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TR FDZ MFE R R AT 5 HRBFAA B2 5 A 2 B 70 FTiB SR 24k B . o A& 5
¥ Democritus (ZJAJCHT 400 ) AA: KEL—BIRK R ML 4 E F. Bacon (F51R) (1561-1626
) SRl CRIRBUR R, IO “EIERRIREARYE R R RE R R AR MBI RIBIR K R
LHTHERKIBETE, PEBE AN EAL S B R SR T AW IR, BONZE AN ZERIPRAR. (DA 5 0 I Ak 6 ¢
FHEM BRI EIR KR, A E R AT 2R BAR S, DAl T ARETE. FERKR
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& Pearson MR RH. —DZMLLIR, it iah 58 TR KRBT FTIAS 7 08 H 89RO, o<
TRIRK R BT TN BE 2218, IR0 R [1] 48 HAARRE, 30 b KR HET R [0 28 B 46 w98 AT 1 Sit 2
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WHESE: PURHEWT 51t T i

THARE A X R SR T (0 M IEAE % (S W CHR [3]). 2008 AFLASK, TR BRILAR S ) 2 AT s 4
17 Z IR PR Workshops 1 AT Jiie 5 B 22 R BRI AR, ACELE AT HY) Z R AR DG OC &,
B SAZAZ 0 2 AR KB TH IR SR L R (defense advanced research projects agency, f&#% DARPA, Big
Mechanism Program, https://www.darpa.mil /program /big-mechanism). {51451, 8 7 & A S PR AR
5SRO IR IS, SERrR B =3 BOA BIEROG &, TT0H I/ S 9 Ji R e A o U 22 ) L 2
A HE AR SR 2 T S PRAT, X SR S PR AT A () P MU Sy . dp SR 8 IR 0y B CAE B SR
AT, K AN BE T A AT TFR) SR ) B 2 S ML

TERFFHIE T ) A SR A7 A R R AR W i Bk ik v . AEZ2 5% 27k, i DURG B 2 3K 19 % Heck-
man (6 $&H 7B PEA A ) = A D5 SEHE T Rk i)

(1) PRAR D st b A FORS 25 SR 52

(2) FRIAE —ASFREE b & AT 3 B0 TRAE AT PR 556 v F) S

(3) FHGI Py 52 b AT 28 D3k ) TRAE B A A5 v B S
NI 8] P 20 T30 £ 4 ., SCHR (7] 4t T BRER SR SR sE S iR X e aF il v, A X 2 Y
AL XA 8 U REAH IR LRI R R OC R, SEBr B2 iR &, Flln, & 204 s n] DATG 3 A, 1 IA
RLAIAN R B A R H IR SR AR R “T AL, MR K RA2 “OR3R” HJEAL.

FI R, DR SRHE TR (01991 5 AR AR 2 0 7 45 SRASL R (8,90 1K) SR o) g A 78y 110, 11) B 2 QU Y o
TR SRR FH s rE S AR 3 T A R IR R 4 SR AR R LRI T, E R VR TR R AR ek R
A AR RAE . R SR D 2 A TR R il 7 AE LR A AN T B R U1 5. BIER M 452 % Bayes
W2 _EANR T, FH R g SCAM S TR R R4 FH A i 22 A A 2 T 10 BRLER 50 2R R D DRLER IR 5% AN
I REE BEIPITRAE H, i Re e MR e IR R 3R, T AR A2 R R OC &

ARTLER 2 54 DR R T O R 45 R | B SRAE T RO AT R PR AN BE A LA 150 56 3 T/ e
PERIEFC AR AR R 2R, DA R TR 23% PRI 3R 56 4 WU ) 1) DR SR AE T 77905 5 4 5 247 AE AR LI ARV 2% DX 3R
RS FH B 10732 26 5 A @A B AR ARt e A S AR AR IO HE I 265 6 57/ 23 DR SR ) 48 A5 184
GERE S SIS O 7 T R B DR R W A B R A F 7 o B

2 BELRER
2.1 BELZRMEARIERNEX

PN X MY BIHSCRET U X MY BBG 20 AT B BECRaR. BN, Pearson AH2C R 403%
NN p(X,Y) = 04y/(040y), HH 0y & X MY BT E, 0, Moy, 73002 X MY BIbRHEZE. (HE,
IR AR RN A X MY B BRERAE TR R e e HTULINAZ & X A Y BB 70 A R R U 4
WABETE R e SCERERAEH.

Yot SR TN 7E 45 2t th T DR SR T 00 A5 S T BEZE 45 S UL, SOk [8) &R b
FT (experimental studies) 25 Hi 1 BRI SAE F 8 S, STHR [9) KX — 58 HET 2SI IE (obser-
vational studies). ¥ 7E45 FARALE W 75 LB E MAALE{EFRE (stable unit treatment value assumption,
SUTVA): MAE i FITEFESS SRANZ HARAMARI A BB F2 0, I Ho RS MA R A — P b B — N
iR VR IE S WoCHR [12]. BRE— A EAAHE R FE R F (treatment /exposure), X = 1 AR AL
H, 0 RFIRA. IR X =2 RS REERN Y, TR X = o JFH4S5R,
FROEELE R (potential outcome). X REMAMA, SEFRMLZR IS KA T v WTLLHBELER (Y1, Y) &
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INNY = XY + (1 — X)Y,. SUTVA i€ BRI =10 2 S A A 2 22002 B2 25 2. XA
fBUE AEAR 22 SEBR I R AN BROT, 4N, ZEDUSREE 1o some He (A S ok = 09 TAERAR A T BB A ACHT
AFT TG B 2252 m 3 SRR, XMEOE VRIS R ) B e —. HATH
— s K R P A 2 P 28 DT VR TR ANX AN GG (2 WOCHR [13-18]).

DAL SRAE o SRR EAME I R4S R 2 22 (S IR (8,9, 19]). MA@ IBEIRAEA (individual
causal effect, ICE) & SN ICE(®i) = Y1 (i) — Yo(i). RS REAE R e T MERRIEH, H
&, 140 Heraclitus (A BT 22 2K) Frda th BOTIORE: VRAS AT BEPR B AR [RI07RT. XT8Nk 4, @
AT REREARI R Y7 (), SOWIR] Yo (7). BRI, AMAR R SRAE A I8 2 AN fe MOSLIEicas HEr (). R
I, A sl AR A R SR F B G v HE W 702, X — AR BRI B E . B b, M fis
I RIAS A VR 7 1 72 1 T T A A DR SR R ) o A AR LR AR (2 W SCHR [20-23]). B T4
—ANMA G, Yi(3) R Yo (i) ASREIRIEAEIE], Ptk BRI SRHERTE n] LLE AR 2 — AN A B 1 )

GUT 0 B R BARIRRE, RIS TESS IR, i ] DLE SO 1)~ 35 R SRR .

EX 2.1 BAREPEEIFEIRIEA (average causal effect, ACE) & XA JRAE A 1) 2.

ACE = E(ICE) = E(Y; — Yp) = E(Y}) — E(Yp).

S-S PR A S OB T M BRI 2 AL B X = 1 P4 R B(Yy) SRS i MR #R %52
WX =0 BIPPFEE R E(Yo) 2 2. (ESEPRARTTRELLFTE M AMARR I Z A0 3 X = 1, FHZ 5 i
X = 0; BIMEIXREA, MR —AME 0, e X = o FBTESS R Y, () SRHZAR X = o (B
S5 Y/(i) PTREHA—EL

B2, AT REIC0 HEA T B AR B I BRI AE R 9, 25808 55 A0 Lot 43 ) 97 2.

EX 2.2 AV AWEE BV =v FRERPFHERRIERRNEY: - Y |V =0).

FyAb, NATTH o RO A BRAH (R R SR . B0, AT 08 27 R AN RO S A AT %) BR SR
T 5 0 W R S5 W RN P R SRR

EX 2.3 MHEARFHRREHE LN EY - Y | X =1).

FRFIIRRAER ACE = E(Y; — Yo) ARG, @12k ACE v B WL AR & 1) 5040 pr(X, Y, V) ME
—WE. WH ACE An[ G, WEWE 2 DAEN AR ACE # ACE' 3 & W B 2. v
TR PR A A DR SR T B T P i . Dy T AR B DR SR B R R SE, EE  EE A ERE . B
BLAAREE T 1R 3 R SR e A ) .

2.2 PEAILIRIE

GEHF 5K Fisher % 1 T VBT BAE i BENLACIRIG Bt BEHLACARBEANRE X 45k 4,
g0, ST s i OALTR X, 538 AE 4 SR R VA BRI 5%, T ASRAEIBEAESE R (11, Yo) St
FAMIE X AL, BIEBEHL AT, # (vi, Yo) L X, HETH,

E(Y,)=E(Y |X=1), ACE=E(Y |X=1)-E(Y |X =0).

FERENAC BT, PR RAE R R MM B AR R Y 4B X =1 5XEA X =0
W2, AREABESREE Vi MYy, B, SR, @it B(Y | X = 1) M
E(Y | X = 0), "Gt gttt HEWr52n] O EORIERTF SRR . B, A - A 30 m 7125 DR E
B RE. BN G . B, 2 W0 [24).
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FESEBRIEFE R, BENUARIGAEAEAS B v, B, W 7T e 7R, AN REBEMLAL 7)1
AN NI AN . A SR 22 T I B FAth ) B AR 8 52 A AR AMK AN (noncompliance) 554
BRI T BEALA BRI H N . DL P, JRATTA A A UL SRR T HE T DRER A T R 7 1. X85 34
FPWLEEVERIT FEAS BB, 5 5 AN AL PRIy e T 2 PR, B 4B AR &, 41 T AAZ & (instrumental
variable) FIIPEXTHEAZ & (negative control variable) K4 W K FAEH .

