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Abstract

Multi-arm multi-stage (MAMS) trials have gained popularity to enhance the efficiency
of clinical trials, potentially reducing both duration and costs. This paper focuses on
designing MAMS trials where no control treatment exists. This can arise when multiple
standard treatments are already established or no treatment is available for a severe dis-
ease, making it unethical to withhold a potentially helpful option. The proposed design
incorporates interim analyses to allow early termination of notably worst treatments and
stops the trial entirely if all remaining treatments are performing similarly. The proposed
design controls the familywise error rate (FWER) for all pairwise comparisons and pro-
vides the conditions guaranteeing FWER control in the strong sense. The FWER and
power are used to calculate both the stopping boundaries and the sample size required.
Analytic solutions to compute the expected sample size are also derived. A trial moti-
vated by a study conducted in sepsis, where there was no control treatment, is shown.
The multi-arm multi-stage all pairwise (MAMSAP) design proposed here is compared to
multiple different approaches. For the trial studied, the proposed method yields the lowest
required maximum and expected sample size when controlling the FWER and power at
the desired levels.

1 Introduction
Multi-arm multi-stage trials have become increasingly popular due to their potential to reduce
the duration and cost of clinical trials (Stallard et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2021). Multi-arm studies
can have multiple potential benefits including: shared trial infrastructure and control arm; less
administrative and logistical effort than setting up separate trials and enhanced recruitment
(Burnett et al., 2024; Meurer et al., 2012). Interim analyses can greatly improve the efficiency
of a clinical trial and help avoid unnecessary exposure of participants to ineffective or harmful
treatments, while also conserving patients that could be redirected to more promising treat-
ments (Pocock, 1977; Wason et al., 2016). This results in useful therapies potentially being
identified faster while reducing cost and time (Cohen et al., 2015). Traditionally multi-arm
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multi-stage (MAMS) trials involve comparing the active treatments to a common control treat-
ment at predefined interim stages (Wason and Jaki, 2012; Royston et al., 2003; Greenstreet
et al., 2023). Magirr et al. (2012) extended the multi-arm setting with common control treat-
ment of Dunnett (1955) to allow for a MAMS design in which the type I error of the entire trial
is controlled.

In this manuscript we will focus on designing multi-arm multi-stage trials where no control
treatment is available. Specifically, we are extending the work of Tukey (1949) to allow for
interim analyses while still controlling the type I error of the entire trial. There are several
applied settings where control treatments are absent, for instance when multiple treatments
are already established as the standard of care for a condition and the objective of the trial is
to determine if any treatment(s) is/are superior or inferior to any of the others (Briffa et al.,
2021). Such investigations are particularly important, as in many medical specialties, less than
20% of recommendations in contemporary clinical practice guidelines are supported by high
quality evidence (Califf et al., 2016). Another situation where such trials are useful is where
no treatment exists for a specific severe disease in a given population exists so that it would be
unethical to give patients a placebo and thereby withholding a potentially beneficial treatment.
There may be no treatment currently used due to a lack of resources to use the accepted
standard of care, or if it is an emerging infectious disease, so no standard of care has been
established Whitehead et al. (2016); Magaret et al. (2016).

Magaret et al. (2016) propose an approach for how one can conduct all pairwise comparisons
for a multi-arm study with no control treatment in sepsis where the trial has interim analyses.
This trial was motivated by the Ebola outbreak (Whitehead et al., 2016). When conducting
pairwise comparisons, all the null hypotheses, that two treatments are equal, are tested for
every pair of treatments within the multi-arm study. In this proposal, a treatment is dropped,
at an interim analysis, if it is found to be statistically significantly worse then at least one
other treatment in the trial and if all remaining treatments are found to be similar, then the
trial stops. In Magaret et al. (2016) the calculations of the rules to drop treatments or stop
the trial early were done using a simulation based approach which did not guarantee the type
I error of the entire trial. This work was then considered in Whitehead et al. (2020) which
proposed a different design based on using the double triangular stopping rules (Whitehead,
1997; Whitehead and Brunier, 1990) to define when treatments would stop in the trial. In
Whitehead et al. (2020) the boundaries were set to control the type I error for each pairwise
comparison and not adjusted to account for the multiplicity of the design. Therefore control of
the power and overall type I error of the trial were not guaranteed.

An alternative to conducting an all pairwise approach is to use a screened selection design such
as the one discussed in Wu et al. (2022). In this design there is no control treatment and the
treatments are ranked against each other and decisions are made based on a drop the loser
design or pick-the-winner design (Hills and Burnett, 2011). For this type of design it is not
possible to control the probability of wrongly declaring one treatment better than another when
in fact they have equal treatment effect. Consequently Wu et al. (2022) propose using such a
design for phase II screening. Therefore it is less applicable for late phase trials which are the
focus of this work.

In this work, all pairwise comparisons are made to compare the multiple treatment arms to
one another and interim analyses allow for early termination of treatments found to be inferior
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to others and can lead to the early termination of the entire trial if all remaining treatments
are deemed similar. We focus on guaranteeing family-wise error rate (FWER) control, where
FWER is the probability of rejecting any true null hypotheses across the entire trial. The
FWER is considered a robust and strong type of error control in multi-arm trials (Wason et al.,
2016) and in certain scenarios, it is recommended or even required by regulatory authorities
(Wason et al., 2014). This work also presents an analytical approach to finding the required
sample size which guarantees the desirable statistical power.

The upcoming section will formally introduce the motivating example and give its key charac-
teristics. This motivating example is then used throughout the following methodology section
to introduce the proposed multi-arm multi-stage all pairwise (MAMSAP) design. In Section 3,
the FWER is formally defined and design consideration for FWER control in the strong sense
are given, along with the methodology for calculating power of the trial. The design for the
motivating example using the MAMSAP design is presented in Section 4.1 and is compared to
alternative approaches before the paper concludes with a discussion.

2 Motivating example
We are motivated by the design for a trial in sepsis as discussed in Magaret et al. (2016) and
Whitehead et al. (2020). Guidelines exist on how to treat patients with sepsis (Dünser et al.,
2012), however there is no current standard of care treatment, so a multi-arm all pairwise trial
was suggested due to the high mortality rate of over 55% with current practice (Whitehead
et al., 2016). In both Magaret et al. (2016) and Whitehead et al. (2020) the binary outcome of
mortality of patients after 28 days is used as the primary endpoint.

Motivated by this trial, we focus on a trial with 4 arms and 3 stages per treatment arm with
equal numbers of patients per treatment per stage. We use the same trial configuration as
discussed in Whitehead et al. (2020) of a normal approximation of the binary treatment effect
difference with a clinically relevant effect (θ′) of log(1.5), which equals a 50% improvement in
survival.

3 Methodology

3.1 Setting

Let K be the number of treatments for the trial with the primary outcome measured for
each patient being assumed to be independent. The treatment effect of the K experimental
treatments are ψ1, . . . , ψK . Let Hk,k⋆ define the null hypothesis for treatment k with treatment
k⋆, where k ̸= k⋆ and k, k⋆ = 1, . . . , K. The set of null hypotheses for an all pairwise comparison
trial are

H1,2 : ψ1 = ψ2, . . . ,H1,K : ψ1 = ψK , H2,3 : ψ2 = ψ3, . . . , HK−1,K : ψK−1 = ψK .

The number of null hypotheses equals η =
∑K−1

k=1 k =
(
K
2

)
The global null hypothesis corre-

sponds to ψ1 = ψ2 = . . . = ψK .
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The null hypotheses are tested at a maximum of J stages with there being a maximum of
J − 1 interim analyses, with an analysis taking place at the end of each stage. At each analysis
the null hypothesis for each pairwise comparison in the trial is tested until at least one of the
treatments in that hypothesis being tested has stopped, then the corresponding null hypothesis
is not tested for the remaining trial. The null hypothesis at stage j for treatment k and k⋆ is
tested using the test statistics

Z(k,k⋆),j =
ψ̄k,j − ψ̄k⋆,j√

V(k,k⋆),j
,

where ψ̄k,j and ψ̄k⋆,j are the treatment effects of the observed patients on that given treatments
k, k⋆, up to stage j = 1, . . . , J and V(k,k⋆),j is the variance of the observed difference in treat-
ment effects. For the motivating example V(k,k⋆),j is given in Example 3.1. It is assumed that
Z(k,k⋆),j follows a normal distribution Z(k,k⋆),j ∼ (

ψ̄k,j−ψ̄k⋆,j√
V(k,k⋆),j

, 1). Note that these are the same

test statistics as used for the Tukey test (Tukey, 1949; Kramer, 1956).

