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Abstract

Background

Unlike the intervention meta-analysis, we need to consider sensitivity and
specificity at the same time when we do the diagnostic test performance meta-
analysis. However, we not only need to estimate both sensitivity and specificity but
also need to estimate their correlation, because they may not be independent across
different studies. The general method for diagnostic test performance meta-analysis is
the bivariate model. If we want to undertake a diagnostic test performance network
meta-analysis to compare several diagnostic tests, the ANOVA model is common
method. Besides, the Bayesian approach is also often used for diagnostic test
performance network meta-analysis because we can update the prior distribution by

the data and estimate the large number of parameters in the network meta-analysis.

Objectives

We use the Bayesian approach to undertake a diagnostic test performance
network meta-analysis in this study. We use the bivariate model and ANOVA model as
the basement, and we consider the prevalence by latent class analysis as a parameter
in this method to compare several diagnostic tests at the same time to deal with the
problem of the imperfect gold standard. We also use three different indexes such as

SUCRA, superiority index, and Youden index to rank the different diagnostic tests.
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Methods

We use the bivariate model and ANOVA model as the basis, and add the
prevalence as a parameter into these models to obtain more precise estimates. For the
demonstration of our models, we use two datasets: one, reported by Hoyer and Kuss,
compared two different diagnostic tests for the diagnosis of type 2 diabetes mellitus;
the other, reported by Veroniki et al. in 2021, compared three different diagnostic tests
for the diagnosis of invasive cervical cancer (CIN2+). We also use different indexes to

rank the different diagnostic tests in these researches.

Results

The results obtained by our model were similar to those given by Hoyer and
Kuss or Veroniki et al. In terms of the ranking of diagnostic tests, SUCRA may lead to
different decisions because it considers sensitivity and specificity separately. The
superiority index considers both sensitivity and specificity together to calculate the
ranking, but the range of its value has no limit. Youden index not only considers both

sensitivity and specificity simultaneously but also ranges from 0 to 1.

vi
doi:10.6342/N'TU202302826



Conclusions

Both bivariate model and ANOVA model provides a useful statistical framework
for assessing the performance of several diagnostic tests. Including the prevalence by
latent class analysis as a parameter in the model may provide a solution to the
problem of an imperfect gold standard. The Bayesian approach help we estimate the
parameters more efficiently and flexibly, and it also allows the users to adjust the prior

distributions of model parameters.

Keywords: network meta-analysis, diagnostic tests, Bayesian statistics, binomial

model, ANOVA model, prevalence
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FAAR Y Pl Sl APRIR EE FHIRES FEA G H S AW

I NEBE S BHEE S BIEE S DBV R A B E RAe5N(17)
ri~Multi (Ni, (Prob!*, Probf?, Probf", ProbiTN)) (17)

%iﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁi&i’ﬁ#ﬂﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ$%aﬂ&£%¥ b
2 F A G T RPELEFE S MR R TR Y1617 LE LS &
BRI AERBEOLELE > N EF EEET G AP MFEERYEL R 2
HACH o Je g R T S PFE S ARE FREL Sl REY R R
PO B PR R N2 B L RS R B B

2.5.3 ANOVA #-3] (ANOVA Model )

& Nyaga et al.>* 2018 & % & ¢h ANOVA i3] # < ¢ [9] > 31it 7 Jing
Zhangetal.*t 2014 &£ e 3 2. ¢ [18]» H K % i BF 2y, 5 = 38~ fie » 405t
(18)#757 o @ py B 7 T 354 F Hugschk > (198 F et T2 8-

585 (20) & 3 & i ek -
P(Yl = yl) x HkESi(pik)yik(l - pik)nik_yik’ i=1,..,1 (18)

CD_l(pik) = Uk + OkVik, i = 1, ...,1, k = 1, ,K (19)
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T = E(ulpw, o) = [ @(uy + 0x2)p(2)dz = & (uk/,/l + a,f_),

(20)

ek ARAET R F S RET 0 FU SHFR € RSB SR

B T BT ARG R2EBREFEE o LR R gtk o

w 5] ANOVA H3 k $[9] » o 2050 (8 & o 332 520 b 25 5 4807

VUL LR REFRR > LAV RIFBLEI L Py Ay Y

FLpE > H 5 S H44 % (Missing at Random, MAR) » & &3 #03] ¢ 7 538 5 7
$71 B TR R B F AR A T R T T
1 B2 5% o 74 Arm-Based Model > % 5 [ B L IE P B K BP 1 £ >
Bk Sl B B (Vi) &Rl (Vg )0 i B S BRI ST~
fe- B¥2 5o Bl s s R (pur) ##FRR (pia) > 28R 5 5

