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Abstract
An essential problem in causal inference is esti-
mating causal effects from observational data. The
problem becomes more challenging with the pres-
ence of unobserved confounders. When there are
unobserved confounders, the commonly used back-
door adjustment is not applicable. Although the
instrumental variable (IV) methods can deal with
unobserved confounders, they all assume that the
treatment directly affects the outcome, and there
is no mediator between the treatment and the out-
come. This paper aims to use the front-door crite-
rion to address the challenging problem with the
presence of unobserved confounders and media-
tors. In practice, it is often difficult to identify
the set of variables used for front-door adjustment
from data. By leveraging the ability of deep gener-
ative models in representation learning, we propose
FDVAE to learn the representation of a Front-Door
adjustment set with a Variational AutoEncoder, in-
stead of trying to search for a set of variables for
front-door adjustment. Extensive experiments on
synthetic datasets validate the effectiveness of FD-
VAE and its superiority over existing methods. The
experiments also show that the performance of FD-
VAE is not sensitive to the causal strength of un-
observed confounders and is feasible in the case
of dimensionality mismatch between learned rep-
resentations and the ground truth. We further apply
the method to three real-world datasets to demon-
strate its potential applications.

1 Introduction
Estimating causal effects is a fundamental problem in many
application areas. Firms need to estimate the effects of differ-
ent marketing strategies and identify the best ones to achieve
high profits [Ascarza, 2018]. Policymakers need to know
whether the implementation of a policy has a positive im-
pact on the community [Athey, 2017; Tran et al., 2022].
Medical researchers study the effects of treatments on pa-
tients [Petersen and van der Laan, 2014]. Causal inference
is also crucial to understanding the nature of how things de-
velop [Bareinboim and Pearl, 2016; Peters et al., 2017].

Randomised Controlled Trials (RCTs) [Fisher, 1936] are
considered the golden rule for estimating causal effects.
However, RCTs are difficult to implement in many real-
world cases due to ethical issues or huge costs [Deaton and
Cartwright, 2018]. For example, it would be unethical to sub-
ject an individual to a condition if the condition may have po-
tentially negative consequences (e.g., smoking). Therefore,
many methods have been developed to infer causal effects
from observational data. Most of the methods assume no
unobserved confounders (variables affecting both the treat-
ment and outcome), i.e., make the unconfoundedness as-
sumption [Imbens and Rubin, 2015], and follow the back-
door criterion [Pearl, 2009] to determine valid adjustment sets
to control confounders for unbiased estimation.

However, unobserved confounders are commonplace in
practice. Currently, only a few instrumental variables (IV)
based methods are available for handling unobserved con-
founders, but an IV needs to satisfy the following condi-
tions [Hernán and Robins, 2006] (which restrict the appli-
cations of IV based methods): (i) correlating with the treat-
ment (i.e., relevance condition); (ii) affecting the outcome
only through the treatment (i.e., exclusion restriction); and
(iii) no confounding bias1 between the IV and the outcome
(i.e., unconfounded instrument). We note that the second as-
sumption is too restrictive in practice, since quite often there
may exist a mediator between the treatment and the outcome.
For instance, lung cancer development is not directly affected
by smoking cigarettes but is mediated through tar deposits.

The key to causal effect estimation from observational data
is to determine the identifiability of a causal effect based on
the data. That is, the causal effect identification problem asks
whether the effect of holding the treatment T at a constant
value t on the outcome Y , written as P (Y |do(T = t)), or
P (Y |do(t)), can be computed from a combination of obser-
vational data and causal assumptions. Let us use examples to
show the different cases. The causal DAG (directed acyclic
graph) shown in Figure 1(a) is a simple case that satisfies
the unconfoundedness assumption. The value of P (Y |do(t))
can be estimated by the back-door adjustment formula [Pearl,
2009]. However, when there exist unobserved confounders,
only adjusting on W does not block all back-door paths from

1Here no confounding bias means there do not exist variables
that causally affect both the IV and the outcome.
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Figure 1: Causal graphs of some models. T is a treatment; Y is
an outcome; W is a set of confounders; U is a set of unobserved
confounders; IV is a instrumental variable; and ZFD is a set of
variables that satisfy the front-door criterion.

