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Despite the ongoing strong interest in associations between quality of care and the
volume of health care providers, a unified statistical framework for analyzing them
is missing, and many studies suffer from poor statistical modelling choices. We
propose a flexible, additive mixed model for studying volume-outcome associations
in health care that takes into account individual patient characteristics as well as
provider-specific effects through a multi-level approach. More specifically, we treat
volume as a continuous variable, and its effect on the considered outcome is mod-
elled as a smooth function. We take account of different case-mixes by including
patient-specific risk factors and of clustering on the provider level through random
intercepts. This strategy enables us to extract a smooth volume effect as well as
volume-independent provider effects. These two quantities can be compared di-
rectly in terms of their magnitude, which gives insight into the sources of variability
of quality of care. Based on a causal DAG, we derive conditions under which the
volume-effect can be interpreted as a causal effect. The paper provides confidence
sets for each of the estimated quantities relying on joint estimation of all effects and
parameters. Our approach is illustrated through simulation studies and an applica-
tion to German health care data.
Keywords: health care quality measurement, volume-outcome analysis, minimum
provider volume, additive regression models, random intercept

1. Introduction

Does the quality of medical care of a health care provider improve with the number of
treated patients? The answer to this question and also the magnitude of such a volume-
outcome effect depends strongly on the medical procedure or intervention under consider-
ation and on the considered adverse event, e.g. mortality, complications or readmissions.
Volume-outcome relationships have been found, for instance, for cardiovascular proce-
dures,4 pancreatic surgery,28 treatment of breast cancer,35 orthopaedic procedures such
as hip and knee arthroplasties45 and care of very low birth weight infants.20,42 While the
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usual expectation is that the number of adverse events is smaller in hospitals with larger
volume (decreasing volume-outcome relationship), there are also examples of increasing31

and non-monotonic volume-outcome relationships.18,32,37

Findings regarding volume-outcome relationships are important for political and adminis-
trative decisions about national and regional health care systems. For example, increasing
the treatment quality was a major goal when Portugal reformed perinatal care and closed
providers with low volume36 and when Denmark decided to reform and centralize its entire
hospital system.6 As another example, in the German health care system, threshold val-
ues of minimum caseloads regulate specific stationary medical treatments for which there
is evidence in favor of a decreasing volume-outcome relationship, such as liver and kidney
transplantations or the treatment of very low birth weight infants.15,22 Understanding
the connections between volume and outcome can thus enable sensible administrative
decisions and lead to effective interventions or strategies. Evidence on volume-outcome
relationships is also used by private and public healthcare purchasers, such as the CMS
or the Leapfrog Group, to selectively refer specific patients to larger providers.7,46

Several mechanisms have been put forward to explain the decreasing volume-outcome re-
lationship, which can act simultaneously:32 On the one hand, higher volume may result in
higher quality due to a training effect (practice makes perfect). Also, larger hospitals may
have more specialist staff and equipment.5 According to this explanation, volume can be
regarded as a proxy, which loses its importance when the provider properties that influ-
ence the outcome more directly, such as experience and equipment, are accessible. On the
other hand, reversing the causal direction, higher quality may lead to higher demand (se-
lective referral). These different mechanisms illustrate the delicate question of causality
and make clear that it is important to understand where the quality differences between
providers come from in order to implement effective interventions. If, for instance, the
presence of special equipment is a main driver for the quality of a treatment, interven-
tions that aim at structural requirements may be more efficient than minimum caseload
requirements. However, the intervention on more direct effects is often not possible or
associated with a great deal of effort. We provide a causal DAG (directed acyclic graph)
which helps formalising causal mechanisms and makes assumed dependencies between the
relevant quantities transparent.
From a statistical point of view, the volume outcome problem is a regression problem,
where the outcome is regressed on the volume and other variables. The modelling choices
that have been employed in prior volume-outcome analyses are quite varied. A unified
statistical framework is missing, which makes it difficult to compare results. The different
approaches have different advantages, but some also exhibit critical statistical problems.
This may lead to a biased estimate of the volume-outcome relationship as well as a bias
when estimating significance or statistical uncertainty.
Our approach combines different statistical techniques, avoids known problems, enables
valuable conclusions that other approaches do not offer, and performs well for a large
variety of settings relevant for volume-outcome relationships. We achieve all this by
constructing a flexible generalized additive mixed model (GAMM) which includes all
covariates at once in a coherent fashion and allows joint estimation of all effects.
As a central feature of our approach, we treat volume as a continuous variable. In contrast
to that, the common practice for volume-outcome analyses consists in discretising volume
into a small number of groups.4,35,49 Such discretizations are in general considered as
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poor statistical practice.5,43 If volume is treated as a continuous variable at all, its effect
is often modelled linearly.11,37 We propose to use a smooth volume effect that allows to
model the effect in a more flexible, realistic and less arbitrary way. The functional form
and the amount of smoothness is estimated from the data. Our approach thus allows
to identify simple linear as well as nonlinear, monotonous as well as non-monotonous
associations. This also enables meaningful comparisons across different volume-outcome
studies, which are difficult when different studies discretize volume in different ways.
Furthermore, we take into account the clustered structure of the data which arises from
the patients being nested within providers. We implement this through random intercepts,
which exhibit a number of advantages explained in detail below. In any case, clustering
should not be ignored, since otherwise estimates of the volume effect may be biased and
the statistical uncertainty will often be underestimated.17,42,48

We directly compare the effect of volume on the outcome with that of other provider prop-
erties not related to the volume in order to assess how much of the variability of quality
of care can be attributed to volume-related differences compared with other differences
between providers. This assessment is important, because the variability of the quality
of care among hospitals of comparable volume has, for instance, been put forward as an
argument against minimum caseload requirements.29