B (Nigg) 22 4 di (Nigg ) > 408 QD& 3 (22)#7 77 »
Yilklpilk’vBin(Nilk’pilk)’ i = 1, ...,1, k = 1, ,K (21)
YiZklpiZKNBin(NiZk’piZk)’ i = 1, ...,1, k = 1, ,K (22)

RS REFR RSP E T B ERFATRF R 0N (23)E (24
#1500 B P antilogit(uyy) 22 antilogit(uyy) % AT R EF R B hT 53 % -y
Btk Hauf % [ BFATY  FABF IR RS FREREST
oRTR R R TR R 2 g’_f_ﬁ:ﬁﬁﬁﬁ Sk F LU L I N S W P = L

EERE S APERT P HAPM o RS AF A F o Ao (25) 0 FEILR
Preh R HE > APBEXRT ] BWLE AL RAEFRBRADETRE ¥ -

Koo S0 A TR R EE R R NAT BB LY chap 8 > B84
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EFEFR-BAETELR 2 EE Y A BLY R TR R E TR R

A3 THADF Y Y1 LA RE RSB A B B L
*%i*ﬁﬁ@*&’ﬁ&:%%i’%émﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁaaﬁﬁeﬂ%
7

HP R AT B AR kBRI LY R R BEERE 5P A H ANk

logit(ﬁilk) = Uik + Ni1 + 5i1k’ i = 1, ...,1, k= 1, ,K (23)

lOgit(pAiZk) = Uzk + Ni2 + 5i2k’ i = 1, ...,1, k= 1, ,K (24)

T’il O 012 plZ 0102
~ 25
(771'2) MVN ((O) ’ (,012 0,0, o2 )) @)
81k ~N(0,7%,) (26)

8i2k~N(0,75,) 7

b RN (2608 Q7)Y TR T R F L B R o A A4
WSS F R R B R EFHAIRE AT AT o F]U & Nyaga g~ ¢ 7
EH T IUEEERRNER B L LY AR DR L e R TR
Bl amg e - Bade $FRERS PSR BEE AT RBW1 LY
S4B OAp R T 15 Y Lol TR - BEWT o VNP HEH B
WAR RAFRRA F Lot nB L2 - RO SR T RS KLl
v WOR B T2 T o ipfkenied|~ f2 5 Variance Component Model £

Reduced Model -
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30 % rABEFFLOPBEL ERERESHTE UK

d 208 ANOVAHZ Y » HE AL EF s Ev 2 2228 %H 2 4
B A 3t 28k 7 il I o st i 2.5.3 0 & 413k Bl 0 ANOVA H-

v

A0 R 252 ) E LB AT PR B R B RRFF TS R

\\\?{r

B EFTE - B NIRRT B e B RRRE AT o

PR TR REFR R 0 NP U B g s Ao (28) ~ 5
(29)254(30) > H & 34(28) ~ Q) iy B por F F k BAR R E R R A
ek o m3tis B iBantilogit(uy,) ¥ antilogit(uy,) 4 v =+ - B YT
HarR BB R hT ek o

-

23% ANOVA A Y e 2 AR REF R R DEF R BN 180, 0 M
MHER L F I TRk AT e PR R 2T o TS R TS
BRI L R RS £ BB geE T AT H A R YL ET
FEmidi- BARAR R - BEREADEFFR - a & ¥n 2n, A% H
B AT AL LBAR RN G0)HF 0 U H k% o @ H D M

M2 & Sl B TRATFGDINEY) -

A AR R R R e N B O S 0 A SIIRI K A R
ﬁ;( ’

st

FERE P 2 R PIRS - A e dot (35)E R (B6)HT T o S

\\\?{r

APEX AT POBELELY > DR AAROFBER A PR T HE
Si 8z ¥ F THR Ak A F I > A7 AF BPELE LT o B P SRR R
BERREAGGTENER -

logit(Pik) = ik +Mix + O, 1 =1,..,1, k=1,..,K (28)
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logit(Pizi) = Har + Miz + Oiak, i =1, 1, k=1,...K (29)

(Zg) ~MVN ((8) , (puaalzl ) P12 0022102>> v

ﬂlk“’N(O; 4)3 quNN(Or 4) (31)

0, =+ 0%, oy~Gamma(2,0.5) (32)

0, = /0%, o,~Gamma(2,0.5) (33)

p12~Unif(—1,1) (34)

8k ~N(0,7%), 71 = 72, T,~Unif(0,2) (35)

