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Abstract

We consider joint selection of fixed and random effects in general mixed-
effects models. The interpretation of estimated mixed-effects models is chal-
lenging since changing the structure of one set of effects can lead to different
choices of important covariates in the model. We propose a stepwise selection
algorithm to perform simultaneous selection of the fixed and random effects.
It is based on BIC-type criteria whose penalties are adapted to mixed-effects
models. The proposed procedure performs model selection in both linear and
nonlinear models. It should be used in the low-dimension setting where the
number of covariates and the number of random effects are moderate with re-
spect to the total number of observations. The performance of the algorithm is
assessed via a simulation study, that includes also a comparative study with al-
ternatives when available in the literature. The use of the method is illustrated
in the clinical study of an antibiotic agent kinetics.

Keywords : Bayesian Information Criterion, Joint covariate and random
effects selection, Nonlinear mixed effects models, Stepwise procedure

1 Introduction

Nonlinear mixed effects models are widely used in studies where repeated mea-
surements are observed from several independent individuals, which is common in
many areas such as pharmacology, medicine or agriculture. Nonlinear mixed effects
models can be seen as extensions of standard nonlinear regression models where
the parameters of the model are functions of fixed and random effects and possibly
individual covariates. We adopt the hierarchical formalism of [Pi

(IZDQQ) or Lavielld (IZD_IAJ) that includes a very broad class of mixed-effects models
in which the jth observation of the ith subject is modeled as

vij = f(Wisxij) + €, i=1,....N, j=1,....n, (1)

where the regression function f can be nonlinear in at least one component of the
individual parameter y;. N is the number of subjects, n; is the number of observa-
tions on subject i and the g&;’s are residual errors. The x;;’s are structural design
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variables such as time or drug dose in a pharmacological study for instance. In a
mixed-effects model, the same regression function f is used for the N individual
series of observations, but each individual has his own parameter vector y; € R.
The second equation of the model adds a component that describes variability in
the individual parameters within the population of N subjects. The y;’s are defined
as independent Gaussian random variables such that

g(yi) =u+BCi+n;i, de’/V(O’m’ (2)

where C; € R? is the vector of covariates for individual i, u is the intercept, f is
the d x p fixed effects matrix and g is a link function. Q = (@), <, is the d x d
random effects covariance matrix and may not be diagonal to allow correlations
between the random effects 1;. Many examples can be found in (@) or
Pinheiro and Bated (2009).

A key issue in mixed effects modelling is to describe the different sources of
variability accurately. In the model design, it is crucial to identify the relevant co-
variates and the relevant random effects that explain differences between individu-
als. In this paper, we reconsider the model design of the analysis of the kinetics of an

antibiotic agent displayed inM&MgMMﬂMMMM
). One of the objectives of this work was to characterize the pharmacokinetic

variability between patients by linking the measured covariates (age, weight, gen-

der, etc.) to the model parameters y through the appropriate equation (2)). From

a modelling point of view, the question is to determine if the inter-individual vari-

ability is purely random or if it is associated with known individual covariates C;.

Thus, the selection of important fixed or random components in the model is a

fundamental problem in the analysis of pharmacokinetic data.

The identification of the nonzero components of B and Q is a complex issue
since changing the structure of the random effects covariance matrix can lead to dif-
ferent, sometimes irrelevant, selections of the covariates for the fixed effects. More-
over, including unnecessary random effects could lead to a near singular covariance
matrix that could be a problem for inference. In recent years, many contributions
have tackled the question of simultaneous selection of covariates and random effects
in mixed-effects models. For linear mixed models, |&1ndﬂL_Kn§hna,_andﬁhQsﬂ
(IM) and|Fan and Li M) proposed modifications of LASSO procedures (Least
Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (Tibshirani (1996)) with L, penalties
taken as a function of random effects. Within the framework of generalized linear
mixed models, Pan and Huang (2014),/Chen, Fei, and Panl (2015) andSchelldorfer, Meier, and Biihlman

) proposed LASSO type algorithms. These methods heavily rely on the lin-
ear formalism of the models and are attractive when the number of covariates is

much larger than the total number of observations. [Hui, Muller, and Welsh (201 i)




proposed a regularized penalized quasi-likelihood approach which is appropriate
when the numbers of covariates and random effects are moderate compared to the
sample size. Step-down algorithms have also been implemeted in the lmerTest R
package i (|ZD_11|)) for linear mixed-effects
models. They are based on testing approaches that are much more difficult to extend
to a nonlinear setting (Baey, Cournede, and Kuhnl (2019)). The framework of our
study is a general nonlinear parametric class of mixed models where the number of
covariates and the number of random effects is moderate with respect to the total
number of observations. To the best of our knowledge, only i

