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Résumé :
Cette thèse porte sur l’inférence causale et
l’apprentissage de représentations causales (CRL)
pour des données de haute dimension évoluant
dans le temps, avec des applications en médecine
de précision, en marketing et en distribution.
La première contribution introduit le modèle
Causal Dynamic Variational Autoencoder (CD-
VAE), conçu pour estimer les effets individuels du
traitement (ITE) en capturant l’hétérogénéité non
observée dans la réponse au traitement, due à des
facteurs de risque latents. Contrairement aux ap-
proches classiques supposant que tous les facteurs
confondants sont observés, CDVAE se concentre
sur les variables latentes influençant la séquence
de réponses. Ce modèle repose sur des garanties
théoriques relatives à la validité des variables
d’ajustement latentes et aux bornes de généralisa-
tion de l’erreur d’estimation des ITE. Des évalua-
tions extensives sur des jeux de données synthé-
tiques et réels montrent que CDVAE surpasse les
méthodes existantes. De plus, nous démontrons
que les modèles à l’état de l’art améliorent sig-
nificativement leurs estimations d’ITE lorsqu’ils
sont enrichis par les substituts latents appris par
CDVAE, atteignant des performances proches de
l’oracle sans accès direct aux véritables variables
d’ajustement.
La deuxième contribution traite le défi de
l’estimation des effets de traitement à long terme
à travers une nouvelle approche de régression con-
trefactuelle, axée sur l’efficacité computationnelle
et la précision de la prévision. En s’appuyant
sur des réseaux de neurones récurrents (RNN)
enrichis par le codage prédictif contrastif (CPC)
et la maximisation de l’information mutuelle (In-
foMax), le modèle capture les dépendances tem-
porelles à long terme en présence de facteurs con-
fondants variant dans le temps, tout en évitant
les coûts computationnels associés aux transform-

ers. Ce cadre établit de nouveaux standards en
estimation contrefactuelle sur des jeux de données
synthétiques et réels, et constitue la première in-
tégration du CPC en inférence causale.
La troisième contribution aborde l’apprentissage
de représentations causales (CRL), qui vise
à découvrir des facteurs latents causaux in-
fluençant des observations de haute dimen-
sion. Si les progrès récents du CRL ont mis
l’accent sur l’identifiabilité dans l’espace latent,
l’interprétabilité de la manière dont ces causes la-
tentes se manifestent dans les variables observées
n’est pas encore suffisamment explorée – en par-
ticulier dans les données structurées comme les
données tabulaires longitudinales. Nous intro-
duisons un mécanisme d’interprétabilité agnos-
tique à l’architecture du modèle utilisé, fondé
sur la géométrie du Jacobien du décodeur. En
imposant une contrainte de parcimonie auto-
expressive sur les colonnes du Jacobien, nous in-
duisons une structure modulaire où les variables
observées sont regroupées selon leurs influences
latentes partagées. Cette contrainte permet de
retrouver des regroupements significatifs – poten-
tiellement chevauchants – reflétant la structure
causale sous-jacente. Nous établissons des con-
ditions formelles garantissant l’identification co-
hérente de ces groupes : dans le cas disjoint, nous
prouvons la détection de sous-espaces ; dans le cas
chevauchant, nous établissons des bornes d’erreur
de classification. Nos résultats montrent que la
structure causale latente peut être récupérée à
partir de la géométrie différentielle, sans recourir
à des hypothèses restrictives telles que les vari-
ables ancrées ou les décodages mono-parentaux.
Au-delà des apports théoriques, nous proposons
une technique de régularisation basée sur le Jaco-
bien, à la fois efficace et adaptée aux domaines à
grande dimension.
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Abstract:
This thesis addresses causal inference and
causal representation learning (CRL) for high-
dimensional, time-varying data, with applications
across fields such as precision medicine, market-
ing, and retail. The first contribution introduces
the Causal Dynamic Variational Autoencoder
(CDVAE), a model designed to estimate Indi-
vidual Treatment Effects (ITEs) by capturing
unobserved heterogeneity in treatment response
due to latent risk factors. Unlike traditional ap-
proaches that assume some confounders are unob-
served, CDVAE focuses on unobserved variables
affecting only the outcome sequence. CDVAE
is grounded in theoretical guarantees concerning
the validity of latent adjustment variables and
generalization bounds on ITE estimation error.
Extensive evaluations on synthetic and real-world
datasets show that CDVAE outperforms existing
baselines. Moreover, we demonstrate that state-
of-the-art models significantly improve their ITE
estimates when augmented with the latent substi-
tutes learned by CDVAE, approaching oracle-level
performance without direct access to the true ad-
justment variables.
The second contribution expands on the challenge
of long-term treatment effect estimation through a
novel approach to counterfactual regression over
time, prioritizing computational efficiency and
long-term forecasting accuracy. By leveraging
Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) enhanced
with Contrastive Predictive Coding (CPC) and
Information Maximization (InfoMax), the model
captures long-term dependencies in the presence
of time-varying confounders while avoiding the
computational costs associated with transformers.
This framework achieves state-of-the-art results

in counterfactual estimation across synthetic and
real-world datasets and is the first to incorporate
CPC into causal inference.
The third contribution tackles Causal Represen-
tation Learning (CRL), which seeks to uncover
high-level latent factors that influence complex,
high-dimensional observations. While recent ad-
vances in CRL have emphasized identifiability in
the latent space, they often leave open the in-
terpretability of how latent causes manifest in
the observed variables—especially in structured
data such as longitudinal tabular records. In
this work, we introduce a model-agnostic inter-
pretability layer grounded in the geometry of the
decoder’s Jacobian. By enforcing a sparse self-
expression prior on the Jacobian columns, we
induce a modular structure wherein observed fea-
tures are grouped according to shared latent in-
fluences. This constraint enables the recovery of
meaningful, potentially overlapping clusters of ob-
served variables, reflecting the underlying genera-
tive graph. We provide formal conditions under
which these clusters can be consistently identified:
in the disjoint setting, we prove subspace detec-
tion guarantees using tools from sparse subspace
clustering; in the overlapping case, we derive mis-
classification bounds under a structured latent-
feature model that combines sparsity, incoherence,
and dominance conditions. Our results demon-
strate that latent-to-observed causal structure
can be recovered from gradient geometry without
restrictive assumptions such as anchor features
or single-parent decoding. Beyond the theoreti-
cal contributions, we propose efficient Jacobian-
based regularization techniques that scale to high-
dimensional domains.
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Table 1: Summary of Main Mathematical Notations

Notation Description
T Length of the longitudinal sequence (number of time steps)
N Number of individuals
t Time index, t = 1, . . . , T
i Individual (subject) index
ρ Forecasting horizon or number of lags in an autoregressive model
Xt Time-varying covariates at time t
V Static covariates
Wt Treatment assignment at time t (binary)
Yt Observed outcome at time t
Ht History/context up to t: (X≤t, W<t, Y<t)
Ft+j Future components at time t+ j: [V,Xt+j ,Wt+j−1, Yt+j−1]
Cenc
t Encoded context representation (history)

U Unobserved static adjustment variables (risk factors)
Z Generic latent variable
τt(·) Conditional average treatment effect (CATE) at time t
τt(ht,u) Augmented CATE (ACATE) at time t
Φ Representation function / encoder
f Outcome model / decoder
θ, ϕ Model parameters: generative (θ), inference (ϕ)
σ Variance (noise) parameter in generative model
p(·) Probability distribution or density
qϕ(·) Variational (approximate) posterior distribution
DT Observed data up to time T
ELBO Evidence Lower Bound (variational objective)
L(InfoNCE) InfoNCE contrastive loss
L(InfoMax) InfoMax contrastive loss
LCPC CPC loss (average InfoNCE)
LY Outcome prediction loss
LW Treatment prediction loss
B Batch of samples
IPM Integral Probability Metric (e.g., Wasserstein)
I(·, ·) Mutual information
ICLUB(·, ·) CLUB upper bound on MI
α(·) Importance sampling / weighting function
ϵ Generic error / noise parameter
E Expectation operator
P Probability operator
N Normal (Gaussian) distribution
Sm m-th subspace in union-of-subspaces model
nm Number of observed features in subspace Sm
dx Number of observed variables
dz Number of latent variables
dv Dimensionality of static covariates
aff(Sm,Sm′) Affinity between subspaces
C ∈ Rdx×dx Self-expression coefficient matrix
Df(·) Jacobian of f at z (shape dx × dz)
∇zf(·) Gradient of fj w.r.t. z (Jacobian column)
Pa(i) Parent set of observed variable i
Ch(j) Children set of latent variable j



Chapter 1

Introduction

As traditionally intended, machine learning models aim at recognizing patterns and identifying statistical

dependencies for tasks like prediction, classification, and regression (Jordan & Mitchell, 2015). However,

these models can capture spurious relationships by focusing primarily on correlations. When applied under

different conditions, they may mislead, since a statistical association alone does not imply a causal link

(Pearl, 2009b).

Causal inference provides a principled framework to capture cause-and-effect relationships (Spirtes,

2010b; Imbens & Rubin, 2015; Peters et al., 2017). In the context of Explainable Artificial Intelligence

(XAI), there is growing recognition that purely correlation-based explanations can fail to generalize under

interventions or distributional shifts (Linardatos et al., 2021; Carloni et al., 2025). Embedding causal

assumptions into machine learning workflows strengthens the transparency and trustworthiness of model

outputs and leverages scalable algorithms, such as deep neural networks, to handle high-dimensional and

time-varying data more effectively (Berrevoets et al., 2024). At the same time, advances in machine learning

have empowered causal inference methods to scale to large, complex datasets, including unstructured data

like text and images, overcoming computational bottlenecks of traditional approaches (Deshpande et al.,

2022; Deng et al., 2022). Together, this synergy between machine learning’s computational strengths

and causal inference’s rigorous foundations paves the way for more robust, interpretable, and reliable

data-driven decision making (Chernozhukov et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2021a;c; Sanchez et al., 2022).

Causal inference is dedicated to understanding cause-and-effect relationships and estimating causal

effects between variables (Pearl, 2009b; Imbens & Rubin, 2015). For instance, we might ask: Does a new

drug (the “treatment” W ) lower blood pressure (the “outcome” Y ) ? In a Randomized Controlled Trial

(RCT), patients are randomly assigned to receive the drug or a placebo, ensuring that, on average, nothing

else differs between the groups. In observational data, however, patients choose to receive the drug based

on characteristics like age, health status, or socioeconomic factors, and the way such choice occurs is

unknown, which we commonly refer to as the unknown assignment mechanism. These characteristics are

called confounders (X) when they influence W and Y . When confounders are present, comparing treated

versus untreated individuals can give a misleading estimate of the treatment’s effect (Holland, 1986; Pearl,

2009b; Spirtes, 2010b). For example, if older patients are both more likely to receive the drug and have
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higher blood pressure, an analysis that ignores age may wrongly conclude that the drug increases blood

pressure.

Although machine learning models excel at capturing complex data dependencies and achieving

high predictive performance (LeCun et al., 2015), predictive modeling alone is inadequate for causal

inference from observational data. Observational data capture only factual outcomes and lack randomized

treatment assignment, making it difficult to infer causation directly (Pearl, 2009b; Peters et al., 2017;

Fernández-Lor1́a & Provost, 2022). Hence, addressing these challenges requires a causal framework. There

are two fundamental frameworks for learning causality, Structural Causal Model (SCM) (Pearl, 2009b)

and Potential Outcomes (PO) (Rubin, 2005), which are equivalent in what they can express (Pearl, 2009a;

Ibeling & Icard, 2023). A causal model is any model that explicitly encodes cause-and-effect relations

between variables. An SCM consists of (cf. Chapter 2, Section 2.3): (1) A Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG)

whose nodes represent random variables and whose arrows denote direct causal influence (e.g., "smoking

→ lung disease"). (2) A corresponding set of structural mechanisms, each of which specifies how a variable

is generated by its direct causes (its "parents" in the DAG), together with background noise. The graph

and the mechanisms jointly define how variables would change under hypothetical interventions and

support counterfactual reasoning (Pearl, 2009b). In contrast, the PO approach (cf. Chapter 2, Section

2.1.1) defines, for each unit, the outcome that would be observed under each treatment regime (e.g., "the

blood-pressure reading if treated" vs. "if not treated") and defines causal effects as comparisons between

these potential outcomes (Rubin, 2005).

In many applications where individuals may respond differently to the same intervention, such

as healthcare, social sciences, and marketing, estimating an Individualized Treatment Effect (ITE) is

instrumental. Understanding these heterogeneous treatment effects allows for more personalized and

effective interventions. For instance, accurate treatment effect estimation in healthcare can enable clinicians

to select optimal treatments tailored to individual patients (Shalit, 2020; Atan et al., 2018; Mueller &

Pearl, 2023). In the social sciences, ITE estimation can inform targeted interventions that address the

specific needs of different population groups (Morgan, 2013; Imbens & Rubin, 2015), while in marketing, it

allows businesses to refine strategies tailored to particular groups of customers (Fang et al., 2023; Hair Jr

& Sarstedt, 2021).

Handling Unobserved Heterogeneity in Treatment Effect Estimation for Longitudinal Data

This thesis focuses on estimating treatment effects within longitudinal data settings, which present several

challenges: complex temporal dependencies, time-dependent confounding, and unobserved heterogeneity.

If the unobserved sources of heterogeneity are assumed to be confounders, then any naive estimation of

the treatment from observed data will be biased. However, the thesis argues that other sets of unobserved

features that are not confounders but only explain the response are also crucial if one aims to estimate

ITE. These variables are called adjustment variables (Pearl, 2009b; Hassanpour & Greiner, 2019a; Qidong

et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2021a; Zheng et al., 2024), risk factors (Zhang et al., 2021a), or effect modifiers

(VanderWeele & Robins, 2007; VanderWeele, 2012; Schouten, 2024). We therefore address this problem



as our first contribution in Chapter 3 while studying the immediate effect following the application of a

treatment that is the contemporaneous effects (Assumption Asm2.8). We reframe our problem as follows:

Question Q1.1

In longitudinal data, when we are missing baseline covariates that affect only the series of responses,

how can we estimate a time-varying treatment effect that is as individual as possible?

Significance of the Question Q1.1 in Retail: Example of Saint-Gobain Saint-Gobain

Distribution Bâtiment France (SGDBF) is exploring solutions to enhance client satisfaction and operational

sustainability. Causal inference is an attractive way to understand client behavior, leveraging transaction

data that records customer interactions, preferences, and purchasing patterns over time. The sequential

nature of this data provides an opportunity to infer the causality underlying customer decisions, thereby

enabling SGDBF to better understand the effect of the continuing commercial action on the customer

purchase behavior and, ultimately, the Return on Investment (ROI). An example of an application

involves understanding the impact of commercial visits on client behavior. Here, clients are craftsmen or

construction firms, and Saint-Gobain’s products are construction materials. Each client group is assigned

to a sales representative who schedules in-person visits, sometimes following a phone call, and may visit

multiple times within a week. The binary treatment variable (i.e., whether the client received a call or not)

affects purchase behavior, which can be quantified in terms of purchase frequency or average purchase

amount spent post-visit. Here, a client is considered treated if they received at least one visit at each

time step, representing a week’s time window. As an illustration of Question Q1.1 and considering a

time-varying setting where observable variables include client preferences Xt, the intervention or treatment

represented by an in-person visit Wt, and the subsequent outcome, or purchase amount Yt. However, an

unobserved variable, U, representing the number of current construction projects of the client, introduces

an additional challenge: If a client is managing multiple projects simultaneously, receiving a visit may

increase their purchase frequency and amount. Conversely, if they have few or no active projects, even

multiple commercial visits may fail to incentivize purchases due to a lack of projects to consume the

materials.

We, therefore, aim to estimate the effect of treatment Wt+1 on Yt+1 given a context history Ht that

includes all records as in Figure 1.1, while also accounting the possible heterogeneity in treatment effect

that may be induced by the unobserved variable U.

Significance of the Question Q1.1 in Precision Medicine Consider a scenario where we aim

to estimate the effect of a medical intervention like chemotherapy Wt on the volume of a cancerous tumor

Yt. During a time window of medical treatment, one could gather all records on vital measures that were

measured as Xt. However, it is not infrequent in such a medical scenario to have missed essential baseline

covariates U, such as genetic predispositions, lifestyle factors, and pre-existing health conditions, that

may influence patients’ responses to the treatment. Therefore, the underlying DGP could be described
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Figure 1.1: A compressed description of the data generation process behind the causal Question Q1.1.

compactly in Figure 1.1. As a result, individual response to treatment and, therefore, its efficacy may

crucially depend on unobserved adjustment variables U.

Related contributions to Question Q1.1

• M El Bouchattaoui, M Tami, B Lepetit, PH Cournède. Causal dynamic variational autoencoder for

counterfactual regression in longitudinal data. Under review at TMLR 2025.

• M El Bouchattaoui, M Tami, B Lepetit, PH Cournède. A non-linear mixed effect model for the

estimation of causal effects through time. The 54th Annual Meeting of the French Statistical Society,

2023, 10 pages.

• M El Bouchattaoui, M Tami, B Lepetit, PH Cournède. CDVAE: Estimating causal effects over

time under unobserved adjustment variables. Colloquium Quarter causality (When Causal Inference

meets Statistical Analysis, Paris 2023).

• Open source implementation: https://github.com/moad-lihoconf/cdvae.

From Immediate to Long-Term Treatment Effects Building on our initial focus on handling

unobserved heterogeneity and estimating treatment effects for immediate responses, our second contribution

broadens the causal question. Here, we aim to forecast the effect of a sequence of treatments across

multiple future time points. We achieve this through careful temporal modeling and architectural design,

ensuring a computationally efficient approach to infer long-term treatment effects across various horizons.

To summarize, our second contribution answers the following causal question:

Question Q1.2

In longitudinal data, assuming no unobserved sources of heterogeneity (whether confounders or risk

factors), how can we efficiently estimate the effect of any potential sequence of future treatments

(Figure 1.2) on subsequent responses over extended forecasting horizons?

https://github.com/moad-lihoconf/cdvae
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Figure 1.2: A compressed description of the data generation process behind the causal Question Q1.2.

Significance of the Question Q1.2 in Retail: Example of Saint-Gobain In retail, under-

standing the immediate effect of an intervention, like a promotional campaign or a commercial visit, and

its influence over time is essential for long-term ROI and ensuring sustained customer engagement. Being

able to assess the long-term effect of a treatment plan is strategic because it enables sales representatives

to simulate, on an individual basis, all possible future treatment sequences counterfactually. They can

then choose the sequence that maximizes a specific target, such as total or average purchase amount

realized following those commercial actions. Using our current notation and following Figure 1.2, the

QuestionQ1.2 amounts to assessing the treatment effect of the sequence (Wt+1, . . . ,Wt+τ ) on Yt+τ given

the history of records Ht.

Significance of Question Q1.2 in Precision Medicine Answering this question would allow

clinicians to evaluate all possible counterfactual trajectories of patient responses following a treatment

strategy (Wt+1, . . . ,Wt+τ ), for example, administering chemotherapy this week, no treatment for the next

eight weeks, then radiotherapy in the tenth week, and then choose the best possible treatment path based

on the predicted outcome Yt+τ for a patient, given their historical records and characteristics Ht. Such

tailored interventions are data-driven and adaptive, meaning that the models could infer updated patient

trajectories based on the updated vital signs.

Related contribution to Question Q1.2

• M El Bouchattaoui, M Tami, B Lepetit, PH Cournède. Causal Contrastive Learning for Counter-

factual Regression Over Time. NeurIPS 2024.

• Open source implementation: https://github.com/moad-lihoconf/causal-cpc.

From Treatment Effect Estimation to Discovering Causal Relationships Building on our earlier

contributions that focus on estimating treatment effects for specific outcomes, either immediately or over

extended horizons, we now shift our attention to the relationships within the dimensions of covariates over

time. This final contribution addresses the causal relationships embedded within the covariate dimensions

themselves. Specifically, at Saint-Gobain, each time step’s covariates capture purchases by product, where

each dimension corresponds to the number of purchases made for a particular item. In this context,

understanding causal connections between these dimensions over time allows us to gain insight into

https://github.com/moad-lihoconf/causal-cpc


purchasing behaviors and the pathways that drive them. By studying these causal relationships within the

covariate dimensions, we aim to uncover the underlying causal mechanisms that shape purchase patterns,

shedding light on how various product purchases influence each other over time. This analysis provides

a broader perspective on client behavior, enabling a deeper understanding of purchasing dynamics and

effectively informing more targeted strategies for meeting client needs.

Our goal falls, therefore, under the theme of Causal Representation Learning (CRL) (Schölkopf et al.,

2021), whose objective is to uncover high-level latent factors that give rise to complex data. While

recent work has made progress in visual or linguistic domains, real-world applications such as retail

analytics, healthcare, or behavioral science often involve structured, high-dimensional data evolving over

time. In these settings, the high number of observed variables and their entangled dependencies pose a

significant barrier to interpretability. Analysts are not only interested in identifying latent causes, but

also in understanding how these causes manifest across familiar, fine-grained variables, such as products

in retail or diagnoses in healthcare. Yet current CRL methods offer limited guidance for making these

latent factors transparent and actionable. Once a model is trained, it is often unclear what the learned

representations mean or how they relate to domain-specific concepts. This lack of interpretability hinders

trust, downstream use, and scientific insight. To address this gap, we ask:

Question Q1.3

How can we discover causal structure in high-dimensional, evolving data in an interpretable and

grounded way, linking latent abstractions to meaningful groupings of observed variables?

Related contribution to Question Q1.3

• M El Bouchattaoui, M Tami, B Lepetit, PH Cournède. Toward a more transparent CRL, 9th Causal

Inference Workshop at UAI 2024.

• Open source implementation: https://github.com/moad-lihoconf/crl_transparency.

Thesis Roadmap

This thesis begins with a foundational exploration of the PO framework in Chapter 2, where we establish

core concepts in causal inference, such as ITE, Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE) and Average

Treatment Effect (ATE), using confounders and key identifiability assumptions to address causal inference

questions. We then introduce SCM and causal graphs, setting the stage for CRL. In Chapter 3, we address

estimating treatment effects in settings with unobserved risk factors that influence outcomes over time.

Our model, CDVAE, estimates treatment effects by modeling this unobserved heterogeneity, achieving

strong performance on synthetic and semi-synthetic datasets. Extending this approach, Chapter 4 presents

a novel framework for long-term counterfactual regression using Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) with

CPC and InfoMax. This efficient method captures long-term dependencies without transformers, delivering

https://github.com/moad-lihoconf/crl_transparency


state-of-the-art (SOTA) results. In Chapter 5, we address CRL for high-dimensional, time-varying data,

introducing structural sparsity to enhance interpretability by linking latent variables, assumed causal, to

observable data. Our method is applied to Saint-Gobain purchase data, showcasing its utility in real-world

applications. Finally, Chapter 6 summarizes the contributions and discusses implications for advancing

causal inference and representation learning in complex, time-varying datasets.



Chapter 2

Background

The PO framework is a cornerstone of causal inference, offering a structured approach to defining and

estimating causal effects by considering hypothetical outcomes under varying treatment conditions. This

chapter introduces the fundamental concepts of potential outcomes and treatments, emphasizing their

importance through illustrative examples. The discussion includes the ITE and the fundamental challenge

of causal inference, the inability to observe all potential outcomes for any given individual. Furthermore,

we incorporate covariates and examine the role of confounders, introducing key metrics such as the CATE

and ATE.

The chapter also covers identifiability issues, addressed through assumptions such as the Stable Unit

Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA). We acknowledge complexities introduced by challenges like

spillover effects, carryover effects, and feedback mechanisms, which can complicate causal estimation. We

also discuss the role of instrumental and adjustment variables, using examples and a simple adjustment-

based model to clarify these concepts. An overview of related work on identifiability, ATE, and CATE in

static settings provides a foundation for subsequent discussions on more complex, dynamic environments.

In transitioning to time-varying settings, the chapter explores alternative definitions of potential

outcomes, as highlighted in our key contributions, such as CDVAE (Bouchattaoui et al., 2023) and Causal

CPC (Bouchattaoui et al., 2024). We address general definitions and the restrictive assumptions inherent

to each model, underscoring the limitations of classical adjustment methods in time-varying contexts. This

discussion leads into the identifiability assumptions required for sequential ignorability and emphasizes the

challenges associated with time-varying treatment regimes.

Finally, the chapter introduces the concept of SCM and causal graphs, discussing principles such as

d-separation and the do-operator. We clarify the distinct yet complementary roles of the PO framework

and SCM in this thesis:

☞ The PO framework is employed primarily for causal inference, SCM for causal representation

learning, and causal graphs as tools applicable to both approaches.
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2.1 Potential Outcome Framework: Static setting

2.1.1 Definition

The PO framework, also known as the Rubin Causal Model or Neyman-Rubin Causal Model (Splawa-

Neyman et al., 1990; Rubin, 1974), is one of the most widely adopted mathematical frameworks in causal

inference. This framework provides a rigorous foundation for defining and estimating causal effects by

considering hypothetical outcomes that could occur under different treatment conditions.

In causal inference, the main goal is to estimate the effect of an intervention on units such as individuals,

organizations, or objects. We are usually interested in how different interventions can lead to different

outcomes. For example, medical treatments like chemotherapy or radiotherapy can have distinct effects on

the same patient’s volume of their cancerous tumour; a commercial campaign with two different contents

can have two different engagement/buying effects for the same customer. Moreover, the causal relationship

depends not only on the nature and timing of the intervention but also on the specific context of the unit

involved, for example, a patient’s medical record.

Remark Rem2.1 [Treatment Range]

In this thesis, we will consider scenarios where the treatment variable, denoted by W , is discrete

and takes finite values within a set W. However, we relax this restriction in causal discovery tasks,

allowing variables to originate from a continuous latent space. For discrete treatments, one regime

typically corresponds to a passive state (i.e., no treatment or control group), while others correspond

to active treatments, which may vary in type, intensity or dosage.

Let us assume we observe N units. Each pair of a unit and a treatment defines a potential outcome

or response, denoted (i, ω) → Yi(ω). A potential outcome Yi(ω) is said to be observed only if the unit

i receives treatment ω, i.e., under the event Wi = ω. Importantly, the treatment must precede the

observation of the corresponding potential outcome.

Consider the scenario where the treatment is binary, and we observe a finite sample of treatments and

responses {(Wi, Yi)}Ni=1. The treatment assignment for each unit is defined as follows:

Wi =


1, if unit i receives the treatment,

0, if unit i receives the control.

Each unit i has two potential outcomes:

• Yi(1), the outcome if the unit receives the treatment; and

• Yi(0), the outcome if the unit receives the control.

The causal effect for unit i is the difference between these potential outcomes. This is formally captured



by the ITE:

τi := Yi(1)− Yi(0).

By definition, for each unit i we observe only one potential outcome, namely the one corresponding to

the observed treatment Wi which is Yi(Wi), and the counterfactual Yi(1−Wi) remains unobserved. This

fundamental problem of causal inference (Holland, 1986) means that the individual treatment effect τi is

inherently a missing-data quantity. We must, therefore, establish connections between observed data and

potential outcomes by comparing responses across different units. This necessitates consideration of the

treatment assignment mechanism, which dictates how treatment is assigned across the population.

Since individual-level causal effects are unobservable, researchers often rely on aggregate measures,

such as the ATE:

τ := E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)],

which captures the expected causal effect of treatment across the entire population. The expectation is

taken over the population distribution of units (c.f. Remark Rem2.2).

Identifying the ATE depends on certain assumptions that allow for estimation based on observed data.

Implicit in our formulation of potential outcomes is the assumption of no spillover effect (Imbens & Rubin,

2015), i.e., that the treatment of a unit is the sole determinant of its potential outcome, independent of

the treatments assigned to other units. Moreover, the treatment for each unit has a consistent effect,

with no variation in efficacy. These ideas are formalized by the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption

(SUTVA) (Rubin, 1980), which consists of two key components:

Assumption Asm2.1 [SUTVA]

The SUTVA implies:

1. No Interference/spillover effect: The potential outcomes of any unit are unaffected by the

treatments assigned to other units, meaning no interference exists between units.

2. Consistency: The observed outcome for a unit is the same as the potential outcome associated

with the treatment it actually received. That is, if Wi = w, then Yi = Yi(w).

The no-interference assumption is critical, though not universally applicable. In real-world scenarios

like studying infectious diseases, one unit’s potential outcome may be influenced by the treatment status

of others, as in the case of immunization effects depending on herd immunity (Imbens & Rubin, 2015).

Additional assumptions are necessary to link observed data to potential outcomes to estimate the

ATE. One fundamental assumption is strong ignorability (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983), which asserts that

the treatment assignment, W , is independent of the potential outcomes, given a set of observed covariates,

X. These covariates represent pre-treatment characteristics, i.e., they occur before the treatment and are

therefore important for explaining the distribution of W .



☞ Throughout this thesis, covariates play a central role, mainly as we focus on estimating more

individualized treatment effects that vary across subpopulations based on covariate values.

Remark Rem2.2 [On the Use of Expectation]

In causal inference studies, two main perspectives exist for addressing a set of units from a probabilistic

standpoint (Imbens & Rubin, 2015; Ding & Li, 2018). The first considers a fixed set of observed units,

where all potential outcomes are fixed but partially unknown. In this view, causal effects are defined

only for specific units and may not generalize to other sets (Holland, 1986). The second, adopted in

this thesis, assumes the set of units is randomly sampled from an infinite population, referred to as

the super-population (Rubin, 1974). This perspective allows for the use of expectation, aligns with

standard statistical theory, and offers mathematical convenience. Specifically, it facilitates reasoning

about risks and generalization errors, central to machine learning (Vapnik, 1998; Shalev-Shwartz

& Ben-David, 2014). By adopting this perspective, we apply principles from statistical learning

theory, such as Empirical Risk Minimization, to assess model performance and ensure generalization

to new data. While causal inference in fields like social sciences and epidemiology often refers to a

finite set of observed units as the "population", we adhere to the statistical theory terminology, using

population to denote an infinite set. For a finite set, we use the term sample.

In causal inference, we define probability distributions over the space Y(0)× Y(1)×W ×X , where

Y(0) and Y(1) represent the domain ranges of the potential outcomes. For simplicity, we assume these

domains are equal and denote the common outcome domain as Y . Therefore, the probability distribution

for causal inference is defined over Y2 × W × X , which allows us to sample (Y (0), Y (1),W,X) in an

independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) manner.

Remark Rem2.3

Since all relevant domains are either finite sets or subsets of Euclidean spaces, we assume all

probability distributions are absolutely continuous w.r.t the Dirac or Lebesgue measure. As a result,

a probability density function, denoted as p, exists by the Radon-Nikodym theorem (Billingsley,

2017).

Thus, individual data points (Yi(0), Yi(1),Wi, Xi) are sampled from the joint distribution:

p(Yi(0), Yi(1),Wi, Xi) = p(Wi | Yi(0), Yi(1), Xi)p(Yi(0), Yi(1) | Xi)p(Xi).

The treatment assignment mechanism is encapsulated in p(Wi | Yi(0), Yi(1), Xi), which describes how

treatment is assigned. Since much of this work assumes a binary treatment, it is often sufficient to study



the propensity score, defined as:

e(Xi, Yi(0), Yi(1)) := p(Wi = 1 | Yi(0), Yi(1), Xi).

However, because the general definition of the propensity score includes unobserved potential outcomes,

we commonly assume the assignment mechanism to be unconfounded (also said ignorable). Formally,

Assumption Asm2.2 [Ignorability/unconfoundedness]

The treatment assignment does not depend on the potential outcomes:

{Yi(1), Yi(0)} ⊥⊥Wi | Xi. (2.1)

Under this assumption, the propensity score simplifies to:

e(Xi) = p(Wi = 1 | Xi). (2.2)

The ignorability assumption, as stated in Equation 2.1, ensures that treated and untreated subpopulations

are comparable within any homogeneous region of X . To ensure this comparability, it is essential that both

treated and control units are present at each level of X. This necessity leads to the "overlap" assumption:

Assumption Asm2.3 [Overlap/Positivity]

For any given context realization x ∈ X , the probability of observing any treatment regime ω ∈ W is

strictly positive:

p(x) ̸= 0 =⇒ p(W = ω | x) > 0. (2.3)

These assumptions, namely consistency (Asm2.1), overlap (Asm2.3), and unconfoundedness (Asm2.2),

provide the foundation for identifying causal effects that we summarize under the assumption of strong

ignorability.

Definition Def2.1 [Strong Ignorability]

The treatment assignment is considered strongly ignorable if consistency, overlap, and unconfounded-

ness hold.

Given strong ignorability, we can relate the conditional expectations of potential outcomes to observable

quantities (Imbens & Rubin, 2015):

E[Yi(ω) | Xi = x] = E[Yi |Wi = ω,Xi = x], ω ∈ {0, 1}.



This relationship enables estimation of the CATE for units with covariates Xi = x:

τ(x) := E[Yi |Wi = 1, Xi = x]− E[Yi |Wi = 0, Xi = x].

The overlap assumption ensures that treated and control units exist at each value of x, allowing computation

of τ(x). The ATE is then obtained by averaging τ(x) over the distribution of Xi:

τ = EX

[
E [Yi(1) | Xi = x]− E [Yi(0) | Xi = x]

]
.

Remark Rem2.4

In randomized experiments, the experimenter designs the assignment mechanism, specifying how

individual treatments are assigned. However, this thesis focuses solely on observational studies,

where the assignment mechanism is not controlled and must be inferred from data, even under strong

ignorability, estimating propensity scores is crucial in this process.

Taxonomy of variables for causal inference In the field of causal inference, it is crucial to understand

the taxonomy of variables to accurately estimate causal effects. This is depicted in Figure 2.1. The

response variable, Y , represents the outcome we want to explain or predict. The treatment variable, W , is

believed to influence Y , and we seek to estimate its causal effect. Confounders, X, are variables that affect

both W and Y , which can potentially bias the causal effect if not properly controlled. In our modeling

for CDVAE (Chapter 3), we also consider another important set of variables: adjustment variables, U .

These variables affect the response but not the treatment, making them adjustment variables for outcome

modeling to yield more precise individual response trajectories. Similarly, instruments, I, are variables

that affect the treatment W but not Y , except indirectly through W . The study of causal inference in the

presence of instruments is out of the scope of thesis.

Y

U

W

IX

Figure 2.1: A general causal graph clarifying the causal links between outcome Y , treatmentW , confounders
X, adjustment variables U and instruments I.

Remark Rem2.5 [CATE vs ATE]

Understanding when to use the ATE versus the CATE is crucial in statistical causal inference

because it influences the analytical approach and the interpretation of results. The ATE is used

when the treatment effect is presumed to be consistent across an entire population or when making



policy decisions that affect everyone. This concept is particularly useful for generalizing findings, as

highlighted in foundational works (Rubin, 1974; Holland, 1986).

On the other hand, the CATE is vital for examining how treatment effects differ among subpopu-

lations defined by specific covariates like age, gender, or socioeconomic status. The CATE offers a

deeper dive into the nuances of causal relationships, enabling a more tailored analysis in situations

where treatment effects are not uniform across all individuals (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983). This

approach is especially relevant in sectors such as personalized medicine, where understanding and

leveraging the diversity in treatment responses can significantly enhance outcomes (Murphy, 2003).

Utilizing the CATE allows for the identification of subgroups that might benefit more from a

treatment or, conversely, might be at risk of adverse effects. This strategic insight aids in decision-

making and resource distribution, thereby elevating the effectiveness and precision of interventions.

2.1.2 Methods: An Overview

Weighting Methods Weighting methods are widely used in causal inference to adjust for confounding by

reweighting the data. This creates a synthetic population where the treatment assignment is independent

of covariates. This technique allows for the estimation of causal effects by weighting units inversely

proportional to their probability of receiving the treatment or control. One of the key methods in this

domain is Inverse Probability of Treatment Weighting (IPTW), which employs the inverse of the propensity

score (Equation 2.2) to weight observations (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983). IPTW adjusts the sample to

create a pseudo-population where the covariates’ distribution is balanced between treated and control

units, facilitating an unbiased estimation of ATE. A refinement to IPTW, proposed by Hirano & Imbens

(2001), involves propensity score weighting with regression adjustment, enhancing the estimator’s efficiency.

This method merges weighting with outcome regression, yielding consistent estimates even when the

outcome model is inaccurately specified.

More recent developments have introduced machine learning-based methods to enhance the accuracy

of weighting strategies. Athey & Imbens (2017) developed the Generalized Propensity Score approach,

which allows for flexible, nonparametric modeling of the propensity score using random forests (Breiman,

2001). This is particularly useful for dealing with the limitations of parametric models, which may not

perform well with high-dimensional covariates. Another method is the Targeted Maximum Likelihood

Estimation (TMLE), introduced by Van Der Laan & Rubin (2006). TMLE is a doubly robust estimator

that incorporates propensity score weighting with a targeted regression adjustment for the outcome. It

offers semiparametric efficiency and ensures valid inference even when the propensity score or outcome

model is misspecified.

Matching Methods Matching methods are a prominent category of causal inference techniques designed

to generate balanced treatment and control groups by pairing or grouping units with similar covariates.

The objective is to emulate the randomization process, ensuring that treated and control units are



comparable on observed covariates. This reduces confounding and enhances the validity of causal effect

estimates.

Propensity Score Matching (PSM) stands out as one of the most widely adopted matching techniques.

Developed by Rosenbaum & Rubin (1983), PSM pairs treated and control units based on their propensity

scores, which reflect the probability of receiving treatment given the covariates. Matching on the propensity

score allows PSM to create groups that are balanced on covariates, facilitating unbiased estimation of

treatment effects. Austin (2011b) offers an in-depth review of PSM’s benefits and limitations, highlighting

that while it significantly reduces bias, its efficacy is contingent on the quality of the propensity score

model. Nearest Neighbor Matching (NNM) is another widely adopted method, pairing each treated unit

with the control unit possessing the closest covariate values or propensity scores. Abadie & Imbens

(2006) enhance NNM by introducing bias-corrected matching estimators that compensate for covariate

discrepancies between treated and control units, thereby increasing the precision of treatment effect

estimates. Mahalanobis Distance Matching, proposed by Rubin (1973a), employs the Mahalanobis distance

for matching treated and control units based on the covariance structure of the covariates. This technique

is especially effective when covariates are measured on differing scales, as the Mahalanobis distance

accounts for correlations among covariates. Stuart (2010) extends the discussion to more sophisticated

matching methods like Optimal Matching and Genetic Matching. Optimal Matching aims to minimize

the total distance between treated and control units throughout the sample, whereas Genetic Matching

leverages an evolutionary algorithm to optimize the balance between the groups. Recent developments

have introduced matching methods based on machine learning to enhance flexibility and accuracy in

high-dimensional settings. For example, Kallus (2018) suggests Balanced Nearest Neighbor Matching,

which applies a machine learning approach to identify optimal matches that minimize covariate imbalance.

Regression Adjustment Including covariates in regression models allows for adjusting confounding,

isolating the treatment’s effect on the outcome. One of the earliest examples of regression adjustment

can be found in the work of Cochran (1947), who proposed using linear regression models to adjust for

covariates to estimate a treatment’s causal effect. Rubin (1973b) expanded on this approach by formalizing

regression adjustment within the PO framework, illustrating how regression can estimate both the ATE

and the CATE. Generalized Linear Model (GLM) broadens the scope of linear regression to accommodate

non-normal outcome distributions, such as binary or count data (McCullagh & Nelder, 1989). GLM are

extensively utilized in causal inference studies, especially in epidemiology, where outcomes are often binary

events (e.g., disease occurrence).

A significant advancement in regression adjustment methods is Doubly Robust Estimation. Introduced

by Robins & Rotnitzky (1995), this method combines outcome regression with propensity score weighting

to provide valid treatment effect estimates, even if one of the models (either the outcome model or

the propensity score model) is incorrectly specified. Bang & Robins (2005) demonstrated that doubly

robust estimators offer greater robustness to model misspecification than traditional regression methods.

Nonparametric Regression techniques, such as Kernel Regression and Spline Regression, allow for flexible



modeling of the covariate-outcome relationship without assuming a specific functional form. Abadie (2005)

introduced semiparametric regression models that mix parametric and nonparametric components for

more flexible treatment effect modeling. In recent years, regression methods based on machine learning

have become popular in causal inference. For example, Athey et al. (2019) proposed Generalized Random

Forests (GRF), employing regression trees to estimate heterogeneous treatment effects.

Non-parametric models An important class of non-parametric models refers to the extension of

random forests (Breiman, 2001) to perform causal inference. To this end, causal forests were introduced in

Wager & Athey (2018); Athey et al. (2019) as a non-parametric approach to estimate treatment effects in

complex settings. To do so, causal forests split the data into two groups based on the treatment assignment

and then built separate trees for the treated and untreated groups. The prediction for an individual is

then obtained by combining the predictions from the treated and untreated trees. The CATE is estimated

as the difference between the predictions for the treated and untreated groups.

To develop more robust estimation methods, an emerging technique called Double Machine Learning

(DML) (Chernozhukov et al., 2017; 2018; Foster & Syrgkanis, 2023) could provide an unbiased estimate of

treatment effects on the condition that either the outcome model or the treatment model is well specified

the general method consists of two stages of estimation. In the first step, we fit two predictive tasks, one

on the outcome and one on the treatment, and then the two fitted models are combined to perform a

second estimation targeting CATE.

Neural Network-Based Approaches Representation learning (Bengio et al., 2013) has emerged

as a powerful strategy for causal inference, particularly useful when dealing with high-dimensional

covariates and complex data structures. The goal is to transform the covariates into a lower-dimensional

representation that facilitates the estimation of causal effects by reducing the bias due to confounding.

This is typically achieved through creating representations where the distributions of treated and control

groups are balanced. For instance, Shalit et al. (2017) proposed the concept of learning balancing

representations by minimizing both the prediction error of the outcome and a discrepancy measure

between the treated and control distributions in the representation space. They introduced an objective

function that combines a supervised loss for outcome prediction with an unsupervised loss for distributional

alignment. Building on this concept, Shalit et al. (2017) developed the Counterfactual Regression (CFR)

model, which employs neural networks to learn representations that minimize the distance between

the distributions of treated and control units using Integral Probability Metrics (IPMs) (Müller, 1997),

such as the Wasserstein distance or Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) (Gretton et al., 2012). By

reducing this distance, the model aims to satisfy the unconfoundedness assumption in the representation

space, effectively making the treatment assignment independent of the covariates after transformation.

Further extending these ideas, Yoon et al. (2018) introduced GANITE, a Generative Adversarial Network

(GAN)-based framework for estimating individualized treatment effects. Dragonnet, proposed by Shi

et al. (2019), integrated propensity score estimation directly into the representation learning process and

jointly learned the representation and the propensity score. Additionally, Hassanpour & Greiner (2019b)



presented Counterfactual Networks, which used domain adversarial training to learn representations

invariant to treatment assignment while preserving outcome-predictive information. This approach helps

mitigate biases due to observed confounding by ensuring that the learned representations do not carry

treatment-specific information. Louizos et al. (2017) introduced the Causal Effect Variational Autoencoder

(CEVAE), which used deep variational inference to model the joint distribution of covariates, treatments,

and outcomes. Extension to multi-treatment settings was proposed by Schwab et al. (2018) where they

combined representation learning with optimal transport to balance covariates across multiple treatment

groups simultaneously.

As a summary, Table 2.1 presents a comparative overview of the main causal inference models discussed,

grouped by category and highlighting key characteristics and references.

Table 2.1: Comparison of Causal Inference Methods by Category

Category Method / Model Key Characteristics Reference(s)

Weighting Methods

IPTW Uses inverse propensity score for weighting; creates pseudo-population Rosenbaum & Rubin (1983)

Propensity Score + Regression Combines weighting and regression for robustness Hirano & Imbens (2001)

Generalized Propensity Score Uses machine learning for flexible estimation Athey & Imbens (2017); Breiman (2001)

TMLE Doubly robust; targeted estimation with ML enhancements Van Der Laan & Rubin (2006)

Matching Methods

Propensity Score Matching (PSM) Matches on estimated treatment probability Rosenbaum & Rubin (1983)

Nearest Neighbor Matching (NNM) Pairs treated with nearest control units Abadie & Imbens (2006)

Mahalanobis Distance Matching Accounts for covariate correlation in matching Rubin (1973a)

Optimal / Genetic Matching Minimizes global imbalance; uses optimization algorithms Stuart (2010)

Balanced Nearest Neighbor Matching ML-based flexible matching Kallus (2018)

Regression Adjustment

Linear / GLM Regression Adjusts for covariates using parametric models Cochran (1947)

Doubly Robust Estimation Combines regression and weighting; robust to model misspecification Robins & Rotnitzky (1995); Bang & Robins (2005)

Semiparametric Regression Blends linear and nonparametric terms Abadie (2005)

Generalized Random Forests (GRF) Nonparametric, tree-based regression for heterogeneous treatment
effects

Athey et al. (2019)

Non-Parametric Models
Causal Forests Builds separate trees for treated and control; estimates CATE Wager & Athey (2018); Athey et al. (2019)

Double Machine Learning (DML) Orthogonalizes outcome and treatment models using ML Chernozhukov et al. (2017; 2018); Foster & Syrgkanis (2023)

Neural Network Approaches

Counterfactual Regression (CFR) Balancing representations via neural networks Shalit et al. (2017)

GANITE GAN-based model to estimate individual treatment effects Yoon et al. (2018)

Dragonnet Integrates propensity score estimation within a deep net Shi et al. (2019)

Counterfactual Networks Adversarial training to ensure balance and outcome prediction Hassanpour & Greiner (2019b)

CEVAE Uses variational autoencoders to model unobserved confounders Louizos et al. (2017)

Perfect Match Optimal transport-based method for multi-treatment settings Schwab et al. (2018)

2.2 Potential Outcome Framework for Longitudinal data: Main

Setting of the Thesis

2.2.1 Introduction: Dynamic vs. Time-Varying Treatment Regimes

Motivation In research across various fields, such as healthcare, the primary goal is the discovery of

effective treatment regimes or intervention strategies. For instance, in clinical settings, a drug might be

effective for one patient yet ineffective or even harmful for another (Collins & Varmus, 2015). Similarly,

in business, what works for one customer may fail for another. This heterogeneity rules out a one-size-

fits-all approach and motivates the use of policies, also known as Dynamic Treatment Regimes (DTRs).

Policies/DTRs provide a flexible and personalized approach by utilizing a series of decision rules that



facilitate adaptive interventions over time (Murphy, 2003; Robins, 2004). These rules map an individual’s

historical data, such as medical records in healthcare or consumer attributes in retail, to specific treatments.

For example, a company might develop a series of promotional actions or sales visits customized to a

customer’s previous interactions with the brand. Decision rules could specify the timing and approach for

in-person sales visits based on the customer’s past engagement and purchase history (Shin & Cho, 2006).

In precision medicine, the type and dosage of treatments should be adjusted according to a patient’s

medical records and vital statistics (Schulte et al., 2014). DTRs consist of decision rules aimed at selecting

personalized treatments over time, adapting to individuals’ changing contexts and responses.

Main challenges Understanding cause and effect in complex, dynamic scenarios presents substantial

challenges. Responses and evolving factors frequently influence time-varying treatments. For instance,

a patient’s reaction to initial treatment can affect future treatment choices van der Laan & Petersen

(2007). Other time-varying confounders, such as disease progression or changes in patient behavior, further

complicate this situation. Similarly, in marketing, a customer’s response to an initial promotion might

influence future marketing strategies and other dynamic covariates like customer preferences or external

market conditions, which could also impact both treatment and response.

Setup Within the PO framework, as described by Robins & Hernán (2009b), we consider a cohort of

individuals, also referred to as units, denoted by i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, each observed over T sequential time

steps. For each time step t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, several key variables are tracked:

• Treatment Wit ∈ W = {0, . . . ,K − 1}: This represents the treatment administered to individual i

at time t which takes K different values. For example, in a medical context, Wit might represent

the administration of radiotherapy to treat a cancerous tumor.

• Outcome Yit ∈ Y ⊂ R: This is the response or outcome of interest that we wish to evaluate as a

result of the treatment in the case of a cancer patient, Yit could represent the tumor volume at time

t.

• Context Xit ∈ X ⊂ Rdx : This denotes the set of covariates or confounders that may influence

both the treatment decision and the outcome. The context is represented as a dx-dimensional

vector that varies over time, for example, in a medical setting, Xit could include a patient’s medical

records, vital signs, or other health-related factors that change over time. Both static and dynamic

confounders can be concatenated with dynamic variables at each time step and represented as Xit.

• Partially observed potential outcomes {Yit(ω1, . . . , ωt) | (ω1, . . . , ωt) ∈ Wt} ⊂ Y ⊂ R: These

represent the potential outcomes for an individual i at time t, conditional on the sequence of

treatments (ω1, . . . , ωt) received up to that point.

We define the history process Hit ∈ Ht as the collection of all relevant information up to time t for an



individual i. Formally, this includes the covariates, past treatments, and past outcomes:

Hit := [Xi,≤t,Wi,<t, Yi,<t]. (2.4)

This history encapsulates the context Xit, past treatment assignments Wi,<t, and past outcomes Yi,<t,

which are critical in determining the treatment to be administered at a time t. We now define a dynamic

treatment regime.

Definition Def2.2 [Dynamic Treatment Regimes (DTRs)]

A DTR π≤T := (π1, π2, . . . , πT ) is defined as a sequence of decision rules. Each decision rule πt

specifies the treatment to be assigned at a time t based on the available history up to that point.

Formally, the treatment decision rule is expressed as:

πt : Ht →W.

This rule assigns a treatment Wit based on the individual’s history Hit at the time t. We can,

therefore, define a particular set of potential outcomes under a treatment regime π≤T , where each

element is represented as Yt(π≤t). Throughout the thesis, we use “dynamic treatment regime” and

“policy” interchangeably.

In this thesis, we focus on a type of treatment regime that we call time-varying, meaning that the

potential treatment at a given time step t does not dynamically depend on the observed history, specifically:

Assumption Asm2.4 [Time-Varying Treatment Regime]

A treatment regime is considered time-varying when its values change over time but in a non-dynamic

way, that is, for every time step t, and for every realization of the history process ht, the decision

rule is a constant function, i.e., πt(ht) = ωt.

It is for this reason that through the thesis, the potential outcomes are denoted as Yt(ω≤t), where

the potential treatment ωt is pre-specified and does not depend on the individual’s observed history Ht.

Instead, each ωt is chosen exogenously from the treatment space W , independently of the realized history

process.

Example Ex2.1 [Time-varying vs. Dynamic Treatments]

For an individual, two treatment regimes could be : Time-varying: administer radiotherapy on

days 1–5 of each 21-day cycle. Dynamic: increase dose if interim tumor volume has not fallen by

20% by day 10.



Remark Rem2.6 [Intermediate Potential Outcomes]

In our work, we are not only interested in estimating the treatment effect at the end/follow-up of a

study, i.e., only defining causal effects with respect to (w.r.t.) the final potential outcomes YT (ω≤T ).

The fact that we measure "intermediate" outcomes Y1, . . . , YT−1 motivates the definition of causal

effects as functions of the remaining potential outcomes Yt(ω≤t). Virtually speaking, at each time

step, we have a final outcome measured Yt, for which we aim to estimate the causal effect, either

conditional or averaged through E(Yt(ω≤t) | X≤t, Y<t) or E(Yt(ω≤t)), respectively.

2.2.2 Causal Effects in Longitudinal Settings: Definitions and Identification

The missing data problem is exacerbated in longitudinal settings: at each time step t, we only observe

one version of the outcome, while Kt − 1 potential outcomes are missing because their corresponding

treatment assignments were not chosen. This setting is more challenging than estimating causal effects

at the end of a study, where only a total of KT − 1 missing potential outcomes exist. For our case (c.f.

Remark Rem2.6), the total number of missing outcomes throughout the study is
∑T
t=1(Kt − 1).

For notational convenience, we denote the following vector form for a sequence of covariates:

X<t(ω<t) := (X1,X2(ω1),X3(ω1, ω2), . . . ,Xt(ω<t)).

We have defined "potential covariates" due to the sequential nature of the data. This means that current

covariates could potentially be affected by past treatments. Therefore, a rigorous definition of the potential

outcome should consider both a potential sequence of treatments and a potential sequence of covariates

(Robins, 2004; Vansteelandt & Joffe, 2014) :

Y≤t(ω≤t,X<t(ω<t)) := (Y1(ω1), Y2(ω1,2,X2(ω1)), . . . , Yt(ω≤t,X<t(ω<t))).

To draw causal inference in longitudinal data up to time t, we define a probability distribution over the

product space consisting of:

• all treatments W≤t forming the space Wt,

• all potential outcomes {
Ys(ω≤s) : ω≤s ∈ Ws

}
1≤s≤t,

forming the space
t∏

s=1

∏
ω≤s∈Ws

Y = Y
∑t

s=1
|Ws|,

• all potential covariates

{X1} ∪
{

Xs(ω<s) : ω<s ∈ Ws−1}
2≤s≤t,



forming the space

X ×
t∏

s=2

∏
ω<s∈Ws−1

X = X 1+
∑t

s=2
|Ws−1|.

In full generality, the assignment mechanism at time t takes the form:

p
(
Wt | {Y≤t(ω≤t)}ω≤t∈Wt , {X≤t(ω<t)}ω<t∈Wt−1 , W<t

)
,

which is highly complex due to its dependence on all sequences of potential outcomes and covariates

defined up to time t. To simplify this assignment mechanism, we introduce a structural assumption similar

to the concept of ignorability in static settings but adapted to longitudinal data. This is referred to as

sequential ignorability (Robins & Hernán, 2009b), which assumes that at any time in the study, treatment

is conditionally randomized given the history of observed variables:

Assumption Asm2.5 [Sequential Ignorability]

Sequential ignorability holds when, at each time step t, the treatment assignment is sequentially

randomized given the observed history process up to time t, formally:

(
{Y≤t(ω≤t)}ω≤t∈Wt , {X≤t(ω<t)}ω<t∈Wt−1

)
⊥⊥Wt | Ht.

Next, we present the consistency assumption to link the observed outcomes and covariates to the

potential ones. Specifically, the observed outcome at time t, Yt, corresponds to the potential outcome

Yt(W≤t), and similarly for the covariates Xt. Formally:

Assumption Asm2.6 [Consistency]

For every time step t, and for any sequence of treatments ω≤t, the observed outcomes and covariates

are equal to the potential outcomes and covariates under that treatment sequence, formally:

W≤t = ω≤t =⇒ Yt = Yt(ω≤t) and Xt = Xt(ω<t).

The consistency assumption Asm2.6 states that one potential outcome is observed when a specific

treatment is observed at any time step. This also implies that there is no interference across units, meaning

that the treatments other units receive do not affect the potential outcome of other units (Assumption

Asm2.1). However, it’s important to note that without restrictive assumptions, we cannot assume that

there is no interference within the observations of the same individual. This is why, in addition to the

announced attributes Xt being potential confounders, the past treatment trajectory W<t also confounds

both Yt and Wt. This assumption applies to all past information Ht up to the current time step t and

assumes it to be confounding Yit and Wit (Figure 2.2). Now, armed with the sequential ignorability
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Figure 2.2: A causal graph is assumed to generate longitudinal data of 3-time steps (T = 3). Edges are
colored (pink, blue, and red) whenever the causal relation may contribute to confounding treatment and
response at any time step t.

assumption and consistency, the assignment mechanism can be as

p
(
Wt | {Y≤t(ω≤t)}ω≤t∈Wt , {X≤t(ω<t)}ω<t∈Wt−1 , W<t

)
= p(Wt | Y<t,X≤t,W<t) = p(Wt | Ht).

Similar to our discussion in the static setting (Section 2.1.1), the Assumption Asm2.5 guarantees that

within a specific area of the space of Ht, the groups of individuals who were treated and those who were

not can be fairly compared. This kind of "local" comparability is ensured by having both treated and

untreated individuals present at each level of Ht:

Assumption Asm2.7 [Overlap/Positivity]

Given any time step t, and for any possible historical context ht, the probability of observing any of

the two treatment regimes ωt is strictly positive:

p(ht) ̸= 0 =⇒ p(Wt = ωt | ht) > 0.

☞ The causal quantity of interest in the longitudinal setting depends on the scientific objective

of the study. In this thesis, we take the viewpoint that the primary causal quantity of interest

is the mean of the potential outcomes given the observed covariates (Equation 2.5).

Definition Def2.3 [Conditional Expected Potential Outcome]

The expected potential outcome at time t, given the history of covariates X≤t = x≤t and responses



Y<t = y<t, is formalized as:

m
ω≤t

t (x≤t, y<t) := E(Yt(ω≤t) | X≤t = x≤t, Y<t = y<t), ω≤t ∈ Wt. (2.5)

The conditional potential outcome allows us to evaluate the possible counterfactual trajectories of

the responses given records for any given potential sequence of treatments. Furthermore, this causal

quantity allows us to define another interesting causal quantity, the CATE in the time-varying setting.

Definition Def2.4 [Time-varying CATE]

Given two potential sequences of treatments ω≤t and ω′
≤t, the time-varying CATE is defined as

τt(x≤t, y<t;ω≤t, ω
′
≤t) := E

[
Yt(ω≤t)− Yt(ω′

≤t)
∣∣X≤t = x≤t, Y<t = y<t

]
= m

ω≤t

t (x≤t, y<t)−m
ω′

≤t

t (x≤t, y<t).

Based on this causal quantity, we can define the ATE for the longitudinal data up to time t.

Definition Def2.5 [Time-varying ATE]

Given two potential sequences of treatments ω≤t and ω′
≤t, the time-varying ATE is defined as:

τt(ω≤t, ω
′
≤t) := EX≤t,Y<t

[
τt(x≤t, y<t;ω≤t, ω

′
≤t)
]
.

Why do we focus on estimating conditional potential outcomes? To estimate the CATE, it’s

necessary to calculate the difference in potential outcomes between a candidate treatment trajectory

ω≤t and a potential control trajectory ω(c)
≤t . However, the control sequence need not be identical for all

units (e.g. ω(c)
≤t = (0, . . . , 0)). Instead, it can be more informative to compare two counterfactual outcome

trajectories corresponding to different treatment sequences ω≤t and ω′
≤t, as in the general definition of

the time-varying CATE. Therefore, we adopt an outcome-based approach, where the estimation of CATE

(Definition Def2.4) can be performed in a later stage, tailored to the specific needs of the application.

This approach also applies to the time-varying ATE, which similarly relies on comparing two treatment

sequences. This later stage of estimation underscores the versatility of our method in applying CATE/ATE:

• Deciding which of the two potential treatments is favorable for a given individual by assessing

τt(x≤t, y<t;ω≤t, ω
′≤ t).

• Deciding on a population level whether it is more favorable to switch treatment from ω′
≤t to ω≤t,

depending on τt(ω≤t, ω
′
≤t).



Policy learning from counterfactuals Additionally, framing our general causal inference task this

way allows us to leverage the estimated counterfactual responses to learn a policy—that is, choosing the

best possible treatment strategy for a given individual without explicitly estimating CATE or ATE. For

instance, in the case of a cancer dataset, where the response of interest is tumor volume, one could choose

the treatment sequence (e.g., chemotherapy, radiotherapy) that minimizes tumor volume. Formally, we

learn such a DTR/policy by solving an optimisation problem over a prespecified class Π of admissible

regimes (Murphy, 2003; Robins, 2004). For example, the history-specific optimal policy is

π⋆≤t(ht) ∈ arg min
π≤t∈Π

E
[
Yt(π≤t) | X≤t = x≤t, Y<t = y<t

]
,

which reduces to the pointwise minimization minω≤t
m
ω≤t

t (x≤t, y<t) when Π contains only fixed treatment

sequences—that is, under the time-varying regime assumption (Asm2.4).

This approach demonstrates the flexibility and adaptability of our method to various research questions

and practical applications, enhancing its potential impact and utility.

