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Abstract
Background
Risk-based analyses are increasingly popular for understanding heterogeneous
treatment effects (HTE) in clinical trials. For time-to-event analyses, the assumption
that high-risk patients benefit most on the clinically important absolute scale when
hazard ratios (HRs) are constant across risk strata might not hold. Absolute
treatment effects can be measured as either the risk difference (RD) at a given time
point or the difference in restricted mean survival time (ARMST) which aligns more
closely with utilitarian medical decision-making frameworks. We examined risk-
based HTE analyses strata in time-to-event analyses to identify the patterns of

absolute HTE across risk strata, and whether ARMST may lead to more meaningful

treatment decisions than RD.

Methods

Using artificial and empirical time-to-event data, we compared RD—the difference
between Kaplan-Meier estimates at a certain time point—and ARMST—the area
between the Kaplan-Meier curves—across risk strata and show how these metrics
can prioritize different subgroups for treatment. We explored scenarios involving
constant HRs while varying both the overall event rates and the discrimination of the

risk models.

Results
When event rates and discrimination were low, RD and ARMST increased
monotonically, with high-risk patients benefitting more than low-risk patients. As the

event rate increased and/or discrimination increased: 1) a “sweet spot” pattern
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emerged: intermediate-risk patients benefit more than low-risk and high-risk patients;

and 2) RD understates the benefit in high-risk patients.

Conclusions
The pattern of HTE characterized by RD may diverge substantially from ARMST,
potentially leading to treatment mistargeting. Therefore, we recommend ARMST for

assessing absolute HTE in time-to-event data.

Keywords: heterogeneous treatment effect, time-to-event analysis, Kaplan-Meier

curve, risk difference, restricted mean survival time
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Key messages

1. To quantify absolute heterogeneous treatment effect (HTE) in time-to-event
data, the difference in restricted mean survival time (ARMST) is more intuitive
and comprehensive, less dependent on the time horizon, and better captures
HTE when the hazard ratio (HR) of treatment varies over time, compared to
the risk difference (RD).

2. We examined risk-based HTE analyses in time-to-event analyses to identify
the patterns of absolute HTE across different risk strata, and whether ARMST
may lead to more meaningful treatment decisions than RD.

3. Even with a constant HR, intermediate-risk patients may benefit more than
low-risk and high-risk patients as event rates increase, a phenomenon known
as a “sweet spot” pattern.

4. The RD does not accurately reflect the benefit for high-risk patients when
event rates and/or discrimination of the risk model are high, unlike to the
ARMST.

5. We recommend the ARMST for assessing absolute HTE, as the RD may

potentially lead to treatment mistargeting.
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Introduction
Treatment efficacy is usually assessed by the average outcome difference between
two treatments. However, the treatment effect differs among patient groups with
varying characteristics.'® To assess heterogeneous treatment effects (HTE), one-
variable-at-a-time subgroup analysis has well-established limitations: it does not
account for multiple characteristics simultaneously, it is vulnerable to false positive
results due to multiple comparisons, and it has inadequate power to detect true
differences.” Predictive approaches to HTE analyses, whereby a model is used to
estimate individualized treatment effects taking into account multiple variables, has
emerged as an alternative approach to address some of these limitations, including
“risk modelling”, which evaluates HTE across strata, defined by a multivariable risk
score.’

Analyses are often conducted on a relative scale for computational convenience.
For instance, the odds ratio (OR) is typically estimated using logistic regression,
while the hazard ratio (HR) is calculated using the Cox proportional hazards model.
To support clinical decision-making, variation in treatment effects should be
evaluated on an absolute scale because they need to be weighed against the
adverse effects and costs of treatment.* The ultimate goal of HTE analysis is to
evaluate whether the absolute benefits across subgroups vary, such that they
exceed the adverse effects and costs for some patients but not others. Whether or
not relative effects are approximately similar across risk strata, absolute effects may
vary to a clinically meaningful degree—with high-risk groups often (but not always)
getting substantially more benefit than lower-risk groups.®

