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abstract

In clinical studies, measurement scales are often collected to report disease-related manifes-

tations from clinician and/or patient perspectives. Their analysis can help identify relevant

manifestations throughout the disease course, enhancing knowledge of disease progression and

guiding clinicians in providing appropriate support. However, the analysis of measurement

scales in health studies is not straightforward as made of repeated, ordinal, and potentially

multidimensional item data. Their sum-score summaries may considerably reduce information

and impend interpretation; their change over time occurs along clinical progression; and as

many other longitudinal processes, their observation may be truncated by events. This work

establishes a comprehensive strategy in four consecutive steps to leverage repeated data from

multidimensional measurement scales. The 4S method successively (1) identifies the scale struc-

ture into subdimensions satisfying three calibration assumptions (unidimensionality, conditional

independence, increasing monotonicity), (2) describes each subdimension progression using a

joint latent process model which includes a continuous-time item response theory model for the

longitudinal subpart, (3) aligns each subdimension’s progression with disease stages through a

projection approach, and (4) identifies the most informative items across disease stages using

the Fisher’s information. The method is comprehensively illustrated in multiple system atrophy

(MSA), an alpha-synucleinopathy, with the analysis of daily activity and motor impairments

over disease progression. The 4S method provides an effective and complete analytical strategy

for any measurement scale repeatedly collected in health studies.

keywords

Item response theory; Joint modeling; Multidimensional measurement scales; Multiple system

atrophy; Multivariate longitudinal data; Neurodegenerative diseases.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

08
27

8v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 1
1 

Ju
l 2

02
4



1 Introduction

The study of chronic diseases increasingly involves the longitudinal analysis of measurement

scales. These scales usually enumerate disease-related manifestations, either as reported by

patients themselves, known as patient-reported outcomes (PRO), or as reported by clinicians,

known as clinician-reported outcomes (CRO). The health-related quality of life (Hr-QoL) stands

as the most prevalent example of PRO, increasingly considered as a primary outcome in clinical

trials in accordance with recent recommendations from the FDA for the development of new

treatments [26]. Beyond Hr-QoL, numerous health-related constructs also depend on measure-

ment scales. In neurodegenerative and pyschiatric diseases for instance, scales often serve as the

primary source of clinical information for describing disease progression, with the assessment of

the degree of diverse clinical manifestations such as cognitive, behavioral, or functional impair-

ments [6, 15, 1]. Scales are frequently used as primary outcomes in clinical trials [5]. In multiple

system atrophy (MSA), a rare and incurable neurodegenerative disease, functional impairments

are reported by the Unified MSA rating scale (UMSARS), a four part scale. UMSARS parts I

and II constitute the two main endpoints in MSA clinical trials evaluating the disease impact

on daily activities and on the motor function, respectively [9, 16, 25]. The longitudinal analysis

of measurement scales combines statistical challenges due to the nature of the measurement

scales and due to their repeated assessment over time. First, measurement scales are essentially

made of multivariate items quoted on an ordinal scale (Likert scale) with each item aimed to

measure a sensible aspect of the construct of interest [12]. For instance, UMSARS-I and -II

include 12 and 14 5-level items, each item rating a specific symptom from no impairment to

extreme impairment. Until recently, studies based on such multivariate ordinal item data were

often restrained to the analysis of the sum of the item scores, which considerably reduces the

information by not capturing item level differences, raises issues with missing items, and relies

on often overlooked assumptions such as unequal interval scaling [21]. The Item Response

Theory (IRT) has been developed to appropriately leverage this type of information and re-

trieve the common underlying construct (or latent trait) of real interest behind the items [11].

An IRT model describes the latent trait according to covariates in a structural classical linear

model and simultaneously determines thresholds in the latent trait scale corresponding to item

level changes via logit or probit links [2]. To ensure the validity of the latent trait concept,

the IRT relies though on specific assumptions which need to be carefully checked: all items

should measure the same common underlying construct, should be non-redondant, and should

provide significant information on the construct of interest [21]. As aimed to capture different

aspects of a disease, measurement scales are most often multidimensional. The identification

of homogeneous subdimensions on which to apply IRT methods thus constitutes a prerequisite

[4].

Second, in longitudinal studies where assessments are repeated over time, correlation within

patients needs to be taken into account to correctly model the latent trait and assess its de-

terminants. In addition, the data collection may be interrupted by clinical events occurring

during the patient follow-up (e.g., dropout, death), thus inducing missing data, usually not

at random as more likely among most affected patients. The repeatedly measured item data
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(possibly at irregular timings) can be handled in the IRT methodology by considering a struc-

tural linear mixed model to describe the trajectory over time of the latent trait [20]. The early

truncation of the longitudinal process can be further handled with a joint modeling approach

by simultaneously assessing the risk of event according to the underlying construct trajectory

in a survival model [23].

With its extension to longitudinal data, the IRT methodology offers a powerful tool to an-

alyze in depth unidimensional constructs from series of items in chronic diseases. Yet their

interpretability remains often too limited and complex for their use in clinical research. First,

each underlying construct is a latent construct defined according to its own continuum inde-

pendently from the others, which hampers the understanding of how they deteriorate along

disease progression. The projection of a reference progression marker such as disease stages

along the continuums could facilitate the establishment of benchmarks for better contextual-

ization and interpretation of latent constructs over time. Second, items are the most tangible

source of information for approaching a construct. Identifying the key items or manifestations

driving each construct progression could prove valuable to guide clinicians for the monitoring

of the disease, and to develop reduced scales for clinical trials [22, 8, 24]. In IRT methods, the

importance of an item can be quantified by the item information function [20, 8] which repre-

sents the accuracy of an item in measuring the latent construct. The information functions of

all the items help identify the levels at which the construct is best measured and which items

contribute the most to the construct.

Despite the increasingly central role of PRO and CRO in health studies, there is no over-

all strategy to analyze longitudinal data stemmed from measurement scales while meeting the

statistical challenges they induce (multidimensionality, ordinal items, repeated measures, infor-

mative dropout). To fill this gap, we have developed a four-step strategy of analysis, called the

4S method and schematized in Figure 1. The 4S method (1) identifies the scale Structure

into subdimensions, (2) establishes the Sequences of item impairments while investigating

disparities among patient profiles, (3) aligns the evolution of the subdimensions to the disease

progression Stages, and (4) Selects the most informative items at each disease stage.