) considered a broad class of nonlinear mixed-effects models. They com-
pared bayesian methods with Lasso and HyperLasso penalty methods, but their
work was dedicated to high dimensional settings for the covariates. In more stan-
dard finite dimensional settings, there is no consensus on the best model selec-
tion method in the nonlinear framework. Penalized likelihood criteria such as BIC
(Bayesian Information Criterion) are very popular in many fields of applications
but the appropriate definition of its penalty term was unclear until the work of
Delattre, Lavielle, and Poursat (IZJ)LLI). Moreover, using BIC as a model selection
tool suffers the drawback that the criterion needs to be evaluated for any candidate
model, which can be intractable when the number of competing models is high.
This is actually the case when one performs joint covariate and random effects
selection in mixed-effects models, even for moderate numbers of covariates and
moderate numbers of potential random effects.

In this paper, we propose a procedure that works well in a broad range of
mixed models and is feasible for rather low-dimensional problems. We have de-
signed an iterative method inspired from stepwise regression strategies. The proce-
dure relies at each step on appropriate BIC-type criteria. Our algorithm is imple-
mented in a R function which is available upon request.

The organization of the paper is outlined as follows. The general procedure
for joint covariate and random effect selection is described in section 2. In section
3, a simulation study is carried out to assess the capacity of the proposed method
to identify the appropriate covariates and random effects. The analysis of the real
Amikacin data is then provided in section 4. Concluding remarks are given in
section 5.




2 Joint covariate and random effect selection proce-
dure

2.1 Objective and approach

Our goal is to identify the covariates and the random effects that best character-
ize the inter-individual variability in the nonlinear mixed effects model setting of
equations (I)-@). The random variables of the model are the observations y =
(vij)1<i<n,1< j<n; and the individual parameters y;, i = 1,...,N. Equation (2)) gives
the decomposition of the variability of g(y;). The fixed effects component 3 de-
scribes part of this variability by means of covariates C;. The random component
n; describes the remaining variability, i.e., variability between subjects that have
the same covariate values. Let us define the true covariate structure as the set
S5 = {(k,k’) e{l,....d} x{1,....,p}: Bl %O} which contains the indices of
the true nonzero fixed effects B*. As well, denote the true covariance structure,
ie the set of positions of nonzero components in the true covariance matrix Q* of
the individual parameters, by S5, = {(k,k’) e{l,....d} x{k,....d} & # 0}.
Then our goal is to find S and S5 simultaneously from the sampled data. When
the model includes d individual parameters and p covariates that are measured for
each individual, there are 2P*4 possible covariate structures BC; to which must
be added 2¢ possible random effects structures. The number of competing mod-
els grows rapidly as p and d increase. If p = 6 and d = 3, then there are over
two millions possibilities. Hence an exhaustive search becomes computationally
intractable. Instead, we propose an iterative stepwise algorithm.

2.2 Model comparison criteria

In this section, we specify the BIC criteria that are optimized in each step of the pro-
cedure. As shown in Delattre et all (IZJMI), one must be carefull with the definition

of BIC in mixed effects models since the parameters may not be penalized in the
same way. The BIC penalty should be adapted to the selection objective. In order to
select the optimal model, we must choose among a collection of candidate models

M defined by their covariate structure Sg = { (k, k') € {1,...,d} x {1,....p} : B p # 0}
and by their covariance structure S = {(k, K)ye{l,....d} x{k,....d} : oy p # 0}.
Selecting the covariance structure Sq and selecting the covariate structure Sg re-
quire two different BICs.




2.2.1 Adequate partition of the model parameters

The result of Delattre et all (2014) relies on a specific partition of the parameters.
The idea is to use a degenerate model formulation induced by reordering the in-
dividual parameters according to the covariance structure Sq of the model. v; is
splitted into Y, its non random components, and Y ;, its random components.
YR, corresponds to diagonal terms (k,k),k=1,...,d of Qin S, whereas YF,; COr-
responds to zero diagonal terms of Q. If yr; is not empty, £ is singular and can
be written as Q = diag(0,Qg). This decomposition of the individual parameters
induces a particular decomposition of the model parameters :

n= (IJF,IJRV 5 ﬁ = (ﬁF7ﬁR)/ 5 Q= diag(O7QR)7 (3)

where the notation § = (Br,Br)" (resp. u = (Up,Ur)’) means that the matrix 8
(resp. W) is given by the concatenation of the two matrices Br and g (resp. ur and
Ug) one below the other, leading to :

() = ()= () () - - r 000

2.2.2 Appropriate BIC penalties

Let /(y; (1, 3,QR) denote the log-likelihood of the observations computed at the
maximum likelihood estimates of the model parameters.

