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Abstract

Clinical trials or studies oftentimes require long-term and/or costly follow-up of
participants to evaluate a novel treatment/drug/vaccine. There has been increasing
interest in the past few decades in using short-term surrogate outcomes as a replace-
ment of the primary outcome i.e., in using the surrogate outcome, which can potentially
be observed sooner, to make inference about the treatment effect on the long-term pri-
mary outcome. Very few of the available statistical methods to evaluate a surrogate
are applicable to settings where both the surrogate and the primary outcome are time-
to-event outcomes subject to censoring. Methods that can handle this setting tend
to require parametric assumptions or be limited to assessing only the restricted mean
survival time. In this paper, we propose a non-parametric approach to evaluate a cen-
sored surrogate outcome, such as time to progression, when the primary outcome is
also a censored time-to-event outcome, such as time to death, and the treatment effect
of interest is the difference in overall survival. Specifically, we define the proportion
of the treatment effect on the primary outcome that is explained (PTE) by the cen-
sored surrogate outcome in this context, and estimate this proportion by defining and
deriving an optimal transformation of the surrogate information. Our approach pro-
vides the added advantage of relaxed assumptions to guarantee that the true PTE is
within (0,1), along with being model-free. Finite sample performance of our estimators
are illustrated via extensive simulation studies and a real data application examining
progression-free survival as a surrogate for overall survival for patients with metastatic
colorectal cancer.

Keywords: surrogate markers; non-parametric estimation; proportion of treatment
effect explained; progression-free survival; overall survival
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1 Introduction

Randomized clinical trials (RCTs) are often considered the gold standard in evaluating the

effectiveness of a new treatment or drug compared to the standard care or placebo. In studies

of chronic diseases, the primary outcome is typically the time to the occurrence of a clinical

event and usually requires long-term follow-up. Such follow-up, while necessary, increases

study costs, duration, and patient burden. Thus, unsurprisingly, there has been increasing

interest in the past few decades in using short-term surrogate outcomes as a replacement

of the primary outcome. That is, in using the surrogate outcome, which can potentially

be observed sooner, to make inference about the treatment effect on the long-term primary

outcome. To be sure, for better or for worse, short-term surrogate outcomes are currently

used in some clinical trials, with approval by the Food & Drug Administration (FDA) in the

US (FDA, 2022). For example, in diabetes studies, reaching elevated levels of hemoglobin

A1c or fasting plasma glucose have been used as surrogates when the primary outcome is

time to a diabetes diagnosis (Food et al., 2008). In addition, a diagnosis of pre-diabetes is

considered a potential surrogate for diabetes (Alberti et al., 2006; Lorenzo et al., 2003). In

cardiovascular research, non-fatal cardiovascular outcomes, such as a myocardial infarction,

stroke, or congestive heart failure, have also been considered as surrogates for overall death

(Group et al., 2000; Ridker et al., 2005).

Certainly, there is immense risk in using a surrogate outcome to make a decision about

the effectiveness of a treatment. One could mistakenly conclude there is a treatment effect

on the primary outcome based on surrogate outcome information only, when in fact there

is no treatment effect on the primary outcome; or one could conclude there is no treatment

effect when there truly is. The most dangerous situation is if one concludes there is a positive

treatment effect on the primary outcome, when in fact, there is a negative, perhaps deadly,

effect on the primary outcome. Such errors have huge potential implications in terms of

lives and costs, and highlight the importance of rigorous statistical methods to evaluate a

surrogate outcome.

Fortunately, many useful measures/methods have been proposed to evaluate the sur-
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rogacy of a marker or outcome being considered as a potential surrogate. These include

estimation of indirect and direct effects (Robins and Greenland, 1992), average causal ne-

cessity, average causal sufficiency and the causal effect predictiveness in a principal stratifi-

cation framework (Frangakis and Rubin, 2002; Gilbert and Hudgens, 2008), the proportion

of treatment effect explained by the surrogate marker (Freedman et al., 1992; Wang and

Taylor, 2002; Parast et al., 2016, 2017; Wang et al., 2020, 2021, 2023), and the relative and

adjusted association to evaluate surrogacy in a setting where multiple clinical trials are avail-

able (Buyse and Molenberghs, 1998). However, these methods can generally not handle the

case when the surrogate is an intermediate outcome, instead of an intermediately measured

biomarker. In such a case, both the surrogate outcome and the primary outcome are subject

to censoring. If we wish to make inference about the treatment effect at any particular

intermediate point before the end of the trial, both the surrogate and primary outcome are

somewhat “missing” among individuals who have not yet experienced them.

Certainly, some methods have been proposed to address this unique setting such as the

survival methods of Ghosh (2008, 2009) and Lin et al. (1997), though they rely on complex

joint modeling or other restrictive model assumptions. More recently, Parast et al. (2020)

defined the proportion of treatment effect on the primary outcome that is explained by a

censored surrogate outcome and estimated it semi-parametrically and non-parametrically.

