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Abstract

A common practice in clinical trials is to evaluate a treatment effect on an intermediate endpoint

when the true outcome of interest would be difficult or costly to measure. We consider how to

validate intermediate endpoints in a causally-valid way when the trial outcomes are time-to-event.

Using counterfactual outcomes, those that would be observed if the counterfactual treatment had

been given, the causal association paradigm assesses the relationship of the treatment effect on
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the surrogate S with the treatment effect on the true endpoint T . In particular, we propose illness

death models to accommodate the censored and semi-competing risk structure of survival data. The

proposed causal version of these models involves estimable and counterfactual frailty terms. Via

these multi-state models, we characterize what a valid surrogate would look like using a causal effect

predictiveness plot. We evaluate the estimation properties of a Bayesian method using Markov

Chain Monte Carlo and assess the sensitivity of our model assumptions. Our motivating data source

is a localized prostate cancer clinical trial where the two survival endpoints are time to distant

metastasis and time to death.
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1 Introduction

Time-to-event endpoints are common in oncology trials, though it can often take many years to

accrue enough observed events to complete the study (Kemp et al. 2017). In a randomized clinical

trial, an appropriate surrogate endpoint can serve as a substitute indicator for if a treatment effect

exists on some true outcome of interest. In this work, our data come from a prostate cancer clinical

trial with a binary treatment of adding anti-androgen therapy to an existing regimen (Shipley et al.

2017). The two endpoints of interest are the occurrence of distant metastasis and overall survival.

Here the terminal event is death from any cause and is the primary endpoint for the trial. For these

patients, death from prostate cancer will only occur if the person has had metastases. However,

some men will experience death during follow-up with or without experiencing distant metastases

spreading first. Overall survival is therefore a mixture of two death types, death from prostate cancer

and death from other causes. However, in the data the cause of death may not be known. Mecha-

nistically understanding whether distant metastases is a desirable surrogate for overall survival in

this setting may be beneficial for clinicians and trialists.

Given the substantial risk of potentially using an invalid surrogate endpoint in a large-scale trial,

rigorous standards have been proposed to validate a surrogate (Vanderweele, 2013). The first cri-

teria to determine the validity of candidate surrogate endpoints were suggested by Prentice (1989)

which test whether a treatment affects the true endpoint only through the pathway of the surrogate

endpoint. While the criteria are applicable to different outcomes such as time-to-event endpoints

that we will be focusing on, they involve regression models that rely on conditioning on the ob-

served value of S, leading to a non-causal interpretation. More recent frameworks to determine if

a surrogate marker is appropriate for use in a future trial can be broadly grouped into the causal ef-

fects and causal association paradigms (Joffe and Greene, 2009). The causal association framework

aims to evaluate the relationship of the treatment effect on the surrogate S with the treatment effect

on the true clinical endpoint T . These methods are often built upon counterfactual outcomes T (z),

which are the clinical outcomes of interest, and S(z), the surrogate endpoints, where the notation

Z = z represents treatment under either the observed or counterfactual assignment.
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Methods within the causal association framework have been proposed for trials where the true

outcome T is a time-to-event outcome under different corresponding surrogate endpoint types.

Tanaka et al. (2017) consider a binary surrogate for a survival primary outcome within the meta-

analytic framework, and Gao (2012) considers a time-to-event T and binary S for a single trial

using principal stratification methods (Frangakis and Rubin, 2002). Taylor et al. (2015) propose a

Gaussian copula model with a survival endpoint for T and ordinal endpoint S. The principal strati-

fication estimand proposed by Qin et al. (2008) allows for a continuous S and time-to-event T . This

was expanded upon in Gabriel and Gilbert (2014) and Gabriel, Sachs, and Gilbert (2015) in pursuit

of a causal effect interpretation. Causal solutions for validation become more challenging when the

surrogate is also subject to censoring. Instead, others such as Parast and colleagues (2017) rely on

different measures such as proportion explained for time-to-event outcomes, and likewise Hsu et al.

(2015), Vandenberghe et al. (2018), and Weir et al. (2021) address time-varying surrogates using

mediation approaches that rely on proportion mediated metrics within the causal effects paradigm.

To our knowledge, the setting where both S and T are time-to-event endpoints has not been

fully addressed within the principal stratification framework. Building on the work of Frangakis

and Rubin (2002), we aim to develop a corresponding Causal Effect Predictiveness (CEP) curve

proposed by Gilbert and Hudgens (2008) to validate a surrogate endpoint when both S and T are

time-to-event. The key to obtaining a causal assessment in this paradigm is classifying individuals

based on their set of potential values of the post-treatment variable, which here would be the surro-

gate endpoint. In a simple case where S and T are Gaussian outcomes and Z takes on the value 0 or

1, the analog to surrogate-specific strata and the corresponding CEP curve for validation is based on

the quantity E(T (1)−T (0)|S(1)−S(0) = s). Briefly, the CEP criteria intuitively assert that there

be no average treatment effect on T for the strata of patients defined by no treatment effect on S,

and conversely that there exist an overall treatment effect on T for the strata of patients defined by a

treatment effect on S. A comparable contrast and consideration of principal strata when T (z) and

S(z) are subject to censoring and a semi-competing risk structure will be explored in this paper.

Outside of the surrogacy validation setting, semi-competing risks based on counterfactual haz-
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ards have been explored (Huang, 2021). Within the principal stratification framework, unobserved

outcomes due to truncation by death can be addressed by defining strata based on survivorship

cohorts (Zhang and Rubin, 2003). Comment et al. (2019) define a survivor average causal effect

in the presence of a semi-competing risk where principal causal effects are defined for individu-

als who would survive regardless of the assigned treatment. Xu et al. (2020) propose a causal

estimand for a semi-competing risk structure to address truncation by death P (S(1)<τ |T (0)≥τ,T (1)≥τ)
P (S(0)<τ |T (0)≥τ,T (1)≥τ)

which conditions on these survivor principal strata.

The estimands for surrogacy validation with a continuous S by Qin et al. (2008) and Gabriel,

Sachs, and Gilbert (2015) described earlier can be written as 1− P (T (1)=τ |T (1)≥τk−1,S(1)=s1,S(0)=s0)

P (T (0)=τ |T (0)≥τk−1,S(1)=s1,S(0)=s0)

and 1−P (T (1)>t|T (0)≥τ,T (1)≥τ,S(1)=s1,S(0)=s0)
1−P (T (0)>t|T (0)≥τ,T (1)≥τ,S(1)=s1,S(0)=s0)

for some time τ , respectively. Whereas the previous CEP

quantities suggest conditioning on counterfactual surrogate outcomes, this becomes less straight-

forward in our setting. While existing models are suitable for these data that account for semi-

competing risks, S may not be well-defined if it is not observed before T . The proper correspond-

ing surrogacy validation estimand is less readily apparent since it may not be possible to condi-

tion on strata defined by S(0) and S(1) occurring or not by time τ (see a discussion regarding

estimands in Buhler et al. 2022). For example, while we can construct P (T (1)<τ |S(0)≥τ,S(1)≥τ)
P (T (0)<τ |S(0)≥τ,S(1)≥τ)

or
P (T (1)<τ |T (0)≥τ,S(0)≥τ,S(1)≥τ)
P (T (0)<τ |T (1)≥τ,S(0)≥τ,S(1)≥τ)

for some time τ , it is not clear which would be a principled estimand

to use for validation with our endpoint types.

