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Abstract

Non-terminal events can represent a meaningful change in a patient’s life. Thus, bet-
ter understanding and predicting their occurrence can bring valuable information to
individuals. In a context where longitudinal markers could inform these events, joint
models with competing risks have been developed. Their precision relies on a refer-
ence time for which disease onset is often used. Nevertheless, chronic diseases have
no clear onset, making it difficult to define a precise reference time.
We propose a Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model to overcome this limitation
and to capture a shared latent process, a latent age (temporal aspect), associated with
the ordering of the longitudinal outcomes (spatial aspect).
First, we validated our model on simulated real-like data. Then, we benchmarked
our model with a shared-random-effect joint model on real ALS data using the PRO-
ACT dataset. Finally, to show how the model could be used for description tasks, we
analysed the impact of sex and onset site on the progression of ALS as well as the
initiation of Non-Invasive Ventilation.
The Joint cause-specific spatiotemporal model achieved similar performance to the
shared random effect joint model while capturing the latent disease age and the im-
pact of the ordering of longitudinal outcomes on the occurrence of the events with
fewer parameters. The application study confirmed existing results for the Longitu-
dinal outcomes and showed how to interpret the model.
The proposed approach by disentangling a temporal and a spatial aspect of the disease
opens the perspective to capture meaningful change in future clinical trials.
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2 J. ORTHOLAND ET AL

1 INTRODUCTION

Detecting clinically meaningful changes for treated patients in clinical trials becomes more and more important
(Manta et al., 2020; Weinfurt, 2019). Some clinical scores have been specially created to do so such as Instrumental
Activities of Daily Living (Morrow, 1999) or Quality of Life Scale (Burckhardt and Anderson, 2003). Monitoring
key events of the diseases, other than death, can also give insight. For instance, the initiation of life-support clinical
procedures is an important step in the patient’s life and is representative of an advanced stage of the disease.
Respiratory failure is the leading cause of death in Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis (ALS) and initiation of Non-
Invasive Ventilation (NIV), which has been proven to be of effective support (Bourke et al., 2006; Hirose et al.,
2018; Kleopa et al., 1999), represent a major step in autonomy loss. The timing anticipation of such non-terminal
events remains a challenge for clinicians due to the heterogeneous clinical manifestation of most chronic diseases
and modelling could be of great help in such a context.

These events are often censured by death, which violates the non-informative censure assumption often
made in survival analysis (Fleming and Harrington, 2013; D. Jackson et al., 2014). Competing risk models can
be used to cope with this issue. Doing so, the quantity of interest is the cumulative incidence function (CIF). Two
approaches to model it exist: the cause-specific model, which estimates the hazard by using cause-specific hazard
functions to then estimate the CIF (Cheng et al., 1998; Prentice and Gloeckler, 1978 ) and the Fine and Gray model,
which estimates the effect of covariates directly on the CIF by modelling the distribution of hazard functions (Fine
and Gray, 1999). The cause-specific model estimates each event separately, and the hazard ratio can thus still be
extracted (Andersen et al., 2012; Zhang et al., 2008). Such approach seems more relevant in our context.

Longitudinal outcomes, such as repeated measures of clinical scores or biomarkers, may provide in-
sights into the timing of the initiation of life support intervention and are often jointly available. Different classic
models were designed to capture their progression, among which ordinary differential equation models (Lahouel
et al., 2023) and Generalised Linear mixed-effects models (GLMM) (McCulloch et al., 2008) are interpretable
and describe non-linear progression with individual and population parameters. Nevertheless, in chronic diseases,
as described by Young et al., 2024, longitudinal datasets consist in repeated outcomes observed at different time
points over a short period of time. The main challenge is thus to realign the individual partial trajectories to recon-
struct a long-term disease progression across the disease stages. Data-driven progression models were developed
to handle this specificity, alleviating the need for a precise reference time of classic longitudinal models (Schiratti
et al., 2015). Among them, the Longitudinal Spatiotemporal model (Schiratti et al., 2015) enables to synchronise
patients onto a common disease timeline (temporal aspect) thanks to a latent disease age, while also capturing the
remaining variability through parameters that account for the timing and ordering of the outcomes (spatial aspect).

Joint models were developed to model the occurrence of an event jointly with longitudinal data and
extended for competing risks. The two main types of joint models are latent class models (Lin et al., 2002; Proust-
Lima et al., 2009, 2014) and shared random effect models (Rizopoulos and Ghosh, 2011). Both models rely on
GLMM, which restricts their precision to the one of a reference time (Schiratti et al., 2015). First symptoms are
often used as reference time to realign trajectories, but in chronic diseases such as ALS, it cannot be accurately
estimated (Peter et al., 2017). A joint data-driven progression model was developed, the Joint Temporal model, but
only coped with one longitudinal outcome and one event with non-informative censoring (Ortholand et al., 2024).

To bridge this gap, we extended the Joint Temporal model into a Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal
model: the multivariate Longitudinal Spatiotemporal model was associated with a cause-specific Weibull model.
We validated it on simulated data and benchmarked it against a shared random effects joint model and the longitu-
dinal Spatiotemporal model on real ALS data. Finally, we show how to use it in a description task, to analyse the



J. ORTHOLAND ET AL 3

NIV initiation in ALS. We compared the progression speed, the estimated reference time, and spatial variability
across sex and onset site subgroups with death and NIV initiation variability.

2 MODEL SPECIFICATIONS

2.1 Formalism & Intuitions
2.2 Notations
In the following, we consider 𝑁 patients, associated with longitudinal data, 𝑦𝑘, repeated measures of 𝐾 given
outcomes. Each patient 𝑖 is followed for 𝑛𝑖 visits. For each visit 𝑗, we denote 𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 the age at the visit, and 𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 the
value of the outcome 𝑘 for the patient 𝑖 at this visit 𝑗.

For the survival process, following the notation of (Andrinopoulou et al., 2017), we consider 𝐿 events
associated with one timing 𝑡𝑒𝑖 that corresponds to the time of the first event observed, or the censoring time. Then,
we associated 𝐵𝑒𝑖 = 0 if the event is censored and 𝐵𝑒𝑖 = 𝑙 if the event 𝑙 is observed.

2.3 Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model
The Disease Course Map, a non-linear geometric mixed-effect model, was first introduced by Schiratti et al., 2015
and has been then more broadly used for longitudinal process modelling (Koval, 2020; Schiratti, 2017).

2.3.1 Spatial and temporal random effects
The strength of the Spatiotemporal model is to disentangle temporal from spatial variability.
Temporal variability
First, temporal variability is allowed with variations on individual progression earliness and speed. It is done by
mapping the chronological age of a patient 𝑡 into a latent disease age 𝜓𝑖(𝑡), representative of the disease stage of
the patient. Using the formalism described before, it can be written as :

𝜓𝑖(𝑡) = 𝑒𝜉𝑖(𝑡 − 𝜏𝑖) + 𝑡0 (1)
where 𝑒𝜉𝑖 is the speed factor of patient 𝑖, 𝜏𝑖 is its individual estimated reference time and 𝑡0 is the population
estimated reference time. (𝜏𝑖−𝑡0) can thus be seen as an individual time shift compared to the population. Although
the reference time is not the time of disease onset, it plays quite the same role: it is a state of the disease on which all
the patients are realigned. The main advantage of this formalism is that the individual progressions are realigned
on values of the outcomes and not on a reference onset time, as with Generalised Linear Mixed effects models
(Schiratti et al., 2015), which might be more robust in our context.
Spatial variability
To capture the disease presentation variability, spatial random effects, named the space-shifts 𝑤𝑖,𝑘, are defined for
each outcome to modify their order of degradation during the disease progression. Nevertheless, for identifiability
reasons, the dimension of the space-shift space is reduced with an independent component analysis (ICA) decom-
position using 𝑁𝑠 ≤ 𝐾 − 1 independent sources (𝑠𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑁𝑠

, resulting in 𝑤𝑖 = 𝐴𝑠𝑖, where 𝐴 is the mixing matrix
of the ICA decomposition. However, this definition does not guarantee the orthogonality of the space shift to the
speed of progression 𝑣0 (as in the Exp-parallelisation at 1

1+𝑔
from Riemannian geometry) which gives the identi-

fiability. Thus, the matrix A is defined as a linear combination of vectors of an orthonormal basis, (𝐵𝑜)𝑜, of the
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hyperplane orthogonal to 𝑆𝑝𝑎𝑛(𝑣0) (dimension𝐾 × (𝐾 −1)): each column 𝑚 of A is thus 𝐴𝑚 =
∑𝐾−1
𝑜=1 𝛽𝑜,𝑚𝐵𝑜 with

𝛽 the matrix of coefficient (dimension (𝐾 − 1) ×𝑁𝑠) so that 𝐴 = (𝐵𝛽)𝑇 (Schiratti et al., 2017). These sources are
also used to link the survival and the longitudinal process with the creation, for each event 𝑙, of a survival shift
𝑢𝑖,𝑙 =

𝑁𝑠
∑

𝑚=1
𝜁𝑙,𝑚𝑠𝑖,𝑚 with 𝜁 a matrix of hazard ratio coefficients. Note that, to describe individual variability on one

longitudinal outcome 𝑘 or event 𝑙, space shift 𝑤𝑖,𝑘, and survival shifts 𝑢𝑖,𝑙 are usually easier to interpret compared
to sources 𝑠𝑖, as they encapsulate the total effect of the spatial variability on a given outcome.

2.3.2 Longitudinal submodel
The modelling of the longitudinal process consists of computing the trajectory from the latent disease age defined
in section 2.3.1. As we will study clinical scores, with curvilinearity, and potential floor or ceiling effects (Gordon
et al., 2010), we modelled logistic function. Thus, we got the average curve for an outcome 𝑘 at time 𝑡:

𝛾0,𝑘(𝑡) =
(

1 + 𝑔𝑘 × exp(− (1+𝑔𝑘)2

𝑔𝑘
(𝑣0,𝑘(𝑡 − 𝑡0))

)−1 (2)

where 𝑡0 is the population estimated reference time defined in section 2.3.1, 𝑣0,𝑘 is the speed of the logistic curves
at 𝑡0 and 𝑝𝑘 = 1

1+𝑔𝑘
is the value of the modelled outcomes at 𝑡0. We also got the individual curve, adding latent age

and spatial variability, for an outcome 𝑘 (continuous between 0 and 1), an individual 𝑖 at time 𝑡:

𝛾𝑖,𝑘(𝑡) =
(

1 + 𝑔𝑘 × exp(− (1+𝑔𝑘)2

𝑔𝑘
(𝑣0,𝑘(𝜓𝑖(𝑡) − 𝑡0) +𝑤𝑖,𝑘)

)−1 (3)

2.3.3 Survival submodel
We used a cause-specific structure (Cheng et al., 1998; Prentice and Gloeckler, 1978) to handle competing risks.
Doing so, for each event 𝑙 and patient 𝑖, we define a hazard ℎ𝑖,𝑙(𝑡), and an associated survival function 𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡).
The Weibull distribution is used to model the event occurrence from the latent disease age with an additional
Cox-proportional hazard impact of the sources on the hazard using the survival shifts 𝑢𝑖 = 𝜁𝑠𝑖:

