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ABSTRACT

Importance Recovery of command-following after traumatic brain injury (TBI) is an important
prognostic indicator, however, the relationship between time to command-following and long-
term functional outcome is not clear.

Objective Evaluate the association between command-following and outcome 1-year after TBI.
Design Cohort study of participants with moderate-severe TBI in the TBI Model Systems
(TBIMS) who were followed 1-year post injury, and validation in an independent dataset from
the Brain Trauma Research Center (BTRC) database.

Setting TBIMS is a multi-center study of participants with moderate-severe TBI treated in an
inpatient rehabilitation hospital. The BTRC database is derived from a single US level 1 trauma
center and includes patients with severe TBI.

Participants TBIMS: N=9,052 (mean+SD age 38+18 years, 76% male, 67% white); BTRC:
N=228 (mean age 37117 years, 76% male, 91% white). Participants did not follow commands
on acute hospital admission and survived to discharge.

Exposure Days to command-following during hospitalization.

Main Outcome Glasgow Outcome Scale Extended (GOSE) score <4 (i.e., death or
dependency) 1-year post TBI.

Results: Participants in TBIMS were more likely than those in BTRC to follow commands during
acute hospitalization (90% vs 63%; p<0.001) and had a shorter median time to command-
following (5 vs 9.5 days; p< 0.001). For each additional week without command-following, the
odds ratio for death or dependency at 1 year was 1.30 (95% CI: [1.26,1.35]; p<0.001) in TBIMS
and 1.49 ([1.15, 1.97]; p=0.003) in BTRC. Time to command-following had an AUC of 0.61
[0.59, 0.63] in TBIMS and 0.65 [0.53, 0.76]) in BTRC. Each additional day without command-
following was associated with a 1.18% (1.16%, 1.20%) increase in the proportion of participants

with death or dependency at 1-year in TBIMS and 1.05% (0.99%, 1.11%) in BTRC.
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Conclusion: Time to command-following after moderate-severe TBI is associated with 1-year
outcomes, but the predictive accuracy of absence of command-following on any single post-
injury day is limited. In two independent cohorts, the likelihood of death or dependency
increased by ~1% for each additional day without command-following. Clinicians should be
cautious when prognosticating based on the absence of command-following in the first five

weeks after TBI.
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INTRODUCTION

After a traumatic brain injury (TBI), acute care clinicians often consider the persistent absence
of behavioral responses to verbal instructions (i.e., command-following) to be an indicator of
poor prognosis™>. However, the accuracy of prognoses based on the absence of command-

following at specific post-injury timepoints is unknown.

We used two large prospective TBI studies, the TBI Model Systems (TBIMS) National
Database® and the University of Pittsburgh Brain Trauma Research Center (BTRC) Database,
together® including more than 19,000 participants, to quantify the relationship between time to

command-following and 1-year functional outcome.

METHODS

Study Cohorts

Institutional Review Boards at each TBIMS site and the BTRC approved the study, and
participants’ surrogates provided informed consent. Characteristics of the TBIMS National
Database® ’ and the BTRC TBI study® have been described previously. Briefly, TBIMS includes
participants >16 years old with moderate-severe TBI who are admitted to TBIMS inpatient
rehabilitation hospitals. The BTRC database includes participants aged 16-80 with severe TBI
(admission Glasgow Coma Scale [GCS] score < 8 with motor GCS < 5) admitted to a level 1
trauma center. The BTRC database excludes patients with GCS total score=3 and fixed/dilated
pupils or imminent brain death. From each study, we included participants who: 1) were >18
years old, 2) did not follow commands on the day of acute hospital admission, 3) survived acute
hospitalization, and 4) were followed on the Glasgow Outcome Scale Extended [GOSE] 1-year

post-TBI (TBIMS: N=9,052; BTRC: N=228; Tablel, Figure 1).

Primary Outcome
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The primary outcome was GOSE<4 (death, vegetative state, lower severe disability, i.e., “death

or dependency”) 1 year post-TBI.

Command-Following: Definition and Analysis

Trained study staff followed standard operating procedures to review medical charts and identify
the date of command-following: in TBIMS as the first occurrence of command-following
documented in two clinical notes within 24 hours, and in BTRC as the first occurrence of
command-following documented in a physician note on two consecutive hospital days. The

observation period for command-following spanned from acute hospital admission to discharge.

We used logistic regression (predictors: cohort [TBIMS vs BTRC], days to command-following,
and their interaction) and area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUC) to
quantify the association between weeks to command-following and 1-year death or dependency

in participants who followed commands during the observation period.

Absence of Command-following: Definition and Analysis

We computed the proportion of participants with a 1-year outcome of death or dependency
among all participants who did not follow commands on or before each of the first 50 days
following acute hospital admission. Participants were included in this analysis until they followed
commands or were discharged from the acute hospital. In each cohort, we used linear models
to estimate the increase in the proportion of participants with 1-year death or dependency for

each additional day without command-following.

