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ABSTRACT

A core component of precision medicine research involves optimizing individualized treatment rules
(ITRs) based on patient characteristics. Many studies used to estimate ITRs are longitudinal in
nature, collecting outcomes over time. Yet, to date, methods developed to estimate ITRs often
ignore the longitudinal structure of the data. Information available from the longitudinal nature of
the data can be especially useful in mental health studies. Although treatment means might appear
similar, understanding the trajectory of outcomes over time can reveal important differences between
treatments and placebo effects. This longitudinal perspective is especially beneficial in mental
health research, where subtle shifts in outcome patterns can hold significant implications. Despite
numerous studies involving the collection of outcome data across various time points, most precision
medicine methods used to develop ITRs overlook the information available from the longitudinal
structure. The prevalence of missing data in such studies exacerbates the issue, as neglecting the
longitudinal nature of the data can significantly impair the effectiveness of treatment rules. This
paper develops a powerful longitudinal trajectory-based ITR construction method that incorporates
baseline variables, via a single-index or biosignature, into the modeling of longitudinal outcomes.
This trajectory-based ITR approach substantially minimizes the negative impact of missing data
compared to more traditional ITR approaches. The approach is illustrated through simulation studies
and a clinical trial for depression, contrasting it with more traditional ITRs that ignore longitudinal
information.

Keywords Individualized treatment rules; Longitudinal data; Precision medicine; Single-index models

1 Introduction

A central objective of precision medicine is to utilize patient baseline characteristics to establish optimal treatment
decision rules. This approach aids in identifying baseline variables that predict patient treatment responses as well as
responses due to placebo effects (Tarpey et al., 2016). The development of individualized treatment rules (ITRs), tailored
to each patient’s unique characteristics, represents a significant advancement over the traditional “one-size-fits-all”
approach, which often fails to account for the diverse responses observed in medical research (e.g., Kosorok & Laber,
2019). In many settings, such as depression studies, the influence of individual predictors on treatment outcomes is
minimal, prompting the need for developing composite modifiers.

Several ITR approaches have been proposed, such as Q-learning (Watkins, 1989), where “Q” signifies “quality”. This
strategy involves modeling Q-functions in various ways, including parametric, semiparametric, and nonparametric
approaches (Zhao et al., 2009). Advantage learning (A-learning), introduced by Murphy (2003), presents an alternative
to Q-learning and is known for its robustness against model misspecification (Schulte et al., 2014). Regression-based
methods have also been explored to develop ITRs (e.g., Petkova et al., 2020; Tian et al., 2014; Henderson et al., 2010;
Park et al., 2020, 2021; Song et al., 2017; Fan et al., 2017), including those capable of incorporating functional predictors
(e.g., Ciarleglio et al., 2015, 2016, 2018; Park et al., 2021). Many of these methods are grounded in single-index
models that utilize a Generated Effect Modifier (GEM) (Petkova et al., 2017), essentially a composite defined as a linear
combination of baseline patient characteristics, as a predictor in regression models. Park et al. (2020) introduced a
robust single-index model with multiple links (SIMML) functions as a generalization of the GEM that links the outcome
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to a smooth nonparametric GEM. Song et al. (2017) proposed a semiparametric additive single-index model that
includes a link function to interact with treatment and baseline features. Machine learning techniques have also been
increasingly applied in developing ITRs, including Outcome Weighted Learning (OWL) (e.g., Zhao et al., 2012) using
Support Vector Machines (SVM), tree-based methods (e.g., Laber & Zhao, 2015), and neural networks and evolutionary
algorithms (Uddin et al., 2019).

Most studies used to develop ITRs collect data longitudinally, but most ITR methods do not utilize information from this
longitudinal nature of the data. Instead, they rely solely on a change score outcome (the difference between the last and
first measurements) to develop the ITRs. The longitudinal aspect of the data holds significant potential for enhancing
the accuracy of treatment decisions. For instance, patient responses can vary, with some showing immediate effects,
potentially due to placebo responses, and others exhibiting delayed reactions. Additionally, the varying mechanisms of
action across different treatments can lead to distinct patterns in the progression of outcome trajectories. In such cases,
although two treatments may appear similar when evaluated using a simple change score, baseline covariates could
reveal diverse patterns of treatment responses over time.

Incorporating information from response trajectories, which are essentially outcome functions of time, presents a
challenge due to the lack of a natural order among these curves. The absence of a natural ordering of curves makes it
difficult to rank treatments from best to worst for individual patients. This paper derives a scalar measure from outcome
trajectories that can be used to optimize Individualized Treatment Rules (ITRs) based on the longitudinal characteristics
present in the data.

Extracting a useful scalar summary from longitudinal data has been explored previously (e.g., Wishart, 1938). A
common method involves calculating the slope from a linear fit to the data (Vossoughi et al., 2012), but this approach
may not be ideal for nonlinear curves. An alternative method involves determining a summary measure that reflects
the average rate of improvement or the average tangent slope (ATS) of the curve (Tarpey et al., 2021). Yao & Tarpey
(2022) introduced a novel longitudinal single-index model, known as LS-KLD (Longitudinal Single-index model based
on Kullback-Leibler Divergence), which effectively distinguishes between longitudinal trajectories across different
treatment groups. This model utilizes the ATS to inform ITRs. Its primary criterion for optimization is the maximization
of the KLD between the outcome distributions of various treatments. Consequently, LS-KLD demonstrates enhanced
performance compared to conventional ITRs, such as a higher rate of correct decisions. This improvement is notable
compared to commonly used methods like ANCOVA or methods based on the slope of a fitted straight line. This paper
offers alternatives to the LS-KLD approach for extracting a scalar summary from curve trajectories that can achieve
better performance by directly estimating the ATS. Another challenge frequently encountered in longitudinal studies is
missing data, such as missed follow-up assessments or participant dropout. The trajectory-based ITRs considered in
this paper can minimize the negative impact of missing data compared to traditional scalar-based ITRs.

In Section 2, the trajectory-based single-index modeling approaches for constructing ITRs are introduced. These
methods are compared against traditional ITR approaches that ignore information from the longitudinal data structures.
This comparative analysis is conducted through simulation experiments detailed in Section 3 and within the context of a
depression randomized clinical trial described in Section 4. The paper concludes with a discussion in Section 5.

