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Abstract

Multi-regional clinical trial (MRCT) has been common practice for drug develop-
ment and global registration. The FDA guidance “Demonstrating Substantial Evi-
dence of Effectiveness for Human Drug and Biological Products Guidance for Indus-
try” (FDA, 2019) requires that substantial evidence of effectiveness of a drug/biologic
product to be demonstrated for market approval. In the situations where two pivotal
MRCTs are needed to establish effectiveness of a specific indication for a drug or bi-
ological product, a systematic approach of consistency evaluation for regional effect is
crucial. In this paper, we first present some existing regional consistency evaluations
in a unified way that facilitates regional sample size calculation under the simple fixed
effect model. Second, we extend the two commonly used consistency assessment crite-
ria of MHLW (2007) in the context of two MRCTSs and provide their evaluation and
regional sample size calculation. Numerical studies demonstrate the proposed regional
sample size attains the desired probability of showing regional consistency. A hypo-
thetical example is provided for illustration of application. We provide an R package

for implementation.
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1 Introduction

With the increasing globalization of drug development, data from multi-regional clinical
trials (MRCT) can be accepted by regulatory authorities across regions and countries as
the primary source of evidence to support drug marketing approval. Finalized in 2017, the
ICH E17 (2017) aims at promoting the acceptability of MRCTSs for regulatory submission
worldwide. Instead of several local registration studies, MRCTSs are regarded as an efficient
way to enable recruitment of the planned number of participants within a reasonable time
frame and thus facilitate more rapid availability of drugs to patients worldwide. So far, the
overall results of the MRCT have been widely accepted as the primary source of evidence.
Meanwhile, evidence of regional consistency is also required by local regulatory agencies
(e.g. Pharmaceuticals and Medical Devices Agency of Japan or National Medical Products
Administration of China) as an indispensable piece of evidence for a drug to be approved
for the local market.

In September 2007, the Japanese Ministry of Health, Labor, and Welfare (MHLW) pub-
lished the “Basic Principles on Global Clinical Trials” guidance related to the planning and
implementation of global clinical studies (MHLW, 2007). Although the guidance, in a Q&A
format, does not particularly recommend any method in deciding the regional sample size in
an MRCT for establishing the consistency of treatment effects between the regional popula-
tion and the overall population, it does provide two methods as examples for recommending
the regional sample size. Specifically, the first method assesses the consistency by the prob-
ability of the treatment effect of the region of interest exceeding a fraction of the overall
effect provided the overall effect is significant. The second method assesses the consistency
by the probability of all regional treatment effects showing the same trend as the overall
effect given the overall significance.

After the MHLW guidance, the fixed effects model is by far the most commonly used
approach to assess regional consistency. The simple model assumes a uniform underlying
treatment effect for all regions with a common variance. Based on the simple model, various
criteria for consistency assessment have been proposed and the required regional sample sizes
were determined (Ko et al., 2010; Ikeda and Bretz, 2010; Tsou et al., 2011; Chen et al., 2012;
Tsong et al., 2012; Wu et al., 2020). To allow more flexibility of the regional effect, the
fixed effect model with region-specific treatment effects was adopted, under which variants
or extensions of the two criteria of MHLW (2007) and regional sample size calculations were
proposed (Chen et al., 2010; Quan et al., 2010). Moreover, Tanaka et al. (2012), Teng et al.



(2017) and Li et al. (2024) proposed a hypothesis-testing based approach for consistency
assessment. Alternatively, Quan et al. (2013) proposed to use a random effect model and
empirical Bayesian shrinkage estimator for the regional effect and then determine the regional
sample size accordingly. (See also Adall and Xu (2021).)

For drug or biological products to be approved for marketing, substantial evidence of
effectiveness must be demonstrated. In 2019, FDA issued a guidance entitled “Demonstrating
Substantial Evidence of Effectiveness for Human Drug and Biological Products Guidance
for Industry”. In many situations, FDA requires two adequate and well-controlled trials to
establish effectiveness. The guidance pointed out that the two trials could be largely the
same in design (e.g., treatment regimens, key endpoints, study period, etc.), while each has
its distinct features that can provide additional information on the treatment effect. For
example, patient-reported outcome endpoints may be included in one study for exploratory
purposes, while survival endpoints may be included in the other study as a tertiary endpoint
to understand the treatment effect on long term clinical outcomes. Therefore, it is worth
the effort recruiting patients from one region to participate in both studies so as to gather
information on different aspects of the drug effects. For another example, two positive trials
with the same endpoint but distinct study population within the same indication will provide
evidence that is more generalizable to the population (FDA, 2019). This could be the case
when two pivotal phase III trials study a new lipid-lowering drugs in patients with type
2 diabetes and used the HbA1C as the primary endpoint. The patient population in one
trial could be type 2 diabetes receiving only one type of antihyperglycemic agents and the
second trial in type 2 diabetes patients receiving two or more antihyperglycemic agents. Or
two trials may be in the same disease using different but related clinical endpoints, which
could support the effectiveness and provide broader information about the drug’s effect
(FDA, 2019). Consider a drug intended for patients with pulmonary artery hypertension.
One trial has a primary endpoint showing symptom improvement and the key secondary
endpoint shows improved survival in the long run. The primary and key secondary endpoints
are reversed in the second trial where the survival endpoint becomes the primary and the
symptom improvement endpoint becomes the secondary in a potentially more severely ill
population.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents a unified way for
regional consistency evaluation and sample size calculation in one MRCT and propose new
consistency assessment criteria and a solution to the same problem under two MRCTs. Sec-

