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ABSTRACT
Extrapolating treatment effects from related studies is a promising strategy for designing and
analyzing clinical trials in situations where achieving an adequate sample size is challenging.
Bayesian methods are well-suited for this purpose, as they enable the synthesis of prior
information through the use of prior distributions. While the operating characteristics of
Bayesian approaches for borrowing data from control arms have been extensively studied [1],
methods that borrow treatment effects—quantities derived from the comparison between
two arms—remain less well understood.
In this paper, we present the findings of an extensive simulation study designed to address
this gap. We evaluate the frequentist operating characteristics of these methods, including
the probability of success, mean squared error, bias, precision, and credible interval coverage.
Our results provide insights into the strengths and limitations of existing methods in the
context of confirmatory trials. In particular, we show that the Conditional Power Prior and
the Robust Mixture Prior perform better overall, while the test-then-pool variants and the
p-value-based power prior display suboptimal performance.
Disclaimer: This document expresses the opinion of the authors of the paper, and may not
be understood or quoted as being made on behalf of or reflecting the position of Quinten
Health or the European Medicines Agency or one of its committees or working parties.

1 Introduction

Information borrowing from historical or concurrent studies is a promising approach to evaluate medicines
for patient populations, such as children or rare diseases patients, in which performing standard randomized
controlled trials is difficult. Regulatory agencies are increasingly open to considering methodologies that
borrow external information from one or more source populations for the design and analysis of clinical
trials through approaches such as Bayesian methods, provided their use is justified. For example, ICH E11
(R1) underscores the ethical imperative to avoid unnecessary pediatric enrollment and suggests leveraging
external information in the design and analysis of clinical trials in pediatrics. ICH E11 (R1) was followed by
a guideline on pediatric extrapolation (EMA/CHMP/ICH/205218/2022) which provides recommendations,
in particular, for using Bayesian statistics in trial design and analysis in the pediatric context. Overall, these
guidelines emphasize the need to harmonize methodologies for extrapolation in drug development.

Despite these regulatory advancements, significant gaps remain in understanding the operating charac-
teristics of statistical methods that borrow treatment effects for the design and analysis of clinical trials. The
operating characteristics of different Bayesian methods, including the frequentist type 1 error, have been well
characterized for borrowing control arm data only [1]. However, when borrowing treatment effects, there is
limited understanding of how these characteristics are influenced by key factors such as the drift between
source and target treatment effects. This drift is defined as the difference between the expected value of the
treatment effect in the target study and the estimate of the treatment effect observed in the source study [2, 3,
4]. Moreover, the comparative performance of different approaches has not been systematically evaluated.
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Comparison of Bayesian methods for extrapolation of treatment effects

In this work, we perform a large-scale simulation study aimed at evaluating and comparing Bayesian and
frequentist methods for borrowing treatment effects in clinical trials under several scenarios. We varied, in
particular, the sample size of the clinical trial in the target population, the magnitude of the treatment effect,
as well as the parameters needed to specify the models. We then considered the impact of borrowing on the
probability of success and other key operating characteristics. By systematically examining the underlying
operating characteristics, this study seeks to provide a clearer understanding of how these methods perform
across varying settings and parameter choices.

2 Methods

2.1 Scenarios considered

To mimic the situation of pediatric extrapolation, where information on the treatment effect in adults may be
used to inform trials in pediatrics, we focus on scenarios where non-concurrent data sources could be used
to inform the design and analysis of a target clinical trial. Importantly, no covariates were included.

2.1.1 Selected case studies

To ensure the scenarios considered in the simulation study are realistic, we took inspiration from existing
studies in adults and pediatrics. We searched for studies where the efficacy of treatment was assessed in
similar settings in adults and in pediatrics, and that cover a variety of endpoints, summary measures, disease
areas, and sample sizes. This selection is summarized in Supplementary Table S8.

Botox for the treatment of lower limb spasticity (continuous endpoint) We considered a case study on
Botox introduced in Wang, Travis, and Gajewski [5], based on a published phase 3 RCT in 412 pediatric
patients to evaluate Botox with standardized physical therapy to treat lower limb spasticity. The primary
endpoint was the change in a relevant clinical score. There was not enough evidence to declare the treatment
superior to the control, yet Botox was previously approved in adults with a similar indication.

Dapagliflozin for the management of type II diabetes (continuous endpoint) As another case study with a
continuous endpoint, we considered the RCT reported in Shehadeh et al. [6], investigating the efficiency
of Dapagliflozin for the management of uncontrolled type 2 diabetes in pediatric patients (N = 81 in the
Dapagliflozin group, N = 76 in the placebo group). The primary endpoint was change in HbA(1c) at week 26.
Analysis of the data demonstrated the effectiveness of Dapagliflozin. As a source study, we considered a
phase 3 trial including adults with type 2 diabetes receiving daily metformin and had inadequate glycemic
control [7]. For correspondence between the study in adults and pediatrics, we focused on the arm receiving
5 mg daily Dapagliflozin (N = 133) and the placebo arm (N = 134). The treatment effect, measured as the
difference in mean decrease in HbAc between the two arms, from baseline to week 24 (assumed normally
distributed) is 0.36 (95% CI 0.16 to 0.56) [8].

Belimumab for the treatment of seropositive systemic lupus erythematosus (binary endpoint) As a case
of binary endpoint, we considered the study of intravenous Belimumab for use in pediatrics aged 5-17 years
with active, seropositive systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) [9, 4]. A pediatric post-marketing RCT in
pediatrics was conducted with a total of 92 subjects [10], and a post-hoc Bayesian analysis which borrowed
information from the treatment effect in a phase 3 adult study was performed [11] . The data from the two
trials in adults are pooled and considered to be one single source of historical data. The pooled odds ratio
based on a total of NS = 1125 subjects from these studies was 1.62 (95% CI, 1.27 - 2.05).

Aprepitant for the prevention of postoperative nausea and vomiting (binary endpoint) As another case
study with a binary endpoint, we considered the use of Aprepitant for the prevention of postoperative
nausea and vomiting in pediatric subjects [12]. An adult trial with sample sizes 293 and 280 in the treatment
and control groups showed a response of 63.0% in the treatment group, and 55.0% in the control group. [13].
A similar randomized phase 2b study was completed in pediatrics [14]. The endpoint was the absence of
vomiting and the non-use of rescue therapy within 0–24 hours post-surgery. The difference in response rates
in the treatment group and control group was 3.4% .

In this case study (in which the treatment effect is a difference in proportions), we followed an approach
initially described in Jin and Yin [15], in which a prior is put on the target study control rate (such as a beta
prior or a uniform prior in the [0,1] range), and a prior is put on the target study treatment effect (such as a
truncated normal).
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Teriflunomide for the treatment of Multiple Sclerosis (time-to-event endpoint) As a case study with a
time-to-event endpoint, we considered the study on Safety and Efficacy of Teriflunomide vs Placebo in
pediatric Multiple Sclerosis (TERIKIDS) [16], which assessed Teriflunomide in pediatrics (57 placebo vs 109
Teriflunomide). Bovis, Ponzano, Signori, Schiavetti, Bruzzi, and Sormani [17] applied a Bayesian approach
for estimating the effect of Teriflunomide in pediatrics in the TERIKIDS study, by integrating the available
knowledge on Teriflunomide in adults. As source studies, they used published data from 2 randomized
clinical trials testing Teriflunomide in adult patients with MS (TEMSO3: 363 placebo vs 359 Teriflunomide
O’Connor et al. [18], and TOWER4: 389 placebo vs 372 Teriflunomide Confavreux et al. [19]). The primary
endpoint was the time to first relapse, and the treatment effect summary measure was the log hazard ratio
for active treatment compared to placebo (assumed to be normally distributed). Bovis, Ponzano, Signori,
Schiavetti, Bruzzi, and Sormani [17] pooled hazard ratios (HRs) and 95% CIs on time-to-first relapse (log
scale) by inverse of variance weighting. The observed HRs of Teriflunomide on time-to-first relapse in
TEMSO, TOWER, and in TERIKIDS were 0.72 (95% CI, 0.58-0.90), 0.63 (95% CI, 0.50-0.79), and 0.66 (95% CI,
0.39-1.11), respectively.

Mepolizumab for the management of severe asthma (recurrent event endpoint) As a case of recurrent
event endpoint, we considered a case study described in detail in Best, Price, Pouliquen, and Keene [20],
based on a post hoc analysis of the MENSA trial of Mepolizumab in severe asthma [21] by Keene, Best,
Price, and Pouliquen [22]. In the MENSA trial, the primary endpoint was the rate of clinically significant
exacerbations per year. The summary measure of the treatment effect was the log event rate ratio obtained
from negative binomial regression of the observed exacerbation counts (normal approximation) for active
treatment compared to placebo. The trial included 25 adolescents (9 control patients) and 551 adult subjects
(182 in the control group). The log(RR) in adolescents is -0.40 with standard error 0.703, whereas the log(RR)
in adults is -0.69, with a standard error of 0.13 [20]. To determine the rate in the adult control group, we
used the data from Ortega et al. [21]. We assumed that the effect of the pediatric subgroup in the overall rate
computation is negligible, and therefore set the adult control rate equal to the overall control rate, 1.74. We
then computed the rate in the treatment group so as to be consistent with the control rate and the log(RR),
that is 0.87.

2.1.2 Sample sizes

For a given case study, the source data sample size NS was fixed across scenarios, but we varied the target
data sample size NT in a range of values where the maximum is the same as NS, and the minimum is a
much lower value, but still realistic for a trial in pediatrics.We therefore included cases where NT = NS,
NT = NS/2, NT = NS/4 and NT = NS/6. The corresponding sample sizes for each case study are given in
Supplementary Table S1. The sample sizes in each arm of the target study were equal.

