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Abstract

In applications such as biomedical studies, epidemiology, and social sciences,
recurrent events often co-occur with longitudinal measurements and a ter-
minal event, such as death. Therefore, jointly modeling longitudinal mea-
surements, recurrent events, and survival data while accounting for their
dependencies is critical. While joint models for the three components ex-
ist in statistical literature, many of these approaches are limited by heavy
parametric assumptions and scalability issues. Recently, incorporating deep
learning techniques into joint modeling has shown promising results. How-
ever, current methods only address joint modeling of longitudinal measure-
ments at regularly-spaced observation times and survival events, neglect-
ing recurrent events. In this paper, we develop TransformerLLSR, a flexible

transformer-based deep modeling and inference framework to jointly model
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all three components simultaneously. TransformerLSR integrates deep tem-
poral point processes into the joint modeling framework, treating recurrent
and terminal events as two competing processes dependent on past longitudi-
nal measurements and recurrent event times. Additionally, TransformerLSR,
introduces a novel trajectory representation and model architecture to po-
tentially incorporate a priori knowledge of known latent structures among
concurrent longitudinal variables. We demonstrate the effectiveness and ne-
cessity of TransformerLSR through simulation studies and analyzing a real-
world medical dataset on patients after kidney transplantation.

Keywords: Deep learning, Kidney transplantation, Joint model, Temporal

point process, Transformer

1. Introduction

Analyzing data from many biomedical studies often involve studying pa-
tients undergoing recurrent events, such as frequent clinic visits and hospital
readmissions [1, 2]. At the occurrence of these events, patients’ health-related
measurements are recorded. Both the recurrent events and longitudinal data
can be terminated by censoring or a failure event such as death. Our moti-
vating application is data from patients after kidney transplantation, where
routine outpatient visits are crucial for monitoring health and preventing
graft rejection. At each visit, important longitudinal measurements reflect-
ing kidney function, such as creatinine levels, are recorded. The terminal
event in this context could be either death or a return to dialysis. Under-
standing the relationship between patients’ longitudinal measurements and

the occurrence of clinic visits, as well as their combined impact on patient



survival, is essential for making informed medical decisions. Therefore, it is
important to jointly model longitudinal data, recurrent events, and survival
to fully understand their interdependency.

Joint modeling of longitudinal and survival data have been widely stud-
ied in statistical literature [3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. Typically, these models employ
submodels for each component, e.g., linear mixed-effects models for longi-
tudinal data and Cox proportional hazards models for survival times, then
link them through shared parameters such as random effects or frailty terms.
For example, Hickey et al. proposed joineRML to jointly model multivariate
longitudinal data and survival by assuming shared random effects [8]. How-
ever, these models are limited by strict parametric assumptions in submodel
choices and computational challenges, particularly with large datasets, due
to the curse of dimensionality when integrating out a large number of ran-
dom effects. To address these limitations, efforts have been made to leverage
the advancements in deep neural network models for joint modeling. For
example, recurrent neural networks have been utilized to encompass all his-
torical data into a model’s hidden state at the time of prediction, followed by
prediction layers for longitudinal outcomes and survival risks [9]. Similarly,
MATCH-Net employed convolutional neural networks to identify temporal
dependencies and conduct survival analysis based on longitudinal outcomes
[10]. More recently, Lin et al. proposed TransformerJM by adapting the
transformer architecture [11] for joint modeling and showed improved per-
formance empowered by the attention mechanism [12]. Additionally, they
explored a hybrid method named MFPCA-DS, which integrates MFPCA [13]

for modeling multivariate longitudinal data and DeepSurv [14] for survival



data analysis through neural networks.

There has also been few work on jointly modeling of longitudinal data,
recurrent events, and survival data. Most of them assumed shared random
effects among the three submodels for longitudinal data, recurrent events,
and survival, respectively [15, 16]. An exception is [17], where the depen-
dence among the three components was modeled by rescaling the time index.
Despite these advancements, all these statistical methods heavily rely on spe-
cific parametric assumptions and entail complex inference procedures. In the
realm of deep learning, there has yet to be exploration into a joint model that
encompasses longitudinal data, recurrent events, and survival data within a
single, flexible framework. This gap exists due to the challenge of effectively
handling continuous-time event stream modeling for recurrent events. Based
on the classical neural network architecture designs, most mainstream deep
joint methods can only suitably handle longitudinal and survival data ob-
served at a fixed schedule with regular time intervals, e.g., daily, monthly.
However, the time grids are distorted in the presence of recurrent events.

To address these challenges, we develop TransformerLLSR, a novel and
flexible continuous-time transformer for joint modeling of longitudinal,
survival data, and recurrent events. TransformerLSR stands out with sev-
eral key features. First, TransformerLSR models both recurrent events and
survival events as competing temporal point processes with deep likelihood-
based learning. This fully generative model suitably captures the stochastic
nature of continuous-time recurrent events. To our best knowledge, Trans-
formerLSR is the first deep joint model that integrates longitudinal data,

survival data, and recurrent events in a single framework. Second, the novel



architecture of TransformerLSR allows to incorporate known clinical knowl-
edge to aid inference and interpretability. By utilizing a trajectory represen-
tation which further separates multivariate longitudinal variables into single
tokens, TransformerLSR is able to incorporate the deeper concurrent latent
structure among the longitudinal variables beyond simple correlation. Ad-
ditionally, this representation adeptly manages missing data by selectively
marginalizing missing dimensions at each observation point, thereby max-
imizing the utility of available data. Third, the deep learning nature of
TransformerLSR provides flexibility for modeling intensities of recurrent and
survival events, setting it apart from deep survival models building on Cox
regression [14, 18]. Lastly, Leveraging the power of contemporary computing
advancements, TransformerLSR’s end-to-end deep model bypasses the need
for complicated estimator derivations or complex sampling inference schemes
often required by conventional statistical approaches.

The rest of this article is structured as follows. We present the proposed
TransformerLSR in Section 2. In Section 3, we evaluate TransformerLSR
through a series of simulation studies, and compare against alternative ap-
proaches. In Section 4, we apply TransformerLLSR to a real-world kidney
transplantation dataset. We conclude this work and discuss future directions

in Section 5.

