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Enhanced Inference for Finite Popula4on Sampling-Based Prevalence Es4ma4on 

with Misclassifica4on Errors 

Epidemiologic screening programs o;en make use of tests with small, but non-zero 

probabiliBes of misdiagnosis. In this arBcle, we assume the target populaBon is finite 

with a fixed number of true cases, and that we apply an imperfect test with known 

sensiBvity and specificity to a sample of individuals from the populaBon. In this 

seHng, we propose an enhanced inferenBal approach for use in conjuncBon with 

sampling-based bias-corrected prevalence esBmaBon. While ignoring the finite 

nature of the populaBon can yield markedly conservaBve esBmates, direct 

applicaBon of a standard finite populaBon correcBon (FPC) conversely leads to 

underesBmaBon of variance. We uncover a way to leverage the typical FPC indirectly 

toward valid staBsBcal inference. In parBcular, we derive a readily esBmable extra 

variance component induced by misclassificaBon in this specific but arguably 

common diagnosBc tesBng scenario. Our approach yields a standard error esBmate 

that properly captures the sampling variability of the usual bias-corrected maximum 

likelihood esBmator of disease prevalence. Finally, we develop an adapted Bayesian 

credible interval for the true prevalence that offers improved frequenBst properBes 

(i.e., coverage and width) relaBve to a Wald-type confidence interval.  We report the 

simulaBon results to demonstrate the enhanced performance of the proposed 

inferenBal methods.  

Keywords: bias correcBon; credible interval; finite populaBon correcBon; random 

sampling; sensiBvity; specificity 

 

1. Introduc+on 

Prevalence esBmaBon is a key component of epidemiological surveillance, allowing 

healthcare researchers or administrators to make beUer health policy decisions and take proper 

acBons for disease control and prevenBon (Rogan & Gladen, 1978). Generally, prevalence 
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monitoring relies on an established diagnosBc test to indicate the presence of the disease in 

individuals. One straigh]orward way to facilitate valid esBmaBon and inference concerning 

disease prevalence is to implement a principled sampling design as part of an epidemiologically 

sound screening program. Several studies (Abdelbasit & PlackeU, 1983; BHATTACHARYYA et al., 

1979; Birnbaum, 1961; Rao & ScoU, 1992) have introduced approaches for point esBmaBon and 

confidence interval for different types of sampling design. A common issue for sustainable 

screening programs, however, is that diagnosBc results typically rely on an imperfect test or 

device and are hence subject to misclassificaBon errors.  Such misclassificaBons can be either 

false posiBves (e.g., a posiBve test in a non-diseased individual) or false negaBves (e.g., a negaBve 

test observed in a diseased paBent).  As is well known, a proper analyBcal approach accounBng 

for this misclassificaBon becomes essenBal for valid prevalence esBmaBon (Bayer et al., 2023; 

Hallstrom & Trobaugh, 1985). 

Two key terms related to the performance of a diagnosBc test are sensi%vity and specificity.  

These are defined as condiBonal probabiliBes of test results given the true state (diseased/non-

diseased) of the tested individual at the Bme of the test.  To review, the sensiBvity of a test 

denotes the probability of a posiBve test result given the tested individual is diseased (i.e., Pr[Test 

posiBve | diseased]). The specificity of a test denotes the probability of a negaBve test given the 

tested individual is non-diseased (i.e., Pr[Test negaBve | non-diseased]).  The probability of a false 

posiBve result is Pr[Test posiBve | non-diseased] = 1 – specificity, while the probability of a false 

negaBve result is Pr[Test negaBve | diseased] = 1 – sensiBvity.  Note that false posiBves and false 

negaBves condiBon on different true states of disease in the tested individual, as do sensiBvity 

and specificity. 

Numerous researchers have invesBgated the implicaBons of applying imperfect diagnosBc 

tests for the purpose of disease monitoring, with a classic early contribuBon (Bross, 1954) 

shedding light on the misclassificaBon issue in the context of two-by-two tables and introducing 

a parameterizaBon to untangle bias in the esBmaBon of crude exposure-disease associaBons. 

Other arBcles  (Gastwirth, 1987; Levy & Kass, 1970; Rogan & Gladen, 1978) focus on establishing 

a bias-corrected esBmator of overall prevalence, enabled through the incorporaBon of known or 

esBmable sensiBvity (𝑆𝑒)  and specificity (𝑆𝑝)  parameters characterizing the accuracy of the 
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diagnosBc test. To avoid the possibility that the adjusted prevalence esBmate could fall outside 

the (0, 1) range, and parBcularly to preclude negaBve esBmates when the true prevalence is very 

small, several researchers (Gaba & Winkler, 1992; Lew & Levy, 1989; Stroud, 1994; van Hasselt et 

al., 2022; Viana et al., 1993) gravitated to Bayesian approaches wherein prior distribuBons can 

define allowable limits for posterior esBmates. 

