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Abstract

The availability of high-throughput omics datasets from large patient cohorts has allowed the
development of methods that aim at predicting patient clinical outcomes, such as survival and dis-
ease recurrence. Such methods are also important to better understand the biological mechanisms
underlying disease etiology and development, as well as treatment responses. Recently, different
predictive models, relying on distinct algorithms (including Support Vector Machines and Random
Forests) have been investigated. In this context, deep learning strategies are of special interest
due to their demonstrated superior performance over a wide range of problems and datasets. One
of the main challenges of such strategies is the “small n large p” problem. Indeed, omics datasets
typically consist of small numbers of samples and large numbers of features relative to typical
deep learning datasets. Neural networks usually tackle this problem through feature selection or
by including additional constraints during the learning process.

We propose to tackle this problem with a novel strategy that relies on a graph-based method
for feature extraction, coupled with a deep neural network for clinical outcome prediction. The
omics data are first represented as graphs whose nodes represent patients, and edges represent
correlations between the patients’ omics profiles. Topological features, such as centralities, are
then extracted from these graphs for every node. Lastly, these features are used as input to train
and test various classifiers.

We apply this strategy to four neuroblastoma datasets and observe that models based on neural
networks are more accurate than state of the art models (DNN: 85%-87%, SVM/RF: 75%-82%).
We explore how different parameters and configurations are selected in order to overcome the
effects of the small data problem as well as the curse of dimensionality. Our results indicate that
the deep neural networks capture complex features in the data that help predicting patient clinical
outcomes.
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1



Background

A lot of efforts have been made recently to create and validate predictive models for clinical research.
In particular, the identification of relevant biomarkers for diagnosis and prognosis has been facilitated
by the generation of large scale omics datasets for large patient cohorts. Candidate biomarkers are
now identified by looking at all bioentities, including non-coding transcripts such as miRNA [31, 13],
in different tissues, including blood [23, 21] and by investigating different possible levels of regulation,
for instance epigenetics [19, 10, 29].

One challenging objective is to identify prognostic biomarkers, i.e., biomarkers that can be used
to predict the clinical outcome of patients such as whether the disease will progress or whether the
patient will respond to a treatment. One strategy to identify such biomarkers is to build classifiers
that can effectively classify patients into clinically relevant categories. For instance, various machine
learning models predicting the progression of the disease and even the death of patients were proposed
for neuroblastoma [37]. Similar models have also been built for other diseases such as ovarian cancer to
predict the patients’ response to chemotherapy using different variants of classical learning algorithms
such as Support Vector Machines (SVM) and Random Forest (RF) [34]. More recently, gynecologic
and breast cancers were classified into five clinically relevant subtypes based on the patients extensive
omics profiles extracted from The Cancer Genome Atlas (TCGA)[3]. A simple decision tree was then
proposed to classify samples and thus predict the clinical outcome of the associated patients. Although
the general performance of these models is encouraging, they still need to be improved before being
effectively useful in practice.

This study aims at improving these approaches by investigating a graph-based feature extraction
method, coupled with a deep neural network, for patient clinical outcome prediction. One challenge
when applying a machine learning strategy to omics data resides in the properties of the input data.
Canonical datasets usually contain many instances but relatively few attributes. In contrast, biomed-
ical datasets such as patient omics datasets usually have a relatively low number of instances (i.e.,
few samples) and a relatively high number of attributes (i.e., curse of dimensionality). For instance,
the large data repository TCGA contains data for more than 11,000 cancer patients, and although the
numbers vary from one cancer to another, for each patient, a least a few dozens of thousands of at-
tributes are available [24]. The situation is even worse when focusing on a single disease or phenotype,
for which less than 1,000 patients might have been screened [4, 6, 11].

Previous approaches to handle omics data (with few samples and many features) rely on either
feature selection via dimension reduction [18, 12, 30] or on imposing constraints on the learning algo-
rithm [17, 9]. For instance, several studies have coupled neural networks to Cox models for survival
analysis [33, 14]. These methods either perform feature selection before inputing the data to deep
neural network [33, 14] or let the Cox model perform the selection afterwards [32]. More recently, the
GEDFN method was introduced, which relies on a deep neural network to perform disease outcome
classification [17]. GEDFN handles the curse of dimensionality by imposing a constraint on the first
hidden layer. More precisely, a feature graph (in this case, a protein-protein interaction network) is
used to enforce sparsity of the connections between the input layer and the first hidden layer.

We propose a strategy to create machine-learning models starting from patient omics datasets by
first reducing the number of features through a graph topological analysis. Predictive models can
then be trained and tested, and their parameters can be fine-tuned. Due to their high performance
on many complex problems involving high-dimensional datasets, we build our approach around Deep
Neural Networks (DNN). Our hypothesis is that the complex features explored by these networks
can improve the prediction of patient clinical outcomes. We apply this strategy to four neuroblastoma
datasets, in which the gene expression levels of hundreds of patients have been measured using different
technologies (i.e., microarray and RNA-sequencing). In this context, we investigate the suitability of
our approach by comparing it to state of the art methods such as SVM and RF.
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Methods

Data collection

The neuroblastoma transcriptomics datasets are summarized in Table 1. Briefly, the data were down-
loaded from GEO [1] using the identifiers GSE49710 (tag ‘Fischer-M ’), GSE62564 (tag ‘Fischer-R’)
and GSE3960 (tag ‘Maris’). The pre-processed transcriptomics data are extracted from the GEO
matrix files for 498 patients (‘Fischer-M ’ and ‘Fischer-R’) and 102 patients (‘Maris’). In addition,
clinical descriptors are also extracted from the headers of the GEO matrix files (‘Fischer-M ’ and
‘Fischer-R’) or from the associated publications (‘Maris’). For ‘Maris’, survival data for ten patients
are missing, leaving 92 patients for analysis. A fourth dataset (tag ‘Versteeg ’) is described in GEO
record GSE16476. However the associated clinical descriptors are only available through the R2 tool
[2]. For consistency, we have also extracted the expression profiles for the 88 patients using the R2 tool.
In all four cases, the clinical outcomes include ‘Death from disease’ and ‘Disease progression’, as binary
features (absence or presence of event) which are used to define classes. Genes or transcripts with any
missing value are dropped. The number of features remaining after pre-processing are 43,291, 43,827,
12,625 and 40,918 respectively for the ‘Fischer-M ’, ‘Fischer-R’, ‘Maris’ and ‘Versteeg ’ matrices.

Data processing through topological analysis

Each dataset is then reduced through a Wilcoxon analysis that identifies the features (i.e., genes or
transcripts) that are most correlated with each clinical outcome using only the training data (Wilcoxon
P < 0.05). When this analysis did not return any feature, the top 5% features were used regardless
of their p-values (for Maris’ and ‘Versteeg ’). After dimension reduction, there are between 638 and
2,196 features left depending on the dataset and the clinical outcome.

