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ABSTRACT
Background:Whilst there is a drive to increase diagnosis rates in dementia, there is a lack of attention on getting a correct and
timely subtype diagnosis. For people with a rarer subtype of dementia, getting the correct diagnosis, and subsequent care, might
be more difficult than for people aged 65þ presenting with the more common symptoms of Alzheimer's disease dementia. Thus,
the aim of this mixed‐method systematic review was to synthesise the evidence base on misdiagnosis of dementia.
Methods:Misdiagnosis in dementia was defined as either receiving an initial incorrect dementia subtype diagnosis or receiving
an incorrect non‐dementia diagnosis. Post‐mortem assessments of subtype diagnosis were excluded. Nine databases were
searched in June 2023, with screening of titles and abstracts and consequent full texts completed independently by two re-
searchers. Findings were synthesised using narrative synthesis.
Results: Twenty studies were included. Studies were categorised into four themes: (i) Factors associated with delayed diagnosis
or misdiagnosis; (ii) Difficulties related to the diagnostic process; (iii) Economic consequences of misdiagnosis; and (iv) Ex-
periences of delayed diagnosis or help‐seeking. People with Lewy Body dementia or behavioural variant fronto‐temporal de-
mentia were found to experience longer diagnosis times and often incorrect initial diagnoses. Whilst evidence is limited
regarding the economic impacts, evidence from the US points towards increased economic costs of misdiagnosis.
Conclusions: There is an urgent need to investigate the rates and emotional and economic impacts of misdiagnosis on people
with dementia, their carers, and the health and social care system. Advancing the evidence base is crucial to reduce misdi-
agnosis and inform clinical practice.
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cited.
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1 | Introduction

Globally, over 55 million people are living with dementia [1].
According to National Institute for Excellence (NICE) guidance
[2], 40% of people with dementia (1 million overall) in the UK
have a rarer subtype of dementia that is not associated with
Alzheimer's disease. These include Lewy Body, vascular, Par-
kinson's disease, behavioural‐variant fronto‐temporal (FTD),
and semantic dementia, as well as progressive non‐fluent
aphasia (PNFA). People can also experience a mixed demen-
tia, which can be a mix of any different subtypes.

Each subtype is characterised by different symptom profiles.
Lewy Body and Parkinson's disease dementia for example pre-
sent with motor difficulties, and the former can also include
more hallucinations [3]. Behavioural‐variant FTD is charac-
terised by more pronounced behavioural difficulties, such as
agitation, apathy, and sleep difficulties, whereas language‐led
dementias such as semantic dementia and PNFA present with
language difficulties as the leading symptom [4, 5]. These
symptom profiles are associated with different areas of brain
atrophy [6], and can results in different difficulties in initiating
and performing everyday activities such as managing finances
and medication, preparing a hot meal, and dressing [7].

Living with a rare dementia is often linked to increased barriers
in accessing social care and support services [8, 9]. People living
with Lewy Body dementia and their unpaid carers often do not
receive sufficient information and support following diagnosis
[8]. However, receiving the correct diagnosis in the first place
can be difficult for people with rarer dementias. Evidence sug-
gests that people can wait several years to receive a correct
subtype diagnosis, with some not receiving an accurate diag-
nosis until post‐mortem meaning that many people living with
dementia may live their entire dementia journey with an
incorrect diagnosis (i.e., [10–13]). This can be caused by a va-
riety of factors, including reduced health care professional
knowledge of dementia subtypes and age (young‐onset demen-
tia), leading to some people with dementia facing the dementia
journey without certainty and adequate support. Yet, to date
there has been no systematic synthesis of the evidence of
misdiagnosis of dementia subtypes and the impact on accessing
support.

Therefore, the aim of this mixed‐method systematic review was
to explore the evidence on misdiagnosis of dementia and its
potential impact on people with dementia and their unpaid

carers. For the purposes of this review a misdiagnosis was
defined as either receiving an initial incorrect dementia subtype
diagnosis, or receiving an incorrect non‐dementia diagnosis.
Improving the accuracy of a dementia diagnosis is vital to
ensuring that people with dementia and their families receive
the right pharmacological and/or non‐pharmacological support
and information to prepare for the dementia journey.

2 | Methods

This systematic review has been registered on PROSPERO
before formal searches were conducted [Ref: CRD42023426874].

2.1 | Population

This systematic review focussed on people living with dementia
with a diagnosis, and on unpaid carers of people with a diag-
nosis of dementia. No restrictions were placed on living loca-
tion, age, or subtype diagnosis. For the purposes of this review
unpaid carers had to be aged 18þ.

2.2 | Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria

Only research studies were included which provided new evi-
dence. No reviews, letters, editorials, commentaries, or confer-
ence abstracts were included. Studies published from 2010
onwards in English, German, Italian, and Spanish were
included. 2010 was chosen as a cut‐off date for earliest publi-
cations because of introductions and implementations of Na-
tional Dementia Strategies across different countries and foci on
targeted diagnosis rates of dementia. Given the lack of evidence
synthesis in the field, this review included quantitative, quali-
tative, and mixed‐methods studies to generate a clear overview
and understanding of the state of research on misdiagnosis in
dementia.

2.3 | Search Strategy

A search strategy was developed by the research team, which
included search terms to capture the following dimensions:
dementia and its subtypes; misdiagnosis; and inequality in or
barriers to diagnosis.