The prevalence esBmaBon problem considered in this arBcle is moBvated by a disease 

surveillance system implemented via random sampling of individuals to be tested from a finite 

target populaBon, such as a clinic paBent registry or in-person workforce. We assume use of an 

imperfect diagnosBc test device for which the 𝑆𝑒 and 𝑆𝑝 are known (e.g., specified by the test 

manufacturer) (Bross, 1954; Levy & Kass, 1970; Sempos & Tian, 2021). The typical bias-corrected 

prevalence esBmator uBlizing these known misclassificaBon parameters is readily available (Levy 

& Kass, 1970). However, to our knowledge no prior study has addressed inference for the true 

prevalence in the context of screening based on imperfect diagnosBc tests when sampling from 

a finite populaBon.  

 Here, we propose a valid and enhanced inferenBal procedure to accompany the common 

bias-corrected disease prevalence esBmate in the finite populaBon scenario. Under the natural 

assumpBon that there is a fixed but unknown total number of truly diseased individuals in the 

target populaBon, the usual finite populaBon correcBon (FPC) (e.g., Cochran, 1977) applies 

directly when using a perfect (or “gold-standard”) diagnosBc test. However, the usual FPC does 

not apply directly when tests are subject to misclassificaBon, so new inferenBal methodology is 

needed for standard error and interval esBmaBon in this case. 

A commonly used variance esBmator to accompany the standard bias-corrected maximum 

likelihood (ML) esBmate of the true prevalence is well known (Rogan & Gladen, 1978). In what 

follows, we show that direct applicaBon of a standard FPC adjustment (Cochran, 1977) is 

insufficient for variance adjustment under finite populaBon sampling with a fixed number of true 

cases. Instead, a subtle but criBcal extra component of uncertainty exists due to the use of 

imperfect diagnosBc tesBng and must be accounted for to ensure valid inference. We derive a 

novel variance esBmator incorporaBng this extra component of variaBon, enabling the use of a 

simple Wald-type confidence interval (CI) for the true prevalence. AddiBonally, we propose an 
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adapted Bayesian credible interval as a way to target more favorable frequenBst coverage 

properBes than those obtained by the Wald-type CI in the finite populaBon seHng. Finally, we 

summarize simulaBon studies quanBfying the benefits in performance of the new variance and 

interval esBmaBon procedures. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Preliminary 

    We start with a brief review of standard prevalence esBmaBon and inference based on a 

random sample which applies a “gold-standard” test to each selected individual (i.e., a test with 

perfect sensiBvity and specificity). Suppose we have a random sample of size 𝑛 from a target 

populaBon of size 𝑁. Among those sampled, we record 𝑛! diseased individuals. The simple and 

familiar prevalence and variance esBmators are: 

𝜋) = 𝑛!/𝑛, 𝑉."(𝜋)) = 	
𝜋)	(1 − 𝜋))

𝑛
(1) 

    Assuming the populaBon is finite with known 𝑁, the esBmated variance of 𝜋)  incorporates a 

finite populaBon correcBon (FPC). We use the version, 𝐹𝑃𝐶	 = 	 #(%&#)
%(#&")

, given by Cochran 

(Cochran, 1977) in pursuit of an unbiased variance esBmator, i.e., 

𝑉.((𝜋)) = 5
𝑛(𝑁 − 𝑛)
𝑁(𝑛 − 1)6

𝜋)	(1 − 𝜋))
𝑛

(2) 

     A simple Wald-type CI to accompany 𝜋)  is then immediate, i.e., 

𝜋) 	± 𝑧"&)(
:𝑉.((𝜋)) (3) 

    Empirical studies indicate that such Wald-type CIs o;en yield poor coverage properBes when 

the sample size is fixed and small (AgresB & Coull, 1998; Blyth & SBll, 1983; Brown et al., 2001; 

Ghosh, 1979).  Recently, Lyles (Lyles et al., 2022) proposed an adjusted Bayesian credible interval 

approach based on the conjugate beta posterior distribuBon of the prevalence esBmate based on 

seHng a Jeffreys’ 𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑎(0.5, 0.5)  prior, and demonstrated beUer coverage properBes for the 

prevalence esBmates when accounBng for the associated FPC effect. This new Bayesian credible 

interval is defined as follows: 
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B𝑎𝑄)
(
+ 𝑏, 𝑎𝑄"&)(

+ 𝑏F				 , (4) 

where 𝑎 = 	√𝐹𝑃𝐶, 𝑏 = 𝜋)	(1 − 𝑎) and 𝑄*  is the 100´𝑖-th percenBle of the posterior distribuBon 

𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑎(𝑛! + 0.5, 𝑛 − 𝑛! + 0.5).  

