arXiv:1908.07301v8 [math.ST] 17 Apr 2023

Note: Corrected and extended parts of this paper will soon be published as a book of the same title

Causality from the Point of View of Statistics

José A. Ferreira

Department of Statistics, Informatics and Modelling National Institute for Public Health and the Environment (RIVM) Antonie van Leeuwenhoeklaan 9, 3721 MA Bilthoven, The Netherlands e-mail: jose.ferreira@rivm.nl Abstract: We present a basis for studying questions of cause and effect in statistics which subsumes and reconciles the models proposed by Pearl, Robins, Rubin and others, and which, as far as mathematical notions and notation are concerned, is entirely conventional. In particular, we show that, contrary to what several authors had thought, standard probability can be used to treat problems that involve notions of causality, and in a way not essentially different from the way it has been used in the area generally known (since the 1960s, at least) as ‘applied probability’. Conventional, elementary proofs are given of some of the most important results obtained by the various schools of ‘statistical causality’, and a variety of examples considered by those schools are worked out in detail. Pearl’s ‘calculus of intervention’ is examined anew, and its first two rules are formulated and proved by means of elementary probability for the first time since they were stated 25 years or so ago.

MSC2020 subject classifications: Primary: 62A99; 62F99; 62E99; 60J99; 60K99; secondary: 62P10; 62P20; 62P25.

Keywords and phrases: Causality, Markovian models, Identifiability, Confounding.

1

1. Background

Let Ω = [0, 1], F be the family of Borel subsets of Ω, P Lebesgue measure on Ω, and consider the probability space (Ω, F, P). In this space one can compute probabilities of events such as {ω},

E := ⋃ n [a_n, b_b], Ω ∩ Q ≡ {ω ∈ Ω : ω ∈ Q}, or N_j := ω ≡ ∑ m≥1 ω_m 10^m ∈ Ω : lim_{n−→∞} 1 n n∑ m=1 δ_{ωm,j} = 1 10 (j = 0, 1, ..., 9). Indeed, P({ω}) = 0, so that the probability of drawing any particular element of Ω is 0, P(E) = ∑ n P ([a_n, b_b]) provided the subintervals of Ω in the union are disjoint, P(Ω ∩ Q) = 0, so that the event ‘ω is rational’ has probability 0, and P(N_j ) = 1 for all j—Borel’s normal number theorem. We interpret each ω ∈ Ω as a possible ‘random draw’ from the unit interval and say that the probability that the draw falls between a and b is P([a, b]) = b − a (a ≤ b), that it is impossible to draw any particular ω, that the draw is certain to be irrational, etc.

If X : Ω → R is a random variable, the real number X(ω) is called the ‘realization’ of X associated with the random draw ω; if A is an arbitrary Borel subset of R, the event that a realization of X falls in A, defined as X^{−1}(A) := {ω ∈ Ω : X(ω) ∈ A} and often abbreviated as {X ∈ A} or ‘X is in A’, has probability P(X ∈ A) ≡ P(X^{−1}(A)). In particular, if U is the identity mapping on Ω then P(U ≤ u) = u (u ∈ [0, 1]), P(U is irrational) ≡ P(U ∈ Ω\Q) = 1, and so on; U is said to be a standard uniform random variable, or a random variable with the standard uniform distribution (the distribution being the mapping A → P(A)).

Moreover, if D_n(ω) denotes the n-th digit in the non-terminating decimal expansion of U(ω), so that U(ω) = ∑ n≥1 D_n(ω) 10^n

≡ 0·D_1(ω)D_2(ω)D_3(ω) · · · , (1.1)

then D_1, D_2, . . . are random variables on Ω and, for instance, the probability that the second and fourth digits equal 6 and 3, P (D_2 = 6, D_4 = 3), is 9∑ j,k=0 ( j 10 + 6 10^2 + k 10^3 + 3 10^4 < U ≤ j 10 + 6 10^2 + k 10^3 + 4 10^4 ) = 1 10^2 ,

which, because P(D_n = j) = 1/10 for all j, shows that P (D_2 = 6, D_4 = 3) = P(D_2 = 6)P(D_4 = 3); and since the digits 3 and 6 play no special role in this calculation it follows that D_2 and D_4 are independent. More generally, D_1, D_2, . . . are independent random variables, each uniform on {0, 1, . . . , 9}.

Thus a standard uniform random variable may be identified with a decimal expansion like (1.1) consisting of independent random digits uniform on {0, 1, . . . , 9}. But the digits of U can be arranged in a two-dimensional array by the ‘diagonal method’ in such a way that for each ω the correspondence

U_1(ω) ↔ 0·D_1(ω) D_3(ω) D_6(ω) D_{10}(ω) D_{15}(ω) D_{21}(ω) D_{28}(ω) · · · U_2(ω) ↔ 0·D_2(ω) D_5(ω) D_9(ω) D_{14}(ω) D_{20}(ω) D_{27}(ω) · · · · · · U_3(ω) ↔ 0·D_4(ω) D_8(ω) D_{13}(ω) D_{19}(ω) D_{26}(ω) · · · · · · · · · U_4(ω) ↔ 0·D_7(ω) D_{12}(ω) D_{18}(ω) D_{25}(ω) · · · · · · · · · · · · U_5(ω) ↔ 0·D_{11}(ω) D_{17}(ω) D_{24}(ω) · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · U_6(ω) ↔ 0·D_{16}(ω) D_{23}(ω) · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · U_7(ω) ↔ 0·D_{22}(ω) · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

determines a sequence U_1(ω), U_2(ω), . . . of numbers in Ω, and thereby (the random digits D_n making up the decimal expansions being independent) a sequence U_1, U_2, . . . of standard uniform random variables, all defined on the same probability space (Ω, F, P). This construction is concrete to the extent that numbers such as π − 3 and e − 2, say, are concrete and that to each of them there corresponds a countable sequence of irrational numbers U_1(ω), U_2(ω), . . . Whether a particular U(ω) = ω is a normal number or not is quite irrelevant (and probably unascertainable); what is relevant is that a draw from the probability space yields a countable number of independent draws with the same distribution, that sets of draws possessing certain properties have probability 1 or 0, etc.

If F is an arbitrary right-continuous distribution function on R and its ‘inverse’ F^{−1} is defined by F^{−1}(u) = min{x ∈ R : F (x) ≥ u} then P(F^{−1}(U) ≤ x) = F (x), i.e. the random variable X = F^{−1}(U) has distribution function F . It follows that the correspondence between each U(ω) = ω and X_1(ω), X_2(ω), . . ., where X_n(ω) = F^{−1}(U_n(ω)) for each ω and n, determines a sequence X_1, X_2, . . . of independent random variables on the same probability space, each of which has distribution function F . More generally, a sequence X_1, X_2, . . . of independent random variables with distribution functions F_1, F_2, . . . is defined by the transformations X_n = F^{−1}_n (U_n). Still more generally, if F_1 is a distribution function and, for each n ∈ N and each x ∈ R^n, F_{n+1,x} is a distribution function in R then X_1 =F^{−1}_1 (U_1) and

X_{n+1} = F^{−1}_{n+1,Xn} (U_{n+1}), X_n = (X_1, . . . , X_{n−1}, X_n), n ∈ N,

defines a sequence of generally dependent random variables on (Ω, F, P) with joint distribution functions given by G_1 = F_1,

G_n(x_n) := P(X_1 ≤ x_1, X_2 ≤ x_2, . . . , X_n ≤ x_n) = ∫_{xn−1} −∞ · · · ∫_{x1} −∞ F_{n,x}′_{n−1} (x_n)dG_{n−1}(x^′_{n−1}),

where x_n = (x_1, x_2, . . . , x_n) ∈ R^n , n = 2, 3, . . . If for instance F_{n+1,x} does not depend on n and if it depends on x ∈ R^n only through the last coordinate then the sequence X_1, X_2, . . . is a homogeneous Markov chain. Evidently, the mapping of each draw U(ω) = ω to each sequence X_1(ω), X_2(ω), . . . is not just a simple rearrangement of the digits of ω, as is the case with U_1(ω), U_2(ω), . . .; but, again, the unfolding of a number like π − 3 diagonally into a two-dimensional array followed by the transformation of the rows of the array by a real-valued function is hardly less concrete than π − 3 itself.

Finally, one can define an uncountable set Y = (Y_t)_{t≥0} of random variables— a random function or ‘continuous-time’ stochastic process on R_+ —on the same probability space. Indeed, the procedure used above to get U_1, U_2, . . . from U can be applied to each of the U_ns to yield an independent sequence of sequences (V_{n,m})_{m≥1} of independent standard uniform random variables, and these in turn can be transformed into an independent sequence of sequences (X_{n,m})_{m≥1} of independent random variables with any given distribution functions. But then, for example, two such sequences, say (X_{1,m})_{m≥1} and (X_{2,m})_{m≥1}, the first of which may be assumed strictly positive, suffice to determine for each ω a rightcontinuous step function^1 Y_t(ω) = ∑ m≥1 X_{2,m}(ω)1_{{X1,1 +···+X1,m ≤t}}(ω), whose jumps occur at the points X_{1,1}(ω) + · · · + X_{1,m}(ω) and have sizes X_{2,m}(ω) − X_{2,m−1}(ω); in particular, if the first sequence has the same exponential distribution and the second is degenerate at 1 (i.e. P(X_{2,n} = 1) = 1 for all n) then Y is a Poisson process.

For a second example based on all the independent sequences (X_{n,m})_{m≥1} obtained above, consider for each n ∈ N some real-valued functions (f_{m,n})_{m≥1} on R_+ such that f_{m,n}(t) = 0 for t ∉ ]n − 1, n] and set

Y^{(n)}_t (ω) = ∑ m≥1 f_{m,n}(t)X_{n,m}(ω)

for t ∈ [n − 1, n] and ω ∈ Ω for which the series converges and Y^{(n)}_t (ω) = 0 for other (t, ω). Under certain conditions on the f_{m,n}s and on the X_{n,m}s (e.g. [34]), for each n the function t → Y^{(n)}_t (ω) is continuous on [n − 1, n] for ω in a set of probability 1. Under such conditions, for ω in a set of probability 1 the function

Y_t(ω) = ∑ n≥1 Y^{(n)}_t (ω) + n−1∑ j=1 Y^{(j)}_j (ω) 1_{[n−1,n[}(t)

is continuous on R_+ . For instance, if the X_{n,m}s are standard normal random variables and f_{n,m}(t) =^{√2}_{πm} [1 − cos(mπ{t − (n − 1)})] 1_{[n−1,n[}(t) then the Y = (Y_t)_{t≥0} thus defined is a Wiener (or Brownian motion) process.

2. Models of causality

When one says that something affects, is the cause of, or has an effect on something else, then one implies that it does so after a certain moment and in a certain situation which may help bring about the effect and which, up to that

1As usual, 1_E (ω) equals 1 for ω ∈ E and 0 for ω ∉ E.

moment, may itself affect and be affected by the cause. Mathematically, this idea can be expressed by the equations

r = ρ(x, t), τ(x, t) = 0, (2.1)

where x describes the situation prior to the moment when the effect comes into force, t stands for the cause—called treatment here on account of problems of cause and effect typically encountered in applications—r stands for the joint result of, or the response to, x and t, and τ and ρ are some functions, τ being vector-valued in order that the second equation may consist of one or more equations relating t to components (or coordinates) of x.^2

Although the second equation may define t implicitly as a function of x—and the components of the latter implicitly as functions of its other components and of t—it really is a constraint representing the interaction between t and x prior to the moment when the effect comes into force. Thus, for a given x there may be a single t satisfying τ(x, t) = 0, there may be none, but at least for one x there must be t_1 ≠ t_2 such that τ(x, t_1) = τ(x, t_2) = 0—for if t were uniquely determined by x then the response would be a function of the situation alone and there would be no treatment to talk of, a possibility that we exclude. On the other hand, except in artificial cases neither x nor t will be functions of r; and even if (x, t) can be written as a function of r there should be no reason for one to interpret (2.1) as saying that the response causes the situation or the treatment.^3

In order to turn these ideas into a ‘causal model’ we only need to specify a few things about ρ and τ, such as their domains and codomains, sets X and T of situations and treatments, and a set A ⊂ X × T of admissible elements (x, t) satisfying τ(x, t) = 0 and which can be used to compute values of r = ρ(x, t). For, irrespectively of how apt such model is to represent a real-life situation, we may consider trying a definite range of values of x and t in (2.1) and ask whether and to what extent the treatment affects the response—whether the response function (x, t) → ρ(x, t) varies with t for some x, and, if the treatment is shown to have an effect, to try and quantify that effect in terms of differences between responses ρ(x, t_1) and ρ(x, t_2) to different treatments t_1, t_2 under one or more situations x.

