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Abstract

In a well-conducted, slightly idealized, randomized experiment, the only ex-
planation of an association between treatment and outcome is an effect caused
by the treatment. However, this is not true in observational studies of treat-
ment effects, in which treatment and outcomes may be associated because
of some bias in the assignment of treatments to individuals. When added to
the design of an observational study, quasi-experimental devices investigate
empirically a particular rival explanation or counterclaim, often attempting
to preempt anticipated counterclaims. This review has three parts: a discus-
sion of the often misunderstood logic of quasi-experimental devices; a brief
overview of the important work of Donald T. Campbell and his colleagues
(excellent expositions of this work have been published elsewhere); and its
main topic, descriptions and empirical examples of newer devices, including
evidence factors, differential effects, and the computerized construction of
quasi-experiments.
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1. REDUCING AMBIGUITY IN OBSERVATIONAL STUDIES

1.1. Is It Possible to Avoid Some Mistaken Causal Inferences
from Observational Studies?

In 2007, the UK Academy of Medical Sciences published a review of the literature on empirical
studies of the causes of disease (Rutter et al. 2007). One section consisted of 23 case studies,
famous examples of causal inferences currently believed to be valid (e.g., smoking and lung cancer)
or invalid [e.g., hormone replacement therapy (HRT) and coronary artery disease]. The authors
wrote the following (Rutter et al. 2007, pp. 68–69):

The most quoted example of misleading conclusions from non-experimental data concerns the effects
of HRT on coronary heart disease . . . Various case-control studies suggested that HRT protected
against heart disease . . . , whereas a large-scale randomized controlled trial . . . plus other randomized
controlled trials . . . suggested otherwise . . . [I]t was highly likely that there would be major health
related lifestyle differences between the women choosing to use HRT and those not doing so, and this
major selection effect alone should have made for caution before accepting the non-experimental data
as showing causation.

Neel (2002) elaborates on the above reference to selection bias from ‘‘lifestyle differences’’ in
‘‘The marketing of menopause’’ as follows:

Early films made by drug makers to educate doctors about hormone treatments are a blend of homespun
medical wisdom and paternalism, playing on older women’s fears . . . Estrogen’s heyday started with a
book for the masses, titled Feminine Forever. Author Robert Wilson was a Manhattan gynecologist with
strong financial ties to the hormone makers . . . He won women over with scientific-sounding promises
of youth and beauty and good sex, even though the FDA banned Wilson from certain research for
making unsubstantiated claims.

To be specific: A woman concerned with the effects of aging might seek treatment with HRT,
but she also might be more prone to exercise and diet to avoid obesity, and of course diet, exercise,
and obesity are important to the risk of coronary artery disease. A woman who is receiving HRT is
likely having checkups that include assessment of blood pressure and cholesterol, so it is less likely
that she has untreated extreme hypertension, another important factor in coronary outcomes. And
so on. In an experiment or clinical trial, these kinds of biases are avoided by randomly assigning
treatments to individuals (Fisher 1935).

The observational studies and randomized experiments of HRT prompted a small literature
asking the following question: ‘‘What went wrong in the observational studies?” The reader is
referred to Hernán et al. (2008) for one interesting paper in this literature. I do not wish to add
to this literature; however, one comment about one of the larger, more prominent observational
studies serves as a prelude to the general topics discussed in the current article. The observational
study of HRT by Grodstein et al. (1996) studied 59,337 women using age-adjusted incidence
rates and a proportional hazards model to adjust for a number of measured covariates including
age, body mass index (BMI), and smoking, among others. A proportional hazards model is a type
of regression model. In the model used by Grodstein et al. (1996), the coefficient for treatment
with both estrogen and progestin predicted lower risk among the treated when compared with no
HRT. Grodstein et al. (1996, p. 453) lent a causal interpretation to this regression coefficient and
concluded that ‘‘the addition of progestin to estrogen does not appear to attenuate the cardio-
protective effects of hormone therapy in relatively young postmenopausal women.’’ A subsequent
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large randomized trial (Women’s Health Initiative 2002) stopped this treatment early, concluding
the following (p. 321): ‘‘Overall health risks exceeded benefits from use of combined estrogen
plus progestin . . . . ’’ Notably, the observational study lent a causal interpretation to a regression
coefficient, but it did not perform any quantitative analysis with data to speak to the issue of
unmeasured biases, namely, biases from unmeasured covariates not in this regression. Unlike the
smoking and lung cancer studies (Cornfield et al. 1959; Rutter et al. 2007, p. 45), the observational
study of HRT did not conduct any analysis of sensitivity to unmeasured biases. In addition, it did
not use quasi-experimental devices in an effort to detect specific unmeasured biases if present or
rule them out if absent. It is not now and never will be known whether quasi-experimental efforts
would have succeeded, but the efforts were not made.

Fitting regressions is familiar. We learn about regression early in studying statistical methods.
Most beginning students in a PhD program in statistics or biostatistics take a course covering
various forms of regression during their first year of graduate study, so regression might account for
a sixth of this first year of study. Thus, regression becomes an important topic in the PhD qualifying
examination. Even students without graduate degrees in statistics or biostatistics are likely to
encounter regression methods in simplified courses, that is, courses that may omit discussion of
the mathematical theory that forms much of the basis of statistics. What we learn early and what
we have done often feels familiar.

Fitting regressions is familiar. What is familiar can feel safe, but familiarity and safety are
different things. There is nothing safe in fitting regressions to observational data and interpreting
coefficients as effects caused by treatments: Grave errors are commonplace, perhaps typical. It
does no good to append a claim that you have included in the regression all relevant covariates, a
claim that there are no unmeasured confounders and that you could not be mistaken in making
this claim. Who are you that you could not be mistaken?

1.2. The Inescapable Nature of Observational Evidence

Evidence linking smoking with disease was challenged by the tobacco industry. The response was
a steady stream of stronger evidence intended to rebut that challenge. Ultimately, the evidence
linking smoking and lung cancer was extremely strong. By contrast, the claim that HRT had
unintended health benefits was congenial even to people who had no stake in the matter. Many,
perhaps most, people who knew of the observational studies of HRT were surprised when the
randomized trials found harm where the observational studies had found benefit.

There is, however, no basis for surprise. The absence of randomization means that associa-
tions between treatments and outcomes in observational studies are inescapably ambiguous. The
quantitative degree and qualitative nature of the ambiguity varies from study to study, but the pres-
ence of a measure of ambiguity is inescapable. In the analysis of an observational study, candor
demands that the quantitative degree of ambiguity be reported, and, as conventional confidence
intervals and tests do not do this, some form of sensitivity analysis is required (e.g., Cornfield et al.
1959; Rosenbaum & Rubin 1983; Rosenbaum 1988, 1991, 2002, 2007, 2010a; Robins et al. 1999;
Gastwirth 1992; Manski & Nagin 1998; Imbens 2003; Diprete & Gangl 2004; Hosman et al.
2010; Liu et al. 2013; Stuart & Hanna 2013). In contrast, the goal in study design is to appraise
ambiguities from earlier studies and then set out to reduce them in the current study.

1.3. What Are Quasi-Experimental Devices?

After adjustments have been made for measured covariates in an observational study, an asso-
ciation between treatment and outcome is ambiguous: An association may be an effect caused
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by the treatment, or it may be an unmeasured bias in the way treatments were assigned. Quasi-
experimental devices enlarge the set of considered associations with the intention of reducing this
ambiguity. The oldest, most basic, and most familiar quasi-experimental devices include pretreat-
ment measures of the outcome and multiple control groups (see Section 2). Devices are typically
selected to address particular rival hypotheses or counterclaims, and a device is successful if it
eliminates a particularly plausible rival hypothesis or counterclaim. It is virtually inconceivable
that quasi-experimental devices could eliminate all possible counterclaims, but setting aside such
unrealistic goals, practical devices can achieve practical progress.

Sensitivity analyses in observational studies measure the degree of ambiguity that is present,
whereas quasi-experimental devices attempt to reduce the ambiguity. Although these are quite
distinct tasks, they are not unrelated. If the most plausible sources of large biases can be antici-
pated, as the selection biases in the HRT studies were, then quasi-experimental devices may shed
light on those particular biases. In observational studies, it is never possible to be sure that there
are no small biases in treatment assignment, but a sensitivity analysis may reveal that no pattern
of small or moderate biases could explain away the ostensible effect of the treatment. Sensitivity
analysis can speak to unmeasured biases of any possible form, but not of any magnitude, whereas
quasi-experimental devices are more likely to reveal large biases of anticipated form and to miss
small biases of unanticipated form. In an observational study, it is not a small achievement to
have rendered implausible the anticipated sources of large biases and to have demonstrated in-
sensitivity to small and moderate biases, even though there remains the logical possibility of large
unanticipated or implausible biases.

1.4. Reducing Ambiguity, Review of Traditional Methods,
and Review of Recent Developments

Section 1.5 discusses the logic of reducing ambiguity without eliminating it; this logic is often
misunderstood, with utopian ambitions blocking practical progress. When replicating an obser-
vational study, one hopes to remove or vary a particular source of unmeasured bias that made pre-
vious studies ambiguous (see Section 1.6). Quasi-experimental devices often set out to achieve the
same objective within a single study; such devices effectively conduct several studies with different
ambiguities within a single investigation. Section 2 briefly reviews traditional quasi-experimental
devices and the work of Donald T. Campbell and colleagues. This review is brief, however, be-
cause several excellent expositions of these ideas have already been published (Campbell & Stanley
1963, Cook & Campbell 1979, Shadish et al. 2002). Three recent developments are reviewed in
Sections 3, 4, and 5: evidence factors, differential effects to control generic unmeasured biases,
and computerized constructions of quasi-experiments.

