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Abstract

A predictive model makes outcome predictions based on some given features, i.e., it estimates the conditional
probability of the outcome given a feature vector. In general, a predictive model cannot estimate the causal effect
of a feature on the outcome, i.e., how the outcome will change if the feature is changed while keeping the values of
other features unchanged. This is because causal effect estimation requires interventional probabilities. However,
many real world problems such as personalised decision making, recommendation, and fairness computing, need
to know the causal effect of any feature on the outcome for a given instance. This is different from the traditional
causal effect estimation problem with a fixed treatment variable. This paper first tackles the challenge of esti-
mating the causal effect of any feature (as the treatment) on the outcome w.r.t. a given instance. The theoretical
results naturally link a predictive model to causal effect estimations and imply that a predictive model is causally
interpretable when the conditions identified in the paper are satisfied. The paper also reveals the robust property
of a causally interpretable model. We use experiments to demonstrate that various types of predictive models,
when satisfying the conditions identified in this paper, can estimate the causal effects of features as accurately
as state-of-the-art causal effect estimation methods. We also show the potential of such causally interpretable
predictive models for robust predictions and personalised decision making.

1 Introduction

Most supervised learning methods are designed to estimate conditional probability P (Y | X = x) where X is
known as the set of features (variables) and Y the outcome (or the target variable). A large number of such predic-
tive models have been developed for outcome predictions and they can model conditional probabilities accurately
in various data sets.

However, many decision making problems require answers to what-if questions regarding any feature and
the outcome. If Xi ∈ X is changed from 0 to 1, how will Y be changed? For example, will a job applicant
get the job if the applicant has a college degree? Will a customer buy the product if the customer receives the
coupon? Answering such what-if questions needs the estimation of the causal effect of the corresponding feature
(e.g. college degree or coupon) on the outcome (e.g. getting the job or buying the product). The causal effect of a
feature (as a treatment) on the outcome means the change of the outcome due to the change of the feature [21, 29].

Causal effect estimation is a main topic in the causal inference area, and most causal effect estimation methods
assume a fixed treatment variable and a given set of covariates [21, 19, 23]. Several Conditional Average Treatment
Effect (CATE) estimation methods have been proposed for personalised decision making [5, 43, 36, 25, 51], and
they all deal with a fixed treatment variable and a given set of covariates.

In many problem settings, there is not a fixed treatment variable, and therefore, these causal effect estimation
methods cannot be applied to such a problem. For example, with a data set containing people’s lifestyles, diets
and etc. (features), and heart attacks in their 60s (the outcome). A predictive model can be trained on the data set
to predict the risk of a heart attack in their 60s based on their feature values. Furthermore, one may wish to know
what lifestyle change or diet change she/he should undertake now to reduce the risk of a heart attack in future.
Each of lifestyle and diet features can be a treatment and a covariate when it is not a treatment.

Identifying the best possible treatment for an individual is a key part for the solution in personalised decision
making. During the search for the best possible treatment for an individual, features are alternated as treatments to
have their respective causal effects evaluated. When a feature is considered as the treatment, an appropriate covari-
ate set for the treatment and the outcome needs to be determined. This makes an existing causal effect estimation
method not applicable since it assumes a fixed treatment variable and a given covariate set for the treatment and
the outcome [21, 19]. Existing treatment effect estimation methods need to be extended to a predictive machine
learning setting where each feature can be a treatment and there is not a designation of a fixed treatment and a
covariate set.
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In this paper, firstly we deal with the challenge to causal effect estimation when alternating features as treat-
ments. It is not a straightforward extension of existing causal effect estimation methods when alternating treatment
variables. We show the challenges in the following example. Consider a traditional setting where a data set con-
tains the treatment variable T , a covariate variable X , and the outcome Y . This implies that the causal graph
underlying the data set is T ← X → Y and T → Y . In the problem setting of this paper, both (T,X) are features
and can be treatments alternatively. To estimate the causal effect of T on Y conditioned on X = x, the conditional
average causal effect (CATE) of T on Y conditioned on X = x is used. However, when X is alternated to be the
treatment, T is not a covariate of the variable pair (X,Y ) but a mediator between X and Y . In this case, a CATE
estimator is not applicable for estimating the causal effect of X on Y conditioned on T since, when changing X as
the treatment, T will be changed too. Instead, the Controlled Direct Effect (CDE) of X on Y when T is controlled
to T = t is appropriate.

We face two challenges as shown in the above example. Firstly, when alternating features as treatments, the
causal effects for different features may not be of the same type. Secondly, the choice of the right type of causal
effect for a treatment needs the underlying causal graph. So, in general, we cannot estimate the causal effect
of individual features on the outcome by alternating them as treatments if we do not know the underlying causal
graph. In practice, the causal graph is rarely known. In this paper, we reduce the requirement of knowing the causal
graph to the requirement of knowing that the data set contains all direct causes of the outcome and no variables
affected by the outcome. Hidden variables which are not the direct causes are allowed. This makes our proposed
approach more practical than methods assuming knowing the causal graph for estimating the causal effects of any
feature on the outcome.

Secondly, the theoretical results of the above solution naturally link a predictive model to causal effect estima-
tion. i.e., when the conditions are satisfied, causal effects can be directly estimated from a predictive model. The
results imply that we can have a causally interpretable predictive model where causal effects of individual features
can be derived from the model. The causal interpretation does not depend on the transparency of the predictive
model, but depends on what inputs to the model are. The predictive model itself can be black-box, but the effect
of each feature on the outcome can be derived from the model and hence the model is causally interpretable.

The connection between predictive models and causal interpretation contributes to model explanation. It is
desirable to interpret a predictive model causally, but it is generally impossible. As a predictive model, the co-
efficients in linear regression models are often interpreted as causal effects of the corresponding features on the
outcome. However, such an interpretation is valid only when the underlying causal structure is known and the
regression follows the causal structure properly. This is because the coefficients may represent different types of
causal effects, or even may be biased estimations [44]. Furthermore, even if the causal interpretation is valid, the
coefficients in linear regression models indicate the Average Treatment Effects (ATE) at population level, and are
not suitable for personalised decision making discussed in this paper.

Thirdly, we further study the property of the above causally interpretable model, and show that it is robust
when the environment is changed from which the model is trained.

In summary, this work makes the following contributions.

1. For causal effect estimation of any feature on the outcome in a given circumstance, normally the causal graph
underlying the data set is needed. This paper reduces the requirement of knowing the complete causal graph
to that of knowing that the data set contains all direct causes of the outcome and no variables affected by the
outcome. Hidden variables are allowed as long as they are not direct causes of the outcome. The relaxed
assumptions lead to more practical methods for causal effect estimation of any feature on the outcome.

2. The work links a predictive model to causal effect estimation. When the conditions identified in the paper
are satisfied, a predictive model can be used for causal effect estimation and hence causally interpretable.
We use experiments to show that various types of predictive models estimate causal effects as accurately as
state-of-the-art causal effect estimation methods.

