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Alzheimer’s Disease (AD) research has shifted to focus on biomarker tra-
jectories and their potential use in understanding the underlying AD-related
pathological process. A conceptual framework was proposed in modern AD
research that hypothesized biomarker cascades as a result of underlying AD
pathology. In this paper, we leveraged the idea of biomarker cascades and
used a non-linear mixed effect model to depict AD biomarker trajectories as
a function of the latent AD disease progression. We tailored our methods to
address a number of real-data challenges that are often present in AD stud-
ies. Simulation studies were performed to investigate the proposed approach
under various realistic but less-than-ideal situations. Finally, we illustrated
the methods using real data from the BIOCARD and the ADNI studies. The
analyses investigated cascading patterns of AD biomarkers in these datasets
and presented prediction results for individual-level profiles over time. These
findings highlight the potential of the conceptual biomarker cascade frame-
work to be leveraged for diagnosis and monitoring.

Keywords and phrases: non-linear mixed effects, latent variables, absence of a gold standard, disease model-
ing, biomarker monitoring.
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1. Introduction. Research on Alzheimer’s Disease (AD) has shifted its focus on early
stages of AD, during which cognitive impairment has yet started or is minimal, and there-
fore interventions have the greatest potential to be effective. Because patients appear to be
normal with little clinical signs in these early stages, researchers are especially interested in
understanding the measurable AD biomarkers in relation to the underlying AD pathological
stages. To this end, Jack and colleagues proposed an influential framework that described
a hypothetical AD biomarker progression pattern along stages of AD (Jack Jr et al., 2010,
2013). This conceptual framework, commonly referred to as the Jack model, assumes that:
1) the underlying AD pathological process is continuous and clinical decline happens grad-
ually; 2) AD biomarkers become abnormal and reach a plateau in a temporal order, possibly
following sigmoid-shaped trajectories, forming the so-called biomarker cascades; and 3) the
AD biomarker trajectories are important to be studied in relation to the underlying disease
process and can potentially be used for effective identification of preclinical and mild cog-
nitive impairment stages of AD. The Jack model provides a unique opportunity for develop-
ing data-driven models on AD biomarkers cascade to inform AD staging. In particular, AD
studies with biomarker measurements collected when participants were cognitively normal
without any sign of clinical symptoms are especially valuable because they might contain
information on biomarker profiles during the preclinical stage of AD. Combining such early-
stage AD biomarker data with longitudinal observations could potentially further reveal how
AD biomarkers change during various AD stages.

The Jack model has inspired numerous statistical models and methods. Many of these
models studied the biomarker trajectories as sigmoid functions of age or other forms of
chronological time (Li et al., 2019; Donohue et al., 2014; Sun and Wang, 2018; Jedynak
et al., 2012; Amieva et al., 2008). To account for individual heterogeneity, some models in-
corporated random effects that allow for individual variations in the timing of biomarker
deterioration, such as through individual time shifts of the biomarker trajectory (Li et al.,
2019; Donohue et al., 2014), or in inflection points which capture the period of the greatest
rate of change (Sun and Wang, 2018). These methods essentially model disease progression
as an effect of time on biomarker deterioration, in addition to the effect of healthy aging. As a
result, one potential limitation of these approaches is that they lack a clearly defined disease
progression beyond the levels of biomarker measurements. The significant heterogeneity ob-
served in biomarker measurements among individuals in the same disease stages, as well as
the variability in the pattern of biomarker deterioration, make it difficult to fully capture the
potential fluctuations and dynamics of the AD pathophysiology process over time (Jack Jr
et al., 2013). Recognizing these challenges, Jack and his colleague used the phrase “distance
traveled along the pathophysiological pathway” instead of a chronological time in their up-
dated model (Jack Jr et al., 2013). It motivated a series of work that utilized latent variables
to model the underlying disease progress that varies with time and manifests in biomarker
measurements. Most of these latent variable models considered the disease as a discrete vari-
able and assumed that biomarkers are influenced by this latent discrete disease (Proust-Lima
et al., 2014; Sun and Wang, 2018; Wang and Zhou, 2018). While these methods are may
offer simplicity when linking with clinical decisions, they do not fully capture the continu-
ous spectrum of disease progression from normality to abnormality. Other approaches exist
that assume an underlying continuous latent variable, focusing on constructing an individual-
level disease score (Jedynak et al., 2012) or understanding domain-specific latent processes
(Proust-Lima et al., 2019). However, with these focuses, it becomes challenging to infer the
underlying disease progression across domains.

These previous works and the updated Jack model motivate us to study the underlying
AD progression as a continuous latent variable and jointly model the longitudinally observed
AD biomarkers as sigmoid functions of the AD progression, which constitutes a non-linear
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mixed effect model. Specifically, we assume that a continuous latent disease process affects
the multifaceted and longitudinal biomarkers through sigmoid link functions, resulting in
the S-shaped biomarker progression trajectories as depicted in the Jack model. We also as-
sume that individual biomarker trajectories (as a function of the underlying AD progression)
have covariate-specific intercepts that account for possible heterogeneity among individu-
als in terms of susceptibility and resistance to pathological changes, such as those due to
cognitive reserve and comorbidity. The proposed model is intended to provide data-driven
information to help characterize 1) the temporal ordering of biomarker cascades in relation
to the AD progression, 2) the multifaceted profile of biomarkers at various stages of AD
progression, and 3) disease progression based on biomarker data without relying on clini-
cal diagnoses. These characterizations have the potential of unveiling new insights by going
beyond diagnosis-based analyses that can be biased towards existing practice.

Further, we leverage the proposed model to analyze two longitudinal observational stud-
ies, BIOCARD and ADNI (more details in Section 2). These studies span over two decades
and collected longitudinal biomarker measurements since participants were cognitively nor-
mal, providing a valuable resource for potentially studying the AD biomarker cascade during
the preclinical stage. On the other hand, we acknowledge that the slow progression of AD
results can result in the preclinical and clinical AD stages span several decades, which may
surpassing the duration of current studies. In addition, practical constraints such as study
budgets and the invasive nature of some data collection procedures limit the frequency of
biomarker measurement. These issues are currently common in many AD studies with lon-
gitudinal biomarker measurements and create challenges in modeling and estimation. We
propose modeling and estimation techniques to address these challenges, which have poten-
tial applications beyond the specific studies we considered here.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 3, we present the meth-
ods, including discussion on general models and special strategies addressing real-world data
challenges. In Section 5, we present simulation studies illustrating the empirical performance
of proposed methods under various less-than-ideal settings similar to those in the real data.
Analysis results in two real-world AD longitudinal follow-up study datasets are presented in
Section 4, followed by discussions in Section 6.

2. The BIOCARD and ADNI study. Our methods are motivated by the need to under-
stand biomarker cascades with particular considerations in two datasets: 1) the BIOCARD:
Predictors of Cognitive Decline Among Normal Individuals (BIOCARD) (Albert et al., 2014)
and 2) the subset of cognitively normal participants at baseline in Alzheimer’s Disease Neu-
roimaging Initiative (ADNI) study data (Mueller et al., 2005). We consider these two datasets
because they contain longitudinal data for participants followed from when they were cog-
nitively normal at baseline, have considerably long follow-up duration, and are similar in
protocols for biomarker measurements.

The BIOCARD study is a longitudinal and observational study initiated at the National
Institute of Health in 1995. At baseline, 349 cognitively normal individuals that were primar-
ily middle-aged and had a first-degree relative with dementia were recruited and followed by
NIH (1995 to 2005) and Johns Hopkins University (2009 to present). During the active study
duration, clinical assessments with cognitive tests were done annually for study participants.
Magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), cerebrospinal fluid (CSF), and blood specimens were
collected biannually. Study participants also receive consensus diagnoses at annual clinical
visits, categorized as either cognitively normal (CN), mild cognitive impairment (MCI), or
dementia. For individuals that receive a diagnosis of dementia, the age at clinical symptom
onset is determined based on the clinical dementia rating (CDR) interview. Individuals in the
BIOCARD study have been followed for an average of 15.5 years.
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The ADNI study is a multi-center observational study initiated in 2003. The ADNI study
recruited participants across the spectrum of cognitive impairment from the categories of CN,
MCI, and dementia, defined based on memory criteria, the Mini-Mental State Examination
(MMSE), and CDR score. Participants were evaluated at 6 or 12-month intervals for 2 to 3
years, depending on the clinical diagnosis at baseline, and have ongoing annual follow-ups
for clinical, imaging, genetic, and biospecimen data collection for up to 16 years. To make
analysis results and interpretations more comparable between the BIOCARD and ADNI data,
we focus on participants that were CN at baseline. Our analyses include 2115 participants that
were CN at baseline with at least one biomarker measurement. The average follow-up time
for this cohort is 3.6 years (range: 0–15 years).

