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Abstract

Stein’s method introduced by Charles Stein (1972) is a powerful tool in distributional
approximation, especially in classes of random variables that are stochastically de-
pendent. In recent years, researchers have concentrated more on adaptive designs.
For the response adaptive randomization procedures, the patient’s allocation depends
on the aggregated information that is acquired from the responses of the previously
treated patients. This design uses the information of patients’ responses to mod-
ify treatment allocation in order to assign more patients to a successful treatment,
thus introduce dependent structure in the data. In this thesis we investigate the
use of Stein’s method in statistical inference for response adaptive design. We have
acquired asymptotic normality of the maximum likelihood estimators for treatment
effects by deriving an upper bound for these estimators using Stein’s method. We
examine the performance of three types of response adaptive designs under various
success probabilities through simulation studies. Since adaptive designs generate a
dependent sequence of random variables that are not exchangeable, we present the
advantage of using bootstrap re-sampling in adaptive designs and the efficiency of
this method. We compare bootstrap confidence intervals with the asymptotic con-
fidence interval under different success rates of three allocation methods. Also, we
discuss the normal approximation based on the Wald’s statistic in the numerical

studies.
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Lay summary

Stein’s method introduced by Charles Stein (1972) is a powerful tool in proving well-
known Central Limit Theorems for complex dependent problems and distributional
approximation. The method later expanded to other targeted distributions, but was
first used on normal approximation.

In recent years, researchers have concentrated more on adaptive designs. For the
response adaptive randomization procedures, the patient’s allocation depends on
the aggregated information that is acquired from the responses of the previously
treated patients. This design uses the information of patients’ responses to modify
treatment allocation in order to assign more patients to a successful treatment, thus
introduce dependent structure in the data. In this thesis we investigate the use of
Stein’s method in statistical inference for response adaptive design. We have acquired
asymptotic normality of the maximum likelihood estimators for treatment effects by

deriving an upper bound for these estimators using Stein’s method.

There are various allocation procedures that can be used in adaptive design here,
so we investigate the performance for three allocations of response adaptive designs
under different success rates in our numerical studies for two treatments. Since
adaptive design generates a dependent sequence of random variables that are not
exchangeable, we present the advantage of using bootstrap re-sampling in adaptive
design and the efficiency of this method. We compare bootstrap versus asymptotic

design under different success rates for the three methods of allocations.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

In recent years, several authors and researchers investigated Response Adaptive De-
signs (RAD) for clinical trials because of the advantages over the other methods of
randomization. Such designs create a dependency structure on the collected data for
RAD because allocation operates on the previously treated assignments and their
success in responses. Designs of this type assign more patients to potentially better
treatment. This thesis seeks to find approximation for response adaptive design us-
ing Stein’s method. To understand the context motivating this objective, we start by
describing what a clinical trial is and why we need randomization in the procedure.
Subsequently, we describe adaptive design and response adaptive-design. Also, we
introduce the likelihood function to estimate the parameters. Moreover, we introduce
the aim of this study, which is using Stein’s method for the dependent data from
RAD. This distributional approximation method is applied to handle the difficulty

caused by the dependence structure and complexity of the adaptive design.
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1.1 Response Adaptive Designs For Randomized
Clinical Trial

The advantages of using response adaptive designs in clinical trials are introduced
in this section. Clinical trials are the prospective comparison of two or more treat-
ments, one or more of which is a new innovation being tested, while the others are
controls based on Rosenberger and Lanchin (2002) [13]. There exist several stages
and phases for the approval of clinical trials. From Rosenberger and Lanchin (2002)
[13], we learn that in a Phase III clinical trial, the treatment tests on many patients,
for treatment approval. A randomized clinical trial is a clinical trial in which pa-
tients are randomly allocated to groups with different treatments. There are two
critical properties for randomization. The first property is the comparability among
the study groups. This comparability can only be used to mediate studies in which
the covariates are observable and adjustable, however, there are no guarantees or
assurances regarding other covariates. Also, randomization develops a high prob-
ability of comparability for unknown covariates. The second property is that the
process causes a probabilistic basis for inference if considering all possible results.
Overall, the purpose of randomization is to achieve comparability without guarantee
and to prevent bias in allocating subjects to a treatment group or avoid predictabil-
ity. Therefore, it is necessary to use randomization to prevent bias and covariate

imbalances.

Randomization in RAD applies on the best allocation procedures based on the
previously treated assignments and their success in responses. Hu and Rosenberger
(2006)[3] studied asymptotic properties of allocation proportions and introduced
five types of randomization for adaptive design processes: complete randomiza-
tion, restricted randomization, response-adaptive randomization, covariate-adaptive
randomization and CARA or covariate-adjusted response-adaptive randomization.
There are two primary objectives, one is maximizing the power, and the other is min-

imizing the number of failure of treatments allocations. From Hu and Rosenberger
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(2006) [%] “ the response adaptive randomization procedures have three defining char-
acteristics: (1) they are myopic (2) They are fully randomized (3) They require a
fixed sample”. Although the dependency structure exists in adaptive design and the
traditional methods are used for independent data more frequently, it is not possible
to apply them without modification. Moreover, response adaptive design was devel-
oped to assign more patients to a better treatment. Also, they should be viewed in

context of sequential analysis; such randomization causes the dependent samples.

1.2 The Estimation for Response Adaptive De-

signs

The maximum likelihood estimator properties following a RAD presented and dis-
cussed in this section. Generally, if the allocation proportion converges to a constant
when n — oo, the maximum likelihood estimator has asymptotic properties similar
to those in i.i.d sequences. Hu and Rosenberger(2006) [3] introduced in a general the-
orem on the asymptotic properties of ML estimators. This theorem was first proved
by Rosenberger, Flrounoy, and Durham (1997)[11] for K treatments, but their con-
ditions were more restrictive and can not be applied to the different types of response
adaptive randomization. However, the theory in Hu and Rosenberger(2006) [3] only
requires that the allocation proportion converges to a constant. The Taylor expan-
sion is one of the standard ways of proving the ML estimators’ asymptotic normality.
Yi and Wang(2007)[21] obtained the likelihood function for K > 2 using the transi-
tion probability of the stochastic process and applied the strong law of large numbers
for the Martingale. They used the Taylor expansion to show how under some the
regularity conditions, the ML estimators are strongly consistent and asymptotically
normally distributed. Melfi et al. (2001)[!2] worked on the same properties, but their
allocation limitation was only limited by the target allocation proportion. However,
the allocation rule provided by Yi and Wang (2007) [21] considered a wide class of
adaptive designs such as randomized play the winner (RPW) and Melfi’s optimal
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design, the generalized Polya’s urn (GPU) model and finally doubly adaptive biased
coin design in Rosenberger et al. (2001) [16].

Suppose that patients arrive sequentially to the trials and receive only treatment
A or B. The patients responses Xy;, Xo,.... from treatment [ are independent and
identically distributed with probability distribution function f;(X,y;), where | =
A,B and ; € ©,and © is an open subset of IRX, for a positive integer k. Denote
= (pa,pp). Let X; = (Xjalj4, X;5(1 —1;4)) be the corresponding response for
the patient j. Now, 1;4 = 1 means that the j™ patient receives treatment A, and

l1.e.

1 if treatment A
Ly = (1.1)

0 if treatment B

For each observed sequence {(114, X1), ..., (L1(j_1)a, X(j—1))} under 7 = {7;,j =
1,2,..}, the allocation probability 7; for j patient in a response adaptive design
depends on the previously treated patients responses Xi, Xy, ..., X;_;, where 7; =
P(1;4|F;—1) for j > 2; F;_; is the o-algebra generated by the observed sequence;
and m = P(1;4 = 1) is 1/2 for the first two patients. From Hu and Rosenberger
(2006) [8] and Yi and Wang (2007) [21], the likelihood function can be formed by,

n

L(p) = [ 77" (0 = 7o) O8O T ] Fa(Xga, 1a) 2 (X, pm) ), (1.2)

J=1 J=1

The number of patients who are allocated to treatment A or B is N4(n) and
Ngp(n) = n— Na(n), respectively, and their randomization depends on the adaption
process of treatment allocation. Assume that NAT(") — p(p)(a.s) and p(p) € (0,1).
Let I(x) = InL(u) and fi;(n) be the solution of 88_/51 = 0, when n patients are allocated
by the adaptive design. Assume the regular condition for f;(X, 1;),l = A, B and the
eighth moments of responses from treatment A and B and the second moment of
the likelihood function to exist and be finite. Rosenberger and Lachin (2002)[13],

Reseberger and Hu (2006)[3] and, Yi and Wang (2007)[21] studied consistency and
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asymptotic normality of the ML estimators. Yi and Li (2018) [20] obtained the rate
of convergence error probability of the confidence interval, and they proved that,
when the density function is normal, the convergence error and type I error rate is

at the order of n=!.

1.3 Stein’s Method

Stein’s method for normal approximation first appeared in Charles Stein (1972) [15].
In that paper, Stein came up with a new idea to prove the normal approximation
to the distribution of a sum of dependent random variables by bounding distance
between two random variables, W and Z, where Z follows a standard normal distri-
bution, even when the condition of independence does not hold. Subsequently, Chen
(1975) [1] established this characterization for Poisson distribution. Stein (1986)
[17] developed these approaches for exchangeable pairs using binomial and Poisson
distribution and other probability distributions additional to normal distribution.
Furthermore, these characterizations and ideas were later discussed in Chen, Gold-
stein, and Shao (2005) [3] and in their book (2010) [2].

Recently, Ley, Reinert, and Swan (2014)[10] worked on the canonical definition
of the Stein operator and Stein class of distributions, and they presented the com-
parison of several pairs of distribution. Ley, Reinert, and Swan (2017) [11] worked
on the same issue but with a new generalization on Stein’s method for univari-
ate distributions. They introduced a canonical definition of Stein’s operator of a
probability distribution based in a linear differential operator, and applied Stein’s
identity to both discrete and continuous distributions. They provided an application
to compare several pairs of distributions: normal vs. normal, sum of independent
Rademacher vs. normal, normal vs Student, and maximum of random variable vs.
exponential, Frechet and Gumbel for comparison of the mentioned univariate distri-

bution.
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Stein’s method can be formed in multivariate approximation using the chi-square
distribution characteristics. Gaunt and Reinert (2016) [6] obtained the upper bounds
for the rate of convergence of some asymptotical chi-square distributed statistics at
the order n~! for the smooth test function. They estimated the bound to Friedman’s
statistic for comparison of statistical power. Gaunt, Pickett, and Reinert (2017)
[0] expanded their research for chi-square approximation by Stein’s method with
application to Pearson’s statistics. They derived the bound from the solution of the
gamma Stein equation. Furthermore, they worked on an approximation to estimate
the distance between Pearson’s statistics and limiting chi-square distribution for the

smooth test function.

1.4 My Thesis

The main objective of this thesis is to find the approximation for the RAD inference
using Stein’s method. For the response-adaptive randomization procedures, the pa-
tients’ allocation depends on the aggregated information that is acquired from the
responses of the previously treated patients. This design uses the information of pa-
tients’ responses to modify treatment allocation in order to assign more patients to a
successful treatment. Due to the dependent structure, such designs are more complex
and challenging. We describe Stein’s method and some of the practical applications
with this methodology, which is a useful tool in distributional approximation. In
Chapter 2 we introduce the K function method in Stein’s equation for independent
random variables. In Chapter 3, using Stein’s method, we show the asymptotic nor-
mality of the maximum likelihood estimators for the response adaptive design. In

Chapter 4, we conduct a simulation study.



Chapter 2

Detailed Illustration of Stein’s

Method

The goal of this chapter is to introduce Stein’s method. Here we begin with the
derivation of Stein’s identity and obtain the solutions to Stein’s equation. At the
end of this chapter, we discuss a typical application of this method using the K

function approach.

