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ASSESSING THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN TRENDS IN
A BIOMARKER AND RISK OF EVENT WITH
AN APPLICATION IN PEDIATRIC HIV/AIDS

BY ELIZABETH R. BROWN!
University of Washington

We present a new joint longitudinal and survival model aimed at esti-
mating the association between the risk of an event and the change in and
history of a biomarker that is repeatedly measured over time. We use cu-
bic B-splines models for the longitudinal component that lend themselves to
straight-forward formulations of the slope and integral of the trajectory of
the biomarker. The model is applied to data collected in a long term follow-
up study of HIV infected infants in Uganda. Estimation is carried out using
MCMC methods. We also explore using the deviance information criteria,
the conditional predictive ordinate and ROC curves for model selection and
evaluation.

1. Introduction. In longitudinal studies it is common to monitor one or more
biomarkers repeatedly over time while following participants until the occurrence
of an event. Researchers are often interested in examining both the repeated mea-
sures and the time to event to gain an understanding of the underlying disease
process. Additionally, the risk of an event may not depend solely on the level of
the biomarker but also on the rate at which that biomarker is changing or its past
average level. For example, two patients may present with the same biomarker
value, but one patient’s biomarker trajectory may be increasing while the other’s
is remaining constant. Their prognosis may appear to be be the same if only the
current value is accounted for, but in fact the patient with the increasing biomarker
may be at higher risk. In this paper we present a model to estimate the association
between the risk of an event and the current value, as well as the rate of change
or history of a longitudinally sampled biomarker. We illustrate the approach from
a sub-study of HIVNET 012 [Guay et al. (1999); Jackson et al. (2003)] of HIV
disease progression in Ugandan children who acquired HIV vertically, either in
utero, during delivery or via breastmilk. In this sub-study children who tested pos-
itive before 18 months of age were followed until five years of age with blood
samples drawn every 6 months. From these samples, the lab determined viral load,
total lymphocyte count (TLC), CD4 percent and other related biomarkers. One
aim was to determine the predictive value of these measures for time until death.
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In this manuscript we explore the association between change in and history of
these markers and the risk of death. Overall, 128 children were followed after their
first positive HIV test with lab measurements taken at regular intervals. Of these
128 infants, 70 died during follow-up.

In estimating the association between trends in a biomarker or set of biomarkers
and the risk of an event, we face two important and distinct challenges. The first
is selecting the correct model when the biomarker is collected in discrete time
with error. The second is to determine how to obtain different summaries of the
biomarker(s) and include them in the time to event model.

The first issue and its resolution through joint modeling of the time to event and
longitudinal marker has been studied extensively as summarized by Tsiatis and
Davidian (2004) when dealing with the current level of a biomarker and the risk
of an event. In summary, survival analyses with time-dependent covariates can be
biased if we simply include the raw measurements in the survival analysis [Prentice
(1982)]. Joint longitudinal and survival models resolve this issue by modeling the
biomarker process over time and including subject-specific parameters from the
longitudinal model as covariates in the survival model. These same issues exist
when trying to include other summaries of the biomarker process in the survival
model, and may, in fact, be exacerbated.

Wulfsohn and Tsiatis (1997) and Faucett and Thomas (1996) introduced
likelihood-based methods for analyzing a longitudinal marker and its association
with the time to event simultaneously. This class of models is not restricted to link-
ing the time-varying value of the longitudinal marker to the time-varying hazard
through a regression on the current value of longitudinal model. They may instead
include other information from the longitudinal trajectories summarized by the
longitudinal model. Several authors have proposed models that group the trajec-
tories into latent classes, then link the hazard and the longitudinal model by the
latent class [Lin et al. (2002); Proust-Lima, Letenneur and Jacqmin-Gadda (2007);
Han, Slate and Pena (2007); Proust-Lima et al. (2009)]. These models can help
characterize longitudinal trajectories that may indicate a higher risk for event. In
these models the latent class for the trajectory of the biomarker is defined based
on the entire follow-up for the biomarker, which may have the drawback of using
information about the biomarker from the future to estimate risk in the present.