3. Methodology.

3.1. Non-linear mixed effects model for the biomarker disease model. We consider a set
of observations for N independent participants and K distinct longitudinal biomarkers. Let
Yijk denote the value of the kth biomarker for the ith participant at the jth visit, where i=
1, . . . ,N , j = 1, . . . , Ji, k ∈ κij ⊂

{
1, . . . ,K

}
. Denote by Dij a continuous latent variable

quantifying the underlying AD disease progression, for the ith participant at time point tij .
Following the description in Jack Jr et al. (2013), we model biomarker levels as sigmoid-

shaped functions of the AD disease progression as follows:

(1) Yijk =XT
ijβk + fk(Dij ;γk) + ϵijk,

where Xij is a p-dimensional vector denoting the ith participant’s covariate information
(including an intercept) at the jth visit, and βk is the p-dimensional biomarker-specific re-
gression coefficient. In addition to the correlation through the shared disease progression, we
allow biomarkers collected at the same visit to correlate with each other through the error
term ϵijk. This is particularly relevant when multiple biomarkers are collected from the same
domain of interest (e.g., Digit Symbol Substitution Test and Logical Memory delayed recall
from the cognitive tests), as correlations likely exist due to the shared measurement construct
in addition to the shared underlying disease. Specifically, let ϵij· = (ϵij1, . . . , ϵijK)

T. We as-
sume that ϵij· ∼N(0,Σϵ), where Σϵ =Σ(σ1, . . . , σK ,ϕ

T) is the variance-covariance matrix
parametrized by the marginal variance parameters σ1, . . . , σK and a vector ϕ depicting the
correlation structure.

Without loss of generality, we also assume that the biomarkers have been transformed such
that higher biomarker values are associated with greater AD disease progressions, indicating
further disease progression. We then use a logistic function to formulate the Jack model’s
hypothesis on biomarker progression:

(2) fk(Dij ;γk) =
γk1

1 + exp
{
− γk2

(
Dij − γk3

)} , where γk1, γk2 > 0.

The logistic function is chosen as it covers a range of sigmoid-shapes similar to the curves
proposed in the Jack model. The parameters also have intuitive interpretations: γk1 is the
maximum height of the curve, representing the maximum change towards abnormality for
the kth biomarker during the AD cascade that we are interested in; the parameter γk2 reflects
the steepness of the sigmoid curve, representing the speed of biomarker level change during
AD progression; and γk3 is the reflection point of the sigmoid curve, which can be considered
as the location when biomarker changes are halfway towards the highest abnormality values
of interest.

The relationship between covariates and AD disease progression dij is modeled as

(3) Dij =ZT
ijα+ δij ,
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where Zij ∈ Rq denotes covariates including demographic variables such as age and risk
factors such as ApoE-4 carrier status, and α ∈ Rq are coefficients. For model identifiability,
we fix the location and scale of the latent variable Dij by removing the intercept term in
α and setting the variance of δij to be one. For the remainder of this paper, we will use
lowercase notations to denote the data realization that corresponds to random variables.

We estimate the proposed model through likelihood estimation. Let Φq(µ,Σ) denote
the distribution function of a q-dimensional multivariate normal distribution with mean µ
and variance-covariance matrix Σ, and let eκ ∈ RK denote a vector with ones in ele-
ments indexed by index set κ ⊂

{
1, . . . ,K

}
and zeros elsewhere. Furthermore, let Yij· =

(Yij1, . . . , YijK)
T, β = (βT

1 , . . . ,β
T
K)T, θ = (βT

1 , . . . ,β
T
K ,γ

T
1 , . . . ,γ

T
K , σ1, . . . , σK ,ϕ

T)T,
f·(Dij ;γ1, . . . ,γK) =

{
f1(Dij ;γ1), . . . , fK(Dij ;γK)

}T, where ⊙ denote the element-wise
multiplication and · denote the matrix multiplication. In contrast to vector Yij· containing all
biomarker values including those not observed, we denote by Yij,κij

the observed biomarker
vector containing elements index by k ∈ κij .

Longitudinal observations of biomarkers are subject to two layers of missingness: 1) a
clinical visit can be entirely missing because the participants did not come in as sched-
uled; 2) when participants did come in, a subset of biomarkers maybe missing due to fail-
ure in performing those assessments or due to study design of less frequent collection for
some biomarkers. We assume missingness at random (MAR) for both layers of missingness.
MAR assumption is commonly accepted for missingness due to administrative scheduling of
biomarker collections, whereas we note that it is a stronger assumption than other types of
missingness, but can be reasonable conditional on covariates. The likelihood of the biomarker
progression model based on observed biomarker measurements can then be written as

L(θ,α) =

N∏
i=1

Ji∏
j=1

∫
R

fYij,κij
|Dij

(yij,κij
|d,xij ,θ) · fDij

(d|zij ,α)dd

=

N∏
i=1

Ji∏
j=1

∫
R

∫
R|κij |

dΦ|κij |
[
{yij· −xT

ijβ− f·(d;γ1, . . . ,γK)} ⊙ eκij
,

eκij
·Σϵ · eTκij

]
dΦ1(d− zT

ijα,1).

where eκij
is a vector indicating which biomarkers are missing from the data for the ith par-

ticipate at the jth visit (eκijk
= 0 if the the kth biomarker is missing and eκijk

= 1 otherwise).
Parameter estimates can be obtained through likelihood maximization.

3.2. Modeling considerations with the real data. In addition to the proposed estimation
based on likelihood, our real data application calls for a few special considerations. These
include degenerative cases of the logistic function, determining biomarker abnormality range
when data do not cover the full longitudinal span of disease progression, and balancing com-
putational speed and estimation and numerical accuracies, which we discuss in the subsec-
tions below.

3.2.1. Range of biomarker progression of interest given limited longitudinal span. Stud-
ies that recruit CN participants at enrollment and follow them over time provide uniquely
valuable data for studying biomarker progression during preclinical AD. On the other hand,
due to the slow progression of AD, often only a limited portion of the study participants
reaches AD during the study period where biomarker measurements are collected. This data
structure creates challenges for quantitatively studying the hypothesized biomarker cascades.
Specifically, “late-developing" biomarkers, such as cognitive tests, are unlikely to have been
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adequately observed during the later plateau portion of the sigmoid curves, causing estima-
bility concerns for the height parameters. These parameters may be weakly estimable, or the
estimates may have large bias and variability.

Our simulations showed that, if one can provide the height parameter of abnormality
change γk1 for the biomarkers that reach abnormality the last in the biomarker cascades,
the full biomarker progression curves can be recovered even when observations only cover a
portion of the curves towards later stages. This provides a practical option in the real world,
as the “late-developing" markers are those related to cognitive performance, which are also
relatively standardized and well studied. On the other hand, even though the height parame-
ter is only required for the “late-developing" biomarkers for consistent estimates, providing
additional height parameters when possible will reduce bias in small sample settings.

We also note that, with finite samples, using the entire theoretically viable range to declare
the height parameter for a biomarker might not be a reasonable modeling strategy, especially
in the presence of skewed distributions with extreme outliers. Besides, even for bounded
cognitive tests such as the Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE) taking values between
0 and 30, it is relatively rare to observe scores below 10. Meanwhile, examining biomarker
progression beyond this stage may provide little clinical utility. Instead, we propose to focus
on the progression range “of interest” to increase estimation efficiency.

With the above considerations, we borrow from empirical knowledge to inform the cor-
responding γk1 values. Specifically, we take the difference between the average biomarker
values measured at cognitively normal visits and dementia visits. In an attempt to estimate
the average biomarker values from the “truly normal” visits at which the biomarkers are be-
lieved to be in the initial slow progressing stage, rather than the “apparent normal” visits at
which the biomarkers might have started to deteriorate, we use the baseline values of individ-
uals who have at least 5 years follow-up and have stayed cognitively normal throughout the
entire follow-up period. Since cognitive tests are relatively standardized, we leverage both
the BIOCARD and the ADNI study (including the initially MCI and AD cohorts) and take
the maximum of the differences from the two studies as the height parameters. For CSF and
MRI markers, we use within-study estimates for the consideration of protocol differences
and batch effects. Since these parameters are empirically estimated, we conducted simula-
tions in Section 5 to evaluate the impact of noise in these estimates on the performance of the
proposed model.

