) E ™
AEdq s B

M 22AE ARAU NF GFRANNE Aol B 2Absh @A ¥
ol E2e= RSN LAB W@ ALY WoL @A ol %ol Aok o). ol
AN Ezol ti@ WA dmAlA AN o FolA7] AT, dFR
QFo| hE F2AA} o FolAc} o, B¢ WY Fzol U AEE % A=
7} shebsolof gk,

A7|ME AN EzHsAl neisolel Bt WAEL AMu, MG
A4 AEEL e oy GE Egsbt 2= AR4E ANE 459 we Anw
=% @t niAtez +498 S LAt v WAE e s A
BEZ n, oldd A4S Hetain Y 4 b WAL AMURES W

| S22 U 3 Uy MEo dutA

2

oistat St - AW AY

HelEof Aatst Wi 1o HY

Z29oe 6H3
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Who Epidemiologist?, Industrial Hyginiest?

Why "2I9 S5 - Dose

What HotOi4 - Yol |2 1 Xty &2 FAIHQ, covariate
Where EERE

How Eotuy

When HI71F7] U A7)

Tate Ad@ oMY AR AT ¥t U 94U weuR AAYez
AAAANT RPN S BF =4 L EHs: QA AEoidh oHF HatH
AnAA glo] gty B B A v EF ABoA dojut: AL v
#1 20 UE 29¢ FPHuA FEHo F2aE PYoRA, AT FAdd o
F 2R FAY APL T Ay wstel Jde Holo fF AAL uEE
FFojtt. 98 & o FAYLE ‘URAGY A= AW Wiz E¥xE 3A
e 92 Bae AFsE oz Fsn Jon, o Aoy Tzt
= AdoM BREE Aol gL HAE 2ol B TS AP BL F
JEE Wit ol §3 AU Atz Z2grie Juad 2wl
AR o7 WY Z2o] E4F AASE T o FoiR o} ),

B etol A gRojol st A FHae HEHA Hre E3 AYYAA
ate] o]FojA: gtk aHEE AUAFIAALY FFAE dS2AE 2T
BaE ZARRGE 498 f3ade i AR HE & F YE AP
7} B AY 2% 78 GrAe R o] wHs oHd YA Fz
Yrhe Fo 7148 JemAL AAd glol AMTEH PRI WP dAHA L H
7tz d% HEY(Bias)e BAF7] HFAME v FW WEYL 2y
ag ABH A28 ARE AT FP5A HE EF ZAME AEHA A4
AL FAeiglo) dezAAs A Z2o] g Fr1E & 4% AL

AR GzAdN L7HE Z297Y 2R FPBAY AH L HEFE 2
& ARz Hrsy] 9% L2yt Aolsty] fEe] Zastel o] JetzAlalg
A At 2 ARG WSHoth JF2AN Z2E Hrlste FIH
Q 2o Awel A ¥ BAHE AAAN & 2P AAW B
AAolA, FEe o] F & A FHAATF Ao BT Wsle] APH JRe
MA & A K6 Irh} B F(Dose)ol EAFE=AE ey ol

A

[‘\‘ J

lo
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Aol A gFojol g HrlgdS O& BE ALY Fo] YR 2
ZAE Ay FHFHA A< oo = 7|e} BE &3S (confounder, effect modifier&
¥3E ZEstoor 3t Ay Fo AYHQY YW S wRdd 2EAEY AY S
AR ARFHAA olefd g2 gut v AYH ARFHLA JRAME DA
U 3 o] Fygwonn Az AR Pt AdH ® | AYH 3BF
89le] 2% Xgo] "ok E3] YA HFAB o] FAL WNE=A A RAE o
Li= g

dH Aggstel e Zagrte Wi F71e oln &8 AYW F& AYJHH
A Ao HWAEH FPstuA s RAA AR HF F& FAS 1A e ¥
QAE H|Fo] oo] Z= Fe2 EE ZAUY 2ASo t3td JAge F£& o%
o] B717t HEE 3dtojof )

i 2HAE X2 HI1o| it

Y A AR HIEYY AU
LAY .
aze
ﬂﬁJ’ﬁ oI X} %E"—ﬂ
HUAH
225 2Ix g8y, dajery

PELERJEY
Asl, Ml2Ists olx}

22tF, A|2tE Bio| (Spacial and Temporal Variability)
+37E2% - log normal distribution

