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Abstract

Measuring quality of cancer care delivered by US health providers is challenging.
Patients receiving oncology care vary substantially in disease presentation among other
key characteristics. In this paper we discuss a framework for institutional quality mea-
surement which addresses the heterogeneity of patient populations. For this, we fol-
low recent statistical developments on health outcomes research and conceptualize the
task of quality measurement as a causal inference problem, helping to target flexible
covariate profiles that can represent specific populations of interest. To our knowl-
edge, such covariate profiles have not been used in the quality measurement literature.
We use different clinically relevant covariate profiles and evaluate methods for layered
case-mix adjustments that combine weighting and regression modeling approaches in
a sequential manner in order to reduce model extrapolation and allow for provider
effect modification. We appraise these methods in an extensive simulation study and
highlight the practical utility of weighting methods that warn the investigator when
case-mix adjustments are infeasible without some form of extrapolation that goes be-
yond the support of the data. In our study of cancer-care outcomes, we assess the
performance of oncology practices for different profiles that correspond to the types of
patients who may receive cancer care. We describe how the methods examined may be
particularly important for high-stakes quality measurement, such as public reporting
or performance-based payments. These methods may also be applied to support the
health care decisions of individual patients and provide a path to personalized quality
measurement.
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1 Introduction

Over recent decades, a central task in policy and statistics has been to develop reliable

and valid measures to evaluate the performance of institutions and organizations (Normand

et al. 2016). Such measurement is key to fostering accountability and improving overall

performance. In addition, in fields such as education and healthcare, access to this evidence

enables the public to make informed decisions about important life choices through their

ability to measure the quality of schools and hospitals, often in league tables (Goldstein and

Spiegelhalter 1996). The measurement task is complex (Ash et al. 2012) and three important

factors are to be considered regarding the fairness and transparency of the methods and the

sparsity of typical data.

The methods must be equitable or fair and adjust for systematic differences in the case-

mixes of the populations they serve. Additionally, the methods ought to be transparent

and promote and open understanding of their case-mix adjustments by stakeholders, such as

patients and physicians. Finally, there must be accountability for the great heterogeneity of

the individuals in the population thinly spread across numerous organizations in the data.

In this paper, we study the performance of cancer care providers in the US. In our data there

are 600 cancer practices, with a median of 112 patients, each characterized by 20 covariates.

In nearly 50% of the practices, there is at least one (constant) zero count in a relevant

covariate dimension, complicating case-mix adjustments because there are no data on that

dimension.

Often, these performance or quality assessments are conducted using parametric regression

models. For example, the approach for Medicare’s Hospital Compare, which evaluates per-

formance at hospitals across the U.S., is based on a random-effects logit model with (random)

hospital indicators plus covariates that measure patient risk factors (Krumholz et al. 2011).

Nevertheless, with this type of approach, the exact form of the case-mix adjustments that are

conducted on the data is not evident. In other words, it is unclear how the patient-level data
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are individually weighted to produce aggregate quality estimates. Also, the characteristics

of the target population to which inferences apply are not manifest and may be distorted by

the implied weighting of the regression procedure. In particular, if some of the covariates are

sparse, such as racial minority indicators across health care providers, the implied weights of

such procedures can result in a weighted population that omits the minority (see Section 7.1

of Chattopadhyay and Zubizarreta 2021 for a general discussion of this and related matters in

linear regression adjustments). Finally, it is not clear to what extent the quality assessments

for a given health care provider are based on data from the provider in question as opposed

to other health providers that see different patients, involving some form of extrapolation

based on a model that can be misspecified. More generally, as discussed by George et al.

(2017), this approach can produce rankings of provider organizations (e.g., hospitals) that

are not checkable against data.

In this paper, we follow important work by Silber et al. (2014), Keele et al. (2020), and

Longford (2020) and study the quality measurement enterprise as a causal inference problem.

This is important because it helps to clearly define the estimands and to state and evaluate

the assumptions needed for their identification. Also, it helps to decouple the estimands from

the estimation methods and to envision alternative approaches that can be used for case-mix

adjustment (for example, approaches that combine new weighting and modeling methods).

Importantly, this helps to recognize when these methods produce quality assessments based

on extrapolations for which there are little or no data for each health provider to support

them. This framework also helps to delimit the design and analysis stages of a study and

to use methods for case-mix adjustment that do not require outcome information (Rubin

2008). Finally, it provides a more coherent framework to discuss hospital or practice effects,

which is something routinely done in quality measurement although often without a formal

justification.

Unlike previous work, a concept central to this paper is that of a covariate profile of a target
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population, which characterizes a population of study interest in terms of summary statistics

of the joint distribution of its observed variables (see also Chattopadhyay et al. 2020). To our

knowledge, such covariate profiles have not been used in the quality measurement literature to

target specific patient populations. As we illustrate in this paper, this profile may correspond

to the entire patient population across all health care providers, the population of a particular

hospital or practice, or a target population with a similar covariate profile to that of an

individual patient. The latter may be of particular interest to patients selecting the best

providers for treating patients like them. This covariate profile helps to recognize from the

outset that patients are heterogeneous and that some health care providers may specialize

in treating different types of patients. In addition, it allows us to understand the problem of

sparsity in terms of a profile (in this sense, we provide a characterization of the distribution

of the covariates relative to the profile) and to use methods that ground the analysis as much

as possible on the available data and identify when the results are an extrapolation beyond

the support of the data of a given health provider.