However, their assessment of surrogacy was limited to considering the restricted mean sur-

vival time (RMST) to quantify the treatment effect only, rather than the quantity that is

typically of interest in clinical trials, the difference in overall survival, which limits the prac-

tical utility of their proposed approach. In addition, the metric proposed in Parast et al.

(2020) is not invariant to transformations of the surrogate and can change dramatically un-

der certain transformations of the surrogate; in such a case, it would be ideal to instead

consider how one may identify a transformation of the surrogate that is optimal in some

sense.

In this paper, we propose a non-parametric approach to evaluate a censored surrogate

outcome, such as time to progression, when the primary outcome is also a censored time-to-
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event outcome, such as time to death, and the treatment effect of interest is the difference

in overall survival. We define the proportion of the treatment effect on the primary outcome

that is explained (PTE) by the censored surrogate outcome in this context, and estimate this

proportion by defining and deriving an optimal transformation of the surrogate information.

This framework can also be adapted to obtain the difference in RMST.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe our setting

and notation, define and derive an optimal transformation of the surrogate outcome infor-

mation, and propose a PTE definition based on the transformation. In Section 3, we conduct

simulation studies to evaluate the finite sample performance of the proposed method. We

then use our method to evaluate progression-free survival as a surrogate outcome for over-

all survival in an RCT among patients with metastatic colorectal cancer which compared

chemotherapy plus Panitumumab vs. chemotherapy alone in Section 4. We provide con-

cluding remarks in Section 5 and include proofs of asymptotic results in the Appendix.

2 Methods

2.1 Setting and Notation

Let T be the time to the primary outcome, death for example, Yt = I(T > t) be the primary

outcome defined at a fixed time t, and S be the time to an intermediate outcome such as

time to myocardial infarction in a cardiovascular study or progression in a cancer study. The

survival time T is subject to censoring by the censoring time C. The intermediate outcome

time S is also subject to censoring by C but also subject to informative censoring by T . Under

the standard causal inference framework, let T (a), C(a), S(a) denote the potential survival

time, potential censoring time, and potential intermediate outcome time under treatment

A = a, a = 0, 1. Note that the two sets of outcomes (T (1), C(1), S(1)) and (T (0), C(0), S(0))

can not be observed simultaneously for one subject. We assume that we are in a single

trial setting, that treatment is randomized, and without loss of generality, that treatment

assignment is such that P (A = 1) = P (A = 0) = 1/2. First, we focus on the treatment
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effect on the primary outcome quantified as the difference in survival at time t:

∆(t) = E(Y
(1)
t )− E(Y

(0)
t ) = µ1(t)− µ0(t), where Y

(a)
t = I(T (a) > t), µa(t) = E(Y

(a)
t ). (1)

Our aim is to identify whether the surrogate can capture the treatment effect on the primary

outcome. If there is no treatment effect on the outcome i.e., ∆(t) = 0, we argue that it would

not be feasible or of interest to identify such a surrogate because the concept will then be

ill-defined. Thus, we assume ∆(t) > 0; note that the methods that follow are similarly

applicable if ∆(t) < 0, considering treatment as control and vice versa.

2.2 Surrogate Information and Proportion Explained

We aim to evaluate to what degree the surrogate information collected up to some time

t0 ≤ t can be used to make inference about the treatment effect on the primary outcome

defined at t. Our approach will have four key features that, together, make this a unique

contribution to the field; specifically, our approach will (1) be applicable to a setting where

both the surrogate and primary outcome are time-to-event outcomes subject to censoring,

(2) besides difference in overall survival, the framework can also be adapted to the difference

in RMST as the treatment effect quantities of interest, and (3) be model-free in terms of

definition and estimation.

To think about how we can utilize the surrogate information at t0, it is helpful to consider

two possible scenarios: (i) T ≤ t0 and (ii) T > t0. Here, we are ignoring censoring in order

to define the quantities of interest, but return to censoring when we do estimation in Section

2.3. In scenario (i), we already know the true primary outcome Yt = I(T > t) = 0; thus,

we can simply focus on the true primary outcome in terms of the treatment effect regardless

of the surrogate S. Under scenario (ii), there are two potential sub-cases: (iia) S ≤ t0,

where the S is observed to occur before t0, and (iib)S > t0, where S does not occur before

t0 and thus, the value of S is unknown at t0. In summary, there are three situations: (i)

T ≤ t0, (iia) T > t0 ≥ S and (iib) (T > t0, S > t0). Motivated by this breakdown, we define
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the surrogate information at t0, Qt0 , as a combination of {I(T ≤ t0)0, I(T > t0)I(S ≤

t0)S, I(T > t0)I(S > t0)}. Next, we define a transformation, g(·), of Qt0 as

g(Qt0) = I(T > t0){I(S ≤ t0)g1(S) + I(S > t0)g2}.

With some abuse of notation, we sometimes drop t and t0 in Yt and Qt0 for clarity in notation

below.

