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RER A ERAFRT 2021 F 10 A 11 B &M, % 2021 FEFENREFFEER
FZRAEEBZFFEFRXEBLE « £/ (David Card) .7 4F T » % # B 37 45 (Joshua D. Angrist)
fnd % « HAH (Guido W. Imbens) )™ H o, L% FEX T 5 £ 5 F 0y LA K TH”s
FEYRKEGHRMEAAST HEARXZADNI N T ERTR”. ATl Y& E R BCHE - F4&

5% - RERMEZBHUNEZFFHRAR)CEFFHAN05 £ 4H (AHT - 24
EHBEGERMREFFHTRICEFF20A)2015 £ 8 3 HFHE B X, 25 K&
EREFBHFERTHRHATTIEN. AFERBEFB(ES - BAHHHEE X R0
FEIWTER D) — X, 5t B AR ¥ A TR IAATIEA

WE. T2 -BAANOTEARARXRAONO TR THRAYF 2021 FEENREFFL, K
LERMNEAT@RNBEAIGFRRA: H— BAIA T AR EZI P 67 iAo dE IR 7]
M EFLAESTERAEALRERMES AL A THRRIT AT H L EAIER, 247 2] 09
AT T AW AR, F . AANY LATEER R /73R. 2 B ALEF ), BBt
LATE 9 9r 3 A2tk 7 8. % =, B KM EM @130 Fo B B4 31 07 & = )2 kit & £ 5
FERMEFITERREN T E LM BT R R TS, AAHFPHLEXFNEAFRTARRELEZ.A
ABHARREHTANDERARF MGG T FRRKRAM A .

XBR:FT L - BAN EARZFFEL RREYH AHFFHLEHZE TALEF

2021 AE I WUR G T2 R T = B EH AW KM 4 « R (David Card) (JrEF W « 24k H
4 (Joshua D. Angrist) fil75 2 « AW (Guido W. Imbens) , DL 3 & 45X} 57 3 & 5% 2 B 22 3EWF
FETTHR” 5 2 52 2 A% HLIT A5 A0 PR A S8 Xof DAL SR O R 20 A B D7 598 BTk o AR SO B 3 91 A7 PRAS 3 3 28
T2 12 AR BTHR

PRIAS 7 2 fr 22 6 2 R A 0 2 2K . BT 1963 48 Y AR L S8 S i 7 A =2 A7 i 0 8 307 K %% (Erasmus
University) il /R K& (The University of Hull) , 5z 2T 1991 4R AE E E M P K F R B Ll 2
fro B o 0 7E WS B 2 I 28 AZ WL e I R A A1 SE R 3 AT 20, 2012 48 2 A 0 T
WA KR ER EBE . WA FU0H 207, JUHZ RURERT I 2k . A SCH S e HAT 5C R R 24 4k

* AT AR BRFEAZFEE PR, VB %A 200030, & F ¥ 45 . hn_neon@163. com; F A, £ il k
FRAZFEEEER, B S 200030, & F R yuleng@sjtu. edu. cn, A EHEXBRFEZAZFEFESER
IR EEAILERIRPOH Y AMHELFR/RARIGEZLREEL., SR XwA R,

wx 2021 S EN R 253 %42 % David Card.Joshua D. Angrist,Guido W. Imbens X4 5 ¥4 “K 2 « £4&”
“HRL e BRHEHBFES - AR ARELGRAL TGP L - 2R HHTIFL IR ARE TR
MEFEL o MNEFA B - FRTIAE  ZRIMHFE S - BAM,
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SO (LATED 547 506 A S FCA I 5 00 P41t %0 B 7 090160 78 5 D T L7 40 005 80 L X0 T 22
Sk BLAR 1 SR S A B SR T AP

— BERXRSWIERMNE

PRI 24 307 1“2 A LT R 1) 5 I TE T A N T O SERE A A K PR A BT RE S (B 5T N B g
i3 A BRI ST A B AR S0 B BE AL 1 5 Wi AR B Y B R AT A BN AR AHENT

(—)ABEMIEFIL R B AL

— BV, 22 5% 24 G I RE T X 30T BB Ty 58 R 80 A A R R L AT A TR A
SRR SR 28 5 TR T I P SO . PR SR A IR ) O B LU R IR) — S IR T 52 NS 2 A2 BUR Ak
BRI ) P RR SR AR )R T AATTE IS B0 HORE e 4842 32 i 4h 208 b B, W50 45 o L RE L 4% 1) —
Fl 25 5L . Holland (1986 ) 4 1 FR Sy DA R 4 W7 A9 6 A [] 807, i AL 4% 1) 52 4% (randomized controlled
trails. RCT) B 8 1 15 52 50 0 G BE AL 53 Ay b 2L 2 0008 i 2HL Ok fgp Dl dox — ) R0 o Lo e b 28 2 42 o
2H ) 45 S 95 T ISR B E , 5 AT L) A5 3 S 2 4 PR W (average treatment effect, ATE), 2019 &%
WIRGHF W T TR R « PEAN T R 22 4% « ORI AL 3e /R » SO B R AT B AL 4%
) S 56 7 T A R U A AR, TS B A G TR AR HR AR 2 07 20 U 2 BURAH G RCT
ME LA S it B Rl b T J . S v e ORI 3] 1) K 20 B 2 5 R R A 2 TE T 1 S AR TR A B
LR GATT T 1 B 308 5 A T A ek 18 D 1 R O A A B X 4 SR B

M 20 HEZE 90 AEARTF A . “ A AR S8 " (natural experiments) 2 7 24, Sy $8 75 748 2 1] 14 R 56 &
PEHE TR TERSENE AT AT A2 B A AR B sl R R A 5 gl 2 [ R B AL 0 T — L X
A5 BIFFE N B3 AT AR 26 52 b 5% 0 1) R 32 52 M 9 N 43 TF . 31 1 20 it 90 4REAR A 3, PR A B
ANZEAS B A E — 20 R e T R T A AR LI Y PR R T O % L AR 22 5 2 P i TR B (instrumen-
tal variable) HEZE I GE 127 v R R HE W7 A9 08 70 45 SR AEZE 90 AT 8 5 I W 17 6 77 T 5742 o 1) PSR AR BT vh
J it (8 B AR o [F] A, A AT X0 Ak 3t e A7 A 1 S B P () 8 0 A TR) @ AT T A A g T
JRI ¥R 24 A RS N (local average treatment effect, LATE)HEZR,