HII71E& (Operational Definition)
Mg
S8 $=(Nominal Scale)
=¥ (Ordinal Scale)
b -
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g7t (Interval Scale)
S d|¥i$(Ratio Scale)

Agdstel A oA 22 ARG FaFHE JFED T AYHI A
ZHALAES v FEFY, Fal8AE0] AHe TYATI=Y o] &S vAE 22
ap A8 B4, FL olHF frejalll d@ Rsdol} F& faedE0l B
geb 5 Ugd FEe FHAEC] ANl Ha Sl od g 8AEd 3
of IFHE A& AYHA LAHT F et Aoz, dEH Rol AANAY =
8 B #%A AZfHedEClT a2 o e HIAHL BRFHALIEE
%, 19, AF F9 B, BEY, €¥Ad T AEHH 29, 293 A4
2E# 29 g2 AA%A gdov aFHQY tAIE FY AFHHA 2] Tl
AP 3L gtk ot o] mi$ qgd F27t At Al € ¢ ey &
TAME AAHA Fo Hriddel HE 3 AAFHLAE FHLE Jledn
A g}

a8y F¢ o %B_?} EAQoz AFHolo gt Zlo] T2 7l oY
g 7hEAg e Mg FRH LR wo] ofet AMH Rk MW cn, 5 Wiglol
dHom 2HF3E %‘TOHE S2AE ] ol a3 BFHE 7B dAH B2
932 doln gk oy wWIHE dwHorR ST E(Log-Normal
Distrubution)& Relv, 4% ZAld Z 2o §lo] ol FXFo] 7MAEE Yehle
ZIGRERAE AP F F ASS R9FL AT

ZAold Yty oz A 7|E wet Apdoly e ERd=d U AL £
A, B 9@ JleH ol dAY 71EE Foqste AYSE dFed. AA o
Ao 2ds FEE ARE Frhrigeldte AU A w2t A ddse
HAol HoAn At} 22 ER o] FHd glo] AEHE MF} 29 [E 715
of gA% Hrp7Ed wet ZF2HstE HFE v 449 ¥TE ALY, F 0
AR 8 FAAY, FAIE T FEES, 29 Ao ©wE FAHY UEH 2& ¢
ARE, FRAA dEe 2e TS, 2 YA 2SI e Ty
Ae2 de 7 . sudse Sdsd €8 3 71EHE 78R do A2 v
watde W, ZIEHLeE REHY "ol A st A ¥er yehe 49 ¥
ol A= uE Yehd F Sl WMol

YAy 2EH L 2L BAF AT 59 oHer U WF

rie

B>

N ox

ok

A
L

o

A4



® Bk 22 olRiARel, HYGYANS 24 BrAhEe SHl Bt AEY 4
e W7 ze] @4e) HrIs @h 1 BANERE B¢ thgdl &Y wsh 2ol
E29) Wolz dste] ABH 34712S AE3UL W eRe] B4o] 2 Aoz o
AYE A%, 2A7} flol A4 WANE 7T & At ANA YNEE 44T 4

= 4.

0. @otckelol] wE T2 FEof WY A Mt

2=2mjlel oyl - BI|xA 22 MY, AldE =8

OH
(v
]
e
Jo
rlo
%
op

A - SN, AT, AENEd

=X
At gl #IxIxY
At atel X3zt

AMHEO 2N - Rilzdo LY, F29| Zx, F29 F=

HEETE:

22X XYY - 28 FEE

ZEA Y HH

Atz X3
ZPEHE, 2FAIZL USAA, AN W 2HAS(AHA
Forctel ot Helste] ¥=
=k =3
A & v
33 v
Hed g3

