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1 | INTRODUCTION

Summary

In meta-analysis of diagnostic test accuracy, the summary receiver operating char-
acteristic (SROC) curve is a recommended method to summarize the diagnostic
capacity of a medical test in the presence of study-specific cutoff values. The SROC
curve can be estimated by bivariate modeling of pairs of sensitivity and specificity
across multiple diagnostic studies, and the area under the SROC curve (SAUC) gives
the aggregate estimate of diagnostic test accuracy. However, publication bias is a
major threat to the validity of the estimates. To make inference of the impact of
publication bias on the SROC curve or the SAUC, we propose a sensitivity analy-
sis method by extending the likelihood-based sensitivity analysis of Copas. In the
proposed method, the SROC curve or the SAUC are estimated by maximizing the
likelihood constrained by different values of the marginal probability of selective
publication under different mechanisms of selective publication. A cutoff-dependent
selection function is developed to model the selective publication mechanism via the
t-type statistics or p-value of the linear combination of the logit-transformed sen-
sitivity and specificity from the published studies. It allows us to model selective
publication suggested by the funnel plots of sensitivity, specificity, or diagnostic odds
ratio, which are often observed in practice. A real meta-analysis of diagnostic test
accuracy is re-analyzed to illustrate the proposed method, and simulation studies are

conducted to evaluate its performance.

KEYWORDS:
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Diagnostic studies play a vital role in evaluating the diagnostic accuracy of medical tests. Suppose we are interested in evaluating
the diagnostic capacity of a test defined by a continuous variable. Most diagnostic studies represent the diagnostic capacities by
reporting the diagnostic test accuracy measures of sensitivity and specificity pairs, sometimes in combination with the diagnostic
odds ratio (DOR). These measures are estimated based on the test positive and negative, defined by a cutoff value. Although
the area under the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve (AUC) is also a useful measure of discrimination and is free
from the cutoff value, the cutoff-dependent sensitivity and specificity pairs are more commonly reported since they are the most
intuitive measures of diagnostic accuracy.
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The diagnostic studies tend to be conducted in small sample size and present imprecision estimates. Thus, it is necessary
to provide the summaries of data from the relevant studies to get a higher level of evidence on the diagnostic test accuracy.
Meta-analysis of diagnostic test accuracy is an essential statistical tool to synthesize data and estimate the test accuracy from
multiple studies. Each diagnostic study often defines a study-specific cutoff value and then reports sensitivity, specificity, or
DOR, which are dependent of the cutoff value. Thus, it is not appealing to summarize diagnostic capacities by simply averaging
these cutoff-dependent quantities over the studies regardless of the variation of cutoff values in the meta-analysis.23 In the pres-
ence of heterogeneous cutoff values, the summary receiver operating characteristic (SROC) curve is a recommended summary
measure. 33678 The SROC curve depicts diagnostic test accuracy at all possible cutoff values by presenting the relationship
between the sensitivity (true positive rate, TPR) and one minus specificity (false positive rate, FPR) in a monotonic curve. The
area under the SROC curve, the summary AUC (SAUC), gives the average of FPR over all possible values of TPR and is a
natural candidate summary.2 The SROC curve can be estimated by two types of bivariate mixed-effects models. One is the
bivariate binomial model (hierarchical SROC or HSROC model) for TPR and FPR pairs, relying on the ordinal logistic regres-
sion with Bayesian inference or maximum likelihood estimation.>® The other is the bivariate normal model for logit-transformed
sensitivity and specificity pairs, based on the asymptotic bivariate normality of empirical sensitivity and specificity.”

The validity of meta-analysis is threatened by publication bias due to the selective publication of journals. This phenomenon is
widely recognized in meta-analysis of intervention studies, typically randomized clinical trials. Methods dealing with publication
bias have been extensively studied in meta-analysis of intervention studies evaluating the treatment effect. Graphical methods,
such as the funnel plot and the trim-and-fill method, are widely used to detect and adjust for publication bias; detection is
made by evaluating the asymmetry of the funnel plot, and adjustment is made by imputing unpublished studies to make the
funnel plot symmetry.1° These graphical methods are simple and provide visual inspection. Then, they are widely used in meta-
analysis of intervention studies. However, the interpretations of these methods can be subjectively misleading. More quantitative
alternative methods have been developed for publication bias by using selection functions to model the selective publication
mechanisms. Copas and colleaguesi!-1213 successfully introduced methods to model the selective publication mechanisms by
applying the Heckman-type1*12 selection function, which was first used in econometrics. In the Heckman-type selection function
by Copas and colleagues, a latent continuous (Gaussian) random variable was introduced to describe the selective publication.
In intervention studies, testing hypothesis and corresponding summary statistics like the odds ratio and the hazard ratio between
interventions are key quantities in scientific discussion. Thus, it is a natural way to model the mechanism of selective publication
as a function of the corresponding test statistic. With the Heckman-type selection functions, as seen in equation 4 of Copas and
Shi, 2 the probability of publication was a complicated function on the summary statistics and its standard error of the treatment
effect. To quantify the impacts of selective publication in a more intuitively understandable and interpretable matter, Copas1®
proposed a likelihood-based sensitivity analysis method with a monotonic parametric selection function of the #-statistics of the
estimated treatment effects. In medical journals, the p-value would be a critical quantity in the scientific arguments and then
would be very influential on whether the papers are published or not. Thus, the z-statistic based selection function by Copas1®
is an appealing alternative to the Heckman-type selection function.

In contrast, methods for publication bias in meta-analysis of diagnostic test accuracy have been understudied. Due to the two-
dimensional nature of data in diagnostic studies, it is impossible to apply the aforementioned methods directly. An intuitive idea
is to utilize the graphical methods of the funnel plot and the trim-and-fill method for some univariate diagnostic measures such as
the (log-transformed) DOR. In many meta-analyses of diagnostic test accuracy, authors assessed publication bias by presenting
a funnel plot for the log-transformed DOR (InDOR). 1718 Statistical properties of the funnel-plot-based methods were examined
in several articles. By employing the INDOR, Deeks et al.12 conducted simulation studies to evaluate the usefulness of the Begg,
Egger, and Macaskill tests of funnel plot asymmetry.1%2%21 Their results showed that those tests had low power in detecting
publication bias when the cutoff values were heterogeneous, and they suggested using the regression test of asymmetry with
the effective sample size. Biirkner and Doebler?? furthermore compared the performance of the three tests and the trim-and-fill
method in combination with four different univariate measures of diagnostic test accuracy. Their simulation studies showed that
the combination of the InDOR and the trim-and-fill method was the best to detect publication bias, but it lacked power when
the number of studies in the meta-analysis was small. Thus, the graphical methods may be helpful to detect publication bias.
However, they suffer from essential difficulty due to the two-dimensional nature of meta-analysis of diagnostic studies. Even
if publication bias is detected and suspected, its impact on inference of the SROC curve cannot be addressed. Methods based
on selection functions are advantageous in quantifying the impact of publication bias on the SROC curve, and recently, several
developments have been made by using the Heckman-type selection function. Piao et al.23 1.2% proposed the methods
based on the conditional and empirical likelihoods, respectively, to correct publication bias based on the bivariate normal model.

andLieta



Zhou ET AL | 3

Their methods adopted a natural extension of the Heckman-type selection function of Copas and Shi.12:13 Hattori and Zhou?
extended the sensitivity analysis method of Copas and Shii123 to the meta-analysis of diagnostic test accuracy based on the
bivariate binomial model. An explanation of the Heckman-type selection function for the bivariate binomial model was given
in Appendix A of Hattori and Zhou.2 The Heckman-type selection functions might model the underlying selective publication
process appropriately. However, it cannot explicitly model selective publication process suggested by asymmetry of the funnel
plot for the InDOR. The funnel plot asymmetry of the InDOR cannot be explicitly modeled by the Heckman-type selection
functions. Furthermore, since we cannot completely identify the underlying mechanism of selective publication, we should
examine the robustness of meta-analysis results against as many mechanisms of selective publication as possible. Thus, we need
to extend options of selection function.

In this paper, we develop an alternative sensitivity analysis method for the meta-analysis of diagnostic test accuracy by utilizing
the selection function of #-type statistic. In meta-analysis of diagnostic studies, funnel plot asymmetry is often observed for
InDOR, 17 and then t-statistic for the InDOR is suggested to be responsible for selective publication. If this is the case, using
selection functions of #-type statistic for the InDOR may be more appealing to model the mechanism of selective publication. We
introduce a more general class of selection function as a function of the linear combination of the logit-transformed sensitivity
and specificity, which includes the InDOR as a special case. We then propose a likelihood-based sensitivity analysis method for
the bivariate normal model,” which is a bivariate extension of the method by Copas.1® The proposed sensitivity analysis method
can quantify the potential bias in the estimation of the SROC curve and the corresponding SAUC by the selective publication
driven by the ¢-statistic of InDOR. In addition, by setting suitable coefficients of the linear combination of the logit-transformed
sensitivity and specificity, one can model selective publication measured by sensitivity or specificity. The proposed method are
also applicable with the coefficients unknown. This flexibility is important since it is very hard to clarify the selective publication
mechanisms in diagnostic studies.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2] we introduce the notation and definitions of the bivariate normal
model without taking into account publication bias, the SROC curve, and the SAUC. In Section 3l we develop the sensitivity
analysis method comprising of the selection function and the likelihood function, in the presence of publication bias. In Section
[ we use a real meta-analysis to illustrate the proposed sensitivity analysis method. In Section[3} we conducted simulation studies
to evaluate the performance of the proposed method and to graphically interpret the determinant of publication bias by using
the SROC curves. Finally, we conclude with a discussion in Section[6l Some results are presented in Supplementary Material.

