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A Causal Analysis of CO2 Reduction Strategies in
Electricity Markets Through Machine

Learning-Driven Metalearners
Iman Emtiazi Naeinia, Zahra Saberib*, Khadijeh Hassanzadehc

Abstract—This study employs the Causal Machine Learning
(CausalML) statistical method to analyze the influence of elec-
tricity pricing policies on carbon dioxide (CO2) levels in the
household sector. Investigating the causality between potential
outcomes and treatment effects, where changes in pricing policies
are the treatment, our analysis challenges the conventional wis-
dom surrounding incentive-based electricity pricing. The study’s
findings suggest that adopting such policies may inadvertently
increase CO2 intensity. Additionally, we integrate a machine
learning-based meta-algorithm, reflecting a contemporary sta-
tistical approach, to enhance the depth of our causal analysis.
The study conducts a comparative analysis of learners X, T,
S, and R to ascertain the optimal methods based on the
defined question’s specified goals and contextual nuances. This
research contributes valuable insights to the ongoing dialogue on
sustainable development practices, emphasizing the importance
of considering unintended consequences in policy formulation.

Index Terms—Causal inference, causalml, econml, Meta learn-
ers, Treatment effect heterogeneity, Individual treatment effects

I. INTRODUCTION

THE dynamic fluctuations within power systems pro-
foundly influence the quality of power supply, posing

potential threats to the safety and stability of the entire power
grid. As a result, thorough investigations into electrical power
systems are essential both theoretically and practically. Given
their substantial scale and escalating impacts, further research
is warranted to deepen our understanding and address the
evolving challenges inherent to these intricate systems [1].

The volatility in electricity prices results from combined
fluctuations originating from both the supply and demand
sides, significantly influenced by diverse external factors. Key
contributors include variations in fuel prices, such as coal, and
fluctuations in hydroelectricity production. On the supply side,
critical determinants encompass fuel prices, CO2 allowances,
and the capacity factor of various power sources, exerting
substantial influence on the dynamics of electricity prices.

As for the demand side of the market equilibrium, climate
and temperature information constitute an essential variable,
given its direct influence on customer behaviour. Furthermore,
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Consumption trends display a temporal reliance, impacted
by variables like the time of day, day of the week, season,
holidays, and events. Moreover, the system’s load and gener-
ation are influenced by external weather conditions, adding a
dynamic dimension to their interconnection [2] and the impact
of neighboring markets [3]. Because of these inherent char-
acteristics, the dynamics of electricity prices have developed
into a significantly intricate terrain characterized by remark-
able complexity. This complexity manifests in exceptionally
volatile pricing, characterized by sudden and unpredictable
peaks that can significantly impact market dynamics [2].

The main roles of forecasting theory and methods are
underscored in advancing economic and social development.
These components contribute substantively to realizing notable
economic and social benefits, reducing associated costs. The
strategic application of forecasting principles becomes instru-
mental in fostering sustainable economic growth and societal
progress [4].

In recent decades, there has been a significant surge in
research and applications dedicated to forecasting models
across various research domains. The electrical power system,
a crucial element within economic structures, involves various
aspects, including energy production, distribution, scheduling,
and usage. Given its pivotal role in societal productivity,
there’s a pressing need to improve forecasting techniques to
boost the effectiveness and durability of this intricate network
[5].

In recent times, there has been a significant increase in
research focusing on electrical power systems [6], covering
areas such as power system planning [7], forecasting wind
speed and power [8], [9], predicting load [10], [11], and
modeling energy demand and prices [12], [13].

Several prior research investigations indicate that the usage
of electricity can result in an increase in domestic production
(GDP) growth, as noted by Waheed et al. [14]. Several studies
have delved into the complex correlation between energy
consumption, carbon emissions, and economic advancement.
These investigations employ diverse methodologies to estimate
causality, examining the interplay between these variables
at individual and aggregate levels. However, conventional
causality models delineate a directional relationship between
variables; despite this, a consensus is yet to be reached in
formulating definitive policies. The unresolved question in
the literature pertains to whether distinctions exist between
restrictive and more permissive policies, contributing to the
ongoing debate surrounding policy implications.
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The structure of the paper is as follows. Section II provides
a concise overview of causality in machine learning. Section
III outlines the proposed methodology and describes the data
used. Lastly, Section IV presents the experimental findings.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

The connection between electricity consumption, CO2 emis-
sions, and economic growth is vital across multiple sectors.
This connection is particularly significant in economic policy
formulation, requiring a nuanced strategy in managing both
overall and sector-specific electricity usage alongside compre-
hensive environmental planning at national and global levels.
The inherent variability in electricity consumption and carbon
emissions across different sectors underscores the need for
tailored strategies, acknowledging that each sector operates
at distinct electricity consumption levels and emits carbon
disparately. As a result, the scholarly interest in exploring and
understanding these relationships has spawned many works
considering diverse periods, indicators, and sets of countries
and employing a spectrum of econometric techniques [15],
[16].

