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COMMENTARY

Some reflections on the use of inappropriate 
comparators in CEA
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Abstract 

Although the choice of the comparator is one of the aspects with a highest effect on the results of cost‑effectiveness 
analyses, it is one of the less debated issues in international methodological guidelines. The inclusion of an inappropri‑
ate comparator may introduce biases on the outcomes and the recommendations of an economic analysis. Although 
the rules for cost‑effectiveness analyses of sets of mutually exclusive alternatives have been widely described in 
the literature, in practice, they are hardly ever applied. In addition, there are many cases where the efficiency of the 
standard of care has never been assessed; or where the standard of care has demonstrated to be cost‑effective with 
respect to a non‑efficient option. In all these cases the comparator may lie outside the efficiency frontier, so the result 
of the CEA may be biased. Through some hypothetical examples, the paper shows how the complementary use of an 
independent reference may help to identify potential inappropriate comparators and inefficient use of resources.
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Introduction
The aim of cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA) of health 
care programmes is to help policy makers to allocate 
scarce resources among available alternatives in order 
to maximize health outcomes [1]. Additional costs gen-
erated by one intervention over another are compared 
to the additional quality-adjusted life-years (QALYs) 
yielded, in the form of an incremental cost-effective-
ness ratio (ICER). Decision rules have been developed 
to maximize the amount of QALYs provided by health 
care interventions restricted to a finite budget [2, 3]. 
According to the “fixed budget rule” [4] or “league table” 
approach [5], health care interventions are ranked in 
increasing order of ICER and then successively included 
in the health benefit basket or national health insur-
ance scheme until the budget is exhausted. The ICER of 

the least cost-effective intervention that is adopted indi-
cates the “critical ratio” [6] or cost-effectiveness threshold 
representing the opportunity cost of funding new pro-
grammes. On the contrary, according to the “fixed ratio 
rule” [4] or “threshold approach” [7], a new intervention 
is adopted if its ICER does not exceed a certain cost per 
QALY gained threshold of fixed price cut-off point. Both 
decision rules are coincidental if the budget implicitly 
determined by the “fixed ratio rule” is the same as the 
budget constraint assumed in the “fixed budget rule” [8].

In different countries, reimbursement and pricing deci-
sions for new medicines are based on explicit or implicit 
cost per QALY thresholds [9–14]. Different league 
tables have been published attempting to rank-order an 
assortment of health interventions by cost-effectiveness 
[15–18]. Also, different methodological guidelines pro-
vide “reference cases” or “good practice codes” that CEA 
studies should follow to promote comparability among 
them [13, 19, 20]. Likewise, health technology assess-
ment agencies have published reimbursement submis-
sion guidelines setting recommendations to conduct 
economic evaluations [21, 22].
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Although CEA ‘s results may be affected by different 
assumptions, such as the rate at which future costs and 
benefits are discounted or the analysis’ perspective, the 
choice of the comparator is one of the main factors that 
influences the CEA’s results to a greater extent [23]. ICER 
is a relative concept in which the incremental costs and 
incremental effects of the analysis depend on the selected 
comparator (or the starting point of the analysis). The 
inclusion of an inappropriate comparator may introduce 
biases on the outcomes and the recommendations of an 
economic analysis. In this article, we describe the limita-
tions of using inappropriate comparators, its impact on 
an inefficient use of resources and we propose a potential 
solution to identify the issue.

Description of the problem: CEA results depend 
on the starting point of the comparison
ICER results may guide decision making between mutu-
ally exclusive alternatives (one patient can only receive 
one of the treatments for one indication; e.g. an antiul-
cer drug) or between independent treatment alterna-
tives (e.g. breast cancer screening, oral anticoagulants, 
vaccination campaigns, etc.), each of which, in a turn, 
can encompass a set of several mutually exclusive alter-
natives. Most CEAs are conducted between mutually 
exclusive alternatives. Working on the efficiency frontier 
(the line on the cost-effectiveness plane connecting the 
non-dominated treatment alternatives) is the right way 
to calculate the cost-effectiveness of mutually exclusive 
interventions. Although the theoretical rules for cost-
effectiveness analyses of mutually exclusive alternatives 
have been widely described in the literature, in practice, 
they are hardly ever applied: not all the mutually exclu-
sive alternatives are systematically identified nor ranked 
according to ICER; strongly dominated and extended 
dominated alternatives are not always excluded; and 
there is not a formal process to identify and incorporate 
the most efficient alternatives into the health care system.

