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Abstract

We conducted a systematic comparison of statistical methods used for the analysis of time-to-event

outcomes under various proportional and nonproportional hazard (NPH) scenarios. Our study used

data from recently published oncology trials to compare the Log-rank test, still by far the most

widely used option, against some available alternatives, including the MaxCombo test, the Restricted

Mean Survival Time Difference (∆RMST) test, the Generalized Gamma Model (GGM) and the

Generalized F Model (GFM). Power, type I error rate, and time-dependent bias with respect to the

RMST difference, survival probability difference, and median survival time were used to evaluate

and compare the performance of these methods. In addition to the real data, we simulated three

hypothetical scenarios with crossing hazards chosen so that the early and late effects “cancel

out” and used them to evaluate the ability of the aforementioned methods to detect time-specific

and overall treatment effects. We implemented novel metrics for assessing the time-dependent

bias in treatment effect estimates to provide a more comprehensive evaluation in NPH scenarios.

Recommendations under each NPH scenario are provided by examining the type I error rate, power,

and time-dependent bias associated with each statistical approach.
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2 Statistical Methods in Medical Research XX(X)

Introduction

The Log-rank test is commonly used to test the efficacy of a novel treatment against a standard of care in
studies involving time-to-event outcomes. Under the proportional hazards (PH) assumption, the treatment
effect between control and treatment arms can be summarized by the hazard ratio (HR), with a value
of less than one representing a “positive” treatment effect and a value larger than one representing a
“negative” effect in any situation when the outcome of interest is, for example, time to death or disease
progression. If the two groups have the same survival distribution, the Log-rank statistic approximately
follows a standard normal distribution1 and is asymptotically equivalent to the likelihood ratio test
statistic for any family of distributions with a proportional hazard alternative. However, it is well known
that the statistical power of the Log-rank test can be compromised when the PH assumption is violated.
This is of particular concern in immuno-oncology trials, where the treatment effect is very likely to be
time-varying rather than constant over time. Furthermore, interpretation of the hazard ratio, which is
commonly used for summarizing and quantifying the effect of a treatment, becomes difficult when the
PH assumption is severely violated.

Immuno-oncology (IO) is a rapidly evolving area in anticancer drug development. Multiple high-
profile IO trials2–4 have shown evidence of possible delayed treatment effects, a typical nonproportional
hazard (NPH) pattern where the two survival curves overlap initially but start to separate after some
period of time. Several underlying reasons may contribute to a delayed treatment effect,5 such as the
presence of heterogeneous subpopulations,6 the trial design,7 or the unique mechanism of action of the
treatment. Another common type of NPH pattern is a crossing pattern, where the survival functions of
the two trial arms cross each other at some point during the study follow-up; in the literature, such
patterns have arisen due to a subgroup of patients developing treatment-resistant mutations8 and due
to a treatment being harmful in a specific subgroup of patients while being beneficial for the rest of the
enrolled participants.9 Heterogeneous subpopulations can also contribute to the distance between survival
curves diminishing over time in some oncology and non-oncology trials.10 Figure 1 shows Kaplan-Meier
curves for three oncology trials we examine in this paper as case studies, each exhibiting one of these
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Zhang et al. 3

three types of NPH patterns (delayed and diminishing effects, and crossing patterns); these studies and
the rationale for examining them will be described in Section “Case Studies”.

In NPH scenarios such as these, the Log-rank test loses efficiency, hence a wide range of alternative
statistical methods for analyzing time-to-event data with NPH has been proposed in the literature. The
weighted Log-rank test (WLRT), a generalized form of the Log-rank test, incorporates the Fleming and
Harrington class of weights,11 which uses two tuning parameters to assign different weights across time
points and thus emphasizes particular segments of the survival curves. The MaxCombo test is a method
for combining multiple WLRTs that adaptively chooses the most suitable weights and provides more
power than the traditional Log-rank test across various NPH scenarios.12 The modestly weighted Log-
rank test (MWLRT) is a new class of WLRT that controls the risk of concluding that a new treatment
is more efficacious than the standard of care when it is in fact inferior.13 The weighted Kaplan-Meier
test has been proposed for testing the equality of distributions in two-sample censored data and is more
efficient than the Log-rank test in large samples.14

These non-parametric approaches provide useful alternative strategies to the Log-rank test in the
presence of NPH, but they cannot provide interpretable estimates of the treatment effect. The Restricted
Mean Survival Time (RMST) approach15 defines RMST as the expected survival time up to a specific
time point, corresponding to the area under the survival curve. Based on RMST, the treatment effect can
be summarized as the difference or the ratio of RMSTs between two randomized arms and provides an
alternative interpretation of the treatment effect as a difference or ratio of “life expectancy” up to that
specific time point.

However, all these methods have limitations. Global methods such as the Log-rank test and the RMST
difference (∆RMST) test may fail to detect differences between two arms when positive and negative
treatment effects at different times cancel each other out,16 and misleading conclusions can be drawn
by blindly accepting large p-values without examining the survival curves, considering their scientific
and clinical significance, and assessing to what extent they violate a statistical test’s assumptions.
Recently, parametric models have been increasingly favored by researchers because of their interpretable
parameters, simplicity in studying relative times,17 flexibility in modeling time-varying effects, and non-
reliance on the PH assumption. Additionally, they allow for a full characterization of the flexible hazard
functions.