Our goal is to find the optimal transformation function of the surrogate information

at t0, g(S) = (g1(S), g2), such that the treatment effect on this optimal transformation

maximally explains the treatment effect on the primary outcome. This parallels the optimal

transformation idea of Wang et al. (2020) but is further complicated by both censoring of

the outcomes and the the fact that Qt0 is a collection of information rather than a single

surrogate marker measurement. We derive the transformation function by minimizing

L(g) = E{Y (1) − g(Q(1))}2 s.t. E{Y (0) − g(Q(0))} = 0 (2)

In Appendix A, we show that the solution to (2) has the following forms:

g1,opt(s) =
λf0(s, t0, t0) + f1(s, t, t0)

f1(s, t0, t0)
, (3)

g2,opt =
λP (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0) + P (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)

P (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)
, (4)

where

λ =

{∫
f 2
0 (s, t0, t0)

f1(s, t0, t0)
ds+

P 2(T (0) > t0, S
(0) > t0)

P (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)

}−1

×
{
µ0(t)−

∫
f0(s, t0, t0)f1(s, t, t0)

f1(s, t0, t0)
ds− P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0)P (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)

P (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)

}
,

fa(s, t, t0) = P (T (a) > t, S(a) ≤ t0)fa(s|T > t, S ≤ t0) and fa(s|T > t, S ≤ t0) is the density
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of S at s given (T > t, S ≤ t0, A = a). Thus, the transformation function we aim to find is

gopt(Qt0) = I(T > t0){I(S ≤ t0)g1,opt(S) + I(S > t0)g2,opt}.

We define the PTE of this optimal transformation of the surrogate information as

PTE = ∆gopt(Qt0 )
/∆(t),

where ∆gopt(Qt0 )
= E{gopt(Q

(1)
t0 )− gopt(Q

(0)
t0 )} is the treatment effect on gopt(Qt0) and ∆(t) is

the treatment effect on the primary outcome Yt defined in (1).

2.3 Estimation and Inference

The observed data for analysis consist of n sets of independent and identically distributed

random vectors D = {Di = (Xi, δi, Ai, I(Xi > t0)I(Si ≤ t0), I(Xi > t0)I(Si ≤ t0)Si, I(Xi >

t0)I(Si > t0)), i = 1, ..., n}, where Ti = T
(1)
i Ai + T

(0)
i (1 − Ai), Ci = C

(1)
i Ai + C

(0)
i (1 − Ai),

Xi = min(Ti, Ci), Si = S
(1)
i Ai + S

(0)
i (1 − Ai), and C

(a)
i is assumed to be independent of

(T
(a)
i , S

(a)
i ) with P (C

(a)
i > t) > 0 for a = 0, 1. We propose to estimate the unknown

quantities nonparametrically as:

µ̂a(t) =

∑n
i=1 ω̂t,iI(Ai = a)I(Xi > t)∑n

i=1 ω̂t,iI(Ai = a)
,

f̂a(s, t, t0) =

∑n
i=1 I(Ai = a)Kh(Si − s)I(Xi > t, Si ≤ t0)ω̂t,i∑n

i=1 I(Ai = a)ω̂t,i

,

P̂ (T (a) > t, S(a) > t0) =

∑n
i=1 I(Ai = a)I(Xi > t, Si > t0)ω̂t,i∑n

i=1 I(Ai = a)ω̂t,i

,

where ω̂t,i = {I(Xi ≤ t)δi + I(Xi > t)}/ĜAi
(Xi ∧ t) is the weight accounting for censoring,

Ĝa(·) is the Kaplan-Meier estimator of Ga(·) = P (C > t | A = a), and Kh(·) = K(·/h)/h,

K(·) is a symmetric kernel function with bandwidth h. Correspondingly, we get the estima-
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tors

ĝ1(s) =
λ̂f̂0(s, t0, t0) + f̂1(s, t, t0)

f̂1(s, t0, t0)
,

ĝ2 =
λ̂P̂ (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0) + P̂ (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)

P̂ (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)
,

where λ̂ =

{∫
f̂ 2
0 (s, t0, t0)

f̂1(s, t0, t0)
ds+

P̂ 2(T (0) > t0, S
(0) > t0)

P̂ (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)

}−1

×
{
µ̂0(t)−

∫
f̂0(s, t0, t0)f̂1(s, t, t0)

f̂1(s, t0, t0)
ds− P̂ (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0)P̂ (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)

P̂ (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)

}
.

The estimator of gopt(Qt0,i) is

ĝi := I(Xi > t0){I(Si ≤ t0)ĝ1(Si) + I(Si > t0)ĝ2},

and thus, our estimate of the PTE is

P̂TE = ∆̂ĝ/∆̂(t),

where

∆̂(t) = µ̂1(t)− µ̂0(t), ∆̂ĝ = µ̂ĝ,1 − µ̂ĝ,0,

µ̂a(t) =

∑n
i=1 ω̂t,iI(Ai = a)I(Xi > t)∑n

i=1 ω̂t,iI(Ai = a)
, µ̂ĝ,a =

∑n
i=1 ω̂t0,iI(Ai = a)ĝi∑n
i=1 ω̂t0,iI(Ai = a)

.

In Appendix B of the Supplementary Materials, we show that under the conditions (C1)-

(C4) in Appendix B, PTE is between 0 and 1. Using similar strategies to that of Wang et al.