T to Y . Hence, back-door criterion based methods cannot
handle the cases in Figure 1(b) or 1(c). With the case in Fig-
ure 1(b) though, the causal effect of T on Y can be unbiasedly
estimated when an IV is given. However, an IV based method
cannot solve the case in Figure 1(c) with mediators. In this
paper, we aim to solve the problem in Figure 1(c), i.e., the ex-
clusion restriction does not hold and there exist unobserved
confounders.

With a case like that in Figure 1(c), the front-door adjust-
ment can be applied to obtain unbiased causal effect estima-
tion. However, in practice, it is challenging to identify from
data a suitable adjustment set satisfying the front-door crite-
rion. Only a few researchers have paid attention to this prob-
lem. For example, Jeong et al. [2022] proposed a search al-
gorithm that can find a suitable front-door adjustment set, but
with the assumption that there must exist such an adjustment
set in a given causal graph. Wienöbst et al. [2022] improved
the above algorithm to reduce the time complexity from poly-
nomial time to linear time. The above algorithms still have
some drawbacks, because they are not data-driven and need
to give a causal graph, so they tend to be inefficient when
dealing with high-dimensional data.

Recently, deep generative models based on Variational Au-
toEncoder (VAE) [Kingma and Welling, 2014; Zhang et al.,
2021; Cheng et al., 2022b] have achieved many successes
in representation learning for causal inference [Louizos et
al., 2017]. For instance, Louizos et al. [2017] first com-
bined causal inference and VAE, and proposed CEVAE. CE-
VAE can learn the representation of latent confounders as a
back-door adjustment set for estimating the average treatment
effect (ATE). Cheng et al. [2022b] proposed a VAE based
method to estimate the natural direct effect and the natural
indirect effect for mediation analysis.

As it is challenging to identify a suitable front-door adjust-
ment set directly, we propose to learn the representation of a
front-door adjustment set from the proxy variables by using
the VAE technique. For a treatment T and an outcome Y , a
set of unobserved confounders U, and a set of proxy variables
X which is the proxy of ZFD and W, where ZFD is a set of
variables that satisfy the front-door criterion and W is a set
of confounders, we propose the representation learning strat-
egy under the causal graph as shown in Figure 2 to learn Ψ,
the representation of ZFD from X. We develop a VAE based
method, namely FDVAE (Front-Door adjustment set learning
based on Variational AutoEncoder) to learn Ψ for unbiased
average treatment effect estimation. This method can unbias-

edly estimate causal effect in the presence of unobserved con-
founders and mediators, and it is the first data-driven method
based on the front-door criterion. The contributions of this
paper can be summarised as follows:

• We study a practical case of causal effect estimation
when there exist mediators between the treatment and
the outcome and there are unobserved confounders.

• We propose a novel causal effect estimation method,
FDVAE, to learn the representation of a front-door ad-
justment set from proxy variables to more accurately es-
timate the average treatment effect.

• We evaluate the effectiveness of the FDVAE method on
synthetic datasets. Experiments show that FDVAE out-
performs existing methods. Furthermore, we apply FD-
VAE to three real-world datasets to show the application
scenarios of FDVAE.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2,
we discuss the preliminaries for causal inference. The details
of FDVAE are presented in Section 3. In Section 4, we dis-
cuss the experiment results. In Section 5, we discuss related
works. Finally, we conclude the paper in Section 6.

2 Preliminaries
In this section, we present the necessary background of causal
inference. We use a capital letter to represent a variable and a
lowercase letter to represent its value. Boldfaced capital and
lowercase letters are used to represent sets of variables and
values, respectively.

Let G = (V,E) be a directed acyclic graph (DAG), where
V = {V1, . . . , Vp} is the set of nodes and E is the set of edges
between the nodes, i.e., E ⊆ V × V. A path π from Vs to
Ve is a sequence of distinct nodes < Vs, . . . , Ve > such that
every pair of successive nodes are adjacent in G. 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 .

