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Abstract

The cosinor model is frequently used to represent gene expression given the 24 hour day-night
cycle time at which a corresponding tissue sample is collected. However, the timing of many
biological processes are based on individual-specific internal timing systems that are offset
relative to day-night cycle time. When these offsets are unknown, they pose a challenge in
performing statistical analyses with a cosinor model. To clarify, when sample collection times
are mis-recorded, cosinor regression can yield attenuated parameter estimates, which would
also attenuate test statistics. This attenuation bias would inflate type II error rates in identi-
fying genes with oscillatory behavior. This paper proposes a heuristic method to account for
unknown offsets when tissue samples are collected in a longitudinal design. Specifically, this
method involves first estimating individual-specific cosinor models for each gene. The times
of sample collection for that individual are then translated based on the estimated phase-shifts
across every gene. Simulation studies confirm that this method mitigates bias in estimation
and inference. Illustrations with real data from three circadian biology studies highlight that
this method produces parameter estimates and inferences akin to those obtained when each
individual’s offset is known.

Keywords: Circadian biology; Dim-light melatonin onset; Measurement error; Mixed effects
models; Two-stage methods

1 Introduction

Human physiology, metabolism, and behavior all exhibit diurnal variations consistent with a cir-
cadian rhythm (Marcheva et al., 2013). These rhythms are generated by an internal self-sustained
oscillator located in the hypothalamic suprachiasmatic nucleus, which is often referred to as a cir-
cadian clock (Bae et al., 2001; Hastings et al., 2018; Herzog et al., 2017; Yamaguchi et al., 2003).
An understanding of a patient’s circadian clock has implications in maximizing their quality of
care, as survival rates for open-heart surgery (Montaigne et al., 2018), effectiveness of chemother-
apy (Dallmann et al., 2016), and response to a vaccine (Long et al., 2016) each vary based on the
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time of day that treatment is administered. However, there is currently limited use of the circadian
clock in the timing of treatment administration (Dallmann et al., 2014; Wittenbrink et al., 2018).

One challenge in integrating the circadian clock into clinical decision-making is that an in-
dividual’s clock time (internal circadian time, or ICT) is often offset relative to day-night cycle
time (Zeitgeber time, or ZT) (Duffy et al., 2011; Lewy, 1999; Wittenbrink et al., 2018). Labora-
tory tests can determine the time at which melatonin onset occurs under dim-light conditions, or
DLMO time, which is the gold-standard marker of this offset (Hughey, 2017; Kennaway, 2023;
Lewy, 1999; Ruiz et al., 2020; Wittenbrink et al., 2018). However, these laboratory tests require
that multiple tissue samples are collected from an individual under controlled conditions and ana-
lyzed (Kantermann et al., 2015; Kennaway, 2019, 2020; Reid, 2019). This process places a costly
and labor-intensive burden on investigators who aim to identify treatment strategies based on the
circadian clock. These tests can also fail to produce precise DLMO time estimates depending on
the devices used in its determination (Kennaway, 2019, 2020). However, the use of ZT instead of
ICT in these research efforts can introduce bias in the parameter estimates of regression models
commonly used to represent biological phenomena over time, which would bias statistical infer-
ences (Gorczyca et al., 2023, 2024; Sollberger, 1962; Weaver and Branden, 1995).

This paper is motivated by the challenge of determining DLMO time, and considers a sce-
nario where a longitudinal design is utilized to record biological phenomena from each individ-
ual. Initially, we assess the suitability of a linear mixed effects cosinor model, commonly used
to represent gene expression over time, in accounting for the offset of ICT relative to ZT when
the offset is unknown (Archer et al., 2014; del Olmo et al., 2022; Fontana et al., 2012; Hou et al.,
2021; Moller-Levet et al., 2013). This assessment reveals that fixed parameter estimates for this
model and test statistics computed from it are biased towards zero, or suffer from attenuation bias,
when each individual possesses a unique offset. To remove this bias without performing laboratory
tests, this paper proposes a method to identify an individual’s offset prior to regression. Specifi-
cally, given multiple samples collected from each individual over time, this method involves first
estimating a cosinor model from each individual’s data, and then adjusting the sample collection
times for that individual based on their individual-specific phase-shift estimate.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, background on the mixed
effects cosinor model, motivating results, and an overview of the proposed method are presented.
In Section 3, Monte Carlo simulation studies are performed to assess the utility of the proposed
method. In Section 4, the proposed method is applied on real data from three circadian biology
studies, where it is found to produce parameter estimates and inferences comparable to those where
each individual’s DLMO time has been determined from laboratory tests. Finally, in Section 5, the
proposed method and directions for future work are discussed.

2 Methodology

2.1 Background and notation

Suppose a longitudinal circadian biology experiment is conducted with M individuals, where n;
tissue samples are collected from the i-th individual over time. In this paper, it is assumed that
each sample is processed to extract the expression levels of GG different genes. Specifically, let
Y, denote an n; x 1 vector [Yl(f ) YZ(Z)]T, in which Yl(f ) denotes the j-th recording of the g-th



gene for the i-th individual. Further, let X; denote an n; x 1 vector [X;1,..., X;,]7, in which

X, ; denotes the time at which Yl(f ) occurs for all g =1,...,G. It is emphasized that this paper
adopts a notation convention where estimators, statistics, and other quantities related to the g-th
gene are denoted with (g) in their superscript.

When each sample is independent of every other sample, a cosinor model is often specified for
modelling gene expression given time, which has the nonlinear amplitude-phase representation

X;
Y(g) = 1t + 61 cos ( 12’] + 9(9) + el(-:qj). (1)

(9)

Here, 1y denotes the mean expression levels of the g-th gene; 9§g) denotes the amplitude of the

g-th gene, or the deviation from mean expression levels to peak expression levels; and 959 ) denotes
the phase-shift of the g-th gene, which relates to the time at which gene expression levels peak
(Cornelissen, 2014). In this paper, the gene-specific random noise e ~ N(0, (¢9)?). When the
model in (1) is specified, it can be transformed into the linear model

X, X,
Y(g)—,uo + B sm( D )+62 cos( D )+6(7’;), (2)

where the identities

00 = (B9 + (89, 08 = atan2(~B, 5),
=0 sin(0f), B = 01 cos(68) 3)

can be used to transform the linear model in (2) into the nonlinear model in (1), and vice versa
(Tong, 1976). It is noted that transforming this nonlinear model into a linear model enables un-
biased estimation of its parameters without additional technical assumptions (Boos and Stefanski,
2013, Theorem 6.7).

