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Estimating individual treatment effect (ITE) from observational data has gained increasing attention across
various domains, with a key challenge being the identification of latent confounders affecting both treatment
and outcome. Networked observational data offer new opportunities to address this issue by utilizing network
information to infer latent confounders. However, most existing approaches assume observed variables and
network information serve only as proxy variables for latent confounders, which often fails in practice, as some
variables influence treatment but not outcomes, and vice versa. Recent advances in disentangled representation
learning, which disentangle latent factors into instrumental, confounding, and adjustment factors, have shown
promise for ITE estimation. Building on this, we propose a novel disentangled variational graph autoencoder
that learns disentangled factors for treatment effect estimation on networked observational data. Our graph
encoder further ensures factor independence using the Hilbert-Schmidt Independence Criterion. Extensive
experiments on two semi-synthetic datasets derived from real-world social networks and one synthetic dataset
demonstrate that our method achieves state-of-the-art performance.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Causal inference, individual treatment effect, disentangled representations,
networked observational data, variational graph autoencoder

1 INTRODUCTION

Currently, research on causal effects between different variables has received increasing attention.
Among these, learning individual treatment effects of a treatment on an outcome is a fundamental
question encountered by numerous researchers, with applications spanning various domains,
including education [12], public policy [4], economics [15, 57], and healthcare [42]. For example, in
the medical scenario, physicians seek to determine which treatment (such as which medication) is
more beneficial for a patient’s recovery [52]. This naturally raises a question: how can we accurately
infer outcome if an instance were to receive an alternative treatment? This relates to the well-known
problem of counterfactual outcome prediction [36]. By predicting counterfactual outcomes, we can
accurately estimate each individual’s treatment effect, known as individual treatment effect (ITE)
[40, 42], thereby assisting decision-making.

Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) are the gold standard method for learning causal effects
[36]. In these trials, instances (experimental subjects) are randomly assigned to either the treatment
or control group. However, this is often costly, unethical, or even impractical [16, 54]. Fortunately,
the rapid increasing expansion of big data in many fields offers significant opportunities for causal
inference research [51, 54], as these observational datasets are readily available and usually contain
a large number of examples. Thus, we often concentrate on estimating treatment effects from
observational data. Additionally, instances in the dataset are intrinsically linked by auxiliary
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network structures, such as user-linked social networks. This type of data is typically referred to as
networked observational data [19, 22].

In observational studies, treatment often depends on specific attributes of an instance, x, leading to
selection bias [23]. In the medical scenario above, socioeconomic status influences both medication
choices and patient recovery. Higher socioeconomic status may increase access to expensive
medications and positively impact health. Identifying and controlling for confounding factors (i.e.,
those affecting both treatment and outcome, thereby introducing selection bias in ITE estimation) is
crucial for accurate predictions and presents the main challenge in learning ITE from observational
data [16, 35]. To address confounders, most existing methods assume strong ignorability [24, 42, 55],
meaning all confounders are measurable and embedded within observed features. However, this
assumption is often unrealistic, as not all confounders can be measured. Relaxing this assumption by
using proxy variables for latent confounders was proposed by Bennett and Kallus [6]. For networked
observational data, several ITE estimation frameworks have been developed in recent years [10, 17,
19, 47], which primarily leverage the network structure along with noisy, measurable observed
variables as two sets of proxy variables to aid in learning and controlling for latent confounders.
For instance, socioeconomic status can be inferred from easier-to-measure variables (e.g., postal
codes, annual income) combined with social network patterns (e.g., community affiliation). While
these methods have achieved empirical success, they primarily focus on learning representations
of latent confounding factors (latent confounders) to control confounding bias but overlook that
some factors affect only treatment, others only outcomes, or may even be noise factors. In patient
data, for example, age and socioeconomic status influence both treatment and outcome, thus
acting as confounding factors; the attending physician affects only treatment, referred to as an
instrumental factor; gene and air temperature affect only outcome, referred to as adjustment factors;
and information like names and contact details are noise factors. Using all patient features and
network information only for learning latent confounding factors introduces new biases [1, 20].
Therefore, explicitly learning disentangled representations for these four types of latent factors is
essential for accurately estimating ITE on networked observational data.

To address the aforementioned challenges, we present a novel generative framework based on
the Variational Graph Autoencoder (VGAE) [28] for estimating individual treatment effects on
networked observational data. We name our model Treatment effect estimation on Networked
observational data by Disentangled Variational Graph Autoencoder (TNDVGA), which can ef-
fectively infer latent factors from proxy variables and auxiliary network information using a
graph autoencoder, while employing the Hilbert-Schmidt Independence Criterion (HSIC) indepen-
dence constraint to disentangle these factors into four mutually exclusive sets, thereby improving
individual treatment effect estimation. Our main contributions are:

e We propose a novel framework for learning individual treatment effect from networked ob-
servational data, termed TNDVGA, which can simultaneously learn representations of latent
factors from both proxy variables and auxiliary network information while disentangling
different latent factors to estimate treatment effect more effectively and accurately.

e We introduce a kernel-based Hilbert-Schmidt Independence Criterion (HSIC) to assess the
dependence between different representations of latent factors. This independence regular-
ization is jointly optimized with other components of the model within a unified framework,
enabling better learning of independent disentangled representations.

e We perform extensive experiments to validate the effectiveness of our proposed framework
TNDVGA. Results on multiple datasets indicate that TNDVGA achieves state-of-the-art
performance, significantly outperforming baseline methods.



The rest of this article is organized as follows. The related work is reviewed in Section 2. Section 3
introduces the technical preliminaries and problem statement. Section 4 describes the details of our
proposed framework. We presents comprehensive experimental results of our model’s performance
on different datasets in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes our work and suggests directions for
future research.

2 RELATED WORK

Two aspects of related work are introduced in this section: (2) learning ITE from networked
observational data; and (3) disentangled representations for treatment effect estimation.