3.2.2. Degenerative cases of the biomarker progression curve. The logistic function
used in equation (2) includes degenerative cases that fall outside the hypothesized sigmoid
shape when γk2 is close to zero or infinity. Specifically, when γk2 → 0, we have fk(dij ;γk)→
γk1/2, indicating that the biomarker level is a horizontal line and unrelated to disease pro-
gression. When γk2 →∞, we have fk(dij ;γk)→ 1I(dij < γk3) ·0+1I(dij > γk3) ·γk1, which
is a step-function with singularity at dij = γk3, indicating that the biomarker level remains
constant over time except for an acute jump when disease progression reaches a certain point.
Scientifically, both degenerative cases are unlikely considering evidence in the medical litera-
ture. Theoretically, these degenerative cases do not require special handling in ideal situations
when we have large sample sizes and large numbers of longitudinal observations. However,
in real data where sample sizes and longitudinal follow-ups are limited, pre-hoc exclusion of
these degenerative cases can improve estimation stability and reduce the influence of outliers.

To implement this, we restrict the γk2 parameters to be between 0 and 10, and add a like-
lihood penalty term that penalizes extreme values that are close to the 0 and 10 boundaries.
We choose to minimize − logL + λ ·

∑K
k=1 n

1/4
k · g(γk2), where g(γk2) = log(γk2/10) +

log(1− γk2/10). The penalty function g(γk2) was chosen because of its desirable properties.
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First, it imposes penalties on values deviating from a sigmoid slope of 5, a reasonable pre-
hoc value away from the extremes. Second, it imposes symmetric penalties on values that
are close to the boundaries of extreme values, e.g., 0.1 and 9.9 receive the same amount of
penalization. Third, it imposes large penalties for values that are close to the boundaries (we
have ∂g(γk2)/∂γk2 →∞ when γk2 → 0+ or γk2 → 10−) and moderate penalties for values
that are away from the boundaries, avoiding the introduction of large biases due to over-
penalization. Additionally, we included the scaling term n

1/4
k to account for the different

sample sizes of biomarkers, while ensuring that the effect of the penalty terms is not driven
by the more frequently measured biomarkers. The rate of 1/4 also ensures that the asymptotic
normality of the estimator is unchanged. We choose the tuning parameter λ through 10-fold
cross-validation, and details are discussed in Sections 5 and 4.

3.2.3. Correlation parameter in variance-covariance matrices. We include correla-
tions among biomarkers measurements at the same visit, and choose to assume indepen-
dence across time (visits), that is, we have Cor(ϵijk, ϵij′k′) = 0, representing independent
biomarker measurement errors conditional on the underlying disease progression and covari-
ates across time, and Cor(σij , σij′) = 0 for any j ̸= j′, representing temporal independence
in disease within a participant. The former is a standard independent error assumption. The
latter assumption is made to expedite the optimization iteration for the simplified likelihood,
allowing for a greater number of iterations and ultimately improving the overall optimization
accuracy. As shown by simulation studies in Section 5, ignoring possible disease temporal
correlation within a participant minimally impacts estimation under settings that are simi-
lar to the observed data structures in BIOCARD and ADNI studies. Detailed discussions on
computational methods are provided in Section 3.3.1.

3.3. Model estimation and computational considerations.

3.3.1. Point estimates via penalized maximum likelihood. To obtain parameter estimates,
we maximize the penalized likelihood (equivalently, minimize the negative penalized likeli-
hood) using the Newton-Raphson (NR) optimization algorithm. We came across the follow-
ing three challenges in terms of optimization.

First, numerical approaches are needed to approximate the likelihood, along with its first-
order and second-order derivatives, due to the integration over the underlying disease, in-
volved in the definitions of these quantities. When the integration is multidimensional due
to time correlations in the latent variable, Monte-Carlo algorithms can be adopted. On the
other hand, if one can assume independence of dij’s across visit time j’s, the Gauss-Hermite
quadrature (GQ) approach can drastically improve computational speed, which enables a
greater number of iterations for higher numerical accuracy in the overall optimization ap-
proach (Wang, 2007). In our work, we use the GQNR algorithm (Pan and Thompson, 2003),
a Newton-Raphson algorithm with Gauss-Hermite quadrature approximations, with details
presented below.

Second, considering the Newton-Raphson (NR) optimization algorithm does not guarantee
global convergence, we sample starting values for the algorithm from the uniform distribution
with possible ranges specified for each parameter. In addition, we also include as a starting
value, the estimates from a simplified model without biomarker correlations.

Third, at some steps, the Hessian matrix of the negative penalized likelihood may be nega-
tive definite, which makes an ascent update direction for the minimization problem. To ensure
that the algorithm searches toward the local minimum, we modify the Hessian matrix at each
step by adding an identity matrix multiplied bymax(1−λmin,0), where λmin is the smallest
eigenvalue of the Hessian matrix. This ensures that the Hessian matrices are always positive
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definite and that the update directions are descending. In addition, since we are dealing with
a relatively high-dimensional parameter space compared to the scale of the datasets, numer-
ical stability is a major concern. It is worth noting that modifying the search directions also
significantly enhances the numerical stability.

Next, we present the details of the algorithm for obtaining estimates of ψ = (θT , αT )T .
Equivalent to maximizing the penalized likelihood, we minimize the negative of it:

min
ψ
l′(ψ) :=− logL(ψ) + λ ·

K∑
k=1

n
1/4
k · g(γk2)

Updates of the parameter estimates are made using the Newton-Raphson algorithm. De-
note by ψ(m) the parameter estimate at the mth step of Newton-Raphson iterative algorithm
(m= 1,2, . . . ).

(4)

ψ(m+1) = ψ(m) −
(
H(x,y,z,ψ(m)) +max{1− λmin(H(x,y,z,ψ(m))),0}I

)−1
g(x,y,z,ψ(m)),

where I is the identity matrix, and

g(x,y,z,ψ) =
∂l′(ψ)

∂ψ
=−∂ logL(ψ)

∂ψ
+ λ

K∑
k=1

n
1/4
k · ∂g(γk2)

∂ψ

H(x,y,z,ψ) =
∂2l′(ψ)

∂ψT∂ψ
=−∂

2 logL(ψ)

∂ψT∂ψ
+ λ

K∑
k=1

n
1/4
k · ∂

2g(γk2)

∂ψT∂ψ

∂ logL(ψ)

∂ψ
=

N∑
i=1

Ji∑
j=1

EDij |Yij,κij
,ψ

[
Uij(ψ)

∣∣yij ,ψ]

∂2 logL(ψ)

∂ψT∂ψ
=

N∑
i=1

Ji∑
j=1

EDij |Yij,κij
,ψ

[
Iij(ψ)

∣∣yij ,ψ]+ N∑
i=1

Ji∑
j=1

EDij |Yij,κij
,ψ

[
Uij(ψ)U

T
ij (ψ)

∣∣yij ,ψ]
(5)

−
N∑
i=1

Ji∑
j=1

EDij |Yij,κij
,ψ

[
Uij(ψ)

∣∣yij ,ψ]EDij |Yij,κij
,ψ

[
UTij (ψ)

∣∣yij ,ψ]
Uij(ψ) =

(∂ log fYij,κij
|Dij

(yij,κij
|Dij ,xij ,θ)

∂θ
,
∂ log fDij

(Dij |zij ,α)

∂α

)T
Iij(ψ) =

∂Uij(ψ)

∂ψ

The term ∂2L(ψ)/∂ψT∂ψ is computed using the Louis’ formula (Louis, 1982). An inter-
esting observation is that implementing the Newton-Raphson update is marginally equivalent
to the EM algorithm update with a one-step Newton-Raphson in the M-step (Wang, 2007).

During the iterative updating of the parameter estimates, closed-form expressions

N∑
i=1

Ji∑
j=1

EDij |Yij,κij
,(θ,α)=(θ(m),α(m))

[
h(Dij)

∣∣yij,κij

]
,(6)
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in (4) are unavailable, where h(Dij) is some function of Dij . In our case, specific forms
of h(Dij) are

{
Uij(ψ)

}∣∣
ψ=ψ(m) ,

{
Iij(ψ)

}∣∣
ψ=ψ(m)„and

{
Uij(ψ)U

T
ij (ψ)

}∣∣
ψ=ψ(m) at the mth

step, respectively. To compute (6), we use the Gauss-Hermite quadrature approximation—an
approximation to EDij |Yij,κij

[h(Dij)|yij,κij
] via Q-point Gauss-Hermite quadrature

EDij |Yij,κij
[h(Dij)|yij,κij

] =

∫∞
−∞ h(d)fYij,κij

|Dij
(yij,κij

|d,xij ,θ)fDij
(d|zij ,α)dd∫∞

−∞ fYij,κij
|Dij

(yij,κij
|d,xij ,θ)fDij

(d|zij ,α)dd

≈
∑Q

q=1wq · h(21/2bq + zT
ijα)fYij,κij |Dij

(yij,κij
|d= 21/2bq + zT

ijα,xij ,θ)∑Q
q=1wq · fYij,κij

|Dij
(yij,κij

|d= 21/2bq + zT
ijα,xij ,θ)

,

(7)

where bq is the q-th root of the physicists’ version of the Hermite polynomial, and wq is the
associated weight.

