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Abstract

We study the problem of estimation of Individual Treat-
ment Effects (ITE) in the context of multiple treatments and
networked observational data. Leveraging the network infor-
mation, we aim to utilize hidden confounders that may not
be directly accessible in the observed data, thereby enhanc-
ing the practical applicability of the strong ignorability as-
sumption. To achieve this, we first employ Graph Convolu-
tional Networks (GCN) to learn a shared representation of
the confounders. Then, our approach utilizes separate neural
networks to infer potential outcomes for each treatment. We
design a loss function as a weighted combination of two com-
ponents: representation loss and Mean Squared Error (MSE)
loss on the factual outcomes. To measure the representation
loss, we extend existing metrics such as Wasserstein and Max-
imum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) from the binary treatment
setting to the multiple treatments scenario. To validate the ef-
fectiveness of our proposed methodology, we conduct a series
of experiments on the benchmark datasets such as BlogCata-
log and Flickr. The experimental results consistently demon-
strate the superior performance of our models when com-
pared to baseline methods.

Introduction
In the landscape of causal inference, the estimation of ITEs
stands as a well-established yet intricate problem. It can be
effectively utilized for the dynamic personalization of treat-
ments in various domains, such as economics, education,
healthcare, marketing, recommendation systems, and more.
For example, it can be used to administer the best drug from
the many available options (multiple treatments) for a pa-
tient based on their medical history; implement the best job
program from the many available choices for a candidate
in the education domain; and design the best incentive pro-
gram from the many available options for a customer to
prevent churn in any subscription-based industry, such as
Over-The-Top (OTT), digital media, telecom, etc. In today’s
world nearly everyone is interconnected with a subset of oth-
ers through some form of a (social) network. This allows us
to harness this connectivity for uncovering hidden informa-
tion that would have otherwise remained elusive without ac-
cess to network information. In this work, we study the prob-
lem of the estimation of ITEs in observational studies in the
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presence of multiple treatments and experimental units are
connected through some network. The data we use has been
collected or made available in more realistic observational
studies, as opposed to the gold standard experiments known
as Randomized Control Trials (RCTs), where the data is col-
lected meticulously through a well-designed process. This
may not be possible in all use cases due to various reasons
such as ethical concerns. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the first work on the estimation of ITEs in a networked
setup with multiple treatments, which is motivated by the
problem setup in (Guo, Li, and Liu 2020).

Strong ignorability is a standard assumption in causal in-
ference literature, essentially stating that all confounders are
directly measurable and present in the observed data, with
no consideration for hidden confounders. Note that, this as-
sumption is difficult to test in the practice as it requires a
deep understanding of the causal relationships among all
the variables. For example, in the drug administration use-
case from (Guo, Li, and Liu 2020), an individual’s socio-
economic status serves as a confounding factor that influ-
ences both treatment assignment and outcomes. For instance,
a lower socio-economic status may hinder one’s ability to
afford a more expensive drug, potentially leading to a neg-
ative impact on their health. However, directly measuring
an individual’s socio-economic status poses challenges due
to the lack of available data. If we do not control for this
confounder, it can lead to inaccurate ITE estimates. Con-
sequently, proxies such as age, education, and income are
often employed to control for socio-economic status. Nev-
ertheless, in observational studies, the causal relationships
between variables remain unknown. Here, we demonstrate
that these scenarios can be effectively addressed by leverag-
ing network information to understand the user’s community
by considering its one-hop neighbours. To be precise, we use
the network information to uncover hidden confounders not
directly available in the given data and observe superior per-
formance of our models compared to the baselines that do
not incorporate network information. Therefore, it is reason-
able to argue that the strong ignorability assumption holds
better in our case compared to scenarios without network
data.

We now briefly highlight the key challenges associated
with the problem at hand. It is well known that the obser-
vational studies naturally suffer from the treatment selec-
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tion bias as the assignment of treatments naturally takes
place based on the covariates. Additionally, there is a po-
tential issue of observing an imbalance in the number of
samples available for each treatment in the given data. We
would like to highlight that the above mentioned issues be-
come more dominant especially when dealing with a multi-
ple treatments setup. Furthermore, an individual unit’s out-
come is causally influenced by the covariates of its one-hop
neighbours, which means that the observations are non i.i.d.
in nature. We try to counter these challenges by first learn-
ing a shared representation of the given units’ covariates us-
ing GCN (Kipf and Welling 2016), by leveraging the net-
work information, as the first step of the estimation process.
Then, we perform the prediction of counterfactuals through
separate neural networks across all treatments by minimiz-
ing the weighted sum of loss functions associated with the
shared representation and counterfactual prediction. Figure 1
depicts a high-level diagram of our setup and the proposed
architecture.

