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1. OQHIEMY
1-1. ofele} Hololne) cham £44

ool etofoll A chHEMRo] da] ¥LE & 1980dc) ol¥ et AN, A3-#ARA-B
A#z]e] vzA it TEFYela ol T Ut Y EMIYS 7 ofultt 47k xlol= gl
ZAT 2% A Fopollq o] €El= 47U AY BT wEksia iz E AL opd Zojch ot
Ao tha® EAPe SUUSTL FIA o FL 357 T o8 B4 FRos ARSIt
3 9lo] ofure3t HodoA] &3] FLEE mltiple regression, multiple ANOVA, multiple logistic
regression 5 ¢ ZF9E A= fol2 FLH Joul, FAYHLE Hrl AU HnjeMe
MANOVA, polytomous logistic regression 2] 792} Zo] E4H47 T olAlRl ALE oju|3it].

< chHsF E4HY 39 >
Autza] oo} : multiple regression, multiple ANOVA,
multiple logistic regression 5
A7t 2in] ¢ MANOVA, polytomous logistic regression %
FEHTE 1A 014 B8 &y

thig EAe Ui SANE 24910 9o niRURE sPdAe SRESe W FESe
Hxof wel thedt o] FEHo FHEHrh T, olgiod dE &2 FM/HEL tEFA PHE Be
AT Zloe 2t FEnict Al ALY 4 e PHES oldelx yol olrh

— Multiple Regression Analysis
— Multiple Correlation Analysis
@ SHPHFE vldEolal F58H4E A4 Hed Wl — Multiple ANOVA
5HHESE 94 9 ujdS Ea= 3 FEHPE A4FA Hed o
— Multiple ANACOVA

O SPEsU 344 BT d41Q 24 o

@ SaH4e} F4Hs7H EF vds3q
D FEHET) o]BERXE w2 = HF$ > Stratified Analysis
— Multiple Logistic Regression Analysis

P BEWHLTl ZolEEES WEE 3¢ — Multiple Log-Linear Regression Analysis

@ F5A7L Aot HAdgEs SRR PH] gl& ul > Survival Analysis

1-2. chagEM e Ay

1) #¥ode| My
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ChAEM S 83l dolMe thest T2 dints] Fo4 AR} R KIE 2¥sz] ¢gled ot
2 olfr rhaFEMS 43l she sl FR/7L FUH oldel HJ| wiEddl, I7lo] HE4s
old F<&Hpold ol WA o] EHE HSFEL 3] ojalE FER MR Ay W4l @
}g F7) wiolth wiepd chEBENES A=Y de Ao theat Z2 RS 2153 ayshds o
FAtE | Y RS FHsteiof Yl '

—— < ThEZENA FE 3
@ B44 tige] He dFARE o183ty she EA8olA 273 4
71de] 8ol fuiziojAs el mield 2E ABE £ o]He]

7V8 fiulo{F-E HA=Esjo gich

@ 2478 71 ATt $2 RS AYslojof tch dHH P
BAYE el gich

Q@ azhdse] FBL FA3] FAFojoF Tt

@ Bl FF (95 F2 uaSE) o me} Wl el B PER
AYH I M =ojof Yrh

® 5 3L AT PR FIRiof drch

® ME ABEo) w2 M4UolE collinearity BAJo] glom = f{elsjojof
Li=g '

AR 249 ide] & Fege] oA U2 ARole AFAR AP BIE sk &
E3A =7 490 el AN 8 BFE 29 2] Yol AfEl wANRe 2ol T,
AN FAANPoIME A HslgRl 2RE BY (Erl YUY 2do] SUo® EFSIR olF S|
Wy F9) & AL TN ZAAE A € 4= USS FAsleol Pl mep RAdF YL n)
¢ 233 BZAAM P30k = ol ¥ 4 Arl. HARAS AYse AS theA B2 ¢
AR o]RolxEA BBolth AaE HABY F ok /R & B YZBPHA o] Rdof EiF|ojo}
g M55 555 PYrh o] Bdo] TS H4E TG H4E EE BHE 0} s Tl
AESEM S FHso] Uk H4E TUFolol Yrh EY JIE A5 oY (o A2 AP,
Ui 5o HeNY (o:logd®, AFTY), ZTAE (o WxEF)E F7BP) A BF F RE
7Fst Pejd) B4 ER olFo] A BEE YRR MUl