3 WEMMHRIA] 2RSS
3.1 MEMHRIERESR

SCHR [25] 8 XOWEEEREFT (observational studies) JyHRHE 20 56 UG HE W PR A FH IOAE 7T, (HANBER:
AR R, tAREREL > RO AL B, I EEPERT FEA PR 2 BENL D FE R 264, B (Ya, Yo) L X 7E
XFEIE T, W 20 AR &, A BEHLAGRIGHEWT 5 b TR R E 2 S 8UR 2. XM mZE 2
SOE RIS, W Yule-Simpson 1718 26271 fEREX MR I — MR LF I F /2 Bickel 5§ 281 SCT-inF)
A8 R K ZAE 53 R IRV FU AR N5 2 B A LE M ) S RO . A AT T O 58 o I 55 A S BB
Bl T2k, B, R AR B E, K R BRI & T AR, WL, an R sk
AR T, B AR O, A S R IR SE . FER M, FRE R LR R T
R ARG ) B IR 3R, FROVIR AR A3, AN XA 1 R 36 2 S B D) SRA R At o 00 s 22

S D A f A A A R 3K s Y 2 BT 3 ) 1) R D] SR T v i A R S B 6 ) R 1 ) VAR PR 3R
PO VHE DU 50 3 SR DR A R 4 e o DRI s e v ). s 4 4 DO AR 4 4 96 56 2R 1) FE o ST A%
PRI 3R. 0 A GO AR 0 B B 2 3 = AN RS, IS 4228 SONTRZR RT3 SCHR [29] /4l VIR ER
PR AT 4 1 o

A B AT o ) R T TR A 4 SRS R R E SR 2% (e AR AR K 32, U R B R R I E S R
A Yy B3R 7390045 AE B B S AR T AE S5 R A A (R0 pr(Yy | X = 1) = pr(Y1 | X = 0) AN
pr(Yo | X =1) = pr(Yo | X = 0)), WFRFFE S5 AR 2 e B4 OZ T ELELH) (BRPRPTAZHEY), AN
AR A, FEXMIETET, Bian 85 REFBERIEM ACE = EW) — E(Yo) & T #FE4A5IEREH
MMEERMIIE L 2 B(Y | X = 1) —E(Y | X = 0). 3CHk [30] IR Z 3047975 2= 10 S0 V2 999 i v
FR R IAEN: VEA R V2RI 2 R T AN 2P

(1) Vs — AL R R 3%

(2) V fERH SME 5EARR I SR B A AN .

SCHR (31, 32]) KIS BRI AAR y, 2442 ) 0 1 8 AN 2 VR A Al e D /N I, 1R B TR R R
SRAREWT A GBI, ARl HEMTIE AE S RN 2RI BE(Y1, | X = o). XAMIER SR SE M, BN
XX = o WAME, BESR Yo, AR — P W 5 35S 198 75 45 F 1 0750 O b itE
W7 eGSR, R R Vv 3 X = 1 -« ARWIER v MR TRE 0,
=EEY | X =1-2,V)]. #itk, SCR [33] £ TIRZARRIERGE L i RA AR Vv ibsdEae
/D T A i fer, B

E(Yi_y | X =) — 014 < |E(Viy | X =2) —B(Y | X =1 — ),

TFRAL R VORI R, MRIEIX AR R B A E X, AT RLIEWI SCER [30] IHEN (B 4E oy
VIY | X M VLX) RIRERERILERM, HARTED KM Mgl STk [30] M H e
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S| U AR e AN R VR R R 2R {ELAN B ) D AR A 2 VR IR 3%
3.2 TZABMERE

SCHR [34] 52 H ) A0 TR 53 AL R T 2088 P AR A W 5 1R e 7 v ) BRI 27k R 25 R4 W R SRR FH e
HEEE. ASCHIE 3.2-3.5 /N1 HBE Q1R B AT 20 14 o

BRE 3.1 (KPS ECAHLH K] 2B (ignorability of treatment assignment mechanism), f&FK ] 2
mgbE) AV R AR R, R (1) (Y, Yo)LLX |V A (i) 0 <pr(X =1|V) < 1, A
b T 73 B AL A2 P 2K ).

A 2SR E AR () A THE V I — 2T BV, B4, £V B — 2, PR
FAEFZ TR, BETX VORI AT DA 2GR RURAE . 264 (i) ZERAE Vv R — 5
FEZ AP B MR R KT 0, IX 02N T IRIEFE R — = #F Re A5 203 2 P 3 B RAE FH AR & A v, W]
ZEVEARE T, PR AR Arad s LR A 2GR

E(Y, - Yp) = B[E(Y: — Yo | V)] = E[E(Y | X = L,V) —E(Y | X =0,V)].

RS PEARE R T BELAL IR ALV E BT FE 2250, A RAC B X AT REAL T, A0 AT 22
W PEAR E AL, AR R AT IR, B 3 BOR WA,

(B(Y | X =1)—E(Y | X = 0)} — ACE — /VE(Y | X = 1L, V){pr(V | X = 1) — pr(V)}dV
_ /V E(Y | X = 0,V){pr(V | X = 0) — pr(V) }dV.

PSR VRS AEAL R AR R RN, B pr(V | X = 1) # pr(V | X = 0) B, %R AR —
WA NZE, PR AEBEAT P35 R SRAE FH RGeS, 35 XA v i .

TE] ZBEPERGE T, 2 FhGE v HERT 72T LR THERLRAE R, B, 24 v 2 — DM K DK
MBS HCE R, TTUUGTE V R — BT ACE, = E(Y; — Yy | V = k), SRS

K
ACE = " ACE;pr(V = k).
k=1
B2, 4V REdA s sE g AR, 4% V AR SRS B2 80— ZIREAR D, AT
72 AEIXMETE R, S8 AL — S SRR R AL TR SRR .

3.3 fHES 5 FIITHE

N T T BRI R B ) A A AL ER 2 S R ZH 2 AT 2 5, UERC (matching) 772408 HITE L4 M f
Forf. UREC 7 VA H KRR R — AN AR RS — AN B A AR (R B A28 B UE MRS &, (73 ILACAS
) (1) 50 7 b B2 AT I ZE G AR [R] A AR B 431, AR AR 4R DT B 2500 U R SR . LA A DL 75 2%
R4 — B LA AR B B A IE VLA 7 185301, (ERIEIR 2 R, AR S e 50k mn, Mk LAUR e AR
IR L iy A )i DU PR AR . SCiik [34] $& 1 1 W1 18 73 ULEC (propensity score matching) 5%, H¥E—4
— YR A FE DC AR &, H AT CL 4 WL M F 70 A 45 FH A D I 92

EX 3.1 1G5 E R 7(V) =pr(X =1 V).

EE 3104 wRGELE vV AT ZEER, Y, LX |V Ho<pr(X =1|V) <1,
A, B EBIAASSY w(V) B 2B, B YV, ILX [ #(V) Ho<pr{X =1|x(V)} <1
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DRIk, AT BRI U 7590 73 J2 BRUG B BEAT DS RAHE T, AT IR S 1 i DA B v 3E4T 20 )= BRULAC
HIRIAE. 25 EREAR AR @ = 1, n, RAISCHER [37) HHOMOZE, MA@ ARAE R 75 7045 20 VL R R &
J(i) = {j =L X;=1-X5 > o{n(Vi) —w(Vi)| < (Vi) — m(Vy)[} < M}7
k:Xp=1-X;
Forpr §{-} RORTERR AL, 955 P 2R 2 UE 1, SINIBUE 0; M R, AR E —MAMR R ILAS
HAa A, B, M= 1 RHEE] 11 ULE. XA E SCR VR IE UL FC SR & DR Pt ml 2 F A
8, FFRAEAR AR UL EC AR & rp. PR BRERAE VL RS At T

n

~ 1
=1 JEJ (%)
U SRAE S B AN RE FSE R BT 73, W DRSS B et v, P85 RIS THS 2R il 17 450 (UL RS, %
FH RIS VBT 14590 J7 VA0 logistic [ AR PR SR SEA14% 2 2] 771k 38,
ULHC 77 238 m] LA SR At T b B 20 1)~ 2 R JRAE H

1
Fysm = 21X§¥% Mg%m)
FE—E IENZAE T, AT EAUE B UCRCAS TH AR & VERIATIE IEAS TR (S 0CHR [37,39)). BLAh, dEH —L84F
BBYERR. BN, £ AF T, ERBTA 1S Al THE EEAT VG RO AT 2 -1 2 R AR R A v 10 5 22 LA A
1) 45 73 L SABIE /N (2 ILSCHR [37,39]). SCHR [40-42) VEGH 1B 1 DL HC 7 9278 B H A A 175 R
Blhn, J5 2Tk AIUAL (replacement) VLHAC 5 FCTRRI ULACH) HLEL . ASHHIULHAC . SR SRVAILAC
(nearest neighbor matching) 46 VLA EHE P A5 11 107705 Geit Bk S 4

3.4 EREMARME A EYIfE T

b 7 UCHC, )45 418 25 AR REMALAS TF (inverse probability weighted estimation) H1. 45 7€
MR, 45 TR, B
=z
e = B{ = )
Horr §() rnthesy. #Eit, v LOEE S —MIa S B 7(Via) = pr(X = 1| V;a) KAl
DRI SR F . A6 ] 45 40 AR PR R AR BL AR 2 B{X — n(X;a) | V) =0, RIBLAT DU #53%, n) X
JE44 1T (generalized method of moments, GMM [43:44)) KAl TFRASE . BRISEUN a J5, P

AR BRI AL, T

~ XY _ ~ (1- X))V
Ore =2 T ed 21— a(Vd)

[l 54k 11 (regression-based estimator) 75 EL4 . — A& RAFE M EIHEA BE(Y | X, V) = m(X,
V). N TATHEBRAEA, T2 THZE R 28 B 2N EEEA L T2 BE{Y —m(X,
Viy) | X,V =0, o] LHE S TR TR R TR T RS . BRI S5 7 5, PR
RAEAMENAMG T A

¢reg— ZXml‘/u’Y

i=1

Z m(0,V;;7).

