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1 #HXERRBIAE: Yule-Simpson Paradox

T = eV L 7 M b, A — MR 4 01, A8 Yule-Simpson
Paradox. MEAFIREM, X MY @& EIEAHG, HELE BN —NLE Z
Ja, 18 Z WR—KF B, X AY nfRESUAHIC. ik 1t — e
#1¥ (Pearl, 2000). 3 1 AJLLAEH, 8N NBETR, 1255 RE 22 A7

# 1: Yule-Simpson Paradox

HIER R KRR REEE
Wz 20 20 50%
I 16 24 40%
v R ORIEE REE
2 18 12 60%
R T 3 70%
e R KRR &R
nzz4 2 8 20%
R 9 21 30%

FEIEA DG AR, A H D N2 2 5 RIAE SR 2 NBE T, 1224
5RO AH G X2 Yule-Simpson Paradox.

TN N T, AEISE, AR AN D S IE 2 Yule-
Simpson Paradox. L#ll, UC Berkeley )35 #4511 %% K Peter Bickel 1%
1975 “F7E Science /&K X F, i T Berkley WF 904 Bt 03 Lok UK 1) %=
o MR, Bk b, BVER SRS T L, R E I RE, &
PR AR T 53 1 (Bickel 4%, 1975).

FE AT IR 2 I 2R (1 Rothman 2, 2008)7, #4xF 2“8 24 fhi
57, LS Yule-Simpson Paradox, 5914145 T 1R 2 Wi A7 2% F S 5]
T

AR R B, IR 1 IR TR 2 S5 RE = s
JE R A [ T FA B (Directed Acyclic Graph, DAG), WL 1.

t T4 Yule-Simpson Paradox FIA7AE, MMM AR XELS 245 ¢
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Drug Recovery

K 1: Yule-Simpson Paradoxf1DAG

R4, BAEN HRSREE, XAERISRE. W, —AMR
)R IR S B 2 Eh T AT TAN T BT AR 2 15 IR i B AL R
FRATTAF 0 (0 K5 1S 000 £ K RIS R R e 2 ) (A S (I 2
1) BIEHR. dhr, RUEFRATIAF 2 T W S5 il A OG, tANREWT & <)
T BUME " o X2 KR T BEAFAE — SE R WD W IR 2%, A BE 5% i A2 75
WA, - [R] IS e A4 A A E o L, G PR T BB A 19 N B 25 5 MR A
) I 25 2y A Mt s AEAE X R DRI NN IR, AR [RIRE A it o Jhb R R 0
il 2 TIAH G, 208 R RAEH

FHICIR), FRATI RN TR PR JFORE AR R Ag B AT AR K A5 53, Rl
1 TP FEar AN L N R IR AT = h A A R TN .
KFE—2k, U UL CAEXRHME RS A . (HE, F5 b, A LT
NI AR & S PN, AR TAE AR dr s K

TR R S A W T R HERT I A . R T/ 28 Rubin Causal
Model. 54> BEALAARLE S 1 D JEAHEWT . WP ATE 7T Hh G DR R AR B BLAL
RIS AEAEAKAFIZET M KN B R SR WT, LS PR S AR

2 Rubin Causal Model(RCM) FOBEH] K18

PR SR T FH 1 B 2 [P 2 & Rubin Causal Model(RCM) #lCausal Dia-
gram(Pearl, 1995). Pearl(2000) H /47 13X P AMERL (R 2540, (H 2 3k B
HkE, RCM B hnk§4f, 1M Causal Diagram 5501 E M. X564 £ E A1
RCM, {HJEH2H Causal Diagram K E W BTE 5T H in) A2

W Z; RonME G 2P SAT, APEHC L, R0 (XS AR BEAR
HHSWIE A, ZAEM AT LMBAH R ) ) Y RO AMA ISR AR
FARE (Y;(1),Y;(0)) 7A@ 4552 Kb PR Bl 2 0) RS v 7 5 R (potential
outcome), HS4 Yi(1) — Y;(0) RARAME @ #2097 AMERBRIRIER . A



i, FEDNMREALZALE, EARZRM, (Vi(1),Y;(0)) Rk —
o, MR BRI AT VER, RTAME G WESIREE R
e XM BENUIEAAIAE ¢ b, 0 v DU Gl MR TP REAC S W] Q AR
ARl we HIE, £ Z WEENULRIRTSE T, AT RLRIN AR R~ 25 A SR AR
H(Average Causal Effect):

ACE(Z - Y) = E(Yi(1) - Y;(0)).
ACE(Z—Y) = E(Yi(1)) - E(¥(0)
— BE(Y(1)|Z = 1) - E(¥(0)|Z; = 0)
= E(Y)|Z =1) - E(Y)|Z =0),

e —AEERRW ACE W] UL AW I ) ot Al v ke Fea 2l — A4 U
B TS T LR (AR RS T S I DR BARMER UL ) S
ARTFHBE THIHUE, B Z1(Y (1), Y(0))( L& RMALIE).

