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1 Introduction

Many policy evaluation questions involve two simultaneous identification challenges: the

causal parameter of interest depends on the joint distribution of potential outcomes and

sample selection is present.1 For example, when evaluating the effects of job training programs,

the researcher may be interested in learning to what extent the transition from informal to

formal employment can be attributed to the policy but she only observes formality status

among those who are employed. Moreover, when analyzing the effects of a political campaign,

the researcher may be interested in identifying the share of the population who supports

policy A when treated, given that they would support policy B if untreated. In this case,

the researcher only observes the agents’ opinions if they reply to a survey. This double

identification challenge also arises when researchers consider the effects of health interventions

on health quality if agents may pass away, or the effects of educational interventions on learning

if there is selection into test-taking.2

In this paper, we derive novel sharp bounds around the probability of causation parameter

(Pearl, 1999; Tian and Pearl, 2000; Jun and Lee, 2019; Cinelli and Pearl, 2021) for individuals

who would self-select into the sample regardless of their treatment assignment. The proba-

bility of causation parameter summarizes one crucial aspect of the effects of treatments on

binary outcomes: the proportion of individuals who benefit from being treated within the

subgroup who would, counterfactually, experience a negative untreated outcome. Thus, our

target parameter helps researchers gauge to what extent the transition from one state to

another can be attributed to the treatment in a relevant latent sub-population.3

1For a detailed discussion about causal parameters that depend on the joint distribution of potential out-
comes, see Heckman, Smith, and Clements (1997); Pearl (1999); Tian and Pearl (2000); Jun and Lee (2019);
Cinelli and Pearl (2021). For a recent discussion on sample selection, see Lee (2009); Chen and Flores (2015);
Bartalotti, Kedagni, and Possebom (2022).

2Training programs are studied by Heckman, LaLonde, and Smith (1999); Attanasio, Kugler, and Meghir
(2011); Attanasio et al. (2017); Blanco and Flores-Lagunes (2018). Persuasion effects of political campaigns
are analyzed by DellaVigna and Kaplan (2007); DellaVigna and Gentzkow (2010). Education interventions
are investigated by Krueger and Whitmore (2001); Angrist, Bettinger, and Kremer (2006); Angrist, Lang, and
Oreopoulos (2009); Chetty et al. (2011); Dobbie and Jr. (2015). Medical treatments are studied by CASS
(1984); Sexton and Hebel (1984); U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (2004).

3The probability of causation parameter is also called persuasion effect when treatments are predominantly
informational (Jun and Lee, 2020).
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Our partial identification strategies are based on three increasingly restrictive sets of as-

sumptions. They extend the identification of probabilities of causation to scenarios with

endogenous sample selection. In our model, treatment effects can be related to the sample

selection mechanism even though treatment take-up is exogenous.

Our first identification result relies on a monotone sample selection mechanism. This

condition imposes that treatment has a non-negative effect on the sample selection indicator

for all individuals. In the job training example, this restriction implies that the treatment

can move workers into employment but never out of employment.

To tighten the identified bounds, our second result further assumes a monotone treatment

response. This condition imposes that treatment has a non-negative effect on the potential

outcomes for all individuals. In the job training example, this restriction implies that the

treatment can move workers into formal jobs but never into informal jobs.

To further reduce the identified set, our final result additionally relies on a stochastic

dominance assumption. This condition imposes that the sub-population that self-selects into

the sample regardless of the treatment status has higher treated potential outcomes than

the sub-population that self-selects into the sample only when treated. In the job training

example, this restriction implies that the agents who are always employed are more likely to

have a formal job if treated than the agents who are employed only when treated.

To empirically illustrate the usefulness of our approach, we provide bounds for the proba-

bility of causation of an intensive training program: Jóvenes en Acción. This program aimed

to improve the labor market prospects and, in particular, the quality of jobs held by disad-

vantaged youths in seven large cities in Colombia. It offered in-classroom intensive training

in occupational skills to qualify unemployed individuals for locally demanded jobs. Addition-

ally, it focused on socioemotional development and offered on-the-job internships with formal

employers.

Previous research (Attanasio, Kugler, and Meghir, 2011; Attanasio et al., 2017) finds that

this program had positive effects on employment and unconditional formality. However, less

is known about whether the program achieves its goal of improving job quality conditioning
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on having a job. We study effects on the quality margin of jobs by considering the share of

women that transitioned to the formal labor market because they participated in the training

program.4 We find that incorporating selection and bounding the probability of causation

leads to a less optimistic view of the program’s impacts. Despite its efforts to connect youths

with formal enterprises as trainees, we find that at most 19% of the women switched their

status because they were assigned to the Jóvenes en Acción program.

Concerning its theoretical contribution, our work is inserted in two research areas: iden-

tification of probabilities of causation and identification in the presence of sample selection.

Heckman, Smith, and Clements (1997) motivate the focus on a parameter closely connected

to the probability of causation based on the political economy of policy evaluation. They

argue that a program would only be adopted in a democracy if it benefited most people in the

population. They make either strong probabilistic assumptions or parametric assumptions to

point-identify this parameter, while we focus entirely on partial identification strategies that

are based on a menu of easily interpretable assumptions.

Pearl (1999) and Tian and Pearl (2000) discuss how to interpret and partially identify

probabilities of causation in a single population where agents are always observed. Cinelli

and Pearl (2021) extend their work by combining experimental results from multiple trials to

extrapolate probabilities of causation from one population to a different population. Moreover,

Jun and Lee (2019) extend their work by considering endogenous selection into treatment.

We extend the work by Pearl (1999) and Tian and Pearl (2000) to a different direction.

We identify probabilities of causation when the agents’ realized outcomes may not be observed

due to endogenous sample selection. To do so, we combine the tools developed in the literature

about probabilities of causation with the trimming bounds developed in the sample selection

literature (Horowitz and Manski, 1995; Lee, 2009; Chen and Flores, 2015; Bartalotti, Kedagni,

and Possebom, 2022).

Concerning its empirical contribution, our work is inserted in the literature about job

training programs. Attanasio, Kugler, and Meghir (2011) and Attanasio et al. (2017) analyze

4In Colombia, as in many developing countries, formal jobs are usually linked to benefits, such as health
insurance, which may greatly extend individual welfare.
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the average treatment effect (ATE) of Jóvenes en Acción on short and long-term outcomes

associated with labor force attachment. We extend their work by analyzing a treatment effect

parameter that focuses on job quality instead of labor force attachment. Importantly, Blanco

and Flores-Lagunes (2018) also analyzes the impact of a job training program on job quality

using partial identification strategies. However, we focus on different contexts (Job Corps

v. Jóvenes en Acción) and on different target parameters (Quantile Treatment Effects v.

Probabilities of Causation).

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents our structural model, sample se-

lection mechanism, and identifying assumptions. It also discusses the testable restrictions

imposed by our model. Section 3 describes our main identification results, while Section 4

intuitively explains them using a numerical example. Moreover, Section 5 discusses how to es-

timate our identified bounds and the results of our empirical application. At the end, Section

6 concludes. We also have an online appendix with the proofs of all our results.

