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Abstract

Clinical trials are the gold standard for assessing the effec-
tiveness and safety of drugs for treating diseases. Given
the vast design space of drug molecules, elevated financial
cost, and multi-year timeline of these trials, research on
clinical trial outcome prediction has gained immense trac-
tion. Accurate predictions must leverage data of diverse
modes such as drug molecules, target diseases, and eligibil-
ity criteria to infer successes and failures. Previous Deep
Learning approaches for this task, such as HINT, often re-
quire wet lab data from synthesized molecules and/or rely
on prior knowledge to encode interactions as part of the
model architecture. To address these limitations, we propose
a light-weight attention-based model, MEXA-CTP, to inte-
grate readily-available multi-modal data and generate effec-
tive representations via specialized modules dubbed “mode
experts”, while avoiding human biases in model design. We
optimize MEXA-CTP with the Cauchy loss to capture rel-
evant interactions across modes. Our experiments on the
Trial Outcome Prediction (TOP) benchmark demonstrate
that MEXA-CTP improves upon existing approaches by, re-
spectively, up to 11.3% in F1 score, 12.2% in PR-AUC, and
2.5% in ROC-AUC, compared to HINT. Ablation studies are
provided to quantify the effectiveness of each component in
our proposed method. Code can be downloaded from
github.com/murai-lab/MEXA-CTP.

Keywords: Clinical Trial Outcome Predic-
tion, Multi-modal Data Fusion, Mode FEzxpert,
Representation Learning.

1 Introduction

Despite the persistent challenges in clinical trial success,
the increasing availability of historical data on clinical
trials and extensive knowledge about both approved and
failed drugs presents a unique opportunity. Leveraging
machine learning/deep learning during the design stages
of trials could significantly enhance our ability to pre-
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Figure 1: (Left) Recent work [6] requires wet lab data
acquisition for pre-training drug encoders; uses human-
designed connections to capture cross-domain interac-
tions. (Right) MEXA-CTP generates domain-specific
rich embeddings, filters out irrelevant information, and
extracts cross-domain interactions via mode experts.

dict their likelihood of success. This potential comes at
a crucial time, as clinical trials, essential for new drug
development, face significant challenges including high
costs [23], lengthy timelines [18], and a low probabil-
ity of success, often due to the difficulty of meeting the
desired criteria [16,20]. Accurate clinical trial outcome
prediction has the potential to shift resources towards
trials with a greater chance of positive outcomes, signif-
icantly optimizing the drug development landscape.
Numerous prior efforts have been made to predict
clinical trial outcomes and improve trial results, includ-
ing using EEG measurements to identify biomarkers of
efficacy, monitor treatment effects in real-time [2], pre-
dicting drug toxicity from molecular properties [10], and
leveraging phase II results to forecast phase III out-
comes [21]. In the past years, there has been height-
ened focus on the broader objective of creating a uni-
versal method for predicting trial results across various
diseases. A very recent method titled Hierarchical IN-
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teraction Network (HINT) [6] takes this one step further
by incorporating a wide range of multimodal data, in-
cluding drug molecules, disease information, trial proto-
cols (i.e., inclusion/exclusion criteria) and wet lab data
(pharmacokinetics properties of drugs: absorption, dis-
tribution, metabolism, excretion, and toxicity), com-
bined through graph neural networks to synthesize and
predict outcomes. However, these pioneering models
face limitations that hinder their broader applicability
in accurately forecasting trial results.
Limitations of State-of-the-Art Approaches.
Some prior works aiming to design models for clinical
trial outcome prediction rely on biomedical knowledge
graphs (BKGs) [3] representing the relationship between
various biomedical entities. However, it is challenging
to incorporate BKGs into clinical trial outcome predic-
tions since public repositories cannot keep up with new
discoveries in the literature [15], contain uncertain rela-
tions and have almost no information on rare diseases.
This has severely limited the applications of BKGs to
specific diseases, such as COVID-19 [11]. In contrast,
more general models do not make use of BKGs. Among
those, HINT [6] (Fig. 1 (Left)) achieves state-of-the-art
performance on the Trial Outcome Prediction (TOP)
benchmark. Nevertheless, it has three key limitations:

e Paragraph-level Embedding Limitations. HINT uti-
lizes paragraph-level embeddings to encode trial pro-
tocols. However, this approach does not distinguish
between inclusion and exclusion criteria (which re-
spectively specify characteristics that subject must
and cannot have to be eligible to participate), poten-
tially confusing the model about the trial’s require-
ments. Additionally, HINT relies on the combina-
tion of Clinical BERT [14] and sliding window [9], thus
overlooking subtle nuances and interconnections be-
tween sentences within a paragraph, potentially miss-
ing critical information.

