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Abstract

Background: A hospital-level metric of inclusion is defined, which measures disparities in
hospitalizations by race and socioeconomic status. This measure can help frame research agendas around

inequities in health care and guide policy.

The primary objective was to quantify, for each US hospital in our sample, the difference in the patient
population and the surrounding area measured by income level, education level, and racial groups. The
secondary objective was to assess the associations of these inclusivity metrics with hospital

characteristics.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Methods: Cross sectional observational study using MEDPAR claims data for calendar year 2018
involving inpatient admissions to non-specialty, non-federal hospitals of Medicare fee-for-service
beneficiaries over the age of 65 years. A community area radius was calculated for each hospital based on
their patient counts from surrounding zip codes. The main outcome was a difference metric between the
patient demographics and the demographics of the zip codes in the community area. Hospital

characteristics associated with the lowest and highest scores were reported using quantile regressions.

Results: There were 4,230,080 patients included in the sample at 3,548 hospitals. The median
community area (CA) radius was 24.7 miles, contributing 90.1% of a hospital’s total number of patients.
Estimated median incomes for hospital patients’ zip codes ranged from $26,805 less than their CA zip
codes to $29,041 more. Education differences varied by approximately one level of attainment in each
direction. The widest percentage differences in racialized groups between hospital patient zip codes and
CA codes were for Black and African American populations, which varied from 39.2% greater than the
CA to 30.6% less than the CA. Metro areas, larger hospitals and major teaching hospitals were more
likely to be found in the highest inclusivity scores and also in the lowest. Some Hospital Referral Regions
had wide differences in inclusivity scores, indicating patterns of localized segregation in hospital

utilization among Medicare beneficiaries. Safety net hospitals consistently were more inclusive.

Conclusions and Relevance: Race and class inclusivity of US hospitals varies widely, with larger metro
areas and teaching hospitals showing the widest patterns of segregation. Safety net hospitals overperform

in both urban and rural settings, providing an essential social service of socioeconomic inclusivity.

Introduction

The impact of the United States’ long history of socioeconomic exclusion and structural racism is

particularly evident in medicine and health care delivery. There are clear differences in rates of insurance


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.24.21257551
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.24.21257551; this version posted May 26, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

coverage, access to facilities and diagnostic tests or treatments, which have impact on a broad range of
health outcomes.’~® One third of health care spending in the United States is devoted to hospitals, which
therefore represent a critical locus for assessing various disparities across populations that have been

reported.*”’

There have been efforts to develop metrics of inequality in population health but to our knowledge,
measures at the individual hospital level are absent.® The Index of Dissimilarity, originally applied to the
measurement of residential segregation®® has been applied to hospital segregation within geographic
regions,* but not to individual hospitals. A reproducible and transparent hospital-level metric would shed
light on existing disparities, guide policy actions, and monitor the effectiveness of efforts to eliminate
them. We sought to develop such a measure, which we have called hospital inclusivity, based on readily

accessible national administrative data.

Our inclusivity measure addresses disparities in the utilization of hospital care along the lines of class,
measured as income level and educational achievement, and race. Structural racism can result in adverse
health outcomes for racialized groups via pathways such as residential segregation and access to quality
health care.’? Among the white population, recent declines in life expectancy with a significant gradient

based on level of education, have highlighted increasing class disparities in health status.'3

We first defined a catchment area for individual hospitals (referred hereinafter as the hospital community
area [CA]), which included areas with a high proportion of inpatient stays and also areas near a hospital
with a low proportion of stays which were potentially under-serviced. The inclusivity metrics were
designed as a direct comparison of the area demographics of a hospital’s inpatients to the demographics
of the hospital’s CA. Our goal was to detect whether a hospital had lower patient numbers than expected

from particular neighborhoods if all neighborhoods within the community had contributed patients
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equally. We then sought to investigate the hospital characteristics associated with the highest and lowest

inclusivity results.