Learning ITE from i.i.d observational data. Due to the substantial expenses and sometimes infeasi-
bility of randomized experiments, there has been significant interest in estimating individual-level
causal effects from observational data in recent years, especially with the emergence of big data.
BART [9] employed dimensionally adaptive random basis functions for causal effect estimation.
Causal Forest [50] is a nonparametric approach that extends Breiman’s random forest algorithm
to estimate heterogeneous treatment effects. CFR [42] is a representation learning approach that
predicts ITE from observational data by projecting original features into a latent space, capturing
confounders through minimization of prediction error in factual outcomes and reducing imbalance
between treatment and control groups. However, the existing methods that have been previously
mentioned depend on the strong ignorability assumption, which essentially ignores the effects of
hidden confounding factors and is usually untenable in real-world observational studies. Various
approaches have been suggested to relax this strong ignorability assumption. CEVAE [33] followed
the causal structure of inference with proxy variables, capable of simultaneously estimating the
unknown latent space summarizing confounders and the causal effect. Deep-Treat [3] employed
a bias-removing autoencoder, along with a policy optimization feedforward neural network to
derive balanced representations and optimal policies from observational data. SITE [55] captured
hidden confounders for individual treatment effect estimation through a local similarity-preserving
method.

Learning ITE from networked observational data. Recently, the emergence of networked observa-
tional data in various real-world tasks has prompted several studies to relax strong ignorability
assumption by utilizing network information among different instances, where the network also
serves as a proxy for unobserved confounders. NetDeconf [19] utilized network information and ob-
served features to identify patterns of hidden confounders, enabling the learning of valid individual
causal effects from networked observational data. CONE [18] further employed Graph Attention
Networks (GAT) to integrate network information, thereby mitigating hidden confounding effects.
IGNITE [17] introduced a minimax game framework that simultaneously balances representations
and predicts treatments to learn ITE from networked observational data. GIAL [10] leveraged
network structure to capture additional information by identifying imbalances within the network
for estimating treatment effects. Thorat et al. [46] utilized network information to mitigate hidden
confounding bias in the estimation of ITE under networked observational studies with multiple
treatments. However, these studies uniformly apply all feature information, including network
information, to infer latent confounding factors without assuming disentanglement in treatment
effect estimation, which may lead to estimation bias. In a network, the treatment administered to
one instance may influence the outcomes of its neighbors. This phenomenon is known as spillover
effects or interference [2, 22, 37]. Unlike previous works, we follow the assumption by Guo et al.
[19] and Veitch et al. [47] that conditioning on potential confounders separates each individual’s
treatment and outcome from those of others. We will further explore the study of spillover effects
as future work.



Disentangled representations for treatment effect estimation. From the perspective of causal rep-
resentation learning, learning disentangled representations is one of the challenges in machine
learning [41]. The disentangled representation of latent factors derived from observational data
can reduce the influence of instrumental factors and confounders on outcome prediction, thereby
mitigating selection bias and significantly improving the accuracy of treatment effect estimation
[21, 31]. Early methods primarily focused on variable decomposition [29, 30], exploring treatment
effect estimation by considering only adjustment variables and confounders as latent factors. This
restricted approach resulted in imprecise confounder separation and hindered accurate estimation
of individual treatment effects. Subsequently, many methods focused on decomposing pre-treatment
variables into instrumental variables, confounding variables, and adjustment factors. For example,
DRCEFR [21] and DeR-CFR [52] disentangled latent factors into these four categories while balancing
confounders and estimating treatment effects through counterfactual inference. Additionally, some
methods imposed independent constraints on the model to achieve independent disentangled rep-
resentations. RSB-Net [58] utilized Pearson Correlation Coefficient (PCC) to promote decorrelation
between two sets of random variables. MIM-DRCEFR [8] introduced a method for learning disen-
tangled representations by minimizing mutual information, while DeR-CFR employed orthogonal
loss to ensure that the representations of different learned latent factors contain uncorrelated
information. Recently, an increasing number of methods based on Variational Autoencoder (VAE)
[25] have been proposed to address disentanglement in individualized causal effect estimation.
TEDVAE [56] employed a variational autoencoder to separate latent variables, incorporating a
regularization term that included reconstruction losses for both treatment and outcomes. TVAE
[49]integrated noise factors and introduced a VAE with target learning regularization to estimate
individual treatment effects. EDVAE [32] adopted a method of disentangling latent factors from
both data and model perspectives for ITE estimation. VGANITE [5] combined VAE and Generative
Adversarial Networks (GAN) [13] to disentangle latent factors into three distinct sets. Intact-VAE
[53] emphasized the successful recovery of confounders through a novel prognostic score.

However, these studies primarily focus on estimating individualized causal effects from indepen-
dent observational data. Given the importance of disentanglement in ITE estimation, it is crucial to
incorporate this approach when estimating ITE from networked observational data. Additionally,
independent regularizers need to be added to ensure that the information contained in features
and network information is accurately transmitted to the corresponding representation spaces
of each latent factor. Furthermore, our model takes into account often-overlooked noise factors,
combines reconstruction losses for both treatment and outcome, and balances the distribution
between treatment and control groups, all of which contribute to improved model performance.

3 PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we first introduce the notations used in this article. We then outline the problem
statement by providing the necessary technical preliminaries.

Notations. Throughout this work, we use unbold lowercase letters (e.g., t) to denote scalars, bold
lowercase letters (e.g., x) to represent vectors, and bold uppercase letters (e.g., A) for matrices. The
(i, j)-th entry of a matrix A is denoted by A;;.

Networked observational data. In the network observational data, we define the features (covari-
ates) of i-th instance as x; € R¥, the treatment as t;, and the outcome as y; € R. We assume that all
instances are connected through a network, represented by an adjacency matrix A. We assume that



the network is undirected, with all edge weights equal’. Let n denotes the number of instances,
thus A € {0, 1}"*". The notation A;; = A;; = 1 (or 0) indicates the presence (or absence) of an edge
between the i-th and j-th instances. Therefore, the tuple ({x;,t;, y;}7 ,, A) represents a network
observational dataset. Following the setup of [42, 55], we concentrate on cases where the treatment
variable is binary, specifically ¢ € {0, 1}. We denote t; = 1 and t; = 0 to represent whether the i-th
instance is in the treatment or control group, respectively, without loss of generality.

Next, we present the background knowledge necessary for learning individual individual treat-
ment effects. We make the assumption that for each pair of instance i and treatment ¢, there
exists a potential outcome y!, representing the value that y would take if treatment ¢ were ap-
plied to instance i [39]. Note that only one potential outcome is observable, while the unobserved
outcome y; ~! is typically referred to as the counterfactual outcome. As a result, the observed
outcome can be expressed as a function of the observed treatment and potential outcomes, given
by y; = t;y} + (1 — t;)y}. Then the ITE for the instance i in the context of networked observational
data is defined as follows:

5 =7(xi,A) = Ely; | xi, Al - E[y; | xi, Al (1)

which measures the difference between expected potential outcome under treatment and control
for the instance i. Once I'TE has been established, the average treatment effect (ATE) can then be
estimated by averaging the ITE across all instances as ATE = % >, 7i- Based on the aforementioned
notations and definitions, we formally state the problem.