The search was developed and piloted using the Ovid search
engine. After the research team agreed on the search terms to be
used, one reviewer with experience in designing and conducting
systematic reviews (WSR) performed the final search in June
2023. Through Ovid, the search was simultaneously run in the
following electronic databases: Journals@Ovid full text; Your
Journals@Ovid; APA PsycArticles Full Text; Embase; Global
Health; HMIC Health Management Information Consortium;
Ovid MEDLINE; and APA Psycinfo. On the same day, the
search was replicated at Web of Science, to include the Web of
Science Core Collection database. A complete list of search
terms and the search strategy developed at Ovid are provided in
Appendix 1.

Summary

� Evidence focussing on all‐cause dementia and specific
subtypes of dementia indicates increased misdiagnosis
and delayed diagnosis rates for people with rarer sub-
types of dementia.

� There is no evidence to date on cross‐country compar-
isons of misdiagnosis rates for different dementia
subtypes.

� Limited evidence exists on the economic impacts of
misdiagnosis, focussing on the healthcare system only
and not on the individual.
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2.4 | Study Selection

Two researchers assessed title and abstracts of retrieved records
against inclusion criteria and excluded articles that failed to
meet inclusion criteria in Stage 1. The task was shared among
six researchers, ensuring that each title was assessed by two
reviewers (C.T., K.H., C.G., W.S.R., B.H., J.W., A.C., A.V., I.C.).
The selected full text records were read in Stage 2 by two re-
searchers again, and articles that met the inclusion criteria were
included in the review. The task was split among the research
team again. Any discrepancies at stage 1 or 2 were resolved in
discussion with the wider research team.

2.5 | Data Extraction and Synthesis

Data from the included studies were extracted by two research
team members (J.W., W.S.R.) into an Excel sheet, by extracting
key study characteristics and results. Considering the hetero-
geneity of studies, the extraction for was piloted by extracting
data from one qualitative and one quantitative study and revised
by the extractors iteratively.

Data were narratively synthesised by four research team mem-
bers (W.S.R., C.T., C.G., J.W.). This process involves extracting
the specific findings when a meta‐analysis may not be feasible
due to wide‐ranging differences in methodological procedures
or outcome variables across included studies [14]. There was no
minimum number of studies to be included. The collation of the
evidence involved narratively synthesising the data extracted,
and clustering the included studies together based on their focus
of misdiagnosis, as defined by the subheadings included in the
results section. Both quantitative and qualitative findings were
summarised and synthesised.

2.6 | Assessment of Study Bias

We assessed the quality of each included paper, using the CASP
for qualitative studies (2018) and the Risk of Bias in Non‐
randomized Studies—of Exposure (ROBINS‐E) [15] for quanti-
tative studies. For the ROBINS‐E tool, total scores can range
from 0 to 6 with higher scores meaning higher probability of
risk of bias. Quality assessments were performed by two re-
searchers independently. Any discrepancies between ratings
were discussed jointly. If unclear after discussion, a third
researcher was consulted. Quality ratings did not influence
study selection, but will be used in guiding the discussion of
findings and drawing conclusions.

3 | Results

3.1 | Overview of Included Studies

Figure 1 shows the PRISMA flowchart of included studies.
Table 1 shows the descriptive characteristics of the 20 research
studies which met the inclusion criteria for this systematic re-
view. The majority (n = 16) were quantitative (9 cross‐sectional
studies, 4 cohort studies, 2 case‐control studies and 1 case

series) and five were qualitative. There was a total of 12 countries
in which these studies were conducted, with some being con-
ducted in more than one country. Nearly all the studies were
conducted with populations in North America (10 in the USA
and two in Canada) and Europe (five in the Netherlands, one in
England, one each in Germany, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the
UK). One study was conducted respectively in Australia, Brazil
and Japan. All included studies were published in English.

Several of the studies focussed on populations with a diagnosis of
any dementia (n = 8). However, several focussed on populations
diagnosed with specific dementia subtypes; frontotemporal de-
mentia (FTD, n = 1), Alzheimer's Disease (n = 1), or specified
early‐/young‐onset dementia (n = 1) and Lewy Body Demen-
tia (n = 3).

Studies were categorised into (i) Factors associated with delayed
diagnosis or misdiagnosis, including inadequate assessments
(n = 10); (ii) Difficulties related to the diagnostic process (n = 6);
(iii) Economic consequences of misdiagnosis (n = 2); and (iv)
Experiences of obtaining a dementia diagnosis (n = 4).

3.2 | Factors Associated With Delayed Diagnosis
and Misdiagnosis

Studies employed different designs to assess potential predictors
of delayed diagnosis and misdiagnosis of dementia, including
case series [16], cross‐sectional [17–21] case‐control [12, 22],
and cohort studies [10, 13, 23].

Among demographic characteristics, ethnicity was the factor
most commonly found to be associated with delayed diagnosis
and misdiagnosis. Lin et at. (2021) found that among adults with
cognitive functional decline consistent with dementia in the US,
a higher proportion of non‐Hispanic Blacks and Hispanics had a
missed or delayed clinical diagnosis of dementia, as compared to
non‐Hispanic Whites. They also noted that, by the time of
receiving a dementia diagnosis, Hispanic and Black people with
dementia had poorer cognitive function and more functional
limitations than those from White ethnic backgrounds.

Age was another potential predictor reported in some studies,
but with conflicting results. Whilst [18] found that, in the US,
increased patient age was associated with increased odds of
having a delayed dementia diagnosis (over 1 year after symp-
toms onset), another study in the US [13] reported that
increased aged was associated with increased likelihood of false
positive dementia diagnosis in Medicare registers.