Next section 2 presents the French MSA cohort, a prospective clinical cohort on MSA which

analysis motivated the 4S method development. Section 3 describes in detail the methodology

step-by-step. Section 4 illustrates its application to describe the progression of MSA using the

26 items of UMSARS-I and -II subscales. Finally Section 5 concludes.

2 The French MSA cohort

The French MSA cohort (FMSA) is the result of a close collaboration between Bordeaux and

Toulouse university hospitals, know as the national reference MSA centre [9, 16]. Initiated in

2007, this prospective open cohort enrolls all patients diagnosed with MSA according to Gilman

criteria [10] in one of the two hospitals and who consented to be part of the cohort according

to the Commission nationale de l’informatique et des libertés (CNIL) agreement. The enrolled

patients undergo an annual standardized clinical examination based on the Unified MSA Rating

Scale (UMSARS) [25]. The UMSARS comprises four distincts parts assessing different facets
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of MSA disease: impairment in daily activities (UMSARS-I), motor function (UMSARS-II),

hypotension via blood pressure records (UMSARS-III), and degree of disability (UMSARS-IV).

UMSARS-I and UMSARS-II are subdivided into 12 and 14 items, respectively (Figure 2 - left

column). They are meticulously reported by healthcare professionals. Each item uses a Likert

scaling with five increasing levels reflecting the impairment severity (0 - no, 1 - slight, 2 -

moderate, 3 - marked, and 4 - extreme impairment). UMSARS-IV is a 5-level global indicator

of disability defining the MSA disease stages with completely independent (stage I), needs help

with some chores (stage II), needs help with half of the chores (stage III), does a few chores

alone (stage IV), and totally dependent (stage V).

Classical prognostic factors of MSA progression collected in FMSA are: sex, age at in-

clusion, predominant syndrome (parkinsonian or cerebellar), diagnosis certainty (probable or

possible), delay between first symptom onset and inclusion, nature of first symptoms (motor,

dysautonomic, or both), and the presence of hypotension as a first symptom.

MSA is a fatal alpha-synucleopathy. In FMSA, status and exact times of death are regulary

updated after contact with the family or consultation of the French death register. All the

patients and follow-up data prior to the administrative censoring on October 24, 2022 were

considered in this work. By then, patients were classified either as deceased, as still alive in

the cohort, or as having dropped out if their last visit was prior to May 1, 2021 (one year and

a half before administrative censoring).

3 The 4S method

We consider a measurement scale composed of K items in which Y k
i (tij) denotes the value

of item k (k=1,...,K) collected on patient i (i=1,...,N) during visit j (j=1,...,ni) at time tij

(tij ∈ R+). Item k is rated with Mk + 1 ordered levels from 0 to Mk. Let Y S
i (tij) denote the

disease stage for subject i at visit j with values from 1 to S. For the sake of readability, we define

a common vector of ni times across items and stages but the 4S method also handles item/stage-

specific measurement times. For each patient, Ti denotes the minimum time between the first

event and censoring times with Ti ≥ tini
, and di denotes the event indicator with di = 0 if the

patient is censored and di = p if the patient experienced first the event of cause p (p=1,...,P ).

The methodology of the four steps schematized in Figure 1 is detailed in the four next

subsections. Since each step of the 4S method may rely on slightly different information, it is

important to note that data samples may vary across steps. Step-specific data requirements

and selections are detailed in each subsection.

3.1 Step 1 - Structuring: Identification of the subdimensions of the

scale

The IRT methodology relies on three central assumptions: unidimensionality (should be an-

alyzed together items measuring the same homogeneous latent trait), conditional indepen-

dence (the latent trait should capture the whole correlation across items with no remaining

residual correlation between items) and increasing monotonicity (higher item level should
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consistently reflect a higher underlying trait level) [21].

The first preliminary step consists in structuring the measurement scale into unidimensional

subdimensions that comply these assumptions. We followed the recommended strategy reported

by the PROMIS (Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information System) initiative in

Reeve et al. [2007] [21] for cross-sectional data in which the three calibration assumptions are

successively evaluated with stepbacks or systematic reevaluations to measure the impact of

certain decisions.

The hierarchical nature of longitudinal data prevented the direct use of the PROMIS tech-

nique since the intra-subject correlation in repeated data, the between-subject variability in the

number of data and in the length of follow-up could distort the subdimension identification.

We thus adapted the PROMIS method to longitudinal data by using a resampling strategy. We

randomly selected a single visit per subject to create a pseudo independent sample of size N

on which the PROMIS method could be used, and we replicated this procedure multiple times

to account for sampling fluctuations.

The procedure is as follows (we refer to Appendix A in supplementary materials for more

details):

Unidimensionality: The structure into homogeneous subdimensions is achieved using an

explanatory factorial analysis (EFA) on all the items with the optimal number of subdimen-

sions chosen using classical criteria (e.g., Kaiser, eigenvalue elbow). Items are assigned to the

subdimension to which they contribute the most based on factor loadings, assuming each item

contributes to only one subdimension. The identified structure of subdimensions and associated

sets of items is then confirmed in a confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA). The final structure is

determined after the aggregation over replicates. Items consistently assigned to the same subdi-

mension are assigned to it. Items repeatedly unassigned to any subdimension are excluded from

the analysis as they provide no additional information. Items straddling two subdimensions

are reviewed and assigned based on their subdimension loadings and clinical relevance.

Conditional independence: For each subdimension, highly correlated items are identified

from the residual correlation matrix between the fitted values from a single-factor CFA and the

observed values of the items. Items from the same subdimension repeatedly detected as highly

correlated (or redundant) over replicates are flagged and one of them is removed according to

clinical relevance.

Increasing monotonicity: the monotonicity is visually inspected for each item by plotting

the mean item levels or the item higher-level probabilities by decile of the rest-score (i.e., sum-

score of the other items from the subdimension except this one). Curves should be consistently

increasing, or at least constant.