In this paper, we focus on testing the null hypothesis of identical survival curves against specific
alternative hypotheses representing different NPH patterns (delayed and diminishing effects, and crossing
pattern) by simulating data closely resembling survival curves from published IO trials.18 It is widely
recognized that the Log-rank test may lead to severely underpowered studies in NPH situations. Using
extensive simulations, we aim to identify good candidates for NPH resilience that exhibit acceptable
power under common patterns of NPH while maintaining the type I error rate close to the nominal
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4 Statistical Methods in Medical Research XX(X)

level.19 Additional simulation studies demonstrate the risk of using the MaxCombo test with crossing
survival curves. Along with the MaxCombo test and the ∆RMST test discussed above, our simulation
studies also evaluate the Generalized Gamma model (GGM)17 and the Generalized F model (GFM).20

The Generalized Gamma (GG) family contains all four major forms of hazard functions (monotonically
increasing and decreasing, concave up, and concave down) and the majority of the prevalent parametric
survival distributions (e.g., exponential, Weibull, log-normal, and gamma), making it very helpful for
estimating both individual hazard functions and relative hazards and times. The Generalized F (GF)
family additionally includes the log-logistic distribution, providing added flexibility for parametric
modeling. In keeping with previous work in the field, we use power and type I error rates to compare the
performance of these methods under various NPH scenarios seen in IO trials, and we also propose and
implement novel metrics for assessing the time-dependent bias in treatment effect estimates to provide a
more comprehensive evaluation of these methods in NPH scenarios. Recommendations under each NPH
scenario are developed by examining the type I error rate, power, and time-dependent bias associated
with each statistical approach.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows: In Section “Methods”, we further describe all
the tests being considered for PH assumption and treatment effects, and the metrics and parameters
used to evaluate them. In Section “Case Studies”, we report in detail the information and characteristics
of the three published oncology trials used in this paper. In Section “Simulation”, we explain our
data-generating process when using underlying data from oncology trials and describe the setting and
procedures used in our simulations of the three aforementioned NPH scenarios. Additionally, three
scenarios representing the cancel-out effect (with the magnitudes of both the early and late effects
increasing across scenarios) are introduced and described in detail. In Section “Results”, we present the
results of the simulations (including type I error, power, and time-dependent bias) from all the previously
discussed models under the aforementioned scenarios. Section “Discussion” contains a discussion and
summary of our findings along with some resulting recommendations. Conclusions are also presented in
Section “Discussion”.

Methods

The Grambsch-Therneau (G-T) test and Schoenfeld’s global test are used to assess the non-
proportionality of hazards in each of the three recently concluded oncology clinical trials.18 The Log-rank
test is commonly used for the analysis of time-to-event trials and is therefore considered the benchmark
for other methods in our comparisons. In this paper, we systematically evaluate the performance of
several alternative statistical methods, including the MaxCombo test, the RMST difference (∆RMST)
test, the Generalized Gamma model (GGM), and the Generalized F model (GFM) against the Log-rank
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Zhang et al. 5

test in both PH and NPH scenarios constructed based on three oncology trials. The statistical methods
we evaluate are briefly described below.

Tests of the Proportional Hazards Assumption

The proportionality of hazards is the key assumption underlying both the Log-rank test and the Cox
model when dealing with time-to-event data. Violation of this assumption can lead to biased estimates
and incorrect inferences. Therefore, it is highly desirable to evaluate the proportionality of hazards before
fitting the Cox model to survival data.

Here we provide a brief overview of two types of tests for the evaluation of PH assumption based on
Schoenfeld residuals.21 The Schoenfeld residual is a measure of the difference between the observed and
expected values of a covariate in a Cox model over time, where the expected value is calculated based
on the distribution of the covariate in the population at risk. Given d events occurring at distinct times
t1, . . . , td (i.e., no ties present in the data), the Schoenfeld residual is defined as

rs(β) = Xs − X̄s(β), s = 1, . . . , d,

where Xs is the observed covariate vector at time ts and X̄s(β) is the expected value (over the risk set
just before time ts) of the covariate vector at time ts given the constant vector of coefficients β estimated
by the Cox model.

Grambsch-Therneau (G-T) Test The Grambsch-Therneau (G-T) test21,22 is based on the correlation
between Schoenfeld residuals and some function of time. It takes the idea of the Schoenfeld residual one
step further by allowing for the detection of time-varying covariate effects. It involves fitting a series of
modified Cox regression models with time-varying coefficients and comparing the log-likelihood ratios
of these models to the original model. If the likelihood ratio test is significant, this indicates that there is
a time-varying effect of the covariate on the hazard ratio, violating the proportional hazards assumption.