Studies also assessed clinical characteristics associated with
delayed diagnosis and misdiagnosis of dementia. Worse cogni-
tive status was associated with a false positive diagnosis of de-
mentia in the US's Medicare registers [13]. Conversely, another
US study [21] found that patients with better overall cognition
and milder disease severity were more likely to be diagnosed by
non‐specialist physicians as false positive cases of behavioural
variant frontotemporal dementia.

Three studies found that other psychiatric conditions, particu-
larly depression and mood disorders, seemed to interfere with
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dementia diagnosis. Whilst [18] found that mood symptoms
were associated with increased likelihood of initially receiving
an incorrect diagnosis among patients with frontotemporal de-
mentia, Shinagawa et al. [21] found that patients with a false
positive diagnosis of behavioural variant frontotemporal de-
mentia were more likely to be depressed. In the study conducted
by Draper et al. [19], depression was found to be associated with
increased time to dementia diagnosis from symptom onset.

Based on the assumption that cognitive screening is an important
step towards timely diagnosis of dementia, one study assessed the
proportion of older people in a Japanese city undergoing

dementia screening [17]. Twelve percent of participants reported
they had previously been screened for dementia in local health
services. Among participants who screened positive for possible
dementia in the survey, 28.7% reported undergoing a previous
dementia screening. Another study, carried out in the US [23],
investigated whether patients with a diagnosis of dementia
recorded in their electronic health records had also a cognitive
measure previously documented. The study found that, among
patients with a diagnosis of dementia of any type, 11% had
cognitive measures documented in their records in the previous
5 years; among patients with a diagnosis of Alzheimer's disease,
23.6% had cognitive measures documented in their records.

FIGURE 1 | PRISMA flowchart.

4 of 13 International Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry, 2024
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3.3 | Difficulties Related to the Diagnostic
Process

Six studies sought to evaluate differential experiences of the
diagnostic pathway in dementia. Studies examined factors
associated with variation in timely diagnosis [18], impact of
behavioural symptoms [12], or clinicians' knowledge [24, 25]
on likelihood of correct diagnosis, and variation in initial
diagnosis [26, 27]. Several studies focussed on people living
with a form of frontotemporal dementia (FTD) [18]. noted that
increasing age, having a spousal caregiver, rural residence, and
presence of specific symptoms were associated with increased
likelihood of receiving a correct FTD diagnosis within a year of
initial symptoms. Similarly, Barker et al. [26] highlighted that
among people to receive an eventual FTD diagnosis, half (50%)
previously received a different diagnosis, and almost half (49%)
had seen at least three doctors before receiving their FTD
diagnosis [22]. report similar findings from Brazil, with 90% of
people with FTD and 80% with ADD in their study experi-
encing a misdiagnosis before their final subtype diagnosis.

Two studies investigated the involvement of healthcare prac-
titioners in diagnosis. GPs' views of diagnosis and treatment of
Alzheimer's Disease were explored across five European
countries [25]. GPs who valued early diagnoses were more
likely to see the benefits of pharmacological treatments, but
fewer GPs who valued early diagnosis would make changes to
their initial diagnosis. Drabo et al. [24] screened electronic
health records (EHR) to identify whether people from different
socio‐demographic groups with dementia come into contact
with different groups of medical doctors. Also using EHR,
Surendranathan et al. [12] compared healthcare use between
those diagnosed with Lewy Body Dementia (LBD), Parkinson's
disease dementia (PDD), and other forms of dementia in En-
gland. In the 1.4 years prior to a PDD diagnosis, patients were
recorded as demonstrating difficulties in activities of daily
living due to cognitive impairment (46%), and broad cognitive
impairment across multiple domains (57%), with some already
receiving pharmacological interventions (39%). The study also
found that people who went on to receive a final diagnosis of
LBD took significantly longer to receive their diagnosis than
those who received a non‐LBD diagnosis. Those who eventually
received a LBD diagnosis also had more imaging tests, clinical
assessments and other dementia diagnoses before their LBD
diagnosis.

3.4 | Economic Consequences of Misdiagnosis

Two quantitative studies explored the economic impacts of a
misdiagnosis. Hunter et al. [28] compared people previously
misdiagnosed with ADD and subsequently correctly diagnosed
with vascular Dementia (vD) or Parkinson's disease (PD) to
people correctly diagnosed with vD/PD from the beginning.
People with a formerly incorrect diagnosis of ADD incurred
significantly higher costs every year until their correct diag-
nosis. Specifically, their annual Medicare costs averaged be-
tween $9500‐$14,000 US dollars, with medical costs only
aligning with those of correctly diagnosed people from the
beginning after they had received their accurate diagnosis. TheT
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additional costs comprised of extra inpatient days, emergency
room visits, outpatient visits, skilled nursing facility visits, home
health care, and equipment. Also utilising data from the US
Medicare system, Zhu et al. [13] estimated the effects of de-
mentia misdiagnosis on Medicare expenditures. Only half of the
diagnosed cases of dementia were correctly identified by
Medicare claims, whilst those with a Medicare identified de-
mentia were costing on average $3487 per person more per year
than those with a clinical diagnosis of dementia. Whilst evi-
dence is limited in number and country and thus healthcare
system, false identification of dementia can lead to increased
economic costs.