Utilizing this profile and borrowing from the causal inference literature, we evaluate weighting

methods for quality measurement which emphasize transparency, flexibility, and robustness

in the case-mix adjustments. First, in terms of transparency, these weighting methods are

based on constrained convex optimization problems that are computationally tractable and

warn the investigator when some form of extrapolation beyond the support of the observed

data is needed to perform the adjustments. Also, it is straightforward to conduct covari-

ate balance checks, which are intuitive for stakeholders. Second, in terms of flexibility, the

profiles can represent varied target populations. Finally, in terms of robustness, the meth-

ods examined conduct the case-mix adjustments in a layered way, adjusting for as many

covariates as possible by weighting, without extrapolating, and leaving the rest of the co-

variates to modeling, borrowing strength across providers from the parametric form of the

outcome model. As a result, these methods are less sensitive to model misspecification than

traditional regression approaches used in quality measurement.
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Starting from a target population of interest, our goal is to make the case-mix covariate

adjustments transparent, and, to the greatest extent possible, ground the comparisons of

practices or hospitals on the available data. This paper is organized as follows. In Section

2, we delineate our data, comprised of SEER cancer registry and Medicare administrative

records. In Section 3, we describe a framework from causal inference where target estimands,

identification assumptions, and covariate profiles are key. In Section 4, we outline methods

that use balancing weights and regression modeling to perform the adjustments. In Section

5, we evaluate the performance of the methods in a simulation study. In Section 6, we present

the results from our case study. In Section 7, we provide a discussion and remarks.

2 SEER cancer registry and Medicare administrative

data

We use cancer registry data from the Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER)

Program for individuals diagnosed with cancer in 2011-2013 linked to administrative data

from Medicare for 2010-2014. The SEER-18 data include demographic and clinical infor-

mation for cancer patients from areas covering 28% of the total US population. Medicare

data include inpatient, outpatient, provider carrier, durable medical equipment, and hos-

pice/home health files. Our study population includes individuals aged 65 years and older

who were enrolled in parts A and B of fee-for-service Medicare through at least 6 months

after their cancer diagnosis. Patients were attributed to medical oncology practices based on

outpatient evaluation and management visits to a medical oncology practice (Gondi et al.

2021).

The main outcome is survival one year after the first visit to the practice (we also studied

survival through six months after diagnosis and through 18 months diagnosis). The covariates

we used for case-mix adjustment are: age (continuous and categorical, 65-74, 75-84, ≥85),

sex, race/ethnicity (White, Black, other/unknown), marital status (unmarried, married,
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unknown), census-tract median household income (quartiles), Census-level prop. of residents

without a high school ed. (quartiles), Klabunde modification of the Charlson Comorbidity

Index (0, 1, 2, ≥3), cancer type (breast, colorectal, lung, ovary, pancreas, prostate), cancer

stage (1, 2, 3, 4, missing), and year of diagnosis. We excluded practices with less than 30

patients.

3 Framework

3.1 Notation

Let i = 1, ..., Ip index the patients treated by practice p = 1, ..., P , and write X i ∈ RK

for the vector of K observed covariates of each patient. For some L ≥ K, put x∗ ∈ RL

for the target covariate profile. This profile can characterize different target populations;

for example, the population of all patients across practices in the system, or the population

of patients similar to an individual patient of interest. This profile summarizes the target

population in terms of the means of its K covariates (L = K), or more generally, represents

it in terms of L ≥ K multidimensional moments or transformations of its covariates.

Based on x∗, we distinguish between three types of practices: those whose sample covariate

values contain the target profile x∗ inside its convex hull and for which case-mix adjustments

toward x∗ can be conducted by interpolation (i.e., by a convex combination of the observa-

tions in a given practice); those practices for which x∗ is outside its convex hull and for which

the adjustments can only be performed by extrapolation (i.e., by an affine transformation of

the observations in the practice); and those practices for which x∗ is outside its convex hull

and for which at least one covariate has a constant value (e.g., equal to zero) different from

that in x∗ for all its patients. These are covariates for which it cannot be weighted toward

the target x∗. These covariates require a stronger form of extrapolation, borrowing informa-

tion across the practices. We call these null covariates Xnull and denote their complement

by Xc
null, Xnull ∪Xc

null = X. In other words, null covariates take a constant value different
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to the corresponding values of x∗ for all patients in a practice.

Now, let 1p,i be the practice assignment indicator of patient i. Write Yi(p) for the potential

outcome (Neyman 1990; Rubin 1974) of patient i under practice assignment 1p,i, p = 1, ..., P .

Denote Yi for their observed outcome, Yi = ∑P
p=1 1p,iYi(p). Finally, define U as the vector

unobserved covariates. See Table 4 in the Online Supplementary Materials for a summary

of this notation.

3.2 Estimands

We are fundamentally interested in estimating the mean potential outcome under health

care provider p for patients with covariate values equal to the profile x∗; that is,

µp(x∗) := E[Yi(p)|X = x∗]. (1)

We take two perspectives: the first one, perhaps of an individual patient, which for the pur-

pose of selecting a care provider is primarily interested in the average effect of receiving care

in practice p′ instead of practice p′′, µp′(x∗)− µp′′(x∗), where x∗ are the observed covariates

of the target patient; and the second one, perhaps of the system of health providers, which

for performance payment purposes is mainly interested in the ranking of all the practices for

a given target population of patients described by x∗, µ(1)(x∗), µ(2)(x∗), ..., µ(P )(x∗), where

the subscript (p) enclosed in parentheses denotes the p-th order statistics of the mean po-

tential outcome function conditional on covariates. In other words, the first perspective is

primarily interested in contrasts whereas the second one is mainly interested in rankings.