3. We analyse and demonstrate that a causally interpretable model is more robust than other predictive models
using all features in a new environment that is different from the one in which the model is trained.

2 Graphical causal models
In this section, we present the necessary background of causal inference. We use upper case letters to represent
variables and bold-faced upper case letters to denote sets of variables. The values of variables are represented using
lower case letters.

Let G = (V,E) be a graph, where V = {V1, . . . , Vp} is the set of nodes and E is the set of edges between the
nodes. A path π is a sequence of distinct nodes such that every pair of successive nodes are adjacent in G. A path
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π is directed if all arrows of edges along the path point towards the same direction. A path between (Vi, Vj) is a
back door path with respect to Vi if it has an arrow into Vi. Given a path π, Vk is a collider node on π if there are
two edges incident such that Vi → Vk ← Vj . In G, if there exists Vi → Vj , Vi is a parent of Vj and we use PA(Vj)
to denote the set of all parents of Vj . If there exists a directed path from Vi to Vj , then Vi is an ancestor of Vj and
Vj is a descendant of Vi.

A DAG (Directed Acyclic Graph) is a directed graph without directed cycles. If we interpret a node’s parent as
its direct cause, and a directed path as a causal path where the start node is an indirect cause of the end node, the
DAG is known as a causal DAG.

With the following two assumptions, a DAG links to a distribution.

Assumption 1 (Markov condition [29]). Given a DAG G = (V,E) and P (V), the joint probability distribution
of V, G satisfies the Markov condition if for ∀Vi ∈ V, Vi is independent of all non-descendants of Vi, given the
parents of Vi.

Assumption 2 (Faithfulness [40]). A DAG G = (V,E) is faithful to P (V) iff every conditional independence
presenting in P (V) is entailed by G, which fulfils the Markov condition.

With the Markov condition and faithfulness assumptions, we can read the (in)dependencies between variables
in P (V) from a DAG using d-separation [29].

Definition 1 (d-Separation). A path π in a DAG is d-separated by a set of nodes S if and only if: (1) S contains
the middle node, Vk, of a chain Vi → Vk → Vj , Vi ← Vk ← Vj , or Vi ← Vk → Vj in path π; (2) when path π
contains a collider Vi → Vk ← Vj , node Vk or any descendant of Vk is not in S.

The set S can be an empty set. A path is d-separated by an empty set if the path includes a collider. If a path
is d-separated by S, then Vp ⊥⊥ Vq | S where Vp and Vq are start and end nodes of the path. If the path is not
d-separated by any set including the empty set, then the path is d-connected and Vp and Vq are associated.

The causal (treatment) effect indicates the strength of a causal relationship. To define the causal effect, we
introduce the concept of intervention, which forces a variable to take a value, often denoted by a do operator [29].
A do operation mimics an intervention in a real world experiment. For example, do(X = 1) meansX is intervened
to take value 1. P (y | do(X = 1)) is an interventional probability.

The average treatment effect quantifies the treatment effect of a pair of variables in the population.

Definition 2 (Average Treatment Effect (ATE)). The average treatment effect ofX on Y is defined as ATE(X,Y ) =
P (Y = 1 | do(X = 1))− P (Y = 1 | do(X = 0)).

The average treatment effect is the mean treatment effect in the population. However, the treatment effects of
some subgroups may deviate greatly from the average treatment effect. The conditional treatment effect is used to
capture the treatment effect in a subgroup.

Definition 3 (Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE)). Let W be a set of variables. Conditional aver-
age treatment effect of X on Y given W = w is defined as CATE(X,Y ;W = w) = P (Y = 1 | do(X =
1),W = w)− P (Y = 1 | do(X = 0),W = w).

To be an eligible condition, W usually does not include any descendant nodes of X or Y .
When there are multiple directed paths between X and Y including the path X → Y , the variables in the

directed paths apart from X and Y are mediators. Controlled direct effect measures the direct effect via edge
X → Y when the mediators Z are kept constant to z.

Definition 4 (Controlled Direct Effect (CDE) [30]). The controlled direct effect of X on Y when setting mediators
between (X,Y ), denoted as Z, as a constant value z, i.e., Z = z is defined as: CDE(X,Y ;Z = z) = P (Y |
do(X = 1), do(Z = z))− P (Y | do(X = 0), do(Z = z)).

To infer interventional probabilities (do operators) by reducing them to normal conditional probabilities, a
causal DAG is necessary. The back door criterion, front door criterion or the do calculus [29] can be used for the
reduction.

3 Assumptions, identifiability and algorithm

3.1 CDE, CATE and identifiability when alternating features as treatments
Let us consider a typical machine learning problem setting where X = {X1, X2, . . . , Xm} is a set of features
and Y is the outcome. For simplicity of presentation, we assume X and Y are binary. However, all conclusions
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: Two exemplar causal DAGs.

in this section apply to both binary and continuous variables since our conclusions indicate that interventional
probabilities and observational probabilities are exchangeable when the assumptions are satisfied regardless of
variable types. For example, when Y is continuous, E(y | X = x) replaces probability P (y | X = x) in binary
formulae. We use y to denote Y = 1, xi to represent Xi = xi and do(xi) to represent do(Xi = xi) when the
context is clear.

Let x = (x1, x2, . . . , xm) represent an individual. For a personalised decision, there needs to estimate the
causal effect of each Xi ∈ X on Y when other variable values in x are kept unchanged for all Xj 6= Xi. This
means that each Xi is alternated as a treatment. The setting is different from normal causal effect estimation
problem considering only a fixed treatment. Alternating features as treatments poses a challenge for estimating
causal effects. An example is given below.

Example 1 (A challenge for measuring causal effect when alternating features as treatments). Consider the causal
DAG underlying the data set as in Figure 1(a). X1 and X2 are two parents of Y . For individual x = (x1, x2),
we aim at estimating causal effect of X1 on Y (X1 is the treatment) when X2 = x2 is kept unchanged and causal
effect of X2 on Y (X2 is the treatment) when X1 = x1 is kept constant.

Let us consider X1 as the treatment firstly. CATE(X1, Y ;X2 = x2) = P (y | do(X1 = 1), x2) − P (y |
do(X1 = 0), x2)) describes the conditional average treatment effect of X1 on Y conditioning on X2 = x2. CATE
has been proposed to describe causal heterogeneity (the average causal effects in different subgroups of the pop-
ulation) [1, 5, 43, 24]. CATE is mostly used for personalised decision making [50, 49] and policy evaluation [4].
Some researchers use it to approach individual treatment effect [36, 26].