3\'—‘
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5E AT B VEIBCE AN — € IR IR 26 AF, 2 S0, G 2R (el VAR AR AT BT P 4500 A 8 0 ol L, JF L 5
a ﬁj\ﬁleE v Bl BIHIE AT, T4 freg B Gipw A2 PE IR A AR A5 (3 30K [45,46)). [8]
VARG T A RE A A T D7 2 B RESRAT I 7 EWIBR 5 Ak 2 ANt 2 B DR R HEWT op . I
M7 EE N T, (ER R ) BBURR. 2 BT 5 D ] VA A 2R a0 1) 45 0 B R AN IE RN, AEAE S 3R
BRI ZE. T T 2 RSUR AR Al v DR A BT R o 5 JE RN T LA, A Rt S i i b 75724 E
IR 5.

3.5 WiaEfit

SCHR [46-48] TERF FTE I EAR IR 7 AR AL 717772 (doubly robust estimation). IXF77 743
5] Yt TR IIAS A 25 Bk ok, I B DR R 5T R 22 [ml A R AT ) 4570 A5 v g — AN B
1EW, IR WA EAL T 5UE A S

MFABAG TR B —AREFEE m(X, V) = B(Y | X,V;y) Fl—"MiAa 58 «(V;a)
=pr(X = 1| V;a). fHiFRMSE (o,v) BEWE 3.4 MR, BEIZHANT (@,7) )5, FHIER
1E R XA TR

~ 1 <&
qﬁdr:ﬁizzlw( ;knvz,a

1< X; 1 1-X; .
+n;{1_7r(‘/;;&)}m(l’%’v)_n;{l_1—77(1/1-;64)}m(0’vi’7)' (3.1)

B AT TR, T, 55 AT X NI VI — AN A R I, E R ) B 2= AN R S A
R RS WTSRAGE ) 453 5 1Y TR, A2 MU, T A G, I B SRR A 3 e 28 A7 w1 24 fh T
TR XRERN, R REce i, b s =milksi s

e e R e T

Hrp y* = plim 5, R AHEARBT I 5 BRSO R, 225 DY U s 2] 0. BRI,
bar TEBAFHBAL 7(V; o) IEHIIA S, VR, SRR m(X, V) HARE, S0
JO..

(3.1) AR ARG T 7T LASE A s s

~ 1 — 1 —
r — — ]-7 i;A - ) i;/\
9 an( Vi) n;m@v 7)

RS ) Y s ) 62

(3.2) PRI —ATR BN, B8 AT X EARE TSI A R AR IR, 84 E A
AAREE, T H AT CHEY, Bl B R IER 55, AR RIINN (3.2) 3 — AT 2 fw i
FE, I, Gar BB IR AT M AV, AN 5 B0 1075 4 SR TR

L5 1, Gar FAT VBBV SR, AR EG T A A T RUBUR 45 40, SURME A TR T 5 2000 i (s
ZBLE. BT XA TH AT Bt MR R S BN R 22, IR 7 ik Okt B A SRR it
AT ATDR RAE T b ST XURRAEAS T B PR A — P FERUE 455 WOTHR [49-51). FEARUE AT 2

1759



WHESE: PURHEWT 51t T i

PERIZEAE T, XSG T B AE T A ORIE Y J& (2 WSCHR [52-55]). {H2E, 78 n] B PEARE AN 21T,
1R 45 TR R 58 s LI TEAE 45 R, R G A IR BIER A BIGRIE. BRI, XGRR@Ah v i id
PRI IR A, 368 % 7 AR i ) T 1) 19 70 B ABE (2 MSCHR [56]). fRelr, STk [57-59] $ s AT A B AR &
He) I AR ARAG TH AT ¥, IR L7 VR A Al B A8 08 K 5 2o A RO IR AR 8T R0 45 20 R, BT s
G 7 LR .

EREE R R, M MR AN IR, (3.1) B (3.2) MRURR AR Al v 7T RE 2 EL B A4 o AN
BUAG TH FR) O 22 BE K. = BURE ) K B e /N O B I 4500 B, O 22 s 0K, 828 AN & B A A o
SRR, X0 AN 1 AEREURAS R, I ME R AR RN, SRR T RE R BT 1 as
R, VEAIRITT RG] 2 WICHR [60]. 0 IXLeBRIE I SGE T71%, 2 WOCHR [61-63).

4 ARYMAGE R EZAEBE R ZE 1T

R, SRR [V {77V 0 T B AR o R R . AR T, 7 SEBRWT o, A
AR RAR AN . PR RS F R 2, WA EE R R IR AR 2, W o]
REARRRE, B35 A A IO GE T 7 V7 H AL I 3 2 R A i 2.

S R I A R BN, O A R O R T T T R A AR R MO R U
Y, LX | (U, V), 3V R R 2. N TS I, A RO T e R 2 V.

B 4.1 (BAETT AN Y, ILX | U.

75 U SEHBOT, MR T N . TEIBTE T 2N R T

E(Y,) =E{E(Y | X =2,U)} #B(Y | X = ).

W U BEPMN, B4 BY | X =2,U0) — AR MR R, Bk, E(Y,) B GEIRIE.
WERH EY | X = 2) K11 E(Y,) #r7 A w2z, B3R 2R E T, FBAR S8 53 kA Bh
WU R RAE RS BRI A . FBh R RIEHE RS (X, Y, U) =R —/NTHEMR, Hithg A —Lk
AL BRI R SR AE . AT A AT AR W] 2 RS MR e T B RV BRI A i 22 TP AP 7 v, —F
M L A2 & (instrumental variable) J7i%, —Ff 2 &l 512 AT = FIBAPEXS AR & (negative
control variable) J77£.

4.1 TETEMHi

H Z FoRn—ANTEREARE U RRAMMENRAE R, TREEERE S = ME 0%

BE 4.2 () zILYy | (X,U); (i) Z1LU; (i) Z 4 X.

UAFAE T MNP EE VI, BLERSAN R SONES E V&AM NG %41 (1) #om TRAR
B Z XY GHEAREM; %M (i) Rn LAEZRESRWIN PRI R R, &4 (i) #on TREEYS
REEAROC. [T HEANE 7 R X Z R — P b B a5 F2 A8 sy, W] DLE OB e 2 (AR BE X,
MIBEAER Y, .. B, ARSI T, BT B EEAKMNE, BEAEFENL 3 ECR AL (assignment) Z
2250, A BEAN A T R PRI AL EE (treatment) X; BEIRITE R E v HAKE T Lhrigg
AL A SZ AL E A BE A5 m. LU, A3 BC Z vl ME N T BAS &, 2 RSN e 4.2 1
At

BE 4.3 (i) Yo, =Yy (i) Ve I Z; (i) Z 4 X.
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25 TE X =ANRAT, PR SR AR AN RTR 0, B2 AT LR 33 IR RAE R TR 5, Rk i 73 )
WHIPE (partial identification). SCHR [64-66] A 7T T FYJFERAERLE KA (1)-(iil) FH L FAR. (H2IX
e S E TR LT, 1R SEBRA T A AN 2 LAAS BIRAA E (0 R SR A 1. R, A8 5] N — e A R
SE, XS AEE g — 5 4 R DR SR AR FH 1) S B RO DRLER A .

bR 175 E R ()-(ii), A PR R EE R E TRAZER a4t (00 [67, 5 16 719]): —
T KL RAE F B[R] B 1 BUE  (effect homogeneity), — i BPERGE (monotonicity). [F]J5T AR E &
FABIRRAR RN AE G2 5 22 A A a2 5 T2 N B S5 84 7 R Y (structural equation model). T H AR S
FHRAL T 546 5 1 v Ak B Bl 2 78 A2 5 1 0] U A 8 (2 WOTHR [68-70]). 19T, JE LR &5 AR (R 2R M AR
N

Y =Bo+BiX +T, (4.1)

Hrp U RARMNFNRARE R, g1 FonEHAME R (U) NERIEE T, X Fn—A8Ax v i)EH
(ceteris paribus effect). XANTTFESERR FARE X XY BERAERA N G2 — N AT
DU B TE 5 RN Yo = fo + fu + U, JLHUBEAS TIBTERT AMPEIE 4.1, 7EILHU T, 6,
REFFIIERIER E(Y7 — Yo). B TAELERMI AR AR 2R, RIS 7 FEAN BRI By i, 4
E(U | X) # 0 I, gy B/ ettt G, ERAA T HRAR R, "TRARA 6. I — A2 EUE 4.2
M THAR Z, ATARAE 81 = 0. /0, 4 EMNESE, AN TTZE 5, Mo, N, BIFE] 8, 1
T HAFE AL 11 (instrumental variable estimator)

 Bus
v Jvz (4.2)

Ozxz
BIE E(U | X) # 0, FERGE (1)—(iii) A—E R IEN AT, WTRGIEN] gl BIAHG PEASL IEASTE (0
SCHR [70, 28 15 1)), CHRARE AR RS T AR B TR R R 3R T BN 2.