We follow Pearl’s work [Pearl, 2009] and use Structural
Causal Models (SCMs) as our basic framework. A SCM is a
triple (U,V,F), where U is a set of exogenous (unobserved)
variables; V is a set of endogenous (observed) variables; and
F is a set of deterministic functions, Vi = fi(Pa(Vi), UPa(Vi)),
such that Pa(Vi) ⊆ V\{Vi} and UPa(Vi) ⊆ U.

Assumption 1 (Markov Condition [Pearl, 2009]). Given a
DAG G = (V,E) and P (V), the joint probability distribu-
tion of V, G satisfies the Markov Condition if for ∀Vi ∈ V, Vi
is probabilistically independent of all of its non-descendants,
given the parent nodes of Vi.

With the Markov Condition, P (V) can be factorised by:
P (V) =

∏
i P (Vi|Pa(Vi)).

Assumption 2 (Faithfulness [Spirtes et al., 2000]). A DAG
G = (V,E) is faithful to P (V) iff every independence present
in P (V) is entailed by G and satisfies the Markov Condition.
P (V) is faithful to G iff there exists G which is faithful to
P (V).

When the Markov Condition and Faithfulness assumption
are satisfied, we can use d-separation defined below to read



the conditional independence between variables entailed in
the DAG G.

Definition 1 (d-separation [Pearl, 2009]). A path π in a DAG
is said to be d-separated (or blocked) by a set of nodes Z iff
(1) the path π contains a chain Vi → Vk → Vj or a fork
Vi ← Vk → Vj such that the middle node Vk is in Z, or (2)
the path π contains an inverted fork (or collider) Vi → Vk ←
Vj such that Vk is not in Z and no descendant of Vk is in Z.

The goal of this paper is to estimate the average treatment
effect as defined below.

Definition 2 (Average Treatment Effect (ATE)). The average
treatment effect of a treatment, denoted as T on the outcome
of interest, denoted as Y is defined asATE = E(Y | do(T =
1)) − E(Y | do(T = 0)), where do() is the do-operator and
do(T = t) represents the manipulation of T by setting its
value to t [Pearl, 2009].

When the context is clear, we abbreviate do(T = t) as
do(t). In order to allow the above do() expressions to be re-
covered from data, Pearl formally defined causal effect iden-
tifiability [Pearl, 2009] (p.77) and proposed two well-known
identification conditions, the back-door criterion and front-
door criterion.

Definition 3 (Back-Door (BD) Criterion [Pearl, 2009]). A set
of variables ZBD satisfies the back-door criterion relative to
an ordered pair of variables (T, Y ) in a DAG G if: (1) no
node in ZBD is a descendant of T ; and (2) ZBD blocks every
path between T and Y that contains an arrow into T .

A back-door path is a non-causal path from T to Y which
would remain if remove any arrows pointing out of T (these
are the potentially causal paths from T . They have been
recognised as “back-door” paths because they flow back-
wards out of T , i.e., all of these paths point into T .

Theorem 1 (Back-Door (BD) Adjustment [Pearl, 2009]). If
ZBD satisfies the BD criterion relative to (T, Y ), then the
causal effect of T on Y is identifiable and is given by the
following BD adjustment formula [Pearl, 2009]:

P (y|do(t)) =
∑
zBD

P (y|t, zBD)P (zBD). (1)

Definition 4 (Front-Door (FD) Criterion [Pearl, 2009]). A set
of variables ZFD is said to satisfy the front-door criterion
relative to an ordered pair of variables (T, Y ) in a DAG G if:
(1) ZFD intercepts all directed paths from T to Y ; (2) there
is no unblocked back-door path from T to ZFD; and (3) all
back-door paths from ZFD to Y are blocked by T .

Theorem 2 (Front-Door (FD) Adjustment [Pearl, 2009]). If
ZFD satisfies the FD criterion relative to (T, Y ), then the
causal effect of T on Y is identifiable and is given by the
following FD adjustment formula [Pearl, 2009]:

P (y|do(t)) =
∑
zFD

P (zFD|t)
∑
t′

P (y|t′, zFD)P (t′), (2)

where t′ is a distinct realisation of T .

Figure 2: An example causal graph that represents the data genera-
tion mechanism.