TR AT 0L, B AL A K56 0 T ~F 2 BRER AR TR TR RS A 22 0% B 2 /R 4
Hle

3 XMMERFR: FIZREME. MEESSEYFSHh

WErh, RZHFEAZBENLR, ot TAeF R BR ], FATBE
XRS5 R REAT BN . BB PEAIT S, BeqrTad 5 Wik 30 an i Hicdis -
AMEMR B R X (WA Tl s 84E) . MERE e Z (I
WRBRIZHEMBZG . RBPIH ZESINEAEFINIE 2#F 2SR H T
PG, MRS AR Y (WAERG TR 21 A ol % ik s 55
&) HTH Yule-Simpson Paradox MAF{E, FRATHFIEHWT M 4&AHHHE L
*

E(Y|Z=1)—EY|Z=0)
T AN FE B A B DR SR FH I

XAFAT —A ACE B0 e 8, R T U0 ) £ B ] fie 1 43 31
ACE HIMIE AT O™ 8% 1 58 SO R — AR 2 1550 N A E— ) ACE).
SEprrh, XA E AR BGE : TR



3.1 AZRMES ACE BIiRA4E
BEALAL S50 265 5 s n] 2R A, BI
ZL(Y(1),Y(0))
RABUE AL A TRATAT LB W R ACE. {52, WIMPEwTTE, A4
14‘32%%&1555755E4\14:)§ﬁﬂHbﬁaaé(ﬂzE (Y(1),Y(0)) HELFER M2

WIEYE), B EGE P RERIIR . B, T R RS %E’J/\
AR X, A0 R g ] 2 VAR E B

Z1(Y(1),Y(0))X.
HLLIERT, i ACE wFLLRSI, B

ACE = E(Y(1)) - E(Y(0))
— E[E(Y(1)| X)] - BIE(Y(0) | X)]
= E[EY1)|X,Z=1)]-FE[EY(0)|X,Z=0)]
= EE(Y|X,Z=1)]-E[EY |X,Z=0). (1)

I HES AT B, R ] 2 BOE T LA S 2 55 ] 2, B
Z1Y(1),ZLY(0),

[FIFEORIE ACE W EAG .t (1) o EASIE M v ACE I ORBEAE T AN 4
M EE(Y|X,Z=1)] M EEY|X,Z=0).

TEIAT BT3P RS m DU R AS TR I AT 5 m A 2 4 1 =
fiil [7] 1573 (propensity score)~ £V [FJHHT Heckman Selection Model (544 Fx
Tobit Model, #lAmemiya, 1985). FIHZHI4H=FJ5ik.

3.2 fmmiEs

W RS, X O AEAR R (W), A TAS TR ACE BATTRT
DI X = 1M X = 0 B AR M 2, AEBE = 2kl il oF > 22 A
RAEH ACEx—1 F1 ACEx—o, P X =1 F1 X = 0 ¥ EuBIEA7 s Ep
Ao ARJE, FH%E, X MEROT AR BT BEATIELE I 4y &, X I AR M



B X A2, WA T2, R AR HERA A,
BEATAL L

HTIXAN A @, Rosenbaum and Rubin(1983) $& Hy 1 i [ 1343 M,
SRR IR R TR SR X WA, 0 5 XU

e(X)=P(Z=1]|X)

H

(1) X LZ]e(X):

(2) an AT Zms e, H o <e(X) <1, W ZL(Y(1),Y(0))]e(X)
HOo<e(X) <1,

IRTRES AR IR AR E X, ARBEALE]E v RS, AR
LG E g R e(X), AP AT 2851 . Rosenbaum and
Rubin(1983) EAUEW] T, Ml fG ot “HEE” KA, (Ef34 E XA
UG, P2 IXFEok, AR T M ACE Wt Jrik:

Step 1: &3 & —A Logistic/Probit B, Al THEEA N AP 1) 43 43
e(X);

Step 2: HAfivHE 15> e(X) 73 )z, ek )2t P8 R RAEH,
BT B a .