2.1.3 Drift in treatment effect

The drift in treatment effect is defined as the difference between the expected value of the treatment effect
in the new study and the estimate of the source treatment effect, δ = θT − θ̂S [1, 3, 4]. It is the key driver
of bias when using extrapolation. We are particularly interested in drift values corresponding to a target
treatment effect θT ∈ [θ0, θ̂S], where θ0 is the boundary of the null hypothesis space Θ0 (drift in [θ0 − θ̂S, 0])).
We focused in particular on three scenario categories :

1. the expected value of the effect in the target population is the same as the observed treatment effect
in the source population ("consistent treatment effect"),

2. the expected value of the effect in the target population is half that observed in the source population
("partially consistent treatment effect"),

3. there is no treatment effect in the target population.

Where needed, the interval θT ∈ [θ0, θ̂S] was extended to properly characterize the OCs of interest. Details
on the approach used to calculate extended limits and the specific ranges considered for each use case are
provided in the supplementary section A.1 of the supplemental material.

2.1.4 Changes in the denominator of source ratio summary measures

We intended to determine if changes in the denominator value of a ratio-like summary measure (i.e. RR, OR,
HR) have an impact on the operating characteristics. To do so, two additional values are considered for the
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denominator of the source study summary measures: 1/2 and 3/2 of the original study value, while keeping
the value of the treatment effect in the source study constant. Such change implies a change in the standard
error on the treatment effect in the source study.

2.2 Data generation and sampling approximations

When generating aggregate data for simulated trials, two alternatives can be considered: The first ap-
proach is to generate aggregate data following the true data-generating mechanism. Another approach,
computationally more efficient in some cases, is to generate the summary aggregate data by assuming a
sampling mechanism that matches the likelihood used at the analysis stage (later referred to as "approximate
sampling"). The Teriflunomide case study (time-to-event endpoints) is the only case study for which we
used approximate sampling in order to gain computational speed. Below, we detail the approaches used for
sampling aggregate data for each case study.

2.2.1 Data generation for continuous endpoints

For continuous endpoints, we simply sampled patient-level data from N
(
θ̂S + δ, σ2

T
)
. The corresponding

summary measures (estimate of the mean and standard error on the mean) were then computed. The target
data sampling variance σ2

T was set as a scenario parameter. Note that this is not the variance used at the
analysis stage. At the analysis stage, we assumed that the target data variance is known, and equal to the
empirical variance in the target data sample, σ̂2

T .

2.2.2 Data generation for binary endpoints

To generate summary measures that are log odds ratio, we sampled data according to the true data-generating
process, that is: n(c)

T ∼ B(n
(c)
T |N

(c)
T , p(c)T ) and n(t)

T ∼ B(n
(t)
T |N

(t)
T , p(t)T ), where :

• na
T : number of responders in arm a (c : control, t : target) of the target trial.

• Na
T : number of subjects in arm a of the target trial.

• p(c)T : response rate in arm a of the target trial.

Then, we computed the corresponding estimated rates : p̂a
T =

na
T

Na
T

, and finally, the summary measure of the

treatment effect: θ̂T = log
(

p̂(t)T /(1− p̂(t)T )

p̂(c)T /(1− p̂(c)T )

)
. Additionally, we estimated the standard error on the treatment

effect as: σ̂θT =
√

1
n(c)

T

+ 1
N(c)

T −n(c)
T

+ 1
n(t)

T

+ 1
N(t)

T −n(c)
T

. We assumed that the response rates are the same in the

source and target studies control arms. So, for drift δ, the response rate in the target study treatment arm is:
p(t)T = eδ

eδ+1/oddsS
, where oddsS is the observed odds in the source study.

2.2.3 Data generation for time-to-event endpoints

To limit computational time, we used approximate sampling in this case. To do so, we first sample a number
of events in each arm a, n(a)

T , from P(λ(a)
T ∆tN(a)

T ), where ∆t is the maximum follow-up time. λ
(c)
T and λ

(t)
T are

the rates in the control arm and treatment arm of the target study, respectively. We then sampled summary

measures of the treatment effect fromN
(

log(λ(t)
T /λ

(c)
T ),

√
1

n(t)
T

+ 1
n(c)

T

)
. Note that we do not sample directly

from N
(

log(λ(t)
T /λ

(c)
T ),

√
(λ

(c)
T ∆tN(c)

T )−1 + (λ
(t)
T ∆tN(t)

T )−1
)

as we observed that this does not provide an

accurate approximation to the true data-generating process. However, when comparing the power of a
frequentist t-test for comparison with Bayesian methods, we assume that the standard error on the log rates

ratio is
√
(λ

(c)
T ∆tN(c)

T )−1 + (λ
(t)
T ∆tN(t)

T )−1 in this case. We assumed λ
(c)
T = λ

(c)
S , so that λ

(t)
T = eδλ

(t)
S .
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2.2.4 Data generation for recurrent event endpoints

We sampled individual patients’ data from a negative binomial distribution, and then estimated the parame-
ters of this distribution from the data.

The negative binomial distribution can be parameterized using its mean µ and the dispersion parameter k.
The mean µ is the expected number of failures before achieving k successes. Assuming a normal distribution
for the mean, and using the delta method, the standard error of the log event rate ratio is approximated as:

SE
(

log
(

λt

λc

))
≈

√√√√√ 1
nt
·


√

µt +
µ2

t
k

µt

2

+
1
nc
·


√

µc +
µ2

c
k

µc

2

2.3 Statistical methods for information borrowing

The choice of statistical methods to be considered for the simulation study is based on an extensive literature
review. For each method, we varied the parameters that affect the amount of borrowing. These parameters
are summarized in Table S7. The configurations used are summarized in Tables S9 and S10.

2.3.1 Separate analysis and pooling

For each borrowing method, a comparison was made against the power of frequentist analyses that use either
full borrowing (pooling) or no borrowing (separate) at the nominal type 1 error rate of 2.5%. The empirical
variance is estimated from the sample data, therefore, when the likelihood is Gaussian, the corresponding
frequentist test is a t-test. For each method of interest, the power of the t-test was evaluated at different
significance levels that depend on the unconditional type 1 error rate of the borrowing method of interest.
When the likelihood is given by Figure S1 (Aprepitant case study), we used a test of difference of proportions
based on Cohen’s h.

For comparison of other operating characteristics and inference metrics, we implemented Bayesian
analyses that pool the data or perform a separate analysis.

2.3.2 Conditional Power Prior

As a Bayesian baseline, and to investigate the effect of borrowing without adaptation to prior-data conflict,
we started by investigating the effect of fixed borrowing with discounted adult posteriors as priors.

In order to incorporate a fixed amount of information from source studies into the prior for θT , Ibrahim
and Chen [23] introduced the power prior (also referred to as the Conditional Power Prior (CPP) [24]):

π(θT |DS, γ) ∝ L (θT |DS)
γπ0(θT), (1)

where γ ∈ [0, 1], and π0(θT) denotes the so-called "initial" prior distribution for θT . The main feature of the
method is that the impact of source data on the posterior distribution can be controlled by choosing the
value of the power parameter γ, thus providing a simple way of discounting prior information. When γ = 1,
data from the source and target study are pooled, whereas if γ = 0, data from the source study are discarded.
This power parameter allows smoothly changing the analysis from no borrowing to pooling. This method
assumes that the parameter of interest θT is the same in the source and target studies. In the Normal-Normal
model, this is equivalent to inflating the prior variance by a factor 1/γ.

For normal likelihood, we used a custom implementation using the analytical posterior. In the Aprepitant
case study, we used a custom implementation that relied on Stan for MCMC inference.

2.3.3 Frequentist test-then-pool

With the frequentist test-then-pool method [1], the idea is to assess the difference between source and target
data before deciding whether to pool the data or not. The hypothesis H0 : θT = θS is tested. If H0 is
rejected, this indicates that the data should not be pooled, and should be analyzed independently. Liu [25]
argues that testing the difference between θS and θT may not be the best approach, and proposed testing an
equivalence hypothesis instead, with: H0 : |θS − θT | > λ versus H1 : |θS − θT | < λ, where λ > 0 represents
a predetermined equivalence margin. They compute the p-value as the maximum of the p-values for testing
two one-sided hypotheses: H0a : θS− θT > λ and H0b : θS− θT < −λ [26]. Under this approach, a significant
p-value implies the rejection of the null hypothesis of non-equivalence.
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We investigated both of these approaches using t-tests. Borrowing is determined by the significance level
of the equivalence/difference test, and the equivalence margin.

2.3.4 Normalized Power Prior

In the power prior approach, the power prior parameter γ can be treated as a random variable subject to
inference by making use of a prior π(γ) in a hierarchical model. This gives rise to the normalized power
prior (NPP, Duan, Ye, Smith, and Smith [27] and Neuenschwander, Branson, and Spiegelhalter [28]), defined
as :

π(θT , γ|DS) = C(γ)L (θT |DS)
γπ0(θT)π(γ), (2)

where C(γ) is a normalizing constant:

C(γ) = 1
/ ∫

L (θT |DS)
γπ0(θT)dθT . (3)

We used a beta prior on the power parameter: γ ∼ Beta(p, q), which is a common choice [29, 30]. Analytical
derivation for the prior and posterior distributions obtained with a normalized power prior with a normal
likelihood, a Beta prior on the power parameter γ ∼ Be(p, q), and known standard deviation, can be found
in the supplementary material (supplementary section A.2 )

Generalizing the Normalized Power Prior to borrow treatment effect in the Aprepitant case study is not
straightforward. Therefore, in this case, we assumed a normal likelihood.