These reduced datasets are then used to infer Patient Similarity Networks (PSN), graphs in which
a node represents a patient and an edge between two nodes represents the similarity between the
two profiles of the corresponding patients. These graphs are built first, by computing the Pearson
correlation coefficients between all profiles pairwise and second, by normalizing and rescaling these
coefficients into positive edge weights through a WGCNA analysis [36], as described previously [25].
These graphs contain one node per patient, are fully connected and their weighted degree distributions
follow a power law (i.e., scale-free graphs). Only one graph is derived per dataset, and each of the four
datasets is analyzed independently. This means that for ‘Fischer ’ datasets, the graph contains both
training and testing samples.

Various topological features are then extracted from the graphs, and will be used to build classifiers.
In particular, we compute twelve centrality metrics as described previously (weighted degree, closeness
centrality, current-flow closeness centrality, current-flow betweenness centrality, eigen vector centrality,
Katz centrality, hit centrality, page-rank centrality, load centrality, local clustering coefficient, iterative
weighted degree and iterative local clustering coefficient) for all four datasets. In addition, we perform
clustering of each graph using spectral clustering [26] and Stochastic Block Models (SBM) [7]. The
optimal number of modules is determined automatically using dedicated methods from the spectral
clustering and SBM packages. For the two ‘Fischer ’ datasets and the two clinical outcomes, the
optimal number of modules varies between 5 and 10 for spectral clustering and 25 and 42 for SBM.
This analysis was not performed for the other datasets. All repartitions are used to create modularity
features. Each modularity feature represents one single module and is binary (its value is set to one
for members of the module and zero otherwise). All features are normalized before being feed to the
classifiers (to have a zero mean and unit variance). Two datasets can be concatenated prior to the
model training, all configurations used in this study are summarized in Table 2.
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Modeling through deep neural networks

Classes are defined by the binary clinical outcomes ‘Death from disease’ and ‘Disease progression’.
For the ‘Fischer ’ datasets, the original patient stratification [37] is extended to create three groups of
samples through stratified sampling: a training set (249 samples, 50%), an evaluation set (125 samples,
25%) and a validation set (124 samples, 25%). The proportions of samples associated to each clinical
outcome of interest remain stable among the three groups (Additional File 2).

Deep Neural Networks (DNN) are feed forward neural networks with hidden layers, which can
be trained to solve classification and regression problems. The parameters of these networks are
represented by the weights connecting neurons and learned using gradient decent techniques. The
DNN models are based on a classical architecture with a varying number of fully connected hidden
layers of varying sizes. The activation function of all neurons is the rectified linear unit (ReLU). The
softmax function is used as the activation function of the output layer. The training is performed by
minimizing the cross-entropy loss function. A mini-batches size of 32 samples is used for training (total
size of the training set is 249) and models are ran for 1,000 epochs with an evaluation taking place
every 10 epochs. Sample weights are introduced to circumvent the unbalance between the classes (the
weights are inversely proportional to the class frequencies). To facilitate replications, random seeds
are generated and provided to each DNN model. For our application, DNN classifiers with various
architectures are trained. First, the number of hidden layers varies between one and four, and the
number of neurons per hidden layer also varies from 2 to 8 (∈ {2, 4, 8}). Second, additional parameters
such as dropout, optimizer and learning rate are also optimized using a grid search. In particular,
dropout is set between 15% and 40% (step set to 5%), learning rate between 1e-4 and 5e-2 and the
optimizer is one among adam, adadelta, adagrad and proximal adagrad. Each DNN model is run ten
times with different initialization weights and biases.

Other modeling approaches

For comparison purposes, SVM and RF models are also trained on the same data. The cost (linear
SVM), gamma (linear and RBF SVM) and number of trees (RF) parameters are optimized using a
grid search. The cost and gamma parameters are set to 22p, with p ∈ Z, p ∈ [−4, 4]. The number of
trees varies between 100 and 10,000. Since RF training is non deterministic, the algorithm is run ten
times. The SVM optimization problem is however convex and SVM is therefore run only once.

GEDFN accepts omics data as input together with a feature graph. Similarly to the original paper,
we use the HINT database v4 [5] to retrieve the human protein-protein interaction network (PPIN)
to be used as a feature graph [17]. The mapping between identifiers is performed through BioMart at
EnsEMBL v92 [35]. First, the original microarray features (e.g., microarray probesets) are mapped to
RefSeq or EnsEMBL transcripts identifiers. The RNA-seq features are already associated to RefSeq
transcripts. In the end, transcript identifiers are mapped to UniProt/TrEMBL identifiers (which are
the ones also used in the PPIN). The full datasets are too large for GEDFN so the reduced datasets
(after dimension reduction) described above are used as inputs. For comparison purposes, only the
‘Fischer-M ’ data is used for ‘Death from disease’ and both ‘Fischer ’ datasets are concatenated for
‘Disease progression’. GEDFN parameter space is explored using a small grid search that always
include the default values suggested by the authors. The parameters we optimize are the number of
neurons for the second and third layers (∈ {(64, 16), (16, 4)}), the learning rate (∈ {1e-4, 1e-2}), the
adam optimizer regularization (∈ {True, False}), the number of epochs (∈ {100, 1000}) and the batch
size (∈ {8, 32}). Each GEDFN model is run ten times with different initialization weights and biases.
Optimal models for the two clinical outcomes are obtained by training for 1,000 epochs and enforcing
regularization.
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Model performance

The performance of each classification model is measured using balanced accuracy (bACC) since the
dataset is not balanced (e.g., 4:1 for ‘Death from disease’ and 2:1 for ‘Disease progression’ in the
‘Fischer ’ datasets, Additional File 2). In addition, one way ANOVA tests followed by post-hoc Tukey
tests are employed for statistical comparisons. We consider p-values smaller than 0.01 as significant.
When comparing two conditions, we also consider the difference in their average performance, and the
confidence intervals for that difference (noted ∆bACC). Within any category, the model associated
with the best balanced accuracy is considered optimal (including across replicates).

Implementation

The data processing was performed in python (using packages numpy and pandas). The graph inference
and topological analyses were performed in python and C++ (using packages networkx, scipy, igraph,
graph-tool and SNFtool). The SVM and RF classifiers were built in R (with packages randomForest
and e1071). The DNN classifiers were built in python (with TensorFlow) using the DNNClassifier
estimator. Training was performed using only CPU cores. GEDFN was run in Python using the
implementation provided by the authors. Figures and statistical tests were prepared in R.

Results

We propose a strategy to build patient classification models, starting from a limited set of patient sam-
ples associated with large feature vectors. Our approach relies on a graph-based method to perform
dimension reduction by extracting features that are then used for classification (Figure 1 and Meth-
ods). Briefly, first the original data are transformed into patient graphs and topological features are
extracted from these graphs. These topological features are then used to train deep neural networks.
Their classification performance is then compared with those of other classifiers, including Support
Vector Machines and Random Forests. We apply this strategy to a previously published cohort of
neuroblastoma patients that consist of transcriptomics profiles for 498 patients (‘Fischer ’, Table 1)
[37]. Predictive models are built with a subset of these data and are then used to predict the clinical
outcome of patients whose profiles have not been used for training. We then optimize the models and
compare their performance by considering their balanced accuracy. The optimal models obtained on
the ‘Fischer ’ datasets are then validated using independent cohorts (Table 1) [20, 28].