Proposition 1. Assume that Sq is given, then the appropriate BIC expression for
covariate selection is given by:

BICg = —20(y; 1, B, k) + dim({ g, Br} ) og N + dim({ i, Br } ) lognier,  (4)

where dim(A) counts the number of non-zero elements of A. Ug, Ur, Bgr and BF are
defined in Bl), N is the number of subjects and ny = Zﬁ\': | 1 is the total number of
observations.

A detailed proof of proposition [I]can be found in Delattre et all (IZJ)LLI).

Proposition 2. Assume that Sg is given, then the appropriate BIC expression for
random effects selection is given by:

BICo = —20(y; 1, B, Qr) + card(So) log(N), (5)

where card(Sq) is the cardinal of Sg.



Proof. Proposition [2| can be obtained by following very similar lines of proof as
in Delattre et all dM). Let us denote by m any candidate parametric model for
y with parameter 6,, = (L, Bm, ). BIC derives from an asymptotic evaluation
of p(mly) in a Bayesian framework. The key of this approximation is to evaluate
the asymptotic behavior of the Laplace approximation of p(y|m). By standard in-
termediary calculations, one can show that this ultimately amounts to evaluate the
asymptotic order of magnitude of log p(y|6,,,m) — %log detHy-, where 6,, and Hy-
respectively denote the maximum likelihood estimate of 6,, and the observed in-
formation matrix. Here, the only differences between the candidate models lie in
their respective covariance structures defined above as Sq. To be consistent with
the asymptotic framework from which proposition [2|is derived, we consider as in

(|2QlA]) the asymptotics defined by N,n — ~+oo, n/N — +oo. Under
basic regularity assumptions on (I) and (2)), the Hessian Hé; behaves as N times

the information matrix of m, Iy, leading to % logdet(H;~) = din;(e) log(N) + % logly.
We conclude by using the asymptotic results from @9@) which state that when
0 = Q, the second term behaves as a constant. (|
Remarks

e Computing the maximum likelihood estimate and the log-likelihood are dif-
ficult problems in practice in many nonlinear mixed-effects models. Indeed,
as the random effects 1); are not observed, the expression of £(y;u, 3, Qg)
involves integrals over the distributions of the y; that often don’t have any
closed form expression:

N
((y; 1, B,Qr) = log [H/P(YiWR,i,.UF,5F)P(WR,i;HR,5R,QR)dWR,i
i=1

Nevertheless, many methods have been developed to estimate the model pa-
rameters and to compute approximations of £(y; 1, B,Qg). They are imple-
mented in mixed models softwares.

e Consistency of criteria BICg and BICq remains to be proved. This is however
not straightforward as classical proofs require the candidate models to be

nested (Lebarbier and Mazy—HgaLd dA)Dﬂ)), which is not the case here.

2.3 Stepwise selection algorithm

Choosing the optimal model means selecting the optimal overall structure (S i Sa)-
The proposed algorithm alternates the selection of Sq and the selection of Sy through



(1)

inclusion and exclusion steps. At iteration ¢, an updated covariate structure S B and

(1)

an updated covariance structure S, are returned.

Algorithm.

Initialization. Let choose an initial model M defined by covariate structure
Sg)) and covariance structure Sg) ) Let B and Qg)) be the fixed-effects pa-

rameter and the covariance matrix of M.

Iteration 7. Let Sg) and S g) respectively denote the covariate structure and
the covariance structure from iteration ¢ — 1.

1. Selection of the random effects structure. Consider all candidate co-
variance structures (Slfz)k=1,.-.,1< defined by the user. Each S’fz corre-
sponds to a covariance matrix g x.

e Fit /a\ll K models and compute the log-likelihoods

Z(Y?.u(t)?ﬁ(t)?ﬁR,k), k = 17 .. '7K-
e Choose the best among these K structures and call it Sgﬂ) . Here
best is defined as having smallest BICq from proposition 2.
2. Selection of the covariate structure. Consider the L, covariate struc-
(1)

tures obtained by adding or removing one covariate in S B Each covari-
ate structure corresponds to a fixed-effects parameter 3, [ = 1,..., L.
e Fit all L; models and compute the log-likelihoods
Oy . B OV ™) 1=1,.. L.
e Choose the best among these L, structures and call it Sg+l). Here
best is defined as having smallest BICg from proposition 1.
3. Repeat 1. and 2. until BIC values are no longer improved.

