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A BSTRACT
We propose a Cross-validated ADaptive ENrichment design (CADEN) in which a trial population is
enriched with a subpopulation of patients who are predicted to benefit from the treatment more than
an average patient (the sensitive group). This subpopulation is found using a risk score constructed
from the baseline (potentially high-dimensional) information about patients. The design incorporates
an early stopping rule for futility. Simulation studies are used to assess the properties of CADEN
against the original (non-enrichment) cross-validated risk scores (CVRS) design that constructs a risk
score at the end of the trial. We show that when there exists a sensitive group of patients, CADEN
achieves a higher power and a reduction in the expected sample size, in comparison to the CVRS
design. We illustrate the application of the design in a real clinical trial. We conclude that the new
design offers improved statistical efficiency in comparison to the existing non-enrichment method, as
well as increased benefit to patients. The method has been implemented in an R package caden.
Keywords Adaptive enrichment, Clinical trials, Cross-validation, Risks scores, Subgroup analysis

1

Introduction

Enrichment clinical trial designs address the issue of investigating treatments that only provide benefit to a subgroup
of patients. When the biological pathway of the disease is well understood, predictive biomarkers (biomarkers that
can predict the response to treatment) can be identified and the entry of patient is restricted based on these biomarkers.
However, often the mechanism of disease is unclear and there are no known predictive biomarkers. In this case,
restricting the entry to a specific subgroup of patients might lead to overlooking other subgroups that also benefit. This
leads to loss opportunity for patient-benefit as well as reducing the market for the treatment.
Adaptive enrichment designs (AEDs) could overcome this limitation by allowing the trial to update the inclusion criteria
at the interim analysis. AEDs start by enrolling all the eligible patients and then narrowing the enrolment of patients
to a subgroup predicted to benefit from the experimental treatment, at the interim analysis. Thus, in the second stage,
the entry is restricted to the patients who are predicted to benefit from the treatment. Properly constructed adaptive
enrichment designs have benefits compared to fixed designs with respect to statistical properties [Wang et al. (2009)].
The subgroup of patients who are predicted to benefit from the treatment is often defined by a single binary or continuous biomarker. [Jones and Holmgren (2007)] considered a design where subjects are classified into a single binary
biomarker-positive or biomarker-negative subgroup. At the interim analysis of the preliminary efficacy of the treatment,
a decision is made on whether to recruit the overall population or the biomarker-positive group. [Parashar et al. (2016)]
extended the design of [Jones and Holmgren (2007)] by allowing early efficacy stopping (stopping the trial if the
∗
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required cumulative response has been achieved) in either the unselected population or the biomarker-positive subgroup
at the interim analysis, thus minimising the expected sample size. The design of [Tournoux-Facon et al. (2011)]
also allows early stopping for efficacy based on assessing the heterogeneity of response between two subgroups
as identified by a single binary biomarker. At the interim analysis, the subgroup in which the treatment effect is
uncertain continues to stage 2. [Wang et al. (2018)] considered an enriched biomarker stratified design in which
both biomarker-positive and biomarker-negative patients are selected into the trial with different probabilities, and a
biomarker stratified design in which a (potentially expensive) biomarker is replaced by a low-cost alternative biomarker.
When the predictive biomarker is continuous, it could be dichotomised to define two distinct subgroups. However, this
requires pre-specification of an optimal dichotomisation threshold which is often unknown. [Wang et al. (2020)] and
[Simon and Simon (2017)] considered adaptive enrichment designs for a single continues biomarker with the cut-off
threshold being seamlessly determined within the design.
These designs assume that the sub-populations are characterised by a known single binary or continuous biomarker.
However, identifying a single biomarker requires knowledge and biological interpretation of the disease pathway
which may not be available. The subgroup can also be defined by a collection of biomarkers. For example,
[Simon and Simon (2013)] considered the adaptive enrichment design based on a pre-specified mapping of a space
of covariate vector x to a {0,1} according to the probability of response for patients with x. However, the design
assumes that the mapping of the covariate vector x is known. [Wang et al. (2007)] considered an adaptive enrichment