tion 3 demonstrates the proposed methods attain desired operating characteristics through



simulation. Section 4 illustrates the application of the proposed method to a hypothetical

example. Section 5 concludes the paper with some discussions.

2 Method

2.1 Notation and preliminary

Let Y denote the response of the interested endpoint which is either continuous or binary. We
use superscript h = ‘t’ or ‘c’ to indicate the treatment or control group. Let u® = E(Y ")
and 02" = var(Y®). Let d = pu® — pu(© denote the mean difference. We consider the
simple case of independent samples from each group. To test the hypothesis Hy : d < 0 vs
H, : d > 0, suppose the two-sample t-test is adopted with valid assumptions. (It works for
both continuous and binary endpoint cases as considered in numerical studies later.) Then,

given type-I error @ and power 1 — (3, the required sample sizes (for the overall study) are

(T—102(t) + 02('3))(2/1_04 + 21—5)2

N© — -

, NOW=pN© (1)

for the control group and treatment group respectively, where r is the randomization ratio
and z, is the a percentile of the standard normal distribution. Denote N = N® 4 N(© ag
the total sample size.

Suppose there are K (> 2) regions participating in the trial. For £ = 1,..., K, let
N, ,gh) denote the sample size of group h from region k. Clearly, NW =3~ N ,gh). Assume the
randomization ratio between the treatment group and control group remains the same across
regions, i.e., r = Nét) /N ,EC) for all k. (This can be implemented by stratified randomization
by region.) Let N = Nét) + N,gc) denotes the sample size of region k. Let fr, = Ny/N be
the fraction of samples allocated to region k. Our goal is to determine f; for some specific
region of interest under a certain consistency criterion. Here we adopt the fixed effect model
and assume the mean difference of the two group is the same across all regions, as in Ikeda
and Bretz (2010) and Chen et al. (2012).

Fork=1,...,.Kandi=1,..., N,gh), let Yk(l.h) denote the ith response from group A in
region k. The empirical estimators of d by the pooled samples over all regions, the samples

from region k£ alone and the samples out of region k are respectively

t c c t c

D= - , D} = —~ (2
N® N© N© N N0 NY N - N© )




Notice that
D= fiDy+ (1 — fx)D_y. (3)
By large sample theory, the distribution of D is approximately N(d, c3), where
(r 4+ 1){o?® + 7’02@}‘ (1)
rIN
Denote the test statistic for the overall treatment effect by T' = D /5,4, where G2 is a consistent
2t

o3 = var(D) =

estimator of 02. E.g., 52 is obtained by substituting the sample variances of ¢>*) and o) in
(4). When T > z;_,, we reject the null hypothesis and claim the significance of the overall
treatment effect.

Moreover, the joint distribution of (Dy, D)7 is approximately normal, N'(u,Y), where

p=d1,1)7, £=o (fl 1) (5)

The covariance of Dy and D follows from the fact that var(y) = cov(7y,7,), where 7 and 7,
are the sample mean of n independent samples of a random variable (with finite variance)
and the sample mean of an arbitrary subsample of any size. This fact will be used for later
development.

Finally, denote ®(x) and ¢(x) as the distribution function and density function of the

standard normal variable.

2.2 Regional consistency evaluation and sample size calculation
under one MRCT

To determine fj, we first consider the criterion of method I of MHLW (2007), given by
Pr(Dy >7D | T > 2z1-4) > 1—17, (6)

where m > 0.5 represents the fraction of the overall treatment effect is desired to preserve
and 1 —~ > 0.8 is the desired consistency probability (CP).
We now approximate the consistency probability, i.e., the LHS of (6), in a way that

facilitates the regional sample size calculation. It is essentially the same as that given in
Ikeda and Bretz (2010) and Ko et al. (2010).