When the relative treatment effect is constant across risk strata, it is generally

assumed that absolute treatment benefits increase with higher risk. However, if the
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OR or HR for treatment remains constant across risk strata for binary or time-to-
event outcomes, respectively, this does not lead to monotonically increasing
absolute benefits (Figure 1; Supplemental Information).? Therefore, absolute effects
must be explicitly estimated. The most frequently used approach to evaluating
absolute effects is to examine the risk difference (RD)—the difference in estimates of
the probability of the outcome of interest between two treatments at a certain time
point. For binary outcomes, RD is estimated in each risk quarter by the difference in
the outcome rate between the two treatments at a certain time point. When survival

times are censored, the difference between the Kaplan-Meier estimates of the two

treatments at a certain time point is used to estimate RD.

Figure 1. An illustration of the scale dependence of HTE. When treatment effect
is non-null and baseline risk varies, HTE is inevitable on at least two out of three of
the most commonly used scales for treatment effect. The graphs above show held
the hazard ratio (HR=0.66) is held constant, the risk difference (RD) and the relative
reduction (RR) are not constant across baseline risk. Results are shown over
baseline outcome risks ranging from 0.1 to 0.9. The Supplemental Information offers

further details on the definitions of the scales used.
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In time-to-event data, the RD heavily depends on the time point chosen,
especially, when the hazards are not proportional—i.e., the HR varies over time—
and even more so when the Kaplan-Meier curves cross. An alternative approach to
guantifying absolute treatment effects in time-to-event data is to estimate the
difference in restricted mean survival time (ARMST), i.e., the difference in life
expectancy between two treatment regimens during a defined period.? RMST can be
estimated by the area under the Kaplan-Meier curve up to a certain time point.
ARMST remains valid and interpretable regardless of whether the proportional
hazards assumption holds, making it a recommended measure for assessing
treatment effects in time-to-event analyses.®'? Furthermore, ARMST aligns more
closely with the utilitarian framework of medical decision-making than RD since it
accounts for differences in benefits over time, not just at a single, often arbitrary time
point.

Naturally, ARMST can also be used to measure absolute HTE across risk strata
of time-to-event data. However, the settings in which ARMST may provide different
insights compared to RD remain uncertain. Here, we examined risk-based HTE
analyses in time-to-event analyses to better understand: 1) the patterns of absolute
HTE across different risk strata; and 2) if ARMST may lead to more meaningful
treatment decisions than RD. For simplicity, we build intuition by focusing on patterns

that emerge with a constant HR of treatment across time, but also consider empirical

examples in which the proportional hazards assumption does not hold.

Methods
First, we simulated event times for one million patients (50% treated) using a Weibull

distribution with a shape parameter of two, i.e., increasing failure rate. The hazard
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was modelled using a baseline hazard of 0.15, HR of standard normally distributed
risk of exp(0.5), and a proportional HR for treatment of 0.8. Patients were stratified
into four risk quarters according to the data generating risk model. We evaluated RD
and ARMST in these quarters at four time points: 3, 5, 10, and 15 years. The
discriminative ability of the data generating risk model was 0.72. Secondly, we varied
the event rate by altering the baseline hazard and risk model performance by
adjusting the HR of risk. To span nine realistic scenarios, we used average event
rates of 10%, 30% and 50% (representing low, medium and high event rates) and
risk models stratifying patients into risk quarters with C-indexes of 0.6, 0.75 and 0.9
(representing low, medium and high discrimination).? 13 We quantified the absolute
treatment effect by the 10-year RD and 10-year ARMST in each risk quarter. We
performed sensitivity analyses by generating the event times of patients using a
proportional HR for treatment of 0.5 and by using an exponential distribution (i.e.,
constant failure rate).

We examined risk-stratified RD and ARMST in previously analysed
randomized clinical trials (RCTs) with non-constant HR for treatment over time and
potentially non-constant HR for treatment across risk strata.2 The SOLVD Prevention
trial (from 1992 with 4228 participants) and SOLVD Intervention trial (from 1991 with
2569 participants) assessed the effectiveness of enalapril versus placebo on heart
failure outcomes and all-cause mortality (Supplemental Table 1).** We calculated RD
and ARMST across four risk quarters, defined by a risk model including pre-
established risk factors.