Mol FFo] 2gE ol AAZT ‘ojE WSESL YT FHH BHo] dAxime} MY A A
3 Zl7t v & sjAsiof et Al @ BE § FHo) g8 AFFH e EAL MAYske WE
@ BANA o2 32 WM BUS 45K ol Utk ARE A¥Y + A= vty 2 2Y
& YA I P F PP BT SUSHT, ol Bol FYARNY e AxE Az d
FAN= partial F-test (¥ Type I SS) & olg83le] ¥4E AHE Y31 iz o 2R 7|& Hed o
8 BT Aelol g W) 2o JesgE FAeE AURE HIRMA =Hel, FAE HAFst
L ZASols 7Hst 2 ¥4 34E EYS 53 BAYE YES 473l (ol stepwise selection)
ARARE MR A dushs ZEE ok WS Wit d7Ak Ay Yl wel Fo1A Wy
Zo)N RAXNRYE YsiA Hied Zdole AxE d¥shs Aol YWrtk FAke] wyez mdg A
AsR= gji= @ forward selection, @ backward elimination, @ stepwise, @ maximum R? improvement,
® all possible subsets selection 3} 72 whHo] it}
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2) CpHE EAMAl Foig A
@ =29o]e] MElx= 23 (= test for model assumptions)
(o] A} FAEMA — Tnomality assumption 374, 5
[o) #1] COX’S PROPORTIONAL HAZARDS MODEL o]-§8} QEA} EAM2]
— "proportionality assumption H°d,
@ 40| 2A%F SA (= control for confounding effects)

@ &lF "o W3} (= designing indicator variables)

$UNITS 100
$DATA YRS AGE DIS
$READI 12 112 112 112 111

$FAC YRS 3 AGE 2 <« INDICATOR
VARIABLE

PROC LIFEREG: (LASS NAGE NN NT: « Wo] W2y}
MODEL MONTH*CENSOR(1) = NAGE NN NT / DIST=WEIBULL:
RUN:

@ sESziel AISXEE W)L (= assessing interaction effects)

® M3y w0 524N SA (= control for collinearity)

[ A}
chAret 918 09l 0 2A9] CALORY INTAKE 2} FAT INTAKE Zhe)
collinearity A

[of A
ATBNE 88 £4H7olA BML index 2F HEIGHT -2
VEIGHT & ¥t Rof FAlo] XTI B¢

I
A3} ekate) BANE NARNHOE 2oL,

A3 +3718Y 93 4AuY A= +3vlug

39 144 45 138 47 145

second-order polynomial model : [
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® %2 g5 AM2| (= treatment for missing values)

: BiAo| 7/]YH AE (biased conclusion) & & — A4}

EAvtAl Y sy

- interpolation : 7)& ARo)A AFHE= FUTeE Uy

- extrapolation : ThE F oMY ZFHE vl LE FAE o

- elision : 3 W] Eoxjolgl elo] gl H4F EArialolA
2] A|7]= vhY (list-wise deletion technique)

- replacement : ZA2HE AT WHLE cAAF= Y

(replacement with values towards the null)

2. Ao ChHETE FAMY
2-1. AR 2] 3%

1) 24249 718 718

- Al 7 o]de] BEAE Al vlaY B¢
- Student’s t-test& Al H WHEH L3 FAUY o7 (53] a-error) F7}

-7t 3

O SRS, F Al 7 AR V=X N2 FYFolojof

@ e#giol 3 2 Xo) cholod AL vi RARTNEL
WEA] AFEEE welol @

® 7} xol tiRt Yi ZhES] BEe Bare w=x] Yolok

(3 31) Unbalanced data 8] ¥4H&4 I

E PROC ANOVA : HX|ZE=E AL NB47F 22 739 (balanced data) ot
PROC GLM : missing values & X X324 uiE3pa471 20x] ol o Al 7bs

1.0G
WARNING: PROC ANOVA has determined that the number of observations in each

cell is not equal. PROC GLM may be more appropriate.