Rather than conditioning on surrogate outcomes, we develop a principal stratification approach

that conditions on counterfactual hazards and outline causal quantities based on these. We propose

an illness-death model to incorporate the censored and semi-competing risk structure of the data.

Previous work using principal surrogacy for repeated outcome measurements incorporates estima-

tion of subject-specific random effects (Roberts et al., 2022). Here we utilize frailty terms to cap-

ture subject specific heterogeneity and allow dependence among the transitions of the illness-death

model. Frailties have been proposed for surrogate validation settings that differ from our single trial

with subject-level, counterfactual outcomes. These methods include joint frailty-copula models for

meta-analysis to define valid surrogates (Emura et al., 2017; Sofeau, Emura, and Rondeau, 2019;
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Sofeau, Emura, and Rondeau, 2020).

In Section 2, we propose the causal modeling strategy based on the illness-death approach for a

single trial and link this formulation to the Prentice criteria. In Section 3, we provide the likelihood

of the illness-death model and propose a Bayesian estimation strategy. Section 4 describes our

proposed CEP quantities and explores CEP plots that correspond to different data settings to help

define what an ideal surrogate would look like. A simulation study is provided in Section 5 with a

real data analysis from a prostate cancer trial in Section 6. Discussion and future work are provided

in Section 7.

2 Illness-Death Approach

The structure of the illness-death model is a natural way to describe data with the semi-competing

risk structure and has potential use for surrogacy validation (O’Quigley and Flandre, 2012). Here

we consider counterfactual illness-death models and the principal stratification framework. Let

Tjk(z) denote the gap time between two states (j = 1, 2, k = 2, 3) and corresponding transition

intensities λzjk between states in the treatment-specific illness-death models for treatment Z = z as

shown in Figure 1.

Notably, this conceptualization is related to the models used in the Prentice criteria (1989).

In short, the Prentice criteria assess whether a) the treatment and true endpoint are conditionally

independent, given the surrogate endpoint, and b) the surrogate and the treatment are correlated.

This determination is made by fitting two regression models and determining if the coefficient for

the treatment effect on T becomes null after adjusting for the surrogate in the model. These ensure

that a treatment effect on the true endpoint will imply a treatment effect on the surrogate endpoint.

In particular, Prentice’s measures, which identify statistical surrogates, are only correlative.

We propose a more rigorous and flexible strategy to identify a consistent surrogate using poten-

tial outcomes and counterfactual illness-death models in pursuit of a causal interpretation (Vander-

Weele, 2013). Motivation for our proposed models can be seen through a special case of regression
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models that are related to models used to evaluate the Prentice criteria. In the Prentice criteria, we

can consider three models:

For time to S, A) λ(t) exp(φ0Zi + η0Xi)

For time to T , B) λ(t) exp(φ1Zi + η1Xi) and C) λ(t) exp(φ2Zi + η2Xi + ωI(t > Si))

where S denotes the time of the surrogate outcome occurring, Z denotes treatment, X denotes

baseline covariates, and time t is measured from randomization. Then the difference in the φ1 and

φ2 coefficients between B and C largely captures the value of the surrogate. In comparison, consider

a general set of observed data models for the three transitions

λ12(t) exp(ω12i + φ3 Zi + η3 Xi) (1)

λ13(t) exp(ω13i + φ4 Zi + η4 Xi)

λ23(t) exp(ω23i + θ Si + φ5 Zi + η5 Xi + β Si Zi)

where ωjk denote frailty terms. Our proposed models include a model following the occurrence of

S, allow for more interaction terms, and include frailties. Further extension of the models and their

connection with the counterfactual illness-death models in Figure 1 can be found in an appendix.

In the model we propose and explore in detail in the following sections, each counterfactual arm

has its own set of transition hazard models. We will first consider all counterfactual quantities that

appear in the complete data likelihood for the proposed model.

2.1 Defining Causal Quantities Based on Hazards and Frailty Models

We propose to model the transition hazards that correspond to the gap times Tjk(z) in Figure 1.

Shared or common frailty terms, which quantify the dependence between the different processes

within the same person, can provide information on the dependence structure between the time to

intermediate event and the time to terminating event in multi-state models (Zhang et al., 2014; Xu

et al., 2010). In models for time-to-event data frailties are commonly incorporated to model corre-

lation among events, to allow for heterogeneity among individuals, or to capture the effect of some
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omitted covariate. In our setting, we consider both counterfactual outcomes and transitions, and

we want to allow for possible dependence between the counterfactual outcomes. As this associa-

tion is integral to the value of the surrogate, we propose to use illness-death frailty models where

the hazards are linked via frailty terms. Here we consider multiple hazards with frailties both to

allow dependence across state transitions and to link observable transitions in arm Z = z to the

counterfactual transitions for Z = 1− z.

For a single time-to-event and a general frailty ω, the hazard can be written λ(t|X, β, ω, κ) =

λ0(t) exp(κω + Xβ), where ω has some pre-specified distribution and may have an associated

coefficient parameter κ. Various assumptions can be made about the frailty term ω, such as that

it follows a Normal or Gamma distribution, for simplicity and computational feasibility. For the

illness-death models specified in Figure 1, a set of the six correlated frailties are required, one for

each model. However, for identifiability and computational concerns, we impose some restrictions

and simplifying assumptions. We initially propose two different formulations of the sets of models,

and for ease of notation, we exclude baseline covariates X .

Model A using Time Dependent Covariates

For z = 0,

λ0
12(t|ω0

12i) = λ0
12,0(t) exp(κ0

12ω
0
12i) (2)

λ0
13(t|ω0

13i) = λ0
13,0(t) exp(κ0

13ω
0
13i)

λ0
23(t|T12i(0), ω0

23i) = λ0
23,0(t− T12i(0)) exp(κ0

23ω
0
23i + θ0

23T12i(0))I(t > T12i(0))

Similarly for z = 1,

λ1
12(t|ω1

12i) = λ1
12,0(t) exp(κ1

12ω
1
12i)

λ1
13(t|ω1

13i) = λ1
13,0(t) exp(κ1

13ω
1
13i)

λ1
23(t|T12i(1), ω1

23i) = λ1
23,0(t− T12i(1)) exp(κ1

23ω
1
23i + θ1

23T12i(1))I(t > T12i(1))
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where T12i is the time that subject i moves into state S. We include θ23 in the λ23 model as the

coefficient for our time dependent covariateT12. The purpose is to capture the effect of this transition

time, and the time that an individual experiences S may help to assess the strength of association

between S and T . We model the transition using a clock reset for λ23 (ie the time scale is t−T12(z)).

The restrictions and assumptions we will be considering are to make ωz13i = ωz23i and to set some

of the κzjk = 1. If the κ parameters vary, they essentially influence how variable the frailty terms are.

We will refer to κ as frailty coefficients. One rationale for assuming ωz13i = ωz23i in this setting is that

both are frailties that influence time to death from other causes in our motivating trial. For example,

since our variable T is death from any cause, we may expect that some men will die of old age. It

may be reasonable to expect that an individual may have their own propensity for experiencing death

from other causes irrespective of whether or not S has occurred. Another consideration is that by

including the coefficient for our time-varying covariate, θz23, the model captures the magnitude of the

effect for the time it takes to experience the intermediate outcome S. This makes it more plausible

that certain frailties are equal and conditional independence assumptions may be more likely. Lastly,

the frailties capture heterogeneity on the individual level. There may still be heterogeneity on the

population level for the variability in the hazard of going from baseline to T or from S to T which

can be reflected in the baseline hazards. We explore these variations in later sections.