Definition 3.1 (Learning ITEs from Networked Observational Data). Given the networked obser-
vational data ({x;, ;, y;}1,, A), our goal is to use the information from (x;, ;, y;) and the network
adjacency matrix A to learn an estimate of the ITE 7; for each instance i.

This paper is based on three essential assumptions necessary for estimating the individual
treatment effect [38]:

AssuMPTION 1 (STABLE UNIT TREATMENT VALUE ASSUMPTION (SUTVA)). The potential outcomes
for one unit are not affected by the treatment assigned to other units.

AssuMPTION 2 (OVERLAP). Each unit has a nonzero probability of receiving either treatment or
control given the observed variables, i.e, 0 < P(t =1 | x) < 1.

AssumMpTION 3 (UNCONFOUNDEDNESS). Treatment assignment is independent of the potential
outcomes when conditioning on the latent confounding factors, i.e., t 1L (y°,y') | z.. This assumption
is a relaxed version of the unconfoundedness assumption commonly used in causal inference, as it
allows for the presence of hidden confounders.

4 METHODOLOGY

In this section, we will first present a theorem on the identifiability of the individual treatment effect.
Then, we introduce our TNDVGA framework designed to learn from networked observational data.

4.1 Identifiability

We introduce the model TNDVGA for estimating treatment effects, based on the assumption that the
observed covariates x and the network patterns A can be regarded as generated from four distinct
sets of latent factors z = (z,, z, zZy, Z,). In this context, z; represents latent instrumental factors
that influence the treatment but not the outcome, z. includes latent confounding factors (latent

IThis work can be extended to weighted undirected networks and is also applicable to directed networks by utilizing
specialized graph neural networks.



Fig. 1. The causal diagram of the proposed TNDVGA. x represents the observed variables, A denotes the
network structure, t is the treatment, y is the outcome, z; is latent instrument factors affecting only the
treatment, z. is latent confounding factors, z, is latent adjustment factors affecting only the outcome, and z,
is the latent noise factors unrelated to both treatment and outcome.

confounders) that influence both the treatment and the outcome, z, consists of latent adjustment
factors that impact the outcome without affecting the treatment, and z, refers to latent noise
factors, which are covariates unrelated to either the treatment or the outcome. The proposed causal
graph for ITE estimation is shown in Fig. 1. By explicitly modeling these four latent factors, it
demonstrates that not all variables in the observed set act as proxy variables for confounding
factors, but instead, it effectively facilitates the learning of various types of unobserved factors.
Utilizing network observational data, we formulate and prove the following theorem about the
identifiability of individual treatment effects:

THEOREM 4.1 (IDENTIFIABILITY OF ITE). If we recover p(zc,zy | X, A) and p(y | t,zc,zy), then the
proposed TNDVGA can recover the individual treatment effect (ITE) from networked observational
data.

ProoF. According to the aforementioned assumptions and networked observational data, the
potential outcome distribution for any instance x can be calculated as follows:

p(y' | xA)

@)
é / P(yt | Z4, Z, Zy, Zo)p(zt, Zc, Zy, Zo | X, A)dztdzcdzydzo
{Zt,Zc,Zy,Zo}

(l:l) / P(yt | t,2¢, Ze, Zy, Zo)P(Zt, Zc, Zy, Zy | X, A)dthZCdZdeo
{Z,,Zc,zyazo} (2)

w / Py | t.2t, 2e, 2y, 20) P (21, Ze, 2y Zo | X, A)d2,d2z.dzydz,
{ze,2¢:2y,20 }

(iv)
= / P(y | t, ZCazy)p(Zc: Zy | X,A)dZCdZy.
{Zc’zy}

The Equation (i) is a straightforward expectation over p(z;, z, zy, Zo | X, A), Equation (ii) follows
from Assumption 3 based on the conditional independence assumption ¢ 1L (y°, y!) | z., Equation
(iii) is derived from the commonly used consistency assumption [23], and Equation (iv) can be
obtained from the Markov property y AL z;, 2, | t, z, zy. Thus, if we can model p(z., z, | x, A) and
p(y | t, 2, z,) correctly, then the ITE can be identified. O

Previous work by Zhang et al. [56] has derived the proof for identifiability under the assumption
of ignorability, based on the inference of relevant parent factors from proxy variables and/or other
observed variables. We took inspiration from their concept. However, in contrast to them, our
model includes latent noise factors, which improves the composition of the latent variables by
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Fig. 2. The overall architecture of TNDVGA consists of a generative network and an inference network for
disentangling latent factors.

bringing it closer to reality. Furthermore, additional network information can be used with the proxy
variable x. With these two modifications, we demonstrate the identifiability of ITE in Theorem 4.1.
Theorem 4.1 highlights the importance of distinguishing different latent factors and utilizing only
the appropriate ones for treatment effect estimation on networked observational data.

4.2 The proposed framework: TNDVGA

An overview of the proposed framework, TNDVGA, is shown in Fig. 2, which learns individual
treatment effects through networked observational data. The proposed framework consists of the
following important components: (1) Learning Disentangled Latent factors through Variational
Graph Autoencoder (VGAE); (2) Predicting Potential Outcomes and Treatment Assignments; (3)
Enforcing Independence of Latent factors. We will provide a detailed explanation of these four
components in the following sections.

4.2.1 Learning Disentangled Latent factors through VGAE. From the theoretical analysis in the
previous section, we have seen that eliminating unnecessary factors is essential to effectively and
accurately estimating the treatment effect. However, in practice, we do not know the mechanism
of generating x from z and the mechanism of disentangling z into different disjoint sets. This
requires us to propose a method that can learn to disentangle the latent factors z and estimate
ITE through what the model has learned. Therefore, we aim to infer the posterior distribution
po(z | x, A) of latent factors z through the observed proxy covariates x and network information
A, while disentangling z into latent instrumental factors z;, confounding factors z., adjustment
factors z,, noise factors z,. Since exact inference is intractable, we use the variational inference
framework to approximate the posterior distribution with the tractable distribution. We adopt
Variational Graph Autoencoders (VGAEs) to construct our model. Proposed by Kipf and Welling
[28], VGAEs extend Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) to take into consideration the graph structure
in the data. For every observed variable x, VGAEs define a multi-dimensional latent variable z.
Moreover, VGAEs rely on an adjacency matrix A, which is utilized by the Graph Neural Network
(GNN) in the encoder to enforce the structure of the posterior approximation g4 (z | x, A). As shown
in Fig. 2, we use four separate encoders to approximate the variational posterior gy, (z; | X, A),



