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Abstract
Reinforcement Learning (RL) faces significant challenges
in adaptive healthcare interventions, such as dementia care,
where data is scarce, decisions require interpretability, and
underlying patient-state dynamic are complex and causal in
nature. In this work, we present a novel framework called
Causal structure-aware Reinforcement Learning (CRL) that
explicitly integrates causal discovery and reasoning into pol-
icy optimization. This method enables an agent to learn and
exploit a directed acyclic graph (DAG) that describes the
causal dependencies between human behavioral states and
robot actions, facilitating more efficient, interpretable, and
robust decision-making. We validate our approach in a simu-
lated robot-assisted cognitive care scenario, where the agent
interacts with a virtual patient exhibiting dynamic emotional,
cognitive, and engagement states. The experimental results
show that CRL agents outperform conventional model-free
RL baselines by achieving higher cumulative rewards, main-
taining desirable patient states more consistently, and ex-
hibiting interpretable, clinically-aligned behavior. We further
demonstrate that CRL’s performance advantage remains ro-
bust across different weighting strategies and hyperparame-
ter settings. In addition, we demonstrate a lightweight LLM-
based deployment: a fixed policy is embedded into a system
prompt that maps inferred states to actions, producing consis-
tent, supportive dialogue without LLM finetuning. Our work
illustrates the promise of causal reinforcement learning for
human-robot interaction applications, where interpretability,
adaptiveness, and data efficiency are paramount.

Code — Link-will-be-released-upon-publication
Datasets — Link-will-be-released-upon-publication

Introduction
Personalized and adaptive AI is critical for effective human-
agent interaction in healthcare, particularly in sensitive do-
mains like dementia care where patient needs vary signifi-
cantly and evolve over time. While reinforcement learning
(RL) offers a powerful framework for sequential decision-
making, its application in healthcare faces fundamental chal-
lenges: extensive data requirements, poor sample efficiency,
and lack of interpretability—limitations that become pro-
hibitive in clinical contexts where data is scarce, exploration
must be safe, and decisions require clinical justification.

Submitted to Association for the Advancement of Artificial Intelli-
gence (www.aaai.org). Workshop
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Figure 1: The Agent-Environment interaction from Causal
Reinforcement Learning (CRL).

Causal reasoning has emerged as a promising approach
to address these limitations in RL (Pearl 2009; Seitzer,
Schölkopf, and Martius 2021). By enabling agents to rea-
son about interventions and counterfactual outcomes, causal
methods can significantly improve both sample efficiency
and interpretability. However, despite this potential, the in-
tegration of causal reasoning into human-agent interaction
systems for clinical environments remains underexplored.
Current approaches in dementia care exemplify this gap: ex-
isting system rely either on model-free RL methods that lack
transparency and clinical interpretability (Yuan et al. 2021),
or on rigid, rule-based or data-heavy agents that cannot adapt
to individual patient needs (Hung et al. 2019; Bevilacqua
et al. 2023). This dichotomy between data-driven adaptabil-
ity and safe, interpretable decision-making presents a critical
barrier to deploying AI in real-world clinical settings.

We address this gap by introducing a Causal RL (CRL)
framework that integrates structured clinical domain knowl-
edge into the agent’s learning loop. Our approach leverages
causal discovery to model latent cognitive-emotional states
and action effects, constructing a causal world model that
explicitly guides policy learning through causal inference.
This enables the agent to reason counterfactually about ac-
tion outcomes, leading to more data-efficient learning and
clinically-justifiable decisions. Our main contributions are:

• We propose a novel causality-aware RL framework
that systematically embeds clinical domain knowledge
through causal discovery and reasoning. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first work to integrate exper-
tise in this manner for efficient reasoning in agent-patient
interactions.

• We demonstrate that our causality-informed RL agent
achieves improved sample efficiency and generalization
by inferring the consequences of actions, thereby reduc-
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ing its dependence on exhaustive and potentially unsafe
trial-and-error.

• We validate our approach in a simulated patient-robot in-
teraction environment for cognitive rehab therapy (remi-
niscence therapy). Experimental results show that causal-
informed agent significantly outperforms traditional RL
baselines in both performance, sample efficiency, and
transparency.

