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Abstract

Mediation analyses allow researchers to quantify the effect of an exposure variable on an
outcome variable through a mediator variable. If a binary mediator variable is misclassified,
the resulting analysis can be severely biased. Misclassification is especially difficult to deal
with when it is differential and when there are no gold standard labels available. Previous work
has addressed this problem using a sensitivity analysis framework or by assuming that misclas-
sification rates are known. We leverage a variable related to the misclassification mechanism to
recover unbiased parameter estimates without using gold standard labels. The proposed meth-
ods require the reasonable assumption that the sum of the sensitivity and specificity is greater

than 1. Three correction methods are presented: (1) an ordinary least squares correction for



Normal outcome models, (2) a multi-step predictive value weighting method, and (3) a seam-
less expectation-maximization algorithm. We apply our misclassification correction strategies
to investigate the mediating role of gestational hypertension on the association between mater-
nal age and pre-term birth.

Keywords: mediation analysis, causal effects, bias-correction, label switching, predictive

value weighting, EM algorithm



1 Introduction

Mediation analysis quantifies the effect of an exposure on an outcome, through an intermediate or
mediator variable. A mediation model allows for the exposure to have a direct association with the
outcome of interest in addition to an indirect association. For the indirect association, the mediation
model hypothesizes that the exposure may impact the mediator variable, which in turn is associated
with the outcome." Mediation analyses are popular in social science and public health association
studies, and have more recently been utilized to study causal relationships.? In particular, the use
of the potential outcomes framework has allowed for the study of direct and indirect effects of the
exposure on the outcome, through the mediator.”

An implicit assumption in many mediation methods is that the variables used in the analysis are
measured without error. However, if this assumption is violated through measurement error in the
exposure, mediator, and/or outcome variables, the resulting causal effect estimates may be biased.*
Jiang and VanderWeele (2015) find that non-differential misclassification of a binary outcome vari-
able results in effect estimates that are biased toward the null.> Non-differential exposure misclas-
sification, on the other hand, may lead to over- or under-estimation of causal effects.® Similarly,
non-differential misclassification of a binary mediator has been shown to lead to overestimation of
the natural direct effect and underestimation of the natural indirect effect.”’ Measurement error in
continuous mediator variables also results in bias in the resulting effect estimates.®

Other works have studied the impact of differential misclassification in mediation analysis.
When an outcome variable is differentially misclassified, as when the misclassification rates de-
pend on the exposure variable, the resulting bias in the odds ratio and risk ratio depends on some
sensitivity parameters in the system.” An extension of this result showed that differential misclassi-
fication in the exposure, mediator, and/or outcome variables can yield estimated direct effects that

are biased non-intuitive ways.*



In a regression-based mediation analysis, parameters from regressions of the outcome vari-
able and mediator variable are used to compute causal effects. ! Thus, the bias in causal effects
documented in previous work can be understood by investigating the bias in regression parame-
ter estimates when a binary mediator variable is misclassified."? Valeri and VanderWeele (2014)
demonstrate how the asymptotic bias of parameter estimates from mediator and outcome regression
models fit with misclassified binary mediators induce bias in causal effect estimates.* Moreover,
they propose bias-correction strategies for cases with a non-differentially misclassified binary me-
diator. These correction strategies rely on known mediator sensitivity and specificity values, or on
the use of a sensitivity analysis approach.!2

In more general regression frameworks, bias correction strategies have been proposed for dif-
ferentially misclassified binary exposure and/or outcome variables. Numerous likelihood-based
approaches rely on the availability of a gold-standard instrument for validation samples.'#"1> Other
correction methods rely on known misclassification rates or suggest a sensitivity analysis approach, 216718
For example, Lyles and Lin (2010) suggest a predictive value weighting approach for misclassi-
fied binary covariates when investigator-supplied sensitivity and specificity values are available."’
Nguimkeu, Roseman, and Tennekoon (2020) derive asymptotic bias expressions for ordinary least
squares parameter estimates obtained with a misclassified binary regressor. They use these expres-
sions to define bias-adjusted parameter estimates using given misclassification probabilities.

When a gold standard instrument or investigator-supplied misclassification rates are unavail-
able, Beesley and Mukherjee (2020) develop methods for inference in the presence of binary out-
come misclassification. These methods leverage patient-related factors associated with the mis-
classification mechanism to correct association parameter estimates, but require an assumption of
perfect specificity in the outcome.™ Webb and Wells (2023) extend these methods to allow for
both imperfect sensitivity and imperfect specificity in the outcome variable.?Y Webb, Riley, and

Wells (2023) further extend these bias-correction procedures to account for multiple, sequential



misclassified binary outcomes.?!

In this paper, we develop new strategies for handling misclassification in mediator variables, in
the absence of a gold standard instrument or investigator-supplied sensitivity and specificity values.
We propose three novel bias-correction procedures to estimate both the rate of misclassification in
the mediator and the unbiased association parameters in the mediator and outcome regression mod-
els. These methods incorporate covariates related to the misclassification mechanism in order to
minimize external information required for the analysis. All of the proposed methods are avail-
able in an open-source R Package called COMMA (COrrecting Misclassified Mediation Analysis).
COMMA can also fit models with Normal, Poisson, or Binary outcome distributions.* Through
simulation studies, we demonstrate the utility of these methods in comparison to procedures that
ignore misclassification in the binary mediator variable. We apply our proposed methods to study
the potential mediating relationship of gestational hypertension on the association between mater-
nal age and pre-term delivery.

This paper is organized as follows. Section[2Joutlines the proposed model and conceptual frame-
work. In Section [3] we propose three novel methods to account for a misclassified binary medi-
ator variable. These methods include a bias-corrected least squares estimator, a predictive value
weighting procedure, and a seamless EM algorithm. In Section 4] we evaluate the performance of
the proposed methods via simulation study. In Section[5] we apply two of the proposed methods to

a study of risk factors for pre-term delivery. We conclude with a discussion in Section [6]

2 Model, Notation, and Conceptual Framework

Let X be a predictor of interest, Y be an outcome, M be a binary mediator, and C be a matrix of
continuous or categorical covariates. Suppose that M is a latent or unobserved variable that can

take values j € {1,2}. Let M* denote a potentially misclassified, observed version of the mediator



variable, M. M* can take values £ € {1,2}. Let Z denote a matrix of covariates related to the
sensitivity and specificity of mediator variable. We assume that X, Y, C, and Z are measured

without error. We use the following models to relate the variables in this system:

True mediator mechanism: logit{ P(M = 1|X,C; )} = f, + By X + BC. (D)
Observed mediator mechanisms: logit{ P(M* = 1|M =1,Z;y)} =y,0+ YuzZ, 2)

Outcome mechanism: E(Y|X,C,M;0)=6,+0,X+0,C+0,,M +0,, XM.

)

If we have a Bernoulli outcome that we model with a logit link, the outcome mechanism in (]Z_f[) can

be replaced by

logit{ P(Y = 1|X,C,M;0)} =0, + 0y X +0.C +0,M + 0y, X M. )

If we instead have a Poisson outcome that we model with a log link, the outcome mechanism in @)

can be replaced by

log{ E(Y|X,C,M;0)} =0, +0,X +0.C+0,M +0y,,XM. (6)

The model in (T)) - () allows for differential and covariate-dependent misclassification of the me-
diator. That is, the probability of observing a given value of the mediator, M * depends on both the
value of the true mediator and on the values of predictors in Z. In this model, the true mediator
mechanism relates the predictor of interest X and the covariate matrix C to the unobserved binary
mediator M using a vector of regression parameters denoted . The observed mediator mecha-

nism models the association between Z and the observed mediator, M*, conditional on the true



unobserved mediator M, as a function of the vector of parameters y. Note that the component of
the observed mediator mechanism with M = 1 governs the sensitivity of the mediator measure,
while the component with M = 2 governs the specificity of the mediator measure. Finally, the
outcome mechanism relates the predictor of interest X, the covariate matrix C, and the true unob-
served mediator M to the outcome of interest, Y, using the vector of regression parameters 6. In
the true mediator mechanism and the observed mediator mechanism, M = 2 and M* = 2 are the
respective reference categories, and all corresponding B and y parameters are set to 0.