After this first step, D subdimensions corresponding to homogeneous latent traits are iden-

tified from the scale. Subdimension d (d=1,...,D) is measured by a set of items Kd, with

Kd ⊂ {1, ..., K}, Kd ∩ Kd′ = ∅ if d ̸= d′ since items are assigned to a single subdimension, and
D⋃

d=1

Kd represents all the retained items. With the main assumptions verified, each subdimension

can then be separately analyzed using an IRT-based technique.
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3.2 Step 2 - Sequencing: description of items’ impairment sequence

and associated factors

Let Kd denote the subset of items associated to the dth underlying latent trait (d = 1, ..., D).

The value of latent trait d is denoted ∆d
i (t) for patient i (i = 1, ..., N) at time t (t ∈ R+). Step 2

leverages a joint model which combines a continuous-time IRT submodel to describe the items

and their underlying process d, and a cause-specific submodel to simultaneously describe the

risk of event and correct for informative dropout (Figure 3A).It is written as follows:





∆d
i (t) =X

d
i (t)

⊤βd +Zd
i (t)

⊤bdi

Y k
i (tij) = m ⇔ δk,m < ∆d

i (tij) + ϵkij ≤ δk,m+1 for k ∈ Kd,m = 0, ...,Mk, j = 1, ..., ni

λdp
i (t) = λdp

0 (t; ξdp) exp
(
W dp⊤

i γdp + gdp(bdi , t)
⊤αdp

)
for p = 1, ..., P

(1a)

(1b)

(1c)

Equation (1a) defines a structural linear mixed model for subdimension-d trajectory over

time according toXd
i (t) and Z

d
i (t), two vectors of functions of time and covariates, associated

to fixed effects βd and individual normally distributed random effects bdi (bdi ∼ N (0,Bd)),

respectively. Xd
i (t)

⊤βd defines the mean trajectory of the subdimension at the population

level while Zd
i (t)

⊤bdi captures the individual deviation to the mean trajectory.

Equation (1b) defines the measurement model linking each item k (k ∈ Kd) to latent trait

d [20, 23]. Measurement errors are Gaussian ϵkij ∼ N (0, σ2
k) with ak = 1/σk the discrimination

parameter representing item-k ability to assess subdimension-d. The measurement models are

cumulative probit models with difficulty levels −∞ = δk,0 ≤ δk,1 ≤ ... ≤ δk,m ≤ ... ≤ δk,Mk
≤

δk,Mk+1 = +∞. The conditional probability that item k equals level m is:

P k
m(∆) = P(Y k(t) = m | ∆(t) = ∆) = P(Y k(t) ≤ m | ∆)− P(Y k(t) ≤ m− 1 | ∆)

= P(∆ + ϵk(t) ≤ δk,m+1)− P(∆ + ϵk(t) ≤ δk,m)

= Φ
(
ak(δk,m+1 −∆)

)
− Φ

(
ak(δk,m −∆)

) (2)

with Φ(.) the Gaussian cumulative distribution function.

Equation (1c) defines the cause-specific proportional hazard survival model linking latent

trait d with the instantaneous event risk of cause p with a baseline hazard λdp
0 (t; ξdp) pa-

rameterized with ξdp (we consider piecewise-constant hazards, Weibull hazards or hazard ap-

proximated by cubic B-splines) and log-linear predictors. Among the predictors, W dp
i is a

vector of covariates associated to parameters γdp and gdp(bdi , t) is a function capturing the

dynamic of subdimension d, either through its random effects gdp(bdi , t) = bdi or its current

value gdp(bdi , t) = ∆d
i (t), associated to the parameters αdp.

The maximum likelihood estimation of this model is implemented in the R-package JLPM

(for Joint Latent Process Model) with the simultaneous estimation of all the parameters in-

volved in the three equations (1a), (1b), (1c) that is

θd = (βd, vec(Bd), {(δk,m)m=1,...,Mk , σk}k∈Kd , {ξdp,γdp,αdp}p=1,...,P )
⊤. It relies on a Marquardt-

Levenberg optimization algorithm, with stringent criteria ensuring convergence [17], and Quasi

Monte-Carlo approximation of the integral over the random effects in the log-likelihood com-
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putation. For further details, we refer to Saulnier et al. [2022] [23].

Once each model is estimated (with θ̂d the parameter estimates for subdimension d, and

V̂ (θ̂d) their variance estimates), the sequence of item impairments along each subdimension

continuum can be obtained from the estimated difficulty parameters (δ̂k,m)k∈Kd,m=1,...,Mk
. In-

deed, each threshold δk,m+1 corresponds to the location in the subdimension-d continuum where

item-k probability to be lower than level m and item-k probability to be strictly higher than

level m are both 0.5 (P(Y k(t) ≤ m | ∆(t) = δk,m+1) = P(Y k(t) > m | ∆(t) = δk,m+1) = 0.5). It

can thus be interpreted as the expected transition from level m to level m+ 1, and be used to

describe the sequence of subdimension-d impairments, as schematized in Figure 1.

The predicted trajectory of each item k can also be computed from the estimated model as

follows:

Ŷ k(t;θd) = E
[
Y k(t);θd] =

∫

RL

E[Y k(t) | ∆d(t) =Xd(t)
⊤
βd +Zd(t)

⊤
b
]
f(b)db (3)

where the expectation of Y k conditional on ∆d(t) is:

E[Y k(t) | ∆d(t) = ∆] =
Mk∑

m=0

m× P(Y k(t) = m | ∆d(t) = ∆)

= Mk −
Mk−1∑

m=0

Φ
(
ak(δk,m+1 −∆)

)
(4)

Note that the integral over the L-vector of random effects b can be approximated by Quasi

Monte-Carlo algorithm, and that the mean predicted trajectory of each item can be estimated

at the point estimate θ̂d, and its posterior distribution approximated by parametric bootstrap

drawing a large number of θdb ∼ N (θ̂d, V̂ (θ̂d)).

3.3 Step 3 - Staging: Projection of disease stages onto the item

impairment hierarchy

Given that subdimension trajectories are described independently and according to their own

subdimension continuum in Step 2, the direct comparison of the impairment sequence across

subdimensions is not feasible. In step 3, we aim to align each subdimension’s continuum

with the course of the disease, as defined by clinical stages, thus providing a temporal clinical

anchoring. This is achieved in two successive substeps. First, we anchor a proxy of each

subdimension to the clinical stages Y S
i (tij), the proxy being the sum-score of the Kd-items,

Ȳ d
i (tij) =

∑
k∈Kd Y k

i (tij). Second, we project this anchoring onto each subdimension continuum

∆d
i (t).