Proposition 1. Under the alternative hypothesis with d > 0, the consistency probability
specified by the LHS of (6) is approximately

1 o P (1 —W)(U+Zl_a+21_g)

5

o(u)du. (7)



Remark 1. It is clear that (7) increases in fr. The numerical integration is straightforward
and readily available through function such as integrate of R. Thus, fi can be solved easily
by some simple root-finding function such as uniroot of R. Notice that, at the design stage,

frx depends only on o, B, v and 7™ and is free of N and K.

Remark 2. As showed in the proof in Appendiz, the approzimation error (between (7) and
LHS of (6)) is O(n=Y2). The numerical study in Section 3 shows the resulting regional

sample size from Remark 1 attains the nominal CP up to the third decimal.

Second, we consider the criterion of method IT of MHLW (2007), i.e.,
Pr(D, > 0,k=1,....K |T>z_4)>1—7, (8)

which claims the consistency when all regions show the same trend (of directions) after the
overall significance.

Using the same approach as in Proposition 1, we get

Proposition 2. Under the alternative hypothesis with d > 0, the consistency probability
specified by the LHS of (8) is approzimately

1 o0 ﬁ(I) U+ 21—q + 21-8

1_B _Zlfﬁk;:l /fk—l_]_

Remark 3. Due to the constraint of fi+-- -+ fx = 1, the monotonicity of CP (9) with respect

to fi becomes complicated. Nevertheless, CP (9) is mazimized when f; = - - = fi, = K~ 1.

o(u)du. (9)

And the maximum value decreases as K increases.

Example 1. When a = 0.05 and f = 0.2, the maximum values of CP are 0.982, 0.897,
and 0.772 for K = 2, 3, and 4, respectively. These upper bounds allow the accommodation
of some specified frs of interest in desired ranges. For instance, under K = 3, fo = f3 and
fi = 1= fa—f3, we only need f1 = 10.5% to achieve CP of 80%. The corresponding empirical
CP is 80.1% (over 10,000 replications).

When Y is binary, Homma (2023) shows that the approximation (9) through asymptotic
normality loses precision under moderate sample size (since K normality approximations are
used collectively). Let Bin(n, p) denote the binomial distribution of parameters n and p and
g(x,n,p) denote its associated mass function at x. A more accurate evaluation of the consis-

tency probability can be obtained by using an exact method as described in Proposition 3.
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It is noted that for the overall test, the same problem was pointed out by Suissa and Shuster
(1985) and Haber (1986). And both recommended using the exact method to calculate the

same size.

Proposition 3 (Homma (2023)). Under the alternative hypothesis with d > 0, when Y is
binary, the consistency probability specified by the LHS of (8) can be expressed as

K
1
1-8 ) T 7 > rod)g(us, N9, pD)g(ur, N, p'9),  (10)

(Zl}le uR vk)ES(zl,a) k=1

where uy, ~ Bin(fiND, p®), v ~ Bin(fi N9, p9), and

u v u (N(t) _ u) 1/2

S(Zl_a) = (u,'U) : W — W > Zi—a N(t)g

v (N(C) — v)
+ NP . (11)

Remark 4. The direct computation of (10) through enumeration (over S(z1_,)) is quite
involved. One can instead use Monte Carlo method to compute the LHS of (8).

Remark 5. Unlike the normal approximation in Proposition 2, the computation by the exact
method for the binary response requires specification of the mean value of two groups, i.e.,

p® and p©) (rather than their difference alone), and the randomization ratio.

Example 2. Fixa =0.05, 3 =0.2, andr = 1. Suppose K =3, fo = fs and fi =1—fo— f3
as in Example 1. For (p®,p©)) = (0.8,0.7) and (0.7,0.6), we need f; = 15.5% and 14.5%
to achieve CP of 80%, respetively. (The corresponding empirical CP is 80.3% and 80.6%,
respectively.) In contrast, the resulting fi = 10.5% by the normal approzimation in Example 1
would lead to a deflated CP about 72.7%.

2.3 Regional consistency evaluation and sample size calculation
under two MRCTs

Consider that there are two pivotal independent MRCTs as described in Section 1. For
simplicity, we consider the case where the two MRCTs share the same primary endpoint.
We use the superscript ‘1’ and ‘2’ to indicate the study. For s = 1,2, let N denote the
sample size of study s. Note that N and N® do not have to be the same. For instance, the
two studies have an identical primary endpoint, but each of them is powered by a unique set
of endpoints (e.g., same primary endpoint but different secondary endpoint(s)). The other