2 Notation and Approach

Consider data from a randomized longitudinal study comparing K groups (e.g., K medical treatments). We observe
outcomes for subjects indexed by i, within groups indexed by k (k = 1, ..,K), and at multiple time points indexed by j
for j ∈ {1, ...,mik}.
Let ỹijk denote the observed outcome for the ith subject in the kth group at time tijk, where tijk represents the
measurement times common across observations, often fixed in designed studies as t∗j . The vector of observed outcomes
for subject i in group k is denoted by Ỹik = (ỹi1k, ỹi2k, ..., ỹimikk)

T. We assume the observed outcomes ỹijk are given
by the equation:

ỹijk = yik(t) + ϵijk, with t = tijk. (1)

Here, yik(t) represents a continuous-time process modeling the functional outcome, and ϵijk denotes a random error.

Baseline covariates for each subject in each group are denoted as xT
ik = (xik1, ..., xikp) ∈ Rp. These covariates are

used to define a linear generated effect modifier (or biosignature) αTxik, where α ∈ Rp. To ensure identifiability of α,
we impose the constraint ||α||2 = 1 with the first element being positive.

The mean outcome, influenced by both time and the biosignature, is modeled as:

µk(t;x) = E(yik(t;x)) = hk(t,α
Tx), (2)

2
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where hk(·) is a smooth link function. We approximate this function using a tensor product of basis functions:

µk(t;x) ≈ ηT
k

[
g(t)⊗ a(αTx)

]
.

Here, g(t) = [g1(t), g2(t), ..., gd1
(t)]T represents basis functions of time and a(u) = [a1(u), ..., ad2

(u)]T represents
basis functions for the biosignature u = αTx.

The linear biosignature αTxik will be incorporated into an ITR by modeling the longitudinal outcome using the
mixed-effects model:

Ỹik ≈Xikαηk +Zikbik + ϵi,k, (3)

where Xikα = Gik ⊗
[
a(αTxik)

]T
, Gik is an mik × d1 matrix with rows g(tj)T, and bik is a mean-zero vector of

random effects with design matrix Zik dependent on time only.

2.1 Extracting a Scalar Response: Average Tangent Slope (ATS)

In order to construct an ITR to assign one of K treatments to an individual based on functional outcomes, it is necessary
to derive an ordering (e.g., best to worst) among the potential functional outcomes for an individual under different
treatments. Since there is no natural ordering in the space of real-valued functions, the goal is to find a suitable
scalar summary of the functional outcomes so that an ordering of the outcomes can be obtained to define an ITR.
For an individual with baseline covariates x, a simple approach is to assign a treatment by comparing the change (or
improvement) in the expected potential outcomes from baseline t∗1 to the end of the study t∗m:

µk(t
∗
m;x)− µk(t

∗
1;x), (4)

across groups k = 1, . . . ,K. If the potential outcomes at times t∗1 and t∗m were available for an individual for all
treatments, then the change score (CS),

CSik = ỹik(t
∗
m)− ỹik(t

∗
1), (5)

could be compared across groups to make a treatment decision. However, although (5) is conditionally unbiased (given
x) for (4), it uses only the first and last observations and ignores all other data and hence is noisy and inefficient.

Since the potential outcomes are generally not available, treatment decisions can be made by using estimates of model
parameters in (3) to predict the CS in (5). The derivative dµk(t|αTx)/dt is the tangent slope (or instantaneous rate of
change) of the outcome curve at time t. By the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus, the integral of dµk(t|αTx)/dt from
t∗1 to t∗m equals the change score and if this is divided by the length of the time interval, we obtain the average tangent
slope (ATS) or average rate of improvement, which is the summary scalar measure we propose to use to compare curves
for different groups. Using our notation, the ATS can be expressed as

ATSk(u) :=
µk(t

∗
m, u)− µk(t

∗
1, u)

t∗m − t∗1
=

ηT
k

[
(g(t∗m)− g(t∗1))⊗ a(u)

]
t∗m − t∗1

, (6)

with u = αTx. Using estimates of the ATS allows efficiency gains by employing all available longitudinal data.

2.2 Linear Biosignature Construction

In order to optimize an IRT using a linear biosignature αTx and the longitudinal information, the objective is to find the
α that best differentiates ATS for different groups. The criterion used here is to find α that maximizes the expected
squared differences between the ATS of different groups across the distribution of the baseline covariates x:

α̂ = argmax
α

∫ (
ATS1(s)− ATS2(s)

)2
fα(s)ds, (7)

where fα(s) is the density of S = αTx (this can be generalized easily to K > 2 groups). From our notation, the
objective to be optimized (7) can be expressed∫ (

ATS1(u)− ATS2(u)
)2

fα(u)du =
1

(t∗m − t∗1)
2

∫
(η1 − η2)

T
[
(G(t∗m)−G(t∗1))⊗ a(u)

]
×[

(G(t∗m)−G(t∗1))
T ⊗ a(u)T

]
(η1 − η2)fα(u)du (8)

=
1

(t∗m − t∗1)
2

∫
(η1 − η2)

T
[
G∗ ⊗ a(u)a(u)T

]
(η1 − η2)fα(u)du,

3
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where G∗ = (G(t∗m)−G(t∗1))⊗ (G(t∗m)−G(t∗1))
T.

If a flexible set of basis functions are used to fit model (3), then “nonparametric” estimators of the ATS can be obtained
and we define the nonparametric average tangent slope (NPATS) estimator of α by

α̂
NPATS

= argmax
α

∫ (
ÂTS1(s)− ÂTS2(s)

)2
f̂α(s)du. (9)

Many longitudinal randomized studies are generally short-term, typically lasting between 6 to 12 weeks. In such
scenarios, straightforward functional forms, like quadratic curves, are often effective in closely approximating the
trajectories of outcomes. Therefore, in many settings, using a parametric mixed-effects model, generates well-performing
ITRs. Specifically, we consider a parametric special case of model (3),

Ỹik = Gik

(
βk +αTxikΓk

)
+Zikbik + ϵik, (10)

where βk is a group-specific coefficient vector of fixed time trend effects and Γk is a fixed-effect group-interaction
coefficient vector that models the linear biosignature’s impact on the outcome; bik is the subject-specific vector of
random effects and ϵik is a vector of random errors. For ITR estimation, the mixed-effect models (3) and (10) will
specify bik ∼ N(0,Dk) ⊥ ϵik ∼ N(0, σ2

kI).

