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Abstract

Traditional causal inference methods, such as G-computation and inverse probability weighting,
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often rely on the correct specification of the outcome model or the propensity score model when
estimating average treatment effects. Incorrect model specification may lead to biased estimates
and a lack of robustness. Targeted maximum likelihood estimation (TMLE) improves double ro-
bustness and estimation efficiency by introducing a fluctuation parameter to update the initial out-
come model in a targeted manner. Assuming a gamma distribution, this paper constructs the score
functions for both the outcome regression model and the propensity score model, and obtains the
estimated average treatment effect using TMLE. Monte Carlo simulation results show that TMLE re-
mains robust across all model specification scenarios, maintaining unbiased estimates when either
model is correctly specified, and estimation accuracy improves as the sample size increases. Com-
pared with the standalone G-computation method, TMLE yields smaller bias and superior mean
squared error under model misspecification. Applying the proposed method to the ACTG175 AIDS
dataset, the estimation results indicate that combination therapy significantly increases CD4 cell
counts, validating the robustness and practicality of the method.
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1. 5|

FEMEEVEDT T B R R HEWT o, AR AE 2P0 ST, Hord B AR KL i 11 (Targeted Maximum
Likelihood Estimation, TMLE)E N —Fh-2 8 vt 75k, IR CAEEMES: . WATHY . AL TSN
AR ZNA]. SHHEF, G it5.(G-computation, G-comp). ¥ HEZR AL (Inverse Probability of Treat-
ment Weighting, IPTW) LA K 48 5 74 33 48 %€ Jin AL (Augmented Inverse Probability of Treatment Weighting,
AIPTW) 55 2 i Ak ) 28 L7575 [2] [3], IX 8875 k3L (ARG A 7 WG MRt e AL AR HE T 1) 1 BRI &, 1
HFHMERSEHY S FEER

BARE, 80 FHEAAE W R BR M G-comp & B 45 SR IE MR e, — HRE A e
IR ZE, KB SEUS TS A m[4], IPTW B RO O T m 4570 B8 i & B, HARSm AR )
AETE 5 38 A T 207 Z K, oMt iR FE[5], AIPTW B AIFE R & W E fafd i, (H7ESdammolisiy 1k
WP RIS RS, & A S ECE A Al THE AR 0N 1 0 8K T 1), A BRFEA T R IAGE
FRIE[6]0 X 28 Jm PR W Z2 MR 5 IR AR T 1) T ik e B R 7 Pk, MAES) ARG T TR R R 5 N
H.

BT EdfEgi 7%, TMLE I R, Hak R EREEAARNMG T B2 OR R —T7
i, TMLE Joii M MER RN IER R E, W Wm A5 0 R sl gl A 2 —BE & 7, BRI 3RS — 3l
71, =07, fEARAGTEE, HATHER A T SESHCREN, ARONE T AIPTW 7] GEH L
SEHEAE N [7]. B4k, TMLE & 0] 5l g% 2] 33 (Super Learner) b1 #8 5% X) SVL 45 &, iF— D BRI AL,
R BT XS [8], 78 AL R 4 EHE L B A BHE A5 4 7 TR A 5 O Bk 2 TS IE B 9T AR S —— Luque-
Fernandez 244 J FH T i VA y7 AR EAL 1], Pirracchio £ H: 5 T4 595 A\ T 5 TR 2], Decker 25|
15 B FL VAl T /D AF BT TR Tt A ROR 3] 28T, B A Xt TMLE 7EMN 5 73 A7 AN [ R AR 1 8 )
s IERILMER Z KRG VAL, T, ARSCEE SR RIS S, R TMLE. AIPTW. G-comp Al
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Naive fii tHPURR AL S A5 TRl T PERE, B RS S i IR A BRI/ 0 R R . 45
FERUEER = PP BE N &AM ZE ST IRR 2, DU R RAE T S B b iR e SR 2 5 ik 4

2. TMLE /43

H b B RAUSR A T e — i SRl J7 ik, b0 AR RAEVIIR (T A JEA b, 3l 43 i Sl A5 Y
XIAG A RAR R BEATE [ B IR, A0 TR ARG R B0 R, T S R O A e 5 Wi A Rk

21. FE5R/E

BY NI A4 R R, A={0,1) ok AR R, Hep A=1FOREZAH, A=0&R
BRI, W OB R . OB RY (1) MY (0) 2B R 2 Ak FEsk X HA I PV RS R o T
EIKbFE AN (Average Treatment Effect, ATE)SE XA @ =E[Y (1)-Y (0)] - AT ¥4 ATE, HEHLLT=
AR -

(i) FIZ2EsE Y (0),Y (1) LAIW , BRAE A RW &4, AbERS R S5V E 45 AT AL,

(i) EMPE 0<P(A=1|W) <1, BIEEAAMAHSA JET 12 B 52 b B 506 I

(i) —SLHE Y = AY (1) + (L= A)Y (0), EIALEIZ: 5 T Bt s .

