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ABSTRACT

In confirmatory clinical trials, survival outcomes are frequently studied and interim analyses for effi-
cacy and/or futility are often desirable. Methods such as the log rank test and Cox regression model
are commonly used to compare treatments in this setting. They rely on a proportional hazards (PH)
assumption and are subject to type I error rate inflation and loss of power when PH are violated. Such
violations may be expected a priori, particularly when the mechanisms of treatments differ such as
immunotherapy vs. chemotherapy for treating cancer. We develop group sequential tests for com-
paring survival curves with covariate adjustment that allow for interim analyses in the presence of
non-PH and offer easily interpreted, clinically meaningful summary measures of the treatment effect.
The joint distribution of repeatedly computed test statistics converges to the canonical joint distri-
bution with a Markov structure. The asymptotic distribution of the test statistics allows marginal
comparisons of survival probabilities at multiple fixed time points and facilitates both critical value
specification to maintain type I error control and sample size/power determination. Simulations
demonstrate that the achieved type I error rate and power of the proposed tests meet targeted levels
and are robust to the PH assumption and covariate influence. The proposed tests are illustrated using
a clinical trial dataset from the Blood and Marrow Transplant Clinical Trials Network 1101 trial.

Keywords Adjusted survival probability · covariate adjustment · group sequential design · proportional hazards

1 Introduction

Group sequential (GS) designs are a popular class of adaptive designs in which one or more interim analyses are
performed at preplanned milestones during a clinical trial (Jennison and Turnbull, 1999). These multiple interim
evaluations of accumulating data offer potential benefits including a reduction in the resources and monetary costs of
the trial and the opportunity for new and efficacious treatments to be more rapidly identified and made available to
patients. The GS method has the greatest impact on the late stage of a clinical trial program (i.e., phase III studies),
where the sample sizes of trials are typically large and the benefits of early termination of the trial are most substantial
(Todd, 2007). Although the GS design can clearly be advantageous over a fixed sample design, where no interim
analyses are conducted, GS trials need to be performed with care to avoid inflation of the type I error rate due to taking
multiple looks at trial data. To preserve the overall type I error probability at the prespecified level, stopping rules for
interim and final analyses need to be obtained based on the joint distribution of the test statistics from the different
analyses. For GS analysis methods whose test statistics follow the canonical joint distribution, the critical values to
use at each analysis can be calculated with standard methods (Jennison and Turnbull, 1999), including Pocock and
O’Brien-Fleming designs (Pocock, 1977; O’Brien and Fleming, 1979) and error spending functions (Lan and DeMets,
1983).

Clinical trials often involve the statistical analysis of time-to-event data to determine the benefit of a treatment or
therapy, particularly in oncology research. The log-rank test (Mantel, 1972), the weighted log-rank test (Yang, 2019),
and the Cox proportional hazards (PH) model (Cox, 1972) are widely used for data analysis in GS clinical trials
with survival endpoints. The log-rank test is commonly adopted for comparing treatment groups without covariate
adjustment and is well known to be efficient when survival curves have PH at all time points (Fleming and Harrington,
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2011). In the presence of baseline covariates, the hazard ratio (HR) under the Cox PH model is widely used to quantify
treatment effects. When the ratio of the hazard functions of the two treatment groups is constant over time, the HR
can be conveniently interpreted as the relative instantaneous risk. However, when the HR is nonproportional over
time, a Cox PH model may lead to incorrect conclusions because the resulting estimates of the HR depend on the
follow-up duration and censoring distribution; the interpretation of the HR estimate becomes less useful clinically
in this context as well (Saad et al., 2018; Tian et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019). Nonproportional hazards (NPH) can
occur when the survival curves of the two treatment arms cross or when one therapy has a delayed or diminishing
treatment effect compared to the other. The crossing survival curves situation can occur when treatments operating
through differing modalities are assessed; for instance, comparisons of surgical versus nonsurgical treatments have
observed this pattern (Howard et al., 1997). Moreover, clinical trials studying immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICIs) and
other cancer immunotherapies have observed NPH when contrasting these treatments to chemotherapy and radiation
therapy, including delayed treatment effects (Kantoff et al., 2010; Venook et al., 2017) and crossing survival curves
(Borghaei et al., 2015). Chen (2013), Ferrara et al. (2018), and Hoos (2012) discussed the scientific rationale behind
the existence of these patterns in immunotherapy studies and recommended that analysis methods other than the log-
rank test and Cox model be used in this context. Another case is illustrated by the Blood and Marrow Transplant
Clinical Trials Network (BMT CTN) 1101 trial, which compared progression free survival (PFS) between two types
of transplant. During the design stage of this trial, there were concerns about the possibility of NPH between treatment
groups due to the different risk profiles of the transplant methods under study, and so a Kaplan-Meier based analysis
was employed to compare PFS at 2 years post-randomization.

As an alternative summary measure to the HR for describing the magnitude of the treatment effect, the difference
in survival probabilities (SPs) at a fixed follow-up time has been proposed to quantify the difference in survival
outcomes between treatment arms. The SP measure remains clinically interpretable even when survival curves have
NPH, facilitating communications between physicians and patients. GS tests have been developed for comparing
SPs; see, for example, Lin et al. (1996); Logan and Mo (2015). However, these GS tests do not allow adjustment for
baseline covariates that may impact survival time. Gail and Byar (1986) and Zhang et al. (2007) proposed methods for
performing covariate-adjusted comparisons of SPs using stratified Kaplan-Meier estimates and a treatment-stratified
Cox model; these techniques have not been studied in the group sequential setting, though.

Randomization yields balanced and comparable treatment groups on average with respect to covariate distributions.
However, since a single clinical trial is subject to stochastic phenomena, it may exhibit some level of nontrivial co-
variate imbalance for which an analysis without covariate adjustment may compromise the aim of accomplishing an
unbiased and statistically efficient treatment comparison. Ciolino et al. (2013) and Ciolino et al. (2014) have shown
that, when a baseline covariate impacts the outcome of interest, an unadjusted test for the treatment effect in a ran-
domized GS trial can suffer from an inflated type I error rate, diminished power and conditional power, and bias in
treatment effect estimation when covariate values differ between treatment groups; these issues can still arise in large
trials. This emphasizes the need for covariate adjustment in randomized clinical trials. According to Pocock et al.
(2002), when the baseline covariates are highly predictive of the survival outcomes, covariate adjustment can also
increase the precision of the estimated treatment difference, thereby improving the power to detect a treatment effect
in a clinical trial.

The current biostatistical literature lacks an analysis method that incorporates both GS testing and covariate adjustment
for direct comparisons of SPs. This paper proposes an innovative GS test to account for NPH settings using covariate-
adjusted estimates of SPs under a treatment-stratified Cox PH regression model, extending the method of Zhang et al.
(2007) to the GS setting. This offers a robust yet effective alternative to a Cox model-based comparison of treatments
for situations where proportionality is suspected or expected to be violated. It was previously shown that, if an analysis
method is semiparametric efficient for the target parameter, its test statistics across analyses will asymptotically follow
the canonical joint distribution (Scharfstein et al., 1997). The stratified Cox model is known to be semiparametric
efficient for estimating its log hazard ratio parameters (Zeng and Lin, 2006). However, because the parameter of
interest in the method of Zhang et al. (2007) is a difference in SPs, each of which is a function of both the log hazard
parameters and the infinite dimensional, unspecified baseline hazard function of the Cox model, these findings do not
imply that the test statistics from differences in adjusted SPs will also follow the canonical distribution in a GS setting.
Therefore, we employ a direct approach via martingale theory to derive the large sample distribution of these test
statistics, showing that they follow the canonical joint distribution asymptotically. This allows marginal comparisons
of adjusted SPs between treatment arms at multiple fixed time points for many different trial settings, using readily
available methods to determine critical values to meet type I error rate and power specifications.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 proposes a GS test for treatment comparisons via covariate-adjusted SPs
and studies the asymptotic behaviors of repeatedly computed test statistics over time. Section 3 presents a simulation
study that investigates the finite-sample performance of the proposed GS test in terms of meeting type I error rate and
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power specifications for a randomized group sequential trial. Section 4 applies the covariate-adjusted test to a real
clinical trial dataset from the BMT CTN 1101 study. We conclude with a discussion in Section 5.