Methods

Data sources and hospital population

We used a 100% sample from the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services’ (CMS) Chronic Conditions
Data Warehouse of Medicare fee-for-service data from the Medicare Provider Analysis and Review
(MedPar) table, filed at short-term general or critical access hospitals from 2018. We excluded Medicare
Advantage claims and Kaiser Permanente hospitals dominated by Medicare Advantage patients, hospitals
not on the 2020 CMS Hospital Compare website,!! federal hospitals and specialty hospitals. Specialty
hospitals were defined as those with more than 40% of their annual admissions as either orthopedic
Diagnosis Related Groups (DRG), cardiac DRGs, or admissions with a surgical International
Classification of Disease 10" edition code and an elective procedure flag. Hospitals were also excluded if

they had fewer than 50 admitted patients in 2018.

We obtained hospital addresses from CMS Hospital Compare!* (reported using latitude and longitude

coordinates).

We counted beneficiaries over the age of 65 from each zip code for every hospital in our sample. Table 1
gives the patient counts and characteristics; for race, we used the Research Triangle Institute race code

reported in the Master Beneficiary Summary File.*®

We used the 2018 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year data (2009-2018) for the demographic zip
code information.® For income, we used the zip code-level median household income in the past 12

months (in 2018 inflation-adjusted dollars), where householder is 65 years and over. For education, we
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used the estimated number of persons where the head of the household is 65 years and older with the
following levels: less than 9th grade; 9th to 12th grade; high school diploma; some college (no degree);
associate’s degree; bachelors’ degree; graduate or professional degree. We assigned each of these
education levels a value from 1 to 7, and then created an expected education value for each zip code (that
is, the sum of each education value multiplied by proportion of persons in the zip code with the education

level).

For race, we used the estimated number of persons over 65 in the following 8 categories: American Indian
or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, Native Hawaiian and other
Pacific Islander, Other, Two or more races, and White (not Hispanic or Latino). We converted each of

these counts to a proportion of zip code’s population over 65.

There were 3,492 zip codes with missing median incomes for households where the head of the
household was over 65. We replaced 84.5% of these with the county-level equivalent, and for the
remaining 540 zip codes we used predictive mean matching to impute these median incomes based on the
state, the percentage of people over 65 with a bachelors’ degree, and the percentage of people in the state

over 65.

Some zip codes in the inpatient claims did not match to an equivalent area in the ACS data (that is, the zip
codes were non-residential areas). There was a small amount of zip codes that also had zero estimated
persons over 65 in the ACS, despite there being Medicare claims from these areas (this might be due to
the different time periods of the ACS and the claim). We excluded hospitals if more than 5% of their

beneficiaries were from these zip codes with no ACS data (117 hospitals).
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Community area radius

We calculated the community area radius using cumulative patient counts from zip codes. For each
hospital, we sorted zip codes by descending patient counts and then calculated the cumulative sum of
patients by these ordered zip codes. Conceptually, we wanted to find the ordered zip code at which the
addition of more patients made a negligible difference to the cumulative patient count. We first calculated
the sequential difference of these cumulative counts, and then the rolling mean of these using a moving
window of three zip codes. We then selected the zip code where this rolling mean estimate was first zero

(referred to from here as zip code A).

We then calculated the geodesic distance from the hospital address to the centroid of all zip codes where
the hospital had patients.'” We examined all zip codes which had an equal or greater patient count
compared to zip code A, and selected the maximum distance from the hospital as the community area
radius (CA-R). To account for noise and small patient counts from some zip codes, we made one
adjustment: we found the minimum distance across all zip codes that had patient counts within +1 of zip
code A’s patient count. This distance alone was compared to the distances of zip codes where the patient
count was greater than zip code A’s patient count, plus one. This prevented a distant zip code with a small
count of patients from being selected as the CA-R. Once we found this CA-R, we found the distance
between each hospital address and all zip code centroids within this radius, including zip codes with zero

patient counts.

Community area demographics

We weighted the demographic statistics from each zip code within the CA-R based on its distance to the
hospital. We first found the minimum distance which included at least 50% of the hospital’s patients

(referred to from here as the 50" percentile radius). Demographic information within this radius was
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weighted at 100% of the zip codes’ demographics. We then found the proportion of the hospital’s total
patients that were outside the CA (pca), then calculated a decay rate per mile from 100% at the 50™
percentile radius to a final weighting corresponding to the pca at the CA-R. This decay function gave the

weights for the population counts from each zip code.

We calculated the CA income and education scores as the weighted average of income and education
values of zip codes within the CA. Equation 1 shows the community area income score CIy for hospital
H, across N zip codes in the community area (each with weighting w;, population over 65 P; and median

income inc;).