APl E2HE gL
T wet 227} @A 29

A9 g, AL M2 g
BRYEE € 7 AW 2 4

=
=

A AHHez AT . § AFAALNA
2& A% AYH 9K, AGANY A4 2
249 44 2 A% $HELY T7 59 24
2581 U 22459 FYPYolt BT
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FgaR 28n 22AE 9 A4 5 AXBALAF 2EYH, 2FAZ, o
FAA, 4 2 mABYAA 59 AH¥BHLYA 5 = £ 5 A

agez odj wsss T2E Hrlde WiEA bR AW Ao AU
Zzg AQ 2AY 5 & Ao nEAs U AAZZE v Fag AX 2
o 24e W} b5 BE FadA 2F8E o] sMsEA g dAHozE
olgd WM WY FolA FEL T2 HrtE A w9, o|H¥F FE A
AH9le bt WA Fevtel wet L2gsle Haye AFe] A €k

Ever vs. Never employed in industry
example: Standardized Mortality Ratio {SMR)

assumption: equivalent distributions of non-occupational
disease determinants in the occupational and reference

groups

issues - healthy worker effect
dilution of exposure category

&3] AHgHE F297EY 99Z M HA EE A A2 FAYET 5
AH S € 4 Aok olEd BE 712U A E dFolY A BE 15T =2
7 en AR st Z2 ol AW JEAE vAE & ZZEL H4F
U Ago Aagle]l FdaA X3t gloke Aot

23y olHF FAAF B FAAA & T2 HGrleA E3] EAEHE AL
Z27F dojd 5 Ae dFold A FAske 22AE AAdA Aol A F=
H1 A v 2280 Jon, £ o AL v otedr gE dFolt
Qe FAtetE 22AE FAE EAHE AAFALA F2HE 22AE] EA
3t ZeTEo] HAHE ARAE 2YstE Aotk = AR e dF v A
ol 2/ F=2 odel® dFol Ao wet A FFE vAE tE aQdE
o $YsA A EAY & Ut v, dEHoz INAEL YERTOE ALt 3
$ A7} 22 A 3 (Healthy Worker Effect)E & 4+ Ut

Length of Service in the industry
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employment duration as surrogate of dose from one exposure
employment duration as surrogate of getting multiple risks

assumption: 1) intensity levels are relatively constant
throughout work areas of the plant, 2) intensity levels have
not varied substantially over time, 3) work assignment into
higher and lower intensity jobs is not made on the basis of
tenure, 4) non-occupational risk factors do not vary
systematically according to employment duration

issue - dynamic vs fixed cohort
short-term workers

be Ezuste @9z AR § 4 dbd, AR 258 A9 Adr A
AE & 992 A4S W 2o ST A2JE B2 ALE £ A old@ A
Aol 25% AL Ttz ALdte 4$ 712AA AEe Az ge By
AdAN 2l e Fzo 2E7 dASTE A, BH AQHoE T2 Fur)
QAT AFE vasted WAt AATE A, 2FFYd] gt FYMA} gAYt
= A9z Ezo gyolo we WAHA ¥ege A, 11 NAYHA ARS
Haddole E27t 287\ geh waeA g A ol

AA 2Rge BANE A0l 2RFeEA EAHE $i8dd E2HE 33
2 WARAY Te FARE f040] B4 A oHY YEFd FUAE Zz
g+ e HYEE YAt Algol B3 Y 2y Aol F4 cohortRA}
oM cohortel TEHE ZAhhAe] ANHAN Zzd tae] ohe ofx UAIIT
Fotol 229 tel TR A9, HE Aol APHUNE 5L Z2s) g%le
oA E27h obdozA, A E2h JND AWl weh 2ol Ry 47
B 397 £3 2293 9] T2stzA 259 A89 Adgl AvHw g
@ 25d0] #e Ave AfoE 2T E = AU iy YUY Zzol
gl Fdolv £F 5 AABAYSY, ALY 1& 59 ANARY Fol de A
o &5 #AY: o), 2FYe| W} WAYH ARAALA Ao F 29T +=
siet.