Model B using Multiple Frailties in Place of Time Dependent Covariates

We include an alternate option to incorporate the dependence between the different transitions such

as a model that includes two frailty terms in the S → T transition

λ0
12(t|ω0

12i) = λ0
12,0(t) exp(κ0

12ω
0
12i) (3)

λ0
13(t|ω0

13i) = λ0
13,0(t) exp(κ0

13ω
0
13i)

λ0
23(t|T12i(0), ω∗013i, ω

∗0
12i) = λ0

23,0(t− T12i(0)) exp(κ∗012ω
0
12i + κ∗013ω

0
13i)I(t > T12i(0))

λ1
12(t|ω1

12i) = λ1
12,0(t) exp(κ1

12ω
1
12i)
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λ1
13(t|ω1

13i) = λ1
13,0(t) exp(κ1

13ω
1
13i)

λ1
23(t|T12i(1), ω∗113i, ω

∗1
12i) = λ1

23,0(t− T12i(1)) exp(κ∗112ω
1
12i + κ∗113ω

1
13i)I(t > T12i(1))

The motivation of this model is an alternative way to capture the subject specific relationship be-

tween the different transitions via the κ∗12 and κ∗13 coefficients. This model does not include T12 as

a time-varying covariate. When we assume ωz23 = ωz13, the key difference between models A and B

is the way in which the transition from baseline to the intermediate outcome and the time following

that transition are related; these are linked using either a time varying covariate (in model A) or

another frailty term (in model B). Again, the frailty coefficients κ can be thought of parameters that

increase or decrease the magnitude of the effect of the frailties. We would not expect κ∗z12 and κz12

to be necessarily equal across the models given the different assumptions in each model.

Frailty Structures

In its most generality, model A has six correlated frailties, which we assume have a multivariate

normal distribution.



ω0
12i

ω1
12i

ω0
13i

ω1
13i

ω0
23i

ω1
23i


∼ N





0

0

0

0

0

0


,



1 ρS ρ00 ρ01 ρS1 ρS2

1 ρ10 ρ11 ρS3 ρS4

1 ρT ρT1 ρT2

1 ρT3 ρT4

1 ρST

1





While this model has a very general form, it may not be necessary or even desirable to consider

this level of generality. We will be focusing on special cases of this general model, which we think

are appropriate for the setting of surrogacy assessment.

To reduce the number of frailties to estimate to four in model A, we assume that both transitions
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into T have the same frailty (ωz13 = ωz23) since they are both relevant for time to the terminal event.

As discussed above, since the terminal event is death from any cause, it seems justifiable to assume

that conditional on all other terms in the model, frailties toward death from any cause would be

the same on the individual level with or without the occurrence of the intermediate event S. This

assumption will be useful for estimation since T23i is not defined for all individuals. With this

assumption, our transition models from S to T in model A can be written

λ0
23(t|T12i(0), ω0

13i) = λ0
23,0(t− T12i(0)) exp(κ0

23ω
0
13i + θ0

23T12i(0))I(t > T12i(0))

λ1
23(t|T12i(1), ω1

13i) = λ1
23,0(t− T12i(1)) exp(κ1

23ω
1
13i + θ1

23T12i(1))I(t > T12i(1))

Ideally, we could allow κz23 to take on different values from κz13 to accommodate different amounts

of dependence between the transitions. For both models A and B we consider the joint distribution



ω0
12i

ω1
12i

ω0
13i

ω1
13i


∼ N





0

0

0

0


,



1 ρS ρ00 ρ01

1 ρ10 ρ11

1 ρT

1




In most of the work presented here, we will also assume ωz12i ⊥ ωz13i (the frailties for an indi-

vidual are independent across states), meaning ρ00 = ρ01 = ρ11 = ρ10 = 0. We thus assume

 ω0
12i

ω1
12i

 ∼ N


 0

0

 ,

 1 ρS

ρS 1




 ω0
13i

ω1
13i

 ∼ N


 0

0

 ,

 1 ρT

ρT 1


 (4)

This type of assumption may aid in estimation. We could instead impose a strong assumption of

shared frailties for each arm: ω0
12i = ω0

13i = ω0
23i and ω1

12i = ω1
13i = ω1

23i. The motivation for this

comes from considering the frailty as representing an omitted covariate. We do not further pursue

this assumption.
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2.2 Identifiability and Sensitivity Analysis

Certain parameters within our model are non-identifiable because they describe relationships be-

tween counterfactual variables (ρS and ρT for example), while others are “barely” identifiable (the

combination of the baseline hazard, frailties, and the κ parameters, for example) and are therefore

hard to estimate. In particular, the frailty terms are weakly identified based on which events, S

and/or T , are actually observed. Since we have made modeling assumptions to aid in estimation,

we can evaluate the sensitivity of the assumed models in several ways. Because the parameters ρS

and ρT in the complete data likelihood are not identifiable, they will be fixed at preset values in our

proposed method (and later we will discuss if the complete data likelihood is necessary). Based on

biological considerations under the counterfactual framework, we may not expect these correlation

parameters to be negative or exactly equal to one. Further, we can vary which frailties are assumed

to be independent or equal, alter which values of κzjk are set to one, change the baseline hazard

from a Weibull distribution to piecewise exponential or something more flexible, assess different

effects of covariates in the transitions, and modify our proposed time-reset parameterization. We

provide a tool for assessing the sensitivity of these values and commentary on the feasibility and

identifiability of estimating these models with and without these assumptions in later sections.

3 Likelihood and Estimation

3.1 Likelihood Contributions

We consider a randomized clinical trial of n subjects for a binary treatment Z. For generality, let nz

denote the number of subjects in treatment arm Z = z (and we may assume that n/2 subjects are

in treatment group z = 1 and n/2 are in treatment group z = 0 since the treatment assignment is

randomized and under the control of the investigator). Let {Si, δSi, Ti, δT i, Xi, Zi} be the observed

data for subject i for i = 1, ..., n. We will also consider a random or administrative censoring time

Ci. Si denotes the time to transition to state S, Ti denotes the time that the terminal event T occurs,
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and δT and δS denote the censoring indicators for T and S being observed. Then δT i = 1 when

Ti < Ci and δSi = 1 when Si < Ci and Si < Ti.

We can also conceptualize the data in terms of the random variables in Figure 1. Based on gap

times between states T zjk, the data can also be represented as {T12i, T13i, T23i, δSi, δTi, Xi, Zi}, with

T23i not defined when Si is not observed. In the illness-death formulation, there are four possible

combinations of observable δSi and δT i. We assume that when neither event is observed, meaning

δSi = δT i = 0, then T12i(z) and T13i(z) take on the same value as being censored at Ci. Consider

when T is observed before S, meaning δT i = 1, δSi = 0. Then the observed data related to Si for

individual i is equal to {T13i, δSi = 0}, and observed Ti is based on {T13i, δT i = 1}, while T23i is

not defined. Now consider when only S is observed, meaning δT i = 0, δSi = 1. Then the observed

data for individual i is Si based on {T12i, δSi = 1}. Assuming T is not observed after, the value Ti

takes on is censored at {Ci, δT i = 0}. If both S and T are observed with δT i = δSi = 1, then Si

is based on {T12i, δSi = 1}, and Ti is based on {T12i + T23i, δT i = 1}. We provide the likelihood

under these scenarios next.

