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1. Introduction

In recent decades, statisticians have studied (semi-parametric) efficient estimators that fully
utilize the main dataset (Shao, 2003; Tsiatis, 2006). With the increasing availability of data
from contemporary studies, the precision of estimation can be further improved by leveraging
and integrating multiple sources of data (Qin et al., 2022). Applications of data integration
have been widely studied in many fields, such as epidemiology, clinical trials, genetics, and
genomics (Lee et al., 2020; Li and Song, 2020). In this paper, we introduce a new perspective
and propose a novel framework that effectively synthesizes information from multiple sources
of secondary data to improve the precision of parameter estimation in the main analysis
model. Here, we regard a dataset as secondary if it contains a secondary outcome that is
highly associated with the primary endpoint and some covariates.

Our work is highly motivated by the Atherosclerosis Risks in Communities (ARIC) study
(ARIC-Investigators, 1989; Gonzdlez et al., 2018). Our goal is to identify risk factors for the
development of hypertension, which affects over one-third of U.S. adults and is one of the
leading causes of cardiovascular disease worldwide. Essential hypertension is defined as sys-
tolic blood pressure (SBP) > 140 mm Hg or diastolic blood pressure (DBP) > 90 mm Hg, or
the need to take anti-hypertensive medication. Logistic regression with hypertension status as
the primary endpoint has traditionally been used to investigate risk factors such as smoking,
drinking, and age (Al-Nozha et al., 2007). However, this well-established maximum likelihood
estimation (MLE) approach may not be efficient, as it does not incorporate information about
SBP, DBP, or medication use in the main analysis. Since these secondary outcomes are highly
correlated with the primary endpoint, they are believed to carry additional information that
could help improve parameter estimation in the main model. Secondary outcomes are also
common in other epidemiology studies and clinical trials. For instance, in risk prediction for

stroke as the primary interest, other events, such as myocardial infarction and peripheral



2 Biometrics, 2023

vascular disease, may be secondary outcomes and can provide information related to stroke
(Wilson et al., 2011). These real scenarios motivate us to develop a new data integration
tool that can effectively synthesize information from multiple secondary datasets to improve
parameter estimation.

In the literature, most existing data-integration techniques are designed to incorporate
information from external or independent studies. For instance, the generalized meta-analysis
(Kundu et al., 2019) and constrained maximum likelihood approaches (Chatterjee et al.,
2016; Han and Lawless, 2019) utilize summary information from external studies. Empirical
likelihood estimation (Qin and Lawless, 1994; Qin, 2000; Qin et al., 2015) and calibration
estimation (Lumley et al., 2011; Yang and Ding, 2019) consider some type of shared or known
effects across different studies. Bayesian integration (Xie et al., 2013; Cheng et al., 2018)
utilizes prior knowledge from external sources. However, these methods cannot be directly ap-
plied to our data framework as the primary endpoint is highly correlated with the secondary
outcomes because they are from the same study. One potentially applicable approach is to
specify a joint likelihood for all the outcomes by jointly modeling their means and correlations
via likelihood. Although, the joint modeling of multiple outcomes is conceptually achievable,
it is computationally complicated due to complexities in outcome features and real-world-
data collection schemes. Moreover, the violation of any of the distribution assumptions
among the outcomes will lead to inconsistent parameter estimators in the main model.
To circumvent these issues, Chen et al. (2021, 2022) proposed a re-weighting estimation
scheme that efficiently and robustly delivered information from a secondary dataset without
the need for joint modeling. However, this approach is applicable only if there is only one
secondary dataset. In practice, multiple secondary datasets are often available, and efficiently
integrating the information may further improve parameter estimation in the main model.

We introduce here an efficient and robust scheme called Multiple information Borrowing
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(named MinBo) that leverages various secondary outcomes. Using the proposed scheme,
information can be effectively borrowed from multiple sources of information, resulting
in improved estimation efficiency in the main analysis and good computational efficiency.
The estimation consistency is guaranteed under a mild condition and is not sensitive to a
misspecification of the “working” model for any secondary data. The rest of the manuscript
is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the general estimation framework in MinBo.
Section 3 presents extensive numerical evaluations. Section 4 illustrates the application
of MinBo to the ARIC study. The aim is to identify risk factors in the development of
hypertension. Section 5 concludes. Detailed proofs, additional numerical results, and a further

discussion are included in the Supporting Information.

2. The proposed framework: MinBo

2.1 Basic setup and existing methods

Figure 1 is a schematic summary of the MinBo workflow. In brief, MinBo applies the
empirical likelihood framework to calculate the weights for each subject. These weights are
then integrated into a unified score, which is used for the main parameter estimation by
re-weighting the main estimating equation.

Before introducing the method, we first describe the basic notation. For subject ¢ from
1,...,n, let Dy be the data collected by the main study. This dataset contains the primary
endpoint Yy; and risk factors X; as covariates. In addition to the primary endpoint Yp;, there
are ' > 1 secondary outcomes recorded for the same subject. These are highly correlated
with the primary endpoint. For k£ = 1,..., K, let Dy; be the kth secondary dataset, which
contains secondary outcomes Yj; with various covariates Xj;. The secondary outcomes Yy,
may differ from the primary endpoint in terms of distribution and data structure. Covariates

X; in the secondary data can be the same as, partially overlapping with, or totally differently
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from the covariates Xy, in the main dataset. Suppose that the model of main interest is a
regression of Yy; on Xy; from the main dataset Dy;. Conventionally, the parameter of interest

3 in regression can be solved by the following generic estimation equation:

ZQ(DOZ'Q/B) =0, (1)

i=1
where the function g(Dy;;3) could be the derivative of the least squares loss, the score
function from the maximum likelihood approach or the generalized estimating equation
approach, etc. Given some parameter values 3y such that £ {g(Dgi; ﬁo)} = 0, the asymptotic
standard error can be derived based on the theory of the method of moments (Newey and
McFadden, 1994). For illustration, we assume that the main data are fully observed and
that the main model is correctly specified. The more complicated problem of missing data
in the main dataset is discussed in Section 5 and Section F in the Supporting Information.
However, the estimation procedure in Equation (1) may not be efficient as it does not use any
secondary data. To take into account the strong associations among the primary endpoint
and secondary outcomes, Chen et al. (2021) proposed a computationally efficient estimation
approach that incorporates information from one secondary outcome into the main model.
Specifically, the enhanced estimator can be obtained by the following re-weighted estimating

equation:
n
Zﬁm‘g(DoZ’; B) =0, (2)
i=1

where the non-negative weights py; are estimated by maximizing Hle Pr; With respect to p;

and 6 under the following constraints:

ZPM =1, ZpkiRkihk(Dki§ 6;) = 0. (3)
i—1

=1

The above constrained optimization problem can be solved by adopting Lagrange multipliers
(Qin and Lawless, 1994; Owen, 2001). Ry; is the indicator for observing the kth secondary
dataset for subject i. The estimating function hy(Dy;; 0) is derived from a working model

parameterized by 6y for the data Dy;, such as generalized estimating equations (Liang and
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Zeger, 1986). To improve the estimation efficiency for the main parameter 3, the dimension of
the function hy(Dy;; 0y) should be larger than the dimension of the corresponding nuisance
parameter vector 6y, thus rendering an over-identified function (Chen et al., 2021). Specific
examples of over-identified functions in the literature are provided in Section G of the
Supporting Information, which considers longitudinal or cross-sectional secondary outcomes.

Note that the estimating equations (2) and (3) are slightly different from those proposed
by Chen et al. (2021). In Sections D and H of the Supporting Information, we show that
(a) these two estimation procedures are equivalent and that (b) the estimator solved by (2)
is asymptotically equivalent to a semi-parametric efficient estimator solved by empirical
likelihood (Qin and Lawless, 1994), given that the main function g and the over-identified
function h are known. Further, the above method is feasible only if there is one secondary
dataset. This highlights the limitation of the method in Equation (2) for practical use when
multiple secondary datasets are available. To fill this gap, we developed an efficient data
integration framework that improves the estimation efficiency in the main model (Figure 1).
In the remaining sections, we illustrate the framework with three integration schemes and

compare their performance.

2.2 Aweraging scheme in MinBo

The first scheme is the so-called averaging scheme. Specifically, we first apply (2) and (3)
to each secondary dataset. Then, based on the calculated weights py; from the kth working
model, we construct a new score and derive the averaging estimator by solving the following

re-weighted estimating equation:

Zﬁig(Dofi;ﬁ) =0, (4)
i=1
where p; is obtained from a convex combination of py;, i.e., p; = Zle wiPr; With non-negative

constants wy, such that Zszl wi = 1.

For illustration, we start with a simple case where two secondary datasets are available



6 Biometrics, 2023

in the study (K = 2). The generalization to K > 2 can be found in Section 2.4. Let
B be the solution to (4). Note that the resulting estimator is consistent and robust to
misspecification of any working model for the secondary data. Thus, it suffices to show that
the true parameter value By defined in Section 2.1 is the solution to (4) as n — 0. By
calculating the Lagrange multiplier A, and empirical likelihood estimator 6y (see Section B
of the Supporting Information), we can re-express each individual weight as pg; = (1/n)/{1+
/A\ZRkihk(Dki; ék)}, for k = 1,2. Then, the estimating equation >, 7;g(Do;; Bo) = 0 can
be rewritten as

%)

— + ~ =
Z { 1+ AT Rlzh1<D1u 91) 1 4+ AT Ry;ha(Dy;; 05)

}Q (Doi; Bo)

()

=—Z (w1 + wo)g(Dos; Bo) + 0,(1) = E{g(Dy;; By)} =

Since A, = O,(n"'?) and ), — 0 = O,(n~"?) for all k and since some 6% satisfies
E {Rkhk(D;ﬂ-; 9,’;)} = 0 based on empirical likelihood theory (Qin and Lawless, 1994; Owen,
2001; Han, 2014), we can see that the above result holds. Based on (5), B is the solution
to (4) as n — co. This finding not only implies the consistency of B3 but also signifies the
robust estimation of the proposed scheme. The specification of hy(Dy;; 05 ) has little impact
on the estimation consistency of the main parameter 3, as long as E{Rkhk(Dki; 0,;“)} =0
holds for some value of 8} (not necessarily the true one). This is a desirable property, as
correctly specifying models for all secondary data is hard to achieve in practice. We note
that model specification is vulnerable to various factors such as misspecified mean structures
or failure to account for informative missingness in secondary data. The following theorem

summarizes the asymptotic normality property of the resulting estimator.

THEOREM 1: Under the regularity conditions in Section A in the Supporting Informa-

tion, the estimator B from averaging scheme asymptotically follows Normal distribution with
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variance-covariance matrixz equal to

Var{n(8 — Bo)} = I H{ X — (2w — w?) 4,8, AT — (2w, — w?) A, S, AT

+ wiws A1 18,1, S5 AF + wowy A285Sh,n, ST AT I,
where I' = E{0g(Dy;; B0)/0B"},Ar, = E{g(Dy;; Bo)hw(Dy;; 6;)"}, X = E{g®*(Dy;; Bo)},
and Sy = S (05)— 811 (07)Sk12(07) 2:(05) Sio1 (05) S (87), for k = 1,2. Here, hy,(Dyy; 05) =
Ryihi.(Dyi; 67), 24(67) = {Sk21(67) S (67) Si2(07)} 7, Skt (67) = E{hT*(Dyi; 07)}, Suaa(6}) =
E{0hw(Dy;; 6;)/06}'}, Sk (6}) = Si(65), Snun, = E(hi(Dyi; ;)i (Dyi; 05)), for k #

k'. The notation f&? is ffT for any function vector f.

REMARK 1: It can easily be shown that the resulting asymptotic variance is no larger than
the variance V. = I''3(I'")~! from the estimator solved by the unweighted estimation

equation (1).

In the brackets of the covariance expression in Theorem 1, the first component X' is from the
main dataset Dy;. The second and third components, i.e., A;S; AT and A58, AL, refer to the
variance reduction from integrating secondary data D;; and Ds;. The remaining two terms
are due to an association between two secondary outcomes. Accordingly, the association
strength among secondary outcomes can affect information borrowing. In what follows, we

consider two extreme situations.

REMARK 2: When two secondary datasets Dy; and D»; are identical, i.e., Dy; = Dy, =
D;, the resulting variance matrix from Theorem 1 reduces to the matrix found by incor-
porating either one of the two secondary datasets. Thus, the information is fully preserved.
An intuitive explanation is that the reconstructed score is able to recover a latent and
dominated quantity shared by the highly associated secondary outcomes, thus preserving

the most amount of information from these highly associated secondary outcomes.