2.2. Screening Tests with Misclassifica8on Errors 

    Now we consider the scenario in which screening is undertaken by means of an imperfect 

diagnosBc test applied to a random sample of size 𝑛 . We assume the tesBng procedure is 

characterized by known manufacturer-specified 𝑆𝑒 and 𝑆𝑝 parameters. In this seHng, we define 

two types of prevalence that can be esBmated via random sampling: the test posiBve frequency 

(𝜋) and the true disease prevalence (𝜋+), where the laUer is of primary interest. Correspondingly, 

we refer to 𝑁+∗  as the total number of “cases” that would be observed in the event that all 

individuals were assessed by the imperfect test (including false posiBve “cases”), and we refer to 

𝑁+  as the total number of true cases in the populaBon of size 𝑁. Hence, we have a fixed (unknown) 

number of true cases (𝑁+) among the populaBon, but a random (unknown) number of total “cases” 

(𝑁+∗).  

    Several authors (Gastwirth, 1987; Levy & Kass, 1970; Rogan & Gladen, 1978) have discussed 

the bias-corrected true prevalence esBmator 𝜋)+, i.e., 

𝜋)+ =	
𝜋) + 𝑆𝑝 − 1
𝑆𝑒 + 𝑆𝑝 − 1

		 . (5) 

The variance esBmator of 𝜋)+  obtains immediately, as follows: 

𝑉𝑎𝑟K (𝜋)+) = (
1

𝑆𝑒 + 𝑆𝑝 − 1)
(𝑉𝑎𝑟K (𝜋)) (6) 

    In the finite populaBon seHng, it may appear reasonable on the surface to use the esBmated 

variance of 𝜋)  in (2) in conjuncBon with (6). However, this underesBmates the true variance due 

to the extra variability caused by the fact that it is 𝑁+, rather than 𝑁+∗, that is conceptually fixed 

upon repeated sampling. For a principled derivaBon, we apply the Law of Total Variance to 

decompose the total variance of  𝜋) , i.e., 

𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝜋)) = 𝐸[𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝜋)|𝑁+∗)] + 𝑉𝑎𝑟[𝐸(𝜋)|𝑁+∗)] (7) 
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    Given that the populaBon is closed and finite, the standard FPC is jusBfied for esBmaBng the 

condiBonal variance of 𝜋)  given 𝑁+∗; hence, we replace the first term in (7) by the expression in 

equaBon (2). Then for the second term in (7), we apply the variance decomposiBon rule a 

second Bme to characterize the total variance of 𝐸(𝜋)|𝑁+∗) = 	𝑁+∗/𝑁, i.e., 

𝑉𝑎𝑟[𝐸(𝜋)|𝑁+∗)] = 	
𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝑁+∗)

𝑁( =
1
𝑁( {𝐸[𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝑁+∗|𝑁+)] + 𝑉𝑎𝑟[𝐸(𝑁+∗|𝑁+)]} (8) 

Here 𝑁+∗ is a random variable distributed as a sum of binomials given the total number of true 

cases 𝑁+, governed by the known sensiBvity and specificity parameters, i.e., 

𝑁+∗~𝐵𝑖𝑛(𝑁+ , 𝑆𝑒) + 𝐵𝑖𝑛(𝑁 − 𝑁+ , 1 − 𝑆𝑝) 

Therefore, we readily calculate the condiBonal mean and variance of 𝑁+∗ as follows: 

𝐸(𝑁+∗|𝑁+) = 𝑁+𝑆𝑒 + (𝑁 − 𝑁+)(1 − 𝑆𝑝) (9) 

𝑉𝑎𝑟[𝑁+∗|𝑁+] = 	𝑁+𝑆𝑒(1 − 𝑆𝑒) + (𝑁 − 𝑁+)𝑆𝑝(1 − 𝑆𝑝) (10) 

    Because 𝑁+  is a fixed constant, the variance of (9) is idenBcally zero and the expectaBon of 

(10) is itself. Hence, (8) simplifies to the following form, 

𝑉𝑎𝑟[𝐸(𝜋)|𝑁+∗)] = 	
1
𝑁( [𝑁+𝑆𝑒(1 − 𝑆𝑒) + (𝑁 − 𝑁+)𝑆𝑝(1 − 𝑆𝑝)]

= 	
1
𝑁
[𝜋+𝑆𝑒(1 − 𝑆𝑒) + (1 − 𝜋+)𝑆𝑝(1 − 𝑆𝑝)]. (11)

 