Job Categories by process division or task duties
mutually exclusive categories based on process division or
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similarity of job duties

issue ~ job mobility
longest held job?
last job?
most frequent job?
age and year of exposure

person-years of analysis

assumptions: 1) job categories are independent from one
another, at least with respect to health outcome, 2)
employment duration within a job category is a
surrogate of exposure

issue: job mobility pattern

ggoz ASSE Zz2Wsld gezt ¥4 & AYd 9E EZzusls & 4
dd. oldd FAH L& AP wWE Z2YrE sed Qo FE FY EFETL
(Homogeneous Exposure Group)®] 71'3¢] wil o249 34 ZFL& AUdAE {71
£ a1 F& 28 FAYIN dez s g,

F9F2Te 2L 22 usd AxY 29 xZo HAY 2 =&Y £¥7} 4
23 ZRAYGS 7AAYNE Adolt JYF U ZzFe Adst Fawyges
FYsta e FAd " EFE oy H2E sAY, T £y Y 1

THE 9 H2E AU, F& F2Ha JE EF 3 dyd o £FE 3t

A28 4 Atk olg u£d Adez ZIZAEL Y Z =2 9(Exposure
Zone)o| wel BFHIE W]l AAHIIE &= v, FY ZEAGLE AYGUlEY A
A, ABFAERY AL, B39 FAMY 2A8Y AE HAR o AQez F
78 &+ Utk

ol4H o] T2E FUERF T $YTeAdd gl FraHgE, 2250
T AR A 255 S AA & A Goly & AFwt FASA ¥, ME OE
Aot} M2 g AFoz oS & F 9loj, olg} & Z2AY o]FE 1Y
of @t} a2y} o]F S & B 22AEY B¢ M A2 25 F2A9 5
74 28 253 A9, olyd 7p WEA 253 Ade] Az fdzuz 1 HA
& Z22 ol= AL HGristdof st AAA wet 2 F2Z2Fr0) gl £ U

£
_{
4
il
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AR o]F & AF s 22A 310l w3 F2HYTt o] Fo Aot st At A
T8 AL =2y, @ 2Fa7t 2784 He M2 g YL 2F ZEyrle ¥3
A717] 9% dete 2 Zbzh 2R Ao ZHFIASFE F3o APydz RE 22
A8E F& A4 Jdd9 Hriiye] AANHIE ot 2y o]y HIE FA] o

25 BAgA Y el Zad U BE2E 4 BT 13T 4 UE ¥
£ olyt

Iv. ZS2HOPSYol g RSt

ootary Sensitivity & Specificity
Interview & Questionnaire Low
A= AL
HE=xA}
=%
#3Isy
XYAl=
A= v
YS%H AN=EH High

@ N8 E2g Frlsed slo WMEez YEAE ASaAU, BRE Fa
o BrsAY, Whe A% Rel ol O 2oz $4¥ JBEL Ass] Wil
FAu, F& T2HR g 498902 Y ANz 4% 4 Ut Ywnes
Interview't AExAo] ulste] B2 2 1B524 221 249 202 § ¥e U
=9} Bolg Hol: E2yslst o Fo] Aok

2 VAN 2Y & e oldF A2 TE AAEPsES A 27
ARst AeHE A8 Wit 2A PN Pl Hn Ak AAE ARH 240
AFolAA gAY F& A AH Z4¢ Suds AN Agel I HFHe
2 924 Wl 538 0%k A, SAL ALY 24 ¥PNRE 231 &
A, 281 vpAstes 4B A8E Fad ZzuslE st Aoz Uk B 4
Uk, B AR 242 AP @ANRS AAWPE AdN 8} AANRE ¢ AA
3 Yol ¥ 4 Yt
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Job Categories ranked ordinally by exposure

ordinal intensity ranking based on existing environmental
data,detailed

knowledge of industrial processed, job tasks and engineering
controls

dichotomous

polychotomous

AHEEE AUE2Y FFH 9ot shuz F9 AT AYAGel wet
=98 4 5 ok olg B T W Hrie FT2FEY Wl E AW
MRAZES] Weo], agn 7t AAE AR F& F AT A+ Add Hois
Zte] WeolZ o] BtS d, AU Wolst AARY Woluy wi¢ AN U3
=Rz JfdE Z29rE s F /7 Bol A, JDuY Wo] Hg
kel Aol7h AX g BE T2 YIhE e ¢ AYE L5757 AA A
2% Wt frésto

ol2id MFA Hrid HAdol W& TELS 58 FGRHY EAo] Folw g
+ 323 ugs £ FF3(post prior)H el 7}
e T F Ae ALY 2L7E WA dEd oS fdaid. 2y A4 AR
297t Slo] @2 53& oA €3 AAP A AYTR BE AR
g Fa1 g3 T Aol Wt oA¥AY BErlseit. 2@ 3U Fdol
g soas AALY #Fe F4dolu nAd Aol HEA HAduile Welrt &
¢ & Aol AR glo], AY FEol AA oL F¢7t g

e

N o o B oUW
rx‘.mrﬂ_odim
_\932

rir

4

n!lo

ro‘a

R

).