Assessment of the topological features

We first compare models that accept different topological features extracted from the ‘Fischer ’ datasets
as input, regardless of the underlying neural network architecture. We have defined nine possible
feature sets that can be used as input to the classifiers (Table 2). First, and for each dataset, three
feature sets are defined: graph centralities, graph modularities and both combined. Second, we also
concatenate the feature sets across the two ‘Fischer ’ datasets to create three additional feature sets.
These feature sets contain between 12 and 101 topological features.

The results of this comparison for the two clinical outcomes can be found in Figure 2. For each
feature set, the balanced accuracies over all models (different architectures and replicates) are displayed
as a single boxplot. The full list of models and their balanced accuracies is provided in Additional File
3. A first observation is that centrality features are associated with better average performances than
modularity features (‘Death from disease’, p 6 1e-7; ‘Disease progression’, p 6 1e-7). We note that the
difference between these average accuracies is modest for ‘Death from disease’ (∆bACC ∈ [2.4, 3.9]) but
more important for ‘Disease progression’ (∆bACC ∈ [6.7, 8.2]). Combining both types of topological
features generally does not improve the average performance.
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A second observation is that the features extracted from the RNA-seq data are associated with lower
average performance than the equivalent features extracted from the microarray data (p 6 1e-7). The
differences indicate that once again the effect is not negligible (‘Death from disease’, ∆bACC ∈ [2.1, 3.6]);
‘Disease progression’, ∆bACC ∈ [4.4, 6.0]). In addition, the integration of the data across the two
expression datasets does not improve the average performance.

Influence of the DNN architecture

Deep neural networks are feed forward neural networks with several hidden layers, with several nodes
each. The network architecture (i.e., layers and nodes) as well as the strategy used to train the network
can influence its performance. We have therefore defined 35 possible architectures in total by varying
the number of hidden layers and the number of neurons per hidden layer (“Methods”).

We compare the performance of the models relying on these different architectures. The results
can be found in Table 3 and Supplementary Figure S1 (Additional File 1). The full list of models and
their balanced accuracies is provided in Additional File 3. We can observe a small inverse correlation
between the complexity of the architecture and the average performance. Although significant, the
average performance of simple models (one hidden layer) is, on average, only marginally better than the
average performance of more complex models (at least two hidden layers) (p 6 1e-7,∆bACC ∈ [2, 4]).

Best models

Although the differences in average performance are important, our objective is to identify the best
models, regardless of the average performance of any category. In the current section, we therefore
report the best models for each feature set and each clinical outcome (summarized in Table 3). In
agreement with the global observations, the best model for ‘Death from disease’ is based on the
centrality features extracted from the microarray data. The best model for ‘Disease progression’ relies
however on centralities derived from both the microarray and the RNA-seq data (Table 3), even if the
corresponding category is not associated with the best average performance. This is consistent with the
observation that the variance in performance increases when the number of input features increases,
which can produce higher maximum values (Figure 2). We can also observe some level of agreement
between the two outcomes of interest. Indeed, the best feature set for ‘Death from disease’ is actually
the second best for ‘Disease progression’. Similarly, the best feature set for ‘Disease progression’ is
the third best for ‘Death from disease’.

Regarding the network architecture, models relying on networks with four hidden layers represent
the best models for both ‘Disease progression’ and ‘Death from disease’ (Table 3). Their respective
architectures are still different and the ‘Disease progression’ network contains more neurons. However,
the second best network for ‘Disease progression’ and the best network for ‘Death from disease’ share
the same architecture (two layers with four neurons each followed by two layers with two neurons each)
indicating that this architecture can still perform well in both cases.

Fine tuning of the hyper-parameters

Based on the previous observations, we have selected the best models for each clinical outcome in
order to fine tune their hyper-parameters. The optimization was performed using a simple grid search
(“Methods” section). The hyper-parameters we optimized are the learning rate, the optimization strat-
egy and the dropout (included to circumvent over-fitting during training [22]). When considering all
models, we can observe that increasing the initial learning rate seems to slightly improve the average
performance, although the best models are in fact obtained with a low initial learning rate (Addi-
tional File 1, Supplementary Figure S2). The most important impact is observed for the optimization
strategies, with the Adam optimizer [15] representing the best strategy, adadelta the less suitable one,
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with the adagrad variants in between. We observe that the performance is almost invariant to dropout
except when it reaches 0.4 where it seems to have a strong negative impact on performance.

When focusing on the best models only, we observe similarities between the two clinical outcomes
of interest. Indeed, in both cases, the optimal dropout, optimizer, and learning rate are respectively
0.3, Adam and 1e-3. Notice that for ‘Death from disease’, another learning rate value gives exactly
the same performance (5e-4). As mentioned above, learning rate has little influence on the average
performance. However, for these two specific models, its influence is important and using a non-optimal
value results in a drop up to 19% for ‘Death from disease’ and 29% for ‘Disease progression’. More
important, we observe no significant increase in performance after parameter optimization (Table 4),
which correlates with the fact that two of the three optimal values actually correspond to the default
values that were used before.

Whether we consider the different feature sets or the different network architectures, we also observe
that the performance varies across replicates, i.e., models built using the same configuration but
different randomization seeds (which are used for sample shuffling and initialization of the weights
and biases). This seems to indicate that better models might also be produced simply by running
more replicates. We tested this hypothesis by running more replicates of the best configurations (i.e.,
increasing the number of replicates from 10 to 100). However, we report no improvement of these
models with 90 additional replicates (Additional File 3).

Comparison to other modeling strategies

We then compare the DNN classifiers to other classifiers relying on different learning algorithms (SVM
and RF). These algorithms have previously demonstrated their effectiveness to solve the same clas-
sification task on the ‘Fischer ’ dataset, albeit using a different patient stratification [37, 25]. For a
fair comparison, all classifiers are input the same features and are trained and tested using the same
samples. Optimal performance is obtained via a grid search over the parameter space (“Methods” sec-
tion). The results are summarized in Table 4. We observe that the DNN classifiers outperform both
the SVM and RF classifiers for both outcomes (‘Death from disease’, ∆bACC ∈ [11.9, 12.2]); ‘Disease
progression’, ∆bACC ∈ [2.9, 6.6]).