We can rearrange the true mediator mechanism and observed mediator mechanism in (1)) - (3)
to express response probabilities for subject i’s true mediator value and for subject i’s observed

mediator category, given the true mediator, as follows:

_ _ LAY — _ exp{fy + Bxx; + BcC;}
POV = 11X =2 G P = 2 = oo + B + BeC) ™

exp{71j0 + YIjZZi}

PM:=1|M,=j,Z;y)=nx. = . (8)

i ij 1 +exp{yijo+711,2Z:}
We can compute these quantities for all subjects i = 1,..., N in the sample. When j = 1 and
¢ = 1, the quantity =}, = + Zfil m;,, expresses the average sensitivity for the mediator measure.

N

When j =2and ¢ =2, n, = % Zl]\il 7, denotes the average specificity.

If we were to use the misclassified mediator M * in place of the true mediator, M, in a standard

regression framework for mediation, we would obtain the following analysis model:

logit{P(M* = 1|X,C; p*)} = fi + B X + B.C 9)

EY|X,C,M*;0") =05 + 0, X + GZC + 0, M+ 0y, XM". (10)

Misclassification in M * generally results in bias of the parameter vectors * and 6* such that g* # f

and 0* # 0.2 Our objective is to estimate B and 0, the true mediator and outcome regression



parameters in (I)) and (). We can view the observation mechanisms in (2)) and (3) as a secondary

interest, describing the relationship between Z and misclassification of the mediator M.

2.1 [Estimation of Causal Effects

For parameters f and 0 in and , we can write the natural direct effect NDE(f, 0), natural

indirect effect NIE(f, 0), and controlled direct effect CDE(f, 0) for a change in predictor X from

% to x as'!
CDE = (0y + 0y yym) (x — %) (11)
NDE =0, (x— 5+ {QXM (x_x)} exp (ﬁ0+ﬁxx+ﬁcc) (12)

1 +exp (ﬁo + f X + ﬂcc)
exp (B + Byx + Bcc) _exp (By + By % + Bec) a3
1 +exp (ﬁo+ﬂXx+ﬁcc) 1 +exp (ﬂ0+ﬂxfc+ﬂcc) .

NIE = (0, + 0xX) {

If the outcome is binary and rare, we use 8 and 6 from and to compute NDE(S, 0),
natural indirect effect NIE(B, 6), and controlled direct effect CDE(f, 0) for a change in predictor X

from X to x in terms of odds ratios, ™

ORCPE =exp {(0y + Oy pym) (x — %)} (14)

ORNPF ~ exp (GXx) {1 + exp (9M + 0y X+ By + PyX + ﬁcc)} 15)
exp (Qxfc) {1 + exp (9M + Oy X + By + PxX + ﬂcc)}

ORN'E ~ {1 + exp (ﬂo +f X+ ,Hcc)} 1 +exp (9X + Oy x+ Py + Pyx + ﬁcc)} 16)

" {1 +exp (B + Byx + Bec) } {1 +exp (8 + Oxprx + o + By X + fec) )

For count outcomes with a log link in the outcome mechanism, as in (6), effects are computed



on the risk ratio scale using B and 0 as follows:

RRPE =exp {(0x +Oxpym) (x = %)} a17)

RRNDE o %P (0xx) {1 +exp (0y + Oxpx + By + Py% + Bec) } as)
" exp (HX)’Z) {1 + exp (OM + Oy X+ By + By X+ /}Cc)}

RRVIE ~ {1+exp (By+ BxX + Pec) } 1 +exp (Ox + OxpyX + fy + fxx + Bec) | (19)

B {1 + exp (ﬁ0+ﬂXx+ﬁCc)} {1 + exp (0M+9XMx+ﬁ0+ﬁX5c+ﬂcc)}.

3 Estimation Methods

In this section, we describe three approaches for estimating our proposed model in (I]) - (). First,
we describe a two-step ordinary least squares (OLS) correction procedure suitable for cases with
a continuous outcome Y, based on the work of Nguimkeu, Rosenman, and Tennekoon (2021).1¢
Next, we present a two-step extension of the predictive value weighting method first described in
Lyles and Lin (2010). Finally, we propose a seamless expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm
approach for correcting for mediator misclassification and estimating the outcome model in a single
step. All proposed estimation methods are available in the R package COMMA for Normal, Poisson,

and Binary outcome models.?>

3.1 Ordinary Least Squares Correction

We estimate the true mediator mechanism and the observed mediator mechanisms using the EM
algorithm approach described in Webb and Wells (2023).?” Considering only mechanisms (1) -

and viewing the true mediator M as a latent variable, we begin by constructing the complete data



log-likelihood as
fcomplete(ﬂ’y; X’ C, Z)

j=1 £=1

2 2 2
lZm log{ﬂu}+zzm m; 10g{ﬂfj}]
1

j=1 j=1 =1

N 2
=2 [Z myjlog{ P(M, = j1X,,C)} + 3 3" mymi log{ P(M; = £|M, = j. Z)))
)

1

(20)
where m;; = I(M; = j) and m;“f = ]I(Mi* =7).

Since @ is linear in the latent variable, m, ,, we can replace this value with it’s expectation in

ij°

the E-step of the EM algorithm. The expectation of m;; is defined as

2
W _ = * J—
w! = P(M, = jIM}.X,,C.Z) =Y,

2
=1 Z ﬂ,fkﬂlk

mtfﬂ-tfjn-lj

21

For the M-step, we maximize the expectation of the complete data log-likelihood,

2 2
Z [2 w)log{x,) + Y, ¥ wy) mlogm, )|, (22)
=1

j=1

with respect to f and y. We follow the label switching correction procedure described in Webb
and Wells (2023) to obtain our final parameter estimates for the true mediator mechanism and the
observed mediator mechanisms.”’ We denote these estimates as ,BW and 7"

In order to estimate (), we follow the bias correction method presented in Nguimkeu, Rosen-
man, and Tennekoon (2021) for misclassified predictor binary variables and continuous outcomes. ¢
These methods require fixed misclassification probabilities, which are assumed to be known or
given. We extend the work of Nguimkeu, Rosenman, and Tennekoon (2021) by using the 7" coef-
ficients to obtain estimates of misclassification probabilities, rather than using a known value. We

compute the average mediator sensitivity and specificity across all subjects, denoted 7}, and 7%;,

10



respectively, in the dataset as follows:

exp{j}llo + YIIIIZZ }
L+exp{if, + 71, Z,}

N N
1 1 1
By =— ) A =— (24)
? N Z » N Z L+explplh, +70 Z,)

(23)

Denote S, 5 = % Zﬁ] (A— A)(B— B)T as the sample covariance between variables A and B. A
and B denote the sample means of A and B, respectively. Let D denote the matrix including both X
and C predictors in the outcome mechanism. Importantly, the outcome mechanism cannot include
an interaction term between X and M when using the OLS correction method. The inability to
include an interaction term between the predictor of interest and the potentially misclassified binary
variable is a limitation of the existing method."®

The bias-corrected @ estimates for all slope terms are computed as follows:

-1

0, A+8ESp-  Spp Syp

(25)

The quantities ¢ and & are defined as,

_A*W I_A*W *
g:l—(ﬂ 7y N 7y) 26)

(=&Y ~ &0 =,

(A*W + ﬁ*W

&= —, (27)
(1= 27" =2y
where 7 = P(M = 1) is the empirical response probability of the observed mediator, Jr*W =
*W
1 - 11,andn —1—7r22.