Remarks:

e The collection of covariance structures remain the same over iterations. It is
chosen by the user from its experience in the field of application.

e The overall procedure may be used in a purely forward or backward form for
covariate selection. It may be initialized with non empty covariate structures.
It is however recommended to start with simple covariate structure to avoid
numerical difficulties that occur when inferring overly complex models.



3 Simulations

We present numerical experiments to assess the performance and the robustness of
the stepwise selection procedure of section[2.3]

3.1 Models

We consider various scenarios corresponding to the following three models : a
linear mixed effects model, a mixed effects Poisson model and a nonlinear mixed
effects model.

Example 1. We consider a linear mixed effects model with p covariates and d =3
individual parameters ¥; = (W1, Wiz, Wi3)' :

2
Yij = Wanxiij+ YinXaij + Yinsij + &), &)~ A(0,07),
l.1.da.

Vi = u+ﬁcl+nl7 nii;\:i ~'/V3<07Q)7 (6)
where i = 1,...,N stands for the individual, j = 1,...,n denotes the index of the

jth observation for a given individual, and xy;;, x2;; and x3;; are regression vari-
ables that are part of the structural model. u is the intercept, C; is the vector of
p covariates for individual i and B is a d X p matrix of fixed-effects. For the sake
of simplicity, we considered a diagonal covariance matrix for the random effects
Q = diag(®?, w3, w3). The sequences (7;) and (&;;) are assumed to be mutually
independent.
Note that we can rewrite model (6)) in the usual formalism of linear mixed effects
models :
vi =Xi6 +Zm; + ¢,

where X; = Zl'®éi, éi = (1 Cl/) and 6 = (,ul,ﬁn,...,ﬁlp,...,ud,ﬁdl,...,[}dp)’.

X1l X2i1  X3il
Here, Z; = : :

Xlin;  X2in;  X3in;

Example 2. In this example we consider the following Poisson mixed effects

model
yij| Wi ~ P (VT VRsis), 7)

where y; = (Y1, W) is defined as y; = u + BC;+n; , N ~ A5(0,Q) with Q =

2

diag(®f, ®3), with the same notations as in Example 1.



Example 3. We consider the following nonlinear mixed effects model which is
widely used in pharmacokinetics for describing the evolution of drug concentration
over time :

dika,-

cl;
—yij —kait;; 2
Y0 Vika; — Cl; [e vl e at}] +¢&j, & ~ N(0,0%. ®)

iid.

yij represents the measure of drug concentration on individual 7 at time #;;, d; is
the dose of drug administered to individual i, and V;, ka; and Cl; respectively de-
note the volume of the central compartment, the drug’s absorption rate constant and
the drug’s clearance of individual i. Here the vector of individual parameters is
v; = (ka;,Cl;,V;)" where log(y;) = u+ BC; +n; where log(+) should be understood
component by component, 7; ~ A5(0,Q) with Q = diag(®?,, 0%, ©3). The se-

1.1

quences (1);) and (&) are muﬁiaily independent. We emphasize that, contrary to
Ci, d; and t;; are part of the structural model, thus they are not subject to selection.

In each example, the model selection issue is to identify the nonzero components
of B and the nonzero components of Q.

3.2 Simulation design

Example 1. We generate data with different values of N and n : (N =20,n = 10),
(N =100,n = 10), (N = 20,n = 50) and (N = 100,n = 50). For each value of
(N,n), 500 datasets are simulated. The covariates cl.l e ,cgp ) and the regression
variables xy;, x2;; and x3;; are randomly drawn independently from a uniform distri-

bution over the interval [—4,4]. We set the intercept parameters y; = yp = uz =0.5.

We consider two scenarios with p = 2 and p = 8 covariates.

!/
1. When p =2, the true fixed effects are = (é (1) 8) .
2. When p = 8, y;; depends on covariates cl(l) and cl@ (ie the first two elements

of the fixed effects matrix are $;; = B2 = 1 and the remaining elements of
() (3) (4)

the first line are all zero), y;» depends on covariates ¢; *, ¢;”” and ¢; ~ and
V;3 depends on covariate cl@ (B21 = B2z = Boa = B35 = 1, the remaining 8

elements are all zero).

For each scenario, two covariance settings are considered.