2.1 Fundamental of Stein’s Method

One of the most important theorems for large sample sizes is the Central Limit The-
orem (CLT). A classic form of the CLT states that a normal approximation applies
to the distribution of quantities that can be modeled as a sum of the many indepen-
dent contributions. However, in response adaptive design, we have dependency in
the collected data. Therefore, we need a method for dependent data. Stein’s method

helps us to obtain a limiting distribution for such data.
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2.1.1 Stein’s Method

The characterization of the normal distribution presented for the first time by Charles
Stein [18] was based on the fact that, Z ~ N(0,0?) if and only if,

/

EZf(2)] = o*E[f (2)] (2.1)

for all absolutely continuous functions f : IR — IR for which the expectation exists
with E|f(Z)] < oc.

To show a random variable W has a distribution close to a target distribution,
say that of random variable Z, we can compare the value of expectation on some
class function of W and Z. From Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2010) [2] the goal is
to estimate closeness of the distribution of W and Z given by the evaluation of the
difference between Eh(W) and Fh(Z) over some collection of measurable function
of h. If the distribution of W is close to the distribution Z, then the difference
Eh(W) — Eh(Z) should be small for a collection of measurable function h.

As a special case when 0 = 11in (2.1), Z ~ N(0, 1) if and only if

/

B (2) - 2f(2)] = 0 (2:2)
for all absolutely continuous function f : IR — IR for which the expectation exist

E|f(Z)] < .

If the distribution of W is close to the distribution of Z, then evaluating the
left-hand side of (2.2), when Z is replaced by W, deduces something small. Hence,
putting these two differences together using the Stein’s characterization (2.2) we have

Stein’s equation given by,
[ (w) = wf(w) = h(w) — Eh(Z) (2.3)

where Z has a standard normal distribution.
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The results (2.1) and (2.3) were introduced and (2.2) proved in Lemma 2.1 from
Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2010) [2].

2.1.2 Solution to Stein’s Equation

Equation (2.3) is a general form of Stein’s equation. From Lemma 2.1 in Chen,
Goldstein and Shao (2010) [2], for fixed z € R and ®(z) = P(Z < z), the unique

bounded solution f(w) := f.(w) of equation

f(w) —wf(w) = Lipesy — 0(2) (2.4)

is given by

£(w) = { V2re' T d(w)[l — ®(2)] if w <z (2.5)

Vare s ®(2)[1 — (w)] if w> z.

The solution (2.5) to the equation (2.4) is a special case of Stein’s characterization
for h(w) = L{w<.}. By the same method of integrating, a general solution for (2.3)
is given by,

w

fu(w) =e= /w (h(z) — Nh)e%ﬁdx

where Nh = Eh(Z).

(2.5) and (2.6) are the special case and general solutions to the Stein’s equations
(2.4) and (2.3), respectively (Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2010) [2]).
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2.1.3 Boundary Conditions For the Solution of Stein’s Equa-
tion

We describe some of the results on boundaries for the solution (2.5) and (2.6) to the

Stein’s equation (2.4) and (2.3), respectively, in this section.

The following results are from Lemma 2.3 in Chen, Goldstein, and Shao (2010)

[2]. First, wf,(w) is an increasing function of w.

Moreover, for all real w , v and v,

Wh@I <1 fufiw) - ufw)] <1 2

@Il fw) - f) <1 29

0 < f.(w) < min (@ %) (2.9)
Kw+wﬁm+m—wwmﬁmwwnsmn@w+%?>w+m 2.10)

In addition, from Lemma 2.4 in Chen, Goldstein, and Shao (2010) [2] for any real

valued function h on IR, if h is bounded, then

Hnus¢§mm—NM| (2.11)
111 < 2lIh() - N (2.12)
[ £all < 1IR] (2.13)

13l < \/gllh/H (2.14)



2.2. ILLUSTRATION OF THE USE OF STEIN’S METHOD 11

171 < 2(1R]] (2.15)

where,

||h]] = suprer|h(x)]. (2.16)

For Lemma 2.4 in Chen, Goldstein, and Shao (2010) [2], the properties (2.13),
(2.14) and (2.15) holds if h is absolutely continuous.

2.2 Illustration of The Use of Stein’s Method

There are four different approaches presented for handling Stein’s equation in Chen,
Goldstein and Shao (2010)[2]. The first approach, which plays a key role in our study,
is the K function method when W is a sum of independent random variables. The
other well-known method called the exchangeable pair approach of Stein’s, while
W has a particular dependency structure. Additionally, they have discussed zero
bias distribution (the associated transformation for arbitrary mean zero with finite
variance), which is called the zero bias method. Finally, there is the size bias transfor-
mation. This method and zero bias transformations are close to each other, but size
bias is defined on the class of non-negative random variables x with finite non-zero

means.

As one of the ordinary applications of Stein’s method from Chen, Goldstein and
Shao (2010)[2] in the Section 2.3.1, the K function approach is to handle Stein’s

equation (2.3) for the sum of the independent random variables.

Let W be the sum of the independent random variables 1, ..., &,, where E(&;) = 0,
Var(&) = %, and E|§]? < oo fori=1,...,n.
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Define,
Ki(t) = E§{1jo<i<ey — Lig;<i<oy} (2.17)

From Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2010)[2], in the Section 2.3.1 (page 19), since
K;(t) > 0 for all real ¢ it can be shown that,

+o0 +o0

K;(t)dt = BE?  and / |t|Ki(t)dt:%E|§i|3. (2.18)

—00 o)

Let h be a measurable function with E|h(Z)| < oo, and f = f, be the corre-
sponding solution of the Stein’s equation (2.3). The goal is to estimate the left-hand

side of the following equation,

/

E[f (W) — W f(W)] = ER(W) — Nh. (2.19)

This means if we consider the right-hand side of (2.19) for some large class of function
h, the expectations differences should be small if the distribution of W approximates
to that of Z. Since the right-hand side of (2.19) contains two random variables and
working with this side is not easy to proceed, working with the left-hand side of the
equation is recommended.

To use the K function (2.17) in Stein’s method, first of all, estimate E[W f(W)].

Considering the definition of W we have,

n 400
EWfW)=> E[/ F WD 1) &(Loce<ery — Liei<t<oy)dt]
i=1 -
(2.20)

n

=Y /W E[f (W9 + 1) K,(t)dt.

i= o0

Since,

n +00 n
Z/ Ki(t)dt =Y E& =1 (2.21)
i=1 v 7 i=1
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it follows that . .
Ef (W)= Z / E[f (W) K;(t)dt. (2.22)

Therefore,

/

E[f (W) -WfW)] = Z/_+OOE[f’(W) — F (WD )] K, (t)dt. (2.23)

Equations (2.20), (2.23) play a vital role in finding the corresponding upper bound
to prove normal approximation. Also, (2.20), (2.23) hold for all bounded absolutely
continuous function f. The normal approximation can be obtained from the bounds
on the solution f in Lemma 2.4 in Chen, Goldstein, and Shao (2010) [2], and using

mean value theorem, it can be proven
lim E|f (W) =W f(W)| — 0. (2.24)
As well as the right-hand side of (2.19),

lim E|h(W) — h(Z)| — 0. (2.25)

n—oo

This leads us to deduce that W % Z by the Kolmogrov distance properties,

IL(X) = L(Y)||z = sup |ER(X) — h(Y)]. (2.26)

heH

where,

H = {]l(mgz),z - ]R}



Chapter 3

Normal Approximation Using
Stein’s Method In Response
Adaptive Designs

In this chapter, we apply Stein’s method using the K function approach in the
inference of RAD and discuss the asymptotic normality of the maximum likelihood
estimators. In Section 3.1, we introduce the notation and in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 we
thoroughly discuss the application of the K function approach in Stein’s method for
the RAD inference.

3.1 The Maximum Likelihood Estimator for RAD

In this section, we introduce the MLE for RAD. We assume similar assumptions as
those in Yi and Li(2018) [20] and Rosenberger et al.(2001) [16]:

1. The parameter space © is an open subset of IR* and k is a positive integer for

treatment A and treatment B.

2. The distribution of f;(X, 1y),l = A, B belongs to exponential family.
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3. For limiting allocation p(u) € (0, 1), % —p(p) almost surely (a.s), where 0 <
p(p) < 1.

4. The moments of responses from treatment A and B at the order of one to three

and the second moment of the likelihood function exist and are finite.

For the response adaptive randomization procedures, the patients’ allocation de-
pends on the aggregated information that is acquired from the responses of the
previously treated patients. This design uses the information of patients’ responses
to modify treatment allocation, in order to assign more patients to a successful treat-

ment. Such design creates dependency in the collected data for RAD.

From Hu and Rosenberger (2006) [3], Rosenberger et al.(1997) [11], Yi and Wang
(2007) [21] the likelihood estimators for the mean responses for treatment A and B

are given by,

D i1 LjaXja

fa = s IATA (3.1)
Zj:l Lja
(=15 X;
fip = =51 A (3.2)
Zj:l(l - ]]']A)
Define,
Wy = Z 154854, (3.3)
j=1

where ;4 = %T_;:*),j =1,...,n. It is clear that E{;4 = 0 and Var({a) = E ?A =
1

np’

Similarly, define

n

Wp =Y (1-1;4)¢s. (3.4)

j=1

where &g = %,j = 1,...,n. Therefore, E{;p = 0 and Var(¢p) = Ef'sz =
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1
n(l—p)”

In the next section, we apply the Stein’s method to obtain normal approximation
for W4 and Wp.

3.2 Normal Approximation of MLE for RAD

In this section, we use Stein’s method to prove the asymptotic normality of MLE for
RAD. We establish the asymptotic properties for W, and Wp first.

3.2.1 Setup For the K Function Method

We define the K functions as follows:

Kia(t) = ElSia{lo<i<eny — Lig,a<t<0y}]- (3.5)

Following the same steps as those in Chen, Goldstein and Shao (2010)[2] (page 19),
it can be proven that, K;4(t) > 0 for all real ¢t and

+00 +oo 1
Kia(t)dt = EE,  and / |t Kia(t)dt = §Eygm\3. (3.6)
Define the corresponding K function for Wg as
Kip(t) = El&ip{1ioct<ein} — Weip<t<or}]- (3.7)
We have that K;g(t) > 0 for all real t as well as
+oo +00 1 .
Kip(t)dt = B¢y and / It Kp(t)dt = 515\5“5]3. (3.8)
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3.2.2 Normal Approximation Using Stein’s Method for W 4

Here, we prove asymptotic normality of the maximum likelihood estimators using
Stein’s method. Throughout the process, we assume the listed regularity conditions

are satisfied; First, we obtain normal approximation for W, using Stein’s method.

Lemma 1. Wy has mean zero and variance o3y, = Var(Wa) = E[]x—;‘]

Similarly,

Lemma 2. Wp has mean zero and variance oy, = Var(Wg) = E [%}

The details of the proofs of the Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 can be found in the
Appendix A.

From the Lemma 1 we can state the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Let h be a measurable function with ||h'|| < oo, and ¥4 — p a.s. as

n — o0o. If E|&al® < oo fori=1,...n, then

2 N , -
(1) BE|n(Wa) —h(Z)] < \/;Hh [|[E[1 — n—’;l + 3|k ||E[Z]liAE|§iA|3];
=1

(2) Wa 4 Z.as n— oo, where Z has a standard normal distribution.

The normal approximation in Theorem 3 can be obtained by verifying the fol-
lowing steps. First, we use the K function approach in Stein’s equation by defining
the leave-one-out in the summation of the random variables. Second, we estimate
the left-hand side of (2.19). Then, we derive an upper bound for the estimation we
get in left-hand side of (2.19), and the result is valid for the right-hand side of the
equation. Finally, we show that the upper bound converge to zero as n — oo and
Wa 4y 7. The details of the proof of the Theorem 3 can be found in the Appendix
A.
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Since,

np Wa  mp 3 iy 1ja(Xja — pa)
Ny Ny \/ipoa
\/_ > i1 Lia(Xja — pra)
Ny /p~loa
~ Vnlfia — pa)

ptoa

(3.9)

Y

and % — p a.s as n — 0o, we have the following using the Slutsky’s theorem.