q¢.(zc | X, A), ¢, (zy | X, A), q¢, (2o | X, A), disentangling the latent variable z into z;, z., and z,,
Zo, respectivelyz. Then, these four latent factors are used by the decoder pg(x | z;, z, Zy, Z,) to
reconstruct x, ¢, and y°. Following the standard VGAE design, we select the prior distributions
p(z:), p(2zc), , p(zy) and p(z,) as factorized Gaussian distributions:

dy, dy,
pla) = [ [NCad, 10,0 plae) = [ | M(tze), 1 0.1):
Jj=1 j=1
®3)

dyy

dy,
p(zy) =] [NUzyd; 10,15 plzo) = [ [Nz}, 10,1),
j=1 j=1

whered,,, d,,_, dzy, and d,, represent the dimensions of latent instrumental, confounding, adjustment,
noise factors, respectively. And {z,}; denotes the j-th dimension of z;, and the same applies to z,
zy, and z,.

The probabilistic representation of the generative model for x, ¢, and y is as follows:

k

p@x (X | Zt,Zc, Zya ZO) = 1—[ N(IJJ = ﬁj(z{t,c,y,o}), O-JZ‘ = ]CZ]'(Z{t,C,y,O}))’ (4)
j=1

Pé),(t | Zy, ZC) = Bern(o.(]%(zcs Zt)))» (5)

PGy(y | t, Zc’zy) =N(u=4 o’ = 62):
ﬁ = tﬁl(ZCs Zy) +(1- t)]%(zc’ Zy);ﬁz = t]%(zc’ Zy) +(1- t)f7(ZCs Zy)s
where fi to f; are functions parameterized by fully connected neural networks, o(-) represents

the logistic function, and Bern refers to the Bernoulli distribution. The distribution of x should be
chosen based on the dataset, and in our case, we approximate it with a Gaussian distribution, as

(6)

the data we use consists of continuous variables. Similarly, for the continuous outcome variable
y, we also parameterize it as a Gaussian distribution, where the mean and variance are defined
by two separate neural networks defining p(y | t = 1,2, z,) and p(y | t = 0, z, z), following the
two-headed approach proposed by Shalit et al. [42].

In the inference model, since we input the network information A into the encoder, we design
the encoder based on the idea of Variational Graph Autoencoders (VGAEs). Specifically, we utilize
Graph Convolutional Networks (GCNs) [27] as the encoder to obtain latent factor representations.
GCN has been shown to effectively handle non-Fuclidean data, such as graph-structured data,
across diverse settings. To simplify notation, we describe the message propagation rule using a
single GCN layer, as shown below:

h = GCN(x, A) = Relu((AX)yW) = Relu((DZAD™2X), W). @)

where h € R? is the output vector of the GCN, X € R™* is the feature matrix of the instances,
(AX)y represents the row of the matrix product corresponding to instance x, A=A+1Iy Iyis
the identity matrix, D;; = 2 A, j>and W € R¥*d denotes the parameters of the weight matrix.
Relu(-) denotes the ReLU actlvatlon function. This leads to the following definition of the variational

20ur method does not employ ¢ and y as inputs to the encoder as done in [33], because we assume that ¢ and y are generated
by the latent factors. So, the inference of latent factors relies solely on x. For additional information, see [56].

3Note that, as shown in Figure 1, we obtain the independence property x AL A | {z¢, z, Zy, Zo }. Thus, the original VGAE
decoder pg (x | z¢, 2, Zy, Zo, A) =po(x| z¢, 2, Zy, Z,). The derivation for ¢ and y is similar.



approximation of the posterior distribution for the latent factors:
9, (2t | X A) = N (pt = ju,, diag(”) = diag(6),
9g.(ze | X, A) = N (n = 1, diag(c?) = diag(57)),
qp,(zy | X, A) = N(p = ju,, diag(c?) = diag(6%)),
94, (20 | %, A) = N (p = 1, diag(o?) = diag(57)),

®)

where fi,, fi, ft,, f, and diag(6?), diag(62), diag(&z), diag(&2) are the means and covariance
matrix of the Gaussian distributions, parameterized by the GCN as shown in Equation (7). Addi-
tionally, fi, and log 62 are learned from two GCNs that share the training parameters of the first
layer, and the same applies to the remaining three pairs.

4.2.2  Predicting Potential Outcomes and Treatment Assignments. The latent factors z; and z, are
associated with the treatment ¢, whereas z. and z,, are associated with the outcomes y, as illustrated
in Fig. 1. To ensure that the treatment information is effectively captured by the union of z, and z,
we add an auxiliary classifier to predict ¢ from the encoder’s output, under the assumption that z;,
and z. can accurately predict ¢. Additionally, y is predicted using two regression networks under
different treatments to ensure that the outcome information is captured by the union of z. and z,,
based on the assumption that z. and z, can accurately predict y. Inspired by related approaches
[32, 56], the classifier and regression networks are defined as follows:

qn, (¢ | 2, 2c) = Bern(o(hi(zc, z¢))), 9)
q']y (y | t! ZCs Zy) = N(,u = ﬁ» 0.2 = 6-2);
a= thy(z, Zy) +(1- t)hi‘}(zc,zy), 6° = thy(zc, Zy) + (1= t)hs(zc, Zy),

where h; to hs are functions parameterized by fully connected neural networks, and the distribution
settings are similar to those in Equations (5) and (6).

(10)

4.2.3 Enforcing Independence of Latent factors. Explicitly enhancing the independence of dis-
entangled latent factors encourages the graph encoder to more effectively capture distinct and
mutually independent information associated with each latent factor. In the following, we detail
the regularization applied to enforce independence among the latent factors.

The goal of our method is for the encoder to capture disentangled latent factors—namely, z,,
Z, Z;, and z,—that each contain exclusive information. This requires increasing the statistical
independence between these latent factors to further strengthen disentanglement. Given the high
dimensionality of the latent factors, using histogram-based measures is infeasible. Therefore, we
use the Hilbert-Schmidt Independence Criterion (HSIC) [14] to promote sufficient independence
among different latent factors.