    The esBmate of (11) is aUained by replacing 𝜋+  by 𝜋)+  in (5). We therefore esBmate the total 

variance of 𝜋)  in (7) by the summaBon of (2) and (11), i.e., 

𝑉.-(𝜋)) = 	 5
𝑛(𝑁 − 𝑛)
𝑁(𝑛 − 1)6

𝜋)	(1 − 𝜋))
𝑛 +

1
𝑁
[𝜋)+𝑆𝑒(1 − 𝑆𝑒) + (1 − 𝜋)+)𝑆𝑝(1 − 𝑆𝑝)]. (12) 

    Finally, the variance esBmator associated with the bias-corrected true prevalence esBmator 𝜋)+  

is aUained by inserBng (12) into (6). EquaBon (12) is intuiBvely appealing, as the first term on 

the right side is the well-known variance that would apply when using a perfect diagnosBc test. 

The second term adjusts that variance upward if the test is imperfect. 

    When using the bias-corrected prevalence esBmator 𝜋)+  in (5), one cauBonary note relates to 

the thresholding of 𝜋)+. The natural constraints on the problem are that  1 − 𝑆𝑝	 ≤ 	𝜋) 	≤ 	𝑆𝑒. That 
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is, when a reasonable imperfect diagnosBc method is used for screening tests, it should be safe 

to assume that these constraints apply. Taken together, we can explicitly define a thresholded 

esBmator as the following: 

𝜋)+ =	 X
0, 𝜋) ≤ 	1 − 𝑆𝑝
𝜋)+ ,							 𝑒𝑙𝑠𝑒
1,			 𝜋) ≥ 	𝑆𝑒

(13) 

2.3. An Adapted Bayesian Credible Interval Approach for Inference 

    We propose a beta-distribuBon based posterior credible interval to potenBally improve the 

frequenBst coverage properBes for the total disease count esBmaBon, accounBng for the non-

standard variance inflaBon due to misclassificaBon effects. Similar to (Lyles et al., 2022), our 

approach implements a scale and shi; adjustment to a typical posterior credible interval for the 

test posiBve frequency esBmator 𝜋)  based on a Jeffreys’ 𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑎(0.5,0.5)  prior and the 

corresponding conjugate posterior 𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑎(𝑛! + 0.5, 𝑛 − 𝑛! + 0.5)  distribuBon. The tradiBonal 

100 ´(1 − 𝛼)%  credible interval is defined using the 100 ´𝛼/2 th and 100 ´(1 − 𝛼/2) th 

percenBles of this posterior distribuBon. However, the iniBal posterior distribuBon does not 

account for both finite populaBon effects and misclassificaBon effects as indicated in (12) . 

Therefore, we define a new scale parameter 𝑎′ = _𝑉.-(𝜋))	/𝑉."(𝜋)) and a shi; parameter 𝑏′ =

𝜋)(1 − 𝑎′). Then all posterior draws 𝜋)(.), 𝑗 = 1,2, … , 𝐽 are scaled and shi;ed, i.e., 𝜋c(.) = 𝑎′𝜋)(.) +

𝑏′. These measures adjust the posterior distribuBon to have a mean equal to 𝜋)  and variance 

approximaBng that defined in (12). We then take the resulBng 100´(𝛼/2)th and 100´(1 −

𝛼/2)th percenBles to be a variance-adjusted version of the Jeffreys’ interval for 𝜋). Therefore, our 

proposed adapted Bayesian credible interval for use in conjuncBon with the bias-corrected 

prevalence esBmator 𝜋)+  has an analyBcal form defined by 

d
e𝑎′𝑄)

(
+ 𝑏′f + 𝑆𝑝 − 1

𝑆𝑒 + 𝑆𝑝 − 1
,
e𝑎′𝑄"&)(

+ 𝑏′f + 𝑆𝑝 − 1

𝑆𝑒 + 𝑆𝑝 − 1
	gh[0,1]			 , (14) 

where 𝑄*  is the 100´𝑖-th percenBle of the posterior 𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑎(𝑛! + 0.5, 𝑛 − 𝑛! + 0.5). 

3. Simula+on Study 
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We conducted an iniBal simulaBon to demonstrate the performance of the bias-corrected 

prevalence esBmator 𝜋)+  together with the proposed variance esBmator and inferenBal 

procedures, under different parameter seHngs. We define populaBon sizes of 𝑁 = 100, 500 and 

1,000, and examine a range of true disease prevalences (𝜋+ = 0.1, 0.3, 0.5), sampling rates (𝜑 =

0.1, 0.3, 0.5 ), and the known sensiBvity and specificity (𝑆𝑒 = 0.9, 0.8; 𝑆𝑝 = 0.95, 0.85 ). We 

conducted 5,000 simulaBons under each seHng. All R programs related to the simulaBon are 

available in the GitHub site (hUps://github.com/lge-biostat/Enhanced-Inference-RS-with-

MisclassificaBon). 