Of course, in applications the response function is to be regarded as unknown (there would be no problem to study otherwise), even if one may assume partial information about it, such as that ρ(x, t) is constant in x^′ when x = (x^′, x^{′′}) over a range of values of x^{′′}; and something about τ must be known, such as

2In principle x, t and r may be thought of as arbitrary sets of numerical, textual and pictorial elements, but we shall think of them mainly as vectors of real numbers or functions.

3For instance, if ρ(x, t) = (x − 1)(t − 1) + x(x − 1)/2 + t(t + 1)/2 then ρ is one-to-one in N × N and maps this set onto N, so one might very well consider that r causes (x, t) rather than that x and t cause r; but of course that would require us to interpret x, t and r and their relation with “the moment when the effect comes into force” in a different way. The possibility of one confusing cause and effect in our two equations, having read the definitions that presuppose them, is as ‘problematic’ as the possibility of one concluding that the motion of a marble rolling down an inclined plane is the cause of gravity or of the inclination of the plane.

the elements of A. Thus, in applications of the model one would not know the exact expression of ρ, and perhaps not that of τ, but one would see the values of ρ assumed on A.

And the model applies at least to some concrete problems. For example, the lifetime of a set of batteries used in a radio receiver depends on the brand of the batteries and possibly on such factors as elapsed shelf life, temperature and rate of usage during operation, etc. In principle, by varying the brand of the batteries and using the radio in such a way as to keep the other factors fixed, one should be able to determine which brand lasts longer. Such ‘studies’ or ‘experiments’ can take place in everyday life and need not require much planning or care in order to provide satisfactory answers. Thus, if two sets of batteries being tested have very different lifetimes then slight differences between the temperature, rate of usage, elapsed shelf life, etc., experienced during the two periods of testing will probably not mask the superiority of one set over the other: in the language of (2.1), if t_1 and t_2 represent the sets of batteries and x_1 and x_2 the situations during the two periods of testing, one expects r_1 := ρ(x_1, t_1) ≈ ρ(x, t_1) and r_2 := ρ(x_2, t_2) ≈ ρ(x, t_2) provided x_1 ≈ x ≈ x_2, in which case the comparison between r_1 and r_2 is a suitable replacement for the more accurate comparison between ρ(x, t_1) and ρ(x, t_2).^4 But the same sort of consideration serves to show that the effect of the factor of interest may be confounded with (or by) the effects of incidental factors: if ρ(x, t_1) ≈ ρ(x, t_2) for each x and if ρ(x_1, t) and ρ(x_2, t) are very different for x_1 ≠ x_2 and each t, then the large difference between r_1 and r_2 will be a poor substitute for the small differences between ρ(x_1, t_1) and ρ(x_1, t_2) and between ρ(x_2, t_1) and ρ(x_2, t_2).

Let us say in connection with our model that confounding may occur or exist, or that the situation may be a confounder of the treatment, whenever τ is not constant in x and there exist (x_1, t_1), (x_2, t_2) ∈ A such that x_1 ≠ x_2, t_1 ≠ t_2 and ρ(x_1, t_i) ≠ ρ(x_2, t_i) for i = 1, 2.

While admissibility implies that the choices of t and x are subordinated to each other to some extent, the last condition implies that an investigation of the effect of the treatment by comparing ρ(x, t_1) with ρ(x, t_2) for a given x is not guaranteed—since on the one hand (x, t_1) and (x, t_2) need not be both admissible, and on the other hand ρ(x_1, t_1) and ρ(x_2, t_2) may differ because x_1 ≠ x_2 rather than because t_1 ≠ t_2.

However, even when confounding is possible one may still be able to study the effect of the treatment if there exist at least two different points (x, t_1), (x, t_2) ∈ A with which to compare ρ(x, t_1) and ρ(x, t_2), or if for distinct x_1 and x_2 such that (x_1, t_1), (x_2, t_2) ∈ A one has ρ(x_1, t) = ρ(x_2, t) for each t, which permits comparing ρ(x_1, t_1) = ρ(x_2, t_1) with ρ(x_1, t_2) = ρ(x_2, t_2). Accordingly, in such cases we shall say that confounding can be removed—or that one can correct for confounding, or something similar. In the first case, removal of confounding is

4In this example, the allowed combinations of situations and treatments may be represented by a table with binary entries indicating whether they apply or not, and τ may consist of a vector of sums of products of indicator functions or Kronecker δs of the entries of the table.

achieved by matching on the situation, i.e. by taking points (x, t_1) and (x, t_2) in A with t_1 ≠ t_2 for each one of as many as possible x, and comparing ρ(x, t_1) with ρ(x, t_2). In the second case, using the fact that ρ(x, t) = ρ(y, t) for certain x ≠ y and t in a certain range, one corrects for confounding by stratifying or partitioning a subset of X into the sets

X_x = { y ∈ X : τ(y, t) = τ(x, t) = 0, ρ(y, t) = ρ(x, t) for some t ∈ T } and the complement of their union, and comparing the responses to various t ∈ T within each set of the resulting partition.

It goes without saying that in order to do this in a real-life problem one has to know enough about the response and be allowed to pick favourable combinations of situations and treatments; one may assume wrongly that ρ(x, t) is constant in x^′ for x = (x^′, x^{′′}) in a certain set and make the ‘confounded comparison’ between ρ(x^′, x^{′′}, t_1) and ρ(x^′, x^{′′′}, t_2), and then, in effect, confounding occurs.

Example 2.1. Take some functions F, G : R^2 → R, H : R^3 → R, some intervals A, B ⊂ R, and put

τ(x, t) = F (x) − |t|1_A(x_1) − t1_Ac (x_1),

ρ(x, t) = G(x_2, t)1_B (x_2) + H(x, t)1_Bc (x_2), x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ R^2 , t ∈ R.

If x_1 ∈ A^c then τ(x, t) = 0 ⇔ F (x) = t and ρ(x, t) = ρ(x, F (x)), so in general the last argument of ρ cannot be varied in order to study its effect (though it can be in trivial cases, as when ρ(x, t) depends on t alone and one can take x ≠ x^′ such that F (x) = t ≠ t^′ = F (x^′)).

If x_1 ∈ A and x_2 ∈ B^c then ρ(x, t) = H(x, t) and τ(x, t) = 0 ⇔ F (x) = |t|, so there may be x with which to compare H(x, −t) and H(x, t); that is, we may study the treatment effect by matching on values of x ∈ A × B^c.

If x_1 ∈ A and x_2 ∈ B then ρ(x, t) = G(x_2, t) and τ(x, t) = 0 ⇔ F (x) = |t|, so there may be (x_1, x_2), (x^′_1, x_2) satisfying t = F (x_1, x_2) and −t = F (x^′_1, x_2), with which we can compare G(x_2, −t) and G(x_2, t); that is, we may study the treatment effect within strata X_{x1,x2} := {(x^′_1, x_2) : x^′_1 ∈ A, F (x^′_1, x_2) = −F (x_1, x_2)}, (x_1, x_2) ∈ A × B. □

The possibilities of studying the effect of treatment on the response depend on A and on ρ. If τ is constant in t then x and t can be chosen at will, i.e. within the limits imposed by the constraints on the xs and ts but independently of each other. In our example of the radio batteries, the model with such τ corresponds to the possibility of carrying out an experimental study involving, for instance, buying batteries of various brands fresh from the factories at the appropriate times and testing each brand by playing the radio continuously until the batteries die, at constant volume, in a room with controlled temperature, humidity, etc.

If on the contrary τ varies with t and x then the extent to which confounding can be removed depends on how rich A is.^5 In the example of the batteries,

5For example, let n ∈ N and consider τ (x, t) = x^2 +t^2 −n^2. If A ⊂ Z^2 then for each situation

this last version of the model may represent an observational study in which a careless experimenter buys batteries from various shops at unplanned times, depending on availability and other circumstances, and does not take particular care in fixing temperature, rate of usage, etc. If the experimenter carried out many such experiments he might be fortunate enough to have a few of them in which batteries of different brands happened to have the same elapsed shelf life and the rate of usage, temperature, etc., just happened to be constant or exerted no influence on the life of the batteries.

3. The simplest statistical model

The simplest statistical model is

R_n = ρ ( V_n, X_n, T_n ) , T_n = τ ( U_n, X_n ) , n ∈ N, (3.1) where (X_n)_{n≥1} is a sequence of random ‘situations’ taking values in X (e.g. in R^d ), (U_n)_{n≥1} and (V_n)_{n≥1} are sequences of random variables such that U_n and V_n are both standard uniform conditionally on X_n, all defined on our probability space (Ω, F, P), (T_n)_{n≥1} is a sequence of random treatments taking values in T (e.g. in N_0 ), (R_n)_{n≥1} is the corresponding sequence of responses (e.g. taking values in R), and ρ and τ are real-valued functions defined on [0, 1] × X × T and [0, 1] × X , respectively. Just like in (2.1), there is no danger of confusing cause and effect in equations (3.1): R_n is a function of (X_n, T_n) and represents an event occurring after the determination of the latter; more precisely, the calculation of R_n(ω) for each ω ∈ Ω is really preceded by that of U_n(ω), V_n(ω) and X_n(ω) followed by that of T_n(ω) from X_n(ω)—and if there must be an ‘ultimate cause of things’ it is the drawing of ω.^6

We shall sometimes refer to this as the basic model, to distinguish it from the more detailed models considered in sections 4 and 5.

The admissible elements in the models of section 2 have here a counterpart in the sequence (X_n, T_n)_{n≥1} of pairs of situations and treatments, which possesses more structure and may be endowed with such features as independence or dependence and stationarity or nonstationarity.

An interesting variant of (3.1) is obtained by letting T_n be constant with probability 1, or letting it take a fixed number of values at fixed values of n, while allowing the X_ns to be nondegenerate. If we regard our model as representing a self-contained ‘world’ or ‘system’ evolving from a random draw ω, we can think of this option as the external forcing of a fixed treatment, or of a fixed pattern of treatments, upon the system—which without that external intervention would

x there are at most two treatments that can be used to evaluate the response. If A ⊂ R^2 , two treatments, namely t_± = ± √ n^2 − x^2, can be considered for each situation x ∈ ] − n, n[, and therefore confounding may be removed by comparing ρ(x, −t) with ρ(x, t) and ρ(−x, −t) with ρ(−x, t); but even in this case the range of admissible (x, t)s is quite restricted compared to R^2._6

A concern about standard mathematical notation not being able to represent relationships of cause and effect appears to be quite common; see for instance the text leading to footnote 5 of [47], the second paragraph on p. 291 of [13].

have evolved randomly according to its own laws. Thus, we will see that when a real-life problem is represented by a model like (3.1) it is sometimes useful to consider the associated intervention model

R_n = ρ ( V_n, X_n, t_n ) , n ∈ N, (3.2) where (X_n)_{n≥1}, (V_n)_{n≥1} have the same distributions as in (3.1) and (t_n)_{n≥1} is a sequence of numbers in T —which in particular may be set equal to a constant in order to represent the forcing of the same treatment in every situation in which the treatment may exert an effect.^7

These models bring with them a distinction between observable and unobservable random variables: in (3.1), the situations, the treatments and the responses are observable because they are regarded as empirical data which can be observed or measured in connection with a cause and effect relationship; the U_ns and V_ns, on the other hand, are regarded as unobservable, because they were brought in precisely as ‘factors’ lying beyond the situations and treatments, i.e. beyond what can be observed or measured. Of course, unobservable random variables are as mathematical and as ‘real’ as observable random variables; the main reason for distinguishing them is that only the observable ones are used in statistical procedures—such as versions of the matching and stratification procedures mentioned in section 2, or procedures to estimate functions such as (x, t) → E[R_n|X_n = x, T_n = t], which plays an important role in the sequel.

