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Abstract. The shift from the understanding and prediction of processes
to their optimization offers great benefits to businesses and other or-
ganizations. Precisely timed process interventions are the cornerstones
of effective optimization. Prescriptive process monitoring (PresPM) is
the sub-field of process mining that concentrates on process optimiza-
tion. The emerging PresPM literature identifies state-of-the-art methods,
causal inference (CI) and reinforcement learning (RL), without present-
ing a quantitative comparison. Most experiments are carried out using
historical data, causing problems with the accuracy of the methods’ eval-
uations and preempting online RL. Our contribution consists of exper-
iments on timed process interventions with synthetic data that renders
genuine online RL and the comparison to CI possible, and allows for
an accurate evaluation of the results. Our experiments reveal that RL’s
policies outperform those from CI and are more robust at the same time.
Indeed, the RL policies approach perfect policies. Unlike CI, the unal-
tered online RL approach can be applied to other, more generic PresPM
problems such as next best activity recommendations. Nonetheless, CI
has its merits in settings where online learning is not an option.

Keywords: Prescriptive Process Monitoring · Process Optimization ·
Timed Interventions · Causal Inference · Reinforcement Learning.

1 Introduction

Moving from predicting the outcome of a running process to optimizing it with
respect to a goal implies making decisions about actions that will change its
course. In its most basic form, the optimization of a process assumes a correctly
timed intervention (or sometimes non-intervention) in it. Examples range from
the escalation of a customer complaint process to higher management echelons,
the maintenance of a machine, a customer call to speed up an administrative pro-
cess or to maximize turnover, an additional test to conduct to reduce a patient’s
length of stay at hospitals, etc. Prescriptive Process Monitoring (PresPM) is a
young subfield of Process Mining (PM) studying business process optimization
methods. Optimization in the PresPM context concerns decisions an agent has
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to take to optimize the outcome of a running case given certain goals (metrics).
It does not concern enhancing the underlying process itself, as practiced in PM.
Our PresPM (see below) literature review reveals that two methods, reinforce-
ment learning (RL) (Sutton and Barto, 2018) and causal inference (CI) (Pearl,
2000; Imbens and Rubin, 2015), emerge as pathways. However, a quantitative
comparison is currently missing. Most of the research on PresPM works with
offline historical data creating two limitations: Online RL is not possible and
experimental results prove difficult to quantify accurately for lack of counterfac-
tuals.

This research gap defines our contribution. In our experiments, we introduce
online RL to business processes and benchmark it against CI. Our use of syn-
thetic data, rather than historical event logs as in earlier PresPM research, is not
only instrumental in permitting both online RL and CI, but also enables deeper
insights, a correct evaluation of the experiments’ results, and the calculation of
perfect policies as an absolute benchmark.

Solutions to timed process interventions can be seen as a gateway to solving
the more generic problem of recommending the next best activities in a pro-
cess. In timed interventions, the agent has one chance to make an intervention
sometime during the process, whereas, in next best activity problems, the agent
has to choose between all possible activities at every step in the process. Both
problem types are structurally the same, the RL algorithms for the former can
be transferred to the latter problem without modification. The relative simplic-
ity of timed process interventions in terms of combinatorial possibilities (state
space) results in fewer data and computational requirements. It will permit eas-
ier insights into the characteristics of the used models and find faster real-world
adoption. Furthermore, a vast number of relevant applications for timed process
interventions exist. For these reasons, our experiments focus on timed process
interventions, rather than next best activity recommendations.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces concepts pertaining
to PresPM and refers to related work around them. We then move on to the
experimental Section 3 comparing RL to CI using two synthetic datasets. The
insights gained from the literature review and experiments lead to a deeper
discussion of the two PresPM methods in Section 4. We conclude this paper and
suggest avenues for future work in Section 5.

2 Background and related work

2.1 Preliminaries

The goal of PresPM (Bozorgi et al., 2021; Kubrak et al., 2021; Shoush and Du-
mas, 2022; Weinzierl et al., 2020) is to recommend actions for ongoing cases
in order to optimize their outcomes as measured by a certain metric. Before
the appearance of ML, most prescriptive problems relating to processes con-
cerned industrial processes and were approached by operations research meth-
ods, requiring mathematical models (Winston, 2022) of the problems. Later, ML
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opened new, model-free opportunities, leading to a substantial body of research
about its application in predictive maintenance and process control (regulating
a system to keep certain parameters within a defined range). For overviews,
the interested reader is referred to Carvalho et al. (2019) and Dalzochio et al.
(2020). Within PresPM, a much more recent discipline, CI and RL emerged as
two promising methods for process outcome optimization and will be the subject
of this research.

