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Abstract

Joint models (JM) for longitudinal and survival data have gained increasing interest and found
applications in a wide range of clinical and biomedical settings. These models facilitate the un-
derstanding of the relationship between outcomes and enable individualized predictions. In many
applications, more complex event processes arise, necessitating joint longitudinal and multistate
models. However, their practical application can be hindered by computational challenges due to
increased model complexity and large sample sizes. Motivated by a longitudinal multimorbidity
analysis of large UK health records, we have developed a scalable Bayesian methodology for such
joint multistate models that is capable of handling complex event processes and large datasets,
with straightforward implementation. We propose two blockwise inference approaches for different
inferential purposes based on different levels of decomposition of the multistate processes. These
approaches leverage parallel computing, ease the specification of different models for different
transitions, and model/variable selection can be performed within a Bayesian framework using
Bayesian leave-one-out cross-validation. Using a simulation study, we show that the proposed ap-
proaches achieve satisfactory performance regarding posterior point and interval estimation, with
notable gains in sampling efficiency compared to the standard estimation strategy. We illustrate
our approaches using a large UK electronic health record dataset where we analysed the coevolu-
tion of routinely measured systolic blood pressure (SBP) and the progression of multimorbidity,
defined as the combinations of three chronic conditions. Our analysis identified distinct association
structures between SBP and different disease transitions.

1 Introduction

Joint models for longitudinal and time-to-event data have gained increasing interest in clinical and
biomedical research (Rizopoulos, 2012). These models are particularly relevant when subjects are
followed over a period of time, during which repeated measurements of some markers are collected.
The key objective is often to analyse the association between the marker and the risk of an event
of interest, e.g. death. In the joint modelling framework, both the longitudinal marker and the
event are treated as outcomes, with separate regression models employed for each process. Statistical
inference is based on the joint distribution of both outcome processes, which is typically formulated
via sharing parameters between the submodels for each process. Joint models effectively handle the
endogenous, error-prone nature of the marker, as well as non-random dropout due to the occurrence of
an event. Theoretical and empirical evidence show that joint modelling could achieve more accurate
and efficient inference for each outcome process compared to analysing each process separately (Verbeke
and Davidian, 2009; Ibrahim et al., 2010).

The basic formulation of the model involves a single time-to-event outcome. However, in many ap-
plication contexts, more complicated event processes may arise. For instance, a subject of interest may
experience a succession of intermediate events, each representing a disease/health status. Multistate
models (MSM) extend the traditional survival model to encompass more states, providing a useful
probabilistic framework for modelling complex longitudinal event history data (Cook and Lawless,
2018). Well-known models such as competing risks and illness-death models are special cases of MSM.
MSM can be conveniently specified via a collection of time-to-event models, one for each permitted
transition between two states. They have recently been incorporated into joint models, typically by
linking the longitudinal and transition-specific regression models via shared random effects, allowing
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inference of association patterns between markers and different transitions. Examples of applications of
such joint multistate models can be found in e.g. Dantan et al. (2011) for jointly studying cognitive de-
cline, risks of dementia and death, Ferrer et al. (2016) for analysing the progression of prostate cancer,
and Dessie et al. (2020) for predicting the clinical progression of HIV infection. See also Hickey et al.
(2018a) and references therein for works on joint competing risks models. Inference for such models has
conventionally been based on maximum likelihood estimation theory. Alternatively, a Bayesian frame-
work, which allows for the incorporation of prior knowledge and provides more coherent uncertainty
quantification and dynamic prediction, has been explored more recently in Furgal (2021). However, ex-
isting estimation methods under both frameworks face significant computational challenges with large
sample sizes, and when the submodels become complex, for instance, in the presence of multivariate
longitudinal markers and/or when the number of states/transitions in the MSM becomes large (Hickey
et al., 2016, 2018b). For the frequentist approach, the main difficulty with the inference arises from the
numerical approximation of the integral over the random effects, which is required in computing the
likelihood function. In the Bayesian approach, posterior inference is typically based on Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling methods, which can be computationally expensive and sometimes face
difficulties with mixing and convergence. Therefore, the application of such joint multistate models is
currently limited to relatively small sample sizes and/or simple longitudinal and multistate structures
due to computational limitations.

The aim of this paper is to propose new methodologies for scalable Bayesian inference in joint
longitudinal and multistate models that can handle complex event processes and large data sets, with
straightforward implementation. Instead of working with a joint likelihood function constructed based
on the entire longitudinal and multistate data, as the standard approach would do, we propose two
blockwise approaches. These approaches decompose the original estimation task into smaller inference
blocks based on the multistate transition pattern, with parameters associated with each block estimated
in a parallel manner, based solely on the longitudinal and time-to-event data associated with that block.
More specifically, the first approach employs competing risk decompositions of the multistate process,
estimating a joint longitudinal and competing risk model for each block. When focusing specifically
on the association and other multistate parameters, our second block inference strategy offers further
efficiency gains by utilizing transition-specific posteriors. Blockwise approaches also facilitate the
specification of different models for different types of transitions (e.g. the association structure between
the longitudinal and event processes). Model selection can be conveniently and efficiently performed
in a block-specific manner using Bayesian leave-one-out cross-validation. It should be noted that
these parallel inference strategies limit the ability to share information across different blocks, but
this is more relevant when data are scarce. Through a simulation study, we compare the proposed
approaches with the standard estimation strategy, all of which were implemented using the state-of-the-
art sampling technique. Our methodologies demonstrate satisfactory performance in terms of posterior
point and interval estimation, along with notable gains in computational efficiency. Additionally, the
proposed approaches inherently improve robustness against longitudinal model misspecification due
to the use of “local” rather than “global” longitudinal data when there are structural changes in
the marker dynamics. We illustrate our approaches using a large anonymised dataset of electronic
primary care records in England, the Clinical Practice Research Datalink (CPRD) Aurum (Wolf et al.,
2019), where we analysed the coevolution of routinely measured systolic blood pressure (SBP) and
the progression of multimorbidity, defined as the combinations of three chronic conditions. While
multistate models have been effectively used in longitudinal studies of multimorbidity (Singh-Manoux
et al., 2018; Freisling et al., 2020), to our knowledge, no previous work has examined the association
between longitudinal biomarkers and multimorbidity progression within a joint modelling framework.
Our proposed approaches enable us to utilize a much larger volume of subjects’ data during inference
compared to the standard approach, facilitating the identification of differing association patterns
between SBP and different disease transitions.

The manuscript is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the basic Bayesian joint multistate
models and the corresponding estimation method. In Section 3, we present the proposed blockwise
inference approaches, and their performance is evaluated through a simulation study in Section 4. In
Section 5, we illustrate the application of the proposed approaches in a longitudinal multimorbidity
analysis of large UK health records. Finally, Section 6 provides a discussion and possible directions
for further work.

2



2 The Bayesian joint multistate model

We consider a joint model for a longitudinal process measured over time and a continuous-time mul-
tistate process. The two processes are modelled using distinct regression submodels which are linked
by sharing subject-specific parameters.

2.1 Longitudinal submodel

Let yi(t) be the value of the longitudinal process of subject i measured at time t, and let yi =
(yi1, . . . , yini

) be the observed ni-dimensional longitudinal response vector for the subject, where yij =
yi(tij), j = 1, . . . , ni. We assume a mixed-effect model for the longitudinal process:

yi(t) | bi,β, σ2 ∼ Normal
(
µi(t | bi,β), σ2

)
,

bi | Σr×r ∼ Normal(0,Σr×r),
(1)

where µi(t | bi,β) denotes a subject-specific (unobserved) trajectory function; σ2 is the error variance;
β is a q1-dimensional fixed effects vector and bi is an r-dimensional random effects vector independently
distributed according to a normal distribution with a mean at zero and variance-covariance matrix

Σr×r. Denote θ
L

= (β, σ2,Σr×r). It is common to assume that µi(t | bi,β) takes a linear form:

µi(t | bi,β) = XT
i (t)β + ZT

i (t)bi,

where Xi(t) and Zi(t) are the possibly time-dependent design vectors for the fixed and random effects,
respectively. In this case, (1) specifies a standard linear mixed model (LMM). More general types of
markers (e.g., binary count variables) can be coped with by considering a (multivariate) generalized
linear mixed model.

2.2 Multistate submodel

Let {Ei(t), t ≥ 0} be a multistate process for subject i with a common state space S = {0, 1, . . . , N},
where Ei(t) denotes the state that subject i occupies at time t. The law of the process Ei(t) can be
fully characterized by the transition intensities between the two states

h
(i)
jk (t;Ht−) = lim

∆t→0

P (Ei(t+∆t) = k | Ei(t) = j;Ht−)

∆t
, j ̸= k ∈ S, (2)

which represents the instantaneous risk of transiting from state j to state k at time t given the history

up to time t, Ht− . Here we make the simplifying assumption that h
(i)
jk (t;Ht−) = h

(i)
jk (B(t)), where

B(t) is the time since entry into the current state j. This results in what is known as a clock-reset
semi-Markov MSM as the time scale of the model is reset to zero after entering a new state. The
regression models for the transition intensities are specified as

h
(i)
jk (B(t) | θ

E

jk) = h0,jk(B(t) | ϕjk) exp(w
T
i γjk + g(β, bi, t, αjk)), (3)

with h0,jk(·) representing a baseline hazard function parameterized by ϕjk, wi be the q2-dimensional

vector of exogenous risk factors associated with the coefficient vector γjk and θ
E

jk = (ϕjk, γjk, αjk). The
function g, parametrized by αjk, describes the association between the longitudinal marker’s dynamics
and the multistate process. Some common choices of g are g = αjkµi(t) (current value association),

g = αjkµ
′

i(t) (current slope association) or g = αT
jkbi (shared random effects). In particular, αjk

quantifies the strength of the association between the two processes. Of course, depending on the
context of the application, other reasonable functional forms can be used here. Note that not every
transition intensity in (2) needs to be modelled. According to the multistate transition diagram, which
is prefixed by design or ground knowledge, some of the intensities will be identical to zero. For instance,
in the multistate diagram shown in Figure 1, there are only six permitted direct transitions and thus
only six transition models need to be considered.