We now briefly present the salient contributions of our
work.

• We consider a novel problem of the estimation of ITEs in
a networked observational studies setting with multiple
treatments.

• We propose deep learning models that utilize additional
network information to mitigate the confounding bias
arising from the hidden confounders not directly avail-
able in the data.

• In the context of multiple treatment setting, there is a
lack of loss functions to measure the effectiveness of
learned representation. We propose an extension of the
existing representation loss functions in the binary treat-
ment setting (Shalit, Johansson, and Sontag 2017), such
as Wasserstein (Gretton et al. 2012) and MMD (Villani
et al. 2009; Cuturi and Doucet 2014), to suit our frame-
work.

• We conduct extensive experiments on two standard
datasets, BlogCatalog and Flickr (Guo, Li, and Liu 2020),
that demonstrate the superior performance of our pro-
posed models compared to the baselines.

We organize the rest of the paper as follows. We pro-
vide the details of the related work in the following section.
We provide the details of the considered problem statement
in the Problem Formulation section. Then, the section Pro-
posed Architecture introduces the architecture of the consid-
ered models and their technical details. We provide the de-
tails of the considered datasets and comparison of numerical
results in the Numerical Results section. We finally conclude
the work and provide directions for future work in the Con-
clusion section.

Literature survey

Our work deals with the estimation of ITEs, that differs sig-
nificantly from the estimation of the treatment effects at
whole population level such as Average Treatment Effect
(ATE) (Shpitser and Pearl 2012; Pearl 2017). Majority of
the ITE estimation works in the literature deals with the

case of binary treatments and without the network (Johans-
son, Shalit, and Sontag 2016; Wager and Athey 2018; Hill
2011). However, there have been a limited number of works
in the literature that deal with the ITE estimation for mul-
tiple treatments without the network setting (Yoon, Jordon,
and Van Der Schaar 2018; Schwab, Linhardt, and Karlen
2018; Schwab et al. 2020). Note that all these works assume
that the strong ignorability assumption holds whereas it is
difficult to test in the practice and may be violated as well.
In contrast, we use the network information to obtain hidden
confounders that are not directly available in the observed
data that in turn helps the strong ignorability assumption to
hold better in practice. We would like to point out that our
work has close connections to the work in (Guo, Li, and Liu
2020). Specifically, the authors in (Guo, Li, and Liu 2020)
consider the ITE estimation task in network setup for binary
treatment setting. On the contrary, we extend it to the multi-
ple treatments setting which introduces its own challenges as
mentioned above. Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that
GCNs have been used in various fields that have network
data such as computer vision, natural language processing,
traffic, recommender systems, chemistry etc, refer to a sur-
vey on GCNs here (Wu et al. 2020). Yet, we believe that
ours is the first work to consider the application of GCNs in
the ITE estimation task under the networked observational
studies setting with multiple treatments.

Problem Formulation

In this section, we explain the considered problem state-
ment in detail. We begin with the notation used in this pa-
per. Scalars are denoted by non-bold faced letters, vectors by
bold-faced lowercase letters, and matrices by bold-faced up-
percase letters. We use subscripts and superscripts to denote
instances (units) and treatments, respectively, when both are
present in the notation; otherwise, their meaning can be un-
derstood from the context. We follow the Rubin-Neyman po-
tential outcomes framework (Rubin 2005) to introduce the
problem statement. Let x ∈ R

p and t ∈ N denote the co-
variates and assigned treatment of an instance. We use K to
represent the number of available treatments, allowing K to
be any finite number greater than or equal to 2. We use N to
denote the number of instances in the dataset. Furthermore,
let yti ∈ R denote the potential outcome of instance i when
treatment t is applied. We assume that all instances are con-
nected through a (social) network, with its adjacency matrix
denoted by A. It is important to note that in this work, we
restrict A to be undirected and stationary. Additionally, we
assume that the outcomes yti of an instance i are causally
influenced only by the covariates of its one-hop neighbors.