We assume that each hazard in Figure 1 follows a Weibull distribution, soT12(z) ∼Weibull(αz12,

γz12), T13(z) ∼ Weibull(αz13, γ
z
13), and T23(z) ∼ Weibull(αz23, γ

z
23) for shape parameters αzjk and

scale parameters γzjk. The scale and shape parameters must be positive: γzjk > 0, αzjk > 0. We

parameterize the cumulative baseline hazard function as Λz
jk0(t) = γzjkt

αz
jk =

∫ t
0
λzjk0(u)du for a

given Weibull model, where λzjk0(t) = γzjkα
z
jkt

αz
jk−1 and λzjk(t) = λzjk0(t) exp(κzjkω

z
jk) for jk = 12

or 13. The model for λz23 is more complex and depends on whether model A or B is assumed; for

example, model A corresponds to λz230(t) exp(κz23ω
z
23 + θz23T12(z)).

For estimation there are two likelihoods that could be used, either the observed data likeli-

hood, or the complete data likelihood. The complete data likelihood is derived using the ran-

dom variables in Figure 1 with both sets of counterfactual outcomes under the two treatment arms

T12(0), T12(1), T13(0), T13(1), T23(0), T23(1). This approach considers the joint model of the out-

comes and involve all elements ρ of the correlation matrix in equation 4. Using this specification,

an imputation scheme could be proposed to fill in all missing outcomes. Any relation between the
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potential outcomes across treatment arms for an individual in the complete data likelihood is not

identified. Based on previous exploration of methods that use either the observed or the complete

data likelihood (Roberts et al. 2021), using this complete data likelihood and employing imputation

is not necessary to carry out the validation procedure. Here we will only focus on the observed data

likelihood during estimation and consider each arm of the trial separately. For ease of notation,

we will drop the superscript in this section as the derivations apply to both treatment arms. Any

counterfactual quantities needed for calculation of the CEP curve will be described separately in

Section 4. We note that {T23i, ω23i} are not defined when δSi = 0 and do not contribute to the

likelihood, which is the case for either the complete data or observed data likelihood.

The likelihood contributions can be written similarly to work done by Conlon et al. (2014b).

Conditional on the frailties and the other parameters the likelihood contribution for subject i is,

Li = L(T12i, T13i, T23i, δSi, δT i;ω12i, ω13i, ω23i, γ12, α12, γ13, α13, γ23, α23, θ23, κ12, κ13, κ23). For

those who had not experienced S, we are in the setting where δSi = 0, T12i = T13i and T23i is

not defined, then Li = λ13(T13i)
δTi exp(−

∫ T13i
0

λ13(u)du−
∫ T13i

0
λ12(u)du)

For those who experience S, and are either dead or alive, δSi = 1, and T23i is defined. δT i may be

equal to either 0 or 1 depending on if the terminal event is observed:

Li = λ12(T12i) exp(−
∫ T12i

0
λ12(u)du−

∫ T12i
0

λ13(u)du)λ23(T23i|T12i)
δTi exp(−

∫ T23i
0

λ23(u|T12i)du)

3.2 Bayesian Estimation

To facilitate estimation, we take a Bayesian approach using Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC).

We use prior distributions similar to those suggested in Gao et al. (2012) and Sahu et al. (1997).

Regression coefficients are assumed to have a diffuse normal prior (Sahu et al. 1997). We assume a

Gamma(p1, p2) prior for the scale parameters γjk of the Weibull distribution, and we also assume a

Gamma(p3, p4) prior for the shape parameters αjk with hyperparameters p1 = p2 = p3 = p4 = 0.1.

Any parameters that do not have a closed-form posterior distribution (αzjk, γzjk, ωzjk, θz23, κ
z
23)

are drawn using a Metropolis-Hastings step (Robert and Casella, 2004). At each iteration of the

MCMC, proposed draws of the parameters are taken from a Gaussian proposal distribution π with
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mean equal to the previous accepted draw. For a general parameter β and iteration p of the MCMC,

we draw a proposed value of β ′ ∼ N(βp−1, σ2) based on using the previous iteration βp−1. The

acceptance ratio is calculated as P (β
′
)

P (βp−1)
× π(β

′
)

π(βp−1)
where P (β) represents the posterior distribu-

tion of β and π represents the proposal density. For a general Gaussian density, g(β
′ |βp−1) =

1√
2πσ2

exp(−1/2σ2)(β
′−βp−1)2 and g(βp−1|β ′) = 1√

2πσ2
exp(−1/2σ2)(βp−1−β ′)2. Based on our

proposal distribution, the exponential terms in the ratio of Gaussian densities will cancel, so the

proposed draw β
′ is accepted with the simplified probability min(1, P (β

′
)

P (βp−1)
). The variance of the

proposal distribution σ2 is tuned to obtain convergence of parameter draws and target a reasonable

acceptance rate (Gelman et al. 1996).

The frailties are also drawn using a Metropolis-Hastings step with a Gaussian proposal distri-

bution with mean equal to the previous value and a Gaussian prior with mean zero and standard

deviation equal to 0.4. Each proposed frailty term for an individual has its own acceptance ra-

tio. For i = 1, ..., n
2
, we obtain draws of ω0

12i, ω
0
13i, and for i = n

2
+ 1, ..., n, we obtain draws of

ω1
12i, ω

1
13i using the posterior distribution. When we do not make assumptions of frailties being

equal (ωz13i = ωz23i), we must estimate the set ωz12i, ω
z
13i, ω

z
23i for each individual. T z23i and corre-

sponding ωz23i does not exist for any individual that does not experience the intermediate event. In

this case, ω23 can be drawn directly from the prior or its conditional multivariate normal distribution

in Section 2.1 using our model formulation with six frailties and a fixed covariance matrix.

The likelihood contributions for L for each parameter can be found in an appendix. Based on

the given likelihood components and prior distributions π∗, the posterior P for a given Z = z is

the product over individuals i who received z:∏
i (Li(T13i(z), T23i(z), T12i(z), δSi, δT i;ω

z
12i, ω

z
13i, ω

z
23i, β

z
12, γ

z
12, α

z
12, β

z
13, γ

z
13, α

z
13, β

z
23, γ

z
23, α

z
23, θ

z
23, κ

z
12, κ

z
13, κ

z
23)×

π∗(ωz12i, ω
z
13i, ω

z
23i))π

∗(βz12)π∗(γz12)π∗(αz12)π∗(βz13)π∗(γz13)π∗(αz13)π∗(βz23)π∗(γz23)π∗(αz23)π∗(θz23)π∗(κz12)π∗(κz13)π∗(κz23)

Visually, we can see the hierarchy of parameters across different treatments and transitions and how

the terms are related in Figure 2.

Initial estimates of the frailties may be calculated using the frailtypack or frailtyEM pack-
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ages in R (R Core Team; Rondeau and Gonzalez, 2005; Balan and Putter, 2019). Parameter es-

timates are each drawn from the proposal distribution individually. Under the parameterization

in model A, θz23 is drawn from a proposal distribution with a mean based on the estimated co-

efficient from a hazard model fit using observed data regressing time to T on time to S, among

those who experience S. By doing this, θ1
23 and θ0

23 have unique starting values. The draws are

accepted in blocks for the Metropolis-Hastings step. The blocks are divided into treatment arm

transitions, and the parameters within a block are jointly accepted or rejected. For model A, we

have blocks ω0
12i; {γ0

12, α
0
12};ω0

13i; {γ0
13, α

0
13}; {γ0

23, α
0
23, θ

0
23, κ

0
23}; ω1

12i; {γ1
12, α

1
12};ω1

13i; {γ1
13, α

1
13};

{γ1
23, α

1
23, θ

1
23, κ

1
23} when all of the model parameters are being estimated. The proposal distribu-

tions have standard deviation σ = 0.1.