We are not aware of previous analyses that offer such a flexible and general approach where
all components are jointly modelled allowing for appropriate uncertainty quantification;
let alone the additional level of insight through the comparison of provider effects just
mentioned. Previous comparable publications did not report the estimated volume effect
itself or did not offer significance statements and confidence bands, which are crucial for
critical reflection of results.
We illustrate our approach in a simulation study as well as an application to German
health care data on the treatment of very low birth weight infants.14 The latter analysis
was done by the Federal Institute for Quality Assurance and Transparency in Healthcare
(IQTIG), the central institution for statutory quality assurance in the German public
healthcare system. The IQTIG conducts volume-outcome analyses and threshold-value
analyses in order to provide statistical advice for the Federal Joint Committee (Gemein-
samer Bundesausschuss, G-BA), which is responsible for stipulating the German minimum
caseload requirements. Such analyses motivated the development of the methodology pre-
sented in this paper.
The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces notation, visualizes our assump-
tions on the relationship between the relevant variables in the data generating process
in a causal DAG and describes our statistical approach in detail. Sections 3 and 4 are
devoted to illustrating our approach by way of a simulation study and the application to
German health care data on the treatment of very low birth weight infants. The paper
closes with a discussion on the aspect of interventions and gives an outlook.

2. Flexible Volume-Outcome Analyses

Our approach relies on the availability of data for individual patients as opposed to
the case where researchers can only access and analyse aggregated data (on the level
of providers); see Section 2.6 for a discussion. Based on the individual patient data, we
model the probability for the individual binary outcomes.
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Let I denote the number of providers under consideration, and let ni be the number of pa-
tients of provider i ∈ {1,2, . . . , I} within the time period under consideration. We denote
the unknown probability of the considered binary outcome for patient j ∈ {1,2, . . . , ni}
treated by provider i ∈ {1,2, . . . , I} as πij. The corresponding outcome is given by
Yij ∼ Ber(πij) and the total number of available observations by N = ∑I

i=1 ni. Our main
interest consists in detecting the relation between the provider volume vi and the prob-
ability πij. We first need to specify precisely what we mean by volume. In the simplest
case, one may use the caseload ni as the volume. As mentioned in Section 1, the volume
can be interpreted as a proxy for underlying unobserved properties of the provider. While
the observed caseload inevitably fluctuates between years, one may assume that the un-
derlying unobserved properties (such as staff experience or equipment) do not fluctuate
to the same extent. Therefore one may average the caseload over several years in order to
obtain a more stable proxy. We discuss this in detail in the example in Section 4. Another
definition of volume that is sometimes used is the provider bed count.17

2.1. Visualisation in a causal DAG

As a first step towards a suitable statistical model, we draw a causal directed acyclic graph
(DAG)39 that visualizes relevant variables in the data generating process in terms of the
research question and assumptions on their causal dependencies. Although regression
analyses have a clear direction in the sense that one variable is regressed on other vari-
ables, they alone—without further assumptions—purely allow statements on associations
between variables. However, associations are not necessarily helpful for decision makers
when it comes to interventions as the different mechanisms that may lead to volume-
outcome associations demonstrate (see Section 1). Instead, the interest commonly lies in
the causal effect of volume of the past on future outcomes as it is particularly relevant
for decision makers whether one can improve the outcomes by intervening on the volume.
Albeit a simplified representation, the DAG presented here helps us to make our assump-
tions transparent and to decide which variables should be included in the regression model
in order to allow interpretations beyond associations.
Figure 1 shows the DAG for the assumed underlying data generating process. To keep
the DAG as clear as possible, we only include nodes and edges that are necessary for
addressing the question of a volume-outcome relationship. Node v denotes the provider’s
volume of the past. The provider characteristics are included in node S. They con-
sist of both volume-associated and non-volume-associated characteristics related to the
provider’s treatment quality, e.g. practical experience, equipment and previous perfor-
mance. Node x includes the patient’s characteristics (called risk factors in the following),
observable or not, such as pre-existing illnesses, that both influence the patient’s outcome
Y and are related to the choice of a provider.
The choice is represented byC which contains variables that influence which patient (more
precisely with which risk factors x) is treated by which provider (with which volume of the
past v and characteristics S). Node C thus represents a common cause of v, x and S that
explains correlation between them. For example, one often observes that smaller providers
mainly see patients with lower risks, while high risk patients tend to be treated in larger
hospitals.4,17,28,31 Thus, C contains information on the region with its demographics and
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Figure 1: DAG for volume-outcome relationship.

provider landscape and also on medical guidelines that control how high-risk patients are
deferred to better-equipped providers.
The edge from volume v to S includes, e.g., the effect of practical experience on the
provider’s treatment quality. The patient’s outcome Y is influenced by both the patient-
specific risk factors x as well as the provider’s characteristics S.
Based on the interest in the causal effect of volume on outcome, we see that several paths
lead from the provider’s volume of the past, v, to the patient’s outcome, Y . Only the
directed paths (in which all edges point forward) describe a causal effect. There is a causal
path v → S → Y that covers the explanation of practice-makes-perfect or can be explained
by, e.g., more specialized equipment of providers with higher volume leading to better
treatment results. Note that this path describes only indirect causal effects from volume
v via S on Y , and the volume itself is only a proxy, which gains importance for decision
makers when the provider characteristics S are not directly accessible for interventions
(see Section 1 and the discussion on consequences for interventions in Section 5).
All non-causal paths between v and Y go through the common cause C. The paths via
both C and S cover—among other things—the selective-referral explanation according to
which the choice of a provider depends on its characteristics (including former outcomes)
leading to higher volumes for providers with better performance.
In order to unbiasedly estimate the causal effect of v on Y , we would thus aim to account
for all common causes in C, which is difficult or even impossible in practice. We can,
however, try to account for the relevant risk factors x that are both related to the choice
where the patient is treated and have an effect on the patient’s outcome.
Suppose that we can account for these patient’s risk factors. Then the only remaining
non-causal path from v to Y that may induce correlation goes through first C and then S.
This path can only be neglected if one can assume that the observed correlation between
v and Y can largely be traced back to the causal effect of v on S (e.g. more practice,
change of internal processes, need and money to purchase specialized equipment) rather
than to the common cause C (e.g. changes in provider landscape or selective referral). If
this is the case the arrow from C to S could be omitted.
To sum up, whether the estimated effect of volume on outcome can be interpreted causally
thus depends on the one hand on whether all relevant patient risk factors are taken into
account and on the other hand on the relevance of the non-causal association between v
and S compared to the causal effect of v on S.