(2020), it can be shown that P̂TE is a consistent estimator of PTE, and when h = O(n−ν)

with ν ∈ (1/4, 1/2), n
1
2 (P̂TE − PTE) is asymptotically normal with a complicated form of

the asymptotic variance. In practice, we estimate the asymptotic variances via resampling

similar to those employed in Parast et al. (2016). In simulation studies following, we chose

K(·) as a Gaussian kernel with bandwidth h = hoptn
−c0 , c0 = 0.06, where hopt is found in

Scott (1992).
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2.4 Surrogate Value

Notably, our definition of Qt0 involves primary outcome information. We argue that this is

absolutely reasonable because, after all, the primary outcome is the primary outcome and

if it actually occurs before t0 then we, of course, already know that T ≤ t. However, it

is reasonable to ask whether the PTE is actually impacted by the surrogate itself, or the

primary outcome. That is, what is the value of the surrogate information alone in terms of

the PTE? To answer this question, we compare the above proposed method to a method

that does not use the information from the surrogate S at t0. That is, to a method that

only uses the information from the primary outcome, T , alone at t0. For the purpose of

this definition, with a slight abuse of notation, here we define Q∗
t0
at t0 as a combination of

{I(T ≤ t0)0, I(T > t0)I(T ≤ t0)T, I(T > t0)I(T > t0)}, and a transformation of Q∗
t0

as

g(Q∗
t0
) = I(T > t0){I(T ≤ t0)g

∗
1(T ) + I(T > t0)g

∗
2} = (T > t0)g

∗
2. Notice that there is no

S in the preceding sentence. Similar to the derivation of (2), the optimal transformation of

the surrogate information at t0 is

g∗2,opt =
λP (T (0) > t0) + P (T (1) > t)

P (T (1) > t0)
,

where λ =

{
P 2(T (0) > t0)

P (T (1) > t0)

}−1{
µ0(t)−

P (T (0) > t0)P (T (1) > t)

P (T (1) > t0)

}
.

Thus, the optimal transformation function and the corresponding PTE, denoted as PTEInd,

are

gopt(Q
∗
t0
) = I(T > t0)g

∗
2,opt,

PTEInd = ∆gopt(Q∗
t0
)/∆(t).

They can be estimated similarly to Section 2.3. The difference PTE−PTEInd indicates the

added value of the surrogate itself.
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3 Simulation Study

Simulation studies were conducted to evaluate the finite sample performance of the proposed

method and compare with existing method of Parast et al. (2020). But since the outcome of

interest in Parast et al. (2020) is RMST, we further define a PTErmst based on the proposed

optimal transformation as follows so that PTErmst is comparable to the PTE of Parast et al.

(2020).

The restricted survival time by time τ is min{T, τ} =
∫ τ

0
I(T > t)dt and the correspond-

ing quantity with the optimal transformation is Gτ (t0) =
∫ t0
0

I(T > t)dt +
∫ τ

t0
gopt(Qt0 , t)dt,

where the transformation is actually a function of (S, t0, t), or a function of (Qt0 , t), gopt(Qt0 , t) =

I(T > t0){I(S ≤ t0)g1,opt(S, t) + I(S > t0)g2,opt(t)}. The treatment effect on the restricted

survival time is

∆rst
τ = E

[∫ τ

0

I(T (1) > t)dt−
∫ τ

0

I(T (0) > t)dt

]
=

∫ τ

0

∆(t)dt,

and treatment effect on Gτ (t0) is

∆Gτ (t0) = E

[∫ t0

0

I(T (1) > t)dt−
∫ τ

t0

I(T (0) > t)dt

]
+ E

[∫ τ

t0

gopt(Q
(1)
t0 , t)dt−

∫ τ

t0

gopt(Q
(0)
t0 , t)dt

]
=

∫ t0

0

∆(t)dt+

∫ τ

t0

∆gopt(Qt0 ,t)
dt.

The proportion of the treatment effect, as quantified by the difference in RMST, that is

explained by the surrogate information can be defined correspondingly as

PTErsmt(t0, t) = ∆Gt(t0)/∆
rst
t .

Similarly we can define PTErsmt
Ind (t0, t) using the transformation function in Section 2.4 and

evaluate the added value of the surrogate S at t0 based on PTErsmt(t0, t) − PTErsmt
Ind (t0, t).

These quantities can be estimated similarly to Section 2.3.

For all settings, the sample size was n = 2000, with 1000 for each treatment group,
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variances were estimated using the perturbation resampling method (Parast et al., 2016)

based on 500 replications and all results were summarized based on 500 simulated datasets.

In addition, for all settings, we let t = 5, and generated censoring as C(a) ∼ exponential(0.12)

in both groups. Note that information on S(a) is available only for those with X(a) > S(a).

We examined results when t0 was 1, 2, or 3, with the expectation that when t0 is closer to

t, the PTE will be closer to 1.