We now considerX2 as the treatment. CATE cannot be used any more sinceX1 is not a confounder of (X2, Y ).
X1 is a mediator between (X2, Y ). CDE(X2, Y ;X1 = x1) = P (y | do(X2 = 1), do(x1)) − P (y | do(X2 =
0), do(x1)) indicates the controlled direct effect of X2 on Y when X1 is set to a fixed value x1. CDE has been
proposed for causal mediation analysis indicating the direct effect of a treatment on the outcome when mediators
are kept constant [34, 28, 41, 42]. CDE has been used for policy evaluation [34, 28] and political explanations [2].

Two different types of causal effects describe the effects we wish to capture. Their use depends on the underlying
causal DAG. When we do not know the underlying DAG, we do not know which one to use.

The difference between the two types of causal effects is in their conditional sets (apart from the treatment) of
the conditional probabilities: do free (observational) for CATE and with do (interventional) for CDE. In general, the
interventional probability is different from the observational probability and hence CATE and CDE are different.

Fortunately, in some situations, CDE and CATE have the same estimate. There needs the following assumption.

Assumption 3 (Complete direct causes). All direct causes of the outcome Y are included in X.

We show the consistency between the two types of causal effects in the following observation. We do not
assume knowing the causal graph in the following discussions.

Observation 1 (CDE and CATE have the same estimate in data). Let a data set include variables (X1, X2, Y )
where X1 and X2 are direct causes of Y . In data, we observe X1 ⊥/⊥ Y , X2 ⊥/⊥ Y and X1 ⊥/⊥X2 where ⊥/⊥ means
not independent (or associated). From the data, we can infer one of the two DAGs, Figure 1(a) or Figure 1(b),
represents the underlying causal DAG that generates the data set. The edge direction between X1 and X2 cannot
be inferred from the data. We aim at estimating the causal effect of X1 on Y when X2 is kept constant at x2.

If Figure 1(a) is the underlying causal DAG, we estimate CATE(X1, Y ;X2 = x2). If Figure 1(b) is the under-
lying causal DAG, we estimate CDE(X1, Y ;X2 = x2). WhenX1 andX2 are direct causes of Y , CATE(X1, Y ;X2 =
x2) in DAG(a) has the same value as CDE(X1, Y ;X2 = x2) in DAG(b). Both estimates are P (y | X1 =
1, x2)− P (y | X1 = 0, x2).

Proof. Let G be a DAG, GX1
be a DAG by removing from G outgoing edges from X1, and GX1X2

be a DAG by
removing from G incoming edges to X1 and outgoing edges from X2. In the following deduction, Assumption 3
is assumed.
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Assume that DAG (a) is the underlying causal DAG G. We have the following deduction. Rules refer those in
Theorem 3.4.1 [29].

P (y | do(x1), x2)
= P (y | x1, x2) ∵ Y ⊥⊥X1 | X2 in GX1

(Rule 2)

Assume that DAG (b) is the underlying causal DAG G. We have the following deduction.

P (y | do(x1), do(x2))
= P (y | do(x1), x2) ∵ Y ⊥⊥X2 | X1 in GX1X2

(Rule 2)

= P (y | x1, x2) ∵ Y ⊥⊥X1 | X2 in GX1
(Rule 2)

Therefore, CATE(X1, Y ;X2 = x2) = P (y | X1 = 1, x2) − P (y | X1 = 0, x2) and CDE(X1, Y ;X2 =
x2) = P (y | X1 = 1, x2)− P (y | X1 = 0, x2). Both have the same value.

The above observation shows that, when all direct causes are conditioned, intervention (with do) and obser-
vation (do-free) are exchangeable. We have the following lemma to show this. Let PA(Y ) denote all the parents
(direct causes) of Y in the underlying causal DAG.

Lemma 1. [Exchangeability of intervention and observation] Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, let PA(Y ) =
{X1, X2, . . . , Xk, . . . , Xp} where the index of variables is arbitrary (X1 is assumed the treatment) and k is a
value in [2, p]. P (y | do(x1), do(x2), . . . do(xk), xk+1, . . . , xp) = P (y | x1, x2, . . . xk, xk+1, . . . , xp).

Proof. We first show how to reduce do(xk) to xk. Let G be the causal DAG underlying data, and GX1,X2,...,Xk−1,Xk

be a DAG removing from G all incoming edges into X1, X2, . . . , Xk−1 and outgoing edges from Xk. Rules refer
those in Theorem 3.4.1 [29].

P (y | do(x1), do(x2), . . . do(xk), xk+1, . . . , xp)

= P (y | do(x1), do(x2), . . . do(xk−1), xk, xk+1, . . . , xp)

∵ Y ⊥⊥Xk | x1, x2, . . . xk−1, xk+1, . . . , xp

in GX1,X2,...,Xk−1,Xk
(Rule 2)

Repeat the above deduction forXk−1, . . . , X2, X1 respectively, we obtain. P (y | do(x1), do(x2), . . . , do(xk−1),
xk, . . . , xp) = P (y | x1, x2, . . . xk−1, xk, . . . , xp).

The lemma is proven.

Using do or do-free in the conditional set for causal effect estimation is determined by the underlying causal
DAG, specifically, paths among parents of Y . Recall our discussions in Example 1. When X1 is the treatment,
P (y | do(x1), do(x2)) is used since X2 is a descendant of X1.

Lemma 1 identifies a case where paths among parents do not affect CATE and CDE estimation since do and
do-free are exchangeable. Lemma 1 implies that CATE and CDE estimation within PA(Y ) are consistent. In other
words, even without knowing the paths among direct causes of Y , the causal effects estimated based on CATE and
CDE are identical when all direct causes are known and used.

In the above discussions, X includes only the parents of Y . Let us consider the general case where X includes
all variables. The conditional set of CATE does not allow the descendants of Y and hence CATE is not applicable
for the general case. In Definition 4, the controlled variables of CDE are restricted to mediators since the motivation
is for mediation analysis. If the controlled variables are relaxed to all variables in the system except the treatment,
CDE can be explained in a hypothetical experiment setting [29]. When all other variables are set as X\Xi = x′,
and only Xi is changed from 0 to 1, CDE of Xi on Y is measured as the change of Y , i.e., CDE(Xi, Y ;X\Xi =
x′) = P (y | do(Xi = 1), do(x′))− P (y | do(Xi = 0), do(x′)).

We have the following lemma on the identifiability of CDE.

Lemma 2 (Identifiability of CDE). Let {X, Y } include all variables in the system, and X′ = X\Xi. x′ is a value
of X′. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3. For each Xi ∈ PA(Y ) and Z = PA(Y )\Xi, CDE(Xi, Y ;X′ = x′) =
P (y | Xi = 1,Z = z)− P (y | Xi = 0,Z = z). For each Xi /∈ PA(Y ), CDE(Xi, Y ;X′ = x′) = 0.

Proof. Firstly, let X = {XA,XD,XI} where XA includes all ancestors of Y , XD includes all descendants of Y ,
and XI includes all other variables (i.e. a variable I ∈ XI is not linked to Y via a path, I and Y share a same
descendant, or I and Y share a same ancestor.).
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Figure 2: A CPDAG (left) represents an equivalence class of DAGs (right). Only the CPDAG is identifiable from data.