design with a subgroup defined by a genomic (composite) biomarker, however the design does not address the issue
of constructing the composite biomarker. [Joshi et al. (2020)] considered a three-stage adaptive enrichment trial that
estimates the best subgroup via a trade-off between the size of the subgroup and the treatment effect in the subgroup.
The subgroup was estimated after the first stage and then refined after the second stage based on the accumulated
data from the two stages. In this design, a few methods for estimating the subgroup were compared: linear model,
overlapping group LASSO [Zeng and Breheny (2016)], classification and regression trees [Brieman et al. (1984)],
random forest [Brieman (2001)], and support vector machine [Cortes and Vapnik (1995)]. Though simpler (linear
model-based) methods were found to perform better than more complex methods for moderate sample sizes and effect
sizes, the approach was only evaluated on a low number of biomarkers (four biomarkers). [Xu et al. (2020)] proposed
an adaptive subgroup-identification enrichment design that simultaneously searches for low-dimensional predictive
biomarkers, identifies the subgroups with differential treatment effects, and modifies study entry criteria at interim
analyses. However, the method assumes knowledge of potential predictive biomarkers which is not always available in
practice. The method was also evaluated on a low number of biomarkers (four biomarkers).
With the recent advances in multi-omics technologies, an increasingly large numbers of biomarkers are becoming available. Several approaches that utilise high-dimensional data have been proposed, such as a family of adaptive signature
designs. These include developing a signature from high-dimensional data and then using this signature to identify a
subgroup of patients who are the most likely to benefit from the treatment. For example, the adaptive signature design
[Freidlin and Simon (2005), Freidlin et al. (2010)] utilises the information from interaction tests between treatment and
(separately) each covariate to develop a genetic signature that can identify a subgroup of patients who benefit from the
treatment. In these methods, the development and validation of the signature are performed in a single trial. The adaptive
signature design of [Zhang et al. (2017)] approximated the optimal subgroup on the basis of an arbitrary set of baseline
covariates. Several extensions of the adaptive signature design have been proposed, such as adaptive threshold design,
generalised adaptive signature design and adaptive signature design with subgroup plots [Antoniou et al. (2016)]. A
compound covariate predictor approach [Matsui (2006), Matsui et al. (2012), Radmacher et al. (2002)] and risk scores
approach [Cherlin and Wason (2020)] summarise the high-dimensional information into a single score for each patient
which is subsequently used for identifying a subgroup of patients who benefit from the treatment. [Tian et al. (2014)]
proposed a method for estimating interaction between covariates and treatment using modified covariates, thus eliminating the need to model the main effect of the covariates. However, these approaches perform a post hoc analysis of
high-dimensional data rather than adaptively enriching the patient population at the interim analysis.
We propose a design that utilises the risk score method of [Cherlin and Wason (2020)] to adaptively enrich the trial
with the sub-populations of interest. At the interim analysis, the treatment is evaluated in the overall trial population. If
the treatment is found to be effective in the overall population of patients, the recruitment from the overall (unselected)
population of patients continues until the planned sample size is reached, otherwise the method evaluates the treatment
effect in the sensitive group. If the treatment effect is not found to be effective in the overall population of patients
but it is found to be promising in the sensitive group, the trial population is enriched with the patients who are
predicted to belong to the sensitive group (the prediction is based on the data from stage 1). The design incorporates
stopping for futility (in the case where neither the overall treatment effect nor the promising effect in the subgroup is
detected). The design is implemented in an open-source R package caden (Cross-validated ADaptive ENrichment)
[Cherlin and Wason (2021)].
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The remainder of this article is organized as follows. The Methods section describes the CADEN design. In the
Simulation Study section, we explore the operating characteristics of the CADEN designs for various simulation
scenarios and compare it to the (non-enrichment) cross-validated risk scores (CVRS) design. In the Real Data Example
section, we illustrate the application of the designs to real clinical trial data (the NOAH trial). Finally, we summarise
our conclusions in the Discussion section.

