STV —RT=RICEITSB
A - TET Y OHMEAETIL

Multiple Overimputation (=& 2 K8 « BIEIRZEDHIE

AZ FFR
BEHE R R R R

el ¥ FERH
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Q CkTFik

© Multiple Overimputation (MO) DBZE ¥ HEHHIME
Q:>3i2l—vav

Q i

Q #iim
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MRER | HAE - THT—FOHE

H—oiE (BE) COWTINELLER T -2 2fa LT -2ty b THT—Xe#ET -2 2HML T,
IR CIERE - TEI7 — & LIS,

TET—4% HEF—4
@ POS JBEEEIRE, Web 7 720 sty @ 7V —bF, A VR a—, NPLHAE
o HEHDEROITEZ HEIN - FEIAIRTR o iR, 77 > NEHM, fifEEEIEE (EiEE
o EEMFUCEHINP TV 2018)

o MfFa R+ kA& ORI 2

o MiAIckD, BHHXIhZBMETHOERICH 2 DHNERZFERCTE 2 (HEATEM 2018; Qian and Xie
2014)

o JRNiEH, BE~A Y Py b, DENEBREMREGT 2 28T, EATERHRTHORER LIRS T
W3 (Danaher et al. 2020; Venkatesan et al. 2019; Gao et al. 2023),
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MEER | RACAERE

@ HEIZ—EEE DS Loz,

@ [HBEHIZI THNT B LBIRAL 7 AHAEL 5 B (Heckman
1979; BB 2007),

0 JEMIEEIC L BEREL TS 2R END 5.

- HERR A

0 HOHESRMEREX, BEOMHIIHNT 2/ 4 X2 &0 REAHK
(noisy proxy) T®H %,

@ MEET LTI, 7v&Ls GERWN) MEETHHEENRESE
WEXE, HEDREOENMEEZIHE S % (Imai and
Yamamoto 2010).

@ MHFEII TERRAEHRD AL 7 25K 5,

1 ARETHETES Y INY —RAF— X DS

&S JEEIEE
RET-Y | BRAICHERER) | RAIMAR)
787 —% HBDERIZEE
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MRER | FAROMUEMIF

@ Multiple Overimputation (MO) &, &l & HIEFRAE 2 RIRHCH S Tike L TIRES
(Blackwell, Honaker, and King 2017a)o

@ Venkatesan et al. (2019) (%, ®IRFCTHE~ A > Py MEELWLGTE) T — X% MO THE&
L, FERARZE TR OSEZ R L7,

o 7272 LIAIfgEIE, BHEEFICRON, —RHEBMOME 7 — X ~AOHEAFITIIn <, BEEEENE
W OHITE TR TV,

o AWIZETIX, NEXDEEr Y, 7Ur—F F—&, FEISI T4 v VIEREEGLI VLY —
2 F— &I MO ZISHT %,

0 XD, YIal—yaYZIWREERETNLVOHEIHEEZBIES 5,
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TR | XA LERISE

Rubin (1976) LUK, RENIFEARX =R ZIZEEDWTHK S, Little and Rubin (2002) Tl&, Missing Completely At Random
(MCAR), Missing At Random (MAR), Non-ignorable (NI) / Missing Not At Random (MNAR) IZf &%, M ZXRHlD
I, Dons ZBINT — &, Dumis ZARBHIT—2 L3 5,

XA =R N e TG

MCAR RPNDER - KRB F— R DWFHUTDH  listwise deletion, mean imputation,
AF L7, P(M | D) = P(M) pairwise deletion

MAR RPHBIHNE AT — R Dops WCDAMEIFE  Multiple Imputation (MI) (Rubin 1987),
3%, P(M| D)= P(M| Dops) Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW),

Multiple Overimputation (MO; A&RTFi%)

NI/MNAR RFNDARBRN T — 2 Dipis ICHMIFT %, selection model (Heckman 1979),

P(M | D) = P(M | Dops, Dmis) Pattern Mixture Model (PMM)

ABFFET DHE

DIRETIX, FAERZEORAHBIRHEADBIE - MERRICREOTET Y XA Akt S, BRIZH MAR 2 RHIZRE
32,
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Multiple Imputation (MI) 7L —L 7 —% (Rubin, 1987)

