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Tests for equivalence/non-inferiority based on
odds ratio in matched—pair design
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1. Introduction
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$442 B9 Bak ok aW PHS AL Qe e A%, ARe oo wn} A o
99 Qg T el vk Ame Anote v1Ee Anch x3e Zweld, YyHon

F53tn & 4 o (Therapeutic equivalence)

Matched-pair designolA H]-& Zfo]Z o]&3 TEAAA WHLS Lu and Bean, Nam,
Tango Tl 9#) AAHALH, risk ratioF ol &3 WH-2 Lachenbruch and Lynch, Nam,
Man-Lai Tang Sl &l A5tk crossover designol A odds ratio® °]-&3% %54 44
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F Al % (score-type and Wald—type tests), risk ratioo] Z]Z3F F A HF(fieller-type and
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2. Model & Tests based on odds ratio

#x0jZl nAlel Aol A ARE o J|Ee] ARk AW AHEA. table 1004
Bl me F A EReA g 2 AA Folm, uAze ARctdA g A

o FlE AnlAe ~1ee B AA &, WU & ]2 ARFIHT AL

B9 A &, HAROR zye § MY BEA -wge 2 AA Folth Zzel

z; (4,5=1,0)& 4R EE Bevtn AAsa, 42 4 2Ee 9 wble 1o A4 5 o)

Atk p= AR Nl U@ W o, pe= 71E ARG
ol $-ele} BAe o 2

oA F Azl FEAHE wo

ﬂl%\

o
¢ (0<0<1 : odds ratio &9
_?4

< odds ratio?} ©]@]# 3
= HAE vEEst=Ae Ut

A o e o
(¢ < oddsratio < 1/¢) o1& 7142 EFHEHA odds ratioZ ¥t & 1,
H:y<¢ or i =1/0 H o<y <1/$ -@
olF wEstd e ez RENW, & Zoh

Hy:¢<¢ H:¢>¢ -@
Hy: ¢ = 1/¢ Hy:p<1/¢ -®

4 @) W# PAol vz HAEA 43S Ui, T Ade $34e 2ely] A4
= 7 @0 BF AaHolebet wo,

o= PUTP) oo o gy, B AueEsRe Fo0) A6 wble 19 3 4
ps(l_pt)

$EEL P, Pn 2 THEF 2ol HEY & Atk

(¢ —1)p,(1 —p,+ po) + Py C(=-p)l—py)—¢

Pu=Ps—DPo1, Pro= 1+ (¢—1)p, » Poo = 1+(p—1)p,

InL = z;In (p,— po) + zeln ((¢ — 1)p, (1 — p,+ poy) + poy) + 2y Inpy,
+ ZopIn ((1 — p )(L = ppy) — &) — (2o + 7o) In (1 + (¢ —1)p,)
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<table 1> observations and probabilities in a matched-pair design.

standard standard
test total test total
+ - + -
+ I v Tyt + Pu P Py
- Ty Tyo To1 + Ty - Do Poo 1-p,
total i1 tTp Tyo+Tg n total Ds 1-pg 1

= & $EPFE 7T F UL, o W 0E BA
de EF, p,pyE AARFE o3, $EFFE p,ppol W A7 12 vlRgezy
Py, Py ol B HASEFAF p,,pn & ToH sw}(alnL/é‘pé—O 0nL/dpy, =0) =

2 witsle] 813 Ao r TS Fatn, FAHAY B
Heoz % %Lfﬂc}. s(0) =p,(1 —p,) — dp, (1 —p) etz Belstd, S(0)e} 7ldigke 0
& (P10 + Por — (P10 — Por )2)

n

olm, B Helx Var[S(0)] = olmz2, 7td @9 dg

uo

fieller-type A EA ¥ t}g7 o] EHAHTLL

p,(1—p,)—dp,(1—p,)
Vo 10+ o — (o — P )2/

2 =

wof A2z,00W Fo4E aold AZE Ak J1E Aol e AFHA wrku AL Y
4 & oo 290 AHE @l HE AAEABE B Yo u&;z—oaa # Qo o ¥ %
Aol B foldlob, T A $EHL 2Y + U

wald-type A #& p,,p(nEH* p,,pmé Abg3le] kg3 Zo] fEEd.

__ »n(l-p)—¢p,0—p)
\/¢ (10 + Por — (Pro— P )*) /0

3. Other tests

W gAolE ol getel F Al HEHMATH AAL ANAS Hde Feje, g v
A AR SR @Al & W, g3 2ol selALh

}[[):pt— SS_(/)I vs ‘[Il:pﬁ_ps>_¢l _@
Hy:p,—p,= ¢ vs H:p—p, < -®

o 9N F M RE sjZHolokt £ A B34 F9T £ Atk M ©F A@
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risk ratio® o]l &% 7FHY ey, ¢ (0<<DE risk ratioo] what @Algteletn & o,
o3 2.