2
2.1

Methods
Description of the model

We employ the modelling assumptions of the CRVS design [Cherlin and Wason (2020)] whereby the outcome is
influenced by a subset of K unknown covariates which may be categorial or continuous (the sensitive covariates) though
a generalised linear model. For example, for a binary outcome the model looks as follows:
logit(pi ) = µ + λti + α1 xi1 + · · · + αK xiK + γ1 ti xi1 + · · · + γK ti xiK ,

(1)

where pi is the probability that the outcome for the ith patient is 1, µ is the intercept; λ is the treatment main effect
which is independent of the covariates; ti is the treatment that the ith patient receives (ti = 0 for the control arm and ti =
1 for the treatment arm); xi1 , . . . , xiK are the values for the K unknown sensitive covariates; α1 , . . . , αK are the main
covariate effects for the K covariates; γ1 , . . . , γK are the treatment-covariate interaction effects for the K covariates.
The model assumes that there might exist a subset of patients (the sensitive group) with a higher probability of response
when treated with the new treatment compared to the control treatment. This would correspond to γ1 , . . . , γK being
non-zero.
2.2

Adaptive signature analysis

The adaptive signature analysis is based on the CVRS design of [Cherlin and Wason (2020)] in which risk scores within
each patient i are constructed as sums of the associated covariates xij weighted by their estimated effects β̂j . For a
binary outcome, the effects βj could be estimated using the logistic regression:
logit(pi ) = µ + λti + αj xij + βj ti xij
For constructing the risk scores, the cross-validation procedure is used, in which the model is built using the training
subset and the risk scores are constructed for the patients in the test subset. The risk scores are computed as RSi =
P
j β̂j xij , and then divided into two clusters that correspond to the sensitive and non-sensitive groups of patients. The
division is done using the k-means clustering procedure with k = 2. The method is implemented in an R package rapids
[Cherlin and Wason (2019)]. For full details, see [Cherlin and Wason (2020)].
2.3

Hypotheses testing

In the CADEN design we consider a dual-composite null hypothesis HC [Wang and Hung (2013)] that states that there
is no difference between the response rates in the treatment arms in the overall trial population and also no difference
between the response rates in the treatment arms within the sensitive group (the sensitive group is obtained by applying
the adaptive signature analysis as described in Section 2.2). The null hypothesis HC can be represented as an intersect
of the hypothesis HO and HS , i.e.
HC = HO ∩ HS
(2)
In (2), the HO represents the hypothesis that there is no difference between the response rates in the treatment arms in
the overall trial population. For a binary outcome, this could be evaluated using a test based on a normal approximation
for the difference of two proportions (prop.test R function, two-sided). HS represents the hypothesis that there is no
difference between the response rates in the treatment arms within the sensitive group. For a binary outcome, this could
be examined using Fisher’s exact test (two-sided).
2.4

Stages of design

The CADEN design consists of two stages, as illustrated in Figure 1. In stage 1, N1 patients are enrolled and randomised
to an experimental arm or a control arm. At the end of stage 1, an interim analysis is performed to test the efficacy
of the treatment compared to the control in the overall population, at a pre-specified significance level α1 . If the test
in the overall population meets the α1 significance level then the trial proceeds into stage 2 by enrolling all patients
(the “unselected" strategy, see Section 2.4.2). If the test in the overall population does not meet the α1 significance
3
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level then the trial proceeds by testing whether there is a subgroup of patients (sensitive group) that show a promising
treatment effect. Here, a sensitive group is identified by applying the adaptive signature analysis (see Section 2.2). The
treatment effect in the sensitive group is estimated as described in Section 2.4.1. We define the test in the sensitive
group as promising if it meets the significance at α2 level. Depending on the results of the test in the sensitive group, the
design proceeds into stage 2 according to one of the mutually exclusive strategies “stop" or “enrichment", as described
in Sections 2.4.3 and 2.4.4, respectively.
2.4.1

Treatment effect in the sensitive group

For a binary outcome, the treatment effect in the sensitive group is estimated by fitting the following model:
logit(pi ) = µ + λti + κsi + γti si ,

(3)

where ti is the treatment that the ith patient receives, si is the subgroup membership of the ith patient (si = 1 for the
sensitive group and si = 0 for the non-sensitive group), µ is the intercept, λ is the treatment effect, κ is the subgroup
effect and γ is the treatment-by-subgroup interaction effect. Let θ̂ = (µ̂, λ̂, κ̂, γ̂) be a vector of the estimated parameters
of (3), then the estimate of the treatment effect in the sensitive group has the following form:
T

κ̂ + γ̂ ∼ N (gθ̂ , gΣgT ),
where g = (0, 0, 1, 1) and Σ is the variance-covariance matrix of θ̂. The statistic for the treatment effect in the sensitive
T p
group, S = gθ̂ / gΣgT has the standard normal distribution under HS , that is S ∼ N (0, 1).
2.4.2