In the first substep, the repeated measures of Y S
i and Ȳ d

i are jointly modeled using a JLPM

as represented in Figure 3B. The model, structurally similar to the one of Step 2, assumes a
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common latent process Ωd(t) as follows:





Ωd
i (t) =Xi(t)

⊤µd +Zi(t)
⊤vdi

Y S
i (tij) = s ⇔ ωd

s < Ωd
i (tij) + εY

Sd
ij ≤ ωd

s+1 for s ∈ {1, ..., S}
Ȳ d
i (tij) = Hd

−1
(
Ωd

i (tij) + εȲ d
ij

)

ζdpi (t) = ζdp0 (t;ψd) exp
(
W dp⊤

i κdp + gdp(vdi , t)
⊤
τ dp

)

(5a)

(5b)

(5c)

(5d)

Equation (5a) describes the trajectory of the common factor of Y S
i and Ȳ d

i over time t

(t ∈ R+) according to covariates (mainly time functions) using a similar structural linear

mixed model as in equation (1a), with individual random effects vdi ∼ N (0,V d). For sake of

simplicity, we did not change the notations for X and Z although they can differ.

Equations (5b) and (5c) define the measurement models for the clinical stages and the sum-

score, respectively. For the ordinal clinical stage Y S
i , a cumulative probit model is assumed as

in Step 2 with Gaussian independent measurement error εY
Sd

ij . The thresholds are (ωd
s )s=1,...,S

such that −∞ = ωd
1 ≤ ωd

2 ≤ ... ≤ ωd
S ≤ ωd

S+1 = +∞. For the sum-score Ȳ d
i , we consider a

curvilinear measurement model with normally distributed measurement error εȲ d
ij ∼ N (0, σ2

Ȳ d
).

Since the sum-score is a sum of ordinal items, it is likely subject to unequal interval scaling

which can be handled by introducing a nonlinear parameterized continuous link function Hd

(e.g., quadratic integrated M-splines here) [18].

Equation (5d) simultaneously models the clinical events according to the common factor

dynamics to account for possible informative truncation of the longitudinal processes, similarly

as in Step 2.

As in Step 2, this model can be estimated with the R-package JLPM [23].

Once the model is estimated, the threshold parameters (ω̂d
s )s=2,...,S give the sequence of

stage transitions along continuum Ωd. For transition (s − 1) → s (s = 2, ..., S), the corre-

spondence in terms of sum-score is given by the conditional expectation E
[
Ȳ d | Ωd = ω̂d

s

]
=

E
[
H−1

d (ω̂d
s + εȲ d)

]
that can be computed by Monte Carlo approximation with εȲ d the Gaus-

sian error [19]. Note that all the expectations of variables conditional on subdimensions are

time-independent so we omit time here for sake of readability.

In the second substep, since sum-score Ȳ d can also be predicted according to items Y k

(k ∈ Kd), the threshold parameters (ω̂d
s )s=2,...,S can be projected on continuum ∆d by searching

(δ̂ds )s=2,...,S such that :

E

[∑

k∈Kd

Y k | ∆d = δ̂ds

]
= E

[
Ȳ d | Ωd = ω̂d

s

]
(6)
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with E

[∑

k∈Kd

Y k | ∆d = δds

]
=

∑

k∈Kd

E
[
Y k | ∆d = δds

]

=
∑

k∈Kd

{
Mk −

Mk−1∑

m=0

P(Y k ≤ m | ∆d = δds )

}

=
∑

k∈Kd

{
Mk −

Mk−1∑

m=0

Φ
(
ak(δk,m+1 − δds )

)}

(7)

For each subdimension, the estimated stage transition parameters (δ̂ds )s=2,...,S are on the

same continuum ∆d as the impairment threshold (δ̂k,m)m=1,...,Mk−1 of item-k (k ∈ Kd). They

can thus serve as a clinical anchor for item impairment description, as illustrated in Figure 1.

By convention, δd1 = −∞ and δdS+1 = +∞.

3.4 Step 4 - Selecting: Selection of the most informative items by

disease stage

With Step 3, the sequence of item impairment is anchored onto the clinical stages. This helps

contrasting each subdimension evolution along the clinical progression. With Step 4, we aim

to better understand what are the dominating items at each clinical stage to ultimately select

the most informative ones for clinical monitoring.

The contribution of an item along a subdimension continuum can be quantified by the Fisher

information function [13]. For each item k (k ∈ Kd) contributing to subdimension d (d=1,...,D),

the item probability at a given subdimension level is P(Y k | ∆) =
Mk∏

m=0

P k
m(∆)1Y k=m with P k

m(∆)

defined in Equation (2). The Fisher information corresponds to the second derivative of this

item probability. Following Baker et al. [2004] [2] (chapter 8), it can be written:

Ik(∆) = −E
[

∂2

∂∆2
logP(Y k | ∆)

]
= −

Mk∑

m=0

P k
m(∆)

∂2

∂∆2
logP k

m(∆) (8)

The total information carried by an item is computed by the integral over the underlying

subdimension. To specifically quantify the information carried by item k at a certain disease

stage s (s = 1, ..., S), we integrate the Fisher information function Ik(∆) over the interval

[δ̂ds ; δ̂ds+1] corresponding to the transition thresholds for clinical stage-s estimated in Step 3

(Equation (6)).

The stage-s specific subdimension-d information carried by item-k is:

Iks =

∫ δ̂ds+1

δ̂ds

Ik(∆)d∆

=
Mk∑

m=0

{∫ δ̂ds+1

δ̂ds

P k′
m (∆)2

P k
m(∆)

d∆−
(
P k′
m (δ̂ds+1)− P k′

m (δ̂ds )
)} (9)
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with P k′
m (∆) =

∂

∂∆
P k
m(∆) = −âkϕ

(
âk(δ̂k,m+1 −∆)

)
+ âkϕ

(
âk(δ̂k,m −∆)

)
and ϕ(.) the

Gaussian density function.