Despite numerous studies and varied methodological ap-
proaches utilized, the results obtained display differences,
leading to unique policy implications regarding the connec-
tions among CO2 emissions, energy consumption, and eco-
nomic growth [14]. Hence, current research in this domain
lacks definitive direction on the policy measures a country
can undertake to enforce environmental regulations without
compromising economic growth sustainability.

Similarly, further research has concentrated on clarifying the
connections among CO2 emissions, energy consumption, and
the electricity market, utilizing a consistent methodological ap-
proach across their analyses [17]. However, despite extensive
research efforts, a consensus is yet to be reached concerning
the theories relating to carbon emissions, energy consumption,
and their connection with the electricity market. Moreover,
the lack of clarity in developing concrete policies continues to
persist. While classical causality models may offer directional
insights between variables, the unresolved question in the
literature revolves around the choice between implementing
aggressive or more gradual policies. As a result, the utilization
of intelligent causal treatment models in economics presents
itself as a promising approach to addressing these challenges.
Similarly, the application of neural networks in causal discov-
ery has led to the adoption of specific deep learning models,
such as the Balancing Counterfactual Regression [18] and
the TARnet developed by Shalit et al. [19]. This concise
literature review indicates a growing interest in applying
neural networks in causality, prompting the exploration of
novel architectures designed to effectively handle confounding
variables and address the limitations inherent in traditional
econometric models.

Causal Machine Learning is a significant advancement,
facilitating the transition from predictive to prescriptive mod-
eling. This progression represents a significant strategic ad-
vancement, enabling the anticipation of outcomes and the
proactive recommendation of actions based on a thorough

comprehension of causal connections inherent in the data.
Predictive models typically operate by utilizing known input
variables (X) to predict unknown output variables (Y ), esti-
mating the conditional expectation function E(Y |X). How-
ever, this approach is inherently passive, providing limited
control over outcomes. For instance, predicting the sales of a
particular product in a store or forecasting inventory shortages
are typical applications of predictive modeling. Conversely,
Causal Machine Learning introduces an additional controllable
treatment variable (T ) alongside the input and output vari-
ables (X and Y ). This framework enables estimating causal
relationships between the treatment and the output within
the context of the input variables, denoted as E(Y |X,T ).
The focus shifts towards actively influencing outcomes by
identifying optimal treatments. For example, when predicting
product sales, contextual factors such as historical sales data
(X) and controllable treatment effects like pricing, inventory
management, or marketing strategies (T ) are considered [20].

CausalML is an open-source advanced Python package that
provides a wide range of uplift modeling and causal inference
techniques. It utilizes state-of-the-art machine learning algo-
rithms to deliver comprehensive solutions. CausalML is under-
going rigorous maintenance and development, spearheaded by
the dedicated Uber development team. This team, comprised
of Huigang Chen, Jeong-Yoon Lee, Totte Harinen, Zhenyu
Zhao, and Mike Yung, plays a major role in advancing and
refining the methodologies within the realm of CausalML.
Conventional causal analysis techniques, like employing t-tests
in randomized experiments (A/B testing), have demonstrated
efficacy in gauging the Average Treatment Effect (ATE) of a
particular treatment or intervention. Nevertheless, there arises
a clear necessity and usefulness in various real-world situa-
tions to gauge these effects with greater detail and precision.
CausalML offers a uniform interface that empowers users to
calculate the Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE)
or Individual Treatment Effect (ITE) from both observational
and experimental datasets. This is also called the Heteroge-
neous Treatment Effect. This nuanced approach enables a
more detailed understanding of the impact of interventions,
contributing to a more precise and insightful analysis of
diverse applications. In the context of CausalML, an essential
modeling technique that is available to us is uplift modeling.
Uplift modeling represents an advanced approach to causal
learning aimed at estimating the individual treatment effect
within experimental settings. This methodology enables users
to uncover the subtle effects of a treatment, like a targeted
marketing campaign, on an individual’s behavior by leveraging
experimental data [21].

Uplift models, which are a subset of machine learning
techniques, aim to compute the CATE from observational data.
These models seek to forecast the additional value gained
or ”lift” generated by a specific treatment. They are broadly
categorized into two groups: Direct Uplift Estimation methods
and Meta-learners. Meta-learners encompass various types,
including the single model method (S-learner), Transformed
Outcome, and the Two-model approach (T-learners and X-
learners), as well as Double Debiased Machine Learning (R-
learner). The Two-model approach further differentiates be-



3

 Uplift Curve 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

   

 

              Validation modules   
Validation modules 

 

  

Estimation 

module     

  

Estimation Modules 

 

Value Optimization modules 

 

Did you run an 

experiment? 

