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Abstract
This study compares the impacts of operator type-non-profit and for-profit-on worker
wages. Focusing on the Japanese home care labor market, we compare wage distribu-
tions according to whether the operator is a for-profit or non-profit. In addition to the
average wage gap, on which previous studies have focused, this study also estimates the
distribution of the wage gap, conditional on workers’ background attributes. The re-
sults show that the wage gap between for-profit and non-profit firms differs significantly

depending on the background attributes of workers.
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1. &&#

O [EEER] X, KRELBEEWEOGEED TE PIZIEAMNY—YAEZRENT S,
HHNERMEY—CRAZEET S, Lo ZBORIZBERMIATONTE A, /28 3 0EEER
LT, FEEFAMMARMT 2 - CADEELEEHER L TCWE. INOEEEKIE, 0%
R, AMBEE eI ELEVDH S (Hansmann 1981; Morikawa 2016). Z D728
T2 —ECRADESLEANDOBEIID LA, EEAOHEIIED L) IIHEEZSG 2 TWEHON
WZOWTHEE - EBDOAL LT, FHRFEFERLERIFELBHVELER>TE 7

KIGTIE, HROTFEENEEE BT 2FHEER (BERERIEERER) LTBEOHE LD
B ORI O WTHIT AT . AWAERBRGIEOEALIES AN RO b 2w/ EI1L, B
ENEY — CARMI BV TEELREEZ R L Tns,. flziE, EEFBEAD [4HF 3 4 il
I — U AL - FEFEOBN] 2L 2 &, BEREAIRENEY—EAD) b d BE R
D 70.3% et L T 5.

ERFHEFEINIHICG 2 2HRBIIOWTE, FETH~OREL 5O CEHiT 2 LENH 5.
FEBRICEFEEOTH OB AR, FHECORKELEELSH-2 LI EPTFHEINTVS, fiz
&, IEEAIESEIC IR, BRI, FETSIC B B R RERAIATE L, SISO
S EAL L TV B IR S 5. BRI & ) BRI i 2 1T o 72k, & 572 ) OYLE T
MEEL, HRE L CHEEOHRED AT AL Lk,

AEECTRINEFEHEIOWTOREN RMET—5 TH L [MlETEEERL] MW, w3
L CW 5 EEERBTOEESM OENIDOWT, FFMLTE21T). HTr—2% 2 Hwi-ef Ik
EREESHEZEIIOWTIE, Tto, Kawata, and Yin (2015) (2B W TT TIXHA S, FHMICIE
ERHEEFROFD, BENTEHWEEIRE SN TVWE. LA LS FEGRIOH W LR
2010 SEFEHCTH Y, FAESHHOESNMUISECKE T2 EEFHREHVTEB Y, FHR oMM
ICBEDIRD. FoMEOBRKIE, FEHEOERBHEIIS U TELL I TEING. KEOS
gz T 572012, BESXURFEEZBEMLOD, ZOREAUEHERTLILEDNS 5.

R 7 V—THTOEEGMOECEIRZ 5 FHEIL, BEIRESNTEZ. AFTE,
Kallus (2023) 12X DIRESNIWMAE 2 IEH T 2. RKFEE, EEBEER7E8E OFERER
IZoWT, EFNVERENTZ 2 L0, BERHOAUFIESTREE %2 5 MK E LAHE %
5. FREEEOERBEEIIS U, FHEMMESEEORMHOENIIOVWTEHELNIITLHI L
BTED. FHROEZRZ DMORENLFHEL LT, FESHPHITHNS (Fortin, Lemieux,
and Firpo 2011). BEFOG BT OFHIL, ESHBIZOWTRT A M) v 7 ERL e ER S
B, FRIIEBEXEOFENRETHL. IS ORMED %W Kallus (2023) OFEE, Ko
HOWCE L FETHLEEZLND.

