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ABSTRACT

To implement a Bayesian response-adaptive trial it is necessary to evaluate a sequence of posterior
probabilities. This sequence is often approximated by simulation due to the unavailability of closed-
form formulae to compute it exactly. Approximating these probabilities by simulation can be
computationally expensive and impact the accuracy or the range of scenarios that may be explored.
An alternative approximation method based on Gaussian distributions can be faster but its accuracy is
not guaranteed. The literature lacks practical recommendations for selecting approximation methods
and comparing their properties, particularly considering trade-offs between computational speed and
accuracy. In this paper, we focus on the case where the trial has a binary endpoint with Beta priors.
We first outline an efficient way to compute the posterior probabilities exactly for any number of
treatment arms. Then, using exact probability computations, we show how to benchmark calculation
methods based on considerations of computational speed, patient benefit, and inferential accuracy.
This is done through a range of simulations in the two-armed case, as well as an analysis of the
three-armed Established Status Epilepticus Treatment Trial. Finally, we provide practical guidance
for which calculation method is most appropriate in different settings, and how to choose the number
of simulations if the simulation-based approximation method is used.

Keywords Computational efficiency; Early stopping; Patient benefit; Power comparison; Tuned Bayesian designs;
Type I error rate control.

1 Introduction

Adaptive designs aim to make clinical trials more flexible, patient-oriented, and efficient by allowing for pre-planned
alterations to a study in response to accumulating data (Burnett et al., 2020). These designs have steadily gained
popularity in the literature and are increasingly being used in recent practice (Lee et al., 2023; Pin et al., 2024). Bayesian
adaptive designs trigger adaptations to the experimental design based on the computation of posterior probabilities. In
fact, one of the first ever adaptive designs, Bayesian response-adaptive randomisation, was proposed by Thompson
(1933) and involves allocating patients sequentially to one of two treatments in proportion to a current estimate of
superiority of one against the other. In 1933 it wasn’t possible to approximate these probabilities, and computing them
exactly with closed formulae required strict assumptions.

At present, Bayesian designs are one of the most widely used adaptive designs. These involve the use of a com-
plex posterior probability which is usually approximated. For example, the continual reassessment method (CRM)

ar
X

iv
:2

41
1.

19
87

1v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 2
9 

N
ov

 2
02

4



Recommendations for posterior probability computation methods in Bayesian response-adaptive trials

(O’Quigley, Pepe, and Fisher, 1990) in dose finding uses the posterior probability of a dose being the one closest
to a target to assign the next cohort of patients to a dose. In dose-finding, Bayesian posterior probabilities may be
calculated for multiple endpoints at various stages. Recently, Pin, Villar, and Dehbi (2024) proposed using Bayesian
response-adaptive randomisation for backfilling. Similarly, some designs include early stopping rules that are based on
posterior probabilities of efficacy or futility (Gsponer et al., 2013).

This paper re-examines the approximation methods in use for trials using Bayesian response-adaptive randomisation
which are also increasingly used, see Pin et al. (2024) for list of trials that used Bayesian response-adaptive randomisation
in practice. We suggest a new way to benchmark these methods in practice by means of an efficient procedure for the
exact computation of these probabilities. This allows us to derive clearer guidance for the use of different approximation
methods for practitioners to rely on when designing and implementing these trial designs. We focus here on the case of
Bayesian response-adaptive randomisation as this is the case where the computations are the most frequent and possibly
most impactful in terms of both implementation times and resulting inferential quality. Nonetheless, we believe our
results are useful for other types of Bayesian adaptive designs.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model specification, assumptions and metrics used for
comparing methods. This section also outlines how exact computation of probabilities is performed. Section 3 illustrates
a case study of a 2-arm trial, introducing the derivation of the metrics suggested. Section 4 presents simulation studies
for a real-world 3-arm trial and our recommendations. Section 5 concludes the paper with a discussion.

2 Methods

2.1 Introductory notation

In this section we introduce notation adapted from Robertson et al. (2023) and Baas, Jacko, and Villar (2024). We
consider clinical trials with N patients labelled from 1 to N , and k treatment arms labelled from 0 to k − 1. The
patients are sequentially assigned to exactly one treatment (i.e. if i ≥ i′ then patient i is allocated to a treatment no
earlier than patient i′), with Ai,j denoting a (possibly random) indicator which is 1 iff patient i is assigned to treatment
j. The response Yi ∈ {0, 1} of patient i to their treatment is observed before the next patient is allocated. The number
of patients up to and including patient i that have been assigned to treatment j is Ni,j , and the number of these patients
who had a positive response to their treatment is Si,j . We denote the trial history up to and including patient i as
Hi := (A1,Y1, . . . ,Ai,Yi). Moreover, for response probabilities p ∈ [0, 1]k, let Yi ∼ Bernoulli(pA′

i
) independent of

Hi−1, where A′
i is the treatment patient i was assigned.

A response-adaptive (RA) procedure aims to use knowledge of the trial’s history to, among other things, improve

patient benefit by defining a function π :
N⋃
i=0

({0, 1}k × {0, 1})i → [0, 1]k such that πj(Hi) := Pπ(Ai+1,j = 1|Hi),

i.e. one assigning randomisation probabilities based on trial history up to patient i.

A simple Bayesian response-adaptive randomisation (S-BRAR) procedure is an RA procedure, as in Thompson (1933),
that uses the intuitive approach of assigning a patient to a particular treatment arm with the probability that given the
known information at that time, that treatment is the best one. Therefore, we let Q := Q0 × . . .×Qk−1 be a prior on
the response probabilities p, and Qi be the distribution of p given the trial history Hi. In fact, Qi decomposes nicely,
and only depends on Hi through Ni,j and Si,j , which simplifies calculations (see Lemma 1). Then,

πQ
S-BRAR,j(Hi) := Qi(pj > max

j′ ̸=j
pj′). (1)

response-adaptive procedures are useful when the aim of the trial is identify a superior option among many and there is
considerable uncertainty about which of them could be the best one. The null hypothesis therefore corresponds to there
being no treatment with a maximal probability of positive response, while the alternative hypotheses correspond to the
different possible superior treatments, so that

H0 : |max{p0, . . . , pk−1}| > 1; HAj
: pj > pj′ for all j′ ̸= j.