2 | BIVARIATE NORMAL MODEL WITHOUT PUBLICATION BIAS

Suppose that N diagnostic studies are published and included in meta-analysis. In this section, we assume that all the studies
conducted on the test of interest are included, or the N studies are random samples from the population of S(S > N) studies.
Eachstudy i (i = 1,2, ..., N) reports the observed numbers of true positives, false negatives, true negatives, and false positives,
denoted by nin’ ngl, ngo, and ”iw’ respectively, as formulated in Table[Tl Let nﬂrl = n’il + "61 be the number of diseased subjects
and n’, = nj, +n), the number of non-diseased subjects. The observed sensitivity and specificity from each study are estimated
by s¢; = n"ll / nf'H and sp;, = ni)o / nfw, respectively. We use a bivariate normal model? (hereinafter referred to as the Reitsma
model) for sensitivity and specificity and define y,; and u,,; as the logit-transformed true sensitivity and specificity of the ith

study. The Reitsma model assumes that (u,;, #4,;)" is normally distributed:

2
(i) ~~ ((2)-@) wina= (71 52).
Hai Ho T 75

where y, and pu, are the common means of the logit-transformed sensitivity and specificity, 112 (7, > 0)and 722 (7, > 0) are their
between-study variances, 7, = p7,7, is the covariance between yu,; and p,;, and p (=1 < p < 1) is the correlation coefficient.
Let y;; and y,; be the logit-transformed observed sensitivity (se;) and specificity (sp;). Given (yy;, i,;), it is assumed that

2
<y“> ~N ((”“),2,.) with &, = <Sli 2) i 2)
Yai Mo 0 s

where si. and sii are the observed variances of y,; and y,; within each study. When an and nﬂro are large and 0 < se;; sp; < 1,

the variances can be estimated by s7, = 1/n}, + 1/n{, and 53, = 1/n{ + 1/n}, respectively. For studies with frequencies of

zero in Table[I] the continuity correction is made by adding 0.5 to all the cells. Following the convention of literature-based



4 | Zhou ET AL

meta-analysis, we regard X; as known. The models (1)) and (@) leads to the marginal model:
yi|2i~N2(y,Q+Ei), 3)

where y; = (3, ¥;,)T» = (uy, 4,)7, and N, denotes the bivariate normal distribution.
The SROC curves derived from the Reitsma model and the HSROC model are statistically rigorous and have been proved
to be closely related.?> According to the definition of the Reitsma model, the SROC curve can be induced by the conditional

T
expectation of y; given py;: E(uy;|py; = u) = p; + L22(u — 4,). Let x be 1 — specificity, the SROC curve is defined by
T
2

SROC(x; p, Q) = logit™" [Ml - T—l;{logit(x) +u)] . )
T,
2
Accordingly, the SAUC is defined by
1

SAUC(u, Q) = / SROC(x; u, Q)dx. )
0

One can estimate the SROC curve and the SAUC by replacing their theoretical quantities with the maximum likelihood estimators
(MLE). The HSROC model? presents another definition of the SROC curve, hereinafter referred to as the HSROC curve (see
equation [AT] of appendix for the definition of HSROC). With poor estimates of p by the Reitsma model, the SROC curve may
not be monotone. Using correspondence between the Reitsma model and the HSROC,2 one may plot the HSROC curve even
with the Reitsma model.2® The HSROC curve is given by the SROC curve (@) with p = —1. A proof is given in the appendix.
Correspondingly, the area under the HSROC curve (HSAUC) takes the integral of the curve.

3 | SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR PUBLICATION BIAS

3.1 | Selection functions on the z-type statistic

To model the selective publication mechanism in diagnostic studies, we propose a cutoff-dependent selection function alternative
to the existing Heckman-type selection functions.3232* For a diagnostic study, once the cutoff value is fixed, the DOR as a
univariate measure of diagnostic capacity combines the strengths of sensitivity and specificity.2’ The DOR is defined by

DOR — € (I —sp)
(1—se) sp

se X sp
(1 —se)x (1 —sp)

and its log-transformation, InDOR, is

InDOR = log = logit(se) + logit(sp) = y; + y,,

which is approximately normally distributed. The absence of diagnostic capacity corresponds to DOR = 1 (equivalently,
InDOR = 0). To test the statistical significance of diagnostic capacity, one can used the y2-test for the 2 X 2 confusion matrix
(Table 1) or the #-test for the InNDOR. Suppose that all the studies for meta-analysis took a common cutoff value to define the
outcomes, then selection function on the #-statistic of the InDOR is applicable to model the selective publication mechanism.
We consider a more general form of selection function on the #-type statistic of the linear combination of the logit-transformed
sensitivity and specificity:

T, _
C Y, =CYu Yy

where ¢ = (¢, ¢,)T is a contrast vector. From equation (@), it holds that

cTy. T T
_ Yi ~N C' U ’1+CTQC ) (6)
VeTZe VeTZe c'Zc
Since the #-type statistic is scale-invariant, without loss of generality, we constrain that ¢f¢ = 1 (0 < ¢;;¢, < 1). Then,
(c;,e)=(1/ \/E 1/ \/E) gives the r-statistic of the InDOR. We then define the selection function P(select|y;, X;) as a function
aoft;:

P(select|y;, X,) = a(y;, %;) = a(t,). @)
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Copas!® discussed three plausible parametric selection functions, among which the probit function was most tractable. Since
we need to handle more complicated multivariate cases, we also employ the probit function:

P(select|y;, X,) = a(t;) = P(ft; + a), 8)

where f and « are the parameters that control the selective publication probability. This monotonic parametric model bridges
two extreme situations of random selection. One situation is where random selection with P(select) = p, happens when f =0
and a = ®~!(p,). The other situation is where all the studies are selected with P(select) = 1 when # approaches infinity.

By taking different contrast vectors, the ¢-type statistic can determine a variety of selective publication mechanisms. For
example, (¢, ¢;) = (1,0) and (c;, ¢,) = (0, 1) in equation (@) indicate that the selective publication mechanisms are determined
by the significance of sensitivity and specificity, respectively.

Let the marginal probability of selective publication be p = P(select). From the selection function (@), it holds that:

p = P(select) = Ep{a(t,)},

which indicates the expected proportion of the studies published for meta-analysis from the population.
The definition of the probit function allows us to represent equation (8)) into

cTy.
P(select|y, E,) = a(t,) = P(z, < pt, + aly,, E) = & [ podl 1 a |, )
VeTZe
where z; ~ N(0, 1) independent of #;. According to the distribution of 7, in equation (€)), the selection function a(#;) leads to
b(Z)):
T
c
T

\VeTZ e

TQc
1+ 14+ £22€
\/ ¢ ( cTZic>

P(sclect|E) = b(Z;) = P (z; — pt; < a|Z;) = @

3.2 | Sensitivity analysis

Following Copas1®, we make inference based on the likelihood function given published, with a fixed marginal probability p
as a sensitivity parameter. We use f,, to denote the distributions defined across N published (observed) studies and fj the
distributions defined across .S population (both published and unpublished) studies. Given a value of marginal probability of
selective publication, p = P(select), the distribution of the observed X; can be obtained by

Fo(E) = PE [select) = P(select|X;)P(%;) _ b(E,.)f,,(Ei)’

P(select) p
which gives
1
)= ). 10
fp(Z) pb(zi)fo( ) (10)
When integrating both sides of equation (I0) over X;, we can get
p=[Eo{bE)~' 7", (11

and it approximately holds that p ~ N/ Zil {b(Z,)"'}. Finally, the joint distribution of the observed (y,, X,) can be written as

Fo(yi, X)) = P(y;, &;[select)
_ fp(yi B)aly;, &)

p
_ FeyiZDfp(EDay;, Z) fo(Z)
b(Z) fp(X)
_ Fp(yilZDa(y;, X)) fo(Z)
- b(x))

[l
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which gives the log-likelihood based on the published studies:

N
fO(”’ Q’ c, ﬁ» (X) = IOngO(yi’Ei)

N - N N N
= Y log fp(y|Z) + D loga(y,, ) — Y logb(Z) + ) log fo(Z)). (12)
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

The first term in equation (I2)) is the log-likelihood of the Reitsma model without taking into account publication bias. The
second and third terms imply the bias correction. The last term is a constant, only dependent on the observed variances, and
then does not contribute to maximizing ¢, To make inference, we fix the marginal selection probability p as a sensitivity. Recall
that equation (1)) gives p & N/ z;vzl {b(Z,)~'}. By solving this equation, the parameter a can be written as a function of the
remaining parameters (4, Q, ¢, f) and a given value of p. We denote this by a, = a,(u, Q, ¢, p). Finally, the log-likelihood a2
can be represented as a function of the parameters (u, Q, ¢, ), given a specified value of the marginal probability of selective
publication:

fo(ll’ Q» c, ﬁ) = l’ﬂO(”v Q» c, ﬂ? C(p)

N
_ I P ey _ oy L
= Y {300 - W@+ - ) - S log|Z, + 0 |

T
c
”+a

O
JeT

Zlog@( = > Zlog@ T Ee

ch“ \/Hﬁz(lﬁTﬁ)

cTZc

13)

The parameters can be estimated by maximizing the conditional log-likelihood (I3). The contrast vector ¢ can be regarded
as unknown parameters to be estimated. The resulting estimators are denoted by (ju, Q.e,p). Alternatively, if one is interested
in some specific selective publication mechanism, ¢ can be assigned with a specific value. The resulting estimators are denoted
by (f, Q ﬁ). The asymptotic normality of (ji, fl ¢, ﬁ) or (fu, f! ﬁ) follows from the general theory of the maximum likelihood
estimation under the assumptions that .S, nirl ,and niro are large. Their asymptotic variance-covariance matrix can be consistently
estimated by the inverse of the empirical Fisher information matrix following the maximum likelihood theory. Then, we can
construct confidence intervals of the quantities of interest. For example, a two-tailed confidence interval of either sensitivity or
specificity with significance level @ can be obtained by

.1 N
log]t {ﬂi + Zl—a/Zsy,} ’
where i = 1 for sensitivity and i = 2 for specificity, and §, denotes the standard error of the logit-transformed sensitivity and

specificity, respectively. We then denote the estimates of the SROC curve and the SAUC as SROC = SROC(x; i, Q) and
SAUC = SAUC(j, Q), respectively. According to the delta method, the variance of the SAUC is consistently estimated by

Var(SAUC) = D" ED.

Here, we define that D = /01 SROC(x){1 — SROC(x)}VSROC(x)dx; D denotes the D with its unknown quantities
replaced with their MLE, and X is the estimated variance-covariance matrix of (f, Q) from the proposed method. We denote
V.SROC(x) as the gradient of the SROC curve. For the SROC curve @) derived from the Reitsma model, VSROC(x) =
(1, —pt, /79, —p/ 5 {loOgit(x) + 4} prl/r {logit(x) + u,}, rl/rz{loglt(x) + u, Y. Then, by applying the delta-method to
logit-transformed S AU C, a two-tailed confidence interval of S AU C can be estimated by

. §
logit™! {logit(SAUC) 42—t } ,
SAUC(1 - SAUC)

where S 40 = \/ Var(S AU C). The logit-transformation restricts that the confidence interval of S AU C is in the interval [0, 1].
Recall that the above inference was based on a fixed p. Since no one know the true marginal probability of selective publication
p, it is recommended to examine how sensitive the SAUC is with a range of p’s.
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4 | APPLICATION

We illustrate the proposed sensitivity analysis method by reanalyzing the published meta-analysis used in Hattori and Zhou.3
This meta-analysis investigated 33 diagnostic studies of semi-quantitative and quantitative catheter segment culture tests for
assessing the test accuracy in diagnosing intravascular device (IVD) related bloodstream infection, and the test positives in the
studies were defined by different criteria.2® In Figure [Tl funnel plots of the InDOR, logit-transformed sensitivity, and logit-
transformed specificity against their standard errors were presented. All the plots in Figure [[l showed asymmetry, suggesting
that some selective publication might exist, and all of the InDOR, logit-transformed sensitivity, and logit-transformed specificity
have the potential to describe it. We applied the proposed method to estimate the SROC curves derived from the Reitsma model
given the marginal probability of selective publication p = 1,0.8,0.6,0.4. Recall that the marginal probability of selective
publication indicates the expected proportion of the published studies in the population. When p = 1, there are no unpublished
studies, and the inference of the proposed method by the maximum likelihood estimation agrees with that of the Reitsma model
without taking into account publication bias. When p = 0.4, for example, the expected number of the unpublished studies is
(1 -0.4) x33/0.4 ~ 50, in the presence of moderate publication bias.