2 Methods

2.1 Survival Data Notation

Consider a randomized clinical trial designed to compare a survival endpoint between two treatment groups, a control
group indexed by i = 0 and an intervention group indexed by i = 1. The ith treatment group is composed of
ni individuals with n = n0 + n1 being the total sample size. In many experiments, subjects under study may be
recruited over a period of time. Suppose that staggered enrollment into the trial is occurring under a group sequential
study design, such that patients are gradually entering the study at differing calendar times. Because patient data are
accumulating over calendar time, we need to consider what information will be available for each patient at a given
calendar time of interim analysis. Thus, there are two time scales in group sequential tests; one is the survival time,
denoted by t, and the other one is the calendar time, denoted by u. Assume that the calendar age of the study is
bounded above by τ .

For the jth individual in group i, let Eij denote the calendar time of enrollment when the individual is randomized
and let Tij and Cij be the time from entry to event and time from entry to right censoring, respectively. Thus, the ni

individuals in group i enter the trial at times Ei1, . . . , Eini
and have event times Ti1, . . . , Tini

, possibly unobserved,
measured from time of entry. If the data are analyzed at calendar time u, then individual j in group i will be censored if
Tij > u−Eij . Effectively, the calendar time u serves as a form of administrative censoring for patients who enrolled
before u. However, censoring may also occur randomly from other causes, and Cij represents the corresponding
potential random right-censoring time for individual j in group i. Denote a+ = max{0, a}.

The observed data in group sequential testing problems with right-censored failure time data are independent obser-
vations {Xij(u), δij(u),Zij , i = 0, 1, j = 1, . . . , ni}, where Xij(u) = min{Tij , Cij , (u − Eij)

+} represents the
follow-up time observed for individual j in group i at calendar time u and is the minimum of the failure time, random
censoring time, and calendar time from entry; δij = I(Tij ≤ min{Cij , (u−Eij)

+}) is the indicator that an event has

been observed by calendar time u; and Zij = (Zij1, . . . , Zijp)
T is a p× 1 column vector of baseline covariates.

For survival time t ≥ 0, let Si(t) = P (Tij > t) denote the survival function under treatment arm i with i = 0, 1.
Given a fixed time point t0, Si(t0) represents the probability that an individual in treatment group i will survive beyond
time t0. The distribution of Tij may depend on a vector of pre-treatment covariates Zij . Without loss of generality,
we assume that the final analysis occurs at calendar time uK , where uK ≤ τ .

2.2 Covariate-adjusted Survival Probabilities with Staggered Entry

We aim to compare survival probabilities between treatments 0 and 1 using group sequential testing with covariate
adjustment using the method of Zhang et al. (2007), which employed a treatment-stratified Cox PH model for adjusting
survival probabilities in the fixed sample design setting. The use of adjustment for baseline covariates is often fruitful
both in making allowance for chance covariate imbalance between treatment arms and in improving power to detect a
treatment effect by exploiting information provided through the covariate and hazard rate relationships. We focus on
group sequentially testing the SP difference, the parameter quantifying the treatment effect.

Specifically, we adjust the comparison of SPs between two treatment arms for the effects of baseline covariates through
use of the following treatment-stratified Cox PH regression model (Kalbfleisch and Prentice, 2011; Zucker, 1998) with
group status serving as the stratification variable:

λi(t|Z) = λ0i(t) exp(β
T
Z) for treatment arm i = 0, 1 and 0 ≤ t ≤ τ, (1)

where λ0i(t) represents an unknown treatment-specific baseline hazard function of Tij for treatment group i and

β = (β1, . . . , βp)
T is a column vector of parameters to be estimated. For group i = 0, 1, the treatment-specific

baseline cumulative hazard function is denoted as Λ0i(t) =
∫ t

0
λ0i(s)ds and the corresponding treatment-specific

baseline survival function is given by S0i(t) = exp{−Λ0i(t)}. We assume throughout that λ0i(t) is continuous for
i = 0, 1. This model assumes proportional effects on the hazard for covariates, but avoids this assumption on the
treatment effect through stratification by group.

Under model (1), the maximum partial likelihood estimator (MPLE) β̂(u) of β is obtained by finding the root of

the partial score function at calendar time u, U(β, u) =
∑1

i=0

∑ni

j=1

∫ u

0

{

Zij − Ei(β, u, s)
}

Nij(u, ds), where

Nij(u, t) = I
(

Xij(u) ≤ t, δij(u) = 1
)

is the simple counting process for the number of failures observed
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in (0, t] for the jth individual in the ith group at calendar time u, Yij(u, t) = I
(

Xij(u) ≥ t
)

is the corre-

sponding at-risk process, S0i(β, u, t) = n−1
i

∑ni

j=1 Yij(u, t) exp(β
T
Zij), Ei(β, u, t) = S1i(β, u, t)/S0i(β, u, t),

and S1i(β, u, t) = n−1
i

∑ni

j=1 Yij(u, t) exp(β
T
Zij)Zij . The partial observed information matrix at calendar

time u is found as I(β, u) = −∂U(β, u)/∂βT =
∑1

i=0

∑ni

j=1

∫ u

0
Vi(β, u, s)Nij(u, ds), where S2i(β, u, t) =

n−1
i

∑ni

j=1 Yij(u, t) exp(β
T
Zij)ZijZ

T
ij and Vi(β, u, t) = S2i(β, u, t)/S0i(β, u, t)− Ei(β, u, t)E

T
i (β, u, t). We can

show that the expected partial information matrix is equal to I(β, u) = E{I(β, u)} = Var{U(β, u)}.
The following assumptions are made about the data:

1. For each i = 0, 1, the set of quadruples {(Eij , Tij , Cij ,Zij), j = 1, . . . , ni} are independent and identically
distributed;

2. The random vectors {(E0j , T0j, C0j ,Z0j), j = 1, . . . , n0} and {(E1j , T1j , C1j ,Z1j), j = 1, . . . , n1} are
independent;

3. Eij is independent of (Tij , Cij ,Zij) for i = 0, 1, j = 1, . . . , ni;

4. For each i = 0, 1, there exists ρi ∈ (0, 1) such that limn→∞ ni/n = ρi;

5. Model (1) holds.

Assumption (3) is similar to that made in Sellke and Siegmund (1983) for a sequential analysis of the Cox model and
presumes that the distributions of covariates and event and censoring times do not change over calendar time.

Under model (1), the treatment-specific baseline cumulative hazard function Λ0i(t) =
∫ t

0
λ0i(s)ds can be estimated

at analysis k using the standard method of Breslow (1974). Let β̂(k) = β̂(uk) denote the maximum partial like-

lihood estimator of β at calendar time uk for k = 1, . . . ,K . Then we can obtain an estimator of Λ0i(t) at anal-

ysis k in a similar manner to the estimator of Λ0i(t) in the fixed sample design setting, given by Λ̂0i(uk, t) =
∫ t

0

{
∑ni

j=1 Yij(uk, s) exp(β̂
T

(k)Zij)
}−1{∑ni

j=1 dNij(uk, s)
}

for t ≤ uk. Because S0i(t) = exp{−Λ0i(t)} for

i = 0, 1, the treatment-specific baseline survival function S0i(t) is estimated by Ŝ0i(uk, t) = exp{−Λ̂0i(uk, t)}
at calendar time uk for t ≤ uk.