In the first setting, setting (1), we generated S(1), S(0), T (1), T (0) as:

S(1) ∼ Weibull(shape = 1, scale = 6),

S(0) ∼ Weibull(shape = 1, scale = 4),

T (0) = − log(1− U (1)) 5S(1),where U (1) ∼ Uniform(0, 1),

T (1) = − log(1− U (0)) 3S(0),where U (0) ∼ Uniform(0, 1).

The overall censoring rate was approximately 58%, 66% for group 1 (A = 1) and 49% for

group 0 (A=0), respectively. In the second setting, setting (2), we generated S(1), S(0), T (1), T (0)

as:

S(1) ∼ Exp(0.6),

S(0) ∼ Exp(2),

T (0) = S(1) + E(1) + exp (N (1)),where E(1) ∼ Exp(1/8), N (1) ∼ N(0, 0.12),

T (1) = S(0) + E(0) + exp (N (0)),where E(0) ∼ Exp(1/4), N (0) ∼ N(0, 0.12).

The censoring rate was approximately 53%, 63% for group 1 (A = 1) and 43% for group 0

(A=0), respectively. These two settings were chosen so that the added value of the surrogate

to the PTE was relatively minor in setting (1) but relative large in setting (2), following
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Parast et al. (2020). In the third setting, setting (3), we generated S(1), S(0), T (1), T (0) as:

S(1) ∼ Exp(0.6),

S(0) ∼ Exp(2),

T (0) = S(1) − logS(1) + E(1) + exp (N (1)),where E(1) ∼ Exp(1/4), N (1) ∼ N(0, 0.12),

T (1) = S(0) − logS(0) + E(0) + exp (N (0)),where E(0) ∼ Exp(1/2), N (0) ∼ N(0, 0.12).

The censoring rate was approximately 47%, 51% for group 1 (A = 1) and 42% for group 0

(A=0), respectively. In this setting, the outcome and the surrogate are not monotonically

related, an assumption required by Parast et al. (2020). The purpose of this setting was to

assess how our proposed approach handled a violation of this assumption.

Simulation results are summarized in Table 1, 2 and 3. The proposed estimates (for either

PTE or g2) has negligible bias and the average of standard error estimates (ASE) is close to

the corresponding empirical standard error (ESE). The empirical coverage probability (CP)

is close to the nominal level 95%. Generally, as t0 increases, the PTE estimate increases,

indicating a higher surrogacy of later year surrogate information for 5-year survival, as

expected. Tables 1, 2 and 3 also show the estimate of PTEInd described in Section 2.4.

Results show that the estimates of PTE are generally higher than the corresponding PTEInd

estimates, reflecting the added value of the actual surrogate S at t0. The added value of the

surrogate in setting (1) is small while those in settings (2) and (3) are relatively large.

From Tables 1, 2 and 3 we can also see that the PTErmst estimates are generally close to

the PTE estimates of Parast et al. (2020), denoted as PTER. However, in setting (3), both

estimates are negative when t0 = 1 and 2, so are hard to explain. This may be because the

assumptions for the validity of these estimators are not satisfied.

4 Application to the Panitumumab Randomized Trial

We used our proposed approach to evaluate progression-free survival as a surrogate out-

come for overall survival in an RCT among patients with metastatic colorectal cancer which
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compared chemotherapy plus Panitumumab vs. chemotherapy alone. Specifically, the Pan-

itumumab Randomized Trial in Combination with Chemotherapy for Metastatic Colorec-

tal Cancer to Determine Efficacy (PRIME) compared the efficacy and safety of panitu-

mumab–FOLFOX4 with those of FOLFOX4 alone in the first-line treatment of patients.

The study began on August 1, 2006 with follow up to August 1, 2009, where 54% of the

patients had died. In our illustration, we specifically focus on the 424 participants who

were identified at baseline as having tumors with non-mutated RAS (no KRAS or NRAS

mutations in exons 2, 3, or 4). Among these participants, it has been shown that panitu-

mumab–FOLFOX4, as compared with FOLFOX4 alone, was associated with a significant

improvement in progression-free survival and a significant improvement in overall survival

(Douillard et al., 2013), as seen from the Kaplan-Meier curves in Figure 1. Our goal was to

investigate to what extent the surrogate information at t0 = 6, 10, 14, ..., 34 months captures

the treatment effect on overall survival at t = 36 months, using the proposed method.

The proposed estimates of the proportion of treatment effect explained by the surrogate

are shown in Table 4. Results show that for t0 greater than 14 months, the surrogate

information is capturing more than 50% of the overall treatment effect. Prior work has

suggested considering a surrogate marker or outcome a “good” surrogate if the lower bound

of the 95% confidence interval is above some threshold such as 0.50, rather than simply

the point estimate (Lin et al., 1997). Thus, we also show this lower bound at each t0. At

t0 = 26 months, for example, the estimated PTE is 0.98 and the lower bound is 0.62. Table

4 includes estimates of PTEInd which, compared to the proposed PTE estimates, tend to

be quite a bit lower implying additional value of the surrogate outcome information i.e.,

progression. Estimates of PTErmst, PTErmst
Ind , and the estimate of Parast et al. (2020), PTER

show that PTErmst estimates were generally higher than the proposed PTE estimates, which

were generally higher than PTER estimates; results show some negative values for early time

points, likely due to a brief period of time where the treated survival curve was below the

control group survival curve, shown in Figure 1. In general, all the estimators show a similar

surrogacy trend as t0 increases to t with evidence that for some time points, progression-free
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survival captures a substantial amount of the treatment effect on overall survival.