With this notation, we now define the ITE of treatment-
a with respect to treatment b for a given instance-i and the
adjacency matrix A as follows:

τa,b(xi,A) = E [yai | xi,A]− E
[

ybi | xi,A
]

. (1)

Intuitively, for the given instance, ITE measures the up-
lift obtained by the treatment-a compared to treatment-
b. Given N instances, their assigned treatments, the cor-
responding observed (factual) outcomes and the network
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Figure 1: A brief overview of the workflow considered in this work.

{(xi, ti, y
t
i)

N
i=1,A}, our goal is to estimate ITEs of all given

instances across all pairs of treatments. Note that the prob-
lem is challenging due to the following factors: (i). In obser-
vational studies, it is natural to notice the confounding bias
resulting from the way treatments are assigned and becomes
stronger especially in the multiple treatments setting. (ii).
Instances are inherently connected to others through the net-
work, therefore the covariates’ correspond to non i.i.d. sam-
ples. (iii). The adjacency matrix, A, of the network is poten-
tially high-dimensional and possibly shows substantial spar-
sity.

For the objective quantification of our proposed mod-
els, we extend the standard metrics in the literature such
as Rooted Precision in the Estimation of Heterogeneous
Effects, denoted by ǫPEHE , and Mean Absolute Error on
the Average Treatment Effect, denoted by ǫATE , defined for
binary treatment setting (Guo, Li, and Liu 2020) to multiple
treatment setting by taking the average across all treatment
pairs whose formulations are given below. Let τ̂a,b(xi,A)
denotes the estimate of τa,b(xi,A). Then,

ǫPEHE =
1

(

K
2

)

K−1
∑

a=0

a−1
∑

b=0

[

1

N

N
∑

i=1

(τ̂a,b(xi,A)− τa,b(xi,A))2

]

(2)

ǫATE =
1

(

K
2

)

K−1
∑

a=0

a−1
∑

b=0

[

∣

∣

∣

1

N

N
∑

i=1

τ̂a,b(xi,A)−

1

N

N
∑

i=1

τa,b(xi,A)
∣

∣

∣

]

(3)

Proposed Architecture
We begin this section by providing a formal definition to the
strong ignorability assumption.

Definition. Strong ignorability assumption rests on the
following two key assumptions. First, it assumes the condi-
tional independence of potential outcomes and treatment as-
signment given the covariates. In other words it assumes that

there are no hidden confounders in the observed data. Sec-
ond, the probability of receiving any treatment falls strictly
between 0 and 1 for any instance. Mathematically, it is ex-
pressed as (y0, y1, . . . yK) ⊥ t | x and 0 < P (t = a|x) < 1
∀x and ∀ a ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K}.

This assumption leads to the following equality
E[ya|x] = E[y|x, t = a], where ya represents the out-
come associated with the covariates x when the treatment-a
is applied. Intuitively, it implies that all the confounders are
present in the given data. However, the same may not hold
in practice as there is a significant chance of existence of
hidden confounders that are not directly available in the
given data. In that case, the above equality will not hold thus
resulting into a biased estimator. Therefore, in our setup, we
use the additional network information to obtain any hidden
confounders such that the strong ignorability assumption
holds in a more realistic manner.

Our proposed model primarily involves two steps. First
step is designed to learn a balanced representation of con-
founders across all treatments by taking X and A as inputs.
The second step is focussed on training a separate model for
each treatment to predict counterfactuals. A detailed expla-
nation of how our model accomplishes these two steps is
given in the following sections.

A. Learning Shared Representation of Confounders
with Covariates and Network.

To mitigate the bias resulted from the assignment of treat-
ments in observational studies we resort to learning a repre-
sentation of confounders that is balanced across all treatment
groups. It is to be noted that the representational learning
has been utilized for the estimation of causal effects for bi-
nary treatments without the network in the literature (Johans-
son, Shalit, and Sontag 2016; Shalit, Johansson, and Sontag
2017). To learn representations from auxiliary network infor-
mation and observational data, we refer to (Guo, Li, and Liu
2020), where the authors utilized the GCN for learning repre-
sentations from the network and observational data for a bi-
nary treatment setup. Therefore, in the first part of our model,
the representation learning function,Φ : X×A → R

d, is pa-



Table 1: Summary of datasets.