e Reliance on hard-to-acquire data. Drug molecules are
represented through their estimated pharmacokinet-
ics properties (absorption, distribution, metabolism,
excretion and toxicity) using a pre-trained model [5].
However, this approach is hindered by the need for ex-
tensive wet lab data to label these pharmacokinetics
properties, which is expensive to acquire and unavail-
able for molecules that have not yet been synthesized.
Additionally, when new drugs becomes available over
time, the pretrained model requires retraining to in-
corporate this new knowledge.

e Human biases in neural network design. Designing
neural networks by connecting their modules based
on human intuition regarding what they represent
and how they should interact is a widely common
approach [6,8,27]. Yet, this practice can limit the

network’s capacity to accurately represent complex
relationships within data. Furthermore, it can poten-
tially enforce human biases in the model, ultimately
undermining its performance.

Our Approach. We introduce a pioneering ap-

proach titled Mode Experts Cross-Attention for Clinical

Trial Outcome Prediction (MEXA-CTP) — illustrated

in Fig. 1 (Right). MEXA-CTP leverages the Cauchy

loss [19] during optimization, so that the resulting model
can use masked cross-attention to selectively com-
bine rich representations extracted via modality-specific
modules (referred as mode experts), thus incorporat-
ing data representing drug molecules, disease informa-
tion, and trial protocols in a holistic way. Additionally,
MEXA-CTP employs a normalized temperature-scaled
cross-entropy (NT-Xent) [24] loss to further refine the
knowledge captured in the learned representations, cul-
minating in a robust model capable of leveraging cross-
domain information. The proposed method outper-
forms the current state-of-the-art results on the Trial

Outcome Prediction (TOP) benchmark while circum-

venting the dependence on hard-to-use or expensive-to-

acquire data such as BKGs and wet lab data. Owur
main contributions are:

e We introduce MEXA-CTP, a new method that in-
tegrates multi-modal data based on the concept
of mode experts, and is optimized with Cauchy
and contrastive losses to capture the relevant drug-
disease, drug-protocol, and disease-protocol interac-
tions, without resorting to hand-crafted structures.

e We evaluate MEXA-CTP against several baselines
including the SOTA method, HINT [6], using real
world data from phase I, II and III clinical trials.
MEXA-CTP yields up to 11.3%, 12.2% and 2.5% of
improvement respectively in terms of F1, PR-AUC,
and ROC-AUC compared with HINT.

e We conduct a case study and an ablation study to
demonstrate the contribution of key components of
MEXA-CTP to its prediction power.

2 Definitions and Notation

Before introducing MEXA-CTP, we formally define the
key components of a (drug-based) clinical trial along
with the notation used in this paper.

DEFINITION 1. Drug Molecule refers to a specific
category of pharmaceutical compounds and chemical
substances designed to produce pharmacological effects
on a target disease. We denote drug molecules without



considering the quantities or percentuals' by

21) MY = {m m§ o om$ Y e LN,

where mgj);i € [1..M;] is an active pharmaceutical
ingredient (encoded using SMILES representation) of
the pharmaceutical compound in clinical trial j.

DEFINITION 2. Target Diseases are coded using the
ICD-10 (International Classification of Diseases, 10™
revision) system, which provides a hierarchical structure
for categorizing diseases based on their characteristics.
We denote the set of target diseases as

22) DY ={d? ., dP} je1.N],
where dl(-j);i € [1..D;] is an ICD-10 diagnosis code in
clinical trial j.

DEeFINITION 3. Eligibility Criteria, subdivided in in-
clusion and exclusion criteria, are the specific require-
ments that individuals must meet to participate in a clin-
ical trial (e.g., age, gender, presence/absence of certain
medical conditions, etc). Both are usually specified as
a bulleted list of textual statements. The former con-
tains those that must be simultaneously satisfied (AND
operator), whereas the latter contains all those that a
participator cannot have (OR operator). These criteria
are respectively denoted by

1cV) .= {icgj)7icgj), e ,ic%)j}7

(2.3) ) , , .
ECWY) IZ{GC(IJ),ecé]), e ’ecg()jj};j € [1..N],
where IC(j), ECY) are, respectively, the statement-level
inclusion and exclusion criteria in clinical trial j, with
cardinalities 1C; and EC;.