As in section 2, to say that treatment has an effect on the response—or that there exists a treatment effect—in connection with (3.1) or (3.2) is essentially to say that the response function ρ is not constant in its third argument. However, in order to avoid exceptional cases which are irrelevant for applications, we shall say that treatment has an effect on the response if, for some n, conditionally on X_n, ρ(V_n, X_n, t) varies with t with positive probability; that is, there is a treatment effect if and only if^8 L ( ρ(V_n, X_n, t) | |X_n = x) ≡ L(ρ(V_n, x, t) | |X_n = x) = L ( ρ(V_n, x, t) ) is not constant in t for some n and some x such that P(X_n ∈ N) > 0 for every neighbourhood N of x.

7When the t_ns are all equal, the intervention model corresponds to an application of Pearl’s ‘do operator’—“which simulates physical interventions by deleting certain functions [in this case τ ] from the model, replacing them by a constant [...], while keeping the rest of the model unchanged”—to (3.1); see p. 107 of [48] or pp. 54-57 of [54]. Of course, in many non-experimental real-life situations the enforcement of a treatment upon a system does affect other aspects of that system (for instance, forcing an individual to stop smoking may cause him to increase his consumption of alcohol or foodstuffs, or to recalcitrate in unanticipated ways; cf. section 8.2 of [13]), but, as we shall see later on, an intervention model, even if purely hypothetical or unrealizable, may, in principle, serve a good purpose. Note that (3.2) really defines a family of models, one model for each sequence (t_n )_{n≥1}, and that (3.2) could also be seen as a special case of (3.1) where τ depends only on the index n of the pair (U_n, X_n).

8It is customary and sometimes convenient to refer to the probability distribution A → P(X ∈ A) of a random variable X as the law of X, which we denote by L(X); similarly, the law of Y conditional on the event {X = x}, written L(Y |X = x), stands for A → P(Y ∈ A|X = x).

Remark. Note that since U_n and V_n are standard uniform conditionally on X_n, each of them is standard uniform unconditionally as well. It follows that the conditioning on {X_n =x} can be removed from L ( ρ(V_n, x, t) | |X_n =x) and from other expressions involving the law of ρ(V_n, x, t), as done in the last inequality. □

In real-life problems the (X_n, T_n, R_n)s are meant to represent observations on ‘individuals’ (‘patients’, ‘units’, etc.) and serve as models for the responses of those individuals to treatments under certain conditions. The hypothesis that the treatment has no effect on the response then means that the response of the n-th individual is fully determined by the situation and by incidental factors represented by V_n. On the other hand, it is enough that a single individual’s response be affected by the treatment in a ‘realizable’ situation for the treatment to have an effect.

It follows from all this that a study of the treatment effect on the response amounts to a study of the conditional—or unconditional—laws of the random variables ρ(V_n, X_n, t), t ∈ T , the so-called potential outcomes, and of related random variables such as ρ(V_n, X_n, t) − ρ(V_n, X_n, t^′) or ρ(V_n, X_n, t)/ρ(V_n, X_n, t^′), t ≠ t^′. But these are unobservable (only ρ(V_n, X_n, T_n) is observable), so it is not obvious that their laws can be estimated from observed data. In fact, we shall now see that the possibility of estimating L ( ρ(V_n, X_n, t) | |X_n = x) from data— the possibility of studying the effect of treatment on response—corresponds to the possibility of removing confounding in (3); for the X_ns are confounders of treatment because unless one is somehow able to ‘fix’ them it is generally impossible to know whether differences in response are due to differences in the situations or to differences in the treatment.

Ideally, the study of the treatment effect in our statistical model (3.1) would involve the comparison between the values of ρ ( V_n, X_n, t ) for various t ∈ T — the potential outcomes of the n-th individual. However, at each draw ω we only get to see ρ ( V_n(ω), X_n(ω), t ) for a single t, namely t = T_n(ω); we do not see any of its counterfactuals, i.e. the set of ρ ( V_n(ω), X_n(ω), t ) for t ≠ T_n(ω)—if we did, then the differences ρ ( V_n(ω), X_n(ω), T_n(ω) ) − ρ ( V_n(ω), X_n(ω), t ) for t ≠ T_n(ω) would reveal the effect of the treatment and solve our problem. Even in the intervention model (3.2) the most that one is given to see and is allowed to compare (e.g. when the X_ns are discrete) at a single draw ω are pairs of responses ρ ( V_m(ω), X_m(ω), t_m ) and ρ ( V_n(ω), X_n(ω), t_n ) such that X_m(ω) = X_n(ω) = x for some x ∈ X and t_m ≠ t_n, which, because they generally differ in the first argument of ρ, will, on their own, seldom tell us whether differences between them are caused by the treatment or by V_m and V_n (whose realizations are unobservable). It seems evident, then, that in order to study the effect of treatment based on a single realization (X_n(ω), T_n(ω), R_n(ω))_{n≥1} of (3.1) one has to make do with the comparison of empirical conditional averages such as N∑ n=1 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}}(ω)ρ ( V_n(ω), x, t ) N∑ n=1 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}}(ω) and N∑ n=1 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}′_}(ω)ρ ( V_n(ω), x, t^′ ) N∑ n=1 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}′_}(ω) for t ≠ t^′ and various x—and hope that the V_n(ω)s for which T_n(ω) = t are not essentially different, as far as their role in ρ is concerned, from those for which T_n(ω) = t^′. However, there is nothing in the conditions introduced so far that prevents us from having, for instance, V_n(ω) < 1/2 for n such that 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}}(ω) = 1 and V_n(ω) ≥ 1/2 for n such that 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}′_}(ω) = 1, an occurrence that would confound the workings of t in ρ ( V_n(ω), x, t ) and could produce a difference between the two averages even if ρ were constant in its third argument. It is therefore necessary to require, for the purpose of studying the treatment effect in model (3.1), that V_n be independent of T_n conditionally on X_n, or, what is equivalent, that U_n and V_n be independent conditionally on X_n. This condition, which we shall refer to as unconfoundedness, should make it possible to remove confounding because each V_n contributing to one average has the same distribution as each V_n contributing to the other, so that differences between averages that seem too extreme can be correctly attributed to the fact that t ≠ t^′ rather than to randomness.

When and to what extent it is possible to study the effect of the treatment by comparing empirical conditional averages also depends on the properties of those averages, which in turn depend on properties of the sequence (X_n, T_n, R_n)_{n≥1} other than unconfoundedness. Thus, although we shall not consider questions of testing for and estimating a treatment effect (treated in [59], [25], [31] and [22], for example), we must note that when the distribution of (X_n, T_n, R_n) is independent of n, and hence is the same as that of a generic vector (X, T, R) defined on the same probability space, empirical conditional averages of the form ∑_N n=1 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}}f(R_n) ∑_N n=1 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}} , (3.3)

where f is some real-valued function, converge under certain conditions and in a certain sense to

E[f(R)|X = x, T = t] = E[f(R_n)|X_n = x, T_n = t] (3.4)

as N → ∞ (e.g.with probability 1 if the (X_n, T_n, R_n)s are independent).^9 In the sequel we shall often refer to the possibility of estimating expectations such as these from observed data, by which we imply that the right-hand side of (3.4) is independent of n and can be estimated consistently by (3.3) with samples—not necessarily random samples—(X_1, T_1, R_1), ..., (X_N , T_N , R_N ).

9This is generally true if the X_ns and T_ns are discrete, which we assume for simplicity in most of the paper; if the X_ns are not discrete, the indicators 1_{{Xn=x,Tn=t}} in (3.3) are replaced by 1_{{Xn∈BN (x),Tn=t}}, where B_N (x) is a neighbourhood shrinking to x as N → ∞.

In order to confirm that under unconfoundedness the comparison of empirical conditional averages—those of (3.3) for varying t—provides a way of studying the effect of treatment, consider (3.4) with f = 1_A and varying A, i.e. the law L ( R_n | |X_n = x, T_n = t) = L(ρ(V_n, x, t) | |X_n = x, T_n = t).

As we have indicated, when based on a single realization of (X_n, T_n, R_n)_{n≥1} the study of the treatment effect amounts to the comparison of the conditional laws L ( ρ(V_n, x, t) | |X_n = x, T_n = t) and L(ρ(V_n, x, t^′) | |X_n = x, T_n = t^′) (3.5)

for t ≠ t^′ and varying x. By the conditional independence of U_n and V_n, L ( R_n | X_n = x, T_n = t ) = L ( ρ(V_n, X_n, T_n) | X_n = x, T_n = t ) = L ( ρ(V_n, x, t) | |X_n = x, τ(U_n, x) = t) = L ( ρ(V_n, x, t) | X_n = x ) = L ( ρ(V_n, x, t) ) , (3.6)

so any difference between the two laws of (3.5) is purely a result of the difference between taking t and t^′ in the last argument of the response function, and it follows that the function t→L ( ρ(V_n, X_n, t) | |X_n=x)—which then provides a full description of the causal effect of the treatment on the response under a situation x—can be estimated from observed data in the guise of L ( R_n | |X_n = x, T_n = t).

From this last law one can compute (and estimate from data) probabilities such as P ( ρ(V_n, X_n, t) ≤ r ) = ∑ x P ( ρ(V_n, x, t) ≤ r | |X_n = x)P(X_n = x), (3.7)

which determine the law of the potential outcomes, and quantities such as ∑ x { E ( ρ(V_n, x, t) | |X_n = x) − E(ρ(V_n, x, t^′) | |X_n = x)} P(X_n = x), (3.8)

the overall mean difference between the responses to treatments t and t^′, which is E [ ρ(V_n, X_n, t)−ρ(V_n, X_n, t^′) ] —the expected difference between the potential outcomes to t and t^′ of the same arbitrary individual.

4. More detailed models; levels of causality

We begin by introducing some terminology^{10} which qualifies the assumptions involved in a causal model and the degree to which those assumptions are thought to hold in a real-life problem. We speak of zero-level causality when a model like (3.1) is assumed without unconfoundedness, so that conclusions based on samples of the (X_n, T_n, R_n)s may say something about the association between the treatment and the response but not necessarily about the causal effect of the former on the latter (since at least some confounding subsists). It seems

10Proposed by Cox and Wermuth [13].

that observational studies are mostly carried out at the zero-level, even if they do not explicitly invoke model (3.1) or do not discuss the extent of confounding, and even if they vary with respect to the statistical methods used.^{11} In first-level causality one assumes a model like (3.1) with unconfoundedness— perhaps in a less explicit form, such as Rubin’s, discussed in remark (ii), p. ??— and knows or believes that the model corresponds sufficiently well to the real-life problem. In particular, one has identified most of the factors influencing both treatment and response—the confounders in X_n—and in principle can collect data on them in order to apply methods of stratification and matching to test for or estimate the causal effect of the treatment. Indeed, we have seen that under unconfoundedness the effect of the treatment on the response in model (3.1), which is completely characterized by L ( ρ(V_n, x, t) ) for varying (t, x) ∈ T × X , can be estimated from observed data in the guise of L ( R_n | |X_n = x, T_n = t).

However, as suggested above, not many studies are carried out at the first-level, and few present a thorough argumentation to justify unconfoundedness based on a list of variables identified as confounders.

Identifying which variables must be conditioned upon in order to make the assumption of unconfoundedness tenable is recognized by many (see for example section 3.7 of [31], pp. 76–7 of [59]) as a difficult task, demanding substantial extra-statistical knowledge about the real-life problem in hand. As a general rule, researchers such as Rosenbaum and Rubin recommend that “all the relevant covariates, that is, all the variables that may be associated with both outcomes and assignment to treatment” be considered as possible confounders, and say that “there is little or no reason to avoid adjustment for a true covariate, a variable describing subjects before treatment” ([31],[59]). Pearl and others (e.g. [67],[49]), on the other hand, have pointed out that in certain situations conditioning on some variables may create rather than remove confounding (a phenomenon that will be illustrated below), so that in order to justify conditioning on a particular set of variables one generally needs to postulate (and defend, based on extra-statistical knowledge) a detailed causal model describing the relationships between the various components of the situation, the treatment and the response—not just the model we have considered in section 3 of the cause and effect relationship between treatment and response given a situation.

We speak of second-level causality whenever such a detailed causal model of the situation, treatment and response is assumed or can be justified in a real-life problem. Since, as noted in section 2, a given problem may admit various levels of causality, second-level causality may be based on several models of varying complexity (which of course should be consistent with each other), and, as we shall see below, it may be reduced to first-level causality.