P ET A R
Incomplete data L L =

Y#sRE) | X(kE) | ZGSEEN) L ' .
Y#HREY) | X,0n#H | ZEGELEH)
V1 X1 Zy y = 7
V2 NaN 7, L L L
T 1 T Y2 X2 Z;
Vn NaN Zn TREERMNH D128 : : :
B Dcomplete Y % Zn
dataZz %Rk X X
Xp: estimated X in b th dataset
b=1,..,B;B x5
“bT—4 & v hZEC Rubin’s Combining Rules
LR D o7 % Fehi . ) Variance of the point
Overall point estimate estimate
= < 1 & B
b argf(Y'xb'Z) ¢7=E;qb 52:%ng+53(1+1/3)

b=1

sp = SE(qp)

1: Ml Z2L—2aT—27OfE

M RBER 7 2 BRI L, BT —&X 2 & OHEERER % Rubin's Combining Rules THE 3§ %,
272U, BEADHEIFIREDRVEMEE LTvbi, HERZIIMIE X R0,
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WERDREREN DX T E

@ LITTIX, MEBAEIOVWTHEDECHEREZR Y MY 7357% (non-differential error) Z{RET %,

@ M TIRWHIEZ (differential error) TlX, FIRRZEDOET Y ¥ VDRET, @AHEEIC DR ZFREMEDH % (Imai
and Yamamoto 2010),

0 ikIZ, BRFAEEE (Instrumental Variables; IV), #5E7IET Y >~ (Structural Equation Modeling; SEM),
regression calibration, simulation extrapolation % ¥ MER I N T X7,

#ZE |y v SEM
RATH | @ MERE  wmmm
14 W > Y
@/’ N oxmazs |
wrez 1 U ¢

2 HERDUPEHEN DM LT L
0 IV Tid, WERELZSTAM ML, »ORERE L IHILTH 2RELROFERPBRETH Y, EHLERHETH 2,
@ SEM IZRIERAZICRMITHIS T E %203, RAOFME R FIRHI RIS 2 Mffl s & LT3R5

AFE (MO) TIE MIICSEM Q7 A T7ZBMDANS LT, AERE L RADOEE DHNIEZBIEY
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AEIDAZ : Multiple Overimputation (MO) DIE ¥ IBGERIIEIE

© Multiple Overimputation (MO) D#FEL & FHEmAIHEE
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MO | EB L BAEFIL

Multiple Overimputation (MO) 1%, Rl ZHIEFEDHMERANICKZWIHE L L THESF, Multiple
Imputation (MI) %z HIERRZE %2 & LEIHHENILR S 5 flisE A TDH % (Blackwell, Honaker, and King 2017a),

Ml EDEL . BAlEH EEE (“over’write) L TH#HSE (impute) % = “Over”imputation

BRIE - LR - B el
wi=xi +u, u| X~ N(0,02) o BUHIE w13, WELM x7 OHIEMET & DB

proxy £ LTS,
o wi i, x/ IS ZBIHIEAIAID informative prior %

o wi: BlllxhifEr—%& BES %,
0 x': EOWBIEEK o Bl proxy DIEMEIZ, DEHIIEE T 2BREEE
o v MsEa NRIRX=& pIZ K DT 5,
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MO | BE&XRE

TFOREDD & T, Rl & HIERELH AN D (Blackwell, Honaker, and King 2017a; Blackwell,
Honaker, and King 2017b),

Q w, DEIEHRZERX =X LZF > & L (Ignorable Measurement Mechanism Assignment; IMMA)
ThH,

Q w; BIBEER x € X* LHIERE v ORIEAEEIC L DRSNS,
Q x¥ DR FH =X 1% MAR IZHED L,
Q x' WEMHDI Tz v FEMAITHES
FRCRGE 2 £ 4 DD D X, w XA NOSFMHSEamEHVWTREINS,
wi = x4 u, Ui | x'~N(0,02)
& wi | xF ~ N, 0?)

s x| wi~ N(w,0?). 3)

13/50



MO | IERD 7 DRI %

e B0

B3 _ZZBBAR f(a,b) B3, a % b ICSRMHDIEE p(a| b) ELTH, b % a KNI LEE
p(b|a) LLTHRHATE S L &E, WMHIEIHETANTITH % (Blackwell, Honaker, and King 2017b),

f(a.b) = p(a | b) = p(b | a).
AR TIE, ERDHEOIONEZRIEREE T VISET %,

wi | xF ~ N(xF 02 = x| w ~N(w,0o?).
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MO | EEREIFFIDH & L TORER

