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Abstract

Predicting the outcome of antiretroviral therapies for HIV-1 is a pressing

clinical challenge, especially when the treatment regimen includes drugs for

which limited effectiveness data is available. This scarcity of data can arise

either due to the introduction of a new drug to the market or due to limited

use in clinical settings. To tackle this issue, we introduce a novel joint fusion
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model, which combines features from a Fully Connected (FC) Neural Net-

work and a Graph Neural Network (GNN). The FC network employs tabular

data with a feature vector made up of viral mutations identified in the most

recent genotypic resistance test, along with the drugs used in therapy. Con-

versely, the GNN leverages knowledge derived from Stanford drug-resistance

mutation tables, which serve as benchmark references for deducing in-vivo

treatment efficacy based on the viral genetic sequence, to build informative

graphs. We evaluated these models’ robustness against Out-of-Distribution

drugs in the test set, with a specific focus on the GNN’s role in handling

such scenarios. Our comprehensive analysis demonstrates that the proposed

model consistently outperforms the FC model, especially when considering

Out-of-Distribution drugs. These results underscore the advantage of inte-

grating Stanford scores in the model, thereby enhancing its generalizability

and robustness, but also extending its utility in real-world applications with

limited data availability. This research highlights the potential of our ap-

proach to inform antiretroviral therapy outcome prediction and contribute

to more informed clinical decisions.

Keywords: Human Immunodeficiency Virus; Out-of-distribution; Graph

Neural Network; therapy prediction; Stanford score.

1. Introduction

Human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) is an infectious agent that attacks

the immune system, and if not treated properly, it can lead to severe conse-

quences. It was discovered in 1981 and thereafter it has infected more than

80 million people and caused the deaths of more than 40 million. By the end
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of 2021, the World Health Organization estimated that, globally, about 38.4

million people were living with HIV [1]. There are no vaccines for HIV, and

it cannot be cured yet. Despite this, with regular treatment and high-quality

health care, people living with HIV (PLHIV) can have a life expectancy

comparable to that of people not infected by the virus.

Antiretroviral therapy (ART) has been shown to be effective in controlling

viral replication for most PLHIV. If no ART is used, HIV-infected patients

come to manifest symptoms of acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS).

Commonly, an ART usually consists of a cocktail of three antiretroviral drugs

that cooperatively block virus replication at multiple steps and, compared to

a single drug, are successful in prolonging the time it takes for HIV to become

resistant to therapy. This success is due to the development of potent and

well-tolerated antiretroviral drugs with high genetic barriers to resistance.

As a result, it is increasingly common to switch patients under prolonged

successful therapy to a simplified and highly tolerated regimen, even a dual-

drug regimen. However, before a change of therapy, patient records should be

carefully analyzed to guide treatment choices and preserve future treatment

options. This includes reviewing past drug exposure, treatment failures,

cumulative drug resistance, and duration of virological suppression [2, 3].

By examining the correlation between HIV-1 mutational patterns and

drug resistance, it is possible to interpret a genotype and provide a model of

drug susceptibility. There are two types of genotype interpretation systems:

rule-based systems and systems based on statistical or Machine Learning

(ML) models. The former use tables of drug resistance mutations, created

and maintained by experts, to generate a drug resistance score that classifies
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the genotype in several drug susceptibility categories that go from being full

susceptible to completely resistant [4, 5, 6]. The latter is trained directly on

genotypic data for predicting therapy outcomes [7, 8, 9].

With the availability of increasing amounts of genotypic and clinical data,

ML models have become widely used to guide treatment choices, especially

for treatment-experienced patients with complicated drug-resistance profiles.

However, when training ML models to predict treatment outcomes, it is pos-

sible that some treatment regimens may be excluded from the training set

because there is not wide availability of data regarding one or more drugs

specifically. This could happen when the drug in question is rarely used in

drug regimens or has been launched on the market too recently and, conse-

quently, data on the efficacy of therapies containing it are missing or not yet

accessible. In this scenario, classical ML models cannot be used to predict

the outcome of drug regimens containing drugs not included in the model’s

training set. At the same time, rule-based systems may be inaccurate when

assigning a susceptibility score to a therapy containing a new drug because of

limited clinical experience with that drug. In fact, when regulatory agencies

approve a new drug, drug resistance scores related to mutations are mainly

created based on in-vitro experiments with validation of resistance contribu-

tion by site-directed mutagenesis and susceptibility testing of laboratory or

clinical isolates [4]. It may be the case that the clinical trial enrolled only

patients without mutations, on first-line therapy, so there is not yet a rela-

tionship between mutations and drug efficacy in-vivo. Therefore, the created

scores are preliminary and may be subject to later adjustment.

To fill this gap, we propose a model using Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)
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[10] which are able to incorporate knowledge derived from the drug-resistance

mutation tables [11]. In this way, we can accurately predict the outcome of

therapies that contain drugs for which no data were present in the training

phase but are present in the knowledge base.