11



The intercept of the outcome mechanism is estimated as

N A M* -zl o
by =¥ — Oy o = D', (28)
(I =7z =7y

Jackknife or bootstrap procedures can be used to obtain standard errors for the estimated pa-

rameters.2>

3.2 Predictive Value Weighting

As in Section[3.1] the first step of the predictive value weighting (PVW) approach is to estimate the
true mediator mechanism and the observed mediator mechanisms using the EM algorithm approach
described in Webb and Wells (2023).2” Again, we denote these estimates as iiW and 7.

We propose using the predictive value weighting (PVW) approach, introduced by Lyles and
Lin (2010), to estimate the outcome model in (@) while accounting for the misclassified binary
mediator M .2 PVW is a method that adjusts for misclassified predictor variables in generalized
linear regression models. The PVW approach uses an expanded dataset to fit a weighted regression
model, where weights are computed using positive and negative predictive values. These predic-
tive values are computed as a function of investigator-supplied, fixed sensitivity and specificity
parameters. Our innovation is using the BW and 7" estimates from the EM algorithm analysis
to estimate mediator sensitivity and specificity, rather than relying on fixed, investigator-supplied
values as in Lyles and Lin (2010)."” We compute the mediator sensitivity and specificity values for
all individual subjects i =1, ..., N, denoted ﬁf“ and 7%;*22 respectively, in the dataset as follows:
exp{7l, + 7% Z,)

= — ~ ; (29)
1 +exp{p],+ 71, Z;)

AxW
ill

1
2V = : (30)
2 T texp(fh + 71,2,

12



Next, we specify a logistic regression model for the observed and potentially misclassified medi-
ator M * as a function of other observed variables Y, X, and C. Following Valeri and VanderWeele

.12 We use this model to

(2014), it is recommended that cubic splines are used to fit this mode
compute P(M = 1]Y, X, C) for every observation in the sample.
Based on these sensitivity and specificity estimates and the logistic model for M*|Y, X, C, we

compute subject-level positive predictive value (PPV) and negative predictive value (NPV) esti-

mates as follows:

(5 —DX(P(M[=1]Y,.X;.C))-1) 1
#WXP(M;=1|Y,.X,,C;)
PPV, =
Gy —DXPMP=1Y X (o) ~DX(PMP=1IY X C)-D
AW (P(M;=11Y,.X,.C))-1) i XPOMI =YX, Co
()Y -DxPAMI=1Y. X, C)
i X(P(M=1]Y,,X;,C)—1)
- .. _ (32)
[<(ﬁ,-*flv—1>xP<M,-*=1IY,-,X,»C,»)((z%;;;—l)x(P(M,-*=1'Yf’X"’Ci)_l)> 1]

~AxW *_ ~AxW K
2 W x(P(M}=1]Y,.X,.C)-1) 2 W xP(M;=1|Y,,X,,C;)

€1y

Next, we duplicate each record in the dataset and add a column for the unobserved true mediator
variable, M. In the original record, we set M = 0. In the duplicate record, we set M = 1. We

create a “weight” column W in the new, combined dataset using the following specification:

M,=1nM*=1 = W, = PPV, (33)
M,=0nM*=1 = W,=1- PPV, (34)
M,=1nM*'=0 = W,=1- NPV, (35)
M,=0nM*=0 = W,= NPV, (36)

Finally, to estimate the @ parameters, we fit a weighted regression for Y|M, X, C using the
duplicated dataset, with weights equal to W,. Jackknife or bootstrap procedures can be used to

compute standard errors for the f, y, and 6 terms.

13



3.3 Maximization Using an EM Algorithm

In this section, we describe the EM algorithm approach for estimating parameters f, y, and 0 in
(I) - @). We begin by constructing the complete data log-likelihood, where the true mediator M

is included as a latent variable:

Lﬂcomplete(ﬂ’y’ 0; X’ Ca Z’ Y)

N
= Z lfY|X,M,C(9; X, M;,C, 1)+?’ﬂM|X c(B: X, i’Ci)+fM*|M,Z(y;Mi’Zi’Mi*)l
i=1

N 2 2
=) [fY|X,M,c<9; X, M,,C,.Y)) + 2 mlog(m,;} + Y. Y mym’ log{zrf,}]
i=1 =1

j=1

(37
where m;; = I(M; = j)and m;, = I(M = ). We write the contribution to this likelihood
from the outcome mechanism as a generic likelihood &y 5 c(0; X;, M;, C;, Y;) in order to preserve
the generality of our algorithm. This choice introduces a slight abuse of notation. In (37), the
parameter vector @ can now be considered a vector of all outcome regression parameters, including
the variance o, for example, if we model Y as a Normal outcome.

For the expectation step of the algorithm, we express the expectation of m;; as

2wt m E[Y|X,, M, = j,C,,07]
w; = P(M,; = jIM*,X,,C,, Z,,Y,) = Z it ,f, j
=B

(38)

e lﬂ'fk +«EY X, M, =k, Ci,O(’)]’

where ¢ denotes the iteration of the EM algorithm.

In the maximization step, we maximize the following Q function with respect to B, y, and 0:

N 2 2 2 2
0= [Z Cyixmc@ X, M, =w,;,C,Y) + Z w;;log{m;} + 2 Z wijm;log{zr;j}].
=1 j=1 =1 j=1 7=1

39)

14



Maximization of the Q function in (39) can be conducted using four separate equations:

N 2
p= 2 [ D wylog{z,}], (40)
i=1 j=1
N 2
Q,, = 2 [2 w;ym log{x", 1], (41)
i=1 =
N 21
0,, = [ X, wimylogix, 1], 42)

Il
—_
—_

leX M, C(O Xl’ Ml Ci’ Yz)] . (43)

lj’

Q
(es)
Il
MZ .
M- 5

I

~.

I
—_

Qg denotes the component of the complete data log-likelihood corresponding to the true media-
tor mechanism and containing the f parameters. Q, and Q, correspond to the sensitivity and
specificity components of the observation mechanisms, respectively. Q, contains all y where the
second subscript is 1, corresponding to the case where M = 1. Likewise, O, contains all y where
the second subscript is 2, corresponding to the case where M = 2. Q, contains the 6 parameters
(possibly including a variance term, o), and corresponds to the outcome mechanism in ().

In practice, Q4 in @ can be fit as a standard logistic regression model where w;; (a value
between 0 and 1) is input in place of the binary outcome. Q, and Q, in (41) and @), respectively,
are fit as weighted logistic regression models. The weights in these models are the E-step weights,
w;, Or Wy, and the outcomes are the observed mediator indicator variable, m’,.

The fitting procedure for Q, in (@#3) differs based on the assumed distribution of the outcome
variable, Y. In the case of a Normal outcome variable, Q, can be estimated using traditional
maximum likelihood methods. For Binary and Poisson outcomes, Q, can be estimated using a
“duplicated data” approach. First, the dataset is duplicated and a column is added for the unobserved
true mediator variable, M. We set M = 0 in the original record and M = 1 in the duplicate record.

A column is also added for the “weight” term, denoted W M. When M, ; = 0, this term is set

to w;,, indicating the reference category. When M; = 1, WM = w, . To estimate 0, we fit a

15



weighted generalized linear model to the duplicated dataset, using Y as the outcome and WEM as
the weights. We use the M column in the duplicated data for the mediator variable in the model.