8iak~N(0,72), T, = /72, T,~Unif(0,2) (36)

AP ETEAEY AT 0 BB - e (T B3 );f;ﬁﬁ:j;«
REFETS o B REIHME S GRS B BiEe K 507
2EF A£EENTE S FRANEGTINE0) - Sl A PR S
AfHaE o 4B AP BN EBM GBI BEE S BB YR
Ao B R IRACN (A1) o gt b AP AP A Sep B Spp s Bl A P R E YT

LR REFRRE > X LA - FRL 081 15353 fivs LkAs

]ﬁa "Z'IF'\‘(42) |j|"’] {5:1E‘_f'r| ‘Lo
Problf = my X Sey, X Seg + (1 —my) X (1 — Spy) X (1 — Spg) (37)
Probff = my X Sey X (1 — Seg) + (1 — my) X (1 — Spy.) X Spg (38)

16

doi:10.6342/NTU202302826



ProbfN = 1y x (1 — Sey) X Seg + (1 — my) X Spye X (1 — Spg) (39)

ProblN = x (1 — Sey) X (1 — Seg) + (1 — my) X Spyy X Spg (40)
Ti~Multi (Nik, (Probl?, Probff, ProbsN, ProblN ) (41)
Sep~Unif(0.8,1), Spp~Unif(0.8,1) 42)

LA ] R ARG 52 2 (12) 3 R (15)% £ (17) 0 AR (BT)I R @4])

PO ARPAY I THRE AT AT E I A FLE L R A B

LELLAPERA T RA PR R SRR RT

Fob o LR SR A RE TR AR A FU AP RE 5 E logit &
g TRy T4 HREF EAF > TR NM@)? 5 HET K

b i e F B de (45)4 R IR o

logit(my) = @i (43)
Pu~NW,{?) (44)
v~N(0,4), { = /{2, {~Gamma(2,0.5) (45)

Bl P AT EEE T AR RSN P E N2 u By BB
antilogit S B SE 5 > Ao (46)E A7) T KDL B BB YT BT aug

B R U B R Ry e

e#lk

_ . . _ et 46
D1k antllOQlt(ﬂlk) 1 + etk 0
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eAu'Zk
(47)

Do = antilogit(uy,) = 1 + ekzk

32 2 REZWL ENEBTIEEL

BAER Y M7 5 A (SUCRA) 7 B F# 2

3.2.1

d ** Nyaga et al. 73 1} 50 ANOVA #-7| » 2 B A F_ Lt L %47 (Baseline
ERABEEY RT m

Model) [9] » F]t P RSN TR Y E_k_g.ﬁjm 2l
LT

( Surface Under the Cumulative Ranking Curve, SUCRA) 1= ;& k¥ 7 F

o

T % z&; TR

#5% SUCRA Eih™ U 4eT[19] g A B % i B2 R H P L% 4
A AP R P LR

¥ j e 2 P, )4 T
Apesilic HP BE; (487 RIFHE A M4 pedndc e
k

PG, J) (48)

j=1

F(i,k) =

F B RS e B Bls 0 T BB £ SUCRA fE » 4ot (49) %77 -
FLERY 2 FHEE A 0 BIR A R

_[

SUCRA &V i 78 &

1@k
SUCRA(Q) = % (49)

PR S AN S (Superiority Index ) & {7 ig 7 # &

3.2.2
Deutsch et al. > 2009 # % 4 7~ ¢ P& &7 ¥ - 4p 4% Superiority Index
BERTR LI E[20]c H3E 2588 (S0) T c P SRR i BBET L
77 Superiority Index » a; 2 % B> % i B Er1 & 71 L cndic® 0 b s %
SEARENE i BLELLSnE

IR N T
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_ate/2 2a+¢ !
b+C/2 Zbi+Ci

i=

% Superiority Index g < » & T2 %1 L 4

».
%
P
&

Wi d

CECRILIPE

Wzp R E N L AL 5 rﬁ%:r‘g%"ﬂﬂ:’tf‘ o TR B o

W

323 m¥EHE (Youden Index) £ {77 £ ¢

CEFTERRERAFRAL SR LR T AT F R

&1 Youden Index » #* % W. J. Youden >+ 1950 & #13& t".:f;] Z[21] H 5 o0 %

Ed

BN GD) - BY 4% i B %1 £ v Youden Index » Sen; 2 Spe; P = Bl 5 % i

4

BLELE PR REFRR o d WA TR Bty TR &

( Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve, ROC Curve ) i § 5 — F (b2 w 40 » M

