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ABSTRACT

Borrowing of information from historical or external data to inform inference in a current trial is an
expanding field in the era of precision medicine, where trials are often performed in small patient
cohorts for practical or ethical reasons. Many approaches for borrowing from external data have been
proposed. Even though these methods are mainly based on Bayesian approaches by incorporating
external information into the prior for the current analysis, frequentist operating characteristics of
the analysis strategy are of interest. In particular, type I error and power at a prespecified point
alternative are in the focus. It is well-known that borrowing from external information may lead to
the alteration of type I error rate. We propose a procedure to investigate and report the frequentist
operating characteristics in this context. The approach evaluates type I error rate of the test with
borrowing from external data and calibrates the test without borrowing to this type I error rate. On
this basis, a fair comparison of power between the test with and without borrowing is achieved.

Keywords Bayesian dynamic borrowing of information, external information, frequentist operating characteristics,
type I error inflation, power gain
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1 Introduction

When trials can only be performed with small sample sizes as, e.g., in the situation of precision medicine where
patients cohorts are defined by a specific combination of biomarker and targeted therapy, borrowing of information from
historical data is currently discussed as an approach to improve the efficiency of the trial. In this context, borrowing of
information is often also referred to as evidence synthesis or extrapolation, where external data could be historical data
or another source of co-data. The number of approaches for borrowing from external data that dynamically discount the
amount of information transferred from external data based on the discrepancy between the external and current data is
increasing steadily. Even though these methods are mainly based on Bayesian approaches by incorporating external
information into the prior for the current analysis, frequentist operating characteristics of the analysis strategy are of
interest. In particular, type I error (T1E) and power at a prespecified point alternative are in the focus.
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Frequentist operating characteristics of borrowing methods are often investigated by using simulation studies. The
EMA states that "a common approach to addressing the risk of type-I error rate inflation when information is borrowed
is to carry out multiple simulation studies to quantify this effect."*. The aim of such a simulation study is to provide an
overall assessment of the performance of the borrowing method.

The actual performance of a method for borrowing from external information depends on the specific external
information that is borrowed from, i.e., it is derived for a fixed constellation of external data. When the overall
performance of a borrowing method should reflect its operating characteristics for yet unknown constellations of
external data, simulation studies have been performed in which varying external data are simulated. The aim of this
work is to discuss how frequentist operating characteristics of borrowing methods should be simulated and to suggest
how to quantify and report power in relationship to T1E rate. Since the relationship between T1E rate and power of a
test is non-linear and not intuitive, our approach is to evaluate T1E rate of the test with borrowing from external data,
and to compare the power of the test with borrowing to the power of the test without borrowing at this T1E rate, and to
thus allow for a fair comparison of the power of the test with and without borrowing. Often, external data are known at
the planning stage of a trial and hence can be considered as fixed. However, there are circumstances in which external
data should be considered as random. We address both constellations, provide algorithms for assessing frequentist
operating characteristics and show the difference in results.

The problem setup discussing hypothesis testing in the frequentist and the Bayesian approach is described in Section 2.
Section 3 proposes an algorithm to simulate and illustrate potential power gains/losses when borrowing from external
data, considering external data as fixed and known when frequentist operating characteristics are derived. The algorithm
is illustrated for the situation of the one-arm one-sided normal test and for the two-arm one-sided normal test with
borrowing to the control arm, i.e. the hybrid control arm trial situation. Section 4 deals with the situation that external
data is considered as random. An algorithm is proposed as well and applied for the situations investigated in Section 3.
We discuss our findings in Section 5.

2 Problem setup

Similar to the notation in'3 and in'#, assume that the endpoint has probability density function f, and the hypotheses
investigated are

HoleeeoVS.H129¢®0.
Typically, the hypotheses are one-sided, i.e., without loss of generality,

Hy:0<0gvs. Hi : 0> 0.

Let D ={Dy,...,D,} be the random variables from which the observations of the current trial, d = {dy,...,d,},
are obtained. Note that capital letters indicate random variables whereas lowercase letters indicate the observations. For
trial evaluation, the test decision will be performed by the test

w1 ifTd)ecC
o )(d)_{o i T(d) ¢ C 0

where T'(dy, ..., d,) = T'(d) is a sufficient test statistic for fy and the rejection region C is chosen as the largest set
such that gn%X{Eg [¢(®)(D)]} < a, i.e., the test controls (frequentist) T1E rate, a denoting the significance level of the
€060

test. While for continuous distributions fy, C can be selected such that (gn%x{Eg [¢(®)(D)]} = a, the significance level
€060

may not be attained for discrete distributions. For a given data set d, the value of the test function ¢(®) (d) corresponds
to the probability to reject Hy. In case that a uniformly most powerful (UMP) test exists for the test situation, the
rejection region C is an interval (¢y, oo) with appropriately chosen .