11In fact, many studies assume (at least implicitly) that the data follow a regression model, a very particular version of model (3.1) with unconfoundedness (see remark (i) following (3.1)); sometimes, however, some of the actual data represented by X_n or T_n are preceded by, or at least are synchronous with, those represented by R_n, which not only invalidates unconfounding as it perverts the notion of causality.

As an example of the ‘second-level model’ we have in mind let us take

X_1 = φ_1(U_1), X_2 = φ_2(U_2), X_3 = φ_3(U_3, X_1, X_2), X_4 = φ_4(U_4, X_1), X_5 = φ_5(U_5, X_2), T = τ(U, X_3, X_4), X_6 = φ_6(U_6, T ), R = ρ(V, X_3, X_5, X_6),

(4.1)

where U, V , U_1, . . . , U_6 are independent standard uniform random variables, to be regarded as unobservable, purely random ‘errors’ and therefore usually referred to as exogenous, and τ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_6 are real-valued functions.^{12} The schematic representation of this set of equations in figure 1—a ‘causal graph’—omits the essential information about the exogenous random variables, but provides a more digestible summary of the essential aspects of it, namely of which variables ‘influence’ which. We shall use standard or self-explanatory terminology when referring to such graphs: the variables X_1, X_2, . . . , T, R correspond to nodes of the graph; the graph is directed because its edges are arrows; X_1 → X_4 → T → X_6 → R is a directed path leading X_1 to R, and we say that X_1 leads to R; X_1 → X_4 → T ← X_3 → R is a path (not a directed one); T is a descendant of X_1, and a direct descendant of X_4 (and of X_3), and X_1 and X_4 are ancestors of T (and of X_6 and R); T ← X_4 is a subpath of the path T ← X_4 ← X_1; and so on. Note that a causal graph is acyclic: no two nodes point arrows to each other, and, more generally, a directed path from a node cannot lead back to the node (a future event cannot influence a past event). Actually, whenever we talk of a path we really mean a simple path: in it, a node appears only once (so even among undirected paths we never consider closed ones—those that begin and end in the same node).

X_1 X_2

X_4 X_3 X_5

T X_6 R

Fig 1. Graph of the model at the second-level of causality defined by (4.1).

Remark. We do not regard the graph of figure 1 as a model: the model is the mapping that assigns a set or vector of numbers to each ω ∈ Ω, and the figure is a summary of this mapping which can serve as a tool to analyse it in some respects. While in a general discussion one may consider figure 1 instead of (4.1),

12This model is used as an example in [48], pp.113-4, and in [54], p.64. In real-life problems, different variables in a set of equations like (4.1) may represent measurements of the same quantity made at different times, the more recent one being a function of the earlier one.

in a more specific example one may wish, for example, that τ be constant in the second argument, in which case the arrow from X_3 to T may be misleading. □

Model (4.1) represents second-level causality because it consists of more than just the two equations of (3.1); but it is not the only such model since the model without the equation X_6 = φ_6(U_6, T ) and with X_6 replaced by φ_6(U_6, T ) in the definition of R—a graph of which is obtained by deleting the node X_6 from figure 1 and linking T to R by a single arrow—is simpler but still of secondlevel causality. Evidently, if we discard X_6 and put X = (X_1, . . . , X_5) then the model satisfies (3.1) with unconfoundedness and in essence reduces to first-level-causality. More generally, if some of the functions and variables representing ‘intermediate relations’ are substituted into the functions they actuate, one may reduce the model to a first-level model: For instance, from (4.1) follow

R = ρ(V, X_3, X_5, X_6) = ρ ( V, X_3, φ_5(U_5, X_2), φ_6(U_6, T ) ) =: ρ̃ (~ V , X, T ) , T = τ(U, X_3, X_4) = τ ( U, X_3, φ_4(U_4, X_1) ) =: τ̃ (~ U, X ) , where X = (X_1, X_2, X_3) and Ũ and Ṽ are standard uniforms obtained from (U_4, U) and (U_5, U_6, V ), respectively, independent and independent of X, so the conditions of the basic model (3.1) are satisfied with unconfoundedness and^{13} L ( R | |X = x, T = t)=L(ρ̃(Ṽ , x, t) | |X = x, τ̃ (Ũ, x) = t) =L(ρ̃(Ṽ , x, t)). (4.2) Despite the difficulty of setting up a convincing second-level model in a reallife problem, it seems evident that any earnest effort in that direction can only help in thinking about and defending the assumption of unconfoundedness in a corresponding first-level model—and in opening it to scrutiny and criticism.^{14} The study of such a second-level model can also render a statistical analysis more efficient if it is found that unconfoundedness holds by conditioning on a smaller or more easily available subset of variables, although the actual measure of causal effect depends somewhat on the subset chosen: thus, essentially the same method of reduction just used with X = (X_1, X_2, X_3) shows that both X = (X_1, X_3) and X = (X_2, X_3) guarantee unconfoundedness, but (4.2) could

13Ũ and Ṽ are independent and independent of X because the event {X = x} is equal to {( φ_1(U_1), φ_2(U_2), φ_3 ( U_3, φ_1(U_1), φ_2(U_2) )) = x } and hence involves (U_1, U_2, U_3), while Ũ involves (U_4, U) and Ṽ involves (U_5, U_6, V ). In particular, the conditional distribution of Ṽ given {X = x} is independent of x, whence the last equality in (4.2) (cf. the remark on p. 10). As we shall see below, other reductions to a first-level model are possible. Note that Ṽ may, for example, be defined by arranging the digits in the decimal expansions of V , U_5, U_6 alternately, so that ρ̃ involves first the ‘unfolding’ of a sequence in three sequences of digits.

14Pearl has been explaining this for years (see the references in footnote ??); for a different opinion see [30] and p. 22 of [31]. It must be admitted, however, that if in relatively simple problems, such as (for instance) those considered in [58], setting up and justifying a second-level model is possible, in many observational studies of the type considered in [59] and [31] it may be simply impossible. In fields such as Economics and Sociology, identifying and estimating causal effects seems to be particularly difficult; see the valuable analyses of Freedman in the later chapters of [24] and in chapter 5 of [25].

be easier to estimate with the latter and a somewhat different measure of causal effect could be estimated with the former.^{15}

Besides, it seems that the possibility mentioned above that conditioning on certain variables may create rather than remove confounding, although considered by some to be mostly theoretical (e.g. [64]), cannot be ruled out. For instance, if we try to reduce model (4.1) to first-level causality by conditioning on X := X_3 alone, writing

R = ρ(V, X_3, X_5, X_6) = ρ ( V, X_3, φ_5(U_5, X_2), φ_6(U_6, T ) ) =: ρ̌ (ˇ V , X, T ) , T = τ(U, X_3, X_4) = τ ( U, X_3, φ_4(U_4, X_1) ) =: τ̌ (ˇ U, X ) , we find that Ǔ and V̌ are no longer conditionally independent because Ǔ involves (U_4, U, X_1), V̌ involves (U_5, U_6, V, X_2), and Ǔ and V̌ are ‘entangled’ by X_1 and X_2 through the conditioning event {X = x} = {φ_3 ( U_3, X_1, X_2 ) = x}, and conclude that unconfoundedness fails if X_3 is the only variable to be corrected for in (4.1); but if ρ and τ are both constant in their second arguments (so that neither R nor T involve X_3) then (4.1) is automatically a first-level model whose unconfoundedness is destroyed by conditioning on X_3.^{16}

Although a model at the second-level of causality ought to be based principally on extra-statistical knowledge, it has been pointed out by Pearl and others (e.g. section 2.5 of [54]) that such a model implies the conditional independence of certain variables and hence can be checked, in part, by means of data on those variables. Thus, in model (4.1) X_3 and X_4 are independent conditionally on X_1 because L ( X_4 | X_1 = x_1, X_3 = x_3 ) = L ( φ_4(U_4, x_1) | X_1 = x_1, φ_3(U_3, x_1, X_2) = x_3 ) = L ( φ_4(U_4, x_1) ) does not depend on x_3, so if data are available on X_1, X_3 and X_4 a test of independence provides a test of the model; similarly, the independence of X_3 and X_5 conditionally on X_2, the independence of X_1 and X_6 conditionally on T , etc., are implications of the model that can be used to criticize it. On the other hand, as in other questions of goodness-of-fit, unless the sample size is very large the non-rejection of conditional independence does not imply the approximate correctness of the portion of the model being tested.

4.1. Reduction to first-level causality; Pearl’s criterion

Let us think of a generic model at the second-level of causality involving a number of random variables X_1, X_2, . . . , T, R, such that T and R are functions

15Take for instance X = (X_2, X_3): L(R|T = t, X = x) = L ( ρ(V, x_3, φ_5(U_5, x_2), φ_6(U_6, t)) | | τ (U, x_3, φ_4(U_4, X_1)) = t, X = (x_2, x_3) ) = L ( ρ(V, x_3, φ_5(U_5, x_2), φ_6(U_6, t)) ) . It is important to remember that different reductions to first-level causality usually lead to different measures of causal effect; this will be made clear in the remark of subsection 4.1.

16For another example see pp. 118-20 of [22].

of some of the X_j s, none of the X_j s is a function of (T, R) and R is a function of T , and consider the problem of finding a set X of X_j s in the model which allows the estimation of the effect of T on R by conditioning upon it—a set which provides the means of reducing the model to a first-level model. There exists at least one set with the required property, namely the union X = X_1 ∪ X_2 of the set X_1 of X_j s that affect T with the set X_2 of X_j s that affect R (and which by our definitions are not affected by T ); for then R = ρ(V, X_2, T ), T = τ(U, X_1), X does not involve T , and so we have, with x, x_1 and x_2 numerical vectors such that x = (x_1, x_2) and X = x ⇔ X_1 = x_1 ∧ X_2 = x_2, L(R|T = t, X = x) = L ( ρ(V, x_2, t) | |τ(U, x_1) = t, X = x) = L(ρ(V, x_2, t)) (4.3)

by the independence of U, V and the exogenous variables involved in X, and the last term here characterizes the causal effect of T on R completely and can be estimated from observed data in the guise of the first term. The point is that there may be a smaller, or in some sense more convenient, X.^{17} In what follows, denote by X a (possibly empty) set with the required property, or a candidate for such a set. Let X̌ be the set of variables not in X that affect the treatment as arguments of τ and X̂ the set of variables not in X that affect the response as arguments of ρ. Figure 2 sketches a graph of the model with the sets X, X̌ and X̂, and with the double, dashed arrows indicating that some nodes X_i ∈ X, X̌_j ∈ X̌ and X̂_k ∈ X̂ may be functions of each other—so that we may have, for instance, X_i = φ_i(U_i, X̌_j ), X̌_j = φ̌_j (Ǔ_j , X̂_k), which in a detailed representation of the graph would correspond to the path X_i ← X̌_j ← X̂_k.^{18ˇ}X X^^X

T R

Fig 2. Graphical representation of a second-level model to which Pearl’s criterion applies.

Since τ and ρ generally have common arguments, X̌ and X̂ are typically not

17In the complementary notes at the end of this subsection we consider situations in which some of the X_j s are functions of T . Note that if some of the X_j s are functions of T and are also involved in R then we can write them explicitly in terms of T and other variables in order to achieve a ‘reduced’ expression for R that satisfies our requirements. For instance, in model (4.1) the response can be written as R = ρ ( V, X_3, X_5, φ_6(U_6, T ) ) ≡ ρ̃ (~ V, X_3, X_5, T ) so to exclude X_6 from X_2.

18As always, the U_is, Ǔ_j s and Û_ks are independent standard uniform random variables. Note that if the equation X_i = φ_i(U_i, X̌_j ) is used to define a second-level model then that same model cannot be defined with an equation X̌_j = φ_j (U_i, X_i) for some φ_j (in terms of the graph this means that each node may point an arrow to a node or have an arrow pointed to it but no two nodes can point arrows to each other), although the first equation can in principle be inverted, globally or locally, to give X̌_j as a function φ^{−1}_i of X_i and U_i; consider for instance the model X_1 = U_1, X_2 = U_2X_1 (cf. footnote 6 and the text leading to it).

disjoint, but by definition none of their elements is to be conditioned upon and hence X ∩ X̂ = X ∩ X̌ = ∅. Since not all variables need to be involved in τ and ρ, X ∪ X̌ ∪ X̂ need not contain all the X_j s in the model; thus figure 2 may correspond to a somewhat incomplete representation of the model.