Theorem 4. Under regqularity conditions 1-3, \/n(jia — pna) — N(0,p~'0%).

Similarly, we have the following results for W and jip.

Corollary 5. Let h be a measurable function with ||h'|| < co, and X2 — (1—p) a.s.
asn — oco. If E|§p]2 < oo fori=1,...,n, then

(1) Elh(Wp) — h(Z)| < \[Ilh 1E[1 — >|+3||h IIE[Z(l — L) Elis|*];

(2) Wg 4 Z asn— 0o, where Z has a standard normal distribution.

Corollary 6. If Y2 — (1 — p) a.s. asn — oo then, /n(fip — pg) — N(0, (1 —

p)~tog).

3.3 Normal Approximation Using the Stein’s method
for (fia — fip)
In the previous section, we prove the asymptotic normality of the MLE for RAD,

using the K function approach in Stein’s method. Here we discuss the same process

for W4 — Wp and obtain the asymptotic properties for fi4 — fip.
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Define,
Wrad =Wy—Wp

- Z 1ja8ja — Z(l —1;4)¢8 (3.10)

- Z {]IJA@A - JA) JB}

Lemma 7. W,,; has mean zero and variance U%de = Var(Wywa) = E[]Z—g] +
N
Elits)

The details of the proof of the Lemma 7 can be found in the Appendix A.

Now to discuss the normal approximation for W, using the following theorem,
N5 5 (1—p)as asn — oo. If El§p|*> < oo for i = 1,...,n, then, we have the

n

following theorem.

Theorem 8. Let h be a measurable function with ||h'|| < oo, and 4 — p a.s. as

n — o0o. If E|&al® < 0o and E|&g|* < oo fori=1,....,n, then
( )E|h( rad |<\/7||h||E|1__|+3||h||E Z]le E|§1A|

\f!thE\l— >!+3HhHE[Z(1—LA) El&pl*];

i=1

(2) Wiaa 4 7 asn — oo, where Z has a standard normal distribution.

The approximation in Theorem 8 can be proved by verifying the similar steps
as of Wy in the previous subsection. Hence, we first use the K function approach
in Stein’s method by defining the leave-one-out in the summation of the random
variables. Second, we estimate equation (2.19) using the left-hand side. Third, we
achieve an upper bound for estimation we get for the left-hand side of (2.19). The

same result is valid for the right-hand side of the equation. Ultimately, we show that
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the upper bound converges to zero as n — oo and W, 4 7. The details of the
proof of the Theorem 8 can be found in the Appendix A.

Similar to the Theorem 4 we have,

Corollary 9. If &4 — p a.s. asn — oo, then /n((fia — fig) — (pa — pp)) —
N0, p~'o% + (1= p)~'o}).



Chapter 4
Simulation Study

Throughout this chapter, we conduct an extensive numerical study to examine the
normal approximation of MLE for RAD. To do so, we considered three adaptive allo-
cation procedures with various success rates. Furthermore, to attain a comprehensive
measure of the obtained estimates’ accuracy, we utilized Bootstrap sampling under
different allocation methods and success probabilities. This chapter is structured in
the following order. In Section 4.1, we first explain three different target allocation
techniques, and then we outline the simulation setup for capturing the distribution of
%. In Section 4.2, we carry out another simulation study to find confidence intervals
for the success rates under each of the introduced allocation procedures using the
Bootstrap re-sampling method. Finally, in Section 4.3, the results and comparisons

of the different techniques are discussed.

4.1 The Adaptive Allocation Methods

In this section, we introduce three adaptive allocation methods for RAD. We begin
by introducing the essentials for these allocations. Then we discuss the normal

approximation for the RAD inference by using numerical methods.
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4.1.1 Randomized Play the Winner Allocation (RPW)

Randomized Play the Winner (RPW) was introduced by Wei and Durham (1978)
[19]. Suppose there is a two-treatment clinical trial, and an urn includes one “A”
ball and one “B” ball for the first patient. Thus, the first patient is equally likely
to receive either of the two treatments A or B. Suppose this patient is assigned
to treatment A through randomization. Then, if the treatment is successful, the
original “A” ball is placed back to and an additional “A” ball is added to the urn.
Otherwise, if the patient fails on treatment A, we put the original “A” ball and a
“B” ball in the urn. Thus, the second patient has a probability of 2/3 or 1/3 of
receiving treatment A, depending on whether treatment A was a success or a failure
for the first patient. We continue this process for the total number of patients in the
trial. Due to this allocation, it is possible that a higher proportion of patients will be
assigned to the more successful treatment. Hence, we can formulate the probability

of assigning patients to treatment A in each step of this allocation process by,

Aball

= 4.1
) Apatr + Brani (4.1)

P(A
It is straightforward to see that the probability of patients being assigned to treat-
ment B can be obtained by pp) =1 — p(a).

4.1.2 RSIHR Allocation

The optimal allocation proposed by Rosenberger, Stallard, Ivanova, Harper, and
Ricks (RSIHR) (2001) [7] aims to minimize the expected number of treatment failures
concerning the conditional variance of the Wald test statistic at a fixed level. The
RSIHR method derives an optimal allocation proportion for binary responses that
is independent of the test’s power. Following this technique, the target allocation

proportion of patients allocated to treatment A is given by,

:L (4.2)
VPA + /DB’ '

P(A)
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where p4 is success probability on treatment A, and pg is success probability on

treatment B.

4.1.3 YW Allocation

In [22], Yi and Wang (2009), proposed a RAD with enhanced ethical benefits to
patients. Such design considers both of the average number of patients allocated to
better treatments as well as the power of the statistical test. The target allocation

for YW is given by,

_4ste min{qa, g }sign(gs — qa)
ga + qB

where ¢ =1 —p;,l = A, B.

4.1.4 Doubly Biased Coin Design (DBCD)

From Hu and Zhang (2004)[9], when the allocation proportions are unknown for
treatments A and B, a biased coin design (e.g., general Eisele biased coin design
(1994) [1]) can be used. Here, the allocation function g(zx, p) plays a dominant role,

and is given by,

plp/x)?
g\, p) = ; 4.4
) o (= ) )0 ) o
where v > 0. It is straightforward to see that, if z > p, then g(z, p) < p.

Due to the results we obtained in Chapter 3, also from Yi and Li (2018) [20], a

(1 — @)100% confidence interval for (us — up) is given by,

) )

N ai] 24 9B

(fa — fip) £ 201-g2) N, TNy (4.5)

where « is the nominal coverage error probability and z(;—g) is the critical value for
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the standard normal distribution.

4.1.5 Simulation Setup

In this subsection, we outline the setup for our numerical study under the three
allocation procedures and various success rates. Our goal is to monitor the goodness

of the normal approximation discussed in Chapter 3 for different success rates in
RAD.

e The adaptive allocation considered are the RPW (1978) [19] and the optimal
allocation proportion RSIHR (2001) [16], and the YW (2009) [22] allocation.

e We use the Doubly Biased Coin Design (DBCD) Hu and Rosenberger (2006)]¥]
with the allocation function g(x, p) to target p(ay where v = 100 is fixed as sug-
gested in Hu, Rosenberger and Zhang (2006) [23] in RSHIR and YW allocation
methods.

e We generate data from a uniform distribution X ~ Unif(0,1) for allocation

purposes.

e Here, we consider three different success rates from the set {0.5,0.7,0.9} as the
true value for p4 and the values of pg are determined such that, 0 < [ps—pp| <
0.3.

e The total number of patients is fixed at n € {100, 200,300} and we generate
r = 10, 000 replications for each of the RADs.

e The first two patients are allocated to the treatments A and B, respectively.
Then, the next patients assign to each of the treatments by following one of
the three RAD procedures.

e In all the numerical studies, we fix epsilon at € = 1/4 for YW adaptive design

and, the type I error rate is fixed to the nominal level of o = 0.05.
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4.2 Bootstrap Resampling for Response Adaptive
Design

Bootstrap is a powerful statistical tool that can be used to quantify the uncertainty
associated with a given estimator. It resamples from a set of data to create many
simulated samples. This type of resampling allows us to estimate standard errors and
find the simulated confidence intervals, and apply the hypothesis testing for various
test statistics. This methodology can be considered as an alternative approach to
traditional estimation; however, we must note some fundamental differences. There
are advantages to applying bootstrap resampling since it does not make any assump-
tions about the distribution of the data and use a wider variety of distributions.
Additionally, it is very beneficial to draw inference when the size of the data is not

adequately large.

Moreover, the confidence interval deduced by bootstrap is asymptotically consis-
tent. From Rosenberger and Hu (1999) [15], the sequence of responses inferred from
adaptive designs is dependent, and it cannot be modified during the process. In their
paper, they used bootstrap resampling to obtain confidence intervals. This process
uses the output of an adaptive experiment as the input of the bootstrap resampling
procedure. It can be utilized for any sample size due to the complex covariance

structure on the data in adaptive design.

4.2.1 Simulation Setup for Bootstrap

In Subsection 4.1.5, we describe the simulation setup to compute coverage probabil-
ities and obtain confidence intervals based on asymptotic normal distribution. Here,

we outline the setup for the simulating of bootstrap samples in the setting of RAD.

e The bootstrap method is applied to the three allocation methods of RPW,
RSIHR, and YW for the total sample size fixed at n = 200.
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e We consider various settings of true values for the success rates p4 = (0.9,0.7,0.5)
vs. pp = (0.7,0.5,0.3) such that, |pa — pg| = 0.2.

e We then find the observed success probabilities and the sample size for p =
(pa,pp) and N; = (N4, Np),l = A, B under the three allocation methods.

e Using the adaptive allocation rules, we replicate a total of T sequences of

treatment allocations and their corresponding responses.

o We estimate pj,...,p5 and N7, ..., NJ as bootstrap estimates of the response

probabilities and sample sizes respectively.

*(T)
!

e Ultimately, we order pi',...,p;7,l = A, B, as ]57(1), ...,p,’ to compute the

desired quantiles.

Using the outlined steps, we then simply attain the bootstrap confidence intervals
with 100(1 — a)% confidence level for p;, [ = A, B as follows,

(p~ T/ pyr(TA=e/2)y, (4.6)

Rosenberger and Hu (1999) [15] introduced two other approximations for confi-
dence interval. In the first method, they considered the measure p;* — p; where 15;‘
is an individual bootstrap estimate for [ = A, B. Accordingly, a second confidence

interval can be approximated by,
(25 — p" T, 2py — T2y, (4.7)

where | = A, B.

Finally, the third confidence interval approximation method that they introduce

is defined by,

R ~#(Taf2) ~#(T(1—a)/2)
(P — 2 s DL— 2 ) (4.8)
where Z; = \/(xl’p—fl;;)(p}k — ) and Zl*(Ta/2) is the estimates Z;',..., Z/T in an

increasing order to obtain 100(1 — «) per cent bootstrap confidence interval for p;.
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Rosenberger and Hu’s (1999) [15] paper shows that the simplest confidence in-
terval method given by (4.6) outperforms its two competitors. Hence, we use this

approximation for the bootstrap confidence intervals in our simulation study.

The computation code in R programming can be found in the Appendix B for

the allocation RPW, RSHIR and YW using RAD from Yi and Li(2018) [20] and the
steps for bootstrap method in RAD from Hu and Rosenberger (1999) [15].

