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(F5E/ — b
DRIER M i o0 B & b Tk

KA R[5

EE

AROHIE, WAHEROMGRE NPT E 2 M A L, S ol NRMRO HiEk2 o C 2@ 2 a7
52t Thr WAMRER XTHORABERZEN T2 t2HMELTED, EFOHE
BETRRLsZRMIN IR FEIELS LTV, AT BHREGOREN L FIETH 5,
7 v MCEITER, W] o AT, B 1R 2 B0k, R R Mg 7 A4 > (RDD), 2 @ 2 i (DID) 12 D W T BB
T2, S5, Z2) LAFEzo AP HEGMICO W THE T 2,

F—7—F
P, 7 > ¥ LGSR, BFEMGE, RDD, DD

1. EREROHR
AEGTld, FIRBIRZRN T 2 -0 0BG & 2B . S 51, S HOREHEGRZ » < 2 #eH
WA UMETT 2, P BOAFE TR INEHER O % M2 HL>— /5T, &I BT 3 A ER DR
BIMHHOEN TV 2, REEN TR 200w TE, (1) FEHEROFEZMY 2036 bika¥oH
HIEBIRE W72 Ly, (2) JUCHEHERZ A B0 oL Tu ARy, EWVwIH22DFERT
WH DS, HE-SFITE O THREHEGGEE L T\ &b ) FIOIGEIRZE < | et iicii
HORMMID 255, AFETIEZORIIEAST, BARWRREHERO 2R T 5 2 LIcRE B L,

1.1 #HEHZVIZER

B L R 72 2 2 L, (LERERLHEIT OB TH b | fETHHEAT S TN D 2
EWLWIEL S, L2 LERSHAYTIIWES o ns s, 77 ALY 2EYRa Yy bPuo—VEKX
AR U 2 & Bk & 2 B D 1l L 245 RE S N A HEE R Z S S IRAIRD X 9 ISR L <
W BRI % v, 29 LdTiER. BRIERBIROFNIC 27250 2 440R % & IZAHBIBIR D 737 & L C
X 2D, BT 7 C R 2 E L 72 AT, FERDIRSNTCld 7 < . il e Fie S 05l
5D THS, £31%, Angrist and Pischke(2009) 12 L 72235 T, S HDFHRSHTICE W TREEHR %
FET 27- 0043 EZ RICHRT 5,
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29 1 B & 2 RIRBIR & 13 fifh

FURIY 7 T I3 R A B I 2 4 ) As, — RIS, AR IS B » TEE S 2 DR ER DGR KT
IR EH ST 20N TH 2, LEd->THK D LR Y 2BEICT 208235 5, KREBRICHED
VW THE & 12 IRIARE (causal states)? 23U EIRT 5 2 Lk, RO EHMNTH 5, Ric, #4
PEBOE A ORI EL S O | EHBEA DT v F A CEH D YT o N T O RIRMERERL k9, Hhatt
BodF % 520 72 N7z B I ALERE (treatment group: D = 1), 521} T2\ A7z B 13 RHIEEE (control group: D =
0) £ 72 )| TFHIRFEIE (average treatment effect: ATE) IZRHERIDONRELE DS TLERICHI D U Toh
TBRORER) & DARBHCE D YT o N BORR ) DD TH B, M b o kD & 5 KIRBIR &
EfZEbiduE, SiEELTUTOREZERL 200U % 6%\, T4bb, a)D id Y 25| &l
CTOD, D) DN Y ZEIEHITELLLZDHRORESEZEDRED, ¢)D=d' %252 6N AH
RICD=d" #5250 T0s YIEEDRERE) . D3 TH 3,

Z D 2 WRD H 2 FABIR 2 K § 2 DI PR 72 FEBR 13 ] >
FEE A2 QEICTHAEBR T = 2 M T I2RER LI FRIF, fEFTHHI Lo B INTEL
(Stouffer 1950), B2 F 2 MULT 5 = & 13, BUIRD & 2 BH% ol ST BISE 7 — & 12 5 T
T 2D, EobicB T 5 REERIZMD %2 8T 5 2§ & % 5, Angrist and Pishcke(2009) 23544
% k9T, TURMEMICHIEMELL PR 2 G L 72) AT H ) OB THIVICEZ 2 2 LDTE 2 M
Mz Tz o 2 EMNTELRVLOTHIUL, BFEOPRHK LREBIZ T — 5 2 v RIS 28
B AT 3 A DRV, DTH DY,

Z o 3 EBIR 2 R T % 72 & DOFkAIHKIE (identication strategy) (%>
AR &, HERSE T - 2 Wi ) 2T, BN SEERIGERIT B 5k 2 R T 5 (Angrist and
Krueger 1999), BT, FERIC I S M2 iRAHRIE S < FTE L, 2 OREHIZ B D250 6 55Tl ) .

