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A BSTRACT
A common problem in the analysis of multiple data sources, including individual participant data
meta-analysis (IPD-MA), is the misclassification of binary variables. Misclassification may lead
to biased estimates of model parameters, even when the misclassification is entirely random. We
aimed to develop statistical methods that facilitate unbiased estimation of adjusted and unadjusted
exposure-outcome associations and between-study heterogeneity in IPD-MA, where the extent and
nature of exposure misclassification may vary across studies.
We present Bayesian methods that allow misclassification of binary exposure variables to depend
on study- and participant-level characteristics. In an example of the differential diagnosis of dengue
using two variables, where the gold standard measurement for the exposure variable was unavailable
for some studies which only measured a surrogate prone to misclassification, our methods yielded
more accurate estimates than analyses naive with regard to misclassification or based on gold standard measurements alone. In a simulation study, the evaluated misclassification model yielded valid
estimates of the exposure-outcome association, and was more accurate than analyses restricted to
gold standard measurements.
Our proposed framework can appropriately account for the presence of binary exposure misclassification in IPD-MA. It requires that some studies supply IPD for the surrogate and gold standard
exposure and misclassification is exchangeable across studies conditional on observed covariates
(and outcome). The proposed methods are most beneficial when few large studies that measured the
gold standard are available, and when misclassification is frequent.
Keywords Meta-analysis (MA) · misclassification · measurement error (ME) · individual participant data (IPD)

1

Introduction

Individual participant data meta-analysis (IPD-MA) comprises the pooling and subsequent analysis of the participantlevel data from multiple studies. As an IPD-MA summarizes the evidence through synthesis and analysis of all data
available to answer a specific research question, it is generally seen as the highest standard of scientific evidence
[1]. It is therefore unsurprising that IPD-MA have become increasingly common to summarize the evidence from
experimental and observational studies, and that their results can substantially impact clinical practice. Although IPDMA are frequently conducted to study the efficacy of therapeutic interventions, they can also be used to investigate
etiologic, diagnostic, and prognostic variables. In observational research, data are commonly gathered using methods
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or instruments that are prone to measurement error (ME), but this may also occur in randomized controlled trials
(RCTs). [2, 3, 4]
Measurement error is any difference between the value that is observed for a variable and its true value. Measurement
error may arise due to a variety of random or systematic causes, such as errors in measurement instruments or their
application, the reading of such instruments, poor recall, misunderstanding items on questionnaires and data entry
and management. The presence of measurement error may introduce (upward or downward) bias in estimates of
parameters, even when the error is entirely random and independent of other variables. [5, 6, 7]
Measurement error in categorical variables is referred to as misclassification. It is commonly believed that misclassification of the exposure leads to attenuation of exposure-outcome associations. [8] As a result, researchers often
interpret estimates as conservative and dismiss the need for more advanced analyses that account for ME. [9] However, attenuation is only guaranteed to occur when the misclassification is non-differential (that is, misclassification
is independent of the outcome given the measured covariates), [10, 5, 11, 12, 7] the exposure has no more than two
categories [13, 14] and all covariates are measured without error. [6] When a covariate is also measured with error,
the bias introduced by including the mismeasured covariate in a multivariable regression analysis becomes much more
difficult to quantify. [6] Further, extreme misclassification can reverse the sign of the observed association. [15]
In an individual participant data meta-analysis (IPD-MA), misclassification may be present in one or more studies. For
instance, when the IPD from previously published studies are combined, a less accurate measurement instrument for a
certain exposure variable may have been used in some studies. If one of these instruments is prone to misclassification,
this will result in a biased estimate for the corresponding exposure’s effect. Therefore, in IPD-MA it is generally
recommended to standardize measurements, and where possible to adjust for misclassification to reduce bias. [16, 17]
In meta-analysis, methods must also account for the effects of clustering in individual studies [18] and should allow for
heterogeneity of the effect of interest. Hence, methods that account for misclassification must do so as well. Further,
it may occur that different measurements methods are used across studies. This directly implies that a gold standard
measurement may be missing for entire studies. Applying a traditional method that accounts for misclassification in
IPD-MA therefore requires that the misclassification rate is transportable to other studies. This may be tenable when
the measurement instruments, protocol, population and setting are the same in the included studies, but this would be
a rare occasion in the context of IPD-MA. Hence, a method that accounts for possible heterogeneity across studies in
misclassification as well as outcome prevalence and the exposure-outcome association should then be applied.
In this article, we consider a binary exposure in an IPD-MA that is prone to misclassification error. We distinguish
between measurements that are obtained (or defined) according to the gold standard, and measurements that are made
using an instrument that is prone to error (further referred to as the surrogate exposure). We subsequently discuss
how valid inferences (at least to a certain degree) can be made while the gold standard measurements for the exposure
are missing in some studies, using information on the surrogate exposure and the observed participant characteristics.
We adopt a Bayesian estimation framework that extends previously proposed methods [19, 20, 21] for addressing
misclassification in single studies and in aggregate data meta-analysis (AD-MA).
In section 2 we provide our motivating example of the diagnosis of the dengue virus. In section 3 we discuss existing
methods for dealing with misclassification, and provide our extensions thereof. We apply these methods in section 4
and provide a discussion in section 6.

2

Motivating example: Diagnosing dengue

An estimated 100 million infections of dengue occur globally each year. [22] Although dengue infection is often
asymptomatic, it can also be fatal and patients can present with various clinical symptoms ranging from mild febrile
illness to hemorrhagic fever, organ impairment and hypovolaemic shock. [23, 22] In its early phase, dengue can be
difficult to distinguish from other febrile illnesses (OFI) such as influenza, chikungunya, measles, leptospirosis and
typhoid due to the similarity of clinical symptoms, which include headache and rash. Therefore, the identification
of laboratory and other clinical variables that aid in the differential diagnosis of dengue is imperative. [22] In this
motivating example we focus on the strength of the association between muscle pain and dengue vs OFI, conditional
on the presence of joint pain.
To assess the added diagnostic value of muscle pain in the differential diagnosis of dengue vs OFI, a multivariable
logistic prediction model can be developed. Suppose several studies have fit such models to data and that for some
studies the presence of muscle pain data has been tainted by misclassification. In order to show the potential impact
of the misclassification, we
2
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use simulated IPD for 10 studies (Figure 1), that are based on real data gathered in three cross-sectional studies of the
IDAMS consortium (see Supporting Information) that aimed to improve the differential diagnosis of dengue. [22] The
IPD were generated according to three scenarios with varying heterogeneity in the outcome model.
In the first scenario we defined the heterogeneity parameters such that all studies have the same (true) prevalence of
dengue conditional on the exposure and covariate and the same (true) exposure-outcome association of muscle pain,
conditional on the covariate joint pain. In the second scenario we allowed for heterogeneity in the true prevalence of
dengue conditional on the exposure and covariate but not in the true exposure-outcome association, conditional on the
covariate. In the third scenario we allowed for the presence of heterogeneity in both the true prevalence of dengue
conditional on the exposure and covariate as well as the true exposure-outcome association of muscle pain, conditional
on the covariate. This third scenario resembles the real world scenario where the diagnosis of dengue is made more
difficult by the possible presence of Chikungunya, which is also a febrile illness.
As Chikungunya is associated with (often even worse) muscle pain, [24] the association between muscle pain and
dengue may be smaller (or entirely absent) in studies where Chikungunya is prevalent, compared to studies where it
is not present. In all scenarios we allowed the true prevalence of muscle pain and the true misclassification rates to
vary across studies. The challenge is to account for this rate of misclassification that is heterogeneous across studies
and depends on patient covariates, while simultaneously accounting for heterogeneity in the prevalence of dengue,
and heterogeneity in the muscle pain-dengue association. In the following sections we first provide a short overview
of methods for accounting for misclassification in single studies and in AD-MA before we move on to accounting for
these sources of heterogeneity in IPD, such in this IPD-MA of the muscle pain-dengue association.

