 ◦Ψd) · ϕ
...

. . .
...

(Ψd ◦Ψ1) · ϕ · · · (Ψd ◦Ψd) · ϕ


Additionally, we note that Vall(t2) − Vall(t1) is a covariance matrix and is thus symmetric and
positive semi-definite. Hence, its invertibility is equivalent to positive definiteness. In what follows,
we will also abbreviate ΨEc

:= Ψc and ψEc,j := ψc,j for any c and j ∈ {1, . . . , ntrans}.
”⇒”: We prove by contrapositive. If (Ψc)c∈{1,...,d} is not linearly independent, there is some

β ∈ Rd s.t.
∑d

c=1 βcΨc = 0. Hence, for any c ∈ {1, . . . , d} it holds

d∑
i=1

βi((Ψc ◦Ψi) · v) = (Ψc ◦ (
d∑

i=1

βiΨi)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

) · v = 0.
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Followingly, Vall(t2)−Vall(t1) does not have full rank and is thus not invertible.
”⇐”: We prove by contrapositive. If Vall(t2) − Vall(t1) is not invertible, it is also not positive
definite. Hence, there is some 0 ̸= β ∈ Rd s.t. βT (Vall(t2) − Vall(t1))β = 0. If

√
ϕ denotes the

element-wise square root of the (element-wise positive) vector ϕ, then

0 = βT (Vall(t2)−Vall(t1))β

=

d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

βiβj(Ψi ◦Ψj) · ϕ

=

d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

(βiΨi ◦ βjΨj) · ϕ

=

d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

(βiΨi ◦
√
ϕ) · (βjΨj ◦

√
ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=⟨(βiΨi◦
√
ϕ),(βjΨj◦

√
ϕ)⟩

= ⟨
d∑

i=1

(βiΨi ◦
√
ϕ),

d∑
j=1

(βjΨj ◦
√
ϕ)⟩

= ||
d∑

i=1

(βiΨi ◦
√
ϕ)||2.

Accordingly, each entry of
∑d

i=1(βiΨi ◦
√
ϕ) is equal to zero. Hence, for any j ∈ {1, . . . , ntrans},

d∑
i=1

(βiψi,j

√
ϕj) = 0

⇒
√
ϕj

d∑
i=1

(βiψi,j) = 0

⇒
d∑

i=1

(βiψi,j) = 0.

It follows that (ΨEc
)c∈{1,...,d} is not linearly independent.

As explained above, the situation for increments of V is a bit more complicated. In what
follows, we try to give a criterion as general as possible.
Let I0 := {1, . . . , d} denote the index set of the events we want to assess. The corresponding
variance matrix is given by V. For any subset of this set, we denote by VI the |I| × |I|-submatrix
of V in which all columns and rows in I0 \ I are deleted.
We refer to a transition j → k as exclusive for a set Ec w.r.t. some collection I ⊂ I0 of events if
j /∈ Ec, k ∈ Ec and j ∈ Ec̃ or k /∈ Ec̃ for any c̃ ∈ I \ {c}. Given these definitions we now state the
following

Lemma 4. For some I ⊆ I0, the increments of the covariance matrix function VI are invertible
if at least one of the following conditions is fulfilled:

(I1) For each c ∈ I, Ec has an exclusive transition w.r.t. I.

(I2) The index sets I can be decomposed into disjoint sets I1 ∪ I2 s.t. for each c ∈ I1, Ec has an
exclusive transition w.r.t. I and the increments of VI2 are invertible.