Table 1 Simula+ons Evalua+ng Bias-corrected Prevalence Es+mates with N=100a 
𝑆𝑒 = 0.9, 𝑆𝑝 = 0.95 

 𝜑 = 0.1 𝜑 = 0.3 𝜑 = 0.5 

𝜋+  
Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

0.1 
0.114 

(0.109) 
[0.113] 

76.7%, 97.6% 
[0.442], 
[0.763] 

0.101 
(0.064) 
[0.066] 

93.5%, 97.3% 
[0.260], 
[0.251] 

0.101 
(0.048) 
[0.048] 

93.9%, 95.1% 
[0.189], 
[0.183] 

0.3 
0.298 

(0.160) 
[0.163] 

85.7%, 98.1% 
[0.638], 
[0.604] 

0.301 
(0.087) 
[0.088] 

92.8%, 95.7% 
[0.344], 
[0.331] 

0.300 
(0.063) 
[0.061] 

94.2%, 94.7% 
[0.241], 
[0.235] 

0.5 
0.497 

(0.177) 
[0.179] 

90.3%, 95.9% 
[0.702], 
[0.629] 

0.501 
(0.095) 
[0.095] 

93.7%, 95.3% 
[0.373], 
[0.357] 

0.499 
(0.067) 
[0.067] 

94.8%, 95.0% 
[0.261], 
[0.254] 

𝑆𝑒 = 0.8, 𝑆𝑝 = 0.85 

0.1 
0.137 

(0.153) 
[0.190] 

99.0%, 96.9% 
[0.754], 
[0.872] 

0.110 
(0.097) 
[0.111] 

98.7%, 95.4% 
[0.435], 
[0.340] 

0.104 
(0.078) 
[0.084] 

97.8%, 95.2% 
[0.330], 
[0.270] 

0.3 
0.306 

(0.213) 
[0.224] 

96.6%, 97.9% 
[0.880], 
[0.761] 

0.301 
(0.122) 
[0125] 

93.0%, 96.0% 
[0.492], 
[0.462] 

0.300 
(0.093) 
[0.093] 

95.7%, 95.4% 
[0.364], 
[0.363] 

0.5 
0.503 

(0.237) 
[0.237] 

89.2%, 95.4% 
[0.930], 
[0.809] 

0.500 
(0.131) 
[0.131] 

95.0%, 95.1% 
[0.515], 
[0.492] 

0.499 
(0.096) 
[0.097] 

94.6%, 95.2% 
[0.379], 
[0.368] 

a  SE based on (6) and 𝑉%!(𝜋') in (12); Wald-based CIs are evaluated (non-bold) along with the proposed 
adjusted Bayesian credible interval (bold) 

Table 1 summarizes the simulaBon results with 𝑁 = 100. In general, the mean standard error 

esBmated based on our proposed variance esBmator provides an excellent match to the empirical 

standard derivaBon (SD) of the bias-corrected esBmates in most of seHngs. That is, the novel 
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variance esBmator appropriately accounts for the non-standard FPC effects. In contrast, the true 

variance would tend to be overesBmated if ignoring FPC effects altogether, and underesBmated 

if one applied the standard FPC adjustment by plugging (2) into (6). Figure 1 (described below) 

presents a clear data visualizaBon to compare these different approaches to variance esBmaBon. 

In the meanBme, we see from Table 1 that the proposed adjusted Bayesian credible interval 

generally provides beUer coverage properBes compared to the Wald-type confidence interval, 

and the mean width of the proposed interval is typically narrower than that of the Wald-type 

interval.  

In reference to Table 1, when the misclassificaBon parameters 𝑆𝑒 and 𝑆𝑝 become smaller so 

that the number of misclassified diagnosBc disease status increases in the sample, our proposed 

esBmator remains reliable. However, the point esBmates in small prevalence (𝜋+ = 0.1) and low 

sampling rate (𝜑 = 0.1 ) cases appear to be slightly biased. This is because under the low 

prevalence seHng, the small random sample fails to capture enough “cases” in some iteraBons, 

such that 𝜋) < 	1 − 𝑆𝑝. This results in esBmates of 𝜋)+  truncated by the natural lower bound of 

zero for the disease prevalence (13). In this situaBon, the mean of 𝜋)+  is expected to be slightly 

larger than the true value; the standard error also tends to be somewhat inflated in these extreme 

cases.  