3

Methods

Many methods have been developed to adjust for misclassification of exposures in the analysis of a single study.
These include regression calibration and multiple imputation based methods. Methods for adjusting meta-analyses of
aggregate data for misclassification have also been proposed. We start by briefly summarizing these methods and their
characteristics. More detailed information is available from Keogh et al. [25]
3.1
3.1.1

Adjusting for misclassification in single studies
Regression calibration

In regression calibration, the outcome is regressed on the expected value of the exposure, given the surrogate exposure
and covariates. The expected value of the exposure can be estimated by regressing the exposure on the surrogate exposure and covariates for participants for whom all these variables have been measured. When modeling a continuous
outcome with linear regression this approach may yield unbiased estimates of the exposure-outcome association. [6]
However, regression calibration has been demonstrated to yield (somewhat) biased results when applied to logistic
regression [6, 26, 25]. As regression calibration does not use the observed outcome for estimating the expected value
of the exposure, it cannot account for differential misclassification.
3.1.2

Multiple imputation

In the multiple imputation approach, gold standard and surrogate measurements of the exposure are treated as separate
covariates. Participants for whom the gold standard or surrogate measurement has not been applied are then considered
to have missing values for the corresponding covariate(s). If there are sufficient participants for whom the surrogate
and gold standard exposure are available, the missing exposures can be imputed.
Multiple imputation for measurement error (MIME) is an implementation of multiple imputation (MI), which was
designed to deal with missing data. In MI using chained equations, each variable (or a transformation thereof) is
iteratively regressed on all other variables. The estimated regression models are then used to impute missing values.
In MIME, the estimated regression models are used to impute the missing gold standard measurement of the exposure
for participants for whom only the surrogate is observed. MIME models typically include the outcome as covariate,
which naturally accounts for differential error if the imputation model is correctly specified. However, it overestimates
the uncertainty in the imputation of the true exposure. [26]
3.2

Adjustment for misclassification in a meta-analysis of contingency tables

Most meta-analyses are based on aggregate data. When the exposures are binary, the aggregate data for the exposureoutcome associations are often presented as counts in contingency tables. Provided that contingency tables for the
3
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Figure 1: Prevalence of dengue and muscle pain measurements in the motivating example
Dengue
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surrogate-gold standard exposure association are also available, one can adjust for the misclassificication in the surrogate exposure-outcome association that is unadjusted for covariates. [21]
3.2.1

Exchangeability in meta-analysis

As the rate of misclassification may differ across studies, Lian et al recently developed a model that accounts for
clustering and heterogeneity and relaxed the assumption of transportability to exchangeability. [21] That is, the degree
of misclassification is allowed to vary across studies by applying a random effect. The resulting coefficients for the
misclassification model and for the exposure-outcome model need not come from the same studies if exchangeability
can be assumed. This is advantageous, as it implies that studies in which misclassification was not investigated can be
included in the analysis.
Although the model of Lian et al does not assume that misclassification in the measured exposure is common across
studies, the exchangeability assumption nevertheless requires that misclassification is independent of any patient-level
covariates, given the value of the gold standard measurement of the exposure. [21] In particular, the exchangeability
assumption implies that misclassification is assumed to depend solely on study-level variables. This is an important
distinction, as misclassification that is non-differential given covariates, may be differential when these covariates are
not taken into account. [7] Thus, if misclassification rates are different for the levels of the outcome and patient-level
covariates can explain those differences, then these covariates must be taken into account.
3.3

Adjustment for misclassification in AD-MA

Extending methods that rely on stratified contingency tables to the analysis of covariate-adjusted exposure-outcome
associations may be impractical. It would require that studies provide contingency tables that are stratified for the
outcome, gold standard measurement of the exposure, surrogate exposure and every adjustment variable. Clearly,
this may be infeasible for a large number of variables. Alternatively, one may opt to adjust for misclassification in
a meta-analysis of aggregate data, that is, using exposure-outcome associations (and standard errors) reported in the
form of regression coefficients such as (log) risk or odds ratios that have been adjusted for covariates. If all of these
reported estimates (including the standard errors) are appropriately adjusted for misclassification in their respective
studies, one could analyze these with traditional meta-analysis methods. On the other hand, if the estimation of these
covariate adjusted exposure-outcome associations did not include accounting for misclassification, then this would
have to occur in the meta-analysis.
If IPD are available for the gold standard and surrogate measurements of the exposure, one might apply a misclassification model to adjust the reported exposure-outcome associations for misclassification, but this would require the
assumption of exchangeability of misclassification across the included studies. [21] This assumption would clearly
be violated in case the misclassification is dependent on participant-level covariates. For instance, in our motivating
example the misclassification of muscle pain was associated with the participant-specific value of joint pain. If the
measurement for joint pain is missing for a participant, then the information to estimate the expected value of the
missing measurement of muscle pain is missing for that participant. In the case of AD-MA, this implies that the
covariate joint pain would be missing for the entire study. Thus, any participant-specific misclassification would not
be accounted for. In the next section we describe how the exchangeability assumption in meta-analysis models for
misclassification can be relaxed if IPD are available.
3.4

Adjustment for misclassification in a meta-analysis of individual participant data

We extend the methods of Nelson et al [20] and Lian et al [21] to incorporate participant level covariates in a onestage IPD-MA for potentially misclassified binary exposures. As such, we allow the probability of misclassification to
depend on study-level variables and on individual participant level covariates that are observed without error. Further,
modeling of IPD allows us to estimate the adjusted (i.e. multivariable) exposure-outcome associations. For example,
suppose that misclassification of muscle pain may occur in the differential diagnosis of dengue.
Let xij denote the gold standard measurement of the binary exposure (e.g. muscle pain) for participant i, i = 1, ..., nj
in study j, j = 1, ..., J. The surrogate exposure is given as x∗ij and represents a possibly misclassified measurement
of the exposure. We assume that x∗ij and xij have been observed for some participants in some studies, and that for
some participants in some studies both have been observed. Further, we assume that zij is a covariate (e.g. joint pain)
without measurement error and that yij is a binary outcome (e.g. dengue).
Following the approach described by Richardson and Gilks [27], we specify three submodels to account for misclassification: a measurement model, an exposure model and an outcome model. In the measurement model, the surrogate
exposure (i.e. the measurement of the exposure that is prone to misclassification) is predicted, conditional on the la5
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tent gold standard measurement of the exposure, to determine the extent of misclassification. The measurement model
models the relation x∗ij ∼ f (xij , zij ). In the exposure model, the latent gold standard measurement of the exposure
is regressed on covariates that are measured without error, in order to predict the gold standard measurement of the
exposure in participants for whom it is missing. Hence, the exposure models the relation xij ∼ f (zij ). Note that
the exposure model is commonly referred to as the exposure model in etiological studies where the gold standard
measurement of the exposure is missing. In the outcome model, the outcome is regressed on the latent gold standard
measurement of the exposure and on covariates that are measured without error, to determine the exposure-outcome
relationship. The outcome model models the relation yij ∼ f (xij , zij ). Although our model generalizes to multiple
covariates, we restrict our notation to a single covariate for simplicity.
3.4.1

Common effects IPD-MA

We start with describing an IPD-MA misclassification model containing three submodels that assumes common effects
across studies. Hence, all data are analysed as if they were measured in a single study. In this first model, the
probability of misclassification only depends on the value of the gold standard measurement of the exposure. The
measurement (sub)model is then given by:
x∗ij ∼ Bernoulli(p∗ij ),