notations extended from the one study case are self-evident.
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We also assume that the randomization ratio between treatment group and control group
remains the same across studies, i.e., r = NtV /N = N®2) /N©2) We allow the regional
fractions can vary across studies. For example, study 1 enrolls more Asia patients and study 2
enrolls more ex-Asia patients. Denote f,gs) =N, ]is) /N®) for s = 1 and 2. The empirical overall
estimator, regional estimator and out-of-region estimator for d from the pooled samples of

two studies are respectively given as

W S o S
Yo N9 >, N ’ S N,gt’s) > N]ic,s)
D ppoot = Dkt Yk(’ti’S) B Dtk Yk(f?s) . (12)
SN =S NN = 3 N
We propose to extend criterion (6) to
Pr(Dpool > TDpoot | TV > 210, T® > 21 o) > 1~ (13)

to warrant the consistency based on the pooled samples from two studies after overall signif-
icance in both studies. This proposal based on the pooled data is intuitively more sensible
than claiming consistency when the two studies meet the consistency criterion (6) simulta-

neously. We will provide more comments in Remark 8.

Proposition 4. Under the alternative hypothesis with d > 0 and d® > 0, the consistency
probability specified by the LHS of (13) is approximately

el )

(1—7) {w<l>a§;>u +w®@ePy 4w + w<2>d<2>}

{00 =} o) { () -1} ()

where w®) = N® /(NWD + N@)) s =1, 2.

o

o(u)p(v)dudv, (14)

2(£,1) 2(4,2)

Remark 6. When the variances are homogeneous across two studies, i.e., o =0

and 0¥ = g2 gnd dV) = d®. And (14) can be simplified as

1 > (1 —m{V2u+2(z1-0 + 21-5)}
=5 e, |® ﬁ

L) () -

8

{ch(u V22 s) — 1} o(u)du.



Since the CP is monotonic with respect to ¢ = (f,il’)—l + ( 22))‘1. Thus given 7, o and (3,
there are infinitely many pairs of (f,gl), ,iz)) that can achieve the desired CP. For example,
when m = 0.5, v = 0.2, a = 0.05 and B = 0.2, ¢ = 15.625 which can be obtained by
(f,ﬁ”, ,52)) = (0.100,0.178) or (0.080,0.320). Moreover, the combined sample size of region
ke, (f7 4+ fP)NO is minimized when f = £

Remark 7. Given CP, additional restriction is needed to solve flil) and f,iz). For example,
when f,gl) = f,gQ) = fx, (14) increases with fi, fr can be solved easily from (13). The
numerical double integration is available through function such as adaptIntegrate of R
package cubature. Thus, fr can be solved easily by some simple root-finding function such
as uniroot of R. Notice that, at the design stage, fr not only depends on «, (3, 7, but also

on o and d®.
Remark 8. We give further rationale for criterion (13). Observe that Dy pooi = w(l)D,(:) +
wDDP and D,yopy = wV DD + w@ D Then,

LHS of (13) > Pr(D" > 7DW | TW > 21 ) x Pr(D? > 7D® | T® > z_).

Suppose that f,gl) = f,gz) = fx. By the monotonicity of f., criterion (13) based on the pooled
samples needs a smaller value of fr than criterion (6) based on two independent samples.
For example, given d = 1, 0 = ¢(© = 4, to achieve CP v/80% (so that the CP of two
studies simultaneously is 80%), we need fi, = 46.7% for one study with N = 396. While, by
pooling the samples of two studies with N = NV + N®) = 396 x 2, one needs f, = 15.4% to
achieve CP 80% of criterion (13).

Next, consider the extended criterion of (8) as
Pr(Dypoot > 0,k =1, K | TW > 2, T® > 2,_,) >1—1. (15)

Proposition 5. Under the alternative hypothesis with dV > 0 and d® > 0, the consistency
probability specified by the LHS of (15) is approximately

el )

wWeMu + w@ Py + wMd® + @ d®




Remark 9. When flil) = 22) = fx, the CP in (16) attains its mazimal value at fy = -+ =
.fk = K

Example 3. Suppose that f (2) = fr. When a =0.05 and 5 = 0.2 and the two studies
are homogeneous in variance as in Remark 6, the mazimum values are 0.999, 0.984, and
0.938 for K = 2, 3, and 4, respectively. Under K = 3, fo = f3 and f =1 — fo — f3, one
needs only f1 = 4.4% to achieve CP of 80%. The corresponding empirical CP is 80.4%.

Similar to the one study case, when the response is binary, we have a more accurate

approximation of the CP as follows.