5 Discussion

In this paper, we proposed a novel statistical method to evaluate a censored surrogate out-

come when the primary outcome is also a censored time-to-event outcome by defining and

deriving an optimal transformation of the surrogate information at an earlier time point, t0,

and the proportion of the treatment effect explained by this optimal transformation. The

three key features of our approach i.e., that it is applicable to a setting where both the sur-

rogate and primary outcome are time-to-event outcomes subject to censoring, that the PTE

of interest is the difference in overall survival and the optimal transformation can also be

used to derive the difference in RMST as the treatment effect, and are model-free in terms

of definition and estimation, highlight the utility of this method in practice. Our numerical

studies demonstrated good performance of the proposed method, and our application to the

PRIME trial showed the surrogate value of progression-free survival as a surrogate outcome

for overall survival.

There exist further extensions of this approach that could be considered for future

methodological development. For example, in our application in the PRIME trial, the sur-

rogate could be alternatively considered as longitudinal surrogate information and one may

consider evaluating it as such, instead of at a single point in time, t0. In addition, we defined

the surrogate information Qt0 a combination of {I(T ≤ t0)0, I(T > t0)I(S ≤ t0)S, I(T >

t0)I(S > t0)} and thus, the observation of S was only utilized when T > t0 and S ≤ t0.

Instead, one may consider using the observation of S even when T ≤ t0, which may possibly

be useful.

For subgroups of patients with different characteristics, i.e., ancestries, the utility of the

surrogate may be different. Thus, surrogate evaluation results using the whole population

may be dominated by the group of individuals with the largest proportion, e.g., European-

origin individuals. To address inequalities in the representation of different population in the

whole population, it will be important for future work to consider subgroup-specific PTE

14



measure, or a covariate-specific measure of PTE.
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t0 PTEtrue Est ESEASE CP PTEInd ESE
1 .350 .363 .062.075 .986 .311 .056
2 .594 .582 .077.086 .958 .511 .073
3 .759 .751 .082.081 .922 .694 .080

t0 PTErmst ESE PTErmst
Ind ESE PTER ESE

1 .586 .057 .544 .060 .586 .070
2 .788 .055 .745 .055 .809 .057
3 .905 .040 .877 .041 .926 .047

t0 g2,true Est ESEASE CP
1 .684 .689 .020.021 .946
2 .806 .809 .025.024 .935
3 .897 .892 .024.025 .954

Table 1: Estimates (Est) of g2, PTE and PTEInd, on overall survival, PTErmst, PTErmst
Ind and

PTER, on restricted survival time, along with their empirical standard errors (ESE) under
settings (1) with n = 2000; for our proposed PTE estimates, we also present the average of
the estimated standard errors (ASE, shown in subscript) along with the empirical coverage
probabilities (CP) of the 95% confidence intervals.
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t0 PTEtrue Est ESEASE CP PTEInd ESE
1 .554 .534 .055.056 .929 .001 .002
2 .608 .589 .050.053 .942 .150 .023
3 .713 .692 .045.051 .958 .407 .047

t0 PTErmst ESE PTErmst
Ind ESE PTER ESE

1 .342 .051 .004 .006 .290 .059
2 .617 .042 .383 .040 .553 .055
3 .811 .030 .716 .037 .819 .036

t0 g2,true Est ESEASE CP
1 .792 .799 .031.030 .926
2 .901 .898 .038.039 .944
3 .977 .969 .045.046 .950

Table 2: Estimates (Est) of g2, PTE and PTEInd, on overall survival, PTErmst, PTErmst
Ind and

PTER, on restricted survival time, along with their empirical standard errors (ESE) under
settings (2) with n = 2000; for our proposed PTE estimates, we also present the average of
the estimated standard errors (ASE, shown in subscript) along with the empirical coverage
probabilities (CP) of the 95% confidence intervals.
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t0 PTEtrue Est ESEASE CP PTEInd ESE
1 .356 .318 .080.094 .976 .000 .000
2 .373 .341 .078.093 .969 .002 .004
3 .490 .436 .079.092 .952 .169 .042

t0 PTErmst ESE PTErmst
Ind ESE PTER ESE

1 -.367 .206 .000 .000 -.174 .103
2 -.067 .134 .010 .021 -.085 .085
3 .429 .103 .481 .072 .434 .096

t0 g2,true Est ESEASE CP
1 .575 .568 .031.031 .951
2 .667 .666 .045.043 .944
3 .778 .775 .052.055 .950

Table 3: Estimates (Est) of g2, PTE and PTEInd, on overall survival, PTErmst, PTErmst
Ind and