We consider trials with early stopping rules and therefore a random sample size N . To this end, we define a rejection
rule R =

⋃N
i=1

⋃k−1
j=0 Ri

j , where Ri
j ⊆ {0, 1}(k+1)i is the set of trial histories where the trial is stopped after patient i

in favour of hypothesis HAj .

Since we are focusing on Bayesian response-adaptive approaches, we utilize the posterior probabilities as test statistics
for the various alternative hypotheses. More precisely, for a treatments j ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}, we define Tj(Hi) :=
Qi(pj > maxj′ ̸=j pj′). We can then choose some threshold probability c ∈ [0, 1] to determine a rejection rule R(P, c)

2



Recommendations for posterior probability computation methods in Bayesian response-adaptive trials

which rejects in favour of hypothesis HAj if Tj(Hi) > c, where P /∈ {{N}, {1, . . . , N}} is the set of patients after
whose allocation an analysis occurs to determine whether to reject the null hypothesis, so that early stopping is permitted.
Such a rejection rule was used in practice in several trials such as Bleck et al. (2013), as well as Carlson et al. (2017).

Note that the test statistics after patient i are the same as the randomisation probabilities for patient i+1, so that we can
simply consider computing randomisation probabilities for a trial whose number of patients is increased by one, which
will then also give us the test statistics for the original trial.

2.2 Computing randomisation probabilities

Computing these randomisation probabilities, however, is not necessarily straightforward, and is often done by
approximation. In this paper, we restrict ourselves to Beta priors with integer-valued parameters on the response
probabilities p, which generalise uniform priors and allow for easier implementation and analysis by making use of

conjugacy. Indeed, if for all 0 ≤ j < k, Qj
d≡ Beta(aj , bj) for some a, b ∈ [1,∞)k, it can be shown (see Lemma 2)

that Qi d≡
Śk−1

j=0 Beta(aj + Si,j , bj +Ni,j − Si,j). In terms of the trial, this tells us that the posterior distribution on
pj at any point in the trial is a Beta distribution depending only on its prior, and the number of positive and negative
responses to treatment j until that point, independent of other treatments. This holds regardless of the RA procedure
chosen. To simplify notation, assuming that aj , bj are integer valued for all j, the posterior probabilities can then be
written in the form Pj,k(x) := P(Xj > maxj′ ̸=j Xj′) where X ∼ P :=

Śk−1
j′=0 Beta(x2j′ , x2j′+1), and x ∈ N2k.

2.2.1 Exact evaluation

In fact, though not often used, an exact formula for Pj,k(x) in the case where k = 2 was derived by Thompson (1933).
Recently Miller (2014) suggested a sightly more computationally tractable form:

P1,2(x) =

x2−1∑
i=0

B(x0 + i, x1 + x3)

(x3 + i)B(i, x3)B(x0, x1)
, (2)

where B is the Beta function. Using symmetry, the sum can be rewritten to have only min(x0, x1, x2, x3) terms.

More generally, an approach from Cook (2003) can be extended to compute Pj,k(x) for any k > 2 and x ∈ N2k by
making use of a recursion relation which expresses an incrementation in one argument of Pj,k(x) by one in terms of
Pk−1(y) where y is a function of x. Choosing an appropriate incrementation sequence then means we can evaluate

the posterior probability Pk(x) exactly in O
(
k
(∑2k−1

l=0 xl

)k−1
)

operations (which may include evaluating a beta

function) for any k > 2 and x ∈ N2k. For further details, see Kaddaj et al. (2024).

Moreover, as a trial progresses, the randomisation probabilities of the form Pj,k(x) have increasing x, which rep-
resents patient outcomes so far, so that to obtain all the probabilities required over the course of the trial one sim-
ply needs to evaluate the randomisation probabilities corresponding to the end of the trial. Further, we can make
use of the particular form of y in the recursion formula to reduce the computational cost of finding Pj,k(x) to

O
((∑k−2

i=0

∏k−2−i
j=0

(
k−j
2

))(∑2k−1
l=0 xl

))
operations at the cost of storing

∑k−2
i=0

∏k−2−i
j=0

(
k−j
2

)
variables, a value

which explodes rather quickly as k increases such that the computational cost is not typically practical for k ≥ 6, see
Kaddaj et al. (2024) for further details.

2.2.2 Approximation methods

An alternative, which is commonly used, is to approximate Pj,k(x) with one of the following methods:

• Numerical integration (NI) can be used with the required integral made explicit in Lemma 1.

• Repeated sampling (RS) is an intuitive approach first developed by Metropolis and Ulam (1949), used
for example in Carlson et al. (2017), which involves taking K independent samples X1, . . . ,XK from
P :=

Śk−1
j′=0 Beta(x2j′ , x2j′+1) and observing the fraction of these in which j was the best treatment arm, so

that

P̂RS
j,k(x) :=

1

K

K∑
K′=1

1(Xj,K′ > max
j′ ̸=j

Xj′,K′). (3)
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• Gaussian approximation (GA) was proposed for k = 2 in Cook (2012) and used for the Bayesian re-design
in Marian et al. (2024), which approximates the Beta distributions in the posterior probability by normal
distributions with the same mean and variance, giving

PGA
j,k (x) = F j(0, . . . , 0) (4)

where F j is the cumulative distribution function for the multivariate (k − 1 dimensional) normal distri-
bution N (µ(j),Σ(j)) with µ(j) = µ−j − mj1k−1,Σ

(j) = D−j + s2j1k−11
⊤
k−1 where µ−j is the vector

[m1, . . . ,mk] with entry mj removed, 1k−1 is the all-ones vector of length k − 1, D−j is the diagonal matrix
with diagonal [s20, . . . s

2
k] with s2j removed, and mj′ =

x2j′

x2j′+x2j′+1
, s2j′ =

x2j′x2j′+1

(x2j′+x2j′+1)
2(x2j′+x2j′+1+1) for all

j′.