A review of 29 pharmacoeconomic guidelines [24] 
concluded that the most recommended comparator (in 
86% of the guidelines) was “the standard of care for local 
practices” (assuming this is the alternative that would be 
replaced by the new intervention). However, very often, 
health care decision makers select a standard of care 
that is not an efficient alternative itself (e.g. a treatment 
for a severe disease, or for a rare disease, etc.). In addi-
tion, there are many occasions where the efficiency of 
the standard of care has never been assessed; or where 
the standard of care has demonstrated to be cost-effec-
tive versus a non-efficient option. In all these cases the 
result of the CEA could be biased as the new interven-
tion could seem cost-effective versus another (in relation 

to a predefined threshold), when in fact it is an inefficient 
intervention.

The potential bias not only occurs in the case of mutu-
ally exclusive alternatives but also in the evaluation of 
independent treatments. Although independent inter-
ventions (vaccination, screening, etc.) are not mutually 
exclusive, they always compete for a limited health care 
budget. The relevant question here is: if the ICER of 
intervention A vs A´ is $20.000 per QALY and the ICER 
of intervention B vs B’ is $40.000 per QALY (both are effi-
cient interventions considering a threshold of $50.000 
per QALY), can we compare the ICERs of both interven-
tions in the same league table if their starting point is 
different?

In summary, assuming than the standard of care (or 
the starting point) is always the right comparator for a 
CEA poses three important limitations. Firstly, the iden-
tification of the optimal intervention (i.e. the one deemed 
most cost-effective) may vary depending on the start-
ing point for the analysis [25]. The addition (or the sub-
traction) of an alternative may lead to a change in the 
preference for the alternatives in the original set. This 
preference reversal challenges a very basic normative 
requirement of rationality known as invariance, exten-
sionality or independence of irrelevant alternatives [26–
29] according to which “supposedly irrelevant factors”, 
such as the content of the set of options among which the 
decision-maker has to choose, should not affect the pref-
erence order.

Secondly, it is frequently assumed that the standard of 
care is an efficient intervention, ignoring if the existing 
interventions against that condition are themselves worth 
doing [30]. This is equivalent to take for granted that the 
current mix of interventions are efficient when indeed 
probably “the starting point is the historical inheritance 
of a set of insured interventions whose evidential base 
was poor or left unexplored, many of which were selected 
for reasons other than a plausibly demonstrated highly 
effective impact on population health” [31].

Lastly, “the standard of care” (and hence the starting 
point of the comparisons) differs greatly from one ther-
apeutic area to another, whilst ICERs are valued equal 
irrespective their origin. These differences are diverse 
and not always obey to efficiency reasons.

For example, in the area of oncology, many exist-
ing treatments are marginally better and much more 
expensive that the last treatment used as a compara-
tor. In this case, it may be relatively easy for a new 
drug to demonstrate a favorable ICER compared to an 
inefficient standard of care [32]. On the other hand, in 
areas where only an old low-cost treatment (somewhat 
less effective than the new intervention) exists it may 
be difficult for a new intervention to demonstrate an 
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acceptable ICER. In some way, the attractiveness of a 
therapeutic option is enhanced by the scope of the area 
to which it belongs to, what resembles a sort of contex-
tual effect [33].

Potential implications of using an appropriate 
comparator
The problem described in the previous section may have 
a significant impact on the efficient assignment of health 
care resources. In theory, resources in the health sector 
should be allocated across interventions and population 
groups in order to increase the population health. If, as in 
the case of mutually exclusive interventions, the standard 
of care is not an efficient intervention (or if it seems effi-
cient compared to a non-cost-effective treatment); or, in 
the case of independent interventions, the starting point 
of the analyses generates non-comparable ICERs, the 
consequence would be an inefficient allocation of health 
resources.