A common extension of the model in (1) is to enable each individual to influence their repeated
outcomes. Specifically, mixed effects models can enable this influence (Davidian and Giltiman,
1995; Hedeker and Gibbons, 2006; McCulloch and Searle, 2000), where the cosinor model would
instead be specified as

X,
Y(y_ug>+ﬂgm+%90_F5m%ms<W12

”+¢9+c’)+é9 )

(9) 9§9)

Here, the parameters /4 and Hgg ) from (1) maintain their interpretation, and represent con-

stant parameter estimands for the population, or fixed effects. Additionally, mE?O) denotes the ¢-th
individual’s influence on their mean expression levels of the g-th gene; cgi) denotes the -th individ-

ual’s influence on their amplitude of the g-th gene; and 05?2) denotes the ¢-th individual’s influence

on their phase-shift of the g-th gene. It is emphasized that [m z(gO) , cz(gl), cl(gQ] ~ P, or parame-

ters related to an individual’s influence on their repeated outcomes are considered random effects
generated from a gene-specific probability distribution P9 . In this paper, it is assumed that the

expectation of each random effect is zero. Further, it is not assumed that each gene-specific 05?2)



equals the offset of an individual’s internal circadian time (ICT) relative to the 24 hour day-night
cycle time (Zeitgeber time, or ZT).

Many circadian biology studies assume that (4) can be expressed as the linear mixed effects
model

V9 = Ll + B sin(X,) + B cos(X,,) |

+ {mzo + b(1 sin(X;, ) b(2 cos(X;, )} + 9 5)

27.] ?

where [ml(gO : bl(g1 : bZ(QQ] ~ N(0,®)) and are independent of the random noise e(g) for all g

(Archer et al., 2014; del Olmo et al., 2022; Fontana et al., 2012; Hou et al., 2021; Moller—Levet et al.,
2013). Under these assumptions,

}/;(9) ~ N(WzTﬂ(g), ‘C(g))’

where 89 = [,u(()g ), B9 Bl )]T denotes the vector of fixed effect estimands for the g-th gene,

: X1 X1
1 sm<12> cos<12>

. 7'('Xi’ni 7'('Xi’ni
1 sm( B ) cos( B

denotes the design matrix for estimating fixed effects, and

W, =

V9 = (cW)21, + W,uOW,;T

denotes the covariance matrix of the g-th gene’s expression levels for the :-th individual, with 7,,,
denoting an n; X n; identity matrix. The corresponding likelihood function that is maximized for
estimating the parameters of this model is defined as

(9) T 3(g)\T (v (9)y—1(y(9) T 5(g)
Y, w1 ple V, Y, w1

2
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When (09)? and W9 are known, the expression

~(9)

f LM
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yields maximum likelihood estimates of the fixed effects (Davidian and Giltiman, 1995, Page
78; McCulloch and Searle, 2000, Equation 6.19). When (0(9))2 and U9 are unknown, it is not
possible to obtain a closed-form expression of these parameter estimates, and an expectation-
maximization algorithm is utilized to obtain them (Hedeker and Gibbons, 2006, Chapter 4; Laird et al.,
1987; McCulloch and Searle, 2000, Chapter 14).



After parameter estimation, an investigator could perform hypothesis tests to assess the statis-
tical significance of a gene’s oscillatory behavior. This paper considers hypothesis testing with the
fixed effects parameter vector 39, with which Wald-type test statistics can be computed as

M -1 -
1 . . . .
70 =~ (B9 — ) LT L{ZWF(W%*WZ} LT L9 - B0 ©

i=1

Here, L denotes a d x 3 matrix, where d < 3, and Bfgﬁu denotes the empirical parameter vector
estimate under the null hypothesis, which is Hy : L(39) — 518911)11) = 0 (Halekoh and Hgjsgaard,
2014). This paper defines
010
L= [O 0 1}

and Bfgﬁu = [0,0,0]”, which can be considered a determination of whether or not a gene displays
oscillatory behavior (Zong et al., 2023). This test statistic has an asymptotic x3 distribution, and
the null hypothesis would be rejected at a pre-determined a-level if 7(9) surpasses the 1 — a per-
centile of this distribution (Halekoh and Hgjsgaard, 2014).

2.2 Fixed effects estimation in the presence of random phase-shifts

A long-standing challenge in computing parameter estimates and test statistics for a cosinor model
is that these quantities are biased when each individual has a distinct, unknown phase-shift pa-
rameter (Sollberger, 1962; Weaver and Branden, 1995). Recent investigations into this bias were
motivated by the underlying offset of an individual’s ICT relative to ZT. Specifically, these in-
vestigations interpreted this offset as covariate measurement error, or mis-recorded time data, and
theoretically as well as empirically quantified how cosinor model parameter estimates and test
statistics are biased when ZT is used for regression (Gorczyca et al., 2023, 2024). Building upon
these insights, this paper evaluates the accuracy of approximating the nonlinear mixed cosinor
model in (4) with the linear mixed cosinor model in (5) when each individual’s random phase-shift
parameter is unknown. Specifically, we first introduce the following proposition, which quantifies
this accuracy.