2.3 Why evaluate posterior probabilities explicitly?

We are interested in in benchmarking approximation methods from 3 different perspectives. First, we consider the
problem of evaluating the approximation of a single probability Pj,k(x) in isolation, and compare the trade-off between
accuracy and computational complexity. Otherwise, in the context of a trial the posterior probabilities will either be
used as test statistics or to effectively randomise patient (or both). If they are used as test statistics we can quantify how
approximating them affects the type I error rate, power, and expected trial size in comparison with exact evaluation.
In the case of the using the approximation to randomise patients over the course of the trial, as these randomisation
probabilities are evaluated in sequence we want to understand the possible compounding of approximation errors on
these same operating characteristics.

Since the posterior probabilities are used in different ways for testing and randomisation, and this can in practice
be done on different systems, different methods of calculation might be appropriate for each. In terms of testing, to
implement the Bayesian-based rejection rule introduced, the posterior probability needs to be evaluated explicitly. For
randomisation, however, computing the value of πQ

S-BRAR(Hi) is not strictly necessary, as this can be achieved instead
by sampling from Qi and assigning patient i+ 1 to the arm corresponding to the maximal sample (Russo et al., 2023).

However, the randomisation probabilities need to be known explicitly for various regularised versions of S-BRAR.
Tuning procedures have been proposed to mitigate the effects of extreme and highly variable probabilities by scaling
the randomisation probabilities. A tuned BRAR (T-BRAR) procedure is therefore defined as an S-BRAR procedure
which has had a tuning procedure t : [0, 1] → Rk

+ applied to it such that

πQ
T-BRAR,j(Hi) :=

tj(π
Q
S-BRAR,j(Hi))∑k−1

j′=0 tj′(π
Q
S-BRAR,j′(Hi))

. (5)

One such approach, used among others by Bleck et al. (2013), aims to favour not only arms whose treatment effect is
likely better, but also those whose variance is greater, since not accounting for this is a significant cause of extreme
allocation ratios. For a parameter m ∈ N, we define such an approach as variance-scaling with

tj,VS(m)(π
Q
S-BRAR,j(Hi)) :=

(
πQ

S-BRAR,j(Hi)VarQi(pj)

Ni,j + 1

) 1
m

. (6)

2.4 Testing

In designing a trial with rejection rule R(P, c) we typically choose c such that the type I error rate is below a certain
threshold α. If our null hypothesis can be reduced to p0 = . . . = pk−1, either if k = 2 as is the case Section 3 or by
adding further alternative hypotheses as is the case in Section 4, an unconditional exact test UX(P, α) does this by
setting c to

c(P, α) := inf{c ∈ [0, 1] : sup
p∈[0,1]

Pπ( max
j∈{0,...,k−1}

Tj(HT̄c
) > c|p0 = . . . = pk−1 = p) ≤ α}. (7)

Finding this control parameter is not straightforward and it constitutes another useful application of exact computation.
To see this we first look at a slightly simpler approach which seeks instead to control the type I error rate below α at
only one response probability p within the null hypothesis. The pointwise posterior test PP(P, p, α) does this by setting
c to

c(P, p, α) := inf{c ∈ [0, 1] : Pπ( max
j∈{0,...,k−1}

Tj(HT̄c
) > c|p0 = . . . = pk−1 = p) ≤ α}. (8)
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By noting that c(P, α) = supp∈[0,1] c(P, p, α), we can therefore see how finding c(P, p, α) helps us find c(P, α), and
Algorithm 2 from Baas et al. (2024) shows how to do this efficiently.

Algorithm 1 from the same paper outlines a way to find c(P, p, α) which involves calculating all possible posterior
probabilities Pj,k(x) for all j, k, and x such that for all j′, x2j′ ≥ aj′ , x2j′+1 ≥ bj′ and

∑2k−1
l=0 xl < N +

∑k−1
j′=0 aj′ +

bj′ . If we use uniform priors, this corresponds to O(N2k−1) probabilities, making it clear that for larger N or k efficient
computation of these probabilities can be important.

Moreover, we can see that not only the implementation of the allocation procedure and the calculation of the test
statistic, but also the derivation of the exact test itself depends on accurate computation of these posterior probabilities,
which could impact on inference. In the case of a deterministic approximation such as GA, if this is used both for
calculating the test statistics and c(P, p, α), then the type I error rate will remain controlled below α at the required
point, though the remainder of the type I error rate profile and power may be different.

2.5 Operating characteristics

We consider a range of operating characteristics (OCs). Letting T̄ be the patient after which the trial is stopped,
following Baas et al. (2024) we define:

• The type I error rate is the probability we reject the null hypothesis Pπ(HT̄ ∈ R) = EPπ [1(HT̄ ∈ R)] given
it is true.

• The power is the probability we reject the null hypothesis in favour of HAj , Pπ(HT̄ ∈ RT̄
j ) = EPπ [1(HT̄ ∈

RT̄
j )], when j is the superior treatment arm.

• EPπ

[
Nj,T̄ + (N − T̄ )1(HT̄ ∈ RT̄

j )
]

is the number of expected patients allocated to the superior arm
(EPASA), where j is the superior treatment arm. The assignment of patients both before and after pos-
sible optional stopping is considered so that, for example, stopping early in favour of the best treatment is not
penalised.

• VarPπ

(
Nj,T̄ + (N − T̄ )1(HT̄ ∈ RT̄

j )
)

is the variance in patients allocated to the superior arm (VPASA),
where j is the superior treatment arm. This aims to capture the variance in the benefit to patients within the
trial, since the EPASA may be high but fail to show that in a number of cases there can be harm to patients.

Note that all these OCs can be expressed as the expected value of a function of HT̄ , with the VPASA done through the
formula for variance in terms of expectations. If we further specify that the rejection rule is of the form R(P, c), all
these OCs can then be calculated exactly as outlined in Baas et al. (2024). The same can be done to find the OCs if
GA is used either to randomise patients during the trial or to approximate the test statistics since GA is deterministic.
However, if the approximation method used for the posterior probabilities is random, as for RS, or if the the number of
patients or treatment arms is too large for such an approach to be computationally feasible, the same cannot be done.