5



Modelling volume-outcome relationships Gutzeit, Rauh, Kähler, Cederbaum

2.2. Statistical Model

As a main benefit from constructing the DAG, we know which factors potentially cause
confounding of the volume-effect and should therefore preferably be incorporated in the
statistical analysis. Further decisions in setting up the concrete regression model concern
the outcome distribution and specific modelling of the individual effects.

As we focus on a binary outcome, a logistic model for the probability πij suggests itself.
In particular, consider

logit(πij) = ηij + bi, (1)

where the effect ηij ∈ R depends on the observed patient-specific risk factors x̃ij (including
the global intercept) and bi ∈ R on the provider-specific factors in S. Note the difference
between the vector x of all risk factors that are related to both the choice of a provider
and the patient’s outcome Y in the DAG and the vector x̃ij of those that are actually
observed and can be included in the model.
When selecting the patient-specific risk factors and when modelling the functional form
of ηij, the general rules of confounder control and risk adjustment apply regarding the
choice and modelling of risk factors.9,24

In the simplest case, ηij may be a linear predictor of the form

ηij = x̃⊺ijβ. (2)

In more complicated situations, ηij may include smooth terms for continuous patient-
specific risk factors or interactions between different risk factors.
With regard to the provider-specific component in (1), we propose the decomposition

bi = fvol(vi) + ui, (3)

where fvol is the smooth volume effect modelled through penalized splines and ui ∈ R is
a volume-independent provider-specific effect modelled as a random intercept. These two
effects are discussed in detail in Sections 2.3 and 2.4. Note that, in light of the discussion of
Section 2.1, fvol incorporates the causal effect of v onto S as well the potential non-causal
effect of v onto S via C.
One may also include further provider-specific covariates, if such information is available—
for instance, a parameter for teaching hospitals or parameters for certain structural prop-
erties such as the availability of certain equipment or staff. Note that including further
provider-specific covariates can change the volume effect fvol as well as the volume-
independent provider-specific effect ui.
In sum, our model becomes

logit(πij) = ηij + fvol(vi) + ui
´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶

=bi

. (4)

The observations are assumed to be conditionally independent given the included covari-
ates:

Yij ∣ x̃ij, vi, ui
ind.∼ Ber(πij).
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The model’s conditional nature also determines how to interpret the results. For instance,
one has to be aware that adding covariates for provider properties affects the interpretation
of fvol. With additional covariates, fvol describes how the risk depends on the volume
for providers coinciding with respect to those covariates. On top of that, again, fvol can
only be interpreted as the causal volume effect if x̃ij and xij do not differ essentially (i.e.,
if all relevant risk factors are observed) and if the relevance of the non-causal association
between v and S is negligable compared to the causal effect of v on S.

Depending on the specific application, Model (4) can be extended in different ways with-
out affecting our methodology. For instance, when data about longer time periods are
available, one may have to decide whether any of the parameters has to be modelled as
time-dependent. We present an example in Section 4.
Aside from that, the model may be extended by introducing interactions between the
provider-specific factors ui or fvol(vi) and the patient-specific risk factors. The assump-
tion that such interactions are not relevant is often made, mostly because of technical
convenience and because it is difficult to estimate a large number of interaction param-
eters. It has been found that the assumption still leads to a good model, as long as
interactions are not too strong.51 However, if it turns out that interactions between the
volume vi and the patient-specific risk factors x̃ij are relevant, then the volume effect
may depend in a strong way on the patient-specific risk factors; that is, a uniform volume
effect for the outcome and patient population under consideration does not exist. In that
case, not all patients profit equally from a potential volume-dependent intervention (and
some patient groups may even be harmed if the direction of the effect depends on patient
characteristics).

2.3. The volume effect

A central aspect of our approach consists in modelling the volume effect fvol as a smooth
function in vi. This makes it possible to detect a wide range of possible effects, including
monotonic and non-monotonic ones. The functions’ smoothness reflects the assumption
that the effect of volume on the outcome probability would not abruptly change once the
volume takes a slightly higher or lower value. We penalize the wiggliness of the estimated
function f̂vol by a penalty term controlled by a smoothness parameter in order to cope
with overfitting.8 The smoothness parameter is jointly estimated along with all other
model parameters as part of the unified estimation procedure.55

In contrast to that, the common practice of using volume groups restricts the volume
effect to be a step function based on a rather arbitrary partition. This dramatically
limits the range of possible shapes and inevitably causes unrealistic jump discontinuities.
Furthermore, results may exhibit a strong sensitivity regarding the chosen partition, i.e.
the specific boundaries between volume groups,18 which can also be seen in examples.4,35,49

To overcome the limitations of discrete volume groups, Nimptsch and Mansky37 redo their
analyses with a linear volume effect. They observe that in some cases, a volume effect that
appears significant when the volume is discretized is no longer significant when volume
is treated linearly. They fail to conclude that their results provide evidence that a linear
model is inappropriate in these examples. This example demonstrates that a more flexible
model is needed in general.5 The penalized spline approach also requires certain choices,
albeit much less consequential ones.8
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When specifying the spline, the particular distribution of observed provider volumes de-
serves special attention. In the context of splines, different approaches exist to take into
account imbalances in this distribution:52,55 bases with quantile-based knots, knot-free
splines or adaptive smoothing. In extreme cases it may be necessary to transform the
provider volumes (e.g. log-transformation).17 Employing such strategies is recommend-
able in order to cope with uncertainty in regions with little or no data on the one hand
and prevent oversimplification in regions with many observations on the other hand.
Of course, other continuous patient-specific risk factors (or provider properties) should be
treated analogously.