The decision-making for the trial is made using outer upper and lower stopping boundaries and
inner upper and lower stopping boundaries. The outer boundaries are used first at a given stage
to test if there is a statistically significant difference between two treatments, so if there is then
the inferior treatment is dropped from the trial. The outer upper boundaries are denoted as
U = (u1, . . . , uJ) and the outer lower boundaries are denoted as L = (−u1, . . . ,−uJ), where uj
is the upper outer boundary at stage j, j = 1, . . . , J . The outer upper and lower boundaries are
symmetric as significant differences in both directions are equally important. If Z(k,k⋆),j > uj
then treatment k is declared superior to treatment k⋆ and treatment k⋆ is dropped from the
trial. If Z(k,k⋆),j < −uj then treatment k⋆ is declared superior to treatment k and treatment k
is dropped from the trial.

The inner boundaries are then used, at a given stage to test if all the remaining treatments are
similar enough to stop the trial early. The inner upper boundaries and inner lower boundaries
are also symmetric and denoted as U⋆ = (u⋆1, . . . , u

⋆
J) and L⋆ = (−u⋆1, . . . ,−u⋆J), respectively,

where u⋆j is the upper inner boundary at stage j. For stages where one is not testing if the
remaining treatments are similar enough to stop the trial early then u⋆j = 0. For the inner upper
and lower boundaries if −u⋆j < Z(k,k⋆),j < u⋆j for all treatments that have not been dropped by
stage j, then the trial stops with the conclusion that the remaining treatments are similar. If at
least 2 treatments, k, k⋆, exist that have not been dropped by stage j and −uj < Z(k,k⋆),j < −u⋆j
or u⋆j < Z(k,k⋆),j < uj then all treatments that have not been dropped by stage j continue to
the next stage.

In this work both binding and non-binding boundaries will be considered when calculating the
FWER. In the context of this design binding rules require trial termination if all treatments are
found to be similar at a given stage, while non-binding rules grant the trial team the flexibility
to decide whether to continue or stop the trial (Li et al., 2020; Bretz et al., 2009). Binding
and non-binding boundaries both require that a treatment is dropped if it is found inferior to
another treatment. In other words, the outer bounds are always binding while the inner bounds
will be considered to be binding or non-binding.

Example 3.1. For the motivating example using the normal approximation, the variance of
the observed difference in treatment effect equals V(k,k⋆),j = (n−1

k,j + n−1
k⋆,j)

−1 where nk,j denotes
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the number of patients recruited to treatment k by the end of stage j. Similarly we define rk,j as
the ratio of patients recruited to treatment k by the end of stage j compared to the number of
patients recruited to treatment 1 by the end of stage 1, so that r1,1 = 1. The realized sample size
of a trial is denoted by N with the maximum planned sample size being max(N) =

∑K
k=1 nk,J

where K is the number of treatments in the trial and where J is the maximum number of
analyses for the trial.

Based on the motivating example the boundary shape when using double triangular boundaries
(Whitehead, 1997) are given in Figure 1 to control the FWER at 5% of the trial for binding
boundaries. Shown in this figure are both the outer and inner boundaries, as well as the different
areas for which each test statistic could fall. The horizontal lines represent the area that one
would reject the null hypothesis. The solid area being where the hypothesis is unable to be
rejected but the hypothesis will continue being studied. If all remaining test statistics are in
the vertical lined area then the trial stops for all remaining treatments being similar.
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Figure 1: The boundary shape when using the binding double triangular boundaries for the 3 stage
motivating example.

■

3.2 Familywise error rate (FWER)
In an all pairwise trial the type I error for each comparison is the probability that the null
hypothesis for that comparison is wrongly rejected at any stage during the trial, when the null
hypothesis is true. The FWER is the probability of making at least one type I error across all
the comparisons at any stage of the trial. The FWER in the strong sense is defined as:

P (reject at least one true Hk,k⋆ under any null configuation, k, k⋆ = 1, . . . ,K given k ̸= k⋆) ≤ α,

where α is the desired level of control. Control of the FWER in the strong sense means that the
FWER is controlled under any null configuration of treatment effects. Control of the FWER
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in the weak sense means that the FWER is only guaranteed to be controlled under the global
null configuration (Wason et al., 2014). To calculate FWER we define the following events
b(k,k⋆),j = {−uj < Z(k,k⋆),j < uj}, c(k,k⋆),j = {−u⋆j < Z(k,k⋆),j < u⋆j}, where b(k,k⋆),j is the event
that the test statistic testing treatment k against treatment k⋆ is within the outer boundaries
at stage j and c(k,k⋆),j is the event the test statistic is within the inner boundaries at stage
j.

We define Tβ,j as the set of indices of true null hypotheses being tested at stage j = 1, . . . , J ,
where β is used to denote that these are the null hypotheses being tested at the start of a
given stage. Therefore Tβ,j is given before any treatments are dropped for inferiority at given
stage j. We define Tγ,j as the set of indices of hypotheses being tested after dropping any
treatments found to be inferior to any other treatment by the end of stage j, so γ is used
to denote that these are the null hypotheses after dropping treatments at stage j. Therefore
Tγ,j is given after any treatments are dropped at stage j but also includes any remaining null
hypotheses even if they are not true null hypotheses as all remaining test statistics need to be
in the inner boundaries for the trial to stop. We define at the final stage J that Tγ,J = Tβ,J as
at the final stage, only the true null hypotheses being tested will effect the type I error as the
trial will end at this given stage. We denote the family of sets of Tβ,j, for every j = 1, ..., J , as
Tβ = {Tβ,1, . . . , Tβ,J} and similarly denote the family of sets of Tγ,j, for every j = 1, ..., J , as
Tγ = {Tγ,1, . . . , Tγ,J}. In addition we define CTγ,j ,j as the event that all the test statistics for
stage j in the set indexed in Tγ,j are within the inner boundaries and BTβ ,j as the event that
all the test statistics for stage j in the set indexed in Tβ,j are within the outer boundaries, so,
BTβ,j ,j =

⋂
h∈Tβ,j b(h),j and CTγ,j ,j =

⋂
h∈Tγ,j c(h),j.

Additionally we define DTβ,j ,Tγ,j ,j = BTβ,j ,j/CTγ,j ,j, so DTβ,j ,Tγ,j ,j are the events that all the test
statistics testing the true null hypotheses are within the outer boundaries, but at least one of
the test statistics still being tested, at the end of stage j, is outside the inner boundaries.

Example 3.2. For the motivating example assume that at the beginning of testing at stage
2 treatments 1, 2 and 3 are still being tested and ψ1 = ψ2 ̸= ψ3. Then Tβ,2 = {(1, 2)}. If no
treatments are found inferior to any other treatments at this stage, i.e all test statistics are
within the outer boundaries, then Tγ,2 = {(1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3)}. Also CTγ,2,2 = c(1,2),2 ∩ c(1,3),2 ∩
c(2,3),2 and DTβ,2,Tγ,2,2 = (b(1,2),2)/(c(1,2),2 ∩ c(1,3),2 ∩ c(2,3)). ■

3.2.1 FWER for non-binding inner stopping rules

The FWER is at its greatest if one does not account for the inner boundaries stopping rules
i.e. non-binding. Therefore the event, R′

Tβ
, where no true null hypotheses are rejected under

any given Tβ = {Tβ,1, . . . , Tβ,J} for a trial with J stages when using non-binding stopping rules
equals R′

Tβ
=

⋂J
j=1BTβ,j ,j. Under the global null hypothesis Tβ,j = G, where G is the set of

all the indices for each hypothesis G = {(1, 2), . . . , (K − 1, K)}. The event that no true null
hypotheses are rejected simplifies to R′

G =
⋂J
j=1BG,j, where G is length J and G = {G, . . . , G}.

The FWER under the global null therefore equals 1− P (R′
G).

Theorem 3.1. The probability of rejecting at least one true null hypotheses is maximized under
the global null hypothesis when non-binding stopping rules are used.

Proof. We begin by defining T ⋆β as Tβ,1 therefore Tβ,j ⊆ T ⋆β and we define T⋆
β = {T ⋆β , . . . , T ⋆β},
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so

R′
Tβ

=
J⋂
j=1

BTβ,j ,j =
J⋂
j=1

⋂
h∈Tβ,j

bh,j ⊇
J⋂
j=1

⋂
h∈T ⋆

β

bh,j =
J⋂
j=1

BT ⋆
β ,j

= R′
T⋆

β
.

Then as T ⋆β ⊆ G,

R′
T⋆

β
=

J⋂
j=1

BT ⋆
β ,j

=
J⋂
j=1

⋂
h∈T ⋆

β

bh,j ⊇
J⋂
j=1

⋂
h∈G

bh,j =
J⋂
j=1

BG,j = R′
G.

