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1 | INTRODUCTION

Neurodegenerative diseases such as Alzheimer’s disease (AD) and Parkinson's disease (PD) affect multiple domains of
functioning, including cognitive, motor, and behavioral abilities. These diseases often exhibit complex and heteroge-
neous progression patterns across various health outcomes over time. Some outcomes may decline significantly, while
others remain stable, complicating efforts to comprehensively assess disease progression. Randomized clinical trials
(RCTs) are critical for evaluating treatment efficacy in these conditions, collecting data on multiple health outcomes
at repeated time points. For instance, the Bapi 301 and 302 studies'l! were Phase 3 RCTs assessing the efficacy of
Bapineuzumab (Bapi) versus placebo in patients with mild-to-moderate AD. These trials collected longitudinal data on
key outcomes such as the Alzheimer’s Disease Assessment Scale-Cognitive Subscale (ADAS-Cog) and the Disability
Assessment for Dementia (DAD), providing a detailed view of cognitive and functional changes over time.
Accurately evaluating treatment efficacy in such trials requires statistical methods that can simultaneously ac-
count for both the temporal evolution of outcomes and their multivariate structure. This involves incorporating vari-
ability within and between outcomes as well as the correlations among them. Traditional approaches often reduce
longitudinal data to cross-sectional summaries, such as changes from baseline to the last observation, applying para-

213145 o1 nonparametric® 2812110/ procedures. However, these methods may fail to capture dynamic patterns of

metric
change over time, potentially overlooking treatment effects that manifest throughout the study period. Rank-based
nonparametric methods for repeated measures111211311418l haye also been proposed, but they are typically limited to
single outcomes or fail to integrate information effectively across multiple outcomes, restricting their ability to provide
a comprehensive assessment of treatment effects.

To address these challenges, Xu et al.23 introduced the Longitudinal Rank Sum Test (LRST), a rank-based non-
parametric global test derived from U-statistics to detect treatment efficacy in clinical trials with multiple longitudinal
outcomes. The LRST provides a novel framework for obtaining a global assessment of treatment efficacy by aggregat-
ing temporal patterns across all outcomes into a single test statistic. This approach eliminates the need for multiplicity
correction while fully leveraging the multivariate and longitudinal structure of the data, enabling researchers to evalu-
ate the overall impact of a treatment across multiple domains. By deriving the null distribution of the test statistic, the
method facilitates efficient hypothesis testing and offers a unified measure of treatment efficacy that captures both
inter- and intra-outcome variability. These features make the LRST particularly valuable for trials in neurodegenerative
diseases, where progression involves a combination of cognitive, motor, and behavioral outcomes.

In this article, we propose a comprehensive framework for power and sample size calculations tailored to the
LRST. Our contributions include: (1) deriving the asymptotic distribution of the LRST under both null and alternative
hypotheses, (2) developing closed-form expressions for power and sample size determination, (3) providing consis-
tent estimates of power along with it's asymptotic distribution, and (4) validating these theoretical results through
extensive simulation studies and real-world clinical trial applications. By integrating theoretical derivations with prac-
tical estimation techniques, we provide a robust approach for designing clinical trials that assess complex temporal
outcomes, such as those observed in AD and PD.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section [2] details the methods, with Section[2.1] providing
a brief overview of the LRST, Section [2.2] describing the power and sample size calculation framework, and Section
[2:3] presenting power estimation and asymptotic properties. Section [3]validates the methodology through numerical
studies, while Section[d]demonstrates real-world applications using clinical trial data. Finally, Section[5]concludes with

a discussion of implications and future research directions.

implementation of the data platform and/or provided data, but did not participate in the analysis of the data or writing of this report.
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2 | METHODS

2.1 | Overview of the longitudinal rank sum test

In AD RCTs involving multiple longitudinal outcomes across two parallel arms (treatment vs. control or placebo), the
data structure is typically represented as (x;i. yji.t). Here, x;x denotes the change in outcome k (k = 1,...,K,
where K is the total number of outcomes) from baseline to time ¢ (¢ = 1,...,T, where T is the number of post-
baseline visits) for subject / (i = 1,..., n,) in the control group, while y;;« represents the corresponding change for
subject (j = 1,..., n,) in the treatment group. The control and treatment group sample sizes are denoted by n, and
ny, respectively, with the total sample size N = ny + n,,.

Each outcome k at time ¢ is ranked across both groups, producing mid-ranks R, for the control group and
Ryjtk for the treatment group. To summarize rank-based treatment effects, we define the average mid-ranks across
all subjects, outcomes, and time points as: Ry... = 74 27 %14 T, Reiek and Ry = ﬁ Z;Q S 2K Ryjtk
These terms represent the average mid-ranks for the control and treatment groups, respectively, over all measured
time points and outcomes. The rank difference vector is then defined as: R = (Ry.1. = Ry.1... ., Ryr. = Ry )T,

which captures the time-dependent rank-based treatment effect.

2.1.1 | Relative treatment effect and hypothesis testing

The Longitudinal Rank Sum Test (LRST) extends the framework of Brunner et al.2¢ to quantify treatment efficacy.
The relative treatment effect for outcome k at time ¢t is defined as: 6;x = P( X < Yik) — P( Xtk > Yik), Where Xgg
and Y;, are random variables corresponding to x;x and y;x, with marginal distributions F;; and G;, respectively. The
relative treatment effect across all outcomes at time ¢ is given by: 6; = % Zf:1 6:«. Finally, the overall treatment effect
across all outcomes and time points is: § = 17 ZL ;. A positive 8 suggests that the treatment improves or slows the
progression of some outcomes, leading to the hypothesis test: Hy : § =0 vs. H; : 8 > 0. To test this hypothesis,
Xu et al 22l proposed the LRST statistic:

o = Ry
7@ Ry = Ry

where I?y.“ and R,... are the average ranks across all outcomes and time points for the treatment and control groups,

(1)

TLRST =

respectively. Larger values of the rank difference (R’y.,. — Ry...) indicate greater treatment efficacy. The denominator,

Vé\r(li’y... — Ry...), is a consistent estimator of the rank difference variance 17,

The LRST, a rank-based test based on U-statistics, leverages all available longitudinal data to provide a robust,
nonparametric evaluation of treatment efficacy. If Hy is rejected, the treatment is inferred to be more effective than
the control. Further analysis, such as linear mixed models (LMMs), can then be used to quantify effects on individual

outcomes. For further theoretical properties of the LRST, see Xu et al.12l
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2.1.2 | Asymptotic properties of the rank difference vector

Under large-sample conditions, the rank difference vector R = (Ry.1. = Rye.1.,..., Ry.7. — Ry.7.)T follows an asymp-
totic normal distribution'12

VN

1
Rk

—R~N
VN

where 8 = (61, ...,67)T is the vector of relative treatment effects over time, and X is the variance-covariance matrix

of the rank differences. The variance-covariance matrix X is given by:

K K
)

n
(1+ )Ct1k1t2k2+(1+A)dt1k1t2k2] (nfx —>/\).
y

The terms c¢, 4, 1,6, = CoV (Gtyky (Xe1 k1) Gegky (Xtyky)) AN itk 150 = COV (Feyky (Yo )» Fegky (Yopk,)) represent
the covariances of the rank-based empirical cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) for the control and treatment
group outcomes, respectively, across time points ¢1, t; and outcomes ki, ko. Here, Gy, (x) = P(Xyk, < x) and
Fiky (¥) = P(Yyk, < y) are the empirical cumulative distribution functions for the control and treatment group
outcomes at time ¢; and outcome k;. These covariances capture within-group dependencies, reflecting correlations
across time and outcomes. They are critical for constructing the variance-covariance matrix X and determining the
properties of the rank difference vector. The sample size ratio A = Z—; denotes the control (n,) to treatment (n,) group
ratio.

Rejection of the null hypothesis Hy occurs at a significance level a if T rsT > zq, Where z,4 is the 100(1 — a)%
quantile of a standard normal distribution. These variance components, ¢, k, t,k, and dt, k, ¢,k,, are essential for con-

structing the test statistic and estimating its power under the alternative hypothesis.