The business processes studied in PresPM exhibit a substantial degree of
variation, in practice often explained by the humans in the loop. We believe
that the high degree of variation in these processes makes them generic, and
hence, the results of this work also apply to more constrained or structured
processes such as industrial processes.

In this work, we restrict our focus to the optimization of a single process
in isolation. This is an important assumption given that in practice, many pro-
cesses affect and even interact with each other. Action recommendations may
impact each other e.g., in case of limited resources. To the best of our knowledge,
the very large majority of PresPM research assumes process independence. We
also assume that decision points in processes are known after either consulting
experts and/or applying PM techniques to identifying decision rules (Scheibel
and Rinderle-Ma, 2022) and causal relationships (e.g., Qafari and van der Aalst
(2020), Leemans and Tax (2022), Koorn et al. (2020), Polyvyanyy et al. (2019).

2.2 Causal inference

By default, CI (Pearl, 2000; Imbens and Rubin, 2015) works with offline, logged
data. The field can be subdivided into two components. The first concerns the
detection of causal relationships: “Which treatment(s) have an effect on the
process’ outcomes?”. The second CI component involves estimating the effect
of treatments. We concentrate on the individual treatment effect (ITE) (Shalit
et al., 2017), which is the difference between predicted outcomes of (possible)
treatment(s) and non-treatment for a given sample. For example, when our
model predicts that calling (treatment) customer x will increase revenue by
200e, while x is expected to reduce sales by 100e if not called (non-treatment),
then the ITEx is 300e. Note that the ITE is an expectation, not a hard-coded
causality. Usually, a threshold (e.g., 50e in our example) is determined to arrive
at a policy for selecting (non-) treatments. The main challenge is the absence
of counterfactuals in the dataset. A counterfactual is the unobserved outcome
of a case assuming another treatment than the one factually applied (not to be
confused with negative or forbidden events or traces as in Ponce de León et al.
(2018)). In the absence of randomized controlled trials (RCTs), realized by a
policy of random interventions, selection bias will occur as the data-gathering
policy leads to different distributions of treatment and non-treatment samples
in the datasets. Combating selection bias is an important aspect of CI (e.g.,
Shalit et al. (2017)). Real-world CI applications include marketing (e.g., churn
reduction: Devriendt et al. (2021), discounting, ...), education (e.g., Olaya et al.
(2020b)), recommender systems, etc. Most of these applications, however, are
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cross-sectional rather than longitudinal: There are no timing issues, let alone
sequential treatments as seen in processes.

To the best of our knowledge, CI plays no role in the optimization of indus-
trial processes. In line with the overview provided by Kubrak et al. (2021), we
found no papers in the sparse PresPM literature published before 2020 claiming
to use CI for process outcome optimization. de Leoni et al. (2020) and Weinzierl
et al. (2020) did apply a form of indirect CI with that aim, albeit without carry-
ing the CI label. The indirect approach consists of first predicting the most likely
(or distribution of) suffix(es) for every possible treatment given a certain prefix.
In the second step, another model predicts outcomes for all these suffixes, which
will then be used to choose a treatment. In the direct CI approach, the process
outcomes for all possible treatments for a given prefix are directly predicted. Di-
rect CI implementations can be found in Bozorgi et al. (2023) (without timing
considerations) and Bozorgi et al. (2021) and Shoush and Dumas (2022) (includ-
ing timing). With the exception of Bozorgi et al. (2023), none of the PresPM
papers addresses selection bias. Bica et al. (2020), in contrast, use a sequence-
to-sequence recurrent NN that automatically builds a treatment-invariant rep-
resentation of the prefixes to combat the selection bias in a medical treatment
problem.

The lack of counterfactuals in the test set stemming from the use of offline
data hinders the accurate evaluation of CI methods’ results: For a given prefix,
the action recommended by the CI model may be absent from the cases in the
test set. Researchers cope with this problem by relying on a predictive model
to estimate outcomes, a distance-minimizing algorithm to find the nearest case
in the training or dataset, or a generative model that produces augmented data
(Neal et al., 2020).