“Unselected" strategy

If at the interim analysis the treatment is found to be effective in the overall population at the significance level α1 , then
the recruitment continues from the overall (unselected) eligible population of patients, until the planned sample size N
is reached. At the final analysis, the difference between the the treatment arms is evaluated in the overall population of
patients. Additionally, a post hoc adaptive signature analysis is performed.
2.4.3

“Stop" strategy

If at the interim analysis the treatment is not found to be effective in the overall population at the significance level α1 ,
and is also not found to be promising in the sensitive subgroup at the significance level α2 then the trial stops for futility.
2.4.4

“Enrichment" strategy

It might happen that at the interim analysis the treatment is not found to be effective in the overall population at the
significance level α1 but is found to be promising in the sensitive subgroup at the significance level α2 .
In this case, the trial is enriched with the patients who are predicted to belong to the sensitive group, i.e. only patients
who are predicted to belong to the sensitive subgroup are recruited for stage 2. First, the model M for computing the
risk scores is obtained from the adaptive signature analysis performed on the data from stage 1 as described in Section
2.2.
Model M includes the vector of the coefficients β̂ for computing the risk scores, and the means of the sensitive and the
non-sensitive clusters of the risk scores (mS and mN , respectively).
Note, that when applying the adaptive signature analysis to stage 1 to obtain model M , the cross-validation technique is
not required, because model M will be applied to the new data. Then for every new patient the following steps are
performed:
(a) Predicted sensitivity status is computed based on model M ;
(b) The patient is randomised to either the control or treatment arm with the ratio 1:1 if they are predicted to
belong to the sensitive subgroup, otherwise they will not be eligible to take part in the trial;
(c) Steps (a) and (b) are performed until the planned sample size N is reached.
In (a), the risk score r for a new patient with covariate data x is computed based the coefficients β̂ from model M
T
as r = x ×β̂ . The sensitivity status of a new patient is predicted according to the distance between their risk score
and the cluster means mS and mN from model M . The new patient is predicted to belong to the sensitive group if
mS − r < mN − r, i.e. if the risk score for this patient is close to the mean of the sensitive cluster.
4
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3
3.1

Simulation study
Simulation settings

We consider three simulation settings. In setting (i), we assume that there is no overall treatment effect and also no main
effect of the covariates. However, there exists a sensitive group of patients for whom the interaction effect between
treatment and sensitive covariates increases the probability of the response to treatment. Within this setting, we consider
scenarios with different response rates in the sensitive group, and also different sample sizes. Setting (ii) corresponds
to a null scenario in which the sensitive group does not exists. Within this setting, we consider a scenario where the
response rate is the same for the entire trial population, and a scenario where there is an overall treatment effect. In
setting (iii) we consider the situation where the treatment appears to be harmful for some patients. In this setting, we
analyse two scenarios. In both scenarios, there is a subgroup of patients with a negative treatment-covariate interaction
effect for some covariates, so that the response rate for this subgroup is lower than that for the control. In the second
scenario, there is also a sensitive group, i.e a subgroup of patients with positive treatment-covariate interaction effect for
the sensitive covariates. In both scenarios, we assume that there is no overall treatment effect and also no main effect of
the covariates. See Appendix A and Table 4 for details of how the data were simulated.
3.2

Operating characteristics

We perform 1,000 runs for each simulation scenario and compute three types of statistical power. The first power
hereafter referred to as P W RO is the power to reject HO when HO is not true, that is the power to detect a difference
in response rates between the treatment arms at the significance level αO when the difference is indeed present. It is
computed as a proportion of simulation runs with p < αO .
The second power hereafter referred to as P W RS is the power to reject HS when HS is not true, that is the power to
detect a difference in response rates between the treatment arms in the sensitive group at the significance level αS for
the “unselected strategy, or at the significance level α for the “enrichment" strategy, where α = αO + αS . P W RS is
computed as a proportion of simulation runs where the sensitive subgroup hypothesis is tested and rejected.
The third power, hereafter referred to as P W RC is the power to reject the dual-composite hypothesis HC when HC is
not true, that is the power to detect either a difference between the arms in the overall population or in the sensitive
group. In other words, P W RC is the power to reject either null hypothesis HO or HS . It could be interpreted as the
power to conclude that the trial is positive. P W RC is computed as the proportion of simulations in which one of HO
or HS is rejected.
Additionally, for each simulation scenario, we estimate the sensitivity and specificity of the design to predict the
membership in the sensitive group of patients, and the expected sample size. The expected sample size, Nexp , is
computed as
Nexp = N1 × ηs + (N1 + N2 ) × (1 − ηs )
where ηs is the proportion of the simulation runs that follow the “stop" strategy.
3.3