Since it was hard to clarify what kind of selective publication mechanism existed from the funnel plots in Figure[I] we first
did not assume any specific selective publication mechanism in this meta-analysis, or regarded (c;, ¢,) as unknown. The results
of the estimated SROC curves under the mechanisms of (¢,, é,) are shown in panel (A) of Figure[2l As p decreases from 1 to 0.4,
the corresponding SAUC estimates decreased from 0.874 to 0.786. Since we could not conclude that the mechanism of (¢, ¢,)
was correct, we need to consider some other mechanisms to see the robustness of the results and conjecture the determinant of
publication bias. We then specified another three selective publication mechanisms: (¢, ¢;) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E), (1,0), and (0, 1).
These three mechanisms investigated how the estimated SROC curves and the SAUC would change over p’s if publication bias
was assumed to be determined by the significance of the DOR, sensitivity, and specificity, respectively. Their corresponding
estimated SROC curves are presented in panels (B)-(D) of Figure2l As given in the caption of Figure 2] the estimated values
of (¢, ¢&,) showed ¢, = ¢, for all the p’s, and then the mechanism of (¢, ¢,) = (1/ \/5, 1/ \/5) was supported. Correspondingly,
results with (¢,, ¢,) were similar to those with ¢; = ¢, When publication bias was assumed to be determined by the #-type statistic
on sensitivity (i.e., (¢;, ¢;) = (1, 0)) or specificity (i.e., (¢, c;) = (0, 1)), the results of the SROC curves became different, which
means that different considerations of (c;, ¢,) in the selection function certainly influenced the estimates. Thus, to investigate
the robustness of results, we should take into account different selective publication mechanisms.

In Figure 2 we presented the summary operating points (SOPs), which were (f,, fi,) for each p. Under the mechanisms of
(¢;,6y)and (¢}, ¢c,) = (1 /\/5, 1/\/5), the SOPs changed similarly on the SROC space, as shown in panels (A) and (B) of Figure
The results suggested that, under the selection function with ¢; = c,, studies with low sensitivity and low specificity located
in the right lower part of the SROC space were likely to be unpublished. Under the assumed mechanism of (¢, ¢,) = (1,0),
the estimated FPR of the SOPs did not change much over p’s, whereas the estimated TPR decreased, as shown in panel (C)
of Figure 21 The opposite results were obtained under (¢, ¢,) = (0, 1), as shown in panel (D) of Figure 2l From these results,
one may expect that tracing the SOPs would help understand the selective publication mechanism determined by the specified
selection function. The estimated TPR and FPR of the SOPs and their 95% confidence intervals are presented in Table S1 of the
Supplementary Material.

To examine the influence of (¢, é,) on the precision of the results, we presented the SAUC estimates with the 95% confidence
intervals under the aforementioned mechanisms over p = 1,0.9, ..., 0.1 in panel (E)-(H) of Figure 2] The confidence intervals
obtained under (¢, é,) were slightly wider than those under (c,, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E), indicating that estimating (c,, ¢,) seemed
not to lead serious loss in precision. With regard to the proposed selection function, we plotted the estimated probit selection
functions on the #-statistics of 33 published studies in Figure[3l Under the mechanisms of (¢, é,) and (¢;,¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E),
almost all the published studies had high selection probability, indicating that the estimated selection functions were reasonable
to describe the probability of selective publication of the studies. When the #-statistics were only dependent on sensitivity or
specificity, in panels (C) or (D) of Figure 3 respectively, the shape of the estimated selection functions became much flatter.

As given in Figure[T] the funnel plot was not helpful to identify which measure was most suitable to describe the mechanism
of selective publication or to make quantitative evaluations. In contrast, the proposed method showed the advantages of the
ability to quantify the possible impacts of publication bias on the SROC curve and the SAUC, and give more insights on
the mechanism of the selective publication by tracing the trajectories of SOPs. In summary, under four selective publication
mechanisms and a range of p’s, the estimated test accuracy measure of the SAUC maintained statistically significant, even if the
marginal probability of selective publication was not high like p = 0.3 or 77 unpublished studies. The results of the proposed
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sensitive analysis strengthened the conclusion that semi-quantitative and quantitative catheter segment culture tests had high
sensitivity and specificity to diagnose IVD related bloodstream infections.

An additional application illustrating the proposed sensitivity analysis method on the HSROC curve or the HSAUC was
presented in the Supplementary Material.

S | SIMULATION STUDIES

5.1 | Performance of estimation on the SAUC

Simulation studies were conducted to assess the performance of the estimation by the proposed sensitivity analysis method. We
considered small size (S = 15,25), moderate size (S = 50), and large size (S = 200) cases of the meta-analysis. Recall that
S is the number of all the studies (published and unpublished). The large sample size might be impractical but was considered
to check the performance of the proposed method in an ideal situation. True sensitivity and specificity were set as (0.5, 0.85),
(0.8,0.8), or (0.9,0.4), yielding (y,, 4,) to be (0, 1.735), (1.386, 1.386), or (2.197, —0.405), respectively. The between-study
variances (112, 122) were set as (1,4), and their correlation p was set as —0.3 or —0.6. The within-study variances s% or s% were
randomly generated from the square of N(0.5,0.5%).22 We took into account the true selective publication mechanisms with
the contrast vector (¢, ¢,) to be (1/ \/E 1/ \/E), (1,0), or (0, 1) which define the ¢-type statistics on the InDOR, sensitivity, or
specificity, respectively. In the true selection function a(t;) (equation[9), we set § to be 0.5, and « was calculated to ensure that the
marginal probability of selective publication approximately equal to 0.7, which means about 70% of studies were published from
S studies. The mixture of these settings produced six scenarios for the population data in each of the three selective publication
mechanisms. The scenarios were summarized in Table 2l

In each scenario, we generated 1000 sets of published studies as follows:
Step 1: generate .S population studies from y; ~ N, (4, Q@ + X;), with 5,; or 55, ~ N(0.5,0.5%),i = 1,2,..., S;

Step 2: calculate the probability of each study i being selected in the meta-analysis, p; = ®(ft; + «), and generate the random
indicator z; ~ Bernoulli(p;);

Step 3: select the studies with indicator z; = 1 as one set of published studies.

We estimated the SAUC by using the MLE of Reitsma model (3) with N published studies, as well as with .S population
studies. The latter is used as an ideal reference. We compared our estimates with them. To apply the proposed method, the
marginal probability p was setas p =1/ 25:1 p;- This is not practically applicable, but we evaluated the performances of our
methods with the suitably specified p. We assessed the SAUC estimates when the contrast vector (c,, ¢,) was estimated, correctly
specified by the true values, and misspecified. The misspecification of (c;, ¢,) was used to verify that misspecifying the contrast
vector would cause somewhat biased estimates. We also compared with the method by Piao et al.,23 which used the Heckman-
type selection function. All statistical computing was conducted by R (R Development Core Team, Version 4.0.5). The Reitsma
model was conducted by R package mixmeta (version 1.1.3).22 The proposed conditional likelihood was numerically optimized
by using R function nlminb(). One potential concern in the optimization is that the initial values or the constrained bounds for
f may have some impact on the validity of estimates. To check these issues, we compared the results from several reasonable
initial values and reasonable constrained bounds for f, and the results did not differ much.

The median, the 25th empirical percentile, and the 75th empirical percentile of the estimated SAUC were summarized. The
estimates by different methods under the true selective publication mechanism of (¢, ¢,) = (1/ \/5, 1/ \/5), (1,0), and (0, 1) are
presented in Table[S4] Table[S3] and Table[S@l respectively. In the true selective publication mechanism of (c;, ¢,) = (0, 1), only
specificity was the determinant of publication bias, bringing about the random selection on sensitivity. Since the SAUC measures
the average of sensitivity given specificity, the impact of publication bias on the SAUC was not obvious in the true mechanism
of (¢;,¢,) = (0, 1). In contrast, publication bias on the SAUC was significant in the mechanisms of (¢;,¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E)
and (¢}, ¢;) = (1, 0), especially in the former mechanism that both sensitivity and specificity gave rise to severe publication bias.
The overall results of the estimated SAUC showed that the proposed methods under (¢;, ¢,) and the correctly specified (c;, ¢,)
considerably removed the publication bias from the Reitsma model based on the published studies. Less than 5% bias could be
observed when the DOR or only sensitivity was the determinant of the publication bias (Table[S4HS6). When only specificity was
the determinant of the publication bias, the proposed method with (¢, ¢,) correctly specified had small bias (Table [S6)), while
the proposed method with (¢,, é,) had some moderate bias (less than 10%) when the true SAUC was low and the population
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size was small (Scenario No. 1 and No. 2 of Table [S6). The moderate bias mainly resulted from some biased estimates of
(¢, ¢,), which consequently caused the bias in the parameters, when the size of the population studies was not large enough
(S = 15,25,50). In the true selective publication mechanism of (¢;,c,) = (1/ \/5, 1/ \/5) and (0, 1), the proposed methods
with (¢, ¢,) or correct specification were comparable and even outperformed the Heckman-type method, because the Heckman-
type method possibly suffered from the misspecification under the specified mechanism. When (c,, c,) was misspecified in the
proposed method, biased estimates were presented in all the scenarios. We also calculated the convergence rates, which is the
success rate of iterations in maximizing the log-likelihood (I3) to obtain the proposed estimates. The proposed methods with
(é,, ¢,) or correct specification could obtain convergence rates close to 100% under all the scenarios.

Since the magnitude of 112 or 122 might be related with the bias on sensitivity or specificity and might influence the magnitude
of publication bias on the SAUC, we additionally considered the scenarios of small between-study variances (712, 122) = (0.5,0.5)
in simulation studies. The scenarios are summarized in Table S3 of the Supplementary Material. When 1'12 or 1'5 were small, the
publication bias on the SAUC decreased in general, and the summaries of the SAUC estimates under the three kinds of selective
publication mechanisms were in agreement with those of (112, 122) = (1,4), as shown in Table S4-S6 of the Supplementary
Material.

5.2 | Tracing the SOP to speculate the underlying selective publication mechanism

As suggested in Section (] tracking the trajectory of the SOP over the different marginal probability of selective publication
p’s might give us some insights into the underlying selective publication mechanism. We randomly picked one dataset of meta-
analysis with S = 50 under Scenario No. 3 in Table 2 to illustrate how the SOP estimates could track the unpublished studies.
We considered the selective publication mechanism of (¢, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E), (1,0), and (0, 1) with p = 0.5. Based on the
published studies, the SROC curves and the SOP were estimated using the proposed method that correctly specifies (c;, ¢,),
given p =1,0.9,0.7,0.5. In the upper panels of Figure[d] the scatter plots of the published (filled circle) and unpublished (open
circle) studies are shown in the SROC space. The region, where published studies are, is shown with a solid curve and that for
unpublished studies is with a broken curve. In the lower panels, the estimated SROC curves over p = 1,0.9,0.7,0.5 and the
trajectories of the SOP are shown. All the trajectories of SOP seemed to move from the regions of the published studies to those
of the unpublished studies, indicating that tracing the trajectories of the SOP is useful to identify the region of unpublished
studies in the SROC space.