EC B FHRE A 99 B2 SOk [71) SRIBEIRBIEERRE: EM - Yo | Z,X) = E(W - Yo | X).
FEMARE T, AT LR BB A R RAEH E(Yr — Yo | X = 1) [FBTPEBCE £E L b e DL IE /& 75
AL, BLAb, S5k J7 AR AL T B S B PR (R R E UK. SCHR [71) HS TR SRR AR E AR
SRR R R A AR IRAT I SR 5 ) R PR A

AN TR B RE, BT ERE ER Z X X e . iR RCEER 2SI T E S L
AR T2 R0 I R IR T, BT R A AR A, S SEBR B2 AL (treatment, X)) AIPEA:
STECIIAL IR (assignment, Z) ASEARIF], (H AT DLAH L E SR M BT AR 7R 5252 I A ER AR 2
Xoo1 > Xomo. FEMBRGE T, SCHR [72,73) UEH] 7 AT LMEH] Z AE A THAZEFIK A (Bl L X.—y
=1H X,—o =0 BIME) FIIEFRAER (compliers average causal effect): E(Yy—1 — Yoo | X.=1 = 1,
X.—0=0).

THEARE O 2 RS At WATI A ARGt B R 78, X777 T AR
FORCR R 5 DR S W85 DAE G I 1) 4, ~F S MO S S M 7 R B [ il o (7471 7E (B &5
AR AR R N 176,771 Mendel FEHLALHFFC (Mendelian randomization) H ) F (78] 155 1. B4R
2 i) (79800 T B AR S it IR Sk M SCE 2 L SCHR (76, 81].

4.2 [AMMBTESE

THARARE 4.2(1)-4.2(i1) RBUK. € 4.2 %M (1) 7520 L ARGRIE T AR E X
LERAERAT EARAE M, 26 (i) W AR B A 4, (ER 20 (i) xfE DARAIE, DOMTRRIAER U &
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AMME]. F plim g1 Ron HAEAR R TR A1 B ISIIIRER. 26 0F (i) AN 2R, TRAZ
BT W ZE 2
UUZ

plim B — 3, = 242, (4.3)

AT, Y oy, # 0 B, TEABEAHEE, MTHMZESHT o, S/NMATBOE 245, FATNA
155 F B P X B AR & (negative control variable) J7 2 ff i &6 ] i

BT R R R SRR R R U M, H5AHE X s B R Y BB RGBT, AT
HRAZ B3 gl 1 0k R 2 0 AT P o B 285 SR A 2 — MBI R R AR &, (RN L 5 R %
HEENRRERN, F&E 2 MBI E KRR, (HRAZRERENFI. 1X LR 7] DL 3
WU,

BE 4.4 (BAMEXTIREE R negative control outcome) —NEERAFE W FON—ANBHMEXTIEEE R,
MEEHELE WX | UM WUU.

BRE 4.5 (FAPEXS R FHX, negative control exposure) —/NEREAE 7 FRON—ABHMEXTE 5 EE,
wReWwL 21y | (U,X) M Z LW | (U, X).

R 7 ESRHIVER AR R Z AW S E S R R HBEMRR KRR, LHKMEGLER 2 5
(W,Y) ZIAPHRZEREREM X 5 (W,Y) ZIEEERFRMAR. AEEE el fhes v, Bid
TE X SRAT S TR g e V. BIPE IER 1) E SCR AL T B AR B v (0 0 B AR F 2% A, (H %
(Z,U) BIAHSGPEAIEL SR, PRk, TR AR & 0] 5 A [ 10T R 5 B 5491

FEIRAT IR, BRG] AR B AR AR A B[] A 4 AR AL VR 2% (R 35 2 T A7 A (S W0k [82-87)). il
R, FE— TR TR S0k O JIEA 1 & 5 B 78, Trichopoulos 55 881 R 30, 7EMESL 1981 b & 5 Kl
IS E) A E OO S BRI AE TGN, 1 SR AR AE AR I R A R 3R, AT S o3 B 1 i e T 29,
RIEIE P B FETIRAT W RGN, IXFER SRR W], A U R AR AAE ), AR S RE T R
SRR T s 77 39 m 0 JUE s IXURS: R 4518, #E3X — 15 v, s shE B T Za A D B 14 0k HE 4 SR FH SR 38 2 75 47
TEAMLM R 2%, STk [86,89,90] [R1E 1 A5 FH BP0 R AR S A VR 4% IR 77 V. AEIRAT IR = A AE ) Se it
WFFE T, B IR AR B I e FH SRR TR TR 2% 5 S0 i 22 (8791931 R S 777 v i i AR 5 (A BB
B fe] A FH B 44 0o HE A 4 38 7 P R DR SRAE VR AR A RLERAE B AT BRI AR 2D

BT, SCHR [94-96] RGBT AT 1 FH 93P 0k R A% 1 18 ol DR SRR FH ) 5 VR0 BT e 2 1 25 A SCHR [96]
SN KR 22 BRI %L (confounding bridge function) A5 F BH 14 % B AR &R 750 D8 B4R FH 2958 1 S A

BRE 4.6 AFAE—DRE b, MPTA 2, #HA EY | U, X =2) =E{h(W,X =2) | U}.

MIEENERRE VI, ZBENEY | U,V,X =2) = E{h(W,V,X =) | U,V}. IR R Hdthiik (1)
ST VR AR R 2N L [ 25 AR = S50 I IR 5 SR E - Z TG &R B, M E(Y | U, X) = 31X +U
HEW |U) & U MR, AN REE —DRIEAT IR E h(W, X;7) =70 + X + W, H
R SE MBI ANE E(Y | U, X) FLE(W | U) B2,

ERSE 4.1 M 4.4-4.6 T, K 5153

E(Y,) = E{h(W, X = 2)}. (4.4)
AT, R AR, T8 2 SR A T DA ph R B S A R ok, S B b B, T
2 E(Y.) WTUIARAE (4.4) 51, LT 2950 SR AT LUREL. B, 24 b 2 G M BUBRT, h(W, X: )
ot X WV, B4y BT T . 2ESTRROR ST, WS R, TR
I SR .
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BB E 4.5 f 4.6 AT 15
EY |Z X)=E{MW,X)|Z, X} (4.5)

(4.5) w5 BOWLIN B B 23 A AR SN IR A ek B by DICER G TR0 b BOJEAR. LBAh, IR E MR
[ 56 8 1t 2% A

BE 4.7 (&) WHEE o, ZM0A0 pr(W | Z, X = 2) W2 STETA RF 5 TR R g, i
E{gW)| Z, X =z} =0 JLFA KL, A gW) JLFRbAE N ZE.

SE A M SR A R A TR 00 M ) e X S R ) A AR, XA BRI R, RE U L 7 |
X =z SHMEE o BOr, MAE 4.7 —E WMo, BAbh, 5E& A ER 2R R lor, ands 3k 7
i 74, ST 52 s MR ITHE 2 L SCHR [74,97-100).

EIE 4.1 OUHR [96] FEARGE 4.1 M1 4.4-4.7 K, T7HE (4.5) AME—M# by FERLARAON (4.4), W E(Y,)
AR

2tk @I I NVR A R AL, A8 B AR e CL R mT LA E(Y,) APES R RAER.

FEAE FH S BRBEE Al v PR SRAE FH IS, T DUSHR 2847 oR B L S B RL h(W, X y), SRIGHTT X
JiREE Wi BN ARl APPSR SRR R AR B, B B(Y | X, U) = /1 X + U, B4,
BATR LTI AR L (W, X;57) = v0 + 11X + 72W, HHBD /N Tl 61 261
SH W X (2, X) #EVAEE W, 5 2 B v 3 (W, X) fEA. A 2 SEASESN X MR
HATHRI Y 81 HIAHE AT, B P38 B RAE R B & Al . 3B v LAIER, gy P A e/ 3R idAiit
EMT

ve BouBey — Guyou
Y GewOs: — OraOzw

AT EIE (4.2) B M 21U, B Z 22— AT HAAER, plima,, = 0, Kk, plimaye = plimal
= B1; M Z YU I, plimBlY # By, {HJE, WIER BE(W | U) 2 U BRI, IATRE plimpre = 6.
SR, RIS IR W A RO T TRRRAMITERE Z LU AROLH R ZE. B T S8R,
FER 2% ) R T LA (W, X)) LS HAL B E S B R T BEAT Al T, 1K el T — KA
FEBLAY (conditional moment restriction model) HIftiTH77%, AR ZHRERIEIE, 2 WCTHR [74,75).