ℎ𝑖,𝑙(𝑡) = ℎ0,𝑖,𝑙(𝑡) exp
(

𝑢𝑖,𝑙
)

= 𝜌𝑙𝑒𝜉𝑖
𝜈𝑙

(

𝑒𝜉𝑖 (𝑡−𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙−1
exp

(

𝑢𝑖,𝑙
)

where 𝜈𝑙 is the scale and 𝜌𝑙 the shape of the Weibull distribution of the event 𝑙. From there, we compute the survival
of event 𝑙:

𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡) = exp
⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

−∫ 𝑡

0
ℎ𝑖,𝑙(𝑥)𝑑𝑥

⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

= exp
(

−
(

𝑒𝜉𝑖 (𝑡−𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙
exp

(

𝑢𝑖,𝑙
)

)

And the Cumulative Incidence Function (CIF) of event 𝑙:

𝐶𝐼𝐹𝑖,𝑙(𝑡) = ∫ 𝑡

0
ℎ𝑖,𝑙(𝑥)

∏𝐿
𝑞 𝑆𝑖,𝑞(𝑥)𝑑𝑥

= ∫ 𝑡

0

𝜌𝑙𝑒𝜉𝑖
𝜈𝑙

(

𝑒𝜉𝑖 (𝑥−𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙−1
exp

(

𝑢𝑖,𝑙
)
∏𝐿

𝑞 exp
(

−
(

𝑒𝜉𝑖 (𝑥−𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑞

)𝜌𝑞
exp

(

𝑢𝑖,𝑞
)

)

𝑑𝑥
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2.3.4 Summary
The Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model can thus be summarised for a patient 𝑖, an outcome 𝑘, and an event
𝑙 by:

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎩

𝜓𝑖(𝑡) = 𝑒𝜉𝑖(𝑡 − 𝜏𝑖) + 𝑡0
𝑤𝑖 = 𝐴𝑠𝑖
𝑢𝑖 = 𝜁𝑠𝑖
𝛾𝑖,𝑘(𝑡) =

(

1 + 𝑔𝑘 × exp(−𝑣0,𝑘
(𝑔𝑘+1)2

𝑔𝑘
𝑒𝜉𝑖(𝑡 − 𝜏𝑖) +𝑤𝑖,𝑘)

)−1

𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡) = exp
(

−
(

𝑒𝜉𝑖 (𝑡−𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙
exp

(

𝑢𝑖,𝑙
)

)

(4)

2.4 Likelihood of the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model
2.4.1 Parameters
For estimation purposes, latent parameters (𝑧) are defined in addition to model parameters (𝜃) and hyperparameters
(Π). They can be summarised as follows with the patients indexed by 𝑖 and outcomes by 𝑘, the events by 𝑙, the
sources by 𝑚, and the dimensions of the hyperplane orthogonal to 𝑆𝑝𝑎𝑛(𝑣0) by 𝑜:

• Latent parameters (𝑧):
– Latent fixed effects (𝑧𝑓𝑒): fixed effects sampled

𝑔̃𝑘 = log(𝑔𝑘) ∼ 
(

𝑔̃𝑘, 𝜎
2
𝑔̃

)

𝑣̃0,𝑘 = log(𝑣0,𝑘) ∼ 
(

𝑣̃0,𝑘, 𝜎
2
𝑣̃0

)

𝜈̃𝑙 = − log(𝜈𝑙) ∼ 
(

𝜈̃𝑙, 𝜎
2
𝜈̃

)

𝜌̃𝑙 = log(𝜌𝑙) ∼ 
(

𝜌̃𝑙, 𝜎
2
𝜌̃

)

𝜁𝑙,𝑚 ∼ 
(

𝜁 𝑙,𝑚, 𝜎
2
𝜁

)

𝛽𝑜,𝑚 ∼ 
(

𝛽𝑜,𝑚, 𝜎
2
𝛽

)

– Latent random effects (𝑧𝑟𝑒): random effects sampled
𝜉𝑖 ∼ 

(

𝜉, 𝜎2𝜉
)

𝜏𝑖 ∼ 
(

𝜏, 𝜎2𝜏
)

𝑠𝑖,𝑚 ∼ 
(

𝑠, 𝜎𝑠
)

• Model parameters (𝜃): fixed effects estimated from log-likelihood maximisation 𝜃 =
{𝑔̃𝑘, 𝑣̃0,𝑘, 𝜈̃𝑙, 𝜌̃𝑙, 𝛽𝑜,𝑚, 𝜁𝑙,𝑚, 𝜎, 𝜎𝜉 , 𝑡0, 𝜎𝜏}

• Hyperparameters (Π): set by the user Π = {𝜎𝑔̃ , 𝜎𝑣̃0 , 𝜎𝜈̃ , 𝜎𝜌̃, 𝜎𝛽 , 𝜎𝜁 , 𝜎𝑠}

To ensure identifiability, we set 𝜉 = 0, 𝜎𝑠 = 1, 𝑠 = 0 and 𝑡0 = 𝜏.

2.4.2 Log-likelihood structure
The likelihood estimated by the model is the following:

𝑝(𝑦, 𝑇𝑒, 𝐵𝑒 ∣ 𝜃,Π) =∫
𝑧

𝑝(𝑦, 𝑇𝑒, 𝐵𝑒, 𝑧 ∣ 𝜃,Π)𝑑𝑧

𝑝(𝑦, 𝑇𝑒, 𝐵𝑒, 𝑧 ∣ 𝜃,Π) can be divided into four different terms: the longitudinal data attachment, the survival
data attachment and two terms for the prior attachment of latent parameters (fixed and random). We end up with
the following expression :

log 𝑝((𝑦, 𝑡𝑒, 𝐵𝑒), 𝑧 ∣ 𝜃,Π) = log 𝑝(𝑦 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π) + log 𝑝(𝑡𝑒, 𝐵𝑒 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)
+ log 𝑝(𝑧𝑟𝑒 ∣ 𝑧𝑓𝑒, 𝜃,Π) + log 𝑝(𝑧𝑓𝑒 ∣ 𝜃,Π)
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The different parts of the log-likelihood are described in appendix A associated with their different assumptions
and the full log-likelihood.

2.5 Estimation of the longitudinal Spatiotemporal model
A first estimation enable to compute fixed and random effects from a training dataset. As there is no analytical
solution for maximising the log-likelihood, an Expectation-Maximization algorithm can be used. Nevertheless,
the computation of the expectation is also intractable due to the non-linearity of the model. Thus, a Monte-
Carlo Markov Chain Stochastic Approximation Expectation-Maximization (MCMC-SAEM) algorithm (Kuhn and
Lavielle, 2004) was used with a Robbins-Monro convergence algorithm (Robbins and Monro, 1951) applied on
the last iterations to get the mean of the distribution of the model. Note that convergence of the MCMC-SAEM
algorithm has been proven for models that lie in the curved exponential family (Kuhn and Lavielle, 2004), a category
in which falls the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model. More details are given in appendix B and C.

A second type of estimation enable to compute random effects for a new patient from a test dataset. During
this step, we used previously computed fixed effects, thus, only the random effects are estimated. The CIF is needed
to compute the predictions and corrected using the survival probability at the last visit used as in (Andrinopoulou
et al., 2017). The solver minimise from the package Scipy (Virtanen et al., 2020) was used to maximise the log-
likelihood. In such context, to speed up the computation the Jacobian of the likelihood regarding the random effects
could be useful and is available in appendix D.

An implementation of the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model enabling both estimations is
available in the open-source package Leaspy: https://gitlab.com/icm-institute/aramislab/leaspy.

2.6 Reference multivariate and cause-specific models
Different models are used in this article. First, we used one-process-only models. For the survival model, we used
a cause-specific Weibull Accelerated Failure Time model to describe the survival process, using the R flexsurv
package (C. Jackson, 2016). This model will be referred to as the cause-specific AFT model. For the longitudinal
model, we used the Longitudinal Spatiotemporal model described in section 2.3.2 using Leaspy package. This
model will be referred to as the Longitudinal model.

Then, we used a joint model with shared random effects for competing risks. We used a logistic longitudi-
nal process, with a cause-specific competing risk model, estimated using the JMbayes2 package (Rizopoulos, 2016).
This model will be referred to as the cause-specific JMbayes2 model. All the model equations are summarised in
Table 1.

3 MATERIAL

3.1 PRO-ACT data
3.1.1 Population
We used data from an extraction of 2022 of the Pooled Resource Open-Access ALS Clinical Trials Consortium
(PRO-ACT) database, to get estimated real-like values for parameters. This database is a compilation of 23 phase
II and III clinical trials along with one observational study. Notably, the database does not include any information
that could potentially lead to patient identification, such as the clinical trial, tested drug, study centres, or dates.
More detailed information can be found in the paper that introduces the database (Atassi et al., 2014).

https://gitlab.com/icm-institute/aramislab/leaspy
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We extracted patients from the PRO-ACT database with age at first symptoms, sex, and onset site. To
limit left-censored VNI initiation, we selected patients with a Mitos score equal to 0 (Fang et al., 2017). We used this
population to extract real-like values for the simulation study and perform the application study. For the benchmark
study, we sub-selected this population by keeping only patients with at least three visits to be able to evaluate
longitudinal predictions: on the test set, we estimated the random effects of the new patients on their two first visits
and made predictions on the remaining.

3.1.2 Outcome
For the benchmark and the application, we used three subscales of the most widely used functional rating system
in patients with ALS, namely the revised version of the ALS functional rating scale revised (ALSFRSr): bulbar
scale, fine motor scale, and gross motor scale (Rooney et al., 2017). Indeed, we did not want to use respiratory
longitudinal outcomes that risk to capture all the correlations with events.
To test the impact of the number of sources (at a maximum of K-1, see section 2.3.1), we wanted to simulate
four longitudinal outcomes. We added the ALSFRSr total, which does not make much sense from a clinical point
of view, but the idea was only to have credible parameters for the simulation of four outcomes. We normalized
the outcomes between 0 (the healthiest value) and +1 (the maximum pathological change). All the scores were
normalized using their theoretical maximum and minimum values (Rooney et al., 2017). We reindexed the visits
by the time from symptom onset to extract part of the variability and enable a fair comparison with the shared
random effect joint model.

We extracted the death, the tracheostomy and NIV initiation age from the PRO-ACT database as
described in appendix E.1. As NIV initiation was interval censored, we used the mean of the interval as an ap-
proximation, even though this might introduce some biases (Leffondré et al., 2013). Death and tracheostomy were
also extracted and associated as in the majority of ALS studies. Note that for simplicity, we will talk about death
to encapsulate both, in the following sections. As visits, events were reindexed by the time from symptom onset.

3.2 Simulated data
Data were simulated under our Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model structure. We simulated data thanks to
the following procedure:

1. We simulated random effects using 𝜉𝑖 ∼ 
(

0, 𝜎2𝜉
)

, 𝜏𝑖 ∼ 
(

𝑡0, 𝜎2𝜏
), and 𝑁𝑠 sources 𝑠𝑖,𝑚 ∼ 

(

𝑠, 𝜎𝑠
).