Related Work
Causal Reinforcement Learning
Integrating causal reasoning into reinforcement learning
(RL) has shown significant potential in improving sample ef-
ficiency, policy robustness, and interpretability (Pearl 2009;
Deng et al. 2023).Recent efforts have incorporated causal
reasoning into reinforcement learning to improve sample ef-
ficiency and generalization (Seitzer, Schölkopf, and Martius
2021; Wang, Yang, and Wang 2021). These methods often
rely on discovering or leveraging causal graphs to guide ex-
ploration and avoid spurious correlations. However, these
causal enhanced RL framework have yet to be thoroughly
explored within interactive human-centered domains such as
cognitive care scenarios. Our work fills this critical gap by
integrating causal discovery with RL in a realistic demen-
tia care setting, demonstrating enhanced policy performance
and interpretability.

Causal Reasoning and RL in Human-Robot
Interaction (HRI)
RL has been applied in HRI to learn personalized dialogue
strategies or adaptive interaction behaviors, especially for
socially assistive robotics (Yuan et al. 2021). However, most
existing approaches are model-free and lack causal inter-
pretability. In contrast, several recent works have begun to
explore the integration of causal reasoning mechanisms into
HRI systems: (Spitale et al. 2025) proposed an approach
for robotic mental well-being coaching that employs struc-
tural equation models to characterize causal relationships
between robot behaviors, facial valence and speech dura-
tion. Their framework enables the robot to adapt its strate-
gies based on inferred causal structures, improving interac-
tion outcomes. (Tung et al. 2024) proposed a method based
on mutual information estimation to quantify the causal in-
fluence of robot actions on human behavioral responses, un-
derscoring the significance of identifying when and how
robot behavior causally shapes human interaction dynam-
ics for more effective HRI strategy design. These studies
demonstrate a growing trend in HRI research toward embed-
ding causal reasoning to improve interpretability, adaptive-
ness, and robustness. Moreover, their methodologies provide
valuable ideas and motivation for the causal reinforcement
learning framework proposed in this work.

Modeling Cognitive States in Assistive Robotics
Robotic systems designed to assist individuals with cog-
nitive impairments frequently model user cognitive and
emotional states to enable personalized interaction strate-
gies (Chung, Ellis-Hill, and Coleman 2008). (Yuan et al.

2025) proposed a framework that integrates reinforcement
learning (RL), large language model (LLM)-based user sim-
ulators, and clinical domain knowledge to represent the
evolving cognitive and emotional trajectories of persons
living with dementia (PLWDs), allowing socially assistive
robots to dynamically tailor their conversational and assis-
tance behaviors in simulated care scenarios. Earlier, (Rudz-
icz et al. 2015) conducted real-world speech interaction
experiments with older adults with Alzheimer’s disease,
demonstrating that frequent confusion behaviors, such as ig-
noring prompts, are prevalent during human-robot interac-
tion. These findings collectively underscore the importance
of accurately modeling cognitive state fluctuations to inform
and optimize robot behavior in assistive contexts.

Behavioral-Level Human-AI Interaction in
Dementia Care
Social robots have been increasingly explored in dementia
care as tools for emotional and behavioral support. For ex-
ample, robot-assisted therapy has been reported to improve
mood, encourage social interaction, and facilitate communi-
cation among individuals with dementia (Bevilacqua et al.
2023; Hung et al. 2019). Beyond physical robot (Rashid
et al. 2023), conversational agents have also been investi-
gated as tools to deliver reminiscence therapy or cognitive
training to persons living with dementia (PLWDs). More re-
cently, (Chorbadzhieva et al. 2025) introduced an AI-driven
reminiscence companion powered by large language mod-
els to adaptively engage PLWDs in long-term care environ-
ments. However, these studies highlight the growing interest
in behavioral-level human-AI interaction for dementia care.
However, existing approaches remain limited by heavy re-
liance on scripted or data-intensive methods, and rarely in-
corporate causal or reinforcement learning frameworks. Our
work addresses this gap by introducing a causal reinforce-
ment learning paradigm that enables adaptive, interpretable,
and sample-efficient strategies tailored to the evolving cog-
nitive and emotional states of PLWDs.