3.3.2. Variance-covariance estimation through Louis’ formula. The variance-covariance
matrix of the coefficient estimators can be estimated by the inverse of the observed informa-
tion matrix and calculated using the Louis’ formula (Louis, 1982) as I(ψ̂) = ∂2 logL(ψ)

∂ψT ∂ψ

∣∣∣
ψ=ψ̂

,

which is the same quantity in equaltion 5 evaluated at ψ̂ = (θ̂T , α̂T )T , the final estimate of
the penalized maximum likelihood.

Louis’ formula is applicable to our estimation because the Newton-Raphson algorithm
described in Section 3.3.1 is equivalent to a one-step EM algorithm. Furthermore, all com-
ponents needed for applying the Louis’ formula are calculated in the last step of Newton-
Raphson update. In addition, we use the generalized Cholesky decomposition, as imple-
mented in R package matrixcalc, for the observed information matrix to address the
potential issue of singular or non-invertible information matrix due to numerical variation. A
generalized inversion of matrix can then be computed and used as the estimator for Var(θ̂, α̂).

3.4. Prediction and monitoring of disease and biomarker trajectories. Given model esti-
mation results, we can use participants’ observed biomarker information to infer and project
their underlying disease Di at the current visit and a future time. We can also use biomarker
distribution among participants with similar underlying diseases to detect potential deviation
from “normal" biomarker trajectories and alert potentially unusual deterioration.

We first introduce some notations for this section. Let θ̂ = (β̂
T

1 , . . . , β̂
T

K , γ̂
T
1 , . . . , γ̂

T
K , σ̂1, . . . , σ̂K , ϕ̂

T)T

and α̂ denote the parameter estimates. Denote by Zij = z(t0) and Xij = x(t0) the covariates
collected at t0 for the ith participant at the jth visit, and by z(t) and x(t) the corresponding
covariates at a general time point t. In our application, most components of Xij and Zij

are time-invariant variables such as ApoE-4 carrier status, gender, and years of education.
The time-varying variable in both Xij and Zij is age, which is known for any specified fu-
ture time. We require all covariates to be observed, but allow for missingness in biomarker
measurements.

3.4.1. Disease progression estimation and prediction. We synthesize information on co-
variates and biomarkers to predict the underlying disease progression, either for observed
visits given covariates and observed biomarkers, or for future time points given covariates
and extrapolated biomarkers values. The extrapolation is calculated by assuming that the
biomarker deteriorates according to the normal aging course described in equation (1), that
is, ỹκ(t) = yκ(t0) +

{
x(t)−x(t0)

}T
β̂κ. As a special case, we have ỹκ(t0) = yκ(t0).
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Conditional on covariates Xij = x(t) and Zij = z(t), the estimated the joint probabil-
ity density function for a biomarker vector Yijκ containing observed measurements (miss-
ing measurements are integrated out) and disease status is f̂Yijκ,Dij |Xij ,Zij

(yκ, d|Xij =

x(t),Zij = z(t)) = ϕ|κ|
[{

y·−x(t)Tβ̂−f(d; γ̂k)
}
⊙eκ ·{eκ ·Σ̂ ·eTκ}1/2

]
·ϕ1

{
d−z(t)Tα

}
,

where ϕk is the probability density function for a k-dimensional standard normal distribu-
tion. Based on this joint distribution, we can derive the conditional distribution of disease
given covariates x(t), z(t) and the observed or extrapolated biomarker values ỹκ(t) as
f̂Dij |Yij,κ,Xij ,Zij

(d|ỹκ(t),x(t),z(t)) = f̂Yij,κ,Dij |Xij ,Zij
(ỹκ(t), d|x(t),z(t))/f̂Yij,κ|Xij ,Zij

(ỹκ(t)|x(t),z(t)).
We use GQ approximation to compute the conditional expectation of Dij given covari-
ates and biomarkers, and draw Monte Carlo sample

{
d(ℓ)

}L
ℓ=1

from the conditional dis-
tribution to construct prediction intervals. For the Monte Carlo sampling, we adopt the
rejection sampling algorithm (Neal, 2003), which samples independently D from some
candidate distribution p(d) and U from a uniform distribution and checks whether U <

f̂Dij |Yij,κ,Xij ,Zij
(d|ỹκ(t),x(t),z(t))/M · p(d). Specifically, we use normal candidate distri-

butions. To improve the efficiency of rejection sampling, we adjust the candidate distributions
for each subject of prediction interest to be close to the target distribution—we set the mean
of the normal distribution to be the expectation of the target distribution and use a stan-
dard deviation of 10 to bound the tails. Constant M is chosen by finding the maximum of
f̂Dij |Yij,κ,Xij ,Zij

(d|ỹκ(t),x(t),z(t))/p(d) through grid search. The asymptotic variance and
confidence interval of conditional expectation of Dij can be computed by simulating from
the asymptotic distribution of (θ̂, α̂) and utilizing formula (7).

Since the biomarker values are extrapolated with only the deterioration due to the course
of normal aging described by the age regression coefficient, this prediction reflects a progres-
sion under “stable disease” situation. It can be used as a benchmark for detecting potentially
more aggressive disease progression, or, as we discuss in more detail below, for detecting
biomarker values that are worse than expected under this disease stage, which may also sig-
nal a potentially more aggressive disease progression.

3.4.2. Monitoring and predicting biomarker deterioration. For a time point t0 where
biomarkers are measured, we may be interested in the distribution of biomarker values among
individuals with the same underlying disease status and covariate values. This can serve as
a monitoring tool to detect potential biomarkers that appear to have deteriorated beyond the
“regular” range in the population with the same disease and covariate profiles. For example,
a particular area shown on MRI or in a particular cognitive function may appear to be worse
than participants with similar covariates and underlying disease. Since AD progression is a
multi-faceted process as discussed in Sperling et al. (2011), this biomarker monitoring tool
complements the one-dimensional information given in the predicted AD progressions, by
potentially revealing a domain worth special attention or signaling the start of accelerated
worsening of the underlying disease.

For a future time point t1 where no data is yet observed, we may be interested in predicting
biomarker values under extrapolated AD disease progression described in (3), calculated
as d̃(t1) = d0 +

{
z(t1) − z(t0)

}T
α̂, or under other disease progression status of interest.

For example, we may be interested in evaluating the plausible future levels of participant’s
cognitive function, to facilitate appropriate treatment and care plans.

For either a time point t0 at which biomarker measurements are collected or a future
time point t1 at which no data is yet observed, we predict the biomarker distributions given
covariates and the extrapolated or specified AD disease risk score d̃(t) (t= t0, t1), following
approaches similar to those discussed in Section 3.4.1. Specifically, we predict yijk for given



AD BIOMARKER CASCADES 11

Dij = d̃(t) by simulating, for ℓ = 1, . . . ,L, the error term ϵ
(ℓ)
ij = (ϵ

(ℓ)
ij1, . . . , ϵ

(ℓ)
ijK) from K-

dimensional multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and variance-covariance matrix
Σ̂, and then compute y(ℓ)ijk{d̃(t)} =XT

ijβ̂k + fk{d̃(t); γ̂k}+ ϵ
(ℓ)
ijk as a function of d̃(t). The

mean of the computed
{
y
(ℓ)
ijk{d̃(t)}

}L
ℓ=1

and the a% and (100− a)% quantiles then serve to
establish monitoring and prediction tools.

4. Analyses on biomarker cascading model using the BIOCARD and ADNI data. In
this section, we present details of the real data analysis and results. We first discuss the con-
siderations and process regarding unbalanced visits and biomarker measurements. We then
present the model specifications including covariates and biomarker correlation structures.
After detailing the analytic approach, we present estimation results in Tables 1, 2 and Figure
1, and showcase prediction and monitoring methods with Figure 2.