RESULTS

Cohort Characteristics
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The TBIMS cohort included N=9,052 participants (mean+SD age 38+18 years, 6,841 [76%)]
male, 6,040 [67%] white; Table 1). The BTRC cohort included N=228 participants (age 37116
years, 174 [76%] male, 207 [91%] white; Table 1). TBI was less severe in the TBIMS compared
to the BTRC cohort (median [IQR] GCS 10 [4, 13] vs 6 [5, 7]; p<0.001). All TBIMS participants,
and 70% of the full BTRC cohort, received inpatient rehabilitation (p<0.001). Among BTRC
participants who did not follow commands during acute hospitalization, 43% received inpatient
rehabilitation. The proportion of participants with death or dependency at 1-year was lower in

TBIMS compared to BTRC (23% vs 42%; p<0.001; Table 1; Supplementary Figure 1).

Outcome in Participants who Followed Commands During Acute Hospitalization

During acute hospitalization, command-following was observed in 8,141 (90%) participants in
TBIMS, and 144 (63%) in BTRC. Time to command-following was shorter in TBIMS compared
to BTRC (median 5 days, IQR [2-12 days] vs 9.5 days [3-18 days]; p<0.001; Table 1, Figure
2A), but among command-followers, the proportion with 1-year death or dependency did not
significantly differ between cohorts (20% [TBIMS] vs 22% [BTRC]; x°=0.3; p=0.6). Among
participants who followed commands, the odds ratio (OR) for 1-year death or dependency with
each additional week before command-following was 1.33 (95% CI: [1.29,1.38]; p <0.001) in
TBIMS, with an AUC of 0.61 (95% CI: [0.59, 0.63]; Supplementary Figure 2) and 1.49 [1.15,
1.97]; p=0.003) in BTRC, with an AUC of 0.65 ([0.53, 0.76]; Supplementary Figure 2). The
association between time to command-following and outcome did not differ between cohorts

(cohort x command-following interaction g: -0.1 [-0.4, 0.2]; p=0.4).

Outcome in Participants who Did Not Follow Commands During Acute Hospitalization

Command-following during acute hospitalization was not observed in 911 (10%) TBIMS and 84
(37%) BTRC participants. Compared to participants who followed commands at any point during

acute hospitalization, those who did not had a higher incidence of death or dependency at 1
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year (52% vs 20% [TBIMS]; OR 4.4 [3.8, 5.0], p<0.001; 76% vs 22% [BTRC]; OR 11.2 [6.0,
21.6], p<0.001). Each additional day without command-following was associated with a 1.18%
(95% CI[1.16, 1.20]) increase in the proportion of participants with death or dependency in

TBIMS (Figure 2B; black) and 1.05% [0.99, 1.11] increase in BTRC (Figure 2B; red).

Discussion

In two longitudinal TBI cohorts, time to command-following had limited prognostic utility,
discriminating weakly between GOSE<4 and GOSE=4 1-year outcomes. Each additional
hospital day without command-following yielded only a ~1% increase in the proportion of
participants with 1-year death or dependency- a rate that was remarkably consistent between
cohorts. A high likelihood of death or dependency (i.e., > 90%) was observed only in
participants who failed to follow commands for 40 or more days, which occurred rarely. These
findings suggest that clinicians should avoid confidently assigning a poor prognosis based on

the failure to recover command-following within the first 5 weeks post-TBI.

BTRC patrticipants who never followed commands during acute care were more likely than
TBIMS participants to have a 1-year outcome of death or dependency. This discrepancy is
unsurprising given fundamental differences between the databases. While the BTRC includes a
broad cohort of patients with severe TBI admitted to a level 1 trauma center, TBIMS includes
only participants qualifying for and receiving inpatient rehabilitation. This may bias the TBIMS
sample towards participants with a less severe injury, fewer medical comorbidities, and
adequate insurance coverage®. Indeed, only 43% of BTRC participants who were not following

commands at acute hospital discharge received inpatient rehabilitation.

A limitation of this study is that the date of command-following was determined by systematic

chart review; monitoring frequency may have varied across subjects, and potential confounds
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(e.g., continuous sedation) were not recorded. In addition, to avoid the “self-fulfilling prophecy”
bias®, we excluded participants who died during acute hospitalization due to their injuries or from
withdrawal of life sustaining treatment. However, in doing so, we may have systematically
excluded more-severely injured patients with a higher likelihood of death or dependency.

Finally, due to sample size constraints, we were unable to evaluate outcomes in participants

who were not following commands for more than 50 days after injury.

