S 2EAATL (2010) DOI: 10.5351/KJAS.2010.23.6.1047
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AAANHNA BASS 7} xlglzE e u] vk IS njx= ko] A5
FA5S AF3A v X 3tedof dtr}. E-ES}(randomization) HHEINE o8 7HA7}F Qe

S WA 3= e 2 S3)(stratification) S Wo] AFRIITE S3l= SRS FH
2t S5 GollA BAES ADEHA v XS DR A, T £7F oY 9 7t F
o Fuirkel A7t SES WA o™ I 7%}-g NS 4 A A o]2 By 98
Simon (1975) ﬂii]—(mlnlmlzatlon) WS A OH')‘]-Oi 011] 0] HpH o ;’q E]Oﬂ 1:]]6} S'—tﬂao]:

°$|i ol

9
ol
A 5HA
el
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T
Foh

p—
=
Hu

WA NA BAES 2 A2 AGsHA wixske 212 A B A ZE(selection bias)S E°]7] f13]
Al AR 3k Hgeolth ol I ZF Ao #¥E BFE A =S AN FolA meEofof
AT SA o B AFHE A0 BAUTE W WMo L
Z}, prognostic factor)Eo] £A1& wlol& ot FHFEL] FIE T/
2 ujAske Aol B At £4 AAE olFold ¢ Stk dA AAIR A Bol
3} W0l =gdslEE &3} WY (randomized permuted block design)-2 X%E]:r_f%
4 2E 4 glort FUSES TS TAL 4 Hr DAL AT A0k E Bol AL
+E31E8E 253} WU (stratified random permuted blocks design)-2 5 %
£ WAL FUGE THE LA 2 sloth FUGe) £ UK B9l
U 9 AMITE meba B4t SR8 24 Sew Bt AAL BEE g
Ho B4 235 A& 4= A "ok Pocockd Simon (1975)0l 2] AJoHE %] 43} (minimization)
¥ FE T Y EAYE HLIEHA BAES 72 AP E wjX e R o]
o 23le) Y B9 2ol BE AL WA g FAL Y, YL TR
= 83 Wolth. Therneau (1993)+ EAHE T34 &5 277} 2¢
Zolzte] =7} Z7)ste|| W YAl F-2ETH (root mean square
imbalance) < ?3}04 T < ¥k, H43 e ARRYE o T B2 AAES ojHE
7+ National Research Foundation of Korea(KRF-2008-313-C00148) 9l o]} A]-¥vkek5 Utk
2"M1 A2p: (136-701) ASEHA] AET ot 5-1, st w SA 8, W4, E-mail: jael@korea.ac.kr
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o] 1#T 4 I2g WYtk E3F Kernan 5 (1999)2 231 Wbyl tist glH =R Zo] wolx]
= A HA FARS S3 IR G 9 UE AF3t, S TE(HS AYH SHEA A
o] BA)/(BEFZ7Ix4) oI3tE FAE A& ATt I T Scott 5 (2002)0] A =R =S T
Roto] Hop B2 A EJAAES THT = gl 43 i) tE 53 e vE) Evds &
A e a3E 9 W AS Folstgdon), Weirel Lees (2003)E 2 37]7} 49} 129 53} Wiy} 2
43} e B¢y 2 FAEE vwsta Has) PelA o U2 AFE Atk 283 Wade T
(2006)2 243} WS AA JGA- GA AT 5 dE AHYIAE A= it Tt F
43} o] o Foxte} AA A Fxpeo| A BEFHE HATSE WhE A FAREL] =FoME I

22 B3tk 2HE Yt} (Tu 5, 2000; Kundt, 2009). 2 =R & A A HoA wo] AL

H1 QE B2 377} 49} 691 3 WH H4d) e vus aqs}oﬂu} 27<401]/\1_E ﬁg@r u}
Mol el a7ishar, 38l 2 ¥ AR = A%
gt 2e|a 4ol E 2w A= 2 AR 59 Bodd 4

<
o
=
El
r
by
&
&

[\V]
Jor
]
tor
0
1
nin

[
o
r
o
b
LO_II

gt (Completely Randomized Design)

oL
i)