To create datasets suitable for analyses, we merge biomarker measurements to harmonize
the irregular visit times. Out of considerations for model misspecification as discussed in
Section 3.2, we use “anchoring visits" to which we merge other biomarker measurements.
Specifically, for the BIOCARD data, we use cognitive visit dates as the anchoring visit date,
whereas for the ADNI data, we generate annually spaced dates starting from baseline as
cognitive visit dates, to merge various cognitive test scores collected over a few days for the
same visit. Next, for both the BIOCARD and ADNI data, we merge MRI and CSF biomarker
measurements taken within ± two-year windows of an anchoring visit onto the anchoring
visit date. When multiple biomarker measurements exist within the measurement window,
we merge the temporally closest measurement. We allow a single biomarker measurement
to be used multiple times in merging if it is the closest in multiple windows. We use a ±
two-year window for merging the MRI and CSF biomarker measurements because these
biomarkers are less frequently collected but are considered to be reasonably stable within a
two-year window. For merging cognitive visits in ADNI to the annually spaced anchoring
dates, we use a ± one-year window.

We consider the modeling of the following biomarkers in data analyses: Aβ (Aβ 42/40 ra-
tio for the BIOCARD, Aβ 42 for ADNI), phosphorylated tau (PTau) and total tau (Ttau) from
the CSF domain; entorhinal cortex (EC) thickness, EC volume, hippocampal (HIPPO) vol-
ume, medial temporal lobe composite score (MTL), which is constructed based on volumes
of HIPPO, EC and amygdala (Soldan et al., 2015). Further, we include the Spatial Pattern of
Abnormality for Recognition of Early Alzheimer’s Disease score (SPARE-AD; BIOCARD
only) (Davatzikos et al., 2009) from the MRI domain; and the Digit Symbol Substitution Test
(DSST) score, the Mini-Mental State Exam (MMSE) score, and the Logical Memory delayed
recall (LM) score from the cognitive test domain. We include in the biomarker model (1) age,
gender, and years of education as covariates, and we include in the AD disease progression
model (3) age and ApoE-4 carrier status as covariates. We assume temporal independence
across visits, and assume biomarkers model errors to be correlated within the same domain
and independent between domains. Specifically, we specify the error correlation structure ac-
cording to preliminary data analyses on the marginal correlations between markers. Detailed
correlation structures are shown in Figures 1.A3 and 1.B3.

As discussed in Section 3.2, we have a few additional data considerations during estima-
tion. First, we predetermine the values of γk1 from observed biomarker values as discussed
in 3.2.1. Second, we incorporate the penalty term as described in Section 3.2.2, choosing the
tuning parameter λ from 16 candidate values between 10−2 and 102 according to 10-fold
cross validations. The tuning parameter is chosen to be 100.3 ≈ 2 for both data. Coefficient
estimates with 95% confidence intervals are presented in Table 1 for BIOCARD and in Table
2 for ADNI. We further illustrate in Figure 1 the estimated biomarker progression curves and
biomarker cascade ordering as shown by the γk3 parameters. After the model estimation, we
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carry out prediction of the disease and biomarker trajectories as described in Section 3.4, and
we show results in Figure 2 as an illustration.

We observe from analysis results, especially the biomarker progression curves as shown
in Figure 1, that the BIOCARD and ADNI data exhibit similar patterns: biomarkers from
the CSF domain are the first to deteriorate, followed by those from the MRI domain and
then the cognitive domain. In particular, within the CSF domain, Aβ is consistently shown
to progress first. The ordering of biomarkers within the MRI and cognitive domains are less
conclusive due to wide confidence intervals. Meanwhile, we observe that the biomarker pro-
gression curves cross at some levels, which implies that the biomarker cascade ordering could
be different depending on the level of biomarker abnormality (y-axis). Of note, the disease
scales in BIOCARD and ADNI data, as reflected by the x-axes in Figures 1.A1 and 1.B1,
are different because both biomarkers and covariates (standardized to have mean zero and
standard deviation one if continuous) are on different scales.

To illustrate disease prediction and biomarker monitoring procedures discussed in Section
3.4, we show in Figure 2.A the estimated disease trajectories (given covariates and available
biomarkers) over age, and in Figure 2.B the estimated disease trajectories along a timescale
relative to the time of onset, for participants who had onset of clinical symptoms. In Figure
2.C, we show an example of a biomarker and disease monitoring panel using longitudinal
data from one participant, with the red dotted vertical line separating observed and future
visits. For each biomarker, we present the predicted biomarker values given covariates and the
estimated or projected disease for the observed or future visits, accompanied by dotted lines
showing the upper and lower boundaries of the 50% prediction intervals. We add observed
biomarker values (with noise added to protect participant privacy) as discrete points in the
plot to see the relative positions of the observed values in reference to the predicted biomarker
profile, among a population similar in terms of age, gender, education, ApoE-4 carrier status,
and underlying disease status. In addition to the biomarkers, we also show the estimated
and projected disease trajectory of that participant, accompanied by a 95% CI (the narrower
interval) and a 50% prediction interval (the wider interval).

Table 1: Parameter estimates based on BIOCARD data.

Progression Curve Parameters
Intercept Age ApoE-4 carrier Gender female Education γ∗k1 (fixed) γk2 γk3 σk

Aβ 42/40 ratio -0.48 (-0.54, -0.42) 0.09 (0.06, 0.12) 0.60 (0.52, 0.67) -0.02 (-0.09, 0.05) 0.00 (-0.04, 0.03) 1.32 7.99 (6.65, 8.88) 1.00 (0.88, 1.11) 0.64 (0.61, 0.67)
pTau -0.35 (-0.41, -0.29) 0.15 (0.12, 0.19) 0.08 (0.01, 0.16) 0.07 (0.01, 0.14) 0.01 (-0.02, 0.04) 2.32 5.67 (4.61, 6.67) 1.46 (1.34, 1.58) 0.63 (0.60, 0.65)
tTau -0.24 (-0.30, -0.17) 0.20 (0.16, 0.24) 0.02 (-0.06, 0.10) 0.06 (-0.01, 0.14) -0.04 (-0.07, 0.00) 1.81 6.49 (4.51, 8.06) 1.50 (1.37, 1.63) 0.76 (0.73, 0.79)

SPARE-AD composite score -0.09 (-0.17, -0.02) 0.40 (0.36, 0.45) -0.10 (-0.19, -0.01) 0.16 (0.07, 0.25) 0.09 (0.05, 0.13) 1.60 5.89 (3.61, 7.85) 2.12 (1.97, 2.28) 0.87 (0.84, 0.90)
MTL composite score -0.21 (-0.29, -0.13) 0.26 (0.21, 0.31) -0.10 (-0.20, -0.01) 0.38 (0.29, 0.47) 0.07 (0.03, 0.12) 1.08 4.27 (1.64, 7.38) 2.25 (2.03, 2.48) 0.92 (0.89, 0.95)

EC volume† -0.05 (-0.12, 0.03) 0.13 (0.08, 0.18) -0.10 (-0.20, -0.01) 0.11 (0.02, 0.21) -0.01 (-0.06, 0.03) 0.70 5.39 (0.79, 9.41) 2.27 (1.96, 2.57) 0.95 (0.92, 0.98)
HIPPO volume† 0.24 (0.17, 0.32) 0.18 (0.14, 0.23) -0.03 (-0.12, 0.06) -0.42 (-0.51, -0.33) 0.10 (0.05, 0.14) 0.74 5.42 (1.29, 9.04) 1.97 (1.71, 2.22) 0.89 (0.86, 0.92)

EC thickness -0.15 (-0.26, -0.04) 0.11 (0.04, 0.18) -0.04 (-0.16, 0.08) 0.34 (0.22, 0.46) 0.11 (0.05, 0.17) 1.58 5.44 (2.08, 8.44) 2.33 (2.07, 2.58) 0.96 (0.92, 1.00)
DSST 0.20 (0.14, 0.26) 0.29 (0.25, 0.33) 0.02 (-0.05, 0.09) -0.44 (-0.50, -0.37) -0.17 (-0.21, -0.14) 2.43 2.69 (1.47, 4.40) 2.90 (2.73, 3.08) 0.89 (0.86, 0.91)

Logical Memory 0.10 (0.04, 0.17) -0.13 (-0.17, -0.08) -0.01 (-0.09, 0.06) -0.38 (-0.45, -0.31) -0.10 (-0.14, -0.07) 2.83 2.41 (1.82, 3.12) 2.62 (2.42, 2.82) 0.92 (0.90, 0.95)
MMSE -0.04 (-0.08, 0.01) 0.16 (0.14, 0.19) -0.06 (-0.11, 0.00) -0.11 (-0.16, -0.06) -0.09 (-0.12, -0.07) 5.87 5.45 (4.56, 6.31) 2.80 (2.71, 2.90) 0.67 (0.65, 0.69)

Other Parameters
Age ApoE-4 carrier ρCOG ρMRI,1 ρMRI,2 ρMRI,3 ρCSF,1 ρCSF,2

Disease model 0.72 (0.70, 0.75) 0.59 (0.54, 0.64) Correlation 0.15 (0.12, 0.18) 0.07 (0.05, 0.08) 0.45 (0.42, 0.48) 0.72 (0.67, 0.77) 0.70 (0.63, 0.78) 0.10 (-0.04, 0.24)

*: γk1 values are predetermined.
†: MRI volumes are adjusted for intracranial volume by division. Continuous variables were standardized to have mean zero and standard deviation one before model
fitting.