2 Analytical Framework

We aim to identify the probability of causation (Pearl, 1999; Tian and Pearl, 2000; Jun

and Lee, 2019; Cinelli and Pearl, 2021) within the always-observed subsample. To do so,

we consider the generalized sample selection model (Lee, 2009), described in the potential

outcomes framework: 
Y ∗ = Y ∗1 ·D + Y ∗0 · (1−D)

S = S1 ·D + S0 · (1−D)

Y = Y ∗ · S

(1)

where D is the treatment status indicator (in our application, being selected to enroll in

the Jóvenes in Acción training program). The variable Y ∗ is the possibly censored realized

outcome variable (indicator for whether the agent has a formal or informal job) with support

Y = {0, 1}, while Y ∗0 and Y ∗1 are the possibly censored potential outcomes when the person

is untreated and treated, respectively. Similarly, S is the realized sample selection indicator

(indicator for whether the agent holds a job), and S0 and S1 are potential sample selection
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indicators when individuals are untreated and treated. Finally, Y is the uncensored observed

outcome. The researcher observes only the vector (Y,D, S), while Y ∗1 , Y ∗0 , S1 and S0 are

latent variables.5

In the setting analyzed here, the task of learning about the probability of causation (Pearl,

1999; Tian and Pearl, 2000; Jun and Lee, 2019; Cinelli and Pearl, 2021) is further complicated

by the potential for nonrandom sample selection. As pointed out by Lee (2009), even in the

simpler case of the average treatment effect (ATE), point identification is no longer possible,

leading him to derive bounds for the ATE.

This paper combines the insights of these literatures to develop sharp bounds for the

probability of causation under sample selection. To do so, we define four latent groups based

on the potential sample selection indicators. The sub-populations are defined as: always-

observed (S0 = 1, S1 = 1), observed-only-when-treated (S0 = 0, S1 = 1), observed-only-when-

untreated (S0 = 1, S1 = 0), and never-observed (S0 = 0, S1 = 0).6 They are denoted by OO,

NO, ON and NN respectively.

Following Zhang, Rubin, and Mealli (2008) and Lee (2009), we focus on the always-

observed sub-population (S0 = 1, S1 = 1). Importantly, this sub-population is the only group

with censored potential outcomes observed in both treatment arms. For the other three sub-

populations, treatment effect parameters are not point-identified or bounded in a non-trivial

way without further parametric assumptions since at least one of the potential outcomes (Y ∗0

or Y ∗1 ) is never observed.7 Since our focus is on a fully non-parametric identification strategy,

we do not discuss parametric identification of unconditional treatment effect parameters or

treatment effect parameters associated with the latent groups ON , NO and NN .

Our target parameter is the probability of causation within the sub-population that is

5For simplicity, we drop exogenous covariates from the model. All results derived in the paper hold condi-
tionally on covariates.

6Since the conditioning sub-population is determined by post-treatment outcomes, our work is also con-
nected to the statistical literature known as principal stratification (Frangakis and Rubin, 2002), in which the
four latent groups would be called strata.

7In some applications (e.g., analyzing the impact of a medical treatment on a health quality measure where
selection is given by whether the patient is alive), the potential censored outcome Y ∗

d is not even properly
defined when Sd = 0 for d ∈ {0, 1}.
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always observed:

θOO = P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1] . (2)

The unconditional probability of causation (P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0]) captures, within the sub-

population whose untreated potential outcome is equal to zero, the share whose treated po-

tential outcome is equal to one. Intuitively, it measures the share of agents who benefited

from the treatment within the subgroup with a negative untreated outcome. In our empirical

application, the unconditional probability of causation captures, within the population with

an informal job if untreated, the share of workers with a formal job if treated. Our target

parameter in Equation (2) focuses on the probability of causation for the always-observed

latent group. In our empirical application, our target parameter captures, within the popula-

tion who is employed regardless of treatment status and has an informal job if untreated, the

share of workers with a formal job if treated. Intuitively, we focus on the population who is

always-employed and found a job of higher observable quality because they were assigned to

the Jóvenes in Acción training program.

Analogously to Heckman, Smith, and Clements (1997), Jun and Lee (2019) and Cinelli and

Pearl (2021), identification of θOO is complicated because it depends on the joint distribution

of the potential outcomes (Y ∗0 , Y
∗
1 ) while, even in a randomized controlled trial, we can only

identify the marginal distributions of the potential outcomes. Analogously to Lee (2009),

identification of θOO is complex because sample selection is nonrandom and possibly impacted

by the treatment.

To simultaneously address these issues, we consider three sets of assumptions to partially

identify our target parameter. The identified set shrinks when stronger assumptions are used.8

Assumptions 1-3 are sufficient to partially identify θOO.

Assumption 1 (Random Assignment) Treatment D is randomly assigned, i.e., D ⊥⊥

(Y ∗0 , Y
∗
1 , S0, S1).

8According to Tamer (2010, p. 167), this approach to identification “characterizes the informational content
of various assumptions by providing a menu of estimates, each based on different sets of assumptions, some of
which are plausible and some of which are not.” This approach was called a layered policy analysis by Manski
(2011) and is illustrated empirically by Manski and Molinari (2020).
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Assumption 1 is a modification of the standard independence assumption (Imbens and

Wooldridge, 2009) to account for sample selection. Instead of assuming that the treatment

variable is independent of the potential outcomes only, we also assume independence between

the treatment variable and the potential sample selection indicators similarly to Lee (2009).

In our empirical application, it holds conditionally on course indicators because the possi-

bility of enrolling in the Jóvenes in Acción training program was randomly allocated within

oversubscribed courses.

Assumption 2 (Positive Mass) Both treatment groups and the always-observed sub-population

who chooses Y ∗0 = 0 exist, i.e., 0 < P [D = 1] < 1 and P [Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1] > 0.

Assumption 2 is crucial for the identification results because it ensures that our sub-

population of interest exists. In our empirical application, it requires that there are always-

employed individuals who have an informal jobs when untreated.

Assumption 3 (Monotone Sample Selection) Treatment has a non-negative effect on

the sample selection indicator for all individuals, i.e., S1 ≥ S0.

Assumption 3 is a monotonicity restriction that rules out the existence of the observed-

only-when-untreated sub-population and is commonly used in the literature about sample

selection (Lee, 2009; Chen and Flores, 2015; Bartalotti, Kedagni, and Possebom, 2022).9 In

our empirical application, it imposes that the Jóvenes in Acción training program can only

move agents into employment.

Assumptions 1-3 form our first set of assumptions required to partially identify the prob-

ability of causation within the always-observed individuals. Importantly, this set of assump-

tions has a testable implication, as discussed in Lemma 1. Even though these assumptions

are sufficient to partially identify θOO, the identified set can be substantially tightened by

additionally imposing that the treatment can only increase the possibly censored potential

outcome.

9As in Lee (2009), this assumption can be stated as S1 ≥ S0 with probability 1. For the sake of simplicity,
we assume it holds for all individuals. All results can be stated with some straightforward changes if the
inequality in Assumption 3 holds in the opposite direction.
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Assumption 4 (Monotone Treatment Response) Treatment has a non-negative effect

on the censored outcome variable for all individuals, i.e., Y ∗1 ≥ Y ∗0 .

Assumption 4 is a monotonicity restriction that is common in the partial identification

literature (Manski, 1997; Manski and Pepper, 2000; Jun and Lee, 2019).10 In our empirical

application, it imposes that the Jóvenes in Acción training program can only move agents

from informal jobs to formal ones.

Assumptions 1-4 form our second set of assumptions required to partially identify the

probability of causation within the always-observed individuals. Importantly, this set of as-

sumptions has an extra testable implication, as discussed in Proposition 1.

We can further shrink the identified set around θOO by adding Assumption 5 and com-

pleting our final set of identifying assumptions.

Assumption 5 (Stochastic Dominance) The treated counterfactual for the always-observed

group stochastically dominates the treated counterfactual for the observed-only-when-treated,

i.e., P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] ≥ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1].