2. We modelled age at first visit (baseline) 𝑡𝑏,𝑖 as 𝑡𝑏,𝑖 = 𝜏𝑖 + 𝛿𝑏𝑖 with 𝛿𝑏𝑖 ∼ 
(

𝛿𝑏, 𝜎2𝛿𝑏

)

.
3. We set a time of follow-up per patient 𝑇𝑓𝑖 , with 𝑇𝑓𝑖 ∼ 

(

𝑇𝑓 , 𝜎2𝑇𝑓

)

and a time between two visits 𝛿𝑣𝑖,𝑗 =

𝑡𝑖,𝑗−1 − 𝑡𝑖,𝑗 , with 𝛿𝑣𝑖 ∼ 
(

𝛿𝑣, 𝜎2𝛿𝑣

)

to simulate 𝑛𝑖 visits until 𝑡𝑖,𝑛𝑖 ≤ 𝑡𝑖,0 + 𝑇𝑓𝑖 < 𝑡𝑖,𝑛𝑖+1 .
4. We set the value of the 𝐾 longitudinal outcomes at each visit using 𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 = 𝛾𝑖,𝑘(𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘) + 𝜖𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 with 𝜖𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 ∼


(

0, 𝜎2𝑘
) with Leaspy software.

5. For each patient, we simulated the 𝐿 event 𝑇𝑒𝑖,𝑙 using 𝑇𝑒𝑖,𝑙 ∼ 𝑒−𝜉𝑖
(

𝜈𝑙, 𝜌𝑙
)

+ 𝜏𝑖.
6. We kept the first event that occurred as observed and censored the others,
7. We considered that the first event stopped the follow-up and that the follow-up censored the first event. Thus

all the visits of each outcome 𝑘 after the event were censored: 𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 > 𝑇𝑒𝑖 , and events after the last visit were
censored: 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘) < 𝑇𝑒𝑖 .

8. So that all patients had a minimum of two visits, visits were added before the only visit or before the event
with a regularity of 1.5 months.
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As we studied sub-cores of one score, we considered that all measures were available at a given time.
Parameters directly associated with the disease were extracted from data analysis of the PRO-ACT dataset, using
the Longitudinal and cause-specific AFT models. Note that some parameter values were adjusted, such as the
population estimated reference time, to limit the number of patients with only two visits due to left censoring
(Table E1 in appendix). To validate the model and give future users insight on how to select the right number of
sources, we simulated four outcomes with two sources, to be able to evaluate the model with 1, 2, and 3 sources.
We simulated M=100 datasets with N=300 patients. The parameters used for the simulation study are summarised
in Table E1 in the appendix.

3.3 Characteristics of the datasets
Out of the 8,571 patients from the PRO-ACT database, we subselected 6,034 patients with sex and first symptoms
(spinal or bulbar onset) provided. Out of them, 2,219 had their first visit with a Mitos score equal to 0. Then
42 patients were dropped for the Analysis dataset due to left censored VNI. For the Benchmark dataset, we also
dropped patients with less than 3 visits and ended up with 1,919 patients. Characteristics of the Analysis and the
Benchmark dataset were close despite the subselection of patients (Table 2). NIV initiation was interval censored
between two visits, with a mean interval of 1.9 (1.4) months.

Simulated scenarios had fewer patients and visits than the PRO-ACT datasets but the rest of the different
characteristics were relatively close (Table 2).

4 SIMULATION STUDY

The objective of this section was to validate the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model by assessing fixed and
random effects estimation on simulated data. Note that including section 3, we used the ADEMP method for the
simulation study (Morris et al., 2019).

4.1 Method
4.1.1 Estimands
For each experiment, we initialised the Joint Temporal model with the Longitudinal model trained for 2,000 iter-
ations and a survival Weibull model. Then, we ran the Joint Temporal model with 50,000 iterations (on average
two hours) with the last 10,000 of the Robbins-Monro convergence phase (Robbins and Monro, 1951) to extract
the mean of the posterior. The value of the hyperparameter number of sources which corresponds to the number of
dimensions allowed for the ordering of the longitudinal outcomes (spatial aspect) was selected using BIC adapted
for mixed effect models (Delattre et al., 2014). Experiments that validate this method can be found in appendix H.

On both simulated datasets, we validated the estimation of the model parameters 𝜃 =
{𝜎𝜉 , 𝜎𝜏 , 𝑡0, 𝑔̃, 𝑣̃0, 𝜈̃, 𝜌̃, 𝜎} extracted by the Robbins-Monro convergence phase. As we use a Gaussian approximation
for the noise, we estimated 𝜎 using the noisy simulation and the expected exact curve simulated from the random
effect. No Robbins-Monro convergence phase was applied to the random effects (𝜏𝑖, 𝜉𝑖, 𝑤𝑖), we thus extracted the
mean of the last 100 iterations for each individual.
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4.1.2 Performance metrics
To assess the estimation performances of the estimated model parameters (𝜃̂) over the M datasets simulated for the
scenario, we reported:

• the Relative Bias: 𝑅𝐵(𝜃̂) = 1
𝑀

∑𝑀
𝑚=1

𝜃̂(𝑚)−𝜃
𝜃

× 100

• Relative Root Mean Square Errors: 𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑆𝐸(𝜃̂) =
√

1
𝑀

∑𝑀
𝑚=1

(

𝜃̂(𝑚)−𝜃
𝜃

× 100
)2

• Relative Estimation Errors: 𝑅𝐸𝐸(𝑚) = 𝜃̂(𝑚)−𝜃
𝜃

× 100
To assess the Standard Error of the estimated model parameters (𝜃̂), we reported:

• the coverage rates (CR): defined as the proportion of datasets for which 𝜃 belonged to [𝜃̂ − 1.96𝑆𝐸(𝜃̂), 𝜃̂ +
1.96𝑆𝐸(𝜃̂)] with their 95% confidence intervals (CI) computed using the exact Clopper Pearson method.

The estimation of the random effects (𝜏𝑖, 𝜉𝑖, 𝑤𝑖) was assessed using the intraclass correlation between the mean of
each individual and the true value that enabled the simulation.

4.2 Results
For fixed effects, the relative bias (RB) was smaller than 20% in absolute and the Relative Root Mean Square Errors
(RRMSE) was below 25% (Table 3). Coverage rates were correct with respect to the difficulty of the scenario
simulated with 8 out of 19 containing 95 and 18 out of 19 containing 80 (Table 3). The relative estimation errors
extracted from the 100 datasets simulated were quite centred on 0 (Figure F2).

Random effects had an intraclass correlation above 0.84 except for survival shifts for which the intraclass
correlation was of 0.479 (0.416) for the one associated with NIV and of 0.147 (0.445) for the one associated with
death (Table F2 in appendix). This is due to the small number of observed events.

5 BENCHMARK

The objective of this section was to evaluate if our model could improve prediction compared to the cause-specific
JMbayes2 and the Longitudinal model.

5.1 Method
We made a 10-fold cross-validation (train 90% - test 10%) on the Benchmark dataset. For each Joint cause-specific
Spatiotemporal model, we first trained the Longitudinal model for 2,000 iterations. Then, we ran the Joint cause-
specific Spatiotemporal model for 70,000 iterations (on average 7 hours) using the values of the Longitudinal
model as initialisation (with a Robbins-Monro convergence phase on the 10,000 last iterations (Robbins and Monro,
1951)). The cause-specific JMbayes2 model ran for 25,000 iterations (on average 3 hours and a half). The Lon-
gitudinal model was also run for 70,000 iterations (with a Robbins-Monro convergence phase on the 10,000 last
iterations (Robbins and Monro, 1951)).

We compared the models using prediction of both longitudinal and survival outcomes: we estimated the
random effects of the new patients on the two first visits of the patients from the tests set and made predictions on
the remaining. The goodness of longitudinal predictions was assessed using absolute errors for each of the three
longitudinal outcomes.
We assessed the goodness of survival predictions in ordering events using the C-index at 1 and 1.5 years and the
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mean cumulative dynamic AUC at 1 and 1.5 years (which is known to be more robust (Blanche et al., 2019)).
We used the Integrated Brier Score (IBS) to evaluate the precision of predictions of survival predictions. All the
survival metrics were computed using the Python package sksurv (Pölsterl, 2020). The predictions were compared
using a Wilcoxon signed-rank test with a Bonferroni correction.

5.2 Results
12,197 longitudinal predictions were made at 0.55 (0.47) years from the last visit. The Longitudinal model was
significantly better than the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model for all the different outcomes, even though
the difference was small: the larger being for gross motor scale with 1.424 (1.331) against 1.414 (1.335) (p-value
= 6.5e-30) (Table 4). The cause-specific JMbayes2 model got a significantly lower absolute bias with a small
magnitude for two outcomes compared to the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model: for bulbar scale (1.166
(1.233) against 1.187 (1.312) (p-value: 3.4e-02)) and gross motor scale (1.365 (1.288) against 1.424 (1.331) (p-
value: 3.4e-02)) (Table 4).

The Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model got systematically better AUC and C-index compared to
the cause-specific JMBayes2 model, but none was significant (NIV AUC 0.642 (0.085) (p-value: 1.0e+00) against
0.633 (0.091) and death AUC 0.719 (0.101) against 0.695 (0.107) (p-value: 1.7e-01)) (Table 5). For the IBS, the
cause-specific JMBayes2 model got significantly better results with small magnitude for the IBS for both NIV
initiation (0.124 (0.015) against 0.131 (0.013) (p-value: 7.8e-03)) and death (0.138 (0.021) against 0.142 (0.02)
(p-value: 1.3e-06)) (Table 5).

6 APPLICATION

The objective of this section was to show how the Joint cause-specific model can be used to analyse NIV initiation.

6.1 Method
We chose the number of sources using the extended BIC (Delattre et al., 2014) as validated in appendix H. Pre-
diction performances described above are in favour of a shared latent age. Nevertheless, we still wanted to assess
this hypothesis. Following a study available in appendix I, we especially checked that the shape parameter of the
Weibull distribution described the same hazard function. Indeed, depending on the value of the shape parameter
of the Weibull distribution (𝜌) the hazard function ℎ(𝑡) has different progressions (𝜌 < 1: the hazard function de-
creases over time, 𝜌 = 1: the hazard function is constant, 𝜌 > 1: the hazard function increases with time) (Jiang
and Murthy, 2011).

We ran one model on the Analysis PRO-ACT dataset for 50,000 iterations (with a Robbins-Monro conver-
gence phase on the 10,000 last iterations (Robbins and Monro, 1951)). We extracted from the individual posteriors
the mean of the random effects from the last 100 iterations (between 40,000 and 50,000 before the Robin-Monro
scheme (Robbins and Monro, 1951)).

Then, to better characterize the heterogeneity associated with sex (man/woman) and onset site (spinal/bul-
bar), we studied the distribution of random effects according to four subgroups using ANOVA with Bonferroni
correction.
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6.2 Results
The number of sources must be inferior or equal to the number of outcomes studied minus one, thus in our case,
we tested one and two sources. We computed the extended BIC for the model with one (-41,548) and two sources
(-56,107) and chose to use two sources. The parameters of the Weibull distribution estimated were close to the one
of the competing risk analyses alone and described the same hazard progression (Table G3 in appendix) which
enabled us to validate the hypothesis of the shared latent age.

