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Abstract

Repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation (rTMS) therapy could be improved by better and
earlier prediction of response. Latent class mixture (LCMM) and non-linear mixed effects
(NLME) modelling have been applied to model the trajectories of antidepressant response (or
non-response) to TMS, but it is not known whether such models can predict clinical outcomes.
We compared LCMM and NLME approaches to model the antidepressant response to TMS in a
naturalistic sample of 238 patients receiving rTMS for treatment resistant depression (TRD),
across multiple coils and protocols. We then compared the predictive power of those models.
LCMM trajectories were influenced largely by baseline symptom severity, but baseline
symptoms provided little predictive power for later antidepressant response. Rather, the optimal
LCMM model was a nonlinear two-class model that accounted for baseline symptoms. This
model accurately predicted patient response at 4 weeks of treatment (AUC = 0.70, 95% CI =
[0.52-0.87]), but not before. NLME offered slightly improved predictive performance at 4 weeks
of treatment (AUC = 0.76, 95% CI = [0.58 — 0.94], but likewise, not before. In showing the
predictive validity of these approaches to model response trajectories to rTMS, we provided

preliminary evidence that trajectory modeling could be used to guide future treatment decisions.

Keywords. Latent class analysis, nonlinear mixed model, Patient-Specific Modeling, Depressive

Disorder, Treatment-Resistant
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1. Introduction.
Repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation (rTMS) of the prefrontal cortex (PFC) is effective in
treatment resistant depression (TRD) (McClintock et al., 2018; O’Reardon et al., 2007).
However, response to rTMS varies greatly (Kaster et al., 2020, 2023; Schilberg et al., 2017),
with a 40-50% non-response rate in clinical practice (Sackeim et al., 2020; Taylor et al., 2017).
Furthermore, a typical course of rTMS is 5 days a week for 4-6 weeks (Sackeim et al., 2020), a
significant time burden for patients. Novel protocols offer the possibility of more rapid response
(Cole et al., 2020), but require even greater time investment and clinical staffing. At the same
time, for many centers, demand outstrips the available treatment slots, leading to waiting lists.
Those lists might be shortened if treatment could be stopped (or altered) earlier for non-
responders. Therefore, there is a need to understand who will respond to rTMS and when
(Baeken et al., 2019). Modeling inter-individual variability may allow for earlier detection of
treatment (non)response, and eventually, more personalized treatment (Baeken et al., 2019).

A critical first step is moving beyond response at a single post-treatment timepoint, and
recognizing that clinical response evolves over several weeks in stereotypical patterns. Latent
class mixture modeling (LCMM), or growth mixture modeling (GMM) (Muthén & Asparouhov,
2008; Muthén & Shedden, 1999) has been used to model the trajectories of depression response
to treatments: pharmacological (Smagula et al., 2015; Uher et al., 2010), pharmacological plus
psychotherapy (Stulz et al., 2010), and rTMS (Kaster et al., 2019, 2020, 2023). LCMM and
GMM identify “latent classes™: groups of patients whose response trajectories are similar and
can be captured by a simple function. Trajectory modeling approaches could allow early

discrimination of individuals who are on paths leading to (non)response (Uher et al., 2010).
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Two studies from the same group have identified multiple trajectories of response to
rTMS for depression (Kaster et al., 2020, 2019). Non-response trajectories were identified in
both studies, and non-responders had higher baseline symptoms than patients on response
trajectories. Both studies identified various linear response trajectories, differing in baseline
symptoms (intercept) or level of improvement (slope), as well as a rapid response trajectory in
one model (Kaster et al., 2019). Response rates differed among the trajectories at week 3 in the
absence of a rapid response group (Kaster et al., 2020), and as early as week 1 with rapid
responders (Kaster et al., 2019).

However, neither of these studies analyzed whether the trajectories could predict future
treatment response during a TMS treatment course. Further, modelling was run with clinical trial
data, which had much stricter exclusion criteria and control of treatment protocols than in typical
clinical practice. It is unknown whether these trajectories generalize to a more heterogeneous,
naturalistic sample. Finally, these studies did not cross-validate their models’ predictive
performance. Cross-validation is a standard method for assessing how well a model might
generalize to new patients (Cawley & Talbot, 2010) and has been repeatedly identified as
necessary for biomarker studies (Grzenda et al., 2021; Poldrack et al., 2020; Widge et al., 2019).

As an alternative approach, Berlow et al. (2023) modelled response trajectories using
nonlinear mixed effects (NLME) models which treat symptom response to TMS as an
exponential decay of symptom severity over the course of treatment. That study, which did
cross-validate, reported high sensitivity/specificity for response prediction as early as the first
week of treatment. If replicated, that capacity for early prediction could substantially alter TMS

treatment practices.
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Here, we perform an independent predictive validation of trajectory modeling in TMS,
comparing both approaches above. We used LCMM/NLME to model response trajectories in a
naturalistic sample containing multiple coils and treatment protocols. For each approach, we
identified the optimal level of model complexity, which in part replicate and in part diverge from
prior studies. Given the optimal models, we tested and compared the clinical predictive power of
each method, by predicting response of a held-out sample using the first few weeks of clinical

data.

2. Methods.

2.1. Sample.

Data were derived from a registry of 238 patients receiving rTMS for TRD at a clinic in
Minnesota. If a patient completed more than one series of rTMS, only the data from their first
treatment series was used. Retrospective review of patient data related to their TMS treatment
was approved by the University of Minnesota Institutional Review Board. See Table 1 for
demographic information.

Patients received TMS using either a Brainsway H1 coil (H1; n = 71) or Magstim air-
cooled figure of 8 coil (Horizon® Performance and Horizon® Light; F8; n = 144) targeted by the
Beam-F3 method (Beam et al., 2009). Some patients also switched coils during their treatment (n
= 23). Among those who did not switch coils, we assessed for differences in demographic
characteristics between those receiving H1 or F8 treatment (using linear regression for numeric
variables, and logistic regression for binary variables).

F8 treatment included 10 Hz (n = 10; high frequency), 1 Hz (n = 12; low frequency), and

intermittent theta burst stimulation (iTBS, n = 104) protocols. H1 treatment used an 18 Hz
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protocol (n = 71; high frequency). Some patients switched protocols during the treatment course

(n =41). All protocols involved treatment 5 days a week, with 36 treatments in a full series.

Table 1. Patient characteristics for the whole sample, and for each of the identified trajectories.
*Race excludes 15 patients for whom there was no race recorded.

**Responder is defined as >50% reduction in PHQ-9 after 6 weeks of treatment.
***|CD Diagnosis excludes 24 patients for whom there were no diagnoses recorded.
****Treatment year is based on the year the clinic began treating patients.

