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Abstract

The instrumental variable (IV) approach is commonly used to infer causal effects in the presence
of unmeasured confounding. Conventional IV models commonly make the additive noise assumption,
which is hard to ensure in practice, but also typically lack flexibility if the causal effects are complex.
Further, the vast majority of the existing methods aims to estimate the mean causal effects only, a few
other methods focus on the quantile effects. This work aims for estimation of the entire interventional
distribution. We propose a novel method called distributional instrumental variables (DIV), which
leverages generative modelling in a nonlinear instrumental variable setting. We establish identifiability
of the interventional distribution under general assumptions and demonstrate an ‘under-identified’
case where DIV can identify the causal effects while two-step least squares fails to. Our empirical
results show that the DIV method performs well for a broad range of simulated data, exhibiting
advantages over existing IV approaches in terms of the identifiability and estimation error of the
mean or quantile treatment effects. Furthermore, we apply DIV to an economic data set to examine
the causal relation between institutional quality and economic development and our results that
closely align with the original study. We also apply DIV to a single-cell data set, where we study the
generalizability and stability in predicting gene expression under unseen interventions. The software
implementations of DIV are available in R and Python.

1 Introduction

Understanding causal effects is crucial in many fields, from economics and medicine to social sciences.
However, in practice, it is often challenging to infer these effects due to unmeasured confounding — where
unseen factors impact both the treatment and the outcome. The instrumental variable (IV) approach is
a well-established method used to address this issue, allowing researchers to draw causal conclusions from
observational data. Despite its widespread use, traditional IV methods usually rely on assumptions that
may not hold in complex real-world scenarios. Furthermore, most methods are restricted to estimating
average causal effects, not being able to capture the distributional aspects of the causal relationship.

In many applications, understanding the entire distribution of the outcome under an intervention on
the treatment is crucial. For instance, policymakers might want to know not just the average effect of a
policy change, but also how it affects different segments of the population. Similarly, in medicine, knowing
the distributional impact of a treatment can provide insights into varying patient responses, identifying
both potential benefits and risks. Recent advances in causal inference have introduced methods for
estimating quantile effects, but a comprehensive approach that captures the full interventional distribution
remains underexplored.
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1.1 Instrumental variable model

When randomized experiments cannot be carried out, researchers have to rely on observational data for
inferring causal effects. The goal is to identify the causal relationship between treatment variable X ∈ Rd

and response variable Y ∈ Rp, and thus to predict the value of Y under an intervention on X. By
intervening on X, we mean that its distribution can be set to a specific one. There may exist a set of
exogenous observable covariates W ∈ Rl that have an effect on X or Y , or both. Further, we allow for
the existence of unobserved variables H ∈ Rm (also known as hidden confounders) affecting both, X and
Y . Due to the hidden confounders, the observed relationship between X and Y is prone to be biased,
even when the sample size approaches infinity [Pearl, 2009]. The instrumental variable methods share the
idea of exploiting the existence of exogenous heterogeneity (the instrument Z) to consistently estimate
the causal function in the presence of unmeasured confounders.

The IV method requires the instrument Z ∈ Rq meeting the following assumptions [Pearl, 2009],
whose precise formulation depends on the specific methodological framework1:

(A1 ) relevance: the instrument Z is not independent of the treatment variable X.

(A2 ) exclusion restriction: Z is independent of all error terms that have an influence on Y that is not
mediated by X.

If the assumptions (A1 )-(A2 ) are fulfilled, the instrument Z is called a valid instrument. It is
important to say that Z and X are only required to be associated, the instrument Z does not need to
be causal for X, but the association could be present due to another unobserved variable causing both Z
and X. The idea of the IV method is then to isolate the variation in treatment X that is not influenced
by H, and this variation is then used to estimate the causal effect of X on Y [Baiocchi et al., 2014]. Note
that the latter assumption is not testable since H is unobserved, and has therefore to be made based on
scientific considerations and expert knowledge. It is common to assume that the data generating process
follows a structural causal model (SCM) [Pearl, 2009], implying that the data distribution is Markovian
with respect to the induced graph.

1.2 Distributional modelling approach

Distributional modelling has the goal of characterizing the entire probability distribution of a random
variable Y , capturing not just central tendencies like the mean, but also the median, quantiles, and
higher moments. This comprehensive approach provides a more detailed understanding of the variable’s
behaviour, in contrast to traditional methods that often focus solely on specific summary statistics.

In many applications, the primary interest lies in modelling how the distribution of a response vari-
able Y changes conditionally on a set of covariates X. This leads to conditional distributional modelling,
which aims to estimate the conditional distribution PY |X . Unlike conventional regression techniques
that predict specific aspects of this conditional distribution (e.g. the conditional mean or quantiles),
conditional distributional modelling seeks to capture the entire distributional shape of Y given X = x.
This enables a deeper understanding of how X influences not only the expected value of Y but also its
dispersion, asymmetry, and extreme values.

Generative modelling provides a powerful and flexible framework for estimating conditional distri-
butions. The goal is to learn a mapping function that generates synthetic samples from the target
distribution Y = g(X, ε). Specifically, in the conditional setting, these models learn a map g : (x, ε) → y,
where ε ∼ Pε pre-defined, that, given a set of covariates X = x, can generate new samples from the con-
ditional distribution PY |X=x. Several approaches exist for learning the mapping g including Generative
Adversarial Networks (GANs) [Goodfellow et al., 2014, Mirza and Osindero, 2014], Variational Autoen-
coders (VAE) [Kingma and Welling, 2014, Sohn et al., 2015] and diffusion models [Sohl-Dickstein et al.,
2015, Ho et al., 2020]. However, these frameworks have primarily been developed for image and text
generation. Here, we consider an alternative approach that aligns more closely with statistical modelling
by directly optimizing the energy score [Gneiting and Raftery, 2007] for learning the mapping g (see
Section 3).

1For instance, for linear 2SLS, the relevance assumption (A1 ) corresponds to the full-rank condition, i.e. Cov(X,Z) has
full column rank, implying q ≥ d. The exclusion restriction (A2 ) translates to Cov(Z, Y −X⊤β) = 0.

2



While generative models do not directly provide closed-form expressions for the conditional density
or cumulative distribution functions, they offer a way of sampling from the conditional distribution.
This implicit sampling capability allows for the estimation of various distributional functionals, such as
conditional means, variances, or quantiles.

1.3 Related work

In the linear case, two-stage least squares (2SLS) and control function (CF) approach are two commonly
used methods for causal effect estimation in presence of hidden confounders and a valid instrument, both
leading to the same estimation results. In case of nonlinear models, these two methods produce different
estimates (see, for example, Guo and Small [2016] for a systematic comparison). The idea of 2SLS is
to use the part of treatment that is independent of the hidden confounders for modelling the outcome.
In contrast, the CF approach relies on ‘splitting’ the hidden confounders into two parts - one that is
correlated with the treatment X, and the other that is uncorrelated with X (the latter part is then used
as an independent covariate when modelling the outcome).

To allow for flexible modelling assumptions, several recent work proposed methods that make use
of flexible function approximators such as neural networks in the IV model. In this paper, we consider
DeepIV [Hartford et al., 2017], DeepGMM [Bennett et al., 2020], HSIC-X [Saengkyongam et al., 2022], and
DIVE [Kook and Pfister, 2024] as baseline comparisons. The DeepIV method is a two-stage procedure,
where in the first stage the conditional CDF of the treatment variable is learned via a deep neural network
(DNN), and in the second stage the counterfactual prediction function is approximated by a DNN. The
DeepGMM method solves moment equations implied by the IV model using DNNs. In contrast, HSIC-X
exploits the independence restriction, which is stronger than the moment restriction condition. For the

methods stated above, the aim is to estimate the interventional mean Edo(X:=x)
Y , where the do(·) operator

indicates an intervention on the treatment variable X (as per Pearl [2009]), and it is assumed that the
noise term in Y (consisting of both, the independent noise tern εY and the hidden confounder H) is
additive.