22. FENE

fE LAMBBIT, TMLE MG REENE “ Pt —~ LB I —geik el 7 i =20yl B, R
PREE R AR BN S /AR, IS S R, [RISR AT logit B A i M5 0 A, LK, # i A B
BRI EBPENRBAT I FEIE, Ba, 2ETARE R EOTH ST S A BN ) S A T PR KB
fEXIa. RASERINT.

PR 1 MBS

PIaa At ) H AR 45 RAR R (Q L) R i #5730 A5 7R (g A AR IEAT AR UL 15 o SRR A B AN 2T
T RAR DK AARSE, (HARAL T B SHU0 5 EoR A . Horp S5 U R(Q B, E SN E AL BEAR
AR BN A R SRR Y

Q(AW)=E(Y[|AW). 2.1)
XG5 R A2 B AN oy A, SR AN 7 SCE A BOR AT ARG A o FATHE 46 B ALy
Q' (AW) .
i 45 53 B8 (g B U T4 4 T P AR B A SZ AL BRI SR PR, R
g(W)=P(A=1|W). 2.2)

TR logit BALHEATIE, ATHEIC N (W) o HEB KR, FHAEAIEA R R T 28005 75
%, WA S E LR FEHTIG, DARERBEALR B R .

PR 2 BEEIE

FLRMEIERZ TMLE BB 3R, L H R B IENIG M T2, A 2 ARG 8Os R, i
IBBIESHORR T BRI AARE R e e, 470 2 1 th REHs LR B i A3 R il i &

HRMIEA R, AR AR RS LR AL, AR AR A RS R S| AU AR 2 (1
R, DAERIRE R EAR 2. & N

2.3)

H(AW)=—2, Hy(AW)=

g(W)
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R, DTGt Q° (AW ) Jyrty, WA A A 8 77 [ M i A AR o 5 5 Ry A i D N 73 A7 »
TR B
Q, (AW)=Q°(AW)+exp(s-H(AW)), (2.4)
Hrb e NS ZH, EHIEIERREE, SRS IS, Q°(AW) fE WA & e AL,
B I AR R EOR T s S8 e - TS AEER, XA R @ S A E N
BUR/N R SEHL . NS & I T AR TIN5 Rt 2 TV 22 R, DA B LR, & Rl

0.
BOEFIAAGTHS RN £, MRIATI AT R, A
Q (LW)=Q°(LW)+exp(&-H, (W)), Q(OW)=Q°(0O,W)+exp(&-H,(W))- (2.5)
R BROE TMLE (RS BTAE, 805 505 1 B RES S AT st & it (RIS Rt H AR 24
AL Al o IRy 22 0

BB 3 Gt

SRR IS IE G, 75X H ARSI AT S, R AT ARER A E S X

FESAG TR, TR ) TMLE &N

Frne == 3[Q (1W)-Q" (W) 2.6)

BT T BT A 43 ) SR FLAE AR R A A HR AL R VB FESE R, BN BN 1) P 3 . X — A Th i
AR, HEABLIESE.

EMIERE E, TMLE AObRAEIRIE T4 B0 5 2 (Efficient Influence Function, EIF)IFEA T 2115 ——
XS AT R A% O R . BRI A RN

~ 1< ~ 2
SE((/’TMLE): EZ[IF(Q)J ) (2.7
i=1
Hrb, IF(Q) 25 I MERKIA MR A TG . T ATE, HRm i % Bk
A_Q(Wi)

F Q)G g

R AR B MEAR R DTk “ AR Z B IET” A« ORIIE 1M R B A E oy 0, Oy
22 REHERA S A T AN SE 1
T BB AT AR AR, TS RS E - o BEXIE

Prie Zyp2 X SE (([A‘rMLE ) ’ (2.8)