Proposed Causal Reinforcement Learning
Framework

In our design, as shown in Algorithm 1, we introduce causal
reasoning into the RL loop (Q-learning-based) to reduce the
amount of data required for training and to improve policy
generalization. By explicitly modeling the causal relation-
ships within the environment, the agent can leverage clini-
cal domain knowledge to make informed decisions, rather
than relying solely on extensive trial-and-error exploration.
This capability is particularly important in high-risk, high-
cost domains such as healthcare, where safe, efficient, and
adaptive online learning is essential. We implemented and
evaluated our Algorithm 1 using the simulation model of
person with dementia (PwD)-robot interaction in the context
of reminiscence therapy (Yuan et al. 2021).

State and Action Space Definition
Based on the simulation environment of PwD-robot inter-
action during reminiscence therapy, the Markov Decision



Algorithm 1: Causal Structure-Aware Q-learning (CRL)

1: Initialize Q(s, a)← 0, for all s ∈ S, a ∈ A
2: for each epoch e = 1 to E do
3: for each episode i = 1 to N do
4: Initialize state s0 = [NR,Neu,No], done← False
5: while not done do
6: if agent observed negative emotion or confusion per-

sistence then
7: at ← a6 (GiveChoice)
8: else
9: Compute mixed policy weights (wRL, wDAG)

based on CRL-static/dynamic rule
10: Sample coin ∈ [0, 1)
11: if coin ≤ wRL then
12: at ← action from ϵ-greedy w.r.t. Q
13: else if coin ≤ wRL + wDAG then
14: at ← action suggested by learned DAG
15: else
16: at ← random action
17: end if
18: end if
19: Execute at, observe reward rt, next state st+1

20: Update Q(st, at)
21: st ← st+1

22: end while
23: end for
24: end for

Process (MDP) is defined over a structured state space that
captures three key dimensions of the PwD’s condition: (i)
Response Relevance: the relevance of the PwD’s response
to the robot’s prompt, categorized as no response (NR),
irrelevant response (IR), or relevant response (RR), i.e.,
{0 : NR, 1 : IR, 2 : RR};(ii) Emotional State (Plea-
sure): the detected emotion level, categorized as negative,
neutral, or positive, i.e., {−1 : Neg, 0 : Neu, 1 : Pos};
(iii) Confusion Condition: whether the PwD is confused,
with two possible values, {0 : No, 1 : Yes}. The com-
plete state space S is the Cartesian product of the three di-
mensions above, resulting in a total of 3 × 3 × 2 = 18
discrete states. The action space A includes six potential
robot actions: {0: EasyPrompt, 1: ModeratePrompt,
2: DifficultPrompt, 3: Repeat, 4: Explain, 5:
Comfort}. These actions are designed to either stimulate
engagement (e.g., by prompting the PwD with varying diffi-
culty), support comprehension (e.g., repeating or explaining
prompts), or provide emotional reassurance.

Reward Function Design

The reward function R(st, at, st+1) is designed to align with
the dual objectives of robot-assisted reminiscence therapy
(RT): (i) encouraging verbal engagement from the person
with dementia (PwD), and (ii) maintaining the PwD in a
generally positive affective and cognitive state. To achieve
these objectives, the reward function explicitly accounts for
three dimensions of the PwD’s status (See Section ). Let
st = (RPt, Et, Ct), at ∈ A, and the subsequent state
st+1 = (RPt+1, Et+1, Ct+1). The per–time-step reward is

rt = rresp(RPt+1, at) + remotion(Et+1) + rconf(Ct+1)

+ η + δ 1{NewTriggert}
+ λstop 1{EarlyStopt}+ λgoal 1{GoalReachedt}.

(1)

Here η is an optional per-round shaping term (default η =
0), δ is the bonus for using a new memory trigger, λstop =
−200 is the early-termination penalty, and λgoal = 15 is the
bonus for completing all triggers or reaching the 50-round
cap.

Response–action term. Let O = {a0, a3, a4, a5, a6} de-
note “other” actions, and a1 (ModeratePrompt), a2 (Diffi-
cultPrompt). Then

rresp(RPt, at) =



−2, RPt = NR, ∀at
0.75, RPt = IR, at = a1
1.75, RPt = IR, at = a2
0.30, RPt = IR, at ∈ O
2, RPt = RR, at = a1
3, RPt = RR, at = a2
0.75, RPt = RR, at ∈ O

. (2)

Emotion and confusion terms.

remotion(Et) =


−3, Et = Neg
1, Et = Neu
2, Et = Pos

(3)

rconf(Ct) =

{
−2.5, Ct = Yes
2, Ct = No

(4)