1. Large variance. The first one displays high variance parameters, that should
favorize the identification of the true random effects on y;; and y;3 : a)12 =3
and a)% =2.

2. Small variance. The second one displays one random effect with a very small
variance parameter : a)12 =3 and a)32 = 0.05. Thus, the random effect on yj3
is less easily detectable.

Example 2. As in Example 1, we use different values for N and n leading to
different sample sizes: (N = 20,n = 10), (N = 100,n = 10), (N = 20,n = 50) and
(N =100,n=50) and for each value of (N,n), 500 datasets are simulated. Here, the
(1) )

covariates ¢; * and c;

and the regression variable x;; are independently randomly
drawn from uniform distributions : x;; o~ U (—1.5,1.5), M o~ % (—3,3) and

CEZ) ~ % (—2,2). For this experiment, we set 1] = B = 0.5 and the remaining

elements of f3 are all zero, u; = 0.1, uy =0, (012 =1 and a)22 =0.

Example 3. In this experiment, we only vary the number of subjects : N =30 and
N = 80. We consider 10 observations per individual and the observation times are:
tij=t;€(0.25,0.5,1,2,3.5,5,7,9,12,15). We use the same dose d; = 320 for all
the individuals. The true values of the model parameters are : V = 29, ka = 0.10,
Cl =2.78 where u = (log(ka),log(Cl),log(V))’, Q = diag(0.3,0.1,0), Bi; = 0.12,
B3> = 0.05 and the remaining elements of 3 are all zero. The covariates cl(l) and

2)

¢

are randomly drawn according to independant uniform and Bernoulli distribu-
tions : cl(l) o~ = % (6,8) (continuous covariate) and cl@ o~ = Z(1/2) (discrete
l.i.a. l.i.a.
covariate).

3.3 Algorithms in competition

We compared our stepwise selection algorithm (denoted by SSA) with an exhaus-
tive search of the best model and available algorithms in the literature.

1. The exhaustive search identifies the best model by minimizing a classical
version of BIC over all possible models. The classical BIC penalty is given
by D x log(N) where D is the number of estimated parameters. Here, with
the notations of propositions[Iland 2} D = dim({u, B }) +card(Sq). Note that
BICg and BICg, defined in Propositions M and 2 are not suitable because they
are designed for comparison of models with either the same random effects
covariance structure Sq or the same fixed-effects structure Sg.



In the simulation study, we use the exhaustive search as a gold standard for
assessing performance. While the exhaustive search is a simple and concep-
tually appealing approach, it suffers from computational limitations and is
only tractable when the number of covariates p is small. We didn’t imple-
ment it in Example 1 with p = 8 since millions of models should have been
compared.

2. The regularized penalized quasi-likelihood (rPQL) approach of Hui et al! (2017)
optimizes a criterion defined as the sum of three terms: a penalized quasi-
likelihood, an adaptive lasso penalty for the fixed effects and an adaptive
group lasso penalty for the random effects. This method is however only
feasible in generalized linear mixed effects models and was compared to our
algorithm in Examples 1 and 2.

We also compared our SSA selection algorithm to the procedure of

(@), which embeds an adaptive LASSO penalty in an EM algorithm, but we do
not report the results here. The computing times related to Bondell’s procedure are
considerably longer and are prohibitive when the sample size is high. When the two
algorithms were run on the same simulated data, we noted that our SSA algorithm
outperformed the adaptive LASSO procedure in terms of its ability to recover the
true model structures. We suspect that it is because LASSO penalties are inherently
designed for high dimension settings where the number of variables is bigger than
the total sample size.

3.4 Results

The calculations were started in batch mode on a processor Intel 12 core 2.1 Ghz.
The results are given in Tables [Tl and 2] for Example 1, in Table [3] for Example 2
and in Table [ for Example 3. Each table compares our proposed algorithm (de-
noted by SSA) to the exhaustive BIC search and the rPQL algorithm. We report in
columns C, R and CR, the proportion of times the true structures SE, Sg and both
structures simultaneously (SE,SEZ) are selected by each method, respectively. In
column time” we give the mean computation times for each algorithm. Each line
corresponds to increasing sample sizes (N, n).