No (observational data)  

Was compliance incomplete? 
(e.g. some people in the treatment group 

weren't actually treated) 

Yes 

Complete 

Was treatment assignment 

driven by an Instrument Variable 

that doesn't directly affect 

your outcome? 

Incomplete 

Yes 

No 
Propensity Score 

Calculation  
(Recommend) 

Yes 

Were there potential confounders in 

the treatment assignment? 

Neural networks-based models 

Instrument variable-based models 

Run 2SLS or DR IV 

For Imperfect 

 Randomized Controlled Trials 

For treatment with 

 non-negligible cost associated 

Unit Optimizer 

Value Optimizer 

Run CEVAE 

Run DragonNet 

Run TMLE 

Run DR learners 

Run S/ T/ X/ R learners 

Run Uplift tree 

Sensitivity Analysis 

CEVAE: Identity individual treatment effects in the presence of a hidden confounder 

TMLE: Double-robust algorithm to estimate ATE 

DR learner: Combine IPW and simple outcome regression to be double robustness 

 

Fig. 1: Comprehensive Decision Guide Flowchart for Algorithm Selection.(Source; SIGKDD international conference, 2021,
Introduction to CausalML, Page 41, 42)

tween X-learners and T-learners. Conversely, Direct Uplift Es-
timation methods include Tree-based approaches (like Forests
and Uplift Trees, Forests and Causal Trees), Instrumental
Variables methods (such as Doubly Robust IV, 2SLS, Deep
IV, and Ortho IV), and Neural Network methods (like IV,
and Ortho IV), and Neural Network methods (like CEVAE
and Dragonet) [20]. This comprehensive taxonomy provides
a structured overview of the diverse methodologies employed
in uplift modeling. Fig. 1 delineates a brief roadmap for the
optimal algorithm selection tailored to a specific dataset. In
the subsequent section of the paper, we meticulously elucidate
the application of the meta-learner algorithm to our dataset,
providing a comprehensive overview of the intricacies inherent
in their operation. This exposition aims to convey a profound
understanding of the applied algorithms, shedding light on
their functionality and relevance within the context of our
study.

III. METHODOLOGY

First, let us describe the causal effects based on the Rubin
causal model (RCM), which was introduced by Rubin. We
decided to use it as an example.

Suppose researchers seek to appraise the causal influence
of a new teaching method on students’ mathematical per-
formance. Now, there are two ways these students can be

chosen. The first would be that they must be chosen by
researchers randomly, and the second could be that they select
the traditional or the new methods of teaching voluntarily.
Now, we are confronted with two alternatives: 1) Random
Assignment Mechanism and 2) Non-Random Assignment
Mechanism. Please refer to King, Imbens, McKenzie, and
Ridder (2008) for a better comprehensive understanding.

A. Random Assignment Mechanism

At first, to rigorously investigate this classification, we study
each of them separately. Suppose they opt for a randomized
controlled trial (RCT), employing random assignment to en-
sure a robust experimental design and mitigate potential biases.
The initial component of the Rubin Causal Model (RCM)
centers around the concept of potential outcomes. For each
student i, where i = 1, . . . , N , the two potential outcomes are
represented as Yi(0) and Yi(1).
Yi(0) is The potential outcome for students i if they do not

receive the treatment, new method, (control group). Yi(1) is
The potential outcome for student i under the condition of
receiving the treatment (treatment group). The causal effect
(τi) for a student i is characterized as the difference between
the potential outcomes under control and treatment conditions:

τi = Yi(1)− Yi(0). (1)
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Population Average Treatment Effect (PATE): PATE consid-
ers the entire population [22], not just those who receive the
treatment. It considers the average effect of treatment for the
entire population, whether they are treated or not, as follows:

τPATE = E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)], (2)

Where E is the expected value.

In this context, E signifies the expectation, and the average
causal effect denotes the mean disparity between the outcomes
of individuals who received treatment and those who did not
in the population. To sum up, ATE concentrates on the average
treatment effect among the subset of students who underwent
treatment (new teaching method). In contrast, PATE assesses
the average treatment effect across the entire population,
considering both treated and untreated students. After a spec-
ified period, the researchers measure students’ performance
in a standardized math test as the outcome variable. Any
discernible variances in performance between the control and
treatment groups can be ascribed to the implementation of the
new teaching method, given that random assignment aids in
mitigating the influence of confounding variables.

We will use the notation Yi to represent the observed
outcome for student i, and Y will be an N-vector where the
i-th element corresponds to Yi.

The preceding discussion suggests that:

Yi = Yi(Wi)

= Yi(0) · (1−Wi) + Yi(1) ·Wi

=

{
Yi(0) if Wi = 0

Yi(1) if Wi = 1,

(3)

where Wi indicates whether student i received the new
method, with Wi = 0 if student i did not, and Wi = 1 if
individual i received.