Causal Relationship Learning Algorithm Design
To support causal-aware policy learning, we first gener-
ate simulated interaction trajectories where patient states
(RP,E,C) evolve in response to random robot ac-
tions At. This data enables causal discovery (e.g., PC,
LiNGAM (Blöbaum et al. 2024; Sharma and Kiciman
2020)) to infer a directed acyclic graph (DAG) linking
current states, actions, and subsequent states. See Ap-
pendix B for full dataset construction details. We then esti-
mate Conditional Average Treatment Effects (CATE) using
EconML (Battocchi et al. 2019), quantifying, given different
patient states, the relative impact of each action compared to
a baseline action, a0 (EasyPrompt), on reward, as fomulated
in Equation 5. The learned causal relationships provide fine-
grained insights into how actions influence engagement and
emotion across different patient states and serves as clinical
domain knowledge to guide RL policy learning.

CATEai,S = E[Y | do(A = ai,i̸=0), S]−E[Y | do(A = a0), S].
(5)

To ensure clinical validity, we also conducted an expert
evaluation where Dementia Nurse Practitioners assessed the
plausibility of discovered causal patterns (e.g., the effective-
ness of Comfort or Explain under confusion). Expert



evaluation and feedback from two dementia nurse practi-
tioners confirmed the DAG’s alignment with dementia care
domain knowledge and suggested directions for refining the
state representation, though such refinement is beyond this
work’s focus.

Experiments
We evaluate CRL in a simulated PwD-robot interaction en-
vironment with an 18-state space and 7 robot actions, where
the 7th action is deterministic.

Training Details
All methods were trained for 1500 epochs, each consist-
ing of 30 episodes. Evaluation results were averaged over
100 independent test runs using the final policy from the
last training epoch. This ensures robustness against stochas-
tic variation. All methods share identical hyperparameters:
learning rate of 0.05, discount factor γ = 0.95, and ϵ-greedy
exploration with ϵ = 0.1.

Baselines and Ablation
We compared our approach against two representative base-
lines: (i) Model-Free RL: standard Q-learning agent with-
out access to causal information. (ii) DAG-Only: actions
selected purely based on the learned DAG structure, ig-
noring reward signals. (iii) CRL-Static: fixed weighting
of causal DAG guidance and RL signals throughout train-
ing. (iv) CRL-Dynamic: adaptive weighting scheme that
shifts reliance from DAG to RL over training epochs. Ta-
ble 1 summarizes the RL and DAG weight configurations
used in these methods, including how CRL-Dynamic adapts
weights over training epochs. We compare against Model-
Free RL, DAG-Only, CRL-Static, and CRL-Dynamic (adap-
tive weighting). The corresponding RL and DAG weight
configurations are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Weights for RL and DAG Components Across Dif-
ferent Methods

Method Weight RL wRL Weight DAG wDAG Exploration

RL 0.9 – 0.1
CRL STATIC 0.45 0.45 0.1
CRL Dynamic 0.2 → 0.7 0.7 → 0.2 0.1
DAG – 0.9 0.1

Results and Discussion
Causal Relationship. Figure 2 shows the DAG learned
via LiNGAM, revealing dependencies between patient’s cur-
rent states, robot actions, and patient’s subsequent states.
Expert evaluation confirmed the DAG’s alignment with de-
mentia care knowledge. To illustrate, estimated CATE val-
ues indicate that Explain increases expected reward by
+4.3 under IR Neu Yes states, while Comfort improves
outcomes by +2.3 under NR Neg Yes. These results high-
light how supportive actions can modulate cognitive and
emotional trajectories, consistent with clinical intuition. Full
CATE tables are provided in Appendix B.

FOR CRL SURVEY Jun17
Apr23

RP_t : ResponseRelevance (No response, Irrelevant, Relevant response)  
C_t : EmotionConfusion (No, Yes)
E_t : EmotionPleasure (Neg, Neu, positive)
A_t0 : Different levels prompt (Asking Easy question, Moderate, Difficult, Repeat, Explain, Comfort)
R_t  : Reward from t-1 states
t0 -> t1 : Time change

Terminology: 

RP_t : ResponseRelevance (No response, Irrelevant, Relevant response)  
C_t : EmotionConfusion (No, Yes)
E_t : EmotionPleasure (Neg, Neu, positive)
A_t : Different levels prompt (Asking Easy question, Moderate, Difficult), Repeat, Explain, Comfort
t -> t+1 : Time change

Figure 2: Learned causal structure illustrating dependen-
cies among robot actions (At), patient’s current states
(St = {RPt, Et, Ct}), and subsequent states (St+1 =
{RPt+1, Et+1, Ct+1}).
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Figure 3: Smoothed average return across epochs under the
final-episode policy of each epoch for different methods
(evaluation using RL-only execution).