<l

SN E

o

PR A iR A B Ea RN AR EZ LSRR FpAT
BHRF N BE L E R RAL ALY VIR REEER R AR S

PRSP
Ji = Sen; + Spe; — 1 (51)

YoudenIndex 5 - A* 0% 12 B2 #ciE > 224

RIGE 0 FI R H A B N BRI R 0 A % 2§ F RIS

_iy];LL‘LFI;}’g_o
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¥wmE RS

F_*

R e Y o APk w4 B Hoyer and Kuss 7 2018 # #78 & g9 3 ¥ en
TRL[8]r4 2 Veroniki et al. % 2021 # #73 4 T 3 ¥ chFAL[22]:8 (79 b4 45

ks PR &P i 2 A2 A e R R hE R .
4.1 Hoyer and Kuss 7% = 314 fcps e Rl 7

#1020 Hoyer and Kuss %2018 &4 £ crf 3 @ #1ig * 2 T kg7 4
#7[8] > # F4L A & % :F C. M. Bennett et al. 14 % Satoru Kodama et al.# f 3 2
crLiEwipa k[23,24] c ZFAHY AR BF = N HF - AR (Type2
Diabetes Mellitus ) & 7B » A4 B 5 T PRF § #E@ £ 7% (Oral Glucose
Tolerance Test, OGTT) ~ #% * & ¢ % # ip|(measurement of HbA., HbAlc) > 12 2 3
"E i BE3RS% (Fasting Plasma Glucose, FPG) o %&3%87 1 ® v IR § § M7t £ : %4
s LR v RS o § RIS E % ARG B 8

B FE R o
411 FRAE

FETRRER 38K TR E BT L S ARRIE

Wk RKR G R FRIR TR P AR HFLY F e PO A AT 2 A
ERAFLY O AU EX A RISk A B E 0 B R LB R RACE 19T
oo St BRI B R AR o B 7§ RIRATELE o
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HbA1c

)
FPG

W1 WP = ADE R R

d B 1+ GEVE: 3 MR “v:“b'“r”ﬁ {7/]3;,]%?&7 gﬁ,@_ﬁ_;fﬁggg—e%g &gdgp;ﬂ s L

A BEMEEAE AL o A ARTRT P 2 RBTH

# 4 Hoyer and Kuss (2018) * 2 J 4~ F 42

KoL 13 —‘ﬁ? TP1 FP1 FN1 TN1 TP2 FP2 FN2 TN2
1 Badings et al. 574 682 262 1389 633 465 203 1606
2 Choi et al. 489 1774 146 6966 445 524 190 8216
3 Lietal. 36 13 95 998 33 16 120 973
4 Schottker et al. 338 29 2376 4060 266 101 1389 5047
5 Tahrani et al. 16 25 10 147 21 20 25 132
6 Wang et al. 424 192 121 2112 612 4 1281 952
7 Hu et al. 644 151 286 1217 648 147 293 1210
8 Zhang et al. 50 14 4 40 57 7 6 38
9 Zhou et al. 176 102 768 1286 206 72 823 1231
10 Kim et al. 72 16 46 258 75 13 35 269
11 Nakagami et al. 89 26 302 1382 74 41 79 1605
12 Salmasi et al. 23 7 5 109 16 14 21 93
13 Gliimer et al. 181 71 1988 3877 198 54 721 5144
14 Anand et al., South Asia 25 2 45 243 24 3 60 228
15 Anand et al., China 12 2 25 268 12 2 59 234
16 Anand et al., Europe 13 6 35 260 9 10 40 255
17 Jesudason et al. 43 11 62 389 40 14 24 427
18 Tavintharan et al. 17 4 11 79 10 11 2 88
19 Ko et al. 575 52 1270 980 554 73 469 1781

20 Papoz et al. 100 12 108 381 77 35 103 386
21 Choi et al. 610 285 1692 3358 555 340 1667 3383

21 doi:10.6342/NTU202302826



# 4 Hoyer and Kuss (2018) * 2. R4>F 4L ()

S5 13 ,—%]z TP1 FP1 FN1 TN1 TP2 FP2 FN2 TN2
22 Heianza et al. 184 154 638 5265 262 76 1418 4485
23 Law et al. 58 23 129 204 22 59 25 308
24 Mukai et al. 195 100 718 969 199 96 580 1107

25 Soulimane et al., Denmark 74 40 1156 3660 80 34 771 4045
26 Soulimane et al., Australia 145 41 1107 4719 121 65 641 5185