Here we mainly focus on the random effects as their structure is the main novelty of the Joint cause-
specific model, but all the fixed effects of the model are available in Table G4 in the appendix.
Temporal variability
The estimated reference time was not significantly different between the four studied groups (Figure 1 A).
We did not find any significant interaction between the onset site and sex for the speed factor of progression (p-
value = 1.) (Figure 1 B). However, patients with bulbar onset were found to progress 1.47 times faster (95% CI =
[1.37, 1.58]) than patients with spinal onset independently of sex.
Individual spatial variability
Sources characterise the dimensions of spatial variability, i.e. the order of evolution of longitudinal outcomes and
their impact on events. Nevertheless, to describe individual variability on one longitudinal outcome 𝑘 or event 𝑙,
space shift (𝑤𝑖,𝑘 = 𝐴𝑘𝑠𝑖) and survival shifts (𝑢𝑖,𝑙 = 𝜁𝑙𝑠𝑖) are usually easier to interpret compared to sources 𝑠𝑖,
as they encapsulate the total effect of the spatial variability (see section 2.3.1). Note that survival shifts have a
proportional impact on the hazard and their interpretation is close to the one of the hazard ratio and will be referred
to as the Proportional effect of survival shifts on the Hazard (PH). The space shifts were corrected by the speed
(𝑣0) to be on a time unit.

As we are more interested in the method to analyse the results rather than the results themselves, we only
analyse one space shift and one survival shift here, but the rest of the interpretation can be found in appendix G.1.
Using the space shift associated with the bulbar scale 𝑤𝑖𝑣−10 , we did not observe any interaction between sex and
onset site for ALSFRSr bulbar scale (p-value =0.15), once corrected for the estimated reference timing and speed
of progression (Figure 1 C). ALSFRSr bulbar scale deteriorated 28.6 months later (95% CI = [27.4, 29.9]) for
patients with spinal onset compared to bulbar onset, independently of the sex.
Using the survival shift associated with the initiation of NIV 𝑢𝑖, after correction for speed and onset, women had a
significantly higher risk of NIV initiation compared to men (PH: 1.09 [1.08, 1.11]) (Figure 1 D).

7 DISCUSSION

We designed the first data-driven multivariate joint cause-specific model. To do so, we used the Longitudinal
Spatiotemporal model as longitudinal submodel. The proposed Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model realigns
both survival and longitudinal observations on a latent disease age (temporal aspect). In addition, it captures the
impact of the order of the longitudinal outcome on the survival processes (spatial aspect). This enabled us to
overcome the limitation of the joint shared random effects that model the impact of the longitudinal outcomes on
survival.

After validating it on simulation data close to real-life data we have benchmarked it in prediction against
a joint shared random effect model using JMBayes2 package (Rizopoulos, 2016). The joint shared random effect
model got better results for all the longitudinal outcomes. This might be the drawback of one shared individual
speed (𝜉𝑖) of the Spatiotemporal model. Nevertheless, this shared individual speed should facilitate application
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to a higher number of longitudinal outcomes, which is currently a limitation of the joint shared random effect
model (Devaux et al., 2023; Hickey et al., 2016). Compared to the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model, the
Longitudinal Spatiotemporal model got significantly better results. This could be because the longitudinal model
is less constrained.
For survival metrics, even though the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model got systematically better event
ordering metrics (C-index and AUC) compared to the joint shared random effect model, none was significant. This
might point out the interest of the latent age to capture individual variability. The joint shared random effect model
got better results for the event distance metric (IBS). The survival function of the joint shared random effect model
may exhibit this difference due to its enhanced flexibility, utilizing splines instead of a Weibull function.

We demonstrate how the different random effects can be interpreted in order to analyse the progression
of ALS. We confirmed some known results on the longitudinal data (Grassano et al., 2024; Ortholand et al., 2024).
More observed events as well as analysis including covariates, left and interval censored events would be necessary
to replicate results on NIV (Dibling et al., 2024; Grassano et al., 2024).

The designed model showed great potential to model a shared disease speed among both longitudinal and
survival processes, which offer a new modelling perspective. Nevertheless, its structure makes it harder to model
complex associations, such as the impact of the integral of some outcomes, which is possible with JMbayes2.
Covariates were also not included in the model, but recent work (Fournier and Durrleman, 2023) paves the way
for their integration. Finally, improvements in dealing with survival data could be done by handling interval and
left censored events to reduce potential introduced biases (Leffondré et al., 2013) as well as more flexible hazard
function with splines for example.
We have encompassed the different aspects of the use of a model in terms of the description and prediction of real
data. We have provided an open-source tool for its future use (https://gitlab.com/icm-institute/aramislab/leaspy).
Nevertheless, more simulation work would be needed to fully assess the performances and the limits of the model,
but this was out of the scope of this article (Heinze et al., 2024). In that direction, a benchmark in the context of
higher dimensions could be of interest (Devaux et al., 2023; Hickey et al., 2016; Nguyen et al., 2023).

In conclusion, the proposed multivariate joint cause-specific model with latent disease age enabled us
to offer a new modelling framework and alleviate the need for a precise reference time. This model opens up the
perspective to design predictive and personalized therapeutic strategies.
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Table 1 Specification of used models for multivariate longitudinal outcomes and competing risks

Legend: Longitudinal: Longitudinal Spatiotemporal model, Cause-specific AFT: Cause-specific Weibull Accelerated Failure Time model, Joint Spa-
tiotemporal: the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model, Cause-specific-JMbayes2: joint model with shared random effects and cause-specific
survival model. 𝑠𝑝𝑙(𝑡): spline function.𝐿 events indexed by 𝑙 and𝐾 longitudinal outcomes indexed by 𝑘. For space reasons, the CIF is not integrated
into the table, but all the model followed a cause-specific structure described in (Zhang et al., 2008) and in section 2.3.3

Model Inputs Effects Random effects structure Link functions
Fixed Random 𝜓𝑖(𝑡) Longitudinal 𝛾𝑖,𝑘(𝑡) 𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡)

Longitudinal t 𝑔, 𝑣0, 𝑡0 𝜉𝑖, 𝜏𝑖, 𝑤𝑖 𝑒𝜉𝑖(𝑡 − 𝜏𝑖) + 𝑡0
(

1 + 𝑔𝑘 × exp(−𝑣0,𝑘
(𝑔𝑘+1)2

𝑔𝑘
(𝜓𝑖(𝑡) − 𝑡0) +𝑤𝑖,𝑘)

)−1 -
Cause-specific AFT t 𝜈0, 𝜌0 - - - 𝑒𝑥𝑝

(

−
(

𝑡
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙)

Joint Spatiotemporal t 𝑔, 𝑣0, 𝑡0, 𝜌, 𝜈 𝜉𝑖, 𝜏𝑖, 𝑤𝑖, 𝑢𝑖 𝑒𝜉𝑖(𝑡 − 𝜏𝑖) + 𝑡0
(

1 + 𝑔𝑘 × exp(−𝑣0,𝑘
(𝑔𝑘+1)2

𝑔𝑘
(𝜓𝑖(𝑡) − 𝑡0) +𝑤𝑖,𝑘)

)−1
exp

(

−
(

𝜓𝑖(𝑡)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙
exp

(

𝑢𝑖,𝑙
)

)

Cause-specific-JMBayes2 t 𝛽0, 𝛽1, 𝑔𝑘, 𝛼, 𝑠𝑝𝑙(𝑡) 𝑏𝑖,0, 𝑏𝑖,1 (𝛽0 + 𝑏𝑖,0) + (𝛽1 + 𝑏𝑖,1)𝑡
(

1 + 𝑔𝑘 × exp(𝜓𝑖(𝑡)
)

)−1 exp
⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

−∫ 𝑡

0
exp(𝑠𝑝𝑙𝑙(𝑢) +

∑

𝑘 𝛼𝑘𝛾𝑖,𝑘(𝑢))𝑑𝑢
⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠
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Table 2 Characteristics of the PRO-ACT and real-like simulated dataset
Legend: Results are presented with mean (SD) [class%]. There were no missing values in the dataset due to patient
selection.
Analysis: extraction from the PRO-ACT database used for the application and the estimation of pa-
rameters used for simulation, Benchmark: extraction from PRO-ACT database used to benchmark
the models, patients have at least 3 visits, Real-like: first real-like dataset simulated over the 100.

Real PRO-ACT data Simulated data
Type Characteristics Analysis Benchmark Real-like
Number patients 2,177 1,919 300

visits 16,400 16,036 2,065
patient-years 1,661 1,650 287
visits per patients 7.5 (4.5) 8.4 (4.1) 6.9 (3.2)

Time follow-up (years) 0.8 (0.5) 0.9 (0.5) 1.0 (0.5)
between visits (months) 1.4 (0.7) 1.4 (0.7) 2.0 (0.7)

Gender (Male) 1,364 [62.7 %] 1197 [62.4 %] -
Symptom onset (Spinal) 1,666 [76.5 %] 1465 [76.3 %] -
Age at first symptoms 54.1 (11.3) 54.0 (11.4) -
Observed events (%) VNI 570 [26.2%] 477 [24.9%] 72 [24.0 %]

Death 245 [11.3%] 216 [11.3%] 28 [9.3 %]
ALSFRSr (baseline) total 39.4 (4.1) 39.6 (4.1) 40.6 (3.8)

bulbar 10.3 (2.0) 10.3 (2.0) 10.6 (1.9)
fine motor 9.1 (2.0) 9.1 (2.0) 9.7 (2.0)
gross motor 8.5 (2.4) 8.6 (2.5) 9.1 (2.4)
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Table 3 Validation metrics for the fixed effects of the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model on the Real-like
simulated dataset
Legend: Simulated: the value of the parameter used for simulation, RB(%): the relative bias, RRMSE (%): the
relative root mean square error, CR(%): the 95 % coverage intervals. 𝜉, 𝑠, 𝜎𝑠 parameters are not present as they
are fixed by the model (𝜉 = 0, 𝑠 = 0, 𝜎𝑠 = 1) and 𝑡0 = 𝜏

Parameters name Simulated RB (%) RRMSE (%) CR (%)
Distribution of
random effects

Estimated reference time (mean) 𝑡0 5.000 0.10 2.23 94.0 [87.4, 97.8]
Estimated reference time (std) 𝜎𝜏 1.000 -1.47 4.40 96.0 [90.1, 98.9]
Individual log-speed factor (std) 𝜎𝜉 0.790 13.21 14.85 52.0 [41.8, 62.1]

Longitudinal
fixed effects

Curve values at 𝑡0: 1
1+𝑔𝑘

(𝑔𝑘)
𝑔0 13.958 -5.35 9.28 90.0 [82.4, 95.1]
𝑔1 5.316 -8.08 11.27 81.0 [71.9, 88.2]
𝑔2 3.993 -7.74 10.87 81.0 [71.9, 88.2]
𝑔3 5.704 -5.93 7.71 74.0 [64.3, 82.3]

Speed of the logistic curves (𝑣0,𝑘)
𝑣0,0 0.069 -7.04 10.87 84.0 [75.3, 90.6]
𝑣0,1 0.188 -7.43 10.64 84.0 [75.3, 90.6]
𝑣0,2 0.198 -8.89 11.27 78.0 [68.6, 85.7]
𝑣0,3 0.112 -9.34 11.21 73.0 [63.2, 81.4]

Estimated noises (𝜎𝑘)
𝜎0 0.066 -3.22 4.12 78.0 [68.6, 85.7]
𝜎1 0.102 -1.08 2.44 92.0 [84.8, 96.5]
𝜎2 0.102 -0.82 2.24 94.0 [87.4, 97.8]
𝜎3 0.046 0.17 2.14 95.0 [88.7, 98.4]

Survival
fixed effects

Weibull scale (𝜈𝑙) 𝜈0 2.800 18.04 23.19 83.0 [74.2, 89.8]
𝜈1 3.600 -0.09 9.97 94.0 [87.4, 97.8]

Weibull shape (𝜌𝑙) 𝜌0 1.700 -8.38 14.15 88.0 [80.0, 93.6]
𝜌1 2.800 10.98 19.79 92.0 [84.8, 96.5]

Table 4 Absolute error on the longitudinal outcomes for the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal and reference
models on PRO-ACT data (Benchmark dataset)
Legend: Joint: the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model, Longitudinal: Spatiotemporal longitudinal model,
JMbayes2: joint model with shared random effects with cause-specific survival model estimated using JMbayes2.
Results are presented with the mean (SD) over the 10-fold cross-validation. P-values are computed using a Wilcoxon
signed-rank test with Bonferroni correction between the Joint Temporal model and each of the reference models.
The absolute bias should be minimised and the best results are in bold. 12,197 longitudinal predictions were made
at 0.55 (0.47) years from the last visit.