Therefore 1− P (R′
Tβ

) ≤ 1− P (R′
G).

Theorem 3.1 shows that for the non-binding stopping boundaries, the FWER is maximised
under the global null hypothesis, so that if FWER control is at level α under the global null
hypothesis then this implies FWER control in the strong sense at level α. To compute the
FWER under the global null hypothesis one needs to calculate P (R′

G). This can use the
multivariate normal distribution similar to as done in Magirr et al. (2012); Greenstreet et al.
(2024). The exact details on how the probabilities can be computed for non-binding and binding
boundaries are provided in the Supporting Information Section 1.

3.2.2 FWER for binding stopping rules

When using binding boundaries one can now use the fact that the trial is guaranteed to stop
early if all the test statistics of the remaining treatments are within the inner boundaries, along
with being able to drop treatments found inferior to other treatments. When using binding
stopping rules the event that no true null hypotheses are rejected under any given set of indices
Tβ and Tγ (RTβ ,Tγ ) equals

RTβ ,Tγ =
J⋃
j=1

(
[BTβ,j ,j ∩ CTγ,j ,j] ∩

j−1⋂
i=1

(DTB,i,Tγ,i,i)

)
.

The FWER for given Tβ and Tγ is therefore 1 − P (RTβ ,Tγ ). Similar to the case of the non-
binding boundaries, this equation can also be simplified when under the global null. Now
Tγ,j = Tβ,j = G as none of the test statistics can be stopped early from being found inferior
compared to another treatment without this being a type I error. One can now use the fact
that CG,j ⊆ BG,j, and define DG,G,j = BG,j−CG,j, as the difference of two sets where the latter
set is a subset of the former. Therefore, when using binding stopping rules the event that no
treatments are found superior to any other treatment under the global null equals

RG,G =
J⋃
j=1

(
CG,j ∩

j−1⋂
i=1

(DG,G,i)

)
=

J⋃
j=1

(
CG,j ∩

j−1⋂
i=1

(BG,i − CG,i)

)
.

The FWER under the global null equals 1 − P (RG,G). For binding boundaries, however, it is
not always true that controlling the FWER under the global null will result in strong control of
the FWER. A simple example of this is given in the Supporting Information Section 2, where
it is shown that if one has very wide inner boundaries then under the global null hypothesis the
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final outer boundaries can be very tight leading to inflated FWER when not under the global
null hypothesis.

While one can not ensure FWER control in the strong sense being implied by control under the
global null hypothesis, one can determine if it is for the given boundaries. This test involves
comparing the FWER under the global null to a finite set of alternative configurations assuming
the use of non-binding boundaries. The finite set of alternatives is a reduced set of all possible
indices T ⋆β excluding the empty set and full set. The complete set of indices T ⋆β is defined as
S which equals S = {S1, . . . , SI} where each Si is a unique T ⋆β for all i = 1, . . . , I, where the
number of sets of null hypotheses I equals the Bell number minus 2 (Bell, 1938), Bell(K)− 2.
Additionally we define S′ = {S ′

1, . . . , S
′
I′} with S′ ⊆ S such that Si ⊆ {S ′

1, . . . , S
′
I′} for all

i = 1, . . . I. The number of sets, I ′, in S′ is the Stirling number of the second kind (Graham
et al., 1989), Stirling(K, 2) as demonstrated in Example 3.3.

Theorem 3.2 uses the finite set S′ to test if the FWER is controlled in the strong sense under the
global null hypothesis for binding boundaries. One tests every possible set of null hypotheses
excluding the global null hypothesis for non-binding boundaries. As shown below, if every
possible set can be shown to have lower FWER than the FWER under the global null hypothesis
for the binding boundaries then the FWER is controlled in the strong sense under the global
null hypothesis for the given binding boundary. This is based on the fact that the FWER for
binding boundaries is less than that of non-binding boundaries as proven in Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 3.2. If the FWER for binding stopping rules under the global null hypothesis is

greater than or equal to 1 − P

(⋂J
j=1BS′

i′ ,j

)
for all S ′

i′ ∈ S′ then the FWER for the binding

boundaries is controlled in the strong sense under the global null hypothesis.

Proof. The event of not rejecting any set of true null hypotheses for any TB and Tγ equals:

RTβ ,Tγ =
J⋃
j=1

(
[BTβ,j ,j ∩ CTγ,j ,j] ∩

j−1⋂
i=1

(DTβ,i,Tγ,i,i)

)
⊇

J⋂
j=1

BTβ,j ,j ⊇
J⋂
j=1

BT ⋆
β ,j

(3.1)

For T ⋆β to be a set of true null hypotheses implies T ⋆β ∈ S so that T ⋆β ⊆ {S ′
1, . . . , S

′
I′}. Therefore

if

1− P

( J⋂
j=1

BS′
i′ ,j

)
≤ 1− P

( J⋂
j=1

RG,G

)
(3.2)

for all i′ = 1, . . . , I ′ it follows that for any set of possible true null hypotheses,

J⋂
j=1

BT ⋆
B ,j

=
J⋂
j=1

⋂
h∈Tβ,j

bh,j ⊇
J⋂
j=1

⋂
h∈Si

bh,j =
J⋂
j=1

BTSi
,j ⊇

J⋂
j=1

⋂
h∈S′

i′

bh,j =
J⋂
j=1

BTS′
i′
,j

as Si ⊆ S ′
i′ for some i ∈ 1, . . . , I and some i′ ∈ 1, . . . , I ′. If Equation (3.2) holds for all T ⋆β ∈ S

then 1− P

(
RTβ ,Tγ

)
≤ 1− P

(
RG,G

)
.
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To check if the boundaries that control the FWER under the global null hypothesis also control
the FWER in the strong sense then one needs to check that for the chosen boundaries that

P (RG,G) ≤ P

(⋂J
j=1BS′

i′ ,j

)
for all S ′

i′ in S′ in Equation (3.3). When calculating this one can

use the fact P
(⋂J

j=1BS′
i′ ,j

)
= P (R′

S′
i′
) where S′

i′ is of length J and S′
i′ = {S ′

i′ , S
′
i′ , . . . , S

′
i′} as

demonstrated in Example 3.3. Therefore it can be calculated in a similar manner to P (R′
G) as

described in the Supporting Information Section 1.

The order of treatments has no effect on the calculation of P
(⋂J

j=1BS′
i′ ,j

)
provided that the

number of elements are the same and so is the sample size for each treatment. Therefore when
there is equal sample size per treatment at each stage S′ can be further reduced to be of length
⌈(K − 1)/2⌉ as shown at the end of Example 3.3.

If the requirements of Theorem 3.2 are not met, one can guarantee control of FWER by de-
termining the design using non-binding boundaries under the global null hypothesis. By using
Theorem 3.3 these boundaries will be conservative for binding boundaries but guarantee strong
control of the FWER.

Theorem 3.3. The FWER is greater or equal for the non-binding boundaries compared to the
binding boundaries for a given Tβ.

Proof. From Equation (3.1), 1− P

(
RTβ ,Tγ

)
≤ 1− P

(
R′

Tβ

)
.

In the Supporting Information Section 1 the equations to calculate the FWER under the global
null hypothesis, for both binding and non-binding boundaries, along with how to calculate the
probabilities required for Theorem 3.2 are given.

Example 3.3. Consider the motivating example of 4 arms and 3 stages using the double
triangular boundaries. The binding bounds can be found under the global null hypothesis as
given in Section 4.1 to control the FWER at 5%, so that P (RG,G) = 0.95. Next one finds

P

(⋂J
j=1BS′

i′ ,j

)
= P (R′

S′
i′
) for the complete set of S′ as is shown in Table 1 where S′ has length

of Stirling(4, 2) = 7 and is

S′ =

{
{(1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3)}, {(1, 2), (1, 4), (2, 4)}, {(1, 3), (1, 4), (3, 4)},

{(2, 3), (2, 4), (3, 4)}, {(1, 2), (3, 4)}, {(1, 3), (2, 4)}, {(1, 4), (2, 3)}

}
.

(3.3)

Since for the motivating example P

(⋂J
j=1BS′

i′ ,j

)
is greater than P (RG,G) = 0.95 for all

S ′
i′ ∈ S′, so the FWER is controlled in the strong sense. Additionally as the motivating
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Table 1: The value of P
(⋂J

j=1BS′
i′ ,j

)
, for given set of S′

i ∈ S′ as given in Equation (3.3).

S ′
1 S ′

2 S ′
3 S ′

4 S ′
5 S ′

6 S ′
7

P

(⋂J
j=1BS′

i′ ,j

)
0.972 0.972 0.972 0.972 0.979 0.979 0.979

example has equal sample size per treatment at each stage, S′ can be further reduced to S′ ={
{(1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3)}, {(1, 2), (3, 4)}

}
, so reducing the number of calculations.

