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Abstract 

Understanding of sample size and the accuracy and precision of the estimator may facilitate 

power and bias analyses and help in designing reproducible research and interpreting findings. 

However, such understanding can become complicated in practice for several reasons. First, 

exposures varying spatiotemporally may be heteroskedastic. Second, distributed lags of 

exposures may be used to identify critical exposure time-windows. Third, exposure measurement 

error may exist, impacting the accuracy and/or precision of the estimator. Fourth, different study 

designs may affect sample size and power differently. For example, case-crossover designs as 

matched case-control designs, are used to estimate health effects of short-term exposures. 

Therefore, this article develops approximation equations for sample size, estimates of the 

estimators and standard errors, including polynomials for non-linear effect estimation in the 

presence of exposure measurement error. With real-world air pollution estimates, simulation 

experiments were conducted to examine novel approximation equations. Overall, sample size, 

the accuracy and precision of the estimators in these complex settings can be accurately 

approximated. For distributed lags, approximations may perform well if residual confounding 

due to covariate measurement errors is not severe. This condition may be difficult to identify 

without exposure validation data, so validation research is recommended in identifying critical 

exposure time-windows. 
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1. Introduction 

Understanding of sample size and the accuracy and precision of the estimator may facilitate 

power and bias analyses. This helps in designing robust and reproducible research and 

ascertaining whether findings may imply causal effects or be attributable to random or 

systematic errors.  

 

Case-crossover designs are matched case-control designs that utilize information from the 

comparison between the time of each incident (i.e., index time) and self-control times selected 

from pre-specified time points to estimate causal effects (Maclure 1991; Lee and Schwartz 1999; 

Mittleman and Mostofsky 2014). These designs are used to estimate various health effects of 

short-term exposures or acute health events using conditional logistic regression. Maclure (1991) 

proposed case-crossover designs for identifications of acute effects on myocardial infarction 

(MI). Mittleman and Mostofsky (2014) discussed exchangeability in case-crossover designs with 

examples of the relationship between sexual intercourse and MI, between illicit drug use and MI, 

between asthma exacerbation and death. Lee and Schwartz (1999) exemplified the use of case-

crossover designs for environmental exposures such as air pollution. Numerous studies for other 

environmental exposures such as temperature and extreme weather events have been conducted 

(Bhaskaran et al. 2012; Tong, Wang, and Guo 2012; Wade et al. 2014). Associations between air 

pollution and COVID-19 have been also analyzed (Kim, Samet, and Bell 2022). 

 

Despite its widespread use, understanding of sample size and the accuracy and precision of 

estimators remains limited. An existing sample size calculation method for conditional logistic 

regression (Lachin 2008) may not be directly applicable in research settings for several reasons. 
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First, the variance of exposures that may spatiotemporally vary may be heteroskedastic. Second, 

distributed (non-linear) lag models may be used to identify critical exposure time-windows or 

isolate exposure effects at a single time (Gasparrini, Armstrong, and Kenward 2010; Kim and 

Lee 2019; Mork et al. 2024). Third, exposure variables may be measured or estimated with error. 

The error may vary spatiotemporally. Various exposure measurement error structures may 

differently affect the accuracy and/or the precision of the estimator, consequently affecting 

sample size. Furthermore, in identifying critical exposure time-windows or isolating the effect of 

the exposure at a single time, residual confounding due to confounder/covariate measurement 

error (Greenland and Robins 1985; Fewell, Davey Smith, and Sterne 2007) may be concerning, 

because other times of the exposure may act as confounders, which may result in 

under/overestimation of the exposure time-window or the effect of exposure at a single time 

(Kim and Lee 2019). Fourth, in designing research, exposure validation data may not be directly 

available, but investigators may have information about summary statistics regarding the 

accuracy of exposure measurement, such as the coefficient of determination and regression 

coefficients. Whether this information can be used to predict the accuracy and precision of the 

estimators and consequently identify the sample size remains unclear. 

 

Therefore, this article develops approximation equations for sample size, estimates of the 

estimators and standard errors for case-crossover designs with heteroskedastic distributed lag 

variables in the absence and presence of exposure measurement errors. For the accuracy of the 

estimators, this article develops several approximation equations including the most accurate one 

which can be used when exposure validation data is available and the least accurate one which 
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can be used when exposure validation data is not available. Simulation experiments based on 

real-world air pollution data were conducted to examine these equations. 

 

2. Notations 

Let 𝑥!,# denote the unmeasured true exposure of interest, 𝑥, for a case or self-control i at day t. 

Let 𝑥!,#$% denote the temporally l-lagged variable of 𝑥!,#, called Lagl exposure. Let 𝑥&,# denote 

the exposure variable measured or estimated at spatial grid/area g (e.g., a 1km grid cell or a 

geographical delineation such as city or census tract) at day t. If not noted, I suppose that g is 

spatially less granular than case/self-control, i’s location (e.g., street address). 𝒙𝒊	𝒐𝒓	𝒈 =

(𝑥!	,-	&,# , … , 𝑥!	,-	&,#$.) and 𝒙𝒊	𝒐𝒓	𝒈$𝒍 = (𝑥!	,-	&,# , … , 𝑥!	,-	&,#$(%$1), 𝑥!	,-	&,#$(%31), … , 𝑥!	,-	&,#$.) may 

be used. Let 𝑥#$% denote 𝑥!	,-	&,#$% for notational convenience. 

 

Let 𝑌! denote the outcome of a self-control (𝑌! = 0) or a case (𝑌! = 1). Let 𝒛 denote a set of 

covariates other than the main exposure variable(s) such as potential confounders, including 

dummy variables indicating each case-self-controls matched set. Assume n cases independently 

originate from a source population given 𝑥 and 𝒛, each matched to their respective self-controls, 

resulting in n matched sets. Each set has one case and 𝑚4 − 1 self-controls, resulting in a 𝑚4-

sized matched set, where h indicates h-th case. 𝑥4,5,% indicates 𝑥#$% for j-th observation in h-th 

matched set. Let 1-st observation in each set be the case and the others be self-controls. Let 

𝜎46(𝑣) denote the variance of a variable, 𝑣, in h-th matched set without “-1” correction. 𝑉74(𝑣) is 

the variance of a variable v in h-th matched set without “-1” correction (e.g., 𝜎46(𝑥#$%) ≡

𝑉74(𝑥#$%)). Superscript ep such as 𝑥89 is used to denote a linear or classical (-like) error-prone 

variable. Other notations may be introduced when needed. 
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3. Development of Calculation Methods for Sample Size and Accuracy and Precision 

of Estimators  

3.1. In the Absence of Exposure Measurement Error 

3.1.1. Single Exposure Variable with Heteroskedastic Variance 

By refining Lachin (2008)’s method, development begins with a single exposure variable 𝑥#$% 

with its heteroskedastic variance as the only covariate. Under the alternative hypothesis, H1, the 

score equation, 𝑈(𝜃%) for the coefficient for 𝑥#$% in conditional logistic regression, 𝜃%, is  

𝑈(𝜃%) = 4 𝑥4,1,% −
∑ 𝑥4,5,% exp9𝜃%𝑥4,5,%:
:!
5;1

∑ exp9𝜃%𝑥4,5,%:
:!
5;1

<

4;1
 

The Fisher information is  

𝐼(𝜃%) =4 <
∑ 𝑥4,5,%6 exp9𝜃%𝑥4,5,%:
:!
5;1

∑ exp9𝜃%𝑥4,5,%:
:!
5;1

− =
∑ 𝑥4,5,% exp9𝜃%𝑥4,5,%:
:!
5;1

∑ exp9𝜃%𝑥4,5,%:
:!
5;1

>
6

?
<

4;1
=4 𝑉14(𝑥#$%)

<

4;1
 

Under the null hypothesis, H0, 

𝑈(𝜃% = 0) =4 =𝑥4,1,% −
∑ 𝑥4,5,%
:!
5;1

𝑚4
>

<

4;1
=4 9𝑥4,1,% − 𝑥̅4,%:

<

4;1
 

𝐼(𝜃% = 0) =4 <
∑ 𝑥4,5,%6:!
5;1

𝑚4
− =

∑ 𝑥4,5,%
:!
5;1

𝑚4
>
6

?
<

4;1

=4 <
∑ 9𝑥4,5,% − 𝑥̅4,%:

6:!
5;1

𝑚4
? =4 𝑉74(𝑥#$%)

<

4;1

<

4;1
 

where 𝑥̅4,% =
∑ >!,#,$
%!
#&'

:!
. Recall 𝑉74(𝑥#$%) ≡ 𝜎46(𝑥#$%). Using a Taylor’s expansion, the equation 

for power analysis for a value of 𝜃% under H1 becomes 

|𝜃%|B4 𝑉74(𝑥#$%)
<

4;1
= 𝑍1$? + 𝑍1$@B

∑ 𝑉14(𝑥#$%)<
4;1

∑ 𝑉74(𝑥#$%)<
4;1
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𝑍1$@ =
|B$|C∑ D(!(>)*$)+

!&' $E'*,

F
∑ .'!(0)*$)
+
!&'

∑ .(!(0)*$)
+
!&'

≈ |𝜃%|F∑ 𝜎46(𝑥#$%)<
4;1 − 𝑍1$?  

where ∑ 𝑉14(𝑥#$%)<
4;1 ≈ ∑ 𝑉74(𝑥#$%)<

4;1  under a local alternative, 𝑍1$? is the critical value for 

the test (for a two-sided test, 𝑍1$?/6). The standard error (SE) is 

𝑆𝐸9𝜃I%: = F𝐼(𝜃%)
$1
= F∑ 𝑉14(𝑥#$%)<

4;1
$1
≈ F∑ 𝜎46(𝑥#$%)<

4;1
$1

 (Eq.1) 

 

Thus, 𝜎46(𝑥#$%) is a key factor that determines the precision of the estimator and power. Suppose 

heteroskedastic 𝜎46(𝑥#$%) over ℎ because the variance of exposures can vary by space and time. 

Let ∑ 𝜎46(𝑥#$%)<
4;1 = 𝑛𝜎L6 where 𝜎L6 = ∑ H!

2(>)*$)+
!&'

<
. The variance of each temporally lagged 

variable is almost identical to that of other: 𝑉(𝑥#$1) ≈ 𝑉(𝑥#$%), so that 𝜎46(𝑥#) ≈ 𝜎46(𝑥#$%). To 

provide a desired level of power 1 − 𝛽 when using a test at level 𝛼, n is required as 

𝑛 ≅
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

B$
2HK2

 (Eq.2) 

Although this is not a closed form because of 𝜎L6, an iterative process may be used to identify n. 

If investigators find that 𝜎L6 reaches a certain value over n, Eq.2 would be a closed solution. In 

practice, 𝜎L6 may be calculated using external data (e.g., population statistics). See Appendix S1. 

 

3.1.2. Covariate Adjustment 

With multiple covariates, the score test would be a C test and sample size calculation methods 

could be derived using a covariance matrix, which may be practically tedious. A deflation factor 

may be useful (Lachin 2008) as shown in exponential regression (Bernardo et al. 2000) and as 

covariate adjustment would reduce the precision of the estimator in logistic regression in 

observational studies (Robinson and Jewell 1991), so that 
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𝑆𝐸9𝜃I%|𝒛: ≅ P𝐼(𝜃%)91 − 𝑅>)*$|𝒛
6 :

$1

 (Eq.3) 

For sample size calculation, n approximates  

𝑛 ≅
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

B$
2HK2M1$N0)*$|𝒛

2 O
 (Eq.4) 

where 𝑅>)*$|𝒛
6  is the coefficient of determination in the regression of 𝑥#$% on 𝒛, or squared 

Pearson correlation between 𝑥#$% and the predicted 𝑥#$% from the regression. 

