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Abstract

Dynamic survival prediction allows individual risk estimates to be continuously updated as follow-up
information accumulates, yet the predictive performance of different longitudinal information utili-
zation strategies has not been systematically compared. Based on follow-up data from patients with
hepatocellular carcinoma, this study constructed a Cox proportional hazards model using baseline
covariates only, a time-dependent Cox model with covariates updated at follow-up time points, and
joint models that explicitly link longitudinal trajectories with survival outcomes, and further com-
pared three association structures within the joint modeling framework, including the current value,
slope, and cumulative effect. To match the dynamic prediction task, a multi-prediction-time and multi-
prediction-window evaluation framework was designed, and model performance was assessed using
the time-dependent C-index and Brier score to quantify discrimination ability and probability predic-
tion error. These findings demonstrate the value of longitudinal follow-up information for dynamic
risk assessment and suggest that the proposed evaluation framework provides a practical reference
for the systematic comparison of dynamic survival models.
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1. 5|8

JH- 41 ffg 3 (hepatocellular carcinoma, HCC)/2& A ER A i 22 FAFE 1 235 8 (P S VE R 2 —, i il e,
BRNAR &, BARTUS AR [2]. X THIA R BB, S23kIT i 2E(TACE). Rk, sb
BEFAR L HERA 7R OO E FIRIT HHg, RN 75 00 A 5 S A5 S S0 == Bl U5 DU I it e IR e =
FRVRIT[3] [4]o R RCR, B3 TS KU S 20 B S () I () B A AR A AR, BRIk 2 VP Ak AR 43 X D s B B
SRR AR Rk, AR R B B V(S S S TS VR 7R R B E IR A .

TEAEAFZETIA F A, Cox HUAg IXURS: 1552 K] it A 2 M) 2k B (b mT A e %) JRUIS: L T 4832 R 51,
(BRI A% 23 00 J A TR ARG T 1 A R R B X AR s BB, eVl o AN AR A IXURS: TN 22 5 = 2L )
I TR) AR A (6] itk — 25 0] FH I U 3o R o A W BRI (1 i PR 5 S 2 U5 6L, — il A e il T A2 44 1)
AR E RGN Cox BEAY, A8 KU 1Ak BE 0% I S W I 3647 5255 , 491 ik [A] 4K 8t Cox A4 (Time-dependent
Cox) [7]. BEEHEA(Joint Model, IM) & — 56 1 BN ZAS TG AR A, 383 G [r) 452 250 20) 1) 415 A o B[] 22 4 1)
R, FSEA TR, ATIES—HELL T A @R i R 5 A AE 45 R (8] [9]. £ T A H J2
T, IDCEr AL 2R M A e i 28 5 B U A T S ) R AR AR, I R £k R B IR G A5 2R ) T 0 26 58 W g
ZRREREE W BE, LA FESEAL TSRS 5 1H S BRI [ 10].

X AEAE TS, A Z PPN BRI e bR . —EUi i 3(C-index) H T S AL AL 45 H I KU HE P 5
FSAEAAEE R — SRR, AT B FD R bR 2 —[11] [12]. AUC WA fEAfA45 RESE T
PRI RE, H T 20 B RU R A ST 5 R K AEFA X 4368 /[ 13]. Brier score (BS)FH &40 A= A7 HE 2 0
SRS R A AR 2, R RILEN IBS AR NS G IR ETE R 14].
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Hise, 7/

ASCASE FH 20 Be S Bl U 2 40 R A P 2 AR B ) Cox ARAL L I TR Cox 154 5Tk
AR, HFEBRABA P RS HIE . BE S RSN = RCHEE M, REHE SR (5 2 H H %K
W& AR AF FR TR A 52 o BRI SeshaS TINAE 5%, A0t — B @S SAR S A VT EC I TR RO A &R, 2
AT 55 2 AN O AL A R, A8 B TR A6 A8 — 2 48 2 (Time-dependent C-index)-5 B[] 4 it
Brier score M [X 738 75 ME 2 1R 22 0 7 T W A B 34T 276 LU, A ) BE U7 45 S8 3K 30 (1) Bl A5 2R A7 Tl 4
PEEE S A0 b S PP T