() HEARBNRE

TR B AR S50 ] T BRI 5 Y 18 S 32 B AR 55 Bl 28 % 7 AU ( Angrrist, 19905 Card, 19905
Angrist & Krueger, 1991), ETX K T.%¢ 8 R M T 25 BURRCR 34T T 83 15 5% K Fxf 55
Mg WElE T XA T2 T . B AR SR AT S R B T SR, (1) S5 B R
R, AR G0 T B AR 1 vk A Ak BN JIT A A A 1 532 i 2 A [R) 1 5 (H S BRI 50 R Ak B6E AN [) R AE 0 A~ 1R
EWTEAE AR B . a0, 332 A 20F R BE ) 1 72 LUAIRAE 0 9 2% 72 3 B 2[R, AT 4R
TR ZMEE . LAk B IR SE (Angrist & Krueger, 1991) AN, W A5 A Z M4 78 8 71 14 D
22 &5y OLS Ak AT ZE M. (ORI, 5% & T 125 D 4 20 T 21 4k BREZH A N —
JE 23 PUAR P BRI B O R AT . AN BOSR TR 55 BOR AR IR AE K —4F (H X T EUCR
Bl A A — 7 20 AR U A (T T 1 B Hh B T 2 52 280 10 I 1) gl 2 8 ok S 55 0 A 1 4R FR L R I i
BUORA AT B F AT R . X P BORMCP 20 1R PR A R —4F B0 W Al B 2
PR DR . XA SUTE BE S B SE b R AR AR AE . — B LR BF S AT A T Y 2 B 0 IR JT (intention to
treat, ITT) G5, RITCIR IR e 4 2 B 4% 43 B W 922 52 T IR 97 80 S VR 43 e 3136 7 20 2K 43 1 A~ 1k
MAYYRCR . BT TTT §977 2 5 R 5 2B Y e (BB IR R A i Hh L IE 52 3R 97 B AR
MBI ROR o B4 s 25 R 57 T 1 AR PE A7 TR IR B9F 5 38 I 32 A0 ] Ay T O i) Ak 33125 )3 WG 2

PR 6T T 3 — [ 0 194 e e S B o K 22 2 3 3 it R R Y AR R R A 2 5 A B IR i TRR 0
(Chamberlain 1986 ; Heckman 1990) , [H4< # Fil 2% B 87 4% (Imbens & Angrist, 1994) ) 53 e EEA%
ABATTHR 80 J7 2 AN B 2 5 8 19 AT R A5 R BR ), HUs A0 ] — A AR B, SR g i TR
AR EETE F AR S5 Al T AR A Ccomplier) FE A (4 - 24 PSR 8800, B )Ry &8 ~F- 249 4k B AL N (LATED
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X — DI 5% AN T L AR ] 05 45 S 8 A R S 4 7 R R DA A HE B TR s I T LA R [ 9 2
RV O 1) 0 B » BN V2 AT B B 1 i S —

(Z)LATE {EZRME L

PR A% 7 R 22 A R M AR (19 94D 48 Hh 1) J7 v TR HE 2R A N7 ARV AE 25 R AE R 22 1 R 2R 1 A 0 2 43 D
HL#l Cassignment mechanism) , B F KB4 B9 AL BRAR A J& BEAL A . B 0L 3 36 b 3 A% 43 R AL o)+ 20 5
B STCHLH RS R 32 A S SR A RE 2 R A AT R B 2 R BE T L o =28 BB R B AL ST
56 o A AU 43 T 3] A 3 A ABE 38 2 PR AR 0 O 0 pR R, ELS B R AR 25 R R Ak AR b . 5 TS T
BT DU £ B8 T A SRR S5 A i v A 25 SR AR AR ) A5 A AR TR P AR A AR AL, 2B 28 A e ML A
8§ T SRS A NG B0 X 1 AR 32 0 43 B vk e T LR AN 115 RN RER 22 43 (Imbens
& Wooldridge,2009) , R A< i 1122 4% L34 4 9 T4 il J2 o5 40 B ML AR A0 T BLIBE &R Tk ok . T ELBE ]
PUJE N R BEHLAG I 25 5, L anBE AL RS2 58t mT Aok B A AR SE80 . AR SOKE 8 2 an 91 7 o Al AT 4
L P HE 28 1 AT R 3

B BB T B AR IE — A AH AL FR A ROCR S 81 G v vh 22l 58 S B XA B 5207, Y 0 A
LA D=1 Fm MK @ e T Al D, =0 R A 58 BUR TR EUE S 3 B T v LR B IR
G5Y, (DAY (0), FERRARIRGL T o AT RLE ok U SR A 1 - B b B0 ATE =ELY, (1) =Y, (0) ]k
it 52 Bl e A B . LY, (1) — YL (0) S WA U 7R 25 1 2541 o B — A PR AR
RN o B2 QAT T s W] — SRR BE H BLRE b 58 5 v SOBCA b 58 i v i IS 100 o AT a4 1) Ak B
N TR BRI R G R TR 2R B RS B IR AT T 58 B el e A Y
S, R TAENE 6 2 54E M 9 H 1 HARMG — IR AFMHLS AR 18 % J5 A4 Al LIk B2 .
Mo, BA7H 1 HZHE A TR A = T EEL AT AR 18 % A Ml ik # iR 4 Ut A= 7E 7 —
12 AWMZF AT 1—6 H 7 EA T Re s iim gl 248 H I BENLME S 80 7 Z 8 F R E
255, IFRFEWE I A H e O THRAR G Z % Tl A7 7—12 Ak, THAR R Z BB 1,
AT 1—6 HMAMA . Z BUEN 0, ABLETCIE AR H 3 A0 Al 48 25 52 1 s v 2 lk i) N B Bk ok = i 2 2
Z# 7 (always-taker) s REETC IR 2R H I o) & A 23 58 B 2ol 9 AN BEFR R AANH2 52 57 (never-
taker) s AR R 2P AEIF S8 0 T 8 T 2E ol 9 RS AR AE B2 AR R 58 R T 2E ol 1 N BB R AR
H7 A PME S T B AR R A S AR N B 7 (defier) . A T ot THASE Z, . 5L AETS 2 P A4S
TEALBE D, (O F1 D, (D L R GRS R Y, (2od) s H 2 =0,1,d=0,1, 1EFAHT R4 BB 1)
SYATRELLTR L AR H IR A s T EL AR B AL DA SR AR 1 B

(DFENL LR . ZBIEREELS RS TR RZE I G, £ LR FhRA . hAH
W2 58 2 B0 S VE LE O RS AR B 22 )2 58 S 1 . I MR T B B SR R A% A
Z XY [ Il U459 3 TEL AR B 55 0 AE 45 5 R B SR AN L gt & RCT iy TTT 200 .

) HeMb B . Iz B E R T HA X T Y (g HagE i X mA A ik, 6+
rhR IR A B AR IE S 5 A A A 58 I T S e WO TGRS 2 5 e A TR T B e A
(AT — 2 102 AR (D TR (2) 7E — B A #4) iUA% G2 00 A0 A= P A e . R A S0 R 22 A HL 307 4 45 (An-
grist, Imbens & Rubin, 1996 )t X33 BB SE AT T 7746 14 X 43+ 138 5 s 94~ 180358 B4 D DL A s SR 4%
ANAETA]

(MM o B SR A AN T LA e 22 [B) A AR A Ry O 78 1) v S B s 2 H 4
SR A AR A 58 B TPl R R AR AR I N AT RE S .