2.3 Reinforcement learning

RL (Sutton and Barto, 2018) is an important class of ML algorithms learning
policies that guide an agent’s behavior or sequence of actions in an environment
in order to maximize an expected cumulative reward. Early successes in computer
games drew much attention to RL, which has since then expanded not only
into industrial processes but also into many other fields such as robotics (e.g.,
autonomous driving: Sallab et al. (2017)), healthcare (Gottesman et al., 2019),
engineering, finance, etc. RL comes in many flavors. We will discuss and use
the widespread Q-learning variant. In processes, the most important reward is
often the process outcome that becomes known at the conclusion (last event)
of the case. Regardless, intermediate rewards could be easily included in RL
should they occur. The cost of actions can be viewed as a negative reward.
At its core, RL assumes an online environment that the agent can interact
with. RL does not need an environment (→ process) model. Instead, real (or
simulated) episodes (→ cases) are just executed and their rewards (→ outcomes)
are observed. For every encountered state (→ prefix), a state-action value (Q)
is learned for every possible action. Q represents the state-action value for the
next state (→ prefix) plus the reward minus the cost of that action to get to
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that next state (a transition). For any given prefix, the state-action values can
be interpreted similarly as the effects of the possible treatments learned by CI.
The difference between the state-action value for a treatment and the one for the
non-treatment corresponds to the ITE at that state (prefix). The state-action
value of the last prefix of a (completed) process is its final outcome. Given the
size of the state space (→ number of possible prefixes) in most processes, these
state-action values cannot be stored in tabular form (Q-table). Instead, they
are approximated by an NN. This is called deep reinforcement learning (Mnih
et al., 2015). At every state (→ prefix), the policy will be to choose the action
with the highest relative state-action value. Learning is achieved by playing out
many processes and iteratively updating the Q-table NN after each (batch of)
observed rewards (→ outcomes). In order to explore all areas of the state space
and to prevent prematurely settling into a sub-optimal policy, a certain degree
of exploration is introduced: The agent will sometimes overrule the policy and
choose another action, especially at the beginning of the learning process. RL has
found many applications in process outcome optimization, e.g., in robotics (Ibarz
et al., 2021) and industrial process control (Paraschos et al., 2020; Spielberg
et al., 2020), but few researchers (Branchi et al., 2022; Bugaenko, 2021) apply
RL to PresPM process optimization.

In practice, the real-life form of data gathering is often too slow and too ex-
pensive. It can even be dangerous at the early stages of learning when the NN is
insufficiently trained and significant exploration happens. An entire spectrum of
alternative data-gathering methods at different proximities to reality exists. In
academia, synthetic data are instrumental in investigating and comparing meth-
ods. For instance, Paraschos et al. (2020) work with synthetic data for industrial
process control. Simulation models can be rooted in the laws of physics or even
social sciences. Spielberg et al. (2020) use simulation in industrial processes, Tan
et al. (2018) use simulation to train robots and investigate pathways to close the
reality gap, the mismatch between the reality and the simulation. In Lisowska
et al. (2021), a Fogg behavior model is used for healthy habit formation for can-
cer patients. Digital twins (Park et al., 2021) are extended simulations benefiting
from imputed real-time data. Burggraef et al. (2022) deploy a miniature factory
in which their agent can act. In practice and academia alike, there is great inter-
est in offline RL i.e. to work with data from existing datasets (supervised data).
This can be achieved by mining models from the data. PM discovery techniques,
for example, yield grid graphs of business processes as representations of the
agent’s environment in Branchi et al. (2022) and Bugaenko (2021). Research on
offline RL (Levine et al., 2020) also suggests using predictive models trained on
the dataset to guide the agent through its environment and estimate outcomes,
somehow similar to indirect CI. Alternatively, nearest-neighbors algorithms can
force the agent to remain in the vicinity of the data-gathering policy. The RL
agent can even be forced to remain within the boundaries of the dataset, which
of course makes it harder to improve upon the original data-gathering policy.
With the exception of purely synthetic data, these data-gathering strategies can
all be used to derive a policy with which to initialize an online learning agent.
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This dual strategy greatly speeds up training, avoids expenses, and minimizes
mistakes.

2.4 Problem complexity

From the analysis of the related work, we identify two main drivers for problem
complexity: action width and action depth. These drivers facilitate understand-
ing problems at hand and will be helpful in positioning our experiments (Sec-
tion 3) and the subsequent discussion of CI and RL (Section 4). Action width
relates to the number of different actions (set size) available to an agent: Actions
can be binary (interventions e.g., “apply” or “don’t apply”), continuous (e.g.,
a regulating valve) or multi-class (e.g., several options such as “visit”, “call” or
“email” customer or “do nothing”). In this paper, we define multi-class actions
as treatments. Interventions are thus a binary subclass of treatments. Asymp-
totically, the set of multi-class actions becomes the set of all possible activities,
even including attributes, as in the next best activity prediction. The action
depth is a measure of the longitudinal dimension and depends on how many
consecutive actions can be taken within a process, and when. An action’s tim-
ing can be predetermined (fixed or irrelevant) or an action can happen once at
any time during the process’ lifetime (one-off, as in timed process interventions).
Sequences of (repeated) actions are another, more complicated, setting. Finally,
actions can be continuous such as steering an autonomous vehicle to keep it in
its lane.