)(Yi _Q*(Awwi))"‘Q* (LW;)-Q *(O’Wi)_(‘A’TMLE o

o 2, AR TE &S A A E R
3. RIS
3.1. BUBSERHLE

A5 5% T Luque-Fernandez %5(2018)% X — 702845 J5 i TMLE ZUFE b () 8 28 HE SR, FRKs 9
JRZR SRR E MY . JRAEHEZL R E DA R, WA R E IREAT TE B

FUART S, W78 A IO AR 22 B W, W, W, W, LW, ~ B(1,0.5), W, ~ B(1,0.65), W, 7E&E4
{0,1,2,3,4} FARMESEIISI 50, W, 7E4ES {0,1,2,3,4,5) FRRM BB . % TR A (A=1
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I ZORFE AT, A =0 N RN ARSESZAL B i logit B AR B, BARAEA LA(3.1).

P(A=1|W)— exp(0.96 +0.15W, +0.12W, +0.08W, +0.10W, +0.35W,W, ) 3.0)
- ~ 1+exp(0.96 +0.15W, +0.12W, +0.08W, + 0.10W, +0.35W,W, ) * '

FEL e EAR B A IR W (5 0F T, AR ARRY RN 5341, H A AFE (AW ) e 43

Y|AW ~Gamma(v,0), HHv=10, 6= H(AW) ’

14

Ry RIGPRSH, 0RRIEZS . WA R EOy

fya (y):ﬁ(#dw)] yvlexp(_ﬂ(i\’vw)j,po

@%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%,%Eﬁ%ngM$ﬁmewmqqupﬁQ¥lo%ﬁwﬁ

(AW ) 3o i S 4 R e SO
log(x(AW))=0.6A—0.10W, +0.15W, +0.06W, +0.06W, +0.35W,W, . (3.2)

A ST B BN IS R REAR (5x10° VB H 545 5], W ATE~26.

VA 3 TP IR TP REFF IR TMLE RO Rk, 1 B8 18 = AL, )il 2 4 SR AR A
T 25 2 RS AR RS i T U1 At 0 R AR A7 BEE B DR (B S LI W, )5 ARS8 SRAR AT A2 BE5E
HER (IR LW W, ) o [, I =Fio t 775 TMLE JERIJEREBHI T, 735172 G-comp. AIPTW
A1 Naive ftitt. %JF G-comp, HALitEN

n

Z[Q@wg_émM@}

S|

gDG -comp =

Hrp @(a,w) 2t AR IR « 125 AR T 45 SRR R 1) IE A 08, B &5 B AL A5 R Ak T 27 A2
o FGHIIN LSRN T BIE TMLE 78 45 S R A R N i R fd pE A 34
KT AIPTW, HAbit&EN
- 1&) AY (=AY A-GW,) =
AIPTW = — - = Q(A.W,) .

Paeme =52 G 15w a-aw) ™)
GRS T W5 F R R 25 AR, EIRE R W E R . BN RN T 5 TMLE #EAT% E,
ZRNETEAREAR TR ZER.

%fF Naive, HAhitEN

- 1 1
Praive = z Yi T Z Yi °
N ia=1 Ny ia=0

B L e 3 2 5 0 AL 28 o 2T R R SRR TR 26, 45 B A LL BB Ja Bt I
BRI B A 2 S B 5 R

N TR RS, TR T AN, S Mean), AR TG, M
M3 . 2R 2 (AbsBias), THEEARN |p—g| BRI FSRM M MBI, B
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ST TR . 1077 H 1525 (RMSE), 1+;%zwa,/%zf(¢r o) . GEERIORERT %, Bl

HUNFORAG TR RS o JLR, o ST MBI, o, E r KBS THE, R =1000 SR
Ho B AR, FEACE S 5 H n = 50,100, 200,500,1000

3.2. BYGER

ST B AR LR, SRR T RAR S R LR 13,
255 RN 15 70 B S BOE IR RS, S ORER s THE R Ik 1.