Dataset #users(instances) #edges #covariates k2
avg-pairwise-ate

K = 4 K = 8 K = 16

BlogCatalog 5196 171743 8189
0.5 4.08± 0.24 2.66± 0.49 2.40± 0.03
1 8.48± 0.38 4.89± 0.19 3.78± 0.45
2 15.76± 0.85 11.73± 1.00 6.04± 0.95

Flickr 7575 239738 12047
0.5 2.69± 0.07 1.49± 0.03 1.11± 0.04
1 4.08± 0.02 2.24± 0.06 1.52± 0.04
2 7.82± 0.08 4.82± 0.04 2.87± 0.02

rameterized using a GCN with multiple layers, whose effec-
tiveness has been verified in various machine learning tasks
across different types of networked data (Wu et al. 2020).
Mathematical formulation ofΦ for a single GCN layer 1 is as
follows: Φ(X,A) = σ((A + In)XU), where U ∈ R

n×d

represents the weight matrix to be learned, and σ stands for
the ELU activation function. The challenge here lies in using
an appropriate loss function for measuring the effectiveness
of a representation in multiple treatments setting which will
be discussed in the further sections.

B. Potential Outcomes Prediction. The second part of
the model is dedicated for predicting potential outcomes of
all treatments using the obtained shared representation de-
tailed in the above section, and observed treatment. As there
are K available treatments, we use f t : R

d × {t} → R

to denote the potential outcome prediction function of the
treatment-t. We use L number of Fully Connected (FC) lay-
ers followed by a regression layer for learning each func-
tion f t that we refer as the network-head of treatment-t.
Hence, in this part, we have an overall of K number of
network heads corresponding to K distinct treatments. Let
Φi ∈ R

d be the learned shared representation of confounders
of instance-i. Then, mathematically, f t is defined as f t =
wtσ(W t

L . . . σ(W t
1 ,Φi)) for an instance-i where W t

l and wt

denote the respective weights of the lth FC layer and the re-
gression layer in the network-head-t. The equations of neu-
ral network bias terms follow the same rule and are omit-
ted here due to notational complexity. With both parts of
the model described, our model’s prediction of potential out-
come of a treatment-t for the given instance-i is defined as
ŷti = f t(Φi = Φ(X,A)i).

C. Loss Function. Our proposed model optimizes on a
combination of two loss functions namely Regression Loss
and Representation Loss across treatments.
(i). Regression Loss. This is a traditional loss function which
is responsible for obtaining a good predictive accuracy of a
model. It is the mean squared error between the ground truth,
yi, and the predicted potential outcomes, ŷti ∀i, t which is
given as:

L1 =
1

N

N
∑

i=0

(ŷti − yi)
2. (4)

In the case of observational studies where each treatment

1To keep the notational complexity simple we provided the for-
mulation for single GCN layer here. However, the same can be
extended to any number of GCN layers as well.

group potentially exhibits a distinct distribution, minimizing
the regression loss alone is insufficient for obtaining better
models. Therefore, we consider another loss function that
aims to measure the balance of covariates’ representation
distributions across all treatments.
(ii). Representation Loss. Recall that the first part of our
model’s goal is to obtain a balanced representation of co-
variates across all treatments to mitigate the treatment as-
signment bias. Hence, we look for a metric that measures
the effectiveness of a balanced representation. The authors
in (Shalit, Johansson, and Sontag 2017) use Integral Prob-
ability Metrics (IPM) for this task in the context of bi-
nary treatments. In particular, they use special cases of
IPM such as Wasserstein and Maximum Mean Discrepancy
(MMD) metrics for measuring the distance between the
treated and control covariates’ distributions. We use Π to
denote these metrics that take two distributions as inputs. In
this work we propose extensions of these metrics to our mul-
tiple treatments setting by taking the average of the Wasser-
stein/MMD metrics computed between distributions corre-
sponding to all pairwise combinations of treatments. Mathe-
matically it is given as below:

L2 =
1

(

K
2

)