2.5 Research gap

There exists no quantitative comparative analysis of CI and RL process outcome
optimizations (nor any other) problems. This is the main research gap we address
in this paper. As explained in subsection 2.2, the use of historical data for the
test sets hampers the evaluation of CI methods for lack of counterfactuals. A
similar issue appears in the RL literature that exhibits a prevalence of non-
real-life work. Here, simulations or models based on reality are used to train and
test online models without considering the performance on the original problems,
thus ignoring the reality gap (exception: Spielberg et al. (2020)). We also address
this issue by making use of entirely artificial synthetic data in our experiments.
This form of data allows us to accurately evaluate CI, to test online RL and
eliminate the reality gap, and to share the same test set between both methods.
Additionally, none of the aforementioned papers compared their results to perfect
policy results needed to gain an intuition for the absolute performance of their
methods. This can be explained by the majority of the discussed papers treating
rather complex problems for which computing such a perfect policy is intractable,
hence the need for techniques such as CI and RL. We opt for timed interventions,
which have narrow action widths (binary) and shallow action depths (at most
once per process) so that we can easily compute results for a perfect policy.
The next Section 3 describes our contribution: making an accurately evaluated
CI-RL-perfect-solution comparison based on synthetic datasets.
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3 Experimental comparison of CI and RL

In the following three subsections, we describe our data generation, experimental
setup, and results.

3.1 Data generation

We work with synthetic processes generating the environment and data for our
experiments in order to compute counterfactuals that are not available in real-
world data. Knowing the counterfactuals allows for accurate evaluations of the
experiments. Moreover, given a sufficiently small state space, a perfect policy can
be derived and used to judge the absolute performance of methods. The same
synthetic generative model can create both the offline dataset for CI and the
online environment required for online RL. We first describe the two processes
and then motivate our choice.

Two synthetic processes The process models as Petri nets and key features
of our two synthetic processes are shown in Figure 1 and Table 1 respectively.
Process 1 is a sequence of three activities, either “A” or “B” with an according
integer attribute. At one of the three events, a (free) intervention can be made.
The outcome of the process is the sum of the attributes, where the attribute of
the event where the intervention took place is multiplied by 2 if activity “A”
occurred at least once in the process, otherwise by −2. Process 2 consists of
five events and includes both an AND and an XOR construct. Every Process 2

case carries an integer case attribute known from the start. Event attributes are
integers as well, and an intervention can be made once in a process at any event.
When an intervention is made (at a cost of 5), the attribute corresponding to
the first of “D1” or “D2” to occur thereafter (if any) will be multiplied by 2
in case the process passes through its “B” branch, by −4 otherwise. The final
outcome is the sum of the attributes times the case attribute.

Motivation These processes and interventions were designed to be simple for
clear insights, yet representative of real-world processes by incorporating their
main challenges. Since PresPM concerns actionable decisions, we can reduce
sub-processes that do not contain any decision points (and are not a branch of
a parallel structure with another branch containing such a decision point) into
one event (e.g., the subprocess “R−V ” collapses into event “A” in Fig. 2), thus
significantly shrinking the process model. In our experiments, the interventions
only change event attributes but in reality, they may alter the control-flow as
well. That would not change the CI and RL algorithms. Moreover, when all
control-flow variations starting from a given decision point (after event “W”
in Fig. 2) merge together in one location/activity later in the process model
(“Z”) without containing any further intermediate decision points, then they
can be reduced to one event (“B”) as well. The value of this event’s attribute
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(a) Process model representing Process 1

(b) Process model representing Process 2

Fig. 1: Synthetic generative processes: Petri net visualization

Table 1: Synthetic generative processes: key features

Process 1 Process 2

Structure sequence of OR AND with OR in lower branch

Activities every event activity from
[A,B] with prob [.25, .75]

as per graph. “B” and “C” with
prob [.2, .8]

Attributes (Att) uniformly random from
[0, 1, 2, 5]

uniformly random from [1, 2, 3] for
“D1” and from [1, 2, 3, 4] for

“D2”, else 0

Case variables (CV ) - uniformly random integer from
[1− 10]

State space size 512 720

Interventions at all steps or not at all at all steps or not at all

Intervention cost 0 5

Intervention effect
(intervention at event
n)

Multiply Attn by 2 in case
an “A” occurred in the
process, otherwise by -2.

