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e I R L Qo ORI SR il

X

SRR | ST EENGEES | QoW kR
WEE D LR RS A O VR0 260 R B
& HJERE A S B0 R 4 4 e — 2 @ R MR L 5 O g
AT iR 2ol ORR O RIBLLE 0 Q{1 S R R -
TREC YR -2 LEBERSEBWT bl Ve ©
LA 54d” EREINGY Q BER I I A E R
LT HOE S B S e K S 0 R v 9 1)
N R S e BB HEEER (qualitative re-
search) PO SRR 8 XU 4! (King, Keo
hane; and Verba, 1994)° . T -

HEEL R bR orefailRE S ElGImE S | (W
QR EMAE (causal inference) MO 5 AP o800 mpiddn

M a9 U RECRRIV RS LR O LU &
M EL R S 0B SERNEN (rescarch design) RE
BRSO U QSR B 0 &7 s s
R SR Y N Y3 © o S B U R R AR g
LERMCA" VA O LIRS i © BRI -0 LB

o Ee

— HEKE#E V85

Rimlh L85 Vi ERSEETSIERITK (potential oul:
comes) MEN 5 W REN U ERMIBLEe (eg, Holland,
1986)° E'd” | NESBEE (binary treatment variable) T, €
0,1} %48r@0-200° RIBHHE (treatment group) B T, = 1 &~
EEHE (control group) T3 = 0 L48§:° WO WEE S
BUOBE = 1,..., 2 0217 110 QMEEREE (1),
Yi(0)) ‘RUME L0 V(1) B © Mk KD V(o)
BEEHL - QERNIBE -0 ey’ B UROVT B
BRZRE (causal effect) €0 5 M REERM (treatment effect)
BEAERI Q4o Y w0r0° _ :

TE: = ¥i(1} — ¥:(0). (1)

D ROERE BB IO e S BV R LSO
{ LROMO CHEEREECCINE | QU Eare-&o”
R BB B E (factual) &-OREH (counterfactual)
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E0 IV RELOR0° (e MRSRES B

 BRFROERNE (heL0 Y = TVQ)+ (0 - T) ¥ (0)

207 10 ©HH BRI © IR 18 0 B S REL Y
AT RBLE0G L0 L4§0° 1) QI EiEMEVDS

R EHEES KR 2 g .

BRI RO L R E & © R E R0

2" AQIEE IR (finite population) Q7o

HIMEA @ VR L B N REHEE S KA U
A ee@T BRI R B¢ (population average causal ef-
fect) BEE Qg I UL HUG°

mﬁmm¢¢Wuab|meﬁ ()

o~ HRERECLLSERRP YA

KU E AR L0l SRR R N RBERE
PATE Q#3000 ERE O 75 0@ Rl ORI L b B 40 4.0
Imai, King, and Stuart (2006) %) S Hw" S (estima-
tion error) Y RA0iR 5 REE (decomposition) AWTEAULI 4t )
AV O VRO R M OO 5000 )T v SRS
BEG0® e T BB R OB 0 R K0 g QI
KRR QU D400 | BEHII ) AT MUO L g TER
WY B S0 RE R o R R ERE 60
s 7 BRSPS PATE © B{RIES1 1 2 — T O R Q4
£4800° T 2B SR L 404 S 10 R KT R N oA BE U o

AT ) QEEE SR C e LU e

1 1
D MA M\mmlw..su: N.v Bl Axl\m ..m:_Mn_n.?a N.v

Imai, King, and Stuart (2006) S #8340 A Q4= D ) PATE

A SRR S-S L RE e VR0
A=PATE — D = Ac + Ar + Av. {3

HQUPIK LG 5 b Ae TEEKBHTS (sample selection) 2 +4-00
Wi 122 PATE VB BHREIRERH (sample average
causal effect; SATE =} 7., [Yi{1) — ¥:(0) )~ SHL# 2 (4
= PATE — SATE)® WS UII" AcV Ar " b 2802 Bk
iR BB HRE  (pre-treatment covariate) X, ) RBUICE#2
L3208 (confounder) U LEFQ” HEK L QDo BIEIEE VR
BHVEMUNA 1 (imbalance) 24 r@EHINIE I 3 r0°