Other descriptors from the longitudinal model have also been used to link the
trajectory of the biomarker to risk of event. Yu, Taylor and Sandler (2008) de-
veloped individual risk prediction models for prostate cancer recurrence based on
PSA trajectories. PSA was modeled using a nonlinear exponential decay and ex-
ponential growth model. The current value as well as slope (first derivative) of
the PSA trajectory were included as time-varying covariates in the hazard model.
Ye, Lin and Taylor (2008) presented a two-stage regression calibration approach
for modeling longitudinal and time-to-event data. Their longitudinal model in-
cluded smoothing splines at the population level with individual deviations from
the smoothing spline allowed through a mean O integrated Wiener process and
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subject-specific slopes and intercepts. Both the current value and slope of the
subject-specific trajectories were included as covariates in the hazard model.

In this manuscript we extend the work of Brown, Ibrahim and DeGruttola
(2005) who used cubic B-splines to model the impact of multiple biomarkers on
time to event to include the slope and integral of the cubic B-spline models as
time-varying covariates in the hazard model. They showed that cubic B-splines
provided flexibility in the biomarker model that simple parametric models could
not. Because cubic B-spline trajectory models and their slopes and integrals are
linear functions of the parameters that do not increase exponentially with time,
they avoid computational instability. Additionally, because the basis functions of
the cubic B-splines weight more heavily on local (in time) information for estimat-
ing the value of the trajectory, estimates of the slope early in follow-up do not rely
heavily on values of the biomarker observed late in follow-up.

The paper proceeds as follows. In the next section we review cubic B-spline
models for longitudinal data and outline the model associating change and cumu-
lative exposure with time to event. Next, we discuss estimation and model selec-
tion procedures. We then show an example from HIVNET 012. We conclude with
a discussion.

2. The joint longitudinal and survival model. In this section we describe a
joint longitudinal and survival model to estimate the association between the rate of
change in a biomarker or cumulative history of a biomarker and the risk of an event.
We begin with a description of the notation and a review of the longitudinal cubic
B-spline model, including expressions for the first derivatives and integrals. We
then introduce the model linking the biomarker and its rate of change or cumulative
history to the risk of event.

2.1. The longitudinal model. Let y;j; denote the ith, i =1,..., N, subject’s
Jth, j=1,...,m;, observation of the /th,/ =1, ..., L, biomarker at time #;; < T,
where T denotes the end of follow-up. We define an observation at time #;; to be a
function of the true underlying trajectory ¥ (#;;) plus error,

Yiji = ¥i(tij) + eiji,
where the errors are independent and normally distributed such that (e;;1, ...,
eijr.) ~ Ni(0, X), where N(a, b) is the /-dimensional multivariate normal distrib-

ution with mean vector a and covariance matrix b. Brown, Ibrahim and DeGruttola
(2005) modeled the true, but unobserved, trajectory using cubic B-splines such that

q
(2.1) Yi(t) =Y Bk B (1),

k=1

where {By(-)} is a g-dimensional basis for spline functions on [0, 7] with a
fixed knot sequence, u = (u1,...,uqgy4) and By = (Bi1, ..., ,Bilq)’ is a vector of
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subject-specific parameters of length ¢ that determine the shape of the ith sub-
ject’s trajectory. We assume a hierarchical model where 8;; ~ N;(bo; + X l{oq, Vor).
In this model the effect of the covariates is modeled at the population level where
o is a vector of parameters of length p linking the vector of baseline covariates
X; to the longitudinal outcome and by is the vector of length ¢ of the mean of
the coefficients for the kth basis function when X;y, ..., X;, = 0. Brown, Ibrahim
and DeGruttola (2005) showed the merits (better mixing in the Gibbs sampler and
more flexible effect of the covariate on the longitudinal outcome) of modeling the
effect of covariates on the longitudinal model in this level of the hierarchy. As a
further extension, we allow for a covariance structure for the spline coefficients
where Vyy is the ¢ X g covariance matrix of the coefficients of the basis functions.

An individual’s contribution to the likelihood of the longitudinal marker can be
expressed as

mi

1 R
eXp) =5 > (Vi —v 1)) Yy —vip)i,
j=1

1
2.2 YilZ, B
Q2 p(il%. f) o

where Y;; = (yij1, ..., yijo) and ¥ (t;;) = (Y1 (t;j), ..., ¥o(ti))) .

2.2. The joint model. We next review the form of the joint model when we
are only interested in modeling the relationship between the level of the marker at
time ¢ and the hazard at time ¢. We then show how the spline model of the trajectory
can be used to describe the rate of change in and history of the biomarker. Next,
we incorporate these functionals into the hazard, thus extending the joint model to
estimate the impact of the rate of change and history on the risk of an event.