Table 1. Both the outcome model and the propensity score model yielded correct results
= 1. RGBS S REERE M ER

N Method Mean AbsBias RMSE
50 TMLE 2.5894 0.4099 0.5182
Gcomp 2.5931 0.4100 0.5185

AIPTW 2.5925 0.4510 0.5742

Naive 4.5577 1.9939 2.2821

100 TMLE 2.5790 0.2835 0.3567
Gcomp 2.5795 0.2830 0.3565

AIPTW 2.5574 0.3320 0.4165

Naive 4.5287 1.9293 2.1056

200 TMLE 2.6111 0.1978 0.2502
Gcomp 2.6117 0.1972 0.2500

AIPTW 2.6198 0.2354 0.2953

Naive 4.5758 1.9736 2.0540

500 TMLE 2.5972 0.1339 0.1677
Gcomp 2.5973 0.1339 0.1676

AIPTW 2.5985 0.1533 0.1937

Naive 45472 1.9448 1.9842

1000 TMLE 2.6036 0.0940 0.1170
Gcomp 2.6037 0.0938 0.1167

AIPTW 2.6040 0.1096 0.1368

Naive 4.5654 1.9630 1.9831

AR A R IR BOE R, S ITERIMG TR LS 2.

Table 2. Error scenarios of the propensity score model
= 2. e RBEIRER

N Method Mean AbsBias RMSE
TMLE 2.5848 0.4222 0.5329
50
Gcomp 2.5876 0.4206 0.5321
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AIPTW 2.5925 0.4644 0.5883
>0 Naive 4.4914 1.9345 2.2269
TMLE 2.6011 0.2806 0.3551
Gcomp 2.6011 0.2801 0.3545
100 AIPTW 2.6139 0.3272 0.4183
Naive 4.5402 1.9463 2.115
TMLE 2.6068 0.2048 0.2576
Gcomp 2.6067 0.2044 0.2576
200 AIPTW 2.6013 0.2356 0.2939
Naive 4.5467 1.9474 2.0378
TMLE 2.5986 0.1316 0.1620
Gcomp 2.5989 0.1318 0.1622
>0 AIPTW 2.5945 0.1552 0.1916
Naive 4.5314 1.9321 1.9663
TMLE 2.5988 0.0926 0.1167
Gcomp 2.5990 0.0926 0.1166
1000
AIPTW 2.6007 0.1094 0.1374
Naive 4.5529 1.9536 1.9717
L2 R R BOE RS, B INEMAGTHEE R 3.
Table 3. Error scenarios in the result model
=3 HREBBERER
N Method Mean AbsBias RMSE
50 TMLE 2.6562 0.4636 0.5868
Gcomp 2.7293 0.4988 0.6347
AIPTW 2.7160 0.5119 0.6488
Naive 4.5801 2.0147 2.3176
100 TMLE 2.6393 0.3052 0.3896
Gcomp 2.7339 0.3444 0.4417
AIPTW 2.6635 0.3617 0.4530
Naive 4.5763 1.9785 2.1588
200 TMLE 2.6110 0.2145 0.2687
Gcomp 2.7005 0.2455 0.3077
AIPTW 2.6371 0.2478 0.3149
Naive 4.5633 1.9626 2.0500
500 TMLE 2.6071 0.1351 0.1695
Gcomp 2.7014 0.1691 0.2123
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AIPTW 2.6133 0.1575 0.1989

Naive 4.5444 1.9437 1.9818

1000 TMLE 2.6026 0.0953 0.1183
Gcomp 2.6981 0.1327 0.1637

AIPTW 2.6089 0.1166 0.1444

Naive 4.5454 1.9447 1.9649

BRAUZE SRR, R I A B[] 15 0 R R, TMLE. Geomp 5 AIPTW BRI 4. 245 R
BRETRIT, Geomp P AEM R IER RSt Rfa, 1 TMLE {REFRME, AR 7 N E TSI, AIPTW 7E
S5 BRL R GRIN RIS o Naive flitHEERT A= FIA ™ Bt Aol . &b, EMS o mmERT,
TMLE 72 i o w] S Rk

4. SEBIsyHRr

NEE— IR TMLE 76 B SE 80 A AOE I, AHT 78I B T LS 3im S T JE s 0 i, i3l gk
JET R BT speff2trial B4 ACTGL75 I ARRE:, 2R3 L TREH SR 251897 SERYT{E CD4
SHARTTECH 200~500/mm? (1) HIV BRGSO B R I 2L, JEA0N 2139 4 HIV EE IGAR TR BT
ACTG175 MEEHLAT FEIRLE, 167 0 ECRENL, I b AL PR 2 55 B2 A P A8 B o A AP T BRAs SR
TMLE iR sy, HFEARHFIRGNRA, maERmbige, s %S5 R o i
LU, WM TR T 2 AWK TR AR 1 DY 23 267 77 AR B (arms) B i oy Ty AN AR B A,
HABEARITHAZT + ddl B0 AZT + ddC)4wiig N 1, BZ53697 H(AZT 5L dd)mi% A 0. PIALREARRILE]
WP, BEAIRIT AL 1046 N, HZGiR T AT 1093 N B R S RAE LK 4.