3 The Proposed FDVAE Method
3.1 Problem Setup
We assume the data generation is based on the DAG G =
(U ∪X ∪ {T, Y },E) as shown in Figure 2, which contains
the treatment variable T , the outcome variable Y , the set of
unobserved confounders U and the set of proxy variables X.
X is the proxy of ZFD and W, where ZFD denotes the set that
satisfies the FD criterion, i.e., it is a proper FD adjustment set,
W = {WT,WTY,WY,WE}, and WT,WTY,WY and WE

denote four types of variables affecting T , affecting both T
and Y , affecting Y , and external variable, respectively.

Note that as FDVAE aims to learn a representation from
the set of proxy variables X which captures the appropriate
information of an adjustment set satisfying the front-door cri-
terion, as long as X is a set of proxy variables of ZFD, FD-
VAE is able to learn the representation of the adjustment set
from X, and whether ZFD and W are observed or not is irrel-
evant to the success of the representation learning. Our goal
is to query the ATE of T on Y from observational data.

In an ideal scenario, if ZFD can be identified from X, we
can use ZFD to estimate the causal effect of T on Y as follows
using the FD adjustment formula (here we assume both T and
Y are binary):

ATE = E(Y | do(T = 1))− E(Y | do(T = 0))

=
(∑

zFD

P (zFD|T = 1)−
∑
zFD

P (zFD|T = 0)
)

∑
y,t′

yP (y|t′, zFD)P (t′).

However, in general, we can only access {T, Y,X}. The
BD criterion cannot be used since there exists the set of un-
observed confounders U that d-connects T and Y . It is
also challenging to identify ZFD from observational data,
since the information of ZFD is embedded in proxy vari-
ables X. Fortunately, inspired by VAE technique [Kingma
and Welling, 2014] we propose to learn the representation of
ZFD, denoted as Ψ, through the joint probability distribution
P (X, T, Y ). Our problem setting is defined as follows:
Problem 1. Given a joint probability distribution P (X, T, Y )
that is generated from the underlying DAG G = (U ∪ X ∪
{T, Y },E) as shown in Figure 2. Suppose that X is the proxy
of ZFD and W. Our goal is to learn the representation Ψ of
ZFD and use Ψ as a FD adjustment set in the estimation of
the causal effect of T on Y .



(a) Inference model. (b) Generative model.

Figure 3: The architecture of FDVAE. White nodes represent parameterised deterministic neural network transitions, and grey nodes represent
sampling from the respective distributions.

3.2 Learning Strategy
In this section, we introduce our method FDVAE for learn-
ing the representation Ψ as a proper FD adjustment set from
observational data. FDVAE parameterises the causal graph in
Figure 2 as a model with neural network functions that con-
nect the variables of interest. We follow the similar learning
process in [Kingma and Welling, 2014], and the architecture
of FDVAE is shown in Figure 3.

In the inference model, we design an encoder q(Ψ|X, Y )
that serves as the variational posterior over the target repre-
sentation. The variational approximation of the posterior is
defined as follows:

q(Ψ|X, Y ) =

DΨ∏
j=1

N (µ = µ̂Ψj , σ
2 = σ̂2

Ψj
),

where DΨ is the dimensionality of Ψ, µ̂Ψ and σ̂2
Ψ are the

mean and variance of the Gaussian distribution parameterised
by neural networks.

Let DX be the dimensionality of X and each gk(·), k ∈
{1, ..., 8} denotes a neural network parameterised by its own
parameters. As shown in Figure 2, ZFD is determined by T ,
and T is determined by {WT,WTY}. We choose X as the
condition to regulate the generation process of Ψ, since X is
the proxy of {WT,WTY}. The generative model for Ψ is
defined as:

p(Ψ|X) =

DΨ∏
j=1

N (µ = µ̂
Ψ

′
j
, σ2 = σ̂2

Ψ
′
j
),

where µ̂Ψ
′
j

= g1(X) and σ̂2
Ψ

′
j

= g2(X).