DEFINITION 4. Clinical Trial is the process of testing
one or more drug molecules on a group of eligible
participants to determine its safety or its efficacy in
treating a disease. The information regarding a clinical
trial j prior to its roll-out is denoted by

(2.4) X0 .= (MU DD Oy, je[1.N],

where N is the total number of clinical trials in the
dataset.

DEFINITION 5. (ML-based) Clinical Trial Out-
come Prediction consists of learning a model [ pa-
rameterized by 6 which outputs a prediction

(2.5) 9V = f(x9,0);  je[1.N],
TIn clinical trial data, ingredients’ quantities or percentuals are

not always informed [25], as the main focus is on the presence of
molecules relevant to the study.

for the true outcome of trial j, which is typically a
binary label y). A positive outcome 3) = 1 indicates
that the drug was effective or safe, and a negative
outcome y) = 0 indicates otherwise.

In order to attain good performance, the model
must learn good representations for drug molecules,
target diseases, and eligibility criteria, and capture
complex relationships among these factors.

3 Proposed Method

To tackle the limitations of the existing techniques, we
introduce MEXA-CTP. It consists of the following four
stages (see Fig. 2). Stage 1: The encoding module
leverages modern, publicly-available encoders to extract
raw representations for data from each mode (i.e., drug,
disease, and eligibility criteria). Stage 2: The knowl-
edge embedding module learns how to extract deep
features from each mode utilizing the multi-head self-
attention mechanism. Stage 3: The mode experts
module learns how to capture interactions between
drug-disease, drug-criteria, and disease-criteria pairs in
a self-supervised fashion. Stage 4: The knowledge
compensation module fuses all the information pro-
vided by the mode experts to predict the outcome of
the clinical trial. Below we provide additional details.

3.1 Stage 1: Encoding Module. This module pro-
cesses data from multiple modalities/modes, including
drug molecules, disease information and eligibility crite-
ria. Specifically, we utilize DeepChem [22] to transform
drug molecules, represented as SMILES strings, into
drug molecules embeddings, IcCDCODEX? to map ICD-10
codes to target diseases embeddings, and BioBERT [17]
to generate separate embeddings for the statement-level
inclusion and exclusion criteria. We denote these ini-
tial embeddings respectively by U ), Upw), Urcw) and
Ugcty. Details can be found in appendix A. This ap-
proach enables us to capture the diverse aspects of the
input data and extract meaningful representations for
downstream tasks in clinical trial outcome prediction.

3.2 Stage 2: Knowledge Embedding Module.
This module enriches the information within each
mode, contributing to more meaningful representa-
tions. By leveraging mode-specific knowledge and inter-
relationships, this module enhances the overall under-
standing of drug molecules, disease information, and
eligibility criteria. For drug molecules and target dis-
eases, we utilize multi-layer transformer encoders to get
enriched drug molecules embeddings ULW and target
diseases embeddings Ugm separately. However, for in-

Zhttps://github.com/icd-codex/icd-codex
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Figure 2: (Left) MEXA-CTP model comprises four stages (from bottom to top): (i) Encoding Modules generate
initial embeddings for each mode, (ii) Knowledge Embedding Models further enrich the information, (iii) Mode

Experts capture relationships between different modes,
interactions. (Top Right) Example of how two mode
disease domains; u, s and ¢ indicate single tokens from

and (iv) Knowledge Compensation Module enhances the
experts interact to fuse information from molecule and
the token set. (Bottom Right) We use a residual network

for final outcome prediction. Further details are provided in Section 3.

clusion and exclusion criteria, they originate from highly
structured text inputs. By accounting for the statement
order, the model can better prioritize and interpret the
information in the text. To capture the statement order
as a key feature, we enhance the model by adding sinu-
soidal positional embeddings to the statements’ embed-
dings. We utilize a multi-layer transformer encoder with
a siamese design [4] to capture information from both
inclusion and exclusion criteria to get U;& ;) and Ugc( Y
Last, we concatenate the outputs of the inclusion and
exclusion criteria to get the enriched embedding of el-
igibility criteria UJ ;) = CONCATENATE(U, ), Ut ii))-
Details can be found in appendix B.

3.3 Stage 3: Mode Experts Module . We model
interactions between drug-disease, drug-criteria, and
disease-criteria pairs using three mode experts. Each
mode expert performs two main functions: (i) the
token selection function chooses essential output tokens
to serve as queries for constructing interactions with
other mode experts, and (ii) the cross-attention function
generates values and keys from source tokens S to
respond to queries based on target tokens T from
other mode experts, thereby accounting for interactions.