T ERR A “4r )27 (stratifying), Hirano, Imbens and Ridder(2003)
MR BEFa tH T 05— IR (weighting), JFUEW]X & —
RSB BN T7, ITEH UT Gett AR 8 AC E At

- iz Yi(l-Z)
ACE - NZ[ Xy 1-ax) |

5L F, XA T SRR AE U A P ) Horvitz-Thompson £ 1 (Jun
Shao, 2003)&—3r), #E—FEREIBIR S T

3.3 [E]Y)35 Heckman Selection Model

RITARH T, ACE Mt Re T AN AR, Bk, Ak
fpr R i T B AL v 2 F 4. Wooldrige(2002) Hémti: 4
RAE X MBANACETN, SEHERAER#SREE, BABATA LU 1R ¥ [a]
JERRLZY

E(Y|Z,X)=a+ BZ+g(X,7),

7



Hrh g = ACE. 3%, W LIERIABA A Z 1 X FA32 5 I
Ty AN JE Heckman(1979) £ Hi 1) Heckman Selection Model [1]
) (WL Greene, 2002). R

Z* = 6+60X +u,
Z = I(Z*>0),

Y = a+Z+9X +u,

b (w, v) IR IEA 7 A1

b THT 9 9] )9 R Heckman Selection Model #5555 1) A% 8 F1 2 5047
7€ (Heckman Model £ £ 7704, XAETHEZLG L D W), 1M
W AF > WA RGE T “HE2 57 W7k, R3] 7k a5
Iz

4 FEHEIRTE “RM7 B R E SRAERT

HARBEN AR R, AL BRI AL N e e M AT 3l . H2,
s, W5 NS A K (noncompliance) £ FiF &5 T 885 A MM 21 45
RABBMOSRIT, KPET ZAWREAKMN . AEBEPLR G FI5E T
2K o TR TR ST A AN RIBE TN 2, T 5 2K 250408 ) il i A K 22 B 4
T ) B #R AR AE

4.1 TRNTHRIBERIER:. EHES5TALTE

XHid 5 5 Imbens and Rubin(1997) 5 —3. #8AG N N4
W, MTAME G, Z; =1 FRAME @ BN BC R B, Z, = 0 RonA
i WBEN L D B IR AL Dy = 1 RNk @ &2 408, D, = 0%
INME G R M Z £ DI, SRS AN . Y R
i S RAL 5

X IXFER G, ARG iAW . — & ITT (Intent to treat),
B4 #r

ACE(Z - Y)=E(Y(1) - Y(0)),

W 2 s AN SE W, ELE AN VT BE LA T &5 SRAR R AE . XM



Bl SR T KRS VBN BIPE R, JEARACEMAER- . S A E Ak v T v
& AT (as treated), FLHEHSEPRHES2ALHE 5 5L Frde 52 0] BT I HE N\ &5 AR &
a7, W

E(Y|D=1)— E(Y|D = 0).

XAPITVER SR AT D ARBENAL, Bk D 5 Y Z A7 A= (R AT fe 3L
[ 4 5t R S M AR & o RS2 AL BN L SR AR ), 19 B W A (B 2 22 0F
ANGE AL EAER .

X B K H Frangakis and Rubin(2002) H #& & 1) “ = 4 2 (principal
stratification)” HJHEZEAK 73 #, < Pr b Imbens and Rubin(1997) I # #lk
JERXPEIHESE . i

¢, WH D;0)=0 H D;(1)=1
ol W D;(0)=0 H D;(1)=0
a, WHE D;(0)=1 H Dy(1)=1
d, WH D;0)=1 H D;(1) =0,

T C RIBAEEIR, BIAB AN AT A0 B LA S A 315 AR B K 5, A 10
Ay by Bp AR (KE B AR ) AR [R] o 3l P Ak BEL S A2 R OV AE A SR AT 2 R
WJREM R o ARG I AT AR HET

PY|Z=1,D=1)V.S P(Y|Z=0,D=1)

Hl
PY|Z=1,D=0)V.S.P(Y|Z=0,D=0).

KR HEWT T B ERCTR “4hE D7 AT, Z XY MPRERAER.
RubinZ Bt (11 Fi5 H T 31X PP HE W7 11 £ 22 (Frangakis and Rubin, 2002; Rubin,
2004).

F DAG (Directed Acyclic Graph) SRR AN A E a1 2.