Now assume that external information dg = {dg 1,...,dg ny }, independent of d, is available and should be used
to inform the test decision for the current trial. A decision rule is formulated based on the observed results, d, of the
current trial and the external information dr which is a fixed observation as well. Accordingly, a test function ¢p (the
index “B” indicating that it is a test with borrowing) is identified with potentially different rejection region C,4,, such
that
1 ifT(d) € Cq
d;dg) = i B 2

#a(didp) {o if T(d) ¢ Ca, @
As the external information dg is fixed, vgp(.;dg) is in fact a function only of the current data d. The TI1E rate
g[l%X{Eg [oB(D;dg)]} = gl%X{Eg [¢B(D; Dg)| D = dg]} may differ from «. For the following we use the notation

€0g €069

ap(0;dg) = Eoles(D; Dg) | Dg = dg| for 8 € Hy and ag(dg) = grézéx{ag(ﬂ;dE)}.
0
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Even though testing was introduced here in the frequentist framework, the test ¢(®) can also be formulated in a Bayesian
framework based on the posterior probability P(6 > 6y | D = d) such that®

4 ~0 ifP(@>6|D=d) <c

with a selected (non-informative) prior and appropriately chosen ¢ € [0, 1) such that T1E rate is controlled at . Our
approach is hence based on tail probabilities rather than Bayes factors, the more principled Bayesian approach to
hypothesis testing. As argued in'®, the decision function ¢g(D; dg) for the one-sided test is accordingly given by

(dd )_ 1 ifP((9>(90|D:d;DE:dE>>CdE
PRUGAE) =0 i PO > 0y | D = d; Dy = dg) < ca,

where the posterior is induced by a prior that incorporates the external information dg (this is indicated here by
“P(.|.;dg)”), and the threshold c4,, € [0,1) . In case that the threshold with borrowing, c,,,, is kept at the threshold
without borrowing, ¢, the level of the test with borrowing ag(dg) is likely different from the original a-level. If it
exceeds «, this is called T1E inflation due to borrowing from external data. Often, but not always, the threshold with

borrowing, c4,,, can be adjusted such that T1E rate is still controlled, as shown in 13,

3)

“)

3 Borrowing from fixed external data

When external data are used to augment the data set from a current trial, the external data are fixed and known already
in the planning stage of the trial. The frequentist operating characteristics of the trial are then derived upfront. When
investigating the properties of a borrowing method, one will typically not only want to describe its frequentist operating
characteristics conditional on a specific external data set dg, but it will be important to characterize the method in
a more general context for varying external data. Hence a general approach is needed for reporting the operating
characteristics of a borrowing method, also to be able to compare different borrowing methods.

If ag(dg) is different from cv, a comparison of the power of g to the power of () is difficult to interpret. A fair and
interpretable comparison of the power of a test with and a test without borrowing should be performed in case that both
tests have the same T1E rate. It is, however, not always possible to adjust the rejection region of a test with borrowing,
B, such that T1E rate is controlled at the original a-level. Instead, we propose to evaluate g (dp) and compare the
performance of the test with borrowing to a calibrated test without borrowing at the ag(dg)-level, i.e., we compare the
performance of wg(D;dg) to ¢(®(4£)) (D). The test without borrowing at the adjusted T1E rate, (@(?2)) will be
called test calibrated to borrowing.

3.1 Recommended approach to investigating and reporting frequentist operating characteristics

To characterize the operating characteristics of a test with borrowing in a more general context, repeated external
datasets dp are generated and the performance of the test when borrowing from these is evaluated. Usually, the
performance should be investigated for a specific parameter g of the data generating process for the external data D .
We recommend the procedure in Algorithm 1 to provide a fair comparison between the performance of a test without
and with borrowing, when evaluating power at §; € O;.

Algorithm 1 Procedure for fixed external data

(F1) Select 6 as parameter for external data.
(F2) Select 6, ¢ O for evaluating the power, i.e., the probability to reject Hy if D ~ fp, .
(F3) Repeat for a sufficient number of times 7y, :

(F3.a) Generate one external data set dg from Dg ~ fy,..
(F3.b) Determine T1E rate ag(dg) = én%X{Eg [¢B(D;dg)]} with borrowing from d.
€09

(F3.c) Determine power
- with borrowing, By, [pg(D; dg)].
- without borrowing of the calibrated test, Eq, [¢(®#(4=)) (D).
(F3.d) Record ag(dg) and the power difference Eg, [pp(D; dg)] — Eg, [p(@®(4=)(D)].
(F4) Average ag(dg) and power difference.

Note that if the expectations Eg][...] in F3.b-c of Algorithm 1 cannot be determined analytically, they can be calculated
numerically by evaluating test decisions on data simulated according to the data generating process. The ngp, generated
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pairs of a (d ) and the power difference Eg, [¢g(D; dg)]—Eg, [(“#(?2)) (D)] can be summarized or shown graphically,
see Section 3.2. A related approach for investigating the operating characteristics of a test with borrowing in a more
general context is to deterministically select the mean of the external data dg, e.g., on a grid of values, and perform
steps (F3.b), F(3.c) and (F3.d). To illustrate the procedure, we apply it in two common situations occurring in clinical
trials in the remainder of this section.

3.2 One-sided one-arm normal test

For illustration, we use a simple example by assuming a one-arm trial with normally distributed endpoint with known
variance, i.e., we assume that current data D; ~ N (0,02),i = 1,...,n, and external data Dg ; ~ N(0g,0%),j =
1,...,ng,and we test Hy : § < 6y =0vs. H; : 0 > 0. Assume 0 = o = 1 and sample sizes for current and external
data, n = 25 and np = 20. With this setup, the normal test to level v = 0.025 has power Eg, [¢(*)(D)] = 0.705 at
61 = 0.5 € H;. The one-sided one-sample normal test is a UMP test. Hence it is clear '3 that no borrowing method can
lead to a power gain compared to a test calibrated to borrowing.