Researchers [22] concentrate on the average causal effect
conditional on the covariates in the sample,

τCATE =
1

N

N∑
i=1

E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)|Xi]. (4)

It evaluates the mean contrast between potential results among
students who received treatment and those who did not,
considering a group of covariates Xi.

This equation calculates the average impact of treatment,
taking into account the subtle differences in treatment effects
across various levels of covariates. Exploring the CATE en-
ables researchers to discern the nuanced variations in treatment
effects within subgroups delineated by the covariates.

In practical terms, you would estimate this by obtain-
ing observed outcomes (Yi) for students who received the
treatment, new method (Wi = 1), and those who did not
(Wi = 0). Then, conditional on the covariates Xi, you
calculate the average outcome difference between treated
and untreated students. This formula is commonly used in
observational studies and practical causal inference to account
for potential heterogeneity in treatment effects across different

characteristics. It helps researchers move beyond the average
treatment effect to understand how the treatment effect varies
based on individual characteristics. The challenge in causal
inference lies in the fact that just only one of the potential
outcomes can be observed for each individual, determined
by whether they receive the treatment (new method) or not.
The unobserved potential outcome is commonly termed the
“counterfactual” encapsulating what would have transpired
under the alternative, unselected treatment condition. When
student i is selected for the new method, we observe the
realized outcome Yi(1), while the unobserved outcome Yi(0)
serves as a counterfactual for what could have happened if they
had not participated. Conversely, if student i is not selected, we
observe Yi(0), and Yi(1) becomes the counterfactual outcome
representing what might have occurred if they were selected
to be part of the test.

B. Non-Random Assignment Mechanism

Now, let us delve into a scenario where the feasibility of
random assignment is compromised, necessitating researchers
to pivot toward a non-random assignment mechanism. Faced
with logistical constraints, the researchers opt to implement
the new teaching method in schools that willingly adopt it.
Meanwhile, those schools refraining from adopting the new
method constitute the control group. Schools autonomously
categorize themselves into either the treatment or control group
based on their voluntary decision to adopt the new teaching
method. This non-random assignment mechanism introduces
the potential for selection bias, as schools possessing specific
characteristics may exhibit a higher likelihood of adopting
the new method. After the implementation period, the re-
searchers measure students’ performance in treatment and
control groups.

C. Simulations

Understanding and accounting for the assignment mecha-
nism is crucial in drawing valid causal inferences. The aim
is to confirm that any detected discrepancies in outcomes
between the control and treatment groups can be confidently
ascribed to the treatment itself and not to biases introduced
by the assignment process. Random assignment is considered
the gold standard for achieving this goal. Still, when ran-
domization is not possible, Non-random assignment introduces
the challenge of potential confounding, as the treatment and
control groups may differ systematically in ways not accounted
for in the analysis. It is important to note that while these
concepts provide a theoretical framework for expressing causal
effects, estimating them in practice requires careful study
design, and statistical methods such as matching, instrumental
variables, propensity score analysis, and regression adjustment
are applied to mitigate the effect of potential confounding
factors and calculate causal effects in observational studies.
This section examines our CausalML algorithm as it is applied
to our specific dataset. We meticulously review pertinent
frameworks and definitions drawn from the academic literature
to facilitate a contextual understanding of our analysis. As
mentioned, we employed a meta-learner algorithm using the
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CausalML package in Python. Here, we want to explain this
methodology, which is supported as one of the algorithms
in CausalML developed so far. A meta-algorithm, known as
meta-learning, serves as a conceptual framework for estimating
the CATE through various machine-learning estimators. A
meta-algorithm is distinguished by its utilization of either a
single base learner that includes the treatment indicator as a
feature (such as the T-learner) or the employment of multiple
separate base learners assigned to each of the treatment and
control groups (such as the S-learner, X-learner, and R-
learner).

1) Efficiency Bounds: The calculation of confidence inter-
vals for estimates of the average treatment effect involves
utilizing a lower-bound formula, denoted as formula 6 [22].
Before delving into particular estimation methods, examining
the insights we can obtain regarding the parameters of interest
is beneficial solely based on the assumption of strong ignor-
ability of treatment assignment. This analysis is conducted
without incorporating specific assumptions about functional
forms or distributions. To achieve this, some extra notations
are required.