2.2 | Power and sample size calculation
2.2.1 | Estimators of variance components

We begin by presenting the estimators of ¢, ;t,k, and d¢, k; 1,4, @s proposed in Xu et al. 1ol

1= 64k,

& < 1- 84 1 &
A 1K1
Ctikytyky = I(Yjtyky < Xityey) — — |l Z I(Yjtyky < Xityky) — 2 ,

j=1 Y =1
n
d Ly
tikitgky = E Z

1 +ét k 1 & 1 +ét &
I(Xityky < Yjtyky) — 211} |:HZI(Xit2/<2 < Yjtzkp) — % ,
X =1

where 8 = 2 (Ry.tx — Rytk)-
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2.2.2 | Asymptotic properties of estimators

To derive the asymptotic distributions of &, «, t,«, and ci,] k1 taky» Along with their covariance structure, we define the
following notations (u4(Z) is the fourth moment of a random variable Z2):

k 2
KR = g [Gey by (Keyky)| = Var [Geyey (Xeyi)] s
k 2
HY = g [Feyky Yoy | = Var [Feyry (Ve ]2
Jk1,t9,k:
L1(t1 1242 = var (Gt (Xeyky) | Var [Geyiy (Xey,) ] +C%1k1 toky?

t1.k7.tp.k
‘Cé k2R~ yar [Fery (Y] Var [Fep, (Yepky) | +dt21k1t2k2‘

Using these definitions, the following theorem provides the asymptotic distributions of these estimators:

Theorem 1. Let &4, 1,4, and dAM k; ok, be estimators of the covariance components for the control and treatment groups,
respectively. The asymptotic distributions of these estimators are as follows:

N(O,qﬂ(t%k”), ift1 = tp, k] :k2

A d
Vx (Cerkrtpky = Crrkytaky) = (t1kptpko)\
N(O,L1"1’2’2), ifti #trorki # ky

. d N(O’ ’Kz(t]’k])), ifti =ta, k1 = ko
vy (df1/<1 taky ~ Ity fzkz) - (t1.K1.tp:kp) .
N0, Ly ity # tyorky # ke

d e . . . .
Here, — denotes convergence in distribution, meaning that as the sample sizes ny and n,, increase, the distributions of
Ctiky taky AN Jt1 Ky tyky Approach the specified normal distributions.

Furthermore, for any tq, k1, t, ko, the estimators \/Nét1 kytoky AN \/Ntft1 ki tyky Are asymptotically independent. The
joint asymptotic distribution is given by:

1 (t1,k1)
Ctikqtok (1+7 K 0 .
N \/N fkaf2k2 s A) ! (k1) Ift1:t2, k1 = ky
dt1ky tyky 0 T+ 90
1 (t1.k1.t2.k2)
Ctikqtok (1+*),£ 0 .
N|VN| R | A} ki || ift] # tyorky # ky
Aty ky tyky 0 (1+A) £yt

Detailed derivations and proofs for Theorem[T]are provided in Appendix Section[5}

Theorem provides the asymptotic distributions of the estimators ¢;, ¢, ¢k, and Jt1 Ky tyky- Based on this result,
the estimate of X;,, is given as:

K

ifﬁz = % Z

ki.kp=1

1\, R < 1+ 1) J7(C+AD)J
(1+;)Ct1k1t2k2+(1+A)dt1k1t2k2’ and err=( ) i ) ,
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where Jisa T x 1 vector of 1's, and C and D are estimators of the T x T matrices C and D. The elements of C and
D are

;KK
Chty = K2 Z Z Ctikitokys Dty = el Z Z Aty ky tyksy -
=1 kg1

k1=1 kp=1

From Theorem |1} and using the asymptotic joint density of ¢; ¢, and c?t1 Ky tyky» WE Can provide the asymptotic

distribution of ft1 k1 tyky» @S given in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. By applying Theorem we obtain the asymptotic distribution of

R K K
-3 S

(1 + )% Ktk + (1 +A)dt1k1 toky

This distribution is asymptotically normal with mean %, ;, and variance V are, ()AZ) /N. The exact expression for the variance
is provided in Appendix Section@ Furthermore, the elements of VN are asymptotically independent. |

Detailed derivations and proofs for Corollary[I]are provided in Appendix Section[A] From Corollary[T] we see that
ft1 ki tyky CONVerges to a normal distribution with mean 3 ,+,k, and its asymptotic variance goes to 0 as N — co.

Using Bienaymé-Chebyshev Inequality, we conclude that ft1 Ky tyky CONVErges to 34 ¢, 1,4, in probability.

2.2.3 | Power calculation

Based on the asymptotic properties of T, we obtain the asymptotic distribution of T; gs7 using results from Xu et al..L3

and Slutsky’s inequality:

TLRsT = Ry~ Rx TVN 1 ()
var(Ry... — Ry 2VJTxJ

where = = (1+24) J7 (€ + AD)J/A. Under the null hypothesis (§ = 0), the distribution of T, zs7 is asymptotically
standard normal. Under the alternative hypothesis (6 # 0), the test statistic T, zs7 follows a non-central normal
distribution with a non-zero mean. Using Eq (2), we derive the theoretical power of the LRST test, as presented in
Theorem[2] Additionally, the corresponding minimum sample size required to achieve the desired power is provided
in Theorem[3]

Theorem 2. The test statistic T, asymptotically follows a normal distribution with mean —Y32¢ _ and variance 1.
LRST aSYl _p y f TS
The theoretical power of T, gsT, assuming 6 > 0, is given by:
[
) . S—— (3)

4(1+0) JT (C+AD)J
NATZ

where ®(-) denotes the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution, and z, is the critical value at

significance level a. O
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Detailed derivations and proofs for Theorem[2]are provided in Appendix Section[B] The expression for the the-
oretical power P depends on 8, C, and D, which in turn rely on the marginal distributions G;¢ and F;x of X;¢ and
Yik, respectively. For instance, assuming normality of the marginal distributions, 8, can be computed as P( X <
Yik) — P(Xtk > Yie). Numerical integration or Monte Carlo techniques can be employed to compute 6, ¢t 1,4,
and dy, k,t,k,» Which are then used to derive 8, C, and D for theoretical power calculations under normality assump-
tions. Similar methods apply for other known pre-specified marginal distributions.

However, in practical applications, the true marginal distributions are rarely known in advance. Relying solely on
normality assumptions may lead to inaccurate power estimations, particularly if the data exhibit significant deviations
from linearity or normality. To address this, it is crucial to estimate power directly from the data, ensuring that the
estimates are asymptotically consistent with the true power. The asymptotic normality of the estimated power is
established in Theorem[4] while Theorem[3]provides the framework for determining the minimum sample size required
to achieve desired power levels. Together, these results offer a robust methodology for practical power and sample

size calculations in real-world scenarios.

2.2.4 | Sample size calculation

To ensure the LRST test achieves a specified power level (), the minimum sample size required can be derived as

follows:

Theorem 3. The minimum sample size N required to achieve a power of at least « (assuming 8 > 0) is given by:

-1 2
e Mtz | T (c 4 aDY ). (@)

6

:4(1+A)

N
AT2

where ¢! () is the inverse cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution corresponding to the de-
sired power m, z, is the critical value for a significance level of a, 9 is the overall treatment effect, T is the number of

post-baseline time points, and C and D are the covariance matrices for the control and treatment groups, respectively.

Detailed derivations and proofs for Theorem 3]are provided in Appendix Section[C]

2.3 | Practical estimation of power for LRST

The theoretical power presented in Theorem [2] depends on the unknown variance components, represented by the
C and D matrices, which are not available in practical scenarios. Consequently, estimating power using real-world
data is necessary. The power estimate is obtained by substituting empirical estimators of 4, C, and D into Eq. (3).
Using Theorems [2]and [T} along with Corollary [T} the asymptotic distribution of the power estimate can be derived.
Specifically, the variance components ¢,k t,k, and dt, k,t,k, are estimated by their empirical counterparts, ¢, «, t,k,
and dy, ¢, £, respectively.
The overall treatment effect, § = 7% X7, XK_, 8, is estimated as: §;¢ = ﬁ pid ijzl [T(xitk < yjek) = T(Xiek > yjer)]-

By applying Lyapunov’s Central Limit Theorem, the asymptotic distribution of 8 is obtained. The Delta method is then

used to derive the asymptotic distribution of the estimated power, leading to the following result:

6

4JT3g
NT2

Theorem 4. The estimated power of the LRST is given by: = & — Z4 |, where © () is the cumulative distribution
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function of the standard normal distribution, §is the estimated overall treatment effect, 3 is the estimated covariance matrix,
and z is the critical value corresponding to a significance level a.