¥y wiPjing
H >N wiP; @

For the CA race scores (equation 2), we found the weighted proportion of each ACS race category (for

k =1, ...,8) across all zip codes in the community area.

N
Yi=1WiTki

CRkH -
>N wP;

(2)

Where 1y,; is the number of persons over 65 in race category k in zip code i.
Hospital patient demographics

The hospital score for income (1), education (E) and each race category (Ryy) are the unweighted

averages or proportions across all zip codes where the hospital had patient counts within the CA.
Inclusivity metrics

Our inclusivity metrics for education and income are the log of the ratio of the CA score to the hospital

score. For the inclusivity race metric (equation 3), we used a measure similar to Chi-squared difference.
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We gave higher scores to hospitals with disproportionately higher patient counts from zip codes with
greater proportions of Black, Native American, Asian, Pacific Islanders, Hispanic, other or more than two
races compared to their CA. We did not include the proportion of white people in this equation to avoid
the arithmetic cancelling of the differences across the other groups, as well as to give hospitals a higher

score for higher proportions of racialized groups.

(RHk—CRHk)Z

(3)

IRH = Zl7c=1 de

Where dy, is given by:

Composite inclusivity score

The composite inclusivity score was the equally weighted sum of normalized scores for race, income and
education. We first normalized these by min-max transformation, and then aligned the values so that zero
in the original score mapped to zero in the transformed score. This was because zero in the original scores
meant that the hospital and community area demographics are equal; we wanted to preserve this meaning

in the composite.

We made one change to the composite score for a small group of hospitals. Within each hospital’s
community area, we calculated the probability that two randomly selected persons would be the same race
(based on the density function of a multivariate hypergeometric distribution). If this probability was
greater than 95%, we classed the hospital as being in a homogeneous area. For these hospitals (N = 373),
we did not include their race score in the composite, and instead took the equally weighted sum of the

normalized scores for income and education.
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Hospital characteristics

We defined the following hospital characteristics for our comparative analysis: safety net, teaching and
financial status, size, geographic region, and core-based statistical area (CBSA). Safety net hospitals were
the top 20% of hospitals where the proportion of a hospital’s patient stay days were billed as dual eligible.
We derived the geographic region from the 2010 Census Regions and Divisions of the United States
report. The remaining characteristics were defined using the American Hospital Association (AHA) 2017
dataset. Hospital size was based on bed counts. We labelled hospitals recorded as a Member of Council of
Teaching Hospital of the Association of American Medical Colleges as major teaching hospitals;
hospitals lacking these memberships, but having a medical school affiliation as reported to the American
Medical Association were minor teaching hospitals. For the core-based statistical area (CBSA),
metropolitan areas have 50,000 or more people, micropolitan 10,000 to 50,000, and all other areas are
rural. Hospitals designated government, nonfederal and nongovernment, not-for-profit were labelled as

non-profit; the remaining category investor-owned (for-profit) were for-profit hospitals.

Statistical analysis

We compared the CA-R and the radius of the 50" percentile perimeter across CBSA type and hospital
bed-size using a rank sum test. We report the Kendall rank correlation between hospitals’ racial,

education and income scores within metro, micro and rural areas.

We investigated differences in best and worst scores by hospital characteristics using quantile regression
for the 10" and 90™ percentile inclusivity scores.'®1° Rather than estimate a mean response for each

hospital characteristic level like in a linear regression, quantile regressions predict the responses at given
percentile for each hospital characteristic type, adjusted for other characteristics. For example, a quantile

regression at the 50" percentile models the median response for each hospital characteristic type.
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We then inspected the range of inclusivity scores within each Hospital Referral Regions (HRR) and
plotted these on a HRR map?® (eFigure 1). We investigated the HRRs where a hospital’s safety net status
had the greatest impact on the mean inclusivity score within HRRs using multi-level modelling, with

HRR as a random effect.?*

All tests were two-sided and at the 5% significance level. The analysis took place between February to
May, 2021 using SAS Enterprise Guide version 7.15 HF8 and R version 4.0.0 (with data manipulation

using tidyverse package?? and plotting using ggplot®).