In the following, in section 2 we describe the state-of-the-art of HIV geno-

typic interpretation systems and present an overview of techniques used to

solve the Out of Distribution problem and how GNNs function and how they

could be useful in this context. In section 3 we present the data used by

the methodology presented in section 4. Next, in section 5 we present the

different experiments implemented to obtain the results presented and dis-

cussed in section 6. Finally, in section 7 we conclude by highlighting the

main findings opening future work for the following research.

2. Related Work

2.1. HIV Genotypic Interpretation Systems

Antiretroviral treatments against HIV-1 can lead to the emergence of mu-

tations in the virus that make it drug-resistant. These variants can become

predominant under drug pressure and cause treatment failure. Thus, testing

for resistance has become an integral part of the clinical management of PL-

HIV. Two main methods for studying HIV-1 resistance to antiretroviral drugs

are genotypic resistance tests (GRTs) and in-vitro phenotypic tests [12]. The

former detects resistance mutations and infers drug activity based on known

correlations between drug mutations and response to therapy in-vivo, while

the latter measures the concentration of the replication-inhibiting drug in

standardized but complex virus-cell systems in-vitro. Genotypic resistance
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tests are commonly used in clinical practice since phenotypic tests are not

amenable to clinical practice.

Genotypic drug resistance interpretation systems (GIS) can be classified

into two main types: rule-driven and data-driven methods.

Rule-based systems use tables formulated by experts that indicate which

mutations cause resistance to certain types of drugs [11]. These tables guide

the assignment of resistance scores to specific genotypes. The main rule sets

from ANRS, HIVdb [13], HIV-GRADE and Rega Institute are accessible on

the HIV-GRADE [14] platform. Drug resistance scores and consequently

rule-based approaches are updated frequently to reflect new findings on HIV

drug resistance based on expert consensus [15]. They often rely on data from

Sanger sequencing, an established technique prized for its accuracy and cost-

effectiveness. However, low-frequency resistant variants [16][17], which may

be clinically significant [18][19], may not be detected by Sanger sequencing.

Instead, next-generation sequencing (NGS) methods [20] can identify resis-

tant strains that constitute as little as 1% of the viral population, compared

with about 20% by Sanger sequencing. NGS methods are increasingly being

used. These NGS results are usually processed using the same interpretation

systems as Sanger sequencing data, although the clinical implications of low-

frequency resistance remain an ongoing topic of discussion.

In contrast, data-driven GISs exploit statistical or ML algorithms to inter-

pret resistance from the data directly. Given the large volume of clinical and

genotypic data available, data-driven systems have become vital for clini-

cians, particularly in treating patients with complicated drug resistance pro-

files developed over time. Early iterations of data-driven GIS, such as Virco-
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TYPE’s VirtualPhenotypeTM [21] and the geno2pheno framework [22], aimed

to predict the phenotype in-vitro. VircoTYPE initially calculated the phe-

notypic effect by pooling the impacts of individual mutations on individual

drugs via a linear regression algorithm, later modified to provide clinically

actionable resistance estimates [23]. Geno2pheno, on the other hand, orig-

inally served to estimate single-drug resistance and was later extended to

predict 3-4-drug ART outcomes. Geno2pheno-THEO used both genotypic

information and user-provided data to predict the probability of treatment

success [24]. Geno2pheno[resistance][25][26] makes use of a support vector

machine model to estimate specific drug resistance, while Geno2pheno[drug

exposure][27] first calculates drug exposure scores and then uses these scores

in a second model used for predicting treatment outcome. Other platforms,

such as SHIVA, use random forests for similar purposes [28], and one study

even used artificial neural networks for this purpose [29].

2.2. Out of Distribution

The concept of Out of Distribution (OoD) has garnered significant at-

tention in various fields due to its implications for ML, pattern recognition,

and classification tasks. OoD refers to scenarios in which a model encounters

data samples that significantly differ from the distribution it was trained on,

leading to potential performance degradation or erroneous predictions.

In a foundational work, Hendrycks & Gimpel [30] proposes a baseline

method for OoD detection by using a simple threshold on predictive uncer-

tainty. They introduce metrics such as Maximum Softmax Probability to

identify misclassified and OoD samples. In [31], Liang et al. build upon the

previous work [30], presenting a method that calibrates the uncertainty esti-
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mates of neural networks using temperature scaling to improve OoD detection

accuracy. Addressing the limitations of single-model uncertainty estimation,

Lakshminarayanan et al. [32] propose the use of deep ensembles to enhance

OoD detection. The authors showcase that by averaging predictions of multi-

ple models, more accurate uncertainty estimates can be obtained, leading to

improved OoD classification. The field of OoD detection has witnessed signif-

icant growth in recent years, with researchers proposing diverse approaches

to enhance the reliability of models when facing novel and unexpected data

samples. The referenced papers highlight key milestones, methodologies, and

datasets that have contributed to the advancement of OoD detection tech-

niques, enabling more robust and reliable ML systems.