~EM
Denote the parameter estimates resulting from this procedure as ,B , 7EM, and 6

3.3.1 Correcting for Label Switching

In order to obtain the final parameters estimates for f, ¥, and 0 using the EM algorithm, we must
address the fundamental label switching problem inherent to this latent variable modeling approach.
Label switching a known phenomenon where estimates of parameters & = (B, ¥, ¥, 00, 0 x> 047, 0. Oxpr)
are replaced with &’ = (=, ¥,, ¥, 60, + 0, 0x + Oxprs =044, O, —0x ) due to the permutation in-
variance of the complete data log-likelihood.?”** Thus, when we estimate the parameters using the
proposed EM algorithm, it is possible that we estimated a’, the “label-switched” parameter set,
rather than a, the parameter set of interest. Following Webb and Wells (2023), we use Youden’s
J Statistic as a criteria to detect label switching.?" The criteria and procedure for correcting label
switching are described below.

First, we use 7" to estimate average mediator sensitivity and specificity for all subjects in the

dataset as follows:

al & expl{ify + 1LY Z:)
e - Z M = - Z = lli?M (44)
N & N &= +exp{y“0 +}'IIZZ}
I © | <
AEM . © ﬁ_*EM — (45)
22 N ; i22 N ; + exp{ylz + YEMZ }

127

Based on the relationship between a and @', the following relationship holds between the aver-
age mediator sensitivity and specificity values computed under the estimated and “label switched”

parameter sets, denoted 77" and 7%;;“”'“", respectively:

~Asxswitch _ 1 _ ~A%EM  axswitch _ 1 _ a%EM
7y =1-7,",7 =1-z7". (46)

16



We use to estimate 273" and #33*"".

Next, we compute Youden’s J Statistic for both the EM and “label switched” i estimates.
Youden’s J Statistic is a measure of the performance of a classifier and takes values between 0 and
1.2 For a perfect classifier, Youden’s J Statistic equals 1. Denote Youden’s J Statistic computed
under 77" and under 7%7/?””” as JEM and Jswich respectively. JEM and J5%"" are computed as

follows,

11 22
szitch — ﬁ_ﬁwitch + ]fi.;;witch —-1. (48)

If JEM > jswitch we assume that the EM algorithm estimated the parameter set of interest,
a. If JEM < jswich we assume that our estimated parameters actually correspond to the “label-
switched” set, a’. Thus, if JEM < Jswich we have one additional step in our analysis to obtain
the final parameter estimates for f, y, and 8. We must apply the transformation to move between
parameter set &’ and parameter set a. That is, we must multiply our B M OEM and OEM estimates
by —1 and swap the indices between our f/fM and f'fM estimates. We must also add 954]‘4 to the
estimated intercept 9(’)”4 and add §£M 1o the estimated §EM term. This proposed procedure relies on
the assumption that the sum of the sensitivity and specificity of the mediator measurement instru-
ment is greater than 1, which is a common assumption used in other latent variable misclassification
models to deal with label switching.**

We invert the expected information matrix in order obtain the covariance matrix for B, y, and
0. If label switching was present in the EM estimates, the rows and columns of the covariance
matrix corresponding to ?f M and ?ZE M must also be relabeled by swapping the 1 and 2 indices for
the y terms. Covariance terms for  and 0 » are unaffected by the sign change of the corresponding

parameter estimates.
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4 Simulations

We conducted simulation studies to evaluate the proposed ordinary least squares correction, pre-
dictive value weighting, and EM algorithm approaches in terms of bias and root mean squared
error (rtMSE). We compare these approaches to a naive mediation analysis that does not account for
potential misclassification in the mediator variable.

We investigated five simulation scenarios. First, we present results from a setting with a Nor-
mal outcome and no interaction term between X and M. Next, we present results from a setting
with a Bernoulli outcome and no interaction term between X and M. The third simulation setting
examines a case with a Bernoulli outcome and an interaction between X and M. In our fourth
simulation setting, we examine a setting with a Bernoulli outcome that is rare, perfect specificity
in the measurement of M, and no interaction term between X and M. Finally, we consider a sim-
ulation setting with a Poisson distributed outcome and an interaction term between X and M. The
bias and tMSE of selected parameter estimates from Setting 1 are presented in Table[I] The bias
and rMSE of selected parameter estimates from Settings 2 and 3 are presented in Table[2] Results
from Settings 4 and 5 are presented in Table [3] Figures[I] 2| [3| 4] and [5] graphically display the
rMSE for selected parameters across differing misclassification rates in scenarios 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5,
respectively. Details on the simulation settings are provided in Appendix [Al

Across all simulation scenarios, the OLS correction, PVW, and EM algorithm approaches that
account for misclassification outperformed the naive approach in terms of bias and rMSE. For the
continuous outcome in setting 1, the OLS correction procedure performed slightly worse than PVW
and the EM algorithm, likely due this method’s use of average sensitivity and specificity estimates,
rather than subject-level values.

In settings 1, 2, 3, and 5, we explore the behavior of the proposed methods across different mis-

classification rates. In general, we observe that, as the mediator misclassification rate increases,
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bias and rMSE tend to increase for f and @ parameter estimates. This is likely due to the added
difficulty of estimating the true mediator model and outcome model in cases with more error. In
contrast, the bias and rMSE of y parameter estimates tends to decrease with increasing misclassifi-
cation rates, likely due to the increasing information available for estimating the observed mediator
model when more observations are subject to misclassification.

In setting 4, we explore the behavior of the proposed PVW and EM algorithm approaches com-
pared to the naive approach, across different prevalence levels of the binary mediator. The true
mediator variable was either rare (P(M = 1) = 0.10 — 0.15), moderately common (P(M = 1) =
0.25 — 0.30), or common (P(M = 1) = 0.50 — 0.55). In this setting, the mediator was measured
with perfect specificity and imperfect sensitivity (P(M* = 1|M = 1) = 0.80 — 0.83), but our
methods allowed for the possibility of both imperfect sensitivity and specificity. In addition, this
setting had a relatively rare outcome variable (P(Y = 1) = 0.10 — 0.20). We also selected Z such
that Z C c. This simulation scenario was designed because the low outcome prevalence, covari-
ate subsetting, and perfect specificity would present a challenging, but realistic, estimation setting.
These factors mirrored those in our applied study, and our goal was to test the performance of our
proposed methods in a similar synthetic example.

Across all mediator prevalence levels, the EM algorithm approach matched or outperformed the
naive estimation method in terms of bias and rMSE. The naive method produced especially biased
parameter estimates as the mediator prevalence, and thus as the magnitude of misclassification,
increased. The PVW method generally produced estimates with larger bias and rMSE than the
proposed EM algorithm. In addition, we found the PVW approach to be numerically unstable. Of
the 500 simulated datasets, 1 produced such extreme estimates (i.e. f, > 500) that it was removed
from our numerical summary tables and plots. Even after removing this extreme realization, our
results still show that the PVW approach generally performed worse than the EM algorithm and

naive approaches in terms of rMSE. In setting 4, we generally observe that, as the true mediator
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prevalence increases, bias and rMSE tend to decrease for B, y and 0 parameter estimates. This trend
is likely due to the increasing information available for estimating the observed mediator model,
and particularly the sensitivity mechanism, when there are more observations such that M = 1.
Across all settings, the EM algorithm approach generally outperformed the OLS correction and
PVW procedures in terms of bias and rtMSE. This finding is likely due to the seamless nature of
the EM approach in comparison to the two-step OLS correction and PVW methods. In addition, it
is notable that the EM algorithm was also more computationally efficient than the other two novel
approaches. In simulation setting 1, for instance, the EM algorithm converged in approximately 6
seconds while the OLS correction and PVW approaches converged in 16 seconds and 18 seconds,
respectively. For binary outcomes, the EM algorithm was slower to converge, but computation time

was comparable to the PVW approach.