RD and ARMST can be easily estimated with the widely used “survival” R-

package. All statistical analyses were performed using R statistical software version
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4.4.1, and the code was made available at

https://github.com/CHMMaas/TutorialRDvsdRMST.

Results

Artificial data

At early time points (3 and 5 years), where event rates were low, RD increased
monotonically with increasing risk (Figure 2, panel A-B). For intermediate time points
(10 years) and event rates, a “sweet spot” pattern emerged according to RD, i.e.,
intermediate-risk patients benefit more than low-risk and high-risk patients (Figure 2,
panel C).*® At a later time point (15 years), when event rates were high across each
risk quarter, RD decreased with increasing risk (Figure 2, panel D). Although the
same effects were characterized by ARMST, this pattern was “phase delayed”.
Meaning, ARMST was gradually increasing with increasing risk at early time points
(3, 5, and 10 years), but only at 15 years ARMST did it show a “sweet spot” pattern

(Figure 2).

Figure 2. lllustration using artificial data: the pattern of absolute
heterogeneous treatment effect (HTE) for the risk difference (RD) may diverge
substantially from the difference in restricted mean survival time (ARMST). In
the top part of the Figure, treatment-stratified survival curves with increasing failure
rates are presented for one million patients using a constant overall proportional HR
for treatment of 0.8 across the four risk quarters generated using a risk model with a
C-index of 0.72. In each pair of colored survival curves, the lower survival curve
denotes the treated group, while the upper survival curve represents the control

group. Below, panels A-D illustrate the risk difference (ARD, i.e., the difference in
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survival probabilities) and the difference in restricted mean survival time (ARMST,

i.e., the area between the survival curves) at four distinct time points.
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When the average event rate was low (event rate=10%), both RD and ARMST

exhibited a comparable pattern of absolute HTE across risk strata, with a gradual

increased in benefit as the risk level rose, regardless of the risk models’

discriminative ability (Figure 3A-C). When the discriminative ability of the risk model

was low (C-index=0.60), RD and ARMST gradually increased with increasing risk,

irrespective of the event rate (Figure 3A, D, G). Finally, when the event rate and

medium discrimination (event rate=30%; C-index=0.75), the absolute HTE increased

monotonically, regardless of the metric (Figure 3E).

10
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Figure 3. lllustration using artificial data: the difference in restricted mean
survival time (ARMST) and risk difference (RD) give a similar pattern of
absolute treatment effect across risk strata. The event times were generated
using increasing failure rates of one million patients in four risk strata, using a
constant overall proportional HR for treatment of 0.8, an average event rate of 10%,
30%, and 50% among the control group, and a discriminative ability of the risk-

stratified model of 0.60, 0.75, and 0.90. The red highlighted panels indicate where

ARD and ARMST provide discordant treatment targeting.
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Differences in the pattern of absolute HTE between RD and ARMST emerged
when either event rates or the risk models’ discriminative ability increase. When
generating data using a high event rate and medium discrimination (event rate=50%;
C-index=0.75) or medium event rate and high discrimination (event rate=30%; C-
index=0.90), RD began to display a “sweet spot” pattern, with the third risk quarter
having greater benefit than the highest risk quarter—diverging from ARMST which
still showed a monotonic increase (Figure 3F, H). When generating data using a high
even rate and high discrimination (event rate=50%; C-index=0.90), RD and ARMST
both showed a “sweet spot” pattern, although RD in the highest risk strata reduced to
zero whereas ARMST remained substantial (Figure 31).

When the overall treatment effect was larger (HR for treatment was 0.5), the
divergence between RD and ARMST was observed at higher event rates and higher
discrimination of the risk model (Supplemental Figure 1). Similar divergence patterns

between RD and ARMST were observed using an exponential distribution to

generate patient event times (Supplemental Figure 2-3).