This study was approved by the New England IRB, and a waiver of consent was granted as there was no

risk to patients and we did not report identifiable data.

Results

Table 1 shows the characteristics of the 3,548 hospitals in our study, with 4,230,080 included patients.
The mean age of patients was 77.6 (standard deviation of 8.2), with 3,474,579 white patients (82.1%) and

2,349,447 females (55.5%).

Community area radius

The median CA-R across all hospitals was 24.7 miles (IQR: 17.3 to 37.2). Micropolitan areas (with
10,000 to 50,000 people) had the largest median CA-R (29.1 miles [IQR: 21.7 to 41.6]) compared to
metro and rural areas (Table 2)). Metro-area hospitals, however, had the largest 50" percentile radius of
their hospital patients (median 6.3 miles [IQR: 4.0 to 9.6]), followed by micro- and rural area hospitals.
Both of these radius measures also varied by hospital size, with extra-large hospitals having the greatest
CA-R (median 34.8 miles [IQR: 21.6 to 55.1]) and extra small hospitals having the smallest (median 21.5

miles [IQR: 16.2 to 28.6]).
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The mean proportion (£ standard deviation) of hospital patients within the CA-R was 87.6% + 8.7
(Median 90.1%, IQR: 84.9 to 93.2). There were similar results for hospitals in metro and rural areas, but

hospitals in micro areas had CA-R containing higher proportions of total patients (eTable 1, eFigure 2).

Inclusivity scores

The composite inclusivity scores were designed so that zero represented hospital demographics that
matched community demographics, with positive and negative values reflecting greater or lesser
inclusivity. The median composite inclusivity score was 1.03 points (IQR: [-0.67, 3.49]). The median
score for income inclusivity was 1.93 points (IQR [-1.23, 5.74]), education inclusivity was 1.05 points

(IQR [-0.49, 3.24]) and for racial inclusivity was -0.07 points (IQR [-0.58, 0.04]).

Figure 1 shows the differences between the CA and hospital’s patient demographics, as well as the
hospitals’ inclusivity metrics. The summary statistics of these demographics are given in the online
supplement in eTable 2. The maximum positive difference between the median income estimate was
$26,805 (a 100 times log-ratio of 66.99), and the maximum negative difference was -$29,041 (a 100 times
log-ratio of -54.45). For education, the maximum positive and negative differences between the median
education levels were roughly 0.95 and 1.0 (a 100 times log-ratio of 24.37), approximately equivalent to
the difference between two adjacent ACS education levels (for example, some college (no degree) to
associate’s degree). Among racialized groups, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander populations had the
smallest differences in hospital inclusivity ranging from 4.29% greater to 0.5% less than the community.
The largest differences were seen for the Black and African American populations, where a hospital had a
maximum difference of 39.2% greater than its CA (hospital was 84.2% while CA was 44.9%, meaning a
contribution to its racial inclusivity score of 11.90 points) while another had 30.6% less than its CA

(hospital was 9.0% while CA was 39.6%, the racial inclusivity score contribution being -19.3 points).
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Correlations of inclusivity scores

All three component inclusivity scores were significantly and positively correlated for hospitals within
metro areas (Figure 2). The correlation between metro-area hospitals’ income and education scores (rank
correlation R = 0.60; p < 0.001) was notably higher than the correlation between income and race (R =
0.24; p <0.001), and education and race (R = 0.20; p < 0.001). In micro and rural areas, racial scores
were not correlated with either income or education, whereas income and education inclusivity remained

correlated (micro R = 0.47; p < 0.001; rural R = 0.29; p < 0.001).

The association of inclusivity with hospital characteristics

eFigure 3 shows the distribution of inclusivity scores for each hospital characteristic. Figure 3 shows the
unadjusted 10" to 90" percentile variances of the inclusivity scores for each hospital characteristic. Metro
areas, major teaching hospitals and large hospitals had much wider ranges of inclusivity scores. Here, we
report the results for the associations between hospital characteristics and the highest and lowest
composite inclusivity scores (see online supplement for income, education and racial inclusivity score
results). Quantile regression plots of the estimated coefficients are shown in Figure 4 and in the online

supplement in eFigures 4 to 6, with the adjusted 10", 50" and 90™ percentile estimates shown in eTable 4.