 

3.1.3. Distributed Lag Models  

When the effect of 𝑥#$% on Y is of interest, the exposure at other times, 𝒙$𝒍 can be seen as 

confounders when their effects exist (Kim and Lee 2019). Eqs.3–4 may be refined by adding	𝒙$𝒍 

to 𝒛. On the other hand, investigators may wish to identify the effect of cumulative exposure, 

from day 0 to day L. Then, the estimand for the effect of cumulative exposure is  

𝜃7𝑥# + 𝜃1𝑥#$1 +⋯𝜃.𝑥#$. =4 𝜃%𝑥#$%
.

%;7
 

For high L, constrained distributed lag variables may be used (Gasparrini, Armstrong, and 

Kenward 2010; Mork et al. 2024). For sample size calculation, it may be convenient to consider 

a weighted average as 𝑥̅# = ∑ B$
BK
𝑥#$%.

%;7  where 𝜃̅ = ∑ 𝜃%.
%;7 . For critical time-window 

identifications, the following may be alternatively used (Langholz et al. 1999), 

𝑥̅#$%6 =4 𝑤%𝑥#$%
.

%;%6
 

where 𝑤% is a weight and 𝑙P > 0. The weight may be pre-specified or estimated. For illustration 

simplicity, I adhere to 𝑥̅#. Then, 

𝑛 ≈
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

BK2HK07)
2 M1$N07)|𝒛

2 O
 (Eq.5) 
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𝑆𝐸 W𝜃̅I|𝒛X ≅ P𝐼(𝜃̅)91 − 𝑅>̅)|𝒛
6 :

$1

 (Eq.6) 

where 𝜎L>̅)
6 = ∑ H!

2(>̅))+
!&'

<
 and 𝐼(𝜃̅) = ∑ Y

∑ >̅!,#
2 RSTIBK>̅!,#J

%!
#&'

∑ RSTIBK>̅!,#J
%!
#&'

− Z
∑ >̅!,# RSTIBK>̅!,#J
%!
#&'

∑ RSTIBK>̅!,#J
%!
#&'

[
6

\ ≈ 𝑛𝜎L>̅)
6<

4;1 . 

When the weight is unknown, investigators may use different pre-specified weights and examine 

how sample size and precision may vary over weights. 

 

3.2. Non-Differential Additive Errors 

Non-differential exposure error means that the error is independent of Y.  

 

Exposure variables such as air pollution and temperature variables may be provided at locations 

(e.g., measurement at environmental monitors), spatial grids, or a geographical delineation (e.g., 

city, census boundary). When 𝑥&,# is used in the place of 𝑥!,#, the resulting measurement error is 

Berkson error as  

𝑥!,# = 𝑥&,# + 𝑢!,#U  

𝑢!,#U ~𝑁(0, 𝜑U6) 

where 𝑢!,#U  is independent and identically distributed with constant 𝜑U6 . The Berkson error does 

not introduce bias in effect estimates in linear regression. In non-linear models such as logistic 

regression, Berkson error introduces negligible bias, particularly if the effect size is small 

(Keogh et al. 2020). 

 

Suppose a distributed lag model with 𝒙𝒈 and 𝒛 as covariates are fit to estimate 𝜃%. Then,   

𝑛 ≅
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

B$
2HK08,)*$

2 V1$N
08,)*$|𝒙𝒈

*𝒍,𝒛
2 W

 (Eq.7) 
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𝑆𝐸9𝜃I%|𝒙𝒈$𝒍, 𝒛: ≅

B∑ Y
∑ >8!,#,$

2 RSTMB$>8!,#,$O
%!
#&'

∑ RSTMB$>8!,#,$O
%!
#&'

− Z
∑ >8!,#,$ RSTMB$>8!,#,$O
%!
#&'

∑ RSTMB$>8!,#,$O
%!
#&'

[
6

\<
4;1 W1 − 𝑅>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈*𝒍,𝒛

6 X

$1

≈

P𝑛𝜎L>8,)*$6 W1 − 𝑅>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈*𝒍,𝒛
6 X

$1

(Eq.8) 

where 𝜎L>8,)*$
6 =

∑ H!
2(>8,)*$)

+
!&'

<
. The variability of 𝑥&,#$% is smaller than the variability of 𝑥!,#$% by 

𝜑U6 , which explains the precision reduction. Covariate measurement errors in 𝒙𝒈$𝒍 would not 

introduce residual confounding if the error is non-differential Berkson because 𝑢!,#$%∗
U  is not 

correlated with 𝑥&,#$%.  

 

Other error may arise. Exposure measurements and estimation methods may be error-prone. 

Suppose a linear measurement error model, 

 𝑥&,#
89 = 𝛾7 + 𝛾1𝑥&,# + 𝑢&,#.  

𝑢&,#. ~𝑁(0, 𝜑.6) 

where 𝑢&,#.  is independent and identically distributed with constant 𝜑.6. For illustration, suppose 

the Berkson error is absent (i.e., 𝑥& = 𝑥!). In linear regression, this error results in either 

underestimation or overestimation of effects by a factor of  

𝜆% =
𝛾1𝑉(𝑥&,#$%|𝒛)

𝛾16𝑉9𝑥&,#$%|𝒛: + 𝑉(𝑢&,#$%. |𝒛)
=
𝛾1𝑉(𝑥&,#$%|𝒛)

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 |𝒛X

 

which is called multiplicative factor (Carroll et al. 2006) or bias factor (Innes et al. 2021).  

𝜃%. = 𝜆%𝜃% 
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where 𝜃%. denotes the quantity biased by the error, assuming no residual confounding by 𝒙𝒈$𝒍 due 

to the use of 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$% (i.e., covariate measurement errors). This assumption will be lifted later. 𝑉(∙

|𝒛) denotes the residual variance of a variable conditional on 𝒛. For temporally lagged variables, 

it is likely 𝑉9𝑥&,#|𝒛: ≈ 𝑉9𝑥&,#$%|𝒛:. 𝜆𝜃% is a good approximation in logistic regression if the 

measurement error is small, the effect size is small (Carroll et al. 2006), or logistic regression in 

case-crossover analyses may be equal or similar to aggregated time-series analysis with log-

linear regression (Lu and Zeger 2007). When 𝛾1 = 1, the resulting error is classical error, which 

results in underestimation: 0 < 𝜆 = D(>8,)*$|𝒛)

DM>8,)*$
=> |𝒛O

< 1. 

 

Sample size may be calculated as 

𝑛 ≅
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

[$
2B$

2HK
08,)*$
=> 	
2 \1$N

08,)*$
=> |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛

2 ]

 (Eq.9) 

𝑆𝐸 W𝜃I%.|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≅

e∑ <
∑ >8

=>
!,#,$

2
RST^B$

B>8!,#,$
=> _%!

#&'

∑ RST^B$
B>8!,#,$

=> _
%!
#&'

− =
∑ >8!,#,$

=> RST^B$
B>8!,#,$

=> _%!
#&'

∑ RST^B$
B>8!,#,$

=> _
%!
#&'

>
6

?<
4;1 Z1 − 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6 [

$1

≅

B𝑛𝜎L>8,)*$=>
6 Z1 − 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6 [

$1

 (Eq.10) 

 

When both Berkson and linear (or classical) errors arise (i.e., 𝑥& ≠ 𝑥!), the error becomes 

compound error (CE). Eqs. 9 and 10 subsume CE. 
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When residual confounding by 𝒙𝒈$𝒍 is not negligible, 𝜃%. in Eq.9 needs to account for the residual 

confounding. Appendix S2 develops an approximation equation for 𝜃%. using a re-written error 

model that can be seen in the context of regression calibration (Boe et al. 2023; Kim 2024). As 

will be shown, this may be the most accurate approximation equation in this paper, which is only 

available in practice when exposure validation data is available. Other approximation equations 

that can be used when exposure validation data is not available will be introduced later (Section 

3.4).  

 

3.3. Complex Additive Errors and Motivating Examples 

3.3.1. Autocorrelated Errors 

Autocorrelated errors may exist in environmental exposure estimates from prediction models. 

For example, let Q denote a set of causal factors of air pollution or temperature exposures, which 

may exhibit spatiotemporal patterns. Q may include emission activities, atmospheric process, 

solar radiation, and interaction with built-environment for air pollution; or atmospheric process, 

sunlight, and built-environment (e.g., urban heat island effect) for high temperature. 

Spatiotemporally autocorrelated error may stem from unmeasured/overlooked causal factors 

and/or Q measured with error, collectively, termed Qe. Let 𝑓(𝑥|𝑸) denote a true deterministic 

function of x. Let 𝑓8(𝑥|𝑸P8) denote an estimated or exposure prediction simulation function. 𝑥&,#
89 

from 𝑓8(𝑥|𝑸P8) may have autocorrelated error, which may be described as 

𝑥&,#
89 = 𝛾7 + ∑ 𝜂5𝑥&,#$5

`
5;7 + 𝑢&,#..   

∑ 𝜂5𝑥&,#$5
`
5;7 	describes spatiotemporal autocorrelation process of 𝑥&,#

89 to some extent, analogous 

to autoregression. 𝑢&,#..  may still be autocorrelated and not be independent of 𝑥&,# .	Let 𝑢&,#.. =

ð(𝑸𝒆) + 𝑢&,#ab + 𝑢&,#. ; 𝑢&,#ab~ℊ. ℰ(𝑸𝒆) indicates association between 𝑸𝒆 and 𝑥&,#
89 that explains 
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spatiotemporal autocorrelation process to some extent. 𝑢&,#ab  is an error term indicating the 

remaining spatiotemporal autocorrelation, which follows an unknown multivariate distribution 

ℊ. The superscript, NI, indicates non-independence.	Let this error model be referred to as a 

linear-like (LL) error model because this error model subsumes linear error (and classical error). 

For illustrational simplicity, suppose	

𝑥&,#
89 = 𝛾7 + 𝛾1𝑥&,# + 𝑢&,#..  

by letting 𝑢&,#.. = ∑ 𝜂5𝑥&,#$5
`
5;1 + ð(𝑸𝒆) + 𝑢&,#ab + 𝑢&,#.  and 𝛾1 ≡ 𝜂7. 

 

The approximation equation developed in Appendix S2 and other approximations that will be 

introduced in Section 3.4 can be applied to 𝜃%.., the quantity biased by LL error. Finally,  

𝑛 ≅
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

B$
BB2HK

08,)*$
=> 	
2 \1$N

08,)*$
=> |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛

2 ]

  (Eq.11) 

𝑆𝐸 W𝜃I%..|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 , 𝒛X ≅

e∑ <
∑ >8

=>
!,#,$

2
RST^B$

BB>8
=>
!,#,$

_%!
#&'

∑ RST^B$
BB>8

=>
!,#,$

_
%!
#&'

− =
∑ >8

=>
!,#,$

RST^B$
BB>8

=>
!,#,$

_%!
#&'

∑ RST^B$
BB>8

=>
!,#,$

_
%!
#&'

>
6

?<
4;1 Z1 − 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛
6 [

$1

≅

B𝑛𝜎L>8,)*$=>
6 Z1 − 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛
6 [

$1

 (Eq.12) 

And for the estimator for cumulative exposure, 

𝑛 =
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

BKBB2HK
078,)
=> 	
2 V1$N

078,)
=> |𝒛
2 W

 (Eq.13) 
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𝑆𝐸 W𝜃̅I..|𝒛X = e∑ <
∑ >̅8

=>
!,#

2
RST^BKBB>̅8

=>
!,#
_%!

#&'

∑ RST^BKBB>̅8
=>
!,#
_

%!
#&'

− =
∑ >̅8!,# RST^B

KBB>̅8
=>
!,#
_%!

#&'

∑ RST^BKBB>̅8
=>
!,#
_

%!
#&'

>
6

?<
4;1 n1 − 𝑅>̅8,)=>|𝒛

6 o

$1

≈

P𝑛𝜎L>̅8,)=>
6 n1 − 𝑅>̅8,)=>|𝒛

6 o
$1

 (Eq.14) 

where 𝑥̅&,#
89 = ∑ B$

BB

BKBB
𝑥&,#$%
89.

%;7 ≈ ∑ B$
BK
𝑥&,#$%
89.

%;7 .  