Imbens and Newey [2009] provide identification and estimation results for the interventional quantiles
and interventional mean for a model class which is not requiring additivity of the noise, assuming that
X is scalar and continuous. The proposed method is based on using the CDF function of X given the
instrument Z, V := FX|Z , as a control variable, but it requires a strong assumption — the so-called
common support condition, which is satisfied if supp(V |X) = supp(V ), and is further restricted to the
case of a continuous treatment variable X.

Briseño Sanchez et al. [2020] propose a flexible IV distributional regression method based on GAMLSS
and the control function approach. Recently, Chernozhukov et al. [2024] introduced a copula-based
distributional regression for binary instruments and treatments, while Kook and Pfister [2024] developed
DIVE, an independence-based IV method for estimating interventional cumulative distribution functions
(CDFs) under binary treatment.

1.4 Our contributions

We propose a novel approach in IV methodology, with the aim of capturing the entire range of possible
outcomes resulting from an intervention. The proposed method applies generative modelling in the
context of the instrumental variable framework, creating a powerful tool that accommodates complex,
nonlinear causal relationships with less restrictive assumptions compared to traditional IV methods.
Unlike most of the existing approaches, which focus on point estimates (mean or quantile effects), our
method estimates the full interventional distribution, allowing for a richer understanding of causal effects.

Section 2 offers an overview of our proposed method called ‘DIV’ (short for Distributional Instrumental
Variables), depicting the model setup and demonstrating the motivating theory. Section 3 provides a
detailed description of DIV, a generative modelling approach that integrates distributional regression
with the classical instrumental variable framework. DIV aims to estimate not only the interventional
mean, as it is common with most existing methods, but the entire interventional distribution. We allow
for general model classes for both the treatment and outcome models, avoiding the common restrictive
assumption of the additive noise at both stages.
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Section 4 presents the theoretical results on identifiability of the interventional distribution for three
different model classes. In Section 5, we provide an empirical quantification of the advantage of DIV by
examining the discrepancies between the estimated interventional mean of DIV and that of benchmark
methods based on both simulated and real-world data. The promising results support our theoretical
findings and suggest that the DIV method has a wide range of potential applications.

We provide a comprehensive software implementation of the DIV method in the R package DIV. The
package allows for point prediction of the interventional mean and quantiles, as well as sampling from
the fitted interventional distribution. More details on the software, including an illustrative example, can
be found in Appendix A. Additionally, we provide a basic Python-implementation of the method in the
package DistributionIV.

1.5 Notation

All noise variables ηX , ηY are assumed to be absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure,
unless indicated otherwise. For a vector x ∈ Rd, let ∥x∥ be the Euclidean norm. For a random variable
X and α ∈ [0, 1], we denote Qα(X) := inf{x : P(X ≤ x) ≥ α} the α-quantile of X, or simply QX

α . For

two random variables, say X and X ′, following the same distribution, we write X
d
= X ′. For a random

variable X following a probability distribution P , we simply write X ∼ P . The support of a random
vector B ∈ Ω ⊆ Rq (for some q ∈ N) is defined as the set of all b ∈ Ω for which every open neighbourhood
of b (in Ω) has positive probability.

2 Setting and motivating theory

In this section, we introduce our setting of a general structural causal model (SCM), where our target of
interest is the interventional distribution of the outcome Y under a do-intervention on the treatment X.
To motivate the proposed method, we present some illustrative identification results.

2.1 SCM and estimand

We assume the observed data of (X,Y, Z) is generated according to an underlying structural causal model

X := g(Z, ηX)

Y := f(X, ηY ),
(1)

where Z ∈ Rq, X ∈ Rd, Y ∈ Rp, Z is exogenous and independent of noise variables (ηX , ηY ), while
ηX ∈ Rd and ηY ∈ Rp are generally correlated due to unobserved confounding between X and Y , and
functions g and f are generally nonlinear to allow for more complex relationships both between the
instrument Z and treatment X, and between the treatment X and outcome Y . The SCM (1) induces
the observational distribution P(X,Y,Z) over the observed variables (X,Y, Z).

Our estimand is the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y for all x in the support of X. Note that the

conventional estimands are functionals of our distributional estimand. For example, for some x1, x0 ∈
supp(X), the average treatment effect is defined as a contrast of its means: Edo(X:=x1)

Y − Edo(X:=x0)
Y ; the

α-quantile treatment effect is a contrast of its α-quantiles Qα(P
do(X:=x1)
Y )−Qα(P

do(X:=x0)
Y ).

2.2 Identifiability

We present an identification result for P
do(X:=x)
Y to motivate our method introduced in Section 3. For the

ease of illustration, here we consider a simplified case where all observed variables (X,Y, Z) are univariate.
More general and comprehensive identification results will be given in Section 4.

Proposition 1. Consider the model in (1) and suppose the following assumptions hold:

(i) For all z ∈ supp(Z), it holds that g(z, ·) is strictly monotone.

(ii) For all x ∈ supp(X), supp(ηX |X = x) = supp(ηX).
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Then, for all x ∈ supp(X), the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y is uniquely determined from the

observed data distribution P(X,Y )|Z .

Assumption (ii) is known as the common support assumption (see Imbens and Newey [2009]), and
requires the instrument Z to affect the treatment X and exhibit sufficient variation. This assumption
aligns with the relevance assumption (A1 ), which requires that the instrument Z is associated with the
treatment X. Note that assumptions we make here are largely similar to those proposed by Imbens and
Newey [2009]. However, in Section 4, we address a setting where both X and Y are multivariate, whereas
their model class is limited to the univariate X. Moreover, we present novel identifiability results demon-
strating that by adding more structural restrictions to the outcome model, the interventional distribution
becomes identifiable under strictly weaker assumptions. More detailed remarks on the assumptions will
be given in Section 4.

Proposition 1 indicates that the target interventional distribution is uniquely identifiable from the

observed joint distribution of (X,Y ) given Z. This suggests that an estimation method for P
do(X:=x)
Y

should fit the distribution of (X,Y )|Z from the observed data while ensuring consistency with the SCM
(1), thereby enabling identifiability (e.g. exogeneity of Z). Before specifying the methodology, we would
like to emphasize that matching the full distribution can be also ‘necessary’ (in some cases) for identifying
the above estimand. For example, classical IV regression, which estimates only conditional means, fails
to achieve identification when the number of instrumets is smaller than that of the treatment variables —
a situation typically referred to as an under-identified setting. In contrast, leveraging the full distribution
allows for identification in cases where classical IV regression fails. Below is a simple example to illustrate
the failure of 2SLS for identifying the causal effects. A formal identifiability result is given in Section 4
for settings with a single binary (or discrete) instrument Z and multivariate treatment.

Consider Z ∈ {0, 1}. Assume the data generating process follows the SCM

X1 := g1(Z, ηX1
)

X2 := g2(Z, ηX2
)

Y := β1X1 + β2X2 + ηY ,

(2)

where Z,X1, X2, Y, ηX , ηY ∈ R. We first show that 2SLS procedure fails identifying the interventional
mean.

Example 1 (Failure of 2SLS). In the first stage, the treatments X1, X2 are regressed on Z. For a binary
Z, the conditional mean of Xi given Z = z can always be written as a linear function of z:

E(Xi|Z = z) = z · E[gi(0, ηXi
)] + (1− z) · E[gi(1, ηXi

)] = ci + αiz

where ci = E(gi(1, ηXi)) and αi = (E(gi(0, ηXi))−E(gi(1, ηXi))). Let X̂1 := E(X1|Z = z) = c1 +α1z and
X̂2 := E(X2|Z = z) = c2 + α2z.