Quantitative Exposure Intensity Categories
usually for acute, short term effects

for chronic effects, quantification per se will be
meaningful if exposure intensities remain constant over time

Quantitative Dose estimation
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dose - exposure intensities integrated over time

relative importance of dose subcomponents
— duration, intensity, temporal sequencing

dose as an interaction between intensity and duration

issue - Toxicologic Mechanisms
duration of minimum effective intensity (threshold)
duration of minimum effective duration (latency)
no exposure scheduling effect

quasi—quantitative dose: ordinal ranking combined with
duration
issue: ranking - quantitative or qualitative?

quality of concentration data
personal vs area or job sampling

B4Z2 2Ad e X2 Yrl= T27|743) HIGA L B ¢ e A 4
717V Eete] 37 Z=22] A7)(Intensity such as concentration)ol] we} o]Fojzc} &
A712+e Impinger 59 EA7IE o] 43 A% £, W] T22AHA AL 152, 1
g AR E Ads7] A7 AL A s 6-8A3te HFEn it o
Z2 A7) g 2Z4%e F2 AY, FHR7EA $5 F 2 Az 93§ 97
ol AA FHL2 Aol AU Wstste Afd &t a2y AHF, &
T3 el 2 MY, B dd AA WP AYPste AeddE EAHE 7Idd 2A
Z2 A7) Wsrt Qle & ohf oA Zled uiet o] L2t FA7F o

Z2ZA7e A FAo] FrHoF o|Fol Ay, BAINY HA Z2AJE F
3t Z29 F(Dose)g AHE38t3, olo] AN ZTEHINE & F v dutde
2 Z2F] A& ZT2AY, Z272, 281 A2 & Z2ANL 2734 Z
A BEY&a g YAEL BF 28ty o] FojAr,

HH ol 2 T2 ZAG T2Yrle F2FE AEstEd Vg3 REE
OE g PJrietn ol& FIFE 4 ook gnrt ot gl wEpA A F=2
Boe {ag A 229 57 A9 24E ARSI o odd A @
71zbe] AFH L T Z2AVY xFE 7MsAc] AXNEZ, AN fA3
N Z2F a3 AARGE BN g guE Ad F Aok Fd gEAe &

e o o
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Jzbel FR A E=o 7 J)zk] AR 4P Zsh wad AR 2 £ 9
0. olgd @ A$E Fzrnd Z2Al7|99 &3 &(nteraction)o] EAFHE Ao,
Z 2 2(Dose)o| old@ AL UEhE A Es} €

old@ BAETze Prie 1Y AR 849 ARHHRS0] oW E4HeR
AMe] AgEANE TP FE & W AVHY vl gk T 2 Hus
Ae & oz AWBY WHAE SAS%H J|dd we 1 Pyl WgHe %&
2 2 % Ut F dAclE 371304 AP AA) BN 2718 288 gz
2Ae A58 2ARGoY, SEAY 52 5o EAde B4 we AP 3
o7t RaEWAM, HA A Lz A$ oz} svm olAeln ol Aol
a7l 31 o4 FHZ AF ZFo] AFHD Y. W AAAH AP HwEoz 9
@ HAfse ARzARY dudse 23S B, 49 2AY ASst old 1 ¥
WA Moz A% A e WAM BAY Uk R RuH, BHZHY
W7t E@ gebAol st Aoz AYHT ok

A9t 2e E4E 7AW 2AGK St 84U AL o3|(Threshold),
ZE7(Latency), 287 HAEAY NBAR] GE W 5& neA F= 7Sl
T A7E & Aok 53 Z2o Aszt A9 249 BAA FE E2AA oln A
% o)goNE ARHQ Wolrldo] FBeA Yo} Aol BANAY, EE 1 E=zo
e weol FA8 ZsAY, TE A WaNEI) vtd A Ager A
At So AAHA Ao|F AL TrsFo 4% VAN F& AXJ EAY £
gtk ol @ Ae YAHQ E2S5Fe) Wil AR Tzol Aolg wPeA %o
q.

ol yol BAZA WE Tz5Fe moto] RE AFYL JEHoE HYAAY
A2 e A 4P dolg. 53 NANE TL AANE § BF=RY
WAMA H9, 28 1 A9 gAY gEY So ge A9HE 87234 52
329 ARA W ZTRszt We 23 F A GREY A o RS
Fol BEFEHAL N8 B4 ROE A4 23479 AGHd W T g
ma % 9.