In such cases, we can estimate the OCs by simulation. In particular, we can run some large number K of trials with the
desired approximation method and use the average of the function of HT̄ within the operating characteristic’s definition
over all these trials as an estimate for the target OC. Given a particular trial set-up, for the type I error rate and power
each sample trial will end with a 0 or 1, so that these can be thought of as i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables B1, . . . , BK

with some parameter q ∈ [0, 1] which is the OC we wish to find. Then a Chernoff bound (Chernoff, 1952) can be used
to get an upper bound on the probability that the absolute distance between our estimate and the true value is greater
than some ϵ we can choose. For values of q that are not very small, the following from Kearns and Saul (1998) gives us
a tighter bound:

P

(∣∣∣∣∣ 1K
K∑

K′=1

BK′ − q

∣∣∣∣∣ > ε

)
≤ 2

(
1− q

q

)−K·ε2
1−2q

(9)

for all ε > 0. This is particularly useful since RS was used in practice to estimate test statistics in Carlson et al. (2017),
though with 106 samples instead of the 104 studied here.

3 Simulations

We first consider a two-armed trial with a binary endpoint. We use an S-BRAR procedure with uniform priors on the
response probabilities, and no early stopping is incorporated.
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3.1 Assessing the effect of approximating a single posterior probability

Suppose we wish to calculate a single posterior probability Pj,k in isolation. For the sake of simplicity, denote
P1,2(a+1, b+1, c+1, d+1) by P (a, b, c, d). In this case, the principal trade-off is between accuracy and computational
feasibility. We compare PNI (obtained using the dblquad function from Python’s scipy package (Piessens et al.,
1983)), P̂RS , PGA, and Equation (2) for P as computational methods. For repeated sampling, we use K = 104

simulations, which comes at a significant run-time cost despite remaining accuracy concerns.

We compute P (a, b, c, d) using a 14-inch MacBook Pro, M3, 18 GB RAM, macOS Sonoma 18.1, Python in VSCode.
Note that for constant N := a+ b+ c+ d, which corresponds to the number of patients in the trial up to that point,
the exact calculation is slowest if a = b = c = d, while both GA and RS have approximately constant run-times over
the different values of a, b, c, d. Figure 1(a) therefore compares the methods in the worst case for exact calculation.
For N ≤ 1000, both GA and exact calculation are at least 60 times faster than NI, and RS is at least as fast as NI for
N ⪆ 50, with all these differences growing as N increases. RS has an approximately constant run-time with respect to
N , and for N ≤ 1000 has GA being about 190 times faster, and exact calculation being at least 12 times faster. GA
also has an approximately constant run-time with respect to N , and is slower than exact calculation only for N ⪅ 50.
The run-time for exact calculation is approximately linear in N , and is about 15 times slower than GA for N = 1000.
Moreover, since concerns around computational feasibility likely arise when calculating a sequence or a range of such
probabilities, it is possible to pre-load, for example, all the values of the beta-function with positive integer arguments
of at most 1000. Having done this, exact calculation becomes faster than GA for N ⪅ 400, and at N = 1000 exact
calculation is about twice as slow.

As for accuracy, the NI used provides an accuracy estimate of at most 10−7 for N ≤ 1000. As the mean of i.i.d.
Bernoulli random variables, 104P̂RS ∼ Bin(104, P ). We can therefore use the formula from Blyth (1980) to find that

E
[
|P̂RS − P |

]
= 2

(
104 − 1

l − 1

)
P l(1− P )10

4−l+1 (10)

where l is such that l − 1 ≤ P × 104 < l. Importantly, this is a function of P , and takes the maximal value of
3.99×10−3 when P = 0.5. As a result, we find empirically that for any fixed number of patients on each arm (i.e. fixed
a+ b and c+ d) such that N ≤ 200, the largest value of the mean absolute error E

[
|P̂RS(a, b, c, d)− P (a, b, c, d)|

]
is

approximately constant at 3.99× 10−3, and this would be expected to hold for larger N . In fact, this gives us a bound
on the mean absolute error from repeated sampling for an arbitrary K which applies for any value of j, k, and x, and
can be used to select K as required:

E
[
|P̂RS

j,k (x)− Pj,k(x)|
]
≤
(
K − 1

⌊K
2 ⌋

)
2−K . (11)

Figures 1(b)–(d) show the mean and worst-case absolute error given a fixed number of patients per arm induced by
using GA to approximate P , as well as the mean absolute error induced by using RS. The latter was largest if the
number of patients assigned to one arm was small, exceeding 0.003 as long as no patients were assigned to one of the
arms. This is of particular concern for an RA procedure such as S-BRAR which can result in extreme allocations.

Moreover, regarding GA we can see that for N ≥ 113, the absolute error can exceed 0.1, such that in general GA
provides very weak accuracy guarantees. Further, a larger number of patients induces a greater error, which might not
be expected given the results from Cook (2012) and the intuition that a normal approximation of a beta distribution
is more accurate if the parameters are larger. This is because while the number of patients on each arm is fixed at a
possibly larger number, the number of either successes or failures (i.e. individual parameters) can be smaller provided
the other is larger. Nevertheless, in the worst case, the treatment allocation ratio is highly improbable under S-BRAR
given the number of successes and failures on each arm (for example a, b, c, d = 85, 8, 0, 7 for N = 100). From the
mean-case, however, we still see smaller but significant errors arising, as for RS, at more extreme treatment allocation
ratios. Those for GA are also still almost an order of magnitude larger than those for RS with K = 104.

3.2 Assessing the effect of approximating posterior probabilities in the full trial

3.2.1 Computational considerations

We wish to distinguish the relative contributions of approximating posterior probabilities either to determine randomisa-
tion probabilities, or to determine test statistics. In practice, as we saw, one would approximate either both or neither,
but the method of approximation for each need not be the same.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 1: (a) The logarithm of the time taken (in seconds) to compute or approximate P (a, b, c, d) using different
methods if a = b = c = d as N changes. For different fixed values of a + b and c + d, representing the number of
patients on each treatment arm: (b) the mean value (over all configurations) of E

[
|P̂RS(a, b, c, d)− P (a, b, c, d)|

]
; (c)

the largest value of |PGA(a, b, c, d)− P (a, b, c, d)|; (d) the mean value of |PGA(a, b, c, d)− P (a, b, c, d)|.