In the second stage, Y is regressed on X̂1 and X̂2. Due to multicollinearity of X̂1 and X̂2, the
parameter estimates are not well-defined, resulting in the non-identifiability of the causal effects β1 and
β2.

In contrast, with the following proposition we demonstrate a novel result that with the distributional
instrumental variable approach, the parameters β1 and β2, and therefore the interventional distribution

P
do(X:=x)
Y can still be identified under certain assumptions.

Proposition 2. Assume for j ∈ {1, 2}, it holds for all z ∈ supp(Z) that gj(z, ·) is strictly monotone and

differentiable almost everywhere, and for any constant c, it holds (Xj |Z = 0)
d
̸= (c+Xj |Z = 1). Then β1

and β2 are uniquely determined from the observed data distribution P(X1,X2,Y |Z).

The assumption in this proposition means that the distributions of Xj |Z = 0 and Xj |Z = 1 are
different in more than just a deterministic shift. The proposition indicates that if the instrument affects
the treatments in more than just a mean shift, then the full distribution P(X1,X2,Y |Z) of the observed
data is sufficient to identify the causal effects, whereas 2SLS, which only exploits the conditional means
of Xj |Z = 0 and Xj |Z = 1 in its first stage, cannot make use of the more diverse information even if it
exists. In this sense, utilizing the full observed distribution allows us to identify the causal effects in this
setting.
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3 DIV method

The previous section suggests the sufficiency and necessity of fitting the conditional distribution of
(X,Y )|Z for identifying and estimating the interventional distribution. In this section, we propose our
DIV approach to realise this idea.

3.1 Joint generative model

Note that our SCM in (1) is a generative model for the underlying data distribution, where the noise
variables associated with the treatment and outcome, ηX and ηY , are correlated. We propose to retain
this generative form for our model class, while allowing the noise variables to be correlated, yielding the
following joint generative model:

ηX = hX(εX , εH)

ηY = hY (εY , εH)

X = g(Z, ηX)

Y = f(X, ηY )

(3)

where the correlated noise variables ηX and ηY are parametrised as two functions (to be learned) of an
independent noise term εX ∈ Rd and εY ∈ Rp, respectively, and a shared noise εH ∈ Rmin{d,p} to capture
the correlation induced by latent confounders; all of them are assumed to follow the standard Gaussian
distribution without loss of generality. Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of the DIV model,
illustrating the relationships between the instrumental variable Z, treatment X, outcome Y , and the
associated noise components.

X Y

Z

ηX ηY

εX εYεH

Figure 1: Graphical representation of the DIV model, depicting the generative structure used for esti-
mating the joint distribution of (X,Y )|Z. Observed variables are represented in solid circles and dashed
circles represent sampled/modelled noise components.

3.2 Distributional objective and DIV solution

Our estimation approach uses the expected negative energy score [Gneiting and Raftery, 2007] as a loss
function to train the conditional generative model. The energy score is a proper scoring rule used for eval-
uation of multivariate distributional forecasts (for more details, see Appendix B). Given a distribution P
and an observation u, it is defined as

ES(P, u) =
1

2
EP ∥U − U ′∥ − EP ∥U − u∥, (4)

where U ∼ P , U and U ′ are two independent draws from P .
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Let (X̂, Ŷ ) and (X̂ ′, Ŷ ′) be two independent samples from the joint distribution of (X,Y )|Z induced
by the joint generative model (3), obtained by

X̂ := g(Z, hX(εX , εH))

X̂ ′ := g(Z, hX(ε′X , ε′H))

Ŷ := f(X̂, hY (εY , εH))

Ŷ ′ := f(X̂ ′, hY (ε
′
Y , ε

′
H))

with εX , εY , εH , ε′X , ε′Y , and ε′H being independently drawn from standard Gaussians. We then define
the population version of the DIV solution as

(g∗, f∗, h∗
X , h∗

Y ) ∈ argmin
f,g,hX ,hY

E
[
∥(X,Y )− (X̂, Ŷ )∥ − 1

2
∥(X̂, Ŷ )− (X̂ ′, Ŷ ′)∥

]
. (5)

The following result shows that the DIV solution induces the distribution (X,Y )|Z = z required for
identifying the target interventional distribution.

Proposition 3. The DIV solution defined in (5) satisfies(
(g∗(Z, η∗X), f∗(X, η∗Y ))|Z = z

)
d
=

(
(X,Y )|Z = z

)
for all z ∈ supp(Z), where η∗X = h∗

X(εX , εH) and η∗Y = h∗
Y (εY , εH).

Then according to Theorem 1 below, the interventional distribution can be uniquely identified from
the DIV approach under suitable assumptions.

3.3 Estimation of the interventional distribution and its functionals

Once a DIV model is fitted, we estimate the interventional distribution via sampling due to its generative
model nature. Note that a do-intervention, do(X := x), removes the dependency between X and ηY .
That is, in the SCM (1), X is set to a fixed value x, while ηY follows its marginal distribution.

Thus, we propose the following sampling procedure that produces samples from the target interven-
tional distribution: for any fixed x, we (i) sample εY , εH from standard Gaussians, (ii) compute the noise
variable η∗Y = h∗

Y (εY , εH), and (iii) obtain a sample Y ∗ = f∗(x, η∗Y ). We will show below in Proposition 4
and Theorem 1 that the sample Y ∗ obtained in this way indeed follows the interventional distribution

P
do(X:=x)
Y .
Based on samples from the interventional distribution, one can directly estimate its various charac-

teristics, such as the interventional mean or quantiles. At the population level, the DIV estimator of
interventional mean function is derived from

µ∗(x) := EεH ,εY [f
∗(x, εH , εY )]. (6)

The DIV estimator of the interventional median function is

m∗(x) := Q0.5[f
∗(x, εH , εY )], (7)

where the quantile is taken with respect to (εH , εY ). More generally, for any α ∈ [0, 1], the DIV estimator
for the interventional quantile function is

q∗α(x) := Qα[f
∗(x, εH , εY )]. (8)

For a finite sample, based on the empirical solution f̂ , the corresponding estimators are constructed
by sampling. To do so, for any x, we sample (εH,j , εY,j), j = 1, ...,m where m some positive constant, and

then obtain f̂(x, εH,j , εY,j), j = 1, ...,m. These form an i.i.d. sample from the estimated interventional
distribution. All point estimates are then computed using the empirical versions of the estimators from

7



this sample. This means, we compute the interventional mean by 1
m

∑m
j=1 ĝ(x, εH,j , εY,j). Correspond-

ingly, the interventional quantiles (in particular, the median) are estimated by the sample quantiles of
ĝ(x, εH,j , εY,j), j = 1, ...,m.

As an illustrative example, we consider an IV model as defined in (1), with g and f both being

nonlinear softplus functions. Figure 2 shows samples from the true interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y

and the estimated interventional distribution P̂
do(X:=x)
Y , which visually appear to closely match, along

with the true and the estimated causal quantile functions q∗α(x) and q̂∗α(x) for α ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 0.9}, which
also show only marginal discrepancies. In Figure 3, we present kernel density estimates based on samples
from the true and the estimated interventional distributions at three distinct values of x.

Figure 2: Samples from P
do(X:=x)
Y (blue) and

P̂
do(X:=x)
Y (yellow) along with interventional quan-

tile functions q∗α(x) and q̂∗α(x) for α ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 0.9}

Figure 3: Kernel density estimates based on sam-

ples from P
do(X:=x)
Y (blue) and P̂

do(X:=x)
Y (yellow)

at training data quantiles x ∈ {xQ25, xQ50, xQ75},
1000 samples per x

Besides that, DIV not only estimates the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y but also provides an

estimation of the joint observational distribution P(X,Y ) at no additional cost. This aspect is discussed
in more detail, along with empirical results, in Appendix F.1.