3.2.1 Borrowing from external data using a fixed power prior approach

A common borrowing approach is the use of a power prior in which the prior for the current data is obtained as a
discounted posterior of the external data analysis. The downweight of external information is obtained by raising the
external data likelihood L(6;dg) to a power § € [0,1]!!. The weight parameter § can be fixed a priori or in turn
estimated from the data, in the latter case the prior has the form*!6

L(8; )’ n(0)7 ()
c(9) ’
where ¢(0) is the normalizing constant ¢(§) = [ L(0; dg)°w(0)d6.

The weight parameter determines how much of the external information is incorporated. Extreme cases are § = 0,
when information from dg is discarded and 6 = 1, when dg is completely taken into account. Note that, for normal
outcomes and fixed J, there is a direct correspondence between § and the heterogeneity parameter of two additional
popular borrowing approaches, i.e., the meta-analytic!” and the commensurate® prior. The three approaches can
indeed be shown to be equivalent for specific parameter choices>?. The possibility to analytically relate the power and

meta-analytic approaches in case of unknown ¢ and heterogeneity parameter has also been recently shown ! .

m(0,0]dg) =

When borrowing from dg with a fixed ¢ and flat initial prior 7(6), the posterior distribution of 6 is given by

B 7 2
7r(0|d;dE,6)~N(5nEdE+nd o >

ng+n dng+n
where d and dy denote the means of current and external data, resp. Since the posterior probability P(§ > 0| d; dg, 9)
is monotone in the external and also in the current data mean? and following the arguments in '3, g (D; dg) is a UMP

test to level ap(dg) and hence the power of g (D; dg) and the power of the test calibrated to borrowing ¢(®5(42)) are
identical.

This situation is hence well suited for illustrating our proposed Algorithm 1. External data dg was simulated with
g = 0, i.e., on the border of ©g, and with 8 = 0.5 in the alternative, each 100 times. The weight parameter § was
set to 0.5. A million Monte Carlo simulations were used to derive T1E rate and power with borrowing. For external
data sets dp generated with 6 = 0, ag(dg) ranges from 0.0003 to 0.115, observed median and mean are 0.010 and
0.019. For external data sets d g generated with 05 = 0.5, ag(dg) ranges from 0.007 to 0.419, with median and mean
0.090 and 0.121. In both situations, mean power differences, which in theory should be exactly 0, are in absolute value
smaller than 10~%. Fig. 1(a) shows the power difference versus ag(dx) and reflects inaccuracy of the integration
when calculating the power difference. Inaccuracies occur since calculation of power with borrowing requires Monte
Carlo integration, and calculation of power of the test calibrated to borrowing uses ag(dg), which is associated with
numerical inaccuracy as well.

The operating characteristics for the external data mean d varying over a range of values are shown in Fig. 2 (a). In
this plot scale, the power difference is exactly on the line y = 0. T1E rate ag(dg)) increases to 1 as dg increases in
size, i.e. external data are located far in the alternative.

3.2.2 Borrowing from external data using an Empirical Bayes power prior approach

The power prior approach can be modified to adapt the power prior parameter ¢§ to the similarity of the current and
the external data, such that § is large when the external and current data are similar and small if they are conflicting.



A PREPRINT - FEBRUARY 27, 2023

We follow Gravestock and Held > who propose to use an Empirical Bayes approach for estimation of &(d; d) which
maximizes the marginal likelihood of §, as derived in Gravestock and Held?,

o B o2 /n
o(d;dg) = max{((zf d_E)Z,O'an 4 0‘%/7‘LE} — 02/77,-

The same external data sets d g were generated as in 3.2.1. With g = 0, ag(dg) ranges from 0.014 to 0.211, observed
median and mean are 0.015 and 0.036. For external data sets dg generated with g = 0.5, ag(dg) ranges from 0.014
to 0.212, with median and mean 0.098 and 0.105. In both situations, mean power differences is in absolute value
smaller than 10~%. Fig. 1(b) shows the power difference versus ag(df). The operating characteristics for the external
data mean dg varying over a range of values are shown in Fig. 2 (b). The power difference is always on the line y = 0
in this plot scale and maximal T1E rate inflation is observed at dg = 0.56.

To illustrate that dynamic borrowing can lead to a test that is not UMP, and hence that power loss can be the result of
borrowing, we consider an extreme and artificial setting: we again used the Empirical Bayes power prior approach
but increased the sample size of the external data to ng = 1000 instead of 20. The operating characteristics for
the external data mean dg varying over a range of values are shown in Fig. 2 (c). For 0.06 < dr < 0.14 the
power of the test with borrowing is reduced compared to the test calibrated to borrowing. This is due to the fact
that the posterior probability P(6 > 6y | D = d; Dg = dg) is non-monotone in d and hence the rejection region
{d|P(0 > 6y | D =d; Dg = dg) > 0.975} consists of two disjoint intervals. A detailed illustration of this is given in
the Supplement.

3.3 One-sided two-arm normal test with borrowing to control arm

For the case that current data from a treatment and a control trial arm are collected, we will consider the situation of a
hybrid control arm trial where external (historical) data are available to inform the control arm evaluation. Also in this
situation a UMP test is available and power gains are not possible when T1E rate is controlled.

Let current control D, ~ N(f,.,0?), current treatment D; ~ N(0;,0?%), i.e. D = (D., D;), and external data
Dg ~ N(0g,0?). The aim of the trial is to test

Hy:0, <0.vs. H : 0, > 0,

or equivalently
Hol&t—HCSOVS.Hllet—90>O.