Specifically, let z; , represent the d,,-dimensional random variable corresponding to the latent
factor z;. Consider a measurable, positive definite kernel k; defined over the domain of z; .., with its
associated Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) denoted by ;. The mapping function ¢ (-)
transforms z; , into H; according to the kernel ;. Similarly, for z,, z., and z,, the same definitions
apply. Given a pair of latent factors z; and z., where z; . and z.. are jointly sampled from the
distribution p(z;,., z+), the cross-covariance operator C;, 5., in the RKHS of «; and . is defined
as:

Zc,x
Cororer = Bptarier | (Vi (2) = 1, ) (W (ze) = 1,,)] (1)
where p, =E(Y:(2:4)), By, = E(Ye(zc,+)). Then, HSIC is defined as follows:

HSIC(z¢ 1, 2c,+) = ”Cz,,*,zc,*”IZ_IS, (12)



where || - || is the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, which generalizes the Frobenius norm on matrices. It
is known that for two random variables z; . and z.. and characteristic kernels x,, and x,_,, if
Elkz,, (2t 204)] < 00, E[Ky,, (Zcsr Zex) ] < 00, then HSIC(zy4, 2 x) = 0 if and only if z; . AL z .. In
practice, we employ an unbiased estimator HSIC(z; ., z..) with n samples [43], defined as:

1T011"V"1 2

TynrsT
-Dm-2 n-2' V1 (13)

tr(UV") +

1
HSIC(z¢ 4, Zcx) = n(n=3)
where U and V denote the Grammer matrices with Kz, and k;_,, respectively, with the diagonal
elements set to zero. In our approach, we employ the radial basis function (RBF) kernel. The analysis
for other pairs of latent factors follows similarly.

The advantage of using Equation (13) to measure the dependence between different latent factors
lies in its ability to capture more complex, nonlinear dependencies by mapping latent factors into
the RKHS. The HSIC estimator we employ is unbiased, which is both effective and computationally
efficient.

4.3 Loss Function of TNDVGA
In this section, we design a loss function that combines all the key components of ITE estimation,

thereby facilitating the end-to-end training of disentangled latent factor representations.

4.3.1 Loss for VGAE. The encoder and decoder parameters can be learned by minimizing the
negative evidence lower bound (ELBO), consistent with the standard VGAE [28], where i denotes
the i-th instance:

Leipo (Xi, £, yi) = — quﬁz,« Ape; py; o [logpexi (Xi | Ze4 Zeis Zyi> Zo,i) + logpeti (ti | Ze4,2c,i)
+ log po, (Yi | ti 2ci, 2y,1)] — D1 (qp,, (22 | X1, A)llp(2e,:))
— Dki(qg,, (Zci | xi A)|p(2ci)) — Dkr(qp,, (zyi | xi, A)l[p(2y,i))
= Dkr(qg,, (Zo,i | Xis A)llp(2o,i))-

(14)

4.3.2  Loss for Potential Outcome Prediction and Treatment Assignment Prediction. The factual loss
function for predicting potential outcomes, along with the loss function for predicting treatment
assignments, is defined as follows:

Ltreat(tia Zti, Zc,i) = _Eq¢fi dgc; (qq,i (ti | Zti, Zc,i))s (15)
-Epred(ti; Yi> Zc i, Zy,i) = _]qusci 9y, (qﬂyi (yl | t, Zcis Zy,i))- (16)

4.3.3 Loss for HSIC Independence Regularizer. We apply pairwise independence constraints to the
latent factors z;, z, zy, and z, in order to improve the statistical independence between disentangled
representations. Thus, the HSIC regularizer L, is calculated as follows:

Lindep(zt,*, Zc,ss Zy,x, Zoy) = § HSIC (2, Zm,»)- (17)
k,me{t,c,y0}
k#m

4.3.4  Loss for Balanced Representation. As shown in Fig. 1, we observe that z,, Il ¢, implying that
p(zy | t =0) = p(zy | t = 1). Therefore, following the approach in [21], we aim for the learned
z, to exclude any confounding information, ensuring that all confounding factors are captured
within z.. This is crucial for ensuring the accuracy of the treatment effect estimation. To quantify
the discrepancy between the distributions of z, for the treatment and control groups, we use the
integral probability metric (IPM) [19, 34, 44]. We define the balanced representation loss as L,

Laisc(zys) = IPM({Zy,i}isty=0, {Zy,i }ii=1)- (18)



Table 1. Statistics of the Two Semi-Synthetic Datasets: BlogCatalog and Flickr

Datasets Instances | Edges | Features | x; | ATE mean + STD
0.5 4.366+0.553
BlogCatalog 5196 173,468 8,189 1 7.446+0.759
13.534+2.309
0.5 6.672+3.068
Flickr 7,575 239,738 | 12,047 1 8.487+3.372
20.546+5.718

We utilize the Wasserstein-1 distance, defined as Sriperumbudur et al. [44], to calculate Equation
(18). Additionally, we employ the effective approximation algorithm proposed by [11] to calculate
the Wasserstein-1 distance and associated gradients about the model parameters for training the
TNDVGA.

4.3.5 The Overall Objective Function. The following provides a summary of the overall objective
function for TNDVGA:

1 n
Lnpvea = - Z [Letso (Xi, ti, Yi) + ot Lerear (i Zeis 2e,i) + Ay Lprea (i Yis Ze,is 2y,1) |
im1

(19)
+ al-ﬁindep(zt,*a Zc,xs Zy,x Zos) + a2~£disc(zy,*) + /1”@)”%’

where a;, ay, a1, and @, are non-negative hyperparameters that balance the corresponding terms.
The final term, A||©||3, is applied to all model parameters © to avoid overfitting.

After completing the model training, we can predict the ITEs of new instances based on the
observed covariates x. We utilize the encoders gy, (zc | x,A) and g4, (z, | x, A) to sample the
posteriors of confounding factors and risk factors [ times, and then use the decoder py, (y | t, zc, z;)
to compute the predicted outcomes y at different ¢, averaging them to obtain the estimated potential
outcomes y* and y°. The calculation of ATE can be done by performing the above steps on all test
samples and then taking the average.

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we perform a series of experiments to illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed
TNDVGA framework. We first introduce the datasets, evaluation metrics, baselines, and model
parameter configurations utilized in the experiments. Then, we compare the performance of different
models in estimating ITE. After that, we conduct an ablation study to evaluate the importance of
key components in the TNDVGA and conduct a hyperparameter study.