3.5 | Experiences of Obtaining a Dementia
Diagnosis

Four qualitative studies reported on lived experiences of
receiving incorrect diagnoses before being diagnosed with de-
mentia. Three of these studies focussed on young‐onset de-
mentia (YOD), collectively showing a failure among healthcare
professionals to recognise early signs and symptoms [29–31].
Participants across these studies reported that early symptoms
of dementia were frequently not recognised or misattributed to
other factors such as burnout, menopause, or alcohol con-
sumption. Healthcare providers often dismissed dementia as
unlikely due to the patient's relatively young age (e.g., [29]).
However, service providers in Canada also acknowledged the
challenges associated with atypical presentations of dementia
and the limitations of diagnostic tests [30].

Across these four studies, there was a recurring tendency for
healthcare providers to attribute initial symptoms of dementia
to mental health difficulties such as depression [32, 33]. For
example, in the Netherlands [31], found 34% of carers reported
their family members initially received an erroneous diagnosis,
while verification of medical records showed 45% received a
different diagnosis before being diagnosed with dementia, with
mental health diagnoses (36%) being the most common. How-
ever [31], also concluded that erroneous diagnoses might actu-
ally represent comorbidity given that in 15% of cases, the initial
diagnoses were maintained when the dementia diagnosis was
established. The prolonged journey to obtaining an accurate
diagnosis was variable and, for some, characterised by dismissal
and poor communication among healthcare professionals. In a
focus group study in the UK, both carers and people with de-
mentia believed that getting a diagnosis depended on the

healthcare professional who was consulted and geographic
location [32]. Misdiagnosis had serious consequences for people
with dementia and their carers, resulting in inappropriate re-
ferrals which was thought to waste time and restrict access to
appropriate support [30, 31].

3.6 | Quality Ratings

All four qualitative papers included in this systematic review
were assessed independently by two reviewers as being of high
quality (scores of 80%þ) using the CASP checklist (Table 2).
However, there were several quantitative studies adjudged to be
at risk of bias using the ROBINS‐E dimensions tool. Nine of the
16 quantitative studies met three or fewer of the seven criteria
described in the ROBINS‐E dimensions tool (Table 3). Issues
included, studies not using appropriate study design to answer
the research questions, not selecting participant samples in a
way to reflect the study population, or not taking missing data
into consideration through sensitivity analysis etc. Although
these risk of bias and quality assessments does not entirely
negate the findings from these studies as drivers of potential
change for services for people with dementia, it does have an
impact on the strength of their findings and the potential gen-
eralisability of their conclusions. Furthermore, the assessment
of several of the quantitative studies in this systematic review
highlights the necessity to employ correct methods of selecting
participants and sampling, using the appropriate study design to
investigate the research question and understanding the need to
be thorough in analyses and presenting robust, strong findings
that have taken potential bias into account.

4 | Discussion

To our knowledge, this is the first systematic review on the topic
of misdiagnosis in dementia. Collated evidence has highlighted
several different issues affecting misdiagnosis of dementia,
indicating misdiagnosis of dementia to be a serious issue for
people living with dementia and their carers, as well as for
healthcare professionals who are delivering diagnoses. Howev-
er, this review has also highlighted many outstanding areas
which require further attention to provide clearer clinical
practice guidance to reduce misdiagnosis of dementia.

Research on misdiagnosis has only explored a small number of
different dementia subtypes. To date, fronto‐temporal dementia

TABLE 2 | Quality assessment of qualitative studies based on CASP.

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Scorea

Hoppe [29] Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Yes Yes Yes Yes 90%

Novek and Menec [30] Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Yes Yes Yes Yes 90%

Sutcliffe et al. [32] Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Yes Yes Yes Yes 90%

van Vliet et al. [31] Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Can't tell Yes Yes Yes 80%
Note: Q1. Was there a clear statement of aims of the research? Q2. Is a qualitative methodology appropriate? Q3. Was the research design appropriate to address the aim
of the research? Q4. Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research? Q5. Was the data collected in a way that addresses the research issue? Q6. Has
the relationship between researcher and participants been adequately considered? Q7. Have ethical issues been taken into consideration? Q8. Was the data analysis
sufficiently rigorous? Q9. Is there a clear statement of findings? Q10. How valuable is the research?
a“Yes” coded as 1; “no” and “can't tell” coded as 0
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has received the most attention [18, 22, 26, 27], followed by one
study on Lewy Body dementia and PDD [12]. A Brazilian study
reported that 90% of people with FTD and 80% with ADD
experienced a misdiagnosis [22]. It is important to note that only
nine and 10 people with FTD and ADD, respectively, were
included by [22], which limits the generalisability of these
findings. In addition, this study was conducted in Brazil, an
upper‐middle income country that experiences low resources
into dementia and mental health, and notable difficulties in
diagnosis and care [34, 35]. With limited research on individual
subtypes, as well as overarching on rare dementia subtypes,
more research is required to explore a wider range of subtypes
perhaps by utilising existing health record data to explore
misdiagnosis rates.

Whilst individual subtypes require further attention, early
findings indicate particular challenges with misdiagnosis related
to age for people suspected of YOD [18, 29–31]. This is linked to
a lack of understanding in health care professionals, who may
consider dementia to only be age‐related and not occurring
before the age of 65 (or 60 in lower‐ and middle‐income coun-
tries). As result, people with an undiagnosed YOD may have to
wait longer to receive a conclusive diagnosis, which can cause a
great deal of distress [30]. Considering that general dementia
care is often unsuitable for people with YOD [36–38], further
awareness raising and relevant training has the potential to
facilitate faster, more accurate, and more supportive experiences
for people with YOD.