It would be helpful to develop a tool to identify poten-
tial inappropriate comparators in CEA. The use of an 
independent reference (like the meter as the unit of 
length in the decimal system) is a possible solution. For 
example, the development of a “generalized CEA” was 
proposed by WHO [30] to assess the costs and benefits of 
each set of mutually exclusive and independent interven-
tions with respect to the “do-nothing” option. In that way, 
the cost-effectiveness of all the interventions, including 
currently funded interventions, would be assessed apply-
ing the classical process of decision rules for CE analysis 
starting from the origin.

This paper does not propose a new methodology to 
conduct CEA, but a system to identify potential biased 
CEA due to the use of inappropriate comparators. Spe-
cifically, this work proposes the complementary use of 
an independent reference (an “independent” or “refer-
ence ICER”) to identify potential deviations of the “con-
ventional” (context-dependent) ICER from the reference 
baseline. A high discrepancy (deviation) between both 
measures could indicate the existence of an inefficient 
use of resources. Although our approach is similar to 
the “generalized CEA” by the WHO, we propose that 
the costs and benefits of the interventions are not evalu-
ated with respect to the counterfactual of the null set of 
interventions (i.e. doing nothing), but with regards to a 
selected baseline which could be similar to the ICER 
corresponding to some efficient public health interven-
tions (e.g. $20,000/QALY or less). Next sections compare 
the results of the “conventional ICER” (calculated ver-
sus the standard of care) and those obtained using the 
“independent ICER” (calculated versus an independent 
comparator).

Outline of the approaches to set up the comparator
Let pi stands for a typical programme to be eval-
uated from the set of available interventions 
P = (p1, p2, . . . , pn). Programme i is characterized as a 
pair 

(

Cpi ,QALY pi

)

 where Cpi and QALY pi denote, respec-
tively, the monetary cost and the number of QALYs 
attached to intervention pi.

Let di be the condition or disease-specific compara-
tor (i.e. the current practice) with which programme 
pi is compared, in such a way that each intervention in 
set P has its related comparator, so D = (d1, d2, . . . , dn) . 
Disease-specific comparator i is characterized as a pair 
(

Cdi ,QALY di

)

.
Let r be a reference or independent comparator com-

mon to all the programmes belonging to set P. Reference 
or context-independent comparator r is described as the 
pair 

(

CR,QALYR

)

.
The ICER(pi ,di) represents the additional monetary cost 

for each additional QALY obtained with an intervention 
pi over another programme di , calculated as follows:

The ICER(pi ,r) of an intervention pi over the reference 
comparator r is computed as:

Lastly, the indicator of the departure degree from 
the “incremental” rule (i.e. the adoption of the stand-
ard ICER, which is calculated with reference to the next 
best alternative) if the independent baseline r was used, 
I(pi ,d,r) , is defined by:

when I(pi ,d,r) = 0% then both types of evaluation—that 
based on a disease-specific comparator and that based on 
a context-independent comparator—agree. On the con-
trary if E(pi ,d,r) ≠ 0% a discrepancy emerges which should 
be considered by the decision-maker.

Some hypothetical examples
Table  1 shows the costs and outcomes of various hypo-
thetical programmes. Assume firstly that these pro-
grammes are not mutually exclusive, but independent 
ones, so there is a different disease-specific compara-
tor for each of them. In this way, for example, interven-
tion p1 could be a screening test, p2 a pharmacological 

ICER(pi ,dj) =

(

Cpi − Cdi

)

(

QALY pi − QALY di

)

ICER(pi ,r) =

(

Cpi − Cr

)

(

QALY pi − QALY r

)

I(pi ,d,r) =

(

ICER(pi ,r)

ICER(pi ,dj)
− 1

)

· 100
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treatment, p3 a vaccination campaign, and so on. Next, 
also assume that their ICERs (expressed in terms of dol-
lars per QALY gained) have been calculated by using 
disease-related comparators. Lastly, assume that a cost-
effectiveness ratio of $50,000 per QALY is considered as a 
threshold for efficiency.

