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Parameter estimation in Cox models with
missing failure indicators and the OPPERA
study

Naomi C. Brownsteir?P:€, Jianwen CaF, Gary D. Slade*, and Eric Bair ¢

In a prospective cohort study, examining all participants br incidence of the condition of interest may be
prohibitively expensive. For example, the “gold standard”for diagnosing temporomandibular disorder (TMD) is a
physical examination by a trained clinician. In large studies, examining all participants in this manner is infeasible
Instead, it is common to use questionnaires to screen for iience of TMD and perform the “gold standard”
examination only on participants who screen positively. Ufortunately, some participants may leave the study
before receiving the “gold standard” examination. Within the framework of survival analysis, this results in missing
failure indicators. Motivated by the Orofacial Pain: Prospective Evaluation and Risk Assessment (OPPERA) study,
alarge cohort study of TMD, we propose a method for parameteestimation in survival models with missing failure
indicators. We estimate the probability of being an inciden case for those lacking a “gold standard” examination
using logistic regression. These estimated probabilitiesre used to generate multiple imputations of case status for
each missing examination that are combined with observed da in appropriate regression models. The variance
introduced by the procedure is estimated using multiple impitation. The method can be used to estimate both
regression coefficients in Cox proportional hazard models @ well as incidence rates using Poisson regression.
We simulate data with missing failure indicators and show tlat our method performs as well as or better than
competing methods. Finally, we apply the proposed method tdata from the OPPERA study. Copyright © 2010
John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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1. Introduction

Time-to-event analyses are frequently conducted in meeljckctuarial science, and numerous other fields of applied
science. There is a well-developed set of survival analysithods implemented in standard software. Semi-parametri
methods, such as the Cox proportional hazards model, atibust estimation of the effects of covariates on the hazard
function. However, these methods require the analyst twkhe failure status of each participant, which may not akvay
be available.

In some cases the outcome of interest may be difficult to tBoefFor example, in oncology studies, researchers may
want to differentiate between deaths due to cancer andsldathto car accidents or other unrelated causes. Invessgat
may easily record the mortality of all subjects, but it maydxtremely difficult or costly to find out exactly why each
subject died. One possible solution to this problem is dedlagvent adjudicatiori]. This means that possible cases are not
identified immediately but screened using simple methaalgtitay have poor sensitivity or specificity. Later, the soesk
candidate cases are re-examined using a more precisesbuhale costly and time-consuming, method to determine the
true event status.

The study that motivates our work is Orofacial Pain: ProspecEvaluation and Risk Assessment (OPPERA), a
prospective cohort study to identify risk factors for thesetof temporomandibular disorders (TMD). Each (initidliMD-
free) OPPERA study participant was followed for a median.8fyZars to identify cases of first-onset TMD. However,
it was impractical to perform a physical examination on gyaarticipant. It would also have been inefficient given that
most study participants did not develop the condition.dadt this “gold standard” examination was performed only
on participants with positive screens on a quarterly séngequestionnaire that was designed to assess recent iatofac
pain [2]. However, some participants with positive screens wese to follow-up before receiving the “gold standard”
examination. Thus a time-to-event analysis would have smemiEcipants with missing failure indicators.

Previous research indicates that when a subset of thedaihglicators are missing, one can obtain more accurate
estimates of the parameters of interest by using appreptails to estimate these missing valués §, 4]. Cook
and Kosorok ] estimate parameters in Cox proportional hazard models missing failure indicators by weighting
observations according to their probability of being a tnase. They show that the estimators are consistent and
asymptotically normally distributed. However, the stamidzrror of their proposed estimate cannot be easily obdaisig
existing software without bootstrapping. For the OPPER#ada separate Cox model was calculated for each putative
risk factor of interest, including approximately threeudland genetic markers. Consequently, applying this methtid
OPPERA genetic data would be computationally intractable.

In the OPPERA study, the likelihood that a participant witpasitive screen was examined was weakly associated
with demographic variables such as gender, race, or samoetic status]. This indicated that the failure indicators in
the OPPERA study were not missing completely at random (MEARplication of models that assume MCAR failure
indicators may result in biased estimates of hazard ratoxdvariates of interest. More importantly, a participant
responses to their screening questions are predictive etheh or not they are an incident case of TMD. This setting
presents statistical challenges, which require care ierd@avoid bias and maintain efficiency. Additionally, idence
rate estimates are desired, and none of the methods cyrazatlable allow for estimation of the incidence rate. Thisr
a clear need for new methodology to effectively answer tearch questions of the OPPERA study.

In this paper, we propose a method for parameter and varestieation in Cox regression models with missing failure
indicators. The motivating data set is introduced in sec?idNe describe our method in sectidnin sectiord, we report
the results of simulations. Finally, in sectibrve apply our method to the OPPERA study. We conclude with@udion
in sectiont.
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2. Motivating Data Set: The OPPERA Study

OPPERA is a prospective cohort study designed to identsly factors for first-onset TMD. A total of 3,263 initially
TMD-free subjects were recruited at four study sites betw2@06 and 2008. TMD status was confirmed by physical
examination of the jaw joints and muscles using the Resdaiainostic Criteria for TMD ], which is the gold standard
for diagnosing TMD.

Upon enrollment in the study, each OPPERA participant watueted for a wide variety of possible risk factors for
TMD, including psychological distress, previous histofypainful conditions, and sensitivity to experimental pdtor
a brief overview of the risk factors of interest in the OPPE&&Ady, see SectioBlin the Supporting Information. See
Ohrbach et al.q], Fillingim et al. [7], Greenspan et al8], Maixner et al. P], and Smith et al. 10] for a complete
description of the baseline measures that were collect@PiRERA.

After enrollment, each participant was asked to complestijonnaires to evaluate recent orofacial pain once every
three months. These questionnaires (hereafter referras ‘tscreeners”) evaluated the frequency and severity ofipai
the orofacial region during the previous three months. Timp@se of the screener was to identify participants who were
likely to have recently developed TMD. For a complete dexdimn of the screener, see Slade et al][ Participants with
a positive screen were asked to undergo a follow-up physixamination by a clinical expert to diagnose presence or
absence of TMD.

Of the 3,263 subjects, 2,737 filled out at least 1 screenel tlae remaining 521 did not fill out any screeners. The
total number of screeners was 26,666. There were 717 positieeners, 486 (about 68%) of which were followed by a
clinical examination. As reported in Bair et aP][ case classifications made by one examiner (hereafteartimer #4")
were deemed unreliable because the examiner diagnosedrahigier percentage of individuals with TMD compared
to other examiners. We therefore set all of Examiner #4'sspfay examination findings to be missing and imputed them
using the methods in this paper. This left 404 positive steee(56%) resulting in valid clinical exams.

3. Model

3.1. Notation and Assumptions

Assume there are independent participants. For each participafit=1,...,n), let C; andT; denote the potential
times until censoring and failure, respectively,let= min(7;, C;), A; = I(T; < C;). Let Z; ap x 1 vector of covariates
measured at baseline and Jét be ag x 1 vector of covariates measured at the time of the putativeteVde assume the
hazard for participantfollows a Cox proportional hazards model

A(t]zi) = Mo(t) exp(B8'z:) 1)

where)(¢) is an unspecified baseline hazard function.4;etenote the indicator thaX; is observed. We observ#;, &;)
fori =1,...,nandA; when¢; = 1.
In the OPPERA studyy; is the length of time for participartbetween enroliment in the study and either of two events

1. ascreener which resulted in a diagnosis of incident TMD
2. the last-completed screener before loss-to-follow-up.

Note that participants with a positive screen do not fill odidifional screeners until they are examined,J5aill be

the time until the positive screen for a participant who hg®sitive screen but is never examined. If participahad

a positive screen and subsequently was diagnosed with TMED,A; = 1. If participant: either had a negative screen
on the last quarterly screener before loss-to-follow up positive screen and was diagnosed to be free of TMD, then
A; = 0. If participanti had a positive screen on the last screener but was not exaytiieaA, is missing and; = 0. The
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putative risk factors for TMD that were assessed at enraitraee denoted by the vectdi. Responses to the screener for
participant; at timeV; are denoted by the vectdf;. For OPPERA, we also defin@; = 1 if participanti has a positive
screen on their final screener a¢d = 0 otherwise.

We assume the failure indicators are missing at random (MasRpllows:

P& =0|X3,2;, Vi, A, Qi = 1) = P(§ = 01X, Z;, Vi, Qi = 1) (2)

In other words, the probability of having a missing failuralicator may depend on measured factors, but it does not
depend on whether or not an event occurred. We will descrilvetb estimate the probability ir?) in Section3.2 and
then show how to use this estimate to impute the missing énditators in Sectio’.3.

3.2. Estimating Event Probabilities

We model the probability that participantvith a missing failure indicator is a case by a logistic regien model based
onX; andV;:

exp(o/ X; + ' Z; + Vi)
P(A’L = 1|X17‘/’L5Z17§’L = OvQ’L = 1) - 1 +eXp(Oé/Xi +’)/IZi +,’7‘/7/)

That is, we estimate the probability of examiner-diagnoBeID in a participant who was not examined as intended.
(HereI(z) denotes an indicator function.) The probability was estédaising the time between enrollment and their last
positive screener as well as their answers on that scregmen, for those individuals who had a positive screen on the
last screener (i.e. those with, = 1) and were not examined, the estimated probability of beicgsa is estimated bg)
with the parameters replaced by their respective estini@ssd on individuals who were examined.