Proposition 6. Under the alternative hypothesis with dV > 0,d® > 0, when Y is binary,
the consistency probability specified by the LHS of (15) can be expressed as

(1)a]gl) w(2)alg2) w(l)b,(:) w(2)bl(€2)
1 _ 2 Z H f ,1) T f(2)N(t’2) = f(l)N(C’l) T f(2)N(c,2)
k k k k

Q k=1

T (5200 (103 ) )

where
K
QZ{(Z% ,Zb(l)ES(l zla}m{<2a sz> zl_a)},
k=1 k=1 k=1
ak ~ Bm(f(s ), p)) and b,(: ~ Bm(fks (@3) pts)) and S©)(2_,) is the same as

defined in (11) for study s, s=1,2.

Example 4. Fiz o = 0.05, 3 = 0.2, andr = 1. Suppose that f,gl) = ,£2) = f3, pb1) = pt2) =
0.9, pleV) = ple) = 08. Under K =3, fo = f3 and f1 = 1 — fo — f3, we need f; = 6.0%
to achieve CP of 80%. In contrast, the resulting fi1 of 4.4% by the normal approzimation in
Ezample 3 would lead to a deflated CP about 73.8%.

We provide R package for all consistency probability evaluation and regional sample size

calculation in Web Appendix.

3 Numerical study

In this section, we conduct simulations to examine the performance of the proposed methods

for regional sample size calculation.

10



Throughout, we set the nominal consistency probability to be 80%, i.e. v = 0.2, the
fraction of overall treatment effect 7 = 0.5 and the one-sided @ = 0.025. Consider power
1 — 3 to be 80% and 90%, respectively. Set the number of replications to be B = 10, 000.
We compute the empirical consistency probability (CP) as

cp # of claims of consistency after rejecting the null hypothesis(es)

# of rejections of the null hypothesis(es) out of B replications

3.1 One study case

We examine the empirical CP obtained using the calculated regional sample size through
(7) under criterion (6). (i) For binary response, let the mean of the response under control,
denoted by p® = E(Y(©)), be 0.5, 0.6, 0.7 and 0.8, respectively. (ii) For continuous response,
set 02(©) = g2 = 16. Let d be 1, 1.25, 1.5, and 2, respectively.

Tables 1 and 2 report the overall sample size obtained from (1), the fraction of samples
fx calculated from (6) using (7), and the empirical CP under Ny = f,N. It is seen that (i) f
is invariant to N under each combination of o and 1 — 3 as expected and (ii) the calculated
fraction of sample can yield the prespecified CP accurately with the average absolute error
0.8% and 0.5% over all 22 and 8 rows/casesfor the binary response case and continuous
response case, respectively.

The effectiveness of the proposed regional sample size calculation under criterion (8) has
already been shown in Example 1 for the normal endpoint and in Example 2 for the binary

endpoint.

3.2 Two study case

We examine the empirical CP obtained using the calculated regional sample size through
(14) under criterion (13). (i) For binary response, consider the mean of the response under
control, denoted by p(*) = E(Y (), be 0.5 and 0.8 for both studies, respectively. Fix the
mean difference at d®) = 0.1. (ii) For continuous response, set ¢2(**) = ¢2*3) = 16. Let d®
be 1, 1.5 and 2 for both studies, respectively.

First, suppose that f,gl) = ,£2) = fi for all k. Tables 3 and 4 report the overall sample
sizes obtained from (1), the fraction of samples fi solved from (13) using (14), and the
empirical CP with N, ,ES) = fxN®) for binary response and normal response, respectively. It is
seen that (i) fx depends on p(®® or d® under each combination of a and 1 — 3 as expected

and (ii) the calculated fraction of samples can yield the prespecified CP accurately with the
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average absolute error of 0.5% and 0.9% over all 12 and 8 rows/cases for the binary response
case and continuous response case, respectively.

Second, consider different regional fractions in two studies. Tables 5 and 6 report the
overall sample sizes obtained from (1), two different pairs of regional fractions obtained after
Remark 6, and the empirical CP with NV, ,53’ = f,gs)N (), Tt is seen that the calculated fraction
of samples can yield the prespecified CP accurately with the average absolute error of 0.9%
and 0.9% over all 24 and 12 rows/cases for the binary response case and continuous response
case, respectively.

The effectiveness of the proposed regional sample size calculation under criterion (15) has
been demonstrated in Example 3 for the normal endpoint and in Example 4 for the binary

endpoint.