Z D4 RREBIR % FE T % 72 © O e D 5 k1A

MERTTIHERR & Z TN ROBHEN . B2 BEA, BAPEZ RO 2B Ic B CIRER GRS 2 2 L 72, HiEh
W IZ T = 037 7 A —{LFEFE TV —7IN T3 & SICEME 2%, et oM L
THIBTIE 2V L, LIEUIRIERICEMINTH 205, K< EZR» N, REDHAVW 7B 27 b T
. % DEINGIKEHWHER O FEMIC 22 > T 2 D TH % (Rubin 1991 ; Angrist and Pishcke 2009), & H
A7 A b ORI DI 2 7 5 28 — (LT HUFR VL E LI TR B VDR,

DIEBIR 2 HEsm 3 2 B, ERlodEZ 379 7 LA uds s 2w,

1.2 SU%LAbHBEER
—WBDFE R E L, kD H ALK E2 TV LCEND B TERI L, Thbb T vy aLiiggEz K
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RBIRZ AT 2 72D DIRBDY — NV TH 5, M, WEBLET — 5 DPRONBETH 2HRAICBVRTT
VA LNEYUHEE R B — AW TH BN, I TR, BRERE T VA LICEID TR LSRG
BIROFINIC B W TR DI RY — L E R 200 2R T 5, R S Twv 3 ADEROH
WL, HEFHEE I X > THERBOEA 27 vy a il Y Ton s 5a%20ic L, A ICE
> CORBHEIT (D, = 1) HMERE (V) ICG- 2 2 W82 Z A2 L9, H2EN 2% A%t (WLER)
DEAMAT EARHEIZE[YID, = 1] £ 7% b | #ARBOEAZZ T Couk v Aet GHHERE) O %A & s
fEIZE[YD,=0] L7 2, 22T, &R OMEHIZT v 7 LE ) 4 TEREL TWEDTEY,D, =1]=

E[YyD;=0]1ThH s, L7d> 7T, thaiiadH ORERIZT CEXI NS,

E[Y|D;= 1] - E[¥|D;=0]

= E[Y,,|D,= 1] - E[Y,|D,= 0]

= E[Y,+t|D, = 1] - E[Y,|D, = 0]

=1+ E[Yy |D,= 1] - E[Y,|D,=0]
=t (1
7V FLE Y YT T E[YD, = 1] = E[Yy|D; = 0] 2SAET 2 720, ALEREE NRBEICB 27V + A
LOFEHEDZEBHFENRE 72 5T, 7V LE Y YT 2D 2 WA BIZENE T EYD, = 1]
E[Y,D,=0] %D, T ebWwdeL 7 a v N4 7ATHEY, AR THEBIZTE S\, L
IBEE PO THPNAD, VERLITH S, WEDHSRIEICE T 2 HEMEOMRE LA % RiE2 b D
BHD, BB, 7V LED M TEE) FFMHETH, WER L HEBEO 2R CIHRE RS ICHE 2 20

BODPEMRTZNTVAF 2y 7I3MHATH L Z L2 AELTEL,

2. [EF
7 v F LU RS TE R0 5 Lo T, B4 FRREROREZ# O 2 b I vy, SEhia
WIS T & > 7t 2 FHEic B T, REBIRORE 2 ik b % H S 7 D B3l (regression) TH A 9 .
L Lads, [Ra» s REMEE21F2 20I1cid, W OPDOBRWREDBBE E %2505, 29 LR
EMM 7 INTVE I ERET R, UTTE, Bz Moz R 2Beil X9,

21 REZBBUNAT R
R B O TEAS W TR —HtEch s, —BMELd, HERBT ¥ TN A X08MT
BIZONTATI A=Y BICHERINKR T 2 2 L 2 BT 5, UTFTOEFLVEEZLS,
Health, = a, + B, PInsu, + e; 2)
ZDETFIVAZ, fHE (Health) % BRI (Plnsu) 12180 L7 & D TH %03, SR Insu & #5570
u MBI S 2 A I I HEE R B BT R L 72 5 Y, BETHe, FFIHERTIHIH S T s vz ol
DIRTOUERzEL 0, DAy b u—VEKZRA LT L 25 THREE L HPLEH A Z b 7
BOEFNEBET S OEANEIE, 1960~80 £ D 7 £ V) A it R & EOZEL #7613 S A fitht
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PEEZ LB ERERLTED, FRREDRREIRD X ) IR I N T w5 2 L iIcaiEz i
7. FRCH v B AR M O % B T ua 72 (Duncan 1984; Xie 2007), L2»L 485, RIEEEAN
ATABD D60, ETNVEIETA I L TZDONA TAZMET LI ENTE S,
Health, = a, + B, PInsu,+ 3; Gene+ e, 3)
TG T (Gene) 1ZMEFICHE L L2 Tw b Lk w L, SBHSBAZREL T30 5 RESAMS
BICIMAL TR 328 Litkv, ZOEA, 7V (2) TRREEBNEAET 202D, 7 AR E
%5,