In the application for this paper, the outcome trajectories from most individuals are well-approximated by quadratic
curves in which case d1 = 3 and we set the rows of Zik to be of the form (1, t, t2). For the simpler model (10), the
ATS in group k conditional on the linear biosignature αTx will be called the parametric average tangent slope (PATS)
and is given by

PATSk(α
Tx) =

(g(t∗m)− g(t∗1))

t∗m − t∗1

(
βk +αTxΓk

)
, (11)

and the estimated linear biosignature for defining an ITR for this simpler model will be denoted as α̂PATS
.

2.3 Estimation of the Linear Biosignature

If α in (3) is known and assuming the random effects and the random error are both normally distributed and independent
of each other, then from standard results from linear mixed-effect models, a closed form expression for the fixed-effect
coefficient ηk estimator in each group is

η̂k =
(
XT

αV̂
−1

k Xα

)−1
XT

αV̂
−1

k Ỹk, (12)

where V̂ k is the estimated covariance matrix for the outcome in group k, Xα =
(
XT

1kα, ...,X
T
nkkα

)T
, and Ỹk =(

Ỹ T
1k, ..., Ỹ

T
nkk

)T
. Optimizing (9) can be done quickly using the Nelder-Mead Algorithm (Nelder & Mead, 1965). Here,

we illustrate for K = 2. Given an α value, we can evaluate η̂k using (12); a candidate for α̂NPATS can then be obtained
from (9) using (8) and an empirical distribution for αTx to approximate the density f̂α(s). Given that basis functions
g(t) and a(u) have been selected, the estimation algorithm is summarized as:

Algorithm 1 Estimation of α by maximizing the square difference of ATS

1: Initialize α̂
NPATS(l)

, l = 0

2: Given α̂
NPATS(l), calculate the coefficients of the basis functions η̂(l)

k from (12)

3: Given η̂
(l)

k , update α̂
NPATS(l+1) based on (9) using (8)

4: Repeat steps 2 & 3 until convergence.

The convergence criterion used for this algorithm was to iterate until the cosine similarity between α̂
NPATS(l) and

α̂
NPATS(l+1) is greater than 0.99. In our simulation illustrations in Section 3, the algorithm usually converges within 50

iterations.

2.3.1 Parametric Average Tangent Slope Estimation of Linear Biosignature

For the the parametric modeling approach (10), the criterion to estimate α is formulated as:

α̂
PATS

=argmax
α

∫ (
ÂTS1(s)− ÂTS2(s)

)2
f̂α(s)du.

= c1 + c2µ̂
T
xα+ c3α

T(µ̂xµ̂
T
x + Σ̂x)α,

(13)

4
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where

c1 =
g(t∗m)− g(t∗1)

t∗m − t∗1
(β̂1 − β̂2)(β̂

T

1 − β̂
T

2)
[g(t∗m)]T − [g(t∗1)]

T

t∗m − t∗1
,

c2 = 2
g(t∗m)− g(t∗1)

t∗m − t∗1
(β̂1 − β̂2)(Γ̂

T

1 − Γ̂
T

2)
[g(t∗m)]T − [g(t∗1)]

T

t∗m − t∗1
,

c3 =
g(t∗m)− g(t∗1)

t∗m − t∗1
(Γ̂1 − Γ̂2)(Γ̂

T

1 − Γ̂
T

2)
[g(t∗m)]T − [g(t∗1)]

T

t∗m − t∗1
. (14)

Given a value of α, estimates β̂k and Γ̂k can be obtained by fitting model (10) (and consequently, the constants
c1, c2, c3, are inherently functions of α). Thus, the following algorithm can be used to obtain the estimate α̂PATS in (13)
using the Nelder-Mead optimization algorithm (Nelder & Mead, 1965).

Algorithm 2 Estimation of α by maximizing the conditional average tangent slope

0: Initialize α̂
PATS(0)

1: Given α̂
PATS(l), fit the linear mixed-effects model (10) to obtain estimates β̂

(l)

k and Γ̂
(l)

k .

2: Use values from step 1 to calculate ĉ
(l)
1 , ĉ

(l)
2 , ĉ

(l)
3 with β̂

(l)

k and Γ̂
(l)

k in (14).
3: Using the Nelder and Mead algorithm, obtain the update α̂

PATS(l+1) in (13)
4: Repeat steps 1-3 until convergence.

The convergence criterion is to iterate until the cosine similarity between successive estimates, α̂PATS(l+1) and α̂
PATS(l),

reaches or exceeds 0.99. In our experience, this algorithm typically achieves convergence within 200 iterations.

2.3.2 Maximum Likelihood Estimation of Linear Biosignature

In the longitudinal model with a linear link function (10), primary interest may lay in estimation of the single-index
coefficients α, in which case, the maximum likelihood can be used to estimate α. Denote the parameter for the kth
group as Θk = (βk,Γk,Dk, σ

2
k,Θx), where Θx parametrizes the distribution of the baseline covariates x (assumed

consistent across treatment groups). Assuming normally distributed random effects and error terms (independent of
one another), the outcome for participant i in group k is µ(xik) = Gik(βk + Γk(α

Txik)) plus the random error. The
log-likelihood across K groups can be expressed as

l(Θ|y,x) =
K∑
j=1

nk∑
i=1

(
log fy|x(βk,Γk,Dk,α, σ2

k|yik) + log fx(xik|Θx)
)

=a+L1α+αTL2α+

K∑
j=1

nk∑
i=1

log fx(xik|Θx),

(15)

where, setting Ψik = GT
ikDkGik + σ2Iik,

a =

K∑
j=1

nk∑
i=1

(
− q

2
log(2π)− 1

2
log(|Ψik|)− yTikΨ

−1
ik yik − βT

kG
T
ikΨ

−1
ik Gikβk + 2βT

kG
T
ikΨ

−1
ik Gikyik

)
,

L1 = 2

K∑
j=1

nk∑
i=1

ΓT
kG

T
ikΨ

−1
ik (yik −Gikβk)x

T
ik,

L2 = −
K∑
j=1

nk∑
i=1

ΓT
kG

T
ikΨ

−1
ik GikΓkxikx

T
ik, (16)

and fx(xik|Θx) is the density for the baseline predictors whose parameters are assumed not associated with the
biosignature. Here, a ∈ R1, and L1 ∼ 1× p and L2 ∼ p× p (symmetric and negative definite) are all functions of α.
The maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) of α is then given by

α̂
MLE

= argmax
α

{
a+L1α+αTL2α

}
. (17)

5
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For a given value α = α0, (17) is maximized with respect to a1,L1, and L2 by

α∗
0 =

1

2
L−1

2 LT
1 , (18)

standardized to have norm equal to 1. Thus, the following iterative algorithm can be used to find α̂
MLE, the MLE of α:

Algorithm 3 Estimation of α by maximizing the likelihood function

0: Initialize α̂
MLE(0)

1: Given α̂
MLE(l), fit the linear mixed-effects model (10) to obtain estimates β̂

(l)

k , Γ̂
(l)

k and Ψ̂
(l)

ik .