) B P A . RIS 6 v e A S e 2 B H 1Y, D (D =D, (0) 5% D, (1)<<D;(0), fE
i F R WA R AR AR R B AR IR A LS8 B v Al R E SR 2 L AR A BB AR R

FESEBRAE Ol AR (D) ~ (D) BB, S &5 8 T R ARGt B2 — A E. Hf,oF2
JIT A % B AL 53 FC B2 52 A 3 0 R AR 1) ST 389 DR SR A0, Bl 2 B SR R B TTT s 43 BF 2 43 il i N v 52
BrAfc DA T Ak B A FE A4 11 L 491
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ELY, | Z, =1]—E[LY., | Z = 0]

E[D, | Z =1]—E[D, | Z. = 0]

PRI S $0r 71 <22 A FRL 30 A b ok o DR R 000 A A Je 3 SF- 24 4 BN (LATED o 3 88 ™ 4% AR 6 T AL (B
()53 Be K 22 [ O AR BURZS 19 A B AR N, B It K LATE Bk 4R A 18 °F 27 R SR 2800 (com-
plier average causal effect, CACE),

= E[(Y, (1) —Y,;(0)) | (D;(1)—D;(0)) = 1]

Z—.LATE {28 B

(—)#RREE LATE {E2R

PR A 37 122 4% HLTRR (Imbens & Angrist, 199D BRI T (0 T HAFEA ABATEUEN 24 T A
A e W2 E B S B BRI, TR AR A T (AR — A A SRy B 1 Ak BSOS CInA LATED
Horb, PIB Bede /D — 3 (two-stage least squares, 2SLS) Al iHEAE A Fe A R0 T AR B Al T H L 2 A
LATE 9 — St i+, [7) i i B 7 o 1E 28 09 R af v B, HoJy 22 vl DU R AR T HEDR A . R C
T T HASEE RN 2SLS (9 13 F #0235 T 2 BORAE B9 [ U3 455 780, TR A 3 0 22 4% L 357 4% (Angrist & Im-
bens, 1995) J&7x 1 WA F H] 2SLS el 3 n] A48 4b BHsR BE L 22 T H AT B A2 5 A% 00 T 09 BRER &N . A
AT BRI SN0 AR o B, 32 R B0 A B T T T 0 0 T B A BRSOR B AT Y 8. 205 L AT R
LR BLTRR N (Angrist & Krueger, 1991) 19 TAE N 3ERE . FIFH 2SLS Al 1 32 208 4R BRI A Y
S JH e R SR SR AN pR B A S e T ATE SRR S A R A i B2 TR e AR . R
WAMERRARY, . BHEZATHFER,.;j=0.1.2, -, J . BRENAIE —-TTZENY, £. 0K
TTHBEMER BN H Py — R, DAY, £5HAM AR BRI A RETC O, X Fh g e 45 B8l
S S 45 A A AR Ta] 18 20 37 9k R Ol RO B Ab B AE IR 1% (stable unit treatment value assumption,
SUTVA), HEWFEE 52 5 i g R &, RORHER i AR 2B BT Y, Y, o A {5 A
BSR4 7 AR A 2R 1 SRR . AEXS T Rubin(1974) 143 M HE 22 % A58 9 B 2 Ab A — . — 2 0F
GEAEEXT Z A AR PRAE s R T R SR AL FRARAS

A BOR T 8 75 B 1 OG0 30 B3 A B A b 1) 1 249 PR SR 00 A1 B DG T BB SR X T A A v 4 A1
TEATR] G A BB N B SE R . 51 4 s 1 B8 35 I BOROGHIR S8 A0 X5 35 55 19 AL A & TR B R, PIA
#7145 (Imbens & Rubin, 1997)3F 8, 78 T HAF i L SUTVA HEfth | 7™ b 203 14 Rt AL 1 3 g 4
BB B o AT 3 B T AT AR T AR DA 3 1) S 2 Ab B0 A1 o 38 1T RLAESCHRE A T AR O 3 LE AN TR Ak
PR 25 R A bR A3 A o 145 S A SR 2 A TR VPAR R L BB R T B L AN A AT DL 2 B SR O 248K
NP 25 5 3 T LA SRS R AR o0 e 22 5 A bR 0 T EL AR A T ELAE A R 45 R 4 A B
JE VA il IR 61 £ i (nonnegativity condition) , 75 N A HE 1 &4 )5 . LATE B9 T80 B R K
PCAS B . DA S R 22 B LT 4R 25 (Abadie, Angrist & Imbens. 2002) #8740 #) T B
AR 1 YU S A7 B BREL IR (quantile treatment effect, QTE) [A] @, 4 4b# & &) 2E #f 2 A9 B 45, QTE
A Ak T 7 2 T AR A6 Ry 0 0 B 8T U5 S e e v A ) [R) RER T AR 45 2R . 1 SCHE SR AS 1T T JTPA
(job training partnership act) 55 I H XFAS R 53 A AN HE @520 45 58 57 850150 5 X467 1Y
AW A THROR B X 8 43 1) B AR THBCR .

(D)'BIR"5“ZTHW IR

LG BT R4S (Angrist & Krueger, 1991) 78 F) i H A5 25 B 4 o T HLAE %6 98 [ 20 F [ 4 % 1k
Pt is 45t 4518 : 2SLS F1 OLS Al i+ iy 45 58 22 S AR /I ] OLS Al 1130 [l 48 A7 78 i 22 (19 7]
RETEIFAN K . A 3 A FAE [A) A B0 i B o iX — 2510 48 10 7 BB —— I AR R 5 52 B8 AF IR 1y X )
Z AP A 355 A AH O AR S T BAR S (a8, i (R 45 2SLS G THASUOME LUT IE OLS fili it
(A D 152 5 1 25 38 KA T 0 b ol 25 L BEARAG 128036

[H A 1% (Imbens & Chamberlain,2004) B 5 #2407 —Fogr a9k 0r e . AATERXF—AS 4 2R 78
HMEZAN TR RMEA L ENAZRM T REERERE T 0 2 RSB R S5
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A5 2 Ak THE 8% FR b BE HL %R WA R L 2Rl (B (random-effects quasi-maximum likelihood estima-
tor, REQML) . X Fh Jy & i B T A BR A5 B A K AL 8K 46 31 (limited-information maximum likeli-
hood, LIML) il 2SLS 7E1F £ 55 T HAS & F M AER I . REQML A5 1HE 19 XU 38 % /N F LIML £
T A KURS: o [) iF 7 BR ) 25 476 REQML Al H{E 2 8 it T LIML A1 2SLS 9,

58 T AR k5 b TG R OGP R 55 R [ BHAR 8 45 (Kolesar, Chetty, Friedman, Glaeser &
Imbens, 201545 T 5 — P rih— "MW TH”, £5 0 T A RZER LS NA A EMHCH
X PR AR B A ELEE RS L T JC A TR AR 5 S X 45 A HEE R . B ik R TR AL T A
X 235 SR LA S 7 5 JE A T B N AR AR R (SR R TEOG Y . T A T X 4 SR 1Y L R ) A
FEBT , LIML Al i (5 15 B A — ot o (H )8 88 i 25 8 1E 19 PR B B /N 23 (modified bias correct two-
stage least square, MBTSLSAGHE & — . &N Nl LIl d Cragg & Donald(1993) 42 i
48 T e e A 56 TR T L Y A A0 L I 5 Z0 d IOBIE 9 3 A SR I 5 T R 56 1 4 S0 2 R AR AE S ()
% LIML i {5 F1 MBTSLS i 8 #£47 Ho 82

(=)LATE psM AR

A 2 H i 5 (Deaton, 2010; Heckman & Uruzua, 2010) . LATE % P9 3545 &M 2 DU 48354
RO RACH B . FEDIAS AR T L LATE /] LR AR U0 A 5 PR 00 5 B )& LATE {118 2
HENTAE BN A NRRAE 18 S DN 35 B AR () R AE i A AR A I S Al B ik A &7 fE T RAR
R B RUR B9 A AT HEZR N L BE A AN TR AN BEAR 07 2 IR 7 X R B IR UE LATE B4 200