The usual joint longitudinal and survival model assumes proportional hazards,
and the effect of the trajectories of the biomarkers on the hazard is modeled as

(2.3) A(t) = ro(t) exp(y'y (1) + Zj¢),

where Ag(?) is the baseline hazard at time ¢, y is a parameter vector of length L
linking the trajectory vector at time ¢ to the hazard at time ¢, and ¢ is a vector of
parameters of length p, linking the vector of baseline covariates Z; to the hazard.
Taking a likelihood approach requires some specification of the baseline hazard.
Here, we specify a piecewise constant hazard allowing for approximately 8-10
events in each interval, where

)»()(l‘):)»j, wj§t<wj+1,j:1,...,J,

where the w;’s are the jump points with w; =0 and w1 = 00.
Then the cumulative hazard,

/Si A(u)ey/'//(")ﬂt{{ du,
0
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can be rewritten as

J
pats Z H;j(B,v,2),

j=1

where
min(u;,s;) ,
(2.4) Hij(B,y, M) =1{s; >uj_1})j / eV VT gy
Uj—1

and I{s; > u;_1} is an indicator function which equals 1 if the event time occurs
in or later than the jth interval and O otherwise. The integral in (2.4) does not have
an analytical solution for the trajectory defined by cubic B-splines. Instead, for
computational ease and speed, we use Gaussian quadrature to approximate it.

Extending the model to include the relationship between another function or
functions of the time-varying covariates and the hazard requires adding another
term to the model. If we are interested in the relationship between rate of change
of the biomarker and the hazard, we include the first derivative of v (¢). If we are
interested in the relationship between the cumulative history of the biomarker and
the hazard, we include the integral of ¥ (¢).

For clarity, we drop the subscripts for definition of the first derivative and inte-
gral. The first derivative of the trajectory function as shown by de Boor [(2001),
page 116] can be expressed as

(2.5) v/ (t) = B@*(1)'B,

(2)
B (1)

Uj+3—uj

where B®*(¢) is a vector of length ¢ with the jth element equal to
Bih®

Ujpa—Ujt1’
knots as the original B-spline in (2.1) with the first and last knot removed. Equation
(2.5) is written as a linear function of the elements of B;; however, it is a quadratic
B-spline and still retains many of the desirable properties of B-splines mentioned
earlier.

The general idea for calculating the integral of the cubic B-spline was laid out
by de Boor [(2001), page 128]. We derived the integral of the trajectory up to time ¢
to be

and B@(r) is the quadratic B-spline based on the same sequence of

(2.6) fo t Y dv=y V@) =B* Y1),

D0 L g+l p@)
where B*® (1) is a vector of length ¢ with jth element equal to D ke i+ B, (1) x
(W), and {B,EA')(-)} is the vector of ¢ + 1-dimensional basis of a quartic B-
spline based on the knot vector u augmented by two arbitrary knots, ug < u; and

Ugt5 > Ugt4.
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To link the rate of change and history of the trajectories to the hazard, we use
the following regression model:

@7 a0 =h@exply V) + ¥ O+ vy TP @O+ Zig),
where y; is the L-length vector of parameters linking the L-length vector of the
slopes of the trajectories at time 7, ¥/(¢) to the hazard at time ¢ and y;, is the L-
length vector of parameters linking the L-length vector of the cumulative histories
of the trajectories up to time ¢, ¥ ~!(¢) to the hazard at time ¢.

As in the case where only the trajectory value at time ¢ is linked to the hazard at
time ¢, the cumulative hazard can be written as

J
¢ Hij(B. Vs Vs Vo 1),

j=1
where
Hij(B, v, Vs, Yns 2)
(2.8) =1I{s; >uj_1}x;
min(u j,s;) ) // e
x / exply Y ) + ¥ @) + vy D ) du
and ¥5 = (Y51, ..., ¥s2) and 5 = (V1. - .., yar) - Because equation (2.8) does not

have a closed form solution, we evaluate it numerically using Gaussian quadrature.
The distribution for an individual’s time to event, s;, given the trajectory func-
tion and choice of hazard regression, is given by

09 FGsi,vil¥) = A(si)Y exp{vi (Y ¥ (si) + v ) + v TV (i) + 20¢))

J

x eXP<—eZ”§ S Hij(B.vs Vs v M ¢
j=1

where v; is the censoring indicator for subject i.