K−1
∑

a=0

a−1
∑

b=0

Π({Φ(X,A)}t=a, {Φ(X,A)}t=b) ,

(5)
where {Φ(X,A)}t=a and {Φ(X,A)}t=b denote the rep-
resentation Φ(X,A) restricted to samples that received
treatment-a and b respectively. Intuitively, the minimization
of the above metric results into a representation that is bal-
anced across all pairwise treatments. We try to balance both
the above loss functions, L1 and L2 for improved models by
taking a weighted sum of them which is given below:

L = αL1 + βL2 = α · 1

N

N
∑

i=0

(ŷti − yi)
2+

β · 1
(

K
2

)

K−1
∑

a=0

a−1
∑

b=0

Π({Φ(X,A)}t=a, {Φ(X,A)}t=b) , (6)

where α > 0 and β > 0 are the chosen weights. We propose
two model variants denoted as GCN-Wass and GCN-MMD
obtained by choosingΠ in the above equation to Wasserstein
and MMD metrics, respectively.



Table 2: Results comparison on BlogCatalog dataset and the number of treatments, K , equals to 4.

BlogCatalog for K = 4
k2 0.5 1 2√

ǫPEHE ǫATE
√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

GCN-Wass 4.95± 1.00 1.11± 0.62 7.16± 1.51 1.77± 0.82 12.98± 2.72 3.79± 1.60
GCN-MMD 5.01± 0.93 1.24± 0.63 7.47± 2.21 2.16± 1.65 13.63± 3.11 4.48± 1.92

TARNet 5.52± 1.62 2.03± 1.22 9.96± 2.77 4.28± 1.94 20.43± 5.55 10.38± 3.73
CFRNet-Wass 5.48± 1.62 2.11± 1.15 10.36± 2.99 4.74± 2.12 20.12± 5.79 10.1± 4.26
CFRNet-MMD 5.51± 1.59 2.02± 1.23 10.38± 2.95 4.72± 2.08 20.49± 5.56 10.30± 3.52

Table 3: Results comparison on Flickr dataset and the number of treatments, K , equals to 4.

Flickr for K = 4
k2 0.5 1 2√

ǫPEHE ǫATE
√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

GCN-Wass 4.25± 0.54 0.88± 0.25 5.84± 1.02 1.26± 0.45 11.67± 3.37 2.64± 1.24
GCN-MMD 4.25± 0.50 0.89± 0.19 5.95± 0.99 1.38± 0.39 11.48± 2.81 2.55± 0.54

TARNet 6.47± 0.68 1.97± 0.81 13.09± 1.78 5.19± 1.96 27.79± 3.18 12.50± 3.29
CFRNet-Wass 6.51± 0.72 2.06± 0.75 12.82± 1.76 5.09± 1.81 26.90± 3.20 12.61± 3.30
CFRNet-MMD 6.51± 0.67 1.98± 0.85 13.20± 1.77 5.20± 1.95 27.72± 3.18 12.52± 3.20

Table 4: Results comparison on BlogCatalog dataset and the number of treatments, K , equals to 8.

BlogCatlog for K = 8
k2 0.5 1 2√

ǫPEHE ǫATE
√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

GCN-Wass 6.86± 1.50 2.34± 0.65 11.29± 3.42 4.14± 1.40 23.49± 5.17 8.91± 2.20

GCN-MMD 6.97± 1.58 2.48± 0.71 11.51± 3.38 4.38± 1.46 24.67± 5.52 10.02± 2.86
TARNet 6.66± 1.53 2.49± 0.70 12.70± 2.51 6.00± 1.21 24.22± 4.45 12.52± 2.17

CFRNet-Wass 6.53± 1.45 2.46± 0.64 12.55± 2.64 5.99± 1.29 24.69± 4.39 13.33± 2.37
CFRNet-MMD 7.80± 1.91 2.46± 0.68 12.64± 2.74 6.03± 1.29 24.58± 4.78 12.88± 2.45

Table 5: Results comparison on Flickr dataset and the number of treatments, K , equals to 8.