2.4. The provider-specific random intercept

The provider-specific random intercepts explicitly model dependence between observa-
tions from a common provider, i.e. clustering. They directly represent differences between
providers that are not covered by the volume effect or other available provider proper-
ties. However, they have to be interpreted carefully, because they may under certain
circumstances also depend on patient properties: If there are relevant unobserved risk
factors that are unevenly distributed among the providers, their effect is also picked up
by the random intercepts.2 When clustering of providers is ignored, the importance of
the volume effect tends to be overestimated.48

We assume that the random intercepts are normally distributed,

ui
iid∼ N (0, τ 2),

and stochastically independent from all other model covariates. These typical assump-
tions16,44 are generally not too restrictive.34,47

The associated standard deviation τ > 0 is estimated along with the other parameters and
deserves some attention: It explicitly quantifies the heterogeneity between providers be-
yond the heterogeneity that can be explained by variations in volume and other provider-
specific as well as patient-specific effects incorporated in the model. This enables direct
comparisons between the two components of the provider-specific effect bi (see (3)), i.e.
the volume effect fvol and the volume-independent effect represented by the ui.
In principle, other methods for taking into account clustering exist. Instead of random
intercepts one may consider fixed effects. However, fixed effects may cause identifia-
bility problems as fvol also represents a fixed effect on the provider level,47 and they
may be numerically less stable when there are small providers without adverse events.
One solution to this is to apply Firth regression to estimate penalized provider-specific
fixed effects.10,50 Another alternative to conditional modelling through random intercepts
consists in marginal modelling where the dependence of outcomes of patients treated
by the same provider is accounted for in the covariance structure rather than in the
mean.12,27,37,38

However, the random intercept approach exhibits an important advantage over both these
alternatives: It directly yields an estimate of the valuable parameter τ which has the
natural interpretation of measuring the between-provider heterogeneity. Furthermore,
conditional modelling (as opposed to marginal modelling) better suits the objective of
measuring a volume effect that is adjusted for between-provider and between-patient
differences that are independent of differences in volume.
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The question remains how to specify the clusters. For instance, one could group patients
with respect to the attending physician rather than the hospital. Such a choice very
much concerns the scientific question since individual physician volume and hospital vol-
ume represent different aspects.5 While physician volume strongly emphasizes individual
experience and human factors, the availability of technical equipment may correlate more
with hospital volume, for instance. However, even if the more detailed information is
available and of interest, this may lead to a very high number of random intercepts ui
with potentially imprecise estimates.

2.5. Statistical Inference

As part of the volume-outcome analysis, a statistical test for the hypotheses

H0 ∶ fvol ≡ const. vs. H0 ∶ fvol ≢ const. (5)

can be performed which corresponds to testing if the volume effect is zero/non-existent,
against the alternative that there is an effect somewhere between the lowest and highest
observed volumes. A suitable test statistic as well as associated confidence bands based
on a Bayesian perspective of the model have already been derived for GAMMs; for more
details we refer to the relevant literature.33,53 Furthermore, a test on the existence of the
random intercepts, i.e. a test for the null hypothesis τ = 0 versus the alternative τ > 0, is
available.54

We propose to compare the volume effect fvol and the volume-independent provider effect
ui through evaluating odds ratios with respect to the volume on the one hand and the
median odds ratio of the random intercepts on the other hand.30

We first elaborate on the volume effect. Consider two (hypothetical) providers i1, i2 with
the same random intercept, u = ui1 = ui2 , but different volumes v1 ≠ v2. Consider two
patients, one that is treated by provider i1 and the other by i2, and assume that the
patients are identical with respect to all patient-specific covariates x̃ included in the
model. Then, the odds ratio comparing the odds of the outcome for the patient treated
by provider i1 with those of the patient treated by provider i2 is given by

OR(v1, v2) =
Odds(Y = 1 ∣ x̃, v1, u)
Odds(Y = 1 ∣ x̃, v2, u)

= exp (fvol(v1) − fvol(v2)). (6)

Note that OR(v1, v2) compares the volume effects adjusted for provider characteristics
(u) and patient characteristics (x̃). Estimates ÔR(v1, v2) can be obtained as plug-in
estimates. In the supplemental material, Section A, we provide an algorithm to obtain
confidence intervals for OR.
Now, given odds ratios for varying volumes, we require a quantity describing the volume-
independent provider effect allowing for a direct comparison. The median odds ratio
(MOR)30 based on the standard deviation of the random intercepts, τ , provides just that.
It is defined as

MOR = exp (−
√

2Φ−1(3/4)τ) , τ > 0.

The MOR always lies in (0,1) and can be interpreted as follows: Consider two patients
which are identical with respect to their risk factors in the model. Assume that the
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patients are randomly assigned to providers with the same volume but (potentially) dif-
ferent random intercepts. This yields a random odds ratio for the outcome of interest
between the patient treated by the lower risk provider (smaller random intercept) and
the patient treated by the higher risk provider. The median of this random odds ratio’s
distribution is the MOR. Hence, the MOR, just as τ , quantifies the magnitude of the
volume-independent provider effect as measured through the random intercepts without
depending on other properties of the patient or provider. A plugin-in-estimate can be
obtained based on the estimate τ̂ . Due to the strict monotonicity of the MOR as a func-
tion of τ , confidence intervals for τ directly yield confidence intervals for the MOR by
transforming the limits.