3. Estimation. We can now express the ith subject’s contribution to the joint
likelihood function as

S i, siyvi) = f(si,vilYi) x f(¥),
F (X, si,vi) o< A(si)Y exp{vi (/¥ (s:) + v W () + v TV (si) + 20¢))

J
XCXP{—€Z;§ > Hij (B, Vs,)/h,?»)}
j=1
1 J P
X = eXpl—5 S (Vi — v @) =T (Vi — v i) f-
j=1

We then specify the prior distributions for the parameters in the likelihood
as follows. We assume (y, ys, ¥n) ~ N3r(Go, G1), £ ~ Wishart, (Sgl) and
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Aj ~ gamma(dy;, d;;). We may also specify priors on the hyperparameters of
B, a1 ~ Ny(Cor, Cu1), bor ~ Np(Aor, Ay) and Vo' ~ Wishart,, (S,1). Here,

vor
Wishart, (S~!) denotes the Wishart distribution with v degrees of freedom and
scale matrix S~! and gamma(a, b) denotes the gamma distribution with shape pa-
rameter a and scale parameter b. The prior distributions were chosen to be as gen-
eral as possible while still being proper and conjugate to the likelihood when pos-
sible.

We use the Gibbs sampler [Gelfand and Smith (1990)] to sample from the pos-
terior distribution of the parameters. Because the full conditionals of y, ys, vy
and ¢ are log-concave, we use adaptive rejection sampling (ARS) [Gilks and Wild
(1992)] to sample from them. We use the slice sampler [Neal (2003)] to sample
the random effects, B;;, j =1,...,q,i =1, ..., N. The full conditionals of A, X,
V and b are sampled from directly. The estimation procedure is implemented in
R [R Development Core Team (2006)] and C with code available from the author.

4. Model comparison. We examine two statistics for model comparison, the
deviance information criterion (DIC) [Spiegelhalter et al. (2002)] and the condi-
tional predictive ordinate (CPO) [Gelfand, Dey and Chang (1992)].

The DIC is a measure of the deviance penalized for the number of parameters in
the model which may be difficult to ascertain in hierarchical models and is there-
fore estimated. The DIC is the sum of the deviance estimated using the posterior
estimates of the parameters, D(©), and twice the effective number of parameters,
pp- The effective number of parameters is estimated by pp = D(®) — D(©),
where D(®) is the posterior mean of the deviance (the average of the deviances
calculated using the estimated parameters at each step of the MCMC sampler). For
the model presented in this paper, the DIC can be expressed as

| G N N i
DIC = 25 >0 log{ f(si, vi Yi10@)} — > log{f (si. vi, Yi|©)},
g=1li=1 i=1

where ®®) denotes the parameter samples at the gth, g =1, ..., G, iteration of
the Gibbs sampler and © represents the means of the posterior samples. A smaller
DIC indicates a better fit when comparing models.

For the ith observation, the CPO statistic is defined as

4.1) CPO; =f(s,-,vi,Y,~|D<—">)=/f(sl~,v,~,Y,-|®,D,~)n(®|D<—">)d®,

where ® denotes the model parameters, D; denotes the ith patient’s covariate data
and D)) denotes the covariate data for all the patients except the ith patient. We
cannot obtain a closed form solution for (4.1); however, Chen, Shao and Ibrahim
[(2000), Chapter 10] show that a Monte Carlo approximation of (4.1) is

1 &8 1 -
CPO;, = — ,
l <sz(si7vi,yi|®(g)))

g=l
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where ©® denotes the parameter samples at the gth, g =1, ..., G, iteration of the
Gibbs sampler. A large CPO value indicates a better fit. We can compare different
models using the sums of the logs of the CPOs of the individual observations,
also known as the log pseudo-marginal likelihood (LPML). Models with greater

LPML =Y log(@) values will indicate a better fit. Both the DIC and LPML
are designed to measure a model’s predictive ability, although the DIC is based
on a penalized deviance approach and the LPML is based on a cross-validated
approach.

5. Application. HIVNET 012, conducted in Uganda, was a double-blinded
controlled randomized trial of single dose nevirapine for the mother and newborn
infant versus AZT administered only to the mother to prevent mother to child
transmission (MTCT) of HIV. In spite of the success of nevaripine in reducing
the risk of transmission, many infants still experienced MTCT of HIV. To better
understand HIV infection in young children, 128 of those infants were enrolled in
a long term follow-up study and followed until age 5 or death. CD4 cell percent
and HIV viral load are known indicators of disease progression. TLC is also being
studied for its potential use in resource-poor settings where routine CD4 and viral
load monitoring may be cost prohibitive. In this section we examine the association
between longitudinal measures of CD4 cell percent, viral load and TLC and time
until death using separate models (one biomarker per model) in the HIVNET 012
long term follow-up study using the methods proposed in the previous sections.