27 Soulimane et al., France 61 31 742 2950 69 23 876 2816
28 Cederberg et al. 21 43 36 284 14 50 24 296
29 Nakagami et al. 42 15 318 814 35 22 198 934
30 Sato et al. 392 267 1130 5015 541 118 2116 4029
31 Inoue et al. 187 181 1112 8562 328 40 2411 7263
32 Inoue et al. 9 8 37 395 15 2 71 361

33 Norberg et al. 88 76 39 265 82 82 33 271

34 Takahashi et al. 52 13 37 79 39 26 29 87

35 Ko et al. 22 22 35 129 19 25 20 144
36 Mannucci et al. 79 1 689 223 75 5 686 226
37 Wiener et al. 114 64 20 203 139 39 27 196
38 Tanaka et al. 135 43 96 592 93 85 0 688

412 A¥KEE

E-41 3.1 & ¢ Ardk ez RO 0 AP i i OpenBUGS 12 3 1B 4 (chain )
¥ % 100,000 % » & #-H 5 50,000 =t 2 4% FE%E (burn-in) > — % i % 150,000

= oo e R#E S ® 2 R20penBUGS % i #2853 i7 -

Flp T L S BRI - B RE e

W
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% 5 12 OpenBUGS 1% fik fum ¥ $71 & 82 54 R ehd 47 5 &

b g L2t e 225 95%7¥ 1% %
AR R 0.7484 0.0338 0.6810 0.8140
AN
FREAE 0.8082 0.0275 0.7471 0.8555
AR R 0.7447 0.0335 0.6762 0.8083
F O R

FER 0.8411 0.0231 0.7935 0.8849
vIRY F A E R R 0.9865 0.0127 0.9527 0.9996

(%4 B R)) FER 0.9973 0.0014 0.9946 0.9998

% #xr Stata 4~ 47 hmelogit S (7447 (3t Stata ¥ T AL EF £EE 7
REZHA) B AR 62 %% o VAT APk

OpenBUGS 14 B & 5Lt 4 47607 X fpiT o

% 6 11 Stata $205 MR L BT L A T8 %
IE P witiE 95%7% 1% % &
TR R 0.7227 0.6686 0.7710
Wite ¢ %
FER 0.8095 0.7640 0.8480
R R 0.7331 0.6621 0.7938
T R R

FER 0.8409 0.7913 0.8805

413 VRIFRZELIEFLBTEE

FTEZ2HY 2RI DL E Y 0 N s B SRR R
$RYEH SUCRA 2 % » Eaudrd T84 8¥9m o b U5 Pl H &1 0
FrREIERERE BTN AH AR REEEFREAR Y R FEAE T &

® ISUCRA & » Flpt H 175 S BRI L 23 £ endpth o @ 3 o HBdsR

i
\=
Qe
B
;*
*s*
=
by
o2
c
a
=
>
=

L7 H ALY RdRE EET o
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27 AAEERBLETL L LSRR R BT 2 L SUCRA £

TP Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 SUCRA
Bt 2 0.0000 0.5337 0.4663 0.2669
TR E BER R 0.0000 0.4663 0.5337 0.2331

R SEE L
1.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000
(%% % 0)

2 8 AMBARBLEL LAY ERHERET 2P L5 SUCRA £

TP Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 SUCRA
Bt 2 0.0000 0.1848 0.8152 0.0924
TR BER R 0.0000 0.8152 0.1848 0.4076

RSEE L

(%% R

1.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000

% * Superiority Index % 3 itk 7 %> SUCRA ¢ #-tg R &R R A~
F i2 {7 v¢ & > Superiority Index R € B 3% #-5 —%’4 LTIy - BEcE ok
AT E iRy o Baxk E RN A 9F c R HEKETRE S > ART
PEEET IR T T SR S P S T

BB 2 HEl 0 AT E -

\\\?{r

FRRA L

9 A MR ST & & 54 R 2 Superiority Index

WP Superiority Index
Mt 2 0.3236
T o R 0.5488

RS L L
5.0000
(%% %0)

12 Youden Index ¥ % 5 #P¥ » 4cfe Superiority Index » # 7 & #-% —%" LY
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~ 5 4 s E S [T
EXE - BERE S RAT2Y