Assumption 5 is a stochastic dominance restriction that imposes that the always-observed

sub-population has higher potential treated outcomes than the observed-only-when-treated

group. This type of assumption is common in the literature (Imai, 2008; Blanco, Flores, and

Flores-Lagunes, 2013; Huber and Mellace, 2015; Huber, Laffers, and Mellace, 2017; Bartalotti,

Kedagni, and Possebom, 2022) and is intuitively based on the argument that some sub-groups

have more favorable underlying characteristics than others.11 In our empirical application, it

imposes that the always-employed sub-population has higher potential formality when treated

than the employed-only-when-treated sub-population.

10This assumption can be stated as Y ∗
1 ≥ Y ∗

0 with probability 1. For the sake of simplicity, we assume it
holds for all individuals. All results can be stated with straightforward changes if the inequality in Assumption
4 holds in the opposite direction.

11All of our results can be stated if the inequality in Assumption 5 holds in the opposite direction.
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2.1 Testable Restrictions

This subsection discusses testable restrictions implied by the assumptions described in

Section 2.

First, the testable restriction implied by Assumptions 1-3 was already derived by Lee

(2009). We state it here for completeness.

Lemma 1 Under Assumptions 1-3, the following inequality holds:

P [S = 1|D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0] ≥ 0.

Second, we derive a set of testable restrictions implied by Assumptions 1-4 as detailed in

Proposition 1. Its proof is in Appendix A.1.

Proposition 1 Under Assumptions 1-4, the following inequalities hold:

P [S = 1|D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0] ≥ 0, (3)

P [Y = 1|D = 1]− P [Y = 1|D = 0] ≥ 0. (4)

Intuitively, the monotonicity of the sample selection indicator and the censored potential

outcome implies that treatment positively affects the uncensored potential outcome.

These restrictions can be easily tested using two one-sided tests of mean differences. To

be conservative, we recommend testing them as separate null hypotheses without correcting

for multiple hypotheses testing.

3 Identification Results

In this section, we partially identify the probability of causation within the always-observed

sub-population (Equation (2)). In the next section, we illustrate these results with a numerical

example that captures the intuition behind the formal results presented here.
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Combining Assumptions 1-3, we derive sharp bounds around θOO as detailed in Proposi-

tion 2. Its proof is in Appendix A.2.

Proposition 2 Under Assumptions 1-3, the probability of causation is partially identified for

the always-observed subgroup, i.e.,

LB1 ≤ θOO ≤ UB1,

where

LB1 := max



P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 0


and

UB1 := min


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 1

 .

Moreover, these bounds are sharp.

In practice, these bounds may be uninformative even though they are sharp. To derive

tighter bounds, researchers can add increasingly stronger assumptions. Even though the credi-

bility of these assumptions depends on their empirical contexts, applied researchers frequently

have some prior about the direction of the treatment effect. Using this prior, the researcher

can impose the monotone treatment response condition.

Formally, combining Assumptions 1-4, we derive sharp bounds around the probability of

causation within the always-observed sub-population as detailed in Proposition 3. Its proof

is in Appendix A.4.

Proposition 3 Under Assumptions 1-4, the probability of causation is partially identified for
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the always-observed subgroup, i.e.,

LB2 ≤ θOO ≤ UB2,

where

LB2 := max



P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 0


and

UB2 := min


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 1

 .

Moreover, these bounds are sharp.

Note that the identifying power of Assumption 4 is illustrated by a smaller upper bound

in Proposition 3 in comparison with Proposition 2.

To achieve even tighter bounds, researchers can impose the stochastic dominance condi-

tion. Formally, combining Assumptions 1-5, we derive sharp bounds around θOO as detailed

in Proposition 4. Its proof is in Appendix A.6.

Proposition 4 Under Assumptions 1-5, the probability of causation is partially identified for

the always-observed subgroup, i.e.,

LB3 ≤ θOO ≤ UB3,

where

LB3 := max

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 0

}
12



and

UB3 := min


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 1

 .

Moreover, these bounds are sharp.

Note that the identifying power of Assumption 5 is illustrated by a larger lower bound in

Proposition 4 in comparison with Proposition 3.

4 Numerical Example

In this section, we use a numerical example to intuitively explain our partial identification

results from Section 3. We focus on understanding the factors that determine the length of

our bounds in each proposition and the reason why each additional assumption tightens our

bounds.

Let our data-generating process be given by

P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1, S1 = 1|D = d] =
2

16

P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1, S1 = 1|D = d] =
4

16

P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1|D = d] = 0

P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1|D = d] =
3

16

P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 0, S1 = 1|D = d] =
1

16

P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 0, S1 = 1|D = d] =
1

16

P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 0, S0 = 0, S1 = 1|D = d] = 0

P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 0, S0 = 0, S1 = 1|D = d] =
2

16

P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1, S1 = 0|D = d] = 0

P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1, S1 = 0|D = d] = 0

P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 0|D = d] = 0

13



P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 0|D = d] = 0

P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 0, S1 = 0|D = d] =
1

16

P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 0, S1 = 0|D = d] =
1

16

P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 0, S0 = 0, S1 = 0|D = d] = 0

P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 0, S0 = 0, S1 = 0|D = d] =
1

16

for any d ∈ {0, 1} and P [D = 1] = 1/2.

Note that this data-generating process satisfies Assumptions 1-4 by construction. Observe

also that P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] = 2/3 and P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] = 1/2, implying that

Assumption 5 is valid too.

Finally, notice that our target parameter — the probability of causation for the always-

employed — is given by

θOO = P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1] ≈ 0.571.

Now, we carefully derive our bounds to understand the factors that determine the length

of our bounds in each proposition and the reason why each additional assumption tightens

our bounds.

To understand the intuition behind Proposition 2, note that

θOO = P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y ∗0 = 0| , S0 = 1, S1 = 1]
.

Since the denominator is point-identified by P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] (Lemma A.4), we have

that

θOO =
P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
. (5)

We want to bound the numerator in Equation (5) using information from the marginal

distributions of Y ∗0 | (S0 = 1, S1 = 1) and Y ∗1 | (S0 = 1, S1 = 1). To do so, we use the Boole-
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Frechet inequalities (Lemma A.1) and find that

θOO ≤ min {P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] ,P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]}
P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

and that

θOO ≥ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
. (6)

Note, once more, that P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] is point-identified by P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

(Lemma A.4), implying that

θOO ≤ min

{
P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 1

}

and that

θOO ≥ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
. (7)

Now, we address the sample selection issue that is present in the term P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1].

To do so, we use the trimming bounds proposed by Horowitz and Manski (1995) and Lee (2009)

(Lemma A.2) and find that

θOO ≤ min


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 1


and that

θOO ≥

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− (1− P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1])

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]
+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
.

(8)

The last two inequalities illustrate the first factor that intuitively explains the length of our

bounds. Observe that the upper bound is smaller and the lower bound is greater if the share of

the always-employed among the ones who are employed when treated (P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1])

is large.
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Finally, to derive the last expression of the bounds in Proposition 2, we use Assumption 3

to pointy identify P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1] (Lemma A.3). Applying the analytic expressions

from Proposition 2, our data generating process implies that LB1 ≈ 0.286 and UB1 = 1.

Now, we focus on the bounds in Proposition 3. Since LB2 = LB1 and UB2 ≤ UB1, we

want to understand why Assumption 4 is able to reduce the upper bound around the tar-

get parameter. Using the Monotone Treatment Response Assumption, the joint probability

P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] is equal to P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]+P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]−

1 (Lemma A.5). Combining this result with Equation 5, we find that

θOO =
P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
. (9)

Since the right-hand side term in Equation (9) is equal to the lower bound in Inequality (6),

we can conclude that the upper bound in Proposition 3 is less than or equal to the upper

bound in Proposition 2. This result intuitively explains the identifying power of Assumption

4.