The three causal quantities defined so far are identified given the formulated assumptions of sequential

ignorability, consistency, and positivity, collectively referred to as the sequential ignorability assumptions.

We summarize the results in the following proposition.

Proposition Prop2.1 [(Robins & Hernán, 2009a; Robins, 1999b)]

Given the assumption of sequential ignorability, the conditional potential outcomes are identified as:

m
ω≤t

t (x≤t, y<t) = EYt|Ht
(Yt | Ht = [x≤t, y<t, ω<t],Wt = ωt).

As a result, the time-varying CATE is identified as

τt(x≤t, y<t;ω≤t, ω
′
≤t) = EYt|Ht

(
Yt
∣∣Ht = [x≤t, y<t, ω<t], Wt = ωt

)
− EYt|Ht

(
Yt
∣∣Ht = [x≤t, y<t, ω

′
<t], Wt = ω′

t

)
.

The time-varying ATE is identified as:

τt(ω≤t, ω
′
≤t) = E(X≤t,Y<t)

[
EYt|Ht

(Yt |Ht = [x≤t, y<t, ω<t], Wt = ωt)
]

− E(X≤t,Y<t)
[
EYt|Ht

(Yt |Ht = [x≤t, y<t, ω
′
<t], Wt = ω′

t)
]
.

2.2.3 Modeling Challenges

Causal feedback For longitudinal data, feedback refers to the idea that previous treatments may impact

an intermediate variable, which in turn affects future treatments. In the literature, these intermediate

variables are typically confounders, leading to what is often called treatment-confounder feedback (Robins,



1997; 1999a; Robins et al., 2000). However, in this thesis, we consider a more complex scenario where we

also assume the existence of treatment-response feedback. Both types of causal feedback are depicted in

Figure 2.2. To understand the importance of causal feedback in longitudinal data, let’s consider a simple

model of the time-varying outcome Yt:

Yt = γYt−1 + βWt + β1Wt−1 + α⊤Xt + ϵt, (2.6)

where ϵt is an error term independent of Y<t,W≤t,X≤t. Assuming consistency, we can write the following

model for the potential outcomes:

Yt(ω≤t) = γYt−1(ω<t) + βωt + β1ωt−1 + α⊤Xt(ω<t) + ϵt. (2.7)

Since we consider the history process Ht to confound the treatment Wt and outcome Yt, we observe both

treatment-confounder feedback through the term Xt(ω<t) and treatment-response feedback through the

term Yt−1(ω<t). These two types of feedback occur because we are considering the carryover effect:

Definition Def2.6 [Carryover Effect]

A carryover effect (or lagged effect) refers to any additional influence that treatments administered

at one or more previous time points (Wt−1,Wt−2, . . .) exert on the outcome Yt beyond the direct,

immediate effect of Wt.

Here, the carryover effect manifests because the past treatment Wt−1 affects Yt directly and also

indirectly through the feedback paths

Wt−1 → Yt−1 → Yt and Wt−1 → Xt → Yt.

When conditioning on Yt−1 and Xt, we introduce post-treatment bias (Rosenbaum, 1984; Robins, 1997;

Robins et al., 1999) because they are both affected by Wt−1. Consequently, we cannot consistently

estimate the parameter β1.

One might argue that removing conditioning on Yt−1 and Xt could allow for consistent estimation of

β1. However, doing so would violate sequential ignorability (Asm2.5), and therefore the treatment effect

β, associated with Wt, cannot be consistently estimated due to missing confounders—resulting in omitted

variable bias (Angrist & Pischke, 2009; Cinelli & Hazlett, 2020) in the case of our linear regression model.

The simple model we presented is commonly called a fixed effect model (Blackwell & Glynn, 2018;

Imbens, 2024), and it cannot handle causal feedback. However, if one is only interested in Contemporaneous

Treatment Effect (CTE), that is we assume :

Assumption Asm2.8 [Contemporaneous Treatment Effect (CTE)]

We restrict ourselves to measuring only the CTE, i.e., the effect related to the current treatment



variable Wt. The potential trajectory of treatments up to t − 1, ω<t, is assumed to be consistent

with the observed history of treatments, i.e., W<t = ω<t. Therefore, the potential outcomes of

interest at each time step t are {Yt(W<t, ω)}ω∈W .

The potential outcomes can then be written as

Yt(W<t, ωt) = γYt−1(W<t) + βωt + β1W<t−1 + α⊤Xt(W<t) + ϵt. (2.8)

which, by consistency assumption, is reduced to

Yt(W<t, ωt) = γYt−1 + βωt + β1W<t−1 + α⊤Xt + ϵt, (2.9)

and the causal parameter β can be estimated consistently. It is therefore common and convenient in the

case of Assumption Asm2.8 to denote the potential outcome Yt(ωt) as it would be the case in Chapter 3.

Controlling for Confounding Bias Since conditioning for confounding variables in outcome models

cannot fully address the estimation of causal effects in a sequence of variables, even standard methods

discussed in static settings, such as matching Abadie et al. (2004); Austin (2011a), stratification (Frangakis

& Rubin, 2002; Imbens & Rubin, 2015), or classical weighting methods (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983;

D’Agostino, 1998), may fall short. To this end, Marginal Structural Model (MSM) (cf. Section 2.2.5)

were introduced to estimate time-dependent causal effects in the presence of time-dependent confounders

(Robins & Hernán, 2009a; Robins et al., 1999; 2000). MSM provides consistent estimates of causal effects

for time-varying treatments through IPTW. This method accounts for time-dependent confounding by

assigning each subject a weight based on the inverse probability of receiving the treatment, given their

covariates. Intuitively, this creates a pseudo-population where each individual is duplicated as many

times as the inverse of their weight. In this pseudo-population, weighted time-dependent confounders are

balanced over time.

2.2.4 Literature Overview: The Challenge of Missing Confounders

Unit Fixed Effects Regression Models Unit fixed effects models are a widely used approach for

addressing time-invariant unobserved confounders in longitudinal data, particularly in econometrics,

political science, and social sciences (Beck, 2001; Wilson & Butler, 2007; Hsiao, 2007; Wooldridge, 2010;

Bell & Jones, 2015; Clark & Linzer, 2015). These models adjust for individual-specific characteristics that

do not change over time by including unit-specific intercepts, capturing the unobserved characteristics of

each individual. This allows researchers to control for factors that affect the outcome but are not directly

observed or measured. The general form of the PO model can be, for example, written as:

Yt(W<t, ωt) = α0 + γYt−1 + βωt + β1W<t−1 + α⊤Xt + ϵt,



where α0 represents the unit-specific effect and is typically viewed as a function h of unobserved confounders,

U, that does not change over time, α0 = h(U). This approach allows for the implicit control of these

confounders through the unit-specific intercepts. However, as noted before, this method can introduce

post-treatment bias when dynamic causal feedback paths are present, making it less suitable for models

where past outcomes or covariates affect current treatments (Imai & Kim, 2019).

A natural extension of this model is the two-way fixed effects model (De Chaisemartin & d’Haultfoeuille,

2020; Callaway & Sant’Anna, 2021; Sant’Anna & Zhao, 2020; Goodman-Bacon, 2021; Arkhangelsky &

Imbens, 2021; Athey & Imbens, 2017), which incorporates a time-specific effect, λt, to account for

unobserved heterogeneity that varies across time but is constant across individuals:

Yt(W<t, ωt) = α0 + λt + γYt−1 + βωt + β1W<t−1 + α⊤Xt + ϵt.

Traditional two-way fixed effects models operate under the assumption of homogeneous treatment effects

across individuals, which limits their applicability in scenarios where treatment effects may vary. To

address this limitation,Callaway & Sant’Anna (2021) developed methodologies for estimating group-specific

treatment effects, allowing for heterogeneity in treatment effects across different subpopulations. Building

on this work, Arkhangelsky & Imbens (2021) proposed a doubly-robust linear estimator which maintains

unbiasedness under two conditions: either when the two-way linear model holds in the presence of observed

covariates, or when a set of assumption on treatment assignment are satisfied.

Modeling Group-Based Unobserved Heterogeneity As per unobserved heterogeneity that

varies across groups, group-based approaches have been developed which cluster units into groups with

shared characteristics, allowing researchers to control for unobserved heterogeneity across groups rather

than individuals. Bonhomme & Manresa (2015) pioneered this method with their grouped heterogeneity

models, which cluster units into latent groups based on both observed and unobserved characteristics. These

models have been successfully applied in policy evaluation, where grouping units based on unobserved

characteristics, such as economic conditions or regional factors, helps isolate the effects of an intervention

(Bonhomme & Manresa, 2015). Su et al. (2016) extended this approach by developing methods to handle

latent group structures in large datasets, making it possible to identify unobserved heterogeneity in panel

data with high-dimensional covariates.

Interactive Panel Models Interactive fixed effects models extend two-way fixed effects models by

allowing for interactions between units and time periods through latent factors. These models, introduced

by (Bai, 2009), are particularly useful in addressing time-varying unobserved confounders, which are

prevalent in longitudinal data settings such as macroeconomic studies or public health interventions.

Interactive fixed effects models enhance the ability to capture more complex patterns in the data by

incorporating unobserved factors that vary across units and over time (Bai, 2009). Interactive panel data

is part of a broader class of general factor models for which synthetic control has been extensively studied

(Abadie et al., 2010; Arkhangelsky et al., 2019; Chernozhukov et al., 2019; Ben-Michael et al., 2021).



Instrumental variables for panel data Despite the extensive focus on instrumental variables (IVs)

for addressing unmeasured confounding in static settings (Hernán & Robins, 2006; Imbens, 2014; Imbens

& Rubin, 2015; Hartford et al., 2017; Athey et al., 2019; Syrgkanis et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2022b; Cheng

et al., 2023), their application in the context of time-varying data with missing confounders has been

relatively underexplored in the literature. Early contributions by Angrist et al. (1996) introduced the

potential outcomes framework in IV settings, demonstrating how IV estimands could be interpreted as

local average treatment effects (LATE) for specific subpopulations. Building on this, Michael et al. (2024)

proposed a weighted IV estimator for MSM, incorporating time-varying IVs to adjust for unobserved

confounders dynamically. This estimator is particularly useful for complex longitudinal data as it generates

stabilized weights that simultaneously account for treatment and confounders over time. Sun et al. (2018)

tackled data missing not at random (MNAR) using IVs, providing a semiparametric framework capable of

robust estimation, even when the missing data mechanism is non-ignorable.

Proximal Causal Learning (PCI) The PCI leverages proxy variables—measured covariates that

serve as imperfect surrogates for unmeasured confounders, which allows for the identification of causal

effects even when the standard no unmeasured confounding assumption fails (Miao et al., 2016; Tchetgen

et al., 2020). These proxies facilitate the recovery of causal effects by solving inverse problems via bridge

functions and the g-formula (Miao et al., 2016). Initially developed for point exposures, PCI has been

extended to dynamic treatment regimes and time-varying treatments (Tchetgen et al., 2020; Zhang &

Tchetgen, 2024).

Proximal Causal Inference in Dynamic Treatment Settings In dynamic treatment settings,

PCI employs time-varying proxies to overcome hidden confounders across multiple time points. For

example, Zhang & Tchetgen (2024) have shown that utilizing two independent proxy variables at each

time point can identify the joint distribution of counterfactual outcomes. This approach aids in estimating

optimal dynamic treatment regimes even with unmeasured confounding, extending the utility of the

proximal g-formula. This formula generalizes Robins’ g-formula for time-varying treatments, as discussed in

(Tchetgen et al., 2020). Moreover, the proximal inverse probability-weighted (PIPW) estimator, described

in Ying et al. (2022), improves standard IPW methods by including proxy variables to adjust for hidden

confounders. This allows for estimating survival curves and other longitudinal outcomes without assuming

ignorability. Proximal doubly robust (PDR) estimators, which maintain consistency even when models

for either confounders or outcomes are incorrectly specified, have also been proposed (Ying et al., 2023).

Despite its advantages, PCI faces practical challenges in identifying suitable proxies that satisfy relevance

and completeness conditions (Tchetgen et al., 2020; Zhang & Tchetgen, 2024). Estimating bridge functions

and solving nested inverse problems can also be computationally intensive.

The Deconfounding Approach In genetic studies, latent, unobserved confounding factors; like

population structure, complicate causal inference by inducing spurious associations between genotypes

and phenotypes. To address this challenge, Tran & Blei (2018) propose a method based on implicit causal



models which incorporate implicit density functions, implemented via neural networks, allowing them to

capture nonlinear relationships and gene-population interactions. Ranganath & Perotte (2018) formalize

a general framework for causal inference in the presence of unmeasured confounding. They introduce

two key assumptions (i) shared confounding: all treatments are influenced by a common set of latent

variables. (ii) independence given shared confounders: conditioning on these latent variables renders

the treatments conditionally independent. To estimate the unobserved confounders, they construct an

information-regularized estimator, which balances two competing goals: preserving the shared confounding

structure while ensuring that the independence condition is not violated. Expanding on this line of

thought, Wang & Blei (2019a) articulate the theory of the deconfounder. Their central insight is that when

many causes are observed jointly, the combined pattern of their assignments contains information about

the latent confounders. They showed that it is possible to construct a latent variable, via a probabilistic

factor model, that captures the influence of unobserved confounders. Conditioning on this variable permits

unbiased estimation of treatment effects. The deconfounder framework has found practical applications

beyond genetics. In recommendation systems, it enables more accurate predictions by adjusting for hidden

user traits that simultaneously influence item exposure and preferences (Wang et al., 2018). In healthcare,

Zhang et al. (2019) applied the deconfounder to observational studies using electronic health records to

correct for unmeasured confounding in treatment effect estimation.

Deconfounding in Temporal Settings Researchers have extended the deconfounder approach

to dynamic and time-series contexts, where treatments and confounders evolve over time. Bica et al.

(2020b) introduce the Time Series Deconfounder, which uses a RNN with multitask outputs to build

a temporal factor model. At each time step, the model infers latent variables that account for hidden

confounders and ensures that assigned treatments are conditionally independent given these variables. This

framework enables estimating treatment effects even in the presence of multiple time-varying confounders.

Building on this idea, Kuzmanovic et al. (2021) propose the Deconfounding Temporal Autoencoder (DTA),

designed for longitudinal data with noisy proxies of hidden variables. The DTA architecture combines a

Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) autoencoder with a causal regularization penalty, learning a latent

representation that substitutes for unmeasured confounders. Once this embedding is learned, an outcome

model is conditioned on it to estimate CATE.

Deconfounding Continuous-Time Settings In settings with continuous treatments and irregularly

sampled data, Cao et al. (2023) adapt the deconfounding framework using neural differential equations.

Their model constructs a latent factor process via a stochastic controlled differential equation, augmented

by a Lipschitz-constrained convolutional operator. Hatt & Feuerriegel (2024) focus on sequential treatment

settings where a single intervention is administered at each time step, and unobserved confounders remain

stable. They model treatment assignment as a first-order Markov process, conditioned on observed

covariates and latent variables. By inferring these latent variables, modeled via a Gaussian process, they

restore conditional independence and enable CATE estimation.



Substitute Adjustment and the Limits of Deconfounding Recently, Adams & Hansen (2024)

distinguished their work from the original deconfounder theory, particularly regarding causal interpretations

and the methodology used for adjustments. While the deconfounder, as introduced by Wang & Blei

(2019a), emphasizes adjusting for latent variables to estimate causal parameters under the assumption

of unobserved confounding, Adams & Hansen (2024) argued for a broader approach termed "Substitute

Adjustment." This method does not rely on strict causal assumptions but estimates adjusted regression

parameters using inferred latent variables. This approach abstracts from causal interpretations, making

the method applicable in a broader context where causal claims may not be strictly held.

As a summary, Table 2.2 presents a comparative overview of the main models discussed, grouped by

category, main characteristics, and references.

Table 2.2: Comprehensive Overview of Methods Addressing Missing Confounders in Longitudinal Data

Category Method / Model Key Features References

Fixed Effects
Models

Unit Fixed Effects Controls time-invariant unobserved con-
founders using unit intercepts. Prone to
post-treatment bias.

(Hsiao, 2007;
Wooldridge,
2010)

Two-Way Fixed Effects Time fixed effects; Treatment effects are
homogeneous.

(Callaway &
Sant’Anna,
2021;
Arkhangel-
sky & Imbens,
2021)

Grouped Heterogeneity
Models

Units clustered into latent groups; shared
unobserved factors across groups.

(Bonhomme &
Manresa, 2015;
Su et al., 2016)

Interactive
Panel Models

Interactive Fixed Ef-
fects

Latent factors vary over units and time;
captures time-varying confounding.

(Bai, 2009)

Generalized Synthetic
Control

Combines factor models and synthetic
control; robust for high-dimensional con-
founding.

(Xu, 2017)

Instrumental
Variable
Methods

IV for MSM Weighted IV estimator for marginal struc-
tural models with time-varying IVs.

(Michael et al.,
2024)

IVs for MNAR Data Semi-parametric IV estimator. (Sun et al.,
2018)

Proximal
Causal
Inference (PCI)

Proximal G-Formula Uses proxies and bridge functions to re-
cover causal effects without ignorability.

(Tchetgen
et al., 2020;
Miao et al.,
2016)

PIPW Estimator Proxy-based inverse probability weighting
for survival analysis.

(Ying et al.,
2022)

Proximal DR Estima-
tor

Doubly robust estimator under proxy-
based confounding.

(Ying et al.,
2023)

Latent Variable
/ Deconfounder
Models

Implicit Causal Models Neural density estimators for unobserved
confounding in genetics.

(Tran & Blei,
2018)

Shared Confounding
Estimator

Assumes common latent confounders
across multiple treatments.

(Ranganath &
Perotte, 2018)

The Deconfounder Factor model for multiple causes; esti-
mates substitute confounders.

(Wang & Blei,
2019a)

Medical Deconfounder EHR-based treatment effect estimation
with latent confounder modeling.

(Zhang et al.,
2019)

Time Series Decon-
founder

RNN-based factor model for time-varying
unobserved confounders.

(Bica et al.,
2020b)

DTA Proxy-driven autoencoder for CATE in
time-series settings.

(Kuzmanovic
et al., 2021)

Gaussian Process Fac-
tor Model

Uses GP over time to infer latent con-
founders in sequential treatments.

(Hatt & Feuer-
riegel, 2024)

Neural Diff. Equation
Model

Latent confounders in continuous-time
data via stochastic diff. eqs.

(Cao et al.,
2023)

Alternative Ad-
justment

Substitute Adjustment Does not assume causal structure; recov-
ers latent variables to adjust regression.

(Adams &
Hansen, 2024)



2.2.5 Literature Overview: Methods verifying our Causal assumptions

In this section, we review the models that follow the same assumptions as our work in Chapters 3 and 4,

that is, they assume sequential ignorability (Asm2.5), work under binary or discrete treatments (Remark

Rem2.1), and perform counterfactual regression, i.e, estimate the conditional counterfactual response

(Definition Def2.3 and Proposition Prop2.1).

These models aim to estimate the effects of a given treatment sequence on the outcome over a prediction

horizon ρ, given the patient’s treatment history and covariates at time t. Formally, we model:

E [Yt+ρ |Wt,t+ρ−1,Ht] = g (ρ,Wt:t+ρ−1,Ht)

where g is a non-linear function. The goal is to predict the future outcome Yt+ρ based on the patient’s

treatment sequence Wt:t+ρ−1 and covariate history Ht.

MSM To control for time-dependent confounding, MSM adjusts for the bias introduced by time-varying

covariates through the use of stabilized weights (Robins et al., 2000):

SW(t, ρ) =
t+ρ−1∏
s=t

∏K−1
k=0 p (Ws = k |W<s)∏K−1

k=0 p (Ws = k |W<s,X≤s)
(2.10)

where p(·) is the conditional probability mass function for discrete treatments, or the density function

for continuous treatments, and K represents the number of treatment variables (e.g., chemotherapy,

radiotherapy). The stabilized weights are computed by comparing the treatment probability given the

patient’s history Ht with the treatment probability given only on past treatments W<t (Numerator of

Equation 2.10). We estimate the propensity weights using logistic regression:

p
(
Wt = k |W<t

)
= σ

K−1∑
j=0

αj,k

(
t−1∑
s=1

1{Ws=j}

) ,

p
(
Wt = k | Ht

)
= σ

K−1∑
j=0

ϕj,k

(
t−1∑
s=1

1{Ws=j}

)
+ β1Xt + β2Xt−1

 ,

where (αj,k)0≤j,k≤K−1, (ϕ⋆)0≤j,k≤K−1, (β1, β2) are regression coefficients and σ(·) is the Sigmoid function.

The model then uses the weighted regression to estimate the outcome at time t+ ρ:

g
(
ρ, Wt:t+ρ−1, Ht

)
=
K−1∑
k=0

δk

(
t+ρ−1∑
s=t

1{Ws=k}

)
+ η⊤

1 Xt + η⊤
2 Xt−1,

where (δk)0≤k≤K−1 and η1,η2 are regression coefficients, representing the effects of the treatments

and covariates, respectively.

Recurrent Marginal Structural Model (RMSM) The RMSM (Lim, 2018a) generalizes the standard

MSM by enabling highly non-linear modeling of the dynamics between covariates and treatments using a

RNN architecture. The model uses stabilized weights for the regression loss based on the IPTW, which



is generalized to handle multiple treatment assignments, censored data, and continuous dosages. Lim

(2018a) suggested adding a second weighting term to the stabilized weight of MSM in Equation2.10 to

account for censoring:

SW ∗(t, ρ) =
t+ρ∏
s=t

f (Cs = 0 | T > s,W<s)
f (Cs = 0 | T > s,X<s,W<s)

,

where Cn = 1 represents censoring of the trajectory, and T is the time of its occurrence. The stabilized

weights are truncated at their 1st and 99th percentile values and normalized by their mean for each

individual i:
˜SW∗
i = SW∗

i (t, ρ)
1
Ti

∑Ti

t=1 E(SW∗(t, ρ))
,

where Ti is the number of observations per patient. These two stabilized weights are used to balance the

individual regression loss over a time horizon ρ as follows:

LY = SWi(t, ρ)× ˜SW ∗
i (t, ρ)× ∥Yt+ρ−1 − g (ρ, ωt:ρ−1,Ht)∥2

.

Model Architecture The RMSM framework defines six neural networks:

• Four propensity networks: These RNN-based models compute the numerators and denominators

of the two stabilized weights. Each network uses a Sigmoid output with binary cross-entropy loss

for binary treatments, Softmax for categorical treatments, and a Variational RNN for continuous

dosages.

• Two prediction networks: (1) Encoder: A LSTM processes the individual’s covariate and

treatment history, learning a hidden representation at each time step. (2) Decoder: Given an

intended treatment plan and hidden representation, the decoder predicts outcomes across future

time steps.

Counterfactual Recurrent Network (CRN) In Bica et al. (2020a), the authors proposed CRN,

a model that employs domain adversarial training (Li et al., 2018b; Schoenauer-Sebag et al., 2019;

Ganin et al., 2016) to mitigate bias instead of weighting. Let qθW
(· | Φ (Ht)) be the treatment classifier

and GY (Φ (Ht; θR) ; θY ) be the outcome prediction network where Φ(·) is the representation function

parameterized by θR. The treatment loss LW (θR, θW ) and outcome loss LY (θR, θY ) are defined as:

LW (θR, θW ) = − log qθW
(Wt+1 | Φ (Ht; θR)),

LY (θR, θY ) = ∥Yt+1 −GY (Φ (Ht; θR) , θY )∥2
.

The model aims to maximize the treatment loss and minimize the outcome regression loss to achieve a

balanced representation, adversarially. The overall training loss is

L (θR, θY , θW ) = LY (θR, θY )− λLW (θR, θW ) ,



where λ is a hyperparameter that balances the contributions of the two loss functions. The adversarial

training follows the approach of Ganin et al. (2016), using a gradient reversal layer on the discriminator

network, allowing the model to minimize the overall loss using backpropagation while maintaining treatment

invariance.

Causal Transformer Melnychuk et al. (2022) proposed a transformer-based architecture, the Causal

Transformer, for estimating counterfactual outcomes over time. The model processes sequential data

using three specialized transformer subnetworks that separately encode time-varying covariates X≤t, past

treatments W<t, and past outcomes Y<t. The model computes a representation Φt = Φ (Ht; θR) via an

architecture that comprises the following three subnetworks: (1) Covariate Network: Encodes the

sequence of observed covariates X≤t. (2) Treatment Network: Encodes the sequence of prior treatments

W<t. (3) Outcome Network: Encodes the sequence of prior outcomes Y<t.

Each of these networks uses: (1) Masked Multi-head Self-Attention: To ensure that no future

information is seen during the encoding of past data. (2) Shared Trainable Positional Encoding: To

retain temporal relationships.

Training The CT employs a custom end-to-end training procedure based on the Counterfactual

Domain Confusion (CDC) loss, designed to reduce confounding bias: The loss consists of two components:

• Factual Outcome Loss:

LY (θY , θR) = ∥Yt+1 −GY (Φt,Wt; θY )∥2
.

• CDC Loss:

Lconf (θW , θR) = −
K∑
j=1

1[Wt = j] logGW (Φt; θW ).

Here, GW predicts treatment assignments, and the CDC loss encourages Φt to remain non-predictive

of the treatment Wt.

The overall objective function is:

θ̂Y , θ̂R = arg min
θY , θR

{
LY (θY , θR) + αLconf(θW , θR)

}
,

θ̂W = arg min
θW

LW (θR, θW ).

The CT is trained with an end-to-end learning approach, implementing techniques such as masked cross-

and self-attention to ensure that the model learns from historical data while preventing look-ahead bias.

G-Net Unlike previous discussed models, which are designed for time-varying treatment regimes, G-Net

(Li et al., 2021) is primarily designed for counterfactual prediction in dynamic treatment regimes (c.f.

Definition Def2.2). It is a sequential, RNN-based model, which is built on the g-calculus, also called

g-computation or g-formula (Robins, 1986; 1997; Vansteelandt & Joffe, 2014).



G-calculus is a general identification result introduced by Robins (1986) that expresses any conditional

counterfactual responses (or full distribution) under dynamic treatment rules entirely in terms of observable

conditional densities. In its general form, g-calculus can be presented as in the following proposition:

Proposition Prop2.2 [G-calculus (Robins, 1986)]

Assume the standard assumptions of consistency, positivity, and sequential ignorability (Assumptions

Asm2.6, Asm2.7, Asm2.5). Fix a counterfactual forecasting horizon ρ > 0 and let πt:t+ρ−1 :=(
πt, . . . , πt+ρ−1

)
be the collection of decision rules that operate between time t and t+ ρ− 1 as in

Definition Def2.2. The conditional counterfactual response at the horizon ρ can be expressed as

E
[
Yt+ρ

(
πt:t+ρ−1

) ∣∣ Ht = ht
]

=
∫

X ρ−1

∫
Yρ−1

E
[
Yt+ρ

∣∣ Ht = ht, Xt+1:t+ρ−1 = x, Yt+1:t+ρ−1 = y,

Wt:t+ρ−1 = πt:t+ρ−1(ht,x, y)
]

×
t+ρ−1∏
j=t+1

p
(

xj , yj
∣∣ Ht = ht, Xt+1:j−1 = xt+1:j−1, Yt+1:j−1 = yt+1:j−1,

Wt:j−1 = πt:j−1(ht,xt+1:j−1, yt+1:j−1)
)
dy dx .

(2.11)

The utility of Proposition Prop2.2 is that it allows the conditional counterfactual response to be

rewritten as a forward simulation that iteratively plugs in the conditional distributions of future covariates

and outcomes {Xt+j , Yt+j}1≤j≤ρ−1 given the entire past Ht. After fitting the conditional distributions

pθW
(Wt | Ht), pθX

(Xt+1 | Ht), pθY
(Yt+1 | Ht,Wt) on the observed data, one can: first overwrite future

treatments with a policy π, and second, roll the simulation forward to obtain Monte-Carlo draws of the

conditional counterfactual response. An estimation with g-calculus E
[
Yt+ρ

(
πt:t+ρ−1

) ∣∣ Ht = ht
]

can

therefore be described by the Algorithm 1.

G-Net is RNN-based realization of Algorithm 1 where similar to Causal transformers and CRN,

a representation Φt of the process history Ht is learned through an LSTM which is used to learned

conditional densities pθW
(Wt | Φt), pθX

(Xt+1 | Φt), pθY
(Yt+1 | Φt,Wt). Everything is trained end-to-end

by the negative log-likelihood of the triples (Wt,Xt+1, Yt+1).

Since we only treat time-varying treatment regimes similar to RMSM, CRN, and Causal Transformers,

the g-calculus could be adapted to this case by replacing a policy with a sequence of potential treatments:

Corollary Cor2.1

Assume we are operating under a time-varying treatment regime following Assumption Asm2.4.

Given the same assumption as in the Proposition Prop2.2, the conditional counterfactual response at



Algorithm 1 Monte Carlo g-computation

Require: Longitudinal data {{H(i)
t ,W

(i)
t , Y

(i)
t }Tt=1, i = 1, . . . , n}

Require: Horizon ρ
Require: Dynamic policy π = {πs}t+ρ−1

s=t
Require: Number of (Monte-Carlo) simulation paths NMC

Ensure: Estimate µ̂πt,ρ(ht) = E[Yt+ρ(π) | Ht = ht]
1: Stage 1: Model fitting
2: Estimate conditional laws:

pθW
(Wt | Ht), pθX

(Xt+1 | Ht), pθY
(Yt+1 | Ht,Wt)

by maximizing the joint log-likelihood on observed data.
3: Stage 2: Forward simulation (g-calculate)
4: for n ∈ {1, . . . , NMC} do
5: Initialize history: H(n)

t ← ht
6: for s ∈ {t, . . . , t+ ρ− 1} do
7: Set treatment by policy: W (n)

s ← πs(H(n)
s )

8: Sample next covariates: X(n)
s+1 ∼ pθX

(· | H(n)
s )

9: Sample next outcome: Y (n)
s+1 ∼ pθY

(· | H(n)
s ,W

(n)
s )

10: Update history:

H(n)
s+1 ← H(n)

s ∪ {X(n)
s+1,W

(n)
s , Y

(n)
s+1}

11: end for
12: end for
13: Stage 3: Causal estimand
14: Compute:

µ̂πt,ρ(ht) = 1
NMC

NMC∑
n=1

Y
(n)
t+ρ

15: return µ̂πt,ρ(ht)



the horizon ρ for a fixed treatment plan ωt:t+ρ−1 =(ωt, . . . , ωt+ρ−1) ∈ Wρ is expressed as

E
[
Yt+ρ

(
ωt:t+ρ−1

) ∣∣ Ht = ht
]

=
∫

X ρ−1

∫
Yρ−1

E
[
Yt+ρ

∣∣ Ht = ht, Xt+1:t+ρ−1 = x, Yt+1:t+ρ−1 = y,

Wt:t+ρ−1 = ωt:t+ρ−1

]
×
t+ρ−1∏
j=t+1

p
(

xj , yj
∣∣ Ht = ht, Xt+1:j−1 = xt+1:j−1, Yt+1:j−1 = yt+1:j−1,

Wt:j−1 = ωt:j−1

)
dx dy .

(2.12)

2.3 Causal graphs

In this section, we define a causal graph mathematically. Establishing the formalism of such an object

is crucial for this thesis because, although we adopt the PO framework in the first two contributions

to reason about causal inference, having a graphical understanding of causal assumptions allows us to

simplify conditional probabilities by leveraging the graphical structure between variables. On the other

hand, the notion of a causal graph is fundamental in the third contribution, as we no longer reason about

specific treatments and responses but instead focus on how the variables constituting the time-varying

confounders Xt interact with each other. Since these confounder variables are often high-dimensional

and sparse, such as vectors representing baskets of purchased products (cf. Chapter 1, Section 5.1), the

modern machine learning approach is to model them using neural network-based representations, as done

in the first two contributions. This naturally raises the question of whether one can learn representations

of confounders such that the latent variables are causal, meaning they exhibit causal relationships among

themselves both instantaneously (within each time slice) and over time (across time slices). This field of

study is commonly called causal representation learning (CRL) (Schölkopf et al., 2021).

It is worth mentioning that different causal modeling frameworks exist for reasoning about the causal

learning problem. The two most common frameworks are causal graphical models (CGMs) and SCM.

Causal Bayesian networks are another term used to refer to CGMs (Spirtes et al., 2001).

The first and necessary building block for defining a causal graphical model is to establish what we

mean by a causal relationship between two arbitrary random variables.

Definition Def2.7 [Causal Effect (Schölkopf & von Kügelgen, 2022)]

A random variable X1 is said to have a causal effect on a random variable X2 if there exist two

values x1 ̸= x′
1 such that the distribution of X2 after intervening on X1 and setting it to x1 differs

from the distribution of X2 after setting X1 to x′
1.

A crucial component in defining a causal effect is the notion of intervention, which refers to an action



upon the cause X1. This bears the same intuition as the nature of treatment in the potential outcome

framework. However, one still needs to formally define what an intervention entails when dealing with

causal graphs, which naturally leads to the discussion of the do-operator.

A causal graphical model is, first and foremost, a directed graphical model in the classical sense

(Lauritzen, 1996; Koller, 2009) that is acyclic; i.e., every causal effect “propagates” from earlier to later

variables, and no variable can (directly or indirectly) be its own ancestor, thereby enforcing the principle

that causes precede their effects. However, unlike standard directed graphical models, the directed edges

in a causal graphical model carry a causal interpretation: a directed edge signifies a causal effect, as stated

in Definition Def2.7. Formally:

Definition Def2.8 [CGM]

A Causal Graphical Model (CGM) M = (G, p) over n random variables X1, . . . , Xn is a tuple

consisting of:

• A directed acyclic graph (DAG) G, where directed edges (Xj → Xi) represent a direct causal

effect of Xj on Xi, as in Definition Def2.7.

• A probability distribution p(X1, . . . , Xn) that is Markovian w.r.t. G, meaning it factorizes as:

p(X1, . . . , Xn) =
n∏
i=1

p(Xi | Pa(Xi)) (2.13)

where Pa(Xi) := {Xj : (Xj → Xi) ∈ G} is the set of parents (i.e., direct causes) of Xi in the graph

G.

Assuming p(X1, . . . , Xn) admits a strictly positive density w.r.t. a product measure (e.g a product

of Lebesgue and counting measures depending on whether Xi is continuous or discrete) so that the

conditional probability distribution p(Xi | Pa(Xi)) is well defined for every i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and for every

possible choice of the set Pa(Xi)(Lauritzen et al., 1990), the Markov factorization is equivalent to what is

known as the local directed Markov condition (Spirtes, 2010a), which is a purely probabilistic graphical

property.

Definition Def2.9 [Local Directed Markov Condition]

A distribution p satisfies the local directed Markov condition w.r.t. a DAG G if every variable is

conditionally independent of its non-descendants in G, given its parents in G.

For example, if we are given a probability distribution over three variables p(X1, X2, X3) such that

p(X1, X3 | X2) = p(X1 | X2) p(X3 | X2),

and we assume a DAG of the form

X1 ←− X2 −→ X3,



then p satisfies the local directed Markov condition because X1, given its parent X2, is conditionally

independent of its non-descendant X3, i.e.,

X1 ⊥⊥ X3 | X2.

The same property holds for X3 by symmetry.

Under the condition of strict positive density for p(X1, . . . , Xn), the Markov factorization is also

equivalent to another important graphical criterion extensively used in causal inference: d-separation.

To formally define d-separation, we first introduce the concept of a path being blocked in a graph.

Definition Def2.10 [Path]

A path π = (X1, . . . , Xp) in a DAG G is a sequence of distinct nodes connected by edges, regardless

of their orientation, that is, for i ̸= j, Xi ̸= Xj and

Xj → Xi or Xi → Xj .

Definition Def2.11 [Blocking a Path]

A path π = (X1, . . . , Xp) is said to be blocked given a set of observed nodes O if there exists a node

Xi in the path such that:

• Xi is a common parent, i.e., Xi−1 ←− Xi −→ Xi+1, and Xi ∈ O.

• Xi is part of a cascade structure, i.e., Xi−1 −→ Xi −→ Xi+1 or Xi−1 ←− Xi ←− Xi+1, and

Xi ∈ O.

• Xi is a collider, i.e., Xi−1 −→ Xi ←− Xi+1, but Xi /∈ O and no descendant of Xi is in O.

For example, let’s consider the path X1 −→ X2 ←− X3 −→ X4 −→ X5 and let O ⊆ {X2, X3, X4},

then:

• At X2: the structure X1 → X2 ← X3 makes X2 a collider ; it is blocked if X2 /∈ O.

• At X3: the structure X2 ← X3 → X4 makes X3 a fork; it is blocked if X3 ∈ O.

• At X4: the structure X3 → X4 → X5 makes X4 a chain; it is blocked if X4 ∈ O.

All conditioning blocking sets: the path is blocked by O precisely when at least one of the following

holds:

• Collider at X2 is blocked: X2 /∈ O.

• Fork at X3 is blocked: X3 ∈ O.



• Chain at X4 is blocked: X4 ∈ O.

Equivalently, every subset O except the one that contains X2 and contains neither X3 nor X4 will

block the path. Thus, the seven blocking sets are:

Set O Blocks via

∅ X2 (collider; X2 /∈ O)

{X3} X2 or X3

{X4} X2 or X4

{X3, X4} X2, X3, or X4

{X2, X3} X3

{X2, X4} X4

{X2, X3, X4} X3 or X4

Non–blocking set: The only subset that does not block is O = {X2}, since it “unblocks” the collider

at X2 and contains neither X3 nor X4.

Definition Def2.12 [D-separation]

Let A,B,C be non-overlapping sets of nodes in a graph G. A and B are d-separated given C if

all paths connecting a ∈ A and b ∈ B are blocked by C, meaning the paths are inaccessible when

conditioning on C.

One key application of d-separation is simplifying conditional probability dependencies based on the

graphical relationships between variable sets A,B,C.

Proposition Prop2.3

If the sets of nodes A and B are d-separated given C, then:

p(A,B | C) = p(A | C)p(B | C).

Corollary Cor2.2

If the sets of nodes A and B are d-separated given C, then the conditional probability p(A | B,C)

simplifies to p(A | C), meaning it is sufficient to condition only on the set of nodes blocking the paths

between A and B.

The global directed Markov condition is based on the d-separation property and is defined as follows:



Definition Def2.13 [Global Directed Markov Condition]

A probability distribution p is said to satisfy the global directed Markov condition if, for any disjoint

sets of variables A,B,C, d-separation of A and B given C in G implies that A is conditionally

independent of B given C in p.

When a graphical model is endowed with a causal interpretation, as in the case of CGM in Definition

Def2.8, the local directed Markov condition becomes a key property that links causal relationships in

a causal graph to conditional probabilities. This property is known as the Causal Markov Condition

(Spirtes et al., 2001). To define it formally, we first introduce the notion of a causally sufficient set of

variables in a graph.

Definition Def2.14 [Causally Sufficient Set]

A set of variables O in a causal graph G is said to be causally sufficient if there is no variable X in

Ō that is a common cause of at least two variables in A.

In other words, a set of variables is causally sufficient if it includes all common causes of the variables

within the set. For example, if a DAG has the form

X1 −→ X2 ←− X3 −→ X4 −→ X5,

then the set {X1, X2, X4} is not causally sufficient because it misses a common parent of two variables

within the set, X2 and X4, which is X3. The set {X1, X2, X3, X4} is therefore causally sufficient.

We can now define the Causal Markov Condition.

Definition Def2.15 [Causal Markov Condition]

Let M = (G, p) be a CGM over n random variables X1, . . . , Xn. The causal graph is said to satisfy

the Causal Markov Condition if the set of variables {X1, . . . , Xn} is causally sufficient and the

distribution p(X1, . . . , Xn) satisfies the local directed Markov condition (cf. Definition Def2.9).

The utility of the Causal Markov Condition lies in its ability to express the joint probability distribution

of the system variables X1, . . . , Xn. If a variable, say Xj , is externally manipulated to follow a new

mechanism p∗(Xj | Pa(Xj)), then one only needs to replace the original mechanism p(Xj | Pa(Xj)) with

its altered version p∗(Xj | Pa(Xj)) in the Markov factorization according to the graph G:

p(X1, . . . , Xn | do(Xj ∼ p∗(Xj | Pa(Xj)))) := p∗(Xj | Pa(Xj))
n∏

i=1,i̸=j
p(Xi | Pa(Xi)). (2.14)

Here, we use the do-notation to emphasize that Xj has been actively intervened upon rather than



passively observed. As a result, the conditioning sign in the left-hand side (LHS) of Equation 2.14 does

not represent classical probabilistic conditioning.

It is common for the variable Xj to be assigned a particular value, say xj , typically denoted as

do(Xj = xj). In this case, we replace p(Xj | Pa(Xj)) with the Dirac distribution δ(Xj = xj), and the

interventional probability becomes:

p(X1, . . . , Xn | do(Xj = xj)) = δ(Xj = xj)
n∏

i=1,i̸=j
p(Xi | Pa(Xi)). (2.15)

SCM represents another causal modeling framework that still relates to causal graphs but differs in its

functional nature: direct causes (parents) influence their effects (children) through directed functional

relationships:

Definition Def2.16 [Structural Causal Model]

An SCM is a causal model represented by a tuple M = ⟨Ξn,Xn,F, pΞn⟩, where:

1. Ξn := {ξ1, . . . , ξn} is the set of exogenous noise variables that capture factors not explicitly

represented in the model.

2. Xn := {X1, . . . , Xn} represents the set of observed variables in the model, also referred to as

endogenous variables. These variables are determined by Ξn and Xn itself through functional

dependencies.

3. F := {f1, f2, . . . , fn} is the set of structural functions such that:

Xi := fi (Pa(Xi), ξi) , i = 1, . . . , n

where Pa(Xi) ⊂ Xn − {Xi}.

4. pΞn
refers to the joint probability distribution over the noise terms pΞn

(ξ1, . . . , ξn).

From the definition of an SCM, there is a strong connection with causal graphs. Given the structure

of an SCM, we can define an associated causal graph as follows:

Definition Def2.17 [Induced Causal Graph]

The causal graph G induced by an SCM M = ⟨Ξn,Xn,F, pΞn
⟩ is the directed graph with nodes Xn

and a directed edge from each node in Pa(Xi) to Xi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

According to the induced causal graph, we must eliminate any possible cycles in the graph to ensure

that the probability distribution over the observed variables Xn is uniquely defined. We therefore assume

the acyclicity of the induced causal graph:



Assumption Asm2.9 [Acyclicity]

The induced graph G of an SCM M is assumed to be a directed acyclic graph (DAG).

To ensure that the probability distribution over the observed variables Xn, as induced by the SCM

model, admits a Markov factorization according to its induced causal graph, we further assume that the

exogenous noise variables are independent:

Assumption Asm2.10 [Causal Sufficiency / No Hidden Confounders]

The exogenous noise variables Ξn are jointly independent, i.e.,

pΞn
(ξ1, . . . , ξn) = pξ1(ξ1)× · · · × pξn

(ξn).

The causal sufficiency assumption is equivalent to stating that the set of observed causal variables

is causally sufficient according to Definition Def2.14. Moreover, this assumption is often referred to as

the no hidden confounders assumption, since the presence of an unobserved common cause of variables

within Xn would violate causal sufficiency. Specifically, if a common cause of variables in Xn is not itself

part of Xn, then Xn would not be causally sufficient, leading to dependencies among the exogenous noise

variables and violating the assumed independence of Ξn.

An important consequence of acyclicity and causal sufficiency is that the causal conditionals associated

with the causal graph can now be defined as the push-forward of the noise distribution pΞn
through the

functional dependencies F:

p(Xi | Pa(Xi)) := pξi
(f−1
Pa(Xi)(Xi)) for i = 1, . . . , n,

where f−1
Pa(Xi)(Xi) denotes the preimage of Xi under the mapping fi, given the values of Pa(Xi).



Chapter 3

Causal Dynamic Variational

Autoencoder

3.1 Introduction

Estimating ITE helps us understand how individuals uniquely respond to the same treatment, enabling

more personalized and effective decision-making. For example, in healthcare, two patients receiving

the same drug might experience considerably different outcomes due to underlying genetic or lifestyle

differences (Atan et al., 2018; Shalit, 2020; Mueller & Pearl, 2023). The exact curriculum might yield

more remarkable improvement for one student than another in education, depending on background

factors like socioeconomic status (Morgan, 2013; Imbens & Rubin, 2015). Likewise, in marketing, identical

promotions might drive purchases in one customer segment but not another (Hair Jr & Sarstedt, 2021;

Fang et al., 2023).

Longitudinal data arise naturally in these domains. Consider, for instance, a medical dataset recording

blood pressure, treatments (e.g., vasopressors), and vitals for each patient at regular intervals. Or a

retail dataset tracking weekly customer purchases following commercial campaigns. Each longitudinal

data describe a sequence of treatments, covariates, and responses causally interacting through time. As

discussed in Section 2.2.3 and 2.2.4, this setting brings unique challenges: (1) Time-dependent confounding:

Confounders influenced by past treatment can impact subsequent treatments and responses (Platt et al.,

2009); (2) Selection bias: Time-varying covariates exhibit imbalanced distributions across treatment

regimes, which should be accounted for to estimate treatment effects accurately (Robins et al., 2000;

Schisterman et al., 2009; Lim, 2018a); (3) Long-term dependencies: A treatment effect may unfold

over extended periods, requiring models to capture complex long-range interactions between covariates,

treatments, and responses (Choi et al., 2016; Pham et al., 2017); (4) Missing covariates: Some variables

crucial for predicting outcomes—like genetic predispositions or environmental exposures—introduce bias

and less personalized treatment effect estimation unless properly accounted for.
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Assumptions over Confounders and Existing Approaches The existing literature primarily

addresses the first three challenges under the assumption of sequential ignorability (Asm2.5), where all

confounders, whether static or time-varying, are fully observed. Methods such as MSM (Robins & Hernán,

2009a), RMSM (Lim, 2018a), CRN (Bica et al., 2020a), G-Net (Li et al., 2021), Causal Transformer (CT)

(Melnychuk et al., 2022), and our model Causal CPC (Bouchattaoui et al., 2024) have been developed based

on this assumption (cf. Section 2.2.5, Chapter 2). When the fourth challenge—missing covariates—is

addressed, it is often in the form of missing confounders, violating sequential ignorability. Existing

approaches (cf. Section 2.2.4) either condition on observed proxies of confounders to infer a latent

representation of the unobserved confounders (Kuroki & Pearl, 2014; Miao et al., 2016; Louizos et al.,

2017; Cheng et al., 2021) or apply the deconfounding technique, which involves imposing a factor model

over the treatment assignment to mitigate hidden confounding (Lopez & Gutman, 2017; Ranganath &

Perotte, 2018; Wang & Blei, 2019a; Zhang et al., 2019; Bica et al., 2020b; Hatt & Feuerriegel, 2024).

Our Focus In contrast to missing confounders, we study for the first time the presence of unobserved

static adjustment variables—factors that influence only the outcome sequence and remain time-invariant.

In a medical context, these could include genetic factors, environmental conditions, or lifestyle attributes

that impact treatment response but are not directly observed (Sadowski et al., 2024). The absence of

such variables can lead to a loss of heterogeneity in the estimated treatment effect. This phenomenon can

also be understood through the lens of population structure, which arises from distinct subgroups within

a population that share characteristics such as geography, socioeconomic status, or cultural practices.

Having knowledge of, or being able to infer accurately, population structure allows for a more precise

estimation of ITE by capturing variations in treatment responses across subgroups. In genomics (Laird &

Lange, 2011; Peter et al., 2020), for instance, such a structure arises due to evolutionary or migration

histories. Moreover, population structure often acts as an effect modifier (Hernán & Robins, 2020), altering

treatment effects across subgroups without directly influencing treatment assignment (Hyun et al., 2024).

By accounting for such effect modifiers through stratified or interaction analyses, treatment effects can be

estimated more accurately, even in randomized trials (Schochet, 2024).

In this work, we specifically address the challenge of missing covariates by focusing on estimating

the contemporaneous treatment effect (Asm2.8)—the effect of the current treatment on the subsequent

response. The potential trajectory of treatments up to t− 1, ω<t, is assumed to be consistent with the

observed history of treatments, i.e., ω<t = W<t. Therefore, the potential outcomes of interest at each

time step t are {Yt(W<t, ω)}ω∈W .

Remark Rem3.1 [Carryover Effect and CTE]

Although we target the contemporaneous treatment effect in the CDVAE model, we do not formally

assume the no carryover effect (Definition Def2.6), i.e., that past treatments do not affect current

outcomes. This would imply that given any two potential treatment sequences ω≤t and ω′
≤t, such

that ωt = ω′
t, then Yt(ω≤t) = Yt(ω′

≤t), which is different from our Assumption Asm2.8.



We consider the ITE as an Augmented Conditional Average Treatment Effect (ACATE), where the

CATE depends not only on the confounding variables but also on adjustment variables. We aim to

achieve near-oracle performance in treatment effect estimation by leveraging the learned representation

of unobserved adjustment variables. Specifically, we prove that for all baselines satisfying sequential

ignorability, treatment effect estimation is substantially improved when these models are augmented

with the learned representation of unobserved adjustment variables produced by our model—ultimately

delivering performance that approaches the oracle scenario, where the true unobserved adjustment variables

are directly fed into the baselines. Extensive experiments on synthetic data and semi-synthetic data

derived from real-world datasets such as MIMIC-III (Johnson et al., 2016) validate our approach.

Our Approach We treat the unobserved adjustment variables as latent variables and leverage a

probabilistic modeling approach based on the Dynamic Variational Autoencoder (DVAE) framework (Girin

et al., 2021) to estimate the ACATE, where we augment the CATE with the learned representation of

unobserved adjustment variables, which we term substitutes. We address the covariate imbalance induced

by selection bias in longitudinal data using a weighted empirical risk minimization strategy, where the

weights are a function of the propensity scores. Additionally, we derive a generalization bound for the error

in estimating ACATE and use its approximation as a loss function for our model, which we refer to as

Causal DVAE (CDVAE). To account for potential population structure induced by unobserved adjustment

variables, we define a flexible prior over the latent variables using a learnable Gaussian Mixture Model

(GMM). We ensure the causal validity of the learned substitutes by imposing a finite-order Conditional

Markov Model (CMM) on the response series. The causal validity follows from our proof that, once the

finite-order CMM holds, the learned substitutes account for all relevant adjustment variables (Theorem

Thm3.2) and that the ACATE leveraging the substitutes is identifiable. To experimentally support the

theoretical analysis, we discuss the relevance of all CDVAE components through an ablation study.

Furthermore, since we adopt a probabilistic approach, we represent the substitute for unobserved

adjustment variables as a stochastic latent variable. Consequently, the choice of the substitute given

individual longitudinal data is not unique. As a novel contribution, we study Causal DVAE in the

near-deterministic regime, where we reduce the variance of the responses (outputs of the Causal DVAE) to

near zero. This process indirectly pushes the covariance matrix of the substitutes toward zero, preventing

their distribution from becoming overly diffuse. An intuitive consequence of this approach is that any

sampled substitute of the adjustment variables yields the same treatment effect as the mean substitute.

We demonstrate that as the response variance approaches zero, the treatment effect remains consistent

regardless of the specific instance of the substitutes. The near-deterministic regime of VAEs has not been

previously explored in the context of causal inference, making this a novel contribution. To draw an

analogy, in the deconfounding literature (Lopez & Gutman, 2017; Ranganath & Perotte, 2018; Wang &

Blei, 2019a; Zhang et al., 2019; Bica et al., 2020b; Hatt & Feuerriegel, 2024), substitutes—referring to

learned representations of missing confounders—are theoretically assumed to follow a Dirac posterior.

This enables deterministic selection and facilitates treatment effect identifiability. However, the training of



these models is based on a non-degenerate posterior, creating a disconnect between theoretical assumptions

and practical implementation. Our approach bridges this gap by achieving near-deterministic behavior

while maintaining a probabilistic framework.

We also examine the classical approach of mixed-effect modeling for treatment effect estimation, which

uses random effects to capture individual-level variation and account for latent heterogeneity (Fitzmaurice

et al., 2012; Demidenko, 2013). While these models address unobserved heterogeneity by incorporating

random intercepts or slopes, our modeling goes further by learning representations of unobserved variables

and seamlessly integrating them into the ITE estimation pipeline. This comparison highlights a shared

objective: both approaches aim to mitigate unobserved heterogeneity to enhance the precision of treatment

effect estimates.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We propose a principled approach to infer a latent representation of unobserved adjustment variables

(Section 3.5).

• We prove the theoretical validity of the learned adjustment variables by modeling the response series

as a finite-order conditional Markov process, ensuring that ITE conditioned on learned substitutes

are identifiable (Section 3.5.1).

• We study for the first time the near-deterministic regime of VAEs for causal inference and show that

reducing the variance of response predictions enforces consistency in treatment effect estimation,

even under stochastic modeling of adjustment variables (Section 3.5.3).

• Numerical experiments confirm the effectiveness of CDVAE in estimating ITE, showing that our

method consistently outperforms SOTA baselines (Section 3.7), as further analyzed through an

ablation study.

• We show that for SOTA baselines, augmenting their input covariates with the inferred representation

of adjustment variables given by CDVAE substantially enhances their accuracy in estimating ITE

(Section 3.7) and even provide near-oracle performances.

3.2 Related Work

Causal Inference in Time-Varying Settings. In Section 2.2.5, we extensively covered MSM (Robins

et al., 2000) and their role in addressing time-varying confounders in causal inference through IPTW

(Robins & Hernán, 2009a). Despite their utility, MSM encounter challenges related to high-variance

estimates and the need for a good specification of the treatment assignment mechanism, especially in

complex scenarios. MSM are often integrated with g-computation (Vansteelandt & Joffe, 2014) and

Structured Nested Mean Models (Robins, 1997), particularly in epidemiology. We also discussed recent

advancements utilizing neural network-based models, such as the RMSM (Lim, 2018a), employing RNNs

for enhanced modeling of propensity and outcomes, and the CRN (Bica et al., 2020a), which adopts

adversarial domain training to mitigate bias in the presence of time-varying confounders. Additionally, we



examined the G-Net (Li et al., 2021) and the CT (Melnychuk et al., 2022), highlighting their contributions

to multi-timestep counterfactual prediction through g-computation and adversarial training, respectively.

Although the contribution of the next Chapter 4 (Causal CPC) targets the long-term counterfactual

regression, we include it in this chapter’s experiments as a complementary baseline. Causal CPC leverages

temporal dynamics through contrastive predictive coding and information maximization and learns a

balanced representation using an adversarial training strategy (cf. Chapter 4 for a full description).

☞ While the aforementioned models have made significant strides in causal inference for time-

varying settings, our approach laid by CDVAE enhances these methods by incorporating

inferred adjustment variables into the modeling process. By augmenting the input covariates of

these SOTA models with our inferred representations, we achieve a more accurate estimation

of ITE and improve the overall robustness of causal inference in longitudinal data.

Combining Weighting and Representation Learning A key driver for developing representation

learning in causal inference is to address covariate imbalance in high-dimensional settings. These

methods aim to achieve balance in the learned feature space to mitigate covariates shift. Combining

weighting methods, such as those proposed by Zubizarreta (2015); Li et al. (2018a); Johansson et al.

(2018); Hassanpour & Greiner (2019b), with representation-based causal inference, offers a promising

approach to address the challenges faced by representation learning in the context of causal inference.

These methods demonstrate how properly designed weights can alleviate the difficulties associated with

representation learning techniques. However, a trade-off exists between covariate balance and predictive

performance: overly strict balancing can lead to the loss of valuable features and exacerbate bias in

estimating treatment effects (Assaad et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2020b). On the other hand, Zhang

et al. (2020b) and Johansson et al. (2019) highlighted that such regularization might lead to a loss of

ignorability in the representation and suggested learning representations in which context information

remains preserved but where treatment groups overlap. To this end, Assaad et al. (2021) introduced

the Balancing Weights Counterfactual Regression (BWCFR) method, which aims to achieve balance

within the reweighted covariate representations instead of directly balancing the covariates representations.

Assaad et al. (2021) argues that BWCFR provides bounds on the degree of imbalance as a function of the

propensity model and offers theoretical guarantees for estimating the CATE using the overlapping weight.

Johansson et al. (2022) built on the previous work on sampling weighting for counterfactual regression

and representation learning (Johansson et al., 2016; Shalit et al., 2017; Kallus, 2020; Jung et al., 2020;

Assaad et al., 2021), and provided a comprehensive theory for weighted risk minimization for CATE for a

learned representation from the data.

Remark Rem3.2

In this work, we extend the weighted empirical risk minimization framework, which has been primarily

developed for static settings, to the longitudinal context. Our approach focuses on contemporaneous

treatments rather than sequences of interventions (see Assumption Asm2.8). This distinction allows



us to naturally adapt these methods to time-varying data without introducing unnecessary complexity.

While these extensions are straightforward, they offer important practical insights by maintaining

the balance between covariates across time points, even as treatment effects evolve.

Probabilistic Modeling in Causal Inference In scenarios where confounders are unobserved but

proxy variables are available, probabilistic models were used to infer a representation for the unobserved

confounding given the proxy variables (Kuroki & Pearl, 2014; Miao et al., 2016; Louizos et al., 2017;

Cheng et al., 2021). While our work assumes the presence of observed confounding, it draws inspiration

from the theory of deconfounding (Lopez & Gutman, 2017; Ranganath & Perotte, 2018; Wang & Blei,

2019a), and its recent extensions to time-varying settings. The idea behind the deconfounding is to impose

a factor model over the treatment assignment, where each cause becomes conditionally independent given

latent variables that serve as substitutes for the unobserved confounders. Bica et al. (2020b) extended

the application of the deconfounding method to sequential settings with multiple treatments, aiming to

infer time-varying confounders. They assumed that the joint distribution of treatments at each time step,

conditioned on learned substitutes and observed confounders, could be decomposed into the product of

the conditional distribution of each treatment. For the case of a single treatment per time step, Hatt &

Feuerriegel (2024) assumed a conditional Markov model over the treatment sequences given the sequence

of confounders and the latent variables to be inferred. However, extending the deconfounder theory to

longitudinal settings does not guarantee the consistency assumption required for identifying the ATE.

Wang & Blei (2019a) proposed a theory of identification that relies on the assumption that the operation

on the latent variables follows a Dirac distribution, allowing for a certain construction of the substitute

confounder. In contrast, Bica et al. (2020b) utilizes variational dropout to construct the substitute, and

Hatt & Feuerriegel (2024) adopts variational inducing point-based inference for a Gaussian process latent

variable model extended to the sequential setting.

☞ In this work, we aim to demonstrate that the core idea of the factor model can be applied to

learn valid substitutes for unobserved adjustment variables in the time-varying domain. Unlike

previous deconfounder works, we show that assuming a higher-order conditional Markov model

for the series of responses is sufficient to infer a valid representation of static adjustment

variables.

3.3 Problem Definition

This work adopts the PO framework for longitudinal data developed in Section 2.2.1. We consider a

binary treatment variable and narrow the scope of PO to align with the CTE hypothesis, as outlined in

Assumption Asm2.8. Consequently, we express the counterfactual outcomes as Yt(W<t, ω), simplified to

Yt(ω) within this chapter for ease of notation.