PTER, on restricted survival time, along with their empirical standard errors (ESE) under
settings (3) with n = 2000; for our proposed PTE estimates, we also present the average of
the estimated standard errors (ASE, shown in subscript) along with the empirical coverage
probabilities (CP) of the 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 1: Kaplan–Meier Estimates of Overall Survival (OS) and Progression-free Survival
(PFS) with 95% confidence intervals, where Trt denotes Panitumumab+FOLFOX4 and Com
denotes FOLFOX4.

t0 PTE PTEInd PTErmst PTErmst
Ind PTER Low Lowrmst LowR

6 0.20 (0.20) -0.03 (0.12) 0.29 (0.23) -0.08 (0.44) 0.15 (0.45) -0.19 -0.15 -0.74
10 0.30 (0.21) 0.00 (0.24) 0.23 (0.22) 0.01 (0.35) -0.13 (0.57) -0.10 -0.19 -1.25
14 0.56 (0.22) 0.13 (0.18) 0.48 (0.23) 0.26 (0.31) 0.03 (0.54) 0.13 0.04 -1.02
18 0.84 (0.18) 0.55 (0.17) 1.01 (0.13) 0.88 (0.17) 0.67 (0.31) 0.48 0.76 0.06
22 0.77 (0.21) 0.51 (0.25) 0.90 (0.15) 0.77 (0.30) 0.71 (0.25) 0.36 0.60 0.23
26 0.98 (0.18) 0.79 (0.22) 1.19 (0.19) 1.14 (0.76) 0.86 (0.17) 0.62 0.82 0.53
30 0.79 (0.20) 0.59 (0.28) 0.99 (0.20) 0.86 (0.29) 0.76 (0.19) 0.39 0.60 0.39
34 1.02 (0.17) 0.87 (0.26) 1.00 (0.13) 0.97 (0.16) 0.86 (0.12) 0.70 0.74 0.61

Table 4: Estimates of PTE, PTEInd, PTE
rmst, PTErmst

Ind and PTER; the numbers in the
brackets are the estimated standard errors; Low, Lowrmst, and LowR are the lower bounds
of the 95% confidence intervals for PTE, PTErmst, and PTER, respectively.
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Appendix A

In this section, we derive the specific form for the optimal transformation function of the

surrogate information, gopt(·) = (g1,opt(·), g2,opt). We aim to solve the following problem:

min
g

L(g) = E{Y (1) − g(Q(1))}2, given E{Y (0) − g(Q(0))} = 0.

Since

Y − g(Q) = I(T > t)− I(T > t0) {I(S ≤ t0)g1(S) + I(S > t0)g2}

= I(T > t0){I(T > t)− I(S ≤ t0)g1(S)− I(S > t0)g2},

we have

L(g) = E{Y (1) − g(Q(1))}2

= E
[
I(T (1) > t) + I(T (1) > t0)I(S

(1) ≤ t0)g
2
2(S

(1)) + I(T (1) > t0)I(S
(1) > t0)g

2
3

]
− 2E

[
I(T (1) > t){I(S(1) ≤ t0)g1(S

(1)) + I(S(1) > t0)g2}
]

= µ1(t)+ P (T (1) > t0, S
(1) ≤ t0)

∫
g22(s)f1(s|T > t0, S ≤ t0)ds+P (T (1)>t0, S

(1)>t0)g
2
3

−2P (T (1) > t, S(1) ≤ t0)

∫
g1(s)f1(s|T > t, S ≤ t0)ds−2P (T (1)>t, S(1)>t0)g2.

Our optimization problem is thus,

min
g

L(g), given that G(g) = µ0(t),

where we used the functional notation

L(g) = P (T (1) > t0, S
(1) ≤ t0)

∫
g22(s)f1(s|T > t0, S ≤ t0)ds+P (T (1)>t0, S

(1)>t0)g
2
3

−2P (T (1) > t, S(1) ≤ t0)

∫
g1(s)f1(s|T > t, S ≤ t0)ds−2P (T (1)>t, S(1)>t0)g2
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and

G(g) = P (T (0) > t0, S
(0) ≤ t0)

∫
g1(s)f0(s|T > t0, S ≤ t0)ds+ P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0)g2.

Taking the Frechet derivatives of the functionals, we have that for all measurable h such

that
∫
h2(s)f1(s|T > t0, S ≤ t0)ds < ∞,

d

dg1

[
L(g)− 2λG(g)

]
(h)/2 = P (T (1) > t0, S

(1) ≤ t0)

∫
g1,opt(s)h(s)f1(s|T > t0, S ≤ t0)ds

− P (T (1) > t, S(1) ≤ t0)

∫
h(s)f1(s|T > t, S ≤ t0)ds

− λP (T (0) > t0, S
(0) ≤ t0)

∫
h(s)f0(s|T > t0, S ≤ t0)ds = 0.