Let,
σ2
0(x) ≜ Var(Yi(0)|Xi = x)

σ2
1(x) ≜ Var(Yi(1)|Xi = x),

(5)

where represent how the potential outcomes are spread based
on the given covariates. Hahn [23] finds the smallest possible
expected errors for estimators that get more accurate with more
data (

√
N -consistent estimators) for τPATE, represented by

VPATE = E
[
σ2
1(Xi)

e(Xi)
+

σ2
0(Xi)

1− e(Xi)
+ (τ(Xi)− τ)2

]
. (6)

2) Meta learners: Utilizing the Neyman-Rubin (NR) model
or potential outcomes framework, the variables can be defined
as follows: Yi(0) represents the potential outcome of unit i if it
were assigned to the control group. In contrast, Yi(1) signifies
the potential outcome if unit i were assigned to the treatment
group. Y denotes the continuous outcome, Wi signifies the
treatment-assignment indicator, Wi ∈ {0, 1}, and Xi is a
covariate or feature vector. In meta-learning methodologies,
the treatment space must be discrete. This means that when
meta-learning algorithms are used to estimate treatment ef-
fects, the treatments or interventions are represented by distinct
categories or options. In other words, the treatments cannot be
continuous or infinitely variable; instead, they are defined as
discrete choices or categories. This requirement is specific to
how meta-learning algorithms are structured and utilized to
estimate treatment effects.

S-learner: The S-learner computes the treatment effect by
utilizing a lone machine-learning algorithm in the subsequent
manner:

Step 1: Within the S-learner algorithm, the treatment in-
dicator variable W is included as a feature, receiving no
preferential treatment or unique distinction compared to other

features. Consequently, estimate the collective response µ(x),
considering covariates X , using a base learner (such as a
regression algorithm or supervised machine learning) applied
to the entire dataset.

µ(x, ω) = E[Y |X = x,W = ω] (7)

Step 2: Specify the CATE estimate as:

τ̂(x) = µ̂(x,W = 1)− µ̂(x,W = 0). (8)

Incorporating the propensity score into a statistical model
can help mitigate bias due to confounding induced by reg-
ularization [24]. Regarding the example of a new teaching
method for students, suppose that students are either assigned
to take the new teaching method (treatment group) or not
(control group). However, some underlying factors (covariates)
might influence the assignment to the treatment group and the
outcome. This situation is known as confounding. When we
use a model to analyze the outcomes, regularization techniques
can be applied to prevent overfitting or enhance generalization.
However, regularization can inadvertently introduce bias if
it does not correctly account for the confounding factors.
To tackle this issue, we integrate the propensity score into
our model. The propensity score represents the likelihood of
receiving the treatment based on the covariates. By integrating
this score, we can ensure balance in covariates among the
control and treatment groups. This helps reduce the bias
caused by regularization as the model becomes more aware
of the likelihood of receiving the treatment, leading to a more
precise assessment of the treatment effect.

If there are substantial differences in covariates between
the control and treatment groups, a single linear model may
not adequately capture the distinct related characteristics and
smoothness of features for both groups [25].

Once more, let us revisit our example involving a new
teaching method. Students are haphazardly assigned to either
the control group or the treatment group (receiving the new
teaching method). Now, consider that the participants in the
treatment and control groups differ significantly in intelli-
gence, gender, educational background, coming from what
type of family class (low-income, middle-class, high-income
families), and other characteristics (known as covariates). In
this scenario, applying a single linear model to predict the
outcomes (scores in the math test) based on these covariates
might oversimplify the situation. The linear model assumes
that the relationship between covariates and outcomes is
similar for the treatment and control groups. However, if the
groups are so different, a single model may struggle to capture
the unique patterns and variations in outcomes for each group.
For instance, the treatment group might respond differently to
the new teaching method based on specific covariates, and
the control group might have distinct patterns unrelated to the
treatment. Applying a single linear model may not effectively
capture these differences.

More sophisticated modeling approaches can address this
limitation, such as separate models for the treatment and
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control groups (like the T-learner, X-learner, R-learner, or other
heterogeneous treatment effect models). These approaches
allow for flexibility in capturing the diverse effects of the
treatment on different subgroups within the study population.

T-learner: The T-learner [26] involves two steps, outlined
as follows:

Step 1: The control response µ0(x) can be computed using
a base learner, a supervised machine learning, or a regression
estimator. This is accomplished by leveraging observations in
the control group, denoted as f(Xi, Yi)|Wi = 0. Subsequently,
the treatment response µ1(x) can be estimated using a poten-
tially distinct base learner, utilizing treated observations.

µ0(x) = E[Y (0)|X = x]

µ1(x) = E[Y (1)|X = x]
(9)

Step 2: Specifying the CATE estimate as:

τ̂(x) = µ̂1(x)− µ̂0(x). (10)

X-learner: The X-learner [26] serves as an expansion of
the T-learner and comprises three steps, delineated as follows:

Step 1: Compute the mean outcomes, represented as µ0(x)
and µ1(x), for both cohorts utilizing any supervised machine
learning or regression algorithm. These algorithms, referred
to as the base learners in the initial step, play a role in the
estimation procedure.

µ0(x) = E[Y (0)|X = x]

µ1(x) = E[Y (1)|X = x]
(11)

Step 2: Estimate the treatment effects for individuals (e.g.,
students) in the treated group using the control-outcome esti-
mator. Similarly, the treatment effects for individuals in the
control group were predicted using the treatment outcome
estimator, referred to as the imputed treatment effects.