Att corresponding to next of
“D1” or “D2” multiplied by 2 (in
case of “B”-process) or −4 (in

case of “C”-process)

Outcome
∑

Att CV ∗
∑

Att

will vary according to which decision was made and which control-flow variant
was followed earlier.

Both processes have a strong stochastic component to reflect the uncertainty
accompanying real-life processes. The values of the three activities and attributes
in Process 1 are sampled from probability distributions, whereas activities in
Process 2 are governed by the given structure, with the attributes and case
variables sampled from probability distributions as well. A real-life decision-
maker is not only confronted by stochasticity, but the information available
to make decisions may also differ between cases. Our synthetic processes also
incorporate this aspect: as long as no “A” appears in Process 1 or Process 2
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Fig. 2: Example of how a process can be reduced to a simpler process for PresPM
purposes. “A” summarizes the subprocess without decision points “R − V ”,
whereas “B” summarizes the subprocess ‘W − Z” which includes a decision
point “W”.

hasn’t passed through its “B” or “C” branch, it cannot be known for sure
whether intervening will be beneficial or detrimental.

As in many real-world processes, the outcomes of both processes will only be
known at their conclusion. Including intermediary rewards or penalties, however,
would not significantly alter the CI or RL algorithms.

Our experiments investigate binary actions (interventions). This simplifica-
tion allows for clearer insights without loss of generalization. As direct CI is
generally not suited for sequences of actions, we further simplified by opting
for one-off actions (timed interventions) to permit a CI-RL comparison; the RL
method, however, can be extended to sequential or continuous actions with-
out modification. In combination with the use of synthetic data, the small state
space resulting from a narrow action width and shallow action depth also renders
calculating perfect policies practical.

3.2 Experimental setup

Even though increasingly performant next event prediction algorithms exist (e.g.,
Pasquadibisceglie et al. (2022)), the indirect CI approach inevitably compounds
the errors of two successive prediction models. The direct CI approach circum-
vents the next event/suffix prediction stage. The simplicity of working with one
model favors the direct approach and we used it in our experiments. We use one
NN to predict process outcomes for CI; the intervention (Boolean) is part of its
inputs, and the batch size is 1,024. RL is achieved with a standard Q-learning
architecture with a 1,024-transition samples memory for stabilization (experi-
ence replay: Mnih et al. (2015)). Transition samples are retained in the memory
according to the first-in-first-out (FIFO) principle. A penalty of 100 is applied
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for intervening more than once. An NN predicts Q for both possible actions
(“intervention” and “non-intervention”) at every encountered state (prefix). For
a balanced comparison, the same NN architecture is used for both CI and RL.
Our NNs have two LSTM and two dense layers as displayed in Fig 3.

Fig. 3: The NN architectures (regression model) are almost identical for CI and
RL. The first layer includes an additional “intervention” feature for CI. The
last layer outputs a scalar (outcome) for CI and a 2-dimensional vector (Q for
“intervention´´ and “non-intervention”) for RL.

Table 2: Experimental settings.

Setting Value

Input features “activity”, “attribute”,
and “case variable” (for Process 2)

Categorical features representation one-hot-encoding
Sequence length (padding for shorter prefixes) 3 and 5 (Process 1 and Process 2)

Loss function MAE
Optimizer ADAM
Metric Uplift
Nr. runs per experiment 5
Batch size 1,024
Memory size (RL) 1,024

Nr. epochs early stopping
Patience 5
Test set size 1,000 samples
Validation set size (% of training set) 20% (threshold calculation in CI)

For the CI learning phase, an RCT dataset of 10,000 samples is generated.
This largely exceeds both processes’ state space size and should, therefore, off-
set CI’s offline handicap. For RL, data are generated on the fly. The test set
consists of 1,000 samples for which all counterfactuals are computed (feasible
thanks to the relatively simple processes and the binary one-off action design).
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The data generated by the synthetic processes are preprocessed as follows: The
activity levels are one-hot encoded. The outcomes, attributes, and case vari-
ables (Process 2) are standardized. For CI, the intervention decision (1 or 0) is
concatenated with the other event features. For every case sample, we build a se-
quence (sequence length = total process length) for every prefix, using padding
to complete the sequence for ongoing process instances. We thus arrive at a
two-dimensional data structure that is fed into the models’ input layer. For
Process 2, the case variable enters the models separately after the LSTM lay-
ers.