2.6. Using aggregated data

Whenever one lacks data on the individual patient level, the analysis will have to rely on
aggregated results on the provider level.20,42 At best, those results are already adjusted
for patient-specific risk factors. For instance, that would be the case for standardized
mortality ratios (SMRs).23 Of course, such an approach requires no consideration of
clusters.
Clearly, from a purely statistical point of view, working with aggregated results is subop-
timal and comes along with a loss of information.5 For instance, with aggregated results it
is usually not possible to properly adjust for confounding by patient-specific risk factors
since patient-specific effects and the volume effect are estimated in two separate steps
rather than simultaneously in a joint model. Also, it is difficult to incorporate the uncer-
tainty of the risk adjustment procedure into the analysis. In any case, one has to take into
account that the aggregated results of smaller providers have more statistical variability
than those of larger providers, which may be addressed by down-weighting the data from
smaller providersI. That being said, aggregated results exhibit the the advantage that
they are often more easily available.

2.7. Software

Algorithms to fit GAMMs are implemented in all major statistical software packages. For
R, we recommend the flexible, fast and well-validated package mgcv.41,55,56 It offers a
penalized maximum likelihood approach very well suited to estimate all quantities (with
confidence sets) described in this section in a unified fashion; including the smoothness
parameter. The source code for the simulation study in Section 3 is available on GitHub26

and demonstrates how our approach can be implemented using mgcv.
In principle, many choices of spline bases and penalty approaches exist.40 We recommend
to study their impact on the overall results in sensitivity analyses, especially if the provider
volumes vi are unevenly spread.

IIn comparison, when working with individual patient data, each data point carries the same weight,
but clustering of the data into providers must be taken into account.
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3. Simulations

We apply our estimation approach in a simulation study. The goal of the simulation study
is to apply our methods to a setting with parameter values that we consider realistic and
to observe how reliably our methods detect the volume effect as the number of hospitals
and the underlying shape of the volume effect varies. We include two patient-specific risk
factors: one binary factor and one continuous factor with a linear effect (yielding a simple
linear predictor ηij = x̃⊺ijβ, see (2)). The parameters of the simulation are summarized in
Table 1. The R-code for the simulation and its analysis is available at GitHub.26

parameter value description

I (see text) the number of providers
µn 100 the average volume of the providers
fvol (see text) the volume effect
τ 0.5 the standard deviation of the provider effects
π1 0.3 the prevalence of the binary risk factor
β0 logit−1(0.1) intercept
β1 0.3 coefficient of the binary risk factor
β2 0.5 coefficient of the linear risk factor

Table 1: The parameters of the simulation.

Given the parameters, we generate data according to the following algorithm. For each
provider i = 1, . . . , I:

1. Draw the caseload ni ∼ Poisson(µn).

2. Draw the provider effect ui ∼ N (0, τ 2).

3. For each patient j = 1, . . . , ni:

a) Draw the discrete risk factor xij1 ∼ Bernoulli(π1).
b) Draw the continuous risk factor xij2 ∼ N (0,1).
c) Draw the outcome according to

P(Yij = 1 ∣ ui, ni, xij1, xij2) = logit(β0 + β1xij1 + β2xij2 + fvol(ni) + ui).

After simulating the data, we fit Model (4), where we use the caseload as the volume
(vi = ni).
In this section, we focus on the case of a U-shaped volume-outcome relationship: fvol(n) =
1/1000(n − 100)2. The supplemental material (Section B) contains results for the case of
no volume-outcome relationship and for the case of a linear volume-outcome relationship.
The results in the linear case are similar to the results in the U-shaped case. The case of
no volume-outcome relationship confirms that the false discovery rate can be controlled
by the significance level in the sense that, for instance, the p-value of the test for a
volume effect lies below 0.05 in approximately 5% of the simulation runs. Moreover, in
this section, we keep the standard deviation of the provider effects τ fixed at 0.5. Results
for other values of τ are presented in the supplemental material (Section B). Those results
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a) b)

Figure 2: a) Illustration of the estimated volume effect f̂vol in 50 simulation runs with a
true U-shaped volume-outcome relationship (in red), I = 200 and τ = 0.5. Curves
are green if the p-value of the test for a volume effect is ≤ 0.05. b) Estimates
of the odds ratio OR(90, 100) obtained in several simulation runs. For each
number of hospitals, 50 runs were made. The true value is plotted in red.

are quite similar; however, when τ becomes larger, it becomes more difficult to reliably
detect a volume effect.
Figure 2a) shows the estimated volume effect for 50 simulation runs with I = 200 providers.
The estimated volume effects lie reasonably close to the true volume effect (red line).
Figure 6 in the supplemental material shows the estimate of the volume effect for four
of these simulation runs, together with confidence bands. To illustrate the estimation of
odds ratios OR(v1, v2), we focus on the exemplary odds ratio OR(90,100). Figure 2b)
shows the distribution of the estimates of the odds ratio OR(90,100) for 500 simulation
runs for I = 100,200, . . . ,1000. The variation of the estimates around the true value
(horizontal red line) is reasonably small, at least when the number of hospitals is not too
small. Figure 7 in the supplemental material shows estimates with confidence intervals
of OR(90,100) for 200 simulation runs and illustrates how confidence intervals become
smaller as I increases.
Figure 3a) shows the estimated value of τ . The estimates τ̂ lie close to the true value
when I is large enough. Figure 3b) shows the p-value of the test for a volume effect.
The p-values spread more when the number of hospitals is small. This suggests that, in
a setting that closely matches the parameters of our simulation, it becomes difficult to
reliably detect the volume-outcome relationship when the number of hospitals is 200 or
smaller. Of course, detecting a volume-outcome relationship may still be possible with
fewer hospitals if either the effect is stronger or if data from several years are available
(as in the example in Section 4). In contrast, the provider effect was always significant
(p-value less than 10−9 in all simulation runs).
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a) b)

Figure 3: Results from 500 simulation runs (50 runs for each number of hospitals). a) The
estimate τ̂ . The horizontal line marks the true value. b) The p-value of the test
for a volume effect. The dashed horizontal lines mark the canonical significance
levels 0.05 and 0.005.