D/C\Y

Bl 2: BEHLAL A




MDAG FIRE G FE M@ I, B 2% Z 5 Y ZIAARAEAE “IR
7%(confounding)”, {HJE—H &ML D _FAEHEWT, Z F1 C RS AMAL T,
TRCOWT ZHY ZIRHRA . WATHR AR R IRE T “iise” )
At (LS A2 2 A IO HEIRT ) 70 e HHEWT TP I SRS, A At 2 KR R 4
Py R BT A% b (]38 2% (indirect confounding).

Imbens and Rubin(1997) H 2 [& W1~ ¥ K L B2 i

CACE(Z —»Y)=E(XY(Z=1,D(Z=1))-Y(Z=0,D(Z=0))|C =),

B AL, BEALA S 45 RAZ & 1P B RURAE T, 3 5t a2 A B 4
RAZE P BIRRAER], BOAEMKAA Z = Do mifedfbdid, BERIEM
FEXELLE SR, Een

EY(Z=1,D(Z=1)-Y(Z=0,D(Z=0))|C=c)(c=n,a,d)

HBRHIR A 00 )2, BEHLRT 25 RAZ & 1P RERAE, I
AR FACFRIAE T BIUIX AR PR B2 SR ANE . S5 b, 3R
AT BLIER], Bk T CACE b, oAt & 2 v Ak 216 &5 2R A2 5 1 R AR
SE ARG . TR B I SCER 38 AR CACE 4 LATE(Local Average
Treatment Effect), 41 Wooldrige(2002) %%,

LR BBE -

BE4: HiHMEEE DQ) > D(0), B C =d AR,

fiRZE5: Exclusion Restriction, BIXf T A#C =nMC =a, A D(Z =
)=D(Z=0)AY(Z=1,D(Z=1)=Y(Z=0,D(Z=0)), ¢
DAG " iRt & Z 2 Y B B4 HEAERIL.

W 2EYRAE I T CACE 2 7] LLiR il 1 (Angrist, Imbens and Ru-
bin(AIR), 1996; Imbens and Angrist, 1994):

_ACE(Z—Y) EY|Z=1)—-E(Y |Z=0)
a“E_ACﬂZ%D)_EW|Z:D—Ew|Z:m‘

AR Wald £t . ATR(1996) iEW] 13X AME vH IR 25 b i T
H AR (instrumental variable)fli T AH—2, BIAE[R[H IR

Y=a+8D+c¢
D M e ZIAAFAE “IRA” (BRAAAE A SRR U, tFR&E5F PR D

10



WAEASR) . I Z /E 08 T HARRAG 2P AN FEAL o5 R

E(Y) = a+pBE(D),
E(ZY) = aE(Z)+ BE(ZD),

W LMt B = CACE.

TEY AAAEARBENLER R I, CACE HIHERT RS GURR A — 22 . Frangakis
and Rubin (1999)7E Latent Ignorable [ T, UM T CACE iR,
Jreath TAIN AL TE 7, IR DAG 218 3, Hth ROy Y St
UNUEERING s

1IN
|

R

Y

3: Latent Ignorable

Chen, Geng and Zhou (2009) 7& Completely Non-ignorable(CN) ¥ {&
EFUE T, WY 28 E CACE ] LLZ2 U (e b, v st
i CACEWAERN? ), XN DAG 2K 4.

D/C\Y

4: Completely Non-ignorable

Z

R

4.2 FETRIKTHIE RHE R

HET M 2K (truncated by death) ]l 28 5 H LAE G RIF 5T 7EREHLAL
W, Z MRF RN RS, AR S KRR AEWE (S =1) ik
ST (S =0), YV AIRARKIRG AR, X HILS AR AEIE A F
] /0, DRLA G T AR e T AN, B AR A5 R B R WA B XA 2

11



{7 R PR e 2R B o, X DR ARAE T IR 5 SOk T R) . Frangakis and
Rubin(2002) $& H ¥ 3253 JZHESE IE L w] DL >R U RER . 1

LD, WHE S;(1)=0 H S;(0)=1
o DD, WH S;(1)=0 H S;(0)=0
LL, wWH S;(1)=1 H S;(0)=1
DL, W% S;(1)=1 H S;(0)=0,

HTESEHH DL, DD, LD JZ#W K2 T Al XIS R AR &, NI
=JRPRURAE 2 S RAER B EATRERE LL 22 RURAE, R

SACE = E(Y(1) - Y(0) | C = LL).