2: Use values from step 1 to calculate â
(l)

1 , L̂
(l)

1 , L̂
(l)

2 with β̂
(l)

k , Γ̂
(l)

k and Ψ̂
(l)

ik in (16).

3: Using (18), update the estimate α̂
MLE(l+1) ← 1

2 L̂
−1
2 (L̂

(l)
1 )T

4: Repeat steps 1-3 until convergence.

The convergence criterion is to iterate until the cosine similarity between α̂
MLE(l+1) and α̂

MLE(l) is equal or larger than
0.99. In our experience, this algorithm usually converges within 20 iterations. Note that α̂MLE maximizes the likelihood
which may not necessarily lead to an optimal ITR.

2.4 Individualized treatment rules (ITRs)

Without loss of generality, assume a larger ATS is preferred. Then, an ITR based on α̂
NPATS in Section 2.3 is defined as

D̂NPATS(x) = I
(
(η̂2 − η̂1)

T
[G(t∗m)−G(t∗1)

t∗m − t∗1
⊗ a

(
(α̂

NPATS
)Txi

)]
> 0
)
+ 1. (19)

Thus, (19) provides an ITR using a trajectory-based single-index model with a flexible link of biosignatures. In
this paper, cubic B-splines are used for both the time and biosignature links, with α̂ estimated from Algorithm 1.
Alternatively, the ITRs can be defined using the simpler PATS approach (11) using model (10) or based on the maximum
likelihood estimator of α from Section 2.3.2, which is specified as:

D̂
PATS/MLE

(x) = I
(g(t∗m)T − g(t∗1)

T

t∗m − t∗1

(
β̂2 + Γ̂2(α̂

T
x)
)
>

g(t∗m)T − g(t∗1)
T

t∗m − t∗1

(
β̂1 + Γ̂1(α̂

T
x)
))

+ 1, (20)

3 Simulation studies

Multiple simulations with K = 2 treatment groups and different missing data scenarios were conducted to study
the performance of the trajectory-based ITRs described above that use longitudinal information based on αNPATS,
αPATS, and αMLE. Another trajectory-based approach used for comparison is based on a single index embedded into a
longitudinal mixed-effects model estimated by maximizing the average Kullback-Leibler Divergence between groups
over the predictor space, denoted by LS-KLD (Yao & Tarpey, 2022).

The proposed trajectory-based approaches are compared to other common ITR approaches that use only a simple
change score and do not utilize longitudinal information:

(i) Single-index model with multiple links (SIMML), a nonparametric single-index approach estimated by
maximizing the profile likelihood (Park et al., 2020);

(ii) Linear GEM model estimated under the criterion of maximizing the difference in the treatment-specific slopes,
denoted as LinGEM (Petkova et al., 2017);

(iii) Outcome weighted learning (OWL) (Zhao et al., 2012). The OWL method is based on a Gaussian radial basis
kernel (OWL-Gaussian) implemented in the R package DTRlearn. The inverse bandwidth parameter σ2

n in
Zhao et al. (2012) is chosen from the grid (0.01, 0.02, 0.04, . . . , 0.64, 1.28), and the tuning parameter κ is
chosen from the grid (0.25, 0.5, 1, 2, 4) (the default setting of DTRlearn), based on a 5-fold cross-validation;

(iv) Random forest with 500 trees using the R package randomForest (Doubleday et al., 2018);
(v) Support vector machine (SVM) with the radial kernel, implemented with the R package e1071. The parameters

in SVM (e.g., γ and C) are selected with a 5-fold cross-validation (Meyer et al., 2021).

6
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ITR performance for the simulation studies is assessed using the value (V ) of a decision rule defined as the expected
mean response when everyone in the population receives treatment according to the rule D, that is

V (D) = E
[
E
[
U |x, k = D(x)

]]
, (21)

where U is the extracted scalar outcome. We evaluated the value V (D) empirically using

V̂ (D̂) =
n∑

i=1

UiI{Ai = D̂(xi)}/
n∑

i=1

I{Ai = D̂(xi)} (22)

where Ai is the group assignment and Ui denotes the outcome used for the ITR for the ith subject. The performances of
ITRs were also compared using the Proportion of Correct Decision (PCD) defined as

PCD:
1

n

n∑
i=1

I{D̂(xi) = D0(xi)}, (23)

where D0 is the true optimal decision which is known in simulation settings. Note that the true optimal decision for an
individual from simulated data is known since the actual outcomes are generated for both treatments. The true optimal
treatment is based on the larger of the two simulated scalar outcomes under the two treatments from the fixed and
random effect components (e.g., bik in (3)), but not the random error (e.g., ϵik in (3)), since the random error does not
correspond to a systematic difference in outcomes due to treatment differences.

Missing data settings: Different scenarios of missingness are considered in the simulations: (i) no missing data,
i.e., all measures from all subjects are collected; (ii) missing completely at random (MCAR), meaning each subject’s
outcome at each visit (except for the baseline t = 0) has a 40% probability of being missing (subjects are independent
of each other); (iii) missing outcomes due to participants’ dropout, which is a monotone missingness independent of
outcome. For the simulations below, the assessment time points are set to t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , 7, and the proportion of
subjects who had no missing data, missed only the last observation, missed the last two, three, and four outcomes were
set at 50%, 30%, 10%, 5%, and 5%, respectively.

For each scenario, a training data set with a sample size of n = 200 (100 per group) was generated to estimate the
model parameters and the ITRs. Independent testing data sets with n = 1000 were generated to obtain an independent
assessment of the performance of each ITR. In all the results presented below, an ITR using the true value of α is shown
for benchmark comparison. For comparison, two naïve rule results are also presented: assign all subjects to the control
(e.g., placebo) (Allpbo) and assign all subjects to the active treatment (e.g., drug) (Alldrug).