To help fixing ideas, consider conditioning on X = {X_2, X_3} in model (4.1) without the equation defining X_6 and with R = ρ ( V, X_3, X_5, φ_6(U_6, T ) ) . Since T = τ(U, X_3, X_4), we may take X̌ = {X_4} and X̂ = {X_5}. But because we can also write T = τ ( U, X_3, φ_4(U_4, X_1) ) , we may take X̌ = {X_1} and X̂ = {X_5} instead; and because we can also write R = ρ ( V, X_3, φ_5(U_5, X_2), φ(U_6, T ) ) we may take X̌ ={X_1} and X̂=∅ instead.

If X is to allow the estimation of the effect of T on R we must have^{19} L(R|T = t, X = x) = L ( ρ(V, X̂, x, t) | |τ(U, X̌, x) = t, X = x) (4.4) = L ( ρ(V, X̂, x, t) | |X = x). But the second equality holds if and only if X̌ and X̂ are independent conditionally on X. Indeed, if this condition holds then τ(U, X̌, x)=t can be dropped from the second term in (4.4); but if it fails then the treatment may, due to the constraint τ(U, X̌, x) = t, exert an effect on the response through X̂—not only through the last argument of ρ. The condition stated characterizes the desired sets X, but it does not yet provide a direct, workable means of identifying them.

For the second equality in (4.4) to fail there must be at least two variables X̌ ∈ X̌ and X̂ ∈ X̂ which are dependent given X. In the graph of a second-level model there is always a path (not necessarily a directed one) between nodes, certainly if they are dependent. Thus the dependence between X̌ and X̂ implies that there is a path between them which links T and R (because X̌ points an arrow to T and X̂ points one to R) and which represents a chain of random equations involving X̌ and X̂ (hence also T and R) and other nodes.

As an example, and in order to introduce some notation used below, let us consider the path

T ← X̌ ← N_1 → N_2 ← N_3 → N_4 ← N_5 → X̂ → R (4.5)

with N_1, N_2, . . . standing for generic nodes (not necessarily belonging to X, X̌ or X̂). This path represents a chain of equations of the type T = τ(U, X̌, . . .), X̌ = φ̌(Ǔ, N_1, . . .), N_2 = ψ_2(W_2, N_1, N_3, . . .), N_4 = ψ_4(W_4, N_3, N_5, . . .), X̂ = φ̂(Û, N_5, . . .), R = ρ(V, X̂, . . . , T ), where U, Ǔ, W_2, ..., V are independent standard uniforms, φ̌, φ̂, ψ_2, . . . are certain functions, and the ellipsis after a list of arguments indicates the possible presence of other variables not in (4.5).

Pearl proposed what appears to be the most general criterion for deciding which variables to include in X (or not to include, when X is empty): If X has

19Although X ∩ X̂ = ∅, in general we are not allowed to drop the conditioning on {X = x} from the last term of (4.4) because X and X̂ may be dependent.

the following property, then it secures the conditional independence of X̌ and X̂ and hence the second identity in (4.4):^{20}

X is such that for each path P linking T to R with an arrow pointing at T and an arrow pointing at R one (hence only one) of these conditions holds:

(i) There is a node X ∈ X in P pointing an arrow to a node in P , so P contains a subpath of type N^′ → X → N^{′′} or of type N^′ ← X → N^{′′};

(ii) No node of X in P points an arrow to a node in P , and P contains a subpath of the form N^′ → N ← N^{′′} where neither N nor any of its descendants is in X.

Let us illustrate the application of the criterion to the model of figure 1 without the node X_6: The path T ← X_3 → R does not permit (ii), so (i) must hold and hence X_3 must be included in X. But if (i) is to hold with the path

T ← X_4 ← X_1 → X_3 ← X_2 → X_5 → R

another node must be added to X (for otherwise X_3, the single node in it, would point no arrows in that path), and this may be X_1, X_2, X_4 or X_5. Since X_3 caters for the remaining two paths linking T to R, we conclude that if X consists of X_3 and at least one of X_1, X_2,

5. Specification and identification of causal effects: some examples

Our purpose in this section is to study a number of ‘causal problems’ that have been considered (as examples, mostly) in the literature, and to solve them by elementary probability arguments.

5.1. Smoking and the genotype theory

Pearl (pp. 83–84 of [47]) considers the model

X = φ_0(U_0), Y = φ_1(X, U_1), Z = φ_2(Y, U_2), W = φ_3(X, Z, U_3),

(5.1)

where U_0, U_1, U_2, U_3 are independent standard uniforms, W , Y , Z are regarded as observable, X and the U_is as unobservable, and the φ_is as unknown realvalued functions. The model, summarized by figure 3, is intended to describe the combined effects on the development of lung cancer of smoking and of a putative genotype that is not only carcinogenic but also predisposes people to

20It is due to Pearl; see pp.17–8, 79–81 of [47], pp.106, 114 of [48], and the earlier references provided in these sources. We have not been satisfied with any proof of this result, but have not yet studied the more recent proof in [55]. A computer program is almost a necessity if one is to apply the criterion to large models; for flexible software see [73].

smoke; the random variables pertain to an individual randomly drawn from some population, X stands for the individual’s genotype, Y for his level of smoking and Z for the concentration of tar deposits in his lungs determined at some point in time, and W for the indicator of whether the individual develops lung cancer at a later time._X Y Z W

Fig 3. Graph of model (5.1).

The question of interest is whether the effect of smoking on the development of lung cancer (the effect of Y on W ) can be estimated despite the confounder of that effect (X) being unobservable; the answer is that it can, thanks to the knowledge about the concentration of tar in the lungs (Z), a more immediate cause of cancer. This model is probably not very realistic, but the question behind it is not trivial and could be of interest in similar problems.^{21} Model (5.1) implies

W = φ_3 (X, φ_2(Y, U_2), U_3) , Y = φ_1(X, U_1), (5.2)

which is of type (3.1) with unconfoundedness: the ‘treatment’ Y is a function of X, the response W is a function of the treatment Y and of X, the latter confounds the effect of Y on W , but since U_1 and U_2 are independent (conditionally on X as well as unconditionally) the treatment effect is fully characterized by L(W |X = x, Y = y) and may be quantified through functionals of it, such as

p_y(w) := ∑ x P(W = w|X = x, Y = y)P(X = x). (5.3)

This can be estimated from data on (W, X, Y ), but our assumption is that only data on (W, Y, Z) are available. In order to show that one can write p_y(w) in terms of probabilities pertaining to W , Y and Z, we first put

m_z(w) := ∑ x P(W = w|X = x, Z = z)P(X = x) = ∑ x P[φ_3(x, z, U_3)=w|φ_0(U_0)=x, φ_2(φ_1(x, U_1), U_2)=z] P(X =x) = ∑ x P(φ_3(x, z, U_3) = w)P(X = x),

21See Freedman’s critique of the model on pp. 272-3 of [25]. In Freedman’s opinion, the ‘perverse theory’ about smoking and lung cancer, according to which it is the genotype rather than smoking that causes cancer, is refuted by carefully designed population studies, not by statistical analyses of ‘detailed’ models such as (5.1). As far as we know, Freedman (pp. 267–9 of [25]) was the first to prove Pearl’s result by means of standard probability arguments; our approach is less general because it assumes the variables to be discrete, but we make an explicit connection between the quantity to be estimated from data on (W, Y, Z) and the treatment effect—comparing the proofs is easy since we follow Freedman’s notation rather than Pearl’s.

where in the last equality we make use of the independence of the U_is, and l_y(w) := ∑ z m_z(w)P(Z = z|Y = y), (5.4) and then note that

p_y(w) = ∑ x P [φ_3(x, φ_2(y, U_2), U_3)=w |φ_0(U_0)=x, φ_1(x, U_1)=y ] P(X =x) = ∑ x P [φ_3(x, φ_2(y, U_2), U_3) = w] P(X = x) = ∑ x,z P [φ_3(x, φ_2(y, U_2), U_3) = w, φ_2(y, U_2) = z] P(X = x) = ∑ z P [φ_2(y, U_2) = z] ∑ x P [φ_3(x, z, U_3) = w] P(X = x) = ∑ z P [φ_2(y, U_2) = z] m_z(w) = ∑ z P(Z = z|Y = y) m_z(w) = l_y(w), the penultimate step following from P(Z = z|Y = y) = P[φ_2(y, U_2) = z|φ_1(φ_0(U_0), U_1) = y] = P(φ_2(y, U_2) = z). Thus the result will be proved if we prove that m_z(w) can be written in terms of probabilities pertaining to W , Y and Z.

By the independence of X, U_1, U_2 and U_3, we have P(W = w|Y = y, Z = z) = P [φ_3(X, z, U_3) = w, φ_1(X, U_1) = y, φ_2(y, U_2) = z] P(Y = y, Z = z)

= ∑ x P (_{φ3(x,z,U3)=w, φ1(x,U1)=y,} φ_2(y,U_2)=z,X=x ) P(φ_1(X, U_1) = y, φ_2(y, U_2) = z)

= ∑ x P(φ_3(x, z, U_3) = w)P (_{φ1(x,U1)=y, φ2(y,U2)=z,} X=x ) P(φ_1(X, U_1) = y)P(φ_2(y, U_2) = z)

= ∑ x P(φ_3(x, z, U_3) = w)P (_{φ1(X,U1 )=y,} X=x ) P(φ_1(X, U_1) = y) = ∑ x P(φ_3(x, z, U_3) = w)P(X = x|Y = y) (incidentally, the last couple of steps show that X and Z are independent given Y ). Since P(φ_3(x, z, U_3) = w) = P(W = w|Z = z, X = x)

(an observation already used in connection with the definition of m_z(w)), the preceding identity is equivalent to P(W = w|Y = y, Z = z) = ∑ x P(W = w|Z = z, X = x)P(X = x|Y = y). Finally, integrating both sides here with respect to the distribution of Y we get ∑ y^′ P(W =w|Y =y^′, Z =z)P(Y =y^′) = ∑ x P(W =w|Z =z, X =x)P(X =x)

= m_z(w), and the first term involves only probabilities pertaining to W , Y and Z.

In conclusion, the effect of Y on W in the form of (5.3) can be estimated from data on (W, Y, Z) because

p_y(w) = ∑ y^′,z P(W =w|Y =y^′, Z =z)P(Y =y^′)P(Z =z|Y =y) = l_y(w).

This result has been obtained by identifying the effect of smoking on cancer through the reduced model (5.2) and using the information of the full model (5.1) to derive an alternative expression—that of l_y(w) in (5.4)—for a measure of that effect—namely p_y(w). It is worth noting, however, that l_y(w) has its own causal interpretation within the full causal mechanism: Under (5.1), m_z(1) quantifies the effect of a concentration z of deposited tar on the development of lung cancer irrespectively of genotype, since, for example, m_z(1) − m_z′ (1) is equal to ∑ x {P(W = 1|X = x, Z = z) − P(W = 1|X = x, Z = z^′)} P(X = x), the expected difference between the ‘risk’ of cancer at different concentrations z and z^′ of deposited tar for an individual/genotype randomly drawn from the population. The differences m_z(1) − m_z′ (1) are meaningful because under model (5.1) the development of lung cancer is purely a function of genotype and tar accumulation and of other, ‘exogenous factors’ embodied by U_3. On the other hand, tar deposits occur only through smoking (in particular they are not affected by genotype), so P(Z = z|Y = y) is a proper measure of the effect of smoking on tar accumulation. Thus (see (5.4)), l_y(1) quantifies the effect of smoking on cancer by averaging the risk of cancer due to tar accumulation with respect to the distribution of the tar accumulation that results from smoking at level y.

5.2. Case-control studies

Let us consider model (3.1) with unconfoundedness, with the R_ns and T_ns binary and the X_ns as well as the (U_n, V_n)s independent and identically distributed, so that the vectors (X_n, T_n, R_n) too are independent and identically distributed, and think of R_n as an individual’s status of a certain disease (equal to 1 if the individual is diseased), of T_n as the individual’s indicator of exposure to an agent suspected of causing the disease (equal to 1 if the individual has been exposed), and of X_n as a set of background characteristics (year of birth, sex, occupation, etc.) which may influence the individual’s exposure and disease statuses. For simplicity we assume that the X_ns are discrete, so that the (X_n, T_n, R_n)s too are discrete. As usual, we write (X, T, R) for a random vector with the same distribution as the (X_n, T_n, R_n)s.

