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Abstract

Selection bias is particular problem in observational and quasi- experimental
studies, which it gives rise to noncomparability between treated and non-treated (or
control) groups. To remedy the effect of selection bias, many statistical methods have
been proposed such as stratified analysis, multivariate analysis, and propensity score.

Propensity score method was widely used to reduce this problem. Propensity score is
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defined as the probability of a subject to receive a treatment conditional on the
confounding factors (covariates) and then provides to balance the covariates between
the treated and control groups by using propensity score. After that we can be
compared the outcome in two groups by using appropriate statistical tests for the data.
In this article, we describe a basic principle of the propensity score and illustrate the

uses through applied example in previous study.

Keywords: propensity score, selection bias, randomization, observational study, quasi-experimental
study

1. umin

N13MARBILUUANLAZIINGNAIUAN (randomized control trials: RCTs) §niNa1sauly
\Uuamsg1u (gold standard) dwsuni1seenuuunisive (research design) Tuswidenneau
Msunne assaiguIaLIngmansaunin WeidesesnsUssiliulssavsuavesdviwanin
LUUA (treatment effect) %38 interventions iW312n15d (randomization) \Hunsvanides
Anueudeslunisideniietswazantadeniu (confounding factors) 199z dwase
nadwsvasn1sAnwty [1] uivienisAnuniidesndiazshnsfinwuuy RCT 1y Fosnn
Bost3ussan nsAnwideiifianuidesioftangs warsudszinadilidmiudidumsideilsl
dinewe Wudu ddumsdnwidsdunadsgnininldideddosindinaradreiu udegndlsd
s Fidedeanlaneuindnvavemnheiiegsludaznguiithuussudiouiidnwaed
wiloutunieadeiudeiudunsdnuniezannsasuifiouduls lunuidemasu
nsunmgtumsfnendadanagninuldinnniinisineidmessadesanidesin i
yunmegsiinsAnniives dedrdasuatessmiidesniwasauussanadldmnii Hu
#u Feaziiilinnnnuisonshulsanssgnuasdediulngdunsdnviddanauaznisin
WUUGDUNAY (retrospective study) [2]-[4]

dmduduusiiudianau (confounders) dasfimuduiusfutladeaulafnunas
nadnsveIsAnwIty endiegratu fifeFeamauisuiiieuszeriailunanduuninga
w1 (time to revision) lugUefldsunissnudensridaudsudeasinniiion (total
hip arthroplasty) sewi1annsldgunsal 2 wuu Aewuudl 1 Arfearinnifevsdawsinuy
578N (ceramic-on-ceramic implant) waghuudl 2 Aadearinnifieuiidinusznevees
finuazwanafnlndiues (ceramic-on-polyethylene implant) lun1sidenldgunsaldaaslnn
denvesunnddmsumsinuillalldvihnsduuidunslinudeusdiviemuauatnslaves
Fue ilvinguetheilasunisdenlldaunsalfoarinnifisuuuuil 1 asduifieitlengios
nidnnguddligunsainuul 2 Smnengfienuduitusfumanduatsidaudlosdeud
o1gFadtoiniusudsniu wifideldlihadodemguostae il lunmsinsei
Joyadwalin1suszanuA1UseansnavesdninanInuud u Odds ratio LoWLBEY N3
witgmifiefiazmuuitudsniuiiinaeis feanmnsoliiduiunouresniseanuuums
Wonarmsleswiteys degrvismunuiulmuillflufureuresnmseeniuunsidede
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ARIlATUNNUIINITARFRNLA ARBENYBNTINTTvaguTuNALarADIsEYlTALIUYTe
91992 MTIINTTUe WWusu a'*;u%%'muauﬁaLLﬂiﬂaﬂu%’Iumawﬂmmﬁmeﬁ%’aaﬂa
9129¢1475 stratified analysis, multivariable analysis Wag propensity score Hudu

3% propensity score ﬁémﬁu@%ﬁlﬁﬂwﬂ%ﬁmﬂiu U a.a. 1983 lng Rosenbaum Way
Rubin [5] Wiedumadenilslunisuseiivlssaninaredvdnaninuusivie interventions
Tunsdifinisd@nudulianunsaynisduld Jaguuldinishisnstieseideyadas
propensity score 1ldluauisemeiunisunmdiivandudes 9 [6107] Ineudnnsves
propensity score method Aawertadaniusig o Aidnasenisdndulalinsauudvie
interventions snwanfuaziuu 0 s 1 Inefidegefiheifiazuuugamnedsiloniaiia
1ATUNIAUUAKS® interventions 11A ﬁlwmammdwmﬂmﬁwQﬂwﬁ'ﬁ propensity score
winfurdelndiAssiunuisuifisufedlndidssiundnnisdy dufedtaenneilondldsu
assign Vi3MUUFYSe interventions we q Authues