Every experiment is carried out five times and learning stopped using an
early-stopping algorithm for both methods. A policy based on CI requires iden-
tifying the threshold, which we identify as the value that maximizes the ITE
score on a 20% validation set. Uplift (Devriendt et al., 2021; Olaya et al., 2020a)
is the metric to evaluate the results. It is the difference between the process
outcomes of implementing the policy and not intervening at all, cumulated over
the complete test set. The experimental settings are summarized in Table 2.

3.3 Results

We summarized our experimental results in Table 3. RL clearly outperforms CI
for both processes: The mean scores significantly higher. The standard deviations
of the RL scores are much lower, making RL by far the more robust method. Most
or all of this outperformance can be attributed to RL’s innate superior ability to
find the optimal policy (see Section 4). The fact that online RL permits exploring
all parts of the state space plays virtually no role here, as the CI training sets
in our experiments contain the complete state space as well. Were this not the
case, the observed CI-RL divergence would certainly widen.

Table 3: Experimental results comparing CI, online RL, a perfect and random
policy for both processes. Online RL reaches the highest uplift but requires much
more computational effort than CI.

Uplift Computational effort
Mean StDev. Unit Mean StDev.

CI 1,526 36.8 epochs 188 27.6
Process 1 RL 1,616 5.0 transitions 6,000 2,549

perfect 1,651

RCT -515

CI 1,682 203.1 epochs 212 51.7
Process 2 RL 1,806 34.7 transitions 26,800 10,628

perfect 1,845

RCT -50,336

The precise knowledge of the (stochastic) synthetic generative processes en-
ables computing perfect policies. This is done by drawing the complete state
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space in tree form and then calculating the best policy (intervene/don’t inter-
vene) from the leaves (512 or 720 for our processes) back to the prefixes of length
one, always assuming no intervention happened before. Table 3 shows that RL
comes to within 3% of the perfect policy results for both processes (some stochas-
ticity is normal). The CI policy constitutes a substantial improvement over the
RCT data-gathering policy that originally created the dataset as well, albeit to
a lesser extent than RL.

Having set both RL’s memory and CI’s batch size to 1,024, one optimization
step of the NN involves the same number of samples for both methods. Since
every RL transition (except for the first 1,023 ones) was followed by an NN
optimization step, we can directly compare the number of RL transitions to the
number of CI epochs. Table 3 shows that RL’s computational requirements are
two orders of magnitude higher than those for CI.

4 Discussion

In this section, we discuss the suitability of CI and RL for PresPM and show
why RL outperformed CI in our experiments. We also address the issues of RL’s
online requirement, reward specification, and inefficiency.

Causal inference Learning counterfactuals and treatment effects is at the core
of CI. The sequential aspect of processes, however, poses a problem: The decision
to not treat at a certain time in a running process does not preclude treatments
later on in the process. For any given prefix in our experiments, direct CI relied
on a predictive model to estimate the process outcomes for both intervention and
non-intervention. This is problematic in the latter case: The predictive model
cannot discern the optimal path from that prefix, and will instead consider the
outcomes for all encountered treatments under the data-gathering policy that
produced the relevant samples in the training set, as illustrated in the simplified
example in Figure 4a.

Direct CI, therefore, only operates safely on problems without any action
depth (“fixed” or “irrelevant”), and will become increasingly suboptimal when
moving to real processes with action depths “once” or “multiple”. The action
width for CI realistically comprises “binary” and “multi-class” treatments. CI
cannot handle permanently-running processes. Thresholds are sub-optimal com-
promises and products of optimization algorithms themselves. Dependencies be-
tween processes, e.g., when resources (space, manpower) are limited or processes
interact with each other, cannot be incorporated in the CI framework. Because of
these deficits, optimal policies are theoretically out of CI’s reach, as confirmed in
our experiments. Nevertheless, CI policy results are still better than those that
the data-gathering policy yields.

Similar to all other predictive models used for prescriptive or decision-making
purposes, feedback loops (Sculley et al., 2015) risk deteriorating results: Imple-
menting the CI policy will progressively shift the real-life data distribution away
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(a) CI: policy requires threshold (TH),
e.g., TH=0 → intervene at 1st event;
TH=2 → intervene at 2nd event.

(b) RL: optimal policy follows
maximum Q values: do not intervene
at 1st event, intervene at 2nd event.