Table 2: Parameter estimates based on ADNI data.

Progression Curve Parameters

Intercept Age ApoE-4 carrier Gender female Education γ∗k1 (fixed) γk2 γk3 σk

Aβ 42 -0.69 (-0.77, -0.61) 0.02 (-0.02, 0.07) 0.67 (0.56, 0.77) 0.03 (-0.06, 0.12) -0.09 (-0.13, -0.05) 1.24 6.74 (4.47, 8.40) 0.25 (0.12, 0.39) 0.72 (0.68, 0.76)
pTau -0.46 (-0.54, -0.38) 0.04 (-0.01, 0.10) 0.24 (0.13, 0.35) 0.13 (0.03, 0.22) 0.01 (-0.03, 0.06) 1.08 6.93 (4.64, 8.54) 0.53 (0.41, 0.66) 0.86 (0.83, 0.90)
tTau -0.40 (-0.47, -0.32) 0.09 (0.03, 0.14) 0.14 (0.03, 0.25) 0.07 (-0.02, 0.16) -0.05 (-0.09, -0.01) 1.79 7.50 (5.71, 8.71) 1.00 (0.90, 1.11) 0.79 (0.75, 0.83)

MTL composite score -0.39 (-0.44, -0.34) 0.38 (0.35, 0.40) 0.05 (-0.01, 0.10) 0.37 (0.33, 0.42) 0 (-0.03, 0.02) 2.35 4.11 (3.02, 5.30) 1.81 (1.70, 1.92) 0.73 (0.71, 0.74)
EC volume† -0.14 (-0.19, -0.09) 0.17 (0.14, 0.20) 0.00 (-0.06, 0.07) -0.03 (-0.08, 0.03) 0.01 (-0.01, 0.04) 1.85 5.74 (4.10, 7.24) 1.71 (1.60, 1.82) 0.88 (0.86, 0.89)

HIPPO volume† 0.07 (0.01, 0.12) 0.39 (0.36, 0.42) 0.03 (-0.02, 0.09) -0.35 (-0.4, -0.31) 0.08 (0.06, 0.11) 2.10 3.63 (1.89, 5.82) 2.04 (1.92, 2.16) 0.77 (0.75, 0.78)
EC thickness -0.22 (-0.26, -0.18) 0.21 (0.19, 0.24) -0.09 (-0.15, -0.03) 0.03 (-0.02, 0.08) -0.02 (-0.04, 0.01) 2.36 7.09 (5.75, 8.14) 1.61 (1.52, 1.70) 0.72 (0.70, 0.74)

DSST 0.11 (0.00, 0.22) 0.35 (0.25, 0.45) 0.09 (-0.07, 0.26) -0.44 (-0.58, -0.29) -0.20 (-0.27, -0.13) 2.80 4.93 (0.86, 9.1) 2.38 (2.10, 2.65) 0.93 (0.88, 0.98)
Logical Memory 0.04 (-0.01, 0.09) -0.01 (-0.04, 0.02) 0.02 (-0.05, 0.09) -0.27 (-0.34, -0.21) -0.26 (-0.29, -0.23) 2.65 6.01 (3.82, 7.86) 2.24 (2.13, 2.35) 0.88 (0.85, 0.90)

MMSE -0.03 (-0.07, 0.01) 0.14 (0.11, 0.16) 0.07 (0.01, 0.13) -0.15 (-0.20, -0.10) -0.11 (-0.14, -0.09) 4.45 7.01 (5.55, 8.14) 2.53 (2.41, 2.65) 0.73 (0.71, 0.75)

Other Parameters
Age ApoE-4 carrier ρCOG ρMRI,1 ρMRI,2 ρMRI,3 ρCSF,1 ρCSF,2

Disease model 0.52 (0.48, 0.55) 0.39 (0.36, 0.42) Correlation 0.19 (0.16, 0.22) 0.33 (0.32, 0.35) 0.41 (0.37, 0.46) 0.67 (0.61, 0.72) 0.53 (0.47, 0.59) -0.01 (-0.13, 0.11)

*: γk1 values are predetermined.
†: MRI volumes are adjusted for intracranial volume by division. Continuous variables were standardized to have mean zero and standard deviation one before model
fitting.
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Fig 1: Analysis results for BIOCARD and ADNI data. Panels A1-A3 show results for BIO-
CARD; panels B1-B3 show results for ADNI. Panels A1 and B1 illustrate the estimated
biomarker progression curves fk(d); panels A2 and B2 illustrate the ordering as shown by
the estimated location parameter γk3; panels A3 and B3 illustrate the correlation structures
for biomarker error terms.

5. Real-data based simulations. In this section, we present a simulation study designed
to investigate the finite-sample performance of the proposed methods under scenarios that
closely resemble real data, while also examining the robustness of our proposed approach to
potential model misspecification.

We emulate real-data structures from the BIOCARD and ADNI datasets in our simulation
study by: 1) using observed individual covariates; 2) sampling missingness indicators from
the observed missingness structure—specifically, for each individual, we sample the number
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Fig 2: Illustration of predicted disease and biomarker trajectories for the BIOCARD data.
Panel A shows the estimated disease trajectories for all participants on the age scale; panel B
shows the estimated disease trajectories for participants who had onset of clinical symptoms,
with trajectories aligned at the onset age (time zero); panel C illustrates, for one participant
from BIOCARD, the disease trajectory with 95% confidence interval and 50% prediction in-
terval, and the estimated and predicted biomarker trajectories with 50% prediction intervals.

of visits from the observed number of visits, and then for each visit, we sample the observed
status of each biomarker from the real-data observed status of the specific biomarker; 3) gen-
erating biomarker outcomes for parameter values that are close to the estimated coefficients
from real data analyses. Due to the complexity of our real data analyses, which involve eleven
biomarkers, and the accompanying difficulties in presenting simulation results, we simplified
the data-generating scenarios to consist of four biomarkers, one of which emulates a cog-
nitive biomarker, two MRI biomarkers, and one CSF biomarker. This design ensures that
biomarkers deteriorating at different stages of AD disease progression are represented and
investigated in our simulations. Our design of the simulation settings results in sample sizes
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of 299 for BIOCARD, with an average of 11 visits for each individual, and 2115 for ADNI,
with an average of 4 visits for each individual.

To investigate the performance of our proposed approach under correctly specified model
assumptions, we consider two scenarios where the data-generating model assumption and
the estimation assumption are consistent. In one scenario, model coefficients are estimated
with a penalty on γ3k’s; in the other, model coefficients are estimated without any penalty to
illuminate the impact of placing penalties on the rate parameters. To understand the impact
of potential model misspecification, we consider two additional scenarios where moderate
violations of model assumptions are present. We consider a "time correlation" model, where
disease errors δij are assumed to have a correlation of 0.5 across visits within the same in-
dividual, aiming to assess how temporal correlation affects the robustness of our method.
Additionally, we explore a "perturbed γ1" model, where the sum of a fixed value of γ1 pa-
rameters and Gaussian noise (SD is 0.1) is used as the data-generating true γ1’s, to emulate
real-world noise in plugged-in γ1 values and test the sensitivity of our model to such per-
turbations. For the latter two scenarios, estimation was done with penalties on γk3’s. These
scenarios showcase the robustness of our proposed methods against common and realistic
deviations from the assumed model. For each scenario, we simulate 1000 replications and
summarize results in Tables 3 and 4 in terms of bias, empirical standard error (ESE), mean
standard error (MSE), and 95

Results in Tables 3 and 4 show that across all simulation scenarios and most parameters,
our proposed approach to dealing with data challenges yielded parameter point estimates
with small bias, standard error estimates that are on average close to the empirical standard
error, and confidence intervals that have proper coverages. We observed some undercoverage
in the location parameter γk2 for the second and third biomarkers emulating MRI variables,
and some overcoverage in γk2 for the fourth biomarker emulating a CSF variable. However,
estimation without penalty terms proved to have much worse stability compared to that with
penalty terms. This is not reflected in the standard summary statistics but is apparent in the
converged percentage of replications for each simulation scenario—if estimation can be ob-
tained for a replication, that replication is considered converged; if the optimization process
for estimation fails to converge for a replication, that replication is considered not converged.
For all scenarios where the estimation is done with penalty terms, we observed only occa-
sional failure of convergence, with the convergence percentages all above 98%. Whereas, for
scenarios where estimation is done without penalty terms, only 26.8% converged for the BIO-
CARD simulation, and 47.9% for the ADNI simulation. This result demonstrates the pivotal
role of penalty terms in improving the stability and feasibility of estimation given the various
data challenges that we faced. Overall, our simulation results show the robust finite-sample
performance of the proposed approach in realistic scenarios that allow moderate violations
of model assumptions.
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Table 3: Summary statistics for simulations emulating the BIOCARD data.