Similar to the one-sample case, the T1E rate is observed at the border of Hy. In contrast to the one-sample case,

however, this is not just one point but a line in the two-dimensional space given by 6; = 6.. The T1E rate for the test

without borrowing is identical for all #; = 6. independent of the actual value of 6.. In the hybrid control trial that

borrows only to the current control, the T1E rate with borrowing from dg depends on 6. as well. Determination of

grel%x{Eg [¢B(D;dEg)|} hence involves maximizing Eg, ¢, [¢p(D; dg)] for all 8. in step (F3.b). In step (F3.c), power is
0

calculated for a selected 61 = 6; — .. Power at 8; = 6, — 6, of the test without borrowing is independent of 6. For the
test with borrowing, Eg, —9, ¢, [¢B(D; dg)] varies with 6... In summary, the operating characteristics of the test with
borrowing depend on three parameters 6., 6; and d g, whereas it only depends on 6, — 6, for the test without borrowing.

To illustrate the situation, we consider in the following an example with equal sample sizes in the current control and
treatment arm, n, = n; = 15, and with borrowing from ng = 10 external control observations. Assume o = 1 for
all data. The one-sided test without borrowing is performed at level a = 0.025, power of the two-sample test without
borrowing is 0.78 for 0; — 6. = 6, = 1.

3.3.1 Fixed power prior approach

For illustration purposes we start with a fixed power prior borrowing approach with § = 0.5. Figure 3 (a) shows
ap(0: = 0.;dg) = Eg,—0,[¢s(D;dE)] as a function of the difference between the current control mean 6, and the
observed external control average dg. Due to the assumption that data from the current treatment and control arms, as
well as the external control data all have the same (known) standard deviation, this difference can be standardized by o
to provide a more general figure.

Figure 3(a) shows that when 6,. is far smaller than dg, i.e. d is far in the alternative, ‘9”*% is strongly negative and
the probability of falsely rejecting Hy is small, i.e., Eg,—g,_[¢5(D; dg)] is close to 0 because the current treatment is
unlikely better than the external control. The more d g moves towards small values, the higher the probability of falsely
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rejecting Hy, with Eg,—¢_ [¢p(D; dg)] going to 1 for large @ because the external control increases the difference

between treatment and control arm even if the current control and treatment data are similar.

On the line §;, — §, = 6; = 1, power with borrowing is monotonically increasing as well. In case dp and 6, are
identical, ag(6.; dg) is smaller than the nominal level of the test without borrowing, o = 0.025, because more control
observations go into the evaluation of the two-sample test. Simultaneously, power at this point is higher than power
without borrowing due to the same reason, a higher effective sample size in the control. Hence a gain in both frequentist
operating characteristics, T1E rate and power, is observed at this point. The region in which gains are possible in both
directions was termed the ’sweet spot’ by Viele et al. 2.

According to its definition, frequentist T1E rate is the maximum of the rejection probability for all parameters in Oy,
énz(x)x{Eg [o(D;dg)]} ™. In this situation the maximum is ag(dg) = 1. Hence the power of ¢p cannot exceed that of
€00

the test calibrated to borrowing. Following the recommended Algorithm 1, Figure 3(b) shows again ag (6. = 0;; dg)
and the power difference Eg, [¢g(D; dg)] —Eg, [¢(*®(42)) (D)] on the line §; — f, = 1. The power difference is negative
for all constellations of dg and 6,..

3.3.2 Empirical Bayes power prior approach

When using an empirical Bayes power prior approach to augment the current with external control data, external data are

discarded in case of prior-data conflict. Figure 4 (a) again shows ag (0. = 0;; dg) as well as the power with borrowing

and the power of the test calibrated to borrowing, i.e. the power of the test with level ap(dg) = ;na;({ag(d E)}
c=U¢

Maximum T1E rate is attained at about @ = 0.7 with a value of 0.07.

Compared to the fixed power prior approach used in Section (3.3.1), the ability of Empirical Bayes power prior approach
to adapt to prior-data conflict becomes apparent as type I deflation is less strong for values of . much smaller than
dg and inflation is far less pronounced for 6. much larger than dg. The power of the test calibrated to borrowing,
@les(dr)) however, is always larger than the power of g, hence the power difference shown in Figure 4 (b) is negative.

Note that in contrast to the one-sample situation where the borrowing method given a fixed external data set dg and a
specific alternative 6 is characterized by a point (ag(dg), Eg, [¢s(D; dg)] — Eg, [p(“3(?2))(D)]), in the two-arm hybrid
control situation it is characterized by two lines ag (6. = 6;; dg) and Ep, _g,—1[pp(D;dg)] — Ee,—g,—1[¢(**@2) (D)].
Since 6, is unknown, T1E rate has to be taken as the maximum on the border of O, ag(dg) = gnggi{ag (dg)}.

4 Borrowing from random external data

There may be circumstances in which frequentist operating characteristics of a borrowing method are of interest when
not only the current data are random observations but also the external data should be considered as random. This
situation may occur if, e.g., external data come from a real world data set and patients from this data set are selected for
borrowing on the basis of similarity to current patient characteristics as reflected by covariable information (e.g.,%*).
In this case, the trial endpoint information from external patients can be considered as random in the same way as
trial endpoint information from patients of the current trial. To investigate the performance of a borrowing method in
this situation, the data generating parameter, 6, for the external information, however, should still be considered as
independent of the parameter of the current trial . The procedure in Algorithm 2 is recommended to investigate and
report the frequentist operating characteristics of a borrowing method in such a context.