5 BRIEWRSHN ST

TERFAWE T, Rl R AR DR 2 A AE W) 256 v, S BOGIRI 28 S48 R (endpoint) XELARLIT, &
SHUMARZ MM B ARFEAR (surrogate) BUARICH (marker). Wi F-FREAH & B AT bR & — A AR ok
fi e R E 1% 2 R e — 2 F ) B AR AR B 1 BLAE, SR [101-104] $8H T AEIR RIS B T
B RIGPRE R IR T ROR 5241, 11, AIDS (acquired immune deficiency syndrome) J i R it
5o R H BB ACHR AR CDA BT & BB kA K H I B AR b i 5 4

H AT T Rhf g B AT bR R ). d5e DU 9 D)2 R BARHR bR 5 24 R PR AT skl G, HE,
SHAH QB ACHEARAN SR LR G &R N, /MR RST S50 42 1) B ] S A AR A TEAH DG 1%, 3 b
TR AR I &, SCHR [105] $2 7 ik B ARIRAR I, By T ER B AR 5 2 bR A
KA, IEE R 2 B AIBAR T LB (treatment) 528 SHBAR &AL, Goit B AT Fs R 2 VIl 1 4k
2SRRI GO R, AREVIWTRI R OC &R, TR [106] 1R 1 VIWrAb B 5 28 S4B hr 1A R 5% & 1)
FHARIEFR (principal surrogate), ALFEXT B ARTEAR A I RAE I E, ACFEXT 2 S FaAnmt A R SR AE
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FH, BRG AL DASR i L. SRR [3] A AR R 4 JR B 1 9 B AR A A TR DL, 23R 58 5 A AR U Wy AL 2
P& GBI R BR AR, SCHR [107] SR 7 EACTE AR, RIVAREE (BFRIGYT) X ACSR bR IE A AR
YRR, IF HEACTE AR 4 i f AR thAT IERO BRURAE T, (HR A B & i A SR RAE . il A
i — A N O R IR — 5 HO D AN IE A AR A, JEMP 2 7T DL 25 A IR O R W (BRI AR 2
Il D B8 (A (1081 SRR [107) $i5 H TR0 T BT AR U AR AN BE IEE S B AR AR R B AL, & NIRF
R, B ATEARA G B AR A AR W ™R B 2R A, (B R ENIARA fE# e B AR brtrig; B
TRbRIZ I MR IR b 5e 2 ahiE T BARTRAR AR 1L DA A 000, FESCHR [109] ZJ5, Elliott HF T4 Joffe
A Pearl Wie 17 EHAIEIAFC I HEZNE, ILFENIARBIARH A 0 ZEE € SORMPH & B B A AR A L
HEN, DA S & RIS R

5.1 BRiEfRIFL

SCHR [108] B 1A RGO AR 254 5 B0E E BT NSE TSR R 25 0 HE. 1% 251 9 filiid
T EAIRIRIF IR T SEH] 7. R T ORI, BRI OERR RO RSE R BRI R, 4
IEOEVEF R TR AL, B, “AIE R AF 8 — B4R SR, 2E FDA (Food and Drug
Administration) fit#E 7 JLF 259 (Enkaid. Tambocor F Ethmozine). J& >Rl b f5iE B0 72 R II,
SR L2 A ROt IE OV R (ER RMTHE N 1 AT,

N T BRI A2 R AEBAIRIR TR, RS A ] Ul B 32 B AR b AN SR B AR bR T RE
SRAEBMRIETFFIRILR. & X AERAHE, 1 FoRE2 —MH AR, 0 FoRBZA A, S
FROERFEREBMIE, 1 FRMUIET, 0 BARKRMIE. S, RREZAE X = o BB N2 EOHE
RERBLEL R, Vo FORIEAHE X = 2 HOBRKREAUEST S = s G TN . ek
X OWEAERE Y B/E R e il A A s S RAER], Bl Y, = Y, = Y, B, BAEE X XF O
S EAMERRIEM Sx—1 = Sx—o = s I, &3 X WAL Y WEAFRIER Vi = Yo, B S
AN EENIE, B NEE AR, P BRI DR RS K AL ¢ KAAFI (A
Ys—o(i) < Ys=1(i). EIXHMEGE T, BB TR OEER W DR A AR T i) — A <38 18
AAER. Gt E B, ARALTE X REAIE 0K S, BN IZAE B BERIAEm Y. (H2, X
ANERGEER . JATAT LA 100 AL OERRH BERLEE (3R 1 JoR) Sk B RS brt7 ik
BLG:. 100 FLEHE > NN TDE: (So =0, 51 =0)s (So =0, 51 =1) (Sg =1, 5, =0) M (S =1,
Sy =1), W% 3 M 4 PR, £ 0 EREE NS 2 5 pos. s W, BEfER— 0
SRR A AR AL A A, 28 5 A1 6 BUgath 1 Ay 00 = b B I e AR AT ) (4F), 3
o e S0 S S SER. Biltn, 7RSS 1 )2 BRI R F SR, KR EOVANVE A RIGYT T = 0, &2
AL X =1 AR S =1, RAERMT A AT 6452, 158 3 3] 6 51 n] LA R AE A A7 7]
HHEE 11 100 £ B3 ek, ar A A0 X X2y IE DR S FPP RRAER A 3 100 A#

Fz 1 100 fILEEREEENRIK
T AE Sx—o Sx=1 Ys—o Yso1 Yx—o Yxo1

1 20 0 0 3 5 3 3
2 40 0 1 6 7 6 7
3 20 1 0 5 8 8 5
4 20 1 1 9 10 10 10
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B2 Ab R X = 1 B IEORE R H I LR 513 100 AZFESZ0HE X = 0 B2 IE OV R H bR 2 2
0420 2042 20

100 100 100 "
FHIAFE X SFAYIE MR S BIERIHE RIER. AR X XHAEERE Y BIFEEIERN: B3 100
NERESZ AN X =1 BRES a5 A 100 NEFEZ SR X = 0 BRI FS Hdar e %

ACE _3:2047-4045-20410-20 3-2046-4048-20+10-20 20 _
X=y = 100 100 T 100 7

RYVEHE X XHEE G Y AREREM. X738 7 IEOERR S AN — A EBAER
MR ASRIR, BT BEMAIRFZIRINIER, AL X XGa Y BIER. XA 55
BT RRVER G 45 AN B b k. AbHE X XA IEOERE S PR R ERINIE, A IEO
KH S MAFa Y BIMEBERAERINIE, ERAE X &b v P2 RERAE I S i

EREB AL D ERZR (Sx=0 = 1, Sx=1 = 0), BWREXN TZEFREE, L X =1 &
M- FBCOHRE . Kbr b, BT EAEAE, Tl sea K AEB IR LA,

BAURPMRR XFO THAR R . hlafEbrtrie. 2R RE: TR AT aE DLk
F5RFR IR, MR B RG4S0 AN RGBT, Pearl 101 iR 7RI RS, K2R 17
N BHERRRN R EE B A I IR SC. B0, WA 2 52 il 0 800 3 A A DR R, JELesk
MRSt SIC R Rl IR AN, B, X SR A S 1T 2 B et M e R %

Yule-Simpson {7 i@ #7~ 7 MHHE 45 2 KRR IR XE, HBATTRE, BRAERAIBEILL K. B
bt Rt — Do 7 RMER A BEH LIRS s A5 I IR &5 18, (B2, Suit IDRIIREE R AN RE T HERE, 4t
TERARA M. flan, WA BENLRIGE R g RS0 TR X feftmZa o, TR S fedk
FARR Y, HEMREZADERGSARHELEE X EREE Y.

ACEX—>S =

5.2 BRENRIEFRIFEHNED

FATTFHREASRIR I B B AR, AN SH8bR Y, 1A 70 AR bR S, in] U AEEE X
XPI B ACHERR S PRRAE FH 0 IE AR SR AL 3 X AR A 26 fidibe Y IR SRAE IR IE
PURF5. SCHR [107,109,111,112] SEHAERSE 7 —ZPE B AR e, o B 28 G B Aapn i 3L
F.oW X TR, S R 1 R BT, R B AR AR T T AR X B2 S
Br Y HEAE. AR A BRI, P AT R AR AE BATR AR 5 2 SRR M R N 3R U b3
X W& S Tes Y M AR RAER (distributional causal effect, DCE) & XN

DCEx_(y>y) = pr(Yx=1 > y) — pr(Yx=0 > ¥),

H gy MRS EE.

SCHR (107, 111 EB T, IR () MEEAE U =u F S XY BAEAKIZEM ACE; (2) (R4 E
U=u F X X S %A DCE MIfFS (AEf, 8idEIE) B o o078, B4, 4 X xF S MEEf (JEIE)
DCE fefitill X % v BydES (JEIE) ACE, I HARYE X X S 1% DCE Refidll X % YV )% ACE. %

X S/U\Y

1 SBERIER S TIEALE X & SER Y WERKE
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fE (1) MERE, BEMEE U =u KRN TERIERE S #EL SER Y M—NMalRER (8RR
). Gl A U = v K7, OFRFEERZRENGRREER. %04 (2) MEEL4LEMEE u
21 AR X X ARTRPR S A HIFEAFS 0 DCE. Flln, FEATA 7ok U = u F, Fregxte] B
SRS A B IEAE A, STk [107,111) #8550 TR 2% FROBR, ARG SCER B AN LE 5]
PSRRI AT T S A 3K L 2% A1

OB BV K3 U, RIEILI 2 2 4687 Y, PSSRt AN B Rl B e T R . 53 4L,
SRR ER AL B X B2 480 Y T A B AR B P B AR & S FHLT, IX B URAE 1A AL HE X
P& ST8hR Y IEEAER. 7B BRI, SCER [112] R TR T ORI SR A 1) — B AR
R D). T A VHE DU 2B SR AL 26 r F8 A1 FLAth A% B 2 8] SCTBC I () S e TR o SRAE ARG 7T 58 hogd ol
B AR Y HOIE, XL ORIBCIE I 630 AR SR AR AT ARSI, I BUBATIANBER B 0 ¢ e b i) B
AL ERAEH.

HAT, KEB > T BACIR PR 15 10 A2 [ e B A B AR b ). FARSRT it A 2 A0 SR B A B A AR
FRAEVIMT AL B 24 S Fa bR R R B% A%, fE b, Wb BRI 28 SR bR T Re i 2 KRR, TREZANE
RABIR A REVIWT BT B AR, B0, PPN FEREIT T ATDS R 097 3L, MU FE B %67 e s CD4 11
H, IEMNAZE1ZIATT > HIV-1 RNA (ribonucleic acid) FITER]. SCHR [113] $2H T 2 & ARFE PR BN,
R T AR X B2 53R Y IRIRERAE B 2 AN R B RE TR, G, Sy F1 Sy &N T AR
BREebr. BRI BAIETS Si M Sy WA BB /BT, BB, AT REAAAE A WL R R AR B TR AR & U
[FISSEMT Sy So A2 RHRAR Y. P EARIEAR IO R R M 28 mT LRI 2 ik, Sy 55 S TR =k
TR Sy AR Sy B Sy R1A] S5 Sian Sae M Y, FIRTEFELR.