2. BEEERZE
2.1. BUERBESHRIR

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of the three datasets

= 1. BEAFEER

. s Z A
AL e ST (9 o
A& U WIZREE (%) PA SR AR (%) P1H TR %) P {8
<55 487 (52.2) 301 (51.8) 235 (59.8)
ER 0.924 0.013
>55 446 (47.8) 280 (48.2) 158 (40.2)
L 848 (90.9) 445 (76.6) 331 (84.2)
4 5] <0.001 <0.001
7 85 (9.1) 136 (23.4) 62 (15.8)
<25 259 (27.8) 148 (25.5) 129 (32.8)
AFP (ng/ml) 0.360 0.074
>25 674 (72.2) 433 (74.5) 264 (67.2)
<35 243 (26.0) 129 (22.2) 106 (27.0)
ALB (g/L) 0.104 0.778
>35 690 (74.0) 452 (77.8) 287 (73.0)
<20 535 (57.3) 370 (63.7) 225 (57.3)
TBIL (umol/L) 0.017 1.000
>20 398 (42.7) 211 (36.3) 168 (42.7)
<40 238 (25.5) 169 (29.1) 116 (29.5)
AST (U/L) 0.142 0.150
>40 695 (74.5) 412 (70.9) 277 (70.5)
S T kR % <50 315 (33.8) 200 (34.4) 128 (32.6)
TR AR 0.835 0.721
(mm) >50 618 (66.2) 381 (65.6) 265 (67.4)
5 >3 565 (60.6) 357 (61.4) 242 (61.6)
JH PR b 2 0.772 0.775
<3 368 (39.4) 224 (38.6) 151 (38.4)
o BT 539 (57.8) 330 (56.8) 240 (61.1)
I M BB AT 0.750 0.292
R 394 (42.2) 251(43.2) 153 (38.9)
>1 41 (4.4) 27 (4.6) 19 (4.8)
Jil>Fi 0.918 0.836
0 892 (95.6) 554 (95.4) 374 (95.2)

AT FUEE T BRAT R 3R 0 — TG R 9 B e R [15] SR G0 60 46 = AN AH B A ER 4R,
S AU Gy PRI & 22 rpo AR . IZREEGRN 2007 45 1 H & 2012 4F 5 AELE LK
2R B 76 0y (SY SUCC) MR 2 W - 82 52 FIVE 16 97 1 B4 8 (Hepatocellular carcinoma, HCC) &2 ; P
ISR H 2012 4 6 H £ 2015 4F 12 AR—HhOJF S NH B 20O/ A & 2010 4 1
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5%, £T7)

HZ 2016 4 12 AMAESK A Pl K5 T BEERT . il K258 = @ BB S ) MR 22 8 55
Bt AR 1)

FEANAR JE A H A 4R 01 3 7 sUHI RT3 R, ABEFuik— 2 HIER T REVI1E B R ™ H I AMA,  DAORIIE 2
BRI BT B 75 0 S B . IR . BRI AN 22 O AN I AR IR R AR &40 70l 933 il 581
BIA 393 5], =ZHH I A Az BE DT [A] 20 B 41.8 AN H(0.1~115.3) 25.9 AN H(0.1~67.0)F1 46.0 ™H
(0.2~84.2). BEVIHAN, =2 EdE o B BB T FHAF 530 51(56.8%) 229 11(39.4%)F1 219 £11(55.7%),
LA (51 7 B U AR I A AR 45 SR 3, A0 I 2K (Censoring) o = ZH 8035 S5 N ZHLIN 1) 36 28 1 PR ARRAE 20 A 175
B 1e

1 AR AN E B S R B AR AR A 22 e gt R g 45 2R . AT DOIER B, 00 N 2R
T S B RARAE R 2 AR ST 22 5, 1 R FAer A DA% O AR BB A A AR AR . X — IR
ST B St 2 O BB SRR R 0 S M, RIS A JE SR AL AR AR S AN IR AR b PP A
Rz A PERe SR 7 BT 5.