Now, to derive the last expression of the bounds in Proposition 3, we follow the same

steps used to derive the bounds in Proposition 2. Finally, applying the analytic expressions

from Proposition 3, our data generating process implies that LB2 ≈ 0.286 and UB2 ≈ 0.857,

numerically illustrating that Assumption 4 reduces the upper bound substantially.

To end this section, we focus on the bounds in Proposition 4. Since UB3 = UB2 and LB3 ≥

LB2, we want to understand why Assumption 5 is able to increase the lower bound around the

target parameter. To do so, we go back to Inequality (7). Since P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] ≥

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] due to the stochastic dominance assumption (Lemma A.6), there is

no need to use the trimming bounds in Inequality (8). Consequently, we have that

θOO ≥ P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
,

which is greater than the expression in Inequality (8) and the lower bound in Proposition 3.

This result intuitively explains the identifying power of Assumption 5.
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Finally, applying the analytic expressions from Proposition 4, our data generating process

implies that LB3 ≈ 0.505 and UB3 ≈ 0.857, numerically illustrating that Assumption 5

increases the lower bound substantially. Importantly, our shortest identified interval contains

the target parameter and is informative.

We can also compare our identified bounds against an estimand that would identify

the probability of causation if Assumptions 1-4 were valid and all agents were observed

(P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1] = 1). In this case, the probability of causation would be point-identified

by the lower bound LB3 in Proposition 4. If we ignored sample selection and used this esti-

mand, we would underestimate the true probability of causation for the always-employed in

this numerical example.

5 Empirical Application: Trasition into Formality in the Jóvenes in Acción

Training Program

Our application relates to the large job training program Jóvenes en Acción. The pro-

gram’s main goals were to increase labor market attachment and job quality among disadvan-

taged youth aged between 18 and 28 living in Colombia’s largest cities. The intervention lasted

approximately six months and was based on three main components: (i) three months in pri-

vate institutions, during which trainees received occupational-specific training and developed

soft skills, such as proactive behavior, resourcefulness, openness to feedback and teamwork;

(ii) three months of on-the-job training provided by legally registered companies in the form

of an unpaid internship; (iii) elaboration of a project of life, orienting youth towards a positive

visualization of their abilities and work perspectives.12

We are interested in learning about the share of the population who became formal because

they were selected for the Jóvenes en Acción training program. The short term experimental

effects of the program have been described extensively in Attanasio, Kugler, and Meghir

(2011). In what follows, we focus on women since the results for this sub-sample are starker

12Training providers were paid according to students’ course progression and received a bonus if the trainees
were hired by the firms that employed them during the internship. One interesting feature of the program was
its high take-up: 97% of the individuals accepted it, which minimizes concerns about compliance problems and
their consequences for the identification of policy-relevant parameters.
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and, as described in Attanasio, Kugler, and Meghir (2011), there was significant differential

sample selection into employment among women in the short-run. Women were 8% more

likely to be employed, earned 20% higher salaries and were 35% more likely to have a formal

job one year after the end of the program.13

As explained in Section 2, our target parameter is the probability of causation for the

latent group that would be employed regardless of treatment assignment. We compute bounds

around this parameter by considering the selection indicator as employment (either in the

formal or the informal sector) and the variable of interest as an indicator that equals one if

the person has a formal job and zero if the person has an informal job.

First, we report the share of the female population who is employed regardless of being

assigned to the Jóvenes en Acción training program and, within this group, the probability

of having an informal job when assigned to the control group. Since both objects are point-

identified under Assumptions 1-3, we focus on our first set of assumptions when estimating

them. In our sample, we find that 69.0% of the women are always-employed. Within this

subgroup, we also estimate the probability of having an informal job when untreated as equal

to 61.8%.14

Our main results are presented in Figure 1 and Table 1. In Figure 1, the leftmost bars

represent bounds for the target parameter without considering the stratified nature of the

assignment mechanism, while the rightmost bars condition on a full set of course fixed ef-

fects.15,16 Each bar represents the bounds under each group of assumptions 1-3, 1-4 and

13These results suggest that our identifying assumptions are valid according to the testable restrictions
described in Subsection 2.1.

14The percentile 90%-confidence intervals around these probabilities are [65.5, 72.5] and [57.3, 66.8], respec-
tively.

15To estimate the unconditional bounds on the left side, we use sample means to estimate the probabilities
in Propositions 2-4

16When conditioning on covariatesX in the right side, we identify bounds around the conditional probabilities
of causation for the always-employed: θOO (x) := P [Y ∗

1 = 1|Y ∗
0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1, X = x] for every course

x. These bounds can be expressed similarly to the ones derived in Propositions 2-4 by conditioning on X all
probabilities that appear in these propositions. To estimate these conditional probabilities, we use fixed-effect
models. After estimating bounds for each course, we average these bounds across the sample distribution
of courses. By doing so, we estimate bounds around a summary measure of the conditional probabilities of
causation for the always-employed: SM :=

∫
θOO (x) dFX (x). If X ⊥⊥ (Y ∗

0 , S0, S1), then SM = θOO, implying
that the bounds around the summary measure partially identify the unconditional probability of causation for
the always-employed. Alternatively, we can analyze θOO (x) for pre-specified values of the covariates. These
results are available upon request.

18



1-5, as presented in the graph’s legend. Table 1 presents, apart from the plotted estimates,

90%-confidence intervals around the target parameter (Imbens and Manski, 2004). Since the

bounds with course fixed effects and without them are very similar, we focus our discussion

on the results that take the stratified randomization into account.

Figure 1: Bounds on the Probability of Causation in the Jóvenes in Acción

Notes: This figure presents lower and upper bounds on the probability of causation for the
always-employed women using data from the job training program Jóvenes en Acción. The
outcome of interest is formal employment one year after the training program, the selection
indicator is employment, and the treatment is a randomized assignment indicator. The left-
most bars depict sample analogs of the expressions in Propositions 2-4 without considering the
stratified nature of the assignment mechanism. The rightmost bars do the same considering
the stratified nature of the assignment mechanism.
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Table 1: Bounds on the Probability of Causation for Always Employed in the Jóvenes in Acción Training Program)

Without Incorporating Strata Incorporating Strata

Assumptions 1-3 1-4 1-5 1-3 1-4 1-5

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

LB 0.014 0.014 0.106 0.057 0.057 0.121
UB 0.609 0.163 0.163 0.696 0.188 0.188
IM 90%-CI [0, 0.664] [0, 0.218] [0.058, 0.219] [0, 0.741] [0, 0.318] [0.010, 0.327]

Number of Observations 1,769 1,769 1,769 741 741 741
Notes: This table depicts bounds on the probability of causation for the always-employed women using data from the job training program
Jóvenes en Acción. The outcome of interest is formal employment one year after the training program, the selection indicator is employment,
and the treatment is a randomized assignment indicator. Rows LB and UB report the lower and upper bounds around the target parameter.
Row “IM 90%-CI” report 90%-confidence intervals around the target parameters as proposed by Imbens and Manski (2004). To estimate
the standard errors that enter the formula proposed by Imbens and Manski (2004), we use the empirical bootstrap with 1,000 replications.
Columns (1), (2) and (3) do not take into consideration the stratified nature of the assignment mechanism. Columns (4), (5) and (6)
incorporate the stratified nature of the assignment mechanism by conditioning on course fixed effects. The sample size in columns (4),
(5) and (6) is smaller due to restrictions on strata for which we can estimate meaningful probabilities of causation: we drop strata where
(i) there was only one woman; (ii) there was no treated women; (iii) all treated or all control women were unemployed; (iv) all employed
women were either in the formal or in the informal labor market. The numbers above the column numbers denote which assumptions are
used to estimate the bounds around the target parameter.
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We, now, consider the probability of causation for the always-employed women under

Assumptions 1-3. In this case, we only impose, beyond the usual independence assumption,

that participation in the program does not deter employment (monotone sample selection).