A G

N/

S

Y
Kl 5: ZET-MIR1ETE FIDAG

FAY, B TeT LA DAG KR IXA W, Wl 5,
WA BN Z A1 S FATRT LHENAE D PU 4L, 1 657

o 0 LL
0 =1 —o(.1
) a LD LD

=10
O §s=0 DD | _oa.0)
0 DL

Random ] -
a9 =l gi ~0(0,1)
EJZ:OE DD
0 Es:o —0(0.0)
0 LD

6: SETMIRAHIE T AR

12



[FIAE (R, 3 LA 380 1) DR HE AR A2 VRS 2 A B O PE i) /. Zhang, Rubin
and Mealli(2009) FEESZA0N S HOGAY, AR U0 P iR 24 R ARO T 1E
A B E -

XFSEC, BE

exp{ay + B; Xi}
g explag + BLXi}

X 4 R AR SN R S P m] YRR

g = P(C; = g | Xi,0) = g€ {LL,LD,DL,DD}.

}/Z(Z) | Gi :gﬁXive ~ N(/'Lg,z +H§ZX 0'2 )

2} g,z

H EM 5365 MLE Bin],
Bk ZIM AL AL, BT i S B0 R A o b A i e AR P g m) s, S
Prep ] DL S SR — A T RS A C 20 F i DAG (K 7). MERE G

/]

S

Z

Y

i 7: DAG under Assumption 1 to 4

B, % Latent Class Analysis(Goodman, 1976) 1) 7 7% UE B 1R
P JefBUE Y REHUNA R . HT4E (Z,G), S,Y, AMEML, PRtk

13



{INEGEEIE

PS=1Y=yA=a|Z=1)
= 7 P(Y =y|Z=1,G=LL)P(A=a|G = LL)
+7mpPY=y|Z=1G=LD)P(A=a|G = LD);

P(S=0,A=a|Z=1)
= 7mpLP(A=a|G=DL)+nppP(A=a|G= DD);

P(S=1Y=y,A=a|Z=0)
— mP(Y =y|Z=0,G=LL)P(A=a|G=LL)
4oL P(Y =y | Z=1,G=DL)P(A=a|G = DL);

P(S=0,A=a|Z=0)
= nmpP(A=a|G=LD)+mppP(A=a|G=DD).

KH—IL2(N,N, + N, — 1) 2078, (4—1) +4(N, — 1) + 4(N, — 1)
28, Hoh Ny MUNG 52 Y A BKCFEL IRIIZ S S A RENS 2 UM ) i 22
FAt

2(NyNo+Na—1) = (4=1)+4(N, — 1) +4(N, — 1),
2N,N, +3 > 4N, +2N,.
e, M N, =20, AT
3>4,
RPASHATUH . 2 N, =31, FERXBR
6N, +3 > 4N, + 4,
N, > 1.5.

RYLY BAMWAKN-. ik, 2 BRI N Jacobian ARRILE, 2
A “JREar 7, WmACE® ] LA

14



MY EENE X T, = 1Y > y) it P(Y > y), Ml ACE wJiR
A WRAM T2 RS, AT 2 5 K 2 ] Heckman
Selection Model(Heckman, 1979) AABEIX AN [0/, HIRIUITF -

S* = d4+717Z2+60X + v,

S = I(Z*>0),

Y* = a+BZ+v9X +u,
Y R S =1,
Y =
NA, mHE S =0,

Forb (u, v) IR IEZS 0 A XML ) EE T, 002 NI AR
Y AERLEAR R R B E R, AN A AR Rk

5 DHEY=TRRCM

5.1 #UEEHE Y DU Hr B R HERT

JE4 44 Rubin(1978) R Rid 5. wW—KREAH T Fibir &, &
P A N RIS A A BT OG0 R AR A P AR (SRR A BT AR )
X = (X1, ., Xo)s MBS RERE W, WL o0,1,...,7, 3
TW = 0 R, ANERZATATA W A5 45 AR B (OURRAL B ) AR &)
Y = (YL, YT, HhEA Y = (Y], ., Y #R Y d AN, X HE
W MBRE: WORE ¢ DA AR ¢, I AAE AL Z AT 4
AREE, WL I L R R Y ME— XM EFRA SUTV A(Stable Unit
Treatment Value Assumption), XA “HA A H M (no interference)” o
XAMBGE AT RE AN AL, FEIEAR G IR a7 b, MR 45 AR B2
Z BRI R . I T IXEERT S, win] DUE AR B RAE
WYL — Y2 R 1A 2 X T i MAR A R AR Y (Y ISR kAN ) R
R