2) SPH47F AGRSA A0 FTH (FRAEA: ANACOVA)

[ ol A1
A 2] mycoplasma infection Ztgdo] lglwl At=e} ¢lw 4tRolA
eloj it of7]8] FAAFE vty Bt EBAXNA S FFE ulRE=
o2 o3 2UJE (xR AF, Aef7I 5) o B 43S 23y
Aol ZHgo i iz 23 44| M S L vt H °1“E‘l 2g
ol-g3lojo} s1ZAET} ?
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(ol A ]
Colchicine (0.25%, 20ul/d) § Z4F¢d B$ A2 g 3 46}7]
25t} FoFa H]-r°1:'"°ﬂ"‘] et AX A AX 17 3?'-0“ é‘%
Al ol Yokl F 2ol 2% Ao|st AREET 2

2N
o
SL
1o
_\2.
.&;"_'

3) 25A471 B ol A9l AW (ChAF EAEA: MANOVA)

—— [ el A ]
THFZU AARo)A DMPA (medroxyprogesterone acetate) 8} norgestrel 2}
X714l  hormonal contraceptives & Foi¥t ¥ A|ZtF2}e) u}lE milk
voluze 8] M3E =3} v 2e ARE e grh E&HLQ
milk volume of @3+ nixj= AtRe] Az E418& BFY ez
orA| 8] FHol uhd milk volume o] X}o]7l AFE =7} 2

A de A d2 A e
% 4B B2 E  AlBIB2 &  ABLB2
z 39 < %9 z 39

CONT 24 3 115 135 CONT 21 4 190 210  CONT 24 2 80 105

DMPA 32 3 180 150  DMPA 24 2 225 265  DMPA 21 2 155 160

NORG 29 4 215 220  NORG 23 2 215 235  NORG 24 2 145 145

—— [ Z23¢ ]
PROC GLM DATA=MILK:
CLASS GRP NAGE NPAR:
voDERENN
|

QUIT:

2-2. AP 38 (FAAEN)

FHAZHL ABHAEHE FEAFT § ol FRE HFPAR Holeh 2U FHE47)
E older EHE FUNELL chis 2 o vj3) vkt L olRE U3l s Hist
C} &, @ H57t ATIAE 7HsE s B9 7t TSl SFARE MY & g 2de A
Bshedl glol ojalgo] wEth. @ FFAEY HU=E MF R Fdshzul ol AR o]
=XE g3lof SIER ofsf7t ojfch. @ I & WSk B ’é&—t} = AR gl 2 A
o] 2Julg 3fM3h=tl oEge] drt. @ AAE shed HEHE 715E 7N aEPFE $AL =D
Hef Y& rdojofrt 3trh

1) %—ﬂ-ﬂE@-‘ﬂ 71713

FHNRLE o8 HATA Y 7ML YPF o2 iy AYIIARLY H o} Fdsich
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2) 337 244

A2EHE A FHARY] ARHA V14 I FFAE I3 FYEF(E)O] IHEF Y &
o&sh=dl dulut =8o] H&A| dolop jith FHUINRGE o|8dto /PR E 3hd ol EAE
AU 4 glewl BF vhaat 22 A7k A%gdel Aok

(D Test for significant overall regression : Rwoj X3H EghH4 .E’_—‘?—7}.
Y & A A& 4+ ek

@ Partial F-test : Bgu4 SIS 7188 SYRLE 271 ©) 2 94e)
AAZ A8 Y & ool felsiA ol

® Multiple-partial F-test : Sg ¥4 HAE 7|&9 SYPHT5o] 713 o
12 A4 A2 A Y o ool RejsiA FolEIN

3. ugiaEso BAY
31 wjdgRtE 2N

ojatRolo= WBC differential countl} X|&2| WIEAE (grade 1/1I/I11) XY HA-& T3}7] ofjnf
3 A9} wo| 9lrh. @4 (continuous)olx] B WA BFAo} TEHA} HelE ooty 4 7] u)
Foll (Rt} pAFo 2= FFEEE 7Y + o7) wiol), &4 HET Student’s t-test}, E4H-3
AENY 52 ALY £ ik A4 HAE JRA Rk H4E HdE 2 EF¥
(categorical, qualitative) W4egl el Ad, Fdojy, AT/UIRT, F&F AF/A g 52
EE ZeRle ¥E4 (dichotomous) M9 F2 do|W, ABD VY, =& W 4E FA9Z,
-/+ree/ee Ao YA ER, YA titer T AT oJ R ZuiA= ¥ WSE polychotomous
Ayl Uk B2 QAFose d43 Hae) sidels 24 A3 ERste ABelA duieA] v
$A4E ung 4 Qlch ¥ d&HsE 2152 Felof ulelbd ohest Ze] FEF E4”rh