If the rejection probability on the null hypothesis has to be evaluated not only at one point (e.g., in 6y for the one-arm
situation) but, e.g., on a line (as in case of the two-arm hybrid control trial in Section 3.3), multiple parameter values
have to be selected in step (R2) to evaluate the maximum of the averaged test decisions in (R4) that we will denote by

OAB(BE).

On the same line of arguments as discussed in Section 3.1, it is hard to compare the frequentist performance of the test
without borrowing and the test with borrowing if they have different T1E rates. Again, for a fair comparison, the level
of the test without borrowing is calibrated to ag(0g), i.e., the difference Eg,.¢,. [¢s(D; Dg)] — Eg, [¢(®#(=))(D)] is
evaluated.

4.1 One-sided one-arm normal test

As in Section 3.2, we will first consider the situation of a one-arm trial with normally distributed endpoint to test
Hy:0 <6y =0vs. H : § > 0. Again assume current data D; ~ N(6,1),s = 1,...,n, and external data
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Algorithm 2 Procedure for random external data

(R1) Select 8 as parameter for external data.

(R2) Select 6 € O for T1E rate calculation, typically § = 6y on the border of ©y.
(R3) Select 6, ¢ O for power calculation.

(R4) Repeat for a sufficient number of times 7y,

(R4.a) Generate one external data set dg from Dg ~ fo,..

(R4.b) Generate one current data set dy from D ~ fy, 8 € O selected in (R2).
(R4.c) Record test decision g (dp; dg).

(R4.d) Generate one current data sets dg, from D ~ fp, .

(R4.e) Record test decision g (dy, ; dE).

(R5) Average test decisions from (R4.c) to obtain Eg.g,, [¢s(D; Dg)], 0 € Oo.
(R6) Average test decisions from (R4.e) to obtain Eg, .9, [¢s(D; Dg)|, 61 ¢ O for power evaluation.

Dgj ~ N(0g,1),j = 1,...,ng, with sample sizes n = 25 and ngy = 20. Note that in this situation the quantity
ap(fg) is the average ap(dg) obtained in step (F3.b) of Algorithm 1, i.e. ag(0r) = Eg,[ap(dE)]. Algorithm 2 results
in two values for each parameter 05 of the external data, ag(f) and Eg, .9, [¢8(D; Dg)] — Eg, [¢(#(=)) (D)] (for
01 ¢ Oy selected for power evaluation).

When borrowing with a fixed power prior with § = 0.5, ngy, = 100,000 simulations with g = 0 resulted in
ag(0p = 0) = 0.017 and Eg, 0 5.0,—0[¢8(D; Dg)] = 0.566 compared to Eg, —o 5[p(**(*0)(D)] = 0.649, i.e. a
power difference of —0.082. For 5 = 0.5 the values were ag (6 = 0.5) = 0.114 and Eg, —0.5.0,,—0.5[¢8(D; Dg)| =
0.860 compared to Eg, o 5[¢(#(*-9))(D)] = 0.848, i.e. a power difference of —0.030. In this simple case of one-sided
one-sample normal test with fixed power prior approach, the observations made above that the test calibrated to
borrowing has higher power than the test with borrowing can be shown analytically, see Appendix.

The situation when borrowing using an Empirical Bayes power prior approach is very similar. With ng, = 100, 000
simulations, using 6 = 0 resulted in ag (6 = 0) = 0.030 and Eg, ¢ 5.0,=0.5[¢s(D; Dg)] = 0.676 compared to
Eg, 0.5/ D) (D)] = 0.730, i.e. a power difference of —0.054. For §z = 0.5 the values were ag(f = 0.5) =
0.113 and Eg, =0 5.6,,=0.5[¢8(D; Dg)] = 0.875 compared to Eg, —¢.5[¢(*#(*-*))(D)] = 0.901, i.e. a power difference
of —0.025. For these selected cases we observe again that the test calibrated to borrowing has higher power than the
test with borrowing.

4.2 One-sided two-arm normal test with borrowing to control arm

For the situation described in Section (3.3), testing Hy : 6; — 0. < 0 vs. Hy : 8; — 6. > 0, and again using an Empirical
Bayes power prior approach for borrowing to control, the resulting plots for rejection probabilities are shown in Figure
5. The overall shape is very similar to Figure 4. Comparing Figure 4(b) and Figure 5(b), both the T1E rate and the
power difference curves are slightly attenuated to 0 when external data is considered random.

5 Discussion

We propose a procedure to investigate and report the frequentist operating characteristics of methods for borrowing
from external data to a current clinical trial. It is well-known that borrowing from external information may lead to
the alteration of T1E rate. Since the relationship between T1E rate and power of a test is non-linear and not intuitive,
we propose to evaluate T1E rate of the test with borrowing from external data, and to then calibrate the test without
borrowing to this T1E rate to allow for a fair comparison of the power of the test with and without borrowing. It may
seem counterintuitive to calibrate the test without borrowing. The reason for this is that situations may occur, in which
the test with borrowing cannot be modified to control the original T1E rate, e.g. as shown in the hybrid control two-arm
trial with fixed power prior borrowing where T1E rate is 1. On the other hand, tests without borrowing are available
at any significance level. The proposed approach is illustrated in two clinical trial situations with normal endpoint, a
one-arm and a hybrid control two-arm trial. The exemplary borrowing method used for illustration is a fixed and an
Empirical Bayes power prior approach. Note, however, that the proposed procedure does not depend on the actual
borrowing method that is used.

