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Abstract

Misclassified variables used in regression models, either as a covariate or as

the response, may lead to biased estimators and incorrect inference. Even though

Bayesian models to adjust for misclassification error exist, it has not been shown

how these models can be implemented using integrated nested Laplace approxima-

tion (INLA), a popular framework for fitting Bayesian models due to its compu-

tational efficiency. Since INLA requires the latent field to be Gaussian, and the

Bayesian models adjusting for covariate misclassification error necessarily introduce

a latent categorical variable, it is not obvious how to fit these models in INLA. Here,

we show how INLA can be combined with importance sampling to overcome this

limitation. We also discuss how to account for a misclassified response variable

using INLA directly without any additional sampling procedure. The proposed

methods are illustrated through a number of simulations and applications to real-

world data, and all examples are presented with detailed code in the supporting

information.

1 Introduction

Misclassified variables arise when the recorded value of a categorical variable is different

from the correct category. The error mechanism can be described by some misclassi-

fication probabilities, which are typically described by a misclassification matrix. The
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misclassified variable might be used either as a covariate or as a response variable in a

model. For instance, we might be interested in the effect of exposure to some substance

of toxin, say, smoking. This exposure may be observed with some misclassification. In

the case of smoking it may be due to inaccurate reporting, but in other cases this could

also be due to inaccurate tests, or other reasons. In this scenario, the misclassification

would be in the variable used as a covariate. Similarly, we might wish to model the

relationship between a person having a disease and certain risk factors, but this disease

may only be diagnosed through an imprecise test. If we use the test result as the re-

sponse data directly, without accounting for the misclassification, we are not capturing

the actual relationship between the underlying disease status and the risk factors, and

the estimated coefficients will not represent the true relationship we are interested in.

A large body of literature exists that studies the effect of misclassification error in

different modelling scenarios. Gustafson (2003, Chapter 3) gives a comprehensive in-

troduction to the effects of covariate misclassification in regression models. The book

by Yi (2017) gives details for dealing with misclassified covariates as well as continuous

measurement error in certain specific models, such as survival models, longitudinal mod-

els, and more. Another overview covering the effects of error in both continuous and

categorical variables can be found in Keogh et al. (2020), an article that is written as a

part of the STRATOS initiative, and nicely summarizes the current state of the field. In

a simple linear regression model, for example, one can easily show that nondifferential

misclassification (that is, misclassification that does not depend on the response variable)

in a binary covariate will lead to attenuation of the slope estimated using the misclassi-

fied variable, meaning that that coefficient will be underestimated compared to the slope

using the correctly classified variable. This attenuation will be directly related to the

misclassification probabilites (or equivalently, the sensitivity and specificity), as well as

the probability of the correct variable being positive. In fact, a case with a sensitivity and

specificity of 0.9, which could be interpreted as 10% misclassification, gives 20% attenu-

ation, while a 10% continuous measurement error only gives 1% attenuation (Gustafson,

2003). In cases where the true variable is much more likely to take one value than the

other, the attenuation may be even more severe for the same sensitivity and specificity.

It is clear that even with small misclassification probabilities, it is important to evaluate

the effect of the misclassification on the produced results. Of course, many statistical

models will be more complex than this simple linear regression scenario, and many arti-

cles detail the effects of covariate misclassification on different models (Greenland, 1980;

Reade-Christopher and Kupper, 1991; Buonaccorsi et al., 2005).

A number of publications have described various methods for adjusting model esti-
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mates for biases due to covariate misclassification. One popular method is the misclassi-

fication simulation extrapolation approach (MC-SIMEX, Küchenhoff et al., 2006), where

more misclassification is added artificially in order to examine the behavior of the esti-

mate under more extreme misclassification, and then an adjusted estimate is obtained

by extrapolating backwards to the case with no misclassification. This approach is also

used by Rutkowski and Zhou (2015). Moreover, a number of previous approaches have

adapted a Bayesian method. Using a Bayesian approach, the data generating process can

be mirrored through a hierarchical framework where priors, which may be informed by

some additional information one may have about these, can be set to ensure the identi-

fiability of the model. Most of this literature covers binary misclassification (Gustafson,

2003; Ren and Stone, 2007; Chu et al., 2010; Xia and Gustafson, 2016; Högg, 2018), but

Nelson et al. (2018) discuss a Bayesian model for misclassification in count variables.

Additionally, some Bayesian models account for both misclassification and missingness

in categorical variables (Luta et al., 2013; Xia and Akakpo, 2022), while others allow for

both categorical and continuous measurement error along with missingness (Goldstein

et al., 2018).

Similarly, response misclassification error leads to more severe biases than what is typi-

cal for continuous response variables. If a continuous response variable has homoscedastic

additive measurement error, this error is absorbed by the residual term, and does not

typically lead to any biases in the model parameters, though it will increase uncertainty

(see e. g. Carroll et al., 2006). With categorical response misclassification the same is

not true, however, and one must therefore be careful when dealing with a misclassified

response variable. Some early work describes the effect of binary response misclassifica-

tion (Copeland et al., 1977; Hausman et al., 1998; Neuhaus, 1999). There is also some

literature considering ordinal response misclassification in a Bayesian setting (Mwalili

et al., 2005; Naranjo et al., 2019), while others describe binary response misclassification

in a Bayesian setting Paulino et al. (2003); Bollinger and van Hasselt (2017). Binary

regression with misclassification in both the response and covariates has also been con-

sidered in a few publications (Tang et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2016). Höfler (2005) gives a

review of the field before 2005, and covers both covariate and response misclassification.