Table 2 Simula+ons Evalua+ng Bias-corrected Prevalence Es+mates with N=500a 
𝑆𝑒 = 0.9, 𝑆𝑝 = 0.95 

 𝜑 = 0.1 𝜑 = 0.3 𝜑 = 0.5 

𝜋+  
Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

0.1 
0.102 

(0.053) 
[0.055] 

92.5%, 95.6% 
[0.215], 
[0.207] 

0.100 
(0.030) 
[0.030] 

94.6%, 94.6% 
[0.117], 
[0.116] 

0.100 
(0.022) 
[0.022] 

94.8%, 94.8% 
[0.085], 
[0.084] 

0.3 
0.301 

(0.073) 
[0.074] 

94.8%, 95.1% 
[0.289], 
[0.282] 

0.300 
(0.039) 
[0.039] 

95.2%, 94.7% 
[0.154], 
[0.152] 

0.300 
(0.027) 
[0.027] 

95.1%, 95.0% 
[0.108], 
[0.107] 

0.5 
0.501 

(0.080) 
[0.080] 

94.3%, 95.0% 
[0.314], 
[0.305] 

0.501 
(0.042) 
[0.042] 

94.9%, 95.1% 
[0.166], 
[0.164] 

0.500 
(0.030) 
[0.030] 

95.4%, 94.8% 
[0.116], 
[0.115] 

𝑆𝑒 = 0.8, 𝑆𝑝 = 0.85 
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0.1 
0.105 

(0.080) 
[0.088] 

98.8%, 94.7% 
[0.345], 
[0.281] 

0.101 
(0.050) 
[0.050] 

94.5%, 94.7% 
[0.195], 
[0.181] 

0.100 
(0.037) 
[0.038] 

95.3%, 95.3% 
[0.148], 
[0.143] 

0.3 
0.300 

(0.104) 
[0.101] 

94.1%, 94.1% 
[0.397], 
[0.383] 

0.301 
(0.057) 
[0.056] 

94.4%, 94.7% 
[0.220], 
[0.217] 

0.300 
(0.041) 
[0.041] 

94.4%, 94.7% 
[0.163], 
[0.161] 

0.5 
0.502 

(0.106) 
[0.106] 

94.3%, 95.0% 
[0.417], 
[0.405] 

0.499 
(0.059) 
[0.059] 

94.4%, 94.8% 
[0.230], 
[0.227] 

0.500 
(0.043) 
[0.043] 

95.0%, 95.2% 
[0.169], 
[0.168] 

a  SE based on (6) and 𝑉%!(𝜋') in (12); Wald-based CIs are evaluated (non-bold) along with a proposed 
adjusted Bayesian credible interval (bold) 
 
Table 3 Simula+ons Evalua+ng Bias-corrected Prevalence Es+mates with N=1,000a 

𝑆𝑒 = 0.9, 𝑆𝑝 = 0.95 
 𝜑 = 0.1 𝜑 = 0.3 𝜑 = 0.5 

𝜋+  
Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

Mean (SD) 
[avg. SE] 

CI coverage 
[avg. width] 

0.1 
0.100 

(0.039) 
[0.039] 

93,3%, 94.7% 
[0.152], 
[0.150] 

0.100 
(0.021) 
[0.021] 

95.3%, 94.8% 
[0.083], 
[0.082] 

0.100 
(0.015) 
[0.015] 

94.7%, 95.2% 
[0.060], 
[0.060] 

0.3 
0.300 

(0.052) 
[0.052] 

94.4%, 95.0% 
[0.205], 
[0.201] 

0.299 
(0.028) 
[0.028] 

94.3%, 95.2% 
[0.109], 
[0.108] 

0.300 
(0.019) 
[0.019] 

95.5%, 95.0% 
[0.076], 
[0.076] 

0.5 
0.501 

(0.057) 
[0.057] 

93.4%, 94.6% 
[0.222], 
[0.218] 

0.500 
(0.030) 
[0.030] 

95.0%, 94.8% 
[0.118], 
[0.117] 

0.500 
(0.021) 
[0.021] 

94.6%, 94.4% 
[0.082], 
[0.082] 

𝑆𝑒 = 0.8, 𝑆𝑝 = 0.85 

0.1 
0.100 

(0.061) 
[0.062] 

97.4%, 94.6% 
[0.244], 
[0.215] 

0.101 
(0.035) 
[0.035] 

94.9%, 94.5% 
[0.138], 
[0.135] 

0.099 
(0.026) 
[0.027] 

95.1%, 95.2% 
[0.104], 
[0.103] 

0.3 
0.299 

(0.071) 
[0.072] 

95.9%, 94.9% 
[0.281], 
[0.276] 

0.300 
(0.039) 
[0.040] 

95.6%, 94.9% 
[0.155], 
[0.154] 

0.300 
(0.030) 
[0.029] 

94.1%, 94.3% 
[0.115], 
[0.114] 

0.5 
0.501 

(0.076) 
[0.075] 

94.4%, 94.7% 
[0.295], 
[0.290] 

0.500 
(0.030) 
[0.031] 