H A (Imbens s 2010) 45 3 T — AN R4 JE S (3 5 ) 2 25 4T 806 4 4F 90 BE 900 R
B U8 1026 Aiv B RRAE 8 42 55 40 B2 S I iR AR ok Ut 2 AR I 55 s D T S mi st DRk At T AR X ek 2 B
PRI T 1 A A R W28 B AT L. A AR D B 9T T HE RO B XS S A R A5 R 5
(Krueger, 1999) . FARIX 6 3 1 A BF 58 0T G2 B 02 0N 22 A0 i 27 28 AH RUAS 300 O & T 00 45
SE ] L ECR HE 2% 10 25 T O TR 5T A A IR AN N IR R . AN IR RO RO TR 2
F I (D Z BT 0Y BF [ AR X T B bR B 0 AR R ISR BRI s (2) BF S NHE S M A bR
NHEZ A 22 5 5 (B W FE 45 SR SN 30t 5 22 8] 19 22 5 1id N 3 A 80tk 5 2 B0 T 92 3T = & i
1320 ATAE A DR . DA A oAy o SR SR 13 o R SR BRI 3 3 — 0T ST 3 >k F 5 o S I A 2 7 3 T
S B 4 SR B 2 0 T AR B I [B) , JERE X 2T B B ) SR AR AT B . PR, B — WIS AR N E
SRR AR — A~ T o0 4 T 0 DU AL AE TS ) A AN () R 10 5 T I SR E 5 I 20 G R LA A R
B SR H e 1 o) R AN S SRR S

FARFXT LATE M@ VIR A T if it . 1R 2 g & 09 S iy )2 o vk M43y (1
AT DL FH WL ¢ 30 (4 322 o R il iR MO 35 B AR (Abadie, 20035 Angrist, 2004) , 3 F 4 & 2 DL W] 4R A
HOVRRBRYE . B, iR ECR HAR R AR A E . B AR E i R85 I8 4 LATE 32 5
S H B EEARSE . AR % (Imbens & Rubin, 1997) 858 2 W1 . 0T LU MAKR M35 14 15 76 45 S 43 A v 1%
HARKMNE B ABOR R . YT A A E—A0, 0T DL xS T B3 B PE e b I RE . SR = i
PEAR A THE AT DAHE ) BT 2 iR T . 5 52 55 (Heckman et al, 2001, 2003) Fl4 % B
W4 (Angrist, 2004) 15 FH 45 508 8 (latent-index models) AN & T. B 28 8, IR 9 3F L & A F
A 1% DR SR80 o 46104 L 3 A | A7 Ak SRR AR IR A A DR AN . [] B s Viytlacil (2002) 15 4 Hh
NN TE AN X 1 8 BB R it i 2 54l 1 e B0 B0 A6 B R B0 T . LATE ROJF A 55 T 1 48 5L
P R . X B, RUAS B 224 B RE A0 LATE HEZ22 0] DUBEE VF & 08 18 0 89 ad i F AT )
58 AT L5 06 36 R A A (14 T i 22 5 2 SCRR 45 8k R 2K . DiNardo &. Lee(2011)iF B 7] LLKE 5L
PE BB T B o B 8 5 7 (probabilistic monotonicity) , i & /5 475 8 AT LLAS 21 B Aff (1 PSR Ak 3R 407
AR 25 B M SR T AT B AL 42 A2 Ah A R g Ak BERARE SR R ahb B A T L AR A T E T DA R S A AR
PRI SR A8 8 IS - 44, G v A S e 1 T X A CRAD AR 4 BAE R A 0, X — 37 R Bk
& T HASBEATHE T DUAS Ry BR T N B A 0 g 2k
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= .LATE {EZ 8 M

PRI 4% Hr 122 A LM ARl 20 5 2 v i T LR B BT HE R RN G 12 v 0 T AR 4 R AE SR A A L it
oK AT T SE FH A DR RE 4 A TRU A3 1 P B L F O RE A% LA VT A SR R T O 5 A
MG UEE . ZE IS LATE HESL N £ 55 rh SC 0 M TR M £ S HESL & A LAE &5 VR0 5%
BRSO AT LA B0 G B TR AR S A T 38 B S Bl I 5T A 0 A 8 P DR SR A T O 1k
PUNBR IS G, AT — 2 B AR R B 7ok Ul B LATE R4 R H .

(—)BEZLHX BN

e R R, K D5 I B A2 BIAE S WS, #E 19501952 AR AR i Bk, KA
NN HMBIE S ENEM . ERERT . SELT RGNS i —EEM? R
S A2 7 W BRI B UM R 3% 1] 3R AR 2 I 22 /D ab 20 FEmFoE op sl 55 s S i 1Y)
S50 5 SR A AR AR A B R T [ U3, 45 30 A 2 ZE XA A S i ) R SR A AR P e EL AT 1R
5 DRI IR 2 A3 1 N AT 2 AR A O 5 1) ) R A UL 25 B8] A R AR TTT BB B 10 o &8 4 L TR ( Angrist, 1990)
FH B AL 43 Fie A4 A 55 5% 46 1 by 76 B0 T 5 4 v IR A% A T L AR Sl A T H R AR 42 N B Oy KPR A (Y 5 i AF
FERLIE S 72 1) MR 256 B 4t 1) 145 05 %) 385 DRI A8 /0N o SR 1 AR SR AR Bl 25 5 KR L T IR =
BN ASTEMET N LIL<KO MR TS, X TILT AFEEET & HEahb: Eak sk,
NERBSE BEERAE SIS0 T 56, QR b 25 5 0 3 a8 H Al A48 5 ile A =42 7 52w, ) 25
B S HEA R . X R 2 R U, TCAE IS T R AT i ] — 5 2 B, T LA 2 S R e i AT
A EBE R A B, (R T AN 32 55K U, HE M B S — 5 WL ST o SR B AE 4 3 5k
FA E 2 R R S I A1 45 T ok S Bk SR AR L aX SR AT R AT RE 23 RSO 7 A A S e, DT i S HE Al P AR
B, RS 1T 22 A% B TR 25 (Angrist, Imbens & Rubin, 1996) 1 I T 2 LA J7 1 o LA “ Al g % 4 it
WIS X AT R A7 R ], FRR AT R T — A B T EAR & TR R A 0K JF R Ay
BT T LA s il o HE e A 35 R 3 (a8 5 S ek A R

(Z)EEHIRIF B R MG

W BRI 2 B A e FIE T AR B PR Z R I B R SE AL BRI S T R A e SR 0
SEBENL A BC Y, EAATTAS F A T8 75 R AN [ L 9 258 A% B 0T DA 0 5L AR B 3 T v R iR 9 T e ko 4
S, Horb A 5 WAk i 1R HL R 9 2h AR R A AF 580 A T R 0T A 1 RN e 0 AR Y
N B PR FFAE 2 AN [R) 1 5 33X S8 5] 1T 8 2 %6 H 5 19 55 sl A=A 52 . 4 it Kling (2006) 1) FH 48 14
JE AR AR B2 52 11 B[] LM S BE ML 20 B0 25 05 B LR R A0 8 R ) B R B OR [ 3 — R A R AR Y B
BLAFCAE N T H AR &, Dobbie et al(2018) [y BIF 5 i I Bl AL 43 e A9 325 B 14 0 B8 1R SR SR Ak o o TR 410
B X i B 2 A DR R AN o 2 PR SR R I TR B A 2 ) A 3 L R PR AR R AR A S e R .
ST PR H A N Z B AT B Sl B gl 75 0 A HE B M A A 2 75 WS . DA B M AR 1 2 ]
Z—,Dobbie et al(2018) I\ Ny , B 1 B2 R * G S A0 N AE 16 ™ D5 1436 B 51 F st B AT Bl a2k I8 T
XA E WA SR, (AR B E AR ZR TR LA S E L LR sfH AR,
— S B T R 2 T SR S IS TR (1 g A A D 0 R e A A S R R R 0 A T