The asymptotic distribution of ® follows:  ~ N (P, Var(®)), where the variance of P is:

R , 6 6272 1 G 14| & X
Var(P) =N¢ sy Zq 16(J72J)3 ra Z Z Gtikitoky + ra Z Gikytky + Z Hiktk || »
[AL 2] t1#ty ky.kp=1 t=1| ky#ky k=1
NT ty.tp=1 Ky k=1

where ¢ (-) is the standard normal density function. The variance components are captured by G, k, tyk, and Hix sk, defined
as:

1 K1tk k1 .k 1 , ,
qurzkf(”;)lf” vieke) (1.4 ) gtk mek:(1+1)7(1<’“+(1+A)7<2““.

Here, Gt, k, t,k, captures variance across different time points and outcomes, while Hy 1« reflects within-outcome vari-
ance components.

O

Theorem [ provides a practical framework for estimating the power of the LRST using real-world data. The
variance components Gk, t,k, and Hi k1,4, account for correlations across outcomes and time points, ensuring
robust power estimation. Detailed derivations and proofs for Theorem[4]are provided in Appendix Section|D}

3 | SIMULATION STUDY

This simulation study evaluates the performance and theoretical properties of the LRST under conditions reflective of
real-world clinical trials, with objectives including validating theoretical power calculations, comparing empirical and
theoretical results, determining sample size requirements, and assessing the consistency of variance component esti-
mators. Section[3.I] outlines the simulation setup, detailing the statistical model, parameters, and assumptions based
on the Bapi 302 trial protocol. Section[3.2]compares theoretical and empirical power, highlighting their convergence
with increasing sample sizes, while Section[3:3]explores sample size requirements for achieving specified power levels
under different group size ratios. Finally, Section[3:4] evaluates the accuracy and consistency of variance component

estimators, providing further validation of the LRST framework.

3.1 | Simulation setup

The simulation study focuses on two longitudinal outcomes (K = 2) measured over seven post-baseline visits (T = 7).
These outcomes represent typical clinical endpoints in RCTs. These outcomes are designed to reflect distinct mean
trajectories for the placebo and treatment groups, modeling differential progression over time. The setup ensures the
simulation mimics real-world scenarios, providing a robust test of the LRST framework. For the placebo group, the

mean outcome trajectories across visits are:

a _ 0 -1.38507 -2.77014 —-4.15521 —-5.54028 —6.92535 —8.31042

H 0 -2.65461 —530922 -7.96383 —10.61844 —13.27305 —15.92766/
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For the treatment group, the progression is more gradual, reflecting the anticipated therapeutic effect:
N<2) _ 0 -—1.016737 -2.033473 -3.05021 -4.066947 —5.083683 —6.10042
0 -1.757943 —3.515887 —5.27383 -7.031773 —8.789717 —10.54766)

Both groups exhibit increasing standard deviations over time, capturing the heteroscedasticity commonly observed

in clinical trials:

) ) 0 479 543 654 737 815 9.1
o =0 =
0 1027 1285 1495 1535 16.87 18.19

The marginal distributions of the outcomes for the placebo and treatment groups are modeled as F;x = N (/‘5/1)’ at(/lﬂ)

and Gy = N (/‘r(i)’ U:kz)z)y respectively. A correlation of 0.5 between the two outcomes is included to account for de-
pendencies between different clinical measures within subjects. The simulation parameters are derived from the BAPI
302 trial protocol, ensuring realism and relevance to clinical applications. This setup provides a rigorous framework
to evaluate the performance of the LRST across varying sample sizes, outcome distributions, and levels of correlation,
aiming to assess how well the test captures treatment effects and validates theoretical properties under practical
conditions.

3.2 | Comparison of Theoretical, Empirical, and Estimated power

To evaluate the accuracy of the theoretical power derived in Theorem[2] we compared it with empirical power from
simulations and estimated power based on parameter estimation. Table[I]summarizes the results across three metrics:
Empirical Power, Theoretical Power, and Estimated Power. Empirical Power was obtained by applying the LRST to sim-
ulated datasets, while Theoretical Power was calculated using the closed-form expression from Theorem[2} assuming
Gaussian marginal distributions that reflect the true data-generating process. This measure assumes known variance
components and treatment effects. Estimated Power was computed by substituting estimated variance components
and treatment effects into the theoretical power formula, as described in TheoremE} Standard errors for Estimated

Power, based on multiple simulation replicates, are reported in parentheses.

The results in Table[T]demonstrate strong agreement among the three measures, particularly as sample size in-
creases. At N = 500, both Empirical and Theoretical Power converge to approximately 0.86-0.87, validating the
theoretical framework. Estimated Power also closely aligns with these values, with minor deviations attributable to
variability in parameter estimation. For smaller sample sizes, slight discrepancies emerge. For instance, at N = 100, the
Estimated Power (0.42) slightly exceeds both the Empirical and Theoretical Power (0.35), likely due to greater uncer-
tainty in estimating variance components and treatment effects, as reflected by the larger standard errors. As sample
size increases, these discrepancies diminish, consistent with the asymptotic properties of the LRST. By N = 300, all
three measures are nearly identical, with minimal variability. These findings highlight the practical utility of the the-
oretical power formula as a quick, reliable method for power calculation, particularly in the design phase of clinical
trials. The Estimated Power approach adds flexibility by allowing researchers to leverage observed data when theo-
retical parameters are unavailable or derived from prior studies. The convergence of the three power measures with
increasing sample sizes underscores the robustness and scalability of the LRST framework, making it a valuable tool

for planning and interpreting clinical trials with multiple longitudinal outcomes.
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Sample Size (N)  Empirical Power  Theoretical Power  Estimated Power

100 0.35 0.35 0.42(0.08)
300 0.68 0.70 0.68 (0.07)
500 0.86 0.87 0.85(0.04)

TABLE 1 Comparison of empirical, theoretical, and estimated power across sample sizes. Standard errors for the
estimated power are shown in parentheses.

3.3 | Sample size determination for target power levels

This subsection investigates the minimum sample sizes required to achieve specific power levels for detecting an effect
size of (2.21, 5.38), as outlined in the Bapi 302 trial protocol. Tablepresents the required sample sizes under two
group size ratios: A = 2/3 (smaller control group) and A = 1 (equal group sizes). For lower power thresholds (e.g., 0.1),
the required sample sizes are minimal, with only seven participants needed for both A = 2/3and A = 1. However, as the
desired power increases, the required sample size grows substantially. Achieving 80% power requires 318 participants
for A = 2/3 and 305 participants for A = 1, while 90% power requires 443 and 423 participants, respectively. While
the differences between these ratios are modest, they illustrate the efficiency gains associated with balanced group
sizes. Slight imbalances, such as A = 2/3, have minimal impact on total sample size, but more extreme imbalances
would likely demand larger overall samples to maintain sufficient power.

These findings provide practical guidance for clinical trial planning. Using the formula from Theorem[3] researchers
can efficiently estimate minimum sample sizes required to achieve specific power levels, facilitating resource allocation
while ensuring robust statistical power to detect treatment effects. By applying these results, trial designers can

optimize cost, feasibility, and statistical rigor in longitudinal studies.

Power 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
A=2/3 7 34 65 99 139 185 242 318 443
A=1 7 32 62 96 134 179 232 305 423

TABLE 2 Minimum sample sizes required to achieve target power levels for detecting an effect size of (2.21,
5.38), based on the Bapi 302 trial protocol. Results are provided for two group size ratios: A = 2/3 (smaller control
group) and A = 1 (equal group sizes).