Schoenfeld’s Global Test Schoenfeld’s global test23,24 simultaneously evaluates the proportional
hazards assumption for all covariates included in the Cox model. The test is based on the correlation
between the Schoenfeld residuals and time for each covariate and a test statistic following the chi-square
distribution with degrees of freedom equal to the number of covariates is constructed using the covariance
matrix of the residuals. A significant correlation indicates at least one covariate violates the proportional
hazards assumption. The test is particularly useful when there are multiple covariates in the model.
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6 Statistical Methods in Medical Research XX(X)

Tests based on the Log-rank Test

The Log-rank Test The Log-rank test is the optimal (most powerful) test among all tests under PH. The
power of the Log-rank test is reduced when the PH assumption is substantially violated. The general form
of the Log-rank test statistic is defined as

Z(ω) =
U(ω)

se [U(ω)]
,

where
U(ω) =

∑
t

ω (t)

[
∆N1(t)−

Y1(t)

Y (t)
∆N(t)

]
,

se (U(ω)) =
∑
t

ω2(t)

[
Y1(t) Y0(t)

Y 2(t)

] [
Y (t)−∆N(t)

Y (t)− 1

]
∆N(t),

and t indicates distinct event times, ω (t) is a weighting function across all event times (when ω (t) ≡ 1,
the above definition corresponds to the standard, unweighted Log-rank test), and U(ω) sums over the
differences between the observed and expected number of events in the treatment group at all distinct
event times. Yi(t) is the number of individuals at risk at time t in group i (in our examples, i = 1 refers
to the experimental treatment group and i = 0 denotes the standard of care group), and ∆Ni(t) is the
number of events observed within the [t, t+ δ] time interval in group i. Y (t) and ∆N(t), without
subscripts, are the same metrics summed across both groups: Y (t) = Y0(t) + Y1(t) and ∆N(t) =

∆N0(t) + ∆N1(t). The Log-rank statistic asymptotically follows a standard normal distribution under
the null hypothesis.

The Fleming-Harrington G (ρ, γ) family of weight functions25 can be used to adjust the weighting
function of the general Log-rank test:

ω (t) =
[
Ŝ(t)

]ρ [
1− Ŝ(t)

]γ
, ρ ≥ 0, γ ≥ 0,

where Ŝ(t) is the Kaplan-Meier estimate of the survival function at time t for the pooled survival data,
and (ρ, γ) enables the weighted test to focus on differences at various parts of the survival curves. We
summarize commonly used weight functions in Table 1. Note that when (ρ, γ) = (0, 0) and ω (t) = 1,
we obtain the standard, unweighted Log-rank statistic.

The MaxCombo Test The main objective of the MaxCombo test is to identify the maximum value of
the test statistic in a set of weighted tests. The inclusion/exclusion of certain weighted tests often depends
on the specific research question, and tests are selected on a case-by-case basis. Here, we consider the
MaxCombo test utilizing the last three weighted Log-rank tests with the Fleming-Harrington family of
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Table 1. Common choices of (ρ, γ) for the Fleming-Harrington G (ρ, γ) family.

(ρ, γ) ω (t) Type of test

ω0 : (0, 0) 1 Standard Log-rank test
ω1 : (1, 0) Ŝ(t) Test of early difference
ω2 : (0, 1) 1− Ŝ(t) Test of late difference

ω3 : (1, 1) Ŝ(t)
[
1− Ŝ(t)

]
Test of middle difference

weighting functions ω1, ω2, and ω3 described in Table 1.25 The MaxCombo test statistic can be then
described as

Z = max [Z(ω1), Z(ω2), Z(ω3)] ,

where (ω1, ω2, ω3) are the weights corresponding to (ρ, γ) = {(0, 1), (1, 0), (1, 1)} (sensitive to
delayed effects, diminishing effects, and middle effects, respectively), and Z(ωk) (where k ∈ {1, 2, 3}
indexes the weights) is the standardized weighted Log-rank statistic defined above. The vector
(Z(ω1), Z(ω2), Z(ω3)) follows a multivariate normal distribution with a mean vector of 0 and an identity
covariance matrix under the null hypothesis.

Test based on the Restricted Mean Survival Time Difference

The restricted mean survival time µ is defined as the mean of the survival time min (T, t∗) limited to
some right-censoring horizon t∗ > 026 where T is the event time. Analytically, the value equals the area
under the survival curve S(t) evaluated from t = 0 to t = t∗:

µ = E (min (T, t∗)) =

∫ t∗

0

S(t) dt.

In case T is time to death, this quantity can be interpreted as a “t∗-year life expectancy”. In a two-arm
clinical trial with survival functions S0(t) and S1(t) of the control and treatment arms respectively, the
difference in RMST (∆RMST) between arms, subject to right-censoring at the time t∗, is given by

∆RMST (t∗) =

∫ t∗

0

[S1(t)− S0(t)] dt.

The associated test statistic is then defined as

Z(t∗) =
̂∆RMST (t∗)

se
(

̂∆RMST (t∗)
) .
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8 Statistical Methods in Medical Research XX(X)

The use of the ∆RMST as an alternative metric to the treatment effect, as well as the associated
hypothesis test, have been demonstrated in the literature.27,28 Using the ratio rather than the difference of
the two integrated survival functions has also been explored in the literature.29 In this paper, the earlier
of the maximum event times from each group is used as t∗ for the ∆RMST test.30

Parametric Tests of Treatment Effects

We evaluate the performance of flexible parametric survival models such as the Generalized Gamma
model and the Generalized F model in various PH and NPH scenarios. The usefulness of the Cox model
might be limited when we are also interested in estimating the acceleration factor, not hazard ratio, as the
appropriate measure of association.17

The Generalized Gamma Model (GGM) The Generalized Gamma distribution GG(β, σ, τ )17 extends
the two-parameter gamma distribution by introducing an additional parameter. Its probability density
function17,31 is

fGG(t;β, σ, τ) =
|τ |

σtΓ(τ−2)

[
τ−2

(
e−βt

)τ/σ]τ−2

exp
[
−τ−2

(
e−βt

)τ/σ]
where the location parameter β scales time by e−β , the scale parameter σ sets the interquartile ratio for
a fixed τ independently of β, and the parameter τ affects the shape of the distribution and can decide the
type of the hazard function together with σ: when τ = σ, this reduces to Gamma(k = σ−2, θ = σ2eβ).
The GGM also includes three widely used parametric survival models, Weibull (τ = 1), exponential
(τ = σ = 1), and log-normal (τ = 0), as special cases and is often used to determine which parametric
model is appropriate for a given data set.32 It is a flexible model that accommodates all four common
types of hazard function (i.e., monotonically increasing, monotonically decreasing, concave up, and
concave down shapes).