Proposition 1. Suppose each n; = n and X;; = 24(j — 1)/n. Assume the model in (5) is
specified to estimate the response in (4), with both (5'9)? and W9 known such that ¥'9) =

diag(¢§g),¢§g),¢§g)), or equals a 3 x 3 diagonal matrix where ¢,(€g)

along the diagonal. Further, assume [mgflo) , c§?1), cl%) |7 ~ PY, where the corresponding probabil-

denotes the k-th element

ity density function of P9 is symmetric around zero. Then the expectation of the fixed parameter
estimates

. (9)
E(ay) Mo

E(89) = |E(G) | = [s0 WA,
EBM)] o (18



where ¢ (o) (t) denotes the characteristic function for 02(92) evaluated at t. Further, the Wald test
2 ’

statistic in (6) computed with the expectation of these parameter estimates can be expressed as

Ho) _ Mné o) {( 1 niy” >( (02
1 7 @i + 2007 )

I gy (9))2
+ <(U(g))2 (0(9))2(n¢§g) +2(U(g))2}> (B5") }

A derivation for this result is provided in Appendix B. To clarify the setup for this result, when
each X, ; = 24(j — 1)/n, tissue samples are collected from an equispaced design. This design is
optimal for minimizing the estimation variance of a cosinor model under multiple statistical criteria
(Pukelsheim, 2006, Pages 241-243). Further, when each n; = n, no samples are removed prior to
estimation, which can occur when a collected tissue sample is poor quality (Laurie et al., 2010). It
is noted that symmetry is assumed for the probability density function of P(9). As a consequence,
the marginal density function of c(g ) is also symmetric, which results in ¢ _ o (t) being a real-valued

function that is bounded by one in magnitude.

The significance of Proposition 1 is it presents a scenario where an investigator employs a com-
mon experimental design and has additional knowledge of (¢())? and ®(9). In this scenario, the
magnitude of the fixed parameter estimates Bfg ) and Bég ) are biased towards zero, as the character-
istic function <bc;g) (t) is bounded by one in magnitude. Further, application of (3) yields

\/E(Bfg))2 +E(B)? = |60 (1),
atan2{—[E( }‘7))’1@(35&7))} _ Qég)

which indicates that the fixed amplitude parameter estimate is biased, while the fixed phase-shift
parameter estimate is unbiased. These results also indicate that the test statistic 7(9) is attenuated
by ¢2(g)( ) relative to the scenario where there are no random phase-shift parameters.

To understand when the linear mixed effects model in (5) produces unbiased parameter esti-
mates if the random phase-shifts are unknown, an alternate representation that is equivalent to it
is

Y(g) = (u + m e cos(X;; + o\ + CE 9) cos(X;; + c(g)) + €9 7

2,7 7

which separates fixed and random effects into different nonlinear components (Mikulich et al.,
2003). The following proposition transforms the model in (7) into the model in (4).

Proposition 2. The model in (7) can be expressed as

2 2
Y(g (u( 9 4 m( )) + \/{9%9) sin(@ég)) + CE?B sin(cl%))} + {eig’ cos(ﬁ( )) + cggl) cos(c; (g ))}
Xij .
X COS [% + atan2 {9%‘7) sin(6%)) + cz(gl) sm(c(Q)) 04 cos(0) + c,(gl) cos(c (g))}} + 65]),

where atan2(a, b) denotes the two argument arctangent function.
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A derivation for this result is provided in Appendix C. Proposition 2 implies that when each indi-
vidual’s random phase-shift is unknown, fixed parameter estimates obtained from specifying the
linear mixed effects model in (5) are biased unless the conditions

2 2
\/{9 Sm(@(g ) +C(g1) Sm<c(2))} 4 {Qig) COS(@( )) +C(g1) cos(c (2))} ] 7

o) = E [atanQ {99) sin(6%)) + cz(gl) sin(c\ ) 0\ cos(0)) + c,(gl) cos(c (g))}]

0 =E

are satisfied.

2.3 Overview of method

Propositions 1 and 2 highlight that parameter estimates and inferences of a linear mixed effects
cosinor model are biased when the random phase-shift parameters are unknown. A practical con-
sequence of not addressing these biases are that study conclusions made from a linear mixed effects
cosinor model would be inaccurate. For example, the attenuation bias in parameter estimates and
test statistics presented in Proposition 1 would result in genes being misclassified as having statis-
tically insignificant oscillatory behavior in a circadian biology study.

To address this bias, an investigator could collect a sufficient number of samples from each
individual to estimate individual-specific cosinor models for each gene. In this scenario, an inves-
tigator could utilize two-stage methods, which would leverage individual-specific nonlinear model
parameter estimates as building blocks for estimation and inference (Davidian and Giltiman, 1995,
Chapter 5). It is noted that a two-stage method has been proposed for the cosinor model to address
the presence of random phase-shifts (Weaver and Branden, 1995).

A challenge in utilizing two-stage methods in circadian biology studies is each cZ 2 is dis-

tinct across genes, and each 0(92) is not necessarily indicative of the underlying offset between

an individual’s internal circadian time (ICT) and Zeitgeber time (ZT). Specifically, each gene
displays different oscillatory behavior, with approximately 50% of mammalian genes displaying
tissue-dependent oscillations (Mure et al., 2018; Ruben et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2014). Further,
certain biological processes, such as the secretion of some hormones relevant to thyroid func-
tion or pregnancy, can exhibit minimal diurnal variations (Kennaway, 2019, 2020). This chal-
lenge is exacerbated by the limited number of samples typically collected in a circadian biol-
ogy study (Brooks et al., 2023), which could produce imprecise individual-specific parameter es-
timates. Consequently, two-stage methods may not yield parameter estimates and inferences that
align with those derived from knowing the offset of individual’s ICT relative to ZT.

To address this challenge and recover parameter estimates and inferences that would be ob-
tained when each individual’s offset is known, we propose is a heuristic based on two-stage meth-
ods that involves the following steps. For each step, relevant comments are provided to clarify their
significance and implications:

Step 1. Estimate a linear mixed effects cosinor model for each gene with data across every indi-
vidual.

Step 2. For each gene-specific (indexed by ¢) cosinor model estimated in Step 1, compute the am-

plitude parameter estimate (9? )) and phase-shift parameter estimate (éég )) with the identities
in (3).



Step 3. Estimate individual-specific linear cosinor models for each gene.

Step 4. For each individual-specific (indexed by 7) and gene-specific (mdexed by ¢) cosinor model
estimated in Step 3, compute the amplitude parameter estimate (9Z 1)) and phase-shift param-

eter estimate (9 ) with the identities in (3).