2. Methods

For each patient 7, ¢« = 1,...,I, assume that we have baseline covari-
ates denoted by X;. Denote E; the death time and C; the administrative

censoring time for patient i. Let T; = min(FE;, C;) and 6; = Iic,<E,) denote



the observed survival event time and the censoring indicator, respectively.
Assume that patient i has J; recurrent events (e.g., clinic visit) at times
{ti,j}‘j]":l, where T; > t; j,. At each time ¢; ;, an m-dimensional longitudinal
measurements Y'; ; is recorded. In the rest of this section, we suppress the
patient index ¢ when the context is clear.

Denote the history of a patient up to the jth visit to be H; = {?j, tj, X},
where the longitudinal measurement history Y; = {Y7,...,Y}, and re-
current event times t; = {¢1,...,t;}. Similarly, H(¢) denotes the history
recorded up to time t. Our modeling framework is formulated as follows. We
model the longitudinal measurements Y ; as a stochastic process that exist
and evolve in continuous time, and are observed at discrete sampling times
t;. For the survival outcome, we assume that the survival event happens in
an infinitesimally small interval [¢, t+dt) with probability h(t)dt, in which the

hazard rate h(t) is defined as h(t) = limg_,o P{tSE<t+ZilEZt’H(m. Therefore,

the survival probability up to time ¢ is S(t) = exp{— fot h(z)dz}. For mod-
eling recurrent events, we employ a temporal point process and characterize
event times using a conditional intensity function A\(¢), which is the probabil-
ity of observing an event in the time window [t, ¢+ dt) given the event history
H(t). To effectively capture the interplay among longitudinal data, survival
outcomes, and recurrent events and enable accurate predictions while ac-
counting for their dependencies, we develop TransformerLLSR building upon
an encoder-decoder transformer architecture. This design provides a flexible

and effective framework for joint modeling.



2.1. Model Architecture

The overall architecture of TransformerLLSR is shown in Figure 1. The
backbone of TransformerLL.SR is an encoder-decoder transformer with the
multi-head attention mechanism [11], in which the encoder processes the
input patient history H; and feeds to the decoder to output the desired
quantities }/}(T|tj) = (?u(ﬂtj))um:l, A(t;+171), and h(t; +7), for any lag time
7 into the future. In the rest of this subsection, we detail the architecture of

our model, one component at a time.

Trajectory Representation and Causal Mask Incorporating Known Clinical
Knowledge. Traditional deep learning models typically treat the m-dimensional
longitudinal measurements Y as a multivariate variable, assuming condi-
tional independence among different dimensions given the history [9, 12].
However, recent successes in various applications, such as reinforcement learn-
ing [19] and natural language processing [20], have been observed with au-
toregressive generative models. These models depart from the traditional
approach by assuming a sequential dependence among the various dimen-
sions of variables. In this work, we align with this perspective and model
longitudinal variables autoregressively. Specifically, we separate the multi-
variate variables and represent each dimension by its own token. As a result,
for a given history H;, our trajectory representation of ?j takes the form
Yit, oo Yim, o Yt oo, Ym).

In many medical applications, known clinical knowledge may exist, such
as instantaneous causal relationships among longitudinal variables. For ex-
ample, in our motivating kidney transplantation application, the tacrolimus

level in the blood may affect the creatinine level, but not vice versa. When
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Figure 1: Architecture of TransformerLSR, layer normalization/residual connection omit-
ted for clarity. The encoder processes the input patient history H;, and feeds to the
encoder to output the event intensity A(¢; + 7) and hazard h(t; + 7) after lag time 7.
The longitudinal variables Yi..,(t; + 7) are predicted autoregressively, where each output

?u(tj + 7) is fed back to the decoder input for the prediction of subsequent variables.

such knowledge is available, we establish an order for concurrent tokens, en-
suring that causative variables precede dependent variables in the sequence.
A causal mask (lower triangular, as defined in [11]) is applied, allowing each
token to attend to itself and all preceding tokens.

For instance, consider concurrent variables A, B, and C measured simul-
taneously. If known a priori that A causes B, B influences C', our trajectory

representation becomes (A, B, C'). Here, A attends only to itself, B attends



to {A, B}, and C attends to {A, B, C}.

Encoder. The encoder processes the patient history H; = {Y;,%;, X}, con-
textualizing each dimension of the longitudinal variable {Yj.}uwe@:.sx1:m)
with prior history information. Given the history H;, we prepare the input
sequence of the longitudinal variables ?j for the encoder using our trajec-
tory representation (Yi1,...,Y1m,...,Yj1,...,Y}m), spanning a total length
of m x j. To form the base-level input tokens {<I>l(0) l’gjﬂ which incorporate
temporal information, longitudinal data, and baseline covariates, we under-
take several steps. First, we embed the baseline covariates, enabling the in-
tegration of patient-specific baseline information. Following this, we perform
type-specific linear embeddings to the longitudinal measurements, employing
distinct embedding layers for different types of measurements (e.g., ;1 vs
Y;2) to capture the unique characteristics of each measurement. Addition-
ally, we adopt the sinusoidal temporal embedding, following prior works on
continuous-time transformers [21, 22, 23], to allow the embeddings to vary
continuously in time, ensuring that the temporal dynamics are fully repre-

sented. Specifically,

t t
sin (—> for even s, cos (—_1> for odd s,
10000 %time 10000 %ime

where s € {1,..., diime}, and dijme is the temporal embedding dimension.