REMARK 3: Suppose two secondary outcomes in the secondary data are independent. The
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resulting variance matrix reduces to I' ' { ¥ — (2w; —w}) A1 81 AT — 2wy —w3) A So AT} (I'T) 1.
If the two constants wy and wy are both positive, the averaging scheme cannot aggregate the

entire information from the two secondary datasets, i.e., 2w; — w? = 2wy — w3 = 1.

Finally, the averaging scheme in Equation (4) relies on the choice of prior weights wy. The
desired weights should be able to balance the contributions from secondary outcomes. A
greater weight should be assigned to a secondary dataset contributing more to the main pa-
rameter estimation. Thus, we consider weights by adopting the so-called index of information

borrowing (IIB):

I1By,

- S 1m, I A8, AT(FT) 'Diag(V) "2}, (6)
k=1 !

N

Wy , with 1IB;, = trace{Diag(V)~

where the terms V, I, /ik, and S, are consistent estimators of V., I, A, and Si, re-
spectively, and Diag(f/) denotes a matrix with diagonal elements equal to ‘:f and other
elements equal to zeros. Note that the term I'"'ApSy AT (I'T)~! is the reduced estimation
variability due to incorporating the kth secondary dataset. The term Diag(V)_l/ 2 makes the
efficiency gain comparable with that of the unweighted estimator in Equation (1). As Sy is
non-negative definite, the defined weights are always non-negative. A larger value indicates
better performance in delivering information from the kth secondary dataset to the main

analysis. Thus, the proposed weights in (6) will assign more credit to secondary datasets

with a higher contribution to the main analysis.

2.3 Aggregating scheme in MinBo

The second scheme in MinBo is called the aggregating scheme. Suppose the individual weights
pr; for the kth dataset, with ¢ = 1,... n, are calculated as described in Section 2.1. Then,

we consider the following re-weighting scheme:

iﬁig(DOi;ﬂ) =0, (7)

i=1

where the aggregated scores p; are defined as p; = Hszl Pri- Again for illustration, we focus
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on the situation with two secondary datasets (K = 2). We denote the solution to (7) by 3.

As in Section 2.2, we can show that the true Gy is the solution to (7) as n — oo as

1
— : Iy ~ g D z‘§ﬁ
2{1+>\ thl(Dh,el)} {1+A§R2ih2(D2i;ez>} (Dos; o)

=ﬁZg(D0i;Bo) +0,(1) 2> E{g(Dy;;8o)} = 0.

(8)

Accordingly, the derivation implies that the estimator B is a consistent estimator and robust
to a misspecification of the working model for secondary data if £ {Rkhk(Dki; 0;)} = 0. The

following theorem summarizes the asymptotic property of the estimator via aggregation.

THEOREM 2: Under the reqularity conditions in Section A in the Supporting Informa-
tion, the estimator 3 from aggregating scheme asymptotically follows Normal distribution
with variance-covariance matriz equal to

Var{n(B — By)} = T X — A,8,AT — A,S,A%

+ 4,880, ST AL + 43858, STATY(IT) !

All notations are defined in Theorem 1.

REMARK 4: Let us revisit the situation in Remark 3. Suppose two secondary outcomes
from secondary datasets Dy; and Ds; are independent. The resulting asymptotic variance
reduces to 1"’1{2 — A S AT — AgSQAg}(I’T)’l. This implies that the aggregation scheme
is able to recover all the information from the two independent secondary datasets. Thus,
the aggregating scheme is better than the averaging scheme if there is only a mild association

among secondary datasets/outcomes.

REMARK 5: Suppose two secondary datasets are identical, i.e., Dy; = Dy; = D;. The
resulting asymptotic variance reduces to V, i.e., the variance from the unweighted estimation
procedure in Equation (1). Thus, there is no efficiency gain from aggregating two such highly

associated secondary datasets/outcomes.
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2.4 Generalization of MinBo: The omnibus approach

We have described two competing schemes for integrating information from multiple sec-
ondary datasets. In summary, the averaging scheme is preferable when the secondary out-
comes are highly associated (Remark 2), whereas the aggregating approach is preferable
when the secondary outcomes are mildly associated (Remark 4). Now, we generalize MinBo
by introducing a third scheme, the omnibus scheme, which is more versatile and includes
desirable properties from the other two schemes. We first present a general setting and then
illustrate three practical cases at the end of this section.

For k = 1,...,K and k' = 1,..., K’ with some integer K’ < K, let us define a user-
specified array containing elements with non-negative values wy such that for every £/,
we have Zszl wrrr = 1. Suppose the individual weights py; are already available based on
the procedure in Equation (3) corresponding to each secondary dataset. Then, the omnibus

estimator is derived by solving the following re-weighted estimating equation:

i DOu = Oa (9)

where the omnibus scores are calculated as

/

o (S

k=1 k=1

REMARK 6: The omnibus estimation scheme is a combination of the averaging and ag-
gregating schemes. Accordingly, from the arguments in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, we can state
that the resulting omnibus estimator 3 is also consistent and robust to a misspecification of

the working model for any secondary data under a mild first-moment condition.

THEOREM 3: Under the regularity conditions in Section A in Supporting Information,

the resulting estimator 3 asymptotically follows Normal distribution with variance-covariance
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matriz equal to

K
Var(n?(8 — Bo)) = F—l{z — Z (20, — @2 ) A S AT

m=1

K
+ Z («Dma}m’AmSmShmhm/Sﬁ’Aﬁ’}(FT)_la

m#=m/

!

where W, = Zgzlwk/m. All notations, in particular for A, Sy, and Sh,,n , would be the

same to Theorem 1, except that now the index m and m’ could be larger than two.

When K’ = 1, Equation (9) reduces to the averaging scheme in Equation (4). When
wi = 1 for k' = k and wpp = 0 otherwise, Equation (9) becomes the aggregating scheme
in Equation (7). Moreover, the omnibus scheme is more versatile, as it can handle more
complex situations in practice.

Let us consider three common situations. Suppose we have three secondary datasets D,
D,;, and Ds;, in addition to the main study dataset Dy,. If the secondary outcomes are
slightly correlated, we apply the aggregating scheme by setting wi; = woy = w33 = 1 and
wirr = 0 for & # k. In contrast, if all the secondary outcomes are highly correlated, we apply
the averaging scheme by setting K’ = 1. If the secondary outcomes from the first two datasets
are highly correlated but only slightly correlated with the outcome in the third secondary
dataset, we can apply a combination such that p; = (w11p1; +wiaPe;)P3i, where we set K/ = 2,
wo3 = 1, and w3 = wo; = wae = 0. Given such a reconstructed score, the problem due to
the high association between D.; and D»; can be alleviated by a convex combination of pq;
and py;. Thus, information from Ds; can be substantially aggregated into the main analysis.
The weights for these three practical situations can be determined with (6) in Section 2.2.
For practical use, the form of the omnibus approach can initially be determined from the
clinical features of the secondary outcomes in terms of their association and then refined by

comparing it with one or two of the competing forms based on the estimated efficiency gain.

11
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3. Simulations

In this section, we evaluated the numerical performance of our proposed estimators in MinBo.
To mimic the situation in the ARIC study but also to keep the setup in a general context,
we considered the following setting (Figure S1 of the Supporting Information). There was
one main dataset Dy,; consisting of a primary endpoint in a binary scale. There were also
three secondary datasets, Dy;, Dy;, and Ds;, collected from the same study. The first two
secondary datasets Dy; and Ds,; contained repeated measurements on a continuous scale.
The third secondary dataset Ds; contained a binary variable in cross-sectional format. In the
following, we generated different association patterns among the three secondary outcomes
to assess three proposed data integration schemes and check the robustness of MinBo when

all working models for the three secondary datasets were subject to misspecification.

3.1 Data generation

First, we generated the three secondary datasets. The outcomes in the first and second
secondary datasets were longitudinal measurements modeled by Y;; = X0, + €; for k =
1,2 with 0, = (—=1,2,1,1)T, 6, = (1,-2, -1, —1)7, and X}; = (1, Xpi1, Xz, Xpis) where
inj = (inﬂ, . inj4)T. Detailed specifications of X}; and €g; are given in Section E of the
Supporting Information. We used p to quantify the correlation between €;; and €,; with three
different values p = 0, 0.4, or 0.8 representing no, mild, and strong correlations, respectively.
Moreover, in the third dataset Ds;, the outcome Y3; followed a Bernoulli distribution with
success probability p* = {1 + exp(—XT05)} ", where 85 = (—1,1)7 and X3 = (1, Xyi11)”
with Xi;1; defined in the first dataset Dy;.

To build possible associations between outcome Y3; and outcomes Y;; and Ys;, we consid-
ered the following generation mechanism. For each i, the binary outcome Y3; was equal to
1 if €151 > o} and equal to 0 otherwise, where €;;; was the first element in residual vector

€1; and xf was the (1 — pf)th percentile of the standard normal distribution. Thus, the
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resulting outcome Yj3; was always associated with repeated measurements Yp;, whereas it
was independent of the outcome Y3; if p = 0 but highly associated with Y5; if p = 0.8
(Figure S1 of the Supporting Information).

We next generated the main dataset Dg,;. The outcome of primary interest Yp; in the main
dataset Dy; was considered to be binary with success probability po; = {1 +exp(—XZE30)}
with By = (1,-0.5,—1,0.5)7 and X,; = (1,)2'12-11,)?11-21, Xligl)T. To ensure it was associated
with the three secondary outcomes, we considered the following generation procedure. For
each i, we constructed a variable Z; = (€154 + €2;4)/a with the scalar « specified to make
z; follow a standard normal distribution. Then, the primary endpoint Y, was equal to 1 if
T; = wo; and equal to 0 otherwise. The value xy; was the (1 —pg;)th percentile of the standard
normal distribution. Thus, the primary endpoint Yy; was associated with all three secondary
outcomes. We also considered and evaluate the case where the secondary outcomes were
slightly associated with the primary endpoint. (The details are in Section E of the Supporting

Information.)

3.2 FEvaluating the method

Based on the main dataset Dy;, the unweighted estimation equation (1) was the score
function from a logistic regression. The weights pi; and ps; for the first two secondary datasets
D,; and D,; were calculated via (3), where working functions h;(D;;; 01) and hy(Dsy;; 05)
were based on the specification in Section G of the Supporting Information. The weights
psi were calculated based on the working function hg(Ds3;;03) with i = (Xligl,Xligl)T
as a redundant variable in Section G of the Supporting Information. We considered the
combination of sample sizes n = 300 or 600 with p = 0, 0.4, or 0.8. Both fully and partially
observed secondary data were considered in our setup. The three proportions of observing
each secondary dataset were set to 7, = 0.6, 7, = 0.7, and n3 = 0.5, respectively.

Thereafter, we compared eight estimators in total under different setups. In particular,

13
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estimators single100, single010, and single001 incorporated the first, second, or third sec-
ondary dataset, respectively. Estimators avell0 and aggll0 incorporated Dy; and Dy; via
the averaging scheme or the aggregating scheme, respectively. Estimators avelll and aggl11
incorporated the three secondary datasets via the averaging scheme or the aggregating
scheme, respectively. Finally, estimator omnl111 incorporated the three secondary datasets
via the omnibus scheme. The estimator omnl11 used the combined score defined as p; =
(w11P1; + wisPsi)P2i- All the weights in the averaging and omnibus schemes were specified
based on (6).

Table 1 summarizes the estimation bias, Monte Carlo standard deviation, asymptotic
standard error, and 95% coverage probability of the eight estimators based on 1000 Monte
Carlo runs, given p = 0.8, i.e., a high correlation among the three secondary outcomes. For
the small and large sample sizes, we observed that all estimators had a small bias and a
satisfactory coverage probability close to 95%. As the sample size increased from 300 to
600, the bias became closer to zero. We also observed that the standard errors for fully
observed secondary data were smaller than those for partially observed secondary data.
Results with p = 0.4 and p = 0 are displayed in Tables S1 and S2 of the Supporting
Information, respectively. The same patterns were observed in these tables.

We used the empirical relative efficiency (ERE) to assess the efficiency gain for the eight
competing estimators compared with the MLE method. ERE is the ratio between the
empirical variance of the MLE via logistic regression without considering any secondary
data and the empirical variance of the proposed estimator. Larger values (larger than 1) are
better. Table 2 summarizes the results with fully observed secondary data.