In situations where the disease is rare it may be necessary to collect a very large random sample of individuals in order to obtain enough cases—i.e.diseased individuals—to provide evidence of the supposed effect of the exposure on the disease. Instead of collecting a random sample one may then think of obtaining a substantial number of cases from readily accessible subpopulations—typically patients in hospitals that treat the disease—and comparing them in terms of frequency of exposure with a more general subpopulation which, due to the rarity of the disease, will consist mostly of nondiseased individuals. The intuition behind this proposal is that if the background characteristics of the cases are very similar to those of the nondiseased individuals and if the exposure indeed contributes to the disease then a greater rate of exposure must be found among the cases than among the nondiseased. But for it to work it is evident that great care is needed to ensure that the subpopulation of cases and the more general subpopulation are comparable enough with respect to everything except for frequency of disease and possibly frequency of exposure.

In a case-control study one tries to make the subpopulations comparable by matching each case with a ‘control’, namely an individual from a more general population who has the same or practically the same background characteristics as the case. In the language of our model, this type of study can be described as follows: First, conditionally on the set {R_1, R_2, . . .} of responses of the whole population of interest, a sequence of cases is obtained by selecting random indices I_1 < I_2 < · · · from {n : R_n = 1}, and a sample of N cases is obtained from the indices in C_N = {I_1, I_2, . . . , I_N } by setting

(X^′_{2n−1}, T^′_{2n−1}, R^′_{2n−1}) ≡ (X^′_{2n−1}, T^′_{2n−1}, 1) := (X_{In} , T_{In} , 1)

for n = 1, 2, . . . , N. Then, conditionally on {(X_1, R_1), (X_2, R_2), . . .} (the pairs of background characteristics and responses of the whole population), for each x ∈ X a sequence of random indices J_1(x) < J_2(x) < · · · is selected from {n : X_n = x} \ C_N independently of all the other variables and a corresponding sample of controls is obtained as

(X^′_{2n}, T^′_{2n}, R^′_{2n}) := (X^′_{2n−1}, T_{Jn(X}′_{2n−1)}, R_{Jn(X}′_{2n−1)}),

n = 1, 2, . . . N.^{22}

22Note that, thanks to the conditioning on the (X_n, R_n)s, the J_n(x)s may be chosen in such a way that R^′_{2n} = 0 for all n, but also in such a way that J_n(x) > I_N for all n = 1, 2, . . . , N

The set (X^′_1, T^′_1, R^′_1), (X^′_2, T^′_2, R^′_2), . . . , (X^′_{2N} , T^′_{2N} , R^′_{2N} ) so defined represents the data that can be observed in the study. It is no random sample since in it a case is always followed by its control, but more important is the fact that its elements, being only incompletely and selectively observed, do not have the same distribution as the (X_n, T_n, R_n)s, so it is not obvious that a case-control study can help us investigate the effect of the exposure on the disease. To show that it can, note first that, thanks to the way in which the sets {I_1, I_2, . . . , I_N } and {J_1(x), J_2(x), . . .} are generated, the data from the cases and the data from the controls, respectively, allow us to estimate the probabilities

p_x := P(T = 1|R = 1, X = x) and q_x := P(T = 1|R = 0, X = x), (5.5)

at least for the x ∈ X assumed by the observed X^′_ns.

Of course, these probabilities are not our object of interest: we know that under our model the effect of the exposure on the disease is fully characterized by the probabilities P(R = 1|T = t, X = x) as functions of t, that is by

P(R = 1|T = 1, X = x) and P(R = 1|T = 0, X = x), (5.6)

or by some measure of discrepancy between them. But these probabilities can hardly be estimated from the data collected in a case-control study because in the set of cases the number of diseased individuals is fixed and the set of controls, which may have had its source of diseased individuals even more depleted by the preceding sampling of cases, will rarely have a diseased individual to show.

Surprisingly, there is a measure of discrepancy between the probabilities in (5.6) which can be expressed in terms of those in (5.5), and hence estimated from the data collected in a case-control study: the odds ratio, or, more precisely, the odds ratio conditional on {X = x}, defined by

e(x) =

O(R = 1|T = 1, X = x) O(R = 1|T = 0, X = x)

, (5.7)

where O(R = 1|T = t, X = x) =

P(R = 1|T = t, X = x) 1 − P(R = 1|T = t, X = x) , the odds of an individual with characteristics x being diseased given that he was exposed to treatment t, is an increasing function of P(R = 1|T = t, X = x). If the exposure does not cause the disease, O(R = 1|T = t, X = x) is constant in t and hence e(x) = 1; otherwise, (R = 1|T = 1, X = x) > (R = 1|T = 0, X = x) and hence e(x) > 1. Since, as is easy to verify,

e(x) =

O(T = 1|R = 1, X = x) O(T = 1|R = 0, X = x) = p_x(1 − q_x) q_x(1 − p_x)

, (5.8)

and all x, so that R^′_{2n} = 1 too may occur. While in the former case no diseased individuals are found among the controls, in the latter the number of diseased and exposed individuals with background characteristics x among the controls may very well follow the probabilities P(T = t, R = r|X = x). Whatever the case, if not the whole sample of controls then at least a subset of it can be used to estimate P(T = t|R = 0, X = x), even if the sample itself does not follow these probabilities (it does in the first case but not in the second).

e(x) also compares the odds of an individual having been exposed given that he is diseased with the odds of an individual having being exposed given that he is not diseased. Thus, although it is (5.7) that characterizes the causal effect of the exposure on the disease, (5.8) shows that the effect can be estimated from estimates of the probabilities (5.5).^{23}

If we integrate e(x) with respect to P(X ≤ x|R = 1) we get an overall measure of the effect of exposure on disease which in principle can be estimated from the observed data, namely E[e(X)|R = 1], where the conditioning on {R = 1} reflects the fact that, by virtue of the sampling scheme, all the values of the X_ns that actually turn up arise conditionally on that event.

5.3. Determination of a causal effect with an instrumental variable

In situations where unconfoundedness does not hold in the basic model (3.1) the study of a causal effect in the full sense of the word is usually ruled out, but sometimes it is still possible to estimate a sort of causal effect. Angrist, Imbens and Rubin [1] consider a special situation where the use of an ‘instrumental variable’ permits the estimation of the causal effect in a subpopulation of the population of interest.^{24}

The model studied in [1] is R = ρ(ε, T ), T = τ(δ, I), (5.9) where the functions ρ and τ are regarded as unknown, T and I are observable binary random variables, (δ, ε) is an unobservable random vector with arbitrary distribution, I and (δ, ε) are independent but δ and ε are dependent. The model arises in the study of the effect of a treatment, T , on a response, R, with the help of a third variable, I, called an instrument, which is not of direct interest and affects R only through T .

In the real-life problem treated in [1] the question of interest is whether serving in the military in times of war has detrimental effects on the health of individuals; R stands for the health outcome of a generic individual, I for the individual’s ‘draft status’—whether he was called to serve or not—and T for his indicator of military service—whether he actually served or not. During the periods covered by the data, recruitment had been determined by a lottery, ‘low’ lottery numbers leading to drafting. Individuals who were called to serve may or may not have avoided joining the army, so the data on such an individual might be (I, T ) = (1, 0) or (I, T ) = (1, 1); and individuals who were not called may have volunteered and joined the military, so (I, T ) = (0, 1) too might be observed. Although in principle there might be individuals who would

23The significance of the odds ratio in case-control studies was first noticed by Cornfield [11]. There exist various types of case-control studies; in particular, several controls may be matched to each case (see, for example, pp. 7, 83–86 of [59], where case-control studies are called case-referent studies).

24Some real-life problems in which the method of instrumental variables is potentially useful are described in [66].

have refused to serve if recruited but accepted to serve if not recruited, their δ satisfying 1 = τ(δ, 0) > τ(δ, 1) = 0, such individuals should be rare; accordingly, it is assumed in [1], and will be assumed here as well, that τ is monotonic in its second argument, i.e. that τ(δ, 0) ≤ τ(δ, 1) for all δ.

In order to study the effect of the treatment on the response—to study how varying t changes the law of ρ(ε, t)—one might think of estimating L(R|T = t) = L(ρ(ε, t)|τ(δ, I) = t) or L(R|T = t, I = i) = L(ρ(ε, t)|τ(δ, i) = t, I = i), or functionals of them, from data on (I, T, R). However, the dependence between δ and ε shows that the conditioning on {τ(δ, I) = t} or on {τ(δ, i) = t, I = i} implies that changes in t cause changes in ρ(ε, t) also through the first argument of ρ, so neither of these probability laws (and indeed no other probability law) describes the effect of the treatment on the response.

Surprisingly, the presence of the ‘instrument’ I in the second equation of (5.9) makes it possible to describe the effect of T on R in some, albeit incomplete, sense.^{25} Indeed, Angrist, Imbens and Rubin show that the parameter

θ :=

E(R|I = 1) − E(R|I = 0) E(T |I = 1) − E(T |I = 0)

, (5.10)

which is defined whenever I and T are correlated, and which can be estimated from data on (I, T, R) by replacing expected values by sample averages, is a measure of the causal effect of T on R.

To see this, note that by the independence of I and δ and the monotonicity of τ, which implies τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0) ≠ 0 ⇔ τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0) = 1 ⇔ τ(δ, 1) = 1 ∧ τ(δ, 0) = 0, the denominator of θ is

E(T |I = 1) − E(T |I = 0) = E[τ(δ, 1)|I = 1] − E[τ(δ, 0)|I = 0] = E[τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0)] = P[τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0) = 1].

By the independence of I and (δ, ε) and by ρ (ε, τ(δ, 1)) − ρ (ε, τ(δ, 0)) ≠ 0 ⇒ τ(δ, 1) > τ(δ, 0), the numerator is

E(R|I = 1) − E(R|I = 0) = E[ρ (ε, τ(δ, 1)) |I = 1] − E[ρ (ε, τ(δ, 0)) |I = 0] = E[ρ (ε, τ(δ, 1)) − ρ (ε, τ(δ, 0))] = E[{ρ (ε, 1) − ρ (ε, 0)} 1_{{τ (δ,1)−τ (δ,0)=1}}]. 25The role of I is quite different from that of the vector of potential confounders in model (3.1). In fact, one may include such a vector X in both equations of (5.9) and carry out a stratified version of the analysis that follows by conditioning on {X = x}.

Thus θ = E[{ρ (ε, 1) − ρ (ε, 0)} 1_{{τ (δ,1)−τ (δ,0)=1}}] P[τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0) = 1] (5.11) = E [ρ (ε, 1) − ρ (ε, 0) |τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0) = 1 ]

is the average effect of treatment on response in the subpopulation of individuals for whom τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0) = 1.^{26}

Although it is impossible to identify the subpopulation of individuals to which the causal effect represented by θ applies (τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0) being unobservable), evidence that θ ≠ 0 does provide evidence of a treatment effect.

Remarks. (i) The study of the existence of the treatment effect is tackled very simply by writing (5.11) in the form of (3.1) with unconfoundedness, namely as R = ρ̃(V, I) ≡ ρ(ε, τ(δ, I)), I = ι(U), where ι is some function and U and V are independent standard uniforms, the latter being obtained by alternating the digits in the decimal expansions of δ and ε (assumed uniform without loss of generality). Regarding the instrument as a treatment, the treatment effect is characterized by L(R|I = i) = L(ρ̃(V, i)) for varying i, and if evidence is found of an effect of I on R then it follows from the assumed correlation between I and T = τ(δ, I) and the assumption that T exerts its influence on R through the second argument of ρ that the evidence is equally applicable to the effect of T on R.

This is true without any assumptions about the range of R and T ; moreover, E [R |I = i] − E [R |I = i^′ ] = E [ρ(ε, τ(δ, i)) − ρ(ε, τ(δ, i^′))] = E [ρ(ε, τ(δ, i)) − ρ(ε, τ(δ, i^′)) |τ(δ, i) ≠ τ(δ, i^′) ] P (τ(δ, i) ≠ τ(δ, i^′)), so what one may consider to be the effect of the treatment of interest, albeit in an unobservable subpopulation characterized by the condition τ(δ, i) ≠ τ(δ, i^′), is proportional to the effect of the instrument on the response. What is gained by making additional assumptions (such as τ being monotonic and R and T being binary) is the possibility of identifying the proportionality constant as something that can be estimated from observed data, in the case above as P (τ(δ, 1) ≠ τ(δ, 0)) = E(T |I = 1) − E(T |I = 0).