Seventy infants died during follow-up. Jump points for the baseline hazard func-
tion were selected based on quantiles of the event times so that approximately 8
events occurred between the jump points. Infants had between one and thirteen
longitudinal measures with a median of four. Overall, there were a total of 594
measurements of CD4 percent, 603 measurements of viral load and 763 measure-
ments of TLC. 13% of the CD4 percent measures, 7% of the viral load measures
and 16% of the TLC measures are taken at time 0. In this analysis we placed the
knots for the splines based on the quantiles of the data; therefore, this clumping
of measurement times limits the number of knots we could select before we start
placing multiple knots at 0, making the slope undefined. Therefore, for CD4 per-
cent, we fit models with ¢ =3, ..., 10. For TLC, we fit models withg =5, ..., 9.
For comparison to potential models with more basis functions, we also fit models
with equally spaced knots with ¢ = 11 for CD4 percent and ¢ = 10 for TLC. For
viral load, we can fit models with ¢ =5, ..., 19. Additionally, we included age at
first positive HIV test as a covariate in the hazard model; therefore, the interpre-
tation of ¢ is the change in the log hazard associated with a 1 month increase in
the age of the infant at the time of the first positive HIV test. We implemented the
Gaussian quadrature procedure using 10 points. We also ran models with higher ¢
using 50 points and found no difference in the estimates.

Table 1 shows the estimated values of the parameters of interest along with their
95% credible intervals obtained from fitting the data to three versions of the hazard