1uwmm5&§ﬁwus‘%ﬂdﬁ'gﬁwa‘”ﬂﬂ'ﬁﬁyug’m%ﬁ propensity score UABUANTIASIEN
‘ﬁ'aaﬂamﬂaammw propensity score N15ANUIN propensity score Wag propensity score
method n1yaaszvideyan1vaiialagly propensity score faglusunsu R wiauiendetng
mueﬁfﬂﬁﬁ’]ﬂ”lﬁmiwﬁ%'a;ﬂa@h‘&ﬁ% propensity score matching TuUld

2. Lﬁ'i)ﬂ']
2.1 UuAAYY propensity score (&)

Propensity score Apananaziiuiifuasagldsuninwudiile X, Aodulsimunie
Uad8nIusg 9 NauN13AN©®1I98 (baseline covariates) Fashuussaumaniiinudiusiu

Uadenaulafnwiasnaansvesnsfnuiu Ineanunsadeulugduuudydnuallasiail
e =P(Z =1|x) ;i=123..,n

e P(Zl = Zl""’ Zn = Zn | Xl""' Xn) = lll{eizi (1_ei )]izi}
i=1

e e, @ propensity score (0 <e, <1)

Zi AofauUs treatment assignment
Z

' Y

. ARAUBIAILUST treatment assignment ihedl ;i =1,2,3,...,n

'
=

Fadlelalies 2 A1 lnell z; =1 ununihediegailasuninmuduag
z, =0 unumhefegramlilasuninmud
X fonnmesuwin 1x (p +1) flaudnluwndn i vesuvsng X
X = I:l 8 X cee a ]
~i Xll i2 le 1x( p+1)
X Aowvisnguesinyssauiiivun nx (p+1)

P AaduIusiiyssm

N ABIUNAIBEN
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dwuns@nyuuu RCT A1 g azidupnadl Taunfuds e =0.5 dmteiegiegn

1 3 U | LY
wuseanlu 2 NN N1 ¢ NU

2.2 %”umaums'fiLﬂiﬂsﬁﬂay‘amaaﬁa‘[ﬂﬂw propensity score fifstl

fumeudl 1 Rasandensuusmuiiimuduiusiufefiaulafnviuasnadnives
miﬁnmﬁ?u

‘uumauw 2 ANUIUAN propen5|ty score

Fumeuil 3 mmwauam 2 ngy ﬂaﬂammmuumm gnauAluANNIUTUaUnalaY
i@ enly propensity score method 3510735 Svil 9910 4 35 Ao matching, stratification,
covariate adjustment Way inverse probabiUty of treatment weighting (IPTW) %éqﬁgﬁ 4 fﬁﬁ
mmsﬂm propensity score femalldantumeui 2

Funeuil 4 Use W UANUFNAAUDY baseline characteristics (139158171 baseline
covariates) s¥WINNGUNIAMUALAZNAUAIUANITINMINTEAawilouiuvsell Tun1sussidiu
Jestuliseudisuaumiioundondnefiures baseline covariates s¥9inengun3aLILA
LazngumUANseAndsvierisogulefuussmdudoyaideuiina daududssui
Fudeyaidenguliiuisuiisunianszarsseninanguninmuduagnguniuay uenaini
aun3alY standardized difference IUﬂﬁiUizLﬁUQaﬁmauﬂamaﬁ baseline covariates 51314
2 ﬂejmlé’fvﬁ’qﬁ

dmsumuushniidudeyaideUiuaen standardized difference Ao

_ (Xtreatment ~ “control )

2
\/ Streatment + Scontrol

AaALafefag 1YL U T luNquVSALIUA

4

X'[ eatment

xControl AoAndeiegiswasuyssulunguauny

(/)

£ 1 £ ' U a (3
Ceatment ABALUUSUSILFBEN B LUsT mTungum3nums

2 @ o ] '
Seontrol ABAUMUTUTIUIREIWRIFILUS T TUNGuAIUAY
dwsuiudssuiiudeyailanguen standardized difference Ao

d= ( ptreatment - pcontrol )