95.5%, 95.0% 
[0.162], 
[0.161] 

0.500 
(0.030) 
[0.031] 

95.1%, 95.0% 
[0.120], 
[0.119] 

a  SE based on (6) and 𝑉%!(𝜋') in (12); Wald-based CIs are evaluated (non-bold) along with a proposed 
adjusted Bayesian credible interval (bold) 

       Table 2 and Table 3 summarize simulaBon study results with 𝑁 = 500, 1,000  and 

demonstrate similar performance characterisBcs of our proposed variance esBmator, as well as 

the adapted Bayesian credible interval. As expected, when the populaBon size increases to a 
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larger number, the standard errors under each seHng become smaller and the width of the 

esBmated intervals becomes narrower as well.  

In a subsequent empirical study, we compared the proposed variance esBmator to commonly 

used variance esBmators based on the MLE as documented in (Rogan & Gladen, 1978). Here, we 

assume a random sample for screening tesBng of size 100 and the true disease prevalence 𝜋+ =

0.2. The bias-corrected prevalence esBmator 𝜋)+  and each of the available variance esBmators 

were calculated across a wide range of total populaBon size (from 120 to 2,000, with 20,000 

simulaBon runs for each populaBon size). Results were visualized under two types of diagnosBc 

performance seHngs, one in which 𝑆𝑒 = 0.8, 𝑆𝑝 = 0.85 and the other in which 𝑆𝑒 = 0.9, 𝑆𝑝 =

0.95. Figure 1(A) illustrates results from the first scenario, and Figure 1(B) for the second scenario.  

   

(A) Se=0.8, Sp = 0.85                                              (B) Se=0.9, Sp=0.95 

Figure 1 VisualizaJon of the Proposed Variance EsJmator and TradiJonal Commonly Used Variance EsJmators. 
In each diagram, from the top to boPom are the averaged standard error calculated via the tradiJonal variance 
esJmator ignoring FPC effects, i.e., inserJng 𝑉%"(𝜋') in (1) into (6) (“MLE_SE”, solid line); the averaged standard 
error calculated via the proposed approach, i.e., inserJng 𝑉%!(𝜋') in (12) into (6) (“MLE_SE_new”, blue broken 
line); the empirical standard derivaJon of 𝜋'# (“MLE_SE_true”, green broken line); the averaged standard error 
calculated via the tradiJonal variance esJmator adjusted by FPC, i.e., inserJng 𝑉%$(𝜋')  in (2)  into (6) 
(“MLE_SE_fpc”, doPed line). 

In each diagram within Figure 1, four different lines are ploUed. From the top to boUom, the 

first line indicates the averaged standard error calculated via the tradiBonal MLE-based variance 

esBmator with no FPC adjustment (“MLE_SE”), i.e., inserBng 𝑉."(𝜋)) in (1) into (6). The second 

line reports the averaged standard error corresponding to our proposed variance esBmator, 

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06

0.07

500 1000 1500 2000
Population Size N

SE
(π̂

c)

SE_type
MLE_SE
MLE_SE_fpc
MLE_SE_new
MLE_SE_true

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

500 1000 1500 2000
Population Size N

SE
(π̂

c)

SE_type
MLE_SE
MLE_SE_fpc
MLE_SE_new
MLE_SE_true



 
 

13 

referred to as the new standard error (“MLE_SE_new”), i.e., inserBng 𝑉.-(𝜋)) in (12) into (6). The 

third line shows the empirical standard derivaBon (SD) of 𝜋)+  across simulaBons (“MLE_SE_true”) 

for each total populaBon size 𝑁. Finally, the boUom line reports the averaged standard error 

(“MLE_SE_fpc”) based on the tradiBonal variance esBmator adjusBng for FPC effects, i.e., 

inserBng 𝑉.((𝜋)) in (2) into (6).  

TheoreBcally and empirically (given that the second and third lines in Figure 1 are nearly 

indisBnguishable), we have shown that the standard error calculated based on our proposed 

variance esBmator provides a close match to the true variability in expectaBon. Figure 1 thus 

provides an intuiBve way to illustrate differences between the commonly used variance 

esBmators and our proposed new variance, as well as the similarity between the true sampling 

SD and our proposed standard error on average. Our proposed esBmator (“MLE_SE_new”, blue 

broken line) is bounded above by the tradiBonal variance esBmator that ignores any FPC effect, 

and bounded below by the tradiBonal esBmator that applies a standard FPC adjustment as if the 

number of “cases” (𝑁+∗), rather than the number of true cases (𝑁+), were fixed. The extra variance 

due to the misclassificaBon can be substanBal, as is the need to properly account for the non-

standard FPC effect uncovered in (11), parBcularly when the finite populaBon is small and the 

true prevalence also is relaBvely small. This relates to the fact that (11) is proporBonal to the 

inverse of the populaBon size ("
%

), and hence the four lines in Figure 1 understandably converge 

to each other as the populaBon becomes larger. 