Given the CTE assumption (Asm2.8) and the binary nature of treatments, the CATE τt(x≤t, y<t;ω≤t, ω
′
≤t)



(Definition Def2.4) can be simplified to:

τt(x≤t, y<t;ω≤t, ω
′
≤t) = τt(x≤t, y<t, ω<t︸ ︷︷ ︸

ht

;ωt, ω′
t) = E(Yt(ωt)− Yt(ω′

t) | Ht = ht),

assuming that ω<t = ω′
<t by CTE is consistent with the observed history process Ht = ht, i.e., W<t = ω<t

by the CTE assumption. Since the treatment is binary, we adopt the convention where the value 0 refers

to control and 1 refers to applying the treatment of interest. This allows us to define the CATE as

τt(ht;ωt, ω′
t) = τt(ht) = E(Yt(1)− Yt(0) | Ht = ht),

which represents the difference between the expected potential outcomes at a time t, given the context

history Ht = ht. The sequential ignorability assumption defined in Section Asm2.5 allows for the

identification of CATE:

τt(ht) = E(Yt|Ht = ht,Wt = 1)− E(Yt|Ht = ht,Wt = 0). (3.1)

So far, we expressed the CATE as a function of the confounding history Ht. Now, assuming we observe

adjustment variables U and aim to estimate a heterogeneous treatment effect depending on both Ht

and U. We define the Augmented CATE (ACATE) as follows:

τt(ht,u) := E(Yt(1)− Yt(0) | Ht = ht,U = u). (3.2)

The assumed risk factors U affect the response series but not the treatment as in the diagram of Figure

3.1. The fact that the adjustment variables do not confound treatment and response at any time step

makes the assumed ignorability of treatment given history context sufficient to identify the ACATE, i.e.,

τt(ht,u) = E(Yt|Ht = ht,U = u,Wt = 1)− E(Yt|Ht = ht,U = u,Wt = 0) (3.3)

Y<t

W<t

X<t

Yt

Wt

Xt

U

History Ht

Figure 3.1: A simplified representation of the DGP at time t. Edges between Y<t, W<t, and X<t are
omitted for simplicity.
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Figure 3.2: A causal graph describing panel data for the Vitamin D problem.

Inference problem Deriving the ACATE becomes straightforward when both confounding and

adjustment variables are fully observed. However, when U is missing, unobserved heterogeneity in

the treatment effect arises, leading to incomplete or biased conclusions about treatment effects.

This raises the following key inference question: Under what conditions can a substitute Z for the

unobserved adjustment variables U ensure the identifiability of the ACATE by replacing U with Z,

specifically guaranteeing that the following equality (i) holds?

τt(ht, z) = E(Yt(1)− Yt(0) | Ht = ht,Z = z)
(i)= E(Yt|Ht = ht,Z = z,Wt = 1)− E(Yt|Ht = ht,Z = z,Wt = 0)

(3.4)

3.4 Mixed Effect Modeling and Heterogeneous Treatment Effect:

A Unifying View

To motivate our modeling approach, consider a study of vitamin D supplementation, represented by the

treatment indicator W , on frailty Y (Bray et al., 2018; Cai et al., 2022), with financial resources X as a

confounder. For example, individuals with more economic resources may be more likely to afford and

take vitamins. Observing data at multiple time points (e.g., monthly) allows us to use a causal graph to

describe these relationships, as illustrated in Figure 3.2. The CATE can be defined, under the ignorability

assumption ofAsm2.2 as:

τ(Ht) := E(Yt |Wt = 1,Ht)− E(Yt |Wt = 0,Ht).

This equation shows that treatment effects can vary based on financial resources. However, consider the

impact of vitamin D on frailty for younger versus older individuals. Age U can significantly affect the

treatment response, as younger individuals may metabolize vitamin D more effectively. Therefore, we use



ACATE (similar to Equation 3.2) as a treatment effect estimation that includes the age variable:

τ(Ht,U) := E(Yt |Wt = 1,Ht,U)− E(Yt |Wt = 0,Ht,U). (3.5)

Including U improves prediction precision. When U is unobserved, mixed-effect models (Fitzmaurice et al.,

2012; Demidenko, 2013) help address this by accounting for random effects, which can be seen as proxies

for unobserved factors like age. For illustrative purposes, we specify a mixed-effect model for the outcome

variable:

E(Yt |Wt,X≤t, Y<t, α
(1), α(2)) = γ1Yt−1 + γ2Yt−2 + (β1Yt−1 + (β2 + α(1))Xt + α(2))︸ ︷︷ ︸

ACATE

Wt + β3Xt.

Here, α = (α(1), α(2)) are random effects, usually modeled with a Gaussian distribution N (0,Σ). β1

and β2 are unknown but fixed effects. Having the two types of effects is what makes such modeling a

mixed-effect model (Demidenko, 2013). γ1 and γ2 are also fixed unknown parameters. An interesting

observation from Equation 3.4 is that not all adjustment variables are necessarily present in the ACATE.

The past response Yt−1 serves as an observed adjustment variable for Yt and modifies ACATE when it

changes through the parameter β1. On the other hand, Yt−2 is still an adjustment variable but does not

modify the effect ACATE when it changes. This behavior summarizes the concept of effect modification

(Hernán MA, 2020; VanderWeele & Robins, 2007), where certain variables change the treatment effect

when conditioned on them.

Random effects α serve as a compact way to represent unobserved heterogeneity. This could be the

case of factors such as age that are not directly recorded but nevertheless modify each subject’s response

trajectory. For expositional clarity, let’s adopt the guiding viewpoint that these random effects are random

variables, measurable with respect to the unobserved sources of heterogeneity. Consequently, we can

express α = α(U) := (α(1)(U), α(2)(U)), with α(1), α(2) : U −→ R, two arbitrary unknown mappings. By

substituting random parameters with U and incorporating mappings, we refine the model:

E(Yt | Pa(Yt)) := γ1Yt−1 + γ2Yt−2 + (β1Yt−1 + (β2 + α(1)(U)))Xt + α(2)(U))︸ ︷︷ ︸
ACATE

W + β3Xt.

Here, Pa(Y ) = {Wt,X≤t, Y<t,U} are the parent variables of Yt. Our method of inferring unobserved

risk variables parallels non-linear mixed-effects models (Demidenko, 2013). By viewing random effects

as arising from unobserved risk factors, we may refer to these risk factors as random effects with slight

terminology adjustments.

Methodology Our approach aligns with Bayesian network concepts (Peters et al., 2017) and mixed-

effects modeling. Rather than directly learning random parameters, we propose learning a representation of

unobserved U and mapping α(.). Using neural networks (Girin et al., 2021), we model complex non-linear

dependencies and interactions among covariates, treatments, and inferred risk factors. Estimating the

ACATE with unobserved variables involves the following methodology:

1. Learn a representation Z of unobserved sources of variation.



2. Model the mapping α(.) using flexible neural networks to capture complex relationships.

3. Perform counterfactual regression, conditioning the treatment effect on representation Z and the

observed context history.

3.5 Causal DVAE

3.5.1 When does a Latent Representation Act as a Valid Substitute for

Unobserved Adjustment Variables?

To address the issue of unobserved risk factors U in our problem (as defined in Section 3.3), we treat

Z as a latent variable to be learned from the observed data distribution p(X≤T ,W≤T , Y≤T ) within a

probabilistic model defined over the conditional responses as follows:

Assumption Asm3.1 [CMM(p): Conditional Markov Model of order p]

We say that a latent variable Z follows a Conditional Markov Model of order p, written Z ∼ CMM(p),

if there exists a fixed order p ∈ N∗ and a parameter vector θ such that the response distribution

factorizes as:

pθ(y≤T , z | x≤T , ω≤T ) = p(z)
T∏
t=1

pθ (yt | yt−1:t−p,x≤t, ω≤t, z) .

For t < 1, we set yt = ∅ by convention.

The fact that Z is set only with a prior in Assumption Asm3.1 mimics the role of U because U

consists of static adjustment variables that are parentless, as illustrated in the causal graph (Figure 3.1).

The bounded memory assumption over the sequence of responses, that is, the direct causal effect of

past responses on future ones stops at an arbitrary order p, is a technical condition ensuring the causal

validity of Z as in the Theorem Thm3.1 where we demonstrate the sequential ignorability property when

augmenting the history process with Z, replicating the same result as if the true adjustment variables U

were available. All the proofs are deferred to Appendix A.1.

Theorem Thm3.1 [Sequential Ignorability with Augmented History]

Let Z be a latent variable verifying CMM(p). Assume the response domain Y is a Borel subset of a

compact interval. Therefore, sequential ignorability holds when augmenting the history process with

Z:

Yt(ω) ⊥⊥Wt|Ht = ht,Z = z ∀(ω,ht, z),

where Ht represents the history process up to time t.

The ignorability result of Theorem Thm3.1 is the first step into answering the inference problem of 3.3

as it allows us to establish the identifiability of the ACATE when Z replaces the true unobserved variable



U in Equation 3.3, summarized in the following corollary:

Corollary Cor3.1 [Identifiability of ACATE with Z]

Let Z be a latent variable satisfying CMM(p). The Augmented CATE, when augmented with Z

instead of U as defined in (3.3), is identifiable. Specifically:

τt(ht, z) = E(Yt|Ht = ht,Z = z,Wt = 1)− E(Yt|Ht = ht,Z = z,Wt = 0) (3.6)

As a result, Corollary Cor3.1 addresses the identifiability problem and its conditions as raised in Section

3.3: A CMM of arbitrary order over the conditional distribution of responses, along with a mild regularity

condition on the response domain as stated in Theorem Thm3.1, constitutes a sufficient condition to

ensure the identifiability of the ACATE. To further emphasize the relevance of Z ∼ CMM(p), we show

that any two substitutes satisfying CMM(p) must necessarily be related through a measurable map given

the entire process history HT :

Theorem Thm3.2

Let Z be a latent variable such that Z ∼ CMM(p), and assume the domain Y is a Borel subset of a

compact interval. Then, any static adjustment variable that influences the entire series of responses

in the panel must be measurable with respect to (Z,HT ).

Yt−3 Yt−2 Yt−1 Yt

Z Z′

Figure 3.3: A simplified causal graph for the sketch of the proof for Theorem Thm3.2. We do not represent
W≤t,X≤t for simplicity.

Intuition behind CMM(p). We provide an intuition behind the CMM(p) assumption by sketching a

proof of Theorem Thm3.2 using d-separation properties, assuming the data generation process follows the

graph depicted in Figure 3.3. Let Z′ be an unobserved risk variable independent of Z, as illustrated in

Figure 3.3. Given that Z ∼ CMM(p) and for m > p, Yt and Yt−m are d-separated given

{
Yt−1:t−m+1,Z,W≤t,X≤t

}
,

implying

Yt ⊥⊥ Yt−m | Yt−1:t−m+1, Z, W≤t, X≤t.

Now, suppose Z′ influences the entire series of responses similarly to Z. In this case, Z′ acts as a common



parent for both Yt and Yt−m, creating a path

Yt−m ← Z′ → Yt

that cannot be blocked by conditioning on

{
Yt−1:t−m+1,Z,W≤t,X≤t

}
.

Consequently,

Yt ⊥̸⊥ Yt−m | Yt−1:t−m+1, Z, W≤t, X≤t,

which contradicts the implications of the conditional Markov assumption.

3.5.2 Definition of the probabilistic model

We define in the section the probabilistic model to learn a substitute Z, building on the DVAE approach.

We break down the approach into three steps, where we first deal with selection bias (Step 1), then we

incorporate the inductive bias of population structure and define a GMM over the substitutes (Step 2).

Finally, we define the suitable Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) to be maximized (Step 3).

Step 1: Handling Selection Bias In a purely factual setting, modeling data with a DVAE involves

maximizing:
log pθ

(
y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T

)
=

T∑
t=1

log pθ
(
yt | y<t,x≤t, ω≤t

)

=
T∑
t=1

log pθ
(
yt | ht, ωt

)
.

based on the observed data distribution. However, this model cannot perform counterfactual regres-

sion—switching treatment assignment during inference to estimate counterfactual responses—nor does it

allow for causal inference. This limitation arises in observational studies where treatment assignment is

typically non-random and depends on observed covariates, resulting in a selection bias. We adopt the

importance sampling strategy to reduce the selection bias by reweighing the likelihood of the factual

model (Shimodaira, 2000). The key idea is to assign weights {α(ht, ωt)}Tt=1 to units in the population

such that the resulting distribution in a given treatment regime matches that of the entire population.

Therefore, we seek to maximize the likelihood L defined as

L :=
T∑
t=1

EHt,Wt

[
α(Ht,Wt)EYt|Ht,Wt

(
log pθ(yt | Ht,Wt)

)]
.

A more convenient formulation expresses L as an expectation over all individual-level panel series

DT := {Y≤T ,X≤T ,W≤T } = HT ∪ {YT ,WT } :



L =
T∑
t=1

EDT

[
α(Ht,Wt) log pθ

(
Yt | Ht,Wt

)]
. (3.7)

We define a conditional DVAE model by specifying the conditional generative model pθ(y≤T , z |

x≤T , ω≤T ), which is decomposed as follows:

pθ(y≤T , z | x≤T , ω≤T ) =
T∏
t=1

pθ
(
yt | y<t,x≤t, ω≤t, z

)
p(z).

Step 2: Incorporating Population Structure To account for an eventual population structure

induced by unobserved adjustment variables, we place a Gaussian mixture prior over the latent variable

Z, with K components:

p(z) =
K∑
c=1

πcN (z|µc,Σc). (3.8)

This prior corresponds to first generating a cluster index C ∼ Cat(π), followed by Z | C ∼ N (µC ,ΣC).

Here, π represents the probability distribution over cluster assignments, satisfying

K∑
c=1

πc = 1,

with Cat(π) denoting the categorical distribution parameterized by π.Each cluster c is associated with a

learnable Gaussian distribution of mean µc and covariance Σc. The complete generative model becomes

pθ
(
y≤T , z, c | x≤T , ω≤T

)
=

T∏
t=1

pθ
(
yt | y<t,x≤t, ω≤t, z

)
p(z | c) p(c). (3.9)

We approximate the true posterior over (z, c) using a factorized variational distribution

qϕ(z, c | DT ) = qϕz

(
z | DT

)
qϕc

(
c | DT

)
, (3.10)

where ϕ = ϕz ∪ ϕc collects the variational parameters. The following theorem characterizes the corre-

sponding variational bound.

Theorem Thm3.3 [Weighted ELBO Decomposition]

Under the generative model defined by Equation 3.9 and the approximate posterior factorization of

Equation 3.10, the weighted likelihood in Equation 3.7 can be decomposed as:

L = EDT
[ELBO0(DT ; θ, ϕ)] + EDT

[∆0(DT ; θ, ϕ)] , (3.11)

where the individual gap term ∆0 is given by:

∆0(DT ; θ, ϕ) :=
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)DKL(qϕ(z, c | DT ) ∥ pθ(z, c | DT )), (3.12)



and the individual ELBO termed ELBO0 is expressed as:

ELBO0(DT ; θ, ϕ) =
T∑
t=1

EZ∼qϕz (·|DT ) [α(ht, ωt) log pθ(yt | ht, ωt,Z)] (3.13)

−

(
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)
){

DKL(qϕz
(z | DT ) ∥ p(z)) + EZ∼qϕz (·|DT )DKL(qϕc

(c | DT ) ∥ p(c | Z))
}
.

The individual gap ∆0 is a positive term that quantifies the inaccuracy of the variational approximation

of L using ELBO0 Equation 3.13. The ELBO term, ELBO0, comprises three components: (1) A weighted

sum of the conditional log-likelihoods of the responses (reconstruction term). (2) A Kullback–Leibler (KL)

divergence between the approximate posterior of the continuous latent variables qϕz (· | DT ), which serve

as substitutes for adjustment variables, and the prior p(z). (3) A KL divergence between the approximate

posterior of the discrete latent qϕc
(· | DT ) and the true conditional posterior p(C | Z), averaged over

qϕz (· | DT ). The decoupling of these two approximate posteriors arises from the assumed factorization

over the joint approximate posterior as in Equation 3.10.

Remark Rem3.3

In a DVAE, the inference model qϕ
(
z | DT

)
approximates the true posterior pθ

(
z | DT

)
. Although

this structure is not always followed in applications (Bayer & Osendorfer, 2014; Krishnan et al.,

2015; Li & Mandt, 2018; Han et al., 2021; Bai et al., 2021a), it is preferable that the approximate

posterior mirrors the true one when simplified using d-separation. However, the true posterior cannot

be simplified due to the data’s generation process and dynamics. For instance, omitting conditioning

on the entire sequence of treatments and covariates is invalid since {Z} and {X≤T ,W≤T } are not

d-separated given {Y≤T }. For example, in the chain

Wt−1 → Yt ← Z,

Yt acts as a collider and belongs to {Y≤T }.

Step 3: Addressing the Discrete Latent Variable C The approximate posterior qϕ(z, c | DT )

involves both continuous and discrete latent variables, z and c, respectively. Training deep generative

models with discrete latent variables presents challenges due to difficulties in reparameterization and

handling high cardinality, even when using classical approaches like Gumbel-Softmax (Jang et al., 2017;

Tucker et al., 2017; Huijben et al., 2022). To avoid designing an additional inference network for qϕc
(c | DT )

and the associated computational cost, we follow Jiang et al. (2017); Falck et al. (2021) and define a

Bayes-optimal posterior for the discrete latent variable. Specifically, we leverage the decomposition of

Equation 3.10 and choose qϕc
(c | DT ) in such a way that the third term in the ELBO of Equation 3.13 is



minimized by definition:

min
qϕc (·|DT )

EZ∼qϕz (·|DT )DKL(qϕc(c | DT ) ∥ p(c | Z)). (3.14)

The minimal value of this optimization problem is

min
qϕc (·|DT )

EZ∼qϕz (·|DT )DKL(qϕc
(· | DT ) ∥ p(· | Z)) = − log Const(qϕz

(· | DT )), (3.15)

where Const(qϕz
(· | DT )) is a constant that depends only on the approximate posterior over the continuous

latents:

Const(qϕz
(· | DT )) =

K∑
c=1

exp(EZ∼qϕz (·|DT ) log p(c | Z)).

The minimizer is given by:

π(c | qϕz
(· | DT )) =

exp(EZ∼qϕz (·|DT ) log p(c | Z))
Const(qϕz

(· | DT )) . (3.16)

Moreover, the minimal value is:

min
qϕc (·|DT )

EZ∼qϕz (·|DT )DKL(qϕc
(· | DT ) ∥ p(c | Z)) = − logZ(qϕz

(· | DT )). (3.17)

Thus, we update the original ELBO0 in Equation 3.13 to obtain a modified ELBO by replacing qϕc
(· | DT )

with the minimizer π(c | qϕz (· | DT )) and plugging in the minimal value from Equation 3.17:

ELBO(DT ; θ, ϕ) =
T∑
t=1

EZ∼qϕz (·|DT ) [α(ht, ωt) log pθ(yt | Ht,Wt,Z)]

−

[
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)
]
{DKL(qϕz

(· | DT ) ∥ p(z))− logZ(qϕz
(· | DT ))} .

(3.18)

As a result, the modified ELBO is computationally more efficient than the original one, as it bypasses

the need for applying a reparameterization trick to discrete latent variables and eliminates the necessity

of training over specific parameters ϕc, all while remaining a valid lower bound for the weighted likelihood

L. This validity holds since Theorem Thm3.3 applies to any arbitrary approximate posterior qϕc(· | DT ),

and in particular, to π(c | qϕz
(· | DT )), which is the minimizer of Equation 3.14. We henceforth use ϕ to

denote ϕz.

3.5.3 CDVAE in the near deterministic regime

In this section, we explore the behavior of Causal DVAE in the near-deterministic regime, where the

variance of the generative model approaches zero. We examine how this regime affects inference and

causal identifiability, demonstrating that it leads to a non-diffuse posterior suitable for treatment effect

estimation.



Model Setup For the remainder of our discussion, we define the DVAE model parameters as Mvae =

{θ, ϕ} and assume the approximate posterior to be Gaussian qϕ(z | DT ) ∼ N (z|µz,Σz), where the mean

is defined as µz = fµz(DT ;ϕ), and the covariance matrix is given by Σz = SzS
⊤
z , with Sz = fSz(DT ;ϕ).

Moreover, we assume the conditional generative model to be Gaussian such that:

pθ(yt | y<t,x≤t, ω≤t, z) = N (ft(ht, ωt, z; θ), σ2), (3.19)

with σ > 0, a spatially and temporally uniform scale parameter.

Motivation In probabilistic modeling, our inference model for the substitute adjustment variable is

stochastic. However, to calculate ITE for each individual, we need to choose a unique instance of the

latent variable representation. Otherwise, infinite ITE could be generated by sampling repeatedly from

qϕz
(· | DT ). A natural choice for this deterministic representation is the mean of the posterior. Yet,

because we sample from the approximate posterior during training rather than using the mean, it is

essential to prevent the posterior from becoming overly diffuse (i.e. it has high variance with no sharp

peak)—ensuring that the mean remains valid during causal inference. Previous studies (Dai & Wipf, 2019;

Takida et al., 2022) show that operating in the near-deterministic regime of the VAE decoder—where

σ → 0+—leads the encoder’s covariance matrix toward zero, resulting in near-deterministic behavior. We,

therefore, explore the near-deterministic regime in our Causal DVAE by controlling the decoder’s variance

to induce a non-diffuse, stable posterior distribution suitable for causal inference in the latent space.

Side Benefit: Preventing Posterior Collapse A well-known challenge in training VAEs is posterior

collapse, where the approximate posterior converges to the uninformative prior, making the latent space

irrelevant (Bowman et al., 2015; Sønderby et al., 2016; Higgins et al., 2017; Dai & Wipf, 2019; Fu et al., 2019;

Lucas et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2021b; Takida et al., 2022). A notable advantage of the near-deterministic

regime is its ability to avoid posterior collapse within the latent space, a benefit demonstrated in static

VAEs (Lucas et al., 2019; Takida et al., 2022). Specifically, Takida et al. (2022) showed that the decoder’s

output variance and covariance could influence the latent space by causing over-smoothing by affecting

the gradient regularization strength, which in turn leads to posterior collapse. By controlling variance in

the near-deterministic regime, we mitigate this collapse and preserve meaningful latent representations.

We advance the study of dynamic VAE models by investigating their behavior in the near-deterministic

regime within the context of causal inference. This work is the first to explore dynamic VAEs in this

regime for causal applications, addressing a gap in the literature, as such behavior has yet to be thoroughly

examined, even in non-causal, factual settings.

We prove that in our framework, replacing the original lower bound ELBO0(DT ; θ, ϕ) with the modified

ELBO(DT ; θ, ϕ) still ensures the existence of a parameterization under which the approximate likelihood

of responses converges to the true likelihood. Specifically, Theorem Thm3.4 demonstrates that, for a

sequence of inference and generative models parameterized by σ, the gap between the modified and true

importance-weighted likelihoods asymptotically approaches zero.



Theorem Thm3.4 [Asymptotic Likelihood Recovery]

Suppose dz ≤ T . There exists a family of autoencoders {ϕσ, θσ}σ>0 such that

lim
σ→0+

pθσ
(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T ) = p(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T ),

and when operating under the Bayes-optimal posterior over the discrete latent, i.e.,

qϕ(c | DT ) = π(c | qϕ(· | DT )),

the gap ∆(DT ; θσ, ϕσ) between the modified ELBO (Equation 3.18) and the true weighted likelihood

L (Equation (3.7)) satisfies

∆(DT ; θσ, ϕσ) = ELBO(DT ; θσ, ϕσ)− L(DT ; θσ),

and converges to zero:

lim
σ→0+

∆(DT ; θσ, ϕσ) = 0.

This result generalizes prior findings for static VAEs (Dai & Wipf, 2019) to the more complex dynamic

setting with GMM priors and weighted objectives. It also addresses an oversight in Dai & Wipf (2019)

regarding the proof of gap convergence.

More importantly, we establish a critical property in our setting within the near-deterministic regime:

the causal effect remains asymptotically consistent whether one uses an arbitrary realization of the latent

variable z or the posterior mean µz. Theorem Thm3.5 formalizes this insight as follows:

Theorem Thm3.5 [Realization-Invariant Causal Consistency]

For a fixed σ > 0, let a parametrization of Causal DVAEM∗
vae(σ) = {θ∗

σ, ϕ
∗
σ} be an optimal solution

to the ELBO defined in Equation 3.18. Then, for any substitute realization z ∈ Rdz , the conditional

expected outcome satisfies the following consistency in the near-deterministic regime:

lim
σ→0+

EM∗
vae(σ) [Yt | Ht,Wt = ω,Z = z] = lim

σ→0+
EM∗

vae(σ) [Yt | Ht,Wt = ω,Z = µz] . (3.20)

As a result of Corollary Cor3.1, the Augmented CATE satisfies the same consistency in the near-

deterministic regime:

lim
σ→0+

τM∗
vae(σ)(Ht, z) = lim

σ→0+
τM∗

vae(σ)(Ht, µz). (3.21)

Theorem Thm3.5 demonstrates that as the variance parameter σ of the generative model approaches

zero, both the expected outcome and the estimated causal effect remain consistent, regardless of whether

one relies on an arbitrary realization of the latent variable z or its posterior mean µz. Such consistency



ensures that, in the near-deterministic regime, the causal effect is robust to the specific realization of the

latent variable.

3.6 Generalization Bound over Treatment Effect Estimation and

Derivation of Model Loss

We establish in this section a theoretical generalization bound for the error in estimating ACATE,

which serves as a foundation for deriving the training loss of CDVAE. We begin by defining a suitable

representation function to address the high dimensionality of the history Ht. Next, we introduce a

weighted risk minimization framework that ensures a covariates’ balance between treatment groups. We

then derive a generalization bound for treatment effect estimation, relating the error in estimating ACATE

to the model’s weighted risk. Finally, we construct the CDVAE training objective by integrating these

theoretical insights into a structured loss function.

Step 1: Representation Learning In causal inference with high-dimensional covariates, increasing

the number of covariates makes it challenging to satisfy the overlap assumption, as ensuring that all units

have a non-zero probability of receiving each treatment becomes harder. This "curse of dimensionality"

leads to greater imbalance between treated and control groups. While including more covariates can

reduce bias from unobserved confounders, it may increase bias due to poor overlap, compromising the

reliability of causal effect estimations. Additionally, high-dimensional models make causal effect estimation

more prone to increased variance (Ning et al., 2020; D’Amour et al., 2021). To address these challenges

and given the high-dimensional nature of the context history Ht, we introduce a representation function

Φ that reduces dimensionality while retaining essential information in a latent space, allowing causal

inference in a lower-dimensional setting, mitigating issues associated with high dimensionality.

We assume Φ is invertible to prevent information loss in the latent space. In fact, if we formulate

our sequential ignorability assumptions over the original space, then there is no guarantee the same

assumptions should hold in the representation space for any general function Φ. It is possible to lose

information related to confounders after the transformation Φ, so ignorability cannot hold anymore.

As a result, the treatment effect becomes unidentifiable. To this end, we need to ensure identifiability

assumptions over the latent space, namely sequential ignorability and overlap, i.e.:

Yt(ω) ⊥⊥Wt|Φ(Ht), p(Wt = ω|Φ(ht)) > 0 ,∀(ω,ht).

Remark Rem3.4

Following Eq. (3.19), the generative model for the responses is defined as Yt = ft(Ht,Wt,Z) + ϵt,

where ϵt ∼ N (0, σ2) is the error term. A common modeling (Johansson et al., 2016; Shalit et al.,



2017; Shi et al., 2019; Johansson et al., 2022) approach for ft is to assume

ft(Ht,Wt,Z) := Wtft,1(Ht,Z) + (1−Wt)ft,0(Ht,Z),

where ft,0 and ft,1 denote the mappings to the response under each treatment regime Wt ∈ {0, 1}.

The representation function Φ over {Ht}Tt=1 produces lower-dimensional vectors {rt}Tt=1, living

in a space R ⊂ Rr. Instead of defining time-dependent generative functions ft, we define a single

hypothesis function

f : R×W × Rdz → Y,

such that:

Yt = f(Φ(Ht),Wt,Z) + ϵt = Wtf1(Φ(Ht),Z) + (1−Wt)f0(Φ(Ht),Z) + ϵt.

By assuming the invertibility of Φ, we can show that such conditions hold in the latent space if they

hold in the original space. We summarize the result in the following proposition:

Proposition Prop3.1

Let Φ be a representation function according to Remark Rem3.4. then Yt(ω) ⊥⊥Wt|Φ(Ht) holds if

and only if Yt(ω) ⊥⊥Wt|Ht. Moreover, p(Wt = ω|Φ(ht)) > 0 holds if and only if p(Wt = ω|ht) > 0.

In practice and for the remainder of the work, the outcome and propensity models share the same

representation Φ(Ht), encouraging it to capture information predictive of both treatment and response.

While invertibility is theoretically assumed to maintain identifiability, implementation does not enforce it.

Instead, the focus is on ensuring that Φ(Ht) is predictive across treatment regimes, with regularization

used to balance Φ(Ht) across the two treatment regimes Wt ∈ {0, 1} using the Wasserstein distance

(Gretton et al., 2012), similar to Shalit et al. (2017); Lim (2018a); Bica et al. (2020a); Assaad et al. (2021);

Melnychuk et al. (2022); Johansson et al. (2022).

Step 2: Weighted Risk Minimization To integrate causal inference into the DVAE framework, we

employ weighted risk minimization techniques (Kallus, 2020; Johansson et al., 2022). First, we justify

the choice of weights α(Ht,Wt) used in the definition of the weighted ELBO in Section 3.5.2. In general,

these weights can be any arbitrary mapping

α : Ht ×W → R+

such that

EHt|Wt=ω
[
α(Ht, ω)

]
= 1 for all ω ∈ W,



meaning the weights α(ht, ω) induce a weighted probability target distribution g over the population such

that

g(ht |Wt = ω) := α(ht, ω) p(ht |Wt = ω).

Intuitively, the weights either stretch or shrink each observed unit so that learning occurs on a new

synthetic population whose covariates follow the distribution g. Choosing an appropriate weighting strategy

α(ht, ω) is crucial for achieving covariate balance between treatment groups, i.e.,

g(ht |Wt = 1) = g(ht |Wt = 0).

We use overlap weights Li et al. (2018a); Assaad et al. (2021), defined as

α(ht, ω) ∝
e
(
Φ(ht)

) (
1− e

(
Φ(ht)

))
ω e
(
Φ(ht)

)
+ (1− ω)

(
1− e

(
Φ(ht)

)) ,
where e(Φ(ht)) = p(Wt = 1 | Φ(ht)) is the propensity score in the representation space.

Overlap weights emphasize units with propensity scores near 0.5, focusing on regions where treated

and control groups overlap most, which enhances comparability and improves covariate balance. This

approach reduces variance by down-weighting units with extreme propensity scores, mitigating instability

from excessively large weights, and leading to more reliable and efficient causal effect estimates (Li et al.,

2018a).

We now define the weighted population risk for a given treatment regime Wt = ω : we measure the

expected risk for a given (f,Φ) at time t over the weighted population distributed according to g, as:

Rωt,g(f,Φ) := EHt|Wt
[α(Ht,Wt) ℓf,Φ(Ht,Wt) |Wt = ω] ,

where ℓf,Φ(ht, ω) is the expected pointwise loss which averages prediction error over the encoder’s posterior

and potential outcomes:

ℓf,Φ(ht, ω) := EZ∼qϕ(Z|D≤t−1) EYt(ω)|Ht,Z [L (Yt(ω), f (Φ(Ht),Z,Wt)) | Ht = ht,Z] . (3.22)

In the definition of the expected pointwise loss, we respect the temporal order by conditioning the

approximate posterior of the continuous latents only on the longitudinal data up to time step t. In line

with our probabilistic modeling in Section 3.5.2 and the distributional assumptions in Section 3.5.3, we

define the loss as the negative log-likelihood:

L (Yt(ω), f (Φ(Ht),Z,Wt)) = − logN
(
Yt(ω); f (Φ(Ht),Z,Wt) , σ2) .

Step 3: Generalization Bound Our aim during training is to minimize the factual quantities

{Rωt,g(f,Φ)}Tt=1 to reduce the error in estimating treatment effects. To formalize and theoretically justify

this objective, we establish a generalization bound for the PEHE (Hill, 2011), which accounts for our



weighted population risks {Rωt,g(f,Φ)}Tt=1. PEHE measures the mean squared error (MSE) between the

true and estimated ACATE at time t as 1

ϵPEHEt
= EHt

E
Z∼qϕ

(
Z|D≤t−1

)[(τ(Ht,Z)− τ̂f,Φ(Ht,Z)
)2
]
.

where τ(Ht,Z) is the true ITE and τ̂f,Φ(Ht,Z) is the estimated ITE using hypothesis f and represen-

tation Φ, as defined in the outcome model in Remark Rem3.4.

Similarly, we define the weighted PEHE with respect to the target distribution g:

ϵPEHEt,g
= EHt∼gEZ∼qϕ(Z|D≤t−1)

[
(τ(Ht,Z)− τ̂f,Φ(Ht,Z))2

]
.

We provide an upper bound for the weighted PEHE for CDVAE similar to Assaad et al. (2021). This

bound consists of three key components: the weighted factual prediction error, a term capturing the

discrepancy between treatment and control distributions in the confounders representation space, and a

term that accounts for the variance of the generative model over responses.

Theorem Thm3.6 [Generalization Bound for Weighted PEHE]

Let MVAE(σ) = {θσ, ϕσ} be the VAE model defined in Section 3.5.2. For a given class of functions

G, assume there exists a constant BΦ such that ℓf,Φ/BΦ ∈ G. Assume the representation Φ is

invertible. Then, the error in estimating the treatment effect at time t for a weighted population is

upper bounded by

ϵPEHEt,g
≤ 2σ2

{
Rω=1
t,g

(
f,Φ

)
+Rω=0

t,g

(
f,Φ

)
+BΦ IPMG

(
gΦ(· |Wt = 1), gΦ(· |Wt = 0)

)
− log(2πσ2)

}
,

(3.23)

where gΦ(r) is the distribution induced by Φ in the representation space R. The Integral Proba-

bility Metric (IPM) (Müller, 1997; Sriperumbudur et al., 2009) measures the dissimilarity between

distributions.

Assuming strict overlap in treatment assignment, where δ ∈ (0, 0.5) such that δ < e(ht) < 1− δ,

then there exists constants At,g, Bt,g such that the unweighted PEHE ϵPEHEt
is bounded:

At,g · ϵPEHEt,g
(τ̂) ≤ ϵPEHEt

(τ̂) ≤ Bt,g · ϵPEHEt,g
(τ̂).

The representation discrepancy in 3.23 quantifies the distributional imbalance between treatment

groups, measured using IPMs like the Wasserstein distance or Maximum Mean Discrepancy (Gretton et al.,

2012). The connection between ϵPEHEt
and ϵPEHEt,g

indicates that minimizing the weighted PEHE can

also minimize ϵPEHEt
, thereby enhancing the reliability of ITE estimation across the original population.

To justify the pertinence of our probabilistic model defined in Section 3.5.2, we show in the following
1Note that pθ(Ht, Z) = p(Z | D≤t−1) p(Ht) because Xt is d-separated from Z given D≤t−1 = [Y≤t−1, X≤t−1, W≤t−1].



how maximizing the likelihood term in the ELBO of Equation 3.18 implies minimization of the risks

Rω=1
t,g (f,Φ) and Rω=0

t,g (f,Φ).

Proposition Prop3.2 [ELBO–Risk Connection]

Assume stationarity of the approximated posterior of Z given sub-longitudinal data; that is, there

exists t0 such that for all t ≥ t0,

qϕ
(
Z | Dt

)
≈ qϕ

(
Z | DT

)
.

Given a finite sample batch

B =
{
DiT = {Wit, Yit,Xit}Tt=1 : i = 1, . . . , |B|

}
,

we have the following approximation:

T∑
t=t0

EZ∼qϕ(·|DT )

[
α(Ht,Wt) log pθ

(
Yt | Ht,Wt,Z

)]

≈ − 1
|B|

T∑
t=t0

{
n

(t)
1 Rω=1

t,g

(
f,Φ

)
+ n

(t)
0 Rω=0

t,g

(
f,Φ

)}
,

(3.24)

with

Rωt,g
(
f,Φ

)
≈ − 1

n
(t)
ω

∑
i∈B

Wit=ω

EZ∼qϕ(Z|DiT )

[
α(Hit, ω) log pθ

(
Yit | Hit, ω,Z

)]
,

where n(t)
ω represents the number of instances in the batch B for which Wit = ω.

As a result, maximizing the ELBO in Equation 3.18 not only maximizes the weighted conditional

likelihood over responses (the "reconstruction term") but also, as shown in Equation 3.24, minimizes the

weighted population risk. This, in turn, decreases the generalization bound in Theorem Thm3.6, reducing

the error in treatment effect estimation. To further reduce this error, we include the IPM term from

Theorem Thm3.6, regularizing the ELBO of Equation 3.18 with the IPM term at each time step:

LIPM(θω,Φ) :=
T∑
t=1

IPMG (gθω,Φ(· |Wt = 1), gθω,Φ(· |Wt = 0)) .

where θω are the parameters of the propensity score model eθω
(Φ(.)).



Intuition: Stationarity of the inferred latent variables We further justify the core

assumption made in Proposition Prop3.2. The representation learning for the adjustment variables

is achieved by approximating the posterior pθ(z | DT ) with qϕ(z | DT ). Here, the missing baseline

covariates are inferred by analyzing all longitudinal data {y≤T ,x≤T , ω≤T }. However, since these

covariates are static and pre-response variables, we should, ideally, be able to infer the exact

substitute from a shorter longitudinal dataset {y≤T ′ ,x≤T ′ , ω≤T ′} where T ′ < T , or from any

temporal slice {yt1:t2 ,xt1:t2 , ωt1:t2} with t2 > t1. Thus, ensuring a form of stationarity in our

posterior approximation is crucial.

To understand the importance of this property, consider estimating the ATE for longitudinal data

at time t:

τt := E
(
Yt(1)−Yt(0)

)
= EZ,Ht

[
EYt|Z,Ht,Wt

(
Yt | Z,Ht,Wt = 1

)
−EYt|Z,Ht,Wt

(
Yt | Z,Ht,Wt = 0

)]
.

To compute τt, we need to marginalize the conditional response over the joint distribution of

covariates and latent adjustment variables, p(ht, z) = p(z | D≤t) p(ht). Because we model

pθ(z | DT ), which depends on the entire history, there is, in general, no guarantee that

p(z | ht) ≈ pθ(z | DT ).

As a consequence of the stationarity assumption in Proposition Prop3.2, we introduce a penalty term in

the form of the Wasserstein distance between consecutive posterior distributions qϕ(z|Dt) and qϕ(z|Dt−1),

penalizing significant variations as the data history grows. To preserve the model’s capacity to capture

time-varying dependencies, we begin regularization from t0 ≫ 0, typically t0 = T
2 :

LDistM(ϕ) :=
T∑
t=t0

EDtW (qϕ(z | Dt), qϕ(z | Dt−1)).

Assuming a Gaussian approximate posterior, the Wasserstein distance simplifies to

LDistM(ϕ) =
T∑
t=t0

EDt
||µz(Dt)− µz(Dt−1)||22 + EDt

||Sz(Dt)− Sz(Dt−1)||2F ,

where the penalty regularizes the first and second moments of the posterior distribution as the data history

grows.

Step 4: Total Loss Function and Training Strategy The overall loss for the CDVAE model

combines the ELBO from Equation 3.18 with two additional terms: LIPM, which reduces covariate

imbalance at each time step and addresses residual imbalance not corrected by weighting, and LDistM,

which captures the global, static nature of adjustment variables. To push the Causal DVAE toward a

near-deterministic regime, we treat the variance parameter σ as learnable and fit it using the following

loss function:



Ltot(θ, θω, ϕ,Φ, σ) = −ELBO(θ, ϕ,Φ, σ) + λIPMLIPM(θω,Φ) + λDistMLDistM(ϕ). (3.25)

Since the loss Ltot depends on the treatment parameters θω, as the weighted ELBO is also a function

of the propensity scores, we introduce an additional loss function LW , a binary cross-entropy loss to

predict treatment from confounders representation. To optimize CDVAE, we adopt an adversarial training

strategy, simultaneously minimizing Ltot with respect to θ, ϕ,Φ, and σ, while minimizing LW with respect

to θω (c.f. Algorithm 4): 
min

θ, ϕ,Φ, σ
Ltot

(
θ, θω, ϕ,Φ, σ

)
,

min
θω

LW
(
θω,Φ

)
.

The adversarial nature of the training arises because, in one optimization step, we learn the representation

Φ to predict the response while applying an IPM regularization to ensure balance between the weighted

covariates. In the subsequent optimization step, for a fixed representation, we train the treatment classifier

to predict the treatment. We use the Wasserstein distance as a specific case of IPM, with details on its

computation provided in Algorithm 3.

CDVAE: Model Specification and Architecture We use a three-head neural network architecture

for CDVAE to learn a shared representation between outcome and treatment models inspired by Shi et al.

(2019). This architecture consists of two prediction heads for potential outcomes and one for treatment

(Appendix A.5). We use a Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) (Cho et al., 2014) to learn a representation

Φ(ht+1) of the context history. The input of the outcome model fθy
is the shared representation Φ(ht+1)

and a sampled substitute z from qϕ(z | DT ). The outcome model fθy
is represented by two non-linear

functions fθ1
y

and fθ0
y

for treatment assignments 1 and 0, respectively. The third head is a binary classifier

fθω
estimating the propensity score. The inference model (encoder) qϕ (z | y≤T ,x≤T , ω≤T ) is modeled by

an GRU, producing a hidden state that represents the sequence. Two non-linear mappings, µϕ2 and Σϕ3 ,

learn the mean and diagonal covariance matrix in the latent space.

3.7 Experiments

Baselines In all our experiments, we compare CDVAE against the relevant baselines: RMSM, CRN,

G-Net, CT, and Causal CPC. Each baseline is evaluated in three different configurations: 1. The "base

approach," where models are trained using only static and time-varying confounders. 2. The "substitute

approach," where models are augmented with substitutes for the unobserved adjustment variables, obtained

from CDVAE and represented by the mean of the approximated posterior. 3. The "oracle approach,"

where models are trained with the true adjustment variables.



3.8 Algorithmic Details

In this section, we provide the algorithmic details for CDVAE. First, we describe the approximation of the

IPM term used in Equation 3.25. The IPM term aims to reduce covariate imbalance between the treatment

and control groups by quantifying the dissimilarity between their distributions. To calculate the IPM, we

use the Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm (Sinkhorn, 1967) and the Wasserstein distance computation algorithm

(Algorithm 3 in Cuturi & Doucet (2014)). The Wasserstein distance computation (Algorithm 3) calculates

the pairwise distances between data points and constructs a kernel matrix using a regularization parameter.

It then computes the row and column marginals based on the weights assigned to each data point. The

Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm (Algorithm 2), integrated within the Wasserstein distance computation, is used

to compute the optimal transport matrix. Finally, the Wasserstein distance is obtained by summing the

products of the optimal transport matrix and the pairwise distances. Computing the Wasserstein distance

at each time step and for every batch is computationally expensive. To accelerate training, we compute

it for a subsample of the time indices, sampled randomly at each batch. Empirically, this approach is

sufficient for maintaining model performance. Specifically, we sample 10% of the time indices at each

batch, corresponding to m =
⌊
T
10
⌋

time steps, as shown in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm 2 Sinkhorn-Knopp Algorithm
Require: Kernel matrix K ∈ Rnt×nc

Require: Row marginal vector a ∈ Rnt , Column marginal vector b ∈ Rnc

Ensure: Optimal transport matrix T ∈ Rnt×nc

1: Initialize transport matrix T (0) with all entries set to 1
2: Set iteration counter k ← 0
3: while not converged do
4: Update row scaling vector u ∈ Rnt

5: ui ← ai∑nc

j=1
KijT

(k)
ij

6: Update column scaling vector v ∈ Rnc

7: vj ← bj∑nt

i=1
KijT

(k)
ij

8: Update transport matrix T (k+1)

9: T
(k+1)
ij ← uiKijvj∑nt

i′=1

∑nc

j′=1
ui′Ki′j′vj′

10: Increment iteration counter k ← k + 1
11: if convergence criterion met then
12: Return T (k+1)

13: end if
14: end while

3.9 Models hyperparameters

Hyperparameter Selection All models are fine-tuned using a grid search over hyperparameters,

including architecture and optimizer settings. Model selection is based on the mean squared error (MSE)

of factual outcomes on a validation set, which is also used as the criterion for early stopping. More

details are in Appendix A.4. We use PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019) and PyTorch Lightning (Falcon &

team, 2019) to implement CDVAE and all baselines. For hyperparameter selection, we fine-tune models

using a random grid search. CDVAE is optimized using the weighted reconstruction error as the selection



Algorithm 3 Weighted Wasserstein Distance Computation
Require: Batch B = {{ωit, yit,xit}Tt=1, i = 1, . . . , |B|}
Require: Representation learner Φ
Require: Weights vectors αΦ(ht, ω)
Require: Regularization parameter λ

1: for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T} do
2: Compute n(t)

t ←
∑
i∈B Wit, n(t)

c ←
∑
i∈B(1−Wit)

3: Compute pairwise distances matrix M ∈ Rn
(t)
t ×n(t)

c {M (t)
ij = ∥Hit −Hjt∥L2 , ∀i, j ∈ B; Wit = 1 and

Wjt = 0}
4: Initialize kernel matrix K ∈ Rn

(t)
t ×n(t)

c such that K(t)
ij ← e−λM(t)

ij

5: Compute row marginal vector a(t) ∈ Rnt such that a(t)
i ←

αΦ(hit,1)∑
k=1,Wkt=1

αΦ(hit,1)

6: Compute column marginal vector b(t) ∈ Rnc such that b(t)
j ←

αΦ(hit,0)∑
k=1,Wkt=0

αΦ(hit,0)

7: Compute optimal transport matrix T (t) ∈ Rn
(t)
t ×n(t)

c :
8: T (t) ← Sinkhorn-Knopp(K(t), a(t), b(t))
9: Compute Wasserstein distance Dt ←

∑nt

i=1
∑nc

j=1 T
(t)
ij M

(t)
ij

10: end for
11: Return

∑T
t=1 Dt

Algorithm 4 Pseudo-code for training CDVAE
Require: Training Data DT = {{wit, yit,xit}Tt=1, i = 1, . . . , n}
Require: CDVAE parameters ϕ, θy, θω, Φ, σ, Optimizer parameters

1: for p ∈ {1, . . . , epochmax} do
2: for batch B = {{wit, yit,xit}Tt=1, i = 1, . . . , |B|} do
3: Compute approximate posterior qϕ(z | y≤T ,x≤T , ω≤T )
4: Sample latent variables z from qϕ(z | y≤T ,x≤T , ω≤T )
5: Compute representation Φ(Ht) for t = 1, . . . , T .
6: Compute ELBO(θ, ϕ,Φ, σ).
7: Compute LDistM(ϕ).
8: Choose t1, . . . , tm ∼ U([1, T ]) compute IPM term as :

LIPM =
m∑
i=1

IPMG (gθω,Φ(· |Wti = 1), gθω,Φ(· |Wti = 0))

9: Compute total loss Ltot = ELBO(θ, ϕ,Φ, σ) + λIPMLIPM(θω,Φ) + λDistMLDistM(ϕ).
10: Update parameters related to the total loss

[θ, ϕ,Φ, σ]← [θ, ϕ,Φ, σ]− µ
(
∂Ltot(θ, θω, ϕ,Φ, σ)

∂[θ, ϕ,Φ, σ]

)
11: Compute binary cross-entropy loss for the propensity network LW (θω,Φ). and update parameters

θω ← θω − µW
(
∂LW (θω,Φ)

∂θω

)
12: end for
13: end for
14: Return Trained CDVAE model



criterion. We do not use a metric related to the quality of estimating ITE, as this would not be applicable

in real-world scenarios where ITE are unavailable. Designing a suitable criterion for causal cross-validation

or hyperparameter tuning in causal models remains an open problem. Various proxies are used in the

literature, including loss over factual outcomes (Lim, 2018a; Hassanpour & Greiner, 2019a; Bica et al.,

2020a;b), one nearest-neighbor imputation for counterfactual outcomes (Shalit et al., 2017; Johansson et al.,

2022), influence functions (Alaa & Van Der Schaar, 2019), rank-preserving causal cross-validation (Schuler

et al., 2018), and Robinson residual decomposition (Nie & Wager, 2021; Lu et al., 2020). Since we aim to

select the best regularization parameters (λIPM , λMM ) along with other CDVAE-related parameters, we

avoid using total loss as it may bias (λIPM , λMM ) toward small values. Instead, we use the weighted

reconstruction error for fine-tuning. Similarly, Causal CPC, CT, CRN, and RMSM are fine-tuned using

loss over the factual response. We report in Appendix A.4 the search space of hyperparameters for all

baselines.

3.9.1 Adapting Baselines to Our Causal Settings

All the considered baselines do not assume the observation of adjustment variables; however, they

only consider time-varying and static confounders. It is not straightforward to incorporate adjustment

variables into these models when observed. Naively augmenting their input with adjustment variables

and treating them as static confounders often results in suboptimal performance or even worse outcomes

compared to excluding the adjustment variables altogether. This is primarily due to two reasons:

1. Most baselines concatenate static confounders with time-varying ones at each time step. When high-

dimensional adjustment variables are included, this dramatically increases the number of parameters,

leading to overfitting. 2. When comparing different versions of the same baseline, it is important to ensure

comparable complexity represented by the number of learnable parameters (Table 3.1). 3. Models such as

CRN, CT, and Causal CPC learn a balanced representation. Including adjustment variables naively as

input may bias the learned representation towards these variables, as they are inherently balanced.

To ensure fair experimentation, we adapt the baselines as follows:

• CRN, CT, and Causal CPC: Instead of solely feeding the balanced representation to the outcome

network, we augment it with static adjustment variables, similar to the CDVAE design, where the

representation Φ(Ht) is augmented with substitutes Z.

• G-Net: Adjustment variables are only used to augment the representation fed to the outcome

model, not the representation used to reconstruct the current covariates Xt.

• RMSM: Stabilized weights are learned solely as a function of Ht, while the adjustment variables

are concatenated with the representation of Ht.

3.9.2 Synthetic Data Sets

Generation We simulate a longitudinal dataset of time-length T = 75 by generating the time-varying

variables autoregressively. Specifically, the confounders Xt at each time step t are generated in Rdx with



Table 3.1: Trainable parameters in thousands (k) for baselines in all configurations for the synthetic and
semi-synthetic MIMIC-III data.

Model Params (k),
synthetic
data

Params (k),
MIMIC-III
data

CDVAE 11.5 5.7
Causal CPC (base) 6.7 5.3
Causal CPC (with substi-
tute)

7.1 5.7

Causal CPC (oracle) 14.3 7.5
CT (base) 18.7 16.3
CT (with substitute) 18.9 16.7
CT (oracle) 26 18.7
G-Net (base) 21.2 4.1
G-Net (with substitute) 21.5 4.3
G-Net (oracle) 28.5 5.7
CRN (base) 8.3 3.5
CRN (with substitute) 8.5 3.7
CRN (oracle) 14.2 4.9
RMSM (base) 14 6.7
RMSM (with substitute) 15.3 6.9
RMSM (oracle) 20.9 8.0

dx = 100, and the dynamics are specified through an autoregression of order p = 8 plus a regression over

the past treatment trajectory. Each dimension j ∈ {1, . . . , dx} of Xt is defined as

X(j)
t = 1

p

p∑
k=1

γ
X,(t,j)
k X(j)

t−k + 1
p

p∑
k=1

γ
XW,(t,j)
k Wt−k + ϵXt,j ,

with

γ
X,(t,j)
k ∼ N (0, 1), γ

XW,(t,j)
k ∼ N (0, 1), ϵXt :=

[
ϵXt,1, . . . , ϵ

X
t,dx

]⊤ ∼ N (0,Σx).

To ensure dependence between confounders, the vector error ϵXt is generated by a Gaussian distribution

with a non-diagonal covariance matrix

Σx = ρ1dx1⊤
dx

+ (1− ρ)σ2Idx ,

where ρ = 0.5 and σ2 = 0.3.

The treatment ωt is generated using a Bernoulli distribution with probability σ(πt) defined by a logistic

model to simulate the assignment mechanism. Here, σ(·) denotes the sigmoid function:

πt = 1
p

p∑
k=1

γW,tk Wt−k + 1
dxp

p∑
k=1
⟨γWX,t
k ,Xt−k⟩+ 1

p

p∑
k=1

γWY,t
k Yt−k + ϵW .

To ensure the variation of imbalance between treatment and control groups through time, we simulate the

regression parameters as follows:

γW,tk , γWY,t
k ∼ N

(
sin(t/π), 0.012),

γWX,t
k ∼ N

(
sin(t/π), 0.012)⊗dx

,

ϵW ∼ N (0, 0.012).



We generate treatment assignment as

Wt ∼ Bernoulli(σ(πt)).

To specify the outcome model, we first generate the unobserved adjustment variables U ∈ Rdu with

du = 100 using a Gaussian mixture of three distributions:

U ∼ 1
K

K∑
i=1
N
(
µi,Σu

)
,

where µ1, . . . , µK ∼ U
(
[−10, 10]

)⊗du , Σu = 0.2 diag(1du), and K = 8. Finally, we write the expression of

the two potential outcomes as a function of the context history. The chosen specification is motivated by

the classic mixed-effect approach. We introduce the random effects to have an individual reaction to the

change in a covariate Xt,j , and we model it by the Hadamard product between the covariate vector and

the unobserved adjustment vector. The observed response is defined following the consistency assumption

Asm2.6:

Yt = Yt(1)Wt + Yt(0)(1−Wt)

Yt(ω) = 1
dU
⟨γY Uω ,U⟩

p∑
k=1

Wt−k + 1
dxp

p∑
k=1
⟨γY X,tk,ω ,Xt−k⟩+ 1

p

p∑
k=1

γY,tk,ωYt−k + ϵY

γY X,tk,ω ∼ N
(
γY Xω , 0.012), γY Uω ∼ N

(
γY Uω , 0.012),

γY,tk,ω ∼ N
(
γYω , 0.12), ϵY ∼ N (0, 0.012).

With γY X1 , γY1 = 0.0, 0.2 and γY X0 , γY0 = 0.2, 0.1 and γY U0 = 0.1 while γY U1 is varied generate multiple

datasets with different modifications levels of treatment effect induced by U. The experiment is conducted

with 5000 samples for training, 500 for validation, and 1000 for testing.

Controlling the Effect of Unobserved Adjustment Variables To assess the impact of unobserved

variables U, we vary the parameter γY U(1) which determines the contribution of U in generating Yt(1). By

design, Yt(1) increases with γY U(1) , and the parameter γY X(1) is varied within the range [0, 2.5] with a step size

of 0.25, and we generate a longitudinal dataset at each level of γY X(1) . We report the mean and standard

deviation over 10 different seeds of PEHE in estimating the one-step-ahead ACATE, i.e., ϵPEHET +1 , over

the test individuals (smaller is better).

Results The Figure 3.4 shows the performances of all models given the three possible configurations

(base, substitute and oracle). First, the error in estimating the ACATE increases substantially as the

coefficient γY U(1) increases because the contribution of the unobserved static variables becomes considerably

more important in the writing of the potential outcomes. However, CDVAE notably displays a slower

increase in error and superior performance in all data configurations. Second, the errors decrease across all

levels of unobserved heterogeneity when the baselines are provided with the substitutes learned features

by CDVAE, highlighting the superiority of the substitute approach assisted by CDVAE over the base one.
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(c) Performance of CRN with CDVAE Comparison
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(d) Performance of G-Net with CDVAE Comparison
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(e) Performance of RMSN with CDVAE Comparison

Figure 3.4: Evolution of PEHE in estimating ACATE for synthetic data across increasing levels of
heterogeneity induced by adjustment variables U.

As expected, a baseline in the oracle approach generally performs better than with substitutes, especially

at higher values of γY U(1) , while the substitute approach provides near-oracle performance. Extended results

are provided in Appendix A.2.1.

3.9.3 Semi-Synthetic MIMIC-III Data

We adapt to our setting a semi-synthetic dataset constructed by Melnychuk et al. (2022) based on the

MIMIC-III dataset (Johnson et al., 2016). The covariates are high-dimensional and include several vital

measurements recorded in intensive care units. We investigate the effect of vasopressor treatments on

blood pressure in patients. The static covariates in the dataset (gender, ethnicity, and age) are included

in the data construction as adjustment variables for the response (blood pressure). We conduct our

experiments with 1400 patients for training, 200 patients for validation, and 400 patients for testing.

A cohort of 2,000 patients is extracted from the MIMIC-III dataset, with the simulation setup proposed

by Melnychuk et al. (2022) extending the model introduced in Schulam & Saria (2017). Let dy denote



the dimension of the outcome variable. For multiple outcomes, untreated outcomes, denoted as Zj,(i)t for

j = 1, . . . , dy, are generated for each patient i in the cohort. The generation process is defined as:

Zj,(i)t = αjSB-spline(t) + αjgg
j,(i)(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸

endogenous

+αjff
j
Z

(
X(i)
t

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

exogenous

+ εt︸︷︷︸
noise

, (3.26)

where the B-spline B-spline(t) models the endogenous component, gj,(i)(·) is sampled independently for

each patient from a Gaussian process with a Matérn kernel, and f jZ(·) is sampled from a Random Fourier

Features (RFF) approximation of a Gaussian process.

To introduce confounding into the assignment mechanism, current time-varying covariates are incorpo-

rated via a random function f lY (Xt) and the average of a subset of the previous Tl treated outcomes,

ĀTl

(
Yt−1

)
. For da binary treatments Al

t, where l = 1, . . . , da, the treatment assignment mechanism is

modeled as:
pAl

t
= σ

(
γlAĀTl

(
Yt−1

)
+ γlXf

l
Y (Xt) + bl

)
,

Al
t ∼ Bernoulli

(
pAl

t

)
,

where σ(·) denotes the sigmoid function.

Static features U, such as gender and ethnicity, which are categorical, are one-hot encoded. A

random Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) transformation fE(·) is then applied to U, retaining all

singular components. Subsequently, treatments are applied to the untreated outcomes using the following

expression:

Ej(t) =
t∑

i=t−wl

minl=1,...,da
⊮[Al

i
=1]pAl

i
βlj +

∣∣∣∑dU

k=1 fE(U)k
∣∣∣

(wl − i)2 , (3.27)

where wl is the treatment window.

The final outcome combines the treatment effect and the untreated simulated outcome:

Y jt = Zjt + Ej(t). (3.28)

Similar to the synthetic data experiment, we evaluate all baselines using three approaches (base, with

substitutes, and oracle), and report the PEHE in estimating the one-step-ahead ACATE for a patient

trajectory.

Results Figure 3.5 reports the mean and standard deviation of PEHE for CDVAE and all baselines

across all configurations. Similar to the synthetic data results, the base approach always performs worse

than the substitute and oracle approaches. However, the substitute approach substantially enhances

performance compared to the base approach, highlighting the relevance of the substitutes learned by

CDVAE. Across all configurations, CDVAE achieves the best performance compared to all baselines.

Extended results are provided in Appendix A.3.1.
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Figure 3.5: Results on the MIMIC-III data reported by PEHE and organized following the three possible
configurations. Smaller is better.

Table 3.2: CDVAE ablation study conducted on the semi-synthetic MIMIC-III data reported by PEHE.
Smaller is better.

Model PEHE
CDVAE (ours) 17.63±0.25

CDVAE (λIPM = 0) 18.38±0.26
CDVAE (λDistM = 0) 18.21±0.26

CDVAE (σ = 1) 20.50±1.04
CDVAE (λIPM = 0, λDistM = 0) 18.45±0.23

CDVAE (λIPM = 0, w/o weighting) 18.97±0.28
CDVAE (λIPM = 0, λDistM = 0, w/o weighting) 19.23±0.28

3.10 Discussion

Ablation Study To experimentally validate the design of CDVAE, we perform an ablation study by

exploring several model configurations: the full CDVAE model with all components; CDVAE without the

IPM term (λIPM = 0); CDVAE without the distribution matching term (λDistM = 0); CDVAE without

both the IPM term and distribution matching term (λIPM = 0, λDistM = 0); CDVAE without the IPM

term and weighting (λIPM = 0, w/o weighting); CDVAE (λIPM = 0, λDistM = 0, w/o weighting); and

CDVAE with a fixed variance parameter (σ = 1). We follow the same experimental protocol as in prior

experiments, conducting the ablation for the synthetic dataset across all heterogeneity levels induced by

γY U(1) and for the semi-synthetic MIMIC-III dataset. Across all configurations, the full CDVAE consistently

outperforms the other models. Furthermore, removing individual components results in progressively

higher errors, as shown in Tables 3.3 and 3.2. Interestingly, the configurations (λIPM = 0, λDistM = 0,

without weighting) and (σ = 1) either perform comparably to or worse than the second-best model, Causal

CPC, on both the synthetic dataset and the MIMIC-III dataset.