Fig. 4: Simple process to compare CI to RL. Both agree on the policy at the
second event. At the first event, CI correctly estimates the outcome for inter-
vention (YI), whereas the prediction model for the outcome for non-intervention
(YNI), will observe two different outcomes (5 and 0) and summarize (here:
average) those to 2.5. This value depends on the loss function and the samples’
distribution (percentages in the graph) in the training set, which itself depends
on the data-gathering policy. In contrast, RL selects the maximum of the two
Q values in the second event.

from the original training data, decaying the models’ predictive accuracy. Fre-
quent updates of the CI models would help but at the same time introduce new
bias in the data (new data-gathering policy). However, with a sufficient degree
of randomness in the decisions taken (as in RCTs and similar to exploration in
RL), this iterative, in the limit online CI, approach would neutralize the feedback
loops.

Reinforcement learning RL has many theoretical advantages over CI. It does
not require a prediction model and can rely on observed outcomes. RL is en-
tirely generic: Theoretically, it can deal with any action width or depth as well
as with continuous processes. Next best activity prediction, which represents the
ultimate action width and depth, requires no change to the RL algorithms we
used for timed process interventions. RL models are very flexible: Constraints,
rewards, and penalties can be added at liberty to avoid detrimental or unaccept-
able actions, pursue secondary goals, etc. With online RL, agents can freely in-
teract with their environment, and dependencies between processes can be taken
into account if the processes are treated concurrently by one model. Exploration
in online RL theoretically visits the complete state-space (all possible prefixes).
Given sufficient exploration, online RL policies will automatically adapt to a
changing environment (concept drift). Proven theorems even show that online
Q-learning algorithms converge given enough time. Both online and offline RL,
however, are known to be inefficient, requiring many transitions to converge to
the optimal policy, as demonstrated by our experiments.

The max operator over the Q-values (see Figure 4b) explains RL outper-
formance versus direct CI with equal data access. For every prefix, the learned
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Q values represent the expected outcomes for intervention and non-intervention
respectively, assuming a (calculated) perfect policy after that, whereas the ITEs
in CI represent the difference between the expected outcomes, each of which
depends on the sample distribution from the data-gathering policy and the loss
function. Note, however, that with an online CI approach (with real-time updat-
ing after every finished process observed) and allowing exploration, this data-
gathering policy would converge to the optimal policy as well, thus practically
obliterating the differences between CI and RL.

Real-world implementation Despite its power and versatility, RL suffers
from some important drawbacks. Yet, many of these are not entirely unique to
RL but apply to CI and PresPM in general as well. The first such drawback is the
risk of committing errors during real-time implementation. This implementation
risk, however, can be reduced to that of the data-gathering policy (the de facto
policy in place upon which the CI dataset is based) by inserting constraints
into the RL algorithm that can easily deal with those. Rules mined earlier with
a process discovery algorithm can frame the agent’s actions as prescribed by
Dumas et al. (2022). Even human intuition can be inserted by allowing the
human agent to overrule the RL algorithm’s proposed action. In other words,
implementing RL should not be riskier either than the original, existing policy
or than implementing CI. The latter two policies occasionally make or propose
costly mistakes too. If necessary, a two-stage offline-online approach can further
reduce the risk: Offline RL based on simulations or predictive models can serve
as an initialization to an online RL that then continues to learn acting in the
real world, thereby closing the reality gap.

A similar argument can be made for the related challenge of reward speci-
fication. The desired outcome for a process to be optimized will not always be
one-dimensional: The primary goal may be to reduce throughput time, how-
ever, without compromising employees’ well-being and product quality. More-
over, such goals may shift over time or may need adjustment in the face of
concept drift. Again, this challenge is not unique to RL, and exists regardless of
the solution method, if any. When possible, these goals will be consolidated into
one metric for use by both CI and RL. If not, RL can be extended to include
constraints on undesired actions and/or rewards/penalties that promote sec-
ondary goals. As before, the human agent can also overrule the RL’s algorithms
suggestions.

RL is inefficient: It is data-hungry and slow to converge. Our experiments
were based on relatively short and simple processes. Longer and more compli-
cated processes (great action width/depth) will have an exponentially larger
state space, suggesting that RL will no longer be a viable option where CI could
still be. Yet, in deep RL, the Q-table is replaced by an NN, which to some ex-
tent obsoletes the need to visit the complete state space as unseen state-action
(prefix-action) pairs can be interpolated. Working examples of this are video
games with very large, and autonomous driving with near-infinite state spaces.
The more similar regions the state space contains, the better this will work. Ad-
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ditionally, limiting the number of actions to the most relevant ones with causal
discovery techniques (first CI component in Pearl (2000)) may be a worthwhile
investment before starting with RL (and CI as well). PM has an arsenal of causal
discovery techniques that can be used to this end (Scheibel and Rinderle-Ma,
2022; Qafari and van der Aalst, 2020; Leemans and Tax, 2022).