For any of the allocation techniques, we generate one pass of data, and p for
these two treatments is calculated. Then, concerning the bootstrap process, T =
500 replications of the success rate estimates is obtained for each of the allocation
procedures. To estimate the coverage probabilities and confidence intervals using
the simplest bootstrap method, we use a total of 5,000 repetitions and calculate the
number of times that the constructed confidence interval captures the true success
rate. We should also note that the DBCD adjustment is employed in the allocation

process.

4.3 Results

In this section, we compare the obtained results for the three allocation methods and

under different population configurations.

We consider |pa — pg| = 0.3, |pa —ps| = 0.2, |pa — pp| = 0.1 and |ps — p| =0
for different range of p4 and pg to better monitor the power of the test under various
scenarios. Simulated power is computed for two-sided hypothesis testing using Wald’s
statistic from Yi and Li (2018) and consequently the confidence interval from (4.5).
Table 4.1, Table 4.2 and Table 4.3 demonstrate the results for n = 100, n = 200
and n = 300 respectively. The entries regarding the expected value of %, Standard
Deviation (SD), Coverage Probability (CP), and statistical power are rounded to two
decimal places. We also assumed that treatment A has a higher survival rate relative

to treatment B.

Overall, for all the three adaptive designs, the results are in accordance with the
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superiority of the assigned treatment for the majority of patients. Also , there is a
positive association between the statistical power and the magnitude of (pa-pg) and
its slope is considerably large. Generally, for a fixed sample size, all three methods
have relatively the same simulated statistical powers, but as the sample sizes increase,

we observe higher values for statistical power.

Additionally, when n = 300, statistical power converges to one for the more
considerable difference between the two success rates. From the results, we can
observe that the standard deviation corresponding to the allocation proportion of

RPW is substantially higher than its counterparts, and its value culminates at
(pa,pg) = (0.9,0.7).

In Figure.4.1, Figure.4.2 and Figure.4.3, we can see the distribution of % The
distributions of YW has a significant shift to the right under ¢ = 1/4. The results
show that under |ps — pg| > 0.1, we reach the demanded power and accuracy of the

coverage probabilities using an adaptive clinical trial.

Considering the bootstrap results in Table 4.4, we notice that for both the boot-
strap and observed data, the coverage probabilities are close to the nominal level.
The advantage of the simplest bootstrap confidence interval based on repeated copies
of the simulated data is more striking in clinical trials. Also, the bootstrap techniques
consider mechanisms during the process that can be combined in the data analysis of
the desired timateses’ sampling distribution. This table presents the simulated cover-
age probabilities (CP) and the average length of the intervals (L) for RPW, RSHIR,
and YW for different true values of ps = (0.9,0.7,0.5) and pg = (0.7,0.5,0.3) for
observed data and bootstrap re-sampling from RAD respectively for a total sample
size n = 200. As we can see under each of these target allocations, the difference
between success probabilities p4, and pp is set to be 0.2. Table 4.4 shows that when
n = 200, bootstrap re-sampling and observed data work approximately the same in
both coverage probabilities and the confidence interval that shows bootstrap estima-
tion is appropriate in this study as well. Moreover, n = 200 is a sufficient sample
size to use the asymptotic confidence interval obtained from theoretical results using
bootstrap method in RAD.
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Additionally, the normal approximation for (p4 — pp) under RPW, RSHIR, and
YW is shown in Figure 4.4 by setting the total size at n = 200. Consider the
true values for success rates py = (0.9,0.7,0.5) and pp = (0.7,0.5,0.3) such that
|lpa — pg| = 0.2, it is obvious from the results that the estimates are normally
distributed but a relatively small number of data points in normally distributed data
fall in the few highest and few lowest quantiles, when (pa,pg) = (0.9,0.7) in RPW
and YW. Clearly, the figures show that the quantile points lie on the theoretical
normal line. We use the histograms in Figure 4.5, to show the frequency of (ps —pp)
under RPW, RSHIR, and YW for n = 200 for the same success rates as in Figure
4.4.
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Table 4.4: Simulation of coverage probabilities (CP) and Length of intervals (L) for |[psa —pp| = 0.2

from bootstrapping for n=200, r=>5,000

(Pa, Pp) RPW RSIHR YW
Ay I'B

CP L CVPbooif Lboot CP L C’Pboot Lboot CP L CPboot Lboot
(0.9,0.7) 0.95 0.27 0.94 0.27 0.96 0.22 0.95 0.21 0.95 0.31 0.94 0.31
(0.7,0.5) 0.95 0.28 0.95 0.27 0.95 0.27 0.95 0.26 0.95 0.30 0.95 0.29
(0.5,0.3) 0.95 0.27 0.95 0.26 0.95 0.26 0.95 0.26 0.95 0.28 0.95 0.27
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Figure 4.1: Distribution of Ns/n allocated to treatment A under RPW(solid line) and
RSIHR(dashed line) and YW (dotted line) for n=100, r=10,000
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Figure 4.2:
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Figure 4.3: Distribution of Ns/n allocated to treatment A under RPW(solid line) and
RSIHR(dashed line) and YW (dotted line) for n=300, r=10,000
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Figure 4.4: Normal Approximation of (p4 — pg) for RPW, RSIHR and YW, for n=200, r=5,000

RPW RSHIR YW
. L]
0.504 0.50 0.50 A
[a1]
<Q
I 0254 0.254 0.251
<C
<
0001 & 0.00 0.004*®
-4 -2 4 4 iy 0 : 4 4 5 0 > I
0.504 0.50 0.504 .
Ja1]
<Q
I 0254 0.25 0.251
<
<0
0.00- 0.00 0.00-
L)
-4 -2 4 2 0 ; 4 -4 2 0 > 4
050 0.50 0501
[ ]
Ja1]
<Q
I 0254 025 0.251
<
<Q
0.001 0.00 0.00-
4 -2 0 2 4 4 5 0 2 4 4 5 0 ) 4

Normal Quantile Normal Quantile Normal Quantile



4.3. RESULTS

38

Count

Count

Count

Figure 4.5: Histogram of (p4 — pp) for RPW, RSIHR and YW, for n=200, r=>5,000
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

5.1 Summary of Achievements

In this thesis, we study the asymptotic normality of MLE for response adaptive design
(RAD). From the response adaptive randomization procedure, the patients’ alloca-
tion depends on the aggregated information acquired from the previously treated
patients’ response, which creates the dependency structure in the data. Due to the
dependency structure, we use Stein’s method to obtain asymptotic normality of the

ML estimators in various allocation procedures.

First, we consider the K function approach in Stein’s equation by defining the
leave-one-out in the summation of random variables. Then, we derive an upper
bound using Stein’s equation and obtain a normal approximation for W, and Wg
under a few regularity conditions. Furthermore, upon obtaining asymptotic normal
distributions of W, and Wpg using the K function approach in Stein’s method, we
derive the MLE’s asymptotic normality of the parameters of mean responses for RAD

using the Slutsky’s theorem under the regularity conditions provided.

Next, we prove the asymptotic normality of MLE for the likelihood estimators

(fia — i) for the difference in mean responses for treatment A and B in the RAD
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setting and under some regularity conditions. Our main contribution is that by using
Stein’s method, we obtain the asymptotic normality for RAD with the dependency
structure among the collected data, and accordingly, we have considerably more

relaxed steps to obtain the results compared to the other references.

Ultimately, we conduct a numerical study to investigate the normal approxi-
mation accuracy for RAD under three different adaptive allocation methods ~RPW,
RSHIR, and YW- for various settings of success probabilities. Using different sample
sizes, we compare the coverage probabilities and the power of the utilized statistical
test. We also use the bootstrap method for the RAD in order to reduce the estima-
tion bias in situations where the covariance structure is more complicated. Overall,
the numerical results show that both estimators have a reasonable performance in

the coverage probabilities and confidence intervals, for sample size of 200 and 300.

5.2 Future Reseach

While our research is focused on the asymptotic normality of MLE for RAD using
Stein’s method for two treatments A and B, these results can be generalized to more
than two treatments. Therefore, in the future, we aim to utilize Stein’s method in
RAD’s inference to find the joint distribution of the difference in mean responses for

more than two treatments in the RAD setting.



Appendix A
Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1:

EWa = BE[E]> " 1484|114 j-12.0]

Jj=1

= E[Z E[]lefjA’]le,jzl,z ..... n)]
j=1

= E[Z 1;4E[&54])

= E[NaE[§;4]] = 0

(from (3.3) Efjsa=0)
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V(IT(WA) = E[V@T(Z]leng‘]le,j:Lg 77777 n):|

j=1

+Var(EDY  1ja&allia =12...n))
j=1

=k [VCLT( Z ]]‘jAng‘]]'jA,j:LQ ..... n)] (f?“om (33) Eng = 0)

j=1

= E[Z Var(1 4841 4,5=12,..n)]

j=1

= B[Y_ B3, am12..00)] (from (3.3) Var(&a) = E&,)

=1

3 LABE) (from (33)  BE, = )
1 Ny
= E[Ny n_p] = E[n_p]
(A.2)
Proof of Lemma 2:
E[Wg] = E[E[Z(l — 1)/ L -12..m]]
=F El(1-1;4)¢B/14,5=12,..n
[jzl [(1—154)¢8|1;4 ] (A.3)
- E[Z(l —1;4)E[¢;B]]

= E[NpE[¢;8]l =0 (from (3.4) E&p=0)
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n

Var(Wg) = E[Var() (1- ﬂjA)fiB}]liA,izl,z ..... n) ]

=1

S .

+ Var(E[Z(l — ]le)ij|]1jA,j=1,2 77777 n])

j=1

= E[Var() (1 = 1;4)5] 14 5-12,..0)] (from (34) E¢p=0)

J=1

ZVar 1;4)¢8/154,5-12,..n)]

= E[Z E((l — ]le)2€]ZB’]1jA7j=172 ..... n)] (from (34) V(Z’f’(ij) = Egsz)

j=1
EZE — 1,05/ L4 j12,..n)]

n

= B[ (1= 1,1)B(&5)] (from (34) By = ——")
j=1
1 Ng
= FENg ———) = E(———].
o) ~ )
(A.4)
Proof of Theorem 3: We first investigate the K function approach for W4
Define,
WY = Wi — ialia (A.5)

where W, from (3.3) and 1;4 from (1.1).

We have,
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El&aW P 4,5 =1,...n] = E[&a()_&alja = &alialljn, j = 1,..,n)]

j=1
= Bl&a Y 1ja&a] + LaE[E] — LaE[E]
o
- Z LjaE[&a&ja] =0 (Since i # j E[§aja] =0).

Jj=1
J#i

(A.6)

In the next step, we estimate the left-hand side of (2.19) and begin to calculate
E[Waf(Wa)]. Let h be a measurable function with E|h(Z)| < oo, and f = f, be

the corresponding solution to the Stein’s equation (2.3).

EWaf(Wa)[lja,j=1,..n) = E [ Y &aliaf(Wa)[1ja,5 = 1,...,n]

=1

- Z ]liAE[giAf(WA) ‘]le,j =1, 7n}

i=1

=Y LaB[Ea(f(Wa) = FWEN) 14,5 = 1, ....m].
=1

(A7)

From (A.6) and by rearranging the summation to the number of patients, we can

conclude that,

ElgafW) 14,5 =1,....n] = 0. (A.8)

Due to this conclusion, the last equity in (A.7) conditionally holds for all {14, =
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1,...,n}. Therefore,
EWaf(Wa)[lja,j=1,...,n] =

S LB [&a(f(Wa) = FW)) 14,5 =1, ....n]
=1
n §ia )
= ZL‘AE[&‘A/ Fovy +t)dt|14,5 =1,...,n]
i=1 0
n 0 , )
=SB [ A5 OV  D8 e La = L)
i=1 —o0

+00 .
+/ {f/(WX) + )& a(Ljo<i<e, 1) dt[ 14,5 = 1, ,n}} (Property 1 for K;(t) (2.17)).
0
(A.9)
[WAf(WA)Ule j=1,..,n]=

= ZLAE / {F W +0)&a(Liosi<einy — Lgai<oy)dt|Tia,j = 1, ..., n}]

=1

_ ZLA/ E[f W9 + 6)[1j0,5 = 1, il Kun(t)dt (Property 2 for Ki(t) (2.17)).
i=1 -

(A.10)
Moving froward to Ef[W,], we consider that, fj;o Kia(t)dt = E&, = np, and
Yo lia fj;o Kis(t)dt = JZ—?. Then we have,
/ : n
Ef (Wallja,j =1,..,n) = A’;WZLAE FWala,5=1,...,n]
ZLAE (Wa)[Lja,5 = 1,...,n] BE,
np w— +0oo , .
- N_p Zlm/ E[f (Wa)[lja,j =1,...,n] Kia(t)dt.
Aot —o0

(A.11)
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.....