3.3.1 Token Selection. The token selection for
these interactions is based on filtering noisy informa-
tion, which helps the model attend to the most relevant
tokens for predicting each trial’s outcome. We utilize a
projection layer to predict the probability of each token
being selected by the mode expert:

(3.6) p(S) = sigmoid(SW,),
where S € {U/tl(j)7 Ug(j), Ug(j)}. Intuitively, pg rep-
resents the confidence that token S should be used for
querying other experts. Note that all tokens S are used
for generating keys and values for cross-mode attention.
We employ two mechanisms to control the quality
of the output tokens T, to be sent to the cross-attention
layer. First, we apply a hard margin to mask tokens
with confidence levels lower than a specified threshold
t; then we apply a soft margin which modulates S with
its confidence level pl:

B7) PO =Iys<t ©p(S), T=p(5)eS,
where I,(5y<; is an indicator function, operator ©
denotes element-wise multiplication. The soft margin

step allows for a more gradual and continuous masking



of tokens based on their confidence levels, contributing
to the overall learning process.

To ensure that the probability distribution focuses
only on the minimum number of necessary tokens and
prevent the model from overfitting to noisy or less
informative features, we introduce the Cauchy loss [19],

p2
Lcauchy = Zlog (1 + :) ’

seS

(3.8)

where € is a hyperparameter to control the confidence
level of each token. This loss can be jointly optimized
with other loss functions to control the quality of the
output tokens.

Each of the three mode experts shown in Fig. 2
(Left) are responsible for selecting queries to be for-
warded to the other mode experts. These queries are
denoted by Ty, Tpiy, and Tpwy. Fig. 2 (Top Right)
illustrates the interactions between molecule and disease
experts in detail.

3.3.2 Cross-Attention. The cross attention aims to
build interactions between two modes. A mode expert
from mode D € {M,D,C} combines information from
its own mode (source tokens Sp) with information from
another mode D’ # D received from the respective
expert (target tokens Tp/) via cross-attention. More
precisely, this operation is expressed as

ToWE(SpWE)T
Vdy,

where the arrow direction signifies D’ forwards target
tokens to D. This mechanism is repeated for all mode
pairs, allowing the model to capture interactions be-
tween different modes and learn meaningful representa-
tions. For conciseness, we adopt shorter notations for
those pairs: Imd7 Idma ch7 Idm Imm Icm~

(3.9) ?D/D = softmax ( > SpWpy,

3.3.3 Self-supervised Learning. We leverage the
output tokens from mode experts with self-supervised
learning to build better semantic-level representations.
Unlike general contrastive learning methods in large lan-
guage models (LLMs), we define anchors at the semantic
level. For instance, we obtain pairs representing inter-
actions between molecules and diseases from I,,4, and
the reciprocal pairs from [Iy,,. We treat these pairs as
positive samples and consider other pairs as negative
samples by defining our contrastive loss as follows:

(3.10)

Lcontrastive =

Z 1 exp(sim(pair )/7)
0, - B 9
®\ S pateancrun XP(sim(pairan) /7)

pairy €Py

where P+ = {(Imdaldm)v(Icm7Imc)a(chaIdc)}7 Pall =
{(ID/D,I5/5)| (D/,D,(S/,(S) € {m,d,c}4 A (D/ #* D) AN
(6" # 0)N(D" # 6" Vv D # )}, sim(.) is the cosine
similarity function, and 7 is the temperature of the
contrastive loss.

3.4 Stage 4: Knowledge Compensation Mod-
ule. The aim of the knowledge compensation module
is to enhance interactions between molecules, diseases,
and criteria. Following a self-attention encoder, we con-
catenate the output tokens from each expert and aver-
age them across the sequence dimension, and forward
them through a projection head with a sigmoid function
to predict the probability that the trial is successful:

(3.11) 9 = 0(fpred (AVERAGE(La11))),

where I,;j = CONCATENATE(Lna, Lim, Led, Lacs Imes Lem)-
A class-weighted binary cross-entropy (wBCE) loss
is used for guiding the model training due to the
imbalance of negative/positive pairs:

(3.12) Las = —woylog g — w1 (1 — y)log(1 — g),

where wg (w1) is the fraction of negative (positive) labels
in the training set.

3.5 Loss function The final loss is a combination of
classification, Cauchy and contrastive losses:

(313) L= Lcls + Achauchy + >\2Lcontrastivca

where A; and Ay are hyperparameters which help bal-
ance the Cauchy loss and contrastive loss. We conduct
a grid search to tune A\; and \; on the validation set.