Step 5. Define

1 1
P R TIUR— T U
- -+ — ’ 3 + 3
Var(egg)) Var(egf’l)) Var(9§g)) Var(@gf’l))

Step 6. Define X’i =X; + cZ,-, where

L 1 ¢ dY
T\, 1 Var(6@Y’
= 5 =, Var( z,1)

g=1 Var(B,E,gl)) 9

i —

Step 7. Estimate a linear mixed effects cosinor model with the data {(X;, Yi(g )),z’ =1,...,m}
for each gene.

Steps 1-4 obtain individual-specific and population parameter estimates. Step 5 first computes an
inverse-variance weighted average of 91‘(,92) and 959 ) (Cochran and Carroll, 1953), where the variance

quantities are derived from the respective amplitude estimates. It is emphasized that the difference
between this average and G(g is an estimate of w Egz) , where
1
(9) Var(0;%)
i 1 1
Var(9§g)) t Var(B,E,gl))

w

is bounded between zero and one. The estimated weight w}‘? )

can be interpreted as balancing the
contribution of Qég ) relative to 91(,92) based on their respective amplitude variances, where a derivation
for the amplitude variance is provided in Appendix D. In Step 6, an additional inverse-variance

weighted average of each chgQ) across every gene is computed with the corresponding amplitude
variance Var(éi(;ql)). The times of sample collection for the i-th individual are then translated by the
quantity obtained from this weighted average, which is denoted as d;. In Step 7, a linear mixed
effects model is estimated with this translated data.

It is noted that the population phase-shift estimates 959 ) obtained with this method can be differ-
ent from those obtained with a linear mixed effects model where the times of sample collection are
not translated. If an investigator is interested in analyzing estimates of oL ), this paper recommends
that an additional adjustment is performed to ensure each 95‘] ) is the same regardless of whether X;
or Xj; is used for estimation. This recommendation is supported by Proposition 1, which implies
that phase-shift estimates are unbiased when generated by a symmetric probability distribution.
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3 Simulation Study

A simulation study is conducted to evaluate the method proposed in Section 2.3, where the design
of this study is detailed in Appendix E. Briefly, six settings are considered from the BioCycleg,,,,
simulation software (Agostinelli et al., 2016; Ceglia et al., 2018). Specifically, each setting repre-
sents a scenario in the software where a simulated gene displays periodic behavior over a 24 hour
interval, where the cosinor model is mis-specified for many of these settings. For each simulation
setting, 2,000 simulation trials are performed, and in each simulation trial, two data sets are gener-
ated: one in which each individual has a random phase-shift parameter, and one in which there are
no random phase-shift parameters. It is noted the second data set represents a scenario where the
random phase-shifts are known.

This simulation study considers three estimation frameworks to obtain linear mixed effects
cosinor models from these two data sets:

Framework 1. A linear mixed effects cosinor model is estimated using the method in Section 2.3
with the data set where each individual has an unknown random phase-shift parameter.

Framework 2. A linear mixed effects cosinor model is estimated with the data set where each
individual has an unknown random phase-shift parameter.

Framework 3. A linear mixed effects cosinor model is estimated with the data set where there are
no random phase-shift parameters.

It is emphasized that only one gene is generated in each simulation trial. As a consequence, Step 6
of the method in Framework 1 would set d; = d.”.

After conducting 2,000 simulation trials, the mean and standard deviation of the following
quantities are reported:

1. 9Y ), or the estimated amplitude in a simulation trial.
2. 79 or the computed Wald test statistic from (6) in a simulation trial.

It is noted that the phase-shift estimate is not considered, as Framework 1 can be modified to
produce the same phase-shifts as Framework 2.

Table 1 presents the results for each simulation setting. Framework 1, or the method in Section
2.3, consistently produces amplitude estimates and test statistics that align with those produced if
each individual’s 82(;‘]2) is known. Framework 2, on the other hand, produces corresponding quanti-

ties that suffer from attenuation bias.

4 Illustrations

Publicly available data from three longitudinal circadian biology studies are considered for illus-
tration: Archer et al. (2014) produced data from two cohorts (a control cohort and an intervention
cohort); Braun et al. (2018) produced data from a single cohort; and Moller-Levet et al. (2013) pro-
duced data from two cohorts (a control cohort and an intervention cohort). Each data set has been
described in detail in their respective studies and summarized by Gorczyca et al. (2024). Addition-
ally, each data set has been processed by Huang and Braun (2024) and made publicly available.
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The significance of each data set is that their corresponding studies performed laboratory tests to
determine the offset of each study participant’s internal circadian time (ICT) relative to Zeitgeber
time (ZT). However, gene expression measurements and offsets are unavailable for some study
participants in these processed data sets. In this illustration, genes with missing expression mea-
surements and samples from study participants with missing offsets within cohort-specific data are
excluded before estimation and inference. It is noted that, for illustrative purposes, this illustration
constructs two additional cohorts: one where data from both cohorts for Archer et al. (2014) are
combined, and another where data from both cohorts for Moller-Levet et al. (2013) are combined.

The illustrations follow the evaluation procedure from Section 3 using data from each of the
seven cohorts considered. Specifically, Wald test statistics in (6) and fixed amplitude parameters
in (4) are computed from Frameworks 1 and 2 given ZT. Framework 3 computes these same quan-
tities given ICT, which are considered the true quantities in this illustration. It is emphasized that
each cohort-specific data set consists of multiple genes. To account for this, a linear model-based
evaluation is presented in this illustration (Gorczyca et al., 2024). Specifically, the covariate of
this linear model is specified as a quantity obtained from a framework given ZT, while the cor-
responding response variable is the corresponding true quantity obtained from Framework 3. No
intercept term is specified in this linear model, which results in a single regression parameter esti-
mate, . This paper utilizes 7y to assess the relationship between the quantities obtained from each
framework. If v = 1, a linear relationship exists between the quantity obtained with ZT and a
quantity obtained with ICT. If v > 1, then quantities obtained with ICT are consistently larger than
quantities obtained with ZT. If v < 1, then quantities obtained with ZT are consistently larger than
quantities obtained with ICT. This assessment also reports the coefficient of determination (1?) for
each linear model, where higher R? values signify greater precision in linear model fit. It is noted
that a stronger performing framework would obtain ~y values closer to one and a larger R? value.