S Applied Example

We applied the proposed predictive value weighting and EM algorithm approaches for misclassifi-
cation of a binary mediator to a study of risk factors for pre-term birth using data from the National
Vital Statistics System of the National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS).?® Pre-term birth is
an outcome of public health interest because infants born pre-term are known to experience more
medical complications and developmental delays than those born full-term.?/"** This study was
inspired by the applied example in Valeri and VanderWeele (2014) investigating pre-eclampsia as
a potential mediator of the relationship between maternal age and pre-term birth.2

We investigated gestational hypertension as a potential intermediate of the maternal age—pre-
term birth relationship. Gestational hypertension, or high blood pressure during pregnancy, is esti-
mated to affect between 10% to 28% of all pregnancies, depending on the diagnostic criteria used.*"

Maternal age has been found to be a risk factor for both pre-term delivery and for gestational hy-
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pertension.®! In addition, the risk of pre-term birth is higher among mothers with gestational hy-
pertension, compared to mothers who do not have the condition.?33

We anticipate that gestational hypertension diagnosis may be subject to misclassification due
to the wide variability in diagnostic criteria used to identify the condition.** Previous studies have
estimated sensitivity rates for pre-eclampsia, a related hypertensive condition, to be around 70%.°>
When considering all hypertensive disorders combined, sensitivity estimates drop below 50%.°
Specificity estimates for gestational hypertension are uniformly high (99% - 100%).°>¢ We an-
ticipate that the imperfect sensitivity in previous studies may be tied to patient-level factors like
race and insurance status. Insurance status may impact misdiagnosis rates because patients without
insurance may not undergo costly diagnostic tests or see a medical professional as frequently as
patients with health insurance.?” In addition, previous studies have shown that Black mothers dis-
proportionately report "near misses" in their medical care care, where health professionals fail to
recognize serious complications during pregnancy and delivery.”® Among women with pregnancy-
associated hypertension, Black mothers are more likely to be readmitted to the hospital due to
their hypertension than mothers of other races. Taken together, these factors suggest that Black
women’s gestational hypertension symptom severity and diagnoses may not be fully captured in
medical records.”® Recognizing this disparity, however, the American Heart Association recently
stated stated that a personalized assessment of risk factors for gestational hypertension and related
outcomes, in part based on patient race, is a “rational approach”.* There is hope that such recom-
mendations lead to greater recognition of symptoms among Black mothers.

We used our proposed methods to conduct a mediation analysis quantifying the effect of mater-
nal age on pre-term birth through and independent of gestational hypertension using NCHS data.
The original dataset included 3, 669, 928 records derived from all birth certificates in the United
States in the year 2021. We used a random subsample of 20, 000 observations to ensure reasonable

computation time. Pre-term birth was defined as gestational age at birth below 37 weeks. Gesta-
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tional hypertension was diagnosis criteria was unavailable.?® Maternal age was centered and scaled
before inclusion in the model. We adjusted for factors that may confound the association between
maternal age and gestational hypertension, gestational hypertension and pre-term birth, and mater-
nal and and pre-term birth. These factors included mother’s race (self-reported as white or Black),
whether the mother attended college, parity (a mother’s number of previous live births), whether
the mother used cigarette use during pregnancy, and mother’s body mass index (BMI, centered and
scaled). We modeled gestational hypertension diagnosis, conditional on true gestational hyperten-
sion, based on mother’s race and insurance status (categorized as private or public vs. self-pay). We
omitted records with missing or other values of any of the variables used in the analysis. We also
limited the analysis to only include singleton births, cases with maternal age above 18, and records
with a parity of 8 or less (records with parity above 8 were removed because all observations with
a parity above 8 were coarsened into a single category in the original dataset).

In the sample of 20, 000 observations, the average maternal age was 29.1 years. A diagnosis
of gestational hypertension was present in 9.5% (1,908) of observations. 10.3% of the deliveries in
the dataset were before 37 weeks gestation, and thus categorized as pre-term.

Table [ presents parameter estimates for f, y, and 0 terms from the proposed and naive estima-
tion approaches. Using these results, we compute natural direct effect, natural indirect effect, and
controlled direct effect estimates in Table

In the naive approach, we run a logistic regression of gestational hypertension diagnosis on the
predictor of interest and the remaining covariates. We estimate that maternal age slightly increases
the risk of gestational hypertension (ﬁage = 0.077, OR*™* = 1.080). We also ran a naive logistic
regression of pre-term birth on maternal age, gestational hypertension diagnosis, and the remaining
covariates. This analysis suggested that maternal age has a positive and significant total effect on

E.age

pre-term birth (OART = 1.108). In addition, we found that gestational hypertension diagno-

sis was strongly associated with pre-term delivery (9. = 0.880, orR°" =241 1). The naive
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maternal age—pre-term birth interaction term failed to reach significance. Using these naive anal-

ysis results, we found that maternal age has a positive, significant direct effect on pre-term birth,

~ NDE,age

independent of the gestational hypertension diagnosis pathway (OR = 1.121). We also

found a small positive and significant effect of maternal age on pre-term birth through gestational

. . . ~ NIE,
hypertension diagnosis (OR e

= 1.009).

The naive analysis approach does not account for misdiagnosis of gestational hypertension,
which may yield bias in the parameter estimates and effect estimates. We conducted misclassification-
corrected analyses using both the PVW and EM algorithm approaches. Both approaches suggest
that the association between maternal age and true gestational hypertension is stronger than that es-

timated using the naive analysis (PVW: ﬁage =0.091, OR™ = 1.095; EM: B,.. = 0.103, OR™ =

ge

1.108). In addition, the total effect estimate for the age—pre-term birth association is weaker in

the analyses that account for misdiagnosis of gestational hypertension (PVW: OR' " = 1.083;
EM: OR' "% = 1.054), compared to appraoches that do not. The association between gesta-

tional hypertension and pre-term birth markedly strengthened using the PVW and EM algorithm
approaches (PVW: 0, = 1.243, OR"" = 3.466; EM: ,,, = 1.188, OR®" = 3.281), but the
interaction term remained insignificant. With both misclassification-corrected procedures, we es-

timated that the natural direct effect and the natural indirect effect of maternal age on pre-term

birth was larger than that of the naive analysis (PVW: OARNDE’age = 1.131, OARNIE’age = 1.029;
EM: OR" 5% = 1.134, OR"'H = 1.034). These results suggest that the association between

maternal age and pre-term birth is not primarily driven by gestational hypertension status.

The estimated y parameters from the PVW and EM algorithm approaches allow us to compute
sensitivity and specificity estimates for gestational hypertension diagnosis using (§). Across all
observations in the sample, the PVW ¥ terms yield average sensitivity and specificity estimates of
37.70% and 99.98%, respectively. Using the EM algorithm parameter estimates, we also estimate

near perfect specificity and low sensitivity, at 99.86% and 42.26%, respectively. The relatively large
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?11.insurance €Stimates from both misclassification-corrected approaches suggest that insurance status

is related to the probability of gestational hypertension diagnosis, conditional on the condition being
present (PVW: 71, ivcurance = —0.980, OR™™ " = 0.375; EM: 7, 1pourance = —1.006, GR™™" " =
0.366). Indeed, we find that estimated sensitivity differs greatly among patients who are insured vs.
uninsured. Among insured individuals, we estimate a sensitivity of 38.45% using PVW and 43.09%
using the EM algorithm. Among uninsured individuals, sensitivity estimates from the PVW and
EM algorithm procedures are 18.96% and 21.71%, respectively.