Parameter True value Bias ESE MSE CP Bias ESE MSE CP Bias ESE MSE CP Bias ESE MSE CP
Correct model, with penalty Correct model, without penalty Time correlation model, with penalty Perturbed γ1, with penalty

Converged percentage 99.7% 26.8% 99.4% 99.7%
βIntercept,1 0.1 0.019 0.034 0.035 93 -0.0033 0.041 0.038 92 0.017 0.035 0.035 92 0.019 0.034 0.035 93
βIntercept,2 -0.15 -0.003 0.056 0.056 95 -0.027 0.087 0.077 96 -0.00086 0.052 0.056 97 -0.0028 0.056 0.056 94
βIntercept,3 0.24 -0.00093 0.042 0.041 94 -0.01 0.044 0.049 97 -0.003 0.041 0.041 95 -0.00062 0.042 0.041 94
βIntercept,4 -0.35 -0.0037 0.035 0.035 95 -0.00093 0.037 0.036 94 -0.0059 0.037 0.035 94 -0.0051 0.038 0.035 92
βAge,1 -0.13 0.011 0.022 0.022 92 0.001 0.023 0.023 95 0.0098 0.022 0.022 92 0.011 0.022 0.022 92
βAge,2 0.11 0.0006 0.035 0.035 95 -0.0044 0.037 0.038 96 -0.0004 0.034 0.035 96 0.00065 0.035 0.035 95
βAge,3 0.18 0.0011 0.024 0.025 95 -0.0011 0.024 0.027 96 -0.00021 0.025 0.025 94 0.0015 0.024 0.025 95
βAge,4 0.15 0.00029 0.019 0.02 95 0.00041 0.019 0.02 95 -0.0014 0.02 0.02 95 -5.9e-05 0.021 0.02 93
βApoE,1 -0.013 0.0069 0.04 0.041 95 -0.0048 0.042 0.043 95 0.012 0.043 0.041 93 0.0069 0.04 0.041 95
βApoE,2 -0.044 0.00026 0.062 0.062 95 -0.0035 0.066 0.064 95 0.0019 0.06 0.062 95 0.00044 0.063 0.063 95
βApoE,3 -0.033 -0.00082 0.046 0.046 95 -0.0031 0.05 0.047 93 0.00097 0.047 0.046 94 -0.00043 0.046 0.046 95
βApoE,4 0.082 0.00021 0.043 0.041 93 0.00014 0.043 0.042 93 0.0024 0.042 0.041 95 -0.0001 0.044 0.041 94
βSex,1 -0.38 -0.00096 0.038 0.037 94 0.0014 0.039 0.037 94 -0.002 0.04 0.037 93 -0.00094 0.038 0.037 94
βSex,2 0.34 0.0025 0.06 0.061 96 0.0076 0.059 0.061 97 -0.0013 0.061 0.061 95 0.0024 0.06 0.061 96
βSex,3 -0.42 0.00016 0.047 0.045 94 -0.0015 0.046 0.045 94 0.0016 0.045 0.045 95 0.0002 0.047 0.045 94
βSex,4 0.074 -0.00075 0.037 0.036 95 -0.0013 0.039 0.036 93 0.0024 0.042 0.036 91 -0.00074 0.037 0.036 95

βEducation,1 -0.1 -0.00063 0.018 0.018 96 -0.00066 0.019 0.018 96 9e-05 0.019 0.018 95 -0.00062 0.018 0.018 96
βEducation,2 0.11 -0.00013 0.03 0.029 95 0.001 0.029 0.029 97 0.00084 0.031 0.029 94 -0.00017 0.03 0.029 95
βEducation,3 0.096 -0.00079 0.023 0.022 95 -0.0015 0.023 0.022 94 -0.00047 0.022 0.022 96 -0.00083 0.023 0.022 95
βEducation,4 0.01 -0.00046 0.018 0.017 94 -0.00088 0.018 0.017 91 0.00059 0.02 0.017 91 -0.00049 0.018 0.018 95

γ12 -1.1 0.39 0.21 0.33 96 0.024 0.25 0.25 96 0.37 0.22 0.33 96 0.39 0.22 0.33 96
γ22 0.17 -0.17 0.089 1.5 81 -0.5 1.1 2.8 93 -0.17 0.093 1.5 80 -0.17 0.09 1.6 81
γ32 0.17 -0.16 0.073 1.6 81 -0.46 0.96 2.4 92 -0.16 0.073 1.6 79 -0.17 0.085 1.5 79
γ42 0.27 -0.12 0.18 0.31 98 0.046 0.42 0.45 94 -0.11 0.2 0.31 97 -0.13 0.29 0.3 87
γ13 2.6 -0.031 0.11 0.11 94 0.0055 0.11 0.13 96 -0.017 0.14 0.11 87 -0.032 0.11 0.11 93
γ23 2.3 0.036 0.22 0.22 97 0.12 0.4 0.4 98 0.043 0.22 0.22 96 0.038 0.25 0.59 97
γ33 2.0 0.012 0.17 0.18 97 0.0061 0.2 0.25 99 0.021 0.21 0.19 93 0.0081 0.19 0.19 96
γ43 1.5 -0.00077 0.073 0.077 95 0.0044 0.074 0.09 94 0.0012 0.11 0.078 84 -0.0014 0.074 0.077 95
σ1 0.92 -0.0032 0.014 0.013 94 -0.003 0.014 0.014 94 -0.0027 0.013 0.013 94 -0.0031 0.014 0.013 94
σ2 0.96 -0.0038 0.021 0.021 93 -0.0027 0.022 0.021 93 -0.0028 0.02 0.021 95 -0.0036 0.021 0.021 93
σ3 0.89 -0.0014 0.015 0.015 95 -0.0017 0.015 0.015 95 -0.0023 0.016 0.015 95 -0.0013 0.015 0.015 95
σ4 0.63 -0.0033 0.014 0.014 95 -0.0027 0.013 0.014 97 -0.003 0.014 0.014 94 -0.0034 0.015 0.014 94
ρ∗ 0.069 -0.00073 0.032 0.032 95 0.0029 0.03 0.032 96 0.00041 0.033 0.032 95 -0.00065 0.032 0.032 95
αAge 0.72 -0.0075 0.053 0.055 96 0.0069 0.053 0.06 95 -0.0005 0.079 0.056 83 -0.0078 0.053 0.055 95
αApoE 0.59 -0.004 0.088 0.09 95 0.0035 0.094 0.1 95 -0.012 0.16 0.091 75 -0.0045 0.088 0.09 95

*: ρ is the correlation between the second and third biomarkers conditional on covariates.

Table 4: Summary statistics for simulations emulating the ADNI data.