 

Berkson-like (BL) error may arise (𝑥& ≠ 𝑥!). For illustration, suppose the error model,  

𝑥!,# = 𝑥&,# + 𝑢!,#U. 

where 𝑢!,#U. = 𝑢!,#U + 𝑢!,#ab and 𝑢!,#ab denotes NI error. Unlike Berkson error, BL error may introduce 

bias in effect estimates because 𝑢!,#U. may be correlated with 𝑥&,#. Let 𝜃%U. denote the quantity 

biased by the error,  

𝜃%U. ≅ 𝜃% +4 𝜃c𝜚dC,)*DEB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈*𝒍,𝒛

.

c;7
 

where 𝜚dC,)*DEB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈*𝒍,𝒛
 is the regression coefficient for 𝑥&,#$% when 𝑢!,#$cU.  is regressed on 𝒙𝒈,𝒕 and 

𝒛. For sample size, Eqs.7–10 can be used by replacing 𝜃%U and 𝜃̅U with 𝜃%U. and 𝜃̅U.. When both 

BL and LL errors exist, Eqs.11–14 can be used by replacing 𝜃%.. and 𝜃̅.. with 𝜃%fg ≅ 𝜃%.. +

∑ 𝜃c𝜚dC,)*DEB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈*𝒍,𝒛
.
c;7  and 𝜃̅fg = ∑ 𝜃%fg.

%;7 . 

 

3.3.2. Differential Errors 

Differential exposure measurement error means that the error is not independent of 𝑌. I find at 

least five mechanisms through which the error can become differential: 1) the correlation 

between 𝑥&,# and 𝑢&,#..  through which 𝑢&,#..  is correlated with 𝑌 when 𝑥&,# has effects on 𝑌 but 𝑥&,#
89 
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is used (Figure 1A); 2) the correlation between 𝑥&,# and 𝑢!,#U. through which 𝑢!,#U. is correlated with 

𝑌 when 𝑥!,# has effects on 𝑌 but 𝑥&,# is used (Figure 1B); 3) 𝑢&,#..  or 𝑢&,#U. as a risk factor of 𝑌 or 

related to non-confounder risk factors of 𝑌 (Figures 1C–D); 4) the correlation of 𝑢&,#.. , or 𝑢&,#U. 

with unmeasured confounders; and 5) the correlation of 𝑢&,#.. , or 𝑢&,#U. with confounder 

measurement error when a confounder is measured with error. Thus, BL and LL errors would be 

differential if there exist exposure effects.  

 

Figure 1. Graphical descriptions of linear-like (LL) exposure measurement error (A, C) 
and Berkson-like (BL) exposure measurement error (B, D) 
Note. Dashed lines denote potential correlation. 
 

Potential bias to the estimators needs to be considered to accurately calculate sample size. But 

the bias may be smaller than what the face value of differential error may imply. For example, 

differential errors in distribute lag models may mitigate residual confounding due to the use of 

𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍 (Appendix S3). Differential errors may be (coincidently) adjusted for (to some degree) by 

using self-control matching or adjustment for covariates that makes the error differential, so that 

the resulting error may become conditionally non-differential (Kim 2024). Variables or statistical 

terms for adjustment for differential errors could be subsumed into 𝒛 (Appendix S4). For 

illustration, suppose both the error and the risk of Y vary over seasons or years. The error is 

𝑥 𝑌

𝑥𝑒𝑝 𝑢𝐿𝐿

𝒛
A

𝑥𝑖 𝑌

𝑥𝑔 𝑢𝑖𝐵𝐿

𝒛
B

𝑥 𝑌

𝑥𝑒𝑝 𝑢𝐿𝐿

𝒛
C

𝑥𝑖 𝑌

𝑥𝑔 𝑢𝑖𝐵𝐿

𝒛
D
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differential by the definition. Self-control selections may adjust for this differential error when 

for effect estimation, the comparison of 𝑥&,#$%
89  of a case to that of self-controls within a short-

time period was used, in which the error may be locally non-differential. The matched strata can 

be described as matching stratum indicator variables(s) in 𝒛. 

 

3.3.3. Multiplicative Errors 

Exposure measurement error may be multiplicative. Multiplicative errors may be transformed to 

additive errors. For example, multiplicative Berkson (-like) (MB(L)) error may be described as 

log(𝑥!,#) = log(𝑥&,#) + 𝑢!,#
U(.) 

𝑥!,# = 𝑥&,#exp(𝑢!,#
U(.)) 

If log(𝑥&,#) is used as the exposure variable in an outcome model, the consequence would be 

identical to that for the additive error, assuming that log(𝑥&,#) can correctly represent 𝑥 − 𝑌 

relationship. If 𝑥&,# is used and the error is not small, the consequence may differ. If residual 

confounding due to the use of 𝒙𝒈	is negligible,	𝜃%
hU(.), the quantity biased by the error would be 

𝜃%
hU(.) ≈ 𝜃%𝐸 texpW𝑢!,#

U(.)Xu 

Note 𝐸 texpW𝑢!,#
U(.)Xu ≠ exp W𝐸t𝑢!,#

U(.)uX = 1. 

 

Multiplicative linear (-like) (L(L)) error may be described as 

log(𝑥&,#
89) = 𝛾:7 + 𝛾:1log(𝑥&,#) + 𝑢&,#

.(.) 

𝑥&,#
89 = 9𝑥&,#:

i%' 	exp(𝛾:7)exp(𝑢&,#
.(.)) 
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If 𝑥&,#
89 is used as the exposure variable and the error is not small, the consequence would differ. 

For example, for multiplicative classical (MC) error (i.e., 𝛾:1 = 1 and 𝛾:7 = 0), assuming that 

the residual confounding due to the use of 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍 is negligible, 

𝜃%hf ≅ 𝜃%
𝑉9𝑥&,#$%v𝒛:

𝑉9𝑥&,#$%v𝒛: W1 + 𝑉9𝑢&,#. v𝒛:X + 𝐸w𝑥&,#$%|𝒛x
6𝑉9𝑢&,#. v𝒛:

 

demonstrating attenuation.  

 

To approximate 𝜃%
h.(.), the quantity biased by the multiplicative L(L) (ML(L)) error, the 

approximation equation in Appendix S2 can be used for many different error models (Appendix 

S4) but requires the use of exposure validation data. Without exposure validation data, 

approximation equations that will be introduced in Section 3.4 may also be used.  

 

Approximation of the variance of the estimator can also be obtained. The standard error of 

𝜃%
h.(.) may be approximated as 

𝑆𝐸 #𝜃%!
"#(#)|𝒛, 𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑)𝒍* ≅

,-𝑛𝜎/𝑥𝑔,𝑡−𝑙
𝑀𝐿(𝐿)
2 01 − 𝑅

+!,#$%
&' |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒛
0 45

)1

+ 𝜃!
"#(#)0 -𝑛𝜎/234(5,-)234(6!,#

.(.))
2 01 − 𝑅

+!,#$%
&' |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒛
0 45

)1

 (Eq.15) 

where let 𝑥&,#$%
h.(.) = 9𝑥&,#$%:

i%' (Appendix S5). The term 9𝑥&,#$%:
i%' demonstrates the standard 

error can be either attenuated or inflated, depending on 𝛾:1. The inflation may arise if 𝛾:1 < 1 

when 𝑥&,#$% > 1. The second component in the square root demonstrates that the standard error 

may be inflated, but this component could be relatively small compared to the first component, 

especially for small effect size, so that this may be negligible.	
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Similarly, the standard error of 𝜃̅h.(.), which is the quantity regarding the cumulative exposure 

effect, may be approximated as 

𝑆𝐸 #𝜃̅%"#(#)|𝒛* ≅ ,0𝑛𝜎/+̅!,#1.(.)
2 91 − 𝑅+̅!,#&'|𝒛

0 :4
)1

+ 𝜃̅"#(#)0 0𝑛𝜎/234(5,-)234(68!,#
.(.))

2 91 − 𝑅+̅!,#&'|𝒛
0 :4

)1

 (Eq.16) 

where 𝑥̅&,#
h.(.) = exp(𝛾:7)𝐸 texpW𝑢&,#

.(.)Xu WB(
BK
9𝑥&,#:

i%' +⋯+ BB
BK
9𝑥&,#$.:

i%'X and 𝑢L&,#
.(.) =

B(
BK
𝑢&,#
.(.) +⋯+ BB

BK
𝑢&,#
.(.). 

 

Sample size may be calculated as 

𝑛 ≅
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

B$
LB(B)2HK

08,)*$
LB(B)	
2 \1$N

08,)*$
=> |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛

2 ]Dfl

 (Eq.17) 

𝑛 ≅
IE'*,3E'*3J

2
	

BKLB(B)2HK
078,)
LB(B)	
2 V1$N

078,)
=> |𝒛
2 WDfl

 (Eq.18) 

where 𝑉𝐶𝐹 denotes a variance correction factor, 

𝑉𝐶𝐹 =
n𝑛𝜎L

>8,)*$
LB(B)
6 o

$1

Z𝑛𝜎L
>8,)*$
LB(B)
6 [

$1

+ 𝜃%
h.(.)6 Z𝑛𝜎L

RST(i%()RST(d8,)
B(B))

6 [
$1 

or 

𝑉𝐶𝐹 =
n𝑛𝜎L

>̅8,)
LB(B)	
6 o

$1

Z𝑛𝜎L
>̅8,)
LB(B)	
6 [

$1

+ 𝜃̅h.(.)6 Z𝑛𝜎L
RST(i%()RST(dK8,)

B(B))
6 [

$1	

for small 𝜃!
"#(#) or 𝜃̅h.(.), 𝑉𝐶𝐹 ≈ 1 
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For multiplicative CE (i.e.,	𝑥&,# ≠ 𝑥!,#), Eqs.15–18 can be used by considering additional bias 

due to BL error to the estimator. For only MBL error, Eqs. 7–10 can be used.  

 

3.4. Without Exposure Validation Data in Hand 

Investigators may not have exposure validation data in practice (i.e., having only 𝒙𝒈,𝒕  or 𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑 , 

but not 𝒙𝒊,𝒕). 

 

3.4.1. 𝛔|𝟐 Calculation 

For additive errors, the exposure variable measured/estimated with error that investigators have, 

which would be 𝑥&,# for B(L) error or 𝑥&,#
89 for non-Berkson error or CE, can be directly used to 

calculate 𝜎L6 (Note Eqs.7–14 that are based on 𝑥&,# or 𝑥&,#
89). For ML(L), what investigators have 

would be 𝑥&,#
89. 𝑥&,#

89 needs to be divided by the square root of exp(𝛾:7)expW𝑢&,#
.(.)X, which is 

unknown without validation data. Since the variance decomposition for 

9𝑥&,#:
i%'exp(𝛾:7)expW𝑢&,#

.(.)X may vary by the distribution of 𝑥&,# and 𝑢!,#
.(.), the generalizable 

decomposition may not be obtainable if 𝑢!,#
.(.) is unknown. Alternatively, it may be reasonable to 

consider some factor 𝑐 as  

𝜎L
>8,)*$
LB(B)	
6 ≅ 𝜎L>8,)*$=>

6 𝑐 

and conduct numerical analyses about how sample size numbers could vary by several 𝑐 values. 