3.4 | Variance component validation

This subsection evaluates the accuracy and convergence of the variance component estimators C‘[MZ and 5r1,z2, as
derived in Theorem[I] The performance of these estimators was assessed using two key metrics: mean squared
error (MSE) and mean absolute error (MAE), defined as MSE = % Z;‘tzﬂ 5?1& and MAE = # Zzytzﬂ [€¢y.¢e, |, Where
¢ty = ét1.t2 = Ctty OF &tyty = 5“,& — Dy,.t,- These measures quantify the closeness of the estimated matrices
C and D to their true counterparts C and D. Tablepresents MSE and MAE values across sample sizes N = 100,
300, and 500. The results demonstrate strong convergence properties of the estimators. For €, the MSE decreases
from 0.0027 at N = 100 to 0.0016 at N = 500, while the MAE reduces from 0.041 to 0.032. Similarly, for D, the

MSE declines from 0.002 to 0.001, and the MAE drops from 0.038 to 0.032 over the same sample sizes. These
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trends confirm that as the sample size increases, both estimators become more accurate, converging towards the true
variance components.

C (Variance Component) =~ D (Variance Component)
N MSE MAE N MSE MAE
100 0.0027 0.041 100 0.002 0.038
300 0.0018 0.034 300 0.001 0.033
500 0.0016 0.032 500 0.001 0.032

TABLE 3 Mean squared error (MSE) and mean absolute error (MAE) for the variance component estimators €'
and D across sample sizes N = 100, 300, and 500. Both MSE and MAE decrease with increasing sample size,
validating the accuracy and convergence of the estimators.

To further validate the asymptotic properties of these estimators, we compared the estimated asymptotic stan-
dard errors of CA}MZ and ﬁth with their theoretical counterparts, as derived in Theorem TabIeE]reports the results
for N = 500, with each matrix entry displaying the estimated standard error alongside the theoretical standard error
in parentheses. The results show excellent agreement between estimated and theoretical values, confirming the re-
liability of the asymptotic approximations. For example, at (t1,t,) = (1, 1), the estimated standard error for éq,rz is
0.019, matching the theoretical value exactly. Similarly, the estimated standard error for bﬁ,tg at (t1,t2) = (1,1) is
0.018, closely aligning with the theoretical value of 0.020. This pattern of close alignment persists across all matrix
entries, underscoring the consistency and robustness of the variance estimators.

The results from Tables[3|and @] provide compelling evidence for the validity of the LRST framework in estimating
variance components for multiple longitudinal outcomes. The decreasing MSE and MAE values, combined with the
close agreement between estimated and theoretical standard errors, affirm the reliability of the methodology. These
findings highlight the practical utility of the LRST in clinical trials and longitudinal studies, ensuring precise variance
estimation to support robust statistical inference.

4 | REAL DATA ANALYSIS

This section applies the LRST methodology to real-world clinical trial data to evaluate its practical utility. Two notable
studies, one focused on AD and the other on PD, were analyzed to assess the LRST's performance in detecting treat-
ment effects across multiple longitudinal outcomes. These analyses highlight the strengths of the LRST framework

and provide insights into its application for complex neurodegenerative conditions.

4.1 | Analysis of Bapineuzumab (Bapi) 302 trial

The Bapineuzumab (Bapi) 302 trialll was a Phase 3, multicenter, double-blind, randomized controlled trial designed
to evaluate the efficacy of intravenous Bapi compared to placebo in patients with mild-to-moderate AD. Conducted
across 170 sites in the United States from December 2007 to April 2012, the trial randomized 759 participantsin a 2:3
ratio into placebo (n, = 311) and treatment (n, = 448) groups. Assessments were performed every 13 weeks over a
78-week period (t = 13,26, 39, 52,65,78, T = 6). The study evaluated two primary outcomes: the Alzheimer’s Disease
Assessment Scale-Cognitive Subscale (ADAS-cog11) and the Disability Assessment for Dementia (DAD). ADAS-cog11
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Standard Error of CA‘WQ for N = 500 (Theoretical Standard Errors in Parentheses)
0.019 (0.019) 0.016(0.016) 0.016(0.016) 0.015(0.015) 0.015(0.013) 0.014(0.011)
0.016 (0.016) 0.019(0.019) 0.015(0.015) 0.016(0.015) 0.015(0.013) 0.015(0.012)
0.016 (0.016) 0.016(0.016) 0.018(0.019) 0.015(0.014) 0.015(0.013) 0.015(0.012)
0.015(0.015) 0.016(0.015) 0.015(0.014) 0.017(0.019) 0.015(0.012) 0.015(0.010)
0.015(0.014) 0.015(0.013) 0.015(0.013) 0.015(0.012) 0.016(0.019) 0.014 (0.009)
0.014(0.012) 0.015(0.012) 0.015(0.011) 0.015(0.011) 0.014(0.009) 0.016(0.018)

Standard Error of ﬁt1 .t, for N = 500 (Theoretical Standard Errors in Parentheses)
0.018(0.020) 0.014(0.017) 0.014(0.016) 0.013(0.015) 0.013(0.014) 0.013(0.012)
0.014(0.017) 0.018(0.020) 0.014(0.016) 0.014(0.015) 0.014(0.013) 0.013(0.012)
0.014(0.016) 0.014(0.016) 0.016(0.020) 0.013(0.014) 0.013(0.013) 0.013(0.011)
0.013(0.015) 0.014(0.015) 0.013(0.014) 0.016(0.020) 0.013(0.012) 0.013(0.011)
0.013(0.014) 0.014(0.013) 0.013(0.013) 0.013(0.012) 0.016(0.020) 0.014 (0.009)

0.013(0.012) 0.013(0.012) 0.013(0.011) 0.013(0.011) 0.014(0.009) 0.015(0.019)

TABLE 4 Comparison of estimated and theoretical asymptotic standard errors for étmz and lA)tN2 at N = 500.
The close alighment between estimated and theoretical values confirms the consistency and accuracy of the
variance component estimators.

consists of 11 tasks assessing cognitive domains, including memory, language, and praxis, with scores ranging from O
to 70; higher scores indicate greater cognitive impairment. The DAD scale evaluates functional independence based
on caregiver-reported activities of daily living, such as grooming and meal preparation, with scores ranging from O to
100, where higher scores reflect better functional ability. The mean changes in ADAS-cog11 and DAD scores over
the 78 weeks are illustrated in Figure[T] Both groups showed consistent cognitive and functional decline, evidenced
by increasing ADAS-cogl11 scores (worsening cognition) and decreasing DAD scores (reduced daily functioning). No
significant differences were observed between the treatment and placebo groups across either outcome.

The LRST was applied to assess the global treatment effect of Bapineuzumab. The analysis yielded a test statistic
of —0.0474 (SE: 1.950), corresponding to a Z-statistic of —0.024 (P = 0.509), indicating no significant overall treatment
efficacy. To further evaluate the power of the test, the global treatment effect parameter, 9, was estimated using
both a theoretical approach, assuming normality of the marginal distributions, and an empirical approach based on
observed data. Theoretical calculations yielded 8 = —0.02, while the empirical estimate was 6 = -0.07. The negative
values suggest a treatment effect opposite to the expected benefit, indicating that Bapineuzumab did not improve
cognitive or functional outcomes. Both theoretical power (Theorem and estimated power (Theorem E) were low,
at 0.030 and 0.028, respectively. These results provide no statistical evidence of an overall treatment benefit for

Bapineuzumab in patients with mild-to-moderate AD.