(Z)VEEFHREHMNA

PRI A 30 128 s L ITRRTT & 1 LATE HE 2R 12 R F F 28 U =4 A0 At Ak 25 Bl 4 108 5, 100 HL7E
VAT IR 27 1 2 S5 2 B b () B O R 22 . A/NYT 38 LATE A& THE R ITT 4387 i) b 58 78 B2 2%
F 5 43k 14328 H

5 A S 0 e A TR P S 0 R S P M S 0 R A 9 o 24 4 R T O I R AN A R M S
T BEAR 2% A 4 ) 5 18 T AT 0T AR IR YT 1 i A9 T7 3L Cefficacy , — IR 25 W 83697 I i T R0
S FH M S 6 V00 A S 2R 1 B R 2% F R 1R AT, T T AR 56 3R T 1 i A9 A AHE Ceffectiveness, — & AR
i S H A L R A VLA AN R o 7E S R S b X B A IR YT OR 58 A RO B IR R AR H DL
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1) ALGEN Ty i F LA TTT 300 e TTT A 302 H 3700 & 43 F5C A9 BRI SR A0 1T AS 2 36 97 | AR
M. BEF LA ITT e B h A — . H—, ITT 200 7] 68 2 5 5% Br BOKR 300 B A 22 /9, R o 3%
IIARRESRIE AATHE 32 — RGBT s H Z ZEHE M BR R TTT Al {82 B AR AR 09, PRt & vl LAVE g —
FIPEAR BB IT 7 2 PR SF SR B

SR1Mi , Hernan & Hernandez-Diaz(2012) A Jyax 864l fj ITT g FEh IR AR5 & & F. o 58, 24 0F
X T B B AR DA [R] (3R 97 7 IR AT LU AR ITT M — @i . — P 7 Jr ik e 4k it
S5 1 R IAT I AR AT AR H R A T R AR T X AR T . U AR AR T IR T R S T AN
BEARAN 09 £ T ORI BE S AR Z 2 RIRIT RS R L B A, I, B Bl PR 56 45 B 8 (ICH-
GCP, 1999) #38L, Xof 7 T 24K 1 43 B W 12 AR 4l 4 8 S PR 22 32 3R 97 5 4 ok #47 . Dodd et al(2012) [1]
JB 2008 AF: & R AEBE T H) 1 OCT RCT A MG T 7 R IBFSE A B % 1T T FF, — 2 By i 58 i
LG HEZIRIT 43T Cas-treated) B 58 IR T 23 7 (per-protocol) . i [&] fif TR 7 38 YA JT 3 A Y [7)
A H 2 IRYT O BT R R 2R YT NS R S0 T B9 N AT LU SE R T 43 B W HEBR T ik
A ESFIRIT RN AR B PP 5 3 X506 I7 RO B A T SR AE A 25 . SR, X F 92 35 mT LA
12382 5897 05 BT i ne i LATE #2225 A5 11 52 56 vh 38 VR I7 77 290 AN TR IT 80 .
W VT 222 NN TE B 2 G )12 e H LATE Sk AR 7 - F B3GR .

M | = 2 57 59 E i 33

PRI A 307 8 BTRR — 7 TR TR R TR A D R AR IR O7 0 R A e T RS A SR A DR R A W 20 A AE
ZRCE T R N BE AT R I DA SGHE RN S . Sy — D T AR 1) A5 3 R0 DG AR T L A Il U AR
D7 B A . AR bR 5 H I AT I« BV (Susan Athey) K [A] S5 — 85 ML 2% % ) 56 7 vk
I H A R AEWT o A HESE

(— ) 151 2147 4> #0 T BT £& 11 5%

BT 1] 4549 15 B 9 22 B Rosenbaum & Rubin(1983a, 1983b, 1985)#% 4, 52 d I 3k 52 46 B4 5 0L
S AR A Ak BRSO 3 B 1) — b 7 125, R 2 T R SR i 152 VR AR 78 1) R 7 Ak B 0 R
HZ T HIA] L, PR AR S0 7 12 S0 A B 5T A K 22 B0 R RR 4 B T A B 1 T o 28 U A A BT L (AL
Abadie) 2[R 58 WY .

Rosenbaum & Rubin(1983a) 1Ak F 75 B2 X ) 15 43 3547 8 48, 0 T LA Bk Ah 380 A R 45 i 4 22
T4 Py A 3HE 7 722 B 2 S ely Ok 18 P A s 2 AELSX D 5 1 BB A X A BRSSP B A A5 00 o PR AS S0l 4
Ji 3 4 1 22 A8 40 Y SF- 2 40 BRSO (Tmbens, 2000) . 22 J5 SCHE B 38 3ot %5 46 16 45 23 JE 2 5046 1 1 151
BB AT AR, ] LS B 57 2 kb BN 19 A R 3 (Hirano, Imbens & Ridder, 2003), fE#f5E k55
Bl TAS B U A KT 55 B 4 45 L T L6k E ORI B A0 Ak R B, (R AR 37 4% (Imbens, Rubin & Sacerdote,
2001 SR T S0 I A 1] 4553 J7 125 R BB ST v 2 22 R 25 S AT R . B S L TR 22 (B AL B S
fill b . AT 4 (Imbens & Hirano,2004) X3 7 S B8 T WS B 42 0 7 7 Ui 1 15 43 (gen-
eralized propensity score, GPS) WM& . 5 (EME M —#, GPS B A (84 B n 15 73 M iF 2 R
SV Joi G sk X PR ) B e pRBCEE AT R L A DLIE BR S P R 22 e A O BT A e 25 . A, GPS 1B
BHAT PB4 vE o] TP 2 0 B R E TS DL TR 2 R se

F 2006 4EFF 46, PRIA S AT (3t S AR & 3R T — RN SCE L 3 — 2008 1 R FH D BC AN 3+ 7 B kAT
PRI SRAFE T N A A A e T o DT 22 00 IR T 5 5 U )L S i 0 12 AR SRR 5 R e R R
ISl

PRI 7 AR (438 (Imbens & Abadie, 2006) 4 5 7 VE B Al B A K BEA KR VE . bR ol 1 7 ik B
ANTE T I HiiE DEC 0 DE RS AG T . AR VE BE A T D7 i 78 R HE I v 2 ) S AT B R FE
AL IR A ST o AT SRR A7 5 0 A0 VG A T B S — A S5 O 2 00, LIS BB Y R
JE ] B o/ i B DT Al T AE — MRS 0 T A S/ — S04 5 FL R, B A D e A B/ — S50 1
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BT [ 78 K0T VG FC A DEBC A THE B AS BB 35 22 S BCHOCR 0. S X B M o =2 5 BR1 A i R o 1 3l
(mbens & Abadie. 20115 Hy T Fi 22 B IE 09 J7 3 7 M08 2 1 26 6 G i G D A 482
VB0 TR AN T R A R A AT — SO AR S AR T R BT A3 B8 04 4 1R AR .
b AT 38 2ok A AL 5 G B el P e 2 A T Y DE TC A T IR 2 1 i 5 6 T (BN RT3 A AR
FE o T i 15 X8 5 AR 5 T AR AR AR B A