(ii) If T is discrete rather than binary, similar arguments show that θ = E[{ρ (ε, τ(δ, 1)) − ρ (ε, τ(δ, 0))} 1_{{τ (δ,1)>τ (δ,0)}}] E[{τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0)} 1_{{τ (δ,1)>τ (δ,0)}}] = E [ρ (ε, τ(δ, 1)) − ρ (ε, τ(δ, 0)) |τ(δ, 1) > τ(δ, 0) ] E [τ(δ, 1) − τ(δ, 0) |τ(δ, 1) > τ(δ, 0) ] . 26In [1], where I is really a suggestion of treatment rather than the treatment T = τ (δ, I), such individuals are called ‘compliers’: they get treatment only if treatment is suggested to them.

This, too, is a measure of the effect of the treatment on the response in the subpopulation of individuals for whom τ(δ, 1) > τ(δ, 0); it is more difficult to interpret than the first because one cannot estimate the last denominator, but, again, evidence that θ ≠ 0 provides evidence of a treatment effect.

(iii) The analysis can be extended to model (5.9) in the case where I and T are discrete random variables with I taking the numerical values i_0 < i_1 < i_2 < · · · and τ such that τ(δ, i_0) ≤ τ(δ, i_k) for k ≥ 1. For simplicity, assume that P[τ(δ, i_k)>τ(δ, i_0)]>0 for all k and consider the parameters

θ_k :=

E(R|I = i_k) − E(R|I = i_0) E(T |I = i_k) − E(T |I = i_0) = E[ρ (ε, τ(δ, i_k)) − ρ (ε, τ(δ, i_0))] E[τ(δ, i_k) − τ(δ, i_0)] ,

= E [ρ (ε, τ(δ, i_k)) − ρ (ε, τ(δ, i_0)) |τ(δ, i_k) > τ(δ, i_0) ] E [τ(δ, i_k) − τ(δ, i_0) |τ(δ, i_k) > τ(δ, i_0) ] , which can be estimated from data on (I, T, R) and measure the effect of the treatment in the subpopulations of individuals for whom τ(δ, i_k) > τ(δ, i_0). The numbers p_k :=

P(I = i_k) {E(T |I = i_k) − E(T |I = i_0)} ∑ l≥1 P(I = i_l) {E(T |I = i_l) − E(T |I = i_0)}

define a probability distribution on N which can be estimated from data on (I, T ), so we can define an overall measure of treatment effect by Θ := ∑ k≥1 θ_kp_k, which turns out to be Θ = E[ρ (ε, τ(δ, I)) − ρ (ε, τ(δ, i_0)) | τ(δ, I) > τ(δ, i_0)] E[τ(δ, I) − τ(δ, i_0) | τ(δ, I) > τ(δ, i_0)] . Thus Θ, which can be estimated from data, is a measure (though not a very clear one) of the effect of treatment on response in the subpopulation of individuals for whom τ(δ, I) > τ(δ, i_0). When T is binary it simplifies to a conditional expectation and compares with (5.11). □

6. Pearl’s calculus of intervention

As suggested by N. Singpurwalla (see [69] and the ensuing exchange with Pearl), for example, Pearl’s calculus of intervention ought to admit a formulation based entirely on notation and results of elementary probability theory (of the kind used throughout our work). We believe this to be the case, and in this section provide an interpretation and proofs of the first two of Pearl’s calculus rules; the third rule is beyond our grasp.

We speak of an interpretation because we are not sure that the rules stated here correspond to Pearl’s; see pp. 85–86 of [47] for the statements of the rules and [45] for proofs—the only ones we have seen and which we are unable to understand. As far as we see—and if we exclude the efforts by R. Tucci in [75], which we are equally unable to understand—no additional elucidation of the calculus and no alternative proofs of its rules have been given by other authors, nor by Pearl (not even in [51]), since their publication in [45]; but the three rules have been widely cited and reproduced almost verbatim from this last source.

Consider a second-level model M consisting of four disjoint sets of variables— also called ‘nodes’ in connection with the graph representing the relationships between them—W, X, Y and Z. Regarding W, X, Y and Z as random vectors, such a model is defined by a system of equations of the form

W = φ_1(U_1, W, X, Y, Z), X = φ_2(U_2, W, X, Y, Z), Y = φ_3(U_3, W, X, Y, Z), Z = φ_4(U_4, W, X, Y, Z),

(6.1)

where the U_is are independent vectors of independent uniforms and the φ_is are vector-valued functions. In such a system, a variable appearing on the left-hand side of an equality is understood not to enter as a variable in the corresponding coordinate of the function on the right. For instance, if W_j is the j-th coordinate of W then W_j plays no active role in the j-th coordinate function of φ_1. More generally, a variable defined as a function of another variable cannot in turn be involved in its definition. Thus the first line in (6.1) could be something like

W_1 = − log U_{1,1}, W_2 = 1/(1 + U_{1,2}), W_3 = a_1 exp (a_2U_{2,1} + a_3W_2X_2 + a_4W_1Y_6Z_2) , W_4 = b_1 sin (U_{2,2}W_1W_3) + b_2 log ( Z^2_1 + b_3W_2e^{Y3} ) , with U_{1,1}, U_{1,2} coordinates of U_1, U_{2,1}, U_{2,2} coordinates of U_2, W_1, W_2, W_3, W_4 coordinates of W, X_2 of X, etc.; and in this case X_2 could not be a function of (W_3, W_4) because W_3 is a function of X_2 and W_4 a function of W_3.

In order to formulate Pearl’s rules we need to distinguish between exogenous variables—i.e. those that are functions of uniforms alone, such as W_1 and W_2 in the example just given—from the non-exogenous ones, so we write (6.1) as

W_1 = φ_1(U_1), W_2 = ϕ_1(V_1, W, X, Y, Z), X_1 = φ_2(U_2), X_2 = ϕ_2(V_2, W, X, Y, Z), Y_1 = φ_3(U_3), Y_2 = ϕ_3(V_3, W, X, Y, Z), Z_1 = φ_4(U_4), Z_2 = ϕ_4(V_4, W, X, Y, Z),

(6.2)

with the U_is and V_is independent vectors of independent uniforms, the φ_is and ϕ_is vector-valued functions, W = (W_1, W_2), X = (X_1, X_2), etc.

Pearl’s rules are identities, valid under conditions to be stated below, between certain conditional probability functions pertaining to two intervention models derived from M: a model M^′_x corresponding to a numerical vector x = (x_1, x_2) in the range of X and defined by

W^′_1 = φ_1(U_1), W^′_{2,x} = ϕ_1(V_1, W^′_x, x_1, x_2, Y^′_x, Z^′_x), Y^′_1 = φ_3(U_3), Y^′_{2,x} = ϕ_3(V_3, W^′_x, x_1, x_2, Y^′_x, Z^′_x), Z^′_1 = φ_4(U_4), Z^′_{2,x} = ϕ_4(V_4, W^′_x, x_1, x_2, Y^′_x, Z^′_x),

(6.3) where we write W^′_x = (W^′_1, W^′_{2,x}), Y^′_x = (Y^′_1, Y^′_{2,x}) and Z^′_x = (Z^′_1, Z^′_{2,x}); and a model M^{′′}_{x,z} corresponding to numerical vectors x = (x_1, x_2) and z in the ranges of X and Z, and defined by { W^{′′}_1 = φ_1(U_1), W^{′′}_{2,x,z} = ϕ_1(V_1, W^{′′}_{x,z}, x_1, x_2, Y^{′′}_{x,z}, z), Y^{′′}_1 = φ_3(U_3), Y^{′′}_{2,x,z} = ϕ_3(V_3, W^{′′}_{x,z}, x_1, x_2, Y^{′′}_{x,z}, z), (6.4)

where W^{′′}_{x,z} = (W^{′′}_1 , W^{′′}_{2,x,z}) and Y^{′′}_{x,z} = (Y^{′′}_1 , Y^{′′}_{2,x,z}).

Note that M^′_x is obtained from M by removing all the equations that define nodes of X and replacing the nodes of X in all the remaining equations by elements of a numerical vector x, and M^{′′}_{x,z} is obtained from M by removing all the equations that define nodes of X and Z and replacing the nodes of X and Z in all the remaining equations by elements of numerical vectors x and z.

6.1. Rule 1

The first identity is

P (y|x̂, z, w) := P(Y^′_x = y|Z^′_x = z, W^′_x = w) (6.5) = P(Y^′_x = y|W^′_x = w) =: P (y|x̂, w),

where the right- and leftmost terms indicate, in Pearl’s notation, conditional probabilities pertaining to the intervention model M^′_x (the identity proper is the middle equality) and w, y, z, like the x and z that determine M^′_x and M^{′′}_{x,z}, denote numerical vectors.^{27}

It is valid under the following condition:

C1. Let the equation X^′_1 = φ_2(U_2) be added to M^′_x; then

P (Y^′_x = y |W^′_x = w, X^′_1 = x_1, Z^′_x = z ) = P (Y^′_x = y |W^′_x = w, X^′_1 = x_1 )

for all (w, y, z) in the range of (W^′_x, Y^′_x, Z^′_x).

Rule 1 follows in three steps from the exogeneity of X^′_1, from C1 and again from the exogeneity of X^′_1:

P(Y^′_x = y|Z^′_x = z, W^′_x = w) =

P(Z^′_x = z, Y^′_x = y, W^′_x = w)P(X^′_1 = x_1) P(Z^′_x = z, W^′_x = w)P(X^′_1 = x_1) = P(Z^′_x = z, Y^′_x = y, X^′_1 = x_1, W^′_x = w) P(Z^′_x = z, X_1 = x_1, W^′_x = w)

= P(Y^′_x = y|Z^′_x = z, X^′_1 = x_1, W^′_x = w)

= P(Y^′_x = y|X^′_1 = x_1, W^′_x = w)

= P(Y^′_x = y|W^′_x = w).

27In Pearl’s notation a symbol such as x̂ serves to indicate the model from which the probabilities are to be computed (in this case M^′_x, which is determined by x); sometimes x̂ is replaced by do(x), where the do stands for the operation that transforms a second-level model into an intervention version of it.

6.2. Rule 2

The second identity is

P (y|x̂, ẑ, w) := P(Y^{′′}_{x,z} = y|W^{′′}_{x,z} = w) (6.6) = P(Y^′_x = y|Z^′_x = z, W^′_x = w) =: P (y|x̂, z, w), in notation similar to that of (6.5).

It is valid under the following condition:

C2. Let the equations X^{′′}_1 = φ_2(U_2), Z^{′′}_1 = φ_4(U_4) and

Z^{′′}_{2,x} = ϕ_4(V_4, W^{′′}_{x,z}, x_1, x_2, Y^{′′}_{x,z}, Z^{′′}_x)

be added to M^{′′}_{x,z}, and write Z^{′′}_x = (Z^{′′}_1 , Z^{′′}_{2,x}); then P ( Y^{′′}_{x,z} =y | |W^{′′}_{x,z} =w, X^{′′}_1 =x_1, Z^{′′}_x =z )=P (Y^{′′}_{x,z} =y | |W^{′′}_{x,z} =w, X^{′′}_1 =x_1 )

for all (w, y) in the range of (W^{′′}_{x,z}, Y^{′′}_{x,z}).

Note that by (6.3), (6.4), and the definitions in C1 and C2 we have P ( Y^{′′}_{x,z} =y, W^{′′}_{x,z} =w, X^{′′}_1 =x_1, Z^{′′}_x =z ) = P (Y^′_x =y, W^′_x =w, X^′_1 =x_1, Z^′_x =z) .

Rule 2 follows from this identity, C2 and the exogeneity of X^′_1 and X^{′′}_1 :

P(Y^{′′}_{x,z} = y|W^{′′}_{x,z} = w) =

P(Y^{′′}_{x,z} = y, X^{′′}_1 = x_1, W^{′′}_{x,z} = w) P(X^{′′}_1 = x_1, W^{′′}_{x,z} = w)

= P(Y^{′′}_{x,z} = y|X^{′′}_1 = x_1, W^{′′}_{x,z} = w) = P ( Y^{′′}_{x,z} =y | |W^{′′}_{x,z} =w, X^{′′}_1 =x_1, Z^{′′}_x =z )

= P (Y^′_x =y |W^′_x =w, X^′_1 =x_1, Z^′_x =z ) = P (Y^′_x =y |W^′_x =w, Z^′_x =z ).