4.2 | Analysis of the Azilect study

The Azilect study'X8 was a Phase 3, randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled trial evaluating the efficacy of rasag-

iline in Japanese patients with early-stage PD. Participants aged 30 to 79, diagnosed within the previous five years,
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FIG. 1 Mean changes from baseline to week 78 in ADAS-cog11 (left) and DAD (right) scores in the
Bapineuzumab 302 Trial. Higher ADAS-cog11 scores indicate greater cognitive impairment, while higher DAD
scores reflect better functional independence. Vertical lines represent 95% confidence intervals.

were randomized 1:1 to receive either 1 mg/day of rasagiline or placebo over a 26-week treatment period. Clinical
assessments were conducted at baseline and weeks 6, 10, 14, 20, and 26 (T = 5). The primary endpoint was the
Movement Disorder Society Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale (MDS-UPDRS), a widely used tool for assessing
Parkinsonian symptoms in clinical trials?2. The MDS-UPDRS includes 65 items across four domains: Part | (Non-
Motor Aspects of Daily Living, 13 items), Part Il (Motor Aspects of Daily Living, 13 items), Part lll (Motor Examination,
33 items), and Part IV (Motor Complications, 6 items). Each item is scored on a 5-point Likert scale (0-4), with higher

scores indicating greater symptom severity12:20,

Figure [2]illustrates distinct trends across the three MDS-UPDRS components. In Part | (top panel), non-motor
symptoms fluctuate around baseline in both groups with no clear separation. In Part Il (middle panel), the placebo
group exhibits increasing symptom severity, while the rasagiline group shows initial improvement that diminishes
toward the trial's end. In Part Il (bottom panel), both groups show sustained motor function improvement, with the
rasagiline group demonstrating a consistently larger benefit. To standardize interpretation, total scores were adjusted
so that higher values correspond to better outcomes by reversing the sign of the ordinal item scores (multiplied by
—1). The LRST yielded a test statistic of 4.929 (SE: 1.572), corresponding to a Z-statistic of 3.135 (P = 8.592 x 1074),
indicating a significant global treatment effect of rasagiline across the three outcomes.

The effect size 6 was estimated under two approaches: assuming normality of the marginal distributions and
using the mean rank difference from the data. The effect size was 0.234 under normality and 0.948 when estimated
empirically. Variance components C and D were derived using both theoretical (under normality) and empirical (from
data) methods. The C and C matrices are presented below, with differences attributed to small sample size and
deviations from normality. Theoretical power under the Gaussian assumption was 0.39, while the estimated power
using empirical data was 0.99, indicating substantial deviation from normality. To achieve 90% power under normality,

676 participants were required, but the observed sample size of 209 achieved 99% power. Using empirical estimates,
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FIG. 2 Mean changes from baseline to each visit in MDS-UPDRS Parts |, Il, and Ill total scores. The placebo group
(red squares) and rasagiline group (blue circles) are plotted with means and standard deviations. Vertical lines
represent standard deviations, and the horizontal dashed line denotes the baseline. Negative score changes indicate
symptom improvement. The top panel shows Part | (Non-Motor Aspects of Daily Living), the middle panel shows
Part Il (Motor Aspects of Daily Living), and the bottom panel shows Part lll (Motor Examination).

only 154 participants were needed for 90% power, suggesting the trial was sufficiently powered even with a smaller
sample size. These results confirm a significant treatment effect of rasagiline on motor symptoms in early-stage PD.
The discrepancy in required sample sizes underscores the impact of distributional assumptions on power calculations,

highlighting the value of nonparametric approaches such as the LRST in longitudinal clinical trials.
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032 027 023 022 0.20 0.28 0.10 0.14 0.12 0.12
0.27 0.23 020 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.30 0.21 0.18 0.16
c=[023 020 017 0.16 0.15|, C=[0.14 021 031 0.19 020
022 0.18 0.16 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.18 0.19 0.26 0.20
0.20 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.16 0.20 0.20 0.32

5 | CONCLUSION

This article develops a robust framework for power and sample size calculations tailored to the LRST, addressing a
critical gap in nonparametric methodologies for analyzing multivariate longitudinal data. By integrating theoretical
derivations, asymptotic properties, and practical estimation techniques, we provide a comprehensive approach for
designing clinical trials that assess complex temporal outcomes in neurodegenerative diseases. Our results show
that the LRST framework reliably estimates power and determines appropriate sample sizes across diverse clinical
trial settings. Validation through numerical simulations and real-world applications, including the Bapineuzumab and
Azilect trials, demonstrates its practical utility and reliability. The analysis of real data highlights the LRST’s strengths
in detecting treatment effects across multiple longitudinal outcomes while also revealing limitations in scenarios with
small effect sizes or deviations from standard distributional assumptions. These findings emphasize the importance
of incorporating both theoretical models and empirical insights when applying the LRST to clinical data.

This work advances nonparametric inference by offering a systematic approach to evaluating treatment efficacy
that accounts for temporal dynamics and multivariate structures. Future research could focus on extending the LRST
framework to address missing data, a frequent and complex challenge in longitudinal studies. Techniques such as
multiple imputation or inverse probability weighting could be integrated into the LRST to handle incomplete data
while preserving the nonparametric advantages of the method. Additionally, adapting the LRST for high-dimensional
outcomes, where the number of measurements exceeds the sample size, would enhance its applicability in modern
clinical trials that involve comprehensive biomarker panels, imaging data, or multi-omics datasets. This could involve in-
corporating regularization techniques or dimensionality reduction methods to maintain statistical efficiency. Refining
variance estimation techniques to improve robustness under varying data conditions, such as non-normal distributions
or heteroscedasticity, would further strengthen the LRST’s performance. Moreover, the development of adaptive trial
designs that allow for interim analyses and sample size recalibration based on accumulating data could optimize re-
source use while ensuring adequate statistical power. Finally, integrating machine learning approaches with the LRST
framework might provide novel insights into complex treatment effects and facilitate more personalized medicine
applications.

In conclusion, the proposed framework marks a significant advancement in nonparametric methods for multivari-
ate longitudinal data analysis. It lays a foundation for future methodological innovations and practical applications in
the design and analysis of clinical trials targeting complex, progressive diseases, ensuring that robust statistical tools

keep pace with the evolving demands of modern biomedical research.
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Appendix A: Proof of Theorem

| A.1Introduction and Setup

The
and

goal of Theorem[I]is to establish the asymptotic distributions of the covariance component estimators ¢, ¢, 1,4,
c?t1 kytok,- These estimators quantify the covariance structures in the Longitudinal Rank Sum Test (LRST) for mul-

tivariate longitudinal data.

and

We aim to show that:

W(A ) d N(O,'](1(t1’k1)), if t1 =to, k1 = ky
Nx \Ct1kytoky — Ct1kytaky) ™
N (O, L ’k“tz’kz)) , otherwise

L A . d N
similarly for d;, ¢, t,k,- Here, the notation — denotes convergence in distribution.

We begin by defining the estimators and simplifying the notation to facilitate the derivation of their asymptotic

properties.
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| A.2 Estimation and Asymptotic Distribution of c;,«,t,«,

We aim to estimate the covariance component ¢, ¢, 1,4, = Cov (Gt1 ki (Xt1k1)» Geyky (thkz)) using the following esti-

mator:
5 IRl 1= |[ 1 & 1-bos
Ct-|k-|t2k2=nxz|: yZI(.yVhlq <Xut1k1) % EZI(}IHZI(Z <Xut2k2)_% ,
u=1 1 v=1

where I(-) is the indicator function, and 8, represents the estimated treatment effect at time ¢ and outcome k.

ny . “ .
= nxny Z Zj=1 I(yjtk < Xitk), We can rewrite ¢k, t,, as:

ny

. 1

Ctikytoky = Z Z I(Yvtyky < Xutiky) — (ny Z I(yvtiky < Xuty kg ))}
v=1

+o(1),

ny
1
Z IT(Yvtrky < Xutyky) = (n Z I(Yvirky < Xutzkz))
Y v=t

yvl

where o(1) denotes a term that converges to zero as the sample size increases.