4 CEP Quantities

We develop a method for validating a surrogate endpoint using the principal stratification framework

(Frangakis and Rubin, 2002). The goal of this validation procedure is to develop causal quantities

that rigorously determine if a time-to-event S is a valid surrogate for use in a future trial in place

of T by conditioning on the joint distribution of the observed and counterfactual of S, specifically

the log cumulative hazard ratio of the time to S under control versus treatment. In a non-survival

setting, Gilbert and Hudgens (2008) define a principal surrogate endpoint for a binary T based

on the comparison of the quantities risk(1)(s1, s0) ≡ P (T (1) = 1|S(1) = s1, S(0) = s0) and

risk(0)(s1, s0) ≡ P (T (0) = 1|S(1) = s1, S(0) = s0). The condition that these must be equal

for all s1 = s0 is known as average causal necessity. Average causal sufficiency is defined as

risk(1)(s1, s0) 6= risk(0)(s1, s0) for all |s1 − s0|> C for some non-negative constant C. They

define the causal effect of the treatment on the true endpoints as h(P (T (1) = 1), P (T (0) = 1))

for some h(, ) contrast function that satisfies h(x, y) = 0 if and only if x = y. The CEP surface

is therefore equal to h(risk(1), risk(0)) over values of s = (s1, s0). A specific case of this is the

CEP plot of ∆T = E(T (1) − T (0)|S(1) − S(0) = s) over values of ∆S = S(1) − S(0) = s
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when S and T are continuous. Based on these criteria, an ideal CEP plot for a valid surrogate will

go through the origin and have a positive slope. We generalize this by defining new contrasts, ∆Ti

and ∆Si for each subject in this time-to-event setting, forming a scatterplot of (∆Si,∆Ti), and

assessing whether a straight line through the points on this scatterplot goes through the origin and

has a positive slope. For ∆Ti we will use P (Ti(1) > τT )−P (Ti(0) > τT ) evaluated at time τT . For

∆Si we will use log
(

Λ0
12i(τS)

Λ1
12i(τS)

)
that depends on some time τS . Since the intercept and the slope of

the line depend on τS and τT we can write the line as ∆Ti(τT ) = γ(τS, τT )0 + γ(τS, τT )1∆Si(τS).

A good surrogate will have γ(τS, τT )0 = 0 and γ(τS, τT )1 > 0, with larger values of γ(τS, τT )1

implying better surrogacy. Furthermore, for the surrogate to be relevant we would want a treatment

effect on S, so from the CEP plot we would also assess whether the mean of ∆Si is equal to zero.

τS and τT must be chosen at meaningful or sensible times. τT would usually be determined by

the clinical context, and τS needs to be less than τT for the surrogate to be useful. While small

times for τS and τT are desirable they should also be chosen such that a sufficient number of events

have occurred in order to make sensible decisions about the surrogate. It is also possible to use the

other quantities for both ∆S and ∆T . Here we have chosen this ∆T as an interpretable quantity

that might be used as the true endpoint in the trial, that can be calculated regardless of whether S

has occurred. We have chosen ∆S to be directly related to the transition from state 1 to state 2 in

the illness death model, as this is what the therapies are usually aiming to modify. Other choices

for ∆S are possible in which it is based on a probability rather than a cumulative hazard or involves

more than just the transition from state 1 to state 2. These will be considered in the discussion

section.

While counterfactual draws of the frailties are not needed for the estimation procedure, they are

needed to form the proposed CEP plot. As the correlations between the observed and counterfactual

outcomes are non-identified, we fix ρS, ρT from the distributions in equation 4 to draw the counter-

factual frailty terms. We use correlations of 0.5 as a starting point since it is a mid-point between

perfect and no correlation and then vary ρS and ρT for sensitivity analysis. We use the normal prior

distribution and fixed ρS, ρT to obtain draws of the ω estimates in the counterfactual arm from the
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appropriate conditional normal distributions, such as ωz12|ω1−z
12 ∼ N(0 + ρS(ω1−z

12 ), 1 − ρ2
S) and

similarly ωz13|ω1−z
13 ∼ N(0 + ρT (ω1−z

13 ), 1− ρ2
T ). We repeat the process for the other treatment arm

to obtain sets of counterfactual frailties for each individual.

Each individual has a set of subject-specific hazards that will be used in a CEP plot. Let

∆Si = log
Λ0
12(τS |ω0

12i,xi)

Λ1
12(τS |ω1

12i,xi)
be on the x-axis of the plot where Λ0

12(τS|ω0
12, x) =

∫ τS
0
λ0

12(t|ω0
12, x)dt and

Λ1
12(τS|ω1

12, x) =
∫ τS

0
λ1

12(t|ω1
12, x)dt. For the y-axis, consider ∆Ti = P (Ti(1) > τT |ω1

12i, ω
1
13i, ω

1
23i, xi)−

P (Ti(0) > τT |ω0
12i, ω

0
13i, ω

0
23i, xi) based on the frailties in model A. For example, using model A,

∆Si = log
Λ0
12,0(t) exp(κ012ω

0
12i)

Λ1
12,0(t) exp(κ112ω

1
12i)

if baseline covariates are not included.

Overall survival at time τ can be decomposed into components based on P (do not experience

S or T ) + P (experience S but not T ). More formally, this framework is similar to the likelihood

for a joint illness-death model developed in Suresh et al. (2017) and for illness-death with a cure

fraction proposed by Conlon et al. (2014b) and Beesley et al. (2019). In formal notation, we are

interested in the quantities

P (T (0) > τT ) = P (T (0) > τT , S(0) > τT ) + P (T (0) > τT , S(0) < τT )

and

P (T (1) > τT ) = P (T (1) > τT , S(1) > τT ) + P (T (1) > τT , S(1) < τT )

These quantities can be written in terms of parameters

exp(−
∫ τT

0
λ12(u)du−

∫ τT
0
λ13(u)du) +

∫ τT
0

exp(−
∫ u

0
λ12(v)dv −

∫ u
0
λ13(v)dv)λ12(u) exp(−

∫ τT−u
0

λ23(v|u)dv)du

= exp(−Λ12(τT )− Λ13(τT )) +

∫ τT

0

exp(−Λ12(u)− Λ13(u))λ12(u) exp(−
∫ τT−u

0

λ23(v|u)dv)du

Based on the draws of model parameters for a given iteration of the MCMC, we estimate ob-

served and counterfactual hazards for each individual. After calculating ∆Ti and ∆Si conditional

on the set of ωi, we create a scatterplot of ∆Ti vs. ∆Si and draw a loess or linear curve through

the points for a single iteration of the algorithm. Our γ0 and γ1 summary quantities are equal to
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the intercept and slope of this line (whereas these quantities may need to be redefined for a loess

curve). This process is repeated for the next set of draws of model parameters and frailties for all

individuals. These quantities are then averaged over MCMC iterations after a burn-in period.

4.1 Valid Surrogates under an Illness-Death CEP Curve

As our CEP curve is a fairly complex function of the parameters and frailties, we empirically inves-

tigate what combination of illness-death models, meaning relationship between S and T , leads to

CEP plots that align with an intuitive notion of whether S is a good surrogate for T . We primarily

consider the eight scenarios that may exist based on which transitions have treatment effects (de-

fined as whether or not the counterfactual hazards are equal) in Table 2 and in an appendix. These

scenarios and the magnitude of the effects determine whether there are marginal treatment effects

on S and T .