Assigned Assigned Non-
Improvement Response
All Patients Trajectory Trajectory
Trajectory Modeling n 238 97 141
Data
% of total sample 100 40.76 59.24
Posterior Probability NA 0.89 0.84
Demographics Age- M (SD) 44.90 (15.26) 45.45 (14.32) 44,52 (15.91)
Sex- n males (%) 87 (36.55) 34 (35.05) 53 (37.59)
*Race- n minority (%) 18 (8.07) 8 (8.25) 10 (7.09)
Antianxiety use - n yes (%) 144 (60.5) 56 (57.73) 88 (62.41)
'(i‘/:;'depressa“t USe-NYeS 595 (94.54) 94 (96.91) 131 (92.91)
ﬁ,‘/’;;'psy"ho“c use —nyes 115 (48.32) 47 48.45) 68 (48.23)
Stimulant use - n yes (%) 119 (50) 46 (47.42) 73 (51.77)
Other psychotherapeutic use
nyes (%) 19 (7.98) 6 (6.19) 13(9.22)
E\lsan;ber of treatments- M 57.35 (19.71) 56.74 (12.54) 57.77 (23.44)
Baseline PHQ9- M (SD) 17.86 (4.56) 18.01 (4.47) 17.76 (4.63)
Final PHQ9- M (SD) 12.76 (6.58) 11.14 (5.75) 15.71 (5.37)
**Responder- n (%) 44 (18.49) 40 (41.24) 4(2.84)
Disorders due to known 3(14) 0(0) 3(2.13)
ICD-10 Diagnosis*** physiological conditions
(FO1-F09) - n (%)
Substance use disorders 36 (16.82) 14 (14.43) 22 (15.6)
(F10-F19) - n (%)
Primary psychoses (F20-F29) 2 (0.93) 0(0) 2(1.42)
-n (%)
Mood disorders (F30-F39) — 214 (100) 88 (100) 126 (100)
n (%)
Anxiety, stress, and 128 (59.81) 54 (55.67) 74 (52.48)
somatoform disorders (F40-
F48) —n (%)
Behavioral disorders with 41 (19.16) 16 (16.49) 25 (17.73)
physical factors (F50-F59) —
n (%)
Personality and behavioral 24 (11.21) 14 (14.43) 10 (7.09)

disorders (F60-F69) — n (%)
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Intellectual disabilities (F70- 0 (0) 0(0) 0(0)

F79) - n (%)

Developmental disorders 7(3.27) 5 (5.15) 2(1.42)
(F80-F89) — n (%)

Behavioral and emotional 41 (19.16) 14 (14.43) 27 (19.15)

disorders with onset in
childhood (F90-F98) — n (%)

Total comorbid with mood 153 (71.5) 64 (65.98) 89 (63.12)
disorders (F30-F39) - n (%)

Treatment Year**** Year 1- n (%) 57 (23.95) 27 (27.84) 30 (21.28)
Year 2- n (%) 72 (30.25) 30 (30.93) 42 (29.79)
Year 3- n (%) 60 (25.21) 21 (21.65) 39 (27.66)
Year 4- n (%) 40 (16.81) 14 (14.43) 26 18.44)
Year 5- n (%) 9(3.78) 5(5.15) 4(2.84)

Treatment coil F8- n (%) 144 (60.50) 53 (54.64) 91 (64.54)
H1- n (%) 71 (29.83) 36 (37.11) 35(24.82)
Switch- n (%) 23 (9.66) 8(8.25) 15 (10.64)

Treatment protocol High frequency- n (%) 83 (34.87) 41 (42.27) 42 (29.79)
Low frequency- n (%) 12 (5.04) 6 (6.19) 6 (4.26)
iTBS- n (%) 104 (43.70) 40 (41.24) 64 (45.39)
Switch- n (%) 39 (16.39) 10 (10.31) 29 (20.57)

2.2. Depression outcome measure and data curation.

The Patient Health Questionnaire - 9 Item (PHQ-9; Kroenke et al., 2001) was the primary
outcome measure. PHQ-9 scores were automatically extracted from the electronic health record.
Treatment and demographic information were automatically extracted, then verified manually.
Discrepancies between the automated pull and manual verification were resolved via detailed
review of the clinician notes by a second reviewer.

We modeled weekly PHQ-9 scores, calculated as the average of all the daily scores in a
given week, with weeks defined based on the day of the week of the first treatment for each

patient. Week 0 was the patient’s PHQ-9 score just before their first TMS treatment.
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51 patients were excluded from analysis (see Figure 1). For patients who received fewer
than six weeks of treatments (n = 9), the PHQ-9 score for their final week was carried forward.

Only 13 data points out of 1666 were interpolated in this way.

| Assessed for eligibility (n = 289) |

51 total patients excluded

* Received OCD protocol (n = 4)

* First treatment series at other
institution (n = 3)

* Received < 20 treatments (n = 9)
* Baseline PHQ9 < 10 (n = 35)

’ Eligible patients (n = 238) ’

/\

F8 (n = 144) H1 (n = 71) Switch (n=23) |

High Low iTBS || switch High ==
Frequency | | Frequency (n=104) (n=18) Frequency ’ w_' 2c3 ‘
(n=10) || (n=12) | — ' (n=71) =23

Figure 1. CONSORT diagram of patients included in the study. Second to last level indicates
which coil patients received, last level indicates which protocol within a given coil. Switches at
the protocol level indicated a protocol switch within the same coil. All coil switches were also

labeled as protocol switch.

2.3. Trajectory modeling and model selection.

2.3.1. Latent class mixture modeling

Modelling was run using R (R Core Team, 2016) and scripts used to run the analyses in this

report can be obtained at https://doi.org/10.5281/zen0do.11398885. LCMM used the hime

function in the lcmm package (v2.1.0; Proust-Lima et al., 2017). We modeled weeks 0 to 6, and

tested the fit of 1 to 5 class models with linear only (L), linear and quadratic (LQ), and linear,
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quadratic, and cubic (LQC) polynomials. We tested model fit using 5-fold cross validation
(holding out 20% of patients as a test set). Given that class assignment by LCMM can be
sensitive to baseline symptom severity and that patients with different baseline symptoms may
follow the same trajectory, it is possible that models may capture response trajectories better if
the influence of baseline score is removed. Thus, we compared latent class models fit to raw
PHQ-9 scores with models fit to baseline-corrected data. Baseline correction was performed by
subtracting the baseline score from each observed PHQ-9 score.

We used multiple indicators to assess the fit of the latent class models (Chng et al., 2016;
Kaster et al., 2019, 2020; Smagula et al., 2015). First, on the training data, we used BIC
(Schwarz, 1978), and SABIC (Sclove, 1987), both of which perform well at selecting the correct
number of classes (Tein et al., 2013).

Second, we examined how well each model generalized to new data, by examining the
trained model’s predictions on the held-out test set for each fold. We predicted the scores and
posterior probability of class membership for the held-out test sample. We then calculated a
subject-specific trajectory by taking the weighted average of the predicted scores in each class,
weighted by the posterior probability of being in that class. We assessed prediction fit with
Pearson’s correlations between the observed and predicted scores.

