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The FREQ Procedure

Table of LOW by SMOKE

LOW({< 2500g) SMOKE
Frequency| -
Percent | [ﬁ 9_1{((/ M«ﬁM QMU - 6”/(0#—&
Row Pct | 7
Col Pct | | 1} Total
————————— pm e} -
0t 86 | 44 | 130 ao/ 2
| 45.50 | 23.28 | €8.78 6 - 0?040 elP(pnpq.\'? Z2.02
| 66.15 | 33.85 | Gmkf,) - Vs A,
| 74.78 | 59.46 | m\ﬂ P"@(W - 0.0
————————— e
11 29 | 30 | 59
| 15.34 | 15.87 | 31.22
| 49.15 | 50.85 |
| 25.22 | 40.54 |
————————— 4
Total 115 74 189

60.85 39.15 100.00

page 81 Table 3.18 Cross-classification of low birth weight by smoking status stratified by RACE.
proc freq data=lowbwt32;

tables race*low*smoke;
run;

The FREQ Procedure

Table 1 of LOW by SMOKE
Controlling for RACE=1

LOW (< 2500g) SMOKE
Frequency|
Percent |
Row Pct |
Col Pect | 0] 1l Total
————————— o4
0| 40 | 33 | 73 * ( ): 9.%9’
| 41.67 | 34.38 | 76.04 U\W i P 6”‘:'3
|  54.79 | 45.21 |
| 90.91 | 63.46 |
————————— e}
1 4 | 19 | 23 //\\ 5
| 4.17 | 19.79 | 23.96 R = (\J/ (14 o 677
| 17.39 | 82.61 | D ——ree———" "/ -
|  9.09 | 36.54 |
_________ (33) (4)
Total 44 52 96

45.83 54.17 100.00

Table 2 of LOW by SMOKE
Controlling for RACE=2

LOW (< 2500g) SMOKE



Frequency|

Percent |
Row Pct |
Col Pct | 0]
_________ +_____._._.....+_______
0| 11 | 4
| 42.31 | 15.38
| 73.33 | 26.67
| ©8.75 | 40.00
_________ +_____.._...._+_.______
I 5 | 6
| 19.23 | 23.08
| 45.45 | 54.55
i 31.25 | 60.00
_________ e
Total 16 10
61.54 38.46
The FREQ Procedure
Table 3 of LOW by SMOKE
Controlling for RACE=3
LOW (< 2500qg) SMOKE
Fregquency |
Percent |
Row Pct |
Col Pct | 0]
_________ +.—_.._...‘..,_......+....-___..-._.
01 35 | 7
| S52.24 | 10.45
| 83.33 | 16.67
| 63.64 | 58.33
_________ +_________+_.______
1] 20 | 5
| 29.85 | 7.46
| 80.00 | 20.00
| 36.36 | 41.67
_________ +_._______+_______
Total 55 12
82.09 17.91

67
100.00

proc logistic data=lowbwt3id desc;

model low
run;

The LOGISTIC Procedure

smoke / clparm=wald;

Model Information

Data Set

Response Variable

Number of Response Levels
Number of Observations
Link Functicn
Optimization Technigue

Response Profile

Ordered

WORK.LOWBWT 34
LOW

2

189

Logit

Fisher's scoring

Total
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Value Low Frequency
1 1 59
2 0 130

Mcdel Convergence Status
Convergence criterion {(GCONV=1E-8) satisfied.

Model Fit Statistics

Intercept

Intercept and
Criterion Only Covariates
AIC 236,672 233.805
sC 239.914 240.288
-2 Log L 234.672 229.805

Testing Global Null Hypothesis: BETA=0

Test Chi-Square DF Pr > Chisqg
Likelihood Ratio 4.8674 1 0.0274
Score 4.%237 1 0.0265
Wald 4.8516 1 0.0276

Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Standard
Paramete. DF Estimate Error Chi-Square Pr > Chisqg

Intercept 1 -1.087 0.2147 25.6244 <.0001
SMOKE 1 0.7040 0.319%¢ 4.8516 0.0276
The LOGISTIC Procedure

Odds Ratio Estimates

Point 95% Wald
Effect Estimate Confidence Limits
SMOKE 2.022 1.081 3.783

Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed Responses

Percent Concordant 33.6 Somers' D 0.17¢
Percent Discordant 16.6 Gamma 0.338
Percent Tied 49.7 Tau—-a 0.073
Pairs 7670 c 0.585

Wald Confidence Interval for Parameters

Parameter Estimate 95% Confidence Limits
Intercept -1.0870 ~-1.5078 -0.6661
SMOKE 0.7040 0.0776 1.3305

pProc logistic data=lowbwt34 desc;

model low = smoke race2 race3 / clparm=wald;
run;
The LOGISTIC Procedure

Model Information

Data Set WORK.LOWBWT34
Response Variable Low < 2500qg



s fd )

\C ¢o
Number of Response Levels 2 A (w A (u"
Number of Cbservations 189 7 W
Link Functiocn Logit
Optimization Technigue Fisher's scoring ( [ ' “90 - 0\70 L}'
Response Profile —_—
Ordered Total b . 7 0‘1('
Value LOW Frequency
1 1 59

2 0 1390 ﬂ (%/ s
Model Convergence Status %( ‘(‘5 %6“ jw adp/;

Convergence criterion (GCONV=1E-8) satisfied.