BRILZRAE AN, O (R 60 2 I U 2 AR B AS BB AN R I PRI U A8 B, R 5 SIE50 28 Rl &5 SR J e
RS MG R, BARAEAFEAR S . A0 A I B 5 (1) 1E 2824 & (U4 AFP. AST. TBIL K& i
JEAR) AT log (1 + x)28 4 DL G5 A (B 500, x0T HE NABE Y ()3 220 ik — D AT e AL AL 2
DA e B A e M R G A () S X0 S50 IR 52

NP WA RS SRR R ES, B 1 &6 T =4 83E 1) Kaplan-Meier £ 17 i 2k o

Kaplan—Meier Curves by Dataset

Dataset = Training set = Internal test set == Multicenter external test set

1.00

0.75
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g

0.25
Log-rank P < 0.001

0 12 24 36 48 60
Overall Survival Time (months)

Figure 1. Kaplan-Meier survival curves

& 1. KM phsk
AR A A o e A T VI T AR T I — SRR B By, RN ] LR TR R A R A A K
P ESR
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2.2. PRI SERME

A5 Bl e n) B U7 5 B AT R 7, MBS — GBS LURHESE, AN A g
SRS T R I AT R G

RS b, IR RS SR R FERE sy N TR BB, BB = X IR . 1 e U N
I HE LR P AR B Cox LU AR, AE NG NBE VTS U B S TR 2R o O B[R]t Cox A8
B, FEAAFASE AL b g ] N U5 I AR R SR P AR R, A RS BE R (AR Y . VR SR, (HR
SR A L FEAS By AT B Q. ERbIER b, Bl NBES AL E N O LU T 7. Bk A A E L 7R A
— G HESE T [ B 20 i O 1] B S R AR AT 4 R R, SR A SRS I s T B R B ST AR A

GNTA1 0 o0 F TR SR BE IS R84k (1 P E B, IR XA ANk ) 22 S 5 eR 22 AP oy
FHF 20 A A R RS 7K P o P 0 S A M ST ORI, AR L R A8 E 45 I AN A I s B U
RN b, X ARk RS AT SRR E A T

CLEEANGA A FE AR M0, Dh1m] AR SR F 26 PRV A 2850R 85 A (Linear mixed-effects model, LME)f#iA/4™ 4
TR AE LN :

Yy=m; (t,.j)+ g
m(t)=x(t) B+z(t) b,

okt y, JRAM G ERIE £) AR, m, (¢) JoEAESUSAE, o, ~ N(0,0°) JlR R, x(1) 45 2(7)
YRR R SHEN U AR g AR RS S8, A BT b, ~ N(0,D) AAMA
BENLASE, 3Crh D SR BHLOS R B Iy 22

A7 TR Cox HEBIRIRAEHS, I 3L NI R S

ht|b,) = h, (t)exp{yTwl.+ ami(t)} ,

Frpt by (1) AIEERRRE S, w, WA NI R, y RX R A RS R, o MRS ¥
PR 2 ISR e S A IGO0 T T S S5 b 4 3 e 0 9 2
RIBUR, A A7 TR o R 31\ et R SCIBEIT, AT FE e 2 S A BT 45H

4 B o T R R OB B A U, T T3 — A5 A0 15 A 1 S B A
FE, SIS T SR . AL BRI % RSB A

(1) 2430

S04 S T P IR 1) IR 5 0 0 R K T i, R e T 7E 5
ASH R R, (1) o 08 R AQA 47 T 5

h (1) =h, (z)exp{)/TWﬁ am, (t)} .

(2) BRALERRER
AR SCIRAE A A (B LA L2 — 2D SN g — B S, T 220 0148 A A3 BT RIS F) PR I

M«
h(t) = h, (t)exp{yTw[—i- aym, (1) + azml.’(t)} .