Quantile regressions confirmed that the hospital characteristics associated with the highest composite
inclusivity scores were metro-area hospitals, major teaching hospitals, and safety net hospitals, while the
characteristics with the lowest inclusivity scores were metro-area hospitals, major teaching hospitals and
non-safety net hospitals. Both of the 10" percentile coefficients for rural versus metro-area hospitals (2.77
95% CI: [1.78, 3.76]) and micro versus metro-area hospitals (3.46 [2.47, 4.45]) were large and positive,
meaning that metro-area hospitals had lower estimated 10" percentile inclusivity scores compared to rural

and micro-area hospitals. At the 90" percentile, metro-area hospitals had higher estimated coefficients in
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comparison to rural (3.4 points greater than rural hospitals [adjusted 2.7, Cl: 1.6 to 3.7; p < 0.001]) and
micro-area hospitals. Similarly, major teaching hospitals were associated with a greater range of the
composite score compared to minor teaching and non-teaching hospitals, with no significant differences
across median scores (Figure 4). Safety net versus non-safety net hospitals had positive coefficients for all

percentiles in the quantile regressions.

The online supplement also shows the quantile regression results for income (eFigure 4), education
(eFigure 5) and the racial inclusivity scores (eFigure 6). Major teaching hospitals had the best and worst
scores on income, the best scores for racial inclusivity, and the worst scores for education. The only
difference between non-profit and for-profit hospitals was found at the 90™" percentile of education
inclusivity, where the for-profit hospital score was 1.3 points greater than non-profit hospitals (adjusted
difference of 1.0, ClI: 0.3 to 1.8, p = 0.004). Safety net hospitals outperformed at the low and high end of

racial inclusivity scores, with no significant role in the middle.

Inclusivity by hospital referral regions

The difference between the maximum and minimum inclusivity within an HRR ranged from a minimum
difference of 0.05 points (Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania) to a maximum of 81.5 points (Manhattan, New
York). eFigure 1 shows a US map of these differences, with the largest ranges clearly visible in

metropolitan areas.

From the multi-level regression of HRR and safety net status, there were 21 HRRs where the slope
coefficient between non-safety net and safety net hospitals were significantly greater than zero (eFigure
7). Most hospitals within these HRRs were in metropolitan areas; 15 HRRs only had metro-area hospitals,
while the rest ranged from 94.6% (Boston, MA; 2 non-metro hospitals out of 37) to 56.5% (Tulsa, OK; 10

non-metro hospitals out of 23).
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Within rural areas, safety net hospitals had higher inclusivity scores for income (median 0.7 [IQR: -1.7 to
3.6] for non-safety nets versus a median of 2.0 [IQR: -0.3 to 5.1] for safety nets) and education (median
0.5 [IQR -0.4 to 1.7] for non-safety nets versus a median of 0.9 [IQR -0.1 to 2.3]) (eTable 3). There was
no difference between safety net and non-safety net hospitals in the racial inclusivity score (both had a

median of 0 [IQR: -0.2 to 0.0]).

Discussion

In the midst of rising concerns about persistent injustices of race and class, there have been recent calls
for metrics with greater clarity to ensure that measurement promotes accountability and lasting change.?*
With this novel metric of racial and economic inclusivity of hospitals, we sought to measure hospitals’
service to their surrounding communities. Our approach was to measure the deviance between two
populations: the theoretical counts from hospitals’ community area, and the actual patient counts from
these zip codes. The theoretical counts are based on the assumption that patients in surrounding areas are
equally likely to be admitted to a hospital, with this likelihood decreasing only by distance from the
hospital to the zip code. Hospitals are more inclusive if they have a higher patient population of racialized
groups, lower income patients and lower educated patients compared to the community area population.
We devised our metric so that, in an ideal world, all hospitals would have a patient population which

matched their community area and would have an inclusivity score of zero.

The wide range of inclusivity results provide insight into the local distribution of racial and
socioeconomic differences in hospital utilizations amongst Medicare beneficiaries. While the median
inclusivity scores did not vary substantially by hospital characteristics (other than safety net status), the
range of hospital inclusivity scores did, and quantile regressions showed that inclusivity at the extremes

was associated with particular types of hospitals. The range of differences of hospital inclusivity within
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HRRs also varied nationally, with the widest differences within HRRs reflecting patterns of local

segregation in hospital utilization among Medicare beneficiaries.