2.3.5 Empirical Bayes PP

Gravestock, Held, and COMBACTE-Net consortium [29] proposed an empirical Bayes adaptation of the
Normalized Power Prior. The authors derive an analytical posterior for the empirical power prior in the case
of a normal likelihood and a beta prior on γ:

δ̂ =
σ2

θS

max
{(

θ̂T − θ̂S
)2

, σ2
θT

+ σ2
θS

}
− σ2

θT

, (4)

where the max is required to restrict δ̂ ≤ 1. Under the same prior and the same likelihood, the empirical
Bayes posterior distribution is given by:

p
(
θT | θ̂T , θ̂S, δ = δ̂

)
∝

N
(

θT | θ̂T , σ2
θT

)
×N

(
θT | θ̂S,

(
θ̂T − θ̂S

)2 − σ2
θT

)
if
(
θ̂S − θ̂T

)2
> σ2

θT
+ σ2

θS

N
(

θT | θ̂T , σ2
θT

)
×N

(
θT | θ̂S, σ2

θS

)
otherwise.

(5)

2.3.6 P-value based power prior

In a generalization of the test-then-pool approach, Liu [25] proposed a method for selecting the power
parameter γ in the Conditional Power Prior based on the p-value of an equivalence test between the source
and target data. The function used to determine γ is:

γ = exp
[

k
1− p

ln(1− p)
]

, (6)

where k is a shape parameter that must be specified. More source data is borrowed when the p-value is
close to 0 (i.e., the non-equivalence null hypothesis is strongly rejected), and larger values of k imply that
more discounting will be applied to the source data for a given p-value. This method can be viewed as
an extension of the test-then-pool approach, with the power parameter smoothly adjusting the amount of
borrowing from no borrowing to pooling. Again, we used t-tests to compare the source and target studies.
In the Aprepitant case study, for all test-then-pool variants (including the p-value-based power prior), we
performed a t-test to compute the p-value, then analyzed the data assuming the model structure in Figure S1.

2.3.7 Commensurate Power Prior

The commensurate power prior is given by [31]:
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π(θT , γ, τ|DS) =
∫

π(θT |θS, τ)
L(θS|DS)

γπ0(θS)∫
L(θS|DS)γπ0(θS)dθS

dθS × p(γ|τ)p(τ) (7)

where π0(θS) is an initial prior for θS. Hobbs, Carlin, Mandrekar, and Sargent [31] chose the following
distributions:

θT |θS, τ ∼ N
(

θS,
1
τ

)
, and γ|τ ∼ Beta(g(τ), 1),

where g(τ) is a positive function of τ that is small for τ closed to zero and large for large values of τ.
When the evidence for commensurability is weak, τ is forced toward zero, increasing the variance of the
commensurate prior for θT . So the amount of borrowing can be adapted in two ways: through the power
prior parameter, or through the commensurability parameter.

Hobbs, Carlin, Mandrekar, and Sargent [31] considered the case of Gaussian likelihoods. They chose
g(log(τ)) = max(log(τ), 1) and put a flat tails Cauchy(0, 30) prior on log(τ).

We implemented the commensurate power prior for a variety of priors on the heterogeneity parameter in
Stan. However, preliminary tests showed that a Cauchy prior on log(heterogeneity) could lead to divergence
issues. Reducing the scale parameter from 30 to 10 led to relatively similar priors with less divergences.
Generalizing the Normalized Power Prior to borrow treatment effect in the Aprepitant case study is not
straightforward. Therefore, in this case, we assumed a normal likelihood.

2.3.8 Robust Mixture Prior

Schmidli, Gsteiger, Roychoudhury, O’Hagan, Spiegelhalter, and Neuenschwander [32], based on earlier
work by Greenhouse and Waserman [33], proposed the use of a mixture prior to adapt the amount of
borrowing while making the analysis more robust to prior-data conflict:

π(θT |DS = dS) = wπ(θT |Msource, DS = dS)

+ (1− w)π(θT |Mweak, DS = dS),
(8)

where Msource is a model corresponding to either consistency, subject-level exchangeability, or study-level
exchangeability. The weight w corresponds to Pr(Msource|DS), the prior belief corresponding to this model.
By contrast, Mweak is an alternative model corresponding to unrelated treatment effects in the source and
target studies. Each component in the mixture corresponds to a different assumption about the relationship
between studies: π(θT |Msource, DS) corresponds to an informative component based on the assumption that
studies are related, whereas π(θT |Mweak, DS) is typically a vague component. The posterior distribution
from the source study was used as the informative component π(θT |Msource, DS).

The posterior distribution of the target study treatment effect θT is a weighted average of the posterior
distributions under each model, weighted by their respective posterior model probabilities:

π(θT | DT = dT , DS = dS) = w̃π (θT | Msource , DT = dT , DS = dS)

+ (1− w̃)π (θT | Mweak , DT = dT , DS = dS) ,
(9)

where the updated weight w̃ corresponds to the posterior Pr (Msource | DT = dT , DS = dS).
So the mixture introduces robustness by allowing the vague prior to dominate if the heterogeneity

between source and target trials is large compared to within-trial variance.
As recommended by Schmidli, Gsteiger, Roychoudhury, O’Hagan, Spiegelhalter, and Neuenschwander

[32], we selected the variance of the vague component so that it corresponds to a unit-information prior.
More precisely, the variance of the vague component is such that it corresponds to the information brought
by one subject per arm in the target study. In the case of a normal likelihood, we used the RBesT package. In
the Aprepitant case, we relied on a custom implementation using Stan.

2.3.9 Adaptation of existing methods to the settings of interest

Normal likelihood When a normal likelihood is assumed, adapting methods developed to borrow the
control arm only to borrow the treatment effect is straightforward. Indeed, we only had to define a prior on
the treatment effect instead of the control arm summary measure and to use as likelihood N (θ̂T | θT , σ2

θT
)

instead of N ( p̂(t)T | p(t)T , σ2
p(t)T

).
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Binomial likelihood Adapting methods that borrow the control arm with a binomial likelihood to borrow
the treatment effect, with the model structure in Figure S1, is far from straightforward. In these cases, as
described in 2.3, we sometimes did not adapt the method and used a normal likelihood instead.

2.4 Analysis of the target trial

2.4.1 Decision criterion

We considered a one-sided null hypothesis θT ≤ θ0 for all case studies except for the Teriflunomide and
the Mepolizumab case studies, for which the null hypothesis was θT ≥ θ0. For all scenarios considered, we
chose θ0 = 0.

We denote Θ0 the null hypothesis space. Given observed data dS and dT in the source and target study
respectively, it was concluded that θT /∈ Θ0 if the posterior probability Pr(θT /∈ Θ0|DT = dT , DS = dS) > η,
with η = 0.975. This critical value η is chosen as it is equivalent to requiring the lower limit of the 95%
posterior credible interval calculated with the equal-tail method (i.e. with limits corresponding to the
quantiles 2.5% and 97.5% of the posterior distribution) for the treatment effect to be outside Θ0.

2.4.2 Likelihood

For all case studies except the Aprepitant case study, we assumed that the summary measure of the target
study is normally distributed. Therefore, in these cases, p(θ̂T |θT , σ2

θT
) = N (θ̂T | θT , σ2

θT
), where σ2

θT
is the

standard error on the target treatment effect, which, as explained above, is assumed known and estimated
based on the target data sample.

For binary endpoints, we included one case study in which the summary measure was the log odds ratio,
modeled on the log scale using a normal distribution (Belimumab, see 2.1.1), and one case (Aprepitant, see
2.1.1) in which, by contrast, the source data consists of N(c)

S (resp. N(t)
S ) Bernoulli trials with y(c)S (resp. y(t)S )

successes in the control arm (resp. the treatment arm), that is :

y(c)T | p(c)T ∼ Bin(p(c)T , NT)

y(t)T | p(t)T ∼ Bin(p(t)T , N(t)
T )

(10)

The corresponding model structure is described in Figure S1.
The likelihood L(θT |DT) is therefore :

p(DT |θT) =
∫ 1

p(c)T =0

∫ min(1+θT ,1)

p(t)T =max(θT ,0)
p(DT |θT , p(t)T , p(c)T )p(p(t)T , p(c)T |θT)dp(t)T dp(c)T

=
∫ 1

0
p(DT |p

(t)
T = θT + p(c)T , p(c)T )p(p(c)T )dp(c)T

=
∫ 1

0
Bin

(
y(c)T |p

(c)
T , N(c)

T

)
Bin

(
y(t)T |θT + p(c)T , N(t)

T

)
p(p(c)T )dp(c)T

(11)

We put a uniform prior on p(c)T .
For all case studies, we considered, for simplicity and because this is the most standard setting, that the

source and target data likelihoods belong to the same family of distributions.
When assuming a Gaussian likelihood, we considered that the standard error of the summary measure

in the target population is known, and we set the standard deviation to the sample standard deviation in the
target study, as is often done in meta-analytic approaches and in Bayesian borrowing [34, 20]. However, in
practice, the variance of the individual outcome may be substantially larger in the target study. For example,
pediatric populations tend to be less homogeneous compared to adults because, for instance, of change
in weight with age, organ maturation, and body composition differences [35]. Therefore, we included an
additional simulation scenario for the case studies with continuous endpoints (Botox and Dapagliflozin, see
section 2.1.1) where the simulated variance in the pediatric data is twice as large as the variance observed in
adults.
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2.4.3 Prior on the source study treatment effect

When multiple source studies were selected for a given target study, for simplicity, we aggregated their
results by simply pooling them. This isthe case for the Belimumab and Teriflunomide studies, where adults
data come from two studies with identical designs.