6 | DISCUSSION

Among the recent literature about meta-analysis of diagnostic test accuracy, the test of funnel plot asymmetry proposed by Deeks
et al.12 is often used to detect publication bias. However, Deeks test has low power in detecting publication bias when the cutoff
values are heterogeneous, and it cannot provide any information on the impact of publication bias on the results.1>-22 Up to date,
limited statistical investigation of publication bias has been recommended.3° Thus, there is an urgent demand for the method
dealing with publication bias in meta-analysis of diagnostic test accuracy.

In meta-analysis of intervention studies, sensitivity analysis methods based on selection functions provide more objective and
stable ways to quantify and adjust publication bias than the widely used funnel plot and the trim-and-fill method.3!:32 Recently,
sensitivity analysis methods have been developed for publication bias in more complicated situations, including network meta-
analysis33 and diagnostic studies.32>2* Since graphical methods such as the funnel plot and the trim-and-fill method are not
appealing for meta-analysis of diagnostics studies due to the two-dimensional nature of data, the importance of sensitivity analy-
sis with selection functions should be more emphasized. Several sensitivity analysis methods have been proposed so far, and they
are all based on the Heckman-type selection functions. In this article, we took a different approach by extending the likelihood-
based sensitivity analysis of Copas.1® In the proposed sensitivity analysis method, we allow the selection function to depend on
the study-specific cutoff values, and thus the developed selection function can model different selective publication mechanisms
from the Heckman-type. Consequently, the proposed method gives statistical investigations on the impact of publication bias on
the SROC curves or the SAUC based on various selective publication processes. This feature would be appealing for diagnostic
studies because the primary outcomes are usually reported depending on the study-specific cutoff values, and the cutoff values
inevitably cause variety of the selective publication process.
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Even with these advantages, we must mention several limitations. The proposed method is based on the Reitsma model, which
uses asymptotic bivariate normality of the empirical sensitivity and specificity. An ad hoc continuity correction is needed when
zero frequencies are found in the number of true positives, true negatives, false positives, or false negatives in a study. When the
number of studies or the number of the diseased or the non-diseased subjects is very small, the bivariate binomial model is a
more natural model than the Reitsma model to incorporate the within-study variability and does not need the ad hoc continuity
correction. For the bivariate binomial model, only one Heckman-type selection model has been applied for sensitivity analysis.3
It would be interesting and important to extend our method to the bivariate binomial model. The proposed sensitivity analysis
method allows incorporating 7-type statistic of the linear combination of logit-transformed sensitivity and specificity to represent
the different selective publication mechanisms, for example, the mechanisms determined by sensitivity, specificity, or the DOR.
However, it is not easy to verify the underlying selective publication mechanism in the meta-analysis, and it is also unclear
whether a common measure like DOR can be the determinant of publication bias for all the studies. The intuitive idea is to allow
choosing different types of statistics for each study and define a selection function through its p-value, but it would be hard to
decide which statistic is responsible for publication for each study. Accumulating practical experience and clinical interpretation
would be warranted. Since it may be impossible to identify the underlying selective publication mechanism, one approach is to
conduct several sensitivity analyses under the assumptions of different selective publication mechanisms by assigning different
values to the contrast vector. As demonstrated in Section[dand[3.2] tracing the SOPs might be useful to make interpretations of
the assumed publication mechanism by the specified selection function. On the other hand, it is helpful to estimate the contrast
vector to reduce the uncertainty on the underlying selection process. The simulation studies also revealed that the contrast vector
could be stably estimated in the proposed method. However, even if the contrast vector could be estimated successfully, the
estimated results should be considered as the suggestion of the most possible selective publication mechanism rather than the
definite estimation. Since the estimates of the contrast vector are all based on the published studies, if the unpublished studies
employed different cutoff values, the locations of the unpublished studies on SROC space can be considerably changed. For these
reasons, it is still important to evaluate potential biases with several specified contrast vectors as a part of sensitivity analysis to
draw robust conclusions for the meta-analysis.
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TABLE 1 Notations for cell frequencies in 2 X 2 confusion matrix for diagnostic study i.

Truth
Diseased Non-diseased
. . .. l I
Diagnostic test Positive n Mo
1 1 1
Negative o, 90
i i
Total n, n,

TABLE 2 Scenarios for simulation studies given p ~ 0.7

cg=¢ c¢=1 ¢ =0

No.  SAUC Hy W T Ty T p B %7 .7 .7
1 0564 0.000 1.735 1 4 -06 -03 05 -0.165 0.891 -0.429

2 0.620 0.000 1.735 1 4 -12 -06 05 -0251 0.894 -0.433

3 0828 1386 1386 1 4 -06 -03 05 -0.766 -0.570 -0.111

4 0846 1386 138 1 4 -12 -06 05 -0.848 -0.573 -0.118

5 0892 2197 -0405 1 4 -06 -03 05 -0.198 -1.269 1.744

6 0.877 2.197 -0.405 1 4 -12 -06 05 -0284 -1.269 1.733




16

Zhou ET AL

TABLE 3 Summary of the SAUC estimates under the true selective publication mechanism of (¢, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E)

S=15 S=25 S =50 S =200
No. Methods True Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3)
1 Proposed (¢,,¢,) 56.4  60.7(47.4,70.6) 59.1(49.6,67.1) 57.2(49.2,63.7) 55.7(51.5,59.8)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 59.9 (48.4,69.6) 59.4(51.0,67.2) 58.0(51.9,64.0) 56.5(53.0,59.6)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 65.7 (55.6,73.5) 659(59.1,71.8) 66.2(61.5,70.1) 66.3 (64.2, 68.6)
Heckman-type 65.1(56.0,72.8) 65.5(58.3,71.3) 64.9(59.8,69.1) 64.5(61.9, 66.6)
Reitsma,, 67.4(57.8,74.6) 67.7(61.8,73.0) 67.2(63.0,71.1) 66.9 (64.8, 69.0)
Reitsmap 56.6 (49.5,63.4) 56.4(51.3,60.7) 56.3(52.9,59.6) 56.3(54.6,58.1)
2 Proposed (¢,,¢,) 62.0 64.6(54.7,72.7) 62.8(54.8,69.8) 62.0(55.7,67.2) 61.5(58.0,64.7)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 64.5(55.4,72.3) 63.3(56.0,69.9) 63.1(58.1,68.2) 62.1(59.5, 64.8)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 69.0(61.2,75.0) 68.8(64.1,73.3) 69.5(65.5,72.1) 69.4(67.7,70.8)
Heckman-type 67.7(59.7,74.0) 67.4(62.1,71.8) 67.3(63.4,71.0) 67.2(65.2,69.0)
Reitsma,, 69.9 (62.9,75.7) 69.5(65.2,73.5) 70.0(66.5,72.7) 69.7 (68.1,71.2)
Reitsmap 62.5(56.9,67.3) 61.9(57.4,65.5) 62.1(59.2,64.6) 62.0(60.7,63.2)
3 Proposed (¢,,é,) 82.8 85.0(79.2,88.6) 84.0(78.9,87.3) 83.6(79.9,86.2) 83.0(81.3, 84.6)
Proposed (¢, = ¢,) 84.4 (78.7,88.1) 83.6(78.7,87.0) 83.5(80.3,86.0) 82.9(81.3,84.5)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 85.7 (80.4,89.0) 85.6(81.5,88.2) 85.8(83.4,87.7) 86.3(85.1,87.4)
Heckman-type 86.1(82.0,89.2) 86.0(82.9,88.3) 86.6(84.4,88.1) 86.4(85.5,87.3)
Reitsma,, 87.0(83.3,89.8) 86.8(83.9,89.2) 87.2(85.3,88.7) 87.2(86.4,88.0)
Reitsmap 82.6(78.5,85.5) 82.6(79.9,85.0) 82.8(81.0,84.4) 82.8(81.9,83.7)
4 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 84.6  85.8(82.2,88.6) 85.3(82.4,87.7) 85.0(82.6,86.9) 84.7(83.6,85.8)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 85.4(81.7,88.6) 85.2(82.3,87.5) 85.1(82.9,87.0) 84.7(83.7,85.8)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 86.4 (83.6,89.2) 86.4(84.0,88.4) 86.8(84.9,88.1) 87.0(86.3,87.8)
Heckman-type 86.5(83.6,89.0) 86.6(84.5,88.4) 86.7(85.2,88.1) 86.7(85.9,87.4)
Reitsma,, 87.3(84.6,89.8) 87.4(85.5,89.1) 87.6(86.2,88.8) 87.6(86.9,88.1)
Reitsmap 84.5(82.0,86.8) 84.5(82.4,86.5) 84.7(83.2,85.8) 84.6(84.0,85.2)
5 Proposed (¢;,é,) 89.2 88.8(85.9,91.4) 89.3(87.2,91.2) 89.2(87.6,90.6) 89.2(88.4,89.9)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 88.8(86.1,91.3) 89.5(87.4,91.3) 89.3(87.8,90.6) 89.2(88.5,89.9)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 88.4(85.1,91.2) 88.8(86.2,91.1) 89.3(87.6,90.8) 89.8(88.7,90.6)
Heckman-type 89.3(86.5,91.6) 89.8(87.8,91.6) 89.8(88.4,91.0) 89.9(89.3,90.6)
Reitsma,, 90.0 (87.6,92.1) 90.6(88.9,92.1) 90.7 (89.6,91.7)  90.8 (90.3, 91.3)
Reitsmap 88.8(86.4,90.9) 89.1(87.4,90.7) 89.1(87.9,90.2) 89.1(88.6,89.7)
6 Proposed (¢,,¢,) 87.7 87.5(84.4,90.1) 87.7(85.4,89.5) 87.7(86.1,89.1) 87.8(87.0, 88.5)

Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 1)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

87.6 (84.9,90.2)
87.1(83.8, 89.9)
87.7 (85.0, 90.0)
88.5 (85.8, 90.8)
87.5 (85.0, 89.7)

88.0 (85.9, 89.7)
87.7 (85.2, 89.4)
88.0 (86.0, 89.7)
88.9 (87.3,90.5)
87.6(85.9, 89.3)

88.0 (86.5, 89.3)
87.7 (85.9, 89.2)
87.9 (86.7, 89.2)
89.0 (87.9,90.1)
87.7 (86.5, 88.8)

87.8 (87.1, 88.5)
88.1(87.1, 88.9)
88.0 (87.3, 88.7)
89.1 (88.5, 89.6)
87.7 (87.1, 88.3)

Median with 25th empirical percentile (Q1) and 75th empirical percentile (Q3) are reported. No. corresponds to the scenario
number. S denotes the number of the population studies. True denotes the the true value of the SAUC. Proposed (¢,, ¢,), Proposed
(¢; = ¢,), and Proposed (¢, = 1) denote the proposed method that estimates (¢, ¢, ), correctly specifies (¢, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E),
and misspecifies (¢, ¢;) = (1, 0), respectively; Heckman-type denotes the method of Piao et al.; Reitsma,, and Reitsma, denote
the Reitsma model based on N published studies and S population studies, respectively. All the entries are multiplied by 100.
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TABLE 4 Summary of the SAUC estimates under the true selective publication mechanism of (¢, ¢;) = (1,0)