We characterize the CEP curves under these scenarios using true generating parameter values

to calculate ∆T and ∆S. In an appendix, we show scatterplots of ∆Si vs. ∆Ti for simulated

data, for which the values of the frailties are known. An Rshiny app is also available at https://

emilyroberts.shinyapps.io/id_cep_parameters/ that allows users to characterize the CEP

curve for different parameter values. We also allow for the user to vary which independence or

equivalence assumptions are made about the frailty terms and the corresponding impact on the

CEP curve.

Based on several settings investigated in an appendix, we suggest which data scenarios should

correspond to a decision that the intermediate outcome is in fact a valid surrogate. We identify

that for a perfect surrogate, the paths that treatment effects should exist are through the baseline

to intermediate outcome transition only (ie λ0
12 6= λ1

12). In the null case with no treatment effects,

Scenario 1, and this ideal case Scenario 2, the estimated slope is positive, and the intercept is equal

to 0. This is consistent with our consideration of the more flexible Prentice Criteria, which also

suggest that hazards from baseline to S should be non-equal (λ0
12 6= λ1

12) and the hazards from

baseline to T should be equal (λ0
13 = λ1

13) across treatment arms. Largely, small changes in the
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values of ρ in the correlation matrix of the frailty terms does not have a major impact on the CEP

slope and intercepts, though other settings in the online app demonstrate specific settings where

these correlations may be more consequential.

We can examine the marginal effects on S and T based on the average of ∆Si and ∆Ti and via

Kaplan Meier curves in the app and quantities in an appendix. For scenario 1, treatment effects

on both outcomes are zero, which may correspond to a treatment not worth future investigation.

For other scenarios, the marginal effect on T is somewhat small under the parameter values we are

presenting. We did observe that Scenarios 3-8 (denoted as partial and non-surrogates) produced

CEP curves that did not go through the origin and therefore were invalid. We anticipated differences

between perfect, partial, and non-surrogates would be easily apparent, and while the intercepts did

differ, the slope does not drastically change between the different scenarios. Under the particular

parameters we investigated, the slope was positive for all of the scenarios when the baseline hazard

to T was larger after experiencing S (ie the baseline hazard λz0,23 > λz0,13 so that death occurs faster

after progression). In other words, the relative magnitude of the baseline hazards for transition times

T12(z), T13(z), and T23(z) for a given treatment arm influences the slope and intercept of a CEP

curve. A possible explanation for the small differences in slope values across scenarios is that the y-

axis will always be constrained between -1 and 1 since it represents a difference in two probabilities.

This quantity ∆Ti on the y-axis is a relatively complex function of multiple model parameters that

may not change drastically based on relatively small changes in the baseline hazards.

4.2 Additional Scenarios

In addition to which hazards are moderated by treatment being considered in the eight settings

above, each combination can be crossed with whether θ23 and κ23 are zero vs. nonzero in a factorial

design. We briefly considered the former and do see that incorporating non-zero values of θz23 does

change the slope and intercept of the CEP curve in an appendix. While the settings in Table 2

and the extra settings through varying θ23 and κ23 represent a broad range, there are many other

possible scenarios that could be achieved with specific choices of the parameters. For example,
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even if a treatment slows the rate of progression to the surrogate endpoint, it is possible that time to

death after progression may be more rapid on the treatment arm. In our setting, that would be seen

in a positive treatment effect on the transition from baseline to S, but a negative treatment effect

from S to T either through increasing the baseline hazard λ1
23 or a positive value of θ1

23. Another

possibility exists where the treatment slows the rate of progression, corresponding to a positive

treatment effect from baseline to S, however toxicities or side effects from the treatment effect

cause death from other causes, affecting the baseline to T transition to have a negative treatment

effect. More complex study designs might allow for patients to switch to the active treatment arm

after experiencing the surrogate endpoint S which could be potentially incorporated into our illness

death framework by reducing λ0
23.

5 Simulation Study

5.1 Simulation Set-up

Here we start with a simulation setting where we assume each baseline hazard follows a Weibull

distribution where shape parameters for the baseline hazards and frailty coefficients are equal to 1.

We conduct a simulation with 200 replicated datasets and n = 600. Data are generated under simple

settings that follow the θ parameterization shown in model A. The true values of the parameters are

shown in the simulation results in the first row of the table of results. Survival times are simulated

based on a Weibull baseline hazard specification (Austin, 2012). We generate treatment effects by

differing the scale parameters between arms, meaning γ1
jk 6= γ0

jk. We simulate the frailties to have

mean 0 and a standard deviation of 0.4 and assume that ωz13 = ωz23 in our primary results settings.

We conduct the estimation procedure described in section 3 from our eight simulation scenar-

ios, highlighting Scenario 1 with no marginal treatment effects on either endpoint (a null setting),

Scenario 2 where there is a treatment effect only on S (which we label as a perfect surrogate), and

scenarios 3-8 where treatment effects exist such that we do not expect S to be a surrogate. Because

of non-identifiability due to the close link between the baseline hazard, frailties, and coefficients
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associated with the frailties, we assume during estimation that all κzjk = 1. In an appendix, we also

conduct sensitivity analyses by varying the assumptions that ωz12 ⊥ ωz13 and ωz13 = ωz23. There we

assume that either ωz12 ⊥ ωz13 ⊥ ωz23 or that all three frailties are correlated within a given counter-

factual treatment arm. In this case we assume ρT1 = ρT4 = 0.95 and ρT3 = ρT2 = ρST = ρT = 0.5.

and set τS = 1 and τT = 5.

5.2 Simulation Results

In this section, we show results of the estimated model parameters as well as validation quantities,

the intercept γ0, and slope γ1. The estimation of the γ0 and γ1 quantities are calculated from fitting a

linear best fit line through the CEP cloud at each iteration and reporting the posterior mean of these

quantities for each simulated dataset. Parameter estimates are based on the posterior means and

corresponding measures of variability; the average estimated standard error (SE) and the standard

deviation (SD) of the posterior means are shown for the model parameters. We run the simulations

for 3,000 iterations with 900 burn in draws. In addition to trace plots of the parameter draws, we

assess the empirical mean and standard deviation of the estimated frailty terms over the iterations.

In Figure 3 we show the CEP curve conditional on estimated frailties for one dataset under Sce-

nario 2. Each point is the posterior mean of (∆Si, ∆Ti) across MCMC iterations. The posterior

values of the slope and intercept are shown, which convey the amount of variability based on the

posterior coordinates of (∆Si, ∆Ti) for each individual i. We see that the estimated slope and inter-

cept correctly meet our criteria of a valid surrogate under our proposed set of model assumptions.

Though there is substantial variability in the estimates of γ0 and γ1, the respective posterior mean

and credible intervals are -0.018 (-0.078, 0.042) and 0.049 (0.020, 0.078) for this dataset. Further-

more, there is a marginal effect of the treatment on both S and T for this dataset, as denoted by the

non-zero position of the dashed lines.