However, investigators may, sometimes, have information about the error from external sources 

such as published documents. Suppose that the coefficient of determination in the regression of 

the logarithm of 𝑥&,#
89 against the logarithm of 𝑥&,# (𝑅nop(>8,)=>),nop(>8,))

6 ) and 𝛾:1q-dr8 as the regression 
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coefficient are known and the coefficient in the regression of 𝑥&,# against 𝑥&,#
89 are known. Recall 

the following ML(L) model, 

log9𝑥&,#
89: = 𝛾:7 + 𝛾:1 log9𝑥&,#: + 𝑢&,#

.(.) 

log9𝑥&,#$%
89 : = 𝛾:7 + 𝛾:1 log9𝑥&,#$%: + 𝑢&,#$%

.(.)  

and, 

𝑅nop(>8,)=>),nop(>8,))
6 ≅ 𝑅nop(>8,)*$=> ),nop(>8,)*$)

6 =
𝑉(𝛾:7 + 𝛾:1log(𝑥&,#$%))

𝑉(log(𝑥&,#$%
89 ))

=
𝑉(𝛾:1log(𝑥&,#$%))
𝑉(log(𝑥&,#$%

89 ))
 

for 𝛾:1 > 0, 

𝜎L
>8,)*$
LB(B)
6 ≈ 𝜎Lnop(>8,)*$=> )

6 𝐸w𝑥&,#$%x
6i%'𝑅nop(>8,)*$=> ),nop(>8,)*$)

6  

(Appendix S6). Thus, by assuming 𝛾:1q-dr8 ≅ 𝛾:1, which may be reasonable in practice when 

investigators have domain knowledge about exposure measurements or estimations, and 

calculating 𝐸[𝑥&,#$%] based on the information of the regression of 𝑥&,# against 𝑥&,#
89, they can 

calculate 𝜎Lnop(>8,)*$=> )
6  with their data and then approximate 𝜎L

>8,)*$
LB(B)
6 . 𝜎L

>̅8
LB(B)
6  can also be 

approximated similarly. Sometimes, 𝑅nop(>8,)=>),nop(>8,))
6  is not known, but 𝑅>8,)*$,>8,)*$=>

6 , which may 

be used instead.  

 

3.4.2. Bias Consideration  

For non-Berkson error, the estimator may be biased so that investigators should consider the size 

of bias when calculating sample size. Recall the additive L(L) error model, 

𝑥&,#
89 = 𝛾7 + 𝛾1𝑥&,# + 𝑢&,#..  

 If 𝛾1q-dr8 and 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8,)
6  are known, by assuming 𝛾1q-dr8 = 𝛾1, in distributed lag models, 
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𝜃%
.(.) ≈ 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8,)

6 �
B$±V1$N08,)

=> ,08,)
2 W∑ B#B

#M$

i'
� (Eq.19) 

and this approximation may perform reasonably if residual confounding due to the use of 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍 

is not severe (Appendix S7). If “+” is used for “±” in the numerator, Eq.19 may indicate the 

upper bound of 𝜃%
.(.) to identify whether 𝜃%

.(.) ≤ 𝜃% is plausible but may result in 

underapproximation of sample size. If 𝑥&,# is highly autocorrelated and 𝑥&,#
89 is a good measure of 

𝑥&,#, “-” may be more accurate than “+” (Appendix S7). If residual confounding is negligible, or 

𝜃̅ is of interest, 

𝜃%
.(.) ≈

N
08,)
=> ,08,)
2 B$

i'
 or 𝜃̅.(.) ≈

N
08,)
=> ,08,)
2 BK

i'
  (Eq.20) 

Multiplicative error may be treated as additive error. The ML(L) error model may be re-written 

as  

𝑥&,#
89 = 𝛾7

h.(.) + 𝛾1q-dr8𝑥&,# + 𝑢&,#
h.(.) 

where 𝑢&,#
h.(.) mimicks 𝑢&,#

.(.) in which an interaction between 𝑥&,# and another error component(s) 

exists but is unknown. Validation studies may report 𝛾1q-dr8 and 𝑅>)=>,>)
6  when whether the error 

is additive or multiplicative remains uncertain. 

 

Eq.20 relies on the assumption 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8
6 ≈ 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6 . It is not unrealistic that 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8

6 ≫

𝑅
>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6  in practice (Appendix S7). If 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6  is not known, it may be wise 

to apply a multiplication factor to 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8
6  and examine how sample size can vary accordingly by 

changing that factor. 
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3.5. Polynomials for Non-Linear Effects  

Non-linear terms such as splines and polynomials may be used. Considering exact variable 

transformation may be too tedious. It would be practical to focus on a second-order polynomial 

term, 𝑥#$%
89 6, because testing this term may demonstrate whether the linear term is inadequate to 

explain 𝑌. If the exposure effect is believed to be non-linear only within the certain range of 𝑥#$%
89  

(e.g., high temperature effect manifests only after a certain threshold), the variable could be 

transformed to consider this. 

 

Covariate adjustment should be considered as 𝑅
I>)*$
=> J

2
|𝒛,𝒛𝟐,>)*$

=> ,>)*$
=> ×𝒙𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑×𝒛

6 . 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 

denotes interaction pairs of 𝑥#$%
89  and each element in 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍. 𝒛𝟐 denote the squared variables in 𝒛. 

𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛 denotes interaction pairs of 𝑥#$%
89  and each element in 𝒛. The bias factor of the estimator 

for 9𝑥#$%
89 :6 may be approximated as by assuming that residual confounding due to the use of 

𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 is negligible and the residual of 9𝑥#$%
89 :6 conditional on 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛 

and the residual of 𝑥#$%
89  conditional on 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐 follow a normal distribution, 

𝜆%6 ≈
n𝑅

>)*$
=> ,>)*$|𝒙𝒆𝒑

*𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑*𝒍×𝒛,𝒛,𝒛𝟐
6 o

6

𝛾16
≈
W𝑅>)=>,>)

6 X
6

𝛾16
 

(Appendix S8). Again, 𝑅>)=>,>)
6  should be a good approximate. Approximations would become 

tedious if the assumption is not correct.  
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4. Simulation Experiments 

Simulation experiments were motivated by air pollution modelled estimates. Figure 2 presents 

relationships of ground-based measurements for daily O3 and PM2.5 with estimated levels in Rio 

de Janeiro, Brazil (2010–2017) (A, B, E, and F) obtained from elsewhere (Kim et al. 2024) and 

estimated levels in the contiguous United States (2020 summer) (C, D, G, and H) from a 

frequently cited model in air pollution epidemiology (Reff 2023). These relationships were 

identified using linear regression (red lines) from the BL error perspective (A–D) and from the 

LL error perspective. Notably, a regression coefficient of nearly one from one perspective does 

not necessarily imply that from the other perspective, which is statistically legitimate. Depending 

on the prediction modeling strategy, the correct perspective in health effect estimation may 

differ, which is beyond the scope of this paper. Table 1 show findings of linear regressions for 

data in the United States suggesting the error of these estimates may be BL or LL error in health 

effect estimation. Figure S1 in Appendix S9 show residual plots and residuals are autocorrelated.  

 

Simulation experiments were conducted. These mimicked identifications of the association 

between short-term exposure to PM2.5 and a health outcome, using PM2.5 variables measured 

with errors. Detailed methods are provided in Appendix S9. Confounders to be considered 

include short-term exposure to O3 and temperature, as well as unmeasured time-varying 

confounders that manifest as seasonality, time-trend, and day-of-the-week effects. Several 

additive and multiplicative BL, and LL errors in PM2.5 variables were considered, using ground-

based measurements at EPA monitors and modelled estimates. Figure 3 present scatter plots for 

gold standard variables and variables measured with error in simulations.  
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Table 1. Linear regressions of measured O3/PM2.5 at EPA monitors against distributed 
temporal lags of estimated O3/PM2.5 (Berkson-like error perspective) by U.S. EPA’s 
FAQSD models (Jun–Aug. 2020) and of estimated O3/PM2.5 by U.S. EPA’s FAQSD models 
(Jun–Aug. 2020) against distributed temporal lags of measured O3/PM2.5 at EPA monitors 
(Linear-like error perspective) 
Note. Figure S1 presents residual plots including partial autocorrelation plots that demonstrate 
that residuals are not random. 

 Regression coefficient estimates (95% confidence intervals) 
 

O3  PM2.5 

Parameter Berkson-Like 
error perspective 

Linear-Like error 
perspective 

 Berkson-Like error 
perspective 

Linear-Like error 
perspective 

Intercept -0.931 
(-1.011, -0.851) 

2.225 
(2.152, 2.299) 

 -0.362 
(-0.404, -0.321) 

0.901 
(0.866, 0.936) 

Lag0 1.029 
(1.027, 1.032) 

0.929 
(0.927, 0.931) 

 1.065 
(1.061, 1.070) 

0.840 
(0.837, 0.844) 

Lag1 -0.009 
(-0.011, -0.006) 

0.023 
(0.021, 0.025) 

 -0.026 
(-0.032, -0.020) 

0.059 
(0.055, 0.063) 

Lag2 -0.001 
(-0.004, 0.001) 

0.002 
(0, 0.004) 

 0 
(-0.006, 0.005) 

0 
(-0.005, 0.004) 

Lag3 0 
(-0.002, 0.003) 

0.001 
(-0.001, 0.003) 

 -0.006 
(-0.012, -0.001) 

0.008 
(0.003, 0.012) 

Lag4 0 
(-0.002, 0.003) 

-0.002 
(-0.004, 0) 

 0.002 
(-0.004, 0.008) 

-0.003 
(-0.007, 0.001) 

Lag5 0.001 
(-0.001, 0.004) 

-0.003 
(-0.005, -0.001) 

 0 
(-0.006, 0.006) 

0 
(-0.004, 0.004) 

Lag6 0 
(-0.002, 0.003) 

-0.002 
(-0.004, 0) 

 0.001 
(-0.005, 0.006) 

-0.002 
(-0.006, 0.002) 

Lag7 0 
(-0.002, 0.002) 

-0.002 
(-0.003, 0) 

 -0.005 
(-0.01, -0.001) 

0.003 
(-0.001, 0.006) 
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Figure 2. Relationship between daily estimated O3/PM2.5 and daily measured O3/PM2.5 at 
monitors in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil for the years 2012–2017 (A, B, E, and F) and in the 
contiguous United States (C, D, G, and H) for Jun.–Aug. 2020 
Note. The difference between the top four panels (Berkson-like error perspective, A–D) and the 
bottom four panels (linear-like error perspective, E–H) is that the same data were analyzed 
differently by switching the x and y axes. Dashed diagonal lines indicates100% agreement. Solid 
lines indicate linear regression fit. Points indicate the number of data points.  
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Figure 3. Scatter plots for several sets of gold standard variables and variables measured 
with error created in simulation experiments 
Note. Eight measurement error scenarios were created. MLL=Multiplicative Linear-Like error; 
ALL=Additive Linear-Like error; ABL=Additive Berkson-Like error; and MBL=Multiplicative 
Berkson-Like error. Only randomly selected 10,000 data points from each of the first 100 
simulation samples (for MLL and ALL) and randomly selected 10,000 data points from each of 
the first 250 simulation samples (for ABL and MBL) are presented to enhance visualizations. 
Solid lines represent the linear regression fit for each sample that consists of 10,000 data points 
and represent the average of these linear regression fits. For MLL data generation, 𝛾1=0.9 
(MLL1 and MLL2) or 𝛾1=1.1 (MLL3 and MLL4) were used. 
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Sample sizes, 𝐸w𝜃I%x, 𝐸 t𝜃̅Iu, 𝐸w𝑆𝐸�9𝜃I%:x, and 𝐸 t𝑆𝐸� W𝜃̅IXu were calculated using developed 

approximation equations earlier. They were compared to corresponding empirical quantities 

estimated from time-stratified case-crossover analyses for 2,500 simulation runs for each error 

scenario. Findings demonstrate that the calculations perform well. Tables 2 and 3 demonstrate 

empirical effect estimates and standard error estimates are consistent with the approximates. As 

expected, Eqs.19 and 20 may sometimes provide accurate approximates for effect estimates, 

suggesting that it would not be easy to accurately consider bias in the estimator without 

validation data when residual confounding due to distributed lags measured with error is not 

small. Figure 4 shows the consistency between empirical statistical powers (i.e., the percentage 

of rejecting the null hypothesis when the null hypothesis is false) and the calculated power 

curves. The inconsistencies were found in only very low statistical power settings for 𝜃% 

estimation. These may have been attributed to a failure of the convergence due to correlation 

between distributed lags in such settings because the accuracy (See “Approx. 1” in Table 2) and 

precision of the estimators were still accurately calculated (Table 3). 