In our adaptation of the transformer model [11], instead of employing
summation to integrate the three embeddings (baseline covariates, type-
specific longitudinal measurements, and temporal information), we opt for
concatenation. This choice facilitates direct access to and preserves the dis-

tinctiveness of the temporal information.
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Within each encoder layer b, where b ranges from 1 to B, (the total num-
ber of encoder layers), we compute the key, query, and value k:l(b), ql(b), 'vl(b) €
Rmodel - with dpeqe denoting the model dimension. They are obtained by
K0~ KO ), g - el oY e,

where K® Q® 1V ®) are the linear transformations for keys, queries, and

values, respectively. Utilizing the causal mask described previously, each

l

' _1, With unnor-

<I>l(b_1) attends only to its preceding tokens and itself {®®~Y
malized attention weight paid to element q),(zbfl) given by a(q)l(b_l) , @gbil)) =
ql(b) - k. Then, we compute 3\_, softmax({a(q)l(bfl), @Sfl))}lz,:l)z o,
followed by dropout [24], residual connection [25], layer normalization [26],
and feed-forward network (with ReLU activation [27]) to obtain the layer-
level output <I>l(b). The final layer outputs {<I>§Be>};1§j , enriched with contex-
tual information from the patient’s history, serves as the input to the decoder

for further processing, acting as the keys and values.

Decoder. The decoder takes the processed input history H,; from the en-
coder, and outputs 17(7'|tj) = (?u(ﬂtj))m:l, the conditional intensity func-
tion A(¢;+7), and the hazard function h(t; +7), for any given lag time 7 > 0.
To achieve this, the decoder employs type-specific prediction tokens for each
output quantity, which are embedded using the same methodology as the en-
coder. These prediction tokens then participate in the attention mechanism,
where, in adherence to the causal mask, they attend to themselves and the
tokens preceding them to grasp the current time and concurrent information.
Additionally, they attend to all input tokens from the encoder to incorporate

historical context.

The attention computation is followed again by dropout, residual con-
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nection, layer normalization, and feed-forward network. This sequence is
repeated across decoder layers b, for b ranging from 1 to By, the total
number of decoder layers. The output from the final decoder layer, de-
noted as ® := &P ig then directed through task-specific prediction lay-
ers. The conditional intensity function for a future event is calculated as
A(t + 1) = Softplus(W®, + a,), and the hazard function for the survival
outcome is determined by h(t + 7) = Softplus(W,®;, + a;). The predicted
value for each longitudinal measurement u, given a lag time 7 from the cur-
rent time ¢;, is given by ?U(T’tl) = Wy, ®y, + ay,, for each u € {1,...,m}.

Here, the weight W ) and bias a.) specific to each output are parameters
that the model learns through training. The softplus operation is applied for
the event intensity and hazard rate to ensure they are greater than or equal
to zero. For longitudinal variables, we predict in an autoregressive fashion.
Therefore, the predicted value of each longitudinal variable is iteratively fed
back into the decoder input, replacing its respective prediction token.

In scenarios where the timings of recurrent events may differ from those
of longitudinal measurements, TransformerLLSR offers a flexible adaptation
by processing two distinct sets of input times within the encoder. Conse-
quently, it can simultaneously generate predictions for event intensities and
longitudinal measurements at their respective times in the decoder. This
adaptability ensures that the model remains applicable across a wide range
of real-world settings where data collection schedules for different types of
events may not align.

Moreover, due to our sequential trajectory representation, our model

architecture can handle asynchronous missing data effectively. Unlike ap-
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proaches that necessitate discarding an entire multivariate observation due
to partial missingness [10], our model employs selective masking. This tech-
nique involves masking only the missing dimensions within an observation,
preserving the non-missing components for analysis. Such a strategy signifi-
cantly enhances the model’s ability to leverage the available data, minimizing
the loss of valuable information due to incomplete data points. We provide
a more detailed discussion on asynchronous missing data handling in Ap-

pendix A.

2.2. Training

The training loss for our model is the sum of three components: £ = Ly +
L+ Ly, where Ly, £y, and L), are longitudinal variable loss, recurrent event
loss, and survival event loss, respectively. For the longitudinal variables, we
employ the mean squared error (MSE) to quantify the discrepancy between
predicted and observed values: Ly = =5 > " | Z;le(f/ﬂu —Y;.)%

For the recurrent event intensity and survival hazard, we employ maximum-
likelihood training, with the losses formulated as the negative log-likelihoods
of the respective processes, that is, L, = —[\, £, = —[;,. For recurrent events
over the time interval [0,7"), the log-likelihood is that of a general temporal

point process:

Iy = Zlog)\(tj) - /OA(t)dt . (1)

= —_—
v =A - t log-likelihood
event log-likelihood =1, non-event fog-HReRRoo

We provide a proof to Equation (1) in Appendix B for completeness.

Similarly, subject to right censoring and having at most one survival event,

12



the log-likelihood for the survival data is

Ih = (1 — ) log h(T) — /OT h(t)dt @)

—_—
=

While it is straightforward to compute the event log-likelihood in Equa-
tions (1) and (2), the non-event log-likelihood therein involves integral com-
putations and therefore poses a computational challenge. We tackle this
with the Monte Carlo trick: to estimate the integral A, we sample a total
of N samples of A(¢;,) where t;, ~ U(t;,t;41) for each j (with t;14 =T
in the case T' > t;), resulting in an unbiased estimate /AXMC for A: jA\MC =
>t — t) (% et )\(tm)) ~

To compute each A(t;,), we embed an extra prediction token A at time
tjn, which only has access to history H; up to time t;. We obtain QA“MC

analogously with samples of h(t;,,).

2.3. Inference

For longitudinal outcomes, our model utilizes the history H; to generate
point estimates ?(T|tj), allowing for predictions into the future at any given
lag time 7. This capability facilitates dynamic forecasting based on the most
recent data available.

In estimating survival probabilities conditioned on a lag time 7, we em-
ploy a Monte Carlo approach to draw samples {h(¢;,,)} where each t;,, follows
a uniform distribution U(¢;,¢; + 7). This sampling strategy aids in com-
puting the conditional survival probability as P{E > t; + 7|E > t;, H;} =
exp{— j;fi] T h(x)dx}, effectively translating the hazard function samples into
a probability measure for the survival beyond the time ¢; + 7, given survival

up to time ¢; and the history up to that point.
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For recurrent events, the probability of an event not occurring within a
lag time 7 from the last event, P{t; 11 > t;+7|H;}, is similarly derived using
Monte Carlo samples of the intensity function {A(¢;,)}. This probabilistic
framework not only allows for the estimation of event likelihoods but also
sets the stage for more detailed event time sampling.