Proof. (I1): Let jc → kc denote the transition that is exclusive for c ∈ I w.r.t. I. We define

ũEc(t) := uEc(t)− 1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

qjckc(t, u)

(
Zi −

yjc→E,Z=1(t, u)

yjc→E(t, u)

)
M

{jc}{kc}
i (t, d(u ∧ TE

i )).
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The covariance matrix of the random vector ũI := (ũEc)c∈I is given by ṼI where the off-diagonal
entries are the same as those of VI and the diagonal entry belonging to some Ec with c ∈ I is given
by Vcc − V jckc

cc . As ṼI is a matrix-valued covariance function, its increments are positive semi-
definite. The |I| × |I|-diagonal matrix with entries V jckc

cc for c ∈ I has positive definite increments
by the assumption stated at the beginning of this subsection. Hence, the increments of VI can be
written as a sum of a positive semi-definite and a positive definite matrix. They are hence positive
definite and invertible.
(I2): For each c ∈ I1, we denote by jc → kc the transition that is exclusive for Ec w.r.t. I. We
define

ũEc(t) := uEc(t)−1{c∈I1} ·
1√
n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,t]

qjckc(t, u)

(
Zi −

yjc→E,Z=1(t, u)

yjc→E(t, u)

)
M

{jc}{kc}
i (t, d(u∧TE

i )).

The covariance matrix of the random vector ũI := (ũEc)c∈I is given by ṼI where the off-diagonal
entries are the same as those of VI and the diagonal entry belonging to some Ec with c ∈ I is given
by Vcc − 1{c∈I1} · V jckc

cc . As ṼI is a matrix-valued covariance function, its increments are positive

semi-definite. The |I| × |I|-diagonal matrix with non-negative entries 1{c∈I1}V
jckc
cc for c ∈ I also

has positive semi-definite increments by the assumption stated before Lemma 3. Now, if VI is not
invertible, it is also not positive definite. Hence there must be some 0 ̸= β ∈ R|I| s.t.

0 = βTVIβ

= βT ṼIβ︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

+βTdiag((1{c∈I1}V
jckc
cc )c∈I)β︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0 only if βc=0 ∀c∈I1

.

Hence, this equation can only be fulfilled, if βc = 0 for all c ∈ I. For such a β we can thus rewrite

βTVIβ =
∑
c1∈I2

∑
c2∈I2

βc1βc2Vc1c2 = βT
I2VI2βI2

where βI2 is the subvector of β consisting only of the components belonging to I2. If VI2 has
positive definite increments, this is not possible and VI must be invertible.

This result already ensures invertibility of increments of the covariance matrix for the settings
depicted by Figures 1 and 2. Going beyond that, it also holds in progressive illness models as
in [31] in which the events are defined by decreasing sequence of sets of nodes.
This Lemma can also be applied iteratively if the condition (I2) is fulfilled and it remains to show
invertibility of a submatrix. The next statement describes how the invertibility of the required
in the second part of (I2) can also be verified. For this statement, we define by In(E) the set of
transitions of the multi-state model going from outside of E in to E.

Lemma 5. The increments of the covariance matrix function VI are invertible if the follwoing
conditions hold:

(D1) For any c0, c ∈ I, there is a finite sequence c0, c1, . . . , cn := c s.t. In(Eci−1
)∩ In(Eci) ̸= ∅ for

all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

(D2) For any c1 ∈ I and any transition j → k in In(Ec1), there is at most one c1 ̸= c2 ∈ I s.t.
the transition is also in In(Ec2).

(D3) For at least one c1 ∈ I, Ec1 has an exclusive transition w.r.t. I or there is some c2 ∈ I and
a transition j → k in In(Ec1) ∩ In(Ec1) s.t. V

jk
c1c1 − V jk

c1c2 is monotonically increasing.

Proof. The first condition ensures irreducibility of the matrix VI . The second condition ensures
diagonal dominance. The third condition implies that for at least one diagonal entry, strict inequal-
ity in the diagonal dominance formulation can be guaranteed. Hence, VI is irreducibly diagonally
dominant. Such matrices are known to be non-singular.
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The condition (D3) is fulfilled if there is a positive probability that a patient enters the set Ec2

before the transition j → k is made. A similar result can be obtained if the condition (D1) is not
given. This follows from a simple decomposition of the covariance function.