Model Fit Statistics 0[‘9("‘?"/ 4.2 9o aion CGK%%
Intercept et ?/1@/, . G fr{?ﬂz%’ M}P{
Intercept and . A
Criterion Cnly Covariates [s"' 23 (6 ‘(’fr-‘-‘/ ree Mfo‘ éh’ f- ,50
AIC 236.672 227.975 _ _
sC 239,914 240.942 . 571 - g;r - O
-2 Log L 234.672 219.975
Testing Global Null Hypothesis: BETA=0 Hﬂ ) A/o'(” I-—-!a
Test Chi-Square DF Pr > Chisq (/p ZL - qu'?og_ 7 i‘?. 175
Likelihood Ratio 14.6973 3 0.0021
Score 14.1265 3 0.0027 — 7 &—}
Wald 12.8812 3 ¢.0048 - \
The LOGISTIC Procedure zaio(.c P - 9‘007
Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates (_3,0
- -
Standard Q-Qdf v
Parameter DF Estimate Error Chi-Square Pr > Chisg
Intercept 1 -1.8405 0.3529 27.2065 <.0001 §o «L&ﬂ:e r2cl
( SMOKE 1 1.1160 0.3692 9.1357 0.0025 .
1~ race? 1 1.0841 0.4900 4,8951 0.0269
/% race3 1 1.1086 0.4003 7.6689 0.0056 VBV‘a&](ej é Z(OGL/
Odds Ratio Esztimates 5‘{':/0&7 e(/:Jop\.u -4'14,7
Point 95% Wald [wa/ y '
Effect Estimate Confidence Limits { J 6( M % MW
SMOKE 3.053 1.480 6.294 () TL, / /J
race2 2.957 1.132 7.725 q lekfg q/a.{ S
race3 3.030 1.383 6.640 > [5 - Zf%

Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed Responses

¢
Percent Concordant 54.5 Somers' D 0.299 7/> /4 (50 s )Q'/&;jly C} [(}

Percent Discordant 24.6 Gamma 0.378 . ~J 7[
6 { 7h M CQ“L .



rercent Tied 20.9 Tau-a 0.129
Pairs 7670 c 0.650

Wald Confidence Interval for Parameters

Parameter Estimate 95% Confidence Limits
Intercept ~1.8405 -2.5321 -1.1489
SMOKE 1.1is80 0.,3923 1.8397
race? 1.0841 0.1237 2.0444
race3 1.1086 0.3240 1.8831

proc legistic data=lowbwi34d desc;

model low = smoke race2 raced race2sm racel3szm / clparmswald;
ran;
quit;

The LOGISTIC Procedure

Model Information

Data Set WORK. LOWBWT 34

Response Variable LOW < 2500qg
Humber of Response Levels 2

Number of CObservations 189

Link Function Logit

Optimization Technigue Fisher's scoring

Response Profile

Ordered Total
Value LOW Frequency

1 1 59

2 G 1306

Model Convergence Status
Convergence criterion (GCONV=1E-8) satisfied.

Model Fit Statistics

Intercept

Intercept and
Criterion Only Covariates
AIC 236.672 228.818
5C 239,914 248.268
-2 Log L 234.672 216.818

Testing Gleobal Null Hypothesis: BETA=()

Test Chi-Square DF Pr > Chisg
Likelihood Ratio 17.8542 5 0.0031
Score 15.86489 5 0.0072
Wald 13.1634 5 g.02190

The LOGISTIC Procedure



Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Standard
Parameter DF Estimate Error Chi-Square Pr > Chisg
>Intercept 1 -2.3026 0.5244 19.2796 <,0001
SMOKE i 1.7505 0.5983 8.5611 0.0034
race?2 1 1.5141 0.7523 4.0511 0.0441
race3 1 1.7430 0.594¢6 8.5921 0.0034
raceZsm 1 -0.5566 1.0322 0.2907 0.5897
race3sm 1 -1.5274 0.88B28 2.9933 0.0836
Odds Ratio Estimates
Point 85% Wald
Effect Estimate Confidence Limits
SMOKE 5.758 1.782 18.599
race?2 4,545 1.041 19.857
racel 5.714 1.782 18.327
racezsm 0.573 0.076 4,334
race3sm 0.217 3.038 1.225

Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed Responses

Percent Concordant 54.8 Somers' D 0.305
Percent Discordant 24.3 Gamma 0.386
Percent Tied 20.9 Tau-a 0.132
Pairs 7670 c 0.653

Wald Confidence Interval for Parameters

Parameter Estimate 95% Confidence Limits

Intercept -2.3026 -3.3304 -1.2748
) SMOKE 1.7505 0.577% 2.9231
Z race? 1.5141 0.0397 2.9885
4 race3 1.7430 0.5775 2.9084
+ raceZsm -0.5566 -2.5797 1.4666
{ race3sm -1.5274 ~3.2577 0.2029
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