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[Abstract] Objective To evaluate the statistical property of the estimators on exposure effect and

value of propensity score methods in practical use. Methods

Simulation data, propensity score methods

(PSM) were conducted to assess bias and efficiency, under both with/without model misspecification

conditions. Results
robustness than model based methods. Cenclusion

Under model misspecification conditions, propensity score methods had better
For large and complicated data, propensity score

methods had more flexibility in practical use than model based methods.
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#1 EHBRENEZHESERTRY

BEMEMITEM MSE f1 STD

MSE STD
RERE B T 6w 5 b
1 1 0.5 0.019 0.002 0.041 0.039
1.5 0.036 0.003 0.066 0.052
3 0.5 0.044 0.001 0.058 0.039
1.5 0.178 0.003 0.058 0.052
3 1 0.5 0.019 0.002 0.048 0.046
1.5 0.037 0.003 0.064 0.052
3 0.5 0.047 0.002 0.068 0.045

1.5 0.167 0.002 0.076 0.044

BB =1, /=1, ag=0, a; =1
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ik R ERNR E X R S BT R ENT
Xt F /A 7 ik W
®2 AERREN _HRERTEM
RERRMITEM MSE # STD
MSE STD

S Sme O wm O
1.5 0.2 0.4 0.008 0.007 0.084 0.083
1.0 0.008 0.008 0.086 0.088

1.5 0.4 0.4 0.007 0.007 0.084 0.084
1.0 0.010 0.010 0.101 0.100

E-Y 35&3 72 az

3 0.2 0.4 0.013 0.012 0.113 0.111
1.0 0.015 0.016 0.122 0.125
3 0.4 0.4 0.014 0.013 0.121 0.117

1.0 0.011 0.012 0.106 0.110

Hive=-1, 71=0.2, ¢¢=0, a; =1

#3 FHEABCHESMESERTEN
FBYRMITE M MSE fi STD
MSE STD

BEER B o

w_ep Ou_te  Ou_up Ou_se

1 1 0.5 0.408 0.394 0.067 0.056
1.5 0.269 0.297 0.077 0.071

3 0.5 0.575 0.395 0.084 0.058

1.5 0.482 0.301 0.085 0.063

3 1 0.5 0.394 0.399 0.069 0.061
1.5 0.260 0.317 0.069 0.067

3 0.5 0.584 0.389 0.089 0.053

1.5 0.444 0.316 0.072 0.058

WiB=1,8=1,8=1,a=0, a1=1, a3=1
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SRR ) 16 0T 1R X ERRLR E A BT AR

®4 AEBBEEN _SRERTEY
FBYRMLITE M MSE #1 STD

MSE STD
e W S N S
1.5 0.2 0.4 0.080 0.146 0.079 0.091
1.0 0.094 0.134 0.086 0.105
0.4 0.4 0.080 0.147 0.089 0.085
1.0 0.095 0.126 0.096 0.094
3 0.2 0.4 0.040 0.080 0.125 0.105
1.0 0.052 0.073 0.123 0.109
0.4 0.4 0.054 0.093 0.125 0.112
1.0 0.060 0.089 0.107 0.110

Hivo=1, 7,=1, 73=1, =0, ¢; =1, a3 =1
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B HOT BT — B (LR #T 25 pravastatin
4 B R BER T . X TR ST B M 7E T IEH
BEZHHRITHBRERM TEZERIBT (KT
BRBHTEE)NEEERIT NABREERE
1 H [ B (LDL-C) /K F B 25, B3 25 M8 Xt TR 57 ik
IR . BRIGIT 6 A G MLDL-CKF4h, X 5 8 57
BAERIT FFRATRE B E N ER A ERKEBMD %
RAFER(R S) . XEIRRBIANE TR W EE
AHMEGEREROHE R, ZARITRIEAZ LR
Xt BRI PRI He FE AT B, (HAE SE i # o, by TRE L
SHA T RRGARIF AT, R B E)E P BE B [
2 (n =2219) fERITHEA (0= 1634) I E BN 5
MR, T EXMBEE ZEEHBMEGITHS
pravastatin FIZUR L GUREHEE

RS HITHFAESHRRRTHZADERS TR EELE

W oE B F#1{H(STD) MR (%) P e
R Hfbyrkda® FRE: Hibyrikda

F(S) 58.03(7.99) 58.04(8.22) - - 0.9546
BMI(kg/m?) 24.13(2.76) 23.94(2.84) - - 0.0411
HDL-C(mg/dl) 48.85(11.96) 49.69(11.90) - - 0.0304
LDL-C(kg/dl) 169.10(23.21) 159.93(20.59) - - <0.0001
TC(mg/dl) 254.06(18.66) 242.84(16.02) - - <0.0001
LnTG(log, mg/dl) ¥ 5.16(0.54) 5.05(0.52) - - <0.0001
WHE(%)(F 1,%0) - 37.63 40.82 0.0448
BRP(%)(FH 1,%0) - 21.81 24.36 0.0631
KB (%)(R 1,%0) - 39.21 42.11 0.0700
FEmAS 25 M (%) (A 1,%0) - 13.61 7.22 <0.0001
HIE(%)(H 1,%0) - 44.07 42.04 0.7088
LHES(%)(F 1,%0) - 10.64 8.20 0.0112