■

3.3 Power

The power of the trial is the probability that a treatment with the clinically relevant effect is
found. Similar to the definition of power under the least favourable configuration (LFC) in
the MAMS case with a control treatment (Magirr et al., 2012) we define power under the LFC
as the probability that treatment k′ is the only treatment left by the end of the trial, given
ψ1 = ψ2 = . . . = ψk′−1 = ψk′ − θ′ = ψk′+1 = . . . = ψK , where θ′ is the clinically relevant effect.
The sample size of the trial is found to ensure that the power under the LFC is greater than
1− β, where 1− β is the pre-defined level of power desired. There are multiple ways in which
treatment k′ can become the successful treatment in the trial. When calculating the power
under the LFC one must sum over all possible configurations that end in only the clinically
relevant treatment being found. The power under the LFC therefore equals

∑
Ωp,y∈Ωp,1...Ωp,Y

∫ ωu,1(t(1,2),1,y)

ωl,1(t(1,2),1,y)

. . .

∫ ωu,J (t(K−1,K),J,y)

ωl,J (t(K−1,K),J,y)

ϕ(z,θ,Σ)dz, (3.4)

where ϕ(z,µ,Σ) is the probability density function of a multivariate normal distribution with
mean µ and covariance matrix Σ. Here

θ =

(
ψ1 − ψ2√
V(1,2),1

, . . . ,
ψK−1 − ψK√
V(K−1,K),1

, . . .
ψ1 − ψ2√
V(1,2),J

, . . . ,
ψK−1 − ψK√
V(K−1,K),J

)
,

with ψ1 = ψ2 = ψk′−1 = ψk′ − θ′ = ψk′+1, . . . = ψK and Σ is defined in the Supporting
Information Section 1. Here Ωp,y defines the upper and lower boundaries for a possible con-
figuration which results in only the clinically relevant treatment being found, where Y is the
total number of possible configurations and y = 1, . . . , Y . Each Ωp,y is a list of upper and lower
boundaries for each test statistic and each stage, so Ωp,y = {ω1(t(1,1),1,y), . . . , ωJ(t(K−1,K),J,y)},
with ωj(t(k,k⋆),j,y) = (ωl,j(t(k,k⋆),j,y), ωu,j(t(k,k⋆),j,y)) where ωl,j(t(k,k⋆),j,y) is the lower boundary for
testing hypothesis Hk.k⋆ at stage j and ωu,j(t(k,k⋆),j,y) is the upper boundary, for k, k⋆ = 1, . . . K
and j = 1, . . . , J , with t(k,k⋆),j,y = a1, a2, . . . , a8 that defines the values of ωj(t(k,k⋆),j,y), which
are defined in Table 2.

Notation a1, a2, . . . , a5, are used to define the 5 possible areas in which each test statistic value
could be, assuming it was still being tested in the trial. The test statistic is either: below the
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Table 2: The value of ωj(t(k,k⋆),j,y), where ωj(t(k,k⋆),j,y) = {ωl,j(t(k,k⋆),j,y), ωu,j(t(k,k⋆),j,y)}, for given
stage j = 1, . . . , J depending on the integer value of t(k,k⋆),j,y.

t(k,k⋆),j,y a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7 a8
ωj(t(k,k⋆),j,y) {−∞,−uj} {−uj,−u⋆j} {−u⋆j , u⋆j} {u⋆j , uj} {uj,∞} {−∞,∞} {−uj, uj} {−uj, uj}

outer lower boundary (a1); between the outer and inner lower boundaries (a2); between the
inner lower and upper boundaries (a3); inner and outer upper boundaries (a4); above the outer
upper boundary (a5). The remaining 3 values, a6, a7, a8, are used to simplify and streamline the
calculations. The notation a6 is used for a test statistic in which one of the treatments being
tested has stopped the trial. One can remove any integrals for which t(k,k⋆),j,y = a6 as long as
the corresponding θ and Σ values are also removed. The notation a7 is used for a test statistic
in which at least one of the treatments being tested is dropped at the current stage and the
test statistic is not significant enough to cause another treatment to be dropped. Finally a8 is
used as for any stage in which u⋆j = 0, there are now only 3 possible outcomes for each test
statistic of interest, a1, a5 and a8.

Based on a1, . . . , a8, in the Supporting Information Section 3 it is given how to determine
Ωp = {Ωp,1, . . . ,Ωp,Y } and the corresponding values of t(k,k⋆),j,y for each Ωp,y. To calculate
these we use the algorithm given in Supporting Information Section 3. This algorithm runs by
first starting with Ω = {Ω1, . . . ,ΩY ⋆}, which is a inclusive list of boundaries for all the trial test
statistics, of length Y ⋆. It assumes even if a test statistic falls below the outer lower boundary,
or above the outer upper boundary or all are within the inner boundaries, that the test statistic
will continued to be studied. This list is then reduced and altered in order to both decrease the
number of elements needing calculating for a more efficient calculation of power, and to only
leave combinations of bounds which lead to only the one clinically relevant treatment being
found.

3.4 Expected sample size

The expected sample size is defined as E(N |Θ) where Θ is the effect of all the treatments, so
Θ = {ψ1, ψ2, . . . , ψK}. The expected sample size can be found as

E(N |Θ) =
Y∑

y′=1

N(ΩE,y′)QΘ(ΩE,y′), (3.5)

where Y ′ is the number of outcomes of interest, QΘ(ΩE,y′) is the probability for each outcome
and N(ΩE,y′) is the total number of patients associated with each outcome. Also similar to
power we define ΩE = {ΩE,1, . . . ,ΩE,Y ′} where ΩE,y′ is the set of boundaries for that given
configuration y′. One can use the algorithm given in Supporting Information Section 3 to
calculate ΩE. In Supporting Information Section 4 the equations to calculate both QΘ(ΩE,y′)
and N(ΩE,y′) are given. One can also use N(ΩE,y′) and QΘ(ΩE,y′) to find the distribution of
the sample size as done in Greenstreet et al. (2024).
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4 Numerical results

4.1 Setting

Below, we revisit the setting of the motivating sepsis trial discussed in Magaret et al. (2016).
The power is set to 90%, double triangular stopping boundaries are used (Whitehead, 1997)
and we use the requirement of FWER at 5% (two-sided).

Following Theorem 3.1 the FWER is controlled in the strong sense if designed under the global
null hypothesis for non-binding stopping rules, while in Example 3.3 it is shown that this also
holds for binding rules when α = 5%. Therefore, for this trial, for both binding and non-binding
stopping rules, the FWER will be controlled in the strong sense.

Using the equations given in the Supporting Information Section 1 the double triangular bound-
aries are found such that the FWER equals 5%. The power under the LFC and expected sample
size were calculated using Equation (3.4) and the Equation (3.5), respectively. Both Ωp and
ΩE were found from Ω using the algorithm given in Supporting Information Section 3, with
Y ⋆ = 3.814×1012, and this being reduced to Y = 2974 and Y ′ = 25907 by using this algorithm,
where Y ⋆, Y and Y ′ is the number of configurations in Ω,Ωp,ΩE, respectively. The calculations
were carried out using R (R Core Team, 2021) and the packages mvtnorm (Genz et al., 2021),
gtools (Warnes et al., 2021), doParallel (Daniel et al., 2022) and foreach (Daniel et al.,
2022). Code is available at https://github.com/petergreenstreet/MAMSAP.

4.2 Alternative designs

The first alternative design considered is to run each comparison as a separate trial while using
the double triangular boundaries. For the 4 arm example this will involve running 6 separate
trials each with 3 stages. Each one of these trials is designed to have power of 90% and a two-
sided type I error of 5%. When just powering each individual trial the power is the probability
that a clinically relevant treatment is found superior to the other treatment. Therefore this
power is different to considering the power across the multiple trials. Across all the trials we
define the power under the LFC as the probability of finding the clinically relevant treatment
as superior in all the trials it is involved in.

For the first alternative design the total type I error across all the separate trials will equal
1− (1− α)6 as η = 6. We also consider the second alternative design where separate trials will
be used with the total type I error across all the trials equaling 5%, so, the type I error for
each trial is set to 0.85%. For this second alternative design we will ensure that the power is
controlled at 90% under the LFC. The total type II error under the LFC across all the trials
equals 1− (1− β)4−1 as there are K − 1 hypotheses which need to be rejected for there not to
be an error. The adjusted power for each trial is therefore 96.5%.