CDRIER, BIIZER w; 1ITHS 7 — A GaRE 2, RERIZRBEZER X 1S3 2 BRI \FiA
BADIL2RERT %,

o AMERHMAGERS EBNEE TR, BlllshizT —XZD b DiITHD S EBRIVERT 26T
% % (Blackwell, Honaker, and King 2017a),
o w; JHIEREZ LY, xF OFDAEIZOWTIHERER D,
° o2 NI WIZEHFAHMILL, w; OEFREIZKE W,
0 o2 MREWIZEHFAMILL, KEANTEW Ve 25,
L7eioT, N(xt | w,o2) &, BEREDOKRE XIS U THANE w, OEREZ KL 72

u

observation-level prior ¥ L CTHERES 3,
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HAMEREBETERICRHY 21EREZRED

= kil

N(X: [ wi, GE)

WORY wanm I A

AIERE
IO)j(:&L\' 02=0 02>0 o= o

3 : Multiple Overimputation D&
B proxy w; OTEREZHIEREDH 02 1T & » THEFEMNICZE(LT % (Blackwell, Honaker, and King 2017a),
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MO OFIEZOEXR

Incomplete with measurement error

Y#REs) | WEIERE) | Zeua%H)
Y1 Wy Zy
V2 NaN Zy
Vn NaN Zn

MO

p=02/c3,0<p <1ELLTE
FL. p ZHOTREBEEDMR
S % EE L CHlisE

A5 sy
N(xi | wi02) & N (xi lwip- o)

ol w ORI (AEDIXSD%)

w*

pe (0,1): MEMEOHSEETHK

4: MO OFfIE7 vt 2

Ml X DEL

¥ dcomplete dataz £ %

b=1,..,B; B =10~25

Yisess | X,(8EZH | ZotEzn
1 x{ Zy
Y2 x; Z,
Yn-1 X5 Zn1
Yn x:l. Zn

1. AERRAEZZ B L REIREE 2. BUANE w dIBTEZEE x° THiIE

17/50



MO | IEREME/INT X —Z p

p &, Bl proxy D/ 4 XDRX Z BT 2 DERENRTIXA—KXTH 5,
IB BRSNS w OB IE D2 203, BEOHIEME o2 DREETHTH %,
FE R, JIEEZEDE 02 B proxy DER 02, ICHDBEIGE LT p ZHET %,

2 2
o o
P~ 02+ 02 P )

02 =0 & 5HERERE LTS,
02 — 0o B ORIPNTTNVIRREY LTS,
p &, ZDOHHET proxy Z ¥ DI noisy & AR T 0 Zifi%E T 5,
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MO | ERiINH EFERTARH

p ZHWT, BELR xF OFEFINHEZUATD LS ITEL,
N | wi,02) & N(x | wi,p-02). (5)

Bl 7 — 2 ITHD < x* OFERIMIZ, FRioMe LEOR e LTERE NS (Blackwell, Honaker, and
King 2017b)s

p(x* | Z,w,0) < p(x* | Z,w,0,v)p(0,~ | Z,w). (6)
EHIC 0,y ZEDHELLBER T 263> T 07T 5,

x*~p(x* | Z,w) = /p(x* | Z,w,0,7)p(0,~ | Z,w) dbd. @)
T HEES MO EREMIETIE R <, EM with Bootstrapping (EMB) (2 & D13 %,

19/50



MO | Notation

Rl TEFR - R

w; € W B N HE R BTEER 7 OWERRZEZ S LBUH proxy.
xF e X* AR OBENEME, MO TIIFHT - LEZONRE LS,

uj HWERAE, wi=x" +u & LTET,

o2 HIERE T w DIEREZFET 5,

N (x| w;,02) w; ZHub e 3 2 BHRIEAL R O AT 70,

p B proxy @/ 4 ZADIRX T HEET 2 0MERE T X — &,

@ 02 =0:w WESFEHRE LTHbih b,
@ 02 = ool w BXRANGLWERE LTilbii b,
0 0< 02 <oo: w IFANRERER OB LTfbih s,
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vZal—>3Y | DGP. Fi&. FHEIEIE

R

o HODWIELH x} BHER y BT 5., = =
B HERE R AT,
° pro\Xy W, i . True X HO x* Zff5HEEr — X
Té; MI RIENHTED A % i
° ROBEHEE p =07 LT 2. J Mo SRS L W2
i

Sl

o Tl MSE
o REIANA TR
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\'/

-~
-~
-~

al—

,

BEEH &R proxy

X" = Po + B121i + B22oi + e,
wi =x* +u, ui ~N(0,02).

it

\
!