In every experiment and in all examples, we see that the stepwise selec-
tion procedure provides very similar performances to the exhaustive BIC search
while offering some substantial reductions in computation time. In Tables[Il 3] and
4l (p = 2 covariates), the percentage of times the true model is selected (CR) is
greater than 75% in Examples 1 and 2 and is more than 96% when N = 100. In



Example 3, this percentage is equal to 59% when N = 30 and 86% when N = 80.
In all cases, this percentage is highly correlated to the ability to recover the true co-
variate positions (C). The true random effects structure is correctly selected in more
than 95% of the time (R). As shown by the results obtained for Example 1 (Table
[, the range of the variance parameters for the random effects does not affect the
performances of our algorithm. Our stepwise selection algorithm was run several
times with different initializations of the algorithm, including more or less covari-
ates in the initial model My. We obtained similar percentages C, R and CR. Thus
the SSA algorithm is not very sensitive to the initialization, which is advantageous
when there is no a priori idea on the truly informative covariates and random effects.

In Table 2] the number of covariates is increased. This allows to investigate
the performance when the number of competing covariate structures is huge. In
Table [1 there are 64 possible covariate structures while in Table 2] there are over
16 millions possible covariate structures. In this high dimension setting, rPQL pro-
duces better results to the ones of SSA which is expected since it is based on a
regularized criterion that shrinks small coefficients towards 0. In the small variance
setting, however, SSA performs better in large samples and recovers the true model
about 75% of the time. Let us notice that rPQL is designed to perform selection of
both design variables (x;;) and covariates. In our problem formulation, the design
variables are not subject to selection. The percentages (columns C and CR) were
computed on the 8 covariate parameters only. In the Poisson mixed effects model
of Example 2 with p = 2 covariates (Table [3)), SSA performs as well as the exhaus-
tive search and better than rPQL.

The results for the nonlinear mixed effects model are given in Example [l
We see that the performance of SSA algorithm is very close to the one of the exhaus-
tive BIC search which is our performance objective. As the sample size increases,
the percentage of correctly selected structures increases and recovers the true model
86% of the time when N = 80. We emphasize that the SSA algorithm is the first
algorithm which implements joint selection in nonlinear mixed effects models.

From these results we see that the SSA algorithm, which relies on appro-
priate BIC formulations for joint covariate and random effects selection, competes
equally with the exhaustive search and presents a computationally efficient alter-
native in applications where the number of covariates and the number of random
effects increase. In generalized linear mixed effects models, SSA and rPQL display
comparable performances. However, SSA is the only available algorithm for joint
selection in nonlinear mixed effects models.



Table 1: Linear mixed effects model with p = 2 covariates. Proportion of datasets
with correctly selected covariates (C), random effects (R) and both (CR) with the
SSA algorithm, an exhaustive BIC search and the regularized PQL procedure of
Hui et al.| (|24)1_7|). The mean computation time, in seconds, is also provided for each
method, with standard deviations in brackets.

Setting 1 Setting 2
Large variance Small variance
(N,n)  Method C R CR time C R CR time
(20,10) Stepwise 092 095 0.88 1.13(0.09) 096 090 0.87 1.16(0.11)
Exh. BIC | 094 095 090 73.33(8.02) 0.96 090 0.86 75.26(9.23)
rPQL 0.96 1.00 096 1.45(0.13) 0.53 0.62 034 2.59(1.76)
(20,50) Stepwise 0.89 097 0.87 1.99(0.21) 095 096 091 2.04(0.19)
Exh.BIC | 092 097 0.89 97.78(11.57) | 096 0.96 0.92 99.97(11.37)
rPQL 096 1.00 096 2.42(0.22) 0.51 094 048 2.95(0.42)
(100,10) Stepwise 098 099 097 2.26(0.19) 0.99 099 098 2.16(0.14)
Exh. BIC | 098 097 0.94 104.10(11.73) | 0.99 0.97 0.96 104.40(12.55)
rPQL 1.00 1.00 1.00 30.00(1.35) 0.70 0.90 0.61 39.53(4.39)
(100,50) Stepwise 0.99 099 098 7.48(0.58) 0.99 098 097 7.50(0.50)
Exh. BIC | 098 097 0.95 217.67(21.65) | 0.99 0.98 096 228.51(21.49)
rPQL 1.00 1.00 1.00 115.59(5.73) | 090 1.00 0.90 156.06(8.78)

Table 2: Linear mixed effects model with p = 8 covariates. Proportion of datasets
with correctly selected covariates (C), random effects (R) and both (CR) with the
SSA algorithm, an exhaustive BIC search and the regularized PQL procedure of
|I:[ui_e_t_al.| (|2Q11|). The mean computation time, in seconds, is also provided for each
method, with standard deviations in brackets.