RIEEBNA 7 A =Plnsu & Gene DB xf, 4)
Plnsu & Gene ORI,
Gene, =y + mr, PInsu; + u, (5)
THHZ o@D ITRALU T 2%,
RIELERNA T A =11 x By =P — P (6)

RIEEBNA T ADR(6) % HVIUL, FHTICB T 5T T NPRRE TRELBICOOT EDHELENT
X578, BAERE BAEEHOMBED R 23 2 Eidnunicd, FEMEORE & £ TR VLR,

22 FEYIEIY O—IVER
RIGLEBNA T AR L 12 2HT, RONTEBEMTFELEZ B VIGEIE, @k ar b
v — VR ERA L, RENZNIMEGRZ T2 Lrkv, SHERZBINT 2 2 & T, BURHREOHE =
ZRESEE LTRRTE 2 HHMEIIEE 2723, 20 0o TP Y M A LCHERL.2 9 BEBTT
AT 2013, KRHERICE VLTI TH 5, AU Ly e — VB EIZ, EHT 2HWEHD
WAL E 50 9 2 EKEERT 2, BAMICE, SHT2HALREHESH 2 L lbh, 2Ol
RINDBICIRE L CO I EHEBAR#HY Z2ay bu— LB L k3, Mk, REHERCE T 28723 v
=V EE, EHT 2HHERDIRE 2R E TRECHEE L CW BB L & 5, BilZIE, Angrist and
Pischke(2009) 13 KA &I 5. 2 25282 A3, B2 a2y ro— L3203 Rz a > Fa—
WVEBOEMZE L LT3, B&2 Y, RK¥EYI—%2D, BETHEIIA M I5—FI—2W LT 5L,
BEEN T b AL ZHWTU N RS,
Y,=DY,,+ (1 — D,)Y, 7
W,=DY,,+ (1 - D)W, (8)

Wihay bua—)L L ESAEDRENWERICE Z 28158 1%.
E[Y,|W, =1,D;=1] - E[Y;|W; =1,D;=0]
=E[Y,;|W, =1,D,=1] - E[Y,; [Wy;=1,D;=0] 9)
D, DT VI NCEDYTRS (Y, Wy, Yo, Wy} & D 372 DT,
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E[Y,,|W,, =1,D,=1]~ E[Yy, |[Wy,=1,D,=0]
=E[Y,, |[Wy,= 1] — E[Yy, | Wy, = 1] (10)
ZHIFE) IV —T7DHIEE L TWwE I L LFAETH S,
E[Y,, |[Wy,=1,D,=1] - E[Yy |Wy,=1,D,=0]
= E[Y,, — Yo, |W,,= 1]+ {E[Yy, Wy, = 1] — E[Y,, |W,,= 0]} (11)
FROBRIEL T O TH 2, K74 b AT —DREHLEZNLUNDANOEEDEE, KAFETRTA
Fh I —DANDEEITE A BRFNE E[Y, - Yo W, =11 &, KA E VI REFUI R T A b A5 —12k B AL
DR EZSE B L VI FEERKML 2L 7> 3 N, 7R {E[Y, |W,=1] - E[Yy |[W,,=0]} DIEE
DANC > T 5, fhaTlE, LEO X9 BREl 22 v b e — VA MFE T VICRASN TV
TEBLIELIED B, ZNIRBEOERDOEEZNFIEILD AL, EFALT7 4y MCELRH 2 h6H L
FEHIUIZ DM TH 575, WEHEROIFETIEAR#EY) % 2 > b v — VARSI BEA T s s 2
LERFERL 12, 7 — 8 HOHIRTBURI R B HER O T EDE LT, > v T REURIHT L D TE R0
A, ZNTHRIFRICRRBEROMRE Lk o513, ZoBSETVIRE (A7 4 A 7—) 289T
3o VwDTH S,