D1
i = Y 1

i − µ̂0(X
1
i )

D0
i = µ̂1(X

0
i )− Y 0

i

(12)

Utilize any supervised machine learning or regression tech-
nique(s) to estimate τ(x) in two ways: employ the imputed
treatment effects as the outcome variable in the treatment
group to derive τ1(x), and similarly in the control group to
derive τ0(x). These supervised machine learning or regression
algorithms are referred to as the base learners in the second
step.

τ0(x) = E[D0|X = x]

τ1(x) = E[D1|X = x]
(13)

Step 3: Specify the CATE estimate as a weighted average
of the two estimates obtained in step 2:

τ(x) = g(x)τ0(x) + (1− g(x))τ1(x), (14)

Where τ(x) is the overall estimator, g(x) is a weight function
that assigns a weight between 0 and 1 to each observation,
τ0(x) and τ1(x) are two different estimators for the treatment
effect.

It suggests estimating the propensity score for g, mentioned
as ê. As told before, it is highly used in observational studies
to compute the probability of receiving treatment based on
observed covariates. This approach assumes that the weight
function g is a function of the estimated propensity score:
g = ê.

It means that it might make sense to set g = 1 or g = 0 in
certain situations:

• If the number of treated units is huge compared to the
number of control units, setting g = 1 may be reasonable.

• If the number of treated units is minimal compared to the
number of control units, setting g = 0 may be reasonable.

Some estimators may allow for estimating the covariance
matrix of τ0(x) and τ1(x). The choice of g can be made to
minimize the variance of τ(x). Minimizing the variance is
a common goal in statistical estimation, as it leads to more
precise and reliable estimates.

In summary, the description discusses the flexibility in
choosing the weight function g in the weighted combination of
estimators. This choice can be based on the estimated propen-
sity score, set to specific values in certain scenarios, or even
optimized to minimize the variance of the overall treatment
effect estimator. The target is to enhance the accuracy and
reliability of the treatment effect estimation in observational
studies.

R-learner: The core concept of the R-learner [27] is to
create a formula that represents how treatment effects differ
across individuals. Then, a unique formula called a loss
function (R-loss function) can be devised to catch these
differences. The target is to find the best solution for this
formula, considering both accuracy and simplicity, to get
reliable estimates of treatment effects.

In R-learner, a crucial part is the R-loss function used for
estimating treatment effects through cross-validation.

We suppose that we have n examples, each with features
(xi), an observed outcome (yi), and a treatment assignment
(ti). The potential outcome (Yi) is what we would have ob-
served if the treatment assignment were 0 or 1 [27], denoted as
Yi(ti). Assuming that treatment assignment is random once we
consider the features (xi) (this is called unconfoundedness),
we aim to estimate the CATE function [28], denoted as

τ(x) = E{Y (1)− Y (0)|X = x}. (15)

To do this, the treatment propensity and conditional surfaces
can be used, representing how likely a unit is to receive
treatment and the expected outcomes based on the features.
In simpler terms, we’re trying to figure out the average effect
of treatment compared to no treatment, considering features
and ensuring randomness in treatment assignment. We use the
treatment propensity and conditional surfaces to help us make
these estimations [27]:
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Estimating treatment propensity scores:

Pr = Probability e∗(t) = Pr(T = 1|X = x) (16)

Note that ∗ superscripts signify unknown population param-
eters.

Estimating conditional response surfaces:

u∗
t = E{Y (t)|X = x} for t ∈ {0, 1} (17)

Conditional Mean Outcome:

m∗(x) = E(Y |X = x) = µ∗(0)(Xi) + e∗(Xi)τ
∗(Xi) (18)

Re-writing the CATE using conditional mean outcome func-
tion gives the below equation in the output [27];

Yi −m∗(xi) = (Wi − e∗(Xi))τ
∗(Xi) + ϵi, (19)

where ϵi is the error term, capturing unobserved factors or
noise. The formula 19 is called Robinson’s transformation
[29]. The term “transformation” suggests that it involves
converting or altering some variables or quantities in a specific
way. Robinson’s transformation incorporates concepts and
methodologies from modern machine learning. This means
that it uses sophisticated machine learning algorithms to
enhance the accuracy and flexibility of treatment effect es-
timation. The term “flexibility” suggests that this method
is adaptable and can handle a variety of scenarios or data
characteristics. This transformative approach is designed to
compute parametric elements within partially linear models,
attracting substantial attention in recent times.

Athey, Tibshirani, and Wager [30] (2019) use this approach
to cultivate a causal forest resilient to confounding extends
its application in devising G-estimation for periodical trials
[31], while Chernozhukov [32] showcase it as a prominent
illustration of the effective utilization of machine learning
methods for estimating nuisance components in semiparamet-
ric inference.