To formally define the model likelihood, we assume that each subject is followed up continuously
for some period of time, subject to a right censoring time Ci, and let Ei = {Ei(t), 0 ≤ t ≤ Ci}
be the observed process. Let (T

(i)
1 , . . . , T

(i)
Ni

) be the sequence of observed transition times such that
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T
(i)
l < T

(i)
l+1; Ni is the total number of observed transitions (Ni = 0 if the subject is censored without

having a transition), and let D
(i)
l = T

(i)
l − T

(i)
l−1, l = 1, . . . , Ni + 1, where T

(i)
0 = 0 and T

(i)
Ni+1 = Ci,

be the sequence of sojourn times. We additionally define the transition indicator variables δ
(i)
l,jk such

that δ
(i)
l,jk = 1 if the transition j → k occurs at event time T

(i)
l and δ

(i)
l,jk = 0 otherwise. With the

notation and assumptions above, the likelihood contribution of the multistate process for subject i can
be expressed as

f(Ei | ·) =
∏

1≤l≤Ni+1

( ∏
j ̸=k∈S

h
(i)
jk (D

(i)
l )δ

(i)
l,jk

)
exp

(
−
∫ D

(i)
l

0

∑
j∈S

h
(i)

Ei(T
(i)
l−1),j

(u)du
)
, (4)

where the intensity functions h
(i)
jk (·) are given by (3) (for brevity, here and in what follows we omit

the conditioned parameter set) and we adopt the convention that 00 is taken to be one. A rigorous
derivation of the likelihood can be made based on the counting process theory, see Cook and Lawless
(2018) for details. Note that in general integrals in (4) cannot be computed analytically and numerical
approximation is required. Gauss quadrature methods are the standard options for their evaluation
and in our implementation, we used the Gaussian-Legendre quadrature method (with 15 quadrature
points).

2.3 Bayesian inference

In Bayesian inference, our interest lies in the posterior distribution of model parameters and random
effects, which is assumed to be factorised as

f(Θ, b | data) ∝ L(Θ, b | data)f(b | Θ)f(Θ),

=
( n∏
i=1

ni∏
j=1

f(yij | bi,Θ)f(Ei | bi,Θ)
)( n∏

i=1

f(bi | Θ)
)
f(Θ),

(5)

where Θ = (θ
L

,θ
E

) is the full model parameter vector with θ
E

= {θEjk} and b = (b1, . . . , bn). The
conditional densities in (5) are given in (1) and (4). As commonly adopted in the joint model lit-
erature, here we make the simplifying assumption that the longitudinal and multistate processes are
conditionally independent given the random effects (Rizopoulos, 2012; Ferrer et al., 2016). To complete
the Bayesian formulation, prior distributions need to be chosen for the parameters in the model. In
practice, independent and weakly-informative prior distributions are commonly used for joint models
(Papageorgiou et al., 2019; Alvares and Rubio, 2021). More specifically, independent diffuse Normal
priors centered at zero are typically assumed for each of the fixed effects β, γjk and the association
parameters αjk; in scenarios where multiple covariates and/or association structures are being included
shrinkage priors may be adopted, see e.g. Andrinopoulou and Rizopoulos (2016). For other parameters,
we could use an inverse Gamma prior for the error variance and an inverse-Wishart prior for the ran-
dom effects covariance matrix. Once the parametric form of the baseline transition intensity functions
h0,jk(u | ϕjk) are defined, weakly-informative priors can also be specified for their parameters.

The posterior defined in (5) is not analytically tractable. For this paper, we use the No-U-Turn
Sampler (NUTS) (Hoffman and Gelman, 2014), an adaptively tuned auxiliary variable MCMC algo-
rithm that exploits the Hamiltonian dynamics (Neal, 2011), to sample from the targeted posterior
distribution. The NUTS often offers much better sampling efficiency than other standard MCMC
algorithms such as the random walk Metropolis-Hastings and Gibbs samplers, especially when the
parameters are of high dimension and complex correlation structure (Betancourt, 2017). Note that we
make no claim that NUTS is the best sampler for the model of study, but we find its performance to
be satisfactory for our purpose.

3 Blockwise parallel inference

In this section, we describe the proposed intuitive blockwise inference approaches to alleviate the
computational challenges of fitting the joint longitudinal and multistate model described in Section 2.
Further technical details on the asymptotic and finite sample comparisons of the inference approaches
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are provided in the appendix. To help illustrate the idea, we employ a toy example throughout as
shown in Figure 1, where the event process is depicted by a 6-state progressive multistate process and
we have a single continuous longitudinal outcome.

3.1 The competing risks approach

Our initial proposal involves breaking down the (clock-reset) Markov multistate process into separate
connected blocks of competing risk processes. Based on this decomposition, we can simultaneously
and independently fit a joint longitudinal and competing risk (JM-CR) model to each competing risk
block, using only the longitudinal and time-to-event data that are associated with the block. In our
toy example (see Figure 1), the multistate process can be decomposed into three competing risk blocks,
B1, B2 and B3, each consisting of an initial state and two absorbing states (the definitions of initial
and absorbing states are relative to their respective blocks; e.g. states 1 and 2 are absorbing states
of B1 but are treated as initial states in subsequent blocks). Consider a generic competing risk block
Bv. Let IBv

denote the index set of subjects who entered the initial state in Bv and were at risk for

transitions in Bv. Let T (i)
Bv

denote the index set for time point j such that {yij}j∈T (i)
Bv

represents the

longitudinal data linked to block Bv for subject i (see Section 3.3 for more details on the construction
of this index set), EBv

i be the observed competing risk process associated with Bv, and SBv be the set
of the indices of the absorbing state in Bv. Then the likelihood function for the JM-CR approach for
Bv can be expressed as

L(ΘBv
, bBv

| data) =
∏

i∈IBv

∏
j∈T (i)

Bv

f(yij | bi,ΘBv
)f(EBv

i | bi,ΘBv
), (6)

where ΘBv
and bBv

are vectors of the associated model parameters and random effects, and

f(EBv
i | ·) =

∏
k∈SBv

h
(i)
jvk

(D(i))δ
(i)
jvk exp

(
−
∫ D(i)

0

∑
l∈SBv

h
(i)
jv,l

(u)du
)
, (7)

where jv denotes the initial state index in Bv. δ
(i)
jk is the transition indicator variable defined analo-

gously as before, indicating if the individual makes a transition from j → k: D(i) = T (i) if a transition

is observed at T (i) and else D(i) = Ci, the right censoring time. δ
(i)
jk , T

(i) and Ci are all defined with
respect to the block Bv, with the time origin being reset after individual i entered Bv.

The gain in computational efficiency of working with the JM-CR approach is clear when comparing
the likelihood in (6) to that in (5): the computation of the block-based joint likelihood involves only a
subset of subjects’ data that is relevant to the block, and the likelihood for a competing risk process
(given in (7)) is less costly to evaluate than the multistate counterpart (given in (4)) - the latter, in fact,
takes the form of a product of likelihood for the competing risk process in each block. Furthermore,
sampling from (ΘBv

, bBv
) independently for each block, instead of sampling from the much higher

dimensional space of (Θ, b) all at once, could lead to an additional gain in sampling efficiency (e.g.
faster convergence of the Markov chain).

3.2 The single transition approach

When the focus is on estimating the association and other MSM parameters, we can further decom-
pose the task of estimating a JM-CR model into estimating a joint longitudinal and survival model
independently for each allowed transition i → j within the block, which we shall refer to as the JM-ST
approach. This approach is motivated by the factorization property of the CR likelihood

f(EBv
i | ·) =

∏
k∈SBv

h
(i)
jvk

(D(i))δ
(i)
jvk exp

(
−
∫ D(i)

0

h
(i)
jv,k

(u)du
)
=

∏
k∈SBv

f(E
Bjv,k

i | ·), (8)

where E
Bjv,k

i denotes the observed survival process for subject i considering the transition jv → k,
k ∈ SBv (i.e. subjects who transition to a competing absorbing state or are censored are both treated
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Figure 1: Illustration of the blockwise inference approach using a toy example. Left panel: multistate
progressive scheme with its transition blocks. For the JM-CR approach there are 3 blocks: B1, B2

and B3, indicated by colored dashed boxes. The JM-ST approach has 6 blocks, corresponding to each
permitted transition: 0 → 1, 0 → 2, 1 → 3, 1 → 4, 2 → 5 and 2 → 6, with respective transition
intensities h01(t), h02(t), h13(t), h14(t), h25(t) and h26(t). Right panel: hypothetical longitudinal

profile of a marker over time for an imaginary subject experiencing transition 0 → 2 at T
(i)
1 and

transition 2 → 5 at T
(i)
2 . The data collected during the time spent in B1 (indicated by R1) and B2

(indicated by R2) are indicated with red and green shades, respectively. The entire follow-up period
is indicated by R3.
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as censored), and f(E
Bjv,k

i | ·) takes the form of a standard survival likelihood. The working likelihood
function of the JM-ST approach for the single-transition block Bjv,k is given by

L(ΘBjv,k
, bBjv,k

| data) =
∏

i∈IBv

∏
j∈T (i)

Bv

f(yij | bi,ΘBjv,k
)f(E

Bjv,k

i | bi,ΘBjv,k
), (9)

where ΘBjv,k
and bBjv,k

are vectors of the associated model parameters and random effects, the index

sets IBv
and T (i)

Bv
are defined as in the JM-CR approach, and f(E

Bjv,k

i | ·) is given in (8). This
implies that when using the JM-ST approach to estimate each transition, Bjv,k, the same subset of
subjects (IBv

) is used as in the JM-CR approach for jointly estimating block Bv, and the same set of

longitudinal data is used if the same strategy for linking the longitudinal data to the block (T (i)
Bv

) is
adopted. The computational advantage of working with JM-ST over JM-CR stems from the fact that
the likelihood of the associated event process is simpler to compute for the former than for the latter,
making it overall less computationally costly. Sampling with JM-ST could also be more efficient due
to a further reduction in the number of parameters to be jointly sampled. However, note that, unlike
the JM-MSM or JM-CR approaches, individual-specific longitudinal trajectories cannot be estimated
using this single transition approach, since the subjects are reused for estimating each transition within
the block. This results in more than one set of estimates for the longitudinal model parameters and
random effects for each subject involved in the CR block.