Table 4. Variables in the ACTG175 AIDS clinical trial study
% 4. ACTGLT5 i IE R R B L B

ZEH 3'8 -9'4
cd420 B V5 CD4 T4 S5 JRA R Y (PR AN mm?)
arms JRAIRTT 7 S0 P04y AF (0, 1, 2, 3)
A AEPEAR R (R AVRTT vs BAZHIEYT) 1= BEEIAIT(AZT +ddl Bk AZT + ddC), 0= FZ§iEIT(AZT B% ddl)
age WS P B (R IR
wikg P AR R (RFARE, B ko)
karnof Karnofsky 173 P B (G AR LR 4> 0~100)
preanti W 2 PUR R AT B O R0 = fF1E, 1= AMFIE)
oprior R g I e S ]k =R WAEQO = F1E, 1= TMFHE)
230 5L2k CD4 <30 RO =2, 1= FR)
symptom HRERTE D WAEQ = 1775, 1= AIELE)
offtrt TR T A L AR = f74E, 1= AfFFE)
gender 4 531 WAEQ= &, 1= BH)
race Thite WAEEO= AN, 1= EAN)
cd40 $L2; CD4 iH PR B (VAT AT CDA JKF)
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DI L [ A Y s A, FRATTRT cd420 AR B REAT [ op Ak e . 14 1 IR cd420 B E T Bl R
R o3 AR AE, A TG A IR, Z0Ese2e (& i o FE ith 2k) 5 B 07 Bl s B &, R 30 7 A
SN A e L. FIRAR SRR, cd420 FIRIEN 0.730, UEFE N 4.066. KM RISRE
WA D5AG, HEERSE «=6.390, RESH L=00172 . WEMHEKK T, Kolmogorov-Smirnov
KB p {4 0.752 (ARE), RM\MD /A2 GiEM M. i, cd420 Ik MM oAh, KH
LT LA AR A PR

o — BEEMNT
8 | - - BiplEHT
S
o
o
g
% b
o
S
o
o
[=]
o
8
= f T T T 1
0 200 400 600 800
CD4it+%

Figure 1. Gamma distribution test of cd420
B 1. cd420 BN 53 43S

BT ERRAE, #E—2 R TMLE J7ikfhtHBC & 107 FIRUN, fEREAT TMLE SR IEZ AT, %%
S5 SRR A ) 450 R B HEAT R AR 00 5
H T4 RAZE Y = cd420 AU 73 A, 45 TR 24 (2. 0) R AN & | A BEAT 305, B
log (Q (AW )) =17, + 1, A+ n,age + nwtkg + n,karmof + npreanti + n,oprior
+ 17,230 + 17;symptom + n,offtrt + 7, ,gender + 7, race + 77,,cd40.

it BARSE R LA 5.

Table 5. Parameter estimation of the outcome model

5. GBRERSHE

A HE n SE zZ {8 p i
R 5.1355 0.1276 40.24 <0.001
A 0.0934 0.0138 6.77 <0.001
age —0.0003 0.0008 -0.32 0.749
wtkg 0.0000 0.0005 -0.07 0.942
karnof 0.0025 0.0012 2.07 0.038

preanti 0.0000 0.0000 -0.18 0.86
oprior -0.2351 0.0475 —4.95 <0.001
230 -0.1132 0.0186 —6.08 <0.001
symptom —0.0542 0.0185 -2.93 0.003
offtrt -0.098 0.0146 -6.72 <0.001
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g(W)=

gender —0.0233 0.0196 -1.19 0.235
race —0.0427 0.0161 —2.66 0.008
cd40 0.0018 0.0001 29.95 <0.001

M5 T LLEH, AEAR B A () £ %7 0.0934 (p <0.001), RIFECA IGIT M L2577 4 CD4 40
BFEIE AR . FE4 CD4 11%(« =0.0018, p < 0.001). Karnofsky ¥F4( a = 0.0025, p = 0.038 )& i Ar &
WRELML R, Fie. EE SRR RERISG B E K.

i 5 0 B 4% 22 7(2.2) R AT logit [BUREEAT LG, Mtk MARESZ SR TR, B
exp (4, + Aage + A,wtkg + A;karnof + 2, preanti + A;oprior + 4,230 + 4,symptom + A,0fftrt + A,gender + A race + 4,,cd40)

L1+exp(4, + 4age + 4,wtkg + A,karnof + A, preanti + A;oprior + 4,230 + A,symptom + A,0fftrt + A,gender + A race + 4,,cd40)’

fliitai R ILE 6.