Simulation results

Table 1 presents the results for the simulation setting (i) in which there exists a sensitive group of patients. Here,
we analyse scenarios with different sample sizes (400 and 1000) and different response rates for the sensitive group
on treatment (50%, 60% and 70%). For each case, we investigate three thresholds for α2 (0.05, 0.1 and 0.2), the
significance level for identifying a promising treatment effect in the sensitive group at the interim analysis. The
sensitivity and specificity of identifying the sensitive group is high, reaching values of larger than 0.9 in most cases. As
expected, the power is larger for a larger sample size and for a higher response rate in the sensitive group. For the same
sample size and the same response rate in the sensitive group, the power increases as α2 increases because increasing
α2 increases the probability of the design to follow the “enrichment" strategy. For example, with a sample size 1000
and a 50% response rate in the sensitive group, the power to reject the dual-composite null hypothesis (PC ) is 0.645,
0.694 and 0.764 for α2 = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.2, respectively, while for the 60% response rate in the sensitive group PC is
0.895, 0.926 and 0.94.
Table 2 presents the results for simulation setting (ii) in which there is no sensitive group. In this setting, we consider
two scenarios: scenario A (a null scenario), where the response rate for everyone is 25%, and scenario B where
everyone benefits equally from the treatment (the response rates are 25% and 35% on the control and the treatment
arms, respectively). For scenario A, the power for rejecting the dual-composite null hypothesis (PC ) is less than 0.05
which means that the type I error rate is well controlled. For scenario B, PC is around 0.3 due to the fact that there is a
difference between the treatment groups in the overall population. The sensitivity and the specificity of identifying
5
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the sensitive group is around 0.5 for both scenarios which reflects the fact that there is no true underlying sensitive
group. Additionally, the reduction in the expected sample sizes ranges between 32%-42% for scenario A and between
24%-31% for scenario B, in comparison to the maximum sample size.
We also compare the performance of the CADEN design with the CVRS design for three different scenarios (Table
3). In scenario A, there exists a sensitive group of patients who benefit from the treatment more than everyone else.
In this scenario, the response rate for the sensitive group on treatment is 60%, the prevalence of the sensitive group
is 20%, and the response rate for the non-sensitive patients on treatment and for everyone in the control arm is 25%.
The power to reject HS , as well as the power to reject HC are higher for the CADEN in comparison to CVRS, despite
the expected required sample size being smaller, which shows the benefits of the “enrichment" strategy. The power to
reject HO is smaller for the CADEN design because the design less commonly proceeds according to the “unselected"
strategy. In Scenario B, the treatment appears to be harmful rather than beneficial for the sensitive group that comprises
20% of patients (the response rate for the sensitive group on treatment is 10%, while the response rate for everyone
else is 25%). Low values of the sensitivity and specificity reflect the fact that the “non-sensitive group" is actually the
sensitive group that experiences higher benefit from the treatment (although there is no benefit compared to control).
The expected required sample size and the power for CADEN is smaller than that for the CVRS which is desirable for
this scenario. The power to conclude that the trial is positive which represents the type 1 error rate in this scenario (PC )
is lower for CADEN in comparison to CVRS. Also, the expected sample size is smaller. In scenario C, we assume that
there is a sensitive group of patients with a prevalence of 20% which benefits from the treatment (the response rate is
40%). In addition to the sensitive group, there is another group of patients with a prevalence of 20% who experience
harmful effects to treatment (the response rate is 10%). As with scenario B, the expected sample size for the CADEN
design is smaller than that for the CRVS design which is again a desirable outcome given the fact that the treatment
is harmful for some patients. Although the power to conclude that the trial is positive (PC ) is slightly higher for the
CADEN design, it is still relatively low (less than 0.25). A high sensitivity and a low specificity for both the CADEN
and the CVRS designs reflect the fact that the underlying design assumes the existence of two groups (sensitive and
non-sensitive) while in reality there are three groups (sensitive, non-sensitive and a group with a harmful effect). In this
situation the true sensitive group is well identified, while the non-sensitive group is not.