\/ [ fjtreatment (1_ f)treatment )] + [ f)control (1_ fjcontrol )]
2

W8 P, AD AI1HYN (prevalence) ¥a4 dichotomous variable Tungum3nuug

Beontrol fio AUYNYBY dichotomous variable IuﬂfjmmUﬂm

nsadl i dawUssindudeyaidanguiidatuinndn 2 A1 (multilevel categorical
variables) @11150911@" standardized difference Tngn1sdnlidu binary indicator variable

(8]
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m‘iﬂ‘imﬁum’mauaa%d baseline covariates A38A1 standardized difference (d )
JagNasara1 d AdA1UInN31 0.1 F9laeUn@kalaziedn baseline covariates 51314 2
nau launariu (9]

deUSuaunauitoyalsiianuaien1snsyteaiteg1alugun 1 dedl

Distribution of Propensity Scores

Unmatched Treatment Units
Matched Treatment Units
[es]
Matched Control Units

o leel

o
o o

T T T T
02 0.3 04 05

Propensity Score

JUN 1. uansdnwrvesteyaneuuazasliuauna baseline covariates faensMn (dot plot) ves

propensity score Tunguiiag1evia 2 nau

Tupouil 5 JATgidoyan1adfiioUsiiiudsedninareadnsnanIauudvie
interventions sagafAnA@oUMMLaY

2.3 N13AUIN Propensity score (€;)

FBmsAunaiildlunisuszanaen propensity score inaneis 1wy fawuunisanaes
aodain (logistic regression model), tree-based methods Waz neural networks Hudu us
Tngulvgudraeliisduuunisannosandafin [10] feduginusvssndaegianisduan
propensity score lagldn133iasigvinisannssasdadnuuuasena u (binary logistic
regression analysis) v armnuald treatment assignment Wuduusany (dependent
variable: 7,) Fafidnldifios 2 A1 Ao z, =1 unumirediegedildSuninmud uaz 7, =0
wuninefeg 1l e Suniamnd dausiuusmunanualfdusudssan Tnefauuunis
annesasdafniithuildlunisusyanaen propensity score fig

In[iJ = In[M] = Lo + BiXiy + LoXip +.o+ Lo X
1-¢ 1- P(Zi =1 Z(i) P
wae e =P(Z, =1|x) ;i=123,..,n
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o 1
wlpin & = _
14 D
Taedn éi AaAUsEUUVBY propensity score e i:1=12,3,...,n

3 fannmesvasiusvinuadusednanisannayaesiafniidvung

A1981991 1 Wellfmuusiin 91w 3 fuds fe e 91y wazlsausednsn lagldis
UsEa0UAT propensity score e logistic regression model fasil
AVUR A e =P(Z =1|x) ;i=123,..,n
We  Z, Aesiuus treatment assignment

Z, PRANYDIFILUT treatment assignment whed i:i=12,3,....n @
fenleidios 2 A Taodl z, =1 unumbefodaildsuvdnmuduas
z, =0 unumieiegisildliFuviamud
X, = e (Gender) Tngdl 0 = Ay waw 1 = inAmds
X, = 918 (Age) Huthendul
X, = lsauszdi (Underlying disease: UD) Tngfi 0 = laiflsauszdnen
wag 1 = dlsauszdnd
1 1
1+ e—(gi,é) - 1+ e—(ﬁ0+ﬁleenden+,B2Agei+ﬁ3UDi)

awlgan € =

auuddn Arvszaamdimes g ngld3gasuirazsduasan (Maximum

likelihood method) Ao B, = -3.95, = 0.69, f, = 0.03 uaz f,= 0.32
1

U €& = 1+ e—[(—3.95)+(0.69*Genderi)+(0.03*Agei)4—(0.32*UDi )]

dowthedeg1saudl 1 1 umends 01y 87 U waziilsauszads aglaa
A 1

&= 1+ e*[(*3-95)+(0.69*1)+(0.03*87)+(0.32*1)]