Our measure of inclusivity is multidimensional and included education, income and race, because the
intersections of these may be important in understanding patterns of exclusion. While income and
education were treated as continuous variables reflecting economic class, race was categorical. Our racial
inclusivity metric incorporates the difference in proportions for multiple racialized groups. For most
hospitals receiving a negative inclusivity score, this meant they had higher counts of patients from zip
codes with high proportions of white people. However, there were some hospitals that received a low
inclusivity score despite having patient counts of one marginalized group higher than their community
because their patient counts from other minority groups were lower than in their community. These
differences are visible in Figure 1, where (unlike income and education) the gradient of racial inclusivity
scores does not directly map from highest to lowest differences of white patient counts. To allow the
greatest insights into local market profiles, we did not calculate a summary measure of inclusivity
combining all racial minorities, though the method would permit it. Instead, we sought a level of
granularity that would enable the use of this metric in studies of the crosscurrents of race and class —
racial subgroups interacting with income or education. Our goal was to enable enough flexibility for
analysis across subgroups and dimensions, so that it would be possible to assess, for example, the

inclusivity of hospitals for poorer white populations, or higher income Hispanics.

The lower correlations between race and income/education inclusivity may arise from this granularity.
Hospitals having one minority race in really high proportions, but not the others could have lower racial
inclusivity without affecting income inclusivity. The low correlations could also reflect underlying
income and educational heterogeneity within racial categories in America; that is, the varying educational

and income inequality between Black, Asian, and the Hispanic population, versus the white population.
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Our core finding that disparity of inclusivity scores is greatest in metro areas, where both the best and
worst performers are found, is not surprising. Metro areas are far more diverse, creating more
‘opportunity’ for a dispersion of inclusivity. Of course, racial and economic diversity need not inherently
lead to variation in hospital inclusivity, but the fact that it does underscores the manner in which health

care utilization mirrors the many socioeconomic factors that determine it in the background.

Safety net status was associated with higher inclusivity scores than non-safety net, which one could
consider tautological given our definition of safety net status was the hospitals with the highest proportion
of dual eligible patients. However, this safety net definition is based on only one axis, income (or dual
eligible status), as opposed to inclusivity which has a second dimension, geography. A safety net hospital
would have an income inclusivity score of zero if they were serving solely an area with low-income zip
codes. Safety net hospitals will have high inclusivity scores if they selectively serve the low-income zip
codes within a CA that has both high- and low-income zip codes. Inclusivity thus measures biased
selection from within a geographical area, measuring social stratification across areas. Our analysis
indicates that safety net hospitals are providing a substantial social service of racial and socioeconomic
inclusivity, in both more diverse metropolitan areas and (for income and education) in more racially
homogeneous, rural areas. As such, safety net hospitals appear to be integral and complementary to the
less inclusive hospitals in their communities as the two types together give the whole population,

hopefully, adequate access to hospital care.

Inclusivity scores reflect the many current and historical factors contributing to these population
divisions. These include residential segregation, itself coupled to the historical sequence of immigration,
along wit labor mobility, linkages of insurance coverage to differing employment conditions and
associated partitions in the labor and health insurance markets. Hospital-level measures of inclusivity as

reported here may enable further investigation of these additional associations.
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Our inclusivity scores are driven by the difference between total CA demographics and demographics
from a hospital’s patients’ zip codes within this CA. As such they depend on the definition of the CA-R.
Instead of a fixed radius method,? we used a method similar to the variable radius methods of previous
analyses of hospital market areas.? Ours differed in that it was defined by the distribution characteristics
of each hospital rather than by a single cut-off for a proportion of patients. Nevertheless, our CA-R
encompassed on average 87.6% of a hospital’s patients (median 90.1%) similar to the defined radius used
in previous work.2” Our finding that the radius did not vary significantly between metro, micro and rural
hospitals is not consistent with the findings reported by Gresenz and colleagues.?” This may be due to our
use of CBSA definitions of population areas rather than quintiles of population density. Also, because
radius covaried as a function of hospital size and since rural hospitals do not have large hospitals (eFigure
2), this would have the effect of reducing rural radius and negating its differences with metro areas. Micro
areas on the other hand tended to have a larger CA-R as well as greater proportions of their total patients
within that radius, suggesting that hospitals in these intermediate population zones may serve a particular

function as magnets for rural area patients.

