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Normal BP High BP Total Percentage of subjects with
high BP
Overall:
Low birth weight 354 132 486 27.2%
High birth weight 328 186 514 36.2%
Total 682 318 1,000 31.8%
Current weight < =90 Kg
Low birth weight 329 99 428 23.1%
High birth weight 221 55 276 19.9%
Total 550 154 704 21.9%
Current weight > 90 Kg
Low birth weight 25 33 58 56.9%
High birth weight 107 131 238 55.0%
Total 132 164 296 55.4%
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Lord’s Paradox
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Model Regression Coefficients (Standard Errors) Standardised P-values R?
Coefficients
1 Intercept 123.258 (1.981) (<0.001) 0.011
Birth weight 1.861 (0.556) -0.105 0.001
2 Intercept 98.173 (1.755) (< 0.001)t 0.251
Current weight 0.382 (0.021) 0.501 <0.001
3 Intercept 104.330 (1.948) (<0.001)F 0.283
Birth weight -3.708 (0.553) -0.210 <0.001
Current Weight 0.465 (0.024) 0.610 <0.001
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#. 3. Simpson’s paradox * Lord’s paradox & Suppression ** $& %

Type of Reversal Paradox Outcome (illustrated example) Exposure (illustrated example) Covariate/'Confounder'
(illustrated example)

Simpson's Paradox Categorical (hypertension) Categorical (birth weight: high vs. Categorical (current weight: high vs.
low) low)
Lord's paradox Continuous (blood pressure) Categorical (birth weight: high vs. Continuous (current weight)
low)
Suppression Continuous (blood pressure) Continuous (birth weight) Continuous (current weight)
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