Clinically-Grounded Causal Reasoning Accelerates Pol-
icy Learning. To disentangle the role of causal priors in
accelerating training versus guiding execution, we evaluate
policies under two modes:

(i) RL-only execution, where policies learned during
training are executed solely based on the Q-learning agent;
and (ii) strategy-consistent evaluation, where the same
weighting scheme used during training (e.g., CRL-Static)
is also applied at test time. In both cases, CRL-Dynamic
achieves superior early performance by leveraging causal
priors, while Model-Free RL eventually approaches com-
parable returns with sufficient training. DAG-Only remains
limited due to the absence of reward-driven adaptation.

Figure 3 shows the smoothed average return (Sliding win-
dow = 30) during evaluation. CRL-Dynamic achieves supe-
rior early performance, leveraging causal priors to accelerate
learning, while Model-Free RL eventually approaches com-
parable returns with sufficient training. DAG-Only remains
limited due to the absence of reward-driven adaptation. For
more comprehensive analysis of the results, please see Ap-
pendix A.

To complement average-return analysis, we also report
the proportion of high-return episodes (threshold > 150).
As shown in Figure 4: Under RL-only execution, CRL-
Dynamic consistently maintains a higher proportion of high-
return episodes (return > 150) compared to DAG-only, and
approaches the performance of pure RL while converg-
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Figure 4: Proportion of high-return episodes (return > 150) under RL-only execution.

{"RP":"NR","E":"Neu","C":"No","evidence":"first turn, 
no patient input yet"}
{"index_state":2,"policy_value":0,"action":
"ProvideEasyPrompt","rationale":"policy selects 
EasyPrompt at index 2"}
Hello, it’s so nice to see you today. 
Let’s start simple: when you look at this snowy 
mountain and water, what color do you notice 
first?

Visible to developers only

Oh, it’s so beautiful—I love the blue sky!

{"RP":"RR","E":"Pos","C":"No","evidence":"patient says it's beautiful and loves the blue sky"}
{"index_state":16,"policy_value":1,"action":"ProvideModeratelyPrompt","rationale":"policy selects 
ModeratelyPrompt at index 16"}
That sounds wonderful. Could you tell me a bit more about a time when you enjoyed 
looking at the sky?

This picture makes me sad.

{"RP":"RR","E":"Neg","C":"No","evidence":"patient says the picture makes them sad"}
{"index_state":12,"policy_value":5,"action":"Comfort","rationale":"policy selects Comfort at index 12"}
That’s okay—we can take it slow. Maybe we begin with something lighter, like your 
favorite color?

I don’t understand what you mean by that question.

{"RP":"RR","E":"Neu","C":"Yes","evidence":"patient says they don’t understand"}
{"index_state":15,"policy_value":4,"action":"Explain","rationale":"policy selects Explain at index 15"}
Let me put it another way: just tell me what colors you see in the picture. Could we try 
that?

I feel confused and stupid, I can’t answer.

{"RP":"RR","E":"Neg","C":"Yes","evidence":"patient says they feel confused and stupid"}
{"index_state":13,"policy_value":3,"action":"Repeat","rationale":"policy selects Repeat at index 13"}
I’ll repeat it more simply: just name any color you notice in the picture. Take your time.

Figure 5: Example conversation showing CRL policy integration with LLM for patient interaction. State transitions and policy
decisions (highlighted in orange) guide the LLM to generate contextually appropriate, emotionally supportive responses.
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Figure 6: Proportion of high-return episodes (return > 150) under strategy-consistent execution.

ing faster. This indicates that causal priors help accelerate
policy learning without compromising asymptotic perfor-
mance. However, under strategy-consistent evaluation (Fig-
ure 6): When policies retain DAG guidance at test time, the
proportion of high-return episodes drops significantly for
CRL and DAG, whereas RL sustains the highest success
rate. This reinforces the insight that causal priors are most
beneficial during learning, but should be gradually phased
out for execution.