Even if the source data are kept fixed, several Bayesian borrowing methods need an initial prior π0(θS)
(i.e. prior before extrapolation) to be specified. This is the case, for example, with the family of power priors.
For normally distributed treatment effect, we put a vague initial prior N (0, 1000) on the treatment effect in
the source and target studies, except for the Normalized Power Prior [27] and the Empirical Bayes Power
Prior [29], for which we relied on existing implementations assuming flat initial priors. When the likelihood
was defined on the rates in each arm (in the Aprepitant case study), we used uniform priors on the control
rate, pc ∼ U (−1, 1), and a uniform prior on the treatment effect, θT |pc ∼ U (−pc, 1− pc).

3 Operating characteristics

3.1 Frequentist operating characteristics

For each method and each scenario, we evaluated the probability of study success, the mean squared error
(MSE), bias, precision (measured as the half-width of the 95% Credible Interval), and the coverage probability
of the 95% Credible Interval.

The estimated type 1 error rate of the test with borrowing αB, and the estimated power for θT > θ0 with
borrowing 1− βB(θT)are obtained using the following Monte Carlo approximation :

αB =
1

Nsims

Nsims

∑
i=1

φB(d
(i)
T |dS), d(i)T ∼ p(DT |θT = θ0)

βB(θT) =
1

Nsims

Nsims

∑
i=1

φB(d
(i)
T |dS), d(i)T ∼ p(DT |θT)

(12)

where Nsims is the number of samples drawn from p(DT |θT), and φB(d
(i)
T |dS) is an indicator of meeting the

success criterion with borrowing for dataset d(i)T .
To allow for a fair comparison of the power of the test with and without borrowing, we followed the

approach described in Kopp-Schneider, Wiesenfarth, Held, and Calderazzo [36] : we evaluated the TIE
rate of the test with borrowing, αB, and compare the power with and without borrowing (1− βB(θT) and
1− β(θT) respectively) at a TIE of αB. The test without borrowing was a t-test.

Note that we cannot, in general, determine the power of the t-test analytically, as this would imply
differing hypotheses between the separate analysis and the Bayesian methods. To see this, consider that
when analytically determining the power of the t-test, we would implicitly assume a χ2 distribution for
the variance. In the Mepolizumab, Teriflunomide and Belimumab case studies, we generated data samples
according to some data-generating process, and then assumed a Gaussian likelihood with a known standard
deviation for the analysis. The empirical variance does not, in these cases, follow a a χ2 distribution, and the
simulation-based estimation of the power does not make this assumption. Therefore, in the Belimumab and
Mepolizumab case studies, we determined the frequentist power using simulation. Because of computation
time constraints, we did not conduct this analysis in the Teriflunomide case study. This highlights a key
requirement when comparing Bayesian and frequentist methods: one must make sure that the comparison
between a Bayesian borrowing method and a frequentist test is not impeded by assumptions derived from
asymptotic results. A simple way to check this is to compare the frequentist method to a Bayesian method
without extrapolation.

For each operating characteristic estimate, we reported the uncertainty due to the finite number of
simulations through the 95% Monte Carlo Confidence Intervals. These confidence intervals were estimated
using nonparametric bootstrap for metrics other than coverage and probability of success, for which we
know the true underlying distribution.

3.2 Prior Effective Sample Size

The amount of borrowing is most easily measured using the concept of prior effective sample size (ESS).
Prior ESS corresponds to the number of pseudo-observations required to update a vague conjugate prior to
the prior of interest (viewed as the posterior from previous analysis). It is a measure of the informativeness of
the prior distribution in terms of number of samples. For instance, in a beta-binomial model, the parameters
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of the Beta(a, b) prior can be interpreted as the posterior obtained after observing a successes and b failures,
starting from a vague Beta prior (with a and b arbitrarily small). Similarly, a normal prior with variance
σ2/n corresponds to a prior ESS of n, starting from a normal prior with variance σ2. However, the prior ESS
is not clearly defined for non-conjugate priors. We used several prior ESS measures: the moment-based prior
ESS, the precision-based prior ESS, and the ELIR prior ESS.

Moments-based prior ESS We approximated the posterior distribution of the treatment effect using a
Gaussian mixture approximation: First, we sampled 1000 samples from the posterior distribution, and we
approximated the posterior based on these samples using a mixture of normal distributions using RBesT
[37]. Then, we computed the ESS of the corresponding mixture approximation. In the Aprepitant case study,
before approximating the distribution with a mixture, we linearly transformed the samples so that they fit in
the [0, 1] range instead of the [−1, 1] range: we transformed each sample x into (x + 1)/2. We computed the
moment-based ESS of the mixture approximation, following the method used in the RBesT package [37] :

1. Compute the moments of the distribution of interest.
2. Define a distribution from a family for which computing the ESS is trivial (such as normal, beta, or

gamma) with the same moments.
3. Compute the corresponding ESS, which is an approximation to the ESS of the distribution of interest.

We then computed the prior ESS as the difference between the posterior ESS and the sample size per arm in
the target study.

Precision-based prior ESS The precision-based matching method proceeds as the moment-based matching
method, but matches the posterior of interest with a distribution from a family for which computing the ESS
is trivial (such as normal, beta, or gamma) with the same precision and mean.

ELIR method for prior ESS. Neuenschwander, Weber, Schmidli, and O’Hagan [38] introduced an
information-based ESS, the expected local-information-ratio (ELIR), which has the property of being "predic-
tively consistent", meaning that the expected posterior predictive ESS for a sample of size NT is equal to the
sum of the prior ESS and NT . The ELIR is defined as follows:

ELIR = Eθ

[
Iπ(θ)

I1(θ)

]
(13)

where I1(θ) is the expected Fisher information for one information unit, given by:

I1(θ) = −E

[
∂2 log L (θ|D1)

∂θ2

∣∣∣∣θ] , (14)

and D1 denotes a dataset with one subject per arm. We determined the prior ELIR ESS using the RBesT
package [37].

4 Results

4.1 Impact of borrowing on the probability of success

Impact of the drift on Type I error Type I error inflation, that is, a type 1 error increase above the value α
that would be obtained for a Bayesian separate analysis with a critical value η = 1− α, is the main concern
when using partial extrapolation in the context of clinical trials. We observed type 1 error rate inflation in
the vast majority of scenarios, irrespective of the method used and its parameterization. The only cases
where inflation was not observed corresponded to the Botox case study when the ratio between the target
and source standard deviation was two, with the Conditional Power Prior with γ = 0.25, and small sample
sizes in the target trial (NT/2 = 58 or 39). In the Teriflunomide case, the absence of TIE inflation occurred
when the denominator of the source study summary measure was halved. We systematically observed TIE
inflation due to borrowing in the Aprepitant, Mepolizumab, and Dapagliflozin case studies.

Figure 1 (left panel) illustrates type 1 error rate inflation across the different methods in the Botox case
study.

Power gains at equivalent type 1 error control [39] showed that borrowing information cannot provide
more power at an equivalent type 1 error, irrespective of the type 1 error rate, when a Uniformly Most
Powerful (UMP) test exists. This implies that the improved power is simply bought at the expense of type 1
error inflation (see Figure S3 for an example of the power curve of the CPP, comparable to the one of the
frequentist t-test without borrowing at equivalent TIE αB).
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Figure 1: Probability of success across all simulation replicates and associated 95% CI, for the three main
treatment effects considered, in the Botox case study with 58 samples per arm in the target trial. The ordering
of methods is made with respect to the type 1 error rate (absence of effect, corresponding to a large drift)

Power loss due to borrowing Kopp-Schneider, Wiesenfarth, Held, and Calderazzo [36] reported that, in
some "extreme borrowing" cases, Bayesian borrowing methods can lead to non-UMP tests, and therefore to
power loss compared to a separate analysis (illustrated in Figure S4).

This phenomenon occurred for all methods, mostly for a very small target study sample size. Moreover,
a ratio between the source and target standard deviation of 2 (instead of 1) also increased the sensitivity of
methods to this phenomenon.

To get a more precise understanding of which methods incur such power losses, we compared the power
of each method as a function of type 1 error (Figure 2). We observed that most methods aligned on a similar
power vs type 1 error rate curve. However, the test-then-pool variants tended to show decreased power at
equivalent type 1 error rate compared to other methods. Conditional PP consistently emerges as the most
robust method, exhibiting the highest success probabilities at equivalent TIE rate.

4.2 Impact of drift on the amount of borrowing.

Comparing the prior ESS to the sample size in the target study is a convenient way of comparing the amount
of information borrowed from the source study to the information content of the target study. However,
interpretation of the impact of drift on the prior ESS can be difficult when summary measures are, e.g., risk
ratios or odds ratios, as the standard deviation in the target study depends on the drift. Similarly, an increase
in the standard deviation in the target study compared to the source study would naturally increase the prior
ESS. Therefore, we focused our analysis on the Botox and Dapagliflozin case studies (normally distributed
endpoints), without change incurred in the standard deviation in the target study. We observed (Figure 3)
that, overall, in the range of drift values considered, the adaptiveness of the different methods was quite
limited. No method displayed a radical shift in ESS between the consistent and no-effect scenarios. From a
practical perspective, one may focus on methods and parameters for which the prior ESS is lower than NT/2,
as it may not be acceptable that the source trial provides more information for inference than the target trial.

For very large drift, adaptive borrowing methods discard external information, and their frequentist
operating characteristics are therefore equivalent to those of frequentist methods (see e.g. Figure S7).
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Figure 2: Probability of success as a function of type 1 error rate in the Botox case study with a sample size
per arm of 58, across all the methods and parameters. The treatment effect is partially consistent, the target to
source standard deviation ratio is 1. Error bars correspond to the 95% Confidence Interval of the Probability
of Success and type 1 error rate. Dashed vertical line represents the nominal type 1 error rate of 0.025.