Let Λi(t|Z) =
∫ t

0 λi(s|Z)ds and Si(t|z) = P (Tij ≥ t|Z = z) denote, respectively, the cumulative hazard function
and the survival function for treatment group i = 0, 1 conditional on covariates Z. Under model (1), the treatment-

specific conditional cumulative hazard function is Λi(t|Z) = exp(βT
0 Z)Λ0i(t) and the conditional treatment-specific

survival function is calculated as Si(t|Z) = exp{−Λi(t|Z)} = {S0i(t)}exp(β
T
0 Z), where β0 is the true value of

β. At analysis k, Λi(t|Z) and Si(t|Z) can be estimated by Λ̂i(uk, t|Z) = exp(β̂
T

(k)Z)Λ̂0i(uk, t) and Ŝi(uk, t|Z) =
{Ŝ0i(uk, t)}exp(β̂

T

(k)Z) for t ≤ uk and i = 0, 1.

Since Si(t0) = E{Si(t0|Z)}, the survival probability Si(t0) at a fixed survival time t0 is a marginal survival prob-
ability for group i at t0 that averages the conditional survival probabilities Si(t0|Z) over all patients in the target
population. This is naturally estimated at analysis k by the covariate-adjusted survival probability

Ŝi(uk, t0) =
1

n

1
∑

g=0

ng
∑

j=1

Ŝi(uk, t0|Zgj) =
1

n

1
∑

g=0

ng
∑

j=1

{Ŝ0i(uk, t0)}exp(β̂
T

(k)Zgj),

which is an average of survival probability estimates under treatment i over all patients in the study population.

2.3 Group Sequential Test of Treatment Effect

A two-sample comparison of survival probabilities at a fixed time point t0 ∈ (0, τ ] between the control group and the
intervention group is established in the two-sided hypothesis: H0 : S0(t0) = S1(t0) versus H1 : S0(t0) 6= S1(t0).
One-sided testing of the alternative hypothesis H1 : S0(t0) < S1(t0) or H1 : S0(t0) > S1(t0) can be considered for
testing superiority or inferiority at time t0 of group 1 relative to 0. We aim to extend the covariate-adjusted survival
probabilities described in Section 2.2 to the group sequential design setting for testing the null hypothesis based on
accumulating survival data at K calendar times, denoted by u1 < u2 < · · · < uK . It is assumed that u1 ≥ t0, which
ensures a positive probability exists of observing some events in the survival time interval [0, t0] for each analysis.

At each calendar analysis time uk, the successive estimators Ŝ0(uk, t0) and Ŝ1(uk, t0) of the treatment-specific sur-
vival probabilities S0(t0) and S1(t0) can be used as a basis to conduct this test through the sequence of standardized
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statistics Z(uk, t0) = {Ŝ1(uk, t0) − Ŝ0(uk, t0)}/σ̂(uk, t0) for t0 ≤ uk and k = 1, . . . ,K , where σ̂2(uk, t0) is a

consistent estimator for the asymptotic variance σ2(uk, t0) of the estimated SP difference Ŝ1(uk, t0) − Ŝ0(uk, t0)
at analysis k. The expressions for σ2(uk, t0) and σ̂2(uk, t0) are provided in and following Theorem 1 below.
The associated information level at calendar time uk is defined as the reciprocal of the estimated variance of

Ŝ1(uk, t0) − Ŝ0(uk, t0), i.e. I(uk, t0) = σ̂−2(uk, t0). The validity of the group sequential design using the

test statistics
(

Z(u1, t0), . . . , Z(uK , t0)
)

relies on the correct determination of the group-sequential boundaries
based on information fraction accrued at each interim look, which requires knowledge of the joint distribution of
the test statistics. To permit flexibility in the choice of analysis times, whose number and timing is often not
predetermined, the following theorem establishes the asymptotic joint null distribution of the stochastic process
{√

n{Ŝ1(u, t0)− Ŝ0(u, t0)} : 0 < t0 ≤ u ≤ τ
}

.

Theorem 1 Let the survival time t0 > 0 be given. Suppose that the regularity conditions (A)-(H) in the Appendix are
satisfied for u ∈ [t0, τ ]. Then under the stratified PH model (1) and under the null hypothesis H0 : S0(t0) = S1(t0),

the stochastic process
{√

n{Ŝ1(u, t0) − Ŝ0(u, t0)} : t0 ≤ u ≤ τ
}

converges weakly to a Gaussian process ξ with
continuous sample paths, mean 0, and covariance function

ω(u, v, t0) = E{ξ(u)ξ(v)} =

1
∑

i=0

1

ρi
c2i1(t0)γi(β0, u ∨ v, t0) +DT (β0, t0)Σ

−1(β0, u ∨ v)D(β0, t0)

= E{ξ2(u ∨ v)} = ω(u ∨ v, u ∨ v, t0),

where γi(β, u, t) =
∫ t

0 1/s0i(β, u, s)dΛ0i(s), Qi(β, t) =
∫ t

0 ei(β, s)dΛ0i(s),

Σ(β, u) =
∑1

i=0 ρi
∫ τ

0 vi(β, u, s)s0i(β, u, s)λ0i(s)ds, ci1(t) =
∑1

g=0 ρgE{Si(t|Zg1) exp(β
T
0 Zg1)},

ci2(t) =
∑1

g=0 ρgE{Si(t|Zg1) exp(β
T
0 Zg1)Zg1}, Di(β, t) = ci1(t)Qi(β, t)− Λ0i(t)ci2(t), and

D(β, t) = D1(β, t)−D0(β, t). In particular, E{ξ2(u)} = ω(u, u, t0) = σ2(u, t0).

The derivation of Theorem 1 is included in the Supplementary Materials. This result constitutes a basis for the design
and analysis of group sequential clinical trials using the difference of covariate-adjusted survival probabilities. Under

the null hypothesis, the joint distribution of
(√

n{Ŝ1(u1, t0)− Ŝ0(u1, t0)}, . . . ,
√
n{Ŝ1(uK , t0)− Ŝ0(uK , t0)}

)

pos-

sesses asymptotically a normal independent (reverse) increments covariance structure in that ACov
(√

n{Ŝ1(uk, t0)−
Ŝ0(uk, t0)},

√
n{Ŝ1(ul, t0)− Ŝ0(ul, t0)}

)

= AVar
(√

n{Ŝ1(uk∨l, t0)− Ŝ0(uk∨l, t0)}
)

, where ACov and AVar stand
for asymptotic covariance and asymptotic variance, respectively. This implies that, like many other group se-
quential analysis methods discussed in Jennison and Turnbull (2000), the repeatedly computed Wald test statistics
Z(u1, t0), . . . , Z(uK , t0) follow asymptotically the canonical joint distribution with a Markov structure, i.e.