Whilst limited research has focussed on the economic impacts
of misdiagnosis, two studies have shown that a misdiagnosis of
dementia in the US was more cost‐intensive in terms of health

care usage than an initially correct subtype diagnosis [13, 28].
However, one study explored misdiagnosis based on Medicare
data as opposed to a diagnosis by a health care professional [13].
Considering the substantial costs associated with dementia care
alone, estimated at £13.5 billion annually in the UK [39] and
$1313 billion globally (comprising medical, social care, and
unpaid care costs; [1]), trying to reduce unnecessary costs
associated with dementia is desirable. No single study emerged
that had focussed on the economic impact of misdiagnosis on
the individual and their unpaid carer. Whilst evidence exists on
the financial pressures of caring for someone with dementia
[40], a focus on misdiagnosis has to date not been explored
specifically. Future research into misdiagnosis should investi-
gate the economic costs and impacts.

Receiving any dementia diagnosis can be distressing [41], and
requires both the person with the condition and their family to
adjust and prepare. However, none of the studies on misdiag-
nosis have explored the emotional impacts of a misdiagnosis.
Four studies have explored the experiences surrounding a
diagnosis, highlighting particular challenges for those living
with YOD and experiences of engaging with health care pro-
fessionals. Considering the substantial emotional impact of de-
mentia on both the person with dementia and the carer (i.e.,
[32]), it is surprising to not find any evidence on the emotional
impacts of a misdiagnosis process and its long‐term impacts on
subsequent care. This is an urgent area for future research.

This systematic review benefits from two different researchers
having screened each title and abstract, and full‐text, having
searched nine databases for relevant studies, and including ev-
idence in four different languages where published. Final

TABLE 3 | Quality assessment of quantitative studies based on ROBINS‐E dimensions.

Author, year Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Totala % score
Aihara and Maeda [17] No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 3 42.9%

Barker et al. [26] No No Yes No No No No 6 85.7%

Beber and Chaves [22] No No No No Yes No No 6 85.7%

Besser and Galvin [18] No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 3 42.9%

Drabo et al. [24] Yes Yes Yes No No No No 4 57.1%

Draper et al. [19] No No No No Yes Yes No 5 71.4%

Hunter et al. [28] Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 1 14.3%

Lin et al. [10] Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 1 14.3%

Maserejian et al. [23] Yes No Yes No No Yes Yes 3 42.9%

Mendez et al. [27] Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No 3 42.9%

Sannemann et al. [25] Yes No Yes No No Yes No 4 57.1%

Schrauf and Iris [20] No No Yes No No No No 6 85.7%

Shinagawa et al. [21] Yes No No No Yes No No 5 71.4%

Surendranathan et al. [12] No No No No Yes No No 6 85.7%

Vergouw et al. [16] No No No No No No No 7 100.0%

Zhu et al. [13] Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 1 14.3%
Note: Q1. Considering the study aim, was an appropriate study design used? Q2. Were participants selected in a way that study sample represents the study population?
Q3. Did study report attrition rate? Q4. Was the potential effect of missing data taken into consideration (e.g., sensitivity analysis/other adjustment methods)? Q5. Was
the main outcome assessed using reliable methods/assessment tools? Q6. Was an appropriate analysis strategy used to assess the relationship between predictors and
outcomes? Q7. Were potential confounders taken into consideration in inferential analysis?
aBased on questions Q1 to Q7; “Yes” coded as 0; “no” and “unclear” coded as 1
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searches were conducted in June 2023, which was within a year
of submitting the manuscript. Only two studies had been pub-
lished very recently, focussing on using poetry to describe the
experiences of misdiagnosis [42] and correlates of missed or
delayed diagnosis [43]. Creating 27 poems about experiences of
misdiagnosis by people with rarer subtypes of dementia were
found to be thought‐provoking and helpful to over 90 surveyed
health care professionals, to better understand the distress and
lack of support received in the journey. This creative approach
holds potential for workforce development and learning.
Providing statistically significant evidence on the impact of
personal characteristics on delayed diagnosis, Chen et al. [43]
used Medicare data to show that people from a Black ethnic
background and with higher levels of cognition at onset of de-
mentia experienced higher odds of a delayed diagnosis. In
contrast, those with a higher income or comorbidities experi-
enced less likelihood of a delay. Findings from both studies,
using different methodologies, feed into the evidence of in-
equalities in missed, delayed, and misdiagnosis of dementia,
supporting evidence synthesised in this systematic review.

5 | Conclusions

Evidence is limited on misdiagnosis rates of different dementia
subtypes and its personal and economic impacts. Evidence on
economic and emotional impacts is minimal to non‐existent,
with economic impacts solely reported in the US. Findings from
these studies may lack generalisability, that is the US Medicare
system may not be relevant to all countries, highlighting a need
for economic evaluations of misdiagnosis across other countries
and healthcare contexts. However, existing evidence from 12
countries indicates that misdiagnosis is a frequent issue in rare
dementias, and sometimes in ADD, with early evidence indi-
cating substantial impacts on care costs, care access, and well‐
being. Diagnosing rarer dementias is important for people to
receive the right care and support, albeit it can be difficult to do
so for health care professionals. This is an urgent area of future
investigation, and utilising EHR data combined with economic
evaluations and qualitative explorations are key in developing
guidance to reduce misdiagnosis and improve timely and cor-
rect subtype diagnosis.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

Data sharing not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated
or analysed during the current study.