Parameter True value Bias ESE MSE CP Bias ESE MSE CP Bias ESE MSE CP Bias ESE MSE CP
Correct model, with penalty Correct model, without penalty Time correlation model, with penalty Perturbed γ1, with penalty

Converged percentage 99.0% 47.9% 98.8% 98.1%
βIntercept,1 0.1 0.019 0.034 0.035 93 -0.0033 0.041 0.038 92 0.017 0.035 0.035 92 0.019 0.034 0.035 93
βIntercept,2 -0.15 -0.003 0.056 0.056 95 -0.027 0.087 0.077 96 -0.00086 0.052 0.056 97 -0.0028 0.056 0.056 94
βIntercept,3 0.24 -0.00093 0.042 0.041 94 -0.01 0.044 0.049 97 -0.003 0.041 0.041 95 -0.00062 0.042 0.041 95
βIntercept,4 -0.35 -0.0037 0.035 0.035 95 -0.00093 0.037 0.036 94 -0.0059 0.037 0.035 94 -0.0051 0.038 0.035 85
βAge,1 -0.13 0.011 0.022 0.022 92 0.001 0.023 0.023 95 0.0098 0.022 0.022 92 0.011 0.022 0.022 95
βAge,2 0.11 0.0006 0.035 0.035 95 -0.0044 0.037 0.038 96 -0.0004 0.034 0.035 96 0.00065 0.035 0.035 94
βAge,3 0.18 0.0011 0.024 0.025 95 -0.0011 0.024 0.027 96 -0.00021 0.025 0.025 94 0.0015 0.024 0.025 95
βAge,4 0.15 0.00029 0.019 0.02 95 0.00041 0.019 0.02 95 -0.0014 0.02 0.02 95 -5.9e-05 0.021 0.02 91
βApoE,1 -0.013 0.0069 0.04 0.041 95 -0.0048 0.042 0.043 95 0.012 0.043 0.041 93 0.0069 0.04 0.041 95
βApoE,2 -0.044 0.00026 0.062 0.062 95 -0.0035 0.066 0.064 95 0.0019 0.06 0.062 95 0.00044 0.063 0.063 95
βApoE,3 -0.033 -0.00082 0.046 0.046 95 -0.0031 0.05 0.047 93 0.00097 0.047 0.046 94 -0.00043 0.046 0.046 94
βApoE,4 0.082 0.00021 0.043 0.041 93 0.00014 0.043 0.042 93 0.0024 0.042 0.041 95 -0.0001 0.044 0.041 95
βSex,1 -0.38 -0.00096 0.038 0.037 94 0.0014 0.039 0.037 94 -0.002 0.04 0.037 93 -0.00094 0.038 0.037 95
βSex,2 0.34 0.0025 0.06 0.061 96 0.0076 0.059 0.061 97 -0.0013 0.061 0.061 95 0.0024 0.06 0.061 95
βSex,3 -0.42 0.00016 0.047 0.045 94 -0.0015 0.046 0.045 94 0.0016 0.045 0.045 95 0.0002 0.047 0.045 95
βSex,4 0.074 -0.00075 0.037 0.036 95 -0.0013 0.039 0.036 93 0.0024 0.042 0.036 91 -0.00074 0.037 0.036 96

βEducation,1 -0.1 -0.00063 0.018 0.018 96 -0.00066 0.019 0.018 96 9e-05 0.019 0.018 95 -0.00062 0.018 0.018 96
βEducation,2 0.11 -0.00013 0.03 0.029 95 0.001 0.029 0.029 97 0.00084 0.031 0.029 94 -0.00017 0.03 0.029 95
βEducation,3 0.096 -0.00079 0.023 0.022 95 -0.0015 0.023 0.022 94 -0.00047 0.022 0.022 96 -0.00083 0.023 0.022 96
βEducation,4 0.01 -0.00046 0.018 0.017 94 -0.00088 0.018 0.017 91 0.00059 0.02 0.017 91 -0.00049 0.018 0.018 96

γ12 -1.1 0.39 0.21 0.33 96 0.024 0.25 0.25 96 0.37 0.22 0.33 96 0.39 0.22 0.33 98
γ22 0.17 -0.17 0.089 1.5 81 -0.5 1.1 2.8 93 -0.17 0.093 1.5 80 -0.17 0.09 1.6 67
γ32 0.17 -0.16 0.073 1.6 81 -0.46 0.96 2.4 92 -0.16 0.073 1.6 79 -0.17 0.085 1.5 99
γ42 0.27 -0.12 0.18 0.31 98 0.046 0.42 0.45 94 -0.11 0.2 0.31 97 -0.13 0.29 0.3 85
γ13 2.6 -0.031 0.11 0.11 94 0.0055 0.11 0.13 96 -0.017 0.14 0.11 87 -0.032 0.11 0.11 95
γ23 2.3 0.036 0.22 0.22 97 0.12 0.4 0.4 98 0.043 0.22 0.22 96 0.038 0.25 0.59 94
γ33 2.0 0.012 0.17 0.18 97 0.0061 0.2 0.25 99 0.021 0.21 0.19 93 0.0081 0.19 0.19 92
γ43 1.5 -0.00077 0.073 0.077 95 0.0044 0.074 0.09 94 0.0012 0.11 0.078 84 -0.0014 0.074 0.077 93
σ1 0.92 -0.0032 0.014 0.013 94 -0.003 0.014 0.014 94 -0.0027 0.013 0.013 94 -0.0031 0.014 0.013 95
σ2 0.96 -0.0038 0.021 0.021 93 -0.0027 0.022 0.021 93 -0.0028 0.02 0.021 95 -0.0036 0.021 0.021 95
σ3 0.89 -0.0014 0.015 0.015 95 -0.0017 0.015 0.015 95 -0.0023 0.016 0.015 95 -0.0013 0.015 0.015 95
σ4 0.63 -0.0033 0.014 0.014 95 -0.0027 0.013 0.014 97 -0.003 0.014 0.014 94 -0.0034 0.015 0.014 93
ρ∗ 0.069 -0.00073 0.032 0.032 95 0.0029 0.03 0.032 96 0.00041 0.033 0.032 95 -0.00065 0.032 0.032 94
αAge 0.72 -0.0075 0.053 0.055 96 0.0069 0.053 0.06 95 -0.0005 0.079 0.056 83 -0.0078 0.053 0.055 95
αApoE 0.59 -0.004 0.088 0.09 95 0.0035 0.094 0.1 95 -0.012 0.16 0.091 75 -0.0045 0.088 0.09 96

*: ρ is the correlation between the second and third biomarkers conditional on covariates.

6. Discussion. In this paper, we propose a non-linear mixed effect model to formulate
Jack and his colleagues’ biomarker cascade hypothesis for AD. Our proposed methods take
into consideration the unique data structures often seen in observational longitudinal studies
of AD, such as the BIOCARD and ADNI. Through simulation studies, we investigate the
finite-sample behavior of the proposed methods under various settings with challenges that
are often found in the real data. We then use the proposed estimation methods to characterize
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the biomarker cascades using the BIOCARD and ADNI data. The analysis results suggest
that CSF biomarkers tend to worsen first, followed by MRI and cognitive biomarkers, which
are patterns consistent with current evidence in the literature and existing hypotheses. We also
proposed prediction approaches to monitor disease progression and biomarker deterioration,
and illustrate the procedures using one participant’s data from the BIOCARD study.

Our work provides a means to study AD biomarker changes in relation to the underly-
ing disease progression that are not directly observable, and thus has important implications
for clinical practice and future research related to diagnosing and predicting AD, especially
preclinical AD. However, there are a few limitations to consider.

Firstly, we adopt a parametric model to potentially enhance interpretability of results and
conclusive information on biomarker ordering given the limited available data. Biases can
occur if the parametric assumption is misspecified, and the results need to be interpreted
with this limitation. In comparison, semi-parametric or non-parametric modeling approaches
may provide a more flexible way to study the complex relationships between biomarkers and
disease progression when a larger cohort and more longitudinal biomarker measurements
are available over a long follow-up period. However, even with richer data, it might still be
necessary to impose certain restrictions based on current understandings of AD for improving
estimation efficiency and obtaining analytic results that might contribute to AD research.

Secondly, we analyzed the BIOCARD and ADNI data separately, recognizing the potential
batch effect and the differences in the cognitive normal cohorts enrolled in these two studies.
Specifically, the ADNI cohort demonstrated greater homogeneity in terms of cognitive func-
tion compared to the BIOCARD cohort. This difference could have complex implications
on the distributions of biomarkers and covariates. Combining the two study datasets without
appropriate harmonization methods may produce misleading results. Meanwhile, separately
analyzing the two datasets allowed us to independently study and validate biomarker cascad-
ing results. However, such analyses resulted in a smaller sample size and potential loss of
efficiency. In addition, the covariates and biomarkers were standardized within each study,
and the latent disease scales were defined differently for the two studies. This affected the
generalizability of our results across the two studies and potentially to a patient not recruited
in BIOCARD or ADNI. Future research could explore methods to harmonize and combine
both datasets to improve the precision of estimates, and potentially increase the generaliz-
ability of the results.

Thirdly, we proposed some prediction and monitoring methodologies based on our model
to enhance our understanding of the multi-faceted biomarker profile tied to AD progression
and to facilitate the identification of aggressive disease advancement and biomarker deterio-
ration. However, it is noteworthy that these predictions are not linked or calibrated to existing
diagnostic criteria. As a result, interpreting disease scores and biomarker abnormality lev-
els in clinical practice can be challenging. Future endeavors would be helpful to establish
a link between our model results and the current clinical practice, enhancing the practical
application of our research in disease management and treatment decision-making.
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