In fine, by denoting Is =
∑

k∈Kd

Iks the total information carried by the items of subdimension d

at stage s, the percentage of stage-s information carried by each item-k given by Ik%s =
Iks
Is

×100

can be used to rank the items within each stage, and to identify the most informative items

across disease stages, as illustrated in Figure 1.

4 Application to MSA

We illustrate the implementation of the 4S method to describe the progression of MSA accord-

ing to the items of UMSARS-I and UMSARS-II subscales repeatedly collected over follow-up

in FMSA cohort until censoring or death. The UMSARS scale is widely used to monitor MSA

patients. It was validated on a subsample of 40 patients and combines parkinsonian and cere-

bellar aspects of the disease [25]. Describing MSA evolution through UMSARS could prove

useful to enhance knowledge on MSA progression according to patient profiles.

4.1 Demographics

The sequential selection of the analytical samples leveraged at each step is displayed in Sup-

plementary Figure S1. The full analytical sample, leveraged in Step 1, comprised all the visits

with at least one item filled out of the 26 items from UMSARS-I and UMSARS-II subscales,

representing 2262 observations for 731 patients. For step 2, we removed the observations with

missing data on covariates at entry listed in Section 2 and observations without at least one

item filled per subdimension identified from step 1, representing 2237 observations for 726 pa-

tients. For step 3, we additionally removed observations with missing data on the level of

disability (UMSARS-IV) and without at least 75% of the items collected per identified sub-

dimension (threshold chosen to ensure the consistency of the sum-score), representing 2164

observations for 719 patients. Step 4 did not involve any sample selection as it only relies on

model estimations from steps 2 and 3.

Step 2 analytical sample is described in Supplementary Table S1. Among the 726 patients,

the mean length of follow-up was 2.0 years (1.9, 1.5, 2.3 years among dead, dropped out and

administratively censored, respectively) for a maximum follow-up time of 12.8 years, and a

mean of 3.1 visits per patient. The sample was balanced in sex (47.5% male) and hospital

(52.6% in Bordeaux). On average, patients were 60.6 years old at symptom onset and 65.0

years old upon cohort entry, with an average delay since symptom onset around 4.4 years at

entry. Patients were mostly diagnosed with predominant parkinsonism (67.9%) and probable

certainty (76.6%). Upon disease onset, 13.2% patients exhibited dysautonomic symptoms only,

and 29.3% presented both dysautonomic and motor symptoms (15.7% reported hypotension

as a first symptom). At cohort entry, patients were already affected, scoring on average 21.6

out of 48 on the UMSARS-I subscale and 23.6 out of 56 on the UMSARS-II subscale. Most

patients were at early disease stages with 19.7% at stage I, 43.7% at stage II, 19.1% at stage
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III, 16.1% at stage IV, and 1.4% at stage V. During follow-up, 452 (62.3%) patients died and

105 (14.4%) dropped out of the cohort.

4.2 Step 1: Identification of UMSARS-I and -II subdimensions

The structuring into subdimensions was achieved by applying the PROMIS methodology on 50

random subsamples of 731 observations each, corresponding to one randomly selected visit per

patient. The 50 replicated EFAs consistently led to a structure of 3 clinically meaningful sub-

dimensions (Figure 2) with a functional subdimension assessed by 14 items primarily from the

UMSARS-I subscale, and a cerebellar and a parkinsonian subdimensions seemingly capturing

the subsyndromes of MSA with 5 and 6 items from the UMSARS-II subscale, respectively. No-

tably, item I.9 (orthostatic symptoms) constantly contributed poorly to all subdimensions with

loadings lower than 0.3, so that this item was removed from the analysis. As shown in Figure

2, most items consistently contributed to the same subdimension across replicates, with excep-

tions for items II.1 (facial expression), II.12. (posture), and II.14. (gait). These items were

assigned to the most contributing subdimension, based on higher mean loadings for the first

two and after clinical consultation for the last one. This final structure into 3 subdimensions

demonstrated a strong fit in CFA, meeting the PROMIS statistical criteria (Web supplemen-

tary Table S2). Residual correlations were observed between item II.6 and items II.3 (-0.231 in

mean; <-0.200 for 47 replicates) and II.1 (0.234 in mean; >0.200 for 15 replicates). Given these

correlations remained moderate or the concerned items were not allocated to the same subdi-

mension, the items were retained in the analyses. Visual checking of increasing monotonicity

was conducted on some replicates (Supplementary Figure S2) and was validated with caution

on items I.11 (sexual function) from the functional subdimension as it systematically exhibited

high levels, and II.4 (tremor at rest) from the parkinsonian subdimension as it displayed low

levels and a modest progression. All items passed the inspection.

4.3 Step 2: Item trajectories and sequences, and modulating factors

Each subdimension trajectory was modeled using a natural cubic spline function of time with

two internal knots chosen at the tertiles of the measurement times (0.367,1.993 years) and

boundary knots chosen at 0 and at the 95 percentile of the visit times (i.e., 5.75 years). This

specification, that included a random effect on each spline function, was selected by Akaike

Information Criterion (AIC) after testing different functions of time (among linear, quadratic,

splines with knots at different locations). Trajectories were regressed with simple effects of

covariates of interest, including delay since symptom onset, sex, subtype, diagnosis certainty,

age, first symptom nature, and presence of hypotension at disease onset. Aditionnally, for the

functional subdimension, an interaction effect between sex and subtype was added. The com-

peting risks of dropout and death-prior-to-dropout were simultaneously described according to

the current value of the subdimension process assuming splines (with knots at quantiles of event

times (0, 1, 2.271, 3.963, and 12.77 years)) and Weibull baseline risk functions, respectively.

The predicted items progressions over time in each subdimension are plotted for a reference

profile (male patient, diagnosed with probable MSA-P, aged 65 years old and without delay
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since symptom onset at inclusion, with motor impairment as first symptoms and no hypoten-

sion at disease onset) in Figure 4 (with trajectories in panel A and spider plots in panel B). The

fixed effect estimates of the JLPM are reported in Supplementary Table S3. All three subdi-

mensions are already partially affected at entry, with all item mean levels around or above level

1 (first degree of impairment) for the reference profile. In the functional subdimension, item

I.11 (sexual function) is already highly impaired with mean level 3 at entry and highest level 4

(”no sexual activity possible”) reached rapidly. All the items within functional subdimension

deteriorate rapidly over the 4 first years of follow-up. Item I.12 (bowel function) displays a

slightly slower degradation compared to others, surpassing level 3 after 5 or 6 years since entry.