Table 6. Parameter estimation of the propensity score model

6. MRS, RAS KT

AE A SE z1E p &
R —0.9545 0.8066 -1.18 0.237
age 0.0034 0.0051 0.67 0.506
wtkg —0.0049 0.0034 -1.42 0.157
karnof 0.0117 0.0075 1.55 0.121
preanti —0.0001 0.0001 —0.82 0.412
oprior —0.0371 0.3001 -0.12 0.902
z30 0.1021 0.1175 0.87 0.385
symptom 0.0593 0.1167 0.51 0.611
offtrt -0.0112 0.0920 -0.12 0.903
gender 0.0402 0.1241 0.32 0.746
race —0.1260 0.1014 -1.24 0.214
cd40 0.0001 0.0004 0.17 0.867

# 6 WLUEH, HT ACTGL75 AFENLN AL, 67 il G4 s o0, AL R R RIA b
BRI RIBERN G BE K (p>0.05), XFFEHHULEIRE K BURARAE, [FRBIIE 1 BRI ) .
EW%&E%%MLﬁﬁ%W%EOﬁ%ﬁ&ﬁ@@%mﬁﬂ%ﬁi,ﬁ?aEE%WMW%ﬁﬁ,
Pt e S AR A A 30(2.4) . B EARE AR /D RIS TR S, 153
£, =0.00007 , &, =0.00003 -

PN SHE AR B 0, RUAYIIALE R O B A BUF MG 2O), s IEAU BUME AT T 5%
ANRRE o 58 i 0T A0 T A7 B 1) B BT R X (2.5)

SERERIAMEIE S, X B AR SHOHAT Gt . iR ST A (2.6), THE AR AR AR TMLE
A 34.82 /N/mm? (CD4 i140) . WRIEIR#ERAX(2.7), BTHZ2m w Hok Firdiz, 53]
SE =5.1242, ¥ EAEX A A3(2.8), ik 95% F 15 [X [y [24.77,44.86], p < 0.001, i i ) 5525 14y
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e, 3

1.098 (95%Cl :[1.068,1.129]), FHXIHEFHE 43LL )y 9.8% (95%CI :[6.8%,12.9%]) o 1F 9kt b, (L5 T4k
4 R G-comp [ THE Y 34.80 Mmm® (CD4 i+#), 5 TMLE fliiHEMEZ 8, XRHIFFEIER
KT THREAT 13U

5. &g

AR SCIE I SRR VB B S B R AT, LR T TMLE. G-comp. AIPTW & Naive DUF 75 7 Ad i1
PR BN IR . A RR I TMLE 7fEFTH B8 NRIUR . 45 BRI ERS, G-Comp
ffe 2 E IR, AIPTW 1AL, MEA TMLE BIAG T Be SRS R 158 I 3 AR — 2, 22 RMSE
PR EBARAK T o Ui A B AR R B e i, TMLE R RFrfase . BEEREARE K, TMLE 1)
TTRE BERPEEER T, B0AE T HORFEA — 30k, ERSEEIR R, BeGRIT 1 CD4 40 TH 45 2438 m &y
35 Mmmd, S5 RFMERTEE. £5 F, TMLE SREEHIE S5A REAR N RRRE MR, R IE v e 1E
AN M R SR B B R R I BN TR . B UCKE TMLE 5 A DR 538 B Al 0 1 3k 7 v

B FAFAE LN R RRME . B AR i —, AU BRI LR A R R &, R K e & e
RIS 5, VAR S BRI, B TMLE B WU R e (H ™ 5 A5 AT AT Ae s A PR
FEATERE: AN A0 BUE S EUE e N E el , R HAG VA M HEBT R . BE o 3k s PR,
KA Super Learner Z54E 2% 2] 5k 51 N TMLE HEZE DLRFARAE AL R & X, P4l TMLE 78 i 4 A
B RIS E R BAR 25 T IR I, FRERI U S B AN P A v RN LS X [R]85 ARG
Wi, K TMLE 8% [ Bhigsk A7 ol .
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