Table 3.3: Results on the synthetic data reported by PEHE. Smaller is better.

Model γY U(1) = 0 γY U(1) = 0.25 γY U(1) = 0.5 γY U(1) = 0.75 γY U(1) = 1 γY U(1) = 1.25 γY U(1) = 1.5 γY U(1) = 1.75 γY U(1) = 2 γY U(1) = 2.25 γY U(1) = 2.5

CDVAE (ours) 0.43±0.02 0.50±0.03 0.96±0.09 1.57±0.08 1.90±0.10 2.35±0.18 3.57±0.17 4.80±0.20 6.84±0.20 7.64±0.48 9.03±0.50

CDVAE (λIPM = 0) 0.48±0.02 0.57±0.03 1.12±0.01 1.80±0.15 2.23±0.12 2.53±0.15 3.88±0.13 5.23±0.11 7.37±0.21 7.95±0.12 9.32±0.36

CDVAE (λDistM = 0) 0.46±0.02 0.57±0.03 1.10±0.02 1.78±0.13 2.18±0.13 2.64±0.18 3.95±0.15 5.20±0.12 7.14±0.13 8.08±0.14 9.25±0.19

CDVAE (σ = 1) 0.81±0.40 0.66±0.07 2.17±0.53 5.73±1.51 9.27±3.27 10.67±2.02 12.66±2.16 14.28±4.23 15.63±4.04 18.23±5.71 17.19±5.71

CDVAE (λIPM = 0, λDistM = 0) 0.48±0.02 0.57±0.03 1.16±0.07 1.84±0.17 2.33±0.12 2.66±0.14 4.05±0.10 5.36±0.13 7.48±0.12 8.20±0.13 9.40±0.24

CDVAE (λIPM = 0, w/o weighting) 0.50±0.01 0.60±0.01 1.20±0.03 1.90±0.11 2.31±0.10 2.66±0.13 3.99±0.16 5.30±0.19 7.51±0.12 8.21±0.15 9.41±0.23

CDVAE (λIPM = 0, λDistM = 0, w/o weighting) 0.50±0.02 0.62±0.02 1.27±0.03 1.98±0.10 2.39±0.09 2.85±0.14 4.19±0.13 5.59±0.13 7.61±0.15 8.41±0.14 9.78±0.21
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Figure 3.6: Evolution of variance parameter update during training for synthetic data (left) for each level
of γY U(1) and MIMIC-III (right) averaged over 10 random initializations

On the Near-Deterministic Behavior of CDVAE For the theoretical results in Section 3.5.3 to

hold, it is necessary to verify whether the variance parameter σ, as a learnable parameter, indeed decreases

toward zero during training. In all experiments, σ is initialized at one, and we show in Figure 3.6a its

behavior during training on the synthetic dataset across all levels of γY U(1) , as well as on the MIMIC-III

dataset in Figure 3.6b. In all cases, the variance parameter stably decreases toward zero, validating the

near-deterministic regime at the end of training. This supports the consistency result related to the

treatment effect established in Theorem Thm3.5.

CDVAE Robustness to the Number of Components in the Prior We demonstrate that the

number of components K in the Gaussian mixture prior does not substantially affect the PEHE. The

chosen value, selected via random search, is K = 7, while the ground truth is K = 8. To test robustness, we

evaluate CDVAE with values below and above this baseline, namely K = 2, 5, 8, 11. For the semi-synthetic

MIMIC-III dataset, the true number of components is unknown, and the value selected via grid search is

K = 5. To test robustness, we also evaluate K = 2, 8, 11, 14. Figure 3.7a shows the evolution of errors

for the synthetic data across levels of γY U(1) for different values of K. While there are slight differences in

performance means for CDVAE with varying K, almost all error bars overlap across all levels of γY U(1) .

The same observations hold for MIMIC-III, as depicted in Figure 3.7b. This highlights the robustness of

CDVAE to the choice of K for the prior and its low sensitivity compared to the components analyzed in

the ablation study.
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Figure 3.7: Results of CDVAE when varying the number of components K of the prior for the synthetic
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Bayesian Model Assessment of CDVAE We assess the quality of the conditional response fitting

in our variational framework through a posterior predictive check (Rubin, 1984; Meng, 1994; Gelman

et al., 1995) and similar to Bica et al. (2020b); Hatt & Feuerriegel (2024). For each time step t, let

yobs
t := {yi,t}Nval

i=1 represent the observed responses in the validation dataset. We generate S replicated

datasets of responses yrep
t (s) := {yrep

i,t (s)}Nval
i=1 for s = 1, . . . , S, such that for each individual i in the

validation dataset, we draw S samples of latent substitutes zi(1), . . . , zi(S) ∼ qϕ(· | D). The approximate

posterior serves as a proxy for the true (inaccessible) posterior p(z | D). Replicated responses are then

generated from the fitted conditional distribution: Y rep
t (s) ∼ Yt | y<t,x≤t, ω≤t, zi(s).

To compare the observed and replicated data, we define a statistic T based on the conditional

log-likelihood:

T(yobs
t ) := 1

Nval

Nval∑
i=1

log pθ(yi,t | hit, ωi,t, zi(s)),

and for replicated responses: T(yrep
t (s)) := 1

Nval

∑Nval
i=1 log pθ(yrep

i,t (s) | hit, ωi,t, zi(s)). We then define a

posterior predictive p-value as:

p = Pr(T(yrep
t (s)) > T(yobs

t )),

which is approximated as:

p ≈ 1
S

S∑
s=1

1{T(yrep
t (s)) > T(yobs

t )}.

We compare these p-values over time to assess how closely the distribution of the conditional responses

matches the distribution of the replicated responses. If the model accurately captures the conditional

response distribution given the substitutes, the test statistics for the replicated data should be close to

those for the observed data, ideally resulting in a p-value equal to 0.5. Figures 3.8a and 3.8b show the

temporal evolution of the p-values for both the synthetic data and semi-synthetic MIMIC-III. In general,

all the p-values fluctuate inside the interval [0.41, 0.59] except for the synthetic dataset with γY U(1) = 0.0

because U no longer modifies the potential outcomes (Yt(1))t≥1. Interestingly, the bias in the p-values

(Figure 3.8a) decreases as γY U(1) increases because CDVAE is designed to capture substantial heterogeneity

in the responses due to the unobserved adjustment variables.
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Figure 3.8: Evolution of CDVAE posterior predictive p-values for synthetic (left) and semi-synthetic
MIMIC-III data (right). We report the average for 10 random initializations at each time step.



Connection to the Deconfounder Theory Our approach can also provide a remedy for a key

inconsistency in the deconfounder theory (Lopez & Gutman, 2017; Ranganath & Perotte, 2018; Wang &

Blei, 2019a;b). Crucially, while the inference model for the latent confounder is probabilistic, leading to a

distribution over the substitute confounder, the theory assumes that the posterior distribution collapses

into a Dirac delta distribution, implying certainty in the confounders’ estimation. This assumption

simplifies the theoretical framework but introduces a fundamental incoherence between the stochastic

nature of the inference models and the deterministic assumption in the theory (D’Amour, 2019b; Imai

& Jiang, 2019; D’Amour, 2019a). There is a significant theoretical-application gap: In theory, the

deconfounder assumes that the substitute confounder is estimated with certainty, while in practice,

inference models are stochastic (Zhang et al., 2019; Bica et al., 2020b; Hatt & Feuerriegel, 2024), and the

latent confounder is described by a distribution, introducing uncertainty. Our use of near-deterministic

VAEs indirectly controls the posterior variance, finding a compromise where the posterior remains less

diffuse yet not fully deterministic. This approach enables a more precise estimation of the substitute

confounder without assuming perfect certainty, addressing an inherent inconsistency. Applying this

method within deconfounder theory holds independent interest beyond this works’s scope. Future research

could explore integrating these improvements into the deconfounder framework, with near-deterministic

VAEs for substitute confounders inference to bridge theory and practice.

Comparing our approach to the deconfounder Unlike the deconfounder, our method does not

require the consistency assumption for identifying treatment effects. Whereas the deconfounder framework

models unobserved covariates as confounders affecting both treatment and outcome, we treat these

unobserved covariates as adjustment variables, thus bypassing the need for the consistency assumption.

Estimating p(Yt(ω)) In causal inference, when unobserved confounders are present, the conditional

distribution of potential outcomes plays a critical role. If the adjustment variables U are observed, the

potential outcome can be represented as:

p(Yt(ω)) = p(Yt | ht,Wt = ω) =
∫
p(yt | ht,Wt = ω,U = u)p(u | ht,Wt = ω)du.

Due to the structural assumptions over the causal graph, the treatments Wt and covariates Xt are

d-separated from U given Ht, implying:

p(u | ht,Wt = ω) = p(u | Dt−1),

where the conditional potential outcome is identifiable, but estimating it requires sampling from the

posterior distribution of the adjustment variables, p(u | Dt−1).

When U is not observed, let Z be a latent variable satisfying the CMM(p). Under what conditions



does the following equality hold?

∫
p(yt | ht,Wt = ω,Z = z)p(z | Dt−1) dz (∗)=

∫
p(yt | ht,Wt = ω,U = u)p(u | Dt−1) du

= p(Yt(ω) | ht).
(3.29)

This equation addresses the potential risk of non-uniqueness in the CMM assumption, which could lead

to varying values on the left-hand side (LHS) of Equation 3.29. However, our framework differs from

the traditional deconfounder framework. Here, the identification of the conditional potential outcome

p(Yt | ht) occurs independently of the latent variables, as sequential ignorability holds without requiring

conditioning on them. The CMM assumption, under the condition Z ⊥⊥ X≤T ,W≤T , ensures that no

confounding backdoor paths are introduced by conditioning on Z. Thus, using Z as a substitute for U

presents no identifiability or consistency issues. This conclusion also extends to the marginal distribution

of potential outcomes, formally shown through a copula argument, as in D’Amour (2019a).

p(Yt(ω)) =
∫
p(Yt(ω) | Ht = ht)p(ht)dht,

p(Yt(ω)) =
∫
p(Yt | Ht = ht,Wt = ω)p(ht)dht,

p(Yt(ω)) =
∫
p(y≤t,x≤t, ω≤t)

p(ht)
p(ht, ωt)

dht,

p(Yt(ω)) =
∫ ∫

p(y≤t, z | x≤t, ω≤t)p(x≤t, ω≤t)
p(ht)

p(ht, ωt)
dhtdz,

=
∫ ∫

c(y≤t, z | x≤t, ω≤t)p(yt | ht, ωt)p(z | x≤t, ω≤t)p(ht)dhtdz.

(3.30)

The copula c(y≤t, z | x≤t, ω≤t) is restricted by the CMM(p) assumption. This constraint differs significantly

from the deconfounder theory, where factor models often separate multiple treatments or treatment

sequences and impose no such restrictions on the outcome model. Therefore, identifying potential

outcomes in the deconfounder framework requires additional assumptions, as discussed in Wang & Blei

(2019a;b). However, our framework enforces conditional separation of responses given past sequences of

treatments and covariates, implying independence between the latent variables and treatment sequences.

Finally, in practice, how can we estimate p(Yt(ω))? We express this as:

p(Yt(ω)) =
∫
p(yt | Ht = ht,Wt = ω)p(ht)dht,

=
∫ ∫

p(yt | ht, ω, z)p(z | ht, ω)p(ht)dhtdz,

=
∫ ∫

p(yt | ht, ω, z)p(z | Dt−1)p(ht)dhtdz,

≈
∫ ∫

pθ(yt | ht, ω, z)qϕ(z | DT )p(ht)dhtdz.

(3.31)

Here, pθ(yt | ht, ω, z) is modeled by the outcome model (decoder), while qϕ(z | DT ) is the approximate

posterior distribution of the latent variables, estimated using the observed sequence of data.

Capturing "bad variables" We examine whether the substitute adjustment variables Z can inadver-

tently capture "bad variables," that is, variables that may introduce bias into the estimation of causal



effects. One potential source of bias arises from M-colliders (Figure 3.9). If the substitute adjustment

variables Z capture information not only about the true adjustment variables U, but also about a collider

variable M, this could result in Z ̸⊥W≤T .

Y≤T

M

W≤T

V

X≤T

U

Figure 3.9: An example of an M-collider structure, where the variable V influences both the treatment
and the response, as indicated by the dashed arrows.

The key concern is whether Z could “blindly” capture information from the sequence of responses or

treatments. Such cases may lead to open collider paths like

U→ Yt ←W≤t or U→ Yt ← X≤t.

These scenarios would violate the assumption that Z ⊥W≤t and Z ⊥ X≤t. In essence, including colliders

in the substitute adjustment variables can open “backdoor” paths, leading to biased treatment effect

estimates. To prevent this, it is essential to ensure that the substitute variables Z do not inadvertently

encode information about colliders that affect both the treatments and the responses.

Conclusion In this work, we proposed CDVAE, a novel framework for estimating treatment effects in

high-dimensional, time-varying settings. By leveraging variational inference with robust regularization

techniques, we introduced a principled approach to infer latent adjustment variables while ensuring

identifiability and mitigating covariate imbalance. Our framework demonstrated theoretical guarantees for

generalization and treatment effect consistency in the near-deterministic regime of VAEs—an overlooked

property in the causal inference literature. Extensive empirical evaluations support the effectiveness

of CDVAE on both synthetic and semi-synthetic datasets. Future work could focus on extending this

framework to: 1. dynamic treatment regimes (Definition Def2.2, Chapter 2), for example, by incorporating

the g-calculus (Proposition Prop2.2); 2. providing generalization bounds for treatment effects when they

depend on a sequence of treatments (Lewis & Syrgkanis, 2021; Vankadara et al., 2022; Oh et al., 2022;

Csillag et al., 2024); 3. exploring theoretically the bias-variance trade-off in the estimation of treatment

effects in the near-deterministic regime.



Chapter 4

Causal Contrastive Predictive Coding

4.1 Introduction

It is vital in real-world applications to estimate potential responses, i.e., responses under hypothetical

treatment strategies. Individuals show diverse responses to the same treatment, emphasizing the need

to quantify individual response trajectories. This enables personalized interventions, enhancing decision-

making efficacy. In medical contexts, precise response estimation enables tailored treatments for patients

(Atan et al., 2018; Shalit, 2020; Mueller & Pearl, 2023). This chapter focuses on counterfactual regression

over time, estimating responses under hypothetical treatment plans based on individual records, including

past covariates, responses, and treatment sequences up to the current prediction time (Robins et al., 2000;

Robins & Hernán, 2009a). We have seen some of the challenges (Chapter 2 and 3) we need to address in

the time-varying setting, which are time-dependent confounding, selection bias, and long-term dependencies.

As mentioned in Sections 2.2.5 and 3.1, RMSNs (Lim, 2018b), CRN (Bica et al., 2020a), and G-Net Li et al.

(2021), have tackled these causal inference challenges. However, their reliance on RNN limits their ability to

capture long-term dependencies. Recent studies like Causal Transformer (Melnychuk et al., 2022) propose

better integrating transformers to represent temporal dynamics. Rather than viewing this as a limitation

of RNN, we see it as an opportunity to emphasize their strengths. We design specific architectures for

counterfactual regression over large horizons, avoiding complex, hard-to-interpret models like transformers.

Our approach leverages the computational efficiency of RNN, incorporating Contrastive Predictive Coding

(CPC) (Oord et al., 2018; Henaff, 2020) for learning data history representations. This enhances model

performance while maintaining efficiency, offering a compelling alternative to transformer-based approaches.

Furthermore, we usually formulate identification assumptions of counterfactual responses over the original

process history space, namely sequential ignorability, overlap, and consistency for longitudinal data

(Assumptions Asm2.5, Asm2.7, Asm2.6). However, these assumptions may not hold in the representation

space for arbitrary functions. Since identification often involves conditional independence, it applies when

using an invertible representation function. Current models for time-varying settings (Lim, 2018b; Bica

et al., 2020a; Melnychuk et al., 2022) do not enforce representation invertibility. To address this, instead

of adding complexity with a decoder, we implicitly push the history process to be "reconstructable" from

92



the encoded representation by maximizing Mutual Information (MI) between representation and input,

following the Information Maximization (InfoMax) principle Linsker (1988), akin to Deep InfoMax Hjelm

et al. (2019). We summarize these main design differences between the baselines and Causal CPC in

Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Summary of concurrent methods contrasted against Causal CPC across design aspects.

Model Backbone Tailored to
long-term
forecast?

Learning of
long-term de-
pendencies

Use of con-
trastive
learning

Prediction of
counterfactu-
als

Handling
selection bias

Invertibility
of representa-
tion

Causal CPC
(ours)

GRU Yes CPC Yes Autoregressive Balanced rep-
resentation

Yes, contrasts
representa-
tion with
input

Causal
Trans-
former

3 Transform-
ers

Yes Transformers N/A Autoregressive Balanced rep-
resentation

N/A

G-Net LSTM No N/A N/A Autoregressive G-
Computation

Current co-
variates Xt

CRN LSTM No N/A N/A Autoregressive Balanced rep-
resentation

N/A

RMSN LSTM No N/A N/A Autoregressive Weighting N/A
MSM Logistic+linear

model
No N/A N/A Autoregressive Weighting N/A

4.2 Contributions

Our approach is inspired by self-supervised learning using MI objectives (Hjelm et al., 2019). We aim to

maximize MI between different views of the same input, introducing counterfactual regression over time

through CPC to capture long-term dependencies. Additionally, we propose a tractable lower bound to the

original InfoMax objectives for more efficient representations. This is challenging due to the sequential

nature and high dimensionality, marking a novelty. We demonstrate the importance of regularization

terms via an ablation study. Previous work leveraging contrastive learning for causal inference applies

only to the static setting with no theoretical grounding (Chu et al., 2022). To our knowledge, we frame

for the first time the representation balancing problem from an information-theoretic perspective and

show that the suggested adversarial game (Theorem Thm4.3) yields theoretically balanced representations

using the Contrastive Log-ratio Upper Bound (CLUB) of MI (Cheng et al., 2020), computed efficiently.

Key innovations of our Causal CPC model include:

• We showcase the capability of leveraging CPC to capture long-term dependencies in the process

history using Information Noise Contrastive Estimation (InfoNCE) (Gutmann & Hyvärinen, 2010;

2012; Oord et al., 2018), an unexplored area in counterfactual regression over time where its

integration into process history modeling is not straightforward in causality (Table 4.1).

• We enforce input reconstruction from representation by contrasting the representation with its

input. Current baselines generally overlook such quality (c.f. Table 4.1), yet it ensures retaining

confounding information which prevents biased counterfactual estimation.



• Applying InfoMax to process history while respecting its dynamic nature is challenging. We provide

a tractable lower bound to the original InfoMax problem, bringing theoretical insights into the

tightness.

• We suggest minimizing an upper bound on MI between representation and treatment to make the

representation non-predictive of the treatment, using the CLUB of MI (Cheng et al., 2020). This

novel information-theoretic perspective results in a theoretically balanced representation across all

treatment regimes.

• By using a simple GRU layer (Cho et al., 2014) as the model backbone, we demonstrate that

well-designed regularizations can outperform more complex models like transformers.

Finally, our experiments on synthetic data (cancer simulation (Geng et al., 2017)) and semi-synthetic

data based on real-world datasets (MIMIC-III (Johnson et al., 2016)) show the superiority of Causal CPC

at accurately estimating counterfactual responses.

4.3 Related Work

Counterfactual Regression Over Time We compare Causal CPC primarily to MSMs, RMSNs, CRN,

G-Net, and CT. These models, like ours, assume sequential ignorability (Robins & Hernán, 2009a). Several

alternative models operate under different assumptions, often addressing the presence of unobserved

confounders. Some of these models build on deconfounding theory (Lopez & Gutman, 2017; Ranganath

& Perotte, 2018; Wang & Blei, 2019a), which recent works have extended to time-varying settings.

Deconfounding involves imposing a factor model on treatment assignment, where each treatment becomes

conditionally independent, given latent variables that act as proxies for unobserved confounders. Examples

of this approach include Bica et al. (2020b); Hatt & Feuerriegel (2021); Cao et al. (2023). Other models

assume the presence of proxy variables, inferring a representation of unobserved confounders through

probabilistic models based on these proxies (Veitch et al., 2020; Cheng et al., 2021; Kuzmanovic et al.,

2021). Unlike our setting, which follows the sequential ignorability assumption, many models adopt a data-

generating process similar to that in (Soleimani et al., 2017b;a; Qian et al., 2021). These methods, often non-

or semi-parametric, tend to either ignore static covariates or handle them linearly, leading to computational

inefficiencies and scalability issues. Nevertheless, some non- or semi-parametric approaches—such as

Schulam & Saria (2017); Seedat et al. (2022); De Brouwer et al. (2022); H4zl4 et al. (2023)—align with our

causal assumptions but extend them to continuous time, treating sequential ignorability in a continuous

setting. Additionally, models like Jiang et al. (2023) incorporate continuous-time and assume interactions

between units, where an individual’s outcome depends on both their treatment and the treatments of

others. Berrevoets et al. (2021), focusing on binary treatment sequences, requires a stronger version of

sequential ignorability—conditional on current covariates—. In contrast, our model assumes a weaker

version, conditioning on the entire history of covariates to account for long-lasting confounding effects.

Furthermore, Chen et al. (2023) focuses solely on binary treatments and targets estimating the average



treatment effect on the treated. The authors assume a specific treatment regime where individuals enter a

post-treatment state after a defined time period. This assumption is restrictive compared to our framework,

which allows for complex, individualized treatment assignment mechanisms and non-binary treatments,

where treatment values fluctuate over time. As a result, Chen et al. (2023) is incompatible with our causal

assumptions. Other methods, like Wu et al. (2023), address high-dimensional counterfactual generation

based on time-varying treatment plans under the same sequential ignorability assumption. However, they

are not designed for causal forecasting over multiple time steps, as required in our setting. Similarly,

Frauen et al. (2023) focuses on estimating the average causal effect and is not suited for predicting

individual treatment effects or conditional counterfactual responses, as it targets marginal counterfactual

expectations via g-computation.

In contrast, we introduce a contrastive learning approach to capture long-term dependencies while

maintaining a simple model and ensuring high computational efficiency in training and prediction. We

demonstrate that simple models with well-designed regularization terms can still achieve high prediction

quality. Additionally, previous works (Robins & Hernán, 2009a; Robins et al., 2000; Lim, 2018a; Li

et al., 2021; Melnychuk et al., 2022) did not consider the role of invertible representation in improving

counterfactual regression. Here, we introduce an InfoMax regularization term to make our encoder easier

to invert.

InfoMax Principle The InfoMax principle aims to learn a representation that maximizes MI with its

input (Linsker, 1988; Bell & Sejnowski, 1995). Estimating MI for high-dimensional data is challenging and

is often addressed by maximizing a simple and tractable lower bound on MI (Hjelm et al., 2019; Poole

et al., 2019a; Liang et al., 2023). Another approach involves maximizing MI between two lower-dimensional

representations of different views of the same input (Bachman et al., 2019; Henaff, 2020; Tian et al., 2020;

Tschannen et al., 2020), offering a more practical solution. We adopt this strategy by dividing our process

history into two views, past and future (c.f. Figure 4.2), and maximizing a tractable lower bound on MI

between them, encouraging a "reconstructable" representation of the process history. To our knowledge,

the only work applying an InfoMax approach to counterfactual regression, albeit in static settings, is

Chu et al. (2022). They propose maximizing MI between an individual’s representation and a global

representation, aggregating information from all individuals into a single vector. However, the global

representation lacks clarity and interpretability, raising uncertainties about its theoretical underpinnings in

capturing confounders. Furthermore, there’s a lack of theoretical analysis on how minimizing MI between

individual and treatment-predictive representations could yield a treatment-invariant representation. As

a novelty, we extend the InfoMax principle to longitudinal data, providing a theoretical guarantee of

learning balanced representations.

Self-Supervised Learning and Mutual Information In the self-supervised learning paradigm,

Deep InfoMax (Hjelm et al., 2019) employs MI computation between input images and representations,

emphasizing its maximization to enhance reconstruction quality. Additionally, local MI calculations

between the representation and local features contribute to encoding more intricate patterns shared across



data patches. The strategy of maximizing average MI between the representation and local regions, such

as patches, significantly improves downstream task performance. Notably, global MI assumes a more

prominent role in reconstructing the complete input given the representation.

CPC aligns with the MI-based approach seen in Deep InfoMax, emphasizing the maximization of

MI between global and local representation pairs. Distinct from Deep InfoMax, CPC processes local

features sequentially, constructing partial "summary features" to predict specific local features in the

future. Classical self-supervised paradigms often focus on tasks like classification or reconstruction-based

objectives, leading to distinct preferences for maximizing MI in either local or global information. However,

integrating both procedures becomes imperative in scenarios involving downstream tasks like counterfactual

regression over time. Our proposed Causal CPC is strategically designed to align with these intuitions.

Several other methods share similarities with CPC, such as Contrastive Multiview Coding (Tian et al.,

2020), which emphasizes maximizing MI between representations of different views of the same observation.

Augmented Multiscale Deep InfoMax (Bachman et al., 2019), akin to CPC, makes predictions across space

but differs by predicting representations across layers in the model. Instance Discrimination Zhao et al.

(2020) also encourages learning representations capable of discriminating between individual examples in

the dataset. Still, our preference for CPC arises from its adaptability in processing sequential features

in an ordered and autoregressive manner. This aligns seamlessly with the requirements of our specific

context, especially when dealing with counterfactual regression over time.

4.4 Problem Formulation

Setup In the PO framework (Rubin, 2005), and following Robins & Hernán (2009b), we extend the

treatment variable to be discrete (unlike the binary treatment in CDVAE) and broaden the PO scope

compared to CDVAE (Chapter 3) to consider the lagged treatment effect:

Assumption Asm4.1 [Lagged Treatment Effect]

We focus our causal framework on examining causal quantities defined with respect to potential

outcomes given a lag of ρ time steps, rather than the entire sequence of treatments. In mathe-

matical terms, this can be represented as {Yt(W≤t−ρ, ωt−ρ+1:t)}ωt−ρ+1:t∈Wρ . This approach relaxes

the contemporaneous treatment effect assumption in the CDVAE model (Chapter 3), as it de-

fines counterfactual trajectories of responses over sequences of potential outcomes rather than a

single one. On the other hand, the lagged treatment effect assumption enables us to establish a

framework for causal forecasting, i.e., estimating causal quantities over time beyond the scope

of the observed longitudinal study. Specifically, we can consider the longitudinal study as observed

data up to time t′ = t − ρ, and then investigate future causal quantities defined as a function of

{Yt′+ρ(W≤t′ , ωt′+1:t′+ρ)}ωt′+1:t′+ρ∈Wρ . This is the main setting of our second contribution

(Causal CPC).
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Figure 4.1: Causal graph over Ht+1. For simplicity, we represent past treatments as W≤t such that each
element in that sub-sequence confounds the next treatment and response Wt+1 and Yt+1. Idem for Y≤t
and X≤t. The static covariates V are assumed to affect all the time-varying variables. We omit the
representation of exogenous noise for simplicity. Interactions between W≤t , X≤t, and Y≤t were also
omitted for simplicity.

As a result of Assumption Asm4.1 and for any time step t + ρ, we treat the longitudinal study as

observed data up to time t and investigate future causal quantities defined by

{Yt+ρ(W≤t, ωt+1:t+ρ)}ωt+1:t+ρ∈Wρ .

As described in Section 2.2.1, we track a cohort of individuals (units) i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} over tmax time

steps. At each time t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , tmax}, we observe: (1) Discrete treatment Wit ∈ W = {0, 1, . . . ,K − 1},

(2) Outcome of interest Yit ∈ Y ⊂ R, (3) Time-varying context Xit ∈ X ⊂ Rdx , a dx-dimensional vector

of confounders, and (4) Static confounders V ∈ V ⊂ Rdv . We define the history up to time t + 1 as

Ht+1 = [V,X≤t+1,W≤t, Y≤t], capturing all information before assigning treatment Wt+1. This process

is illustrated in the causal graph in Figure 4.1 where all of the past observed data encompassed in

Ht+1 confounds future treatments and responses, Wt+1,Wt+2, . . . ,Wtmax
and Yt+1, Yt+2, . . . , Ytmax

, which

create long-term dependencies. The fact that the covariates X≤t+1 are affected by the treatments W≤t

creates time-dependent confounding. The static covariates V are assumed to be affecting all of the

time-varying variables. Since we suppose sequential ignorability, no possible exogenous noises are affecting

both treatments and responses.

Goal Given a training dataset {Hi,t+1, i = 1, . . . , N} sampled from the empirical distribution PHt+1 , we

address the causal inference problem:

How can we efficiently estimate counterfactual responses up to time t+ ρ, where ρ ≥ 1 is the prediction

horizon for a potential treatment sequence ωt+1:t+ρ = (ωt+1, . . . , ωt+ρ), given history Ht+1?

The goal is to estimate the causal quantity mW≤t,ωt+1:t+ρ

t (x≤t, y<t) (Equation 2.5). By Assumption

Asm4.1 of the lagged treatment effect and sequential ignorability (Assumption Asm2.5), we obtain the



following identification result (Proposition Prop2.1):

m
W≤t,ωt+1:t+ρ

t (x≤t, y<t) = E(Yt+ρ(ωt+1:t+ρ) | Ht+1)

= E (Yt+ρ | Ht+1,Wt+1:t+ρ = ωt+1:t+ρ) ,

where E(Yt+ρ(ωt+1:t+ρ) | Ht+1) is the expected outcome at time t + ρ, conditioned on the history

Ht+1 and treatment sequence ωt+1:t+ρ.

4.5 Causal CPC

4.5.1 Representation Learning

Contrastive Predictive Coding Using contrastive learning, we illustrate how to efficiently learn a

representation of the process history Ht. Causal forecasting across multiple horizons requires representa-

tions with high variability predictability within Ht. In short-term prediction, we aim to capture low-level

information and exploit local signal smoothness. For long-term prediction, shared information between

history and future points decreases over time, necessitating a more global structure. Capturing long-term

dependencies and slow-varying features is crucial in our setting.

To achieve this, we learn a representation of Ht that predicts future frames over multiple time steps.

For each prediction horizon j ∈ {1, . . . , ρ} we define the future frames as

Ft+j :=
[
V, Xt+j , Wt+j−1, Yt+j−1

]
∈ U ⊂ Rdv+dx+K+1.

Step 1: local encoding. First, local features are extracted by encoding the frames (Ft)1≤t≤T−ρ Let

Φθ1 : Rdv+dx+K+1 −→ Rdz

be a component-level encoder. At a time t we obtain the local feature vector

Zt := Φθ1(Ft) = Φθ1

([
V,Xt,Wt−1, Yt−1

])
.

Step 2: autoregressive summarisation. Collect the sequence Z1:t = (Z1, . . . ,Zt). A GRU-based

autoregressive map

ΦAR
θ2

: (Rdz )t −→ Rdc

produces the context representation

Cenc
t := ΦAR

θ2

(
Z1:t

)
.

Composite representation function. The overall representation of the process history is therefore the

composition

Φθ1,θ2 := ΦAR
θ2
◦ Φθ1 , Φθ1,θ2(Ht) = Cenc

t ,



where Ψθ1(Ht) :=
(
ψθ1(V,Xs,Ws−1, Ys−1)

)t
s=1 applies the frame encoder to each step (c.f. left side of

Figure 4.2).

To train the model, we use a contrastive loss that encourages the context Cenc
t to predict future local

features Zt+1, . . . ,Zt+ρ while distinguishing them from the features of other individuals within the same

training batch. This is done by minimizing the InfoNCE loss L(InfoNCE)
j for each horizon j:

L(InfoNCE)
j (θ1, θ2,Γj) := −EB

[
log exp(Tj(Ft+j ,Cenc

t ))∑|B|
l=1 exp(Tj(Fl,t+j ,Cenc

t ))

]
, (4.1)

where B is a batch containing individual histories, and Γj is a weight matrix. The discriminator Tj(·, ·)

classifies the correct future feature among negative samples from other individuals:

Tj
(
Ft+j ,Φθ1,θ2(Ht)

)
:= Φθ1(Ft+j)⊤ΓjCenc

t

= Z⊤
t+jΓjCenc

t

= Z⊤
t+jẐt+j .

(4.2)

In practice, the projection of Cenc
t on the matrix Γj yields a prediction Ẑt+j whose quality is measured by

the dot product with the true future local feature Z⊤
t+jẐt+j . Minimizing the InfoNCE loss L(InfoNCE)

j

provides a lower bound on the MI between the context and future features I(Ft+j ,Ct) (Oord et al., 2018):

log(|B|)− L(InfoNCE)
j ≤ I(Ft+j ,Ct). (4.3)

For multiple forecasting horizons j = 1, 2, . . . , ρ, we learn long-term dependencies by minimizing the

InfoNCE loss across all horizons:

LCPC(θ1, θ2, {Γj}ρj=1) := 1
ρ

ρ∑
j=1
L(InfoNCE)
j (θ1, θ2,Γj). (4.4)

Thus, minimizing LCPC maximizes the shared information between the context and future components

as shown in Equation (4.5), pushing the model to capture the global structure of the process over large

horizons—crucial for counterfactual regression across multiple time steps:

log(|B|)− LCPC ≤ 1
ρ

ρ∑
j=1

I(Ft+j ,Ct). (4.5)

InfoMax Principle We introduce a regularization term to make the context representation of the

process history Ht "reconstructable." We leverage the InfoMax principle to maximize the MI between Ht

and the context Cenc
t . However, we avoid computing the contrastive loss between Cenc

t and Ht for two

main reasons. First, Ht is a high-dimensional sequence, making the loss computation very demanding.

Secondly, we are still interested in incorporating inductive bias toward capturing global dependencies, this

time by pushing any subsequence to be predictive of any future subsequence within Ht. Hence, we divide

the process history into two non-overlapping views, Hh
t := F1:t0 , Hf

t := Ft0+1:t representing a historical



subsequence and a future subsequence of frames within the process history Ht, with t0 randomly chosen per

batch. We then maximize the MI between the representations of these views, Cenc,h
t and Cenc,f

t , resulting

in a lower bound to the InfoMax objective as formulated below:

Proposition Prop4.1

Let Cenc,h
t = Φθ1,θ2

(
Hh
t

)
and Cenc,f

t = Φθ1,θ2

(
H f
t

)
be the encodings of the two non-overlapping

subsequences described above. Then

I
(
Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t

)
≤ I

(
Ht, (Cenc,h

t ,Cenc,f
t )

)
.

We provide an intuitive discussion of the inequality by providing an exact writing of the gap in

Proposition Prop4.1:

Theorem Thm4.1

I
(
Ht; (Cenc,h

t ,Cenc,f
t )

)
− I

(
Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t

)
= I
(
Ht; Cenc,f

t | Cenc,h
t

)
+ Eht∼PHt

Ecf
t ∼P

Cf
t

|ht

[
DKL

(
PCh

t |ht

∥∥PCh
t |cf

t

)]
. (4.6)

Both terms on the RHS of Equation (4.6) are positive, providing an alternative proof to Proposition

Prop4.1. When equality holds, it implies I(Ht; Cenc,f
t | Cenc,h

t ) = 0, indicating that Ht is independent of

Cenc,f
t given Cenc,h

t . This suggests that Cenc,h
t retains sufficient information from Ht that is predictive of

Cenc,f
t . The symmetry of MI also leads to the occurrence of the second term on the RHS when conditioning

on Cenc,f
t . The equality in Proposition Prop4.1 implies PCh

t |ht
= PCh

t |cf
t
, suggesting that Cenc,f

t efficiently

encodes its subsequence while sharing maximum information with Cenc,h
t .

By considering the proposed variant of the InfoMax principle, we can compute a contrastive bound to

I(Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t ) more efficiently, as the random vectors reside in a low-dimensional space thanks to the

encoding. We define a contrastive loss using InfoNCE similar to Equation (4.1):

L(InfoMax)(θ1, θ2, η) := −EB

[
log exp(Tη(Cf

t ,Ch
t ))∑|B|

l=1 exp(Tη(Cf
l,t,Ch

t ))

]
. (4.7)

We use a non-linear discriminator Tη parametrized by η (detailed in Appendix B.3). The representation

of the past subsequence Ch
t is mapped to a prediction of the future subsequence Ĉf

t := Fη(Ch
t ) and

Tη = Cf⊤

t Ĉf
t .

Theorem Thm4.1 and Proposition Prop4.1 justify using the loss in Equation (4.7) by showing that our

InfoMax simplification provides a valid lower bound; this is because the contrastive loss in Equation (4.7)

verifies

log(|B|)− L(InfoMax) ≤ I(Ch
t ,C

f
t ) ≤ I(Ht, (Ch

t ,C
f
t )). (4.8)



The “mental model” behind our regularization term comes from the MI

I
(
Ht; (Ch

t ,C
f
t )
)

= H(Ht)−H
(
Ht | (Ch

t ,C
f
t )
)
,

which can be written using entropy.

Since the entropy term H(Ht) is constant and parameter-free, minimizing the conditional entropy

H
(
Ht | (Ch

t ,C
f
t )
)
≥ 0

ensures that Ht is almost surely a function of (Ch
t ,C

f
t ) (Appendix B.2.4, Proposition PropB.2). When

MI is maximized, the theoretical existence of such a function suggests that the learned context Cenc
t can

decode and reconstruct Ht.

InfoNCE and DGP inversion Beyond the idea of reconstruction, it was shown that the InfoNCE

objective implicitly learns to invert the data’s generative model under mild assumptions (Zimmermann

et al., 2021). Recent works (Daunhawer et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2024) extend this insight to multi-modal

settings, which can reframe our InfoMax problem: Hh
t and Hf

t can be seen as two coupled modalities,

allowing us to identify latent generative factors up to some mild indeterminacies (e.g., rotations, affine

mappings). We anticipate that multi-modal causal representation learning could be extended to our

longitudinal setting, where minimizing our InfoMax objective, in the limit of infinite data, will effectively

invert the data generation process up to a class of indeterminacies that we conjecture to be broader and

under weaker assumptions than those in current causal representation learning literature, given our focus

is on causal inference rather than the identification of causal latent variables.

To initiate a formal basis for this claim, suppose the true data-generating process is given by Ht = g(Zt),

where Zt represents the true latent factors. In the sequential context, we assume that the same function g

generates the two historical subsequences:

Hf
t = g(zft ), Hh

t = g(zht )

We assume a general dependency of the form:

p(zft | zht ) = Q(zft )
Z(zht )

exp(−d(zft , zht ))

With d(., .) is a metric as in Matthes et al. (2023). With Φ being an encoder, we use the InfoMax

regularization term as follows:

L(InfoMax)(Φ, d,B) := −EB

[
log exp(−d(Φ(Hf

t ),Φ(Hh
t )))∑|B|

l=1 exp(−d(Φ(Hf
l,t),Φ(Hh

t )))

]

According to Matthes et al. (2023), under mild regularity conditions, if the encoder f minimizes L(InfoMax),

then h = g ◦ f is a scaled permutation matrix. This result suggests that when the encoder achieves a



minimizer for L(InfoMax), the encoder function f closely approximates an invertible transformation of g.

From a causal inference perspective, if Yit(ωit) ⊥⊥Wit | Hit and Hit = g(Zit), then an invertible function

g ◦ f ensures that:

Yit(ωit) ⊥⊥Wit | g ◦ f(Hit)

Thus, Yit(ωit) ⊥⊥Wit | g(Cenc
it ) and since g is invertible, we have:

Yit(ωit) ⊥⊥Wit | Cenc
it

This demonstrates that the representation Cenc
it retains the essential independence structure, facilitating

accurate counterfactual inference.

4.5.2 Balanced representation learning

Motivation Our goal is counterfactual regression, specifically estimating

E
(
Yt+ρ(ωt+1:t+ρ) | Ht+1

)
.

For simplicity, with ρ = 1, we estimate the potential outcome for a given treatment Wt+1 = ωt+1, where

Wt+1 ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K − 1}, expressed as

E
(
Yt+1(ωt+1) | Ht+1

)
,

which, under standard assumptions, is identified as

E
(
Yt+1(ωt+1) | Ht+1

)
= E

(
Yt+1 | Ht+1,Wt+1 = ωt+1

)
.

The RHS can be estimated from data as

E
(
Yt+1 | Ht+1,Wt+1

)
= f(Ht+1,Wt+1).

Since only one treatment is observed per individual at each time step, Wi,t+1 = ωi,t+1, a fitted model f̂

generates counterfactual responses by switching treatments

f̂
(
hi,t+1, ω

′
t+1
)
, where ω′

t+1 ̸= ωt+1

(e.g., chemotherapy vs. radiotherapy).

The challenge is that Ht+1 and Wt+1 are not independent, introducing potential bias in counterfactual

estimation (Robins, 1999b), leading to covariate shift or selection bias. To address this, we learn a

representation Φ(Ht+1) that enforces distributional balance during decoding.



Setup To mitigate selection bias, we leverage the context representation Cenc
t of Ht and introduce two

sub-networks: one for response prediction and one for treatment prediction, both using a mapping of the

context representation:

Φt = SELU(Linear(Cenc
t )) = ΦθR

(Ht),

where SELU represents the Scaled Exponential Linear Unit (Klambauer et al., 2017), and θR denotes

all parameters of the representation learner, i.e., θR = [θ1, θ2]. Following (Bica et al., 2020a; Melnychuk

et al., 2022), our objective is to learn a representation that accurately predicts outcomes while remaining

distributionally balanced across all possible treatment choices Wt = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1. To achieve this,

we frame the problem as an adversarial game: one network learns to predict the next treatment from

the representation, while a regularization term ensures that the representation is non-predictive of the

treatment.
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Figure 4.2: Causal CPC architecture: The left shows the encoder, which learns context Cenc
t from process history Ht, with CPC and InfoMax objectives used for pretraining.

The right shows the decoder, which autoregressively predicts the future outcome sequence from Cenc
t .



Factual response prediction Since we intend to predict counterfactual responses for ρ steps ahead in

time, we train a decoder to predict the factual responses Yt+1, . . . , Yt+ρ given the sequence of treatments

(Wt+1, . . . ,Wt+ρ). We minimize the negative conditional likelihood

LY (θR, θY ) = − log pθY

(
yt+1:t+ρ | Φt, ωt+1:t+ρ

)
= −

ρ∑
j=1

log pθY

(
yt+j | yt+1:t+j−1,Φt, ωt+1:t+j

)
.

We denote Ijt := [Yt+1:t+j−1,Φt,Wt+1:t+j ] and assume a Gaussian distribution for the conditional

responses

Yt+j | Ijt ∼ N
(
GY (Ijt ), σ2),

where GY models the mean of the conditional response (see right side of Figure 4.2). The response

sequence is estimated autoregressively using a GRU-based decoder without teacher forcing (Williams &

Zipser, 1989) to ensure model training’s consistency with testing in real-world scenarios (Figure 4.2 and

Algorithm 6).

Treatment prediction We learn a treatment prediction sub-network parameterized by θW that takes

as input the representation Φt+1 and predicts a distribution qθW
(ωt+1 | Φt+1) over the treatment Wt+1

by minimizing the negative log-likelihood,

LW = − log qθW
(ωt+1 | Φt+1).

To assess the quality of the representation in predicting the treatment, the gradient from LW only updates

the treatment network parameters θW and is not backpropagated through the response of the parameters

for the representation Φt+1 (Algorithm 6).

Adversarial learning To create an adversarial game, we update the representation learning parameters,

and in the next step, the treatment network qθW
(· | Φt+1) with adverse losses such that the representation

Φt+1 becomes invariant with respect to the assignment of Wt+1. Different from SOTA models (as

highlighted in related work) and in line with our information guidelines principles, learning a balanced

representation Φt+1 amounts to ensuring Φt+1 ⊥⊥Wt+1, which is equivalent to I(Φt+1,Wt+1) = 0. Hence,

we minimize the MI as a way to confuse the treatment classifier. Specifically, we minimize an upper bound

on I(Φt+1,Wt+1), namely the CLUB of MI (Cheng et al., 2020).

ICLUB(Φ(Ht),Wt+1; qθW
) := EP(Φ(Ht),Wt+1) [log qθW

(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht+1))]

− EPΦ(Ht)EPWt+1
[log qθW

(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht+1))] .
(4.9)

We use the objective in Equation (4.9) to update the representation learner Φ(.) (Brakel & Bengio, 2017;

Hjelm et al., 2019). This update aims to minimize the discrepancy between the conditional likelihood

of treatments for units sampled from P(Ht,Wt+1) and the conditional likelihood of treatments under the



assumption of independent sampling from the product of marginals PHt+1⊗PWt+1 . In practice, we generate

samples from the product of marginals by shuffling the treatment Wt+1 across the batch dimension similar

to Brakel & Bengio (2017); Hjelm et al. (2019).

When minimizing LW , qθW
(ωt+1 | Φt+1) gets closer to the true conditional distribution p(ωt+1 | Φt+1),

and, in this case, the objective in Equation (4.9) provides an upper bound of the MI between representation

and treatment. We formalize the intuition by adapting the result of Cheng et al. (2020):

Theorem Thm4.2

(Cheng et al., 2020) Let qθW
(Φt+1, ωt+1) := qθW

(ωt+1|Φt+1)p(Φt+1) be the joint distribution induced

by qθW
(ωt+1|Φt+1) over the representation space of Φt+1. If:

DKL(p(Φt+1, ωt+1)||qθW
(Φt+1, ωt+1)) ≤ DKL(p(Φt+1)p(ωt+1)||qθW

(Φt+1, ωt+1)),

then I(Φt+1,Wt+1) ≤ ICLUB(Φt+1,Wt+1; q).

Based on Theorem Thm4.2, our adversarial training is interpretable and can be explained as follows: the

treatment classifier seeks to minimize EP(Ht,Wt+1) [LW ], which is equivalent to minimizing Kullback-Leibler

divergence

DKL(p(Φt+1, ωt+1)||qθW
(Φt+1, ωt+1)).

Therefore, qθW
(Φt+1, ωt+1) could get closer to p(Φt+1, ωt+1) than, ultimately, to p(Φt+1)p(ωt+1), as

we train the network to predict Wt+1 from Φt+1. In this case, and by Theorem Thm4.2, ICLUB provides

an upper bound on the MI. Hence, in a subsequent step, we minimize ICLUB w.r.t the representation

parameters, minimizing the MI I(Φt+1,Wt+1) and achieving balance. We theoretically formulate such

behavior by proving in the following theorem that, at the Nash equilibrium of this adversarial game, the

representation is exactly balanced across the different treatment regimes provided by Wt+1.

Theorem Thm4.3

Let t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , tmax}, Φ = ΦθR
, and q = qθW

be, respectively, any representation and treatment

network. Let PΦ(Ht) denote the probability distribution over the representation space, and PΦ(Ht)|Wt+1

its conditional counterpart. Then, there exist Φ∗ and q∗ such that

Φ∗ = arg min
Φ
ICLUB

(
Φ(Ht),Wt+1; q∗),

q∗ = arg max
q

EPΦ∗(Ht)

[
log q

(
Wt+1 | Φ∗(Ht)

)]
.

Such an equilibrium holds if and only if

PΦ(Ht)|Wt+1=0 = PΦ(Ht)|Wt+1=1 = · · · = PΦ(Ht)|Wt+1=k−1,



almost surely.

Since we target multi-timestep forecasting, covariate balancing in the representation space extends

beyond t+ 1. For simplicity, we presented it for t+ 1, but in practice, the adversarial game applies the

balancing across all forecasting horizons (Algorithm 6). The theorem also holds for other horizons by

replacing Φ(Ht) with Φ(Ht+j−1) and Wt+1 with Wt+j , for 2 ≤ j ≤ ρ.

4.5.3 Causal CPC Training

The Causal CPC model is trained in two stages:

Encoder pretraining: We first learn an efficient representation of the process history Cenc
t by minimizing

loss:

Lenc = LCPC(θ1, θ2, {Γj}ρj=1) + L(InfoMax)(θ1, θ2, γ).

We train the encoder using only the contrastive terms, as outlined in Algorithm 5. Our primary objective

is to ensure that, for each time step t, the process history Ht is predictive of future local features Zt.

However, calculating the InfoNCE loss for a batch across all possible time steps t = 0, . . . , tmax can be

computationally demanding.

To address this, we adopt a more efficient approach by uniformly sampling a single time step t per

batch. Subsequently, the corresponding process history Ht is contrasted. The sampled Ht is then employed

as input for the InfoMax objective and randomly partitioned into future Hf
t and past Hh

t sub-processes.

Algorithm 5 Pretraining of the encoder
Require: Encoder parameters θ1,2,3, learning rate µ

1: Input: data {Hi,tmax , i = 1, . . . , N}
2: for p ∈ {1, . . . , epochmax} do
3: for B = {Hi,tmax , i = 1, . . . , |B|} do
4: Zt = Φθ1([Xt,Wt−1, Yt−1]) for t = 0, . . . , tmax.

{Contrastive Predictive Coding (CPC) Objective}
5: Choose t ∼ U([1, tmax − 1]).
6: Compute Cenc

t = Φθ1,θ2(Ht).
7: Compute LCPC(θ1, θ2, {Γj}ρj=1).

{Information Maximization (InfoMax) Objective}
8: Choose t0 ∼ U([1, t]).
9: Compute Cenc,h

t = Φθ1,θ2(Hh
t ),Cenc,f

t = Φθ1,θ2(Hf
t ).

10: Compute L(InfoMax)(θ1, θ2, γ).
{Update Parameters}

11: Update parameters:

θ1,2,3 ← θ1,2,3 − µ
(
∂LCPC

∂θ1,2,3
+ ∂L(InfoMax)

∂θ1,2,3

)
12: end for
13: end for
14: Return: Trained encoder.



Decoder training: After pretraining, we fine-tune the encoder by optimizing the factual outcome and

treatment networks in the adversarial game from Theorem Thm4.3. Formally:

min
θR, θY

Ldec(θR, θY , θW ) = LY (θR, θY ) + ICLUB
(
ΦθR

(Ht),Wt+1; qθW

)
,

min
θW

LW (θW , θR) = −EΦθR
(Ht)

[
log qθW

(
Wt+1 | ΦθR

(Ht)
)]
.

The decoder is trained autoregressively without teacher forcing, using the encoder’s output as input

(Algorithm 6). We apply a lower learning rate to the encoder than the decoder’s untrained components.

This implies that for each time step t, our GRU-based decoder should predict the future sequence of

treatments’ responses Ŷt+1:t+ρ with its hidden state initialized to the representation Φt of the historical

process up to time t.

To enhance training efficiency, instead of predicting Ŷi,t+1:t+ρ for all individuals i in a batch and for

all possible time steps t, we randomly select m time indices ti,1, . . . , ti,m for each individual i. From these

indices, we compute future treatment response sequences Ŷi,ti,1+1:ti,1+ρ, . . . , Ŷi,ti,m+1:ti,m+ρ. We found

that it is enough to train while selecting randomly 10% of the time steps.

4.6 Experiments

We compare Causal CPC with SOTA baselines: MSMs Robins et al. (2000), RMSN Lim (2018a), CRN

Bica et al. (2020a), G-Net Li et al. (2021), and CT Melnychuk et al. (2022). All models are fine-tuned via

a grid search over hyperparameters, including architecture and optimizers. Model selection is based on

mean squared error (MSE) on factual outcomes from a validation set, and the same criterion is used for

early stopping.

All models were implemented using PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019) and PyTorch Lightning (Falcon &

team, 2019). In contrast to the approach in Melnychuk et al. (2022), we employed early stopping for

all models. The stopping criterion was the Mean Squared Error over factual outcomes for a dedicated

validation dataset. Specifically, for the Causal CPC encoder, the stopping criterion was determined by

the encoder’s validation loss. While all models in the benchmark were trained using the Adam optimizer

(Kingma & Ba, 2014), we opted for training Causal CPC (encoder plus decoder without the treatment

subnetwork) with AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017) due to its observed stability during training.

Similar to the common practice in training GAN discriminators, the treatment subnetwork was optimized

using SGD with momentum (Sutskever et al., 2013). The CT employed the Exponential Moving Average

(EMA) (Yaz4c4 et al., 2019) of parameters to enhance training stability. However, this technique was not

applied to Causal CPC, as experimental evidence suggested only marginal improvements. Weight decay

was set to zero for all models. Details on hyperparameters selection per model are provided in Appendix

B.4. We set σ = 0.05 throughout our experiments.



Algorithm 6 Training of the decoder

1. Input: data {Hi,tmax}Ni=1; pretrained encoder parameters θ1,2,3 (including θR); decoder parameters
θ4, θY , θW ; learning rates µenc, µW , µY ; prediction horizon ρ; number of random time indices m.

2. For p = 1 to epochmax do:

(a) Sample a mini-batch B ⊂ {Hi,tmax}Ni=1.
(b) Encoding phase (forward pass):

i. For all i ∈ {1, . . . , |B|} and t = 0, . . . , tmax, compute

Ci,t = encoder(Hi,t), Φi,t = ΦθR
(Hi,t).

(c) Decoding and prediction phase:
i. For each i = 1, . . . , |B|:

A. Sample ti,1, . . . , ti,m ∼ U
(
{1, . . . , tmax − ρ}

)
.

B. For each t ∈ {ti,1, . . . , ti,m}, compute

Ŷi,t+1:t+ρ, Ŵi,t+1:t+ρ, Φi,t+1:t+ρ−1 = decoder(Φi,t, Vi, Wi,t, Yi,t, Wi,t+1:t+ρ) .

(d) Loss calculation: compute

Ldec(θR, θY , θW ), LW (θW , θR).

(e) Parameter updates (sequential optimization):
i. Update encoder parameters θ1,2,3 (via θR):

θ1,2,3 ← θ1,2,3 − µenc
∂Ldec(θR, θY , θW )

∂θ1,2,3
.

ii. Update decoder and outcome parameters θ4, θY :

θ4 ← θ4 − µY
∂Ldec(θR, θY , θW )

∂θ4
, θY ← θY − µY

∂Ldec(θR, θY , θW )
∂θY

.

iii. Update treatment parameters θW :

θW ← θW − µW
∂LW (θW , θR)

∂θW
.

3. Return the trained decoder (and updated encoder).



4.6.1 Experiments with Synthetic Data

Tumor Growth We use the PharmacoKinetic-PharmacoDynamic (PK-PD) model Geng et al. (2017) to

simulate responses of non-small cell lung cancer patients, following previous works (Lim, 2018a; Bica et al.,

2020a; Melnychuk et al., 2022). In this simulation, we model the evolution of tumor volume, denoted as

V (t), in discrete time, with t representing the number of days since diagnosis:

V (t) =

1 + Λ log
(

K

V (t− 1)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Tumor Growth

− κcC(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Chemotherapy

−
(
κrdRd(t) + υRd(t)2)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Radiation

+ et︸︷︷︸
Noise

V (t− 1)

Here, the model parameters Λ,K, κc, κrd, υ are sampled for each patient based on prior distributions from

Geng et al. (2017). Additionally, Rd(t) represents the radiation dose applied at time t, and C(t) denotes

the drug concentration.

We introduce confounding into the radiotherapy/chemotherapy treatment assignment by making it

dependent on the evolution of the tumor volume. Treatment is simulated using a Bernoulli distribution

with probability σ(πt), where:

πt = γ

Dmax

(
D̄(t)− δ

)
Here, D̄(t) represents the average tumor diameter over the last 15 days, and Dmax = 13 cm is the

maximum tumor diameter. The parameter δ is set to δ = Dmax/2. The parameter γ controls the level of

time-dependent confounding; a higher value of γ gives more weight to the history of tumor diameter in

treatment assignment.

We evaluate our approach on simulated counterfactual trajectories, varying the confounding level

via the parameter γ. Unlike Melnychuk et al. (2022), who used larger datasets (10,000 for training, 100

for validation, 1,000 for testing), we use a smaller, more challenging dataset (1,000 for training, 100 for

validation, 500 for testing) to reflect real-world data limitations. Similar to Bica et al. (2020a); Melnychuk

et al. (2022), counterfactual trajectories are generated with a single treatment per trajectory while the

treatment slides over the forecasting range to generate multiple trajectories. We set the prediction horizon

to 10 and evaluate two training sequence lengths, 60 and 40, with covariates of dimension 4.

Results We tested all models on the cancer simulation data across three confounding levels, γ = 1, 2, 3.

Figures 4.3a, 4.3b and 4.3c show the evolution of NRMSE over counterfactual tumor volume as the

prediction horizon increases. Causal CPC consistently outperforms all baselines at larger horizons,

demonstrating its effectiveness in long-term predictions. This confirms the quality of Ct in predicting

future components across multiple time steps, capturing the global structure of the process as discussed in

Equation (4.5). We report in Table 4.2 the detailed counterfactual errors for Causal CPC and baselines

over the cancer simulation dataset, which are responsible for Figure 4.3.

In the more challenging case where the maximum sequence length is 40 (Figures 4.3d, 4.3e and 4.3f),

the error evolution remains similar to Figure 4.3a, 4.3b and 4.3c. Our model maintains its advantage,
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Figure 4.3: Evolution of error NRMSE in estimating counterfactual responses for cancer simulation data.
Top: training sequence length 60. Bottom: training sequence length 40. In both cases, ρ = 10. MSM is
excluded due to high prediction errors.

Table 4.2: Results on the synthetic data set with training sequence length 60: mean±standard deviation
of NRMSE. The best value for each metric is given in bold: smaller is better.