Arguably, there is a third important perspective which is interested in the two previous

quantities. For instance, this can be the perspective of a given practice, which is interested

the average treatment effect for benchmarking itself to another practice, and the ranking

for understanding its relative standing in the wider concert of all practices. Naturally, the

task of estimating µp′(x∗) − µp′′(x∗) for all pairs of practices (p′, p′′) is more complex than
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that of estimating the ordering of its components µp(x∗) for all practices p, for the first task

accomplishes the latter. The first task is reduced to identifying and estimating the condi-

tional average treatment effect µp′(x∗)− µp′′(x∗) = E[Yi(p′)− Yi(p′′)|X = x∗] for which the

following assumptions are necessary.

3.3 Assumptions

Our notation implies the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA; Rubin 1980)

which in our setting states that there is no interference between patients and that there are

no additional versions of the “treatments” beyond receiving care in one of the P practices.

Again, our problem boils down to estimating the conditional mean potential outcome func-

tion µp(x∗) for all p = 1, ..., P . For identification, or causal quality measurement, we also

require the unconfoundedness assumption, 1p,i ⊥⊥ Yi(p) |X i, and the positivity assumption,

0 < Pr(1p,i = 1|X i = x∗) < 1, for all p = 1, ..., P (Imbens 2000). The unconfoundedness as-

sumption states that selection into practices is determined by observed covariates, whereas

the positivity assumption states that for every value of the target x∗ there is a positive

probability of receiving care in all the practices. To our knowledge, these assumptions are

implicit in traditional forms of quality measurement (e.g., Krumholz et al. 2011).

3.4 Profiles x∗

The covariate profiles x∗ can represent different target populations. Examples of target

populations of interest are the population of patients across all practices, the population of

patients in the top 10% best performing practices, and in the bottom 10% worse performing

practices. In other settings, one may be interested in the population of patients that go to

large or small practices, that receive care in a given geographic area, or that correspond to

a group of policy interest, such as vulnerable patients as defined by race ethnicity, socioeco-

nomic status, or clinical complexity. For personalization, the profile x∗ can also represent a

target population with similar covariate values as those of a specific individual who may be

seeking care.
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4 Methods for layered case-mix adjustments

We consider imputation estimators of the form

Ŷ imp
i:1p,i=1 := 1

Ip

∑
i:1p,i=1

µ̂p(xi), (2)

where µ̂p(xi) estimates the conditional mean potential outcome function under practice p as

we describe subsequently. Some of these estimators admit the following linear representa-

tion

Ŷ imp, lin
i:1p,i=1 :=

∑
i:1p,i=1

wiYi, (3)

where wi are suitable weights that add up to one. Equation (3) is a Hájek estimator (Hájek

1971). Many common estimators admit this representation; for example, ordinary least

squares and ridge regression imputation approaches (see, e.g., Ben-Michael et al. 2020 and

Chattopadhyay and Zubizarreta 2021). For the most, we consider linear weighting estimators

for their simplicity and because the weights can be computed without the outcomes (that is,

as part of the design of the study, Rubin 2008), a valuable feature for practical and objective

quality measurement.

In modeling or adjusting for µp(x∗) for quality measurement, three questions of importance

are the method for adjustment, the covariate functions for adjustment, and the degree of

adjustment. We study these questions through the following methods that combine weighting

and modeling approaches. In what follows, the categorization {weighting,modeling} is

more procedural than conceptual as estimators of the form (3) can be collapsed to a single

weighting or modeling approach. We choose this procedural categorization because it maps

more closely to common practice.

The methods we consider are summarized in Table 5 in the Online Supplementary Mate-

rials. Again, they combine weighting and modeling approaches. First we consider tradi-

tional modeling approaches. Afterwards, we consider approaches that start by weighting
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and increasingly impose stronger parametric modeling assumptions where there is less or no

data.

For the modeling approaches, we consider different forms of linear regression imputation.

First, we consider fixed effects (FE) regression of the outcome on the covariates and the

practice indicators, to then predict the patient outcomes and average them within each of the

practices. We implement this approach with the original covariates X and transformations
∼
X thereof. The transformations that we consider aim to balance the covariance matrices of

the covariates; specifically, in
∼
X we consider the original covariates and their leading principal

components that explain 80% of their sample variation. Second, we consider multi regression

(MR) of the outcome on the covariates, where we fit separate models for each practice, to

then predict the patient outcomes and average them within each of the practices. Here again

we fit the models on the original covariates X and the transformations
∼
X.

Throughout, the weighting approach that we consider uses the Stable Balancing Weights

(SBW; Zubizarreta 2015). The reason is that these weights are particularly well-suited for

comparing hundreds of treatments (i.e., practices in our case study). The SBW are the

weights of minimum variance that approximately balance functions of the covariates. See

Wang and Zubizarreta (2020) and Chattopadhyay et al. (2020) for theoretical properties and

empirical performance of the SBW in causal inference settings. Ideally, the SBW will take

non-negative values and balance the covariates by interpolating within the convex hull of

the available data. Of course, this non-extrapolating form of adjustment is feasible only for

practices that contain x∗ inside its convex hull; otherwise, the optimization problem does

not admit a solution indicating that the investigator needs to extrapolate to adjust. In Table

5 (see the Online Supplementary Materials), we denote this approach by {SBW(R+
0 ,X), ·}

or {SBW(R+
0 ,
∼
X), ·} depending on whether the original covariates X or their transforma-

tions
∼
X are used (in our empirical studies, we defined

∼
X as the principal components of

the observed covariates in order to approximately balance their covariance matrix). For
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some covariates {SBW(R+
0 , ·), ·} can be infeasible so we allow the procedure to take neg-

ative values and perform the adjustments by extrapolating; an approach that we denote

by {SBW(R,X), ·} and {SBW(R,
∼
X), ·}. When some covariates are null for some of the

practices (that is, when some covariates take a constant value different to the corresponding

values of x∗ for all patients in some of the practices) we combine the SBW with modeling

approaches as follows.