Note that this also assumes that there is one observati@upprct, which may not be the case in practice. For example,
if some participants had a positive screen on more than arerser and are examined at least once, then we have multiple
observations per participant. In that case, fitting a gdizelinear mixed effects logistic regression model rathan a
standard logistic regression model could account for tatioas between the responses of the same participant. ¥owe
only a small number of participants in the OPPERA study weesvened multiple times after positive screeners, so we
simply discarded all but the most recent screener when zinglyhe OPPERA data (thereby avoiding this problem of
repeated observations).

1(Qi=1) ®)

3.3. Multiple Imputation

One popular method for handling missing data is multipleutagion. For a comprehensive review on multiple imputation
see Rubin12]. Our imputation procedure is as follows:

1. Estimate the coefficients, v, andy in (3). We used a Bayesian model wherg~y, andn had a prior distribution
that was Cauchy with center 0 and scale 2.5.

2. For each observation with a missing failure indicatompk from the posterior distribution af, v, andr to obtain
an estimate of the probability that an event occurred foheach observation.

. Generate a Bernoulli random variable with success pittyadqual to the predicted probability found in ste).(

. Combine the raw data and imputed data from sBpo(form a completed data set.

. Fitthe Cox proportional hazards model to the completéd sket.

. Record each parameter estimatend covariance matris;.

. Repeat steps)-(6) for a total ofm times, wheren is the desired number of imputations.

~N O O AW

Next, we combine all of the estimates. The average pararestienate is

1 m
Jj=1
WWWw.Sim.org Copyright© 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Satist. Med. 2010 001-8
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the within-imputation variance estimate is

1 &
U=— > U, (5)
j=1
and the between-imputation variance
. 1 . .
B=—— z;wj —B)(B; - B (6)
=
Finally, the estimated covariance matrix is
. _ 1\ -
Var(g) = U + <1 + E) B. @)

It can be shown that/Var(j3) is approximately distributed with degrees of freedom

(m— 1) <1 4 @ﬁ%w) (®)

(7) and @) can be used to compute confidence intervals for the muliipbuted parameter estimate

3.4. Estimation of Incidence

Previous sections of this paper described how to estimartaatios in the presence of missing failure indicatansidy
also be of interest to estimate incidence rates for the saam® @sing Poisson regression instead of Cox regression. Fo
example, one of the aims of the OPPERA study is to estimatmtidence rate of first-onset TMD.

In order to estimate incidence rates, we estimate the cadmlpitities as described previously based on participants
who had a positive screen and were examined. Then we impsiestatus as described in sect®a for those who had
a positive screen but were not examined. However, in this wa&sfit Poisson regression models, rather than Cox models,
to the completed data sets. Finally, we calculate the imcideate based on the estimates of the regression coeffigient
the Poisson model. Specifically, we use the data from imjautgtto fit the model

log(E(Aij| Xy, Zi, Vi) = p+ 7' Xi + N Zi 4 log(Vi) 9)
whereA,;; denotes thg!" imputation for observation j = 1,...,m. We combine then imputations using equatiod)
and

1 m
T fs 10
i=— ;ug (10)

The estimated incidence rate for an individual with cowasa * andZ* is given byexp(ji + 7X* 4+ AZ*). The variability
of i, 7, and\ may be estimated using) and confidence intervals may be computed based ondistribution using §),
as described previously.

4. Simulations

Data with missing failure indicators were simulated, andesal possible methods were compared with respect to
bias, coverage, and confidence interval width. Survivaesirfor 1,000 individuals were generated with exponentially
distributed failure times under a proportional hazards ehadth covariates as proposed by Bender et &8].[ That

is, the survival time for each individual was distributecc@aing to () where\y(¢t) = 1 is the baseline hazard. For
our simulations,Z; was a single baseline covariate following a normal distitsuwith mean 2 and unit variance. In
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other words, conditional of;, the failure timesT; followed an exponential distribution with hazasslp(5’Z;) where

B € {-0.5,—1.5,—-3}. The censoring times§’; followed an exponential distribution with mean 5 (corresging to a
hazard ofxp(— log(5)) ~ exp(—1.61)). This yielded about 35%, 75% and 90% censoringdet —0.5, 8 = —1.5, and

B = —3, respectively. We also definedl; = I(T; < C;). If A; =0, the implication is that the follow up period ended
before the participant developed TMD, meaning that the miasien was censored at tindé.

Covariates are represented By, a risk factor for TMD measured at enroliment, akig a measurement collected on
the last screener. For each observation, a normally dig&ribcovariateX;; was generated with meah; and standard
deviation 0.3. In OPPERAX; represents a question on the screener evaluating someaynopfirst-onset TMD, such
as the frequency of jaw pain. This was used to genépate I(X; > 0.5), an indicator of whether participahscreened
positive on their last screener. Note thét depends on\;, since participants who developed first-onset TMD are more
likely to report symptoms on their screener, @pddepends orX;, since the screener is positive if enough symptoms are
reported. Alsog; = I(4, is observef@icorresponds to the indicator of whether participacame in for their clinical exam
if Q; = 1. In all simulationsg; was used as the failure indicator rather tanwhered; is defined as

A, fQi=1
0 fQi=0

5 =

In other words, we set the failure indicathr= 0 if the final screener was negative. This decision was madefliect the
fact that OPPERA participants who had a negative screen magrexamined. Hence it is possible that some participants
developed first-onset TMD but were never examined due ta fimel screener being negative. Thus, the simulations
(incorrectly) treat these observations as censored.

We created missing failure indicators under the followitagsical missing data mechanisms of Ruli#]{

1. The probability of having a missing failure indicatorislependent of the data. This is known as missing completely
at random (MCAR).

2. The probability of having a missing failure indicator éegs on an observed covariate. This is known as missing at
random (MAR).

3. The probability of having a missing failure indicator éegds on the (potentially unobserved) failure indicatorsTh
is known as missing not at random (MNAR).

Our method assumes that the data are MAR, which includes M&A&special case. Our simulations under MAR and
MNAR parallel the study protocol in that failure indicat@an only be missing for those with positive screeners. lemoth
words, observations were potentially missing if and oni@ jf= 1. (Individuals with negative screeners haye= 0 and
are assumed to be censored. Those with positive screengg$)ha= 1 and may have missing clinical examinations.)
Details and results for MCAR and MNAR data are shown in Sesti®?.2andS2.4in the Supporting Information. We
also considered several simulation scenarios where thigtiogegression model for predicting the failure indicat@s
misspecified; see Secti@R.3in the Supporting Information. For MAR data, we set failundicators to be missing with
probability

exp(—0.2 — 0.3Z; + 0.1V})

P& =0X:,2;,Vi,Qi = 1) = ¢ T+ exp(—02 — 037, 1 0.1V}) (11)

This resulted in approximately 50% of failure indicatorsngeset to missing, which is consistent with the rate of nnigsi
failure indicators in the OPPERA study.

In each simulated data set, all observations with obsemitdé indicators who had a positive screen were used to fit a
logistic regression model for case status with covariaies(; andV;. That is, using the complete data (i.e. observations
with Q; = 1 and&; = 1), we fit the logistic regression model for the event probgbdonditional onZ;, X;, andV;,
namely

logit{ P(A; = 1|X;, Z;, Vi, Qi = 1,6 = 1)} = &/ X; + 4/ Z; +1V; (12)

E WWWw.Sim.org Copyright© 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Satist. Med. 2010 001-8
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The estimated probabilitigs = lj’;f(;‘?f;ﬁ;fn/‘}) were calculated for individuals witf; = 1 (whered, 4, ands) are
drawn from their posterior distribution).

To evaluate the performance of our method, multiple impemaivas employed to calculate 10 imputed estimates of
B for each simulation as described in Sect®f. For each observationwith Q; = 1 and§; = 0, we estimated failure
indicatorsAZ—j independently for each imputatign

A Cox proportional hazards model was fit for each imputed deta and the imputed estimates of the regression
coefficient and their variances were recorded. These weageeggted using equationd)(and (7) to create confidence
intervals for the multiple imputation estimates.

The performance of our method was compared with that of thHaadeof Cook and KosoroKl]. To obtain the estimates
of Cook and Kosorok1], for each simulated data set, we estimated the probasifitithat the (potentially unobserved)
event for participant is a true event, as described previously. We then fit a weig@tex proportional hazards model to
the data set with weights calculated as follows: Each olaservwith a missing failure indicator was deleted and repth
with two new observations. Each such pair of observatiouisthe same failure time and covariates, but different failur
indicators and weights. The first observation had wejglandA; = 1, and the second observation had weight 5; and
A; = 0. Participants with fully observed data retained a singlgeobation in the data set with unit weight. The estimated
regression coefficien; was recorded.