Corollary 5. Let (D1) of Lemma 5 not be fulfilled. Let I1, . . . , Ib denote a disjunct decomposition
of I s.t. (D1) of Lemma 5 is fulfilled for any a ∈ {1, . . . , b}. If conditions (D2) and (D3) of Lemma
5 are fulfilled for at least one of I1, . . . , Ib, then the increments of

Proof. After rearrangement of the entries, the covariance function VI is block diagonal and can
be written as

VI = diag(VI1 , . . . ,VIb).

The increments of this function are positive definite if the increments of VI1 , . . . ,VIb are positive
semi-definite and at least one of them is positive definite. For one of VI1 , . . . ,VIb , Lemma 5 can
be applied by assumption.

A.3 Adaptive case study

While the simulation study in the main manuscript shows how our procedure enables the sim-
ulatenous assessment of PFS and OS as co-primary endpoints and the real data example shows
how results of the procedure can be displayed and interpreted, we want to focus on interim trial
adaptations in this case study. As explained above, it is allowed to perform data-dependent sample
size recalculations based on all involved time-to-event endpoints. This is not covered by previous
methodology.
Here, we illustrate an adaptive testing strategy based on the specific illness-death model from [32]
for patients with non-small cell lung cancer. The dependence between PFS and OS is modelled
by a time-homogeneous Markov model, i.e. we have γ01 = γ02 = γ12 = 1 in terms of (13). The
transition rates are given by λ01 = 0.284, λ02 = 0.075 and λ12 = 0.128. It should be noted that
the time scale for this model is given in months.
For our case study, we assume that this model states the course of disease under the standard of
care which shall now be compared to a new experimental treatment in a clinical trial. The calendar
time parameters of this fictional trial shall be given as follows: accrual period a = 24 with uniform
accrual rate, fixed follow-up time f = 12, an interim analysis at t1 = 18 and a final analysis at
t2 = a + f = 36. The PFS- and OS-rates in the model explained above are given by 63.4% resp.
41.6% at t1 and 99.8% resp. 91.8% at t2. We want to apply the testing procedure introduced in
the main manuscript to detect differences between the distribution of PFS and OS between the
two treatment groups. Stagewise p-values will be computed as in (5) and combined via the inverse
normal combination function with equal weights. An overall type I error level of α = 5% shall be
achieved by using the sequential O’Brien-Fleming boundaries.
As in the simulation study, this fictional trial is planned under proportional hazards assumptions
for all three transitions with hazard ratios δ01 = 1/1.5, δ02 = 1 and δ12 = 1/1.25. If 20 patients are
be recruited per month, a power of just about 80% is achieved under this planning assumptions.
This amounts to an overall sample size of 480. Obviously, the actual power may differ from this
targeted value if at least one of the hazard rations is misspecified. Applying the results obtained
here, we want to use the complete information about PFS- and OS-events available at calendar
time t1 to reschedule the remaining trial. The adaptation rule at the interim analysis is inspired
by the rule applied in the NB2004-HR trial [21]. Transition intensities λ01, λ02 and λ12 will be
estimated in both groups based on the available data according to the maximum likelihood pro-
cedure given in [32]. Based on these estimates, the conditional power of the procedure will be
calculated under the current design as well as under some alternative designs with adaptations of
the duration of the accrual period which will always be followed by the follow-up period of fixed
length f . Recruitment will be continued for a flexible time aadd which shall be bounded from below
and above by aadd, min ≤ aadd ≤ aadd, max. If ψ(·) denotes the conditional power under the new
planning alternative in dependence of the additional recruitment peroid, the decision rule on how
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Table 4: Comparison of empirically attained power of group-sequential and adaptive designs for
several deviations from the planning hypothesis (originally planned sample size is set for hazard
ratios δ01 = 1.5−1 and δ12 = 1.25−1). Upper value in each cell refers to power of group-sequential
design, middle value refers to adaptive design with aadd, max = 30, lower value refers to adaptive
design with aadd, max = 42. Numbers in brackets show average duration of accrual period in the
respective scenario (in months).