QORI ST L AE R FEAR R L UG S TE (B B A 4 2 0 B0 T Bl S 1K (Abadie & Imbens,
2006) 8 3 17 M 2% £ 1F (Imbens & Abadie, 2011), 4 . 5 A 8 A1 B] [ it ( Abadie & Imbens,
2012) FENE 1 — N VC AR THE AR IR o 1% 3R 7 7 12548 P i R 38R 4 5 DG TEC A7 (B 1) A AS
i o T USO8 0 S IV S A HE S L DS A THELZE S AT R e B O T B A A . TR IR
ia X — 7 A ) FE A A “hot deck” (—FE HI T 2 /i A 1 2 (CPS) Rl H At 41 25 B 2% K AL
A % DE BC AR S AT Il R BCHE HE S I R RE AR M (B A AR T DR 25 B IE 1 T ¥k . fEFH “hot deck” AR
HEIR 228 1F I RCRAR &, i ¥ A {8 ] “hot deck” & 1E B bR IR 23 L™ 5 10 ) N IR A% o

TESZEMTFE v 20 S Ak PR 2H R0 95 ) 41 22 T80 A7 7R 2R GE R 22 S5 I 7 2 4k BRALONE A9 Al 745 R A
K. BIAHT % (Imbens et al, 2009) 25 1 0] DS RS B Al 317 1 b BRAOCR 19 e A 7 FEAS B HRAE
TEHEBE AT i AR 5 K0 56 40 B e T ) PE AR 23 0 X TS R 1Y 0 A1 L AR A B 3T AL (B Y O
LR T3 A A T ) 4 BCAELO. 1, 0. 9 JWE Bl Z AR B I Ab B XA G2/ bootstrap J7 ik,
A7 BT 138 (Tmbens & Abadie, 2008) i 45 th . ZEVEEC A 1 iz H bootstrap 2 IERHI . T il
I8 VT I 14 48 i A F- 9 1 3 bootstrap I BR M A% M8 AN BRI A2, I L bootstrap J5 22 5 5L PR J5 22 22 5+
R o 3X—HBEHLEE FARE 52 T B v 55 o 00 1) 5| T 3k A DX T 1) S B B 3 30 R 4 X 35 R 2 [
(B AFAE 2 57

PRI 37 45 (Graham, Imbens & Ridder, 2014) i A 48 7 — il i 5% 5537 43 B 05 %7 197 1 5%
Wil £ 75 ¥ » AR 28005 15 43 B 43 26 DG T 800, 1Y) B A0 ISR 52 0, I 9 - 10 32 A8 TH(E B9 AR AR R 12 A
INEEAFEME . B L EOR D RRAE R N U S R IR ARG . BUAR T IR AR B BRI AN T 43 ) L
SE B[] B 2 25 BT A A2 7= B, s Al A 48 A KT o AEL 6 AT 43 B 1 4 A 2R AT 8 8T 43 I AT g 25 ol 28 7
By ih o Blan ., o0 ey Re 1wt AN w] o B — R A (A R BR B — D HER A AR L R O S
B E AN A SE R BAS TR R BE ) Y 2 HE B A BE S X R AL T L R 200 43 T B
B A BEG T I RO FATT T O TE Y o 33 TP T 43 TC BBRC SR 114 - 245 ERL 2R 800 8 Bk Ay S R 0 T R
(aggregate redistributional effects, AREs) ,iZftiiT Hik B SIS HA, B FH B4 = m A 4k
IR AE L . BRI A T 58— AR S B i Al T AR 7 eR R B L T R 40 T R D A
OSN3 o T NP i < R Ul 8

1% G B A0 ) 4553 43 SRR BC L R AN B #1 R B A 2 2 AL B 16 B0 F 76 e I i A 92 b L PR AR
Hr4% (Yang, Imbens, et al, 2016) f K [i] 45 23 A DC Be B: 4 ) 2 £2 2 24k B ) S 249 4 B %00 45
Tho TERT TR b AN S A ) R ] 5 4 [ e 114 T Ok A A o A 3R B S R AH BB ST 1 - T
B AU B A A 52 B S A P MR A TT DA T B A A B Y A A R M . AL B T 55 T
TR SCA ) DF- S AR A B, 0T A B AR e ) b e ek AT R AR AT LT R S WL 5¢ 3 Y Ak B
70 AH G Y I AT D 22

(=) = EFiE T

K7 55 [W] 9 #5831 (regression discontinuity designs, RDD) & @y Thistlewaite & Campbell(1960) &
YRR R A M) P 42 52 1 WA 3 A TR0 B RE ) 1 I SR R AT DR R IR . X — B G R IR R E LT
“ZH A (forcing variable) e H m FUE AL 5252 A PR R 2 R A AN SE R B AL . I FRAT]
R 4 30T s (L 94 i AR AH DL fl ] =2 TP 2 2 SR Y 22 S T LA VA IR T 08 e 2 7 A B, AR
A 3R 3 B AR s RDD AT L3-S i B i [0 U1 0SSR BRIy [ 09 . i 2 2 98 Ak 3109 43 TG 56 42 B e
2 25 75t 2 A S i A R o i PR R AR — i AN B Sz SR A R AR AL B 43 A 5
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WP T S 7 A5 o, i 52 B AR GE A UL 2 i PR 2R 52, Y S 5 AR o I (R A A a7 b 3
LS 2 1 R RS T 1,

M 20 g 90 AR I IR » U2 N H AP B RDD 58 ok 22 . Hahn(2001D) #F— 25 2
E0 T O SR DB a5 [ U R T T Y A R L Ak BRI Y 3 S BT M A OC B B BRI R . AR BT 45 (Tm-
bens & Lemieux, 2008) I #8557 o [71 19 52 B 48 51 )— S FEZAFHE T RDD H g JLAS S8 B ) 81, —
S SR R T 20 BT S 18 BH 3 3 09 0 D7 1 s o S0 I ol R 3 AN 52 e 1 UL L Sk 2 AT JR) 3 4k [l
5 =R B AL T T 25 A A THE 5 ORI T =R B 09 15 R A 6 R U 43 BT - PR 8
EH AL SRR AR E A TSNS %A G AT YR AL, 2O 2
S N HAZ T 5 1 S Bk 5 8, RDD B — A~ 51 8 50 95 78 T I8 a5 4 S8 R /N B 2B B R U2 T 9T ik R
(bandwidth selection) [a}l , 7l 96 e £ 4 K BOR A A B ZAEA 98 A0 b, 2800k 31 58 e af . (B
[F) A5 A0, T R 3 A B AL R X DA A2 N A PR TR R ™, AT AR DA 18 SC & 1118 RDD
AT B 1 P ) A, b Y5 A SC R A A S A B vk R . AR % (Imbens & Kalyanaraman, 2012) fff 5%
T A5 IR 0T A T B 7 S B () AR, AT R T RDD 3 35 BRI MR 3 5 O iR 22 kT AY Tk
Al 98 AR IS LiC1987) By 0] o T LATIE B fy e 4 o 490y 58— o8 R e A o [RI i), Al 2 i 1 — Fo 52
ST W5 T b B 1 e D0 9 R O S T 1 B DG O IR T B o A T R R R — B
THE . MATESE T Lee(2008) £ K 2 B4R 4R 1 B SBLAIE 50 A 30 TIE Y 98 16 $ 801 L A DL 25 it 3k
B H 0 25 R R4