ACov
(

Z(uk, t0), Z(ul, t0)
)

= σ(uk∨l, t0)/σ(uk∧l, t0). Because this asymptotic distribution has exactly the same
structure as many commonly-used sequentially computed test statistics, standard methodology can be used to design
and analyze group sequential tests using the test statistics Z(u1, t0), . . . , Z(uK , t0). As a result, we will use the
large-sample joint null distribution of Z(u1, t0), . . . , Z(uK , t0) to obtain appropriate critical values for conducting
covariate-adjusted group sequential testing of SPs. This allows the use of standard group sequential methods for early
stopping. The asymptotic variance σ2(uk, t0) can be estimated consistently by

σ̂2(uk, t0) =
∑1

i=0 n/ni · ĉ2i1(uk, t0)γ̂i(β̂(k), uk, t0) + D̂T (β̂(k), t0)Σ̂(β̂(k), uk)D̂(β̂(k), t0), where

γ̂i(β̂(k), uk, t0) =
∫ t0
0

n−1
i /S2

0i(β̂(k), uk, s)dNi(uk, s), Σ̂(β̂(k), uk) = n−1I
(

β̂(k), uk

)

,

ĉi1(uk, t0) = n−1
∑1

g=0

∑ng

j=1 Ŝi(uk, t0|Zgj) exp(β̂
T

(k)Zgj),

Q̂i(β̂(k), uk, t0) = n−1
i

∫ t0
0 S1i(β̂(k), uk, s)/S

2
0i(β̂(k), uk, s)dNi(uk, s),

ĉi2(uk, t0) = n−1
∑1

g=0

∑ng

j=1 Ŝi(uk, t0|Zgj) exp(β̂
T

(k)Zgj)Zgj ,

D̂i(β̂(k), t0) = ĉi1(uk, t0)Q̂i(β̂(k), uk, t0)− Λ̂0i(uk, t0)ĉi2(uk, t0), and

D̂(β̂(k), t0) = D̂1(β̂(k), t0)− D̂0(β̂(k), t0) for i = 0, 1.

3 Simulations

Simulation studies were conducted with the following objectives: (1) investigate the performance of the proposed
test in meeting type I error and power specifications with practical sample sizes, and (2) compare the achieved type I
error rate and power from the proposed method to existing methods. The survival probability at a pre-specified time
point was compared between treatment groups using the proposed method, Kaplan-Meier estimation, which does not
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adjust for covariates, and the Cox PH model, which assumes proportionality between treatment groups. We simulated
randomized group sequential trials to compare the treatment effect between an experimental treatment group and a
control group by testing H0 : S0(τ) = S1(τ) for the proposed test and Kaplan-Meier based test. For the Cox PH
model based test, we included the treatment indicator ZW = I(group = treatment) and covariates Z in a Cox model
and evaluated H∗

0 : βW = 0, where βW is the parameter for ZW .

Subjects were randomized between the treatment and control groups at a 1:1 ratio and were uniformly enrolled during
an accrual period [0, A]. Let the length of the study be L = τ + A. Group sequential tests were performed at a
significance level of 5% using the proposed test with three interim analyses. We used the alpha spending function
0.05min {1, IF 3}, where IF is the information fraction, i.e., the fraction of total information for the trial. Calendar
times for the three interim analyses were pre-specified so that the expected information fraction at each analysis
would be 0.50, 0.75, and 1. The total information level and interim analysis times were computed using Monte Carlo
estimation for each simulation scenario.

Trial data were simulated as follows. Assume the event time for each subject follows a Weibull distribution with
survival function S(t|ZW ,Z) = exp(−γtα), where the shape and rate parameters α and γ depend on ZW and Z

through the forms α = α0+α1ZW and γ = γ0 exp(βWZW +βT
Z). The hazard function for the Weibull distribution

has the form λ(t|ZW ,Z) = αγtα−1 = (α0 +α1ZW )γ0 exp (βWZW + βT
Z)tα0+α1ZW−1. Then, the hazard ratio of

the treatment groups has the form λ(t|ZW = 1,Z)/λ(t|ZW = 0,Z) = (α0 + α1)/α0 · exp (βW )tα1 . Note that the
hazard ratio equals exp (βW ) when α1 = 0, and that there are PH in this case; when α1 6= 0, the PH assumption is
violated. Furthermore, under H0, it can be shown that βW = log(τ−α1 ).

Simulation parameters were chosen to be: equal sample sizes per treatment group of n0 = n1 = 200 or 400; τ = 1
or 3 years; either no random censoring, or random censoring following a exp(− log(0.95)) distribution to yield 5%
censoring per year; accrual period A = 2 or 4. βW was set to log(τ−α) under H0; under the alternative hypothesis H1 :
S0(τ) = S1(τ) − δ, βW was set to βδ , the value of βW which corresponds to the treatment effect δ = S1(τ) − S0(τ)
at which the proposed test should have 80% power. We consider two possible distributions for the set of influential
covariates, Z: a single covariate following the standard normal distribution, and two covariates following standardized
Bernoulli(0.3) and Bernoulli(0.5) distributions. The covariate effects were specified as βj = φ/

√
p for each covariate

distribution, where p is the number of covariates and φ is a parameter controlling the level of covariate influence; under

this specification, the variance of the linear predictor βT
Z is the same under both covariate distributions for a given

value of φ. Possible choices of φ were 0, log(1.5), and log(2). These simulation parameter settings yield 96 possible
parameter specifications for each of the treatment group and control group. We performed 10,000 simulated trials for
each parameter specification and obtained Monte Carlo estimates to evaluate the empirical type I error rate and power
of the proposed tests.

Estimates of the cumulative type I error rate and power at each of the three stages were obtained for each method.
Figures 1a and 1b summarize achieved stagewise type I error rates and power, respectively, for the proposed method
and Kaplan-Meier based test under the NPH setting α1 = −1. We observed the following trends. Stagewise empirical
type I error of the proposed method were lower than those of the Kaplan-Meier based analysis, and met the targeted
type I error rate of 5%. In Figure 1b, stagewise empirical power of the proposed method were higher than those of
the Kaplan-Meier based analysis for non-zero values of φ; adjusting for the covariate(s) increases power compared to
not adjusting. In addition, the proposed test is more robust to covariate effect size than the test using a Kaplan-Meier
based analysis. The Cox model produced type I error rates of 70% or higher for all scenarios in the NPH setting and,
unexpectedly, had type I error rates exceeding its corresponding power levels; given its abysmal performance in this
setting, we omitted type I error and power for the Cox model from Figure 1.

Figures 2a and 2b show achieved stagewise type I error and power, respectively, for the three methods under the PH
setting (α1 = 0). Similar trends were found in comparing type I error rates and power between the proposed method
and Kaplan-Meier based analysis for the NPH setting. In the PH setting, the Cox model based test provided a modest
boost in power compared to the proposed method and met the targeted type I error rate of 5%.

4 Example

Concerns about the possibility of NPH were factored into the design of the Blood and Marrow Transplant Clini-
cal Trials Network (BMT CTN) trial 1101, a randomized multicenter phase 3 trial (Fuchs et al., 2020). In patients
with poor prognosis or who experience relapse of hematologic malignancies, allogeneic bone marrow or blood stem
cell transplant can be a curative treatment option. A human leukocyte antigen (HLA)-matched unrelated donor or
sibling is favored since HLA mismatches between donor and recipient are associated with a higher chance of graft-
versus-host-disease (GVHD) and non-relapse mortality as well as inferior survival. However, for some patients a
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Figure 1: Cumulative Type I Error and Power, NPH Setting. Dashed lines indicate nominal stagewise type I error rate
and power values under asymptotic distribution.
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(a) Type I Error Rate, α1=−1
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suitable HLA-matched donor may not be available. In these situations, alternative donor options include unrelated
donor umbilical cord blood and an HLA-mismatched relative. These methods motivated the BMT CTN 1101 trial,
which compared double umbilical cord blood (UCB) and haploidentical (Haplo) related donor transplantation for the
treatment of leukemia and lymphoma in adults. The primary endpoint was progression-free survival (PFS) and key
secondary endpoints were overall survival (OS), non-relapse mortality, and malignancy relapse/progression. Because
investigators had concerns that the treatment groups may have NPH, the analysis of PFS employed a fixed time point
comparison of survival probabilities at 2 years post-randomization. Furthermore, since the trial was expected to have
a 6 year duration, a GS design was used with 3 planned interim efficacy analyses. The results from this trial indicate
that (1) there is no significant difference in PFS between umbilical cord blood (UCB) and Haplo transplantation for
leukemia or lymphoma and (2) Haplo transplantation provides lower non-relapse mortality and superior OS compared
to UCB transplantation.

