Advancing the Personalized Advantage Index (PAIl):
a Systematic Review and Application in Two Large
Multi-Site Samples in Anxiety Disorders
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BACKGROUND

 The Personalized Advantage Index (PAIl)!, which estimates the advantage of one treatment option over another for each patient, is a promising way to

perform personalized treatment selections. Its utility is retrospectively evaluated by comparing the symptom severity of those patients that have received
their PAl-indicated treatment (“lucky patients”) to those that have not (“unlucky patients”).
* The implication of the PAI relies on predictive modelling, which is prone to bias from unsuitable methodological choices?, such as inappropriate cross-

validation (CV) schemes and data leakage.
 Aim: Examine the impact of different CV-schemes and data leakage on the PAIl s utility in previous studies (1.) and in two original datasets (2.).

METHODS & RESULTS
1. SYSTEMATIC REVIEW 2. EMPIRICAL STUDY
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DISCUSSION

» Many studies did not follow current predictive modelling standards such as avoiding LOO CV and data leakage,
amplifying the risk of bias.

» Our empirical investigations show that a lack of these standards might systematically overestimate the utility
of the PAl and should thus be avoided in future studies.

» To facilitate the implementation of a low-bias approach, we provided a beginner-friendly pipeline on github.
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