In the context of medical applications, the need for reliable and accu-

rate predictions is paramount. OoD detection techniques play a crucial role

in ensuring the safety and effectiveness of ML models when dealing with

novel and unexpected data samples. In [33], the authors address the chal-

lenge of selecting appropriate OoD detection methods for medical imaging

tasks. The study highlights the importance of distinguishing between various

categories of OoD examples and showcases the limitations of existing meth-

ods in recognizing images that are close to the training distribution. Next,

in [34] introduces the Medical-OoD-Analysis-Challenge as a comprehensive

benchmark for evaluating OoD detection methods in the medical imaging

domain. With a focus on the importance of reliable predictions in medical

applications, the challenge evaluates algorithms’ performance in detecting

deviations from the training distribution. Finally, [35] addresses the prac-

tical challenges of implementing OoD detection methods in the context of
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medical applications, particularly Electronic Health Records. The authors

provide a set of guidelines and tests to aid in the selection of suitable OoD

detectors for specific medical datasets.

While the concept of OoD detection and mitigation has gained substan-

tial attention across the medical domain, it appears that there is a notable

absence of specific research addressing OoD challenges within the context

of HIV treatment response prediction. Our research addresses this existing

gap in the application of OoD concepts to HIV prediction. Moreover, our

research aims to diverge from the conventional approach of solely focusing

on OoD detection: rather than identifying and flagging OoD instances, our

focus is to cultivate model robustness against OoD scenarios in the realm of

HIV therapy prediction. Our efforts contribute to the development of more

reliable and effective predictive models for HIV prognosis, ultimately leading

to improved patient care and treatment decision-making.

2.3. Graph Neural Networks

In the world of data, not all structures are created equal. While con-

ventional neural networks have achieved impressive results for grid-like data

structures (e.g., images and sequences), many real-world problems involve

more intricate, non-Euclidean data forms. Here is where graphs, which can

model a wide range of complex systems, from molecular structures to social

networks, come into play.

A graph G is defined by a set of nodes V and a set of edges E, where

an edge represents a relationship between two nodes. In many applications,

nodes and/or edges have attributes or features associated with them. Inte-

grating graph theory with deep learning led to the birth of GNNs [36]. The
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central idea behind GNNs is to update the representation of a node by aggre-

gating information from its neighbors. This aggregation procedure captures

the local structure of the graph and can be iteratively applied to capture

information from further away in the graph. A typical GNN layer involves

several interconnected stages. First, for each node, feature information from

its neighbors is aggregated. This aggregation can range from a simple mean

of the neighbor features to more intricate operations. Following aggrega-

tion, this gathered information is combined with the node’s current feature.

Lastly, to transform the combined feature, a neural network layer, often a

fully connected one, is applied. This GNN layer operation can be described

as:

h
(l+1)
i = σ

(
W (l) · COMBINE

(
h
(l)
i ,AGGREGATE

(
{h(l)

j : j ∈ Neighbors(i)}
)))

(1)

Where h
(l)
i is the feature of node i at layer l, W (l) is the weight matrix for

layer l, and σ is a non-linear activation function.

GNNs may be used for different tasks, e.g., graph classification, node classi-

fication and link prediction.

Several variants of GNNs have been proposed, with different aggrega-

tion and combination functions, of which Graph Convolutional Networks

(GCN) [37] have proven state-of-the-art results in the biomedical field [38].

Inspired by the successes of CNNs on grid-structured data, the GCN at-

tempts to generalize convolutional operations to irregular graph structures.

In a GCN, each node gathers information from its direct neighbors. The

updated feature for a node is typically a combination of its own features

and the average (or another form of aggregation) of its neighbors’ features.
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This process can be thought of as a form of weighted averaging, where the

weights often come from the edge information or are learnable parameters.

The operation for a layer in a GCN can be given as:

h
(l+1)
i = σ

(
W (l) ·MEAN

(
{h(l)

i } ∪ {h(l)
j : j ∈ Neighbors(i)}

))
(2)

Where h
(l)
i represents the feature vector of node i at the l-th layer, W (l)

is a learnable weight matrix for the l-th layer, and σ denotes a non-linear

activation function.

GNNs have found significant applications in the realm of biomedicine [38].

In drug discovery and molecular chemistry, molecules are represented as

graphs where atoms form the nodes and bonds act as edges [39]. Through

this representation, GNNs have been pivotal in predicting molecular prop-

erties and activities, thus streamlining drug design and discovery processes.

Additionally, they play a role in anticipating compound-protein interactions,

which is essential for drug repurposing. In the domain of protein structure

and functionality, GNNs analyze protein-protein interaction networks to pre-

dict protein functions or discern unknown interactions [40]. They also offer

insights into the complex task of protein folding by viewing amino acids as

nodes and their interactions as edges to determine protein 3D structures.

Genomics and genetics benefit from GNNs by utilizing them to model and

infer interactions in gene regulatory networks [41]. Moreover, they assist

in discerning the functional consequences of genetic variations by captur-

ing the relational structures between genomic regions. In medical imaging,

GNNs have shown their prowess in tasks such as tumor segmentation or or-

gan recognition by modeling connections between various regions of interest

in the images [42]. In the context of electronic health records, GNNs en-
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hance our understanding by examining similarities between patients based

on factors like diagnosis or treatment history, helping predict disease pro-

gression or treatment outcomes [43]. In the realm of neuroscience, GNNs are

instrumental in analyzing brain connectivity data to probe into disorders or

understand the functional organization of the neural landscape [44].