U%WAHL]'A,j:l ,,,,, n} = VGT(WA“]-jAaj - ]-7 7n) np . (A12)
Therefore, we have,
E[(U%WA\]ljmjzl ..... n}f/(WA) - WAf(WA)) ’]le,j =1, .., n}
Ny ‘
= BT (W) = Waf W) [0, = 1,con]
n +o0 Na
=3t [ BRSOV = L] Kin(t)
i=1 —o0 p

n +00 )
_ZLA/ E[f WY +0)[14,5 =1, ..., n] K;a(t)dt.
i=1 —o°
(A.13)

Or equivalently,

n oo o A.l4
= ZLA/ E[(f(Wa) = WP + ) 1,5 =1, ..., n] K;a(t)dt. (A-14)
i=1 —o°

Now, we can write (A.14) such that,

E[]Z—:f/(WA) —Waf(Wa)] = E[E[(0fwan,jermyf (Wa) = Waf(Wa))[1ja,5 = 1,...,n]]

—E [Z]liA/_:OE[(f/(WA)—f’(WX)th))\]le,j: 1, .y n] Ka(t)dt].

(A.15)

The next step is to find the corresponding bound with respect to (2.16) to the

estimation obtained for Stein’s equation.

[|A]l = sup [n(z)].

rERP
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From the mean value theorem we can obtain for (A.15) that,

v F WY 6= VY 1)

fe)= e : (A.16)
and,
1f W+ &) — F WD+ 0] <1 [1|€a — t] (from mean value theorem)
<|If|(|&al + [t])  (from Triangle inequality).
(A.17)
Therefore we have,
Ni ,
n +o0
1LY tin [ Bl + o) Kia(t)t]
i=1 —00
" i Jroo
<[/l ZE[]liA(/ E|&al Kia(t)dt
i=1 —00
+o0o
+ / |t‘KiA(t>dt)] (using(3.6))
e 1
=|[f"]] Z Lia[E|&alEE, + §E|§?A ]
i—1
<IN gE[Z ]liAE|§?AH. (from Holder's inequality)
i—1
(A.18)

Last inequality in (A.18) is valid from the following steps by the Holder’s inequality
given by,

S bl < (3 Jal?) P (3 i) (A.19)
i=1 i=1 =1
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when é + % = 1.
In the equality " | 1,4 E|§4F€2,| from (A.18) consider p = 3 and ¢ = 2 such that,

JIN]

Z]le’EngEf ‘< ZILZA‘ESZA’ % ZIL’LA‘Ef
(A.20)

<(Z]11A|E§ZA| %211A|E51A| % Z]IZAEKzAl
=1

This proves the last inequality in (A.18).

Now from Chapter 2 we know that ||f"|| < 2||'|| (2.15). For a given function

h: TR — IR, let f be the corresponding solution to the Stein’s equation (2.3). If A is

bounded, then we can rewrite (A.18) as

N : -
E|E[ ;‘ F(Wa) = Waf(Wa)|Ljaj=1,...n]| < 3|0 B[ LiaEl&al’].
=1

(A.21)
Now, from the definition of &4 = % in (3.3), we have,
BIB[SAf (W) = Waf(Wa)lta, = 1,...n]| < 3|1 ZLAEr Sl
np /PO A
(A.22)
Since in RAD, the patients’ responses are i.i.d. Therefore, we have
Ny . / Ny Xia — a5
E\E WA —WAfWA ]l‘A,jzl,...,n S?)h 1) .
B2 (Wa) = Waf (WAL, Il < sl 1B =)

(A.23)
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From (2.19) we have,

E[h(Wa4) — h(Z)] =E[f (Wa) — Waf(Wa)]
, Ny Na (A.24)
=E[f (Wa) — n—pf (Wa)] + E[n—pf (Wa) = Waf(Wa)].

From (2.14) we know that ||f']| < \/th/H . Therefore, from (A.23) and (A.24) we

have,

, Na / Ny X14 — a3
Eh(Wy) — h(2))| < Ell ——|+3||h||E E
V) — ()] < 171811 = T+ 3 B =
2 ’ NA ’ NA XA_/J’A
< 21 - 24y s BT R
P n\/np\/p oA
(A.25)

Using Slutsky’s theorem, proof of the theorem is completed because % — p almost
surely(a.s) as n — oo.

Therefore, we have,

Tim B[h(Wa) = h(Z))] = 0. (A.26)

Since Z follows a standard standard normal distribution, and Wy = > 77 154654
where §; 4,7 = 1, ...n are conditionally independent random variables on all {14, =
1,...,n}. From (2.26) and (A.26) we have,

Wil Z as n— oo (A.27)



20

Proof of Lemma 7:

=E[E]> Lia&a— > (1= 1Lia)slLja ...l
=1 1

1=

(A.28)

n

i=1

= E[Na El§ia] = Ng El&isl] = 0

For the variance we only need to obtain the correlation between these two pa-

rameters, using Lemma 1 and Lemma 2.

Var(Wiea) = E[Var(Wmd‘]le,j =1,...,n)] + Var(E[W,ull;4,5 =1,...,n])

n

E[Var({z Tiakin — Z(l — Lia)iptLjaj=1,...,n)]

=1
+ VC””(E[{Z 1484 — Z(l — Lia)éip}t|Lja, 5 =1,...n])
=1 1

1=

(A.29)

The second term of equality is zero because mean of W,,4 is zero from (A.28).
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n

Var(Whaa) = EVar({)_ Liaia— Y (1= Lia)6ip}lja,j = 1,...,n)]
=1

=1

=B Var(Lia&allja,j=1,...n) + > Var((1 - 1;4)&s/14,5 = 1, ...,n)

i=1 =1

- 2ZOov Lia&ia, (1 — Lia)éin)|ja, j = 1,...,n)]

= E[Z E4&0 14,5 =1,..n] + Y E[(1 = 134)E5|La, 5 = 1, .., n]

=1
—2 Z{E[(ﬂiAfiA(l - ]liA)fiB)’]le,j = 1, ey n]
i=1

— E[1;4&4l154,7=1,...,n)E((1 - ﬂzA)sz“l]A;j =1,...,n]}]

= EQ)_ E[1ia&alla,5 = 1,..,n] + ZE 1a)6ip5a,5 = 1,...,m]
=1
—2) {E[(Lia&ia(l = Lia)6ip)[1ja,j =1, ..., 1]
=1
— 1iaE[&a)(1 — 1;4)E[&B]}) (from (3.3),(3.4) E&a =0 and E&p=0)

= E[Z LiaB (&) + Z(l — Lia)E(Sp)

- 22{ ia(1 = 1;4)E(&aéin)) }] (from (1.1) and E[;a&ip] = 0)

- E[NA Efz’A + NB EgiB]

1 1
= F|Ny — + Np
| np n(1—p)
Ny

Np
= Bl + Bl 2.

]

(A.30)
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Proof of Theorem 8: We first apply the K function approach to W,.4. Define,

W = Wiaa — (Eialia + Ep(1 — 1,4)) (A.31)

where W4 from (3.10).
We have,

EWD ealiallin jmrn] + EWVO (1= 1,014, = 1,..,n] =0.  (A.32)

Also,

Elf WD Ealialjamr 0] + EFW)EB(1 = 1ia)|Tyayj = 1,...,n] = 0. (A.33)

Afterwards, we estimate the left-hand side of (2.19), and begin to calculate E[W,qqf(W,aa)]-
Let h is a measurable function with E|h(Z)| < oco. Also, let f = f; be the corre-
sponding solution to the Stein’s equation (2.3).

[ radf( rad)|]leaj - 1 ] =L [Z (1iA€iA - (1 - ]liA)giB)f<Wrad)|ﬂjA7j = 17 7n]

i=1
n

= ZE Lia&ia — (1 = 1,0)&8) f(Wrad) [Lja, 5 =1,....n]

n

= Z (LiaE[&iaf Wraa) [154,5 =1,...,n]
(1 — ) [&Bf( rad)|]l]A>J - 1 })

o Z]]'ZAE §2A T'lld) f(szL)d))“lea] - 17 7”]

- Z 1 - zA ng(f( md) f(Wr(zi))‘]leJ =1..n

(A.34)
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Due to conclusion in (A.32) and (A.33) the last equality of (A.34) conditionally holds
on all {1;4,5=1,...,n}. Therefore,

[ Tadf( rad)|]leaj - 1 Z]]-ZAE sz rad) f(WSz)d))l]l]Aaj = 17 ,TL}

_Z ]-_]le ézB(f( 'r'ad) f(ijlzi))’]]-jAuj - 177”}}

= ZLAE[&A/ f’(WﬁL +t)dt|1j4,5 =1,...,n]

- Z zA sz/ f rad + t)dt’]lJAM] - 1 ]

= Z ]liAE[/ (f/(Wr(ciLd + t)giA(_]l{fz‘ASKO})dt |]le’j =1, n)
_+OO | i

+/ (f (Wrad +t)£ZA(]]-{O<t<§1A})dt |]]-]A7] — 1 )}
0
n 0 '

=D (1= 1)K / (F (Wi + D8n(—Ligpicop)dt [Lia, 5 = 1,..0)
i=1 —o°

+oo
—i—/o (f/(WT(ad + )& (Lgo<i<eipy)dt |Lja,5 = 1,. )}} (Property 1 for K;(t) (2.17)).
(A.35)
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[ radf( Tad)“leyj - 1 ] =

Z ﬂz‘AE[/ (F (Wi + D&a(Tosi<enny — Ligastco)) dt|Tja,5 = 1,..0)]
=1 -
n +oo ©
- Z(l - ]liA)E[/ (f Wik + 8)(&in(Lio<i<eis) — Ligip<icop)dt|Lia, j = 1,..,n)]
n +oo ) ”
=St [ B OV 0) [0 = L] Kialt)

_zn:(l —144) /+OOE[f/(W£Zd +0)[Lja,5 =1,...,n] Kip(t)dt (Property 2 for K;(t) (2.17)).
(A.36)

Moving froward to Ef'[ md] considering that f Kia(t)dt = E&, = an also,

[T Kip(tydt = B, = m. Then, we have,

e+ o) |
NAJF—NBf (Wrad)|Lja, 3 = 1,1

Ef/[Wradl]le7j = 17"'7”] [f( md)|]lJA J=1. ]
(
(

— ZIL%AE rad ‘]I]Aaj - 1 ]Eé-lZA
i=1

(np + n(l p
1 & , ,
+ W Z(l — LA)E[f Weaa)|Lja,5 =1,....n]E 3]3
np (1=p)/ i
- Z ]le/ E[f/(Wrad)l]le7j - 17 7n]K1A(t)dt
(np + n(l p =1
1 i too
+ W Z(l - ]liA)/ Elf (Wrad)|Lja, j = 1,...,n|Kip(t)dt.
np = n(l-p)/ i e
(A.37)
Denote conditional variance of W,.,4 as O-%WradHLjA: i1} then,
. Na Np
=Var(Wye|lin,j=1,...,n) = — + ——. A.38
{Wmdlll]A] 1,..., CL?"( d‘ JAsJ TL) np + n<1 _ p) ( )



95

Therefore we have,

!