We find that the bounds are uninformative. In particular, the upper bound in Column (4) in

Table 1 is large, implying that our estimates are consistent with a wide range of values for

the probability of causation ([0.057, 0.696]).

We now discuss the bounds obtained by additionally imposing Assumption 4. In this

case, we assume that participation in the program can only move agents from informal jobs

to formal ones. By imposing a monotone treatment response, we decrease the upper bound

substantially. Column (5) in Table 1 suggests that the Jóvenes en Acción Training Program

formalized at most 19% of the population that is always employed and would have an informal

job if untreated.

Finally, we discuss the bounds obtained by additionally imposing Assumption 5. In this

case, we assume that the always-employed sub-population has higher potential formality when

treated than the employed-only-when-treated sub-population. By imposing this stochastic

dominance assumption, we increase the lower bound from 0.057 to 0.121. Consequently,

Column (6) in Table 1 suggests that the Jóvenes en Acción Training Program formalized

at least 12% of the population that is always employed and would have an informal job if

untreated.

To incorporate sample uncertainty around our estimates, we use the confidence intervals

proposed by Imbens and Manski (2004). These confidence intervals contain the probability of

causation for the always-employed women with a probability of at least 90% asymptotically.

We estimate them as equal to [0, 0.741], [0, 0.318] and [0.010, 0.327] under Assumptions 1-3,

1-4 and 1-5, respectively. Consequently, using our most informative bounds, we can reject the

null that no one benefits from the Jóvenes en Acción Training Program.
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6 Conclusion

This paper partially identifies the probability of causation for the always-observed sub-

group when there is sample selection. This parameter is relevant for researchers aiming to

describe policy-relevant treatment effects. Intuitively, it describes the share of the population

that was induced by the treatment to switch from a negative to a positive state. We derive

sharp bounds around this parameter under three increasingly restrictive sets of assumptions.

The first set imposes an exogenous treatment and a monotone sample selection mechanism.

To find a smaller upper bound, the second set additionally imposes the monotone treatment

response assumption. As our final set of assumptions, we also impose a stochastic dominance

assumption to find a larger lower bound.

To illustrate the usefulness of our partial identification strategy, we use experimental data

from the Colombian job training program Jóvenes en Acción. This policy aimed to improve

the labor market prospects and, in particular, the quality of jobs held by disadvantaged youths

in seven large cities in Colombia.

Focusing on the sub-sample of women, we study the effects on the quality margin of jobs

by considering the share of women that transitioned to the formal labor market because they

were assigned to the program. Despite the positive effects on the share of women employed

in the formal labor market (Attanasio, Kugler, and Meghir, 2011), we find that incorporating

selection and bounding the probability of causation leads to a less optimistic view of the

program’s impacts. More precisely, we find that at most 1 in every 5 women switched their

formality status because they were assigned to the Jóvenes en Acción training program.

Beyond the analysis of job training programs, our partial identification strategy can be

useful for researchers interested in assessing the impacts of interventions in the presence of

sample selection. For example, when analyzing the effects of a political campaign in the

presence of survey non-response, the researcher may be interested in identifying the share of

the population who supports policy A when treated, given that they would support policy

B if untreated. This double identification challenge also arises when researchers consider the

effects of health interventions on health quality if agents may pass away, or the effects of

22



educational interventions on learning if there is selection into test-taking.
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Supporting Information
(Online Appendix)

A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1

To prove Proposition 1, we must prove that Inequalities (3) and (4) hold. Since the validity

of Inequality (3) is a direct consequence of Lemma 1, we focus on proving Inequality (4). Note

that

P [Y = 1|D = 1]− P [Y = 1|D = 0]

= P [Y ∗1 · S1 = 1|D = 1]− P [Y ∗0 · S0 = 1|D = 0]

by Equation (1)

= P [Y ∗1 · S1 = 1]− P [Y ∗0 · S0 = 1]

by Assumption 1

= P [Y ∗1 = 1, S1 = 1]− P [Y ∗0 = 1, S0 = 1]

≥ P [Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1]− P [Y ∗0 = 1, S0 = 1]

by Assumption 3

≥ P [Y ∗0 = 1, S0 = 1]− P [Y ∗0 = 1, S0 = 1]

by Assumption 4

= 0.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 2

To prove Proposition 2, we first show that LB1 ≤ θOO and θOO ≤ UB1. Then, we show

that LB1 and UB1 are sharp bounds. For completeness, we state four lemmas that were

previously derived in the literature and are used in our proofs. We prove then in Appendix

A.3.
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Lemma A.1 Boole-Frechet Bounds (Imai, 2008): We have that

P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

≤ P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

≤ min {P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] ,P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]} .

Lemma A.2 Horowitz and Manski (1995, Corollary 1.2): Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we

have that

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− (1− P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1])

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]
≤ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

≤ P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]
.

Lemma A.3 Lee (2009): Under Assumptions 1-3, we have that

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1] =
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]
.

Lemma A.4 Lee (2009): Under Assumptions 1-3, we have that

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] = P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] .

A.2.1 Lower Bound: LB1 ≤ θOO

Note that

θOO := P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

≥ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.1
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≥

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− (1− P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1])

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]
+ P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.2

=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.3

=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

by Lemma A.4.

Moreover, θOO ≥ 0 by definition.

A.2.2 Upper Bound: θOO ≤ UB1

Note that

θOO := P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

≤ min {P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] ,P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]}
P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.1

= min

{
P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]
, 1

}

≤ min


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]
, 1


by Lemma A.2

28



= min


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]
, 1


by Lemma A.3

= min


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
, 1


by Lemma A.4.

A.2.3 LB1 and UB1 are sharp bounds

To show that LB1 and UB1 are sharp bounds, we have to show that, for any θ̃ ∈

[LB1, UB1], there exist candidate random variables
(
Ỹ ∗0 , Ỹ

∗
1 , S̃0, S̃1, D̃

)
that satisfy the fol-

lowing conditions:17

(A) The model restrictions hold, i.e.,
(
Ỹ ∗0 , Ỹ

∗
1 , S̃0, S̃1, D̃

)
satisfy Assumptions 1-3.

(B) The data restrictions hold, i.e., P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = d
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = d],

P
[
S̃ = 1

∣∣∣ D̃ = d
]

= P [S = 1|D = d] for any d ∈ {0, 1} and P
[
D̃ = 1

]
= P [D = 1],

where Ỹ ∗ = Ỹ ∗1 · D̃ + Ỹ ∗0 · (1− D̃), S̃ = S̃1 · D̃ + S̃0 · (1− D̃) and Ỹ = Ỹ ∗ · S̃.18

(C) θ̃ is attained, i.e., P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ Ỹ ∗0 = 0, S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= θ̃.