3. BIFEH
CNFETEHUT OB 2 & 5 BRI AR RRHER O T EME Z e wEiaic, A &0 BRIRBIRIC B &
AOGTER A, L La3s HERICIZOLS #tdE 2 b o THRANA & R 2 EidamsCd B2 2 9,
KSR DAL S T 2 REMNFIEPRIEEBLETH 2, UTDETNEEZ S,
Health, = p, + piInsu; + e; (12)
ZAUSMEERE (Health) 25tEA RN (Insu) ICX > TRE STV B E VI ETILTH 5, SEicfilins k9 i,
Insu; & e \THABID S 2 6012 By I3 —EiER & 2 6 9, AN & UORIRC & v, BEREAE & 13,
WAL TFeMATBHEER 213270 DHETSH 5, RICHRBIMADHERIIC Uil EIck>T
FUTLICPRESINDEL L), CLIRMELTHMAL BV I L HERTE 2720, MARDLIE
Insu; = f, + fsLot; + u; (13)
ETMIENnG, —BiltER 22 7 O ICEREERD M T REREIUATTDH 5,

{71, Relevance Assumption:
FRVEZ R Lot 13 Insu \ZIISBRSE D H %
22T, A UHIEIEHh o ot mICMA L7z & wH XX 2 =K T 5,

{R%E2. Independence Assumption:
BEE R Lot 135 v 7 LI H ) ¥ To5N TS
S UR. Lot & T RTORELBIIZTRI TS e,




{2 3. Exclusion Restriction:
BAEZ B Lot \X Insu %38 U C D& Health \ZIRD3H %
L7535 T, Lot 7 5188 Health ~DIFIZ 7\ 2 E235fh & 70 5%, FEoBE T, BIELR Lot
BETOREZTLT I EDPWRTEL, 2D 9 X T,
S Ul EMEDMEHICE. 2 2 H
=({  UBIE MBI AN G 2 B350 )
{ FLRBIN A DM IC 5.2 B 509 )
TH2HZERFHLTREZEL T UL, BIEEEE e —E6EE 81,
PR Uy 2= ANE R WY IE
_ (UBIEMBEDMHERIC G2 DB
U E RSB A G 2 28R (14)
L%, BREEBE TR, BRMEEEDHIALEICE 2 520H (S RBINADMEEIC 5 2 2509 %5
1 BEBE (frst stage) & WO, FRAEZBDSHRIIAZ RIS 5. 2 2505, (K UBI SRR G 2 2508 %23
HH (reduced form) &5, 77 M AL %Y, SHERE D, BB % Z, LEEMRA 7 1 — < VTR
FIuUL, 1 BBSIED, |Z,=1]1- E[D;|Z,=0] (LLF ¢). SFEMIZE[Y,|Z,=1] - E[Y,|Z,=0] (LAF p) &
0. RPTERIHE A

L. p_ EDNZi=11- EI|Z, = 0]
¢ EWDi|Zi =11~ EIDi|Z; = 0] (19)
LD, BMEEBZ EHAERD, OllAGHbEICERTIUE, UTD4 SO EM%ZE 2,
Compliers : D*°=0ND?"'=1 (16)
Defiers : D*°=1ND?"1=0 17)
AlwaysTakers : D*=°=1N D?"'=1 (18)
NeverTakers : D*=°=0N D*='=0 (19)

Compliers &% TZ IZHEIBT 2 A7) OZETHD, < LiKFTFaudthafticmAgs, < Ui
M AULHESRBRICIMA T %, Defiers &% TZ L 3MiDOKIGETZANE) OZETHD, S LiIKiEd
AU ERBUTIIA L, < UG 72 tUEth RIS A U 2\, AlwaysTakers & 1% THIZALE % 32 1)
LN DZETHD, L UILY S BETNE ) DS RBICIAT %, NeverTakers 1% THIC
WiEZEZ T ROALL) ODZETHY,  LIMAE I B TNE ) BHRRRICMAT 2, 20Tk
BEEEBUC X B HEE R (T E DT REMANORR DS )0, £F . BAEEBOIKE TH % Relevance
Assumption 2° & Always Takers & Never Takers XSS 1%, & 51c, BFICIK Defiers BHFET 2 2 &
X772 A9 & Z 5415 (Angrist and Pischke 2014), Z LWiDEZ 2T 2D THNIEZ b Z bihafR
BIMADTF v v A3H 5 LI EICSMLEwr o, LeLlade, BUE7 v 77 LA OLEICD
BOEEEEMCB 2% 25, D EOBRIZEEZICIE DT >D™ L v ) H#TE (monotonicity) DK
ENBIEE 7527, k6, (15) ROBEERIEIC X % #HeE w13 Compliers 12X 5 Ja i iy RS0
(Local Average Treatment Effect: LATE) T&b % Z &30 %, LU TlE, W7 F#HE & 122\ T Angrist and
Piischke(2009) 3% 2 iR HIHZ LR T 2, 1 12, 1 BEOMBEEZHE L, BEOKE IS
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TRGED 2T 2, W2 1, W1 BEORERICE W TREZED R GEIRE b o 2 & 2R
%, EHTIE %A, Stock et al.(2002) (X F fH2S10LL ECTH % LLLE7ZE LTWw5, H3 1T, bRV
AP RE ] OO T RIS OfEEM ARG T 2, TEBNOBIFLEBII A 74 7 v OREK T AR
H D7D, FEELEBOMH ZZT I v, B4, BB HmR L HEE I (LIML) 1< X 2 3050 4 2 il
ZHER T 2, HIBRRAURHEE 32 BN 3k X D REIE b DDA 7 RN E < MHEERE
ROBLT LRI E L, H55 10, FEROMRICE T 2 MIELBOMRE. t 6, FEZHEET 25, &
TR DBHERTE R T UL, B2 6 CERAIRIZ BRAZ L Tw 5725 9 (Angrist and Krueger 2001;
Chernozhukov and Hansen 2008),