Case studies

At the 90" percentile of follow-up, survival probabilities were 69.5% at 4.6 years
(SOLVD Prevention) and 54.5% at 4.3 years (SOLVD Intervention), with
discriminative abilities of 0.65 and 0.67, respectively. The RD and ARMST
demonstrated different patterns across risk strata (Figure 4-5). In the SOLVD
Prevention trial, the Kaplan-Meier curves intersected (i.e., non-proportional HR of
treatment) within the fourth risk quarter. As a result, the 5-year RD in the fourth risk

guarter was negative, while the 5-year ARMST remained substantially positive

12
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(Figure 4). Similar behaviour in the SOLVD Intervention trial was presented in the

second risk quarter (Figure 5).

Figure 4. lllustration using empirical data: the difference in restricted mean
survival time (ARMST) is a more informative measure of absolute treatment
effect than the risk difference (RD) due to non-proportional hazards in the
SOLVD Prevention trial for death or hospitalization for heart failure. The
survival curves were stratified by placebo treatment (pink line) and enalapril
treatment (green line) and displayed with 95% confidence intervals. We restricted
follow-up to 4.6 years, which is the 90th percentile of follow-up time. The hazard ratio
for treatment varied across risk groups: 0.78 (95% CI: 0.44-1.12) in group 1, 0.71
(95% CI: 0.42-0.99) in group 2, 0.67 (95% CI: 0.41-0.93) in group 3, and 0.95 (95%

Cl: 0.75-1.15) in group 4.
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Figure 5. lllustration using empirical data: the difference in restricted mean
survival time (ARMST) gives similar absolute treatment effect than the risk
difference (RD) across risk strata for the outcome hospitalization for
worsening heart failure in the SOLVD Intervention trial. The survival curves were
stratified by placebo treatment (pink line) and enalapril treatment (green line) and
displayed with 95% confidence intervals. We restricted follow-up to 4.6 years, which
is the 90th percentile of follow-up time. The hazard ratio for treatment varied across
risk groups: 0.74 (95% CI: 0.41-1.07) in group 1, 0.95 (95% CI: 0.66-1.23) in group

2, 0.96 (95% CI: 0.72-1.21) in group 3, and 0.77 (95% CI: 0.56-0.97) in group 4.
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Discussion
It is often assumed that under a constant relative treatment effect, the absolute
benefits of treatment increase with increasing risk. This relationship is often assumed
in the evidence-based medicine literature and it is implicit in many clinical guidelines
that reserve treatments with high costs or adverse effect for those with higher
baseline risk.1® 1 However, when modelling time-to-event data, it is not broadly
appreciated that a constant HR does not yield monotonically increasing predictions
of absolute benefit across risk groups. The pattern is influenced by the distribution of
predicted risk. A "sweet spot" pattern emerges when a considerable portion of the
risk distribution falls below 50%, while another considerable portion exceeds 50%.%°
Moreover, our findings illustrated that the pattern of absolute HTE can differ
substantially when quantified using either ARMST or RD. Since ARMST aligns more
closely with the utilitarian framework of medical decision-making than RD—as it
accounts for differences in benefits across time, not at just a single, often arbitrary
time point—our findings illustrated that RD may not provide the best representation
of differential treatment effects, potentially leading to treatment mistargeting. As seen
in our analysis of the SOLVD studies, when the HR of treatment was not constant

across risk strata and time, ARMST better captures absolute HTE than RD. Thus, we

recommend ARMST for assessing absolute HTE in time-to-event data.

Clinical Decision Making

Clinically important HTE is found when absolute HTE estimates span important
decision thresholds. Using RD versus ARMST might influence decision-making in
either a shared decision-making context or a rationing context. For example,

presenting the results shown in Figure 3l framed as RD, the benefits of treatment in

15
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risk quarters one and four might not be worthwhile, even if the adverse effects and
costs of treatment were fairly small—whereas benefits presented by ARMST may
seem quite worthwhile for risk quarter four. In the context of scarcity and rationing,
for example, where the health system can treat only the highest benefit quarter of
patients, using the RD scale would target risk quarter three in Figure 3F and 3H,
whereas ARMST scale would target risk quarter four. Decision making would differ
more if HTE was estimated on the individual patient level, rather than at the risk
quarter level.