L= (21,72,23,...,2n) My = (Y1, Y2, Y3, Yn). T =Y T~ x; <y, 0 =1,2,3,...,n. WHEY
z 2y I, A o(x) < (=) oy), WAVKRE o) RIEME) (BB H). —MEG U CR" BN
FEEINE (FER), R y = () z Mz e U, $iA y e U. WERPDREHLAE X R Y Ji 200 2%
i XTI ERIEMES U, A pr(X € U) < pr(Y € U), B4, H X fEIEFERHLT (stochastic turn)
WETAT Y (I8 X <a Y).

A B AT IR R 2, AEIX S5 N ALFR X X B AR bR ) B ) R SR FH A 455 mT AT
o3 X T SRR Y RRIER IS 18 f(s1, 80,2) = B(Y | Sy = 51,52 = 59, X = ). 3CHk [113]
AT NHBER: AN 3 NARAFOL: (1) f(s1,80,1) B f(s1,50,0) & s1 M so LHIERREL (2)
XFRTE R sy F so, H f(s1,80,1) = f(s1,52,0); (3) (S11,S21) =t (S10,S20), A, AbH X XF2& 45
bR Y BP9 R RAE R ARG, Rz iR X = 0 7ESe AT IR RIS A I, S0 (1) 2T DAL
(1. 2405 B AN Y 1L X | (Sh, S2) B, 264 (2) AL, BRE Z S RIEFRUINT T 402 X 52 fifs
PR Y IORHCHE, IRIL, IXAN251F /2 Prentice [ — St SRR TE 2 BRI IS L FIUY . 4% (3)
TR X X BATRRR AR (S, So) A IERBEIRAER. £ ESM A BRIERIEET, %404 (3) 7
PATRIAE AR B X 73 il 5t B AT A7 S BRI RAE I 261 (2 WOk [113]). HIXANEER AT LA H,

S, U
A
|
|
/ i ><
X S, Y

2 AMERIERHERE
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Prentice HJGUTH & AUTRARHEIN T ZEHEINARAE (1) A Rl S & AAdabetzie, M2kt (1) ol LU S Ar )i
REIEREATRSS. 53Tk [107, 111] A9 AFAILL, B0 R A% ST 78 B LART ORI 78 LI iL 25 fi g8 Y,
RS T LB ATAR 3. i oh, I RABSREATEAR AR (51, S2) VIWTAEEE X B4 SHEhR v
MIBTA #6458, PIRRICAETE NALTE X B2 SHRFR YV I BELIEAE .

N TG B AIER RIS B AR b o DU A 22 5 A8 1 U A 2SR — 1 PR Bt AN T e e
1A, B2 B ACTEAR AIAE TS SR8 — N R AR O < LA PRt 0 2 28 )

6 FERMFZKEELEFS]

Pearl ##23RAF 7 2011 FE IR, b A) EZTTRGESE I T EIR 2% ERR, JFE 1 2 I 2 18] 1Y
MR DR R T i, A2 N TR BN E VEHERL T S T R vt e LR I N TR REANiH B
FURHAEK, JhZ M 7 NRHEPARL 2P 22 g fuk. J AT, BRI R Cas) 2 BT ARZ
AU, Pearl 3£ Bayes MIZEIR I 7 AMBTWRIMLE, FIAMBTBAIBEXT FR K RS 1 T —MIE
AMTT I, AL T R S AR (010 R SR £ i ik 22 AN AR B 2 (AR EL AR AR SR R, o0 2% P e g 5
RARTR AR, 1 R B A T Sk R o R A B S5 R A PR 0 &R, B AR B T R Bt 2 G R
G T ALGEGETHHEWT AR A B 5 5% R K840, T 81 77 B A BB R Ok 2 b i A LR (7
F8, NIRR M R BRSOt AL TR, SCHR [114] SR TR BRI I S
THEBTATH A LA L KRG RN, @A 7 R AIER AT Bayes HEWT LA, BUG 7%
KA GUMN B R o AN E VA BE ) SR A it .

JAE PR I8 A I RIR O R K ¥ 3k 75 2%, (HAESEPrIg s, 3l ale T80 . BRI
AREZTTHN R, FERLAATITH. Ak, K2 FEHBUT WA B+ R BRI R, B TR,
FERFEARVE N, BATLAZ 8 5] i 38 73 558 48 AR 5G 28 AT DAL A ot i (1

6.1 FERME

SCHR [10,11,115,116] TEAHIIAR 1 RIS 4% [, PR B S T 15 20 0 B 04T 8 SR HE W i 4 o
ik, —AE G = (V,BE) W RES V = (X1, Xa,..., X} M PNUES B ARk WA RZIA
—RLEEN (X, X;), —5H X; 1818 X; AR08 (X, X;). WRITE WA # 2 Jomia, 7R
ZEE A TER EL R B A [, FRZEE A R AT A X BT A X
fIEgAie p A X, JHIRE] X; ik RIKAILAE . IR o BB R RONIL R, TANVE T
Ji ). iRz A BRI T AR A X, WPz RN X, 2 X; A gL — %N X; 3
X, BB AR —MA I, — NG HEE W ERRAA B E (directed acyclic graph, DAG).

LN RER—ANBHER. 2 pa; FnLE X, MW RARNES. B SBUEH B
R R HIREBINE Xi = fi(pai,e;), Fer e AFEMIRILE N AR 55 {X;, V) # i} KIPRRZE. —
fiots, 2558 — AT EL BENLAE (X, ..., X,) BERE BRI AN pr(ey, ..., 2n) = [T pr(z; | pas),
Forp pr(- | ) R B 3 gt 7 AMRUIRMEZEIE] T, Xy BT RESN {Xo, X3}, AR
2 B AT R BRI E

X1 = filer), Xo= fo(Xi1,e2), Xz= f3(X1,e3), Xu= fa(X2,X3,64), X5 = f5(X4,e5).
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N
o

4

X’>
3 AMEEHE (DAG)

BEFLIAR (X1, ..., X5) MIBREHER AN
pr(x1, T, T3, T4, 5) = pr(x1)pr(z2 | 1)pr(zs | z1)pr(2s | w2, 23)pr(ws | z4).

KRN ZREIMSMT I X, = o) Lot X = fi(pa, ;) ol X; = o), BWRE X; AHZIH
& opag A ey BIREIR, 005 ) OE HAEDN o, T HUR R & AN

Pry (T, 2n) = 0(x; = %) Hpr(xl- | pa;),
i#]

Hodp () AvntERs. Fenl R EEE 2, pry; () FoESNETI X, = o) T X, WA, EAFET
KA AT pr(z, | ). THUED A pry (¢ = 1) TRl AN (BB N) AR (X; = o)
LORAWIR) (TR BMHE X5 = 1 REZ, &0 pr(e; = 1| o) FoRABIABEH (X, = o)
Bl X, = 1 BOMER. MEEARMHRAR R R (X, W X, M1 X;) i, THUE 20456 pry, (7:) 72
ANETR . 3 R Dy o ) RO N ANIRCHR S, G S foies PR 3 A2 AN T L ), PT BEAS [F) T AR
HEREMER pr(a; | o).

FEDR R M2 FIHESR T, W TP el e — R BRURAE T BT R 53— R 4 152 20 iR
ol R SRAE FH ) ) 5 9 3 SR ) DR SR ASEZRY ) 2 — 50, BRI S i V8 2 R 3R P 4 D ANk 7 IR SR
FH R RT AR BT

ST PR A A 10 R, ) P R SR 9 4 T AA 380 LG TS 7 285 SROASEIRY SRS oA P 0 T VS 2% PR 3% gt ) (2280,
B, — AR5 A AR B SRR B OGN, R TR A SRR AN e A i AR B AN R TR AR R H
FEA PR SR 2%, dn SR e A A B AR R 45 R AR B 3L A B R, S ] LHI T e AN VR A R 3R, an ] 4
W) Z A F.SCHER [117,118) iR 7 AR 4 PR SR X 28 0 Wk A6 A B JR VR R TR 3, MR AR B AN VR AR PRI 3R
75

SCHR [119] F T KR 28 BORL S H 17 1 1R DU B TR 7V, AR 8 BORAT I 27 I e IR BIX AN
TR, 2T B R MR T VR 59 12, FESEBR AR MRS 2] — > SR R R M 45 e 45 SR AR
I TTIEA T BN TN R R 4, (H 2 75 B 0T 200 A 21 4y B R e sl T B R R e 290, STk [120]
H R R M 2% SRS R EE G, 4 ) T AR AR IR ISR G, ANER E 50— 78 B R BRER P 4%,

/NN LN,

4 Z M F BL2REHEE
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EFRE DI KRS HA S P S B S R A

PRI X 2% 2 3] 373 N TRLER I 48 BRI 07 ) MG K o 2] . S8 1R AE R R I 2% 50 AN %A T
B ARG T2 H AR R R 28 I 20 A0, SR B R BV Mt TR Bayes T7EMG TH A pr(a; |
pa;). FEIESHIVZ R, it e X AR RES pa; T X; KIFMFIESTAMKISE