2019 4 J5 o PRIAS Sr P 38 5 00 08 S0 3R 1 W R TR0 A 58 P e A AR Y — S )

(DZZ BRI IR Z I . 600 W 5387 i 4506 2 2% 48 0 = 0 IR B & Ik £
AR WA, (BREANE (Gelman & Imbens, 2019) A 7, 76 W7 5 18] 15 v 48 50 4 ) 5 o 22 301 =G
(global high-order polynomials) J&— it A7 B 0 )7 » 3B A7 =/l . — oA T4 W7t 3 — a1 51
) PR SR 0N 45 SR 22 35 R B AR — R AR XM i AN, B A T U SR N B ek
e 13 T R AR e 1 — ik 22 I e H AR T 9 ek B A T

OBE ML . BUA K 22 B0 58 30 8 5 76 A 3343 0 19 340 55 79 0] 40045 AR 2 250l I3 A 7Y, 74
5 4 D RO A A . HAE SRR T AR AR AR X AR B ARk R A S B 0, AR B A
(Imbens & Wager, 2019) &5t T — B 72 Wi 5 01 V335 31 o 0474 31 0 48 1148 B8 1905 7 o 1% ik Bl
FHAE R A B A5 3 W a5 1] 5 b AT BRASE AR 1K ) /) (finite-sample-minimax) By 26 ¥ Ak 1 & L 246
T 52 BR T A5 A 17 eR B B AR R . 2 B S A SRR E B 3X O R 58 4 2 B B A
AT D Sk 5 i 3 S A o A T T U SRR — B B XA, RO TN H T 2N S5 A
AT L

)BT A Il B v i SR 3R A vk . B 09 2800 TR 30l 45 JRAAE 2 2% 78 1 1 it 56 B 3 mT
5 AHZTER Z LT WG LR BURWF 8 45 R AE ) B TE i SR B I i B AR BUR RS ZHh i)
HEAR . BIAM % (Bertanha & Tmbens, 2020) BB 7] if LATE Al 71 A8 45 £ 38 B R A 1 B AL
IO o 3T R AT P IR B — 2 A T A 2 52 Ak B AN N AN 2 52 35 O 34 KON A AR s TR A
0 52 A B AR AT RIS 2 52 3 T B ROV R A AE . AR P A S5 A BT U B BR B th 2 5 R
AL BRSSP R U A5 RO E L2 . AR TS T8 S 2 AR B AR B 3 A AR A ) 2500
I B SAEAS B H Al R 43 19 J5 ¥ . Stata fil Matlab W EL&F T 8 5 5 X R I Ay 4>

(Z)NEENZE

2 2% AE i S MR AR BEAS BT » SOME DL AR B A 38 A T 5L AR L B 5T 3 R AT R RUER 22 43 1k (differ-
ence-in-differences, DID) B BURPPAL . 28 3L () DID J5 74 fB 5 Ab 3 4 042 i 28 90 A3 AH 5] 1 £ v
R G PIIR 2243 5 50T LAAS 31 0T 5C 7 (9 S 4 A BRAL N . DID J7 A PR S 8 00 2E e < B A i ik
(synthetic control method) DL K JF £ M X A8 e 4% B (nonlinear changes-in-changes method) , & ik
P8 ] 1% ) O BREAE T 8 A L — O (i T e /MR B 1% (Abadie et al, 2010) , PRIAS 7 %5 (Doudchenko

— 139 —



%’ﬁ}d’*:‘.& 2021 F£5 11 #

& Imbens, 2016) $& H—Ff 5 3 38 () 45 )0 9% A8 1T 0T UM ADH 7 i P i — SE PR 24 45 3k
P P on B AR KB, vl LLSR A et F4E 1013 L LASSO Atk [ 5 3ok i N A AL E ., W E
7 80 TR A kA Al 2 M UEE 2% 437K (Athey & Imbens, 2006) , 528 DID A JA] X — 7 ik 51 A
T AR AL, VAN ]SS PR ER 04 5 e Bl R A2 A 1 T, T K LA K 57 3l g T 3 i 4 g
V] BEAEAE BT (M) R 34 % iR SR AL T X A i S A R A A Ak o A A A B AT T IE S
) R AT

(M) MB{BEIS5ERER

UTAER , A B A 222 3 — 8 R BL AR 7 ) J7 ik 5] B KR HE W 20 A AE 28 v 22 i 2 B R
(18 PRI SR AFE T 53k KR S 3 ok 4 3 5 L I A A R R ] 0% Sz S S AR A L R S R O {1 1 22
St T AS I 0 R AONE o R ik 2 B R — o B B B BRI A T A SR v R T T AT R 2%
FRIAIL 5 27 20 5 1k T LAl 20 A% 5 DR SR 4 7 53 A E 28 T 0B 1) S X6 A ] L0 %) A0F 8 X G A0 S A 1 7Y
AU et RS AR Ak T A AT A,

L AR A AR A, FERZIEOT  —WUBOR T W0 HIFE AR 5 T AR ™ A=A 6] (Y LA i
Weai o BIFSE S PR Y 5 v 2 — I 3l Ak AL A 2 2T R AR AN [R) &b B A% Y F- B (subgroups) , AT &
RS 0T e LA X i [0 05 R A TR R ML o ) R DL N R 2 — . AR R RO AR AR AR 1Y
PR BERFAE S B AE HEAT LU 3 AN R 40 T8 10 BF B 5 LU A A T (] — A 3 20 P 428 1) 244 A R A 3 2
FEAS A5 BB 5% BT 0 7 00 ISR 3% 0 . AR 3 R 4 (Athey & Imbens, 2016) ffi JH 38 52 43 32 (honest
splitting) BURGE B M 43 3¢ (adaptive splitting) , 4 [a] 5 4% 885 32 50 o = BRRBRE 7. BRR R B8 T [ 15
B B BL A 2 20 J7 % o ABAE A AR B o DL B AR A B AN, (1 35 5 22 I, 3k — D7 IR BRI e RE AR . — 3
43 HI KR e S X W48 2 1) 1) e DGR 43 5 o — &8 43 D) R A T 4> - R AS 1 Ak B ALN  de 28 g A B
FEAS I T S 0 P DR A8 o PRLERARE B9 A1 A T IS N B0 AT DA P B A 2 1 45 A ke Al i R AR 2
s FLIGIEAG 1 b FH 210 22 A0 A B A8 B, BT 45 21 /9 8 £ X R] #O= A 8% 0. 1% Bk bl S B Wager &
Athey (2018) i i , iy 1745 Fifi BIL 8% AR T D 2R 94 W v 1) 0 7 25 SR B A 25 Bl ok L B 3 1 R AR AR
(causal forest) , B fFEHFFE & BEAE N IUA BG4 B B 2 5C T 7 Btk n 5 B o RIE 3 T &5 K
TE R ROR S Bk ERERR