3.3 Incorporating longitudinal data in model blocks

When applying the JM-CR or JM-ST approach to perform inference in a specific block, it is necessary

to specify the index set for the longitudinal data points, T (i)
Bv

. This index set determines which
longitudinal data will be included in the likelihood function. Depending on the block and model
structure, there could be various ways to define this index set. In this paper, we consider two natural
strategies.

The first strategy involves using only concurrent longitudinal measurements collected during the
time subjects spent in the given block. In the example shown in Figure 1, this would correspond
to using only the red (collected during R1) or green (collected during R2) shaded data points for
estimating blocks 1 or 3. In cases where no longitudinal data exists within the block, strategies such as
the last observation carry forward can be employed to impute a value at the time entering the current
state. This approach inherently allows for the handling of potential changes in longitudinal dynamics
due to the experience of an event by using only the “local” information, thus enabling more adaptive
modelling of the marker’s dynamics. Another strategy is to incorporate all historical data collected
since the start of the process to improve estimation, which would be particularly relevant when most
subjects have very limited longitudinal data points within the block. Referring again to the example
shown in Figure 1, this means that when estimating B3, both red and green shaded longitudinal data
points (collected during R3) will be used in constructing the longitudinal submodel. However, in
this hypothetical scenario, a standard linear mixed model may not be able to adequately capture the
structural change in the longitudinal dynamics. A more formal and systematic comparison between
these two options can be conducted within the Bayesian inferential framework in a blockwise manner,
as will be presented in Section 3.4.

3.4 Model comparison

To evaluate or compare candidate models for the same data, it is common to rely on the measure of
expected out-of-sample predictive ability. However, this measure cannot be directly computed as the
true data-generating process is unknown. Here, we consider a Bayesian leave-one-out cross-validation
(LOO-CV) score as suggested in Vehtari et al. (2017) for approximating the predictive accuracy of a
fitted Bayesian model. The LOO-CV score is defined as

LOO-CV =

n∑
i=1

log f(Di | D(n)
−i ), (10)

where Di denotes the ith observation, D(n) = (D1, . . . , Dn) and D
(n)
−i represents the data set excluding

the ith observation. Note that f(Di | D(n)
−i ) =

∫
f(Di | θ,D(n)

−i )f(θ | D(n)
−i )dθ, where θ is a vector
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of model parameters, measures how well the model would predict the ith observation based on the
model estimated using the data without including that observation. The LOO-CV can be effectively
estimated based on existing simulated MCMC samples using a Pareto smoothed importance sampling
approach proposed in Vehtari et al. (2017), which is implemented in the R package loo (Vehtari et al.,
2022), avoiding the need to refit the model n times. As an alternative to cross-validation, the widely
applicable information criterion (WAIC) can also be used for estimating the out-of-sample prediction
accuracy. WAIC is asymptotically equivalent to the LOO-CV and has advantages over other predictive
criteria, such as the deviance information criterion (DIC). However, the authors in Vehtari et al. (2017)
noted that WAIC can be less robust than LOO-CV in finite cases with weak priors. In our applications,
we utilized LOO-CV.

As previously discussed, a practical issue when implementing the JM-CR or JM-ST approach is
determining the extent of longitudinal information to use for a given block. This choice involves
e.g. either utilizing all historical longitudinal data or using only concurrent data collected within the
block. As we will demonstrate later, this decision can impact estimation accuracy in some scenarios. To
address this issue, we suggest fitting the model with both versions and selecting the more “appropriate”
one based on the LOO-CV computed for the data within the block. Note that in this joint modelling
context, different definitions of “a single data point” exist. For instance, the ith observation Di could
be defined as i) a collection of a subject’s longitudinal data, yi, or a single measurement yij ; ii) the

observed time-to-event data EBv
i (for JM-CR) or E

Bjv,k

i (for JM-ST); or iii) both longitudinal and

time-to-event data, i.e. Di = (yi, E
Bv
i ) (for JM-CR) or Di = (yi, E

Bjv,k

i ) (for JM-ST). Here as our
focus lies on the longitudinal component, we suggest using either version i) or iii). In our experience,
both versions yield consistent results. Depending on the model comparison context, different versions
may be used.

4 Simulation study

We conducted a simulation study to evaluate and compare the accuracy and computational efficiency
of the candidate approaches for inference in Bayesian joint multistate models under both hypothetical
and realistic scenarios. For our proposed JM-CR and JM-ST approaches, we considered two different
configurations: one using only concurrent longitudinal data (JM-CR-C and JM-ST-C), and the other
using all historical longitudinal data (JM-CR-H and JM-ST-H), both in relation to the block under
consideration. The benchmark comparator is the standard joint multistate approach as described
in Section 2 (JM-MSM). For all approaches, posterior simulation is performed using RStan version
2.21.7 (Stan Development Team, 2022), a probabilistic programming environment that provides an
implementation of NUTS. The R and Stan codes will be made available at http://www.github.com/
sidachen55/Blockwise_JM_MSM.

4.1 Simulation models

We considered two different simulation models, which are briefly outlined below. Model 1 is based on
our toy example shown in Figure 1. For the multistate process, the transition intensities are specified
as

h
(i)
jk (B(t)) = h0,jk(B(t)) exp(wiγjk + αjkµi(t)), (11)

where (j, k) ∈ {(0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 3), (1, 4), (2, 5), (2, 6)}, h0,jk(u) = δjku
δjk−1λjk is the Weibull hazard

function specified by the shape parameter δjk and scale parameter λjk, and wi is a one dimensional
hypothetical baseline covariate for subject i and µi(t) is the unobserved longitudinal trajectory for
subject i at time t. For the longitudinal process, we consider three different data-generating scenarios.
In both scenarios 1 and 2, the longitudinal data is generated from a basic linear mixed model with a
random intercept and slope:

yi(t) = µi(t) + ϵi(t), ϵi(t) ∼ N(0, σ2
e), (12)

with µi(t) = β1+ bi1+(β2+ bi2)t and (bi1, bi2) ∼ N(0,Σ). For the visiting process, i.e. the mechanism
that generates the time points tij at which longitudinal data is collected, we set the distance between
the tij to be equidistant with an interval of ∆1 when the subject stays in B1 and is switched to ∆2

after the subject experiences the first transition (i.e. enters later blocks). The difference between the
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2 scenarios lies in the sampling frequency. For scenario 1, we set ∆1 > ∆2 so that the data is more
densely collected after the first transition, whereas in scenario 2, ∆1 < ∆2. This allows us to examine
the effect of the number of longitudinal measurements per subject on the inference. In scenario 3, we
create a structural change in the underlying longitudinal trajectory, which occurs immediately after
the first transition is experienced, i.e.

µi(t) = β
′

1 + bi1 + (β
′

2 + bi2)t, t ≥ T
(i)
1 , (13)

where β
′

1 ̸= β1 and β
′

2 ̸= β2. We believe that this situation is likely to happen in certain cases where
changes may be attributed to changes in the underlying status of the subject or external intervention.
The random intercept and slope could change as well but here we keep them fixed. For this scenario, the
same visiting process as in scenario 1 is used. Our second simulation model, Model 2, is motivated by a
slightly more complex and realistic setting encountered in the analysis of longitudinal multimorbidity
progression (see our case study in Section 5). The associated multistate transition diagram is shown
in Figure 2. We can identify 4 blocks for the JM-CR approach and 8 blocks for the JM-ST approach,
noting that block B4 is shared for both approaches. The regression models for the transition intensities
and the longitudinal data are specified as in Model 1 (scenario 1). For the visiting process, let the
sampling interval after the second transition (i.e. entering block B4) be denoted by ∆3, we set ∆1 >
∆2 > ∆3. A comparison of the simulation models considered is summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Comparison of simulation models.

Simulation model MSM structure LMM setting Visiting process

Model 1 (scenario 1) Figure 1 Equation (12) ∆1 > ∆2

Model 1 (scenario 2) Figure 1 Equation (12) ∆1 < ∆2

Model 1 (scenario 3) Figure 1 Equations (12) and (13) ∆1 > ∆2

Model 2 Figure 2 Equation (12) ∆1 > ∆2 > ∆3

Given the parameter values, a joint longitudinal and multistate process can be simulated as follows.
Firstly, subject-specific random effects bi are simulated from its prior distribution N(0,Σ). Conditional
on the bi, for each subject i = 1, . . . , n, we generate a right censoring time point Ci (either randomly
or deterministically), and then simulate the multistate process Ei(t) for 0 ≤ t ≤ Ci using the scheme
as described in e.g. Crowther and Lambert (2017). Finally, the longitudinal trajectory is simulated
by first generating the measurement time points tij (either randomly or deterministically) within the
follow-up period 0 ≤ t ≤ Ci, and then generating the data yi(tij) according to the specified longitudinal
submodel.