To do so, we construct random variables (Ỹ ∗0 , Ỹ
∗
1 , S̃0, S̃1, D̃) by:

17Intuitively, the definition of sharpness says that there exist candidate random variables
(
Ỹ ∗
0 , Ỹ

∗
1 , S̃0, S̃1, D̃

)
that attain the candidate target parameter θ̃, satisfy the model restrictions and are indistinguishable from the
true latent variables (Y ∗

0 , Y
∗
1 , S0, S1, D) in the sense that they generate the same distribution of the observable

data
(
Ỹ , S̃, D̃

)
as the distribution of the data that is actually observed, i.e., (Y, S,D).

18From the observable data, one can estimate:

(a) The joint distribution of (S,D), which is equivalent to estimating P [S = 1|D = d] for all d ∈ {0, 1} and
P [D = 1] given that S and D are binary;

(b) The joint distribution of (Y,D)|S = 1, which is equivalent to estimating P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = d] for all
d ∈ {0, 1} and P [D = 1] because Y and D are binary.

Hence, the data restrictions guarantee that the proposed latent variables are indistinguishable from the real
latent variables in the data.
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Part 1. imposing a joint distribution that satisfies Assumptions 1-2 and ensures that the marginal

distribution of D̃ is the same as the marginal distribution of D;

Part 2. imposing a joint distribution of (S̃0, S̃1) that satisfies Assumptions 2-3 and ensures that

the conditional distribution of S̃
∣∣∣ D̃ is the same as the conditional distribution of S|D;

Part 3. constructing a conditional distribution
(
Ỹ ∗0 , Ỹ

∗
1

)∣∣∣ (S̃∗0 , S̃∗1) that is a probability distri-

bution, satisfies data restrictions, and generates a probability of causation parameter θ̃

respectively equal to:

(3.a) the lower bound;

(3.b) the upper bound;

(3.c) any value in the interval (LB1, UB1).

Part 1: The distribution of D̃ and Assumptions 1-2

Fix (y0, y1, s0, s1, d) ∈ {0, 1}5 arbitrarily.

To ensure that Assumption 1 holds, we impose that P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1, S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1, D̃ = d

]
=

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1, S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
· P
[
D̃ = d

]
.

We set

P
[
D̃ = 1

]
= P [D = 1] . (A.1)

Note that Assumption 2 holds because P [D = 1] ∈ (0, 1) according to Assumption 2 for the

true variable D.

We also impose that

P
[
D̃ = 0

]
= 1− P

[
D̃ = 1

]
, (A.2)

so that D̃ has a probability distribution.

Part 2: The distribution of (S̃0, S̃1) and Assumptions 2-3
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Since we have defined P
[
D̃ = d

]
in Part 1, it remains to define

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1, S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
.

Since P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1, S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
= P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
·P
[
S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
,

we define P
[
S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
here and P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
in Part 3.

We set

P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
= P [S = 1|D = 0] , (A.3)

implying that Assumption 2 holds because P [S = 1|D = 0] = P [S0 = 1] = P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1] >

0 according to Assumption 1-3 for the true latent variables.

To ensure that Assumption 3 holds, we set P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0.

To finish defining the distribution of (S̃0, S̃1), let

P
[
S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
= P [S = 1|D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0] (A.4)

and

P
[
S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 0

]
= 1− P [S = 1|D = 1] . (A.5)

To see that what we have indeed defined a probability distribution for (S̃0, S̃1), note that

P
[
S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
= P [S1 = 1]− P [S0 = 1] = P [S0 = 0, S1 = 1] ≥ 0

by Assumptions 1 and 3 for the true latent variables, and

P
[
S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 0

]
+ P

[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
+ P

[
S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
+ P

[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
= 1

by construction.

We conclude this part by showing that the distribution of S̃|D̃ is the same as that of S|D.
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Note that

P
[
S̃ = 1

∣∣∣ D̃ = 0
]

= P
[
S̃0 = 1

]
= P

[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
= P [S = 1|D = 0]

and that

P
[
S̃ = 1

∣∣∣ D̃ = 1
]

= P
[
S̃1 = 1

]
= P

[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
+ P

[
S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
= P [S = 1|D = 0] + P [S = 1|D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0]

= P [S = 1|D = 1] .

Part 3: The distribution of (Ỹ∗1, Ỹ
∗
0)|(S̃1, S̃0)

Since we have defined P
[
D̃ = d

]
in Part 1 and P

[
S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
in Part 2, it remains

to define P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
.

We will define (Ỹ ∗1 , Ỹ
∗
0 )|(S̃1, S̃0) in three different ways so that θ̃ attains each value in the

identified interval [LB1, UB1] and Ỹ
∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ has the same distribution as Y |S = 1, D.

(Part 3.a) Constructing a conditional distribution such that θ̃ = LB1

Since P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0, we do not need to define P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0
]
.

We define P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 0
]

= 1/4 for any (y0, y1) ∈ {0, 1}2. We also define

the constant

� = max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

, 0

 ,

and the conditional probabilities

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= max{� + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1, 0} (A.6)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= min{1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] ,�} (A.7)
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P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.8)

= P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.9)

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.10)

=

P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]− P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
· P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0, (A.11)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
, (A.12)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0. (A.13)

(Part 3.a.1) The candidate conditional distribution is a probability distribution

Now, we want to show that the functions described by equations (A.6)-(A.13) are a prob-

ability mass function. First, note that:

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1

and

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1.

We must show that all values in (A.6)-(A.13) are in the interval [0, 1].

Note that

� ∈ [0, 1]
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because � ≥ 0 by construction, and, using Lemma A.3, the expression in the definition

of � becomes the expression on the left hand side of Lemma A.2 and, therefore, � ≤

P [Y ∗1 |S0 = 1, S1 = 1] ≤ 1.

Furthermore, by construction, we have that:

max{0,�− 1 + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]} = P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
≤ � (A.14)

0 ≤ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
≤ 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] ≤ 1 (A.15)

Given Equation (A.15) and the fact that 1−P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] = P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0],

Equation (A.9) implies that

0 ≤ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
≤ 1. (A.16)

Given Equations (A.7) and (A.14), Equation (A.8) implies that

1− � ≤ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
≤ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] ≤ 1. (A.17)

In order to bound P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
, consider three cases:

Case 1) � = 0:

In this case, using Equations (A.6) and (A.7), we get that:

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
= P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
+ P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
= 0

Also, by the definition of �, it is the case that:

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] ≤ 1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]
,
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implying, by Equation (A.10), that

0 ≤ P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
≤ 1.

Case 2) � > 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0].

In this case, Equations (A.6) and (A.7) imply that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] + �− (1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0])

= �.

Case 3) � ∈ (0, 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]].

In this case, we have that P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0 by Equation (A.6)

and P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= � by Equation (A.7), implying that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= �.

In Cases 2 and 3, we can use Equation (A.10) to see that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− � · P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

,

implying, by the definition of �, that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.18)

=
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
1− P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

))
1− P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

= 1.
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Since P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
∈ [0, 1], Equation (A.12) ensures that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0|S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
∈ [0, 1].

(Part 3.a.2) The candidate conditional distribution satisfies its data restrictions

The data restrictions for Ỹ
∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ are satisfied because:

• P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 0
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0];

To see that, use Equations (A.7) and (A.9) and the fact that P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0 to

write:

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 0
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0] .

• P
[
Ỹ
∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 1

]
= P [Y |S = 1, D = 1].

To see that, note that we can write:

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
· P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
·
(

1− P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
])
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Now, note that we can sum Equations (A.10) and (A.11) and find that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P
[
Ỹ ∗1 |S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
· P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

(A.19)

Using Equations (A.4) and (A.3) from Part 1, we get:

P
[
S̃1 = 1, S̃0 = 1|S̃1 = 1

]
=

P
[
S̃1 = 1, S̃0 = 1

]
P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
+ P

[
S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

] =
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

(A.20)

Plugging (A.19) and (A.20) in the expression above, we get:

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
· P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P

[
Ỹ ∗1 |S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

·
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]

(Part 3.a.3) The probability of causation θ̃ reaches the lower bound LB1

Finally, note that the lower bound LB1 is attained because

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ Ỹ ∗0 = 0, S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
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=

max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1, 0


P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

= LB1.