(completely randomized design)-& T7H94 A7t J& Wl 1/T9 FE2ZH SFRES
3= 7HF 712 A 53} ottt = o] WA= 2 IxEE SR Aol 7}
x| gict o] WS ARESH 2+ @”Oi g B3 a7 A dEiAle At
53] ARAIEY 27 ZAA A 2RARR] 7 oW Bdo] AT fF o] oS
o= WhHolth. 2} o] 2 ExPUL oW ABE A 2 A o
HAES A 7]E o &E 7154 (unpredictability) 2] A48 2 whE3ic)
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A A 2 de] Xl i £ 32 <83 B85 (permuted block)E
4o 5 ). =43 EE %ﬁ} " (randomized permuted block design)-2 2} F ¢t
S Sl yelth Bl TR A7t o £ Zolrt bTetd, 7+

= TN Aol thell 22 b -4 =2 A "t ol st Hel@do] BF o]Fo
Az g AA A7 2otk olE S0 10089 SAes dol7h 4 <d3kd &
ARgBte] A2l (= 1) 2T (= 0) 22 Fgsirtal siat o] of tei}% E5E5L 6771 4
({0,0,1,1}, {0,1,0,1}, {0,1,1,0}, {1,0,0,1}, {1,0,1,0}, {1,1,0,0}), o] % B= s }= AL5}7
o]

%r}d

= m\ ofo ot

—l?r154nﬁ
4 £
. B ok
r% >
ftijrt

fllo

=

E’

et

1-‘-{},

¥

oarl

of

N
=~

Bt X o [o o e
W fE ot
o |

Aelsiel 4me] BAEE 2 Aoz 2w AR old AL 25 ‘é}%ﬁ}f& FAES Aelw
fades A 034 BT & ow} :EM PHE B0 BEe) Lolo] wet 4 BEE
: 3 1T 4 gt el Ak (1A 5, 2005).

B =Rl r 859 Bol7}4Q) %ﬂ‘rm 3 %u}é&w.

2.3. E2El &USEE =EF| Y'Y (Stratified Randomized Permuted Block Design)

YA R A W] G T AFAAE0] 1 wfolle AFAAES2] FF (level) ol whe} of
= Wra 472 5 dollA xRS A der s wix|sfof gt o] wf AREE =
2319 <=d3E= 353} U (stratified randomized permuted block design) o™ &z AAMA S

2olal 9 W elth AR AAEY sl et S5 Wral A4 F <dellA EES U
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o] 39l 2} A1 BEP =73
o 15 16 1
X3
°= o 16 14 2
ol 604 ©]%4 16 15 1
60A] o]k 15 15 0
% 9 10 1
T3 5% 10 10 0
s 12 10 2
& AHgslo] AAEE WA Bk Lol o] W AFANS) 47} SUSE Fe) 571 A
A gojubs GRS 7T ohebA] SR ]611 Z9 o7 B2 Al o] S AMSSHE AE
v s B3 o] e 4= ok % =EollAE= %Z}%O =S Vs & g3l EES ARENe
o, W 8 499 250 Aol7) 49 499} 69 A8 ThEn
2.4. =43} g (Minimization Design)
Pocock¥} Simon (1975)2] 43} vhH2 A H S31H (adaptive stratified design)o]2talx it}

o] WHE& MEL A7 S W ou] LA %“343}7 U FAEY ATAA ] HE £
Asret &, AT 2 E43S H4dels JAde® iixg 58 24 3 AR &3
v x| gt HAs) g2 B AT daEe] SAlY #EE olE F e F8S e, o] W
olgfat7] YA 2 7HA NEES AYHoF gty WA o FofF FAA}; i(= 1

ol et HE F(amount of variation)S FAt7] A1 T di &} o]E BE oAF ARl sl
tels & B7 8 (overall imbalance)?] &% G(= Y., di), A =

e AEE s FEY wl KA Ao tis & FE {p}E HIT 4 Aok KA A
o]l IS wl AE A= s xR g ERAA} oA FHE oA 7 Aol EH At
TE Na(i=1,...,1, k = 1,..., K)g}al s = 7} Nzkae #HAjo] 2 F] Aelof] thgt A
s 5 M 2 #e AR ?‘}DP- E’}%_] A9 $7F 201¥ di = |Nua — Ni2|, A= 7} 3¢9]
d; = max (N;1, Ni2, Ni3) — min (N1, Ny2, Nig)olth. o] uj] 1 % Aol HS S8 JFS F= 9
A2 ATHE 7S AR 5 k. {pp}e AANETY GE A 3= AgToE 3AE T
3t7] 95t FEEE v 27& WS

_4

o wn mju

QrO*'

P

o

0.