4.2 Parameter settings

We use the following parameter settings to simulate data from the simulation models. For Model 1, ran-

dom effects b1, . . . , bn are generated according to a bivariate normal distribution N(
(
0
0

)
,
( σ2

1 ρσ1σ2

ρσ1σ2 σ2
2

)
)

with σ1 = 0.4, σ2 = 0.3 and ρ = 0.4. For the multistate process, we set γjk = 1, αjk = 0.9, δjk = 1.3
and λjk = exp(−6) for all transitions. wi is considered as an artificial “age” covariate, generated from
a mixture of uniform distributions defined over the intervals (18, 65), (65, 80) and (80, 90) with weights
0.45, 0.3 and 0.25, respectively. The variable is then normalized to have a mean of 0 and a standard de-
viation of 1. For each subject, we generate a random right censoring time Ci ∼ U(a, b) with a = 6 and
b = 22. For the longitudinal process, we use ∆1 = 1.6, ∆2 = 0.6 for scenarios 1 and 3 and ∆1 = 1.6,
∆2 = 2.2 for scenario 2 to generate the visiting time points tij . For other parameters in the linear
mixed model, we set β1 = 2, β2 = 0.5, and σe = 0.2 for all scenarios. For scenario 3, the modified fixed
effect parameters are set to β

′

1 = 5 and β
′

2 = −0.3. These chosen simulation parameters characterize
a marker exhibiting either a consistent upward trend over time (scenarios 1 and 2), or a structural
change resulting in a reversed trend following the first transition (scenario 3). In all scenarios, higher
marker levels are associated with a greater risk of all transitions. For model 2, we set ∆1 = 2.6, ∆2 = 2
and ∆3 = 1.2. Model parameter values are motivated by our application data. More specifically, to
set the transition-specific parameters in the multistate submodel (i.e. {γjk}, {αjk}, {δjk} and {λjk}),
we fit a separate joint model for each transition (as defined in Figure 2) using the JM-ST-C approach
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Figure 2: Multistate progressive scheme and its transition blocks. A total of eight different transitions
are allowed: 0 → 1, 0 → 2, 0 → 4, 1 → 3, 1 → 4, 2 → 3, 2 → 4 and 3 → 4 with corresponding
transition intensities h01(t), h02(t), h04(t), h13(t), h14(t), h23(t), h24(t) and h34(t). B1 to B4 are
the 4 transition blocks for the JM-CR approach. The JM-ST approach has 8 blocks, corresponding
to each permitted transition. In our application context, states symbolize different disease states as
indicated in the legend, where T2D denotes type-2 diabetes, CVD denotes cardiovascular diseases and
MH denotes mental health conditions.

based on a random subset of subjects’ data from the CPRD dataset. Parameters in the longitudinal
submodel are obtained by fitting a linear mixed model (as specified in Section 4.1) on the standardised
log-transformed SBP based on subjects in the CPRD dataset who has had a diagnosis of T2D. From
this we obtain β1 = 0.3, β2 = 0.03, σe = 0.6 and σ1 = 0.7, σ2 = 0.1 and ρ = −0.4.

Motivated by Alvares and Rubio (2021), we adopt the following weakly informative prior distribu-
tions in our posterior simulation for all the methods.

αjk, γjk, β1.β2 ∼ N(0, 1002),

λjk, δjk ∼ half-Cauchy(0, 1),

σ2
e , σ

2
1 , σ

2
2 ∼ Inv-Gamma(0.01, 0.01),

ρ+ 1

2
∼ Be(0.5, 0.5),

where half-Cauchy(µ, σ) denotes a half-Cauchy distribution with location parameter µ and scale pa-
rameter σ, Inv-Gamma(α, β) denotes an inverse Gamma distribution with shape parameter α and scale
parameter β and Be(α, β) denotes a Beta distribution with shape parameters α and β. Of course, other
reasonable priors could also be used here.

4.3 Results

We examined various sample sizes: n = 1000 and n = 3000 for Model 1 (for all three scenarios) and
n = 1000, n = 3000 and n = 5000 for Model 2. In each case, we generated N = 100 independent
replications of the dataset. For the JM-CR and JM-ST approaches, parameters within each block
were sampled from the respective posteriors in parallel, and the computation time was determined by
taking the maximum computing time across all blocks. Posterior summaries were derived based on
1000 NUTS samples, obtained using default control parameters for NUTS, after a suitable warm-up
period Tb that was selected based on preliminary runs to ensure convergence. We applied Tb = 300
for n = 1000 and Tb = 500 for n = 3000 and n = 5000 for all approaches and simulation models.
All computations were performed on the Cambridge Service for Data Driven Discovery (CSD3) High-
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Performance Computing (HPC) system using the Ice Lake CPUs. In this section, we report selected
simulation results and briefly summarize the key findings. Additional details are provided in the
appendix.

In the joint model analysis, the association parameters αjk are often of key interest. Figure 3
summarizes the estimated posterior mean of the association parameter obtained by each approach
across the 100 data replications for each scenario in Model 1. In scenarios 1 and 2 (upper and middle
panels), the distributions of the point estimates obtained from the JM-CR and JM-ST approaches
align with those from the JM-MSM approach. As the sample size n increases, the variability of the
estimates from all approaches reduces at a similar rate. In scenario 3 (lower panel), however, JM-MSM
and blockwise approaches that utilize all historical longitudinal data (JM-CR-H and JM-ST-H) exhibit
significant estimation biases, which persist with increasing sample sizes. This is unsurprising as the
working models underlying these approaches are inherently misspecified: for JM-MSM, the multistate
and longitudinal processes are not conditionally independent given the random effects, whereas for
JM-CR-H and JM-ST-H, including additional longitudinal data would not improve estimation due to
structural changes in the marker’s dynamics. Still, blockwise approaches that use only concurrent
longitudinal data (JM-CR-C and JM-ST-C) can yield accurate estimates in this scenario without
needing to modify the model structure, and their accuracy improves as n increases. Figure 4 shows the
point estimation results for αjk for Model 2. All five approaches produce very consistent results for all
sample sizes. The variability of the estimates tends to be much higher in later blocks compared to the
first block, which could be attributed to a moderately large proportion of subjects being censored during
the follow-up period. As the sample size increases, this discrepancy diminishes for all approaches. We
further compare posterior uncertainty quantification obtained from the five approaches. Tables 2 and
3 show the coverage probability (the proportion of times that the credible interval contains the true
value of the parameter in repeated simulations) of the estimated 95% credible intervals obtained from
each approach. For scenarios 1 and 2 of Model 1, and for Model 2, all approaches showed similar
coverage probabilities with slight variation around the theoretical value of 0.95. In scenario 3 of
Model 1, however, JM-MSM, JM-CR-H and JM-ST-H yield significantly lower coverage probabilities
compared to JM-CR-C and JM-ST-C, and these probabilities decrease toward zero as n increases.
These results highlight the risk of model misspecification in the context of large data sets, where
increasing certainty may lead to systematically incorrect results. Note that, although we focused on
the association parameter here, the observed patterns also extend to other MSM parameters.

Figures 5 and 6 display selected summary results of the computation time (including the pre-
specified warm-up period) needed to obtain 1000 MCMC samples after convergence for Models 1 and
2, respectively. As expected, the JM-ST approach is the most efficient in all scenarios, while the
JM-MSM approach requires the longest run time. For the blockwise approaches, the two sub-versions,
which differ only in the construction of the longitudinal submodel, have very similar computational
costs. We also found that the initialization strategy of the NUTS and the sample size have a more
substantial impact on the JM-MSM approach compared to the blockwise approaches (as seen when
comparing the left and right panels of Figure 5 and the top and bottom panels of Figure 6). With
random/overdispersed initialization or increasing sample sizes, JM-MSM typically requires a longer
warm-up period for reaching convergence, with JM-ST being the least influenced. Therefore, as the
sample size grows, we expect the computational advantage of the blockwise approach over JM-MSM
to become more prominent.

We also evaluated the feasibility of the LOO-CV for guiding the selection of the strategy for
linking longitudinal data with model blocks when implementing the blockwise approaches, i.e., choosing
between JM-CR-C/JM-ST-C or JM-CR-H/JM-ST-H for a specific block (note that this issue is not
relevant for block(s) involving state 0, as there is no history to consider). Our findings indicate that
LOO-CV computed based on data definitions of i) and iii) (see Section 3.4) yield satisfactory results, in
the sense that they successfully identify the approach that better reflects the data-generating process.
For scenarios 1 and 2 of Model 1 and for Model 2, the approach using all historical longitudinal data
is consistently preferred over the alternative option for each block in all repetitions of the data. For
scenario 3 of Model 1, the approach using only longitudinal data within the block is strongly favoured
over the other option, which aligns with our expectations due to the presence of a change point in
the longitudinal trajectory. It is interesting to note that for this specific model comparison problem,
LOO-CV computed based solely on time-to-event data lead to “inaccurate” results in some cases. This
may not be too surprising, considering that the sole difference between the two configurations lies in
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Figure 3: Box plot summary of the posterior mean of the association parameter αjk obtained by each
approach from 100 replications of the data simulated from Model 1. Rows 1, 2 and 3 show the results
for scenarios 1, 2 and 3, respectively. The left and right panels in each row are based on sample sizes
of n = 1000 and n = 3000, respectively. The true parameter value is indicated by a yellow horizontal
bar.
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Figure 4: Box plot summary of the posterior mean of the association parameter αjk obtained by each
approach from 100 replications of the data simulated from Model 2. Rows 1, 2 and 3 show the results
for n = 1000, n = 3000 and n = 5000, respectively. Note that for n = 5000, the result of the JM-MSM
approach is based on 99 available repetitions as one replication exceeded the HPC computing limits
and was terminated. The true parameter value is indicated by a yellow horizontal bar.
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Table 2: Coverage probability of estimated 95% credible interval for the association parameter based
on 100 replications of data from simulation Model 1 (n = 1000 | n = 3000).