True

S=15

S =25

S =50

S =200

Median (Q1, Q3)

Median (Q1, Q3)

Median (Q1, Q3)

Median (Q1, Q3)

1

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsma,

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

Proposed (¢}, &,)
Proposed (¢; = 1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

Proposed (¢}, &,)
Proposed (¢; = 1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

56.4

62.0

82.8

84.6

89.2

87.7

60.2 (51.7, 67.4)
59.8 (51.3, 67.8)
62.0 (55.0, 68.4)
61.5(55.1, 68.3)
64.7 (58.8, 70.8)
56.6 (49.5, 63.4)

64.0 (56.8, 69.9)
64.2 (56.9, 70.0)
65.0 (58.7, 70.3)
64.7 (58.8, 69.7)
67.4 (62.1,72.4)
62.5(56.9, 67.3)

83.9(79.2, 87.4)
83.4(78.6, 87.1)
84.3 (80.2, 87.6)
85.3(81.4, 87.9)
85.9 (82.2, 88.6)
82.6 (78.5, 85.5)

85.5 (82.4, 88.1)
85.2 (82.0, 87.9)
85.7 (82.6, 88.2)
85.9 (83.3, 88.3)
87.0 (84.2, 89.0)
84.5 (82.0, 86.8)

90.1 (87.4,92.2)
89.5 (86.2,91.9)
90.7 (88.2, 92.6)
91.0 (88.4,92.9)
91.1 (88.5,92.9)
88.8 (86.4, 90.9)

88.7 (86.0, 91.0)
88.0 (84.6, 90.5)
89.1 (86.8, 91.4)
89.3(86.7,91.4)
89.5(87.1,91.6)
87.5 (85.0, 89.7)

59.9 (52.0, 65.7)
59.0 (51.9, 65.3)
62.7 (57.1,67.1)
62.1 (56.4, 66.6)
65.2 (60.1, 69.3)
56.4 (51.3,60.7)

63.0 (57.4, 68.0)
63.1(57.9, 67.9)
64.9 (60.5, 68.8)
64.0 (59.3, 68.0)
67.3 (63.4,70.7)
61.9 (57.4, 65.5)

83.6 (80.0, 86.6)
83.4 (79.1, 86.4)
84.5 (81.6, 87.0)
85.4 (82.8, 87.6)
86.0 (83.7, 88.1)
82.6 (79.9, 85.0)

85.1(82.5,87.3)
85.0(82.3,87.2)
85.6 (83.3, 87.6)
86.0 (84.0, 87.8)
86.9 (84.9, 88.5)
84.5 (82.4, 86.5)

90.3 (88.1,91.9)
89.6 (87.1,91.5)
91.0(89.3,92.4)
91.2 (89.6, 92.6)
91.5(89.9,92.7)
89.1 (87.4,90.7)

89.1 (87.0, 90.8)
88.3 (85.8, 90.3)
89.6 (87.8,91.2)
89.6 (87.9,91.2)
90.0 (88.2,91.4)
87.6 (85.9, 89.3)

56.8 (51.3, 63.0)
57.3(52.1,62.3)
62.7 (59.1, 66.3)
61.8 (58.1, 65.1)
65.2 (61.7, 68.2)
56.3 (52.9, 59.6)

62.2 (57.6, 66.2)
62.8 (58.6, 66.1)
65.5 (62.2, 68.1)
64.2 (61.1,67.2)
67.4 (64.7, 69.8)
62.1(59.2, 64.6)

83.2(80.7, 85.4)
83.2 (80.8, 85.5)
84.8 (82.8, 86.4)
85.7 (84.0, 87.2)
86.3 (84.7, 87.6)
82.8 (81.0, 84.4)

84.9 (83.1, 86.5)
84.9 (83.2, 86.5)
85.8 (84.2,87.1)
86.3 (84.9, 87.5)
87.0 (85.8, 88.1)
84.7 (83.2, 85.8)

89.8 (88.4,91.1)
89.4 (87.6,90.8)
91.0(89.9, 92.0)
91.3(90.2,92.3)
91.5(90.4,92.4)
89.1 (87.9,90.2)

88.7 (87.3,90.0)
88.0 (86.2, 89.4)
89.5 (88.4,90.7)
89.6 (88.4, 90.7)
89.9 (88.8,91.0)
87.7 (86.5, 88.8)

56.2 (53.3, 58.6)
56.5 (53.9, 58.9)
64.0 (62.1, 65.8)
61.5 (59.5, 63.2)
65.0 (63.3, 66.4)
56.3 (54.6, 58.1)

62.0 (59.8, 64.0)
62.1 (60.1, 63.9)
66.7 (65.0, 68.1)
64.0 (62.3, 65.6)
67.4 (66.1, 68.7)
62.0 (60.7, 63.2)

83.0 (81.5, 84.6)
82.9 (81.6, 84.3)
85.3 (84.2, 86.2)
85.8 (85.0, 86.6)
86.4 (85.7, 87.1)
82.8 (81.9, 83.7)

84.9 (83.9, 85.8)
84.7 (83.8, 85.6)
85.9 (85.1, 86.7)
86.3 (85.6, 86.9)
87.1(86.5, 87.6)
84.6 (84.0, 85.2)

89.4 (88.5,90.2)
89.2 (88.3,90.0)
91.1(90.7,91.7)
91.4 (90.8, 91.8)
91.5(91.0, 91.9)
89.1 (88.6, 89.7)

88.3 (87.4, 89.1)
87.8 (87.0, 88.5)
89.6 (89.0, 90.2)
89.7 (89.1, 90.3)
90.0 (89.4, 90.5)
87.7 (87.1, 88.3)

Median with 25th empirical percentile (Q1) and 75th empirical percentile (Q3) are reported. No. corresponds to the scenario
number. S denotes the number of population studies. True denotes the true value of the SAUC. Proposed (¢, ¢,), Proposed
(¢; = 1), and Proposed (c¢; = c¢,) denote the proposed method that estimates (c,, c,), correctly specifies (c;, c,) = (1,0), and
misspecifies (¢;, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E), respectively; Heckman-type denotes the method of Piao et al.; Reitsma,, and Reitsmap
denote the Reitsma model based on N published studies and .S population studies, respectively. All the entries are multiplied

by 100.
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TABLE 5 Summary of the SAUC estimates under the true selective publication mechanism of (¢, ¢;) = (0, 1)

S=15 S=25 S =50 S =200
No. True Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3)
1 Proposed (¢,,¢,) 56.4 48.7(34.5,62.1) 48.8(37.3,59.9) 48.0(38.6,56.7) 52.4(47.6,56.5)
Proposed (¢, = 0) 56.6 (44.2,67.4) 56.9(47.5,65.2) 56.5(50.5,62.0) 56.0(52.9,59.1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 47.9(33.7,61.4) 47.8(37.8,58.9) 46.6(38.6,55.4) 47.4(41.8,53.8)
Heckman-type 54.1(41.2,65.7) 54.1(43.6,62.8) 53.9(47.1,60.2) 53.5(49.8,57.4)
Reitsma,, 57.0(44.3,68.5) 57.5(47.6,65.9) 57.1(50.7,62.8) 56.7 (53.5,59.9)
Reitsmap 56.6(49.5,63.4) 56.4(51.3,60.7) 56.3(52.9,59.6) 56.3(54.6,58.1)
2 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 62.0 57.6(44.2,69.1) 55.6(43.8,64.8) 55.8(48.0,62.7) 59.0 (54.6, 62.5)
Proposed (¢, = 0) 63.4(52.7,71.8) 62.3(54.5,68.8) 62.5(57.4,66.8) 62.0(59.5,64.1)
Proposed (¢, = ¢,) 56.2(43.5,68.1) 54.6(44.1,64.3) 55.6 (47.4,62.5) 55.7(50.3, 60.5)
Heckman-type 61.0(49.1,70.2) 59.9(51.1,67.1) 60.0(53.6,65.5) 59.6(56.2,62.5)
Reitsma,, 64.3(53.5,72.6) 63.3(55.2,69.7) 63.5(58.1,68.0) 63.1(60.7, 65.3)
Reitsmap 62.5(56.9,67.3) 61.9(57.4,65.5) 62.1(59.2,64.6) 62.0(60.7,63.2)
3 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 82.8 80.0(67.5,86.2) 79.5(71.8,85.2) 79.9(74.0,84.2) 81.9(79.5,83.7)
Proposed (¢; = 0) 82.6(74.4,87.5) 82.6(77.5,86.6) 82.8(79.0,85.6) 82.8(81.3,84.2)
Proposed (¢, = ¢,) 78.4(66.3,85.7) 78.6(70.3,84.6) 78.3(72.8,83.2) 79.7(76.3,82.4)
Heckman-type 81.0(72.1,86.9) 80.8(74.8,85.6) 81.2(76.8,84.7) 81.4(79.3,83.0)
Reitsma,, 82.9(73.9,87.8) 82.9(77.5,87.0) 83.2(79.1,85.9) 83.2(81.6,84.7)
Reitsmap 82.6(78.5,85.5) 82.6(79.9,85.0) 82.8(81.0,84.4) 82.8(81.9,83.7)
4 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 84.6  83.5(76.3,87.6) 82.9(77.8,86.4) 83.2(79.5,85.8) 84.1(82.7,85.3)
Proposed (¢, = 0) 85.0(79.9,88.3) 84.5(80.9,87.2) 84.6(82.4,86.7) 84.6(83.6,85.6)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 83.1(75.9,87.4) 82.0(76.2,86.1) 83.1(78.9,85.7) 83.4(81.4,85.1)
Heckman-type 83.6(77.2,87.4) 83.1(78.5,86.5) 83.3(80.0,85.6) 83.3(81.9,84.5)
Reitsma,, 85.5(80.1,88.7) 85.0(81.5,87.7) 85.1(82.9,87.2) 85.2(84.1,86.2)
Reitsmap 84.5(82.0,86.8) 84.5(82.4,86.5) 84.7(83.2,85.8) 84.6(84.0,85.2)
5 Proposed (¢;,¢,) 89.2 87.0(82.3,89.9) 87.8(84.8,90.0) 88.2(86.3,89.7) 88.9(88.1, 89.6)
Proposed (¢; = 0) 88.3(85.2,90.7) 88.9(86.6,90.7) 89.0(87.6,90.2) 89.1(88.5,89.7)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 86.9 (82.6,89.8) 87.6(84.8,89.8) 87.9(86.0,89.5) 88.6(87.5,89.3)
Heckman-type 87.3(83.9,90.1) 87.7(85.2,90.0) 87.8(86.2,89.3) 87.9(87.1,88.7)
Reitsma,, 88.2 (85.0,90.7) 89.0(86.8,90.8) 89.2(87.8,90.4) 89.3(88.7,89.9)
Reitsmap 88.8(86.4,90.9) 89.1(87.4,90.7) 89.1(87.9,90.2) 89.1(88.6,89.7)
6 Proposed (¢,,¢,) 87.7 86.3(82.4,89.0) 86.5(84.2,88.6) 87.2(85.3,88.5) 87.5(86.7,88.2)