Table 2. Empirical estimates of 𝜽𝒍 and 𝜽| and various approximations for 𝜽𝒍 and 𝜽| in 
simulation experiments 
Note. MLL=Multiplicative Linear-Like error; ALL=Additive Linear-Like error; ABL=Additive 
Berkson-Like error; MBL=Multiplicative Berkson-Like error. See Figure 3 for distributions of 
MLL1–4, ALL1–2, ABL, and MBL.  
Lag0=𝜃7; Lag1=𝜃1; Lag2=𝜃6; and Lag02=𝜃̅ = 𝜃7 + 𝜃1 + 𝜃6. 𝜃7 = 0.001, 𝜃1 = 0.0024, 𝜃u =
0.0006, and 𝜃̅ = 0.004 were used to generate simulation samples. Except for ABL, most of the 
effect estimates were biased due to the error. See “a. Empirical”, which shows 𝐸[𝜃I%] × 1000. 
 
Error  Quantities Lag0 Lag1 Lag2 Lag02 
No error 𝜃 used to generate data ×1000  1.00 2.40 0.60 4.00 
MLL1 a. Empirical (×1000) 1.62 3.38 1.02 6.01  

b. Approx.1 (×1000) [Appendix S2] 1.56 3.42 1.01 5.99  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) -3.4 1.2 -0.7 -0.4  
d. Approx.2 (×1000) [Eq. 19] “+” 1.71 3.73 1.13 6.57 
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     e. Difference (%) (i.e., (d-a)/a) 5.8 10.5 11.3 9.4 

 f. Approx.3(×1000) [Eq. 19] “-” 1.31 3.52 0.68 5.52 
      g. Difference (%) (i.e., (f-a)/a) -18.7 4.3 -32.8 -8.2  

h. Approx.4 (×1000) [Eq. 20] 1.51 3.63 0.91 6.05  
     i. Difference (%) (i.e., (h-a)/a) -6.4 7.4 -10.7 0.6 

MLL2 a. Empirical (×1000) 1.08 3.08 0.64 4.81  
b. Approx.1 (×1000) [Appendix S2] 1.09 3.14 0.64 4.87  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) 1.09 3.14 0.64 4.87  
d. Approx.2 (×1000) [Eq. 19] “+” 1.8 3.65 1.27 6.73  
     e. Difference (%) (i.e., (d-a)/a) 67.2 18.5 98.4 40.1 

 f. Approx.3(×1000) [Eq. 19] “-” 1.07 3.26 0.45 4.78 
      g. Difference (%) (i.e., (f-a)/a) -0.7 5.8 -30.2 -0.5  

h. Approx.4 (×1000) [Eq. 20] 1.44 3.46 0.87 5.77  
     i. Difference (%) (i.e., (h-a)/a) 33.7 12.3 34.9 20.1 

MLL3 a. Empirical (×1000) 0.79 1.76 0.50 3.05  
b. Approx.1 (×1000) [Appendix S2] 0.77 1.80 0.48 3.05  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) -2.2 2.2 -3.0 0.2  
d. Approx.2 (×1000) [Eq. 19] “+” 0.86 1.94 0.56 3.36  
     e. Difference (%) (i.e., (d-a)/a) 9.5 10.1 11.8 10.2 

 f. Approx.3(×1000) [Eq. 19] “-” 0.72 1.86 0.39 2.96 
      g. Difference (%) (i.e., (f-a)/a) -9.3 5.6 -21.8 -2.7  

h. Approx.4 (×1000) [Eq. 20] 0.79 1.90 0.47 3.16  
     i. Difference (%) (i.e., (h-a)/a) 0.1 7.9 -5.0 3.7 

MLL4 a. Empirical (×1000) 0.58 1.67 0.36 2.61  
b. Approx.1 (×1000) [Appendix S2] 0.60 1.70 0.35 2.64  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) 2.4 1.4 -3.1 1.0  
d. Approx.2 (×1000) [Eq. 19] “+” 0.90 1.91 0.62 3.43  
     e. Difference (%) (i.e., (d-a)/a) 55.6 13.9 73.3 31.3 

 f. Approx.3(×1000) [Eq. 19] “-” 0.62 1.75 0.29 2.67 
      g. Difference (%) (i.e., (g-a)/a) 6.4 4.9 -17.4 2.2  

h. Approx.4 (×1000) [Eq. 20] 0.76 1.83 0.46 3.05  
     i. Difference (%) (i.e., (i-a)/a) 31.2 9.5 28.4 16.9 

ALL1 a. Empirical (×1000) 0.13 2.19 -0.15 2.16  
b. Approx.1 (×1000) [Appendix S2] 0.11 2.17 -0.14 2.15  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) -10.9 -0.8 -9.8 -0.7  
d. Approx.2 (×1000) [Eq. 19] “+” 1.35 2.48 1.04 4.88  
     e. Difference (%) (i.e., (d-a)/a) 957.8 13.4 -780.4 125.5 

 f. Approx.3(×1000) [Eq. 19] “-” 0.49 2.00 0.06 2.55 
      g. Difference (%) (i.e., (f-a)/a) 282.0 -8.7 -140.5 17.9  

h. Approx.4 (×1000) [Eq. 20] 0.93 2.24 0.56 3.74  
     i. Difference (%) (i.e., (h-a)/a) 629.7 2.5 -466.0 72.8 

ALL2 a. Empirical (×1000) -0.44 1.90 -0.57 0.9  
b. Approx.1 (×1000) [Appendix S2] -0.45 1.87 -0.60 0.82 
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     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) 3.4 -1.8 4.5 -8.5  
d. Approx.2 (×1000) [Eq. 19] “+” 1.36 1.92 1.21 4.49  
     e. Difference (%) (i.e., (d-a)/a) -413.3 0.8 -310.6 400.4 

 f. Approx.3(×1000) [Eq. 19] “-” -0.16 1.07 -0.5 0.42 
      g. Difference (%) (i.e., (f-a)/a) -63.4 -43.6 -13.3 -53.4  

h. Approx.4 (×1000) [Eq. 20] 0.63 1.5 0.38 2.5  
     i. Difference (%) (i.e., (h-a)/a) -243.7 -21.2 -165.4 178.7 

ABL a. Empirical (×1000) 1.07 2.38 0.61 4.05 
 b. Approx.1 (×1000) [Appendix S2] 1.02 2.45 0.61 4.08 
      c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) -4.7 3.0 1.5 0.7  

d. Approx.3 (×1000) [Eq. 20] 1.02 2.44 0.61 4.07  
     e. Difference (%) (i.e., (d-a)/a) -4.6 2.7 1.0 0.5 

MBL a. Empirical (×1000) 1.08 3.02 0.61 4.71 
 b. Approx.1 (×1000) [Appendix S2] 1.14 2.84 0.66 4.64 
      c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) 5.1 -5.9 9.0 -1.4  

d. Approx.3 (×1000) [Eq. 20] 1.13 2.71 0.68 4.52  
     e. Difference (%) (i.e., (d-a)/a) 4.6 -10.1 11.5 -3.9 

 
 
Table 3. Empirical standard error estimates and approximations in simulation experiments 
Note. Lag0=𝜃7; Lag1=𝜃1; Lag2=𝜃6; and Lag02=𝜃̅ = 𝜃7 + 𝜃1 + 𝜃6 
MLL=Multiplicative Linear-Like error; ALL=Additive Linear-Like error; ABL=Additive 
Berkson-Like error; MBL=Multiplicative Berkson-Like error. See Figure 3 for distributions of 
MLL1–4, ALL1–2, ABL, and MBL. 
 
Error  Quantities Lag0 Lag1 Lag2 Lag02 
MLL1 a. Empirical (×1000) 1.535 1.648 1.489 2.007  

b. Approx. (×1000) (Eq. 15) 1.491 1.611 1.449 1.993  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) -2.8 -2.3 -2.7 -0.7 

MLL2 a. Empirical (×1000) 1.478 1.626 1.447 1.813  
b. Approx. (×1000) (Eqs. 15 and 16) 1.473 1.617 1.441 1.783  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) -0.3 -0.5 -0.4 -1.7 

MLL3 a. Empirical (×1000) 0.797 0.869 0.778 1.016  
b. Approx. (×1000) (Eqs. 15 and 16) 0.768 0.843 0.753 0.999  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) -3.7 -2.9 -3.2 -1.6 

MLL4 a. Empirical (×1000) 0.774 0.859 0.76 0.942  
b. Approx. (×1000) (Eqs. 15 and 16) 0.761 0.844 0.749 0.917  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) -1.7 -1.7 -1.4 -2.7 

ALL1 a. Empirical (×1000) 1.041 1.247 1.033 1.037  
b. Approx. (×1000) (Eqs. 12 and 14) 1.119 1.332 1.109 1.006  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) 7.5 6.8 7.3 -3.0 

ALL2 a. Empirical (×1000) 0.917 1.234 0.928 0.656  
b. Approx. (×1000) (Eqs. 12 and 14) 0.957 1.292 0.969 0.644 
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     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) 4.4 4.7 4.4 -1.9 

ABL a. Empirical (×1000) 4.386 6.794 4.547 2.267 
 b. Approx. (×1000) (Eqs. 8 and 10) 4.418 6.774 4.575 2.239 
      c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) 0.7 -0.3 0.6 -1.2 
MBL a. Empirical (×1000) 5.568 8.828 5.777 2.657  

b. Approx. (×1000) (Eqs. 8 and 10) 5.773 9.074 5.956 2.673  
     c. Difference (%) (i.e., (b-a)/a) 3.7 2.8 3.1 0.6 
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Figure 4. Power curves obtained from sample size calculation equations presented in the 
main text (dashed curves) and empirical statistical powers (points) from simulation 
experiments 
Note. Each data point was obtained from 2,500 simulation samples. Different exposure 
measurement error scenarios were considered: MLL (Multiplicative Linear Like Error); ALL 
(Additive Linear Like Error); ABL (Additive Berkson Like Error); MBL (Multiplicative Berkson 
Like Error). For ALL1, ALL2, ABL, and MBL, lag0 and lag2 were not presented here because 
empirical statistical powers were extremely low. 
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5. Discussion 

Understanding of the determinants of sample size and the accuracy and precision of estimators is 

helpful in designing robust and reproduceable research and interpreting findings. Several key 

lessons are summarized here. First, if exposure levels vary spatiotemporally, the variance may be 

heteroskedastic. This needs to be appropriately considered in understanding sample size. Second, 

even without exposure validation data, investigators may calculate sample size for a desired 

power and the size of the estimators based on external information about exposure measurement 

error. Third, for distributed lag models, it may sometimes be difficult to consider the accuracy of 

the estimators of lag variables due to potentially severe residual confounding from covariate 

measurement errors. For example, theoretically, the absence of associations between certain lag 

times and Y may be attributed to residual confounding (e.g., ALL1 in Table 2). In identifying 

critical exposure time-windows, designing validation research is desirable. Fourth, in cases 

where validation data is unavailable, conducting numerical analyses to examine how sample size 

and the accuracy of estimators can vary across different bias scenarios would be beneficial for 

designing research and interpreting findings. The main limitation of this paper is that it focuses 

on case-crossover design. Nevertheless, as the development was based on an existing sample size 

calculation method for conditional logistic regression (Lachin 2008), developments for other 

matched case-control designs and survival analyses with Cox proportional hazard models merit 

future research. 
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Appendix S1. Heteroscedastic variance calculations. 

If health data are not available before the initiation of a study (e.g., investigators need to recruit 

patients, but their residential history is unknown before recruitment), investigators would not be 

able to exactly calculate 𝜎46. Instead, they may be able to have external information about a 

source population. They could approximately calculate 𝜎46 with the information about k-th sub-

source populations. 