TABLE 1

Results from the models for the three markers of HIV disease progression

y Vs i (x100) ¢ DIC LPML
VL
g=5  current 1.34 (0.87, 1.89) —0.08 (=0.17,—0.01) 1644 —744
+slope 1.57 (1.06,2.18) 5.23 (1.91,8.62) —0.07 (—0.16,0.01) 1607 726
+history 0.72 (—0.02, 1.43) 5.56 (1.08, 11.45) —0.09 (—0.19, —0.02) 1632 737
g=6  current 1.45 (0.93,2.03) —0.08 (—0.18, —0.01) 1635 —741
+slope 1.88 (1.32,2.53) 2.79 (1.48,4.31) —0.07 (—0.17,0.01) 1590 -717
+history 0.95 (0.20, 1.73) 426 (—0.07,9.89)  —0.09 (—0.20, —0.01) 1633 —736
g=7  current 1.58 (1.06,2.21) —0.08 (—0.18, —0.01) 1649 —735
+slope 2.03 (1.49, 2.70) 1.49 (0.91,2.25) —0.07 (—0.19,0.02) 1647 —709
+history 1.20 (0.47, 1.99) 3.28 (—0.97,8.38)  —0.09 (—0.19, —0.01) 1653 —734
g=8  current 1.64 (1.11,2.28) —0.09 (—0.18, —0.01) 1646 -731
+slope 1.93 (1.34,2.62) 0.88 (0.29, 1.6) —0.09 (—0.19,0) 1616 —715
+history 1.22 (0.47,2.04) 3.84 (—0.63,9.59)  —0.09 (—0.21,-0.01) 1655 —728
g=9  current 1.62 (1.09,2.27) —0.08 (—0.18, —0.01) 1662 —-730
+slope 1.92 (1.31,2.66) 0.98 (—0.32,2.22) —0.08 (—0.19, 0.00) 1633 714
+history 1.26 (0.54,2.07) 327 (~1.07,8.78)  —0.10(—0.20, —0.03) 1668 —725
CD4
g=5  current —0.83 (—=1.17, —0.54) —0.12(=0.22, —0.05) 1767 —743
+slope —0.87 (=122, -0.56)  —1.81 (—4.24,0.37) —0.13(=0.23,-0.05) 1764 —732
+history  —0.6 (—1.03, —0.19) —2.05(—4.75,036)  —0.13(=0.23,-0.05) 1747 -731
g=6  current —0.81 (~1.15,—0.51) —0.12(=0.22, —0.04) 1738 —741
+slope —0.91 (=129, —0.58)  —1.47 (—=3.32,0.80) —0.12(—=0.22, —0.05) 1728 —~730
+history  —0.57 (—1.02, —0.15) —1.76 (—4.14,0.38)  —0.13(=0.23,-0.05) 1722 726
g=7  current —0.96 (—1.34, —0.62) —0.12(=0.22, —0.05) 1674 -731
+slope —0.98 (—1.39, —0.63)  —0.38 (—1.36,0.82) —0.12(—=0.22, —0.05) 1672 719
+history  —0.77 (—1.29, —0.29) —1.2 (=3.74,1.03) —0.13(=0.23, -0.05) 1666 723
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TABLE 1
(Continued)
y Vs vr(x100) ¢ DIC LPML
qg=38 current —1.01 (—1.42, —0.64) —0.13 (—0.23, —0.05) 1690 —732
+slope —1.03 (—1.46, —0.66) —0.26 (—1.09,0.79) —0.13 (—0.23, —0.05) 1686 —719
+history —0.83 (—1.4,-0.3) —1.14 (=3.77,1.23) —0.13 (—0.23, —0.05) 1684 719
q=9 current —0.94 (—1.32, -0.59) —0.12 (-0.22, —0.05) 1678 —733
+slope —0.94 (—1.34, —0.59) 0.07 (—0.54,0.74) —0.12 (—0.22, —0.05) 1678 —721
+history —0.74 (—1.25, —-0.24) —1.95 (—4.65,0.47) —0.13 (—=0.23, —0.05) 1666 —723
TLC
qg=>5 current —0.20 (—0.42,0.01) —0.11 (—=0.19, —0.04) 3653 —1387
+slope —0.31 (—0.57, —0.09) —1.77 (—3.28, —0.04) —0.11 (—0.20, —0.04) 3617 —1376
~+history —0.22 (—0.52,0.06) 0.12 (—1.17,1.32) —0.10 (—=0.19, —0.04) 3649 —1380
qg==6 current —0.45 (—0.72, —0.19) —0.11 (-0.21, —0.05) 3485 —1300
+slope —0.47 (—0.75, —0.23) —0.34 (—0.73,0.04) —0.11 (=0.20, —0.04) 3474 —1288
+history —0.70 (—1.04, —0.38) 1.46 (0.16,2.78) —0.11 (—=0.19, —0.04) 3458 —1288
q=17 current —0.39 (—0.64, —0.16) —0.11 (—-0.21, —0.04) 3521 —1297
+slope —0.40 (—0.65, —0.16) —0.11 (—0.32,0.11) —0.11 (—=0.19, —0.04) 3516 —1287
~+history —0.54 (—0.86, —0.24) 0.96 (—0.30,2.21) —0.11 (—=0.20, —0.04) 3504 —1287
qg=38 current —0.51 (—0.75, —0.28) —0.12 (—0.21, —0.04) 3465 —1261
+slope —0.35(—-0.62, —0.10) 0.02 (—0.07,0.14) —0.10 (—=0.19, —0.04) 3451 —1265
~+history —0.66 (—0.97, —0.40) 1.24 (0.04,2.48) —0.11 (—=0.19, —0.04) 3451 —1248
qg=9 current —0.45 (—0.68, —0.22) —0.10 (—0.19, —0.04) 3367 —1200
+slope —0.44 (—0.68, —0.21) 0.01 (—0.04, 0.08) —0.10 (—=0.19, —0.04) 3368 —1191
+history —0.54 (—0.80, —0.27) 0.77 (—0.41, 1.90) —0.11 (—=0.19, —0.04) 3367 —1192
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model shown in equation (2.7), one with y; = 0 and y; = 0, one with y, = 0 and
one with y; = 0, for a range of ¢g. The Gibbs sampler was run twice with different
starting values and seeds for the random number generator for 100,000 iterations
for each model with a burn-in of 10,000. Samples from every 10th iteration were
saved to reduce possible autocorrelation. The resulting sample was used to com-
pute parameter estimates and credible intervals as well as DIC and LPML. Based
on DIC, the minimum number of basis functions for a cubic B-spline, g = 5, is not
adequate for any of the three longitudinal outcomes. Although not shown, mod-
els with equally spaced knots never outperformed the models with knots based on
quantiles according to DIC or LPML. There were no meaningful differences in the
estimates between the results from the two samplers. Convergence was assessed
using diagnostic tools provided in the CODA package [Plummer et al. (2006)].