Integrated nested Laplace approximations (INLA) provide an efficient framework for

fitting Bayesian models, conveniently available through the R-package R-INLA (Rue

et al., 2009). The approach is significantly faster than sampling based methods like

Markov chain Monte Carlo, which is especially convenient when working with more com-

plex Bayesian models where the running time needed to fit the model can pose a practical

limitation in the workflow. In the case of measurement error, it has previously been shown
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how to model continuous error in INLA (Muff et al., 2015), and how to extend this to also

account for missing data or variables with multiple types of continuous error (Skarstein

et al., 2023). However, INLA requires the latent effects to be a Gaussian Markov random

field (GMRF), which restricts the applications slightly. When the latent mismeasured

variable is continuous, it can be modeled using a Gaussian distribution (Muff et al.,

2015). On the other hand, in the case when a covariate is categorical and is known to be

observed with some misclassification probabilities, accounting for this misclassification

necessitates the introduction of a discrete latent variable, which is not compatible with

the latent Gaussian field.

To overcome this limitation, we propose to combine INLA with importance sampling,

in order to account for misclassification error. This builds on previous work (Berild et al.,

2022), which has shown how to combine INLA with importance sampling, expanding the

class of models that can be fit in INLA. In our proposed approach, INLA is used to obtain

marginal likelihoods of the regression model conditioned on the latent categorical variable

for each instance of the sampled latent variable. The respective marginal likelihood is

used to weight the marginal posterior distribution of the regression parameters via Monte-

Carlo integration. As an alternative approach, we also show how an interpretation of the

misclassified variable as a discretized error prone continuous variable can be used to

adjust for misclassification using INLA alone. This leads to a much faster approach. The

validity of this interpretation is dependent on the situation, and we discuss the details of

this.

Technically, the problem of misclassified categorical variables is very similar to that

of missing categorical variables, since both scenarios require specifying a model that in-

troduces a latent variable describing the distribution of the correct version of the variable

with misclassification. Skarstein et al. (2023) took advantage of this connection in the

context of continuous variables with measurement error and/or missingness in INLA, and

correspondingly we will also show how the misclassification model can be used to impute

missing values of the categorical variable.

As mentioned, another type of misclassification concerns the case when a variable is

used as the response in the model rather than when it is a covariate. As we will show, it

is then equally important to account for the misclassification as in the covariate case. In

contrast to the model with a misclassified covariate, we can write this model without the

need for a latent discrete variable, meaning that it can technically be fit using only R-

INLA. We show an example of how adjustment for response misclassification can be done

in the scenarios where it is suitable, and also suggest a way to proceed when the sensitivity

and specificity are not known precisely. Unfortunately this becomes numerically unstable
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in R-INLA, especially for low values of sensitivity and specificity (corresponding to high

misclassification probabilities), meaning that this approach must be used with caution.

In Section 2, we begin with a formal description of misclassification, and introduce the

notation used in the rest of the paper. Next, Section 3 discusses how to treat covariate

misclassification using INLA within importance sampling, as well as describing the special

case where the misclassified variable is a discretized continuous variable, and explaining

how to do missing covariate imputation for discrete covariates. Response misclassification

in INLA is covered in Section 4. We then demonstrate the validity of the proposed

methods in a few different simulated scenarios in Section 5. Section 6 illustrates how the

methods can be used on real-world data, and what considerations need to be taken in

order to tailor the models to the data at hand. Finally, we discuss the usefulness of the

methods and other aspects in the Section 7.

2 What is misclassification error?

For a binary variable x = (x1, . . . , xn)
⊤, assume we only observe a misclassified version

w = (w1, . . . , wn)
⊤, where the error mechanism can be described by the misclassification

matrix

M =

(
π00 π10

π01 π11

)
, (1)

with π10 = Pr(wi = 1 |xi = 0) and π01 = Pr(wi = 0 |xi = 1), for a given observation i.

Then we can write the distribution of the observations as

wi | (xi = l) ∼ Bernoulli(Pr(wi = 1 |xi = l)) (2)

∼ Bernoulli(π1l) ,

where l indicates the two possible values for xi, l ∈ {0, 1}. Since π10 = 1− π00 and π01 =

1 − π11, the misclassification is often described using the sensitivity (true positive rate)

π11 and specificity (true negative rate) π00, though specifying the two misclassification

probabilities π10 and π01 is just as valid. This concept can be easily generalized to a

categorical variable with k levels, in which case M is a k × k matrix, and the observed

values come from a categorical (generalized Bernoulli) distribution.

One useful and straightforward generalization is to allow the misclassification proba-

bilities to depend on an additional variable z. In the binary case, for example, π10 and
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Table 1: Description of notation used in this paper.

Notation Description

n Number of observations.
p Number of covariates.

w = (w1, . . . , wn)
⊤ The misclassified, observed version of a categorical covariate. In

this paper we mostly consider the binary case where wi ∈ {0, 1}.
x = (x1, . . . , xn)

⊤ The correct (latent) version of the categorical covariate with
misclassification.

s = (s1, . . . , sn)
⊤ The misclassified, observed version of a categorical response. In

this paper we mostly consider the binary case where si ∈ {0, 1}.
y = (y1, . . . , yn)

⊤ The correct (but potentially latent) version of a response.
Z An n× (p−1) matrix where each column is any covariate in the

main model of interest that are assumed to not have error (in
addition to x).

Z̃ An n × (p − 1) matrix where each column is any covariate in
the model for the variable with misclassification (the exposure
or imputation model) that are assumed to not have error.

M The misclassification matrix.
πkl The entries of the misclassification matrix, πkl = Pr(wi =

k |xi = l), in the binary case π01 and π10 are the misclassifi-
cation probabilities, while π00 and π11 are the specificity and
sensitivity, respectively.

β Any coefficients in the main model of interest.
α Any coefficients in the exposure/imputation model.

px = (px1 , . . . , pxn)⊤ Success probabilities for the latent covariate, pxi
= Pr(xi =

1). If there are no covariates in the exposure model, only an
intercept, then pxi

will be the same for all i. Otherwise, this
probability will be dependent on some observed covariates.

py = (py1 , . . . , pyn)⊤ Success probabilities for a latent binary response, pyi = Pr(yi =
1). If there are no covariates in the model, only an intercept,
then pyi will be the same for all i, but more commonly this will
depend on some covariates.
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π01 could be modelled as

logit(π10) = γ00 + γ0zz and logit(π01) = γ10 + γ1zz ,

with regression parameters γ00, γ0z, γ10, and γ1z (Yi, 2017, p. 70), or equivalent models

could be specified for π00 and π11 instead.