Third, we took into account the modeled trajectories, selecting the most parsimonious
model with conceptually meaningful trajectories that could be easily interpreted, and that
matched known truth (Chng et al., 2016; Nylund et al., 2007). For instance, since it is clear that
some TMS patients do not respond, we only accepted models that contained a nearly flat non-
response trajectory. We also considered group size, rejecting models with trajectories containing

less than 5% of the sample (Kaster et al., 2020, 2019; Smagula et al., 2015).
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Once the optimal polynomial degree (L, LQ, LQC) and number of classes (1-5) was
selected, we reran that model on the full dataset to visualize the final trajectories, and to compare
descriptive and demographic information. The model using the full dataset was also used for
analyses examining the factors associated with membership in the different classes (see
Treatment coil and protocol effects below). Using the optimal model of the full dataset, subjects
were assigned to LCMM response trajectories based on the class that yielded the highest

posterior probability of class membership.

2.3.2. Nonlinear mixed effects modelling

The trajectory of MDD symptom severity may also be modelled by an exponential decay

function as in Equation 1 (Berlow et al., 2023):

-t

Equation 1: PHQ9(t) = PHQ9¢hange X e(F) + PHQY%,4
Where PHQ-9 scores at a given time point t are expressed as the magnitude of PHQ-9
score reduction over the course of treatment (PHQ9¢cpange), Which decays at a constant rate (B),
and approaches a minimum score at the end of treatment (PHQ9g,,4). NLME models (Pinheiro
& Bates, 2000) were fit to the data using the nlme package (v3.1-164; Pinheiro et al., 2023), with

PHQO9change: B, and PHQ9,q4 set as group fixed effects and patient random effects. We

compared the fit of this model, using BIC, and a likelihood ratio test, to a simpler model which

fitonly PHQ9change and PHQ9 g,  as patient random effects.

2.4. Predictive Power.

We assessed whether trajectory models might predict response before treatment completion. We

trained each of the raw LQC-4 class LCMM and baseline corrected LQC-2 class LCMM models
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on weeks 0-6 of the training set data, using 5-fold cross validation. New folds were generated
independently from the previous cross validation and were stratified across trajectory classes so
that each fold maintained the same proportion of subjects within each class as that of the full
dataset. Using the selected model, we then predicted PHQ-9 scores and posterior probability of
class membership for the test set by giving the model data for an increasing number of weeks,
from week 0O to all 7 weeks of data. For the supplied weeks, we calculated subject specific
predicted scores, using the weighted average described above for LCMM. For predictions of the
future (hidden) weeks, we calculated a weighted average of the group level predicted scores from
the training model, weighted by each test set patient’s probability of being in each class. The
model-generated random effects for each patient were then added to those scores, producing
patient-specific score predictions for the un-modeled weeks.

Similarly, using 5-fold cross validation, and supplying increasing weeks of data, we
trained the NLME model on weeks 0-6 of training set data to estimate the time constant B at the
population level. Then, we predicted PHQ-9 scores at the completion of treatment for the test set

by rearranging Equation 1 as:

PHQg(t) —PHQ9(O)X e (%t)
1-— e(%t)

Equation 2: = PHQ%nq

For each subject we then entered the predicted PHQ9,,; from Equation 2 into Equation
1 to produce a predicted trajectory of PHQ-9 scores. Re-entering the predicted PHQ9g,,4 into the
exponential decay model allowed us to examine correlations between predicted and observed
PHQ-9 scores along the entire trajectory time-series, which equates with the LCMM approach
we adopted. This approach differs slightly from that employed by Berlow et al., (2023), who

evaluated only the predicted value of PHQ9end as the definition of predicted response.
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In each fold, we also trained the optimal LCMM model. Then, after obtaining predicted
PHQ-9 scores of the test set via NLME, we entered those scores into the LCMM model and
assigned participants to a predicted class based on the class that yielded the greatest posterior
probability.

For both LCMM and NLME models, we tested models’ capability to predict both
continuous (PHQ-9 score) and dichotomous (response) outcomes. For continuous PHQ-9 scores,
we calculated the Pearson’s correlation (and 95% CI of that correlation) of observed versus
predicted scores. For dichotomous (non)response, we compared modeling using two response
definitions. First, we considered the traditional clinical criterion of a 50% or greater reduction in
observed/predicted PHQ-9 scores at week 6. Second, after running the optimal LCMM model on
the full dataset, we assigned participants to response trajectories based on the class for which the
posterior probability was greatest and defined response as being assigned membership in a PHQ-
9 improvement class (trajectories representing clinical improvement, but not the research
definition of response). These class assignments were compared to the class assignments
predicted during cross validation of the LCMM and NLME models. Consistent with best
practices in biomarker research (Grzenda et al., 2021; Widge et al., 2019) we calculated
sensitivity, specificity, and AUC for (non)response prediction. 95% confidence intervals were
estimated in each fold using 2000 stratified bootstrap replicates. For both categorical and
continuous analyses, all measures were calculated for each fold, and then averaged across folds

to yield summary statistics.
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2.5. Treatment coil and protocol effects.

Multinomial logistic regression weighted by probability of class membership (Kaster et al., 2019,
2020; Smagula et al., 2015; Uher et al., 2010) was used to determine whether coil, protocol, and
other patient or treatment characteristics were associated with the different trajectories.

The predictive factors tested were coil (F8 or H1), protocol (high frequency, low
frequency, or iTBS), baseline PHQ-9, age, sex, any comorbid disorder, antianxiety use, and
treatment year. Given that coil and protocol were highly colinear, analyses were run separately
for coil and protocol. Patients who switched coils (n = 23) or protocols (n = 41) were excluded
from the coil and protocol analysis, respectively. We used synthetic minority over-sampling
(SMOTE; Chawla et al., 2002), as implemented in the SmoteClassif function in the UBL package
(v0.0.7; Branco et al., 2016) to oversample the minority class and produce a balanced dataset.
Data were oversampled separately for coil and protocol analyses.

Forward selection with BIC minimization (as in our prior work in Widge et al., 2016)
was used to select the predictors to be included in the final model. Predictors were kept in the
final model if they showed a reduction in BIC of greater than 5 on a given step (Jones et al.,

2001).

3. Results.

3.1. Trajectory modeling and model selection.

3.1.1. Latent class mixture modeling of raw PHQ-9 scores

The patient sample was overall comparable to other naturalistic, registry-based TMS studies

(Carpenter et al., 2012; Sackeim et al., 2020). It was slightly female-biased and had a mean
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baseline PHQ-9 of 17.86. Patients may have had a higher degree of treatment resistance — mean
PHQ-9 at end of treatment was 13.85, compared to 9.6 in Sackeim et al. (2020) and Carpenter et
al. (2012).

There was a clear benefit for LQ over L models on BIC, SABIC, and test set prediction
(Table 2). BIC, SABIC, and test set predictions also improved in the LQC models over LQ.
Further, in 4 of the 5 folds, even the 3 class LQ model contained a class representing less than
5% of the population. Therefore, we selected the LQC model.

Within the LQC models, there was a slight improvement in SABIC as more classes were
entered into the LQC models. For the 3 class and 5 class LQC models, BIC was slightly worse,
but increased in the 2 and 4 class models. Finally, there was almost no difference in test set
prediction when increasing the number of classes. Given that the BIC improvement plateaued at
4 classes, and that model is similar to that reported by another group on an independent dataset
(Kaster et al., 2020), we selected the 4 class LQC model.