The third alternative design is the method described in Whitehead et al. (2020). In Whitehead
et al. (2020) they describe the type I error of interest as the probability of the pairwise type I
error for each comparison and the power is the probability that a treatment k is found inferior
compared to another treatment k′ given ψk′ − ψk = θ′. Their approach uses the same trial
structure as the design discussed here, however does not account for any correlation between
test statistics of different treatments, or the fact all remaining test statistics need to be within
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the inner boundaries for the trial to stop. This approach is presented with the type I error and
power as defined in Whitehead et al. (2020).

As the third alternative design does not account for the correlation between the test statistics
of different treatments we also consider controlling the FWER and power across the entire trial
using the Bonferroni correction (Bonferroni, 1936). This is the fourth alternative approach,
in which the type I error for each comparison is set to α/6 = 0.083% and the power for each
comparison is set to 1− β/(4− 1) = 96.7%.

4.3 Results

The sample size, stopping boundaries and the expected sample size, along with power and
FWER for the different design options are given in Table 3, with all the results being calculated
analytically. As expected, the proposed MAMSAP design has the desired FWER control of
5% and power under LFC of 90%. The maximum sample size for the design with binding
boundaries is 243 × 4 = 972 while the design with non-binding boundaries has a maximum
sample size of 984 patients. The expected sample size is studied under 4 configurations: The
first is the global null hypothesis, Θ0 = (ψ, ψ, ψ, ψ) where ψ is the treatment effect of a treatment
without a clinically relevant effect; the second is the LFC, Θ1 = (ψ + θ′, ψ, ψ, ψ); in the third
configuration two treatments have a clinically relevant effect compared to the other treatments,
Θ2 = (ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ, ψ); and the fourth, Θ3 = (ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ) has three treatments
with a clinically relevant effect compared to the remaining treatment. The expected sample
size under these configuration ranges from 749.9 patients under the null hypothesis to 629.7
patients under Θ2 for the MAMSAP design for binding boundaries. For the MAMSAP design
for non-binding boundaries the expected sample size ranges from 636.6 patients under Θ2 to
758.0 patients under the global null hypothesis.

For the MAMSAP design with non-binding boundaries, if the inner boundaries rules are strictly
followed, then the FWER is 4.8%, highlighting the small conservatism that can occur if the
non-binding boundaries rules are followed. The necessary increase in the stopping boundaries
resulting from the use of non-binding rules means that one additional patient per arm per stage
is needed to achieve power above 90%.

The operating characteristics for the competing approaches are given in Table 3 for binding
boundaries. The Whitehead approach results in a smaller sample size compared to MAMSAP,
however this approach does not control the FWER nor achieves power at the desired level.
For example the maximum sample size drops by 38% compared to MAMSAP, at the cost of
an FWER inflation of over 16% and a drop in power by 8.9%. When using the Whitehead
design with a Bonferroni adjustment, so that the FWER and the power are now controlled, the
bounds and sample size are conservative resulting in a larger maximum and expected sample
size than required. As a result the expected sample size under the global null hypothesis has
increased from 749.9 for the MAMSAP design to 820.1 for the Bonferroni adjusted Whitehead
design.

Table 3 also shows the operating characteristics of running multiple separate trials. Even when
not controlling for the FWER or power across all the trials there is still an increase in sample
size compared to running MAMSAP due to the need to recruit each treatment group multiple
times. The maximum sample size increases from 972 to 1800. Additionally the FWER is
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Table 3: Operating characteristics of the MAMSAP design for both binding and non-binding bound-
aries along with the operating characteristics of the competing approaches for binding stopping bound-
aries.

Design

u1u2
u3

 u⋆1u⋆2
u⋆3

 FWER
Power

n1

n2

n3

 max(N)

E(N |Θ0)
E(N |Θ1)
E(N |Θ2)
E(N |Θ3)

MAMSAP
3.166
2.798
2.742

  0
1.679
2.742

 0.050
0.900

 81
162
243

 972

749.9
647.5
629.7
669.9

with binding
boundaries

MAMSAP with
3.181
2.811
2.755

 0.000
1.687
2.755

 0.048
0.903

 82
164
246

 984

758.0
654.5
636.6
677.2

non-binding
boundaries 2.484

2.195
2.151

  0
1.317
2.151

 0.213
0.811

 50
100
150

 600

488.8
397.6
393.6
428.7

Whitehead
design

Bonferroni 3.213
2.840
2.783

  0
1.704
2.783

 0.045
0.929

 89
178
267

 1068

820.1
689.9
676.4
726.6

adjusted
Whitehead

design 2.484
2.195
2.151

  0
1.317
2.151

 0.265
0.736

 50
100
150

 1800

1284.5
1199.3
1170.8
1199.3

Separate
trials

FWER 3.205
2.833
2.776

  0
1.699
2.776

 0.050
0.905

 89
178
267

 3204

2223.8
2090.4
2045.9
2090.4

controlled
separate

trials

inflated to 26.5% and the power under the LFC is only 73.6%. The increase in sample size
is further emphasised when the power and FWER are controlled across all the trials at the
desired level. Now the maximum sample size is increased by over 300% to 3204 compared to
the MAMSAP design.

In the Supporting Information Section 5 the results for the competing approaches when using
non-binding stopping boundaries are provided. Additionally in the Supporting Information
Section 6 the probability of finishing the trial with i out of K ′ clinically relevant treatments
is shown for the MAMSAP design under both binding and non-binding stopping rules. In the
Supporting Information Section 7 an alternative design of running a set of sequential separate
trials is given, where the next trial is based on the previous trial.

5 Discussion
The work presented here allows for the design of multi-arm multi-stage trials in which there is
no control treatment so all pairwise comparisons are conducted. We have developed a method
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which allows the calculation of both binding and non-binding stopping boundaries to control
the FWER under the global null hypothesis. We show that the design controls the FWER in
the strong sense when non-binding rules are used and a test with a finite number of comparisons
has been developed in order to test if the FWER is controlled in the strong sense for binding
boundaries. Furthermore expressions for the power under the LFC and the expected sample size
are provided. Based on a motivating example we show that the proposed method, MAMSAP
design, outperforms alternative approaches that also control FWER and power.

In the Supporting Information Section 8 it is shown that the FWER holds in the strong sense
for the double triangular boundaries, for equal sample size per arm per stage, for up to an 8
arm 15 stage example with FWER set to 2.5%, 5%, and 10%. Beyond 8 arms and 15 stages
the computation becomes too slow and unstable to accurately check Theorem 3.2. One could
therefore extend this work to see if there is a way to prove strong control of FWER for the
double triangular stopping boundaries or if there is a counter example.

Building on the work on adding arms (Burnett et al., 2024; Greenstreet et al., 2024, 2025) in
the controlled setting, future work will consider this problem for the all pairwise setting. Such
an extension raises questions around the use of non-concurrent treatments and potential bias
caused by time trends. Both of which are well studied when there is a common control (Lee
and Wason, 2020; Marschner and Schou, 2022).

This paper introduces a framework for designing multi-arm multi-stage trials in which there
is no control treatment, centred around normal continuous endpoints. Using the methodology
proposed by Jaki and Magirr (2013), this approach can accommodate other endpoints, including
binary, as discussed in Magaret et al. (2016). As one employs this methodology, it is essential to
acknowledge potential computational challenges related to the computation of high-dimensional
multivariate normal distributions and the large number of feasible outcomes of the trial, par-
ticularly when dealing with large numbers of arms and stages. If such challenges arise, one
may consider approaches outlined in Blondell et al. (2021) for handling the high-dimensional
multivariate normal distributions, or alternatively, use a simulation-based approach.
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Supporting Information

1 Calculating FWER under the global null
When calculating P (RG,G) there are, at each stage, only two possibilities that need to be
calculated, either all arms are between −u and u or all are between −u⋆ and u⋆. Therefore we
define Ūj(·) where Ūj(1) = u⋆j and Ūj(0) = uj. So

P (RG,G) =
J∑
j=1

∑
qj=1&qi∈{0,1}
i=1,2,...,j

−1(
∑j

i=1(qi)−1)

∫ Ū1(q1)

−Ū1(q1)

. . .

∫ Ū1(q1)

−Ū1(q1)

. . .

∫ Ūj(qj)

−Ūj(qj)

. . .

∫ Ūj(qj)

−Ūj(qj)

ϕ(z,0,Σ[1:ηj])dz,

(S1.1)
where ϕ(z,µ,Σ) is the probability density function of a multivariate normal distribution with
mean µ and covariance matrix Σ. The equation for the covariance matrix, Σ, is defined be-
low and [·] defines the rows and columns of the covariance matrix, needed. For non-binding
boundaries one can find P (R′

G) as∫ u1

−u1
. . .

∫ u1

−u1
. . .

∫ uJ

−uJ
. . .

