Completed by:                         Date:             .

Elicitation Form for Quantifying Biases

To complete this form for each source study, you will need to refer to the completed Form for Data Extraction and Initial Bias Assessment, and possibly refer back also to the study publication and the details of the target question (population, intervention, control, outcome).

(1) Study publication

Please record the authors and year of publication as study identifiers.

	Study identifier:
	


The bias checklist includes a judgement (confirmed or altered by group discussion) of whether each bias depends on the magnitude of the intervention effect. Biases which do not are regarded as “additive” biases, while those which do are regarded as “proportional” biases, and our elicitation process differs according to type. Occasionally a bias category may comprise an additive bias and a proportional bias, this is often so for Population bias; in this case, we would like to elicit your opinion on the additive and proportional parts separately.

(2) Qualitative assessment of additive bias

We would like to elicit your opinion on the size of the additive biases affecting this study in two stages. The first stage comprises a qualitative assessment of the size of each bias. Please begin by completing the second column of the table below to identify which biases in this study are additive (or partially additive). Then, for each bias category ticked, please provide your opinion on the severity of bias in favour of the intervention, and the severity of bias in favour of the control. 

	Qualitative assessment of additive bias (unshaded boxes to be completed)

	
	Bias (or part of bias) is additive, i.e. not dependent on intervention effect?

( (or ( )
	Severity of bias

(None/Low/Medium/High)

	
	
	In favour of intervention
	In favour of control

	Selection bias
	
	
	

	Performance bias
	
	
	

	Attrition bias
	
	
	

	Detection bias
	
	
	

	Other bias suspected
	
	
	

	Population bias
	
	
	

	Intervention bias
	
	
	

	Control bias
	
	
	

	Outcome bias
	
	
	


As the second stage of eliciting your opinion, we would like you to convert your qualitative assessment of each additive bias into a numerical range on a symmetric relative risk scale. The next section applies only to those biases identified above as additive (or partially additive) in this study. For any biases marked with ( above, please cross out the corresponding elicitation scales in section 3, since these are not needed.

(3) Quantifying additive biases

For each of the internal bias categories separately, please consider the following question while taking into account the individual sources of additive internal bias identified in this study.

“Even if there were no intervention effect in this study, what apparent effect (ignoring sampling variation) might be induced by this bias?”

On each scale below, please mark a 67% range for the relative risk of the adverse outcome, such that you feel the true answer to the question is twice as likely to lie inside rather than outside this range. The relative risk scale shown is symmetric with respect to the study arms, so that a doubling of risk in the control group compared to the intervention group would be marked as 0.5 on the left half of the scale, while a doubling of risk in the intervention group would be marked as 0.5 on the right half. Range limits marked symmetrically around 1 would represent a belief that the bias is equally likely to be in favour of the control as in favour of the intervention. Each range will be used to construct a probability distribution on the log scale (as illustrated), meaning that the difference between limits of 0.1 and 0.2 is far greater than the difference between limits of 0.8 and 0.9.

We suggest the following correspondence between qualitative judgements of severity and choices for the range limit in that direction: Low (0.9-1), Medium (0.7-0.9), High (<0.7). For further information on the impact of chosen bias ranges on the confidence interval for an intervention effect, please see the attached sheet.

If you feel able to, please jot down notes on the thought process which led to your estimated range. You may find it helpful to note the anticipated effect of bias on the risk in each study arm before constructing the relative risk.

Selection bias
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Performance bias
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Attrition bias
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Detection bias


[image: image4.png].3 4 5 .6.7.891.98.7.6 .5 4 .3





Other bias suspected
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For each of the external bias categories separately, please consider the following alternative question while taking into account the sources of additive external bias which reflect the differences between the target protocol and the idealised protocol for the present study.

“Even if there were no effect in a study addressing the target question, what effect (ignoring random between-study variation) might there be in an idealised version of the present study (i.e. assuming no internal biases)?”

Please mark ranges on the appropriate scales, as described for the internal biases.

Population bias
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Intervention bias
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Control bias
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Outcome bias
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(4) Qualitative assessment of proportional bias

We would like to elicit your opinion on the size of the proportional biases affecting this study in two stages. The first stage comprises a qualitative assessment of the size of each bias. Please begin by completing the second column of the table below to identify which biases in this study are proportional (or partially proportional). Then, for each bias category ticked, please provide your opinion on the severity of bias which causes a reduced intervention effect (writing None where appropriate), and the severity of bias which exaggerates the intervention effect. The Intervention bias category is divided into its three separate components (dose, frequency, delivery policy), since we plan to elicit for these three biases separately.

	Qualitative assessment of proportional bias (unshaded boxes to be completed)

	
	Bias (or part of bias) is proportional, i.e. depends on intervention effect?

( (or ( )
	Severity of bias

(None/Low/Medium/High)

	
	
	Reducing intervention effect
	Exaggerating intervention effect

	Selection bias
	
	
	

	Performance bias
	
	
	

	Attrition bias
	
	
	

	Detection bias
	
	
	

	Other bias suspected
	
	
	

	Population bias
	
	
	

	Intervention bias: dose
	
	
	

	Intervention bias: frequency
	
	
	

	Intervention bias: deliv. policy
	
	
	

	Control bias
	
	
	

	Outcome bias
	
	
	


As the second stage of eliciting your opinion, we would like you to convert your qualitative assessment of each proportional bias into a numerical range on a proportional change scale. The next section applies only to those biases identified above as proportional (or partially proportional) in this study. For any biases marked with ( above, please cross out the corresponding elicitation scales in section 5, since these are not needed.

(5) Quantifying proportional biases

For each of the proportional bias categories separately, please consider the following question while taking into account the individual sources of bias identified in this study.

“What proportional change to the log relative risk representing the intervention effect (ignoring sampling variation) might this bias induce?”

On each scale below, please mark with a double stroke ║ the value which you feel is the most likely answer to this question. Now mark with a single stroke | the limits of a 67% range for the reduction or exaggeration induced in the intervention effect, such that you feel the true answer to the question is twice as likely to lie inside rather than outside this range. Many proportional biases operate in such a way that only exaggeration of the intervention effect is possible and reduction is impossible (or vice versa). If this is so, please mark a bound [ (or ]) at 1, to indicate which values are possible. The scale shown is symmetric with respect to the proportion of reduction or exaggeration.

We suggest the following correspondence between qualitative judgements of severity and choices for the range limit marked as |: Low (0.9-1 or 1-1/0.9), Medium (0.7-0.9 or 1/0.9-1/0.7), High (<0.7 or >1/0.7).

If you feel able to, please jot down notes on the thought process which led to your chosen values.

Selection bias
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Performance bias
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Attrition bias
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Detection bias
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Other bias suspected
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Population bias
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Intervention bias: dose
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Intervention bias: frequency
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Intervention bias: delivery policy
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Control bias
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Outcome bias


[image: image20.png]———

A .2 .3 4 .5 .6 7 .8 .9 1 1.9 1/.8 1/.7 1/.6 1/.5 1/.4 1/.3 1/.2 1/1









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Notes:





Risk lower in control group


(or higher in intervention group)





Risk lower in intervention group


(or higher in control group)






























































Notes:





Bias reduces magnitude of the intervention effect





Bias increases magnitude of the intervention effect
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Bias reduces magnitude of the intervention effect





Bias increases magnitude of the intervention effect
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Notes:





Bias reduces magnitude of the intervention effect





Bias increases magnitude of the intervention effect
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Risk lower in intervention group
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