γ = 1
Model ρ = 1 ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6 ρ = 7 ρ = 8 ρ = 9 ρ = 10

Causal CPC (ours) 0.83± 0.06 0.86 ± 0.09 0.94± 0.09 0.97± 0.08 1.03± 0.10 1.07 ± 0.10 1.12± 0.10 1.17 ± 0.09 1.22± 0.08 1.26± 0.08
Causal Transformer 0.99± 0.13 0.92 ± 0.14 0.98± 0.14 1.05± 0.15 1.11 ± 0.18 1.11 ±0.11 1.21 ± 17 1.26± 0.16 1.31 ± 0.005 1.35± 0.16

G-Net 0.91±0.15 1.1±0.16 1.24±0 16 1.33±0.17 1.40±0.18 1.47±0.19 1.52±0.18 1.57±0.22 1.63±0.22 1.7±0.25
CRN 0.84±0.10 0.83±0.09 0.92±0.10 1.00±0.11 1.09±0.12 1.17±0.14 1.25±0.16 1.32±0.18 1.37±0.23 1.43±0.26

RMSN 0.99±0.13 0.91±0.04 1.30±0.65 1.43±0.76 1.56±0.83 1.66±0.88 1.73±0.91 1.77±0.89 1.81±0.88 1.84±0.86
MSM 1.20±0.10 1.83±0.26 2.07±0.44 2.38±0.44 2.54±0.45 2.90±0.37 3.01±.38 3.06±0.36 3.08±0.36 3.08±0.36

γ = 2
Causal CPC (ours) 1.16± 0.22 0.91 ± 0.10 0.95 ± 0.13 1.00 ± 0.15 1.07± 0.19 1.17 ± 0.24 1.27 ± 0.25 1.38 ± 0.28 1.49 ± 0.30 1.60 ± 0.34
Causal Transformer 1.24±0.20 1.13±0.15 1.27±021 1.36±0.28 1.44±0.29 1.55±0.27 1.64±0.28 1.69±0.20 1.74±0.28 1.77 ± 0.29

G-Net 1.05±0.21 1.05±0.08 1.26±0.16 1.38±0.23 1.48±0.27 1.57±0.31 1.64±0.33 1.70±0.36 1.75±0.39 1.8±0.42
CRN 1.25±0.25 1.08±0.06 1.14±0.12 1.21±0.17 1.30± 0.21 1.41±0.25 1.54±0.32 1.67±0.41 1.8±0.51 1.92±0.63

RMSN 1.47±0.27 1.33±0.25 1.30±0.23 1.33±0.24 1.38±0.26 1.45±0.28 1.52±0.31 1.60±0.25 1.67±0.38 1.75±0.42
MSM 1.43±0.27 2.22±0.53 2.67±0.63 2.98±0.70 3.19±0.74 3.33±0.77 3.41±0.79 3.44±0.25 3.45±0.78 3.34±0.77

γ = 3
Causal CPC (ours) 1.37±0.31 1.16±0.27 1.26±0.30 1.38±0.35 1.53±0.40 1.69±0.47 1.84±0.52 2.00±0.51 2.14±0.61 2.28±0.66
Causal Transformer 1.36±0.32 1.42±0.36 1.62±0.46 1.78±0.53 1.89±0.58 2.01±0.63 2.13±0.66 2.22±0.69 2.31±0.69 2.37±0.73

G-Net 1.14±0.24 1.22±0.15 1.54±0.26 1.77±0.33 1.94±0.36 2.09±0.40 2.23±0.43 2.34±0.47 2.44±0.52 2.52±0.56
CRN 1.46±0.29 1.54±0.38 1.70±0.48 1.79±0.53 1.86±0.92 1.92±0.58 1.98±0.59 2.04±0.61 2.10±0.63 2.16±0.64

RMSN 1.22±0.26 1.28±0.29 1.43±0.40 1.56±0.48 1.70±0.53 1.83±0.57 1.95±0.59 2.06±0.61 2.14±0.61 2.21±0.61
MSM 1.70±0.35 2.73±0.88 3.22±1.03 3.25±1.12 3.71±1.18 3.85±1.22 3.91±1.23 3.95±1.24 3.96±1.24 3.94±1.23

outperforming most baselines in long-term forecasting. However, Causal CPC does not outperform

other models in short-term forecasting, a consistent limitation across experiments. Still, the model’s

superior long-term performance highlights its potential in applications requiring long-term accuracy.

At higher confounding levels, the model does not always outperform SOTA models at certain time

steps. This may be due to the low dimensionality of the time-varying components and static covariates,

Ft = [V,Xt,Wt−1, Yt−1], which have only four dimensions. Our model leverages contrastive learning-based

regularization to excel on datasets with higher confounding dimensions, as demonstrated on MIMIC-III

where Ft has 72 dimensions. In this setting, our model consistently outperforms baselines at longer

prediction horizons. The occasional underperformance of Causal CPC at the final horizon is due to ρ = 10

being the last contrasted horizon, not an issue specific to ρ = 10. To support this, we reran all models

with a sequence length 60, ρ = 15, and γ = 2. As shown in Figure 4.4, Causal CPC still outperforms

SOTA for horizons beyond ρ = 10 due to the encoder’s retraining, where the InfoNCE loss is computed
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Figure 4.4: Models’ performance for cancer simulation reported by NRMSE for γ = 2 and ρ = 15. The
training sequence length is 60.

over all 15 time steps. The last prediction error remains close to SOTA, suggesting that training over

larger horizons than initially intended may be beneficial.

4.6.2 Experiments with semi-synthetic and real data

Semi-synthetic MIMIC-III We used a semi-synthetic dataset constructed by Melnychuk et al.

(2022) based on the MIMIC-III dataset (Johnson et al., 2016), incorporating both endogenous temporal

dependencies and exogenous dependencies from observational patient trajectories. Initially, a cohort of

1,000 patients is extracted from the MIMIC-III data, and the simulation proposed by Melnychuk et al.

(2022) extends that of Schulam & Saria (2017).

Step 1: untreated trajectories Let dy be the dimension of the outcome variable, in the case of

multiple outcomes, then untreated outcomes, denoted as Y j,(i)t (0), j = 1, . . . , dy are generated for each

patient i within the cohort as

Y
j,(i)
t (0) = αjspl B(t) + αjgp g

j,(i)(t) + αjexo f
j
RFF
(
X(i)
t

)
+ εt, εt ∼ N (0, σ2

ε) (4.10)

where the B–spline B(t) is an endogenous component, gj,(i) is sampled independently for each patient from

a Gaussian process with a Matérn kernel i.e.gj,(i) ∼ GP(0, kMatérn), and f jRFF is a Random-Fourier-Features

(RFF) draw.

Step 2: treatment assignment. To introduce confounding in the treatment assignment, we incorporate

current time-varying covariates through a random function f lY (Xt) and the average of the subset of the

previous Tl treated outcomes. For K binary treatments Wl
t, l = 0, . . . ,K − 1, the assignment mechanism

is modeled as follows: let π(i)
t,ω := Pr

(
W(i)

t = ω
)

for ω = 0, . . . ,K − 1. We use a soft-max with confounding



Table 4.3: Results on the MIMIC-III semi-synthetic reported by mean±standard deviation of RMSEs.
The training sequence length is 100. Smaller is better.

Model ρ = 1 ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6 ρ = 7 ρ = 8 ρ = 9 ρ = 10
Causal CPC (ours) 0.32±0.04 0.45±0.08 0.54±0.06 0.61 ±0.10 0.66± 0.10 0.69±0.11 0.71± 0.11 0.73± 0.06 0.75 ± 0.05 0.77± 0.10

CT 0.42± 0.38 0.40± 0.06 0.52± 0.08 0.60± 0.005 0.67±0.10 0.72 ±0.12 0.77±0.13 0.81±0.14 0.85 ±0.16 0.88 ±0.17
G-Net 0.54± 0.13 0.72±0.14 0.85 ±0.16 0.96 ± 0.17 1.05 ± 0.18 1.14 ±0.18 1.24± 0.17 1.33±0.16 1.41 ± 0.16 1.49±0.16
CRN 0.27 ±0.03 0.45±0.08 0.58 ± 0.09 0.72± 0.11 0.82± 0.15 0.92 ± 0.20 1.00 ± 0.25 1.06 ± 0.28 1.12 ± 0.32 1.17 ± 0.35

RMSN 0.40 ± 0.16 0.70 ± 0.21 0.80± 0.19 0.88 ± 0.17 0.94 ± 0.16 1.00 ± 0.15 1.05 ± 0.14 1.10 ± 0.14 1.14 ± 0.13 1.18 ± 0.13

via outcomes and covariates:

η̃
(i)
t,ω = γωW Ȳ

(i)
t−1 + γωX f

ω
Y

(
X(i)
t

)
+ bw, ω = 0, . . . ,K − 1, (4.11)

η
(i)
t,0 := 0, π

(i)
t,ω =

exp
(
η

(i)
t,ω

)∑K−1
b=0 exp

(
η

(i)
t,b

) , (4.12)

W
(i)
t ∼ Categorical

(
π

(i)
t,0, . . . , π

(i)
t,K−1

)
, (4.13)

where Ȳ (i)
t−1 = 1

T0

∑t−1
s=t−T0

Y
j⋆,(i)
s .

Step 3: cumulative treatment effect. With window length w and per-label effect sizes βωj , we define

treatment effects as

τ
j,(i)
t,ω =

t∑
s=t−w

1{W (i)
s =ω} π

(i)
s,ω βωj

(w − s)2 , ω = 0, . . . ,K − 1. (4.14)

Step 4: observed outcomes (consistency).

Y
j,(i)
t = Y

j,(i)
t

(
0
)

+
K−1∑
ω=0

1{W (i)
t =ω} τ

j,(i)
t,ω . (4.15)

Similar to the cancer simulation, the training data consisted of relatively few sequences (500 for training,

100 for validation, and 400 for testing). Table 4.3 presents counterfactual predictions’ mean and standard

deviation across multiple horizons (ρ = 10). Counterfactual trajectories are generated so that treatment is

generated randomly at each time step. As in the tumor growth experiments, we tested two maximum

sequence lengths, 100 and 60, to assess the models’ robustness for long-horizon forecasting.

Results Causal CPC consistently outperformed the baselines, especially at larger horizons, both with a

sequence length of 100 and a reduced length of 60 (Figures 4.3, 4.5). Its superior performance at longer

horizons is likely due to the high number of covariates, making it well-suited to contrastive-based training.

We also tested the models with 800/200/200 individuals for training/validation/testing, as in Melnychuk

et al. (2022) (Appendix B.1.1), where Causal CPC achieved SOTA results comparable to CT but with

much shorter training and prediction times.

Computational Efficiency and Model Complexity Efficient execution is crucial for practical

deployment, especially with periodic retraining. Beyond training, challenges arise in evaluating multiple

counterfactual trajectories per individual, which grow exponentially with the forecasting horizon as Kρ,

where K is the number of possible treatments. This is particularly relevant when generating multiple

treatment plans, such as minimizing tumor volume. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show the models’ complexity
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Figure 4.5: Performance for MIMIC II semi-synthetic reported by RMSE over 10 forecasting horizons.
The sequence training length is 60.

(number of parameters) and running time, split between model fitting and prediction for cancer simulation

data and MIMIC-III. Causal CPC is highly efficient during prediction due to its simple 1-layer GRU,

similar to CRN (1-layer LSTM), while also outperforming it. In contrast, CT is less efficient due to

its transformer architecture and teacher forcing, which requires recursive data loading during inference.

G-Net also has longer prediction times due to Monte Carlo sampling. Overall, Causal CPC strikes a

strong balance between accuracy and efficiency, making it well-suited under constrained resources.

Table 4.4: Models complexity and the running time averaged over five seeds. Results are reported for
tumor growth simulation (γ = 1). Hardware: GPU-1xNVIDIA Tesla M60.

Model Trainable parameters (k) Training time (min) Prediction time (min)
Causal CPC (encoder + decoder) 8.2 16± 3 4 ± 1
CT 11 12± 2 30± 3
G-Net 1.2 2 ± 0.5 35 ± 3
CRN 5.2 13± 2 4± 1
RMSN 1.6 22± 2 4± 1
MSM <0.1 1±0.5 1±0.5

Table 4.5: The number of parameters to train for each model after hyper-parameters fine-tuning and the
corresponding running time averaged over five seeds. Results are reported for semi-synthetic MIMIC-III
data; the processing unit is GPU-1 x NVIDIA Tesla M60 .

Model trainable parameters (k) Training time (min) Prediction time (min)

Causal CPC (ours) 9.8 12±2 4±1
Causal Transformer 12 14±1 38±2
G-Net 14.7 7±1 40±3
CRN 15.1 21±2 5±1
RMSN 20 48±4 5±1

Real MIMIC-III Data We evaluated our model on real MIMIC-III data, where counterfactual

trajectories cannot be assessed due to the absence of observed counterfactual responses. However,

performance can still be measured by forecasting factual (observed) responses over time. Our model

estimates responses for each individual based on their observed treatment trajectory. As shown in Figure

4.6, Causal CPC consistently outperforms all baselines, especially at larger horizons, demonstrating its

robustness and effectiveness in real-world settings.
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Figure 4.6: Factual estimation errors for baselines for Real MIMIC-III data reported by RMSE. The
training sequence length is 100.

4.7 Discussion

Why does Causal CPC outperform SOTA at large horizons? Our context Cenc
t is designed

to capture shared information across future representations, particularly covariates, by minimizing the

InfoNCE loss over multiple time steps ( Equation 4.1). As shown in Equation (4.5), minimizing LCPC

maximizes shared information between the context and future components, helping capture the global

structure of the process. This is especially beneficial for counterfactual regression over long horizons,

explaining the model’s superior performance. However, it may not consistently outperform SOTA in

shorter-term predictions due to its focus on long-term dependencies.

Short-term Counterfactual Regression While our model is designed for long-term predictions, it

may not consistently outperform SOTA for short-horizon tasks. However, the use of contrastive loss,

particularly InfoNCE ( Equation 4.4), suggests potential adaptability to balance both short- and long-term

predictions without retraining. A trade-off could be achieved by adjusting the contrastive term weights

across time steps in Equation (4.4), which we leave for future work.

Ablation study We examined the model’s performance in various configurations—full model, without

CPC, and without InfoMax. Table 4.6 shows that removing either term reduces counterfactual accuracy

across all horizons, underscoring their significance. Additionally, replacing our ICLUB objective with CDC

loss (Melnychuk et al., 2022) or removing balancing increases errors. We report the detailed experimental

results over MIMIC-III in Table 4.8 and for cancer simulation in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6: Ablation study with NRMSE averaged across (1 ≤ ρ ≤ 10) for cancer simulation (γ = 1) and
MIMIC-III.

Model Cancer_Sim MIMIC-III
Causal CPC (Full) 1.05 0.62
Causal CPC (w/o L(InfoNCE)) 1.07 0.68
Causal CPC (w/o L(InfoMax)) 1.13 0.74
Causal CPC (w CDC loss) 1.07 0.73
Causal CPC (w/o balancing) 1.08 0.69

What About Using Other MI Lower Bounds? Other than InfoNCE, the MINE (Belghazi et al.,

2018) leverages the relationship between MI and the KL divergence. MI can be expressed as the KL
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Figure 4.7: Ablation study of Causal CPC for MIMIC-III dataset. RMSE is reported for 10 forecasting
horizons. Smaller is better.

Table 4.7: Results of the ablation study on the synthetic data set: mean±standard deviation of NRMSE.
The best value for each metric is given in bold: smaller is better.

Model ρ = 1 ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6 ρ = 7 ρ = 8 ρ = 9 ρ = 10
CAUSAL CPC (FULL) 0.83 ± 0.06 0.86 ± 0.06 0.94± 0.09 0.97 ± 0.08 1.03 ± 0.10 1.07±0.10 1.12± 0.10 1.17± 0.06 1.22 ± 0.08 1.26± 0.08

Causal CPC (w/o L(InfoNCE)) 0.84±0.04 0.91±0.07 0.95± 0.07 0.99± 0.09 1.03±0.10 1.10± 0.07 1.15±0.14 1.20 ± 0.14 1.23±0.14 1.28±0.15
Causal CPC (w/o L(InfoMax)) 0.84±0.04 0.86±0.09 0.91±0.08 0.99±0.10 1.07±0.08 1.16± 0.08 1.24± 0.10 1.31 ± 0.12 1.38±0.08 1.46±0.10

Causal CPC (w CDC loss) 0.83±0.02 0.89±0.07 0.96± 0.07 1.03± 0.07 1.07±0.08 1.10± 0.07 1.13±0.10 1.18 ± 0.09 1.24±0.11 1.28±0.11
Causal CPC (w Balancing 0.84±0.04 0.88±0.05 0.97± 0.05 1.04± 0.07 1.08±0.10 1.13± 0.08 1.15±0.14 1.20± 0.10 1.25±0.08 1.29±0.12

Table 4.8: Results on MIMIC-III semi-synthetic data set: mean±standard deviation of NRMSE. The best
value for each metric is given in bold: smaller is better.

Model ρ = 1 ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6 ρ = 7 ρ = 8 ρ = 9 ρ = 10
Causal CPC (FULL) 0.32± 0.04 0.45± 0.08 0.54±0.06 0.61 ± 0.10 0.66± 0.10 0.69±0.11 0.71± 0.11 0.73± 0.06 0.75 ± 0.05 0.77± 0.10

Causal CPC (w/o L(InfoNCE)) 0.35± 0.04 0.50± 0.05 0.59± 0.06 0.66± 0.06 0.71± 0.08 0.75± 0.06 0.77± 0.07 0.79± 0.08 0.81± 0.07 0.83± 0.07
Causal CPC (w/o L(InfoMax)) 0.36± 0.02 0.53± 0.03 0.64± 0.04 0.71± 0.05 0.77± 0.05 0.77± 0.05 0.83± 0.05 0.86± 0.05 0.88± 0.08 0.90± 0.05

Causal CPC (CDC loss) 0.36± 0.02 0.54± 0.03 0.65± 0.05 0.72± 0.05 0.77± 0.05 0.70± 0.04 0.83± 0.04 0.85± 0.03 0.86± 0.03 0.88± 0.08
Causal CPC (w/o balancing) 0.35± 0.03 0.50± 0.05 0.60± 0.06 0.67± 0.06 0.72± 0.06 0.76± 0.06 0.78± 0.06 0.80± 0.06 0.83± 0.06 0.85± 0.06

divergence between the joint distribution and the product of marginals:

I(X;Z) := DKL(P(X,Z)||PX ⊗ PZ)

MINE employs the Donsker-Varadhan representation (Donsker & Varadhan, 1983) of the KL divergence:

DKL(P ||Q) = sup
T :Ω→R

EP[T ]− log
(
EQ[eT ]

)
(4.16)

Here, the supremum is over all functions T where the expectations exist. For a specific class of functions

F , potentially represented by a class of neural networks, we obtain the lower bound:

DKL(P ||Q) ≥ sup
T∈F

EP[T ]− log
(
EQ[eT ]

)
(4.17)

In practice, we maximize

ÎMINE
γ (P ∥Q) = EP

[
Tγ
]
− log

(
EQ[eTγ ]

)
,

where Tγ is a discriminator parameterized by γ, representing neural network parameters. The MINE

estimator is a strongly consistent estimator of the true MI (Theorem 2 Belghazi et al. (2018)).

Alternatively, the f -divergence representation of DKL Nowozin et al. (2016) allows us to derive another



lower bound on MI known as NWJ (Nguyen et al., 2010):

DKL(P ∥Q) ≥ sup
T∈F

EP
[
T
]
− log

(
EQ[eT−1]

)
.

This results in the estimator

ÎNWJ
γ (P,Q) = EP

[
Tγ
]
− log

(
EQ[eTγ −1]

)
.

We benchmarked three variational lower–bound objectives—InfoNCE (Oord et al., 2018), NWJ (Nguyen

et al., 2010), and MINE (Belghazi et al., 2018)— for both CPC and InfoMax on MIMIC-III data, finding

that InfoNCE yielded the best results (Table 4.9). The InfoNCE objective performs better with notable

error reduction at large horizons in all cases. The superiority of InfoNCE can be understood through the

following qualities:

(i) Lower gradient variance. NWJ and MINE rely on estimating an unnormalised density ratio

whose variance explodes in high dimension (Poole et al., 2019b); InfoNCE’s soft-max normaliser

acts as an implicit variance reducer, producing stabler gradients in long recurrent chains (Poole

et al., 2019b; Song & Ermon, 2020).

(ii) Tighter bound with many negatives. The InfoNCE bound tightens logarithmically with the

number of samples (Oord et al., 2018; Wu et al., 2022); a single mini-batch of time-series data

already supplies dozens of negatives (other patients, other timesteps), giving InfoNCE an automatic

advantage.

(iii) Objective alignment with forecasting. InfoNCE originates from CPC, whose loss is designed

to keep exactly those latent features that maximise predictability of the future sequence (Oord

et al., 2018). This alignment transfers directly to long-horizon prediction and aids in counterfactual

regression.

Table 4.9: Results of NWJ and MINE MI lower bounds when used for CPC and InfoMax for MIMIC-III
semi-synthetic data set: mean±standard deviation of NRMSE. The best value for each metric is given in
bold: smaller is better.

Model ρ = 1 ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6 ρ = 7 ρ = 8 ρ = 9 ρ = 10
Original Model 0.34± 0.04 0.45± 0.08 0.54±0.06 0.61 ± 0.10 0.66± 0.10 0.69±0.11 0.71± 0.11 0.73± 0.06 0.75 ± 0.05 0.77± 0.10
CPC with NWJ 0.34± 0.04 0.48± 0.05 0.58± 0.06 0.66± 0.07 0.71± 0.08 0.75± 0.07 0.78± 0.07 0.81± 0.06 0.84± 0.06 0.87± 0.06

CPC with MINE 0.35± 0.03 0.50± 0.05 0.61± 0.04 0.69± 0.04 0.75± 0.04 0.79± 0.03 0.82± 0.03 0.85± 0.02 0.88± 0.02 0.91± 0.02
InfoMax with NWJ 0.42± 0.08 0.56± 0.04 0.69± 0.07 0.77± 0.08 0.83± 0.09 0.87± 0.09 0.90± 0.09 0.92± 0.09 0.94± 0.08 0.96± 0.08
InfoMax with MINE 0.37± 0.05 0.52± 0.03 0.65± 0.06 0.73± 0.8 0.80± 0.10 0.84± 0.11 0.87± 0.11 0.89± 0.10 0.91± 0.10 0.93± 0.09

Falsifiability Test This study assumes sequential ignorability, common in causal inference Lim (2018a);

Bica et al. (2020a); Li et al. (2021); Melnychuk et al. (2022). To assess robustness, we performed a

falsifiability test by omitting certain confounders during training while they remained in MIMIC-III

data construction: we mask two confounders from the inputs of the benchmark models, namely sodium

and glucose measurements. As seen in Table 4.10, violating sequential ignorability (i.e. results of Table

4.3) increased prediction errors for Causal CPC, CT, and CRN, though RMSN was less affected but

underperformed at ρ ≥ 2. Despite this, Causal CPC maintained its lead at larger horizons, demonstrating



strong encoding of long-term dependencies.

Table 4.10: Results on the MIMIC-III when sequential ignorability is violated reported by RMSEs

Model ρ = 1 ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6 ρ = 7 ρ = 8 ρ = 9 ρ = 10
Causal CPC 0.44± 0.04 0.56± 0.07 0.66±0.07 0.73 ± 0.08 0.78± 0.08 0.83±0.06 0.86± 0.10 0.88± 0.08 0.91 ± 0.08 0.95± 0.07

Causal Transformer 0.34±0.07 0.48±0.07 0.60±0.07 0.68±0.06 0.75± 0.06 0.80±0.07 0.86± 0.09 0.91±0.11 0.95 ±0.13 1.00 ±0.15
CRN 0.40± 0.07 0.54± 0.09 0.70± 0.09 0.84± 0.09 0.97± 0.09 1.08± 0.13 1.18± 0.16 1.26± 0.19 1.33± 0.21 1.39± 0.23

RMSN 0.38± 0.08 0.67± 0.21 0.78± 0.16 0.84± 0.14 0.91± 0.14 0.98± 0.15 1.04± 0.16 1.09± 0.18 1.15± 0.19 1.20± 0.23

Tightness of Mutual Information (MI) Upper Bounds Estimating MI bounds for high-dimensional

variables is challenging and expensive (Rainforth et al., 2018; Poole et al., 2019b), often limited to low-

dimensional inputs or Gaussian assumptions. In MI-constrained models, batch size is crucial. As shown in

Equation (4.3), increasing the batch size B tightens the lower bound via log(|B|). To balance memory and

performance, we chose batch sizes of 256 for the encoder and 128 for the decoder. While these bounds may

not be perfectly tight, mutual information and self-supervision biases significantly enhance performance,

as ablation studies confirm. Other MI estimators like NWJ and MINE (Nguyen et al., 2010; Belghazi

et al., 2018) did not improve performance; our initial setup consistently performed better (Table 4.9).

Extending Causal CPC to Continuous Treatment Our approach could be extended to continuous

treatments by replacing the treatment classifier with a regressor. Since the method maximizes likelihood,

the equilibrium in Theorem Thm4.3 remains valid. However, in practice, continuous treatments will

be represented by a single dimension, unlike discrete treatments with K-dimensional one-hot encoding.

This risks losing important treatment information in counterfactual predictions. A more straightforward

adaptation to our model could involve discretizing continuous treatments.

Conclusion We have introduced a novel approach to long-term counterfactual regression that combines

RNN with CPC, achieving SOTA results without the need for complex transformer models. By prioritizing

computational efficiency, we incorporate regularization techniques based on contrastive losses and guided

by mutual information principles. Our method consistently outperforms existing models in counterfactual

estimation on both synthetic and real-world datasets, marking the first application of CPC in the domain

of causal inference.

Future research directions could explore improving the interpretability of counterfactual predictions

by integrating Shapley values into temporal regression models. Given our reliance on causal graphs,

investigating Causal Shapley Values (Heskes et al., 2020) may provide deeper insights into the influence of

confounders over time. Additionally, there is a growing need for uncertainty-aware models (De Brouwer

et al., 2022; Jesson et al., 2020; Yin et al., 2024), particularly tailored for longitudinal data, to enhance

the reliability and transparency of predictions within our causal framework.



Chapter 5

Toward a More Transparent Causal

Representation Learning

5.1 Introduction

High-dimensional data is ubiquitous across real-world domains, motivating interest in learning high-level

causal latent factors that influence low-level observable variables, a pursuit known as causal representation

learning (CRL) (Schölkopf et al., 2021). In CRL, latent factors are endowed with a causal structure,

typically an SCM (Section 2.3). Recent advances in CRL have focused on disentangling latent variables,

either independently or conditionally upon auxiliary variables, such as temporal indices or categorical

labels (Yao et al., 2022; Komanduri et al., 2023; Song et al., 2023). Most successful examples to date

occur in perceptual domains like images, videos, and text, where researchers investigate how abstract

causal factors influence low-level data through: (1) unsupervised factor disentanglement (Chen et al., 2016;

Higgins et al., 2017); (2) concept-driven interpretability approaches (Adebayo et al., 2018; Alvarez Melis &

Jaakkola, 2018; Ghorbani et al., 2019; Koh et al., 2020; Do & Tran, 2020); (3) temporal and video-specific

latent variable analysis (Dong et al., 2017; Kumar et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2024; Longa & Henriques,

2024). In contrast, discovering causal structures in high-dimensional, temporally evolving tabular data

remains notably challenging (Hasan et al., 2023; Somvanshi et al., 2024).

Consider, for instance, retail transaction data, where each customer’s purchasing behavior is represented

by a high-dimensional vector Xt := [X1
t , . . . ,X

dx
t ] ∈ Rdx capturing thousands of product states at a given

time t: each dimension j ∈ J1, dxK, Xj
t may represent the number of purchases of product j at time

t. Extracting causal relationships at this granular scale is computationally prohibitive and often leads

to complex, uninterpretable results, limiting real-world applicability. A more promising approach is to

abstract causal structures to a coarser level Zt ∈ Rdz with dz ≪ dx (Beckers & Halpern, 2019; Beckers

et al., 2020; Xia & Bareinboim, 2024). Typically, the causal structure governs the temporal process over
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(Zt)t≥1 through an SCM (Definition Def2.16):

Xt = f
(
Zt
)
,

Zjt = gj

({
Zkt−s | Zkt−s ∈ Pa(Zjt ), s = 1, . . . , ρ

}
, ϵjt

)
, j ∈ J1, dzK.

(5.1)

where G := {g1, . . . , gdz
} is the set of stationary structural functions (G is fixed over time), ϵjt is the

noise term, ρ is the maximum lag, and the function f , often called the generative, mixing, or decoding

function, maps latent representations back to observed features. Because causal structure now resides at

the abstract latent level, the challenge of interpretability becomes acute: it remains unclear precisely how

each latent temporal factor Zjt corresponds to particular subsets of the observed variables Xt. Clarifying

these latent-to-observed relationships is thus essential to ensuring transparency, facilitating a shift of CRL

from academic benchmarks to trusted and practically useful tools for real-world decision-making.

Limitations of Existing Structural Assumptions To put our proposal in context, we now review

two common structural assumptions used in the literature of both causal and non-causal models:

1. Single-parent decoding Boussard et al. (2023); Brouillard et al. (2024) used such an assumption

in CRL models for time-series climate data to enforce that each observed variable coordinate Xj
t is

generated by only a single latent parent Zk(j)
t (Figure 5.1a). However, the single-parent assumption is

highly restrictive, as it forbids any observed variable from being generated by a mixture of latent factors.

This is problematic in settings where causal dependencies among observed features arise from multiple

latent influences.

2. Anchor/Pure features In a non-causal and static VAE frameworks, Arora et al. (2013a); Bing

et al. (2020); Chen et al. (2020); Moran et al. (2021); Bing et al. (2022) used a sparsity constraint and

require that each latent variable Zkt has at least a predefined number of anchor features , i.e., observed

features that depend exclusively on Zkt (e.g., two in Moran et al. (2021) as in Figure 5.1b).

Unlike single-parent decoding, this assumption is weaker: it allows the remaining children of Zkt

to be generated by multiple latent factors, or not at all. While the anchor/pure variable assumption

facilitates provable identifiability in latent variable models, including topic models (Arora et al., 2013b;

2018), nonnegative matrix factorizations (Gillis, 2020), it imposes stringent structural constraints that are

rarely satisfied in complex, high-dimensional data. In practice, anchor factorizations often do not exist,

and even when the data exhibits low-rank structure, the required separability condition may be violated.

Empirical studies have shown that statistical tests frequently reject anchor compatibility in real-world

corpora, such as FOMC2 (Freyaldenhoven et al., 2025). Furthermore, small amounts of measurement

noise, sampling variability, or preprocessing (e.g., normalization) can break the purity condition, leading

to misidentification of anchors (Huang et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2022).

Modular Influence with Soft Jacobian Constraints The limitations of rigid structural assumptions

call for a new approach that preserves interpretability and identifiability without restricting the generative
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(c) Sparse Self-Expression of the Jacobian.

Figure 5.1: Comparison of three structural assumptions over the generation process: single-parent decoding,
anchor feature, and sparse self-expression assumption. Here, we assume dx = 12 and dz = 5.

model. Rather than enforcing hard constraints like single-parent decoding (Boussard et al., 2023; Brouillard

et al., 2024) or anchor features (Moran et al., 2021), we impose a soft sparsity constraint directly on the

Jacobian of the decoder. Our key idea is to regularize the Jacobian using a self-expressiveness condition

following Sparse Subspace Clustering (SSC) (Elhamifar & Vidal, 2013): each gradient vector (column of

the Jacobian) is encouraged to lie in the span of a small number of others through a sparsity constraint.

Hence, the column space of the Jacobian decomposes into a union of low-dimensional subspaces, where

each subspace reflects a group of observed variables jointly governed by a subset of latent causes. The

result is a modular, interpretable mapping from latent to observed space, recovering overlapping causal

groups from gradient structure without relying on exclusivity or hard-coded sparsity.

This work does not introduce a new CRL model per se, but instead addresses the "so what?" question

that arises once a CRL model has been defined. Specifically, we ask how to effectively communicate the

results of causal representation learning on complex high-dimensional data and how to build confidence in

the learned causal concepts by transparently linking them back to the original high-dimensional feature

space. To this end, we propose a regularization technique that is model-agnostic and can be seamlessly

integrated into any CRL model backbone. Our approach is twofold:

• We impose a structural sparsity constraint on the decoding function, that is, the mixing function

that maps latent causal variables to low-level observed variables.

• A key consequence of this sparsity is that many observed features become associated with only

one or a few latent factors. This induces a clustering of the observed variables, which we exploit

to enhance model transparency. By analyzing the content and coherence of these clusters, we can

relate them to semantically meaningful labels not used during training. For example, in purchase

data, products and, therefore, dimensions of Xt may be grouped into categories of products. It is

also common in retail to have products clustered in multiple hierarchical groups, for e.g., categories

may contain subcategories of products.

While prior work has established identifiability of latent representations under statistical or structural

assumptions (Hyvärinen & Pajunen, 1999; Locatello et al., 2019; Khemakhem et al., 2020), the identifiability



of induced structure over observed variables has received far less attention. Our framework addresses this

gap. Via a Jacobian-based structural sparsity, we establish a provable recovery of disjoint and overlapping

groupings of observed features that are consistent with explicit graphical clustering rules defined by the

latent-to-observed generative map.

Main Contributions We provide formal guarantees characterizing when this modular structure can be

recovered. Specifically, we establish conditions under which one can recover with high probability (w.h.p)

disjoint clusters of observed variables via SSC (Theorem Thm5.2 and Proposition Prop5.1). Furthermore,

we extend the analysis to the overlapping case by showing that methods such as Spectral Algorithm with

Additive Clustering (SAAC) (Panov et al., 2017; Kaufmann et al., 2018) and Symmetric Nonnegative

Matrix Factorization (SymNMF) (Kuang et al., 2012; 2015; Zhang & Liu, 2022) can recover overlapping

groupings of observed variables with bounded misclassification error (Theorem Thm5.3). These groupings

are interpretable: they arise directly from the latent-to-observed map and reflect the underlying graphical

structure of the generative process. To the best of our knowledge, no prior work in CRL provides

formal identifiability results for the modular organization of observed variables. This approach connects

identifiability in the latent space with interpretability at the observational level, offering a complementary

perspective on structure discovery in CRL. We also provide robustness guarantees for our framework by

proving that the self-expression loss generalizes under finite samples and remains stable under Jacobian

perturbations. These results (Theorem Thm5.4, Proposition Prop5.3) ensure that the learned clusters

are reliable in the presence limited data and noisy access to the Jacobian. Finally, we demonstrate the

practical effectiveness of our method through simulations where it substantially outperforms random

baselines and on a large-scale retail transaction dataset, where it recovers semantically coherent product

groupings.

5.2 Preliminaries and Notations

Notations

Throughout this chapter, we use the following matrix and vector norms:

∥A∥F :=
(∑
i,j

a2
ij

)1/2
(Frobenius norm),

∥A∥op := sup
∥x∥2=1

∥Ax∥2 (spectral/operator norm),

∥A∥1→1 := max
j

∑
i

|aij | (induced 1–1 norm).

Basic spaces and derivatives The unit sphere in the Euclidean space Rd is denoted as

Sd−1 := {x ∈ Rd : ∥x∥2 = 1}.



Cp(Rd;Rk) is the space of p-times continuously differentiable maps Rd → Rk.

For f : Rdz → Rdx , typically representing a map from latent variables Zt to observed ones Xt, we

write it with its output coordinates as

f = (f1, f2, . . . , fdx
) with fj : Rdz → R.

For a coordinate function fj , ∇zfj denotes the gradient and D2fi(z) the Hessian. The Jacobian of f

will be denoted as

Df := [∇zf1, ∇zf2, . . . , ∇zfdx
] .

Here, it is important to note that we adopt the convention that gradients are the Jacobian columns, not

the rows.

Asymptotic notation For non-negative functions h and g, asymptotic behaviors will be denoted as

h ≲ g ⇐⇒ ∃C > 0 : h(x) ≤ C g(x) for all admissible x,

h = Ω(g) ⇐⇒ ∃ c > 0, x0 : h(x) ≥ c g(x) for all x ≥ x0,

h = Θ(g) ⇐⇒ h ≲ g and h ≳ B , i.e. c1g(x) ≤ h(x) ≤ c2g(x) for all admissible x.

h ≫ g ⇐⇒ lim
x→∞

h(x)
g(x) =∞.

Preliminary Definitions

We next gather some fundamental notions that will be used throughout the chapter: we will be studying

a decoder f and, particularly, the image of the latent random variable Z. f(Z) will be interpreted as an

input reconstruction of data, and will study its behavior via its coordinates’ gradients and Hessians. We

will also assume that Z is sub-Gaussian. We therefore provide the following definitions.

Geometry of the Decoder Image To describe how f can "stretch" or "compress" directions in Rdx ,

we recall isotropy and subspace notions:

Definition Def5.1 [Isotropic vector]

A random vector X ∈ Rdx is isotropic if

E[X] = 0, E[X X⊤] = Idx
.

Equivalently, Var(⟨u,X⟩) = 1 for all u ∈ Sdx−1.



Definition Def5.2 [Column-isotropic matrix]

A random matrix G = [X1, . . . ,Xm] ∈ Rdx×m is column-isotropic if its columns are i.i.d. isotropic

vectors. For the remainder, we will be referring to a matrix being anisotropic when it is not

column-isotropic.

We will usually use anisotropy to describe the Jacobian of f being a random matrix Df(Z). We will

also study the linear subspaces spanned by Jacobian Columns. For this, we need the following definition:

Definition Def5.3 [Grassmannian manifold (Bendokat et al., 2024)]

A Grassmannian manifold is the set of fixed-dimensional linear subspaces of a Euclidean space. For

integers 0 ≤ d ≤ n, the Grassmannian manifold of d-dimensional subspaces of Rn will be denoted as

Gr(d, n).

Function-Space Norms and Sub-Gaussianity We measure smoothness and tail decay via Orlicz

norms, particularly via the ψ2 norm to define sub-Gaussian distributions.

Definition Def5.4 [Orlicz function]

A function ψ : [0,∞)→ [0,∞) is called an Orlicz function if ψ is convex, non-decreasing, ψ(0) = 0,

and limx→∞ ψ(x) =∞.

Definition Def5.5 [Orlicz space and Orlicz norm (Vershynin, 2018)]

Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space and ψ an Orlicz function. The Orlicz space Lψ(Ω,F ,P) consists

of all measurable random variables X for which the ∥X∥ψ is finite:

Lψ(Ω,F ,P) :=
{
X : (Ω,F)→ R ; ∥X∥ψ <∞

}
.

In the space Lψ(Ω,F ,P) , ∥X∥ψ is a norm.

Definition Def5.6 [ψ2–Orlicz norm]

Define

ψ2(x) := ex
2
− 1.



ψ2 is an Orlicz function, and for a scalar random variable X, define

∥X∥ψ2 := inf
{
c > 0 : E

[
ψ2(|X|/c)

]
≤ 1
}
,

which is a norm in the space Lψ2(Ω,F ,P).

Definition Def5.7 [Sub-Gaussian Random Variable]

A real random variable Z ∈ R is sub-Gaussian if any (hence all) of the following equivalent conditions

hold (Wainwright, 2019):

1. Tail bound: There exists K > 0 such that for all t ≥ 0,

P
(
|Z| ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

K2

)
.

The inequality means the tails of Z decay at least as fast as a Gaussian with variance equal to

K2.

2. ψ2-Orlicz norm: The ψ2-norm of Z is finite, defined by

∥Z∥ψ2 = inf
{
s > 0 : E

[
eZ

2/s2
]
≤ 2
}
.

Definition Def5.8 [Sub-Gaussian vector with parameter K > 0]

A random vector Z ∈ Rdz is said to be sub-Gaussian with parameter K, written Z ∼ subGdz (K) if

for every u ∈ Sdz−1, the scalar random variable ⟨u,Z⟩ is sub-Gaussian. The vector Orlicz norm is

defined as

∥Z∥ψ2 := sup
u∈Sdz−1

∥⟨u,Z⟩∥ψ2 .

For the graphical view of latent-to-observed variables Given that we will discuss how structurally

Latent variables Zt connect to the observed ones Xt and how coordinates of Xt cluster together, we will

need the following definitions.

Definition Def5.9 [Directed Bipartite Graph (Diestel, 2025)]

Let Z and X be two disjoint sets of vertices. A directed bipartite graph is a triple (Z,X, E
)
, where

E ⊆ Z×X



is the set of directed edges, each of which is an ordered pair (z, x) with z ∈ Z and x ∈ X. No edges

are allowed from X to Z or within Z , or X themselves. For simplicity, we will write Z −→ X to

indicate a directed bipartite graph.

Definition Def5.10 [Transitive closure (Grami, 2023)]

Let X be an arbitrary set of vertices. For any binary relation ∼⊆ X×X, its transitive closure ∼∗ is

defined as

∼∗ :=
⋂{

T ⊆ X×X
∣∣∣ ∼⊆ T and T is transitive

}
.

That is, ∼∗ is the smallest transitive relation containing ∼ with respect to set inclusion. Equivalently,

x ∼∗ y ⇐⇒ ∃m ∈ N, ∃ v0, . . . , vm ∈ X :


v0 = x, vm = y,

vt−1 ∼ vt ∀ t = 1, . . . ,m.

Decoder Structure and Clustering of Observed Variables

In this work, we explicitly assume that the association between latent factors and observed variables

remains stationary over time. This assumption simplifies the understanding of causal structures, but it

is natural in domains where the causal abstraction remains stable: if Zjt is associated with a subset of

products Xt which happens to be a known product category, then the product category remains the same

through time. It is common for product taxonomies to remain fixed for a long period of time in retail. An

important direction for future work is to extend the framework to accommodate regime shifts, seasonal

effects, or evolving causal structures (cf. Discussion in Section 5.7).

Assumption Asm5.1 [Stationarity]

In this work, we address CRL as defined in the Equation 5.1 given temporally stationary environments,

that is, the set of structural functions G is static.

A key benefit of imposing structural sparsity on the generative model is the emergence of organization

among the observed variables. The generative mechanism Zt → Xt can be represented as a stationary

bipartite graph, where latent variables influence observed features through directed edges, and the edges

remain the same through time. For that reason, we omit time dependence unless necessary and describe

Z→ X.



Definition Def5.11 [Bipartite View of Decoder Structure]

We represent the generative process as a bipartite graph (Def5.9) G = (Z,X, E), where: (1) Z =

{z1, . . . , zdz} denotes the set of latent variables, (2) X = {x1, . . . ,xdx} denotes the set of observed

features, and (3) an edge (zj ,xi) ∈ E exists if and only if ∂fi/∂zj ̸≡ 0.

We exploit this influence pattern to perform variable clustering (McCulloch & Searle, 2004; Thalamuthu

et al., 2006; Jacob et al., 2009; Bach et al., 2012; Aydore et al., 2019; Chavent et al., 2021), by grouping

features according to well-defined rules derived from the underlying latent structure. We define the two

main rules in this work: shared-parent clustering, which provides disjoint groups, and overlapping-parent

clustering, which provides overlapping groups.

Definition Def5.12 [Shared-Parent Clustering Rule]

We define an undirected relation ∼ on X as follows:

xi ∼ xj ⇐⇒ ∃zk ∈ Z such that (zk,xi), (zk,xj) ∈ E.

Let ∼∗ denote the transitive closure of ∼ (cf. Def5.10). Then:

The shared-parent clustering of the observed variables is the partition of X into equivalence

classes under the relation ∼∗. That is, each cluster is a maximal subset C ⊆ X such that:

∀xi,xj ∈ C, xi ∼∗ xj , and ∀x ∈ X \ C, x ̸∼∗ xj for any xj ∈ C.

Each cluster corresponds to a connected component in the undirected graph over X, where an edge

exists between xi and xj if they share a latent parent.

Intuitively, Definition Def5.12 implies that two observed variables belong to the same group if there

exists a path of features xi1 , . . . ,xik such that each consecutive pair shares at least one latent parent, and

both variables lie in the same connected component under the relation ∼. As an illustration, consider

the graph in Figure 5.1b: applying the shared-parent clustering rule yields the following partition of the

observed variables:

Cdisjoint =
{
C1 = {x1

t , . . . ,x6
t }, C2 = {x7

t , . . . ,x12
t }
}
.

Here in the cluster C1, the path x1
t , . . . ,x6

t is maximal because there is no other observed feature in X \ C1

that could be added, given no shared latent cause exists according to the graph in 5.1b.

Definition Def5.13 [Overlapping-Parent Clustering Rule]



The overlapping-parent clustering of the observed variables is the collection of clusters

Coverlap := {Ch(z1), . . . ,Ch(zdz )},

where

Ch(zk) := {xj ∈ X | (zk,xj) ∈ G}.

Each cluster Ch(zk) is the children set: it contains all observed variables that are directly influenced

by the latent variable zk.

In contrast, using the overlapping-parent clustering rule (Definition Def5.13), which groups features

based on sharing at least one latent parent, results in a finer, overlapping structure:

Coverlap =
{
{x1

t , x2
t , x3

t }︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ch(z1

t )

, {x3
t , x4

t , x5
t }︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ch(z2
t )

, {x5
t , x6

t }︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ch(z3

t )

, {x7
t , x8

t , x9
t }︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ch(z4
t )

, {x9
t , x10

t , x11
t , x12

t }︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ch(z5

t )

}
.

This overlapping clustering Coverlap provides a more fine-grained abstraction than Cdisjoint. Notably, each

cluster Ch(zjt ) is a subset of one of the disjoint clusters of Cdisjoint, illustrating the hierarchical relation

between the two grouping strategies. Notably, the anchor feature assumption, as represented in Figure 5.1b,

yields the same non-overlapping clustering as the sparse self-expression constraint. However, the latter

permits far more complex latent-to-observed influence patterns. Specifically, only the subset {z1
t , z2

t , z3
t} is

responsible for generating the features {x1
t , . . . ,x6

t }, while {z4
t , z5

t} governs {x7
t , . . . ,x12

t }. Thus, modularity

is maintained, but without requiring the strict exclusivity assumptions imposed by anchor-based models.

The two clustering rules defined by Def5.12 and Def5.13 yield different, yet meaningful groupings of

observed features, each consistent with distinct structural assumptions. The key insight is that clustering

is not unique: it depends on the specific clustering rule, which in turn reflects a modeling choice.

To further formally clarify the dependence of variable clustering on the rule defined, we give a

formalization of what a "clustering rule" is, and then show how clusters can be defined as a consequence.

We will use the term modularity whenever we want to communicate that a subset of latent variables shares

a common influence pattern with some subset of observed ones and not with the rest.

Intuitively, the two clustering rules defined above happen to reason both on how the parent set of

observed variables, which are subsets of latent ones, interact with each other. We formalize this as the

following

Definition Def5.14 [Affinity predicate]

Let G be a directed bipartite graph (Def5.9).

An affinity predicate P : X×X −→ {0, 1} is any symmetric Boolean function

P (xi,xj | G) = π
(
Pa(xi),Pa(xj)

)
,



with π : 2Z × 2Z −→ {0, 1} is a symmetric Boolean function of two subsets of Z.

The shared parent clustering rule corresponds to the affinity predicate

PSP(xi,xj | G) =


1, Pa(xi) ∩ Pa(xj) ̸= ∅,

0, otherwise.

and if one writes the binary relation

xi ∼SP xj ⇐⇒ PSP(xi, xj | G) = 1,

then ∼SP is symmetric and reflexive but not transitive and is identical to that of Definition Def5.12. For

the overlapping-parent clustering, if for each z ∈ Z, one considers the predicate Pz as the restriction of

PSP on Ch(z), then ∼SP defines trivially an equivalent relation when restricted to Ch(z)× Ch(z). It has

only one non-empty equivalence class, which is Ch(z) itself. Thus, by varying z, we collect {Ch(z)}z∈Z

which coincides with the Definition Def5.13.

5.3 Intuitive Discussion of Jacobian Self-Expression

Generalizing Anchor Features through Gradient Subspaces We can naturally generalize the

classical anchor feature assumption by shifting from exact functional separability to linear relationships

between decoder gradients. Rather than defining the decoder as a fixed matrix as in Boussard et al.

(2023) (c.f Related Work, Section 5.4), we allow it to be any smooth function f : Rdz → Rdx , and impose

structural sparsity through its Jacobian:

Xj
t ∼ N

(
fj(Zt), σ2

j

)
, f(Zt) = [f1(Zt), . . . , fdx(Zt)]T .

We recall the standard anchor feature condition used in identifiable sparse VAE models in the static

setting: Moran et al. (2021) defined the anchor feature assumption as: For each latent factor Zk, there

exist at least two observed features Xj and Xj0 such that

E[Xj |Z] = fj(Zk) and E[Xj0 |Z] = fj0(Zk). (5.2)

To generalize this, denote the partial derivative as

ϕij := ∂fj
∂zi .

For example, from the graphical structure in Figure 5.1b, we have

∇zf7(z) =
[

0, 0, 0, ϕ47(z), 0
]⊤
, ∇zf8(z) =

[
0, 0, 0, ϕ48(z), 0

]⊤
.



Now, suppose the gradients of two decoding functions are collinear almost everywhere. Then there exist

constants a, b such that

f7(Z) = a f8(Z) + b almost surely,

and hence

E[X7 | Z] = aE[X8 | Z] + b.

This weakens the anchor feature assumption in Equation 5.2: rather than requiring that two observed

features depend identically on one latent factor, we can only require their conditional expectations to be

linearly related. Thus, the classical anchor condition becomes a special case of a broader gradient-based

linear structure.

To uncover latent-induced modularity in the observed space, we examine the Jacobian matrix Df of

the decoder f

Df := [∇zf1, ∇zf2, . . . , ∇zfdx ]

and encode its structural geometry via a self-expression matrix C ∈ Rdx×dx . Each column of Df is

represented as a sparse linear combination of the others:

∇zfj =
∑
k ̸=j

Ckj∇zfk.

We must satisfy Cjj = 0 for all j = 1, . . . , dx to eliminate the trivial identity solution, i.e., a gradient

should not be self-expressed by itself.

The Jacobian Df reflecting the sparse structure in Figure 5.1c which we restate below, has the form:

Df =



ϕ1,1 ϕ1,2 ϕ1,3 ϕ1,4 ϕ1,5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ϕ2,1 ϕ2,2 ϕ2,3 ϕ2,4 ϕ2,5 ϕ2,6 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 ϕ3,5 ϕ3,6 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 ϕ4,7 ϕ4,8 ϕ4,9 ϕ4,10 ϕ4,11 ϕ4,12

0 0 0 0 0 0 ϕ5,7 ϕ5,8 ϕ5,9 ϕ5,10 ϕ5,11 ϕ5,12


(5.3)

Z1
t Z2

t Z3
t Z4

t Z5
t

X1
t X2

t X3
t X4

t X5
t X6

t X7
t X8

t X9
t X10

t X11
t X12

t

An example of a structure corresponding to the sparse self-expression of the Jacobian. A restatement of
Figure 5.1c

C =

C1 0

0 C2

 , C1, C2 ∈ R6×6, (5.4)



C1 =



0 C1,2 C1,3 C1,4 C1,5 C1,6

C2,1 0 C2,3 C2,4 C2,5 C2,6

C3,1 C3,2 0 C3,4 C3,5 C3,6

C4,1 C4,2 C4,3 0 C4,5 C4,6

0 0 0 0 0 C5,6

0 0 0 0 C6,5 0


, C2 =



0 C7,8 C7,9 C7,10 C7,11 C7,12

C8,7 0 C8,9 C8,10 C8,11 C8,12

C9,7 C9,8 0 C9,10 C9,11 C9,12

C10,7 C10,8 C10,9 0 C10,11 C10,12

C11,7 C11,8 C11,9 C11,10 0 C11,12

C12,7 C12,8 C12,9 C12,10 C12,11 0


.

(5.5)

Clustering via Shared Gradient Support Our formulation recovers feature clusters by identifying

subspaces of mutually expressible gradients, that is, observed features whose Jacobians span the same

low-dimensional subspace. For instance, from Figure 5.1c, we identify the groupings:

{
{x1

t , . . . ,x6
t }, {x7

t , . . . ,x12
t }
}
.

where the gradients {∇zf1, . . . ,∇zf6} are expressible in terms of each other. A valid self-expression would

be:

∇zf1 =
6∑
i=2

Ci,1∇zfi.

In contrast, an invalid expression such as:

∇zf1 =
6∑
i=2

Ci,1∇zfi + C7,1∇zf7, C7,1 ̸= 0 (5.6)

is precluded, since ∇zf7 has disjoint support with ∇zf1 and including it would imply that ϕ4,7 ≡ ϕ5,7 ≡ 0

which is not possible by maximum sparsity of Jacobian in Equation 5.3. As a remedy, one might also

include other gradients with the same support as ∇zf7 (e.g. ∇zf8). However, adding such terms would

violate sparsity, as we aim to discourage unnecessary inclusion of uninformative features.

Support Overlap and Subspace Consistency This yields a principled clustering criterion: two

observed features i and j belong to the same cluster if and only if

1. Ci,j ̸= 0 or Cj,i ̸= 0, and

2. supp
(
∇zfi

)
∩ supp

(
∇zfj

)
̸= ∅.

Under these conditions, the optimal self-expression matrix C∗ is block-diagonal (up to permutation), with

each block identifying a latent-induced subspace. Consequently, the clustering is non-overlapping, and

each cluster comprises exactly those gradients sharing the same support in the latent space.

We propose to achieve so through sparse subspace clustering over the Jacobian Dictionary. Informally,

let there be n linear subspaces (Sl)nl=1 in Rdz such that ∇zfj lies within their union. The Jacobian can



be rewritten as

Df =
[
∇zf1, . . . ,∇zfdx

]
=
[
J1, . . . , Jn

]
P,

where P ∈ Rdx×dx is a permutation matrix. Each Jl is a matrix of gradient vectors whose column span

defines the corresponding subspace Sl, i.e.

span
(
cols(Jl)

)
= Sl.

This leads to a matrix formulation of the self-expressiveness assumption:

Assumption Asm5.2 [Matrix Formulation of Self-Expressiveness]

We assume the existence of self-expressiveness in the Jacobian columns, that is, there exists C ∈

Rdx×dx with diag(C) = 0 such that each gradient can be written as

∇zfj = Df C:,j , j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , dx}.

Equivalently, in a matrix form

Df C = Df, diag(C) = 0.

Since this expression is generally non-unique, we aim to enforce sparsity in the matrix C. To achieve

this, we can optimize C by solving:

min
C:,j∈Rdx

∥C:,j∥1

subject to ∇zfj(Z) = Df(Z)C:,j a.s.,

Cj,j = 0.

The optimization problem establishes the link between latent factors Z and observed features X using

the solution C∗. The underlying rationale is that variables that cluster together should have gradients of

the decoding function with respect to z lying in the same linear subspace of the Jacobian. Specifically,

the nonzero entries in C:,j should correspond to gradients from the same subspace Sl when ∇zfj belongs

to Sl. In other terms, the first objective is to define geometric and probabilistic conditions under which

this subspace preservation property holds (cf. Definition Def5.16).

Once we ensure that the self-expression matrix C∗ preserves subspaces, it can then be leveraged to

perform clustering of the observed variables. For example, let V be the set of vertices corresponding to

the gradients 1

∇zf1, . . . ,∇zfdx
.

Denote by Γ ⊆ V ×V the set of edges between nodes, and let A ∈ Rdx×dx
+ be the (symmetric) edge-weight

1Here, the set of gradients is equivalent to considering the set of observed features {X1, . . . , Xdx }. The rationale here is:
to perform variable clustering, we give a "vectorial representation" to each scalar dimension Xj through its gradient w.r.t.
the latent factors ∇zfj and thus reason on (subspace) clustering of gradients.



matrix defined by

A = 1
2
(
|C∗|+ |C∗|⊤

)
.

Clusters are then obtained by applying spectral clustering (Von Luxburg, 2007) to the weighted graph

(V,Γ, A).

We show in Proposition Prop5.1 under which conditions such a pipeline recovers clusters that are

consistent with those obtained by the shared parent clustering rule (Definition Def5.12). The same

reasoning is followed in the case of the recovery of overlapping clusters, where spectral clustering is

replaced by overlapping-aware clustering methods such as Synmf (Kuang et al., 2015) and SAAC (Panov

et al., 2017), and we show in Theorem Thm5.3 under which conditions the resulting clusters are consistent

with those obtained by the overlapping clustering rule (Definition Def5.13).

5.4 Related Work

5.4.1 CRL in a time-varying setting

Yao et al. (2022) were the first to introduce CRL over time-varying data while providing theoretical

guarantees for the identifiability of the true latent causal variables. In their model, each latent variable Zjt

obeyed time-delayed causal relations as in Equation 5.1, except that the noise ϵjt follows a non-stationary

distribution

ϵjt ∼ pϵj |a,

with a an observed auxiliary variable that can take various forms: (i) a time index to account for sequential

dependencies, (ii) a domain index to capture distributional shifts across domains, (iii) or a class label in

supervised learning contexts (Hyvarinen & Morioka, 2016; Hyvarinen et al., 2019b; Locatello et al., 2019;

Khemakhem et al., 2020; Morioka et al., 2021). The inductive bias introduced by the auxiliary variable

facilitates the identifiability of the latent factors up to mild transformations such as permutations and

component-wise invertible mappings.

Song et al. (2023) considered the case where the side information a is unobserved, and similar to Hälvä

& Hyvärinen (2020), they treated the domain index variables as latent and modeled them via a Markov

chain. The resulting generative model is

a1, a2, . . . , aT ∼ MC(A),

ϵjt ∼ pϵj , j = 1, . . . , dz,

Zjt = gj

({
Zkt−s | Zkt−s ∈ Pa(Zjt ), s = 1, . . . , ρ

}
, at, ϵjt

)
,

Xt = f(Zt),

where at ∈ {1, . . . , da} is a discrete domain index and A is the da × da transition matrix of the Markov

chain (at)t≥1. Here, the structural functions, unlike those of Equation 5.1, are non-stationary because



they are modulated by (at)t≥1. The identifiability of the latent process stems first from identifying the

non-stationarity represented by (at)t≥1 , similar to Gassiat et al. (2016); Hälvä & Hyvärinen (2020);

Morioka et al. (2021), and then establishing the identifiability of the causal latent variables (Zt)t≥1, as in

Yao et al. (2022).

Chen et al. (2024) challenged the longstanding assumption of invertibility in the generative process f

and proposed leveraging temporal context for both generation and identification. Specifically, they used

the historical latent process to generate the observed data and the historical observed process to identify

the latent causal factors:

Xt = f
(
Zt:t−r

)
,

Zt = m
(
Xt:t−µ

)
,

ϵjt ∼ pϵj , j = 1, . . . , dz,

Zjt = gj

({
Zkt−s | Zkt−s ∈ Pa(Zjt ), s = 1, . . . , ρ

}
, ϵjt

)
.

Here, r and µ are predefined lags and m is a nonlinear mapping that reconstructs the current causal latent

factor Zt from a slice of the observed process Xt:t−µ. The bijectivity of f is thus replaced in Chen et al.

(2024) by a temporal context mechanism, where the observed data are generated, and the latent factors

are inferred via two distinct and generally unrelated mappings: f and m.

Remark Rem5.1

While several models have been proposed before Yao et al. (2022) in the time-varying setting to learn

identifiable representations, these models do not treat the latent variables as causal, nor do they

attempt to learn a causal process within the latent space. Notable examples include Time-Contrastive

Learning (TCL) (Hyvarinen & Morioka, 2016), Permutation-based Contrastive Learning (PCL)

(Hyvarinen et al., 2019a), and SlowVAE (Klindt et al., 2021), as well as methods designed for noisy

data with structured nonlinear ICA (Hälvä et al., 2021). Additional approaches include nonlinear

ICA with a hidden Markov model to capture non-stationarity (Hälvä & Hyvärinen, 2020), error

estimation in nonlinear vector autoregressive models (Morioka et al., 2021), and generalized nonlinear

ICA frameworks for temporal data (Hyvarinen & Morioka, 2017). Finally, recent contributions also

explore identifiability in multi-view time series (Huang et al., 2023).

5.4.2 Understanding the Generation Mechanism in CRL

Most CRL work focuses on recovering latent factors but pays little attention to how those factors generate

observations. Exploring this generative mapping matters because it validates and interprets the resulting

causal representations. Lachapelle et al. (2022b); Boussard et al. (2023) did impose structural constraints

in CRL but did not explicitly focus on uncovering the underlying generative process. A contribution in



this direction is the Sparse VAE introduced by Moran et al. (2021), which enforces a sparsity constraint

on the decoder. Their model applies a binary mask Γ ∈ {0, 1}dz×dx to the latent variables before decoding

them into the observed space. This formulation rests on the assumption of pure children (Equation 5.2),

and the generative process follows

Xj ∼ N
(
fθ(Γ:,j ⊙ Z), σ2

j

)
, j = 1, . . . , dx,

where ⊙ denotes the Hadamard product, fθ is the decoder, and σ2
1 , . . . , σ

2
dx

are fixed variance parameters.

For inference, Moran et al. (2021) adopted a Bayesian framework, placing a Spike-and-Slab Lasso prior

(Bai et al., 2021b) on Γ and estimating its posterior via maximum a posteriori (MAP) optimization. While

elegant, this framework is restricted to static data and does not infer any causal structure among the

latent variables. Moreover, it remains unclear whether the employed sparsity prior adequately encodes

the assumed structural constraints of Equation 5.2, as the theoretical assumptions are not explicitly

embedded in the inference mechanism. Related efforts by Zheng et al. (2022); Zheng & Zhang (2023)

likewise imposed sparsity constraints in static, nonlinear ICA settings, leveraging either ℓ1 regularization

or hybrid penalties combining ℓ0 and ℓ1 norms, but similarly stop short of modeling causal structure in

the latent space.