We also compare our strategy to GEDFN, an approach based on a neural network which requires
a feature graph to enforce sparsity of the connections between the input and the first hidden layers.
Unlike the other models, GEDFN models only accept omics data as input (i.e., original features). They
are also optimized using a simple grid search. The results are summarized in Table 4. We can observe
that the GEDFN models perform better than the SVM and RF models for ‘Death from disease’. For
‘Disease progression’, the GEDFN and SVM models are on par, and both superior to RF models. For
both clinical outcomes, the GEDFN models remain however less accurate than the DNN models that
use topological features. (‘Death from disease’, ∆bACC = 7.8); ‘Disease progression’, ∆bACC = 3.5)

Validation with independent datasets

In a last set of experiments, we tested our models using independent datasets. First, we use the
‘Fischer-M ’ dataset to validate models built using the ‘Fischer-R’ dataset and vice-versa. Then, we
also make use of two fully independent datasets, ‘Maris’ and ‘Versteeg ’ as validation datasets for all
models trained with any of the ‘Fischer ’ datasets. We compare the performance on these independent
datasets to the reference performance (obtained when the same dataset is used for both training and
testing).

The results are summarized in Table 5. When one of the ‘Fischer ’ dataset is used for training and
the other dataset for testing, we can, in general, observe a small decrease in performance with respect
to the reference (DNN, ∆bACC ∈ [3.7., 7.3]; SVM, ∆bACC ∈ [−9.4, 21.9]; RF, ∆bACC ∈ [−1.7, 8.3]).
For SVM and RF models, there is sometimes an increased performance (negative ∆bACC).
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When considering the fully independent datasets, we observe two different behaviors. For the
‘Maris’ dataset, the performance ranges from random-like (DNN, 53% and 56%) to average (DNN,
68%) for ‘Death from disease’ and ‘Disease progression’ respectively. Similar results are obtained for
SVM and RF models (between 50% and 66%). Altogether, these results indicate that none of the
models is able to classify the samples of this dataset. However, for the ‘Versteeg ’ dataset, and for both
clinical outcomes, the models are more accurate (DNN, from 71% to 80%), in the range of the state
of the art for neuroblastoma. A similar trend is observed for the SVM and RF models, although the
DNN models seem superior in most cases. The drop in performance for Versteeg ’ (with respect to
the reference models) is within the same range than for ‘Fischer ’ (DNN, ∆bACC ∈ [3.6., 15.0]; SVM,
∆bACC ∈ [−2.3, 22.1]; RF, ∆bACC ∈ [−5.1, 7.6]). For both ‘Maris’ and ‘Versteeg ’ datasets, it is difficult
to appreciate the classification accuracies in the absence of reference models, due to the small number
of samples available for these two cohorts (less than 100).

Discussion

We evaluate several strategies to build models that use expression profiles of patients as input to classify
patients according to their clinical outcomes. We propose to tackle the “small n large p” problem,
frequently associated with such omics datasets, via a graph-based dimension reduction method. We
have applied our approach to four neuroblastoma datasets to create and optimize models based on
their classification accuracy.

We first investigate the usefulness of different sets of topological features by measuring the perfor-
mance of classification models using different inputs. We observe that centrality features are associated
with better average performances than modularity features. We also note that the features extracted
from the RNA-seq data are associated with lower performance than the equivalent features extracted
from the microarray data. Both seems to contradict our previous study of the same classification
problem, in which we reported no statistical difference between models built from both sets [25]. It
is important to notice however that the learning algorithms and the data stratification are different
between the two studies, which might explain this discrepancy. In addition, the accuracies reported
here are often greater than the values reported previously, but not always by the same margin, which
creates differences that were not apparent before. We also observe that the difference is mostly driven
by the weak performance of models relying on the modularity features extracted from the ‘Fischer-R’
dataset. This suggests that although the individual RNA-sequencing features do correlate with clinical
outcomes, their integration produces modules whose correlation is lower (in comparison to microar-
ray data). This corroborates a recent observation that deriving meaningful modules from WGCNA
co-expression graphs can be rather challenging [?].

We observe that the combined feature sets are not associated with any improvement upon the
individual feature sets. This indicates that both sets might actually measure the same topological
signal, which is in line with our previous observations [25]. Similarly, the integration of the data across
the two expression datasets does not improve the average performance. This was rather expected since
the two datasets measure the same biological signal (i.e., gene expression) albeit through the use of
different technologies.

Neural networks are known to be rather challenging to optimize, and a small variation in one
parameter can have dramatic consequences, especially when the set of instances is rather limited. We
indeed observe important variations in performance within the categories we have defined (e.g., models
using only centralities or four layer DNN models) as illustrated in Figure 2 and Supplementary Figures
S1 and S2.

The parameters with the greatest influence on performance are the optimization strategy (Adam
really seems superior in our case) and the dropout (it should be below 0.4). In the latter case, it is
not surprising that ignoring at least 40% of the nodes can have a huge impact on networks that have
less than 100 input nodes and at best 8 nodes per hidden layer.
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Regarding the network architecture, models relying on four layer networks perform the best for
both clinical outcomes (Table 3). This is in agreement with previous studies that have reported that
such relatively small networks (i.e., with three or four layers) can efficiently predict clinical outcomes
of kidney cancer patients [17] or can capture relevant features for survival analyses of a neuroblastoma
cohort [12].

Even if there are differences, as highlighted above, the optimal models and parameters are surpris-
ingly similar for both clinical outcomes. This is true for the input data, the network architecture and
the optimal values of the hyper-parameters. We also note, however, that this might be due to the
underlying correlation between the two clinical outcomes since almost all patients who died from the
disease have experienced progression of the disease.

When applied on the ‘Fischer ’ datasets, the DNN classifiers outperform both SVM and RF classi-
fiers for both outcomes. The gain in performance is modest for ‘Disease progression’ but rather large
for ‘Death from disease’, which was previously considered as the hardest outcome to predict among
the two [37].

We also compare our neural networks fed with graph topological features (DNN) to neural networks
fed with expression profiles directly (GEDFN). We notice that the GEDFN models perform at least
as good as the SVM and RF models, but also that they remain less accurate than the DNN models.
Altogether these observations support the idea that deep neural networks could indeed be more effective
than traditional SVM and RF models. In addition, it seems that coupling such deep neural networks
with a graph-based topological analysis can give even more accurate models.

Last, we validate the models using independent datasets. The hypothesis of these experiments is
that the topological features we derived from the omics data are independent of the technology used in
the first place and can therefore enable better generalization. As long as a graph of patients (PSN) can
be created, it will be possible to derive topological features even if microarrays have been used in one
study and sequencing in another study (or any other biomedical data for that matter). We therefore
hypothesize that a model trained using one cohort might be tested using another cohort, especially
when this second cohort is too small to be used to train another model by itself.

We start by comparing the two ‘Fischer ’ datasets. As expected, we observe a small decrease in
performance in most cases when applying the models on the ‘Fischer ’ dataset that was not used for
training. Surprisingly, for SVM and RF, the performance for the independent datasets is sometimes
better than the reference performance. However, this happens only when the reference performance
is moderate at best (i.e., bACC < 75%). For DNN models, the performance on the independent
datasets is still reasonable (at least 81.5% and 77% for ‘Death from disease’ and ‘Disease progression’
respectively) and sometimes even better than reference SVM and RF models (in six of the eight
comparisons, Table 5).