The median survival time (MST) can be computed from the quantile function for GG(β, σ, τ):17

log[tGG(β,σ,τ)(0.5)] = β + σ log[tGG(0,1,τ)(0.5)],

where tGG(0,1,τ)(0.5) is [τ2Γ−1(0.5; τ−2)]1/τ and Γ−1(0.5; τ) is the quantile function of the gamma
distribution with mean τ . Covariates can be modeled through β = β0 + β1X1 + · · ·+ βnXn to form
a classical accelerated failure time (AFT) model17 with acceleration factors exp(−βi) in terms of the
covariates of interest. Test statistics can be obtained from a Wald test:

W =
(β̂i − βi0)

2

Var(β̂i)
.

Prepared using sagej.cls



Zhang et al. 9

This GGM based on the classical AFT form can be implemented using the R package “flexsurv”,33 which
offers estimates for parameters such as β (including coefficients for covariates), σ, and τ . These estimates
enable the precise estimation of survival or hazard functions for specific groups or individuals, contingent
on their covariate values33.

The Generalized F Model (GFM) The Generalized F distribution GF(β, σ,m1,m2)
20 is a four-

parameter family, generalizing the central F distribution with non-integer degrees of freedom (2m1, 2m2)

by adding location (β) and scale (σ > 0) parameters according to the standard AFT model.34 The
probability density function is31

fGF (t;β, σ,m1,m2) =
δ(m1/m2)

m1em1w

σt(1 +m1ew/m2)(m1+m2)B(m1,m2)

where δ = (m−1
1 +m−1

2 )1/2, w = (log(t)− β)δ/σ, and the Beta function B(m1,m2) =
∫ 1

0
tm1−1(1−

t)m2−1 dt. To keep consistency with the GGM, a more stable parameterization GF (β, σ, q, p)35 replaces
0 < m1,m2 < ∞ by alternative shape parameters

q = (
1

m1
− 1

m2
)(

1

m1
+

1

m2
)−1/2, p =

2

m1 +m2
,

where −∞ < q < ∞ and p < 0. Equivalently, m1 = 2(q2 + 2p+ qδ)−1, and m2 = 2(q2 + 2p− qδ)−1.

The parameters (β, σ, q, p) have similar interpretations to those in the GGM: β is the time scalar,
and σ, q, and p decide the shape of hazard functions together. In the limiting case p = 0, q = τ (i.e.
the shape parameter of the GGM), fGF (t;β, σ, 0, τ) = fGG(t;β, σ, τ) and we recover the Generalized
Gamma PDF above; more refined classifications can be further obtained by modifying τ . The GFM also
includes the generalized log-logistic (q = 0) and log-logistic (q = 0, p = 1) parametric survival models
as special cases.20 This allows the GFM to fit decreasing and concave down-shaped hazard functions
better, particularly those that are decreasing but not monotone.

As with GGM, the covariates can be modeled through β and the test statistic is:

W =
(β̂i − βi0)

2

Var(β̂i)
.

The GFM can also be implemented using the R package “flexsurv”,33 which offers estimates for β
(including coefficients for covariates), σ, q, and p, allowing for flexible interpretations.

Prepared using sagej.cls
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Time-Dependent Bias

In order to provide a better evaluation of the overall performance of the above five methods in addition to
the power and type I error rate, we calculated time-dependent bias, which was often ignored in previous
papers9,36. Here, we define the time-dependent bias of a quantity θ(t) (which could be the ∆RMST over
time, the survival probability difference over time, or the median survival time in both arms; these are all
widely used to evaluate and compare the treatment effects) as

∆θ(t) = E
[
θ̂(t)

]
− θ(t),

where θ(t) is the true value from the simulation and E
[
θ̂(t)

]
is the expectation of the estimated value

θ̂(t) from the Cox model, GGM, or GFM.

Case Studies

The three case studies we consider were selected to represent three different types of NPH patterns.
More details on these studies can be found in the Supplementary materials. Individual patient-level data,
including event times and censoring information, were reconstructed based on the published survival
curves of these studies using the method described by Patricia Guyot et al.37

Table 2. Information summary of three oncology studies. The p-values of the G-T test and the sample size
information come from Table A.1 in Yuan-Li Shen’s paper. 18 The p-values of Schoenfeld’s global test were
calculated using our reconstructed data.