To sample future event times ¢;;, based on these probabilities, our model
adopts the thinning algorithm [28], circumventing the need for repetitive
computation of Monte Carlo integrals as required by inverse transform sam-
pling. The thinning algorithm offers an efficient means to simulate event
times from the conditional intensity functions, thereby enhancing the practi-
cality and scalability of our predictive modeling. The details of the thinning
algorithm are presented in Appendix C.

3. Simulation study

We assessed the proposed TransformerLSR by conducting simulation stud-
ies to evaluate its performance in inference tasks such as predicting longi-
tudinal measurements, fitting survival functions, and estimating recurrent
event intensities. As TransformerLLSR represents the first effort in the lit-
erature to jointly model longitudinal measurements, recurrent events, and
survival time, there currently do not exist any directly comparable meth-
ods in the literature. To showcase the superior performance of the proposed
TransformerLSR, we examined four alternative methods: TransformerJM,
MFPCA-DS, MATCH-Net, and joineRML. It is worth noting that all these
alternative approaches are limited to joint modeling of longitudinal and sur-

vival data, lacking the functionality to incorporate recurrent events. More-
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over, the comparative analysis required some adjustments due to the limi-
tations of the alternative methods, particularly regarding their handling of
missing data and irregular observation times. As TransformerJM, MFPCA-
DS, and joineRML do not directly handle missing data, we made the fol-
lowing minimal but necessary modifications: for TransformerJM, we masked
off the multivariate longitudinal variables if any dimension was missing; for
MFPCA-DS and joineRML, we performed the last observation carried for-
ward imputation for the missing data. Furthermore, since MFPCA-DS and
MATCH-Net cannot handle irregular observation times for longitudinal vari-
ables (since recurrent events happen in continuous time), we input the dis-
crete observation indices in their methods, rather than the absolute observa-

tion times.

3.1. Simulation setup

Our simulation settings were designed to mimic the motivating kidney
transplantation application. Assume that there were I = 1000 patients, and
each patient ¢ had three baseline covariates X; = (X, 1, X;2, Xi3), where
X1 and X, » were independently generated from a standard normal distri-
bution N(0,1), and X; 3 ~ Bernoulli(0.4), ¢ = 1,...,I. Suppose there were
three longitudinal variables measured at clinic visit time ¢;;: Yj;1, Yo,
and Y; 3, which emulated the trough level of tacrolimus, creatinine level,
and assigned tacrolimus dosage, respectively, for j = 1,...,J;. Assume that
the creatinine level Y ;o was influenced by the trough level of creatinine
Y1 Based on Y;;; and Yj ;0, the physician prescribed the dosage Y; s,
which the patient was advised to follow until the next visit at ¢; ;;1. Note

that Y ;, = Y;u(ti;), v = 1,2,3. The longitudinal variables were gener-
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ated as follows. For tacrolimus trough levels, Y;,(t) = Y% (t) + €;1(t), where
€i1(t) NN (0,0.1%). The mean process Y}’ (t) was modeled by a linear mixed-
effects model: Y} (t) = zi1(t) 5,1 +73,1(t)bs1, where the fixed effect covariates
z;1(t) = (1,Y;3(t), X, t), the random effect covariates r; 1 (t) = (1,Y;3(¢),1).
Here Y;5(t) at any time ¢ refers to the dosage determined at the most
recent clinic visit, meaning Y;3(t) = Y; ;3 for t € (¢;;,t;;+1]. Similarly,
for creatinine levels, Y;s(t) = Y;%(t) + €;2(t), where € o(t) N N(0,0.12).
The mean process Y’ (t) was also modeled by a linear mixed-effects model:
Yi5(t) = zi2(t)Ba + ria(t)bia, where z;5(t) = (1,Yis(t), X;,Yia(t),t) and
rio(t) = (1,Yi3(t),t). We set 81 = (2.0,0.3,0.1,0.6,0.2, =1 x 107*), 1o =
(3.3,0.1,0.3,0.4,0.25,1.0,—1 x 107%), and sampled b;.1,b; > independently
from multivariate normal A(0,3;), with 33, = diag(0.22,0.07%,1x 1078). At
each clinic visit, the dosage was generated by Yj ;3 = (1,Yi 2, X:)8; 5+ €53,
where ¢; ;5 ~ N(0,0.3%), and B, = (1,0.2,0.15,0.2,0.15). Consequently, the
dosage Y; 3(t) was a piecewise constant variable, whereas Y;1(t) and Y;(t)
varied continuously in time.

The recurrent event times {¢; ; };-]":1 were sampled from an inhomogeneous
point process. The intensity function \(¢) was set to depend on the longitudi-
nal measurement of creatinine levels: A(t) = 3 x exp (— (Y;5(t) + 1.5)) 025
For the survival times, we sampled with a Weibull proportional hazards
model incorporating longitudinal dependencies: : h;(t) = exp (—(14+Y%5(t)+
0.9Y; 5(¢)))wt“~!, where w = 1.25. This setup allowed the hazard rate for sur-
vival to vary as a function of both the creatinine levels and tacrolimus dosage

over time.

In our study, we explored the impact of different censoring rates on model

16



performance by sampling censoring times C; from three distinct distributions:
N (15000, 100%), Weibull(2,8000), and N'(1000,100%). For each censoring
distribution, we conducted 100 repeated simulations. Averaging over 100
simulations, the first censoring distribution resulted in a censoring rate of
2%, the second 13%, and the third 59%. To mimic the real-world missing
data scenario, after sampling each dataset, we randomly masked off 25% of
Y1, 15% of Y,, and 3% of Y3. For each dataset, we randomly chose 60% of
the patient trajectories as the training data, 20% as the validation data, and
the remaining 20% as the evaluation data which our model had no access
to during the training process. We set the trajectory representation to be
(Yj1,Y]2,Y;3) for the concurrent variables. We set the number of encoder
layers B, = 2, and number of decoder layers B; = 3, model dimension
dmodel = 64, and used a dropout value of 0.2. We used the Adam optimizer
[29], with a learning rate of 1E — 4, and trained the model for 20 epochs.
When comparing our TransformerLSR model with TransformerJM, which
also utilizes a transformer architecture, we aligned hyperparameters where
feasible to ensure a fair comparison. For other comparative methods, we

adhered to the default settings provided by their respective packages.