E[(U?Wmdmjmj:l nf (Wrad> - Wradf(Wrad>) |]le7j - 17 Y n}

.....

NA NB !

=F|(— — < - ra ]1'7.:]'7"'7
[ g W) = Woaaf (W) a5 =1,
n 400
_ an/ ELf (Woad)[Lja, j = 1, oo ] Kia ()t
i=1 —o0
n 40
/ . A.39
3 —nm)/ B (Woad) T3, = 1, oo, n] Ko (£)dt (A.39)
i=1 —00
n 40 , 4
_ an/ E[f WD 4 t) 14,5 = 1,..n] Kia(t)dt
i=1 >
- T
_2(1 — ]liA)/ E[f Wy +t)|1a,j=1,2,..,n|K;p(t)dt.
i=1 >
Equivalently, we can write,
E[(Ufwmd‘]leJ:l 77777 n}f/(Wrad) - Wradf(Wrad)) |]le7j = 17 SRED) TL}
Ny Ng / .
= - N Wiad) — Wha Wia 1; ) :17"'7
n +o00
/ ! 7 . A4O
_ an/ ELf (Wrad) = f (WD £ )10, = 1, ooy n] Kia(£)dt (A.40)

+Z<1—1m)/ E[f Wyag) — f W 4 0|14, 5 = 1, ..., n]K;p(t)dt.
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Now, we can write (A.40) such that,

NA NB !
ey W) = Woaaf (W)

= E[E[O-{Wmd‘ﬂ]A] 1 n}f( rad) radf( rad)|]le7 - 177"”

.....

= E[ZM /_OO E[f Wraa) — f W 40|14, = 1, ..., n]K; a(t)dt (A.41)

n +00 ]
+> - LA)/ Elf Wraa) = F W+ 014,57 = 1, ..., n]Kp(t)dt].
i=1 -

The next step is to acquire the corresponding bound from (A.42). Note that the
bound that we obtain for the left-hand side of (2.19) is valid for the right-hand side

of the equation as well.

We can simplify (A.42) by using the mean value theorem, Triangle inequality,
and Holder’s inequality. Then,

£y = & Vot Gl + &in(1 = Lin)) = S (Wi +1)
((Gialia + &ip(1 = 134)) — 1)

(A.42)

Since we are using a summation on all {j = 1,...,n}, we can consider them sepa-
rately and the difference will depend on {1,4,5 = 1,...,n} outcomes. From triangle

inequality we have,

LF S+ &a) = F WS+ 0] < |IF7]] 1€ia — t]
when 1,4 =1,

F VS +&s) = F WS+ 0l < [1£1] & — ¢

when 1;4 = 0.

By (3.6) and (3.8) and from Holder’s inequality, we have the following inequality for
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Wiaq using Stein’s method.

]7\],[; (f\ff p))f,<Wrad) radf( rad)‘]le,] — 1 ” <

B|E[(
£l E[ ZLA [E€4E|&a] + E|§ZA|}

+Z 1—1;4) [E53E|§zB|+ E|§ 1]

=1

p 3w
< I B Y 1Bl
i=1
3 n
+3 Z(l —1,4) E|&]
=1
3, a
< §Hf | E[Z]liAE’g?A
Z 1 - ]]‘ZA E|€7,B|]

(A.43)

From (2.15) ||f"|| < 2||l'||, If h is bounded, then we can rewrite (A.43)

N N /
ElE[(n_; + (1 fp))f (Wrad) radf( rad)‘]ley - 17 7n]| S

BIIPII{ EDY_ Lia Eléial® + ) (1= Lia) Eléisl’]}.
i=1 =1

(A.44)
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We know the definition for E&;4, F¢;p from (3.3) and (3.4), we have,

Ny Np /
ElE[(n_p + m)f (Wrad) = Wraaf Wiad)|Lja,5 = 1,...,n]| <

’ n ) 1 X’LA_,LLA 3

3||h||E[i§;LA N TN e
. 1 Xip — IB 3

+ 1-1; E .
2 T )

(A.45)

Since in RAD the patients’ responses are i.i.d. Therefore, we have,

Np

Ny /
E\E|(— 2R Wra T‘CL ra, 1 s T 1 S
B2 + 772 Woaa) = Woaaf W) 153 = L]
’ 1 XlA_MA 3
3||h ||E|N E
n||[Anﬁ@ﬂ5| =)
1 Xig —
+ Np Bl B )
ny/n(l—p)y/(1—p) oB
(A.46)
Similar to (A.25) we have,
' Na / Ny Xia — fa 3
E(h(Wyeq) — h(2))| < E|ll — —|+3||h||E E
B0V;as) = HZ)) < IS NEIL = 4] 4 S0 | p i
/ Ng N Xip—pi
+[IF 1B = |+ 3|1K 1B N B|—=—=2]

n(1—p) nVn(l=p)/(I=p) o5
SV@WHWH——£H3WﬂW[ MR

n\/np\/p oA
_ Np X1B — I4B 3
yrwwwu e R L ol e
(A.47)

Using Slutsky’s theorem, proof of the theorem is completed because % — p a.s. as
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n — o0.

Therefore, we have,

lim E|h(W;ea) — E(R(Z))| — 0. (A.48)

n—0o0

Since Z follows a standard normal distribution. Similarly, from the definition of the
L' mentioned before in (2.26) and (A.48) we can conclude that,

Wirad 7 as n— oo, (A.49)



Appendix B

Simulation R Codes

This appendix provides the simulation program in R for the RPW design and the
DBCD that is used to target the RSIHR and YW allocations from Yi and Li (2018)
[20]. Also, we have provided the steps for bootstrap re-sampling from Rosenberger

and Hu (1999) [15]. The steps to use the program is as follows:

e Input r - the repetition number; d - the total number of patients; cutZ - the
critical value for the statistical power (one-sided); pa - the success probability

for treatment A; pb - the success probability of treatment B.

e Run the R function for the RPW design or for the RSTHR and YW distrSRPW,
distrSDBC2 and distrSDBC3 designs. Before run the function for RSIHR or
YW the target allocation should be run in R firstly.

e [From the return functions the results can be obtained.

HHH R R R

#Variables definitions

# r is the repetition number

# d is the total number of patients-2,

#Level of significant as an example alpha =0.05



61

#Success probability on treatment A is pa
#Success probability on treatment B is pb
#Difference of the success probabilities is called mu
HHHH R R
#RPW Using Response Adaptive Design
distrSRPW<-function(alpha,cutZ,pa,pb,r,d){

p_cum=0

p_sd=c()

naCount<-rep(0,d+1)

xNA<-1:(d+1)

sCount<-rep(0,d+3)

xS5<-0:(d+2)

zCount<-0

zDistr<-rep(0,r)

CI=c()
CI_RPW=matrix(0,r,2)
countCI=0

SD=c()

#r for replicate simulated coverage probabilities
for (n in 1:r){ print(n)#Count the simulation run

na<-1 #First two patients

nb<-1

sa<-0

sb<-0

ul<-runif(2,0,1)

if (ull[1l<pa) {sa<-sa+1}

if (u1l[2]<pb) {sb<-sb+1}

aBall<-1 #RPW(1,1,1)

bBall<-1

Add<-1

p<-aBall/(aBall+bBall)
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for (i in 1:d){
u<-runif(3,0,1)
e<-c(0,0,0)
if (ul[1]<p){na<-na+1
if (u[2]<pa){sa<-satl
aBall<-aBall+Add
e[2]<-1}
if (e[2]==0){bBall<-bBall+Add}
e[1]<-1}
if (e[1]==0){nb<-nb+1
if (ul3]<pb){sb<-sb+1
bBall<-bBall+Add
e[3]<-1}
if (e[3]==0){aBall<-aBall+Add}
}
p<-aBall/(aBall+bBall)
}
s<-sat+sb
naCount [na] <-naCount [na]+1
sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1
#SD and NA/n
p_cum=p_cum+(na/(na+nb))
p_sd=append (p_sd, (na/(na+nb)))
#Use an adjustment by Agresti and Caffo(DBDCD)
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
#Convergence probability and Power of the test
#Using CIs
mu=pa-pb
MuHat=paHat-pbHat
SdHat=sqrt (paHat*(1-paHat)/(na)+pbHat* (1-pbHat)/(nb))
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E = gnorm(1-(alpha/2))*SdHat

CI<-c(MuHat-E, MuHat + E)

CI_RPW[n,]=CI

if (CI_RPW[n,1]<=mu && mu<=CI_RPW[n,2]){countCI=countCI+1}

#With test statistics and cutZ

z<-(paHat-pbHat) /sqrt (paHat* (1-paHat) / (na)+pbHat*

(1-pbHat) /(nb) ) #power wald

zDistr[n]<-z

cl1<-0

if (z<cutZ){c1<-1} # for one-sided

if (c1==0){zCount<-zCount+1}
+

#0ut comes

mean_length=mean(CI_RPW[,2]-CI_RPW[,1])
p_cum_r=p_cum/r #Mean (NA/n)
p_sd_r=sd(p_sd)#SD(NA/n)
probNA<-naCount/r #NA count
probS<-sCount/r # Success count
powerZ<-zCount/r #simulated power
CountCI_r=countCI/r #Simulated CI
return(list(zDistr=zDistr,

xNA=xNA, probNA=probNA,

probS=probs,

CI_RPW=CI_RPW,

pa=pa,pb=pb, cutZ=cutZ,

p_cum_r=p_cum_r,

p_sd_r=p_sd_r,

powerZ=powerz,

CountCI_r=CountCI_r,

mean_length=mean_length

)}
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HHHH R
#RSIHR
#Using the doubly biased coin design allocation function g(x,rho)
#(DBCD) in Hu and Zhang (2007) allocating by p=1/2
TargProp2<-function(pa,pb){rho<-sqrt(pa)/(sqrt(pa)+sqrt (pb))
return(rho)}
# gamma is the parameter in allocation function g(x,rho);
# r is the repetition number.
# critical value for one-sided test
# d is the number of patients-2.
# success probability on treatment A pa
# success probability on treatment B pb
distrSDBC2<-function(alpha,pa,pb,gamma,d,r,cutZ){
p_cum=0
p_sd=c()
naCount<-rep(0,d+1)
xNA<-1:(d+1)
sCount<-rep(0,d+3)
x5<-0:(d+2)
zCount<-0
scCount<-0
zDistr<-rep(0,r)
CI=c()
CI_RSIHR=matrix(0,r,2)
countCI=0
#SD=c ()
for (n in 1:r){ print(n)
sa<-0
sb<-0
na<-1 # the first two patients
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nb<-1
ul<-runif(2,0,1)
if (ull[1l<pa) {sa<-sa+1}
if (u1l[2]<pb) {sb<-sb+1}
#Use an adjustment by Agresti and Caffo (the same as Rosenberger et al)
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp2(paHat,pbHat) #define target proportion
x1<-1/2
y<-EstiProp
gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y* (y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y)/(1-x1)) “gamma)
p<-gi
for (i in 1:d){
u<-runif(3,0,1)
e<-0
if (ul1l<p){na<-na+1
if (u[2]<pa){sa<-sa+1}
e<-1}
if (e==0){nb<-nb+1
if (u[3]<pb){sb<-sb+1}}
#Use an adjustment by Agresti and Caffo (the same as Rosenbergeret al)
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp2(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-na/(i+2)
y<-EstiProp
gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y* (y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y) /(1-x1)) “gamma)
p<-gl
b
s<-sa+sb

naCount [nal <-naCount [na]+1
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#SD

sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1
and NA/n

p_cum=p_cum+(na/ (na+nb))
p_sd=append (p_sd, (na/(na+nb)))
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)