DR R IR 2% S5 K 2 ST PR T 1% T PR A B T iR AN T 2 IR SZ A IR 1 T 7. 20 D 90 4EAR
O, SRS AR I ) 75 O F T R R I 2 SR i R 3. SCRR [121) $2 4 T IC (inductive causation)
BOE, BRMAMERPINT A X, M X, SRS REEAFAED B S AKX 1L X | S5 B
SL; GUERAFAEIRAER Sy, MM 251X WA 1 s ) 32, SRJE R P ASFRRE I /0 X A X, In el
MASLSRE X, A SEENNTEE Sy 1, WE—A V- 450 (X, — Xy « X;). B e HA
T ), B IR V- SRR A3, 7R 1C Bk SRR AR 55 KTt AR, JFA
T REI AR Sy, HARAMAAT I DIRUR. O 1 53 1C FEMIRLE, SCHR [122] $2th 1 PC (Peter
and Clark) Hi%. PC SFIETIRR 22 B WIMGH 2R IE, R WBEITHIGE DI K- B AR, A
T 5% 2 B o )3, A A RS 2 R AR BN Wb, SRS R B AR IR E A E AT AT 2R
HI ARG Y, H R b i A B B SR ST A 3. JE SRR AU PC SN B0, ek 1 HAE
FoE M TBTEIRAVR B AN HE . JRZR M RO RN RAAR AL B TR, SOk [123] 38T
Stable PC ik, I X 2857 31 b KR8 A HIE 2, BRI T PC SR BENLAR & 1 7 415Kk & 1
OB, {3 FLAE m 4EAR B A 5 b T RE IR AR A E K5 21 RUR. FCI/RFCT 500 B AR AR 2y (16,1241,
FHCALE AR WL E 2% A8 B ANRE A e £ i ZZAFAE IS T T 2 ST R R 5K, IR T7 75 PC AT R A B
b, RIS AT S AEAG LG DLAL PSS (VR A AR B, SCHIR [125] $R Y 1 2R TR RIS A 56 7 O
4 HH AR AP ST AR IR J3 ARG 5 7 1%, ASCRFAR MR B T IR R KRR, Copula PC [126]
B PC S TSR M A ST AR 56 S0 AL T Gauss ARG BRI BUR SHERE RIS VERS 30, DASTHRE
RERE (ELEMEHRRIFAF) TRIERS .

B St RS D 28 1 22 AN 58 A BHI 28, SCHR [127) SR T N2 2544 (1) 23 il 2 ) SR, AE A 7R R[]
AP 5B 90 R I T AT LA Rk 000 i A (A8 B, P 22 AN S8 A0 B B0 B, T OE % E
SRS, SRR A — e KA. SO [125] St T I 50051 51 Bk, 45—
R IR 2% S 2 21 73 DR A J 0 /I8 DX 2% FRY G 2 2 R i 368 DA R A1 J 08 190 48 1) 35 4 2 > - 90 i
NENMZE SR 2] SCHR [129] 328 T e/ d- 20 B R e 1 B SR [130] $R T kR
NI SR NGB E 2 SRR M 28 B . SR i6 7R SE I m 4R R OC &, SCHR [131] 421 1 —Fhdk
T causal cut set FAZEAE S FIT7k, it i T = 4E ) @53 i ANM Al LINGAM (linear non-
Gaussian acyclic model) S50 LUK fif/NRUAR ) @, SEIAL 7w 4 il LR SR M. #1 X causal cut set [
AN RN 73 B AR 3 B0R 22 RAGE )8, SOk [132) $2HH 1 —FrBENL T 1)@ o 1L 4 R A
SR IR T A% 201 o SRS £ v 200 R SRATL A A T %

I FE W0 H AN R 2 3] — 2 B A [R) 25 A b ST A (%) D 24 5 ), 3K 2EL 19X 8% A R ) () S AR R ) V-
GiA, (H R AR S LE T RT R AN F 77 15), X FE— 4L 2% EIRR Y Markov S840 3. 7 MEEA S bl
TEMR— NP2 2 L4, 75 EAAN A e 30 MR BT FisE. SOl [133] SR TR IR B
2771, A BT Tl D AR B R E T A DT ). SCHR [134]) BRI TR T PSS 2 ) Markov S84
R,

2 H KRN T TR E R4 1 H AR R B R R IR G &R, KILVE R B A 4 F g e
o, BE J T TR SR, BT R f A S R % AR R R RA B CR, Bl 22 58
ALK REER. SCHR [135] $EH AR ) RIE SR SR %, SHREARR R Y ALK - LT - T
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(parents-children-descendants, PCD) F15F (PC) Bk, {HARAMATH BIEA BEMh & WA 2 ST A1, W
AT AL SCHR [136] $RH TIEPME EARRE Y KREMEZ T, ROV MB-by-MB (Markov
blanket by Markov blanket) Hik. ZFELL AR Y Jyrhle, B4 A S U AL 2 J5) 38 0 28 S5 44).
HAFHRERLE Y B Markov 15+ MB(Y), #% MB(Y) BRI 454, SR 5 T4 MB(Y)
A X B MB(X;), 8 MB(X;) BRI 451, AR B 2R X2 v iR E, 2 Y
45 RN IE.

TR RN 2 S5 8 5 2] D7 R R AR IR VT o ik PR A I 2% RN — MR (W R SRR
HCmewh%mmMmmmm)ﬁAm(Mwwm@mmm0mmm)%%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ
M E, HORH O EE R KA K 7. Heckerman 137 5 T Bayes Ty vE AR ST IR S I 4 1) T
. AEREA I 2 73 1) 48 R S A V20 R I 2% 0 — AN R DRIAE A i) . S T ki s SCRT 23 A R OF 4y
A D00 SR DA Bt A X 26 4005 T, I DUZ A i 5 B (e O 45 G A AR A 28 20 SR 1 20 v Uil 2 1T
I EMPE (score equivalence) 1381, RIZEAN A1) DAG $HAT M 1R ff 43 i, ZAE AT FH 148 5 R R 45
FIR2E ). SCHER [139] $2H T B B I ST S M R BV (greedy equivalence search, GES) /1% KA
—AMREME T, BT WIEHE, ) DAG A Z 3R I S A i 58 & B (perfect map), H
GITIE M TCIEA BRI IMIR 2 AR B A £ 22 55 0 L. AR 2 58 R R T BB 8 R 0. X
BR [140] $RH T — Bl 20000 2 - SO OLAABLIGR KRG AH 25 & VR & 5%, 2508 e M H E
TR S A AR B A s 4 18 R 2 ) LI 38 20 AR, AR5 AT AR BB IE T O S0 H M8 e
HCUPRAE S > SR Aot &, 5w a5 NBEAULIR K ARAL R BIL et T SR AR A 2503 STk [141]
ST b T A £ S5 R 110 DR R DX 28 5 R 2 ST L. SRR I R R AR BT AR R
R LS AT 52 i — il R AN (8] 50 B AT, SEBIL TR S TSR AN 4 SR AR, e A% 12 BRI I [R] Y
AT R R, TR [142) 3R T — b3 T 00 & IR A R SR N 4 S 0 2 STRT B B
R DA R b R e SRR AR A, SCI T SR e A T SRR B~ A R
TR R, SCHR [143] SRR 72T R R R AL, 856 NBENLIE R 1 f B 70 b IR
TUSCRE L R AT TR A =M [R]HE BB b S [R] AR AR AN [R] B SHOCAL A, AR5 F A BRI IR 11X
SE A RINLE & E BE R, FEREEE 7 R SAAEA e S HR ST T SRt SR [144] R TR BE
FHFR IR DR SR X 28 G5 ) 2 o SR S T MRk 2 o, i R 77— N T e 0k 1 o 2050 2 T [ 245 2 =)
i

4B T A 2% R OSL AR 38 SRR AV o FvR s, SR [135) $RHH TIRG % 21777 (max-min hill-
climbing, MMHC) AT M5 M4248. B Jeig AT (GAF) MarvEme g it = il 45 i 18 R FE e
PRI ZR 45 B 42, 2K T FH2E T Bayes P23 U A 5 22T Ly A8 28 3k 0 4 v A 8 ) ) BRI SR 7 1)
%715 R T AR IE 5 T S 1 M7 B D7 VAR E [R)_E %R, H2PC (hybrid hybrid parents and chil-
dren) % U491 R F 7SRRI PRI BOR & 4514 %% 21 JUAE. MMHC H1 H2PC J7vE3Y SR KB HL
A PRI SR o)

P DRI 2513047 501k, R S5 7 FERE Y (structure equation model, SEM) A A% &[] 1[5 R
KR KR AE Y SEEFEREZREES X NEET e HEMTTIE Y = f(X, o) BRRER, H X
5 e MBI ST, PERTT 1A ] 0 5E ) @2 SEM AfF 78 o i — I EE LR, STk [146, 147) BB TR I,
A R AE Gauss 7341 B B0 075 R 2 AR AR 20 PRI, b T i PR A B AN e 75 T ) ) B ST PR AN A
TR R RS 5 1) R s, A AR B [ R R SR 7 ) T B 1. LINGAM 461 524285 57 75 1] ) — MR
PEARRY e AR S AR B W) ) R SR OG R, (R AR B () A P SR I HLE A IR A AR Gauss 70 A1, AT
B3 M Ei R (independent component analysis, ICA) #H T LINGAM FREALIERE TS HER
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I R, TCA B2 e N S s dge A0 T T ST e AR il L, Direct LINGAM 4% 48] Fi| H S AR
B S AR MR AR B E L F P [ U5 2 T A A ST A R A A R ) P R SR A, e E AT A SR T
JEEEWT AT N LINGAM 76152 J7 [0 _E3EAT 797 . Blln, SCHR [149) KB 7 TR 4420 B R JLx 0 i 25 B
(R sZma EAT A5, R I 58 4% TCA BV sE B RN E$E. STk [150] $2H T —Fh Bayes JiidisR g i
FEVRZL IR T LINGAM B SCHR [151,152] K LINGAM HEAT T IRMLIIY TR, FE4h H T R a] H)
SEMIFR5 26 HF. SCHR [153) 97 LINGAM DA FR AT AR & 1A A JE L R R OC &, HIE B BR AN Tl R 26
BRB R B A AT AL, ORI TR SE K. SRR [154] XX SRR MR HEAT A R DAL B A R 2 AT
M PSR NAR A (additive noise model, ANM) ¥R K RERA Y = f(X) + e, JCHR [147] (AT TEL B,
2 bR B0 R AR LR PR L TR AR R AT R AR SOk [147) FUA H bRAR R S YR AR AR S b AR LR 1k I
VA BB 22 2 1) T P A5 B e R T ). SCR [155] 32 H T3 Bayes PR HENIAIAEZRME ANM K
BRI PR, SCHR [156] B TA M ANM IR RLERESE. EEXHUSR R AT VA7 TE 1) Markov S84 28
I /L, SCHR [157] Sedbe £ 4 7 AR AL 5 N BICAR s ERE A o SEIRL T ARLOR R B VR 45 ) T A
TR RS A I R T Markov S50 2K ). SCHR [158] $RH T —FhgE SRR 7o flig 42
ST AR AE R AR B T N IR R SR, R B i 5 2R & B Ra A & SR 425y
BT (path analysis, PA) 5245 ZIMAS &2 A E R G AE R R, - TR EL el 5 0HE
A AR AR P R R K &R