We re-visit the 1101 trial data by re-analyzing the data using the proposed methods and comparing the results with
those of the original analysis. A total of 368 patients were randomized at a 1:1 ratio to the two treatment arms, UCB
and Haplo. The original trial analysis of PFS employed a comparison of survival at 2 years post-randomization by
Kaplan-Meier estimates, which do not adjust for covariates. The actual trial duration was 8 years, longer than originally
planned, with an enrollment period of 6 years and all patients followed for 2 years post-randomization. To allow the
possibility of declaring efficacy early and stopping the trial, a group sequential Kaplan-Meier based comparison with
six planned interim analyses annually from years 3 to 8 was utilized to compare PFS between treatment groups. The
treatment groups did not differ significantly on PFS at any interim analyses, and hence the trial was not stopped early.
At the final analysis, 2 year PFS estimates were 35% for the UCB arm and 41% for the Haplo arm, and did not differ
significantly (p=0.41). OS at 2 years was found to be higher for the Haplo group at the final analysis compared to
UCB (estimates 57% and 46% for Haplo and UCB, respectively; p=0.04).

Several covariates are known or suspected to affect progression and mortality risk in the patient population of interest:
age, gender, race, ethnicity, primary disease of lymphoma or leukemia, Karnofsky performance score, disease risk
index, hematopoietic cell transplantation comorbidity index, and patient cytomegalovirus status at transplant. A previ-
ous secondary analysis showed that there was not significant evidence that the PH assumption was violated for these
covariates. Therefore, we re-analyze the 1101 trial data to compare PFS and OS at 2 years post-randomization be-
tween the treatment arms with group sequential testing using both the proposed method to account for these influential
covariates and a Kaplan-Meier analysis. The same interim analysis schedule is employed as designed for the original
trial, with analyses annually from years 3 to 8. Alpha spending functions were used to allow for early stopping for
efficacy and were chosen from the power family in Jennison and Turnbull (1999) with ρ = 3. Information fractions
for both PFS and OS were calculated using the observed information at each stage. For PFS, the total information was
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Figure 2: Cumulative Type I Error and Power, PH Setting. Dashed lines indicate nominal stagewise type I error rate
and power values under asymptotic distribution.
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set at 450.550 as per trial protocol; for OS the total information was set at 386.066, the observed information at year 8
since the original study used a single analysis for OS at the end of study and did not specify a target information level
for this endpoint. Note that the information fractions are different for the two methods, leading to different critical
values from the alpha spending function.

Figure 3: Group sequential test statistics and critical values, progression-free survival. Dashed lines indicate critical
values; solid lines indicate test statistics. Neither the proposed method’s nor the Kaplan-Meier based comparison’s test
statistics exceeded the critical values at any stage.
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For PFS, standardized test statistics for the group sequential test using the proposed adjusted survival probability
method are shown in Figure 3a; the group sequential Kaplan-Meier based test estimates are shown in Figure 3b. Both
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methods found no significant difference at any stage. Using a group sequential design with the proposed method
yielded consistent results with the original group sequential Kaplan-Meier analysis, but also takes into account poten-
tially influential covariates.

Figure 4: Group sequential test statistics and critical values, overall survival. Dashed lines indicate critical values;
solid lines indicate test statistics. The proposed method’s test statistics exceeds their corresponding critical values at
stages 4-6, while the Kaplan-Meier based comparison’s statistics do not exceed the critical values at any stage.
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For OS, the proposed covariate-adjusted GS test statistics are shown in Figure 4a, whereas the Kaplan-Meier based
GS test statistics are shown in Figure 4b. The Kaplan-Meier GS test found no significant difference in survival
probabilities between the two groups at any stage. For the proposed method, a significant difference was found at 6
years, showing higher 2 year survival for the Haplo arm compared to UCB. By adjusting for covariates and employing
a group sequential design with the proposed method, a significant difference in overall survival would be found 2 years
before the original study ended, while a GS Kaplan-Meier analysis would not have found a notable difference at any
point during the trial.

5 Discussion

In this paper, we have developed covariate-adjusted group sequential tests for comparing survival probabilities at
a fixed time point under a NPH setting. The proposed covariate-adjusted group sequential test statistics under the
treatment stratified PH model enjoy an independent increments structure asymptotically, allowing for the application
of available methods to determine critical values for testing. Simulations demonstrate that the proposed GS tests met
targeted type I error rate and power specifications and were robust to both the PH assumption and covariate effect size.
A re-analysis of the BMT CTN 1101 trial illustrated the application of these methods.

There are a couple extensions to the methods discussed in this paper. First, it is of interest to investigate methods
for sample size and power calculation that use adjusted survival probability methods to assist with designing clinical
trials that will use the adjusted survival probability as an endpoint. A future study will examine potential methods
for accurate sample size and power calculations for fixed sample and group sequential studies that use the adjusted
survival probability methods. Approaches using sample size formulas and simulations will be explored for generating
sample size/power estimates and will be compared using empirical studies. Second, we are interested in investigating
GS testing of another endpoint, the restricted mean survival time (RMST), which is useful in NPH settings. The
RMST is defined as the expected time survived over a specified interval of time and can be shown to be equal to the
area under the survival curve over this interval. When comparing RMSTs between treatment groups, the treatment
effect has a clear and clinically useful interpretation as the amount of lifetime saved over an interval for one group
compared to another. The RMST is an alternative to the hazard ratio in the design and analyses of clinical trials
with time to event outcomes, and has been studied in fixed sample designs (Royston and Parmar, 2013). GS tests for
comparing unadjusted RMSTs between treatments have been investigated (Murray and Tsiatis, 1999), but covariate
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adjustment has yet to be incorporated for restricted mean comparisons in the sequential design setting. A group
sequential, covariate-adjusted test of the equality of RMSTs will be studied in future work.
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6 Proof of Theorem 1

Regularity conditions

Throughout this paper, let β0 denote the true value of β under model (1). For a vector y, write ||y|| = maxi |(y)i|
and |y| =

√

∑

y2i . For a matrix Y, write ||Y|| = maxi,j |(Y)i,j |. We assume the following regularity conditions
under the treatment-stratified proportional hazards regression model (1), which are similar to those of Fleming and
Harrington (1991) under the proportional hazards regression model.

(A) The survival time τ is such that
∫ τ

0 λ0i(t)dt < ∞ for i = 0, 1.

(B) For S0i(β, u, t), S1i(β, u, t), and S2i(β, u, t), there exists a neighborhood B of β0 and, respectively, scalar,
vector, and matrix functions s0i(β, u, t), s1i(β, u, t), and s2i(β, u, t) defined on B × [0, τ ]× [0, τ ] such that,
for i = 0, 1 and k = 0, 1, 2,

sup
u,t∈[0,τ ],β∈B

∣

∣

∣

∣Ski(β, u, t)− ski(β, u, t)
∣

∣

∣

∣

p−→ 0, as n → ∞.