1.5. The Often Misunderstood Logic of Quasi-Experimental Devices

Quasi-experimental devices reduce ambiguity but do not eliminate it, making a study with effective
quasi-experimental devices open to fewer credible challenges or counterclaims, not closed to
credible challenges. In any conventional way of speaking, reducing ambiguity sounds like progress,
perhaps less progress than we might want, but progress nonetheless. This ambiguity is not due to
a limited sample size; it does not vanish as the sample size of the current study increases without
bound (see Cochran 1965). Perhaps the ambiguity of one study may be reduced by the results
of a different sort of study. For instance, Rutter et al. (2007, p. 55) note that the evidence from
observational studies of smoking and cancer in humans ‘‘was much strengthened by animal studies
that showed the carcinogenic effect of the tars involved in cigarette smoking.’’
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The statistical literature can be misread to say that only the elimination of ambiguity, not its
reduction, is acceptable. Such a misreading might result in skepticism about quasi-experimental
devices that reduce but do not eliminate ambiguity. Although this misreading of some theoretical
statements is a natural one, the statements were invariably made about some abstract problem
without reference to observational studies, and it is never clear that the author of the misread
statement meant to say anything about observational studies. For instance, Basu’s (1983, Vol. 4,
p. 2) entry on ‘‘Identifiability’’ in the Encyclopedia of Statistical Sciences says the following: ‘‘Before
any inferential procedure can be developed, one needs to assert that the unknown parameters
are identifiable.’’ The entry then defines identifiable to mean that different states of the world,
or different values of a parameter θ in a parameter space �, yield probability distributions for
observable data that are themselves different. One could misread this statement as saying that we
learn nothing about θ unless there is identification, nothing unless there is a consistent test for
each value of θ , nothing unless there is a consistent estimate of θ . More careful than most, Basu
is clearly aware that we often learn about nonidentified situations. Immediately after defining
the term ‘‘identifiable,’’ he observes that a problem may be partially identified: A many-to-one
function, say f (θ ), may be identified although θ is not (see also Manski 1995). In nonpathological
situations, to be able to consistently estimate f (θ ) is to be able to say something about θ , even if
there is no consistent estimate of θ . For instance, if C is a 95% confidence set for f (θ ), then the
preimage f −1(C) of C under f is a 95% confidence set for θ . However, C may shrink to a point as
the sample size increases, although f −1(C) does not. We might say that a study design for inference
about θ is inconclusive if f −1(C) converges with increasing sample size to a set containing at least
two elements from � and informative if f −1(C) converges to a proper subset of �. Speaking in this
way would mean admitting that the collection of inconclusive but informative study designs could
be very large, with some study designs being much better than others. Such an admission would in
turn allow us to speak of preferring a greater reduction in ambiguity even when ambiguity cannot
be eliminated.

To sharpen the issue as it relates to quasi-experimental devices, consider a few trivial illustra-
tions in schematic form. If there are three possible states of the world or values for a parameter θ , say
� = {θ1, θ2, θ3}, and if in large samples, the study design can rule out θ = θ3 if false and θ ∈ {θ1, θ2}
if false, then the design is informative, even if the data fail to provide any consistent estimate of θ or
consistent tests of H0 : θ = θ1 and H0 : θ = θ2. Suppose there are two investigations or two study
designs such that one could distinguish θ = θ3 and θ ∈ {θ1, θ2} but could not distinguish between
θ1 and θ2 and the other could distinguish θ1 and θ2 but could not eliminate θ3 [i.e., the latter design
could demonstrate the truth of the implication (θ = θ1) ∨ (θ = θ2) ⇒ (θ = θ1) but not the truth of
its premise (θ = θ1) ∨ (θ = θ2)]. Taken together, these two investigations are conclusive, or iden-
tified, although each is individually inconclusive. Thus it cannot be the case that inconclusive data
carry no information and are without value. Indeed, if these two investigations were the only pos-
sible investigations, then two inconclusive investigations would lead to a firm conclusion, whereas
eliminating inconclusive investigations would also eliminate the possibility of a firm conclusion.

To continue the trivial illustration, suppose there were four rather than three possible states of
the world or values of θ , say � = {θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4}, and there are three study designs, all of which are
unable to distinguish θ1 and θ2. The first design can consistently distinguish among {θ1, θ2}, θ3, and
θ4. The second design can consistently distinguish between {θ1, θ2, θ3} and θ4. The third design can
consistently distinguish between {θ1, θ2} and {θ3, θ4}. All three of these designs are inconclusive;
design one is best in that it distinguishes the most, and designs two and three cannot be ordered to
say that one distinguishes more than the other. However, designs two and three done together can
do the work of design one if design one is impractical. With large samples, design two done twice,
replicated exactly, is less informative than design two done once together with design three done
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once. To recognize that inconclusive designs may produce valuable information and that study
designs vary in the degree and manner in which they are inconclusive is to develop a preference
for stronger study designs, designs that can settle more even if they cannot settle everything.
Moreover, this recognition also means developing a preference for variety in inconclusive study
designs, particularly when available designs cannot be ordered as more or less informative, as
in the case of designs two and three above. There is nothing in statistical theory that opposes a
reduction in ambiguity merely because it is not possible to eliminate ambiguity.

The issue of reducing ambiguity without eliminating it is not unique to observational studies.
This issue also arises in fractional factorial experiments, which are ambiguous because certain
effects are aliased with other effects. The art of designing such an experiment is to minimize
worrisome ambiguities; for instance, one might attempt to minimize aliasing of main effects with
each other or with two-factor interactions. The reader is referred to Hedayat et al. (1999) and Wu
& Hamada (2011) for further discussion.

1.6. Goals of Replication and Their Relationship to Quasi-Experimental
Devices: What Are We Seeking When We Seek More Evidence?

Replication of an observational study is intended to strengthen evidence by providing more of it,
but what sort of additional evidence is needed? Additional evidence is valuable to the degree that it
speaks to ambiguities in the available evidence. If the principal ambiguity in the available evidence
stems from a limited sample size, then an exact replication of the initial study that increases
the sample size might be of value. Many observational studies are large, however, so a limited
sample size is not the main source of ambiguity (see Cochran 1965). When the principal source of
ambiguity comes from unmeasured biases, a valuable replication tries to study the same treatment
effect in the presence of different potential sources of unmeasured biases. If repeatedly varying the
most plausible sources of bias does little to alter the ostensible effects of the treatment, then the
evidence in favor of an actual treatment effect is gradually strengthened [as, for instance, in works
by Susser (1987, p. 88), Rosenbaum (2001a), and Rutter et al. (2007, section 5.4.6)].

The central problem in observational studies—the problem that defines an observational
study and distinguishes it from a randomized experiment—is that treatments were not randomly
assigned. Given this, investigators often evince a remarkable lack of interest in how treatments
were assigned. One goal in replication is to find a setting in which the same treatment is assigned
by a different mechanism, one that is subject to different biases than those in the original study.
As discussed in Section 1.5, this may reduce ambiguity without eliminating it. If similar results
are observed for the same treatment with several different treatment assignment mechanisms,
then explaining the observed results as a bias and not a treatment effect entails claiming that
each of several different mechanisms yields the same biases. This claim is not impossible, but it
becomes less plausible as the same treatment is studied in more and more settings thought to be
susceptible to different biases.

To illustrate, many studies have claimed various health benefits result from eating fish. The
typical study compares people who eat more or less fish. In many countries, fish is a comparatively
expensive food, often favored by those seeking to eat a healthy diet, resulting in several potential
sources of selection bias when comparing people who typically eat more or less fish. In Manhattan,
the people regularly grabbing a burger in McDonald’s form a different group of people from those
regularly eating sushi, not in all cases, but in many cases. These different groups in Manhattan are
doing other things differently besides eating burgers or sushi. If there are many studies of people
who happen to eat more or less fish, then ask: Is the best replication to do another one? Or should
one look for the same effect in a place where the selection bias is likely to be different? With these
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issues in mind, Lund & Bønaa (1993) compared the health outcomes of the wives of fisherman in
Norway with those of the wives of unskilled workers. Their thought was that wives of fisherman
eat large quantities of fish but do so for reasons that are very different from the reasons people buy
large quantities of sushi in Manhattan. To find similar effects of eating fish among groups that eat
fish for different reasons is to gradually make selection bias less plausible as an explanation of the
association between fish consumption and health outcomes.

Better replications of observational studies attempt to vary the likely sources of unmeasured
biases in order to see whether the ostensible effect of the treatment comes and goes as one selection
bias is replaced by another or whether the same treatment effect is seen as selection biases are
varied. Quasi-experimental devices often attempt to achieve a similar kind of variation within a
single study. This is true in various ways of multiple control groups, baseline measures, evidence
factors, and differential effects.

2. TRADITIONAL QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL DESIGNS

2.1. The Distinctive Work of Donald T. Campbell

In 1957, Donald T. Campbell published ‘‘Factors relevant to the validity of experiments in social
settings,’’ which opens by asking the following questions (p. 297):

What do we seek to control in experimental designs? What extraneous variables which would otherwise
confound our interpretation of the experiment do we wish to rule out? The present paper attempts
a specification of the major categories of such extraneous variables and employs these categories in
evaluating the validity of standard designs . . .