The simulations were conducted in R version 4.3.2 (R Core Team, 2021). The mixed-effect models were fitted with the
package lme4, and the Nelder-Mead optimization was implemented using the optim function in R.

3.1 Simulation Results for Quadratic Trajectories

For the first simulation illustration, quadratic trajectories were simulated under two treatments. Much of the motivation
for this work comes from depression and pain studies, which are often of short duration where the outcome trajectories
are well-approximated by parabolas. Details of the simulation settings for generating the data are in the supplemental
information. The assessment time points are set to t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , 7, i.e., the outcomes are collected at baseline
and subjects are followed up for 7 weeks. Figure 1 shows the mean trajectories used for the quadratic simulation
illustration. It is important to note that since these two mean trajectories are equal at baseline and end-of-study,
the ATS for both groups are exactly equal, i.e., on average, there is no difference between mean treatment group
trajectories. Hence, any treatment difference in terms of ATS for individuals must be due to the interaction component
defined by the baseline biosignature αTx represented by Γk from model (10). For this simulation illustration, we
set Γ1 = (0, cos(θ), sin(θ))T,Γ2 = (0, cos(θ),− sin(θ))T, so that the magnitude of the interaction effect induced by
αTx is determined by θ, the angle between Γ1 and Γ2. The θ’s are chosen to be 0◦, 1◦, 2◦, 5◦ degrees. When θ = 0,
Γ1 = Γ2 and there is no modifying effect of the baseline covariates on the outcome. Larger values of θ correspond to a
greater modifying effect of the linear biosignature on the outcomes.

Figure 2 provides a summary of all simulation results for the quadratic trajectories in terms of the mean value (± 1.96
standard deviations) of the ITRs. The columns (left to right) correspond to scenarios of no missing data, MCAR, and
dropout, respectively; the rows correspond to the number p of predictors (p = 2, 10, 20, 30). For each panel, the x-axis
represents the modifying interaction effect in terms of the angle θ between Γ1 and Γ2.

Uniform treatment assignment methods (Alldrg and Allpbo) serve as benchmarks and are generally surpassed by ITR
methods that adapt and perform better as the interaction effects strengthen. Without missing data and at a lower predictor
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count (p = 2), the methods perform similarly in terms of estimated values. As the number of predictors increases
(p = 10, 20, 30), the performances of the different methods diverge, underscoring the impact of model complexity.
Trajectory-based methods like PATS, MLE, and LS-KLD demonstrate remarkable performance consistency across
various scenarios, suggesting resilience to missing data. All methods perform similarly in the no-interaction setting
(θ = 0◦). As θ increases, performance differences among the methods emerge, with the single-index model approaches
generally outperforming SVM and Random Forest for larger θ. Similar results were observed in terms of PCD, as
shown in Figure 3. The NPATS method, adding unnecessary complexity, shows reduced performance in quadratic
scenarios when the true outcome trajectories are quadratic.

3.2 Simulation Results for Non-Quadratic Trajectories

The simulation experiment was repeated for a more complex non-quadratic link function of biosignatures under the
same time point and covariate dimensionality settings as in the quadratic trajectory section, with K = 2 treatment
groups. The mean trajectory settings are

Treatment Group 1: µ1(t, u) = 10 cos(
π

5
t)− sin(

π

2
t) + sin(

πtu

10
);

Treatment Group 2: µ2(t, u) = 10 cos(
π

5
t) + sin(

πt

14
)− sin(

πtu

10
),

(24)

where the interaction term is given by sin(πtu10 ). The mean trajectories for both groups when the biosignature u = 0 are
shown in Figure 4.

Both mean curves show initial improvement followed by deterioration in the later weeks. The ATS for both mean curves
are identical (as was the case for the quadratic illustration), so treatment differences are manifested solely through the
moderating effects of baseline covariates. The random effects are simulated from a quadratic function of time described
in the supplement section.

The fixed-effect basis functions for the time effect g(t) used a cubic B-spline with one knot at t = 3.5, and a cubic
B-spline with one knot at u = 0 was used for the biosignature effect. The PATS approach is also illustrated using results
from a fitted model with linear and quadratic time trends for both fixed and random effects. The parameter tuning
process for each method is the same as the one in Subsection 3.1.

Figures 5 and 6. show results in terms of value and PCD respectively. The horizontal dashed line marks the average
value assessed for the proposed approach, NPATS. For comparison, results are shown using the true α that generated the
data (“True-alpha”). NPATS tended to perform best compared to all other approaches across all scenarios, particularly
in the missing data scenarios. The three trajectory-based single-index approaches, PATS, MLE, and LS-KLD, tended to
perform similarly in all scenarios and better than methods that do not utilize longitudinal information.

4 Application to a depression study

The ITRs developed above are applied in this section to data from the EMBARC longitudinal depression trial (Trivedi
et al., 2016) to illustrate the utility of the trajectory-based ITRs. The primary outcome, the Hamilton Depression
Rating Scale (HDRS), where lower scores correspond to less depression, was evaluated for each participant at weeks 0
(baseline), 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 8. Of the 160 patients, 87 were randomized to placebo and 73 to an active antidepressant
drug treatment.

To compare various ITRs for the EMBARC data, empirical estimates of the value of the ITRs were obtained using the
inverse probability weighted estimator (IPWE) (Murphy, 2005):

IPWE =

n∑
i=1

{I(Ai = Âi)Ui}/
n∑

i=1

I(Ai = Âi), (25)

where Ai ∈ {1, 2} is the observed treatment assignment and Âi is the treatment assignment based on the estimated
ITR (1 = active treatment, 2 = placebo); Ui is the change score, i.e., the difference between the first and last HDRS
outcomes. Change score is being used here to compare ITRs since it is a measure that is extractable from all methods
under consideration. Larger values of Ui correspond to more improvement from baseline.