4. ERFERTSIV
AR A Hife 74 A~ (Regression Discontinuity Design: RDD) &1, 1990 £ 64 INTE D,
HIEPREN L — Vg S 2T W 2 M L CRSRAIR 2 HEE T 2 FETH 5. Bl ZAFEEREOR Bl B2
2 Z UL, HARTIZT75 iR Lo & O i3 Sk BRI I X 0 BRI #1 (75 BRI EA2, 3
) LB, TOHWEICOWTAEYETS a0 L IUL, BOAW - R - MBS O R4 B
HTHRESNADEH, RDD BEHT 2013, EEF TV AR ERMIZEABNICEAR LT DAD
T, 75 BOLfECIFARHAHOLEE L ) WENERD L 5 %7 v FLED B TUSGEL E W) RILTH %,
WEDS T > & DT GIRIETH D U T o T L 2D THIUL, FWRUEHEDO AL DT 7 b L% g
USRS R A2 HEETE B L0 ) ODRDD DIANFMTH 27, RDD I Sharp RDD(SRD) & Fuzzy
RDD(FRD) I/ HTE 28, ZAUIAWIHRD /A 12 B W TAE DS E NI F 2 (SRD) 2SI I
% (FRD) 2> CIXJIT& 3, BEmEERTEOSE I, FHAIE LT75 i LIZZ I aE% 31 &
2725 DTSRD Th %, /7. KIZ75 L L CREICHT MK & 2 EHAE L, MR VEAIZIE
BOAMHED] H & %2 2 HERH > I aicid, 75 KM E— IR >R O EH] 2w F v 2L 20l
CTPMT 272DFRD &7 %, D% D FRD 3L 220 TH S, T TIESRD IZDWTZD
i E T 2R T B, SRD IFALE D, 2SBIHZE S x, DPCEBEEO TH D . Do Wit x, TR
WE T 5 DT,

D,v:{l (x; = x0)

0 (x; < xo)

&Yy BT THRIELTE S,
Y, =By Bx, + pD, + €, (20)
X, D3n ROLGEBRET % &\
y,=y+ox + 0, x> L +0x +pD, +e, 21

b, 51D Ekx, DIERBTHZDThlRET VI T RS,
E[Y, |x,] = E[Y,, Ix, ]+ (E[Y,, |x, ] = E[Y,, |x, DD, (22)
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FiE x=x—x, 65 =08,-0,,0% =6,-0,, .05 =5, — 3, LTBE,

— 21 %2 %
R A O

+pDi + 5>‘1<Dz)~cz + 5>§Di)~ci2 + + 6>:Diiin + gi (23)
LHSEE S, INETICALLERERHT 2 Tk L3RR D WESHHT AR ORERBTH 5720,
RDD (&7 Wi AT Tl i &I MEBIR ISR R 2 2 TE 2D TH %, BAT T, Lee et al.(2004)

DF—#" % F\ T RDD ORERER ST EZ MR T 5. Lee et al.(2004) IF3ZEITH T, a) AHEZ Mol
DECREIFORE R 5.2 2D, b) 2L b HUCHMES ZBOERI TR 2 R Z2IEATO 200IC5HT %,
BRI, REGEHEEMEL 225618, ZOHMBBESICE O TID URIARERITELL T3
ZHH)EVIBVEBEEL TWw 5, 77X A TIEIERAIERICER L 720 B 0550 S huTve 2 sk
2 (roll call vote) D7 — ¥ IMFLE L. ZDitdk%z H\WTO 2205100 DY RFIIVESGWERTAL YTy 7 A
(Americans for Democratic Action Score: ADA Score) 2MER I LT 5, fiE-> T, t HORIEWEDFER,
2350%(xo) ZHA 2761, t+ 1 WO ADA 2 a 73 EORE LR T 202 5, M1 1FRIEEHE
a5 RDEE THRALLET L TEB LR Z B Wb DTH 2,