Campbell’s paper continues, saying the following: Here’s a common problem, and here’s a sim-
ple study design resistant to that problem, but, of course, vulnerable to another common problem.
Here, however, is an improved yet simple design that is resistant to both previous problems but,
of course, vulnerable to a third problem, and so on. In the same style, quasi-experimentation
expanded to three important and influential books with collaborators Julian Stanley (Campbell &
Stanley 1963), Thomas Cook (Cook & Campbell 1979), and William Shadish (Shadish et al. 2002).
The reader is also referred to articles by Campbell & Boruch (1975), Meyer (1995), Stuart &
Rubin (2008), West et al. (2008), Imbens & Wooldridge (2009), and Nagin & Weisburd (2013).

Campbell’s work is distinctive in two ways. First, papers in many fields that conduct obser-
vational studies contain lists of potential biases with colorful names, such as ‘‘confounding by
indication’’ or the ‘‘Will Rogers effect,’’ but unlike most of these lists of problems, each problem
on Campbell’s list is accompanied by a solution. Second, when practical problems are clear and
intractable, as is sometimes true in nonexperimental settings, investigators are often drawn to the
use of subtle and complex methodology that succeeds in rendering these problems less clear. In
contrast, in an observational study, a quasi-experimental device is intended to be a simple addi-
tion, the usefulness and limitations of which are evident upon casual inspection. These devices do
something, not everything, and the intention is that both what these devices can do and what they
fail to do are clear.

2.2. Can Quasi-Experimental Devices Reduce Ambiguity
About Unmeasured Biases?

Two of the many devices prominent in the work of Campbell and colleagues are multiple control
groups and baseline measures of the outcome. The following example is the simplest case. After
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adjusting for measured pretreatment covariates, a difference in outcomes between treated and
control groups may not be an effect caused by the treatment: It may instead be an unmeasured
bias in the formation of treated and control groups. A change in outcomes from before treatment
to after treatment may not be an effect caused by the treatment: It may instead reflect some
process of change apart from the treatment, such as growth, maturation, or decay. The simplest
quasi-experimental design, the triangle design, reduces ambiguity somewhat by looking at two
ambiguous comparisons simultaneously: difference versus controls and change from baseline.
The triangle design is so named because it makes three pairwise comparisons among three
quantities: (a) measures for untreated controls, (b) pretreatment measures for treated subjects, and
(c) posttreatment measures for treated subjects. This design is used when there is no natural
anchor for time among controls. If controls are expected to change during the time from before
treatment to after treatment in the treated group, it is common to replace a single control
measure with two, one timed before, and the other timed after. This design is sometimes called
a pretest–posttest control group design or a difference-in-differences design. Many variations on
this theme exist; for instance, the reader is referred to work by Campbell & Stanley (1963, table 2,
p. 40) or Rosenbaum (2001b).

Masjedi et al. (2000) asked whether the powerful drugs used to treat tuberculosis have the
unintended side effect of causing genetic damage. As one cannot ethically give such drugs to
healthy individuals or deny the drugs to individuals with tuberculosis, a randomized trial is not
possible. Masjedi and colleagues (2000) looked at various measures of genetic damage, including
the frequency of chromosome aberrations excluding gaps per 100 lymphocytes in blood samples.
In particular, they compared 36 patients with tuberculosis before and after treatment and 36
untreated controls matched for age and gender. Two potential biases are obvious: (a) the patients
had tuberculosis and the controls did not, and (b) there is no reason to think that the tuberculosis
infection was static, and changes in the disease over time are confounded with the treatment.
Thus, the triangle design is a small step up from a before–after study because it includes matched
untreated controls, and it is also a small step up from a treated-versus-control matched pair study
because it includes baseline measures for treated subjects. There is no distinction between before
and after for the controls.

Figure 1 depicts the results of this study. Figure 1a shows the frequencies of chromosome
aberrations for 36 patients before and after treatment, as well as those for 36 age- and gender-
matched untreated controls. The statistical analysis takes account of this matching by focusing
on matched pair differences. Figure 1b shows the 36 matched pair differences between each
pair of two groups. A visual inspection of Figure 1 shows that, in terms of the outcome of
chromosome aberrations, tuberculosis patients and healthy controls looked fairly similar before
the start of tuberculosis drugs, but they looked very different afterward. For instance, the median
pair difference before treatment was 0.08, but it was 0.92 after treatment. Despite appearances,
however, the tuberculosis-minus-control difference before treatment is statistically significant
with a one-sided p-value of 0.023 in Maritz’s (1979) randomization test using Huber’s M-statistic.
Logically, this significant difference cannot be an effect of tuberculosis drugs that have not yet been
given, and it must indicate some form of bias, a bias that could easily also affect the comparison after
treatment. There is, however, a quantitative dimension. A moderate bias in treatment assignment
could explain the difference before treatment, but only a much larger bias could explain the much
larger difference after treatment. Within-pair treatment assignment probabilities that deviated
from that of randomization, 0.5 = 1/2, in the interval [0.4, 0.6] could yield a one-sided p-value
as large as 0.12 in the comparison before treatment, but the largest one-sided p-value that a bias
of that same magnitude could produce in the after-treatment comparison is 0.00021. Indeed,
after treatment, to obtain a one-sided p-value above 0.05 without a treatment effect, the bias in
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Figure 1
Genetic damage from tuberculosis drugs before treatment (B), after treatment (A), and for age- and
gender-matched untreated controls (C). (a) Boxplots describing the frequency of chromosome aberrations
excluding gaps per 100 cells. (b) Boxplots describing matched pair differences between groups: A − B =
after − before (change from baseline), A − C = after − control (the difference between the treated and
control groups), and B − C = before − control (a check for comparability before treatment).

treatment assignment would need to permit the assignment probability to move away from 1/2 to
range over the much longer interval of [0.125, 0.875], and a bias of this magnitude would suffice
to explain away the association between heavy smoking and lung cancer in Hammond’s (1964)
study (see Rosenbaum 2002, section 4.3.2).

In summary, the simplest quasi-experimental device succeeded in demonstrating first that
unmeasured biases were indeed present and were not trivially small in magnitude and second that
only vastly larger biases could explain away the much larger difference in chromosome aberrations
seen after the start of treatment with tuberculosis drugs. In short, we can see unmeasured biases
in available data, and we can see that these biases are not trivially small and could be mistaken for
an effect. We can also see, however, that the observable biases are not large enough to explain
the ostensible effect of tuberculosis drugs, although inevitably very large biases could conceivably
explain this effect. In brief, we learn several unambiguous facts about unmeasured biases in this
study by collecting a little more data beyond treatment–control pairs and performing a little more
analysis beyond a test that assumes unmeasured biases are absent. The triangle design leaves open
many questions, but it does answer a few that would otherwise remain unanswered.

The final paragraph of this subsection, which may be skipped, gives some of the technical details
about the sensitivity analysis described above. The sensitivity analysis again used the Huber–Maritz
M-statistic, as above, but it allowed treatment assignment probabilities within pairs to range over
the interval [1/(1 + �), �/(1 + �)], so one person in a pair might be � times more likely than
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the other to receive treatment because of a bias in treatment assignment (see Rosenbaum 2007).
What is the smallest � that could produce a p-value above 0.05? The comparison before treatment
yields a maximum p-value of 0.052 at � = 1.2 and a p-value of 0.120 at � = 1.5, whereas the
comparison after treatment gives a maximum p-value of 0.053 at � = 7. Using McNemar’s test,
Hammond’s (1964) study of smoking and lung cancer yields a maximum p-value of 0.10 at � = 6
(see Rosenbaum 2002, section 4.3.2). The calculation for chromosome aberrations used the senmv
function in the sensitivitymv package in R and inner trimming (method="i"). Theory shows
that inner trimming increases design sensitivity for many symmetric unimodal distributions of
errors such as the normal, logistic, and double-exponential error distributions (see Rosenbaum
2013a, section 3). This example is examined from a different perspective related to equivalence
testing in an article by Rosenbaum (2008, section 3).

2.3. Distinguishing Effects, Trends, and Regression
Toward and Away From the Mean

The example in Section 2.2 had a single baseline measure of the outcome. As Campbell and
colleagues (Campbell & Stanley 1963, Cook & Campbell 1979, Shadish et al. 2002) often observed,
a single baseline measure of the outcome suffices to recognize a pretreatment difference in level
of outcome between treated and control subjects, but more ambiguity may be removed by using
a sequence of baseline measures of the outcome. In the example in Section 2.2, two or more
baseline measures of chromosome aberrations in the treated group at a sequence of times prior to
treatment could distinguish a linear trend in bias over time from a treatment effect that is absent
prior to treatment.

More generally, a temporal sequence of multiple baseline measures can also help in recog-
nizing regression toward or away from the mean. Regression toward the mean can occur when
the treatment tends to be given to individuals with high levels of a given outcome prior to
treatment. In such cases, we might expect to see a decline from baseline in the treated group
in the absence of a treatment effect. Conversely, the so-called horse-race effect (Peto 1981) can
occur when the treatment tends to be given to individuals whose outcome levels are rising most
quickly prior to treatment. In those cases, we might expect to see a greater posttreatment rise
from baseline in the treated group in the absence of a treatment effect. The horse-race effect is so
named because of the phenomenon in which the horse that is the frontrunner at the middle of the
race may well be even further ahead near the end of the race simply because it is running fastest.