As an initial illustration using this data, univariate analyses were conducted for the following p = 10 baseline predictors
to motivate the use of single-index ITRs: (x1) Age at Evaluation, (x2) Anger attack, (x3) Axis II, (x4) Chronicity,
(x5) Hypersomnia, (x6) Sex, (x7) Number of correct responses for “A not B” Working memory task, (x8) Median
Reaction time, (x9) Flanker Reaction Time, (x10) Flanker Accuracy. If separate linear regression models are fit for
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each of these baseline covariates, with HDRS as the outcome modeled by the predictor, the treatment indicator, and their
interaction, then the only predictors producing significant interaction effects (e.g., p < 0.05) are “Age at Evaluation"
(p = 0.006) and “Flanker Accuracy" (p = 0.005). The treatment-modifying effect for each baseline characteristic was
also evaluated using the IPWE (25). Simple linear regressions and B-spline regressions of the HDRS improvement on
each covariate were obtained separately in the antidepressant and placebo groups. A 10-fold cross-validation (CV) was
conducted to assess the ITR performances, and this 10-fold CV was repeated for 100 random splits of the data, then
averaged over all random splits. The CV results from applying linear regressions (Linear) and B-spline regressions
(Nonpar.) are summarized in Table 1, where linear models or B-spline models were applied separately to each covariate
to model their relationship with the outcome change score.

Since no single predictor appears to be a strong effect modifier by itself, the ITRs using multiple predictors were
investigated and compared using IPWE and a 10-fold CV with 100 random splits as was done for models with a single
predictor. The IPWEs for the ITRs are summarized in Figure 7. The purple horizontal dashed line shows the median
IPWE value across the 1000 repetitions (10-fold times 100 random splits) when all patients are assigned to the active
treatment group, while the red dashed line represents the median IPWE value of the NPATS.

Figure 7 shows that the trajectory-based methods generally offer comparable performances among themselves, and they
all perform better than methods that do not incorporate longitudinal information. Random Forest performs competitively
exhibiting a median IPWE value that is on par with the trajectory-based methods whereas the SVM approach performs
quite poorly. Also note that all the methods shown in Figure 7 outperformed the single predictor models shown in Table
1 in terms of value.

4.1 ITR Comparisons Across Multiple Covariate Combinations

The performances of the ITRs depend on the choice of predictors included in the model. To obtain an unbiased
assessment comparing the different ITRs, we examined ITR performance for 500 models with various combinations of
baseline covariates. These 500 models included random combinations of predictors with varying numbers of predictors.
For this illustration, a total of 21 baseline covariates from demographic, clinical, and behavioral phenotyping data were
used. For the ith combination, the number of covariates nci was chosen at random from a uniform distribution on the set
{8, 9, . . . , 21}. Then nci covariates were randomly selected from the demographic, clinical, and behavior phenotyping
covariates sets. Since “Age at Evaluation" and “Flanker Accuracy" have significant interactions with the outcome,
each covariate combination included these two covariates, as well as "Flanker Reaction Time", which is an important
measure in clinical practice (Dillon et al., 2015). One hundred repetitions of 10-fold CV were conducted, and the mean
IPWE values were calculated across the 1,000 training sets. Figure 8 shows density plots of the IPWEs estimated by
various ITR approaches (NPATS, PATS, SIMML, and OWL-Gaussian) across 500 baseline covariate combinations. To
ensure clarity, we omitted the results for SVM and Random Forest, as their performance and estimated IPWE were very
similar to those of Alldrug. We also excluded LinGEM results because they were very close to SIMML. Additionally,
we only included the best-performing parametric trajectory-based method, PATS, omitting the results of MLE and
LS-KLD.

By simply allocating all individuals to the active treatment group (Alldrug), the IPWE value is 7.49 (shown as the
vertical dashed line). OWL-Gaussian performs the worst on average, while SIMML does somewhat better. Both
SIMML and OWL-Gaussian have smaller IPWEs on average than simply assigning all subjects to the active treatment
group. NPATS has the highest mean IPWE across 500 combinations of baseline covariates, followed by PATS. The ITRs
based on MLE and LS-KLD performed worse than NPATS; their results are not shown in Figure 8. The performance of
NPATS across covariate combinations is more variable than that of PATS, indicating that some covariate combinations
led to poor performance of NPATS. Note that in this analysis, there are combinations of predictors where the ITRs based
on a single index perform worse than the Alldrug policy. This is expected because some models may include variables
with negligible moderator effects, and no combination of these variables may yield a strong ITR. The predictors “Age at
Evaluation" and “Flanker Accuracy" were included in all combinations generated, but similar results were obtained
without this restriction. In conclusion, the single-index ITRs NPATS and PATS, which take into account longitudinal
effects, have better performance for individualized treatment decision rules for the EMBARC data, especially compared
to ITR approaches that ignore the longitudinal information in the data.

5 Discussion

Most clinical trials collect outcome data repeatedly over time, but ITR approaches in precision medicine usually ignore
the information available from the longitudinal nature of the data. This paper has developed trajectory-based ITRs
that can embed linear combinations of baseline predictors (i.e., biosignatures) into longitudinal models to improve
ITR performance. Smooth nonparametric (NPATS) and parametric quadratic-based (PATS, MLE) ITRs have been
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Figure 1: Average Quadratic Trajectory Plots for the Simulation. Quadratic trajectories from treatment groups 1
and 2 were generated based on their average trajectories, which are the blue solid and red dashed curves, respectively.

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics and IPWE Values for Baseline Covariates. The second and third columns
summarize the mean (SD) for continuous variables and the counts (%) for categorical variables in each group. “Number
of correct responses" represents the number of correct responses in the “A not B” Working memory task. The p-values
for the interaction effects between outcomes and each covariate are provided in the fourth column. LRTs were used to
calculate the p−values. The IPWE values obtained by fitting linear regressions or B-spline regressions are shown in the
last two columns.

Baseline Covariates Treatment Placebo p-value Linear Nonpar.
(x1) Age at Evaluation 37.44 (15.01) 38.30 (13.03) 0.006 5.71 5.13
(x2) Anger Attack 3.08 (2.16) 2.97 (2.07) 0.839 6.66 7.23
(x3) Axis II 3.92 (1.40) 3.91 (1.50) 0.410 6.56 7.20
(x4) Chronicity 0.219 7.08 7.08

Yes 39 (53.4) 47 (54.0)
No 34 (46.6) 40 (46.0)

(x5) Hypersomnia 0.667 6.33 6.33
Yes 17 (23.3) 16 (18.4)
No 56 (76.7) 71 (81.6)

(x6) Sex 0.921 6.36 6.36
Female 26 (35.6) 32 (36.8)
Male 47 (64.4) 55 (63.2)