The final model (LQC, 4 class) was rerun on the full dataset. We labeled the resulting
trajectories: lower baseline symptoms with minimal improvement (n = 112), rapid improvement
(n = 38), gradual improvement (n = 25) and non-response (n = 63; Figure 2A). Patients assigned
to “improvement” trajectories got better, but did not always meet the 50% threshold for response,
hence the terminology. For example, only 13.39% of the patients in the minimal improvement
group met the traditional 50% threshold. Two of the three improvement trajectories are not
completely linear. The slope of the gradual improvement group begins shallow, and then
steepens around week 2. The slope for the rapid improvement trajectory begins steeper and then
levels off, indicating a good initial effect that may plateau. The lower baseline symptoms with

minimal improvement group have a modest linear reduction in symptoms. We assigned this
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group as an “improvement” trajectory because the slope of a linear model fit to the trajectory was
steeper (-0.54) than that for the non-response trajectory (-0.26), which tended to have higher
baseline symptoms that remained high throughout treatment. None of those patients in the non-

response trajectory met the traditional 50% reduction threshold.

A B
25 LQC 4 Class 5] LQC 2 Class, Baseline-Corrected
20 1 04 e
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54 B= Non-response (n=63) -
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Figure 2. The final trajectories of the LQC 4 (A) and Baseline Corrected LQC 2 (B) class
models. PHQ-9 scores are the average actual scores across the week for all the patients in each
class. Error bands are SEM of the data for patients assigned to that class. *Baseline corrected

LQC 2 was the final model selected and used for subsequent latent class mixture model analyses.

3.1.2. Latent class modelling of difference from baseline scores

Given that LCMM can be sensitive to baseline symptom severity (i.e., PHQ-9 scores at week 0),
and that patients with different baseline symptom severity may follow the same trajectory, it is
possible that models may capture response trajectories better if the influence of baseline score is

removed. Thus, we ran additional LCMMs with PHQ-9 scores computed as a difference from
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baseline. Similar to raw PHQ-9 scores, BIC, SABIC, and test set predictions improved as
quadratic and cubic polynomials were added to the model (Table 2). Thus, we selected the LQC
model for baseline corrected scores.

Within the LQC models, BIC improved when the number of classes was increased from 1
to 2. BIC did not improve any further with the addition of more classes. SABIC improved as
more classes were included, but the improvement of SABIC was modest after 2 LQC classes.
Test set predictions showed little change as classes were added to the models. Given the plateau
of BIC and SABIC improvement at 2 classes, and little change in test set prediction, we settled
on the 2 class LQC model for baseline corrected PHQ-9 scores.

We ran the final model of baseline corrected PHQ-9 scores (LQC, 2 class) on the full
dataset, labelling the resulting trajectories: improvement (n = 97), and non-response (n = 141;
Figure 2B). The patients assigned to the “improvement” trajectory had a mean (SD) reduction in
PHQ-9 scores of -6.87 (6.03), but did not always meet the traditional 50% criterion for response
—only 41.23% of patients in the improvement trajectory met this criterion. Patients assigned to
the non-response trajectory showed a smaller reduction in PHQ-9 scores at week 6 of treatment
(M (SD) =-2.05 (2.52)), and only 2.84% of those patients met the traditional 50% criterion for
response. Table 1 contains the patient characteristics for each trajectory. Overall, correlations
between test set predictions and observed data were largely comparable between the raw PHQ-9
LCMM model and the baseline corrected one. However, within polynomials in the baseline-
corrected model, there were clear improvement in both BIC (range = 5504.28 - 5943.45) and
SABIC (5412.02 - 5924.44) in comparison to the model fit to raw PHQ-9 scores (BIC range =
6232.66 - 6395.14; SABIC range = 6119.54 - 6345.22). Therefore, we selected the baseline-

corrected LQC 2 class model as the optimal LCMM.
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Table 2. Model fit statistics are used to select the final trajectory model. All values were
calculated for each of the 5 folds and then averaged across folds to yield the values seen here.
Changes in information criteria (ABIC and ASABIC) were calculated by subtracting the more
complex model from the less complex model. Therefore, positive numbers indicate that the more
complex model provided a better fit to the data. ABIC and ASABIC were calculated between the
lower order polynomial and next higher order polynomial (L and LQ, LQ and LQC) within the
models with the same number of classes (ABIC and ASABIC polynomial within class number).
ABIC and ASABIC were also calculated between models with increasing number of classes (1
class to 2, 2 classes to 3, etc.) within the same level of polynomials (ABIC and ASABIC class
number within polynomial). The models highlighted in gray were the final models selected for
each approach. Models were tested independently on both raw weekly PHQ-9 scores and weekly
scores that were calculated as a difference from baseline. The optimal LCMM selected was the
Baseline Corrected LQC-2 model.

Raw PHQ-9 Scores

Test set
ASABIC actual
ABIC ABIC (class ASABIC (class versus Minimum

Number (polynomial  number (polynomial  number predicted % of

of within class  within within class  within score sample in
Polynomials  Classes  BIC number) polynomial)  SABIC  number) polynomial)  correlation  aclass
L 1 6364.23 NA NA 6345.22 NA NA 0.67 100
L 2 6367.03 NA -2.81 6335.36 NA 9.86 0.67 42.33
L 3 6375.44 NA -8.4 6331.09 NA 4.27 0.66 11.24
L 4 6383.99 NA -8.55 6326.97 NA 412 0.66 8.82
L 5 6395.14 NA -11.15 6325.45 NA 1.52 0.63 5.88
LQ 1 6279.6  84.63 NA 6247.92 97.3 NA 0.79 100
LQ 2 6277.64 894 1.96 6230.12 105.24 17.8 0.79 16.26
LQ 3 6285.81 89.62 -8.18 6222.46  108.63 7.66 0.77 6.18
LQ 4 6292.72 91.27 -6.9 6213.53 113.44 8.93 0.75 6.51
LQ 5 6305.38 89.76 -12.66 6210.35 115.1 3.18 0.74 3.88
LQC 1 6247.14  32.46 NA 6199.63 48.3 NA 0.86 100
LQC 2 6233.96 43.67 13.18 6167.44 62.68 32.18 0.85 11.21
LQC 3 6240.8 45.01 -6.84 6155.28 67.18 12.16 0.84 10.36
LQC 4 6232.66 60.06 8.14 6128.13 85.4 27.15 0.83 11.13
LQC 5 6243.07 62.31 -10.42 6119.54 90.81 8.59 0.81 5.26