We then include two additional datasets that are too small to be used to train classification models
(‘Maris’ and ‘Versteeg ’ datasets). Similarly to above, we note that, in most cases, the DNN models
are more accurate than the corresponding SVM and RF models, especially for the ‘Death from disease’
outcome. Regarding the poor overall performance on the ‘Maris’ dataset, we observe that it is the
oldest of the datasets, associated with one of the first human high-throughput microarray platform
(HG-U95A), that contains less probes than there are human genes (Table 2). In addition, we note
that the median patient follow-up for this dataset was 2.3 years, which, according to the authors of the
original publication, was too short to allow them to study the relationship between expression profiles
and clinical outcome, in particular patient survival [28] (page 6052). In contrast, the median patient
follow-up for the ‘Versteeg ’ dataset was 12.5 years, which allows for a more accurate measure of long
term clinical outcomes. Altogether, these reasons might explain why the performance remains poor
for the ‘Maris’ dataset (especially for ‘Death from disease’) in contrast to the other datasets.

9



Conclusion

We propose a graph-based method to extract features from patient derived omics data. These topo-
logical features are then used as input to a deep neural network that can classify patients according
to their clinical outcome. Our models can handle typical omics datasets (with small n and large p)
first, by reducing the number of features (through extraction of topological features) and second, by
fine tuning the deep neural networks and their parameters.

By applying our strategy to four neuroblastoma datasets, we observe that our models make more
accurate predictions than models based on other algorithms or different strategies. This indicates
that the deep neural networks are indeed capturing complex features in the data that other machine
learning strategies might not. In addition, we also demonstrate that our graph-based feature extraction
method allows to validate the trained models using external datasets, even when the original features
are different.

Additional studies are however needed to explore the properties of these topological features and
their usefulness when coupled to deep learning predictors. In particular, applications to other data
types (beside gene expression data) and other genetic disorders (beside neuroblastoma) are necessary to
validate the global utility of the proposed approach. Moreover, other modeling strategies that integrate
graphs (and their topology) into the learning process, such as graph-based CNN [8, 16] would need to
be explored as well.
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Figure 1: General workflow of the proposed method Our strategy relies on a topological analysis
to perform dimension reduction of both the training (light green) and test data (dark green). Data
matrices are transformed into graphs, from which topological features are extracted. Even if the
original features (light blues) are different, the topological features extracted from the graphs (dark
blue) have the same meaning and are comparable. These features are then used to train and test
several models that rely on different learning algorithms (DNN, SVM and RF). These models are
compared based on the accuracy of their predictions on the test data.

Figure 2: Model performance for different inputs. DNN models relying on different feature sets
are compared by reporting their performance on the validation data for ‘Death from disease’ (A) and
‘Disease progression’ (B). Feature sets are defined by the original data that were used (microarray
data, RNA-seq data or the integration of both) and by the topological features considered (centrality,
modularity or both). Each single point represents a model. For each feature set, several models are
trained by varying the neural network architecture and by performing replicates.
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Name Reference Data type Size Usage
Fischer-M Zhang et al., 2014 [37, 27] Microarray 498 * 43,291 Training, testing
Fischer-R Zhang et al., 2014 [37, 27] RNA-seq 498 * 43,827 Training, testing
Maris Wang et al., 2006 [28] Microarray 92 * 12,625 Testing
Versteeg Molenar et al., 2012 [20] Microarray 88 * 40,918 Testing

Table 1: Details about the four expression datasets used in the present study.

Datasets Topological features Total size

Fischer-M
Centralities 12
Modularities {30, 39}a
Both {42, 51}a

Fischer-R
Centralities 12
Modularities {36,47}a
Both {48, 59}a

Fischer b
Centralities 24
Modularities {75,77}a
Both {99, 101}a

Table 2: List of the possible data configurations (topological feature sets, datasets) used to train
classification models. a The number of modules for each graph, corresponding to one clinical outcomes
of interest, is different. b This is the combined dataset in which the topological features of both
‘Fischer-M ’ and ‘Fischer-R’ are concatenated.

Configuration Architecture Balanced accuracy
Clinical outcome = ‘Death from disease’

Fischer-M, centralities [8,8,8,2] 87.3%
Fischer-M, modularities [8,4] 83.9%
Fischer-M, both [8,8,8] 86.8%
Fischer-R, centralities [8,8,8,4] 85.8%
Fischer-R, modularities [8,8,8,2] 82.1%
Fischer-R, both [2,2,2,2] 85.2%
Fischera, centralities [8,2,2] 86.1%
Fischera, modularities [8,2,2] 84.7%
Fischera, both [8,8,4] 84.7%

Clinical outcome = ‘Disease progression’
Fischer-M, centralities [8,8,8,2] 84.3%
Fischer-M, modularities [8,8,2] 82.3%
Fischer-M, both [4,4,2] 83.7%
Fischer-R, centralities [8,8,4] 83.7%
Fischer-R, modularities [8,2,2] 79.1%
Fischer-R, both [8,8,8,8] 77.9%
Fischera, centralities [4,2,2,2] 84.7%
Fischera, modularities [8,8] 79.6%
Fischera, both [4,2] 81.5%

Table 3: Best performing DNN architectures. One row corresponds to the best model for a given
clinical outcome and configuration (from Table 2). The best performance (i.e., balanced accuracy) are
displayed in bold for each clinical outcome . a Combined dataset in which the topological features of
both ‘Fischer-M ’ and ‘Fischer-R’ are concatenated.
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Algorithm Parameters Balanced accuracy
Clinical outcome = ‘Death from disease’,

Data=Fischer-M, centralities
DNN [8,8,8,2] o=Adam, lr=1e-3, d=0.3 87.3% (+0.0)
GEDFNa lr=1e-2, h=[64,16], b=8 79.5% (+8.6)
SVM t=RBF, c=64, g=0.25 75.4% (+5.9)
RF n=100 75.1% (+3.1)

Clinical outcome = ‘Disease progression’,
Data=Fischer, centralities

DNN [4,2,2,2] o=Adam, lr=1e-3, d=0.3 84.7% (+0.0)
GEDFNa lr=1e-4, h=[16,4], b=32 81.2% (+0.4)
SVM t=RBF, c=16, g=0.0625 81.8% (+2.0)
RF n=100 78.1% (+3.2)

Table 4: Parameter optimization for all classifiers. One row corresponds to the best model for a given
clinical outcome and algorithm. The optimal parameter values are provided (o: optimizer, lr: learning
rate, d: dropout, h: sizes of the second and third GEDFN hidden layers, b: batch size, t: SVM kernel
type, c: cost, g: gamma, n: number of trees). The gain in balanced accuracy with respect to the
models run with default parameters is indicated between parentheses (from Table 3 for DNN). a for
GEDFN, the corresponding omics data is used as input instead of the topological features.