Often, it is assumed that covariate misclassification is nondifferential, meaning that

the misclassified covariate is conditionally independent of the response given the true

covariates. This means that the misclassification probabilities do not change depending

on the response value. In some cases this assumption may not hold however, in which

case different misclassification probabilities can be assumed to depend on the value of

the response. If the misclassification is differential, it is even more difficult to predict the

effects of the misclassification, and it becomes very difficult to estimate the parameters

unless the true value for the misclassified variable is observed for some entries (Carroll

et al., 2006). We will consider an example of this later on in this paper.

In the remainder of this paper, we will use the notation x and w when referring to

the correctly and misclassified versions of a covariate, respectively, while we will use y

and s to refer to the correct and misclassified versions of a response variable. The general

misclassification mechanism is still the same in both cases, the only difference is how they

are then used in the larger modelling context. For an overview of this and other notation

used in this paper, see Table 1.

3 Accounting for covariate misclassification error

3.1 A model for covariate misclassification

Assume we have n observations in a generalized linear model (GLM). The data are given

as (y,Z,x), with y = (y1, . . . , yn)
⊤ denoting the response, Z a covariate matrix of

dimension n × (p − 1) for p − 1 error-free covariates, and x = (x1, . . . , xn)
⊤ an error-

prone binary covariate whose true values are unobservable, but instead we observe w =

(w1, . . . , wn)
⊤. Suppose y is of exponential family form with mean µi = E(yi |xi), linked

to the linear predictor ηi via

µi = h(ηi) ,

ηi = β0 + βxxi +Z⊤
i βz + f(·) ,

with f(·) denoting unknown functions of the covariates or additional unstructured terms.
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Let the misclassification matrix M for x be given by Equation (1), meaning that the

error model for w would be a Bernoulli distribution conditional on the correct value of

the covariate (as described in Equation (2)),

wi | (xi = l) ∼ Bernoulli(π1l),

for l ∈ {0, 1}, and let us assume that the observed variable x depends on covariates

Z̃ (which could be a subset of the covariates in Z) according to some exposure model

π(x |Z) (Richardson and Gilks, 1993a,b). The latter specifies the distribution of the

unknown variable (e. g., a risk factor) in the data. A standard choice would be

logit[E(x | Z̃)] = α01+ Z̃αz , (3)

with intercept α0, n×1 vector 1 and slope vector αz (see e. g., Gustafson, 2005, Chapter

5). This model could of course be adapted or extended to reflect the data at hand, for

instance by adding interaction effects or random effects.

3.2 Covariate misclassification error in INLA

Since the correct version of a mismeasured variable x is unobserved, it is represented as

a latent variable in the model. In INLA, all latent variables are assumed to be Gaussian.

In the case where the mismeasured variable is continuous, this does not usually pose a

problem, as it can then typically be assumed to be Gaussian (Muff et al., 2015). However,

in the discrete case, when the misclassified variable follows a Bernoulli or categorical

distribution, the correct version of the variable cannot be included in the latent field,

which makes it unfeasible to directly fit these models with INLA. The described issue

relating to the discrete latent variable can be circumvented by combining INLA with

importance sampling (Berild et al., 2022) or MCMC (Gómez-Rubio and Rue, 2018), in

which the model conditioned on the misclassified variable is fit with INLA, while the

latent version of the misclassified variable is estimated outside of INLA.

Combining INLA with importance sampling or MCMC both have advantages and

disadvantages. In importance sampling, each iteration is independent of the next, mean-

ing that iterations can be run in parallel. However, if we also wish to estimate the

coefficients in the logistic regression model describing the latent variable, or the misclas-

sification probabilities themselves, then an MCMC approach must be taken, since the

model for estimating the latent covariate x will depend on the output from the previous

iteration. We also present an alternative approach, where the misclassified binary vari-
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able is assumed to be a discretization of an underlying Gaussian variable. In that case,

the entire model can be fit using only INLA.

3.2.1 Accounting for covariate misclassification with INLA and importance sam-

pling

Assuming the scenario described in Section 3.1, we adapt an approach using importance

sampling to sample the latent binary covariate, while the remaining model conditioned

on this latent variable is fit using R-INLA (Berild et al., 2022). In this section, we assume

the parameters of the exposure model and the misclassification probabilities to be known.

Let the set of all regression parameters from the main model of interest be denoted

by θy. To obtain marginal posterior distributions of the regression parameters θy, we use

that

π(θy |y,w,Z) =

∫
π(θy |x,y,Z)π(x |y,w,Z)dx , (4)

and that

π(x |y,w,Z) ∝ π(x |w,Z)π(y |x,Z) .

If the model π(x |Z) for the erroneous covariate x and the error model π(w |x) are

known, it is possible to sample from π(x |w,Z) ∝ π(w |x)π(x |Z). If π(w |x) =

Bernoulli(pw |x) where pw |x is decided by the value of x according to the misclassification

matrix, and π(x |Z) = Bernoulli(px) where logit(px) = α01 + Zαz, then π(x |w,Z) is

also a Bernoulli distribution with success probability

pxi |wi=k,Zi
= Pr(xi = 1 |wi = k) (5)

=
Pr(xi = 1, wi = k)

Pr(wi = k)

=
Pr(wi = k |xi = 1)Pr(xi = 1)∑

l∈{0,1} Pr(wi = k |xi = l) Pr(xi = l)

=
πk1pxi

πk0(1− pxi
) + πk1pxi

,

which can be calculated for each observation i since w and Z are observed. Since px

is allowed to depend on Z it may vary for different individuals, and therefore px |w,Z

will vary both depending on w and Z. For given samples x(j) (1 ≤ j ≤ M) sampled

from π(x |w,Z) the marginal posterior distribution (4) can then be approximated by
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Monte-Carlo integration

π(θy |y,w,Z) ≈
M∑
j=1

π(θy |x(j),y,Z) · ωj

with weights proportional to the (conditional) marginal likelihood ωj ∝ π(y |x(j),Z),

normalized such that
∑

j ωj = 1, where the marginal likelihood π(y |x(j),Z) is obtained

from fitting the model with x(j) as the covariate in INLA. As an example, the posterior

mean of βx can be approximated as

E(βx |y,w,Z) ≈
K∑
k=1

E(βx |x(k),y,Z) · ωk ,

and posterior α-quantiles qα(βx) are given as

qα(βx |y,w,Z) ≈
K∑
k=1

qα(βx |x(k),y,Z) · ωk .