K
prepe>->pr ALY pr=1
k=1

o2 ol Hele 47} 3018 pi & GO G APg A S AYFOE BAS YFY FBolW, ppt

I eoE GO g2 A B AlTon $AE BYT BE, pu GO AR 2 e Adrow
#A2 GG FBoITh (p)7h 1/KS) b /AW Ao HelEe] AdE FEE Lok w, prol
1o]® #AEL AFAoR ANLFYL A A S AP Pow gt

R 219 oAE ol 8oel BTIL AWM 2T 2ok, A9 S7b 2013 ST Sk 3o
o, AFA2e] £ 47t 2, 2, 30|t} 618 A7} o]n] AFAIFA Fostar Jla AT AL
ByJl ¥ 2 1_4 2tk 629 M2 a7l AAFA ol 01%5}3 skak o] A= 604 o]
Ao FH=7F F5olth HEY F dis [N — Niz|ol2l GE &, 5L ©3hd o33 2tk A

29 e Ae 12 9 G = 5(= |17 14| + \17— 15/ + |10 — 10))7F H3 Hg) 22 o
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2.2, USAHE0 A W zlast YHOHM| 2<2d 5T

o F A2t A8 1 28 2 =79
o 60A] o] A 8 9 1
Aol - 60A| | gt 7 7 0
o 60A] o] 4 8 6 2
60A] m) ot 8 8 0
=% 9 10 1
225 zT= 10 10 0
S 12 10 2

st G = 3(= |16 — 15] 4 [16 — 16| + [9 — 11])°] At} WA M2 FAE A7 22 ST
= o Ggtol B Hgs & 5 Atk o] @l pio] 0.752H AR FA= 0.759 FEEH A 2=
gdEth Bl S0l e 7FA7E 3ola AT Yol ZA7E 1olghd, ARE RS AE
12 B9 A G = 5(= 1 x |17 — 14| + 1 x |17 — 15| + 3 x [10— 10))o] 2 A2] 22 ket A<
|16 — 15|+ 1x |16 — 16|43 x |9 — 11))0| B2 AZ-& BAt= 0.759] BEF2H A 12 &
T3 AL A GO grol BF A vusithd ME2E #ks 0.59 SEEEH 7 A2 2 )
o $oll= 2+A 853} W (completely randomized design)} Zo}Rth. o 312} 7ol
A-go] EATTIA & 2.29)F Zo] AT AE] v AFJAAEE 2t FTLE WHEAL f)9 22
[e]

wy
o |l
T

Pocock¥} Simon (1975)-& A 2] wjx]7} &As| 2 & 543
SARL] o] 291 ARE AL X3 E ATAAY 2
H Bxpe] F2 HodAl. 1 | F AR A B3 F(level of imbalance)-2> 3 WA FFEoH=
= X11/(X11 + X21), F WA F2AAME g2 = X12/(X12 + X22) 2} Zo] SAFT, o] dF AR}
28] 73] Y(amount of treatment imbalance)2 |g1 — g2| 22 A8t} Weire} Lees (2003)+=
p19 = 0.85, 0.90, 0.95, 12 WA 7|HA 79 & S48, 4345 2H4eA 83t
I F I oY S A JARERE ] A AE EdFY S

< SAskgleh Azle #2712, o® 9
j

100 x max {|¢: — g5}, i#J

o] AolAle &4 &E3 WY, £LIEF FEI WH(EF 27 4, 6), 33D £LIES 253 1
H(EF 271 4, 6), H23} P 5 AH 7 S0 2033 dAHe vlasty] fste] 2ojd
e AASHTE YA ARE dlolE+ FAE 100082 ot AAE UL AP F+
A (Placebo, Active)olH, o EAx = 29ES Zhe A £AA; 270(A, B)S} 4758 2 dlFAxt
IM(C)2A BEF HEHY FEHiE 2L UFEolth & 312 dFAAEY Exolty. BT At
|9 Ha3) S oAlolA ARES s 2k W1FY FY dif] 2 [Nin — Niol°] 2L dis
< gsted GE FASATE A2 WHEY Ev PSS vuT "ol A3 pigE 0952 S5,

p1E 0.80, 0.90, 0.95, 12 WA A7 thA] v w3t
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T 3.1. OEQAISS £ (N = 1000)
o]l 391 2} sz ¥l W28 (%)