(Part 3.b) Constructing a conditional distribution such that θ̃ = UB1

Since P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0, we do not need to define P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0
]
.

We define P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 0
]

= 1/4 for any (y0, y1) ∈ {0, 1}2. We also define:

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.21)

= min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
,P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

}
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.22)

= max

{
min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
, 1

}
− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] , 0

}
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.23)

= P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.24)

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.25)

= max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

, 0

 ,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0, (A.26)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
, (A.27)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0. (A.28)
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Observe that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

≥ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

≥ 0,

and

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

≥ P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0]− 1 + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

= 0

and

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1.

Moreover, note that P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
∈ [0, 1) by construction.

Notice also that the data restrictions are satisfied because

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 0
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S1 = 1
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0]
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and

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
· P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
·
(

1− P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
])
,

=
(
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
])

· P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

+
(
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
])

·
(

1− P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
])

= min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
, 1

}
· P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

, 0

 ·
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)

= min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] ,

P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

}
+ max

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]
, 0

}
= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] .

Finally, note that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ Ỹ ∗0 = 0, S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
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=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=

min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
,P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

}
P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

= UB1.

(Part 3.c) Constructing a conditional distribution that attains any θ̃ ∈ (LB1,UB1)

Since θ̃ ∈ (LB1, UB1), there exists ω ∈ (0, 1) such that θ̃ = ω · LB1 + (1− ω)UB1.

Since P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0, we do not need to define P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0
]
.

We define P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 0
]

= 1/4 for any (y0, y1) ∈ {0, 1}2. We also define

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.29)

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.30)

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.31)

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.32)

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.33)

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.34)

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.35)

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
,
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P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.36)

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
.

(A.37)

where the sub-index L denotes the conditional probabilities defined for the lower bound (Equa-

tions (A.6)-(A.13)) and the sub-index U denotes the conditional probabilities defined for the

upper bound (Equations (A.21)-(A.28)).

Notice that the data restrictions are satisfied because

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = d
]

= ω · PL

[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = d
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = d
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = d] .

Finally, note that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ Ỹ ∗0 = 0, S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
ω · PL

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ (1− ω) · PU

[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

= ω · LB1 + (1− ω) · UB1

= θ̃.
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A.3 Proofs of Lemmas A.1-A.4

A.3.1 Lemma A.1

For the upper bound, note that

P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

≤ P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

and

P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

≤ P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗1 = 0, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

= P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] .

For the lower bound, observe that

P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− P [Y ∗1 = 1 or Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

≥ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1.

A.3.2 Lemma A.2

Note that

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] = P [Y ∗1 = 1|S1 = 1, D = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1, S1 = 1|D = 1]

P [S1 = 1|D = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [S1 = 1]
by Assumption 1

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S1 = 1]
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= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · (1− P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]) ,

implying that

P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · (1− P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1])

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]
.

Since P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] ∈ [0, 1], we can conclude that the bounds above hold.

A.3.3 Lemma A.3

Note that

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1] =
P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [S1 = 1]

=
P [S0 = 1]

P [S1 = 1]
by Assumption 3

=
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]
by Assumption 1.

A.3.4 Lemma A.4

Note that

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] =
P [Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1]

P [S0 = 1]
by Assumption 3

=
P [Y = 0, S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
by Assumption 1

= P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] .
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A.4 Proof of Proposition 3

To prove Proposition 3, we first show that LB2 ≤ θOO and θOO ≤ UB2. Then, we

show that LB2 and UB2 are sharp bounds. For completeness, we state one lemma that was

previously derived in the literature and is used in our proofs. We prove then in Appendix

A.5.

Lemma A.5 Jun and Lee (2019): Under Assumption 4, we have that

P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] = P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1.

A.4.1 Lower Bound: LB2 ≤ θOO

Note that

θOO := P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.5

≥

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− (1− P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1])

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]
+ P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.2

=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.3

=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
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by Lemma A.4.

Moreover, θOO ≥ 0 by definition.

A.4.2 Upper Bound: θOO ≤ UB2

Note that

θOO := P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.5

≤

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]

P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]
+ P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.2

=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
+ P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.3

=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

by Lemma A.4.

Moreover, θOO ≤ 1 by definition.

A.4.3 LB2 and UB2 are sharp bounds

The only difference between this proof and the proof in Appendix A.2 is the definition of

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
for any (y0, y1, s0, s1) ∈ {0, 1}4. For this reason, we will

only construct a conditional distribution
(
Ỹ ∗0 , Ỹ

∗
1

)∣∣∣ (S̃∗0 , S̃∗1) that is a probability distribution,
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satisfies Assumption 4, satisfies the data restrictions, and generates a probability of causation

θ̃ respectively equal to:

(a) the lower bound LB2;

(b) the upper bound UB2;

(c) any value in the interval (LB2, UB2).

(Part a) Constructing a conditional distribution such that θ̃ = LB2

Since P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0, we do not need to define P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0
]
.

We define P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 0
]

= 1/4 for any (y0, y1) ∈ {0, 1}2. We also define

the constant

� = max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

, 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

 ,

and the conditional probabilities

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= � + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1 (A.38)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] (A.39)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.40)

= P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0 (A.41)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.42)

=

P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]− P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
· P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0, (A.43)
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P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
, (A.44)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0. (A.45)

Note that Equations (A.41) and (A.45) ensure that Assumption 4 holds.

(Part a.1) The candidate conditional distribution is a probability distribution

Now, we want to show that the functions described by equations (A.38)-(A.45) are a

probability mass function. First, note that:

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1

and

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1.

We must show that all values in (A.38)-(A.45) are in the interval [0, 1].

Note that � ∈ [0, 1] for the same reasons explained in Appendix A.2, implying that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
∈ [0, 1]. Moreover, observe that Equation (A.40) implies

that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− � ≥ 0.

In order to bound, P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
, note that Equations (A.38) and

(A.39) imply that P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= �. Consequently, Equation (A.42) imply

that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− � · P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

.
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Now, consider two cases:

Case 1) � > 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0].

In this case, we have that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.46)

=
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
1− P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

))
1− P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

= 1

Case 2) � = 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0].

In this case, we have that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.47)

=
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− (1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]) · P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1|S1 = 1]− P [Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

by Lemma A.4

∝ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S1 = 1]− P [Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.3

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 0, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

− P [Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

= P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 0, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 0, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]
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− P [Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

= P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 0, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 0, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

− P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

by Assumption 4 for the true latent variables

= P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 0, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 0, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

≥ 0 (A.48)

by the definition of a probability.

Moreover, we have that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.49)

=
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− (1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]) · P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

≤
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
1− P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

))
1− P[S=1|D=0]

P[S=1|D=1]

by the definition of �

= 1.

Since P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
∈ [0, 1], Equation (A.44) ensures that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0|S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1

]
∈ [0, 1].
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(Part 3.a.2) The candidate conditional distribution satisfies its data restrictions

The data restrictions for Ỹ
∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ are satisfied because:

• P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 0
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0];

To see that, use Equations (A.39) and (A.41) and the fact that P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0

to write:

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 0
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0] .

• P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 1
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1].