To simplify notation, we define: U, = % ch I(yyex < Xutk)» U = Uy — E(Uy). Thus, the estimator
simplifies to: & ¢, ek, ~ /717 S Uy by Uryiy-

Asymptotic Distribution:

When t; # t; or k1 # ky, applying the well-known asymptotic results for sample covariance, we derive that
2

0, O, +0,
Utk Yegky Utk Uty
1% 2 37)( 1K1 "12%2 ,Where:

Ct,ky tyky 1S @symptotically normal with mean c;, ¢, ¢,x, and variance:
2 _ 2 _
Uy iy ~ Var Gy, (Xey,)] Uiy = Var [Ge,, (Xepky) |-
and
Uy, kg Utghy = Cov [Gf1 k1 (Xt 47)5 Gty (szkz)] = Ctikitaky-

Hence, for t1 # t, or k1 # ky, the asymptotic distribution of ¢, 1,4, can be expressed as:

2
Var [Gf1 ki Xtk )] Var [szkz (thkz)] + Clky toky

Nx

N d
Ctikytoky = N |tk 12k

When t; = t; and k1 = k», the asymptotic distribution follows from the properties of sample variance. In this

case, Gtk t,k, 1S asymptotically normal with mean c;, ¢, ¢,k, and variance:
2
Ha [Gf1 ki (Xe kg )] - (Var [Gt1 (Xt )]) )

where p4(-) denotes the fourth central moment.
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Thus, the full asymptotic distribution of ¢k, t,«, is:

P N(O,m [Geyky (Xeyky)]| = (Var [Gey iy (Xeg iy )])2), if t1 =t2,k1 = k2
Vi (8t k1 taky = Crikytzky) = ) .
N(O, Var [Ge, iy (Xey k)] Var [Geyk, (Xegiy )] + Corky tzkz)’ otherwise.

d T . N o
Here, — denotes convergence in distribution, implying that as the sample size increases, the distribution of
Vx (€t k1 tgky = Ct1k; toky) @PProaches a normal distribution.

| A.3 Estimation and Asymptotic Distribution of d;, . ,«,

The estimation and asymptotic derivation for the covariance component d;, ¢, t,k, = Cov (Ft1 k1 (Yeky )5 Feoky (Ytzkz)}

follows a process analogous to that outlined for ¢k, +,x, in Section A.2. The estimator is given by:

ny 1 nx

5 1 1— 0604 1T & 1—6eyk
d - E — E I < SR N () E I < - 2%
t1kytarky n, £ ny i (Xut1 kq Yvty /(1) 2 ny . (Xut2k2 yvt2k2) 2

By applying similar asymptotic principles and the Central Limit Theorem for sample covariances, the asymptotic
distribution of d¢, , ¢,k, is:

N (0. ke [Fiyy Yegi)] = (Var [Feyky (V)] if 6 = o,k = ko,

N(O, Var [Fey ke (Yey )] Var [Py, (Yepky) | + di “ t2k2), otherwise.

5 d
iy (dﬁ kitgky ~ ik fzkz) -

The notation and convergence results are consistent with those provided in Section A.2 for ¢, «; t,,- The primary
difference lies in the substitution of the marginal distributions of X;, with those of Y.

| A.4 Joint Asymptotic Distribution of ¢, 1k, and di, k, 1,,

Next, we will derive the covariance between &, 4, t,x, and dAM kytok,- First let us define Vi, analogous to Us: Vi =

‘I n
ny ZV'; I(xytk < Yutk)-
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5 1
Cov (éfﬂq toky> dtiky fzkz) = Cov{n Z [Utriy = E (Utyi)] [ Uy, = E (Utyiy)]
X

u=1
1
n, [(Vh K~ E ((VM kq )] [(szb -E ((szkz)]} (5)
v=1
nx Ny
= oon ZZ { Unky = E (Un k)] [Ueyhy, — E (Ueyiy) ]
XY u=tv=
[(VM kK —E ((Vh k1)] [(szkz -E ((Vt2k2)] } = Cty ki tako Aty ky taky (6)
nx Ny ~ ~
= Z Z (‘uq ki Utyky Ve (V:ka) — Ct1ky toky At ky toky>
Mxny u=1v=

where (ﬂtk = ‘Ll,k -E ((L(tk) and (Vtk =Vu - E ((Vtk)-
To further analyze this, consider the interaction between the first and third elements:
(aﬁkw q~/t1/<1 = [(“H/q -E (wﬁh)] [(Vﬁh - E(q/fﬂﬁ)]

n
1< 1 &
= {n Z [I(Yat 6y < Xutihy) — E(Wt1k1)]} {n Z [I(Yverky > Xbt1ky) — E ((Vt1/q)]}
Y a=1 X b=1

Dependencies arise only when a = v and b = u. To isolate these, rewrite the expression:

[ruﬁ K —E ((uh k1)] [(ufzkz -E ((utzkz}]

n
1 < 1
:{ § [I(yat1k1 <Xut1k1)_E((L{tﬂq)]‘*‘*[I(J’vtﬂq <Xut1k1)—E((ut1/q)]}
n ny

y a=1,a#v

1T & 1
X{n Z [I(}’vt1k1 >th1k1)—E((Vt1k1)]+n*[I(}’vmq >Xut1k1)_E((Vt1k1)]}-
X b=1,b#u X

Let us introduce the following notations:

ny
1
Ak =~ > 1 ark < xurk) = E (Un)]. - Cer = — [T (Yuek < xurk) ~ E (Uee)].
ny a=1,a#v y
nx 1
Bk = e [I(yvek > xbek) = E(Vek) ], D = e [I(yvek > xuek) — E (Vi) ]
X b=T.b%u X

Using these notations, the expectation term in the covariance expression can be written as:
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E ((L?H ki (L?tzkz(vh ki (Vtzkz) =E [(ﬂﬁ k1 * Criky) (Argky + Cighy) (Bryky + Diyiy) (Bryky + Dlzkz)]
= E[(Atjiy + Crity) (Berky + Diyky) (Arghy + Cahy) (Bioky + Diyiy) |
=E [(ﬂﬂ k1 Btk + Atk Diyky + Byky Coyhy + Ciky Dfm)

X (ﬂtzkz Bioky + Atyky Dityky + Biyky Croyky + Chyky thkz)l .

Since E(At k) = E(Atyky) = E(Btyky) = E(Biyk,) = 0, and considering the independence between the com-
ponents, we have:

E (ﬂﬁ k1 Bty kg Aty Diyky) = E (Aty iy Bryky Btzkchzkz)

)=E( (‘711‘1 k1 Bti k1 Cryky thkz) =0,
E (At kg Dy iy Atyky Byky) = E (Aty ky Diyky Boky Ceoky

)=E(

)=E(

=E

=E (ﬂh k1 Dty ky Cryky Digky) =0,
E (8116 Cty by Aty Biaky =E
=E

E (Cﬁ k1 Dty kg Atyky Bryky) =

(Bt1 kq Ct] kq Ct2k2 thkz) =0,

)
Bty k1 Criky Atgky szkz)
) (Ct1 k1 Dt kg Bryky szkz) =0.

Cty k1 Dey by Atyky Dk,

Therefore, the final remaining terms are:

E ((LIH e Uty Vet q~/fzkz) = E (At Bty kg Aty Bryky) + E (Aty g Dty Atyky Diyhy)

+E (B4 Cty kg Beyky Cegkey) + E (Coyky Dty ky Cogky Diyiy) -

Note that E (A, k; By ky Atyky Btoky) = E (At ky Atyky) E (Beyky Begky) = Ctikytaky Oty ky taky» Which cancels out
the second termiin Equation@ Therefore, the only non-zero contributions to the covariance come from the remaining
three terms, which we address individually. Let F, ¢, ¢,k, and Gk, t,k, denote the joint distributions of (X, ¢, Xt,k,)
and (Y4 &, Ye,k, ) respectively. We begin by evaluating £ (Ct, &, Cyky):

1
E (Ct1k1 Ctzkz) = nTE [(I(}’Vt1k1 < Xutjk) — E (rl’[ﬁlq)) (I(th2k2 < Xutyky) — E ('thkz))]
y

1
= 2{5 [T (Y1t < Xtk Yitgky < Xitgho)] = E (Utgky) E [T (Y1161 < X16147) ]
y

-E ((ut1k1)E [I ()’”zkz < X”zkz)] +E (’Utm)E ((utzkz) }

= {E [Gityky toky (Xeyky» Xty )| = E [Geyiy (Xeyiy )] E [Giyiey (Xegiey) | }

Similarly, we obtain:
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1
E(th szkz) = nz{E [Ff1k1f2k2(Yf1k1’Yfzk2)] -E [Fﬁ/ﬂ (Yf1k1)] E [Ffzkz(yfzkz)] }
X

Therefore:

E (ﬂﬁ k1 Atyky Dy ky thkz) =E (ﬂh k1 ﬂfzkz) E (Dﬁ Ky szkz)
1
= Ctyky tzkznz{E [Ftikrtako (Yerky» Yeoko) ] = E [Ferky (Yek) ] E [Froky (Yegkp) ] }
X

E (Bh k1 Btyky Cty &y Ctzkz) =E (BH k1 Btzkz) E (Ct1 K szkz)

1
= d kg tzkznz{E [Gryki taky (Xty k1 Xegky)] = E [Gtiky (Xeyiy )] E [Giyhy (Xtgky) ] }
y

The final term is:

E (Cﬁh Coky Deyky thkz) = =0|——=

l_[ (I(}’vt,-k,- < Xutjk;) — E ((th,k,)) (I(}’vt,-k,- > Xytik;) — E (q/t,-k,-))

1
72 E
NNy =1

x:m
_
*<:N
~———

Thus, with N = ny + n, the covariance becomes:

X R N
Cov (‘/Ncqlq tykys VN e 1, rzkz) = /72{E (G k1 takp (Xeyky» Xegky) | = E [Geyky (Xeyhy )] E [Gegy (Xeghy) ] }
y

X

N
+ nZ{E [Fti itk (Yerky» Yegko) ] = E [Ferky (Yo k) | E [Feyiy (Yegkp) | }

N
nZn?
1 1 1
=0|— 0+ |+0|—O+1/A)[+0 7 5 — 0.
ny Nx xMy  Nxny

Hence, VN¢;, ¢, t,k, and VNG, k, ¢k, are asymptotically independent, completing the proof of the theorem.