4

Real data example

We applied our approach to a publicly available dataset with high-dimensional gene expression biomarker data from the
randomised controlled trial NOAH [Gianni et al. (2010)]. The trial enrolled 235 patients with HER2-positive locally
advanced breast cancer, 117 of whom treated with neoadjuvant chemotherapy with trastuzumab followed by adjuvant
trastuzumab, and the rest (118 patients) treated with neoadjuvant chemotherapy alone. The primary outcomes of the
trial were pathological complete response and event-free survival. We used the pathological complete response as the
binary response endpoint.
Gene expression data from core biopsies that were prospectively collected before treatment, are available for 114
HER2-positive patients from the National Center for Biotechnology Information (NCBI) website (GSE50948), of whom
111 had the response data recorded. Of the 111 patients, 60 patients were in the treatment group, and the remaining 51
patients were in the control group. From a total of 54,675 genes, we restricted our analysis to the 5,000 probes with the
highest variability, to adjust for the relatively small sample size [Freidlin et al. (2010)]. For the same consideration, we
analysed the 111 patients as if they belonged to a stage 1 of a hypothetical two-stage trial. For the hypothetical stage 2,
we repeatedly sampled 111 patients with replacement from the original pool of patients. Analysis of stage 1 resulted in
the “unselected" strategy decision (p = 0.03 for the difference between the arms in the overall trial population). To
sample patients for stage 2, we performed 1,000 runs with different seeds for random number generator, resulting in
different set of patients for every run. The power for the final analysis was computed as the proportion of runs with
significant p-values. The final analysis identified a significant difference between the treatment arms in the overall
population (P W RO = 0.944) and a significant treatment effect in the sensitive group of patients (P W RS = 1) which
resulted in high power to reject the dual-composite null hypothesis (P W RC = 1). To compare the CADEN design with
the CVRS design, we applied the CVRS method to 1,000 data sets. Each data set consisted of 222 patients, of whom
111 were the original patients, and another 111 were repeatedly sampled with replacement from the original pool of
patients for the stage 2 of the CADEN analysis. This resulted in the same power as that for the CADEN analysis.

5

Discussion

Adaptive enrichment designs have the potential to improve the efficiency of clinical trials by enriching the trial population
with a subgroup of patients that could benefit from the treatment more than average (the sensitive group). Several
statistical approaches have been proposed so far in the literature for identifying the sensitive group using biomarker
6
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Figure 1: The flowchart of the design
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N
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FINAL ANALYSIS: Test the overall
treatment effect and perform the
adaptive signature analysis