4. Application to hospital data on very low birth

weight infants

Background.

The retrospective analysis aims at estimating the volume effect fvol in the treatment of
very low birth weight (VLBW) infants, i.e. newborns with birth weights below 1250g.
The outcome of interest is death and the providers correspond to the German neonatal
intensive care units (NICU).

Data.

The study uses data from the QFR program,13 which is maintained by the IQTIG and,
among other things, runs a public website that summarizes treatment outcomes of VLBW
infants at German NICUs.25 Our study is based on the data from the years 2014–2018,
the available database consists of 29,048 documented infants. This essentially covers all
VLBW infants born in Germany during these years. When fitting the model, we exclude
palliative care patients and infants born before the 24th week of gestation as these patients
are not considered suited for measuring quality of care. After this exclusion, 26,043
patients remain in 163 providers. The resulting population exhibits an overall death rate
of about 7.3%. However,we use the full database of 29,048 patients when computing
the providers’ volumes vi, since these patients also count towards the minimum caseload
requirements15 and since one may presume that these patients also add to the experience
of the staff.
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Model.

The provider’s volume can be operationalized in different ways: Defining vi as a simple
five-year-average volume is an easy approach; alternatively, one may associate each patient
with the volume of the respective provider within the respective year, yielding a time-
dependent version of vi.
In the case of the VLBW-study, we use a construction that is primarily guided by two
aspects: Firstly, from a causal perspective, future patients cannot possibly affect a present
patient so that a simple five-year-average appears inappropriate. For example, the treat-
ment outcome of an infant born in 2014 cannot causally depend on the provider volume
in year 2018. Secondly, as already mentioned in Section 1, the volume can be interpreted
as a proxy for other properties of the provider. While the volume inevitably fluctuates be-
tween years, one may assume that the underlying properties (such as staff experience) do
not fluctuate to the same extent. Therefore, one may assume that averaging the volume
over several years gives a better and more stable proxy. Figure 15 in the supplemental
material depicts the volume fluctuations observed in the VLBW data.
Taking into account both aspects, we use a cumulative average: Say, the analysis is based
on observations from consecutive years 0,1, . . . , h and we have access to the volume per
year ṽki of provider i for the years k ∈ {−s, . . . ,−1,0,1, . . . , h}, with s ≥ 0 . Here, s > 0
means that historical provider volumes are available. The volumes are then defined as

vki = (
k

∑
l=−s

ṽli) /(
k

∑
l=−s

1{ṽli>0}) , k ∈ {0,1, . . . , u}. (7)

Hence, the volume of provider i in year k is the average of all available non-zero volumes
per year of provider i up to year k. Therefore, we use a model that generalizes our
standard model (4) such that the volume becomes time-dependent. In the present study,
volumes were available from 2012 onwards (s = 2).
In total, we arrive at the following model formula for the probability πk

ij that the jth
infant treated by provider i in year k dies in hospital:

logit(πk
ij) = βk

0 + ηkij + fvol(v
k
i ) + ui. (8)

The risk factors x̃k
ij were taken from the risk adjustment model of the QFR mortality

indicator.21 Two of the risk factors (both related to birth weight in grams) were treated
as continuous variables with smooth effects just as the provider volume. Following that
same model, we have added a year-dependent intercept βk

0 in order to model possible time
trends over the five year period. The time dependence was weak, and it was not deemed
necessary to allow time-dependence for the effects of the patient characteristics.
We also assume that the volume-independent effect ui is constant over the years. This
reflects the idea that the associated provider properties remain relatively stable and fluc-
tuate less strongly than the caseload over a period of five years.
Finally, we assume that the volume effect fvol is time constant. We relaxed this condition
in a sensitivity analysis, in which we did not find a strong time dependence. Notable
fluctuations in fvol over the years would have to be analyzed and understood before
drawing any conclusions about minimum caseload requirements.
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Figure 4: Illustration of the estimated volume effect f̂vol (solid line) in the VLBW-study
on the logistic scale; including a simultaneous 95%-confidence-band, indication
of the volume-independent provider effects’ magnitude (dashed lines) and a
histogram of the used provider volumes.

Results.

Figure 4 shows the estimated volume effect f̂vol, a simultaneous 95%-confidence-band for

fvol as well as f̂vol ± τ̂ . A sum-to-zero constraint ensures the centering of f̂vol around
the reference value zero. The fact that the confidence band does not fully cover the
reference line indicates a significant volume effect (level α = 0.05) with respect to the
testing problem (5); the p-value in that particular example approximately equals 0.014.
Moreover, the dashed lines suggest a strong influence of the volume-independent provider
effects ui. This influence is quantified through the estimated M̂OR ≈ 0.665. Compared to
that, volume-based odds ratios often remain closer to 1 even for relatively high differences
v2 − v1, e.g.

OR(20,40) ≈ 0.902, OR(20,70) ≈ 0.774, OR(20,100) ≈ 0.664.