The assessment of the frequentist operating characteristics in the hybrid control two-arm situation is less straightforward
than in the one-arm situation. According to its definition, the frequentist T1E rate is the maximum [ rejection
probability over all parameter constellations in the null hypothesis. Hence, when borrowing, all parameter constellations
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of the current control and treatment arm as well as of the external data have to be considered to determine the T1E rate
that is used for calibrating the test without borrowing. In the normal endpoint situation, considering all constellations
is easily carried out using analytical calculations. With other endpoints (e.g., time-to-event) it is, however, necessary
to compute Hj rejection probabilities in all null hypothesis constellations, and subsequently compare the power with
borrowing to the power of the test calibrated to borrowing.

Calculation of power and T1E rate is usually associated with inaccuracy due to numerical integration or Monte Carlo
approaches. Numerical inaccuracy can be propagated when calculating the power of a test calibrated to T1E rate of
the test with borrowing. For a valid comparison of power between different approaches it is hence crucial to restrict
numerical inaccuracy due to integration as much as possible.

Our approach can be used for the situation in which external data is fixed, as it is usually the case when a trial is
designed with the plan to borrow from historical data. In this case, Eg[pp(D; Dg) | Dg = dg] is evaluated. A variant
of the approach can also be used when external data should be considered as random, as it is the case when borrowing
from data that were obtained from a real world data set by selecting patients without considering their outcome but
evaluating similarity to the current patients. This is the situation in which Eg.g, [¢s(D; Dg)] is evaluated. For the
special case of using a power prior approach with fixed J parameter, we showed analytically that instead of a power gain,
power is indeed decreased when borrowing. Using the Empirical Bayes power prior approach, numerical examples
point in the same direction.

Occasionally operating characteristics of borrowing approaches have been investigated under the assumption that
external data are random (as considered in Section 4) and that in addition # and 6 are jointly generated by a statistical
model. Most likely the test of interest in this case is still Hy : 8 € ©g vs. Hy : § ¢ Oy, i.e., it addresses 6 and not the
external parameter 6. Hence, in this context, definition of T1E rate and power of the test are not entirely clear. If,
however, the hypotheses of interest also comprise the parameter generating the external data, the test without and the
test with borrowing would address different hypotheses. A situation in which a joint evaluation of different parameters
is required is given by, e.g., basket trials, where the same treatment is investigated in different patients subgroups in
parallel. In this situation, however, the set of hypotheses and operating characteristics that are investigated is different
from those in the case of external borrowing to a current trial discussed here.

The idea that for test comparison, power should only be compared for tests with the same size (i.e. same T1E rate), has
been put forward by Lloyd ' earlier. He suggested to use receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves showing power
versus size to compare tests. For example in the one-sample case, one would select a d and derive the ROC curve by
varying the threshold c4,, to generate different T1E rates and record the corresponding power, resulting in a bundle of
ROC curves for different values of dg. For the examples shown in Fig. 2 (a) and (b), all ROC curves would coincide,
whereas for the situation in Fig. 2 (c), the test with borrowing would result in ROC curves below the one for the test
without borrowing for 0.06 < dg < 0.14 but coinciding with the ROC for the test without borrowing for all other dg.
However, this approach may require more computing time without providing additional information compared to our
approach and visualization.

A recent approach proposes the use of relative likelihood ratios for neutral comparison of statistical tests to enable
accurate comparison of the trade-off between power and size between between competing tests . Unless one test is
clearly superior in terms of positive and negative likelihood ratio, the application of this approach relies on the specific
context, i.e., whether controlling size or increasing power is more important. Several additional proposals have recently
tried to move away from strict control of T1E rate, e.g., by giving rationales for targeting a weighted sum of T1E and
T2E rates instead 2923, This can be accomplished by assigning weights representing the relative seriousness of T1E
versus T2E rates (or relative trust on the null and alternative hypothesis), evaluated at fy € O and 0; ¢ O, %, In the
context of one-sided one-arm testing, the latter can be directly translated into a Bayesian integrated risk minimization
problem with a two-point mass prior, giving equal probability to 6 and 1, and assigning costs to T1E and T2E equal to
the above weights. Bayesian prior probabilities can be incorporated in such an assessment; these can be used to assign a
prior probability to each (point) hypothesis or to average across the support of 6 itself. In the latter case, the costs can
be reformllllz%ted so that optimal Bayesian decisions would minimize a weighted sum of average (or expected) T1E and
T2E rates .

It is important to note that for one-sided one-arm testing of location parameters in exponential families, and for a given
sample size, each approach would essentially select a specific rejection probability function, so that all approaches are
equivalent if T1E rate (or power) is identical. The Bayesian approach justifies T1E rate inflation by trust in the prior
distribution (if it favors the alternative hypothesis), and leads in turn to a specific weighted sum of errors. In two-arm
situations, however, Bayesian and frequentist tests will tend to differ. Without further constraints and under fixed
borrowing, the maximum T1E rate of the Bayesian test can reach 1. Data-adaptive approaches such as the Empirical
Bayes power prior can cap such an inflation, but cannot lead to uniform power gains, as discussed earlier. In practice,
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overall T1E rate inflation is again justified by some trust in external/historical information, and gains in T1E rate and/or
power will therefore be local, see also the discussion by Grieve’.

In general, to evaluate operating characteristics in a frequentist sense, no prior assumptions about the similarity of
external and current parameter shall be made. If one wants to restrict investigations to situations where the external
(control) and the current (control) data generating process are similar, the operating characteristics would not be
frequentist but Bayesian in the sense that one would rely on the consistency of prior and current data. While the latter is
a reasonable assumption if prior information is deemed reliable, it should be clearly stated when adopted.