@ Two-by-two table : Fisher’s exact test, Pearson’s chi-square test,
chi-square test with Yate’s correction,
unadjusted likelihood ratio test
relative risk or odds ratio, confidence limits
phi coefficient,

@ Two-by-k table : global chi-square test, score test for trend,
unadjusted likelihood ratio test for trend

@ R-by-C table : Pearson’s chi-square test, score test for trend,
ridit analysis
Cramer’s V, gamma ststistic, Kendall’s Tau-b,
Stuart’s Tau-c, Spearman’s rank correlation
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@ Stratified table : BD test for homogeneity, adjusted global test,
adjusted score test for trend, adjusted likelihood
ratio test, adjusted likelihood ratio test for
trend
adjusted relative risk (MH or logit estimator),
confidence limits

® Multivariate ¢ linear or polynomial logistic regression,
analysis log-linear regression, polychotomous logistic
regression, conditional logistic regression

AFREE B oS olgsld “BAY Baue) 2R ule) @723 U shao] olYA el
£7h & udsxize) Bug B HoZZ s

3-1. o =t=e] MY

(o Al 2-1] Efe] 487 el A RIste 23t QgL
JHE BEH AACIT: TR Ef 44 dApst 49 wriate
B4 FHsL] flste] AR VAP AP Aolth BR 4
# SRt fetztel Bl Bstel FAHLE HohAlL.

ER4H3U()  ERFRFU(C)

IS 388 133
e 426 95
[o A &)1
<BEHY < 7lYizk >
Adadole] F2H%
33 E(+) E(-) E(+) E(-)
D(+) | 388 | 133 521 D(+) | 407 | 114 521
D(-) | 426 95 521 D(-) | 407 | 114 521
814 228 | 1,042 814 228 | 1,042

. g2 = (38895 —133x426)x1042 _ _
ot = ABBXBMIBABI XIME _ 811 > A = 3.8 — AR
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3-2 Y
1) 2zhaee] el Wl 24

a. Follow-up Study &} Z-9 (no interaction)

CEA 1D crude &} adjusted measures Zholl xlo]7} 9128 ¥l
< ¥HA 2> RRer ¥+ 1 Qo] HRIET FA]0]
<A 3> RRasie(-) ¥ 1 ¢o] ¥eld o

[l A - QAFx]H]
Renal calculi of] th¥} percutaneous nephrolithotomy 2} X]E&2}o]
BN AYAE A o) ekt oW ZghHo] ofdfo] o4}

=71 ? AR A8E AAY F ARHYE AGA "= 2

ANEFF Ul HF AW HFEMH)

A (n=700)

open surgery 350 273 77 78

percutaneous 350 289 61 83
Stone < 2cm (n=357)

open surgery 87 81 [ 93

percutaneous 270 234 36 87
Stone >= 2cm (n=343)

open surgery 263 192 71 73

percutaneous 80 55 25 69

<A 1) crude rate =1,06
adjusted rate = 0,94
[ stratum-specific rate (1) = 0.94
stratum-specific rate (2) = 0.95
<A 2 > RRef = (87/263)/(270/80) = 0.1 = 1
< ©HA 3 > RRIFIE(-) = (81/6)/(192/71) = 4,98 * 1

b, Case-Control Study ¢} Z-% (no interaction)

YAl 1> crude £} adjusted measures Zhof 2lo]rt Ql2-& el
KA 2> ORerin(-) + 1 ¢o] HRIHD FAlof
<A 3> ORarie(-) =+ 1 o] ¥ uj
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(ol A : BALhzZ A7
Salgte) WASIRE 27AAMo) MBEST ZUPlE ZoE YA o,
olZe Mg Halshy slslol AYHAY A7) Azhe T Buk
ARl aRbE4e EAliE ATARolN Hela RAlS

273 4% B oxF OR

A

144 ojgt 138 100 1.0

144] ol&} 112 150 1.85 (1.28-2.68)
AckAjAsy (504 ujyl)

144 ol 12 54 1.0

144] o} 33 126 0.85 (0.38-1.86)
Aty (504 o]4)

144 =gt 126 46 1.0

14A4] o4+ 79 24 0.83 (0.45-1.52)