In order to avoid extrapolation and allow for effect modification, the idea is to adjust by

weighting for as many covariates as possible (i.e., for Xc
null) and leave the rest (i.e., Xnull)

for modeling, borrowing strength across practices from the parametric form of the outcome

model. Here we adjust forXc
null using unconstrained SBW and then use these weights either

as covariates in fixed effect linear regression or as weights in weighted linear regression.

More specifically, in {SBW(R,Xc
null),FE(Xnull, w)} we perform FE linear regression of the

outcome on Xnull, the weights w = SBW(R,Xc
null), and the practice indicators; here we

fit one single model for all the practices to then predict the patient outcomes and average

them within each of the practices (we perform an analogous procedure for the transformed

covariates
∼
X). Finally, in {SBW(R,Xc

null),WR(X; 0)} we perform weighted regression of the

outcome on X and the practice indicators, where the weights SBW(R,Xc
null) are truncated

at 0; here we fit one single model for all the practices to then predict the patient outcomes and

average them within each of the practices. In rigor, this last approach cannot be represented

as (3) as the weights are truncated.

5 Simulation study

In order to evaluate the performance of the previous methods, we extend the simulation study

design by Yang et al. (2016) to (i) encompass higher-dimensional “treatments,” corresponding

to Ip = 100 practices, (ii) include both relevant and irrelevant covariates in the true (correct)

practice assignment and outcome models, (iii) and examine both additive and non-additive

outcome models. This simulation design seeks to represent the real data by incorporating
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a similar number of covariates, degree of sparsity, and outcomes generated under models of

increasing complexity.

5.1 Study design

In the first simulation, we consider a vector of ten observed covariates,X i = (Xi1, Xi2, ..., Xi10),

distributed as follows: Xi1, Xi2, Xi3 ∼ N3(µ3,Σ3), with µ3 = (0, 0, 0)> and Σ3 = [(2, 1,−1),

(1, 1,−0.5), (−1,−0.5, 2)]; Xi4 ∼ Unif[−3, 3]; Xi5 ∼ χ2
1; Xi6 ∼ Bern(0.5); and Xi7, Xi8, Xi9,

Xi10 ∼ N4(µ4,Σ4), with µ4 = (0, 0, 0, 0)>, Σ4 = [(2, 1,−1,−1), (1, 1,−0.5,−0.5), (−1,−0.5,

2, .5), (−1,−0.5, 0.5, 1)]. We denote 1p,i as the practice assignment indicator, which is gener-

ated in the following way: (11,i,12,i, ...,1P,i) ∼ Multinom{Pr(1|X i),Pr(2|X i), ...,Pr(100|X i)}

where Pr(1p,i|X i) = exp(X>i ηp)/
∑100
ζ=1 exp(X>i ηζ), with ηp = (1−p/100)×(1, 1, 1,−1, 1, 1)>.

Using these covariates and practice assignment indicators, we generate the outcomes under

four models of increasing complexity:

• Setting 1, linear model: Yi(p) |X i = (1+p/50)Xi1 +{(−1)p+2}Xi2 +{(−1)p+2}Xi3 +

(−1)p+1Xi4 + (−1)p(Xi5 − 1) + (−1)p(Xi6 − 0.5) + 0.1p+ εi, where εi ∼ N (0, 1).

• Setting 2, lowly non-linear model: Yi(p) |X i = (1 +p/50)(X2
i1−2) +{(−1)p+ 2}Xi2 +

{(−1)p + 2}Xi3 + (−1)p+1Xi4 + (−1)p(Xi5 − 1) + (−1)p(Xi6 − 0.5) + 0.1p + εi, where

εi ∼ N (0, 1).

• Setting 3, moderately non-linear model: Yi(p) | X i = (1 + p/50)(X2
i1 − 2) + {(−1)p +

2}Xi2 + {(−1)p + 2}Xi3 + (−1)p+1Xi4 + (−1)p(Xi5 − 1) + (−1)p(Xi6 − 0.5) + 0.1p+ εi,

where εi ∼ N (0, 1).

• Setting 4, highly non-linear model: Yi(p) |X i = (1+p/50)(X2
i1−2)+{(−1)p+2}(X2

i2−

1) + {(−1)p + 2}(X2
i3− 1)− 0.5{(−1)p + 2}(Xi2Xi3 + 0.5) + (−1)p+1Xi4 + (−1)p(Xi5−

1) + (−1)p(Xi6 − 0.5) + 0.1p+ εi, where εi ∼ N (0, 1).

In this manner, the true mean potential outcome function for practice p is E [Yi(p)] =

E [E [Yi(p) |X i]] = 0.1p for all p = 1, ..., 100. Thus, the effect of practice p = 1 in place of
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practice p = 10 is 0.1 - 1 = -0.9. Under this data generating mechanism, we generate 1000

data sets of size n = 10000, with an average practice size across simulated data sets of 100,

and average minimum and maximum practice size equal to 69 and 234, respectively.

In the second simulation, we consider 30 covariates in each of the previous settings. We do

this by adding 20 independent binary covariates that are positively correlated with both the

assignment and the outcome variables. Please see the Online Supplementary Materials for

replication for details.