Proposed (¢; = 0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

87.1(84.3, 89.6)
86.1 (82.7, 89.0)
85.8 (82.8, 88.6)
87.2 (84.4, 89.6)
87.5 (85.0, 89.7)

87.5(85.5, 89.3)
86.6 (84.1, 88.7)
86.2 (83.7, 88.2)
87.7 (85.7, 89.4)
87.6 (85.9, 89.3)

87.7 (86.3, 88.9)
87.0 (85.2, 88.4)
86.2 (84.6, 87.7)
87.9 (86.6, 89.1)
87.7 (86.5, 88.8)

87.7 (87.0, 88.3)
87.5(86.7, 88.2)
86.2 (85.4, 87.0)
88.0 (87.4, 88.5)
87.7 (87.1, 88.3)

Median with 25th empirical percentile (Q1) and 75th empirical percentile (Q3) are reported. No. corresponds to the scenario
number. .S denotes the number of the population studies. True denotes the the true value of the SAUC. Proposed (¢,, ¢,), Proposed
(¢; = 1), and Proposed (c¢; = c¢,) denote the proposed method that estimates (c,, c,), correctly specifies (c;, c,) = (0, 1), and
misspecifies (¢;, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E), respectively; Heckman-type denotes the method of Piao et al.; Reitsma,, and Reitsmap
denote the Reitsma model based on N published studies and .S population studies, respectively. All the entries are multiplied
by 100.
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]

APPENDIX
A THE HSROC CURVE DERIVED FROM THE HSROC MODEL

In this section, we give a proof on the correspondence between the SROC by the Reitsma model? and the HSROC model?,
discussed at the end of Section[2l of the main text. The unification of the SROC curves derived from these two models has been
discussed by Harbord and colleagues. 25 The SROC curve from the HSROC model, hereinafter, the HSROC curve, is defined by
allowing the threshold parameter 6, to vary while holding the accuracy parameter a; fixed at its mean A.2 For the HSROC model
without covariates, equation (5.1) in Harbord et al.Z gives expected sensitivity given specificity, which induces the definition
of HSROC. Let x be 1 — specificity, the HSROC is defined by

HSROC(x) = logit™" [Ae™?/? + e Plogit(x)}] . (A1)

Under the assumption that 6, and «; are uncorrelated, Harbord and colleagues derived that § = log(z,/7;) and A = /7, /7 +
7,/ Ty My, Where 7|, T,, u;, and p, are the parameters in the Reitsma model. After substituting for # and A in equation[AT] we

can get
| [T [T 1 7 7 .
H S ROC(x) = logit < —,ul + —/42> exp {—— log <r_> } + exp {—log <r_> } loglt(x)]
1
= logit™! { <‘ / = +4/—= ,142) A /— —loglt(x)}

= logit_1 H + T—{y2 + loglt(x)}] .
2

Accordingly, the HSAUC is defined by
1

HSAUC(y,Q):/HSROC(x;y,Q)dx.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL FOR “A LIKELIHOOD-BASED SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS
FOR PUBLICATION BIAS ON SUMMARY ROC IN META-ANALYSIS OF DIAGNOSTIC
TEST ACCURACY”

1 ADDITIONAL APPLICATION

In this section, we presented a second example to illustrate the proposed sensitivity analysis for publication bias using the
HSROC curve or the HSAUC. The meta-analysis of 27 studies quantitatively summarized the test accuracy of the neutrophil
CD64 expression as a biomarker in differentiating bacterial infected patients from other non-infected patients and concluded
that neutrophil CD64 expression could be a promising and meaningful biomarker for diagnosing bacterial infection with high
sensitivity, specificity, and the SAUC.1? We draw the trim-and-fill methods on the InDOR, logit-transformed sensitivity, and
logit-transformed specificity. The corresponding results in Figure[STlsuggested selective publication. To investigate the impact of
publication bias on the estimated HSROC curves or the HSAUC, we considered the marginal probability of selective publication
as p = 1,0.8, 0.6, 0.4 under four selective publication mechanisms of (¢, &,), (¢;, ¢;) = (1/\/5, 1/\/5), (1,0), and (O, 1).

Regarding (c;, ¢,) as unknown, the HSAUC by the proposed method decreased from 0.912 to 0.844 as p decreased, as shown
in panel (A) of Figure[S21 When p = 0.8, differently from the example of IVD in Section 4 of the main paper, the relationships
between ¢, and ¢, were dependent on p; when p = 0.8, ¢; < ¢,, whereas when p = 0.4, ¢, > ¢,. Despite of this inconsistency
among (¢, ¢,)’s, the results with (¢,, ¢,) were similar to those with InDOR-based selective publication, (¢, ¢,) = (1 /\/5, 1/\/5).
When the significance of sensitivity or specificity was assumed to be the determinant of the selective publication mechanism,
the estimated HSAUC decreased from 0.912 to 0.868 or 0.855, respectively. When p decreased, the trajectories of the SOP went
into the direction of potentially unpublished studies under different selective publication mechanisms. The estimated TPR and
FPR with 95% confidence intervals are presented in Table[S2] The estimates of the selection function are presented in Figure[S3l

As shown in Figure[S2] under four assumed selective publication mechanisms, the estimated HSAUC maintained statistically
significant even if the marginal probability of selective publication was low as p = 0.2, which corresponded to the presence
of 108 unpublished studies. To summary, the proposed sensitivity analysis strengthened the conclusion that neutrophil CD64
expression is a significant biomarker in diagnosing bacterial infection.

2 SIMULATION STUDIES WITH (1'12, 122) = (0.5,0.5)

As mentioned in the end of Section 5.1 of the main paper, the estimates of SAUC were consistent and the proposed methods
removed biases regardless of the values of (112, 122). To confirm the influence of small (112, Tg) on the simulation studies, we
generated additional six sets of simulation datasets with (112, 722) = (0.5,0.5). The settings of the parameters are presented in
Table [S3] Values of u;, u,, p, f were same as the original simulation scenarios in Table 3 of the main paper. With (712, 122)
modified, the values of SAUC were changed as given in Table[S3] To make marginal probability p approximate 0.7, a’s were
calculated correspondingly.
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FIGURE S1 The trim-and-fill results on the InDOR, logit-transformed sensitivity, and logit-transformed specificity in CD64
example. The dashed lines are the estimates of the trim-and-fill adjustment. The colors changing from light to dark indicate the
increasing values.
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FIGURE S2 The estimated HSROC curves under four scenarios of selective publication mechanism in CD64 example. The
circle points are the observed FPR and TPR pairs from 27 primary studies. The diamond points are the estimated SOP. In panel
(A), (¢;,¢,) = (0.597,0.802), (0.756, 0.655), (0.794, 0.608) given p = 0.8, 0.6, 0.4, respectively.



TABLE S1 IVD example: the estimation under four selective publication mechanisms

(e p SAUC (95%CI) Se (95%CT) Sp (95%CI) B (95%CI) a 1 7 T, p
(6.6,) 1.0 0.874(0.806,0.920) 0.815(0.757,0.862) 0.861 (0.821,0.893) 1484 1.824 0597 0.826 -0.424
0.8 0.864(0.790,0.915) 0.808 (0.751,0.855) 0.857 (0.816,0.891) 2.000 (-0.351,4.351) -3.451 1440 1794 0.601 0.833 -0.388

0.6 0.834(0.740,0.899) 0.787 (0.724,0.839) 0.841 (0.794,0.879) 2.000 (-0.253,4.253) -4.857 1.309 1.665 0.590 0.859 -0.312

0.4 0.786 (0.648,0.880) 0.757 (0.676,0.823) 0.806 (0.739,0.860)  2.000 (0.528,3.472) -5.709 1.137 1427 0587 0911 -0.194
(0.7,0.7) 1.0 0.874(0.806,0.920) 0.815 (0.757,0.862) 0.861 (0.821,0.893) 1484 1824 0597 0.826 -0.424
0.8 0.864(0.792,0.915) 0.809 (0.752,0.855) 0.857 (0.817,0.890) 2.000 (-0.132,4.132) -3.636 1442 1791 0.600 0.835 -0.388

0.6 0.834(0.741,0.897) 0.786 (0.729,0.834) 0.842(0.797,0.878)  2.000 (0.261,3.739) -4.757 1301 1671 0592 0.857 -0.310

04 0.778 (0.636,0.875) 0.749 (0.676,0.810) 0.812(0.750,0.862)  2.000 (0.525,3.475) -5.424 1.091 1464 0.605 0.897 -0.176

(1,0) 1.0 0.874(0.806,0.920) 0.815(0.757,0.862) 0.861 (0.821,0.893) 1484 1.824 0597 0.826 -0.424
0.8 0.859(0.779,0.913) 0.786 (0.725,0.836) 0.866 (0.827,0.898)  1.149(0.011,2.288) -0.204 1.302 1.869 0.677 0.833 -0.413

0.6 0.835(0.737,0.902) 0.744 (0.669,0.806) 0.873 (0.831,0.905) 1.057 (0.317,1.798) -0.858 1.064 1925 0.731 0.839 -0.411

0.4  0.800 (0.667,0.889) 0.682 (0.561,0.782) 0.880 (0.833,0.915)  1.002(0.345,1.658) -1.315 0.762 1992 0.784 0.844 -0.408

0.1) 1.0 0.874(0.806,0.920) 0.815(0.757,0.862) 0.861 (0.821,0.893) 1484 1824 0597 0.826 -0.424
0.8 0.871(0.803,0.918) 0.825(0.766,0.871) 0.831(0.780,0.871) 0.669 (-0.045,1.383) -1214 1.548 1589 0.614 0973 -0.467

0.6 0.870(0.802,0.917) 0.836 (0.774,0.884) 0.782(0.704,0.844)  0.624 (0.081,1.167) -1.744 1.632 1276 0629 1.102 -0.504

04 0.869 (0.801,0.916) 0.852(0.778,0.904) 0.697 (0.545,0.816)  0.590 (0.089,1.090) -2.062 1.749 0.834 0.648 1250 -0.544
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TABLE S2 CD64 example: the estimation under four selective publication mechanisms

(c.cy) p  HSAUC (95%CI) Se (95%CT) Sp (95%CI) f (95%CI) @ 1 7 T, p
(¢,.6) 1.0 0912(0.871,0.941) 0.804 (0.742,0.855) 0.880 (0.831,0.916) 1413 1989 0.794 0.854 0.126
0.8 0.889(0.852,0.917) 0.782(0.723,0.832) 0.855(0.810,0.891) 5.000 (-16.845,26.845) -8.774 1278 1.775 0.852 0936 0.296

0.6 0.878(0.825,0.917) 0.764 (0.694,0.822) 0.848 (0.787, 0.894) 1.004 (0.114,1.893) 2713 1.173 1721 0.858 0.894 0.288