Let G be the causal DAG underlying data, GXi
be the DAG removing from G all incoming edges into Xi, and

GXi,W
be the DAG removing from G all incoming edges into Xi and into every variable in W. Rules refer to

those in Theorem 3.4.1 [29].
Let X′A = XA\Xi and x′A be a value of X′A. xD and xI are values of XD and XI respectively. {x′A,xD,xI} =

x′ where x′ is a value of X′ = X\Xi.

P (y | do(xi), do(x′))
= P (y | do(xi), do(x′A), do(xD), do(xI))

= P (y | do(xi), do(x′A), do(xD))

∵ Y ⊥⊥XI | Xi,X
′
A,XD in GXi,X′A,XD

(Rule 3)

= P (y | do(xi), do(x′A))

∵ Y ⊥⊥XD | Xi,X
′
A in GXi,X′A

(Rule 3)

Based on the Markov Assumption 1, for any Xj /∈ PA(Y ) and Xj ∈ X′A, Xj ⊥⊥ Y | PA(Y ). Therefore, for
Xi ∈ PA(Y ), P (y | do(xi), do(X′A = x′A)) = P (y | do(xi), do(Z = z).

According to Lemma 1, P (y | do(xi), do(Z = z) = P (y | xi,Z = z).
Therefore, CDE(Xi, Y ;X′ = x′) = P (y | Xi = 1,Z = z)− P (y | Xi = 0,Z = z).
To prove for each Xi /∈ PA(Y ), CDE(Xi, Y ;X′ = x′) = 0. we consider three cases, Xj ∈ XI, Xj ∈ XA,

and Xj ∈ XD. In all three cases, we have the following deduction.

P (y | do(xi), do(X′ = x′)) = P (y | do(X′ = x′))

∵ Y ⊥⊥Xi | X′ in GXi,X′
(Rule 3)

Therefore, CDE(Xi, Y ;X′ = x′) = 0
The Lemma is proven.

Lemma 2 shows that CDE of features on Y can be estimated from data if the set of direct causes (or parents)
of Y is known. Only a parent of Y has a non-zero CDE on Y and hence we will focus on CDEs of PA(Y ).

In some data sets, especially with high dimensionality, knowing direct causes may not be easy. A number of
methods have been proposed to learn concepts from predictive models and data [22, 18, 46]. Raw features can be
generalised to concepts that are easy to be understood by users. Using the concepts, the direct causes are easier
identified than using raw features.

3.2 Identifying direct causes in data
When the parents of Y are unknown, they will need to be found in the data. The following assumption is needed
to find the parents of Y in data.

Assumption 4 (No descendants of Y ). X contains no descendants of Y . Or, X contains no variables affected by
the outcome Y .

From the data, only a Complete Partially Directed Acyclic (CPDAG) [38, 39] can be learned. A CPDAG is a
graph representing an equivalence class of DAGs that encode the same conditional independencies. An example
of CPDAGs is shown in Figure 2. In general, it is impossible to learn a unique DAG from data since from data
alone it is impossible to orient all the edges. Note that, with some other assumptions, such as linear functions and
non-Gaussian noises [37] or additive non-linear Gaussian noises [20], causal directions can be identified. In this
paper, we do not make such assumptions.

In practice, we do not assume that there is a known underlying causal DAG or that a unique DAG can be
learned from the data. However, given the assumptions, the direct causes can be identified in data.
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Algorithm 1 Building a Model for Outcome prediction and CDE Estimation (MODE)
Input: a data set generated from the underlying causal DAG with variables (X, Y ) satisfying the Assumption 3
and 4. An instance x for what-if questions. Parameters k and δ.
Output: Predicted outcome for x and top k features with the highest CDEs.

1: Discover PA(Y ) in X.
2: Project the data set to (PA(Y ), Y ).
3: Build a model f(PA(Y )) using a machine learning method within the projected data set.
4: yx = f(x′) // Outcome prediction for x. where x′ includes values of x within PA(Y )
5: for each Xi ∈ PA(Y ) do
6: Let Z = PA(Y )\Xi and (xi, z) contain the values of x within PA(Y ).

{Case 1: Binary treatment and outcome}
7: Let Pf (y | xi, z) be the probability of f(PA(Y )) classifying instance (xi, z) as y, the class of interest.
8: CDExi

(Xi, Y ; z) = Pf (y | xi, z)− Pf (y | xi, z)
{Case 2: Continuous treatment and binary outcome}

9: CDExi
(Xi, Y ; z) = Pf (y | xi + δ, z)− Pf (y | xi, z)

{Case 3: Binary treatment and continuous outcome}
10: Let f(xi, z) be the output of f(PA(Y )) at input (xi, z).
11: CDExi(Xi, Y ; z) = f(xi, z)− f(xi, z)

{Case 4: Continuous treatment and continuous outcome}
12: CDExi

(Xi, Y ; z) = f(xi + δ, z)− f(xi, z)
13: end for
14: Sort CDExi

(Xi, Y ; z) for all Xi ∈ PA(Y )
15: Return yx and top k parents of Y with the highest CDEs.

Lemma 3 (Identifiability of direct causes of Y in data). Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, and there are no statistical
errors in conditional independence tests, the direct causes of Y (i.e., PA(Y )) can be identified in data.

Proof. With Assumptions 1 and 2, there will be no any other variables d-separating a parent node from Y . When
there are no statistical errors in conditional independence tests, a parent node, say Xi, will be dependent with
Y conditioning on any subset of X\Xi. With Assumption 4, no other variable (apart from parents) has such a
property since the variable will be independent of Y given the set of parents according to the Markov condition.
Therefore, the set of parents can be identified using conditional independence tests.

3.3 Linking a predictive model for causal effect estimation
CDEs can be estimated by conditional probabilities when the set of parent of Y is known. A predictive model can
model conditional probabilities very well, and hence can be used to estimate CDEs. To estimate CDEs using a
predictive model, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 5 (Consistent model). Model Y = f(PA(Y )) is trained in an unbiased sample of a population.
P (Y | PA(Y )) obtained from the model is the same as the conditional probability of Y in the population.

With Assumption 5, conditional probability read from a predictive model is the conditional probability in the
population.

Now, we can build a predictive model for estimating CDE of each feature in the model on the outcome Y and
for predicting the outcome given an input instance. The proposed algorithm, MODE, is shown in Algorithm 1.
The model makes an outcome prediction for an input instance and provides a list of k potential treatment variables
for the individual to change the outcome with the highest effects.

Lines 1 and 2 of MODE discover parents of Y and project the data set to the parents of Y and Y . A local causal
structure learning algorithms, such as Hiton PC [3], MMPC [3] and PC-Select [13] can be used to learn PC(Y ),
the set of all Parents and Children of Y , in data. Then with Assumptions 3 and 4, PA(Y ) = PC(Y ).