5.2 Comparative performances

We evaluate the performance of the methods from an aggregate, system-level perspective,

in terms of bias and root mean square error (RMSE), and from an individual, practice-level

perspective, in terms of errors in estimated practice rankings. For both perspectives, we

consider three targets, corresponding to all the patients in the overall system of practices,

and the patients in the smallest and largest practices across simulated data sets. We evaluate

the performance of the methods described in Table 5.

5.2.1 Extent of extrapolation

First, we evaluate the extent to which the methods extrapolate and produce estimates when

there are no patients in the practices who are similar to the ones in the target profile.

The results are summarized in Figure 1. In the figure, there are 15 plots for each possible

combination of methods and profiles. In each plot, there are 1000 rows corresponding to

the 1000 simulated data sets, and 100 columns corresponding to the 100 practices in each

data set, so each (row, column) (“pixel”) intersection corresponds to a (practice, data set) in

the simulation study. In the plots, the color grey represents practices for which an estimate

was produced without extrapolation; the color white, practices for which no estimate was

produced because it required extrapolation; and the color orange, practices for which an

estimate was produced with extrapolation.
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Across targets, we observe that the regression methods extrapolate considerably more often

than the methods that involve weighting, as a considerably larger proportion of their plots is

colored orange. The explanation is that there is nothing in the considered regression methods

that limits or penalizes the degree of extrapolation of the weights. Conversely, SBW(R+
0 ,X)

produces an answer only where there are data. Next, SBW(R,Xc
null) extrapolates to produce

estimates when otherwise infeasible. As expected, adjusting for more transformations of the

covariates results in more extrapolation with both the modeling and weighting methods. In

Figure 1, we observe that the degree of extrapolation depends on the profile, as targeting

the population of larger practices requires more extrapolation than that of smaller practices,

since practices treating more patients may treat patients with characteristics that are not

represented in smaller practices. In Figure 4 in the Online Supplementary Materials, we

observe similar phenomena with more covariates.

5.2.2 The aggregate system perspective

Here we evaluate the performance of the methods in aggregate. Table 1 shows the results.

For brevity, we focus on the RMSE. As once might expect, when the model is correctly

specified, the pure regression modeling approaches perform adequately, but not otherwise.

In general, the approaches that involve some form of weighting exhibit a better performance

than purely modeling approaches. The main takeaways are as follows.

First, interpolation works better than extrapolation. When feasible, SBW(R+
0 ,
∼
X) has the

lowest RMSE. However, this approach is often infeasible. The philosophy of this approach

is to produce estimates only when there are enough data to support them. If the data

gap must be filled (e.g., a ranking is needed for each practice), more principled and robust

approaches appear to be methods that integrate forms of weighting and modeling, as we

discuss subsequently. The philosophy of these methods is to interpolate by weighting for

what you can, and extrapolate by modeling for what you must.

Second, the pure regression modeling approaches exhibit an adequate performance in the
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linear setting, but not in the other non-linear settings. Moreover, in the linear setting, not

just any regression method works. In fact, FE performs poorly even in the linear setting. This

is interesting because the FE approach is one of the standard methods used in practice. In

the linear setting, the MR does well, but performs best for only for one of the three profiles.

While the FE approach ignores the modification of the practice effects by the covariates,

the MR approach fully accounts for these interactions but may suffer from overfitting or

singularity problems. The {weighting,modeling} approaches account for practice effect

modification due to Xc
null by weighting but not due Xnull in modeling, so in a sense they are

a compromise.

Third, {weighting,modeling} approaches exhibit comparable performance to MR in the lin-

ear setting, but considerably better performance in the non-linear settings. Fourth, between

the two {weighting,modeling} approaches, FE does better in the linear case, but worse,

especially for the large profile, which requires more extrapolation, in the highly non-linear

setting. Fifth, the transformations of the covariates matter: balancing covariance matrices

appears to be a robust choice in the settings considered.

Pure regression modeling approaches, as they stand, have no way to not extrapolate (even

when there is a non-extrapolating solution its implied weights may be negative, extrapolating,

in the pursuit of minimum variance). In summary, {SBW(R,
∼
X

c

null),WR(
∼
X; 0)} appears to

be a robust approach to quality measurement in a variety of settings and profiles.

5.2.3 The individual practice perspective

Suppose the system was concerned about overall performance, without special interest in

any specific practice. If that were the case, the perspective of the individual practice is

different from that of the system, since for pay-for-performance purposes, the practice di-

rector is particularly concerned with having her practice fairly evaluated, without mistakes

in the analysis, and preferably based on data from the patients her practice has seen, and

not predictions from a model trained on different patients who were seen at different prac-
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tices. From this perspective, two relevant measures are the mean and maximum absolute

difference between the true and estimated rankings as demonstrated in Table 6 in the Online

Supplementary Materials.

For both the mean and maximum absolute differences, the tenor of the results is similar to

that of the previous section with the most marked differences for the maximum. In fact,

SBW(R+
0 ,
∼
X) performs best when feasible. However, as evidenced in the figures described

in Section 5.2.1 this is often not the case. In general, the {weighting, modeling} approach

exhibit the most robust performance with respect to mean difference in rankings, yet not

from the lens of the maximum difference in rankings where the FE approach does quite well.

What is really important again is to adjust for the transformations of the covariates.