FIRST INO-VATE GOG-0218

Primary endpoint Progression-free Survival Overall Survival Progression-free Survival
Sample size 1082 326 1248

NPH type Early Crossing Delayed Effect Diminishing Effect
(Delayed Effect) (Late Crossing)

G–T test p < 10−6 p = 0.50 p < 0.05
Schoenfeld’s global test p < 10−6 p = 0.35 p < 0.05

Early crossing: FIRST FIRST38 (Frontline Investigation of Revlimid Plus Dexamethasone versus
Standard Thalidomide) was a multicenter, randomized (1:1:1), open-label, three-arm study comparing
lenalidomide+low-dose dexamethasone for eighteen 28-day cycles (Rd continuous, n = 535) or continued
Rd beyond eighteen 28-day cycles (Rd18, n = 541) versus melphalan+prednisone+thalidomide (MPT)
control arm (n = 547) in newly diagnosed multiple myeloma patients. The primary endpoint was
progression-free survival (PFS).
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Zhang et al. 11

Our comparison of interest was between the Rd continuous treatment arm and the MPT control arm.
In Figure 1(a), we see the curves for PFS in the Rd continuous and MPT arms have a slight separation for
the first roughly 18 months, but then the hazard ratio drastically changes, demonstrating an early crossing
of the PFS curves.

Delayed effect: INO-VATE INO-VATE39 (Inotuzumab Ozogamicin trial to investigate Tolerability and
Efficacy) was a multicenter, randomized (1:1), open-label study comparing inotuzumab ozogamicin (n =
164) to investigator’s choice of standard intensive chemotherapy (n = 162) in adult patients with relapsed
or refractory CD33+ acute lymphoblastic leukemia. The primary endpoint was overall survival (OS).

This case study represents the delayed effect scenario; the hazard ratio is close to 1 for the first roughly
13 months, then drastically increases in favor of the experimental treatment over the standard of care (see
Figure 1(b)).

Diminishing effect: GOG-0218 GOG-021840 41 was a multi-center, randomized (1:1:1), double-
blinded, three-arm study comparing carboplatin and paclitaxel with concurrent bevacizumab, followed by
bevacizumab single agent (CPB15+, n = 623); carboplatin and paclitaxel with concurrent bevacizumab
but no subsequent single-agent bevacizumab (CPB15, n = 625); and carboplatin and paclitaxel only as
the control arm (CPP, n = 625). The goal of the study was to evaluate the effect of adding bevacizumab
to carboplatin and paclitaxel for the treatment of patients with stage III or IV epithelial ovarian,
fallopian tube, or primary peritoneal cancer following initial surgical resection. The primary endpoint
was progression-free survival (PFS).

Focusing on the CPB15+ and the CPP arms, Figure 1(c) shows that the KM curves for PFS represent
a diminishing effect scenario with a drastic increase in HR in favor of the control arm such that the two
treatment curves cross roughly 26 months into the study.

Simulation

In this section, we explain our procedures for generating data that closely resemble the survival curves
from the three published oncology trials,18. We also describe the procedures for simulating three NPH
scenarios based on the aforementioned trials and of three scenarios representing the cancel-out effect.
The performance of these different methods was evaluated based on their statistical power, type I error
rate, and time-dependent bias defined in Section “Time-Dependent Bias”.

Case Study Scenarios

Data were simulated with piecewise exponential models to closely resemble the published survival curves
from these three case studies. Within each case study, the intervals and knots were set to be the same for
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Figure 1. Kaplan-Meier curves for three case studies using the reconstructed data. (a) Progression-free
survival probability in FIRST; (b) Overall survival probability in INO-VATE; (c) Progression-free survival
probability in GOG-0218.

the treatment and the control arms. Piece-wise hazard rates λij (arm i = 0, 1; interval j = 1, . . . , J)

and hazard ratios HRj = λ1j/λ0j were computed for the j-th interval in each case study based on the
restructured data and were used to simulate trials under a variety of scenarios. The parameters defining
the piecewise exponential models used for data simulation are provided in Table 3. The follow-up times
used are 60, 42, and 42 months, and the sample sizes are 1082, 326, and 1248 for three trials respectively.
Our simulated survival curves are reasonably close to those provided in the original study papers, as
shown in Figure S1 in the Supplementary materials.

Under each of the three case study scenarios, we simulated 10,000 trials using the piecewise
exponential model with the piecewise hazard rates shown in Table 3 to represent each study-specific
NPH pattern. Power was estimated under the alternative hypothesis at α = 0.05 (2-sided), while the type
I error rate was computed under the null hypothesis of identical survival curves. The survival data under
the null were generated using an exponential model with a rate of 0.1. Time-dependent bias defined in
Section “Time-Dependent Bias” in terms of survival probability and RMST difference were computed
for each simulated trial, at thirty time points equally spaced between the start and end of pre-specified
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follow-up. Median survival time for each simulated trial was estimated by searching for the root of the
quantile function at 50% quantiles for the Cox model, the GGM, and the GFM, respectively.

Table 3. Simulation parameters for each study. λ0 and λ1 are the rates used in the piecewise exponential
distribution in each arm, and intervals were set to be the same for the two arms. HR = λ1/λ0 within each
interval.