3. EVIDENCE FACTORS

3.1. What Are Evidence Factors?

Section 1.6 argued that a good replication is a new test, statistically independent of previous tests,
of the same treatment effect in a context that is likely to have different selection biases. Three
elements are in play here: statistical independence or near independence of the new test, the same
treatment, and biases that are expected to be different from those seen previously. Evidence factors
produce these three elements within a single observational study (Rosenbaum 2010b).

Evidence factors should be distinguished from the common, perhaps unfortunate, practice
of analyzing the same data several times using slightly different methods. Similar to evidence
factors, repeated analyses concern the same treatment. Unlike evidence factors, however, repeated
analyses are often both highly dependent and affected by the same unmeasured biases. Consider
the case of matched treatment–control pairs, in which the matching has controlled the observed
covariates. A Wilcoxon signed rank test and a paired t-test applied to such pairs do not constitute

30 Rosenbaum

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. S

ta
t. 

A
pp

l. 
20

15
.2

:2
1-

48
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.a
nn

ua
lr

ev
ie

w
s.

or
g

 A
cc

es
s 

pr
ov

id
ed

 b
y 

C
or

ne
ll 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

n 
07

/1
1/

17
. F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.

 



ST02CH02-Rosenbaum ARI 13 March 2015 11:44

two evidence factors: These tests are highly dependent, so the information they provide is highly
redundant, and the validity of both requires that matching for observed covariates has effectively
produced a randomized paired experiment, which is both a key assumption and a doubtful one.
In an observational study, the mostly likely reason that the Wilcoxon test will falsely reject a
true null hypothesis of no effect—namely unmeasured biases in treatment assignment—is also the
most likely reason that the paired t-test will falsely reject a true null hypothesis. Thus, one learns
little by doing both tests, and one risks a false sense of security by seeing similar results from two
analyses. Repeated analyses of the same matched pairs using different statistics do have a role in
sensitivity analysis, namely, in appraising the magnitude of unmeasured bias needed to explain
away the ostensible treatment effect. In this case, however, the analysis must explicitly adjust for
multiple testing in a highly dependent context (Rosenbaum 2012a,b), and the repeated analyses
constitute one test, not independent replicates subject to different biases.

In his review of observational studies, Cochran (1965, p. 236) wrote the following: ‘‘The
planner of an observational study should always ask himself the question, ‘How would the study be
conducted if it were possible to do it by controlled experimentation?’.” Randomized experiments
exist that involve more than one randomization [see Brien & Bailey (2006) and the references
therein]. For example, one might first randomly assign treatment doses to matched pairs, then
randomly pick one person in each pair to receive the treatment at the assigned dose and the other
(the control) to receive zero dose (e.g., Figure 2, Design 1). Alternatively, one might randomly
assign pairs of doses to matched pairs, then randomly pick one person from each pair and encourage
that person to accept the higher dose. As a third alternative, N subjects can be randomly split into
two groups of size N/3 and 2N/3, the smaller of which is given the standard medical treatment.
Then, the larger group is split again at random into two groups of size N/3 that are encouraged
to accept either the standard or new medical treatments. The reader is referred to Zelen (1979)
and subsequent literature for clinical trial designs with this sort of randomization and various
additions to investigate the consequences of refusal to participate in a randomized trial. Design 2
of Figure 2 shows a similar matched randomized design. Following Cochran’s (1965) advice,
we may consider analogous observational studies. If a given experiment has assigned treatments
via two randomizations, then in an analogous observational study either or both randomizations

Design 1:
 N pairs with doses of treatment

Randomize treatment
doses among pairs
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 N matched triples
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B C B C
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Figure 2
Two simple designs, each employing two randomizations. In analogous observational studies, either
randomization could be biased. The two randomizations may be affected by different potential biases,
however, and they produce two evidence factors.
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might be biased by nonrandom assignment. Depending on the context, the selection biases that
operate in these two assignments might be different. In such a context, seeing similar or different
results in two analyses that use the two assignments differently may shed light on the kinds of
selection biases that would need to be present to explain away the results as something other than
an effect of the treatment.

Because evidence factors provide independent p-values with respect to testing the null hy-
pothesis of no treatment effect, these independent p-values may be combined using, for example,
Fisher’s product of independent p-values or the truncated product proposed by Zaykin et al.
(2002). This is true for both randomization tests and sensitivity analyses, the latter of which may
allow for different magnitudes and types of bias affecting the two factors. For instance, one might
conclude that the null hypothesis of no treatment effect would be rejected no matter how large the
biases affecting either factor are, provided that the biases affecting the complementary factor are
not very large. Hsu et al. (2013) argue that in sensitivity analyses, the truncated product of inde-
pendent p-values is a better, more powerful method than Fisher’s method because these analyses
often produce p-value distributions that are much larger than the uniform distribution.

The simplest type of evidence factor is based on the notion that one group of matched pairs
is subject to certain unmeasured biases, whereas a second nonoverlapping group of matched pairs
is subject to different unmeasured biases; Section 3.4.1 includes one example of this kind. In this
simplest case, outcomes in the pairs are conditionally independent given covariates because the
groups are nonoverlapping and both the matching that formed the pairs and the division of the
pairs into nonoverlapping groups used covariates but not outcomes. More commonly, each of two
evidence factors is computed using all of the data, but these factors are independent under the null
hypothesis of no treatment effect. Section 3.3 presents an example based on a study by Silber et al.
(2007) with discussion by Cannistra (2007). Section 3.2 provides some technical intuition about
how two tests based on the same data can be independent.

3.2. How Can Two Statistics Computed from the Same Data Be Independent?

There is a literature concerned with independent tests computed from the same data; the reader is
referred to, for instance, Terpstra (1952), Savage (1957), Dwass (1960), Alam (1974), Mudholkar &
McDermott (1989), Marden (1992), and Randles & Hogg (1971). There are also several concepts
of nearly independent test statistics [see Randles & Hogg (1971) and Wolfe (1973), among others].
Some of this work draws inspiration or techniques from one of Renyi’s ideas, which is attractively
presented by Resnick (1999, section 4.3.1). Although the present review is not the place to discuss
in detail either the technical issues or their integration with sensitivity analyses in observational
studies (Rosenbaum 2010b, 2011), it is useful to exhibit the simplest nontrivial case to show how
the technical issues develop.

Suppose that we have three individuals, one of whom will be picked at random for group A,
after which one of the two remaining will be picked at random for group B, and the last will end
up in group C (Figure 2, Design 2). The null hypothesis of no effect is true, so the randomization
labels people as group members but does nothing to them, and each of the three individuals will
exhibit the same three (conveniently untied) responses, say responses y1, y2, and y3 for individuals
1, 2, and 3, no matter how the randomization comes out. Define rkA to be the rank, 1, 2, or 3, of
the response of the individual randomly assigned to group A. Taking out the individual assigned
to group A, define rkB to be the rank, 1 or 2, of the individual assigned to group B among the
two individuals not assigned to group A. For instance, if y1 < y3 < y2 and individual 3 is assigned
to group A, then rkA = 2. Then, if individual 2 is subsequently assigned to group B, rkB = 2.
A very special case of Renyi’s theorem (Resnick 1999, section 4.3.1) says that these sequential

32 Rosenbaum

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. S

ta
t. 

A
pp

l. 
20

15
.2

:2
1-

48
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.a
nn

ua
lr

ev
ie

w
s.

or
g

 A
cc

es
s 

pr
ov

id
ed

 b
y 

C
or

ne
ll 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

n 
07

/1
1/

17
. F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.

 



ST02CH02-Rosenbaum ARI 13 March 2015 11:44

ranks, rkA and rkB , are independent. Terpstra (1952), Dwass (1960), and Alam (1974) build
independent hypothesis tests from considerations of this sort, and Marden (1992) extends this
reasoning to more complex contrasts among groups. Savage (1957) and Randles & Hogg (1971)
take a different approach, for example, exploiting the independence of ranks and order statistics.

Renyi’s theorem uses sequential ranks. If the fixed observations y1 < y3 < y2 were randomized
to groups so that yA is the observation for the individual randomly picked for group A, and so on,
then strict independence is lost. That is, randomization alone does not make yA independent of
yB ; for instance, at most one of yA and yB equals y3. Randomization does, however, make the sign
of yA − (yB + yC )/2 uncorrelated with the sign of yB − yC . With some care for technical details, the
comparison of group A to the union of groups B and C is nearly independent of the comparison
of groups B and C , in the sense that certain kinds of p-values are stochastically larger than the
uniform distribution on the unit square and may validly be combined despite dependence using
Fisher’s product of p-values. The reader is referred to Rosenbaum (2011) for discussion of the
omitted technical details. Renyi’s theorem is the inspiration for certain types of independent tests,
but it is not necessary to restrict attention to ranks to get the needed sorts of independence, at
least approximately. Wolfe (1973) provides an elegant discussion of related considerations.

In some observational studies, the process that selects people for group A is very different from
the process that divides those remaining into groups B and C (Figure 2, Design 2). For instance,
consider the case in which the people in group A were not offered the treatment. The people in
groups B and C were both offered the treatment, but those in group B declined it, and those in
group C accepted it. The B-versus-C comparison is affected by self-selection biases, namely, the
preferences of the individuals themselves. The comparison of group A versus the union of B and
C is not affected by self-selection biases because self-selection did not enter into the formation of
group A. However, the decision by someone else to not offer the treatment to people in group
A may be biased by a different process. In an alternative example, the people in group A did not
apply for treatment, whereas the people in groups B and C did apply, but the people in group
B were turned down. In this context, self-selection operates at the first but not the second stage.
The two comparisons may both be biased, but the biases are likely to be different, so with care
the two comparisons may be structured to be nearly independent under the null hypothesis of
no treatment effect. Design 2 in Figure 2 is the simplest version of the evidence-factor design
discussed in Rosenbaum (2011), and the example in that paper is included in the sensitivitymv
package in R. A related, though structurally different, example along these lines is discussed briefly
in Section 3.4.2.