Since we used Medicare data alone, our results will not reflect patients’ differing choice of hospitals
driven by differing insurance coverage nor will they reflect revenue-seeking marketing behavior on the
part of hospital managers towards patients with more lucrative commercial insurance coverage. If current
insurance coverage is not a driver of the differences in hospital utilization, why would Medicare patients
choose certain hospitals? The patterns we report are more likely reflections of embedded habits of
patients and hospitals, driven by such issues as trust,?® the communities a hospital seeks to engage,
patterns of patient preference and utilization dating to an individual’s pre-Medicare insurance status,®
rates of supplemental insurance,* hospital financial aid and collection policies, other legacy behaviors,

and other factors such as the number of Black or minority doctors.®
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Communities of color and working-class communities may prefer certain hospitals, so do hospitals
control who walks in their door? The drivers of the disparities in inclusivity we report here are likely
multifactorial. Factors to consider would include community engagement, staffing decisions, advertising,
investment decisions, acquisition of provider networks, the placement of clinics, et cetera. Any policy
initiatives to reduce disparities in inclusivity will likely need to be similarly multipronged at both local
and systemic levels. Policy makers will have to address these challenges creatively and a metric of

inclusivity may help to track trends and assess the effects of interventions.

Limitations

This study is restricted to Medicare fee-for-service patients only, therefore the application of these results
to other populations such as Medicare Advantage patients cannot be made with confidence. Furthermore,

the application of the method to commercial data might also yield different results.

We used CBSA definitions of population areas, which are relatively imprecise. Had we used finer
gradations of population density, it is possible that our results, particularly for urban versus rural

differences in radius calculations may have been altered.

Our calculations depend on the assumption that everyone in a particular zip code acts in the same way,
with the same propensity to use a hospital as any other person within the zip code. This may not be valid.
This also means that socioeconomic and cultural changes within zip codes, such as gentrification of

poorer neighborhoods, are not considered.

Another limitation is that we did not use demographic data at the patient level, but at the zip code level
(that is, the summary values from the American Community Survey). While patient-level data on race
exists in the Medicare files, we decided to use zip code counts to be consistent with the income and

education values (which were only available at a zip code level).
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We did not use travel time to define community area radius, so our results using a simple geographic
radius do not account for the ease of access to hospital care as a determinant of catchment area and of
inclusivity. While driving distance may give a more accurate estimate for some hospitals, particularly
those on shore lines or with other geographic barriers, Boscoe et al. showed that travel time, driving

distance and straight-line distances were overall highly correlated.®

Conclusion

We present here a novel method of quantifying socioeconomic and racial inclusion in US hospitals that
provides insights into important patterns of health care utilization. Inclusivity, the degree to which a
hospital’s patients’ characteristics by race and socioeconomic status reflect its community area, varied
widely. We found that inclusivity varied most in metro areas and among major teaching hospitals,
revealing patterns of local segregation. Safety net hospitals’ inclusivity scores show they serve an

important social function that is evident in both urban and rural settings.

The metric of inclusivity holds promise for allowing identification of other specific associations, but
more research is required on its broader utility. It represents an objective, transparent method of
measuring one specific aspect of inequities in health care and provides an opportunity to pursue new
avenues of research on health care disparities. Inclusivity assessed as a time series may allow an
assessment of historical trends as well as providing a tool for the measurement of the effects of policy

actions designed to mitigate structural racism and economic class disparities in US hospital care.
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Tables

Table 1. The characteristics of hospitals and patients in our sample.