Flickr for K = 8
k2 0.5 1 2√

ǫPEHE ǫATE
√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

GCN-Wass 4.86± 0.70 1.51± 0.33 7.63± 0.97 1.84± 0.38 16.69± 2.99 3.53± 1.00

GCN-MMD 4.86± 0.69 1.50± 0.31 7.70± 1.04 1.86± 0.43 16.87± 3.19 3.61± 1.08
TARNet 6.44± 0.56 2.49± 0.70 13.94± 1.83 5.84± 1.22 29.18± 3.82 14.58± 2.50

CFRNet-Wass 6.22± 0.60 2.06± 0.45 13.20± 1.52 5.69± 1.29 28.20± 3.15 14.53± 2.42
CFRNet-MMD 6.45± 0.63 2.05± 0.44 13.96± 1.83 5.80± 1.38 29.26± 3.82 14.65± 2.44

Table 6: Results comparison on BlogCatalog dataset and the number of treatments, K , equals to 16.

BlogCatlog for K = 16
k2 0.5 1 2√

ǫPEHE ǫATE
√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

GCN-Wass 7.53± 1.12 2.46± 0.62 12.00± 2.00 4.39± 1.20 21.90± 4.00 8.42± 2.33
GCN-MMD 9.09± 1.73 3.68± 1.10 15.68± 3.00 5.89± 1.67 30.34± 4.50 11.40± 1.95

TARNet 7.07± 1.46 2.72± 1.00 13.45± 2.95 6.84± 1.90 26.25± 5.04 14.72± 2.90
CFRNet-Wass 7.02± 1.48 2.78± 0.96 13.25± 2.95 6.80± 1.95 26.42± 5.00 14.91± 2.88
CFRNet-MMD 7.08± 1.51 2.74± 1.02 13.49± 2.73 7.03± 1.69 26.36± 4.66 14.94± 2.49



Table 7: Results comparison on Flickr dataset and the number of treatments, K , equals to 16.

Flickr for K = 16
k2 0.5 1 2√

ǫPEHE ǫATE
√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

√
ǫPEHE ǫATE

GCN-Wass 6.47± 0.32 0.82± 0.11 11.06± 0.64 1.43± 0.18 20.65± 1.12 2.76± 0.34
GCN-MMD 6.59± 0.53 2.32± 0.33 13.50± 2.37 3.48± 0.43 33.24± 6.11 7.93± 1.32

TARNet 8.28± 0.79 2.66± 0.49 16.19± 1.36 7.08± 0.72 31.13± 2.62 16.06± 1.61
CFRNet-Wass 8.08± 0.89 2.65± 0.50 15.89± 1.46 7.03± 8.81 30.29± 2.49 16.06± 1.54
CFRNet-MMD 8.40± 0.84 2.66± 0.50 16.10± 1.48 6.99± 0.72 31.10± 2.88 16.08± 1.59

Numerical Results
Evaluation of causal effect models is challenging in prac-
tice as there is no available ground truth data. Due to that, it
has become a convention in the literature to use either syn-
thetic or semi-synthetic datasets for the evaluation. In this
work, we use two standard datasets, BlogCatalog and Flickr
used in (Guo, Li, and Liu 2020), to evaluate our proposed
models. These datasets are semi-synthetic implying that the
covariates and the adjacency matrix correspond to the real
world data, while others are synthetically generated. It is im-
portant to note that these datasets are used in the literature
under binary treatments setting. Here, we extend the same
to multiple treatments scenario as detailed in the following
subsection.

Datasets generation

BlogCatalog: It is an online platform that hosts blogs posted
by users. An instance (a row) in the dataset corresponds to
a blogger, and the covariates are a bag-of-words representa-
tion of the blogger’s keywords in the description. The graph
represents the social network among the bloggers. Here, the
treatments correspond to devices such as type of mobile (An-
droid or iOS), tablet, computer, etc. used for consuming the
blogs, and the outcomes correspond to the readers’ opinion
of the blogs.
Flickr: It is an online platform for sharing images and
videos among users connected through a network. Each in-
stance in the dataset corresponds to a user, and the covariates
consist of a list of tags of interest. Similar to the BlogCata-
log dataset, treatments represent devices, and outcomes rep-
resent users’ opinion on the shared content.