A 1 631 63.1

2 369 36.9

B 1 556 55.6

2 444 44.4

1 310 31.0

c 2 340 34.0

3 229 22.9

4 121 12.1

3.2, Al 2280 o
of AR} &3 Iy B ®EA2k Q1 M Qs

%A g3 Y 2.6286 1.9677 1.0737 2.2196 3.7631
+d3}EE FEH(EFTZ4) 2.6185 1.9765 1.0737 2.3621 3.6506
A <9382 532 237]6) 2.6113 1.9611 1.0737 2.2037 3.6506
2315 ¢ A3 EE(BE237]4) 0.3231 0.2412 0.1022 0.2607 0.4857
=349 g3 8 F(E53716) 0.3703 0.2746 0.1688 0.3273 0.5317
H 423} Wy 0.1852 0.0985 0.0563 0.2147 0.2147
&4A FE3 I 2.5389 1.9318 0.9933 2.1178 3.6879
<9382 FE3(BE237)4) 2.4741 1.8735 0.8102 2.0254 3.6457
B <d3EE FE3H(EZT76) 2.5159 1.8921 1.0354 2.0708 3.6457
2319 ¢ A3 22 (B2 37)4) 0.2748 0.2112 0.1345 0.2252 0.4051
38 ¢ 4385 (ES52716) 0.3223 0.2478 0.1345 0.2706 0.4506
2 43} Wy 0.1078 0.1495 0.0000 0.0000 0.1799
A FE3} 6.9983 3.1039 4.6867 6.6620 8.9013
<93 EE FEIJ(EET74) 7.1279 3.1682 4.8576 6.7094 9.0368
G <4938 s F53(2237]6) 7.0299 3.1642 4.6598 6.6513 8.9899
39 €4 ES(EET74) 0.8822 0.3908 0.6316 0.7358 1.0682
2319 ¢ A3 22 (2 E237]6) 0.8473 0.3260 0.6316 0.7358 0.2433
2 23} Wy 0.7173 0.2861 0.6316 0.6316 0.7073

Z42 10,0009 @S vHEFo 2N o]RoFrt. XL g A9 Je

2008 Y 4 2°°07), 10008 L Afole Ty 299079 F9o 71 EAjslnE
3] AL A5 & 4 Ak 2709 Zt= A ZQIA} A, B 100 X |g1 — q2| &2 A
2 o312} C+ 100 x max {|g: — ¢;|} (¢ # j) 22 A

S o
i M

= e]
=

2] 2739 FE SAsAL 3N 2L 2=

E7FY IS SH3AY. EF T S (total amount of imbalance)2 AA| &2} 5 A g 1o &
H A8} A 20 FFHE FAY AolE SAHeH, BE By BEE B, 2FAAL A
9, E et

3.1. 27 53

H 22l 739 Y(amount of treatment imbalance)S 33 2371 & 3.20] A=

o SIEh Al AFAH A, B, O 0% 240 S SRS o Bl 74 2 etk 9 3
S5} ol BaYol 4 AT, 1 the £ UART (B WY, 3399 QLS F83 Py,
2 259 ol 49 w7t 62 o)

43 Y] wolglth 33 eddES %E‘r el A °ﬂt
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FH
«w
w
Ma
BNl
et
1o
O
o

o

e B s A Q1 M Qs
&4A &3 Uy 120.8238 44.3496 90 114 146
g3 EE FEJ(EETVY) 91.7364 32.1345 68 90 112
+43l8E FE3H(EE37]6) 91.7506 32.3367 68 88 112
2315 ¢ A3 EE(BE2F7)4) 13.3704 4.9539 10 12 16
2315 ¢ A3 B2 (B2 37]6) 14.9456 5.4176 12 14 18
43 9y 6.4836 2.2841 4 6 8

A2 =@ &

e pl 47 wEaR Q ] Qs
0.80 0.2390 0.1913 0.0563 0.2147 0.2147
N 0.90 0.1906 0.1203 0.0563 0.2147 0.2147
0.95 0.1852 0.0985 0.0563 0.2147 0.2147
1.00 0.1874 0.0700 0.2147 0.2147 0.2147
0.80 0.1935 0.2001 0.0000 0.1799 0.2252
5 0.90 0.1318 0.1622 0.0000 0.0000 0.2252
0.95 0.1078 0.1495 0.0000 0.0000 0.1799
1.00 0.0644 0.1233 0.0000 0.0000 0.1799
0.80 11081 0.6725 0.6316 0.7358 15049
o 0.90 0.8064 0.3935 0.6316 0.7073 0.7358
0.95 0.7173 0.2861 0.6316 0.6316 0.7073
1.00 0.6491 0.1930 0.6316 0.6316 0.6316
#*3.5. 2080 B
2299 39(9)
p1 EED EEE Q1 M Qs3
0.80 10.556 4.1657 8 10 12
0.90 7.4830 2.7939 6 8 10
0.95 6.4836 2.2841 4 6 8
1.00 5.2802 1.7208 4 4 6