#print (paHat)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
ComSuc<-(s+2) /(d+4)

#Using CIs

mu=pa-pb

MuHat=paHat-pbHat

SdHat=sqrt (paHat*(1-paHat)/(na)+pbHat* (1-pbHat)/(nb))

E = gnorm(1-(alpha/2))*SdHat

CI<-c(MuHat-E, MuHat + E)

CI_RSIHR[n,]=CI

if (CI_RSIHR[n,1]<=mu && mu<=CI_RSIHR[n,2]){countCI=countCI+1}

#Using Zdist

}

Def<-paHat-pbHat

varDef<-sqrt (paHat* (1-paHat) /na+pbHat*(1-pbHat) /nb)
z<-Def/varDef

zDistr[n]<-z

c2<-0

if (z<cutZ){c2<-1} ##one-sided test

if (c2==0){zCount<-zCount+1}

mean_length=mean(CI_RSIHR[,2]-CI_RSIHR[,1])
p_cum_r=p_cum/r #mean(NA/n)

p_sd_r=sd(p_sd) #SD(NA/n)

probNA<-naCount/r

probS<-sCount/r

powerZ<-zCount/r
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CountCI_r=countCI/r
return(list(zDistr=zDistr,
xNA=xNA, probNA=probNA,
probS=probs,
CI_RSIHR=CI_RSIHR,
pa=pa,pb=pb, cutZ=cutZ, gamma=gamma,
p_cum_r=p_cum_r,p_sd_r=p_sd_r,
powerZ=powerZ,
CountCI_r=CountCI_r
,mean_length=mean_length))}

HHH R
#YW
#Using the (DBCD)
epsilini<-0.25
#gamma is the parameter in allocation function g(x,rho)
TargProp3<-function(pa,pb){ga<-1-pa
gb<-1-pb
rho<-(gbt+epsilini*min(qga,qgb)*sign(pa-pb))/(gb+qa)
return(rho)}
# gamma is the parameter in allocation function g(x,rho);
# r is the repetition number.
# critical value for one-sided test
# d is the number of patients-2.
# success probability on treatment A pa
# success probability on treatment B pb
distrSDBC3<-function(alpha,pa,pb,gamma,d,r,cutZ){
p_cum=0
p_sd=c()
naCount<-rep(0,d+1)
xNA<-1:(d+1)
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sCount<-rep(0,d+3)
x3<-0: (d+2)
zCount<-0
scCount<-0
CI=c()
CI_YW=matrix(0,r,2)
countCI=0
zDistr<-rep(0,r)
for (n in 1:r){ print(n)
sa<-0
sb<-0
na<-1 # the first two patients
nb<-1
ul<-runif(2,0,1)
if (uif[1]l<pa) {sa<-sa+1}
if (ul[2]<pb) {sb<-sb+1}
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp3(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-1/2
y<-EstiProp
gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y*(y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y)/(1-x1)) “gamma)
p<-gi
for (i in 1:d){
u<-runif (3,0,1)
e<-0
if (ul[1]<p){na<-na+1
if (ul[2]<pa){sa<-sa+1}
e<-1}
if (e==0){nb<-nb+1
if (u[3]<pb){sb<-sb+1}}
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paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp3(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-na/(i+2)
y<-EstiProp
gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y*(y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) *((1-y)/(1-x1)) "gamma)
p<-gl
}
s<-sat+sb
naCount [na] <-naCount [na]+1
sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1
#E(NA/n) and SD
p_cum=p_cum+(na/ (na+nb))
p_sd=append (p_sd, (na/(na+nb)))
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
ComSuc<-(s+2)/(d+4)
#Using CIls
mu=pa-pb
MuHat=paHat-pbHat
SdHat=sqrt (paHat*(1-paHat)/(na)+pbHat* (1-pbHat)/(nb))
E = gnorm(1-(alpha/2))*SdHat
CI<-c(MuHat-E, MuHat + E)
CI_YW[n,]=CI
if (CI_YW[n,1]l<=mu && mu<=CI_YW[n,2]){countCI=countCI+1}
#Using Zdist
Def<-paHat-pbHat
varDef<-sqrt (paHat*(1-paHat) /nat+pbHat* (1-pbHat) /nb)
z<-Def/varDef
zDistr[n]<-z
c2<-0
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if (z<cutZ){c2<-1} #one-sided test
if (c2==0){zCount<-zCount+1}
}

#0ut comes
mean_length=mean(CI_YW[,2]-CI_YW[,1])
p_cum_r=p_cum/r #mean(NA/n)
p_sd_r=sd(p_sd) #sd(NA/n)
probNA<-naCount/r
probS<-sCount/r
powerZ<-zCount/r
CountCI_r=countCI/r
return(list(zDistr=zDistr,

xNA=xNA, probNA=probNA,

probS=probs,

CI_YW=CI_YW,

pa=pa,pb=pb, cutZ=cutZ, gamma=gamma,

p_cum_r=p_cum_r, p_sd_r=p_sd_r,

powerZ=powerZz,

CountCI_r=CountCI_r

,mean_length=mean_length))}
\end{lstlisting}

Now we move forward to Bootstrap method in RAD as follows:
\begin{lstlisting}
FHAH R
#Estimate pa and pb
#RPW
distrSRPW_matix<-function(alpha,cutZ,pa,pb,r,d){
p_cum=0
p_sd=c()
naCount<-rep(0,d+1)
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xNA<-1:(d+1)
sCount<-rep(0,d+3)
x8<-0: (d+2)

zCount<-0
zDistr<-rep(0,r)

CI=cQ)
CI_RPW=matrix(0,r,2)
MuHat _RPW=c ()

countCI=0

SD=c()
pHat_estimate=matrix(NA,r,2)
for (n in 1:r){ print(n)
na<-1

nb<-1

sa<-0

sb<-0

ul<-runif(2,0,1)

if (ui[il<pa) {sa<-sa+1l}
if (ui[2]<pb) {sb<-sb+1}
aBall<-1 # RPW(1,1,1)
bBall<-1

Add<-1
p<-aBall/(aBall+bBall)
for (i in 1:d){
u<-runif(3,0,1)
e<-c(0,0,0)

if (ul1]<p){na<-na+1

if (u[2]<pa){sa<-sa+l
aBall<-aBall+Add
e[2]<-1}

if (e[2]==0){bBall<-bBall+Add}



e[1]<-1}

if (e[1]==0){nb<-nb+1

if (u[3]<pb){sb<-sb+1

bBall<-bBall+Add

e[3]<-1}

if (e[3]==0){aBall<-aBall+Add}
}

p<-aBall/(aBall+bBall)}
s<-satsb

naCount [na] <-naCount [na]+1
sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1

#SD and NA/n
p_cum=p_cum+(na/(na+nb) )
p_sd=append (p_sd, (na/(na+nb)))

#Use DCBD adjustment

# Use an adjustment by Agresti and Caffo
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)

#Convergence probability and Power of the test
pHat_estimate[n,1]=paHat
pHat_estimate[n,2]=pbHat

#Using CIs
mu=pa-pb
MuHat=paHat-pbHat
SdHat=sqrt (paHat* (1-paHat)/(na)+pbHat* (1-pbHat) /(nb))
E = gnorm(1-(alpha/2))*SdHat
CI<-c(MuHat-E, MuHat + E)
CI_RPW[n,]=CI
MuHat_RPW[n]=MuHat
if (CI_RPW[n,1]<=mu && mu<=CI_RPW[n,2]){countCI=countCI+1}

#With test statistics and cutZ
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z<-(paHat-pbHat) /sqrt (paHat* (1-paHat)/(na)+pbHat* (1-pbHat)/(nb) ) #power wald
zDistr([n]<-z
c1<-0
if (z<cutZ){c1<-1} #for one-sided
if (c1==0){zCount<-zCount+1}
+
#0ut Comes
mean_length=mean(CI_RPW[,2]-CI_RPW[,1])
p_cum_r=p_cum/r #Mean (NA/n)
p_sd_r=sd(p_sd) #SD(NA/n)
probNA<-naCount/r #NA count
probS<-sCount/r # Success count
powerZ<-zCount/r #simulated power
CountCI_r=countCI/r #Simulated CI
return(list(zDistr=zDistr,
xNA=xNA, probNA=probNA,
probS=probs,
powerZ=powerz,
pa=pa,pb=pb, cutZ=cutZ,
CI_RPW=CI_RPW,
p_cum_r=p_cum_r,
p_sd_r=p_sd_r,
CountCI_r=CountCI_r,pHat_estimate=pHat_estimat,
mean_length=mean_length,MuHat_RPW=MuHat_RPW
)}
#Bootstrap
#RPW
distrSRPW_boot<-function(alpha,cutZ,B,BB,d,data)q{
p_cum=0
p_sd=c()
naCount<-rep(0,d+1)



xNA<-1:(d+1)

sCount<-rep(0,d+3)

xS5<-0:(d+2)

zCount<-0

zDistr<-rep(0,B)

CI=cQ

#CI_RPW=matrix(0,r,2)

co=0

SD=c ()

#mu_diff=c(

CI_RPW=matrix(0,BB,2)

#CI_RPWb=matrix(0,BB,2)

boot_count=0

#Cov_countb=0

for(b in 1:BB){ print(b)
pa=datalb, 1]
pb=datalb,2]
pa_boot=pb_boot=c ()
thetal=as.vector (NULL)
theta2=as.vector (NULL)
theta=as.vector (NULL)
#sort_theta=as.vector (NULL)
p_theorya=as.vector (NULL)
p_theory=as.vector (NULL)
Quantile_Boot=as.vector (NULL)
for (n in 1:B){#print(n)##Count the simulation run

#the first two patients are assigned to the two trs,one on each

na<-1
nb<-1
sa<-0
sb<-0
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ul<-runif(2,0,1)
if (uil[il<datal[b,1]) {sa<-sa+1}
if (ui[2]<datalb,2]) {sb<-sb+1}
aBall<-1 # RPW(1,1,1)
bBall<-1
Add<-1
p<-aBall/(aBall+bBall)
#print (p)
for (i in 1:d){
u<-runif (3,0,1)
e<-¢(0,0,0)
if (ul1]<p){na<-na+l
if (u[2]<datal[b,1]){sa<-sa+1
aBall<-aBall+Add
e[2]<-1}
if (e[2]==0){bBall<-bBall+Add}
e[1]<-1}
if (e[1]1==0){nb<-nb+1
if (ul[3]<datal[b,2]){sb<-sb+1
bBall<-bBall+Add
e[3]<-1}
if (e[3]==0){aBall<-aBall+Add}
}
p<-aBall/(aBall+bBall)
}
s<-sa+sb
naCount [na] <-naCount [na]+1

sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1

#Use DCBD adjustment

paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/ (nb+2)
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pa_boot=c(pa_boot,paHat)
pb_boot=c(pb_boot,pbHat)
}
thetal=c(thetal,pa_boot)
theta2=c(theta2,pb_boot)
theta=sort(thetal-theta2)
Quantile_Boot<- quantile(theta,probs =c(alpha/2,1-(alpha/2)))
CI_RPW[b,]=Quantile_Boot
if (CI_RPW[b,1]1<=0.2 && 0.2<=CI_RPW[b,2]){boot_count=boot_count+1}
}
p_boot_count=boot_count/(BB)
mean_length=mean(CI_RPW[,2]-CI_RPW[,1])
return(1list (CI_RPW=CI_RPW,
p_boot_count=p_boot_count,
mean_length=mean_length
))}
#Estimate pa and pb
#RSHIHR
distrSDBC2_matrix<-function(alpha,pa,pb,gamma,d,r,cutZ){
pHat_estimate=matrix(NA,r,2)
p_cum=0
p_sd=c()
naCount<-rep(0,d+1)
xNA<-1:(d+1)
sCount<-rep(0,d+3)
xS5<-0:(d+2)
zCount<-0
scCount<-0
zDistr<-rep(0,r)
CI=c(Q)
CI_RSIHR=matrix(0,r,2)
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MuHat_RSHIR=c ()
countCI=0
#SD=c ()