Using the proposed misclassification-corrected approaches, we found extreme parameter esti-
mates and standard errors for the ¥, terms, which govern the specificity mechanism of the observed
mediator model. These parameter estimates yielded near-perfect specificity estimates in the sam-
ple. This perfect specificity result suggests that, by allowing for misclassification among individuals
who truly do not have gestational hypertension, we have an incorrectly specified model. To test this
theory, we estimated a model that did not include the specificity mechanism of the observed me-
diator model using an adapted EM algorithm. Parameter and effect estimates from this method,
denoted “EM-Specificity”, can be found in Table @] and Table[5] respectively. The results from the
“EM-Specificity” method are nearly identical to those from other misclassification-corrected ap-
proaches. This finding suggests that the extreme y |, estimates and standard errors obtained from the
PVW and EM algorithm approaches are not detrimentally impacting estimation of other parameters
in the model. Moreover, by computing sensitivity and specificity estimates using the estimated y
terms from a given method, an analyst can detect if a perfect sensitivity or specificity assumption

may be valid, and account for this assumption as needed.
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6 Discussion

Misclassified binary mediator variables can severely bias parameter estimates and resulting causal
effect estimates in a mediation analysis. In this paper, we developed three approaches to account for
amisclassified binary mediator variable when gold standard labels are not available. These methods
included an ordinary least squares correction approach for Normal outcome models, a predictive
value weighting procedure, and a seamless EM algorithm approach. The key innovation of these
strategies is the use of a covariate related to the observed mediator mechanism to estimate mediator
misclassification rates. In addition, we made these methods available through an open-source R
Package, COMMA *? We compared the performance of these methods at various misclassification
rates through simulation studies. In addition, we applied the PVW and EM algorithm procedures
to a study of the mediating role of gestational hypertension on the association between maternal
age and pre-term delivery.

Our methods are attractive because they are easy to implement and do not require external
information, validation samples, or repeated measures. Our findings also suggest that our methods
can handle cases of perfect sensitivity or specificity without having to make assumptions about
misclassification rates.

While the proposed methods account for misclassification in binary mediator variables, we
do not consider the possibility of measurement error in the exposure or outcome variables. Future
work could combine other misclassification-correction approaches to handle additional error-prone
variables in the system. Moreover, we focus exclusively on binary mediator variables. However, to
our knowledge, the impact of misclassification in general categorical mediator variables has yet to

be studied.
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7 Tables

Table 1: Bias and root mean squared error (rMSE) for a selection of parameter estimates from 500
realizations of simulation Setting 1. Estimates marked with a “-” are not obtained by the given
estimation method.

OLS Correction' PVW? EM?3 Naive Analysis*
Scenario Truth  Bias rMSE Bias rMSE Bias rMSE Bias rMSE
() Nointand Y ~ N
Low misclassification ~ fy -2 -0.012  0.072 -0.012 0.072 -0.002 0.049 0.244 0.247
Yz 2 0.156  1.253 0.156 1.253 0.016 0.461 - -
Yoz -2.5 -0717 3.031 -0.717 3.031 -0.072 0.719 - -
O 1.5 0.018 0.035 -0.002 0.017 -0.002 0.014 0.074 0.075
Y -2 0.048 0.089 -0.004 0.038 -0.002 0.032 0.201 0.203
Med. misclassification Sy 2 -0.010  0.105 -0.010 0.105 -0.001 0.050 0.729 0.730
Y1z 1 0.023  0.191 0.023 0.191 0.009 0.116 - -
Y127 -1 -0.120  0.546 -0.120 0.546 -0.010 0.195 - -
0y 1.5 -0.011 0.048 0.008 0.021 -0.001 0.015 0.223 0.224
O -2 -0.027 0.128 0.033 0.057 -0.002 0.038 0.650 0.650
High misclassification  fy 2 -0.019  0.124 -0.019 0.124 0.002 0.062 1.118 1.118

Y11z 1 -0.000  0.119 -0.000 0.119 0.001 0.077 - -
Y12z -1.5 -0.019 0303 -0.019 0.303 -0.012 0.173 - -
Oy 1.5 -0.032 0.071 0.020 0.028 0.001 0.017 0345 0.345
Oy -2 -0.100  0.195 0.088 0.098 0.002 0.048 1.048 1.048

I “OLS Correction” estimates were obtained using the COMBO R Package and an ordinary least squares correction
method described in Section 3.1l

2 “PVW” estimates were obtained using the COMBO R Package and a predictive value weighting method described
in Section[3.2

3 “EM” estimates were obtained from the proposed expectation-maximization algorithm in Section

4 “Naive Analysis” estimates were obtained from a standard mediation analysis that assumes no misclassification
in the mediator variable.
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Table 2: Bias and root mean squared error (rMSE) for a selection of parameter estimates from 500
realizations of simulation Settings 2 and 3. Estimates marked with a “-” are not obtained by the
given estimation method.

PVW! EM? Naive Analysis>
Scenario Truth Bias rMSE Bias rMSE Bias rMSE
(2) Nointand Y ~ Bern
Low misclassification Px -2 -0.008 0.068 -0.004 0.064 0.241 0.244

Yz 2 0229 1.110 0.182 0.927 - -
Yy 25 0726 4241 -0536 2.345 - -
0y 1.5 -0020 0.108 -0.003 0.048 0.071 0.082
Ors 22 -0.050 0.067 -0.008 0.088 0.172 0.185

Med. misclassification 2 0014 0110 -0.009 0097 0.726 0.727
iz 1 <0007 0.173 -0009 0.156 - -
Yz -1 -0.093 0473 -0072 0426 - -
0y 1.5 -0.038 0068 0.002 0052 0209 0213
Our 22 0111 0167 -0.005 0.109 0581 0.584

High misclassification 2 0012 0118 -0.002 0080 1.117 1.118
vz 1 0017 0123 0012 0.110 - -
Yoz -15  -0.046 0306 -0.041 0.283 - -
0y 1.5 -0.089 0.104 -0.003 0053 0313 0315
Orr 2 0250 0287 -0.007 0.127 0949 0.950

(3) Int, Y ~ Bern

Low misclass. e -2 -0.010 0.070 -0.009 0.066 0.239 0.243
Y1z 2 0.363 1.410 0.271 1.080 - -
Y127 25  -0.816 3.059 -0.699 2.822 - -
Oy 1.5 -0.011  0.096 -0.004 0.101 0.161 0.183
Oy -2 -0.034 0.105 -0.007 0.097 0.203 0.215
Ox pm 0.5 -0.015 0.107 -0.002 0.070 -0.134 0.170

Med. misclass. By 22 0017 0103 -0.017 0092 0.729 0.730
Yz 1 0007 0174 0005 0.140 - -
Yz -1 -0094 0511 -0078 0453 - -
0y 15 -0065 0.118 -0.007 0.118 0469 0.476
0y 2 -0.114 0173 -0013 0.126 0650 0.653
Oyy 05 0032 0108 0005 0.140 -0.387 0.399

High misclass. By 2 0006 0.116 -0.003 0103 1.120 1.120
vz 1 0014 0127 0013 0.118 - -
Yz -15  -0.040 0324 -0.033 0302 - -
0y 1.5 -0.095 0.133 -0.001 0.141 0.641 0.645
Onr 22 0273 0317 -0.018 0.164 1.007 1.009
Oxy 05 0013 0096 0002 0.166 -0.500 0.508

I “PVW” estimates were obtained using the COMBO R Package and a predictive value weighting
method described in Section

2 “EM” estimates were obtained from the proposed expectation-maximization algorithm in Section
3.3l

3 “Naive Analysis” estimates were obtained from a standard mediation analysis that assumes no
misclassification in the mediator variable.
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Table 3: Bias and root mean squared error (rMSE) for a selection of parameter estimates from 500
realizations of simulation Setting 4 and Setting 5. Estimates marked with a “-” are not obtained by
the given estimation method.