So, the modeled CATE based on the model and data formula
[31]:

τ∗(·) = argmin
τ

{
E
[{

Yi −m∗(Xi)

− (Wi − e∗(Xi)) τ(Xi)
}2]}

.

(20)

The true CATE can be obtained for the entire population
from the formula below.

τ∗(·) = argmin
τ

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
Yi −m∗(Xi)

− (Wi − e∗(Xi)) τ(Xi)

]2
+ Λn{τ(·)}

)
.

(21)

Think of Λn(τ(·)) as a way to prevent the τ(·) function from
becoming too complex. This control, called regularization, can
be direct, like in penalized regression, or more subtle, such as

in a well-designed deep neural network. The challenge is that
in practice, we typically don’t have access to the weighted
main effect function m∗(x) and often lack knowledge of
the treatment propensities e∗(x). As a result, formula 21,
mentioned earlier, is not something we can practically use.

Let’s concrete it with an example;
Think of τ∗(·) as the “Weather App Prediction” for tomor-

row’s temperature. The app uses various data and a model to
estimate the temperature, giving you its best guess. However,
it might not always perfectly predict the actual temperature.
On the other hand, the “True Temperature” is what you would
measure with the most accurate thermometer available. This
would be tomorrow’s real, exact temperature – something
you’d love to know but might not have the perfect tool to
measure. With these basics in mind, we’re now examining a
specific type of two-step estimator [32] that involves cross-
fitting. It includes two steps as follows:

Step 1: Learning process Split the data into equally sized
parts Q (usually 5 or 10 folds). Use q(·) to map each sample
index (i = 1, . . . , n) to one of these Q folds. Then, perform
cross-fitting over these Q folds to fit m̂ and ê using methods
optimized for the best predictive accuracy.

Step 2: Optimizing process Compute treatment effects utiliz-
ing a modified form of equation 21, where predictions such as
ê−q(i)(Xi) indicate making predictions without incorporating
the data fold to which the i-th training example belongs.

So the loss function (R-loss) can be achieved as follows:

L̂n{τ(·)} =
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
Yi − m̂(−q(i))(Xi)

−{Wi − ê(−q(i))(Xi)}τ(Xi)
]2

.

(22)

Now, the mathematical representation of CATE is:

τ̂(·) = argmin
τ

[
L̂n(τ(·)) + Λn(τ(·))

]
. (23)

This methodology is called R-learner, paying homage to
Robinson (1988) and underscoring the significance of residu-
alization in this approach. Additionally, we denote the squared
loss L̂n{τ(·)} as the R-loss for clarity and conciseness in our
discussion [27].

IV. ESTIMATIONS

We used Colab to write and execute the project’s Python
code. We used 16 GB RAM on the Colab notebook to run
the code. You must install Python packages Causalml (0.14.1)
and Econml (0.14.1), updated to the latest version when
writing this paper, on the notebook environment in which
you are writing your code. You can use the Python package
‘TensorFlow’ to install causalml and econml in your notebook.
We executed the code for 100 times, and we suggest you
run your final code for several times. In this project, we use
different types of algorithms as the base learner for our meta-
learners. The best algorithm depends on your dataset, like how
the data is spread out and how big it is. You can pick from
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Fig. 2: CATE estimates using learners S, T, R, and X.

various algorithms like penalized methods, Bayesian Additive
Regression Trees (BARTs), Random Forests (RFs), kernel

ridge regression, gradient boosting, and more. We recom-
mend trying different methods in your meta-learners until you
find the one that gives you the best result. We suggest that if
you use a big dataset, use less expensive algorithms first.

Please note:
• To prevent biased estimations, the treatment and control

groups’ sizes must be unequal.
• The optimal treatment condition depends on your research

goals and policy interests.
• Defining a binary treatment condition in an observational

dataset necessitates addressing selection bias. Matching tech-
niques, propensity score weighting, or instrumental variables
might be necessary to validate the CATE estimate’s causal
interpretation.

Visualized in Fig. 2, the CATE values for learners T and X
converge at 1.3, signifying a similar treatment impact. Learner
S demonstrates the highest CATE at 1.92, indicating a more
substantial treatment effect. Conversely, learner R presents
the lowest CATE at 1.03, suggesting a comparatively minor
impact. We know that by increasing consumers’ demand for
electricity, electricity companies should generate more elec-

tricity, increasing CO2 intensity. So, policymakers, especially
environmental activists, try to define a rebate on electricity
bills as a possible solution to encourage consumers to consume
less electricity to protect our environment. Our datasets are
collected from a region called West Virginia in Ireland. This
dataset includes 37868 records. The causal scenario entangles
four discrete covariates: wind speed, temperature, electricity
price, and system load. In our analysis, the control group is
assigned to 70 percent of records, and the treatment group is
assigned to the other 30 percent of records.