Parameter Approach Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

α01

JM-MSM 0.97 | 0.97 0.96 | 0.97 0.00 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.96 | 0.95 0.97 | 0.96 0.95 | 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.96 | 0.95 0.97 | 0.96 0.95 | 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.96 | 0.95 0.97 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.96 | 0.95 0.97 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.95

α02

JM-MSM 0.96 | 0.96 0.94 | 0.97 0.00 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.95 | 0.97 0.95 | 0.96 0.93 | 0.98
JM-CR-H 0.95 | 0.97 0.95 | 0.96 0.93 | 0.98
JM-ST-C 0.96 | 0.97 0.95 | 0.96 0.93 | 0.97
JM-ST-H 0.96 | 0.97 0.95 | 0.96 0.93 | 0.97

α13

JM-MSM 0.97 | 0.93 0.96 | 0.96 0.20 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.95 | 0.95 0.93 | 0.95 0.93 | 0.92
JM-CR-H 0.96 | 0.93 0.95 | 0.95 0.32 | 0.01
JM-ST-C 0.96 | 0.94 0.93 | 0.94 0.94 | 0.93
JM-ST-H 0.96 | 0.93 0.94 | 0.95 0.27 | 0.02

α14

JM-MSM 0.94 | 0.97 0.94 | 0.94 0.26 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.94 | 0.97 0.92 | 0.97 0.96 | 0.94
JM-CR-H 0.95 | 0.97 0.93 | 0.93 0.39 | 0.00
JM-ST-C 0.94 | 0.94 0.94 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.93
JM-ST-H 0.95 | 0.96 0.92 | 0.94 0.39 | 0.00

α25

JM-MSM 0.95 | 0.94 0.95 | 0.92 0.35 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.95 | 0.91 0.97 | 0.92 0.96 | 0.92
JM-CR-H 0.96 | 0.93 0.96 | 0.90 0.56 | 0.01
JM-ST-C 0.97 | 0.91 0.98 | 0.91 0.95 | 0.92
JM-ST-H 0.94 | 0.93 0.95 | 0.91 0.54 | 0.02

α26

JM-MSM 0.94 | 0.94 0.95 | 0.94 0.20 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.94 | 0.94 0.92 | 0.95 0.98 | 0.92
JM-CR-H 0.93 | 0.92 0.94 | 0.94 0.50 | 0.01
JM-ST-C 0.94 | 0.92 0.93 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.94 | 0.95 0.93 | 0.94 0.46 | 0.04
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Table 3: Coverage probability of estimated 95% credible interval for the association parameter based
on 100 replications of data from simulation Model 2 (Note: results for MSM with n = 5000 are based
on the 99 available repetitions).

Parameter Approach n = 1000 n = 3000 n = 5000

α01

JM-MSM 0.95 0.98 0.98
JM-CR-C 0.96 0.97 0.93
JM-CR-H 0.96 0.97 0.93
JM-ST-C 0.97 0.96 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.97 0.96 0.95

α02

JM-MSM 0.96 0.92 0.94
JM-CR-C 0.96 0.95 0.93
JM-CR-H 0.96 0.95 0.93
JM-ST-C 0.96 0.95 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.96 0.95 0.95

α04

JM-MSM 0.94 0.96 0.92
JM-CR-C 0.94 0.96 0.94
JM-CR-H 0.94 0.96 0.94
JM-ST-C 0.94 0.96 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.94 0.96 0.95

α13

JM-MSM 0.98 0.96 0.94
JM-CR-C 0.95 0.97 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.98 0.96 0.94
JM-ST-C 0.96 0.96 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.98 0.95 0.95

α14

JM-MSM 0.97 0.93 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.97 0.93 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.96 0.91 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.97 0.93 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.96 0.93 0.95

α23

JM-MSM 0.95 0.95 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.95 0.95 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.95 0.93 0.96
JM-ST-C 0.96 0.94 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.95 0.93 0.97

α24

JM-MSM 0.95 0.95 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.95 0.95 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.93 0.95 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.96 0.94 0.97
JM-ST-H 0.94 0.95 0.95

α34

JM-MSM 0.92 0.96 0.93
JM-CR-C 0.93 0.95 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.92 0.97 0.93
JM-ST-C 0.93 0.95 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.92 0.97 0.93
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the longitudinal submodel, and thus the predictive accuracy of the longitudinal data becomes more
relevant in this context. Focusing solely on the predictive accuracy of the time-to-event data could
be misleading as the parameters in the survival submodel undergo adjustments (for the estimated
longitudinal trajectory) during the fitting process.

Figure 5: Distribution of computation times required for obtaining 1000 convergent samples, including
burn-in, for each approach across 100 replications of the data (n = 3000) for Model 1. Kernel density
estimation was used to obtain the density plots, with the default bandwidth selected by the ggridges
R package. The left panel shows computing times when all parameters are initialized at 0 on the
transformed unconstrained space, while the right panel shows computing times when all parameters
are randomly initialized over the interval [−2, 2] on the transformed unconstrained space (default in
Rstan).

5 Application to the CPRD data

Multimorbidity, defined as the co-existence of two or more chronic conditions in an individual, is be-
coming increasingly prevalent and poses significant challenges to individuals and public health (Wallace
et al., 2015). There is an important need to better understand the longitudinal accumulation of dis-
eases for improved management of multimorbidity (Cezard et al., 2021). Here we illustrate the use of
the proposed approaches by analysing the association between routinely measured SBP and the pro-
gression of multimorbidity defined as the combinations of three common chronic conditions, namely
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Figure 6: Distribution of computation times required for obtaining 1000 convergent samples, including
burn-in, for each approach across 100 replications of the data for Model 2. Kernel density estimation
was used to obtain the density plots, with the default bandwidth selected by the ggridges R package.
The upper panel corresponds to n = 1000, while the lower panel corresponds to n = 5000 (for JM-MSM
approach, the plot is based on 99 available repetitions). In both cases, all parameters were initialized
at 0 on the transformed unconstrained space.
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type-2 diabetes (T2D), mental health conditions (MH) and cardiovascular diseases (CVD), based on
the CPRD Aurum database. The CPRD Aurum contains information on individual patient demo-
graphics, clinical observations, diagnoses, and treatments, and we refer to Wolf et al. (2019) for more
background information. Here, for our analysis, we modelled the standardized log-transformed SBP
using a linear mixed model, incorporating a random intercept and slope as in Equation (12). The dis-
ease progression was modelled using the multistate process depicted in Figure 2, where the transition
intensities were specified as in Equation (11), and the standardized age at entry to the current state
was considered as a prognostic covariate (i.e. wi).

First, we compared the five estimation approaches - JM-MSM, JM-CR-H, JM-CR-C, JM-ST-H,
and JM-ST-C, as considered in the simulation study. Our analysis dataset was derived from the mul-
timorbidity cohort as extracted and detailed in Chen et al. (2023), by focusing on the subjects with an
initial T2D diagnosis (among the 3 conditions) and had at least one SBP measurement recorded during
their follow-up period (any SBP measurements taken within 3 months before death were removed to
reduce the potential confounding effects of the near-death period on the SBP). To allow for proper
implementation and comparison of the approaches, we employed a popular imputation strategy to
handle the issue of missing longitudinal data within a block (relevant for the blockwise approaches).
In situations where a subject had no recorded SBP measurement within block B1 (i.e. from the T2D
diagnosis time until the first transition), we utilized the most recent SBP measurement recorded prior
to the T2D diagnosis as an imputed baseline SBP. For subsequent blocks (apart from B1), when using
blockwise approaches based on concurrent longitudinal data, JM-CR-C or JM-ST-C, for inference, we
applied the same imputation strategy to assign an SBP value at the time of entering into the block if a
subject lacks an SBP reading within the block. Here for our comparison, we used a randomly selected
and processed subset of the cohort, comprised of n = 15142 subjects. This sample size is about the
largest manageable size for JM-MSM under the computational constraints of the HPC. The posterior
inference was based on 1000 NUTS samples after a warm-up period of Tb = 700 for JM-MSM and
Tb = 500 for JM-CR and JM-ST approaches. Using the previously specified computing resources, the
entire sampling process took approximately 35.2, 30 and 8.7 hours for JM-MSM, JM-CR-C/JM-CR-H,
and JM-ST-C/JM-ST-H, respectively. As expected, JM-MSM was the most computationally expen-
sive while JM-ST was the most efficient. Note that JM-CR provided a very limited efficiency gain
over JM-MSM. This is largely attributed to the fact that for this dataset, a significant proportion of
subjects are censored within block 1, which dominates the computing burden. Figure 7 displays the
posterior mean and the associated 95% credible intervals for both the association and other MSM pa-
rameters, obtained by each of the five approaches. The estimated fixed effect and Weibull parameters
generally align across the approaches. However, minor discrepancies are observed for the estimated as-
sociation parameter for several transitions, particularly between JM-MSM, JM-CR-C/JM-ST-C, and
JM-CR-H/JM-ST-H. These differences could be indicative of potential changes in the longitudinal
trajectory following disease progression, such that different subsets of the longitudinal data lead to
different estimated longitudinal trajectories, which in turn influence the association parameter. In such
scenarios, blockwise approaches JM-CR-C/JM-ST-C are expected to be more adaptive and robust to
longitudinal model misspecification. For further evidence, we compare JM-ST-C and JM-ST-H for
each transition using the LOO-CV as described in Section 3.4. The results indicate a consistent pref-
erence for JM-ST-C across all transitions, suggesting the potential change points in the longitudinal
trajectory.