Indeed, while computing the set of all randomisation probabilities in a trial with N patients can be done the same time
as calculating P (N,N,N,N) independently, if using GA or RS calculating P at each update has a fixed cost, so that
for N = 1000 exact computation is now about 12 or 2290 times faster respectively, with this multiple even larger for
smaller values of N . Since there is only one possible stopping point of the trial, however, calculating the test statistic at
the end of the trial would only require one instance of this fixed cost, so that using GA for randomisation and RS for
testing would be 23 times slower than exact calculation, while the other way around would be 2280 times slower.

In particular, this suggests that though GA is much faster than RS, if RS helps with accuracy the cost of its use in testing
may be smaller, while the cost of its use in randomisation is rather larger. Yet this advantage would diminish if the
number of possible early stopping points were increased.

3.2.2 Approximating for implementation of the randomisation procedure

First, we report the impact on the OCs concerning within-trial patient benefit. The change in EPASA if GA was used to
approximate posterior probabilities for randomisation over the trial compared to exact probabilities ranges from about
-8.00 to 1.49 (i.e. from a decrease by 4.17% to an increase by 0.757%). The difference in both absolute and percentage
terms is largest if one of p0, p1 is near 0.03 and the other is near 0.4, it is positive over most of the parameter space
so long as neither response probability is too large, but reaches its minimum in a smaller area when one of p0, p1 is
near 1 and the other is near 0.96. The corresponding change in VPASA ranges from about -878 to 242, but is positive
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on almost all the parameter space and only negative if one of p0, p1 is near 0 and the other is near 1. In percentage
terms, however, the largest decreases in VPASA were by as much as 26.1% and occurred if either p0 or p1 were near
1, and the largest increases were by as much as 55.0% and occurred if one of p0, p1 was near 0.6 and the other near
1. To gain more intuition, the range for the corresponding change in standard deviation in the proportion of patients
assigned to the superior treatment is about -0.0407 to 0.0107. Overall, we see that using GA for randomisation instead
of exact calculation has a somewhat limited impact on patient benefit and that generally it leads to a slight increase in
the mean number of patients within the trial benefiting but with a rather larger variance. As for using RS to approximate
randomisation probabilities, we saw in the previous section that OCs could only be estimated using simulation. For
EPASA and VPASA, we cannot directly use a Chernoff bound to guarantee the accuracy of such estimates as we do
not know the distribution of the simulated outcomes and bounds on them are large, so that Hoeffding’s inequality
(Hoeffding, 1963) gives very weak guarantees. Nevertheless, we expect an even smaller impact on these metrics because
of the greater accuracy of RS.

In terms of the impact of approximating randomisation probabilities on inference, Figure 2 shows how the type I error
rate and power change for N = 200 and different tests. For convenience we will omit P = {N} and α = 0.05 for the
notation for tests. In particular, Figure 2(a) plots the type I error rate from PP(0.6) and UX, with and without GA for
randomisation. We can see that GA can cause both type I error rate inflation and deflation, depending on the test and
response probability p, and that for the same p a different test can yield either inflation or deflation. The largest inflation
for the PP test is 0.0127 and that for UX is 0.00369. In the case of UX, however, under GA the type I error rate remains
below 0.05, and its maximal value decreases, so that in this sense GA can be said not to negatively affect the type I
error rate.

In Figure 2(b) for the same tests the type I error rate for RS used for randomisation was simulated based on 105 instances
and the exact type I error rate was subtracted from this. Using Equation (9) we find that for 105 samples, our estimate
has a 95% chance of being within 0.0043 of the true value, so there is not statistically significant evidence that using RS
for randomisation causes type I error rate inflation, and in fact there is evidence that if such inflation exists it will not
exceed 0.0063.

On the other hand, Figures 2(c)–(d) plot the change in power from using GA for randomisation for the same PP(0.6)
and UX tests respectively. As such, we see that for both there is power loss over most of the parameter space, and it
can be substantial for some p0, p1, exceeding as much as 0.42 for PP(0.6). Overall, then, PP(0.6) and UX exhibit little
type I error rate inflation, but at the cost of possible substantial power reduction with only a much smaller possible
improvement in power depending on the response probabilities.

With the same estimation method as in Figure 2(b), the estimated change in power from using RS for randomisation is
plotted in Figures 2(e)–(f). Since all the values are smaller in absolute value than 0.004, again there is no significant
evidence of power reduction and evidence that any improvement in power does not exceed 0.0083. We can therefore
conclude that while GA can have significant negative distorting effects on inference, this is not the case with RS.
However, using RS for randomisation is much more computationally costly, so that there is a necessary trade-off in the
approximation method chosen.

3.2.3 Assessing the impact of approximating for statistical testing

If the test statistic T1 = 1− T0 is approximated, we can look at the impact made by both RS and GA on the type I error
rate and power for both PP(0.6) and UX, and N = 200, as is done in Figure 3. Indeed, Figure 3(a) shows the graph of
the type I error rate with and without GA for these tests, and we can see that unlike in Figure 2(a) the impact is both
more significant and alters the qualitative behaviour of the graph. For both tests, large p show substantial error deflation
while for other p not near 0 there is large error inflation, reaching 0.048 for PP(0.6) and 0.031 for UX. As for RS,
Figure 3(b) plots the same quantity as Figure 2(b) but with RS used for testing instead of randomisation. For both tests,
the difference in the type I error rate is less than 0.003 so there is no statistically significant evidence of error inflation.