5.1 Datasets
5.1.1 Semi-synthetic datasets.

BlogCatalog. In the BlogCatalog dataset [45], a social blog directory for managing bloggers and
their blogs, each individual represents a blogger, and each edge represents a social connection
between two bloggers. The features are represented as a bag-of-words representation of the
keywords in the bloggers’ descriptions. To generate synthetic outcomes and treatments, we rely on
the assumptions outlined in [19, 47]. The outcome y refers to the readers’ opinion of each blogger,
and the treatment t represents whether the blogger’s content receives more views on mobile
devices or desktops. Bloggers whose content is primarily viewed on mobile devices are placed in
the treatment group, while those whose content is mainly viewed on desktops are placed in the



control group. Additionally, following the assumptions in [19], we assume that the topics discussed
by the blogger and their neighbors causally affect both the blogger’s treatment assignment and
outcome. In this task, our goal is to investigate the individual treatment effect (ITE) of receiving
more views on mobile devices (instead of desktops) on the readers’ opinion. Specifically, a Latent
Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) topic model is trained [7]. Two centroids in the topic space are then
defined: (i) the centroid #! of the treatment group is set as the topic distribution of a randomly
selected blogger, and (ii) the centroid #° of the control group is set as the average topic distribution
across all bloggers. We then model readers’ preference of browsing devices on the i-th blogger
content as:

1
P(ti=1]|x;,A) = e;(p(pi) 0
exp(p;) + exp(p;)
(20)
with p! = Kk (x;) TP+ ko Z r(xj)Tft,t € {0,1},
JeEN(i)

where k; > 0 and k; > 0 control the strength of the confounding bias introduced by the blog-
ger’s topics and the topics of their neighbors, respectively. Finally, the factual outcome and the
counterfactual outcome of the i-th instance are given as:

yf = C(p? + zLipil) t+e€,

21
ysF =Clp) + (1 - t)p}] +e, @y

where C serves as a scaling factor, and the noise term € follows a normal distribution, i.e., e ~ N'(0, 1).
For this study, we set C = 5, k; = 10, and k, € {0.5, 1, 2}.

Flickr. Flickr [45] is an online platform utilized for the purpose of sharing images and videos.
In this dataset, each user is represented as an instance, with edges indicating social connections
between users. The features of each user are a list of interest tags. The treatment and outcome are
synthesized using the same settings and simulation process as in the BlogCatalog.

In Table 1, we provide a detailed statistical summary of the two semi-synthetic datasets. For each
parameter setting, the mean and standard deviation of the ATEs are computed across 10 runs.

5.1.2  Synthetic datasets. Inspired by [21], we generate synthetic datasets named TNDVGASynth,
which follow the structure illustrated in Fig. 1 and the relationships defined in Equations (22)-(25).

z, ~N(0,1)™, z. ~ N(0,1)™, z, ~ N(0,1)™, z, ~ N(0,1)™°

x = Concat(zs,Zc, 2y, Zo),

22
Y = Concat(zy, z.), (22)

® = Concat(zc, zy),

0.01

a ~ Bernoulli(———— )
1+exp(-r) (23)
with r = h-h + 1, h = Concatenate(z;, z¢, 2y, 2,),
¢ ~ Bernoulli(——— )
~ Bernoulli(————

1 +exp(—¢h) (24)

with h=V-0+1,  ~ N(0,1)"+™e



o (@o®od®+0.5) "
= +e€
me +my

1:(<I>0<1))-v1+6 (25)

Yy

M + My
with v, v! ~ N(0,1)™*™y e ~ N(0,1),

where concat (-, -) represents the vector concatenation operation. a is an element of the matrix A;
m;, me, my, m, represent the dimensions of the latent factors z;, z, z,, z,, respectively; a scalar
determines the slope of the logistic curve; - denotes the dot product, and o signifies the element-
wise (Hadamard) product. We considered all feasible datasets generated from the grid defined by
mg, Me, My, m, € {4, 8}, creating 16 scenarios. For each scenario, we synthesize five datasets using
different initial random seeds.

5.2 Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate the performance of the proposed TNDVGA framework in learning ITE using two widely
used metrics in causal inference. We report the Root Precision in Estimating Heterogeneous Effects
(VepErE) to measure the accuracy of individual-level treatment effect, and the Mean Absolute Error
of ATE (earE) to assess the accuracy of population-level treatment effect. They are formally defined
as follows:

(26)

(27)

where #; = §} —1? and ; = y] —y represent the estimated ITE and the ground truth ITE of instance
i, respectively. Lower values of these metrics indicate better estimating performance.

5.3 Baselines
We compare our model against the following state-of-the-art models used for ITE estimation:
¢ Bayesian Additive Regression Trees (BART) [9]. BART is a widely used nonparametric
Bayesian regression model that utilizes dimensionally adaptive random basis functions.
Causal Forest [50]. Causal Forest is a non-parametric causal inference method designed to
estimate heterogeneous treatment effects, extending Breiman’s well-known random forest
algorithm.
Counterfactual Regression (CFR) [42]. CFR is a representation learning-based approach
that predicts individual treatment effects (ITE) from observational data. It reduces the imbal-
ance between the latent representations of the treatment and control groups and minimizes
prediction errors for factual outcomes by projecting the original features into a latent space
to capture confounders. It implements Integral Probability Metrics to measure the distance
between distributions. This study employs two distinct forms of balancing penalties: the
Wasserstein-1 distance (CFR-Wass) and the maximum mean discrepancy (CFR-MMD).
e Treatment-agnostic Representation Networks (TARNet) [42]. TARNet is a variant of
CFR that excludes the balance regularization term from its model.
e Causal Effect Variational Autoencoder (CEVAE) [33]. CEVAE is built upon Variational
Autoencoders (VAE) [25] and adheres to the causal inference framework with proxy variables.



It is capable of jointly estimating the unknown latent space that captures confounders and
the causal effect.
o Treatment Effect by Disentangled Variational AutoEncoder (TEDVAE) [56]. TEDVAE
is a variational inference approach that simultaneously infers latent factors from observed
variables, while disentangling these factors into three distinct sets: instrumental factors, con-
founding factors, and risk factors. These disentangled factors are then utilized for estimating
treatment effects.
Network Deconfounder (NetDeconf) [19]. NetDeconf is a novel causal inference frame-
work that leverages network information to identify patterns of hidden confounders, enabling
the learning of valid individual causal effects from networked observational data.
Graph Infomax Adversarial Learning (GIAL) [10]. GIAL is a model designed for estimat-
ing treatment effects that leverages the network structure to capture additional information
by identifying imbalances within the network. In this work, we employ two variants of the
proposed GIAL method: one that utilizes the original implementation of graph convolutional
networks (GCN) [27] (GIAL-GCN) and another that leverages graph attention networks
(GAT) [48] (GIAL-GAT) .