First, we considered estimators based on the existing method incorporating only one
secondary dataset (single100, single010, and single001). ERE for 53 was barely above 1 when

incorporating either D;; or D3;. ERE for §; was low when integrating Dy;, which implies
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that the incorporation of only one secondary dataset makes only a limited contribution to
the main estimation. Next, we evaluated how the associations among secondary outcomes
affected the data integration by comparing avellO and aggll10. When p = 0, i.e., there
was no association between Yj; and Y5, aggll0 slightly outperformed avellO in terms of
ERE. However, agg110 performed worse as p became closer to 1, whereas avel10 performed
increasingly better as the correlation coefficient increased. These results are consistent with
the theoretical properties (Remarks 2, 3, 4, and 5). Note that avell0 also had a better
ERE than single100 and single010 for all values of p. These findings justify the conclusion
in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 that the aggregating scheme leads to a better fit when there is a
mild correlation between secondary outcomes, whereas the averaging scheme is preferable
given strongly correlated secondary outcomes. Finally, we evaluated MinBo by integrating
the three secondary datasets. In this case, omnl111 with p; = (w11P1; + ws1P3;)Pes performed
the best in terms of ERE when p = 0 or 0.4. The estimator avelll was the best when
p=0.8.

Note that for all setups, the best estimator among avelll, agglll, and omnll1l was also
better than all estimators incorporating only one or two secondary datasets, in terms of
having a higher ERE. Thus, correctly integrating multiple secondary datasets facilitates a
gain in estimation efficiency in the main model. These findings also applied to cases where

partially observed secondary data were available (Table S3).

3.3 Misspecified working models

As stated in Remark 6, misspecification of the working model for any secondary data may
have little impact on the estimation consistency of the main model in MinBo. Such model
misspecification in practical situations could include a failure to correctly specify the mean
structures or properly account for complex missingness caused by design issues, participant

refusal, patient dropouts, etc.

15
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To check the robustness of MinBo, we implemented a case study in which the mean
structures were misspecified in all the working models when fitting three secondary datasets.
The method for generating data was the same as in Section 3.1. Specifically, for secondary
outcomes Yy; and Yy, rather than utilizing Xy, = (1, Xi1, Xio, ing) to fit the data, we
instead used a misspecified covariate vector X1 = (1, X kil X kiz) for k = 1,2. When fitting
the data for secondary outcome Y3;, we replaced the true values X3; = (1, Xll-ll)T with the
covariate vector X g‘;is = (1, X 1i12)T. Thus, the redundant covariate Zgi contained only X 1631

The results for fully observed secondary data are summarized in Table 3. With misspecified
mean structures, the proposed estimators in the main model still showed little estimation
bias, with a satisfactory coverage probability close to the 95% nominal level. In terms of ERE,
MinBo was still able to improve the estimation efficiency. Similar patterns were observed for
partially observed secondary data (Table S4).

The above results assumed that the secondary data were complete or partially observed
due to data being missing completely at random. We also investigated the impact of infor-
mative missingness (Enders, 2010) in the secondary data on the main parameter estimation.
The data-generating scheme and results are summarized in Table S5 of the Supporting
Information. Furthermore, We evaluated the performance of MinBo under various setups,
including scenarios where the secondary outcomes were mildly associated with the main
outcome (Table S6) and a setup with a higher correlation between the main outcome and
secondary outcomes (Table S7). We also compared MinBo with the joint likelihood estimate
when the joint likelihood of multiple outcomes can be specified (Table S8). All the results
demonstrated the robustness and satisfactory performance of MinBo. There was little bias

and improved estimation efficiency.
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4. A real data application

In this section, we applied MinBo to identify baseline risk factors for the development of
essential hypertension in the white male population from center B of the ARIC study.
Essential hypertension was defined as having at least one of three events: SBP > 140 mm Hg,
DBP > 90 mm Hg, or taking anti-hypertensive medications within a 2-week period. To focus
on incident cases of hypertension, we excluded subjects who had hypertension at the baseline.
The primary endpoint was defined as the occurrence of hypertension (binary and cross-
sectional) during the follow-up. We considered the following potential baseline risk factors:
body mass index (kg/m?), current alcohol drinking status (1=Yes, 0=No), current cigarette
smoking status (1=Yes, 0=No), age (years), and hemoglobin (g/dL). The main dataset Dy,
included 1138 subjects. The conventional estimates of risk-factor effects were derived from
logistic regression (using MLE). To obtain unweighted estimates, the score function was that
in Equation (1).

We considered the following three secondary datasets, which had different secondary out-
comes: SBP (Dy;), DBP (Dy;), and ever having taken anti-hypertensive medication during
the follow-up (Ds3;). Note that the first two secondary outcomes were longitudinal measure-
ments recorded over four doctor visits. We adopted the estimating function in Section G
of the Supporting Information with covariates body mass index, current alcohol drinking
status, current cigarette smoking status, age, and hemoglobin level at each visit. Four
basis matrices V7, Vi, V3, and Vj, as described in Section 3, were used to construct the
equations. For all subjects in the main analysis, SBP and DBP were measured at each visit.
In contrast, for the third working model, we used the estimating function in Section G of the
Supporting Information with body mass index, age, and hemoglobin as the main covariates
in X3;. Current alcohol drinking status and current cigarette smoking status were redundant

covariates in Z~3i. All covariates in Ds; were measured at the baseline. Note that the main
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and redundant variables in Dj3; in Section G of the Supporting Information were selected
using the Akaike information criterion. All subjects in the main analysis were included in
Dg;.

We calculated and compared seven estimators. One was based on the MLE approach
without incorporating any secondary data. Three were based on integrating information
from a single secondary dataset (Chen et al., 2021). These were single100, single010, and
single001 and incorporated the first, second, or third secondary dataset, respectively. The
remaining three estimators were from MinBo. The estimators aggl1l and avelll integrated
D,;, Dy;, and Ds; via the aggregating scheme or the averaging scheme, respectively. The
estimator omnl111 integrated Dy;, D»;, and Ds; via the omnibus approach with the unified
score calculated as p; = (w11p1; + wi2Po;)P3i- This omnibus estimator leveraged the strong
associations between SBP and DBP due to their clinical features (conditional correlation
= 0.66). It aggregated the information on medication use due to a mild correlation with the
other two covariates (conditional correlation = 0.2). All weights were specified based on (6)
in Section 2.2.

Table 4 compares the results for the six estimators (excluding MLE). The estimated relative
efficiency was defined as the ratio of the estimated variance of MLE without secondary data
to the estimated variance of the estimator based on data integration. We found that all
estimators integrating secondary data performed better than the MLE estimator based solely
on the main data (i.e., the relative efficiency was greater than 1). Moreover, the estimators
that integrated multiple secondary datasets (avelll, agglll, and omnl111) outperformed the
estimators based on existing methods that use only a single secondary dataset (single100,
single010, and single001). Among the estimators that used multiple secondary datasets,
agglll and omn111 from MinBo performed best, as they had the highest efficiency gain for

all parameters. The efficiency gain with aggl11 and omn111 was almost threefold for drinking
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and smoking, and around twofold for hemoglobin, compared with the MLE method. These
results thereby highlight the utility of MinBo in integrating multiple secondary datasets. We
present detailed results for the agglll and omnl11 estimators in Table 5. The risk factors
body mass index, alcohol drinking, and age were statistically significant. These findings are
consistent with previous reports in the literature (Shihab et al., 2012). Note that only body
mass index and age showed evidence of significance with the MLE approach based solely on

the main data, further demonstrating the superiority of MinBo.

5. Conclusion

Synthesizing information from secondary data into the main data analysis is a timely research
topic in epidemiology and clinical trials, as it has become much easier to collect data due
to technological advances. MinBo is an initial attempt to efficiently incorporate multiple
secondary datasets into the main analysis. This approach improves estimation efficiency and
the consistency of the estimator in the main data model, even if the working models for any
secondary data are misspecified. Additionally, MinBo can produce separate estimates for
each working model, resulting in a lighter computational load compared to a joint likelihood
estimate (if applicable).

In practice, integrating multiple secondary datasets is challenging and dependent on various
factors, such as associations among secondary outcomes. The omnibus integration scheme
in MinBo is versatile in handling such circumstances. The specific form of the omnibus
approach can be determined based on clinical features of the secondary outcomes under
consideration or validated through the relative efficiency calculated from the estimated
variances of estimates with and without considering secondary outcomes. Throughout this
work, we assumed that all the main data points were observed or missing completely at
random, which may not be the case in some applications. However, our method can easily

be embedded into a well-developed scheme, such as the inverse probability weight technique

19



20 Biometrics, 2023

(Enders, 2010; Chen et al., 2021). More details of the estimation procedure are given in
Section F of the Supporting Information. Moreover, extending our data integration scheme
to other statistical fields, such as survival analysis, casual inference, and high-dimensional

estimation, would be of great interest and merit future work.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings in this paper are available from the corresponding author

upon reasonable request.
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Supporting Information

Web Appendices and Tables referenced in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 and the R codes implementing
Sections 3 and 4 are available with this paper from the Biometrics website on Wiley Online

Library.
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Figure 1. A schematic workflow of MinBo. MinBo first calculates informative weights
based on each secondary data and then merges those weights based on several integration
schemes to generate an integrated /unified score. Finally, the new score serves as a new weight
in the main estimating equation to obtain parameter estimators in the main model.
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and proportions for observing three secondary datasets (CASE 1: full observation m1 = n2 = ns = 1; CASE 2: partial

observation m1 = 0.6,m2 = 0.7,n3 = 0.5), given the correlation (p) between two longitudinal secondary outcomes equal
to 0.8. MCSD: Monte Carlo standard deviation; ASE: asymptotic standard error; CP: coverage probability. All

values have been multiplied by 100.

n=300 n=600
Bias MCSD  ASE  95%CP Bias MCSD  ASE  95%CP
CASE 1  singlel00  Bg 2.5 25 23 94 0.6 17 16 95
B -0.5 25 24 93 0.2 18 17 94
Bz  -2.5 15 15 95 -1.0 11 10 94
Bs  -0.7 29 28 95 0.2 20 20 95
single010  Bg 2.4 24 24 96 0.9 17 17 95
g1 -0.1 28 28 96 -0.2 20 20 95
By  -2.3 15 15 95 -1.0 11 10 94
Bs  -1.0 25 24 95 0.2 17 17 95
single001  Bg 2.5 25 23 95 0.7 17 16 95
B -0.7 26 25 94 -0.1 18 17 94
By  -2.4 15 15 94 -0.9 11 10 94
Bz  -0.4 29 28 94 0.2 20 19 95
avell0 Bo 2.5 24 23 94 0.7 17 16 95
g1 -0.6 25 24 94 0.1 18 17 94
Bz  -2.4 15 14 95 -1.0 11 10 95
B3  -0.6 29 27 95 0.2 20 19 94
aggllo Bo 2.2 26 24 93 0.2 17 17 94
g1 -0.7 29 27 93 0.4 20 19 93
B  -1.8 17 16 92 -0.7 12 11 94
B3  -0.8 30 27 94 0.0 20 19 94
avelll Bo 2.4 24 23 95 0.7 16 16 95
B1 0.4 25 24 94 0.0 18 17 94
Bz  -2.3 15 14 95 -0.9 11 10 94
Bs  -0.7 27 26 95 0.2 18 18 94
agglll Bo 2.4 25 23 93 0.2 17 16 94
g1 -0.7 29 27 93 0.4 20 19 93
Bz 1.5 19 18 94 -0.6 13 12 95
Bs  -1.3 26 24 93 0.0 18 17 94
omnlll  Bg 2.3 24 22 93 0.4 16 16 95
g1 -0.7 26 25 93 0.2 19 17 94
By  -1.8 16 15 93 -0.7 11 10 94
Bs  -0.9 26 25 94 0.1 18 18 94
n=300 n=600
Bias MCSD  ASE  95%CP Bias MCSD  ASE  95%CP
CASE 2 singlel00  Bg 2.6 25 24 95 0.9 17 17 95
g1 -0.3 27 26 94 0.1 19 18 94
Bz  -2.8 16 15 94 -1.1 11 11 94
Bs  -0.7 29 28 95 0.3 20 20 95
single010  Bo 2.6 25 24 95 0.8 17 17 95
g1 -0.1 28 28 96 -0.2 20 20 95
B  -2.5 15 16 95 -1.0 11 11 94
Bs  -1.1 27 26 95 0.4 19 18 95
single001  Bo 2.4 25 24 95 0.8 17 17 95
B1  -0.4 27 26 95 0.2 19 18 95
Bz  -3.0 16 15 95 -0.9 11 11 94
Bs  -0.2 29 28 95 0.3 20 19 95
avell0 Bo 2.5 25 23 95 0.8 17 17 95
B1  -0.4 26 25 94 -0.1 19 18 94
Bz  -2.9 16 15 95 -1.0 11 11 95
Bs  -0.5 29 28 95 0.3 20 19 95
aggllo Bo 2.3 26 24 93 0.5 17 17 95
B1  -0.4 29 27 93 0.0 20 19 94
Bs  -2.7 17 16 93 -0.7 12 11 94
Bs  -0.7 30 28 94 0.2 20 19 95
avelll Bo 2.5 25 23 95 0.8 17 16 96
B -0.3 27 25 95 0.2 19 18 94
By  -2.8 15 15 95 -1.0 11 11 95
Bs  -0.6 28 27 95 0.3 19 19 95
agglll Bo 2.6 26 24 93 0.5 17 17 95
B -0.3 29 27 92 0.0 20 19 94
By  -2.6 18 17 94 -0.7 13 12 93
Bs  -1.3 28 26 93 0.3 19 18 95
omn111 Bo 2.4 25 23 94 0.6 17 16 95
g1 -0.4 27 26 93 -0.1 19 18 94
By  -2.7 16 15 93 -0.8 12 11 94
Bs  -0.7 28 26 94 0.3 19 19 95
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Table 2
Empirical relative efficiency for eight estimators (defined in Section 8) under the combination of different sample
sizes (n) and correlation values between two longitudinal secondary outcomes (p). All secondary data are fully
observed.