Effective Dose

biologic dose
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absorption, clearance, retention, activation, detoxification

a. time pattern of exposure intensity

b. biological clearance

c. physiologic residence time in the target organ
d. latency

nAeto g Eegrhe Aozt H AHE AESH ANse 49 HgE Fx
olFo] F F Ut ol AEHH A5 HFE £ F2AFEE AA A F4H
of A& AAZ HA o}l oA AqAA FFE vA = Jle AN FHPLe=
A AEAe Aol e AT —,i%*é 7teld 5 sk 53] QA giAbel met
S42Ee] 2RHAY d3HE AL 28T £E Ao

W ol AEHFA AgEAd wE Z2Wrie YW F29rt ARV AWy
Ao Neds AEHez dehde o] ofd &, &7 AsEdd wWE F29rte
FUE A4S AYUA ok & SA4TRH J)de] deAA @&& F¢, L gz
A sk F2ol99 & a]ld PME JETFH NagHe] I¥E = B¢, F
E237te) gu7h Aol Ao Y dwyoes APHAN AMsEdd dadd @
gt F29rtel AgAde] A QS B Yok =N JHF Bel FHHE AEF
A Ag iz 2% vt FA9 BdE 83 vt e @3F=2 A
ML EFF wWE F5d AAF ol9o A, JdF F& A & 54 F2=2
Ade) FFE weor EF & JAARAME 84 F29 BAYl AEHY AT
et g n Aok

>>'.-E- rul

V. 8obitat 301 # MEo| mE MIst

Exposure vs Dose - temporality
issues
Biological Dampening of Exposure Variability

Latency
Exposure Window

87 Zz 293 AU SRS ARHALd) E2sEe E2t AdE
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ol% Alzte] ATgtel Wet WS Ik E2WDose)e M AFE i o] Az
Moz Waste Z24E AAE 2L WA, TP HFd Qo] Az 3
23 BES Ty3D Uk old @ AN FaHe duHoz Tz £Fo YA
A g3 Az gt ¥E S Hola 9uE H(Exposure Varability) ol9dl %, 548
X 7)de] wek Z2EE QYT Wl HASE AW BelE YA ARA] UL
% 9o H(Latency), 181 Z$ol WAL EASE E22 e Yo BAY
7l e 48 dHEY 57 2ol AA7 AAH Aol MFZa Y& AP B
otof] L 27} o]Fojzof r}E H(Exposure Window) S YoM E Fa3it).

Zzgel gotdA AR 2HHE TSFEE 2HFPE 7|7 AW YF T2 A
712, Bzl 2A WEHE TP 2G4 o4 JANE FAY 2472
3} 1 A Aol 223 oldd HAF ZH|Y HAGE BAPMN Zz¥
g3alo] QAR SolgN EAFEN 874 T4z WEY g AN 2
29 WEe] g/ dABHol YA AaE o] Fasy INyoz A
A Zzg faEdo]l MAd Hd 2HEA g1 2 Wt B Fe AeoE @
W E2sze WEe agE MY E2iFe wELR ootk 2y AAY &
SEAe WA w77} ZolPd wet T2z st WA SHBAo] 2HH T, o
@ 2H7AL ) 4R QAN £7 HEEL YA FoEA €0 1
duz 87422 Pl o] I 7|7 wsld me dgsolor &, dEHO
2 8N YFAE T RS gust gk

aAZTeszs YA £33 DA G SeE AL DX AR Fad
olgo] A 4 k. = AAE S0l MAd $YH MAHE HH Fol T2
Atk she] oz pFetm, Wote feEde] By FASA I Aol
A, EH BAT25EY Az 4 @87 Y2 ojFo] AAY F& ox I
A ABYL AT o] Fo] A& A 59 Aol AN Sue o, A Sy
2 Qe 4D 229 AEL Ad Bder] dRdAE @ueY 2R, = o
el 2Ho] o]Fo] A W 1 ZHRA] AN B 1/10 AEs} AR, E
3 whzhs)s) 2Xzk vigtelW 158 t7e) @r]&Ao] sHojof d: 247 ol olw
9 2L wrZHo Wag: Aoz Ru¥T g, 2=z AN BB Fe