Clinically-Aligned Dialogue Generation via LLM-CRL
Integration. Figure 5 demonstrates the GPT-5 policy’s
ability to generate consistent, state-aware dialogue un-
der the CRL-guided framework. The dialogue trace is
grounded in the Glacier Bay image shown in Figure 5,
which serves as the session hook. Despite the absence of
gradient-based optimization, the fixed policy embedded in
the system prompt effectively maps the inferred patient
states (RP,E,C) to corresponding supportive actions. The
model produced coherent and emotionally appropriate re-
sponses across five of the six reachable actions in the
policy array (Comfort, Explain, ProvideModeratelyPrompt,
Repeat, ProvideEasyPrompt). Qualitative inspection shows
that GPT-5 sometimes interprets the patient’s inability to
elaborate on a prior topic (e.g., struggling to describe the
sky-color) as a confused state rather than a disengaged or
irrelevant one, revealing a semantic continuity preference
that prioritizes maintaining conversational flow. This prop-
erty enhances interactional smoothness but slightly reduces
state discriminability, which aligns with human-like tenden-
cies in empathetic dialogue. Overall, the results confirm that
the LLM component can reliably enact causal-policy map-
pings while preserving naturalistic affective behavior, sup-
porting its integration into hybrid CRL–LLM control archi-
tectures. For more comprehensive analysis of the results,
please see Appendix A.

Dialogue Length and Episode Persistence. Figures 7–10
further analyze the temporal structure of patient–robot inter-
actions. When evaluation is conducted with RL-only exe-

cution (Figures 7 and 9), both CRL variants achieve stable
dialogue lengths comparable to pure RL while converging
faster, confirming that causal priors accelerate the acquisi-
tion of long, sustained interactions. In contrast, DAG-only
policies remain limited, underscoring the need for reward-
driven adaptation. However, under strategy-consistent evalu-
ation (Figures 8 and 10), where DAG guidance is retained at
test time, the performance of CRL-Static and DAG-only de-
grades: average episode length shortens and the proportion
of long episodes (≥ 40 steps) declines. RL instead sustains
the highest persistence rates. This divergence highlights that
causal structures are most beneficial as inductive biases
during training, but should be phased out for execution.
The result reinforces our design choice: use causal discovery
to guide learning trajectories, then rely on reward-optimized
policies at deployment to preserve natural and effective in-
teraction quality.

Conclusion
In this paper, we intrduced a novel causal structure-aware
RL framework that integrates causal discovery and infer-
ence to optimize policy for patient-agent interaction in clini-
cal setting.By embedding a causal world model informed by
clinical knowledge, our agent improves sample efficiency,
policy interpretability, and robustness, particularly in high-
stakes domains such as dementia care. We demonstrated
through experiments that CRL agents outperform standard
model-free baselines in maintaining desirable patient states
and achieving higher cumulative rewards, while exhibiting
interpretable and adaptive behavior aligned with clinical ex-
pectations.

While our method shows promise, its validation is cur-
rently limited to simulation. Future work will focus on test-
ing the framework with human stakeholders and expanding
the causal model to capture more complex, long-term pa-
tient dynamics. We believe this integration of causal reason-
ing represents a critical step toward deploying safe, efficient,
and trustworthy adaptive AI in high-stakes healthcare envi-
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Figure 7: Average episode length during evaluation under RL-only execution.
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Figure 8: Average episode length during evaluation under strategy-consistent execution.
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Figure 9: Proportion of long episodes (≥ 40 steps) with RL-only execution.
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Figure 10: Proportion of long episodes (≥ 40 steps) under strategy-consistent evaluation.

ronments.

A Extended Results Analysis
Results Analysis
Causal Structure and Conditional Average Treatment
Effect. We compared PC and LiNGAM methods for the
simulation dataset described in Section . The resulting di-
rected acyclic graph (DAG) (Figure 2) reveals the depen-
dencies between robot actions (At), patient states (St), and
rewards (Rt). Table 2 presents estimated Conditional Av-
erage Treatment Effects (CATE) for selected actions under
different patient state clusters. Results confirm that support-
ive actions such as Explain and Comfort produce higher
rewards when patients are confused or negatively engaged,
aligning with clinical expectations.