The variance of this estimate was estimated by generatd@0lyootstrap replicates of each simulated data set and
refitting the model for each bootstrap replicate. A set 00Q,8ubjects was selected at each bootstrap iteration bylisgmp
from the data with replacement. For each bootstrap replithé estimated probabilify that participant is a true failure
was calculated. These estimaf&ts were used to calculate a bootstrap estimtef 3 using a weighted Cox model as
described in the previous paragraph. The average paraemailretateé and percentile confidence intervéf o25, 50.975)
were all recorded, whergy is thed*" quantile among the 1,000 bootstrap replicates.

We also compared our method to the ideal situation in whiehtihe values of\; were observed for all observations
(note thatA; was used instead @f in this case), complete case analysis (meaning that we égx¢tam the data set all
observations with missing failure indicators), and two ad methods in which we treat the missing indicators eithler al
as censored or all as failures. Results under the assungitMAR are shown in Tabléd. We estimated the bias of each
method by calculating the mean difference between the asitCox regression coefficient and the true coefficient over
the 1000 simulations. We also calculated the mean widthettnfidence intervals produced by each method over the
1000 simulations. Similarly, we calculated the empiricav@&rage probability for the confidence intervals producgd b
each method by dividing the number of times that the confideémiervals contained the true value of the parameter by
1000. We also report the Monte Carlo error for the coveratge vehich is the error in the empirical coverage probability
due to conducting only a finite number of simulations (whiahwid be/a(1 — a)/n for n simulations). Finally, the rate
of missing information and the average running time of eaethiod was computed.

All calculations were performed using R versions 3.0.2 mgron a single core of a Dell C6100 server with a 2.93
GHz Intel processor. The function “mi.binary” in the “mi” Rapkage was used to generate the imputed values of the
missing failure indicators. The functions “boot” and “badtin the “boot” R package were used to calculate the boajst
estimates of the standard error of the Cook and Kosatpkgthod. The Cox proportional hazard models were fit using
the “coxph” function in the “survival” R package. The codesdgo perform the simulations (and analyze the OPPERA
data) is available in the Supporting Information.

The empirical coverage probability of the confidence iresproduced by multiple imputation is close to the nominal
level (0.95) in all simulations. Our multiple imputation thed and the method of Cook and Kosordg produced
approximately unbiased estimates and valid confidencevadtein all the scenarios we considered. The estimates
produced by the other methods showed a larger amount of béslid not always achieve the desired coverage level.
Our multiple imputation method also yielded the narrowestficlence intervals in each scenario. Although the method
of Cook and Kosorok]] produced confidence intervals that were only slightly wjdkis indicates that our proposed
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Table 1.Simulation Results for MAR

£*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverageRunning Time (s.)

-0.5 Full Data -0.0008 0.0005 0.1666 0.0004 0.962 0.008
Complete Case 0.0033 0.0007 0.2152 0.0004 0.955 0.007
Treat all as Censored  0.1058 0.0007 0.2127 0.0004 0.514 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0018 0.0005 0.1699 0.0004 0.964 80.00
Cook & Kosorok -0.0009 0.0005 0.1728 0.0004 0.959 22.0
Multiple Imputation  -0.0003 0.0005 0.1721 0.0004 0.961 90.4

-1.5 Full Data 0.0047 0.0011 0.3176 0.0002 0.938 0.008
Complete Case -0.0558 0.0015 0.4317 0.0003 0.927 0.007
Treat all as Censored  0.1241 0.0014 0.421 0.0003 0.767 0.007
Treat all as Failures 0.0716 0.0011 0.3154 0.0002 0.841 70.00
Cook & Kosorok 0.0052 0.0011 0.3399 0.0003 0.942 17.50
Multiple Imputation 0.0082 0.0011 0.3353 0.0002 0.942 0.40

-3 Full Data -0.0294 0.0025 0.7606 0.0009 0.945 0.007
Complete Case -0.2044 0.0036 1.0855 0.0017 0.918 0.008
Treat all as Censored  0.0988 0.0034 1.0413 0.0015 0.92 0.008
Treat all as Failures 0.5914 0.0025 0.6293 0.0006 0.085 80.00
Cook & Kosorok -0.0302 0.0029 0.9078 0.0017 0.94 17.33
Multiple Imputation  -0.0042 0.0028 0.8556 0.0014 0.947 30.4

*: The rate of missing information 017 whens = —0.5,0.061 when3 = —1.5, and0.178 whens = —3.
f: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.

method may have slightly greater power to detect true aa8ons, particularly when the absolute valuesas large. Our
proposed method also tended to have lower bias than the thetl@ook and Kosorokl]] when the absolute value gfis
large. The running time of our proposed method was alsofsignily less than the running time of the Cook and Kosorok
[1] method. Moreover, for most parameter values, the covepagieabilities for the complete case and ad hoc methods
were significantly differenty( < 0.01) from the nominal rate.

In addition, we examined the performance of our proposethoustwhen we changed the logistic regression model for
A;. We investigate two additional types of models: one in whiedhmodel contained a variable unrelated to case status
and another in which the model does not include one variahtad to case status. As in the previous simulations, the
failure times were generated b¥)( censoring was exponential with mean 5, failure indicatoere set to be missing
completely at random or missing at random with probabilitieg in equation11), Z; ~ N(2,1), X;1 ~ N(A;,0.3) and
Q; =1(Y;2 > 05)fori=1,...,n. We also generatell;» ~ N(0, 1) whereZ,, X;1, X;» were mutually independent and
X2 was independent dk; andQ);.

In the previous simulations, we fit the data 1&) with covariatesZ; and X; = X,;. The additional simulations instead
used the covariates and parameters as follows:

P P

l' i = {leilaX’iQ}
2. X;=0.
That is, rather than fitting model®) to the data, we modeled the case probability with

logit{P(A; = 1|X;, Z;, Vi, Qi = 1)} = & X; +7Z; + nVi. (13)

The results, which are shown in Secti82.3in the Supporting Information, remained similar under balternative
models. This indicates that the proposed methods are rédbusisspecification of the logistic regression model in some
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situations. Most notably, leaving out one covariate thas waakly related to case status did not markedly decrease the
performance of the method.

We also performed some simulations where a random subdet abiservations witly; = 0 were set to have missing
failure indicators. The model to predicdt; was fitted using only the observations for whi@h = 1, but the model was
applied to all observations with missing failure indicat¢including observations whefg; = 0). The results are shown
in SectionS2.3in the Supporting Information. In this case our method (al§ asthe Cook and Kosorokl] method)
produced reasonable results when the logistic regressamtelhwas specified correctly or when an extra covariate was
included in the model. However, both methods performed lgposhen an important covariate was missing from the
logistic regression model.

Finally, we conducted simulations to evaluate the methabitlity to estimate incidence rates. A similar multiple
imputation strategy was applied to Poisson regressionn@tinod produced estimates much closer to the true incidence
rates than the complete case estimate. In fact, the comgaetemethod underestimated incidence rates by as much as a
factor of 3. See SectioB2.5in the Supporting Information for details.

5. Analysis of the OPPERA Study

In this section, we apply our method to estimate hazardgatial incidence rates in the OPPERA study using 10
imputations.

5.1. Hazard Ratios

We applied our method to the OPPERA cohort to adjust for thecedf participants with missing clinical examinations.
(Note that examinations for participants evaluated by Eram#4 were also treated as missing.) First, we estimaid th
probability that a participant would be diagnosed as ardewi case of TMD given a positive screener. Due to the rich
body of information collected in each screener, we cargfglected a small number of predictor variables. Spedifical
we fit a logistic regression model to predict the result ofdlir@ical exam based on each item in the screener. As describe
previously, the regression coefficients were assumed te &grior distribution that was Cauchy with center 0 and scale
2.5. All models were adjusted for study site.

The majority of the variables measured on the screener werassociated with the result of the clinical examination.
The strongest predictor of being diagnosed with TMD was antof non-specific orofacial symptoms (e.g stiffness,
fatigue) in the previous three months. The time elapsedesamroliment and OPPERA study site were also important
covariates, as shown in Bair et at][Several other possible predictors of being diagnoseld WD were identified, but
including these additional predictors in the model did mopiiove the predictive accuracy of the model and hence they
were not included. (In general failure to include a releyanedictor variable when performing multiple imputationiwi
produce greater error than including an irrelevant vaeias evidenced by our simulations, so generally it is betterrt
on the side of including too many predictors rather than éma However, in this case, our testing indicated that inetud
additional variables did not improve the predictive accyraf the model and in fact might actually decrease the acyura
Hence, in this case we favored the more parsimonious model.)

Thus, we estimated the probability of being diagnosed wiiDTbased on the count of non-specific orofacial
symptoms, time since enroliment, and OPPERA study sites odel was used to perform multiple imputation for
those with no clinical examination. These imputed datawetg used to fit a series of Cox proportional hazards models
to estimate the hazard ratio (and associated confidenceahssd p-value) for each predictor using the methods deesdr
in section3.3. Examples of predictors include perceived stress, hisibcpmorbid chronic pain conditions, and smoking
status.
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In addition, Bair et al. 2] examined univariate relationships between examinatitendance and numerous possible
predictor variables. Differences between examined andexamined participants were small and most were not
statistically significant. However, a few of the differesagere statistically significant, indicating that the datrsvnot
MCAR, since MCAR requires that the probability of a missirigservation does not depend on the data.