]

re oo

4

29,

F7184 5o ASode BN ¢ ANRENS st HdvEY FAHE 3 Ao A
Nz BAsxe WstE BHFeA X & vk FE HRI7F M o3 BE

2
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T 8N F3E & 3F XY FAsE Boe wgold wiEsid 37 AA
Z4d gasE7t AAY FEAY £E& 9T 7 de 22 Budg, a28=
2 A7 AAY g Ze AP LREE B SHYEAES SHsn
2 gt AE, 59 AYEASAEFH 2L d 7 @FSAL g9t AdEHA €
1= 4
HAlo] ZE= vs AAH =
AA #IZE2Yoe 5y

Compliance Determination
vs Exposure(Dose) Assessment

AH dy=Z=9olo |
CHE aAYolu AZdeof gjst Hot
alcohol testing for drivers

AHZ=o] Horyy

ANSHX =

djaterol wist + ZHWS, AISSABE, H3FAE

Simulation Study

Job - Exposure Matrix

we T2uste 49, 44 deldn gt T2t 443 %) Y ¢ o

W, $A0 Boldd Exzol daeiN: FARE RESAY, T& FueH SHo|
2 WE ARk @AY, ohIE A Frkdast ol Al E29tg ¥ 4 9
= A7 gt 59 BAd ool %if@?}h 7 2ol AAlel BAE 23 9
= A% #2850 Z2F(Dose)e = }:1 A s BHRE gz o|Fed AE
of R-Eojtt HZH A BE ZA¢E d8d BHLIIFLEE E58E7IE H
7¥atzl S8t s gtk o]y 3&73—2% AL askd 29 ¢ Qe JeE A
Aok, SA4%3 71 vgE T ARE SHYYEE AHEE] Boes BA] PR
o EH& EAs7] fsteg {it Fol FAs s W& AMEsAd sYdg. 19y
B aFxd Z2Ega gAHE Jdte] olvy Ay Ed Z2HE Jdoldi:
273 dAstY a2 w8 sdstodo st AzALY ZazHride & 4#E
2% F QUoh AFEANAH Z3& B2 Yrie YrstaA ste EE4EH 1 84
of we} 873 R HE A8 AF A AHED A8 F Y Fol DA =,

lr
mlo

2]
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ol o] we 2 EAZATY Ao dARZE, NE & EFHoR 39
T29rte A £ SEAA doh

At o2 HI2F F e FA dojd F2E A ANAHAA HrME 5 e
e glov M 2t oo wel 271A] wie] Alxg 4 gt @Rl
PAE Za e BF 3 AAE ofYA R AP Y ERFEY 2ol FAHs 1
2L 3 BAS XAV L 4T A7 de B d@ AAY FAHAE
AE A, @A Z2Yrtd 243 A9 F2F=E F58 + U0 53] &4
S} vnde & WEs AR AT AAY AR U BoAE iz
2 RE A% o A gov AAS AsEds & £& o

B 3¢ @A A4 2HF 5 e AR FA ANF BT A8 FAHL
A, ol HAHTRE Higez }A 2§ FAHRE HIWel AANHIE @
Z FY8 FAEE AMEste AYFN UAA e Aid vldsq RAsE f3
49 =% F7sAY A% E #dd g, 4 39 AP L AYT
e Rt @AY TRk AT 2A%Y HAY F2FELgE FH3de B
of AN Qi o] ¢ HAYG wnde AR FFLY A%, A EASHE
HEF EEsE A A4e 93 aga aAReE AJRITFY ALgofe] we
¥t F3e nedte BGrieA "o olg A AdRAME AFHoE H(HA =2
g ANz JAZE FHYE =T v A