4.3 Impact of borrowing on bias and precision

Bias and precision are the two main components to consider when comparing methods concerning their
estimation performance. Here, precision is measured as the half-width of the 95% Credible Interval. It
measures the strength of the belief represented by the posterior distribution. The mean-squared error (MSE)
directly relates to the tradeoff between precision and bias. Figure 4 compares the MSE of the different
methods in the Botox case study for the three main treatment effects considered. In the absence of drift,
borrowing reduces MSE. This is explained by the absence of bias, and the reduction of the variance of the
posterior distribution (that is, improved precision) due to borrowing (Figure S6). As drift increases, however,
bias will also tend to increase (Figure S5), although, for extreme drift values, adaptive borrowing methods
discard the source data, hence reducing bias. Moreover, the precision of adaptive borrowing methods
decreases (i.e., the half-width of the 95% increases) as the drift in treatment increases. This can be understood
by considering the behavior of the prior ESS of adaptive borrowing methods with drift : the prior ESS also
decreases similarly when the drift value goes away from zero. This implies that the posterior will be less
sharp, hence the wider 95% confidence interval.

Comparison of methods regarding bias, precision and MSE is made difficult by the fact that these
operating characteristics largely depend on the parameters chosen for the method. Considering that type 1
error is of main interest from a regulatory perspective, we plotted, for each method/parameters combination,
the MSE against the type 1 error rate of the corresponding method (Figure 5). This provides a measure of
the accuracy of the estimation for a given type 1 error rate inflation. We observed that, across the different
case studies and scenarios, the conditional power prior and the RMP seemed to perform better than other
methods regarding MSE at equivalent type 1 error rate, although this was not a systematic pattern. We
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Figure 3: Moment-based ESS across methods and for the three main treatment effects considered in the Botox
case study. The red dashed line corresponds to an ESS equal to the source study sample size per arm, and
the black dashed line corresponds to the target study sample size per arm.

observed that the test-then-pool variants and the p-value-based power prior tended to incur much larger
MSE than other methods at similar type 1 error rates.

4.4 Impact of borrowing on the coverage probability of the 95% Credible Interval.

The coverage probability of the 95% Credible Interval is a measure of the calibration of the uncertainty of a
Bayesian method. It is key to consider, as it provides a measure of the trust we can put in interpretations
of credible intervals. In the absence of drift, methods that systematically pool the data lead to a coverage
probability larger than 0.95, but the coverage largely decreases as the drift increases (Figure S9). We noticed
that in the presence of drift, increased sample size improved the coverage probability.

We observed, when plotting the coverage as a function of type 1 error (Figure S10), that the p-value-based
power prior and the test-then-pool variants performed worse than other methods at similar type 1 error rate.
Overall, the conditional power prior seemed to perform better.

4.5 Relationship between prior ESS and frequentist operating characteristics

In reporting the results of the simulation study, we focused on a comparison of operating characteristics at
similar type 1 error. However, given that the magnitude of the prior ESS relative to the target study sample
size is a key consideration when selecting a prior, one may wonder whether the results of comparisons at
similar prior ESS would be in agreement with those made at equivalent TIE. Interestingly, we noticed that
this was the case overall, yet with better performance of the Conditional Power Prior and RMP relative to
other methods at equivalent prior ESS (Figure S8).
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Figure 4: Comparison of the Mean Squared Error (MSE) of the different methods and associated 95% CI, for
the three main treatment effects considered, in the Botox case study with 117 samples per arm in the target
trial.
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Figure 5: MSE as a function of type 1 error rate in the Botox case study with a sample size per arm of 58,
across all the methods and parameters. The treatment effect is consistent, the target to source standard
deviation ratio is 1. Error bars correspond to the 95% Confidence Interval of the MSE. Dashed vertical line
represents the nominal type 1 error rate of 0.025.
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5 Discussion
Despite the growing interest in the use of partial extrapolation methods in the design and analysis of clinical
trials to overcome reduced sample size problems, their use for treatment effect borrowing, e.g. in rare
diseases or pediatrics, remains limited [40]. One of the reasons is that analytically controlling the type I
error rate of a design making use of dynamic borrowing is usually intractable, in particular when using
non-conjugate models (see however Nikolakopoulos, Tweel, and Roes [41] and Calderazzo, Wiesenfarth,
and Kopp-Schneider [42]). This can be problematic as regulatory agencies prefer statistical methods that do
so [43].

Because of the uncertainty associated with the performance of a given method, it is usually recommended
to run extensive simulation studies tailored to the specific problem at hand and to the available source
data. This is important both for comparing existing methods, selecting a prior and its hyperparameters (e.g.,
between-trials variance, power parameter, mixture weights), and estimating the sample size that can be
spared. However, statistical recommendations are lacking for simulation studies specifically tailored to the
problem of treatment-effect borrowing.

In this paper, we report a large-scale simulation study inspired by real use cases to compare existing
methods in a unified simulation-based assessment framework. We explored a wide diversity of scenarios by
varying the sample size of the clinical trial in the target population, the magnitude of the treatment effect,
the variance in the target study, the type of endpoint, as well as the parameters needed to specify the models.

5.1 Probability of success of borrowing methods

The simulation study results show that borrowing treatment effects almost systematically leads to an
increased type 1 error rate, to an extent that strongly depends on methods and method parameters. This is in
agreement with previous literature [44].

It is therefore difficult to control the type 1 error of adaptive borrowing methods, although some methods
such as the PDCCPP [41] have been proposed that do so (see also Calderazzo and Kopp-Schneider [45]).
Overall, static borrowing methods, in combination with calibration, provide a straightforward way to control
type 1 error to a pre-specified value.

Bayesian borrowing methods are sometimes motivated by potential power gains compared to frequentist
methods, with some authors suggesting, in the case of historical control borrowing, that this can be achieved
at equivalent or lower type 1 error rate Viele et al. [1] and Yang, Zhao, Nie, Vallejo, and Yuan [46].However,
Kopp-Schneider, Calderazzo, and Wiesenfarth [39] (preceded by Psioda and Ibrahim [47] in the Gaussian
case) showed that, in terms of power gain, “approaches adaptively discounting prior information do not
offer any advantage over a fixed amount of borrowing, or no borrowing at all", when a Uniformly Most
Powerful (UMP) test exists, which is the case in most settings encountered in confirmatory trials.

Moreover, Kopp-Schneider, Wiesenfarth, Held, and Calderazzo [36] shows that, in some "extreme
borrowing" cases, Bayesian borrowing methods lead to non-UMP tests, so that their power at equivalent
type 1 error rate is lower compared to frequentist methods. We observed this tendency, in particular, with
test-then-pool variants in case of consistent treatment effect.

5.2 Performance of partial extrapolation methods

The model parameters modulating information borrowing allow for controlling the amount of borrowing
and the response of the operating characteristics to drift. For methods such as the RMP, the Conditional
Power Prior, the Commensurate Power Prior, and the test-then-pool variants, it is possible to adjust the
borrowing parameters in the spectrum that goes from no borrowing to pooling. The NPP has a different
behavior, as it never fully pools the source and target study data.

Due to the dependency of methods’ behavior on their parameters, and the absence of direct mapping
between the parameters of different methods, is difficult to directly compare them. One approach may be
to consider an operating characteristic of main interest, for example, the type 1 error rate, and to compare
methods anchored on this operating characteristic (e.g. a target TIE rate of 0.1). This requires calibrating the
borrowing parameters to match the target value. We did not consider this in our simulation study design
due to the implied computational burden, but future work could consider the following approach:

1. Define the operating characteristic for which we need equivalent value across methods to compare
them, and define its target value.

2. In a given scenario, calibrate the method’s parameters to reach the target value for the OC of interest.
• Define the range of parameters considered
• Define a small number of simulation replicates used only for calibration
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• Use an optimization algorithm to find the parameters values for which the method matches the
target OC.

3. Run a simulation study with the calibrated parameters with a large number of replicates.
However, this approach implies a nested simulation, and can therefore be computationally highly

expensive. However, it is practically feasible if the number of scenarios and methods to consider is small. An
advantage is that, in addition to allowing a fair comparison between methods, it directly allows anchoring
an OC of interest, such as type 1 error rate, to a pre-specified value.

We instead approached the comparison of borrowing methods by considering whether, at a similar type
1 error rate, other characteristics would be more or less improved. Although we were not able to compare
methods at exactly the same type 1 error rates, since we included many methods and parameters, it was
possible to make meaningful comparisons.

Our results show that methods do not behave equally for a given increase in type 1 error rate. In
particular, we observed that the p-value-based Power Prior and the test-then-pool variants displayed a larger
MSE (worse accuracy) at a similar type 1 error rate compared to other methods, and were less robust to drift
when considering MSE. These methods, as well as the EBPP, also showed a strong reduction in uncertainty
calibration in case of drift, as measured using the the coverage probability of the 95% CrI. These elements
provide a strong argument against the use of such methods.

In each case study, it was not possible to identify a method that would systematically perform better
compared to others in terms of power gains, estimation accuracy, and coverage. For example, we observed
that the RMP with prior weight in the range 0.1 to 0.9 displayed a more robust coverage probability compared
to other adaptive borrowing methods, but similar to the Conditional Power Prior.