() FRBPIRER
WA R B RS S22 [ IR ) S SRR B i O S, B S U AT 0 45 JRg XU ) i ik -

h(t)=h, (t)exp{;/Twﬁ- aj; mi(s)ds} .
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B FER IR 1] A — B C (4, A) SIS [AHCHE Brier score BS (1,,A) PR B2 T AE
) B R A HE e E 055 MR TN % 22 o S TR AE T IR 1] A o, AP AZIN s BE TR 2, X AR R T
A PSR BT, 3T SO R bR . sl /MR X A S R BB, TR TR AR IR
B T 000 ME M N AL APCW) I AE IE J5 35 o TN IR 18] 238800 1, e {1,6,12) D H, TN & A& ek
A€{3,6,9,12,18,24,36,48} ™M H , LARGEIFAG BMAEA FIRE VI B S U e 1R iR 8L

3. 58
3.1. HBENEER

AW 5T SR U B % 2 U U R B S IR R S SE R = AR AR, HR B RTE NSRRI
BRARAL. SR1fT, TESCPREEMiry, BRARIAOS M M F RS E 5 SR EEONBUR, MR 5 2w
ZERE, ARSI SISO A U 2 . R A R R e M . SRR AT K R A AT AN g
FHOCH FE S DGR SR 00 S R AR IR B2 00, AW FEAE @AY TSE BB A e dnde &, AR F 0 Ik 3 1)
AT, AEBEABAE R AU G R (I (AFP). & FA(ALB). HJHZ & (TBIL) IR X S B FE 5
FE(AST) VU IE bR g S 1A FRERL, T 220 SR e 7 3 R o A PR 5 500 TR (03 5284k : AFP [k
JigRg 47 g B FeA=W2444T 9, ALB 5 TBIL LRI RAER B BEIRZS HH A4 B F I ShBe 70 Bk &, 1 AST 1
NG TR bR, 75 AT 40 A XU P A% 5 8 U7 8 B AR 7R A2 S FH[16] [17]. AR IR PR AR 8 DAL 2R Hh AR
BILRN TR, HT RS, A0 REREF SR FRAGE). FEMNRHEAZ(TD). W
W EE(LN) AR (LS) K K (ASC)»

DA BIC 1E 3 ARG B o S 2800 I N 1) AR B o F

(1) AFP
AFP, = g\ + UTD + BVAGE + BULS + g1, + b)) + b1, + )
(2) ALB
ALB, = ") + BPAGE + AV ASC+ LN + BPTD + 71, + 65 + 571, + &l
(3) TBIL
TBIL, = A + %, + b)) +bt, + &l
(4) AST

AST, = B+ 51(4)% +bl) b, + g;,“)

1 i

Table 2. Longitudinal submodel results

F 2. YEFRE

N DR it A HE f1H(95% CrI) p
D 0.288 (0.233, 0.344) <0.001
AGE —0.194 (-0.250, —0.139) <0.001
AFP
LS 0.196 (0.087, 0.307) <0.001
Time —0.009 (-0.014, —0.002) 0.004
AGE —0.181 (-0.224, -0.138) <0.001
ALB
ASC —0.382 (-0.522, —0.240) <0.001
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ERE, £
LN —0.066 (—0.112, —0.018) 0.008
TD —0.083 (—0.126, —0.039) <0.001
Time 0.011 (0.004, 0.017) 0.002
TBIL Time —0.006 (—0.012, —0.000) 0.040
AST Time —0.031 (—0.036, —0.025) <0.001

A TR G BRIILE R (version 4.5 2385, K] IMbayes2 WHHATM & AN, A5IRARHE T
WL R IUTT SR B R BUR p AR TR IRAEAR U R, 1 IMbayes2 451, HIT
7t B R 7 OB 5 55 5

VI FFEFR(AFP. ALB. TBIL. AST)Zh A TR S A ftivh 45 RIC 2 W& 2. B HRE, &ibts
VB AU 2 S R VT I (ARG, JF 5 300 R 2RI PRAFAE AR AE R IBG, 3R WA I 12 R4 BE 0 7 20 21 e A 17
PR i REE AL A BE A 3 o AFP 55 ALB (92 [ 13208 ) A 52 58 Aef [ 295 152 455 Ff 88 97 47 <5 W PG DR 2851 9%
AR B AILEN, T TBIL 55 AST M4k 3 2 dyint B S I T, U HIAS [ FE A (I 17 3 S A E e 22