4 A hypothetical example

In this section, we provide a hypothetical example to illustrate the application of the proposed
methods. Suppose there are two randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled MRCTs. The
designs are balanced, i.e., r = 1. Both trials share the same primary efficacy endpoint of
percent change from baseline in low density lipid of cholesterol (a continuous endpoint). The
true treatment effect (treatment—placebo) is assumed to be 40%, 30% in study 1 and 2,
respectively, with common variance of 90%. Given one-sided type I error 0.025 and power
90%, the total sample sizes needed for studies 1 and 2 are 220 and 380, respectively.
Suppose the regional authority adopts criterion (13) for consistency assessment with m =
0.5. By the proposed method, if the region of interest is able to contribute an equal fraction

,gl) = Igz))’ the required regional fraction out

of regional participants in both studies (i.e.,
of the overall samples is 11.0% and 22.7% to ensure a CP of 80% and 90%, respectively.
Alternatively, unequal regional fraction pairs such as (8%, 17.4%) or (9%, 14.1%) can yield
a CP of 80%, while pairs such as (20%, 26.2%), (21%, 24.7%), or (22%, 23.4%) can lead to a

CP of 90%.

5 Discussion

One of the main objectives of an MRCT is to demonstrate that the overall treatment effect
applies to all participating regions. To assess such consistency, it is crucial to determine the

regional fractions of samples at design stage under certain criterion. Although it is common
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practice to have one region of interest join one of two pivotal MRCTs (which is accepted by
regulatory agencies), there are situations where the region has to join both MRCTs. In this
paper, we propose methods for the regional consistency evaluation and sample size calculation
in two MRCTs based on sensible extensions of the two common criteria of MHLW (2007).
As the regional fraction usually does not exceed 20% in a single MRCT from a pragmatic
perspective, the proposed methods provide a handy tool to explore feasible designs. An R
package is provided to facilitate application by practitioners.

The simple fixed effect model with common variance can fit many applications in real
practice and simplifies the development of the method. The models that accommodate the
variation of regional effect are also of great importance. Therefore, we will seek new solutions
to the considered problems under those models. Second, though we provide specific method
to handle the binary response case, there is a need to tackle problems related to the time-to-
event endpoint, especially when the asymptotic normality of the test statistics does not hold.
We will report the investigation in a separate work. Third, one can extend the proposed

method to accommodate different powers in two MRCTs.
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Table 1: Empirical CP, denoted by (/]I\D, under the regional sample size Ny = fiN where N

is obtained from (1) and f is solved from (6) using (7) in one study case for binary response

power d p© N fr CP
0.8 0.1 0.5 770 0.230 0.803
0.6 708 0.230 0.797

0.7 582 0.230 0.808

0.8 394 0.230 0.804

0.15 0.5 334 0.230 0.800

0.6 300 0.230 0.809

0.7 236 0.230 0.800

0.8 146 0.230 0.784

0.2 0.5 182 0.230 0.808

0.6 158 0.230 0.804

0.7 118 0.230 0.788

0.9 0.1 0.5 1030 0.201 0.802
0.6 946 0.201 0.807

0.7 778 0.201 0.803

0.8 526 0.201 0.792
0.15 0.5 446 0.201 0.800
0.6 400 0.201 0.808

0.7 316 0.201 0.807

0.8 194 0.201 0.786

0.2 05 242 0.201 0.805
0.6 212 0.201 0.804

0.7 158 0.201 0.793
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Table 2: Empirical CP, denoted by (/31\3, under the regional sample size N, = f, N where N is

obtained from (1) and fj, is solved from (6) using (7) in one study case for normal response

power d N fx CP
0.8 1 504 0.230 0.801
1.25 322 0.230 0.800

1.5 224 0.230 0.802

2 126 0.230 0.806

0.9 1 674 0.201 0.797
1.25 432 0.201 0.800

1.5 300 0.201 0.809

2 170 0.201 0.808

Table 3: Empirical CP under the calculated regional sample size N,gs) = f.N©® where N®)
is obtained from (1) and fj is solved from (13) using (14) in two studies case for binary

response

power d  p©b ped NO N@ o CP
08 01 05 05 770 770 0.128 0.808
05 0.8 770 394 0.139 0.804

0.8 0.8 394 394 0.128 0.801

015 05 05 334 334 0.128 0.806

05 0.8 334 146 0.145 0.794

0.8 0.8 146 146 0.128 0.803

0.9 01 05 05 1030 1030 0.110 0.805
0.5 0.8 1030 526 0.120 0.800

08 08 526 526 0.110 0.803

015 05 05 446 446 0.110 0.807

05 08 446 194 0.125 0.801

08 08 194 194 0.110 0.804
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Table 4: Empirical CP under the calculated regional sample size Nés) = f.N©® where N®)
is obtained from (1) and f; is solved from (13) using (14) in two studies case for normal

response

—

power d d® NO NG f CP
0.8 1 1 504 504 0.128 0.804
1 2 504 126 0.140 0.805
1.5 1.5 224 224 0.128 0.809
2 2 126 126 0.128 0.814