Empirical relative efficiency
single100 single010 single001 avellO aggll0 avelll agglll omnlll

n=300 p=0 Bo 1.01 1.05 1.03 1.06 1.04 1.08 1.08 1.10
B1 1.10 1.01 1.08 1.18 1.21 1.15 1.21 1.21

B2 1.05 1.10 1.03 1.10 1.07 1.14 1.05 1.15

B3 0.98 1.20 1.01 1.02 0.98 1.10 1.15 1.12

p=0.4 Bo 1.03 1.07 1.03 1.07 1.01 1.11 1.08 1.11
B1 1.19 1.01 1.16 1.27 1.18 1.23 1.18 1.26

Ba 1.10 1.18 1.07 1.15 1.03 1.22 0.94 1.15

B3 0.98 1.27 1.00 1.01 0.97 1.14 1.20 1.16

p=0.8 Bo 1.04 1.11 1.04 1.06 0.92 1.12 1.02 1.07
B1 1.26 1.01 1.23 1.29 0.98 1.26 0.97 1.17

Ba 1.13 1.20 1.11 1.15 0.87 1.22 0.71 1.01

B3 0.98 1.36 0.99 1.00 0.94 1.16 1.22 1.18

n=600 p=0 Bo 1.04 1.04 1.06 1.08 1.10 1.09 1.13 1.14
B1 1.13 1.00 1.08 1.19 1.24 1.14 1.24 1.21

B2 1.05 1.09 1.07 1.12 1.13 1.14 1.12 1.20

B3 0.99 1.19 1.03 1.03 1.02 1.12 1.18 1.16

p=0.4 Bo 1.06 1.05 1.07 1.09 1.07 1.12 1.12 1.15
B1 1.21 1.00 1.16 1.27 1.19 1.21 1.19 1.26

B2 1.12 1.14 1.12 1.18 1.11 1.21 1.02 1.21

B3 0.98 1.27 1.02 1.02 1.00 1.15 1.21 1.19

p=0.8 Bo 1.06 1.09 1.08 1.09 0.99 1.14 1.08 1.13
B1 1.26 1.00 1.22 1.28 0.99 1.25 0.98 1.17

B2 1.17 1.19 1.18 1.20 0.98 1.25 0.81 1.12

B3 0.99 1.36 1.02 1.01 0.99 1.17 1.29 1.23
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Table 3
Overall evaluations of MinBo for parameter estimation in the main model when working models are misspecified.
We consider the combination of different sample sizes (n) and correlation values (p), given three secondary datasets
are fully observed. MCSD: Monte Carlo standard deviation; ASE: asymptotic standard error; ERE: empirical
relative efficiency; CP: coverage probability. All values (except ERE) are multiplied by 100.

n=300 n=600
Bias MCSD  ASE  ERE  95%CP Bias MCSD  ASE  ERE  95%CP

p=0 avelll By 2.5 24 24 1.06 94 1.2 17 17 1.07 95
81 -0.8 27 26 1.13 94 -0.6 19 18 1.12 95

Bs  -2.7 16 15 1.08 94 1.1 11 11 1.08 94

Bs  -0.4 28 27 1.06 95 0.1 19 19 1.07 95

avel0l  Bo 2.6 25 24 1.05 94 1.2 17 17 1.06 95
B1  -0.9 27 26 1.15 94 -0.6 18 18 1.15 95

Bs  -2.7 16 15 1.09 94 1.1 11 11 1.10 94

Bs  -0.4 29 28 0.98 95 0.1 20 20 1.00 95

agglll By 2.4 24 23 1.08 94 1.1 16 16 1.12 95
B -0.8 26 25 1.22 94 -0.5 18 17 1.23 95

By  -2.7 16 15 1.08 93 1.1 11 10 1.14 94

Bs  -0.3 27 26 1.11 94 0.0 19 18 1.14 94

agglol By 2.6 25 23 1.03 93 1.2 17 16 1.08 96
B -0.9 26 25 1.21 94 -0.5 18 17 1.23 95

Bs  -2.8 16 15 1.08 93 1.2 11 10 1.14 94

B3  -0.3 29 28 0.94 94 0.1 20 20 0.98 95
omnlll By 2.5 24 23 1.08 94 1.2 16 16 1.11 96
g1 -0.9 26 25 1.21 94 -0.6 18 18 1.20 95

By  -2.7 16 15 1.09 94 1.2 11 11 1.13 94

B3  -0.3 28 26 1.06 95 0.1 19 19 1.09 95

p=0.4  avelll By 2.3 24 23 1.09 95 0.9 17 16 1.09 95
g1 -0.4 26 25 1.19 94 -0.1 18 18 1.18 95

B  -2.6 15 15 1.12 95 1.1 11 11 1.13 94

B3  -0.6 27 27 1.09 95 0.2 19 19 1.10 96

avel0l  Bg 2.5 24 23 1.06 95 0.9 17 16 1.08 95
g1 -0.5 26 25 1.24 94 -0.1 18 17 1.23 94

B  -2.6 15 15 1.14 95 1.1 11 11 1.16 94

Bs  -0.7 29 28 0.99 95 0.1 20 20 1.00 95

agglll By 2.2 24 22 1.10 95 0.6 16 16 1.14 94
g1 -0.4 25 24 1.26 93 0.1 18 17 1.27 95

B  -2.5 16 15 1.09 94 1.1 11 10 1.16 93

Bs  -0.5 26 25 1.18 95 0.1 18 18 1.21 95

agglOl By 2.6 24 23 1.02 94 0.8 17 16 1.08 95
g1 -0.7 25 24 1.26 93 0.0 18 17 1.27 95

B  -2.6 16 15 1.09 94 1.1 11 10 1.17 93

Bs  -0.7 29 28 0.95 95 0.1 20 20 0.98 95
omnlll By 2.4 24 23 1.10 94 0.8 16 16 1.14 95
B1  -0.6 25 24 1.29 94 -0.1 18 17 1.28 94

B  -2.6 15 15 1.12 94 1.2 11 10 1.17 94

Bs  -0.6 27 26 1.10 95 0.1 19 18 1.13 95

p=0.8  avelll By 2.3 24 23 1.10 95 0.7 17 16 1.11 95
81 -0.3 26 25 1.23 95 0.0 18 17 1.22 94

B  -2.5 15 15 1.14 95 -1.0 11 10 1.16 95

Bs  -0.6 27 26 1.11 95 0.3 19 19 1.13 95

avel0l By 2.4 24 23 1.05 94 0.7 17 16 1.08 95
B -0.4 25 24 1.27 94 0.0 18 17 1.26 94

By  -2.4 15 15 1.15 95 -1.0 11 10 1.19 94

Bs  -0.5 29 28 0.99 95 0.2 20 20 1.00 95

agglll By 2.3 24 22 1.08 93 0.4 16 16 1.13 94
B -0.2 26 25 1.17 93 0.4 19 17 1.16 93

By  -2.2 16 15 1.01 93 -0.8 11 10 1.11 94

Bs  -1.1 26 24 1.24 94 0.1 18 17 1.29 94

agglol By 2.4 25 23 0.98 93 0.5 17 16 1.04 95
B -0.5 26 25 1.17 93 0.2 19 17 1.17 94

By  -2.2 16 15 1.02 93 -0.9 11 10 1.12 94

B3  -0.7 30 28 0.94 94 0.1 20 20 0.98 95
omnlll By 2.3 24 22 1.09 94 0.6 16 16 1.14 95
g1 -0.4 25 24 1.27 93 0.1 18 17 1.25 94

By  -2.4 15 15 1.09 93 -0.9 11 10 1.17 94

B3  -0.8 27 26 1.13 94 0.1 18 18 1.17 94




28 Biometrics, 2023

Table 4
Estimated relative efficiency between MLE without considering secondary data and estimators based on different
data integration schemes

single1l00  single010  single001 avelll agglll omnlll

Intercept 1.15 1.06 1.68 1.39 1.81 1.69
BMI 1.06 1.05 1.07 1.09 1.14 1.12
Drink 1.14 2.62 1.00 1.96 2.81 2.87
Smoking 1.10 2.87 1.01 2.05 2.88 3.03
Hemoglobin 1.16 1.08 2.03 1.53 2.15 2.00

Age 1.13 1.02 1.04 1.08 1.18 1.12
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Table 5
Summary for estimators aggl1l and omnl11l. ASE: asymptotic standard errors; ERE: estimated relative efficiency
compared to MLE; OR: odds ratio; LL: lower limit; UL: upper limit; P-value_A: P-values for agg111; P-value_O:
P-values for omni111; P-value_MLE: P-values for MLE.

agglll
Estimates  ASE ERE OR LL UL P-value_ A P-value_MLE

Intercept -5.165 0.880 1.805 0.006 0.001 0.032 0.000 0.000
BMI 0.046 0.015 1.142 1.047 1.016 1.078 0.003 0.011
Drink 0.214 0.077 2.808 1.239 1.066 1.441 0.005 0.368
Smoking -0.126 0.086 2.880 0.882 0.745 1.044 0.143 0.668
Hemoglobin 0.027 0.041 2.146 1.027 0.948 1.113 0.510 0.488
Age 0.055 0.010 1.181 1.056 1.035 1.078 0.000 0.000
omnlll
Estimates ASE ERE OR LL UL P-value_.O  P-value_MLE
Intercept -4.831 0.910 1.687 0.008 0.001 0.047 0.000 0.000
BMI 0.043 0.015 1.118 1.043 1.012 1.075 0.006 0.011
Drink 0.174 0.076 2.869 1.190 1.025 1.381 0.022 0.368
Smoking -0.126 0.084 3.030 0.882 0.748 1.039 0.133 0.668
Hemoglobin 0.033 0.042 2.002 1.034 0.951 1.124 0.432 0.488

Age 0.048 0.011 1.121 1.049 1.028 1.071 0.000 0.000
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Supporting Information for ” An Efficient Data
Integration Scheme for Synthesizing Information from
Multiple Secondary Datasets for the Parameter

Inference of the Main Analysis” by Chixiang Chen, Ming
Wang, Shuo Chen

In this supplementary material, we will present regularity conditions (Section A), the
proofs for theorems and properties from the main text of paper (Section B, C, and D),
extra simulation results (Section E), the extension to the missing-data problem (Section
F), examples of over-identified estimating functions (Section G), and more discussion on
estimation efficiency (Section H). The proofs are built based upon classic moment conditions,
which are widely adopted in method of moment Newey and McFadden [1994] and empirical
likelihood Qin and Lawless [1994]. The notation ||-|| represents L2 norm.

A Regularity conditions
Condition 1 E{g(Dy;8)} = 0 if and only if B = By.

Condition 2 Fork =1,..., K, there exist values of parameters 0} such that E{hk(Dki; 0,’;)}
0.

Condition 3 The functions g(Dy;; 3) is twice continuously differentiable, E||g(Dy;; Bo)|?
is finite, and ||0%g(Dy;; 3)/0B0BT || can be bounded by some integrable function in the neigh-
borhood of By.

Condition 4 For k =1,...,K and 6; defined in Condition 1, E{hk(Dki; 0;)h] (Dy; 9,1‘)}
is positive definite, and {0?hy(Dyy; 01)}/ (005 06y) is continuous in the neighborhood of 05 .
Furthermore, ||{0hy,(Dgs; 01)}/(005)|, |{0*hi(Dyi; 01)}/(00E06,.)|, and ||hi(Dys; 0:)|° are
bounded by some integrable function around 05 .