Study FIRST (Early Crossing) INO-VATE (Delayed Effect) GOG-0218 (Diminishing Effect)

Parameters λ0 λ1 Interval HR λ0 λ1 Interval HR λ0 λ1 Interval HR

0.028 0.031 [0,8) 1.130 0.106 0.068 [0,4) 0.645 0.023 0.015 [0,6) 0.661
0.033 0.027 [8,20) 0.826 0.100 0.122 [4,8) 1.250 0.097 0.044 [6,15) 0.451
0.050 0.022 [20,30) 0.435 0.075 0.083 [8,12) 1.109 0.061 0.065 [15,20) 1.076
0.015 0.009 [30,60] 0.593 0.144 0.040 [12,16) 0.278 0.032 0.150 [20,30) 4.762

0.144 0.020 [16,42] 0.143 0.017 0.055 [30,42] 3.275

Cancel-Out Effect Scenarios

Studies have shown that crossing survival curves can be detrimental to the analysis of survival data
using the classical Log-rank test and Cox proportional hazards method.16 In order to understand how the
cancel-out effect of crossing survival curves affects the performance of the aforementioned five analysis
methods in Sections “Tests based on the Log-rank Test”, “Test based on the Restricted Mean Survival
Time Difference” and “Parametric Tests of Treatment Effects”, we constructed three simulation scenarios
with hazard ratios and knots designed specifically to make the early effect of one treatment and the late
effect of the competing treatment “cancel out.” The parameters for each of the three scenarios are listed
in Table 4. An exponential model with a low event rate of 0.1 per month was used to simulate data in
the control arm, while a piecewise exponential model with knots at t1 and t2 was used for the treatment
arm for its flexibility and efficiency in modeling time-varying treatment effects, making HR(t) a time-
dependent step function. The censoring rate was set as 0.01 from an exponential model. To achieve the
desired cancel-out effect, we fixed a constant hazard ratio of 0.1 for the middle interval and gradually
increased the hazard ratios in the first and the last interval to make the treatment effects increasingly
pronounced. Knots were moved as needed to maintain overall balance. The trial sample size was set to
500 for each arm, and the total duration of each study was set to 24 months.

Kaplan-Meier curves for each scenario are shown in Figure 2; note the gradual increase in effect sizes
from left to right.

For each crossing pattern, we compared the power of the Log-rank test, the MaxCombo test, the
∆RMST test, the GGM, and the GFM to evaluate their ability to detect time-specific and overall treatment
effects. Based on the power and performance of our set of analysis methods in the presence of a cancel-
out effect, we will make recommendations regarding which tests are reasonable choices when faced with
crossing survival curves producing a small global effect.
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Table 4. Parameters of the cancel-out effect simulations used in the piecewise exponential distribution. From
scenarios 1 to 3, the treatment effect increases. HR represents the hazard ratios within each interval, and the
overall balance was maintained by adjusting knots (intervals) as needed.

Scenario 1 2 3

Parameters Interval HR Interval HR Interval HR

[0, 6) 1.3 [0, 5) 1.6 [0, 4) 2.0
[6, 10) 0.1 [5, 12) 0.1 [4, 13) 0.1
[10, 24] 1.1 [12, 24] 1.2 [13, 24] 1.3
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Figure 2. Simulated Kaplan-Meier curves of three cancel-out effect scenarios (larger effect from scenario 1 to
3, left to right). The hazard rate of the control group is 0.1 per month for each scenario while the parameters of
the treatment group change as indicated in Table 4. The censoring rate is 0.01. The study duration for all
scenarios is 24 months and the sample size is 500 for each arm.

Results

Results for the Three Simulated Case Studies

First, we examined the PH assumption by Schoenfeld’s global test for each case study using our
reconstructed data. G-T tests of these studies have been previously published,18 and the results of
both sets of tests are shown in Table 2. For FIRST, both the G-T test (p < 10−6) and Schoenfeld’s
global test (p < 10−6) indicate significant violations of the proportional hazards assumption. For INO-
VATE, although the G-T (p = 0.50) and Schoenfeld’s global tests (p = 0.35) are not significant, non-
proportional hazards are apparent upon visual inspection of the Kaplan-Meier curves in Figure S1. For
GOG-0218, the non-proportional hazard pattern is both clear on inspection and confirmed by both NPH
tests (p < 0.05).

We then estimated the empirical type I error rates of the five analysis methods under consideration (the
Log-rank test, the MaxCombo test, the ∆RMST test, the GGM, and the GFM) based on 10,000 trials
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simulated under the null hypothesis, using a two-sided significance level of 0.05. As shown in Figure 3,
the performance of all five methods is reasonably close to the nominal, two-sided 5% type I error rate.