While it may seem evident that RD understates the absolute benefits over
time when event rates are high, we have observed that ARMST is used only
infrequently to characterize absolute benefits in risk modelling studies. In a
systematic review of predictive HTE analyses in clinical trials, which referenced the
PATH statement for guidance, only one out of 16 studies that examined HTE using
time-to-event data with a risk modelling approach utilized ARMST as a measure of
absolute HTE.® '8 |In the remaining 15 studies, ARMST was not used to assess
absolute HTE, despite high event rates. In one of these analyses, the investigators

hypothesized that the lack of relative HTE would lead to monotonically increasing

absolute benefits even though the overall event rate was near 50%.%°

Limitations to this study

This study has several limitations. First, the artificial trial data does not fully capture
scenarios that could be encountered in the real world. To build intuition, we made
two assumptions: 1) the HR for treatment is constant across risk strata, and 2) the
HR for treatment remains constant over time. Concerning the first assumption, if the

HR for treatment would vary across risk strata, we still expect ARMST to provide a

16
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better reflection of absolute HTE compared to RD. Regarding the second
assumption, we focused on the simple case of proportional hazards, even though it
has been pointed out that the proportional hazards assumption is causally
implausible since susceptible individuals are differentially depleted from the
treatment arms over time.?% 21 Nevertheless, we think this is useful for illustrative
purposes, noting that an empirical investigation of 27 trials failed to detect evidence
for this selection bias across time, suggesting proportional hazards might often
provide a reasonable approximation of effects.?? We also focused on “risk modelling”
but note that “effect modelling” is increasingly popular.t® ARMST can be applied to

HTE analyses where patients are stratified based on benefit rather than risk?3,

although the best methods for reliable effect modelling are still emerging.

Advantages and disadvantages of using ARMST to measure absolute HTE

Prior studies have emphasized that the advantage of using ARMST over HR
becomes evident when the proportional hazards assumption is substantially
violated.® 1% 12.24-26 | this analysis, we highlighted the benefits of ARMST over RD.
First of all, ARMST may be more intuitive for patients and clinicians as it measures
the difference in the average time until an event occurs between two treatment
groups within a specified period.?® Most importantly, ARMST provides a more
comprehensive measure of treatment effect by considering the entire survival curve
up to a specified time point. Choosing an appropriate time horizon is needed for both
ARMST and RD. Tian et al. demonstrated that appropriate statistical inference is
possible when estimating RMST up to the longest follow-up time when this is
clinically useful.?” In contrast, RD estimates at the longest follow-up can be unstable

due to fewer individuals remaining. Thus, ARMST is particularly useful when there is

17
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a high loss to follow-up, such as near the maximum follow-up time. Lastly, when the
event rate exceeds 50%, ARMST is more advantageous than RD, as RD
understates the benefit. The divergence between RD and ARMST might be less
evident in RCT data due to strict inclusion criteria, leading to healthier, more
homogeneous participants, which results in lower event rates and reduced risk
model discrimination. Observational studies often have higher event rates, such as in
frail patients or those with aggressive cancers. While our analyses focused on RCT
data, ARMST can also quantify absolute HTE in observational data when properly
addressing treatment group imbalances, as in a target trial emulation framework.28-30
Nevertheless, ARMST shares some of the same limitations as RD. Its estimates
are confined to the trial’s duration, making long-term effects hard to infer from short
trials.?6 Additionally, its sensitivity to follow-up time complicates comparisons of

intervention efficacy or safety across studies with varying follow-up duration and

event rates.

Conclusion
Our findings highlight the limitations of RD in risk-based HTE analyses for time-to-
event outcomes. We recommend using ARMST to assess absolute HTE for time-to-

event outcomes.

18
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Abbreviations

RD Risk difference

ATE Average treatment effect

ARMST Difference in restricted mean survival time
HR Hazard ratio

HTE Heterogeneous treatment effect
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