data. Here, we presented an adaptive enrichment design that identifies the sensitive group based on (potentially
high-dimensional) baseline data. Specifically, the design considers enriching the recruitment with patients who are
predicted to benefit from the treatment, based on their baseline covariates. The design includes early stopping for
futility if no promising treatment effect is identified in the sensitive group and also the difference between the arms
in the overall trial population is not significant. The sensitive group is identified using the risk score approach where
each patient is assigned a score constructed from their baseline covariates. We have provided a freely available R
package that implements the method. We have investigated the performance of the CADEN by applying it to simulated
data scenarios with various response rates for the sensitive group and different sample sizes. As expected, the power
increased with the increase of the sample size and/or the response rate in the sensitive group due to the fact that the
probability of identifying a promising effect in the sensitive group increases.
We compared the performance of the CADEN design to the non-enrichment CVRS design. We showed that the CADEN
design has higher power in comparison to the CVRS design. The CADEN design allows to narrow down the eligibility
and also achieves this at a smaller expected sample size, in comparison to the CVRS design. For the null scenario,
the CADEN design achieves a well-controlled type I error rate with a substantial reduction in the expected sample
size which is a desirable outcome when the sensitive group does not exist. To investigate the behaviour of the design
for model misspecification, we analysed scenarios where there exists a subgroup of patients for whom the treatment
7
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appears to be harmful. As with the null scenario, the expected sample size is substantially reduced which is again a
desirable outcome in these cases. Regarding the power, the CADEN design behaves similarly to the non-enrichment
CVRS design.
We investigated different values for the threshold for the significance level of identifying the promising treatment effect
in the sensitive group at the interim analysis (α2 = 0.05, 0.1 and 0.2). A larger threshold improves on the power for
identifying the treatment effect in the sensitive group. However, when the sensitive group does not exist, increasing
the threshold increases the type I error rate. We suggest incorporating a prior belief regarding the existence of the
sensitive group into the consideration for choosing the values of α2 , and propose that this issue constitutes a part of
further research.
We illustrated our approach on the randomised clinical trial NOAH with publicly available high-dimensional gene
expression data. However, owing to a relatively small sample size of the trial we sampled an additional set of patients
from the trial population. At the final analysis, we identified a sensitive group of patients with a significant treatment
effect. At the interim analysis, the decision was to follow the “unselected" strategy because of a significant difference
between the treatment arms in the overall trial population. We note that if the trial had proceeded according to the
“enrichment" strategy, performing the gene expression profiling would have had to have been done quickly to ensure the
smooth running of the trial. Alternatively, there could have been a run-in period prior to the enrolment of patients. An
additional caveat would be assessing the impact of the potential misclassification of a genomic classifier that might
have lead to a wrong subgroup prediction of patients [Wang et al. (2011)].
To compute the power to reject the dual-composite null hypothesis HC , we split the significance level α = 0.05 into
two parts: αO = 0.04 (for the power to reject HO ), and αS = 0.01 (for the power to reject HS ). This split was
motivated by the work of [Freidlin and Simon (2005)] and [Freidlin et al. (2010)] who considered 0.04 and 0.01 for
the overall and within-the-subgroup power for the non-enrichment adaptive signature design. Future work will include
investigating a number of methods for assigning weights to the statistical significance levels associated with the HO and
HS hypotheses in order to improve the statistical efficiency of the design [Sugitani et al. (2018)]. Additionally, further
research could be focused on investigating alternative clustering approaches and different distributions of outcomes, as
well as multiple endpoints [Cherlin and Wason (2021)].

6

Appendix A

In the simulation study, the data were simulated as follows:
1. Simulate the baseline covariates according to the following: for sensitive covariates in the sensitive group,
using a multivariate normal distribution with mean µ1 = 1, variance σ12 = 0.25, and correlation ρ1 = 0; for
sensitive covariates in the non-sensitive group, using a multivariate normal distribution with mean µ2 = 0,
variance σ22 = 0.01, and correlation ρ2 = 0; for nonsensitive covariates in all patients, using a multivariate
normal distribution with mean µ0 = 0, variance σ02 = 0.25, and correlation ρ0 = 0; for sensitive covariates in
the group that experience harmful effect on treatment, using a multivariate normal distribution with mean µ3 =
-1, variance σ32 = 0.25, and correlation ρ3 = 0.
2. For each subject, compute linear predictors ω according to (1). The required parameters for computing ωi are
obtained as follows:
(a) Set α1 , . . . , αK = 0 and λ = 0, where k = 1, . . . , K are the indices of the sensitive covariates.
(b) Compute µ so that it corresponds to a 25% response rate on the control arm, i.e. µ = log(0.25/0.75).
(c) Compute γ1 , . . . , γK so that they correspond to the desirable response rate in the sensitive group on
treatment, RR, i.e.


log
γk =

RR
1−RR

−µ

K
3. Compute the probability of response as p = exp(ω)/(1 + exp(ω)).

.