100 150
1 1

ADA score
50

Democrat vote share

X1/ BADRERGERLE £+ 1 B3 ADA X7
3T )Lee et al.(2004) HEICEEIER
FEEK50% DWW TADA 2270 % v 7L TC03DWMERTE LM, INDBHRESIE p Th 3,
TR L B FEIERL DL ICHBEICE LTS v v ITWH 20 E I DRERT LI ETHD,
STV v v T ER I AT ISR R I3 272 B 9, RIS, & x, =50 THUME L 7230(23) % OLS
THEET 2 & p=4743(SE=2.04) TH O FWiHICB I 2P Y v 7RERBICIETH 2 2 095, ML
2SRDD DT H %23, FEBICHHTT ZBIII DL T IHER T 2 08235 5,

(A) MEHEEB D ERAEPTREVED 20\ O & 2 HfERR T %
ERFWRANTICB W TH DL 7V LD EHITEL TS 2 L2 HRT 2D1E, Mkt AR O
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THEED R W ETH B, REWICE > THER249% 1T 25051% 1T 202 8ET 2 DIFAA[RET
Hb, FEENIZERERDE A LTI LA —FNVEEE AL LT, DWUEHTOMIKE  £1L
Lk EMERT 5, &0 74 —<)LiciE, McCrary(2008) 73427R L 72 Density Test 12 & - CTHE D 1l HE
Th 2,

(7)) WRGERE D2 BECHARICK E 22U e W 2 fERT 2

BAETTREME D 20 RS2 WIS 81T 5 5 v L8 D YT & Ak 720l id, Wi OEEs o ML ERE
(D, =1) EXBEED, = 0) THERIGEVDRH > TS AV, ZO8IE, £ DHEARICT I 72#Z
LCHERTE S, Tbb, BilckiiEEce, Mo b mz & o Bz i &, W REFHTY »
VIR EMERT B EPARIRTH B,

() BWESEED S v Figc iR T 2

SYWTRDER DN Y RiE% EDOREICRET 200 X > TORERIZZED > TL %, S5 A MY v 75
ETIE, HRA BRRSEREZ AL TE TV EIT ) DD —ITTH % (Lee and Lemiuex 2010), Z Z
TR ELS ED 2 L5 THIUSMER B3, WL4E Tl Gelman and Imbens(2014) 23X % HA D #E AL
WD ZEERHEEL TS, /U FRX MYy 7 BIEETIE, A7 X MY v 2 BHEEICE T 5N PRk
DS LCTOFEEDO IR Z (T 5, 23y v 70 A A IciR E N oz iF il c&E vy, kb
7 4 —= )Lz )i & LCld, Imbens and Kalyanaraman(2012) 23558 8] 78 > FiHOEON 2 EX L TWw 3,

LLLICHEBL L 72 RDD &, HAFEERZFH L 2 NIZ Lo @ HEER R L% 2, ZD—J7 T, RDD
V&5 Wi £ (subpopulation) D JRFTEERIERIC 2 o T B 726, FBIGERE D 6 B 7255 1 RO R H
WHE0EHTLHHHATIE RV, Thbb, HEDO N Y PRI Z YT 2R TH 2D L0
A LI D W TR ORI H B L v T &7, EHTIE, Hainmueller et al.(2015) %> Angrist and
Rokkanen(2016) ® & 9 12, RDD DA M PEIC DWW THRET§ 208 b I TE T 5,

5. EHDEE

2 DA L B EE 115 Differences-in-Differences( LA T DiD) (&, S F AT —F DKL 70 xw 7

Yavy—8EHOTUAIHAIN TV 2 FETH 5, MEREFIEOEAPMERICED X ) kig#zr 5

ZTDPIZOBCTHERANRZAD 72w e L XS, MERBEEANRZO2HIH (=0, 1), MRy —E

A%ZF T EP(D =0, 1) ZHELBENT 7 S ALy, ZRET 5 L. MERBE AT TORER)
R 13,

9pp = (Y11= »10) = (Yor = Yoo ) (24)

=(yu—Yo) = (Yo~ Yo) (25)