A — e SO IR AT B0 A AR HEER 25 &, DU U PC RBIE AR n) B (A TE A A A
K56 2% 5 BUE B E [V R). %R ITIEMR 5 — MRBIE T SRR AR5 AR, [ 5 T b8
AR PR TR A4 PR 3R S B e B 22, STk [159] AR B (F5AF) MO B e sl 4 A i, 45 H
T RH NP2 B HE R S LU BB 4 45 ] (partial ancestral graph, PAG). SCHR [160] #2 i Af FH —FhriZ
2 LA ) PR 45 PR T S R TR SR S R R 0 Il A e i T2 SR A il i, FE R Boolean
satisfiability (SAT) AbFH 2R 5K B 45 0. SCHR [161] B0 TAF ST — 30 58 ST 9 22 (13 58 150K 3000 %6f 42
IR HE « AEF VR BS54 B AT g 0 S HERR SEIL T SE AL R SR A 2 5T

BT} R PR SCHR [162] #93d T B 18] RT3 Markov 4, SEERL T s 4 s i P 1 v 25k o
NUHIRE 73, AT 250 S T AR R S5 ¥4 22 ST Bayes 53k, SCHR [163] 85— Rk 9 S vk 1 4%
M 28 RS 28 2 WA 5B ) 0] R, P T e AR B A B SN S, P B — NS SRR S A
BETIANE, KT A B B 7 25 10 2 A PR R R SR A e EL A B L (0 P O TR SR X 4 4 4 2 2 R K
i eb, SCwk [164] ERTEGRE R E . AR RSB RHE, IR T T ERM S IR R
%, $RH T 2T MapReduce JfR 52 (1 R SR I 26 HFAT 25 ST FIBG S 4E4 73, SCHk [165] I ERIHERE
FA AT A8 HH R ER AR 7 2 (ARG R R SR I 2%, DA T MapReduce g AR A ) K IR A
T AR A BRSE, N AR RS S R ST A3 BT A AR UL R ARSI ROR. Sk [166] 51 TR IR B &
ZHRZGYA AR T S EUOAR B SALH]. SCHR [167) 383 T DURMUE] I P 47 806, R T TF
o R 2 1) 5 M) 55 4 58 DX 88 A7 Ay 1) I i AT

AR SR, K7 DR SR 10X 45 1 DR A P T 30 e ) 05 R SR DX 45 1y 2 =) Il i s ) AR 2 58 IR0 T 8%
P RN DR SR AHE W vk, X ROV SR O 2 ST LR 48 (1) Markov S50 38, SR UM S 25
AN R RV, RIGS2IFTE T Re I R E R ARG EE TR T adeR R s, —4
Markov S5/ P REALHE K& 1) Markov PESEA 1) BRI SR I 2%, K45 BT RT R AR 8] SR I 285 — A PR X 4 1)
AL, T ELAS T ) IR SR R 28 T RE A AR5 IR SRAE . 4R 52 378 Markov 250 8I0AS R I, STk [168] $2H
T AR P A6 BT AT B DR SR A 0 S 3 v, A3 BT IR A E R AR &R L AL st 2 AT
RIS, SCHR [169] B B3 H T flith 22 ARt 45 AR B 1 kA DR SR AE F I B R R Rl sk, &
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XHEPESH T RERE R, SCHR [170] 4R 1R A A 7 ST DR R R OS54 2R, SCVRIE AR TR 2% D 3 A,
SRV BRSNS R AR ARE BT AT AT REAI DR RAE T 5. SR [171] S 1 s aksh iR s P R ik
B, g 7 M Bl 2 S0 DRR I 28 45 5 DRRAE Rl TR 25 5 1 5.

DR SR o 246 5 20 A B i) DR SRk 2 R B B AR D50k, )2 B T % U RS2 7, A 2 IR
R NI A 222 e P S5 2 A Ao AN L, R SR I 4 PR 5 A 2 O 5 AR 2 R B RE A AN S RE Sk
E; AFEA AL R PR SRS LN, U3 155 A8 B IR, M Eodhe =7 51 73 21 K R 2% 1)
Markov SEH AR AL E A2 W] BE R A R IR 2, Qi ) Y e Ml 5 5 SRR 45 BB SE 40 B0t A AR B
Z I IR SRR RTE R TETC. 34k, SR PR R R 45 7% 204 1 2 38 5 22 [ (O R SR Sk R AN M8 T
WA R TFRAF

7T HRIB

TR R OC R — B AR R S 1. 1248 U Ok R BT, K& RS T UH A
WEME. B IIEGRRE . FERE SRS & ph A P ER 8 D) 7 BX e ik, R |
W2 <DFEu, TR B Rk M PR R R, FO RS T IR BRI,
KTHRKXRMTFEERE L, Z WSk [172]. (B2, X223 AR 20 7t R L R OE R 1)
Tk iR RERARA IR, el — ML, BB St s R R, PRERHEWT i) Se vt I i AE v 2 R 40
BANFAT I AR 2 L ARSI T A AT TR O, AR Al AR b I B ORE ). AT
S A RTE A 5 AR AN R SR D 23 A5 2R RIS AE PP DRI SR A FH R A 0 DR SR 5% 2% e g AR R P e )2 1)
GuitJrik. IREETIEM T, 198 T8 A BRI &R G, DL Gt A LA o
X RIRRE R

ANFIAT A, DR SR AE W 0 75 1 — S FE A E 78 S B b JEvE B S8 s 9eiE, ilan, m) 2 AR E A
SUTVA 1B E; X L6558 2 75 WL 75 BRI L b AR B S AR W, 78 S BrRmit 7 Hh 4 D8] SR B,
B B BB B & XA BEARAE TV AR W, O TR B R SR RURHER, fR B A A R RE
X DR SREHEWT s, HEAT A RABE I RBUBE 43 BT (sensitivity analysis), 2 WL SCHK [90]. ASSCARI KA
SR b o FC At B 1), eh A oA D73 T4 3 EAR Y 1061750 AR M A ) (731761 5 ]
13160 L5 AEEWIIR S | AT IR AL e 2 5 P AR A

SR FE H 1)V 2% R 2 AN AP ) B, E SAROREAR 0t 70 v AN T a4, AR 1 KRB At
FUIEAE FR SR s L AR B R e ot AR B 07 vk U 3 R FRATAE It 8 v AN W B i R gt i s — 2
HEVEE, AR RO HiR AR &, BRI R R 1R 2 S Ge it S5 10 HEAT IR 41 2 PR X
SCHER [177) RV T B ORI 23 AT RIS SRR A 2 M A DG A ORI L B R T AR B M. AR
FEARFEAR IR R FRAT], MOREHE 1 2 U5 E A R4S B AR 2 GE vt S5 IR AR AL 1 1R 1 I R PRI, %o T 2 U
I P 5 BBl a HE, AR5 FERT RS B BE BEAT 0 AN 2 AIRSZ B B0 A3 21 % 4518, R85
FHIX Lo 2510 3 AT HEF.

TEREAR AR, EHs (U B AN 73 BT 75 B A 2R NI 50 A0 A0 43 1 R bl 7 7 R 47 0040 44 B A
AR AN TR IR 5k ol O HES) &S A RIS e 1 B 225y g, TR SRR W 5 72 0 4 K e i an
AT Pearson Ml Fisher R ARCLLAEG iH2% 10 Newton BfAX, TATHAREE REFE A & B LG22
Einstein X, A4.

Mt B IBURTELEELFBANEZRENL.
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Statistical approaches for causal inference

Wang Miao, Chunchen Liu & Zhi Geng

Abstract Causal inference is a permanent challenge topic in statistics, data science, and many other scientific
fields. In this paper, we give an overview of statistical methods for causal inference. There are two main
frameworks of causal inference: the potential outcome model and the causal network model. The potential
outcome framework is used to evaluate causal effects of a known treatment or exposure variable on a given
response or outcome variable. We review several commonly-used approaches in this framework for causal effect
evaluation. The causal network framework is used to depict causal relationships among variables and the data
generation mechanism in complex systems. We review two main approaches for structural learning: the constraint-
based method and the score-based method. In the recent years, the evaluation of causal effects and the structural
learning of causal networks are combined together. At the first stage, the hybrid approach learns a Markov
equivalent class of causal networks from observed data; then at the second stage, it evaluates the causal effect for
each causal network in the class; it also obtains a set of causal effects. The current frameworks of causal inference
still have various demerits and disadvantages. We discuss these challenges and possible solutions in modern big
data studies.

Keywords causal effect, causal network, confounder, potential outcome, surrogate, statistical inference,
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