In the main set of simulations in Table 2, the identified parameters are estimated fairly well and

seem to converge based on the assumptions we have made. We observe that the distribution of

the estimated frailty terms can deviate from the generating distribution with mean zero and fixed
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variance. While our method involves prior and proposal distributions for the frailties, we are not

directly enforcing any assumptions about the mean or variability of the frailty parameters during

the estimation algorithm. The shape of the likelihood for frailty terms, particularly ωz12 terms for

individuals with δSi = 0, seems to be fairly flat, so the draws move around considerably during the

algorithm. In these considered simulations, the credible intervals around γ1, γ0 are somewhat wide

for all scenarios. Since an ideal surrogate will have values γ0 = 0 and γ1 > 0, too much uncertainty

can make it difficult to determine the value of the surrogate.

In our sensitivity analyses about the assumptions on the frailty terms, shown in an appendix,

we see some sensitivity to the assumptions being made, such as increased variability in the subject-

specific points. How these factors influence the CEP curves should be investigated under trial

specific contexts.

6 Prostate Cancer Example

Our motivating clinical study is a phase III, randomized trial for men with prostate cancer, NRG/RTOG

9601 (Shipley et al., 2017). The trial features 760 men with recurrently or persistently elevated

prostate-specific antigen (PSA) levels whose prostate was initially removed by prostatectomy. The

two treatments being compared are post-prostatectomy radiation therapy with or without antian-

drogen therapy. There are 384 and 376 men in each treatment arm. The two survival endpoints

of interest are time to distant metastasis, defined as radiographic evidence of metastatic cancer,

and overall survival (OS). Notably, composite endpoints such as metastasis-free survival (MFS)

are often evaluated. It has been previously established by The Intermediate Clinical Endpoints in

Cancer of the Prostate (ICECaP) that MFS is a valid surrogate for OS in the setting of the initial

treatment for localized prostate cancer (Xie et al., 2017). Others have evaluated if MFS is a valid

surrogate when assessing the impact of antiandrogen therapy in recurrent prostate cancer following

post-prostatectomy salvage radiation therapy (Jackson et al., 2020). However, within our illness-

death framework we consider time to distant metastasis and time to death separately. Covariates in
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the dataset are also available, including PSA values at the time of randomization, Gleason score,

and age in grouped categories.

We show in Figure 5 the Kaplan Meier curves for the intermediate and true outcomes without

considering the semi-competing risk as well as the curve for the transition from S to T for those

who experienced distant metastasis. S may be censored because it was not observed during the

study period or because the terminal event T occurred first. In an appendix, in Figure A6, we also

present the cumulative incidence curve for S considering T as a semi-competing risk based on the

non-parametric Aalen-Johansen estimate of the cumulative incidence function from the mstate

R package (Putter, 2011). The plots show that the addition of antiandrogen therapy decreases the

hazard of distant metastases and increase the survival probability, but after metastases the survival

probability is reduced and does not appear to be greatly influenced by whether the antiandrogen

therapy was part of the treatment.

6.1 Conventional Models

We consider the z = 1 group to be the treatment group for salvage radiation therapy with antian-

drogen therapy, and the z = 0 represents the group treated without antiandrogen therapy. There is

a significant treatment effect of the additional antiandrogen therapy on time to distant metastasis

using a parametric hazard model with a Weibull baseline hazard (HR = 0.622, p = 0.004). There

is a marginally significant treatment effect on overall survival when considering the cause-specific

hazard (HR = 0.722, p = 0.049). As a way to consider the Prentice criteria, we also fit a model

for time to overall survival adjusting for the occurrence of distant metastases as a time-dependent

covariate. We found that the effect was attenuated toward null (HR = 0.890, p = 0.592) and no

longer statistically significant. Based on the Kaplan Meier curves and typical survival times, we

chose τS = 5 and τT = 8. We calculate the number of individuals who go through each transition

and experience the events in our illness-death models. In total, 156 patients experienced distant

metastases, and 239 total deaths were observed between the two arms. These numbers are shown

in Figure 4.
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6.2 Surrogacy Evaluation

Here we perform the analysis marginally, without including baseline covariates. We show an esti-

mated CEP curve based on several assumptions: the baseline hazard follows an exponential distri-

bution, and we use model A using T12 as a time-varying covariate where we assume κz12 = κz13 =

κz23 = 1. Table 3 shows the posterior mean and corresponding 95% credible interval for each pa-

rameter being estimated. We plot the posterior mean of ∆Si and ∆Ti for each individual across

iterations in a CEP plot. We also show the estimated slope and intercept lines on the CEP curve

for each iteration of the MCMC chain to assess the variability of the estimates of these validation

quantities.

Based on this example dataset and CEP curve in Figure 6, the vertical and horizontal lines for

the marginal treatment effects are separated from zero, and the posterior mean for the intercept term

γ0 is -0.036 with 95% credible interval (-0.152, 0.080). For the slope γ1, the posterior mean is 0.076

with 95% credible interval is (0.017, 0.135). Based on these estimates, we would conclude that the

slope γ1 is positive, and the estimated intercept γ0 is near zero since the credible interval for γ0 does

include 0. These results would indicate that the surrogate seems valid, though the credible interval

for γ0 is somewhat wide. We also conducted a sensitivity analysis where instead of assuming ωz13 =

ωz23 and that ωz12 ⊥ ωz13, we assumed that all six counterfactual frailties were correlated within an

individual. These results gave reasonably similar conclusions, with an estimated γ0 of -0.046 (-

0.157, 0.073) and estimated γ1 of 0.108 (0.045, 0.195).

7 Discussion and Conclusion

In this work, we have considered how to validate surrogate endpoints when trial outcomes are

time-to-event using principal stratification and illness-death models. We believe the illness-death

framework is foundational to modeling these data, though a single, optimal estimand corresponding

to the model is less obvious. We have provided examples and an online app to explore CEP curves

under different data settings. While the values of the CEP curve can be written in a closed, analytic
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form when the outcomes are Gaussian in previous work (Conlon et al., 2014a; Roberts et al., 2021),

it is necessary to define and empirically assess what an ideal CEP curve looks like for time-to-

event data. A novel distinction in this work is that in the Gaussian case, the CEP conditions on

Si(1) − Si(0) = s, where the conditioning is on a contrast between potentially observable values,

Si(1) and Si(0). In this paper, we are looking at the contrast between Λz
12i and Λ1−z

12i , which is a

contrast between distributions.

While not the case in our considered scenarios, some extrapolation may be required to determine

if the CEP curve goes through the origin of the plot depending on the size of the treatment effect

on S. The subject-specific points may not appear in all four quadrants of the plot. There is an

interesting connection regarding individual specific ∆Si and ∆Ti within the quadrants of the graph

that has been considered across trials in the meta-analytic setting (Elliott et al., 2015). In particular,

certain subject-specific coordinates may suggest that the treatment has a beneficial effect on the

surrogate endpoint but a detrimental effect on the true outcome for certain individuals. This may

be informative when considering the possibility of the surrogate paradox (VanderWeele, 2013).