(1)

g(p∗ij ) = λxij + φ(1 − xij )

where λ ∼ N (0, σλ2 ), φ ∼ N (0, σφ2 ) and g(.) is a link function. For instance, one could choose the logit for g(.),
such that intercept parameters represent log odds and (exposure) coefficient parameters represent log odds ratios.
This is equivalent to a measurement model proposed by Nelson et al, [20] as λ and φ are parameters that determine
g(sensitivity) and g(1 − specificity), respectively. The above parametrization allows us to introduce covariates to
the measurement model in subsequent steps. We leave the variance parameters unspecified, as fixed values may be
supplied for these, though one may also supply prior distributions for the variance parameters.
The exposure model aims to estimate the relationship between the gold standard measurement of the exposure and
covariate(s). It is simultaneously applied to predict the probability that the exposure is present in participants for
whom the gold standard measurement of the exposure status is missing. For participants for whom the gold standard
measurement of the exposure status is missing, the expected value given covariates is imputed following this model.
It is given by:

xij ∼ Bernoulli(pij ),
g(pij ) = γ0 + γ1 zij ,

(2)

where γ0 ∼ N (0, σγ20 ) and γ1 ∼ N (0, σγ21 ). Thirdly, of course, we describe the model that is designed to assess the
(adjusted) exposure-outcome association. This outcome model is given by:
yij ∼ Bernoulli(πij ),
g(πij ) = β0 + β1 zij + β2 xij ,

(3)

where β0 ∼ N (0, σβ20 ), β1 ∼ N (0, σβ21 ), β2 ∼ N (0, σβ22 ), β0 is an intercept, β1 is the coefficient for the covariate
and β2 is the coefficient (log odds ratio) for the exposure of interest. Equations 1, 2 and 3 together make up the least
complex misclassification model that we consider here and are illustrated in Figure 2. The likelihood of this model is
given by the product of the likelihoods of the three submodels, including their priors:



YY
YY
YY

p λ, φ p γ0 , γ1 p β0 , β1 , β2
p x∗ij |xij , λ, φ
p xij |zij , γ0 , γ1
p yij |xij , zij , β0 , β1 , β2 (4)
j

i

j

i

j

i

Although the implementation of aforementioned misclassification models is fairly straightforward in an IPD-MA,
their justification becomes problematic when studies differ with respect to case-mix, baseline risk, exposure-outcome
associations or the extent of misclassification. We therefore discuss how to adjust the submodels accordingly.
6
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Figure 2: Diagrams of model equations 1, 2 and 3 (left) and 5, 8 and 11 (right)
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3.4.2

Accounting for between-study heterogeneity in the distribution of the exposure

A common situation in IPD-MA is the presence of heterogeneity in case-mix distributions. [18] In particular, when
the distribution of the gold standard measurement of the exposure variable varies across studies and the exposure
submodel does not account for this, then inadequate predictions will be be made for the unobserved gold standard
measurements. We may model the varying prevalence of the gold standard measurement of the exposure x by applying
random intercepts to the exposure model, replacing equation 2 with:
xij ∼ Bernoulli(pij ),
g(pij ) = γ00 + γ0j + γ1 zij ,

(5)

where γ00 ∼ N (0, σγ200 ), γ1 ∼ N (0, σγ21 ), γ0j ∼ N (0, τγ20j ). Whereas it is common to assume a Normal prior distribution for regression coefficients and the intercept, [12] the choice for a prior distribution for the variance parameters
is less straightforward. A prior with too heavy tails will give too much prior weight on high variance, whereas a prior
with thin tails will put to much prior weight on a low variance. [28] We here consider a half-Normal (that is, truncated
at zero) distribution for parameters for heterogeneity between studies, namely τγ20j ∼ half-N (0, ξγ0 ) but would like to
highlight that several alternatives have been proposed, such as the half-Cauchy, half-t and inverse-gamma distributions.
[29, 28, 30] The exposure model’s contribution to the likelihood is then given by:
YY

p γ00 , γ1 , τγ20j
p xij |zij , γ00 , γ1 , τγ20j
(6)
j

3.4.3

i

Adjusting for between-study heterogeneity in misclassification

For various reasons, the extent of error in the measurement of the exposure may vary by study in an IPD-MA. This may
be modeled by applying random intercepts in the measurement model, which can be interpreted as that the log-odds
sensitivity and 1 - specificity vary by study. The measurement model is then given by:
x∗ij ∼ Bernoulli(p∗ij ),
g(p∗ij ) = (λ00 + λ0j )xij + (φ00 + φ0j )(1 − xij ),

(7)

where λ00 ∼ N (0, σλ2 00 ), φ00 ∼ N (0, σφ2 00 ), λ0j ∼ N (0, τλ20j ), φ0j ∼ N (0, τφ20j ), τλ20j ∼ half-N (0, ξλ0 ) and
τφ20j ∼ half-N (0, ξφ0 )
7

DE J ONG ET AL

3.4.4

- N OVEMBER 3, 2021

Adjusting for participant-specific misclassification

A more complex situation arises when misclassification is related to participant-level covariates. For instance, recall
of exposure values may be poorer in the elderly, the answering of questionnaires may be hampered by poor literacy
and measurement instruments might be designed for specific subgroups of participants. Participant-specific misclassification is particularly problematic if the case-mix distributions vary across studies, as estimates of exposure-outcome
associations will then be affected differently across studies. For this reason, the presence of such error can be accounted
for by incorporating patient-level covariate effects in the measurement model:
x∗ij ∼ Bernoulli(p∗ij ),
g(p∗ij ) = (λ00 + λ0j + λ1 zij )xij + (φ00 + φ0j + φ1 zij )(1 − xij ),

(8)

where λ00 ∼ N (0, σλ2 00 ), λ1 ∼ N (0, σλ2 1 ), φ00 ∼ N (0, σφ2 00 ) and φ1 ∼ N (0, σφ2 1 ). The contribution of the measurement model to the likelihood is then given by:
YY

p λ00 , λ1 , φ00 , φ1 , τλ20j , τφ20j
p x∗ij |xij , λ00 , λ1 , τλ20j , φ00 , φ1 , τφ20j
(9)
j

3.4.5

i

Accounting for between-study heterogeneity in outcome frequency

Commonly, in data from an IPD-MA and other clustered data sets the frequency of the outcome varies by study.
To account for this effect of clustering within studies, it is generally considered vital that random intercepts for the
outcome are applied in an IPD-MA. [18] We can add these to the outcome model as follows:
yij ∼ Bernoulli(πij ),
g(πij ) = β00 + β0j + β1 zij + β2 xij ,

(10)

where β00 ∼ N (0, σβ200 ), β0j ∼ N (0, τβ20j ), τβ20j ∼ half-N (0, ξβ0 ), and β2 ∼ N (0, σβ22 ).
3.4.6

Accounting for between-study heterogeneity in exposure-outcome associations

Further, the strength of the true exposure-outcome association might also vary by study. To model this, one may adopt
a random effects model for the outcome, which does not assume there is a single exposure-outcome association. [31]
Instead, it assumes there is a distribution of exposure-outcome associations and it estimates the center and variance of
that distribution.
yij ∼ Bernoulli(πij ),
g(πij ) = β00 + β0j + β1 zij + β20 xij + β2j xij ,