The first three interventions have the same cost 
($30,000) and generate the same health benefit (0.8 
QALY). Option p1 has a very favorable ICER ($5000 
per QALY gained) because its cost is marginally higher 
than that of the comparator ($28,000) and the benefit 
improves twofold (0.4 QALY). Intervention p2 is also 
efficient, although in this case, its cost ($28,000) and ben-
efit (0.7 QALY) are just marginally better than the com-
parator. Intervention p3 is very inefficient ($180,000 per 
QALY gained), given that its cost is significantly higher 
than that of its comparator ($12,000) and its additional 
benefit is only slightly better (0.1 QALY). Intervention p4 
is as efficient as intervention p1 , even though its cost is 
double ($60,000) and it generates the same benefits (0.8 
QALY). Finally, intervention p5 is the most expensive 
intervention ($90,000) in the table, but it is also an effi-
cient choice (equivalent to p2 ), given that its additional 
cost and QALYs are marginally higher than the alterna-
tive option. According to a threshold of $50,000/QALY, 
a decision-maker would recommend the use of all inter-
ventions except intervention p3.

Table  1 shows that the efficiency of a given health 
intervention does not depend only on its own cost and 
effectiveness, but on cost and effectiveness of the alterna-
tive with which it is compared as well. These results cast 
several questions. For example, is it really more efficient 
intervention p5 than intervention p3 , when the cost per 
QALY of the former is three times higher than that of the 
later? Or, are actually interventions p1 and p4 , and inter-
ventions p2 and p5 , equivalent in terms of efficiency?

The answer to above questions is that it depends. For 
example, a high cost intervention like p5 may seem very 
efficient because both its effectiveness and cost are just 
marginally higher than those of the comparator, which 

is indeed inefficient in comparison to the predefined 
threshold. Or because the comparator, though is not 
cost-effective, was reimbursed thanks to other factors 
distinct from ICER like the burden of disease or the rarity 
of the disease. Alternatively, an intervention such as p3 
could appear inefficient because the only available alter-
native (much cheaper and somewhat less effective) for 
that indication is an off-patent drug which was approved 
many years ago.

As noted in the Introduction, our point is that there 
are potential contextual effects that can bias the com-
parison of different ICERs. One source of such biases is, 
for example, the speed to which “the standard of care” 
changes due to the innovative dynamism existing in each 
therapeutic area. We think that the comparison of all the 
interventions to a common (non-null) reference com-
parator would allow to control for the existing disper-
sion throughout therapeutic areas. The result obtained 
from these comparisons would be a qualitative input 
that decision-makers could consider in order to prevent 
a mechanical application of the conventional ICER rule 
that ignores the possible sources of biases. The reference 
baseline could be a highly efficient health public inter-
vention or, instead, some accepted efficiency bound.

Let us now show how an independent reference com-
parator would work with the same five hypothetical 
interventions depicted in Table  1. The ICERs of those 
interventions when compared with a standard compara-
tor are shown in Table 2. In this case, a cost-effectiveness 
ratio of $20,000/QALY has been chosen, although to 
facilitate calculations, an equivalent cost of $5,000 per 
0.25 QALY gained is included in the table. Interventions 
p1 , p2 , and p3 are equally efficient, while options p4 and 
p5 are inefficient. As shown in the first right column, 
the ranking of efficiency presented in Table  2 is differ-
ent from that displayed in Table 1, when disease-related 
comparators were used.