HZ, AITERIE, X TARM— A ¢, L AR R AR H A i
ANFTRETERBUM s X 2 D RAHE T A BT N AE. T L, £E Rubin )40 47
HEZ T, PERHEWTARAS L& Tk Rl G vh o0 B e . BRIk, 20 BT HE S

15



IR T NG R AL PR R AR B M, o M= 1 RoRERI, M =0
TR ke Lheh, WRW, =t WM, =0,Yj#i,k=1,..,do

WA AR (XY, W, M), g (X,Y) & 00, (W, M) 5¢4
Mo AE— VCRE 2 B S, W WO M e hWRIM; X =
(X X)), Y = (Yo, Yiy)s 7 (X0, Yioy) Fmt R A, (Xay, Yoy)
PRI B R . T B PR A A

fXY, W, M) = f(X,Y|mk(W[X, Y, m)g(M|X,Y, W, ),

K ZRREZE, [(X,Y|r) BB 2SS« (X,Y) KRG 240,
k(W |X,Y, 7) R LHAFFIHLE] (assignment mechanism), g(M|X,Y, W, )
PR H A o 2R B B A Sk AL (recording mechanism) o

DR AHE IR H AR, gl s S U0 el Ly R 2 Bl i o0 &, AN ] DA i
UL P A HE T R S B e . A T T IS S e e B KOG R, FRATE
AR HBGE -

BEL: xEstinr)G, (X,Y) W&AT did, BJ

fXY |7m) = ﬁlf*((Xi,Yi) | 7).
BRE2: LB RIHL T 20 (ignorable), !
k(W | X,Y,7) = k(W | Xa), Yry)-
RES: Hduid s mpLbia] g,
g(M | XY W, ) = g(M | X1y, Vi), W).

T, Rubin(1978) HHIc 5 5 fth Jm K5 T8k SR B 19 70 T HEZA e AN
], FEASHLER ToREBEIAR (1) A1 (0) #RBY obs A mis LAAN, IEGIANTHRMA
PURIRIZH, iy oy 2 PE e id 5 B A S HUR e R A 5%, W Little
A Rubin(2002).

DU 37 DR RAE T A A BUAE 552 BN (BTIN) ” Yigy» RN

[ o) (5,7 | k(Y | X, K m)dndX
[ [ [p@) (XY | mk(W|X,Y,7)g(M | X,Y,W,n)drdXo)dY o




H FRE2RRES, LAk
[ [p(@) f(X,Y | m)E(W|Xq), Ya)g(M | Xy, Yy, W)

J T T p@f(XY [0k | Xa), Y))g(M | Xay, Vi, W)drdX o) dY o,
[ Jpm) (XY | m)dndX o)

T Tp@) (XY | m)dmdX 0)dY o)

WA T, WTUE MR T, PURHMER e T WAz
UL LG E © KT (X,Y) BIRRAL, 58420 7 22 HRAE BN LS A8
WK AL (XA TR A k).

H—biEs, BRI R

JhY | Xy, ma(r | Xy)dm
J Y | X, m)g(r | X(l))dﬂdY(o)v

y
|

_ XY [ m)dX
h(Y[Xq),m) = [ [ (XY | m)dXdY

FoRGE X MIMBHE LS8 n Y A

(| X)) = p(m) [ [ F(X,Y | 7)dX(0)dY
q /)= [ ] [p(m)f(X,Y | m)dXdYdr

FORGE X MIEHE N, S8 90 .

AL LS 58 A BENUL R A N, HLHIR T 2% 1) (R A —
FEC ORI P B 5 b (LG an R 5 ), 2 HlE Ak BEL AR AR A 35 A2 ] 2 . Tp
W, BEHLAG R0 TE B S HEWT A B R OB ME . 78 E—# 5,
FAHEARA PRI A N33 T2 DI RAE FH Al oo (R AR XA 1R DL
WiHEA T, BRIARAPER PN FEE ZHEE! B AY | Xy, m) Z2RTY
AR R E SRR, MR IR T, TATHFHLEFE AL %
IR I E(Yi(1)) A E(Y;(0))e 7ESEBRIIZETHHERT 1, 52 1R e
TR A 1) R P 4 AR 222 (U BE MIAR BE 45 SR AR PR 1 5 2R o
AR, IX AN DU 7R T DR A HE T A I R s b, DUy
AT T EE AN B S o A AT Sk, AR AR N TR A T
(A AV P DR R ARG F Bl ) SRS T 45 45 7 7. a2 DU 7 vE AN 2
(M7 o M8RAE Rubin(1978) Y, A T —4& 45t  BiimbEsLis
TEN] ZWE B E T, SRR TR Il g, DU 7 43 2 i 45 R
WAl S AR AIRAE Y IR RS, HBCE M (Y(1),Y(0)) ML A, 1
eI PR PIETIUEE S A ) ot P U E PN
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5.2 ARMFATETMIK T DU Hir F R4 dR