In the cerebellar subdimension, items II.9 (leg agility) and II.13 (body sway) progress rapidly

to level 3 within 4 years after entry. Items II.5 (action tremor) and II.10 (heel-knee-shin test)

start both at level 1 at entry, with II.10 progressing more rapidly. In contrast, items II.3 (ocular

motor dysfunction) and II.5 (tremor at rest) exhibit slower progression. For the parkinsonian

subdimension, items II.7 (rapid alternating movements of hands) and II.8 (finger taps) degrade

rapidly with a mean level 2 (”moderate impairment”) at entry in the cohort, and reaching level

3 within 3 years after entry. Similarly, items II.1 (facial expression), II.6 (increased tone), and

II.12 (posture) progress swiftly with the same evolution and entry level above 1. In contrast,

item II.4 (tremor at rest) is the slowest evolving item, starting below level 1 and without reach-

ing level 2 after 8 years of follow-up.

The sequences of impairments in the three subdimensions are displayed in Figure 5 along

with covariate intensity of effect. The subdimension levels of impairment differ among patient

profiles. As expected, impairment of the cerebellar and parkinsonian subdimensions differ sig-

nificantly between MSA subtypes, with aggravated impairment of the cerebellar subdimension

for MSA-C patients (p < 0.001) and of the parkinsonian subdimension for MSA-P patients

(p < 0.001), while the functional subdimension is less influenced by this covariate (p = 0.033).

Overall, subdimensions’ impairment is more severe in patients with longer delay since symp-

tom onset, females, with probable diagnosis, and older. Patients diagnosed solely with motor

symptoms also appeared more impaired compared to patients diagnosed with dysautonomic

symptoms or both. The presence of hypotension as a first symptom was associated with higher

functional impairment and lower parkinsonian impairment. Impairment differences according

to sex and subtype are given in Web Supplementary Figure S3.

4.4 Step 3: anchoring on MSA disease stages

In order to anchor the items onto the MSA disease stages, we estimated for each subdimension

the JLPM considering the subdimension sum-score and the MSA stage. In case of missing items

at a visit not exceeding 25%, the sum score was computed proportionally to the available items.

This led to a sample of 719 subjects with a total of 2164 visits. The latent process underlying

the two variables was modeled with a natural cubic spline function of time with three internal

knots chosen at quartiles of visit times (0.805, 1.591, 3.047 years) and the same boundary knots

as in step 2. As in Step 2, the competing risks of dropout and death-prior-to-dropout were

described with a splines and a Weibull baseline risk functions respectively, and adjusted on the

current value of the common process. No further adjustment on covariate was considered here.
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Once the model estimated, the sequence of stage transitions was projected along each sub-

dimension as shown in Figure 5. By the end of MSA stage I, most items have transitioned

in mean from no impairment (level 0) to slightly impaired (level 1) except items I.8 (falling),

II.11 (arising from chair), and II.4 (tremor at rest). By the end of stage I, item I.11 (sexual

function) has already reached the maximum impairment level, and items I.10 (urinary function)

and II.9 (leg agility) have reached level 2. Most items then gradually impair during stages II,

III, IV with the maximum level reached by the end of stage IV. Only a few items reach their

maximum impairment during the final stage V: 3 items over 14 in Functional subdimension

(I.2 swallowing, I.10 urinary disorders, and I.12 bowel function), 2 items over 5 in Cerebellar

subdimension (II.3 ocular motor dysfunction and II.5 action tremor) and only 1 item over 6 in

Parkinsonian subdimension (II.4 tremor at rest).

4.5 Step 4: the most informative items over MSA course

The percentage of subdimension information carried by each item at the different MSA stages

is displayed in Figure 6 and ranked in Supplementary Table S4. Compared to the four first

stages, stage V carried very little information in any subdimension and was hardly interpretable.

Consequently, the most informative items were solely identified from the first four stages.

For the functional subdimension, items I.4 (cutting food and handling ustensils), I.5 (dress-

ing), I.6 (hygiene), I.7 (walking), and II.14 (gait) carried together more than 60% of information

at stage I. Adding item II.11 (arising from chair), the six items then collectively carried 76.5%,

76.5%, and 72.3% at stages II, III, and IV, respectively. On contrary and as expected from the

previous results, items I.10 (urinary function), I.11 (sexual function), and I.12 (bowel function)

brought negligible information on the subdimension, each contributing less than 4%.

For the cerebellar subdimension, item II.13 (body sway) concentrated a considerable amount

of information over the four first stages with 31.2%, 45.9%, 45.8%, and 36.8%, respectively. Item

II.9 (leg agility) carried most information at stage I with 36.6% information. Then, both items

II.9 and II.10 (heel-knee-shin test) carried equivalent information, around 20% each, to stages

II to IV.

For the parkinsonian subdimension, items II.7 (rapid movements of hands) and II.8 (finger

taps) are the most informative items across stages with 72.6% of combined information at

stage I, and over 40% at stages II to IV. In stages II to IV, these two items plus items II.1

(facial expression) and II.6 (increased tone) contributed roughly equally, around 20% each. As

anticipated, item II.4 (tremor at rest) carried very little information, accounting for less than

2%.

5 Discussion

With the 4S method, we established a full strategy of analysis for repeated items stemmed from

a measurement scale which includes the structuration into subdimensions, their description over

time according to covariates, and the understanding of their involvement at each clinical stage of

the disease. The 4S method is accompanied by an umbrella of graphical tools to help summarize
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these complex multivariate multidimensional and repeated data, as illustrated in the MSA.

Applied to the FMSA cohort, the 4S method highlighted 3 distinct subdimensions of impair-

ments measured in the UMSARS-I and II scales, with varying progression rates and modulating

factors over the disease course. The method also underlined that the magnitude of information

carried by each item varied across items and across disease stages, giving key manifestations

for clinicians to monitor patients during follow-up and to be potentially assessed as endpoints

in therapeutic clinical trials.