Ein, X2 1 TERFTONERBEEAR RO, & TP CONERBEAR RO, D%

3 TH D, AN (25) 1 TIHELRIRE AR OAERE & IO, & T EIRBE AR O QLETRE & D 72
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TH5, WiEREY I —% D, NERBEAKRY I —%2P LT3 L, 6, BK2I2BIIBEY (1) Yo(1)|D =1]
WML, S5 MIIZ T olEATHE S S,
Y,=a+BD+yP+8,,(D*P)+c (26)
BEERES S — L R AL S S — DSGETHDRED 6pp LR BDIE, KL DOHLDLTH S,
DiD #iE g% (26) 225 E L 2ok, HAREERM I L TR ULz s v, 2 ORE & &, AE
DI 2 BT, ALERE & SHIEEEC I8 D b L > F (common trend) 25FFFE L TV % 2 L7,

%1 DD #5E
1 to 1~ 1o
D, a+ﬁ+y+(5DD (l+ﬁ J’+(5DD
Dy aty a y
Dy — Dy ﬁ + Opp ﬁ opD
4
E[Y()ID =1]
E[Y1(1) - Yo(1)ID = 1]
E[Yo(1)ID=1]
E[Y(0)|D = 1]
E[Y(1)|D = 0]
E[Y(0)|D = 0]

t'=0 t'=1
X2 BENT D AL

Thbbt, MK, B 7 Y s 2 L% >R, WBEOBIRZ B IZAER & NIEEED - L
YFE (HE) IEFELCICR > TWE I EDRBETH L, BEZDREPDEE LI TOME) TH 5,
T3 (25) ZIHFHE TR EHET &

{E[Y (DID =1] — E[Y (DD = 0]} — {E[Y (0)|D = 1] = E[Y (0)|D = 0]}
={E[Y (1), ID=1] - E[Y (1), |D =01} = {E[Y (0), |D = 1] = E[Y (0), |D = O]} 27

L FOBRGEE 3,

E[Y, (D =Y, (0)D=1]=E[Y, (1) Y, (0)|D=0]
E[Y, (1)|D = 0] = E[Y, (1)|D = 1] - E[Y, (0)|D = 1] + E[Y, (0)|D = 0] (28)
nT, NE8EXCT)IIRALT,

{E[Y (1), ID = 1] (E[Y, (DID = 1] — E[Y, (0)|D = 1] + E[Y, (0)|D = 0])}
—{E[Y, (0)|D = 1] + E[Y, (0)|D = 0]}
=E[Y,(1)-Y,(HD=1] (29)

), HE LY FORENH 5 2 & TUERICE T 2 FERENR 252 2 LN TE 5, HEMIC
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77 7% LB N LY FORERZF 2y 7922 E03%0hs, BEICREENL Y P23 20
IELHY, ZOEAICRBEIAR 2Ty F Y I L BHIEMISH SN E'P, DID & e RSO
HEICH > TE, Hall b L v FIREDHERIZNAEETH 5,

6. ARHRZH SHHER
g T, WRHEGRO BARNHETH 2 7 v & 2L N, [BURHT. #1E4 % RDD, DiD %%
L7, HEREOEFMEY v —F I TlE, 29 LETFEZHOLOIIERL TE D, haETh
e 2 FrEE 9 2 505 HE b BRI & % (Sobel 1998; Winship and Morgan 1999; Goldthorpe 2001;
Gangl 2010; Bollen 2012; Yamaguchi 2012; Morgan and Winship 2014), fili/7, RS L CTEDT
D &) ICHRHEER D D B,

L PR TR E D ICEH L T b

RRHER I, SHT23NER 77 b A 2252 2[RRI %2 W 6 212§ 2 F9803% > (Imbens
2010; Gelman and Imbens 2013), Z#UZAT LT, KEEAIS % M9 % 287 (cause of effect) (£ D Tld 7z
CRBANEDFIET % A 5 = X L DFFEH (effect of cause) ICHHEZ B RE 72 L T 24125% % (Heckman
2005; Deaton 2010), #:4:%:% T & 5 Goldthorp(2001) b | #E&x2Dflifrix TRE X H = X LDOHITH 5
EIBRTWG, — i, FEREDODHT0I% > Lo ) B CRERHEROWOE SN Tn e b Ltk v,
ST A A = X 5% W] 6 12§ 5 FHEASEUEIZHE LTl 5 (Imai et al. 2011; VanderWeele 2015),
R R A = 2 L OFIIEHI S 72  RIRHERR O TR 22 D 721,

11 [RI R G C U3 iR D BB PEDYE R S Tl e

REARAEGR TP RBRZHET 2 b DHL . ZOMEPMAEMTHETH 2 2 L k&
54T & 7z (Imai and Strauss 2011), L 2> L 236304 Tl KERZIE D B 1% (Heterogenous Treatment
Effect) (245 H ¥ %2 W%t 5% < (Morgan 2001; Angrist 2004; Brand and Xie 2010; Imai and Strauss 2011;
Breen et al. 2015), TR b DY 7 ) 2= a v 23h 5, INFEHEGRZ D & IR O g 2%
JETERVEV) DIFHALMD TH 5,