(11)

where β20 ∼ N (0, σβ220 ), τβ220 ∼ half-N (0, ξβ20 ), β2j ∼ N (0, τβ22j ), and τβ22j ∼ half-N (0, ξβ2j ), β20 is the center of the exposure-outcome association distribution and represents the overall association, β2j is the study-specific
exposure-outcome association and τβ22j is the heterogeneity of the exposure-outcome association across studies. The
random effects assumption is commonly adopted in meta-analysis where sources of between-study heterogeneity cannot (fully) be explained using participant-specific information but need to be accounted for. It is also considered a
rather safe assumption, as a random effects model will estimate the variance of the exposure-outcome association at
near zero when that association does not vary in the sample. Conversely, a common effects model will lead to inadequate estimates when the common effects assumption does not hold. Equations 5 , 8 and 11 together are illustrated in
Figure 2, and the contribution of the outcome model to the likelihood is then given by:
YY

(12)
p β00 , β1 , β2 , τβ20j , τβ22j
p yij |xij , zij , β00 , β1 , β2 , τβ20j , τβ22j
j

i

The models considered here are identifiable only if sufficient information is present in the data. [32, 12] For instance,
to estimate equation 2 and 5 requires that the gold standard measurement of the exposure xij is observed for sufficient
individuals. Strictly speaking, a single (large) study where the gold standard and surrogate measurements have been
8
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observed should be sufficient to estimate the participant-level effects, though more studies would be necessary to
estimate the study-level effects. For instance, in our motivating example xij is available for participants in half of the
included studies.
Here we have assumed that the outcome y is available for every participant in every study of the IPD-MA. Though, if
unavailable, it could be imputed following equation 3, 10 or 11. To ensure congeniality this imputation model must at
least contain the exposure and covariates of the outcome model. [33]
3.4.7

Accounting for differential error

So far we have assumed the error in the measurement of the exposure is non-differential, that is that conditional on
the gold standard measurement of the value of the exposure and on the perfectly measured covariates, the error in
the measurement is unrelated to the outcome. In any other case the error is differential. An example of differential
error is recall bias in a case-control (or case-referent) study, where individuals may overestimate (or underestimate)
their exposure, as a result of a known outcome. The methods we described can be extended to allow for differential
misclassification, by replacing equation 8 with:
x∗ij ∼ Bernoulli(p∗ij ),
g(p∗ij ) = (λ00 + λ0j + λ1 zij + λ2 yij )xij + (φ00 + φ0j + φ1 zij + φ2 yij )(1 − xij )

(13)

where λ2 ∼ N (0, σλ2 2 ), φ2 ∼ N (0, σφ2 2 ), τλ20j ∼ half-N (0, ξλ0j ) and τφ20j ∼ half-N (0, ξφ0j ). This model bears
much resemblance to (Bayesian) MI. The difference is that in MI no measurement model is specified and the surrogate
measurement instead appears on the right hand side of the exposure model. That is, in the MI approach the surrogate is
treated as just another variable, whereas in our approach it is treated as a surrogate of the gold standard. Although this
model this model accounts for a form of differential error, it still assumes that the influence of covariates is the same
for each level of the outcome and that the random intercept across studies is common for the levels of the outcome.
Alternatively, it may be considered more likely that the nature of the misclassification differs entirely for participants
with and without the outcome. Similar to differential misclassification in a single study, [34] this may be accounted
for by stratifying the measurement model for the outcome of interest.
x∗ij ∼ Bernoulli(p∗ij ),
g(p∗ij ) =(η00 + η0j + η1 zij )xij yij + (θ00 + θ0j + θ1 zij )(xij − 1)yij +

(14)

(ψ00 + ψ0j + ψ1 zij )xij (yij − 1) + (ω00 + ω0j + ω1 zij )(xij − 1)(yij − 1)
where η00 ∼ N (0, ση200 ), η1 ∼ N (0, ση21 ), θ00 ∼ N (0, σθ200 ), θ1 ∼ N (0, σθ21 ), ψ00 ∼ N (0, σψ2 00 ), ψ1
N (0, σψ2 1 ), ω00 ∼ N (0, σω2 00 ), ω1 ∼ N (0, σω2 1 ), η0j ∼ N (0, τη20j ), θ0j ∼ N (0, τθ20j ), ψ0j ∼ N (0, τψ20j ), ω0j
N (0, τω20j ), τη20j ∼ half-N (0, ξη0j ), τθ20j ∼ half-N (0, ξθ0j ), τψ20j ∼ half-N (0, ξψ0j ), and τω20j ∼ half-N (0, ξω0j ).
case the error is assumed to be restricted to participants with (or without) the outcome, equation 14 could easily
simplified by letting x∗ij = xij for these cases.

4

∼
∼
In
be

Motivating example: application of methods to dengue IPD-MA

To illustrate the impact of misclassification on observed exposure-outcome associations in an IPD-MA, we apply
several modeling strategies to estimate the muscle pain-dengue association in patients suspected of dengue. Hereto,
we generated three scenarios for a dengue IPD-MA using real data on dengue as described in section 2. In all scenarios
we allowed the true prevalence of muscle pain and the true misclassification rates to vary across studies. In the first
scenario we defined the heterogeneity parameters such that all studies have the same (true) prevalence of dengue
conditional on the exposure and the covariate and the same (true) exposure-outcome association of muscle pain,
conditional on the covariate. In the second scenario we allowed for heterogeneity in the true prevalence of dengue
conditional on the exposure and the covariate but not in the true exposure-outcome association, conditional on the
covariate. In the third scenario we allowed for the presence of heterogeneity in both the true prevalence of dengue
conditional on the exposure and covariate as well as the true exposure-outcome association of muscle pain, conditional
on the covariate.
We aim to highlight the ability of the methodology we have presented here to restore this association and its uncertainty,
while simultaneously accounting for the clustering of participants within studies and allowing for heterogeneity in the
muscle pain-dengue association.
9
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Methods

We apply eleven Bayesian binary logistic modeling strategies to estimate the muscle pain-dengue association and its
heterogeneity across studies. First, we model the full data with a mixed effects model as if the gold standard measurement was observed for all participants in all studies. In reality, this would not be possible as the gold standard
would not be observed for some participants, but here it serves as a reference for comparison with the models that are
restricted to the observed data. Second, we apply a mixed effects model on the subset of the data for which the gold
standard measurement of the exposure was observed, that is, we apply a so-called complete case analysis. Third, we
apply a naive mixed effects modeling strategy, in which we take the surrogate measurement as a proxy for any participant for whom the gold standard measurement is not observed. Finally, we apply the 8 models described in section 3.4.
These models range from not accounting for heterogeneity and accounting for the simplest form of misclassification
to accounting for heterogeneity in all submodels and for a differing extent and nature of misclassification. Although
many more combinations of the submodels exist, for brevity we chose to apply them in the order as outlined, which
results in eight full models for accounting for misclassification. We note that some alternative specifications would
not be sensible, as the exposure model needs to contain at least the variables that are included in the outcome model.
We use prior distributions as described above, except that we applied inverse-gamma distributions for the parameters
for heterogeneity across studies.
We estimated all the models with a Gibbs sampler with two independent chains. After 1000 adaptation and 1000
warm up samples, 25000 samples for the estimation of the parameters were performed in each chain. To reduce
autocorrelation, we thinned the samples by a factor 5. The presented estimates are based on the remaining 2 × 5000
samples. The code for our motivating example is available on Github (github.com/VMTdeJong/MisclassificationDengue).

4.2

Results

In each of the scenarios (see Section 2), all models yielded positive estimates with 95% credibility intervals that
excluded zero, which in each case may lead to the conclusion that muscle pain is positively associated with dengue.
However, we observed considerable differences between the point estimates and estimated 95% credibility intervals
of the different models, especially for the common muscle pain-dengue association.