* T FERBE, EHTEBERENAR RN, FARNEMAZN; ¢ WERWE: A W TEEHTR AMLEH RER
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WA HEE AL N GROUP, HEE N HZ5 4
GROUP=1,{&4 5740 : GROUP=0, AJ#H TR
fhi1 B A A B 25 A M HER (B 36 50)

exp(ag + a'X)
1+ exp(aq +a'X)

ARA 0y HBE ;o HEBERFEE, HuR AN
BE B3R 12 O AE B BORLAG 5 X X RE bR 12
TR RITER, HAKLIR ER logit A
R AETE , BT — G BT AL G logistic B IH
KRS B A A BT 25 20 i M S, B i ) 4 B0 A
. B BE e B THESF 0 R 5
B.HEEANBERMER. EE-EHNENHA
(B] th 28 B i A T R SR LR 6.

55X SHESRML, TR E R BMI #%
SEMBERCIEIESNE 1E5, HMZENEH
HE LRI HRYER, FELE HTREEE

Pr(GROUP=1) =

IR I KAE( T KRR E7E0.05, FrLAH B —
PP E<0.05SHMERAEANF,

B ERGERTH, B—-RAWRITAE LR
KaHEBEN. X3 FE—-ERIMTUER
T % 25 4H A X FAE G816 9T 4 (L AR 7K 7 FRAIR) 5938
BOEEH S BHEMTTEMBCESEE, Bk
HREAKX

3=Séw;(ﬁx—f~os)

K ,s=1,2,,s EnB;w, E1Es BHNE;
P F, A RAE s BHAAMERIBITHRNS
FIRRRE; 0 ARAMBE Y53 2 M BCRAS
HE, HFEG,s=5,w, WET1S,HENEZ
1897 6 M HJE M LDL-C F#/K ¥, 5 N # 25 A xt
FHRERITANBRMG TR, £2THEEHRIINLER
w#k1,

®6 BEERBERSEREEARARDERSANYERER

= i FH{E(STD) Pl s B (%) P
GEZER) ¥zha g yT Rl (01 &) WA fGTRd
1 F() 58.02(7.85) 58.26(8.52) 0.7527  WRIE(%) 32.37 38.57 0.1625
2 58.61(7.88) 57.59(8.20)  0.1053 33.61 35.83 0.5520
3 57.86(8.16) 58.03(8.22)  0.7725 40.23 33.90 0.0845
4 58.59(7.95) 58.38(8.20)  0.7296 39.60 37.17 0.5020
5 57.74(8.33) 58.42(8.21)  0.3181 43.95 48.81 0.2258
1 BMI(kg/m?) 24.33(2.69) 24.57(3.13) 0.4088  BERH(%) 19.25 20.71 0.6946
2 24.05(2.81) 24.08(2.55)  0.8982 19.88 21.25 0.6652
3 23.98(2.53) 24.20(2.93)  0.2818 21.38 19.86 0.6213
4 23.88(2.85) 23.96(2.82)  0.7087 20.81 20.68 0.9659
5 23.93(2.89) 23.44(2.81)  0.0325 30.94 31.15 0.9552
1 HDL-C(mg/dl) 49.17(11.43)  48.98(12.31) 0.8624 K#(%) 34.41 40.00 0.2144
2 47.99(11.74)  48.49(11.47)  0.5884 34.63 35.00 0.9217
3 50.27(12.54)  49.37(10.97)  0.3032 41.84 38.36 0.3482
4 49.65(11.73)  49.42(11.73)  0.7887 39.02 41.62 0.4743
5 51.10(12.27)  52.21(12.13)  0.2572 48.43 46.23 0.5835
1 LDL-C(mg/dl) 187.89(19.70)  188.46(21.57) 0.7631 fHAMMAZZE(%) 25.55 22.14 0.4017
2 171.31(19.74)  169.66(18.05)  0.2760 15.78 15.42 0.8995
3 162.17(19.33)  162.23(18.48)  0.9661 8.97 8.56 0.8506
4 154.92(16.91)  154.71(16.24)  0.8629 3.47 4.19 0.6138
5 150.35(16.79)  149.99(15.42)  0.7749 0.45 1.98 0.5528
1 TC(mgl/dl) 275.66(12.42)  275.54(12.81) 0.9152 ®HWEF(%) 45.83 47.14 0.7788
2 256.11(9.98)  255.58(9.93)  0.5049 43.03 40.83 0.5723
3 246.63(8.23)  245.89(7.94)  0.2259 44.13 44.24 0.2709
4 237.59(7.14)  237.59(6.74)  0.9952 43.93 35.32 0.9329
5 229.91(6.09)  229.23(5.46)  0.1346 39.01 45.83 0.3397
1 InTG(log,mg/dl) 5.18(0.41) 5.16(0.43)  0.5489 LUUEI(%) 12.61 20.00 0.0236
2 5.12(0.44) 5.15(0.42)  0.4197 12.30 10.83 0.5657
3 5.06(0.41) 5.05(0.44)  0.8346 8.74 9.59 0.6946
4 5.00(0.46) 5.03(0.43)  0.4136 10.12 8.12 0.3479
5 4.85(0.45) 4.81(0.45)  0.1798 5.83 2.98 0.0652
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