We present the estimated power from each case study (again based on 10,000 trials) for each analysis
method in Figure 3. For FIRST (early crossing scenario), the MaxCombo test has the highest power,
close to one, followed by the Log-rank test with a power of 0.95. The ∆RMST test and the GGM provide
a lower and similar power of about 0.88, while the GFM is the worst at only 0.22, showing that the GFM
has little ability to detect a group difference having this pattern. For INO-VATE (delayed effect scenario),
the four methods other than the GFM all have power around 0.8, with the MaxCombo test and the GGM
having slightly higher power than the other two. The GFM still has the worst performance with 0.47
power. For GOG-0218 (diminishing effect scenario), the MaxCombo test and the GFM perform the best,
with power very close to 1. The GFM’s much better performance in this case seems in keeping with its
capability at modeling decreasing but non-monotone hazard functions. The Log-rank and ∆RMST tests
are both affected by the survival curves’ moderate crossing and have lower power, with less impact on
the ∆RMST test. The GGM has the lowest power, 0.71, attesting to its relative disadvantage in detecting
group differences in the diminishing effect pattern.
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Figure 3. Power under three case studies with distinct NPH patterns and type I error under the null
hypothesis, calculated from 10,000 replications.
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As mentioned in Section “Parametric Tests of Treatment Effects”, the GGM and the GFM are both
flexible parametric models with the capability to accommodate different shapes of hazard functions,
making them a good alternative to the Cox model in NPH scenarios. Table 5 shows the regression
coefficients, acceleration factors (AF), and hazard ratios (HR) derived from the Cox model, the GGM,
and the GFM across the three oncology trials. Both the GGM and the GFM have AFT interpretations;
consider the FIRST trial as an example. The hazard ratio is exp(−0.307) = 0.736 based on the Cox
model, suggesting the relative risk of death for patients in the treatment group compared to the control
group is 0.736. Based on the AFT models, the acceleration factor for the treatment group vs control group
is exp(−0.292) = 0.747, suggesting the median survival time for patients in the treatment group is about
x times that of patients in the control group. We observed that for all three trials, the GGM and GFM
models are in close agreement in terms of the estimated acceleration factor, and all the models (AFT or
Cox) suggest the treatment improves the survival experience of patients.

Table 5. Summary table of regression coefficients, acceleration factors (AF), and hazard ratios (HR) from the
Cox, the GGM, and the GFM across three clinical trials. AF is exp(−β) and HR is exp(β) because of the
different reference groups.

Trial FIRST (Early Crossing) INO-VATE (Delayed Effect) GOG-0218 (Diminishing Effect)

β AF HR β AF HR β AF HR

Cox -0.307 0.736 -0.283 0.754 -0.456 0.634
GGM 0.292 0.747 0.260 0.711 0.293 0.746
GFM 0.292 0.747 0.257 0.773 0.397 0.672

To provide a good overall description of the capabilities of these methods in estimating the true
treatment effect, we also evaluated the time-dependent biases in the estimates produced by the parametric
and semi-parametric approaches that provide interpretable treatment effect estimates. As introduced in
Section “Time-Dependent Bias”, time-dependent bias is computed from the Cox model, the GGM, or the
GFM. The median biases in RMST difference and in survival probability difference over time in each
case study are presented in Figure 4, and Figure 5 shows the biases in the median survival time of two
arms.

The RMST difference provides the average effect over a time period, while the survival probability
difference focuses on the instantaneous effect at a specific point in time. The RMST difference can be
seen as the integral of the survival probability difference. In Figure 4, we see the estimates of the Cox
model are very similar to those of the GGM model in all three cases, with differences only becoming
apparent at the longest cutoff times. The median bias of the GFM is relatively small in the short term in
each case, but in the longer term, it tends to produce a larger bias, indicating that the GFM does not fit
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Figure 4. Median bias of RMST difference and survival probability difference (RMST, Sprob for short) for each
model (Cox, GGM, and GFM) over time in each case study. Median bias is determined by the 10,000
replications of time-dependent bias at each time point, which is defined as E

[
θ̂(t)− θ(t)

]
. Thirty equally

spaced time points were selected between the start and end of the follow-up for each line plot. The black
dotted lines in the median bias plots indicate a bias of 0.

the tail of the curve very well. In light of this pattern and the power results in Figure 3, the GFM seems
better suited to cases without a delayed effect.

In oncology research, the median survival time may be used to evaluate the efficacy of a new treatment
by comparing it to a standard treatment or placebo. A longer median survival time indicates that the new
treatment is more effective in prolonging survival. In Figure 5, we see that the GFM’s lesser bias in the
early and mid-term and overall flexibility allow it to perform extremely well in both arms under each
scenario, especially in GOG-0218, where it has a minimal bias with little variance. The performances
of the GGM and the Cox model are somewhat worse, especially in GOG-0218. When the time until a
particular event occurs is of primary interest, the GFM seems to be a good tool for estimating the median
survival time accurately.

Before moving on, we emphasize that these three case studies do not comprehensively represent all
possible types of NPH, so while we hope that keeping these findings in mind can be of use, it remains
important to exercise caution and consider the underlying research questions when arriving at a final
conclusion.
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Figure 5. Bias of the median survival time in the control group and treatment group in each case study for the
simple Cox model, GGM, and GFM. The red dotted lines indicate a bias of 0.

Results for the Simulated Cancel-Out Effects

In this section, we assess the performance of different analysis approaches by constructing three cancel-
out effect scenarios. As expected, the crossing hazards in our simulations caused the net or global effects
to be small, rendering a verdict of no treatment effect that does not truly represent the data. Figure
6 shows that the power of the MaxCombo test quickly approaches 1 as the differences in survival
probability before and after the crossing increase, while the power of the Log-rank and ∆RMST tests
are consistently close to the nominal level (∼.05) one would expect under the null. Such results indicate
that all of these methods need to be used with caution. When treatment effects in opposite directions
can completely cancel each other out, the global Log-rank and ∆RMST tests are less likely to detect
any difference between groups, followed by the two parametric models. This is not supprising as the
net effect of treatment on survival in these crossing hazard scenarios are 0 and all these methods except
max-Combo provide tests for the overall treatment effect. In comparison, the MaxCombo test amplifies
piecewise differences and gives extremely high power as long as a local difference exists somewhere.