References

1. A. Wimo, K. Seeher, R. Cataldi, et al., “The Worldwide Costs of
Dementia in 2019,” Alzheimer's and Dementia 19, no. 7 (2023): 2865–
2873, https://doi.org/10.1002/alz.12901.

2. National Institute for Excellence, Dementia, Background Information,
What Causes it? (NICE, 2024), https://cks.nice.org.uk/topics/dementia/
background‐information/causes/.

3. P. C. Donaghy and I. G. McKeith, “The Clinical Characteristics of
Dementia With Lewy Bodies and a Consideration of Prodromal Diag-
nosis,” Alzheimer's Research & Therapy 6, no. 46 (2014): 46, https://doi.
org/10.1186/alzrt274.

4. V. Lagana, F. Bruno, N. Altomari, et al., “Neuropsychiatric or
Behavioural and Psychological Symptoms of Dementia (BPSD): Focus
on Prevalence and Natural History in Alzheimer’s Disease and Fron-
totemporal Dementia,” Frontiers in Neurology 13, (2022), https://doi.
org/10.3389/fneur.2022.832199.

5. J. Ruksenaite, A. Volkmer, J. Jiang, et al., “Primary Progressive
Aphasia: Toward a Pathophysiological Synthesis,” Current Neurology
and Neuroscience Reports 21, no. 7 (2021): 7, https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11910‐021‐01097‐z.

6. C. Giebel, K. Hanna, J. Watson, et al., “A Systematic Review on In-
equalities in Accessing and Using Community‐Based Social Care in
Dementia,” International Psychogeriatrics, (2023): 1–24, https://doi.org/
10.1017/S104161022300042X.

7. C. M. Giebel, A. Burns, and D. Challis, “Taking a Positive Spin:
Preserved Initiative and Performance of Everyday Activities Across Mild
Alzheimer’s, Vascular and Mixed Dementia,” International Journal of
Geriatric Psychiatry 32, no. 9 (2017): 959–967, https://doi.org/10.1002/
gps.4553.

8. M. Armstrong, N. Gamez, S. Alliance, et al., “Clinical Care and
Unmet Needs of Individuals With Dementia With Lewy Bodies and
Caregivers: An Interview Study,” Alzheimer Disease and Associated
Disorders 35, no. 4 (2021): 327–334, https://doi.org/10.1097/wad.
0000000000000459.

9. C. Giebel, S. Robertson, A. Beaulen, S. Zwakhalen, D. Allen, and H.
Verbeek, “‘Nobody Seems to Know Where to Even Turn to’: Barriers in
Accessing and Utilising Dementia Care Services in England and The
Netherlands,” IJERPH 18, no. 22 (2021): 12233, https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph182212233.

10. P. J. Lin, A. T. Daly, N. Olchanski, et al., “Dementia Diagnosis
Disparities by Race and Ethnicity,” Medical Care 59, no. 8 (2021): 679–
686, https://doi.org/10.1097/mlr.0000000000001577.

11. A. Sommerlad, G. Perera, A. Singh‐Manoux, G. Lewis, R. Stewart,
and G. Livingston, “Accuracy of General Hospital Dementia Diagnoses
in England: Sensitivity, Specificity, and Predictors of Diagnostic Accu-
racy 2008‐2016,” Alzheimers Dement 14, no. 7 (2018): 933–943, https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2018.02.012.

12. A. Surendranathan, J. P. M. Kane, A. Bentley, et al., “Clinical
Diagnosis of Lewy Body Dementia,” BJPsych Open 6, no. 4 (2020): e61,
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjo.2020.44.

13. C. W. Zhu, K. A. Ornstein, S. Cosentino, Y. Gu, H. Andrews, and Y.
Stern, “Misidentification of Dementia in Medicare Claims and Related
Costs,” Journal of American Geriatrics Society 67, no. 2 (2019): 269–276,
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.15638.

14. M. Campbell, S. V. Katikireddi, A. Sowden, J. E. McKenzie, and H.
Thomson, “Improving Conduct and Reporting of Narrative Synthesis of
Quantitative Data (ICONS‐Quant): Protocol for a Mixed Methods Study
to Develop a Reporting Guideline,” BMJ Open 8, no. 2 (2018): 1–5,
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen‐2017‐020064.

15. L. Bero, N. Chartres, J. Diong, et al., “The Risk of Bias in Obser-
vational Studies of Exposures (ROBINS‐E) Tool: Concerns Arising From
Application to Observational Studies of Exposures,” Systematic Reviews
7, no. 1 (2018): 242, https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643‐018‐0915‐2.

16. L. J. M. Vergouw, L. P. Marler, W. D. J. van de Berg, A. J. M.
Rozemuller, F. J. de Jong, and B. B. D Netherlands, “Dementia With
Lewy Bodies: A Clinicopathologic Series of False‐Positive Cases,” Alz-
heimer Disease and Associated Disorders 34, no. 2 (2020): 178–182,
https://doi.org/10.1097/wad.0000000000000308.