Table 2 presents linear model v parameter estimates and coefficients of determination computed
from each sample population’s data. Notably, Framework 1, or the method proposed in Section 2.3,
reduced bias in amplitude estimation and Wald test statistic calculation, often yielding -y estimates
approximately equal to one. Framework 2 outperforms Framework 1 in amplitude estimation
with intervention cohort data from Archer et al. (2014), and Wald test statistic calculation with
control cohort data from Archer et al. (2014). Table 2 highlights that the estimated ~ values are
consistently larger than one for Framework 2, which implies that estimation of a linear mixed
effects model given ZT results in attenuated parameter estimates and test statistics.

5 Discussion

In this paper, a heuristic method is proposed to account for the offset of each individual’s internal
circadian time (ICT) relative to Zeitgeber time (ZT) when these offsets are unknown. If these
offsets are left unaddressed by an investigator during statistical analysis, the parameter estimates
for a cosinor model and test statistics computed with these estimates suffer from attenuation bias
(Sollberger, 1962; Weaver and Branden, 1995; Gorczyca et al., 2023, 2024), which would inflate
type Il error rates in identifying genes with oscillatory behavior. The method proposed in this paper
requires that a sufficient number of samples are collected from each individual in a longitudinal
design. The collection of samples in a longitudinal design enables estimation of individual-specific
cosinor models for each gene, which the proposed method uses to translate the ZTs that samples
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are collected.

We recognize that there are limitations to this study. One limitation is that the cosinor model is
biased towards the identification of genes that display sinusoidal oscillations. However, this model
is common for representing gene expression over time (Archer et al., 2014; del Olmo et al., 2022;
Fontana et al., 2012; Hou et al., 2021; Moller-Levet et al., 2013), and enables an investigator to ob-
tain interpretable parameter estimates and perform hypothesis tests. Second, the translated times
of sample collection obtained from this method do not necessarily correspond to translating the
times of sample collection by each individual’s true offset. To clarify, the method translates sam-
ple collection times based on the estimated times that genes peak in their expression levels. The
resulting quantity identified for translating sample collection times could be offset from an individ-
ual’s melatonin onset time under dim-light conditions, or DLMO time, which is a gold-standard
biomarker for an individual’s true offset. However, the proposed method produces amplitude esti-
mates and Wald test statistics akin to those obtained when each individual’s DLMO time is known.

The results presented in this paper open up avenues for future research. First, other frame-
works have been proposed to identify genes with oscillatory behavior (Mei et al., 2020). There
could be value in studying how statistical analyses with these frameworks are affected by the
presence of individual-specific unknown offsets. Second, depending on the assumptions an inves-
tigator makes about the oscillatory behavior of a gene over time, there could be utility in extending
recent non-parametric methods for data contaminated with covariate measurement error to longitu-
dinal designs (Delaigle and Hall, 2016; Di Marzio et al., 2021, 2023; Nghiem and Potgieter, 2018;
Nghiem et al., 2020).
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Table 1: Simulation study results for each framework. Framework 1 uses the method proposed in
Section 2.3 when individuals have unknown offsets, Framework 2 performs linear mixed effects
cosinor regression on data where individuals have unknown offsets, and Framework 3 performs
linear mixed effects cosinor regression on data where individuals have known offsets. The mean
amplitudes and test statistics are reported, with their corresponding standard deviations in paren-
theses. For Frameworks 1 and 2, mean quantities that are closer to the corresponding mean quantity

obtained with Framework 3 are denoted in bold.

Simulation Setting

Framework

egg)

(9)

1

—

0.292 (0.067)
0.273 (0.068)
0.306 (0.071)

10.606 (6.166)
9.174 (5.958)
10.816 (6.852)

0.322 (0.102)
0.290 (0.103)
0.322 (0.107)

4.528 (2.989)
3.663 (2.730)
4.459 (3.192)

0.266 (0.079)
0.237 (0.081)
0.305 (0.084)

5.375 (3.391)
4.261 (3.098)
6.878 (4.303)

0.150 (0.057)
0.116 (0.057)
0.250 (0.062)

2.731 (2.237)
1.678 (1.825)
8.280 (4.783)

0.193 (0.067)
0.165 (0.069)
0.251 (0.072)

3.950 (2.888)
2.949 (2.578)
6.689 (4.313)

W DN =W N =W N W =W N =W

0.306 (0.094)
0.254 (0.096)
0.314 (0.085)

5.833 (3.969)
3.979 (3.443)
7.509 (4.800)
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Table 2: Comparison of both frameworks using data from each sample population. Framework 1
estimates a linear mixed effects cosinor model with the method proposed in Section 2.3 when an
individual’s offset is unknown, while Framework 2 assumes each individual has the same offset.
The regression parameter estimate  is listed alongside the coefficient of determination (R?), where
the latter is in parentheses. Bold values indicate a value of ~y closer to one, which signifies that the
quantities obtained from a framework are closer to the quantities obtained with data where each
individual’s offset is determined from laboratory tests.

Sample Population Framework 9§g ) 7(9)
1 1.014 (0.978) | 1.119 (0.944)
Archer (Control) 2 1.019 (0.990) | 1.071 (0.978)
. 1 0.976 (0.935) | 0.965 (0.904)
Archer (Intervention) 2 0.994 (0.936) | 1.042 (0.911)
. 1 1.030 (0.967) | 1.052 (0.942)
Archer (Combined) 2 1.072 (0.970) | 1.195 (0.953)
1 1.004 (0.996) | 1.030 (0.980)

Braun

2 1.021 (0.995) | 1.068 (0.977)
. 1 1.099 (0.990) | 1.158 (0.967)
Moller-Levet (Control) 2 1.136 (0.987) | 1.242 (0.956)
. . 1 1.007 (0.989) | 1.052 (0.967)
Moller-Levet (Intervention) ’ 1.063 (0.991) | 1.135 (0.974)
i} . 1 1.080 (0.994) | 1.145 (0.979)
Moller-Levet (Combined) 2 1.110 (0.994) | 1.191 (0.978)
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A Supporting Lemmas

Lemma 1. Suppose [my, c¢1, ca] ~ P such that the probability density function for P, denoted as
p(myg, c1, Co), is symmetric with a mean of zero. Then E{c; sin(c)} = E{c; cos(co)} = 0.