BT PR NN 0T SRR IR S R
ST 4600 B F L I BE RIE BRI A Va0
XURPSHINIRBEFX|T=1,I=1) VFX|T=0,
I=1) SHHEe° TS VWFEHEU A" Ay A Ay 17
Vil =gX) + B{U) for = 0,1 V2o BHEY L2002
B R QMo LI VR AR

?u%@wﬁﬁpé%ﬁﬁélegﬁﬁihﬁﬁ

p= [ROIMD im0, 1) — Fei =1, 7212,

REKORED" HI VB 21 5 08y IR A
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MR LR 0o IR 4600° B R T Bl
ORI N A0 b e RSB & E Ik
HSOUPZOReHES | O L& MMKE (aboratory experi-
ment) 2480 (Kinder and Palfrey, 1993)° S{EHE WSS
Lt RREESEY (randomization) VR SEHRT BN
I P © A R 4@ 62 B BRI L TS B R 8
AR N CAREEL U LR RRE T QM Qe
S A, A, Ap © 110 LK 3 i8R0 o DRC
B IR o S OB L 0D AN Ay © Bl
B O SN SRER OGS (EA)=EA)=0)° v
A UV QBP0 O e ) U AR TR S
Q407 %%m%%m% EAnemE (external validity) L&D
cBas [l S WY R v R Sl AT P RV RN R =
ir\ﬁxwﬁﬁﬁ Koo 50011 L4607

HRY 1N iR S-S 1250 S WML R 207 Y

— 22 & (field experiment) VEH Lo BEHOTMERLR
0 H 45  ) =48 4> 42 5 (Rosenzweig and Wolpin, 2000; Green
and Gerber, 2002)° ™ ~— 2 WA QIMER TS ROt BRI
Qe HMER LRI LS TR VBB ST WERCHIEL R

vf%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ:kfﬂ%&é&%ﬁb;ét?ék:é:&
Q% DRI — X e R S R N B A
R0 EBEZEC I BREESHER0" HEHS D HRE
L0 RE (eg., Gosnell, 1927; Gerber and Green, 2000; Ho-
riuchi, Imai, and Taniguchi 2007) & gL s SR 200

5%ﬁA2§Ei§e88v;t BE BRI L A2 I
2@ IRR RS 5° SIB QBB KR O
E(A)=E(A) = 07 0 OW Ay — 0, Ay — 0 REENLC | RE7

As KA 5 4 © I diRdd ﬁéaaéB:%%ﬁ%WWi%fﬁ
bnéub MR 82400 5 B RS EE L e Hrd
S S iih%:t B 050 (Imad, 2005; Horfuchi,

Fékaﬁiﬁasgaoit\:@W%?W%ymiﬁam
Bt ERI DR & O R E ISR B0 R Y D) A
HageQ° m&%:bi%ztﬂa®74 2 2 SRR nellil g 1
R o 100§/ 461G 1 ) AU TR BEHEL) ¥5 45
74iw%%%wﬁm%éanﬁleﬁa?aﬁ%?ﬁf
N mEEME (natural experiment) ~JERINE (policy experi-
ment) 4§10 JMACHKER U HERQEULR 5 B R g
FREUR A0 5 TR L L E LU 0300 20
BYEOD REPR-20 P40° S UQA S RN
TR 1] O B o MR S L TR AU 2 00 MBS o © Bt
BERHEDDOLY S0 nEEIL MREE SR
(batiot order effect) ©RERERS4 (Ho and Imai, 2006a,b)
NRE” SERE RS GEER 4 0 AR S
2 EEEEE (policy mﬁEmuopv HmBEOHKEC I ge®
PR A o IR B U R e R IR Imel 48 e e R &
HRIFH S REFL G S V-0 fRn R IREEEQ O v Sew 40 1
Ho 122610 BTN AR 1) R Ao @ IR KBS AU Ba000° 10 S O I
B DM TR EEOS" 2oRRETH S EN VR0
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ARREC WOV EERE K S Q REIE L 480 R0 A
— 0 48r0° 2.0 LRI @ B VKRGS B (A) = E(Ay)
=07 I A0, Ay > 0 -OEREE O R0 MDY
RS HEREE R Ny ~ 22 EuED WEESHHY
e A LR RR A AR A 50 rQ 100 B0 e
HOERR TN CRKOEES MEHE - BEREmE:

T VRSN R

%&R\%%Ti&(ﬁg:%o<ﬁﬁ?%4/ﬁ&6 W

SRR (observational study) AJ=HELM L2007 K
B © AR L A s BUEHS IR R 1) QURHEWEE 5 b 3 10°  HRK
B E R BES SO Ol ERERO YR
Eﬁ\741»%%&@5%%%:;orﬁﬁ?%:&ﬁﬁT

0490010 L0100 RIS I L0 2 LSRN N
arﬁtrkﬁﬁféé:k SEE 4950 20" TS FER
TS VRS S R (A — 0) RERESEUuE Y IS
Lo AREVEERCEINKNEY VI eERYLN MY
EEHEL A6 0 R R RAR0° Dbt Ap ) Ap EER 4850 Lo
e R O B0 ) VR e O BP0 I 4R
M) AVREREU S b 4 50 iR TR BRI ERRYS
050’ BHEER LR L VRS VERSEC X LT 0%
N TR I 4oy Sl B b T EEEEELR
RRRERIELAe° 1) SN Bisilbt 22 ignorability v
AR 7% no omitted variable MBS S (BT
HIQETS p(V:(1), ¥i(0) [ Th X) = p{¥i(1), ¥:(0) | X:) ~H{4R 0

. BRI RS U LB ey

R10)° QRS PULT RN RKADRYS Ay— 0
[ SR N RN wﬁ.ﬂ.&%v_u__ni.@m%mwT\E%Eﬁuﬂ.f?éypk Aﬂ

ESHmE R LﬂL&ﬁ6nﬁ§ﬁ%®%kmﬁﬁﬁm\
TN N T B A0 A S NS
BRS04 500 R U IS IR U2
l&#%dﬁ%ﬁﬁ?? QA0 TarDE 249000 BRI TS
LR 0 R LEMTE (internal validity) :,K,Té@
AUIRRVOT L OHQLEe°

(N i d b TN ﬁﬁ%fﬁbnfuéﬁ&;ﬁ%f
e N0 R R RV IR %A 00 ) 0 R 1 O st @® dmE
WECHBREIHBESERRNE TIPSR WE o
R CIP IR EY €07 L OROERIN R N BRI
SHIO QBEIG 0" Sy~ uop | INE M RIS AN —
AR ERIELS L0 810840 M QRIHE O LHEHIT 46 &
78 | ST T # ) A TS st 50 s Db U K40 A i
B O BIEMR G IR & BRI -0 WS
UL HERCL LB BiRie e 5 B KCERCTEE ol
(4@ ) AT THIT A 2ot ) e O T @
Hpda 21D R O E RN &ﬁmg_g_niﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁmﬁﬁmﬁ&mﬁ Hs
AR YO

o EHRSEEC QS Kk

KBS BReBPHDOS LB CSERMN TS S
B0 2 e R © RS RGO 50 iR T
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EEIRC BRI L1950/ Thiae N BB RIS 1 0 %

5802 Q LRDNA G P HEC KT A LB 50
50482 %00 %" HE OB w2 SN
SELRUEREVERE LR oM BRELSEY (simple
randomization) " - 4846 5 2480 £ O QKR O R U O B tna
B LR IR H RS (complete randomization) AR