6 Case study

The methods that exhibited the best performance in the previous simulation study were

SBW(R+
0 ,
∼
X) when feasible and {SBW(R,

∼
X

c

null),WR(
∼
X; 0)} in general. We will use these

methods in our case study assessing survival outcomes across oncology practices. Our

analysis proceeds as follows. First, we describe the covariate profiles of the target pop-

ulations, including all patients in the system and three individual patients. In the case

of the individual patients, we envision a population of patients with the same covariate

values as the individual patient. Since we cannot meaningfully define
∼
X for the indi-

vidual patients, we use X instead. Second, we find the practices with null covariates

for each profile. Again, these are practices for which quality estimates can be provided

only by extrapolation using data from other practices. Third, we report quality estimates

using SBW(R+
0 ,X) and {SBW(R,Xc

null),WR(X; 0)}. Fourth, we devise rankings using

{SBW(R,Xc
null),WR(X; 0)}.

Table 2 describes the four covariate profiles under study. The first profile is the average “pa-

tient” across all practices (the system). The next three profiles are examples of hypothetical

patients that often require cancer care. In particular, Patient 1 represents a White man in
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his early 70s with stage 3 lung cancer and generally low socioeconomic status. Patient 2

corresponds to a White women in her late 70s with stage 4 pancreatic cancer, high comor-

bidity, and higher socioeconomic status. Patient 3 is identical to Patient 2, except for race

which is now Black. As we will see, just changing this covariate from Patient 2 to Patient 3

will have important implications for quality measurement.

For each of these profiles, we inspect the data to understand the extent to which data are

available to assess the survival outcomes for each of the different practices. Figure 5 in

the Online Supplementary Materials counts the number of practices with null covariates for

each profile. Again, these are practices for which it is not possible to carry out the case-mix

adjustments (and therefore, estimate the mean outcome) using data solely from the practice

in question; that is, without leveraging the functional form of a model fitted on data from

patients in other practices. For the system profile, across all 600 practices, there are 306

practices with no null covariates and 294 practices with at least one null covariate. Among

these, 83 have three or more null covariates. The covariates that produce the largest number

of null cases are race (Black and other), education (quartile 1), income (quartile 4), and

cancer type (ovary and prostate). For patients 1, 2, and 3, the numbers of practices with

null covariates are reduced substantially, but there are still sizable numbers of practices that

did not treat a single patient with a certain covariate value of the target profiles. This is

particularly true for Patient 3, because many practices did not treat any Black women with

pancreatic cancer, a cancer that is relatively infrequently diagnosed.

In reality, if there are null covariates, SBW(R+
0 ,X) will not be feasible and not produce

an estimate. By contrast, {SBW(R,Xc
null),WR(X; 0)} will extrapolate and always produce

an estimate, but first it will identify the practices with null covariates, and then conduct

the model adjustments trying to adjust as much as possible for the non-null covariates by

weighting. While the estimates using SBW(R+
0 ,X) is sample bounded (Robins et al. 2007),

the estimates using {SBW(R,Xc
null),WR(X; 0)} can be outside the convex hull of the ob-
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served outcome data. While SBW(R+
0 ,X) allows for effect modification for all the covariates

in the profile and X, the weighted regression estimator using {SBW(R,Xc
null),WR(X; 0)}

allows for effect modification for Xc
null, which in practice is a smaller set of covariates. With

SBW(R+
0 ,X) we can inspect covariate balance as follows.

Figure 2 shows covariate balance relative to the system profile before and after weighting

using SBW(R+
0 ,X). The results are similar for other profiles. Before weighting, there are

substantial differences in means of covariates between practices and the profile (most notably

in race, education, and income) yet after weighting these differences are reduced, showing

the case-mix adjustments and comparability of the patient samples after weighting.

Figure 3 is inspired by Keele et al. (2020) and shows the estimated survival rate after one

year using SBW(R+
0 ,X) (left) and {SBW(R,Xc

null),WR(X; 0)} (right) for the system pro-

file. Point estimates and confidence intervals are depicted in blue and light blue, respec-

tively. In both plots, practices are indexed by their estimated 1-year survival rate using

{SBW(R,Xc
null), WR(X; 0)}, so in the right plot Practice 1 has the lowest survival rate and

Practice 600, the highest. In the left plot, we observe that SBW(R+
0 ,X) often does not pro-

duce point estimates, leaving blank spaces for the practices where some form of extrapolation

is needed for case-mix adjustment. Comparing the two plots, we also note that while both

sets of estimates follow a roughly similar “S” shape in aggregate, the individual practice point

estimates often differ — sometimes substantially. This is because the different methods im-

ply different models fit on different data: while SBW(R+
0 ,X) produces estimates on a more

restricted set of data, it allows for effect modification on all the covariates in the profile and

is fit on the data of the practice under consideration, whereas {SBW(R,Xc
null),WR(X; 0)}

allows for effect modification on the covariates included in the weighting step only and is fit

on data from all practices, producing estimates for the entire data.

Figure 6 in the Online Supplementary Materials shows the changes in rankings for different

profiles. The left plot compares the rankings for the system profile and that of Patient 1.
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There are substantial differences: 367 or 61.1% of the practices change their ranking by 10%

(60 ranking places) or more. The center plot makes a similar comparison between profiles

2 and 3, when only one covariate value (race) changes between profiles. 426 or 71% of the

practices change their ranking by 10% (60 ranking places) or more. To better grasp this

variation, the right plot shows the changes in relative positions after grouping the practices

by quintiles. Table 3 counts the number of practices for each of these changes: 176 or 29.3%

of the practices remain in the same quintile when the profile changes (diagonal of the matrix),

215 or 35.8% of the practices move up or down by one quintile, 209 or 34.8% move by two

or more quintiles, and 42 or 7% of the practices move from the top to the bottom quintile or

vice versa. This exemplifies that the profile — the “test” on which each practice is evaluated

— matters. Among other reasons, this is important for quality measurement that is used

for high-stakes purposes, such as public reporting or payment.