Joint Longitudinal p-value JMbayes2 p-value
Bulbar 1.187 (1.312) 1.179 (1.301) 2.8e-18 1.166 (1.233) 3.4e-02
Fine motor 1.510 (1.425) 1.499 (1.417) 5.1e-24 1.502 (1.397) 9.8e-01
Gross motor 1.424 (1.331) 1.414 (1.335) 6.5e-30 1.365 (1.288) 6.1e-08
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Table 5 Event metrics on NIV initiation and death for the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal and reference models
on PRO-ACT data (Benchmark dataset)
Legend: NIV: Non Invasive Ventilation initiation, Joint: the Joint Temporal model, Longitudinal: Spatiotemporal
longitudinal model, JMbayes2: joint model with shared random effects with cause-specific survival model estimated
using JMbayes2.
Results are presented with the mean (SD) over the 10-fold cross-validation. P-values are computed using a Wilcoxon
signed-rank test with Bonferroni correction. ↓means that the metric should be minimised and ↑maximised. Results
in bold are the best for each metric for each event.

NIV Death
Joint JMbayes2 p-value Joint JMbayes2 p-value

IBS ↓ 0.131 (0.013) 0.124 (0.015) 7.8e-03 0.142 (0.02) 0.138 (0.021) 1.3e-06
AUC ↑ 0.642 (0.085) 0.633 (0.091) 1.0e+00 0.719 (0.101) 0.695 (0.107) 1.7e-01
C-index 1.0y ↑ 0.654 (0.043) 0.632 (0.046) 5.9e-02 0.654 (0.042) 0.637 (0.042) 1.6e-01
C-index 1.5y ↑ 0.654 (0.044) 0.642 (0.048) 2.2e-01 0.655 (0.042) 0.642 (0.045) 1.2e-01

APPENDIX

A LIKELIHOOD

Notations
As a reminder, note that there are 𝑁 patients indexed by 𝑖 and each has 𝑛𝑖 visits indexed by 𝑗. Note that 𝑡0 = 𝜏 .𝐾
outcomes and 𝑁𝑠 sources and 𝑇𝑒 is the time of observation of the event and 𝐵𝑒 is the associated boolean whether
the event was observed or not (see section 2.2), parameters are defined in section 2.4.1.

Likelihood
The likelihood estimated by the model is the following:

𝑝(𝑦, 𝑇𝑒, 𝐵𝑒 ∣ 𝜃,Π) =∫
𝑧

𝑝(𝑦, 𝑇𝑒, 𝐵𝑒, 𝑧 ∣ 𝜃,Π)𝑑𝑧

𝑝(𝑦, 𝑇𝑒, 𝐵𝑒, 𝑧 ∣ 𝜃,Π) can be divided into four different terms: the longitudinal data attachment, the survival
data attachment and two terms for the prior attachment of latent parameters (fixed and random). We end up with
the following expression :

log 𝑝((𝑦, 𝑡𝑒, 𝐵𝑒), 𝑧 ∣ 𝜃,Π) = log 𝑝(𝑦 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π) + log 𝑝(𝑡𝑒, 𝐵𝑒 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)
+ log 𝑝(𝑧𝑟𝑒 ∣ 𝑧𝑓𝑒, 𝜃,Π) + log 𝑝(𝑧𝑓𝑒 ∣ 𝜃,Π)

The different parts of the log-likelihood are described below associated with their different assumptions, with the
priors attachment to latent fixed effect, 𝑝(𝑧𝑓𝑒 ∣ 𝜃,Π), separated for longitudinal and survival effects.
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Figure 1 Individual estimated reference time and speed depending on sex and symptom onset
Legend: Graphs present the mean of random effects distribution for the four subgroups defined by sex (in abscissa
men, women) and symptom onset (blue: Bulbar, orange: Spinal) with its confidence interval 95%. Panel A: the
vertical axis presents the estimated reference time in months compared to the mean estimated reference time of
the whole population. Panel B: The vertical axis presents the log speed compared to the mean log speed of the
whole population. ANOVA interaction p-value with Bonferroni correction: (A) 1. estimated reference time, (B) 1.
individual log-speed.

Longitudinal data attachment
To model the longitudinal process, we assumed that patients and their visits are independent conditionally on
random effects and that the noise of the process follows a Gaussian distribution. We thus got (Koval, 2020 p.175):

log 𝑝(𝑦 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π) =
∑

𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
log 𝑝(𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)

=
∑

𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
− log

(

𝜎𝑘
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑘

(

𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 − 𝛾𝑖,𝑘
(

𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
))2
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Survival data attachment
To model the survival process, we assumed that all patients were independent and that the modelling of the survival
process depended on whether the event was observed or not. Note that the following equation could be interpreted
as follows: the patient must have survived till the time of observation (or censure) and then has an instantaneous
risk for the observed events (Mozumder et al., 2018):

log 𝑝(𝑡𝑒, 𝐵𝑒 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π) =
∑

𝑖
log 𝑝(𝑡𝑒𝑖 , 𝐵𝑒𝑖 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)

=
∑

𝑖,𝑙
1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙 × log

(

ℎ𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

+
∑

𝑖,𝑙
log

(

𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

=
∑

𝑖,𝑙
1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙 × log

⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

𝜌𝑙𝑒𝜉𝑖
𝜈𝑙

(

𝑒𝜉𝑖(𝑡𝑒𝑖 − 𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙−1

exp
(

𝑢𝑖,𝑙
)

⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

−
∑

𝑖,𝑙

(

𝑒𝜉𝑖(𝑡𝑒𝑖 − 𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙

exp
(

𝑢𝑖,𝑙
)

The likelihood for a simple event could be extracted from the above formula by putting 𝐿 = 1. If 𝜓𝑖(𝑡) < 𝑡0
log

(

ℎ𝑖(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

= −∞, to prevent estimation issues, we initialised the algorithm at a possible point getting inspiration
from barrier methods (Nesterov, 2018).

Latent random effects priors attachment
As patients were supposed independent of each other, we supposed that random effects were independent condi-
tionally to 𝑧𝑓𝑒, 𝜃, and Π. The regularization term associated, with 𝜉 = 0, 𝑡0 = 𝜏, 𝑠 = 0 and 𝜎𝑠 = 1, is then (Koval,
2020 p.175):

log 𝑝(𝑧𝑟𝑒 ∣ 𝑧𝑓𝑒, 𝜃,Π) =
∑

𝑖

(

log 𝑝(𝜏𝑖 ∣ 𝑧𝑓𝑒, 𝜃,Π) + log 𝑝(𝜉𝑖 ∣ 𝑧𝑓𝑒, 𝜃,Π) +
𝑁𝑠
∑

𝑚
log 𝑝(𝑠𝑖,𝑚 ∣ 𝑧𝑓𝑒, 𝜃,Π)

)

=− 𝑁 log
(

𝜎𝜏
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜏

∑

𝑖
(𝜏𝑖 − 𝑡0)2

− 𝑁 log
(

𝜎𝜉
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜉

∑

𝑖
(𝜉𝑖 − 𝜉)2

− 𝑁𝑁𝑠 log
(

𝜎𝑠
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑠

∑

𝑖

𝑁𝑠
∑

𝑚
(𝑠𝑖,𝑚)2

Latent fixed effects priors longitudinal attachment
Each longitudinal latent fixed effect is independently sampled from a posterior distribution. The regularization term
associated is then (Koval, 2020 p.175):
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log 𝑝(𝑧𝑓𝑒 ∣ 𝜃,Π) =
∑

𝑘

(

log 𝑝(𝑔̃𝑘 ∣ 𝜃,Π) + log 𝑝(𝑣̃0,𝑘 ∣ 𝜃,Π)
)

+
∑

𝑜,𝑚
log 𝑝(𝛽𝑜,𝑚 ∣ 𝜃,Π)

=−
∑

𝑘
log

(

𝜎𝑔̃
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑔̃

(

𝑔̃𝑘 − 𝑔̃𝑘
)2

−
∑

𝑘
log

(

𝜎𝑣̃0
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑣̃0

(

𝑣̃0,𝑘 − 𝑣̃0,𝑘
)2

− (𝐾 − 1)𝑁𝑠 log(𝜎𝛽
√

2𝜋) − 1
2𝜎2𝛽

∑

𝑜,𝑚
(𝛽𝑜,𝑚 − 𝛽𝑜,𝑚)

Latent fixed effects prior event attachment
Each latent fixed effect is independently sampled from a posterior distribution. The regularization term associated
is then:

log 𝑝(𝜈̃, 𝜌̃, 𝜁 ∣ 𝜃,Π) =
∑

𝑙
log 𝑝(𝜈̃𝑙 ∣ 𝜃,Π) + log 𝑝(𝜌̃𝑙 ∣ 𝜃,Π)

+
∑

𝑙,𝑚
log 𝑝(𝜁𝑙,𝑚 ∣ 𝜃,Π)

