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Abstract

Background: Mismeasurement (measurement error or misclassification)
can cause bias or loss of power. However, sensitivity analyses (e.g. using quan-
titative bias analysis, QBA) are rarely used.

Methods: We reviewed software tools for QBA for mismeasurement in
health research identified by searching Web of Science, the CRAN archive, and
the IDEAS/RePEc software components database. Tools were included if they
were purpose-built, had documentation and were applicable to epidemiological
research.

Results: 16 freely available software tools for QBA were identified, acces-
sible via R and online web tools. The tools handle various types of mismea-
surement, including classical measurement error and binary misclassification.
Only one software tool handles misclassification of categorical variables, and
few tackle non-classical measurement error.

Conclusions: Efforts should be made to create tools that can assess mul-
tiple mismeasurement scenarios simultaneously, to increase the clarity of docu-

mentation for existing tools, and provide tutorials for their usage.
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Background

Epidemiological studies often aim to estimate the causal effect of an exposure
on an outcome (referred to as the exposure effect).! Most methods of estimating
an exposure effect assume that exposure, outcome and all confounders have been
measured without error.

Mismeasurement (referred to as measurement error in continuous variables,
or misclassification in categorical variables) can occur for various reasons, in-
cluding imprecise measurement instruments, variations in measurement condi-
tions, or errors in data entry.? Mismeasurement can lead to bias or loss of
power.®* Despite this, the sensitivity of results to mismeasurement is rarely
discussed.”

Suppose we have a variable that has been measured with error. Let A denote
the true value of the variable, and A* the observed (mismeasured) variable.
We specify the relationship between A and A* using a statistical model (the
mismeasurement model).>* See eAppendix 1 for details on selected examples
of such models. The impact of the mismeasurement on the estimated exposure
effect will depend on the mismeasurement model and the analysis model.

We say there is non-differential error in the variable A with respect to an-
other variable, Z, when the observed variable A* is conditionally independent
of Z given the true value of A, i.e. A* 1l Z | A. Otherwise, the measurement
error is differential with respect to Z.3 When A is the exposure or a confounder,
the term non-differential error is typically used to refer to error which is non-
differential with respect to the outcome variable. When A is the outcome, the
term non-differential error often then refers to error which is non-differential
with respect to the exposure.

Methods that correct for mismeasurement typically require validation data
(either internal or external), or replication data.>%7” Where such data are not

available, the impact of mismeasurement on conclusions can be evaluated using
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sensitivity analyses, such as a quantitative bias analysis (QBA).

QBA methods for mismeasurement use a bias model, which models the rela-
tionship between the bias source and the study data, to quantify the uncertainty
arising from mismeasurement.® Typically the bias model will be characterised
by one or more parameters, referred to as “bias” or “sensitivity” parameters,
which cannot be estimated using the observed data.

Information about these bias parameters may be obtained from multiple
sources, including external validation studies, published literature, data con-
straints or expert opinion.” Where there is limited knowledge about plausible
values for the bias parameters, tipping point analysis can explore which combi-
nations of values of the parameters would overturn study conclusions.

QBA methods can broadly be classified into two categories; deterministic
and probabilistic [8, Chapter 2]. A deterministic QBA approach specifies, for
each of the bias parameters, either a single value (simple bias analysis) or a
set of potential values (multidimensional bias analysis). In a probabilistic QBA
the analyst specifies prior probability distributions for the bias parameters to
be drawn from. This prior acts as a way to model the analyst’s beliefs about
which values and combinations of the bias parameters are most likely to occur,
as well as the uncertainty around these values.

Currently, QBA methods are not employed as a standard practice, which
is partly attributed to the lack of available software for implementing these
analyses, as well as limited awareness about such tools.! '?

We aim to identify and review the publicly available software tools that

implement a QBA for mismeasurement in epidemiological studies.®
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Methods

Publication search

We searched Web of Science for papers published between 15¢ January 2014
and 1% May 2024 (inclusive) that mentioned all of the terms “measurement
error”, “bias analysis” and “software” (or synonyms, see eFigure 1'!) in the
title, abstract or as keywords. We excluded meeting abstracts, clinical trials
or patents, and articles from journals outside the fields of statistics, medicine,

population health or epidemiology (see eFigure 2).