4.2.1

Scenario 1: homogeneous conditional baseline prevalence and exposure-outcome associations across
studies

In the first scenario, the estimated association (log-odds ratio) between muscle pain and dengue in the full data was 0.82
(95% CI: 0.67 : 0.98, Table 1). The complete case analysis (0.64, 95% Credibility Interval: 0.41 : 0.87) and especially
the naive analysis (0.47, 95% CI: 0.34 : 0.60) underestimated this association. The misclassification methods were
able to restore the muscle pain-dengue association to various degrees. The model comprising equations 8, 5 & 3,
which was the correctly specified model, estimated the log odds ratio for the association at 0.72 (95% CI: 0.54 : 0.90).
Surprisingly, the underspecified misclassification models estimated the association with similar or even less error. The
overspecified (i.e. models with excess parameters) misclassification errors estimated the association with a larger error,
though the errors were still smaller than the naive and complete case analyses.
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Table 1: Multivariable log odds ratio and heterogeneity estimates
(95% Credibility Interval) for presence of muscle pain for diagnosing dengue in scenario 1
Model

β20 (95%CI)

τβ2j (95%CI)

Full data (reference)
Complete cases
Naive
Equations 1, 2 & 3
Equations 1, 5 & 3
Equations 7, 5 & 3
Equations 8, 5 & 3
Equations 8, 5 & 10
Equations 8, 5 & 11
Equations 13, 5 & 11
Equations 14, 5 & 11

0.82 (0.67 :
0.64 (0.41 :
0.47 (0.34 :
0.74 (0.55 :
0.72 (0.53 :
0.75 (0.56 :
0.72 (0.54 :
0.71 (0.54 :
0.71 (0.53 :
0.70 (0.52 :
0.66 (0.45 :

0.05 (0.02 : 0.14)
0.06 (0.02 : 0.23)
0.06 (0.02 : 0.16)

0.98)
0.87)
0.60)
0.93)
0.91)
0.93)
0.90)
0.90)
0.91)
0.90)
0.88)

0.05 (0.02 : 0.16)
0.05 (0.02 : 0.16)
0.05 (0.02 : 0.15)

The center of the distribution was estimated by the median of the
posterior distribution.
Empty cells for τβ2j (95%CI) indicate it is assumed to equal zero
in the respective model.

All models estimated the between-study heterogeneity of the muscle pain-dengue association very well, as the estimates were very similar to the reference estimate of 0.05 (95% CI: 0.02 : 0.14) in the full data. The exception was the
95% CI of the complete case analysis, which was wider (0.02 : 0.23) than the 95% CI for the other models. This is
unsurprising as it uses only a subset of the available data.

4.2.2

Scenario 2: heterogeneous baseline prevalence across studies

In this second scenario, the estimated association (log-odds ratio) between muscle pain and dengue in the full data was
0.76 (95% CI: 0.61 : 0.92, Table 2). Again, the complete case analysis (0.66, 95% CI: 0.42 : 0.89) and naive analysis
(0.56, 95% CI: 0.42: 0.70) underestimated this association. The misclassification models all estimated the common
muscle pain-dengue association with less error than the naive and complete case analysis. The model comprising
equations 8, 5 & 10 (i.e. the correctly specified model) estimated the association at 0.74 (95% CI: 0.58 : 0.91), which
was nearly identical to the estimates by the analysis on the full data. Also, all misclassification models had narrower
95% Credibility Intervals than the complete case analysis.
All considered models estimated the (lack of) between-study heterogeneity in the muscle pain-dengue association
adequately. In the analysis on the full data this heterogeneity was estimated at 0.07 (95% CI: 0.02 : 0.22). Again, the
95% CI for the complete case analysis was the widest (95% CI: 0.02 : 0.33).
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Table 2: Multivariable log odds ratio and heterogeneity estimates
(95% Credibility Interval) for presence of muscle pain for diagnosing dengue in scenario 2
Model

β20 (95%CI)

τβ2j (95%CI)

Full data (reference)
Complete cases
Naive
Equations 1, 2 & 3
Equations 1, 5 & 3
Equations 7, 5 & 3
Equations 8, 5 & 3
Equations 8, 5 & 10
Equations 8, 5 & 11
Equations 13, 5 & 11
Equations 14, 5 & 11

0.76 (0.61 :
0.66 (0.42 :
0.56 (0.42 :
0.75 (0.58 :
0.69 (0.53 :
0.76 (0.59 :
0.73 (0.57 :
0.74 (0.58 :
0.75 (0.57 :
0.72 (0.54 :
0.67 (0.48 :

0.07 (0.02 : 0.22)
0.08 (0.02 : 0.33)
0.06 (0.02 : 0.19)

0.92)
0.89)
0.70)
0.92)
0.86)
0.93)
0.90)
0.91)
0.94)
0.91)
0.88)

0.09 (0.02 : 0.27)
0.08 (0.02 : 0.25)
0.07 (0.02 : 0.23)

The center of the distribution was estimated by the median of the
posterior distribution.
Empty cells for τβ2j (95%CI) indicate it is assumed to equal zero
in the respective model.

4.2.3

Scenario 3: heterogeneous baseline prevalence and exposure effects across studies)

In this final scenario, the analysis on the full data yielded a muscle pain-dengue association of 0.87 (95% CI: 0.60 :
1:14), whereas the complete case analysis estimated it at 1.02 (95% CI: 0.67 : 1.38, Table 3) This neatly illustrates
that the error in the muscle pain-dengue association estimated by complete case analysis is caused by an increased
variance rather than bias, as the estimate by the complete case analysis is now increased with respect to the analysis
on the full data, whereas in the other scenarios it was underestimated. As expected, the naive analysis underestimated
the association yet again, at 0.60 (95% CI: 0.31 : 0.89).
Three of the misclassification models’ point estimates were further away from the point estimate by the full data than
the complete case analysis’ point estimate, which highlights that applying a misclassification model is not guaranteed
to reduce the error in the point estimate. Yet, these were all underspecified models that did not account for the various
forms of heterogeneity. The correctly specified model, comprising equations 8, 5 & 11 estimated the muscle paindengue association at 0.79 (95% CI: 0.48 : 1.11), which was close to the estimate on the full data. The overspecified
models yielded similar estimates.
Except for the complete case analysis, all models that estimated the between-study heterogeneity for the muscle
pain-dengue association yielded adequate estimates for this variance. The complete case analysis underestimated the
amount of between-study heterogeneity, whereas the underspecified misclassification models (wrongly) assumed it to
be equal to 0.
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Table 3: Multivariable log odds ratio and heterogeneity estimates
(95% Credibility Interval) for presence of muscle pain for diagnosing dengue in scenario 3
Model

β20 (95%CI)

τβ2j (95%CI)

Full data (reference)
Complete cases
Naive
Equations 1, 2 & 3
Equations 1, 5 & 3
Equations 7, 5 & 3
Equations 8, 5 & 3
Equations 8, 5 & 10
Equations 8, 5 & 11
Equations 13, 5 & 11
Equations 14, 5 & 11

0.87 (0.60 :
1.02 (0.67 :
0.60 (0.31 :
0.81 (0.63 :
0.58 (0.41 :
1.09 (0.92 :
1.04 (0.88 :
0.97 (0.73 :
0.79 (0.48 :
0.80 (0.48 :
0.82 (0.48 :

0.32 (0.18 : 0.61)
0.23 (0.05 : 0.73)
0.37 (0.21 : 0.69)

1.14)
1.38)
0.89)
0.99)
0.75)
1.28)
1.22)
1.20)
1.11)
1.10)
1.14)

0.35 (0.19 : 0.67)
0.35 (0.18 : 0.68)
0.34 (0.17 : 0.67)

The center of the distribution was estimated by the median of the
posterior distribution.
Empty cells for τβ2j (95%CI) indicate it is assumed to equal zero
in the respective model.
4.3

Summary

Overall, the results of this motivating example on the association between muscle pain and dengue highlight the
impact of misclassification on an exposure-outcome association. The misclassification models estimated the exposureoutcome association with less error (where the full data is taken as reference) than both the complete-case and naive
approaches, with the exception for some models that were underspecified in scenario 3. This suggests that even in
these scenarios for relatively small IPD-MAs, the more complex (possibly overspecified) models seem more suitable
than the simpler (possibly underspecified) models.
In general, the models provided adequate estimates of the heterogeneity of the muscle pain-dengue association. The
exception was the complete case analysis, which yielded different point estimates due the fact that these estimates
were based on different data and which yielded wider credibility intervals due to the fact that these interval estimates
were based on less data. In conclusion, the misclassification methods that accounted for heterogeneity in the various
submodels gave the best available estimates of the muscle pain-dengue association and its heterogeneity.