=−
∑

𝑙
log

(

𝜎𝜈̃𝑙
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜈̃𝑙

(

𝜈̃𝑙 − 𝜈̃𝑙
)2

−
∑

𝑙
log

(

𝜎𝜌̃𝑙
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜌̃𝑙

(

𝜌̃𝑙 − 𝜌̃𝑙
)2

−
∑

𝑙,𝑚
log

(

𝜎𝜁
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜁

(

𝜁𝑙,𝑚 − 𝜁 𝑙,𝑚
)2
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Total formula

log 𝑝((𝑦, 𝑇𝑒, 𝐵𝑒), 𝑧, 𝜃 ∣ Π) =
∑

𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
− log

(

𝜎𝑘
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑘

(

𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 − 𝛾𝑖,𝑘
(

𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
))2

+
∑

𝑖,𝑙
1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙 × log

(

ℎ𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

+
∑

𝑖,𝑙
log

(

𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

−
∑

𝑘
log

(

𝜎𝑔̃
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑔̃

(

𝑔̃𝑘 − 𝑔̃𝑘
)2

−
∑

𝑘
log

(

𝜎𝑣̃0
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑣̃0

(

𝑣̃0,𝑘 − 𝑣̃0,𝑘
)2

−
∑

𝑙
log

(

𝜎𝜈̃
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜈̃

(

𝜈𝑙 − 𝜈𝑙
)2

−
∑

𝑙
log

(

𝜎𝜌̃
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜌̃

(

𝜌̃𝑙 − 𝜌𝑙
)2

− (𝐾 − 1)𝑁𝑠 log(𝜎𝛽
√

2𝜋) − 1
2𝜎2𝛽

∑

𝑜,𝑚
(𝛽𝑜,𝑚 − 𝛽𝑜,𝑚)

− 𝐿𝑁𝑠 log
(

𝜎𝜁
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜁

∑

𝑙,𝑚

(

𝜁𝑙,𝑚 − 𝜁 𝑙,𝑚
)2

− 𝑁 log
(

𝜎𝜏
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜏

∑

𝑖
(𝜏𝑖 − 𝜏)2

− 𝑁 log
(

𝜎𝜉
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜉

∑

𝑖
(𝜉𝑖 − 𝜉)2

− 𝑁𝑁𝑠 log
(

𝜎𝑠
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑠

∑

𝑖

𝑁𝑠
∑

𝑚
(𝑠𝑖,𝑚 − 𝑠)2

B SUFFICIENT STATISTICS

The convergence of the Monte-Carlo Markov Chain Stochastic Approximation Expectation-Maximization
(MCMC-SAEM) algorithm has been proven in Kuhn and Lavielle, 2004 for models which lie into the curved
exponential family. For such a family of distributions, the log-likelihood can be written as:

log 𝑝(𝑌 , 𝑧, 𝜃,Π) = −Φ(𝜃,Π) + ⟨𝑆(𝑌 , 𝑧), 𝑓 (𝜃,Π)⟩ + 𝐴(𝑌 , 𝑧,Π)

where Φ and 𝑓 are smooth functions, and 𝑆 are called the sufficient statistics. The sufficient statistics are to be
understood as a summary of the required information from the latent variables 𝑧 and the observations 𝑌 . Our
models fall in such a category and sufficient statistics are described below. Note that for the joint models, the same
kind of decomposition was done by Lavalley-Morelle et al., 2024.

The idea is to rewrite likelihood in the above form to get sufficient statistics. As a reminder, note that
there are 𝑁 patients indexed by 𝑖 and each has visits indexed by 𝑗.
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log 𝑞((𝑦, 𝑇𝑒, 𝐵𝑒), 𝑧, 𝜃 ∣ Π) = −
∑

𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
ln(𝜎𝑘

√

2𝜋) − ⟨[‖𝑦𝑖𝑗‖2]𝑖𝑗
⏟⏞⏟⏞⏟
𝑆1(𝑦,𝑧)

−2[𝑦𝑇𝑖𝑗𝛾𝑖(𝑡𝑖,𝑗)]𝑖𝑗
⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟

𝑆2(𝑦,𝑧)

+ [‖𝛾𝑖(𝑡𝑖,𝑗)‖2]𝑖𝑗
⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟

𝑆3(𝑦,𝑧)

, 1
2[𝜎2𝑘]𝑘

𝟏∑
𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 1⟩

+ [
∑

𝑖,𝑙
1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙 × log

(

ℎ𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

+
∑

𝑖,𝑙
log

(

𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

]𝑖,

−𝐾𝑁 ln(𝜎𝑣̃0
√

2𝜋) −
𝐾
∑

𝑘=1

1
2𝜎2𝑣̃0

𝑣̃0
2
𝑘 + ⟨ [𝑣̃20,𝑘]𝑘

⏟⏟⏟
𝑆4(𝑦,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝑣̃0

𝟏𝐾⟩ + ⟨ [𝑣̃0,𝑘]𝑘
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆5(𝑦,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝑣̃0

[𝑣̃0𝑘]𝑘⟩

−𝐾 ln(𝜎𝑔̃
√

2𝜋) −
𝐾
∑

𝑘=1

1
2𝜎2𝑔̃

𝑔̃
2
𝑘 + ⟨ [𝑔̃2𝑘]𝑘

⏟⏟⏟
𝑆6(𝑦,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝑔̃

𝟏𝐾⟩ + ⟨ [𝑔̃𝑘]𝑘
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆7(𝑦,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝑔̃

[𝑔̃𝑘]𝑘⟩

− (𝐾 − 1)𝑁𝑠 ln(𝜎𝛽
√

2𝜋) −
∑

𝑜,𝑚

1
2𝜎2𝛽

𝛽
2
𝑜,𝑚

+ ⟨[𝛽2𝑜,𝑚]𝑜,𝑚
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆8(𝑦,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝛽

𝟏(𝐾−1)𝑁𝑠
⟩ + ⟨[𝛽𝑜,𝑚]𝑜,𝑚

⏟⏟⏟
𝑆9(𝑦,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝛽

[𝛽𝑜,𝑚]𝑜,𝑚⟩

− ln(𝜎𝜈̃
√

2𝜋) −
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1

1
2𝜎2𝜈̃

𝜈̃𝑙
2
+ ⟨ [𝜈̃2𝑙 ]𝑙
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆10(𝑌 ,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝜈̃

𝟏1⟩ + ⟨ [𝜈̃𝑙]𝑙
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆11(𝑌 ,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝜈̃

[𝜈̃𝑙]𝑙⟩

− ln(𝜎𝜌̃
√

2𝜋) −
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1

1
2𝜎2𝜌̃

𝜌̃𝑙
2
+ ⟨ [𝜌̃2𝑙 ]𝑙
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆12(𝑌 ,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝜌̃

𝟏1⟩ + ⟨ [𝜌̃𝑙]𝑙
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆13(𝑌 ,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝜌̃

[𝜌̃𝑙]𝑙⟩

− 𝐿𝑁𝑠 ln(𝜎𝜁
√

2𝜋) −
∑

𝑙,𝑚

1
2𝜎2𝜁

𝜁
2
𝑙,𝑚

+ ⟨[𝜁2𝑙,𝑚]𝑙,𝑚
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆14(𝑦,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝜁

𝟏𝐿𝑁𝑠
⟩ + ⟨[𝜁𝑙,𝑚]𝑙,𝑚

⏟⏟⏟
𝑆15(𝑦,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝜁

[𝜁 𝑙,𝑚]𝑙,𝑚⟩

−𝑁 log(𝜎𝜏
√

2𝜋) − 1
2𝜎2𝜏

𝑁𝜏2 + ⟨ [𝜏2𝑖 ]𝑖
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆16(𝑌 ,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝜏

𝟏𝑁⟩ + ⟨ [𝜏𝑖]𝑖
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆17(𝑌 ,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝜏
𝜏𝟏𝑁⟩

−𝑁 log(𝜎𝜉
√

2𝜋) − 1
2𝜎2𝜉

𝑁𝜉
2
+ ⟨ [𝜉2𝑖 ]𝑖
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆18(𝑌 ,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝜉

𝟏𝑁⟩ + ⟨ [𝜉𝑖]𝑖
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆19(𝑌 ,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝜉
𝜉𝟏𝑁⟩

−𝑁𝑁𝑠 log(𝜎𝑠
√

2𝜋) −𝑁
𝑁𝑠
∑

𝑚=1

1
2𝜎2𝑠

𝑠𝑚

+ ⟨ [𝑠𝑖𝑙2]𝑖𝑙
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆20(𝑦,𝑧)

,− 1
2𝜎2𝑠

𝟏𝑁𝑁𝑠
⟩ +

𝑁𝑠
∑

𝑚=1
⟨ [𝑠̃𝑖𝑚]𝑖
⏟⏟⏟
𝑆21(𝑦,𝑧)

, 1
𝜎2𝑠

[𝑠]⟩
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C MAXIMIZATION UPDATE RULES

To find the update rule of the different parameters, we need to find the new parameter 𝜃 that maximizes the log-
likelihood. As expressions are convex in 𝜃 we can simply derive and look for a critical point. We derive the log-
likelihood with respect to each maximised fixed effect. Note that only maximised fixed effects are updated by a
maximization rule, other parameters are latent variables that are sampled. 𝜉 is first maximised and then set to 0
and 𝑠 = 0 and 𝜎𝑠 = 1. As a reminder, note that there are 𝑁 patients indexed by 𝑖 and that each of them has 𝑛𝑖
visits indexed by 𝑗. At iteration 𝑐, we can use 𝑆̃ (𝑐+1) computed with the parameters at iteration 𝑐 and the formula
of 𝑆(𝑌 , 𝑧) to compute the parameters at iteration (𝑐 + 1).

See notation in section 2.2 and parameters in section 2.4.1, and sufficient statistics section B

(𝜎2)(𝑐+1) ← 1
𝑁

[𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
1 − 2𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)

2 + 𝑆̃ (𝑐)
3 ]𝑇 𝟏1

(𝑣̃0𝑘)
𝑐+1 ← 𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)

5

(𝑔̃𝑘)𝑐+1 ← 𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
7

(𝛽𝑜,𝑚)𝑐+1 ← 𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
9

(𝜈̃𝑙)(𝑐+1) ← 𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
11

(𝜌̃𝑙)(𝑐+1) ← 𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
13

(𝜁 𝑙,𝑚)𝑐+1 ← 𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
15

(𝜏)(𝑐+1) ← 1
𝑁
𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
17

(𝜎2𝜏 )
(𝑐+1) ←

1
𝑁

[𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
16 − 2𝜏𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)

17 ]𝑇 𝟏𝑁 + 𝜏2

(𝜉)(𝑐+1) ← 1
𝑁
𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
19

(𝜎2𝜉 )
(𝑐+1) ←

1
𝑁

[𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)
18 − 2𝜉𝑆̃ (𝑐+1)

19 ]𝑇 𝟏𝑁 + 𝜉
2

D JACOBIAN LIKELIHOOD

To faster personalisation, gradients are computed for 𝜉𝑖 × 𝜎𝜉 and 𝜏𝑖 × 𝜎𝜏 . Thus all the equations must be multiplied
by the standard deviation at the end, to get the implemented formulas.