The generative models for X and Y vary depending on the
types of variable. To be specific, for continuous X and Y , the
models are defined as:

p(X|Ψ) =

DX∏
j=1

N (µ = µ̂Xj , σ
2 = σ̂2

Xj
);

µ̂Xj = g3(Ψ); σ̂2
Xj

= g4(Ψ),

p(Y |Ψ) =

DY∏
j=1

N (µ = µ̂Yj , σ
2 = σ̂2

Yj
);

µ̂Yj = g5(Ψ); σ̂2
Yj

= g6(Ψ).

For binary X and Y , the models are defined as:
p(X|Ψ) = Bern(σ(g7(Ψ)));

p(Y |Ψ) = Bern(σ(g8(Ψ))),

where σ(·) is the logistic function.
We can present the evidence lower bound (ELBO) for the

above inference and generative models:

M = Eq[log p(X|Ψ) + log p(Y |Ψ)]

−DKL[q(Ψ|X, Y )||p(Ψ|X)],

where DKL[·||·] is the KL divergence term.
The first term denotes the reconstruction error of the ob-

served (X, Y ) and the inferred (X̂, Ŷ ); other terms are used
to calculate the KL divergence between the prior knowledge
and the learned representations.

Following the works in [Louizos et al., 2017; Zhang et al.,
2021], we design two auxiliary predictors that help us predict
T and Y for new samples. To optimise the parameters in the
auxiliary predictors, we add them to the loss function. Since
maximising M is equal to minimising −M, the final loss
function of FDVAE is defined as:

LFDVAE = −M+ Eq[logq(T |X)] + Eq[logq(Y |X)].

4 Experiment
Evaluating estimated causal effects is considered a great chal-
lenge, especially when there are unobserved confounders.
Therefore, the evaluation of estimated causal effects with un-
observed confounders relies on synthetic datasets since in
this case we can obtain ground truth. Following the works
in [Louizos et al., 2017; Cheng et al., 2022a], we first gen-
erate some simulation datasets to compare the performance
of FDVAE with other benchmark models in estimating causal
effects, and then we demonstrate the strong correlation be-
tween the learned representations and the real FD adjustment
sets. We validate that FDVAE can unbiasedly estimate the
causal effects when changing the causal strength of unob-
served confounders, and we also demonstrate the feasibility
of FDVAE when the dimensionality of representation is mis-
matched with the dimensionality of the real FD adjustment
set. Finally, we apply FDVAE to real datasets and verify its
usability. The details of data generation and implementation
of FDVAE are provided in the supplementary material.

4.1 Experiment Setup
Models for Comparison
We compare FDVAE with a number of benchmark models,
including traditional and VAE based causal effect estimation



Name Reference Open-Source

CEVAE [Louizos et al., 2017] GitHub
LinearDRL [Chernozhukov et al., 2018] EconML

CausalForest [Wager and Athey, 2018] EconML
ForestDRL [Athey et al., 2019] EconML
XLearner [Künzel et al., 2019] EconML

KernelDML [Nie and Wager, 2021] EconML
TEDVAE [Zhang et al., 2021] GitHub

Table 1: Models for comparison.

(a) (b)

Figure 4: (a) Setting A, where X is proxy of {W1,W2, ZFD}.
(b) Setting B, where X is the proxy of {W1,W2}.

models. The details of compared models are shown in Ta-
ble 1, where the implementations of CEVAE and TEDVAE
are retrieved from the authors’ GitHub and the implementa-
tions of other methods are from EconML [Keith Battocchi,
2019].

Evaluation Metrics
For evaluating the performance of FDVAE and the other
benchmark models, we use the Estimation Bias |(β̂−β)/β|×
100% as the metric, where β̂ is the estimated ATE and β is
the ground truth.

4.2 Experiments on Synthetic Datasets
We generate synthetic datasets to evaluate the performance
of FDVAE and the other comparison models. To avoid the
bias brought by the data generation process, we repeatedly
generate 30 datasets with a range of sample sizes (denoted as
N ), including 4k, 6k, 8k, 10k, 20k and 50k.