5

Simulation study

We performed a simulation study to assess the impact of misclassification on estimated exposure-outcome associations
and the heterogeneity thereof in an IPD-MA and to assess the validity of our methodology. We aim to highlight the
bias that occurs in an exposure-outcome association when misclassification is not accounted for and the ability of the
methodology we have presented here to provide (possibly) unbiased estimates of these associations while propagating
the uncertainty induced by misclassification and the various forms of heterogeneity, to facilitate valid inference.
5.1

Simulation methods

The data were simulated with a data generating mechanism similar to that in scenario 3 of the motivating example
considering the diagnosis of dengue: there was heterogeneity in the distribution of the exposure of interest (muscle
pain), in the true prevalence of the exposure conditional on the exposure and covariate, and in the true exposureoutcome association conditional on the covariate. Though, for the purpose of the simulation we used different values
for several parameters. The default parameters were (i.e. scenario 1) were nj = 500, J = 10, Jgold = 5, k = 1, β00 =
−0.5, τβ0j = 0.25, βx = 1, τβx = 0.15, βzk = 0, γ00 = −0.25, τ γ0j = 0.25, γzk = 1 for k ∈ (1, 3), and γzk =
−1 for k ∈ (2, 4), λ00 = 3, τλ0j = 1, λzk = 1 for k ∈ (1, 3), and λzk = −1 for k ∈ (2, 4), φ00 = −3, τφ0j =
1, φzk = 1 for k ∈ (1, 3) and φzk = −1 for k ∈ (2, 4), where zk is the k-th normally distributed covariate (dropping
the ij subscripts for simplicity here). Further, for these covariates zk the standard deviation of the mean across studies
(i.e. heterogeneity) equaled 0.5, and the covariance of all z within studies equaled 0.25. In each subsequent scenario,
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we altered the value for one parameter (Table 4). We analyzed the estimates for the summary and heterogeneity
estimates of the exposure-outcome association (βx and τβx , respectively) for each model in terms of bias and root
mean square error (RMSE), and coverage probability of the 95% Credibility Interval relative to the true values. We
performed one thousand replications of the simulation in R 3.5.2. [35] In replications where at least one method failed
to produce a result, we removed the results for all methods.
Table 4: Simulation Experimental Factors
Scenario

Parameter

Value

Interpretation

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Jgold
Jgold
Jgold
nj
nj
nj
K
K
K
βzk

3
7
9
100
300
700
2
3
4
1

Default settings
Number of gold standard studies decreased to 3
Number of gold standard studies decreased to 7
Number of gold standard studies decreased to 9
Sample size per study decreased to 100
Sample size per study decreased to 300
Sample size per study increased to 700
Number of covariates increased to 2*
Number of covariates increased to 3*
Number of covariates increased to 4*
True value for the covariate-outcome relation increased to 1**

* Covariate-specific misclassification increased accordingly. ** This implies confounding was
present.
In each repetition of the simulation we applied five models on the simulated data, of which three used the IPD and two
used aggregated data. First, we applied a model on the complete cases, that is only on the participants for whom the
gold standard exposure was observed. Second, we applied a naive model in which the surrogate measurement of the
muscle pain was used for participants for whom the gold standard measurement was not available. Third, we applied
the misclassification model given by equations 8, 5 & 11. Fourth, we applied (frequentist) logistic regression models
on the separate data sets for which the gold standard was available, and then performed a Bayesian meta-analysis on
the aggregate data (the logistic regression model coefficients and standard errors). In the fifth analysis, we repeated
this aggregate data meta-analysis, but now on the data from all studies and used x∗ where x was unavailable.
We estimated all the models with a Gibbs sampler with two independent chains using JAGS 4.3.0. After 1000 adaptation and 5000 warm up samples, 10000 samples for the estimation of the parameters were performed in each chain.
To reduce autocorrelation, we thinned the samples by a factor 2. The presented estimates are based on the remaining 2
* 5000 samples. The code for our simulation study is available on Github (github.com/VMTdeJong/MisclassificationIPDMA)
5.2
5.2.1

Simulation results
Summary estimate of the exposure-outcome relation

As expected, both the IPD and AD analyses that used only data from the studies from which the gold standard x
was available, produced (nearly) unbiased results (Figure 3, top). The exception was scenario 5, where only 100
observations were available per study and the results of all methods were subject to small sample bias. Both of the
naive analyses that used x∗ where x was not available produced biased estimates in all of the scenarios. Though
in scenario 4, where in only one study x was not observed, the bias was negligible. In scenario 8, 9 and 10 the
covariate-related misclassification was increased, and the naive analyses were the most biased. In scenario 11, where
confounding was introduced, the bias was similar to the default scenario. The misclassification model produced
(nearly) unbiased results in all scenarios. The exceptions were scenario 5, where all methods were slightly biased due
to small samples, and scenario 1 and 2 where we observed nonzero but negligible bias.
Due to the reduced sample size for the methods that used only the gold standard x, the variance of the estimates
increased, which increased the RMSE (Figure 3, bottom). As a result, these methods had the largest RMSE in several
scenarios where the sample size was small, either due to small samples per study (especially scenario 5, but also 6)
or due to few available studies (scenario 2). The RMSE was also high for the naive methods in several scenarios, but
especially in scenario’s 8, 9 and 10, where misclassification was more frequent. The misclassification had the lowest
RMSE in most scenario’s, and in others it was tied with other methods. It had especially favourable RMSE when there
were few studies with observations of the gold standard (scenario 2), when the sample size was increased (scenario
7) and when misclassification was more frequent (scenario 8, 9 and 10). When in seven out of ten studies the gold
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Figure 3: Bias, Coverage of the 95% Credibility Interval and Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) for the summary
estimate of the exposure-outcome relation
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IPD: Individual participant data. AD: aggregate data. Gold indicates the model only used studies for which the gold standard x
was available. The naive models used x∗ for each observation for which x was not available.
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standard was observed, the improvement in RMSE was negligible as compared to the other methods (scenario 3).
Further, in scenario five, where the sample size was the smallest, the RMSE was similar to that of the naive methods.
The proportion of 95% Credibility Intervals that covered the true effect size was very high for the methods that used
only the data from the studies in which x was observed (Figure 3, middle). In some scenario’s coverage was 100%,
as there was insufficient information to reliably simultaneously estimate the variance of βx and its heterogeneity τβx .
The estimates for the variance were frequently overestimated (not shown), perhaps as a result of the influence from
the prior for the variance. The coverage rate for the misclassification model was also too high, though it was closer to
nominal. The naive methods had poor coverage in the scenario’s where most bias occurred (scenario’s 2, 8, 9 and 10),
though in some scenario’s the coverage was approximately nominal (scenario’s 1, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 11).
In conclusion, the misclassification model provided the best available estimates of the exposure-outcome association.
Though, in some scenarios there was little or no improvement over other methods. When the number of studies for
which x is available is high and the sample size per study is large, analyzing only these studies may be sufficient.
However when the sample sizes are small or the number of studies for which the gold standard x is available, applying
a misclassification model may reduce the variance of the estimate considerably while retaining (near) unbiasedness.
5.2.2