Table 6 summarizes all the methods and scenarios we evaluated in this paper.
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Figure 6. The power of different methods under the crossing hazards scenarios (scenarios 1-3 represent
increasing crossing effect).

Table 6. Summary table for five methods evaluated in this paper. Column ”Model” refers to the parametric or
nonparametric method. The check mark indicates this method can be a reasonable choice under the
corresponding scenario while the question mark reminds us that we should be cautious when using.

Method Model Early
Crossing

Delayed Effect Diminishing
Effect

Crossing Survival Curves with
No Global Treatment Effect

Log-rank Nonparametric ✓ ✓ ✓
MaxCombo Nonparametric ✓ ✓ ✓ ?
∆RMST ✓ ✓ ✓

Generalized Gamma Parametric (AFT) ✓ ✓
Generalized F Parametric (AFT) ✓

Discussion

Compared to the non-parametric and semi-parametric tests we considered, the GGM and GFM methods
are not reliant upon the PH assumption, and a complete description of the hazard function can be
obtained.17 In our simulations, the parametric models perform comparably to the others in general and
perform better under some specific scenarios in terms of power, type I error, and bias. Both methods
provide good control of type I error rates, and each has an effect pattern it excels at fitting. The GGM
performs well in delayed effect scenarios, with power comparable to or greater than that provided by
other methods and with a relatively smaller bias than the GFM. In contrast, the GFM is more suitable
when the focus is on diminishing effects since its available hazard functions excel in fitting hazards that
are overall decreasing but not monotone; with these effects, the fluctuations in the GFM’s bias are more
balanced around 0 in the early and middle stages.

During our literature review of non-proportional hazard patterns in oncology trials, it became obvious
that the MaxCombo test was the most often recommended analytical tool for its relative robustness across
patterns in the absence of any prior knowledge regarding the shape of the pattern.42 If we focus solely on
type I error and magnitude of power, the MaxCombo test indeed provides the best performance: In our
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simulations, the MaxCombo test was able to maintain type I error around the target level and was also the
most powerful across all the investigated NPH scenarios (likely a consequence of its adaptive selection
of the weights). However, a major conclusion from our simulations is that one must be very careful when
using the MaxCombo test, as it can result in inflated power and unreliable conclusions. In particular, when
confronted with crossing survival curves, the MaxCombo test will always detect a significant difference
even if at the end of the study there is no detectable difference between the two investigated treatments;
with this pattern, the MaxCombo test over-emphasizes any detectable differences between the groups
that may occur at any time over the course of the study. This highlights the importance of pre-specifying
the primary objective for the study and the specific hypothesis we want to test. Our artificial “cancel-out
effect” scenarios show that it is important to specify a priori whether we want to be sensitive to any
differences over time or focus on early effects (e.g., for some surgical interventions), late effects (e.g.,
for anti-viral therapy), middle effects (e.g., the high-dose dexamethasone for multiple myeloma43 and
chemotherapy for advanced non–small-cell lung cancer44) or the global effect. In any case, when using
the MaxCombo test, the set of weights has to be pre-specified during the design stage, based on prior
knowledge and clinical relevance.

The Log-rank test is underpowered when the proportionality assumption is severely violated and the
main objective is to detect local differences between the treatments. In the presence of crossing survival
curves, both the Log-rank test and the ∆RMST test will be affected by the change in the effect’s direction
and lose power to detect even a major group difference when those differences occur partway through
follow-up but have partially or fully canceled out by the end of the study. Our most extreme demonstration
of this was in our “cancel-out” scenarios, where the power of these tests dropped to the level of type I
error, but the issue was also evident in the FIRST trial (early crossing) and in GOG-0218 (late crossing).
Thus, these tests are best used when a study’s focus is on global effects. In INO-VATE, where the survival
curves did not cross and the hazards had a milder violation of proportionality, the performance of the Log-
rank and ∆RMST tests came very close to the performance of the MaxCombo test. This conjecture is
consistent with the simulation results of Lin et al.36 on the performance of the MaxCombo test under
various scenarios.

To summarize, when the survival curves cross, we should be cautious of using the MaxCombo test.
The MaxCombo test is overly sensitive to local effects and can produce false positive results when the
objective is really to detect an overall difference. The GGM and the GFM can be good alternatives to
non- and semi-parametric methods under both PH and certain NPH scenarios.

One potential limitation of this study is whether our findings generalize beyond the specific NPH types
investigated in this analysis (delayed effects and crossing survival curves). To ascertain the robustness
and applicability of the proposed methods, it would be necessary to conduct additional simulation studies
incorporating a broader range of NPH patterns, as well as to apply the developed techniques to a wider
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range of real-world immuno-oncology randomized trial datasets. Additionally, we note that no single
summary statistic fully captures treatment effects in non-proportional hazards, with the MaxCombo
test offering limited interpretability. Further investigation of how best to capture treatment effects and
interpret the results of studies exhibiting NPH is beyond the scope of the present paper and the direction
of our ongoing research.
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(a) Kaplan–Meier curves for progression-free survival:
Study FIRST (Revlimid).
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(b) Kaplan–Meier curves for overall survival: Study INO-
VATE (Inotuzumab).
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(c) Kaplan–Meier curves for progression-free survival:
Study GOG-0218 (Bevacizumab).

Figure S1. Kaplan–Meier curves of three published oncology studies.
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