The relative divergence between both types of ICERs is 
shown in Table 3. Visual analysis of Table 3 allows to com-
pare the conventional and independent ICERs. In the case 

Table 1 Conventional incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) of five new programmes by using five disease-specific 
comparators

New healthcare intervention Disease-specific comparator

Cost QALY Cost QALY ICER Order

p1 30,000 0.8 28,000 0.4 5000 1

p2 30,000 0.8 28,000 0.7 20,000 2

p3 30,000 0.8 12,000 0.7 180,000 3

p4 60,000 0.8 58,000 0.4 5000 1

p5 90,000 0.8 88,000 0.7 20,000 2
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of programs 1 and 2, both ICERs are below the efficiency 
frontier, which would suggest that the disease specific 
comparator is adequate. On the contrary, the discrepan-
cies between both ICERs in programs 3, 4 and 5, could be 
indicating a potential bias derived from the use of an inad-
equate disease specific comparator. In the case of interven-
tion p3, the discrepancy could be indicating that we are 
facing an apparently inefficient program (which is efficient 
when using the independent comparator), and in the case 
of the p4 and p5 programs, we would be facing an appar-
ently efficient programs (which is inefficient when using 
independent comparator).

Table 3 also shows the percentage of deviation from the 
conventional ICER when the independent comparator 
($5000, 0.25 QALY) is used. In this example, the sign of the 
deviation of an apparent efficient intervention such as p4 
and p5 (1900 and 673%, respectively) differs from the sign 
of the deviation of an apparent inefficient programme such 
as p3(−75%). Likewise, deviations of interventions shar-
ing the same conventional ICER, such as p1 and p4(5000$/
QALY), and p2 and p5(20,000$/QALY), are now quite dif-
ferent (deviation of p4 is more than double that that of p1 
and deviation of p5 is more than five times that that of pro-
gramme p2).

Conclusion
The key message of this paper is that the inclusion of an 
inappropriate comparator may introduce biases on the 
outcomes and the recommendations of an economic 
analysis. As Mason et al. [34] assert: 

“Decision makers should satisfy themselves that 
current practice is itself worth having before using 
it as a comparison for a new treatment. If the com-
parison programme is inefficient the analysis will 
be misleading”.

As the above examples show, different starting points 
can lead to different results in CEA. This bias violates 
basic rationality criteria in a similar way that contextual 
effects do in experiments on individual choices [35]. 
Apart from this problem, there are also significant dif-
ferences in the speed to which innovation spreads in 
diverse therapeutic areas which makes difficult com-
parisons among them.

This paper proposes the adoption of a common base-
line to which new healthcare interventions are com-
pared to identify potential biases in the results of CEA. 
This baseline could be a highly efficient public health 
intervention. This information would be an “additional 
factor” to take into account in reimbursement recom-
mendations. Our proposal differs from generalized 
CEA [30] in that the set of interventions are not evalu-
ated with respect to the counterfactual of the null set. 
We are aware that there are different constraints that 
limit the possibility of reallocating resources across dif-
ferent therapeutic areas, but the comparison of all the 
interventions to the same independent comparator may 
help to identify ineffiencies between therapeutic areas. 
The result obtained from these comparisons would be 
an input to consider in order to prevent the automatic 
application of the ICER rule.

It is important to remark that the main objective of 
our proposal is not to replace the ICER for the ACER 
(average cost-effectiveness ratio), but to prevent con-
textual biases derived from using disease-specific 
comparators. The use of a common unit of measure, 

Table 2 Independent incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) of five new programmes by using a standard comparator

New healthcare intervention Standard comparator

Cost QALY Cost QALY ICER Order

p1 30,000 0.8 5,000 0.25 45,455 1

p2 30,000 0.8 5,000 0.25 45,455 1

p3 30,000 0.8 5,000 0.25 45,455 1

p4 60,000 0.8 5,000 0.25 100,000 2

p5 90,000 0.8 5,000 0.25 154,545 3

Table 3 Indicator of  the  divergence degree (%) 
between  the  “reference” or  “independent” ICER 
and the conventional ICER

New programmes ICER(pi ,di) ICER(pi ,r) I(pi ,d,r)(%)

p1 5000 45,455 809

p2 20,000 45,455 127

p3 180,000 45,455 −75

p4 5000 100,000 1900

p5 20,000 154,545 673
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established by consensus, could contribute to consider 
the opportunity cost of including a new intervention 
and to adopt divestment decisions. We do not claim to 
overrule the context of marginal decisions. Rather, we 
claim for a correct implementation of marginal analy-
sis avoiding starting-point biases and taking account 
concerns on the “historical inheritance” of the set of 
insured interventions in the different therapeutic areas.