GNNs in the context of HIV research have potential applications primar-

ily in drug discovery [45] and molecular chemistry [46]. Given the complex

nature of HIV and its propensity to mutate, understanding the molecular

structures and interactions of the virus and potential drugs is critical. By

representing the HIV proteins or potential anti-HIV compounds as graphs,

GNNs can be utilized to predict molecular properties, activities, and interac-

tions that might be effective against the virus. To the best of our knowledge,

there is a lack of literature on using GNN for OoD in the HIV framework.

In this context, GNN-based models have been used mainly to learn molecule

representation, such as in [47] where a geometric deep learning approach

is used to rapidly and inexpensively assess the pharmacological potential of

molecules by predicting HIV drug resistance and virus-drug interaction. Also,

in [48], the DeepAAI method is proposed. It generates a new way to repre-

sent HIV antibodies by building two dynamic relational graphs that connect

antibodies and antigens and using Laplacian smoothing to harmonize the fea-

tures of both known and previously unobserved antibodies. Finally, in [49],

a graph neural network-based molecular feature extraction model has been

proposed to improve the prediction of potential multiple targets of HIV-1

and HBV simultaneously.
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3. Dataset

The Euresist Integrated Database (EIDB) [50] is one of the largest databases

containing data on PLHIV, both treatment-näıve and treatment-experienced,

who have been followed since 1998. Established in 2006, the EIDB collects

information from nine national cohorts: Italy, Germany, Sweden, Portugal,

Spain, Luxembourg, Belgium, Turkey, and Russia. It has recently been ex-

panded with data from Ukraine and Georgia. The data, in anonymized form,

cover demographic and clinical aspects of PLHIV, such as types of antiretro-

viral therapies, reasons for therapy changes, treatment responses, CD4+ cell

counts, viral load (VL) measurements, AIDS defining events, and additional

viral co-infections. The database includes data from 105101 PLHIV, but the

information from many patients is not consistent enough for our analysis.

The database has been analyzed to select consistent and complete data to

be part of the dataset used in the experiments of the paper.

The model we propose is therapy-oriented and therefore the data are

structured according to therapy-patient pairs. In the analysis of treatment

success or failure, the concepts of the patient-treatment episode (PTE) is

delineated, as mentioned in previous research [51].

Definition PTE. This episode is a collection of data for a patient to assess

the response to a treatment. It consists of a genotype (protease (PR) reverse

transcriptase (RT) and/or integrase (IN)) at baseline, the group of pharma-

cological compounds used in antiretroviral treatment (cART), an optional VL

at baseline, taken no more than 90 days before the start of treatment, and

follow-up VLs. PTEs include both first-line therapy and treatment change

episodes referred to a patient.
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The dataset we built contains information coming from PTEs. The out-

come of drug treatment is indicated with a label, y ∈ {0, 1}, representing

success or failure. This is based on a recently adopted definition of the Eu-

Resist standard datum.

Definition Standard datum. To determine the success of a therapy, a

follow-up VL, and optionally a VL at the baseline, is needed. All the follow-

up VLs measured between 20 and 28 weeks after therapy initiations are taken.

Among them, the VL whose measurement day is closer to the 24th week is

considered. The PTE is labeled as a success if this follow-up VL is less than

50 copies of HIV-1 RNA per milliliter of blood plasma. Alternatively, the

treatment for that patient is considered a failure.

For cases where treatment was modified before reaching the 24-week, the fol-

lowing criteria are used:

• Therapies that last 4 weeks at maximum are not included because they

are most likely terminated due to adverse effects.

• Therapies that last from 4 to 8 weeks are considered a success if the VL

is under 50 copies/ml or shows at least 1 log reduction compared to the

last detected VL; otherwise, they are considered a failure.

• Therapies that last from 8 to 20 weeks are considered a success if the

VL is under 50 copies/ml or shows at least 2 log reduction compared to

the last detected VL; otherwise, they are considered a failure.

To be included in the dataset, a patient-therapy pair must fulfill the

following requirements:
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• Conform to the definition of PTE, including details of the compounds

used, at least one genotypic sequence before the start of therapy and

the follow-up VL.

• The success or failure of the patient’s therapy must be able to be de-

termined in accordance with the definition of Standard Datum.

The drugs included in the dataset are listed: lamivudine (3TC), abacavir

(ABC), amprenavir (APV), atazanavir (ATV), zidovudine (AZT), bicte-

gravir (BIC), cabotegravir (CAB), stavudine (D4T), zalcitabine (DDC), di-

danosine (DDI), delavirdine (DLV), doravirine (DOR), darunavir (DRV),

dolutegravir (DTG), efavirenz (EFV), etravirine (ETR), elvitegravir (EVG),

fosamprenavir (FPV), emtricitabine (FTC), indinavir (IDV), lopinavir (LPV),

nelfinavir (NFV), nevirapine (NVP), raltegravir (RAL), rilpivirine (RPV),

saquinavir (SQV), tenofovir alafenamide (TAF), tenofovir disoproxil (TDF),

tipranavir (TPV).