[

%010 A B Rp D

Bigy o h BB EES 0D 12

10 537 2B %1 £ %5 Youden Index 3% i 2 £t 2 2 % pL g in 2R

11\

(BRI s LU R FEMAED

12 Youden Index

B Youden Index
AT 0.5566
TR R 0.5859
vIRG AT
0.9839

(%% R

4.2 Veroniki et al.c57 CIN2++

$L A 4] % Veroniki et al. &

£ 3z

A 2021 &5 £ % &0 FR[22] 0 %7

5 = fithp] CIN2HY 13 § ST 2

¥ F R RO

Fa

D g (Cytology) ~ 4 #5 R s

# DNA (Human Papillomavirus Deoxyribonucleic Acid, HPV DNA) £ & i¢ % 4%
¥ & (Messenger Ribonucleic Acid, mRNA) &2 = f&3 ;x » H ¢ wmwe Fale 7 5
TR A @R ¥ (Atypical Squamous Cells of Undetermined Significance,
ASCUS+) ¥ i< i % (Low-Grade Squamous Intraepithelial Lesion, LSIL+)

fhom AT # & (Colposcopy and/or Histology )

» H I,(fﬁlgﬁ*ﬁﬁb% B 4

fEh 4 Rt R 2 B B AR

421 FHAE

1§ e 5 me B eng® 14 &

N

R

B mE e g IR Y G

e

¢ G AR Ropd DNA i % 31 5 2 m% B8 A8 Ryp4 DNAA & & %

HHTT MR ARRGES T2 ASETFT o HELEBACR 2 Hrw o
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mRNA HPV DNA
Bl 2 # 8] CIN2+A| 3 g $f e 2 3 2B
Bl 27 g bondeF > A7 e FEFULEL LT A

Ao REe ZApd N2 fA7

Bkl R 27

# DNA 2

Cytology

\ 31

T1 E b b’“’r‘iii']fiﬂ\ Aﬁ;:g Ll
=

TR £ TP R

BAER R

Bh @ PRI A PR

o 4 11 Bl 5 *" Veronikietal.® 2. = FEF L o
# 11 Veroniki et al. (2021) ® 2_ J 4> F 4L
5L f'F—‘,%]z /£ i = TP FP FN TN
1 Agorastos 2005 Cytology 2 20 2 1272
1 Agorastos 2005 HPV DNA 3 34 1 1258
2 Agorastos 2015 Cytology 22 119 19 3683
2 Agorastos 2015 HPV DNA 41 368 0 3434
3 Belinson 2003 Cytology 331 1523 44 6599
3 Belinson 2003 HPV DNA 363 1652 12 6470
4 Belinson 2010 Cytology 19 63 11 886
4 Belinson 2010 HPV DNA 28 133 2 816
5 Bigras 2005 Cytology 48 445 34 13315
5 Bigras 2005 HPV DNA 80 1063 2 12697
6 Blumenthal 2001 Cytology 97 169 111 1822
6 Blumenthal 2001 HPV DNA 168 721 40 1270
7 Cardenas-Turanzas 2008 Cytology 7 52 9 767
7 Cardenas-Turanzas 2008 HPV DNA 11 55 5 764
8 Castle 2011a Cytology 222 1964 209 5428
8 Castle 2011a HPV DNA 380 3122 51 4270
9 Clavel 2001 Cytology 72 385 10 5184
26
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# 11 Veroniki et al. (2021) ® 2 R 4-F 4 ()

S B f'F—‘,%]z /£ i = TP FP FN TN
9 Clavel 2001 HPV DNA 129 1085 0 6718
10 Cuzick 1995 Cytology 45 83 36 1821
11 Cuzick 1999 Cytology 36 130 6 2816
11 Cuzick 1999 HPV DNA 31 146 11 2800
12 Cuzick 2003 Cytology 75 427 15 9841
12 Cuzick 2003 HPV DNA 87 697 3 9571
13 de Cremoux 2003 Cytology 32 189 9 1529
13 de Cremoux 2003 HPV DNA 150 331 31 1273
14 Depuydt 2011 Cytology 27 160 19 2699
14 Depuydt 2011 HPV DNA 44 429 2 2430
15 Ferreccio 2013 Cytology 33 99 63 8017
15 Ferreccio 2013 HPV DNA 91 742 5 7374
16 Gravitt 2010 Cytology 26 313 30 1862
16 Gravitt 2010 HPV DNA 34 200 22 1975
17 Hovland 2010 Cytology 11 9 277
17 Hovland 2010 HPV DNA 16 42 255
17 Hovland 2010 mRNA 15 18 279
18 Iftner 2015 Cytology 38 156 52 9205
18 Iftner 2015 HPV DNA 86 494 4 8867
18 Iftner 2015 mRNA 82 382 8 8979
19 Labani 2014 Cytology 14 118 18 4506
19 Labani 2014 HPV DNA 17 120 15 4504
20 Li2009 Cytology 69 370 5 2118
20 Li2009 HPV DNA 67 351 7 2137
21 Mahmud 2012 Cytology 22 94 6 1264
21 Mahmud 2012 HPV DNA 21 148 3 1180
22 McAdam 2010a Cytology 16 14 5 446
22 McAdam 2010a HPV DNA 14 34 7 436