The analysis of measurement scales has largely spread in psychometrics pointing the im-

portance to interpret data derived from scales at the item level, rather than at the sum-scores

summary level. Two main additional challenges well-known in biostatistics to adapt to the real-

ity of health studies are that visits can be scheduled at irregular timings and that the observation

process can be interrupted by events during the follow-up inducing informative dropout. In ad-

dition, in analyses based on latent variables, the values are not directly interpretable and needs

to be anchored according to disease course. The proposed strategy meets these challenges com-

bining psychometric techniques from measure theory with mixed and joint modeling techniques

from biometrics. For the sake of reproducibility, a step-by-step R script illustrating the 4S

method on a fictive example is available at https://github.com/TiphaineSAULNIER/4StepStrategy.

Although initially motivated by the study of clinical evaluations in neurodegenerative dis-

eases, the 4S method applies in various other health areas in which PRO and CRO become

increasingly available. Examples include clinical assessments in psychiatric disorders for in-

stance, and health-related quality-of-life (Hr-QoL) in most chronic diseases (e.g., cancer) [3].

The application of the 4S method to Hr-QoL in MSA patients led for instance to a mind map

for helping clinicians in the management of QoL-related impairments during the disease course

[22].

The 4S method should however be used with caution keeping some limitations in mind.

The structuring in Step 1 hinges on multiple decisions (choice of the number of subdimensions,

assignment of items to subdimensions, removal of redundant or irrelevant items) and is confined

to the items listed in the measurement scale studied. In its current version, the 4S strategy

assigns each item to a single subdimension. We leave for future research the possibility of

assigning an item to multiple subdimensions [14, 7]. In the Steps 2-Sequencing and 3-Staging,

each subdimension is modeled using parametric JLPMs. These models require an adequate

specification (time functions, baseline risk functions, adjustment for covariate) in regards to

the goodness-of fit of the data. Such steps are currently carried out independently across

subdimensions. A multidimensional JLPM simultaneously modeling all the subdimensions

along with the competing events could be of interest but it would require statistical and software

development, and induce numerical challenges. Finally, by relying on a sequential strategy,

uncertainty around estimated parameters could propagate along the steps. We did not account

for such uncertainty so far in the reported results. However, as in any multiple stage analysis,

the uncertainty could be addressed using parametric bootstrap, albeit at the cost of extensive

computational time.

In conclusion, the 4S method offers a comprehensive strategy for the longitudinal analysis

of data derived from measurement scales using innovative statistical models and providing a
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panel of graphical tools for interpretation. This approach could prove useful in multiple health

contexts that leverage patient or clinical reported outcomes over time, ultimately enhancing

disease knowledge.
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Figure 1: 4S method mnemonic scheme with Step 1 - Structuring, the identification of
the subdimensions of the scale (section 3.1), Step 2 - Sequencing, the description of items’
impairment sequence and associated factors (section 3.2), Step 3 - Staging, the contrast of
item impairment hierarchy with disease stages (section 3.3), and Step 4 - Selecting, the
selection of the most informative items by disease stages (section 3.4). The scheme illustrates
the 4S method for a fictive scale composed of 8 items with 2 underlying subdimensions.
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Figure 2: Structuration of UMSARS-I and -II items into subdimensions across 50
random replicates.
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Figure 3: Schematic diagrams of the structures of joint models used in Step 2 (A.) and
in Step 3 (B.).

d-subdimension process

∆𝒅

item 1

𝐘𝟏
Item K

𝐘𝑲
Item k

𝐘𝒌… … Event(s)

time covariatesrandom effects

linear mixed
structural model

cumulative probit
measurement models

proportional hazard
survival model(s)

longitudinal submodel survival submodel

A.

common process

𝛀𝒅

sum score
ത𝐘𝒅

stage

𝐘𝑺

time covariatesrandom effects

linear mixed
structural model

cumulative probit
measurement model

proportional hazard
survival model(s)

curvilinear
measurement model

longitudinal submodel

B.

Event(s)

survival submodel

17



Figure 4: Progression of UMSARS-I and -II items over time predicted by the JLPMs
per subdimension (functional, cerebellar, parkinsonian) : mean item trajectories over years in
the cohort (panel A.) and spider plot of item impairment over years (panel B.). In panel
B, the darker the color the later the time in the study, and the more central the higher the
impairment. Predictions are computed for the reference profile: a male patient, diagnosed with
probable MSA-P, aged 65 years old and without delay since symptom onset at inclusion, with
motor impairment as first symptoms and no hypotension at disease onset.
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Figure 5: Sequence of item impairments according to MSA stages for each subdi-
mension, and corresponding intensity of covariate association. Each graph reports the
item’s degradation according to the underlying subdimension continuum, along with the pro-
jection of the five MSA disease stage transitions. Graphs present the item impairment hierarchy
for the reference profile: a male patient, diagnosed with probable MSA-P, aged 65 years old
and without delay since symptom onset at inclusion, with motor impairment as first symptoms
and no hypotension at disease onset. The intensity of effect of each covariate is indicated by
the horizontal black bar with the corresponding p-value of the Wald test.
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Figure 6: Percentage of information carried by the items of each subdimension in
the five MSA disease stages. The total information in each MSA disease stage is reported
with a grey bar plot.
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Appendix 1: Details on Step 1 - Structuring

This appendix details the criteria recommended in the PROMIS strategy to assess unidimen-

sionality, conditional independence, and increasing monotonicity [21].

Unidimensionality : An explanatory factorial analysis (EFA) is performed on all items to

identify underlying subdimensions measured by the scale. The optimal number of subdimen-

sions can be determined dressing the scree plot of the successive eigenvalues and chosen either

as the largest number of factors with successive eigenvalues greater than value 1, or according to

the Kaiser criterion. Items are assigned to the subdimension they contribute the most based on

factor loadings resulting from the polychoric correlation matrix and representating the strength

of association between the items and the latent traits. If the higher loading of an item is lower

than 0.3, its contribution is considered too insufficient to be assigned to any subdimension. At

this stage, one EFA can be performed per subdimension to ensure only one latent factor is

highlighted. A confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA) is performed on identified subdimensions

to evaluate the model fit. According to Reeve et al. (2007), the model fit is considered sufficient

if the following criteria are satisfied: comparative fit index (CFI) > 0.95, Tucker Lewis index

(TLI) > 0.95, root means square error of approximation (RMSEA) < 0.06, and standardized

root mean square residual (SRMR) < 0.08. CFI and TLI assess the fit between the estimated

model and a null model assuming all items are uncorrelated. RMSEA and SRMR assess the fit

between the estimated model and the observed data.