Hospital characteristic N = 3,548
CBSA area type
Metro 2,207 (62%)
Micro 605 (17%)
Rural 736 (21%)
Ownership type
For-profit 529 (15%)
Non-profit 3,019 (85%)

Teaching class

Major 225 (6.3%)

Minor 975 (27%)

Non-teaching 2,348 (66%)
Hospital type

Acute Care Hospitals 2,675 (75%)

Critical Access Hospitals 873 (25%)
Safety net status

Non-safety net 2,840 (80%)

Safety net 708 (20%)

Bed size

Extra small 1,028 (29%)

Small 541 (15%)

Medium 796 (22%)

Large 747 (21%)
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Extra large 436 (12%)
Patient characteristics N = 4,230,080
Age (Mean, SD) 77.7 (8.2)

Race*
Non-Hispanic white 3,474,579 (82.1%)
Black or African-American 365,132 (8.6%)
Asian/Pacific Islander 84,267 (2.0%)
Hispanic 212,282 (5.0%)

American Indian or Alaska Native 19,562 (0.5%)

Other 27,827 (0.7%)

Unknown 46,431 (1.1%)
Sex

Female 2,349,447 (55.5%)

*Race reported using Research Triangle Institute codes from
MedPar
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Table 2. Community area radius and the radius (miles) of the 50" percentile perimeter by the core based
statistical area (CBSA) of the hospitals and the hospital size.

Community area radius Radius with 50% of patients
. Mean p- Median Mean p-
Median (IQR) (SD) Range value! (I0R) (SD) Range valuel
30.7 0.8, 7.3 0.1,
Overall 24.7 (17.3,37.2) (21.9) 276.4 5.9 (2.8, 9.6) 6.7) 66.8
CBSA
Type
31.3 0.8, 79 0.1,
Metro 24.1 (16.5, 38.8) (24.2) 276.4 6.3 (4.0, 9.6) 6.7) 66.8
. 34.0 6.4, 6.8 0.1,
Micro 29.1(21.7, 41.6) (19.1) 1393 <0.001 | 5.2(1.6,9.9) (6.5) 443 <0.001
26.2 2.6, 5.9 0.1,
Rural 23.4 (17.3,31.1) (15.5) 244 1 3.9(0.9,9.3) (6.5) 613
Hospital
bed size
Extra 24.3 2.6, 5.2 0.1,
small 21.5 (16.2, 28.6) (14.4) | 2441 31(09.82) (5.8) | 613
28.3 0.8, 6.5 0.1,
Small 25.1 (18.6, 33.8) (14.9) 112.9 5.5(2.1,9.0) (5.5) 311
. 30.6 2.1, 7.0 0.1,
Medium | 25.7 (17.8, 38.3) (20.1) 164.1 <0.001 | 5.7(3.6,9.1) (5.2) 39.4 <0.001
35.1 1.8, 8.2 0.4,
Large 27.4 (16.9, 45.4) (28.5) 276.4 6.4 (4.3,9.8) (6.3) 50.2
Extra 41.3 3.7, 12.4 1.2,
large 34.8 (21.6, 55.1) (27.9) 182.8 9.6 (6.6, 15.0) (9.5) 66.8
'Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test
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FIGURES
A. Income differences B. Education differences
Income inclusivity- Education inclusivity-
30 0 30 60 -20-10 0 10 20
-30,000 -20,000 -10000 O 10,000 20,000 1.0 05 00 05 10
CA median income estimate - Hospital median income estimate (§ CA education estimate - Hospital education estimate

C. Racial differences

20 -10 0 10

White (not Hispanic or Latino) . = ~--~————+——————---— ..

Racial inclusivity

Two or more races

Native Hawaiian
and other Pacific Islander

+ i
:+> -

Other reported . - v
Hispanic or Latino . ‘-
Black or African American . . smel e ——— — v 0 -
Asian ‘- . - en __+_. .

American Indian
or Alaska Native

-20 0 20 40
Hospital estimate - CA estimate (%)

Figure 1.
Individual hospital results of the differences between the hospital demographic estimates and the
community area (CA) estimates for A. median income, B. education value and C. percentage of each
racialized group. Points are shown for every hospital (N = 3,548), with the relative density of these points

shown on the y-axis. Hospital points are colored based on each inclusivity score metric.
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Figure 2. Comparison of the three inclusivity scores across hospitals: income, education and race, along
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with the histograms of each score. The Kendall rank correlation coefficient and p-value for the statistical
test that this correlation is not zero between each variable pair is shown.
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Figure 3. The overall, income,
education and race inclusivity scores
by hospital characteristic. Points
show the 10" to 90" percentile
scores for each hospital
characteristic level, with lines drawn
between the respective percentiles
for each hospital characteristic level.
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Figure 4. Quantile regression results for overall inclusivity scores.
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