CAORQUNRIHEE Y S0° # ¥ Time-Sharing Experi-

ments for the Social Sciences 800 /120 2 UMESEY U
$@A” DO DAY (blocking) & D NA (matching) #6
it A RO SR © b SR © B O
BEEMindu o8 Mo 2 abae-20HBIO » 80" P
#4 Lo0 © B HEEE D | WILR 29250t (Box, Hunger,
and Hunter, 1978, p.108)" ™I M alk N g Iy Db i S BEL 4
LORUEDM -0 0 LEEMON R — 160 2 2R (pair)
WEME Y QB R e RS o S ot aS
107 s b A RIR TR O LHRER L A0 T 0 AW B
VL eHELY 0 DT AR A0 © 480 NI A
NG YD D@ B LT URER R L B L B o S
W ARBOS D 0B S0 VR KRE R0 Ho-
riuchi, Imai, and Taniguchi (2007) 28 $REkH- E SRR U R4 o
WECE L HEVHEMINE © AR © e S0 0 L NG
AN RN 0420 RIS B0 4B © 0
~ SRR IREL A © 6 L I D b N Al & SR
¥ufe~2 L4802 - 5 0@ (Greevy, Lu, Silber, and Rosenbaum, 2004)°

mfhk%;\7nw$yﬁ¢vv+y¢ﬁ%$u%ﬁﬂ%f,
HEHEH L 2R R L SH IS Sdiarthb il
LR 5 ML YER U S OR 0 80 M
MRAKE R R HBRSERN R D PReeR” ©
TR HEVER HEQHEP RN R 0GR e BT
BRI ) RS0 VTR LY 0 BT P15
RN R NE QR EIERK QIER LS ZHUp
L0 R LGB ELREHN Y Q U LR R U RE e £ R
Vel B HRAHE R B 40 0 4 ' (Ho and Imai, 2006b)° 446
PEEER R UGB (noncompliance) ) KER N
—& (missing data) SRPDOLe° KB UD” WELR IV
SRR (treatment assignment) Q44 2 4 @ﬁﬁ%mﬁ
1 EERUROWE BRROw 2 BRI HEE o 8
R QB (instrumental variable) AW & &8-01" &

 Yetoedhi% Angrist, Imbens, and Rubin {1996) %444 O \umyem

WEWPE0° WM 2 Re [AMOMEC REK

(Intention-to-Treat effect) it~ WESP I =15 o i

ASEHIREE L A0 o0 BRI RER {complier average causal effect)
L ImER&0° D& 10 ﬂ%m@ﬁﬁ%&:ﬂﬁ%ﬁ/\ﬂ
B 4% 5 BT (never-taker) #F S8 (noncom-
plier) IR SR KRGS IIEREROH

CETND AN - 2RISR ARG EHEARIY B

Balke and Pearl (1997) HK8#HQERC S elES2u "
HEE-REERK SZE (bounds) WP OIL° 1SN
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— A B L2 BR A0 RN | RS T T R Ol ER

WO HEEE O R B O R A | MO BEE QT

RBREKLL O 5 A6 1 0% D900 R NE 2 § 1460 (Man-
ski, 1995)° ,

KRN — 2 N — R 2R L5 O a0 A TE 46 10°
#2007 e R 5 W EERE A T A 00 o S B 140
QB QK EHIT B0 2 4% 5 80 w4d” MEREE LR
RIS T BENC 20805 11 BT I L L g ng KIB
{attrition) & IEEH-0 L v a0 IR0 1) Qv hRiR L
R0 KRk — o LR W iREIER R U 52 A R i iR
SRR S0 | BB B R W IR BRI E
(missing at random; MAR) {48 (Little and Rubin, 2002)° &
w7 SRR Y R E <& CEERLE OV KB O 2 0
0407 1) Q MAR BIHQ -9 18" ¥ QBB H B 2 VIS