 

Suppose that investigators have exposure data for 𝑥 at spatial grid cells or census boundaries (k-

th sub-source populations) and exact case-self-control locations (e.g., street-level address) are 

unknown. 𝜎L6 can be approximated to the expected case number-weighted 𝜎6 as   

𝜎L6 ≅
∑ 𝐸[𝐶𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑠c]𝜎c6v
c;1

∑ 𝐸[𝐶𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑠c]v
c;1

 

where 𝐸[𝐶𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑠c] is the expected number of cases in k-th sub-source population and K is the 

total number of sub-source populations. Investigators may use external data such as population 

statistics or summary of electronic health records to identify the expected number of cases. One 

way to estimate 𝜎L6  is 

𝜎L6 	≅
∑ 𝑃𝑜𝑝w% ∑ 𝑅w%,P𝜎w%,P6x

P;1
aO$
w%;1

∑ 𝑃𝑜𝑝w%
aO$
w%;1 ∑ 𝑅w%,Px

P;1

 

where 𝑃𝑜𝑝w% denotes a sub-source population count for a fixed location fl. (e.g., the number of 

residents in a census tract fl). 𝑁w% is the total number of the sub-source populations for a study 

(e.g., the number of census tracts in a city). 𝜎w%,P6  is the variance for fl and matched stratum s (i.e., 

matching each case to their self-control(s)). 𝑆 is the total number of the strata. For example, if 

investigators use time-stratification using the calendar year, month, and day of the week, s 
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indicates each time-stratified set (e.g., January 2020–Monday; January 2020–Tuesday; …, 

December 2020–Sunday). 𝑅w%,P is the baseline hazard (rate) for fl and s. 
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Appendix S2. Approximation for the estimators in the presence of additive linear (-like) 

error. 

Suppose the correct linear outcome model, 𝐸w𝑌!,#x = 𝜗 + ∑ 𝜃%𝑥!,#$%.
%;7 + 𝝑𝒛 and 𝑥& = 𝑥!. I use 

this linear model instead of conditional logistic regression, because for small 𝜃% or small 

exposure measurement error, the consequence from linear regression may be applicable. 

 

In practice, investigators may use 𝑥&,#
89 in place of 𝑥!,#. Suppose a linear (-like) (L(L)) error 

model, 𝑥&,#
89 = 𝛾7 + 𝜂7𝑥&,# + 𝑢&,#

.(.). (See Section 3.3). To consider the impact of this error model 

on effect estimators, it is convenient to consider following re-written error models based on 

regression calibration, 

𝑥&,# = 𝛾7,7∗ +4 𝜂7,%∗ 𝑥&,#$%
89

.

%;7
+ 𝜼𝟎,𝒛𝒛 + 𝑢&,#∗  

𝑥&,#$1 = 𝛾1,7∗ +4 𝜂1,%∗ 𝑥&,#$%
89

.

%;7
+ 𝜼𝟏,𝒛𝒛 + 𝑢&,#$1∗  

… 

𝑥&,#$. = 𝛾.,7∗ +4 𝜂.,%∗ 𝑥&,#$%
89

.

%;7
+ 𝜼𝑳,𝒛𝒛 + 𝑢&,#$.∗  

 

For 𝑥&,#$%
89 , the following parameters are important: 

𝜂7,%∗ =
f,}^>8,),>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_

DV𝑥&,#$%
89

~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

≅
�(f,}^>8,),>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3f,}V𝑥&,# , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.)

~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

�(2D^>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3�(f,}^>8,)*$,d8,)*$

B(B) |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3DV𝑢&,#$%

.(.)
~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

.  

𝜂1,%∗ =
f,}^>8,)*',>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_

DV𝑥&,#$%
89

~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

≅
�(f,}^>8,)*',>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3f,}V𝑥&,#$1, 𝑢&,#$%
.(.)

~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

�(2D^>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3�(f,}^>8,)*$,d8,)*$

B(B) |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3DV𝑢&,#$%

.(.)
~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

.  

… 
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𝜂.,%∗ =
f,}^>8,)*B,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_

DV𝑥&,#$%
89

~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

≅
�(f,}^>8,)*B,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3f,}V𝑥&,#$. , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.)

~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

�(2D^>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3�(f,}^>8,)*$,d8,)*$

B(B) |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_3DV𝑢&,#$%

.(.)
~𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

.  

 

Thus, generally, 

𝜂5,%∗ =
𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.) �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝜂76𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$% , 𝑢&,#$%

.(.) |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%

.(.) �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

 

 

If the error is independent and identically distributed (independent of 𝑥&,#) (i.e., non-differntial 

error), then 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.) �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X = 0 so that  

𝜂5,%∗ =
𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝜂76𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%∗ �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
 

and 

𝜂%,%∗ =
𝜂7𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝜂76𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%∗ �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
≡ 𝜆% 

where 𝜆% is a bias factor. 

 

The correct linear outcome model can be re-expressed as 

𝐸w𝑌!,#x = 𝜗 +4 𝜃%(𝛾%,7∗ +4 𝜂%,5∗ 𝑥&,#$5
89

.

5;7
+ 𝜼𝒍,𝒛𝒛 + 𝑢&,#$%∗ )

.

%;7
+ 𝝑𝒛 

But, investigators use 

𝐸w𝑌!,#$%x = 𝜗∗ +4 𝜃%
.(.)𝑥&,#$%

89
.

%;7
+ 𝝑∗𝒛 
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If 𝜂%,5∗ = 0 for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑙, which occurs when 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X = 0 (i.e., no 

autocorrelation conditional on 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛) 

𝜃%
.(.) ≅ 𝜃%𝜂%,%∗ +4 𝜃c𝜚d8,)*D∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

.

c;7
 

If 𝑢&$c∗  is independent and identically distributed (and independent of 𝑥&,#$%
89 ) given 𝒙𝒈,𝒕

𝒆𝒑*𝒍 and 𝒛, 

which may occur when the error is non-differential, 𝜚
d8,)*D
∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

= 0. Then,  

𝜃%. ≅ 𝜃%𝜂%,%∗ = 𝜃%𝜆% 

 

If 𝜂%,5∗ ≠ 0 (e.g., non-zero correlations between lagged variables of 𝑥&,#) and/or 𝑢&$c∗  is not 

independent of 𝑥&,#$%
89  even conditional on 𝒙𝒈,𝒕

𝒆𝒑*𝒍 and 𝒛 (𝜚
d8,)*D
∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

≠ 0), then the 

estimator would vary. Recall the following components in the re-written correct outcome model  

∑ 𝜃7𝜂7,5∗ 𝑥&,#$5
89.

5;7 = 𝜃7𝜂7,7∗ 𝑥&,#
89 + 𝜃7𝜂7,1∗ 𝑥&,#$1

89 +⋯+ 𝜃7𝜂7,.∗ 𝑥&,#$.
89  (for 𝑙 = 0) 

∑ 𝜃1𝜂1,7,5∗ 𝑥&,#$5
89.

5;7 = 𝜃1𝜂1,7∗ 𝑥&,#
89 + 𝜃1𝜂1,1∗ 𝑥&,#$1

89 +⋯+ 𝜃1𝜂1,.∗ 𝑥&,#$.
89  (for 𝑙 = 1) 

… 

∑ 𝜃.𝜂.,7∗ 𝑥&,#$5
89.

5;7 = 𝜃.𝜂.,7∗ 𝑥&,#
89 + 𝜃.𝜂.,1∗ 𝑥&,#$1

89 +⋯+ 𝜃.𝜂.,.∗ 𝑥&,#$.
89  (for 𝑙 = 𝐿) 

so that 𝜃%
.(.) can be approximated as  

𝜃%
.(.) ≅4 𝜃5𝜂5,%∗

.

5;7
+4 𝜃c𝜚d8,)*D∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

.

c;7
 

This completes the development of an approximation equation for 𝜃%
.(.). Below is an 

investigation of the behavior of 𝜃%
.(.).  
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The approximation equation above shows that the following two merit investigations: 

1) How 𝜃%
.(.) for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑙 depends on 𝜂5,%∗  and 𝜚

d8,)*D
∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

 

2) The covariance component in the numerator of 𝜂5,%∗ , which is  

𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.) �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X 

 

For 1), when 𝑥&,# is autocorrelated (e.g., 𝑥&,# = 𝜁1𝑥&,#$1 + 𝜁6𝑥&,#$6 +⋯) and 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛 are not 

sufficient to explain this autocorrelation, then, for some 𝑗 (𝑗 ≠ 𝑙), 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≠

0 so that  𝜂%,5∗ ≠ 0. Note that by the definition, if 𝑥&,#$% has an effect on 𝑌 and is correlated with 

𝑥&,#$5, this would be seen as a confounder. Residual confounding would likely occur if the error 

in 𝑥&,#
89 is not small because if this is not small, 𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛 would be unlikely to be sufficient to 

make 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X = 0 so that 𝜂%,5∗ ≠ 0. 𝜚

d8,)*D
∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

 may be negligible, 

depending on the structure of 𝑥&,#, 𝑥&,#
89, 𝒛. 

 

For 2), 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.) �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X may be zero if 𝑢&,#.  is completely random. Otherwise, this 

may not be zero. 
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Appendix S3. Residual confounding in distributed lag models when the error is differential. 

Recall  

𝜃%
.(.) ≅4 𝜃5𝜂5,%∗

.

5;7
+4 𝜃c𝜚d8,)*D∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

.

c;7
 

and 

𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.) �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X in  𝜂5,%∗  

in Appendix S2. These may be applicable for non-linear models such as logistic regression when 

the effect size is small, or the measurement error is small. 

 

If the error component is 𝑢&,#$%.. , it is convenient to distinguish between 

𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$% , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X (i.e., 𝑗 = 𝑙) and 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑙. 

Let me re-investigate 2) in Appendix S2 to examine the behavior of 𝜃%
.(.) in more detail. 

 

2-1) If 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$% , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≠ 0, then 𝜂%,%∗ ≠ 𝜆.  

This is a consequence when adjustment for 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛 is not adequate to eliminate the correlation 

between 𝑥&,#$% and 𝑢&,#$%.. . This means that the exposure measurement error would be still 

differential even after conditioning on 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛 because the correlation between 𝑢&,#$%..  and 𝑌 

would be non-zero through a non-zero correlation between 𝑥&,#$% and 𝑢&,#$%..  given  𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛 if 𝑋 

has an effect on 𝑌. Recall that the definition of differential exposure measurement error is that 

the error is not independent of 𝑌. To understand the behavior of 𝜃%
.(.), suppose 𝜂7 > 0, which 

would be realistic in epidemiological investigations because we would otherwise not use 𝑥89 at 

all. Then, 
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𝜂%,%∗ =
𝜂7𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$% , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

=

𝜂7𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X +

𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$% , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X 𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

=
𝜂7𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝜚
d8,)*$
BB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

=
(𝜂7 + 𝜚d8,)*$BB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
)𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

=
(𝜂7 + 𝜚d8,)*$BB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
)𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝜂76𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$% , 𝑢&,#$%.. |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

=
(𝜂7 + 𝜚d8,)*$BB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
)

𝜂7 n𝜂7 + 𝜚d8,)*$BB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛

o +
𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

	 

=
1

𝜂7 +
𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X n𝜂7 + 𝜚d8,)*$BB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
o

 

If the error is small so that 
DV𝑢&,#$%.. ~𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

D^>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_

≈ 0, then 
DV𝑢&,#$%.. ~𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

D^>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_\�(3�

Q8,)*$
BB ,08,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
]

≈ 0, 

then finally,  
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𝜂%,%∗ ≈
1
𝜂7

 

Or, if the error is not small, let 𝑎 =
DV𝑢&,#$%.. ~𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛W

D^>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛_\�(3�

Q8,)*$
BB ,08,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
]

, then  

𝜂%,%∗ ≈
1

𝜂7 + 𝑎
 

If the error is large so that 𝑎 ≥ 1, then 0 < 𝜂%,%∗ < 1.  

 

If 𝜂7 ≥ 1, then 0 < 𝜂%,%∗ ≤ 1, which is similar to the consequence by 𝜆% for non-differential linear 

error. To compare this with	𝜆%,	

𝜆% =
𝜂7𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
=

1

𝜂7 +
𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%�𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X (𝜂7)

 

If 𝑥&,#$% is autocorrelated, then 𝑥&,#$% would also be correlated with 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍 unless the error is not 

very large. This implies that 𝜚
d8,)*$
BB ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
 may not be high because 𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍 is also correlated 

with 𝑢#$% so that the correlation between 𝑢&,#$%..  and 𝑥&,#$% may be adjusted for to some degree by 

conditioning on 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛. Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that 𝜂%,%∗  may act like 𝜆% of non-

differential linear error in distributed lag models if the error is not large. 