Lines 3 and 4 build a predictive model f(PA(Y )) using the features including parents of Y and Y and predict
the outcome for input instance x. Any supervised machine learning model can be used to build the model. The
usage of the model for outcome prediction is the same as with a normal predictive model.

Lines 5-11 estimate the CDE for every feature in PA(Y ) on Y using Lemma 2 for various variable types of the
feature and outcome. The conditional probabilities used in CDE estimation are obtained from the predictive model
f(PA(Y )).
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(a) (b)

Figure 3: (a) An example shows different types of features that are associated with Y in a causal graph. X5 in the box is not
associated with Y . However, when conditioned on X6, X5 becomes associated with Y . This association is called a spurious
association. (b) An example shows how a spurious association is used in a predictive model. Gradient filled boxes represent
unobserved variables.

The estimated CDE can be used for answering a what-if question: what Y will change if Xi = xi is changed
to xi, i.e., the opposite value of xi (or Xi = xi + δ for a continuous treatment) given other values of x are kept
constant?

In the causal inference convention, Xi = 0 represents no treatment (control) and Xi = 1 indicates treatment
(treated). In a what-if question, the control is the given value xi and the treated is the changed value (e.g. to the
opposite value of xi ). Therefore, in the algorithm, CDE includes a subscript indicating the control xi.

Lines 14 and 15 sort the features in PA(Y ) based on their CDEs and output the predicted outcome of x and
the top k features with the highest CDEs.

When the assumptions are satisfied, a trained predictive model can be used for CDE estimation without ac-
cessing the data (data is only needed in the training stage) in a way similar to the outcome prediction for an input
instance.

3.4 A robustness analysis of a causally interpretable model
Previous two subsections show that a predictive model built on all direct causes (parents) can be used to estimate
CDE of any direct cause on Y . A model built on all direct causes are hence causally interpretable. Some readers
might think that its performance is inferior to that of a predictive model built on all features associated with Y
including descendants of Y . We will analyse this through another aspect of a predictive model – robustness.

A model built on PA(Y ) will be more robust than a model built on all features associated with Y . The
robustness of a model means the capability of the model to make reliable predictions in a new environment.

In a DAG of features set X and an outcome Y , three types of features will be associated with Y : 1) the
ancestors of Y including the parents of Y ; 2) the descendants of Y ; and 3) the descendant nodes of the ancestors
of Y . We show the three types of variables in Figure 3(a). X3 and X4 belong to type 1; X6 and X7 belong to type
2; and X1 and X2 belong to type 3. When PA(Y ) is used to build a predictive model, other ancestors of Y apart
from PA(Y ) and the descendant nodes of all ancestors of Y (type 2) do not help building the model since they are
independent of Y given PA(Y ) based on the Markov condition (Assumption 1). Therefore, we will discuss in the
following whether we should use the descendants of Y for building a predictive model.

When using the descendants of Y (type 3) for building a predictive model, other variables that are not associated
with Y will be included in the model and this may lead to non-robustness of the model.

We first explain how a spurious association is produced by including a descendant variable of Y in a model.
Let us look at the DAG in Figure 3(a), where X6 is a child node of Y . X5 is a parent node of X6. Edges
Y → X6 and X5 → X6 form a collider at X6, and hence Y and X5 are associated when conditioning on X6. This
association is spurious since X5 and Y are actually independent. So, when (X3, X6) are used to build a model,
X5 is unintentionally included in the model.

We use an example to demonstrate the impact of a spurious association on the model robustness. An example
including a spurious association in a predictive model is given in Figure 3(b). Y is Wine Quality. Factors are parent
of Y , Price is the child node of Y , Location is an ancestor of Y (not a parent), and Market is a parent node of Price .
Both Location and Market are unobserved. Price is associated with Wine Quality strongly and hence seems to help
predict Wine Quality. However, Market also affects Price. When Price is used to predict Wine Quality, Market is
unintentionally introduced into the model because of the spurious association. For a bottle of wine with the same
quality, its price can be quite different in two markets. So a model built in a data set from a market including Price
as a feature may not work in another data set from a different market, and therefore the model is not robust.

The lack of robustness of a model cannot be tested in the model building process using normal cross validation.
For example, if the data for building a model is collected in one market, the market is the same for both training
and test data sets. Then the model performance will be consistent in both training and test data sets. However, the
model will fail when it is used in a different market.

In contrast, a model built using all direct causes will not be affected by the unobserved variables and is hence
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robust. Location is an unobserved cause of Factors. Location affects Wine Quality by changing Factors and the
changes due to the location are reflected in Factors. When conditioning on Factors, Location is independent of
Wine quality and hence does not contribute to predicting Y . Therefore, a model using Factors will give consistent
predictions in different locations.

In summary, we have the following conclusion. We say that an unobserved variable U is involved in model
Y = f(X) if U ⊥⊥Y but U ⊥/⊥Y | X′ where X′ ⊆ X. An unknown variable set U is involved in model Y = f(X)
if some U ∈ U are involved in the model.

Lemma 4 (Involvement of unobserved variables in a predictive model). Let the feature set X include {XA,XD,XI}
that are associated with Y . In the causal graph underlying the data set, (XA,XD,XI) consist of the ancestors
of Y , the descendants of Y , and the descendants of the ancestors of Y respectively. {XA,XD,XI} have un-
observed parents {UA,UD,UI} respectively. Let XA contains all direct parents of Y . XI and (XA\PA(Y ))
(‘\’ denotes set difference) are ignored when PA(Y ) is used in a predictive model. UD is involved in model
Y = f(PA(Y),XD), but UA, UD or UI is not involved in model Y = f(PA(Y)).

Proof. Based on the Markov condition (Assumption 1), XI ⊥⊥ Y |PA(Y ) and (XA\PA(Y )) ⊥⊥ Y | PA(Y ).
Therefore, XI and (XA\PA(Y )) are ignored in building a predictive model that includes PA(Y ).

f(XA,XD) uses conditional probability P (y | (XA,XD)) for predictions. In data, UD ⊥⊥ Y . Directed paths
from Y to XD and directed paths from UD to XD form colliders at nodes XD. Hence, UD⊥/⊥Y | XD. Therefore,
UD is involved in model f(XA,XD).

f(PA(Y )) uses conditional probability P (y | (PA(Y )) for predictions. UA ⊥⊥ Y | PA(Y ) and UI ⊥⊥ Y |
PA(Y ) based on the Markov condition (Assumption 1). Hence, UA and UI are not involved in model f(PA(Y )).
Furthermore, UD ⊥⊥ Y | PA(Y ), and hence UD is not involved in model f(XA).

The Lemma is proven.