Algorithm 1 INLA within importance sampling for covariate misclassification adjust-
ment

Given observed data y, covariate with misclassification w and correct version of this covariate x, and
any p additional covariates Z measured without error.
for j = 1, 2, . . . ,M do

Sample x(j) from Bernoulli(px |w,Z), where pxi |wi=k,Zi
=

πk1pxi

πk0(1−px)+πk1pxi

Fit the regression model of interest conditional on x(j) with R-INLA, to approximate the conditional
marginals π(θy |y,x(j)).

From the R-INLA output, obtain the conditional means of θy, giving θ
(j)
y , as well as the approxi-

mated marginal likelihood π̃(y |x(j),Z).

Save x(j), θ
(j)
y and the approximate marginal likelihood π̃(y |x(j),Z).

end for
Calculate weights proportional to the marginal likelihood ωj ∝ π(y |x(j),Z), j = 1, . . . ,M , normal-
ized such that

∑
j ωj = 1.

The marginal posterior distribution can now be approximated by

π(θy |y,w, z) ≈
M∑
j=1

π(θy |x(j),y, z) · ωj

The entire procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1. In this approach, the coef-

ficients α of the model for the latent variable x are assumed to be known. In cer-

tain scenarios, such as when we have sufficient validation data or when the model

only contains an intercept, this is a reasonable assumption. We could also have an

intercept only model, if x does not depend on other covariates. Code implementing
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this method is available in the supporting information. The method has been imple-

mented in an R-package, inlamisclass, which can be downloaded from GitHub at

https://github.com/emmaSkarstein/inlamisclass.

3.2.2 Covariate misclassification from a latent Gaussian variable with measure-

ment error

In many cases, a recorded binary variable can be interpreted as a discretization of a con-

tinuous variable, which may often be assumed to follow a normal distribution. Examples

of this are medical tests, where the binary decision is based on a concentration of mark-

ers in the blood or other samples, or genetic threshold models (sometimes called liability

threshold models) used in medicine and genetics (Felsenstein, 2005). In such models,

discrete traits, such as disease status, actually arise from an underlying continuous trait.

In the case where this countinuous trait is subject to measurement error before it is

discretized, the resulting discrete variable will have misclassification which arises from

a continuous classical measurement error mechanism (see e. g., Carroll et al., 2006, for

classical measurement error). The resulting observed value will still be misclassified, but

since the latent variable is Gaussian, this is a scenario in which it will be possible to fit

a model purely using INLA.

To describe such a scenario precisely, we introduce new notation. Let y denote the

response variable, as before, with mean µ = E(y |xc,Z), where we xc is the underlying

continuous latent variable, and wc is the continuous variable plus some measurement

error. Lastly, let wd be the observed discretized version of wc. For the discussion, we

also introduce the discretized version of xc, denoted xd, which would be the correctly

classified binary variable. Then the setup can be summarized as follows:

µ = h(β01+ βxcxc +Zβ + f(·)) ,

wc = xc + u , u ∼ N (0, σ2
uI) ,

wd = I(wc > 0) ,

xc = α01+ Z̃α+ εx , εx ∼ N (0, σ2
εxI) ,

where Z and Z̃ are both covariate matrices with whichever covariates are relevant to

include, these are assumed to be without error. In the indicator function the cutoff can

be set to zero without loss of generality, since if any other cutoff c is used the indicator

11
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function can always be rephrased as I(wc,i − c > 0). Now, we have that

Pr(wd,i = 1 |xc,i) = Pr(wc,i > 0)

= Pr(xc,i + ui > 0)

= Pr(ui > −xc,i)

= Pr

(
ui

σu

<
xc,i

σu

)
= Φ

(
xc,i

σu

)
,

since ui/σu ∼ N (0, 1), and Pr(ui > −xc,i) = Pr(ui < xc,i) since the distribution of u is

centered at zero. This relation means that we can model wd as a Bernoulli variable with

a probit link function. We can re-write the model:

µ = h(β01+ βxcxc +Zβ + f(·)) ,

wd ∼ Bernoulli(Φ(xc/σu)) ,

xc = α01+ Z̃α+ εx , εx ∼ N (0, σ2
εxI) ,

The implementation of this in R-INLA closely follows the approach of Muff et al. (2015),

since this is essentially a classical measurement error model with an added layer of dis-

cretization. An example using simulated data is shown in Section 5.2, and code that

illustrates how to implement this model in R-INLA is included in the supporting infor-

mation.

3.3 Missing values in categorical covariates in INLA

The Bayesian models for adjusting for covariate misclassification in Section 3.2.1 and

3.2.2 can easily be adapted to impute missing values as well. In the latter case, since

the latent variable is continuous, the method described in Skarstein et al. (2023) for

accounting for missing observations in a continuous covariate in INLA can be used.

When using the INLA within importance sampling-approach outlined in Section 3.2.1,

the proposed method can also easily be adapted to account for missing values. Conceptu-

ally, one could argue that missingness in a binary variable is equivalent to misclassification

with a 50% misclassification probability. Skarstein et al. (2023) utilize an analogous in-

terpretation in the continuous case to impute continuous missing values in INLA. In

both scenarios, the logic is that, as the misclassification probabilites (or the continuous

measurement error variance) increase, we know less about the correct value of the ob-
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servation. In the most extreme case, we have no information about the correct value of

the covariate. In the continuous case, that would mean the measurement error variance

approaching infinity, but of course it does not make sense for the misclassification prob-

abilities to increase infinitely. Instead, the most extreme misclassification probability

would be a misclassification probability of 50%, meaning that the observed value gives us

no information about the correct value of the covariate, and it might as well be missing.