Baseline Corrected PHQ-9 Scores

L 1 594345 NA NA 5924.44 NA NA 0.67 100
L 2 5923.04 NA 20.41 5891.36 NA 33.08 0.66 28.23
L 3 5927.15 NA -4.11 5882.8 NA 8.56 0.66 7.67
L 4 5933.12 NA -5.97 5876.1 NA 6.7 0.64 5.78
L 5 5940.75 NA -7.63 5871.07 NA 5.04 0.66 2.52
LQ 1 5690.32 253.13 NA 5658.64  265.8 NA 0.8 100
LQ 2 5663.92  259.12 264 5616.4  274.96 42.23 0.78 43.28
LQ 3 5672.67 254.48 -8.75 5609.32 273.48 7.08 0.78 5.25
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LQ 4 5687.75 245.37 -15.08 5608.56 267.54 0.76 0.76 9.66
LQ 5 5703.45 2373 -15.7 5608.42 262.64 0.14 0.76 3.35
LQC 1 5560.04 130.27 NA 5512.53 146.11 NA 0.87 100
LQC 2 5493.8 170.12 66.24 5427.28 189.13 85.25 0.85 40.12
LQC 3 5504.28 168.4 -10.48 5418.75 190.57 8.53 0.85 13.14
LQC 4 5521.85 165.9 -17.58 5417.32 191.24 1.43 0.84 9.46
LQC 5 5535.56  167.89 -13.71 5412.02 196.4 53 0.83 2.42

3.1.3. Nonlinear mixed effects modelling of PHQ-9 scores

We fit the exponential decay function to data using NLME models which included PHQO¢cpange
B, and PHQ9.,,, as random effects at the patient level. This model yielded an AIC =8042.47,
BIC = 8097.05, and a log likelihood of -4011.43. These values indicated a better fit than a
simpler model which included only PHQ9¢pange and PHQ9 gy, as random effects, with an AIC
=8357.46, BIC = 8395.38, and log likelihood of -4171.73. The more complex model also
yielded a significant likelihood ratio test over the simpler one, LRT = 320.59, p <.001. Thus, we

included all random effects in the final nonlinear mixed model.

3.2. Predictive Power.

Trajectory modeling using LCMM had acceptable predictive power (Table 3). When given raw
PHQ-9 scores for week 0 (and up), the correlation between predicted and observed scores was
high. When response was defined by assignment to an improvement trajectory, the AUC
exceeded chance at week 0 for raw PHQ-9 scores. These results are likely due to the large
contribution of baseline PHQ-9 to final trajectory in the raw score modeling approach. When
response was defined as a >50% reduction in PHQ-9, the AUC did not exceed chance until the
model was given raw PHQ-9 scores for weeks 0-4. Specificity was high, starting at week 0, but

sensitivity improved when given data for an increasing number of weeks. This indicates that the
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model is biased to predict non-response initially, becoming less so when given more weeks of
data.

When removing the influence of baseline scores on LCMM trajectories, correlations of
predicted with observed scores were generally lower than those of raw scores, particularly when
0 or 1 weeks of data were provided. In comparison to raw scores, the AUC of predicting a 50%
PHQ-9 score reduction was greater when given just one week of data, and remained consistently
higher as more weeks of baseline-corrected data were entered. However, AUC did not exceed
chance until 0-4 weeks of data were entered, for both the raw and baseline-corrected score
models. When predicting improvement trajectory assignment, AUC was lower for baseline
corrected scores when only the first two weeks of data were entered. This is again likely due to
the influence of baseline scores on trajectory assignment when modelling raw PHQ-9 scores.
However, AUC improved beyond raw scores when three or more weeks of baseline corrected
data were entered.

The NLME approach also yielded acceptable predictive power. Across the five folds of
training, estimates of B at the population level had a mean (SD) = 2.11 (0.09). Predicted values
of PHQ9,4 On test sets were highly correlated with observed values, r [95% CI] = .71[.68 -
.73], p < .001. Correlations of observed PHQ-9 scores to predicted scores using the exponential
decay function were generally lower than those obtained from the LCMM approach. AUC for
predicting a 50% score reduction was numerically higher for NLME than for LCMM-based
models. However, similar to the LCMM models, AUC did not exceed chance until weeks 0-4
were entered into the model. When response was defined as assignment to an LCMM
improvement trajectory based on predicted scores, AUC was lower in comparison to the LCMM

models, even though the NLME model reached significance (AUC confidence interval excluding
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0.5) at week 1 compared to week 2 for the baseline-corrected LCMM. This suggests that the
exponential decay model is useful at predicting larger reductions in PHQ-9 scores during
treatment, but less so when symptom improvement is smaller and does not meet the traditional

50% reduction criterion.
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Table 3. Predicting response with trajectory modeling. Max modeled week indicates the
maximum week number of test set data that was given to the model to make predictions, up to 6
(treatment completion). Pearson correlations (r) and 95% confidence intervals compare the
predicted versus observed scores of the test set. Sensitivity, specificity and AUC quantify
categorical (non)response prediction when response was defined as: 1) the traditional method of
50% or greater reduction in score, and 2) assigned membership in the improvement trajectory of
the latent class mixture model of baseline corrected scores.

Raw Scores Latent Class Model

Response = >50% reduction in score Response = membership in an improvement trajectory
Max Correlation (r) Sensitivity Specificity AUC Sensitivity Specificity AUC
Modeled
Week Estimate 95% ClI Estimate 95% ClI Estimate 95% ClI
0 0.76 0.71-0.8 0 1 0.5 0.5-0.5 0.65 0.76 0.71 0.62-0.79
1 0.83 0.8-0.86 0.04 0.98 0.51 0.45-0.56 0.64 0.75 0.7 0.62-0.78
2 0.89 0.86-0.91 0.2 0.94 0.57 0.43-0.71 0.75 0.74 0.74 0.65-0.83
3 0.93 0.91-0.94 0.28 0.95 0.62 0.46-0.78 0.78 0.75 0.77 0.68-0.85
4 0.95 0.94-0.96 0.44 0.95 0.7 0.53-0.87 0.78 0.77 0.77 0.7-0.85
5 0.97 0.96-0.98 0.58 0.95 0.77 0.59-0.94 0.8 0.77 0.79 0.71-0.86
6 0.98 0.98-0.99 0.82 0.99 0.91 0.78-1 0.84 0.75 0.8 0.72-0.86
Baseline-Corrected Scores Latent Class Model
0 0.34 0.25-0.44 0 1 0.5 0.5-0.5 04 0.6 05 0.5-0.5
1 0.59 0.51-0.66 0.2 0.96 0.58 0.44-0.72 0.3 0.91 0.6 0.49-0.72
2 0.76 0.71-0.8 0.28 0.89 0.59 0.44-0.74 0.6 0.86 0.73 0.6-0.86
3 0.85 0.81-0.87 0.35 0.94 0.64 0.48-0.8 0.77 0.9 0.84 0.73-0.94
4 0.91 0.89-0.93 0.52 0.93 0.72 0.57-0.87 0.84 0.91 0.88 0.78-0.97
5 0.95 0.93-0.96 0.62 0.94 0.78 0.61-0.95 0.93 0.91 0.92 0.84-0.99
6 0.97 0.96-0.98 0.96 1 0.98 0.95-1 0.96 0.93 0.95 0.89-0.99
Exponential Decay Model
Response = >50% reduction in score Response = membership in an improvement trajectory
Max Correlation (r) Sensitivity Specificity AUC Sensitivity  Specificity AUC
Modeled
Week Estimate 95% ClI Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% ClI
0 0.68 0.62-0.73 1 0 0.5 0.5-0.5 0.2 0.78 0.49 0.48-0.5
1 0.81 0.78-0.85 0.33 0.81 0.57 0.39-0.75 0.23 0.98 0.6 0.51-0.7
2 0.88 0.85-0.9 0.36 0.86 0.61 0.43-0.79 0.43 0.72 0.58 0.51-0.64
3 0.91 0.89-0.93 04 0.93 0.67 0.49-0.85 0.31 1 0.66 0.56-0.75
4 0.91 0.89-0.93 0.6 0.92 0.76 0.58-0.94 0.47 1 0.73 0.64-0.83
5 0.91 0.9-0.93 0.76 0.96 0.86 0.73-0.98 0.46 0.8 0.72 0.6-0.83
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Figure 3. Area under the receiver operating characteristic curve for model predictions of
treatment outcomes with increasing observations. The dashed line in each plot shows chance
(AUC =0.5), and error bars denote the 95% CI of each estimate (see Table 3). Top row shows
AUC for prediction of traditional definition of response (50% PHQ-9 score reduction). Bottom
row shows AUC for prediction of assignment to the LCMM improvement trajectory. Left
column shows prediction results for LCMM of raw data. Middle row shows prediction results for