3.2. Simulation results

We first report the performance of TransformerLL.SR in predicting lon-
gitudinal measurements using the root mean square error (RMSE) as the
evaluation metric. The results of TransformerLSR and all alternative meth-
ods are summarized in Table 1, where we report the mean results over 100
repeated simulations (4 standard deviation). MATCH-Net is left out as

it does not model longitudinal outcomes. Across the three censoring set-
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tings, the proposed TransformerLSR outperformed the alternative methods.
Specifically, for Y; prediction, TransformerLSR achieved a result comparable
to that given by MFPCA when the censoring rate was 2%, and outperformed
all alternatives in the other two censoring rate settings. Notably, for Y5 pre-
dictions, TransformerLLSR significantly outperformed all alternatives in all
settings, and for Y3, TransformerLSR was on par with joineRML and both
outperformed all the other methods. This showcases the effectiveness of using
the concurrent latent structure for longitudinal measurements prediction, as
TransformerLSR models the variables autoregressively, while all alternatives
simply treat the longitudinal variables as multivariate variables.

Table 1: Longitudinal variables prediction error (RMSE) under three different censoring

distributions.

Censoring | TransformerLSR  TransformerJM MFPCA-DS joineRML
Y1 0.384+0.04 0.44+0.05 0.33£0.01  0.36+£0.02
2% Ya 0.4440.04 0.61£0.07 0.55+£0.02  0.54+£0.03
Y3 0.32+0.01 0.351+0.02 0.39+0.01  0.324+0.01
Y1 0.321+0.03 0.40+0.04 0.34£0.01  0.35+£0.02
13% Ya 0.40£0.03 0.58+0.05 0.58+£0.02  0.53+£0.03
Ys 0.32+0.01 0.36+0.02 0.39+0.01 0.32+0.01
Y, 0.2610.02 0.36+0.04 0.45+0.03  0.35+£0.02
59% Y, 0.36+0.02 0.544+0.04 0.794£0.05  0.56+0.03
Ys; 0.324+0.01 0.37+0.04 0.43£0.01  0.33+£0.02

We next examined the performance of TransformerLSR in modeling the
survival events. Since TransformerLSR estimates the underlying hazard func-

tion h(t), a straightforward evaluation of survival fitting is to compare the
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fitted log-likelihood of each patient’s survival with the ground truth. The
RMSE of log-likelihood was 0.67+0.09 for the 2% censoring rate setting,
0.5940.08 for the 13% censoring rate setting, and 0.42+0.05 for the 59% cen-
soring rate setting. Note that we only report the RMSE of TransformerLSR
since no alternative method outputs the continuous-time hazards. For con-
text, the ground truth of log hazard function values ranged from —4 to —12.
Evidently, TransformerLSR achieved good fitting and generalization ability
for all three settings.

In order to compare against the alternatives, we employed a landmark
analysis approach by selecting a landmark time ¢;r chosen as the 10% quan-
tile of death times in the training dataset. This strategy allowed us to assess
the conditional survival function S(¢|H(tyr), £ > tyr) for each method, fo-
cusing on those patients in the evaluation set who survived past the landmark
time. We considered the integrated Brier score as the evaluation metric calcu-
lated by iBS = tma# ft:“:" BS(t)dt, where BS(t) is the Brier score [30, 31]
evaluated at time ¢ and weighted by the censoring probability at ¢. To nu-
merically approximate the integration required for iBS, we calculated the
Brier score at six evenly spaced time points between the 10% and 90% quan-
tiles of death times, employing the trapezoidal rule for integration. Table 2
summarizes the iBS results of all algorithms.

Across the three settings, TransformerLSR performed on par with MFPCA-
DS and joineRML, and these hazard-based methods significantly outper-
formed TransformerJM and MATCH-Net. In particular, TransformerLSR,
FMPCA-DS, joineRML, and MATCH-Net were all minimally impacted by

the change of the censoring distribution, whereas TransformerJM changed
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Table 2: Integrated Brier score (iBS) under three different censoring distributions.

Censoring | TransformerLSR  TransformerJM  MFPCA-DS MATCH-Net joineRML
2% 0.16+0.02 0.5240.03 0.20+0.03 0.2140.06 0.1940.02
13% 0.16£0.01 0.4740.03 0.2140.03 0.2240.05 0.184+0.03
59% 0.14+0.02 0.21+£0.02 0.16+0.02 0.2540.02 0.1440.02

dramatically in performance as the censoring rate changed.

To get a more thorough understanding of the behavior of each method
beyond the numerically approximated iBS, we computed the conditional sur-
vival functions from the landmark time ¢ to ¢ = 16000, a time slightly
larger than the largest observed death time in all datasets. This analysis
aimed to compare the mean survival functions predicted by each method
against the ground truth across different censoring scenarios, as illustrated
in Figure 2. We again observed that TransformerLL.SR closely aligned with
the ground truth in the 2% censoring rate setting. Further, due to the na-
ture of the Breslow estimator [32] used by DeepSurv and joineRML, these
two methods were not capable of computing the survival function beyond the
maximum death time in the training data (thus incomplete survival curves in
all three settings in Figure 2), while our intensity-based method, being fully
generative, could extrapolate for all times. It is also worth noting that Trans-
formerJM, whose survival modeling choice is conditional survival probability
instead of a standard hazard-based formulation, exhibited profiles far off
from the truth. Our conjecture for the poor performance of TransformerJM
is that, since its survival formulation was originally made for the discrete time

setting, the adopted binary survival loss was inaccurately influenced by the
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Figure 2: Mean survival curves under three different censoring distributions.

abundance of follow-up visits without recorded death events. Such imbalance
likely skewed TransformerJM’s predictions towards uniformly high survival
probabilities, failing to differentiate effectively between varying levels of risk

among patients.
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Figure 3: Sample log recurrent event intensity function compared with the ground truth

under the three settings.