3.4 Conditional interventional distribution

The DIV method can be directly adapted to incorporate additional exogenous covariates W ∈ Rl that
affect both the treatment X and the outcome Y , and the estimand becomes the conditional interventional

distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y |W=w , which can be used to obtain conventional estimands such as conditional average

treatment effects or conditional quantile effects. Specifically, we augment the joint generative model (3)
by adding W into the treatment and outcome models, i.e. X = g(Z,W, ηX) and Y = f(X,W, ηY ). For
estimation, we learn the DIV model to fit the joint distribution of (X,Y )|Z,W , which leads to the same
objective function as in (5) where samples X̂, X̂ ′, Ŷ , Ŷ ′ also depend on W now. All the identification
results developed in the next section can be readily extended to this setting, which guarantees the
identification of the new estimand by the heterogenous adaption of DIV. Our R implementation also
supports this scenario.

Furthermore, in some cases where the instrument Z is not exogenous, incorporating additional covari-
ates W could still render Z exogenous and facilitate identifiability. This has been studied in the setting
of conditional IV (see, e.g. [Brito and Pearl, 2002]). While some existing methods may not be directly
applicable in the conditional IV setting (see, e.g. Section 2.1 in Saengkyongam et al. [2022]), our approach
can be naturally extended to accommodate such cases.
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4 Identifiability results

In this section, we present conditions under which a model from a certain model class, which induces a
joint distribution P(X,Y )|Z=z, is unique. This is referred to as the identifiability of the model class. Note

that we are primarily interested in the identifiability of the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y , which

follows from the identifiability of the model class.
In the following, we distinguish three model configurations and present the assumptions needed to

ensure the identifiability of the interventional distribution. We first show the identifiability of the general
model class MDIV in Section 4.1 requiring the instrument Z having a large support. Further, in Sec-
tion 4.2 we relax the large support condition by restricting the outcome model class to the pre-additive
noise models Mpre

DIV , and present the results for two cases: the instrument Z being continuous (but not
requiring a large support) and discrete (with binary instrument as a special case). Table 1 below provides
an overview of the identifiability results.

Condition on F Condition on G Instrument Type #Instruments Assumptions Theorem
General class General class Continuous & large

support
Require q ≥ d (B1 ), (B3 ), (B4 ) 1 (Sec 4.1)

Pre-ANM class General class Continuous Allow for q < d (C1 )-(C5 ) 2 (Sec 4.2)
Pre-ANM class Strictly nonlinear Discrete Allow for q < d (D1 )-(D4 ) 3 (Sec 4.2)

Table 1: Overview of some of the identifiability results for the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y ,

described in Section 4.

4.1 General model class

Let MDIV be the class of structural causal models of the form:

Xj := gj(Z, ηXj
),∀ j ∈ {1, . . . , d}

Yk := fk(X, ηYk
),∀ k ∈ {1, . . . , p},

(9)

where Z ∼ QZ exogenous, ηX := (ηX1 , . . . , ηXd
), ηY := (ηY1 , . . . , ηYp) with (ηX , ηY ) ∼ Q(X,Y ), Z ∈ Rq

and (ηX , ηY ) being independent. Further, we define X := (X1, . . . , Xd), Y := (Y1, . . . , Yp), for all j ∈
{1, . . . , d} : gj ∈ G, for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p} : fk ∈ F , and G ⊆ {g : Rq+1 → R}, F ⊆ {f : Rd+1 → R} are
function classes.

Let a model in (9) from MDIV satisfy the following conditions, which we will discuss after stating the
results.

(B1 ) For all g ∈ G, it holds for all z ∈ supp(Z) that g(z, ·) is strictly monotone on supp(ηX).

(B2 ) For all f ∈ F , it holds for all x ∈ supp(X) that f(x, ·) is strictly monotone on supp(ηY ).

(B3 ) For all j ∈ {1, . . . d}, k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the noise terms ηXj
and ηYk

are absolutely continuous with
respect to the Lebesgue measure.

(B4 ) For all x ∈ supp(X), supp(ηX |X = x) = supp(ηX).

Since we are primarily interested in the distribution of the outcome Y under an intervention on
the treatment X, we first present the theorem showing identifiability of the interventional distribution

P
do(X:=x)
Y .

Theorem 1. Consider the model in (9) and suppose the assumptions (B1), (B3) and (B4) hold. For

all x ∈ supp(X), the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y is then identifiable from the observed data

distribution P(X,Y )|Z .

Proof. See Appendix E.

Next, we present the main theorem on identifiability of the treatment model, the response model, and
also the confounding effect for the general model class (9). Note that the identifiability of the response
model in (b), together with (c), implies the identifiability of the interventional distribution, which is

9



concisely stated in Theorem 1. It also justifies the DIV approach, which learns the observed distribution
of (X,Y )|Z, is able to identify the true outcome model, f∗(x, η∗Y ), which then induces the interventional

distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y .

Proposition 4. Consider the model in (9). Suppose the assumptions (B1)-(B4) hold. For any two
models (gj , fk, ηX , ηY ), (g̃j , f̃k, η̃X , η̃Y ) ∈ MDIV that induce the same conditional distribution of (X,Y )
given Z = z, it then holds

(a) for all j ∈ {1, . . . d}, z ∈ supp(Z), eX ∈ supp(ηXj
) we have gj(z, eX) = g̃j(z, eX),

(b) for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, x ∈ supp(X), eY ∈ supp(ηYk
) we have fk(x, eY ) = f̃k(x, eY ),

(c) (ηX , ηY )
d
= (η̃X , η̃Y ).

Proof. See Appendix E.

Remarks. We now discuss the assumptions we made.

1. Assumption (B3). For all j ∈ {1, . . . , d} and for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, correspondingly, we assume ηXj

and ηYk
being absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Without loss of generality,

it can then be assumed that the marginals ηXj
, ηYk

∼ N(0, 1). By applying the Sklar’s theorem
[Sklar, 1959] and using the invariance property of the copula with respect to strictly monotone
transformations on the components of a continuous random vector (See, for example, Proposition
5.6. of McNeil et al. [2005]), we can express an arbitrary joint distribution of (ηX , ηY ) using copula
and the marginal standard Gaussians.

2. Assumption (B4). For the common support assumption to be satisfied, the instrumental variable
Z must affect X and also vary sufficiently. The assumption directly corresponds to the relevance
assumption (A1), which is one of three core assumptions made within the instrumental variable
approach. Assuming the treatment model to be linear, say X = M0Z + ηX , with M0 ∈ Rd×k being
the coefficient matrix, the common support assumption directly corresponds to M0 being full row
rank and supp(M0Z) = Rd.

3. To ensure identifiability, we make mainly the same assumptions as Imbens and Newey [2009]. How-
ever, while the aforementioned work restricts the proposed model class to a single endogenous vari-
able X, we allow X to be multivariate. Furthermore, we show the identifiability of the confounding
effect, but we need to make an additional assumption of strict monotonicity of the outcome models
fk(x, ·) for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p} and x ∈ supp(X).

4. Torgovitsky [2015] considered identification of a similar model class (allowing Z and X to be mul-
tivariate, with the only difference of Y being univariate), except they did impose continuity and the
so-called normalization assumption on f , but did not make the common support assumption (B4).

Remark (Binary treatment). We can adapt Theorem 1 to the case when treatment X is binary. As-
sumption (B3) has to be changed as following:

(B3*) For all j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, we assume the noise terms ηXj
∼ Bernoulli(p), 0 < p < 1. For all

k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the noise terms ηYk
are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

The proof steps remain the same as for Theorem 1. Note that Assumption (B1) on strict monotonicity
of g(z, ·) has to hold true on the restriction of g(z, ·) to supp(ηX) = {0, 1}.
It is worth mentioning, though, that for ηXj

∼ Bernoulli(p), the conditional distribution of X|Z = z can
only take two distinct values for each z fixed, which poses a substantial restriction on the treatment model
class.
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4.2 Pre-additive noise model class

Theorem 1 provides the identifiablity for a general model class. The price to be paid is that we require a
relatively strong relevance assumption for the instruments (i.e. the common support assumption (B4 )).
This section presents an identifiability result that relaxs this assumption by considering a more restrited
outcome model class, namely pre-additive noise models (pre-ANMs). Pre-ANMs have been used in
previous work to facilitate identifability in other settings (e.g. Zhang and Hyvärinen [2009], Shen and
Meinshausen [2024]).