Appendix

Here we show that fixed power prior borrowing from random external data in the one-sided one-arm normal test
situation leads to a power loss.

Consider the situation of a one-arm trial with normally distributed endpoint to test Hy : 0 < 09 vs. Hy : 6 > 0.
Assume n current observations D; ~ N (6, o), o known, and assume a prior 7 ~ N (ji,r, o2). This prior may, e.g., be
obtained using a power prior approach with fixed & € [0, 1], i.e., with ng external observations D j ~ N (0, c?),
2
a

this results in 1, = dp and 02 = 5. - For abbreviation, set 0, = 0/\/nand 0y, = 0/ /nE.

The posterior is then normally distributed with variance o, 2= é + é and mean p,, = 012, (ﬁ—g + %) According to
(4), Hy is rejected when
tp — bo
Op
where c is chosen such that T1E rate of the test without borrowing (i.e. with o, = 00) is controlled at o, implying that
¢ = z1—q, the (1 — a)-quantile of the standard normal distribution. Rearranging terms, (5) is equivalent to

d—0 = —6o)on / 2
0 + (lu 5 O)J > Zlfa 1 + 0'727,7 (6)
On oz oz

Now consider external data that we borrow from as random. Then i, on the lhs of (6) is no longer a fixed value
but a random variable, i.e., for pu, = dg, we have p, ~ N(9E7J,2LE). Let = denote the lhs of (6), which is
then a realization from the sum of two independent and normally distributed variables, N ((6 — 6y)/on,1) and

N ((0g — 00)on /02,002 /a2) (note that because 02 = 0% /(0ng), 0202 Jox = d02/02), ie., X ~ N(uz,02)

with 11,(0) = (0 — 00)/on + (g — p)on)/02) and 02 = 1 + (§02 /o2).
With borrowing, Hy is rejected if © > z1_4+/1 + 02 /02, i.e., the rejection probability is given by

2
1—<1><zla1,/1+"g—“””@>7 @)
o oz o™

with ® denoting the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution. T1E rate with borrowing is

reached in 0 = 6, i.e.
1 2 _
aB(QE):l—q)(zla 1_|_U”_WEQO)U”>7

>c &)

see also the Supplement to?'.

Oz o2 020,
using the notation from Section 4. Denote by 21 _ o, (s;) the corresponding quantile.

The test calibrated to borrowing rejects if (d — 60) /0 > 21_ag(05) the probability of which is

0—10
1-9 (zlaB(GE) o 0) : (8)

On

The power of the test calibrated to borrowing (8) evaluated at § > 6 can be shown to be larger than the power of the
test with borrowing (7), by analytical transformations and observing that o, > 1 for § > 0. In the notation of the
manuscript, the above derivation shows that

0 — 0 1 o2 = (0
1-9 (zlaB(GE) - 0) = EQ[SD(GB(BE))(D)] >1-0 (Zlao' 1+ TQL - Mg( )> = E999E [‘pB(D?DE)]
n x P 3
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Figure 1: Simulated T1E rate ag(dg) and power difference Eg[pp(D; dg)] — Eg[p(*#(42))(D)] when borrowing from
external data from 100 data sets Dg ~ N (0, 1) (circles) and 100 data sets Dg ~ N (0.5, 1) (crosses) in the one-arm
situation. Sample size for current data is n = 20 and for external data ng = 10. (a) Borrowing with fixed § = 0.5; (b):

Borrowing with Empirical Bayes power prior.
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Figure 2: TIE rate with borrowing (ag(dg)), power with borrowing and power difference Eg, [pp(D;dg)] —
Eg, [¢(@#(42)) (D)] when borrowing from external data mean for varying dy in the one-arm situation, calculated
by performing steps (F3.b) to (F3.d) in Algorithm 1. Sample size for current data is n = 25. (a) Borrowing with fixed
0 = 0.5 and external data sample size ng = 20; (b): Borrowing with Empirical Bayes power prior and external data
sample size ng = 20; (c): Borrowing with Empirical Bayes power prior and external data sample size ng = 1000.
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Simulating and reporting frequentist operating characteristics of clinical trials that
borrow external information

Annette Kopp-Schneider, Manuel Wiesenfarth, Leonhard Held and Silvia
Calderazzo

Extreme borrowing can lead to a test that is not UMP and consequently to
power loss

To illustrate that dynamic borrowing can lead to a test that is not UMP, and hence that power loss can be the result of
borrowing, we consider an extreme and artificial setting. In case of a one-arm trial with normally distributed endpoint
with known variance o = 1 (i.e., current data D; ~ N(0,1),i = 1,...,n), wetest Hy : < 6y = 0vs. H; : 6 > 0 and
evaluate power at #; = 0.5. Sample size for current data is n = 25. We use the Empirical Bayes power prior approach to
borrow from ng = 1000 external data D ; ~ N(0g,1),j = 1,...,ng.

Figures S1 to S11 show the estimated Empirical Bayes weight parameter ) (d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability
P(@ > 0| D = d;Dg = dg) (bottom) for varying current data mean d, borrowing from external data with mean dg
ranging from 0.0 to 0.21. Note that these plots are different from Figure 2 of the main paper where the external mean d
is varying on the horizontal axis.