5.4 Parameter Settings

We implement TNDVGA using PyTorch on an NVIDIA RTX 4090D GPU. For BlogCatalog and
Flickr, we run 10 experiments and report the average results. The dataset is split into training
(60%), validation (20%), and test (20%) sets for each run. Baseline methods, such as BART, Causal
Forest, CFR, TARNet, and CEVAE, are originally designed for non-networked observational data
and thus cannot leverage network information directly. We concatenate the adjacency matrix rows
with the original features to ensure a fair comparison; however, this does not notably enhance
baseline performance due to dimensionality limitations. For the baselines, we used the default
hyperparameters as in previous works [10, 19]. For TNDVGA, we apply grid search to identify
the optimal hyperparameter settings. Specifically, the learning rate is set to 3 x 107%, &; and a,
set to 100, and A to 5 X 107°. The number of GCN layers is varied between 1, 2, and 3, with the
hidden dimensions set to 500, and the dimensions of z;, z., z,, and z, vary across {10, 20, 30, 40, 50}.
The regularization coefficients a; and a, are tuned within the range {1072,1071, 1, 10, 100}. For the
BlogCatalog dataset, TNDVGA is trained for 500 epochs, while for Flickr, training lasts for 1000
epochs. And we use Adam optimizer [26] to train TNDVGA. For the synthetic datasets, we use the
same parameter selection approach as for the semi-synthetic datasets. Unless stated otherwise, the
latent variable dimensions for the different factors are set to their true values.

5.5 Perfomance Comparision

We compare the proposed framework TNDVGA with the state-of-the-art baselines for ITE estima-
tion on both semi-synthetic datasets and synthetic datasets.

5.5.1 Performance on Semi-Synthetic datasets. Tables 2 and 3 present the experimental results
on the BlogCatalog and Flick datasets, respectively. Through a comprehensive analysis of the
experimental results, we have the following observations:

o The proposed variational inference framework for ITE estimation, TNDVGA, consistently
outperforms state-of-the-art traditional baseline methods, including BART, Causal Forest,
CFR, and CEVAE, across different settings on both datasets, as these methods do not account
for disentangled latent factors or leverage network information for ITE learning.

e TNDVGA and NetDeconf, along with GIAL, outperform other baseline methods in ITE
estimation due to their ability to leverage auxiliary network information to capture the



Table 2. Performance comparison for different methods on BlogCatalog. We report the average values of
VepeHE and e4rE on the test sets. Baselines results from [10], except TEDVAE.

BlogCatalog
Ko 0.5 1 2
m EATE m €EATE \/@ EATE

BART 4.808 2.680 5.770 2.278 | 11.608 | 6.418
Causal Forest 7.456 1.261 7.805 1.763 | 19.271 4.050
CFR-Wass 10.904 | 4.257 | 11.644 | 5.107 | 34.848 | 13.053
CFR-MMD 11.536 | 4.127 | 12.332 | 5.345 | 34.654 | 13.785
TARNet 11.570 | 4.228 | 13.561 | 8.170 | 34.420 | 13.122
CEVAE 7.481 1.279 | 10.387 | 1.998 | 24.215 5.566
TEDVAE 4.609 0.798 4.354 0.881 6.805 1.190
NetDeconf 4.532 0.979 4.597 0.984 9.532 2.130
GIAL-GCN 4.023 0.841 4.091 0.883 8.927 1.780
GIAL-GAT 4.215 0.912 4.258 0.937 9.119 1.982
TNDVGA (ours) | 3.969 | 0.719 | 3.846 | 0.699 | 6.066 1.057

Table 3. Performance comparison for different methods on Flickr. We report the average values of \/eppgE
and ezTE on the test sets. Baselines results from [10], except TEDVAE.

Flickr
K2 0.5 1 2
\EPEHE | €ATE | \€PEHE | €ATE | \€PEHE | €aTE

BART 4.907 2.323 9.517 6.548 13.155 9.643
Causal Forest 8.104 1.359 14.636 3.545 26.702 4.324
CFR-Wass 13.846 3.507 27.514 | 5.192 53.454 | 13.269
CFR-MMD 13.539 3.350 27.679 5.416 53.863 12.115
TARNet 14.329 3.389 | 28.466 5.978 55.066 | 13.105
CEVAE 12.099 1.732 22.496 4415 42.985 5.393
TEDVAE 5.072 1.041 7.125 1.328 12.952 2.124
NetDeconf 4.286 0.805 5.789 1.359 9.817 2.700
GIAL-GCN 3.938 0.682 5.317 1.194 9.275 2.245
GIAL-GAT 4.015 0.773 5.432 1.231 9.428 2.586
TNDVGA 3.896 | 0.633 | 4.974 1.037 7.302 1.908

impact of latent factors on ITE estimation. This result suggests that network information
helps in learning representations of latent factors, leading to more accurate ITE estimation.
Furthermore, TNDVGA also outperforms NetDeconf and GIAL in ITE estimation because
it learns representations of four different latent factors, whereas NetDeconf and GIAL only
learn representations of latent confounding factors.

e TEDVAE also performs reasonably well in estimating ITE, mainly because its model infers
and disentangles three disjoint sets of instrumental, confounding, and risk factors from the
observed variables. This also highlights the importance of learning disentangled latent factors
for ITE estimation. However, TNDVGA outperforms TEDVAE, as it additionally accounts



for latent noise factors and effectively leverages network information, whereas TEDVAE
struggles to fully utilize network information to enhance its modeling capabilities.

e TNDVGA demonstrates strong robustness in selecting the latent dimensionality parameter.
Considering that we did not explicitly model the generation process of latent factors in these
two semi-synthetic real datasets, and that the dataset generation did not include instrumental,
risk, or noise factors, TNDVGA still exhibits optimal performance under these conditions.
These results indicate that, even in more realistic datasets , TNDVGA can effectively learn
latent factors and estimate ITE.

e When the influence of hidden confounders increases (i.e., with a growing k; value), TNDVGA
suffers the least in v/epgrr and eqrg. This is because TNDVGA has the ability to identify
patterns of latent confounding factors from the network structure, enabling it to infer ITE
more accurately.