Condition 1 and 2 facilitate the estimation consistency for the main parameter of interest.
Condition 3 is a regularity to guarantee a valid Taylor expansion [Newey and McFadden,
1994]. Condition 4 contains extra moment conditions adopted for valid empirical likelihood
inference [Qin and Lawless, 1994]. The following two sections will provide detailed proofs
for Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 of the main paper. The proof for Theorem 3 can be similarly
derived by combining proofs of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2. Thus, we will omit the details.

B Proof for Theorem 1

In this proof, we consider a general case where there are K secondary data sets. In order
to solve the problem of constrained maximization in (3) of the main paper, we employ the
empirical likelihood theory to facilitate the proof [Qin and Lawless, 1994]. To be specific, first,
Lagrange’s multipliers A, are introduced into the optimization procedure. Thereafter, by
maximizing H?:l pri With respect to pg; and 0y, the estimated weights can be solved by pg; =
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(1/n)/{1 + AL Ry;hi(Dyi; 0),)}, where the estimated Lagrange’s multipliers A, and empirical
likelihood estimator @ can be obtained by solving the following estimating equations

zn: Ryihy(Dy;; 0y,)
1+ A Riihi(Dyis 6)

lzn: Ryihy(Dy; 0y,) ORyihy(Dy;; 0y,) T}\ _0
n <1+ N Rychi(Dyi; 0) 00T B

(1)

By expanding the equations in (1) at Ay = 0 and 6 under Condition 4, we derive the
asymptotic representation of A, i.e., foreach k =1,... K,

A = %Ska(OZ) + Op(n_%>7 (2)

with Qi(0F) = Y., Reihi(Dyi; 05). The notation Sy is defined in the Theorem 1 of the
mainn paper. On the other hand, by Taylor expansion again under Condition 4, the estimated
weights for each k are further expressed by pr; = (1/n)[1 — AL Rishi(Dyi; 05){1 + 0,(1)}].
Together with the estimating equations in (6) of the main paper, we have

pig(Doi; B)

-

0=

=1
1 & K
- ;g Dy 3 Z WA Ryihy (Dyi; 07){1 + 0,(1)}

n n DZ’
LY a0 + %2 DD (5

i=1 i=1

n K
Z Z wiRiig(Dog; Bo)hi(Dyi; 05)" Ay + op(n_%).
i=1 k=1

SRS

The second equality holds by replacing p; with Zfil wrPri and the fact that Zfil wr = 1. The
third equation is based on Taylor expansion with respect to By under Condition 3. Thus, the
asymptotic expansion of the estimator 3 can be written as

n?(8 - Bo) )
%;amgﬁo;ﬁw) 72 30D

i iéwk{Rkig(DOi;ﬁo)hk(Dki;9,’:)T}5\k] +0,(1)
_ ! {n Zn; (Doi; Bo) — 1 zkzlkakSka(Gk)} +0p(1).

Finally, by simple matrix algebra, we can obtain the asymptotic normality of n'/?(3—3y),
where the asymptotic covariance matrix in Theorem 1 of the main paper could be easily cal-
culated based on the influence function derived above and by setting K = 2.



C Proof for Theorem 2

In this proof, we consider a general case where there are K auxiliary data sets. Based on
(8) of the main paper, the asymptotic expansion of estimated weights py;, and Lagrange
multipliers A, derived in Section B, we have

=1
K n
:%Eg(DOi;B) 1= > A] Ryihy.(Dyi; 07){1 + op(1)}] + o,,@Zg(DO,-;B))
i=1 k=1 i=1
1 & 1 <& 0g(D;; ~
= YD)+ 3 LG )

The second equality holds by replacing p; with Hszl pri and the fact that

 max AL Riihi(Dyi; 07) = 0,(1),
which is based on the empirical likelihood theory under Condition 4 [Owen, 2001]. The third
equation is based on Taylor expansion with respect to By under Condition 3. Thus, the
asymptotic expansion of the estimator 3 can be written as

n# (B — Bo)

-1
. ]_ &g(DOz;/BO) —% S .
== ﬁ; 0BT ) ln gg(Dmaﬂo)

—n2 Zn: i {Rkig(DOi; Bo)hi(Dhy; OZ)T})A%] + 0p(1)

n K
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Finally, by simple matrix algebra, we can obtain the asymptotic normality of n'/2(8— o),
where the asymptotic covariance matrix in Theorem 2 of the main paper can be easily cal-
culated based on the influence function derived above and by setting K = 2.

The proof for Theorem 3 in the main paper can be similarly derived by combining the
proofs from Theorem 1 and Theorem 2. We omit the details here.

D Other estimation forms

In Section 2 of the main paper, we propose a re-weighted estimation (2) and (3), which is
the same to the re-weighted estimation introduced in Chen et al. [2021]. Briefly, Chen et al.
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[2021] assumes that the first m; subjects have secondary data, and rest of them have no
secondary record. Then, the parameter 3 can be solved by

Z miprg(Doi; B) + Z 9(Do; 8) = 0, (3)
i=1 t=mi+1

where the non-negative weights pj; are solved by maximizing [ [[*, px; under the following
constraints

mi m;
ZpZi = 172p2¢h(Dki; 0;) = 0. (4)
=1 i=1

To see the equivalence between two estimation forms, we first notice that the estimated
weights in (2) of the main paper are equal to pr; = 7~ /{1 + AL Ryhi(Dyi; 85)} by applying
the Lagrange multiplier technique [Qin and Lawless, 1994] for i = 1,...,m;. These weights
will become 1/n when i = m; + 1,...,n. The constraints in (3) from the main paper then
become Y™ pr; = ma/n and Y priby(Dyi; 0;) = 0, and the estimating equation in (2)
from the main paper becomes > pg(Dos: 8) + ST, ,1(1/n)g(Doi: B) = 0. Thus, (2)
and (3) from the main paper are reduced to (3) and (4) above by noting the fact that
Pri = (ma/n)pi;.

In addition to (3) and (4), the proposed estimation procedure (2) and (3) of the main
paper is asymptotically equivalent to the following empirical likelihood estimation, i.e., to
maximize [ [}, pr; with respect to pg;, B, 6y, and subject to three constraints

> pki = 1, prig(Dois B) = 0, pri R (Dyi; 6x) = 0. (5)

i=1

To show asymptotic equivalence, we apply the results from Qin and Lawless [1994] and
introduce two Lagrange multipliers Ag; and Mg corresponding to above two moment con-
straints. In the following derivation, we suppress the subscript k for ease of notation. It is
easy to check that A: and A, are the solutions to the following equations [Qin and Lawless,
1994]

Q. — lz g(Dy;; B) _
"7 0 AT ATg(Dos; B) + AL R:R(D;; 0)
R;h(D;; 6)
n — :O’

and B and @ are the solutions to
o Z {09(Dy;; 8)/087} M
" 1+ ATg(Dy;; B) + ATR;h(D;: 6)

G _ i {0R:W(D;;0)/007}" X,
ne 1+ X g(Dy; B) + AL R;h(D;; 0)

=0

=0.



By applying Taylor expansion to (6) and (7) at By, 8*, Ay = 0, and Ay = 0, we have
ann ann ~ ann N

0=Qi, + 57 (B —Bo) + PN At 0,(n"1?)
1 2
Q2 , 4 o 0Qap ¢ 0Q2, < _
0 =Q2, + a%T (6 — 0% + g\QT AL+ g\; Ay + 0,(n"1?)
2
aC';!ln N aGzln
0 :Gln -+ WAI + a)\T )\2 + OP( 1/2)
0Gay, ¢ 0Ga,
0 :ng + ﬁ)\l + ,3)\; )\2 + Op( 1/2)7
/N1

which hold by the fact that 0Q1,/00%, 0Qan/0B", 0G1,/0BT, 0G4,/007, 0G4, /0BT, and
0G, /00T are all zero matrices evaluated at By, 0%, A; = 0, and Ay = 0. By solving the
above system, we can obtain the asymptotic expansion of main parameter estimates

A ann
n'?(B — By) = ~aT
where B = (0Q1,/0A}, 0Q1,/0X,0), Z = (-Q1,, —G1,

1n>

aQ2n aQQn aQ2n
oAl oAl o6T

(n'2Qu, + n'?BD 7' Z) + 0,(1), (8)

—G5,)", and

8Gn
D=1] 0 i 0
0Gay,
S 00

After some algebra, the term BD™'Z eventually becomes —(1/n)ASQ,,, (0*) defined in
(2) from the Supplementary Material [Chen et al., 2021], given that the first m; subjects
in the study have secondary data, and the rest subjects have no secondary records. Thus,
the expression in (8) is also equal to the asymptotic expansion of the estimator ﬁEN in
this article. Moreover, the above empirical likelihood estimator is semi-parametric efficient
given the information of E{g(Dy;B)} = 0 and E{Ry;hi(Dy;0;)} = 0 by following the
proof strategy in Section 6.4 of Qin [2017]. Thus, our proposed estimation scheme (2) and
(3) from the main paper is also semi-parametric efficient. Compared to (6) and (7), our
proposed estimation scheme requires lower dimension of functions and tuning parameters in
the empirical likelihood framework and thus would be numerically more stable and require
less computation. In addition, the semiparametric efficient estimator can be conceptually
constructed for the scenario with multiple secondary outcomes (k = 1,...,K) available
via our weighted estimation or empirical likelihood by replacing the over-identified function
Ryihy(Dy;; 05) with an enlarged over-identified function

h(Dlia ooy Dgi, Ry ..., Ry 91, cee 91{) = (Rlihip(Dli; 91)> cee RKih£<DKi§ OK))T-

However, the dimension of stacking multiple over-identified functions could be substantially
high when more secondary data are considered and those could be in different types and scales.
Because of these multi-dimensional and complex data structure, the estimation algorithm
might not converge (detected by our previous simulations), thus hindering the application
of this method. Our MinBo estimator, on the other hand, is an effective solution making
information integration feasible in practice when multiple secondary outcomes are available.
Note that the semiparametric theory (if exist) will become much more complicated if we only
assume a parametric form for Dy; and leave all others not specified, which merits substantial
effort and can be pursued in future work.



E Extra simulation results

This section contains more detailed specifications and extra simulation results of the main
paper. The covariates and residuals in first two secondary secondary models are generated as
follows: time-dependent covariate vector X Ll = X'gﬂ follows multivariate Bernoulli distri-
bution with success probability equal to 0.5 and exchangeable correlation matrix with corre-
lation coefficient equal to 0.3; another time-dependent covariate vector X Lo = Xgig follows
multivariate Normal distribution with mean zero, variance one, and exchangeable correlation
structure with correlation coefficient equal to 0.3; the last covariate vector X L3 = Xgig is
time-independent where all components are equal and are followed by Bernoulli distribu-
tion with success probability 0.5. The residual vector in two data sets €; = (€1,, €2.)" with
€ri = (€rit, ..., i)l , for k = 1,2, follows multivariate Normal distribution with mean zeros

and variance-covariance
Vii Via
V = , 9
<V21 Vi ) )

where Vi1 and Vi, are variance-covariance matrices for €; and €s;, respectively. The diagonal
values of Vi; are equal to one, and the off-diagonal values are all 0.8; the diagonal values
of Vi are equal to one, and the off-diagonal values are all 0.5; the matrix V5 = Vﬁ has
all elements equal to p, which controls the association strength between two longitudinal
secondary outcomes.

Moreover, to construct the over-identified working estimating function, we adopt four
basis matrices Vi, Vi, V3, and Vj, where V; is the identity matrix, V5 is a matrix with 0
on the diagonal and 1 off the diagonal, V3 is a matrix with 1 on the two main off-diagonals
and 0 elsewhere, and V} is a matrix with 1 at the left-top and right-bottom corners and 0
otherwise. These matrices have been commonly used in previous studies [Qu et al., 2000,
Tang and Leng, 2011, Chen et al., 2021].

Figure F provides a schematic data structure for simulation studies of the manuscript;
Table S.1 summarizes the overall evaluations for eight estimation methods given correlation
coefficient p between two longitudinal auxiliary variable equal to 0.4; Table S.2 summarizes
the results under p = 0; Table S.3 summarizes the results empirical relative efficiency (ERE)
with partially observed secondary data; Table S.4 summarizes overall evaluations under mis-
specified mean structures where partial secondary data are observed.

E.1 Informative missingness

We also investigate the impact of informative missingness [Enders, 2010] from secondary
data to the main parameter estimation. To generate partially observed secondary data with
data missing not at random, we simulate informative observing indicator Ry, for k" secondary
data. The success probability of Ry, is modeled as {1 + exp(—XZa)}™!, for k = 1,2, 3, with
a = (0.5,1,1,1)T and X; defined in Section 3.1 of the main paper. All other setups are the
same to those in Section 3.1 of the main paper. To evaluate the performance of MinBo, we
only use mis-specified mean structures described in Section 3.2 of the main paper to construct
three secondary models and only use secondary data with Ry; = 1 to fit the model. Since
observing indicators Rj; depend on potential outcomes give mis-specified mean structures,
it leads to the issue of informative missingness. The missing rates for each secondary data



are around 25%, and the results are summarized in Table S.5. Given secondary data with
informative missingness and mis-specified mean structures, the proposed estimates in the
main model still have little estimation bias with satisfactory coverage probability close to
95% nominal level. Moreover, in terms of ERE, MinBo is still able to improve estimation
efficiency under this context.