A surprising result is the overall good performance of the Conditional Power Prior-a fixed borrowing
method-compared to adaptive borrowing method. Over all scenarios and case studies, the Conditional
Power Prior was among the best-performing methods when comparing at equivalent type 1 error rate,
performing better than the RMP in terms of MSE in many cases. This may seem counterintuitive, as one
may expect adaptive borrowing methods to incur lower MSE in the presence of drift. However, one has to
consider the fact that, when comparing methods at equivalent type 1 error rate, comparison is performed
after adaptation, and therefore at similar prior ESS.

Beyond the methods’ performance in the simulation study, it is important to consider that different may
have very different underlying assumptions. Some methods, such as the Conditional Power Prior, assume
the treatment effect in both source and target populations in the same, whereas others include separate
parameters for both and rely on the assumption of exchangeability between the source and target study.

Code availability

The R code developed in this study is available as a GitHub repository at https://github.com/
quinten-health-os/BayesianExtrapolationSimulation. It can be used to run and analyze simulation
studies and for analyzing data using partial extrapolation. The exact version that was used for running the
simulation study is v0.0.2, whereas the version that was used for the analysis of the results, results quality
checks, and for producing tables and figures is v0.0.3.

The code was reviewed by a team member who did not directly participate in the implementation.
Statistical accuracy of the results was validated based on manual checks, involving a comparison of the
figures produced with relevant published figures.
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Supplementary material

A Supplementary methods

A.1 Definition of the drift ranges

However, with an adaptive borrowing method, the probability of meeting the decision criterion,
Pr(Study success|DT = dT , DS = dS), is expected to reach a maximum at some drift value beyond which
source data starts being discarded. For the study of adaptive borrowing methods, it is thus important to
select a range of drift wide enough for this discarding phenomenon to be observed.

To determine the range of drift to consider for a given case study, we propose the following rationale
when the likelihood is Gaussian: one may consider that if the overlap between the posterior distribution
of the treatment effect in the source study p(θS|yS) and the target study p(θT |yT) is very small, the source
study should be discarded. To include this idea in our simulation framework, we analytically determined,
for a given value of θT = θ̂S + δ, the Hellinger distance between N

(
θ̂S, σ2

θS

)
, where σθS is the standard error

on θS, and N
(

θ̂S + δ, σ2
θT

)
, where σθT is the standard error on θT derived from the observed target study

data alone.
We determined the value of the negative drift for which the Hellinger distance reaches 0.9, and used this

as the lower boundary of the drift ranges considered. Beyond such an extreme value for the observed drift,
borrowing from source data can be considered futile. Note that, for simplicity, we used the same drift range
for all scenarios in a given case study, irrespective of later changes introduced in the denominator of source
ratio-like summary measures or target study sampling standard deviation.

Note that in cases where the posterior predictive p(yT |θT , σ2
θT
) is very wide, it may not be guaranteed

that the range [θ0 − θ̂S, 0] is included within the drift range obtained with the above method (noted R).
Although this case may happen in very rare cases given the quite conservative threshold of 0.9 considered,
we used the range R ∪ [θ0 − θ̂S, 0] for the drift in practice. We observed that [θ0 − θ̂S, 0] ⊂ R in all case
studies considered.

When the treatment effect is a difference of rates, θT = p(t)T − p(c)T , where p(a)
T is the response rate in

arm a of the target trial, θT spans the range [−1, 1]. Therefore the drift spans the interval [−1− θ̂S, 1− θ̂S].
Moreover, we need to ensure that p(t)T and p(c)T are within [0, 1]. Since we assume p(c)T = p̂(c)S , we have:

p(t)T = θT + p(c)T = δ + θ̂S + p̂(c)S = δ + p̂(t)S This implies the following constraint: − p̂(t)S ≤ δ ≤ 1− p̂(t)S .

By combining these two constraints, the drift interval is R = [max(−1− θ̂S,− p̂(t)S ), min(1− θ̂S, 1− p̂(t)S )].
The corresponding drift ranges considered for each case study are listed in Supplementary Table S2. We

considered evenly spaced values in the range of drift. Note that, for computational cost reasons, we did not
use the same number of drift values for each method and each case study.

A.2 Normalized Power Prior

Pawel, Aust, Held, and Wagenmakers [48] or in appendix A of Gravestock, Held, and COMBACTE-Net
consortium [29]. In this setting, the normalized power prior is:

π (θT , γ | DS) =
L (DS | θT)

γ π(γ)∫ +∞
−∞ L

(
DS | θ′T

)γ dθ′T
= N

(
θT | θ̂S, σ2

θS
/γ
)

Be(γ | p, q)

The marginal prior on θT is :

π (θT | DS) =
∫ 1

0
N
(

θT | θ̂S, σ2
θS

/γ
)

Be(γ | p, q)dγ

∝ M

(
1
2
+ p,

1
2
+ p + q,−

(
θ̂S − θT

)2

2σ2
θS

)
,

(15)

where M(a, b, z) = 1/(Γ(a)Γ(b− a))
∫ 1

0 eztta−1(1− t)b−a−1dt is Kummer’s confluent hypergeometric func-
tion, which is implemented in standard numerical mathematics libraries (note that the term Γ(p + q + 1/2)
in the numerator is omitted in Gravestock, Held, and COMBACTE-Net consortium [29]) .
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Combining the joint prior π (θT , γ | DS) with the likelihood of the target study data produces a joint
posterior for θT and γ, that is,

π (θT , γ | DT , DS) =
L(DT | θT)π (θT , γ | DS)∫ 1

0

∫ ∞
−∞ L

(
DT | θ′T

)
π
(
θ′T , γ′ | DS

)
dθ′Tdγ′

=
N
(

θ̂T | θT , σ2
θT

)
N
(

θT | θ̂S, σ2
θS

/γ
)

Be(γ | p, q)∫ 1
0 N

(
θ̂T | θ̂S, σ2

θT
+ σ2

θS
/γ′
)

Be (γ′ | p, q) dγ′
,

(16)

from which a marginal posterior for γ can be obtained by integrating out θT , that is,

π (γ | DT , DS) =
∫ +∞

−∞
π (θT , γ | DT , DS) dθT

=
N
(

θ̂T | θ̂S, σ2
θT

+ σ2
θS

/γ
)

Be(γ | p, q)∫ 1
0 N

(
θ̂T | θ̂S, σ2

θT
+ σ2

θS
/γ′
)

Be (γ′ | p, q) dγ′

∝ N
(

θ̂T | θ̂S, σ2
θT

+ σ2
θS

/γ
)

Be(γ | p, q).

(17)

The posterior distribution of the power parameter can therefore be approximated using numerical
integration.

Moreover, Gravestock, Held, and COMBACTE-Net consortium [29] show that:

π (θT | DT , DS) = C(γ)
∫ 1

0
N
(

θ̂T | θT , σ2
θT

)
N
(

θT | θ̂S, σ2
θS

/γ
)

Be(γ | p, q)dγ

∝ exp

(
− (θ̂T − θT)

2

2σ2
θT

)
M

(
1
2
+ p,

1
2
+ p + q,−

(
θ̂S − θT

)2

2σ2
θS

)
.

(18)

When implementing this model, we took inspiration from the code in Pawel, Aust, Held, and Wagen-
makers [48], which relies on numerical integration instead of the full analytical expression that includes
the confluent hypergeometric function. We noticed that computing the posterior using the full analytical
expression was faster than using numerical integration. However, when using adaptive quadrature to
compute the mean and variance of the distribution, using numerical integration to obtain the posterior
density led to a much faster computation compared to using the full analytical expression, yet with similar
accuracy. Therefore, we instead relied on numerical integration to compute the posterior distribution. To
better interpret this prior, we reparameterize it as γ ∼ Beta(ξγ/ωγ, (1− ξγ)/ωγ), where E[γ] = ξγ and

V[γ] = σ2
γ =

ωγξγ(1−ξγ)
1+ωγ

. We used ξγ = 0.5 , and vary ωγ so that the standard deviation of the Beta prior

ranges from 0 to 0.50. We have: ωγ =
σ2

γ

ξγ(1−ξγ)−σ2
γ

.

A.3 Estimation of posterior distributions

Markov Chain Monte Carlo In the Bayesian framework, all information about the target treatment effect
is summarized in the posterior distribution p(θT | DS = dS, DT = dT). In many cases, however, this
posterior distribution cannot be computed analytically, but several methods exist to approximate it. In the
simulation study, when possible, we relied on numerical integration to compute the posterior distribution,
or on Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulation techniques to draw approximate samples from the
posterior distribution. These samples then allowed us to estimate quantities of interest, such as the posterior
mean, median, and other quantiles.

We used the probabilistic programming language Stan for running MCMC. Given that all parameters in
the models are continuous, we used the default sampler in Stan, the No-U-Turn Sampler (NUTS, Hoffman
and Gelman [49]), an advanced and highly efficient MCMC sampling algorithm. Unless required because of
convergence issues or strong autocorrelation, we used Stan’s default parameters for NUTS .

Number of chains Using multiple chains with random initial values makes the convergence diagnostic more
accurate (see Section A.3), and is safer in situations where the posterior distribution is multi-modal. That is,
it mitigates the risk of having the chain circumscribed around a mode, and potentially allows identifying
multimodality. This can lead to a better approximation of the posterior, even if between-chain mixing is not
achieved. As a consequence, we used 4 chains.
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Initial values Treatment effect parameters and hyperparameters were initialized by taking samples from
their respective prior (or hyperprior) distributions.

MCMC Effective Sample Size The MCMC effective sample size (MCMC ESS) represents the number of
independent samples from the posterior distribution that provide the same amount of information as the
correlated draws generated by MCMC. In other words, it quantifies the efficiency of the MCMC algorithm
in exploring the posterior distribution. An MCMC ESS is estimated for each parameter. Aiming for a
sufficiently large MCMC ESS is crucial for reliable estimation.