3.3. Example of Evidence Factors: Intensity of Chemotherapy
for Ovarian Cancer

3.3.1. Background: medical and gynecological oncologists. Does more intensive use of
chemotherapy benefit women with ovarian cancer? Or is such use harmful, producing additional
chemotherapy-related toxicity without benefit for survival? In this context, an increase in toxic-
ity might be judged to be a more than acceptable trade-off if survival increased, but it would be
disappointing if the increase in toxicity conferred no compensatory benefits. In the absence of a
randomized trial, there is an obvious problem with comparing patients who happened to receive
more or less chemotherapy: A patient might well receive more chemotherapy because her cancer
required it, or she might receive less because she was unable to tolerate the resulting toxicity. A
direct comparison of patients who received more or less chemotherapy could thus be strongly
biased by the very reasons individual patients received different amounts of treatment. Silber et al.
(2007) avoided this problem by considering two types of physicians who provide chemotherapy
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for ovarian cancer: medical oncologists (MOs) and gynecological oncologists (GOs). The MOs
were initially trained as oncologists and provided chemotherapy for cancers of all kinds, whereas
the GOs were initially trained as gynecologists and received additional training in gynecological
oncology. The GOs often perform surgery for ovarian cancer and may also provide chemother-
apy. Silber et al. (2007) guessed correctly that MOs would use chemotherapy more intensively
than GOs, both as initial treatment and in subsequent years if the cancer recurred. There is no
obvious or certain reason to seek chemotherapy from an MO versus a GO, and many women will
be unaware of the distinction. Silber et al. (2007) examined data from all 344 Medicare patients
with ovarian cancer at sites included in the Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER)
Program of the National Cancer Institute from 1991 to 2001 who received chemotherapy from
a GO and matched each one to a patient with a similar diagnosis who received chemotherapy
from an MO, creating 344 matched pair MO-minus-GO differences. Their matching controlled
for 36 pretreatment covariates, including cancer stage; tumor grade; surgeon qualifications; other
health problems such diabetes, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, hypertension, and conges-
tive heart failure; year of diagnosis; age; race; and SEER site. They compared three outcomes:
survival, weeks with chemotherapy administration, and weeks with chemotherapy-related toxicity.
The reader is referred to table 1 in Silber et al. (2007) for precise definitions of chemotherapy and
toxicity, as well as their table 4 for detailed comparisons of these outcomes, including confidence
intervals. Kaplan–Meier survival curves for patients of MOs and GOs were virtually identical, not
significantly different, and crossing repeatedly; median survival was 2.98 years in the MO group
and 3.04 years in the GO group, and five-year survival rates were 34.2% in the MO group and
35.1% in the GO group. These similarities were true despite more intensive use of chemotherapy
in the MO group, both in the first year after diagnosis (year 1, indicative of initial treatment)
and in years 2 through 5 (presumably treatment of recurrence). On average, in the first five
years after diagnosis, MO patients received 16.5 weeks of chemotherapy, whereas GO patients
received 12.1 weeks, where 16.5/12.1 = 1.36. In the absence of longer survival in the group
receiving more chemotherapy, it is of interest to ask about differences in chemotherapy-related
toxicity. On average, in the first five years after diagnosis, MO patients experienced 16.2 weeks
with chemotherapy-related toxicity, whereas GO patients experienced 8.9 weeks. On the surface,
then, it appears that MO patients received more weeks of chemotherapy with more toxicity but
without benefit for survival.

3.3.2. Two evidence factors affected by different unmeasured biases. This is an observa-
tional study, not a randomized experiment, so it may be reasonable to have doubts about whether
the surface appearance described above actually reflects effects caused by the differing doses of
chemotherapy used by MOs and GOs. In particular, Cannistra (2007) (an MO) raised several is-
sues to consider. Despite being matched for cancer stage, Cannistra (2007) wondered whether the
MOs were treating patients with more residual cancer (cancer not removed by surgery). He also
wondered whether MOs might give smaller doses in more frequent administrations, causing them
to be recorded as having given more weeks of chemotherapy when, in fact, the chemical doses were
the same. He also wondered whether MOs might be more diligent in recording toxicity, resulting
in their patients seeming to have more weeks with toxicity when actual toxicity was the same.
In other words, Cannistra (2007) wondered whether MOs had produced equal survival in sicker
patients using the same chemotherapy intensity with equivalent toxicity despite the appearance of
equally sick patients receiving more chemotherapy with greater toxicity. Blank & Curtin (2007)
(two GOs) expressed some skepticism about the issues raised by Cannistra (2007). Obviously,
the observed data cannot entirely put to rest concerns about issues that were not measured, but
perhaps these data can be of some assistance in doing so.
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This observational study has matched pairs, MO versus GO, and in each pair there are two
doses of chemotherapy, the dose given by the MO and that given by the GO. The MO-minus-GO
dose difference in weeks of chemotherapy tended to be positive, but it varied from pair to pair,
and in some pairs the GO gave more weeks of chemotherapy. Both patients in each pair had the
same clinical stage and tumor grade. The structure of this study has a limited resemblance to
that of the randomized experiment mentioned in Section 3.1 and depicted in Figure 2, Design 1,
with random assignment of dose differences to pairs and random assignments to MO or GO
within pairs. However, the resemblance is limited, in part because randomization was not used
at either step. In addition, both MOs and GOs gave nonzero doses of chemotherapy, although
MOs often gave more, so the role played by a dose in Figure 2, Design 1 is played here by the
MO-minus-GO difference in doses of chemotherapy. This difference is typically but not always
positive. If both steps had been randomized, there would have been two randomization tests of
no effect on toxicity, one looking at MO-minus-GO pair differences in toxicity, and the other
correlating the pair difference in chemotherapy with the pair difference in toxicity. Moreover,
these tests would have been independent if they had been done using appropriate rank tests
(Rosenbaum 2010b, section 5.1), and they would have been nearly independent using some other
tests (Rosenbaum 2011). In the observational study, the process that led one woman to treatment
by an MO and another to treatment by a GO might be biased by aspects of the way in which patients
are referred to particular physicians. The process that led the MO and GO to use different levels
of chemotherapy for two paired patients with the same clinical stage and tumor grade might be
biased by considerations that these physicians can see in their patients that we cannot see in the
SEER–Medicare data. Nonetheless, whatever biases are present in referral patterns do not seem to
be obviously connected to the biases in unrecorded patient characteristics, so it seems worthwhile
to examine both comparisons.

Figure 3 plots the MO-minus-GO pair difference in weeks with toxicity against the MO-
minus-GO pair difference in weeks with chemotherapy. The first comparison or factor refers to the
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Figure 3
Toxicity and chemotherapy in years 1 to 5. MO − GO matched pair differences in weeks with
chemotherapy-related toxicity plotted against matched pair differences in weeks with chemotherapy for
344 pairs of patients with ovarian cancer. The boxplot shows the usual median and quartiles, as well as three
more of Tukey’s letter values, specifically the 1/8th, 1/16th, and 1/32nd quantiles.
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Table 1 Relationship between the MO – GO differences in weeks of chemotherapy and weeks of
chemotherapy-related toxicitya

Which patient had more toxicity?
Which patient had more chemotherapy? GO MO Total
GO 26 6 32
MO 6 71 77
Total 32 77 109

aData represent the 109 pairs in which the absolute difference in chemotherapy was at least equal to the median absolute
difference of 9 weeks, and the absolute difference in toxicity was at least equal to the median absolute difference of 8 weeks.
The sample odds ratio in this table is 47.8.

boxplot and simply notes that in ostensibly similar pairs of patients, the MO-minus-GO difference
in toxicity tends to be positive (p = 2.6 × 10−16 from Wilcoxon’s signed rank test). The second
comparison or factor notes that the difference in toxicity tends to increase with the difference in
chemotherapy (Kendall’s correlation = 0.39; p = 2.2×10−16). In the imagined twice-randomized
experiment, the signed rank test and Kendall’s test would be independent if the null hypothesis were
true, so they would provide separate pieces of information. In many pairs, the MO and GO gave
similar weeks of chemotherapy and had similar weeks of toxicity (note the dense mass at the center
of Figure 3), perhaps because both MO and GO were following the guidance provided by clinical
trials. However, in the 109 pairs in which there was a substantial difference in both chemotherapy
and toxicity (see Table 1), more chemotherapy was strongly associated with more toxicity.

More important than p-values under the implausible assumption of random assignment is the
way the two factors relate to unmeasured biases. Cannistra (2007) suggested that the tilt toward
more toxicity among MO patients may reflect a greater diligence of MOs in recording toxicity.
That is, the first factor, the boxplot, may reflect a particular bias. Notably, in the second factor
in Figure 3, the scatterplot, the greater diligence of MOs at recording toxicity is most notice-
able in pairs in which the MO gave more weeks of chemotherapy than did the GO, whereas
in pairs in which the GO gave more chemotherapy, the greater diligence of the MO is lost,
and the GO suddenly appears to acquire diligence in recording toxicity. Perhaps more plausible,
in light of Figure 3, is that differing doses of chemotherapy, not diligent paperwork, are pro-
ducing the association between weeks with chemotherapy and weeks with chemotherapy-related
toxicity.