Q

an

1

DIMAEEE p=0.7,
=03, 02=0.7,

>arv | T—XEpBRE

€i NN(OJEL (8)
(9)

RACFERER

0.30 Z3; > Z3,

Pr(wi missing | 23) = {0 20 otherwise

yi ~ Beta(aj, 8i),
logit(pi) = vo + v1x;"-

(10)

(11)
(12)
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,

Salb—

>3 Y | FERCFHEER

\'/

AHIEE 7L & AR

yi ~ Beta(aj, i), logit(u;) = vo0 + X (13)

N
~ 1 ~ o~
MSE(y) = & > (7 = y/**)?, Bias(y) =7 — 7"
i=1

ek Rubin’s Combining Rules
True X X; = x;* ! B R
Zonly Xi=2Z y= EZ}%
MI Wi p = Bo + BZi + € b=1
MO Xl:i I wi, Zj NN(:U'W\Z,-:‘J%) 1 B
5= EZS§+S§(1+1/B)‘ (15)
b=1
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e 6 o o

e o

FEFETOTI 2L —ya VAT S =100, %> 744 E&E N = 1,000
T —RIE T VX LT trainitest = 8 : 2 IZHE|IL 7=,

MOIX p=0.7 &L, p DEREITOVWTIIERIART 5,

Ml & MO TOfiTET —XEE B=20 & L7z

RENA 7 13K 2 THET %,

MU R ZRSET 203, HIEREZMIEL RV,

MO X True X DFFANINA 7 A% NET 5,

25 /50



MO IXBRENT T A %=HET S

® True X |ZIRAAR BIRIEREZ KT,

o MIIRMZMIET 223, HEMAEZ
R

@ MO X MI & D REINA 7 A True X
120,

MSE Bias
Method Mean SD Mean SD
True x 0.009 0.003 -0.001 0.051
Z only 0.020 0.007 NaN NaN
Ml 0.031 0.009 -0.360 0.058
MO 0.021 0.007 -0.111 0.083

£2:¥3Ial—a B3 ETEO TS

26 /50



MO (& MI Lt TH 32%MSE Z &

HEERE R 2 FHl MSE CEEEL,

HiE 1 True X : ED x* THEE,

77152 Z only @ HEEE Z DA THEE,
7715 3 MI 2 RUIRTERICHEE

71k 4 MO @ RFIFESE & JIE A2 M IE R
ITHEE,

MIEHIERR 2 fE LWz MSE 23
RKEW,

MO & MI LLTHY 32%203%,

X5:

o
o
b

°
o
g

o
o
N

0.009

Mean Squared Error

o
o
2

True x

PIal—YaYikBIFAETIED MSE

0.031

0.020 l

0.021

Z only Ml MO (p=0.7)

Methods
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p DEREH MO DIEEZERT B

o IFHEMERT X —& P PEALX 3B, 0.034 -=- MIMSE = 0.0321

----- True rho = 0.7

L0

@ p=0.1-0.9 % 0.2 X AT,

o HOFFEMMEIEW p T MSE £
&R,

o p DFEIL MO DR AT .

0.030 | 00292

0.028

0.026

Mean Squared Error (MSE)

0.024 Q0z33

0.0218 0.0017 0.0218
0.022 :

o HAHTHIERD 72 WG AR T D3

i i i i i
WEL, 0.0207573 03 05 0.7 0.9
rho (proportion of variance due to measurement error)

X6:pZ&d MO D MSE
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KEDASA | RIS

@ i
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KD | T—2BE

e 7—2& : Nielsen 1Q Household Panel

AR © 2010/01/01-2012/12/31

W5R : WOHE (granulated sugar) 73V ICBI} % PBIEE

R > 7L 24,771 T

REFEZARAE © 13,941 (79 56%)