=0.42

AatU ANUTZUNAL propensity score UBINNEFI08199 1 AANNAU 0.42

2.4 Propensity score method

Propensity score method 3 4 35 V{Qﬂﬁmﬂﬂmm’?ﬁaﬁa matching, stratification,
covariate adjustment Wa¥ inverse probability of treatment weighting IPTW) d1%$U 3 75
wsniiauslae Rosenbaum wag Rubin [5] @2u337 4 IPTW tiiauslag Rosenbaum [11]
msidenld propensity score method AIsidenaunsUszanaadmanefiaulafinw (an
estimand of interest) %aﬁuagjﬁ’uﬁ’wmu?%’aLLaxﬂﬁzﬁmmLﬂmm&J nsuszanuandming
IﬂaﬁﬂﬂﬁamaﬂiwﬂmaLa?{mJaw%mLuuﬁs{aQﬂwﬁiﬁ%w%mLmuﬁvﬁa interventions fiaula
Lﬁ/iﬂijgu (the average effect of the treatment on the treated: ATT) waznansznulnewade
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YOIWIAUFVFD interventions Aofteidniumsfinuimundaneingurinuuduay
nauAIUAN (the average treatment effect: ATE) dmiun1sUssANMALUY ATE a8tz au
f1mn 9 nIamudanunsatanlddugaeynauld Tusaednsussauaiwuy ATT 92
nzaudiofinelidnvariinsadldsuninuuifalafinyvindu udmniidaduladennis
Uszanauaviinewuy ATT %58 ATE udi3sfiansandenis propensity score method e
U§uaunavas baseline covariates slalt lnsusiazisilswazBundsil
1) 35 Matching
AFdanunsolduszanaruuu ATT Wity Samunsdmsunsinuilsuuen
HegawaangunuaudnninguitldunEaumud f‘s%‘iﬂu’%ﬁﬁﬁﬂmﬁmﬂﬂﬁumu%’amﬂﬁm
ATUNNE Immﬁms%ﬂuuﬁ]wwmimmﬂmﬂiwmmaq propensity score fifiAninA LS
IndiAssfuaniian %Qﬁ?UIWU‘\WI‘Uﬂ’]i%UﬂLLU‘UWqu@‘Vi‘U\‘l (one-to-one matching #3®
138091 pair matching) ImsmLLmaw@UﬁyﬂauiﬂmagmawlmummmumLLauimlmummuum
WU19N1sANBI19azdentduuuduld 1wy one-to-many matching (1:M) G?J?uaq'ﬁumm
nzauYeusiaznsAnu dmsuitieilianunsadugliazgndneenly azituldin deide
98933 matching fifededdvuinsiediilg Mﬁamnﬁ%@jL'%EJU%T@EJLL&"J%MWW}%LU%EJULﬁt‘m
shuadaveaeuvanzauiudeyasield
2) 3% Stratification (150 Subclassification)
5t anunsaliussannenldionu ATT uag ATE Tnsusndvasoondudugd

Y
o

(stratum) Felun1suustugituagld propensity score Wunaeilun1sinnsan nsuusazdn

o
a

Tdugiiiieatuil propensity score infumdslndifsatusussunugvislunsasdund
tlouiuaIY Imaﬁﬂﬂ%uﬁﬂ%mﬁaaﬂﬂu 5 nquwi 9 fu legldmaulnd (quantiles) vaq
propensity score € 19x@11150819AA11L0WLE 897 119 nd 3T Tale (measured
confounders) §4 90% [9] wdsand uusdugiiadaudalivinisisuiisunadnsvos
msfnwszranguvImuiuesnguauauluusazdun el
3) 38 Covariate Adjustment

5312519 propensity score ufautssanlunisusuanuuansiad els udy
n3Ane (baseline differences) TagldfLuunisanneeidadunsosinuunisannosasdann
miﬂixLﬁuﬂssﬁw%mamaqﬁw%waﬁmL@JwﬁgmmImEJSL%'mlJixmmﬁmﬂss%m%{mﬁamam’mﬁa
WUUREE ety Fallfauys treatment assignment way propensity score ufLUTDaTY (W30
136191 covariates) IWEJ treatment eﬁect (1) anansauszanaenldsd

( treatment control ) - ﬂ(xtreatment - Xcontrol )
awulan %u%‘lfum propensity score 934 9 lutauedi 2 afinananudatield
ANUTEUIRTOY propensity score LﬁaﬁwmﬁudﬁaLLUq%uqﬁﬂw“lﬁm propensity score i
mileunelndifssiuunniian
4) 3% Inverse Probability of Treatment Weighting (IPTW)
Ailansoldusznadildtuuy ATT waz ATE Fd438msaaniminiiuansig
fu Tunsaasiminsewinengunsmuuiuagnauaiuauiuasdesaziouf sseansd
v‘l”miﬁﬂmsﬁuﬂwﬁﬂmiﬁmﬁauﬁumidmﬁaaEJ'NLLUUdNﬂfmﬁﬂiumu%’aL%ﬂéhiw 1ng
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mvuel Z, fedudsiuansiUisaud i lasuninmwivielsl ua e, Ao propensity score
Fusagld e wnlusiarnimidn lunmsdralmilnduanunsaimuadu