7 Discussion

Motivated by the problem of measuring the quality of cancer care delivered by providers

across the US, we have discussed a framework for institutional quality measurement which

addresses the heterogeneity of the patient population they serve. For this, we have in-

troduced the concept of a target covariate profile for quality measurement. This profile can

represent target populations and specific patients. Utilizing this profile, we have assessed the

empirical performance of several estimators that combine weighting and regression modeling

adjustments in a layered manner in order to reduce extrapolation. We have implemented

a form of adjustment that approximately balances the covariance matrices of the observed

covariates. In particular, we have highlighted the practical utility of weighting methods that

openly describe the target population and warn the investigator when case-mix adjustments

and performance estimates are infeasible without extrapolation beyond the support of the

data of a given practice.

With null covariates, the models must use data from other practices to produce estimates
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because data are absent for patients with these covariate values. As we have discussed, if the

investigator desires to estimates for practices with null covariates, there is no other option

than to rely on a model fitted in other practices. As we have shown it is important to be aware

of these different types of adjustments because they can have profound implications both

for individual practices and patients. In this context, we have discussed a constrained op-

timization approach to weighting which unlike existing unconstrained weighting approaches

provides an explicitly check for extrapolation via feasibility.

In this paper, we have also underscored the empirical performance of two approaches for case-

mix adjustments: one that uses balancing weights only, which does not require the outcomes

(and hence, is part of the design stage of the study) and conducts the adjustments by

interpolation; and another method that combines balancing weights and regression modeling,

and may extrapolate beyond the support of the data, although in a more robust and restricted

manner than traditional regression modeling approaches to quality measurement. While the

former approach is constrained by sparse data (in that it produces estimates only when

the case mix-adjustments are feasible by interpolation), it allows for effect modification for

all covariates in the target covariate profile and produces a sample-bounded estimator (i.e.,

one that is restricted to lie inside the range of the observed data). The latter approach

extrapolates but is applicable to the entirety of health providers in the data.

Starting from a covariate profile, this methodology is a means to target the quality mea-

surement of health care providers and to devise individualized recommendations for single

patients. Each patient has a covariate or risk profile. The patient asks: for a given outcome

(e.g., survival after one year), what is the typical performance of providers for patients with

a similar covariate profile to mine? The methodology first tells the patient which providers

have treated patients like them. Then, for the feasible providers, it produces performance

estimates. Although some providers may lack sufficient data to deliver customized estimates

without extrapolation, the methodology can still produce predictions for those providers, if
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the patient desires.

Future work will involve combining non-parametric balancing approaches for general covari-

ate profiles x∗ and statistical learning methods for the mean potential outcome function µp

as in Hirshberg and Wager (2021). This analysis applies to other settings besides health

care, including business and education, where instead of practices, we have companies and

schools. Likewise, this analysis also applies to individuals’ performance rather than institu-

tions, including physicians, school teachers, and executive officers.
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Table 2: Covariate profiles for the system and three hypothetical patients

System Patient 1 Patient 2 Patient 3
Age 76.10 70.77 78.34 78.34
Sex (Male) 0.34 1 0 0
Sex (Female) 0.66 0 1 1
Race (White) 0.82 1 1 0
Race (Black) 0.08 0 0 1
Race (Other) 0.10 0 0 0
Marital status (Married) 0.52 0 1 1
Marital status (Unmarried) 0.44 1 0 0
Percentage of residents without a high school education 13.09 27.75 13.57 13.57
Census-tract median household income 1.08 0.60 0.89 0.89
Charlson Comorbidity Index (0) 0.34 0 0 0
Charlson Comorbidity Index (1) 0.26 0 0 0
Charlson Comorbidity Index (2) 0.16 0 0 0
Charlson Comorbidity Index (≥3) 0.24 1 1 1
Cancer type (Breast) 0.35 0 0 0
Cancer type (Colorectal) 0.17 0 0 0
Cancer type (Lung) 0.34 1 0 0
Cancer type (Ovary) 0.02 0 0 0
Cancer type (Pancreas) 0.07 0 1 1
Cancer type (Prostate) 0.05 0 0 0
Cancer stage (1) 0.27 0 1 1
Cancer stage (2) 0.22 0 0 0
Cancer stage (3) 0.20 1 0 0
Cancer stage (4) 0.27 0 1 1
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Figure 2: Covariate balance relative to the system profile before and after weighting
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Figure 3: Estimated survival after one year for the system profile using SBW(R+
0 ,X) (left)

and {SBW(R,Xc
null),WR(X; 0)} (right).
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Table 3: Changes in quintile rankings of practices for the profiles of patients 2 and 3.