E.2 Little association between the primary and secondary out-
comes

We consider a setup where the main data and three secondary data are generated in the
same way as shown in Section 3.1 of the main paper, except that now the main outcome
and three secondary outcomes are very mildly correlated (e.g., the correlation coefficient is
around 0.15). We also consider different cases where the correlation coefficients p between
first two secondary outcomes are 0, 0.4, and 0.8 , respectively. The results with the sample
size of 600 are summarized in Table S.6 shown below. From Table S.6, we find that the ERE
values are barely above one for estimates based on the averaging scheme and the omnibus
scheme. Note that the ERE values could be slightly lower than 1 for estimates based on
the aggregating scheme when p is large. This is expected since the aggregating scheme may
lower down the efficiency when secondary outcomes are highly associated with each other
(Section 2.3 of the main paper). Further, note that our proposed method ”"MinBo” relies on
the assumption that the main outcome and secondary outcomes are highly associated with
each other. It implies that, if in practice these outcomes show very little association, there
is indeed no need to integrate these secondary outcomes into the main analysis. In addition,
even if the association strength is very mild, our method can still lead to comparable or a
slightly better efficiency compared to that without considering secondary data.

E.3 Compare with the joint likelihood approach

To compare our method with the JL approach, we generate one primary outcome and two
secondary outcomes based on multi-variate normal distribution, where the joint likelihood of
three outcomes is easy to specify. Particularly, we consider cross-sectional primary outcome
and two longitudinal secondary outcomes with four time points. The residuals for three
outcomes are generated based on multi-variate normal distribution with mean zeros and
variance ones. The correlation pattern among three outcomes are as follows: the correlation
over time points within each secondary outcomes is 0.8; the correlation between two secondary
outcomes is 0.6; and the correlation between the primary outcome and secondary outcome
is 0.8. The covariates and effect sizes considered in the primary model and two secondary
models are the same to those of Section 3.1 of the main paper.

We consider the averaging and aggregating schemes to borrow information from two
secondary outcomes and compare with the MLE and the JL estimate. The JL approach is to
jointly model three outcomes based on multivariate normal distribution with unstructured
correlation pattern. To check the performance under mis-specified secondary models, we
consider mean-structure mis-specification where the fitted means of two secondary outcomes
only include two covariates (there are three covariates in total in the true mean-structure).
The results are summarized in Table S.8. When the secondary models are correctly specified,
we observe that both the JL estimate and MinBo estimate have little bias, and the JL



estimate is more efficient than MinBo estimates in terms of ERE (ratio of MSE between
the MLE and the target estimate, larger than one is more preferred, the larger the better).
This is expected since the JL estimate is the most efficient one based on parametric theory
[Newey and McFadden, 1994]. However, when the secondary models are mis-specified, the
JL estimate leads to substantial bias and very small ERE (close to zero), whereas the MinBo
estimates still have little bias and substantial efficiency gain in terms of ERE. This evaluation
furthermore highlights the advantage of our proposed method, which is more preferred for
practical use.

E.4 The setting with higher correlations

In order to assess the influence of the association strength between the main and secondary
outcomes on efficiency gain, we generate another data that is the same to the one in the
main paper, except that the conditional correlation coefficients between the main outcome
and three secondary outcomes tend to be higher (about 0.7 between the main outcome
and two longitudinal secondary outcomes; around 0.6 between the main outcome and the
cross-sectional secondary outcome. In our setup from the main paper, these two correlation
coefficients are only around 0.45 and 0.3, respectively). To be specific, we first generate a
random variable Zj; following a standard normal distribution and then use this variable to
generate the primary outcome Yy, = 1if Zy = xo; (with xq; defined in Section 3.1 of the main
paper), and Yy, = 0 otherwise. Then, we generate two longitudinal secondary outcomes by
Y. = X0 + Yo, — poi + 0.4€y;, for k = 1,2 (with Xy, Ok, poi, and €; defined in Section
3.1 of the main paper. Here, the values in Yy — po; are the same across all observations
for subject i), and the binary secondary outcome Y3; by Y3 = 1if —Z; > 2, and Y3; = 0
otherwise (with z7 defined in Section 3.1 of the main paper). All other setups are the same
as the one in Section 3.1 of the main paper. It can be seen from Table S.7 that the resulting
MinBo estimators have significantly increased efficiency gain (from 1.2 — 1.3 to 1.5 — 1.7)
compared to the results in the main paper (Table 2), even if all the models of secondary
outcomes are mis-specified.

F Extension to missing-data problem in the main model

In the main paper, we assume that all main data are observed or missing completely at ran-
dom, which may be too ideal in some applications. However, by making a little modification,
our method can be easily extended to address the missing-data problem in the main model.
Hereby we present an extension by incorporating the technique, called inverse probability
weight, a commonly used approach to deal with the issue where the main data are missing at
random [Enders, 2010]. To be specific, let us first denote an observing indicator Rg;, which is
equal to one if the main data from i** subject are observed and 0 otherwise. Then we define
the probability of observing i subject as m;(a) = E (Roi\Xoi), where X,; and « are some
covariates and parameters involved in the missing data model, respectively. Furthermore, let
us define the score function for parameters e in the missing data model as > | L;(ex). We
keep other setups the same to Section 2 of the main paper. Then, we simultaneously solve



B and a by the following modified weighted estimating equations:

> pig(Doi,c; B) = 0, (10)

i=1

where weights p} are re-constructed from our proposed schemes (Section 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 of
the main paper); g(Dy;, ; 3) = (Roi/mi(a)g” (Dy;; B), LT ()T with g(Dy;; 3) the same to
(1) of the main paper. Asymptotic properties then can be similarly derived by following the
lines of proofs in previous two sections. In the presence of high missingness, we can see that
the only modification is to construct an extended estimating functions g(Dy;, a; 3) for the
main analysis. The first component in g(Dy;, ; 3) is a typical estimating function under
inverse probability weight framework. The second component is to make the constructed
estimating functions g(Dy;, a; 3) independently and identically distributed, in order to the-
oretically guarantee the efficiency gain for the estimation of 3. Evaluations for this extension
is not the primary focus in this article and thus is regarded as future work.

G Over-identified estimating functions

This section provides examples of the over-identified estimation functions for fitting the sec-
ondary data. There are two commonly used over-identified estimating functions hy(Dy;; 0y)
from the literature. One is for repeated secondary outcomes, i.e., Yj; are repeated measure-
ments for each subject during the follow-up:

ZLR Vi, Ry { Vi — (X 61}
hi.(Dyi; 0y,) = , (11)

Z;Z;RIQI/QVT,CRI;I/Q{YM - Nk(in§ ek)}

where Zy; = Opp(Xyi; 0x)/007 Ry, is a diagonal matrix containing the variance of each
element in Yy;; pr(Xki;0x) are the conditional means of the k" secondary outcome Y,
indexed by parameters 6. The 7, matrices V; lead to the over-identified estimating function
with length r; x 7, given the dimensions of 8y, r, and 7, > 2. V;,,...,V,, can be a sequence
of base matrices [Qu et al., 2000, Tang and Leng, 2011, Chen et al., 2021]. The other form
of hy(Dy;; 0y,) is designed for cross-sectional secondary outcome Yy, i.e.,

hk(Dki; ek) = d(in, Zk:i; Ok){yki - Mk(in; Ok)}, (12)

where d(Xy;, Zki; 0;) is a user-specified vector function with dimension larger than that of
6., which typically takes the form of d(X, Zys; 0r) = (X1, ZL)T. Note that the vector Zj,
contains the redundant variables satisfying E{hk(Dki; 0,’:)} = 0, for some parameter values
0;. Both working functions in (11) and (12) could be applied to continuous and categorical
outcomes.

H More discussion on the estimation efficiency

Based on the discussion in Section D, we have shown that the proposed estimation pro-
cedure (2) and (3) of the main paper is semi-parametric efficient given the information of

9



E{g(Dy;;3)} = 0 and E{Ry;hy(Dy;0x)} = 0. In this section, we provide more discussion
on estimation efficiency of this estimator.

First of all, the proposed estimate will still be consistent and does not violate the
semi-parametric theory. Note that based on the theory of M-estimate [Newey and Mc-
Fadden, 1994], the estimation consistency for a semi-parametric estimate is guaranteed by
E[W (Xo){Yo—pu(Xo; 3)}] = 0 (W (X)) is some weight function depending on the covariates
X)), whereas our proposed estimate is based on the first moment E{p,g(Dy;3)} = 0, where
Py is the limiting value of p;, and g(Dy;; 3) is some valid estimating function. Based on the
empirical likelihood theory, we have np; = 1 + 0,(1) [Qin and Lawless, 1994, Owen, 2001],
which implies that np, = 1. Thus, in terms of the first moment that the estimation consis-
tency relies on, our proposed estimate does not introduce the dependency between the main
outcome and the secondary outcome, and the proposed estimate is consistent by realizing
E{np.g(Dy; B)} = E{g(Do; B)} = 0.

Second, the proposed estimate could be more efficient than the semi-parametric estimates
without considering any secondary data. In theory, we allow a general form of g(Dy;; 3),
which could be any valid estimating function for 3. In our paper, we focus on binary outcomes
from cross-sectional studies, thus we consider the form of estimating function g(Dy;; 3) =
Xo0i{Yoi — 11(Xoi; B)} by considering a logit link function for numerical studies (simulation
and real data application). Note that this is the score function from logistic regression and
is the estimating function with semi-parametric efficiency (indeed this function will lead to
maximum likelihood estimate, which is the most efficient estimate). Under this context, by
considering the information from the secondary outcomes through the estimating equation
> 0ig(Doi, B) = 0, we have shown in both theory and simulation that the proposed
estimate is more efficient than the estimate without information integration. This implies
that the proposed estimate could be more efficient than the semi-parametric estimate solved
by D [W (Xo0i){Yo; — (Xoi; B)}] = 0 without considering any secondary data, which has
been shown under the scenario with cross-sectional binary outcomes.

Finally, the above discussion can be extended to a more general framework as follows.
Let’s consider the data Yy;, Yy, and X, where Yy, is the main outcome, Yj; are (multiple) sec-
ondary outcome(s), and X is the vector containing all covariates in the main and secondary
data. Thereafter, we define the most efficient estimate (E;), which is obtained by maximiz-
ing the joint likelihood L(Yy;, Ysi, X;) (suppose it is correctly specified), the semi-parametric
estimate (F3) by considering the data Yp; and X;, and our proposed estimate (F3) by using
the semi-parametric estimating function with weights p; for information borrowing. Thus,
the estimation efficiencies of these three estimates are ordered as F; > E3 > E5. It means
our proposed estimate is a compromised estimate between the most efficient estimate and the
semi-parametric efficient estimate, by effectively integrating information from (multiple) sec-
ondary outcomes. Note that the full likelihood estimate (F;) may not be accessible in many
applications because it requires correct specification of the full likelihood, which is difficult to
achieve in practice (Table S.8). Of note is that the main outcome and (multiple) secondary
outcomes could follow different distributions (e.g., continuous/count/binary) and even in
different data structures (e.g., cross-sectional, longitudinal), which introduce challenges for
distribution specification. Our proposed estimate provides a convenient and robust way to
leverage information from secondary outcomes for improving primary parameters efficiency.

10



References

Chixiang Chen, Peisong Han, and Fan He. Improving main analysis by borrowing information
from auxiliary data. Statistics in Medicine, 2021.

Craig K Enders. Applied missing data analysis. Guilford press, 2010.

Whitney K Newey and Daniel McFadden. Large sample estimation and hypothesis testing.
Handbook of econometrics, 4:2111-2245, 1994.

Art B Owen. Empirical likelthood. CRC press, 2001.

Jin Qin and Jerry Lawless. Empirical likelihood and general estimating equations. The
Annals of Statistics, pages 300-325, 1994.

Jing Qin. Biased sampling, over-identified parameter problems and beyond, volume 5.
Springer, 2017.

Annie Qu, Bruce G Lindsay, and Bing Li. Improving generalised estimating equations using
quadratic inference functions. Biometrika, 87(4):823-836, 2000.