References

[1] Angrist, J.D., Imbens, G.W. and Rubin, D.B. (1996). Identification of causal effects using instrumental variables. Journal of the American Statistical Association, Vol. 91, No. 434, pp. 444–455.

[2] Arjas, E. and Parner, J. (2004). Causal reasoning from longitudinal data.

Scandinavian Journal of Statistics 31 171–187.

[3] Arjas, E. (2012). Causal inference from observational data: a Bayesian predictive approach. Causality: Statistical Perspectives and Applications, Ed. C. Berzuini, A.P. Dawid and L. Bernardinelli, pp. 71–84. Chichester, UK.

[4] Basawa, I.V. and Prakasa Rao, B.L.S. (1980). Statistical Inference for Stochastic Processes. Academic Press, New York.

[5] Billingsley, P.(1961).Statistical Inference for Markov Processes. The University of Chicago Press.

[6] Billingsley, P. (1995). Probability and Measure, 3rd ed. Wiley, New York. [7] Box, G.E.P., Hunter, S. and Hunter, W.G. (2005). Statistics for Experimenters: Design, Innovation and Discovery, 2nd ed. Wiley, New Jersey.

[8] Brémaud, P.(1998).Markov Chains: Gibbs Fields, Monte Carlo Simulation, and Queues. Springer-Verlag.

[9] Brockwell, P.J. and Davis, R.A.(1991).Time series: Theory and Methods, 2nd ed. Springer-Verlag.

[10] Coles, S.A. (2001). An Introduction to Statistical Modelling of Extreme Values. Springer-Verlag, London.

[11] Cornfield, J.(1951). A method for estimating comparative rates from clinical data. Applications to cancer of the lung, breast, and cervix. Journal of the National Cancer Institute, 11, pp. 1269–1275.

[12] Cox, D.R. and Snell, E.J. (1980). Applied Statistics: Principles and Examples. Chapman & Hall, London.

[13] Cox, D.R. and Wermuth, N. (2004). Causality: a statistical view. International Statistical Review, 72, 3, pp. 285–305.

[14] Daniel, C. and Wood, F.S.(1971).Fitting Equations to Data: Computer Analysis of Multifactor Data for Scientists and Engineers (written with the assistance of J.W. Gorman). Wiley, New York.

[15] Dawid, A. (2000). Causal inference without counterfactuals. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 95, pp. 407–448.

[16] Dawid, A. (2015). Statistical causality from a decision-theoretic perspective. Annual Review of Statistics and Its Application, 2, pp. 273–303.

[17] Diaconis, P.(1998).A place for philosophy? The rise of modeling in statistical science.Quarterly of Applied Mathematics, Vol. LVI, No. 4, pp. 797–805.

[18] Dietz, K., and Heesterbeek, J.A.P.(2002).Daniel Bernoulli’s epidemiological model revisited.Mathematical Biosciences, 180, pp. 1–21.

[19] Doob, J.L.(1997).The Development of Rigor in Mathematical Probability (1900-1950).The American Mathematical Monthly,Vol.103, No.7, pp.586–95.

[20] Eriksson, K. and Haggstrom, O.(2014). Lord’s paradox in a continuous setting and a regression artifact in numerical cognition research. PLOS ONE, Volume 9, Issue 4.

[21] Feller, W. (1968). An Introduction to Probability Theory and its Applications, Vol. I, 3rd ed. Wiley, New York.

[22] Ferreira, J.A. (2015). Some models and methods for the analysis of observational data. Statistics Surveys 9, pp. 106–208.

[23] Freedman, D.A.(1997).From association to causation via regression. Advances in Applied Mathematics 18, pp. 59–110.

[24] Freedman, D.A. (2009). Statistical Models: Theory and Practice, revised ed. New York: Cambridge University Press.

[25] Freedman, D.A. (2010). Statistical Models and Causal Inference: A Dialogue with the Social Sciences. Edited by D. Collier, J.S. Sekhon and P.B. Stark New York: Cambridge University Press.

[26] Galambos, J. and Kotz, S. (1978). Characterization of Probability Distributions. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Vol. 675, Springer-Verlag, Berlin.

[27] Goldstein, H., Poole, C. and , Safko, J. (2001). Classical Mechanics, 3rd ed. Addison-Wesley.

[28] Guttorp, P. (1995). Stochastic Modeling of Scientific Data. Chapman & Hall, Boca Raton.

[29] Heyde, C.C. (1997). Quasi-Likelihood and its Application: a General Approach to Optimal Parameter Estimation. Springer-Verlag, New York.

[30] Imbens, G.W. & Rubin, D.B. (1995). Discussion of “Causal diagrams for empirical research” by J. Pearl. Biometrika, 82, 4, pp. 694–695.

[31] Imbens, G.W. & Rubin, D.B. (2015). Causal Inference in Statistics, Social, and Biomedical Sciences: An Introduction. New York: Cambridge University Press.

[32] Ioannidis, J.P. (2005). Why most published research findings are false.

PLOS Medicine, Vol. 2, Issue 8, pp. 696–701.

[33] Isham, V. (2005). Stochastic models for epidemics. Celebrating Statistics:

Papers in honour of Sir David Cox on his 80th birthday, Ed. A.C. Davison, Y. Dodge and N. Wermuth. Oxford University Press, New York.

[34] Ito, K. and Nisio, M. (1968). On the convergence of sums of independent Banach space valued random variables. Osaka J. Math., 5, pp. 35–48.

[35] Jørgensen, B. (1993). The Theory of Linear Models. Chapman & Hall, New York.

[36] Kalisch, M. and Buhlmann, P. (2014). Causal structure learning and inference: a selective review. Quality Technology & Qualitative Management, 11, 1, pp. 3–21.

[37] Karlin, S. and Taylor, H.M. (1975). A First Course in Stochastic Processes, 2nd ed. Academic Press, New York.

[38] Leadbetter, M.R., Lindgren, G. and Rootzen, H., (1983). Extremes and Related Properties of Random Sequences and Processes. Springer-Verlag, New York.

[39] Lehmann, E.L. (1983). Theory of Point Estimation. Wiley, New York. [40] Lehmann, E.L. (1986). Testing Statistical Hypotheses, 2nd ed. Wiley, New York.

[41] Lehmann, E.L. (1990). Model specification: the views of Fisher and Neyman, and later developments. Statistical Science, Vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 166–168.

[42] Lindley, D.V. (2002). Seeing and doing: the concept of causation. International Statistical Review, 70, 2, pp. 191–197.

[43] Lord, F.M. (1967). A paradox in the interpretation of group comparisons.

Psychological Bulletin, 68, 5, pp. 304–305.

[44] Nuzzo, R. (1967). Statistical errors. Nature, Vol. 506, pp. 150–152. [45] Pearl, J.(1995a).Causal diagrams for empirical research. Biometrika, 82, 4, pp. 669–710.

[46] Pearl, J. (1995b). Rejoinder to discussions of “Causal diagrams for empirical research”. Biometrika, 82, 4, pp. 702–710.

[47] Pearl, J. (2009a). Causality: Models, Reasoning and Inference, 2nd ed.

Cambridge University Press.

[48] Pearl, J. (2009b). Causal inference in statistics: an overview. Statistics

Surveys, 3, pp. 96–146.

[49] Pearl, J. (2009c). Myth, confusion, and science in causal analysis. Technical Report R-348, Department of Computer Science, University of California, Los Angeles.

[50] Pearl, J. (2011). Statistics and causality: separated to reunite— Commentary on Bryan Dowd’s “Separated at Birth”. Health Serv. Res. 46 (2), pp. 421–429.

[51] Pearl, J. (2012). The Do-Calculus Revisited. Proceedings of the Twenty- Eighth Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, Corvallis, Oregon, edited by N. de Freitas and K. Murphy: AUAI Press, pp. 4–11, 2012.

[52] Pearl, J. (2015). Indirect confounding and causal calculus. (On three papers by Cox and Wermuth.) Technical Report R-457, Department of Computer Science, University of California, Los Angeles.

[53] Pearl, J. (2016). Lord’s Paradox Revisited—(Oh Lord! Kumbaya!). Technical Report R-436, Department of Computer Science, University of California, Los Angeles.

[54] Pearl, J., Glymour, M. and Jewel, N.P. (2016). Causal Inference in Statistics: a Primer, Wiley.

[55] Perković, E., Textor, J., Kalisch, M. and Maathuis, M.H. (2018).

Complete graphical characterization and construction of adjustment sets in Markov equivalence classes of ancestral graphs.Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18, pp. 1–62.

[56] Robins, J.M.(1986).A new approach to causal inference in mortality studies with a sustained exposure period—applications to control of the healthy workers survivor effect. Mathematical Modeling, 7, pp. 1393–512.

[57] Robins, J.M. (1995). Discussion of “Causal diagrams for empirical research” by J. Pearl. Biometrika, 82, 4, pp. 695–698.

[58] Robins, J.M. and Wasserman, L. (1997). Estimation of effects of sequential treatments by reparameterizing directed acyclic graphs. Proceedings of the Thirteenth Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (UAI1997), pp. 409–420.

[59] Rosenbaum, P.R. (2002). Observational Studies, 2nd ed. Springer. [60] Rosenbaum, P.R. and Rubin, D.B.(1983).The central role of the propensity score in observational studies for causal effects. Biometrika 70 41–55.

[61] Ross, S.M. (1970). Applied Probability Models with Optimization Applications. Holden-Day, San Francisco.

[62] Ross, S.M. (2010). Introduction to Probability Models, 10th ed. Academic Press.

[63] Rubin, D. (1990). Formal modes of statistical inference for causal effects.

Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, Vol. 25, pp. 279–292. [64] Rubin, D. (2009). Author’s reply. Statistics in Medicine, Vol. 28, pp. 1420– 1422.

[65] Senn, S. (2006). Change from baseline and analysis of covariance revisited.

Statistics in Medicine, Vol. 25, pp. 4334–4344.

[66] Shehan, N., Didelez, V., Burton, P. and Tobin, M.(2008). Mendelian randomisation and causal inference in observational epidemiology. PLOS

Medicine, Vol. 5, Issue 8, pp. 1205–1210.

[67] Shrier, I. (2008). Letter to the editor. Statistics in Medicine, Vol. 27, pp. 2740–2741.

[68] Simpson, E.H. (1951). The interpretation of interaction in contingency tables. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B, 13, 2, pp. 238–241.

[69] Singpurwalla, N.D. (2002). On causality and causal mechanisms. Comment on Dennis Lindley’s “Seeing and doing: the concept of causation”. International Statistical Review, Vol. 70, No. 2, pp. 198–206.

[70] Snell, J.L. (1997). A conversation with Joe Doob. Statistical Science, Vol.

12, No. 4, pp. 301–311.

[71] Sturtevant, A.H. (1965). A History of Genetics. Harper & Row: New York. Republished in 2000 by Electronic Scholarly Publishing Project&Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory Press: http://www.esp.org/books/sturt/history.

[72] Tanur, J.M., Mosteller, F., Kruskal, W.H., Lehmann, E.L., Link, R.F., Pieters, R.S. and Rising, G.R (1989). Statistics: A Guide to the Unknown, 3rd ed. Wadsworth & Brooks, California.

[73] Textor, J., van der Zander B., Gilthorpe M., Liskiewicz M. and Ellison G. (2016). Robust causal inference using directed acyclic graphs: the R package ‘dagitty’. International Journal of Epidemiology, 18, pp. 1–62.

[74] Trafimow, D. and Marks, M. (2015). Editorial. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, Vol. 37, pp. 1–2.

[75] Tucci, R.R. (2013). Introduction to Judea Pearl’s do-calculus. arXiv.org, paper arXiv:1305.5506 available at https://arxiv.org/pdf/1305.5506.pdf.

[76] Wasserstein, R.L. and Lazar, N.A. (2016). The ASA statement on p-values: context, process, and purpose. The American Statistician, 70:2, pp. 129–133.

[77] Wayner, H. and Brown, L.M. (2007). Three statistical paradoxes in the interpretation of group differences: Illustrated with medical school admission and licensing data. In Handbook of Statistics, Vol. 26: Psychometrics (edited by C.R. Rao and S. Sinharay), pp. 893–918.

[78] Wermuth, N. and Cox, D.R. (2008). Distortion of effects caused by indirect confounding. Biometrika, 95, 1, pp. 17–33.