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Race Correctionsin Clinical Algorithms
Can Help Correct for Racial Disparitiesin Data Quality
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Despite ethical and historical arguments for removing race corrections from clinical algorithms,
the consequences of removal remain unclear. An important and underdiscussed consideration in
this debate isthe fact that medical data quality frequently varies across race groups. For example,
family history of cancer isan essentia predictor in cancer risk prediction algorithms but isless
reliably documented for Black patients and may therefore be less predictive of cancer outcomes.
We assessed whether race corrections could allow risk prediction models to capture varying data
quality by race, focusing on colorectal cancer risk prediction. Using data from the Southern
Community Cohort Study, we analyzed 77,836 adults with no history of colorectal cancer at
baseline. We assessed whether the predictive relationship between self-reported family history of
colorectal cancer and 10-year colorectal cancer risk differed by race. We then compared two
cancer risk prediction algorithms -- arace-blind algorithm which included standard colorectal
cancer risk factors but not race, and arace-corrected algorithm which additionally included race.
Family history predicted 10-year colorectal cancer risk among White patients (OR: 1.74, 95% CI
1.25-2.38), but not Black patients (OR: 0.98, 95% CI 0.72-1.29). Relative to the race-blind
algorithm, the race-corrected algorithm improved predictive performance, as measured by
goodness of fit in alikelihood ratio test (p-value <0.001) and AUROC among Black patients
(0.611 versus 0.608, p-value 0.006). Because the race-blind algorithm underpredicted risk for
Black participants, the race-corrected algorithm increased the fraction of Black participants
among the predicted high-risk group, potentially increasing access to screening. Race corrections
can alow risk prediction algorithms to model varying data quality by race group, which
frequently occursin clinical settings.
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INTRODUCTION

The medical community is locked in a consequential debate over when clinical algorithms
should use race corrections, which include patient race as an input to the algorithm. This debate
has immediate implications for patient care across domains including cardiology, pulmonology,
nephrology, urology, obstetrics, oncology, and endocrinology, which have historically relied on
algorithms containing race corrections.” For example, some health systems have recently
removed race as an input when estimating glomerular filtration rate?, a measure of kidney
function which guides diagnosis of kidney disease, drug recommendations, and kidney
transplants.® The reconsideration of race correctionsis vital and long overdue: some race
corrections rely on dubious data, exacerbate health disparities, or flow from false beliefs about
race asabiological variable, when it isin fact a social construct.* At the same time, the
consequences of removing race corrections from clinical agorithms remain unclear, and

researchers have called for caution and careful study before doing so.*®

Here, we study an important and largely undiscussed consideration in the race corrections
debate: varying data quality across race groups. Differencesin medical dataquality by race
group, and their consequences for health equity, occur frequently and have been documented in
diverse domains.” When input variables to clinical algorithms are less reliably recorded for some
race groups, these variables will tend to have |ess predictive power for those race groups.™°
Race-blind models may fail to capture this, relying too heavily on the unreliable input features
for race groups with worse data quality; in contrast, race corrections can allow predictive

algorithms to capture data quality which varies by race group.
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One example of this phenomenon isfamily health history data. Family history of cancer isa
known risk factor for many cancers.** But recorded family history data, often collected during
medical interviews with aclinician, variesin quality across race groups. A number of studies
have found that family history of cancer is better known and documented in White patients.”™
These racia disparities in data quality mean that the predictive value of recorded family history
could vary across race groups. In particular, the absence of recorded family history may be less
reassuring in non-White patients, who may be incorrectly recorded as having no family history
either because the clinician does not ask, or the patient does not know. A race-blind risk
prediction would fail to account for this, producing inappropriately low predicted risks for non-
White patients without recorded family history; in contrast, arace correction could capture how
the prognostic value of recorded family history varies by race and improve prediction. We tested

this hypothesis on a colorectal cancer risk score, where family history of colorectal cancer isan

important risk factor and typically resultsin earlier and/or more frequent screening.™®

METHODS

Data

Our data come from the Southern Community Cohort Study (SCCS) established in 2001 to study
cancer disparities as well as other health conditionsin the southeastern U.S.*” SCCS enrollment
began in 2002 and continued for eight years (until 2009). Patients were primarily recruited from
community health centersin the following twelve states: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and
West Virginia. Data were collected from surveys administered at the time of enrollment and

several follow-up periods. Data from the baseline survey were collected either through a self-
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administered survey or an in-person computer-assisted interview. Follow-up surveys were done
by telephone or self-administered: approximately 68% of patients completed the follow-up

surveys. State cancer registry data were linked to patients when possible.

