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ERRATA as of September 14, 2015
Chapter 2, Page 21, 2nd paragraph from the bottom

Currently reads:

The quadratic weighted kappa for these data is 0.84.  This is higher than the linear-weighted kappa of 0.75.
Should read:

The quadratic weighted kappa for these data is 0.72.  This is higher than the linear-weighted kappa of 0.66.
Chapter 3, Page 51, second paragraph
Currently reads:

"In general, if the product of the prior probability and the LR is more than about 10%, we have to convert to odds and back again."

Should read:

"In general, if either the prior or the posterior probability is more than about 10%, we have to convert to odds and back again."

(This change is needed because if you start with a high prior probability you'll get the wrong answer even if your posterior probability is < 10%.)

Chapter 3, Page 57, caption to Figure 3.5

For clarity, should begin "Imperfect but costly test."
Chapter 3, Page 60, Table 3.4.

“Perfect but costly” “Test-treat threshold” should be 0.83, not 0.67.
Figure 3.6 is not to scale with the example used in the text.
Chapter 5, page 115, references for problem set.
The following reference should be added:

Kharbanda AB, Taylor GA et al (2005). A clinical decision rule to identify children at low risk for appendicitis. Pediatrics 116(3):709-16.

Chapter 7, page 142

The labels a-d in Figure 7-2 don’t correspond to our labels a-d in Chapter 3.  We should have re-labeled or deleted the labels.
Chapter 7, Figure 7.3 
The ROC curve does actually not match Figure 7.2.  For example, the point closest to the origin of the ROC curve should be on the X-axis, not a little above and the vertical distance between points 1 and 2 should be smaller than between points 2 and 3.  (This is an error by the authors of the paper, first noticed by Dr. Christine Dehlendorf, co-instructor 2014.)
Chapter 7, text, middle of page 143

Currently reads:

Figure 7.3 shows the ROC curve that results from sequentially raising the threshold for “will survive 5 years without recurrence” from 0% to 100% …

Should read:

Figure 7.3 shows the ROC curve that results from sequentially lowering the threshold for “will survive 5 years without recurrence” from 100% to 0%...

Chapter 8, Page 152, problem 2, except from methods of Fowler et al:

Replace "Twenty five additional congenitally infected newborns were referred to us by other hospitals or because…" to "Twenty five additional congenitally infected newborns were referred to us by other hospitals because…" (i.e., delete the word "or").
Chapter 8, p. 169, last line

Change "the amount the odds of disease change" to "the amount the log(odds) of disease change"
Chapter 9, p. 193, last line
The sentence at the bottom of the page should read as follows:

“Then, the same 43% RRR would translate to an ARR of 0.43% and the NNT would be 1/0.43% = 233.”
Chapter 10, Problem 3, pages 217-185, page 218.

Change "a study" to "an observational study"
Replace “cardiac” with “noncardiac”.

Should read, 
“5. Lindenauer et. al. (2004) reported that perioperative use of lipid-lowering agents may decrease mortality following noncardiac surgery by about 30% to 40%.

Chapter 11, Problem 5, page 237.

a)
The calculation above entirely ignores the fact that there was an imipramine group. If that group is included, the investigators would want to make three comparisons: paroxetine vs. imipramine, paroxetine vs. placebo, and imipramine vs. placebo. Using the Bonferroni correction for testing these three hypotheses at α = 0.05, a P-value of 0.05/3 = 0.0133 would be required to reject the null hypothesis, and results above would not be statistically significant. Do you think the Bonferroni correction is appropriate in this case? Why or why not?

0.05/3 = 0.0167  not 0.0133.  Since the P value for the comparison is 0.014 (< 0.0167), the result would still be statistically significant after the Bonferroni correction, which defeats the point of the question.


Chapter 12, Box 12.3, page 247
Both of the top two probabilities should be P(4 white, 8 red|W3R1).

Both of the bottom two probabilities should be P(4 white, 8 red|R3W1).

Answers to Chapter 3 problems, page 263

Problem 6c.  At the very end of the answer, 6.07/7.07 = 0.86, not 0.87.

Answers to Chapter 5 problems, page 271, problem 2b.

 

Change: (The numbers above give 35% presumably because of rounding error.)

To:  (The numbers above give 36.5%; the authors' 36% presumably represents a rounding error.)
Answers to Chapter 8 problems, page 278

Problem 1a.  The total in the CT+ row should be 143, not 133.