Lemma 4 indicates the predictive model using the parents of Y only will not involve other unobserved variables
in the system, and hence a model is robust to the unobserved changes. In contrast, using descendant variables of
the outcome in a model risks involving unobserved variables (spurious associations) in the model, and may lead to
underperformance of the predictive model in a new environment.

In causal feature selection literature [47, 48], the Markov blanket is considered the optimal feature set for clas-
sification. Markov blanket of the outcome Y includes the parents (direct causes) of Y and the children (variables
directly affected by the outcome) of Y , and the parents of every child of Y . Predictive models built on Markov
blanket have been shown robust against the environment changes [45]. When all variables in the Markov blanket
are observed, a model built on the Markov blanket is accurate and robust. We consider a general case, where some
parents of some children of Y may not be observed (such as the Market variable in Figure 3(b)). In this case,
using variables affected by the outcome will lead to the non-robustness of a model. Note that unobserved variables
are very common in practice, and hence not using variables affected by the outcome in model building is a sound
suggestion.

4 Experiments
The experiments will demonstrate the following main conclusions in the paper: 1) When the conditions are sat-
isfied, any predictive model is capable of estimating the CDE of any feature on Y ; 2) a causally interpretable
predictive model built on all direct causes (parents of Y ) will be more robust than a predictive model built on
all features variables; 3) a causally interpretable predictive model is potentially useful for personalised decision
making.

4.1 Capability for causal effect estimation
Evaluating causal effect estimation is challenging since there are no ground truth causal effects in most data sets.
We use two synthetic data sets for evaluations. The data generation details are in the following.
G1 : U → X1 → Y,X → X2 → Y,U → X3 → Y,U → X4 → Y, U → X5 and G2 : U → X1 → Y,X →

X2 → Y, U → X3 → Y,U → X4 → Y,U → X5, X1 → X2 → X3, X4 → X3 where U is an unobserved
variable.
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1 MLP GBR LR DT RF SGD L-DML K-DML CF L-DRL F-DRL

2k 30.5 ± 10.7 34.2 ± 11.6 30.2 ± 12.1 35.5 ± 13.8 33.9 ± 11.7 32.2 ± 11.1 26.2 ± 8.1 38.3 ± 10.0 30.9 ± 12.4 30.0 ± 10.7 31.5 ± 11.2
11.1 ± 9.9 12.3 ± 10.5 12.3 ± 8.7 13.5 ± 11.5 14.0 ± 10.6 12.9 ± 9.7 8.2 ± 6.0 16.0 ± 9.8 12.0 ± 12.4 11.2 ± 10.8 13.2 ± 8.5

4k 32.3 ± 11.0 28.5 ± 7.6 28.6 ± 7.9 29.9 ± 7.3 30.0 ± 8.5 31.6 ± 9.7 30.1 ± 8.2 34.7 ± 6.5 32.3 ± 7.8 27.3 ± 9.1 29.9 ± 7.6
9.6 ± 6.5 7.1 ± 5.0 7.4 ± 5.1 8.0 ± 6.2 8.8 ± 7.1 10.2 ± 6.5 9.2 ± 7.5 8.1 ± 6.3 9.1 ± 5.3 10.2 ± 6.5 7.0 ± 4.5

6k 29.4 ± 6.2 27.6 ± 5.2 30.6 ± 8.3 29.4 ± 7.2 30.4 ± 8.0 29.4 ± 8.7 28.0 ± 7.7 33.3 ± 5.5 27.9 ± 6.7 28.1 ± 6.1 30.2 ± 9.2
7.2 ± 6.0 5.5 ± 3.8 8.2 ± 6.6 7.0 ± 6.0 8.8 ± 6.5 6.8 ± 6.0 6.8 ± 5.9 7.3 ± 7.0 6.9 ± 5.0 6.7 ± 5.3 7.5 ± 6.1

8k 29.0 ± 5.9 29.9 ± 6.2 29.9 ± 6.9 30.2 ± 6.0 29.4 ± 4.6 31.1 ± 7.5 29.7 ± 5.8 32.8 ± 5.5 29.3 ± 5.7 31.7 ± 4.4 31.0 ± 5.3
6.8 ± 5.8 5.7 ± 4.4 7.0 ± 4.7 5.5 ± 4.2 5.2 ± 3.3 8.8 ± 7.7 6.8 ± 4.7 6.4 ± 5.5 5.7 ± 3.9 4.7 ± 4.4 5.8 ± 5.2

10k 29.2 ± 5.4 30.6 ± 4.9 29.8 ± 7.1 29.6 ± 5.8 29.7 ± 5.1 30.5 ± 6.4 28.7 ± 6.4 31.5 ± 4.6 29.0 ± 6.6 30.0 ± 4.6 28.7 ± 5.6
5.1 ± 4.4 4.4 ± 3.6 7.3 ± 4.8 4.7 ± 3.8 5.8 ± 4.1 5.6 ± 5.4 5.7 ± 3.9 5.7 ± 4.1 6.4 ± 4.9 4.1 ± 3.8 4.6 ± 3.9

20k 30.6 ± 4.0 28.7 ± 4.1 29.8 ± 4.2 28.7 ± 3.5 29.2 ± 3.1 28.7 ± 6.7 29.9 ± 3.9 31.5 ± 3.4 29.9 ± 3.3 30.0 ± 3.5 29.2 ± 3.6
5.4 ± 3.4 4.0 ± 2.5 3.8 ± 3.5 3.1 ± 3.4 3.4 ± 2.3 5.4 ± 3.4 3.8 ± 2.5 4.4 ± 3.6 3.2 ± 2.6 4.0 ± 2.8 3.5 ± 2.5

2 MLP GBR LR DT RF SGD L-DML K-DML CF L-DRL F-DRL

2k 27.9 ± 11.4 29.1 ± 12.7 27.9 ± 10.0 29.1 ± 11.0 28.0 ± 9.8 35.7 ± 13.0 29.8 ± 11.1 39.7 ± 10.4 27.2 ± 12.3 28.8 ± 11.7 32.4 ± 11.2
14.1 ± 9.2 13.4 ± 9.4 11.1 ± 5.6 12 ± 8.2 11.7 ± 6.9 14.7 ± 6.1 13.4 ± 13.3 16.9 ± 11.5 12.9 ± 11.2 11.8 ± 8.6 10.4 ± 8.2

4k 30.2 ± 10.7 29.2 ± 8.6 30.8 ± 8.9 30.2 ± 8.6 29.3 ± 8 32 ± 8.9 26.9 ± 8.0 35.9 ± 8.9 29.6 ± 8.9 27.6 ± 10.7 29.6 ± 9.6
8.7 ± 7.6 8.9 ± 6.3 8.9 ± 6.5 8.5 ± 6.2 8.4 ± 5.5 9.8 ± 7.1 9.6 ± 7.5 12.8 ± 8.8 9.2 ± 5.1 10.9 ± 9.4 6.5 ± 5.1