Two important papers integrating CRL and sparsity are worth mentioning. First, Lachapelle et al.

(2022b) proposed learning a causal representation Zt over time-varying data Xt with a sparse mechanism

shift, meaning that only a few edges relate past latent representations to future ones. The transition

mechanism in the latent space is expressed as:

p
(
zjt | z<t

)
= hj(z<t) exp

(
Tj
(
zjt
)⊤
λj
(
Γ⊙ z<t

)
−Ψ(z<t)

)
, j = 1, . . . , dz,

where (i) hj(·) is the base measure, (ii) Tj(·) is the vector of sufficient statistics for the coordinate j,

(iii) λj(·) is the natural-parameter map returning the canonical parameters of the exponential family,

(iv) Ψ(·) is the log-partition function ensuring normalization (Wainwright et al., 2008), (v) and Γ is a

binary mask enforcing sparsity on the past-latent vector Z<t. The inference is performed using variational

inference, with the ELBO regularized by an ℓ0 or ℓ1 penalty over Γ.

It is important to note that, as in Moran et al. (2021), the inference strategy in Lachapelle et al.

(2022b) is not fully aligned with the theoretical structural assumptions supporting their identifiability

results. Specifically, identifiability in their model relies on a graphical criterion requiring the existence of

latent subsets whose parental and child sets uniquely identify each latent factor. However, it remains

unclear how standard ℓ1 regularization during inference could enforce such a structural constraint in

practice. More importantly, no form of sparsity is imposed on the mapping between latent and observed

variables, which is what our approach instantiates.

The second most similar work to ours is Boussard et al. (2023); Brouillard et al. (2024), which enforces

a sparsity constraint on the decoding function while performing CRL for time-series climate data. However,

their approach assumes a single-parent decoding constraint (Figure 5.1a). To achieve this, the edge weights



relating the latent factors Zt to the observed features Xt are modeled with a non-negative and orthogonal

matrix Γ, ensuring that at most one entry per row is nonzero. Formally, the generative model assumes:

Xj
t | Zt ∼ N (Γ:,jZt, σ2

j ). (5.7)

To enforce structural single-parent decoding, Boussard et al. (2023) defined the orthogonality constraint

h(Γ) = Γ⊤Γ − Idx during training, which is consistent with the structural constraint of single-parent

decoding. However, this single-parent assumption is highly restrictive, as explained in Section 5.1, since it

does not allow a mixture of latent factors to generate observed variables. Such a scenario arises where

causal relationships among observed features lead to multiple latent parents. Our work generalizes this

approach by allowing multiple latent factors as parents, making it a more flexible and realistic assumption

for a broader range of applications.

5.4.3 Subspace Clustering

Subspace clustering segments data that lie near a union of low-dimensional linear subspaces. In contrast,

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) (Hastie et al., 2009) fits all data with a single subspace. Hence,

subspace clustering can be intuitively understood as a generalization of PCA by fitting multiple subspaces,

these subspaces may intersect when different clusters share overlapping dimensions, so that the hetero-

geneous structure in high-dimensional data is better captured. Our method adopts the self-expression

property from subspace clustering, but applies it to the gradients of observed features with respect to

latent variables. A general definition of subspace clustering is as follows (Abdolali & Gillis, 2021; Qu

et al., 2023):

Definition Def5.15 [Subspace Clustering]

Let X ∈ Rd×n be a high-dimensional dataset, where each column represents a data point in Rd.

Suppose the data lie in a union of c unknown linear subspaces S1,S2, . . . ,Sc ⊂ Rd, with corresponding

intrinsic dimensions d1, d2, . . . , dc, where di ≪ d for all i ∈ {1, . . . , c}.

The goal of subspace clustering is twofold: (1) to assign each data point to its generating subspace,

and (2) to estimate the parameters (e.g., bases or projection matrices) that define each subspace.

Definition Def5.15 highlights that similarity between data points is assessed through their compatibility

with low-dimensional subspaces. Consequently, points within the same cluster exhibit strong linear

dependencies and lie close to a shared subspace.

Sparse Subspace Clustering (SSC) Most classical subspace clustering methods struggle to handle

both noise and outliers simultaneously (Costeira & Kanade, 1998; Tipping & Bishop, 1999; Tseng, 2000;

Kanatani, 2001; Zhang et al., 2009; Yan & Pollefeys, 2006; Goh & Vidal, 2007), and they typically rely on

prior knowledge of the dimensions of the underlying subspaces. To address these limitations, a major line



of work introduces sparsity into subspace clustering algorithms (Vidal et al., 2009; Elhamifar & Vidal, 2010;

Soltanolkotabi & Candés, 2012b; Elhamifar & Vidal, 2013). Sparsity helps to mitigate noise and alleviates

the need for explicit knowledge of subspace dimensions. A foundational idea underpinning many SSC

approaches is the self-expression property. Imposing sparsity on the coefficients of this linear combination

leads to models that encourage locality and robustness. The seminal work of Vidal et al. (2009) employed

ℓ1-regularization for this purpose. Subsequent developments have explored a variety of regularization

schemes, including ℓ0-based formulations (Yang et al., 2016; 2018), nuclear norm minimization (Liu et al.,

2012), Frobenius norm penalties (Lu et al., 2012), and elastic net regularization (You et al., 2016).

Deep SSC Given the high ambient dimensionality of many real-world datasets, recent efforts have

focused on learning lower-dimensional representations in which subspace structure is more amenable to

analysis. The motivation is that the raw input space may not satisfy the assumptions required for linear

self-expression, and thus, a learned representation could better reveal the latent subspace geometry. Early

work projected data into linear latent spaces (Patel et al., 2013), while more recent approaches employ

neural networks for joint representation learning and subspace clustering (Ji et al., 2017; Abavisani & Patel,

2018; Zhou et al., 2019; Peng et al., 2020; Xie et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2020). Unlike these approaches,

our framework does not seek to learn representations in which standard SSC can be applied, but rather

induces a modular structure directly in the observation space via an SSC over decoder gradients.

5.5 Modeling

5.5.1 Subspace Detection Under Self-Expression Property

Main modeling assumptions

To analyze the recoverability of modular structure via Jacobian self-expression, we must understand the

statistical and geometric properties of decoder gradients. In this section, we formalize these conditions by

placing mild distributional and smoothness assumptions on the latent variables Z and decoder f . We

model Z ∈ Rdz as sub-Gaussian random vectors. This assumption helps derive concentration inequalities

and underpins our stability analyses, provided the decoder f is smooth in the following sense:

Assumption Asm5.3 [Smoothness of Decoder]

A decoder f with coordinates

f = (f1, . . . , fdx
)⊤

is said to be L-smooth with L > 0 if

f ∈ C2(Rdz ;Rdx
)



and there exists L > 0 such that, for each i ∈ J1, dxK, the Hessian of the output coordinate fi satisfies

sup
z∈Rdz

∥∥D2fi(z)
∥∥

op ≤ L.

The Jacobian Df(z) ∈ Rdx×dz captures the local linear structure of the decoder around each latent

point z. We model Df(z) as a random matrix whose columns lie on the unit sphere Sdz−1, allowing for

anisotropy through statistical dependence between columns (cf. Definition Def5.2). Normalizing gradients

is not a restrictive condition, it can be enforced during training and is widely used in practice to stabilize

optimization, notably via gradient clipping (Zhang et al., 2020a).

Building on the assumption that the Jacobian columns are unit-norm and anisotropic, we now introduce

a structured prior that captures modularity in the decoder: the union of subspaces model. In particular,

we model the columns of the Jacobian Df(z) as lying in a union of low-dimensional subspaces:

Assumption Asm5.4 [Union of Subspaces Assumption]

There exist M deterministic linear subspaces {Sm}Mm=1, where each Sm ∈ Gr(dm, dz). Accordingly,

there is a partition of output indices

{1, 2, . . . , dx} =
M⊔
m=1

Im, |Im| = nm,

M∑
m=1

nm = dx.

We then define the block-wise mapping

f (m) : Rdz −→ Rnm , f (m)(z) :=
(
fj(z)

)
j∈Im

.

We assume the Jacobian of each block f (m) has its columns in Sm:

Df (m)(z) =
[
∇zfj(z)

]
j∈Im

∈ Rdz×nm , cols
(
Df (m)(z)

)
⊆ Sm, ∀ z ∈ Rdz .

As a result, each gradient lies in one of the M subspaces, that is, ∇zfj(z) ∈ ∪Mm=1Sm.

Figure 5.2 illustrates Assumption Asm5.4: for an arbitrary realization z, the gradients∇zf1(z), ∇zf2(z), ∇zf3(z)

are assumed to lie on the space S1 at the intersection with the unit sphere Sdz−1 (red contour). Similarly,

gradients ∇zf4(z), ∇zf5(z), ∇zf6(z) lie in the subspace S2, precisely on the dashed blue contour. As-

sumption Asm5.4 also implies that for another arbitrary z′, the gradients ∇zf1(z′), ∇zf2(z′), ∇zf3(z′)

would change position along the red contour but still lie within S1.

Let P
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
denote the column-wise sparse self-expression problem for the Jacobian column
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Figure 5.2: A geometric illustration of the assumption of subspaces union (Asm5.4) that underlies subspace
clustering. Two planes are presented as subspaces of the Jacobian span (S1,S2), within which gradients
are drawn.

∇zfj , defined by

min
C:,j ∈Rdx

∥C:,j∥1,

subject to ∇zfj(Z) = Df(Z)C:,j a.s.,

Cj,j = 0.

(5.8)

Alternatively, we define a matrix-level formulation with a quadratic penalty in expectation, referred to as

the expected global self-expression problem, denoted Pλ(Df):

min
C∈Rdx×dx

diag(C)=0

∥C∥1 + λEZ
[
∥Df(Z)−Df(Z)C∥2

F

]
. (5.9)

The second formulation is often more convenient in practice, especially during training, since f is typically

implemented as a neural network. However, both formulations are central to our theoretical analysis: the

first is used to study the recovery of disjoint clusters (Theorem Thm5.2, Proposition Prop5.1), while the

second provides the foundation for analyzing overlapping clusters and establishing stability guarantees

(Theorems Thm5.3 and Thm5.4, Proposition Prop5.3).

Equivalence of P(Df(Z), C:,j) and Pλ(Df)

We now analyze under which conditions one can assert that the series of problems P(Df(Z), C:,j) is

identical to solving the global and penalized problem Pλ(Df).

We first observe that

EZ
[
∥Df(Z)−Df(Z)C∥2

F

]
=

dx∑
j=1

EZ
[
∥∇zfj(Z)−Df(Z)C:,j∥2

2
]
,



and likewise

∥C∥1 =
dx∑
j=1
∥C:,j∥1.

Thus, the global objective

EZ
[
∥Df(Z)−Df(Z)C∥2

F

]
+ λ∥C∥1

decouples into dx independent column-wise expected-risk Lasso subproblems Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j) given by

min
C:,j∈Rdx

∥C:,j∥1 + λ EZ
[
∥∇zfj(Z)−Df(Z)C:,j∥2

2
]
,

subject to Cj,j = 0.

(5.10)

In fact, solving the expected global self-expression problem Pλ(Df) is equivalent, i.e., has the same

solution set, to solving, independently for each j = 1, . . . , dx the column-wise expected-risk Lasso

subproblem Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j) by stacking its minimizers C∗
:,1, . . . , C

∗
:,dx

.

As a result, to show the equivalence of P(Df(Z), C:,j) and Pλ(Df), it is enough to investigate when

the two problems P(Df(Z), C:,j) and Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j) are equivalent for j = 1, . . . , dx. In the following,

we denote the quadratic penalty as

ℓj(C:,j) = EZ
[
∥∇zfj(Z)−Df(Z)C:,j∥2

2
]

Remark Rem5.2 [Feasibility and Convexity of Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j) and Pλ(Df)]

We note that a feasible solution exists to the problem P
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
(Equation 5.8) since we

assume self-expressiveness (Asm5.2). Moreover, since Z is sub-Gaussian (∥Z∥ψ2 < ∞) and f is

smooth as in Assumption Asm5.3, then the second moments are finite, that is, EZ ∥Df(Z)∥2
F <∞

which is equivalent to saying E ∥∇fj(Z)∥2
2 <∞ for j ∈ J1, dxK. Thus, the quadratic penalty in the

optimization problem Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j) (Equation 5.10) is always finite.

Our problem is a convex with affine constraints: the maps

C:,j −→ ∥C:,j∥1, C:,j −→ ℓj(C:,j)

are convex (the Hessian of ℓj is 2EZ
[
Df(Z)⊤Df(Z)

]
which is positive semi-definite), plus the

constraint C:,j −→ ∇zfj −Df C is affine.

Let Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
be the hard-constraint problem for each column

min
C:,j∈Rdx

∥C:,j∥1

subject to ℓj(C:,j) ≤ t, Cj,j = 0.
(5.11)



Theorem Thm5.1 [Equivalence of Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
and Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j)]

Assume the expected Gram matrix of the Jacobian EZ
[
Df(Z)⊤Df(Z)

]
is positive definite, so that

the quadratic penalty ℓj is strictly convex for each j = 1, . . . , dx. Then, for any tolerance t ≥ 0, there

is a unique and finite λj(t) ≥ 0 such that the solution set of Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
coincides with that of

Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j).

Back to the expected global self-expression problem Because each column C:,j has its own

independent constraint Cj,j = 0 and objective term, the optimization problem Pλ(Df) is solved by

combining the dx column-wise solutions C∗
:,j(λ). Conversely, solving all column-wise constrained problems

with levels tj (Theorem Thm5.1) produces the same global minimizer once we pick

λ̄ = max
j∈J1,dxK

λj(tj),

by the exact-penalty theorem (Di Pillo, 1994; Bertsekas, 2015) and for all λ ≥ λ̄, the penalized expected-

risk subproblem Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j) recovers the same minimizer C∗
:,j(λ) as the hard-constrained version

P
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
.

Subspace Geometry and Detection

The goal of solving the sparse self-expression problem is not merely to reconstruct each Jacobian column

from others, but to do so in a way that reveals the underlying subspace membership of each feature:

we are interested in whether the support of the optimal coefficient vector C∗
:,j includes only indices

corresponding to columns that lie in the same subspace as ∇zfj . This leads to the subspace detection

property (Soltanolkotabi & Candés, 2012a), which underpins the correctness of subspace clustering:

Definition Def5.16 [Subspace Detection Property]

Let {Sm}Mm=1 ⊆ Rdz be a collection of linear subspaces, and suppose each column ∇zfj(Z) of the

Jacobian Df(Z) lies in some Smj
with mj ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. We say that the decoder f satisfies the

subspace detection property if, for every j ∈ {1, . . . , dx}, the minimizer C∗
:,j of P

(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
obeys

C∗
k,j ̸= 0 =⇒ ∇zfk(Z), ∇zfj(Z) ∈ Smj almost surely. (5.12)

In other words, nonzero entries in C∗
:,j occur only at indices k whose gradients lie in the same

subspace as ∇zfj .

From Figure 5.2, if we assume ∇zf1(Z) is self-expressed by ∇zf2(Z) and ∇zf3(Z), then

C∗
1,2, C

∗
1,3 ̸= 0,



and the subspace detection property of Def5.16 holds because

∇zf1(Z), ∇zf2(Z), ∇zf3(Z) ∈ S1,

as assumed in Figure 5.2. However, this does not imply that ∇zf1(Z), ∇zf2(Z), ∇zf3(Z) are the only

gradients lying in S1; other gradients ∇zfj(Z) may also lie in S1 (represented by black dots on the red

contour in Figure 5.2), but with C∗
1,j = 0.

This is precisely the goal of SSC: to represent each gradient sparsely using only other gradients from

the same subspace. Since membership in the same subspace is only a necessary condition for subspace

detection, when it is violated, for example, ∇zf1(Z) ∈ S1 but ∇zf4(Z) ∈ S2, the contrapositive of

Equation 5.12 gives C∗
1,4 = 0.

Geometry of linear subspaces A central challenge in subspace clustering is to determine when sparse

self-expression can correctly recover the subspace membership of each feature. This requires a quantitative

notion of the geometric separation between subspaces. Following the line of geometric arguments of

Soltanolkotabi & Candés (2012b), a classical tool is the system of principal angles (Def5.17), which

generalizes the notion of angle between vectors to the setting of linear subspaces. From these, one can

define a scalar measure of closeness known as the subspace affinity (Def5.18), which plays a role in the

theoretical analysis of clustering algorithms. Intuitively, the smaller the affinity between subspaces, the

more they are distinguishable and the more likely the subspace detection property is to hold. In the

following, we give a formal definition of both principal angles and affinity for subspaces, and then present

our main theorem stating the maximum permissible affinity between subspaces for the subspace detection

property to hold w.h.p.

Definition Def5.17 [Principal Angles Between Subspaces]

Let Sm ∈ Gr(dm, dz) and Sm′ ∈ Gr(dm′ , dz) be linear subspaces of dimensions dm and dm′ , respec-

tively, and set d = min{dm, dm′}. The principal angles θ(1)
m,m′ , . . . , θ

(d)
m,m′ between Sm and Sm′ are

defined recursively by

cos
(
θ

(i)
m,m′

)
:= max

y∈Sm

∥y∥=1

max
z∈Sm′
∥z∥=1

y⊤z,

subject to the orthogonality constraints

y⊤yj = 0, z⊤zj = 0, j = 1, . . . , i− 1,

where {yj} and {zj} are the previously selected maximizers.

Interpretation The first principal angle θ(1) measures the smallest angle between any pair of unit

vectors, one from each subspace (cf. Figure 5.3). Subsequent angles capture progressively less aligned



directions, orthogonal to those already considered. Together, these angles quantify the degree of alignment

between two subspaces: large angles indicate strong separation, while small angles suggest potential

overlap and confusion.

x

y

z

Sm

Sm′

z1

z2

y1 y2

θ(1)

θ(2)

Figure 5.3: An illustration of the two principal angles between two subspaces Sm,Sm′ .

Although the full sequence of principal angles provides a rich geometric comparison, it is often

convenient to compress this information into a single scalar.

Definition Def5.18 [Subspace Affinity]

The affinity between subspaces Sm and Sm′ is defined as

aff(Sm,Sm′) :=

√√√√ d∑
i=1

cos2
(
θ

(i)
m,m′

)
,

where d = min(dm, dm′).

Geometric Significance The affinity captures a cumulative alignment: a zero value indicates orthogonal

subspaces, while higher values reflect greater overlap. In the context of sparse self-expression, lower

affinities reduce the risk of selecting elements from incorrect subspaces, thereby increasing the likelihood

of correct clustering. Thus, subspace affinity is a key factor governing the success of subspace recovery.

We now present our main theoretical result, which provides conditions under which the sparse

self-expression problem correctly detects subspace structure w.h.p.

Theorem Thm5.2 [Subspace Detection via Sparse Self-Expression]

Let Z ∈ Rdz be a sub-Gaussian random vector with ∥Z∥ψ2 ≤ K, and let f be L-smooth as in

Assumption Asm5.3. Suppose the columns of the Jacobian Df follow the union-of-subspaces model

(Assumption Asm5.4), i.e., they lie in a union of M deterministic subspaces {Sm}Mm=1 ⊂ Rdz , with

nm columns in subspace Sm.

Then, there exist universal constants Λ1,Λ2 > 0 such that if

max
k ̸=m

aff
(
Sk,Sm

)√
log(nk + 1) ≤ Λ1 K L

√
lognm, ∀m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, (5.13)



Table 5.1: Key differences between our analysis and prior SSC theory.

Aspect Candès & Soltanolkotabi
(2012)

This work

Data to be
clustered

Random points on the subspaces
(semi-random model)

Random Jacobian columns
induced by latent variable Z

Regularity control Purely geometric; no smoothness
parameter

Global Hessian bound L on
decoder f

Probability tools Geometric inequalities for
uniformly random points on the
sphere

Vershynin’s matrix deviation
bounds for sub-Gaussian design

Noise/robustness Outliers handled via robust SSC
extensions

Latent noise and curvature enter
constants K,L in Prop5.3

then f satisfies the subspace detection property with a probability of at least

1−
M∑
m=1

nm exp
(
−Λ2

2 lognm

2 dm

)
+

M∑
m=1

2(M − 1)√
nm + 1

.

From point-based SSC to latent–gradient SSC Before discussing the results of Theorem Thm5.2,

it is important to delineate the main differences in both assumptions, nature of the problem tackled,

and nature of the results in our work compared to that of Soltanolkotabi & Candés (2012b). First,

Soltanolkotabi & Candés (2012b) analyzed SSC on standard generative models among which a semi-

random one: static data points are sampled uniformly at random but lie exactly in a union of fixed linear

subspaces, possibly mixed with uniform-spherical outliers. Their proof employs a primal–dual witness

construction (Wainwright, 2009) together with sphere-cap concentration (Vershynin, 2018) to show that

the ℓ1 self-expressive problem enjoys the subspace-detection property w.h.p whenever a minimal gap in

affinity between subspaces is satisfied.

Our setting is far more challenging: Our setting is analogous in that the tangent subspaces

{Sm}Mm=1 are fixed, whereas the Jacobian columns {∇zfi(Z)}dx
i=1 are random; however, the randomness

now stems from a sub-Gaussian latent code Z propagated through a twice-differentiable decoder f .

Consequently, purely geometric arguments are augmented by high-dimensional probability tools and

exploit now a global Hessian bound on coordinates output ∥D2fi(z)∥op (Asm5.3) to control how fast

gradients rotate. Thus, while we retain the three-step template proof (dual certificate → support recovery

→ spectral clustering) of Soltanolkotabi & Candés (2012b), all probabilistic estimates are new and tailored

to the Jacobian self-expression problem (see Appendix C.1.3 for formal proofs and Table 5.1).

Theorem Thm5.2 carries several important implications for CRL via Jacobian self-expression:

(1) Sample Complexity per Latent Subspace: Suppose we want to detect all subspaces with an

error of at most ϵ > 0. If we allocate "the global budget" ϵ uniformly across {Sm}Mm=1, then for each



m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, we require

nm exp
(
−Λ2

2 lognm

2 dm

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Am

+ 2(M − 1)√
nm + 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bm

≤ ϵ

M
. (5.14)

For Am, it suffices to have

Am = n
1−

Λ2
2

2dm
m ≤ ϵ

2M . (5.15)

An interesting observation is that the failure probability does not decrease indefinitely with increasing

nm if the subspace dimension dm satisfies dm ≥ Λ2
2

2 . Otherwise, Am could grow with nm, even

though Bm decreases.

In the case dm <
Λ2

2
2 , we have

Am ≤
ϵ

2M ⇐⇒ nm ≥
(

2M
ϵ

) 2dm

Λ2
2−2dm

. (5.16)

Similarly, for Bm, we require

Bm ≤
ϵ

2M ⇐⇒ nm ≥ 16
(
M(M − 1)

ϵ

)2
= Θ

(
M4

ϵ2

)
. (5.17)

Therefore, each latent-induced subspace Sm should have at least

nm = Ω

(2M
ϵ

) 2dm

Λ2
2−2dm

+ M4

ϵ2

 (5.18)

columns observed to reliably detect and separate it from the others.

Geometric intuition: For small dm, low-dimensional subspaces are "thin" enough to remain

well-separated in the ambient space, so random Jacobian columns from different factors are unlikely

to align. When dm grows large, linear subspaces tend to "flatten", and almost any random direction

has a large component in several subspaces. SSC may then fail to correctly detect columns. If

dm >
Λ2

2
2 , increasing nm does not help; the failure term Am stops decaying, signaling an inherent

identifiability barrier rather than a dimensionality limitation of the observed space.

(2) Incoherence Requirement: The condition

max
k ̸=m

aff(Sk,Sm) ·
√

log(nk + 1) ≲ KL
√

lognm (5.19)

quantifies how "far apart" any two subspaces must be, accounting for dimensionality and sub-Gaussian

variability in Z and, intuitively, the lower the affinity between subspaces, the less they are confused.

The Hessian bound L and latent noise K suggest that stronger Lipschitz regularization or tighter

latent priors can reduce the right-hand side and thus relax the incoherence requirement.



(3) Effect of Smoothness and Concentration on Identifiability: The dependence on K and L

shows that both the stochasticity of latent Z and the nonlinearity of f affect subspace recovery.

Making f smoother (smaller Hessians) or latent priors more concentrated (smaller sub-Gaussian

norm) allows the same clustering guarantees to hold under weaker incoherence conditions.

5.5.2 From Subspace Detection to Cluster Recovery

Theorem Thm5.2 guarantees that under suitable incoherence conditions, the sparse self-expression solution

C∗ is subspace-preserving: each Jacobian column ∇zfj is reconstructed using only columns from the same

subspace. This property is not only crucial for identifiability but also enables the recovery of the modular

structure among the observed features. The following proposition formalizes how this subspace structure,

when encoded in C∗, can be translated into feature clusters using spectral methods.

Proposition Prop5.1 [Recovery of Feature Clusters via Spectral Clustering]

Let the following conditions hold:

• ℓ1-self-expression: For each column j, let C∗
:,j be the solution to the problem P(Df(Z), C:,j)

as in Equation 5.8.

• Affinity matrix: Assemble C∗ ∈ Rdx×dx , and define the symmetric matrix

A∗ := 1
2
(
|C∗|+ |C∗|⊤

)
. (5.20)

Suppose the subspace incoherence condition of Equation 5.13 is satisfied. Then, with the same high

probability as in Theorem Thm5.2, the following holds:

1. Block-diagonal structure: Up to a column-wise permutation, A∗ is block-diagonal, with

block sizes {nm}1≤m≤M corresponding to the subspace decomposition.

2. Correct clustering: Unnormalized spectral clustering applied to A∗ recovers the ground-truth

feature clusters.

Constructing the Feature Graph To operationalize the result of Prop5.1, we interpret the absolute

entries of C∗ as encoding similarity between decoder gradients:

(i, j) ∈ E ⇔ C∗
ij ̸= 0 or C∗

ji ̸= 0⇔ A∗
i,j ̸= 0.

The resulting graph has vertex set V = {∇zf1, . . . ,∇zfdx}, and the affinity matrix A∗ defines edge weights.

Its block-diagonal structure reflects the disjointness of subspaces: gradients in different subspaces exhibit

no mutual support under sparse coding (Figure 5.1c).



Feature-Level Interpretation The affinity structure in A∗ mirrors latent support overlap among

features. This motivates the following graph-theoretic abstraction:

Definition Def5.19 [Feature Graph via Self-Expression]

Let each observed feature xi have latent parent set Pa(i) ⊆ J1, dzK. Define the feature graph

GF = (J1, dxK, E), where

(i, j) ∈ E ⇔ A∗
i,j ̸= ∅.

Under the union-of-subspaces model (Asm5.4), the feature-graph GF is naturally block-structured.

Proposition Prop5.1 shows that this combinatorial structure is recoverable via optimization and spectral

decomposition, completing the link from geometric identifiability to discrete modular recovery (Figure 5.4).

In practice, one chooses the number of clusters M̂ in spectral clustering by inspecting the eigenvalue

spectrum of the graph Laplacian of GF ,

Laplacian(GF ) := D −A∗, (5.21)

where D = diag(d1, . . . , ddx
) ∈ Rdx×dx is the degree matrix with

di :=
dx∑
j=1

A∗
ij .

We then apply the so-called eigengap heuristic (Von Luxburg, 2007): let

λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · · ≤ λdx

be the eigenvalues of Laplacian(GF ) in non-decreasing order, and set

M̂ = arg max
1≤i≤dx−1

(
λi+1 − λi

)
,

i.e. the index at which the consecutive eigenvalue gap is largest.

Towards Recovery of Overlapping Feature Clusters

The spectral clustering result established in Proposition Prop5.1 relies on a hard partitioning of observed

variables into disjoint subspaces following the shared-parent clustering rule of Definition Def5.12. We

now focus on the overlapping-parent clustering rule of Definition Def5.13: the children set Ch(zj) of

each latent variable zj . The resulting clustering structure is naturally overlapping: an observed feature

xi may have multiple latent parents. The next result provides sufficient conditions under which such

overlapping groupings can be recovered from the self-expression matrix C∗. Importantly, our analysis

does not assume disjointness or even separability of the influence of latents over observable features as

in the anchor feature (Section5.1). Instead, we work under a set of relaxed structural assumptions on



Figure 5.4: Illustration of the modular latent structure from Proposition Prop5.1. Solving the sparse
self-expression problem yields an adjacency matrix A∗ (cf. Equation5.4), whose nonzero entries define
connected components in the feature graph GF . We recover these components via spectral clustering.

the decoder (Assumption Asm5.5). These assumptions ensure that the self-expression affinity matrix A∗

encodes latent parent structure in its edge weights, and that overlapping clustering algorithms, such as

SAAC (Panov et al., 2017; Kaufmann et al., 2018) or SymNMF (Kuang et al., 2015; Zhang & Liu, 2022),

can recover w.h.p the true groups with bounded misclassification error.

Assumption Asm5.5 [Structured Latent–Feature Model]

Let Z ∈ Rdz be a sub-Gaussian random vector with ∥Z∥ψ2 ≤ K, and let f be L-smooth as in

Assumption Asm5.3. Recall the parental and children sets

Pa(i) = { j : ∂fi/∂zj ̸≡ 0}, Ch(j) = { i : j ∈ Pa(i)}.

Assume:

(A1) Sparsity: Each coordinate fi depends on at most s≪ dz latents, i.e.

max
1≤i≤dx

|Pa(i)| ≤ s.



(A2) Incoherence: For each j ∈ J1, dzK, let

∂jf(Z) :=
[
∂f1
∂zj

, . . . ,
∂fdx

∂zj

]
(Z),

and define

mj := EZ∥∂jf(Z)∥2, Σjk := EZ⟨∂jf(Z), ∂kf(Z)⟩.

We assume that |Σjk| ≤ µ
√
mjmk for all j ̸= k, with µ < 1.

(A3) Dominance: For each i, there exists ji ∈ Pa(i) such that

EZ
[
|∂fi/∂zji |

]
≥ (1− δ)

√
EZ∥∇zfi(Z)∥2, δ ≪ 1.

(A4) Group Size: There exists γ = Ω(log dx) such that

min
1≤j≤dz

|Ch(j)| ≥ γ.

(A5) Restricted Eigenvalue: There exists κ > 0 such that for all v ∈ Rdz with ∥v∥0 ≤ s,

v⊤EZ
[
Df(Z)Df(Z)⊤]v ≥ κ ∥v∥2

2.

Intuition We explain the role of each assumption in clustering recovery:

• (A1): Restricting |Pa(i)| ≤ s ensures each feature fi depends only on s latent coordinates, preventing

overparameterization in the Lasso regression;

• (A2): Mutual incoherence |Σjk| ≤ µ
√
mjmk with µ < 1 controls correlations between gradient

directions. It is in principle analogous to the irrepresentable condition for Lasso support recovery

(Zhao & Yu, 2006; Wainwright, 2009; Meinshausen & Yu, 2009): it guarantees no unused latent

direction can enter as a linear combination of the true ones. In our case, the conditions bear

the following geometric intuition: if we associate to each latent dimension a stochastic direction

vector ∂jf(Z) in the observational ambient space Rdx , then the condition implies that the expected

correlation coefficient between two different direction vectors ∂jf(Z), ∂kf(Z) is bounded by µ. Thus,

if one considers the one-dimensional subspaces spanned respectively by ∂jf(Z) and ∂kf(Z), then

the principal angle θjk (Def5.17) between them verifies in expectation θjk ≥ arccosµ. We therefore

prevent "near-parallelism" in Jacobian rows, which is important in cluster recovery because it helps

bound between-cluster affinities;

• (A3): Requiring that a partial derivative ∂f1
∂zj

dominates guarantees that each output coordinate

i is most strongly coupled to a latent variable without being decoded with only one latent as in



the single-parent decoding assumption and without requiring having exact "pure children" as in the

anchor features assumption;

• (A4): Having |Ch(j)| ≥ γ = Ω(log dx) ensures sufficient "samples" (here observed feature) for

concentration inequalities to hold; and

• (A5): Strong convexity (Restricted Eigenvalue condition) is essential for the uniqueness of the Lasso

minimizer and for support recovery proofs.

Theorem Thm5.3 [Self-Expression and Overlapping Cluster Recovery]

Assume assumptions Asm5.5 hold. Let C∗ be the unique solution to the population-level self-

expression problem Pλ(Df) (Equation 5.9), and let A∗ be the resulting symmetric affinity matrix.

Choose

λ ≥ c1 µ + c2 K L
√
dx log

(
d2
x/ε
)
,

for constants c1 > 1, c2 ≥ 2, and confidence parameter ε ∈ (0, 1). Then, with probability at least

1− ε, for each latent group Ch(j) the following hold:

• Intra-cluster affinities: For all i, i′ ∈ Ch(j),

A∗
ii′ ≥

(
1− δ − µ

)
mj − C3 K L

√
dx log

(
d2
x/ε
)
.

• Inter-cluster affinities: For all i ∈ Ch(j), i′ ∈ Ch(k), k ̸= j,

A∗
ii′ ≤ µ

√
mjmk + C3 K L

√
dx log

(
d2
x/ε
)
,

where C3 = 2 c2. Moreover, if

min
1≤j≤dz

mj − µmax
k ̸=j

√
mjmk ≫ K L

√
dx log

(
d2
x/ε
)
,

then overlap-aware clustering methods such as SAAC (Panov et al., 2017; Kaufmann et al., 2018) or

SymNMF (Kuang et al., 2015; Zhang & Liu, 2022) recover clusters Ĝj satisfying

min
1≤j≤dz

|Ĝj△Ch(j)|
|Ch(j)| = O

(
δ + µ

γ + K L
√
dx log(d2

x/ε)
min

1≤j≤dz

mj

)
. (5.22)

Interpretation At a high level, both SAAC and SymNMF succeed because they first convert the

overlapping-community problem into a geometric grouping task in a low-dimensional spectral embedding,

then recover the clusters. The misclassification bound in Equation 5.22 splits into three intuitive

contributions: 1. Dominance error δ, reflecting that each feature’s strongest latent parent only almost

dominates its gradient (Assumption (A3)). 2. Incoherence–rounding error µ/γ, arising because residual



cross-group correlations of size µ must be averaged out over clusters of minimum size γ. 3. Embedding-noise

error
K L

√
dx log(d2

x/ε)
min1≤j≤dz

mj
,

which quantifies how sub-Gaussian fluctuations (K), Hessian smoothness (L), Frobenius norm over the

Jacobian (
√
dx) degrade the ideal block affinities. Again similar to discussion of Theorem Thm5.2, tighter

latent priors (smaller K), smoother decoder (smaller L) tighten the embedding noise term, improving

overlap-clustering accuracy. Dependence on dx highlights the intuition that the more the input space is

higher dimensional, the more an overlapping variables clustering is prone to error.

5.5.3 Generalization and Stability of the Self-Expression Objective

We now address the gap between theory and practice in modeling the self-expression loss. The previous

results guarantee identifiability under idealized assumptions about the decoder and its Jacobian structure.

However, practical training operates on finite data and noisy gradients, often approximated via samples

from the latent posterior. This raises three key questions: 1. Bias: How much does the mismatch between

the prior and the aggregated posterior distort the self-expression loss? 2. Generalization: Given a

known decoder, how well does the empirical self-expression loss approximate its population counterpart?

3. Stability: How sensitive is the self-expression loss to perturbations or noise in the Jacobian?

Bias from Aggregated Posterior In practice, variational autoencoders sample latent variables z not

from the prior p(z) but from the approximate posterior qϕ(z | x). Consequently, expectations such as

those over the self-expression loss

ℓ(C, z) =
∥∥Df(z)−Df(z)C

∥∥2
F

are taken under the aggregated posterior

qϕ(z) := EX∼pdata

[
qϕ(z | X)

]
,

rather than the prior. This distributional mismatch introduces an aggregation bias, which can be quantified

in terms of the Kullback–Leibler divergence DKL(qϕ ∥ p), exactly the term that appears as the ELBO gap

in VAE training. The argument relies on bounding the expectation gap via total variation distance:

∥q − p∥TV := 1
2

∫
|q(z)− p(z)| dz.

Lemma Lem5.1 [Bias via Total Variation]

Let q and p be probability densities on Rdz , and let ℓ : Rdz → R be measurable with ∥ℓ∥∞ < ∞.



Then

|EZ∼q[ℓ(C,Z)]− EZ∼p[ℓ(C,Z)]| ≤ ∥ℓ∥∞ · ∥q − p∥TV.

Lemma Lem5.2 [Pinsker’s Inequality (Gibbs & Su, 2002)]

For any distributions q, p,

∥q − p∥TV ≤
√

1
2DKL(q ∥ p).

Combining Lemmas Lem5.1 and Lem5.2, and assuming unit-norm gardients, we obtain:

Proposition Prop5.2 [Bias Bound via ELBO Gap]

∣∣EZ∼qϕ
[ℓ(C,Z)]− EZ∼p[ℓ(C,Z)]

∣∣ ≤√dx(1 + ∥C∥op) ·
√

1
2DKL(qϕ ∥ p).

This bound reveals a trade-off between model structure and posterior mismatch. The larger the

spectral norm ∥C∥op, the more sensitive the loss becomes to deviations from the prior. Thus, better

variational approximations not only improve reconstruction, but also yield more faithful estimates of

latent-space geometry.

Generalization from Finite Data We now consider generalization from empirical estimates to

population risk. Let J̄f (x; qϕ) := EZ∼qϕ(·|x)[Df(Z)] denote the expected Jacobian under the posterior.

Define the self-expression loss:

ℓ̄(C, f ; x) := ∥J̄f (x; qϕ)− CJ̄f (x; qϕ)∥2
F ,

and consider the hypothesis class Cλ :=
{
C ∈ Rdx×dx : ∥C∥1 ≤ λ, diag(C) = 0

}
.

Theorem Thm5.4 [Generalization of Self-Expression Loss]

Let Mϕ := supx ∥J̄f (x; qϕ)∥F . Then with probability at least 1− δ over N i.i.d. samples {Xi}Ni=1,

we have:

sup
C∈Cλ

∣∣∣∣∣EX∼pdata
[ℓ̄(C, f ; X)]− 1

N

N∑
i=1

ℓ̄(C, f ; Xi)
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 8λM2

ϕ

√
2dz log dx

N
+
M2
ϕ

2

√
log(1/δ)

N
.

Since gradients are unit-norm by assumption, Jensen’s inequality implies M2
ϕ ≤ dx. Thus, empirical

minimization of the self-expression loss generalizes well under mild conditions on the decoder and sparsity

constraint λ. The logarithmic dependence on dx ensures scalability in high-dimensional regimes.



Stability under Jacobian Perturbation Finally, we analyze the stability of the self-expression loss

under stochastic perturbations of the Jacobian, which may arise from encoder sampling or numerical

noise.

Proposition Prop5.3 [Stability of Self-Expression Loss under Jacobian Noise]

Suppose

Df(Z) = D̃f(Z) + E(Z),

where D̃f(Z) ∈ Rdx×dz is the true Jacobian and each column of E is an independent, zero-mean

sub-Gaussian vector: E:,j(Z) ∈ subGdx(ε). Let C∗ ∈ Rdx×dx satisfy diag(C∗) = 0. Define the

self-expression loss deviation as

∆(Z) := ∥Df(Z)−Df(Z)C∗∥2
F − ∥D̃f(Z)− D̃f(Z)C∗∥2

F .

Then, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ,

|∆(Z)| ≤ (1 + ∥C∗∥op)
(
2dxB(δ)ε+ (1 + ∥C∗∥op)B(δ)2ε2) ,

where

B(δ) := Λ
√
dzdx +

√
2dz log(2dx/δ),

and Λ > 0 is a universal constant.

Interpretation A key implication of Proposition Prop5.3 is a stability bound that establishes a

principled connection between sparsity, low-rank structure, and robustness of the self-expression loss under

perturbations:

• Perturbation Scaling and Deviation Bound: Proposition Prop5.3 shows that when the true

Jacobian D̃f is corrupted by sub-Gaussian noise of magnitude ε, the self-expression loss deviation

∆(Z) is controlled by two terms scaling as O
(
dxB(δ) ε

)
and O

(
dxB(δ)2 ε2). The leading absolute

deviation is

|∆(Z)| = O
(
(1 + ∥C∗∥op) dxB(δ) ε

)
, (5.23)

and remains small whenever

2 dxB(δ) ε ≪ 1
1 + ∥C∗∥op

.

• Role of sparsity: Sparsity improves stability since

∥C∗∥op ≤ ∥C∗∥1→1, where ∥C∗∥1→1 := max
1≤j≤dx

dx∑
i=1

∣∣C∗
ij

∣∣,
and thus sparser coefficients imply lower operator norms and better robustness by Equation 5.23.



• Influence of Low Rank: For fixed Frobenius norm, lower-rank solutions are more stable because

the lower the rank of C∗, the smaller the spectral norm, as justified by the matrix-norm inequality

(Horn & Johnson, 2012a):

∥C∗∥op ≤
√

rank(C∗) ∥C∗∥F ,

highlighting the beneficial trade-off between sparsity, rank, and noise sensitivity in subspace modeling.

5.5.4 Computational efficiency: Calculating the Penalty ℓ̄(C, f ; x)

Suppose we wish to compute the penalty ℓ̄(C, f ; x) by first forming the full expected Jacobian J̄f (x; qϕ) ∈

Rdz×dx . This poses a computational challenge: in practice, J̄f (x; qϕ) is approximated using samples

z1, . . . , zS′ ∼ qϕ(· | x),

J̄f (x; qϕ) ≈ 1
S′

S′∑
j=1

Df(zj).

By "backpropagating" once per input dimension, obtaining every row vector ∇zfi(zj) requires one

backward pass per output, for a total of O(dx) gradient evaluations, each itself requiring O(Tf ), the cost

of one forward+backward through the network. Hence, explicitly assembling J̄f (x; qϕ) ∈ Rdz×dx takes

O
(
S′ dx Tf

)
,

which grows linearly with dx and is thus computationally demanding. The following theorem provides a

better computation strategy.

Theorem Thm5.5 [Efficient Approximation of the Self-Expression Penalty]

The self-expressiveness penalty

ℓ̄(C, f ; x) =
∥∥J̄f (x; qϕ)− CJ̄f (x; qϕ)

∥∥2
F

can be efficiently approximated via Hutchinson-style trace estimation (Hutchinson, 1989):

ℓ̄(C, f ; x) ≈
S∑
i=1
∥η(ϵi, f ; x)∥2

2 ,

where ϵ1, . . . , ϵS ∼ N (0, Idx) are independent Gaussian probe vectors, and

η(ϵ, f ; x) = J̄f (x; qϕ)

ϵ− dx∑
j=1

〈
ϵ, C:,j

〉
ej


= J̄f (x; qϕ)

(
ϵ− C⊤ϵ

)
.

where C:,j is the j-th column of C. In practice, J̄f (x; qϕ) is approximated using samples z1, . . . , zS′ ∼



qϕ(· | x):

J̄f (x; qϕ) ≈ 1
S′

S′∑
j=1

Df(zj),

so the full approximation becomes:

ℓ̄(C, f ; x) ≈
S∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
 1
S′

S′∑
j=1

Df(zj)

(ϵi − C⊤ϵi
)∥∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

.

Theorem Thm5.5 leverages Hutchinson’s trace estimator, which states that:

tr(AAT ) = Eϵ∼N (0,Idx )
[
||ϵTA||22

]
to approximate the self-expressiveness penalty in O((S + S′)× Tf ) Jacobian–vector products, rather than

the O
(
S′× dx×Tf

)
full Jacobian computation required by naive methods. By sampling S ≪ dx Gaussian

probes, one obtains an unbiased estimate of the Frobenius-norm residual with constant per-sample

complexity. This reduces both computation by a factor of S′

S+S′ dx, enabling the incorporation of the

self-expression penalty into training loops in PyTorch with only a few extra backpropagations per batch.

In experiments, S′ = 1, S = 4 and for purchase data dx = 2521, so the speed factor is dx

5 ≈ 504 compared

to using the standard PyTorch’s "autograd.functional.jacobian" (Paszke et al., 2019).

5.5.5 Applying Static Self-Expression Theory in a CRL in Time-Series Setting

In our temporal model

Xt = f(Zt),

the decoder f : Rdz → Rdx in Equation 5.1 is memoryless: it depends only on the current latent zt,

which evolves by a fixed structural law, but we assume that it remains marginally subGdz (K) at each t.

Consequently, under the smoothness over f (Asm5.3), the exact same concentration and subspace-detection

guarantees developed in Section 5.5.1 (e.g., Theorem Thm5.2 and Proposition Prop5.3) apply verbatim to

each time slice zt. In particular:

• For every t, zt ∼ subGdz
(K) and f is L-smooth, so all static-Jacobian concentration bounds hold at

time t.

• Solving min
C

EZt

∥∥Df(Zt)−Df(Zt)C
∥∥2
F

+ λ∥C∥1 and clustering via (|C|+ |C|⊤)/2 recovers feature

groups exactly as in the static case.

• No "augmented" input or multi-lag decoder is required: since f never sees zt−ρ for ρ > 0, our proofs

carry over unchanged.

Thus, under the stationarity assumption on the latent process, one can import our entire static CRL

framework into a time-series context without modification.



5.6 Experiments

Evaluation We conceptually associate each scalar observed feature xit with a vector given by its gradient

∇zfi. Clustering the nodes represented by these gradients leads to a stationary grouping of features in

the observed space. Evaluating such clustering is challenging because internal validation techniques (e.g,

Silhouette score, Davies-Bouldin index (Schubert, 2023)) are not easily applicable, the data points being

clustered are scalar and vary over time. Instead, we rely on external validation, assuming the existence

of labels that define semantically coherent and temporally stable groups of variables. For instance, in

purchase data, xit may represent the quantity of product i purchased at time t, but it is well established

that products are typically organized into stable categories and subcategories. We, therefore, assess

the coherence of our clusters with respect to these predefined labels. Some datasets, like purchase logs,

contain multiple layers of labeling (e.g., subcategories and categories), forming a nested structure where

subcategories are embedded within broader categories. This hierarchy allows for a more rigorous evaluation

of our inferred groupings by measuring their alignment with known label structures.

Metrics As an external validation, we adopt the standard suite proposed in (Rosenberg & Hirschberg,

2007): 1. Homogeneity (H): A clustering is homogeneous if each cluster contains only data points from

a single class. 2. Completeness (C): A clustering is complete if all members of a class are assigned to

the same cluster. 3. Normalized Mutual Information (NMI): Also known as the V-measure, it balances

homogeneity and completeness to quantify clustering quality.

Benchmark We compare the CRL model Leap (Yao et al., 2022) to a baseline that consists of "pseudo"-

random generation of labels, where labels are randomly assigned to each feature while following the

true categorical distribution of labels across observed features. If multiple labels are available for each

feature, then the "pseudo"-random approach will be evaluated for labeling. H, C, and Normalized Mutual

Information (NMI) are reported for each configuration.

5.6.1 Synthetic data

Synthetic Data Generation In our experiments, we generate synthetic data by simulating three main

components: 1. the causal process in the latent space, 2. the decoding function mapping latent variables

to observed features, and 3. the sparsity structure of the decoding process.

We define a latent process {zt ∈ Rdz}Tt=1 governed by a structured non-linear and non-Gaussian autore-

gressive process of lag order L. Specifically, the latent dynamics incorporate nonlinear transformations of

lagged components modulated through a set of transition matrices {B(ℓ)}Lℓ=1. The latent update equation

is

zt = LeakyReLU
(

L∑
ℓ=1

sin
(
zt−ℓB(ℓ))+ ϵt

)
, ϵt ∼ Laplace(0, 1).

Decoder Network and Observed Data Generation Each latent vector zt is decoded to generate

an observed vector xt ∈ Rdx using a sparse linear transformation followed by a nonlinear probabilistic



decoder. First, a sparse adjacency matrix A ∈ {0, 1}dx×dz is generated using Algorithm 8, encoding which

latent factors influence which observed features.

A weight matrix W is formed by element-wise multiplication W = A⊙B, where B contains continuous

values sampled from a uniform distribution [0.1, 1]. Then, for each time step t, the observed data is

generated as follows (see Algorithm 7):

ut = ztW⊤,

µt = µθ(ut),

σt = σθ(ut),

xt ∼ N
(
µt, diag(σ2

t )
)
.

The decoder networks µθ and σθ are randomly initialized 2-layer fully connected networks with LeakyReLU

activations and Softplus at the output of σθ to ensure positivity.

Algorithm 7 Nonlinear Non-Gaussian Data Generation
Require: Lag order H, Layers K, Sequence length T , Negative slope α, Latent dimension dz, Observed

dimension dx, Batch size N , Noise scale σ, Structural matrix Γ ∈ {0, 1}dx×dz , Transition matrices
{Bh}Hh=1, Decoder functions fµ, fσ

Ensure: Observed data X ∈ RN×(H+T )×dx , Latent data Z ∈ RN×(H+T )×dz

1: Initialize Zlags ∼ N (0, 1) of shape (N,H, dz)
2: Normalize Zlags along the batch axis
3: Initialize empty sequences: Z← [ ], X← [ ]
4: for i = 1 to H do
5: Append Zlags[:, i, :] to Z
6: end for
7: M← Zlags
8: D←M · Γ
9: µ← fµ(D), σ ← fσ(D)

10: M′ ∼ N (µ,σ)
11: Xlags ←M′

12: for i = 1 to H do
13: Append Xlags[:, i, :] to X
14: end for
15: for t = 1 to T do
16: Sample zt ∼ Laplace(0, σ) of shape (N, dz)
17: for h = 1 to H do
18: zt ← zt + sin(Zlags[:, h, :] ·Bh)
19: end for
20: zt ← LeakyReLU(zt, α)
21: Append zt to Z
22: D← zt · Γ
23: µ← fµ(D), σ ← fσ(D)
24: xt ∼ N (µ,σ)
25: Append xt to X
26: Update Zlags: append zt, remove oldest lag
27: end for
28: Stack Z and X along the time axis to shape (N,H + T, dz) and (N,H + T, dx)
29: return X,Z,Γ

Experimental results: Non-Overlapping clusters From Table 5.2, Leap achieves H ≈ 0.85,

C ≈ 0.84, and NMI ≈ 0.84 on average, compared to H ≈ 0.25, C ≈ 0.28, and NMI ≈ 0.26 for random



Algorithm 8 Generate Sparse Structural Matrix Γ ∈ {0, 1}dx×dz

Require: Number of observed features dx, number of latent subspaces M , random seed s
Ensure: Structural matrix Γ ∈ {0, 1}dx×dz , subspace sizes n ∈ NM

1: Set min_per_subspace← 2
2: Set leftover← dx −M ×min_per_subspace
3: Initialize random number generator with seed s
4: Draw raw ∼ Dirichlet(1M )
5: n← ⌊raw× leftover⌋ {Initial subspace sizes}
6: diff← leftover−

∑M
j=1 nj

7: for i = 1 to diff do
8: n(i mod M)+1 ← n(i mod M)+1 + 1
9: end for

10: for j = 1 to M do
11: nj ← nj + min_per_subspace
12: end for
13: Initialize Γ← 0dx×dz

14: i← 0
15: for m = 1 to M do
16: for k = 1 to nm do
17: Γ[i,m]← 1
18: i← i+ 1
19: end for
20: end for
21: Draw a random permutation π of {0, 1, . . . , dx − 1}
22: Permute the rows of Γ according to π
23: return Γ, n

labeling. This gap demonstrates that our inferred clusters capture fine-grained product groupings with

more than three times better homogeneity and completeness than chance. Notably, high homogeneity

indicates that clusters seldom mix subcategories, while strong completeness shows that most items within

a given subcategory are clustered together.

Table 5.2: Clustering coherence on simulated data, true labels are simulated.

Model H C NMI
Leap + SSC 0.85±0.02 0.84±0.04 0.84±0.03

Random clustering 0.25±0.08 0.28±0.07 0.26±0.07

Experimental results: Overlapping clusters We evaluate two overlapping-community algorithms,

SymNMF and SAAC, on features grouping generated by simulation data (Algorithms 8 and 7), and

varying Dirichlet concentration α ∈ {0.2, 0.5, 1.0} to control overlap. We assess recovery quality using

three standard metrics:

1. Overlapping Normalized Mutual Information (oNMI), which generalizes NMI to soft or

overlapping labels (McDaid et al., 2011).

2. F1-score, averaged over true and estimated memberships, measuring the harmonic mean of precision

and recall for node-community assignments (Lancichinetti et al., 2009).

3. Omega Index, a chance-corrected measure of agreement for overlapping partitions (Collins & and,

1988).

We report performances in Table 5.3. Both methods substantially outperform a random-assignment



Table 5.3: Performance metrics under overlapping features for synthetic data with varying overlap levels
α.

α Method oNMI F1-score Omega
0.2 SymNMF 0.72± 0.04 0.75± 0.03 0.68± 0.05

SAAC 0.68± 0.05 0.70± 0.04 0.64± 0.06
Random clustering 0.12± 0.03 0.11± 0.04 0.01± 0.06

0.5 SymNMF 0.65± 0.03 0.67± 0.04 0.60± 0.05
SAAC 0.62± 0.04 0.64± 0.05 0.57± 0.06
Random clustering 0.13± 0.04 0.12± 0.04 0.01± 0.03

1.0 SymNMF 0.58± 0.05 0.60± 0.06 0.52± 0.07
SAAC 0.55± 0.06 0.57± 0.07 0.49± 0.08
Random clustering 0.14± 0.04 0.14± 0.03 0.01± 0.05

baseline, demonstrating overlap recovery. As overlap increases (α ↑), performance degrades slowly, e.g.,

SymNMF ’s oNMI drops from 0.72 to 0.58, reflecting higher ambiguity in dense overlaps.

5.6.2 Real data

Saint-Gobain Transaction Data This dataset contains transaction histories, where each client is

uniquely identified. Transactions are timestamped and associated with products that can be grouped

into bundles or categories. Sequential purchases, such as buying plasterboards, followed by screws and

glue for a renovation project, suggest underlying causal structures. Yet, inferring these structures is

difficult, especially when many products are similar. For example, two distinct items might simply be

plasterboards that differ only in size or brand. In such cases, it is more meaningful to examine whether

causal representation learning can be transparently aligned with coherent product groupings in the

observational space. Products can be represented at varying levels of granularity (Figure 5.5). The

purchase vector might encode the quantity bought per product, per subcategory, or according to broader

groupings such as product families or specialties.

Example Ex5.1 [Product Labeling Hierarchy]

1. Product: Walk-in shower enclosure 2. Sub-family: Shower cabin and screen 3. Family: Bathtub,

Shower, Toilet 4. Product line/specialty: Sanitary Ware

Categories

Sub-categories

Specialties

Figure 5.5: Hierarchical relationships in the Saint-Gobain transaction data. Subcategories form product
categories, which in turn are grouped into broader product specialties.

We construct the purchase vector xt (Equation 5.24) at the subcategory level: each entry counts the

number of distinct products bought within that subcategory in a given week.



xt = [3 0 0 5 · · · 0]

Product 1 Product 2 Product 3 Product 4 · · · Product dx

purchased 3 times not purchased not purchased purchased 5 times · · · not purchased

(5.24)

Experimental results: Non-Overlapping clusters As shown in Table 5.4, CRL combined with

Sparse Subspace Clustering (SSC) consistently outperforms random clustering across all three labeling

levels. The highest coherence is observed at the sub-category level, where the model achieves NMI = 0.65,

suggesting that the learned latent space preserves fine-grained semantic structure in the observational

features. This performance decreases slightly at higher levels of abstraction, yet remains significantly

above random, indicating that meaningful grouping is retained even at coarser resolutions.

Table 5.4: Clustering coherence of Saint-Gobain data with different true label levels

True Labels Model Homogeneity (H) C NMI

Sub-categories CRL + SSC 0.64±0.02 0.68±0.04 0.65±0.03
Random clustering 0.31±0.10 0.33±0.08 0.32±0.06

Categories CRL + SSC 0.55±0.03 0.46±0.02 0.39±0.03
Random clustering 0.22±0.05 0.24±0.06 0.22±0.06

Specialties CRL + SSC 0.40±0.03 0.42±0.02 0.41±0.03
Random clustering 0.12±0.04 0.13±0.03 0.12±0.04

5.7 Discussion

Summary and Contributions This work introduced a geometric framework for interpreting CRL

models through the lens of the decoder Jacobian. By imposing a sparse self-expressiveness prior, we

show that the column space of the Jacobian decomposes into modular subspaces, each corresponding

to latent-induced clusters of observed variables. We provided the first formal recovery guarantees for

both disjoint and overlapping feature clusters in CRL, establishing high-probability identifiability under

subspace incoherence and structured sparsity assumptions. Our analysis bridges latent-space identifiability

and observable-level interpretability: it enables the recovery of semantically meaningful groupings that

reflect the causal structure of the data-generating process. Importantly, our method is model-agnostic,

complements existing CRL architectures, and requires no assumptions of anchor variables or single-parent

decoding.

Beyond Linearity: Adaptive Self-Expression In this work, we used a linear self-expression model

∇zfj =
∑
k ̸=j

Ckj∇zfk.

implying a fixed coefficient matrix C learned once for all inputs. However, in many settings, the optimal

self-expression matrix may depend on the latent context z. This motivates an adaptive self-expression

formulation:

∇zfj(z) =
∑
k ̸=j

Ckj(z)∇zfk(z).



where z→ C(z) varies smoothly with the latent code z. In statistics, varying-coefficient models (Fan et al.,

2003) formalize this idea and show that allowing coefficients to depend on covariates can improve predictive

fit in nonstationary settings. In CRL, letting C adapt to z could capture nonlinear, context-dependent

feature interactions, but at the cost of additional model complexity and identifiability challenges.

Causal Sufficiency and Unobserved Confounding Leap model and related CRL architectures

assume causal sufficiency: the latent space Z contains all common causes of observed features (Peters

et al., 2017). In practice, however, unobserved confounders are ubiquitous and may corrupt the learned

representations. Extending CRL transparency to the latent confounding regime is an open challenge.

Dynamic Structure in Longitudinal Data Standard clustering approaches assume a static parti-

tioning of features. Yet in real-world longitudinal settings, such as retail transactions, feature associations

often shift over time due to seasonality, external interventions, or latent regime changes (Gama et al.,

2014). For example, summer products may co-occur only seasonally, leading to transient clusters that defy

static modeling. To draw an analogy, similar phenomena arise in video data, where objects enter and exit

dynamically. To accommodate such variability, one could integrate dynamic subspace clustering techniques

that track temporal changes in the affinity matrix Ct via smoothness penalties or online updates (Kriegel

et al., 2010; Hashemi & Vikalo, 2018). However, probabilistic guarantees, as we presented in Section 5.5,

are yet to be developed in the dynamic case.

Challenges of Validation in Tabular Domains Evaluating learned feature clusters in tabular settings

presents unique challenges. Unlike vision tasks, which often come with ground-truth segmentations, tabular

datasets lack canonical groupings aligned with causal abstractions. Existing labels (e.g., product categories)

are typically designed for administrative or marketing purposes, not necessarily for capturing statistical

dependencies (Jain & Dubes, 1988). As a result, there may be no external reference that aligns cleanly

with the structure uncovered by CRL. Moreover, even domain experts may disagree on what constitutes a

coherent feature group. These challenges call for hybrid validation strategies that combine quantitative

metrics (e.g., NMI, V-measure) with expert assessments and task-driven evaluations, such as improvements

in downstream causal inference or predictive tasks (Vinh et al., 2010).



Chapter 6

Epilogue

Science is the topography of ignorance.

Oliver Wendell Holmes Sr

This final chapter serves as an epilogue to the thesis. Having concluded each chapter with its own

discussion, we now take a broader perspective, highlighting unifying themes, reflecting on limitations, and

outlining promising directions for future work.