∫ uJ

−uJ
ϕ(z,0,Σ)dz. (S1.2)

To calculate in P (R′
T⋆

β
) one can use Equation (S1.2), however, now simply excluding any test

statistics which are related to treatments which don’t have equal treatment effect.

1.1 The correlation matrix equation

The correlation matrix, Σ, structure is

Σ =



ρ((1,2),1),((1,2),1) ρ((1,2),1),((1,3),1) . . .
ρ((1,3),1),((1,2),1) ρ((1,3),1),((1,3),1) . . .

...
... . . .

ρ((K−1,K),1),((1,2),1) ρ((1,K),1),((1,3),1) . . .
ρ((1,2),2),((1,2),1) ρ((1,2),2),((1,3),1) . . .

...
... . . .

ρ((K−1,K),J),((1,2),1) ρ((K−1,K),J),((1,3),1) . . .

ρ((1,2),1),((K−1,K),1) ρ((1,2),1),((1,2),2) . . . ρ((1,2),1),((K−1,K),J)

ρ((1,3),1),((K−1,K),1) ρ((1,3),1),((1,2),2) . . . ρ((1,3),1),((K−1,K),J)
...

... . . . ...
ρ((1,K),1),((K−1,K),1) ρ((1,K),1),((1,2),2) . . . ρ((1,K),1),((K−1,K),J)

ρ((1,2),2),((K−1,K),1) ρ((1,2),2),((1,2),2) . . . ρ((1,2),2),((K−1,K),J)
...

... . . . ...
ρ((K−1,K),J),((K−1,K),1) ρ((K−1,K),J),((1,2),2) . . . ρ((K−1,K),J),((K−1,K),J)


,

where
ρ((k1,k⋆1),j),((k2,k⋆2),j⋆) = corr(Z(k1,k⋆1),j

, Z(k2,k⋆2),j
⋆).
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2 Example of the FWER not being controlled in the strong
sense under the global null

Example 2.1. Consider a trial design with 3 arms and 2 stages with equal number of patients
per arm per stage. If u1 = ∞ and u⋆1 = 2.2 then the final boundary needs to be u2 = 1.558
to control the FWER under the global null hypothesis at a 2-sided level of 5%. If there are 10
patients per arm per stage, then if ψ1 + 5 = ψ2 = ψ3 then the FWER under this configuration
is 11.9%. This is because when ψ1 + 5 = ψ2 = ψ3 the trial will almost never stop at the first
stage, as Z(1,2),1 and Z(1,3),1 will be, with high probability, less than −2.2, and it is not possible
to drop a treatment for being inferior as u1 = ∞, therefore at the final stage the probability of
declaring that ψ2 ̸= ψ3 is 11.9% with the boundary of u2 = 1.558. ■

3 Calculation of Ωp and ΩE

Algorithm S1 starts with a Ω which is an inclusive list of boundaries for all the trial test
statistics, assuming that even if a test statistic falls below the outer lower boundary, or above
the outer upper boundary or all are within the inner boundaries, that the test statistic will
continued to be studied. Similar to Ωp, Ω = {Ω1, . . . ,ΩY ⋆} where each Ωy⋆ is the set of upper
and lower boundaries required for that given configuration. The number of configurations is
denoted Y ⋆, so Ωy⋆ = {ω1(t(1,1),1,y⋆), . . . , ωJ(t(K−1,K),J,y⋆)} for y⋆ = 1, . . . , Y ⋆. In total Ω begins
with a list of length Y ⋆ = 5Jη as every configuration of tk,k⋆,j,y⋆ = a1, . . . , a5 is considered
for every k ̸= k⋆, k, k⋆ = 1, . . . , K, j = 1, . . . , J and y⋆ = 1, . . . , Y ⋆. So we are testing
−∞ < Zk,k⋆,j < l; l < Zk,k⋆,j < −u⋆; −u⋆ < Zk,k⋆,j < u⋆; u⋆ < Zk,k⋆,j < u; u < Zk,k⋆,j < ∞ for
every Zk,k⋆,j.
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Algorithm S1 To find Ωp and ΩE

1 Generating every possible combination of a1, . . . , a5 for every t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ , where y⋆ =
1, . . . , Y ⋆ where Y ⋆ = 5ηJ . To create a set of all outcomes Ω

2 Use Reduction 1 to remove any impossible sets of Ω.
3 Use Reduction 2 to change for any stage in which u⋆ = 0 to replace the any t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ =
a2, a3, a4 with the values t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a8 then remove any duplicates sets in Ω.

4 Use Reduction 3 to change the final stage to remove the any sets in Ω with the t(k,k⋆),J,y⋆ =
a2, a4.

5 Repeat the following steps for j from 1 : J .
i If j > 1 use Reduction 5 to replace any hypotheses which stopped the stage before

with t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = 6 and remove any duplicates sets in Ω.
ii Use Reduction 4 for stage j to replace any t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a2, a3, a4, a8 of treatments

which stop at stage j with t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a7 and remove any duplicates sets.
Now ΩE equals the reduced Ω.

6 Use Reduction 6 to remove all sets of Ω in which any t(k′,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a1 or t(k,k′),j,y⋆ = a5 for
hypothesis testing treatment k′.

7 Use Reduction 7 to remove all sets of Ω in which any t(k′,k⋆),J,y⋆ = a1, a2, a3, a4 and
t(k,k′),J,y⋆ = a2, a3, a4, a5 for hypothesis testing treatment k′.

8 Use Reduction 8 to remove all sets of Ω in which for each j all t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a1, a3, a5, a6, a7
and at least one of t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a3. Now Ωp equals the reduced Ω.

Once the list Ω has been created, Algorithm S1 is used to reduce the list to find ΩE, using the
following first 5 reductions and find Ωp, using the following 8 reductions.

Reduction 1: Test which of the 5 outcomes are possible for a particular Z(k,k⋆),j based on the
outcomes of the other test statistics at stage j. This is because Z(k,k⋆),j can be rewritten in
terms of Z(k̇,k),j and Z(k̇,k⋆),j where k̇ < k < k⋆ as

Z(k,k⋆),j =
Z(k̇,k⋆),j

√
Vk̇,k⋆,j − Z(k̇,k),j

√
Vk̇,k,j√

Vk,k⋆,j
. (S3.1)

Therefore the maximum value Z(k,k⋆),j for a given k̇ is

max(Z(k,k⋆),j|k̇) =
max(Z(k̇,k⋆),j)

√
Vk̇,k⋆,j −min(Z(k̇,k),j)

√
Vk̇,k,j√

Vk,k⋆,j
.

Given all values of k̇ which are smaller then k then

max(Z(k,k⋆),j) = min(max(Z(k,k⋆),j|1), . . .max(Z(k,k⋆),j|k − 1)).

Similarly the minimum value Z(k,k⋆),j for a given k̇ is

min(Z(k,k⋆),j|k̇) =
min(Z(k̇,k⋆),j)

√
Vk̇,k⋆,j −max(Z(k̇,k),j)

√
Vk̇,k,j√

Vk,k⋆,j
.

Given all values of k̇ which are smaller then k gives

min(Z(k,k⋆),j) = max(min(Z(k,k⋆),j|1), . . .min(Z(k,k⋆),j|k − 1)).
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Using the maximum value and minimum value that each Z(k,k⋆),j can take, given the range of
values Z(k̇,k),j and Z(k̇,k⋆),j can take, results in a reduction in which of a1, . . . , a5 need to be
considered as the limits of Z(k,k⋆),j. For example in a 3 arm case, with equal sample size per
arm, if t(1,3),j = a1 (so −∞ < Z(1,3),j < −uj) and t(1,2),j = a5 (uj < Z(1,2),j <∞) then we know
that Z(2,3),j < −2uj therefore the only possible area of t(2,3),j is a1.

Reduction 2: For any stage in which u⋆j = −u⋆j = 0 there are only 3 possible outcomes for each
test statistic.

Reduction 3: At the final stage where u⋆J = uJ there are only 3 outcomes: −∞ < Zk,k⋆,J < −uJ ;
−u⋆J < Zk,k⋆,J < u⋆J ; uJ < Zk,k⋆,J <∞.

Reduction 4: If treatment k is dropped at stage j the remaining test statistics for treatment
k that are not significant to cause another treatment to be dropped, so between −uj and uj,
have no effect on the rest of the trial as treatment k will be dropped from the following stage.
Therefore for treatment k which is dropped from the trial at a given stage j the test statistics
related to treatment k have 3 outcomes of interest: −∞ < Zk,k⋆,j < −uj; −uj < Zk,k⋆,j < uj;
uj < Zk,k⋆,j <∞. One is still interested in the area −∞ < Zk,k⋆,j < −uj and uj < Zk,k⋆,j <∞ as
from the initial definition of Ω⋆

y for some y⋆ = 1, . . . , Y it is possible for example for Z1,2,j < −uj,
−uj < Z1,3,j < uj, Z2,3,j < −uj even though this is not possible in reality, so this event will
have probability 0 which needs to be accounted for.