Thus, in this example, volume-independent provider effects appear to exert quite a strong
influence on the outcomes compared to the volume effect. The last value marks a con-
stellation of volumes where the volume effect (on the OR scale) approximately equals the
MOR, i.e. only a very large increase in volume (from 20 to 100) has an equally strong effect
on the outcome as the variability of the volume-independent provider characteristics.

Actually, Figure 4 does not yet fully address our main objective: understanding the
relation between the outcome probability, i.e. here probability of death, and the volume
effect fvol. In order to obtain a visualisation on the probability scale, we propose the
following strategy based on Equation (4). Computing a meaningful probability of the
form

π(v) = logit−1 (η + fvol(v) + u)

requires suitable fixed choices for η and u. If we ensure that these choices represent an
average patient, the resulting curve should reside in a range on the probability axis which
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Figure 5: Illustration of the estimated volume effect f̂vol in the VLBW-study on a prob-
abilistic scale; including a simultaneous 95%-confidence-band, indication of the
volume-independent provider effects’ magnitude and a histogram of the used
provider volumes.

adequately reflects the observed data. Therefore, let

η̂∗ = logit( 1

N

I

∑
i=1

ni

∑
j=1

logit−1 (ηij))

and, based on that,
π∗(v) = logit−1 (η̂∗ + f̂vol(v)) .

In particular, u is omitted in both expressions as the ui have zero mean by definition, so
that u = 0 represents an average provider in terms of its volume-independent effect. The
function π∗(v) is depicted in Figure 5.
Note that such a construction does not add information regarding the statistical evaluation
of the volume effect. That is, Figure 5 carries essentially the same information as Figure 4),
but it illustrates its relevance due to the close connection to the observed death rate.

In terms of practical consequences, the estimated effect can be considered relevant and
decreases monotonically.
Under the assumption that relevant patient-specific risk factors have been sufficiently
accounted for, this suggests that it may be worth to consider a volume-based intervention
such as a minimum provider volume.
In addition, interventions that are not based on the volume (but may act on either C or
S directly, see Section 2.1) should be considered. Especially if the correlations induced
by C are strong, a volume-based intervention may be less effective than the estimated
volume-outcome relationship suggests. Moreover, the substantial uncertainty associated
with the estimated volume effect may lead to an over- or underestimation of the impact
of the intervention.
The strong volume-independent provider effects suggest that besides the focus on providers
with small volumes, improvements also for providers with larger volumes should be aimed
at.
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Apart from assessing the effectiveness of possible interventions in terms of the considered
outcome, decision makers must carefully weigh the expected benefit against potential
negative side effects, e.g. health care shortage in certain regions.

5. Discussion

In this paper, we have presented, discussed and applied a versatile approach for the
statistical analysis of volume-outcome associations in health care based on individual
patient data.
The discussion of our DAG in Figure 1 (Section 2.1) leads to two requirements for in-
terpreting the estimated volume-outcome association as a causal effect instead of simply
stating that there is an association. Fulfilling or verifying these requirements may cer-
tainly prove difficult as it essentially depends on information one cannot access directly.
Furthermore, the DAG only incorporates possible interventions in a simplified way as they
will usually affect the provider landscape as a whole rather than only a single provider.
For example, if a provider cannot meet new regulations as part of an intervention, demand
from other providers will increase.
That touches the additional question of transportability:3 The relationship is usually
estimated from observational data, and one has to ask how this relationship changes
in the course of the intervention. Is it reasonable to assume that the ‘new’ providers
after the intervention are similar to those ‘old’ providers in the fitting data that have
a comparable volume? Predictions will tend to be more reliable if they concern rather
moderate interventions (such as small modifications of minimum caseload requirements)
that preserve a large fraction of larger hospitals.
Moreover, one has to take into account that the effect of any intervention will not be
immediate, because it takes some time until the mechanisms behind the volume-outcome
associations start to have an impact.

This work opens up a number of interesting directions for future developments. There
are statistical methods to estimate potential threshold values for the volume, e.g., based
on break point models. Apart from that, one may employ the estimated volume-outcome
association to quantify the potential effect of certain interventions: What is the expected
number/proportion of adverse events which could be prevented through a suitable inter-
vention? However, note that the statistical analysis of the volume-outcome relationship
alone does not suffice to answer the question if any proposed intervention is actually pru-
dent in an administrative or clinical sense. For instance, the predicted benefit needs to be
balanced against potential negative side-effects such as an increase of the travel distance
from patients to providers.6,19

Moreover, we focus on a logistic model (binary outcome) as that case is common in health
care. However, clearly, central ingredients such as the smooth effect modelled through
splines and random intercepts agree just as well with other outcome distributions (e.g.
Gaussian or multinomial).

A volume-outcome analysis based on observational data will in many cases be the best
way to generate a meaningful estimate of the volume effect and possible administrative de-
cisions will therefore strongly depend on it. In this work, we proposed a flexible modelling
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approach that relies on a joint analysis of the effect of the patient-specific risk factors, the
effect of provider volume and the effect of volume-independent provider characteristics.
The approach puts particular emphasis on a flexible, smooth volume effect covering a
wide range of possible monotonous or non-monotonous volume-outcome associations as
well as the clustered structure of the data. We paved the way to go beyond reporting
pure associations by stating conditions under which the volume effect can be interpreted
causally.