17. Y. Aihara and K. Maeda, “Intention to Undergo Dementia Screening
in Primary Care Settings Among Community‐Dwelling Older People,”

12 of 13 International Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry, 2024

 10991166, 2024, 10, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/gps.6158 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [04/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/alz.12901
https://cks.nice.org.uk/topics/dementia/background-information/causes/
https://cks.nice.org.uk/topics/dementia/background-information/causes/
https://doi.org/10.1186/alzrt274
https://doi.org/10.1186/alzrt274
https://doi.org/10.3389/fneur.2022.832199
https://doi.org/10.3389/fneur.2022.832199
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11910-021-01097-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11910-021-01097-z
https://doi.org/10.1017/S104161022300042X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S104161022300042X
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.4553
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.4553
https://doi.org/10.1097/wad.0000000000000459
https://doi.org/10.1097/wad.0000000000000459
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182212233
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182212233
https://doi.org/10.1097/mlr.0000000000001577
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2018.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2018.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjo.2020.44
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.15638
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-020064
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-018-0915-2
https://doi.org/10.1097/wad.0000000000000308


International Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry 35, no. 9 (2020): 1036–1042,
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.5326.

18. L. M. Besser and J. E. Galvin, “Diagnostic Experience Reported by
Caregivers of Patients With Frontotemporal Degeneration,” Neurology
Clinical Practice 10, no. 4 (2020): 298–306, https://doi.org/10.1212/cpj.
0000000000000738.

19. B. Draper, M. Cations, F. White, et al., “Time to Diagnosis in Young‐
Onset Dementia and its Determinants: The INSPIRED Study,” Inter-
national Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry 31, no. 11 (2016): 1217–1224,
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.4430.

20. R. W. Schrauf and M. Iris, “Very Long Pathways to Diagnosis
Among African Americans and Hispanics With Memory and Behavioral
Problems Associated With Dementia,” Dementia 11, no. 6 (2011): 743–
763, https://doi.org/10.1177/1471301211416615.

21. S. Shinagawa, J. A. Catindig, N. R. Block, B. L. Miller, and K. P.
Rankin, “When a Little Knowledge Can Be Dangerous: False‐Positive
Diagnosis of Behavioral Variant Frontotemporal Dementia Among
Community Clinicians,” Dementia and Geriatric Cognit¡ve Disorders 41,
no. 1‐2 (2016): 99–108, https://doi.org/10.1159/000438454.

22. B. C. Beber and M. L. F. Chaves, “Evaluation of Patients With
Behavioral and Cognitive Complaints: Misdiagnosis in Frontotemporal
Dementia and Alzheimer's Disease,” Dement Neuropsychology 7, no. 1
(2013): 60–65, https://doi.org/10.1590/s1980‐57642013dn70100010.

23. N. Maserejian, H. Krzywy, S. Eaton, and J. E. Galvin, “Cognitive
Measures Lacking in EHR Prior to Dementia or Alzheimer's Disease
Diagnosis,” Alzheimers Dement 17, no. 7 (2020): 1231–1243, https://doi.
org/10.1002/alz.12280.

24. E. F. Drabo, D. Barthold, G. Joyce, P. Ferido, H. Chang Chui, and J.
Zissimopoulos, “Longitudinal Analysis of Dementia Diagnosis and
Specialty Care Among Racially Diverse Medicare Beneficiaries,” Alz-
heimer's and Dementia 15, no. 11 (2019): 1402–1411, https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jalz.2019.07.005.

25. L. Sannemann, T. Muller, L. Waterink, et al., “General Practitioners'
Attitude Toward Early and Pre‐Dementia Diagnosis of AD in Five Eu-
ropean Countries‐A MOPEAD Project Survey,” Alzheimers Dement 13,
no. 1 (2021): e12130, https://doi.org/10.1002/dad2.12130.

26. M. S. Barker, S. G. Dodge, D. Niehoff, et al., “Living With Fronto-
temporal Degeneration: Diagnostic Journey, Symptom Experiences, and
Disease Impact,” Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry and Neurology 36, no. 3
(2023): 201–214, https://doi.org/10.1177/08919887221119976.

27. M. F. Mendez, S. J. Karve, K. Tassniyom, E. Teng, and J. S. Shapira,
“Clinicopathologic Differences Among Patients With Behavioral Variant
Frontotemporal Dementia,” Neurology 80, no. 6 (2013): 561–568, https://
doi.org/10.1212/wnl.0b013e3182815547.

28. C. A. Hunter, N. Y. Kirson, U. Desai, A. K. Cummings, D. E. Faries,
and H. G. Birnbaum, “Medical Costs of Alzheimer's Disease Misdiag-
nosis Among US Medicare Beneficiaries,” Alzheimers Dement 11, no. 8
(2015): 887–895, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2015.06.1889.

29. S. Hoppe, “Shifting Uncertainties in the Pre‐Diagnostic Trajectory of
Early‐Onset Dementia,” Dementia 18, no. 2 (2019): 613–629, https://doi.
org/10.1177/1471301216687436.

30. S. Novek and V. H. Menec, “Age, Dementia, and Diagnostic Can-
didacy: Examining the Diagnosis of Young Onset Dementia Using the
Candidacy Framework,” Qualitative Health Research 31, no. 3 (2021):
498–511, https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732320970199.

31. D. van Vliet, M. E. de Vugt, C. Bakker, et al., “Caregivers' Per-
spectives on the Pre‐Diagnostic Period in Early Onset Dementia: A Long
and Winding Road,” International Psychogeriatrics 23, no. 9 (2011):
1393–1404, https://doi.org/10.1017/s1041610211001013.