Patient 2 / 3 [1,120] (120,240] (240,361] (361,480] (480,600]
[1,120] 33 32 20 13 22
(120,240] 23 36 29 15 17
(240,361] 23 24 39 17 17
(361,480] 21 18 19 33 29
(480,600] 20 10 13 42 35
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Online Supplementary Materials

Notation

Table 4: Notation

i , Index of patient i = 1, ..., Ip in practice p = 1, ..., P
X i , Observed covariates of patient i

Xnull , Covariates in X that are null for at least one practice
Xc

null , Covariates that are not null, Xnull ∪Xc
null = X

∼
X , Transformations of the observed covariates X
U , Unobserved covariates
1p,i , Practice assignment indicator of patient i, p = 1, ..., P
Sp,i , Selection indicator of patient i into practice p = 1, ..., P

Yi(p) , Potential outcome of patient i under practice assignment
p

Yi , Observed outcome of patient i, Yi = ∑P
p=1 1p,iYi(p)

SBW(a, b) , Stable Balancing Weights with constraints a on the
weights to require non-negative weights and interpola-
tion adjustments (a = R+

0 ) or unrestricted weights and
extrapolation adjustments (a = R), and balance on the
covariates in b (e.g., b = Xc

null)
H , Hajek estimator

FE(b) , Fixed Effects regression adjustment for the covariates in
b (e.g., b = Xc

null) plus practice indicators
MR(b) , Multi Regression adjustment for the covariates in b (e.g.,

b = Xc
null)

WR(b) , Weighted Regression regression adjustment for the co-
variates in b (e.g., b = Xc

null) plus practice indicators

|

1



Methods considered in the empirical evaluations

2



Table 5: Methods considered in the empirical evaluations, {weighting,modeling}

{·,FE(X)} , Fixed Effects regression of the outcome on X and the
practice indicators; we fit one single model for all the
practices to then predict the patient outcomes and av-
erage them within each of the practices

{·,FE(
∼
X)} , Fixed Effects regression of the outcome on

∼
X and the

practice indicators; we fit one single model for all the
practices to then predict the patient outcomes and av-
erage them within each of the practices

{·,MR(X)} , Multi Regression of the outcome on X; we fit separate
models for each practice, to then predict the patient
outcomes and average them within each of the practices

{·,MR(
∼
X)} , Multi Regression of the outcome on

∼
X; we fit separate

models for each practice, to then predict the patient
outcomes and average them within each of the practices

{SBW(R+
0 ,X), ·} , Non-negative SBW with balance conditions for X

{SBW(R+
0 ,
∼
X), ·} , Non-negative SBW with balance conditions for

∼
X

{SBW(R,X), ·} , Relaxed SBW with balance conditions for X
{SBW(R,

∼
X), ·} , Relaxed SBW with balance conditions for

∼
X

{SBW(R,Xc
null),FE(Xnull, w)} , Fixed Effects regression of the outcome on Xnull, the

weights w = SBW(R,Xc
null), and the practice indica-

tors; we fit one single model for all the practices to then
predict the patient outcomes and average them within
each of the practices

{SBW(R,
∼
X

c

null),FE(
∼
Xnull, w)} , Fixed Effects regression of the outcome on

∼
Xnull, the

weights w = SBW(R,
∼
X

c

null), and the practice indica-
tors; we fit one single model for all the practices to then
predict the patient outcomes and average them within
each of the practices

{SBW(R,Xc
null),WR(X; 0)} , Weighted Regression of the outcome onX and the prac-

tice indicators; in the weighted regression, the weights
SBW(R,Xc

null) are truncated at 0; we fit one single
model for all the practices to then predict the patient
outcomes and average them within each of the practices

{SBW(R,
∼
X

c

null),WR(
∼
X; 0)} , Weighted Regression of the outcome on

∼
X and the prac-

tice indicators; in the weighted regression, the weights
SBW(R,

∼
X

c

null) are truncated at 0; we fit one single
model for all the practices to then predict the patient
outcomes and average them within each of the practices

3



Extrapolation with 30 covariates

Figure 4: Extrapolation with 30 covariates.
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Accuracy of estimated rankings
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Number of practices with at least one null covariate

Figure 5: Number of practices with at least one null covariate
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Distribution of null covariates

Table 7: Number of practices with at least one null covariate

Covariate Profile Violations
Age 0.278 0
Age (65-74) 0.459 0
Age (75-84) 0.421 0
Age (≥85) 0.120 2
Sex (Male) 0.339 6
Sex (Female) 0.661 3
Race (White) 0.822 1
Race (Black) 0.075 108
Race (Other) 0.102 69
Marital status (Married) 0.516 0
Marital status (Unmarried) 0.438 0
Census-level prop. of residents without a high school ed. 0.164 0
Census-level prop. of residents without a high school ed. (Quartile 1) 0.256 71
Census-level prop. of residents without a high school ed. (Quartile 2) 0.257 20
Census-level prop. of residents without a high school ed. (Quartile 3) 0.251 4
Census-level prop. of residents without a high school ed. (Quartile 4) 0.237 17
Census-tract median household income 0.230 0
Census-tract median household income (Quartile 1) 0.247 7
Census-tract median household income (Quartile 2) 0.250 0
Census-tract median household income (Quartile 3) 0.251 3
Census-tract median household income (Quartile 4) 0.252 60
Charlson Comorbidity Index (0) 0.345 0
Charlson Comorbidity Index (1) 0.259 0
Charlson Comorbidity Index (2) 0.159 0
Charlson Comorbidity Index (≥3) 0.237 0
Cancer type (Breast) 0.347 4
Cancer type (Colorectal) 0.171 10
Cancer type (Lung) 0.337 7
Cancer type (Ovary) 0.023 141
Cancer type (Pancreas) 0.075 28
Cancer type (Prostate) 0.048 55
Cancer stage (1) 0.269 3
Cancer stage (2) 0.217 0
Cancer stage (3) 0.196 3
Cancer stage (4) 0.274 2
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Changes in practice rankings for different covariate profiles

Figure 6: Changes in practice rankings for different covariate profiles. The right plot groups
the ranking by quintiles.
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Additional numerical results
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