EL
Jt o

BT AFRIREA T Y1 TR T 45 R P — 2, ASCBUL SR — R TR R A5 R, H Ll
B RIREE N A TR S TN L RE o AR E AR TR 30, 2090 B2 24 AT R IR JM (current)
AF I IM (slope) 5 RN KK IM (area) =K SRR, Fxf A7 B SHOAT Al i BEARS
AL B E LA B QAT HEAT log (1 +x)2240TF 50— FrdEALACEE, DRI HR AOMRREL 45 15 368 42
PRIV

Table 3. Joint model with current-value association

3. RAEREHRTEXEK

Bl it HR (95% Crl) p
AGE —0.091 0.913 (0.783, 1.070) 0.243
TD 0.502 1.652 (1.462, 1.876) <0.001
LN 0.162 1.176 (1.048, 1.318) 0.005
LS 0.090 1.094 (0.884, 1.342) 0.405
ASC 0.198 1.219 (0.912, 1.579) 0.163
AFP 0.526 1.692 (1.490, 1.929) <0.001
ALB —0.834 0.434 (0.331, 0.56) <0.001
TBIL 0.223 1.250 (1.007, 1.545) 0.043
AST —0.340 0.712 (0.497, 0.994) 0.053

FE A FMERIRE (2 3) N, EZ MR BAR S T P S S0 T XS T B A k. DA bRy T
AFP I 50T X 2 IERI K, 1 ALB 2T 55T AR 2 AR, =38 8 KU DAl o BAT AR
FasE TR EH -

FEARA R SRIRE R (2 D RIS AN DU IS R i PR A2 AR 2 W) S8 SN R 5 2 P I S M i Sl o
Peo GRERRTENE SRR IE, AT AFP 5 ALB 51 NI, (fij%f AST 5 TBIL LR 24
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HIEIT. SRR, FEEME BRSO 5 3w A0 T XU AR G, R W IR B i A DR TR R AE 5
NBNZSWUE WA PR PR E BB AR R E ]« ALB _ETHE S 530 KK AR SC, 1T AFP AR (L3RRI

HARE BIPIN TS 2, ARG AN RN A Fi A A2 A2 A 2R S T A U T kA7 AE 22 5%

%5 BN, (ERPBUSREREGH T, E B EAR S AT RS SR TS S ARG . A AR
Tirh, AFP [ 2R SO ST miAHo%, ALB 19 RBUGEE ST AR PR 50, U] — 2 ) U5
AU B — I KT B AR AL 5, e 5 i ) SR A B e A e SR XU 22 57+ . TBIL
() R AAEIZ S5 40 T S D0 H B A XU SR BBG, 170 AST HY RARTUR WL 2S5 MTE S, 19 TBIL B A
A R R FR AL TS B2, 170 AST A AR 9 EALH]

Table 4. Joint model with slope association

4. BRARBI TSR CEK

A vt HR (95% Crl) p
AGE -0.109 0.897 (0.757, 0.944) 0.203
TD 0.640 1.900 (1.614, 2.255) <0.001
LN 0.194 1.214 (1.064, 1.391) 0.002
LS 0.101 1.106 (0.865, 1.413) 0.405
ASC 0.291 1.338 (0.966, 1.837) 0.081
AFP 0.408 1.504 (1.257, 1.784) <0.001
ALB -0.852 0.427 (0.309, 0.571) <0.001
TBIL 0.206 1.229 (0.908, 1.647) 0.159
AST -0.567 0.567 (0.366, 0.862) 0.008
AFP (slope) 4.543 0.956 (0.943, 1.154) 0.332
ALB (slope) -10.484 0.900 (0.795, 0.993) 0.038
Table 5. Joint model with cumulative-effect association
= 5. BREIRE R KB
T it HR (95% CrI) p
AGE -0.075 0.928 (0.800, 1.079) 0.332
TD 0.429 1.536 (1.373, 1.730) <0.001
LN 0.139 1.149 (1.033, 1.281) 0.013
LS 0.095 1.100 (0.900, 1.343) 0.346
ASC 0.181 1.198 (0.912, 1.545) 0.185
AFP (area) 0.585 1.794 (1.582, 2.040) <0.001
ALB (area) —0.814 0.443 (0.343, 0.571) <0.001
TBIL (area) 0.207 1.230 (1.013, 1.489) 0.038
AST (area) —0.046 0.955 (0.702, 1.281) 0.768
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3.2. FaAtERE