32. C. Sutcliffe, C. Giebel, D. Jolley, and D. Challis, “Experience of
Burden in Carers of People With Dementia on the Margins of Long‐

Term Care,” International Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry 31, no. 2
(2015): 101–108, https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.4295.

33. C. L. Sutcliffe, B. Roe, R. Jasper, D. Jolley, and D. J. Challis, “People
With Dementia and Carers' Experiences of Dementia Care and Services:
Outcomes of a Focus Group Study,” Dementia 14, no. 6 (2015): 769–787,
https://doi.org/10.1177/1471301213511957.

34. M. A. Parra, S. Baez, R. Allegri, et al., “Dementia in Latin America:
Assessing the Present and Envisioning the Future,” Neurology 90, no. 5
(2018): 222–231, https://doi.org/10.1212/wnl.0000000000004897.

35. F. A. Figueiredo da Mata, D. Oliveira, E. Mateus, et al., “Accessing
Dementia Care in Brazil: An Analysis of Case Vignettes,” Dementia 23,
no. 3 (2023): 378–397, https://doi.org/10.1177/14713012231176305.

36. M. Cations, A. Withall, R. Horsfall, et al., “Why Aren’t People With
Young Onset Dementia and Their Supporters Using Formal Services?
Results From the INSPIRED Study,” PLoS One 12, no. 7 (2017):
e0180935, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0180935.

37. I. Chirico, G. Ottoboni, S. Linarello, E. Ferriani, E. Marrocco, and R.
Chattat, “Family Experience of Young‐Onset Dementia: The Perspec-
tives of Spouses and Children,” Aging & Mental Health 26, no. 11 (2022):
2243–2251, https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2021.2008871.

38. G. Ottoboni, V. Stamou, I. Chirico, et al., “Needs‐Appropriate Ser-
vices for People With Young Onset Dementia: The Perspectives of
Healthcare Professionals,” Dementia 20, no. 8 (2021): 2725–2745,
https://doi.org/10.1177/14713012211009340.

39. R. Wittenberg, B. Hu, C. Jagger, et al., “Projections of Care for Older
People With Dementia in England: 2015 to 2040,” Age and Ageing 49,
no. 2 (2020): 264–269, https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afz154.

40. R. Martins, N. Kotsopoulos, B. Michaelowsky, et al., “Evaluation of
the Fiscal Costs and Consequences of Alzheimer’s Disease in Germany:
Microsimulation of Patients’ and Caregivers’ Pathways,” Journal of
Prevention of Alzheimer’s Disease 9, (2022): 758–768.

41. J. Yates, M. Stanyon, R. Samra, and L. Clare, “Challenges in
Disclosing and Receiving a Diagnosis of Dementia: A Systematic Review
of Practice From the Perspectives of People With Dementia, Carers, and
Healthcare Professionals,” International Psychogeriatrics 33, no. 11
(2021): 1161–1192, https://doi.org/10.1017/s1041610221000119.

42. P. Camic, M. P. Sullivan, E. Harding, et al., “Misdiagnosed and
Misunderstood’: Insights into Rarer Forms of Dementia Through a
Stepwise Approach to Co‐Constructed Research Poetry,” Healthcare 12,
no. 4 (2024): 485, https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare12040485.

43. Y. Chen, M. C. Power, F. Grodstein, et al., “Correlates of Missed or
Late Versus Timely Diagnosis of Dementia in Healthcare Settings,”
Alzheimer's and Dementia 20, no. 8 (2024): 5551–5560, https://doi.org/
10.1002/alz.14067.

13 of 13

 10991166, 2024, 10, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/gps.6158 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [04/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.5326
https://doi.org/10.1212/cpj.0000000000000738
https://doi.org/10.1212/cpj.0000000000000738
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.4430
https://doi.org/10.1177/1471301211416615
https://doi.org/10.1159/000438454
https://doi.org/10.1590/s1980-57642013dn70100010
https://doi.org/10.1002/alz.12280
https://doi.org/10.1002/alz.12280
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2019.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2019.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/dad2.12130
https://doi.org/10.1177/08919887221119976
https://doi.org/10.1212/wnl.0b013e3182815547
https://doi.org/10.1212/wnl.0b013e3182815547
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2015.06.1889
https://doi.org/10.1177/1471301216687436
https://doi.org/10.1177/1471301216687436
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732320970199
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1041610211001013
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.4295
https://doi.org/10.1177/1471301213511957
https://doi.org/10.1212/wnl.0000000000004897
https://doi.org/10.1177/14713012231176305
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0180935
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2021.2008871
https://doi.org/10.1177/14713012211009340
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afz154
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1041610221000119
https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare12040485
https://doi.org/10.1002/alz.14067
https://doi.org/10.1002/alz.14067

	A Systematic Review on the Evidence of Misdiagnosis in Dementia and Its Impact on Accessing Dementia Care
	1 | Introduction
	2 | Methods
	2.1 | Population
	2.2 | Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria
	2.3 | Search Strategy
	2.4 | Study Selection
	2.5 | Data Extraction and Synthesis
	2.6 | Assessment of Study Bias

	3 | Results
	3.1 | Overview of Included Studies
	3.2 | Factors Associated With Delayed Diagnosis and Misdiagnosis
	3.3 | Difficulties Related to the Diagnostic Process
	3.4 | Economic Consequences of Misdiagnosis
	3.5 | Experiences of Obtaining a Dementia Diagnosis
	3.6 | Quality Ratings

	4 | Discussion
	5 | Conclusions
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement


