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ABSTRACT

This work aims toward an application of natural language process-
ing (NLP) technology for automatic verification of causal graphs
using text sources. A causal graph is often derived from unsuper-
vised causal discovery methods and requires manual evaluation
from human experts. NLP technologies, i.e., Large Language Models
(LLMs) such as BERT [6] and ChatGPT, can potentially be used to
verify the resulted causal graphs by predicting if causal relation can
be observed between node pairs based on the textual context. In this
work, we compare the performance of two types of NLP models: (1)
Pre-trained language models fine-tuned for causal relation classifi-
cation task (supervised) and, (2) prompt-based LLMs (unsupervised).
Contrasted to previous studies where prompt-based LLMs work
relatively well over a set of diverse tasks [1, 12, 25], preliminary
experiments on biomedical and open-domain datasets suggest that
the fine-tuned models far outperform the prompt-based LLMs, up
to 20.5 points improvement of F1 score. We shared the code and
the pre-processed datasets.!

KEYWORDS
Causal Graph, Causal Relation, Large Language Models

1 INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental tasks in various disciplines of science is to
find the underlying causal relations and make use of them. Causal
discovery methods [21, 22] are able to estimate the causal struc-
tures from observational data and further generate causal graphs.
A causal graph, as illustrated in Figure 1, is a directed graph visual-
izing causal relationships between the observed variables; a node
represents a variable and an edge represents a causal relationship.
As with the progress in the field of causal discovery, we are faced
with the challenge of how to verify the causal graph estimated
with causal discovery methods, which are often unsupervised. Es-
sentially, experts are required to manually verify the validity of
the causal graph, such as by conducting a controlled experiment.
However, depending on the field, conducting such experiments is
often expensive, or even infeasible due to the ethical concerns.

Figure 1: Example of a causal graph.
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Another method to verify a causal graph is using external knowl-
edge such as text sources. Information on causality is largely dis-
persed in text sources, and they are indispensable to assist human
experts in verifying the validity of causal graphs. However, ver-
ifying a causal graph with a large number of variables becomes
difficult due to the rapid growth of text sources. Natural Language
Processing (NLP) technologies, i.e., Large Language Models (LLMs)
such as BERT [6] or ChatGPT, can potentially be used to verify the
causal graphs by predicting if a causal relation exists between the
node pairs based on the textual context. In this work, we discuss
the feasibility of applying NLP technologies for causal graph verifi-
cation through quantitative evaluation experiments on causal text
datasets. We investigated two types of NLP models: (1) Pre-trained
language models fine-tuned for causal relation classification task
(supervised) and, (2) prompt-based LLMs.

To summarize, the main contributions of this work are:

(1) To our knowledge, this is the first work to study the feasi-
bility of applying NLP for causal graph verification, with
quantitative evaluation experiments on causal text datasets.
Specifically, we introduce prompt-based LLMs to predict the
causal relationship between pair of entities, comparing it to
supervised causal relation classification model.

(2) We demonstrate that prompt-based LLMs do not necessarily
perform better than supervised model on a causal relation
classification task, despite its relatively satisfactory perfor-
mance on clinical NLP over a set of diverse tasks [1]. We
also provide a discussion of why this might be the case, and
also the limitations of this work.

2 RELATED WORK

The research on causal relation extraction/classification from text
sources has been done mostly in supervised setting, especially
in biomedical-chemistry domains [4, 8, 13, 14, 18, 20], and open-
domain [2, 3, 5, 15]. The pre-training and fine-tuning paradigm in
NLP led to state-of-the-art performance in many downstream tasks;
likewise, most of the related works listed above fine-tune the pre-
trained language models such as BERT [7], or propose some sort of
enhancement for BERT such as the work by Su and Vijay-Shanker
[23]. Their results on relation extraction on biomedical datasets has
been encouraging, motivating us to choose the BERT models as the
main baselines for our fine-tuning experiments.

On the other hand, recent work by Agrawal et al. [1] shows that
Large Language Models (LLMs) perform well at zero and few-shot
information extraction from clinical text, despite not being trained
specifically for the clinical domain. Similarly, other works [12, 25]
suggest that LLMs (i.e., InstructGPT [19], ChatGPT, GPT-3.5, etc.),
perform well in various downstream tasks even without tuning the
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parameters, but only with few examples as instructions/prompts.
This inspires us to evaluate such instruction, or prompt-based LLMs,
on our causal relation classification task. In this work, we compare
the prompt-based LLMs against the more traditional supervised
model where it is trained/fine-tuned using the training data for
causal relation classification task.

3 METHODS

Given a pair of entities e; and ey, i.e., variables/node pairs of the
causal graph such as smoking and lung cancer, the task is to predict
if a causal relation can be observed between the pair based on its
textual context. Therefore, it is essentially a binary classification
task, classifying the relation as causal or non-causal. A causal graph
from the causal discovery method does not normally include any
textual context. In this work, we used the data commonly used
for evaluating NLP models for a causal relation classification task,
which already includes textual contexts for each pairs.

3.1 Prompt-based LLMs

In prompt-based learning, a pre-trained language model is adapted
to a specific task via priming on natural language prompts—pieces
of text that are combined with an input and then fed to the language
model to produce an output for that task [1]. Prompt-based learning
requires the specification of a prompt template to be applied to
the input, thus we designed two settings for the prompt-based
LLMs experiments: (1) Single-Prompt and (2) Few-Shot Prompt
settings, as described in the following.

3.1.1 Single-Prompt. In the Single-Prompt setting, we designed
the prompt to directly ask the LLMs to answer a question about
causality between a pair of entities, without providing any example
of the training data in the prompt (i.e., zero-shot approach). For the
pair e; and e with textual context S, we hand-crafted the following
three prompt variations.

(A) two-choices, no-context: There is a causal relationship be-
tween ey and ey. Answer with "True.” or ’False.

(B) two-choices, with-context: Given the following context,
classify the relationship between ey and ey as causal or non-
causal. Answer with ’Causal’ or 'Non-Causal’. Context: S

(C) three-choices, with-context: Given the cancer research-
related context below, is there a causal relationship between
e1 and ez ? In case the relationship shows only a correlation,
but no strict causation between e and ey, answer with 'False.
In case of uncertainty, answer with ‘Maybe.’ In a case where
there is clearly a causal relationship, and not just a correlation
between ey and ey, answer with 'True.” Context: S

The LLMs are strictly forced to respond with two choices, as in
variation (A) and (B), which is necessary for a fair comparison with
the fine-tuned model. In variation (C), however, we allow the LLMs
to return a ‘Maybe’ because occasionally the LLMs implies that there
is not enough evidence to decide the causality. We skip the ‘Maybe’
response in calculating the accuracy to get the truest accuracy score.
We also varied the prompt by including and not including the textual
context sentence S in the prompt (with-context and no-context).

3.1.2 Few-Shot Prompt. In the Few-Shot prompt setting, we
designed a specific format that includes n examples of training data
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in the prompt, allowing the LLMs to process some examples before
answering. We include the following information from the training
data: (a) the pair e; and ey, (b) the relation labels (causal, non-causal)
and (c) the sentence S as the context, practically giving the LLMs
guidance on how to extract and classify the unseen pair from the
test data. Furthermore, we also add a specific instruction at the
beginning of the prompt, as illustrated in the following example.

Example: Illustration of the Few-Shot Prompt setting. In this
example, n=1 training examples is included in the prompt,
with the red-marked example acts as the test data. The be-
ginning of the prompt provides the instruction.

PROMPT :

Given the context sentence, classify the
relationship between the entities marked
with el and e2 as 'causal' or 'non-causal'

## Context Sentence: Increased expression of <el
> osteopontin </el> contributes to the
progression of <e2> prostate cancer </e2>.

Result: 'el': 'osteopontin', 'relation': '

causal', 'e2': 'prostate cancer'

## Context Sentence: Increased expression of <
el1> cyclin B1 </el> sensitizes <el>
prostate cancer </el> cells to apoptosis
induced by chemotherapy.
Result:

EXPECTED OUTPUT:

'el': 'cyclin B1', 'relation

'prostate cancer'

L

'causal', 'e2':

By inserting “<el>" and “<e2>" to mark the location of the pair,
the model technically only has to binary-classify the relationship
between the pair. We conducted the Few-Shot Prompt experiment
by varying the number of the training data n to be included in the
prompt as examples. In this work, we used the official OpenAI API
with gpt-3.5-turbo and text-davinci-003 engines.

3.2 Fine-tuned LLMs

The pre-training of LLMs usually utilizes a great quantity of unla-
beled data, and the fine-tuning involves training these pre-trained
LLMs on a smaller dataset labeled with examples relevant to the
target task. By exposing the model to these new labeled examples,
the model adjusts its parameters and internal representations suited
for the target task. In this work, we experimented with two models:
(1) BERT [6] and (2) GPT models, for the fine-tuning experiments.

3.2.1 Fine-tuning BERT model. Figure 2 shows our model ar-
chitecture of fine-tuning BERT pre-trained model for the causal
relation classification task. We opt for a simple fine-tuning archi-
tecture for a fair comparison with the prompt-based LLMs.

For an input sequence S including a pair of two entities e; and
ez, we extract the representation for the input sequence from BERT
pre-trained model. Following the original paper [6], we use the last
hidden state vector output of the [CLS] token representation as the
input sequence for the fine-tuning. We further apply a Tanh activa-
tion function and a fully-connected layer (FC) to this representation
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Figure 2: Model architecture of the fine-tuning BERT model
for causal relation classification task.

to obtain the final sequence representation H é 1> as follows.
H} = Wo(tanh(Heis)) + bo ¢y

We used the binary cross entropy as the loss function during the
training. In this work, we experimented with two BERT models
adapted for the biomedical domain: BioBERT [17], and PubMed-
BERT [9]. BERT (base, uncased)? is used for experiment on open-
domain data. The detailed hyper-parameters and other experiment
details are provided in our Github.

3.2.2 Fine-tuning GPT model. Fine-tuning the GPT model in-
cludes formatting each training example into prompt-completion
pair, consisting of a single input example (prompt) and its associ-
ated output (completion). The format of the training example is
different depending on the use case. Our task is essentially a relation
classification task; however, it can also be formulated as a relation
extraction task between pair of entities. We followed the GPT fine-
tuning instruction and formatted the examples into classification
and extraction task formats, as shown in the following.

Fine-tuning GPT: classification/extraction example format.

{"prompt": "The results provide evidence for
altered plasticity of synaptic morphology
in memory mutants <el>dnc</el> and <e2>rut
</e2> and suggest a role...\n\n###\n\n",

"completion": "

{"prompt": "The results provide evidence for
altered plasticity of synaptic morphology
in memory mutants <el>dnc</el> and <e2>rut
</e2> and suggest a role...\n\n###\n\n",

"completion":" dnc\n rut\n non-causal END"}

non-causal"}

GPT model fine-tuning is currently available only for some of
the base models; in this work, we experimented with the ada model
for its fast training and relatively good performance.

Zhttps://huggingface.co/bert-base-uncased

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Datasets

Causality is often observed in the biomedical domain, thus we
conducted the experiments mainly in biomedical datasets, and one
open-domain dataset (SEMEVAL). We created a new data where
two experts in biomedical research annotates the causal relation
between genes in homo sapiens (GENE). We also modified some
relation extraction benchmark data (DDI, COMAGC) to only include
causal relation. The datasets are summarized in Table 1.

dataset type instances#
DDI [11] Biomedical/drug-drug 33,508
COMAGC [16] Biomedical/gene-disease 821
GENE (ours) Biomedical/gene-gene 789
SEMEVAL [10] Open-domain 10,717

Table 1: Dataset types and sizes.

4.2 Results and Discussion

Table 2 summarizes the experiment results. Precision (P), Recall (R),
and F1-score (F1) metrics are employed, and as with the general
practice in binary classification task, the metrics are calculated on
the non-negative class. We apply 5-fold cross-validation and the
scores are averaged. We report the standard deviation values of the
F1 scores over the 5-folds as shown in parenthesis in Table 2.

To sum up, the results suggest that the fine-tuned models far
outperform the prompt-based LLMs in predicting the causal rela-
tionship between the entity pairs in all of the datasets used in this
work. This contrasted with the previous studies [12, 25] where LLMs
perform relatively well, if not better than the fine-tuned models
in various tasks including in clinical NLP tasks [1]. We conducted
error analysis and outlined the following discussion.

4.2.1 Discussion 1: Explicit-implicit mention of causality,
and the effect of training sample. Based on our error analysis,
one possible reason the prompt-based model does not perform as
well as the fine-tuned model is because causality is rarely written
explicitly using causal cues such as “cause”, “causing” or “caused”.
Instead, it is often described rather implicitly/ambiguously with key-
words such as ‘“contribute” or “play a role” Consider the following
example from the test data, where the fine-tuned model correctly

predicted the causal relation while the prompt-based model failed:

Example 4.1. ..hepatocyte growth factor contribute to the growth

of ovarian cancer by activating autocrine...

In the Example 4.1 above, human experts are aware that the
keyword “contribute to the growth” implicitly describes causality,
thus annotated the pair as a causal pair. The fine-tuned model
most likely has been exposed to many similar examples in the
training data and learned that such keywords can be an identifier of
a causal relation. Meanwhile, without being exposed to any training
sample, the prompt-based model missed this pattern indicating
causality, resulted in wrong prediction. This suggests that, finding
the causality pattern from training samples is an important step in
identifying the causal relation.



Yuni Susanti and Nina Holsmoelle

(Biomed) COMAGC (Biomed) DDI (Biomed) GENE (News) SEMEVAL
Prompt-based type P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1
Single-Prompt A 282 61.0 38.1(06) 522 257 343(02) 236 266 242(07) 64.6 660 65.3(.06)
Single-Prompt B 282 942 432(05) 651 69.0 66.7(.04) 343 596 423(0.1) 77.7 847 80.8(.04)
Single-Prompt C 488 100 64.2(14) 529 932 67.4(02) 274 719 39.5(05 574 828 67.7(.03)
n

Few-Shot Prompt 5 372 835 51.0(03) 100 37.6 53.1(15) 221 257 22.7(28) 100 46.0 62.7 (.06)
Few-Shot Prompt 15 528 414 46.1(.08) 514 27.0 351(05) 260 29.1 262(18) 100 47.9 64.6(.04)
Few-Shot Prompt 20 502 704 57.0(08) * * * 317 395 34.3(08) 589 577 582(.02)
Fine-tuning

BioBERT 779 844 80.8(01) 97.0 762 852(03) 461 652 535(077) % * *
PubmedBERT 807 874 83.9(03) 932 833 87.9(01) 506 621 55.1(03) * * *
BERT-large * * * * * * * * * 93.0 93.0 93.0(.01)
GPT/ada (classify) 80.5 70.1 74.1(06) 994 781 87.4(03) 586 231 31.4(08) 99.9 948 96.8(.03)
GPT/ada (extraction) 756 581 655(07) 100 62.9 77.1(.02) 524 212 30.1(.06) 100 91.9 957 (.03)

Table 2: Experiment results. Values in bold indicates the best F1 score for each method and dataset. type refers to Single-Prompt
variations as explained in 3.1.1, n refers to the number of training data included in the prompt for Few-Shot setting. Values in
parenthesis represent standard deviations of F1 scores over the 5 cross-validation test folds.

Nevertheless, in the Few-Shot prompt experiments where n num-
ber of training samples are included in the prompt, the performance
is not necessarily better compared to the models without training
samples. This is shown in the Table 2, where surprisingly, the
highest F score for the prompt-based methods is achieved with
Single-Prompt B and C; both are the model without any training
samples. We hypothesized this could be due to the limited size of
the training samples, and adding more training data might improve
the performance. Unfortunately, the current token limitation of the
API prevented us to experiment with larger numbers of n.

4.2.2 Discussion 2: Effect of the context sentence. As men-
tioned in section 3.1.1, we created variations of the Single-Prompt
setting by including and not including the context sentence S in
the prompt (with-context and no-context). Context sentence pro-
vides the model with a context, which in this work we define as
the text surrounding the entity pair. We expect the model to look at
these surrounding texts in determining the relationship between
the target entity pair.

The result suggests that for prompt-based methods, including
the context sentence in the prompt proves to be effective, as shown
in the Table 2 where the Single-Prompt type B, C (with-context)
consistently gives better scores than type A (no-context). Rather
than solely relying on the knowledge of the model obtained during
the pre-training, the context gives the model additional knowledge
in predicting the relationship between the entity pair.

4.2.3 Discussion 3: Biomedical vs. Open-domain datasets.
As shown in Table 2, in general, we observe better scores in the
results of the open-domain dataset compared to the biomedical
datasets. This is expected because LLMs are mostly trained on
open-domain texts, i.e., books and online content. Another reason
could be due to the complexity of the texts in biomedical datasets,
which include more domain-specific or technical terms.

5 CONCLUSION

We present a preliminary study discussing the feasibility of ap-
plying NLP technologies for causal graph verification. We com-
pare the prompt-based and fine-tuned LLMs for predicting the
causality between pair of entities based on their textual context.
Experiments on biomedical and open-domain datasets suggest that
the fine-tuned models outperforms the prompt-based LLMs, up
to 20.5% F score. However, due to limitation of the data, we were
only able to quantitatively evaluate the methods on a binary-task
setting, without considering the direction of causality. The target
causal graph is directed, thus evaluating the direction of causality
is our main future work. Other future work includes optimizing the
prompt-based LLMs with more advanced prompting methods e.g.,
chain-of-thought [24], or by giving the model additional knowledge
and a more precise instruction.

Despite the result of the current experiment, a fine-tuned model
needs a sufficient expert-annotated data for training, and this could
hinder the progress of the research. Training data construction (i.e.,
data annotation) requires human expert knowledge, and is often dif-
ficult and costly. In this regard, we believe that the LLMs, especially
through the prompt engineering method, could be a breakthrough
for the causal relation classification/extraction research.

A PROMPT-BASED LLMS HYPERPARAMETER

In this work, we used OpenAI®> API with gpt-3.5-turbo engine for
the Single-Prompt and text-davinci-003 engine for the Few-Shot
experiments. For all prompt- based settings, in general we assume
only query access to the LLMs (i.e., no gradients, no log proba-
bilities). Table 3 summarizes the hyperparameter values for the
Few-Shot setting experiment.

Shttps://platform.openai.com/
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Parameter Value
temperature 0.7
max_token(n = 5) 800~1200
max_token(n = 15,20)  200~250
top_p 0.7
frequency_penalty 0.7
presence_penalty 0.7

Table 3: LLMs hyperparameter values.

In the fine-tuning of the BERT-based causal relation extraction
models, batch sizes of 16 were used for the DDI dataset, while
batch sizes of 8 were used for the COMAGC dataset. At both the
beginning and the end of the first and second entity, we insert a
special token “$" and “#", respectively. This is useful to make the
model capture the location information of the two target entities.
We also add special tokens [CLS] to the beginning and [SEP] to
the end of each input sequence, following the standard fine-tuning
practice using the pre-trained BERT model [7].

B BERT FINE-TUNING HYPERPARAMATER

In preparing the data, we insert a special token “$” and “#” at both
the beginning and the end of the first and second entity, respectively.
This is useful to make the model captures the location information
of the target entities. We also add special tokens “[CLS]” to the
beginning and “[SEP]” to the end of each input sequence, follow-
ing the standard fine-tuning practice using the pre-trained BERT
model [7].

In the fine-tuning of the BERT pre-trained model for the biomed-
ical dataset, batch sizes of 16 were used for the DDI, SEMEVAL, and
GENE dataset, while batch sizes of 8 were used for the COMAGC
dataset. We used the BioBERT-large-cased* for the BioBERT pre-
trained model and PubMedBERT-base-uncased-abstract-fulltext® for
the PubMedBERT pre-trained model, for all biomedical datasets
fine-tuning. Table 4 summarizes the hyperparameter values for
fine-tuning the BERT model experiments.

Parameter Value
max_sequence_length 128, 256
epoch 10
optimizer Adam

Ir 2e-5

eps le-08
linear_warmup_proportion 0.1
dropout 0.1
hidden_layer 1024 (FC layer)
seed 1234

Table 4: BERT hyperparameter values.

“https://huggingface.co/dmis-lab/biobert-v1.1
Shttps://huggingface.co/microsoft/BiomedNLP-PubMedBERT-base-uncased-abstract-
fulltext

For the SEMEVAL dataset, we used the bert-base uncased pre-
trained model, with the same hyperparameters as the BioBERT/Pub-
MEDBERT model above. We implemented the fine-tuning of the
BERT model using Pytorch. The random seed of 1234 is set for all
experiments.
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