Further, Figures 3(c)–(d) show the change in power from using GA for inference for these same two tests respectively.
In both cases the power can change dramatically, increasing over most of the space, especially in (d), but decreasing
if either p0 or p1 is large. Under the PP(0.6) test, the power increase is largest if one of p0, p1 is close to 0 while the
other is close to 0.2, and reaches 0.65, while the decrease is largest if one of p0, p1 is close to 1 while the other is close
to 0.9, and reaches 0.75. For the UX test these values are even larger, with the largest power increase of 0.81 when
one of p0, p1 is close to 0 while the other is close to 0.4, and the largest power decrease of 0.84 when one of p0, p1 is
close to 1 while the other is close to 0.8. It is also noteworthy that though this correspondence is rather inexact, the
response probabilities that improve power when GA is used for randomisation are also typically those where power is
also reduced when GA is used for testing.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Figure 2: For N = 200 and different values of p0 and p1: (a) the type I error rate if p0 = p1 = p for tests PP(0.6),
UX using exact probabilities and GA for randomisation; (b) the estimated difference in type I error rate if RS or exact
probabilities are used for randomisation; the power change from using GA for randomisation for the (c) PP(0.6), (d)
UX, tests; and the estimated power change from using RS for randomisation for the (e) PP(0.6), (f) UX, tests.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Figure 3: For N = 200 and different values of p0 and p1: (a) the type I error rate if p0 = p1 = p for tests PP(0.6),
UX using exact probabilities and GA for testing; (b) the estimated difference in the type I error rate if RS or exact
probabilities are used for testing; the power change from using GA for testing for the (c) PP(0.6), (d) UX, tests; and the
estimated power change from using RS for testing for the (e) PP(0.6), (f) UX, tests.
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Finally, Figures 3(e)–(f) show the estimated changes in power from using RS for testing. For both tests, larger response
probabilities typically induce power loss while smaller ones typically induce power gain. Nevertheless, we can see that
the behaviour becomes qualitatively different depending on the test used, with PP(0.6) having a maximal power gain of
almost 0.02 and a maximal power loss of only at most 0.008, and the reverse for UX. Even subtracting 0.0043 from
each of these to account for the estimates’ 95% confidence intervals, we can see that RS can lead to non-trivial power
increases and decreases for the PP(0.6) and UX tests respectively, though still much smaller than the corresponding
effect of using GA.

As a result, if we wish to keep power similar to the original trial design, using RS to calculate test statistics is much
better than GA, and the additional computational cost of this is less significant. Yet some bias is still introduced as
compared with the use of RS for randomisation, so that the lower computational penalty comes at the cost of accuracy.
Meanwhile, though GA is computationally cheaper, it also induces significant distortions especially if used for test
statistics, likely because a small error in the test statistic can directly lead to a different decision at the end of the trial in
a way that is not possible if randomisation probabilities are slightly changed. In the case of UX however, the type I
error rate remains controlled at the required level over the whole parameter space and there are substantial power gains
for smaller response probabilities, so that for this test GA may actually be advisable if p0 and p1 are unlikely to be
large. As such, even if the same Bayesian-based test statistic is used, it is important to also consider the objectives of
the test, as this can make a difference to the suitability of different approximation methods.

4 Case Study: the ESET trial

Real trials are likely to be more complex than the set-up from the previous section, so we consider an example
with a larger number of patients, more than two treatment arms, randomisation in blocks, an initial period of equal
randomisation called the burn-in, possible early stopping, and tuning. We aim to deduce practical recommendations for
the appropriate choice of calculation method of posterior probabilities in a realistic situation.

The Established Status Epilepticus Treatment (ESET) trial (Bleck et al., 2013) compares the efficacy of available
treatments for benzodiazepine-refractory status epilepticus by indentifying the best and/or worst treatment among
fosphenytoin (fPHT), levetiracetam (LVT), and valproic acid (VPA) in patients older than 2 years. Since all these
treatments are in use there is no control, and for convenience we label them 0, 1, and 2 respectively. Up to 795 patients
are recruited, but to account for re-enrolment, treatment crossover, and missing data, 720 unique patients were assumed
to have data for final analysis. After randomising the first 300 patients equally to each treatment arm, T-BRAR with the
variance-scaling tuning procedure and parameter m = 2 in Equation (6) is used but with randomisation probabilities
only updated every 100 patients.

The trial considered the null hypothesis for which there is neither a unique best nor unique worst of three treatments,
and alternative hypotheses representing either one treatment being best, one being worst, or both, so that

H0 : p0 = p1 = p2;Hj : pj > pj′ for j′ ̸= j;

Hj : pj < pj′ for j′ ̸= j;Hj,j′ : pj > pj′′ > pj for j′′ ̸= j, j′.

Moreover, we define a test statistic to correspond to a particular treatment being worst, T ′
j(Hi) := Qi(pj <

maxj′ ̸=j pj′). This can be calculated in the same way as Tj since Qi(pj < maxj′ ̸=j pj′) = Qi(1 − pj >
maxj′ ̸=j 1 − pj′). If no early stopping has occurred, at the end of the trial the null hypothesis is rejected in favour
of Hj,j′ if Tj(HN ) > 0.975 and T ′

j′(HN ) > 0.975 where j and j′ are distinct arms that have not been dropped
representing the best and worst treatment respectively. Otherwise, the null hypothesis is rejected in favour of Hj if
Tj(HN ) > 0.975, or of Hj if T ′

j(HN ) > 0.975, where j is defined as before.

Interim analyses are carried out after each block of 100 patients is randomised according to the T-BRAR procedure, so
that this is first done after 400 patients have been allocated treatment. If the posterior probability of treatment j being
optimal at that point, i.e. Tj(Hi), is greater than 0.975, the null hypothesis is rejected in favour of Hj . As such, the
design prioritises stopping the trial early having identified the superior treatment over identifying the inferior treatment.
Further, if at an interim analysis Qi(pj < 0.25) ≥ 0.95, then treatment arm j is dropped. If all treatments are dropped,
the trial stops for futility. It should be noted that the original design has a further futility stopping rule (outlined on p. 91
of Bleck et al. (2013)) that has been omitted here for simplicity.