Cheng Yong Tang and Chenlei Leng. Empirical likelihood and quantile regression in longi-
tudinal data analysis. Biometrika, 98(4):1001-1006, 2011.

If p = 0, 0only Y;; and Y3; are associated;
If p # 0, all auxiliary outcomes are associated.

Secondary outcome Y;;: m Secondary outcome Yy; : Secondary outcome Y3;:
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Figure S.1: A schematic data structure for simulation studies of the main text of paper.
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Table S.1: Overall evaluations for eight estimation methods (defined in the simulation section
of the main paper) under the combination of different sample sizes (n) and proportions for
observing three secondary data (CASE 1: 1, = np = n3 = 1; CASE 2: n; = 0.6,
0.7,n3 = 0.5), given the correlation (p) between two longitudinal secondary outcome equal
to 0.4. MCSE: Monte Carlo standard error; ASE: asymptotic standard error; CP: coverage
probability. All values have been multiplied by 100.

n=300 n=600
Bias MCSE ASE 95%CP Bias MCSE ASE 95%CP
CASE 1 single100 Bo 2.6 24 24 95 0.8 17 17 94
B1 -0.5 26 25 93 0.1 18 18 94
B2 -2.6 15 15 95 -1.2 11 11 94
B3 -0.8 29 28 95 0.1 20 20 95
single010 Bo 2.2 24 24 95 1.0 17 17 95
B1 -0.3 28 28 95 -0.3 20 20 95
B2 -2.4 15 15 96 -0.9 11 11 95
B3 -0.6 25 25 96 0.2 18 18 95
single001 Bo 2.7 24 24 95 0.9 17 17 94
B1 -0.9 26 26 94 -0.3 19 18 94
B2 -2.6 16 15 95 -1.1 11 11 94
B3 -0.7 28 28 95 0.1 20 19 96
avelOl Bo 2.6 24 23 95 0.8 17 16 95
81  -0.7 25 24 94 -0.1 18 17 94
B2 -2.5 15 15 95 -1.1 11 10 94
B3 -0.7 28 27 95 0.1 20 19 95
agglOl Bo 2.6 25 23 94 0.6 17 16 94
B1 -0.9 26 25 93 0.2 18 17 94
B2 -2.3 16 15 93 -1.0 11 11 94
B3 -0.8 29 27 94 0.0 20 19 95
avelll Bo 2.4 24 23 95 0.9 17 16 95
B1 -0.5 26 25 94 -0.1 18 18 94
B2 -2.4 15 14 95 -1.0 11 10 94
B3 -0.7 27 26 95 0.1 19 18 95
agglll Bo 2.4 24 22 94 0.5 17 16 95
B1 -0.8 26 25 93 0.2 18 17 94
B2 -2.0 17 16 94 -0.8 12 11 94
B3 -0.7 26 25 94 0.1 18 17 94
omnlll Bo 2.4 24 22 95 0.7 16 16 95
B1 -0.8 25 24 93 0.0 18 17 94
By -2.2 15 14 94 -0.9 11 10 93
83 -0.6 26 25 95 0.1 18 18 95
n=300 n=600
Bias MCSE ASE 95%CP Bias MCSE ASE 95%CP
CASE 2 single100 Bo 2.7 25 24 95 1.0 17 17 95
B1 -0.4 27 26 95 -0.2 19 18 94
B2 -2.9 16 16 95 -1.3 12 11 94
B3 -0.8 29 28 95 0.2 20 20 94
single010 Bo 2.6 24 24 95 0.9 17 17 95
B1 -0.3 28 28 95 -0.3 20 20 95
B2 -2.6 16 16 95 -1.2 12 11 94
B3 -1.2 27 27 96 0.3 19 19 95
single001 Bo 2.6 25 24 95 1.0 17 17 95
B1 -0.7 27 26 94 -0.4 19 19 94
B2 -3.0 16 16 94 -1.1 11 11 94
B3 -0.5 29 28 95 0.2 20 19 96
avelOl Bo 2.6 24 24 95 1.0 17 17 96
B1 -0.6 27 26 95 -0.3 19 18 94
B2 -2.9 16 15 95 -1.2 11 11 94
B3 -0.7 28 27 95 0.2 20 19 96
agglOl Bo 2.6 25 24 94 0.8 17 17 95
B1 -0.7 27 26 94 -0.3 19 18 94
B2 -3.0 16 15 93 -1.1 12 11 93
B3 -0.6 29 27 94 0.2 20 19 95
avelll Bo 2.6 24 23 95 1.0 17 17 95
B1 -0.5 27 26 95 -0.3 19 18 95
B2 -2.8 15 15 95 -1.2 11 11 94
B3 -0.7 28 27 95 0.2 19 19 96
agglll Bo 2.8 25 23 94 0.7 17 16 95
B1 -0.5 27 26 93 -0.3 19 18 94
B2 -2.8 17 16 94 -1.1 12 11 93
B3 -1.1 28 26 94 0.3 19 18 94
omnlll Bo 2.6 25 23 94 0.8 17 16 95
B1 -0.6 27 25 94 -0.4 19 18 94
B2 -2.9 16 15 94 -1.1 11 11 93
B3 -0.7 28 26 94 0.3 19 19 95
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Table S.2: Overall evaluations for eight estimation methods (defined in the simulation section
of the main paper) under the combination of different sample sizes (n) and proportions for
observing three secondary data (CASE 1: 1, = np = n3 = 1; CASE 2: n; = 0.6,
0.7,n3 = 0.5), given the correlation (p) between two longitudinal secondary outcome equal
to 0. MCSE: Monte Carlo standard error; ASE: asymptotic standard error; CP: coverage
probability. All values have been multiplied by 100.

n=300 n=600
Bias  MCSE  ASE  95%CP Blas MCSE  ASE  95%CP
CASE 1  singlel00  fBo 2.7 25 24 95 1.2 17 17 95
B1  -0.7 27 26 94 -0.4 19 18 95
By  -2.8 16 15 94 -1.2 11 11 94
Bs  -0.6 29 28 95 0.1 20 20 95
single010  Bo 2.6 25 24 95 1.4 17 17 96
g1 -0.8 28 28 95 -0.7 20 20 95
Bz  -2.7 15 16 95 1.1 11 11 95
Bs  -0.6 26 26 96 0.0 18 18 95
single001  Bg 2.7 25 24 95 1.3 17 17 95
B -1.1 27 27 95 -0.7 19 19 95
Bz  -2.6 16 16 94 1.1 11 11 94
B3  -0.5 28 27 95 0.0 20 19 95
avel0l Bo 2.7 24 23 94 1.2 17 16 95
B1  -0.9 26 25 95 -0.6 18 18 95
Bz  -2.6 15 15 94 -1.1 11 11 94
Bs  -0.5 28 27 95 0.1 20 19 95
aggl0l Bo 2.7 25 23 94 1.1 17 16 95
81 -1.0 26 24 94 -0.4 18 17 94
Bz  -2.6 16 15 93 1.1 11 10 94
Bs  -0.5 29 27 94 0.0 20 19 95
avelll Bo 2.6 24 23 94 1.2 17 16 95
g1 -0.9 27 26 94 -0.6 19 18 95
Bz  -2.6 15 15 94 1.1 11 11 94
Bs  -0.5 27 26 95 0.1 19 19 95
agglll Bo 2.7 24 22 95 1.1 16 16 95
B1  -1.0 26 24 93 -0.4 18 17 94
By  -2.6 16 15 94 -1.0 11 10 94
Bs  -0.6 26 25 94 -0.1 18 18 94
omnlll By 2.6 24 23 94 1.2 16 16 95
B1  -1.0 26 25 93 -0.6 18 18 95
Bz  -2.5 15 14 94 -1.0 11 10 94
Bs  -0.5 27 26 95 0.0 19 18 95

n=300 n=600
Bias MCSE  ASE  95%CD Bias MCSE  ASE  95%CP
CASE 2 singlel00  Bp 2.9 25 24 94 1.4 17 17 95
g1 -0.7 28 27 94 -0.7 19 19 95
Bz  -2.9 16 16 95 -1.3 12 11 94
Bs  -0.7 29 28 96 0.2 20 20 95
single010  Bo 2.8 25 24 95 1.3 17 17 95
B -0.7 28 28 95 -0.7 20 20 95
Bz  -2.8 16 16 95 1.2 11 11 96
Bs  -1.0 27 27 96 0.3 19 19 95
single001  Bo 2.8 25 24 95 1.3 17 17 95
g1 -1.1 28 27 95 -0.9 19 19 95
B>  -3.0 16 16 94 -1.1 11 11 94
Bs  -0.3 28 28 95 0.2 20 19 95
avel01l Bo 2.8 25 24 95 1.3 17 17 95
g1 -0.9 27 26 95 -0.8 19 18 94
Bz  -2.9 16 16 94 -1.2 11 11 94
Bs  -0.5 28 27 95 0.2 20 19 95
aggl01 Bo 2.9 25 23 94 1.3 17 17 95
g1 -1.0 27 26 94 -0.8 19 18 94
Bz  -3.1 16 15 93 1.2 11 11 94
Bs  -0.4 29 27 95 0.2 20 19 95
avelll Bo 2.8 25 24 95 1.3 17 17 95
B1  -0.9 27 26 95 -0.8 19 19 95
B -2.9 16 15 95 -1.2 11 11 94
Bz  -0.6 28 27 96 0.2 19 19 95
agglll Bo 3.1 25 23 94 1.2 17 16 95
B1  -0.9 27 26 94 -0.8 19 18 94
Bz  -3.2 17 15 93 1.3 11 11 95
Bs  -0.9 28 26 95 0.3 19 19 95
omn111 Bo 2.9 25 23 94 1.2 17 16 96
g1 -1.0 27 26 94 -0.9 19 18 94
Bz  -3.1 16 15 93 1.2 11 11 94
Bs  -0.5 28 27 95 0.3 19 19 95
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Table S.3: Empirical relative efficiency for eight estimators (defined in the simulation section
of the main paper) under the combination of different sample sizes (n) and correlation between
two longitudinal secondary outcomes (p). All secondary data are partially observed (1, =
0.6,’!72 = 0.7,7’]3 = 05)

Empirical relative efficiency
singlel00  single010  single001 avell0 aggll0 avelll agglll omnlll

n=300 p=0 Bo 0.99 1.02 1.00 1.02 0.98 1.03 1.00 1.02
B1 1.04 1.00 1.06 1.11 1.11 1.09 1.10 1.12

B2 0.99 1.03 0.99 1.03 0.97 1.05 0.95 1.02

B3 0.97 1.10 1.01 1.01 0.97 1.05 1.05 1.04

p=04 [fo 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.03 0.97 1.05 1.00 1.02
B1 1.08 1.00 1.11 1.15 1.09 1.14 1.08 1.14

B2 1.04 1.06 1.02 1.07 0.97 1.09 0.91 1.03

B3 0.97 1.13 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.05 1.06 1.05

p=0.8 fo 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.02 0.93 1.05 0.95 1.02
B1 1.09 1.00 1.15 1.16 0.98 1.15 0.97 1.14

B2 1.03 1.08 1.05 1.07 0.87 1.10 0.77 1.03

B3 0.97 1.16 0.99 0.99 0.94 1.05 1.06 1.05

n=600 p=0 Bo 1.03 1.02 1.04 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.08 1.08
b1 1.07 1.01 1.04 1.10 1.11 1.09 1.12 1.11

B2 1.01 1.04 1.05 1.06 1.06 1.07 1.04 1.09

B3 0.99 1.10 1.02 1.02 1.01 1.06 1.10 1.08

p=04  fo 1.04 1.02 1.04 1.06 1.04 1.07 1.07 1.08
b1 1.11 1.00 1.09 1.15 1.10 1.13 1.10 1.13

B2 1.04 1.05 1.08 1.09 1.04 1.10 0.97 1.09

B3 0.99 1.13 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.07 1.11 1.09

p=0.8 fBo 1.04 1.05 1.05 1.06 1.00 1.08 1.06 1.08
b1 1.12 1.00 1.15 1.17 1.00 1.15 0.99 1.10

B2 1.07 1.07 1.11 1.11 0.97 1.12 0.86 1.05

B3 0.99 1.16 1.01 1.01 0.99 1.07 1.14 1.10
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Table S.4:  Overall evaluations for mis-specified working models under the combination
of different sample sizes (n) and correlations (p), given three secondary data are partially
observed (9 = 0.6,n, = 0.7,n3 = 0.5). MCSE: Monte Carlo standard error; ASE: asymp-
totic standard error; ERE: empirical relative efficiency; CP: coverage probability. All values
(except ERE) are multiplied by 100.