Table2 shows the results of applying our method to a subset of ttetipatrisk factors of TMD measured in OPPERA.
Due to the large number of putative risk factors measureddRERA, we only report the results for a selected subset of
the variables. All continuous variables were normalizeddee mean 0 and standard deviation 1 prior to fitting the Cox
models. (Thus, the hazard ratios for the continuous vaggtdpresent the hazard ratios corresponding to a oneasthnd
deviation increase in the predictor variable.) In TabJall the quantitative sensory testing and psychosociahbbes
were continuous, while all of the clinical variables werelditomous (and hence were not normalized). The small number
of missing values in these predictor variables were (shighputed using the EM algorithm; see Greenspan etghbif
Fillingim et al. [7] for details. For a more detailed description of the OPPERAdIns, see Sectidhlin the Supporting
Information, Maixner et al.15], and Slade et al.1[g].

Table 2.Results from the OPPERA Study

Treat All MCls as Censored Multiple Imputation
HR LCL UCL P HR LCL UCL P

Clinical Variable

In the last month . 326 183 584 <0000l 235 139 396  0.0015
could not open mouth wide

Has two or more comorbid 3.08 226 4.21<0.0001 236 179 3.11 <0.0001
chronic pain disorders

History of 5 respiratory conditons ~ 1.38  1.01  1.87 0.0408 441. 1.13 1.85 0.0040
Smoking: current 1.26 0.86 1.84 0.2403 148 1.07 2.04 0.0166
Smoking: former 1.87 122 287 0.0041 170 1.18 2.46 0.0045
Oneormore palpation tender a5 1 35 555 0002 154 118 202  0.0018
points: right temporalis

One or more palpation tender
points: left temporalis

One or more palpation tender
points: right masseter

One or more palpation tender
points: left masseter
Quantitative Sensory Testing Variable

Pressure pain threshold: temporalis 1.26  1.07  1.49 0.006514 1 1.00 1.31 0.0466
Pressure pain threshold: masseter 1.23 104 1.45 0.01704 1099 131 0.0674
Pressure pain threshold: TM joint 125 105 1.48 0.0106 1.15.01 1.32 0.0416
Mechanical pain aftersensation: —; 5 1 09 138 00006 115 104 128  0.0071
512mN probe, 15 s

Mechanical pain aftersensation:
512mN probe, 30 s
Psychosocial Variable

1.60 114 225 0.0064 150 1.13 1.98 0.0045

1.85 135 253 0.0001 1.69 131 2.17<0.0001

1.70 123 235 0.0013 150 115 1.97 0.0031

120 1.07 1.34 0.0020 1.12 1.02 1.24 0.0241

PILL Global Score 152 135 1.71 <0.0001 142 1.29 1.58 <0.0001
EPQ-R Neuroticism 1.39 121 1.60 <0.0001 125 1.11 1.42 0.0003
Trait Anxiety Inventory 143 125 1.64 <0.0001 1.34 119 152 <0.0001
Perceived Stress Scale 1.35 1.17 1.55¢0.0001 1.29 1.15 1.44 <0.0001
SCL 90R Somatization 1.44 131 1.58<0.0001 140 1.29 1.51 <0.0001

The rate of missing information varied slightly for eachative risk factor. The average rate of missing information
was approximately.097. Compared to the unimputed results, which treated missailgré indicators as censored
observations, imputation slightly reduced the hazardsafior most of the psychosocial variables that were measured
in OPPERA. For instance, Tabl® shows the (standardized) hazard ratios for the Pennebakentbry of Limbic
Languidness (PILL) score, the neuroticism subscale of yeefck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ), the Spielberger
Trait Anxiety Inventory score, the Perceived Stress Saaie, the somatization subscale of the Symptom Checklist-90,
Revised (SCL-90R). In each case, the hazard ratios wereeddfter imputation.
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A similar pattern was observed after applying our imputatitethod to the measures of experimental pain sensitivity.
The mechanical pain aftersensation ratings were strorgggcated with first-onset TMD before imputation, but they
were only weakly associated with first-onset TMD after ingtigin. The pressure pain algometer ratings were also more
weakly associated with TMD after imputation (and two of #hratings in Tabl& were no longer significantly associated
with first-onset TMD at the < 0.05 level).

Interestingly, the hazard ratios for the presence of onearerpalpation tender points at the temporalis and masseter
muscles were also attenuated after imputation. Thesernpodgs were evaluated as part of the clinical examinatgingi
a different protocol than the quantitative sensory tesdilggmeter pain ratings. However, both pain measures (atgm
and palpation) were measured at the same facial locatioh#ge e palpation ratings were more strongly associatéla wi
first-onset TMD than the algometer ratings both before atet ahputation, it is interesting that different pain sengly
measures using different protocols at the same anatomicatibn were both attenuated by imputation.

The effects of other clinical variables were also atterdiaféer imputation. For example, the hazard ratios assaxtiat
with being unable to open one’s mouth wide in the past mondhhawing two or more comorbid pain conditions were both
noticeably attenuated after imputation. However, otheiadl variables were more strongly associated with firssed
TMD after imputation. For example, having a history of reafuory illness was only weakly associated with first-onset
TMD before imputation (HR=1.38, p=0.04), but the assooiatvas much stronger after imputation (HR=1.43, p=0.004).
Also, being a current smoker was not significantly assodiafi¢h first-onset TMD before imputation (HR=1.26, p=0.24)
but was associated after imputation (HR=1.49, p=0.02).

5.2. Incidence Rates

In Table 3, the incidence rate of first-onset TMD was estimated using tifferent approaches. First, all missing
failure indicators were treated as censored. Second, thigpraumputation method in this paper was used to estimate
the incidence rate. The estimated TMD incidence rate usialjipfte imputation was 66% greater than the unimputed
estimate. The estimated incidence rate increased by 70%erfwales and 87% for males. Estimated incidence rates for
whites and Hispanics were 118% and 202% higher, respegtivéh imputation. Thus, the incidence rate is likely to be
underestimated without imputation.

Table 3.Estimated TMD Incidence Rates With and Without Imputation

No Ml Ml Percent Change

Overall 223 3.78 70%
Males 1.87 3.49 87%
Females 246 4.19 70%
White 1.70 3.70 118%
Black 420 5.70 36%
Hispanic 1.17 3.53 202%
Other 1.10 1.86 69%

Incidence rates are given in cases per 100 person-years.

6. Discussion

We have developed a computationally efficient method tosadgr missing failure indicators in time-to-event datangsi
logistic regression and multiple imputation. Logistic meggion is used to estimate the failure probability foripgrants
with missing failure indicators. The missing values are uepl, and the standard errors are estimated using our theultip
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imputation method. This framework is important in studidseve failure status may be measured in stages, which may
lead to missing failure status indicators. This is a commmuaence in studies of diseases that are difficult or expens
to diagnose, such as TMD.

The present method is similar to the method of Magder and EsififY], who use an iterative procedure for parameter
estimation based on the EM algorithm. Our assumption of MARdenders their iterative method unnecessary. Other
methods 18, 19, 20] depend on the MCAR assumption, which does not hold for th&ERA study. Chen et al.
[2]] estimate Cox regression parameters using the EM algor&hdhestablish their consistency under basic regularity
conditions, including missing at random (MAR) failure indtors. However, their approach depends on the assumptions
of piecewise constant proportional hazard functions ferdgbnsoring time as well as for the failure time.

In each simulation scenario, our multiple imputation metpooduced the narrowest valid confidence intervals and no
significant bias. In particular, the method of Cook and Kokdt] produced slightly wider confidence intervals in all
but one of the simulations we considered. The differences wmall, so the performance of the two methods appear to
be comparable for most practical purposes. However, we\mlhat our method has several possible advantages over
the method of Cook and KosoroK][ First, bootstrapping is much more intensive computatilgnthan our multiple
imputation approach. Calculating bootstrap confidenarvals generally requires at least 1000 bootstrap repkdag],
whereas as few as 10 imputed data sets may be sufficient fdipraumputation P3]. Although the difference in the
computing time of the two methods is small for a single fitteatlel, many such models will be required in the course of
the OPPERA study. OPPERA has already collected data onxédpmately 3000 genetic markers and has plans to collect
data on approximately a million genetic markers in a genate association study. Thus, at least 3000 (and potentiall
as many as a million) Cox models will need to be fit, and our psaol method may allow for a significant decrease in
computing time. Moreover, our method can also be easilyemginted in popular statistical software packages (such as
SAS) without additional programming.

Additionally, our methodology may easily be extended toeotimodels, such as Poisson regression. We conducted
simulations (TableS9 in the Supporting Information) that showed that our proposethod can be used to estimate
incidence rates using Poisson regression, which is oneeaEearch aims of the OPPERA study. In particular, estenate
of the failure rates were biased when missing failure indicawvere treated as censored or when the complete casednetho
was used, but they were unbiased when we employed the métigydo this paper.

Our method may yield increased bias and decreased covéthgdagistic regression model for predicting case status
is inaccurate, as observed in the simulations in Se@d®Rin the Supporting Information. However, this would also be
true for competing methods, including the method of Cookl&nsbrok [1].