Write

ei(β, u, t) =
s1i(β, u, t)

s0i(β, u, t)
, vi(β, u, t) =

s2i(β, u, t)

s0i(β, u, t)
− ei(β, u, t)e

T
i (β, u, t).

Then, for all β ∈ B and 0 ≤ u, t ≤ τ ,

∂s0i(β, u, t)

∂β
= s1i(β, u, t),

∂2s0i(β, u, t)

∂β∂βT
= s2i(β, u, t), i = 0, 1.

(C) There exists a δ > 0 such that, for i = 0, 1,

1√
ni

sup
1≤j≤ni,0≤u,t≤τ

∣

∣Zij

∣

∣Yij(u, t)I(β
T
0 Zij > −δ|Zij |)

p−→ 0, as n → ∞.

(D) For i = 0, 1 and k = 0, 1, 2, the functions ski(β, u, t) are bounded and s0i(β, u, t) is bounded away from
0 on B × [0, τ ] × [0, τ ]. The family of functions ski(·, u, t), 0 ≤ u, t ≤ τ , is an equicontinuous family at
β0. See Definition 8.2.1 of Fleming and Harrington (1991, page 289) for the definition of an equicontinuous
family of real-valued functions.
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(E) For each i = 0, 1, there exists a constant ρi ∈ (0, 1) such that, as n → ∞,

ni

n
−→ ρi. (4)

(F) There exists τ0 ∈ [0, τ ] such that the matrix Σ(β0, u, t) is positive definite for all u, t ∈ [τ0, τ ], where

Σ(β, u, t) =

1
∑

i=0

ρi

∫ t

0

vi(β, u, s)s0i(β, u, s)λ0i(s)ds. (5)

Write Σ(β, u) = Σ(β, u, u).

(G) For each i = 0, 1, there exists a function πi(u, t) with πi(τ, τ) > 0 such that

sup
0≤u,t<τ

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

ni

ni
∑

j=1

Yij(u, t)− πi(u, t)

∣

∣

∣

∣

p−→ 0.

as n → ∞.

We remark that the quantities ei(β, u, t) and vi(β, u, t) defined in Condition (B) actually do not depend on the calendar
time u under model (1) because Eij and (Tij , Cij ,Zij) are independent. Consequently, we will write throughout that
ei(β, u, t) = ei(β, t) and vi(β, u, t) = vi(β, t) for i = 0, 1.

Incremental counting processes

According to Tsiatis, Boucher, and Kim (1995), we define a right continuous filtration {Ft : 0 ≤ t ≤ τ} as the
increasing sequence of sigma algebras generated by

Ft = σ
{

Eij ,Zij , I
(

X∗
ij ≤ s, δ∗ij = 1

)

, I
(

X∗
ij ≤ s, δ∗ij = 0

)

: s ≤ t, i = 0, 1, j = 1, . . . , ni

}

,

where X∗
ij = min{Tij, Cij} and δ∗ij = I(Tij ≤ Cij). For each fixed calendar time u, it follows from Theorem 4.2.1

of Fleming and Harrington (1991, page 131) that under model (1), Mij(β, u, t) = Nij(u, t)−Aij(β, u, t) is a locally
square-integrable martingale with respect to Ft with predictable variation process 〈Mij(β, u, ·),Mij(β, u, ·)〉(t) =

Aij(β, u, t), where Aij(β, u, t) =
∫ t

0 Yij(u, s) exp(β
T
Zij)λ0i(s)ds is the compensator process of the counting pro-

cess Nij(u, t) with respect to {Ft : 0 ≤ t ≤ τ} at each calendar time u.

Using the same device as in Tsiatis et al. (1995) and Jennison and Turnbull (1997), we define Ft-adapted incremental
counting processes associated with individual j’s observation in group i between successive pairs of interim analyses,
i.e. DNij(u1, t) = Nij(u1, t) and DNij(uk, t) = Nij(uk, t)−Nij(uk−1, t) for k = 2, . . . ,K. Under model (1), the
compensator process of the counting process DNij(uk, t) with respect to {Ft : 0 ≤ t ≤ τ} is given by DAij(u1, t) =

Aij(u1, t) and DAij(β, uk, t) = Aij(β, uk, t) − Aij(β, uk−1, t) =
∫ t

0
λ0i(s) exp(β

T
Zij)DYij(uk, s)ds for k =

2, . . . ,K , where DYij(u1, t) = Yij(u1, t) and DYij(uk, t) = Yij(uk, t) − Yij(uk−1, t) for k = 2, . . . ,K . As a
result, the stochastic process DMij(β, uk, t) = Mij(β, uk, t)−Mij(β, uk−1, t) = DNij(β, uk, t)−DAij(β, uk, t)
is a local square-integrable martingale with respect to Ft for k = 1, . . . ,K , where Mij(β, u0, t) = 0. Write
DAij(uk, t) = DAij(β0, uk, t) and DMij(uk, t) = DMij(β0, uk, t).

Notice that (i) the martingales DMi1j1(β, uk1 , t) and DMi2j2(β, uk2 , t) are orthogonal if i1 6= i2 or j1 6= j2, because
individuals are independent in the pooled sample; and (ii) the martingales DMij(β, uk, t) and DMij(β, ul, t) are
orthogonal if k 6= l, because they cannot jump at the same time. In addition, the counting process {DNij(uk, t) : 0 ≤
t ≤ τ, i = 0, 1, j = 1, . . . , ni, k = 1, . . . ,K} is a multivariate counting process, and the compensator DAij(uk, t)
of DNij(uk, t) is continuous.

Finite dimensional distributions of
√
n{Ŝ1(u, t0)− Ŝ0(u, t0)}

Under the null hypothesis H0 : S0(t0) = S1(t0), based on the asymptotic expansion of the average survival curve for
each treatment group from Zucker (1998, page 704), we can write at calendar time u, as n → ∞,

√
n{Ŝ1(u, t0)− Ŝ0(u, t0)} =

√
n{Ŝ1(u, t0)− S1(t0)} −

√
n{Ŝ0(u, t0)− S0(t0)}

= c01(t)C0(β0, u, t0)− c11(t)C1(β0, u, t0) +DT (β0, t0)
√
n{β̂(u)− β0}

= c01(t)C0(β0, u, t0)− c11(t)C1(β0, u, t0) +DT (β0, t0)Σ
−1(β0, u)

1√
n
U(β0, u) + op(1). (6)
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To establish the asymptotic joint normality of
{√

n{Ŝ1(uk, t0) − Ŝ0(uk, t0)}, k = 1, . . . ,K
}

under H0 : S0(t0) =
S1(t0) at the calendar times 0 < t0 ≤ u1 < u2 < · · · < uK , it follows from the asymptotic expansion (6) that we
can consider the joint distribution of the (p + 2)K-dimensional random vectors {C0(β0, uk, t) : k = 1, . . . ,K},

{C1(β0, uk, t) : k = 1, . . . ,K}, and {n−1/2U(β0, uk) : k = 1, . . . ,K} by expressing them as stochastic integrals
with respect to the martingales {DMij(um, t) : i = 0, 1, j = 1, . . . , ni,m = 1, . . . ,K}, i.e.

U(β0, uk, t) =

k
∑

m=1

1
∑

i=0

ni
∑

j=1

∫ t

0

{

Zij − Ei(β0, uk, s)
}

DMij(um, ds),

Ci(β0, uk, t) =

√
n

ni

k
∑

m=1

ni
∑

j=1

∫ t

0

1

S0i(β0, uk, s)
I

( ni
∑

j=1

Yij(uk, s) > 0

)

DMij(um, ds), i = 0, 1.