In order to better compare performance, we use dif-
ferent settings. Specifically, setting A is a common set-
ting (as shown in Figure 4a), where X is the proxy of
{W1,W2, ZFD}. We can access X which contains the infor-
mation of ZFD. In this setting, our proposed FDVAE method
learns the representation of ZFD from X, and the comparison
models use X as an adjustment set to estimate causal effects.
Setting B (as shown in Figure 4b) is a special setting that is
designed for comparison models. This setting assumes ZFD

can be identified from X. The comparison models use X as
an adjustment set, where X is proxy of {W1,W2}.
Results for Setting A
As shown in Figure 5, FDVAE outperforms all the other com-
parison methods. Such results are expected. All comparison
models use the BD criterion to estimate ATE. ZFD produces a
bias when being used as a part of the BD adjustment set, since
ZFD is a descendant node of T . On the other hand, the bias is

Figure 5: Results of Setting A, where the horizontal axis represents
the sample size and the vertical axis represents the estimation bias
(%). The KernelDML model is displayed separately because it has
a huge bias.

also due to unobserved confounders U. The unbiased causal
effect estimation based on the BD criterion needs to block all
the back-door paths from T to Y . However, in our case, U
cannot be used for adjustment because it is unobserved, and
thus biased estimations are produced.

FDVAE circumvents the limitations of the BD criterion. It
learns the representation Ψ of the FD adjustment set from X,
and uses it to obtain the unbiased estimate of ATE.

Results for Setting B
In setting B, since X is not a proxy of ZFD, using X for BD
adjustment will not result in bias caused by ZFD (which is a
descendant of T and is prohibited from being included in a
BD adjustment set). Compared with the results of Setting A,
all the comparison models have a significant performance im-
provement, and the biases of most of the models have reduced
from nearly 120% to about 30%. Under this setting, how-
ever, the estimation bias caused by unobserved confounders
U cannot be eliminated.

As shown in Figure 6, with the increase in sample size, the
performance of our model is far better than the comparison
models. This means that estimating the causal effect based
on the FD criterion can avoid the bias caused by unobserved
confounders.

4.3 Effectiveness of the learned representation Ψ

We note that the generation process of Ψ is regulated by
given X. In this section, we conduct experiments to demon-
strate the effectiveness of this representation learning strat-
egy. Since we use synthetic datasets, we know the ground
truth value of ZFD, and our proposed method FDVAE learns
the representation Ψ of ZFD. Both DZFD

and DΨ are set to
be 1. After the representation learning process, we can get
the learned representation ψ for each instance.

https://github.com/AMLab-Amsterdam/CEVAE
https://econml.azurewebsites.net/_autosummary/econml.dml.LinearDML.html
https://econml.azurewebsites.net/_autosummary/econml.dml.CausalForestDML.html
https://econml.azurewebsites.net/_autosummary/econml.dr.ForestDRLearner.html
https://econml.azurewebsites.net/_autosummary/econml.metalearners.XLearner.html
https://econml.azurewebsites.net/_autosummary/econml.dml.KernelDML.html
https://github.com/WeijiaZhang24/TEDVAE


Figure 6: Results of Setting B. The line represents the mean of es-
timation bias, which is used to demonstrate the performance more
clearly.

N PCC(ZFD,Ψ) N PCC(ZFD,Ψ)

4k 0.9986 ± 0.0009 10k 0.9982 ± 0.0017
6k 0.9979 ± 0.0029 20k 0.9944 ± 0.0164
8k 0.9984 ± 0.0018 50k 0.9897 ± 0.0096

Table 2: The PCC (mean ± std) of the pair (ZFD,Ψ) for FDVAE
under different sample size (denote as N ).

In the empirical evaluation, we use the Pearson Correlation
Coefficient (PCC) as the evaluation metric. We consider two
variables are highly related when PCC is higher than 0.98. As
shown in Table 2, the obtained Ψ is highly related to ZFD,
which indicates that the representation learning strategy is ef-
fective in obtaining a proper FD adjustment set.