Quantitative and Qualitative Results. Figure 14 and
Figure 15 shows the smoothed average return (Sliding win-
dow = 30, all 1500 epochs).

Moreover, in Figure 15: Smoothed average return un-
der strategy-consistent execution, where the same RL+DAG
weighting used during training is applied at test time. RL
achieves the highest returns, while CRL and DAG-based
methods perform lower due to continued reliance on DAG
guidance, confirming that causal priors are more valuable
for accelerating training than for final execution.

To further evaluate robustness, we tracked the propor-
tion of episodes with low returns (threshold < 50). This
metric highlights how often a policy produces undesirable
trajectories, complementing the average-return analysis. As
shown in Figure 11: CRL-Dynamic quickly reduces the fre-
quency of low-return episodes, achieving stability compa-
rable to RL. DAG-only, lacking reward-driven adaptation,
maintains a higher failure rate. However, Figure 12 shows
when policies continue to rely on DAG guidance during test-
ing, CRL and DAG exhibit persistently higher proportions
of low-return episodes compared to RL, again confirming
that causal priors accelerate learning but are suboptimal if
retained as execution bias.

B Details of Causal Relationship Learning
Simulation Data Construction
To uncover causal dependencies between patient states and
robot actions, we constructed a dataset of simulated robot-
assisted reminiscence therapy (RT) interactions. The envi-
ronment models probabilistic transitions among states based
on empirical transition probabilities. At each step, the pa-
tient’s state is represented as a tuple:

st = (RPt, Et, Ct),

where RPt denotes response relevance, Et emotional va-
lence, and Ct confusion status. The robot selects an action
At from the predefined interaction strategies (e.g., prompts
of varying difficulty, repeating, explaining, comforting).

For each time step, we log a complete interaction record:

{RPt, Et, Ct, At, RPt+1, Et+1, Ct+1, At+1, Reward}.
This ensures that both pre- and post-action states are cap-
tured alongside the executed action and reward. To max-
imize coverage of the state–action space, we collected
episodes under a random action policy, which is particularly
important for reliable causal discovery.

Causal Discovery and Effect Estimation
The resulting dataset was used to infer causal structures us-
ing standard algorithms such as PC and LiNGAM (Blöbaum
et al. 2024; Sharma and Kiciman 2020). These methods pro-
duce a directed acyclic graph (DAG) representing dependen-
cies among states, actions, and rewards.

To quantify the influence of robot actions on patient out-
comes, we employed the EconML library (Battocchi et al.
2019) to estimate Conditional Average Treatment Effects
(CATE). For each action ai compared to a baseline action
a0 (e.g., EasyPrompt), we estimate:

CATEai = E[Y | do(A = ai), S]− E[Y | do(A = a0), S],

where Y is the reward and S the patient’s current state.
Grouping by S provides fine-grained treatment effects un-
der different cognitive–emotional conditions.
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Figure 11: Proportion of low-return episodes (return < 50) under RL-only execution. CRL-Dynamic reduces failure frequency
early, while DAG-only maintains a higher rate due to the absence of reward optimization.
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Figure 12: Proportion of low-return episodes (return < 50) under strategy-consistent execution. Continued reliance on DAG
guidance increases failure frequency relative to RL-only execution.



System Prompt:

You are a socially assistive robot running reminiscence therapy with dementia patients, based on this photo 
they’ve provided: {image_content}.You MUST follow the exact protocol below on every turn. The robot’s 
behavior is controlled by a FIXED policy. Your job is to (1) estimate the patient's state, (2) use the fixed 
policy to choose the action, and (3) produce the robot’s spoken reply for that action. 

STATE SPACE 
- ResponseRelevance (RP): {0: NR, 1: IR, 2: RR} 
- EmotionPleasure (E): {-1: Neg, 0: Neu, 1: Pos} 
- Confusion (C): {0: No, 1: Yes} 

STATE INDEX MAPPING 
index_state = 6*RP + 2*(E+1) + C 

POLICY ARRAY (length 18, index 0–17): [5, 4, 0, 4, 0, 4, 5, 4, 0, 4, 0, 4, 5, 3, 0, 4, 1, 4] 

ACTION SPACE 
0 : ProvideEasyPrompt 
1 : ProvideModeratelyPrompt 
2 : ProvideDifficultPrompt 
3 : Repeat 
4 : Explain 
5 : Comfort 
6 : GiveChoice 