2 IR T ANl SRS RS0 NS 170 A5, 55 TN B 0 A R I () A — BUEAR B C (1,4) - AR
B, S X FERE T o e SR OD T R g, R TIIAE 55 (0 XE SR B v

~o- Baseline Cox -#- TD-Cox -®- JM (current) - JM (slope) -®- JM (area)

1 6 12
10.85
0.80 1
C
S 10.751
2
& (0707
0.651 k\‘\‘\——‘\_,
L—10.604
S [ 10.851
©
=
(_') 0.80
2| %
S| (0751
2|5
Q| 0701
S
p g 0.65 1
£
= L—10.601
[ 10.854
0.80 1
[9)
€ |0.754 M
§ %
20.70-
0651 /‘*‘\‘\\s\‘
_0'60-IIIIIIIII|IIII||||||IIIIIIIII TTTTTTITTTITTTTTITITITITITIITITITITITITTITT TTTTTTTTTIITITTITTITTI I T TITITIrTITTTDT
20 40 60 20 40 60 20 40 60
A (months)

Figure 2. Time-dependent C-index
2. BtE&#E C-index

TEBEVT R B 1, = 1, SRR (7] 22 F A A PR, 5448 Cox (Baseline Cox)7E 2 3TN & 1 T HUf i =
B o I X o PERE, RUIEN A BE U5 B R 78 o AR BRI, R W A8 B O R LI 2 i A A R 22
o M1, =6 HBE, I MIBETE BB A BARL T3 48 Cox, (AR 752 (A1 E H L5346 « IM (current)
5 22 BT & 11 A DR LR (R X 43 B, 1T IR (A1 3t Cox (TD-Cox )X AE 4 B Tl & 11 R B A
e, B AR X A PERE FIEREER . 2, =12 AR, ERZERHE—LY K. IM (current) fE = MR L1
KZH M E R RFELRFFATER I, TD-Cox HIIX 71 RE#EAATS T IM (current), XAENHIFEE 75
THRAERRMRS. 24850 KY, MU EERSRENG, 5T Puds P Ea 0 A8 578 K RS
AR S5 b HoAT AR E IR I

FHLEZ T, IM (slope)5 IM (area)fE Z £ 5 FARRIMHGIIMES, HAERRIEARE AR, KUEA
WHICEE 2R AF T, TSR B OGRS AT X 43 BE B G 20/ o IX — IR AT i -5 2 1) o 77 5000 £ B[] 25 A
TEA Ko ARARICTREE MM T AH B U7 s 2 [ ARG T, T B St S M b vy v, SR E vy
OCECA B LI TR TR R@ AT AT AN, A6 75 25T J) S M0 I T 552 (0 B I ) 2 ) 52 )00 3 22 15 I (W) M 72 ) 520
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MR 7 HSR RS T K, RPN EAE —ERE ERE TPt mE R, EERY S8
PR AR B0 T AEAE 75t RS O M AAAR 20, Hefhi v [FURE 2 S2 I 18] B P2 22 57 15 1 75 R AR R

Vel 3 o 1 AN[R] RGN A 8] 50 Bl T i 11 224K B[R] 4R Brier score. SVACKE, & HBURLH) BS BETI
DT I SEA S 2 L THEaS, 2 W TN ANk ) 25 52 98 o 2 5 oA B K B SR T 428 22

TEASAI LG T T, BE2k Cox il R B & ¥ BS, ELZERAK T A 11 i 5 I RS A 1) 22 BE i — 254
K Ul IR 2 iy A2 Bl DAAE B U I R P RR SR M LS IR, BRI 1T A kiR ZE B
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Figure 3. Time-dependent Brier score
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