If a given observation i is missing for the covariate w, then within the importance

sampling setup we have that π(xi |wi, Zi) = π(xi |Zi), since wi is unobserved. Alterna-

tively, using the interpretation of missingness as equivalent to 50% misclassification, we

reach the same conclusion. In the success probability in Equation (5), we would have

πk1 = πk0 = 0.5. This would give

pxi |wi=k,Zi
=

πk1pxi

πk0(1− pxi
) + πk1pxi

=
0.5pxi

0.5(1− pxi
) + 0.5pxi

= pxi
,

leaving just pxi |wi,Zi
= pxi

. That means that when the observations are missing, then the

corresponding value for xi is just sampled directly from the exposure/imputation model.

In the case when the covariate has missing values but no misclassification, then one only

samples the values which are missing. A simulated example is provided in Section 5.3.

4 Accounting for response misclassification error

In scenarios where we have a discrete response variable, misclassification in this response

variable also leads to potentially severe biases in the model, and must be accounted

for (Magder and Hughes, 1997; Carroll et al., 2006, Chapter 15.3). In this section,

we will only consider binary misclassification, defined by the misclassification matrix in

the same way as for the covariate case, and the general setting described in Section 2.

A typical scenario where this problem can arise is in epidemiology, when dealing with

results from a test for a certain disease. The test for the disease will not be completely

accurate, and there will be some misclassification of the disease status. In epidemiology,

the misclassification is most often parameterised by the sensitivity and specificity.

4.1 A model for response misclassification

As mentioned before, in the misclassification terminology, the specificity will correspond

to the entry π00 in the misclassification matrix, whereas the sensitivity corresponds to

the entry π11. Let y = (y1, . . . , yn)
⊤ be the correct, but unobserved response (i. e.,

the disease status), while s = (s1, . . . , sn)
⊤ is the observed version of y (i. e., the test
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result). Then the model can be written in a similar way as for the case with covariate

misclassification, that is,

yi ∼ Bernoulli(py) ,

logit(pyi) = β0 +Z⊤
i βz ,

si | (yi = l) ∼ Bernoulli(π1l) ,

where π1l = Pr(si = 1 | yi = l), and Zi is the i-th row in the matrix with all covariates.

Then, the marginal distribution of si is a Bernoulli distribution with success probability

psi = Pr(si = 1) (6)

= Pr(si = 1 | yi = 1) · Pr(yi = 1) + Pr(si = 1 | yi = 0) · Pr(yi = 0)

= π11pyi + (1− π00)(1− pyi) .

We wish to write the model in terms of s, its respective success probability psi and the

predictor β0 + Z⊤
i βz, while accounting for the sensitivity π11 and specificity π00. From

the relation psi = π11pyi +(1−π00)(1−pyi) we can rearrange the expression, and get that

pyi =
psi − (1− π00)

π11 − (1− π00)
.

Using this new expression for py, the model for the observed variable s can instead be

summarised as

si ∼ Bernoulli(psi) ,

logit

(
psi − (1− π00)

π11 − (1− π00)

)
= β0 +Z⊤

i βz , (7)

emphasizing that the model accounting for the sensitivity and specificity is in fact just a

Bernoulli model with a different link function. The posterior distribution for pyi is then

π(pyi | s, π00, π11) ∝ p
∑

i yi
si

(1− psi)
n−

∑
i yiπ(pyi) .

In some scenarios, we may have good information on the values of the sensitivity and

specificity, so that we can assume them to be known. However, if we do not know

them exactly, but instead have an approximate idea of the values, for instance with 95%
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probability intervals, we can integrate them out of the posterior distribution of py, i. e.,

π(py | s) =
∫ ∫

π(py | s, π00, π11)π(π00, π11)dπ00dπ11 .

A numerical approximation for π(py | s) can be obtained by summing through a grid of

points chosen in the domain of (π00, π11) weighted by a joint probability distribution for

them, that is,

π̃(py | s) =
∑
k

π (py | s, π00(k), π11(k))ω(π00(k), π11(k)) ,

where ω(·, ·) is a weighting function such that
∑

k ω(π00(k), π11(k)) = 1.

4.2 Response misclassification in INLA

In INLA, response misclassification does not pose the same technical difficulties as co-

variate misclassification, since the latent variable does not need to be explicitly modelled.

The adjusted link function described in Equation (7) has been implemented in R-INLA

as the link function sslogit. Unfortunately, when the sensitivity and/or specificity are

large, the model suffers from numerical instabilities that can be difficult to diagnose.

Because of this problem, the link function has not been made available by default. How-

ever, the supplementary material shows how this link function can be enabled. In Section

5.4 we illustrate its use on a simulated example, where it is also shown how uncertainty

about the sensitivity and specificity can be propagated into the model.

4.3 Missing values in categorical responses in INLA

For missing values in the response, the respective missing values can be predicted from

their predictive distribution, and this is no different if the response is discrete or contin-

uous. We therefore refer the reader to Gómez-Rubio (2020, Chapter 12.3) for a detailed

description along with code showing how this is done in INLA.

5 Simulations

5.1 Misclassification error in a covariate for linear regression

In this section, we look at a simple example with simulated datasets. To get an idea

of the sensitivity of the proposed method, we simulated a new data set using the same
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parameters 10 times, and fit the same model to each data set, before examining the

results. The data consists of three variables: the response y, a misclassified binary

covariatew, and an error free continuous covariate z. Additionally, we denote the correct,

unobserved version of w as x. First, each component of z was generated uniformly

zi ∼ Unif(−1, 1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ 100, and then x was sampled according to an exposure

model given as

logit[E(x | z)] = α01+ αzz ,

withα⊤ = (α0, αz) = (−0.5, 0.25). This dependency was then also appropriately reflected

in the analysis, assuming that α was known. The misclassification is generated according

to the misclassification matrix

M =

(
0.9 0.1

0.2 0.8

)
.