Let Mpre
DIV be the class of structural pre-additive noise IV (pre-ANM) causal models of the form:

Xj := gj(Z, ηXj
),∀ j ∈ {1, . . . , d}

Yk := fk(X
⊤βk + ηYk

),∀ k ∈ {1, . . . , p},
(10)

where Z ∼ QZ exogenous, ηX := (ηX1
, . . . , ηXd

), ηY := (ηY1
, . . . , ηYp

) with (ηX , ηY ) ∼ Q(X,Y ), with Z
and (ηX , ηY ) being independent. Further, we define X := (X1, . . . , Xd), βk = (1, βk,2, . . . , βk,d), Y :=

(Y1, . . . , Yp), for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d} : gj ∈ G̃, for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p} : fk ∈ F̃ , and G̃ ⊆ {g : R → R},
F̃ ⊆ {f : R → R} are function classes.

Remark. We assume that at least one of the treatments depends on Z through a nonlinear function g in
the way that assumption (C4) holds true, then without loss of generality we index this treatment as j = 1
and absorb its coefficient βk,1 into fk.

Continuous instrument
(C1 ) For all g ∈ G̃, it holds for all z ∈ supp(Z) that g(z, ·) is strictly monotone on supp(ηX).

(C2 ) For all f ∈ F̃ , f is strictly monotone on supp(X⊤β + ηY ) and differentiable almost everywhere.

(C3 ) For all j ∈ {1, . . . d}, k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the noise terms ηXj and ηYk
are absolutely continuous with

respect to the Lebesgue measure.

(C4 ) For all e1 ∈ supp(ηX1), there exists a subset Z⋄ ⊆ supp(Z) with non-zero Lebesgue measure, such

that for all z1, z2 ∈ Z⋄ we have ∂g1(z1,e1)
∂e1

̸= ∂g1(z2,e1)
∂e1

.

(C5 ) For (z1, . . . , zq) ∈ supp(Z) and (e2, . . . , ed) ∈ supp(ηX2
, . . . , ηXd

), we define the Jacobian matrix

Jg(z, e) :=


∂g2(z,e2)

∂z1
. . . ∂gd(z,ed)

∂z1
...

. . .
...

∂g2(z,e2)
∂zq

. . . ∂gd(z,ed)
∂zq

. There exists a subset E⋄ ⊆ supp(ηX2
, . . . , ηXd

) with non-

zero Lebesgue measure such that for all e ∈ E⋄, we have
⋂

z∈supp(Z)

ker(Jg(z, e)) = {0}.

We first present a theorem which shows the identifiability of the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y

for the pre-additive model class and continuous instrument Z.

Theorem 2. Consider the model in (10) and suppose the assumptions (C1)-(C5) hold. For all x ∈
supp(X), the interventional distribution P

do(X:=x)
Y is then identifiable from the observed distribution

P(X,Y )|Z .

Proof. See Appendix E.2.

Proposition 5. Consider the model in (10). Suppose the assumptions (C1)-(C5) hold. For any two
models (gj , fk, βk, ηX , ηY ), (g̃j , f̃k, β̃k, η̃X , η̃Y ) ∈ Mp

DIV that induce the same conditional distribution of
(X,Y ) given Z = z, it then holds

(a) for all j ∈ {1, . . . d}, z ∈ supp(Z), eX ∈ supp(ηXj
) we have gj(z, eX) = g̃j(z, eX),

(b) for all k ∈ {1, . . . p}, we have βk = β̃k, further for all w ∈ {x⊤βk + eY | x ∈ supp(X), eY ∈
supp(ηYk

)} we have fk(w) = f̃k(w),

(c) (ηX , ηY )
d
= (η̃X , η̃Y ).
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Proof. See Appendix E.2.

Remarks. We now discuss the technical assumptions we make to ensure the identifiability.

1. Assumption (C4). A necessary condition for this assumption to hold is that for all e1 ∈ supp(ηX1
),

the function g1 cannot be linear. Linearity would imply constant partial derivatives with respect to
e1 for all z, which violates the requirement that these derivatives vary across different values of z.

2. Assumption (C5). If all treatment models gj, j ∈ {2, ..., d} are linear, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , q} the

partial derivatives
∂gj(z,ej)

∂zi
are constant. In this case, Jg being of full column rank is equivalent

to the full-rank condition in the classical 2SLS which also implies that we must have as many
instruments as treatment variables (i.e. q ≥ d). When at least one gj is nonlinear, the derivatives
∂gj(z,ej)

∂zi
become functions of zi. It is then no longer necessary to have q ≥ d (we can have less

instruments than treatments) as long as
∂gj(z,ej)

∂zi
vary sufficiently.

3. Assumptions (C4) and (C5) refer to the relevance condition requiring the instrument Z to be asso-
ciated with the treatment variable X.

Discrete instrument

We present a new identification result for the case when the instrument Z is discrete, showing that the
traditional order condition, dim(Z) ≥ dim(X), is not necessary for identification under certain condi-
tions. In Section 2, we provided an example where the conventional 2SLS method fails when the order
condition is not satisfied. To the best of our knowledge, the most general sufficient conditions for point
identification when X is a vector and Z is binary are given by Torgovitsky [2015, Theorem S2 in the
Supplement]. For the general rectangular model class, he relies on the strong assumption that (X,Z) has
rectangular support. In contrast, by restricting the outcome model class to the pre-additive noise model,
we are able to avoid this stringent assumption, achieving identification without needing the rectangular
support condition.

Consider the pre-additive noise IV model class Mpre
DIV as defined in (10), but assume Z to be a

discrete instrument, that is, Z := (Z1, . . . , Zq) and for each i ∈ {1, . . . , q}, supp(Zi) = {zi1, zi2, . . . }, with
supp(Zi) being at most countable.

Let this model satisfy the following assumptions:

(D1 ) For all g ∈ G̃, it holds for all z ∈ supp(Z) that g(z, ·) is strictly monotone on supp(ηX) and
differentiable almost everywhere.

(D2 ) For all f ∈ F̃ , f is strictly monotone on supp(X⊤β + ηY ) and differentiable almost everywhere.

(D3 ) For all j ∈ {1, . . . d}, k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the noise terms ηXj
and ηYk

are absolutely continuous with
respect to the Lebesgue measure.

(D4 ) For all e1 ∈ supp(ηX1
), there exists a subset Z⋄ ⊆ supp(Z) with non-zero Lebesgue measure such

that for all z1, z2 ∈ Z⋄ we have ∂g1(z1,e1)
∂e1

̸= ∂g1(z2,e1)
∂e1

.

(D5 ) For z1, z2 ∈ supp(Z) and (e2, . . . , ed) ∈ supp(ηX2
, . . . , ηXd

), we define the Jacobian matrix J̃g(z1, z2, e2:d) :=
∂(g2(z1,e2)−g2(z2,e2))

∂e2
. . . 0

...
. . .

...

0 . . . ∂(gd(z1,ed)−gd(z2,ed))
∂ed

. There exists a subset E⋄ ⊆ supp(ηX2 , . . . , ηXd
)

with non-zero Lebesgue measure and z1, z2 ∈ supp(Z) such that for all e ∈ E⋄, we have ker(Jg(z1, z2, e))
= {0}.

We now present a proposition of Theorem 3 which shows the identifiability of the interventional

distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y for the pre-additive model class and discrete instrument Z.