Online RL implies working with event streams rather than event logs. Stream-
ing is an active field of PM research. Burattin (2022) identifies different types of
incomplete cases in the observation window. This is not an issue for an online
RL as it always starts from a case’s beginning and updates itself after observing
rewards for every new event it encounters (transition) until the case is complete.

The process independence assumption underlying both methods warrants
caution when generalizing the results from our experiments. The larger the de-
pendencies between processes and the larger the share of processes being opti-
mized, the higher the risk of mutual process interference jeopardizing the ex-
pected results.

5 Conclusions and future work

We conducted experiments on timed process interventions with synthetic data
that render genuine online RL and the comparison to CI possible and allow for
an accurate evaluation of the results. We showed how the theoretical problems
burdening CI can be overcome by online RL, contingent upon the strong as-
sumption of real-time implementation of the learned policies in the real world.
In our experiments, online RL produced better and more robust policies than
CI. In fact, RL nearly reached the theoretically optimal solution, which can be
inferred because of the use of synthetic data. The used RL methods can also be
applied without any modification to similar problems with greater action width
and depth (next best activity prediction in the limit). When computational ef-
fort and/or the real-time implementation requirement preclude online RL, CI
may be a viable alternative in scenarios where the dataset covers a large and
evenly distributed share of the state space and action depth is limited.

With this work, we contributed to the nascent field of PresPM. We chose
a simplified setting to gain some important insights. Reaching PresPM matu-
rity will depend on exploring other, perhaps more sophisticated approaches, in
ever more realistic settings. Further extensions of this work are, therefore, plen-
tiful. First, an initial investigation of the merits of loss attenuation (Weytjens
and De Weerdt, 2022), uncertainty (Weytjens and De Weerdt, 2022), and future
individual intervention effects (Shoush and Dumas, 2022) revealed promising
insights but should be corroborated. Future work could also shed light on the
conditions under which RL remains efficient enough on realistic problems with
sequences of multiple possible actions (greater action width and depth). Further
complications could include the introduction of outcome noise, uncertain inputs,
and concept drift. Since the rewards of processes often only happen (or become
known) at their conclusion, MC learning (as in Branchi et al. (2022)) could be a
faster alternative to the classical Q-learning we used. The FIFO principle for the
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online RL transition samples memory could be replaced by more sophisticated
sampling techniques such as described in Fani Sani et al. (2023) for PredPM,
or in Liu and Zou (2018) for experience replay in RL. Leveraging uncertainty
estimates could be another option to improve sampling. RL does adapt to con-
cept drift, but only very slowly. As a consequence, RL is not suited to deal with
disruptions (e.g., caused by a pandemic). Digital twins for processes or organi-
zations have been proposed as a solution (van der Aalst et al., 2021) and are an
avenue for future research. Instead of including the complete state space in the
data for CI, as we did, it could be investigated to what extent CI would fall fur-
ther behind online RL when the dataset only covers part of the state space (and
contains selection bias caused by the data-gathering policy). For applications
where online RL is not an option, more research on offline RL is recommended.
Lifting the assumption of process independence would move the problem setting
even closer to reality and would pose additional challenges: Process independence
is a requirement to satisfy the stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA)
(Imbens and Rubin, 2015) in CI. The combinatorial explosion caused by interde-
pendent processes is challenging for RL as well and possibly demands additional
heuristics (e.g., Huang et al. (2011)). In the domain of CI, adaptations to the
standard algorithms could lead to more capabilities in terms of action depth
(possibly with a discounting mechanism as used in RL). Indirect CI’s theoretical
ability to handle sequences of actions could be weighed against the accuracy loss
due to the compounding of two predictive models. Combating selection bias in
processes (as in Bica et al. (2020) for an environment without exogenous actors)
beckons more research as well. Causal Reinforcement Learning (Zeng et al., 2023)
enriches RL with the first component of CI (causal relationship detection) by
means of causal graphs. It requires either a priori causal graphs (which are rarely
available in PresPM, or deriving them from the observational data under a set
of assumptions (e.g. Potoniec et al. (2022) and Bozorgi et al. (2020) for business
processes). In our discussion about action width and depth (Subsection 2.4),
we did not elaborate on how the decision points and the set of possible actions
available to the agents at those points are elaborated. Next to human expertise,
both PM and other methods should be reviewed from a PresPM perspective.
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