23 McAdam 2010b Cytology 23 51 4 434
23 McAdam 2010b HPV DNA 22 31 5 454
24 Monsonego 2011 Cytology 70 355 31 3973
24 Monsonego 2011 HPV DNA 98 595 3 3733
24 Monsonego 2011 mRNA 93 363 8 3965
25 Moy 2010 Cytology 175 860 37 7816

27
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# 11 Veroniki et al. (2021) ® 2 R 4-F 4 ()

S5 T'F—‘ﬁ]z /& > = TP FP FN TN
25 Moy 2010 HPV DNA 204 1037 8 7268
26 Naucler 2009 Cytology 62 84 25 6023
26 Naucler 2009 HPV DNA 83 350 4 5652
27 Pan 2003 Cytology 81 432 5 1475
27 Pan 2003 HPV DNA 79 248 4 1505
28 Paraskevaidis 2001 Cytology 27 71 1 878
28 Paraskevaidis 2001 HPV DNA 25 24 3 925
29 Petry 2003 HPV DNA 45 369 1 7493
30 Qiao 2008 Cytology 58 69 12 2249
30 Qiao 2008 HPV DNA 68 333 2 1985
31 Ronco 2006 Cytology 54 850 19 15593
31 Ronco 2006 HPV DNA 73 1112 2 15223
32 Salmeron 2003 Cytology 60 127 41 7504
32 Salmeron 2003 HPV DNA 94 626 7 7205
33 Sankaranarayanan 2004a  Cytology 109 516 57 9909
33 Sankaranarayanan 2004a HPV DNA 120 750 59 10589
34 Sarian 2005 Cytology 86 139 61 9852
34 Sarian 2005 HPV DNA 52 665 11 3467
35 Schneider 2000 Cytology 21 21 93 4626
35 Schneider 2000 HPV DNA 108 263 6 4384
36 Shipitsyna 2011 Cytology 5 13 1 760
36 Shipitsyna 2011 HPV DNA 6 101 0 716
37 Wu 2010 Cytology 18 89 9 1899
37 Wu 2010 HPV DNA 24 306 3 1682
37 Wu 2010 mRNA 27 174 0 1814

422 8%

-

PN T AR 31 & ¢ iR e B

4] » % 18 OpenBUGS ™ 3 {4k

(chain) # % 100,000 = » & #-H # 50,000 = & % 55% (burn-in) » — % & &
150,000 = » ¥ 45 fe R 32 @ 2. R20penBUGS £ i $ 84 (7 o b Auf %] §
% od 3 OpenBUGS ¥ » 5384 G 5 F 74 a B4 BEE > e T4] > FIP 0 e

HE S A LB B A GET Y e AN ) A
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OpenBUGS it {78 & o

SRR R A 1227 o BEHAT SR A% T B 2T mp st
T ARG R R G R PP Rt B AR R AL

P2 km e B end LA RF o

% 12 72 OpenBUGS $#* = 6+ ¥ R 471 L8 4L Bl cha 455 %

IE P L2t @ i 95%7 12 F B¥

TR R 0.6937 0.0397 0.6120 0.7675
mre B
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e (FH S AT5E)
ANOVA 3] (3 %1 & )¢
model{
for(i in 1:ns){
for(j in 1:nas[i]){

probli,j, 1]<-pili*(Sefi, testfi /]}*s2)+(1-pilil *((1-Spi, testli /11*(1-¢2)) # TP
probli, j, 2J<-pilil*(Sefi, testfi /]J*(1-52))+(1-pilil)*((1-Spli, test[ /1)*c2) # FP
probli,j, 3J<-pilil*((1-Sefi, test[, 11)*s2)+(1-pilil)*(Spli, testfi []1*(1-¢2)) # FN

probli, i ,4]1<-pi[i]*((1-Se[i, test[i, j]])*(1-s2))+(1-pi[i])*(Sp[i, test[i, j]]*c2) # TN

n[i, j] <- tp[i, j]+1p[i, j]+li, jl+tni, j]
t[i, j, 1] <-tp[i, j]
t[i, j, 2] <- fp[i, j]
t[i, j, 3] <- fn[i, j]
1, j, 4] <- tn[4i, j]

t[i, j, 1:4]~dmulti(probfi, j, ], n[i, j])

logit(Se[i, test[i, j]]) <- logitse[i, test[1, j]]+delse][1, test[1, j]]

logit(Sp[1, test[i, j]]) <- logitsp[1, test[i, j]]+delsp[i, test[i, j]]

delse[1, test[1, j]]~dnorm(0, taudell)  # prior
delsp[i, test[1, j]]~dnorm(0, taudel2)  # prior