Setting 1 Setting 2
Large variance Small variance
(N,n) Method C R CR time C R CR time
(20,10) Stepwise | 0.18 0.52 0.16 3.72 (1.90) 0.26 048 0.23 3.75(1.90)
rPQL 0.49 1.00 049 1.38(0.15) 022 030 0.01 5.58(5.26)
(20,50) Stepwise | 0.10 0.33 0.09 5.60(3.41) 0.16 032 0.15 5.86(3.54)
rPQL 049 1.00 0.49 2.49(0.28) 0.10 0.64 0.02 6.06(5.80)
(100,10) Stepwise | 0.63 0.99 0.62 10.01(0.71) | 0.76 0.99 0.75 10.46(0.72)
rPQL 1.00 1.00 1.00 27.36(1.15) | 041 0.60 0.18 64.48(34.10)
(100,50) Stepwise | 0.63 0.99 0.61 33.12(2.85) | 0.74 0.99 0.73 36.41(3.04)
rPQL 1.00 1.00 1.00 112.22(5.76) | 0.52 0.93 0.48 205.40(27.03)



Table 3: Poisson mixed effects model. Proportion of datasets with correctly se-
lected covariates (C), random effects (R) and both (CR) with the SSA algorithm,
an exhaustive BIC search and the regularized PQL procedure of Hui et all dZQll').
The mean computation time, in seconds, is also provided for each method, with
standard deviations in brackets.

(N,n) Method CR time
(20,10) Stepwise 0.76 0.99 0.75 7.30 (1.37)
Exhaustive BIC | 0.78 0.99 0.78  20.02 (0.56)
rPQL 0.64 099 0.64 2.65(0.49)
(20,50) Stepwise 0.73 099 0.73 15.02(2.97)
Exhaustive BIC | 0.79 0.99 0.79  34.86 (2.48)
rPQL 0.72 0.72  4.52(0.85)
(100, 10) Stepwise 096 099 096 16.75(1.89)
Exhaustive BIC | 0.93 0.96 0.93 36.08 (1.90)
rPQL 0.87 0.87 11.89(1.37)
(100,50) Stepwise 0.96 1.00 0.96 148.76(18.44)
Exhaustive BIC | 0.94 1.00 0.94 150.21 (11.26)
rPQL 0.87 0.87 35.91(3.83)

Table 4: Nonlinear mixed effects model. Proportion of datasets with correctly se-
lected covariates (C), random effects (R) and both (CR) with the SSA algorithm and
an exhaustive BIC search. The mean computation time, in seconds, is also provided
for each method, with standard deviations in brackets.

N

Method C

R

CR

time

N =30

N =280

Exhaustive BIC

Exhaustive BIC

Stepwise 0.60
0.58
0.87
0.84

Stepwise

0.98
0.98
0.99
0.99

0.59
0.57
0.86
0.84

265.67 (50.47)

3589.30 (1345.22)

970.22 (210.69)

5503.182 (1686.36)



4 Choosing the optimal amikacin dose : a model se-
lection issue

We resume the clinical pharmacology study published in Burdet et al) mﬂ). In
this study, 60 patients with ventilator-associated pneumonia (VAP) received a 20
mg/kg single infusion dose of Amikacin. The Amikacin blood concentration was
then measured at different times. Twelve covariates were also measured for each
patient during the experiment, including the age (age), the sex (sex), the total
body weight (w), the PaO,/FiO; ratio which characterizes respiratory distress syn-
drome (P/F), the 4-h creatinine clearance (CICr). The main objective of this work
was to best characterize the pharmacokinetic variability between patients suffer-
ing from VAP in order to better choose the dose to be administered to patients.
As the determination of dose is mainly based on Monte-Carlo simulations, the
better the model describes individual variability, the more robust is the choice of
dose. In Burdet et al) mﬂ), the model design is based on a procedure described
in Lavielle and Mentre dﬂﬂl) associating Wald tests and likelihood ratio tests for
covariate selection and BIC comparison for the selection of the covariance structure
of the random effects. This procedure is quite usually used in PK, but there actu-
ally does not exist any clear consensus on model design in nonlinear mixed effects
models frameworks. We illustrate our procedure on this concrete example.