4 Experiments

We carefully follow the same experimental settings as
in the Trial Outcome Prediction (TOP) benchmark [6]
to evaluate our model. In addition, to demonstrate
the way the mode expert works and gain intuition
on its importance, we visualize the token selection
ratios. Last, to assess the capabilities of the learning
components, we conduct ablation studies on different
parts of our model.

4.1 Experimental Settings. Dataset. To the best
of our knowledge, the TOP benchmark includes all
available trials and their outcomes from DrugBank3.
To evalute the proposed model, we use the TOP
benchmark and follow the same strategy for splitting
the train, validation, and test sets. Specifically, for each

Shttps://www.drugbank.com/use_cases/

ml-drug-discovery-repurposing
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phase, we split the dataset based on the start day of
the clinical trials, allocating earlier trials to the train
set and using later trials for model evaluation. During
training, we randomly select 15% of the training samples
as the validation set to monitor the model’s performance
and tune hyperparameters. This protocol is part of the
TOP’s experimental design, ensuring consistency and
fair comparisons with other studies. For statistics of
the data splits, please refer to Table 1.

Our Model. We stack 2 attention layers in each atten-
tion block. For each attention layer, we utilize 2 atten-
tion heads, with an embedding size of 16 and explosion
size of 32. We optimize our model via Adam optimizer
using default 8; and 3. We set the mini-batch size to
64 and use a fixed learning rate of 5e~2 for training.
Baselines.  We compare MEXA-CTP with several
baselines, including Logistic Regression (LR), Ran-
dom Forest (RF), k-Nearest Neighbor + Random
Forest (kNN+RF), XGBoost, Adaptive Boosting
(AdaBoost), a 3-layer Feed-Forward Neural Network
(FFNN) and HINT [6]. For the eligibility criteria in-
put, we utilize paragraph-level embeddings, while other
settings were adapted directly from [6].

Training & Testing Protocols. We follow the same
training and testing settings for the TOP dataset as
in previous works. For each phase, after determining
the best hyperparameters using the validation loss, we
re-train our model on the training and validation sets
combined. For test, we use bootstrapping to evaluate
the model performance 10 times on a random selection
of 80% of the test data to report the mean and standard
deviation of the evaluation metrics.

4.2 Experiment Results. Table 2shows the com-
parison results for each phase, including standard devi-
ation values obtained via bootstrapping. For all phases,
MEXA-CTP consistently achieves the best performance
in terms of F1, PR-AUC and ROC-AUC, immediately
followed by HINT.

The performance gaps over HINT are larger in
terms of the first two metrics: between 5.3 and 19.2%
for F1; 4.1 and 27.9% for PR-AUC; and 1.1 and 3.5% for
ROC-AUC. For comparison purposes, we compute sim-
ple (unweighted) averages of their performance differ-
ences across phases. On average, MEXA-CTP achieves
11.3%, 12.2% and 2.5% higher F1, PR-AUC and ROC-
AUC than HINT.

4.3 Token Usage for Token Selection. Regarding
the analysis of the effectiveness of token selection in
Section 3, we conduct an in-depth examination of that
process by visualizing the selected rate of tokens by
mode experts. In Fig. 3, we visualize the token selection

Target Drug Exclusion Inclusion

Tken  Diseases Molecules Criteria Criteria
5 24 8 &L
7 42 57
4 68 17 6 28 46 49
5(87 34 30 202

3 16 78 75 25

4|30 43 32 154
2 15 4 5 98 56 34 3|42 63 43 214
2(45 76 49 175
1 21 6 3 103 72 39 1042 79 56 205
potvalid 3 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 4 5 5 6 7 8

cmes165 27 8 7 448 168 106 62 62 113 151441
Figure 3: Token selection frequency per index, grouped
by number of valid tokens z. Color indicates ratio
between selection frequency and number of samples.
For exclusion (resp. inclusion) criteria, columns = < 4
(resp. < 5) excluded due to small number of samples.

Columns x = 1 omitted since token is always selected.

rate by different mode experts. While our work includes
only one criteria expert to handle both inclusion and
exclusion criteria, for clarity, we present the results
in separate figures. The disease expert and molecule
expert show almost uniform token selection distribution.
However, for the criteria expert, tokens with smaller
token indexes have a higher chance of being selected,
which is consistent with the intuition that criteria’s
order reflect importance.