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Authors’contributions
JAS generated the initial idea and wrote the first draft of the manuscript. 
All authors made relevant contributions to the work. All authors read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
No financial support was received for this work.

 Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
JAS and TD are also employees of Eli Lilly. JS is employee of Pfizer. The views 
or opinions presented in this work are solely those of the authors and do not 
represent those of the companies.

Author details
1 Department of Preventive Medicine and Public Health, School of Medicine, 
Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, Avenida Arzobispo Morcillo s/n. 28029, 
Madrid, Spain. 2 Medical Department, Lilly, Madrid, Spain. 3 Universidad de 
Murcia, Murcia, Spain. 4 Universidad Carlos III, Madrid, Spain. 5 Universidad de 
Castilla La Mancha, Toledo, Spain. 

Received: 15 November 2019   Accepted: 18 August 2020

References
 1. Weinstein MC, Stason WB. Foundations of cost‑effectiveness analysis for 

health and medical practices. N Engl J Med. 1977;296:716–21.
 2. Johannesson M, Weinstein MC. On the decision rules of cost‑effectiveness 

analysis. J Health Econ. 1993;12(4):459–67.
 3. Karlsson G, Johannesson M. The decision rules of cost‑effectiveness analysis. 

Pharmacoeconomics. 1996;9(2):113–20.
 4. Maiwenn J, Talitha L, van Hout B. Optimal allocation of resources over health 

care programmes: dealing with decreasing marginal utility and uncertainty. 
Health Econ. 2005;14:655–67.

 5. Briggs A, Gray A. Using cost effectiveness information. BMJ. 
2000;320(7229):246.

 6. Weinstein M, Zeckhauser R. Critical ratios and efficient allocation. J Public 
Econ. 1973;2:147–57.

 7. Birch S, Gafni A. The ‘NICE’ approach to technology assessment: an econom‑
ics perspective. Health Care Manag Sci. 2004;7(1):35–41.

 8. Johannesson M, O’Conor RM. Cost‑utility analysis from a societal perspec‑
tive. Health Policy. 1997;39(3):241–53.

 9. Harris AH, Hill SR, Chin G, Li JJ, Walkom E. The role of value for money in 
public insurance coverage decisions for drugs in Australia: a retrospective 
analysis 1994–2004. Med Decis Making. 2008;28(5):713–22.

 10. NICE. Guide to the methods of technology appraisal 2013. 2013. https ://
www.nice.org.uk/proce ss/pmg9/chapt er/forew ord.

 11. NICE. Changes to NICE drug appraisals: what you need to know. NICE; 2017. 
https ://www.nice.org.uk/news/featu re/chang es‑to‑nice‑drug‑appra isals 
‑what‑you‑need‑to‑know.

 12. Institute for Clinical and Economic Review. Overview of the ICER assessment 
framework and update for 2017–2019. https ://icer‑revie w.org/wp‑conte nt/
uploa ds/2017/06/ICER‑value ‑asses sment ‑frame work‑Updat ed‑05081 8.pdf.

 13. Neumann PJ, Cohen JT, Weinstein MC. Updating cost‑effectiveness. 
The curious resilience of the $50,000‑perQALY threshold. N Engl J Med. 
2014;371:796–7.

 14. Reckers‑Droog VT, van Exel NJA, Brower WBF. Looking back and moving 
forward: on the application of proportional shortfall in health priority setting 
in the Netherlands. Health Policy. 2018;122:621–9.

 15. Tengs TO, Adams ME, Pliskin JS, Safran DG, Siegel JE, Weinstein MC, Graham 
JD. Five‑hundred life‑saving interventions and their cost‑effectiveness. Risk 
Anal. 1995;15(3):369–90.

 16. Dalziel K, Segal L, Mortimer D. Review of Australian health economic evalua‑
tion—245 interventions: what can we say about cost effectiveness? Cost Eff 
Resour Alloc. 2008;6:9.