Datasets Balanced accuracy
Training Test DNN SVM RF
Clinical outcome = ‘Death from disease’,

Data = centralities

Fischer-M

Fischer-M 87.3% 75.4% 75.1%
Fischer-R 82.1% 53.5% 66.8%
Maris 53.1% 54.3% 50.0%
Versteeg 75.0% 53.3% 67.5%

Fischer-R

Fischer-R 85.8% 66.0% 62.4%
Fischer-M 81.5% 75.4% 61.2%
Maris 56.2% 49.7% 50.0%
Versteeg 70.8% 68.3% 67.5%

Clinical outcome = ‘Disease progression’,
Data = centralities

Fischer-M

Fischer-M 84.3% 83.7% 80.0%
Fischer-R 77.0% 75.2% 71.8%
Maris 67.5% 66.0% 53.8%
Versteeg 78.1% 82.4% 78.1%

Fischer-R

Fischer-R 83.7% 81.0% 73.3%
Fischer-M 80.0% 76.8% 75.0%
Maris 67.5% 58.8% 58.8%
Versteeg 80.1% 77.2% 73.9%

Table 5: External validation results. Models are trained using one of the ‘Fischer ’ datasets and then
tested using either the other ‘Fischer ’ dataset or another independent dataset (‘Maris’ and ‘Versteeg ’).
The ‘Maris’ and ‘Versteeg ’ datasets are too small to be used for both training and therefore are only
used for validation. Rows in italics represent reference models (training and testing extracted from
the same datasets).
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Supplementary Figure S1: The performance (i.e., balanced accuracy) of DNN models with di�erent
architectures (i.e., number of layers) for `Death from disease' (A) and `Disease progression' (B).
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Supplementary Figure S2: The performance (i.e., balanced accuracy) of DNN models in function
of hyper-parameter such as dropout (A and B), optimizing strategy (C and D) and learning rate
(E and F). Results are displayed for `Death from disease' (A, C and E) and `Disease progression'
(B, D and F).
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Train_part1 Train_part2 Eval Valid
Patient_id Gender High-riskprogressiondeath from disease Patient_id Gender High-riskprogressiondeath from disease Patient_id Gender High-riskprogressiondeath from disease Patient_id Gender High-riskprogressiondeath from disease
NB002 0 1 1 1 NB004 1 1 0 0 NB001 0 1 1 1 NB003 1 1 1 1
NB006 0 0 0 0 NB008 0 1 0 0 NB005 1 1 1 1 NB007 0 1 1 0
NB010 0 1 1 1 NB012 0 0 0 0 NB009 1 1 0 0 NB011 0 0 0 0
NB014 1 0 0 0 NB016 1 0 0 0 NB013 0 1 1 1 NB015 0 1 1 0
NB018 0 0 0 0 NB020 0 0 0 0 NB017 0 0 0 0 NB019 1 0 0 0
NB022 0 0 0 0 NB024 1 0 0 0 NB021 1 0 0 0 NB023 0 0 0 0
NB026 1 0 0 0 NB028 1 0 0 0 NB025 0 0 0 0 NB027 1 0 0 0
NB030 0 0 0 0 NB032 1 0 0 0 NB029 0 0 0 0 NB031 1 0 0 0
NB034 1 0 0 0 NB036 0 0 0 0 NB033 1 0 0 0 NB035 0 0 0 0
NB038 1 0 0 0 NB040 0 0 0 0 NB037 1 0 0 0 NB039 1 0 0 0
NB042 1 0 0 0 NB044 1 0 0 0 NB041 1 0 0 0 NB043 0 0 0 0
NB046 1 0 0 0 NB048 0 0 0 0 NB045 1 0 0 0 NB047 1 0 0 0
NB050 1 0 0 0 NB052 1 0 0 0 NB049 1 0 0 0 NB051 0 0 0 0
NB054 1 0 0 0 NB056 0 0 0 0 NB053 0 0 0 0 NB055 1 0 0 0
NB058 1 0 0 0 NB060 0 0 0 0 NB057 0 0 0 0 NB059 1 0 0 0
NB062 1 0 0 0 NB064 0 0 0 0 NB061 0 0 0 0 NB063 1 0 1 0
NB066 1 0 1 0 NB068 1 0 0 0 NB065 0 0 0 0 NB067 0 0 0 0
NB070 1 0 0 0 NB072 0 0 0 0 NB069 1 0 1 1 NB071 1 0 0 0
NB074 0 0 1 0 NB076 0 0 0 0 NB073 1 0 0 0 NB075 1 0 0 0
NB078 0 0 0 0 NB080 1 1 1 1 NB077 0 0 0 0 NB079 0 0 0 0
NB082 0 1 0 0 NB084 1 0 0 0 NB081 0 1 0 0 NB083 0 1 0 0
NB086 1 0 1 0 NB088 1 0 0 0 NB085 1 0 0 0 NB087 0 1 1 0
NB090 1 1 1 1 NB092 0 1 1 1 NB089 0 0 0 0 NB091 0 1 1 0
NB094 0 1 1 1 NB096 1 0 0 0 NB093 0 0 0 0 NB095 0 0 0 0
NB098 0 0 0 0 NB100 0 0 0 0 NB097 1 0 0 0 NB099 0 0 0 0
NB102 0 0 0 0 NB104 0 0 0 0 NB101 0 0 0 0 NB103 1 0 1 0
NB106 0 0 1 0 NB108 0 0 0 0 NB105 1 0 0 0 NB107 1 0 0 0
NB110 0 0 0 0 NB112 1 0 0 0 NB109 0 0 1 0 NB111 1 0 0 0
NB114 0 0 0 0 NB116 1 0 0 0 NB113 0 1 1 0 NB115 0 0 0 0
NB118 0 0 0 0 NB120 0 0 0 0 NB117 1 0 1 0 NB119 1 0 1 1
NB126 1 0 0 0 NB122 1 0 1 1 NB121 0 0 0 0 NB123 0 0 0 0
NB130 0 0 1 0 NB124 0 0 1 0 NB125 1 0 0 0 NB127 1 0 0 0
NB134 0 0 0 0 NB128 0 0 0 0 NB129 0 0 0 0 NB131 0 0 0 0
NB138 0 1 0 0 NB132 0 0 0 0 NB133 1 0 1 0 NB135 0 0 0 0
NB142 1 0 0 0 NB136 0 1 1 1 NB137 0 1 1 1 NB139 1 0 0 0
NB146 0 0 0 0 NB140 1 1 1 1 NB141 0 0 0 0 NB143 1 1 0 0
NB150 1 0 0 0 NB144 0 1 0 0 NB145 0 0 0 0 NB147 0 0 0 0
NB154 0 0 0 0 NB148 0 0 0 0 NB149 1 0 1 1 NB151 1 0 0 0
NB158 1 0 0 0 NB152 0 0 0 0 NB153 1 0 0 0 NB155 0 0 0 0
NB162 1 0 0 0 NB156 0 0 0 0 NB157 0 0 0 0 NB159 1 0 0 0
NB166 0 0 0 0 NB160 0 0 0 0 NB161 1 0 0 0 NB163 0 0 0 0
NB170 0 0 1 0 NB164 0 0 0 0 NB165 1 0 0 0 NB167 0 0 0 0
NB174 0 0 0 0 NB168 1 0 0 0 NB169 0 1 1 1 NB171 0 0 0 0
NB178 0 0 0 0 NB172 0 0 0 0 NB173 1 0 1 0 NB175 1 1 0 0
