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Advantages and disadvantages of observational study using real world data
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ABSTRACT

In evidence-based medicine since 1990’s, randomized controlled trials (RCTs) have been regarded as the most
valuable clinical studies. However, treatment efficacy in RCTs is not always observed in clinical settings in the real
world. Large-scale real-world data (RWD) is very useful to confirm clinical effectiveness of treatments in the real
world, which RCTs have suggested. Observational studies using RWD are very susceptible to various biases. To
control these biases, scientists should use appropriate methods, including propensity score method and instrumental

variable method.
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MHICHWRDR S TETF v A2 EET 20805 5,
AT, RCTICk->TH s INAEIETFT VR
MY TNT =)L RIZb 7o LBED—FZENT 2
ZLick>T, RWD ZHIH L 7= BigEWtse o E B %
AT, 512, RWD ZHH L Z2BIEZieic 8w Txt
WL 2 UL R 5 2\ XA 7 ADH B, RRICAHGITHE
HL, AR50 MEDRHE % g3 %,

II. ZY5LMEEBHRBROR R EBEMEDH R

22 I )N alF aq FEZEEREDH (mineral cor-
ticoid receptor antagonist: MRA) (X, 7> ¥4 7
v AR (ACE) HER - 7o oA 7 v v 10
RS, BIHEMEEE LD, DARIGHO T
HHITH 5. MRA X, BlEDEMIRME - £E5E D
AR FNANTF AL FREEANDT IV FZAT 1 v Off
HArHETLLICE>T, Kb Y Y 2 oPREZ
fEEd % L FRFICIR A Y 7 2ot Z 645, L
7223-5C, MRA DEIfEAH & LT, BILHEAREIRDFE
L BN ) LMIAEIEEDNETH 5.

Randomized Aldactone Evaluation Study
(RALES) &, DAEEHFICE L THE I MRA TH
LAER /77 o (efficacy) % 5T L 7= BE1F
AL B EBNATRHIEGAER ch 5 2. hEREM 1
(New York Heart Association 4348 11 ~ IV £) D>
AL HEF 1,663 N EEBICAEYR ) 77 F v (25~
50mg) #EL 77w ARHCHEI D AT, WO HED
Mg X 7z, SEEE R 24 2> H R s o R figEbT I

16 % 1% (2024)

BWT, AT/ 57 F OGRS (HHx) 2
7 0.70 [95% f2HHEHIX [ 0.60, 0.82]) SRS NIz
&, RALES Gl IZ R IR T2 D, Z OWARED
1999 4£ New England Journal of Medicine &2 $8#
SNFe, IGEHRRLIREE 2 AR A ) 7 A RE X, AE
v/ 77 brBEL2%, 772 REE17% ISR 5,
MEECIZIEFESETH o7, D EofERrs, AEw )
77 b, PEED EOLAEEHIIB LT, @

VY7 LAMEDY A7 % ERIEHT LR, T R
I RSB EDRI N,

RALES DX & 1%, Z O 8% hiEEs o 5
B W DASERE (65£12/%) THOH, @AY Y
LMED Y A 7 D3 oEAEEE (S22 L 7F=v
>2.5mg/dL) XA X 41T/, RALES 2573 L7420
1, BEFERIDFEE LI WEEZ SN AR Y R
BT 2REMZZERIC BT, fSICEHE S NG
SHENCHE > 7Bk e RILIC BT 2 AR, 597 F v D
WMEETHE, V7P LT— L FIcBWT, BAL%EDX
FXFRHEARNEREZET 2 MO A2EFICBITS
20/ 77 ORI (effectiveness) 13 I T
Wiz, RN, 7 vy ALEGRER T, AES
RPFEE L 2T O EHIBE P E AR TN R S
At S N AR, Ldso T, 20k REH
BT BN ADENNES K OLLetix, VT vy =
& FOEEEPRESRED TE T Y A L LB E WL
WFWA TR B,