There are several areas for sensitivity analyses and exploration of identifiability for surrogacy

validation (Ghosh, 2012). While the variance of the frailty should be identifiable by including

sufficient covariates (Gao, 2012; Putter et al., 2015), it may still be difficult to accurately estimate

frailty terms in a complex model. In our proposed models, we include a prior distribution for

the variance of the frailty terms but do not assume the variance is known. Since allowing for

too much flexibility in the models may result in non-identifiability of parameters, this can lead to

computational problems when trying to estimate the coefficients associated with the frailties. We

believe our assumptions that κjk = 1 or that ωz13 = ωz23 about the frailty terms are justifiable for

this data example. They also help with computation during estimation, but they are still potentially

strong assumptions. Relaxing the assumption that the frailties going into the T state are equal (ie

ωz13 = ωz23) may impact identifiability since there will be less information available to estimate

these terms. To the extent that frailties can be estimated for one event time per person, the data

might inform these assumptions (e.g., the assumption is testable to the extent that frailties can be
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estimated well). We might try to assess the identifiability of frailty terms in the proposed causal

model by comparing the prior and posterior distributions for the frailty terms (Gao, 2012). Other

convergence metrics can be used to assess the convergence of the parameters, and more complex

algorithms or different distributional assumptions about the frailties may alleviate computational

problems (Clayton, 1991; Wen et al., 2016 for example). For assessment of robustness, our models

can be evaluated under model misspecification. To increase the flexibility of the method, we could

also consider fitting a non-linear loess curve through the points on the CEP plot as opposed to

a linear fit. We can compare our proposed methods to copula models (Taylor et al., 2015). These

particular Gaussian copula models have potential of extending the closed-form correlation structure

we have focused on in previous work while incorporating conditional independence assumptions

on the appropriate correlation scale.

We could fit conditional surrogacy validation models and include baseline PSA, age, and Glea-

son score as baseline covariates. It is likely that controlling for covariates will change the estimated

frailties, as frailty terms capture unexplained heterogeneity in treatment effects which would then

be partially explained by the covariates. Based on these analyses, we could also determine if the

surrogate is valid for certain subgroups of people (Roberts et al. 2021). Different covariates may

be more important in different transition models. For example, we may expect age to be more im-

portant for the direct transition from baseline to death, while baseline PSA and Gleason score will

likely be more important for time to distant metastases. Model selection could lower the number of

parameters to estimate (Reeder et al., 2022).

In the future, we can consider changing our model parameterization from our proposal to use a

time-varying covariate in the transition model from S to T to the alternative Model B or a different

structure. We may extend beyond the proposed illness-death model to a different or more complex

multi-state model depending on the endpoints being evaluated. In different disease areas, consid-

eration about individuals being cured may be appropriate (Conlon et al, 2014b). We have assumed

here that time to S is known, but it may be subject to interval censoring (Zeng et al. 2018). In

some cases we may even have exact information about time to T based on death registries without
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knowing if S occurred (Beesley et al., 2019). Different models, definitions of the endpoint, and cor-

responding ∆Si may change our determination whether the surrogate is valid, and the assumptions

made about the models and frailties may be more appropriate for certain contexts.

While we believe the illness-death model is natural for modeling these data, different estimands

could be considered for validation. In the CEP plot we have used the ratio of the cumulative hazards

on the horizontal axis as a measure of the treatment effect on S. This was chosen because it is

explicitly related to the transition from the baseline state to the state of experiencing the surrogate,

and in most settings, including our prostate cancer one, the primary way in which the treatment

is expected to work is by preventing or delaying the occurrence of the events in the intermediate

state. There are other possible choices for what to use for ∆S on the horizontal axis. One would be

based on the difference in the cumulative incidence of S by time τS between the two arms, another

could be based on the composite endpoint of either S or T occurring by time τS . Both of these can

be calculated from the illness death model parameter estimates, but both are also impacted by the

transition rate from the baseline state to the terminal state.

It would be interesting to evaluate this illness death model when ∆Si is based on a composite

endpoint with T . For example, in the prostate cancer setting, distant metastases-free survival has

been considered as a surrogate endpoint for overall survival. Other potential surrogates have been

considered such as biochemical recurrence or time to local recurrence, and an alternative true clin-

ical outcome could be prostate cancer-specific survival. In our setting, it is likely that individuals

may only die from prostate cancer if they experience distant metastases, so there may be fewer indi-

viduals transitioning directly from baseline to cancer-specific death compared to baseline to death

from other causes.

In this paper we have considered the situation of a single trial, in contrast to the meta analysis

setting in which data from multiple trials are analyzed. We developed an approach to assessing

whether S is a valid surrogate for T from a causal perspective. The hope would be that if S is a good

surrogate for T in one trial, then it would also be a good surrogate for T in other trials with similar

treatments. The fact that the surrogacy measure is based on causal concepts, not just measures
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of association, may make it more likely to transport from one trial to the next. In previous work,

in a different data setting, we find similar CEP plots across four different treatments comparisons

(Taylor et al., 2015). Furthermore, in this paper, a mechanistic approach to disease progression,

implicit in the illness-death model, has been taken. This illness-death structure does transport from

one trial to the next, so may believe that our approach will assess surrogates in a way that is more

generalizable across treatments than methods that rely on composite endpoints, that do not require

the illness death structure. This comparison, concept of transportability, and potential need for

replication across several trials remain as future work (Pearl and Bareinboim, 2011).

There are other directions for extending this work, particularly when considering the overlap of

causal inference and survival analysis and delicate interpretation of hazard ratios with multiple time-

to-event endpoints. Others (Gran et al. 2015; Valeri et al. 2021) explore other causal tools for multi-

state models such as inverse probability weighting, G-computation, and manipulating hypothetical

transition intensities. Other directions for future work are to formally compare the proposed models

with the similar structures of the Prentice criteria, models using mediation strategies, or other causal

methods.
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8 Figures and Tables
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Figure 1: Counterfactual illness-death models for baseline, illness (S), and death (T ). The potential
pathways are labeled with the gap time and corresponding transition intensity for each treatment
arm.
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Figure 2: This diagram demonstrates the relationships between the parameters and data in the pro-
posed model (model A assuming that ωz13 = ωz23).
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λ0
12 = λ1

12 λ0
13 = λ1

13 λ0
23 = λ1

23 Surrogacy
Scenario 1 T T T Null Case
Scenario 2 F T T Perfect
Scenario 3 F T F Partial
Scenario 4 F F T Partial
Scenario 5 F F F Partial
Scenario 6 T F F Not a surrogate
Scenario 7 T T F Not a surrogate
Scenario 8 T F T Not a surrogate

Table 1: Eight possible scenarios of which pathways in the illness death models exhibit treatment
effects based on the causal hazards. T denotes true and F denotes false. The right hand column
represents an intuitive notion of whether S is a good surrogate for T .

Figure 3: Example of an estimated CEP curve, conditional on frailties, for a single simulated dataset
under Scenario 2.
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Figure 4: Counterfactual Illness-Death Models for baseline, illness (S), and death (T ) with the
number of individuals experiencing the events in each transition for the prostate cancer trial.

Figure 5: Kaplan Meier curves for the intermediate and true outcome demonstrating significant
treatment effects for the prostate cancer trial. We also show the Kaplan Meier curve for the transition
from S to T among those who experienced S.
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Parameter γ0 γ1 γ0
12 γ0

13 γ0
23 γ1

12 γ1
13 γ1

23 θ0
23 θ1

23

Posterior Mean -0.036 0.076 0.018 0.018 0.172 0.013 0.015 0.266 0.097 0.035
SE 0.059 0.030 0.002 0.002 0.180 0.002 0.002 0.371 0.248 0.243

Table 3: Parameter estimates for the prostate cancer data example. The posterior mean and esti-
mated standard error are shown for each parameter. All αjk and κjk are set to 1.

Figure 6: Causal effect predictiveness plot for the motivating prostate cancer trial dataset. Each
point represents the posterior mean of ∆Si and ∆Ti for an individual. The collection of linear best
fit lines in gray represent the posterior slope γ1 and intercept γ0 evaluated at each iteration of the
MCMC. The posterior marginal effects on S and T are shown in the red dotted lines. No covariates
are considered in this model.
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