Both polymorphic and non-polymorphic mutations are considered, with the

rationale that unrecognized mutations or combinations could influence the

virus’s susceptibility to cART or its fitness. Polymorphisms are mutations

frequently (≥ 1%) occurring in viruses not exposed to selective drug pres-

sure. A nonpolymorphic or minimally polymorphic mutation does not occur

in the absence of therapy [52].

Ultimately, the dataset consists of 22000 patient-therapy pairs: 12386 suc-

cesses and 9614 failures.
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Figure 1: Schematic view of the pipeline.

4. Methodology

4.1. Setting

Let’s definemj as a particular mutation, withmj ∈ M = {m1,m2, . . . ,mNM
},

where M contains all the mutations considered. dk represents an individual

drug, dk ∈ D = {d1, d2, . . . , dND
}, comprising the drugs under examination.

NM represents the total number of mutations in consideration, while ND

denotes the total number of drugs being studied.

We introduce a binary vector r ∈ {0, 1}NM , which flags the presence

of drug-resistant mutations (DRMs) that have been observed in the last

available viral genotype prior to initiating the antiretroviral treatment of

interest. Additionally, z ∈ {0, 1}ND is a binary vector that specifies the

combination of drugs employed in the target ART for which we want to

predict the outcome. A binary label y ∈ {0, 1} categorizes the treatment as

either successful (y = 0) or unsuccessful (y = 1), based on criteria outlined

in the Standard Datum definition given in section 3. The model we propose

uses the dataset both in tabular form and with data graph structures, as it

16



can be seen in Figure 1. Here below, it is explained how these two data types

are treated.

4.2. Tabular data

The tabular data consists of a set of records in which each data point

corresponds to a unique patient-treatment pair xi = (ri, zi), along with the

associated outcome yi. Thus, each data point can be represented as a triplet

(ri, zi, yi). The training set T = {(r1, z1, y1), . . . , (rN , zN , yN)} is assembled,

where N is the total number of patient-treatment pairs.

4.3. Graph data

There exist a relationship smjdk ∈ [−1,+1] between a mutation mj ∈ M

and a drug dk ∈ D. These drug-mutation relationships are shown in the Stan-

ford tables and are regarded in HIVdb as genotypic resistance scores [13]. The

score associated with a drug-mutation pair smjdk , which we will refer to as

the Stanford score, is higher the more a mutation decreases the susceptibility

of the virus to a drug.

For each tabular record (xi, yi) = (ri, zi, yi), we generate a graph struc-

ture, where each patient-drug sample (xi, yi) is represented by a graph. Nodes

in the graph represent both mutations and drugs. The edges are directional

and connect a mutation node nmj
to a drug node ndk if a Stanford score

smjdk is associated with that mutation-drug pair; nodes not involved in any

mutation-drug pair and for which a Stanford score exists remain isolated

nodes. Each node, ndk or nmj
, in the graph has a binary attribute rij or

zik, respectively, valued at 1 if the corresponding mutation mj or drug dk is

present in the record ri or zi, respectively, 0 otherwise. Each edge emjdk in
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the graph connecting a mutation mj to a drug dk is associated with a weight

equal to the Stanford score value smjdk associated with that drug-mutation

pair.

To further refine our representation, we created two different types of

graphs for each record in the training set T :

• Type “all”: the graph Gi related to a record (xi, yi) includes nodes for

all mutations and drugs in T .

• Type “subset”: the graph Gi related to a record (xi, yi) includes only

the nodes for the mutations and drugs that are actually present in xi,

i.e., have attribute value 1.

Below, we will add a suffix to the model name to differentiate models trained

on different types of graphs. The suffix added is “ all” or “ subset” depending

on whether the model is trained on “all” or “subset” type graphs, respectively.

4.4. Datasets to simulate OoD features

The OoD features for which we want to test the prediction capabilities

of the proposed model are drugs, to align with the clinical need to predict

the outcome of therapies that include drugs for which there are insufficient

training data. This lack of data may result from the fact that the drug

is new to the market or because currently available data are incomplete or

insufficient. To simulate scenarios in which a feature is not observed in the

training set but is present in the test set as an OoD, we generate as many

different datasets as there are OoD features on which we want to test the

model. In each of these datasets, the training set consists only and exclusively

of samples in which the OoD drug has value 0. This means that the training
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set will contain all and only ARTs that do not involve that drug. In contrast,

the test set is composed only of samples in which the OoD drug is present

and valued at 1. The test set therefore will consist of all and only the ARTs

that contain that drug.

4.5. Models

4.5.1. Fully Connected Neural Networks

The Fully Connected (FC) neural network takes as input a feature vector

of size 5970, which is the sum of the number of mutations (NM = 5941)

and drugs (ND = 29). The FC network architecture consists of two hidden

layers with increasing sizes (64 and 256). Each hidden layer applies a linear

transformation followed by a Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activation func-

tion. The output layer performs a linear transformation to produce the final

output with a size equal to the number of output classes (2).