1999 212 RALES GBR DfE RN R I 7Tt 2,
V77 =L FIZBVLTDAREFRICB TS AR/
77 b v DAITHREE ) T LIE D FEREH % Sl L
7= KEUEIZHIZ2 78, 2004 4E New England Journal
of Medicine 812 ¥ £ I =¥, 1994~ 2001 412
AFTDF ) FMD 66 %L D EEER 130
HADERET — 5 R—2 %2 H\»T, #E 3 ERICD
A0 ABEEDH ), ACE HERILG I N TV 3
B DA B 2N RIC L 2RI (1994 48
SR FH H 20,820 A, 2001 4 32,283 N) % 1T\,
2w/ 77 FyOUFREEA ) T AMIEIC K S
ABtHEE X N ABIL T HE D ZE % auto-regressive
integrated moving average model (ARIMA) % A
WCEHI L 7. RALES OfERARKIL, A1/ 7
7 b v ORTTEIKIEIC BT 2 EFREIC (1994 4
3.4% — 2001 4F 14.9%), =AYV 7 AIMAEC X 2 A
B (1994 4F 0.24% — 2001 £ 1.10%) & -
DFW 2 ERF (1994 4 0.03% — 2001 4E 0.20%)
DR 6Nz, RWFFEHERIE, AR/, 77 F DAL
FIZ &k > TEEEW R E A ) 7 MEDFEFE S 172 A]
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ElEZ " L CE D, RALES L3R L 255K TH 5.
AFFEICBWTAER ), 97 F vy RE SN LS
BE DOEM DA 1, RALES 5 578201 C 78.0+7.4 1%,
HRBTT8.6+x7.2/KThH D, RALESiEI L D b H
O EETH B, 7, RALES il Clasa S
BAREFELNRICEATOS, ZDXI) BNRED
HEOWREL AR ICES - —20 8 Ltk b,
e Em S Nz 7 v ¥ 2B T dH % RALES 31
BREhid 5 &, AWIEIZE FIF A 7 ADFE
ZZITIRTOEEMETH D, Z DN LI
W, =5, 7V MMUHIEGERO N R 13 DIz w
WNREEGOGHETH D, ZOHNNZLMEIEE . N
ZLMPEDE ORI Z B EDME K 22 D, SRz
PEDSE WIZEIE NI S EDMEL 2 6 X2 2R,
1990 DAz )2 L 72 evidence-based medicine
IZEWT, ZEFT VAL LAEWEINSE T VYA
(LGB ORGP EEH I N T 523, 2 ORI
FIRAH 5. RWD 2 w7 Blegifsei:, 7454
(L LiEGR R T & Uz AR 2 58 T 2 BEEI IR S
5., LoLiads, BIEMRIEIIEIERNNLTAD
WEEZZITIPLT VD, 205D, T ADFEER /)
S TETRPBETH S,

I HEDXFAE

NA 7 A, EHRAL 7 2 (selection bias), [t
N4 7 A (information bias), %% (confounding)
D 3FHFUCKAN S 12 2, FRANL 7 2, RS
PREEMZREL TR WEHICEL 554 7T ATH
5. THHRANA TR, T—FPERICEL BN, TR
THD, K, TIRALDYRAVHALTH B LI
R RBER T ICBIE T 2 S8R Ic k> TEL 284
TATH D, FHEHEHTIC X > THLT 2 2 & 23afhE7:
NA T AIKAED AR TH 5, BINA 7 R LIFHRANA
7 ANIHEEHNTCIINALT 5 2 L3 TET, T
A VERMNET HREETHLL 21T U7 6 7\,

ZAE~NDRNAE L, WRHENTIC X 2 536 (77
V=", =y F v, BEETI, HR a7k #
TEERES) LETYA vIck 305 (5 v o1k
WikER) RS g, 7N —=TeeyF T
D D ST b T F 7 HE DI A 7 0L
ThHD, WHPZIERTFTH D2 61E, BlED 0
WD 7 TN — T TN AT, B DI X
5y F v 7ot Lo R o 217 2108, Hilo
RGNS 2 Z LEDA[RECTH 5, 7 7L — TfidbT
&~y F v TN & 5 RGO NI IEF 1258 )1 TH