3.3.3. Sensitivity analyses for the two factors. These comparisons also have a quantitative side.
For an unobserved covariate to explain the first factor in terms of a departure from random assign-
ment within pairs—i.e., if the unobserved covariate is to explain the greater frequency of toxicity
among MO patients—it would have to alter the fair treatment assignment probabilities of 1/2 to
at least 1/3 to 2/3 or 2-to-1 odds (� = 2). Doing this would require an unobserved covariate that
could triple the odds of greater toxicity and cause a fivefold increase in the odds of treatment by an
MO. Thus, it would take a moderately large bias to spuriously produce the boxplot in Figure 3.
The pattern in Table 1 is even more insensitive to unmeasured bias: Producing Table 1
would take a shift from random assignment or 1-to-1 odds to at least 15-to-1 odds (� = 15).
Moreover, these two factors are two separate pieces of information: Either factor could be af-
fected by infinitely large biases (� → ∞) without invalidating the other. In effect, this says that
treatment assignment could be deterministic between pairs without invalidating the comparison
within pairs or deterministic within pairs without invalidating the comparison between pairs.
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These evidence factors are separate pieces of information in a stronger sense than independence
under random assignment.

3.3.4. Technical details of the sensitivity analysis performed in R. This section, which may
be skipped, gives the technical details of the sensitivity analyses described in Section 3.3.3. The
analysis of MO-minus-GO pairs applied the senmv and amplify functions of the sensitivitymv
package in R to the 344 matched pair differences in toxicity using method="i" for inner trimming.
The senmv function implements a sensitivity analysis for Maritz’s (1979) M-tests derived from
Huber’s M-estimates, including the permutational t-test, as discussed in Rosenbaum (2007). The-
oretical arguments and simulations in Rosenbaum (2013a, section 3) indicate that inner trimming
of matched pairs increases design sensitivity. If an M-statistic with inner trimming (method="i"
in senmv) is applied to the 344 pair differences in toxicity, a maximum p-value of 0.041 could be
produced by a bias of magnitude � = 2, which corresponds to treatment assignment probabilities
between 1/(1 + �) = 1/3 and �/(1 + �) = 2/3. A bias of � = 2 is the same as (or amplifies to) an
unobserved covariate that either triples the odds of treatment and increases the odds of a positive
response difference by fivefold, or else increases the odds of treatment by fivefold and triples the
odds of a positive response difference [see Rosenbaum & Silber (2009) and calculate amplify(2,
c(3,4,5))]. In parallel, for nonrandom assignment to rows of Table 1 to spuriously produce a
p-value less than or equal to 0.05 in the absence of an effect of dose difference on toxicity differ-
ence would require a bias greater than � = 15 by the method proposed by Rosenbaum (2002,
section 4.4.6) for a 2 × 2 table.

3.4. Other Examples of Evidence Factors

3.4.1. Comparisons within and between institutions that provide treatment: regional ver-
sus general anesthesia for knee surgery. Many treatments are provided to individuals within
institutions. Patients receive certain types of surgery in hospitals. Addiction treatment may be
provided within prisons. Educational interventions may be provided within schools. An individual
may find his way to treatment or control by first ending up at a particular institution, then being
selected for treatment (rather than control) within that institution. Each of these two steps may
be biased by nonrandom selection, but the biases operating at the two steps are often different.
For instance, one ends up in a federal prison rather than a state prison by committing a federal
crime, whereas procedures within an institution and individual motivation may affect entry into
addiction treatment inside a particular prison. This situation can produce two evidence factors.

Zubizarreta et al. (2012) were interested in whether the use of regional anesthesia had health
benefits or harms compared with that of general anesthesia for knee surgery. There is no consensus
about this topic, and both forms of anesthesia are widely used for knee surgery. Some hospitals
often use regional anesthesia for knee surgery, others rarely use it, and still others use it for many
patients but not for many others. Zubizarreta et al. (2012) built two nonoverlapping sets of pairs
matched for covariates, in which each pair contained one patient who received regional anesthesia,
and the other patient received general anesthesia. In the first group of pairs, the within-hospital
pairs, each hospital contributed the same number of patients to the regional and general groups.
In the second group of pairs, the usual-practice pairs, each hospital contributed patients only
to the type of anesthesia it typically performs, resulting in a comparison between hospitals that
usually use regional anesthesia and those that usually use general anesthesia. Neither factor or
group of pairs is perfect, but they likely have different problems. The first factor is affected by the
decisions of the anesthesiologists within a hospital, such as the decision to use regional anesthesia
for one patient and general anesthesia for another. Those individual decisions may introduce bias.
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The second factor is affected by unmeasured differences among hospitals that prefer to use either
regional or general anesthesia. The two factors or sets of pairs are independent, not redundant,
simply because they do not overlap. One hopes to see the same benefits or harms from regional
anesthesia whether the comparison is within hospitals or between them, but of course that may
not happen.

In this example, the two factors pointed in different directions, suggesting that unmeasured
biases may be present. Regional anesthesia was associated with lower mortality, less frequent
readmission, and a lower rate of deep vein thrombosis in the within-hospital pairs, all of which are
biologically plausible effects. However, there was no convincing evidence of any of these effects in
the usual-practice pairs. Within hospitals, regional anesthesia looks superior. Between hospitals
that usually use regional anesthesia and hospitals that usually use general anesthesia, there is little
sign of benefit from the use of regional anesthesia. A study that focused exclusively on only within-
hospital or between-hospital comparisons might have reached a mistakenly firm conclusion, but
the two factors together provide reason to refrain from such a conclusion. Similarly, a study that
did not distinguish between within- and between-hospital information might mistakenly reach a
firm conclusion (who knows which one) without realizing that different sources of variation in
anesthesia type produce different associations with clinical outcomes.

3.4.2. Subdivisions of the treated group into more or less intensely exposed groups:
widespread hospital closures in Philadelphia. In Philadelphia between 1997 and 2007, a mas-
sive reduction in the number of hospitals with obstetrics units occurred. Of the 19 such hospitals
in 1997, 12 had closed their obstetrics units by 2007. Nothing similar happened in other US
cities. Zhang et al. (2011) asked whether these closures had harmful effects on newborns or their
mothers. They built a ‘‘control-Philadelphia’’ longitudinally over the years 1997–2007, pairing all
132,786 newborn children in neighborhoods in Philadelphia to children born in the same years
in similar neighborhoods in other US cities, where similarity of neighborhood was judged by
census tract data. These matched pairs also controlled for numerous individual characteristics of
baby and mother, such as age, education, parity, prenatal care, health insurance, birth weight, and
gestational age.

The study created two evidence factors and one test for unmeasured biases. The first evidence
factor compared newborn pairs before closures to newborn pairs after closures in Philadelphia and
‘‘control-Philadelphia,’’ a difference-in-differences. The second factor focused on the time period
over which closures occurred. In that time period, the second factor compared neighborhoods
in Philadelphia that had hospital closures to neighborhoods in Philadelphia that lacked them, in
comparison with ‘‘control-Philadelphia,’’ where closures were sporadic and rare. This factor is a
different difference-in-differences. The test for bias repeated the comparison in the second factor
but did so in the time period before closures, when the various neighborhoods existed but there
were no closures to cause effects, yet another difference-in-differences. The three comparisons
were all consistent with elevated rates of serious birth injuries [International Statistical Classifica-
tion of Disease (ICD-9) code 767.3] during the period of closures in Philadelphia. Here, unlike
in Section 3.4.1, the three comparisons could have produced inconsistent evidence or evidence of
bias, but they did not. Zhang et al. (2011) further discuss sensitivity analyses concerned with the
magnitudes of biases that would need to be present to alter these findings.

The second factor subdivided Philadelphia into more or less affected neighborhoods. In prin-
ciple, the closures probably affected everyone in Philadelphia, even people remote from clo-
sures, because the hospitals that remained open initially experienced overcrowding. However, one
expects the effect to be largest in the (relatively disadvantaged) neighborhoods that lost their local
obstetrics units.

38 Rosenbaum

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. S

ta
t. 

A
pp

l. 
20

15
.2

:2
1-

48
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.a
nn

ua
lr

ev
ie

w
s.

or
g

 A
cc

es
s 

pr
ov

id
ed

 b
y 

C
or

ne
ll 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

n 
07

/1
1/

17
. F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.

 



ST02CH02-Rosenbaum ARI 13 March 2015 11:44

Another example in which the treated group subdivides into more- or less-affected parts is
discussed in Rosenbaum (2011). This second small example is available as the mtm data in the
sensitivitymvpackage inR . The examples in that package reproduce the evidence-factor analysis
presented in Rosenbaum (2011), including the combination of p-values from separate factors.

4. DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS AND THE CONTROL OF GENERIC
UNMEASURED BIASES

People in observational studies often receive treatments for reasons that are incompletely recorded
in measured covariates, with the consequence that comparisons of treated and untreated individ-
uals may be severely biased. Sometimes, these unmeasured biases promote several treatments in a
similar way, a so-called generic unmeasured bias, and there is no particular reason people receive
any one treatment rather than another. The differential effect of two treatments is the effect of
receiving one treatment in lieu of the other. Obviously, this effect is a comparison of two possibly
active treatments, so it does not typically equal the main effect of either of those treatments versus
no treatment. Nonetheless, in some contexts, the differential effect is unbiased by unmeasured
covariates, whereas the main effects are severely biased. In such contexts, a careful study of both
main effects and differential effects may rule out certain types of unmeasured bias—specifically,
generic unmeasured bias—as competing explanations of an ostensible treatment effect. The cur-
rent section describes the topic briefly, informally, and without detail. The reader is referred
to Rosenbaum (2006, 2013b) for a formal development and detailed examples of this topic, and
Gibbons et al. (2010) provide a related discussion.