0.4 0.844(0.764,0.901) 0.722 (0.623,0.803) 0.822(0.740,0.883)  0.917(0.332,1.502) -3.038 0.953 1533 0.890 0.902 0.349
(0.7,0.7) 1.0 0.912(0.871,0.941) 0.804 (0.742,0.855) 0.880 (0.831,0.916) 1413 1989 0.794 0.854 0.126
0.8 0.899 (0.857,0.931) 0.790 (0.728,0.841) 0.867 (0.817,0.905)  1.272(-0.185,2.729) -2.433 1325 1.874 0.829 0.882 0.220

0.6 0.877(0.823,0.916) 0.765 (0.694,0.823) 0.845 (0.787, 0.890) 1.059(0.125,1.993) -2.843 1.179 1700 0.855 0.904 0.296

04 0.841(0.755,0.901) 0.728 (0.632,0.807) 0.814(0.730,0.876) 0.954(0.290,1.617) -3.137 0986 1476 0.879 0925 0.365

(1,0) 1.0 0.912(0.871,0.941) 0.804 (0.742,0.855) 0.880 (0.831,0.916) 1413 1989 0.794 0854 0.126
0.8  0.902(0.859,0.933) 0.776 (0.707,0.833) 0.878 (0.827,0.915)  0.392(-0.006,0.790)  0.044 1.245 1973 0.870 0.856 0.120

0.6 0.888 (0.838,0.924) 0.736 (0.648,0.808) 0.876(0.819,0.917)  0.447(0.119,0.775) -0.630 1.025 1.958 0.928 0.858 0.106

0.4 0.868 (0.801,0.915) 0.675 (0.543,0.784) 0.875(0.804,0.923)  0.482(0.192,0.771) -1.139 0731 1.950 0.985 0.859 0.082

0.1) 1.0 0.912(0.871,0.941) 0.804 (0.742,0.855) 0.880 (0.831,0.916) 1413 1989 0.794 0.854 0.126
0.8 0.899 (0.853,0.932) 0.802 (0.739,0.852) 0.860 (0.806,0.901)  0.631(-0.003,1.265) -0.574 1.398 1.818 0.795 0.929 0.126

0.6 0.881(0.825,0.921) 0.799 (0.731,0.853) 0.829 (0.760,0.882) 0.675(0.210,1.139) -1.303 1.378 1582 0.795 0.995 0.131

04 0.855(0.774,0.910) 0.794 (0.712,0.858) 0.778 (0.659,0.865) 0.688(0.255,1.120) -1.805 1.350 1256 0.796 1.071 0.139

v 14 noyz
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FIGURE S3 The estimated probit selection function a(¢;) given different p’s in CD64 example. The vertical lines at the bottom
are the estimated ¢-type statistics from 27 primary studies.

TABLE S3 Additional scenarios for simulation studies given p ~ 0.7

cp=¢ ¢=1 ¢=0

No. SAUC " Hy 2 72 Ty p B Xp.7 Qo7 ®o.7

7 0620 0.000 1735 05 05 -0.15 -03 05 -0423 0.794 -0.993
0.702 0.000 1.735 05 05 -030 -0.6 0.5 -0461 0.795 -0.996

9 0846 138 138 05 05 -0.15 -03 05 -1.003 -0.698 -0.697
10 0864 1386 138 05 05 -030 -06 05 -1.032 -0.701 -0.698
11 0877 2197 -0405 05 05 -0.15 -03 05 -0457 -1.362 1.342
12 0.835 2197 -0405 05 05 -030 -0.6 05 -0492 -1.362 1.335

0
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TABLE S4 Summary of the SAUC estimates under the true selective publication mechanism of (¢, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E)

S=15 S=25 S =50 S =200
No. Methods True Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3)
7 Proposed (¢;,¢,) 62.0 66.1(45.2,77.2) 64.3(50.7,74.1) 62.5(52.0,70.4) 61.8(55.9,65.9)
Proposed (¢, = ¢,) 65.8(42.5,76.6) 64.4(51.5,74.3) 63.3(53.9,70.6) 62.2(57.2,66.0)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 69.3(51.1,78.3) 69.5(59.8,76.3) 69.2(63.5,73.9) 68.4(65.7,70.7)
Heckman-type 67.5(52.1,76.7) 68.4(57.9,74.4) 66.8 (60.3,71.9) 66.5(62.9, 69.3)
Reitsma,, 69.8 (53.6,78.7) 69.7(61.1,76.6) 69.4(64.1,74.3) 69.1(66.3,71.2)
Reitsmap 63.3(48.5,73.0) 62.2(53.7,69.6) 62.0(56.5,67.1) 61.8(59.1, 64.6)
8 Proposed (¢,,¢,) 702 72.4(61.2,78.9) 71.0(62.5,763) 71.1(65.3,75.1) 70.2(67.7,72.4)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 72.0(59.7,78.6) 71.0(62.7,76.6) 71.0(65.3,75.1) 70.3(67.9,72.3)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 74.1(65.9,79.8) 73.4(67.8,779) 173.6(70.4,76.7) 73.4(71.9,75.2)
Heckman-type 72.5(63.6,78.0) 71.8(64.6,76.3) 71.9(67.2,75.2) 71.7(69.6,73.6)
Reitsma,, 74.4 (66.5,79.9) 73.7(68.8,78.1) 74.1(70.7,77.0) 73.8(72.3,75.2)
Reitsmap 71.5(63.5,76.9) 70.5(64.7,74.7) 70.3(66.8,73.4) 70.1(68.5,71.7)
9 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 84.6 84.1(77.9,87.5) 84.6(79.7,87.2) 84.6(81.5,86.6) 84.8(83.3,85.9)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 83.8(76.7,87.3) 84.6(79.1,87.1) 84.7(81.4,86.7) 84.7(83.2,85.8)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 84.4(78.6,87.7) 85.1(81.0,87.4) 85.5(83.3,87.1) 85.8(84.6,86.8)
Heckman-type 84.8(79.4,879) 85.5(82.1,87.5) 86.1(83.9,87.5) 86.2(85.1,87.0)
Reitsma,, 85.5(80.3,88.4) 86.2(83.2,88.2) 86.7(84.8,88.1) 86.9(85.9,87.6)
Reitsmap 83.6(78.1,86.4) 84.2(80.7,86.5) 84.5(82.5,86.0) 84.6(83.7,85.5)
10 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 86.4 85.9(82.8,87.9) 86.3(84.2,87.8) 86.4(85.1,87.4) 86.4(85.9,87.0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 85.9(82.3,87.8) 86.3(84.2,87.8) 86.4(85.1,87.5) 86.4(85.9,87.0)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 86.2 (83.3,88.0) 86.5(84.6,88.0) 86.8(85.6,87.7) 86.9(86.4,87.5)
Heckman-type 86.3 (83.2,88.0) 86.5(84.8,88.0) 86.8(85.6,87.7) 86.9(86.4,87.4)
Reitsma,, 87.0(84.4,88.6) 87.3(85.8,88.5) 87.6(86.6,88.4) 87.7(87.3,88.1)
Reitsmap 85.8(83.6,87.5) 86.1(84.5,87.5) 86.3(85.2,87.2) 86.4(85.9,86.8)
11 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 87.7 85.7(79.5,89.4) 86.7(82.5,89.4) 87.6(84.9,89.4) 87.8(86.5,88.8)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 85.4(78.8,89.3) 86.5(82.6,89.4) 87.4(85.1,89.3) 87.7(86.6,88.7)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 84.5(77.2,88.9) 85.6(80.8,89.1) 86.3(83.5,88.7) 86.9(85.5,88.0)
Heckman-type 86.0 (80.0,89.6) 86.6(82.5,89.6) 87.2(84.8,89.5) 87.6(86.3,88.7)
Reitsma,, 86.0(79.1,89.8) 87.1(83.0,89.9) 87.7(85.4,89.8) 88.0(87.0,89.1)
Reitsmap 86.1(80.9,89.2) 87.2(83.8,89.3) 87.5(85.5,89.1) 87.7(86.7, 88.5)
12 Proposed (¢;,¢,) 83.5 82.6(76.0,87.2) 83.8(79.0,87.4) 84.0(81.1,86.8) 83.7(82.2,85.3)

Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 1)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

82.3 (76.0, 86.9)
81.0 (74.6, 86.3)
82.5(76.7, 87.1)
82.5(76.9, 87.1)
82.5(76.8, 86.7)

83.6(79.3, 87.1)
82.2(77.7,86.1)
83.8(79.5, 86.7)
83.9 (80.1, 87.1)
83.3(79.6, 86.5)

83.7 (80.8, 86.5)
82.7 (79.8, 85.5)
83.5 (80.6, 86.3)
84.1 (81.5, 86.6)
83.3 (80.8, 85.7)

83.5 (82.1, 84.8)
82.8 (81.5, 84.2)
83.5(82.2, 84.9)
84.2 (82.9, 85.4)
83.4(82.2, 84.5)

Median with 25th empirical percentile (Q1) and 75th empirical percentile (Q3) and are reported. No. corresponds to the scenario
number. S denotes the number of the population studies. True denotes the the true value of the SAUC. Proposed (¢,, ¢,), Proposed
(¢; = ¢,), and Proposed (¢, = 1) denote the proposed method that estimates (¢, ¢, ), correctly specifies (¢, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E),
and misspecifies (¢, ¢;) = (1, 0), respectively; Heckman-type denotes the method of Piao et al.; Reitsma,, and Reitsma, denote
the Reitsma model based on N published studies and S population studies, respectively. All the entries are multiplied by 100.
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TABLE S5 Summary of the SAUC estimates under the true selective publication mechanism of (c;, ¢,) = (1, 0)

