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1 Expected degree of bias and parameter settings

Based on Equation (3) in the main text, we extensively explored the relationship between the bias in vaccine effectiveness
(VE) estimates and the parameter settings. Figure S1 shows the expected degree of bias for different combinations
of parameter values (sensitivity: α, specificity: β, true VE: 1− γ and case ratio: δ

1+δ ). A nonlinear relationship can
be seen in the contour plots. In general, the influence of sensitivity is larger in the high case ratio region, and that of
specificity is larger in the low case ratio region. Both sensitivity and specificity affect the bias when the case ratio is
intermediate. Interestingly, the true VE have different effects depending on the case ratio: high VE leads to larger bias
when the case ratio is low, while moderate VE gives the largest bias when the case ratio is intermediate to high.

As the specificity of diagnostic tests tend to be higher than the sensitivity, we further explored the cases of higher
specificity (> 95%) in Figure S2. Even if the specificity is sufficiently high, the level of bias can be larger than one
might expect within the realistic range of case ratio (0.1-0.7).

2 EM algorithm for multivariate bias correction

The use of the EM algorithm was proposed for case-control studies with misclassification in a previous study [1].
Because of its methodological similarity, the EM algorithm can also be applied to the test-negative design (we
adapted their method into a multiple-overimputation version as the original method required to modify the likelihood
specification, which we believe is not practical). In the EM algorithm, the imputation probability ϕji± and data D̃j are
iteratively imputed rather than independently for each j. The algorithm is described as follows.

1. Apply M to the original data D = {Zi, ξi} to obtain p̃11(ξi) = p̂1(ξi; θ
∗
D) for every individual i.

2. Estimate the imputation probabilities ϕ̃ji± by the Bayesian probability in Equation (17) where p1(ξi) = p̃11(ξi)

and p0(ξi) = 1− p̃11(ξi).
3. For j = 1, 2, ...,, impute z̃ji with ϕ̃ji±, and apply M to the imputed data D̃j = {z̃ji , ξi} to yield εD̃j and
p̃1(ξi; θ

∗
D̃j ). Store εj = εD̃j (and other parameters if necessary), and compute the imputation probability for

the next iteration ϕ̃j+1
i± by Equation (17).

4. Repeat 3. until the chain εj converges. Discarding samples before convergence, MO samples {εj} are
obtained.

The histograms in Figure S3 show the distribution of corrected VE estimates obtained by the three methods (direct
likelihood, parametric bootstrapping and the EM algorithm). The distributions mostly overlap, showing that the three
methods provide effectively identical results. However, in some settings (e.g., "Low TD incidence: high VE"), the EM
algorithm produced substantially overestimated values which were absent when the direct likelihood and parametric
bootstrapping methods were used. This was probably because the EM algorithm can be trapped in a local optimum.
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Figure S1: Bias in VE estimates caused by misclassification. Absolute bias (difference between the estimated VE and
the true VE) for a set of parameter values is displayed in contour plots in percentage points. Negative figures indicate
that the estimated VE is lower than the true VE.
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Figure S2: Bias in VE estimates caused by misclassification (high specificity). Absolute bias (difference between the
estimated VE and the true VE) for a set of parameter values is displayed in contour plots in percentage points. Negative
figures indicate that the estimated VE is lower than the true VE.
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Figure S3: Comparison of bias correction methods for the multivariate analysis. The distributions of bias-corrected
VE estimates from 500 simulations obtained by direct likelihood (green), parameteric bootstrapping (blue) and EM
algorithm (red) are compared. Dotted lines denote the median estimates and black solid lines denote the true VE.
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