4.4 Impact of the Causal Strength of U

We also conduct experiments to verify the effectiveness of
FDVAE on the different causal strength of unobserved con-
founders. Since our data generation is based on SCMs, the
causal strength of unobserved confounders can be varied by
adjusting the coefficient of the path U→ Y . The sample size
for this experiment is fixed at 10k. We multiply a scale factor
on the coefficient to realise the different causal strength lev-
els of unobserved confounders. For example, 0.0 means that
there are no unobserved confounders, and 2.0 means that the
coefficient doubles the base value. We set the scaling range
as [0.0, 2.0] and the step increment as 0.2. In this experi-
ment, the comparison models are under Setting B, the setting
is in favour of the comparison models, since under this set-
ting when they use X as the back-door adjustment set does
not result in estimation bias because X is not a proxy of ZFD.

The results are shown in Figure 7. As the scale factor in-
creases, i.e., the causal strength of unobserved confounders
increases, we notice that the estimation bias of the compari-

Figure 7: Results of different scale factor, where the horizontal axis
represents the scale factor and the vertical axis represents the esti-
mation bias (%).

DZFD Estimation Bias DZFD Estimation Bias

1 7.55% ± 4.71% 6 11.43% ± 7.06%
2 8.90% ± 5.55% 7 12.71% ± 7.44%
3 7.75% ± 5.76% 8 12.39% ± 6.99%
4 9.77% ± 6.44% 9 12.23% ± 8.45%
5 9.65% ± 6.76% 10 11.75% ± 8.51%

Table 3: The estimation bias (mean ± std) of FDVAE under the dif-
ferent settings of DZFD .

son models increases. FDVAE maintains an estimation bias
of around 10%, with a slight upward trend, but much less
pronounced compared to the comparison models. The re-
sults show that FDVAE is able to deal with unobserved con-
founders well, even when the causal strength of the unob-
served confounders is high.

When the causal strength of the unobserved confounders is
zero, that is, no unobserved confounders, the ATE can be es-
timated unbiasedly based on the BD criterion so the compari-
son models except KernelDML have minimal estimation bias.
However, FDVAE still achieves acceptable performance, with
a 10% estimation bias due to the performance bottleneck of
our representation learning caused by VAE.

4.5 Sensitivity to Representation Dimensionality
In real-world applications, it is a common situation that the
dimensionality of representation is mismatched with the di-
mensionality of the real FD adjustment set. In this section,
we use synthetic datasets with 10k samples and fix the di-
mensionality of representation as 1 (i.e.,DΨ = 1). We change
the dimensionality of the real FD adjustment set from 1 to 10
(i.e., DZFD = {1, ..., 10}) and evaluate the estimation of ATE.

The results are shown in Table 3. We see that FDVAE
achieves its best performance when the dimensionality of the
representation matches the dimensionality of the original FD
adjustment set (i.e., DΨ = DZFD ). When the dimensional-
ity of representation does not match the dimensionality of the



Dataset Empirical Intervals FDVAE

Sachs (0.05,3.23) 1.40
401k (0.047,0.095) 0.068

SchoolingReturns (0.0484, 0.2175) 0.1199

Table 4: Results of real-world datasets.

real FD adjustment set, with the increase ofDZFD
, the estima-

tion bias is around 11% and the std (standard deviation of the
estimation bias) has an upward trend. However, compared to
Figure 6, even with dimensionality mismatch, the estimation
bias of FDVAE is much lower than that of the compared mod-
els. In summary, FDVAE is not sensitive to the dimensional-
ity of the representation and it can still perform relatively well
when the dimensionality of the representation does not match
that of the real FD adjustment set.

4.6 Case Study on Real-World Datasets
In this section, we apply FDVAE to the following three real-
world datasets. As there are no ground truth causal effect
values available for real-world datasets, for these datasets we
use the commonly accepted empirical values in literature as
the reference causal effect values.

Sachs: The dataset contains 853 samples and 11 vari-
ables [Sachs et al., 2005]. The treatment is Erk, and the out-
come is the concentration of Akt. The reference causal effect
is 1.4301 with 95% confidence interval (0.05, 3.23) [Silva
and Shimizu, 2017].

401k: The dataset contains 9,275 individuals and 11 vari-
ables, and it is from the survey of income and program par-
ticipation (SIPP) [Chernozhukov and Hansen, 2004]. The
treatment is p401k, and the outcome is pira. The refer-
ence causal effect is 0.0712 with 95% confidence interval
(0.047, 0.095) [Verbeek, 2008].