K 1 | (A o S]] e — [oJAEE Ao & Zg7]|7H

<€A 1> crude OR = 1,85
A3 adjusted OR = ORwn = 0.84

[ A8 stratum-specific OR (1
A% stratum-specific OR (2

) =
) =
(A 2> ozFolrMe]  OR (A vs 2P A
= (54%24)/(126x46) = 0.22 = 1
<RHA 3> HEZE2ZoAe] R (B vs RedA)
1) = (12x46)/(126x54) = 0.08 = 1

0.85
0.83
)

M 11 | (9 — 27348 }
(93 — fehad

2) Z3pEAY (Stratified Analysis)

YT S DL 0f CHEH ZBIBIO Y gtrata HOMAS DSHHAT
homogenous ®1 M HESIE 2 St & I ZojAM T Ito L8koz
U Fo=M 2qAsel YU LY Ay

* 2 M2t : strata wjrle] RR & ¥]23}Y

- test of significance

RR 59| constant 3}c}d — - summary RR A4} (estimation)
[ - 95% C. L.
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L. RR §o| constant 3}#] ¢towd
— confounder 2} RR Zt¢] interaction
— detailed analysis and multivariate modelling 2% 34!

[o] A 3-3] th&2 Bf 72 fozte] B34S $Fstel: Bx-

HZZ A7 FAZ o5 FAYE IR Fushed W
TR @ (3 ¥F) o APIYE Al ol AAst AT F
3} Eolth, o] o]§3le] 7zt e HIJIE ARE ZZ Ha&dx
olg ANEY FHYE AWML,

@ 4 8 @ A 9 3

“

244 o]} 25-294] 304 o] %}
28 28 5 2 FH
1+ 0 1+ 0 1+ 0

BAF (17113 | 184 172 | 21 | 193 41| 8|49

oz 212 ) 10 | 222|179 | 10 | 189 30| 9] 39

383 23| 406 351 31 | 382 71 17 | 88

[l A & °l]
2 _ s [a-A@T
X Bp-p = 2 VaI(ai:¢)
— (N -171.06)?% , (172-173.99)* | (41~37.96)°
5.34 6.784 3.175
= 3.4%

w  FAYYLZE ‘ol 4 F2 AR FEIU R & /A 2 A&

(24 3-6] Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel chi-square test statistic

[1 32~ TADI- 57

~ 2
Tem T T RVa@id=D ~ 2

{1384 - 3%0.45] — % 2

o = RS = 2.2 < #(1)=3.84

@ WARI] @3 (3 WF) E 2WA4E B 1 IR BAY A%
R e S fol¢ duwdel dx 24
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3-3. A¥=AAAEMY

[ AB=AANAEH 34 ]

&
™
rE
>
oMt
AN
to
kl
fot
N
olp
5
2
8
[ad
§
[0}
—y
g
Z
o
=
®
ack
s
24
iuj
Ir
>
N
o
b
X
K[

(ol A 4-2] thaed U BF FRU4 #ddo] AW -tz d2A2E
olg3ted MFRATNYE +YW Ajolrh. Y (NAGE) R R whapEahy] a7
(NFTP)9] F¥& HFY Helelr 2/ £/ (WF) st fadzhe #d40 Aotz
¥ 5 lZe7R ,

(o] A1 & o))

CE 475 9= HEYPE o8 7MEAY P 8. (EGRET A|2%)

Model Log-likelihood AG (Adf) P Interpretation

NAGE + NNBF + NFTP G = 1205.67 (864) Gz-Gy = 2.54(1) 0.11 NNBF ! NAGE, NFTP

NAGE + NFTP G, = 1208.21 (865)  G3-G; = 3.31(2) 0.19 NFTP ! NAGE, NNBF
NAGE + NNBF Gs = 1208.98 (866)  Gy¢-G3 = 3.27(1) 0.07 NNBF ! NAGE

NAGE Gy = 1212.26 (867)  G4-Gz = 4.04(2) 0.13 NFTP ! NAGE

Null model Gs = 1213.74 (875)  Gs-G4 = 1.48(8) 0.99 NAGE

F APBARLDE o] JMEAF Al A A R paBuia AP 9
B Aol 2{ ¢/ ¢ A8E FA3A HEA9A By

o
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34, eeuise] ZRRIY
© 24 489 44 A7 BAUY un

@® Score test statistics for linear trend

[o] A 5-11 2§ $8o 23 4o RIFAE dYg e FYstr] 43}
o] uhabRmie] ZAYo] AUk o4 F 42618 R =i} 450 RIS
e s BA-tj2E dFE $Rsidch AEE B AT B —’F%?lzl
(DUBF 0 - 12714) of /Y XRE —’Fﬂv}aiwl ol X2 ERFHE ¥
23 W4 (NDBF, 4 ¥F) 2 Aslo ‘2huyg B3 /7ol 29 A+F
‘F’r%'{a' iiv}— x5t & AUV 9 7}'}45 ZE3IA L.