for (n in 1:r){ print(n)
sa<-0
sb<-0
na<-1
nb<-1
ul<-runif(2,0,1)
if (uif[1l<pa) {sa<-sa+1}
if (ui[2]<pb) {sb<-sb+1}
## Use an adjustment by Agresti and Caffo (the same as Rosenberger et al)
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp2(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-1/2
y<-EstiProp
gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y*(y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y)/(1-x1)) “gamma)
p<-gl
for (i in 1:d){
u<-runif(3,0,1)
e<-0
if (ul1]<p){na<-na+1
if (u[2]<pa){sa<-sa+1}
e<-1}
if (e==0){nb<-nb+1
if (u[3]<pb){sb<-sb+1}}
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp2(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-na/(i+2)



y<-EstiProp
gl<-y*(y/x1) "gamma/ (y*(y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y)/(1-x1)) "gamma)
p<-gl
}
s<-satsb
naCount [na]<-naCount [na]+1
sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1
#SD and NA/n
p_cum=p_cum+(na/(na+nb))
p_sd=append (p_sd, (na/(na+nb)))
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
#print (paHat)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
ComSuc<-(s+2)/(d+4)
#with CIS
pHat_estimate[n,1]=paHat
pHat_estimate[n,2]=pbHat
mu=pa-pb
MuHat=paHat-pbHat
SdHat=sqrt (paHat*(1-paHat)/(na)+pbHat* (1-pbHat)/(nb))
E = gnorm(1-(alpha/2))*SdHat
CI<-c(MuHat-E, MuHat + E)
MuHat_RSHIR[n]=MuHat
CI_RSIHR[n,]=CI
if (CI_RSIHR[n,1]<=mu && mu<=CI_RSIHR[n,2]){countCI=countCI+1}
#With zdist
Def<-paHat-pbHat
varDef<-sqrt (paHat*(1-paHat) /nat+pbHat* (1-pbHat) /nb)
z<-Def/varDef
zDistr[n]<-z
c2<-0
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if (z<cutZ){c2<-1} #one-sided test
if (c2==0){zCount<-zCount+1}
}
mean_length=mean(CI_RSIHR[,2]-CI_RSIHR[,1])
p_cum_r=p_cum/r #mean(NA/n)
p_sd_r=sd(p_sd) #SD(NA/n)
probNA<-naCount/r
probS<-sCount/r
powerZ<-zCount/r
CountCI_r=countCI/r
return(list(zDistr=zDistr,
xNA=xNA, probNA=probNA,
probS=probsS,
CI_RSIHR=CI_RSIHR,
powerZ=powerZz,
pa=pa,pb=pb, cutZ=cutZ, gamma=gamma,
p_cum_r=p_cum_r,CountCI_r=CountCI_r,p_sd_r=p_sd_r,
pHat_estimate=pHat_estimate,mean_length=mean_length,
MuHat_RSHIR=MuHat_RSHIR))}
#Bootstrap
#RSHIR
distrSDBC2_boot<-function(alpha,B,BB,gamma,d,data,cutZ){
p_cum=0
p_sd=c()
naCount<-rep(0,d+1)
xNA<-1: (d+1)
sCount<-rep(0,d+3)
x8<-0: (d+2)
zCount<-0
zDistr<-rep(0,B)
CI=c()
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SD=c()

CI_RSIHR=matrix(0,BB,2)

boot_count=0

for(b in 1:BB){ print(b)
pa=data([b,1]
pb=datal[b,2]
pa_boot=pb_boot=c()
thetal=as.vector (NULL)
theta2=as.vector (NULL)
theta=as.vector (NULL)
p_theorya=as.vector (NULL)
p_theory=as.vector (NULL)
Quantile_Boot=as.vector (NULL)
for (n in 1:B){ #print(n)##Count the simulation run
sa<-0
sb<-0
na<-1
nb<-1
ul<-runif(2,0,1)
if (uil[1l<datal[b,1]) {sa<-sa+1}
if (ui[2]<data[b,2]) {sb<-sb+1}
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp2(paHat,pbHat}
x1<-1/2
y<-EstiProp
gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y* (y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y) /(1-x1)) “gamma)
p<-gl
for (i in 1:d){
u<-runif(3,0,1)
e<-0
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if (ul[1]<p){na<-na+1

if (u[2]<datalb,1]){sa<-sa+1}

e<-1}

if (e==0){nb<-nb+1

if (u[3]<data[b,2]){sb<-sb+1}}

paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)

pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)

EstiProp<-TargProp2(paHat,pbHat)

x1<-na/(i+2)

y<-EstiProp

gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y*(y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y)/(1-x1)) “gamma)

p<-gl

}

s<-sa+sb

naCount [na]<-naCount [na]+1

sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1

paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)

pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)

ComSuc<-(s+2)/(d+4)

pa_boot=c(pa_boot,paHat)

pb_boot=c(pb_boot,pbHat)

}

thetal=c(thetal,pa_boot)

theta2=c(theta2,pb_boot)

theta=sort(thetal-theta2)

Quantile_Boot<- quantile(theta,probs =c(alpha/2,1-(alpha/2)))

CI_RSIHR[b,]=Quantile_Boot

if (CI_RSIHR[b,1]1<=0.2 && 0.2<=CI_RSIHR[b,2]){boot_count=boot_count+1}
+
p_boot_count=boot_count/(BB)
mean_length=mean (CI_RSIHR[,2]-CI_RSIHR[,1])
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return(1ist (CI_RSIHR=CI_RSIHR,
p_boot_count=p_boot_count,
mean_length=mean_length
D)}
#Estimate pa and pb
#HYW
distrSDBC3_matrix<-function(alpha,pa,pb,gamma,d,r,cutZ){
pHat_estimate=matrix(NA,r,2)
p_cum=0
p_sd=c()
naCount<-rep(0,d+1)
xNA<-1: (d+1)
sCount<-rep(0,d+3)
xS5<-0: (d+2)
zCount<-0
scCount<-0
zDistr<-rep(0,r)
CI=c()
CI_YW=matrix(0,r,2)
MuHat_YW=c ()
countCI=0
#3D=c ()
for (n in 1:r){ print(n)
sa<-0
sb<-0
na<-1
nb<-1
ul<-runif(2,0,1)
if (uill[1l<pa) {sa<-sa+1}
if (ui[2]<pb) {sb<-sb+1}
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
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#SD

pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp3(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-1/2

y<-EstiProp

gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y*(y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y)/(1-x1)) “gamma)
p<-gi

for (i in 1:d){

u<-runif(3,0,1)

e<-0

if (ul[1]<p){na<-na+1

if (u[2]<pa){sa<-sa+1}

e<-1}

if (e==0){nb<-nb+1

if (ul3]<pb){sb<-sb+1}}
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp3(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-na/(i+2)

y<-EstiProp

gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y*(y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) *((1-y)/(1-x1)) “gamma)
p<-gl

}

s<-satsb

naCount [na]<-naCount [na]+1
sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1

and NA/n
p_cum=p_cum+(na/(na+nb))
p_sd=append (p_sd, (na/(na+nb)))
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
ComSuc<-(s+2)/(d+4)
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#with CIS

pHat_estimate[n,1]=paHat

pHat_estimate[n,2]=pbHat

HH#H#

mu=pa-pb

MuHat=paHat-pbHat

SdHat=sqrt (paHat* (1-paHat)/(na)+pbHat* (1-pbHat)/(nb))
E = gnorm(1-(alpha/2))*SdHat

CI<-c(MuHat-E, MuHat + E)

MuHat_YW[n]=MuHat

CI_YW[n,]=CI

if (CI_YW[n,1]l<=mu && mu<=CI_YW[n,2]){countCI=countCI+1}

#With zdist

}

Def<-paHat-pbHat

varDef<-sqrt (paHat*(1-paHat) /nat+pbHat* (1-pbHat) /nb)
z<-Def/varDef

zDistr[n]<-z

c2<-0

if (z<cutZ){c2<-1} #one-sided test

if (c2==0){zCount<-zCount+1}

mean_length=mean(CI_YW[,2]-CI_YW[,1])

|
|

cum_r=p_cum/r #mean(NA/n)
sd_r=sd(p_sd) #SD(NA/n)

probNA<-naCount/r

probS<-sCount/r

powerZ<-zCount/r

CountCI_r=countCI/r

return(list(zDistr=zDistr,

xNA=xNA , probNA=probNA,
probS=probs,
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CI_YW=CI_YW,

powerZ=powerZz,

pa=pa,pb=pb, cutZ=cutZ, gamma=gamma,
p_cum_r=p_cum_r,CountCI_r=CountCI_r,p_sd_r=p_sd_r
,pHat_estimate=pHat_estimate,mean_length=mean_length,
MuHat_YW=MuHat_YW))}

#Bootstrap
#YW
distrSDBC3_boot<-function(alpha,B,BB,gamma,d,data,cutZ){
p_cum=0
p_sd=c()
naCount<-rep(0,d+1)
xNA<-1:(d+1)
sCount<-rep(0,d+3)
x3<-0: (d+2)
zCount<-0
zDistr<-rep(0,B)
CI=c()
SD=c()
CI_YW=matrix(0,BB,2)
boot_count=0
#Cov_countb=0
for(b in 1:BB){ print(b)
pa=datal([b,1]
pb=datalb, 2]
pa_boot=pb_boot=c()
thetal=as.vector (NULL)
theta2=as.vector (NULL)
theta=as.vector (NULL)
p_theorya=as.vector (NULL)



p_theory=as.vector (NULL)
Quantile_Boot=as.vector (NULL)
for (n in 1:B){

sa<-0

sb<-0

na<-1

nb<-1

ul<-runif(2,0,1)

if (uil[il<datal[b,1]) {sa<-sa+1}
if (uil[2]<datal[b,2]) {sb<-sb+1}
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp3(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-1/2

y<-EstiProp

gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y*(y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y)/(1-x1)) “gamma)
p<-gl

for (i in 1:d){

u<-runif(3,0,1)

e<-0

if (ul1]<p){na<-na+1

if (u[2]<datalb,1]){sa<-sa+1}
e<-1}

if (e==0){nb<-nb+1

if (u[3]<datalb,2]){sb<-sb+1}}
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
EstiProp<-TargProp3(paHat,pbHat)
x1<-na/(i+2)

y<-EstiProp

gl<-y*(y/x1) “gamma/ (y* (y/x1) “gamma+(1-y) * ((1-y)/(1-x1)) “gamma)
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p<-gl
}
s<-satsb
naCount [na] <-naCount [na]+1
sCount [s+1]<-sCount [s+1]+1
paHat<-(sa+1)/(na+2)
pbHat<-(sb+1)/(nb+2)
ComSuc<-(s+2)/(d+4)
pa_boot=c(pa_boot,paHat)
pb_boot=c(pb_boot,pbHat)
}
thetal=c(thetal,pa_boot)
theta2=c(theta2,pb_boot)
theta=sort(thetal-theta2)
Quantile_Boot<- quantile(theta,probs =c(alpha/2,1-(alpha/2)))
CI_YW[b,]=Quantile_Boot
if (CI_YW[b,1]<=0.2 && 0.2<=CI_YW[b,2]){boot_count=boot_count+1}
}
p_boot_count=boot_count/ (BB)
mean_length=mean(CI_YW[,2]-CI_YW[,1])
return(list (CI_YW=CI_YW,
p_boot_count=p_boot_count,

mean_length=mean_length))}
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