Conditional independence : The correlation matrix between the CFA predicted values

and the observations is reported to identify residual correlation. Reeve et al. (2007) con-

sider two items are highly correlated if their residual correlation exceeds 0.2. In case the two

correlated items are assigned to the same subdimension, one of them should be removed, as

considered as redundant.

Increasing monotonicity : The monotonicity is visually inspected for each item by plot-

ting the mean item levels by decile of the rest-score of the assigned subdimension (i.e., sum-score

of all the other items from the subdimension except this one), or the item higher-level proba-

bilities by decile of the rest-score. Reeve et al. (2007) recommend to visually check that the

curves are consistently increasing or at least constant. Given the consistency of results across

replicates, it’s acceptable to verify this assumption on a subset of replicates only.

Step 1 - Structuring analyses can be performed with R. A replicable script is available at

https://github.com/TiphaineSAULNIER/4StepStrategy.
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Figure S1: Flowchart of MSA sample selection. Patients without any completed
UMSARS-I and UMSARS-II subscales were excluded from the analyses. Depending on the
step-specific requirements, the analytical sample varies across the four steps. For Step 2 - Se-
quencing, patients with missing values for at least one covariate of interest (among delay since
symptom onset, sex, subtype, diagnosis certainty, age, first symptom nature, and hypotension
at disease onset), and observations without at least one item completed per identified subdi-
mension were excluded. For Step 3 - Staging, observations without MSA stages (UMSARS-IV)
or without at least 75% of the items completed per identified subdimension were excluded. Step
4 - Selecting only relies on model estimations from steps 2 and 3, not on data directly.

2329 observations
732 patients

2260 observations
729 patients

Missing covariates
2 observations (2 patients)

Did not fill in at least one item
per identified subdimension

23 observations

2237 observations
726 patients

2262 observations
731 patients

No UMSARS-I and -II questionnaire
67 observations (62 patients)

2205 observations
725 patients

No UMSARS-IV
32 observations (1 patient)

Less than 75% of the items collected
per identified subdimension

41 observations (6 patients)

2164 observations
719 patients

STEP 2 sample

STEP 3 sample

STEP 1 sample
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Table S1: Description of the MSA sample (from Step 2 - Sequencing) at inclusion
and during follow-up (N=726).

Characteristics N (%) mean ± sd
At inclusion
Sex male (vs female) 345 (47.5)
Centre Bordeaux (vs Toulouse) 382 (52.6)
Subtype MSA-P (vs MSA-C) 493 (67.9)
Certainty Probable (vs Possible) 556 (76.6)
First symptom nature
Motor 417 (57.4)
Dysautonomic 96 (13.2)
Both 213 (29.3)

Hypotension among first symptoms 114 (15.7)
Age at symptom onset 60.6 ± 8.3
Age at study inclusion 65.0 ± 8.1
Delay since symptom onset 4.4 ± 2.4
UMSARS subscales
Sum score for Part I (out of 48) (n=698) 21.6 ± 7.7
Sum score for Part II (out of 56) (n=704) 23.6 ± 8.6

PROMIS-identified UMSARS-I and -II subdimensions
Sum score for functional (out of 56) (n=695) 25.8 ± 9.8
Sum score for cerebellar (out of 20) (n=704) 8.6 ± 3.3
Sum score for parkinsonian (out of 24) (n=706) 9.7 ± 4.3

UMSARS Part IV handicap degree (n=702)
Completely independent (stage I) 138 (19.7)
Not completely independent (stage II) 307 (43.7)
More dependent (stage III) 134 (19.1)
Very dependent (stage IV) 113 (16.1)
Totally dependent (stage V) 10 (1.4)

During follow up
Visits 2237
Visits per patient 3.1 ± 2.3
Years of follow-up 2.0 ± 2.2
Dropouts 105 (14.4)
Deaths 452 (62.3)

Table S2: CFA criteria fit for MSA application in Step 1 - Structuring to evaluate
the reliability of UMSARS-I and -II structured in functional, cerebellar, and parkinsonian
subdimensions (more details about criteria can be found in Appendix 1).

Criteria CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Mean value over replicates 0.989 ± 0.0017 0.988 ± 0.0019 0.099 ± 0.0075 0.065 ± 0.0039
Recommended thresholds > 0.95 > 0.95 < 0.06 < 0.08
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Figure S2: Item higher-level probabilities and mean response according to the allo-
cated subdimension rest score for visual checking of the item monotonicity in the randomly
selected replicate 49/50. The colored curves represent the observed probabilities of response
according to the allocated subdimension rest score, with the gradient color corresponding to
increasing level, from the lightest color for the probability of a level equal or higher than 1, to
the darkest color for the probability of a level equal to 4. The dotted black curve represents
the observed mean level according to the allocated subdimension rest score.
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Table S3: Estimates of the JLPMs for the MSA application in Step 2 - Sequencing
to describe functional, cerebellar, and parkinsonian subdimension sequences. For a sake of
readability, parameters from the measurement submodels and random-effect parameters from
the structural submodels are not listed.
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Figure S3: Comparison of the progression of UMSARS-I and -II items according
to sex and subtype. Are reported the mean item levels predicted by a JLPM for each
subdimension and at different years from entry. The darker colors indicate later time points
and the graph center represent the maximum level of impairment. Predictions are displayed in
the order: man with MSA-P, man with MSA-C, female with MSA-P, and female with MSA-C.
Other factors are fixed to the reference profile: patient aged 65 years old and without delay since
symptom onset at inclusion, with motor impairment as first symptoms and no hypotension at
disease onset.
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Table S4: Ranking of UMSARS-I and -II items per subdimension for the five MSA
disease stages according to the item-specific Fisher information carried. Info % is
the percentage of Fisher information carried by the item, and Cum Info % is the cumulative
percentage of Fisher information carried by the item and the most informative ones.
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