The primary outcome was whether the participant developed colorectal cancer in the ten years
following enrollment. This variable was measured using the follow-up survey, cancer registry
data and National Death Index reports of malignant neoplasms of the colon, rectum, and anus.

We included all recorded cases of colorectal cancer from any of these three sources.

Family history of cancer was collected for patients’ birth mother, birth father, full sisters, and full
brothers. For each family member, respondents could select “yes’, “no”, or “don’t know” for
whether the person had cancer. Respondents who indicated that any of these family members had
cancer then selected which type of cancer they had. We defined a participant as having a known
family history of colorectal cancer if they indicated that one of their family members had
colorectal cancer, consistent with previous work.™ For the main analysis, we compared
participants with a known family history of cancer to participants who did not have aknown
family history of cancer (grouping the “don’t know” and “no family history” respondents
together in the latter category). In a sensitivity analysis, we considered the effects of two
alternate ways of coding family history: 1) analyzing family history as a 3-level categorical
variable with “don’t know” as a separate category and 2) grouping the “don’t know” group with

the “yes’ group as opposed to with the “no” group.
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All covariates were measured using data collected in the baseline survey. We defined race
groups based on the participants’ description of their race or ethnicity at baseline. Participants
had six options to choose from (White, Black/African-American, Higpanic/Latino, Asian or
Pacific Islander, American Indian or Alaska Native, and Other racial or ethnic group) and could
mark all that apply. We defined Black participants as any participants who described themselves
as Black/African-American. We defined White participants as any participants who described
themselves as White only. More than 95% of the sample identified as either Black or White only,

so we only included participantsin these two groups for the analysis, following previous work.™

Analysis

We examined the prognostic value of family history by race group by plotting 10-year colorectal
cancer rates by age, since age is an important risk factor for colorectal cancer that affects
screening recommendations.® We also ran separate logistic regressions for Black versus White
participants in which we predicted 10-year colorectal cancer incidence given age and family
history and reported the odds ratio on the family history coefficient for each regression with 95%

confidence intervals estimated using profile likelihood methods.

Then, we created two screening algorithms that modeled 10-year colorectal cancer risk asa
function of age, sex, family history, screening history, and lifestyle habits based on the set of
controls used in the NIH Colorectal Cancer tool: participant age at the time of enrollment, an
indicator for female, BMI greater than 30, ever had a sigmoidoscopy, ever had a colonoscopy,
ever had polyps, the age that the polyp was identified if ever, smoking status (current, former,

never), drinking status (<=1 drink per day, >1 drink per day), whether they took NSAIDs or
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Aspirin regularly, whether they did any vigorous activity, and whether they ate vegetables each
day.?* One algorithm was race-blind (i.e., did not include race as a predictive feature), whereas
the race-corrected algorithm added an indicator for whether the participant was Black both asa
main effect and as an interaction with family history, in addition to the set of controls used by the

NIH risk tool. %

We compared predictive performance of the race-blind and race-corrected algorithms using two
measures. First, we performed a likelihood ratio test to compare goodness of fit in the race-
corrected versus race-blind algorithm. Second, we compared the two algorithms in terms of
overall and race-specific Area Under the Recelving Operating Characteristic (AUROC), a
standard measure of predictive performance, on a holdout test set comprising 50% of the
dataset.” We tested for statistically significant improvementsin AUROC using Delong's

agorithm.?®

To assess how the race-corrected algorithm might impact colorectal cancer screening decisions,
we compared the assignment of patients to high-risk strata under the race-blind and race-
corrected algorithms, since patients assigned to high-risk strata are more likely to be screened.
We defined predicted high-risk participants as those in the top k% percentile of predicted risk
(wherek =50, 25, 10, 5, and 1), and looked at the share of Black participants among the
predicted high-risk group. Uncertainty estimates were calculated by bootstrapping the test set,

and reporting confidence intervals across 5,000 bootstrap iterations.
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We also performed a set of checks to ensure that reported family history remained more
predictive for white patients under different outcome definitions, model choices, and definitions

of family history.