MmO E, B FERHOEEKEZ, FHEOBMEIIS L TRECELRD ZEMNERS
N7z FEEFFEEFEROLI 4 THECEHRRPBEVEER S UL, EFRHEEEHEO LD
35 THIEESVELFIEL TS, NM#lyEHEREREL HWT, EEEEeHde L 2kiThs
(Ito, Kawata, and Yin 2015; {7K% and T[T 2004) TiE, FEE A TEAM L 22854, FEEH
FEROF PRV BNEIANICH A Z L Z2WE LT A, R CRBOMEZHEE L7256, BEfE
HOF RV ENERDSHEE SN, G OEMER LTS, L2 LS5 8% OEERT
BEUPRECHRIIBNT, Z0L) &R THOROGEIIAWNETH S, 57EFH OB
RUNOHRTEAL 726, A2 ORBENTOTFERRIIKE LB Lh o7z LTS, 2T
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BARXLSBIELTLE S, KASTLETse s oL, HHEOBMEICE U7 RSSO EE
HERL TS,

K IIUTOEBY THA., 3562 EITBWT, JFEEH - B TEMOESHEEDB R
B LUBEOETIIELBNT S, KICE 3 BB TR THERT 27 -4, ROMHHE LR
WAEEEIR L, B4 FIIBOWTH LWFEORA, UERFEIIES WG REHET 5. &5
IS ETE LD LBREEIZOVWTM LS.

ElJ=—=§
2. BR

NEEEOR S BRI, BUFIC X 2OBEI 220 Cn 2818 Ch 5 L RIS, EREAD
BELIERLTWBE EV) HTH D, ERRIZ 2011 FEIZBWTEAEANDE AL 58.6 % Th -7
A%, 2021 £ TIE 703 % ICEFTLERALTWEY,

BEADFEDWARETH B MEFMIIBFOTD 2 HEREHOCEE SN S, ZoHERIL,
BEFRICLoTH—TH 5. Lo TEAIFEFH TESREVSBIEINLAE, NMETMOR
EROEWDS HEIIZE LTV A LIIFIRTE .

FELFIEEBIZ, (a) AT 208 — C A0, (b) B - ELEREOER, (c) Mk
KB L F a8, ©ho. LTOGH T, HriE— A2 G EICRE L, Higx
Gy a—VEHELTMAAI LT, MHERELXWET L. WA CHEENLFET 2HNHE
HOBENE - EIIRREOERBII T — 4 P HMETE T, HEIHEHTE RV, ZBEENLES
HELT, —HRICHEEDIGEORE S IILTLIRESIEU O LIIRL WA TH L. Ehs
PEEF I THNE, HBHEEZEMT L2 ESOMRFNADE T E, BEELWET LI &G
T&%. LHLars, HEHHICB Y 2EENCL2MEDA0WEE, 3Ly, BErisE
WZAZEEDIS 2o,

3. SEAEHEREK
3.1 F—%&

2019 EEDETBERRAED OBWEL V5D, FF— %13, HRRELSREWE RS
A T T —HA TR F =SS F—F T —H A TSRS, 2019 EITRMETREL
WHETH S, BgEl:, FEEEHE (FEhERENErEeEryy—) X VEKL, B
KNEE T (HEFEAODFAL, HREICLYENTS) ICXVEISN TS, BIEHFERI,
ENFERIEEDS 18,000 FHH¥EEH L 7 v & Al (BRI 51.6%) SNTw5b. FIHT 258
HFRIE, BBEEIH,S 3 4% LBRICHEB NS (EIERIE 41.9%).

[75—% ORMESIL, FFERPLEEENRED LI IZRINTWEDD, FEREEZMAZ LIH
WA THD, WICHETAMTHEEDFERA /1 = X LR BIEA, HEERKRIIN, T A% E
U S5 RS H 5.

KOHTIE, FHZHICOWTRIBEO R, DOEEN#ET — EATH LM EEE IS
LTWAHEEICESE LTS, EENEF— VAL, HAOMNEIIBITAERWIMEL DT
Wb EBRC 2022 FICEBNET - CAZZT 2 AB 409 TTATH Y, SRR AT LT

b i — C ANk - FEPTIAE (https://www.mhlw.go.jp/toukei/saikin/hw/kaigo/service21/index.html)
2 https://ssjda.iss.u-tokyo.ac.jp/Direct/gaiyo.php?lang=jpn&eid=1385, ZKHHIZH7zY), FITKFEH SR
Fibf ALt - 75 T —H A Tt v 5 — SST T8 T —h A THhLMEET— 5 Ot R 217
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Y- RAEZITAE 96 TAZKREL EH->TW3Y. CoNEEFEOFEELEE LT, 5
FTOLEZIRE .

3.2 #HEXR

FEERMTOEEIAHOECIZOWT, FHFEOEEZMA - LTHEZIT). TLTOK
(2, FHEFOIHM ERERER, MTEr &) 23> bo—V§ 5. FEETHE - (X) GF
BEROTPHKG — BROFIHHAR) CELEHT, UTOL)ITERSNL.