5.5.2  Performance on Synthetic datasets. First, similar to [5], we control the magnitude of selection
bias in the dataset by setting the size of the scalar {. We compare TNDVGA with TEDVAE and
NetConf when the dimensions of the latent factors are (8, 8, 8, 8). As shown in Fig. 3, we observe that
as the value of { increases, indicating a rise in selection bias, TNDVGA consistently performs the
best. Furthermore, TNDVGA’s performance remains stable and is largely unaffected by variations
in selection bias. This demonstrates that TNDVGA exhibits better robustness against selection bias,
which is crucial when handling real-world datasets. We have similar results on other synthetic
datasets.

Next, we investigate the TNDVGA's ability to recover the latent components z;, z, z,, and z, that
are utilized to construct the observed covariates x and examine the contribution of disentangling
these latent factors to the estimation of ITE. To this end, similar to the settings in [5, 21], we compare
the performance of TNDVGA when the parameters d,,, d,_, dzy and d,, are set to correspond with
the true number of latent factors against the performance when one of the latent dimensionality
parameters is set to zero. For example, setting d,. = 0 forces TNDVGA to ignore the disentanglement
of confounding factors. If TNDVGA performs better when considering the disentanglement of
all latent factors compared to when any one latent factor is ignored, then it can be concluded
that TNDVGA can recover latent factors, and that disentangling latent factors is beneficial for
ITE estimation. Fig. 4 displays the radar charts corresponding to each factor. We can clearly see
that when TNDVGA considers disentangling the latent factors through non-zero dimensionality
parameters, its performance outperforms that when any latent dimension is set to zero.

—=— TNDVGA
TEDVAE
—e— NetDeconf

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Selection Bias

Fig. 3. Experimental results of different methods in ITE estimation under different levels of selection bias. As
the selection bias increases, TNDVGA consistently performs the best.
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Fig. 4. In the radar chart, each vertex of the polygon is labeled with a sequence of latent factor dimensions
from the synthetic dataset. For example, 8-8-8-8 indicates that the dataset is generated using 8 dimensions
each for latent instrumental factors, latent confounding factors, latent adjustment factors, and latent noise
factors. Each polygon represents the PEHE metric of the model (smaller polygons indicate better performance).

5.6 Ablation Study

Furthermore, we investigate the effect of key components in the proposed TNDVGA framework
on learning ITE from network observational data. In particular, we conduct an ablation study
by developing two variants of TNDVGA and comparing their performance on the BlogCatalog
and Flickr datasets with the original TNDVGA: (i) TNDVGA w/o Balanced Representations: This
variant does not balance the learned representations, meaning it does not include the balanced
representation loss Ly;,c during training. As a result, the learning factor z, may embed information
about z;. We refer to this variant as TNDVGA w/o BP. (ii) TNDVGA w/o HSIC Independence
Regularizer: This variant omits the independence constraint mechanism between different factor
representations, which may prevent the learned representations from being disentangled. We refer
to this variant as TNDVGA w/o HSIC. Tables 4 and 5 display the comparison results of the two
variants with TNDVGA on the BlogCatalog and Flickr datasets, respectively. From the analysis, we
can draw the following observations:

Table 4. Ablation study of our method’s variants on BlogCatalog.

BlogCatalog
Ko 0.5 1 2
VEPEHE | €ATE | VEPEHE | €ATE | VEPEHE | EATE
TNDVGA 3.937 ]0.656 | 3918 | 0.677 | 0.651 1.184

TNDVGA(w/o BP) 4.090 | 0.710 | 4.060 | 0.808 | 6.887 | 1.798
TNDVGA(w/o HSIC) | 4.114 | 0.765 | 4.070 | 0.808 | 6.982 | 1.958

Table 5. Ablation study of our method’s variants on Flickr.

Flickr
K2 0.5 1 2
VEPEHE | €ATE | VEPEHE | €ATE | VEPEHE | €ATE
TNDVGA 3.897 0.610 5.045 0.956 8.763 1.074

TNDVGA(w/o BP) 4.298 | 0.637 | 5.551 | 1.359 | 10.8531 | 1.678
TNDVGA(w/o HSIC) | 4.622 | 0.930 | 5.908 | 1.380 | 11.198 | 1.948
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Fig. 5. Hyperparameter analysis on BlogCatalog across different k3.

VePEHE

001 a \ 001 a 001
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Fig. 6. Hyperparameter analysis on Flickr across different .
e TNDVGA w/o BP cannot provide satisfactory performance because it neglects the balance

of adjustment variables, which may lead to instrumental information being embedded in
the adjustment variables, affecting the effectiveness of the learned representations. This



highlights the necessity of balanced representations for better learning of latent factors in
order to estimate ITE.

e TNDVGA w/o HSIC also fails to provide the expected performance and typically performs the
worst, as it does not impose independence constraints on the representations corresponding
to different latent factors. This indicates that imposing explicit independence constraints on
the representations is important for estimating ITE from network observational data.

5.7 Hyperparameter Study

We conduct an analysis of the effects of the most important hyperparameters, «; and a;, on the
performance of TNDVGA. These parameters influence how independence constraints and repre-
sentation balance contribute to the estimation of ITE from network observational data. The results
of the parameter analysis for the BlogCatalog and Flickr datasets, with k;, set to 0.5, 1, and 2, are
presented in terms of \/épgpg and earp. We vary a; and a; within the range {0.01, 0.1, 1, 10, 100}.
The results of the hyperparameter study are shown in Figs. 5 and 6. When «; and «; range in
{0.01,0.1, 1}, the variations in +/épgg and earg are minimal, suggesting that TNDVGA demon-
strates stable and favorable performance across a wide range of parameter values. However, when
a1 > 10 or a; > 10, TNDVGA’s performance in estimating e4rg noticeably declines. This re-
duction in performance occurs because the objective function places too much emphasis on the
regularization term at high parameter settings, thereby affecting the accuracy of ATE estimation.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This paper aims to improve the accuracy of individual treatment effect estimation from networked
observational data by modeling disentangled latent factors. The proposed model, TNDVGA, lever-
ages observed features and auxiliary network information to infer and disentangle four distinct
sets of latent factors: instrumental, confounding, adjustment, and noise factors. Empirical results
from extensive experiments on several semi-synthetic and one synthetic dataset demonstrate
that TNDVGA outperforms existing state-of-the-art methods in estimating ITE from networked
observational data.

Two promising directions for future work are worth exploring. First, we would like to extend
TNDVGA to estimate treatment effects for multiple or continuous treatments, which would enhance
its applicability to a wider range of real-world scenarios. Second, we are interested in further
investigating ITE estimation under network interference within a generative model framework
that employs variational inference.
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