1L RRHE G C i 2 RED 213 dp 52 L v
RASHERRCIE TR TR % R IREDTR T 51203, ZDIREDZL4HEZ D ) LIE LIRS A S5,
REMW b D L LTIE, Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption(SUTVA) 23% %, SUTVA IZALED D y,
RS 2RI RUE A j ORI L 2\ 2 L 2R T 21, Z OARE I E AR O AR % %
FELTEARPHITIIRELTIRE D ) %, BIBRFETIZ, SUTVA EX23H 2561013, ahrifh 2 &
D=r7u)Ucd 52 e, REHERICE W OET 2 IN2 RIFFHIRORE LR ED 5 2 LRI N
T\ 5 (Sobel 2006; Heckman et al. 2006; Morgan and Winship 2014),
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DL odgimlE AR Z 0 b OISk 28 & v X D b FEHEROFEE T T 2 AR 3R
ETH 2, EFEOHRRHROTIEIF, LEHOMELEML L9 L HIEL I EOMFEERIEES T
%, bbrA, ETCOFHCREHRDTFMICEZRNEL LI TV TIER L, ABHICK>TEE
TNT7 4y PO RDENL I EbH B4, LrLahs, ITEOREHROE L WabrFik
DI E BT UL, A RICHTTRESH D, 7= 0W%2 T 2% b DI & > THREHER IR Tl
WY=L ER DL, Blo T ARTET L &) RIEN MRS ELEI NS 2 Licko T,
RO AP BOA AICRBSINBE 02 CE b S,
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1) i, GO BIIERMEBIRORE R TR v, SHTHND RN S 2 W IR ERIN R HE&ICIEE T
74y MCHERZBOAONTFEEZRATRETHD, 29 LEGEIEOIHNEEE L v,

2) [AHIRAE & d, FEBITIEFEBLL %2 5> o 2 fEINZS S (potential outcome) & FERFRIC FEBL L 72 2554 (observed outcome)
DR Z T,
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3) PR NS RICE 2 2 BRI 25 92— RARAIRE 22 X 9 1B 2 208, MRS A Z 0 < % 200%, 20T 24
DTz TREDHMP A TH 2, LI BBPSEL 2, Zoniz ) £ AT IR EROREECEAR
WEEE UEAEDORIGEED Lo R D TV A T&E, EBFRICZ ) LERIE7 4 — L FFERRE L CTIFEL
T\» % (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Fryer and Levitt 2004; Western 2009),

4) NEEREY — A 2R 2 NERIT R VAT, 252 5 HBEEMIT LT3 A% 0w EEILN, 2D
LA E[Yo|D, = 1] # E[Y,|D,=0] £ & 5,

Cov[Health, Plnsu] .
5) Cov[Plnsu;, Health] = 0 76 B, = W Ei b, KB & LR AT UL Ele)|Plnsu;] =E[E[e|Gene,
! Cov[Plnsu,, Gene|]
Plnsu])|Plnsu;] = 0 23S L, Cov[Plnsu;, e] =0 DT, i =p+ Py " VarlPlnsu] s, X@) AR D
P& B 3B 587 A= L LG S L, py OREE R IE EXOADICHERPUR S 2 72 f, O — iR & 2 5 7
W EMSEEHE NS,
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DHBICAR S 5\ 2 2R 2 2 L ZRAHIRI O 2 RR T 2 720, EERMICEHHSNTw5,
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9) EREICRITEHED 1 #lic72 2 2 L 2RI L 723872 Shigeoka(2014) TdH %,

10)RD TIZEHT 2 HHERD = & % @HIZE % (forcing variable) R #EHEZE % (running variable) & FER7- @, DUTF Tl
CONEER T %,
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biFons, FLEYTAILVAL 2L =Y ayEHoTDID HENEOBEFETE 20 2R3 Lbo L Lik
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Causal Inference in Theory and Practice

Shoki OKUBO

Abstract:

This paper introduces theory and practice of causal inference and discusses how to esti- mate causal effects. We
first discuss how randomized experiments allows us to assess causal effects and then turn to observational studies. We
lay out the assumptions needed for causal inference and describe the leading analysis methods, including regression,

instrumental vari- ables, regression discontinuity and differences-in-differences.

Key Words : Causal Inference, Randomized Controlled Trial, Instrumental Variables, Regression Discontinuity

Design, Differences-in-Differences