Heterogeneity of the exposure-outcome relation

All methods produced positively biased estimates of the heterogeneity of the exposure-outcome relation (τβx ) in all
scenarios, though the magnitude of the bias varied across methods and scenarios (Figure 4, top). The methods that
used only data from the studies where the gold standard x was measured consistently produced estimates with the
greatest bias, though in scenario 4 they were tied with other methods. Surprisingly, the naive methods produced
estimates of the heterogeneity of the exposure-outcome relation that in some scenarios were less biased than those
from the misclassification model. This was especially the case in scenarios 8, 9 and 10, where we observed the most
bias towards zero for the naive methods’ summary estimates.
The methods that only used the data from the studies for which the gold standard was available had the highest RMSE
across all scenarios, except when in nine out of ten studies the gold standard was observed (scenario 4), and the difference was small when in seven out of ten studies the gold standard was observed, (scenario 3, Figure 4, bottom). The
naive IPD method and the misclassification model had the lowest RMSE for the heterogeneity estimate. The naive
IPD method had slightly lower RMSE when only small samples were available (scenario 5 and 6), whereas the misclassification method had slower RMSE when more covariates were available and covariate-specific misclassification
was greater (scenario’s 8, 9 and 10).
For all of the methods, the 95% Credibility Intervals had below nominal coverage for estimating the heterogeneity
of the exposure-outcome relation in all or most of the scenarios (Figure 4, middle). The coverage was lowest for the
naive methods in scenarios 8, 9 and 10, especially for the naive method based on AD.

6

Discussion

As measurement error or misclassification may cause bias in estimated exposure-outcome associations, standard errors and between-study heterogeneity in IPD-MA, it is essential to account for this. We have unified methods for
misclassification in meta-analysis in a one-stage Bayesian meta-analysis framework. Our methodology allows for the
incorporation of covariates on the individual participant level to facilitate valid inference regarding therapeutic and
etiologic effects, and added diagnostic and prognostic value. This modeling of the individual participant outcome,
exposure and covariate values occurs via three submodels: one for modeling the measurements, one for modeling the
(gold standard) exposure and one for modeling the outcome of interest. By doing so, both individual level and study
level effects are accounted for in each part of the analysis. This, in turn, may restore the association between the
exposure and the outcome.
In our motivating example data sets, the association between muscle pain and dengue was estimated with reduced
error by applying the proposed misclassification models with individual participant covariate effects. These models
account for the potential between-study heterogeneity in the prevalence of dengue and yielded adequate estimates of
between-study heterogeneity of the muscle pain-dengue association.
In our simulations, we considered multiple scenarios where baseline outcome prevalence conditional on covariates
and exposure effects were heterogeneous across studies, as well as the exposure-outcome association and the degree
of misclassification, and compared the performance of several models. We found that analyses that only used data from
studies in which the gold standard was measured, i.e. complete case analyses, produced unbiased summary estimates
of the exposure-outcome relation, but did so with considerably increased error unless in at least seven out of ten studies
the gold standard was measured. Hence, the feasibility of restricting the analysis to patients with complete data for the
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Figure 4: Bias, Coverage of the 95% Credibility Interval and Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) for estimating the
heterogeneity of the exposure outcome relation across studies
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IPD: Individual participant data. AD: aggregate data. Gold indicates the model only used studies for which the gold standard x
was available. The naive models used x∗ for each observation for which x was not available.
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(gold standard) exposure will depend on the remaining sample size. If this number is low, the variance of the resulting
estimates will be large. In the extreme case, gold standard measurements are entirely unavailable for participants for
whom the outcome is available, making this method impossible. In addition, the validity of a complete case analysis
may become challenging when patients (or studies) for which only surrogate exposure are available differ with respect
to covariates that are not part of the outcome model. As expected, our simulations also showed that naively using a
possibly misclassified surrogate measurement for the exposure when the gold standard is not available, introduced bias
in the estimates for the exposure-outcome association.
This bias could be avoided or mitigated by using our proposed methodology for misclassification models. As the
misclassification models use all available data, the resulting standard error is smaller than that of models that use only
the observations for which only the gold standard is available. In our simulation, this resulted in estimates that were
consistently better than those of the naive and gold standard methods, or that were equally good. However, we did
observe bias for estimates of the heterogeneity of the exposure-outcome relation (using all approaches), which is no
surprise as estimating this parameter is notoriously difficult in meta-analyses of few studies. [29, 36] We found that
applying a misclassification model on the individual participant data was particularly beneficial when the misclassification was strongly related to covariate values and when the number of studies where the gold standard exposure was
measured was low.
In general, overspecification should not induce bias in the estimates, provided that the sample contains enough information to estimate all parameters. Nor should it affect the coverage as the models appropriately account for the
uncertainty. However, we stress that if we had applied an underspecified misclassification model, we would expect
to have observed (some) bias in the estimates for the exposure-outcome association, as well as less favourable statistical properties in terms of RMSE and coverage. After all, although the misclassification was non-differential given
covariates, once those covariates are removed from the model the misclassification may become differential. [6]
Contrary to our expectations, the fully Bayesian method that naively used the possibly misclassified x∗ when the gold
standard x was not available, was very well able to estimate the heterogeneity in the heterogeneity of the exposureoutcome relation. However, this may have been a result of two biases cancelling each other out, as all methods
produced positively biased estimates for the heterogeneity of the exposure-outcome relation due to a limited sample
size per study, influence from the priors and a relatively small amount of studies, and the naive methods produced estimates for the summary estimates of the exposure outcome-relation that were biased towards zero. When all estimates
in a meta-analysis are drawn towards the null and the SE is kept constant, the heterogeneity estimate is guaranteed to
be drawn towards zero.
Another surprise is that the estimation of heterogeneity of the exposure-outcome relation by the naive and misclassification methods was hardly affected by the number of studies for which the gold standard was observed; three out
of ten (the lowest in our simulations) was sufficient. This is a sharp contrast with the methods that relied on the gold
standard, which needed at least seven studies, or perhaps nine.
6.1