SchoolingReturns: The dataset consists of 3,010 records
and 19 variables [Card, 1995]. The treatment is the educa-
tion level of a person, and the outcome is raw wages in 1976.
The reference causal effect is 0.1329 with 95% confidence
interval (0.0484, 0.2175) [Verbeek, 2008].

The results are shown in Table 4. We see that the estimated
causal effects by FDVAE on the three real-world datasets are
within their empirical intervals, implying the great potential
of FDVAE for real-world applications.

5 Related Work
In this section, we review the research that is related to our
work. Causal effect estimation has always been a challeng-
ing problem. Over the past few decades, researchers have
proposed many methods for estimating causal effects. These
methods generally fall into three categories: back-door ad-
justment, instrumental variable (IV) and front-door adjust-
ment methods.

Methods based on the back-door criterion [Pearl, 2009] are
the most widely used, and most of these methods need to as-
sume that all confounding variables are observed. For ex-
ample, several tree-based models [Athey and Imbens, 2016;
Su et al., 2009; Zhang et al., 2017] have been designed to es-
timate causal effects by designing specific splitting criterion;

meta-learning [Künzel et al., 2019] has also been proposed
to utilise existing machine learning algorithms for causal ef-
fect estimation. Recently, methods using deep learning tech-
niques to predict causal effects have received widespread at-
tention. For example, CEVAE [Louizos et al., 2017] com-
bines representation learning and VAE to estimate causal ef-
fects; TEDVAE [Zhang et al., 2021] improves on CEVAE and
decouples the learned representations to achieve more accu-
rate estimation; Counterfactual regression nets [Johansson et
al., 2016; Shalit et al., 2017; Hassanpour and Greiner, 2019]
proposed to balance treated and untreated sample groups so
that the two groups are as close as possible.

Methods based on instrumental variables (IV) have also re-
ceived a lot of attention. IV based methods are able to solve
the problem of unobserved confounding variables. Most IV
based methods require users to nominate a valid IV, such as
the generalised method of moments (GMM) [Bennett et al.,
2019], kernel-IV regression [Singh et al., 2019] and deep
learning based method [Hartford et al., 2017]. When there are
no nominated IVs in the data, some data-driven methods are
developed to find [Yuan et al., 2022] or synthesise [Burgess
and Thompson, 2013; Kuang et al., 2020] an IV or eliminate
the influence of invalid IVs by using statistical strategies [Guo
et al., 2018; Hartford et al., 2021].

However, the front-door criterion based approach is rarely
studied in the literature. There are only a few methods for
finding the appropriate adjustment set by following the front-
door criterion in the observed variables [Jeong et al., 2022;
Wienöbst et al., 2022]. These methods aim to find and enu-
merate possible sets that satisfying the front-door criterion in
a given causal graph. Therefore, these methods are not effi-
cient when dealing with high-dimensional data.

In summary, the methods based on the back-door criterion
cannot handle unobserved confounders. IV based methods
can cope with unobserved confounders, but cannot deal with
the situation where the treatment affects the outcome through
a mediator. Our method can simultaneously address the exis-
tence of unobserved confounders and mediators, and it is the
first data-driven causal effect estimation method based on the
FD criterion.

6 Conclusion
This work studies the problem of causal effect estimation
from observational data when there exist unobserved con-
founders and the treatment does not directly affect the out-
come but through a mediator. We have proposed the first data-
driven method, FDVAE, for dealing with the problem. We use
VAE technique to learn the representation of the front-door
adjustment set from proxy variables. Extensive experiments
have demonstrated that our proposed method outperforms
other methods in the presence of unobserved confounders and
mediators. We have also shown that our method is insensitive
to the causal strength of unobserved confounders in the data.
The performance of other methods is significantly worse as
the causal strength of the unobserved confounders increases.
Furthermore, we have validated the usability of FDVAE on
three real-world datasets.
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[Wienöbst et al., 2022] Marcel Wienöbst, Benito van der
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