NB182 0 0 0 0 NB176 0 0 0 0 NB177 1 0 1 0 NB179 0 0 1 0
NB190 0 0 1 1 NB180 1 0 0 0 NB181 0 0 1 0 NB183 0 0 0 0
NB194 1 1 1 1 NB184 0 0 0 0 NB185 1 0 0 0 NB187 0 0 0 0
NB198 1 1 1 1 NB186 1 0 1 0 NB189 0 0 1 0 NB191 1 0 1 0
NB202 0 0 0 0 NB188 1 0 1 1 NB193 1 0 0 0 NB195 1 1 1 1
NB206 0 0 0 0 NB192 0 0 1 1 NB197 1 1 1 1 NB199 0 0 0 0
NB210 0 0 0 0 NB196 0 1 0 0 NB201 0 0 0 0 NB203 0 0 0 0
NB214 1 0 0 0 NB200 0 0 0 0 NB205 0 0 0 0 NB207 1 0 0 0
NB218 0 0 0 0 NB204 1 0 0 0 NB209 1 0 0 0 NB211 0 0 0 0
NB226 0 0 0 0 NB208 1 0 0 0 NB213 0 0 0 0 NB215 0 0 0 0
NB230 0 0 0 0 NB212 0 0 1 0 NB217 0 0 0 0 NB219 0 0 0 0
NB234 1 0 1 0 NB216 0 0 0 0 NB221 0 0 0 0 NB223 1 0 1 0
NB238 0 0 0 0 NB220 1 0 0 0 NB225 0 0 0 0 NB227 0 0 1 0
NB242 1 1 1 1 NB222 1 0 1 0 NB229 1 0 0 0 NB231 0 0 1 0
NB246 0 1 1 0 NB224 1 0 1 0 NB233 0 0 1 0 NB235 1 0 1 0
NB250 1 1 1 1 NB228 1 0 0 0 NB237 1 0 0 0 NB239 0 1 0 0
NB254 0 1 0 0 NB232 1 0 1 0 NB241 0 1 0 0 NB243 0 1 0 0
NB258 1 1 0 0 NB236 0 1 0 0 NB245 0 1 1 1 NB247 0 1 1 0
NB262 1 1 1 1 NB240 1 0 1 0 NB249 0 1 0 0 NB251 0 1 0 0
NB266 1 1 0 0 NB244 0 1 1 1 NB253 1 0 0 0 NB255 1 1 1 1
NB270 0 1 1 1 NB248 0 1 0 0 NB257 1 1 1 1 NB259 1 1 1 1
NB274 1 0 0 0 NB252 1 1 1 1 NB261 0 1 0 0 NB263 1 1 1 1
NB278 0 0 0 0 NB256 1 1 1 1 NB265 0 1 0 0 NB267 1 1 1 1
NB282 0 0 1 0 NB260 1 1 0 0 NB269 1 1 1 1 NB271 0 1 1 1
NB286 0 0 0 0 NB264 1 1 1 1 NB273 0 0 1 0 NB275 1 0 0 0
NB290 0 0 0 0 NB268 0 1 1 1 NB277 1 0 0 0 NB279 0 0 0 0
NB294 1 0 0 0 NB272 0 1 1 0 NB281 0 0 0 0 NB283 0 0 0 0
NB298 1 0 0 0 NB276 0 0 0 0 NB285 0 0 0 0 NB287 1 0 1 1
NB302 1 0 1 0 NB280 1 0 0 0 NB289 1 0 1 1 NB291 1 0 0 0
NB306 1 0 0 0 NB284 0 0 1 0 NB293 0 0 0 0 NB295 1 0 1 0
NB310 0 0 0 0 NB288 1 0 0 0 NB297 0 0 1 0 NB299 0 0 0 0
NB314 0 1 1 1 NB292 0 0 0 0 NB301 0 0 0 0 NB303 0 0 0 0
NB318 1 0 0 0 NB296 0 0 0 0 NB305 1 0 1 1 NB307 1 0 0 0
NB322 0 1 1 1 NB300 0 0 1 0 NB309 0 0 1 0 NB311 1 0 1 0
NB326 1 1 1 1 NB304 0 0 0 0 NB313 0 1 0 0 NB315 0 0 0 0
NB330 0 0 0 0 NB308 1 0 0 0 NB317 1 0 0 0 NB319 0 1 1 1
NB334 1 0 0 0 NB312 0 0 0 0 NB321 0 1 1 1 NB323 0 0 1 1
NB338 1 1 0 0 NB316 0 1 1 1 NB325 0 0 0 0 NB327 0 1 1 1
NB342 1 0 0 0 NB320 0 1 1 1 NB329 0 0 0 0 NB331 0 1 1 1
NB346 1 0 0 0 NB324 0 0 0 0 NB333 0 1 1 1 NB335 1 1 1 1
NB350 1 0 0 0 NB328 1 1 1 1 NB337 0 1 1 1 NB339 1 1 1 1
NB354 1 0 1 1 NB332 0 1 0 0 NB341 0 1 1 0 NB343 1 0 0 0
NB358 1 0 1 0 NB336 0 1 1 0 NB345 0 0 0 0 NB347 1 0 0 0
NB362 0 1 1 1 NB340 1 0 0 0 NB349 1 0 0 0 NB351 0 1 0 0
NB366 0 0 0 0 NB344 0 0 0 0 NB353 0 0 1 1 NB355 0 0 0 0
NB370 0 0 0 0 NB348 0 0 0 0 NB357 1 0 1 0 NB359 0 1 1 1
NB374 0 1 1 0 NB352 0 1 0 0 NB361 0 0 1 0 NB363 0 0 0 0
NB378 1 1 1 1 NB356 0 0 0 0 NB365 0 0 0 0 NB367 1 0 0 0
NB382 1 0 0 0 NB360 0 1 1 1 NB369 0 1 1 1 NB371 1 1 1 1
NB386 1 1 1 1 NB364 0 0 0 0 NB373 1 1 1 1 NB375 0 1 1 1
NB390 1 1 1 1 NB368 1 0 0 0 NB377 0 1 1 1 NB379 0 1 0 0
NB394 0 1 1 0 NB372 0 1 1 0 NB381 1 1 1 1 NB383 0 1 1 1
NB398 0 0 1 0 NB376 0 1 1 1 NB385 1 1 1 1 NB387 0 0 0 0
NB402 1 1 1 0 NB380 1 0 0 0 NB389 0 1 0 0 NB391 0 1 0 0
NB406 1 1 1 1 NB384 1 1 1 1 NB393 0 1 1 1 NB395 1 0 0 0
NB410 1 1 0 0 NB388 0 1 1 1 NB397 0 0 0 0 NB399 0 1 0 0
NB414 0 1 1 1 NB392 0 1 1 1 NB401 0 1 1 0 NB403 0 1 1 1
NB418 0 1 0 0 NB396 1 1 1 1 NB405 0 1 0 0 NB407 0 1 1 1
NB422 0 1 1 0 NB400 0 1 1 0 NB409 0 1 0 0 NB411 1 1 1 0
NB426 0 1 0 0 NB404 1 1 1 1 NB413 1 1 0 0 NB419 1 0 0 0
NB428 0 1 0 0 NB408 0 1 1 1 NB415 1 1 1 0 NB423 0 0 1 0
NB430 0 1 1 0 NB412 0 1 1 0 NB417 0 0 0 0 NB427 0 0 0 0
NB434 0 0 0 0 NB416 0 0 1 0 NB421 0 0 0 0 NB431 1 1 0 0
NB436 0 1 0 0 NB420 1 0 0 0 NB425 0 0 0 0 NB435 1 0 0 0
NB438 0 1 1 1 NB424 1 1 0 0 NB429 1 0 0 0 NB439 0 1 1 1
NB442 1 1 1 1 NB432 1 1 0 0 NB433 1 0 0 0 NB441 0 0 0 0
NB446 0 1 1 1 NB440 0 1 1 1 NB437 1 1 1 1 NB443 1 1 1 1
NB450 0 0 0 0 NB444 0 1 1 1 NB445 0 1 1 1 NB447 0 1 1 1
NB454 0 1 1 1 NB448 1 1 1 0 NB449 1 1 0 0 NB451 0 0 0 0
NB458 1 1 1 1 NB452 1 0 0 0 NB453 0 0 0 0 NB455 0 0 0 0
NB462 1 0 0 0 NB456 0 1 1 1 NB457 0 1 1 1 NB459 0 1 0 0
NB466 1 1 1 0 NB460 1 1 1 0 NB461 0 1 0 0 NB463 1 0 1 0
NB470 0 0 0 0 NB464 0 1 1 1 NB465 1 1 0 0 NB467 0 1 0 0
NB474 1 0 1 0 NB468 0 0 1 0 NB469 0 1 1 0 NB471 1 0 0 0
NB478 0 1 0 0 NB472 1 0 0 0 NB473 1 0 0 0 NB475 0 1 1 1
NB480 0 1 0 0 NB476 1 0 0 0 NB477 0 0 0 0 NB479 1 0 0 0
NB482 0 0 0 0 NB484 1 1 0 0 NB481 0 1 0 0 NB483 1 0 1 0
NB486 0 1 1 0 NB488 1 0 0 0 NB485 1 1 0 0 NB487 0 1 0 0
NB490 1 1 1 0 NB492 0 1 1 1 NB489 1 1 0 0 NB491 0 1 1 0
NB494 0 0 0 0 NB496 0 0 1 0 NB493 0 0 0 0 NB495 0 0 0 0
NB498 1 0 0 0 NB497 1 0 0 0