Z, 1-27,
Wi = — |+| ———
e 1-¢

i1=1,2,3,...,n

aniiuladn nssslminvestheusiazauniiuanuizlunnduveanslasunse

s v Yo _a = ' o | ' H o v 1 ° o | oav vy oA s
Lﬂumwaﬂjﬂ‘lﬂiUﬁ]iﬁ ] TINUIWWAIBYNIZHNDWUINUNAIY — a’]%i‘UﬂQﬁJVﬂﬂiUWimLNum
e.

uay dwiungualuny

1-¢
38 IPTW fgniauetuldidunisusnlag Rosenbaum [11] 1wl p.a. 1987 siounleiiinng
WAIUNIONISEIEILNAMSUNSUSTIN AT N8wUU ATE Aadl

1&(zY) 1&((1-2)Y,) .
e == A =Y T i—123,,
Wi ate n“l e ns l-¢, ! n

Wie Y, AofuUnaansvemulefieg1dl i

dwsuisnmsaismtinieyssanaantvaneuuy ATT Ao
(1-Z)e ) .
W =Z 4+ 2 212,30
' 1-¢
Z(1-e) .
AT W, e :T+(1—Zi) ;1=1,2,3,...,n
i

We W, e ABISASANUmMdnd mTunsUsEuAnansenulagiade
voaniaiuudneUiedlilisunIauud (the average effect of treatment in the controls:
ATQ) [10]

Jofveis IPTW ddedwmaiudeyarUrelildimuauazanainueudes (bias) 1a

WINNITIT stratification WA covariate adjustment wiin1sadsuInineagligndemselyl
wwtesdnudiaslunazlasuniauudsunn 9 (vuneisriUszanaues propensity score

fandlndaugd [91-[10]

3. nMsTeideyaneaaalaely propensity score Aaelusunsu R

#298199 2 Aosnsileuiiisusnsinisiinnzunindeundsiidn (overall
complication) sgwinsngusegnsgihefithimdndaun (normal group) wagdthefiitdutn
faunnndnnd (obese group) Tuansinatuniol Tnedeyaiugiuusznousae e (sex)
918 (age) 13AU5EI6 (Underlying disease) LLaxai’wmui’uﬁﬁﬂaaﬁn%’nmﬁqagﬂu‘mwmma
(LOS)

dmdugadndaildlunisiinsgideyadielusunsy R nestu 3.6.3 ddunoudsd
(Fdnuvdueionmney ‘# Wufesuglilynddsiililusunsusian)
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Jupaud 1 : Wlusunsuaudeyate non-obese.txt 1glusunsu R lu data fame %e
q wandasudelmiilu df.normal ndwinduivualiyedeyailidudoyadiegrsvaangy

Normal
g=read.table("f://non-obese.txt",dec = ".", header = TRUE) # import data
df.normal <- data.frame(q) # defines the dataset

df.normal$Sample <- as.factor(Normal')  # Normal group

Tunoud 2 : Wlusunsusuteyaile obese txt uglusunsy R lu data fame 3o w
uduAsudelmiu df obese ndvntutwusliyadeyaiifudeyadogimasngu Obese

w=read.table("f://obese.txt",dec = ".", header = TRUE) # import data

df.obese <- data.frame(w) # defines the dataset

df.obese$Sample <- as.factor('Obese’) # Obese group

Funouil 3 - iam%;ﬁaéhasmmanﬁﬂ 2 o Wlifeiu Ty package id1dudedlife
wakefield iffosandayafiagswosis 2 gn 1WrdeiuudSstmualigndoyaifid i
mydata

# Merging the dataframes

library(wakefield)

mydata <- rbind(df.normal, df.obese)

mydata$Group <- as.logical(mydata$Sample == 'Normal)