0.9 1 1 674 674 0.110 0.802
1 2 674 170 0.121 0.794

1.5 1.5 300 300 0.110 0.807

2 2 170 170 0.110 0.812
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Table 5: Empirical CP under the calculated regional sample size N, ,ES) = ka)N (5) where N
is obtained from (1) and fks) is solved from (13) using (14) in two studies case for binary

response

power d  p©b) pe2 NO  NO) flgl) flg2) CP
0.8 01 05 05 770 770 0.100 0.178 0.806
0.080 0.320 0.799

0.8 08 394 394 0.100 0.178 0.816

0.080 0.320 0.804

0.15 05 05 334 334 0.100 0.178 0.807
0.080 0.320 0.813

0.8 08 146 146 0.100 0.178 0.809

0.080 0.320 0.800

02 05 05 182 182 0.100 0.178 0.809
0.080 0.320 0.814

0.7 07 118 118 0.100 0.178 0.803

0.080 0.320 0.800

0.9 0.1 05 05 1030 1030 0.090 0.141 0.807
0.080 0.176 0.811

08 0.8 526 526 0.090 0.141 0.805
0.080 0.176 0.813

015 05 05 446 446 0.090 0.141 0.801
0.080 0.176 0.799

08 0.8 194 194 0.090 0.141 0.796
0.080 0.176 0.807

0.2 05 05 242 242 0.090 0.141 0.805
0.080 0.176 0.797

0.7 0.7 158 158 0.090 0.141 0.817
0.080 0.176 0.810
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Table 6: Empirical CP under the calculated regional sample size N ,gs) = fks)N (*) where N
is obtained from (1) and f,gs) is solved from (13) using (14) in two studies case for normal

response

power dV 4@ NO N@ D @ op
08 1 1 504 504 0.100 0.178 0.808
0.080 0.320 0.803

15 1.5 224 224 0100 0.178 0.807

0.080 0.320 0.798

2 2 126 126 0.100 0.178 0.810

0.080 0.320 0.825

0.9 1 1 674 674 0.090 0.141 0.796
0.080 0.176 0.800

1.5 1.5 300 300 0.090 0.141 0.807
0.080 0.176 0.808

2 2 170 170 0.090 0.141 0.810
0.080 0.176 0.802
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A Appendix

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1
Let A= (}7™). The joint distribution of (Dy — 7D, D)" is approximately N (Ap, AL AT)
with

14+ (1-7)2 1-—
Ap=d(1-=,1)T, AZAT:aﬁ(f’“ td-m ”).

1—m 1
The conditional distribution of Dy — 7D given D is approximately N (i, 0%) with
_ 2 20p-1
pr =1 —=mD, op=o5(fy" —1) (18)
By (1) and (4), we have the identity

+ D {o?® 4 rg2e)} d?
2 _ D) = (T = . 19
o; = var(D) N (ot 210) (19)

Let Z = (D —d)/o4 denote the standardized quantity, which has asymptotically standard

normal distribution. Then, we have

(Z+ 210+ 215)

1—
Pr(D, > 7D | D) ~ ® (“—) kil , (20)
' Vi1
where the second equality follows after substituting (18) and (19).
Express the LHS of (6) as
PI‘(Dk >7nD,T > Zl—a) . (21)

Pr(T > z_,)

On replacing st(D) by st(D), {T > z_,} is approximately {D > z_,st(D)}, which is
equivalently to {Z > —z_3} by (19). Then, the numerator of (21) is approximately the
integration of (20) over {Z > —z;_3} with respect to Z, i.e.,

/ P (1—7T)(Z+Zl_a+21_g) dq)(Z)
Z>—z1_p fk_l -1

The denominator of (21) is approximately Pr(Z > —z,_3) = 1 — 5. Substitute these in (21)
to yield (7).
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A.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Extended from the joint distribution of (Dg, D)" in Section 2.1, the joint distribution of
(Dy,...,Dg,D)T is approximately N (pty, ¥5) with

f0 - 11
0 f,5 - 0 1
po=dlgi, Se=o0;| : R (22)
0 0o --- f};l 1
1 . 1 1
where 1, is the p-dimension vector of ones. Then, the conditional distribution of (D, - -+, Dg)"
given D is approximately N (u,, %) with
fit—1 0 e 0
0 -1 0
u,=Dlg, %,.=o] >
0 0 s fet =1
By (18), (19) and D defined in Section A.1, we have
K K
D Z “a _
Pr(Dp >0,k =1,- K | D)~ [0 | ——— | = [0 [ 2122 t220 ) | (23)
k=1 oqv/ k_l—l k=1 \/fk_l—l
Express the LHS of (8) as
Pr(D; > =1,---,K,T _
1"( k_Oak ) ) ) > 21 oz)‘ (24)

Pr(T > z_,)

Using the same approximation in the proof of Proposition 1, the numerator of (24) is approx-
imately the integration of (23) over {Z > —z;_3}. The denominator of (24) is approximately
Pr(Z > —z_p) = 1 — . Substitute these in (24) to yield (9).