For viral load, DIC selected ¢ = 6 for all three models. The LPML increased
as ¢ increased except for the model with y and y; where it selected g = 7; how-
ever, the value was not very different than that for ¢ = 6. Here, we focus on the
results for ¢ = 6. The point estimate of y indicates an increased risk of death with
increasing viral load such that a 10-fold increase in viral load is associated with a
16.3-fold increase in the hazard [95% credible interval (CI): (4.4, 74.5)]. The rate
of change in viral load is also associated with risk of death. At a known level of
viral load, a unit increase per month in the rate of change of log viral load is as-
sociated with a 2.8-fold increase in the hazard [95% CI: (1.15, 7.4)]. The estimate
of the strength of this association decreases as g increases. However, increasing ¢
also introduces more fluctuations in the estimate of the slope over time that may
not be supported by the data. Additionally, the history of viral load is also associ-
ated with risk of death, with a one unit increase in the mean value of the trajectory
of log viral load times a unit change in the length (in months) of follow-up being
associated with 1.04-fold increase in the hazard. In plainer terms, if two infants
have been followed for 7 months, with a difference in mean values equal to 1, the
hazard ratio would be exp(7 * 4.3/100) = 1.35. If after 12 months the difference
in mean levels was still equal to 1, the hazard ratio would be 1.68. Figure 1 shows
the trajectory fits for viral load with ¢ = 6. The model fits a variety of shapes sug-
gested by the data. For example, the initial steep rise in infants 2, 10 and 12 is fit
well, as is the initial decrease in infants 6 and 9.

For CD4 percent, the DIC selected g = 7 for all three models. The LPML se-
lected ¢ = 7 for the current value and current value plus slope models and g = 8
for the current value plus history model (although the value was close to that for
q = 7). Here, we focus on the results for ¢ = 7. A 10 unit decrease in CD4 percent
is associated with a 2.6-fold increase in the hazard [95% CI: (1.86, 3.82)]. There is
no suggestion of a further association between risk of death and the change in CD4
percent or its history. Figure 2 shows the fit of the spline model to the observed
CD4 percent data for 12 infants. The majority of the infants in Figure 2 have an
initial sharp decline in CD4 percent which is fit well by the model without forcing
decreases where the data do not suggest it (infant 6).
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For TLC, the DIC and LPML selected ¢ = 9. The density of measurements near
time zero forced quantile-based knots very close together if not equal shortly after
infection leading to undefined slopes for models with ¢ > 9. Using equally spaced
knots did not result in improved DIC or LPML. Here we focus on the results for
g =9. A possible association between TLC and risk of death was suggested in this
model with a 1000 unit increase in TLC being associated with a 34% [95% CI:
(20, 49)] decrease in the risk of death. Figure 3 shows the fit from the longitudinal
models for TLC.

The models all estimate a similar association between age at first positive test
and risk of death, with a one month increase in age at first positive test associated
with an approximate 10% reduction in risk given the trajectory of the longitudinal
marker.

Figure 4 shows the posterior estimate of the cumulative hazards for the three
markers when only the current value of the marker is included in the model. TLC
provide better fits to the Kaplan—Meier estimate in the first year, while viral load
provides a better fit between 2 and 3 years.

We propose using ROC curves for censored data [Heagerty, Lumley and Pepe
(2000)] as an additional comparison of joint longitudinal and survival models. We
plotted ROC curves for predicting death within 1 year based on linear predictor,
Yy @) + v ¥’ (0) + vy CD() + Z/¢, at t = 6, 12 and 18 months after infection
(Figure 5). Taking + = 6 months as an example, we treat the baseline time for
survival as 6 months, and calculate the ROC curve for death within 12 months
(18 months after infection) with the linear predictor calculated at 6 months as the
biomarker. Infants who died or were censored before 6 months are not included.
The same procedure was used for 12 and 18 months. These results do not suggest
any large improvement in prediction when either the rate of change in or history
of the biomarker are included in the models, except possibly for including slope
in the viral load model. This agrees with the results from the model and the DIC
and LPML. Overall, TLC does not compare favorably to either viral load or CD4
percent in predicting death within one year, and viral load appears to be the best
predictor.