}
logitse[i, 1] <- [i, 1]
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logitsp[i, 1] <-1[i, 2]
logitse[1, 2] <- 1[4, 3]
logitsp[i, 2] <-1[i, 4]
logitse[1, 3] <-1[1, 5]

logitsp[i, 3] <- 1[1, 6]

I[1, 1:2]~dmnorm(mul[], T[, ])
I[1, 3:4]~dmnorm(mu2[], T[, ])

I[1, 5:6]~dmnorm(mu3[], T[, ])

logit(pi[i])<-logitpi[i]

logitpi[i]~dnorm(mupi, taupi)

mupi~dnorm(0, 0.25)
precpi~dgamma(2, 0.5)

taupi <- 1/pow(precpi, 2)

taudell <- pow(SDtaudell,-2)
SDtaudell~dunif(0,2)
taudel2 <- pow(SDtaudel2,-2)

SDtaudel2~dunif{(0,2)

mul[1]~dnorm(0, 0.25) # % | B %1 2
mul[2]~dnorm(0, 0.25) # % | B¥ %1 2

mu2[1]~dnorm(0, 0.25) # % 2 B¥ %r1 2
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mu2[2]~dnorm(0, 0.25)  # % 2 i %71 !
mu3[1]~dnorm(0, 0.25)  # % 3 B %71

mu3[2]~dnorm(0, 0.25)  # % 3 %71

T[1:2, 1:2] <- inverse(S[, ])

S[1, 1] <- sigmal[1]*sigmal[1]

S[2, 2] <- sigmal[2]*sigmal[2]

S[1, 2] <- rhol*sigmal[1]*sigmal[2]
S[2, 1] <- rhol*sigmal[1]*sigmal[2]
sigmal[1] <- pow(precl[1], -0.5)
sigmal[2] <- pow(precl[2], -0.5)
precl[1]~dgamma(2, 0.5)
precl[2]~dgamma(2, 0.5)

rhol~dunif(-1, 1)

# Imperfect Gold Standard
s2~dunif(0.8, 1)  # prior

c2~dunif(0.8, 1)  # prior

# Sensitivity

Pooled S[1] <- 1/(1+exp(-mul[1]))
Pooled S[2] <- 1/(1+exp(-mu2[1]))
Pooled S[3] <- 1/(1+exp(-mu3[1]))

Pooled S[4] <-s2
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# Specificity

Pooled C[1] <- 1/(1+exp(-mul[2]))
Pooled C[2] <- 1/(1+exp(-mu2[2]))
Pooled C[3] <- 1/(1+exp(-mu3[2]))

Pooled C[4] <-c2

# Prevalence

preval<-exp(mupi)/(1+exp(mupi))

# SUCRA for sensitivity
for(z in 1:ntest+1){
for(k in I:ntest+1){
rk.sen[z, k] <- ntest+2-rank(Pooled S[], k) # Good
# rk.sen[z, k] <- rank(Pooled S[], k) # Bad
best.sen|z, k] <- equals(rk.sen[z, k], z)

}

# SUCRA for specificity
for(z in 1:ntest+1){
for(k in I:ntest+1){
rk.spe[z, k] <- ntest+2-rank(Pooled C[], k) # Good
# rk.spe[z, k] <- rank(Pooled C[], k) # Bad
best.spe[z, k] <- equals(rk.spe[z, k], z)
}
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# Calculate Superiority index
for(iin 1:ntest+1){
for(j in 1:ntest+1){
# Loop through total number of test/threshold combinatons
M.1[i, j] <- step(step(Pooled S[i]-Pooled S[j])+step(Pooled C[i]-Pooled C[j])-2)
M.2[1, j] <- step(step(Pooled S[j]-Pooled S[i])+step(Pooled C[j]-Pooled C[i])-2)
}
Sup.M.1[i] <- sum(M.1[1, ])-1
Sup.M.2[1] <- sum(M.2[1, ])-1

Sup.index[1] <- (2*Sup.M.1[1]+1)/(2*Sup.M.2[1]+1)

# Calculate Youden index
for(iin 1:ntest+1){
You.index[i] <- Pooled S[i]+Pooled CJi]-1

}
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