D.1 Longitudinal data attachment
From likelihood
Longitudinal noise is supposed to follow Gaussian law, we have to derive the following quantity per patient 𝑖 and
visit 𝑗 for the outcome 𝑘:

log 𝑝(𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π) = − log
(

𝜎𝑘
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑘

(

𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 − 𝛾𝑖,𝑘
(

𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
))2
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Jacobian
Using the known formula of the derivative of the logistic function, we get:

𝐶𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 =
(1+𝑔𝑘)2

𝑔𝑘

[

𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 − 𝛾𝑖,𝑘
(

𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
)]

[𝛾𝑖,𝑘
(

𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
)

]
[

1 − 𝛾𝑖,𝑘
(

𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
)]

𝜕 log 𝑝(𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝜉𝑖

= 1
𝜎2
(

𝑣0,𝑘𝜓𝑖
(

𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
)

× 𝐶𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
)

𝜕 log 𝑝(𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝜏𝑖

= − 1
𝜎2
(

𝑣0,𝑘𝑒𝜉𝑖 × 𝐶𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
)

𝜕 log 𝑝(𝑦𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝑠𝑖,𝑚

= − 1
𝜎2
(

𝐴𝑘,𝑚 × 𝐶𝑖,𝑗,𝑘
)

D.2 Survival data attachment
From likelihood
On the other side, the modelling of the survival process depends on whether the event is observed or not for each
patient 𝑖:

log 𝑝(𝑡𝑒𝑖 , 𝐵𝑒𝑖 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π) =
∑

𝑙 1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙 × log
(

𝜌𝑙𝑒𝜉𝑖
𝜈𝑙

( 𝑒𝜉𝑖 (𝑡𝑒𝑖−𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙−1
exp

(
∑

𝑚 𝜁𝑙,𝑚𝑠𝑖,𝑚
)

)

−
∑

𝑙

( 𝑒𝜉𝑖 (𝑡𝑒𝑖−𝜏𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙
exp

(
∑

𝑚 𝜁𝑙,𝑚𝑠𝑖,𝑚
)

Jacobian
We thus get:

𝜕 log 𝑞(𝑡𝑒𝑖 , 𝐵𝑒𝑖 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝜉𝑖

=
∑

𝑙 1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙𝜌𝑙 − 𝜌𝑙 ×
(𝜓𝑖(𝑡𝑒𝑖)

𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙
exp

(
∑

𝑚 𝜁𝑙,𝑚𝑠𝑖,𝑚
)

=
∑

𝑙 1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙𝜌𝑙 + 𝜌𝑙 × log
(

𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

𝜕 log 𝑞(𝑡𝑒𝑖 , 𝐵𝑒𝑖 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝜏𝑖

=
∑

𝑙 −
(𝜌𝑙−1)
(𝑡𝑒𝑖−𝜏𝑖)

1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙 −
𝜌𝑙𝑒𝜉𝑖
𝜈𝑙

(𝜓𝑖(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙−1
exp

(
∑

𝑚 𝜁𝑙,𝑚𝑠𝑖,𝑚
)

=
∑

𝑙 −
(𝜌𝑙−1)
(𝑡𝑒𝑖−𝜏𝑖)

1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙 − ℎ𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)

𝜕 log 𝑞(𝑡𝑒𝑖 , 𝐵𝑒𝑖 ∣ 𝑧, 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝑠𝑖,𝑚

=
∑

𝑙 1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙𝜁𝑙,𝑚 − 𝜁𝑙,𝑚 ×
(𝜓𝑖(𝑡𝑒𝑖)

𝜈𝑙

)𝜌𝑙
exp

(
∑

𝑚 𝜁𝑙,𝑚𝑠𝑖,𝑚
)

=
∑

𝑙 1𝐵𝑒𝑖=𝑙𝜁𝑙,𝑚 + 𝜁𝑙,𝑚 × log
(

𝑆𝑖,𝑙(𝑡𝑒𝑖)
)

D.3 Random effects regularisation
From likelihood

log 𝑝(𝑧𝑟𝑒 ∣ 𝜃,Π) =− 𝑁 log
(

𝜎𝜏
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜏

∑

𝑖
(𝜏𝑖 − 𝜏)2

− 𝑁 log
(

𝜎𝜉
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝜉

∑

𝑖
(𝜉𝑖 − 𝜉)2

− 𝑁𝑁𝑠 log
(

𝜎𝑠
√

2𝜋
)

− 1
2𝜎2𝑠

∑

𝑖

𝑁𝑠
∑

𝑚
(𝑠𝑖,𝑚 − 𝑠)2
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Jacobian
We thus get:

𝜕 log 𝑞(𝜉𝑖 ∣ 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝜉𝑖

=
(

𝜉𝑖−𝜉
𝜎𝜉

)

𝜕 log 𝑞(𝜏𝑖 ∣ 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝜏𝑖

=
(

𝜏𝑖−𝜏
𝜎𝜏

)

𝜕 log 𝑞(𝑠𝑖,𝑚 ∣ 𝜃,Π)
𝜕𝑠𝑖,𝑚

=
(

𝑠𝑖,𝑚−𝑠
𝜎𝑠

)

E MATERIAL COMPLEMENTARY

E.1 Event extraction
Death
All the deaths were stored in one file. For patients without observed death, we censored their deaths with the date
of the last visit.
Tracheostomy
Tracheostomy is a medical intervention, some codes were available in one of the tables using the Medical Dictionary
for Regulatory Activities (MDRA). After analysis of the different labels, we have decided to keep the Lowest
Level Term, displayed in Figures E1, to extract an exact date of tracheostomy. Information on tracheostomy is
also available in item 12 of ALSFRSr. For patients with no information from the medical intervention table, we
extracted interval-censored events.
Non-Invasive Ventilation (NIV)
Non-Invasive Ventilation (NIV) was not coded medical intervention table but was coded in item 12 of ALSFRSr
and item 10 of ALSFRS. We were thus able to extract interval-censored data.

E.2 Simulated scenario
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Figure E1 Medical intervention terms related to tracheostomy using Medical Dictionary for Regulatory Activities
(MDRA)
Legend: SOC: Standard Of Care, each square represents a level in the medical intervention terms tree, the num-
bers in parentheses are the numbers of possible terms at each level of the tree, not selected levels and terms are
represented with dashed
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ETAL
Table E1 Data simulation parameters by scenario

Legend: Real-like: Real-like simulated dataset (valid shared latent age hypothesis), No link: No-link dataset (invalid shared latent age hypothesis),
(r) indicate when ALS real-like parameters are used. More information on simulation is available in section 3.2.𝜏 = 𝑡0, 𝜉 = 0, 𝜎𝑠 = 1 and 𝑠 = 0

Type Parameters Estimated Real-like No-link
Name Symbol parameters (r) simulation simulation

Patients Patient number 𝑁 300 r r

Random Effect
Population estimated reference time (year) (mean) 𝜏 5.00 r r

(std) 𝜎𝜏 1.100 r r
Individual log-speed factor (mean) 𝜉 0 r r

(std) 𝜎𝜉 0.790 r r
Number of sources 𝑁𝑠 2 r r

Longitudinal Speed of the logistic curve 𝑣0 [0.069 , 0.188, 0.198, 0.112] r r
Fixed Effects Curve value at 𝑡0: 1

1+𝑔
g [13.958, 5.316, 3.993, 5.704] r r

Estimated noise 𝜎 [0.07, 0.08, 0.07, 0.04] [25, 15, 16, 75] [25, 15, 16, 75]
Longitudinal mixing matrix 𝐴 [[ 0.059, -0.103, 0.001, 0.004], [[ 0.06, -0.10, 0.00, 0.01], [[ 0.06, -0.10, 0.00, 0.01],

[ 0.059, 0.006, -0.141, -0.004]] [ 0.06, 0.006, -0.14, -0.00]] [ 0.06, 0.01, -0.14, -0.00]]
Survival Scale of the Weibull distribution 𝜈 [3.4, 3.9] [2.8, 3.6] [2.8, 3.6]

Fixed Effects Shape of the Weibull distribution 𝜌 [1.7, 2.8] r r
Hazard ratio coefficients 𝜁 [[-0.09, 0.09] [[-0.09, 0.09] [[-0.09, 0.09]

[-0.1, 0.05]] [-0.1, 0.0]] [-0.1, 0.0]]

Visits
Time between 𝜏 and baseline (years) (mean) 𝛿𝑏 0.2 0. 0.

(std) 𝜎𝛿𝑏 0.4 0.4 0.4
Time of follow up (year) (mean) 𝑇𝑓 0.8 1.1 1.1

(std) 𝜎𝑇𝑓 0.5 r r
Time between visits (months) (mean) 𝛿𝑣 1.4 2.0 2.0

(std) 𝜎𝛿𝑣 0.75 r r
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F SIMULATION STUDY COMPLEMENTARY

Table F2 Intraclass correlation of random effects of the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model estimated on
the Real-like dataset
Legend: Mean intraclass correlation with the standard deviation over the simulated scenario (SD).

Random effects Intraclass correlation
Log-speed factor 𝜉𝑖 0.844 (0.020)
Individual estimated reference time 𝜏𝑖 0.919 (0.020)

Space shifts
Bulbar 𝑤𝑖,0 0.967 (0.006)
Fine motor 𝑤𝑖,1 0.939 (0.009)
Gross motor 𝑤𝑖,2 0.954 (0.007)
Total 𝑤𝑖,3 0.904 (0.042)

Survival shifts VNI 𝑢𝑖,0 0.479 (0.416)
Death 𝑢𝑖,1 0.147 (0.445)

G APPLICATION STUDY

Table G3 Comparison of the parameters estimated by the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model with the one
estimated by the cause-specific AFT model on PROACT data (analysis datset)
Legend: NIV: Non Invasive Ventilation initiation, Parameters: parameters of the Weibull distribution with the
matched scale (𝑛𝑢 for the AFT model and 𝑛𝑢+𝑡0 for the joint model with 𝑡0 the estimated reference time), 𝜌 the shape,
Joint Spatiotemporal: Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model, Cause-specific AFT: Cause-specific Accelerate
Failure Time model. Matched weibull scale Weibull shape

Relative difference Spatiotemporal Cause-specific Concordance of
(%) (𝜌𝑙) AFT(𝜌𝑙) hazard progression

NIV -5.12 1.91 2.1 [1.9, 2.2] yes
Death -22.28 3.50 2.3 [2.1, 2.6] yes

G.1 Individual spatial variability
Motor decline (𝑤𝑖𝑣−10 )
We found an interaction between sex and onset site for gross motor (p = 0.034) but not for fine motor scales (p-value
= 1.), once corrected for the estimated reference timing and speed of progression (Figure G3 A and B).



32 J. ORTHOLAND ET AL

50 25 0 25 50 75 100
REE (%)

t0

g0
g1
g2
g3

v0, 0
v0, 1
v0, 2
v0, 3

0
1
2
3
0
1
0
1

M
od

el
 P

ar
am

et
er

s 

Figure F2 Relative Estimation Error on the simulated real-like datasets
Legend: Distribution over the 100 real-like simulated datasets, 𝑡0: Estimated reference time (mean) , 𝜎𝜏: Estimated

reference time (std), 𝜎𝜉: Individual log-speed factor (std), 𝑔𝑘: Curve values at 𝑡0
(

1
1+𝑔𝑘

)

, 𝑣0,𝑘: Speed of the logistic

curves, 𝜎𝑘: Estimated noises, 𝜈𝑙: Weibull scale, 𝜌𝑙: Weibull shape. Note that: 𝜏 = 𝑡0, 𝜉 = 0, 𝜎𝑠 = 1 and 𝑠 = 0

ALSFRSr gross motor scale deteriorated 2.3 months later (95% CI = [1.6, 3.0]) in women than in men.
However, ALSFRSr fine motor scale deteriorated 2.4 months earlier (95% CI = [1.9, 2.9]) in women than in men,
independently of the onset site.

ALSFRSr gross motor scale deteriorated 11.3 months earlier (95% CI = [10.5, 12.0]) for patients with
spinal onset compared to bulbar onset. ALSFRSr fine motor scale deteriorated 10.2 months earlier (95% CI = [9.0,
11.3]) for patients with spinal onset compared to bulbar onset, independently of the sex.