Moreover, a crucial quantity estimated from MCMC draws is Pr(θT /∈ Θ0). Indeed, it is concluded that
the treatment is effective if Pr(θT /∈ Θ0) > η, with η = 0.975. Therefore, we need to ensure that we get a
precise estimate of the 0.975th sample quantile.

The reasoning used to determine the standard deviation of sample quantiles is given in appendix 5.2,
allowing us to conclude that if we want the 0.975th sample quantile to be estimated with the same precision
as the median, we would need 1/0.47 = 2.14 times more samples.

Based on these considerations, we ensured that the MCMC effective sample size for the target trial
treatment effect parameter θT is at least 10,000 and adapt the chains’ length consequently. Assuming a
posterior that is a standard normal distribution, this would correspond to a standard error on the median
estimate of 0.0125, and a standard error on the 0.975th sample quantile estimate of 0.0267. Concretely, with
NC = 4 chains of length L, for each simulated data replicate, we computed the MCMC ESS for the target
treatment effect ϵθT . We then adjusted the chain length so that L ← 1.1× L× ϵθT /ϵ, where ϵ is the target
MCMC ESS of 10,000, and repeated the iteration until sufficient MCMC, that is, until ϵθT > ϵ. To avoid an
explosion of chains length, we capped L to 10,000. By contrast, for speed gains, we reduced chain lengths
when ϵθT > 1.1× ϵ, applying L← 1.1× L× ϵθT /ϵ, and proceeded to the next data replicates.

Convergence diagnostics By definition, a Markov chain generates samples from the target distribution only
after it has converged to equilibrium. In theory, convergence is only guaranteed asymptotically, therefore,
in practice, diagnostics must be applied to monitor convergence for the finite number of draws actually
available. Therefore, at the model development stage, when using MCMC, Markov Chains visual inspection
was performed using tools such as trace plots and autocorrelation plots to verify that the MCMC chains have
reached a stationary distribution. To automate the MCMC convergence diagnostic for each replicate, we
used the Gelman and Rubin (1992) potential scale reduction statistic R̂ to monitor convergence. R̂ measures
the ratio of the average variance of samples within each chain to the variance of the pooled samples across
chains. If all chains are at equilibrium, these will be the same and R̂ will be one, and greater otherwise.
Gelman and Rubin’s recommendation is that the independent Markov chains be initialized with diffuse
starting values for the parameters and sampled until all values for R̂ are below 1.1. We also monitored the
number of transitions ending with a divergence.

Execution of the code does not stop in case of issues with MCMC inference; rather, a warning is stored in
the results table so that the pipeline is not interrupted. In case of convergence issues, we adapted the MCMC
algorithm by increasing the acceptance probability of the sampler, the tuning period, and reparameterizing
the distribution. These convergence diagnoses also allowed us to determine if some models have particular
behaviors that need specific handling.

A.3.1 Standard deviation of the sample quantiles

To determine the standard deviation of sample quantiles, we follow the following reasoning: let Y be a
continuous random variable with probability density function f , for which we have a sample of size n.
We are interested in determining the distribution of the sample median and 0.975th quantile, denoted Xq
(with q1 = 0.5 and q2 = 0.975 respectively). We adapt the reasoning developed by Dr William A. Huber in
https://stats.stackexchange.com/a/86804/919.

Let’s denote Gq the c.d.f. of Beta(α, β), with α = qn + 1 and β = (1− q)n + 1. Then, the c.d.f. of Xq in x

is Gq(F(x)), so that the p.d.f. of Xq is: ∂Gq◦F
∂x (x) = gq(F(x)) f (x).

So the p.d.f. of the sample quantile is gq(F(x)) f (x).
Now we are interested in approximating the variance of this distribution.
By denoting µq = F−1(q), we have, for sufficiently well-behaved F:
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F(x) = F(µq + (x− µq))

≈ F(µq) + F′(µq)(x− µq)

≈ q + f (µq)(x− µq)

(19)

So, assuming f is continuous near µq, the p.d.f. of Xq is approximately : gq(q + f (µq)(x − µq)) f (µq).
This is essentially a shift of the location and scale of the Beta distribution. The variance of Beta(α, β) is :

αβ

(α + β)2(α + β + 1)
,

so that the variance of the sample quantile is approximately:

αβ

(α + β)2(α + β + 1) f (F−1(q))2 ,

So, for large n, this variance can be approximated as : q(1−q)
n f (F−1(q))2 . So for two different quantiles q1 and q2,

the ratio of standard error on the sample quantile is approximately :√
q1(1− q1)

q2(1− q2)

f (F−1(q2))

f (F−1(q1))

For the standard normal distribution, with q1 = 0.5 and q2 = 0.975, this gives a ratio of 0.47.
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B Supplementary tables

NT Botox Dapagliflozin Aprepitant Belimumab Teriflunomide Mepolizumab

NS 468 267 573 577 761 551

NS/2 234 133 286 289 381 275

NS/4 117 66 143 144 190 137

NS/6 78 44 95 96 95 91

Table S1: Table summarizing the total sample sizes considered for the target study, in each case study.

Case study Drift range Drift with θ
(true)
T = θ0 Treatment effect range

Belimumab [-1.02,1.02] -0.48 [-0.541,1.5]
Botox [-0.365,0.365] -0.2 [-0.165,0.565]
Dapagliflozin [-0.707,0.707] -0.36 [-0.347,1.07]
Mepolizumab [-1.53,1.53] 0.693 [-2.23,0.839]
Aprepitant [-0.657,0.343] -0.132 [-0.526,0.474]
Teriflunomide [-0.588,0.588] 0.411 [-0.999,0.177]

Table S2: Drift ranges considered for each case study.

Metric Design prior

Average TIE Truncated analysis prior Truncated UI prior Truncated source posterior

Prior proba. of no
treatment benefit

Analysis prior UI prior Source posterior
Pre-posterior
proba. of FP

Upper bound on
the proba. of FP

Table S3: Summary of design priors used to compute Bayesian OCs related to type I error.
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Metric Design prior

Average power Truncated analysis prior Truncated UI prior Truncated source posterior

Prior probability
of study success Analysis prior UI prior Source posterior

Pre-posterior
proba. of FP

Table S4: Summary of design priors used to compute Bayesian OCs related to power.

Metric Definition

Average TIE
∫

Pr(Study success|θT)
π(θT |DS=dS)I{θT≤θ0}

Pr(θT≤θ0)
dθT

Prior proba. of no treatment
benefit Pr(θT ≤ θ0)

Pre-posterior proba. of false
positive Pr(Study success, θT ≤ θ0) =

∫
θT≤θ0

Pr(Study success|θT)pd(θT)dθT

Upper bound on the proba. of
false positive Pr(Study success|θT = θ0)× Pr(θT ≤ θ0)

Table S5: Summary of Bayesian OCs related to type I error.

Metric Definition

Average power
∫

Pr(Study success|θT)
π(θT |DS=dS)I{θT>θ0}

Pr(θT>θ0)
dθT

Prior probability of study suc-
cess Pr(Study success) =

∫
Pr(Study success|θT)pd(θT)dθT

Pre-posterior probability of
true positive Pr(Study success, θT > θ0) =

∫
θT>θ0

Pr(Study success|θT)pd(θT)dθT

Table S6: Summary of Bayesian OCs related to power.
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Method Fixed parameters/Priors Parameters to vary Range of variation

Test-then-pool,
equivalence test None Significance level of the equivalence test η.

Equivalence margin λ.
η ∈ {0.1, 0.5},

λ ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 0.8}
Test-then-pool,
difference test None Significance level of the difference test η η ∈ {0.1, 0.5}

Conditional power
prior (PP) Initial prior on θ Power parameter γ

γ ∈
{0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1}

Normalized PP Initial prior on θ
γ ∼ Beta(ξγ/ωγ, (1− ξγ)/ωγ). ξγ = 0.5 ωγ

ωγ is varied so that
the standard

deviation of the Beta
prior ranges from 0

to 0.50

Empirical Bayes PP Initial prior on θ None None

p-value based PP Initial prior on θ Shape parameter k k ∈
{0.01, 0.1, 1, 10, 20}

Commensurate PP Initial prior on θS
Prior on the commensurability parameter

τ
See the text

Robust mixture prior Variance of the vague component Mixture weight w.
w in a grid of values
ranging from 0 to 1

in steps of 0.1.

Table S7: Methods and parameters considered in the simulation study. When the method is based on a consistency assumption (θT = θS), we denote
the treatment effect as θ.
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Disease Lower limb
spasticity Type-2 diabetes

Postoperative
nausea and
vomiting

Systemic Lupus
Erythematosus

(SLE)

Multiple
Sclerosis

Severe
Eosinophilic

Asthma

Drug Botox vs placebo
Dapagliflozin vs

placebo (+
Metformin)

Aprepitant vs
ondansetron

Belimumab vs
placebo

Teriflunomide vs
placebo

Mepolizumab vs
placebo

Endpoint Disease severity
score

Glycated
hemoglobin

HbA1c

Absence of
vomiting and
rescue therapy

0-24h after
surgery

SLE Responder
Index

Time to first
relapse

Number of
clinically

significant
exacerbations.