Lastly, we turn our attention to recurrent event modeling. As the pro-
posed TransformerLSR is the only approach that models continuous-time
recurrent events, we only reported the results under TransformerLSR by
computing the recurrent events log-likelihood in the evaluation data and
comparing to the ground truth. The RMSE of log-likelihood was 1.0640.37
for the 2% censoring rate setting, 0.84+0.20 for the 13% censoring rate set-
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ting, and 0.50+0.08 for the 59% setting. For context, the ground truth log
event intensity function values ranged from —3 to —9. Our deep temporal
point process model again achieved good fitting and generalization ability
in all three settings. To visually assess the performance, Figure 3 plots a
sample trajectory from the first simulation setting and compare that with

the simulated true intensity function.

4. Application to DIVAT

Kidney transplantation is the primary therapy for patients with end-stage
kidney diseases [33]. French computerized and validated data in transplan-
tation (DIVAT, www.divat.fr) is a data repository storing medical records
of kidney transplantations conducted in various French hospitals, such as
Nantes and Paris Necker. These medical records span from the transplan-
tation date to the occurrence of graft failure, defined as either a return to
dialysis or patient death. During each clinic visit, crucial measurements re-
flecting kidney function and drug exposure—such as creatinine levels and
trough levels of immunosuppressive medications like tacrolimus—are lon-
gitudinally recorded. Based on these measurements, clinicians determine
tacrolimus dosages and schedule subsequent clinic visitations.

We extracted 1443 adult patient records from Nantes involving kidney
transplantations conducted between January 1, 2000, and December 31, 2014.
Among the 1443 patients, we kept those with both baseline and follow-up
records, and excluded patients with missing data in their baseline records.
To mitigate the impact of short-term post-operative variations, we consid-

ered only follow-up records commencing six months after the transplantation.
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This approach also involved removing any follow-up visits recorded within
a b-day span of the previous visit, to avoid redundancy and potential data
noise. Additionally, we excluded patients whose follow-up comprised a single
visit, as this would not provide sufficient data for meaningful longitudinal
analysis. Finally, we excluded patients for whom any key variable — assigned
tacrolimus dosage, trough level of tacrolimus, or creatinine level — was en-
tirely missing across all follow-up visits. Our filtering criterion yielded a
total of I = 1238 patient records. For each patient, we included a total of
23 baseline covariates, such as donor and recipient age and gender, occur-
rence of delayed graft function (defined as the use of dialysis within the first
week post-transplant), and recipient body mass index (BMI). Additionally,
we considered three longitudinal variables: creatinine levels, trough levels of
tacrolimus, and prescribed dosages of tacrolimus at each clinic visit. To en-
sure numerical stability, all three longitudinal variables were transformed to
the log scale. Sample trajectories of log-scale creatinine levels and tacrolimus
dosages are provided in Appendix D. We treated clinic visits as recurrent
events and graft failure time as the survival event time. The survival censor-
ing rate was 74.5%.

We applied the proposed TransformerLSR to the DIVAT data. In our
model architecture, we incorporated the knowledge that the trough level
of tacrolimus influences the creatinine level, and both variables affect the
assigned tacrolimus dosage. As a result, we structured the trajectory repre-
sentation with the order being (trough level of tacrolimus, creatinine level,
tacrolimus dosage). For training and evaluation, we randomly selected 70%

of total patient trajectories for training, reserving the remaining 30% as held-
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out data. We configured the model with 2 encoder layers (B.), 3 decoder
layers (B,), and a model dimension of dy,0qe = 64, while applying a dropout
value of 0.2. Optimization was performed using the Adam optimizer with
a learning rate set to 1F — 4, and the model was trained for 50 epochs.
The training plot for the training loss as a function of epochs is given in
Appendix D to show the sufficiency of 50 epochs.

We first examined the performance of TransformerLSR in predicting lon-
gitudinal variables by comparing the one-step ahead prediction values to the
observed values on the held-out data. On the log scale, the RMSE for trough
level of tacrolimus was 0.31, for creatinine level was 0.20, and for assigned
tacrolimus dosage was 0.22. These errors were reasonably low, considering
the dataset mean of 2.10 for the trough level of tacrolimus, 4.95 for creatinine
level, and 1.71 for tacrolimus dosage.

We then demonstrated the effectiveness of TransformerLLSR in joint mod-
eling of longitudinal data, survival, and recurrent events by performing dy-
namic prediction case studies on two individual patients: S1 and S2. Given
the history H;, we dynamically predicted the log creatinine level at the next
visit j + 1, as well as the next assigned tacrolimus dosage. Additionally,
at each visit j, we outputted the predicted recurrent event intensity A(¢;).
To obtain uncertainty intervals for the longitudinal variables and intensity
function, we employed the Monte Carlo dropout procedure outlined in [34].
Specifically, for each prediction, we generated 100 Monte Carlo dropout sam-
ples, utilized the mean of the samples as the predicted value, and constructed
the uncertainty interval using the 0.05 and 0.95 quantiles. To illustrate how

TransformerLSR dynamically updated the survival hazard function as more
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information was incorporated into the patient history, we selected two land-
mark times for patients S1 and S2. By conditioning on the survival up to
these landmark times as well as the corresponding history information, we
computed the conditional survival function until each patient’s survival event
time or censoring time. The results for patients S1 and S2 are presented in
Figure 4.

For patient S1, the trends of both the creatinine level and assigned
tacrolimus dosage were accurately captured by TransformerLLSR, as nearly
all observations fell within the uncertainty intervals. The stability of patient
S1’s creatinine level and the drop in their assigned tacrolimus dosage both
indicated effective functioning of S1’s transplanted kidney. The recurrent
event intensity also reflected the change in clinic visit schedule: as the visits
became sparse towards the end, the intensity function dropped down corre-
spondingly. A sparse visit schedule was also suggestive of the patient’s stable
health condition. The conditional survival function at the early landmark
time (around day 260) suggested that S1 was subject to very low survival
risk, and with more information available, the trend of the updated survival
function (around day 750) did not alter. Indeed, no death event was observed
for S1 until the end of his record (around day 2000).