δ01
1/1.3 1/1.4 1/1.5 1/1.6 1/1.7

δ12

1/1.15
0.416 (23.24) 0.607 (22.54) 0.778 (21.63) 0.894 (20.75) 0.957 (19.97)
0.451 (25.61) 0.645 (23.66) 0.791 (22.02) 0.888 (20.63) 0.940 (19.65)
0.470 (27.31) 0.656 (24.87) 0.799 (22.48) 0.887 (20.79) 0.944 (19.79)

1/1.2
0.458 (23.18) 0.639 (22.47) 0.790 (21.67) 0.899 (20.77) 0.951 (19.98)
0.494 (25.45) 0.663 (23.64) 0.794 (21.95) 0.883 (20.63) 0.945 (19.64)
0.513 (26.95) 0.683 (24.64) 0.805 (22.59) 0.890 (21.02) 0.943 (19.74)

1/1.25
0.502 (23.13) 0.670 (22.48) 0.806 (21.70) 0.900 (20.80) 0.954 (20.00)
0.525 (24.87) 0.695 (23.37) 0.812 (21.79) 0.897 (20.58) 0.942 (19.56)
0.555 (26.18) 0.703 (24.30) 0.820 (22.35) 0.892 (20.82) 0.945 (19.76)

1/1.3
0.563 (23.04) 0.709 (22.45) 0.828 (21.59) 0.911 (20.80) 0.960 (20.02)
0.585 (24.62) 0.717 (23.06) 0.827 (21.54) 0.901 (20.48) 0.947 (19.55)
0.618 (25.75) 0.727 (23.90) 0.829 (22.15) 0.907 (20.58) 0.948 (19.71)

1/1.35
0.615 (22.99) 0.750 (22.34) 0.848 (21.62) 0.926 (20.77) 0.964 (19.98)
0.640 (23.93) 0.756 (22.69) 0.849 (21.49) 0.913 (20.35) 0.951 (19.60)
0.654 (24.98) 0.762 (23.22) 0.853 (21.82) 0.915 (20.46) 0.955 (19.59)

to proceed with the trial is given as follows:

aadd =


aadd, min if ψ(aadd, min) ≥ 0.8

ψ−1(0.8) else if ψ(aadd, min) < 0.8 and ψ(aadd, max) ≥ 0.8

aadd, max else if ψ(aadd, max) ≥ 0.5

aadd, min else.

In this study we consider the choices aadd, min = 3 and aadd, max ∈ {30, 42} which would amount
to a doubling of the originally planned accrual rate or a doubling of the originally planned overall
trial duration, respectively.
We simulated scenarios with any of the combinations of the following ”true” hazard ratios:

δ01 ∈ {1.3−1, 1.4−1, 1.5−1, 1.6−1, 1.7−1} and δ12 ∈ {1.15−1, 1.2−1, 1.25−1, 1.3−1, 1.35−1}.

For each combination, 10,000 simulation runs were executed. The empirical rejection rates of the
three procedures (group-sequential, adaptive with aadd, max = 30 and adaptive with aadd, max = 42)
are displayed in Table 4.

The breadth of the 95%-confidence intervals for an underlying value of 0.8 amounts to about
0.016. The adaptive procedures assume the preplanned power if the planning assumptions agree
with the truth. The power of these procedures does not increase more than that of the group-
seuqnetial design if one of the hazard ratios is underestimated. The average duration of the proce-
dures in these cases is very similar. In contrast, the type II error rate decreases remarkably when
using an adaptive design instead of the group-sequential design in case differences between the
two groups are overestimated. Especially if δ01 is overestimated, a difference in post-progression
survival can help to recover some of the lost power. However, this increases the average duration
of the recruitment phase by up to 4 months.
Concerning maintenance of the nominal level of the procedure, all three procedures perform acc-
etably (group-sequential procedure: 4.95%, adaptive procedure with aadd, max = 30: 5.06%, adap-
tive design with aadd, max = 42: 5.24%; 95%-confidence interval: [4.57%, 5.43%]).
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