Bulbar signs decline (𝑤𝑖𝑣−10 )
We did not observe any interaction between sex and onset site for ALSFRSr bulbar scale (p-value =0.15), once
corrected for the estimated reference timing and speed of progression (Figure G3 C).

ALSFRSr bulbar scale deteriorated 28.6 months later (95% CI = [27.4, 29.8]) for patients with spinal
onset compared to bulbar onset, independently of the sex.

Non-Invasive Ventilation Initiation (𝑢𝑖)
After correction for speed and onset, women had a significantly higher risk of NIV initiation compared to men
(PH: 1.09 [1.08, 1.11]) (Figure G4 A).
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Table G4 Estimated parameters of the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model on the Analysis dataset
Legend: 𝜉, 𝑠, 𝜎𝑠 parameters are not present as they are fixed by the model (𝜉 = 0, 𝑠 = 0, 𝜎𝑠 = 1) and 𝑡0 = 𝜏

Parameters name Estimated
Distribution of
random effects

Estimated reference time (mean) 𝑡0 0.889
Estimated reference time (std) 𝜎𝜏 0.974
Individual log-speed factor (std) 𝜎𝜉 0.782

Longitudinal
fixed effects

Curve values at 𝑡0: 1
1+𝑔

(𝑔𝑘)
bulbar 𝑔0 25.777
fine motor 𝑔1 10.345
gross motor 𝑔2 6.945

Speed of the logistic curves (𝑣0,𝑘)
bulbar 𝑣0,0 0.039
fine motor 𝑣0,1 0.117
gross motor 𝑣0,2 0.139

Estimated noises (𝜎𝑘)
bulbar 𝜎0 0.063
fine motor 𝜎1 0.075
gross motor 𝜎2 0.074

Survival
fixed effects

Weibull scale (𝜈𝑙) NIV 𝜈0 3.76
Death 𝜈1 4.24

Weibull shape (𝜌𝑙) NIV 𝜌0 1.91
Death 𝜌1 3.50

Death (𝑢𝑖)
Again, after correction for speed and onset, women had a significantly higher risk of death compared to men (PH:
1.21 [1.16, 1.25]) (Figure G4 B).

H HYPERPARAMETERS SELECTION

H.1 Method
Aims
The number of sources is a hyperparameter that can be adjusted. It corresponds to the number of dimensions
allowed for the dimension reduction of the ordering of the longitudinal outcomes (spatial aspect). We wanted to
evaluate a method to select the number of sources.

Data generating mechanism
We use the first dataset simulated over the 100 real-like simulated datasets (see 3.2). It was simulated with two
sources and four outcomes to unable to tests for 1, 2 and 3 sources (see section 2.3.1).

Estimands
We ran the model for 50,000 iterations with a 10,000 Robbins-Monro convergence phase. We used the fixed effects
extracted after the Robbins-Monro convergence phase and for the random effect the mean value over the last 100
iterations.
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Figure G3 Individual spatial variability on Longitudinal outcomes
Legend: Graphs present the mean of random effects distribution for the four subgroups defined by sex (in abscissa
men, women) and symptom onset (blue: Bulbar, orange: Spinal) with its confidence interval 95%. The vertical axis
presents the delay of outcome impairment onset in months compared to the mean onset of the whole population.
ANOVA interaction p-value with Bonferroni correction: (A) 0.091 gross motor scale, (B) 1. fine motor scale, (C)
0.15 bulbar scale.

Performance metrics
To compare the models, we used the BIC extended for mixed effects models (Delattre et al., 2014). We then kept
the number of sources that enabled to minimise the BIC.

H.2 Results
On the Real-like dataset, the BIC was lower for the model with two sources (-13,368) compared to the one with
one (-11,922) and three (-11,499) sources.

H.3 Conclusion
These results confirmed what was expected as we simulated data with two sources and thus validated the use of
the BIC to select the number of sources.

I LATENT AGE HYPOTHESIS

I.1 Method
I.1.1 Aims
We wanted to give future users tools to evaluate if the shared latent age hypothesis was realistic on their dataset.
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Figure G4 Individual spatial variability on NIV initiation and death
Legend: Graphs present the mean of random effects distribution for the four subgroups defined by sex (in abscissa
men, women) and symptom onset (blue: Bulbar, orange: Spinal) with its confidence interval 95%. The vertical axis
presents the log Proportional effect of survival shifts on the Hazard compared to the mean of the whole population.
ANOVA interaction p-value with Bonferroni correction: (A) 1. NIV initiation log-PH, (B) 1. death

I.2 Data-generatting mechanism
We used the first dataset simulated over the 100 of the simulation study, we will refer to it after as the real-like
datset. And use the same parameters to simulate not correlated longitudinal and survival outcomes, referred to as
the no-link dataset.

I.2.1 Estimands
We compared the estimated fixed effects from the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model with the one of the
cause-specific AFT model and the Longitudinal Spatiotemporal model, both on the real-like and no-link simulated
dataset. For survival process, we matched the Weibull scale of the the cause-specific AFT model (𝜈) with the
population estimated reference time plus the Weibull scale of Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model (𝑡0 + 𝜈).
Indeed, in the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model the survival submodel starts from 𝑡0 (see section 2.3.3).

I.2.2 Performance metrics
We report the relative difference of the fixed effects of the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model compared to
the one of Longitudinal Spatiotemporal model ( 𝜃𝑙𝑜𝑛𝑔−𝜃𝑗𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑡

𝜃𝑗𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑡
).

For the Weibull matched scale we reported also the relative difference to AFT model. Depending on the value of the
shape of the Weibull distribution (𝜌) the hazard function ℎ(𝑡) has different progressions (Jiang and Murthy, 2011):

• 𝜌 < 1: indicates that the hazard function decreases over time, which happens if the event is more likely to
occur at the beginning of the disease,
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• 𝜌 = 1: indicates that the hazard function is constant over time, which might suggest random external events
are causing the event,

• 𝜌 > 1: indicates that the hazard function increases with time, which happens when the event is more likely
to happen as time goes on.

So we reported the value of the Weibull shapes and assess if they correspond to the same tendency on the hazard
function.

I.3 Results
The two datasets have similare caracteristics even if the no-link datasets have slightly less events (Table I5).
For the longitudinal parameters relative differences, no major differences were observed and for both datasets are
below 25% in absolute value (I6). For the matched survival scale, relative differences was of the same magnitude
(below 25% in absolute value) on the real-like dataset but above 100% on the no link dataset (I7). The hazard
progression described by the Weibull shape was concordant between the Joint Spatiotemoral model and the AFT
model on the real-like dataset but not on the no-link dataset (I7).

I.4 Conclusion
In conclusion, to assess the shared latent disease age between the survival and the longitudinal process, the param-
eters of the survival submodel seemed more sensible. This could be link to the fact that the survival attachment
is less important due to few events compared to the one with the longitudinal data. A really different value of the
matched Weibull scale and a hazard progression (drove by the Weibull shape) not concordant between the Joint
model and the AFT model could be a good sign of an invalid shared latent age hypothesis.
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Table I5 Characteristics of the simulated datasets used to test the shared latent disease age hypothesis
Legend: Results are presented with mean (SD) [class%]. Real-like: Real-like simulated dataset
(valid shared latent age hypothesis), No-link: No link dataset (invalid shared latent age hypothesis)

Type Characteristics Real-like No-link
Number patients 300 300

visits 2,065 1,939
patient-years 287 268
visits per patients 6.9 (3.2) 6.5 (3.3)

Time follow-up (years) 1.0 (0.5) 0.9 (0.6)
between visits (months) 2.0 (0.7) 2.0 (0.7)

Observed events (%) VNI 72 [24.0%] 64 [21.3%]
Death 28 [9.3%] 24 [8.0%]

ALSFRSr (baseline) total 40.6 (3.8) 41.0 (3.8)
bulbar 10.6 (1.9) 10.7 (1.7)
fine motor 9.7 (2.0) 9.8 (2.1)
gross motor 9.1 (2.5) 9.2 (2.4)
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Table I6 Comparison of the parameters estimated by the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model with the one
of the Longitudinal Spatiotemporel model on the simulated dataset
Legend: Simulated: the value of the parameter used for simulation, Relative difference (%): relative difference
between the parameters of the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model and the Longitudinal Spatiotemporel
model, Real-like: Real-like simulated dataset (valid shared latent age hypothesis), No-link: No link dataset (invalid
shared latent age hypothesis), 𝜉, 𝑠, 𝜎𝑠 parameters are not present as they are fixed by the model (𝜉 = 0, 𝑠 = 0, 𝜎𝑠 =
1) and 𝑡0 = 𝜏

Parameters name Simulated Relative difference (%)
Real-like No-link

Distribution of
random effects

Estimated reference time (mean) 𝑡0 5.000 1.66 1.21
Estimated reference time (std) 𝜎𝜏 1.000 -1.79 4.30
Individual log-speed factor (std) 𝜎𝜉 0.790 -2.40 -14.26

Longitudinal
fixed effects

Curve values at 𝑡0: 1
1+𝑔

(𝑔𝑘)
𝑔0 13.958 -12.41 -14.77
𝑔1 5.316 -3.80 15.11
𝑔2 3.993 1.04 16.06
𝑔3 5.704 -3.68 3.42

Speed of the logistic curves (𝑣0,𝑘)
𝑣0,0 0.069 -3.52 -4.59
𝑣0,1 0.188 -11.81 -23.77
𝑣0,2 0.198 -15.18 -23.11
𝑣0,3 0.113 -12.08 -18.60

Estimated noises (𝜎𝑘)
𝜎0 0.066 0.35 0.06
𝜎1 0.076 0.32 0.09
𝜎2 0.102 0.19 -0.14
𝜎3 0.036 0.13 -0.19

Table I7 Comparison of the parameters estimated by the Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model with the one
estimated by the cause-specific AFT model on simulated data
Legend: , Real-like: Real-like simulated dataset (valid shared latent age hypothesis), No-link: No link dataset
(invalid shared latent age hypothesis), NIV: Non Invasive Ventilation initiation, Parameters: parameters of the
Weibull distribution with the matched scale (𝑛𝑢 for the AFT model and 𝑛𝑢 + 𝑡0 for the joint model with 𝑡0 the
estimated reference time), 𝜌 the shape, Joint Spatiotemporal: Joint cause-specific Spatiotemporal model, Cause-
specific AFT: Cause-specific Accelerate Failure Time model. Simulated values (𝜈𝑙 + 𝑡0, 𝜌𝑙) for both datasets: NIV
initiation (7.8, 1.7), death (8.6, 2.8).

Matched weibull scale Weibull shape
Relative difference Spatiotemporal Cause-specific Concordance of

(%) (𝜌𝑙) AFT(𝜌𝑙) hazard progression
Real-like NIV -2.75 1.509 4.742 [3.966, 5.671] yes

Death -16.8 3.044 4.954 [3.735, 6.572] yes
No-link NIV 133.9 0.527 5.610 [4.649, 6.769] no

Death 114.5 0.806 5.147 [3.755, 7.054] no
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