575, —JEIC%  DIGEN T2 [AIRHTL S 2 2 &1
WtCTH 2720, IHEHTZ25HIZRS NS,

Y A7 4y 7 ke 7L Cox N — FE
TNEIZ L DT T VI, BEMRICE W OEH S
T B ZHEDIERT AN NS ETH 5. HBDAE
FERTFICR LTIl UL T E 2 Lo ) FlRs
B 5. MTEH EFEBEBOBHDERITH 5 LK
ET HEMRAIFE T EICH S NLTE LD, WEHE
Tl restricted cubic spline regression model %5
JERIERE T LD LIFLIERHI NS, 2nZFho
BT TIUICIE S £ S RHREMERH D, ZOHifk
DN 7 SN WIS AITIE A IRAL T & A ETEE
Y3 5 2 LICHET 205035 5,

i1l 2 2 7 (propensity score) ¥ IZUT4EZ L <
WU 7Rt E i e NTETH 5. WNREDI RGN
T2AETH2TPHMR HnRA27) 2, BB
HmAT (R FE2EL) 272 %5E L THA
AR AT 4y ZElRE T VMM L TR T
2. ZOFEHE, 1ZIFELVOEAR 2 7 2HT 55
BAEONRE LIEBRBROWRE L, 1ZIEHE L HR
WyrzEd2I Licks BHINMEER 27,
v v F v 7RuiEREEANIT (inverse probability
weighting) %S0 Fik% Hw T, KKK TFoHE%
T L EDHRETH DS Y, HIRa T Ty y F
VIINT BB EIRBHOTRKAT 2 KT 2
&, £2CT7 vy UG E FEEL 72D X 9
B OW RN TFBEEICR S 2 L0, I8
24t (quasi-randomization) & %\ 345 v " 41k
(psuedo-randomization) & HWFENE 2 &b dH 5,
L2 L, AR a2 7ERHE SN ERRATFOAZE
J& L 72 5EAE DAL TH 2 728, RME D ZEHEH A1
FaECRLL ToRwRD, BEERES T v 5 41k
Mo & RECRA 2 (K2).,

) R 2 7T, EFEREIE R LT kR
AT EEDMERVEZ B (instrumental variable) T
2. BRI, SR LB R K, BERNT%E
NLTDART T b AL ELLGZ B TH S,
BRI A DRI 2 FHl§ 2 A% Tld, ThE Tl
T D JE A & PEREEEE o FREEC RS D IBIR A A D
FHREPERAFL R E LTI b T E 72, T
T, BT TSIz X -5 ¢, UK Biobank” Iz
RESN2KHIBLRT 7 57 4 FELEFZE (genome-
wide association study: GWAS) 3FHIA[REIC 75 - 72,
GWAS THE S N7 BB T LR O D & BAFE R
&L TR L2542t L, BIELE L2
Fffi§ % Mendelian randomization® #1573 &L 1
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AaA7HEERESE LS (M2)., Larl, BIEEK
WCRE U 7o 285003, AMICEREA B E L THERE L T
L% EEHT 2 05D nwiz s, H FTHHEER R
KHEDZHEIH ML L T2 IETTHELEEDI S
ZIFR 0,

7 v & MMUHEGRER X, 2T YA v L ROV TREE
RS 275 Ch 5. WFET YA vl a s —
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VBGOSR T2 2 & BN S B 72
b, BRALPEREI NS, 7 v a{b EmEHHRI,
7 v LEH Y T ORERGA vs. IENA(T 72 R))
ZRNRH L RIEEREOMFICH o R \wizo, N A
T ADEEDINS L, TET VAL UDBEOIIET
YA rThs (K3). —7, IEFEICHEICEIHI 7,
HIA ZICEBINZETH D70, L RRITLH
HDDETH 5.

IV. &I

RCT &, b N4 7 ADEEEZ I L, W
ZMEDE IR T A~ TH B0, DI L
MRS, Z2 OfEROBE)ILHEFIZIRENTH 5 2 LIciE
B ETH 5. KRB RWD % v 7- @5t
FAEEIC 22 D, RCT OXFRIC X 4L { WL iEiaE 5
AOHEZE T 2 EE L E2RNRIC L 241t 0 5
WIFZE % WIS A B ICEMT 2 2 D TE L LI 1
tote, Lo Lo, RCT &L T, Blgmis
I FEIEFRNATRAOHELZITP T, NZY
IRz, I FIFE RN, 7 ATHEYN L L 72
UL 5720, &I, GBI, 7 ARERANA 7
2B, HHETFBECL > THAUTEZNL TR
THY, IFIEFRMNUERNTFHIN TS, KR
7% RWD Z I LT, I S 7z BEmse i,
RCT TIIMGED N EE 2 EAfilc B IF 2 B AL E
Fr A% b 1567, 5% RWD 2 HH L 72 KHksis
Wt & RCT 23 MHAEHET 2 2 LItk > T, ANEHOf
FREBEE I R RN E SICHB L T 2 e %
WFL 720,
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