(x7) Number of Correct Responses 0.05 (0.82) 0.23 (0.71) 0.309 6.46 6.55
(x8) Median Reaction Time 0.51 (1.78) 0.01 (1.10) 0.649 6.60 6.27
(x9) Flanker Reaction Time 61.36 (28.61) 59.52 (24.40) 0.075 5.65 5.77
(x10) Flanker Accuracy 0.22 (0.15) 0.22 (0.15) 0.005 5.44 6.00
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Figure 2: Comparisons of the Estimated Values (Quadratic Trajectories. Plots of the values estimated from the
ITRs obtained from the 200 training data sets. Each panel corresponds to one of the combinations of p ∈ {2, 10, 20, 30}
(across rows) and no missing data, MCAR, or Dropout (across columns). The dots represent the mean values estimated
across the 200 repetitions and the bars represent the 1.96 standard deviations.
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Figure 3: Comparisons of the PCD (Quadratic Trajectories). Plots of the PCD in the quadratic trajectory setting
estimated from the treatment decision rules obtained from the 200 training data sets for each of the methods. Each
panel corresponds to one of the combinations of p ∈ {2, 10, 20, 30} and no missing data, MCAR, or Dropout. The dots
represent the mean values estimated across the 200 repetitions and the bars represent the 1.96 standard deviations.
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developed, studied in simulations, and applied to a depression clinical trial. Often, such trials are of short duration,
in which case the parametric approach to trajectory-based ITR construction may be expected to perform better than
NPATS, since relatively simple trajectory shapes (e.g., parabolas) are seen in many of these trials.

Extensions for future investigations into the proposed trajectory-based ITRs include accommodating trajectories that
exhibit a flattening out (e.g., horizontal asymptote), which are often observed in clinical trials. Additionally, introducing
penalty terms into the trajectory-based models to penalize over-smoothing or an L1-type penalty to implement variable
selection while incorporating longitudinal information would be valuable.
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6 Supplemental Information

This section provides specific information on the parameter settings used in the simulation studies in Section 3.

Covariates: The number of covariates p used in the simulation scenarios were p = 2, 10, 20, 30. We set α = (1, .., p)T,
standardized to have norm one. The baseline covariates xik were sampled from MVN(µx,Σx), where Σx is a p× p
matrix and has 1’s on the diagonal and 0.5|i−j| for the (i − j)th element. The vector of mean values, µx, is set as
µx =

(
− p,−(p − 1), ..., 2, 1

)
, i.e., half are negative and the other half are positive, which makes the biosignature

αTx have mean 0.

6.1 Quadratic Trajectories

For the simulated quadratic trajectories, the assessment time points are set to t = 0, 1, 2, ..., 7, i.e., the outcomes are
collected at baseline and subjects are followed up for 7 weeks. The fixed-effect coefficient parameters β1 and β2

for treatment groups 1 and 2, are chosen to be similar to each other (as was the case for the estimated EMBARC
parameters),

β1 = (20, 3,−0.5)T and β2 = (20, 2.3,−0.4)T.
The vectors of random effects are set as

bi,1 ∼MVN(0,D1) and bi,2 ∼MVN(0,D2)

with

D1 =

(
0.5 −0.1 −0.01
−0.1 0.5 −0.01
−0.01 −0.01 0.01

)
and D2 =

(
0.5 −0.12 −0.01
−0.12 0.5 −0.01
−0.01 −0.01 0.01

)
.

For the nonlinear simulation setting in Section (3.2), the random effects used a quadratic effect by letting

Zik =

 1 ti1k t2i1k
...

...
...

1 timikk t2imikk

 ,

and bik simulated from MVN with mean zero and covariance matrices

D1 = D2 =

(
0.5 −0.1 −0.01
−0.1 0.5 −0.01
−0.01 −0.01 0.01

)
for both groups. Random errors ϵijks were generated similar to the quadratic trajectory scenario.

6.2 Data and Code Availability

The EMBARC data and additional corresponding sample codes can be obtained upon request
from the corresponding author at ly1192@nyu.edu. Sample simulation codes are available on
https://github.com/sakuramomo1005/Trajectory_based_ITR.

13

ly1192@nyu.edu
https://github.com/sakuramomo1005/Trajectory_based_ITR


arXiv Template A PREPRINT

References
Ciarleglio, A., Petkova, E., Ogden, R. T., and Tarpey, T. (2015). Treatment decisions based on scalar and functional

baseline covariates. Biometrics, 71:884–894.

Ciarleglio, A., Petkova, E., Ogden, T., & Tarpey, T. (2018). Constructing treatment decision rules based on scalar and
functional predictors when moderators of treatment effect are unknown. Journal Of The Royal Statistical Society:
Series C (Applied Statistics), 67, 1331-1356. https://rss.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/rssc.12278

Ciarleglio, A., Petkova, E., Tarpey, T., & Ogden, R. (2016). Flexible functional regression methods for estimating
individualized treatment rules. Stat, 5, 185-199. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/sta4.114

Dillon, D., Wiecki, T., Pechtel, P., Webb, C., Goer, F., Murray, L., Trivedi, M., Fava, M., McGrath, P., Weissman,
M., & Others. (2015). A computational analysis of flanker interference in depression. Psychological Medicine, 45,
2333-2344.

Doubleday, K., Zhou, H., Fu, H., & Zhou, J. (2018). An algorithm for generating individualized treatment decision
trees and random forests. Journal Of Computational And Graphical Statistics, 27, 849-860.

Fan, C., Lu, W., Song, R., & Zhou, Y. (2017). Concordance-assisted learning for estimating optimal individualized
treatment regimes. Journal Of The Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 79, 1565-1582.

Henderson, R., Ansell, P., & Alshibani, D. (2010). Regret-regression for optimal dynamic treatment regimes. Biometrics,
66, 1192-1201.

Kosorok, M., & Laber, E. (2019). Precision medicine. Annual Review Of Statistics And Its Application, 6, 263-286.

Laber, E., & Zhao, Y. (2015). Tree-based methods for individualized treatment regimes. Biometrika, 102, 501-514.

Meyer, D., Dimitriadou, E., Hornik, K., Weingessel, A., & Leisch, F. (2021). e1071: Misc Functions of the Department
of Statistics, Probability Theory Group (Formerly: E1071), TU Wien. R package version 1.7-9. https://CRAN.R-
project.org/package=e1071

Murphy, S. (2003). Optimal dynamic treatment regimes. Journal Of The Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical
Methodology), 65, 331-355.

Murphy, S. (2005). A generalization error for Q-learning. Journal Of Machine Learning Research, 6, 1073-1097.

Nelder, J., & Mead, R. (1965). A simplex method for function minimization. The Computer Journal, 7, 308-313.