AU BE AU ¥ BN d=2F A

8N /712
(DUBF) (NDBF)
0 7Y 0 42 29 71
1-3 1 83 83 166
4-6 2 67 61 128
7-9 3 34 48 82
10-12 4 200 229 429
3t A 426 450 876
(el A & °f]
' N ZX (ar—e?
e 2 — k\4k k.
unconditional uS®am nlno[NZszm{(— (Xl

_ __ 816°x(1119-1159.33)° _ _
426 % 450 % (876 x 8268 — 2384%) 3.658

N (N - DX ar—ew]’
nng N2X, 2my— (22X umy)’]

_ 816°x875x (1119 —1159.33D)% _ 4 oy
426 % 450 % (876 x 8268 — 2384%) )

I

conditional ¢S%am

5% §FEIAE A4H WA A Ak Fe

rfr

= B§ 79 BF72} Fe

10 fl4EolAE HHA BA YTk
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® APSAAPRMY (Likelihood ratio test for trend)

(o %1 53] 2§ 480l St 44 RIEAE A%Ho2 F95)
7] $isiel wargutel Agol e AQE hYoR $948 Bab-viz
Z 7o A3e ofelsh Wtk AUY BF $471T0] 1A 4%
e BEE A0 3 QA o) shde A AR A
U RSN SRENS ol 3 BAL.

A ‘géfg-‘?lil e B4 ¥R UzE ¢ A

(NFTPX) (NDBF)
294)] o]} 0 3 20 54
1 72 75 147
2 59 58 117
3 3 40 71
4 181 218 399
& A 377 411 788
304 o] A} 0 8 9 17
1 11 8 19
2 8 3 11
3 3 8 11
4 19 11 30
& A 19 39 88

2}t [PAR.DAT] : Yoo et al. (1992)

Model No. of df Log-likelihood
parameters (G)
(1) NAGE1--NAGE9 + NFTPX2 10 9 G = 3.254
(2) NAGE1--NAG29 + NFTPX2 + NDBF 11 10 Gy = 7.333
(3) NAGE1--NAGE9 + NFTPX2 + NDBF1--NDBF4 14 13 G3 = 9.519
(4) NAGE1--NAGE9 + NFTPX2 + NDBF + NNDBF 12 11 Gy = 7.663
Prea = [G1—G] = 4.079 (1)

& Piens = 4.079 (1), p=0.04
@ CoRabEEiA] dye] aztddte 2ARYE BAR Ao B o, BR4H Je] AR

A+E AL AU QUALE Yokt Yol VATULH oldT By FAYoEE
Felstey

- 137 -



3-5. AP2RARE FNY

1) APERARDE o8 234 B3

@ confounder & Z3PH4E 81o] 2t Zujt} logistic model & H§
® BT} 2 UL model vol TLAAE 4YHoT B4
(B3) | oJg el (X, X, log(X) {X ) 2l modelling o] 7Hs
[continuous nuisance factors 2] 7Hs
Q@ 29 354 24 FHol YA ohlzl SHEMUANAN FE] FE
@ confounder o FF & SUA 3 U A > F JUE AUES U B 2
® confounder 8] %ab= ZAFo= I =AY A
® HelFHolx Ryt H4E FYHE 'muitivariate risk equation’
@ B32} k= RR € 7Hs¥ confounding effect & A|AY A3} Ak
® 7)ol &3 confounding variables &2 H|& 1 4§ Rdo] ol

Y&o 23 risk variable &} coefficients 7} H¥} sjujel=
BAF oo Al model off Fol Y& A

2) MY =A AL o]-&3t adjusted MLE 3

PROC LOGISTIC DATA=CDA.PAR ORDER=DATA;

MODEL GRP = NAG2 NAG3 NAG4 NAG5 NAG6 NAG7 NAG8 NAG9 NFTP2 NFTP3
NDBF1 NDBFZ NDBF3 NDBF4:

RUN:

The LOGISTIC Procedure
Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates
Parameter Standard Wald Pr > Standardized
Variable Estimate Error Chi-Square Chi-Square Estimate
INTERCPT 0.1239 0.4554 0.0740 0.7856