4.4 Ablation Studies. We conduct ablation studies
for assessing (i) the effectiveness of MEXA-CTP’s in-
formation aggregation method at the statement level,
(ii) the contribution of positional embedding at state-
ment level, (iii) the impact of using the Cauchy loss for
selecting meaningful tokens, (iv) the influence of using
the contrastive loss for cross-mode representation learn-
ing, (v) and token selection methods. In these studies
we use the best hyperparameters for our model in phase
IIT obtained in Section 4.2, unless stated otherwise.

4.4.1 Information Aggregation at the State-
ment Level. Aiming to obtain the best representation
for inclusion/exclusion criteria, we explore three meth-
ods for aggregating information at the statement level
in Table 3: directly using the [CLS] token, averaging all
tokens (except for [CLS] and [SEP] tokens), and sum-
ming all tokens (except for [CLS] and [SEP] tokens).

As shown in Table 3, using only the embedding
of the first token ([CLS]) to represent the statement-
level criteria yields the best performance. In addition
to showing significant improvements in comparison to
the other aggregation methods, it also leads to slightly



Table 1: TOP benchmark dataset statistics.

Phase Training Test Success Ratio Split Day
I 1,088 312 70% Aug 13, 2014
II 2,611 789 33% March 20, 2014
11T 4,313 1,147 30% April 7, 2014

Table 2: Experimental results for outcome prediction for phase I, IT and III trials. Results correspond to averages

and standard deviations over 10 bootstrap samples.

Phase Method F1 PR-AUC ROC-AUC
LR .495+.011 .513+.015 .485+.015

RF .499+.016 .514+.015 .542+.016
KNN+RF .621+.018 .513+.004 .528+.009

I XGBoost .624+.016 .594+.015 .5394.012
AdaBoost .633%.015 .544+.010 .5404.012

FFNN .634+.027 .576+.020 .5504£.020

HINT .598+.011 .581+.021 .573+.024
MEXA-CTP .713+.027 .605+.014 .593+.012

LR .527+.016 .560£.012 .5594.006

RF .463+.011 .553+.017 .6264.009
KNN+RF .624+.011 .573+.022 .560£.017

I XGBoost .552+.005 .b85+.015 .630+.003
AdaBoost .5834.008 .5864.011 .603+.002

FFNN .564+.014 .5894.015 .6104.012

HINT .635+.011 .607+.012 .621+.015
MEXA-CTP .695+.008 .635+.015 .638+.005

LR .624+.013 .5563+.011 .6004.028

RF .675+.018 .583+.024 .643+.023
KNN+RF .670£.018 .587+.016 .643+.024

I XGBoost .694+.017 .627+.009 .668+.014
AdaBoost .722+.014 .589+.015 .624+.013

FFNN .6254+.017 .572+.020 .6204.023

HINT .814+.013 .603+.014 .6854.023
MEXA-CTP .857+.007 ST71£.016 .693+.025

smaller computational costs.

4.4.2 Positional Embedding at Statement level.
To understand whether the order is an important fea-
ture of eligibility criteria, we conduct ablation study by
experimenting with and without positional embedding
for inclusion and exclusion criteria in Table 3. MEXA-
CTP with positional embeddings shows improvements
on F1, PR-AUC and ROC-AUC.

Cross-mode Representation Learning. We introduce the
Cauchy loss for token selection and the contrastive loss
for cross-mode representation learning. We use A; and
Ao to control the magnitude of the loss, respectively.
To examine the gains originating from each of these
losses and compare them with their combined usage in

MEXA-CTP, we evaluate three variants: wBCE only
(A = 0 and Ay = 0), wBCE with Cauchy (A; = 0.05
and A2 = 0), and wBCE with constrastive (A\; = 0
and Ay = 0.04). In summary, the combination of the
three losses in Eq. (3.13) significantly outperforms all
the simplified loss variants.

Token Selection. To demonstrate that our token se-
lection method is selecting both a sufficient quantity
and the appropriate tokens, we evaluated our model us-
ing two distinct strategies on the complete phase III
dataset. First, we compared our model results with its
performance using all available tokens. The model’s per-
formance with our design is comparable to using all to-
kens in terms of ROC-AUC. Additionally, MEXA-CTP
exhibited slightly better performance with using all to-



Table 3: Ablation studies for statement-level information aggregation, positional embeddings, and loss function
variants. Defaults: aggregation using the [CLS] token; with positional embeddings; loss as defined in Eq. (3.13).