4.5.2. Graph Neural Networks

The GNN’s architecture consists of three hidden layers with increasing

sizes (4, 8, and 16) and ReLU activation functions. The GNN layers are

adopted from [53]. Each hidden layer uses the message-passing layers opera-

tion with additive attention and directed message-passing with 5 ensembles.

Then a Global Max Pooling operation is performed creating a feature vector,

on which the output layer performs a linear transformation to produce the

final output with a size equal to the number of output classes (2).

4.5.3. MIX - Joint Fusion

The architecture of the fusion module combines the features extracted

from the Graph Neural Network (GNN) and the FC networks, as illustrated
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in Figure 1. For this fusion, the features from the last hidden layers of

both networks are concatenated into an embedding. This embedding is then

passed through a linear layer, followed by a sigmoid activation function, pro-

ducing a final output vector with a size equal to the number of output classes

(2). The concatenation of features allows the model to capture complemen-

tary information from both networks and make more informed predictions.

4.6. Training

The training phase involves training the GNN and the FC network inde-

pendently. Then, utilizing transfer learning, the fused networks are trained

in an end-to-end manner, leveraging the knowledge gained from the indi-

vidual network training stages. This approach allows the fused networks to

benefit from the specific features learned by each network while also captur-

ing synergistic effects that arise from their combination. By combining the

pre-trained GNN and FC networks, the fused networks can learn higher-level

representations that effectively leverage the strengths of both architectures.

This transfer learning strategy enhances the overall performance and enables

the fused networks to make more accurate predictions compared to training

them from scratch. During training, the GNN, FC, and fusion modules are

trained using the Cross-Entropy Loss, which measures the difference between

predicted and actual class labels. To prevent bias, the Cross-Entropy Loss is

weighted based on the class distribution. The optimizer used for training is

Adam with a learning rate of 0.001. The models are trained for 1000 epochs,

iterating over the training dataset multiple times to optimize the network

parameters and improve performance.
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5. Experiments

This section explains how experiments were conducted to test the MIX

model’s effectiveness in improving generalization abilities, in the case of OoD

features in the test set, compared to an FC neural network.

For each drug, we trained a model without data on that drug in the training

set. Then we tested the model with a test set with solely records using

that drug to test the model’s ability in the case of OoD. We did not run

experiments for drugs for which the procedure of dividing the data between

training and test sets would have resulted in too few samples in the test set

or even all data points with the same class label (all successes or all failures).

In these cases, the size and quality of the test set were not adequate to obtain

meaningful and reliable results.

For each model, the dataset was partitioned in a random manner into a

training set, validation set, and test set with 60%, 20%, and 20% of data,

respectively. The test set was reserved to evaluate the model’s ability to

generalize. While randomly allocating data into training and testing subsets,

particular care was exercised to ensure that various treatments related to

an individual patient were grouped into the same subset. This measure

was instituted to mitigate the risk that the model might inadvertently learn

patterns from patients’ medical records if their treatments were scattered

between the training and testing sets. Such a situation could compromise

the model by skewing predictive results for future treatments given to that

same patient. By consolidating treatments from the same patient into a

single data subset, we aim to attenuate any undue bias and ensure that the

model’s predictive capacity is grounded in unbiased generalization as opposed
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to individual medical histories.

We compare the performances of the following models:

• FC: Fully connected neural network trained on tabular data presented

in subsection 4.2.

• GNN all: Graph neural network trained on samples represented in a

type “all” graphs, as explained in subsection 4.3.

• GNN subset: Graph neural network trained on samples represented in

a type “subset” graphs, as explained in subsection 4.3.

• MIX all: Fusion model that combines a GNN trained on type “all”

graphs and an FC neural network trained on tabular data.

• MIX subset: Fusion model that combines a GNN trained on type ”sub-

set” graphs and an FC neural network trained on tabular data.

The performances of GNN and MIX models are compared with those of

FC by performing a paired Wilcoxon test.

6. Results

Results are shown in Table 1 and graphically reported in Figure 2. We

reported the results of Accuracy (Acc), of the Receiving Operating Charac-

teristics (ROC) area under the curve and of the precision-recall (PR) area

under the curve in percentages. The choice to report these metrics is due to

the fact that test sets with an OoD feature can be unbalanced by presenting

more successes than failures. The rows represent the model type and the

OoD column indicates which is the OoD drug in the test set.
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In the case of a test set with an OoD feature, the MIX model performs best in

11 out of 15 in the ROC score and in 9 out of 15 for the PR score. The FC is

better than the other models in only 1 case when we look at the ROC score

and in 3 when we look at the PR. Furthermore, a statistically significant

difference exists between the MIX model and the FC model in 9 out of 15

cases. This shows that the proposed model improves generalization ability

compared with a FC.

Moreover, the MIX model we propose outperforms the other models when

there are no OoD features in the test set with a gap in performances notice-

ably larger and a statistically significant difference with respect to the FC.

This might suggest that the MIX models are leveraging information from

both FC and GNN architectures more effectively when there is no OoD data

to contend with.