Acknowledgements
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A. Construction of confidence intervals for odds

ratios

Asymptotic confidence intervals for the odds ratios OR(v1, v2) can be obtained from the
Delta method.1

The fitting procedure of the GAMM outputs both an estimate θ̂ of the parameter vector
Let X̃

∗
be the design matrix (including entries s1∶c(vi) for the spline basis) of two arbitrary

patients which differ only in terms of v such that the first row contains s1∶c(v1) and the
second row contains s1∶c(v2). Then, by construction,

g(θ̂) ∶= ÔR(v1, v2) = exp ((1,−1) ⋅ X̃∗ ⋅ θ̂)

= exp (f̂vol(v1) − f̂vol(v2)) and so

∇g(θ̂) = (1,−1) ⋅ X̃∗ ⋅ g(θ̂),

the latter expression being a row vector. The estimated standard error of g(θ̂) is

σ̂g = ∇g(θ̂) ⋅ Σ̂ ⋅ (∇g(θ̂))
⊺
.

The corresponding asymptotic 95%-confidence-interval is given by

[g(θ̂) − 2σ̂g, g(θ̂) + 2σ̂g] .

B. Further simulation results

This supplemental material contains further simulation results for different volume-outcome
relationships and for different values of the standard deviation τ of the provider effects.
The setup is the same as explained in Section 3.

B.1. Results for different volume-outcome relationships

Figure 6 shows the estimate of the volume effect for four simulation runs with a U-shaped
true volume effect, as in the main text. Figure 7 shows estimates of OR(90,100) including
confidence intervals (constructed as explained in Section A) for all simulation runs for
four values of the number of hospitals.
Figures 8, 9 and 10 show estimates of the volume effect, estimates of τ and p-values of
the tests for volume effects in the case of no volume-outcome relationship. In most runs,
the estimated volume effect is small. As expected, the p-values are spread out evenly over
the unit interval. The estimated volume effect is significant at significance level 0.05 in
25 of the 500 runs, which coincidently corresponds to a fraction of precisely 5 percent.
Figures 11, 12 and 13 concern the case of a linear volume-outcome relationship: fvol(n) =
3

100(100−n). Again, the estimated volume effects lie reasonably close to the ground truth.
As in the main text, in the two settings presented in this supplement, the provider effect
was always significant (p-value less than 10−9 in all simulation runs).
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Figure 6: The estimated volume effect f̂vol in four simulation runs with a U-shaped
volume-outcome relationship, I = 200 and τ = 0.5. The true effect is plotted
in red.
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Figure 7: Estimates of the odds ratio OR(90,100) for 200 simulation runs with different
values of I with a U-shaped volume-outcome relationship.

a) b)

Figure 8: a) The estimated volume effect f̂vol in 50 simulation runs without volume effect,
I = 200 and τ = 0.5. Curves are green if the p-value of the test for a volume
effect is ≤ 0.05. b) Estimates of the odds ratio OR(90, 100) obtained in several
simulation runs. For each number of hospitals, 50 runs were made. The true
value is plotted in red.
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Figure 9: The estimated volume effect f̂vol in four runs of our simulation study with no
volume-outcome relationship, I = 200 and τ = 0.5.

a) b)

Figure 10: The estimate τ̂ (a) and the p-value of the test for a volume effect (b) of several
simulation runs with no volume-outcome relationship. For each number of
hospitals, 50 runs were made. In b), horizontal lines mark the significance
values of 0.05 and 0.005.
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Figure 11: The estimated volume effect f̂vol in four runs of our simulation study with a
linear volume-outcome relationship, I = 200 and τ = 0.5. The true effect is
plotted in red.

a) b)

Figure 12: a) The estimated volume effect f̂vol in 50 simulation runs with a linear volume-
outcome relationship, I = 200 and τ = 0.5. The true effect is plotted in red.
Curves are green if the p-value of the test for a volume effect is ≤ 0.05. b) Es-
timates of the odds ratio OR(90, 100) obtained in several simulation runs. For
each number of hospitals, 50 runs were made. The true value is plotted in red.
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a) b)

Figure 13: The estimate τ̂ (a) and the p-value of the test for a volume effect (b) of
several simulation runs with a linear volume-outcome relationship. For each
number of hospitals, 50 runs were made. In b), dashed horizontal lines mark
the significance values of 0.05 and 0.005.

B.2. Results for different values of τ

To study the impact of τ , all simulations were repeated for τ = 0.25 and τ = 1.0. The
results for other values of τ are similar. However, when τ becomes larger, it becomes more
difficult to reliably detect a volume effect. To illustrate this, Figure 14 shows the p-values
of the volume effects for simulation runs with a U-shaped volume outcome relationship
and all other parameters as in the main text, but with different values of τ .

C. Volume variability in the VLBW data

Figure 15 displays the mean of the volumes ṽ2012i , ṽ2013i , . . . , ṽ2018i against the corresponding
standard deviation for each provider i. In case a provider did not treat VLBW over the
whole period, mean and standard deviation are based on the existing data. Indeed,
many providers—small and large ones—exhibit considerable volume fluctuations, which
supports our decision to construct the more stable proxy from (7). For instance, taking a
closer look at the provider on the far right with mean volume of approximately 125, the
values range from 104 to 148.
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a) b)

Figure 14: The p-value of the test for a volume effect of several simulation runs with a
U-shaped volume-outcome relationship and with τ = 0.25 (a) and τ = 1 (b).
For each number of hospitals, 50 runs were made. Horizontal line mark the
significance values of 0.05 and 0.005.

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130

mean volume of provider

st
an

d
ar

d
 d

ev
ia

ti
o

n
 o

f
p

ro
vi

d
er

 v
o

lu
m

es

Variability of provider volumes over time

Figure 15: Illustration of the oberserved variability of the provider volumes in the VLBW
data across 7 years.
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15 G-BA. Mindestmengenregelungen gemäß § 136b Absatz 1 Satz 1 Nr. 2 SGB V, 2021.

26



Modelling volume-outcome relationships Gutzeit, Rauh, Kähler, Cederbaum

16 A. Gelman and J. Hill. Data analysis using regression and multilevel/hierarchical mod-
els. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2007.
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