Ablations Method F1 PR-AUC ROC-AUC
MEXA-CTP (Avg) 776+.014  .722+.014  .487+.018
Aggregation MEXA-CTP (Sum) 7114+.015  .690+.012  .445+.023
MEXA-CTP 857+.007 .771+.016 .693+.025
PE MEXA-CTP (w/o PE) .846+.014 .755+.011 .691+.014
MEXA-CTP 857+.007 .771£.016 .693+.025
BCE only 7004+.011  .744+.012  .473+.015
Loss BCE + Cauchy .7904+.008 .753+.012 .641+£.018
BCE + contrastive 8104+.012 .722+.014  .643+.026
MEXA-CTP 857+.007 .771+£.016 .693+.025
Random .3284+.018  .466+.015  .544+.017
Token Selection ALL .8544+.012 .696+.014 .695+.027
MEXA-CTP 857+.007 .771£.016 .693+.025

kens in both F1 score and PR-AUC, indicating that
our token selection approach is effective and does not
discard useful tokens. Next, we tested the model with
tokens randomly selected to match the number of to-
kens chosen by our hard margin method. We observed
a dramatic drop in performance when using the ran-
dom strategy, demonstrating that the token selection
strongly contributes to MEXA-CTP’s performance.

4.5 Complexity Analysis As a transformer-based
model [12,13], MEXA-CTP’s time complexity for train-
ingis O (an), where d is the hidden size of the attention
model (we set d = 32), and n is the maximum number
of tokens considered by the model. Given the maximum
number of drug molecules, target diseases, inclusion cri-
teria, and exclusion criteria, n < 2-(5+5+845) = 46.

5 Related Work

Clinical Trial Matching. Many studies have focused on
learning patient retrieval and enrollment information for
predicting individual patient outcomes within clinical
trials, rather than making overall predictions about trial
success. Doctor2Vec [1] learns representations for med-
ical providers from EHR data, and for trials from their
descriptions and categorical information, in order to ad-
dress data insufficiency issues such as trial recruitment
in less populated countries. DeepEnroll [28] encodes en-
rollment criteria and patient records into a shared latent
space for matching inference. COMPOSE [7] encodes
structured patient records into multiple levels based on
medical ontology and used the eligibility criteria embed-
ding as queries to enable dynamic patient-trial match-
ing. In contrast, our work focuses on predicting the

clinical trial outcome directly based on drug molecules,
target diseases, and eligibility criteria.

Clinical Trial Outcome Prediction. The first works us-
ing classic machine learning method for clinical trial
outcome prediction focused on one specific trial [26].
More recently, there have been numerous efforts to build
more general models. Hong et al. [10] focused on fore-
casting clinical drug toxicity using features related to
drug and target properties, employing an ensemble clas-
sifier of weighted least squares support vector regression.
RS-RNN [21] predicted phase III outcomes based on
phase II results by considering time-invariant and time-
variant variables. EBM-Net [15] inferred clinical trial
outcomes by unstructured sentences from medical lit-
erature that implicitly contain PICOs (Population, In-
tervention, Comparison and outcome). More recently,
HINT [6] incorporated drug molecule features, target
diseases, and eligibility criteria to build a hierarchical
graph (tree). While these studies optimize representa-
tion learning for either engineered features or manual-
designed graph, our method MEXA-CTP predicts clin-
ical trial outcome using same input as HINT but with
minimal human efforts.

6 Conclusion

This paper presents MEXA-CTP, a novel lightweight
approach for predicting clinical trial outcomes. MEXA-
CTP addresses prior limitations by incorporating
statement-level embeddings from eligibility criteria, and
integrating multi-modal data via mode experts. By
guiding the optimization loss through carefully designed
loss functions (Cauchy Loss and contrastive loss), our
model leverages “mode expert” modules to learn inter-



actions across different domains. Our evaluation on the
Trial Outcome Prediction (TOP) benchmark demon-
strates that MEXA-CTP yields gains of up to 11.3% in
F1, 12.2% in PR-AUC, and 2.5% in ROC-AUC metrics
compared with the previous SOTA, HINT.
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A Encoding Module.