Setting h = δ(s), this implies that

g1,opt(s) =
λP (T (0) > t0, S

(0) ≤ t0)f0(s|T > t0, S ≤ t0) + P (T (1) > t, S(1) ≤ t0)f1(s|T > t, S ≤ t0)

P (T (1) > t0, S(1) ≤ t0)f1(s|T > t0, S ≤ t0)

=
λf0(s, t0, t0) + f1(s, t, t0)

f1(s, t0, t0)
,

where fa(s, t, t0) = P (T (a) > t, S(a) ≤ t0)fa(s|T > t, S ≤ t0) and fa(s|T > t, S ≤ t0) is the

density of S at s given (T > t, S ≤ t0, A = a). And

d

dg2

[
L(g)−2λG(g)

]
/2 = P (T (1)>t0, S

(1)>t0)g2−P (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)−λP (T (0) > t0, S
(0) > t0) = 0,

which implies that

g2,opt =
λP (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0) + P (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)

P (T (1)>t0, S(1)>t0)
.

23



By the constraint G(g) = µ0(t), we have

λ =

{∫
f 2
0 (s, t0, t0)

f1(s, t0, t0)
ds+

P 2(T (0) > t0, S
(0) > t0)

P (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)

}−1

×
{
µ0(t)−

∫
f0(s, t0, t0)f1(s, t, t0)

f1(s, t0, t0)
ds− P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0)P (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)

P (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)

}
.

Appendix B

In this section, we derive the conditions needed to guarantee the proposed PTE is between

0 and 1. Plugging in the formula of g1,opt(s) and g2,opt, we have

∆gopt(Qt0 )
= E{gopt(Q

(1)
t0 )−gopt(Q

(0)
t0 )}

= E{I(T > t0)I(S ≤ t0)g1,opt(S) + I(T > t0)I(S > t0)g2,opt|A=1} − µ0(t)

=

∫
λf0(s, t0, t0) + f1(s, t, t0)

f1(s, t0, t0)
f1(s, t0, t0)ds

+

∫
λP (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0) + P (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)

P (T (1)>t0, S(1)>t0)
P (T (1)>t0, S

(1)>t0)− µ0(t)

= P (T (1) > t) + λP (T (0) > t0)− µ0(t).

We know that ∆(t) = P (T (1) > t)− P (T (0) > t) = µ1(t)− µ0(t). So

∆(t)−∆gopt(Qt0 )
= −λP (T (0) > t0).

To make ∆(t) −∆gopt(Qt0 )
> 0, we need that λ < 0. We look into λ further, the numerator

of which is positive. The denominator of λ is

µ0(t)−
∫

f0(s, t0, t0)f1(s, t, t0)

f1(s, t0, t0)
ds− P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0)P (T (1) > t, S(1) > t0)

P (T (1) > t0, S(1) > t0)

= P (T (0) > t, S(0) ≤ t0) + P (T (0) > t, S(0) > t0)

−
∫

f0(s, t0, t0)m1(t|s, t0, t0)ds− P (T (0) > t0, S
(0) > t0)M1(t|t0)

=

∫
f0(s, t0, t0){m0(t|s, t0, t0)−m1(t|s, t0, t0)}ds+ P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0){M0(t|t0)−M1(t|t0)},
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where ma(t|s, t0, t0) = E[I(T > t)|S = s, T > t0, S ≤ t0, A = a] and Ma(t|t0) = E[I(T >

t)|T > t0, S > t0, A = a].

From another angle, direct calculations show that

∆gopt(t0)=E{gopt(Q
(1))−gopt(Q

(0))}

= E{I(T > t0)I(S ≤ t0)g1,opt(S) + I(T > t0)I(S > t0)g2,opt|A=1}

− E{I(T > t0)I(S ≤ t0)g1,opt(S) + I(T > t0)I(S > t0)g2,opt|A=0}

=

∫
uf1(u|t0, t0)P (T (1) > t0, S

(1) ≤ t0)du−
∫

uf0(u|t0, t0)P (T (0) > t0, S
(0) ≤ t0)du

+ g2,opt{P (T (1) > t0, S
(1) > t0)− P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0)}

= P (T (1)>t0, S
(1)≤ t0)

[
uu−

∫
F1(u|t0, t0)du

]
− P (T (0)>t0, S

(0)≤ t0)

[
uu−

∫
F0(u|t0, t0)du

]
+ g2,opt{P (T (1) > t0, S

(1) > t0)− P (T (0) > t0, S
(0) > t0)}

= uu{P (T (1) > t0, S
(1) ≤ t0)− P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) ≤ t0)}

+

∫
{P (U (1)>u, T (1)>t0, S

(1) ≤ t0)−P (U (0)>u, T (0)>t0, S
(0) ≤ t0)}du

+ g2,opt{P (T (1) > t0, S
(1) > t0)− P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0)}.

Therefore, a set of conditions for ∆(t) > ∆g(t0) > 0 is

(C1) m1(t|s, t0, t0) > m0(t|s, t0, t0) for all s;

(C2) M1(t|t0) > M0(t|t0);

(C3) P (U (1)>u, T (1)>t0, S
(1) ≤ t0) > P (U (0)>u, T (0)>t0, S

(0) ≤ t0) for all u;

(C4) P (T (1) > t0, S
(1) > t0) > P (T (0) > t0, S

(0) > t0),

where U = g1,opt(S).
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