First, we checked that the interaction term between family history and race remained significant
under two additional outcome definitions to check that the results were not sensitive to the
source of reported data: (1) colorectal cancer cases reported in the follow-up surveys, and (2)
colorectal cancer cases found in the state registry data. Most diagnosed cases (approx. 80%) were
reported in either the follow-up surveys or the state registry data so we did not separate out

national death index cases.

Next, we repeated our examination of the relationship between family history and colorectal
cancer using a Cox proportional hazards model, a common choice for modeling time to medical
events. For our analysis, the time to event was the diagnosis year minus the enrollment year for
participants with adiagnosis of colorectal cancer and the censoring year minus the enrollment
year for those without. The censoring year was the year of death (if applicable) or 2016,

whichever occurred first.

Finally, we confirmed that our results were robust to atering the definition of family history.
First, rather than grouping the participants with unknown family history with the “no family
history” group, we grouped them with the “known family history” group. This might help
address the mismeasurement of family history for Black participantsif many of those with

unknown family history did in fact have afamily member with colorectal cancer. We also re-ran
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the analysis with family history as a categorical variable with three different categories: No,

Don’'t Know, and Yes.

All analyseswererun in R version 4.2.1.

RESULTS

Using data from the Southern Community Cohort Study (SCCS)?, established to study cancer
disparities, we analyzed 77,836 adults (ages 40-74) with no history of colorectal cancer at
baseline; Table 1 provides descriptive statistics. More than two-thirds of participants identified
as Black/African-American and the rest as White. Approximately 7% of participants reported a
known family history of colorectal cancer: 8.4% of White participants compared to 5.9% of
Black participants. 7.2% of Black participants reported unknown family history, compared to
4.4% of White participants. The remaining participants reported no family history. 10-year
colorectal cancer rates were higher in Black participants (1.9%) than White participants (1.6%).
The fact that Black participants had higher colorectal cancer risk but lower rates of known
colorectal cancer family history (and higher rates of unknown family history) suggests that

family history information was less reliably recorded for Black participants.

We compared the prognostic value of reported family history for 10-year colorectal cancer risk
for Black versus White participants (Figure 1). Family history was strongly predictive of cancer
risk for white participants (Logistic Regression odds ratio (OR): 1.74, 95% CI: 1.25-2.38, p-

value 0.001) but not for Black participants (OR: 0.98, 95% CI: 0.72-1.29, p-value 0.887).
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Then we compared the race-blind algorithm to the race-corrected algorithm, which included race
asamain effect and as an interaction with reported family history. In the race-corrected
algorithm, both race terms were statistically significant: the main effect (p-value: <0.001)
conveyed the fact that, among participants who did not report known family history, Black
participants had 1.38x higher odds than White participants of developing colorectal cancer. The
interaction term between race and family history was also statistically significant (p-value:
0.010), indicating that reported family history was more predictive in White patients than Black
patients, consistent with what would be expected if family history were less reliably reported in
Black participants. These results were cons stent across alternative model specifications,

outcome definitions, and family history definitions (Tables S1-34).

The race-corrected algorithm improved several measures of prediction performance when
compared to the race-blind algorithm. First, the race-corrected algorithm significantly improved
goodness of fit (likelihood ratio test, p-value <0.001). Second, on a held-out test set, the race-
corrected algorithm improved Area Under the Receiving Operating Characteristic (AUROC)
among Black participants (0.611 versus 0.608, p-value: 0.006, Delong’' s method) and in the
overall cohort (0.613 versus 0.606, p-value: 0.057), though the increase in AUROC among the
overall cohort was only statistically significant at the p<0.10 level (Table 2). Finadly, as
illustrated in Figure S1, the race-blind algorithm underpredicted risks for Black patients, while

the race-corrected algorithm was better-calibrated.
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Previous work has raised concerns that race corrections could increase health disparities by, for
example, moving Black patientsto lower risk categories and thereby reducing access to
screening or other preventive services.* However, in our setting, we found the opposite effect:
the race-corrected algorithm included a larger share of Black participants among the predicted
high-risk group (Figure 2). With the race-corrected algorithm, 74.4% of participants flagged in
the top 50% of predicted risk were Black compared to 66.1% with the race-blind algorithm (p-
value: <0.001). Similar results held across all high-risk cutoffs (top quartile, top decile, and top
percentile). Thisis consistent with the fact that the race-blind algorithm underpredicted risks for

Black patients, while the race-corrected algorithm was better calibrated.