Model OoD Acc ROC PR

FC ATV 56.7 66.2 62.7

GNN all ATV 61.5* 64.6 59.9

GNN subset ATV 62.1* 64.2 60.3

MIX all ATV 61.9 * 66.8 64.4

MIX subset ATV 61.8* 66.7 64.3

FC DRV 58.8 59.7 46.5

GNN all DRV 60.4⋆ 60.2 44.5

GNN subset DRV 63.7* 60.5 44.8

MIX all DRV 64.8* 61.0 46.6

MIX subset DRV 64.5* 61.0 46.6

FC DTG 75.1 46.4 15.0

GNN all DTG 75.8 48.3 15.2

GNN subset DTG 82.7* 51.5 16.2
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Table 1

Model OoD Acc ROC PR

MIX all DTG 72.0 49.0 16.0

MIX subset DTG 72.0 49.0 16.0

FC EFV 64.5 67.7 61.3

GNN all EFV 62.7 65.4 60.1

GNN subset EFV 62.7 65.9 60.8

MIX all EFV 64.8 69.2 65.0

MIX subset EFV 65.0 69.2 65.0

FC ETR 60.8 60.8 49.6

GNN all ETR 61.7 59.3 45.0

GNN subset ETR 58.7 56.7 43.8

MIX all ETR 62.4 60.6 47.4

MIX subset ETR 59.6 59.9 49.8

FC EVG 74.4 56.0 18.3

GNN all EVG 83.2* 56.4 18.6

GNN subset EVG 53.6 56.6 19.1

MIX all EVG 72.1 57.3 20.7

MIX subset EVG 74.9 58.0 21.9

FC FPV 64.4 64.5 75.1

GNN all FPV 64.1 63.0 75.7

GNN subset FPV 64.1 63.2 75.5

MIX all FPV 69.0* 67.6 77.2

MIX subset FPV 68.9* 67.6 77.2

FC IDV 67.7 62.7 77.9

GNN all IDV 70.2* 64.5 77.7

GNN subset IDV 70.4⋆ 64.5 78.3

MIX all IDV 71.1* 63.9 76.9

MIX subset IDV 70.9 ⋆ 63.7 76.6

FC LPV 62.8 66.5 73.4

GNN all LPV 61.8 64.5 72.0

GNN subset LPV 63.2 64.0 71.5

MIX all LPV 65.2* 67.4 73.8
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Table 1

Model OoD Acc ROC PR

MIX subset LPV 65.2* 67.3 73.8

FC NFV 65.3 62.5 74.0

GNN all NFV 63.4 61.4 73.0

GNN subset NFV 63.5 63.6 74.7

MIX all NFV 67.2* 67.0 77.9

MIX subset NFV 67.2* 67.0 77.9

FC NVP 63.8 73.2 73.0

GNN all NVP 60.6 69.0 71.3

GNN subset NVP 56.3 69.1 71.0

MIX all NVP 69.9* 73.8 72.6

MIX subset NVP 70.4* 74.1 72.8

FC RAL 61.6 56.9 39.2

GNN all RAL 49.8 57.6 38.7

GNN subset RAL 54.1 55.7 36.7

MIX all RAL 54.1 60.5 43.4

MIX subset RAL 61.1 60.0 41.1

FC RPV 54.9 57.5 15.8

GNN all* RPV 83.5* 61.6 14.2

GNN subset RPV 82.5* 59.2 14.2

MIX all RPV 81.3* 56.9 15.8

MIX subset RPV 81.0* 56.9 15.6

FC SQV 67.7 60.5 77.8

GNN all SQV 65.6 60.2 75.4

GNN subset SQV 68.8 59.8 75.7

MIX all SQV 69.7⋆ 61.2 76.6

MIX subset SQV 69.7⋆ 61.2 76.6

FC TPV 75.4 59.1 79.7

GNN all TPV 75.7 52.1 79.2

GNN subset TPV 75.5 57.3 78.5

MIX all TPV 73.0 59.3 78.8
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Table 1

Model OoD Acc ROC PR

MIX subset TPV 73.0 59.2 78.8

FC - 71.4 78.8 72.9

GNN all - 68.1 72.5 65.3

GNN subset - 66.3 68.2 60.3

MIX all - 76.1* 82.9 77.7

MIX subset - 79.9* 85.8 80.4

Table 1: Models’ performances (%) on the test set. The OoD column indicates which

feature is out of distribution in the test set. - indicates that there are no OoD features in

the test set. The best and second-best results are in bold and underlined, respectively.