Funeudl 4 : nouvh propensity score matching TH3iasevidoyanieaddLite
L‘U%‘&J‘uLﬁauﬁa;ﬂaﬁugmuaz%j"mwﬂ’mﬁmmwLmiﬂéj’awé’amﬁmswd'mﬂqim@f’aaemﬁy’a 2 Ny
1me package fisndusoddie pacman, kableExtra Way tableone

library(pacman)

library(tableone)

pacman:p_load(tableone)

tablel <- CreateTableOne(vars = c('SEX', 'AGE', 'Underlying', 'LOS',

‘OverallCompilaction'), data = mydata,
factorVars = 'SEX/, strata = 'Sample)

tablel <- print(tablel, printToggle = FALSE, noSpaces = TRUE)

library(kableExtra)

tablel %>%

kable(caption = 'Table 1: Comparison of unmatched samples’) %>%

kable_styling()%>%

footnote(general = "A p-value of 0.05 or less was considered as significally

significant")
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Funoudl 5 : inns3ueYaLame propensity score matching #1SU package i
Suusedldfe Matchit Tngldfauus SEX AGE uaz Underlying Tunns@uaadAn propensity
score UMIRBIMIIuGUUY 1:1

library(Matchlt)

match.it <- matchit(Group ~ SEX + AGE + Underlying, data = mydata,

method="nearest", ratio=1) # Matching the samples

Funeudl 6 : nd1a1nvi1 propensity score matching LLgﬁiﬁﬁLﬂiﬁzﬁ%’auﬂa%NﬂaaLﬁa
LU'%EJ‘UL‘ﬁausﬁa;gaﬁugmuasé’mwmiLﬁmmzLmsﬁawﬁasﬁﬁmwdwmjuﬁaasmﬁga 2 Ngu

df.match <- match.data(match.it)[1:ncolimydata)]

rm(df.normal, df.obese)

pacman::p_load(tableone)

table2 <- CreateTableOne(vars = c('SEX', 'AGE', 'Underlying', 'LOS',

'OverallCompilaction'), data = df.match,
factorVars = 'SEX|, strata = 'Sample’)
table2 <- print(table2, printToggle = FALSE, noSpaces = TRUE)

kable(table2[,1:3], align = 'c,

caption = Table 2: Comparison of matched samples)%>%
kable styling()%>%

footnote(general = "A p-value of 0.05 or less was considered as significally

significant”)

(%

lonadnSAatl

a13°99 1. Comparison of unmatched samples

Tahla 1°* Comnarican Af ninmatchad eamnlac
IabDle 1 Comparison of unmatcned sampies
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a4 2. Comparison of matched samples

Table 2: Comparison of matched samples
Normal Obese p
n 489 489
SEX = M (%) 72 (14.7) 64 (13.1) 0.518
AGE (mean (SD)) 70.36(7.83) 70.38 (7.61) 0.970
Underlying = Yes (3 362 (74.0 363 (74.2 000

¥
[

9IA1591 1 Aewri1 propensity score matching 9zl Toyaiiugiu liun o1y

\wdsuazdadinvesiieifilsaussiiseminanguiegadUaefidumindunauasngy
éhaejmg'ﬂa81‘7iﬁ1§mﬁm§hmmdwﬂau,mﬂsmﬁuasmﬁﬁfaé’wﬁ’mmmﬁa (p-value = 0.001 uag
0.001 mud v waziileSsufisusnsnmsinnnzunsndound sidanuiuandetuegis
laifidudAgneadia (p-value = 0.154)

War¥aINA317 2 B propensity score matching axiiuldTAIRLI %’a;ﬂaﬂ'ﬁumu

o«
a

#ur orgadonardndiurowtiefifllsadssiiiseninduitediefasfifdmingaun
LLaxﬂejmfhaejmg'ﬂa81‘7iﬁ1§mﬁm§hmnmfmﬂﬁLLmﬂﬁmﬁ’uasmhiﬁﬁfaa?ﬁmmaaaa (p-value =
0.970 way 0.999 ML) waziloSeuieudasinsinnzunsndeund IWFanuI
upnsNAUeE1litudAYNSEna (p-value = 0.035)

4. 541 propensity score U1t luauIdey
Uaguulainisun propensity score wlgluauddemesnunisunndiiuunniu [6]-[7]
ﬁ L4

Uginus

waznildluAftemninl#ieneideyaunniignie propensity score matching Tu
wsnfogaresnuideiin B aullumsinseideyadsi