Motivated by the comparison results above, we proceed with the most efficient JM-ST-C approach,
which enables us to leverage a more substantial amount of data for estimating parameters associated
with each transition. Table 4 shows the number of subjects’ data that were used for estimating each
transition, noting that we utilised all available data in our cohort for estimating transitions 1 → 3,
1 → 4, 2 → 3, 2 → 4 and 3 → 4. In total, this corresponds to n = 72735 subjects’ data being used for
model fitting. For each transition, we explored three different association structures. Model 1 (M1)
includes only the current underlying value of the longitudinal marker SBP. Model 2 (M2) includes the
current value of SBP and an interaction effect between age and SBP. Model 3 (M3) extends M1 by
adding a quadratic association term, thus allowing for a non-linear relationship between the current
value of SBP and the rate of transition. The transition intensities under M1, M2 and M3 are therefore
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Figure 7: Estimation results obtained by the JM-MSM, JM-CR-C, JM-CR-H, JM-ST-C and JM-ST-
H approaches. The black dot represents the posterior mean and the rectangular bar superimposed
represents the corresponding 95% credible interval.
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given by

M1 : h
(i)
jk (B(t)) = h0,jk(B(t)) exp(ageiγjk + αjkµi(t))

M2 : h
(i)
jk (B(t)) = h0,jk(B(t)) exp(ageiγjk + αjk,1µi(t) + αjk,2(agei × µi(t)))

M3 : h
(i)
jk (B(t)) = h0,jk(B(t)) exp(ageiγjk + αjk,1µi(t) + αjk,2µ

2
i (t))

We implemented the JM-CR-C approach under each model, where inference was based on 1000
NUTS samples following a burn-in of 500 samples (convergence diagnostics suggest that this is suf-
ficient). The total sampling time required for M1, M2 and M3 is approximately 29.6, 34.2 and 31.8
hours, respectively. We compared M1, M2 and M3 for each transition using the LOO-CV computed
based on both longitudinal and time-to-event data (version iii as described in Section 3.4). Table 5
shows the posterior summaries of the association parameter(s) obtained under each model, with the
favoured model for each transition highlighted in blue shade. It is noteworthy that different associa-
tion structures were suggested for different pathways of disease transition. Specifically, for transitions
leading to death (0 → 4, 1 → 4, 2 → 4 and 3 → 4), a quadratic association pattern is suggested.
The coefficient of the quadratic effect, αij,2, maintains a positive value across all transitions, thus
indicating that both lower or higher SBP values are linked with an increased rate of mortality. The
precise quadratic relationship (controlled by both αij,1 and αij,2) varies depending on the subject’s
comorbidity status prior to death. While it is well established that high SBP is a risk factor for mor-
tality, our finding of an elevated risk at lower SBP levels is less commonly recognized. However, our
results aligh with recent reports based on the Cox regression analysis (Vamos et al., 2012; Masoli et al.,
2020). Furthermore, the association pattern of SBP level on the rate of transitioning into CVD (0 → 1
and 2 → 3) or MH (0 → 2 and 1 → 3) is found to be influenced by the underlying comorbidity status.
For instance, for transitions into CVD, a quadratic association with SBP is identified when T2D is
the only existing condition. However, when MH is present as an additional existing comorbidity, an
interaction effect between SBP and age is suggested. This highlights the complexity of the relationship
between a health marker like SBP and the temporal trajectory of multimorbidity.

Table 4: Number of subjects’ data used for estimating each disease transition using the JM-ST-C
approach.

Transition 0 → 1, 0 → 2, 0 → 4 1 → 3 1 → 4 2 → 3 2 → 4 3 → 4

Sample size 37889 20018 20017 19903 19901 2647

6 Discussion

In this paper, we proposed blockwise approaches for inference in joint longitudinal and multistate
models for the first time, exploiting parallel computing and state-of-the-art sampling techniques. Our
simulation study demonstrates that these approaches offer notable computational efficiency gains over
the standard estimation strategy while maintaining accurate estimation and allowing straightforward
implementation. Model selection/comparison can be performed efficiently in a blockwise manner using
the Bayesian leave-one-out cross-validation criterion, LOO-CV. The practical feasibility and scalability
of our proposed methods are demonstrated through an application to real-world data. We analysed the
concurrent evolution of SBP and the progression of comorbidity arising from T2D, CVD and MH, based
on a large UK electronic health record dataset. Our analysis revealed distinct association structures
between SBP levels and different disease accumulation pathways. It should be noted that, although our
focus has been on the case of a single longitudinal marker and two specific multistate processes under
the semi-Markov assumption, our proposed approaches can be easily extended to broader scenarios. For
instance, they can accommodate multivariate longitudinal biomarkers and more general and complex
multistate processes (e.g. non-Markov processes) by appropriately defining the blocks and regression
models for the longitudinal and multistate processes. We anticipate that the advantages of using these
blockwise approaches will be even more prominent in these more complex scenarios. Furthermore, we
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Table 5: Posterior summary of the association parameter estimated using JM-ST-C approach under
models M1, M2, and M3. The favoured model based on the LOO-CV for each transition is highlighted
in blue shade.

M1

Disease Transition Parameter Mean 2.5% 97.5%

T2D → T2D+CVD α01 0.010 -0.061 0.080
T2D → T2D+MH α02 -0.087 -0.160 -0.020
T2D → Death α04 -0.624 -0.682 -0.566
T2D+CVD → T2D+CVD+MH α13 0.068 -0.038 0.172
T2D+CVD → Death α14 -0.572 -0.623 -0.519
T2D+MH → T2D+MH+CVD α23 0.099 -0.002 0.198
T2D+MH → Death α24 -0.696 -0.773 -0.617
T2D+MH+CVD → Death α34 -0.640 -0.792 -0.487

M2

Disease Transition Parameter Mean 2.5% 97.5%

T2D → T2D+CVD α01,1 0.077 -0.006 0.164
α01,2 -0.123 -0.200 -0.051

T2D → T2D+MH α02,1 -0.078 -0.151 -0.003
α02,2 0.024 -0.044 0.091

T2D → Death α04,1 -0.518 -0.619 -0.417
α04,2 -0.097 -0.166 -0.025

T2D+CVD → T2D+CVD+MH α13,1 0.069 -0.040 0.183
α13,2 0.009 -0.095 0.113

T2D+CVD → Death α14,1 -0.608 -0.674 -0.541
α14,2 0.054 -0.017 0.120

T2D+MH → T2D+MH+CVD α23,1 0.147 0.037 0.256
α23,2 -0.127 -0.227 -0.023

T2D+MH → Death α24,1 -0.553 -0.662 -0.435
α24,2 -0.138 -0.231 -0.053

T2D+MH+CVD → Death α34,1 -0.503 -0.701 -0.305
α34,2 -0.216 -0.392 -0.034

M3

Disease Transition Parameter Mean 2.5% 97.5%

T2D → T2D+CVD α01,1 0.089 0.021 0.160
α01,2 0.194 0.135 0.250

T2D → T2D+MH α02,1 -0.027 -0.109 0.049
α02,2 0.096 0.028 0.162

T2D → Death α04,1 -0.373 -0.444 -0.307
α04,2 0.263 0.215 0.313

T2D+CVD → T2D+CVD+MH α13,1 0.112 -0.008 0.233
α13,2 0.069 -0.044 0.166

T2D+CVD → Death α14,1 -0.300 -0.375 -0.228
α14,2 0.219 0.166 0.268

T2D+MH → T2D+MH+CVD α23,1 0.170 0.080 0.255
α23,2 0.250 0.173 0.326

T2D+MH → Death α24,1 -0.422 -0.510 -0.345
α24,2 0.312 0.246 0.378

T2D+MH+CVD → Death α34,1 -0.374 -0.601 -0.164
α34,2 0.250 0.090 0.399
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believe that there is potential to exploit another level of parallelism during the sampling stage, i.e. by
running multiple independent chains in parallel, each generating a fraction of the total desired samples,
and then combining samples post-convergence. Given a fixed burn-in period and a set total number of
samples post-combination, we expect the blockwise approaches to reap more efficiency gains than JM-
MSM, as the burn-in period often constitutes a much larger proportion of the total sampling time for
the latter than the former. The recent two-stage approach proposed in Alvares and Leiva-Yamaguchi
(2023) for joint model estimation can also be employed alongside our blockwise approaches to further
accelerate the inference in each block. The core idea involves estimating parameters related to each
block in two stages: each stage estimates a part of the full parameter set, thereby reducing the overall
computational load compared to a single-stage joint estimation process. Under certain conditions, this
procedure has been shown to asymptotically resemble a joint inference.

The methodology we have developed here opens several venues for future research. An important
downstream application of the joint modelling framework is individual dynamic prediction, which
involves obtaining dynamically updated, subject-specific predictions of event risk using all available
information up to the time of prediction. While this task is well-studied in the context of joint models
involving survival or competing risk event processes (Rizopoulos, 2011; Ferrer et al., 2019), it is much
less explored in the presence of multistate data (Ferrer et al., 2016). Our proposed blockwise approach
offers new strategies for efficiently performing certain dynamic prediction tasks and assessing associated
uncertainty under this latter setting. For instance, with our joint competing risk approach, estimators
proposed for competing risk settings, see e.g. Ferrer et al. (2019), could be adapted and employed
for estimating transition/state dwell probabilities within a competing risk block based on our block-
specific posteriors. However, for more general types of transition probabilities (e.g. among states
across different blocks), efficient predictive inference remains a challenging task, due to the fact these
quantities typically do not admit explicit expressions in terms of the model parameters. In addition,
our current modelling framework presumes that the multistate process is continuously observed, i.e.
the exact time of transition is known. However, in practical applications, these transition times
may, by their nature, be subject to interval censoring, which would bring additional computational
challenges due to the intractability of the likelihood function for the resulting multistate data (Lovblom,
2023). It would be of interest to explore efficient estimation strategies in these settings. Lastly,
approximate Bayesian inference methods such as variational inference (VI) or Laplace-based methods
offer a potential alternative to our sampling-based approaches. These methods are often expected to be
computationally cheaper due to their deterministic nature. In our simulation study, we experimented
with the “vanilla” VI method implemented in rstan, based on either mean-field or Gaussian full-
rank approximations of the posterior. We found however that the algorithm suffered from serious
convergence issues in all scenarios. We leave further investigation and comparison to more advanced
VI or related approximate algorithms as future work.
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A Asymptotic and finite sample comparisons of the inference
approaches

Here, we provide a more detailed comparison between the JM-MSM, JM-CR, and JM-ST approaches by
examining the full conditional distributions associated with the working posteriors for each approach.
These full conditionals are useful for analyzing the corresponding joint posterior density, as the latter is
fully characterized by the former according to the Hammersley-Clifford theorem (Robert et al., 1999).
For ease of notation and comparison, we assume that, for all approaches, the longitudinal submodel is
correctly specified. For the two blockwise approaches, all longitudinal data of subjects associated with
a given block would be used. Further, we restrict to MSMs with irreversible transitions so that each
subject can only experience a specific type of transition at most once, though the discussion below can
carry over to the more general scenario.