Considered as processes in t, it is seen from these expressions that n−1/2U(β0, uk) and Ci(β0, uk, t) are linear
combinations of stochastic integrals of predictable and locally bounded processes with respect to the local square-
integrable martingales DMij(um, t) for i = 0, 1, j = 1, . . . , ni, m = 1, . . . ,K , and hence are also local square-
integrable martingales with mean zero.

According to Theorem 8.2.1 of Fleming and Harrington (1991, page 290), the partial likelihood score vectors

{n−1/2U(β0, uk) : k = 1, . . . ,K} satisfy the Lindeberg condition (3.18) of Fleming and Harrington (1991, page
228). To show that the random vectors {Ci(β0, uk, t) : k = 1, . . . ,K} satisfy the Lindeberg condition for t ∈ [0, τ ],
write

Cin,ε(β0, uk, t) =

k
∑

m=1

ni
∑

j=1

∫ t

0

Hin(β0, uk, s)I(|Hin(β0, uk, s)| ≥ ε)dDMij(um, s), i = 0, 1,

where Yi(u, t) =
∑ni

j=1 Yij(u, t) is the number at risk at survival time t for i = 0, 1 and

Hin(β0, u, t) =

√
nI(Yi(u, t) > 0)

niS0i(β0, u, t)
, i = 0, 1.

Using Theorem 2.4.3 of Fleming and Harrington (1991, page 70) along with the linearity of 〈·, ·〉, we have
〈

Cin,ε(β0, uk, ·), Cin,ε(β0, uk, ·)
〉

(t)

=
k
∑

m=1

ni
∑

j=1

∫ t

0

H2
in(β0, uk, s)I(|Hin(β0, uk, s)| ≥ ε)λ0i(s) exp(β

T
0 Zij)DYij(um, s)ds

=

ni
∑

j=1

∫ t

0

H2
in(β0, uk, s)I(|Hin(β0, uk, s)| ≥ ε)λ0i(s) exp(β

T
0 Zij)Yij(uk, s)ds

=

∫ t

0

√
nHin(β0, uk, s)I(|Hin(β0, uk, s)| ≥ ε)dΛ0i(s),

where H2
in(β0, uk, s)niS0i(β0, uk, s) =

√
nHin(β0, uk, s). Condition (G) implies that

P
{

sup0≤s≤t |I(Yi(uk, s) > 0) − 1| > ε
}

= {1 − πi(uk, t−)}ni → 0 as n → ∞ for any ε > 0, and hence

sup0≤s≤t |I(Yi(uk, s) > 0) − 1| p−→ 0. Furthermore, since s0i(β0, uk, s) is bounded away from 0 for s ∈ [0, τ ] by
Condition (D), it follows from Conditions (B) and (E) that

sup
0≤s≤t

∣

∣

√
nHin(β0, uk, s)

∣

∣≤ n

ni
sup

0≤s≤t

1

S0i(β0, uk, s)
≤ n

ni

1

S0i(β0, uk, t)

p−→ 1

ρis0i(β0, uk, t)
.

This implies that sup0≤s≤t

∣

∣Hin(β0, uk, s)
∣

∣

p−→ 0, which further implies that sup0≤s≤t I(|Hin(β0, uk, s)| ≥ ε)
p−→ 0.

Combining these results yields

〈

Cin,ε(β0, uk, ·), Cin,ε(β0, uk, ·)
〉

(t) =

∫ t

0

√
nHin(β0, uk, s)I(|Hin(β0, uk, s)| ≥ ε)dΛ0i(s)

≤ sup
0≤s≤t

{√
nHin(β0, uk, s)

}

sup
0≤s≤t

{

I(|Hin(β0, uk, s)| ≥ ε)

}

Λ0i(t)
p−→ 0.
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Setting t = t0, we have proved that the random vectors {C0(β0, uk, t0) : k = 1, . . . ,K}, {C1(β0, uk, t0) : k =
1, . . . ,K}, and {n−1/2U(β0, uk) : k = 1, . . . ,K} satisfy the Lindeberg condition (3.18) of Fleming and Harrington
(1991, page 228).

Consequently, an application of Theorem 5.3.5 of Fleming and Harrington (1991, page 227) yields the asymptotic
multivariate normal distribution of the (p + 2)K-dimensional random vectors {C0(β0, uk, t0) : k = 1, . . . ,K},

{C1(β0, uk, t0) : k = 1, . . . ,K}, and {n−1/2U(β0, uk) : k = 1, . . . ,K} by Rebolledo’s martingale central limit
theorem. In particular, the (p+ 2)K-dimensional random vector

{

C0(β0, uk, t0), C0(β0, uk, t0),
1√
n
U(β0, uk) : k = 1, . . . ,K

}

(7)

converges in distribution to a multivariate normal random vector with mean zero.

Since
(√

n{Ŝ1(u1, t0)− Ŝ0(u1, t0)}, . . . ,
√
n{Ŝ1(uK , t0)− Ŝ0(uK , t0)}

)

is, by (6), a linear combination of the com-

ponents of the (p+2)K-dimensional random vector in (7), it follows from its asymptotic joint normality that the joint

distribution of the K-dimensional vector statistic
(√

n{Ŝ1(u1, t0)− Ŝ0(u1, t0)}, . . . ,
√
n{Ŝ1(uK , t0)− Ŝ0(uK , t0)}

)

is asymptotically multivariate normal with mean zero under the null hypothesis H0 : S0(t0) = S1(t0).

To calculate the asymptotic variances and covariances of
{√

n{Ŝ1(uk, t0)− Ŝ0(uk, t0)}−
√
n{S1(t0)−S0(t0)}, k =

1, . . . ,K
}

, note first that
〈

Ci(β0, uk, t0), Uq(β0, ul)
〉 p−→ 0 for i = 0, 1, q = 1, . . . , p, and 1 ≤ k, l ≤ K after some

lengthy calculations, where Uq(β0, u) is the qth component of U(β0, u) for q = 1, . . . , p. As a result, Ci(β0, uk, t0)
and U(β0, ul) are asymptotically independent for i = 0, 1 and 1 ≤ k, l ≤ K . Furthermore, since

〈Ci(β0, uk, ·), Ci(β0, ul, ·)〉(t)

=

〈 k
∑

m=1

ni
∑

j=1

√
n

ni

∫ t

0

I(Yi(uk, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, uk, s)
DMij(um, ds),

l
∑

m=1

ni
∑

j=1

√
n

ni

∫ t

0

I(Yi(ul, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, ul, s)
DMij(um, ds)

〉

=

k
∑

m=1

ni
∑

j=1

〈
∫ t

0

√
n

ni

I(Yi(uk, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, uk, s)
DMij(um, ds),

∫ t

0

√
n

ni

I(Yi(ul, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, ul, s)
DMij(um, ds)

〉

=

k
∑

m=1

ni
∑

j=1

∫ t

0

n

n2
i

I(Yi(uk, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, uk, s)

I(Yi(ul, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, ul, s)
λ0i(s) exp(β

T
0 Zij)DYij(um, s)ds

=

ni
∑

j=1

∫ t

0

n

n2
i

I(Yi(uk, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, uk, s)

I(Yi(ul, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, ul, s)
λ0i(s) exp(β

T
0 Zij)Yij(uk, s)ds

=

∫ t

0

n

ni

I(Yi(uk, s) > 0)I(Yi(ul, s) > 0)

S0i(β0, ul, s)
λ0i(s)ds

p−→ γi(β0, ul, t)

ρi
, i = 0, 1,

for 1 ≤ k ≤ l ≤ K , this implies that the asymptotic covariance of Ci(β0, uk, t0) and Ci(β0, ul, t0) is

ACov
{

Ci(β0, uk, t0), Ci(β0, ul, t0)
}

=
γi(β0, ul, t0)

ρi
, i = 0, 1.