The response y was simulated according to the linear model

y = 1+ x+ z + ϵ , ϵ ∼ N (0, I) .

To account for the misclassification in the covariate, we fit a Bayesian model reflecting

the data-generating process, using the proposed combination of INLA and importance

sampling from Section 3.2.1. The procedure is run for 200 000 iterations. The posterior

means and 95% credible intervals for β0, βz and βx from each simulated data set can be

seen in Figure 1, where the results from fitting the model without adjusting for misclas-

sification and the results from using the correct value for the covariate can also be seen.

A summary across all ten data sets is given in Figure 2. With 200 000 iterations, each

model took us around seven hours to run.

5.2 Misclassification from dichotomizing a mismeasured continuous

covariate

In this example, we simulate n = 200 observations from the general framework outlined

in Section 3.2.2. In particular, the variables are simulated as follows:

xc ∼ N (0, I) ,

xd = I(xc > 0) ,

wc = xc + u , u ∼ N (0, I) ,

wd = I(wc > 0) ,
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Figure 1: Posterior means and 95% credible intervals for the estimated coefficients from
ten different simulated examples, for the case where a covariate is subject to misclassifi-
cation (MC).
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Figure 2: Box plots of the posterior means for the estimated coefficients from ten different
simulated examples, for the case where a covariate is subject to misclassification.
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where xc is the latent continuous version of the covariate, xd is the latent discretized

version of xc, wc is the latent covariate with additive measurement error, and wd is

the discretized version of wc. Comparing the two discrete variables, xd and wd, we can

calculate the sample misclassification matrix, which in this case is

M =

(
0.66 0.33

0.29 0.71

)
,

meaning that a significant proportion of the covariate has been misclassified. In this

scenario, we assume that we only have access to wd and the response y, which we

simulate as

y = β01+ xc + ε ,

with ε ∼ N (0, I), β0 = 1 and βxc = 1 . To adjust for the misclassification that arises due

to discretizing the mis-measured variable wc, we include an error model which describes

how wd follows a Bernoulli distribution with a probit link function:

y = β01+ βxcxc + ε ,

wd ∼ Bernoulli(Φ(xc/σu)) ,

xc = α01+ Z̃α+ εx , εx ∼ N (0, σ2
εxI) ,

where σu is fixed to 1, βxc is given a N (0, 1000) prior, and the remaining parameters are

given default priors, see the supporting information. Since wd is observed and the latent

variable is xc, which is Gaussian, this model can be fit entirely in R-INLA, as described

in Section 3.2.2. The code is available in the supporting information. The model is set up

similar to the continuous measurement error model described in Muff et al. (2015), since

we are essentially adjusting for a classical measurement error mechanism with the added

layer of the discretization. The joint model is most easily specified using inla.stack,

which enables us to specify each sub-model separately. The copy feature is used when

specifying the formula to ensure that xc is included correctly through all three levels of

the model.

In order to evaluate the fit of this model, we compare the estimated coefficients to

those from the model using the correct version of xc, and the model using the covariate

with error, wc. Since wd is the observed variable, one might want to compare the esti-

mated coefficient to that estimated when wd is used directly, but since the interpretation

changes when the covariate is discrete rather than continuous, we do not make this com-

parison. We find that the model using the error prone continuous covariate dramatically
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Figure 3: Posterior means and 95% credible intervals for the example where the misclas-
sification arises due to dichotomization of a continuous variable with error.

underestimates the coefficient (which is expected for this kind of continuous measurement

error), while the model that adjusts for the error better matches the correct coefficient

(Figure 3). The model that adjusts for the error also has quite large uncertainty, which

is appropriate here, since the discretization process means that we loose a lot of the

information present in the latent continuous variable.

5.3 Missing observations in a binary covariate

To illustrate the approach to handle missing data in a binary covariate, as proposed in

Section 3.3, we simulate a binary covariate with 20% missing values, but no misclassifica-

tion. We use the same data simulation setup as the linear regression with a misclassified

covariate simulated in Section 5.1, but instead of w being the misclassified version of x,

it has 20% of the observations missing completely at random and no misclassification in

the remaining observations. We fit the same main model as in Section 5.1, but without

the misclassification model, as described in Section 3.3. We ran the importance sampling

procedure for 100 000 iterations. Details around how to do this technically can be found

in the supporting information. The resulting posterior means and 95% credible intervals

for the coefficients of interest can be seen in Figure 4. Here, the results are also com-

pared to the model that uses only complete cases, meaning that the observations with

missingness are left out completely, and to a model fit using the correct version of the

covariate without missing observations.

5.4 Response misclassification

In this example, we simulate a misclassified response s to illustrate the effects of response

misclassification and how it can be adjusted for using R-INLA. Let y be the latent
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Figure 4: Posterior means and 95% credible intervals for the estimated coefficients from
ten different simulated examples, for the case where a covariate has missing observations.

response, for instance the disease status, while s is the misclassified response, which

might be the test result indicating whether the patient has the disease. In this imagined

scenario, the probability of having the disease is py = 0.10, and the test has sensitivity

π11 = 0.95 and specificity π00 = 0.90. Following the expression in Equation (6), we can

simulate n = 1000 observations of s directly from

s ∼ Bernoulli(ps) ,

where ps depends on py and the sensitivity and specificity through

ps = π11py + (1− π00)(1− py) .

We then fit three different models: first, we fit the model that does not account for

the misclassification by simply using the regular link function. Next we fit a model which

assumes fixed sensitivity (95%) and specificity (90%) and accounts for the misclassifica-

tion by using the sslogit link described in Equation (7). Finally we assume that we

do not know the sensitivity and specificity but instead assume 95% probability intervals

for each of them, for the sensitivity the 95% probability interval is (0.925, 0.975), and

20



Tr
ue

 v
al

ue

0

1

2

3

4

5

−3.0 −2.5 −2.0 −1.5 −1.0
py

Models

Ignoring misclassification

Fixed sens. and spec.