Fetned 3 11Aduues Fukuda wazany [12) Wunsfnwuuudounds T¥mguszasd
WoAnwinanszmureumadanislienssiuaugdn (general anesthesia n3e spinal
anesthesia) fifinasaAuamsolunsyiAainsusesnTu (activity daily life: ADL) 5 #u
18 nsuuseniues mausisia mslivesann msoiuth waenmaduluftigeenyd
ﬂiz@ﬂaﬂ‘wm}‘fﬂl,l,a:"Loﬁ”’%“umﬁﬂmﬁ”’gaﬂwsmﬁmﬁuauﬁﬂ%ﬂmﬁ'gagﬁiﬂwmmal,l,awé'ﬂﬁnﬂ
nauluitniuiithu Tnedl eeneral anesthesia Aomssziumnuidnuuuriiganie uay spinal
anesthesia 1138 subarachnoid block Aan1s@nenydlulugos subarachnoid %aaﬂqwéﬁ'
spinal nerve wag dorsal ganglion ﬁﬂﬁﬁmmimLLathiauﬂé’mLﬁa‘l,uu%nmﬁgﬂ block 1y
Fadunssziumudanianizan (regional anesthesia) Hansnwinuin 91nsuIugtae
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Wavian 12,342 518 Lﬂuéﬂwmé’ﬁu general anesthesia 911U 6,918 (56.1%) 318 wazyUe
#il#i5u spinal anesthesia $7u3u 5,424 (43.9%) 518 feufiagyi propensity score matching
ulddadn § 18 dafearnsimun 23 Y23 (baseline factors) mmwmmﬂmmuivmwﬂau
N"LJ’.J‘EJVIVLYﬂiU general anesthesia Wag spinal anesthesia ag13iilpdAYN19ana WAnd9nd
mmmu@ma propensity score matching Luu 1:1 ﬁ]xL%a@Hﬂ’JﬂiﬂLLma%ﬂqNme 3,949 918
HARINNISYIAROUATMUANGIIY8Y baseline factors Viavan 23 {ade szvenguifledilasu
general anesthesia uae spinal anesthesia wuiuwanssfuegsliiifeddyneadfuaziile
NAADUAILFUNUTIENINANNANTIUNNTYINAINTUTET1TU (ADL scores) 4 finu laun
ns¥ulsEnueIMT Mausisih mMIouthuasnmsiundsnnduluinfiufithutumadens
Ignsefuanuidnnuinldfinnuduiusiuegrfideddgmieada uinuaunsalunisvi
Arfnsusgdriulunslivesgrmdmnnduluiniiuiidhulianuduius fumadanislien
sefumnuidnednslidoddymieada InonguUaefilésu spinal anesthesia fis1urumie
Woslwudd liamnsagiomdonuieslunisldiosquiganiinaudUiedla$u general
anesthesia g193ltBd ARy 19anaA (spinal vs. general: 40.3% vs. 36.7% ; p-value < 0.003)
Tuns@nsilffiedidedin Suau 174 918 Faazgndneenatnnisiienesideyalnedu
fU2slunguitlé$u general anesthesia $1ua 109 (1.6%) 518 wAzna T la3U spinal
anesthesia 314U 65 (1.2%) 518 kagdN3IIN15AY (mortality rates) V4§ U7Y 2 nquil
wanaeiueg19ldddedidynieadia (p-value = 0.078) waraINN1sTiATIEYidoyan e
multivariate logistic regression analysis wuinnaianishienseivanuianlidninuduiug
funsudasosmuannsolunsyinfeinsussdriue 5 du 1dud nmefutsemuenms ns
ussia msldvfosgan maouthuasnmsiuvdanshendainunseanasinndin wasnslaly
griudniavyinlalyafiusoss (NSAIDs) danuduiiusiunisugasvesmuaunsalunisvil
Aatmsuszdriusie 5 d1u uenaind n1sitengfiaudu 1 Jumane § Modified Charlson
Comorbidity Index 38 CCl scores a4 9 1ulsAnednay (psychiatric disease) uazupuin
Snwdnegiilsmenuialsiuiy Pafoimanidanuduiudiunsugamesaruaunsalunisyi
Aadnsusedniu 4 du loun nMssudsenuemns msusais nsldvesguinaznisiiu 21n
n13@nwIYes Fukuda wazaas [12] Winldtain ddedriniliannsamuauiadoniuneu
Suduns@nwle iesanifuns@nwuuudeunds JamiliAinain selection bias Fsdana
Tinadnsvesnsinmaainedoull Seesmiuldanuadnsneunaswdawi propensity score
matching YuldfulUluiiamaientu dufunisissandenldisnsdadailmunyauiu
FoyaTadudsiidrduningizasilugmsasunadnsnsnainiignios