LCMM of baseline-corrected data. Right column shows prediction results for NLME.

3.3. Treatment coil and protocol effects.

None of baseline PHQ-9, age, sex, treatment year, or antianxiety use differed between patients

treated with the F8 or H1 coil. Both coil and protocol increased BIC from the null model in
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logistic regressions of trajectory class assignment. The stepwise addition of baseline PHQ-9, age,
sex, treatment year, and antianxiety medication use increased BIC from the null model in each
case. Thus, in this dataset, neither standard clinical factors nor treatment coil influenced the

overall probability of response.

4. Discussion.

We modeled trajectories of TMS response in a naturalistic sample, demonstrating that prior
results in well characterized clinical trial samples can generalize to more heterogeneous
populations. When modelling raw PHQ-9 scores, a linear-quadratic-cubic, four class latent
mixture model provided the best fit while also being the most parsimonious. Those trajectories
largely replicated prior trajectory modeling in TMS (Kaster et al., 2020, 2019). However, we
found that baseline scores may have a large influence on the classes that are derived, while
providing little information on the final symptom trajectory. For example, patients with different
baseline symptom severity, but following the same trajectory, may be incorrectly dichotomized
into separate response classes. In support of this, a latent class model that accounted for baseline
symptom severity yielded a superior fit to data, along with greater performance in predicting
treatment response. The optimal latent class model for those data was a linear-quadratic-cubic 2
class model. This suggests that when accounting for baseline symptom differences, there are two
nonlinear trajectories underlying response to TMS — those who receive benefit and those who do
not. This contrasts previous suggestions that antidepressant response trajectories reveal
subgroups of responders that may be biologically separable (Kaster et al., 2020, 2019).

In addition, we compared a separate approach which defines antidepressant symptom

trajectories as an exponential decay function (Berlow et al., 2023). This approach does not
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impose explicit subgroups on response trajectories, but rather, denotes response as an
individual’s magnitude, rate, and outcome of treatment response. Here also, our results partially
replicated and partially diverged from the original report. We confirm the exponential model’s
predictive power, and show that it can exceed categorical trajectory models in some situations
(numerically higher AUCs when predicting 50% drop in PHQ-9). We did not replicate the
original finding that exponential models can predict response as soon as week 1; in our dataset,
prediction above chance was only possible from week 4 onward. Similarly, the exponential
decay approach substantially underperformed the latent class (categorical) model when
predicting assignment to an overall improvement trajectory, at all modeled timepoints. This may
reflect the fact that the trajectory concept is built in to the latent class approach, and thus these
models are more able to consider small symptom improvements that may be meaningful to the
patient, but do not reach traditional response definitions.

A larger point is that both models can predict clinical outcomes before completion of the
TMS course. In predicting the traditional criterion of a 50% score reduction, all models we
evaluated could predict response better than chance after 4 weeks of treatment. When predicting
assignment to an “improvement” trajectory, the latent class model of raw PHQ-9 scores
exceeded chance when given only baseline scores. However, with increasing weeks of data,
predictive performance of this model showed little improvement. This suggests that baseline
scores are overly-influential in latent class models and that those scores provide little benefit in
defining the final symptom trajectory. Rather, the predictive performance of the baseline
corrected latent class model suggests that baseline scores should be accounted for when

modelling antidepressant response trajectories to TMS with latent class mixture models. When
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accounting for baseline symptom severity, the latent class model could predict assignment to a
(non)improvement trajectory when given data from only 2 weeks of treatment.

The clearest clinical use of trajectory modeling would be identifying (non)responders
without needing to provide a full 6-week treatment series. Using a standard definition (>50%
improvement), all models we evaluated could predict response better than chance after 4 weeks
of treatment. This may be of limited practical value; with two thirds of the treatment course
completed, there is only modest cost savings from identifying non-responders. Response
prediction at 4 weeks may be more useful if conclusive evidence emerges that a coil or protocol
switch can “rescue” a patient into response. This is a strong anecdotal belief among TMS
clinicians, but has not been empirically validated. Using simpler modeling, researchers have
shown that symptom improvement at 10 sessions is predictive of ultimate clinical response to
TMS (Feffer et al., 2018), suggesting the possibility of a more optimal method of predicting
response early in treatment. Importantly, although both latent class and exponential models had
only modest predictive power, they far exceeded the predictive power of easily observed factors
such as concomitant medication, age/sex, or type of treatment coil used. This highlights that, in
general, such modeling is valuable. Another potential value of response trajectory models might
lie in biomarker discovery. Although the models have modest predictive power to predict the
future from clinical data alone, the trajectories/exponential parameters remove some of the noise
present in raw mood ratings from the PHQ-9. By providing a lower-noise dependent variable,
trajectory models might enable discovery of baseline or treatment-emergent physiologic markers
to alter TMS treatment. Similar denoising approaches have led to the discovery of new

biomarkers for invasive brain stimulation (Basu et al., 2023; Sani et al., 2018).
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There are several limitations in our study, mainly due to the naturalistic sample. For
example, many patients were treated with multiple coils, or with multiple protocols. While we
included these patients, it is critical to understand how these switches may alter outcomes. Our
current dataset contains too few observations of each switch type to reliably perform this
analysis. Further, switches occurred based on a subjective clinician recommendation, and at
variable time points. The present research provides evidence for a more systematic means by
which clinicians can determine whether a coil or protocol switch might be warranted. Further, we
believe that the “messiness” inherent in a naturalistic sample is also a strength, given that the
long-term goal of this type of modeling is for it to be used in clinical practice.