7(X)=FE[Y|D =1, X, Location]| — E[Y|D = 0, X, Location]

Y 3@E AR, DIdEEEA (D=1 :EERMEE D=0 @ gfe3k), X I7HE0R
P, Location (ZZHEFTOHAERT. X 12i1E, M#ICBHTA0REERE, #HHEEN BM%E O
ERFMERIE L0V AD), 1HEMICE - O/, REBREE, T E a5 Ens.
WESALELREE LT VICRESSEETN TR, MESHFEENETIE, B504 8T LR
ENTWB 00, BENREHICOVWTOERIEZ V., RETHNIES L HTICEDL T LA
YFE LW, Ty OHID0, BEOBRBOREGINRET S

BEEMR

Az, EEEREUTAORESNS 1. RIEeHE (A - #RNSHE), 20 HEE
HhES, 3. BAD 2 DAL OMSAEREN, 4. BEREEA, 5. NPO (FrRedREFNGEEN), 6. 1T
FIEEN - WETEN, 7.0 BEME (R, ER), 8 HWABAE (XN, KEEagzEdt). K
SIHTTIE, ERG and BT (2004) 12722 5\, 1.0 REEEZEF, 2h DS 2IFERICHHET 5.

EROERE

NEFBEEREL AV LR HO—21E, BWEICEEST 2 B2 O W TR 2 B H AW RE 2
FIZH 5. EBRIONTIE, FMMECRIEDYPEVEEZ ONDL, WELEHE k—2a~)1
=2 fk, NEMBIEETHED &), EBEMMEET (k—2a~nX— 1Hb &), AR
L, FTvA =V v —, O4ERERACE, —RICOEETHE - EHETHEET — AdEEaL
DNEFF N FARERK L 7o T B,

Estimand (FEEXTR)

L INT ANy 7 HERCEMN ZFBOFELEHVT, 7(X) OO OEELFHMEHEET
5. DTFTOFHEIEEEE E[Y|D, X, Location] ®BECRIZFEM 2 AKE % LB &3 I2HET 5
CENTEDL. RAIUVTNREEEFETH LY 77V —TH50E, FEERLFETOT REME
X ZE L DBEENEINT VLD, F 77 NV—TOEEIN LR D, 200 1(X) 29
TN =T RN Lo T, BEEHEET S LIFHL V.

ARG CTIEARERIIIZ, Aggregated Conditional Difference ($£519 A4+ & FIH%IE) (Cher-
nozhukov et al. 2018) & U° Treatment Effect Risk (Kallus forthcoming) ##5€3 5. Aggre-
gated Conditional Difference IZLLF D X 9 ICEFRT 5.

/T(X) x f(X)dX

3 RIS (2022 4F 10 A)



6 LI T
2L f(X) 3HEERLFEENOTREE X oS A THY), 7(X) IERBEE X 25 2%
BNTOIRERN ) ERFTPEHESKRELZRT. —RIC, BREMEX PR, PR ESKE

Fip b 2 EPTFHENS. Aggregated Conditional Difference (&, Z? X9 ZEEEM X 1205
U707 SPiE” L LTERSND.

Aggregated Conditional Difference &, #EDPESHTHY, 7(X) D7 F1g” L) EELFHY
ERTIENTEL., ELTBHESLEENOETRENE X & 7(X) OBREIZOVWTD, 8F
BEETHL. 0D, FEIEIHIIVELZTLHHEOBELWONPIZITHI LN TE
W,

FHERLFETOERENE X & 7 (X) OBRMELZHEIRICHER T 572912, Treatment Effect
Risk (Kallus forthcoming) ##%9 %. Treatment Effect Risk &, 7 714+ ¥ A% EO3HT
v 51T & 72 Conditional Value at Risk (Rockafellar, Uryasev, et al. 2000) % F¥# 21235k
L7z Estimand TH Y, UTOHEYIZEET 5.

