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Propensity scoring (estimating the probability that someone is exposed) is one of two 
methods of obtaining a summary confounder score that can be used as a proxy for all 
measured confounding variables in a study. The other method is disease risk scoring. 
Propensity score (PS) modeling has been used to address confounding by indication, 
which is a bias in pharmacoepidemiologic studies in which the effect of a treatment is 
confounded with the indications for getting that treatment. The indications can be as 
straightforward as demographic factors such as age and sex, but can also include medical history, family 
history, and other details of the patient’s condition.  

At the time that we wrote this paper, there was little empirical evidence that PS analyses achieved any better 
control of confounding by indication than did conventional multivariate outcome modeling. In this review, we 
assessed the use of propensity scores over time and critically evaluated studies published through 2003. 

We documented that the use of propensity scores had increased from a total of 8 papers in the literature before 
1998 to 71 papers in 2003. (The increase has continued.) Most of the published studies reviewed assessed the 
effect of medications or surgical interventions, mainly in cardiology and cardiac surgery. Whether PS methods 
or conventional outcome regression models were used to control for confounding had little effect on results in 
those studies in which such comparison was possible. Only 9 out of 69 studies (13%) had an effect estimate that 
differed by more than 20% from that obtained with a conventional outcome model. Thus, despite the increase in 
use of propensity score methods, there is little evidence that these methods yield substantially different 
estimates from more conventional multivariable methods. 

Link: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1448214/pdf/nihms8835.pdf  
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