PVW! EM? Naive Analysis?
Scenario Truth  Bias rMSE Bias rMSE Bias rMSE
(4) No int, Y ~ Bern,
perfect specificity

P(M)=0.10 Bx 2 0.025 0.332  0.038 0.123 -0.073 0.114
11z, 0.5 0.979 39.781 -0.296 2.465 - -
"1z, 0.1 -5.320 67.531 -1.372  9.101 - -
0y 1.5 0.034  0.084 0.004 0.078 0.017 0.075
O 0.2 -0.130 0.167 -0.004 0.089 -0.019 0.080

P(M)=0.30 Px 2 0.041 0.100 0.049 0.104 -0.205 0.212
Y1z, 0.5 -0.362 5646 0.017 0.191 - -
"1z, 0.1 0.901 9.608 1.524 4.337 - -
0y 1.5 0.054 0.098 -0.002 0.082 0.027 0.082
0 0.2 -0.151 0.176  0.004 0.088 -0.044 0.079

P(M) =0.50 Px 2 0.058 0.109 0.060 0.110 -0.478 0.480
iz, 0.5 0.009 0.072 0.010 0.072 - -
Y11z, 0.1 0.305 1.907 0.299 1.886 - -
Oy 1.5 0.056  0.094 -0.004 0.078 0.032 0.081
O 02 -0.177 0.189 0.010 0.107 -0.082 0.103

(5) Int, Y ~ Poisson

Low misclass. Px -2 -0.009  0.073 -0.009 0.072 0.241 0.244
Y1z 2 0.174 1.001  0.174 0.998 - -
Y127 25 -0.694 3343 -0.620 2.495 - -
Oy 1 -0.004  0.061 -0.002 0.061 0.012 0.061
Y -1 -0.012  0.163 -0.012 0.161 0.050 0.158
Ox m 0.5 0.011 0.142 0.006 0.146 -0.028 0.123

Med. misclass. Px -2 -0.007  0.108 -0.007 0.106 0.727 0.728
Y11z 1 0.032  0.190 0.031 0.189 - -
Y12z -1 -0.116 0513 -0.115 0.505 - -
Oy 1 0.006 0.062 0.002 0.063 0.061 0.082
0 -1 -0.001 0.183 -0.004 0.184 0.201 0.248
Oxm 0.5 -0.039  0.149 -0.004 0.157 -0.115 0.154

High misclass. Px -2 -0.016  0.132 -0.015 0.130 1.118 1.118
Y112 1 0.005 0.117 0.005 0.116 - -
Y12z -1.5 -0.021 0.312 -0.021 0.310 - -
Oy 1 0.007  0.072 -0.001 0.068 0.108 0.123
O -1 -0.035 0.237 -0.018 0.190 0.359 0.384
Ox 0.5 -0.053 0.165 0.006 0.163 -0.190 0.211

I “PVW” estimates were obtained using the COMBO R Package and a predictive value weighting
method described in Section 3.2
2 “EM” estimates were obtained from the proposed expectation-maximization algorithm in Sec-

tion[3.3]

3 “Naive Analysis” estimates were obtained from a standard mediation analysis that assumes no
misclassification in the mediator variable.
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8 Figures

RMSE for parameter estimates under three mediator misclassification levels - Setting 1
Estimates are obtained from three novel methods that account for misclassification in the mediator, and the naive method.

Px B« Bm
09
Method
1h]
w06 // EM
= // ~- Naive
1 // - 0LS
0.3 // PVW
L]
.«——ﬁ_—'_‘_—'_'—_. /
Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High
2-5% 7-10%  12-18% 2-5% 7-10% 12-18% 2-5% 7-10%  12-18%

Mediator Misclassification Rate

Figure 1: Root mean squared error (RMSE) for three parameter estimates obtained from the EM
algorithm, OLS correction, PVW, and naive analysis methods under three misclassification condi-
tions in simulation setting 1.

RMSE for parameter estimates under three mediator misclassification levels - Setting 2
Estimates are obtained from two novel methods that account for misclassification in the mediator, and the naive method.
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Figure 2: Root mean squared error (RMSE) for three parameter estimates obtained from the EM
algorithm, PVW, and naive analysis methods under three misclassification conditions in simulation
setting 2.
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RMSE for parameter estimates under three mediator misclassification levels - Setting 3
Estimates are obtained from two novel methods that account for misclassification in the mediator, and the naive method.
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Figure 3: Root mean squared error (RMSE) for four parameter estimates obtained from the EM
algorithm, PVW, and naive analysis methods under three misclassification conditions in simulation
setting 3.
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RMSE for parameter estimates under three mediator prevalence levels - Setting 4
Estimates are obtained from two novel methods that account for misclassification in the mediator, and the naive method.
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Figure 4. Root mean squared error (RMSE) for four parameter estimates obtained from the EM
algorithm, PVW, and naive analysis methods under three misclassification conditions in simulation
setting 3.
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RMSE for parameter estimates under three mediator misclassification levels - Setting 5
Estimates are obtained from two novel methods that account for misclassification in the mediator, and the naive method.
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Figure 5: Root mean squared error (RMSE) for four parameter estimates obtained from the EM
algorithm, PVW, and naive analysis methods under three misclassification conditions in simulation
setting 5.
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Appendices

Appendix A Simulation Settings

We present simulations for evaluating the proposed model with binary mediator misclassification
correction in terms of bias and root mean squared error (rMSE). For a given simulation scenario,
we present parameter estimates (for a subset of the parameters) obtained from the OLS correction
method, the PVW approach, and our EM algorithm. We compare these approaches to a naive model
that does not account for misclassification in the binary mediator variable.

The OLS correction and PVW approaches require an EM algorithm for the first estimation step.
For this EM algorithm, we used the “squarem” acceleration scheme from the turboEM package in
R??. We used a tolerance of 1 x 1077 for the absolute difference between successive log-likelihood
values to assess converge. The alternative stopping criteria was reached when the maximum number
of iterations (1500) was reached. For the proposed seamless EM algorithm approach, we used the
same acceleration and convergence settings. All analyses were conducted in R? .

For simulation settings 1, 2, 3, and 5, we generated 500 datasets, each with a sample size of
10,000. Average response misclassification probabilities for the simulation settings are provided

in Table
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Table 6: P(M = 1), P(M* = 1), P(M* = 1|M = 1) (sensitivity), and P(M* = 2|M = 2)

(specificity) for simulation Settings 1, 2, 3, and 5.

Misclassification Level Quantity Setting
Low P(M =1) 0.280 - 0.300
PM*=1) 0.280 - 0.300

PM*=1|M =1) 0.975 - 0.985

PM*=2|M =2) 0.955 - 0.965

Medium PM =1) 0.280 - 0.300
PM*=1) 0.300 - 0.315

PM*=1|M =1) 0.920 - 0.930

PM*=2|M =2) 0.890 - 0.910

High PM =1) 0.280 - 0.300
PM*=1) 0.335-0.355

PM*=1|M =1) 0.840 - 0.860

PM*=2|M =2) 0.810 - 0.835

A.1 Data Generation

A.1.1 Simulation Settings 1, 2, 3, and 5

For each of the simulated datasets in settings 1, 2, 3, and 5, we first generated the predictor X
from a standard Normal distribution. Z and C were generated from Gamma distributions with
shape parameters set to 1. We used the following relationship to generate the true mediator value:
logit{ P(M =1|X,C)} =1+ (-2)X + (-2.5)C.