We use the following two-compartments model to describe the evolution of
Amikacin concentration:

f(DJ?tD?Tinf?II/) =

Tian %(1—e_a(t_tD))‘i‘%(l—e_ﬁ(t_tD)) ifl‘—tDSEnf
Tgf %(1 _ efaTinf)e*a(t*fD*Tinf) + %(1 _ ebemf)efb(zszmef) otherwise
where
1a— 1 b—
a_1a Q/Vz;B:_b Q/Vz;a: oCl :
V1 a—>b V1 b—a V1V2b
1o o «ci 0 0 c\* ocl
p=-— | =24+ 24 (220 2) 4=
2 V1+V2+V1 \/<V1+V2+V1 Vo Vi

Here v = (Q,Cl,V},V,), Cl is the Amikacin clearance, V) is the central volume
of distribution, V5 is the peripheral volume of distribution, and Q is the inter-
compartmental clearance.



The observations (y;;, 1 < j < n;) of individual i are then modeled as fol-

lows:
vij = fij+ (u+v £i) &,

where fi; = f(Dj,tij,tp.i, Tint,i» Wi)> Xij = (Di,tij,tp,i» Tiny,i) are the regression vari-
ables, y; are the PK (pharmacokinetic) individual parameters for patient i, and the
residual errors €;; are iid standard Gaussian random variables. Due to positivity
constraints, y; are log-normal random variables, i.e. logy; is Gaussian, such that
logy; = u+ BC; + n;, where n; ~ A(0,Q) and C; is the vector of covariates for
individual i. o

We use the stepwise selection procedure of section 2.3l To avoid numerical
difficulties due to model complexity and to the high number of available covariates,
we chose to start the SSA algorithm with the null covariate model. As the number
of random effects structures for y; is high, we chose to restrict the stepwise model
research to diagonal covariance matrices and then tried to add some correlations
between the random effects of the retained model in a second step. We excluded
the censored Amikacin data. As a consequence, we didn’t exactly use the same
data as in Burdet et al! mi). In this study, N = 53 and n;,; = 247. In order to
allow model comparison a posteriori, Burdet’s model is re-estimated based on this
new dataset. Our model selection procedure led to a model that includes only three
random effects (parameter Q is not random) and no correlation between the three
random effects:

logCL; = pcr+ Ber,cCICri+ Beraagei +Neri

logVi; = pyi+PBviwwi+BvipP/Fi+nvi,
logQ; = po+Po,ssexi,
logVo; = uy2+Bya,CICri+1y2,;. 9
The main difference between our final model (modell) and the one retained in
Burdet et all mi) (model2) is that model1 includes more covariates and less ran-

dom effects than model2. Generally speaking in a mixed-effects model, the random
effects aim at describing the part of the inter-individual variability that cannot be
explained by the observed covariates. Modell is quite satisfactory in this sense.
Indeed, the included covariates allow to limit the complexity of the random effects
structure whereas in model2, the covariance matrix of the random effects is full.
Table [5| summarizes the covariate structures of modell and model2. In this table,
symbol * identifies the significant covariates in modell (see equation (@) above)
and symbol e in model2. For instance in modell, the absence of random effect on
parameter Q can be explained by the fact that covariate sex is significant to explain
the between-subjects variability of Q. Adding the other covariates in modell led to
zeroing the correlation coefficients.



Table 5: Amikacin data: comparison of the covariate structures of modell (x) and
model2 (e).

CICr | age | sex | w | P/F
CL | xe *
V1 *x® | xe@®
Q *
V2 *

Table 6: Amikacin data: model comparison.
Model | BIC

modell | 1492.624
model2 | 1643.676
model3 | 1513.123

We can compare modell and model2 with an intermediate model3 that com-
bines the random effects structure of modell and the three covariates of model2.
As these three models differ from both their covariate and covariance structures,
BIC comparison relies on a classical BIC penalty given by D x log(N) where D =
dim({u,B}) +card(Sq). The BIC values for the three models are given in Table
Modell has the smallest BIC value. Simplifying the random effects structure
of model2 strongly reduces the BIC value. This shows that Burdet et al. (2015)
identified the most influent covariates but not the most relevant random effects.

5 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we propose an algorithm for joint selection of covariates and random
effects in mixed-effects models. It is based on a formalism that includes linear and
generalized linear models as well as nonlinear models. It can be easily extended to
more complex models such as mixed-effects hidden Markov models that rely on a
similar hierarchical formalism (Delattre and Lavielle M)). We used a BIC ap-
proach to provide an easy to use algorithm for effects selection in low dimensional
mixed models. From the simulation study, we see that it is very competitive with the
existing methods both in terms of selection performance and in terms of calculation
time. As any BIC procedure, our algorithm is not designed for the high dimensional




setting where regularized methods are required both for model fitting and effects se-
lection. Here, we provide a new practical method to deal with model choice issues
that practitioners face in applications such as pharmacokinetics studies.
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