X VAR T L ORI 20 e RYE

S e Y O KEZRR X (RERKERS) YoEbe»
O LR SIEIERE I RSB a8 e SRS
Z nonignorability (NI) E{RsoZEIT 04! (Tmai, 2006b}° +3 & NI
LRt R 1 A0 o BB £ ST 12 40 o @ SRR TR
Hasiy” KEEEFRREITC WK Q ke & tRrv 5 0 438
R RS L BRI e 50 R T L IR 49 r Q0 P O §30Q° 1120 S i
#AHEER " Horowitz and Manski (2000) R84 LicHIp
SEBMIUEES T O —h LD 3 KEL— 6o
AT EHRERNCEE WL &0 BT KEFeERVK

ik — 2 QERREL L ibk@ ~ oS O 410 S8t
SEH-2IL KA 29° Yau and Little (2001) 2 MAR i
i 1 B © BT % @ AR Tk — & LI 0% NTIGRGE.
QM-S HR L SR Y R (Imai, 2006b)° WSR2 Fran-
gakis and Rubin (1999) © Wb RiSMESIL 2 1~ O
W& Q08 R° 24 © R " Horiuchi, Imai, and Tani-
guchi (2007) RBKTE LR~ HEQ EVEL V" [
PUKEN— CERVIMESEMRTVEDY 3¢ (BL
& KO 1100 W ° _ :
Biath s REL—2UDL S BREHBOULOR
REESERG HilaHh € FRER-SHEIR L8302 1 5 00° I ©
QP | MU S VBTN e D SEIERE (para-
metric regression analysis) 24 LHHEEAE0ST 0§ .;‘?&m
RIE%GE S RIEUE0 S 20 UBEESSEOR Y 30
1350 £4050° BT SERU R0 NS B SN A
LINA D D R IOMAUR VT 1)) P CoonRi
MEES 5@ b DN N (matching) WEBURSY DS
25 {#-~1 Rubin (2006) ¥rwiED° > D AanOTRY
Y 4 ignorability S G 117 SlEEEVIRRE O Bk iRy
SFRAKE X QTN K9 L DB OV
£ ORI 82 L -0 O LR TS © BEHEY R L et
HaE0° Mo | HRUSRIL LM X OERIEIBES
Sy L VISR S OB B 2 — N MR e W sub-
classification 2 > 2 h AN S | BAUFORP 4L LRV ROR
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L 0 517 bY /6 X QERED LR R © Ko
m O bR P D N (exact matching) M-S B

EOREIRITC ALY O U@ 1) R a0

0 0 -2 MEE © BRI — 2 B K R
Kt 5 )N BIER SRR Y MO X L0 DR Y A
AR Q AU B E R E85e° W)’ Rosenbaum and Rubin
(1983) SEEX N (propensity score) M-200~ P B
NEHVELALW 5% BEXK N NoR 2wl ECegitE
MEE Pr(T = 1|X) 1V ES" ignorability ©ZHS -
1 KARIN— AR K 1T Il 11D = 0T — 2 it 2 8 M e,
SN 4850 X A9 TT N 2 11 — 2 D)0 L0 ) VR IR S Y
200° 1) QHEER LT T IEIE 1T T — R 03 S Y
U RIS WY DR CSRIEBEER TN DD
% (propensity score matching) ~JE8 .52 s@ubHIE 6167 sO L7
Tmai and van Dyk (2004) HHEE K 11 ) BRBRIEN DL S
v RORBRE L | RO W RWEEEE (propensity
function) A% subclassification 41 5 R EIHGRE © #R

SR L0 YiE 18810 Rosenbaum (1980) L44sQuiEl D -

M % (optimal matching) &% Q-0 SHEHE P P ATE
Wi (eg., Ho, Imai, King, and Stuart, 2005) 208
MRs” HERER DU IRER-2HEERS Y St

A5 Imai (2005) RELHDOKESONN T2

R IR B 2 S DR L°
1 Qe L M b 200 I DN SR e

0 RWFHEEF AL 2 S0 TN o D A Bl R
A 0 RO HRHA S Sed” NN 4D R SR
Ein— Bl (preprocessing) WD A0 L0 ﬁmo_w
Imai, King, and Stuart 2007)° Q=" b 2k N 0 dRis
Bk — n RHVE S AR VREEVEEOUN A — N e