2. AR B HE B R AR 0 e . PIASHT R 1045 (Athey, Bayati, Imbens & Gu, 2019) ¥ HLAS2: ]
rh i 8 17 25 (ensemble methods) W H] T AR B4R - & BERE 05 43 B Lo AL 58 7 2 A A 0 45 21 . AT
TR T =Pl B A 0 T J7 s — R AR S 2 R] B R G M B I R AR s o R A R A R
() B[] 7 S AR s =l I B A, At AT 3 =R ik o il 0l T SR [ 270 S EE A M S GDP
BRI . BEJGARSE T T X SRR E 5k A2 A TN 2 5 . 25 R O AR W 1k A I (P
SR R, AT B Y TR 2 AT S SR TAE T 2 S A T R N

.M R F Ry AR, ZHIAR 2 WF ST X b BN B Ak A O AE S R R e IR T .
A KI5 (Athey, Imbens, et al, 2017)F 2Z {if SCHR 7 B9 A5 T 7 1% ¥ i 21 b 22 & 59 80 H AR K9 15
JEN 45 1T DURRE 2 P 22 80N 094G T IR IS TS AEAE 2 A F Ak B AR B B LFR A B Al
1 ) 2 SR 3k £: i i & (double selection estimator) . 3 5 i L 5% 22 4 3+ &= (approximate residual
balancing estimator) A M 3R Fa {at £t 11 f F X E #L 2% 2 > #4371 & (doubly robust estimator &. the
double machine learning estimator) , ‘BT ] LA AL BE PG 28 ¢ B 25 . — & AL FRAR 8 FV fE 45 SR 2
(] P19 DX TR g 2% 5 — 2 F90 4 390 /2% 0 T Ab BTG 22 T ) g 22 o AU AT A S0 B O s ORI 9 o R T i A A
THRIBR ME 1R 22 A1 o 38 B AR — Se b 78 3 Hr (0 45 2 DL 58 4 b 5 B 37 0 Ak 31 00 R A5 B S e Ak 1 AT A
JFE AR HE IO T AR 2 75 BT TR H8 A6 THE 2 75 B0 A8 & 10 22 S i AT T A A0 4

AR L AT AL Y AL B 2 T T AR B 2 A L (H S 22 0 Ak B AR T BB 23 BEAIR
Xof kb FRAOR A TR F B, R AT S 4045 (Athey, Imbens & Wager, 2018) # 7 — Fh 8 [4: 18
i1 I 05 R A 22 00 7 1 o TE 28 A8 R AR AR B L AT Y B AN BB A AE — SO 1) A5 53 A e AR R
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SRS B B 8 PT LUGE T LASSO %5 81 U5 6 XoF i 24k 2 M A AR v () SF 29 Ab B8 2800 16 4 5/m 1) — B
HEWT

4. % pr 2T M 2% (generative adversarial networks, GANs) , #F95 A RAETF BB T 2L %07
I T8 R R T 2 VR RE S S R IR TS T LA Tk O PR REHEAT LA H il TR N SRR R
i e S AR RIS BT A5 R DX Bl 5 5 00 A i AE . BT RO 3 K 3 4% (Athey, Tmbens, et
al, 2021) FE A FH A O 40 0 268 o 32 5 W A5 BE . %07 IR R T LA 27 SOk, T DL R Gt 2R S A
Bn AR AR N B . R g5 A BUA Y B SRR R L GANSs 1] DUHT T R 52 45 R s i oT it
o AR A LR R AR T AT AR . A RAESE N B RO T R S i R AR R R E AR R
ROR T LU X AP GANs A J805 7 2 203k 52 =l RH AL 0 A5 400280 308 >k V7 Al JIr J2% 8 1) 7 125 19 380
o MfTE g TR Wasserstein GANs T Al T 24 40 BEAL N 4949 7, 484 — A sg a0
T H AR T WFSE N ORI AR  EL A OO R O A D7 . G R G BRI 5 R A AR 5 4L
sl LS BT 58N D R A T ik

£\l§\%

2021 AF PEVE LR 2 T o 2R 238 00 AR L [R] O 25 TR S8 BOIH A R SC RAGTH O ik 3858 1 2%
filt - 7E0d 25 30 4R HLL X Fh 7 EE AR OR MBI T SSIEDT ST ROV 0. DA ST R 22 A% LRy 64 F 50 of T AR
5 G R B0 DR R S DRI 64 9 A 2 2RHE 2RI AR AR R L IR A AT DA ad TR e R Al T IR O
BRIV A7 7 7 TP AN 58 MO R 5 B0 2 — AR 91 e 506 s 1) A i3, OF 5 B BT LA ot — > BH
FR PR 2Rk BRAOCR L O RE 8% XAl T B0 45 R0 AT 19 AT A9 BRI RE o PRI AS S0 0 22 s B 3BT ) 0 A A 2R el U3 R
VA A BTSN BT L B2 v 0 W S8 N B A ST PR RO BTl G S IR SR T A R A A R SR 4 R B
AE ST .
A SCHEAHVEAY T R A 0 e 32 2 0 ok 2 — o BRI R SR A 0 0 B SR AR DA A BT RE SR L 45 1 T A
i+ LATE f5 %6 by B9 5 4 SR A it B LATE B9 0536 . TR R SCR 45 T A 37 K HAL BIF 92 &
Xt LATE 43 BT AE 2L 10 5 240 e TAE . DL &% LATE 78 28 5 2% S H A AT 0 B o S5 » AR SO FE T
A AE T B 28 T 2 0 0] 453 43 R DS C A T 7 1 BT BUER 28 43 R RTPIL A 2 20 S 5 T TRk . X
BeJ5 i R 2 Je 1 T CEOR B M 0 BT 2 T s AT R BRRUROC R O iR e 2 Iz 1 52 2% )
PEAETE I AT RIS A RUOR SR M A5 R S B UE A . BARTH R G BT 2 5 vk (R AN W e R A e 8
D WE T S A TSR Y TR A SR T R S A AR BT B B G SRS R B A Gt B L
WSO R ER G kAR . U ENE I B S AR A S )y Z B E . P E ST R R A
5y 5 BME L 22 B2 o3 M HEZR I S2 0 o o [ 2 2 G ey 422 G 18 A7 JEL 46 1 R4 L &5 5 v [ S B i B0 T g ik
B A B 25 S T O 2 A TR B A 2 )RR A SR AT B R ROk 2 E AT R B ) O )
S 3
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Guido Imbens’ Methodological Contribution to the Analysis of Causal Relationships

—A Review of the Academic Contribution of the 2021 Nobel Laureate in Economics

HONG Ni YU Leng
(Shanghai Jiaotong University. Shanghai, China)

Abstract: Guido W. Imbens was shared the 2021 Nobel Memorial Prize in Economics for their contributions to
the methodology of causal analysis. This paper focuses on Imbens’ achievements in three aspects. Firstly, by combi-
ning instrumental variables with a potential outcome framework, Imbens proposed the design-based local average treat-
ment effect (LATE) framework accounting for heterogeneity and incomplete compliance in natural experiments and
provided a transparent interpretation of the estimates. Secondly, Imbens extended the LATE framework, enabling a
wider range of applications, and also explained the external validity of LATE. Thirdly. Imbens made outstanding con-
tributions to causal inference methods such as propensity score matching, regression discontinuity designs, difference-
in-differences and machine learning. As many major issues in social sciences involve causality, Imbens’ research have
greatly enhanced people’s ability to answer important causal questions, and is of great benefit to both academia and so-
ciety.
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