We are interested in the effect of changing the frequency of interim adaptation/analysis, which we call b, and the number
of patients equally assigned to each arm at the start of the trial, which we call B. The configuration previously described
corresponds to B = b = 100. In this trial, prior to randomising the next block of patients, it is determined whether
or not the trial can be stopped early by computing the test statistics. As such, there is no computational advantage to
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Table 1: Maximal time (in seconds) taken to compute 10,000 ESET trials with different posterior probability calculation
methods, burn-in period lengths B, and frequencies of interim analyses b.

B
b 100 20 5 1

Exact
100 196 194 205 281
50 193 200 209 294
0 191 196 216 290

GA
100 8.96 28.5 106 529
50 9.99 43.0 152 692
0 12.7 49.7 189 853

RS
100 855 2740 10100 49300
50 967 3720 14000 64500
0 1210 4540 17100 76500

Table 2: Type I error rate and power of ESET trials based on 105 simulations with different randomisation and testing
calculation methods, burn-in period lengths B, and frequencies of interim analyses b.

Exact GA

B
b 100 20 5 1 100 20 5 1

Type I error rate
for p0, p1, p2

= 0.5,0.5,0.5 (%)

100 3.80 5.06 5.80 6.50 4.18 5.51 6.36 6.93
50 4.82 6.51 7.87 8.69 5.14 7.15 8.57 9.38
0 5.88 8.97 11.52 13.90 6.46 11.44 15.33 18.85

Power for
p0, p1, p2

= 0.5,0.5,0.65 (%)

100 90.73 92.34 93.12 93.64 90.83 92.28 93.33 93.68
50 90.97 92.91 93.61 94.01 91.01 92.78 93.51 94.03
0 91.53 92.90 93.41 93.53 91.51 92.77 93.07 92.67

Power for
p0, p1, p2

= 0.5,0.65,0.65 (%)

100 66.19 63.17 61.48 60.23 66.45 63.45 61.74 60.70
50 62.89 58.47 55.89 54.63 62.95 58.94 56.49 54.92
0 60.72 54.88 51.26 48.36 60.86 54.96 50.50 47.23

calculating the randomisation probabilities faster but less accurately, since other than at the first block of patients these
probabilities are just test statistics that would already have been calculated using a slower and more accurate method.

Table 1 compares how long it takes to compute 104 simulations of an ESET trial (in the computationally-worst case
it doesn’t stop early for each simulation) for different values of B, b, and different methods if they are used both for
randomisation and testing. We can see that generally for non-exact methods, as B decreases the computational time
increases, though by less than a factor of 2, while for exact calculation the change is less significant. As for decreasing
b, again this leads to slower computation in general, though the effect is much smaller for exact calculation. For the
other methods, however, the computational penalty of a more sequential trial (i.e. a smaller b) is particularly stark, with
b = 1 being about as much as 67 times slower than b = 100 if either GA or RS is used. Further, using GA is faster than
exact calculation for b ≥ 5, but slower if b = 1, with exact calculation performing better for smaller B. Using RS, on
the other hand, is much slower than exact calculation for the range of B and b considered, with computation slowed
down by about as much as 264 times. This makes it particularly difficult to use simulations to accurately calculate
various operating characteristics, or to explore a range of different response probabilities. For example, for a fully
sequential trial even with B = 100, it takes about 137 hours to calculate type I error rate for a single set of response
probabilities to the accuracy used in Table 2.

Since we saw that calculating the type I error rate or power to a suitable accuracy is not computationally feasible for
more sequential trials if RS is used for randomisation, we will consider the impact on accuracy of GA as compared with
exact calculation. For inferential concerns, Table 2 shows the type I error rate and power of an ESET trial for different
values of B and b, depending on whether GA or exact calculation is used. Each of its entries is obtained using 105

simulations, so that the same confidence interval of radius 0.0043 as in the previous section applies, while noting that
this is in fact a conservative bound if the probabilities are small as in the case of the type I error rate. For example, if
the estimated probability is less than 0.05 or 0.1, the radius can be shrunk to 0.022 or 0.034 respectively. The type I
error rate was considered for p0 = p1 = p2 = 0.5 since this was the null scenario the original trial was designed under.
We can establish that in this case, for the values considered other than B, b =100,100 or 100,20 or 50,100, using GA
instead of exact calculation induces statistically significant type I error rate inflation. This error rate inflation is worst
for the smallest B or b, both in absolute and percentage terms, so that this cannot be attributed simply to the underlying
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Table 3: Heuristic recommendations for a method to compute posterior probabilities in a BRAR trial based on: the
number of treatment arms; whether accuracy, computational speed, or a mixture are prioritised; the length of the burn-in
period; and the frequency of interim analyses at which patients are randomised and early stopping is permitted.

infrequent interim analyses frequent interim analyses
longer burn-in shorter burn-in longer burn-in shorter burn-in

≤ 3 arms
Acc. Exact Exact Exact Exact
Mix GA Exact Exact Exact

Comp. GA Exact/GA Exact/GA Exact

4-5 arms
Acc. Exact Exact Exact Exact
Mix GA Exact Exact/GA Exact

Comp. GA Exact/GA GA Exact

≥ 6 arms
Acc. RS RS RS RS
Mix GA RS RS/GA RS

Comp. GA RS/GA GA RS

type I error rate increasing as B and b are varied. It is especially bad if there is no burn-in period, in which case the type
I error rate increases by 0.0247 (a 27.6% increase) if b = 20, and by 0.495 (a 35.6% increase) if b = 1.

Comparing power when using GA instead of exact calculation, if p0, p1, p2 = 0.5, 0.5, 0.65 as in the original trial
designed to have a power exceeding 0.9, there is no statistically significant improvement. On the other hand, for a fully
sequential trial with B = 0 using GA leads to a decrease in power of 0.0086. As such, the increased type I error rate
still leads at worst to a reduction in power and at best to an insignificant improvement. This is also the case if we aim to
identify the inferior treatment arm when p0, p1, p2 = 0.5, 0.65, 0.65.