Continuing with the notation in Section 2 of the main paper, let Ω = {(i, j) | i ̸= j ∈ S; i →
j is permitted}. For each type of transition j → k, with (j, k) ∈ Ω, we introduce a new variable for

each subject i as follows. If subject i does not enter state j during the follow-up, we set D
(i)
jk = 0.

Otherwise, there will exist an m such that Ei(T
(i)
m ) = j, and we define D

(i)
jk = T

(i)
m+1 −T

(i)
m . Let δ

(i)
jk be

the indicator function associated with D
(i)
jk , where δ

(i)
jk = 1 if transition j → k is observed for subject i

and is zero if censored (with respect to transition j → k). For a generic competing risk block Bv, and
a specific transition within the block jv → k, where jv is the initial state in the block and k ∈ SBv , the
working posterior associated with the JM-ST approach is proportional to (see Equations (8) and (9))

∏
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f(D
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0
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jk (u | θEjk, bi, θy)du),

θEjk represents transition-specific MSM parameters, θy is the parameter vector associated with the
longitudinal submodel, θb represents parameters associated with the prior distribution of the random
effect, and ΘBjv,k

= (θEjk, θy, θb). The full conditional distribution for each block of parameters, in the
log-scale, is given by
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log f(bi | θb) + log f(θb) + C,

(15)

where C denotes a generic constant term (relative to the parameters of interest). The working posterior
associated with the JM-CR approach for the block Bv is proportional to (see Equations (6) and (7))
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where ΘBv = ({θEjk}k∈SBv
, θy, θb). The associated full conditional distributions are given by
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(17)

Using the newly introduced variables, the working posterior associated with the JM-MSM approach
(see Equations (5) and (4)), up to a normalizing constant, can be equivalently expressed as
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where Θ = ({θEjk}(j,k)∈Ω, θy, θb). The associated full conditional distributions are given by
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(19)

Full conditionals for MSM parameters associated with other types of transitions exhibit a similar
form and are therefore omitted here.

We now analyze the behaviours of the marginal posteriors for the transition-specific MSM parame-
ters, θEjk, associated with the posteriors as defined in Equations (14), (16), and (18), as n and ni grow.
We proceed by examining the behaviours of the full conditionals associated with (14), (16), and (18).
First, note that the full conditional distribution for θEjk is exactly the same across three approaches (see
the first line of Equations (15), (17), and (19)). With MSM structure fixed (and thus the cardinality
of Ω), we observe that as ni increases, inference from JM-ST and JM-CR would increasingly resemble
each other (compare Equations (15) and (17)), as the leading term in log f(bi | ·) and log f(θy | ·)
is the log-density of the longitudinal submodel, and the full conditional for θb is exactly the same
under the two approaches. For JM-MSM in (19), the contribution from the longitudinal submodel
would also dominate as ni increases. If in addition, we let n increase, so that the cardinality of IBv

also increases, then under some regularity conditions for the densities of the longitudinal submodel
and random effects (which hold for densities in the exponential family), the full conditionals associ-
ated with the three approaches would have the same asymptotic distribution according to Bayesian
asymptotic theory (see e.g. Chapter 4 of Gelman et al. (2013) and Chapter 10 of Cox and Hinkley
(1979)). Therefore, the marginal posterior inference for θEjvk (and indeed also for θy and θb) would be
asymptotically equivalent under the JM-MSM, JM-CR, and JM-ST approaches. For a given dataset
(i.e. fixed n and ni), the blockwise approaches to posterior inference for a specific block/transition
essentially perform inference based solely on the ’relevant’ subset of the entire dataset, specifically the
data from subjects who are at risk of a transition in the block. As a result, the posterior variability
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of parameters obtained using blockwise approaches would be expected to be larger than using the
JM-MSM approach, which utilizes all data. However, we show in the simulation study that, with a
moderate dataset, the blockwise approaches provide good point and interval estimation properties as
compared to the JM-MSM approach.
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B Additional results for the simulation study

Here we provide additional figures and tables showing the estimation results of the MSM parameters
for each simulation model, complementing Section 4.3 of the main paper.

Figure 8: Box plot summary of the posterior mean of the fixed effect γjk obtained by each approach
from 100 replications of the data simulated from Model 1. The settings are the same as in Figure 3.

28



Figure 9: Box plot summary of the posterior mean of the Weibull shape parameter δjk obtained by
each approach from 100 replications of the data simulated from Model 1. The settings are the same
as in Figure 3.
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Figure 10: Box plot summary of the posterior mean of the Weibull scale parameterλjk obtained by
each approach from 100 replications of the data simulated from Model 1. The settings are the same
as in Figure 3.
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Figure 11: Box plot summary of the posterior mean of the fixed effect γjk obtained by each approach
from 100 replications of the data simulated from Model 2. The settings are the same as in Figure 4.
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Figure 12: Box plot summary of the posterior mean of the Weibull shape parameter δjk obtained by
each approach from 100 replications of the data simulated from Model 2. The settings are the same
as in Figure 4.
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Figure 13: Box plot summary of the posterior mean of the Weibull scale parameter λjk obtained by
each approach from 100 replications of the data simulated from Model 2. The settings are the same
as in Figure 4.
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Table 6: Coverage probability of estimated 95% credible interval for the fixed effect based on 100
replications of data from simulation Model 1 (n = 1000 | n = 3000).

Parameter Approach Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

γ01

JM-MSM 0.96 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.96 0.02 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.96 | 0.96 0.98 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.96 | 0.96 0.98 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.96
JM-ST-C 0.97 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.96 0.98 | 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.97 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.96 0.98 | 0.95

γ02

JM-MSM 0.92 | 0.99 0.92 | 0.99 0.03 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.93 | 0.98 0.93 | 0.98 0.93 | 0.99
JM-CR-H 0.93 | 0.98 0.93 | 0.98 0.93 | 0.99
JM-ST-C 0.95 | 1.00 0.92 | 1.00 0.90 | 0.99
JM-ST-H 0.95 | 1.00 0.92 | 1.00 0.90 | 0.99

γ13

JM-MSM 0.92 | 0.96 0.91 | 0.95 0.44 | 0.04
JM-CR-C 0.92 | 0.96 0.90 | 0.94 0.90 | 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.92 | 0.95 0.92 | 0.96 0.53 | 0.07
JM-ST-C 0.92 | 0.96 0.91 | 0.97 0.93 | 0.97
JM-ST-H 0.92 | 0.96 0.90 | 0.97 0.56 | 0.13

γ14

JM-MSM 0.96 | 0.95 0.96 | 0.95 0.42 | 0.06
JM-CR-C 0.98 | 0.98 0.98 | 0.98 0.96 | 0.92
JM-CR-H 0.96 | 0.95 0.96 | 0.94 0.58 | 0.11
JM-ST-C 0.96 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.98 0.97 | 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.95 | 0.97 0.96 | 0.97 0.63 | 0.14

γ25

JM-MSM 0.97 | 0.95 0.99 | 0.95 0.51 | 0.02
JM-CR-C 0.99 | 0.94 1.00 | 0.89 0.95 | 0.92
JM-CR-H 0.97 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.96 0.58 | 0.05
JM-ST-C 0.97 | 0.92 1.00 | 0.89 0.93 | 0.93
JM-ST-H 0.97 | 0.96 0.98 | 0.95 0.65 | 0.08

γ26

JM-MSM 0.94 | 0.95 0.94 | 0.94 0.55 | 0.04
JM-CR-C 0.95 | 0.94 0.92 | 0.96 0.94 | 0.94
JM-CR-H 0.95 | 0.94 0.96 | 0.93 0.63 | 0.06
JM-ST-C 0.94 | 0.94 0.93 | 0.95 0.94 | 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.94 | 0.93 0.93 | 0.94 0.69 | 0.17

34



Table 7: Coverage probability of estimated 95% credible interval for the shape parameter based on
100 replications of data from simulation Model 1 (n = 1000 | n = 3000).