Given two treatments, say A and B, four (2 × 2) combinations of treatments and control exist,
as in a 2×2 factorial experiment: (not A, not B), (A, not B), (not A, B), or (A, B). The probability
that a person falls into any one of these four cells may be severely biased by unmeasured covariates.
The differential comparison is that of two of the four cells, specifically (A, not B) and (not A, B). In
some contexts, people receive treatment A rather than nothing for a good reason, or they receive
treatment B rather than nothing for a good reason, but given that they get A or B but not both,
there may be no reason why they get A rather than B. That is to say, under a variety of familiar
choice models described in a different article by Rosenbaum (2006, section 3.3), the probability
of (A, not B) rather than (not A, not B) is biased by unmeasured covariates, and the probability of
(not A, B) rather than (not A, not B) is biased by unmeasured covariates. Thus, both main effects
are biased. However, under these models, the conditional probability of (A, not B) given either
(A, not B) or (not A, B) is not affected by unmeasured covariates. In this situation, the main effects
are biased, but the differential effect is not.

As an illustration, consider the study by Anthony et al. (2000). There is a theory, perhaps
correct, that frequent use of nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAIDs) reduces the risk of
Alzheimer disease. Ibuprofen (e.g., brand name Advil) is one such drug. Presumably, a regular
user of ibuprofen is suffering from some sort of chronic pain, perhaps from arthritis, headaches,
or back pain, and such a person may differ in various ways from a person who is not a regular user
of ibuprofen—that is, the main effect of ibuprofen may be biased by the reasons people take it.
Indeed, it has been suggested that a person who is in the early undiagnosed stages of Alzheimer
disease may be either less aware of pain or less able to act effectively in response to an awareness
of pain, potentially producing a spurious negative association between a subsequent diagnosis of
Alzheimer disease and regular use of ibuprofen. Pain relievers that are not NSAIDs exist, however,
such as acetaminophen (e.g., brand name Tylenol). A lack of awareness of pain or a limited ability
to respond effectively to it might reduce the use of ibuprofen for pain, but it is hard to see why
it would shift people away from ibuprofen and toward acetaminophen. Why would undiagnosed
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Alzheimer disease lead people to reach for Tylenol rather than Advil? The differential effect
compares regular users of ibuprofen (without acetaminophen) to regular users of acetaminophen
(without ibuprofen), and individuals in both groups are likely to be similar in certain unmeasured
ways: They are likely to be in pain, aware of pain, and able to act on their awareness. If there were
an ostensible main effect of ibuprofen versus nothing but no differential effect of ibuprofen versus
acetaminophen, then that effect could not easily be attributed to a benefit from NSAIDs because
acetaminophen is not an NSAID.

Generic unmeasured biases are only one kind of unmeasured bias. A differential unmeasured
bias might exist, one that leads some people to prefer A to B and others to prefer B to A. Perhaps
some unknown polymorphism leads ibuprofen to be more effective as a pain reliever for some
people and acetaminophen to be more effective for others. It is not difficult to conduct sensi-
tivity analyses for differential biases in a study that has removed generic biases using differential
comparisons (see Rosenbaum 2006, 2013b).

If differential effects are to be enlightening, care is needed in the choice of treatments, A and
B. Ideally, the second comparison treatment, B, is plausibly promoted by the same biases that
promote A, but the causal theory under study says that A should have effects that B does not have.
In the example discussed in Anthony et al. (2000), this is true of ibuprofen, which is an NSAID,
versus acetaminophen, which is not. Aspirin would be a poor choice for B in this example; aspirin
has anti-inflammatory properties, so the differential effect of ibuprofen and aspirin might be zero
because both are effective, not because of unmeasured bias.

Of course, the treatments need not be medical drugs. The two treatments, A and B, may be two
health-promoting behaviors that are expected to have very different effects, such as use of sunscreen
and/or dental floss. The investigator in such a situation might be seeking to distinguish a generic
concern with good health from the specific effect of a treatment on an outcome likely to effected
only by one of the treatments. The two treatments, A and B, might be two foods, say, spinach
and tomatoes, with different nutritional components, and the context might be one in which
the investigator is seeking to distinguish between generic benefits of consuming vegetables and a
specific effect of, say, lycopene in tomatoes. The analysis in this context might then seek to identify
effects specific to A through differential comparisons with several treatments, B, C , . . . , promoted
by the same generic biases. For example, tomatoes might be compared with several vegetables
not containing lycopene. In each of these cases, the investigator is trying to remove a generic
unobserved bias by overcompensating for certain observable quantities, comparing people who
are visibly different in terms of B in an effort to make them more similar in terms of unobservables
that promote both A and B.

5. COMPUTERIZED CONSTRUCTION OF OPTIMAL
QUASI-EXPERIMENTS

5.1. Introduction: Extracting Quasi-Experiments from Administrative
Data Streams

When Campbell began writing about quasi-experiments in the 1950s, quasi-experimental devices
were built from materials that were ready to hand, as described in Section 2.2. The computer has
changed this in two ways. First, observational studies increasingly use computerized data, a by-
product of the administrative record-keeping needed for some large public or private program.
Examples include data from Medicare in the United States (e.g., Silber et al. 2007, 2013), the
Kaiser Permanente health system in California (e.g., Silber et al. 2009), or the national System
of Measurement of Quality in Education (SIMCE) in Chile (e.g., Zubizarreta et al. 2014). These
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administrative data may contain detailed individual records for hundreds of thousands or even
millions of people. Second, the computer may be used to extract a quasi-experiment from an
administrative data system. Section 5 reviews recent developments related to the second task, the
computerized construction of quasi-experiments.

5.2. Constructing Multiple Control Groups

Having two control groups is of value only if the control groups differ in some consequential way
(see Campbell 1969, Rosenbaum 1987, Pomp et al. 2010). If having two control groups were of
value merely because there are two rather than one, then any control group could be divided in
half at random to produce two control groups, but, of course, this would provide no insight into
unmeasured biases. Campbell (1969) observed that although a covariate may be unmeasured, it
might be known that two specific control groups differ substantially with respect to it. Finding
that two such control groups have similar outcomes thereby provides some evidence that the
inability to measure this covariate does not greatly bias comparisons. In Figure 1, for instance,
the treated and control groups were more similar before treatment started than after, so the mere
presence of tuberculosis in the treated group does not fully account for the much higher level of
chromosome aberrations after the start of antituberculosis drugs. It is not always easy to find such
control groups, but related computerized strategies can help.

In building a matched observational study using a large reservoir of potential controls, one
often finds that many potential controls are of limited use because they exhibit limited over-
lap on measured covariates with the treated group. Traditionally, these potential controls were
not used. An alternative is to identify a subset of covariates thought to strongly influence treat-
ment assignment but perhaps not outcomes—so-called seemingly innocuous covariates—and to
build a second control group without matching for this subset of covariates. Heller et al. (2010,
section 4) provide a formal definition of innocuous covariates. This can be done in one of two
ways: permitting overlap in the two control groups (Rosenbaum & Silber 2013) or preventing it
by tapered matching (Daniel et al. 2008).

The example in Heller et al. (2010) built upon a paper by Rouse (1995) concerned with the
potential effects of two-year versus four-year colleges on total years of college education. Students
may enter a two-year or four-year program and continue on beyond the initial commitment of two
or four years. Similarly, students who enter a two-year or four-year program may fail to complete
the program, resulting in spending less than two or four years in college. Some argue that two-year
colleges provide both an initial college education in a more affordable format, perhaps living at
home without dorm expenses and/or while working part-time, and a near-term goal of a two-year
associate’s degree. Able students may then transfer to four-year colleges. Others argue that
two-year colleges are without advantage to students, that a more limited goal is simply limiting.
Heller et al. (2010) constructed two control groups by tapered matching. The first control group
matched students in two-year colleges to students in four-year colleges, controlling for 20 covari-
ates including cognitive test scores. Three, possibly innocuous, indicator variables were difficult
to control in this 20-variable match; indeed, they were so difficult to control that only matched
pairs could be constructed if there was to be control for all 20 covariates, and matching 2-to-1 was
not possible. These three indictors represented four regions of the US; some regions, such as the
Midwest, have comparatively few two-year colleges. One might suspect that region acts mostly to
make two-year colleges convenient or inconvenient and conceivably otherwise matters little for
years of college attained, but one cannot be certain. In this sense, region seems innocuous: Why
not compare students in Chicago to students in Houston or Seattle? Perhaps region only seems
innocuous, however; perhaps Seattle really is different from Chicago. The second control group

www.annualreviews.org • New Quasi-Experimental Devices 41

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. S

ta
t. 

A
pp

l. 
20

15
.2

:2
1-

48
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.a
nn

ua
lr

ev
ie

w
s.

or
g

 A
cc

es
s 

pr
ov

id
ed

 b
y 

C
or

ne
ll 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

n 
07

/1
1/

17
. F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.