* the Wilcoxon test is significant at level 0.01, ⋆ at level 0.05

If we look at the ROC score results more in detail, we see that the only

case in which FC is better than the other models it is when the OoD feature

is ETR. In this case, the differences in performance between the models are

not significant. This is indicative of the fact that knowledge derived from

Stanford scores in this case does not help in better prediction. ETR has been

the most elusive drug in terms of prediction of in-vivo effectiveness based on

HIV genotype. There are three main reasons for this. First, contrary to most

other drugs, ETR susceptibility is impacted by many mutations, amplifying

mutation interaction effects which are difficult to examine both in-vitro and

in-vivo [54, 55]. Indeed, the interpretation of susceptibility to ETR has been

changed several times and alternative scores have concomitantly existed for

a long time [56]. Second, due to substantial toxicity and inconvenience of

dosing (twice daily instead of once daily), ETR has been used sparingly,

generating few data for training genotype interpretation systems. Genotype

interpretation has remained based on the original DUET trials where ETR
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was combined with the highly potent DRV, hence the effects of the individual

drug were largely confounded by the accompanying drug [54]. Third, drug

toxicity and inconvenience of dosing per sè increased the risk of treatment

failure as a result of poor tolerability and low adherence to therapy rather

than of true virological non-efficacy.

Looking at the PR score more in detail, we see that FC is better than the

other models only when the OoD feature is TPV, SQV or NVP.

Considerations similar to the ones made for ETR certainly apply to TPV,

the most potent protease inhibitor with very high genetic barrier, a highly

complex resistance mutation profile and perhaps the highest toxicity ever ex-

perienced with an antiretroviral drug [57]. Indeed, TPV had very limited use

in the clinic, again compromising the development of an accurate genotypic

interpretation score.

Regarding SQV, particularly in the first years of use without any pharma-

cokinetic enhancer, suffered from very low bioavailability limiting its in-vivo

effectiveness [58]. This could cause algorithms that rely on Stanford scores

to be less reliable for predicting the success of SQV-containing therapies,

especially in the years 1996-2001. The model therefore could predict false

successes and lower the performance of PR scores.

For NVP, the FC is the model that performs best but the difference with the

other models is minimal. As a resistance profile, unlike ETR and TPV, it is

simple. It is worth noting that NVP is part of older therapies that generally

worked less given even the other drugs combined with NVP, and thus NPV

therapies could have failed more than predicted through rule-based GIS such

as those using Stanford scores [59]. Consequently, even the MIX model is
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helped little by the knowledge derived from Stanford scores in predicting

failures.

7. Conclusions

The primary goal of this study was to predict the outcome of antiretrovi-

ral therapies for HIV-1, especially in scenarios with OoD drugs. ML models

are increasingly used to guide treatment choices due to growing genotypic

and clinical data. However, these models have limitations when predicting

outcomes for treatments containing drugs not in their training set. This is

usually because the drug is either rarely used or newly launched, making rel-

evant data scarce. Rule-based systems also struggle with new drugs, as their

susceptibility scores often rely on limited clinical experience. To face this

issue, we introduced and evaluated a novel model, denoted as MIX model, a

joint fusion model of a GNN and a FC neural network. Thanks to the use of

graph structures, we incorporated the knowledge derived from the Stanford

score in the data. These scores derive from drug-resistance mutation tables

created and continually updated by experts to be used in rule-based GIS

and take decisions on new HIV treatments to prescribe to PLWHIV. Our

results demonstrated the superiority of our MIX model in handling OoD

cases, outperforming the standalone FC model in the majority of the sce-

narios. Moreover, the MIX model shows superior performance compared to

other models when the test set is devoid of OoD drugs. The performance

gap is not only remarkable but also statistically significant compared to the

FC model. This might indicate that the MIX model is more adept at syn-

thesizing information from the FC and GNN frameworks, particularly when
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no OoD data are present.

Our research underscores the value of integrating multiple data represen-

tations and neural network architectures. It establishes a foundation for

improved generalizability, especially in contexts where there’s limited data

availability or novel data challenges. In summary, by focusing on fortifying

model robustness against OoD scenarios, we pave the way for advancements

that transcend traditional OoD detection methodologies, fostering a new

paradigm in the field of HIV prediction and medical ML.

In future studies, we will explore further the treatment of drugs that act

on pairs of mutations. As a matter of fact, there are Stanford scores that

associate a drug with a pair of mutations that were not used in this study. In-

stead of traditional graphs that represent binary relationships, a hyper-graph

can be leveraged. Hyper-graphs allow us to model higher-order relationships,

thus providing a richer representation when considering drugs that interact

with pairs or even sets of mutations. In the future, we will incorporate mu-

tations detected in GRTs older than the one at baseline. Building on a prior

study [60], there exists potential in using all older mutations to improve

the generalization of the prediction models. This could allow the model to

recognize more nuanced patterns and trends in the data. Furthermore, an

interesting approach would be to consider the time frame from mutation reg-

istration when using the data. Drawing inspiration from previous research,

incorporating the temporal dimension could be useful in understanding the

evolutionary aspects of HIV mutations and their impact on drug resistance

over time.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 2: Panel (a) and Panel (b) and Panel (c) represent the models’ test performance

in Accuracy, ROC AUC score and PREC-REC AUC score, respectively. The histograms

are divided per OoD features.
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G. Köhler, T. Ross, A. Reinke, A. Kascenas, et al., Mood 2020: A public

benchmark for out-of-distribution detection and localization on medical

images, IEEE Transactions on Medical Imaging 41 (2022) 2728–2738.

[35] K. Zadorozhny, P. Thoral, P. Elbers, G. Cinà, Out-of-distribution de-
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