ST T R4 B e, CACE 2 AR, {172 Imbens and
Rubin(1997) MEFFIN Ay, BIEIXAE ROBERAN R U], AR s vh ik A 5 A7
ZHIME R, WS GRS &2 T 8. Kk, Imbens and
Rubin(1997) MAEXAER AR T, AINRE 4 F{RE 5 411 T CACE
(0 DL STAS o 73, O B RRIZ O DU 7 A T AR KA R

WL 8 P ) (1) A2 BEAS i) 8 NHEI> A, #M Z F1 D a] LUK CRE > B
VUL, i FsE a4 ORISR E 0 ZHRE . Bk, A b, X
L PP 1) S A VR A A B TR ). VRS AT AT R AN AT DU,
(Al e R T DU ) Tmbens and Rubin(1997) SR UL 3 23 B AE 2258 1 1)
) e FRATTHE, X TRE K S, BT LAS R U LA, B
S AT ARG s AE @0 TR i A K, U AR A TGV AR UE . AT
PAWr 5, Imbens and Rubin(1997) XJ &5 B AR & Jhy B R ft L AR & TG HE K
P

0 0 p
0 @ =1 -O(L 1)
|:| a
7 =10
0 . n
. BD-o T—|-00.0)
Random ]
0 O
0 =1—2—-00.)
0 d
7ol
0 ED:O ¢ 1-000,0
E n

8: MR N ANHETIZE
BE g R BESWEAE 73 2R N HIY R B R R B (— A 9oz, C =

ena,d; Z = 1,0.), m RN SHEE SN TS ZK G
we(C = ¢,n,a,d) MNASE LR BUE 250 . Bk fa] 5 #E T sl A
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B SEMLMT AT LIS B 25 m KR S Al B

P(TI’ | ZobsaDobsa}/obs)
o p(m)

H (wcgil + wagil)
i€O(1,1)

H (wngjn + wdg(iil)
i€0(1,0)

H (wagjzo + wdgfzo)
i€0(0,1)

i€0(0,0)

0]

CACE = / yger(y)dy — / yge0(y)dy,
KA 2R EM (Expectation-Maximization) 577%, 8 DU 249K H
DA(Data Augmentation) HIE# W LIG3] CACE #fhiit.

X TR S PRI W N AAECE , AE WL e AT HESS MR A S A9 528 £
TXAN G (1 T 26 2 B0k 5 B 2 2 0O A5 UGS W2 A6 2 IR 18 PR i
JE o

R, R AT T S EUEY, AT LU AR TN RAS LN i 2400
R g AT IR

p(e | Xﬂ Zﬂ SobsaYobs)
< p(0)

H [mrLaNi(pooy + 011X, 0701) + 7paNi(pepa + 011X, 08p1)]
ic0(1,1)

H (Tpr:i + TpD:i)

i€0(1,0)

H [7rL:aNi(prro + 100X 0100) + ToLaNiltpro + 1hp 1 X, 05 1.0)]
i€0(0,1)

H (LD + TpD:i)

1€0(0,0)
b A6 43 A (1) 356 B nT DURSE & I Ze P B —FF, Rk ILyetE.
WURFE I 2T, En B P AROE (R AN A ) )
WSS HONFUIAT,  ASSEIEEAS DU AT R AEZE
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6 RERE(Causal diagram): do ##1E. d 75
T EN ST A

XA 4H Pearl(1995) K FRAE Biometrika ¥ TAE.

6.1 FEARHEA

FE—> DAG H, BPATI RSN (X, .., X)), NPT AR
B A AT AT R R385 U1 20 i«

n

P(xy,.,my) = HP(SEz | pa;),

=1
b pa; Fox X, KAESES . HAE DAG ESIAI RIS, W72 do
i, do M= BT AR K, “ T 1”7 (intervention). fE DAG ' do(X;) = o
(] LA «7), %78 DAG f810 X, (WA [HA 43 I, 1 X, E
(B 5 b % 80 2, X FEAF B8 DAG (W& 20 A ol LIS P21, .. 20 |
do(X;) = o), WRIEAREMIAT! ATLAEM, T-HUS 5G4k
P(xy,...,x,)
P(z; | pa;)
WG do #efE, ErTLlE CRBRVER, Hn {HMAE R Z X T Y B
RAERTE XN

P(‘Th ooy Ly | dO(Xz) = l'/) =

3

I(z; = 2}).