Reduction 5: If a treatment has already been dropped, then for the remaining stages the value
of its test statistics no longer matter, as in the trial these test statistics would no longer be
tested. Therefore for computational convenience −∞ < Zk,k⋆,j < ∞ if treatment k or k⋆ was
dropped from the trial at stage j⋆ where j⋆ < j as in reality this test statistic would no longer
be of interest in a real trial.

Furthermore when calculating the power under the LFC there are three further reductions
that can be made which result in only treatment k′ being found as the clinically relevant
treatment.

Reduction 6: If treatment k′ is found to be the clinically relevant treatment then it can never
have been dropped from the trial, therefore −∞ < Zk′,k⋆,j < −uj and uj < Zk,k′,j <∞ are not
possible for test statistics still being tested at stage j.

Reduction 7: At the final stage any remaining treatments must be found inferior to treatment
k′, therefore, uJ < Zk′,k⋆,J < ∞ and −∞ < Zk,k′,J < −uJ for any treatments still being
tested.

Reduction 8: The trial can not stop early for all the treatments being found similar as this
means that treatment k′ was not found superior to at least one treatment. Therefore one can
remove all outcomes which have all remaining test statistics, at any stage j, falling within −u⋆j
to u⋆j .

Using these 8 reductions as detailed in Algorithm S1 one can find Ωp and ΩE.
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4 Calculation of QΘ(ΩE,y′) and N(ΩE,y′)

One can use Algorithm S1 given in Appendix 3 to calculate ΩE. Now one can find the proba-
bility for each outcome ΩE,y′ given Θ (QΘ(ΩE,y′)):

QΘ(ΩE,y′) =

∫ ωu,1(t(1,2),1,y′ )

ωl,1(t(1,2),1,y′ )

. . .

∫ ωu,J (t(K−1,K),J,y′ )

ωl,J (t(K−1,K),J,y′ )

ϕ(z,θ,Σ)dz, (S4.1)

where θ has ψ1, . . . , ψK of interest and Σ is defined in the Supporting Information Section 1.1.
One needs to find the total number of patients associated with each outcome,

N(ΩE,y′) =
K∑
k=1

nk,j̄k,y′ ,

where

j̄k,y′ = min
j
([t(k⋆,k),j,y = a6 ∀ k⋆ = 1, . . . , k−1∩t(k,k′),j,y = a6 ∀ k′ = k+1, . . . , K]∪[j−1 = J ])−1,

so j̄k,y′ gives the stage at which treatment k stopped being recruited to, for configuration
y′.

5 Non-binding results
Table S1 gives the operating characteristics of the competing approaches for non-binding stop-
ping boundaries as done for binding stopping boundaries in Table 3.
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Table S1: Operating characteristics of the MAMSAP design and competing approaches for
non-binding stopping boundaries.

Design

u1u2
u3

 u⋆1u⋆2
u⋆3

 FWER
Power

n1

n2

n3

 max(N)

E(N |Θ0)
E(N |Θ1)
E(N |Θ2)
E(N |Θ3)3.181

2.811
2.755

 0.000
1.687
2.755

 0.048
0.903

 82
164
246

 984

758.0
654.5
636.6
677.2

MAMSAP
design

2.517
2.225
2.180

 0.000
1.335
2.180

 0.201
0.813

 51
102
153

 612

497.8
406.8
402.1
437.1

Whitehead
design

Bonferroni 3.235
2.859
2.801

  0
1.715
2.801

 0.042
0.930

 90
180
270

 1080
832.0

698.2
684.1
734.0

adjusted
Whitehead

design 2.517
2.225
2.180

 0.000
1.335
2.180

 0.248
0.739

 51
102
153

 1836

1308.9
1224.6
1196.5
1224.6

Separate
trials

FWER 3.227
2.852
2.794

  0
1.711
2.794

 0.047
0.901

 89
178
267

 3204

2222.0
2095.7
2053.7
2095.7

controlled
separate

trials

6 The probability of finishing the trial with i out of K ′

clinically relevant treatments
In Table S2 the probability of finishing the trial with i out of K ′ clinically relevant treatments
is shown for the MAMSAP design under both binding and non-binding stopping rules. Here
Θ4 = (ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′). One should note that Θ4 is also equivalent to being under
the global null as all the treatments have the same treatment effect. For both the binding and
non-binding boundaries, under Θ1, the probability of finding one treatment with a clinically
relevant effect equals the power under the LFC as planned. Moreover the probability of finding
all 4 treatments with a clinically relevant effect equals one minus the FWER under Θ4. It can
be seen for this example that when under the LFC the probability of finding K ′ out of K ′

clinically relevant treatments is at its lowest. It is at its highest when there are 2 clinically
relevant treatments, with the probability of finding both clinically relevant treatments being
97.1% and 97.2% for binding and non-binding boundaries respectively. When there are two
clinically relevant treatments then one or both of the two clinically relevant treatments can be
found to be superior to the other null treatments. This is why the power under this configuration
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is higher compared to the LFC where there is only one clinically relevant treatment.

On the right hand side of Table S2 there is the probability of ending the trial with i⋆ out
of K − K ′ treatments which do not have a clinically relevant effect. Under the global null
hypothesis the trial will ideally finish with all 4 null treatments being declared similar. This is
set to be controlled at the 5% level, therefore for i⋆ = 4 in this case this gives 95% for binding
boundaries. When not all treatments are identified as equal under the global null hypothesis,
most often only one treatment is dropped. For the binding boundaries under the LFC it can be
seen that the probability of ending the trial with 1 null treatment is at 7.9%, which is greater
than the level of control for the FWER. This is because the power is set to 90% so there is a
10% chance that one or more of the null treatments will not have been rejected by the end of
the trial.

In Table S2 the breakdown of the probabilities for the Whitehead design are also given. For
the Whitehead design for binding boundaries the effect of not controlling the FWER or power
under the LFC across the entire design can be seen. Now there is only a 78.6% chance of ending
the trial without wrongly rejecting a null hypotheses as shown for Θ0. Additionally there is a
13.7% chance that under the LFC there is still 1 treatment without a clinically relevant effect
at the end of the trial. When studying the Bonferroni adjusted Whitehead design it can be seen
that the design is overly conservative which is also shown in Table 3. When considering the
separate trials design one is unable to produce these results as now there is a chance that the
separate trials can end in contradictory results. For example one may find that one can reject
H1,2 and declare that treatment 1 is superior so ψ1 > ψ2, however one may find in another
trial that ψ2 > ψ3 and that ψ3 > ψ1 as each trial is independent. As a result this is another
drawback of running multiple separate trials.

In the Supporting Information Section 6.1 a more generalised algorithm of Algorithm S1 in
Supporting Information Section 3 is given to find the set needed to calculate the power for K ′

clinically relevant treatments.
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Table S2: The probability of finishing the trial declaring i out ofK ′ clinically relevant treatments
under five different configurations: Θ0 = (ψ, ψ, ψ, ψ); Θ1 = (ψ + θ′, ψ, ψ, ψ); Θ2 = (ψ + θ′, ψ +
θ′, ψ, ψ); Θ3 = (ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ); Θ4 = (ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′, ψ + θ′). Along with the
probability of ending the trial with i⋆ treatments out of K −K ′ which do not have a clinically
relevant effect.