In our causal scenario to estimate CATE for the outcome,
decrease in CO2 intensity, we define two treatment conditions
as follows;

The binary treatment condition: Provide a 50 percent rebate
on electricity bills for the treated group when the average
CO2 intensity of electricity generation dips below a target
level (e.g., below a specific grams per kilowatt-hour value
is considered as the load on the electrical system). The
consumers in the treatment group are selected randomly from
all the records. The control group receives no such incentive.
CATE Estimate: This would capture the average price change
for the treated group when generating electricity with lower
carbon emissions. CATE, or Conditional Average Treatment
Effect, exhibits distinct variations across different analyses,
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Fig. 3: Overlapped histogram of distributions of CATE accord-
ing to applied algorithms.

influenced by many factors. The final CATE is susceptible
to various elements, including how the problem is defined,
the contextual nuances surrounding it, and the specific goals
aimed at achieving it. Depending on these considerations, the
interpretability of CATE becomes particularly nuanced and
insightful.

The histogram in Fig. 3 shows an overlapped histogram
of learners for estimating the CATE (Conditional Average
Treatment Effect), which typically refers to a visualization that
displays the distribution of estimated treatment effects from
different machine learning models or algorithms. Based on
the established goals in our causal scenario, it can be inferred
that implementing a 50 percent discount on electricity bills
may result in a 1.3 unit increase in CO2 intensity (measured
in grams per kilowatt-hour) based on the studied population.

In Fig. 4, the computed Root Mean Square Error (RMSE)
values provide valuable insights into the learners’ perfor-
mance. Noteworthy is the exemplary efficacy exhibited by
learner X, boasting an impressively low RMSE of 0.15, and
learner T, with a commendable RMSE of 0.18. In contrast,
learners R and S lag, showing comparatively higher RMSE
values of 0.25 and 0.22, respectively. This disparity under-
scores the varying degrees of proficiency among the learners,
emphasizing the significance of these findings in assessing
performance.

The Mean Absolute Error (MAE) values provide insights
into the performance of the learners R, T, S, and X in es-
timating heterogeneous treatment effects using meta-learners.
MAE measures the average magnitude of errors in a set of
predictions, with lower values indicating better performance.
Achieved MAE = 0.2 for learner R indicates that, on average,
the predictions made by learner R have an absolute error of
0.2. In other words, the difference between the predicted and
actual treatment effects is, on average, 0.2. The MAE= 0.12
achieved for learner X demonstrates the best performance
among all the learners, with the lowest MAE of 0.12. This
indicates that its predictions have the most minor average
absolute error (0.12), making it the most accurate in estimating
treatment effects compared to the other learners.

The average variance values obtained for the learners R, T,

Fig. 4: RMSE, MAE, Variance, and Bias estimates for the
applied meta-learners.

S, and X are 0.04, 0.015, 0.03, and 0.02, respectively. These
values provide insights into the variability or dispersion of
the treatment effects estimated by each learner. The R learner
has the highest average variance among all learners (0.04). A
higher variance suggests that the estimated treatment effects
from the R learner are more spread out or less consistent. This
could indicate that the R learner is more sensitive to the data or
less stable in its estimations than other learners. The T learner
has the lowest average variance (0.015) among all learners. A
lower variance indicates that the estimated treatment effects
from the T learner are more consistent or less variable. This
suggests that the T learner provides more stable and reliable
treatment effect estimations than others.

In estimating heterogeneous treatment effects using different
learners (R, T, S, and X), the average bias values provide
insights into the accuracy and reliability of each learner’s
estimates. With an average bias value of 0.1, the R learner
has the highest bias among all the learners. This suggests that
the estimates produced by the R learner tend to deviate more
from the true treatment effects than the other learners. Higher
bias indicates a higher likelihood of systematic error in the
estimates. The X learner has the lowest average bias value of
0.04 among the four learners. This indicates that the estimates
produced by the X learner are the least biased among all the
learners, implying higher accuracy and reliability in estimating
treatment effects.

V. CONCLUSION

As the electricity market is considered one of the fields
that can highly affect a country’s GDP, it can be expected to
become more and more competitive. But along with its benefits
and cost to deliver to the public by bringing harmful envi-
ronmental effects, it is considered one of the social concerns,
especially for the environmental activists and the countries that
joined the Paris Agreement 2016. All these concerns can give
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value to pricing policies that policymakers can adopt in the
electricity market. This study’s investigations show that the
financial incentives in electricity pricing for the consumers
to use less electricity do not necessarily lead to a cleaner
environment by decreasing CO2 emission by the electricity
companies’ electricity production. As this study’s analysis
shows, it can be inferred that applying a 50 percent discount
on electricity bills can increase the CO2 intensity. Regarding
the more covariates for future studies by the researchers, like
consumer behavior or applying different methods can either
give value to this study or bring contradictory comments. But
the clear thing is that more studies are needed to be done by
researchers with ecological concerns.
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