A | PROOF OF COROLLARY

Using techniques similar to those employed in the proof of Theorem |Zl we can demonstrate that the summands of
}AZtMZ, specifically ¢4, ¢,4, and dAﬁ k1 tok» @re independent of any other quadruple (t1k3tz2ks). As a result, the asymp-
totic distribution is derived by summing asymptotically independent normal distributions.

For t; # t,, the asymptotic variance is given by:
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K K

1

DI
k=1 kp=1

(1 ) {Var [GM k1 (Xeyky >] Var [Gtzkz (Xt2k2)] + cq K tzkz}

+(1+4) {Var [Ff1k1 Yokr) ]Var [Ffzkz(yfzkz)] +dt1k1 tszH

For t; = ty, the variance becomes:

K

1
<
K k1.,kp=1
k1#ky

1
(1 + j) {Var [Gf1 Ky (Xey kg )] Var [Gf1 ky (Xgy kz)] + 6?1 kitq kQ}

+(1+4) {Var [Ft1/<1 Yeyky )] Var [Ff1k2 (Yfﬂ(z)] + dt1k1 t1k2} ]

K
1
7 Z [/14 (Geyky (Xeyky)) = Var (Gey ey (Xey k) + Ha (Feiy (Yey b)) = Var (Fey iy (Yey 1y ))2] .
k=1

Define the following quantities for simplicity:

1
Gtikitgky = (1 + j) {Var [Gf1 k (Xt kg )] Var [Gtzkz (szkz)] + Ct1 kq tzkz}

+(1+2) {Var [Ffw kit (Yeyky) ]Var [Ffzkz(yfzkz)] + dt1 ki tzkz}

Heyky = Ha [Gykey (Xt )] = Var [Gey iy (Xey )] + 114 [Py (Ve )] = Var [Fe e, (Yo )]2

The asymptotic variance of VN2, ,, is thus:

1 K K f
ra Zk1:1 Zk2:1 gq kityky» if t # ta,

Vare (ﬁt t ) =
12 1 K K g B _
re Z/q'kzz'] gt1k1t1k2 +2k1:1 Ht1/<1 , ifty =ta.
ky#ky

Since all elements are asymptotically independent, the distribution of JT£.J is asymptotically normal with mean

JT3J and variance given by:

K
Vare (JT2J) = P Z ZZ tky toky + K4Z Z gthtkz"'ZHtk'

17ty k=1 kpo t=1{ K7k,
t1,tp=1 kq,kp=1

To prove the second part, we must demonstrate that the elements of fq,q are asymptotically independent. The

elements of \/Nﬁt%tz can be expressed as:
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’a il
(A Ct1kytaky T Adt kg :Zkz),

M=
M=

24ty = ra

x>
]
~

9
1l

where ' =1+ 1.
Expanding this expression gives:

K K nx
, 1 1
2f1 = Z 21 {A E Z; lwﬁh -E ((uﬁ kq )J [(ufzkz (L[fzkz J +A Z l(vf1/<1 - (Vt1k1)J [(szkz -E ((szkz)l}'
=1 ky= u=

The covariance between two generic elements, }A:t1 .t and its,tu is then:

K
- - ,a N ) .
Cov (zq s 2t3,t4) Z ov (}‘ Ctikitaky T At ki tokys A Ctyky taky + Atk t4k2) .

uM"

As previously established, the asymptotic covariance of each pair ¢, «, 1,4, and dAM Ky tok, With any distinct quadru-
ple (ts, k1, t4, ko) vanishes due to asymptotic independence. Therefore, Cov (ﬁﬁ,tz, }A:t3,t4 =0.

This confirms that all elements of £ are asymptotically independent.

B | PROOF OF THEOREM

It has been established by Xue et. al.12l that the rank difference vector ‘/LNR asymptotically follows a multivariate

normal distribution with mean vector @9 and covariance matrix X, as defined previously. Here, 6 represents the
vector of treatment effects at each time point and outcome, and X captures the covariance structure of the rank
differences.

The LRST statistic, defined in Equation , can be expressed as

JT

~|\~
ﬂ\l
Sl

Ry.. - Ry..

WVar(Ry... - Re.) VA@r( ;g): VITsg

VN

TLrsT =

where J is a contrast vector (with elements summing to zero), summarizing the rank differences across all time points
and outcomes, and 3 is the estimated covariance matrix of R.
Applying the asymptotic result from Xu et. al.22l and Slutsky’s theorem, we have

TVNG
WNIT=JT’

TirsT = N

where 8 = %JTG represents the average treatment effect over time and outcomes. This result indicates that, under
the alternative hypothesis H,, the test statistic follows a normal distribution with a non-zero mean that depends on

8, the sample size N, and the covariance structure X.
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The power of the test under H, is then calculated as

TVN§

_z -
2\/JT2J a TVNG
= Py, (T, =& = - s
P = Pu, (TLRST > Za) 1 Waas s i

where z, is the upper a-quantile of the standard normal distribution.

To further simplify, we substitute the structure of the covariance matrix X = %(C + AD), where C and D

capture within- and between-group variances, respectively, and A represents the allocation ratio of the two groups.
Therefore,

144
JTET = %JT(C +AD)J.

Substituting this into the power expression gives

6
| —— X - 74|,
[4(0F0) T T (C+AD)J
NATZ

which completes the proof. This final expression illustrates how the power depends on the treatment effect 9, sample
size N, allocation ratio A, and the variance components C and D.

C | PROOF OF THEOREM

To ensure a minimum power of « (assuming 8 > 0), the sample size N must satisfy P > .

Substituting the expression for power from Theorem 2] we have

6

S| — - 7,4
[4(0F0) T T (C+AD)J
NAT?

Applying the inverse cumulative distribution function - to both sides gives

2T,

6
[4(1+A) T T (C+AD)J
NAT?

Squaring both sides and solving for N yields:

> Zg +¢_1(7[).

4(1+0)JT (C+AD)J _ g 2
NAT?2 Zg+d V(1))

\%

401+ A o 1(m)\°
1+ (Za+®7 (M) 57 (o4 aD) .
AT?2 6
This provides the minimum sample size N required to achieve power x for the given effect size § and covariance
structure defined by C and D.
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D | PROOF OF THEOREM

We have the estimator for the overall treatment effect § defined as:

N K T nx Ny ny K T nx
0= TK ZZZZ 2I(Xltk<.yjtk)_] TK ZZZ [2I(X,'tk <.thk)_1]~
My (53 iz 1/=1 ”"ny 1 k=1 t=1 j=1

Define Zjjk¢ = 2I(xitk < yjtk) — 1, which is a binary random variable taking values in {1, 1}. The sum of interest
isS = 2 Z"ﬂ Zk 1 Zt 1 Zijke- The variables Z;j¢, exhibit dependence across time points ¢ and outcomes k for a
fixed subject pair (/,) due to repeated measures. However, we assume independence across different subject pairs
(i,j) and (i,j") fori + i’ or j # j’. This assumption holds because observations from distinct patients are collected
independently in clinical settings. The variance of S can be expressed as:

nx Ny K T nx Ny
Var(S) = ZZZZVaF(Zijkt)+ZZ Z Cov(Zijkt Zijk't')-
i=1 j=1k=1t=1 i=1 j=1 (k,t)#(k’,t")

To establish the asymptotic normality of é we apply the Lyapunov Central Limit Theorem (CLT). For this, we verify
the Lyapunov condition, which serves as an alternative to the Lindeberg condition. The Lyapunov condition states that

for some § > 0, the following must hold:

3
2
3
<
i
~.
i
~
I
i

where o2 is the variance of S.

nx,ny
Since Z;j4. takes values in {-1,1}, we have ZI?jkt = 1. The variance of each Zjjx; is Var(Zijx:) = 4p(1 - p),
where p = P(Xy < Yi). The higher moment £ [|Z,-j-kt - (2p - 1)|2+5] is bounded, as Z;j; is symmetric and has

only two possible values. Consequently, the sum inside the Lyapunov condition becomes:
TKnxny - € [1Ziee = (2p = DI*®].