Proof. Given that p(my, ¢1, ¢o) is symmetric, the corresponding marginal probability density func-
tion p(cq, ¢2) is also symmetric. For E{c; cos(cz)}, it follows that

E{c COS(CQ)}:/ / p(c1, c2)eq cos(cg)derdes

00 00 0
= / {/ p(cy, ea)cq cos(eg)dey +/ plcr, co)eq cos(c2)dcl} dcy
—00 0
= / {/ p(Cl, CQ)Cl COS CQ dCl / p —C1, 02 C1 COS(CQ)dCl} d02
—00 0 0
/ {/ p(c1, ca)eq cos(c)dey — / p(cy, ca)eq cos(@)dcl} decy
—00 0 0

0.

The derivation is equivalent for E{c; sin(c3)}. O

Lemma 2. Suppose each n; = n, \1/59) = diag(zﬂ%g),wég),wég)) is a 3 x 3 diagonal matrix, and
X, j = 24(j — 1)/n. Further, define
. X5, X5,
1 s1n< 121) cos< 121)

: 7rXi,n 7TX2',7L
1 sm( B ) cos( . )

Then each element of the matrix Vi(g ) can be expressed as

(v} = [ 2+ wawow) ]
_1{=H

0-2
L S
o?(Npy + 0?)

B 21y <in 7Xi; sin T Xk
o2(Ngn +202) 0\ T12 )12

213 7TXi,j WXi,k
— COSs COSs
02(]\%3 + 202) 12 12 ’

1 j=k,
0 j+#k

W, =

j?k

where

14



Proof. To simplify presentation, the superscript (¢) is omitted. Recall the identity presented in
Davidian and Giltiman (1995, page 78),

(R+29Z") ' =R ' R'Z(Z'R'Z+ Vv H ' ZT R,
which yields
V; ' = (0%, + W oW, 1)t

1 1 1, 2\ wer
= L, — —W; W, W, + V¥ W,

o2 ot o2

To compute this matrix, first note

1 1 . X1 Xin
—Wi'W,; = = sm( 12 sm( 12 ) : : :
o o X1 . Xin . 7 Xin 7 Xin
cos [ —3 Cos | —5 1 sm( 5 ) cos( 2 )
. i n Z?lein(XM) Z;-L:lcos(Xi,l)
= S S s X sin(Xa) cos(Xia)
S cos(Xn) SN eon(Xer) 3y cost(X,)
. [1 0 0
2o 1o, ®)
1o 0 J

where (8) is due to orthogonality of distinct terms in a trigonometric basis (Tsybakov, 2009,
Lemma 1.7). It follows that

. = o0 0 o 0.0
(—ZWiTWmL\I!‘l) ={]0 &% O|+]|0 4 O
7 0 0 % 0 0 &
g 00
_ 2ppo2
- 0 nw2-2|-202 0 ) ) ©)
2130
L 0 0 nng—202

15



The identity in (9) can be utilized to obtain

. X; X;
1 sin (ﬂm”) coS (Wm“) Y102 0
1 -1 ny1+o? S
w; EW,-TWiJr\If‘l w;' = |: : : 0 e
7 Xin 7rXi,n O 0
1 sm( 12) COS(12>
1 1
X1 . TXin
« sm( - sm( B )
7rX11 7TXi,n
cos< B cos< B )
102 poo? - mX;1 2p302 X1
bi40?  nget20? S| 1 mbst202 COS | 12

Y102 2hao? mXin 2tp302
o sin

npo+202 12 npz+202 cos
1 .. 1
« |sin W)l(;l - sin W)l(Z” ’
cos W‘g’l <o COoS %

which implies

| 1 R 02
{W,-(EW,- W, + U ) A S G

oy + o2
j7k

20?2 | (71X
—————sin
7’L’l7b2 + 20'2

To conclude,
(Vi_l)j,k - {(02[" + Wi‘llWiT)_l}Lk

1 1 | 1 - T
= —2[n — —4Wz —2Wz W, + V¥ W;
g g g

1=K

o2

j7k

U1
o2(niyy + o?)

2)y . WXi,j . WXi,k

— 111 11

o2y 1+ 20%) 0\ 12 )\ T12
213 (WXi,j)

— ) COS

o2(nis + 202

16
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+ 2'{/)30'2 7TXZ‘7]' ﬂ-Xi,k
n¢3 T 902 COS 12 COS 12 .




Lemma 3. Suppose [m(()g ), c§9 ), cgg )] ~ PY) such that probability density function of P9, denoted

as p(mgg ), cgg ), cgg )), is symmetric with a mean of zero. Then

Xi, X,
E(YO | X5) = i) + 0,00 (10 {‘ sin(6”) sin <7T12J) + cos(5”) cos <7T—12J) } ‘
2

Proof. The superscript (g) is omitted. The result follows from the derivation of Theorem 1 in
Gorczyca et al. (2023), where we find

X
7T127j + 92 + Ci,g) + 6}

E(Y;; | Xi;) =E {Mo +mi o+ (01 + ¢i1) cos <

Xi;
=K {,u() + (91 + Ci71) COS <W12J + 92 + Cg) }

= o +91E{Cos (77-12,y + 0y +cz)} +E{cl cos <W12’J + 6, ‘I’CQ)} (10)
Xij
— M0+91E{cos (77-12,y + 6y +c2)}

= po + 04 cos (Wﬁ’j + 92) Ge, (1) (11)
= o + ¢, (1)01 {— sin(6y) sin (Wé”) + cos(6y) cos (%) } : (12)