A.3 Proof of Proposition 4

Let
w® 0 w?® o
B = O 1 0 0
0O 0 0 1
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The joint distribution of (Dj peol — TDpoeol, PV, D) T is approximately A (g5, X3) where

e S e L N
I’l’3 - A[,l,(2) ) 3 — 0 AZ(z)AT .

The conditional distribution of Dy, peol — ™Dpool given D) and D is N (ju,., 02) with
= (1 _ W)(w(l)D(l) + w(2)D(2)), o2 = (f]gl)—l . 1)(w(1)0c(ll))2 + (f]gz)—l _ 1)(w(2)052))2.

For s = 1,2, by the results from the single study case,

2(t,s) 2(c,s) d2(s)
25) _ () — (T EIHOTY H 0Ty 25
o var ( ) NG (21— + 21-5)% (25)
And, let
76) _ D) — q(s)
N O
d

Similar to the derivation in Section A.3, we have

Pr(Dk,pool Z 7Tl)pool | D(1)> D(z))

~ <MT) = (1- 7T)(w(l)D(l) +w® D)
v \/(flgl)_l — (w2 4+ (fP7 = 1) (w®e )

(1— ) {w<l>agl>z<l>+w<2> <>z<2 Mg 4 2>d<2>}

;) (26)
VU = D@D g+ (P - D)

Express the LHS of (13) as
Pr(Dk,pool Z 7Tl)poola T(l) > Zl—omT(z) > Zl—a) ' (27)

Pr(TM > 21 o, T® > 2 _,)

On replacing st(D) by st(D), {T) > z_,} is approximately {D®) > z _,st(D®)}, which
is equivalently to {Z®) > —z; 5} by (25). Then, the numerator of (27) is approximately
the integration of (26) over {ZW) > —z 5, Z® > —2 3}, The denominator of (27) is
approximately Pr(Z(1) > —z 5, Z® > —2 5) = (1 — )2, Substitute these in (27) to get
(14).

When the variances are homogeneous across two studies, i.e., o2t = g2(t2) s —
02©2) and dV) = 4@
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Using the transformation # = (u +v)/v/2 and y = (u — v)/v/2, express (14) as

1 (1 - m){V22 + 2210 + 2105))

a-py ® dzd

(1 N 5)2 L+ﬂz16>y>—m—ﬂ21ﬁ \/flgl)—l + f]g2)—l _9 ¢(l’)¢(y) ray
_# 00 (1 —7T){\/§[L’—|—2(Zl_a—|—zl_6)} -
(1-pp /—\/5215 ’ N R {200+ Vaa) 1} oty

A.4 Proof of Proposition 5

By the results of the one study case and independence, we have

1) 1 na HE 2 T L N Ngl) Egl) 0
(Dl 7"'?DKaD aDl a'--aDKaD ) ? (2) 3 (2) 5
Ko 0 %5

where p” and $§ are defined in (22) for study s. Let

w® 0 .. 0 0 w® 0o
0 w® ... 0 0o 0 w®
C = :
wh 0 0 0 w® 0
0 0 0
0 O o --- 0 1
The joint distribution of (Dy peol, - * * » Dk .pool, PV, D) T is approximately N (g, $4) where
(1) (1)
) ) 0 T
. <N§2)> ' ( 0 252)>
The conditional distribution of (D1 peol, -+ , Di.pool) | given DU and D® is N'(p,., 3,) with

ft—1 0

0 g
p, = {wO DV @ D@1, ¥, — {(w(l)ag))a n (w@)‘fff))z} | fa |

22
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Similar to the derivation in Section A.2, we have

Pr(Dk,pool > ka = 17 e 7K ‘ D(l)uD(z))

Q

ﬁ . w®O DO 1 @ P
=\ o -0 {woee + ey

ﬁ P &12(1) + a2Z(2) + (Zl—a + Zl—B)R

= (28)
k=1 V-1
Express the LHS of (15) as
Pr(Dypoot > 0,k =1, K, TV > 2, T® > z_,) (20)

Pr(TM > 21 (,T® > 2z _,)
Using the same approximation as in the proof of Proposition 4, the numerator of (29) is
approximately the integration of (28) over {Z(M) > —2, 5, 7 > —z 4}, The denominator
of (29) is approximately Pr(Z(M) > —z 5, Z® > —2 ) = (1 — 8)% Substitute these in
(29) to get (16).
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