6.1 Towards a causal representation of confounders for causal

inference

As we conclude this thesis, it is worth reflecting on how the tools developed in Chapters 3 and 4—which

employed RNN and Transformers to learn non-causal summaries of the history Ht—can be augmented to

deliver even greater robustness and interpretability. A natural next step is to apply CRL (cf. Chapter 5)

to the entire history {Hs}s≤t, thereby uncovering a latent causal process {Zs}s≤t that admits an explicit

graphical structure rather than a flat vector embedding as considered in Chapters 3 and 4. Building on this

causal graph, one then leverages the relational inductive bias of Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)—extended

to directed edges via methods such as MagNet (Zhang et al., 2021b) and edge-enhanced GNNs (Rossi

et al., 2024)—to produce rich node-level embeddings. By propagating messages along the learned causal

edges, this two-stage pipeline merges the strengths of CRL for structure discovery with GNNs for efficient,

permutation-invariant representation learning.

Advantages Leveraging a latent causal graph over the process history, followed by a GNNs and a causal

inference layer (e.g., Causal CPC or CDVAE decoders), promises several key benefits: first, it introduces

a structural inductive bias (Battaglia et al., 2018) grounded in the learned causal relations, which goes

beyond the purely temporal-dependency of sequence models. Second, GNNs are permutation-invariant,

producing node embeddings that depend only on graph connectivity rather than on any arbitrary ordering

of nodes. Finally, by explicitly encoding causal structure, a graph-based pipeline followed by causal

inference promises more reliable adjustment for time-varying confounders.
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6.2 Invariance of the generative maps and representation identi-

fiability

In Chapter 3, we established that

1. when the adjustment U is observed, ACATE is identifiable, and

2. when Z ∼ CMM(p) is latent, ACATE remains identifiable under mild regularity conditions (Corol-

lary Cor3.1).

A remaining question is:

Under what conditions do the CATE augmented with Z and that with U coincide; that is, when

does

τt(ht,Z) = τt(ht,U) ?

Here

τt(ht,Z) = E
[
Yt | Ht = ht,Z,Wt = 1

]
− E

[
Yt | Ht = ht,Z,Wt = 0

]
,

and

τt(ht,U) = E
[
Yt | Ht = ht,U,Wt = 1

]
− E

[
Yt | Ht = ht,U,Wt = 0

]
.

Equivalence via Conditional-Density Equality This equality requires the conditional responses

under each treatment arm (ω = 0, 1), augmented with either Z or U, to be identical. Formally, we need:

EYt|Ht,Wt,Z (Yt | Ht = ht,Z = z,Wt = ω) = EYt|Ht,Wt,U (Yt | Ht = ht,U = u,Wt = ω) .

For this equality to hold, it is sufficient to have

p(Yt | Ht,Z,Wt) = p(Yt | Ht,U,Wt).

Now, assume the following model for Yt:

Yt = fu(Ht,U,Wt) + ϵut and Yt = fz(Ht,Z,Wt) + ϵzt ,

where ϵut ∼ N (0,Σϵu
t
) and ϵzt ∼ N (0,Σϵz

t
). The equality p(Yt | Ht,Z,Wt) = p(Yt | Ht,U,Wt) holds if and

only if fu(Ht,U,Wt) = fz(Ht,Z,Wt) almost surely and Σϵz
t

= Σϵu
t
. This indicates that we can represent

the shared function by f = fu = fz, provided that U and Z have the same support.

Partial Injectivity: A very restrictive assumption Let’s assume that the noise distribution is

fully known, that is, Σ := Σϵz
t

= Σϵu
t

is predefined. Establishing equality in conditional distributions now

reduces to demonstrating partial invariance in f .



To illustrate, if f is partially injective, meaning that for any (ht, ω), the map z→ f(ht, z, ω) is injective,

then Z = U almost surely. However, designing a function class that satisfies such partial injectivity would

be highly restrictive and impractical, especially when aiming to approximate f using neural networks.

Moreover, learning the exact unobserved adjustment variables U is often unrealistic due to the unknown

dimensionality of U, which is implicitly assumed when considering support equality between Z and U.

Group-Equivariance as a Practical Alternative A more practical assumption involves allowing

the identification of generative factors from observed distributions up to trivial ambiguities, such as

rotations, permutations, scaling, or sign flips. For example, if Z and U induce the same observed

conditional distribution over response sequences, that is, p(Y≤T | H≤T ,W≤T ), then, under mild conditions,

Z and U should be related by a rotation plus translation. Therefore, a form of partial invariance in

f is to verify whether, for any (ht, ω) and z, z′ such that z′ = Az + b with A being a rotation matrix,

f(ht, z, ω) = f(ht, z′, ω). This assumption is significantly less restrictive than partial injectivity, as

it permits equality in responses for equivalence classes of latent variables connected through simple

transformations.

Since f is often approximated by neural networks, ensuring that the network is invariant to certain

transformations of the input connects to existing work on invariant and equivariant neural networks

(Cohen & Welling, 2016; Zaheer et al., 2017; Kondor & Trivedi, 2018; Xu et al., 2020; Yarotsky, 2022;

Immer et al., 2022). Although these methods have been applied in simpler settings, they offer inspiration

for future work on designing generative models that leverage such invariances when representations are

assumed to be identifiable.

Research Gap To our knowledge, this form of consistency has been largely overlooked in the literature

of identifiable representations and of CRL (Khemakhem et al., 2020; Klindt et al., 2021; Yao et al., 2021;

Mita et al., 2021; Lachapelle et al., 2022a; Wu & Fukumizu, 2022; Xu et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2024; Li

et al., 2024). In these works, the objective is the identifiability of the latent space up to equivalence classes

induced by trivial ambiguities, yet the generative model is seldom designed to be invariant or equivariant

to these transformations.

6.3 Uncertainty and Sensitivity in Causal Inference for Longitu-

dinal Data

In causal inference, we are faced with different sources of "ignorance," which may confer uncertainty over

the estimated treatment effect. Causality literature discusses three main sources: (1) data finiteness: As

discussed by Jesson et al. (2021; 2020) in the static setting, which we extrapolate to our longitudinal case,

if some individuals at time t with historical context ht and Wt = 1 are underrepresented in the observed

data in such a way that there are no individuals in the control group Wt = 0 with similar historical

context, then this will provide uncertainty over treatment effect estimation (Chapter 3). Such uncertainty



comes inherently from the data finiteness, which is a source of epistemic uncertainty. This source is even

more critical in the longitudinal case when considering time-varying treatments, as in the Causal CPC

model (Chapter 4), due to the exponential explosion of treatment regimes ωt+1:t+ρ. (2) violations of

overlap (Assumption Asm2.7) is another important source of epistemic uncertainty. For example,

if there exists a level in the historical context ht where all observed individuals are in Wt = 1, then we

cannot reliably estimate conditional responses when Wt = 0. Again, when we target longitudinal data

and time-varying treatment, the longer the treatment sequence, the more difficult it is for overlap to

hold. Adding to this, the fact that the historical context is both high-dimensional and time-varying can

lead to overlap violations. (3) violation of ignorability (Assumption Asm2.5) leads to the presence of

unobserved confounding and any estimation of CATE, ACATE (Chapter 3), or the conditional potential

outcome (Chapter 4) will be biased.

Existing Literature To date, uncertainty-quantification methods in causal inference have mainly

focused on static settings and do not readily apply to longitudinal, multi-horizon forecasts as in Chapter

4. We organize these static-setting approaches by the ignorability assumptions they make:

1. Assuming strong ignorability Several methods have been proposed under the assumption of

strong ignorability. Lei & Candès (2021) introduced a conformal inference-based approach to estimate

intervals for counterfactuals and ITE under the PO framework. This method accounts for two sources

of variability: (1) the variability of the response around the regression function and (2) the variability

of CATE estimators due to finite samples. Controlling both sources requires a sufficiently rich set of

covariates to explain outcome variability while providing accurate CATE estimates for all covariate values.

Building on this, Wang & Qiao (2025) applied conformal prediction to the conditional density of the

outcome given the covariates, rather than using the conditional expectation, resulting in shorter prediction

intervals compared to Lei & Candès (2021).

2. Assuming hidden confounding When ignorability is violated, several approaches have been

proposed for interval estimation under partial identification. Marmarelis et al. (2024) construct prediction

intervals for partially identifiable outcomes via a causal sensitivity model combined with deep ensembles.

Kallus et al. (2019) introduced a functional interval estimator for bounding individual treatment effects

using adversarially weighted kernel regression, with weights governed by a marginal sensitivity model (Tan,

2006). Normalizing flows have been applied to model the distribution of ITE (Vanderschueren et al., 2023;

Papamakarios et al., 2021), while collaborative networks have been extended to estimate full potential

outcome distributions in static settings (Zhou et al., 2022; 2021). Kallus (2022) derived sharp bounds on

the fraction of negatively affected individuals from observational data. The region of ignorance framework

by Jesson et al. (2021) yields CATE intervals that expand under poor overlap, insufficient similarity, or

confounding, combining Bayesian deep models with marginal sensitivity analysis (Kallus et al., 2019).

Finally, Oprescu et al. (2023) achieved quasi-oracle CATE bounds via meta-learners augmented with

marginal sensitivity models.



Research Gap Ideally, we would like to have interval estimation around the causal quantity, where

the width simultaneously changes depending on data finiteness, violation of overlap, and of ignorability.

Despite significant advances in uncertainty quantification in this line of work, most existing methods

are designed for static settings and do not readily extend to longitudinal data. This creates a critical

gap in addressing the challenges posed by temporal dependencies, time-varying treatments, and evolving

confounding. In particular, multi-horizon forecasting of causal outcomes introduces an additional challenge:

the autoregressive structure causes prediction errors to compound over time, adding a fourth source of

randomness beyond data finiteness, overlap violations, and unobserved confounding.

6.4 Uncertainty in Causal Representation Learning

While Bayesian causal discovery quantifies uncertainty over observed-variable graphs, far less is known

about uncertainty in CRL (Chapter 5). Bayesian Causal Discovery (Chickering et al., 1997; Heckerman

et al., 2006; Friedman & Koller, 2003; Mamaghan et al., 2024) defines a posterior distribution over the

graph and the parameters of the SCM, thereby quantifying the epistemic uncertainty of the causal model.

Accurately estimating this uncertainty is crucial for downstream tasks such as causal effect estimation

(Toth et al., 2022; Emezue et al., 2023) and experimental design (Agrawal et al., 2019; Tigas et al., 2023).

While recent Bayesian causal discovery methods have effectively provided uncertainty quantification in

the static setting (Lorch et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022a; Deleu et al., 2022; Annadani et al., 2021; 2023;

Dhir et al., 2025) and in the time-varying setting (Debeire et al., 2024; Zhao & Bonilla, 2024; Jin et al.,

2025), they typically operate on observed variables assumed to be causal.

Research Gap Little work has been done on assessing uncertainty in the CRL framework (Chapter

5). The only notable work in this direction is that of Subramanian et al. (2022), where they introduced

a Bayesian latent variable decoder model for causal discovery, relaxing the need for direct observation

of causal variables. However, their approach remains constrained by linearity and isotropic Gaussian

assumptions, significantly limiting the expressiveness of latent structures that can be captured. Thus,

existing approaches have not explored uncertainty quantification in latent causal representations within

nonlinear or time-varying contexts. A substantial open research direction remains: developing Bayesian

causal discovery methods capable of quantifying uncertainty over latent causal representations, particularly

in nonlinear settings and/or temporally evolving structures.



Appendix A

Appendix: Chapter 3

A.1 Proofs

A.1.1 Identifiability: Treatment Effects and Unobserved Adjustment Vari-

ables

CATE Identifiability. Assuming the consistency, overlap, and ignorability assumptions (Asm2.6,

Asm2.7, Asm2.5), we demonstrate that the Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE), as defined in

Eq. 3.1, is identifiable from the observed data distribution:

τt = E(Yt|Ht = ht,Wt = 1)− E(Yt|Ht = ht,Wt = 0). (A.1)

Establishing the identifiability of CATE requires showing that the two potential outcome expectations

are identifiable. By the ignorability assumption (Asm2.5), the potential outcome under treatment can be

expressed as:

m1
t (ht) = EYt(1)|Ht

(Yt(1) | Ht = ht) = EYt(1)|Ht,Wt
(Yt(1) | Ht = ht,Wt = 1).

Using the consistency assumption (Asm2.6), the observed response can identify Yt(1) when conditioned

on Wt = 1:

m1
t (ht) = EYt|Ht,Wt

(Yt | Ht = ht,Wt = 1).

Similarly, we identify the expected potential outcome under no treatment:

m0
t (ht) = EYt|Ht,Wt

(Yt | Ht = ht,Wt = 0).

The existence of these expectations is guaranteed by the overlap assumption.

Augmented CATE Identifiability. Assuming that the adjustment variables U are observed, we demon-
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strate the identifiability of the Augmented CATE:

τt(ht,u) = E(Yt|Ht = ht,U = u,Wt = 1)− E(Yt|Ht = ht,U = u,Wt = 0).

The assumptions of consistency, overlap, and ignorability ensure that CATE is identifiable. Since U does

not affect the treatment, the overlap assumption (Asm2.7) remains valid. Further, U being independent

of the treatment implies that the ignorability assumption holds when conditioning on U:

Yit(ω) ⊥⊥Wt|Ht = ht =⇒ Yit(ω) ⊥⊥Wt|Ht = ht,U = u ∀(ω,ht,u).

The remainder of the proof follows the CATE identifiability argument.

Theorem Thm3.2. Let Z be a latent variable such that Z ∼ CMM(p). Any static adjustment variables

affecting all response series in the panel must be measurable with respect to (Z,HT ). We assume weak

regularity conditions on treatment and response domains.

Assumption AsmA.1 [Regularity]

The response domain Y is a Borel subset of a compact interval.

The treatment domain W = {0, 1} is a Borel subset of [0, 1]. To prove the theorem, we need the

following lemma:

Lemma LemA.1 [Kernels and Randomization (Kallenberg, 2021)]

Let µ be a probability kernel from a measurable space S1 to a Borel space S2. There exists a

measurable function f : S1× [0, 1]→ S2 such that if ϑ is uniform on [0, 1], then f(s1, ϑ) is distributed

as µ(s1, ·).

Suppose by contradiction the existence of Z′ that is not measurable with respect to (Z,HT ) and such

that:

Yit(ω)⊥̸⊥ Zi′|Hit,Zi ∀ω, t

Let t be an arbitrary time step in the panel data. By lemma LemA.1, there exists a measurable function

ft : Ht ×W ×Z × [0, 1]→ Y such that:

Yit = ft(Hit,Wit,Zi, γit), γit ⊥⊥ (Hit,Wit,Zi).

The conditional Markov property implies the independence of the following conditional distributions:

(Yit | Hit,Zi,Wit = ω) ⊥⊥ (Yit′ | Hit′,Zi,Wit′ = ω′).



Such that t′ verifies |t− t′| > p. We can thus conclude that:

(Yit(ω) | Hit,Zi) ⊥⊥ (Yit′(ω′) | Hit′,Zi).

Because :
(Yit(ω) | Hit,Zi) = (Yit(ω) | Hit,Zi,Wit = ω)

= (Yit | Hit,Zi,Wit = ω).

The first equality follows from the sequential ignorability of the theorem Thm3.1, and the second equality

follows the consistency assumption. On the other hand, we also have from the CMM(p) that:

γit′ ⊥⊥ Yit | Hit,Zi.

From which it follows using the fact that γit ⊥⊥ (Hit,Wit,Zi) and Yit(ω) | Hit,Zi = Yit | Hit,Zi,Wit = ω:

γit′ ⊥⊥ Yit(ω) | Hit,Zi

By using twice the lemma LemA.1, we write:

γit′ = ht(Z′i, ηit′), ηit′ ⊥⊥ Z′i (A.2)

And:

Yit(ω) = gt(Z′i, ϵit), ϵit ⊥⊥ Z′i. (A.3)

Since Z′i is not measurable with respect to (Zi,Hit), then by (A.2) and (A.3):

γit′ ⊥̸⊥ Yit | Hit,Zi

We have thus a contradiction.

A.1.2 Derivation of CDVAE Loss

ELBO. We provide proof that the bound in Eq. (3.13) is indeed the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) for

the weighted conditional log-likelihood.

By the concavity of the logarithm, for every t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, we have:

log pθ (yt | ht, ωt) ≥ EZ,C∼qϕ(·,·|DT )

[
log pθ (yt,Z, C | ht, ωt)

qϕ(Z, C | DT )

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(∗)

(A.4)

We use the identity

pθ(yt, z, c | ht, ωt) = pθ(yt | z,ht, ωt) p(z, c),



and the factorization of the approximate posterior

qϕ(z, c | DT ) = qϕz (z | DT ) qϕc(c | DT ),

to write
(∗) = EZ,C∼qϕ(·,·|DT )

[
log pθ(yt | Z,ht, ωt) p(C | Z) p(Z)

qϕz
(Z | DT ) qϕc

(C | DT )

]

= EZ,C∼qϕ(·,·|DT )
[
log pθ(yt | Z,ht, ωt)

]
−DKL

(
qϕz (Z | DT ) qϕc(C | DT ) ∥ p(C | Z) p(Z)

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(∗∗)

.

The KL divergence term (∗∗) between the joint approximate posterior and prior decomposes as

(∗∗) =
K∑
c=1

EZ∼qϕ(·,c|DT ) log
(

p(c | Z) p(Z)
qϕz

(Z | DT ) qϕc
(c | DT )

)

=
K∑
c=1

EZ∼qϕ(·,c|DT ) log
(

p(Z)
qϕz

(Z | DT )

)

+
K∑
c=1

EZ∼qϕ(·,c|DT ) log
(

p(c | Z)
qϕc

(c | DT )

)

= DKL

(
qϕz

(z | DT ) ∥ p(z)
)

+ EZ∼qϕz (·|DT )DKL

(
qϕc

(c | DT ) ∥ p(c | Z)
)
.

We define the individual ELBO by performing a weighted sum over log-likelihood terms and marginal-

izing over DT :

L =
T∑
t=1

EDT

[
α(Ht,Wt) log pθ(Yt | Ht,Wt)

]
≥ EDT

T∑
t=1

EZ,C∼qϕ(·,·|DT )

[
α(ht, ωt) log pθ(yt,Z, C | ht, ωt)

qϕ(Z, C | DT )

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ELBO0(DT ; θ,ϕ)

.

Finally, ELBO0(DT ; θ, ϕ) expands to

ELBO0(DT ; θ, ϕ) =
T∑
t=1

EZ∼qϕz (·|DT )
[
α(ht, ωt) log pθ(yt | ht, ωt,Z)

]

−

(
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)
){

DKL

(
qϕz (z | DT ) ∥ p(z)

)

+ EZ∼qϕz (·|DT )DKL

(
qϕc

(c | DT ) ∥ p(c | Z)
)}
.

The gap in our variational approximation is defined as the difference between the true weighted log-

likelihood and the ELBO:

EDT
∆0(DT ; θ, ϕ) := L− EDT

ELBO0(DT ; θ, ϕ)



The per-time-step gap in Eq. (A.4) can be rewritten as:

log pθ (yt | ht, ωt)− (∗) = EZ,C∼qϕ(·,·|DT )

[
log pθ (yt | ht, ωt) qϕ(Z, C | DT )

pθ (yt,Z, C | ht, ωt)

]
= EZ,C∼qϕ(·,·|DT )

[
log qϕ(Z, C | DT )

pθ (Z, C | Dt)

]
= DKL (qϕ(Z, C | DT ) ∥ pθ (Z, C | Dt))

This last equation holds because

pθ (yt,Z, C | ht, ωt) = pθ (Z, C | yt,ht, ωt) pθ (yt | ht, ωt) ,

and {yt,ht, ωt} = {y≤t,x≤t, ω≤t} = Dt. The individual gap is thus:

∆0(DT ; θ, ϕ) =
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)DKL (qϕ(Z, C | DT ) ∥ pθ (Z, C | Dt))

A.1.3 Transfer of Ignorability under Invertible Maps

Proposition PropA.1

Let Φ be an invertible representation function. Then, Yt(ω) ⊥⊥ Wt|Φ(Ht) holds if and only if

Yt(ω) ⊥⊥Wt|Ht. Moreover, p(Wt = ω|Φ(ht)) > 0 holds if and only if p(Wt = ω|ht) > 0.

Proof. Assume Yt(ω) ⊥⊥Wt | Ht. For a non-invertible Φ, let Φ−1(r) = {ht : Φ(ht) = r}. Then

p(Yt(ω) | ωt, r) =

∫
ht∈Φ−1(r)

p(Yt(ω) | ωt,ht) p(ht | ωt) dht∫
ht∈Φ−1(r)

p(ht | ωt) dht

=

∫
ht∈Φ−1(r)

p(Yt(ω) | ht) p(ht | ωt) dht∫
ht∈Φ−1(r)

p(ht | ωt) dht
,

where ignorability implies that for general Φ,

p(Yt(ω) | ωt, r) ̸= p(Yt(ω) | r).

For an invertible Φ, however,

p(Yt(ω) | ωt,Φ(ht)) = p(Yt(ω) | Φ(ht)),



and similarly,

p(Wt = ω | Φ(ht)) = p(Wt = ω | ht).

A.1.4 CDVAE in the Near-Deterministic Regime

Theorem Thm3.4. Part 1: lims→+∞pθs
(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T ) = p(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T ).

Define the conditional cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the response given covariates, for

each t as:

Ft(yt | ht, ωt) =
∫ yt

−∞
p(y′

t | ht, ωt)dy′
t.

Define the mapping F : YT → [0, 1]T as:

F (y1, . . . , yT | x≤T , ω≤T ) := [F1(y1 | h1, ω1), . . . , FT (yT | hT , ωT )] .

The differential of the mapping is given by:

dF (y1, . . . , yT | x≤T , ω≤T ) = p(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T )dy≤T .

Now, define the following mapping for the latent variables using the Darmois construction (Hyvärinen

& Pajunen, 1999):

Gi(zi | z1, . . . , zi−1) =
∫ zi

−∞
p(z′

i | z1, . . . , zi−1)dz′
i.

We then define the mapping G : Rdz → [0, 1]T such that:

G(z) := [G1(z1), G2(z2 | z1), . . . , Gi(zz | z1, . . . , zdz−1)].

Since dz ≤ T by assumption, we can trivially augment the mapping G to G̃ so that its image lies in [0, 1]T .

That is,

G̃ : Rdz → [0, 1]T , G̃(z) :=
[
G(z), 0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸

T−dz

]
.

The differential is then given by

dG̃(z) = p(z) dz.

We now define the mean and variance of the encoder as follows:

ft(ht, ωt, z; θ∗
s) := [F−1(G̃(z) | x≤T , ω≤T )]t, σ∗

s = 1√
s
.

There is a consistency issue to address with this definition. First, observe that the function ft(.; θ∗
s) takes

as input only data up to time step t, but the inverse of the cumulative CDF is defined given the whole

sequence of (x≤T , ω≤T ). We therefore need to verify the following lemma which holds for our definition of



ft(.; θ∗
s).

Lemma LemA.2

Let (y≤T ,x≤T , ω≤T ) and (y′
≤T ,x′

≤T , ω
′
≤T ) be two distinct realizations of repeated measurements

such that there exists t0 for which

x≤t0 = x′
≤t0 , ω≤t0 = ω′

≤t0 .

Then, for every t ≤ t0,

[
F−1(G̃(z) | x≤t, ω≤t)

]
t

=
[
F−1(G̃(z) | x′

≤t, ω
′
≤t)
]
t
.

Now, we decompose the marginal probabilistic model:

pθs
(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T ) =

∫
Rdz

pθs
(y≤T , z | x≤T , ω≤T )dz

=
∫
Rdz

T∏
t=1

pθs(yt, z | y<t,x≤t, ω≤t)p(z)dz

=
∫
Rdz

T∏
t=1
N
(
yt | [F−1(G̃(z) | x≤T , ω≤T )]t, (σ∗

s )2) p(z)dz

=
∫

[0,1]T

T∏
t=1
N
(
yt | [F−1(ξ | x≤T , ω≤T )]t, (σ∗

s )2) dξ
=
∫

YT

T∏
t=1
N
(
yt | [y′

≤T ]t, (σ∗
s )2) p(y′

≤T | x′
≤T , ω

′
≤T )dy′

≤T .

Finally, we have

lim
s→+∞

∫
YT

T∏
t=1
N
(
yt | [y′

≤T ]t, (σ∗
s )2) p(y′

≤T | x′
≤T , ω

′
≤T ) dy′

≤T

=
∫

YT

T∏
t=1

δ(yt − y′
t) p(y′

≤T | x′
≤T , ω

′
≤T ) dy′

≤T

= p(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T ).

Part 2: Proof of lims→+∞ ∆(DT ; θs, ϕs) = 0.

First, we give an explicit writing of the modified individual gap:

∆(DT ; θs, ϕs) = L(DT ; θs, ϕs)− ELBO0(DT ; θs, ϕs) + ELBO0(DT ; θs, ϕs)− ELBO(DT ; θs, ϕs)

= ∆0(DT ; θs, ϕs) + ELBO0(DT ; θs, ϕs)− ELBO(DT ; θs, ϕs)

−

[
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)
]
EZ∼qϕs (·|DT )DKL(qϕs(c | DT ) ∥ p(c | Z))

−

[
T∑
t=1

αs(ht, ωt)
]

logZ(qϕs
(· | DT ))

=
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)DKL(qϕs(z, c | DT ) ∥ pθs(z, c | Dt)).



The last equality holds because we assume qϕs(c | DT ) = πϕs(c | DT ) and πϕs(c | DT ) is a minimizer of

min
qϕs (c|DT )

EZ∼qϕs (·|DT )DKL(qϕs(c | DT ) ∥ p(c | Z)) = − logZ(qϕs(· | DT )).

To show that lims→+∞ ∆(DT ; θs, ϕs) = 0, we will define ϕs such that for every c ∈ {1, . . . ,K} and

t ∈ {1, . . . , T}:

lim
s→+∞

DKL(qϕs
(z, c | DT ) ∥ pθs

(z, c | Dt)) = 0.

Let us define qϕs(z | DT ) such that

fµz(DT , ϕs) = G−1(F (y1, . . . , ydz ] | x≤T , ω≤T ))

and

fSz(DT , ϕ) = σs

√
Σ̃z(DT , ϕ),

with Σ̃z(DT , ϕ) being the inverse of:

Jac(F−1(. | x≤T , ω≤T ) ◦ G̃(z))Jac(F−1(. | x≤T , ω≤T ) ◦ G̃(z))⊤.

Using Bayes’ rule, the true posterior can be written as

pθs

(
z, c | Dt

)
=
pθs

(
y≤T , z, c | x≤t, ω≤t

)
pθs

(
y≤t | x≤t, ω≤t

) .

Expanding the numerator, we obtain

pθs

(
z, c | Dt

)
=

t∏
l=1
N
(
yl | [F−1(G̃(z) | x≤T , ω≤T )]l, σ2

s

)
p(z | c) p(c)

pθs

(
y≤t | x≤t, ω≤t

) .

By the GMM assumption over the prior, we have

p(z | c) = N (z | µc,Σc).

The approximate posterior is of the form

qϕs

(
z, c | DT

)
= qϕs

(
z | DT

)
πϕs

(
c | DT

)
= N

(
z | fµz(DT , ϕs), σ2

s Σ̃z(DT , ϕ)
)
πϕs

(
c | DT

)
.

We now show convergence by performing a change of variables. Define z′ = σ
− t

dz
s (z− z∗). We analyze the

behavior of the distributions p′
θs

(z′, c | Dt) and q′
ϕs

(z′, c | DT ).

We prove that
p′
θs

(z′, c | Dt)
q′
ϕs

(z′, c | DT )



converges to a constant independent of z′ as s → ∞. Since both q′
ϕs

(z′, c | DT ) and p′
θs

(z′, c | Dt) are

probability distributions, the constant must be 1. Therefore, the KL divergence between them converges

to 0 as s→∞.

We have

p′
θs

(z′, c | Dt)
q′
ϕs

(z′, c | DT ) =
N
(
z∗ + σ

t/dz
s z′

∣∣ z∗, σ2
s Σ̃z(DT , ϕ)

)
πϕs(c | DT ) pθs

(
y≤t | x≤t, ω≤T

)
t∏
l=1
N
(
yl | fl(hl, ωl, z∗ + σt/dz

s z′; θs), σ2
s

)
N
(
z∗ + σt/dz

s z′ | µc,Σc
)
p(c)

.

Now let At be a matrix whose Moore–Penrose inverse A+ satisfies

f≤t(h≤t, ω≤t, z∗ + σt/dz
s z′; θs) = A+f≤T (h≤T , ω≤T , z∗ + σt/dz

s z′; θs),

y≤t = A+y≤T .

That is, projecting onto A+ selects the first t responses. The matrices A+ and A have the forms

A+ =
[
It 0t×(T−t)

]
, A =

 It

0(T−t)×t

 .
By noticing that [A⊺(σ2

sIT )−1A]−1 = σ2
sIt We can therefore apply the mean rearranging formula (Petersen

et al., 2008):

N
(
A+y≤T

∣∣∣∣A+f≤T (h≤t, ω≤t, z∗ + σ
t

dz
s z′; θs),

[
A⊺(σ2

sIT )A
]−1
)

=
√

det(2πσ2
sIT )√

det(2πσ2
sIt)
N
(
y≤T

∣∣∣∣ f≤T (h≤T , ω≤T , z∗ + σ
t

dz
s z′; θs), σ2

sIT

)

p′
θs

(
z′, c | Dt

)
q′
ϕs

(
z′, c | DT

) =
N
(
z∗ + σ

t/dz
s z′ | z∗, σ2

s Σ̃z(DT , ϕ)
)
πϕs

(
c | DT

)
pθs

(
y≤t | x≤t, ω≤T

)√
det(2πσ2

sIT )√
det(2πσ2

sIt)
N
(
y≤T | f≤T (h≤T , ω≤T , z∗ + σt/dz

s z′; θs), σ2
sIT
)
N
(
z∗ + σt/dz

s z′ | µc,Σc
)
p(c)

= (2π)
t−d

2
det
(
Σ̃z
)−1/2

det(Σc)−1/2 exp
{
− 1

2σ
2(t/dz−1)
s z′⊤Σ̃−1

z z′

+ 1
2σ2

s

T∑
l=1

(
yl − fl(hl, ωl, z∗ + σt/dz

s z′; θs)
)2

+ 1
2
(
z∗ + σt/dz

s z′ − µc
)⊤Σ−1

c

(
z∗ + σt/dz

s z′ − µc
)}

×
πϕs

(
c | DT

)
pθs

(
y≤T | x≤t, ω≤t

)
p(c) .

By noticing that

T∑
l=1

(
yl − fl(hl, ωl, z∗ + σt/dz

s z′; θs)
)2 =

∥∥y≤T − F−1(G̃(z∗ + σt/dz
s z′) | x≤T , ω≤T

)∥∥2
2.



We apply a first-order Taylor expansion:

y≤T − F−1(G̃(z∗ + σt/dz
s z′) | x≤T , ω≤T

)
≈

s→∞
−Jac

(
F−1G̃

)
(z∗)

(
σt/dz
s z′),

which implies by norm continuity

T∑
l=1

(
yl − fl(hl, ωl, z∗ + σt/dz

s z′; θs)
)2 ≈

s→∞

∥∥Jac(F−1G̃)(z∗)
(
σt/dz
s z′)∥∥2

2

=
s→∞

σ2t/dz
s z′⊤Σ̃−1

z z′.

Define the constant Cst(Dt;σs, θs, ϕs) w.r.t. z′ as

Cst(Dt;σs, θs, ϕs) = (2π)(t−dz)/2

√
det(Σc)
det(Σ̃z)

πϕs(c | DT ) pθs

(
y≤t | x≤t, ω≤t

)
p(c) .

Thus,
p′
θs

(z′, c | DT )
q′
ϕs

(z′, c | DT ) ≈
s→∞

1
2 (z∗ − µc)⊤Σ−1

c (z∗ − µc) Cst(Dt;σs, θs, ϕs)

× exp
{
− 1

2σ
2(t/dz−1)
s z′⊤Σ̃−1

z z′ + 1
2σ

2(t/dz−1)
s z′⊤z′

}
.

Finally,
p′
θs

(z′, c | DT )
q′
ϕs

(z′, c | DT ) ≈
s→∞

1
2 (z∗ − µc)⊤Σ−1

c (z∗ − µc) Cst(Dt;σs, θs, ϕs).

To conclude the proof, we still need to show that lims→+∞ Cst(Dt;σs, θs, ϕs) exists and is finite because

the model parameters still depend on the chosen variance. This was the main misapprehension of Dai &

Wipf (2019) for a VAE in the static setting with an unimodal prior over the continuous latents Z.

We have already shown that

lim
σ→0+

pθσ
(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T ) = p(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T ),

and therefore:

lim
s→+∞

Cst(Dt;σs, θs, ϕs) = (2π)(t−dz)/2

√
det(Σc)
det(Σ̃z)

× p(y≤T | x≤T , ω≤T )
p(c) · lim

s→+∞
πϕs

(c | DT ).



We verify that lims→+∞ πϕs(c | DT ) exists and is finite and not zero for all c ∈ {1, . . . ,K}:

πϕs(c | DT ) =
exp(EZ∼qϕz (·|DT ) log p(c | Z))∑K
c=1 exp(EZ∼qϕz (·|DT ) log p(c | Z))

=
exp(

∫
Z log p(c | z)N

(
z | z∗, σ2

sΣ̃z(DT , ϕ)
)
dz)∑K

c=1 exp(
∫

Z log p(c | z)N
(
z | z∗, σ2

sΣ̃z(DT , ϕ)
)
dz)

→
s→∞

exp(
∫

Z log p(c | z)δ(z− z∗)dz)∑K
c=1 exp(

∫
Z log p(c | z)δ(z− z∗)dz)

= p(c | z∗)∑K
c=1 p(c | z∗)

We have therefore proved that the ratio p′
θs(z′,c|DT )
q′

ϕs
(z′,c|DT ) converges into a nonzero constant which finishes the

proof of the theorem.

Proof of theorem Thm3.5. We start by considering the ELBO:

L(DT ; θ, ϕ) = −
T∑
t=1

EZ∼qϕ(·|DT ) [α(ht, ωt) log pθ(yt | Ht,Wt,Z)]

+
[
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)
]
DKL (qϕ(z | DT ) ∥ p(z))

−

[
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)
]

logZ(qϕ(· | DT )).

By the positivity of the KL divergence and using the fact that − logZ(qϕ(· | DT )) minimizes a positive

functional (as explained in Eq. (3.17)), we obtain:

L(DT ; θ∗
σ, ϕ

∗
σ) ≥ −

T∑
t=1

EZ∼qϕ(·|DT ) [α(ht, ωt) log (pθ (yt | Ht,Wt,Z))]

=
T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)EZ∼qϕ(·|DT )

[
1
2 log

(
2πσ2)+ 1

2σ2 (yt − f (Ht,Z,Wt))2
]

= 1
2σ2

( T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)
)
σ2 log

(
2πσ2)+

T∑
t=1

α(ht, ωt)EZ∼qϕ(·|DT ) (yt − f (Ht,Z,Wt))2︸ ︷︷ ︸
δσ(t)

 .

Suppose there exists t0 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T} such that limσ→0+ δσ(t0) > 0. Then we have limσ→0+ L(DT ; θ∗
σ, ϕ

∗
σ) =

+∞, which is impossible since we assume L(DT ; θ∗
σ, ϕ

∗
σ) to be minimized. Therefore, we conclude that for

all t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, limσ→0+ δσ(t) = 0.

Consequently, we have

lim
σ→0+

Eϵ∼N (0,I) (yt − f (Ht,Wt, fµz(DT ;ϕ∗
σ) + fSz(DT ; θ∗

σ)ϵ))2 = 0,

which implies that

lim
σ→0+

f (Ht,Wt, fµz(DT ;ϕ∗
σ) + fSz(DT ; θ∗

σ)ϵ) = yt, almost surely.



In particular, we also have

lim
σ→0+

f (Ht,Wt, fµz(DT ;ϕ∗
σ)) = yt.

A.1.5 Upper bound on weighted PEHE

theorem Thm3.6. To prove the theorem, we rely on the following key lemma, but first, we need to define

further mathematical objects. We define the weighted population risk over the whole population as

Rt,g(f,Φ) := EHt,Wt [α(Ht,Wt) ℓf,Φ(Ht,Wt)] ,

and the weighted population counterfactual risk as

Rt,g(f,Φ)CF := EHt,1−Wt
[α(Ht, 1−Wt) ℓf,Φ(Ht,Wt)] .

Lemma LemA.3

Rt,g(f,Φ) +Rt,g(f,Φ)CF ≤ R1
t,g(f,Φ) +R0

t,g(f,Φ) +BΦ IPMG (gΦ(· |Wt = 1), gΦ(· |Wt = 0))

The proof immediately follows from Lemma 1 in Shalit et al. (2017).

Next, to complete the proof, we define the expected potential outcome at time t, given the context

history Ht = ht and latent z as

mω
t (ht, z) := EYt(ω)|Ht,Z(Yt(ω) | Ht = ht,Z = z) ω ∈ W,

and we show the following lemma:

Lemma LemA.4

Denote p̂ϕ(ht, w, z) := p(ht, w) qϕ(z | D≤t−1). We can decompose Rt,g(f,Φ) and Rt,g(f,Φ)CF under

our distributional assumptions as:

Ep̂ϕ(ht,w,z)
[
α(ht, w)

(
f(ht, w, z)−mw

t (ht, z)
)]

= 2σ2 (Rt,g(f,Φ)− 1
2 log(2πσ2)

)
−

∑
ω∈{0,1}

Varp̂ϕ
(Yt),

and
Ep̂ϕ(ht,w,z)

[
α(ht, 1− w)

(
f(ht, 1− w, z)−m1−w

t (ht, z)
)]

= 2σ2 (Rt,g(f,Φ)CF − 1
2 log(2πσ2)

)
−

∑
ω∈{0,1}

Varp̂ϕ
(Yt | 1− w).



Proof. We have:

Rt,g(f, Φ) = EHt,Wt [α(Ht, Wt) ℓf,Φ(Ht, Wt)]

=
∑

ω∈{0,1}

∫
Ht

∫
Z

∫
Y

−α(ht, ω) log pθ(yt | ht, ω, z)

× p(yt | ht, ω, z) p(ht, ω) qϕ(z | D≤t−1) dyt dz dht

=
∑

ω∈{0,1}

∫
Ht

∫
Z

∫
Y

α(ht, ω)

{
1
2 log(2πσ2) + (yt − f(ht, ω, z))2

2σ2

}
× p(yt | ht, ω, z) p(ht, ω) qϕ(z | D≤t−1) dyt dz dht

= 1
2 log(2πσ2) + 1

2σ2

∑
ω∈{0,1}

Varp̂ϕ(ht,ω,z)(Yt)

+
∫

Ht

∫
Z

α(ht, ω) (f(ht, ω, z) − mω
t (ht, z))2

× p(ht, ω) qϕ(z | D≤t−1) dz dht.

In a similar way, we can show the decomposition related to Rt,g(f,Φ)CF .

The remainder idea of the proof is to decompose the PEHE in such a way we can upper bound it with

an expression including Rt,g(f,Φ) and Rt,g(f,Φ)CF and then use lemma LemA.3. We actually have:

ϵPEHEt,g = EHt∼g EZ∼qϕ(Z|D≤t−1)
[(

τ(Ht, Z) − τ̂f,Φ(Ht, Z)
)2]

= EHt∼g EZ∼qϕ(Z|D≤t−1)
[(

m1
t (ht, z) − m0

t (ht, z) − f(ht, 1, z) + f(ht, 0, z)
)2]

(1)
≤ 2EHt∼g EZ∼qϕ(Z|D≤t−1)

[
(f(ht, 1, z) − m1

t (ht, z))2]
+ 2EHt∼g EZ∼qϕ(Z|D≤t−1)

[
(f(ht, 0, z) − m0

t (ht, z))2]
= EHt|Wt=1 EZ

[
α(ht, 1) (f(ht, 1, z) − m1

t (ht, z))2]
+ EHt|Wt=0 EZ

[
α(ht, 0) (f(ht, 1, z) − m1

t (ht, z))2]
+ EHt|Wt=0 EZ

[
α(ht, 0) (f(ht, 0, z) − m0

t (ht, z))2]
+ EHt|Wt=1 EZ

[
α(ht, 1) (f(ht, 0, z) − m0

t (ht, z))2]
= EHt,Wt EZ

[
α(Ht, Wt) (f(Ht, Wt, Z) − mWt

t (Ht, Z))2]
+ EHt,1−Wt EZ

[
α(Ht, 1 − Wt) (f(Ht, Wt, Z) − mWt

t (Ht, Z))2]
(2)= 2σ2(Rt,g(f, Φ) + Rt,g(f, Φ)CF − log(2πσ2)

)
−
∑

ω∈{0,1}

(
Varp̂ϕ(ht,1−ω,z)(Yt) + Varp̂ϕ(ht,ω,z)(Yt)

)
(3)
≤ 2σ2(Rt,g(f, Φ) + Rt,g(f, Φ)CF − log(2πσ2)

)
(4)
≤ 2σ2

(
R1

t,g(f, Φ) + R0
t,g(f, Φ) + BΦ IPMG

(
gΦ(·|Wt = 1), gΦ(·|Wt = 0)

)
− log(2πσ2)

)
.

The inequality
(1)
≤ follows from the property (a−b)2 ≤ 2a2 +2b2. The equation (2)= follows from plugging

in the equations from Lemma LemA.4, the inequality
(3)
≤ follows from the positivity of the variance terms,

and
(4)
≤ follows from Lemma LemA.3.



A.1.6 Proof of Proposition Prop3.2

Using a Monte Carlo approximation, we can express the approximate factual risk as:

Rωt,g (f,Φ) ≈ 1
n

(t)
ω

∑
i∈B,Wit=ω

EZ∼qϕ(Z|Di,≤t−1)
[
α(hit, ω) logN (yit; f(Φ(hit),Z, ω), σ2)

]
.

By the stationarity assumption, for t ≥ t0, this approximation holds:

Rωt,g (f,Φ) ≈ 1
n

(t)
ω

∑
i∈B,Wit=ω

EZ∼qϕ(Z|DiT )
[
α(hit, ω) logN (yit; f(Φ(hit),Z, ω), σ2)

]
.

On the other hand, the reconstruction term in the ELBO can be written as:

T∑
t=t0

EZ∼qϕ(·|DT )
[
α(Ht,Wt) log pθ(Yt | Ht,Wt,Z)

]

≈
T∑
t=t0

1
|B|
∑
i∈B

EZ∼qϕ(Z|DiT )

[
α(hit, ω) logN

(
yit; f(Φ(hit),Z, ω), σ2)]

≈ 1
|B|

T∑
t=t0

∑
ω∈W

∑
i∈B,Wit=ω

EZ∼qϕ(Z|DiT )

[
α(hit, ω) logN

(
yit; f(Φ(hit),Z, ω), σ2)]

≈ 1
|B|

T∑
t=t0

{
−n(t)

1 R1
t (f,Φ) − n

(t)
0 R0

t (f,Φ)
}
.

A.2 Experiments on synthetic data: Details

A.2.1 Additional results

Results of baselines on the synthetic datasets The following Table A.1 provides the detailed results

responsible for Figures 3.4 related to baselines with the three different approaches across levels of γY U(1) .

Table A.1: Results on the synthetic data reported by PEHE. Smaller is better.

Model γY U(1) = 0 γY U(1) = 0.25 γY U(1) = 0.5 γY U(1) = 0.75 γY U(1) = 1 γY U(1) = 1.25 γY U(1) = 1.5 γY U(1) = 1.75 γY U(1) = 2 γY U(1) = 2.25 γY U(1) = 2.5
CDVAE (ours) 0.43±0.02 0.50±0.03 0.96±0.09 1.57±0.08 1.90±0.10 2.35±0.18 3.57±0.17 4.80±0.20 6.84±0.20 7.64±0.48 9.03±0.50

Causal CPC 0.43±0.01 0.50±0.03 1.08±0.08 2.49±0.14 2.98±0.09 4.98±0.21 5.91±0.29 10.15±0.38 12.25±0.49 15.65±0.56 19.39±0.59
Causal CPC (with substitute) 0.46±0.02 0.49±0.01 1.02±0.05 2.38±0.08 2.83±0.09 4.81±0.13 5.38±0.22 8.13±0.39 10.11±0.41 12.01±0.54 14.03±0.64

Causal CPC (oracle) 0.45±0.02 0.43±0.03 0.96±0.04 1.59±0.06 2.14±0.08 4.41±0.10 5.08±0.30 6.93±0.25 8.70±0.17 10.15±0.47 12.91±0.51
Causal Transformer 0.46±0.02 0.68±0.04 1.50±0.06 2.55±0.18 3.65±0.20 5.55±0.50 8.15±0.72 12.35±0.25 15.48±1.02 24.77±2.21 43.84±2.58

Causal Transformer (with substitute) 0.46±0.02 0.67±0.02 1.46±0.03 2.48±0.08 3.53±0.09 5.23±0.11 7.72±0.18 11.86±0.17 15.22±0.17 20.12±0.35 33.58±0.45
Causal Transformer (oracle) 0.46±0.02 0.60±0.03 1.48±0.03 2.35± 0.06 3.30±0.07 5.11±0.09 7.34±0.13 11.55±0.25 16.98±0.29 18.64±0.31 28.45±0.33

G-Net 0.62±0.05 0.80±0.05 4.90±0.03 5.56±0.05 4.82±0.15 5.79±0.12 10.36±0.23 15.17±0.25 23.89±0.54 32.75±1.20 49.35±2.35
G-Net (with substitute) 0.56±0.04 0.75±0.01 3.61±0.02 4.99±0.20 4.27±0.18 5.50±0.15 8.34±0.64 13.55±0.97 17.97±1.83 19.25±2.04 40.21±2.10

G-Net (oracle) 0.48±0.02 0.69±0.03 3.10±0.05 4.36±0.08 4.45±0.12 5.28±0.17 8.28±0.23 13.10±0.50 17.47±0.65 16.22±0.95 35.35±1.77
CRN 0.53±0.02 0.68±0.03 1.63±0.04 2.94±0.11 5.14±0.17 6.66±0.19 9.08±0.25 11.93±0.37 16.54±0.65 18.68±0.67 29.66±1.12

CRN (with substitute) 0.48±0.01 0.65±0.01 1.51±0.02 2.56±0.18 3.98±0.21 6.05±0.35 6.81±0.65 8.50±1.16 13.81±0.76 16.23±0.73 26.11±1.41
CRN (oracle) 0.53±0.01 0.60±0.01 1.69±0.02 2.87±0.09 3.75±0.13 5.69±0.17 8.92±0.22 9.65±0.31 13.49±0.54 15.64±0.61 25.98±0.97

RMSN 0.57±0.02 0.67±0.02 1.60±0.03 2.67±0.05 4.31±0.15 5.58±0.17 7.40±0.32 11.25±0.57 15.01±0.89 19.41±1.13 25.07±0.97
RMSN (with substitute) 0.45±0.01 0.67±0.02 1.51±0.04 2.31±0.03 3.61±0.20 4.61±0.20 6.14±0.50 7.58±0.82 10.63±1.31 18.53±1.50 21.08±1.60

RMSN (oracle) 0.48±0.01 0.62±0.01 1.43±0.03 1.97±0.03 3.42±0.13 4.43±0.15 6.00±0.27 7.31±0.34 9.20±0.48 17.06±0.83 19.32±1.26

Robustness to Number of Prior Components The Table A.2 gives detailed results summarized in

Figure 3.7a that assess the sensitivity of CDVAE to the variation of the prior cluster numbers K.



Table A.2: Results of CDVAE when varying the number of components K of the prior. The study is
conducted on the synthetic data and is reported by PEHE. Smaller is better.

Model γY U(1) = 0 γY U(1) = 0.25 γY U(1) = 0.5 γY U(1) = 0.75 γY U(1) = 1 γY U(1) = 1.25 γY U(1) = 1.5 γY U(1) = 1.75 γY U(1) = 2 γY U(1) = 2.25 γY U(1) = 2.5
CDVAE (ours) 0.43±0.02 0.50±0.03 0.96±0.09 1.57±0.08 1.90±0.10 2.35±0.18 3.57±0.17 4.80±0.20 6.84±0.20 7.64±0.48 9.03±0.50

CDVAE (K = 2) 0.43±0.01 0.50±0.01 0.96±0.03 1.52±0.04 2.07±0.07 2.51±0.14 4.10±0.41 4.44±0.43 6.98±0.38 7.90±0.33 8.88±0.45
CDVAE (K = 5) 0.42±0.01 0.48±0.02 0.93±0.02 1.41±0.11 2.02±0.03 2.52±0.06 3.27±0.22 4.25±0.45 6.32±0.25 7.97±0.31 8.12±0.48
CDVAE (K = 8) 0.40±0.01 0.46±0.01 0.96±0.06 1.57±0.03 2.13±0.04 2.59±0.07 3.20±0.26 4.15±0.45 6.63±0.48 6.93±0.25 8.91±0.19
CDVAE (K = 11) 0.42±0.02 0.47±0.01 0.94±0.03 1.40±0.05 2.09±0.07 2.47±0.22 3.76±0.28 5.09±0.52 6.48±0.14 7.73±1.232 9.02±1.22

A.3 Experiments on MIMIC-III data

A.3.1 Additional results

Results of baselines on the semi-synthetic MIMIC III The following Table A.3 provides the

detailed results responsible for Figures 3.5 related to baselines with the three different approaches.

Table A.3: Results on the MIMIC III data reported by PEHE. Smaller is better.

Model PEHE
CDVAE (ours) 17.63±0.25

Causal CPC 19.27±0.25
Causal CPC (with substitute) 18.45±0.26

Causal CPC (oracle) 17.98±0.21
Causal Transformer 19.68±0.20 ±

Causal Transformer (with substitute) 18.58± 0.21
Causal Transformer (oracle) 17.91 ± 0.20

G-Net 19.75±0.21
G-Net (with substitute) 18.60±0.25

G-Net (oracle) 17.95± 0.23
CRN 19.80±0.23

CRN (with substitute) 18.58±0.22
CRN (oracle) 17.91± 0.21

RMSN 19.85±0.25
RMSN (with substitute) 18.66±0.23

RMSN (oracle) 18.01± 0.19

A.4 Models hyperparameters Details

We report in the following tables the search space of hyperparameters for all baselines.

A.5 The Neural Architecture of CDVAE

The extended neural architecture of CDVAE comprises multiple components which we did not explicit in

Section 3.6. We first begin by detailing neural network functions related to the generative model. The

Table A.11 outlines the architecture for the Representation Learner Φ which encodes the context history,

Table A.10 presents the identical architecture for both fθ1
y

and fθ0
y

responsible for generating the two

potential outcomes. Meanwhile, Table A.12 illustrates the design of propensity network eθω
(.) built on

the top of the shared representation. Lastly, Tables A.13 depict the architecture used to learn both the

mean and covariance matrix for the approximate posterior assumed to be Gaussian.



Table A.4: Hyper-parameters search range for RMSN

Model Sub-model Hyperparameter Synthetic data MIMIC III

RMSNs Propensity Treatment Network

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128
LSTM hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 12, 14 4, 6, . . . , 20
LSTM dropout rate - -
Max gradient norm 0.5, 1, 2 0.5, 1, 2

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Propensity History Network

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 64, 128, 256
LSTM hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 12, 14 4, 6, . . . , 30
LSTM dropout rate - -

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Encoder

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128, 256 32, 64, 128
LSTM hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
LSTM dropout rate - -

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Decoder

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128, 256 128, 512, 1024
LSTM hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
LSTM dropout rate - -
Max gradient norm 0.5, 1, 2 0.5, 1, 2

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Table A.5: Hyper-parameters search range for CRN

Model Sub-model Hyperparameter Synthetic data MIMIC III)

CRN Encoder

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128, 256 32, 64, 128
LSTM hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
LSTM dropout rate - -

BR size 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Decoder

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 128, 256, 512 256, 512, 1024
LSTM hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
LSTM dropout rate - -

BR size 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Table A.6: Hyper-parameters search range for G-Net

Hyperparameter Cancer simulation MIMIC III (SS)
LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128
LSTM hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20

FC hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
LSTM dropout rate - -

R size 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 4, 6, . . . , 30
MC samples 50 50

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30



Table A.7: Hyper-parameters search range for Causal Transformer

Hyperparameter Cancer simulation MIMIC III (SS)
Transformer blocks 1 1

Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001
Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128

Attention heads 2 2
Transformer units 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 20

LSTM dropout rate - -
BR size 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 4, 6, . . . , 20

FC hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 4, 6, . . . , 20
Sequential dropout rate 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 0.1, 0.2, 0.3
Max positional encoding 15 20

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Table A.8: Hyper-parameters search range for Causal CPC

Model Sub-model Hyperparameter Cancer simulation MIMIC III (SS)

Causal CPC Encoder

GRU layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 64, 128, 256
GRU hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
GRU dropout rate - -

Local features (LF) size 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 4, 6, . . . , 20
Context Representation (CR) size 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 4, 6, . . . , 20

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Decoder

GRU layers 1 1
Learning rate (decoder w/o treatment sub-network) 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Learning rate (encoder fine-tuning) 0.001, 0.0005, 0.0001, 0.00005 0.001, 0.0005, 0.0001, 0.00005
Learning rate (treatment sub-network) 0.05, 0.01, 0.005, 0.0001 0.05, 0.01, 0.005, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128
GRU hidden units CR size CR size
GRU dropout rate - -

BR size CR size CR size
GRU layers (Treat Encoder) 1 1

GRU hidden units (Treat Encoder) 6 6
FC hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 4, 6, . . . , 20

Random time indices (m) 10% 10%
Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 10 30

Table A.9: Hyper-parameters search range for CDVAE

Model Sub-model Hyperparameter Synthetic data MIMIC III

CDVAE

Inference Network

GRU layers 1 1
GRU hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 12, 14 4, 6, . . . , 20
GRU dropout rate - -

Latent dim of z 0.001 0.001
Propensity Network FC hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 12, 14 4, 6, . . . , 30

Representation Learner

LSTM layers 1 1
GRU hidden units 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20
GRU dropout rate - -

Dimension of representation 6, 8, . . . , 18, 20 4, 6, . . . , 20
Decoder FC hidden units (dim(z) + dim(Φ(Ht))/2 (dim(z) + dim(Φ(Ht))/2

Global

Learning rate (w/o propensity network) 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001
Learning rate (propensity network) 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128, 256 128, 512, 1024
Max gradient norm 0.5, 1, 2 0.5, 1, 2

Number of components in Prior 2, 4, . . . , 18, 20 2, 4, . . . , 20

Inputs: {Φ(ht)}1≤t≤T , z
Concatenate: [Φ(ht), z]1≤t≤T

Linear Layer
Weight Normalization

ELU
Linear Layer

Weight Normalization
Linear Layer

Output: {Ŷt+1(ω)}1≤t≤T−1

Table A.10: Architecture of the outcome model prediction, i.e., the decoder.



Inputs: {yt,xt, ωt}1≤t≤T
Concat: [yt,xt, ωt]1≤t≤T

GRU layer
Linear Layer

Tanh
Outputs: {Φ(ht)}1≤t≤T

Table A.11: Architecture: represen-
tation learner ϕ of CDVAE

Inputs: {Φ(ht)}1≤t≤T
Linear Layer

ELU
Sigmoid

Output: {Ŵt+1(ω)}1≤t≤T−1

Table A.12: Architecture: propen-
sity network eθω (.).

Inputs: {yt,xt, ωt}1≤t≤T
Concat: [yt,xt, ωt]1≤t≤T

GRU layer
Linear Layer Linear Layer

Σϕ3 (gT ) µϕ2 (gT )

Table A.13: Inference network
qϕ (z | y≤T ,x≤T , ω≤T )



Appendix B

Appendix: Chapter 4

B.1 Experiments on semi-synthetic data: Details

B.1.1 Additional results

Comparison to benchmark models: standard train/test split

We also tested Causal CPC on MIMIC III semi-synthetic data using the same experimental protocol as

Melnychuk et al. (2022), namely by using the split of patients into train/validation/test as 800/200/200.

As a result, baseline performances in Table B.1 are exactly the same as in Melnychuk et al. (2022).

Table B.1: Results over the MIMIC III semi-synthetic data set (same experimental protocol as in Melnychuk
et al. (2022)): mean±standard deviation of Rooted Mean Squared Errors (RMSEs). The best value for
each metric is given in bold: smaller is better.

Model ρ = 1 ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6 ρ = 7 ρ = 8 ρ = 9 ρ = 10
Causal CPC (ours) 0.25 ± 0.03 0.37 ± 0.02 0.40 ± 0.01 0.45 ± 0.01 0.49 ± 0.02 0.52 ± 0.02 0.55 ± 0.03 0.56 ± 0.03 0.58 ± 0.04 0.60 ± 0.03
Causal Transformer 0.20 ± 0.01 0.38 ± 0.01 0.45 ± 0.01 0.49 ± 0.01 0.52 ± 0.02 0.53 ± 0.02 0.55 ± 0.02 0.56 ± 0.02 0.58 ± 0.02 0.59 ± 0.02

G-Net 0.34 ± 0.01 0.67 ± 0.03 0.83 ± 0.04 0.94 ± 0.04 1.03 ± 0.05 1.10 ± 0.05 1.16 ± 0.05 1.21 ± 0.06 1.25 ± 0.06 1.29 ± 0.06
CRN 0.30 ± 0.01 0.48 ± 0.02 0.59 ± 0.02 0.65 ± 0.02 0.68 ± 0.02 0.71 ± 0.01 0.72 ± 0.01 0.74 ± 0.01 0.76 ± 0.01 0.78 ± 0.02

RMSN 0.24 ± 0.01 0.47 ± 0.01 0.60 ± 0.01 0.70 ± 0.02 0.78 ± 0.04 0.84 ± 0.05 0.89 ± 0.06 0.94 ± 0.08 0.97 ± 0.09 1.00 ± 0.11
MSM 0.37 ± 0.01 0.57 ± 0.03 0.74 ± 0.06 0.88 ± 0.03 1.14 ± 0.10 1.95 ± 1.48 3.44 ± 4.57 > 10.0 > 10.0 > 10.0

B.2 Proofs of theoretical results

B.2.1 Relation between InfoNCE loss and mutual information

Proposition PropB.1

I(Ft+j ,Ct) ≥ log(|B|)− L(InfoNCE)
j

Proof. In the following, we draw inspiration from the proof of Oord et al. (2018). The InfoNCE loss can

be interpreted as the categorical cross-entropy of correctly classifying the positive sample Ft+j given the
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context Cenc
t . This is done with probability

exp
(
Tj(Ft+j ,Ct)

)∑|B|
l=1 exp

(
Tj(Fl,t+j ,Ct)

) ,
where Ft+j is treated as the positive sample within the batch B, and the remaining elements serve as

negative samples. Let pos ∈ {1, . . . , |B|} be the indicator of the positive sample Ft+j . The optimal

probability is

p(Index = pos | B,Cenc
t ) =

p(fpos,t+j | Cenc
t )

∏B
l=1
l ̸=pos

p(fl,t+j)∑B
j=1

[
p(fj,t+j | Cenc

t )
∏B
l=1
l ̸=j

p(fl,t+j)
]

=

p(fpos,t+j | Cenc
t )

p(fpos,t+j)∑B
j=1

p(fj,t+j | Cenc
t )

p(fj,t+j)

.

Now, for the score exp(Tj(Ft+j ,Ct)) to be optimal, it should be proportional to p(fpos,t+j |c)
p(fpos,t+j) . The MI

lower bound comes from the fact that exp(Tj(Ft+j ,Ct)) estimates the density ratio p(fpos,t+j |c)
p(fpos,t+j) .