Software repository search

We searched The Comprehensive R Archive Network (CRAN), R’s central
software repository;'? IDEAS, Boston College’s Statistical Software Compo-
nents archive;'® and the Stata manuals. We considered tools which had been
made available or had relevant updates (i.e. changes made specifically to the
functions implementing QBA) between 15 January 2014 and 15 May 2024 (in-
clusive). R packages that had been removed from CRAN were excluded.

We searched CRAN and the Stata manuals for packages/commands that
mentioned both of the terms “measurement error” and “bias analysis” (or syn-
onyms) in their title or description (Further details of the process are given
in eAppendix 2, with R and Stata code available in eAppendix 3 and 4). We
searched IDEAS for software components that had both “measurement error”
and “bias analysis” (or synonyms, see eFigure 3) in any of their title, abstract,

or key words.

Eligibility criteria

Eligibility of identified abstracts and tools was assessed independently by

two reviewers, with any disagreements resolved by consensus. Studies and tools
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were eligible for data extraction if:

1. the abstract mentioned purpose-built software
2. the software implemented a QBA for mismeasurement
3. the software was accompanied by documentation

4. the software was functioning as intended (e.g. did not contain errors)

Results

After removal of duplicates, our Web of Science search returned 254 results,
of which 81 met our inclusion criteria (Figure 1a). The screening process for
the 81 selected abstracts is illustrated in Figure 1b. We found references to 24
unique software tools in the full texts of the 25 eligible articles. The IDEAS
search and search of the Stata manual returned no eligible tools, while our
CRAN search returned 7 additional tools (Figure 1c). Of the total 31 unique
tools identified across all searches, 16 met our eligibility criteria.

Table 1 summarises the key features of the 15 total software programs we
found that were applicable to studies aiming to quantify bias in an effect esti-
mate, in order of most recent update by year. One tool, APScalculator,'* did
not quantify bias in an effect estimate, but rather assessed the impacts of clas-
sical measurement error on the categorisation of a continuous variable. Since
this tool has potential application for health research we did not exclude it, but

it is not included in Table 1.
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Figure 1: Overview of the publication search, article screening process and software
search process.
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Table 1: Software programs implementing a quantitative bias analysis for measurement error (ME) and misclassification (MC)
reported in epidemiology articles or contributed to CRAN between January 2014 and May 2024.

Output Mismeasurement Bias analysis

Multiple Multi
Software name (Year) Environment Table Plot Type Differential mismfaasured Type dimensional

variables
sensiPhy (2018, upd. 2020)'5:16 R package v v ME ND v Det -
SAMBA-EHR (2020)'7 Web tool - v  MC ND - Det v
Outcome Misclassification (2020)'® Web tool v v  MC D, ND - Det v
SensitivityAnalysis (2020)1 Web tool - v  MC ND - Prob -
miCoPTCM (2016, upd. 2020) R package v - ME ND v Prob -
MediationSensitivityAnalysis (2021)*! Web tool v v ME ND v Det v
BayesSenMC (2021)% R package v v  MC D, ND - Prob -
EValue (2017, upd. 2021)% R package v - MC D v Det -
ConMed (2023)%* igf‘éﬁi‘f\} . v ME ND v Det ;
episensr (2015, upd. 2023)% R package v v MC D, ND v Det, Prob v
apisensr (2021, upd. 2023)%%27 Web tool v v  MC D, ND - Det, Prob v
mgee2 (2020, upd. 2023)%29 R package v v MC ND v Det -
multibias web tool (2023)30:31 Web tool v v  MC D, ND - Det, Prob -
multibias (2023, upd. 2024)3132 R package v - MC D, ND v Det, Prob -
reme (2023, upd. 2024)% iiﬁéﬁiﬁ v v ME D, ND - Det -

Continued on next page...

Abbreviations used (in alphabetical order): D; Differential, Det; Deterministic, dev.; Developed, MC; Misclassification, ME;
Measurement error, ND; Non-differential, Prob; Probabilistic, upd.; Updated.
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Table 1: Continued from previous page