In summary, we have demonstrated that previously suggested subgroups of
antidepressant response to TMS may be better defined as simple response/non-response
trajectories. We compared two approaches of modelling response trajectories and show that
treatment response can be reliably predicted given 4 weeks of treatment data, and symptom
severity changes along an improvement trajectory can be predicted given two weeks of treatment
data. Thus, we provide preliminary evidence that trajectory modeling might be viable for guiding
treatment decisions. This would require a clearer understanding of reasonable stepped-therapy
TMS algorithms, an area of active research. It is not yet clear if similar modeling could guide the
use of more compressed TMS protocols, e.g. if these same trajectories might appear during a
course of TMS given over a week (Cole et al., 2020). Longitudinally measured biomarkers
should show similar trajectories that precede the clinical response, which would provide strong

evidence of causality.

Acknowledgments


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

We thank the University of Minnesota Biomedical Informatics and Data Access (BPIC) for their

work with data extraction and curation.

Disclosure statement
ASW reports consulting income from Abbott Laboratories, and multiple unlicensed patents in
the area of neurostimulation. SRW reports income as a guest lecturer for the PULSES
introduction to TMS course sponsored by the Clinical TMS Society. All other authors report no

relevant financial interests.

Author Contributions
ANM: Formal analysis, Data Curation, Writing - Revisions, Visualization, Conceptualization;
STO: Formal analysis, Data Curation, Writing - Original Draft, Visualization, Conceptualization;
CRPS: Project administration, Data Curation; DCC: Data Curation; SW: Data Curation,
Resources; AlS: Data Curation; SCA: Resources, Supervision; SCO: Resources; CBP:
Resources; BRR: Resources; AH: Resources; MB: Resources; ZN: Resources, Supervision;
ASW: Conceptualization, Funding acquisition, Supervision, Resources; All authors participated

in Writing - Review & Editing

Funding
This work was supported by the National Institutes of Health (R21MH120785; T32MH115886),
the MNnDRIVE Brain Conditions Initiative, and the Medical Discovery Team - Addictions at the

University of Minnesota.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Data availability statement

Deidentified data will be made available upon request.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

References

Baeken, C., Brem, A.-K., Arns, M., Brunoni, A. R., Filip&i¢, I., Ganho-Avila, A., Langguth, B.,
Padberg, F., Poulet, E., Rachid, F., Sack, A. T., Vanderhasselt, M.-A., & Bennabi, D.
(2019). Repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation treatment for depressive disorders:
Current knowledge and future directions. Current Opinion in Psychiatry, 32(5), 409-415.
https://doi.org/10.1097/Y CO.0000000000000533

Basu, I, Yousefi, A., Crocker, B., Zelmann, R., Paulk, A. C., Peled, N., Ellard, K. K., Weisholtz,
D. S., Cosgrove, G. R., Deckersbach, T., Eden, U. T., Eskandar, E. N., Dougherty, D. D.,
Cash, S. S., & Widge, A. S. (2023). Closed-loop enhancement and neural decoding of
cognitive control in humans. Nature Biomedical Engineering, 7(4), 576-588.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41551-021-00804-y

Berlow, Y. A., Zandvakili, A., Brennan, M. C., Williams, L. M., Price, L. H., & Philip, N. S.
(2023). Modeling the antidepressant treatment response to transcranial magnetic
stimulation using an exponential decay function. Scientific Reports, 13(1), 7138.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-33599-w

Branco, P., Ribeiro, R. P., & Torgo, L. (2016). UBL: An R package for Utility-based Learning
(arXiv:1604.08079). arXiv. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1604.08079

Carpenter, L. L., Janicak, P. G., Aaronson, S. T., Boyadjis, T., Brock, D. G., Cook, I. A.,
Dunner, D. L., Lanocha, K., Solvason, H. B., & Demitrack, M. A. (2012). Transcranial
magnetic stimulation (TMS) for major depression: A multisite, naturalistic, observational
study of acute treatment outcomes in clinical practice. Depression and Anxiety, 29(7),

587-596. https://doi.org/10.1002/da.21969


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Cawley, G. C., & Talbot, N. L. C. (2010). On Over-fitting in Model Selection and Subsequent
Selection Bias in Performance Evaluation. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 11,
2079-2107.

Chawla, N. V., Bowyer, K. W., Hall, L. O., & Kegelmeyer, W. P. (2002). SMOTE: Synthetic
Minority Over-sampling Technique. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 16, 321—
357. https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.953

Chng, G. S., Chu, C. M., Zeng, G, Li, D., & Ting, M. H. (2016). A Latent Class Analysis of
Family Characteristics Linked to Youth Offending Outcomes. The Journal of Research in
Crime and Delinquency, 53(6), 765—787. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427816644947

Cole, E. J., Stimpson, K. H., Bentzley, B. S., Gulser, M., Cherian, K., Tischler, C., Nejad, R.,
Pankow, H., Choi, E., Aaron, H., Espil, F. M., Pannu, J., Xiao, X., Duvio, D., Solvason,
H. B., Hawkins, J., Guerra, A., Jo, B., Raj, K. S., ... Williams, N. R. (2020). Stanford
Accelerated Intelligent Neuromodulation Therapy for Treatment-Resistant Depression.
The American Journal of Psychiatry, 177(8), 716—726.
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2019.19070720

Grzenda, A., Kraguljac, N. V., McDonald, W. M., Nemeroff, C., Torous, J., Alpert, J. E.,
Rodriguez, C. I., & Widge, A. S. (2021). Evaluating the Machine Learning Literature: A
Primer and User’s Guide for Psychiatrists. The American Journal of Psychiatry, 178(8),
715-729. https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2020.20030250

Jones, B. L., Nagin, D. S., & Roeder, K. (2001). A SAS Procedure Based on Mixture Models for

Estimating Developmental Trajectories. Sociological Methods & Research, 29(3), 374—

393. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124101029003005


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Kaster, T. S., Chen, L., Daskalakis, Z. J., Hoy, K. E., Blumberger, D. M., & Fitzgerald, P. B.
(2020). Depressive symptom trajectories associated with standard and accelerated rTMS.
Brain Stimulation, 13(3), 850-857. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2020.02.021

Kaster, T. S., Downar, J., Vila-Rodriguez, F., Baribeau, D. A., Thorpe, K. E., Daskalakis, Z. J.,
& Blumberger, D. M. (2023). Differential symptom cluster responses to repetitive
transcranial magnetic stimulation treatment in depression. eClinicalMedicine, 55,
101765. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2022.101765

Kaster, T. S., Downar, J., Vila-Rodriguez, F., Thorpe, K. E., Feffer, K., Noda, Y., Giacobbe, P.,
Knyahnytska, Y., Kennedy, S. H., Lam, R. W., Daskalakis, Z. J., & Blumberger, D. M.
(2019). Trajectories of Response to Dorsolateral Prefrontal rTMS in Major Depression: A
THREE-D Study. The American Journal of Psychiatry, 176(5), 367-375.
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2018.18091096

Kroenke, K., Spitzer, R. L., & Williams, J. B. (2001). The PHQ-9: Validity of a brief depression
severity measure. Journal of General Internal Medicine, 16(9), 606-613.
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2001.016009606.x