 



ST02CH02-Rosenbaum ARI 13 March 2015 11:44

was matched for 17 covariates, the original 20 less the 3 region indicators. Tapered matching
(Daniel et al. 2008) prevented overlap and optimally allocated students to control groups. In the
first control group, region is the same within matched pairs. In the second control group, region
may, and often does, differ. Perhaps the second control group is biased by the failure to control
for region. Alternatively, perhaps the second control group is less biased than the first: After all, in
the second control group, people more often went to two- or four-year colleges simply because of
what was available locally, not as the result of an individual decision. Thus, matched triples were
similar on 17 covariates, the treated and first control of each triple came from the same region,
and the second control often came from a region with fewer two-year colleges. As it turned out,
the two control groups had very similar outcomes, so deciding against a two-year college was not
much different from living in a region with few such colleges. In terms of the conclusions, the
median difference in years of college attained was one year less for students in two-year colleges,
not the initial commitment of two years less. This difference occurred in part because a substantial
fraction, perhaps a quarter, of controls in four-year colleges did not complete their full four-year
commitments. The important point for the present discussion is that tapered matching used more
data than pair matching for 20 covariates and used it specifically to shed a little light on unmeasured
biases.

The example in Heller et al. (2010) used the tapered matching method proposed by Daniel
et al. (2008), thereby preventing any one control from being used twice, once in each of the two
matched control groups. Tapered matching is easy to implement: Two distance matrices, one for
each definition of the control group, are stacked to yield twice as many rows, after which an optimal
match is constructed, say using the pairmatch function of Hansen’s (2007) optmatch package in R.
Unlike tapered matching, Rosenbaum & Silber (2013) and Silber et al. (2013) use several matched
control groups that share some controls. A device called the exterior match permits the comparison
of two control groups that share some controls. Tapered matching optimally avoids overlap of
control groups, but the control groups have been unnaturally separated: They form interesting
comparisons, but they do not represent naturally occurring populations. For other constructions
of multiple control groups, the reader is referred to Lu & Rosenbaum (2004), Stuart & Rubin
(2008b), and Lu et al. (2011).

5.3. Constructing Evidence Factors Within and Between Institutions

The study by Zubizarreta et al. (2012) of regional anesthesia discussed in Section 3.4.1 created two
evidence factors, two sets of matched pairs: One balanced treated and control patients within 47
hospitals, and the other compared patients at different hospitals that typically use different types
of anesthesia. Section 3.4.1 discusses the motivation for these two comparisons.

This study was built using a combinatorial optimization algorithm to first allocate individual
patients to the two types of pairs and then pair them to be as similar as possible. Specifically,
it used fine balance with optimal subsetting in the first type of pair to ensure that each hospital
was represented with exactly the same frequency in the treated and control groups while pairing
patients as closely as possible for covariates such as their Acute Physiology and Chronic Health
Evaluation (APACHE) scores and American Society of Anesthesiologists (ASA) physical status
classifications. Because some hospitals typically use regional anesthesia for knee surgery and others
typically use general anesthesia, this first, exactly balanced match left behind a large remnant of
unused patients representing the type of anesthesia typically used at each hospital. The remnant
was optimally matched for covariates, creating the second factor, a comparison purely between
different hospitals. We may then ask the following questions: Does the treatment seem to have the
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same effect when applied within hospitals as between hospitals? Or are there signs that something
besides the treatment is affecting outcomes?

5.4. Constructing Stronger Instrumental Variables

An instrument or instrumental variable is an ostensibly random push or encouragement to accept
a particular treatment in a context in which encouragement alone can affect outcomes only if it
does, indeed, alter the treatment received (see Holland 1988, Angrist et al. 1996). The Vietnam
War draft lottery was essentially random and pushed some people into military service who would
not have entered voluntarily. Many people served without being drafted, however, and others
found ways around the draft, so the lottery was merely a randomized push to accept a treatment.
The goal in using an instrument is to extract a bit of random treatment assignment from a context
in which treatment assignment is typically very biased.

An instrument is said to be strong if it usually decides treatment, and it is said to be weak
if it affects treatment decisions only slightly. Weak instruments create inferential problems (see
Bound et al. 1995, Imbens & Rosenbaum 2004). More importantly, a study with a weak instrument
is invariably sensitive to small biases in the random assignment of instrument levels (Small &
Rosenbaum 2008). For these reasons, strong instruments are preferable.

Several recent studies have used combinatorial optimization to construct stronger instruments;
for example, the reader is referred to Baiocchi et al. (2010) and Zubizarreta et al. (2013). In par-
ticular, Baiocchi et al. (2010) asked whether hospitals in Pennsylvania with advanced neonatal
intensive care units (NICUs) reduced the risk of death of premature infants. The focus on Penn-
sylvania was a matter of convenience, namely, the availability of data; their question is about the
effect of advanced NICUs and has no particular interest in Pennsylvania per se. Following a long
tradition in health services research, the instrument used was excess travel time from the mother’s
zip code to a hospital with an advanced NICU, the reasoning being that geography is strongly
related to accessibility of certain hospitals but not a major risk factor for infant mortality. A mother
in labor does not have the option of traveling for several hours to reach a more capable hospital.
In Pennsylvania, most people live in or near major cities such as Philadelphia and Pittsburgh,
so they are near numerous hospitals of varied capabilities, and distance is a weak instrument for
hospital choice. The advanced NICU at the highly capable medical school of Pennsylvania State
University in Hershey, Pennsylvania, however, is in a mid-sized town surrounded by farm country.
Elsewhere in Pennsylvania, farm country is often remote from hospitals with advanced NICUs.
Using a form of optimal nonbipartite matching (e.g., Lu et al. 2011 and R package nbpMatching),
Baiocchi et al. (2010) rebuilt Pennsylvania into a smaller, more rural state in which geography is
a strong instrument for hospital choice. Their analysis revealed that advanced NICUs do appear
to reduce mortality among premature infants.

5.5. Constructing Stronger Discontinuity Designs

Some treatment groups have well-defined, abruptly changing standards for entry. There may be
a cut point on some score that grants entry into some government-run entitlement program.
Adjacent school districts with different policies may have well-defined geographic boundaries.
When this is true, treatment may change abruptly at a boundary, but people near the boundary
who receive different treatments may be very similar in most other ways. Thistlewaite & Campbell
(1960) proposed exploiting this idea as a quasi-experimental design; they compared similar people
with different treatments near the abrupt boundary for treatment, and their technique has become
widely popular.

www.annualreviews.org • New Quasi-Experimental Devices 43

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. S

ta
t. 

A
pp

l. 
20

15
.2

:2
1-

48
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.a
nn

ua
lr

ev
ie

w
s.

or
g

 A
cc

es
s 

pr
ov

id
ed

 b
y 

C
or

ne
ll 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

n 
07

/1
1/

17
. F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.

 



ST02CH02-Rosenbaum ARI 13 March 2015 11:44

Keele et al. (2015) employed optimal matching to strengthen such a design. They studied the
effect of ballot initiatives on voter turnout by locating the geographic boundary of the electoral
districts in which a ballot initiative is present. In their study design, the boundary is long and
heterogeneous, bordering on many other electoral districts, and the potential voters are themselves
heterogeneous. Keele et al. (2015) formed optimally matched pairs of potential voters, just inside
or just outside a district near the same location on the long boundary, matching similar potential
voters. Conceptually, the treatment is identified only near the boundary of eligibility and only
among similar individuals facing each other from opposite sides of it (Hahn et al. 2001). The design
used by Keele et al. (2015) is an actual structure that closely resembles this underlying concept.

6. SUMMARY

Quasi-experimental devices attempt to detect anticipated patterns of unmeasured biases, often
by conducting several comparisons unequally or differently affected by such biases. Are the same
ostensible treatment effects seen in several comparisons differently affected by anticipated biases?
There is often the realistic hope that quasi-experimental devices will detect large unmeasured
biases of anticipated form. A sensitivity analysis may show that, no matter what form they take,
small or moderate biases in treatment assignment cannot explain the observed association between
treatment and outcome. Taken together in observational studies, quasi-experimental devices and
sensitivity analyses can reduce ambiguity about the effects caused by treatments. The discussion
here has emphasized three recent developments: evidence factors, differential effects to remove
generic unmeasured biases, and computerized constructions of quasi-experiments.

SUMMARY POINTS

1. Quasi-experimental devices enlarge the set of considered associations in an effort to
disambiguate the association between treatment and outcome.

2. Quasi-experimental devices may detect or rule out large unmeasured biases of anticipated
form.

3. Quasi-experimental devices complement sensitivity analyses that speak to small or mod-
erate biases of any form.

4. Evidence factors produce, within a single study, two statistically independent tests of no
treatment that are likely to be affected by different unmeasured biases.

5. The study of differential effects can remove generic unmeasured biases that promote
several treatments in a similar way.

6. Combined with large computerized administrative record systems, combinatorial opti-
mization algorithms can be used to construct quasi-experiments with desired properties.

FUTURE ISSUES

1. Improvements in computerized administrative record systems provide expanding oppor-
tunities for constructing quasi-experiments.

2. To date, the construction of quasi-experiments has emphasized network optimization
techniques, but the growing literature on approximation algorithms offers the potential
for using these techniques to construct quasi-experiments.
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3. If matched pairs successfully control many covariates, there may be no risk to confiden-
tiality in publicly disclosing (a) summary measures of matched-pair covariate balance for
many covariates and (b) individual-level or microdata for just a few outcomes in matched
pairs.
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