Here, (10) is due to Lemma 1; (11) is attributed to Euler’s formula, which yields ¢.,(t) =
E{cos(tcy)} when the probability density function for ¢, is symmetric with mean zero; and (12) is
by application of the identities in (3). ]

B Derivation of Proposition 1

Proof. The superscript (g) is again omitted to simplify presentation. The expected parameter
estimates are first obtained. Given that V; is known, estimation of [ is analogous to solving the
normal equation for generalized least squares estimation, or identifying the quantity B that satisfies
the equality

M M
(Z W,-Twlwi> b~ (Z WFW%) =0,

i=1 i=1

which under expectation is expressed as

(XM: WiTW‘1Wi> E(f) - {XM: W, Vi (Y, | X,.)} ~0

i=1 =1

17



given V;, W;, and X are non-random quantities. First, note that application of Lemma 2 yields

P by
WV = 5= Y

T o2 ny + 0?)
2’(/)2 . 7TXi7j . 7'(')(2'7]€
sin sin
o?(nigy + 202?) 12 12

23 WXi,j WXi,k
o2 +202) o\ 12 )P\ 12
. 1 ’Nﬂﬂl

o2  o?(nyy + o?)

for elements in the first row of W,-TVfl,

n

(Wi'Vih),, = [% -2 {02(L

k=1 nyr +0?)
+ 2¢2 . WXi,j sin WXi,k
sin 1
o%(niy + 202?) 12 12
2¢3 7TXij T Xik . Xk
+ cos = ] cos : sin .
o?(nis + 202?) 12 12 12
1 Ny . TXi;
=q— — sin | —=
o2 o%(ny + 202?) 12

for elements in the second row of W;TV; !, and

_ 1 ¢
(WiTVi 1)3,k - [02 Z{ b

__kzl o?(nipr + 0?)
+ 2¢s sin X sin Xk
o?(ny + 202) 12 12

+ 203 Ccos WXi’j cos Xk Ccos Xk
o%(nis + 20?) 12 12 12

o 1 n¢3 7TXZ'J'
B {ﬁ 02 (nay + 202) } o8 ( 12 )

18



for elements in the third row of W;” V;~!. From these three expressions, it follows that

1 __mh o 1 nmh
o a?(ny1+0?) a2 o2 (n1+02)
Tyr—1 1y g (X 0w\ [TXim
Wi Vim Wi = | (52~ Zgntoo?) (S0 12 o2 T Zarao?) (SN 1o
Y3 mXi1) oL, 1 Y3 Xin
o2 o2(ny3+202) COS 12 o2 o2 (nip3+202) COS B
: X1 7Xi1
1 sm<12) cos<12>
X |- :
WXi,n Ter n
1 sm<12) cos< 12)
o2 U2("¢1+U2)
n) 1l _ __ nys
- 0 2 {‘72 02("¢2+202)} 0 ) (13)
n)l1l _ __ nys
! 0 2 {‘72 a2 (ny3+20?) }

where (13) is due to orthogonality of distinct terms in a trigonometric basis noted in Lemma 2
(Tsybakov, 2009, Lemma 1.7). Now, by application of Lemma 3, we find

I [ W . B L S
o o*(nyyto?) o2 o2 (nip1+02)
Ty/.—1 A mpp L (mXan) L iy Lo (7K
Wi ‘/’L E(K | X'[,) = o2 0'2(7L1/)2+20'2) S1n ( 12 o2 0.2(nw2+20_2) Sin 12
1 mpy L O N N 0 S 1 M 7Xim
o2 02(711113-‘:-202) COS < 12 o2 0.2(nw3_,’_20_2) COS 2

Ho + es (1)1 {_ sin(f) sin (%) + cos(6) cos (”i(él) }

X : ’
/"LO _'_ ¢02(1)91 {_ Sln(ez) Sin (W)l(é’n> —|— Cos<92> cos (7()1(;,n> }
which yields
- 1 ny
’iT i lE K Xz = - =
{W Vi ( | )}1,1 {02 02(n¢1+02)}

n

Xy [Mo + e, (1)0; {_ <in(6y) sin (ng])

j=1

o ()]

_ n n*yy
_“O{ﬁ_m}
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for the first element of W, V;7'E(Y; | X;),

_ 1 ’
X ; sin (%) [,Uo + ¢y (1)01 {— sin(6,) sin (Wi(2N>
o ()
_ ng,()isin(de) 1 ity

B 2 {E o?(ny + 202) }

for the second element of W;” V;'E(Y; | X;), and

_ 1 WY
WiV Ry | Xi)}?”l - {ﬁ a 02(n¢3:— 202)}
n ﬂXi,j) [ { ] ) (WXi,j)
X ) cos o + be, (1)01 { — sin(6y) sin
; ( 12 0 ! ? 12
+ cos(f) cos (%) H
N, (1)f1 cos(f) [ 1 nis
B 2 {? o2 (i + 202) }
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for the third element of W;” V;7'E(Y; | X;). The expected fixed parameter estimates can subse-
quently be expressed as

~[E
E(B) = |E
E

i=1
n? -1
0% - 02(nw1ﬁ-02) 0 0
.Y 0 n {L — "71%} 0
- 2 ] o2 o2 (npa+202)
n ) 1 ny
0 0 2 {? (n¢3i202>}
n2
po{ 2 — it |
noe 61 sin(6: n
x M |— ? 2(1)21 (02) {0_12 - 0'2(n1/);pj-20'2)}
Ny (1)01 cos(02) {L . nis }
2 o2 02 (nyp3+202?)
[ Ho
= | =, (1) sin(6s)
| &, (1)01 cos(6s)
[ o
= ¢, (1)B1] (14)
_Cch(l)ﬁQ

where (14) is due to the identities in (3).
Consideration is now given towards computing the 7 in (6) given these parameter estimates.
First, note that

- A= [3 § ]

G0,

Ho 0
Cbcz(l)ﬁl — {0
¢cg(1)ﬁ2 0
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Further,