R N N R it S ST AN S i B

SR IR o E B (sensitivity) WEO Q90 [ B
MNSBOIREVER S BRREOBLA 53 © LR

SO 30° ) QBIERAO AT I DR D D DT
PR AP L ag ) AR TS O N REE VR
S X ST NN K Ari” 1B Q [FIERISW-P40 5 W AUQ LTI N
A0 — R 2 500 D) M0 :
RV RRESHEEC LQ CBRbHWERR N A
L USROS B ) ROOhHR Y R S0 g
20 BB S BRI 4600 Sl RIS AR 1 48 5 v R
Y08 sl B C (post-treatment bias) 0 3 Y
4250 SRR~ w18 SIEHRRHRIE (post-treatment ocqmn-w
ate) ZWFE O W N N0 O R rad AL O PR LT X
1R (Rosenbaum, 1984)° +) © EEwIIIEE LRI
178" SRR 1 S £ 1 — 2 R b S BN
BRI B (VT, X, Z) = o + 873 + 7 X4 SZ AP0 05
5° S B WERBSRRKA DV EE e L9 U HORBY
A Z | YO et SIBIRGEE T 0 R0 1 LRI
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AL Qoo L HTER RN R o 00 S s B @ 1 ) 0 LY 4000
DR OS50 ) QUBE ORI 7 B X ol o SR R
LR HRMECHEHQRI Y 4 O WidERLHI o T I
:%60%01 HERECRRRRHE g D Es~ T
R Z LA Qo SREIN I R R O 7 R SRR R L R
ERPIR U0 RIS LR 0° 4 0407 SRR Y
A — R4 AL O e R 00 T 3055 4800
SEA0r0° 1) © REIET N I R E e R L EniEiREeg
WE(YV|TX)= o + 5T + y X A EE 0 20 48007

N EREE I N OERS 2O LT e BRI L
271 0 EENERI O B O B L 2 A S BB E Rk
A R e @ HE LR IR0 2000 AT RN S
o B oS ERNR 5 R 250 [ L6 @ FR T truncation by
death] B8 R @ 5 W W 48 +@ (Zhang and Rubin, 2003; Imai,
2006a)° 1) QEEBEASREHHE LR S VT SR EER

- #h SHTEOREK RN B O IR e s SlBIREY

T 4600 RN -2:0BE L g O L ERER D o0 [ R 46 0@ A
HOHOCITELAQR° HUEACMWE Q1 o Bk
S b UL iha e RERERB L 48r0 U R (1) oS i
Eratn & H A HBHE U E0)” BEIEES HEkE © RIB Wi
3@:?#85#Azw%%iﬁﬁfmﬁﬁﬁﬁt&%v%%
i QEE LR e EE B T 48000

[Y PSR} U IV Y iy ﬁrotﬁﬁfﬁf/i%ﬂ%ﬂﬁmﬁﬁ
Hh o0 § €7 KK S {18 o & S HTEBR R AR

SONRHV AR MRBEEC RO SR HCERLS |
RROBEASUEUME L ST ORROL 1)

BROLFRUECER/US BIbSHHEEU s mEBu
SRR X AR 0 R ER0° T
BRAE-D 1) © S TR © s s D ﬁﬁi:bf%%ﬁ

| ERSREN LY S VAR RARI0e

< BEERENVOVE ﬂ_lﬁgﬁhnmza

soasbn iR db b © | &y uﬁlb%i@%&ﬁﬁﬁ.n
k.ﬁﬁ% SHpELVee® EEUEREHEECN S iR TR _
R OEL oMk HE S RER s E?%%\éaﬂm
S HUE - BBER V2 0 gﬁ&£%+%ﬁ%®§*
AR EREN Y W B R R ____naE_nﬂﬁu%._mL o
b R R AR st o @ERITAR L 0 © Wb 8 ¢ 0 ik~ 7r%5aﬂ
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WIS R A0 i © BRI RN L2 0 © |7 ERE B
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