To see that, note that we can write:

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
· P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
·
(

1− P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
])

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1|S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
· P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P

[
Ỹ ∗1 |S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

]
P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

1− P[S=1|D=0]
P[S=1|D=1]

·
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] .

(Part a.3) The probability of causation θ̃ reaches the lower bound LB1
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Finally, note that the lower bound LB1 is attained because

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ Ỹ ∗0 = 0, S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=

max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

, 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]


+P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

=

max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]−

(
1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1, 0


P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

= LB2.

(Part b) Constructing a conditional distribution such that θ̃ = UB2

Since P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0, we do not need to define P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0
]
.

We define P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 0
]

= 1/4 for any (y0, y1) ∈ {0, 1}2. We also define:

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.50)

= min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
, 1

}
+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] (A.51)
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P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.52)

= P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0 (A.53)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.54)

= max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

, 0

 ,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0, (A.55)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
, (A.56)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0. (A.57)

Note that Equations (A.53) and (A.57) ensure that Assumption 4 hold.

Moreover, observe that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
, 1

}
+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

≥ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

by Lemmas A.2 and A.3

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

by Lemma A.4

= P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.5

≥ 0,

and

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
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≥ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

≥ 0,

and

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1.

Moreover, note that P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
∈ [0, 1] by construction.

Notice also that the data restrictions are satisfied because

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 0
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S1 = 1
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0]

and

P
[
Ỹ = 1

∣∣∣ S̃ = 1, D̃ = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
· P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
·
(

1− P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
])
,

=
(
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
])

· P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
]

+
(
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
])

·
(

1− P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃1 = 1
])
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= min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
, 1

}
· P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

+ max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

, 0

 ·
(

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)

= min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] ,

P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

}
+ max

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]
, 0

}
= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] .

Finally, note that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ Ỹ ∗0 = 0, S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=
P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

=

min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
, 1

}
+ P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]

= UB2.

(Part c) Constructing a conditional distribution that attains any θ̃ ∈ (LB2,UB2)

This part of the proof is identical to the proof explained in Appendix A.2.

A.5 Proof of Lemma A.5

Observe that

P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]
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= P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

− P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− P [Y ∗0 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Assumption 4

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1.

A.6 Proof of Proposition 4

To prove Proposition 4, we first show that LB3 ≤ θOO and θOO ≤ UB3. Then, we

show that LB3 and UB3 are sharp bounds. For completeness, we state one lemma that was

previously derived in the literature and is used in our proofs. We prove it in Appendix A.7.

Lemma A.6 Chen and Flores (2015): Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 5, we have that

P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] ≥ P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] .

A.6.1 Lower Bound: LB3 ≤ θOO

Note that

θOO := P [Y ∗1 = 1|Y ∗0 = 0, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

=
P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.5

≥ P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] + P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]− 1

P [Y ∗0 = 0|S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Lemma A.6

=
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1

P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]
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by Lemma A.4.

Moreover, θOO ≥ 0 by definition.

A.6.2 Upper Bound: θOO ≤ UB2

The proof is identical to the proof explained in Appendix A.4.

A.6.3 LB2 and UB2 are sharp bounds

The only difference between this proof and the proof in Appendix A.2 is the definition of

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = s0, S̃1 = s1

]
for any (y0, y1, s0, s1) ∈ {0, 1}4. For this reason, we will

only construct a conditional distribution
(
Ỹ ∗0 , Ỹ

∗
1

)∣∣∣ (S̃∗0 , S̃∗1) that is a probability distribution,

satisfies Assumption 5, satisfies the data restrictions, and generates a probability of causation

θ̃ respectively equal to:

(a) the lower bound LB3;

(b) the upper bound UB3;

(c) any value in the interval (LB3, UB3).

(Part a) Constructing a conditional distribution such that θ̃ = LB3

Since P
[
S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0

]
= 0, we do not need to define P

[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 0
]
.

We define P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = y0, Ỹ

∗
1 = y1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 0
]

= 1/4 for any (y0, y1) ∈ {0, 1}2. We also define

the conditional probabilities

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.58)

= max {P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] + P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0]− 1, 0}

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] (A.59)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.60)

57



= min {1− P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] ,P [Y = 0|S = 1, D = 0] , 0} ,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0 (A.61)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

(A.62)

=

P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]− P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
· P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

,

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0, (A.63)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1− P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
, (A.64)

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 0

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0. (A.65)

To check that Assumption 5 holds, we have to analyze two cases.

Case 1) P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
> 0

In this case, we have that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
.

Case 2) P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0

In this case, we have that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0]
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and

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

=

P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]− P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0] · P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

by Equation (A.62) and the last result,

implying that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
− P

[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

=

(
1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

)
· P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

−
P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]− P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0] · P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

=
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0]− P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

≥ 0

by Equation (A.58) and the assumption that P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0.

(Part a.1) The candidate conditional distribution is a probability distribution

Now, we only have to show that P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
∈ [0, 1]. We have to

analyze two cases.

Case 1) P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
> 0
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In this case, we have that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] ∈ [0, 1]

according to Equations (A.58), (A.59) and (A.62).

Case 2) P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0

In this case, we have that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

=

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0] · P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

∝ P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0] · P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

by Lemma A.3

∝ P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]− P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0] · P [S = 1|D = 0]

= P [Y ∗1 = 1, S1 = 1]− P [Y ∗0 = 1, S0 = 1]

by Assumption 1

= P [Y ∗1 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 0, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 0, S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗1 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

− P [Y ∗0 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

by Assumptions 3 and 4

= P [Y ∗1 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 0, S1 = 1] + P [Y ∗1 = 1, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 0, S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗1 = 0, Y ∗1 = 1, S0 = 1, S1 = 1]

≥ 0.
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We also have that

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

=

P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]− P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 0] · P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

≤
P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]− P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

= P [Y = 1, |S = 1, D = 1]

≤ 1

by Equation (A.58) and the assumption that P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 0.

(Part a.2) The candidate conditional distribution satisfies its data restrictions

This part of the proof is identical to the proof explained in Appendix A.4.

(Part a.3) The probability of causation θ̃ reaches the lower bound LB1

This part of the proof is identical to the proof explained in Appendix A.4.

(Part b) Constructing a conditional distribution such that θ̃ = UB3

Here, we use the same distribution that attains the upper bound UB2 in Appendix A.4.

For this reason, we only have to show that the distribution in Appendix A.4 also satisfies

Assumption 5. Note that Equations (A.50)-(A.57) imply that

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= min

{
P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1] · P [S = 1|D = 1]

P [S = 1|D = 0]
, 1

}

61



and

P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

+ P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 1, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

= max


P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

1− P [S = 1|D = 0]

P [S = 1|D = 1]

, 0

 .

Consequently, we have to analyze two cases. If P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]
< 1, then P

[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

=

0 and Assumption 5 holds. If P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 1, S̃1 = 1
]

= 1, then P
[
Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]

=

P
[
Ỹ ∗0 = 0, Ỹ ∗1 = 1

∣∣∣ S̃0 = 0, S̃1 = 1
]
≤ 1 according to Appendix A.4, implying that Assump-

tion 5 holds.

(Part c) Constructing a conditional distribution that attains any θ̃ ∈ (LB2,UB2)

This part of the proof is identical to the proof explained in Appendix A.2.

A.7 Proof of Lemma A.6

Observe that

P [Y = 1|S = 1, D = 1]

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S1 = 1]

by Assumption 1

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 0, S1 = 1] · (1− P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1])

≤ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1]

+ P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] · (1− P [S0 = 1, S1 = 1|S1 = 1])

by Assumption 5

= P [Y ∗1 = 1|S0 = 1, S1 = 1] .
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