HEIZERL 2012 4> PB B &R

2010-2011 FF OB EJENE, 2011 FOJEME, PBICRIY 2 M EMEZE T %,
PB I HMEATitS 2R & 2/ N BEDHFEMRE 7 Z > FTH S (Olbrich, Jansen, and
Hundt 2017; Hara and Matsubayashi 2017),

MR SEPHE Y 2713 AT NI E T 5 (Gémez-Suérez, Quifiones, and
Yagiie-Guillén 2017),

e 6 6 o6 o
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RO | EBRERLT—2HRE
L E#
N RO > TP 4 X,
Nobs 7 > — PHEOREEER,
Nmis JEEEER . nmis = N — Nrespo
i=1,...,N W DIRF,
W™ cw; #HH i O m BHHOREHE (m=1,...,4),
D; TETTT 4 v 0B,
Yit t = 2010, 2011,2012 B DA 7 2 ) IR R,
YrE t = 2010,2011, 2012 [0 PB AR,
Y7E L, FERZH, 2012 4E0) PB AR,

Z; = (Yi0010, Y/ %10, Di)

i

WA, 7> — VEUSHTEOERIEL 777 7 1 v VAR SRS %,
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REES T | MO I & B REEHEIRHILE

o ER Lz >y —Z2F—&XIZ MO 2T %,
o B TOMEEM Z; ¥ x¥ ORERTHZ LT 5,
o Il proxy D/ 4 XFHEENR S X —X1% p=05 B,

87 W™, Z N (i g0+ o) s M =14 (17)

° m) E w(m OHEERT,
° J#Ta@; CICHERMRED BB 2 E R T 5,
=20 fHDMHET — X 24T %,
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KEEST | VO RALETI

o BT — R T20124FD PBEEHK*HE T %,
o MHAZENZ, FIEE TOMEER Y MO THILE L 7-IB{EREE TG,
o BEEFT— 200, A HAMETNLEH WS,

Y'{nglz ~ NegBin(u, k),

1

In i = 0 + Z <71,t Y,'iB + 72, Yi,t) + ’7,52;*. (18)
t=2010,2011
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REAEDHT | LEBFE

PERT . OFMMELBD 7D, YEE, OFHIE L HOBIMIEE © MSE £HHT 3.

Fik i 5 15 KA - BIEREZE DTN

Baseline 1T8I7— &+ @t HETF— &2,

MCAR TE# 7 — &2 +E+#HE T — 4 RPN FEEZRAL, MCAR & 4
VA S

Ml T8 7 — 2+ ElE+RET — & Z; CRAFSES 203, BEEOHIE
FRAEXRIE LW,

MO TE7F— X+ EE+AET — & KRBT 2T, BEE AR D
BEEBRTLEEXT S,
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RS | LEBFEOHI

Baseline : 17817 — X + @14 D &

Y g1 ~ NegBin(ui k), Inpi=v0+ > (1Y +72e Y,-,t) +7'Di.
t=2010,2011

Y
—

MCAR : S T RIS

Yi,2%12 ~ NegBin(u,—,n), |"Mi =7 + Z ’Yl,ty,‘yB +72,tYi,t) +’Y,VV,‘.
t=2010,2011

Y

—

" O
€

M1 : MI CRHIEE

Wi p = Bo + BZ; + €i, €; NN(O,O‘E) THisEL, BMTET —&XT

Yi,PzBou ~ NegBin(ui, k), Inpj =+ Z (’Yl,t Yil,:,tB + Y2t Yi,t) +7'wi b
=2010,2011

ZHEES %o
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MO 3R BHIEVTFR MSE 2R

Baseline : {787 — X L @D &,
MCAR : ## 7 — & 239
Ml AT T — & O RlE ZER A,
MO : REIFHTE I Z THIEMAE %
f1E,

Mean Squared Error
w
g

I
o

X7

u
N

u
=

IS
©

Baseline MCAR IV'II MO (p = 0.5)
Methods

D FEREAITIC BT 2 B FIED MSE
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PBEEHE (2011) L REEEEN PBBEZFHHAT S

ZH

Baseline MCAR Ml MO

0.042%** 0.038*** 0.038*** 0.039***

PB il E i (2011) VB, (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

—0.081** —0.054*** —0.460%**

PB NOHIEHE - (0.025) (0.016) (0.128)