Elr(X)|r(X) < Q- (q)]
& BT,

Elr(X) |7 (X) > Q (q)]
72720 Qr (@) 1, 7(X) @ qth 53R %2 7RT. Treatment Effect Risk (&, & %5 sl b/ BIT
DIFEFEEFED (X IZDOWTO) 77— TWIZRELZ, PiEs LTERSIND. flziE
g =10 THIUE, E[r(X) |7 (X) < Q. (10)] i FEEF/E R OMED IS\ (BRI
B BN E ) MHEFIC 10% DY 77 Vv — T2 L, 207V —THNTOFIRRE L TE
¥ENB. Blr (X)|r(X) > Qs (10)] BZD LD k77 b — T EBIL 1= 7 L — T T %
I

Treatment Effect Risk 13, FHEF L FHEROEFREM X & 7 (X) OBFKEIIOVWT, BEXR

EEAHTS. PIAIE 7 (X) B X CEb LT ETho AL, Bl (X)|r(X) < Q. (g)] =
E[r(X)] T® Y, Treatment Effect Risk l3—E & 2%, T4bbHETKIE, HHEDEILEIZ
BMbod, BEEII—ZFOREL L2 TwD LR TE %, & LT Treatment Effect Risk %% ¢ 122
WTKELCEMNTE20THIUL, 7(X) D7V — THEEWENKE L, FEIEROFEN LB
FHEOBUM TRELELL I LEERT L.

3.3 HEARE

Aggregated Conditional Differences % UF Treatment Effect Risk %3 272012, RETHYIC
Mt 3787 2 MY v Z7H#E%E (Local robust semiparametric estimation) (Chernozhukov et al.
2018; Chernozhukov, Escanciano, et al. 2022) Zi{GH$ 4. LT 2 BREEZETH Y,
$" Nuisance % (E [Y|D, X], E [D|X], E[r|X]) Z# it 2B THET S, FOETIE, B
#9112, RandomForest & OLS @ Stacking & HW 4. 2 RS H Tid, Nuisance B Z A L7
Moment #EZ1T9 . BRIZ Aggregated Conditional Difference (2,

§ m;;lIPW
i

72720

— D; (Yi —9v) (XZ)) (1-Dy) (Yz‘ — 9y (0) <Xz))
m; = gy ) (Xi) — gy (o) (Xi) + an (X0 - X
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gy (a) (Xi) 1& E[Yi|D; = d, X;] Z#MEE CHOE L2, gp (X)) (& E[D;|X;] ZHEE L 7B
¥TdHDH. Treatment EFfect Risk i
Z mRisk

72721
mlisk — g 4 I (g (qu) < Bq) [mAIPW _ g1
Db
mPisk = g ¢ I(g- (1X_i)q> Bq) [mfupw — B4
Bg =T (X)

O qth SHEOHEEM, g, (X;) = E 1| X] 28 Tl L2 TH 5.

BT IEGR 2 2 I 78T A MYy 7 HEEICEE 2 FBE RIS 57 70—, OLS #E%
EOEMM T 7u—F, RO ZFEE 220 F FISHT 57 70 —FIHRT, %< OMEHY
FEEET5.

Aggregated Conditional Difference #5232l 7 70 —F & LT, iR TFIHEDOHEE
fil, BIZITHWIEETNY = Bo+BpD + /X1 + ..+ B Xp +u /DA FETHET LI &
MHEZOLNL. LALaDOLET Fa—Fid, EFVOERLISH AKE L T2 ERIED B
D, HEERROEBIEIZEESARD. 20X RERUIREHEZ, wmm(%mymiMMd
Uncertainty &Y, #EEZ2{EL T4, Model Uncertainty % 5 372012, #Aifd X228 % %
DEFIGHLTLEY) &, HEEMOPOLHEEDS —RKIIA T3 TH D, 1:.?5[F"1§‘EE* E D D
FHVHERR SR CH B, XF L CRPTAICHEE 2 355 2 b v 7 HEEld, Nuisance B % 2l
fFEFEEHCCHEET 5 2 &L TEMMUBRAEZ AL o>, T IEHELHRTE L. Z00E
TN DFEM 7 B AT 1S, HER R B M AR 5 2 LSRR E 4 D

4. FCMIRETE

ARETEEELELUIZONT, B FFEMIT Lo m2HET 5.

4.1 HEE/EEROERBESS

F1TEEEHIIOWT, FEEF/ERFENNFHEZR L Tw b BHEERIZ O W TE P RE
(Fhe25 /FAE25 % ), A7 TUHNEHIZOWTIE > 7V (&R E05EE) 28R
T 5.

W25 5 IEFMEED TS, FHRPNDPMERNANZH 2 Z EFHONE 2D, L LIS
WERBEICODRELRECDHEL TS, FEFLFETIT, ﬁ“ﬁi‘kk?ﬂ’ﬁ< (IrilRk) FEBR
R, BEEEDEY, KUBEPSENCH L. TN EROBEMHEEEZITTBY, Nk
R T 7Y A=V XY= EDOLMOERTH L TWAMHNIIH 5. Il fﬂ@hﬂﬁ% EHFNZ
NTENEHICH 5.