The following relationships were used to generate the observed mediator for low, medium, and
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high misclassification rate settings for simulation scenarios 1, 2, and 3:

Low misclassification: logit{ P(IM* =1|M =1,2)} =3+2)Z, 49)
logit{ P(IM* =1|M =2,27)} =(-2)+ (-2.50)Z, (50)
Med. misclassification: logit{ P(IM* =1|M =1,Z2)} =180+ (1)Z, (28]
logit{ P(IM* =1|M =2,72)} =(-1.50)+ (-1)Z, (52)
High misclassification: logit{ P(M* =1|M =1,2)} =1+ (1)Z, (53)

logit{ PIM* =1|M =2,27)} =(-0.50) + (—1.50)Z. (54)

The following relationships were used to generate the outcome Y for simulation settings 1, 2,

3, and 5, respectively:

Setting 1: E(Y|X,M,C)=1+(1.50)X + (-2)M + (-0.20)C, (55)
Setting 2: logit{ P(Y = 1| X, M,C)} =1+ (1.50)X + (-2)M + (—0.20)C, (56)
Setting 3: logit{ P(Y = 1| X, M,C)} =1+ (1.50)X + (-2)M + (-0.20)C + (0.50)X M, (57)

Setting 5: log{Y|X,M,C)} = -3+ ()X +(-1)M + (-0.20)C + (0.50) X M . (58)

A.1.2 Simulation Setting 4

Simulation setting 4 was designed to mirror a challenging and realistic scenario in applied settings.
We generated data with a rare outcome, perfect specificity in the mediator, and with Z C C. In

addition, we varied the prevalence of the true mediator, from approximately 0.10 to 0.50.
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Predictor and confounding variables were generated as follows:

X ~ Bernoulli(0.67), 59)
C, ~ Gamma(l,1), (60)

C, ~ abs(Normal(1,2)), 61
C; ~ Bernoulli(0.20), (62)
C, ~ Bernoulli(0.55), (63)
Cs; ~ Normal(0, 1), (64)

where abs(c) refers to the absolute value of c. In this setting, Z, = C, and Z, = C;.

The following relationships were used to generate the true mediator for low, medium, and high
prevalence level settings for simulation scenarios 4: logit{ P(M = 1|X,C)} = f, + (-2)X +
(0.5)C,+(0)C,+(=2.50)C;+(—0.50)C,+(1)C5. The value of f, determined the mediator prevalence
level. The values of f, were —4, —2.5, and —1 for the low, medium, and high mediator prevalence
levels, respectively.

The observed mediator was generated as follows: logit{ P(M* = 1|M = 1,Z)} = 1+
(0.50)Z, + (0.10)Z,. To ensure perfect specificity, we generated data such that P(M* = 2|M =
2,Z)=1and PIM*=1|M =2,7Z)=0.

Finally, we generated the outcome of interest as follows: logit{ P(Y = 1|X,C, M)} = -4 +
(HC, + (0)C, + (0.50)C; + (=0.50)C, + (=2)Cs + (1.50) X + (0.20) M.

Simulation setting 4 had a sample size of 20,000. We generated 500 realizations for each me-

diator prevalence level.
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Table 4: Parameter estimates and standard errors from the applied example using the national vital
statistics dataset. All methods are described in Table [l and Table 2l Estimates marked with a “-”
are not obtained by the given estimation method.

PVW EM EM-Specificity Naive Analysis
Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE

Bo -0.870  0.321 -1.036 0.233 -1.053 0.246 -2.101 0.047
Boge' 0.091 0.048 0.103 0.037 0.104 0.036 0.077 0.028
Brace 0.052 0.525 0.042 0.349 0.171 0.264 0.082 0.062
Broducation -0.037  0.087 -0.036 0.076 -0.039 0.072 -0.026 0.058
Boarity -0.164  0.047 -0.166 0.030 -0.162 0.024 -0.134 0.019
Bamoking -0.007  0.170 -0.006  0.145 -0.009 0.131 -0.025 0.111
Bemr 0.640 0.135 0.607 0.075 0.600 0.050 0.464 0.021
Y110 -0.476  1.248 -0.274 0.312 -0.259 0.696 - -
Y1lrace 0.033 1.061 -0.026 0.819 -0.085 0.870 - -

Vi mswanees -0.980 1328 -1.006  0.395 -0.885 0.585 - -
Y120 -36.581 10.075 -9.878 11.525 - - - -
Y12 race’ 16.515 9.698 4.843  7.738 - - - -
17.084 10.668 2.086 8.814 - - - -

y12,insurance

0, 2703 0207 -2.648 0.138 -2.637 0052 -2.342 0.047
0,.* 0.080 0.041 0017 0053 0013 0.030 0.103 0.029
... 0538 0.155 0541 0.106 0510 0.084 0534 0.056
0. sucation -0.408 0.065 -0.400 0.064 -0399 0064 -0401 0.059
0 ity 0.046 0026 0049 0022 0048 0.019 0.021 0.017
0, moting 0350 0.105 0334 0099 0334 0.101 0331 0.093
Opurr -0.082  0.069 -0.068 0.050 -0.064 0039 0031 0.023
Ocn’ 1243 0269 1.188 0.173 1171 0054 0.880 0.064
06 1xcage’ 0072 0061 0.194 0089 0201 0084 0057 0.062

! 10 Tefers to the association between maternal age (the predictor of interest) and true

gestational hypertension status.

2y jrace Tefers to the association between maternal race and gestational hypertension
diagnosis, conditional on true gestational hypertension status.

Sy J.insurance TETETS t0 the association between insurance status and gestational hyperten-
sion diagnosis, conditional on true gestational hypertension status.

*0,,. refers to the association between maternal age (the predictor of interest) and
preterm delivery.

5 @, refers to the association between true gestational hypertension status (the medi-
ator) and preterm delivery.

% 06 1ixage Tefers to the interaction term for true gestational hypertension status (the me-
diator) and maternal age (the predictor of interest).
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Table 5: Effect estimates and 95% confidence intervals from the applied example using the national
vital statistics dataset. All methods are described in Table E] and Table @

PVW EM EM-Specificity Naive Analysis
Est. 95% CI  Est. 95% CI  Est. 95% CI  Est. 95% CI
NIE' 1.029 (1.006,1.090) 1.034 (1.013,1.076) 1.034 (1.010, 1.064) 1.009 (1.002, 1.016)
NDE? 1.131 (1.078,1.205) 1.134 (1.065,1.217) 1.132 (1.061,1.210) 1.121 (1.063, 1.183)
CDE® 1.083 (1.034,1.217) 1.017 (0.905,1.116) 1.013 (0.905,1.116) 1.109 (1.047,1.175)

! NIE refers to the natural direct effect, which estimates the expected increase in the odds of preterm deliv-
ery as maternal age increases 1 standard deviation from the sample mean value, while fixing gestational
hypertension status as negative.

2 NDE refers to the natural direct effect, which estimates the expected increase in the odds of preterm
delivery when maternal age is fixed at the sample mean and gestational hypertension status changes to
the value it would have attained for each individual for a one standard deviation increase in age.

3 CDE refers to the controlled direct effect, which estimates the expected increase in the odds of preterm
delivery as maternal age increases 1 standard deviation from the sample mean value, conditioning on
gestational hypertension status.
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