OUTPUT FORMAT — exactly three blocks per turn: 
1) STATE JSON {"RP":"<NR|IR|RR>","E":"<Neg|Neu|Pos>","C":"<No|Yes>","evidence":"one short 

phrase"} 
2) ACTION JSON You MUST compute index_state, look up the integer in the POLICY ARRAY, then 

map it to the ActionSpace. {"index_state": <int>, "policy_value": <int>, "action":"<ActionName>", 
"rationale":"one short phrase"} 

3) ROBOT RESPONSE (spoken reply to patient) After a line with three hyphens --- Write at most two 
short supportive sentences addressed to the patient. This is the robot’s simulated speech, enacting the 
chosen action. 

TEMPLATES (fill {...} with natural English): 
- ProvideEasyPrompt: "Let’s start simple: {very easy question}." 
- ProvideModeratelyPrompt: "Could you tell me a bit more about {medium-level cue}?" 
- ProvideDifficultPrompt: "Try recalling a specific detail about {harder cue such as time/place}." 
- Repeat: "I’ll repeat it more simply: {concise restatement}." 
- Explain: "Let me put it another way: {clearer explanation/example}. Could we try that?" 
- Comfort: "That’s okay—we can take it slow. Maybe we begin with {lighter topic}?" 
- GiveChoice: "You can choose: would you prefer {option A} or {option B}?" 

RULES 
- Never merge steps. Always print exactly one STATE JSON, then one ACTION JSON, then --- and the 

robot response. 
- Always compute the action using the policy array. Never invent your own action. - The ROBOT 

RESPONSE must simulate how the robot would actually talk to the patient when enacting the chosen 
action. 

- If the patient brings up a new topic, we'll continue with the topic and then add the corresponding action 
prompt template.

- First turn: do a friendly greeting plus one lightweight question (this counts as the robot response).

Figure 13: System prompt defining the fixed GPT-5 policy for the CRL-guided agent.



Figure 14: Smoothed average return across epochs under the final-episode policy of each epoch for different methods (evaluation
using RL-only execution).

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400
Epoch

0

50

100

150

200

S
lid

in
g 

Av
er

ag
e 

of
 A

ve
ra

ge
R

et
ur

n

CRL-Dynamic
CRL-Static
DAG ( =0.9)
RL

Figure 15: Smoothed average return (sliding window = 30) during evaluation with strategy-consistent execution. The same
weighting scheme used during training (e.g., CRL-Static) is applied at test time.



Table 2: Estimated causal effects of different actions under varying patient state clusters (For Reward).

State A 3 A 4 A 5 A cat
AvgEffect Count AvgEffect Count AvgEffect Count AvgEffect Count

IR Neg No -2.226 59 -0.306 57 1.180 63 -0.023 103
IR Neg Yes 3.430 53 4.577 52 2.590 54 -0.599 84
IR Neu No -2.420 149 -0.562 128 -2.743 121 -0.091 199
IR Neu Yes 3.236 69 4.320 69 -1.333 70 -0.668 95
IR Pos No -2.614 45 -0.819 50 -6.666 38 -0.161 36
IR Pos Yes 3.042 22 4.065 19 -5.256 16 -0.737 36
NR Neg No -3.075 274 -0.180 274 0.932 266 -0.285 377
NR Neg Yes 2.582 229 4.703 211 2.341 223 -0.861 377
NR Neu No -3.269 943 -0.438 993 -2.991 973 -3.354 1410
NR Neu Yes 2.387 358 4.445 377 -1.582 372 -0.930 564
NR Pos No -3.463 88 -0.694 100 -6.914 100 -4.422 143
NR Pos Yes 2.194 36 4.189 43 -5.504 37 -0.998 77
RR Neg No -1.377 102 -0.431 103 1.428 98 0.238 148
RR Neg Yes 4.280 43 4.451 37 2.838 37 0.338 65
RR Neu No -1.571 344 -0.688 338 -2.495 322 0.170 508
RR Neu Yes 4.086 127 4.194 126 -1.085 140 -0.406 191
RR Pos No -1.765 119 -0.944 128 -6.417 141 0.101 191
RR Pos Yes 3.891 18 3.938 16 -5.008 22 -0.475 27
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