—0.026 —0.036* 0.451%**

PB NOHIE Y 2 - (0.026) (0.015) (0.138)
—0.013 —0.004 0.016

PB ORI FE A - (0.011) (0.010) (0.030)
0.020° 0.025* —0.003

RN Z/NAY=V-) - (0.012) (0.010) (0.038)
Ly v v v v
TEST T 4 v VERD; v v v v
IEEELR Y v v v v

o MREBIZ Y e 7V M A LET LTI t =2010,2011 OEEBREEZIZAT 5,
o HEABUX Z = (Vi 2010,

TE %% p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 - p < 0.10, 5ER7%FHFE Appendix 1218k,

Yr',PZ‘glm DI) a l-’!

BRI DIV 5,
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FHORR . &5w

i
=
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faom | AEAZEDFER L B

o MfE - fTHI T — R DA TIE, AET —XDORH HIERERFRICE Z 20D 5,

e MO, BlllEN/-RAEREZBELBOERERE LT, KRlFE L JIERZ /M
IEEH—INCSITTE %,

o ¥Ial—a T, M XD FHKEELREOSS 7 2058055 L,

o SEEHTTIX, PBEEEHZFHIZHB W T Baseline, MCAR, MI & H MO @ MSE 23K
ol

o —MRIHBMICBI 2ME 7 — 2 NOHERIEH & E7 — X TOICHAIEEMEZ R L7,

o ¥—r T 4 YIDIHRE - 1TET — X DXART MO ZEH L 72,

o TEIVI 7 4 v M ELMESNOBRAEERL
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famm | PR L SERODRE

HERIIRRSE & S DRBIZL R TH %,

FRASR

SHROXIG

HISE DB FIE

RPRA H =2 2 NI NODiE
IMMA T2 WHIERRZE N D H
BRICT — R TORLENE
heteroskedastic 7% Il E #2773

BRI ROFEE T — &
CIILF Y — AT —XADILH

“gold standard” 7' — & ¥ Fi# % p ICBS 2WFLDIETE
(Blackwell, Honaker, and King 2017a),

EIRE 7 1% Pattern Mixture Model & D#lAE HE (Rubin
1987).

FEfE A ZET, B0l p, BEESHOMENZE - RMEDOETY
‘\/7\\0

ZRCER, ERb, 2EREFURE D2 SR,

RGE 4 OIERMEZHER L, B0 RE M2 RIS
Wivk, RYIMHBE, ERZE % FRICHR S 1R,

VTN = AEN BT — RMEETIANDHERE,
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R  RERRORAISHBERICKEDITTHRS

0 THF— XL EMIZREEF—X L LT K5 %M*m:iawf YNV —RF— RORE
1:))7( 5 o idie V¥ cz pcz w
0 REEFIIEEHEOATHISI S, Swrons | wREm | saEay | sweni | waenw
0 JEEBE R CITREEAEIE W RIS 5, = %i”
o i A X - BN - ARIMERTR
IE A R R A
0 DB TRBIMFEAILELRI RO T T s o v
MAR Z{RET %, Vew Dy
£ 6 AR T2 )R
RHAE
FERE  FHLE
-3 44% 44%
4 X 41% 49%
HFFUR 45% 43%
SHBEH 43% 45%
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AR : AXRXF1 FDFEL

@ AR TIX unit nonresponse 2% YT 5, item nonresponse I MO X 5m L F AT g,

@ M ERHA > T 47 —%47%, MCAR TR AEIEL - OBz B/ NHEL 5 %,

@ IMMA X non-differential error 4§35, € 4 & heteroskedastic error NJEIRATAESS Y, ARG TIXIEMR - FH8E R
ET 5,

@ Nielsen 1Q 3%y 6 FHHHIEL, RO CIIBE 0 /et e EMAMT 2R L, BE - BMEE27e 7 — &b,

@ HEERHIIRHERMMREMI1CF D L projection factor TEADIF L7z,
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AR . RiET— 2 DEIE