Hy:p, /p,< ¢y vs H :p,/p,> & -®
Hy:p,/p,21/¢, 8 H:p/p, < 1/by -@

A7 e AFE A (p/p,=¢2) dFelA 4L mle Droy P = 7HA I fieller-type B 7 &
FEFRLH, pot e 2L 2ade T FE 5 Ao
62 (B34 1)p + (Pr— 3 (L + Pro— Poo ))Pro+ & (92— 1)p1s (1 — Py ) =0

=l
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4. Simulation

Aol A AN G oAl AR FAFY Aeg vasr] A g #E 2AdPE AP
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th. n=50, 100, 2.=0.8, 0.9, $=0.65, 058 mstAct zen H]& Aol risk ratiod 9T
threshold 3t ¢, ¢ = 09 p.ol 218 AA P} Empirical type [errorZ A4bstz] &) 2z
10,000709) o] FHRS F&agon, FAFFES 5%2 F3ch. AHE table 20 #AA =
otl table 28 29, $M n=509 W Eco} n=1009] F$ o <A AE BAFn o
B AuE o g ZE wald-type B4 %9 empirical type Ierror7} Az Ho4& 5%l &
o] yojub: wrA(E38] H izt Ao #BF pyol FE AL ot AZsE Asih,
score-type®|tt constraned mleZ A& & fieller-type A #FE A FoAFE 5% w¢ &
Hae 4 4 Adacrh score-type ©lYb constraned mleE AME3$ fieller-tyoe %A%
empirical type Ierrors W2 %2 T4 settingoll A THEHEAHX| N wldlz} o] EFo] FolA|
E g e HgRolE ol &% FAFRY risk ratio & odds ratios & SAFE A
5ol e tAFolth HBA T udBA AYol dubHoz w4 e o] AA o

7] wjEo], v]&a}jo] o] g3 FAFRTIE risk ratio F odds ratiod ] & FAF o
$Ae 4A¢ AAD getn JAR,
<table 2> Empirical tyvpe [ error of six tests at nominal 5% level.
n Ps Pu o 01 ®2 4 ) Z ) % %
50 08 011 065 0.078 0903 451 6.82 416 7.48 4.28 7.85
0.15 481 592 4.73 559 477 6.31
0.19 496 5.62 4.56 5.47 4.81 5.76
09 011 05 0.082 0903 4.81 7.79 5.34 9.13 492 9.16
0.13 4.99 6.31 4.76 7.38 454 7.08
0.15 4.86 6.24 491 6.78 4.66 6.76
100 08 011 065 0.078 0903 467 6.30 4.42 6.22 451 6.53
0.15 4.93 5.38 4.9 5.39 476 5.7
0.19 4.78 497 4.85 4.99 4.69 526
09 011 05 0.082  0.909 5.02 6.58 4.38 6.85 4.62 6.93
0.13 4.99 5.69 4.83 6.45 4.89 6.51
0.15 4.80 5.22 472 5.69 452 5.71

5. Conclusion

AAHoz F Ao 54 &

S& ARAER e HAWEHE AL 8
93] £3], matched-pair designol #A& 7
ot ¥ EA% 25 odds ratiodl 71%E& ] #
71&) FS5AMETA FAE A AMAE v &3], risk ratiod] 712

i 3 ) HodFoh RoAy Az AwrAH o R wald-type FAIH

, 0159 HEE BdEE F
Eo] empirical type [error ZANA, vl A e FoFFo Reo] ¥lojts ¥HHA, score-type©l
1} fieller-type $AZES of$ wE228¢ 478 Holf1n dd. aeln b iz Ao FE
o] ol 7 Lo v &Alold o3 EABHT risk ratioZ o] &% fieller-type FAIHI} H

EEAA AAE fieller-type T7AF] o AdFHA A& £ £ AAH dWHHSZ matched
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paired design®] AF7F ¥ Wiz} Ao W= izt Ao wla A2
Z A o] matched-pair designel © ZHAF AHAAEL 7FA1 Utz A
o

A&, odds ratiodll 7]1Z3% fieller-type A& o] WE E3tsly & #HAPgoz F31A
Ad Aeltk, z8]lm B AFolA

Eoa, FAHAAA ez FE £ gl
type lerror SHAAMT HIE HPAL, 3
s& 1k 3k
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