McClintock, S. M., Reti, I. M., Carpenter, L. L., McDonald, W. M., Dubin, M., Taylor, S. F.,
Cook, I. A., O’Reardon, J., Husain, M. M., Wall, C., Krystal, A. D., Sampson, S. M.,
Morales, O., Nelson, B. G., Latoussakis, V., George, M. S., & Lisanby, S. H. (2018).
Consensus recommendations for the clinical application of repetitive transcranial
magnetic stimulation (rTMS) in the treatment of depression. Journal of Clinical
Psychiatry, 79(1), 35-48. https://doi.org/10.4088/JCP.16¢cs10905

Muthén, B., & Asparouhov, T. (2008). Growth mixture modeling: Analysis with non-Gaussian

random effects. In Longitudinal Data Analysis (pp. 143-165).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Muthén, B., & Shedden, K. (1999). Finite mixture modeling with mixture outcomes using the
EM algorithm. Biometrics, 55(2), 463-469. https://doi.org/10.1111/].0006-
341x.1999.00463.x

Nylund, K. L., Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. O. (2007). Deciding on the Number of Classes in
Latent Class Analysis and Growth Mixture Modeling: A Monte Carlo Simulation Study.
Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 14(4), 535-5609.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396

O’Reardon, J. P., Solvason, H. B., Janicak, P. G., Sampson, S., Isenberg, K. E., Nahas, Z.,
McDonald, W. M., Avery, D., Fitzgerald, P. B., Loo, C., Demitrack, M. A., George, M.
S., & Sackeim, H. A. (2007). Efficacy and safety of transcranial magnetic stimulation in
the acute treatment of major depression: A multisite randomized controlled trial.
Biological Psychiatry, 62(11), 1208-1216.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.01.018

Pinheiro, J. C., & Bates, D. (2000). Mixed-Effects Models in S and S-PLUS. Springer Science &
Business Media.

Pinheiro, J. C., Bates, D., & R Core Team. (2023). nlme: Linear and Nonlinear Mixed Effects
Models (3.1-164) [Computer software]. https://cran.r-
project.org/web/packages/nime/index.html

Poldrack, R. A., Huckins, G., & Varoquaux, G. (2020). Establishment of Best Practices for
Evidence for Prediction: A Review. JAMA Psychiatry, 77(5), 534-540.

https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2019.3671


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Proust-Lima, C., Philipps, V., & Liquet, B. (2017). Estimation of Extended Mixed Models Using
Latent Classes and Latent Processes: The R Package lcmm. Journal of Statistical
Software, 78, 1-56. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v078.102

R Core Team. (2016). A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna (2016). 2013.

Sackeim, H. A., Aaronson, S. T., Carpenter, L. L., Hutton, T. M., Mina, M., Pages, K.,
Verdoliva, S., & West, W. S. (2020). Clinical outcomes in a large registry of patients
with major depressive disorder treated with Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation. Journal
of Affective Disorders, 277, 65—74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2020.08.005

Sani, O. G., Yang, Y., Lee, M. B., Dawes, H. E., Chang, E. F., & Shanechi, M. M. (2018). Mood
variations decoded from multi-site intracranial human brain activity. Nature
Biotechnology, 36(10), 954-961. https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.4200

Schilberg, L., Schuhmann, T., & Sack, A. T. (2017). Interindividual Variability and
Intraindividual Reliability of Intermittent Theta Burst Stimulation-induced
Neuroplasticity Mechanisms in the Healthy Brain. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience,
29(6), 1022-1032. https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_ 01100

Schwarz, G. (1978). Estimating the Dimension of a Model. The Annals of Statistics, 6(2), 461—
464. https://doi.org/10.1214/a0s/1176344136

Sclove, S. L. (1987). Application of model-selection criteria to some problems in multivariate
analysis. Psychometrika, 52(3), 333-343. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02294360

Smagula, S. F., Butters, M. A., Anderson, S. J., Lenze, E. J., Dew, M. A., Mulsant, B. H.,

Lotrich, F. E., Aizenstein, H., & Reynolds, C. F. (2015). Antidepressant Response


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Trajectories and Associated Clinical Prognostic Factors Among Older Adults. JAMA
Psychiatry, 72(10), 1021-1028. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2015.1324

Stulz, N., Thase, M. E., Klein, D. N., Manber, R., & Crits-Christoph, P. (2010). Differential
effects of treatments for chronic depression: A latent growth model reanalysis. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 78(3), 409-419. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019267

Taylor, S. F., Bhati, M. T., Dubin, M. J., Hawkins, J. M., Lisanby, S. H., Morales, O., Reti, . M.,
Sampson, S., Short, E. B., Spino, C., Watcharotone, K., & Wright, J. (2017). A
naturalistic, multi-site study of repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation therapy for
depression. Journal of Affective Disorders, 208, 284—290.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2016.08.049

Tein, J.-Y., Coxe, S., & Cham, H. (2013). Statistical Power to Detect the Correct Number of
Classes in Latent Profile Analysis. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary
Journal, 20(4), 640-657. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.824781

Uher, R., Muthén, B., Souery, D., Mors, O., Jaracz, J., Placentino, A., Petrovic, A., Zobel, A.,
Henigsberg, N., Rietschel, M., Aitchison, K. J., Farmer, A., & McGuffin, P. (2010).
Trajectories of change in depression severity during treatment with antidepressants.
Psychological Medicine, 40(8), 1367-1377. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291709991528

Widge, A. S., Bilge, M. T., Montana, R., Chang, W., Rodriguez, C. I., Deckersbach, T.,
Carpenter, L. L., Kalin, N. H., & Nemeroff, C. B. (2019). Electroencephalographic
Biomarkers for Treatment Response Prediction in Major Depressive IlIness: A Meta-
Analysis. The American Journal of Psychiatry, 176(1), 44-56.

https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2018.17121358


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258; this version posted May 31, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Widge, A. S, Licon, E., Zorowitz, S., Corse, A., Arulpragasam, A. R., Camprodon, J. A., Cusin,
C., Eskandar, E. N., Deckersbach, T., & Dougherty, D. D. (2016). Predictors of
Hypomania During Ventral Capsule/VVentral Striatum Deep Brain Stimulation. The

Journal of Neuropsychiatry and Clinical Neurosciences, 28(1), 38-44.

https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.neuropsych.15040089


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.30.24308258
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	1. Introduction.
	2. Methods.
	2.1. Sample.
	2.2. Depression outcome measure and data curation.
	2.3. Trajectory modeling and model selection.
	2.3.1. Latent class mixture modeling
	2.3.2. Nonlinear mixed effects modelling

	2.4. Predictive Power.
	2.5. Treatment coil and protocol effects.

	3. Results.
	3.1. Trajectory modeling and model selection.
	3.1.1. Latent class mixture modeling of raw PHQ-9 scores
	3.1.2. Latent class modelling of difference from baseline scores
	3.1.3. Nonlinear mixed effects modelling of PHQ-9 scores

	3.2. Predictive Power.
	3.3. Treatment coil and protocol effects.

	4. Discussion.