6k 30.9 ± 6.8 28.8 ± 6.5 29.7 ± 5.4 27.7 ± 5.3 30.8 ± 6.1 30.0 ± 8.9 31.3 ± 5.9 36.2 ± 6.7 27.5 ± 7.2 26.2 ± 6.7 27.1 ± 8.1
6.5 ± 6.9 5.8 ± 5.4 4.4 ± 4.5 5.4 ± 4.7 6.5 ± 5.3 7.6 ± 6.6 6.5 ± 4.8 10.3 ± 7.5 7.7 ± 7.6 7.4 ± 6.1 6.7 ± 5.2

8k 31.4 ± 7.7 29.2 ± 6.6 31.0 ± 6.5 30.0 ± 6.4 28.8 ± 6.1 32.8 ± 7.2 29.3 ± 6.6 32.4 ± 5.7 28.5 ± 6.6 28.9 ± 6.3 27.9 ± 5.8
8.8 ± 5.6 6.4 ± 4.6 7.1 ± 5.9 6.6 ± 4.8 6.5 ± 4.5 7.6 ± 6.0 5.6 ± 4.0 7.4 ± 4.1 4.8 ± 3.6 6.3 ± 5.1 5.2 ± 3.5

10k 30.4 ± 6.2 30.9 ± 5.8 28.6 ± 5.4 28.0 ± 5.4 28.8 ± 4.6 28.1 ± 6.1 28.8 ± 5.9 32.3 ± 4.8 30.7 ± 4.5 29.0 ± 4.6 29.2 ± 5.7
6.0 ± 4.7 5.4 ± 3.6 5.2 ± 4.2 4.6 ± 3.9 4.9 ± 3.6 6.0 ± 3.9 6.3 ± 4.8 5.7 ± 5.1 4.5 ± 3.0 5.6 ± 3.5 5.9 ± 4.5

20k 29.3 ± 4.5 29.2 ± 3.8 29.5 ± 3.9 30.0 ± 3.4 30.4 ± 2.8 29.8 ± 6.0 28.9 ± 3.9 33.4 ± 3.0 29.8 ± 3.1 30.1 ± 3.2 29.4 ± 4.1
4.9 ± 3.6 3.5 ± 2.6 3.7 ± 2.9 3.6 ± 2.7 3.4 ± 2.5 5.7 ± 4.9 4.4 ± 2.9 5.3 ± 3.6 3.1 ± 2.2 3.2 ± 2.4 3.8 ± 3.3

Table 1: Biases of CDE and CATE estimations on two synthetic data sets in two tables. The rows with / without the background
report results with parent / all variables as inputs. Using parents produces lower biases than using all variables for all methods.
The left hand side results with the background are CDE estimations from MODE with various machine learning methods. The
right hand results are CATE estimations using the benchmark methods. The biases of MODE and benchmark methods are
consistent when considering their confidence intervals.

The data generation process for data sets from G1 is described as follows:

U ∼ Normal(0, 1); e ∼ Normal(0, 1);

X1 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U)
);

X2 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U)
);

X3 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U)
);

X4 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U)
);

X5 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U)
);

Y ∼ 1 + 1.5X1 + 1.5X2 + 1.5X3 + 1.5X4 + e
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The data generation process for data sets from G2 is described as follows:

U ∼ Normal(0, 1); e ∼ Normal(0, 1);

X1 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U)
);

X2 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U ×X1)
);

X3 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U ×X2 ×X4)
);

X4 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U)
);

X5 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U)
);

Y ∼ 1 + 1.5X1 + 1.5X2 + 1.5X3 + 1.5X4 + e

Ground truth causal effect are calculated in data using do calculus rules [29].
We instantiate MODE with various well known predictive machine learning models: Linear Regression (LR) [17],

Decision Tree (DT) [32], Random Forest (RF) [12], Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) [11], Multi-Layer Percep-
tion (MLP) [35] and Gradient Boosting for regression (GBR) [15]. They are implemented in scikit-learn [31].

We compare MODE with some well known CATE estimation methods: Linear Double Machine Learning (L-
DML) [14], Kernel Double Machine Learning (K-DML) [27], Causal Forest Double Machine Learning (CF) [43],
Linear Doubly Robust Learning (L-DRL) [14], and Forest Doubly Robust Learning (F-DRL) [6]. They are imple-
mented in EconML[8]. When the assumptions are satisfied, the results of CDE and CATE are consistent based on
our results, and hence the comparison is proper. Since these methods need a pre-specified treatment, we use X1 as
the treatment in all comparisons.

The biases of estimated causal effects are listed in Table 1. Each estimate is the average in 30 data sets. We
have the following conclusions.

Firstly, when the conditions are satisfied, a predictive model can estimate causal effects as accurately as other
tailor designed causal effect estimation methods, most of which were designed in recent years. When considering
confidence intervals, the biases of the two groups of methods are consistent.

Secondly, the use of parents of Y only as input variables improves causal effect estimations greatly for all
methods.

Thirdly, all methods are benefited from the increase in data set size.
The results demonstrate that MODE with a predictive method is capable of estimating causal effects.

4.2 Robustness of a ML model using parents
We test the robustness of models using parents as features using synthetic data sets. Data sets are generated
using the causal DAG in Figure 3(a) with the following extensions: Factors contains 3 variables and they share
unobserved variable U1. The generation details are in the following.

U1 ∼ Normal(0, 1); U2 ∼ Binomial(0, 0.5);
e1 ∼ Normal(0, 1); e2 ∼ Normal(0, 1);

X1 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U1)
);

X2 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U1)
);

X3 ∼ Binomial(1,
1

1 + exp(−U1)
);

Y ∼ 1 + 10X1 + 10X2 + 10X3 + e1;

P ∼ 1 + 0.8 ∗ Y + 2 ∗ U2 + e2

The environments are indicated by U2 = 0 and U2 = 1. “Without environment changes” means that both
training and test data sets are sampled from a data set of one environment, and “with environment changes” means
that training and test data sets are sampled from the data sets of two environments respectively.
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Model
Same environments Changed environments

0→ 0 1→ 1 0→ 1 1→ 0

MLP
0.614 ± 0.024 0.614 ± 0.019 1.684 ± 0.123 1.551 ± 0.141
0.999 ± 0.038 0.997 ± 0.034 1.000 ± 0.038 0.997 ± 0.033

GBR
0.816 ± 0.045 0.810 ± 0.042 3.817 ± 0.491 3.859 ± 0.591
1.123 ± 0.053 1.131 ± 0.034 1.122 ± 0.051 1.132 ± 0.033

LR
0.612 ± 0.022 0.612 ± 0.027 1.566 ± 0.056 1.550 ± 0.078
0.992 ± 0.037 1.008 ± 0.045 0.992 ± 0.036 1.008 ± 0.045

DT
0.885 ± 0.042 0.877 ± 0.057 4.478 ± 0.663 4.100 ± 0.443
1.000 ± 0.040 0.995 ± 0.027 1.000 ± 0.041 0.996 ± 0.028

RF
0.756 ± 0.049 0.740 ± 0.037 3.957 ± 0.463 3.900 ± 0.614
1.014 ± 0.033 1.016 ± 0.040 1.013 ± 0.034 1.018 ± 0.040

SGD
0.700 ± 0.062 0.701 ± 0.037 2.417 ± 0.526 2.531 ± 0.567
1.003 ± 0.035 1.002 ± 0.035 1.002 ± 0.034 1.002 ± 0.035

Table 2: Robustness of predictive models with the changed environments (right) benchmarked by without environment changes
(left). The rows with / without the background indicate errors of models with parents / all variables as features. Error differences
(right vs. left) of the models using parents are significantly smaller than those of the models using all variables.