4. Assign response to each subject using Bernoulli distribution with parameter p.
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Table 1: Operating characteristics of the adaptive risk scores enrichment (CADEN) design for the following
scenario: the response rate on the control arm is 25%. The response rate for the sensitive group on the
treatment arm are 50%, 60% and 70%. The response rate for non-sensitive patients on the treatment arm
is 25%. The prevalence of the sensitive patients is 10%. The sample sizes for each stage are equal to
a half of the overall sample size. Ten covariates out of 100 are sensitive. The results, as based on 1000
simulations, are presented for thresholds α2 = 0.05/0.1/0.2 for the treatment effect in the sensitive group at
the interim analysis. P RSO is the power to reject HO (a null hypothesis that there is no difference between
the treatment arms in the overall trial population). P W RS is the power to reject HS (a null hypothesis that
there is no difference between the treatment arms within the sensitive subgroup). The power to conclude
that the trial is positive, P W RC , is the power to reject a dual-composite hypothesis HC which is the power to
reject either null hypothesis HO or HS . Nexp denotes the expected sample size.
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characteristics
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Table 2: Operating characteristics of the adaptive risk scores enrichment (CADEN) design for the scenarios
where there is no sensitive group. The response rate on the control arm is 25%. Ten covariates out of 100
are sensitive. The results are based on 1000 simulations. Sample sizes are 200 for stage 1 and 200 for stage
2. The results are presented for thresholds α2 = 0.05/0.1/0.2 for the treatment effect in the sensitive group at
the interim analysis. P RSO is the power to reject HO (a null hypothesis that there is no difference between
the treatment arms in the overall trial population). P W RS is the power to reject HS (a null hypothesis that
there is no difference between the treatment arms within the sensitive subgroup). The power to conclude
that the trial is positive, P W RC , is the power to reject a dual-composite hypothesis HC which is the power to
reject either null hypothesis HO or HS . Nexp denotes the expected sample size.
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Table 3: Comparison of the cross-validated adaptive enrichment (CADEN) design with the CVRS design.
The response rate on the control arm is 25%. Ten covariates out of 100 are sensitive. For CADEN, the
results as presented for thresholds α2 = 0.05/0.1/0.2 for the treatment effect in the sensitive group at the
interim analysis. P RSO is the power to reject HO (a null hypothesis that there is no difference between the
treatment arms in the overall trial population). P W RS is the power to reject HS (a null hypothesis that there
is no difference between the treatment arms in the sensitive subgroup). The power to conclude that the
trial is positive, P W RC , is the power to reject a dual-composite hypothesis HC which is the power to reject
either null hypothesis HO or HS . Nexp denotes the expected sample size. The results are based on 1000
simulations.
Scenario A: The response rate for the sensitive group on the treatment arm is 60%, the response rate for
non-sensitive patients on the treatment arm is 25%. The prevalence of the sensitive patients is 20%. Sample
size is 400 for CVRS, 200 for each stage of CADEN.
Scenario B: The treatment appears to be harmful for 20% patients (response rate 10%), the response rate
for the rest of the patients on the treatment arm is 25%. Sample size is 1000 for CVRS, 500 for each stage
of CADEN.
Scenario C: The response rate for the sensitive group on the treatment arm is 40%, the response rate for
non-sensitive patients on the treatment arm is 25%. The prevalence of the sensitive patients is 20%. There
are 20% of patients with a response rate of 10% on the treatment arm. Sample size is 1000 for CVRS, 500
for each stage of CADEN.
Scenario

A

B

C

Operating
characteristics

CADEN
α2 = 0.05/0.1/0.2

CVRS

0.1/0.11/0.11
0.76/0.79/0.85
0.74/0.78/0.83
0.97/0.98/0.97
0.94/0.96/0.96
358/364/0.375
0.05/0.05/0.06
0.02/0.01/0.02
0.06/0.07/0.08
0.04/0.04/0.04
0.06/0.06/0.06
800/846/895
0.01/0.01/0.01
0.16/0.2/0.23
0.16/0.2/0.23
1.00/1.00/0.992
0.53/0.52/0.62
792/853/910

0.28
0.67
0.77
0.99
1.00
400
0.15
0.01
0.16
0.02
0.01
1000
0.03
0.14
0.17
0.99
0.62
1000

P W RO
P W RS
P W RC
Sensitivity
Specificity
Nexp
P W RO
P W RS
P W RC
Sensitivity
Specificity
Nexp
P W RO
P W RS
P W RC
Sensitivity
Specificity
Nexp

Table 4: Response rate, prevalences and the sample sizes used in simulation study. RR1 : response rate in
the sensitive group on the treatment arm. RR2 : response rate in the non-sensitive group on the treatment
arm. RR0 : response rate in all patients on the control arm. RR3 : response rate in the subgroup of patients
who experience a harmful effect on the treatment arm. P rev: Prevalence of the sensitive group and /or a
group with a harmful effect on the treatment arm. Sample: The sample size of the trial.
Setting
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
ii
ii
iii
iii

Table
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
2
3
3

Scenario
A
A
B
B
C

RR1
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.6
0.25
0.35
0.25
0.4

RR2
0.25 0
0.25 0
0.25 0
0.25 0
0.25 0
0.25 0
0.25 0
0.25 0
0.35 0
0.25 0
0.25 0
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RR0
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

RR3
0.1
0.1

Prev
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
0.2

Sample
400
400
400
1000
1000
1000
400
400
400
1000
100
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