Analysis
Software name (Year) Data type Apalysis of Outcome Exposure Other covariates
Interest

sensiPhy (2018, upd. 2020)'5:16 Individual (piilgcfgezzigtrilc) cts, bin cts -
SAMBA-EHR (2020)7 Summary Regression bin cts, cat -
Outcome Misclassification (2020)'®  Summary Contingency table bin bin -
SensitivityAnalysis (2020) Summary Regression cts bin bin
miCoPTCM (2016, upd. 2020)2° Summary  Mediation analysis cts bin Mediator (cts),

other (cts)
BayesSenMC' (2021)* Aggregate  Contingency table bin bin -
EValue (2017, upd. 2021)%* Summary Regression bin bin -
ConMed (2023)* Summary  Mediation analysis cts cts oi\k/f:rd(igfrirce(xffi’)c;)
episensr (2015, upd. 2023)% Aggregate  Contingency table bin, TTE bin bin
apisensr (2021, upd. 2023)?7 Aggregate  Contingency table bin bin bin
mgee2 (2020, upd. 2023)28:29 Individual (1ongi§lzg$:’ff§alysis) cat (ordinal) % é;f‘ii‘;al)’ Ciﬁn(’ocrifrz‘z‘?’
multibias web tool (2023)30:31 Individual Regression bin bin bin, cat, cts
multibias (2023, upd. 2024)3132 Individual Regression bin bin bin, cat, cts
reme (2023, upd. 2024)3 Individual Regression cts cts cts

Bolded text in the “Outcome”, “Exposure” and “Other covariates” columns indicate the variable is able to be considered
mismeasured by the tool. “Aggregate” data here means any non-individual level data e.g. count data. “Summary” data
here means statistics calculated from data, e.g. regression coefficients or standard deviations.
Abbreviations used (in alphabetical order): bin; Binary, cat; Categorical, cts; Continuous, dev.; Developed, TTE; Time-to-

event, upd.; Updated.
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Six tools implement a QBA for measurement error in a continuous variable
(sensiPhy, MediationSensitivityAnalysis, miCoPTCM, ConMed, APScalculator
and rcme). Of these, all assume a classical measurement error model except
rcme, which allows for multiplicative measurement error. Of the ten tools im-
plementing QBA for misclassification, only mgee2 implements a QBA to mis-
classification of a discrete variable with more than two categories.

Two tools are applicable for mediation analysis, MediationSensitivityAnaly-
sis and ConMed. MediationSensitivityAnalysis performs bias analysis for mea-
surement error in any of the outcome, mediator, effect modifiers or confounders,
assuming a binary error-free exposure. ConMed is applicable specifically when
there may be unmeasured confounders as well as measurement error, but only
considers measurement error in the mediator or outcome variables.

The tools sensiPhy, multibias, ConMed, EValue, episensr and MediationSen-
sitivityAnalysis are able to perform multiple bias analysis, i.e. they also analyse
bias from different sources, such as unmeasured confounding and selection bias,

occurring alongside bias from mismeasurement.

Discussion

There have been 16 new software implementations of QBA for mismeasure-
ment between January 2014 and May 2024; all available either in the software
environment R, or as an online web tool. These tools include programs appli-
cable when the analysis of interest is a mediation analysis or survival analysis,
as well as more standard regression or contingency table analysis. Nine of the
programs, over half of all of those found, conducted a QBA for misclassification
of a binary variable.

Whilst previous authors have argued that software to implement QBA for
mismeasurement is available,” this review demonstrates that there are large

gaps in the range of existing software. Further work is needed to provide tools

10
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that conduct a QBA for misclassification of a categorical variable. Similarly,
there is a lack of tools to apply QBA for measurement error in a continuous
variable outside of the context of a mediation analysis or survival analysis, or
with a non-classical error model.

Our eligibility criteria required that all tools had some documentation. How-
ever, in most cases documentation required a high degree of statistical literacy
to be understood. This could be a barrier to use by applied researchers, even if
existence of the tools were more widely known. Further work could expand this
review to include tutorials and examples of the implementation of these tools
with simulated or real data.

We focused on software described in the published literature between Jan-
uary 15¢ 2014 and May 1* 2024, or made available via CRAN or IDEAS in this
time frame. Software programs which would not be found by this search could
include tools that have not been mentioned in published journal articles and
have not been uploaded to software archives, such as web tools,** or which were
created prior to 2014 and have not been significantly updated since.®3%3% By
limiting our search of publications to statistical and health-related journals we

may have missed relevant software implementations from other fields.

Conclusions

The wide array of QBA methods, and lack of accessibly written documen-
tation, present challenges in the widespread uptake of QBA methods. Devel-
opment of tools which can handle a multitude of different mismeasurement

scenarios simultaneously may also increase uptake of QBA techniques.
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