Propagated uncertainty

Figure 5: Posterior marginal distributions of the response success probability for models
adjusting for misclassification (yellow and green) versus one that makes no adjustment
(purple). The green model uses fixed values for sensitivity and specificity, whereas the
yellow model incorporates the uncertainty in the sensitivity and specificity.

for the specificity it is (0.85, 0.95). We then follow the approach outlined in the end of

Section 4.1, that is, approximating the posterior distribution of py, π(py | s), by sum-

ming over a grid of points chosen in the 95% probability intervals for the sensitivity and

specificity weighted by a joint probability distribution for them. This is done through

the function inla.merge(), see the supporting information for details. The resulting

posterior marginal distributions in Figure 5 show that the models that account for the

misclassification better recover the correct disease probability than the model that ig-

nores the misclassification. It also shows that the model that includes uncertainty about

the sensitivity and specificity has a wider posterior marginal distribution, reflecting the

increased uncertainty in the information we provide the model.

6 Applications

6.1 Birth weight data

We look at the birth weight data presented in Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000, Section

1.6.2), an example that was discussed by Buonaccorsi et al. (2005) to assess the effects
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of misclassification error in a binary covariate of a linear regression model. The dataset

contains measurement from n = 189 births, with the birth weight of the child as the

response variable y, the smoking status (0 = no, 1 = yes) of the mother (x) as a

binary covariate, and the mother’s weight at the time of the last menstrual cycle (z) as

a continuous covariate. For individual i, the model is thus given as

yi = β0 + βxxi + βzzi + ϵi , ϵi ∼ N (0, σ2) .

In this example, the smoking status of the mother is assumed to be subject to misclas-

sification error, while it is assumed that mother’s weight does not contain any error.

Unfortunately, the misclassification probabilities and the exposure model for x are not

known, because no validation data were collected in this study. Therefore, we illustrate

the error modeling procedure on two hypothetical cases.

Birthweight analysis, case 1: Assuming smoking status to be independent of other

variables

We assume that non-smokers are less likely to misreport their smoking status than smok-

ers, since pregnant women are not supposed to smoke and might thus try to mask their

habit. Therefore, in the absence of better knowledge, we postulate a misclassification

matrix given as

M =

(
0.95 0.05

0.2 0.8

)
,

thus 5% of the nonsmokers and 20% of the smokers report a wrong smoking status. These

values are chosen since we expect a very small number of reported smokers to actually

be non-smokers, whereas a larger protion of the reported non-smokers are likely actually

smokers. A point could also definitely be made that smoking should not be reported as

a binary value at all, since a continuous ”level” of smoking would be far more accurate.

Moreover, we assume that the proportion of smokers in the study was Pr(xi = 1) = 0.4,

irrespective of the bodyweight of the ith woman. This number is chosen because in

our data, around 39% have responded that they smoke, and we expect that the correct

percentage is somewhat higher. The exposure model in this case does not depend on z,

which implies that x and z are assumed independent. Consequently, we do not expect

an effect of the error in x on βz, and the error model should therefore not lead to change

in the posterior distribution of βz. Results from 100 000 iterations are shown in Figure 6.

22



βx βz

−0.5 −0.4 −0.3 −0.2 −0.1 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.008
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Figure 6: Posterior means and 95% credible intervals for the naive and error-corrected
models for the birth weight example. In case 1, it can be seen that the slope βx for the
error-prone, binary variable is corrected with respect to the model without adjustment,
whereas the slope βz for the continuous variable z is unaffected, because x and z are
assumed independent. In case 2, a bias-correction is now also visible for βz.

Birthweight analysis, case 2: Assuming association between smoking status and

mother’s weight

In the second case, we use the same MC matrix as above, but now assume that the prob-

ability that a woman was a smoker depended on bodyweight z. The respective exposure

model, as given in Equation (3), is assumed known with α0 = −0.4 and αz = 0.02. The

slope is chosen to reflect the assumption that body weight is positively correlated with

smoking probability, and the intercept is chosen so that the overall smoking probability

somewhat matches the assumed 0.4%. In this model, higher bodyweight increases the

probability that a woman was a smoker, which introduces a dependency between x and

z. Consequently, we expect that the error model will also have a correction effect on βz.

Results from 100 000 iterations confirm this (Figure 6).

6.2 Cervical cancer and herpes

We consider an example mentioned in Yi (2017, p. 76) and Carroll et al. (2006, Section

8.4 and 9.9), originally presented by Carroll et al. (1993). In this study, the connection

between cervical cancer and exposure to herpes simplex virus type 2 (HSV-2) is examined.

The exposure to HSV-2 is measured through two different procedures, where one is

considered to be very accurate (recorded as x), while the other test is less accurate

(recorded as w). We have measurements using the less accurate procedure for all 2044

patients, whereas only a subset of 115 of them also have so-called validation measurements

from the accurate test. The complete data set is given in Table 2. We also notice that the
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Table 2: HSV data. y: cervical cancer, x: accurate test for HSV-2, w: inaccurate test
for HSV-2.

y x w Frequency

Validation data 1 0 0 13
1 0 1 3
1 1 0 5
1 1 1 18
0 0 0 33
0 0 1 11
0 1 0 16
0 1 1 16

Main study data 1 0 318
1 1 375
0 0 701
0 1 535

probability of the HSV-2 exposure being misclassified (that is, the respective entries in x

and w are different) depends greatly on whether or not a patient has cervical cancer. For

a patient that has cervical cancer, the probability of falsely detecting exposure to HSV-2

is Pr(wi = 1 |xi = 0, yi = 1) = 0.19, and the probability of not detecting an exposure is

P (wi = 0 |xi = 1, yi = 1) = 0.22. Meanwhile, for a patient that does not have cervical

cancer, we instead have P (wi = 1 |xi = 0, yi = 0) = 0.25 and P (wi = 0 |xi = 1, yi =

0) = 0.50. We therefore use an error model with two different misclassification matrices

conditional on the cancer status, where the misclassification matrices are estimated from

the validation data:

M̂1 =

(
0.81 0.19

0.22 0.78

)
, M̂0 =

(
0.75 0.25

0.50 0.50

)
.