Endpoint type Continuous Continuous Binary Binary Time to event Recurrent event

Summary mea-
sure

Difference in
mean scores

between the two
arms

Difference
between the two
arms in change in
HbA(1c) scores
from baseline to

week 24/26

Difference in
response rates

between the two
arms

Log odds ratio
for active
treatment

compared to
placebo

Log hazard ratio
for active
treatment

compared to
placebo

Log exacerbation
rate ratio for

active treatment
compared to

placebo

Treatment effect
distribution Normal Normal

Integral of the
product of
binomials

Normal
(approximation
for the log OR)

Normal
(approximation
for the log HR)

Normal
(approximation
for the log rate

ratio)

NT : ctrl/trt/tot 130/126/256 76/81/157 52/55/107 39/53/92 57/109/166 NA/NA/25

NS: ctrl/trt/tot 235/233/468 134/133/267 293/280/573 562/563/1125 752/731/1483 NA/NA/551

yT/Data 0.10 (0.10)
1.03 (95% CI,
0.49-1.57) (at

week 26)

Treatment :
48/55, control:

42/52

Treatment : 28
/53 Placebo:

17/39

HR : 0.66 (95%
CI, 0.39-1.11)

Rate ratio : 0.67
(0.17, 2.68)

yS/Data 0.20 (0.10) 0.36 (0.102) (at
week 24)

Treatment :
184/293 Control :

154/280

Treatment:
285/563 Placebo:

218/562

HR : 0.68 (95%
CI, 0.58-0.79)

Rate ratio : 0.50
(0.39, 0.64)

Reference Wang, Travis,
and Gajewski [5]

Shehadeh et al.
[6], Bailey, Gross,
Pieters, Bastien,

and List [7]

Jin, Li, and Kaur
[12], Salman,
DiCristina,

Chain, and Afzal
[14], Diemunsch

et al. [13]

Best, Ajimi,
Neuenschwan-

der, Saint-Hilary,
and Wandel [4],
Psioda and Xue

[9], Brunner et al.
[10], Brunner

et al. [50]

Bovis, Ponzano,
Signori,

Schiavetti,
Bruzzi, and

Sormani [17]

Best, Price,
Pouliquen, and

Keene [20],
MENSA trial [21],

Keene, Best,
Price, and

Pouliquen [22]

Table S8: Table summarizing the case studies used to inspire the simulation study design
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Method Case Likelihood #
replicates

# drift
values NS/NT

Denom.
change
factor

σT/σS

EBPP

Botox/Dapagliflozin Normal 5000 33 1, 2, 4, 6 NA 1, 2

Belimumab/Mepolizumab/Teriflunomide Normal 5000 33 1, 2, 4, 6 1/2, 1,
3/2 NA

Aprepitant Normal 5000 33 1, 2, 4, 6 NA NA

NPP

Botox/Dapagliflozin Normal 1000 23 2, 4 NA 1

Belimumab/Mepolizumab/Teriflunomide Normal 1000 23 2, 4 1 NA

Aprepitant Normal 1000 23 2, 4 NA NA

Comm. PP

Botox/Dapagliflozin Normal 1000 23 2, 4 NA 1

Belimumab/Mepolizumab/Teriflunomide Normal 1000 23 2, 4 1 NA

Aprepitant Normal 1000 23 2, 4 NA NA

Others

Botox/Dapagliflozin Normal 5000 33 1, 2, 4, 6 NA 1, 2

Belimumab/Mepolizumab/Teriflunomide Normal 5000 33 1, 2, 4, 6 1/2, 1,
3/2 NA

Aprepitant Binomials 1000 23 2, 4 NA NA

Table S9: Light configuration used in the simulation study for all drift values. Other methods include separate analysis, pooling, RMP, CPP, and
Test-then-Pool (equivalence test or difference test).
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Method Case Likelihood #
replicates

# drift
values NS/NT

Denom.
change
factor

σT/σS

EBPP

Botox/Dapagliflozin Normal 10000 3 1, 2, 4, 6 NA 1, 2

Belimumab/Mepolizumab/Teriflunomide Normal 10000 3 1, 2, 4, 6 1/2, 1,
3/2 NA

Aprepitant Normal 10000 33 1, 2, 4, 6 NA NA

NPP

Botox/Dapagliflozin Normal 10000 3 2, 4 NA 1

Belimumab Normal 10000 3 2, 4 1 NA

Mepolizumab/Teriflunomide Normal 8000 3 2, 4 1 NA

Aprepitant Normal 10000 3 2, 4 NA NA

Comm. PP

Botox/Dapagliflozin Normal 10000 3 4 NA 1

Belimumab/Mepolizumab/Teriflunomide Normal 10000 3 4 1 NA

Aprepitant Normal 10000 3 4 NA NA

Others

Botox/Dapagliflozin Normal 10000 3 1, 2, 4, 6 NA 1, 2

Belimumab/Mepolizumab/Teriflunomide Normal 10000 3 1, 2, 4, 6 1/2, 1,
3/2 NA

Aprepitant Binomials 10000 3 4 NA NA

Table S10: Compute-intensive configuration used in the simulation study for the three main treatment effect values. Other methods include separate
analysis, pooling, RMP, CPP, and Test-then-Pool (equivalence test or difference test).
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C Supplementary figures

yc
T ∼ B

(
pc

T , NT
)

pc
T ∼ U (0, 1) θT , p(θT |DS)

pt
T = θT + pc

T

yt
T ∼ B

(
pt

T , NT
)

Figure S1: Structure of the model in case where the likelihood is a product of binomials.
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Source study
(θ̂S, NS, σθS )

Prior on the target TE
p(θT |DS)

Inference
p(θT |DS, DT)

Target
data sample

Save traces

Replicates analysis

Check convergence

Save logs

Frequentist operating
characteristics

Save analysis
results

Computation of Bayesian OCs

Nsims replicates

Source
data

Target study
(θT , NT , σ2

T)

Method

Source likelihood
function

Check MCMC ESS

Metrics related to inference

Initial prior
π0(θT)

Target data generation

Target
likelihood function

True target
data generating process

Data generation approximation
(TRUE/FALSE)

Figure S2: Summary of the simulation study pipeline. Colored boxes correspond to components of the
configuration that will be varied.
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Belimumab, Conditional Power Prior, g  = 0.25, NT 2 =  93, Source denominator change factor = 1

Figure S3: Probability of success of the Conditional Power Prior with γ = 0.25 as a function of the drift
in treatment effect (black) in the Belimumab case study at a sample size per arm of 93, without change
introduced in the denominator of the source study summary measure. The probability of success of the
t-test at a nominal type 1 error rate of 0.025 as a function of drift is displayed in blue. The probability of
success of the t-test at a type 1 error rate equal to the Conditional PP type 1 error rate is displayed in green.
Borrowing of external data that favors the null hypothesis also implies that the probability of success of the
borrowing method is always larger, in the alternative hypothesis space, than the probability of success of the
frequentist method at the nominal type 1 error rate of 0.025. The power curves at equivalent type 1 error rate
are identical. θT = θ0 is indicated by a dashed line. Error bars correspond to the 95% Confidence Interval of
the metric.
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Figure S4: Probability of success of the p-value-based Power Prior with parameters k = 20 and λ = 20 as a
function of the drift in treatment effect (black) in the Botox case study at a sample size per arm of 58, with a
sampling standard deviation equal between the source and target study. The probability of success of the
t-test at a nominal type 1 error rate of 0.025 as a function of drift is displayed in blue. The probability of
success of the t-test at a type 1 error rate equal to the p-value based PP type 1 error rate is displayed in green.
θT = θ0 is indicated by a dashed line. In this example, the power of the p-value based power prior is lower
than the power of the frequentist t-test at equivalent type 1 error rate in the whole alternative hypothesis
space. Error bars correspond to the 95% Confidence Interval of the probability of success.
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Figure S5: Comparison of the bias of the different methods and associated 95% CI, for the three main
treatment effects considered, in the Botox case study with 117 samples per arm in the target trial. The
ordering of methods is made with respect to the bias in the absence of effect.
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Figure S6: Comparison of the precision, measured as the mean half-width of the 95% Credible Interval, of
the different methods for the three main treatment effect values considered in the Belimumab case study.
Error bars correspond to the 95% Confidence Interval of the precision. The ordering of methods is made
with respect to the precision in the absence of effect.
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Figure S7: MSE as a function of drift for the RMP in the Belimumab case study, with a sample size per arm in
the target study of 93 patients, for different values of the weight of the informative component w. Error bars
correspond to the 95% Confidence Interval of the MSE.
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Figure S8: MSE as a function of the mean moment-based ESS in the Botox case study with a sample size per
arm of 117. Error bars correspond to the 95% Confidence Interval of the MSE
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Figure S9: Comparison of the coverage probability of the 95% of the different methods for the three main
treatment effect values considered in the Belimumab case study. Error bars correspond to the 95% Confidence
Interval on the coverage probability. The ordering of methods is made with respect to the coverage in the
absence of effect.
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h = 0.4
h = 0.8
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k = 0.01, l = 0.1
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k = 1, l = 0.1
k = 10, l = 0.1
k = 20, l = 0.1
k = 0.01, l = 0.5
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k = 20, l = 0.5

Separate

RMP

w = 0
w = 0.1
w = 0.2
w = 0.3
w = 0.4
w = 0.5
w = 0.6
w = 0.7
w = 0.8
w = 0.9
w = 1

EBPP

Com. PP

t ~ HN(1)
t ~ HN(5)
t ~ IG(a = 0.33, b = 1)
t ~ IG(a = 0.14, b = 1)
t ~ IG(a = 0, b = 1)

Botox, NT 2 = 58, No effect, sT sS = 1

Figure S10: Coverage of the 95% Confidence Interval as a function of type 1 error rate in the Botox case study
with a sample size per arm of 58, across all the methods and parameters, without treatment effect. The target
to source standard deviation ratio is 1. Error bars correspond to the 95% Confidence Interval of the Coverage
and type 1 error rate. Dashed vertical line represents the nominal type 1 error rate of 0.025.
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