fao8nefi 4 nATeves Lim wazame [13] WJunisdnwwuuludnamii (prospective
study) fi¥aquszasdiiianianisinwguaeivhrndautlunnzdaiausivinges (hallux
valgus) ssvisthemamsuazinandsiiruunnisiunielsl Ineteyanugrudsznaude
91g avduianig (nn./u?) AzuuuA1UYIn AOFAS scores Uag SF-36 scores KANISANYN
wudn 9nsuaugiaeionn 438 1 1urvaste S1uau 26 (5.9%) T8 wazdUouds
F1u3U 412 (94.1%) 518 neuvi1 propensity score matching Liulddnin ngusieg19Uae
yefiengiad owindu 49.8+17.5 3 FefesniinguiiegefUrendgeii Tengiad oiiniu
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55.2+11.8 U a1l dad1Agyn19adf (p-value = 0.03) wag SF-36 subscale: SF-36 role
physical neuNAnveINg U188 196 Ureye (37.543.7) ﬁﬁ?@f’]ﬂ’j’]ﬂﬁiuﬁﬁaﬁhdﬂi’ﬂ’wwﬁﬁ
(59.2+42.6) pg19fldud1AYN19adaA (p-value = 0.01) UANHIIINYIINITIUAALY propensity
score matching LUV 1:2 R IWIU IS UNET 52 918 HAIINNITNAFDUAIUUANGIN
‘UEN“UEJJJﬁW‘H%']UﬂEJHN’W]@TJ@W]dﬂ’J’liJiULLNSUENﬂ’I’J“’UUWJLLlIL‘Vl’]LEJ‘ENN@TLJ?%’JNH@JJWAEJEJ’N
AemenagnguimesUlengaunndeiueg1dlifideddgmieads (p-value > 0.05) uay
nan133nundaRfald 2 ¥ JeusuifiuaindiazuunaIuyin AOFAS scores Way SF-36
scores s¥ninnguieg1UIeLarnauiteg e thengunnsiiuegdlifidedfgymig
afiil (p-value > 0.05) gnLIU SF-36 subscale: SF-36 general health ¥aenq U188 195 U8
%18 (68.7+20.6) ﬁﬁmémqu'uéﬁasjwsg”ﬂwmﬁﬂ (79.3+17.8) a1l ded1Agyn19adf (p-
value = 0.02)

#8197 5 91uITHUes Guo wazane [14] WunsAnwudedung dingUszasdiile
Uszillunanssne ansumsndouserinensingn uazsnsnissendinlugihegeengiidieny
111N31 90 U ?jqﬁﬂizaﬂﬁ'ﬂﬁum interthrochanteric waglasun1ssn®ALe intramedullay
fixation Wisuiileuifugtasiifiongtiosndt 90 T wamsfinwnudt andwnudiaeioue
2,242 519 Jugtheiifiony < 90 T (ngu A) $1uu 2,036 (90.8%) 518 wazgtheiiiloy > 90
U (ngu B) $1u3U 206 (9.2%) 518 nowvi propensity score matching wWiulsdnin 7i baseline
characteristics flog 7 fuusIniua 12 fuus AfanuusngnstusEIangs A uay B
ag 19l dedAyn19anf (p-value < 0.05) LLm'wé’wmﬁlvﬁmﬁuqﬁw propensity score
matching wuu 1:1 azwidedtreluusiasnguiiios 192 918 HAINNITNAGBUANNLANAIIVDS
baseline characteristics Viavin 12 #uls sewinangs A wag B wuituandnefuag el
oddnymneadn (p-value > 0.05) waziloFoulfisunanisinw aneunsndeuseninms
HIGR LazdnIInN1sTentianuIuana1iuseslifitedAyneaia (p-value > 0.05)

5. asUuazdaiauauiue

anueudesainnisidendiegnslunsinwiddunauaznsiinvfmnaeenee
ihlugnmsdsznadmiensagunamsdnuniiaaandeuluidosnmieiegausas g
il ”ﬂwmzwlummauﬂummmumsmm madenvitsiianansathunldiieuttaymeendnni
#o multivariable regression models wild a1l asvesvurnfi0e1s (the number of
events per covariates) figsfiannifisanedmsunisiasigst uauansAnvdfuusniu
Fruaundsraldauindaeg e edudssauddes (small sample size) fatfy n131
propensity score uildifuedosiiolunisusuanueudesnnnisidensiegadfiusslow]
wnlumsiinsevideya 932 propensity score HHlaififasinderinarnuntmediedy usiin
Fedavanunsaunldanssautsniuld uwifdiddedeenseitldanansauaniuaz Tanald
dnsutiadenuitlingiu (unobserved factors) fatfu MINFITLAU50YINNNTANYITTBUUY
RCT Mgaudumadeniidniunsgliiamizosmueudeninnmsdensdie
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