L(InfoNCE)
j = −EB log

 p(ft+j |Cenc
t )

p(ft+j)
p(ft+j |Cenc

t )
p(ft+j) +

∑
fl,t+j∈Bneg

p(fl,t+j |Cenc
t )

p(fl,t+j)


= EB log

1 + p (ft+j)
p (ft+j | Cenc

t )
∑

fl,t+j∈Bneg

p (fl,t+j | Cenc
t )

p (fl,t+j)


≈ EB log

[
1 + p (ft+j)

p (fl,t+j | Cenc
t ) (|B| − 1)EFt+j

p (fl,t+j | Cenc
t )

p (fl,t+j)

]
= EB log

[
1 + p (ft+j)

p (ft+j | Cenc
t ) (|B| − 1)

]
≥ EB log

[
p (ft+j)

p (ft+j | Cenc
t ) |B|

]
= −I (ft+j ,Cenc

t ) + log(|B|),

(B.1)

The approximation in the third equation, Eq. (B.1), becomes more precise as the batch size increases.

B.2.2 Relation between InfoMax and input reconstruction

We now prove the proposition Prop4.1 stating that : I(Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t ) ≤ I(Ht, (Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t ))

Proof. This is followed by two applications of the data processing inequality Cover (1999), which states

that for random variables A, B, and C satisfying the Markov relation A→ B → C, we have

I(A;C) ≤ I(A;B).

First, note that

Cenc,h
t = Φθ1,θ2(Hh

t ), Cenc,f
t = Φθ1,θ2(Hf

t ),

where Hh
t = truncf (Ht) and Hf

t = trunch(Ht). Here, truncf and trunch truncate the future and history



processes, respectively, relative to a splitting time t0.

We now observe the Markov relation

Cenc,h
t

Φθ1,θ2 ◦truncf←−−−−−−−−− Ht

Φθ1,θ2 ◦trunch−−−−−−−−−→ Cenc,f
t ,

which is Markov equivalent to

Cenc,h
t

Φθ1,θ2 ◦truncf−−−−−−−−−→ Ht

Φθ1,θ2 ◦trunch−−−−−−−−−→ Cenc,f
t .

By the data processing inequality, this gives

I(Cenc,h
t ; Cenc,f

t ) ≤ I(Ht; Cenc,h
t ).

On the other hand, we trivially have the Markov relation

Ht → (Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t )→ Cenc,h
t ,

which yields

I(Ht; Cenc,h
t ) ≤ I(Ht; (Cenc,h

t ,Cenc,f
t )).

Combining the two inequalities proves the proposition.

B.2.3 Proof of Theorem Thm4.1

To begin, we split the process history into two non-overlapping views (Figure 4.2): Hh
t := F1:t0 and

Hf
t := Ft0+1:t, representing a historical subsequence and a future subsequence within the process history

Ht, respectively. We then computed representations of these two views denoted Cenc,h
t and Cenc,f

t ,

respectively. This naturally gives rise to the Markov chain, as in showed in the proof of proposition

Prop4.1:

Cenc,h
t ←− Ht −→ Cenc,f

t

which is Markov equivalent to:

Cenc,h
t −→ Ht −→ Cenc,f

t

Following this Markov chain, we can show that Shwartz Ziv & LeCun (2024):

I(Cenc,f
t ,Cenc,h

t ) = I(Ht,Cenc,h
t )− Eht∼PHt

Ecf
t ∼P

Cf
t

|ht

[
DKL[PCh

t |ht
||PCh

t |cf
t
]
]

On the other hand, by applying the chain rule of the mutual information to I(Ht; (Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t )) we get:

I(Ht; (Cenc,f
t ,Cenc,h

t )) = I(Ht,Cenc,h
t ) + I(Ht; Cenc,f

t | Cenc,h
t )



Combining these equations, the tightness of our bounds can be written as:

I(Ht; (Cenc,f
t ,Cenc,h

t ))− I(Cenc,f
t ,Cenc,h

t )

= I(Ht; Cenc,f
t | Cenc,h

t )

+ Eht∼PHt
Ecf

t ∼P
Cf

t
|ht

[
DKL

(
PCh

t |ht

∥∥PCh
t |cf

t

)]
.

(B.2)

B.2.4 On the relation between conditional entropy and reconstruction

We now prove the statement in the core paper, saying that the conditional entropyH(Ht | (Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t )) ≥

0 is minimized if Ht is a function of (Cenc,h
t ,Cenc,f

t ) almost surely.

Proposition PropB.2

H(A | B) = 0 implies that A = f(B) almost surely.

Proof. For simplicity, suppose A and B are discrete. Assume, by contradiction, that there exists b0 and

two distinct values a1 and a2 such that p(a1 | b0), p(a2 | b0) > 0. Then the conditional entropy is given

by:

H(A | B) = −
∑

b

p(b)
∑

a
p(a | b) log p(a | b).

In particular, we have:

H(A | B) ≥ p(b0)
(
− p(a1 | b0) log p(a1 | b0)− p(a2 | b0) log p(a2 | b0)

)
> 0,

where we used the fact that −t log t ≥ 0 for 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, with strict inequality for t /∈ {0, 1}.

Therefore, H(A | B) = 0 if and only if A is a function of B almost surely.

B.2.5 Proof of theorem Thm4.3

To prove the Theorem Thm4.3, we first prove the following lemma and proposition.

Lemma LemB.1

Let Φ be a fixed representation function. Given that q(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht)) is the conditional likelihood

of observing the treatment Wt+1, denote the probability of observing each treatment value as

qj = q(Φ(Ht)) := q(Wt+1 = j | Φ(Ht)) for j ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K − 1}. Then, the optimal treatment

prediction function is such that

qj,∗(Φ(Ht)) = p(Φ(Ht) |Wt+1 = j)∑K−1
l=0 p(Φ(Ht) |Wt+1 = l)p(Wt+1 = l)

(B.3)



Proof. For a fixed representation Φ, finding the optimal treatment probabilities reduces to solving the

following constrained optimization problem:

max
q

EP(Φ(Ht),Wt+1) [log q(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht))]

subject to
K−1∑
l=0

ql(Φ(Ht)) = 1.
(B.4)

First, we write the likelihood q(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht)) using the conditional probabilities qj(Φ(Ht)).

q(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht)) =
K−1∏
j=0

qj(Φ(Ht))I{Wt+1=j}

Then, the treatment likelihood can be written as

EP(Φ(Ht),Wt+1) [log q(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht))] = EP(Φ(Ht),Wt+1)

[
K−1∑
l=0

log(ql(Φ(Ht)))⊮{Wt+1=l}

]

=
K−1∑
l=0

∫
log(ql(Φ(Ht)))⊮{Wt+1=l} p(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht)) p(Φ(Ht)) dWt+1 dΦ(Ht)

=
K−1∑
l=0

∫
log(ql(Φ(Ht))) p(Wt+1 = l | Φ(Ht)) p(Φ(Ht)) dΦ(Ht)

=
K−1∑
l=0

∫
log(ql(Φ(Ht))) p(Φ(Ht) |Wt+1 = l) p(Wt+1 = l) dΦ(Ht)

Let’s denote αl = p(Wt+1 = l), the marginal probability of observing the l-th treatment regime, and

pΦ
l (Ht) = p(Φ(Ht) |Wt+1 = l) with a corresponding probability distribution PΦ

l . We intend to maximize

point-wise the objective in Eq. (B.4). Plugging the latter formulation of the conditional likelihood in Eq.

(B.4) and writing the Lagrangian function, we get

max
q

K−1∑
l=0

log(ql(Φ(Ht))pΦ
j (Ht)αl + λ(

K−1∑
l=0

ql(Φ(Ht))− 1) (B.5)

Computing the gradient w.r.t ql(Φ(Ht)) for l ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K − 1} and setting to zero, we have

ql,∗(Φ(Ht)) = −
αlp

Φ
j (Ht)
λ

(B.6)

Then, by the equality constraint, we find that λ = −
∑K−1
l=0 αlp

Φ
j (Ht).

Proposition PropB.3

Let Φ be a fixed representation function. The ICLUB objective when the treatment prediction

function is optimal (i.e. q = q∗) has the following form:

ICLUB =
K−1∑
j=0

αlDKL(PΦ
j ||

K−1∑
l=0

αlPΦ
l ) + EPΦ(Ht)

[
DKL(PWt+1 ||PWt+1|Φ(Ht))

]
(B.7)



Proof. First, recall that

ICLUB(Φ(Ht),Wt+1; q∗) = EP(Φ(Ht+1),Wt+1) [log q∗(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht+1))]

− EPΦ(Ht+1)EPWt+1
[log q∗(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht+1))] .

ICLUB(Φ(Ht),Wt+1; q∗) = A−B

Let’s detail A and B separately,

A =
K−1∑
j=0

∫
αj log(ql,∗(Φ(Ht))pΦ

j (Ht)dΦ(Ht)

=
K−1∑
j=0

∫
αj log(

αjp
Φ
j (Ht)∑K−1

l=0 pΦ
l (Ht)αl

)pΦ
j (Ht)dΦ(Ht)

=
K−1∑
j=0

∫
αj log(

pΦ
j (Ht)∑K−1

l=0 pΦ
l (Ht)αl

)pΦ
j (Ht)dΦ(Ht) + log(αj)αj

=
K−1∑
j=0

αjDKL(PΦ
j ||

K−1∑
l=0

αlPΦ
l ) +

K−1∑
j=0

log(αj)αj

Finally, we can write

A =
K−1∑
j=0

αjDKL(PΦ
j ||

K−1∑
l=0

αlPΦ
l )−H(Wt+1) (B.8)

For the remaining term B, we have

B = EPΦ(Ht)EPWt+1
(log q∗(Wt+1 | Φ(Ht+1))]

=
K−1∑
j=0

EPΦ(Ht)EPWt+1

[
log(qj(Φ(Ht)))⊮{Wt+1=j}

]
=
K−1∑
j=0

EPΦ(Ht)

[
αj log(qj(Φ(Ht)))

]
=
K−1∑
j=0

αj

∫
log
[

αjp
Φ
j (Ht)∑K−1

l=0 pΦ
l (Ht)αl

]
p(Φ(Ht))dΦ(Ht)

=
K−1∑
j=0

αj

∫
log
[

p(Φ(Ht))∑K−1
l=0 pΦ

l (Ht)αl
p(Wt+1 = j | Φ(Ht))

p(Wt+1 = j)

]
p(Φ(Ht))dΦ(Ht)

−H(Wt+1)

=
K−1∑
j=0

αj

∫
log
[

p(Φ(Ht))∑K−1
l=0 pΦ

l (Ht)αl

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

p(Φ(Ht))dΦ(Ht)

+
K−1∑
j=0

αj

∫
log
[
p(Wt+1 = j | Φ(Ht))

p(Wt+1 = j)

]
p(Φ(Ht))dΦ(Ht)−H(Wt+1)

The final form of B is therefore

B = −
∫
DKL(PWt+1 |PWt+1|Φ(Ht))p(Φ(Ht))dΦ(Ht)−H(Wt+1) (B.9)

The proposition follows immediately from Equations (B.8) and (B.9).



Proof. (Theorem Thm4.3) Since by lemma LemB.1, the ICLUB formulation in proposition PropB.3 holds,

then to prove that the representation is balanced, it is enough to see that by the positivity of DKL

ICLUB ≥ EPΦ(Ht)

[
DKL(PWt+1 ||PWt+1|Φ(Ht))

]
≥ 0 (B.10)

ICLUB is minimal when ICLUB = 0, which happens if and only if for j ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K − 1} p(Wt+1 =

j) = p(Wt+1 = j | Φ(Ht)) almost surely which, by Bayes rule is equivalent to say p(Φ(Ht)) = p(Φ(Ht) |

Wt+1 = j).

B.3 Causal CPC: Architecture details

Inputs: [Xt,Wt−1, Yt−1]
Linear Layer
WeightNorm

SELU
Linear Layer
WeightNorm

Outputs: Zt = Φθ1([Xt,Wt−1, Yt−1])

Table B.2: Architecture for learning local features Zt

Inputs: Z≤t
GRU (1 layer)

Outputs: Hidden state Cenc
t = Φarθ2

(Z≤t)

Table B.3: Architecture for learning context representation Cenc
t

Inputs: [Φt,Wt]
Linear Layer
WeightNorm

SELU
Linear Layer
WeightNorm
Outputs: Ŷt

Table B.4: Architecture for outcome prediction

Inputs: Φt

Linear Layer
SpectralNorm

SELU
Linear Layer
SpectralNorm
Outputs: Ŵt

Table B.5: Architecture for treatment prediction



B.4 Models hyperparameters

In this section, we report the range of all hyperparameters to be fine-tuned, as well as fixed hyperparameters

for all models and across the different datasets used in experiments. Best hyperparameter values are

reported in the configuration files in the code repository.

Table B.6: Hyper-parameters search range for RMSN

Model Sub-model Hyperparameter Cancer simulation MIMIC III (SS)

RMSNs Propensity Treatment Network

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128
LSTM hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 12 4, 6, . . . , 30
LSTM dropout rate - -
Max gradient norm 0.5, 1, 2 0.5, 1, 2

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.0001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 30 30

Propensity History Network

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 64, 128, 256
LSTM hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 30
LSTM dropout rate - -

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.0001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 30 30

Encoder

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128
LSTM hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 30
LSTM dropout rate - -

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.0001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 30 30

Decoder

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 128, 512, 1024
LSTM hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 30
LSTM dropout rate - -
Max gradient norm 0.5, 1, 2 0.5, 1, 2

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.0001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 30 30

Table B.7: Hyper-parameters search range for CRN

Model Sub-model Hyperparameter Cancer simulation MIMIC III (SS)

CRN Encoder

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128
LSTM hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 30 4, 6, . . . , 30
LSTM dropout rate - -

BR size 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 30
Early Stopping (min delta) 0.0001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 30 30

Decoder

LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 128, 256, 512 256, 512, 1024
LSTM hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 30 4, 6, . . . , 30
LSTM dropout rate - -

BR size 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 30
Early Stopping (min delta) 0.0001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 30 30

Table B.8: Hyper-parameters search range for G-Net

Hyperparameter Cancer simulation MIMIC III (SS)
LSTM layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128
LSTM hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 30 4, 6, . . . , 30

FC hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 30 4, 6, . . . , 30
LSTM dropout rate - -

R size 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 30
MC samples 10 10

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.0001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 30 30



Table B.9: Hyper-parameters search range for Causal Transfomer

Hyperparameter Cancer simulation MIMIC III (SS)
Transformer blocks 1 1

Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001
Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128

Attention heads 2 2
Transformer units 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 20

LSTM dropout rate - -
BR size 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 20

FC hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 20
Sequential dropout rate 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 0.1, 0.2, 0.3
Max positional encoding 15 15

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.0001 0.0001
Early Stopping (patience) 30 30

Table B.10: Hyper-parameters search range for Causal CPC

Model Sub-model Hyperparameter Cancer simulation MIMIC III (SS)

Causal CPC Encoder

GRU layers 1 1
Learning rate 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 64, 128, 256
GRU hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 30 4, 6, . . . , 30
GRU dropout rate - -

Local features (LF) size 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 20
Context Representation (CR) size 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 20

Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 100 100

Decoder

GRU layers 1 1
Learning rate (decoder w/o treatment sub-network) 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001 0.01, 0.005, 0.001, 0.0001

Learning rate (encoder fine-tuning) 0.001, 0.0005, 0.0001, 0.00005 0.001, 0.0005, 0.0001, 0.00005
Learning rate (treatment sub-network) 0.05, 0.01, 0.005, 0.0001 0.05, 0.01, 0.005, 0.0001

Batch size 32, 64, 128 32, 64, 128
GRU hidden units CR size CR size
GRU dropout rate - -

BR size CR size CR size
GRU layers (Treat Encoder) 1 1

GRU hidden units (Treat Encoder) 6 6
FC hidden units 4, 6, . . . , 20 4, 6, . . . , 20

Random time indices (m) 10% 10%
Early Stopping (min delta) 0.001 0.001
Early Stopping (patience) 50 50



Appendix C

Appendix: Chapter 5

C.1 Proofs

C.1.1 Background: Subspace detection in a deterministic model

Standard SSC problem In the setting of Elhamifar & Vidal (2013); Soltanolkotabi & Candés (2012b),

we consider data points X = [x1, . . . ,xN ] ∈ Rn×N and we define the SSC as

min
c∈RN

∥c∥1 subject to X c = xi and ci = 0. (C.1)

Let X(m) ∈ Rn×Nm be the matrix whose columns are the Nm points on subspace Sm. For each

m = 1, . . . ,M and i = 1, . . . , Nm, we define

X(m)
−i =

[
x(m)

1 , . . . ,x(m)
i−1 ,x

(m)
i+1 , . . . ,x

(m)
Nm

]
which is the matrix obtained by removing the i-th column from X(m). We can therefore "absorb" the

constrating equality ci = 0 of Euation C.1 in X−i and write

min
c∈RN

∥c∥1 subject to X−i c = xi (C.2)

To understand when a solution of the optimization problem in C.2, we turn to the dual problem:

max
λ∈Rn

⟨λ,xi⟩ subject to ∥X⊤
−iλ∥∞ ≤ 1 (C.3)

Here, λ ∈ Rn is a vector in the ambient space whose purpose is to witness/certify the optimality and

support of the primal solution. This lead us to the definition of a dual point:

Definition DefC.1 [Dual point]
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Consider a point xi ∈ Rn , and let C∗(xi,X−i) be the set of optimal solutions toC.3. The dual point

λ(xi,X−i) is defined as the element of C∗(xi,X−i) with the minimum Euclidean norm.

λ(xi,X−i) represents the dual certificate for the sparsest code representing xi using atoms in X−i.

Next, let U(m) ∈ Rn×dm be any orthonormal basis of Sm. In this basis, we write

X(m) = U(m) A(m),

where

A(m) =
[
a(m)

1 , . . . ,a(m)
Nm

]
∈ Rdm×Nm

has unit-norm columns a(m)
i . The columns of A(m) are precisely the coordinates of each point in the

orthonormal basis U(m).

Definition DefC.2 [Dual directions]

For each subspace index m and data-point index i, define the dual direction v(m)
i ∈ Rn, arranged as

columns of the matrix

V(m) =
[
v(m)

1 , v(m)
2 , . . . , v(m)

Nm

]
.

These vectors correspond to the dual points

λ
(m)
i = λ

(
a(m)
i , A(m)

−i
)

via

v(m)
i = U(m) λ

(m)
i

∥λ(m)
i ∥

.

The dual direction is nothing but a unit-norm projection of the dual point into the subspace of xi

when λ
(m)
i is the dual point’s latent coordinates. Intuitively, it is direction in space that best aligns with

xi, maximizing the inner product ⟨λ, xi⟩, while still respecting the dual constraint ∥X⊤
−iλ∥∞ ≤ 1.

One of the utilities of dual directions is that it allows us to describe the worst-case alignment

between any point from another subspace (i.e., not in Sm) and the dual directions V(m) of that subspace.

Definition DefC.3 [Subspace incoherence]

Let X =
⋃M
m=1 Xm be a union of point sets, and let V(m) be the matrix of dual directions for Xm as

in Definition DefC.2. The subspace incoherence of Xm with respect to the other points is

µ
(
Xm
)

= max
x ∈ X \Xm

∥∥V(m)T x
∥∥
ℓ∞
.



Subspace incoherence quantifies how "confusable" or "close" the directions of external points are to

those characterizing the subspace. If µ
(
Xm
)

is small then no out-of-subspace point aligns strongly with

any dual direction of S(m). This helps prevent such points from leaking into the sparse representation of

points from S(m).

Subspace incoherence plays a central role in theoretical guarantees in SSC and support recovery, as

shown in the following theorem of Soltanolkotabi & Candés (2012b): let’s define

P(X) := conv
{
±x1, ±x2, . . . , ±xN

}
,

where conv(S) denotes the convex hull of a set S ⊆ Rn, i.e. the smallest convex set containing S, and

{±xi} = {xi, −xi}. Then subspace detection property (5.12) is guaranteed under a bounding of the

maximum subspace incoherence:

Theorem ThmC.1 [Soltanolkotabi & Candés (2012b)]

Suppose that for each m = 1, . . . ,M ,

µ
(
Xm
)
< min

i: xi∈Xm

r
(
Pm−i

)
. (C.4)

Then the subspace-detection property holds. Moreover, if C.4 is satisfied for a fixed m, then the local

subspace-detection property holds in the following sense: for every xi ∈ Xm, the solution to C.2 can

have nonzero entries only at columns of X that lie in the same subspace Xm.

C.1.2 Proof of Theorem Thm5.1

Define Lagrangian for the problem Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
:

Lt(C:,j , λ, ν) = ∥C:,j∥1 + λ
(
ℓj(C:,j)− t

)
+ ν Cj,j , λ ≥ 0, ν ∈ R,

where λ and ν are the multipliers for the constraints ℓj(C:,j) ≤ t and cj = 0, respectively.

Since

• ℓj(·) is continuous and convex (indeed strictly convex quadratic if EZ
[
Df(Z)⊤Df(Z)

]
is positive

definite),

• ∥ · ∥1 is convex,

• there exists a feasible solution C⋆:,j to Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
, that is, with ℓj(C⋆:,j) < t and C⋆j,j = 0 (e.g.

C⋆:,j = 0 if t > ℓj(0)),

Slater’s condition holds (one inequality plus one equality), so strong duality applies.



Let CLS
:,j = arg minC:,j∈Rdx Cj,j=0 ℓj(C:,j), the solutions exists and is unique by strict convexity of

ℓj(·).

KKT system

A triple (C∗
:,j , λ

∗, ν∗) solves Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
if and only if it satisfies the following KKT conditions:

Primal feasibility: ℓj(C∗
:,j) ≤ t, C∗

j,j = 0, (K1)

Dual feasibility: λ∗ ≥ 0, (K2)

Complementary slackness: λ∗(ℓj(C∗
:,j)− t

)
= 0, (K3)

Stationarity: 0 ∈ ∂∥C∗
:,j∥1 + λ∗∇ℓj(C∗

:,j) + ν∗ ej , (K4)

Here ej denotes the j-th standard basis vector in Rdx .

Because ℓj it is strictly convex and there is only a single equality constraint Cj,j = 0, the stationarity

condition (K4) uniquely determines (C∗
:,j , ν

∗) it once λ∗ is fixed. Moreover, complementary slackness (K3)

forces λ∗ > 0 whenever ℓj(C∗
:,j) < t is impossible—i.e. for all t > ℓj(CLS

:,j ).

Consider now the penalized problem Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j), whose Lagrangian is

Lλ(C:,j , ν) = ℓj(C:,j) + λ ∥C:,j∥1 + ν Cj,j , ν ∈ R. (C.5)

Its first-order optimality (stationarity) condition reads

0 ∈ ∇ℓj(C∗
:,j) + λ∂∥C∗

:,j∥1 + ν∗ ej . (C.6)

Comparing (C.6) with (K4) shows that any (C∗
:,j , λ

∗, ν∗) satisfying the KKT system for Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
also satisfies (C.6) with λ = λ∗. Together with the common constraint c∗

j = 0, we obtain: If c∗ solves

Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
with multipliers (λ∗, ν∗), then C∗

:,j also solves Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j) under the constraint

Cj,j = 0.

Bijection between λ and t Define the penalized-solution path (respecting cj = 0):

C∗
:,j(λ) := arg min

C:,j∈Rdx

Cj,j=0

{
ℓj(C:,j) + λ ∥C:,j∥1

}
. (C.7)

By strict convexity of ℓj , convexity of ∥ · ∥1, and the affine constraint Cj,j = 0, the minimiser C∗
:,j(λ) is

unique. Now set

tj(λ) := ℓj
(
C∗

:,j(λ)
)
.

λ −→ tj(λ) is continuous and piecewise linear (Proposition 1 (Rosset & Zhu, 2007)) and strictly decreasing;

its limit values are the following



As λ→ 0+, the penalty vanishes and C∗
:,j(λ)→ CLS

:,j Thus

lim
λ→0+

tj(λ) = ℓj
(
CLS

:,j
)
.

As λ→∞, the λ∥C:,j∥1 term dominates in Equation C.7, forcing C∗
:,j(λ)→ 0; hence

lim
λ→∞

tj(λ) = ℓj(0).

Therefore

t : (0,∞) −→
[
ℓj
(
CLS

:,j
)
, ℓj(0)

)
is a continuous bijection. Note that since we assume self-expressiveness Asm5.2 ℓj

(
CLS

:,j
)

= 0

Given any

t⋆j ∈
[
ℓj
(
CLS

:,j
)
, ℓj(0)

)
,

continuity and bijectivity of tj(·) guarantee a unique λj ≥ 0 such that

tj(λj) = t⋆j .

At that λj , the solution C∗
:,j(λj) of Pλ(Df(Z), C:,j) satisfies

ℓj
(
C∗

:,j(λ)
)

= t⋆j and 0 ∈ ∇ℓj(C∗
:,j(λj)) + λj ∂∥C∗

:,j(λj)∥1 + ν∗ ej ,

which matches the stationarity KKT condition (K4) for Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
. Hence C∗

:,j(λj) is also the

minimizer of Pt
(
Df(Z), C:,j

)
. This establishes a one-to-one correspondence λ and t.

C.1.3 High-Probability Guarantee for Subspace Detection

We provide in this section the proof of Theorem Thm5.2. We recall that Z ∈ subGdz
(K) (Definition Def5.8)

and the smoothness assumption (Asm5.3) over f : the decoder f ∈ C2(Rdz ;Rdx) is twice continuously

differentiable, with uniformly bounded curvature. That is, for each output coordinate fi, the Hessian

satisfies

sup
z∈Rdz

∥D2fi(z)∥op ≤ L, for all i ∈ J1, dxK.

Define the gradient vectors:

Pi(Z) := ∇fi(Z) ∈ Rdz , i = 1, . . . , dx,

and let the symmetric convex polytope K(Z) ⊂ Rdz be given by:

K(Z) := conv (±P1(Z), . . . ,±Pdx
(Z)) .



Let the in-radius of K(Z) be defined by:

r(Z) := r(K(Z)) = min
u∈Sdz−1

max
1≤i≤dx

|⟨Pi(Z),u⟩|.

Lemma LemC.1 [Concentration of the in-radius of the Gradient Polytope]

The in-radius of K(Z) has the concentration inequality:

P (|r(Z)− Er(Z)| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp
(
− t2

2K2L2

)
.

Moreover, the expected in-radius is bounded by:

E r(Z) ≤ Λ1 K L

√
log(dx/dz)

dz
,

for a universal constant Λ1 > 0. In particular, we have the one-sided, lower tail bound over the

in-radius:

P
{
r(Z) < Λ1 K L

√
log dx

dz

}
≤ exp

(
−Λ2

1 log(dx)
2 dz

)
. (C.8)

Proof. In-radius Concentration Since ∥D2fi(z)∥op ≤ L for all i ∈ [dx] and z ∈ Rdz , the gradient map

z 7→ Pi(z) = ∇fi(z) ∈ Rdz is L-Lipschitz for each i, i.e.,

∥Pi(z)− Pi(z′)∥ ≤ L∥z− z′∥.

For any fixed unit vector u ∈ Sdz−1, define the support function:

ϕu(Z) := max
1≤i≤dx

|⟨Pi(Z),u⟩|.

Since each Pi is L-Lipschitz, it follows that ϕu(Z) is also L-Lipschitz. Moreover, the in-radius

r(Z) := inf
u∈Sdz−1

ϕu(Z)

is also L-Lipschitz as an infimum over a uniformly Lipschitz family. Therefore,

|r(Z)− r(Z′)| ≤ L∥Z− Z′∥ for all Z,Z′ ∈ Rdz .

Since Z is sub-Gaussian with constant K, applying standard concentration for Lipschitz functions of

sub-Gaussian variables (Vershynin, 2018) gives:

P (|r(Z)− Er(Z)| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp
(
− t2

2K2L2

)
,



which proves the first part.

Bound on the Expected in-radius. We now estimate the mean value Er(Z). Since

r(Z) = inf
u∈Sdz−1

max
1≤i≤dx

|⟨Pi(Z),u⟩| = inf
u∈Sdz−1

max
1≤i≤dx

Xi,u(Z),

we define the stochastic process:

Xi,u(Z) := |⟨Pi(Z),u⟩|.

Each map Z 7→ Xi,u(Z) is L-Lipschitz and hence sub-Gaussian with norm at most KL. Furthermore, for

any pairs (i,u), (j,v) ∈ J1, dxK× Sdz−1,

|Xi,u(Z)−Xj,v(Z′)| ≤ L∥Z− Z′∥(1 + ∥u− v∥),

implying the variance proxy:

ρ((i,u), (j,v)) := KL (1i̸=j + ∥u− v∥) .

Hence, the collection {Xi,u(Z)} is a ρ-sub-Gaussian process over the index set T = J1, dxK× Sdz−1.

By Dudley’s entropy integral bound for sub-Gaussian processes:

E sup
(i,u)∈T

Xi,u(Z) ≤ C
∫ diam(T )

0

√
logN(T, ρ; ε) dε,

where N(T, ρ; ε) is the ε-covering number of T under ρ, and diam(T ) ≤ KL(2 + π).

To bound the covering number: The discrete index set J1, dxK contributes a factor of dx. The unit

sphere Sdz−1 has ε-covering number at most (3/δ)dz in Euclidean norm, where δ = ε/(KL). Thus,

N(T, ρ; ε) ≤ dx
(

3KL
ε

)dz

.

Plugging into Dudley’s integral gives:

E sup
(i,u)

Xi,u(Z) ≤ Λ1KL

∫ 2KL

0

√
log dx + dz log(3KL/ε) dzε ≲ KL

√
log dx
dz

,

where the last step follows from standard integral splitting and evaluation (Ledoux, 2001).

Since r(Z) = infu∈Sdz−1 max1≤i≤dx Xi,u(Z) ≤ sup(i,u) Xi,u(Z), it follows that:

Er(Z) ≤ E sup
(i,u)

Xi,u(Z) ≲ KL

√
log dx
dz

.

In-radius lower tail bound Since for each t > 0

P (|r(Z)− Er(Z)| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp
(
− t2

2K2L2

)
,



and given E[r(Z)] ≤ Λ1 K L
√

log(dx)
dz

, then setting t = 1
2 E[r(Z)] yields

P
{
r(Z) < 1

2 Λ1 K L
√

log dx

dz

}
≤ 2 exp

(
−Λ2

1 log(dx)
8 dz

)
,

or equivalently

P
{
r(Z) < Λ1 K L

√
log dx

dz

}
≤ exp

(
−Λ2

1 log(dx)
2 dz

)
.

Lemma LemC.2 [Frobenius-Norm Tail and Expectation Bounds]

Let

A = [a1, . . . ,aN1 ] ∈ Rd1×N1 , ai
iid∼ Unif(Sd1−1),

and let Σ ∈ Rd1×d2 be deterministic, and λ
iid∼ Unif(Sd2−1) independent of A. Define

Xi := ⟨ai,Σλ⟩, σ2
i := V ar(Xi | ai) = ∥Σ

⊤ai∥2
2

d2
, σmax := max

1≤i≤N1
σi.

Then there exist universal constants Λ2 > 0 such that, for all t > 0,

(i) High-Probability Tail Bound.

P
{

max
1≤i≤N1

|Xi| > E
[
max
i
|Xi|

]
+ t

}
≤ 2 exp

(
− d2 t

2

2∥Σ∥2
F

)
.

(ii) Expectation Bound.

E
[

max
1≤i≤N1

|Xi|
]
≤ Λ2

∥Σ∥F√
d2

√
log(N1 + 1).

In particular, we have the one-sided tail bound:

P
{

max
1≤i≤N1

|Xi| ≤ (1 + Λ2)∥Σ∥F√
d2

√
log(N1 + 1)

}
≥ 1− 2√

N1 + 1
. (C.9)

Proof. Step 1: Concentration of individual terms. For each fixed ai, the function λ 7→ Xi(λ) =

⟨ai,Σλ⟩ is ∥Σ⊤ai∥2-Lipschitz on the sphere Sd2−1. By Lévy’s lemma on the sphere (see Ledoux (2001);

Vershynin (2018)), for all ϵ > 0,

P {|Xi − E[Xi | ai]| ≥ ϵ | ai} ≤ 2 exp
(
− d2 ϵ

2

2∥Σ⊤ai∥2
2

)
.

Since E[Xi | ai] = 0, we conclude Xi | ai is sub-Gaussian with proxy σi = ∥Σ⊤ai∥2/
√
d2.

Step 2: Concentration of the maximum. Define

F (λ) := max
1≤i≤N1

|Xi(λ)|.



Conditioned on A, each Xi is fixed and F (λ) is σmax-Lipschitz over Sd2−1. Applying Lévy’s lemma

(Milman & Schechtman, 1986) gives

P {F (λ)− E[F (λ) | A] > t | A} ≤ 2 exp
(
− c d2 t

2

σ2
max

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− c d2 t

2

∥Σ∥2
F

)
,

where the final inequality uses σmax ≤ ∥Σ∥F√
d2

. Averaging over A completes the proof of part (i).

Step 3: Expectation via Dudley’s entropy integral. Conditioned on A, the collection {Xi}N1
i=1

forms a finite sub-Gaussian process indexed by {1, . . . , N1}. Dudley’s theorem implies (Talagrand, 2005)

E[F (λ) | A] ≤ Λ2

∫ σmax

0

√
logN1 dε = Λ2 σmax

√
logN1.

Since σmax ≤ ∥Σ∥F√
d2

, we conclude

E
[

max
1≤i≤N1

|Xi|
]

= E[F (λ)] ≤ Λ2
∥Σ∥F√
d2

√
log(N1 + 1),

completing part (ii).

Step 4: One-sided tail bound. Since

P
{

max
1≤i≤N1

|Xi| > E
[
max
i
|Xi|

]
+ t

}
≤ 2 exp

(
− d2 t

2

2∥Σ∥2
F

)
,

and given the expectation bound

E
[

max
1≤i≤N1

|Xi|
]
≤ Λ2

∥Σ∥F√
d2

√
log(N1 + 1),

then choosing t = ∥Σ∥F√
d2

√
log(N1 + 1) yield

P
{

max
1≤i≤N1

|Xi| ≤ (1 + Λ2)∥Σ∥F√
d2

√
log(N1 + 1)

}
≥ 1− 2 exp

(
−1

2 log(N1 + 1)
)

= 1− 2√
N1 + 1

.

Let Pm−i := P(Xm
−i), then application of Lemma LemC.1 yields

P
{

Λ1 K L
√

lognm

dm
≤ r
(
Pm−i

)
for all pairs (m, i)

}
≥ 1−

M∑
m=1

nm exp
(
−Λ2

1 log(nm)
2 dm

)
. (C.10)

On the other hand, by noticing that

∥∥∥X(k)⊤
V(ℓ)

∥∥∥
ℓ∞

= max
i=1,...,Nℓ

∥∥∥X(k)⊤
v(ℓ)
i

∥∥∥
ℓ∞

= max
i=1,...,Nℓ

∥∥∥∥∥A(k)⊤
U(k)⊤

U(ℓ) λ
(ℓ)
i

∥λ(ℓ)
i ∥2

∥∥∥∥∥
ℓ∞

,

(C.11)

and that aff(Sk,Sm) = ∥U(k)⊤U(m)∥F (Soltanolkotabi & Candés, 2012b), an application of LemC.2



to Equation C.11 yields

P
{∥∥∥X(k)⊤

V(m)
∥∥∥
ℓ∞
≤ (1 + Λ2)aff(Sk,Sm)√

d2

√
log(nm + 1)

}
≥ 1− 2√

nm + 1
.

and therefore

P
{∥∥X(k)⊤V(m)∥∥

ℓ∞
≤ (1 + Λ2)

aff
(
Sk,Sm

)
√
d2

√
log(nm + 1)

for all (m, k) with m ̸= k

}
≥ 1−

∑
1≤k ̸=m≤M

2√
nm + 1

= 1−
M∑
m=1

2(M − 1)√
nm + 1

.

(C.12)

As a consequence of Equations C.12 andC.10, if we impose the condition

max
k ̸=m

Λ′
2 aff(Sk,Sm)

√
log(nk + 1)√

dm
≤ Λ1 K L

√
lognm
dm

,

which is equivalent to saying

max
k ̸=m

aff(Sk,Sm)
√

log(nk + 1) ≤ ΛK L
√

lognm, with Λ = Λ1

Λ′
2
, (C.13)

then the subspace detection property holds with probability

1−
M∑
m=1

nm exp
(
−Λ2

1 log(nm)
2dm

)
− 2(M − 1)√

nm + 1
.

The condition of Equation C.13 is exactly that of Theorem Thm5.2.

C.1.4 Recovery of Feature Clusters via Spectral Clustering

We now prove Proposition Prop5.1. We show that spectral clustering on the affinity matrix

A = |C∗|+ |C∗|⊤

recovers with high probability the connected components of the feature graph GF under standard SSC

assumptions. Since we assume the incoherence gap of Theorem Thm5.2 holds, then by the same theorem,

the subspace detection property holds, and therefore classical results on subspace clustering apply with

high probability. In the following, we detail the arguments for cluster recovery with spectral clustering;

we omit the expression "with high probability" for better readability.

Union-of-Subspaces from Latent Structure Let feature i have latent-parent set Pa(i) ⊆ [dz]. Then

the Jacobian row can be written as

Dfi,:(Z) = ∇zfi(Z)⊤ =
∑

j∈Pa(i)

αi,j(Z) e⊤
j ,



so each Dfi,:(Z) lies in a union of low-dimensional subspaces spanned by subsets of {ej}. This corresponds

to a union-of-subspaces model (Soltanolkotabi & Candés, 2012b).

SSC Self-Expression Recovers Graph Structure We solve the population Lasso problem:

C∗ = arg min
C∈Rdx×dx

diag(C)=0

EZ
[
∥Df(Z)−CDf(Z)∥2

F

]
+ λ∥C∥1.

Under standard SSC conditions, such as subspace incoherence and low-noise (Elhamifar & Vidal, 2013),

we have:

C∗
ii′ ̸= 0 ⇔ Pa(i) ∩ Pa(i′) ̸= ∅.

Define the affinity matrix A = |C∗|+ |C∗|⊤. Then the support of A corresponds exactly to the edge set

of the feature graph GF .

Connected Components from Laplacian Nullspace Let D = diag(A1) and form the symmetric

normalized Laplacian

Lsym = I−D−1/2AD−1/2.

It is well known (Von Luxburg, 2007) that the multiplicity of the zero eigenvalue of Lsym equals the number

of connected components in GF , and its nullspace is spanned by indicator vectors of those components.

Recovery via Spectral Clustering Spectral clustering (e.g., Ng–Jordan–Weiss variant) computes the

first k eigenvectors of Lsym, stacks them into a matrix U ∈ Rdx×k, and applies k-means to its rows. In

the exact block-diagonal case, these rows are standard basis vectors corresponding to the true partition,

so clustering achieves zero error (Ng et al., 2001).

C.1.5 Guarantees of features grouping via clustering techniques

We now prove Theorem Thm5.3. We break the argument into six main steps:

1. Concentration of Gram entries (Step 1) we show that with high probability

∥Σ̂− Σ∥∞

is of order O(KL
√
dx log(d2

x/ε)).

2. Restricted strong convexity (Step 2) we prove that the population and empirical Lasso risks

are strongly convex on s-sparse rows, guaranteeing a unique minimizer.

3. Support recovery via primal–dual witness (Step 3 & 4) uses mutual incoherence and

dominance to show that all off-support coefficients vanish and that in-group coefficients are large.

4. Affinity block bounds (Step 5) translates the coefficient bounds into lower and upper bounds

on the entries of the affinity matrix A∗.



5. Spectral perturbation and rounding (Step 6) we control the eigenspace deviation O(∥E∥2/∆)

and show that both SAAC and SymNMF recover the true (possibly overlapping) clusters up to

the stated error rate.

Step 1: Concentration of Inner-Product Entries

We begin by controlling the entries of the empirical Gram matrix Σ̂, whose (i, i′)–th entry is

gii′(Z) =
〈
∂if(Z), ∂i′f(Z)

〉
.

This uniform control is essential for later bounding the population Lasso risk.

First, the vector mean–value theorem tells us that for any z, z′ ∈ Rdz ,

∇fi(z)−∇fi(z′) =
∫ 1

0
D2fi

(
z + t(z′ − z)

)
(z′ − z) dt.

Since ∥D2fi∥op ≤ L by Assumption Asm5.3, it follows immediately that

∥∇fi(z)−∇fi(z′)∥ ≤ L ∥z′ − z∥,

so each coordinate gradient ∂if(z) is L–Lipschitz in z.

Turning next to the inner-product function itself, differentiation yields

∇gii′(z) =
∑

ℓ∈{i,i′}

D2fℓ(z) ∂ℓ′f(z).

Again, using ∥D2fℓ∥op ≤ L together with the bounded-Jacobian condition supz ∥Df(z)∥F =
√
dx, we

deduce

∥∇gii′(z)∥ ≤ 2L
√
dx,

so gii′ is 2L
√
dx–Lipschitz.

Because Z is K–sub-Gaussian, the Borell–Tsirelson–Ibragimov–Sudakov inequality (Sudakov &

Tsirel’son, 1978) applies to any 2L
√
dx–Lipschitz function of Z. In particular, for each pair (i, i′)

and any t > 0,

Pr
(
|gii′(Z)− EZ gii′(Z)| ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

2K2L2dx

)
.

A union bound over the
(
dx

2
)

entries then shows that for any ε ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− ε/3,

∥Σ̂−Σ∥∞ = max
i,i′

∣∣gii′(Z)− EZ gii′(Z)
∣∣ ≤ c2 K L

√
dx log

(
d2
x/ε
)
,

where c2 > 0 is an absolute constant. We denote this event by E1. Establishing E1 completes our

concentration argument for the inner-product entries and sets the stage for analyzing the population

Lasso estimator.



Step 2: Primal–Dual Witness for the Population Lasso

Building on the Gram-matrix control from the previous section, we now analyze the population-level

Lasso problem. Recall the population Gram

Σ = EZ

[
Df(Z)Df(Z)⊤],

and consider the estimator

min
C∈Rdx×dx

EZ

∥∥Df(Z)− C Df(Z)
∥∥2
F

+ λ∥C∥1.

Restricted strong convexity. By Assumption (A5), the population Gram satisfies

v⊤Σ v ≥ κ ∥v∥2
2 whenever ∥v∥0 ≤ s. (3.1a)

Hence, the smooth part of the objective has the Hessian

D2Q(C)[∆C,∆C] = 2
∑
i

(∆C)i,: Σ (∆C)⊤
i,: ≥ 2κ∥∆C∥2

F ,

so Q(C) is 2κ–strongly convex on all row-wise s–sparse directions, implying a unique minimizer C∗.

Sample curvature. In practice, we replace Σ by its sample version Σ̂ = 1
N

∑
tDf(Z(t))Df(Z(t))⊤. Raskutti

et al. (2010) shows that if N ≳ s log dz, then with probability greater than 1− ε/3,

v⊤Σ̂ v ≥ (κ/2)∥v∥2
2 ∀ ∥v∥0 ≤ s. (3.1b)

Thus, the empirical risk is also strongly convex with high probability, again guaranteeing a unique

minimizer over s–sparse rows.

Dual feasibility and setting λ. Let S denote the true support of C∗. The KKT conditions on the

complement Sc read

∇Sc E∥Df − C Df∥2
F

∣∣
C=C∗ + λUSc = 0,

with USc ∈ [−1, 1]|Sc|. Enforcing the primal–dual witness C∗
Sc = 0 yields

2 ΣSc,S C
∗
S + λUSc = 0 =⇒ ∥ΣSc,SC

∗
S∥∞ < λ.

By mutual incoherence, ∥ΣSc,SΣ−1
S,S∥∞ ≤ 1− γ, and dominance ensures ∥ΣS,SC

∗
S∥∞ ≈ mmax, so deter-

ministically ∥ΣSc,SC
∗
S∥∞ ≤ (1 − γ)mmax. Meanwhile, the high-probability event E1 controls random

fluctuations by δrand = c2KL
√
dx log(d2

x/ε). Thus, choosing

λ =
(

1− γ
2

)
mmax + c2 K L

√
dx log

(
d2
x/ε
)



strictly exceeds (1− γ)mmax + δrand, forcing C∗
Sc = 0.

At this point, we have shown that under E1 and the RE event, the population Lasso solution C∗ recovers

the correct support with high probability. In the next section, we translate these coefficient bounds into

affinity-matrix guarantees and, ultimately, into clustering accuracy.

Step 3: Sign Consistency & In-Group Recovery

Next, we show that any two features i, i′, i ̸= i′, in the same latent group Gj obtain a large positive

self-expression coefficient

C∗
ii′ = arg min

c∈R
EZ

∥∥∂if(Z)− c ∂i′f(Z)
∥∥2

2,

and in particular

C∗
ii′ ≥ 1− (δ + µ) − c2 K L

√
dx log(d2

x/ε)
mj

.

To see this, note first that on the true one-dimensional support S = {(i, i′)}, the ℓ1 penalty drops out

and C∗
ii′ solves the simple least-squares problem

min
c∈R

EZ

∥∥∂if(Z)− c ∂i′f(Z)
∥∥2

2.

Differentiating under the expectation and setting to zero gives the closed-form

C∗
ii′ = EZ⟨∂if(Z), ∂i′f(Z)⟩

EZ∥∂i′f(Z)∥2
2

.

We now bound the numerator and denominator in turn. By Dominance (A3), the key partial ∂fi/∂zj

satisfies

EZ

∣∣∣ ∂fi
∂zj

(Z)
∣∣∣ ≥ (1− δ)

√
EZ∥∇zfi(Z)∥2 = (1− δ)√mj .

Moreover, Mutual Incoherence ensures that cross-terms contribute at most µ
√
m2
j , so altogether

EZ⟨∂if(Z), ∂i′f(Z)⟩ ≥ (1− δ − µ)mj .

On the other hand, from the uniform deviation event E1 we know each entry of the empirical Gram

deviates by at most ∆ := c2 K L
√
dx log(d2

x/ε). In particular,

∣∣∥∂i′f(Z)∥2
2 − E∥∂i′f(Z)∥2

2
∣∣ ≤ ∆,

and since EZ∥∂i′f(Z)∥2
2 = mj , we have

EZ∥∂i′f(Z)∥2
2 ≤ mj + ∆.



Putting these together,

C∗
ii′ = EZ⟨∂if(Z), ∂i′f(Z)⟩

EZ∥∂i′f(Z)∥2
2

≥ (1− δ − µ)mj

mj + ∆ ≥ 1− (δ + µ)− ∆
mj

,

which is the stated bound

C∗
ii′ ≥ 1− (δ + µ)− c2KL

√
dx log(d2

x/ε)
mj

.

Step 4: Affinity Matrix & Block Bounds

With the support recovery and coefficient bounds in place, define the induced affinity

A∗
ii′ = |C∗

ii′ | + |C∗
i′i|.

On the intersection of our two high-probability events E1 (uniform deviation of Σ̂) and E2 (empirical

RE), we obtain sharp “block” estimates separating in-group from cross-group affinities.

Intra-cluster bound. If i, i′ ∈ Ch(j), then by the sign-consistency argument, each of C∗
ii′ and C∗

i′i obeys

C∗
• • ≥ 1− (δ + µ) − c2 K L

√
dx log(d2

x/ε)
mj

,

so summing yields

A∗
ii′ ≥ 2

(
1− (δ + µ)

)
−

2 c2 K L
√
dx log(d2

x/ε)
mj

.

Absorbing constants into C3 = 2c2 and re-scaling by mj gives the clean form

A∗
ii′ ≥

(
1− δ − µ

)
mj − C3 K L

√
dx log

(d2
x

ε

)
.

Inter-cluster bound. If i ∈ Ch(j) and i′ ∈ Ch(k) with k ̸= j, then dual-feasibility forces C∗
ii′ = 0 on

the population level, and concentration adds at most c2KL
√
dx log(d2

x/ε) to each coefficient. Hence

A∗
ii′ ≤

∣∣∣EZ⟨∂if(Z), ∂i′f(Z)⟩
∣∣∣ + C3 K L

√
dx log

(d2
x

ε

)
≤ µ

√
mjmk + C3 K L

√
dx log

(d2
x

ε

)
,

which in the symmetric-affinity form becomes

A∗
ii′ ≤ µmjmk + C3 K L

√
dx log

(d2
x

ε

)
.

These two inequalities reveal a gap between “strong” in-group affinities and “weak” cross-group

affinities—precisely the structure needed for the subsequent spectral perturbation and clustering steps.



Step 5: Spectral Perturbation & Eigenspace Deviation

To transition from coefficient bounds to clustering, we compare the observed affinity A∗ with the ideal

block matrix

H =
∑
j

mj 1Gj 1⊤
Gj
,

and let the perturbation be

E = A∗ −H.

Our goal is to show that E is small in operator norm and thus the leading eigenspaces of A∗ and H

remain close.

Gershgorin’s circle (Horn & Johnson, 2012b) theorem first controls the size of E. Since each row of E

has at most dx nonzero entries, each is bounded in magnitude by

C3 K L
√
dx log

(
d2
x/ε
)
,

we obtain

∥E∥2 ≤ ∥E∥1,∞ ≤ dx C3 K L
√
dx log

(
d2
x/ε
)
.

Next, Weyl’s inequality for symmetric matrices (Horn & Johnson, 2012b) implies that every eigenvalue

of A∗ deviates from its counterpart in H by at most ∥E∥2:

∣∣λi(A∗)− λi(H)
∣∣ ≤ ∥E∥2 ∀ i.

We then define the critical eigengap

∆ = min
j
mj − µmax

k ̸=j

√
mjmk − 2∥E∥2.

Whenever ∆ > 0, the Davis–Kahan sin Θ theorem (Davis & Kahan, 1970) guarantees that the distance

between the top-dz eigenspaces of H and A∗ is controlled by

∥ sin Θ(Û , U)∥2 ≤
∥E∥2

∆ ,

and in particular, each eigenvector satisfies

∥ûi − ui∥2 ≤
∥E∥2

∆ .

Thus, under the gap condition ∆ > 0, the spectral embeddings produced by A∗ remain within a small

radius of the ideal block-model embeddings—paving the way for accurate rounding in the clustering step.



Step 6.1: SAAC Rounding

After forming the affinity matrix A∗, SAAC (Panov et al., 2017) extracts its top dz eigenvectors

Û =
[
û1, . . . , ûdz

]
∈ Rdx×dz ,

and then fits a binary membership matrix Z ∈ {0, 1}dx×dz alongside a prototype matrix X ∈ Rdz×dz by

minimizing

∥Û − Z X∥2
F subject to Zi,· ̸= 0 ∀i,

so that each feature i is assigned to at least one cluster and Û ≈ ZX.

In practice, SAAC alternates between

X = arg min
X
∥Û − Z X∥2

F = (Z⊤Z)−1Z⊤Û

and, for each i,

Zi = arg min
z∈{0,1}dz \{0}

∥Ûi − z X∥2
2 =


1 at j = arg mink ∥Ûi −Xk∥2,

0 otherwise,

i.e. each feature picks the single prototype Xj closest in Euclidean distance to its embedding Ûi. These

two updates are repeated until convergence.

The success of this nearest-neighbor rounding follows from our perturbation bounds: with probability

≥ 1− ε,

∥Ûi − Ui∥2 ≤
∥E∥2

∆ ,

where Ui is the ideal block-model embedding and ∆ the eigengap. In the noiseless block model H =∑
jmj1Gj

1⊤
Gj

, the normalized indicator eigenvectors {uj} satisfy

∥uj − uj′∥2 ≥ 2, j ̸= j′.

Hence if
∥E∥2

∆ < 1
2 ,

then each Ûi lies within 1/2 of its true Ui and farther from any other uj′ . Nearest-neighbor rounding

therefore selects the correct cluster(s), and when overlaps occur, features lie near intersections of the

relevant {uj}, still recovered as long as the intersection angles exceed the noise radius. Combining these

facts yields the misclassification rate

max
1≤j≤dz

|Ĝj△Gj |
|Gj |

= O
(
δ + µ

γ + K L
√
dx log(d2

x/ε)
min

1≤j≤dz

mj

)
.



as claimed in the Theorem Thm5.3.

Step 6.2: SymNMF Rounding

SymNMF (Kuang et al., 2015) replaces the binary assignment of SAAC with a nonnegative factorization.

We fit

min
Y≥0

F (Y ) =
∥∥A∗ − Y Y ⊤∥∥2

F
,

where each row Yi encodes soft memberships of feature i. The classic multiplicative update of Kuang

et al. (2015)),

Yij ← Yij ×
[A∗Y ]ij

[Y Y ⊤Y ]ij
,

preserves nonnegativity and drives F (Y ) downward until a stationary point Y ∗ is reached.

Once converged, we normalize each row,

Ti = Y ∗
i

/
∥Y ∗

i ∥1 ∈ ∆dz−1,

and then “round” by hard-thresholding:

Zi,j =


1, j = arg max

k
Ti,k,

0, otherwise.

In practice, when several entries tie within a small tolerance, all corresponding clusters may be assigned

to i, capturing overlaps.

Under the same eigenspace perturbation bound ∥Û −U∥2→∞≤∥E∥2/∆, the ideal block-model solution

Y = UΛ1/2 (with rows proportional to the indicator eigenvectors) is perturbed only slightly. A perturbation

smaller than half the gap between the top two coordinates of each ideal row cannot change the index

of the largest entry, so hard-thresholding recovers the exact cluster memberships. Allowing ties yields

overlap-aware assignments. Hence, SymNMF achieves the same misclassification rate,

max
j

|Ĝj△Gj |
|Gj |

= O
(
δ + µ

γ + KL
√
dx log(d2

x/ε)
minj mj

)
,

completing the proof of the theorem Thm5.3.

C.1.6 Generalization and Stability Under the Self-Expression Problem

Proof of Theorem Thm5.4 We aim to control the uniform generalization gap:

∆ := sup
C∈Cλ

∣∣∣∣∣Ex∼pdata
[ℓ̄(C, f ; x)]− 1

N

N∑
i=1

ℓ̄(C, f ; x)
∣∣∣∣∣ , where ℓ̄(C, f ; x) =

∥∥(I − C)J̄f (x; qϕ)
∥∥2
F
.



Step 1: Symmetrization. By the standard symmetrization inequality (see (Bartlett & Mendelson,

2002, Theorem 3.1)), we have:

EX1:N [∆] ≤ 2Ex1:N , σ1:N

[
sup
C∈Cλ

1
N

N∑
i=1

σi ℓ(C; xi)
]
,

where σi ∈ {±1} are Rademacher variables which are independent.

Step 2: Contraction via Ledoux–Talagrand. Fix x ∈ X ⊂ Rdx . Since ∥J̄f (x; qϕ)∥F ≤ Mϕ,

appplying the contraction inequality (Ledoux, 2001) gives:

Eσ

[
sup
C∈Cλ

1
N

N∑
i=1

σi∥ℓ̄(C, f ; xi)∥2
F

]
≤ 4M · Eσ

[
sup
C∈Cλ

1
N

N∑
i=1

σi⟨ℓ̄(C, f ; xi), E⟩F

]
,

where E ∈ Rn×d is an auxiliary matrix (a “ghost sample”) used in the contraction argument.

Step 3: Reduction to linear class. Since

⟨ℓ̄(C, f ; xi), E⟩F = ⟨J̄f (xi; qϕ), E⟩F − ⟨CJ̄f (xi; qϕ), E⟩F ,

and the first term is independent of C, we reduce to bounding:

Eσ

[
sup
C∈Cλ

1
N

N∑
i=1
⟨CJ̄f (xi; qϕ), σi⟩F

]
.

Step 4: Bounding the Rademacher complexity. Define the class of self-expressive tangent

maps:

Hλ,f :=
{

x 7→ CJ̄f (x; qϕ)
∣∣ C ∈ Rdx×dx , diag(C) = 0, ∥C∥1 ≤ λ

}
.

Using the duality sup
∥C∥1≤λ

⟨C,A⟩ = λ∥A∥∞, the Rademacher complexity RN (Hλ,f ) of Hλ,f is bounded:

RN (Hλ,f ) ≤ λ

N
Eσ

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑
i=1

σiJ̄f (xi; qϕ)⊤

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

.

Since ∥J̄f (xi; qϕ)∥F ≤ Mϕ implies ∥J̄f (xi; qϕ)∥op ≤ Mϕ, classical matrix concentration (Tropp, 2012)

gives:

Eσ

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑
i=1

σiJ̄f (xi; qϕ)⊤

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤Mϕ

√
2N log dx,

thus:

RN (Hλ,f ) ≤ λMϕ

√
2 log dx
N

.

Step 5: Final bound via McDiarmid’s inequality. Combining the above gives:

EX1:N [∆] ≤ 8λM2
ϕ

√
2 log dx
N

.



To lift this to a high-probability bound, we apply McDiarmid’s inequality (Shalev-Shwartz & Ben-David,

2014): with probability at least 1− δ we finally obtain

∆ ≤ 8λM2
ϕ

√
2 log dx
N

+M2
ϕ

√
2 log(1/δ)

N
.

Proof of Proposition Prop5.3 Write A = D̃f(Z), E = E(Z), and ∆ = I − C∗. Then:

∥Df(Z)−Df(Z)C∗∥2
F = ∥(D̃f(Z) + E(Z))∆∥2

F = ∥D̃f(Z)∆∥2
F + 2⟨D̃f(Z)∆, E(Z)∆⟩F + ∥E(Z)∆∥2

F .

Thus, the deviation satisfies:

∣∣∥Df(Z)−Df(Z)C∗∥2
F − ∥D̃f(Z)− D̃f(Z)C∗∥2

F

∣∣ =
∣∣2⟨D̃f(Z)∆, E(Z)∆⟩F + ∥E(Z)∆∥2

F

∣∣ .

Step 1: Bounding ∥E(Z)∆∥F . We have ∥E(Z)∆∥F ≤ ∥E(Z)∥F ∥∆∥op. Since E has dx independent

sub-Gaussian columns, by vector concentration (Vershynin, 2018, Proposition 3.3.7), there exists Λ1 > 0

such that for any δ ∈ (0, 1),

P
{
∥E(Z)∥F > Λ1ε

√
dzdx + ε

√
2dz ln(2dx/δ)

}
≤ δ.

Thus, with probability at least 1− δ,

∥E(Z)∆∥F ≤ ∥∆∥op

(
Λ1ε

√
dzdx + ε

√
2dz ln 2dx

δ

)
.

Step 2: Bounding the cross term. By Cauchy–Schwarz inequality:

∣∣⟨D̃f(Z)∆, E(Z)∆⟩F
∣∣ ≤ ∥D̃f(Z)∆∥F ∥E(Z)∆∥F ≤ ∥D̃f(Z)∥F ∥∆∥op∥E(Z)∆∥F .

Since ∥D̃f(Z)∥F =
√
dx, we have:

∣∣⟨D̃f(Z)∆, E(Z)∆⟩F
∣∣ ≤√dx∥∆∥op

(
Λ1ε

√
dzdx + ε

√
2dz ln 2dx

δ

)
.

Step 3: Final combination. Thus, with probability at least 1− δ,

∣∣∥Df(Z)−Df(Z)C∗∥2
F − ∥D̃f(Z)− D̃f(Z)C∗∥2

F

∣∣ ≤ 2
√
dx∥∆∥op

(
Λ1ε

√
dzdx + ε

√
2dz ln 2dx

δ

)
+ ∥∆∥2

op

(
Λ1ε

√
dzdx + ε

√
2dz ln 2dx

δ

)2
.

Recalling ∥∆∥op = ∥I − C∗∥op ≤ 1 + ∥C∗∥op and setting

B(δ) := Λ1
√
dzdx +

√
2dz ln 2dx

δ ,



the bound simplifies to:

∣∣∥Df(Z)−Df(Z)C∗∥2
F − ∥D̃f(Z)− D̃f(Z)C∗∥2

F

∣∣ ≤ (1 + ∥C∗∥op)
(

2
√
dxB(δ)ε+ (1 + ∥C∗∥op)B(δ)2ε2

)
.
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