NAG2 0.0749 0, 4351 0. 0296 0.8633 0.011350
NAG3 -0.0652  0.4062  0.0258 0.8725 -0.012661
NAG4 0.0438  0.3978 0.0121 0.9124 0.009438
NAG5 0.1077  0.3990  0.0728 0.7873 0. 022892
NAG6 0.0806  0.4153  0.0377 0.8461 0. 014500
NAG7 0.3040 0,4238 0.5144 0.4732  0.051898
NAG8 0.1733  0.4538 0.1469 0.7015  0.024045
NAGY 0.0823  0.4487  0.0336 0.8545 0.011727
NFTP2 0.1932  0.1453 1.7661 0.1839 0. 052838
NFTP3 0. 3550 0.2435 2.1246 0.1450  0.058861
NDBF1 -0.2998  0.2926 1.0502 0.3055 -0.064819
NDBF?2 -0.2172  0.3032  0.5132 0.4738  -0.042327
NDBF3 -0. 6670 0.3339 3.9903 0.0458 -0.107179
NDBF4 -0.4743  0.2701 3.0830 0.0791  -0.130790
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[ = & l]

adjusted OR of NDBF1 | NAGE,NFTP = exp(—0.2998) = 0.7410
adjusted OR of NDBF2 | NAGE,NFTP = exp(—0.2172) = 0.8048
adjusted OR of NDBF3 | NAGE, NFTP = exp(—0.6670) = 0.5132
adjusted OR of NDBF4 | NAGE,NFTP = exp(—0.4743) = 0.6223

95% CI (OR nppriNace, NeTp) = €XD[ BnperitZ a2 X s.e.( Anoeri)]

exp[—0.2998 +1.96x0.2926]

(0.4176 — 1.3148)

95% CI (OR nppraiNace, NeTP) = €XD [ Bnoerzt Zaz Xs.€.( Bnpero)]
exp{—0.2172 £1.96x0.3032]
(0.4442 —1.4580)

3-6. v =AY FY

[o A 7-3] 2& $571 f3dS Bosls a3} dSg Btz
+ 412 ‘Eﬂ 171 st d4xI2E £43 A3}, 7 28 R Zk%
o] &HAql 'L?IHOH AR = Aoz giELh o] xEE vjAY
AR FAJA|A 24 3A L.
NDBF a0R  (95% CI)
g HF ZRrh 71
0 1.0
1-3 0.74 (0.42-1.31)
4-6 0.80 (0.44-1.46)
7-9 0.51 (0.27-0.99)
10-12 0.62 (0.37-1.06)

OPTIONS PS=60 LS=80:
LIBNAME CDA ‘C:\CDA\";

PROC LOGISTIC DATA=CDA.PAR ORDER=DATA:
MODEL GRP = NAG2 NAG3 NAG4 NAG5 NAG6 NAG7 NAGS NAGS FFTP I RUN:
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logit P; = —1.1442
+ 0.1028 NAG2Z — 0.0356 NAG3 + 0.0945 NAG4 + 0.1698 NAG5
+0.1389 NAG6 + 0.4042 NAGT + 0.2554 NAG8 + 0.1925 NAG9
+ 0.0531 FFTP (SErrrp = 0.0212)
— 0.20721og (DUBF +1) (SE 1og (oupr+1y = 0.0912)

OR = (DUBF+1)70%%7
= 270%2 ~ ¢ 8662
95% CI = 2(—0.20721:1.96x0.0912)

= [0.765 = 0.981]

{ X 7-1 > Adjusted risk of breast cancer related with the duration of breast
feeding per child among parous women in a case-control study

Average duration No. of Adjusted OR (95% CI )Y
of breast feeding cases controls
per child (month)
0 42 29 1.0

1-3 83 83 0.74 (0.42-1.31)

4-6 67 61 0.80 (0.44-1.46)

7-9 34 48 0.51 (0.27-0.99)

10 - 12 200 229 0,62 (0,37-1.06)

Lerend” = 5.211(1), p=0.022

D pdjusted odds ratio and 95% confidence intervals were derived from regression
coefficients and standard error in linear logistic models. Adjustment for age

2 intervals and the categorized age at first full term pregnancy was done.
Chi-square value of likelihood ratio test for trend b

in the logit risk with continuous exposure to the risk factors,
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