Hoh Bl Zskrh oAt Agt B Az Badel ¢ vsksiley Cof A 2vd 9]
A, BY A2l2d @Y dEot 2 vetget, ol 82 71 A, BEO 7] w#el Aer HAlrh
£ 3.32 273 FF(total amount of imbalance)S 43 Az Fxo] AolE Yehdtt &
w3 S B &A FE3 Y AS "31_"’_'7‘43 2 oF 121799 Ex o] s ¢d3ES
FE3 W E oF 9219 S o] AT & % —and@}%% %gl’ WA= 8 FolE 13,
154¢] &g o] TSt 43} Ho]":@q]/ﬂ% % o] o] sl 67k W= T 7S

=
7Y oRX 92 L 4 Atk

0

3.2. p12| gHoll 2 Z|435F el 247 Hlw

E 349 3.5% A BRI /M A k= AR dsts g5 pio 3 0.80, 0.90, 0.95, 18
WA A ZhaA HAas WHe AE BEwde] o E4Fe] %S A vust Aoty &



LA OIMe| SHES nefet 2test dUSe| blw 1053

Iz 3.6. AX™H Ul
N 53} U Alpha Power
474 &3 3y 0.0406 0.4476
<43 EE 5 (EFT74) 0.0423 0.4546
150 +=d3EE FEH(EF2716) 0.0412 0.4517
Z3E g EF(EFAVY) 0.0454 0.4611
3 ¢ g ES(EE53716) 0.0447 0.4629
# 43} Uy 0.0467 0.4657
4R FE3} Y 0.0463 0.5993
g3 EE FEIHEFTY) 0.0472 0.5986
900 —{E%ﬁ]——;—% 53H(E=37]6) 0.0482 0.5990
3| ¢4 EF(EET74) 0.0483 0.6069
339 <4} EE(ESA7]6) 0.0497 0.6087
43 4y 0.0505 0.6079
&4A FE3 I 0.0484 0.9456
TE3EE FEHEEIY) 0.0498 0.9443
500 ??‘éﬂ%% B E3HEET716) 0.0506 0.9455
3 cdIES(EEAY) 0.0478 0.9490
38 ¢« 43 e85 (E52716) 0.0491 0.9472
FH a3} 0.0472 0.9526
4 53 Iy 0.0498 0.9997
+TE3EE FEHEFIVY) 0.0535 0.9997
1000 %%‘i}%% FEIHEZS27]6) 0.0551 0.9993
=39 =g ES(EEI4) 0.0529 0.9995
3 ¢gdIES(EF32716) 0.0529 0.9997
243 1 0.0524 0.9995
489 53 78 FF EF ;i Fol 19 /ASE BAs IS ¢ 5 g oy
ol piol 10| AsAHoZ AA EFH G7F 7 2HA ﬂ~ 1\‘4 o2 NEL IS T3
b

& W, pio] 0.8001" G7F 7HE Al He ARror Mz e 29 2E0] 0.80

gl

ul

(

Aoz I o] 0.200] Hug BgPo] AXNA Ak v ;i Fhol 1019 I 5E7Fs
4 (unpredictability) 0] Bo]z]7] wj&ol Weire} Lees (2003)= & E7}5A0] 2A8L p; = 1Y
o] B F T Aol 7t s pr = 0.957F 7 AP sivia AR AU

p

3.3. Z& H|w

7+ 53t e AAYEE vy 93 A4 vAsE AAFHe 5,000 FEAFREA S AA]
a}aﬁ\r/}. B5H 3 ]7} 150, 200, 500, 1000 wj Z} WFHEC] AALES AL o Fo4F2 0.05,
529 95% A1 TR [0.044, 0.056]0]th & 3.62 6714 WEES AARHE vws dxjo|t}.
EE 3717115090 AE ALt BF Al 15 L7571 §5F 0.059 95% A1 37 kol Z3E| 9]
on, 67FA W] A Yol AR vl ov xEI 77 2HE wf H 4 o] AR o] =
gt BE 37]7F 1509 wloll= 531 ¢ d3HEE 53 T A4S AT faEs v