For patient S2, TransformerLLSR also captured the general trends of the
creatinine level and tacrolimus dosage. In contrast to patient S1, both the
creatinine level and the assigned dosage of patient S2 gradually increased over
time, indicating that S2 was subject to escalating risk as time progressed.
The recurrent event intensity function also reflected the decrease in frequency

of clinic visits since day 1000, followed by an increase in frequency towards
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Figure 4: Dynamic prediction case studies for two patients from the DIVAT kidney trans-
plantation dataset. Top panel: left, prediction of log creatinine level at the next visit vs.
actual observation; middle, prediction of log tacrolimus dosage at the next vs. actual as-
signment; right, predicted log recurrent event intensity at each clinic visit. Bottom panel:
left, conditional survival function given the history of the first five clinic visits; right, con-

ditional survival function given the history up to the sixth last visit.
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the end. In terms of survival modeling, conditioning on the early history
of S2 (around day 400), during which the creatinine level was low and the
assigned dosage was stable, the conditional survival function decreased at
a minimal rate. However, as more data became available, the conditional
survival function at the second landmark time (around day 2850) decreased
rapidly. This finding aligned with S2’s medical record, as the death of patient
S2 was observed shortly after the second landmark time (around day 3000).

By leveraging TransformerLSR’s comprehensive understanding of the com-
plex interactions between longitudinal measurements, survival probabilities,
and recurrent events, healthcare providers can make informed decisions and
deliver more tailored and effective patient care. To examine the capability
of individualized predictions for TransformerLLSR, we performed a one-step
prognostication into the future based on the entire observed history of pa-
tients. Specifically, we randomly selected two patients, S3 and 5S4, from
among all patients with right-censored records who survived up to their last
clinic visit. We predicted their expected next clinic visit time, ?;11, by
sampling and averaging 100 Monte Carlo visit times from the deep tempo-
ral point process with intensity A(¢) estimated by TransformerL.SR. Each
sample was drawn using the thinning algorithm detailed in Appendix C.
Then, conditioning on the estimated next visit time, ¢, 11, we predicted the
next creatinine level and assigned dosage. We also outputted the fitted haz-
ard function value and recurrent event intensity value at each observed visit
time, as well as the predicted next visit time. The uncertainty intervals of
the longitudinal variables and intensity function values were again obtained

using the Monte Carlo dropout procedure. The one-step rollout profiles of
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patients S3 and S4 are summarized in Figure 5.

The observed medical history of patient S3 exhibited a steady trend in
creatinine levels and tacrolimus dosages over time. Given the stable health
condition of S3, the predicted next visit interval time, defined as ¢,41 —t,,
was 309 days for S3, suggesting that only regular annual follow-ups were
necessary. The forecasted tacrolimus dosage for S3 showed a minor down-
ward adjustment, while the creatinine level was expected to remain stable.
Correspondingly, the projected hazard function for S3 exhibited negligible
variation for the forthcoming visit. In contrast, patient S4’s expected inter-
val was much shorter, at 27 days, reflective of their increased frequency of
clinic visits observed towards the latter part of their medical history. This
aligned with the observed escalation in creatinine levels for S4, indicating a
deteriorating health condition that demanded increased medical intervention.
The anticipated creatinine level for S4 was projected to remain elevated, with
the hazard function continuing its upward trend at the time of the predicted
next visit. The marked disparity in predictions for the next visit intervals,
alongside the divergent trajectory predictions of the longitudinal variables
for patients S3 and S4, underscored the capability of TransformerLSR to
provide personalized predictions that considered the comprehensive history
of each patient.

In summary, the numerical results and case studies presented illustrate
the robust capabilities of TransformerLLSR in simultaneously modeling longi-
tudinal data, survival outcomes, and recurrent events while effectively cap-
turing the interdependence among these variables. Beyond its modeling ca-

pacity, TransformerLLSR holds promise for clinical utility by providing per-
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Figure 5: Rollout case studies for two patients from the DIVAT kidney transplantation
dataset. Left panel: predicted creatinine level and tacrolimus dosage based on their pre-
vious observed values. Right panel: fitted hazard function and recurrent event intensity

values at the observed visit times and predicted next visit time.
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sonalized medical recommendations tailored to each patient’s unique disease
progression and medical history. For instance, TransformerLLSR can offer
valuable insights into the optimal timing for the next clinic visit, taking into

account individual patient characteristics and evolving health conditions.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce TransformerLLSR, the first deep attentive joint
model of longitudinal data, survival, and recurrent events. TransformerLSR
utilizes the powerful transformer architecture to capture the interdependence
among the three components. Unlike prior deep joint models of longitudi-
nal data and survival events, which typically model concurrent longitudinal
measurements as multivariate variables, TransformerLSR introduces a novel
trajectory representation. This representation enables each concurrent vari-
able to be predicted autoregressively, with the sequence order of the variables
refined by known clinical knowledge. Furthermore, TransformerLSR models
both recurrent events and survival events using deep point processes, without
making assumptions about the parametric form of the intensity functions
as in traditional statistical literature. Through extensive simulation stud-
ies, TransformerLSR demonstrates superior performance in predicting lon-
gitudinal variables and modeling survival compared to alternative methods.
Additionally, it successfully recovers the simulation ground truth for recur-
rent event intensities. When applied to the DIVAT kidney transplantation
dataset, TransformerLSR provides meaningful inference and interpretable re-
sults, further highlighting its effectiveness and potential utility for application

in clinical settings.
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The deep architecture of TransformerLSR offers high scalability and flex-
ibility, making it suitable for a variety of biomedical studies and epidemiol-
ogy applications that involve longitudinal data, survival events, and recur-
rent events, beyond the kidney transplantation study explored in this paper.
Building on the framework of TransformerLLSR, we identify the following
promising future research directions. First, while our trajectory represen-
tation already hints at enhanced interpretability since it assumes sequential
dependence among the concurrent variables, one can apply the technique
mentioned in [35] to TransformerLSR’s architecture to further explore such
interpretability beyond attention weights. Second, we can further separate
treatments from longitudinal variables modeling to incorporate elements from
Causal Transformer [36] and extend TransformerLLSR to estimate counterfac-

tual outcomes over time [37].