Limitations and future directions

Although we recommend the implementation of misclassification models, an alternative strategy is to implement
models that require fewer assumptions and do not depend on Bayesian MCMC sampling methods. Two such methods,
RC and MIME, do not specify measurement models and require fewer distributional assumptions, and are therefore
described as functional methods [12] or reclassification methods. [37] In contrast, in structural methods such as
ours, a model is specified, which when analyzed with Bayesian methods allows for the appropriate propagation of
uncertainty. Though, this requires assumptions on the distribution of the gold standard measurement of the exposure
and its surrogate measurement. [12] However, we focused on the scenario where the exposure is a binary variable that
is potentially misclassified, which is common in epidemiology. This binary variable is assumed to follow a Bernoulli
distribution, so specification of an exposure model does not add a major assumption [6] aside from congeniality, which
is also required for RC and MIME. Although both of these methods have been applied to account for misclassification
in single studies, neither has yet been adapted to the heterogeneous setting that is IPD-MA. This would require the
specification of multiple heterogeneity parameters. We suggest that further research may focus on integrating these
into the IPD-MA framework.
In case the exposure is a continuous variable which has been transformed into a binary variable at a specific cut-off
point, alternative assumptions are needed for modeling the distribution of the exposure and its measurement error (see
e.g. [12]). Our method could be further extended in case multiple surrogate exposure measurements are available for
some or each participant, by specifying a measurement model for each surrogate measurement.
In the simulation study, we applied only one misclassification model as this simulation was intended as a proof of
concept, not to assess the relative performance of all the described models in a variety of scenarios. All of the methods
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discussed here require covariates that predict the value of the gold standard measurement of the exposure to be fruitful.
If the available covariates are not predictive of the missing gold standard exposure or the surrogate exposure, only
noise would be added by including individual participant covariate effects in the exposure and measurement models,
respectively.
Due to the influence of misclassification on exposure-outcome associations and the presence of between-study heterogeneity, and the increase in parameters that are required to account for this, a larger amount of data are necessary than
in an IPD-MA where misclassification is absent. This should be especially the case for the more complex misclassification models. In our simulation study however, three thousand individual participants spread over ten studies was
sufficient to obtain unbiased estimates of the exposure-outcome relation and the bias was very small for one thousand
participants. In a typical IPD-MA, where the sample size is often much larger, there should be enough information to
estimate the more complex misclassification models.
6.2

Conclusion

In an IPD-MA, the gold standard measurement of an exposure may be entirely unavailable for all participants in some
studies, or unavailable for some participants in all studies, leaving the researcher with only surrogate measurements
for these participants. If ignored, this induces bias in the estimated parameters for exposure-outcome associations and
other parameters of interest, which must be accounted for. Our Bayesian methodology can be applied to participant
level data to reduce the error in the estimate of the exposure-outcome association compared to analyses restricted to
participants for whom the gold standard measurement is observed, while appropriately propagating uncertainty for all
parameters. This may provide unbiased estimates of the exposure-outcome association and coverage of the true effect
by the 95% CI, provided that the model is specified correctly.

7

Highlights

What is already known?
• Misclassification of exposures may bias estimates of exposure-outcome associations.
• Methods to adjust for misclassification in single studies or aggregate data meta-analyses are available.
What is new?
• We present Bayesian methods that allow misclassification of binary exposure variables to depend on studyand participant-level characteristics and that account for residual heterogeneity between studies in an individual participant data meta-analysis (IPDMA).
• In an IPDMA with various types of heterogeneity across studies, the proposed methods may produce (nearly)
unbiased estimates of the exposure-outcome relation, and the estimates may be more accurate than those from
analyses restricted to studies that have only measured the gold standard exposure.
Potential impact for other fields.
• Misclassification methods may be used to adjust for misclassification of exposures in observational studies in
a wide range of fields.
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Supporting Information: Dengue data

The IDAMS consortium [22] provided aggregate data on muscle pain, joint pain and dengue vs other febrile illness
(OFI) stratified by three sites (n = 700, 700 and 500), as well as a common association between muscle and joint pain.
The IDAMS consortium has collected other clinically important variables, which we do not consider here.
From this data point estimates for the intercept and log odds ratio for the predictor model (equation 5) and subsequently the intercept for the outcome model (equation 11) were estimated with optim in R. [35] As heterogeneity
estimates are unreliable in only three sites/studies, we chose suitable values for these for three different scenarios. In
the first scenario we set the heterogeneity parameters such that the studies all had identical true incidences of dengue
conditional on muscle and joint pain and identical true predictor-outcome (muscle pain-dengue) associations conditional on the covariate, joint pain. In the second scenario we allowed for heterogeneity in the true incidence of dengue
conditional on muscle and joint pain but not in the true predictor-outcome association conditional on the covariate,
joint pain. In the third scenario we allowed there to be heterogeneity in both the true incidence of dengue conditional
on muscle and joint pain as well as the true predictor-outcome association conditional on the covariate, joint pain. We
generated the three scenarios with different simulation seeds, so that unique data sets were generated.

Parameters

The overall prevalence of joint pain was 0.414. We set the standard deviation for the prevalence of joint pain to 0.1 on
the logit scale. The fixed effects for the predictor model were estimated at γ00 = −1.70, γ1 = 4.26. We set σγ0j to
0.25. The fixed effects for the outcome model were β00 = −0.26, β1 = −0.06, β2 = 0.78. We generated data sets for
three different scenarios with differing heterogeneity in the outcome model. In scenario 1: σβ0j = 0 and σβ2j = 0. In
scenario 2: σβ0j = 0.25 and σβ2j = 0. And in scenario 3: σβ0j = 0.25 and σβ2j = 0.15.
The study specific parameters used to generate the data that was used in the analyses reported in this paper were then
generated as follows. We set the number of studies to 10. Study-specific parameters for intercepts and log odds ratios
were sampled from normal distributions with their corresponding point and heterogeneity estimates. Prevalences were
sampled on the inverse logit scale and then converted to prevalences using the logit function.

Individual participant data

Sampling of individual observations was performed using the parameter estimates as follows. We set the sample size
to a value similar to the those of the IDAMS consortium: 700 per study, giving a total of 7000 patients. Data for the
covariate joint pain were sampled first according to the study-specific prevalences. Then the predictor model (equation
5) was applied to sample the muscle pain status. Then the outcome model (equation 11) was applied to sample dengue
status.
The misclassified predictor was generated by equation 8, with the following parameter values: λ00 = 3, σλ2 0j =
1, λ1 = −2, φ00 = −3, σφ2 0j = 1 and φ1 = 2. The resulting sensitivity and specificity for the sampled true and
misclassified muscle pain variables were respectively 0.81 and 0.90 in the full sampled data in scenario 1, 0.78 and
0.96 in scenario 2 and 0.76 and 0.92 in scenario 3. Finally, for the naive and the misclassification methods, for the
first five studies the true values for muscle pain were removed, so that only the potentially misclassified values were
available for those studies.
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Characteristics of dengue data in scenarios 1, 2 & 3
Scenario
1

Outcome: dengue
a

Muscle pain

Muscle painb
Muscle painc
Joint pain
2

Muscle paina
Muscle painb
Muscle painc
Joint pain

3

Muscle paina
Muscle painb
Muscle painc
Joint pain

Absent

Present

Total

Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present

1997 (55.6)
1267 (37.2)
968 (54.5)
655 (38.0)
2029 (52.0)
1235 (39.8)
2096 (52.2)
1168 (39.1)

1597 (44.4)
2139 (62.8)
808 (45.5)
1069 (62.0)
1870 (48.0)
1866 (60.2)
1920 (47.8)
1816 (60.9)

3594
3406
1776
1724
3899
3101
4016
2984

Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present

2024 (53.7)
1187 (36.7)
931 (51.0)
611 (36.5)
2195 (50.9)
1016 (37.8)
2123 (50.7)
1088 (38.7)

1742 (46.3)
2047 (63.3)
896 (49.0)
1062 (63.5)
2117 (49.1)
1672 (62.2)
2067 (49.3)
1722 (61.3)

3766
3234
1827
1673
4312
2688
4190
2810

Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present
Absent
Present

2056 (56.3)
1231 (36.7)
1076 (58.6)
572 (34.4)
2185 (52.5)
1102 (38.8)
2184 (53.2)
1103 (38.1)

1593 (43.7)
2120 (63.3)
760 (41.4)
1092 (65.6)
1975 (47.5)
1738 (61.2)
1921 (46.8)
1792 (61.9)

3649
3351
1836
1664
4160
2840
4105
2895

Data shown as counts (percentages).
a
As if it were fully observed in all studies.
b
As observed in five studies. Missing in the other five.
c
Potentially misclassified measurement.
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