A.1 Drug Molecules Embedding. We observe
that although drug molecules may differ, they often
share some SMILES segments. Therefore, we cre-
ate molecule embeddings by intelligently combining
their SMILES segment representations as obtained by
DeepChem [22]. To improve efficiency, we build an em-
bedding dictionary DICTey,;, for each SMILES segment,
(A.1)

DICTemb = {€s,; €5y, * es, = DEEPCHEM(sy)

763V}7

where sg; k € [1.V] is a SMILES segment and e,
is the corresponding representation pre-computed by
DEEPCHEM. Molecules embeddings are represented as
a sequence of tokens from DICTeny,, denoted by Uy i) -

A.2 Target Diseases Embedding. Each target
disease in a trial is represented using the ICD-10 code
tree, which expresses how different diseases and related
within the disease classification system. We encode the
structural information of each code using the ICDCODEX
package:

(A.2)

7)
I/D(j) = {ed(lj) s ed(2j) st ,edg) }, 6d<j) = ICDCODEX(dZ(- ),
J i

1 E [1Dj],

where Up(;) represents a sequence of tokens for target
disease embeddings.

A.3 Eligibility Criteria Embedding. We split the
inclusion and exclusion criteria at the statement level
based on the keywords “inclusion” and “exclusion”. If
these keywords are not found, we consider the entire
paragraph as inclusion criteria, and use zero vectors for
the exclusion criteria embedding. We use BioBERT [17]
to extract information from each statement, adding
[CLS] (classification) and [SEP] (separator) tokens as
per the model’s convention. The inclusion and exclusion
statement-level embeddings are denoted by

UIC(j) = {eicgj) ) eicgj) [ 7610;%; }7

(A.3)

Ugct) = {eecgmeecgn T 76ecgé]_}'
We then aggregate the statement-level embeddings
within each criteria:

(A4) exetn = AGG(BioBERT (xc?)),

where AGG(.) is the aggregation method that helps the
BioBERT model generate statement-level embeddings,
xcU) is a statement from inclusion/exlusion criteria,
exc(i 1s its corrsponding embeddings. We explore three
different aggregation methods: first token, average, and
sum.

B Knowledge Embedding Module.

B.1 Drug Molecules & Target Diseases. The di-
mensions of the drug molecules embeddings U, ;) and
target disease embeddings Up(;) are intentionally kept
low to reduce the complexity of the model and improve
computational efficiency. However, to enrich the fea-
tures in each mode and capture more complex relation-
ships, we utilize a multi-layer transformer encoder. This
allows us to effectively process and encode the informa-
tion from the low-dimensional embeddings, enabling the
model to learn more nuanced representations that can
better capture the characteristics of the drug molecules
and target diseases.

Therefore, we get enriched drug molecules embed-
dings ULm and target diseases embeddings U ;. We
use di = 32 as the dimension size of enriched tokens.

B.2 Eligibility Criteria. We treat inclusion and
exclusion criteria separately. As they originate from
highly structured text inputs, the order of statements
in eligibility criteria can determine the logical flow and
requirements for inclusion or exclusion. As in this
case, the order of statements often reflects the order
of importance or relevance in the context of eligibility
criteria for clinical trials, with key information typically
presented first. Understanding the statement order
allows the model to capture these relationships and
make more accurate predictions. By considering the
statement order, the model can better prioritize and
interpret the information in the text. To capture
the statement order as a key feature, we enhance
the model by adding sinusoidal positional embeddings
to the statements with its corespondent order. We
utilize a multi-layer transformer encoder with siamese
design [4] to capture information from both inclusion
and exclusion criteria to get UI‘E(_]-) and Ugc(j). Then
we merge outputs of the inclusion criteria and exclusion
criteria together as the enriched embedding of eligibility
criteria U ;) = CONCATENATE(U L), Up))-

C Baselines.

ML-based methods. Implementation. We utilized
scikit-learn packages for all machine learning base-
lines, including Logistic Regression, Random Forest, k-
Nearest Neighbor + Random Forest, XGBoost, Adap-
tive Boosting, a 3-layer Feed-Forward Neural Network.
Data Preprocessing. We utilize the same encoding
module outlined in appendix A. For handling missing
values, if the method involves k-nearest neighbors, we
will generate k clusters using the non-missing values
and predict the missing value based on the centroid
of the corresponding cluster. For methods that do not
incorporate clustering, we will substitute missing values



with zeros. Additionally, we will pad and chunk the
array to ensure same size, using the normalized array
as input for all the baseline models.

Optimization. We applied class weight parameters to
recalibrate the loss when the respective functions pro-
vided this hyperparameter. To gain best hyperparame-
ters for each function in each phase, we employed 5-fold
cross-validation while training.

HINT. We strictly follow the HINT paper and their
official GitHub?.

Thttps://github.com/futianfan/
clinical-trial-outcome-prediction


https://github.com/futianfan/clinical-trial-outcome-prediction
https://github.com/futianfan/clinical-trial-outcome-prediction
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