Conclusion

Although time to command-following was associated with outcomes, in the first five weeks
following TBI, each additional day without command-following was associated with only a 1%
increase in the proportion of participants with death or dependency at 1 year. Our results
support a cautious approach towards using the absence of command-following as a negative

prognostic marker in the first five weeks after TBI.
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Table 1: Cohort Characteristics
TBIMS BTRC P value
(N =9,052) (N=228)
DEMOGRAPHICS
Age; Mean (SD) 38 (18) 37 (16) 0.3
Sex Male; N (%) 6,841/9,049 (76) 174/228 (76) 0.9
Race White; N (%) 6,040/9,049 (67) 207/228 (91) < 0.001
Marital status; N (%)
Single 4,636/9,048 (51) 130/195 (67)
Married 2,820/9,048 (31) 55/195 (28) <0.001
Other 1,592/9,048 (18) 10/195 (5)
CLINICAL CHARACTERISTICS
Injury Mechanism; N (%)
High-Velocity 5,169/9,051 (57) 166/227 (73)
Fall-related 1,987/9,051 (22) 47/227 (21) <0.001
Low-Velocity/Other 1,895/9,051 (21) 14/227 (6)
Injury Year; Median (IQR) 2010 (2006, 2015) | 2010 (2008,2013) 0.9
ED GCSroa; Median (IQR)* 10 (4, 13) 6(5,7) <0.001
Craniectomy; N (%) 1,986/8,910 (22) 106/228 (46) <0.001
SDH/SAH (%) 7,217/8,897 (81) 186/211 (88) 0.01
EDH 1,127/8,895 (13) 38/123 (31) <0.001
IVH® 2,737/8,898 (31) 41/129 (32) 0.9
Contusions; N (%) 6,249/8,894 (70) 91/138 (66) 0.3
Followed Commands; N (%) 8,141 (90) 144 (63) <0.001
Days to commag%—;c;llowing; Median 5(2,12) 9.5 (3, 18) <0.001
Acute Care LOS; Mean (SD) 25 (19) 27 (15) IWRO0.01
Attended Acute Rehab; N (%) 9,052/9,052 (100) 159/229 (70) <0.001
OUTCOMES
GOSE < 4; N (%) 2,112/9,052 (23) 96/228 (42) <0.001
Died; N (%) 275/9,052 (3) 29/228 (13) <0.001

* In TBIMS, GCS was considered un-scorable if patient was intubated, sedated, or paralyzed.

** TBIMS began collecting this variable January 1, 2007

Abbreviations: TBIMS = TBI Model Systems, BTRC = Brain Trauma Research Center, ED =
Emergency Department, GCS = Glasgow Coma Scale, IQR = Interquartile Range, SDH =
Subdural hematoma, SAH = Subarachnoid hemorrhage, EDH = Epidural hematoma, IVH =
Intraventricular hemorrhage, LOS = Length of Stay, GOSE = Glasgow Outcome Scale Extended
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FIGURES

Figure 1: Study Flowchart
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Figure 1: Study Flowchart
Study CONSORT diagram. Abbreviations: CF = command following; LOS = length of stay;
GOSE = Glasgow Outcome Scale Extended; WLST = withdrawal of life sustaining treatment
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Figure 2: Command-Following and 1-Year Outcomes
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Figure 2: Command-following and 1-year Outcomes

(A): Proportion of participants whose first documented command-following occurred on each
day starting from acute hospital admission (Day 0) through day 100 in TBIMS (black) and BTRC
(red). (B Top): The proportion of participants with 1-year death or dependency (GOSE < 4, y-
axis) is shown for those participants who did not follow commands on or before each day after
acute hospital admission (TBIMS: black; BTRC: red). The dashed line represents the line of
best fit of the daily proportions (individual data points). The shaded region represents the 95%
confidence interval of the daily proportions calculated using the formula for the standard error of
a proportion. (B lower panel): The histogram shows the total number of participants in each
cohort who did not follow commands on or before each day following acute hospital admission.

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.04.24308423

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.04.24308423; this version posted June 4, 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplementary Figure 1: Proportion of GOSE Scores in Each Dataset
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Supplementary Figure 1: Proportion of GOSE Scores in Each Dataset

Proportion of participants in each GOSE category at 1-year following injury in TBIMS and
BTRC. GOSE Categories: 1 = Death, 2 = Vegetative State, 3 = Lower Severe Disability, 4 =
Upper Severe Disability, 5 = Lower Moderate Disability, 6 = Upper Moderate Disability, 7 =
Lower Good Recovery, 8 = Upper Good Recovery

Supplementary Figure 2: Time to Command-Following ROC Curves
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Supplementary Figure 2: Time to Command-Following ROC Curves
ROC curves for time to command-following among participants who followed commands before
acute care discharge in TBIMS (black) and BTRC (red).
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