Binding boundaries
Treatment Number of clinical relevant Number of null

effect 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Θ0 - - - - 0.000 0.004 0.045 0.950
Θ1 0.900 - - - 0.079 0.016 0.004 -
Θ2 0.010 0.971 - - 0.018 0.001 - -
Θ3 0.001 0.026 0.969 - 0.004 - - -
Θ4 0.000 0.004 0.045 0.950 - - - -

Non-Binding Boundaries
Treatment Number of clinical relevant Number of null

effect 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Θ0 - - - - 0.000 0.004 0.044 0.952
Θ1 0.903 - - - 0.077 0.016 0.004 -
Θ2 0.009 0.972 - - 0.017 0.001 - -
Θ3 0.001 0.025 0.970 - 0.004 - - -
Θ4 0.000 0.004 0.044 0.952 - - - -

Whitehead Design
Treatment Number of clinical relevant Number of null

effect 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Θ0 - - - - 0.006 0.037 0.171 0.786
Θ1 0.811 - - - 0.137 0.040 0.013 -
Θ2 0.051 0.899 - - 0.047 0.003 - -
Θ3 0.014 0.113 0.860 - 0.013 - - -
Θ4 0.006 0.037 0.171 0.786 - - - -

Bonferroni adjusted Whitehead Design
Treatment Number of clinical relevant Number of null

effect 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Θ0 - - - - 0.000 0.004 0.040 0.956
Θ1 0.929 - - - 0.058 0.010 0.002 -
Θ2 0.009 0.980 - - 0.011 0.000 - -
Θ3 0.001 0.023 0.974 - 0.002 - - -
Θ4 0.000 0.004 0.040 0.956 - - - -

6.1 Generalised version of Algorithm S1

Let k′ = {k′1, . . . , k′K′} define the set of treatments with a clinically relevant effect. Let Ωp,K′

be the set of possible outcomes for power given that there are K ′ clinically relevant treatments.
Using Algorithm S2 the power for given k′ can be found using Ωp,K′ with Equation (3.4) with
ψ1 = ψ2 = ψk′1−1 = ψk′1 − θ′ = ψk′1+1 = . . . = ψk′

K′−1 = ψk′
K′ − θ′ = ψk′

K′+1 = . . . = ψK . For
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Algorithm S2 the final 3 reductions need to be edited and 1 additional one added compared to
Algorithm S1.

Reduction 6⋆: Treatments k′1, . . . k′K′ can never be dropped from the trial therefore −∞ <
Zk′i,k⋆,j < −uj and uj < Zk,k′i,j < ∞ for all k′i = k′1, . . . k

′
K′ are not possible for test statistics

still being tested at stage j.

Reduction 7⋆: At the final stage any remaining treatments not in the set k′ must be found
inferior to treatments in k′ therefore uJ < Zk′i,k⋆,J < ∞ and −∞ < Zk,k′i,J < −uJ for k′i ∈ k′

and k, k⋆ /∈ k′ for any treatments still being tested.

Reduction 8⋆: The trial can not stop early for futility if any treatments k /∈ k′ is still being
tested. Therefore one can remove all outcomes which have all remaining test statistics, at any
stage j, falling within −u⋆j to u⋆j which includes a treatment k /∈ k′.

Reduction 9⋆: If the trial stops at stage j all the test statistics testing k′i ∈ k′ against k′i⋆ ∈ k′

must finish falling within −u⋆j to u⋆j .

Algorithm S2 To find Ωp,K′

1 Generating every possible combination of a1, . . . , a5 for every t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ , where y⋆ =
1, . . . , Y ⋆ where Y ⋆ = 5ηj . To create a set of all outcomes Ω

2 Use Reduction 1 to remove any impossible sets of Ω.
3 Use Reduction 2 to change for any stage in which u⋆ = 0 to replace the any t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ =
a2, a3, a4 with the values t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a8 then remove any duplicates sets in Ω.

4 Use Reduction 3 to change for the final stage to remove the any sets in Ω with the
t(k,k⋆),J,y⋆ = a2, a4.

5 Repeat the following steps for j from 1 : J .
i If j > 1 use Reduction 5 to replace any hypotheses which stopped the stage before

with t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a6 and remove any duplicates sets in Ω.
ii Use Reduction 4 for stage j to replace any t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a2, a3, a4, a8 of treatments

which stop at stage j and remove any duplicates sets.
6 Use Reduction 6⋆ to remove all sets of Ω in which any t(k′i,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a1 or t(k,k′i),j,y⋆ = a5

for hypothesis testing any treatment k′i ∈ k′.
7 Use Reduction 7⋆ to remove all sets of Ω in which any t(k′i,k⋆),J,y⋆ = a1, a2, a3, a4 and
t(k,k′i),J,y⋆ = a2, a3, a4, a5 for hypothesis testing treatment k′i ∈ k′ and k, k⋆ /∈ k′.

8 Use Reduction 8⋆ to remove all sets of Ω in which for each j all t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a1, a3, a5, a6, a7
and at least one of t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a3 where either k /∈ k′ or k⋆ /∈ k′.

9 Use Reduction 9⋆ to remove all sets of Ω in which for each j all t(k,k⋆),j,y⋆ = a1, a3, a5, a6, a7
and at least one of t(k′i,k′i⋆ ),j,y⋆ ̸= a3 where k′i, k′i⋆ ∈ k′. Now Ωp,K′ equals the reduced Ω.

7 Sequential separate trials
We consider the case that each of the separate trials are run sequentially for the binding
boundary case. If one is testing treatment k compared to treatment k⋆ then one of three
scenarios can happen which results in the trial stopping: 1) Z(k,k⋆),j > uj then treatment k⋆ is
found superior to treatment k and only treatment k⋆ will continue being tested; 2) Z(k,k⋆),j <
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−uj then treatment k is found superior to treatment k⋆ and only treatment k will continue
being tested; 3) −u⋆j < Z(k,k⋆),j < u⋆j then treatment k is found similar to treatment k⋆ and only
one treatment will continue being tested, this will be chosen as treatment k. We assume in the
model that treatment 1 will be compared to treatment 2 and then whichever treatment goes
forward will be compared to treatment 3 and so on. Therefore now one only needs to conduct
3 trials for the motivating example.

The FWER, power, and expected sample size under the least favourable configuration when
using the separate trial design configuration given in Section 4.1 is shown in Table S3. As can
be seen now the power under the LFC is now dependent on which treatment has the clinically
relevant effect due to the ordering. For example for treatment 1 to be found clinically relevant
it needs to be shown to be superior to all the other treatments, whereas for treatment 4 to be
found clinically relevant it only need to be found superior to one treatment.

When comparing this design to MAMSAP it can be seen there is a decrease in sample size by
using sequential separate trials with a decrease in maximum sample size of 72 patients. However
this comes with a large decrease in the power, with it being as low as 73.6% compared to the
target of 90% as well as in inflation of the FWER to 14.3%.

Additionally we consider the case of a sequence of separate trials are run where there is control
of the FWER and power under the LFC. As 3 trials need to be conducted the type I error of
each trial is 1− 3

√
1− 0.05 = 0.017 and the power for each trial is 3

√
0.90 = 0.965. This design is

also given in Table S3 with the stopping boundaries and sample size for each trial beingu1u2
u3

 =

2.958
2.615
2.562

 ,

u⋆1u⋆2
u⋆3

 =

0.000
1.569
2.562

 ,

n1

n2

n3

 =

 81
162
243

 .

As can be seen here this design requires a larger maximum sample size and expected sample size
under the configuration considered here compared to the MAMSAP design, with the maximum
sample size increased by 486 patients.
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Table S3: Operating characteristics of the MAMSAP design for binding boundaries along with
the operating characteristics of the sequential separate trials for binding stopping boundaries.

Design FWER

Power |(ψ + θ′, ψ, ψ, ψ)
Power |(ψ, ψ + θ′, ψ, ψ)
Power |(ψ, ψ, ψ + θ′, ψ)
Power |(ψ, ψ, ψ, ψ + θ′)

max(N)
E(N |(ψ, ψ, ψ, ψ))

E(N |(ψ + θ′, ψ, ψ, ψ))
E(N |(ψ, ψ + θ′, ψ, ψ))
E(N |(ψ, ψ, ψ + θ′, 0))
E(N |(ψ, ψ, ψ, ψ + θ′))

MAMSAP
0.050

0.900
0.900
0.900
0.900

972
749.9

647.5
647.5
647.5
647.5

with binding
boundaries

Sequential
0.143

0.736
0.736
0.815
0.903

900
642.3

557.0
576.6
588.2
613.9

separate
trials

FWER

0.050

0.902
0.902
0.934
0.966

1458
1022.1

862.7
874.9
917.6
969.0

controlled
sequential

separate trials

8 Double triangular boundaries
In Figure S1 the double triangular stopping boundaries are found to control the FWER under
the global null for binding boundaries. Here we consider an equal number of patients per stage

per arm and the FWER control target, α is 2.5%, 5% and 10%. Figure 2 shows max

(
1 −

P

(⋂J
j=1BS′

i′ ,j

))
for all S ′

i′ ∈ S′ for each α level when using the boundaries found to control

the FWER under the global null. It can be seen that, at all points in Figure S1, the probability

of max

(
1−P

(⋂J
j=1BS′

i′ ,j

))
is below that of the FWER of focus. Therefore by Theorem 3.3

this shows that for the double triangular stopping boundaries, with equal sample size per stage
per arm, the FWER is controlled in the strong sense when using boundaries found under the
global null hypothesis for up to 8 arms and 15 stages.
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Figure S1: Comparison of the max(1−P
(⋂J

j=1BS′
i′ ,j

)
) for all S ′

i′ ∈ S′ with the desired FWER

level of control, when using the binding double triangular stopping boundaries found under the
global null.
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