Gender High-riskprogressiondeath from disease Gender High-riskprogressiondeath from disease Gender High-riskprogressiondeath from disease Gender High-riskprogressiondeath from disease
45% 37% 38% 21% 42% 35% 38% 23% 41% 34% 35% 21% 42% 35% 36% 20%



Maris::Valid Versteeg::Valid
Patient_idprogressiondeath from disease Patient_id progressiondeath from disease
W001 0 0 X001 0 0
W002 0 0 X002 0 0
W003 0 0 X003 0 0
W004 0 0 X004 0 0
W005 0 0 X005 0 0
W006 0 0 X006 0 0
W007 0 0 X007 0 0
W008 0 0 X008 0 0
W009 0 0 X009 0 0
W010 0 0 X010 0 0
W011 0 0 X011 0 0
W012 0 0 X012 0 0
W013 0 0 X013 0 0
W014 0 0 X014 0 0
W015 0 0 X015 0 0
W016 0 0 X016 0 0
W017 0 0 X017 0 0
W018 0 0 X018 0 0
W019 0 0 X019 0 0
W020 0 0 X020 0 0
W021 0 0 X021 0 0
W022 0 0 X022 0 0
W023 0 0 X023 0 0
W024 0 0 X024 0 0
W025 0 0 X025 0 0
W026 0 0 X026 0 0
W027 0 0 X027 0 0
W028 0 0 X028 0 0
W029 0 0 X029 0 0
W030 0 0 X030 0 0
W031 0 0 X031 0 0
W032 0 0 X032 0 0
W033 0 0 X033 0 0
W034 0 0 X034 0 0
W035 0 0 X035 0 0
W036 0 0 X036 0 0
W037 0 0 X037 0 0
W038 0 0 X038 0 0
W039 0 0 X039 0 0
W040 0 0 X040 0 0
W041 0 0 X041 0 0
W042 0 0 X042 0 0
W043 0 0 X043 0 0
W044 0 0 X044 0 0
W045 0 0 X045 0 0
W046 0 0 X046 0 0
W047 0 0 X047 0 0
W048 0 0 X048 0 0
W049 0 0 X049 0 0
W050 0 0 X050 0 0
W051 0 0 X051 0 0
W052 0 0 X052 0 0
W053 0 0 X053 0 0
W054 0 0 X054 1 1
W055 0 0 X055 1 1
W056 0 0 X056 1 1
W057 0 0 X057 1 1
W058 0 0 X058 1 0
W059 0 0 X059 1 1
W060 0 0 X060 1 0
W061 0 0 X061 1 1
W062 1 1 X062 1 1
W063 1 1 X063 1 1
W064 1 1 X064 1 1
W065 1 1 X065 1 1
W066 1 1 X066 1 1
W067 1 1 X067 1 0
W068 1 1 X068 1 1
W069 1 1 X069 1 1
W070 1 1 X070 1 1
W071 1 1 X071 1 1
W072 1 1 X072 1 1
W073 1 1 X073 1 0
W074 1 0 X074 1 0
W075 1 1 X075 1 1
W076 1 1 X076 1 1
W077 1 1 X077 1 1
W078 1 0 X078 1 1
W079 1 0 X079 1 1
W080 1 0 X080 1 1
W081 1 1 X081 1 1
W082 1 1 X082 1 1
W083 1 1 X083 1 1
W084 1 1 X084 1 1
W085 1 1 X085 1 1
W086 1 1 X086 1 1
W087 1 1 X087 1 1
W088 1 1 X088 1 1
W089 1 1 progressiondeath from disease
W090 1 1 40% 34%
W091 1 0
W092 1 1

progressiondeath from disease
34% 28%