S=15 S=25 S =50 S =200
No. True Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3) Median (Q1, Q3)
7 Proposed (¢,,¢,) 62.0 63.2(47.5,74.77) 63.1(50.9,71.5) 62.9(54.5,69.2) 63.7(59.7, 67.0)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 64.2(47.1,75.2) 64.8(51.3,73.1) 62.7(54.9,69.9) 62.3(57.9,65.5)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 62.2 (48.0,74.5) 62.8(51.3,72.0) 63.9(56.4,70.1) 65.2(62.1, 68.0)
Heckman-type 61.3(484,71.9) 62.4(51.7,69.9) 60.8 (53.8,66.8) 59.9 (55.4,63.4)
Reitsma,, 66.3(51.9,75.6) 66.6(56.4,73.9) 66.1(60.8,71.4) 66.0 (63.0, 68.6)
Reitsmap 63.3(48.5,73.0) 62.2(53.7,69.6) 62.0(56.5,67.1) 61.8(59.1, 64.6)
8 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 702 69.4(57.5,77.1) 69.9(60.4,75.3) 70.1(64.3,74.0) 70.5(68.4,72.3)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 71.3(59.0,77.9) 71.1(63.0,75.9) 71.1(65.9,74.8) 70.3(68.3,72.1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 69.3(57.3,77.1) 69.5(60.3,75.0) 70.4(64.7,74.5) 71.2(69.1,72.9)
Heckman-type 67.3(559,74.8) 66.9(58.0,72.8) 67.2(59.7,71.7) 65.9(61.7,69.1)
Reitsma,, 71.6 (61.6,78.0) 71.7 (65.5,76.0) 71.8(67.7,75.2) 71.7(70.0,73.3)
Reitsmap 71.5(63.5,76.9) 70.5(64.7,74.7) 70.3(66.8,73.4) 70.1(68.5,71.7)
9 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 84.6  82.9(75.0,86.8) 84.1(78.9,86.7) 84.2(80.6,86.4) 84.5(83.0,85.5)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 83.0(75.4,86.9) 84.4(80.2,86.9) 84.5(81.2,86.5) 84.6(83.4,85.7)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 82.9(74.1,87.0) 84.1(79.2,86.8) 84.5(81.0,86.6) 84.9(83.5,86.0)
Heckman-type 83.3(77.2,87.2) 84.8(80.9,87.0) 85.1(82.3,86.8) 85.3(84.1,86.3)
Reitsma,, 84.3(77.8,87.7) 85.8(82.2,87.7) 86.0(83.6,87.7) 86.3(85.3,87.1)
Reitsmap 83.6(78.1,86.4) 84.2(80.7,86.5) 84.5(82.5,86.0) 84.6(83.7,85.5)
10 Proposed (¢,,¢é,) 86.4  85.5(81.9,87.7) 859(83.7,87.6) 86.2(84.9,87.4) 86.4(85.8,86.9)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 85.5(82.2,87.8) 86.1(83.9,87.7) 86.4(85.0,87.4) 86.4(85.9,87.0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 85.5(81.7,87.6) 86.1(83.8,87.8) 86.5(85.2,87.7) 86.7(86.1,87.3)
Heckman-type 85.5(81.6,87.5) 85.9(83.7,87.6) 86.4(84.8,87.4) 86.4(85.6,87.0)
Reitsma,, 86.4 (83.6,88.3) 87.0(85.1,88.4) 87.4(86.4,88.3) 87.6(87.1,88.0)
Reitsmap 85.8 (83.6,87.5) 86.1(84.5,87.5) 86.3(85.2,87.2) 86.4(85.9,86.8)
11 Proposed (¢,,¢,) 87.7 86.7(80.0,90.1) 88.0(84.2,90.3) 88.6(86.3,90.0) 88.2(86.9, 8§9.3)
Proposed (¢; = 1) 85.5(77.8,89.3) 86.8(82.3,89.7) 87.8(85.1,89.5) 87.7(86.5,88.8)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,) 86.7(79.8,90.0) 88.4(85.0,90.5) 89.0(87.1,90.3) 89.2(88.3,89.8)
Heckman-type 87.4(81.5,90.6) 88.8(85.1,90.9) 89.3(87.0,90.6) 89.3(88.3,90.2)
Reitsma,, 86.9(79.4,90.3) 88.5(84.7,90.8) 89.2(86.9,90.7) 89.3(88.4,90.1)
Reitsmap 86.1(80.9,89.2) 87.2(83.8,89.3) 87.5(85.5,89.1) 87.7(86.7,88.5)
12 Proposed (¢;,¢,) 83.5 83.2(75.7,88.2) 84.9(79.4,88.4) 84.7(81.2,87.6) 84.0(82.2,85.6)

Proposed (¢; = 1)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

81.7 (74.6, 86.9)
83.7(76.5, 88.3)
84.5 (78.0, 88.8)
83.0(76.2, 88.1)
82.5(76.8, 86.7)

83.6 (78.4, 87.3)
85.1 (80.5, 88.4)
85.3 (80.5, 88.6)
84.9 (80.3, 88.2)
83.3(79.6, 86.5)

83.7 (80.5, 86.3)
85.5(82.4, 87.9)
85.8 (82.8, 88.3)
85.4(82.3,87.7)
83.3 (80.8, 85.7)

83.5 (82.0, 84.8)
85.2 (83.8, 86.4)
85.7 (84.3, 87.1)
85.3 (84.0, 86.5)
83.4 (82.2, 84.5)

Median with 25th empirical percentile (Q1) and 75th empirical percentile (Q3) are reported. No. corresponds to the scenario
number. S denotes the number of population studies. True denotes the true value of the SAUC. Proposed (¢, ¢,), Proposed
(¢; = 1), and Proposed (c¢; = c¢,) denote the proposed method that estimates (c,, c,), correctly specifies (c;, c,) = (1,0), and
misspecifies (¢;, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E), respectively; Heckman-type denotes the method of Piao et al.; Reitsma,, and Reitsmap
denote the Reitsma model based on N published studies and .S population studies, respectively. All the entries are multiplied
by 100.
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TABLE S6 Summary of the SAUC estimates under the true selective publication mechanism of (c;, ¢,) = (0, 1)

True

S=15

S =25

S =50

S =200

Median (Q1, Q3)

Median (Q1, Q3)

Median (Q1, Q3)

Median (Q1, Q3)

7

10

11

12

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsma,

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

Proposed (¢}, ¢,)
Proposed (¢; = 0)
Proposed (¢; = ¢,)
Heckman-type
Reitsma,,
Reitsmap

62.0

70.2

84.6

86.4

87.7

83.5

56.3 (33.3, 72.5)
62.2 (41.4, 74.4)
54.8 (32.1,72.3)
59.5 (39.4, 73.0)
62.7 (40.8, 75.2)
63.3 (48.5, 73.0)

69.6 (51.8, 78.2)
71.2(59.2, 78.9)
69.1 (48.7, 78.0)
69.9 (55.7,77.7)
72.2 (59.3,79.3)
71.5 (63.5, 76.9)

82.1 (69.4, 86.6)
83.3(74.0, 87.2)
81.6 (68.0, 86.4)
82.2(71.2, 86.4)
83.5(73.8, 87.6)
83.6(78.1, 86.4)

85.0 (80.6, 87.5)
85.5(82.0, 87.9)
85.0 (79.6, 87.5)
85.0 (80.1, 87.1)
85.9(82.3, 88.1)
85.8 (83.6, 87.5)

82.4 (72.6, 87.4)
84.3 (76.4, 88.4)
82.3 (72.6, 87.2)
83.5(75.7, 87.9)
83.2(73.1, 87.7)
86.1 (80.9, 89.2)

78.7 (69.4, 84.9)
80.9 (73.1, 85.9)
78.7 (69.2, 84.9)
80.0 (72.4, 85.4)
79.0 (70.1, 85.1)
82.5(76.8, 86.7)

56.0 (39.8, 68.9)
62.7 (51.5,72.3)
54.3 (38.3, 68.6)
60.2 (46.0, 70.6)
63.6 (51.2,73.1)
62.2 (53.7, 69.6)

67.3(53.8,75.1)
69.9 (61.2,75.8)
66.7 (51.2,75.2)
68.0 (57.8, 74.4)
70.6 (61.5, 76.5)
70.5 (64.7, 74.7)

82.9 (74.6, 86.6)
84.0(78.3, 87.1)
82.5 (74.1, 86.5)
82.9 (75.3, 86.2)
84.5 (78.3, 87.4)
84.2 (80.7, 86.5)

85.5(82.5,87.3)
86.1 (83.7, 87.7)
85.3(82.2,87.3)
85.3(81.7,87.1)
86.4 (84.0, 88.0)
86.1 (84.5, 87.5)

83.8(76.9, 87.7)
86.0 (80.1, 88.7)
84.3 (77.6, 87.6)
85.1(80.3, 88.1)
84.8 (77.0, 88.2)
87.2 (83.8, 89.3)

80.9 (75.1, 85.4)
82.8 (77.7, 86.3)
81.1(75.3,85.3)
82.0 (76.9, 85.9)
81.4(75.5, 85.7)
83.3(79.6, 86.5)

55.9 (42.6, 65.3)
62.4 (54.7, 68.7)
55.4 (42.2, 64.1)
60.1 (49.7, 67.4)
62.7 (55.2, 69.3)
62.0 (56.5, 67.1)

68.0 (60.3, 73.2)
70.6 (65.8, 74.4)
67.9 (60.1,73.2)
68.7 (62.3,73.1)
71.3 (66.6, 75.1)
70.3 (66.8, 73.4)

83.5 (78.6, 86.0)
84.6 (81.4, 86.7)
82.9 (77.9, 85.8)
83.3(78.8, 85.9)
85.0 (81.6, 87.0)
84.5 (82.5, 86.0)

85.7 (83.9, 87.1)
86.3 (84.8, 87.4)
85.5(83.5,87.1)
85.4 (83.1, 86.8)
86.7 (85.2, 87.8)
86.3 (85.2, 87.2)

86.1 (82.4, 88.3)
87.2(84.5, 88.9)
86.3 (82.9, 88.3)
86.2 (83.6, 88.1)
86.7 (83.2, 88.7)
87.5(85.5, 89.1)

82.2(78.3,85.4)
83.4 (80.3, 86.0)
82.6 (78.8, 85.4)
83.0(79.7, 85.7)
82.8(79.2, 85.6)
83.3 (80.8, 85.7)

58.2 (52.8, 63.2)
61.9 (57.8, 65.2)
54.7 (49.1, 60.1)
59.2 (54.5, 63.5)
62.3 (58.3, 65.8)
61.8 (59.1, 64.6)

68.7 (65.8,71.1)
70.1 (68.1, 72.1)
67.1 (63.9, 70.1)
68.6 (65.3,71.0)
70.8 (68.8, 72.8)
70.1 (68.5,71.7)

84.1(82.3,85.4)
84.6 (83.3, 85.7)
83.1(80.8, 84.8)
83.2 (81.1, 84.8)
84.9 (83.6, 86.1)
84.6 (83.7, 85.5)

86.1 (85.4, 86.8)
86.4 (85.8, 87.0)
85.8 (84.9, 86.5)
85.4 (84.5, 86.2)
86.8 (86.1, 87.3)
86.4 (85.9, 86.8)

87.1(85.5, 88.3)
87.6 (86.4, 88.6)
87.5(86.1, 88.5)
87.1(85.9, 88.1)
87.6 (86.2, 88.6)
87.7 (86.7, 88.5)

82.4 (80.7, 84.1)
83.4 (82.0, 84.8)
82.8 (81.2, 84.3)
83.5(81.6, 85.3)
82.8 (81.4, 84.3)
83.4 (82.2, 84.5)

Median with 25th empirical percentile (Q1) and 75th empirical percentile (Q3)) are reported. No. corresponds to the scenario
number. .S denotes the number of the population studies. True denotes the the true value of the SAUC. Proposed (¢,, ¢,), Proposed
(¢; = 1), and Proposed (c¢; = c¢,) denote the proposed method that estimates (c,, c,), correctly specifies (c;, c,) = (0, 1), and
misspecifies (¢;, ¢,) = (1/ \/E 1/ \/E), respectively; Heckman-type denotes the method of Piao et al.; Reitsma,, and Reitsmap
denote the Reitsma model based on N published studies and .S population studies, respectively. All the entries are multiplied

by 100.
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