 

2-2) Regarding 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≠ 0 for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑙.  

This term subsumes the situation that the exposure measurement error is correlated with 𝑥&,#$5 

after adjustment for 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛 was performed. There are two things to consider: 
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Q1. Can 𝑥&,#$5 is correlated with 𝑢&,#$%.. ? 

A1. If 𝑥&,# is autocorrelated and 𝑢&,#$%..  is autocorrelated (e.g., because both have patterns over 

space, time, or both). Recall that 𝑢&,#$%..  may include ∑ 𝜂5𝑥&,#$5
`
5;1  (See the main text) where 𝜂5 

is non-zero. So, it would be difficult to say that these two are not correlated.  

 

Q2. If 𝑥&,#$5 is correlated with 𝑢&,#$%.. , can this correlation be adjusted for using 𝑥&,#$5
89 ?  

Adjusting for 𝑥&,#$5
89  implies that adjusting for 𝑥&,#$5 and 𝑢&,#$5..  simultaneously using one 

variable, but not separately (Recall a linear-like error model: 𝑥&,#$5
89 = 𝛾7 + 𝛾1𝑥&,#$5 + 𝑢&,#$5.. ). If 

the spatiotemporal pattern of 𝑥&,#$5 and 𝑢&,#$5..  would be similar, they would be highly correlated, 

then the performance of adjustment for 𝑥&,#$5
89  in terms of adjustment for 𝑥&,#$5 would be 

substantial. Furthermore, the performance of adjustment for 𝑥&,#$5
89  in terms of adjustment for 

𝑢&,#$%..  would also be substantial. If the pattern of 𝑥&,#$5 and 𝑢&,#$5..  would not be similar, then 

these two would not be highly correlated, then the performance of adjustment for 𝑥&,#$5
89  would 

not be substantial. The extreme case is a non-differential error model (e.g., 𝑥&,#$5
89 = 𝛾7 +

𝛾1𝑥&,#$5 + 𝑢&,#$5.  where 𝑢&,#$5.  is completely random). 

 

These suggest that if the exposure measurement error is differential in a way that 𝑢&,#$5..  is highly 

correlated with 𝑥&,#$5, it would not be a stretch to say that 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X may be 

negligible due to conditioning on 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛.  
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If 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑙 is negligible (i.e., ≈ 0) due to the high correlation 

between 𝑥&,#$5 and 𝑢&,#$%.. , the term, 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X in 𝜂5,%∗  may also be negligible 

due to conditioning on 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛.  

Recall  

𝜂5,%∗ =
𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.) �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝜂76𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$% , 𝑢&,#$%

.(.) |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%

.(.) �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

 

in Appendix S2. If 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≈ 0 and 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%.. �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≈ 0 for 

𝑗 ≠ 𝑙, then, 

𝜂5,%∗ ≈ 0 

Recall, 

𝜃%
.(.) ≅4 𝜃5𝜂5,%∗

.

5;7
+4 𝜃c𝜚d8,)*D∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

.

c;7
 

and 𝜂5,%∗ ≈ 0 for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑙 implies 

𝜃%
.(.) ≈ 𝜃%𝜂%,%∗ +4 𝜃c𝜚d8,)*D∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

.

c;7
 

and 𝜚
d8,)*D
∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

 may also become negligible if 𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 is correlated with 𝑥&,#$%

89 , then, 

𝜃%
.(.) ≈ 𝜃%𝜂%,%∗  

In 2-1), it was revealed that 𝜂%,%∗  may act similar to 𝜆%.  
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In conclusion, if the additive error is autocorrelated such as additive LL error, the risk of the 

residual confounding due to the use of 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍 may be smaller than what the risk would have been 

if the error was non-differential additive linear error. 
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Appendix S4. Adjustment for differential errors. 

Before discussing adjustment for differential errors, recall the approximation proposed in 

Appendix S2, 

𝜃%
.(.) ≅4 𝜃5𝜂5,%∗

.

5;7
+4 𝜃c𝜚d8,)*D∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

.

c;7
 

this may be applicable for non-linear models such as logistic regression when the effect size is 

small, or the measurement error is small. This approximation may be applicable for many error 

models in the form of 𝑥&,#
89 = 𝑔(𝑥&,# , 𝑣, 𝑢(�/h).(.)) because this approximation does not rely on 

error models, but on re-written error models using regression calibration (Appendix S2), where 

𝑢.(.) is non-differential error term, (including the autoregressive error model and multiplicative 

errors in the main manuscript) and 𝑔 is a transformation function, 𝑣 is an additional component 

describing the exposure measurement error (e.g., 𝑥&,#$5 or ð(𝑸𝒆)). Simulation analyses in the 

Section 4 (Simulation Experiments) demonstrate that this approximation equation performs well. 

 

Regarding adjustment for differential errors, 𝑣 could be subsumed into 𝒛. As shown above and 

discussed in Appendix S2 and S3, the magnitude of the components in the approximation varies 

by 𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 , 𝒛. Thus, if 𝒛 includes some variables that are related to the error, the contribution of the 

error to 𝜂5,%∗  and 𝜚
d8,)*D
∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

 may decrease. If all components that make error differential 

are controlled for, the remaining conditional error would become non-differential, which is 

referred to as conditional non-differential error. 
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Appendix S5. Standard error decomposition in the presence of multiplicative error. 

Consider the variance decomposition, 

𝑆𝐸 #𝜃%!
"#(#)|𝒛, 𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑)𝒍*
𝟐

= 𝐸 <𝑆𝐸 #𝜃%!
"#(#)|exp(𝛾9:)exp(𝑢;,<

#(#)), 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑)𝒍, 𝒛*

𝟐
D

+ 𝑉(𝐸 F𝜃%!
"#(#)|exp(𝛾9:)exp(𝑢;,<

#(#)), 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑)𝒍, 𝒛G) 

𝐸 <𝑆𝐸 #𝜃%!
"#(#)|exp(𝛾9:)exp(𝑢;,<

#(#)), 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑)𝒍, 𝒛*

𝟐
D ≅ 0H 𝑉:=II𝑥;,<)!K

5,2K 01 − 𝑅
+!,#$%
&' |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒛
0 4

>

=?1
4
)1

 

𝑉 #𝐸 F𝜃%!
"#(#)|exp(𝛾9:)exp(𝑢;,<

#(#)), 𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑)𝒍, 𝒛G*

≅ 𝜃!
"#(#)0 0H 𝑉:= #exp(𝛾9:)exp(𝑢;,<

#(#))* 01 − 𝑅
+!,#$%
&' |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒛
0 4

>

=?1
4
)1

 

and, 
𝑛𝜎/

𝑥𝑔,𝑡−𝑙
𝑀𝐿(𝐿)
2 =H 𝑉:=II𝑥;,<)!K

5,2K
>

=?1
 

𝑛𝜎/234(5,-)234(63,#
.(.))

2 =H 𝑉:= #exp(𝛾9:)exp(𝑢;,<
#(#))*

>

=?1
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Appendix S6. Heteroscedastic exposure variance approximation for multiplicative error. 

Using the Delta method,  

𝑉(𝛾:1log(𝑥&,#$%)) ≈
𝛾:16 𝑉9𝑥&,#$%:

𝐸w𝑥&,#$%x
6  

𝑉(9𝑥&,#$%:
i%') ≈ 𝛾:16 𝐸w𝑥&,#$%x

6(i%'$1)𝑉9𝑥&,#$%: 

Recall 𝑅nop(>8,)*$=> ),nop(>8,)*$)
6 = D(i%(3i%'nop(>8,)*$))

D(nop(>8,)*$
=> ))

= D(i%'nop(>8,)*$))
D(nop(>8,)*$

=> ))
. So, 

𝑉99𝑥&,#$%:
i%': ≈ 𝐸w𝑥&,#$%x

6i%'𝑉 W𝛾:1log9𝑥&,#$%:X

= 𝐸w𝑥&,#$%x
6i%'𝑅nop(>8,)*$=> ),nop(>8,)*$)

6 𝑉(log(𝑥&,#$%
89 )) 

 

 

Since 𝜎L
>8,)*$
LB(B)
6 =

∑ H!
2M>8,)*$

LB(B)O+
!&'

<
, 𝜎Lnop(>8,)*$=> )

6 =
∑ H!

2^nopM>8,)*$
=> O_+

!&'

<
,  

𝜎46(𝑥&,#$%
h.(.)) ≈ 𝐸w𝑥4,&,%x

6i%'𝑅
nopM>8,)*$

=> O,nopI>8,)*$J
6 𝜎46 Wlog9𝑥&,#$%

89 :X, and  

∑ g�>!,8,$�
2R%'+

!&'
<

≈ 𝐸w𝑥&,#$%x
6i%' for 𝛾:1 > 0, 

𝜎L
>8,)*$
LB(B)
6 ≈ 𝜎Lnop(>8,)*$=> )

6 𝐸w𝑥&,#$%x
6i%'𝑅nop(>8,)*$=> ),nop(>8,)*$)

6  
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Appendix S7. Approximation for the estimators without validation data in hand. 
 
 
Recall 	

𝜂5,%∗ =
𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%

89 |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑋&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
 

=
𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.) �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝜂76𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$% , 𝑢&,#$%

.(.) |𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X + 𝑉 W𝑢&,#$%

.(.) �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

 

in Appendices S2 and S3. This may be applicable for non-linear models such as logistic 

regression when the effect size is small, or the measurement error is small. 

 

For 𝑗 ≠ 𝑙, without knowing 𝑥&,#$5, we may use 𝑥&,#$5
89  to approximate this quantity. For 

illustration, consider 𝑉(𝑥&,#$5|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛). Using the notation in Appendix S2, recall 

𝑥&,#$5 = 𝛾5,7∗ +4 𝜂5,%∗ 𝑥&,#$%
89

.

%;7
+ 𝜼𝒋,𝒛𝒛 + 𝑢&,#$5∗  

 

Assume 𝑉(𝑥&,#$5|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛) ≈ 𝑉(𝑥&,#$5|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑, 𝒛) = 𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ ) so that 

𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≈ 𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ ), which will be discussed below. Then, 

𝜂5,%∗ ≈
𝜂7𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ ) + 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%

.(.) �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑋&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
 

Note  

𝑅
>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6 =

𝑉(𝛾7 + 𝜂7𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛)

𝑉(𝑥&,#$%
89 |𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛)
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In the main manuscript, the notation 𝛾1 is used in place of 𝜂7 while 𝜂7 is used in Appendix S2 

because this notation is used to highlight LL error models introduced in Section 3.3. 

 

This can be further extended to 

𝑅
>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6 ≈

𝑉 W𝛾7 + 𝜂7𝑥&,#$%�𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
=
𝜂76𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%�𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

≈
𝜂76 W𝑉9𝑢&,#∗ : + 𝑉9𝜂%,%∗ 𝑥&,#$%

89 v𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
=
𝜂76 n𝑉9𝑢&,#∗ : + 𝜂%,%∗

6𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛Xo

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

=
𝜂76𝑉9𝑢&,#∗ :

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
+ 𝜂76𝜂%,%∗

6	 

Now compare  

𝑅
>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6 ≈

𝜂76𝑉9𝑢&,#∗ :

𝑉 W𝑥&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
+ 𝜂76𝜂%,%∗

6 

𝜂5,%∗ ≈
𝜂7𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ ) + 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%

.(.) �𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑋&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
 

Appendices S2–S4 discusses when 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑢&,#$%
.(.) �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≈ 0. So, it is possible 	

𝜂5,%∗ ≈
𝜂7𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ )

𝑉 W𝑋&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
 

If 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8
6 ≈ 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6 , which is likely when 𝒛 is not a strong determinant of 𝑥&, 

𝑅>8,)=> ,>8
6 ≈ 𝜂7𝜂5,%∗ + 𝜂76𝜂%,%∗

6 

For 𝜂%,%∗ , see Appendix S2 or recall 2-1) in Appendix S3. If 𝜂%,%∗ ≈ 𝜆 ≈ 𝜆%  
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where 𝜆 =
�(DM>8,)|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝟎,𝒛O

�(2DM>8,)|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑*𝟎,𝒛O3DV𝑢&,#~𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝟎, 𝒛W
, 

 
𝑅>8,)=> ,>8
6 − 𝜂76𝜆6 ≈ 𝜂7𝜂5,%∗  

and, 

𝜂7𝜆 =
𝑉 W𝛾7 + 𝜂7𝑥&,#|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝟎, 𝒛X

𝜂76𝑉 W𝑥&,#|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝟎, 𝒛X + 𝑉 W𝑢&,#�𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝟎, 𝒛X
= 𝑅

>8,)
=> ,>8,)|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑𝟎,𝒛
6  

 
Recall 

𝜃%
.(.) ≅4 𝜃5𝜂5,%∗

.