Theorem 3. Consider the model in (10) and suppose the assumptions (D1)-(D4) hold. For all x ∈
supp(X), the interventional distribution P

do(X:=x)
Y is then identifiable from the observed distribution

P (x, y|z).
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Proof. See Appendix E.2.

Proposition 6. Consider the model in (10). Suppose the assumptions (D1)-(D4) hold. For any two
models (gj , fk, βk, ηX , ηY ), (g̃j , f̃k, β̃k, η̃X , η̃Y ) ∈ Mp

DIV that induce the same conditional distribution of
(X,Y ) given Z = z it then holds

(a) for all j ∈ {1, . . . d}, z ∈ supp(Z), eX ∈ supp(ηXj
) we have gj(z, eX) = g̃j(z, eX),

(b) for all k ∈ {1, . . . p}, it holds βk = β̃k, further for all w ∈ {x⊤βk + eY | x ∈ supp(X), eY ∈
supp(ηYk

)} we have fk(w) = f̃k(w),

(c) (ηX , ηY )
d
= (η̃X , η̃Y ).

Remark. Note that assumption (D5) stipulates that gj cannot be linear for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, posing a
crucial difference to the assumption (C5), applicable when the instrument Z is continuous.
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5 Simulated experiments

In this section, we aim to empirically validate our theoretical findings using a range of simulated exper-
iments. We consider binary and continuous instruments and treatments, an under-identified case where
dim(Z) < dim(X), and a setting where X does not or only weakly depends on Z through its conditional
mean.

We benchmark the performance of DIV against the most popular baseline methods:

• An IV method for causal effect estimation based on decomposing the hidden confounder into a
treatment-correlated and an independent part. The nonlinear version uses natural cubic splines for
basis expansion [Guo and Small, 2016].

• HSIC-X: a DNN-based IV method relying on the independence restriction [Saengkyongam et al.,
2022]. Python implementation: https://github.com/sorawitj/HSIC-X.

• DeepIV: a DNN-based IV method relying on the moment restriction (a ‘deep variant’ of 2SLS)
[Hartford et al., 2017]. A Python implementation available at https://github.com/jhartford/
DeepIV.

• A DNN-based IV method using the generalized method of moments [Bennett et al., 2020]. Python
implementation: https://github.com/CausalML/DeepGMM.

• DIVE: A distributional IV-based approach using independence restrictions, designed for estimating
distributional causal effects with binary treatment and an absolutely continuous response [Kook
and Pfister, 2024]. Implemented in R, available at https://github.com/LucasKook/dive.

• IVQR: an IV quantile regression framework for estimation of quantile effects for binary treatment
and absolutely continuous response [Chernozhukov and Hansen, 2005]. Linear IVQR is implemented
using the IVQR R package, accessible at https://github.com/yuchang0321/IVQR.

• Engression, a deep learning-based distributional regression method that minimizes the energy score
to learn the conditional distribution of Y |X = x [Shen and Meinshausen, 2024], which is not an IV
method. Implementation in R, available in the engression package.

We utilize publicly available implementations for all benchmark methods. For control functions, we
follow the algorithm described by Guo and Small [2016]. The code for all experiments, including those
with real-world data, is available at https://github.com/aholovchak/DIV.

5.1 Continuous treatment

We begin by evaluating the empirical performance of DIV in estimating interventional mean functions,
comparing it against benchmark methods such as CF, HSIC-X, DeepIV and DeepGMM. Our experiments
encompass both linear and nonlinear settings to assess their robustness.

We evaluate the performance of DIV on simulated data where the true causal functions are known.
Our results show that DIV estimates the mean causal effect as accurately, or better than, benchmark
methods designed for estimating the mean causal effect. We use a training data set of size 10000 across
all experiments. The DIV models employ a 4-layer model architecture; the Adam optimizer is used with
a learning rate of 10−3; we run 10000 epochs for the both models. We compare the performance both
visually assessing the estimated causal mean functions by different methods against the true causal mean
function, and in terms of the integrated mean squared error (MSE) E[(µ̂(x)− f0(x))2], where µ̂(x) is the
estimated causal mean function, and f0(x) the true causal function, approximated using a test sample
size of 10000. In all experiments, we report the average values over 10 simulation runs.

In the first group of scenarios, we focus on the univariate case, meaning that Z,X, Y ∈ R. We
consider 6 data-generating processes, three with the instrument Z following a continuous uniform distri-
bution, Z ∼ Unif(0, 3) (Settings 2, 4 and 6 below), and three with Z following a Bernoulli distribution,
Z ∼ Bernoulli(0.5) (Settings 1, 3, and 5). In each setting, we assume mutually independent H, εX , εY ∼
N(0, 1). For all settings, the treatment model is linear and defined as g(Z,H, εX) := Z +H + εX . The
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outcome models are defined as follows:
Scenario 1-2 (Linear function): f(X,H, εY ) := X − 3H + εY .
Scenario 3-4 (Case distinction, linear & softplus functions): f(X,H, εY ) := 1{X≤1}(

1
5 (5.5+2X +3H +

εY )) + 1{X>1}(log
(
(2X +H)2 + εY2

)
).

Scenario 5-6 (Nonlinear function): f(X,H, εY ) := 3 sin(2X) + 2X − 3H + εY .

Figure 4: Estimated causal mean functions µ̂∗(x). True causal mean function µ∗(x) represented as black
dashed line ( ). Top row: Z binary, bottom row: Z continuous. First column: Setting 1-2 (g and f
both linear), second column: Setting 3-4 (g linear and f nonlinear with case distinction), third column:
Setting 5-6 (g linear and f highly nonlinear with post-additive noise).
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Figure 5: Integrated mean squared error, average over 10 runs. Scenarios 1 up to 6 as defined above.

Figure 4 presents the estimation results for the causal mean function across six different scenarios.
Across all considered scenarios, the DIV method performs competitively with the leading methods, pro-
viding a close estimation of the causal mean function. The DIV method performs well in the linear
setting (scenarios 1-2) and outperforms benchmark methods in the presence of a pre-additive outcome
noise model (scenarios 3-4). Furthermore, for the highly nonlinear post-additive noise outcome model
(scenarios 5-6), DIV closely follows the sine curve form of the interventional mean, achieving performance
comparable to HSIC-X. Figure 5 reinforces the conclusions drawn from the visual comparison of the es-
timated causal mean functions, summarizing the performance of the evaluated IV methods in terms of
the average MSE over 10 simulation runs. It has to be stressed, though, that DIV goes beyond merely
estimating the mean — it provides a comprehensive estimation of the entire interventional distribution,
capturing richer structural information that benchmark methods do not.

5.2 Binary treatment

We consider two nonlinear scenarios with treatment X being a binary variable. The scenarios we use
are inspired by those described in Kook and Pfister [2024, Section 5.1]. The models are defined as follows:

Scenario 1: Z,H, εX ∼ Logistic(0, 1) mutually independent. g(Z,H, εX) := 1(4Z + 4H > εX);
f(X,H, εY ) := log(1 + exp(18 + 8X + 6H)).

Scenario 2: Z,H, εX , εY ∼ Logistic(0, 1) mutually independent. g(Z,H, εX) := 1(4Z + 4H > εX);
f(X,H, εY ) := 2 + (X + 1)2 + 3(X + 1) + 2H + εY .

The target quantity we are aiming for is the quantile treatment effect (QTE), defined as

QTE(α) := q∗α(1)− q∗α(0).
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The QTE captures the difference between the quantiles of the interventional outcome distribution under
treatment and control, providing insight into the heterogeneous impact of the treatment across different
points of the outcome distribution. We consider a non-equidistant sequence of quantiles between 0.01 and
0.99. To evaluate the accuracy of the estimated QTE, we further compute the root mean squared error
(RMSE) between the estimated and true QTE at each quantile; we perform 10 simulations runs. We use
a training data set of size 10000 for both experiments. The DIV models adopt a 4-layer architecture and
are trained with the Adam optimizer at a learning rate of 10−4, running for 20000 epochs. We compare
the performance of DIV with linear IVQR and DIVE, using their respective implementations as described
above.