n=300 n=600
Bias MCSE ASE ERE 95%CP Bias MCSE ASE ERE 95%CP

p=0  avelll fBo 2.7 25 24 1.03 95 1.3 17 17 1.04 95
B -08 28 27 1.06 95 0.7 19 19 1.06 95

By 2.9 16 16 1.01 94 1.2 11 11 1.04 94

Bs 0.5 28 27 1.04 95 0.2 19 19 1.06 96

avel0l By 2.7 25 24 1.02 95 1.3 17 17 1.04 96
B -0.8 28 27 1.07 95 0.7 19 19 108 95

B2 2.9 16 16 1.01 95 1.2 11 11 1.04 94

Bs -04 29 28 0.99 95 0.2 20 20 1.00 95

agglll By 2.9 25 23 1.02 94 13 17 16 1.07 95
B -06 28 26 1.07 95 0.7 19 18 1.10 95

B2 3.2 17 16 0.96 93 1.2 11 11 1.05 94

Bs -05 28 26 1.05 94 0.2 19 19 1.12 95

aggl0l By 2.9 25 24 0.99 94 1.3 17 17 1.05 96
B -0.7 27 26 1.08 95 0.7 19 18 1.10 94

B2 -3.2 17 16 0.96 94 1.2 11 11 1.05 94

Bs 0.2 29 28 0.95 94 0.3 20 20 0.99 95
omnlll fBy 2.8 25 24 1.02 94 1.3 17 17 1.07 95
B -08 27 26 1.08 95 0.8 19 19 1.09 95

B2 -32 16 16 0.98 94 1.2 11 11 1.05 94

Bs -0.3 28 27 1.02 94 0.3 19 19 1.07 96

p=04 avelll By 2.5 24 24 1.05 95 1.0 17 17 1.06 95
B -03 27 27 1.09 95 0.3 19 19 1.09 95

By -28 16 16 1.04 95 1.2 12 11 1.05 94

By -0.7 28 27 1.06 95 0.2 19 19 1.08 95

avel0l By 2.6 24 24 1.03 95 1.0 17 17 1.04 95
B -03 27 26 111 95 0.3 19 18 111 94

B2 2.9 16 16 1.04 95 1.2 11 11 1.06 94

Bs -0.6 29 28 0.99 95 0.2 20 20 1.00 96

agglll By 2.6 24 23 1.04 95 0.9 17 16 1.07 95
B -0.1 27 26 1.10 95 0.2 19 18 111 94

By -3.0 16 15 0.98 94 1.2 12 11 1.05 93

Bs -0.8 27 26 1.08 94 0.2 18 18 1.16 95

aggl0l By 2.6 25 24 1.00 94 0.9 17 17 1.04 95
B -03 27 26 1.10 94 0.3 19 18 111 94

B2 3.1 16 15 0.98 94 1.2 12 11 1.05 93

Bs -05 29 28 0.95 95 0.2 20 20 098 96
omnlll fBy 2.6 24 23 1.04 95 0.9 17 16 1.07 96
B -03 27 26 1.12 95 0.3 19 18 112 95

B2 -3.1 16 15 1.00 94 1.2 11 11 1.06 94

Bs -0.6 28 26 1.05 95 0.3 19 19 110 95

p=08 avelll By 24 24 24 1.06 95 0.8 17 17 1.07 95
B -0.1 27 26 1.11 95 0.1 19 18 1.10 94

B2 -28 16 16 1.05 96 -1.0 11 11 1.07 94

Bs -0.6 28 27 1.08 95 0.4 19 19 110 95

avel0l By 24 25 24 1.02 95 0.9 17 17 1.04 95
B -0.1 27 26 1.12 95 -0.1 19 18 1.12 94

By 2.8 16 15 1.05 95 -1.0 11 11 1.08 95

B3 -05 29 28 0.9 95 0.3 20 20 1.00 95

agglll By 2.6 25 23 1.04 95 0.6 17 16 1.08 95
B 0.2 27 26 1.08 93 0.0 19 18 1.06 94

By -28 17 15 0.95 93 0.9 12 11 1.02 94

Bs -1.1 27 26 1.12 94 0.3 18 18 1.21 95

aggl0l By 2.5 25 24 0.98 95 0.7 17 17 1.02 96
B 0.0 27 26 1.08 93 0.1 19 18 1.07 94

By -28 16 15 095 93 0.9 12 11 1.02 93

Bs -05 30 28 0.94 94 0.3 20 20 098 94
omnlll By 2.4 25 23 1.05 95 0.7 17 16 1.08 96
B 0.0 27 26 1.13 94 0.2 19 18 111 94

B2 2.9 16 15 1.00 94 -1.0 12 11 1.05 94

Bs -0.6 28 26 1.07 94 0.4 19 18 1.12 95

H=
P



Table S.5:  Overall evaluations for mis-specified working models under the combination
of different sample sizes (n) and correlations (p), given three secondary data are partially
observed due to informative missingness. MCSE: Monte Carlo standard error; ASE: asymp-
totic standard error; ERE: empirical relative efficiency; CP: coverage probability. All values
(except ERE) are multiplied by 100.

n=300 n=600
Bias MCSE ASE ERE 95%CP Bias MCSE ASE ERE 95%CP
avelll By 2.1 242 234  1.08 96 0.4 165 165 1.10 95
B -25 266 258 1.16 95 -0.6 185 182 1.16 95
B -21 163 153 1.10 94 06 111 108  1.09 95
Bs 1.1 272 266 1.05 95 1.0 19.8 188  1.09 95
avel0l By 2.3 244 235 1.06 96 0.6 16.6 166  1.08 95
B -23 262 252 1.20 95 05 181 178 1.21 95
B2 -20 162 151 1.2 94 -0.6 11.0 107 1.11 94
B3 0.6 283  27.6 0.98 95 0.6 208  19.5 0.9 95
agglll By 1.0 242 225  1.09 93 02 160 160 1.16 95
B -15 261 246 1.21 95 -04 178 174 1.26 95
B2 -20 162 148 1.11 93 -0.7 110 105 1.10 94
Bs 2.2 272 252  1.04 93 1.9 19.0 17.8 1.18 94
agglOl By 2.0 247 232  1.04 94 0.6 165 165  1.10 95
B -1.6 260 246 1.22 94 -04 178 174 1.26 95
B -21 162 148 1.11 93 0.7 11.0 105 1.10 93
B3 04 290 274 093 94 0.6 21.0 195 097 94
omilll By 2.0 242 229  1.09 95 0.7 162 162  1.13 95
B -25 259 248 1.22 94 11 179 176 124 95
B2 -27 161 149 1.11 94 -14 110 106 1.10 94
B3 1.3 274 260 1.03 94 1.3 19.7 184  1.10 94
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Table S.6: Evaluations for three estimators under the sample sizes 600 where secondary
outcomes are very mildly associated with the primary outcome (around 0.15), given three
correlation values between two longitudinal secondary outcomes (p = 0,0.4,0.8). MCSD:
Monte Carlo standard deviation; ASE: asymptotic standard error; ERE: empirical relative
efficiency (ratio of mean squared errors between the MLE and the target estimate); CP:
coverage probability. All values except for ERE have been multiplied by 100.

Param Bias MCSD ASE ERE 95%CP

avelll p=20 Bo 0.28 17 17 1.01 96
B1 -0.25 19 19 1.02 95

B2 -1.09 11 11 1.03 95

B3 0.68 19 19 1.01 95

p=04 Bo 0.27 17 17 1 95
51 -0.23 19 19 1.03 95

Ba -1.2 12 11 1.04 95

B3 0.60 20 19 1.01 95

p=038 Bo 0.32 17 17 1 95
B1 -0.13 19 19 1.03 95

Ba -1.09 12 11 1.04 95

B3 0.44 20 19 1.01 95

omnlll p=0 Bo 0.21 17 17 1.01 96
B -0.23 19 19 1.02 95

By  -1.05 11 11 1.06 95
By 0.83 19 19 101 95
p=04 By 019 17 17 1 95
e 0.2 19 19 1.03 95
By -116 11 11 1.06 95
By 075 20 19  1.01 95
p=08 By 025 17 17 1 95
B <011 19 19 1.03 95
By -1.06 11 11 1.07 95

B3 0.58 20 19 1.01 95

agglll  p=0 By 016 17 17 099 95
B -013 19 19 101 95

B2 -1.04 11 11 1.04 95
B3 0.93 20 19 0.99 94
p=04 Bo 0.12 17 17 0.98 95
B1 -0.08 20 19 1.01 95
Ba -1.14 11 11 1.05 95

B3 0.84 20 19 0.99 94
p=038 Bo 0.17 17 17 0.96 95
61 0.01 20 19 0.99 94
Ba -1.05 12 11 1.02 95
B3 0.67 20 19 0.98 94
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Table S.7: Evaluations for MinBo estimators (e.g., avelll and agglll) under two sample
sizes (n = 300,600) with higher correlation between the primary endpoint and secondary
outcomes, given correctly specified secondary models (Correct) and mis-specified secondary
models (Incorrect). MCSD: Monte Carlo standard deviation; ASE: asymptotic standard
error; ERE: empirical relative efficiency (ratio of mean squared errors between the MLE and
the target estimate); CP: coverage probability based on 95% confidence internal. All values
except for ERE have been multiplied by 100.

n=300 n=600
Bias MCSD ASE ERE CP Bias MCSD ASE ERE CP

avelll Bo  2.20 22 22 121 95 1.13 15 15 1.20 95
Correct [ -1.31 23 22 146 94 -0.68 16 16 147 94
By -2.02 14 13 152 93 -0.93 10 9 1.59 94
B3  1.31 24 24 131 95 0.37 17 17 132 94

agglll Bo 1.46 23 21 117 94 0.52 15 15 119 95
Correct (3, -0.84 25 23 133 94 -0.10 17 16 1.38 96
By -0.84 15 15 1.34 93 -0.26 10 10 1.33 95
B3 1.25 22 21 147 94 0.29 15 15 1.67 94

avelll Bo 2.52 23 23 107 95 1.18 16 16 1.07 95
Incorrect [y -1.75 26 24 123 94 -0.71 17 16 136 94
Ba -2.64 16 14 119 92 -1.16 11 10 128 94
B3 1.52 27 28 099 95 0.44 20 20 1.00 95

agglll Bo 2.48 22 21 1.20 93 0.97 15 14 1.29 95
Incorrect [, -1.86 25 21 1.32 93 -0.46 15 15 161 94
Ba -1.98 14 13 1.51 92 -0.79 9 9 1.73 94
B3 1.58 22 21 1.58 95 0.54 15 15 171 94
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Table S.8: Evaluations for three estimators (avell, aggll, joint likelihood (JL)) under
two sample sizes (n = 300,600), given correctly specified secondary models (Correct) and
mis-specified secondary models (Incorrect). MCSD: Monte Carlo standard deviation; ASE:
asymptotic standard error; ERE: empirical relative efficiency (ratio of mean squared errors
between the MLE and the target estimate). All values except for ERE have been multiplied
by 100.

Correct Incorrect

Method Sample Size Param Bias MCSD ERE Bias MCSD ERE
avell 300 Bo 0.36 8.69 1.41 0.45 9.50 1.18
51 -0.32  8.88 1.94 -0.48 10.5 1.38

Ba 0.19 4.28 2.06 0.17 4.71 1.71

Bs -0.32  8.86 1.62 -0.3 10.58 1.14

600 Bo 0.16 5.72 1.47 0.22 6.34 1.2

51 -0.09  6.06 1.99 -0.2 7.21 1.4

B 0.08 2.82 2.25 0.08 3.13 1.83

03 -0.35  6.16 1.74 -0.37 7.50 1.17

aggll 300 Bo 0.26 9.94 1.08 0.49 9.30 1.24
51 -0.25  11.29 1.2 -0.75  10.51  1.38

Ba 0.11 5.19 1.4 0.15 4.85 1.61

B3 -0.18 10.94 1.06 -0.11 10.34 1.19

600 Bo 0.03 6.55 1.12 0.2 6.10 1.29

51 0.10 7.65 1.25 -0.27 7.11 1.44

Ba 0.01 3.44 1.52 0.01 3.27 1.67

B3 -0.26  7.18 1.28 -0.28 7.05 1.33

JL 300 Bo 0.24 6.59 2.46 3036 7.99 0.11
51 -0.22 4.3 8.24 37.05  9.61 0.01

B2 0.04 2.24 7.58 0.01 3.72 2.74

03 -0.10  3.87 8.49 76.22  8.07 0.02

600 Bo 0.07 4.52 2.36 30.44 548 0.05

51 -0.17 3.4 7.37 3723 6.22 0

Ba 0.05 1.53 7.65 0.03 2.73 24

53 -0.08 2.74 8.8 76.26  5.08 0.01
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