In terms of the patient benefit metrics EPASA and VPASA, as for power and type I error rate the large number of states,
induced by the large trial size, prohibits exact calculation. Relying on simulations, however, prohibits finding a sharp
bound for the estimation error since these OCs can take large values. Nevertheless, even in the case when using GA
instead of exact calculation alters the trial most significantly, namely when B = 0 and b = 1, using GA instead of
exact calculation for p0, p1, p2 = 0.5, 0.5, 0.65 only increased the EPASA by 0.933 and the VPASA by 3026 (increases
by 0.16% and 21% respectively) corresponding to an increase in the standard deviation in the proportion of patients
assigned to the superior treatment of 0.0167, on the basis of 105 simulations. As such, as in the previous section the
impact of approximating posterior probabilities on patient benefit is rather limited, but GA does improve the average
outcome slightly by increasing its variance rather more. This effect is, as expected, less severe if either b or B are
increased, for example with the EPASA increasing by 0.440 and the standard deviation in the proportion of patients
assigned to the superior treatment increasing by 4.01× 10−5 if B = b = 100.

5 Discussion

Overall, this paper illustrates a procedure to benchmark approximation methods for the calculation of posterior
probabilities in a BRAR trial by comparing different metrics with an exact calculation procedure. Crucially, we showed
how exact formulas for these probabilities, which to the best of our knowledge are seldom used, can be generalised
and implemented efficiently. This allowed us not only to more fairly compare the relative computational advantages
of different methods and even find situations in which exact calculation is optimal in this respect, but also to quantify
the impact on patient benefit and inference of different approximation methods. We show this impact to be significant
enough to warrant careful thought about the choice of method prior to designing a trial, particularly for more sequential
or aggressively adaptive designs that use these probabilities.

5.1 Guidance

Exact calculation of posterior probabilities in a BRAR trial has the advantage of not needing to be tuned like the number
of simulations in RS, or to be verified as being safe like GA due to its significant potential distortions, but can sometimes
come at a computational cost. To tune RS one can consult Equation (11) and set K based on the error desired. The
potential adverse inferential errors induced by approximation depend substantially on the success probabilities, and
can lead to different recommendations based on the aim of the test. Nevertheless, a less accurate approximation has a
more limited impact in randomisation probabilities than in test statistics, though both can be significant. As for patient
benefit, approximation does not significantly impact this, though for more aggressively adaptive trials GA improves
average patient prospects with increased variability.
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If K is set to 104 for RS, uniform priors are used, the maximal number of patients in the trial is fixed, and interim
analyses are used both to randomise patients in blocks and for early stopping, Table 3 presents a heuristic to choose
the computation method considering the number of treatment arms, the frequency of randomisation, the length of the
burn-in period, as well as different possible priorities. “Acc." corresponds to sacrificing computational efficiency for the
sake of accuracy as might be the case in a confirmatory trial, while “Comp." corresponds to prioritising computational
speed over accuracy (both within reasonable bounds) as might be the case when wanting to explore a larger parameter
space for an exploratory trial. “Mix" corresponds to a desire to balance these considerations.

Note, for example from comparing the results in Sections 3 and 4, that the accuracies of different methods, especially
relative to each other, are not substantially changed by different numbers of treatment arms. As for computational time,
the nature of its rapid growth for exact evaluation as the number of treatments increases was shown in Section 2, and
relative to this it does not change significantly for both GA and RS. Combining these with our analyses of trials with 2
or 3 arms allows us to extend recommendations to trials with a larger number of treatments as was done in Table 3. A
key takeaway is that for trials with frequent interim analyses, a small burn-in period, and fewer than 6 treatment arms,
exact evaluation is likely most suitable regardless of the priority chosen.

If instead early stopping is less frequent than randomisation, using GA for randomisation and RS for testing becomes
more appropriate if there are at least 4 treatment arms and either we are prioritising accuracy, or the burn-in period is
short and we are prioritising a balance of accuracy and computational speed.
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A Supporting Lemmas

Lemma 1. Qi ≡ Qi,0 × . . .×Qi,k−1 where Qi,j for 0 ≤ j < k is defined by

Qi,j(B) :=

∫
B
x
Si,j

j (1− xj)
Ni,j−Si,jQj(dxj)∫ 1

0
x
Si,j

j (1− xj)Ni,j−Si,jQj(dxj)
(12)

for some set B ⊆ [0, 1]. As a result, it follows that

πQ
S-BRAR,j(Hi) =

∫
xj>maxj′ ̸=j xj′

∏k−1
j′=0 x

Sj′,i
j′ (1− xj′)

Nj′,i−Sj′,iQj′(dxj′)∫
[0,1]k

∏k−1
j′=0 x

Sj′,i
j′ (1− xj′)

Nj′,i−Sj′,iQj′(dxj′)
. (13)

Proof. Let fpj
be the probability density function for Qj , fHi|p be that of the distribution of Hi|p, and fp|Hi

be that of
Qi. Then,

fHi|p(hi|q) =
k−1∏
j=0

q
Si,j

j (1− pj)
Ni,j−Si,j

i−1∏
i′=0

π(hi′)
Ai′+1(1− π(hi′))

1−Ai′+1 ,

so that by Bayes’ theorem,

fp|Hi
(q|hi) =

∏k−1
j=0 fpj (qj)q

Si,j

j (1− qj)
Ni,j−Si,j∫

[0,1]k

∏k−1
j=0 fpj (qj)q

Si,j

j (1− qj)Ni,j−Si,jdq

=

k−1∏
j=0

fpj
(qj)q

Si,j

j (1− qj)
Ni,j−Si,j∫ 1

0
fpj

(qj)q
Si,j

j (1− qj)Ni,j−Si,jdqj
.
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Lemma 2. If for all 0 ≤ j < k, Qj
d≡ Beta(aj , bj) for some a, b ∈ [1,∞)k, then Qi d≡

Śk−1
j=0 Beta(aj + Si,j , bj +

Ni,j − Si,j).

Proof. From the first part of Lemma 1,

Qi,j(B) ∝
∫
B

x
Si,j

j (1− xj)
Ni,j−Si,j

x
aj−1
j (1− xj)

bj−1

B(aj , bj)
dxj

∝
∫
B

x
aj+Si,j−1
j (1− xj)

bj+Ni,j−Si,j−1dxj ,

which is of the required form to give the required result again by Lemma 1.
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