SHlal 1 3 H 4 e A4l EA UEsTth
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4. 22
B eRolAE GRAROIA AT ABE T gt SHES PUES o) 2P Soto] BTYY
A9 st ReldR AW A3 94 $ES 1Y, CAHIE a3, 298 cLs

FE3 Y, Hast e sor Edde] ATt 58] FA AA

il

2

%

k| o e

<43 EE a3 PH2 ET Y WolA v £ 2 AFE BN, S3E U EE e W
HE 2315 A XA 2 F il vlg) Eg o] A FAasHded E22] o)zt 4 wjr) 6 w)
Hop EFgo] At EFF2 43t S AR ul 7P A Al IAHE AR 02 B2t
wokth 329 RAF A ARSHE AA A Fte] A FARH(C)E B F ol A UEhb: TS
BREd, I olfe 29 471 B 7 24 33 B S50 A9 By wlE o Aoz
Holth TR 3771 200¢ e} 500¢ wj= o wylor BEFYPS S EH RE oA &
9] 27174 1,000 wEet =d@e] S7betl o 22 e e Hyloume # =FoAe 2
= AATA sttt TS H 43t W AR Aol AR B3-S ZA shdA FAlol A} wjxel b
St o &8 715/ (unpredictability) & SA3f of S22 p, 9] 7S A HsHA A= Ao] T8t F
BARAS o]g3te] A& o) izt AR YL naslE A7, FHol 2 u 23H £GIEE I
E3} W ol H 4zl oA ko] AAE S AR S & 5 ATk H4s iyl gHow
A== 2H 24 (deterministic) 91 4 Z-2 B4 A AMSEHE 5AF 723 PHE0 x5 WY )
2 73 AEE ] =S doeAYTy. 283 o 38Xk A dge] d&E ¢ e s dEew
AFHLE 28 Scott 5 (2002)+& ololl tiE] o]z st HHEL F39} 22 thE YHEE HE

2= 97] W] 43t Wouk 7EE oA oF ®Elrky 3193, McEntegart (2003)% th7]# A4kA]
dol A 7 71 ;9] AgAiute] xpale] 7ol S0l FAEo] T3t x4
WS ARSShE ol 2R3RAA Aol BAEA et A% 2 Y =EES AT B
I p19 2 0.902.2 AF2-3AL Weir®} Lees (2003)2] Ao} 2ol 0.952 ARESh= Zlo] &
Jotttal 7]ty H4st ol ARE AAAEY 25 493} A4 (randomization test).2
% J8]of Bhth= =3 (Gronbladh @t Guilbaud, 2004) ] Qlew, o] & &2ldlr] s R g 7%)r
o 4o} ARe AAlste] A He Hlus) Hokou, tiREe A9 FoeFol 0.059] 95% Al
7‘_}?_] [0.044, 0.056] <Foll E3F=| 2] ¢ro} AE A|AFHA= Ut Simon (1979)2 =EE5S
Al -'431‘—?‘4 WHje] A8H FF FEAEAS AAIsHE A B3 Aok 2] gEiets AR HE
DA A BAEE 2 A2 @3 o v 9T A= T
A 3-’343}0:1 %XPE% “144_ SHA| mj A stelof 2 AAE 71T 5 vk A S A9ATE
Holu $3d +I93EE &E3 e 7P wol /‘F%ﬁh"’— det, =4
FE3} P2 B2 F Al IS LHEHA] Kokl Jlal S35 C%ix = FE3 P
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Abstract
In clinical trials, patients should be randomly allocated to treatment and control groups that consider the
balance of their prognostic factors(covariates). There are many randomization methods and stratification is
popular in Korea. In stratification, patients are divided into strata based on covariates and then the patients
are randomly assigned to the arms of each strata. If the number of covariates increases then the number
of strata increases rapidly and the results may not be reliable when the patients are inadequate in each
strata. To complement this problem Pocock and Simon (1975) suggested a new randomization method that
called for minimization focusing on the balance of covariates. In this study, we compare the advantages and
disadvantages, the imbalance of covariates, the power of minimization, and other randomization methods

by simulation.
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