Our proposed also requires that the missing data be MARoOAGh it is impossible to test this assumption directly, Bair
et al. 2] showed that there were no significant differences betweesetwho did and not attend their clinical examination
with respect to a wide range of demographic variables anatipatrisk factors for TMD. Thus, the MAR assumption is
reasonable for OPPERA. Furthermore, the results of thelatioos described in Sectidd2.4show that our proposed
method can produce valid results in some situations evéreiMAR assumption is violated.

Also, our proposed method is only useful for imputing migsavent failure indicators among participants who have
positive screeners. If a participant develops first-on$¢DTbut still has a negative screener, such a participant lveill
treated as censored, and our method is unable to corredtisomisclassification. The OPPERA screener was designed
to have high sensitivity and modest specificity, so the nunalbdalse negative screens is expected to be low. (Indeed,
OPPERA performed clinical examinations on a subset of thcizants with negative screeners. Although analysis of
this data is ongoing, preliminary results suggests thafdatse negative rate is less than 5%.) Thus, we expect that the
small number of false negative screens will not meaningfaffect the results of our analysis. Also, note that under ou
simulation scenarios, we assumed that some failures werebserved due to a negative screener. Since our proposed
method gave satisfactory results in these simulation simen& appears that failing to observe some events duegative
screeners should not significantly bias the results.
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In the OPPERA study, the hazard ratios associated with sariables were noticeably different after imputation.
Although other results remained qualitatively unchangezinote that even small changes in hazard ratios are importan
In addition, estimated incidence rates were significamtreased after imputation. Since the results of OPPERA may
become normative in the orofacial pain literature, preceeulation of the incidence rate of TMD and the hazard gatio
associated with putative risk factors is important. Thogutation is recommended.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to acknowledge and thank the prirdipaestigators of the OPPERA study, namely William
Maixner, Luda Diatchenko, Bruce Weir, Richard Ohrbach, &dgillingim, Joel Greenspan, and Ronald Dubner. The
OPPERA study was supported by NIH/NIDCR grant U0O1DEO17Mmi Brownstein was supported by NIH/NIEHS
T32ES007018 and NSF Graduate Research Fellowship Progearn@$46083. Jianwen Cai was supported by NIH/NCI
grant PO1CA142538 and NIH/NIEHS grant RO1ES021900. Eric\Bas supported by NIH/NIDCR grant RO3DE023592,
NIH/NCATS grant UL1TR001111, and NIH/NIEHS grant PO3ES026.

References

1. Cook TD, Kosorok MR. Analysis of time-to-event data wititomplete event adjudicatiodournal of the American Satistical Association 2004;
99(468):pp. 1140-1152. URhttp://www. jstor.org/stable/27590492.

2. Bair E, Brownstein NC, Ohrbach R, Greenspan JD, Dubneilldgim RB, Maixner W, Smith SB, Diatchenko L, Gonzalezét,al.. Study protocol,
sample characteristics, and loss to follow-up: The OPPERApective cohort studihe Journal of Pain 2013;14(12):T2-T19.

3. Magaret AS. Incorporating validation subsets into @iterproportional hazards models for mismeasured outcoStasstics in Medicine 2008;
27(26):5456-5470, doi:10.1002/sim.3365. URLtp://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sim.3365.

4. Dodd LE, Korn EL, Freidlin B, Gray R, Bhattacharya S. An iagdrategy for progression-free survivdiometrics 2011; 67(3):1092-1099, doi:
10.1111/j.1541-0420.2010.01539.x. URELtp://dx.doi.org/10.1111/5.1541-0420.2010.01539.x.

5. Dworkin S, LeResche L. Research diagnostic criteria éongoromandibular disorders: review, criteria, examaratiand specifications, critique.
Journal of Craniomandibular Disorders 1992;6(4):301-355.

6. Ohrbach R, Fillingim RB, Mulkey F, Gonzalez Y, Gordon S,e@illion H, Lim PF, Ribeiro-Dasilva M, Greenspan JD, Knott & al..
Clinical findings and pain symptoms as potential risk fextdor chronic TMD: Descriptive data and empirically iderdfi domains
from the OPPERA case-control studyhe Journal of Pain 2011; 12(11, Supplement):T27 — T45, doi:10.1016/j.jpain.2011002. URL
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007437.

7. Fillingim RB, Ohrbach R, Greenspan JD, Knott C, Dubner By B, Baraian C, Slade GD, Maixner W. Potential psychosoisk factors for chronic
TMD: Descriptive data and empirically identified domainsrrthe OPPERA case-control studye Journal of Pain 2011;12(11, Supplement):T46 —
T60, doi:10.1016/}.jpain.2011.08.007. URktp: //www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/$1526590011007401

8. Greenspan JD, Slade GD, Bair E, Dubner R, Filingim RB, Habh R, Knott C, Mulkey F, Rothwell R, Maixner W.
Pain sensitivity risk factors for chronic TMD: Descriptivedata and empirically identified domains from the OPPERA
case control study. The Journal of Pain 2011; 12(11, Supplement):T61 - T74, doi:10.1016/).jpain.2011008. URL
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007395.

9. Maixner W, Greenspan JD, Dubner R, Bair E, Mulkey F, Milev, Knott C, Slade GD, Ohrbach R, Diatchenko L,
et al. Potential autonomic risk factors for chronic TMD: Destikip data and empirically identified domains from the
OPPERA case-control studyThe Journal of Pain 2011; 12(11, Supplement):T75 - T91, doi:10.1016/j.jpain.2011002. URL
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007449

10. Smith SB, Maixner DW, Greenspan JD, Dubner R, Fillingi, ®hrbach R, Knott C, Slade GD, Bair E, Gibson D&al.. Potential genetic risk
factors for chronic TMD: Genetic associations from the ORREcase control studyThe Journal of Pain 2011;12(11, Supplement):T92 — T101,
doi:10.1016/j.jpain.2011.08.005. URIttp://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007383.

11. Slade GD, Sanders A, Bair E, Brownstein NC, Fillingim RBixner W, Greenspan JD, Ohrbach R. Pre-clinical episoflesofacial pain symptoms
and their association with healthcare behaviors in the G ospective cohort studiain May 2013;154:750-760, doi:10.1016/j.pain.2013.01.014.

12. Rubin DB. Multiple imputation after 18+ yearslournal of the American Satistical Association 1996; 91(434):pp. 473-489. URL
http://www. jstor.org/stable/2291635.

Satist. Med. 201Q 001-8 Copyright(©) 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. www.sim.or
Prepared using simauth.cls


http://www.jstor.org/stable/27590492
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sim.3365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0420.2010.01539.x
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007437
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007401
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007395
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007449
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1526590011007383
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2291635

Statistics
|n Med|C| ne N. C. Brownstein et al.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
23.

Bender R, Augustin T, Blettner M. Generating survivalds to simulate cox proportional hazards mod8iatistics in Medicine February 2005;
24:1713-1723.

Rubin DB. Inference and missing daBometrika 1976;63(3):pp. 581-592. URlhttp://www. jstor.org/stable/23357309.

Maixner W, Diatchenko L, Dubner R, Fillingim RB, Greeasp]D, Knott C, Ohrbach R, Weir B, Slade GD. Orofacial pairspeztive evaluation and
risk assessment study - the OPPERA st(hg Journal of Pain November 201112(11):T4-T11.

Slade GD, Bair E, By K, Mulkey F, Baraian C, Rothwell R, Relgls M, Miller V, Gonzalez Y, Gordon St al.. Study methods, recruitment,
sociodemographic findings, and demographic represeet&ss in the OPPERA studihe Journal of Pain November 201112(11):T12-T26.
Magder LS, Hughes JP. Logistic regression when the méags measured with uncertainfymerican Journal of Epidemiology 1997;146(2):195-203.
URL http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9230782.

McKeague IW, Subramanian S. Product-limit estimatoi @ox regression with missing censoring informatiScandinavian Journal of Statistics
1998;25(4):pp. 589-601. URIhttp://www. jstor.org/stable/4616526.

Gijbels 1, Lin D, Ying Z. Non- and semi- parametric anaysf failure-time data with missing failure indicatoisecture Notes-Monograph Series
March 2007;54(1):203-223.

Subramanian S. Efficient estimation of regression aeffis and baseline hazard under proportionality of cardit
hazards. Journal of Satistical Planning and Inference 2000; 84(1-2):81 - 94, doi:10.1016/S0378-3758(99)00153-6. URL
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378375899001536.

Chen P, He R, Shen Js, Sun Jg. Regression analysis eteigbored failure time data with missing censoring indicaActa Mathematicae Applicatae
Snica (English Series) 2009;25:415-426. URLhttp://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10255-008-8807-1, 10.1007/s10255-008-8807-1.
Efron B, Tibshirani RJAn introduction to the bootstrap. Chapman and Hall/CRC: Boca Raton, FL, 1993.

Little RJA, Rubin DB Satistical Analysiswith Missing Data. Wiley Series in Probability and Mathematical Statist2802.

WWW.Sim.org Copyright©) 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Satist. Med. 2010 001-8
Prepared using simauth.cls


http://www.jstor.org/stable/2335739
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9230782
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4616526
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378375899001536
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10255-008-8807-1

Statistics
N. C. Brownstein et al. |n Med|C|ne

Web-based Supplementary Materials for “Parameter Estimaton
in Cox Models with Missing Failure Indicators” by Naomi C
Brownstein, Jianwen Cai, Gary Slade, and Eric Bair

S1. Description of the OPPERA Study

The primary objective of the OPPERA study is to identify pbkesrisk factors for developing first-onset TMD. See
Maixner et al. 5], Slade et al. 6], and Bair et al. ] for a more detailed description of the study. The risk fasto
considered in OPPERA are classified into the following daveasociodemographic, clinical, psychosocial, autongmic
guantitative sensory testing (QST), and genetics. Theiretaaof this section describes these OPPERA domains in more
detail.

First, sociodemographic information was recorded for €BPPERA participant. This includes age, gender, race, and
OPPERA study site, as well as educational attainment, iec@md marital status. For example, TMD is more common
in females than males and in non-Hispanic whites than inrotiees. Details are provided in Slade et ab]|

Clinical risk factors refer to variables that “typicallyeaconsidered in clinical settings when evaluating patidriék
These clinical variables may be evaluated via physical éxations or questionnaires. Examples include headaches,
back aches, pain in other regions of the body, jaw mobiléw; poises, and orofacial trauma. OPPERA patrticipants also
self-reported their health history, including the preseatcomorbid pain conditions such as irritable bowel syntp
fibromyalgia, and dysmenorrhea.

Psychosocial factors have also been shown to be associgtedMD [7]. Specific qualities related to psychosocial
functioning were evaluated in OPPERA, including genergthslogical function, affective distress, psychologsiaéss,
somatic awareness, and coping/catastrophizing. Affealigtress measures include state and trait anxiety and .mood
Psychological stress includes perceived stress and nesasiypost-traumatic stress disorder. Somatic awarensssses
sensitivity to physical sensations. Finally, coping/stiaphizing assesses individuals’ ability to handle pain.

The association between TMD and the function of the autonararvous system was also evaluated. Key measures
of autonomic function include blood pressure, heart ratel laeart rate variability, which were measured during the
OPPERA baseline medical examination. In previous studied) was associated with higher heart rates and lower heart
rate variability, which are symptoms of dysregulation af #tutonomic nervous system. See Maixner et%lidr a more
detailed description of the autonomic data collected in EIRR.

The QST variables collected in OPPERA measure sensitivigxperimental pain. Several measures of experimental
pain sensitivity were collected, including pressure paiesholds measured by algometers, mechanical (pinpraik) p
sensitivity, and thermal pain sensitivity. See Greenspah ¢] for a more detailed description of these QST variables.

Finally, the association between TMD and selected genedidkens was evaluated. A total of 3295 single nucleotide
polymorphisms (SNP’s) were selected from genes that aieveel to be associated with pain. See Smith etldl] for
more detail on how the SNP’s were chosen and their assatiaith TMD.

S2. Results of Additional Simulations

2.1. Overview of Additional Smulations

In this appendix, we provide the results of additional siaiohs. We investigate the performance of the method under
a variety of missing data mechanisms. We also consider sosnehere the logistic regression model for estimating the
probability of being a case is misspecified.
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Table S1.Simulation Results for MCAR

B*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverageRunning Time (s.)
-0.5 Full Data 0.0003 0.0005 0.1667 0.0001 0.95 0.008
Complete Case -0.0518  0.0007  0.2203 0.0001 0.854 0.007

Treat all as Censored  0.0005 0.0007 0.2205 0.0001 0.952 80.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0056 0.0006 0.1699 0.0001 0.953 70.00

Cook & Kosorok 0 0.0006 0.1746 0.0001 0.955 22.36

Multiple Imputation 0.0002  0.0006 0.173 0.0001 0.958 0.51
-1.5 Full Data -0.0018 0.0011 0.3184 0.0002 0.942 0.008

Complete Case -0.1303  0.0014  0.4257 0.0003 0.798 0.007

Treat all as Censored -0.0063 0.0014 0.4218 0.0003 0.954 070.0
Treat all as Failures 0.0817 0.0011 0.3149 0.0002 0.808 70.00

Cook & Kosorok -0.0021  0.0011  0.3426 0.0004 0.943 17.64

Multiple Imputation 0.001 0.0011 0.3395 0.0002 0.944 0.39
-3 Full Data -0.0152  0.0025 0.7561 0.0008 0.953 0.007

Complete Case -0.2332  0.0035 1.0332 0.0015 0.894 0.007

Treat all as Censored -0.0191 0.0033 1.0066 0.0014 0.959 080.0
Treat all as Failures 0.6654 0.0024 0.6166 0.0006 0.047 70.00
Cook & Kosorok -0.0186  0.0028 0.8938 0.0016 0.939 16.38
Multiple Imputation 0.0073 0.0027 0.8493 0.0014 0.958 0.4

*: The rate of missing information 024 when3 = —0.5,0.079 when3 = —1.5, and0.19 wheng = —3.
f: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.

Recall that we created missing failure indicators underftilewing classical missing data mechanisms of Rubin
(1976):

1. The probability of having a missing failure indicatorislependent of the data. This is known as missing completely
at random (MCAR).

2. The probability of having a missing failure indicator éegs on an observed covariate. This is known as missing at
random (MAR).

3. The probability of having a missing failure indicator éegs on the failure indicator itself. This is known as migsin
not at random (MNAR).

2.2. Additional Smulations Under MCAR

In order to more closely parallel the OPPERA study, we sinedlalata where we randomly set 40% of the failure
indicators to be missing for those with; = 1. (Note that our simulations assume that failure indicatais only be
missing when@; = 1. Without this assumption the data would not be MCAR in thismsrio, since); depends onk;,
which is observed.) This setup assumes that the probathilitya participant has a non-missing failure indicator delge
only on whether or not their screener was positive. The tagiegression model in this case included the covariates
Z; and X; as before, as well as the time of the screener. Results avenshoTableS1 All methods had a negligible
amount of bias in these scenarios except for the completernaghod and the method that treated all missing indicators
as failures. In these simulations, the complete case metlsodiisplayed extreme bias and poor coverage. This iredicat
that a complete case analysis would not be appropriate foidg such as OPPERA.
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Table S2.Results for an Extra Covariate Included in the Logistic Region Model

8*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverdgeRunning Time (s.)

-0.5 Full Data 0.0016 0.0006 0.1667 0.0001 0.942 0.008
Complete Case 0.0037 0.0007 0.2156 0.0001 0.938 0.008
Treat all as Censored  0.1054 0.0007 0.213 0.0001 0.509 0.008
Treat all as Failures 0.004 0.0006 0.1701 0.0001 0.952 0.008
Cook & Kosorok 0.0012 0.0006 0.174 0.0001 0.955 22.91
Multiple Imputation 0.0018 0.0006 0.1724 0.0001 0.955 0.52

-1.5 Full Data -0.0058 0.001 0.3185 0.0002 0.955 0.008
Complete Case -0.0693 0.0015 0.4332 0.0004 0.909 0.007
Treat all as Censored 0.1139 0.0014 0.4222 0.0003 0.799 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0622 0.001 0.3161 0.0002 0.877 0.007
Cook & Kosorok -0.0056 0.0011  0.3408 0.0003 0.946 18.09
Multiple Imputation  -0.0024  0.0011  0.3368 0.0002 0.953 0.4

-3 Full Data -0.0242 0.0025 0.7606 0.0008 0.962 0.007
Complete Case -0.1941  0.0037 1.0845 0.0017 0.924 0.007

Treat all as Censored  0.1045 0.0036 1.0405 0.0015 0.906 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.5995 0.0025 0.6291 0.0006 0.089 70.00
Cook & Kosorok -0.0172  0.0028 0.909 0.0017 0.953 16.93
Multiple Imputation 0.0111 0.0027 0.8578 0.0014 0.958 0.42

*: The rate of missing information i$.017 wheng = —0.5, 0.063 wheng = —1.5, and0.188 wheng = —3.
: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.

.3. Alternative Logistic Regression Models

We considered several scenarios where the logistic regressodel for the probability of being a case is misspecified.
Recall that we originally modeled the probability of beingase as
exp(o/ X; +v'Z; +nV;)

P(A; = 11X,, Z,,V;) = s.1
( | ) 1+ exp(X; +7'Z; + Vi) S

The original logistic model had the covariatés X;, andV; whereZ; ~ N(2,1) and X; ~ N(4A,,0.3) are mutually
independentfoj = 1,2,3andi =1,...,n.
Two alternative models were examined:

1. The first alternative model was of the fori8.{) but used the covariate¥; = {X;;, X;»} andV; where X, ~
N(0,1). This scenario was to used to evaluate the robustness ofétimthwhen an extraneous covariate is included
in the model. (Note thak’;; is independent of;, X;1, A;, andQ;.)

2. The second alternative model was generated according.fpkut was fit with the covariateg; andV;. In the
context of OPPERA, this represents the scenario in whichaibed to include a covariate that is associated with
first-onset TMD.

TablesS2 andS3indicate that our method produces valid results even if aynaariable is added to the model or if an
important variable is not included in the model.

Next, we consider the scenario where failure indicators traynissing even if a participant had a negative screener
(i.e. Q; = 0). For each such simulation, we randomly selected 40% of ltiserwations to have missing failure indicators
when@Q; = 0. (The mechanism for missing failure indicators whgn= 1 is the same as described previously.) In the
first such simulation, the logistic regression model waseaily specified whe®; = 1. (However, it will be applied to all
observations with missing failure indicators, includihgs$e for whichy); = 0. Since the true value of the failure indicator
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Table S3.Results when a Relevant Covariate is Omitted from the Lagi&tgression Model

B*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverageRunning Time (s.)

-0.5 Full Data -0.0007 0.0006 0.1666 0.0001 0.939 0.007
Complete Case 0.0046  0.0007 0.2153 0.0001 0.948 0.007
Treat all as Censored  0.1062 0.0007 0.2128 0.0001 0.497 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0021  0.0006 0.17 0.0001 0.942 0.007
Cook & Kosorok -0.0006 0.0006 0.1738 0.0001 0.945 17.84
Multiple Imputation  -0.0003  0.0006 0.1726 0.0001 0.947 60.3

-1.5 Full Data 0.0012 0.0011 0.3174 0.0002 0.951 0.007
Complete Case -0.0581 0.0015 0.4308 0.0004 0.908 0.006
Treat all as Censored  0.1237  0.0014  0.4198 0.0003 0.761 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0697 0.001 0.315 0.0002 0.844 0.007
Cook & Kosorok 0.0029 0.0011 0.3449 0.0004 0.942 14.54
Multiple Imputation 0.0055 0.0011 0.3411 0.0003 0.939 0.3

-3 Full Data -0.0146 0.0025 0.7562 0.0008 0.952 0.007
Complete Case -0.1925 0.0038 1.0793 0.0017 0.911 0.007

Treat all as Censored  0.1076 0.0035 1.0352 0.0015 0.899 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.6021 0.0025 0.6261 0.0006 0.097 70.00
Cook & Kosorok -0.0181 0.0029 0.9025 0.0017 0.935 14.11
Multiple Imputation 0.0074 0.0029 0.8761 0.0015 0.936 0.32

*: The rate of missing information 02 wheng = —0.5, 0.086 wheng = —1.5, and0.227 wheng = —3.
f: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.

is always 0 wher); = 0, the model will be biased for these observations.) In theremeaining simulation scenarios, the
model will be misspecified even whéj = 1 by either adding an extra covariate or leaving out a significavariate as
we did in the earlier simulations.

The results of these three additional simulations are showablesS4, S5 andS6. The model performs well in two
of the three scenarios, indicating that our methodologglisist against misspecification of the logistic regressiodeh
However, when an important covariate is not included in tleeleh, the estimates are badly biased. Empirical coverage
ranged from 0% to 50%, significantly below the nominal rateisTindicates that our method can give incorrect results
if the predictive accuracy of the logistic regression madesoor. Note that the method of Cook and Kosorakdlso
performs poorly in this scenario. If one cannot accuratstineate which failure indicators are missing, it is unlikéiat
any method can produce valid confidence intervals for ther€gression coefficients.

2.4, Smulations Under MNAR

We examined two possible scenarios where the data is MNAR:

1. In the first, we set 30% of the censored observations andd@Pre failures to have missing indicators.
2. In the second, we set 20% of the censored observationsd8aabthe failures to have missing indicators.

The results of these simulations are shown in Tabksd2. Bias increased for all methods under both MNAR scenarios.
In particular, the complete case method consistently ajsga a high amount of bias and did not achieve the desired
coverage rate. For our imputation method and the method ok@od Kosorok ], the bias and width of the 95%
confidence interval increased and as the absolute value dfith parameter value increased. This indicates that wieen t
MAR assumption is violated, our method as well as the mettidZbok and Kosorok]] may not be valid. On the other
hand, even when the data was not MAR, our method provided provement in terms of bias and coverage compared to
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£*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverdgeRunning Time (s.)
-0.5 Full Data -0.0029  0.0006 0.1669 0.0001 0.951 0.007
Complete Case 0.0422 0.0007 0.2164 0.0001 0.864 0.006
Treat all as Censored  0.1042 0.0007 0.2132 0.0001 0.516 70.00
Treat all as Failure 0.0883 0.0005 0.1526 0.0001 0.372 0.007
Cook & Kosorok -0.002 0.0006 0.1781 0.0002 0.945 21.41
Multiple Imputation 0.0028 0.0006 0.1779 0.0001 0.951 0.48
-1.5 Full Data -0.0031 0.001 0.3187 0.0002 0.956 0.007
Complete Case 0.053 0.0015 0.4306 0.0004 0.907 0.006
Treat all as Censored 0.12 0.0014 0.4224 0.0003 0.779 0.007
Treat all as Failures 0.8199 0.0007 0.204 0.0001 0 0.007
Cook & Kosorok -0.0026  0.0011  0.3483 0.0004 0.948 17.785
Multiple Imputation 0.0128 0.0011 0.3557 0.0006 0.961 0.38
-3 Full Data -0.0244 0.0026  0.7602 0.0009 0.947 0.008
Complete Case 0.0024  0.0035 1.0686 0.0017 0.954 0.006
Treat all as Censored  0.1043 0.0035 1.0379 0.0015 0.914 80.00
Treat all as Failures 25176 0.0008 0.2218 0.0001 0 0.007
Cook & Kosorok -0.0104 0.0029 0.9885 0.0028 0.96 18.69
Multiple Imputation 0.0909 0.0029 1.0932 0.0053 0.969 0.42

*: The rate of missing information i%.126 wheng = —0.5, 0.212 wheng = —1.5, and0.492 wheng = —3.

: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.

Table S5.Results when an Extra Covariate is Included in the Logistgr@ssion Model and the Model is Applied to
Observations with); = 0

£*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverdgeRunning Time (s.)
-0.5 Full Data -0.0011 0.0005 0.1669 0.0001 0.956 0.008
Complete Case 0.0442 0.0007 0.2167 0.0001 0.876 0.006
Treat all as Censored  0.1061 0.0007 0.2133 0.0001 0.506 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0913 0.0005 0.1525 0.0001 0.342 80.00
Cook & Kosorok 0.0011 0.0006 0.1783 0.0002 0.959 22.05
Multiple Imputation 0.0064 0.0006 0.1791 0.0002 0.956 0.5
-1.5 Full Data -0.003 0.001 0.3185 0.0002 0.949 0.007
Complete Case 0.0525 0.0014 0.4288 0.0004 0.911 0.006
Treat all as Censored 0.1171  0.0014 0.4214 0.0003 0.814 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.8186 0.0007 0.2041 0.0001 0 0.008
Cook & Kosorok -0.0022 0.0011 0.3495 0.0004 0.947 18.37
Multiple Imputation 0.0149 0.0011 0.3588 0.0008 0.953 0.39
-3 Full Data -0.0098 0.0025 0.7555 0.0008 0.943 0.008
Complete Case 0.0042 0.0036 1.0687 0.0017 0.948 0.007
Treat all as Censored 0.116 0.0033 1.0332 0.0014 0.918 0.008
Treat all as Failures 2.5152 0.0008 0.2218 0.0001 0 0.008
Cook & Kosorok -0.0013 0.0028 0.9876 0.0028 0.964 20.22
Multiple Imputation 0.1024 0.0028 1.0969 0.0055 0.956 0.46
*: The rate of missing information i.125 wheng = —0.5, 0.23 when3 = —1.5, and0.526 when3 = —3.
: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.
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Table S6.Results when a Relevant Covariate is not Included in thedtmgRegression Model and the Model is Applied
to Observations wher@; = 0

B*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverdgeRunning Time (s.)

-0.5 Full Data -0.0027 0.0005 0.1667 0.0001 0.963 0.008
Complete Case 0.0418 0.0007 0.2159 0.0001 0.878 0.006
Treat all as Censored  0.1018 0.0007 0.2128 0.0001 0.533 80.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0887 0.0005 0.1523 0.0001 0.375 70.00
Cook & Kosorok 0.0814  0.0005 0.157 0.0001 0.5 19.66
Multiple Imputation 0.0816 0.0005 0.1573 0.0001 0.471 0.39

-1.5 Full Data -0.0062 0.001 0.3185 0.0002 0.947 0.007
Complete Case 0.0517 0.0014 0.4294 0.0004 0.903 0.006
Treat all as Censored  0.1154 0.0014 0.4218 0.0003 0.806 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.8183 0.0007 0.2044 0.0001 0 0.007
Cook & Kosorok 0.5006 0.0012 0.3808 0.0006 0.004 16.76
Multiple Imputation 0.5151 0.0012 0.3916 0.001 0.005 0.32

-3 Full Data -0.0126  0.0025 0.756 0.0008 0.952 0.008
Complete Case 0.0057 0.0036  1.0711 0.0016 0.947 0.007
Treat all as Censored  0.1073  0.0035 1.0376 0.0014 0.902 80.00
Treat all as Failures 2.5132 0.0009 0.2218 0.0001 0 0.007
Cook & Kosorok 0.8862  0.0036 1.0736 0.0028 0.2 17.01
Multiple Imputation 0.9962  0.0036 1.1777 0.0043 0.117 B8.35

*: The rate of missing information 048 when3 = —0.5,0.611 when = —1.5, and0.825 wheng = —3.
t: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.

the complete case method and the method that treats allngissbjects as failures. Moreover, the coverage probgbilit
was slightly greater for our method than for the method oflCarnd Kosorok 1].