Park, H., Petkova, E., Tarpey, T., & Ogden, R. (2020). A single-index model with multiple-links. Journal Of Statistical
Planning And Inference, 205, 115-128.

Park, H., Petkova, E., Tarpey, T., & Ogden, R. (2021). Functional additive models for optimizing individualized
treatment rules. Biometrics, in press.

Petkova, E., Park, H., Ciarleglio, A., Ogden, R., & Tarpey, T. (2020). Optimising treatment decision rules through
generated effect modifiers a precision medicine tutorial. BJPsych Open, 6.

Petkova, E., Tarpey, T., Su, Z., & Ogden, R. (2017). Generated effect modifiers (GEM’s) in randomized clinical trials.
Biostatistics, 18, 105-118.

R Core Team. (2021). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R Foundation for Statistical
Computing. https://www.R-project.org/

Schulte, P., Tsiatis, A., Laber, E., & Davidian, M. (2014). Q-and A-learning methods for estimating optimal dynamic
treatment regimes. Statistical Science: A Review Journal Of The Institute Of Mathematical Statistics, 29, 640.

Song, R., Luo, S., Zeng, D., Zhang, H., Lu, W., & Li, Z. (2017). Semiparametric single-index model for estimating
optimal individualized treatment strategy. Electronic Journal Of Statistics, 11, 364.

Tarpey, T., Petkova, E., Ciarleglio, A., & Ogden, R. (2021). Extracting scalar measures from functional data with
applications to placebo response. Statistics And Its Interface, 14, 255-265.

Tarpey, T., Petkova, E., & Zhu, L. (2016). Stratified psychiatry via convexity-based clustering with applications towards
moderator analysis. Statistics And Its Interface, 9, 255.

14



arXiv Template A PREPRINT

Tian, L., Alizadeh, A., Gentles, A., & Tibshirani, R. (2014). A simple method for estimating interactions between a
treatment and a large number of covariates. Journal Of The American Statistical Association, 109, 1517-1532.

Trivedi, M., McGrath, P., Fava, M., Parsey, R., Kurian, B., Phillips, M., Oquendo, M., Bruder, G., Pizzagalli, D.,
Toups, M., & Others. (2016). Establishing moderators and biosignatures of antidepressant response in clinical care
(EMBARC): Rationale and design. Journal Of Psychiatric Research, 78, 11-23.

Uddin, M., Wang, Y., & Woodbury-Smith, M. (2019). Artificial intelligence for precision medicine in neurodevelop-
mental disorders. NPJ Digital Medicine, 2, 1-10.

Vossoughi, M., Ayatollahi, S., Towhidi, M., & Ketabchi, F. (2012). On summary measure analysis of linear trend
repeated measures data: performance comparison with two competing methods. BMC Medical Research Methodology,
12, 33.

Watkins, C. (1989). Learning from Delayed Rewards. King’s College. http://www.cs.rhul.ac.uk/~chrisw/new_
thesis.pdf

Park, H., Petkova, E., Tarpey, T., & Ogden, R. (2021). A constrained single-index regression for estimating interactions
between a treatment and covariates. Biometrics, 59, 1-26.

Wishart, J. (1938). Growth-rate determinations in nutrition studies with the bacon pig, and their analysis. Biometrika,
30, 16-28.

Yao, L., & Tarpey, T. (2022). A Single Index Model for Longitudinal Outcomes to Optimize Individual Treatment
Decision Rules. STAT.

Zhao, Y., Kosorok, M., & Zeng, D. (2009). Reinforcement learning design for cancer clinical trials. Statistics In
Medicine, 28, 3294-3315.

Zhao, Y., Zeng, D., Rush, A., & Kosorok, M. (2012). Estimating individualized treatment rules using outcome weighted
learning. Journal Of The American Statistical Association, 107, 1106-1118.

15

http://www.cs.rhul.ac.uk/~chrisw/new_thesis.pdf
http://www.cs.rhul.ac.uk/~chrisw/new_thesis.pdf


arXiv Template A PREPRINT

−10

−5

0

5

10

0 2 4 6
Week

O
ut

co
m

e Method

Treatment Group 1

Treatment Group 2

 

Figure 4: Nonlinear (Non-Quadratic) Mean Trajectories. The average trajectories for the nonlinear trajectories for
the two groups are shown by the blue solid curve and the red dashed curve, respectively.
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Figure 5: Comparison of Estimated Values (Nonquadratic Trajectories). Plots of the values estimated from the ITRs
obtained from the 200 training data sets for each of the methods. Each panel corresponds to one of the combinations of
p ∈ {2, 10, 20, 30} and no missing data, MCAR, or Dropout. The dots represent the mean values estimated across the
200 repetitions and the bars represent the 1.96 standard deviations.
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Figure 6: Comparison of PCD (Nonquadratic Trajectories). Plots of the proportion of correction decisions (PCD)
from the 200 training data sets for each of the methods for the nonlinear (non-quadratic) trajectories. Each panel
corresponds to one of the combinations of p ∈ {2, 10, 20, 30} and no missing data, MCAR, or Dropout. The dots
represent the mean values estimated across the 200 repetitions and the bars represent the 1.96 standard deviations.

18



arXiv Template A PREPRINT

5

10

IP
W

E

Method

NPATS

PATS

MLE

LS−KLD 

SIMML 

LinGEM 

OWL−Gaussian 

Random Forest 

SVM−Radial 

Alldrug

Allpbo

Figure 7: Evaluation of the IPWE. Box plots of the estimated IPWE values across the 1000 splits (higher values are
preferred). The median and standard deviations for each method are: NPATS: 8.35 (1.61); PATS: 8.55 (1.68); MLE:
8.53 (1.64); LS-KLD: 8.41 (1.69); SIMML: 7.94 (1.48); LinGEM: 7.87 (1.58); OWL-Gaussian: 7.84 (1.67); Random
Forest: 8.29 (1.64); SVM-Radial: 7.30 (1.55); Alldrug: 7.47 (1.7); Allpbo: 6.00 (1.52).
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Figure 8: Density Plots of the IPWE Estimations. The density plots of the mean CV IPWE values across 500
combination of baseline covariates. The vertical dashed line represents the IPWE value by assigning all subjects to
the drug group. The mean (SD) of each method is: NPATS: 7.89 (0.55) PATS: 7.81 (0.29); SIMML: 7.38 (0.27);
OWL-Gaussian: 7.30 (0.21).
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