In Figure 1 when comparing (A) to (B), we get a sense of the effect caused by changes in the 

misclassificaBon parameters. As misclassificaBon decreases from le; to right, the difference 

between the “MLE_SE_new” and “MLE_SE_fpc” lines becomes smaller. Ideally, those two lines 

would be the same if there were no misclassificaBon of diagnosis in the data, because (11) would 

be zero when the false posiBve and negaBve rates are zero. InteresBngly, at the same Bme, we 

noBce that the overesBmaBon of variance associated with ignoring FPC effects altogether is more 

pronounced in panel (B). 

4. Discussion 
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In this arBcle, we propose an enhanced inferenBal approach in conjuncBon with bias-corrected 

prevalence esBmaBon relying on random sampling-based screening tests with misclassificaBon 

errors in a finite populaBon seHng. One Bmely moBvaBng seHng for this line of research is the 

need to monitor prevalence of infecBous diseases such as influenza or COVID-19 among a 

registered populaBon (e.g., a workforce or reBrement community), when the test kits employed 

are imperfect. We derive a novel corrected version of the variance esBmator accompanying the 

formula (12), which can be used to construct Wald-type confidence intervals. We also propose 

an adapted Bayesian credible interval incorporaBng principled shi; and scale adjustments, as an 

alternaBve to the Wald interval. The essenBal need for the variance adjustment and inferenBal 

procedures provided here stems from the fact that it is the true number of cases, rather than the 

number of cases idenBfied by the imperfect screening test, that is fixed. As such, there is a non-

standard FPC-type effect that must be accounted for. In equaBon (12), we show that the standard 

FPC sBll plays a role, but that there is a criBcal second term that must be included to properly 

quanBfy the variance. 

Our simulaBon results in Table 1-Table 3 suggest that the standard error calculated based on 

our proposed variance esBmator very closely matches with the empirical standard derivaBon of 

the esBmates across a wide range of seHngs in this finite populaBon sampling seHng. Moreover, 

we find that the proposed adapted Bayesian credible interval offers a beUer opBon for interval 

esBmaBon, even when the prevalence esBmate becomes close to zero, i.e., the esBmated posiBve 

test frequency 𝜋)  (the probability of observing a posiBve test outcome, including both true and 

false posiBves) is only slightly smaller than 1 − 𝑆𝑝. A data visualizaBon summarizing our final set 

of simulaBons, provided in Figure 1, demonstrates an intuiBve explanaBon for the 

underesBmaBon variance obtained when applying the standard FPC adjustment when using the 

bias-corrected MLE in the finite populaBon scenario (i.e., inserBng 𝑉.((𝜋)) in equaBon (2) into 

equaBon (6)). The difference is due to the unavoidable extra variance component due to test 

imprecision.  This extra variance needs to be adjusted for, especially when the populaBon is finite 

and relaBvely small. 

In this arBcle, we have assumed that the sensiBvity and specificity parameters are known and 

provided by test manufacturers. Nonetheless, there may be potenBal for misspecificaBon of the 
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sensiBvity and specificity parameters due to limited data underlying the manufacturer’s esBmates, 

and/or to the divergence between the actual parameters used in pracBcal seHngs and those 

determined through laboratory examinaBon. This discrepancy has the potenBal to introduce bias 

in disease monitoring among the suscepBble populaBon, thus warranBng further consideraBon. 

In future work, we propose extending the approach outlined here to the seHng where we assume 

𝑆𝑒 and 𝑆𝑝 are unknown but esBmated via external or internal validaBon data. In pracBce, this 

scenario is relevant because these test parameters may be only parBally known, parBcularly when 

applied to a broader populaBon than used in laboratory validaBon of the diagnosBc tests. 

Leveraging esBmaBon of these parameters (and associated addiBonal variaBon) from validaBon 

procedures is well understood in the large populaBon seHng as demonstrated in (Rogan & Gladen, 

1978), but merits further exploraBon in the smaller, finite populaBon case invesBgated here.  

Finally, as noted by a reviewer, an alternaBve soluBon to this problem might be achieved by 

adopBng a fully Bayesian approach (Gaba & Winkler, 1992; Lew & Levy, 1989; Stroud, 1994; van 

Hasselt et al., 2022; Viana et al., 1993), provided that informaBve priors on the sensiBvity and 

specificity parameters are available. Such priors would likely need to be based upon validaBon 

data, with careful thought given to accommodaBon of the non-standard finite populaBon 

correcBon effects uncovered in the current work. 
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