Parameter Approach Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

δ01

JM-MSM 0.97 | 0.96 0.97 | 0.96 0.00 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.98 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.95 0.96 | 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.98 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.95 0.96 | 0.96
JM-ST-C 0.96 | 0.95 0.97 | 0.94 0.96 | 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.96 | 0.95 0.97 | 0.94 0.96 | 0.95

δ02

JM-MSM 0.91 | 0.93 0.92 | 0.95 0.00 | 0.00
JM-CR-C 0.91 | 0.95 0.92 | 0.94 0.93 | 0.93
JM-CR-H 0.91 | 0.95 0.92 | 0.94 0.93 | 0.93
JM-ST-C 0.92 | 0.97 0.90 | 0.95 0.91 | 0.93
JM-ST-H 0.92 | 0.97 0.90 | 0.95 0.91 | 0.93

δ13

JM-MSM 0.93 | 0.95 0.94 | 0.93 0.81 | 0.68
JM-CR-C 0.94 | 0.94 0.93 | 0.93 0.92 | 0.92
JM-CR-H 0.95 | 0.95 0.93 | 0.95 0.73 | 0.53
JM-ST-C 0.93 | 0.92 0.94 | 0.94 0.90 | 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.96 | 0.95 0.93 | 0.94 0.58 | 0.19

δ14

JM-MSM 0.96 | 0.97 0.97 | 0.97 0.88 | 0.63
JM-CR-C 0.96 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.97 0.95 | 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.96 | 0.97 0.95 | 0.96 0.78 | 0.38
JM-ST-C 0.96 | 0.96 0.95 | 0.95 0.97 | 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.95 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.97 0.61 | 0.14

δ25

JM-MSM 0.96 | 0.91 0.98 | 0.90 0.77 | 0.66
JM-CR-C 0.97 | 0.90 0.96 | 0.88 0.97 | 0.93
JM-CR-H 0.99 | 0.89 0.96 | 0.91 0.70 | 0.52
JM-ST-C 0.97 | 0.90 0.98 | 0.89 0.96 | 0.93
JM-ST-H 0.97 | 0.90 0.97 | 0.90 0.51 | 0.27

δ26

JM-MSM 0.97 | 0.97 0.95 | 0.94 0.81 | 0.70
JM-CR-C 0.96 | 0.98 0.93 | 0.94 0.93 | 0.98
JM-CR-H 0.97 | 0.98 0.96 | 0.97 0.70 | 0.48
JM-ST-C 0.96 | 0.97 0.94 | 0.96 0.93 | 0.97
JM-ST-H 0.96 | 0.97 0.96 | 0.95 0.55 | 0.16
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Table 8: Coverage probability of estimated 95% credible interval for the scale parameter based on 100
replications of data from simulation Model 1 (n = 1000 | n = 3000).

Parameter Approach Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

λ01

JM-MSM 0.97 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.98 0.89 | 0.97
JM-CR-C 0.97 | 0.98 0.96 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.97
JM-CR-H 0.97 | 0.98 0.96 | 0.96 0.96 | 0.97
JM-ST-C 0.97 | 0.98 0.97 | 0.97 0.97 | 0.97
JM-ST-H 0.97 | 0.98 0.97 | 0.97 0.97 | 0.97

λ02

JM-MSM 0.92 | 0.98 0.93 | 0.98 0.90 | 0.94
JM-CR-C 0.93 | 0.97 0.93 | 0.98 0.92 | 0.97
JM-CR-H 0.93 | 0.97 0.93 | 0.98 0.92 | 0.97
JM-ST-C 0.92 | 0.97 0.94 | 0.99 0.93 | 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.92 | 0.97 0.94 | 0.99 0.93 | 0.96

λ13

JM-MSM 0.95 | 0.94 0.95 | 0.95 0.42 | 0.03
JM-CR-C 0.96 | 0.95 0.94 | 0.96 0.91 | 0.92
JM-CR-H 0.94 | 0.93 0.95 | 0.95 0.68 | 0.19
JM-ST-C 0.93 | 0.96 0.93 | 0.95 0.91 | 0.92
JM-ST-H 0.94 | 0.94 0.94 | 0.96 0.67 | 0.23

λ14

JM-MSM 0.95 | 0.95 0.93 | 0.96 0.51 | 0.03
JM-CR-C 0.94 | 0.94 0.92 | 0.96 0.98 | 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.95 | 0.96 0.91 | 0.95 0.74 | 0.17
JM-ST-C 0.93 | 0.94 0.92 | 0.96 0.98 | 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.94 | 0.94 0.91 | 0.94 0.71 | 0.14

λ25

JM-MSM 0.97 | 0.94 0.95 | 0.91 0.62 | 0.03
JM-CR-C 0.95 | 0.92 0.96 | 0.93 0.96 | 0.91
JM-CR-H 0.95 | 0.93 0.93 | 0.92 0.82 | 0.15
JM-ST-C 0.96 | 0.93 0.97 | 0.93 0.94 | 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.94 | 0.93 0.94 | 0.92 0.82 | 0.16

λ26

JM-MSM 0.93 | 0.95 0.96 | 0.95 0.53 | 0.04
JM-CR-C 0.92 | 0.94 0.94 | 0.93 0.97 | 0.93
JM-CR-H 0.93 | 0.93 0.94 | 0.94 0.78 | 0.20
JM-ST-C 0.94 | 0.94 0.94 | 0.95 0.95 | 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.94 | 0.96 0.95 | 0.94 0.76 | 0.24
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Table 9: Coverage probability of estimated 95% credible interval for the fixed effect based on 100
replications of data from simulation Model 2 (Note: results for MSM with n = 5000 are based on the
99 available repetitions).

Parameter Approach n = 1000 n = 3000 n = 5000

γ01

JM-MSM 0.98 0.90 0.93
JM-CR-C 0.99 0.90 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.99 0.90 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.98 0.90 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.98 0.90 0.94

γ02

JM-MSM 0.95 0.93 0.96
JM-CR-C 0.95 0.92 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.95 0.92 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.95 0.93 0.97
JM-ST-H 0.95 0.93 0.97

γ04

JM-MSM 0.95 0.94 0.98
JM-CR-C 0.96 0.93 0.98
JM-CR-H 0.96 0.93 0.98
JM-ST-C 0.94 0.94 0.98
JM-ST-H 0.94 0.94 0.98

γ13

JM-MSM 0.97 0.92 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.98 0.92 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.97 0.92 0.97
JM-ST-C 0.97 0.92 0.97
JM-ST-H 0.96 0.93 0.98

γ14

JM-MSM 0.96 0.97 0.97
JM-CR-C 0.96 0.97 0.98
JM-CR-H 0.95 0.96 0.97
JM-ST-C 0.95 0.96 0.97
JM-ST-H 0.96 0.97 0.97

γ23

JM-MSM 0.95 0.94 0.91
JM-CR-C 0.93 0.93 0.92
JM-CR-H 0.96 0.92 0.93
JM-ST-C 0.95 0.95 0.92
JM-ST-H 0.95 0.93 0.93

γ24

JM-MSM 0.94 0.94 0.96
JM-CR-C 0.95 0.94 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.94 0.96 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.95 0.95 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.94 0.96 0.97

γ34

JM-MSM 0.95 0.94 0.97
JM-CR-C 0.96 0.93 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.96 0.94 0.97
JM-ST-C 0.96 0.93 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.96 0.94 0.97
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Table 10: Coverage probability of estimated 95% credible interval for the shape parameter based on
100 replications of data from simulation Model 2 (Note: results for MSM with n = 5000 are based on
the 99 available repetitions).

Parameter Approach n = 1000 n = 3000 n = 5000

δ01

JM-MSM 0.99 0.98 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.99 0.99 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.99 0.99 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.98 0.99 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.98 0.99 0.95

δ02

JM-MSM 0.93 0.97 0.94
JM-CR-C 0.92 0.95 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.92 0.95 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.89 0.93 0.93
JM-ST-H 0.89 0.93 0.93

δ04

JM-MSM 0.92 0.92 0.87
JM-CR-C 0.92 0.93 0.89
JM-CR-H 0.92 0.93 0.89
JM-ST-C 0.92 0.93 0.89
JM-ST-H 0.92 0.93 0.89

δ13

JM-MSM 0.93 0.97 0.96
JM-CR-C 0.93 0.97 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.93 0.97 0.96
JM-ST-C 0.93 0.97 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.93 0.97 0.96

δ14

JM-MSM 0.92 0.94 0.93
JM-CR-C 0.92 0.95 0.93
JM-CR-H 0.91 0.94 0.92
JM-ST-C 0.91 0.96 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.92 0.94 0.94

δ23

JM-MSM 0.89 0.94 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.87 0.93 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.88 0.95 0.96
JM-ST-C 0.86 0.93 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.90 0.94 0.96

δ24

JM-MSM 0.93 0.93 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.94 0.93 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.94 0.93 0.94
JM-ST-C 0.93 0.92 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.95 0.94 0.94

δ34

JM-MSM 0.93 0.94 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.93 0.93 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.94 0.94 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.93 0.93 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.94 0.94 0.95
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Table 11: Coverage probability of estimated 95% credible interval for the scale parameter based on
100 replications of data from simulation Model 2 (Note: results for MSM with n = 5000 are based on
the 99 available repetitions).

Parameter Approach n = 1000 n = 3000 n = 5000

λ01

JM-MSM 0.98 1.00 0.97
JM-CR-C 0.98 1.00 0.97
JM-CR-H 0.98 1.00 0.97
JM-ST-C 0.98 1.00 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.98 1.00 0.96

λ02

JM-MSM 0.95 0.93 0.96
JM-CR-C 0.94 0.93 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.94 0.93 0.96
JM-ST-C 0.94 0.92 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.94 0.92 0.95

λ04

JM-MSM 0.92 0.94 0.87
JM-CR-C 0.92 0.93 0.86
JM-CR-H 0.92 0.93 0.86
JM-ST-C 0.92 0.94 0.88
JM-ST-H 0.92 0.94 0.88

λ13

JM-MSM 0.94 0.95 0.96
JM-CR-C 0.93 0.94 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.94 0.96 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.95 0.95 0.95
JM-ST-H 0.93 0.94 0.95

λ14

JM-MSM 0.96 0.96 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.93 0.97 0.94
JM-CR-H 0.93 0.95 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.92 0.96 0.94
JM-ST-H 0.95 0.96 0.96

λ23

JM-MSM 0.95 0.94 0.97
JM-CR-C 0.93 0.94 0.96
JM-CR-H 0.95 0.94 0.96
JM-ST-C 0.94 0.93 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.95 0.94 0.97

λ24

JM-MSM 0.94 0.95 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.94 0.96 0.95
JM-CR-H 0.96 0.95 0.95
JM-ST-C 0.96 0.96 0.96
JM-ST-H 0.95 0.96 0.95

λ34

JM-MSM 0.95 0.95 0.95
JM-CR-C 0.96 0.93 0.93
JM-CR-H 0.95 0.93 0.93
JM-ST-C 0.96 0.93 0.93
JM-ST-H 0.95 0.93 0.93
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