DISCUSSION

Identifying individuals at high risk for colorectal cancer is an important component of prevention
and screening practicesin the U.S., where colorectal cancer remains the third leading cause of
cancer-related death.?® In 2021, the United States Preventive Services Taskforce changed the
recommended age for colorectal screening from 50 to 45 in the hopes of increasing screening

2128 consistent with

rates to counteract early-onset cancer, among Black men in particular
findings that colorectal cancer risk varies by race.® Our analysis found that removing race from
colorectal screening predictors could reduce the number of Black patients recommended for

screening, which would work against efforts to reduce disparities in colorectal cancer screening

and outcomes.
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Overal, our analysis shows that including race in a colorectal cancer screening algorithm
improved model fit, captured the differential predictive value of family history across groups,
and increased the fraction of Black participants flagged as high risk, potentially increasing their
access to screening. More broadly, when key inputsto clinical algorithms are mismeasured by

race group, race correction can help correct for race disparitiesin the quality of health care data.

Our study has several limitations. First, although we showed an increase in the proportion of
Black patients among the predicted high-risk group using a race-corrected agorithm, we do not
assess how that would affect access to colorectal screenings for high-risk Black patientsin real
clinical settings, adirection for future work. Second, we analyze a specific clinical setting —
colorectal cancer prediction — showing how race correction can improve clinical algorithms by
accounting for dataquality differences by race; future work should examine the same
phenomenon in other clinical settings, given the pervasive and well-documented differencesin
clinical data quality by race group. Third, while we document a setting where race corrections
improve predictive performance without increasing health disparities, in other settings, race
corrections may not improve predictive performance or may perpetuate health disparities.*
Finally, while our study focuses on the use of race corrections to address differences in data
quality by race group, other solutions such as better data collection should also be pursued in

addition to, or in place of, race correction.?

In conclusion, our study illustrates how race corrections can help clinical algorithms capture

varying data quality across race groups, a frequent phenomenon in health data. This argument

does not rely on treating race as abiological variable, which it is not. Rather, our argument is

11
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about the effects of structural racism on the quality of medical data. The deep structural
injustices which pervade healthcare and public health mean that critical inputsto medical
algorithms -- like family history -- are more likely to be missing or misrecorded for some race
groups. We do adisservice to patientsif we fail to acknowledge this reality in our algorithms.
But acknowledging that reality is not the same as accepting it. While race corrections can allow
algorithms to capture current deficiencies in medical data, we need to look beyond that to what

medical data could be, and must be, if we are to achieve health equity for al patients.

12
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Table 1. Sample Summary

Black White All

Variable Participants Participants Participants
Female (%) 58.4 61.1 59.3
Enrollment Age (%)

40-49 48.6 37.7 45.2

50-59 35.2 36.2 35.5

60-69 135 219 16.1

70-74 2.7 41 31
Race (%)

Black 100.0 0 69.1

White 0 100.0 30.9
Family History of Colorectal Cancer (%)

Yes 5.9 8.4 6.7

Don't Know 7.2 4.4 6.3
Colorectal Cancer, 10-year (%) 15 13 14
Colorectal Cancer, Ever (%) 2.0 16 19
Mortality (%) 25.3 27.1 25.9
Number of Participants 53,805 24,031 77,836
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Table2. AUROC in Race-Blind versus Race-Corrected Algorithm in Holdout Sample

Race-Blind Race-Corrected Increasein P Valuefor
Participants AUC AUC AUC 2-sided test
All 0.606 0.613 0.007 0.057 .
Black 0.608 0.611 0.003 0.006**
White 0.612 0.613 0.002 0.586

PVaue <0.001‘***’ <0.01.'**" <0.05* <0.1°’

Note: P-values were calculated using the function roc.test in the R package pROC®, which
compared paired ROC curves using DeLong’s algorithm.
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Figure 1. 10-Year Colorectal Cancer Rates by Age, Family History, and Race
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Note: Family history was predictive of cancer risk for White participants, but not Black
participants.
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Figure 2. % Black Among Predicted High Risk Group, by High Risk Percentiles
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Note: The race-corrected algorithm included more Black participants among the predicted high-
risk group than the race-blind algorithm.
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