The treatment function g(z, ·) is not strictly monotone in either scenario considered. While the DIV
method theoretically requires monotonicity of g(z, ·), it demonstrates empirical robustness to violations of
the monotonicity assumption and achieves better or at least comparable performance in terms of RMSE
across the quantiles, as shown by the boxplots in Figure 6.

Figure 6: RMSE of quantile treatment effect; top: Scenario 1, bottom: Scenario 2.

5.3 ‘Under-identified’ case

Here, we focus on the ‘under-identified‘ case where dim(Z) < dim(X) with a binary instrument Z.
We set Z ∼ Bernoulli(0.5), X ∈ R2, and Z, Y ∈ R. The noise terms and hidden confounder are as-
sumed to be mutually independent and follow a standard normal distribution, εX1, εX2, εY , H ∼ N(0, 1).
The treatment model functions are defined as g1(Z,H, εX1

) := Z(2H − 0.5εX1
) and g2(Z,H, εX2

) :=
log(7 + Z +H + εX2). The outcome model is linear and defined as f(X1, X2, H, εY ) := X1+2X2+2H+
εY . For the DIV method, we define the outcome model f as a single linear layer without bias. The
remaining model parameters follow those of the continuous treatment scenarios. The publicly available
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implementation of HSIC-X allows for selecting a linear outcome model, which we leverage as a bench-
mark. To assess estimation performance, we evaluate the L2-norm of the estimation error for the vector
of linear coefficients β := (1, 2)⊤. We consider sample sizes n ∈ {103, 104} and conduct 10 simulation
runs for each method.

∥β̂ − β∥2
n = 103 n = 104

DIV 0.172 0.032
HSIC-X 0.285 0.113

Table 2: L2-norm of the estimation error for the linear coefficients vector, averaged over 10 simulations.

The results in Table 2 indicate that the DIV method estimates the linear coefficients with reason-
able precision, achieving higher accuracy as the sample size increases. Furthermore, the DIV method
outperforms HSIC-X, yielding lower L2-norm across both considered sample sizes.

5.4 Weak instrument relevance

DIV is exploiting the full conditional distribution, while some other methods, e.g. the control functions
approach, rely on the conditional expectation E(X|Z), which is independent (or only weakly dependent)
of Z in the example below.

Consider Z ∼ Unif(−3, 3), H, εX , εY ∼ Unif(−1, 1) mutually independent, α ∈ R is a tuning param-
eter, and we define g(Z,H, εX) := Z(α+ 2H + εX), f(X,H, εY ) := (1 + exp

(
−X+2H+εY

3

)
)−1.

It holds E(X|Z) = αZ and V ar(X|Z) = 5
3Z

2, where α controls the dependence of the conditional
mean of the treatment X on the instrument Z. Note that the moment identifiability condition (compare,
e.g. Saengkyongam et al. [2022, Section 2]) does not hold for α = 0. Further, the independence restriction
as proposed by Saengkyongam et al. [2022] is unlikely to be satisfied either, since the outcome model
does not belong to the post-additive noise model class, which is further indicated by the HSIC test being
rejected in all epochs and for all values of α.

We evaluate the estimation of the mean causal effect using training data sets of size 10000 for each
value of α. As before, we compare the performance of the DIV method to the benchmark methods
such as CF, HSIC-X, DeepIV, and DeepGMM under varying values of α. The simulation settings, model
parameters, and evaluation metrics are the same as those described in Section 5.1, and estimation accuracy
is measured in terms of MSE. The empirical results in Table 3 indicate a robust superior performance of
DIV across all values of α. In contrast, all benchmark methods perform significantly worse for smaller
values of α, which among others highlights the advantage of DIV in leveraging the full joint distribution
of (X,Y )|Z = z.

α = 0 α = 1 α = 5
DIV 0.002 0.002 0.002
HSIC-X 2.693 0.333 0.344
CF linear 141.941 0.476 1.625
CF nonlinear 2.762 0.243 0.057
DeepGMM 1.158 0.274 0.005
DeepIV 0.675 0.305 0.102

Table 3: MSE values for the different methods, an average over 10 simulations. The lowest MSE values
per α are highlighted in bold.
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6 Real-world applications

6.1 Colonial origins of comparative development data

We investigate the performance of the DIV method in an application based on the real-world economic
data set from Acemoglu et al. [2001]. The study examines the causal relationship between institutional
quality and economic development, hypothesizing that historical institutions, shaped by European col-
onization strategies, have long-term effects on prosperity. Specifically, European settlers established
different types of institutions depending on local conditions: in regions with high settler mortality rates,
extractive institutions were set up to exploit resources, whereas in regions with low settler mortality,
settlers built inclusive institutions that supported property rights and economic growth.

To measure institutional quality X, Acemoglu et al. [2001] use the average protection against expro-
priation risk (1985–1995), an indicator of how secure property rights are in each country. The outcome
variable Y is defined as log GDP per capita in 1995, reflecting economic performance. The authors apply
a linear two-stage least squares (2SLS) approach, using historical settler mortality Z as an instrumental
variable for institutional quality. The data set consists of n = 64 observations, leading to a particularly
challenging scenario for DIV model estimation due to the small sample size.

In our analysis, we apply the DIV method to the same data set and compare its estimates of the
interventional mean function to those obtained via 2SLS. The estimation results are shown in Figure 7,
where DIV’s estimated effect of institutions on GDP per capita remains nearly linear, with a slope closely
matching that of the 2SLS estimate. This result indicates that even though DIV can model complex,
nonlinear relationships, it can still yield an approximately linear solution on this real data set, which
matches the key finding of the original study: institutions have a positive and approximately linear
causal effect on long-term economic prosperity.

Figure 7: Estimated interventional mean function for the effect of institutional quality on log GDP per
capita.

6.2 Single-cell data

So far, we have demonstrated that the DIV method performs well under controlled experimental set-
tings, where assumptions hold, and in economic data, where background knowledge suggests a linear
relationship. However, in complex biological settings, such assumptions are less clear. To this end, we
investigate the performance of DIV on a single-cell data set, similar to Shen et al. [2023, Section 6].
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Our data set consists of gene expression measurements for 10 genes, where one gene is designated as
the response variable, and the remaining 9 genes serve as covariates. The training data comprises a
total of 10 distinct environments: one observational environment containing 11485 samples, treated as
a single environment, and 9 interventional environments, each corresponding to a CRISPR perturbation
targeting one of the 9 covariate genes. The categorical variable representing the environment serves as
the instrument, indicating whether the data originates from the observational setting or from a specific
gene-specific intervention. The sample sizes for these interventional environments vary, ranging from
approximately 100 to 500 observations.

There are also data from more than 400 environments involving interventions on hidden genes (mean-
ing that we do not have access to the information about the instrument), which can be used for prediction
evaluation. Among these environments, we select 50 in which the distribution of the 10 observed genes
has the largest energy distance [Rizzo and Székely, 2016] from their distribution in the pooled training
data, indicating larger distributional shifts compared to the training data.

We train DIV and Engression for 20000 epochs each, while all other benchmark methods use their
default tuning parameters. DeepIV results are excluded from the analysis due to frequent occurrences of
NA values, making the estimates unreliable.

6.2.1 Generalizability

Generalizability refers to a model’s ability to maintain predictive accuracy in unseen environments, espe-
cially when environments induce distributional shifts. Theoretical results on minimax solutions [Chris-
tiansen et al., 2022, Proposition 3.1–3.3] suggest that the causal function is minimax optimal when en-
vironments induce distributional shifts that are sufficiently strong, ensuring better generalization across
distributional shifts.