Errors of six predictive models are shown in Table 2. With an unchanged environment, using all variables as
features produces models with lower errors than using parents as features since the child node X2 helps predict Y .
However, when environments are changed, the performance of models using all variables deteriorates significantly,
whereas the performance of models using parents remains at the same level.

The results demonstrate that using parents only will produce robustness models that are not affected by the
change of environments (unobserved variables).

We then test the robustness of models using parents as features using three real world data sets for lung cancer
studies. Data sets came from the labs of Harvard [10], Michigan [9], and Stanford [16]. Data were collected from
different patients in three different environments using different devices. Data contain gene expression values of
thousands of genes and a class label with cancer and normal.

The common genes are matched among three data sets and binarised by the median of each gene. 90 genes are
selected based on the correlation with the class label using the Harvard data set. Michigan and Stanford data sets
are projected to the same set of selected genes and are used as test data sets.

Here is a summary of the data sets after the processing in the binary format. All data sets have 90 variables.
The sizes of Harvard, Michigan, and Stanford data sets are 156 (17), 96 (10) and 46 (5) respectively where the
number in the parentheses indicates the number of cancer cases in each data set.

Models are built on the Harvard data set and are tested on three data sets. The training and test data sets are
split based on the 70 : 30 ratio. For the same environment, a test data set from Harvard is used. For the changed
environments, test data sets (also sampled 30% from each data set) from Michigan and Stanford are used. The
number of repetitions is 30. The PC algorithm implemented in the causal discovery toolbox TETRAD [33] is used
to find parents in the Harvard data set. Three parents are found in the Harvard data set with the significant level
α = 0.05.

The errors of some well know machine models on the same environment and changed environments are shown
in Table 3.

By comparing the error differences between the changed and unchanged environment of each method, models
using parents as features have significantly lower differences than models using all genes as features. This shows
that the models using parents are more robust than models using all features.

4.3 Illustration for personalised decision making
For the purpose of illustrating how MODE can be used for personalised decision making, we assume the assump-
tions are satisfied in the German credit data set [7]. In the German credit data set [7], each value in a categorical
attribute is converted to a binary variable where 1 indicates the presence of the value. A numerical attribute is
binarised by the median. In total, the data set includes 61 binary variables including the class variable. Seven
parents are identified in the data set using PC-Select [13] with the significant level α = 0.05. A random forest of
500 trees is built on the data set.

A case to illustrate MODE for personalised decision making is shown in Table 4. The person is predicted as
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Model
Same Changed

Harvard→ Harvard Harvard→ Michigan Harvard→ Stanford

MLP
0.0262 ± 0.0191 0.0631 ± 0.0435 0.0901 ± 0.0541
0.0362 ± 0.0291 0.0447 ± 0.0384 0.0603 ± 0.0291

GBR
0.0184 ± 0.0165 0.0376 ± 0.0289 0.1050 ± 0.0340
0.0447 ± 0.0252 0.0284 ± 0.0196 0.0716 ± 0.0368

LR
0.0262 ± 0.0221 0.0291 ± 0.0220 0.1043 ± 0.0281
0.0170 ± 0.0162 0.0241 ± 0.0145 0.0199 ± 0.0167

DT
0.0362 ± 0.0275 0.1085 ± 0.0757 0.0858 ± 0.0456
0.0461 ± 0.0231 0.0362 ± 0.0327 0.0525 ± 0.0374

RF
0.0220 ± 0.0153 0.0376 ± 0.0260 0.1199 ± 0.0540
0.0291 ± 0.0240 0.0227 ± 0.0223 0.0652 ± 0.0353

SGD
0.0426 ± 0.0262 0.0844 ± 0.0643 0.1234 ± 0.0866
0.0369 ± 0.0301 0.0418 ± 0.0328 0.0496 ± 0.0359

Table 3: Errors of predictive models using all features (no background) / parents only (with the background) in three real world
data sets obtained from different labs. The error difference between environment change and no environment change indicates
the robustness of the model. The models using parents have significantly smaller differences than models using all features.

“bad credit”, and the top three features with the highest CDEs give the person a choice to choose one to work on
for improving his/her credit rating in future.

5 Conclusion and discussion
We have presented the assumptions and theories to support estimating the CDE of any feature on the outcome. Our
assumptions relax the assumption of knowing the complete causal graph underlying the data set for estimating the
causal effect of any feature on the outcome. We assume that the data set includes all direct causes of the outcome
and no variables affected by the outcome. We allow hidden variables in the system as long as there are no hidden
direct causes of Y . Our assumptions support practical methods for estimating CDE of any feature on the outcome.
We further show that when the conditions are satisfied, any type of predictive models can be used to estimate the
CDE of any feature on the outcome.

The results in the paper make the predictive model satisfying the conditions identified by us causally inter-
pretable since each feature’s contribution to the outcome change in a circumstance (i.e., CDE) is estimable. Fur-
thermore, we show such a causally interpretable model is robust in terms of making predictions in a new environ-
ment that is different from the one from which the model is trained.

The proposed approach relies on assumptions for its correctness, and the assumptions need domain knowledge
to verify. Note that all causal effect estimation methods need some assumptions and the set of assumptions in this
paper are more relaxed than assuming knowing the causal graph underlying the data.

The implication of the work in this paper is twofold. Firstly, this set of assumptions can be easily understood
by users to enable them to know whether the causal effect can be estimated in data using a predictive model.
Secondly, in many applications, users know most direct causes of the outcome, and a certain level of biases in
estimated causal effects is acceptable. For example, in product recommendation, knowing whether an action has a
positive effect on the sale is important already even without knowing the precise magnitude of the causal effect. In
these applications, the method presented will assist users in both outcome prediction and finding suitable treatments
(actions) for each individual to change the outcome.

In summary, causally interpreting a predictive model needs domain knowledge. The results in this paper
provide an easy means for integrating the top level domain knowledge (the data set containing all direct causes of
the outcome and no variables affected by the outcome) instead of detailed domain knowledge (the complete causal
graph). The results enable human guided machine learning for building causally interpretable and robust models.
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