6. Discussion. Understanding the relationship between trends in a biomarker
and risk of an event can yield important insight into the mechanisms of disease pro-
gression. Clearly, this is recognized scientifically, as the Journal of the American
Medical Association recently made an exception to its own policies on publishing
data over five years old to report an analysis of the association between CD4 slopes
estimated from linear mixed effects models and time to development of AIDS or
death in antiretroviral naive HIV-infected adults [Mellors et al. (2007)]. Here, we
present a model that goes several steps further to addressing that question by jointly
modeling the time to event and the slope and looking at local changes as opposed
to long term trends. Additionally, we do not restrict ourselves to a linear model that
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FIG. 4. Fitted cumulative hazard curves for the selected models for TLC, viral load and CD4
percent. The solid and dashed stepped lines represent the Kaplan—Meier fit with 95% confidence
intervals, with the small vertical lines representing censored observation times.

assumes constant rate of change. This model is motivated and illustrated by a long-
term follow-up study of HIV-infected children in Africa. However, it can be used in
many settings where understanding the relationship between trends in a biomarker
and time to an event is of interest. Other examples may include cognitive function
and death or subclinical coronary disease and clinical coronary events.

This model gives interpretable parameters, although these values are difficult
to translate into practice. For example, although we estimate that a 10-fold (1 log
unit) increase per month in viral load is associated with a 2.8-fold increase in the
hazard, we cannot easily measure the instantaneous change in viral load in practice.
To do so, we would have to measure it frequently, which is not feasible in practice,
especially in resource-poor settings. However, this approach may indicate if there
is more information available in collected information than just the current value
and what that information might be (change versus average history, for example).

We have proposed a model that provides additional insight into the biological
processes of disease progression by linking the hazard of the event to the rate of
change or cumulative history of a biomarker. This model expands the possibilities
of examining disease progression within the class of joint longitudinal and survival
models.

APPENDIX: SAMPLING FROM THE POSTERIOR

We use Gibbs sampling to sample from the joint posterior distribution of the
parameters: 8, «, ¥, Vs, Vi, », bp and V. The joint posterior does not have a
closed form; however, given that the conditional posteriors either have a closed
form or are log-concave, implementation of the Gibbs sampler is straight-forward.
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F1G. 5. ROC curves for predicting death within one year based on the hazard function calculated
at 6, 12 and 18 months after initial positive HIV test for current value (solid line), current value and
slope (dashed line) and current value and history (dotted line) models. The areas under the ROC
curves are shown with each plot.

Let D denote the data and rest denote the remaining parameters. Then at each

iteration of the Gibbs sampler, we proceed as follows:

1. Let Bis = (Birt, - .-, Big),i=1,...,N,I=1,..., L. Then use ARS to sample
[Bii|rest, D] from

m;

1 R
p(Bilrest, D) “exp{_i[Z(Ytj — V(i) =NV — vpti)))

j=1

L
+ > (Bit — bo — Xja) Voy ' (Bit — bor — X;al):| }

=1
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X exp{v,-(y/w(s,-) + ¥ () + v TV () + 20¢)

J
— ezi{ Z Hl](ﬁ’ Ys Vs> Vhs )\,)}
j=1
2. Sample

[VO;1 |rest, D]

N —1
~ Wishart((&,m1 + Z(,Bil — bor — xja)(Bit — bor — X{a)/) ,

i=l

N—i-va,).

3. Sample
»! |rest, D]

N m; -1
’\*WiShﬂI‘t((SE +ZZ ij W(tt]) 1p(l‘ij))/> ’

i=1j=1

N
Zmi+v2>.
i=1

4. Let boy = (boi1, ..., borg) ;i =1,...,N,I=1,..., L. Then sample

[Dot|rest, D] ~ Na(py; > Zibg,)s
where

N
by = by, (Vofl > (B — xja) + AE1A0,>
i=1
and
Sy = NV +A7H 7L
5. Use ARS to sample [y, ys, yr|rest, D] from
N

p(ylrest, D) exp[Z(w ("W (i) + v i) + v TP (i) + 2)¢)

i=1

— it ZHlj(ﬁ v, Vs»VhJO)}

j=1

1 _
X CXp{—E((y, Vs, vn) —80) g7 (Vs vss i) — go)}-
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6. Sample [X|rest, D] = gamma(dy; + n;, ZIN:I ez,{CHij(lg’ V. vs v 1) +di ),
where n; is the number of events in the jth interval and H;;(B,y,1) is
H;j (B, V. Vs, vn, A) evaluated with 1 ; = 1.

7. Sample
[alreStv D] ~ Np(:u‘oh 2:Ol)7
where
N
Mo = Zq (Z Xily Ve (Bi — bo) + crlco)
i=1
and

N -1
IS (inlqv0711qxg+c;1) :
i=1

where 1, is a vector of ones of length g.
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