4.2 BREBMEMHEEEDIERM
K1 Tl BREEELREEZHEOHEZRRL TWa. T XRTOFREHIIIZE|TATH
D, BREEELELLTLLTWS



8 #® 0w W %

®1 EREN

Characteristic A, N = 2,289 JEEF], N = 1,219
BHEL 12.00 (12.00, 14.00)  12.00 (12.00, 14.00)
(SriR) BMEE 243 (11%) 145 (12%)
HEBRAESL 8.0 (3.9, 13.1) 9.5 (5.0, 15.3)
4l 49 (40, 58) 50 (43, 59)
TR (ki)

s 1,867 (82%) 1,074 (88%)
Bk 422 (18%) 145 (12%)

[ 57 18 H % 5.00 (5.00, 5.00) 5.00 (5.00, 5.00)
[ 55 e ) 40 (30, 42) 40 (30, 41)
SRkt 1,492 (65%) 924 (76%)
BEHHE (B 533 (23%) 219 (18%)
s (AFT) 1,438 (63%) 774 (63%)

B r TR A=Y v — 245 (11%) 192 (16%)
AL (TH) 194 (140, 240) 178 (128, 215)

) N AZEF FEERTEH  FEEOF > TN A 2R, ROV Tl
(FHE 25%, EA 25%), BEBCERICOWTIZEL (H8) W51 5.

1 EelK

BE T ERERE - —a—
39.53
. N 8.57
BEE 5 E B £ - e o
" 3.79
TREREH A -um-
BEFHA
& 1.
R TRl o ——g—-—
k,é -12.54
4 EM i
g i o
- HPIKE =@
a1k -3.2
B AHME(AFT) A -a@m-
-4.81
B AHME(LR) A =
263
BN ERAT A =T
6.51
BT TYR—Yv— 1 9.91"’
0 20 40
Bifa(TH) & 0EE

) FrlidadEes, KOHRIIBIER Lo 95% FEXH, MVERIIIEIES 2OFHXH 2 #HE LT\ 5.

R 2 JEHIE R LT, WRARZHAERE T 28T VY 2R/ Rk CliEE L, B
MeEDICHETS. FALEREMBEICLT 572912, Bonferoni #1230 {HHIE b ITo 72

RS, S7EEER &R O ROHEL S 5 2 LR TE S, holFEEEE LTk, &
WOER (R T~ A=Y v —) CAREHIMBE AR, F 2RI ERCH oo LT
b, BUMESHKESHERING.

4k (TH) = Bo + By x (BPIHMIFNT) + ..+ B x (¥he: 777 vk — ¥ v — ) 4 B
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4.3 EEAOT7H%H

2 TiE, HEESINZ gp (X) 2MET L. ARTHRAT 2IEETFERIL, & X oflAababe
22w, EH EEMNFETNT T TV EHEEIHFEL TCALI EEFfRE LTS,
gp (X) 7717 % <07 (SR VEBIATAET 258, HEOLEWAIKE CHEDRTLE ) 720,
HATICHERE T A LEDNH 5.

K2 @mAa7

s

0.754 H
M
7 0.50
X
ey
=

0.254

0.00 4

7 . JEEF
EE VN

) fEE SN A 37 05 AR T, RCRRIE R ILE, AR AL 75%/25% | #iEiE 99% /1% . sl
N U RS

FI A SIFEI A T 7 DG 1 IZE, DV 0 ISEWEFNIIFEEL RV E PR TE
%. Zhid Overlap OREANM /2SN TBY, HEETETHL I LERLTWS, DEo#R%E
FLowre, FHEOTFHBEBMEOMY PRECHET L2ERIIKE V. —FTHEAIR I T DI
&, MEESAUTEEZ T EMmIE 2 D DIidh o> T,

5. #&R

5.1 Aggregated Conditional Difference

3 TlX, Aggregated Conditional Difference % (JbitE L CHAMTIZEL & H12) #iFT 5.

FE»S, FHEOETREERLFETONEMET I bu— L L2E LT, FHIIIANL,
EHFEEFTOSPEH A E Lo TV B I EDMHERTE L., I Pa—VEMZSLZ LT, HiE
EMES EFT 5 — T, HEBEIUEEL, BEXHAEL 25,