Thus, the Lyapunov condition will be satisfied if the growth of the variance o2 outpaces the higher moments

nx.,ny
of Zijkt as ny and n, approach infinity.

The Lyapunov condition simplifies to verifying that the following expression tends to zero as ny, ny, — co:

TKneny - E[| e~ 2p =] E[1Zyre~@p-DP] 1
ey [4p(1 - p)]'*®/2 (TKnyny )5/

Since the higher-order moment £ [|Z,-J-kt - (2p - 1)|2+5] is bounded due to Z;j, taking only two possible values,

the key factor determining whether the Lyapunov condition holds is the growth rate of cr,, ny- As anx n, Brows

proportionally with the sample size, the term W tends to zero as ny, ny, — co. This ensures that the Lyapunov

S E[S]

condition is satisfied. Therefore, by the Lyapunov Central Limit Theorem, the normalized sum converges in

S-£[s] 4,
Onx,ny

distribution to a standard normal distribution: N(0,1). This implies that S is asymptotlcally normally
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distributed. Consequently, g is also asymptotically normally distributed with mean 8 and variance given by:

Var(S)  4p(1-p) 2z Cov(Zjjke, Zirjrire)
T2K2nZn%  TKnxny T2K2n2n?

Var(8) =

where ), represents the sum of covariances across all (k, t) # (k’, t"), formally writtenas . = 2;’:] Z;Q S k6K t)

Thus, the asymptotic normality of bis established, which serves as a critical component in deriving the asymptotic
distribution of the power estimate .

The estimated power of the LRST is given by:
P=0 o

T Za|;
[4a3735
NT2

where ®(-) denotes the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution, 6 represents the esti-

mated overall treatment effect, and JT£.J is a quadratic form involving the estimated covariance matrix £.

It has been established that & is asymptotically normally distributed with mean  and variance 092 = T\/,?;(Xsn)y.

Similarly, JT£.J is asymptotically normal with mean JT £J and variance a%, where c% is derived in CoroIIary

To derive the asymptotic distribution of £, consider the function:

glx,y)=¢

X
— Za (>
[ 4y
NT2
where x corresponds to & and y corresponds to JT£J. The function g(x, y) describes the estimated power as a

function of these two asymptotically normal random variables.

To apply the Delta Method, we compute the partial derivatives of g(x, y) with respect to x and y. The partial

derivative with respect to x is:

og X 1

. - —Za|* s

ox 4y 4y
NT2 NT2

where ¢ (-) is the standard normal density function.

The partial derivative with respect to y is:

og X X NT?2
A W T2
NT2

Let ¢ = % — z4 denote the standardized argument of the density function. These partial derivatives are
[ 4y
NT2
essential for evaluating the asymptotic variance of # in the subsequent derivations.

Var(S)
TKnxny

Let og = and o5z = o 73 7. Applying the Delta Method, we derive the asymptotic distribution of # =
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g(é, JT3J). Specifically, # is asymptotically normally distributed as follows:
~ d T N
P 5 N (g(8.JTL), Var(P)),
where the asymptotic variance Var(®) is given by:

Var(P) = % 202+ % 252+2-%-%-Cov(§ JT3T)
“lox) ¢ T \ay) % dx 9y ’ ’

withx=8and y = JT3J.

Substituting the expressions for the partial derivatives into the variance formula yields:

Var(®) = 2 o, ol N 202 NT? 06 Cov(6,JT5J)
- farzs O\ 42T T 4(JTEI)S 4 2(JTEJ)3/2
NT2 NT
Analyzing each term:
The first term simplifies to:
o} _ Var(NTZ T2 [4p(1-p)N NV 22 Cov(Zijer. Zijerer)
43T T 4T2K2202 JTEJ  4JTEJ | TKnxny T2K2n%n?
NT2 Xy xy

The second term becomes:

K

NT?2
|

f-o

6202 NT? 2NT? 1 1 < <
z __unr o
4JTZI3 4 16(JTZJ)3 | K4 2, 2 Sukuk K* AR tkﬁé Heker || -

1%ty kq k=1 t=1 \k1 ko

The final term, without the covariance term explicitly, simplifies to:

0gONT? aT2 4p(1 - p)N? . N2 3. Cov(Zijke. Zirjrkrer)
AJTET)32 T A(JTEJ)32? TKnxn, T2K2n2n? '

As ny, ny, — oo, this term converges to:

1 2
9("+A+2)T \/4p(1 -p) +C0V(Z11ktsz11k’t’)
4(JTEJ)3)2 TK T2K2 '

The remaining task is to derive Cov(é, JTET).
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Cov (5 JTﬁJ) = Cov 1

-
i
IR

T T
(21 (Xitk < yjek) = 1) Z Z ﬁtth
t1=1 tp=1

K T
ZZ . (2T (xjex < Yjtk) = 1,

To compute this covariance, we consider the components Cov (21 (xj¢ < Yitk) = 1,84k tzkz) and
Cov (ZI(X/tk <yjtk) = 1, (in 3 tzkz)-

For the ¢; 4, tyk, term:

n ~
. 1 &1 & 1= 64
Cov [I(Xiek < Yjek)s Eeyky ek | = COV {I(Xitk < Yjtk)s o Z [n Z I(Yvtrky < Xutyky) — %
X u=1 Yoy=1
ny A
1 1 =6tk
X E ;I(}’vtzkz < Xutyky) = —

s Cov [I(Xitk < Yjek):- I(Vjerky < Xityky & Yjtgky < Xitghy)] -
xNy

Similarly, for the dy, ¢, ¢,«, term:

CoV [I(Xjtk < Yjek)» dtykytpky | =

s Cov [I(xitk < yjek) I(Yjerky > Xityky & Yjtgky > Xityghy)] -
xNy

Combining these results, we find:

1 nx Ny K T

Cov(b.078) = g 31 Y 3 ) of-]-o

nxn
MxNy 53 727 kky k=1 t.ty.0p=1 xfy

Thus, the covariance between Gand JTSJ asymptotically approaches zero as the sample sizes ny and n, grow

large (nx, n, — o). The above derivation demonstrates that the only non-vanishing term in the asymptotic variance
of ? is the second term:

ézNTz 1 T K 1 T K K
W ra Z Z Gtk tyky + ra Z Z Gty thy + Z Hikex
t1#ty ky.kp=1 t=1\ ki#ky k=1
t1,tp=1 k1,kp=1

Therefore, the final asymptotic distribution of the power estimate ? is: ¥ 4, N (P,Var(f’)), where P denotes
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the theoretical power, and the asymptotic variance is given by:

R 0 02N T2 u
2
Var (7)) ¢ i Zg | 16(JT2T)3 K4 Z Z Gtikitaky + Z Z Gikqthy + Z Hikex
= t1#ty kq,kp=1 t=1\ ki#ky
NT t.tp=1 K1k =1

Here, ¢(-) represents the probability density function of the standard normal distribution, 8 is the estimated
overall treatment effect, and J 7 Z.J is the quadratic form involving the covariance matrix X. The terms G, ¢, t,x, and

H,kex capture the variance components across time points and within specific outcomes, respectively.
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