.5. Smulationsfor Poisson Regression

We performed simulations to evaluate the performance ofr@ihod when the desired time-to-event analysis is a Poisson
regression model rather than a Cox model. Poisson modetoarmonly used to estimate incidence rates, which is an
objective of the OPPERA study.
The simulations were identical to those described in Sectiexcept that the imputed data was used to fit Poisson
regression models rather than Cox proportional hazardeothat is, we fit the data from imputatiofs- 1,...,m to
the model
log(pi) = a+ BZ; + log(Vi). (S.2)

wherey; is the expected number of cases and the offsgtV;), is the logarithm of the survival time. We measured the
bias, defined a8 minus the true value, fo € {—0.5, —1.5, —3}.

The Cook and Kosorokl] method does not immediately generalize to Poisson reigres€onsequently, we only
compared our method to the unachievable ideal of no misgitey the complete case method, and the two ad hoc methods.

The use of Poisson regression allows us to estimate incidextes. For each simulation, we estimated the incidence
rate based on the coefficients of the Poisson regressionlnm®.2). Specifically, estimated incidence rates for fixed
values ofZ; are given by

exp(a + BZ;) (S.3)

The bias, confidence interval width, and coverage proligitmfieach method are shown in Tal#€. We also present the
estimated incidence rates for each quartile of the randaiabla Z; (i.e. the quartiles of thé/(2, 1) distribution) along
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Table S7.Simulation Results for MNAR, scenario

£*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverdgeRunning Time (s.)

-0.5 Full Data 0.0022  0.0006 0.1668 0.0001 0.932 0.007
Complete Case -0.0695 0.0008 0.2419 0.0001 0.787 0.006
Treat all as Censored  0.0005 0.0008 0.2422 0.0001 0.943 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0063 0.0006 0.1702 0.0001 0.929 70.00
Cook & Kosorok -0.0014 0.0006 0.1768 0.0001 0.937 19.9
Multiple Imputation  -0.0011  0.0006 0.175 0.0001 0.936 0.46

-1.5 Full Data -0.0019 0.001 0.3182 0.0002 0.965 0.008
Complete Case -0.1799 0.0016 0.4704 0.0004 0.699 0.007
Treat all as Censored -0.0042 0.0016 0.4624 0.0004 0.95 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.0625 0.001 0.3173 0.0002 0.866 0.007
Cook & Kosorok -0.0197 0.0011  0.3505 0.0004 0.934 16.69
Multiple Imputation  -0.0173  0.0011  0.3447 0.0003 0.959 80.3

-3 Full Data -0.0208 0.0025 0.7571 0.0008 0.946 0.007
Complete Case -0.3316 0.004 1.1528 0.002 0.846 0.007
Treat all as Censored -0.0423 0.0038 1.1107 0.0017 0.952 070.0
Treat all as Failures 0.5224  0.0026 0.648 0.0007 0.18 0.008
Cook & Kosorok -0.0677 0.0029 0.9291 0.0019 0.922 16.32
Multiple Imputation  -0.0507  0.0028  0.8641 0.0014 0.959 0.4

*: The rate of missing information i$.039 wheng = —0.5, 0.088 wheng = —1.5, and0.165 wheng = —3.

: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.

Table S8.Simulation Results for MNAR, scenarib

£*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) CoverdgeRunning Time (s.)
-0.5 Full Data -0.0022 0.0005 0.167 0.0001 0.952 0.008
Complete Case -0.0976 0.0009 0.2704 0.0002 0.713 0.007
Treat all as Censored -0.0017 0.0009 0.2706 0.0001 0.936 070.0
Treat all as Failures 0.0009 0.0006 0.1706 0.0001 0.95 0.008
Cook & Kosorok -0.0091  0.0006 0.1796 0.0001 0.944 20.85
Multiple Imputation  -0.0087 0.0006 0.178 0.0001 0.948 0.44
-1.5 Full Data -0.0007 0.0011 0.3183 0.0002 0.95 0.007
Complete Case -0.2321 0.0018 0.5311 0.0005 0.586 0.007
Treat all as Censored -0.0019 0.0017 0.5175 0.0004 0.952 070.0
Treat all as Failures 0.0444  0.0011 0.3202 0.0002 0.9 0.007
Cook & Kosorok -0.0397 0.0012 0.3575 0.0004 0.9 16.03
Multiple Imputation  -0.0382 0.0012 0.3537 0.0003 0.932 60.3
-3 Full Data -0.0112 0.0025 0.7565 0.0009 0.948 0.007
Complete Case -0.409 0.0043 1.3088 0.0023 0.827 0.007
Treat all as Censored -0.0255 0.0041 1.2435 0.002 0.954 70.00
Treat all as Failures 0.3801 0.0026 0.682 0.0007 0.425 0.007
Cook & Kosorok -0.1038 0.003 0.9663 0.0021 0.919 15.45
Multiple Imputation  -0.0891  0.0028 0.8839 0.0015 0.959 80.3
*: The rate of missing information i$.063 wheng = —0.5, 0.108 wheng = —1.5, and0.152 wheng = —3.
: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.
with the true (theoretical) rates for each quartile. SederahQ
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Table S9.Simulation Results for Poisson Models, MAR

g*  Method Bias SE (Bias) Width SE (Width) Coverdge
-0.5 Full Data -0.0036 0.0005 0.1596 0.0001 0.956
Complete Case -0.0101 0.0007  0.2067 0.0001 0.948
Treat all as Censored  0.0813 0.0007 0.2049 0.0001 0.652
Treat all as Failures  -0.0002 0.0006 0.1628 0.0001 0.957
Multiple Imputation  -0.0036  0.0006  0.1652 0.0001 0.961
-1.5 Full Data -0.0005 0.0010 0.2864 0.0002 0.945
Complete Case -0.1008 0.0015 0.3956 0.0004 0.829
Treat all as Censored  0.0704  0.0014  0.3883 0.0003 0.898
Treat all as Failures 0.0717 0.0010 0.2857 0.0002 0.820
Multiple Imputation 0.0027 0.0011 0.3059 0.0003 0.951
-3 Full Data -0.0184 0.0021 0.5994 0.0007 0.958
Complete Case -0.2733  0.0032 0.8710 0.0016 0.792
Treat all as Censored  0.0206 0.0030 0.8485 0.0012 0.954
Treat all as Failures 0.5232 0.0025 0.5544 0.0006 0.085
Multiple Imputation 0.0126  0.0023 0.7012 0.0014 0.964

*: The rate of missing information 018 whens = —0.5,0.074 when = —1.5, and0.202 wheng = —3.

f: The Monte Carlo error is 0.007.

Our method had close to 95% coverage probability when Poissgression was used. None of the other methods
had proper coverage for all of the simulations. Multiple utagion yielded the least bias of all the methods besides the
unachievable ideal of observing all data. It also producetemarrow confidence intervals than the complete case metho
and the method that treats all missing failure indicatorsessored.

The bias evident in parameter estimation was compoundéaddmence rates. The complete case method and the two
ad hoc methods consistently underestimated incidencecl) the complete case method underestimated incidence by
about 30-200%. By contrast, our method differed from thechievable ideal by only about 4-6%.
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Table S10.Simulation Results for Incidence Rates

3 Method Q1 SE Q2 SE Q3 SE
0.5 True Rate 0.5154 0.3679 0.2626
Full Data 0.5157 0.0003 0.3671 0.0002 0.2615 0.0002
Complete Case 0.4261 0.0004 0.3019 0.0002 0.2142 0.0002

Treat all as Censored 0.2991 0.0003 0.2254 0.0002 0.170100®.0
Treat all as Failures  0.4949 0.0003 0.3531 0.0002 0.252100Q.0
Multiple Imputation  0.4902 0.0003 0.3490 0.0002 0.2486 00D

-1.5 True Rate 0.1369 0.0498 0.0181
Full Data 0.1375 0.0001 0.0501 0.0001 0.0183 0.0000
Complete Case 0.0968 0.0001 0.0330 0.0001 0.0113 0.0000

Treat all as Censored 0.0753 0.0001 0.0288 0.0000 0.0110000.0
Treat all as Failures 0.1388 0.0001 0.0530 0.0001 0.0203000.0
Multiple Imputation  0.1305 0.0001 0.0476 0.0001 0.0174 00®

-3 True Rate 0.0188 0.0025 0.0003
Full Data 0.0186 0.0000 0.0025 0.0000 0.0003 0.0000
Complete Case 0.0106 0.0000 0.0012 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000

Treat all as Censored 0.0097 0.0000 0.0013 0.0000 0.000200@.0
Treat all as Failures  0.0301 0.0001 0.0058 0.0000 0.0011000.0
Multiple Imputation  0.0180 0.0000 0.0025 0.0000 0.0003 00®M

*: Q1 denotes rates based on the lower quartile pf
*. Q2 denotes rates based on the mediax of
*: Q3 denotes rates based on the upper quartilg,of
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