% 3 FREHT DR

Symbol Variable Mean SD Min Max
HHEU 1663.0  2390.9 129 17611
D: HESA X 24 1.2 1 9
t E 57.0 10.5 20 70
hT 3T BEERE(2010) 5.1 7.0 0 207
Y: hFITYEEH=(2011) 5.0 7.0 0 145
Lt phsSymEMEQe2) | 45 6.5 0 215
PB B B $(2(2010) 7.9 8.6 0 215
YPB PB BB #(2(2011) 8.1 8.7 0 193
Lt PB BEE £ 8 (2012) 7.7 8.3 0 244
PBADEIE 1.9 1.4 1 7
PBADEIR Y XY 17 12 1 7
W; PBA D KBS a9 19 1 7
REANOXILVER 4.6 2.0 1 7

o [EEJEMRE : 20102012 FEOWHES 72 VEMBEE L PB HEH,
o JEME : FHn, AR, HHEEIL
@ MBEZAH  PBICBET % 4 IHHORAEKERE,
178) - B - BREREEHFEUTHEL, PBBERFAICAVWS,
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e | RRERERORE

#£4: 77— MAKTOEBANAE

Please tell us how much you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements about Granulated sugar products. Please use a
7-point scale where 1=Agree and 7=Disagree.

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4

Store brand products for granulated sugar are just as good as the
brand name products.

Store brand products for granulated sugar are just as safe as the
brand name products.

Store brand products for granulated sugar are just as expensive as
the brand name products.

I am willing to pay extra to make sure I get top-quality granulated
sugar products.

@ 7EEY v h— MRET PB NOREE RIS,
o MAUHEH  MIRME, MEV 227, MEME, SEAOZINOERE,
0 [HFIIIDHEREREOIERENEEND L EZ D,

EBEEZGAEREZSCAERRE LTRSUENH S,

¥ © Tell Us More Survey [AlIXIE 38,878 i, AROHrOREEAKARMEEL 13,941 HHFT, item nonresponse 1Z72 L,

44 /50



e

ES

SERICE T B RELHERR

7 FEIEDIT B BHERER

Baseline

MCAR

MI

MO

(Intercept)

1.728 (0.100) ***

1.866 (0.142) ***

1.755 (0.130) ***

1.712 (0.186) ***

HHE4EIR -0.027 (0.003) ***  -0.027 (0.003) ***  -0.027 (0.003) ***  -0,027 (0.003) ***
Y4 X 0.087 (0.010) ***  0.086 (0.010) ***  0.084 (0.010) ***  0.077 (0.011) ***
EY -0.003 (0.001) * -0.003 (0.001) * -0.002 (0.001) * -0.002 (0.001) -
- I
Z:)' 7T mRKE (01 -0.004 (0.004) -0.004 (0.003) -0.003 (0.003) -0.001 (0.003)
PB B ¥ 82 (2010) 0.010 (0.006) - 0.010 (0.006) - 0.008 (0.006) 0.006 (0.006)
R I
f)' 7T MEKR (01 -0.008 (0.005) - -0.005 (0.004) -0.005 (0.004) -0.006 (0.004)
PB fEE ¥ & (2011) 0.042 (0.008) ***  0.038 (0.008) *** 0,038 (0.008) ***  0.039 (0.008) ***
PBADIIE SRR - -0.081 (0.025) **  -0.054 (0.016) ***  -0.460 (0.128) ***
PBADAIE ) XY — -0.026 (0.026) -0.036 (0.015) * 0.451 (0.138) ***
PBADHIE - -0.013 (0.011) -0.004 (0.010) 0.016 (0.030)
BEAOXZILVER — 0.020 (0.012) - 0.025 (0.010) * -0.003 (0.038)

TE D%k p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, - p < 0.10, Baseline & complete-case analysis, MCAR & mean imputation, MI i multiple imputation, MO %

multiple overimputation, Baseline ICIZBEEAHDE ENIR N8 ",
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prior_sd <- sqrt(rho * var(w_obs, na.rm = TRUE))
row_idx <- which(!is.na(w_obs))

prior_mat <- cbind(row_idx, 1, w_obs[row_idx], rep(prior_sd, length(row_idx)))
overimp_mat <- cbind(row_idx, 1)
mo_data <- data.frame(W = w_obs, Z)

mo_imp <- amelia(mo_data, m = m,

priors = prior_mat,
overimp = overimp_mat)

BHIFEAD W b HER15Mi %5 X, overimputation X{R & L THEE T 2 sl E D Ml £ 272 % (Honaker, King, and
Blackwell 2011),
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