We also use a conditional exposure model, based on the sample probabilities in the

validation data: Pr(xi = 1 | yi = 1) = 0.59, and Pr(xi = 1 | yi = 0) = 0.42.

We fit the model using the INLA-within-importance sampling setup described in

Section 3.2.1, using the differential exposure probabitilies and misclassification matrices,

and compare it to a model where the exposure probability and misclassification matrix

is assumed to be non-differential, as well as a model where no adjustment is done. In

both cases we run it for 100 000 iterations. As was also noted by Carroll et al. (2006), we

find that the estimates are very different when we assume differential misclassification

compared to when we do not (Figure 7). In particular, we can note that the adjustment
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Figure 7: Posterior means and 95% credible intervals for the naive and error-corrected
models for the case-control study on the association between HSV-2 and cervical cancer,
assuming either differential or nondifferential misclassification (MC).

is much larger for the differential misclassification compared to the modest adjustment

we can see when assuming non-differential misclassification.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we looked at methods to account for misclassification and missingness in

categorical covariates and responses using INLA. For misclassified or missing categorical

covariates, we suggest two different approaches: one based on a combination of impor-

tance sampling and INLA, and the other based on an interpretation of the misclassified

covariate as a discretized version of a latent Gaussian variable with measurement error.

In the former approach, the model for the latent covariate is estimated using importance

sampling, and then the model conditioned on that latent covariate is fit in INLA. For

the scenario where the observed covariate can be seen as a discretized version of a latent

continuous variable with error, we show how this case can be fit using INLA directly,

without the need to do any sampling. For response misclassification, we illustrate how

the use of a modified link function can account for the misclassification within INLA.

Although the problem of missingness in categorical covariates has been addressed

previously (Gómez-Rubio et al., 2022, Section 3.4), it has so far not been possible to

fit models that account for misclassification in covariates or the response variable using

INLA. Gómez-Rubio et al. (2022) outline two methods for imputing missing categori-

cal covariates, one using Bayesian model averaging and another using an INLA-within-

MCMC approach. (Berild et al., 2022) apply their importance sampling approach to a

case with a continuous covariate with missingness, but the importance sampling approach

has until now not been used in the context of a categorical missing variable or covariate
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misclassification.

The approaches presented in this paper enable accounting for misclassified categor-

ical variables, and we present conveniently structured code to implement the proposed

methods. This makes these methods available for anyone using INLA. However, over-

all, problems related to misclassified variables remain inconvenient to handle in INLA.

This paper presents the results of extensive work on the topic, and proposes the best

approaches we were able to find at the current point in time. The main disadvantage

with our current implementation of the model adjusting for misclassified covariates is the

running time. Although R-INLA is far faster than comparable sampling based methods

when used alone, when R-INLA is called within a sampling based method such as impor-

tance sampling, it has to be called for every single iteration of the sampling. Because the

current implementation of R-INLA creates a large number of temporary files, this means

that the running time adds up throughout the iterations and the resulting running time

is typically slower than a comparable approach not using INLA. However, fitting the

conditional model in R-INLA may still save the researcher time and effort when it comes

to implementing the model itself, if the conditional model contains terms that are partic-

ularly convenient to model using INLA, such as spatial terms using the SPDE approach

or other complex random effects that have good modelling infrastructure in R-INLA. The

models will still take a long time to run, but the convenience of the implementation may

outweigh the added computational cost.

Part of the reason why the importance sampling within INLA approach requires such

a large number of iterations to produce good estimates is that for every iteration, the

entire latent covariate is proposed in one block. This means that potentially quite many

of the proposed vectors are not particularly good proposals. An alternative could be

sampling smaller chunks of the vector at a time, which might prove more efficient.

An alternative to the INLA within importance sampling approach presented in this

paper would be to instead use INLA within MCMC. The advantage of this would be that

this would allow for also estimating the parameters that the sampling of the corrected

covariate values depend upon, namely the coefficients of the exposure model and the

misclassification probabilities. In this work, we have assumed them to be known, but

this is of course not always the case. However, the disadvantage of using MCMC within

INLA is that the procedure is iterative and therefore cannot be run in parallel, like the

importance sampling approach can. This means that the method would be even more

time-consuming.

The current method to account for response misclassification using a modified link

function is still subject to numerical instabilites for smaller sensitivites and specificites,
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and further work into this topic would be necessary to evaluate if it may be possible

to improve the performance in these more critical scenarios. Of course, the cases where

the sensitivity or specificity is particularly low are also the cases where it is the most

important to account for the misclassification. On the other hand, at least in the context

of epidemiology when the misclassified response is a test result (for instance a rapid test

for a disease), the sensitivity and specificity of the test are often required to be high in

order for the test to be used at all. Additionally, the sensitivity and specificity in these

contexts have often been studied extensively, meaning that they can be assumed to be

known with quite low uncertainty. In precisely that scenario, our proposed method may

work quite well.

The INLA framework is constantly growing in popularity, and accounting for mis-

classification in both covariates and response variables is important in order to avoid

serious biases in inference. Although misclassification error in discrete variables proves

to be particularly challenging to handle in INLA, we hope that this paper can serve as a

starting point for solving some of these problems, as well as highlighting the challenges

that remain.

8 Computational details

The code was run on an Intel Xeon E5-2690v4 2.6 GHz CPU using 4 cores. We used

R version 4.4, and the functions for the INLA within importance sampling approach is

available through the R package inlamisclass, which can be downloaded from GitHub

by

devtools::install_github("emmaSkarstein/inlamisclass")

See the supporting information, available at https://github.com/emmaSkarstein/

misclassification_inla, for specific details on how each example was run.
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