FH ol 2L WHE AMEst AFAHQA F2LES YrlsiA gudEk, 9 E2
FE9 A3 dsld g AWEAY WgE BAS Fx Qv F #2730 2H F
AN, AHEEE QAN T Z25EFH Ut A3 DEe ARE #UA3
of T2Y Z2AEL oY A A wet FEEL, FEE AgE B2 g2 4
ngoeN E25EY W 3 JHE AAHE S Uk £33} ADHA ML
32 gvje gty or AQle nfd {3 Y ZT2E AL AY-FT2 AA
¥ (Job-Exposure Matrix)& o] £3lq Z=2H7l2 & &% Q.

o

V. F28O1e 2%

Error - validity and reliability (precision_)
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Differential Misclassification
Differential validity, differential precision
Study Designol =AM

SHY - 2XFGJiet 23
: Werdo| S

Non-differential Misclassification
Random Error2| 47}
St - <Xttt 23

QezA glol oW HIIE L{FE BT TRtk i, 53] A G5}
A8 F2grte 9A 97k FA, 53, a3 A4, i, A7 B 98 d3EAR
of FAYFAMY F2EHoR s BL LFE HWT + Ud. oHF F2Wrle
LFE 9 ez Bristnz s HAd FrhERrE Aot 2 levtE 4
Bl e A& (validity) & AF27F & ©E Aj7|d HtEdo Friste F¢ 2
A3gol dvht M2 2= UEhe AF E(reliability) 2 o] & 4 3o
T2R7te] A= wiEsed g@rigess fAd ¢ Jdod, AREE F2yYrtY
FA, 23, A3 A4, B4, A7 58 A3 AR ¥ @ ded BEgriEe
Aol HA ged.

d8 F=29rte) /e AR e F29 AWz #AE 9Fd Fu A8
qFd Mt N2 & 297t 2R/, F AR OE FF¥E A= s A4
AE A #5 2 7 (Differential Misclassification)7t 2A43tH, A oiyol BAglol A
gro AFert gopd FAEAHQA £7 2 F(Non-differential Misclassification)7} %
At/ doh AEAA EFLF A dFELS gzt A 2REAY] HE
of @A glew, AAl olHAF 2759 Hrlel Sl /A FoE AL I WAl
h & A ERLFTE st AA Z29 ALY JAY dsHAEA] &
ZaE =R 9 HEE gopsie doln. ¥ dwtHozs FAWAQA EHLFE F=2
ot AW BAZ e B, o1F FAIE Aoz dEA o, AN dFPEF
(polychotomous classification)d ZF=%37tolA ZAE ¢ v A= AANE A A
29 AWte] AAC TS nAE B dA}A RE FE Uk
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olg|d 297t LfFT A3 HrEA JRALE 7] A HrtE HfelE
FAHAY, A} o] Folzl Folt A dig AL FEFAY AHEA]
Eolof dit}. 2P Y] L FHE Ao A AMEE Z2H719 ALEEHAE
ggtoy & o Agsida BIHE 08 FEPsl 5 MR g8 F 79 29}
£ Hl @3 A(Inter-method validation), £& U Z2H7tE Fab8 BEso A3
%o 2% (Intra-method validation) 2 279 AEE #4d & Q. F2HY7HE
79 AXE #gE7] st dE ZAE A YuEE B d8gxAe ¢ 59
¢ Z2YNE AT S Y F2T9 AR Ed, olHd By Hiig ¥
3 F7te R BAL ARE v G /MY U FIYeR WEYIPL O ¢
U o Abel A3 BAZE §lol FAYUR ofFo] A& FolztE oY HAHRG
o Hol& AJU Mol AR Wo] & FUAGY Wol9 FUAURS ¥ojg
AHE A (analysis of variace)& %38 Yol B 5 ) o] B¢ AU We] T L& F
dFA e BolE 23 o(error variance)ol™ JJQI7Ee] Wo] £ FUAGNS] W
o[£ FWol(true variance) A 7 ®o] 1o HE At 033 o] T2 AW
Zve ABVAALMLY ABAT FL JALHALY dAATE AT & A

variance ratio: A = error variance / true variance
regression coefficent: b = B (1+\)-1
correlation coefficient: r = R (1+A)~1/2

2F9 Brhsh wAL A US ANE FIde e PGS 7 A
2 4 9ok
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