Appendix A. Asynchronous missing data

Here, we elaborate on the way to handle asynchronous missing data (some
but not necessarily all longitudinal variables may be missing at some obser-
vation times) without imputation. Consider the simple case where we aim
to utilize the longitudinal observations Y; = (Y} 1, Y12, Y1 3) observed at ¢,
and Yo = (Y31, Y29, Y23) observed at ¢y to make forecasts at t3, and Y] o,
the measurement for the second variable at ¢; is missing. The trajectory rep-
resentation for TransformerLSR encoder input is (Y31, X, Y13, Y21, Y20, Y5 3),
where x indicates that Y; o is masked off. As such, the observed information
Y11 and Y) 3 are still fully utilized. In the context of statistical modeling, we

may think of the predictions h(ts|Hs), A(ts|H2), and Y (t5)Hs) as conditional
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distributions with the missing variable Y] o integrated out from the incom-
plete history Hs. As demonstrated in [38] as well as our simulation studies
in Section 3, such implicit marginalization procedure with deep models tends
to perform well in practice.

In comparison, TransformerJM, which also adopts the transformer archi-
tecture, masks off the entire Y;. This results in a trajectory representation
(x,Y32), completely ignoring the available information Y;; and Y; 3 which
are taken out together with Y. Further, since TransformerJM considers
a discrete time survival formulation, its conditional probability prediction
is much more “aware” of the relative position of the prediction token (e.g.,
the prediction token is the second token in the trajectory, with only Ys)
preceding it since Y is masked off), rather than the absolute time of the
prediction token (e.g., at time ¢3). As such, masking off entire visits becomes
even more detrimental for TransformerJM survival prediction beyond having

less information in the history.

Appendix B. Likelihood functions

The log-likelihood function for J recurrent events at times {t;}7_, over

the time interval [0,7"), as given in Section 2, is

Iy = ilog)\(tj) _ /OTA(t)dt | (B.1)

v :=A, non-event log-likelihood
event log-likelihood

The proof to Equation (B.1) may be found in standard point processes

texts such as [39]. We provide a proof here for completeness.
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Proof. The likelihood function of the J events can be factored as the product

of the conditional intensity functions of each event given its prior history:

J

L= 1] ft;|H;-0)(1 = F(T|H,)), (B.2)

j=1

where the last term (1 — F(T|H)) corresponds to the fact that no event
happens over the interval [t;,T). Recall the definition of the conditional
density A(t) for any ¢t > t;:

P{t <t, t+dtitjy >t H,
A(t) = tim DU S b < B Al 2 1)
dt—0 dt

by expanding the conditional probability in the numerator as the ratio be-
tween P{t < t;,1 < t+dt|H;} = f(t|H,;)dt for infinitesimal dt and S(¢t|H;) =
1 — F(t|'H;), we obtain:

f(t|H;)

O = T paney (B.3)

Further, from Equation (B.3) we have

d )
D) = R — (1 = ()

Integrating both sides from t; to ¢, we get fti Ax)de = —log(1 — F(t|H;)),
since events do not overlap, i.e., F(t;|H;) = 0. Differentiating F'(¢|#;) with

respect to t, we obtain

f(t|H;) = A(t) exp (— /tt)\(:v)d:v> : (B.4)

J
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Plugging Equation (B.3) and Equation (B.4) into Equation (B.2):

L= (f[ A(t;) exp (- /t tjl mm)) exp (- /t T /\(x)dx)
_ (f[ )\(tj)) exp (— /0 ' A(m)dm) |

Taking log of both sides, we obtain the log-likelihood function in Equa-
tion (B.1). O

For the survival process where there is at most 1 event that is subject to
right censoring, the summation in Equation (B.1) is replaced by a singleton

element evaluated at the survival/censoring time and becomes

I = (1 — 6)log h(T) — /Th(t)dt, (B.5)

—_——
=C¢

where 0 = [(c<p) is the administrative censoring time.

Appendix C. Thinning algorithm

The thinning algorithm we use is based on Lewis and Shedler, 1979,
Algorithm 1 [28]. Let t; denote the current visit time and 7" denote an upper
bound for the next clinic visit time, Algorithm 1 describes the procedure
we use for the sampling of the next visit time. Since the recurrent event
intensity A(¢) is parameterized by a deep transformer model, seeking the
maximum value over the interval (to, 7] is infeasible theoretically, we resort
to using Monte Carlo samples that lie uniformly in the interval (¢o,7] and
take the maximum as A*, the maximum over the interval. Due to the parallel

nature of our transformer architecture, computing the Monte Carlo samples
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A(t) for t € (to, T requires only one forward pass of the model. Analogously,
by utilizing batch computing methods, drawing multiple samples (to compute
e.g., the ezpected next time) with the thinning algorithm Algorithm 1 requires

also only one forward pass rather than loop computation for efficiency.

Algorithm 1 Thinning algorithm to sample the next event time on (o, 7.

Input: A(t) given by the model; current time ¢y, boundary time 7'
Initialize \* = supy, ;<1 A(t), s = 5o = to, accepted = False;
while s < T do
sample w ~ Exponential(A*);
set s = 59 + w;
sample u ~ uniform(0, 1);
if u < \(s)/A* then
accepted = True;
Break;
end if
set sg = s;
end while
if accepted then
Return s
else
Return T’
end if
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Appendix D. Additional plots for DIVAT case study

We plot the log-scale creatinine and tacrolimus levels for two randomly

selected patients to showcase the DIVAT dataset in Figure D.6.
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Figure D.6: Data trajectory examples for two randomly selected patients, with each point

representing a measurement at a clinic visit. Missingness in data is shown by disconnected

lines.

To show that 50 epochs was sufficient for training on the DIVAT dataset,

we plot the training loss as a function of training epoch in Figure D.7.
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Figure D.7: Training loss vs epoch.
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