5;7
+4 𝜃c𝜚d8,)*D∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

.

c;7
 

Assuming 𝜚
d8,)*D
∗ ,>8,)*$

=> |𝒙𝒈,𝒕
𝒆𝒑*𝒍 ,𝒛

= 0,  

 

𝜃%. ≅4 𝜃5𝜂5,%∗
.

5;7
 

 
 
Finally, 

𝜃%
.(.) ≈ 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8

6 �
𝜃% + n1 − 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8

6 o∑ 𝜃5.
5�%

𝜂7
� 

This approximation would perform reasonably if the assumption 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X ≈

𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ ) is reasonable. Importantly, 𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ ) is only positive so that that approximation would 

perform reasonably if there were no severe negative residual confounding. In practice, 

𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X can be negative so that 

𝜂5,%∗ ≈
𝜂7𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X

𝑉 W𝑋&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
< 0 

which is not considered in the approximation.  
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To consider that, why and when could 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X be negative so that 𝜂5,%∗  be 

negative?  

 

To answer this question, I provide an analogy here. It is known that in time-series analyses, the 

temporal autocorrelation of the residual of 𝑌L# = ∑𝑌!,# conditional on variables including 

variables that adjust for seasonality and long-term time-trend as unmeasured time-varying 

confounders can diminish and eventually randomly fluctuate around zero over time lag, which 

implies 𝐶𝑜𝑣9𝑌L# , 𝑌L#$5|𝒛: ≈ 0 for 𝑗 > 0. This is a desirable consequence of the adequate 

adjustment because the non-negligible crude autocorrelation, 𝐶𝑜𝑣9𝑌L# , 𝑌L#$5: ≠ 0 may be a sign of 

the existence of unmeasured time-varying confounding. It is also known that redundant 

adjustment for seasonality and long-term time-trend can make 𝐶𝑜𝑣9𝑌L# , 𝑌L#$5|𝒛: < 0. To apply 

analogy to our context, replace 𝐶𝑜𝑣9𝑌L# , 𝑌L#$5|𝒛: with 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X. Recall that 

𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍 may have time-trend (because 𝒙𝒈$𝒍 may have time-trend), case-self-control matching 

scheme that can be seen as matching strata variables in 𝒛 is inherently related to time-trend (See 

Lu and Zeger 2007 for detail) and other covariates in 𝒛 that may also have time-trend. Thus, it 

would not be surprising that 𝐶𝑜𝑣 W𝑥&,#$5 , 𝑥&,#$%|𝒙𝒈
𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X < 0 can occur for some 𝑗s and its 

magnitude may be non-negligible. Finally, it is reasonable to consider not only 

𝜂5,%∗ ≈
𝜂7𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ )

𝑉 W𝑋&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
 

but also 

𝜂5,%∗ ≈
−𝜂7𝑉(𝑢&,#$5∗ )

𝑉 W𝑋&,#$%
89 �𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒛X
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so that, by adopting ±, 

𝜃%
.(.) ≈ 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8

6 �
𝜃% ± n1 − 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8

6 o∑ 𝜃5.
5�%

𝜂7
� 

 

This approximation may perform well if residual confounding is not severe. This may perform in 

many types of errors because 𝑢&,#$5∗  is designed from regression calibration (Appendix S2). For 

multiplicative L(L) errors, this approximation may be usable if treating this error as additive is 

reasonable and 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8
6  and 𝛾1q-dr8 is known. 

 

Note. This approximation relies on the assumption 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8
6 ≈ 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6 . This assumption 

may not necessarily hold depending on, particularly 𝒛, which includes how to match case and 

self-controls. If 𝒛 may strongly predict 𝑥& (here “strong” is relative compared to the magnitude 

of the exposure measurement error) it may be likely 𝑅>8,)=> ,>8
6 ≫ 𝑅

>8,)*$
=> ,>8,)*$|𝒙𝒈

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒛
6  because the 

correlation between the residual of 𝑥&,#$%
89  and the residual of 𝑥&,#$% would be mainly determined 

by the exposure measurement error while the crude correlation between 𝑥&,#$%
89  and 𝑥&,#$% is 

deteremined by not just the error but also 𝒛. 

  

 

 
 
 
  



 58 

Appendix S8. Approximation for the estimator of a second-order polynomial. 

Let 𝜃%� be the coefficient for (𝑥#$%)6. If the residual of 9𝑥#$%
89 :6 conditional on 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 ×

𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛 and the residual of 𝑥#$%
89  conditional on 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐 approximately follow a 

normal distribution and residual confounding due to the use of 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 is negligible, 𝜃%�
. in linear 

regression, 

𝜃%�
. =

𝐶𝑜𝑣(𝑌, 9𝑥#$%
89 :6|𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛)

𝑉 W9𝑥#$%
89 :6�𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛X

=
𝐶𝑜𝑣(𝑌, 𝛾76 + 2𝛾7𝛾1𝑥#$% + 2𝑢.𝛾1𝑥#$% + 2𝛾7𝑢#. + 𝛾16(𝑥#$%)6 + 𝑢#.

6|𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%
89 , 𝑥#$%

89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛)

𝑉 W9𝑥#$%
89 :6�𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛X

≈
W2𝛾7𝛾1𝐶𝑜𝑣9𝑌, 𝑥#$%|𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛: + 𝛾16𝐶𝑜𝑣9𝑌, (𝑥#$%)6|𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛:X

2𝑉9𝑥#$%
89 |𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐:

6  

≈

W𝛾16𝐶𝑜𝑣9𝑌, (𝑥#$%)6|𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%
89 , 𝑥#$%

89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛:X

𝑉9(𝑥#$%)6v𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%
89 , 𝑥#$%

89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛:
𝑉9(𝑥#$%)6v𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛:

2𝑉9𝑥#$%
89 |𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐:

6

=
𝛾16𝜃%�𝑉9(𝑥#$%)6v𝒛, 𝒛𝟐, 𝑥#$%

89 , 𝑥#$%
89 × 𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒆𝒑 × 𝒛:

2𝑉9𝑥#$%
89 |𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐:

6 ≈
2𝑉 W𝑥#$%|𝒙𝒕

𝒆𝒑$𝒍, 𝒙𝒕
𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐X

6
𝛾16𝜃%�

2𝑉9𝑥#$%
89 |𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐:

6

=
𝛾16𝑉9𝑥#$%|𝒙𝒆𝒑

$𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐:
6

𝑉9𝑥#$%
89 |𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐:

6 𝜃%� = 𝜆%6𝜃%� 

where 𝜆%6 = =
i'2D^𝑥#$%�𝒙𝒆𝒑

$𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐_

D^𝑥#$%
89

�𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑$𝒍 × 𝒛, 𝒛, 𝒛𝟐_
>
6

/𝛾16 =
�N

0)*$
=> ,0)*$|𝒙

𝒆𝒑*𝒍,𝒙𝒆𝒑*𝒍×𝒛,𝒛,𝒛𝟐
2 �

2

i'2
≈

VN
0)
=>,0)
2 W

2

i'2
 

This may be applicable for non-linear models such as logistic regression when the effect size is 

small, or the measurement error is small. 
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Appendix S9. Simulation experiments. 

Modelled estimates of PM2.5, O3, (United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)’s 

Fused Air Quality Surface Using Downscaling (FAQSD)) and temperature (Daymet) in the 

United States were used. 

 

For all census tracts in the United States for June to August 2020 from the United States, a 

generalized additive model was fit to regress the difference between the daily FAQSD PM2.5 

estimate (Lag0) and daily PM2.5 measurement (Lag0) at EPA monitor against census tract-level 

FAQSD PM2.5 estimates from (Lag0, Lag1, and Lag2) and a three-way spline (Longitude, 

Latitude, Time). Generalized cross-validation was used to determine degrees of freedom of the 

spline. All terms were statistically significant, but the model explained the dependent variable 

≤10% according to the deviance explained. This low deviance explained implies the existence of 

unexplained variability of the difference to a great degree. The residuals were still not randomly 

distributed. 

 

Using this model, the predicted variable was obtained for all census tracts in Chicago and was 

normalized. Then, the covariance of this predicted variable (i.e., spatiotemporal covariance) was 

non-parametrically estimated using the method developed by Yang and Qiu (2019).  

 

Several exposure measurement error scenarios for linear-like errors were considered. 

𝑋!,#
89 = 𝛾1𝑋!,# + 𝜅�rr!#!}8 × 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟1,!,# + 𝛾7 for additive linear-like errors 

𝑋!,#
89 = exp(𝛾1log9𝑋!,#: + 𝜅:d%#!9%!q�#!}8 × 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟1,!,# − 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟6,!,#/2) for multiplicative linear-like 

errors 
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where 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟1,!,# follows a multivariate normal distribution with the covariance estimated and 

𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟6,!,# follows a gamma distribution. 𝑋!,# is a FAQSD estimate, which is spatiotemporally 

autocorrelated. 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟1,!,# is highly spatiotemporally autocorrelated. 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟6,!,# is completely 

random. Several 𝜅 values were used. A large 𝜅 is reasonable to mimick real-world scenarios 

because the generalized additive model used above was able to explain the difference to a very 

limited degree.  

For Berkson-like errors,  

𝑋!,#<8� = exp(1.2𝑋!,# + 7𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟1,!,# − 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟6,!,#) 

and then, 

𝑋&,# was obtained using a population-weighted average, where 𝑔 represents ZIP Code in Chicago 

𝐸&[𝑋!,#<8�] for additive Berkson-like error 

exp9𝐸&wlog9𝑋!,#<8�:x: for multiplicative Berkson-like error 

The US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s USPS ZIP Code-Census Tract 

Crosswalk file was used to create population-weighted averages at each ZIP Code. A total of 784 

census tracts and 89 ZIP Codes in Chicago were considered. 

 

The outcome generating model was designed to draw samples using 𝑌!,#~𝐵𝑖𝑛𝑜𝑚(𝑝!,#) where 

𝑝!,# = 𝐾𝑝7,!,#exp	(∑ 𝜃%𝑃𝑀2.5!,#$%6
%;7 + ∑ 𝜗%𝑂3!,#$%6

%;7 + ∑ 𝜍%𝐻𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑇𝑒𝑚𝑝!,#$%1
%;7 ). 𝑝7,!,#, time-

varying baseline hazard, was determined using statistics on underlying cause of death and 

population size from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s WONDER and 2020 

decennial Census from the Census Bureau. 

𝜃7 = 0.001, 𝜃1 = 0.0024, and 𝜃u = 0.0006 
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𝜗7 = 0.0001, 𝜗1 = 0.0003, and 𝜗6 = 0.0001 (the absolute level of O3 is approximately 10 

times bigger than PM2.5, so that the effects of O3 and PM2.5 are comparable) 

𝜍7 = 0.01 and 𝜍1 = 0.005 (temperature level, °C).  

 

For each simulation sample, time-stratified case-crossover analysis with conditional logistic 

regression was conducted to estimate 𝜃%. The percentage of rejecting the null hypothesis 

(empirical statistical power), 𝐸[𝜃I%] and 𝐸 t𝑆𝐸�w𝜃I%xu were obtained. 
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Figure S1. Residual plots including partial autocorrelation plots for linear regressions in 

Table 1 of the main manuscript 
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