-1
L iW-TV—lw LT =M1 010
v E 00 1

i=1
[ n n2w
? T P+ 0 !
X 0 % {0% B 02(71;121}-?-202)} 0
n 1 nap:
| 0 0 2 {0_2 B oQ(nw:;anQ)}
[0 0
x |1 0
0 1
2 {L _ niwz}_l 0
_ M_1 n | o2 o2 (na+202) )
0 2f1 s ]
n | o2 o2 (ny3+202)
which implies that
M -1 - n {L _ nig } 0
T L e
: (3 7 7 0 n {i _ nabs }
i=1 2 )| o2 o2 (nip3+202?)
To conclude, the Wald test statistic can be expressed as
n nia
M 3 {%z - m} 0 e(1
= 5 [6uD8 6u)8] | e [3528?}
0 2 {0'_2 - 02(nw3+202)} = 2
Mn¢ ( ) i - mﬁz 2 + 1 nw3 2
4 o2 o2(npy +202) [ T o2 o2(mps +202) [ 72
]
C Derivation of Proposition 2
Proof. Omitting the superscript (g), the response Y; ; can be expressed as
Yi; = (o +mip) + 601 cos(X;j + 602) + ciicos(X;j + ci2) + €
= (po + mio) — 01 sin(6y) sin(X; ;) + 0y cos(6y) cos(X; ;)
— ¢ sin(ci2) sin(X; ;) + ¢1 cos(ci2) cos(Xi ;) + €5
= (po + mio) — {01 sin(62) + ¢;1sin(c; )} sin(X; ;)
+ {01 cos(62) + c;1 cos(c; o)} cos(X; ) + €
= (po +mip) + \/{«91 sin(fy) + ¢i1sin(ci0)}> + {601 cos(fa) + ci1 cos(cin)}
Xz ] . .
X COS [Wm’] + atan2{—6, sin(fy) — ¢; 1 sin(c;2), 61 cos(6s) + ¢;1 cos(ci2)}
+ €i s (15)
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where (15) is due to the identities presented in (3).

D Derivation of Amplitude Variance

Define h(po, 81, B2) = \/ 5% + 53, which implies

B1 B2
Vh(M0761>52):[0 N \/ﬁfw%]

Further, let 3 denote the estimated covariance matrix for the parameter vector [/i, 31, 52]T. By
application of the Delta method (Boos and Stefanski, 2013, Theorem 1.3),

- - - 0

X 5 P Y11 Y12 213 b
o 1 2 S S - T
Var(6,) = [0 VBB PR 21,2 22,2 22,3 \/6E+B§
213 Y23 233 ——
BT +B35

_ i2,2612 + Y23,3322 + 222,33152
Bt + 533

E Overview of Simulation Study Design from Section 3

We present the following six simulation settings, where the names in parentheses are from the
BioCyclegym software:

Setting 1 (Cosine). 1 = 6, 0\ = 0.3, 05" = 0, m{%) ~ N(0,1), ¢ ~ TN(0,0.5, —0.3,0.3),
%) ~ TN(0,72/36, —1,7), M = 10, n; = 24, X;; = 2j, €/) ~ N(O 0.25), and

X;
Y9 = (u? +m%) + (01 + i) cos <7T12J +09 + ¢} ’) + e,

Setting 2 (Cosine + Outlier). " = 6,0\ = 0.3,65” = 7/6,m\% ~ N(0,1), % ~ TN(0,0.5,0.3,0.3),

9 ~ TN(0,72/36, —m,7), M = 10, n; = 16, X;j = 3j, e} ~ N(0,0.25), P,; =
Unif(0, 1), and

X,
Y9 = g(P) {(ué"’ +mi) + (07 + i) cos ( 5 65 ’) + e(‘”}

where

1 P. . <0.95
Pi N 1, = )
9 ’j) {1.5 otherwise.
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Setting 3 (Cosine2). 1) = 6,60\” = 0.3,0% = 7/3,m{%) ~ N(0,1), ¢ ~ TN(0,0.5,-0.3,0.3),
%) ~ TN(0,72/16, —m, ), M = 10, n; = 12, Xw = 4, €?) ~ N(0,0.25), and

X (g (9)
X, cos( T+ 505 +ci’2)
VY = )+ 0 ) cos (T2 0 + ”) + : o)

Setting 4 (Peak). 11 = 6,0\ = 0.3, 05" = 7/2,m{%) ~ N(0,1), ¢!y ~ TN(0,0.5,-0.3,0.3),
0(92) ~ TN<O77T2/167 -, 7T)’ M - 10 n; = 24 ng — 2], ( ~ N(O 0 25) and

X 10
—1+4+2 {COS <_12w + 08 + cf‘?) }

Setting 5 (Triangle). 1\ = 6,0\ = 0.3,65” = 27/3,m{%) ~ N(0,1), % ~ TN(0,0.5,-0.3,0.3),
i) ~ TN(0,72/9, —m,7), M = 10,1, = 16, X, ; = 37, &) ~ N(O 0.25), and

+ €9

Z?]

Yij = (ug” +mi) + (61 + )

Vi = +m£~%’>

Z‘?j :

Setting 6 (Square). ui = 6,0\” = 0.3,65” = 57/6,m) ~ N(0,1), ¢t ~ TN(0,0.5, -0.3,0.3),
0(92) ~ TN<O77T2/97 _7T77T)’ M = 107 n; = 125 Xz] — 4], (g ~ N(O 0. 25) and

Y(g) (,U(() ) + m(g))
8(9( 9) —I—C(g)) { (WXij
+ ———Jcos | —=
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Here, N(p, 0?) denotes a normal distribution with mean y and variance o%; TN(u, 02, a,b) a
truncated normal distribution with mean y, variance o2, lower bound a, and upper bound b; and
Unif(a, b) denotes a uniform distribution with support from a to b. For every simulation setting,
the true population amplitude parameter 9%9) = 0.3, which has been reported as being frequently
observed across genes (Moller-Levet et al., 2013). Further, for Settings 1 and 4, a sample is col-
lected from each individual once every two hours over a 48 hour period; Settings 2 and 5 once
every three hours over a 48 hour period; and Settings 3 and 6 once every four hours over a 48 hour
period. A 48 hour period is considered given guidelines for circadian biology experimental design
(Hughes et al., 2017).
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