FAEFIE, BfT%E (Ito, Kawata, and Yin 2015; &K% and B0 2004) A3 L T2 JEE
FHZF DT B FHCEEPEmCET &1L, OO REZMEL TwE. Lo Lad s 20
1 HARETHY, M4 THRETIHREOREMEIZHRD LSV, 20720, RIEROAPHIE
R EFEOEEREFRLL LI, KERGEHREE>TWD.
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3 Aggregated Conditional Difference

0
-5+
#
7
\j: ‘-9.3
$E 40+
m
N
B 135
[ ]
_1 5 -
Aggregated Conditional Difference BT

HEFE

) mE GFERICBY 2 AR - ERICBT 2 PIARICOWTo) milEfE, HiiE 95% EEXMERT.

5.2 Treatment Effect Risk

4 & 5 T, Treatment Effect Risk O # EM R % & T 5. 4 T
E[r(X)|m(X)>Q(q)] (¢ €0,..,0.9]), 5Tl Elr(X)|7(X)<Q(¢)] (¢ge0.1,..,1]) @
Hemmb R a2 RT.

4D 513&Y TV THEE L72EEHL BRI AAKEIATH DI LT, AMREET
fi7 40% % B\ 72 S PR IEICKEET 5 2 EARTE L. Thbb M TIZERN DS
BRI E o 1205, FEEROFPRAEDPBN TN =T L, BICIEEFDER 2 A6 10% 7
W—7Ti&, AMEETZLTEIGELTEY, BMTH%RETH L 1 THEHRTYH, BHE
WWKREW, T%4b5E X IZOWTOH T 7V —TMT, FHEOREEIBODTRENI LEERL
TW5.

5 b FIRRICTFIEEORAENPRKENT L EZIRL TS, FRCHBKEETMN 10% 12K - 7254,
AMZEE 35 THEEICETIRLTRBY, HMFHRED 3HBEUELE R ->TnS.

PLEofERE, K3 20T (Ito, Kawata, and Yin 2015; &7k %4 and B0 2004) T &
NTELFHN LR ENFFOEENRONTNL I L ERL TV,

5.3 Classification Analysis

4.5 5, BRI FRETEOESKAEE, TRBEHEILLTRKRE(ELZsTnL I LN
HerE kol BFMREMTT S5 E LT, Chernozhukov, Demirer, et al. (2022) 1249
e & 17z Clasification Analysis #4179 . Estimand (ZLFTH 5.

E[Xilg. (X) = Median (g, (X))] - E [Xilg. (X) < Median (g, (X))]



A - IR A SER T 11

K 4 Treatment Effect Risk (Upper)

60 -

N
(<)
f

FHRIG(TH)RE

0.0 02 0.4 06 08
qth M=

W) &, (EERICBT L - HRICBT L HEHEEICHT 5) FMAIZ2WTO Treatment Effect
Risk OFEHEENE, RVHFIEREIE 95% FIXHE, HOMHIMEIES AEEXE 2R

5 Treatment Effect Risk (Down)

.10-

-20

-30 4

FHRG(TH)EE

-40 4

-50

02 04 06 08 1.0
qth ML=

) aE, GEERICBT B i - EAICBT 2 i 2EICMT 5) &5 622 TO Treatment Effect
Risk OuIEEM, #VITIZRISIE 95% FBIKRE, #OHSIET A EFXE 2R T

Thabb, 7(X) OHEM g, (X) WEHLEPELT, HEOBMAELE X; ZHFEL TS,
EREHILH 6 TRLTWAS,

25 LB A L, PWEEBPRWIHBE I LT, FEAEEOT I E A A
TVAHADFHATNL . BB EZH LTH 5 THEELIE, BV ORIz
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6 Classification Analysis

0.27

SBFE5 E RF - 027
B 55 18h B 450 R —
0.01 0.18
BERRAHE(APT) A —_——
B HHE(LR) 1 —_——
D.05
ERNERLT 4 ———

0.15 0.27
BT TR~ — — &<l

TREREEH Sy
HEFH —
-0.06 0.12
i3]l —_—
Fipq —O——
-0.16
BRIHE W—
-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4

i) AT (RERNCBT S A - HRICBT 5 BT %) mlEl, HBiE 95% FEXKH 2R

Yl B EPRENLHBEIN LT, ENEKEOTIFIINISEVEEZ 3> T b,
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