In particular, the asymptotic variance of Ci(β0, uk, t0) is given by

AVar
{

Ci(β0, uk, t0)
}

=
γi(β0, uk, t0)

ρi
, i = 0, 1.

For 0 ≤ k, l ≤ K , C0(β0, uk, t0) and C1(β0, ul, t0) are asymptotically independent because the two treatment-

specific samples are independent. Therefore, For 1 ≤ k ≤ l ≤ K , the asymptotic covariance of
√
n{Ŝ1(uk, t0) −
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Ŝ0(uk, t0)} and
√
n{Ŝ1(ul, t0)− Ŝ0(ul, t0)} is calculated as

σ(uk, ul, t0) = ACov
(√

n{Ŝ1(uk, t0)− Ŝ0(uk, t0)},
√
n{Ŝ1(ul, t0)− Ŝ0(ul, t0)}

)

= ACov

[

c01(t0)C0(β0, uk, t0)− c11(t0)C1(β0, uk, t0) +DT (β0, t0)Σ
−1(β0, uk)

1√
n
U(β0, uk),

c01(t0)C0(β0, ul, t0)− c11(t0)C1(β0, ul, t0) +DT (β0, t0)Σ
−1(β0, ul)

1√
n
U(β0, ul)

]

= c201(t0)ACov
{

C0(β0, uk, t0), C0(β0, ul, t0)}+ c211(t0)ACov
{

C1(β0, uk, t0), C1(β0, ul, t0)}
+DT (β0, t0)ACov

{√
n(β̂(k) − β0),

√
n(β̂(l) − β0)

}

D(β0, t0)

= c201(t0)ACov
{

C0(β0, uk, t0), C0(β0, ul, t0)}+ c211(t0)ACov
{

C1(β0, uk, t0), C1(β0, ul, t0)}
+DT (β0, t0)AVar

{√
n(β̂(l) − β0)

}

DT (β0, t0)

= c201(t0)
γ0(β0, ul, t0)

ρ0
+ c211(t0)

γ1(β0, ul, t0)

ρ1
+DT (β0, t)Σ

−1(β0, ul)D(β0, t0).

In particular, the asymptotic variance of
√
n{Ŝ1(uk, t0)− Ŝ0(uk, t0)} is given by

σ2(uk, t0) = AVar
(√

n{Ŝ1(uk, t0)− Ŝ0(uk, t0)}
)

=
1

ρ0
c201(t)γ0(β0, uk, t0) +

1

ρ1
c211(t)γ1(β0, uk, t0) +DT (β0, t0)Σ(β0, uk)D(β0, t0).

Tightness of
√
n{Ŝ1(u, t0)− Ŝ0(u, t0)}

We have shown that the finite dimensional distributions of
√
n{Ŝ1(u, t0) − Ŝ0(u, t0)} converge to those of the finite

dimensional distributions of ξ under the null hypothesis H0 : S0(t0) = S1(t0). To establish the asymptotic con-

vergence of
√
n{Ŝ1(u, t0) − Ŝ0(u, t0)} to the Gaussian process ξ in distribution, we need to verify the tightness of√

n{Ŝ1(u, t0)− Ŝ0(u, t0)} when S0(t0) = S1(t0).

It follows from Theorem 4.3 of Bilias, Gu, and Ying (1997) that as n → ∞,

√
n{Λ̂0i(u, t0)− Λ0i(t0)} = Ci(β0, u, t0)−QT

i (β0, t0)
√
n
{

β̂(u)− β0

}

+ op(1),

where the remainder term op(1) is uniform for u ∈ [t0, τ ] under Conditions (B) and (D). According to Theorems

4.2 and 4.3 of Bilias, Gu, and Ying (1997),
√
n
{

β̂(u)− β0

}

and
√
n{Λ̂0i(u, t0)− Λ0i(t0)} converge in distribution

to a vector Gaussian process and a Gaussian process, respectively, which implies that both
√
n
{

β̂(u) − β0

}

and√
n{Λ̂0i(u, t0) − Λ0i(t0)} are tight for u ∈ [t0, τ ]. Since Ci(β0, u, t0) is asymptotically a linear combination of√
n
{

β̂(u) − β0

}

and
√
n{Λ̂0i(u, t0)− Λ0i(t0)}, the stochastic process Ci(β0, u, t0) is also tight for u ∈ [t0, τ ] and

i = 0, 1. It now follows from Theorem B.1.6 of Fleming and Harrington (1991, page 340) that for every ε > 0,

lim
δ↓0

lim sup
n→∞

P

(

sup
|u−v|<δ

|Ci(β0, u, t0)− Ci(β0, v, t0)| > ε

)

= 0,

lim
δ↓0

lim sup
n→∞

P

(

sup
|u−v|<δ

∣

∣

√
n
(

β̂(u)− β0

)

−
√
n
(

β̂(v)− β0

)∣

∣> ε

)

= 0. (8)
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For any u, v ∈ [t0, τ ] satisfying |u− v| ≤ δ with δ > 0, since
∣

∣

∣

∣

[

c01(t0)C0(β0, u, t0)− c11(t0)C1(β0, u, t) +DT (β0, t0)
√
n
{

β̂(u)− β0

}]

−
[

c01(t0)C0(β0, v, t0)− c11(t0)C1(β0, v, t) +DT (β0, t0)
√
n
{

β̂(v)− β0

}]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣c01(t0){C0(β0, u, t0)− C0(β0, v, t0)}
∣

∣+
∣

∣c11(t0){C1(β0, u, t)− C1(β0, v, t)}
∣

∣

+
∣

∣DT (β0, t0)
{√

n
(

β̂(u)− β0

)

−
√
n
(

β̂(v) − β0

)}∣

∣

≤ |c01(t0)| sup
|u−v|<δ

|C0(β0, u, t0)− C0(β0, v, t0)|+ |c11(t0)| sup
|u−v|<δ

|C1(β0, u, t)− C1(β0, v, t0)|

+ |D(β0, t0)| sup
|u−v|≤δ

∣

∣

√
n
(

β̂(u)− β0

)

−
√
n
(

β̂(v)− β0

)∣

∣,

it follows from (8) that for every ε > 0,

lim
δ↓0

lim sup
n→∞

P

(

sup
|u−v|≤δ

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

c01(t0)C0(β0, u, t0)− c11(t0)C1(β0, u, t) +DT (β0, t0)
√
n
{

β̂(u)− β0

}]

−
{

c01(t0)C0(β0, v, t0)− c11(t0)C1(β0, v, t) +DT (β0, t0)
√
n
{

β̂(v) − β0

}]

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ε

)

≤ lim
δ↓0

lim sup
n→∞

P

(

sup
u∈[t0,τ ]

|C0(β0, u, t0)− C0(β0, v, t0)| >
ε

3|c01(t0)|

)

+ lim
δ↓0

lim sup
n→∞

P

(

sup
u∈[t0,τ ]

|C1(β0, u, t)− C1(β0, v, t0)| >
ε

3|c11(t0)|

)

+ lim
δ↓0

lim sup
n→∞

P

(

sup
|u−v|≤δ

∣

∣

√
n
{

β̂(u)− β0

}

−
√
n
{

β̂(v)− β0

}∣

∣>
ε

3|D(β0, t0)|

)

= 0.

This, together with the asymptotic expansion (6), implies that the stochastic process
{√

n{Ŝ1(u, t0)− Ŝ0(u, t0)} : 0 < τ0 ≤ u ≤ τ
}

is asymptotically tight and converges weakly to the Gaussian process
ξ.
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