To generate the potential outcomes of all available treat-
ments, we first generate K centroids as follows. We train an
LDA topic model on a large set of documents with a fixed
number of topics. Let z(xi) denote the topic distribution of
unit-i. Then, we assign (K − 1) centroids as the topic dis-
tributions of randomly selected (K − 1) units and the Kth

centroid as the mean of the topic distributions of all the units.
We use zi to denote the centroid-i. With this notation, we de-
fine unscaled potential outcomes pia for unit-i and treatment-
a as follows:

pia = k1z(xi)
T
za + k2

∑

j∈N (i)

z(xj)
T
za, (7)

where k1, k2 ≥ 0 capture the effect of confounding bias on
outcomes of unit-i through itself and its immediate neigh-
bours, respectively. The treatment assignment probabilities

of a unit-i, P(t = a|xi,A), are given below:

P(t = a|xi,A) =
exp

(

pia
)

K
∑

a′=0

exp
(

pia′

)

. (8)

Then, the final potential outcomes are given as follows:

yit =







Cpi0 + ǫ, if t = 0

C

[

pi0 +
K
∑

a=1
I(t = a)pia

]

+ ǫ, if t ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K},
(9)

where I(·), C and ǫ are Indicator function, a constant and a
random variable drawn from N (0, 1), respectively. We pro-
vide a summary of the above generated datasets in Table 1
where avg-pairwise-ate contains the mean and standard de-
viation of the average of ATEs computed using all pair com-
binations of treatments across 10 random runs.

Baselines and Results Comparison

It is important to note that, to the best of our knowledge,
there are no prior works in the literature addressing the es-
timation of ITEs in the context of network data with mul-
tiple treatments. Therefore, we naturally chose to extend
models from the binary treatment setting, such as TARNET,
CFRNET-Wass, and CFRNET-MMD proposed in (Shalit,
Johansson, and Sontag 2017), to multiple treatments. These
models initially learn a shared representation of the given
covariates and subsequently predict outcomes for all treat-
ments using separate head networks. It is worth mention-
ing that these models are developed under the assumption
of strong ignorability.

Now, we briefly present the settings considered in the ex-
periments and the obtained results. We conduct experiments
for various of number of treatments, K, such as 4, 8 and
16. As the hidden confounding bias increases with the in-
crease of the parameter k2 in equation (7), we study its
behaviour by running experiments for various values of k2
from {0.5, 1, 2}.We use 50 number of topics to train an LDA
topic model on both the datasets separately for the calcula-
tion of centroids. We fine-tune the parameters of all our mod-
els, GCN-Wass, GCN-MMD and the baselines to achieve
their best performances. For our proposed models, we use 3
GCN layers with 25 nodes each for the representation learn-
ing part and 2 Fully Connected (FC) layers with 10 nodes
each for the counterfactual prediction of each treatment. For
the baselines, we use 2 FC layers with 25 nodes each in the



representation stage and 2 FC layers with 25 nodes each for
the counterfactual prediction. We employ a batch size of 512
and apply an L2− regularizer with a weight of 0.01. We use
a learning rate of 0.01 for all the models. We use the weights
of loss functions, α and β, given in the equation (6) as 1
and 0.5 respectively. We choose the value of C as 5 in the
equation (9). We repeat experiments for 10 iterations and re-
port the mean and standard deviation values in the results
given in Table 2-7. Note that we denote the best results us-
ing bold-face in the tables. From the results, we observe that
our models outperform the baselines by a significant mar-
gins on both the datasets and on both the metrics

√
ǫPEHE

and ǫATE for all values of k2. Further, note that the gap
in the performance of our models to the baselines increases
as k2 increases. This confirms that our models significantly
improve in performance with the additional component of
learning hidden confounders that is in tune with the findings
of (Guo, Li, and Liu 2020) for the binary treatment setting.

Conclusion

We proposed and studied a challenging yet crucial problem:
the estimation of ITEs under networked observational stud-
ies with multiple treatments. We utilized network informa-
tion to mitigate hidden confounding bias, thereby enhancing
the practical adherence to the strong ignorability assump-
tion. Our approach used GCNs to construct more sophis-
ticated neural network architectures suitable for ITE esti-
mation. Our numerical results establish the superior perfor-
mance of our models compared to the baselines. We con-
clude the work by highlighting a few promising directions
for future research. While our work exclusively addresses
stationary networks, real-world networks are often dynamic
in nature. An intriguing avenue for future exploration in-
volves extending ITE estimation techniques to evolving net-
works, including weighted and directional networks. Addi-
tionally, a particularly captivating yet formidable challenge
for future research is advancing ITE estimations within this
framework to accommodate continuous treatment dosage
values.
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