 17. Horton S, Gelband H, Jamison D, Levin C, Nugent R, Watkins D. Ranking 93 
health interventions for low‑ and middle‑income countries by cost‑effec‑
tiveness. PLoS ONE. 2017;12(8):e0182951.

 18. Wilson DK, Christensen A, Jacobsen PB, Kaplan RM. Standards for economic 
analyses of interventions for the field of health psychology and behavioral 
medicine. Health Psychol. 2019;38(8):669–71.

 19. Gold MR, Siegel JE, Russell LB, Weinstein MC, editors. Cost‑effectiveness in 
health and medicine. New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 1996.

 20. Siegel JE, Weinstein MC, Russell LB, Gold MR. Recommendations for report‑
ing cost‑effectiveness analyses. Panel on cost‑effectiveness in health and 
medicine. JAMA. 1996;276(16):1339–411.

 21. Bracco A, Krol M. Economic evaluations in European reimbursement sub‑
mission guidelines: current status and comparisons. Expert Rev Pharmaco‑
econ Outcomes Res. 2013;13(5):579–95.

 22. Heintz E, Lintamo L, Hultcrantz M, Jacobson S, Levi R, Munthe C, et al. Frame‑
work for systematic identification of ethical aspects of healthcare technolo‑
gies: the SBU approach. Int J Technol Assess Health Care. 2015;31(3):124–30.

 23. Neyt M, Van Brabandt H. The importance of the comparator in economic 
evaluations: working on the efficiency frontier. Pharmacoeconomics. 
2011;29(11):913–6.

 24. Ziouani S, Granados D, Borget I. How to select the best comparator? An 
international economic evaluation guidelines comparison. Value Health. 
2016;19:A471–A472472.

 25. Cantor SB, Ganiats TG. Incremental cost‑effectiveness analysis: the optimal 
strategy depends on the strategy set. J Clin Epidemiol. 1999;52:517–22.

 26. Luce RD, Raiffa H. Games and decisions: introduction and critical survey. 
Hoboken: Wiley; 1957.

 27. Keeney RL, Raiffa H. Decisions with multiple objectives: Preferences and 
value tradeoffs. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 1976.

 28. Arrow KJ. Risk perception in psychology and economics. Econ Inq. 
1982;20:1–9.

 29. Kahneman D, Tversky A. Choices, values, and frames. Am Psychologist. 
1984;39:341–50.

 30. Murray CJ, Evans DB, Acharya A, Baltussen RM. Development of WHO 
guidelines on generalized cost‑effectiveness analysis. Health Econ. 
2000;9(3):235–51.

 31. Culyer AJ. Cost‑effectiveness thresholds in health care: a bookshelf guide to 
their meaning and use. Health Econ Policy Law. 2016;11(4):415–32.

 32. Bach P. New math on drug cost‑effectiveness. N Engl J Med. 
2016;373:1797–9.

 33. Tversky A. Elimination by aspects: a theory of choice. Psychol Rev. 
1972;79:281–99.

 34. Mason J, Drummond M, Torrance G. Some guidelines on the use of cost 
effectiveness league tables. BMJ. 1993;306(6877):570–2.

 35. Tversky A, Simonson I. Context‑dependent preferences. Manage Sci. 
1993;39:1179–89.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://www.nice.org.uk/process/pmg9/chapter/foreword
https://www.nice.org.uk/process/pmg9/chapter/foreword
https://www.nice.org.uk/news/feature/changes-to-nice-drug-appraisals-what-you-need-to-know
https://www.nice.org.uk/news/feature/changes-to-nice-drug-appraisals-what-you-need-to-know
http://icer-review.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/ICER-value-assessment-framework-Updated-050818.pdf
http://icer-review.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/ICER-value-assessment-framework-Updated-050818.pdf

	Some reflections on the use of inappropriate comparators in CEA
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Description of the problem: CEA results depend on the starting point of the comparison
	Potential implications of using an appropriate comparator
	Outline of the approaches to set up the comparator
	Some hypothetical examples
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References