The blue line at 0.975 in the lower plot indicates the separation between the acceptance and the rejection region
of the test: for current observed means with posterior probability P(6 > 0|D = d;Dg = dg) < 0.975, the tests
accepts Hy and it rejects if the posterior probability exceeds 0.975 (cf. equation (4) in the main manuscript). Starting
at dg = 0.01, the posterior probability shows a non-monotone behavior. Up to dr = 0.05 and for dg > 0.15 , this is
without consequence for the rejection region of the test since the non-monotonicity occurs in a range of values with all
P(0 >0|D =d; Dg = dg) < 0.975 (for dg < 0.05) or with all P(§ > 0| D = d; Dg = dg) > 0.975 (for dg > 0.15).
For values of dg between 0.06 and 0.14, shown in Figures S4 to S8, the rejection region is no longer a single interval, but
separated into two intervals. In comparison to the UMP test for the one-sided one-arm situation (calibrated to borrowing
from d), this leads to a power loss, as observed in Figure 2c in the main manuscript.

Each lower plot also shows the integral over the current data, in red the value of a(dg) = Eg—o[ps(D;dg)] and in
green the power with borrowing, powerwEB = Eg, ¢ 5[¢p(D;dg)]. These numbers are points on the red and on the
green line, respectively, in Figure 2c in the main manuscript.
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mean d for dg = 0 (left) and d = 0.01 (right).



EB 8, dg=0.02 EB 5, dg=0.03

1.0 A 10 =
0.8 0.8 1
0.6 0.6
2o} 2]
m m
w w
0.4 0.4
0.2 J 0.2 J
0.0 0.0
T T T T T T T T T T T T ] T
-02 00 02 04 06 08 1.0 -02 00 02 04 06 08 1.0
Posterior probability, dg=0.02 Posterior probability, de=0.03
< 10 < 104
© ®
o ©
T 08 T 08
S S
2 k2]
= 106 < 06
© ©
= =
© ©
§ 041 og(dg)=0.014 6 04 og(dg)=0.014
5 powerwEB = 0.618 5 powerwEB = 0.618
° - o
S 012~ © 0.2
A A
=2 o
= 0.0 = 0.0
T T T T T T T ] T T T T ] T
-02 00 02 04 06 08 1.0 -02 00 02 04 06 08 1.0
current observed mean current observed mean

Figure S2: §(d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(§ > 6y | D = d; D = dg) (bottom) for varying current data

mean d for dg = 0.02 (left) and d = 0.03 (right).



EB &, dg=0.04 EB 5, dg=0.05

1.0 18
0.8 0.8
0.6 0.6
2o} 2]
m m
w w
0.4 0.4
0:2 0.2 J
0.0 0.0
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
02 00 02 04 06 08 1.0 02 00 02 04 06 08 10
Posterior probability, de=0.04 Posterior probability, de=0.05
o 1.0 = 10
© ®
o ©
8 08 S 08
S S
@ @
= 106 < 06
© ©
= =
© ©
§ 041 og(dg)=0.014 6 04 og(dg)=0.014
5 nowerwEB = 0.61¢ 5 powerwEB = 0.62
© O
© 02 © 0.2
A A
o (=)
= 00— £ 0.0" 4
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
-02 00 02 04 06 08 1.0 02 00 02 04 06 08 1.0
current observed mean current observed mean

Figure S3: §(d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(§ > 6y | D = d; D = dg) (bottom) for varying current data

mean d for dg = 0.04 (left) and d = 0.05 (right).



EB &, dg=0.06 EB 5, dg=0.07

1.0 = 1.0
0.8 0.8 1
06 0.6
[Ze] [Ze}
o o
w w
04 04
02 - /) 02 - /)
0.0 0.0
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
02 00 02 04 06 08 10 -02 00 02 04 06 08 10
Posterior probability, de=0.06 Posterior probability, de=0.07
< 10 = 10 -
© 0.97 © 0.97
S v 5
T 08 o T 08
S S
2 @
< 06 £ 06
e el
= =
© ©
§ 041 og(dg)=0.211 6 04 og(dg)=0.676
5 powerwEB = 0.71: 5 powerwEB = 0.751
HEE 9.
S 02 o 02
A A
T, =
= 0.0 = 0.0
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
-02 00 02 04 06 08 10 -02 00 02 04 06 08 10
current observed mean current observed mean

Figure S4: §(d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(§ > 6y | D = d; D = dg) (bottom) for varying current data
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Figure S5: §(d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(§ > 6y | D = d; D = dg) (bottom) for varying current data

mean d for dg = 0.08 (left) and dz = 0.09 (right).
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Figure S6: 6(d;dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(6 > 6y | D = d; Dg = dg) (bottom) for varying current data

mean d for dg = 0.10 (left) and dz = 0.11 (right).
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Figure S7: 6(d;dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(6 > 6y | D = d; Dg = dg) (bottom) for varying current data

mean d for dg = 0.12 (left) and d = 0.13 (right).
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Figure S8: §(d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(§ > 6y | D = d; D = dg) (bottom) for varying current data

mean d for dg = 0.14 (left) and d = 0.15 (right).
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Figure S9: §(d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(§ > 6y | D = d; D = dg) (bottom) for varying current data

mean d for dg = 0.16 (left) and d = 0.17 (right).
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Figure S10: 75 (d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(6¢ > 0y | D = d; D = dg) (bottom) for varying current data
mean d for dg = 0.18 (left) and dp = 0.19 (right).
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Figureisllzﬁ (d; dg) (top) and the posterior probability P(6¢ > 0y | D = d; D = dg) (bottom) for varying current data
mean d for dg = 0.20 (left) and dp = 0.21 (right).
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