ACE(Z »Y) = E(Y |do(Z) = 1) — E(Y | do(Z) = 0),

T do HEAE R RIIER, 3 RIAE R do BEVE R Al IXFEAE do BRE R
B SCI PR R AR, 4% 440t B 22 57 % X Halbert White #£24 Pear]l Causal
Model(PCM)(White and Chalak, 2009). Pearl 7& I 454 5 #]: “I must
take the opportunity to acknowledge four colleagues who saw clarity shin-
ing through the do(x) operator before it gained popularity: Steffen Lau-
ritzen, David Freedman, James Robins and Philip David. Phil showed spe-
cial courage in pringting my paper in Biometrika, the journal founded by
causality’s worst adversary- Karl Pearson.” (Pearl, 2000) 7£ 15 Hfhids ig ik
7 RCM #1 PCM 554
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6.2 dHE, FITENFIRIAEN

dBEMEX: WX, Y, Z & DAG PR SES, p h—%
B X PR AB Y PR AR (ANE T ). #X Z BT (block) Bk
p, WURERAR p B SOH A WR 45

(1) fEftp by w sAbR VSR (BRRR M T, collider), H w &I
JERANTE Z s

(2) el p by w ARV i, Hw 1 Z P

W, MZAdHE X MY, W (XLY|Z)e, MHACY Z BT X
Y WP .

T4 Pearl(1995) B F2E TAE: Ja T THERIRIHET THER]

BIVEN: 7EDAGHY, FRAZ R MG ZAN T2 & WA PR (X, X))
WL T TN, R

(1) Z T AR X, 1JE A

(2) Z BT T (X5, X;) Z BT e R X M8 A2 XA 6 % 42 ] LLRR b
Jal 1% 4%)

20, WAL GZHX T SEEE A (X,Y) W25 111
W), FFZAN T AR A (X, X;) WAL a1, b X Y R X
MY RS A

Pearl(1995) WE#, HAFE— N EREES Z XN T (X,Y) W2 Ja 11
W, MW X BY BERAEHZ TGO, H

Pyldo(X) = ) = 3" P(y | ¢, 2)P(2).

M BT AT EAE R TR R A] 2k MR E T ACE B B A
K—F: #EH Z MO #E (adjustment), 650 )= FIBCR AT, XK 450 1E
Rosenbaum and Rubin(1983) 2 Ji, H.IAT i 2 < A0S FH X FF 10 38 7 32
R A N R, PUIFASET AT . ECBOB B 4510 A2 T a1 ).

BITTEN: 75 DAG ', BRI RIES Z M T (X, Y) 2T
IR, R

(1) Z Ui 7Ty X 2 Y B AL

(2) X 3 Z WAHGTT#81%:

(3) BT H Z B Y a1 1A X BHT.
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UERT, W P(r,2) > 0, WX 3 Y MR TR, b
Py |do(X)=x) =) P(z|2))_ Ply|a'z)P(a).

R AT 9).

1\){4/1

K| 9: Back-door criterion and Front-door criterion

BT DAG T, (X, X;) Z G TR {Xs, X} B { Xy, X}
BELIT, TR T BRARHE Xo PHIT. By PN dEIIZR B, ZP0 N X, 3 X
IR R, BRATAS TG ZEMI B 2o A7 AR &, 75 B0 2 DI 5 171 i A2
BT AR AR = R

7 R KHE)ER

PRI SR A I 777 ik A 4R 22 HoAh i D7 1. b 5% TR 2 L3R I 91 (Geng
et al, 2002), & IE45 LA ELIE 18 (Chen, Geng and Jia, 2007; Ju and
Geng, 2009), B #AFEH A4 4F H (Rubin, 2004), 28 H{FH (Rothman et
al, 2008), LLM DAG K% 2] i i (Pearl, 2000)%5

Figh, XEHAH T RCM A PCM, SCERH b — 8 P R R B 78
73 R R B (Sufficient-Cause Model)-Ff AR A, X A 1 R E A
HAEH (Rothman et al, 2008).

S %5 3Rk

[| Amemiya,T., 1985, Advanced Econometrics, Cambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press.
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