We assess the model’s generalization ability by testing it on the 50 environments with the strongest
distributional shifts. For each environment, we compute the MSE, summarize the results using quantiles,
and report the average values over 10 runs. The results are presented in Table 4. Across all quantiles,
DIV consistently ranks among the top two methods, demonstrating strong generalization to unseen
environments. It performs particularly well in the lower and mid quantiles and remains competitive at
higher quantiles. This suggests that DIV effectively captures the causal function and adapts well to
varying intervention strengths.

Q00 Q05 Q25 Q50 Q75 Q95 Q100
DIV 0.1102 0.1184 0.1528 0.2447 0.3848 0.6827 0.6971
HSIC-X 0.1168 0.1234 0.1574 0.2701 0.4204 0.7358 0.7544
DeepGMM 0.1386 0.1625 0.1930 0.2469 0.3447 0.4959 0.5296
CF linear 5.4931 5.7726 6.4438 7.4118 8.5316 9.9242 12.8477
CF nonlinear 4.8406 5.4910 6.7146 7.7707 8.7012 9.8118 11.2271
Engression 0.4811 0.4899 0.5251 0.6303 0.7710 1.0802 1.1011

Table 4: MSE quantiles across 50 test environments with the strongest distributional shifts, averaged
over 10 runs. Two best-performing methods per quantile are highlighted in bold.

6.2.2 Stability

A causal function should yield consistent predictions regardless of the specific training environments
[Meinshausen, 2018, Rothenhäusler et al., 2021]. Conversely, if a method exhibits high instability across
training subsets, it is likely not capturing the causal effect but rather responding to spurious correlations.

To quantify the stability of DIV, we conduct a leave-one-environment-out analysis: we train the
model nine times, each time excluding one of the nine interventional environments from the training
data. Predictions are then computed on the test data for each trained model, and stability is assessed
using the stability score:
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E(µ̂) = ÊX

∑
e,e′

[µ̂e(x)− µ̂e′(x)]
2

 ,

where µ̂e(x) denotes the estimated interventional mean function, with the subscript e indicating that data
from environment e was excluded during training. This metric quantifies the variance in predictions, with
lower values indicating greater stability.

E(µ̂)
DIV 0.496
HSIC-X 0.985
DeepGMM 5.309
DeepIV 0.990
CF linear 80.323
CF nonlinear 154.992
Engression 20.573

Table 5: Stability measure E(µ̂) for different methods. Lower values indicate greater invariance across
training subsets. Two best-performing methods are highlighted in bold.

Table 5 shows that DIV achieves the lowest stability error E(µ̂), followed by HSIC-X, both suggesting
strong invariance across training subsets. In contrast, methods such as DeepGMM and CF exhibit
considerably higher stability errors, indicating that they are likely not capturing the causal effect reliably.
For CF, this instability is likely due to the full-rank condition not being satisfied. Engression also shows
highly unstable results, which is expected, as it aims to fit the conditional distribution of Y |X = x.

While our method may not fully recover the causal function—given the presence of interventions
on hidden genes—it at least demonstrates stability across training runs. Under certain assumptions
(compare Rothenhäusler et al. [2021, Theorem 4]), stability itself can serve as an indicator of causality,
reinforcing the reliability of DIV in this setting.

7 Conclusion and future work

In this paper, we propose a novel generative model-based approach for estimating the interventional
distribution of causal effects in the presence of hidden confounding using instrumental variables. The
flexibility of generative models enables the estimation of complex nonlinear causal effects without requiring
the common additive noise assumption for either the treatment or response model. Furthermore, the
distributional nature of our method allows for the estimation of the entire interventional distribution,
rather than just the interventional mean.

We establish the identifiability of the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y for a general model class,

accommodating both multivariate treatments and outcomes. Additionally, for the pre-additive noise
outcome model class, we provide a novel identifiability result for the case of a binary instrument and
multivariate continuous treatment—an ‘under-identified’ setting where traditional methods often fail.

The DIV method is computationally efficient, even for large-scale data. Our software implementation,
available in the R package DIV, facilitates the estimation of interventional means and quantiles while also
enabling sampling from the estimated interventional distribution.

In practice, the treatment X often has significantly greater explanatory power for the outcome Y than
the instrument Z; for example, the conditional distribution of Y |X,Z typically exhibits a much higher
signal-to-noise ratio than that of Y |Z. Notably, the current DIV approach relies on estimating the joint
distribution of (X,Y )|Z, which may limit its effectiveness. A promising extension, which we explore in
follow-up work, is a two-step estimation approach: first estimating the conditional distribution of X|Z,
followed by estimating of Y |X,Z.

Another potential direction is to apply the DIV methodology to distribution generalization, where the
goal is not to estimate causal effects but to adapt to new environments (see, e.g., Muandet et al. [2013],
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Christiansen et al. [2022], Bühlmann [2018]). We believe this represents an exciting avenue for further
research, with potential applications beyond causal inference.

References

D. Acemoglu, S. Johnson, and J. A. Robinson. The colonial origins of comparative development: An
empirical investigation. American Economic Review, 91(5):1369–1401, December 2001. doi: 10.1257/
aer.91.5.1369. URL https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.91.5.1369.

M. Baiocchi, J. Cheng, and D. S. Small. Instrumental variable methods for causal inference. Statistics
in Medicine, 33(13):2297–2340, 2014. doi: 10.1002/sim.6128.

A. Bennett, N. Kallus, and T. Schnabel. Deep generalized method of moments for instrumental variable
analysis, 2020.

G. Briseño Sanchez, M. Hohberg, A. Groll, and T. Kneib. Flexible Instrumental Variable Distributional
Regression. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series A: Statistics in Society, 183(4):1553–1574,
08 2020. ISSN 0964-1998. doi: 10.1111/rssa.12598. URL https://doi.org/10.1111/rssa.12598.

C. Brito and J. Pearl. Generalized instrumental variables. In Proceedings of the Eighteenth Conference
on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, page 85–93, 2002.
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A Software

The software implementation of the DIV method is available in R package DIV, which is freely available
from the Comprehensive R Archive Network (CRAN) at http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=DIV.
The generative neural network model is implemented using the R-package torch [Falbel and Luraschi,
2023], which also supports GPU acceleration. Note that CPU-based training is still suitable for mod-
erately large data sets of up to a few thousand of observations, and a few hundred of variables, and
only takes a couple of minutes on a standard single-core machine even for rather deep neural network
architecture.

The package provides functionality for point prediction of the interventional mean and interventional

quantiles, as well as sampling from the estimated interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y (see Section 3.3).

Additionally, the implementation allows for estimating conditional interventional distributions by incor-
porating exogenous variables into the treatment and outcome models, as described in Section 3.4.

By default, the implementation uses high-dimensional noise with a dimension of 50 for both indepen-
dent and shared noise terms, as empirical results indicate that this choice leads to estimation results that
are both robust and flexible. Furthermore, we use multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) with four layers for
both treatment and outcome models, with each layer containing 100 neurons. The models are trained
for 10000 epochs with Adam optimizer and learning rate of 10−3, though empirical results suggest that
for simpler scenarios, 5000 or even fewer epochs are sufficient.

The example below demonstrates how the software can be used on a rather simple instrumental vari-
able model. Note that for this particular example, the observational and the interventional distributions
differ, and the DIV method aims to learn the true interventional distribution.

1 # 1000 training & test samples

2 n_tr <- n_test <- 1000

3

4 # true underlying data generating process

5 g_lin <- function(Z, H, eps_X) return(Z + H + 0.1 * eps_X)

6 f_softplus <- function(X, H, eps_Y) return(log(1 + exp(X + 2 * H + eps_Y)))

7

8 # simulate observational data

9 eps_Xobs <- rnorm(n_tr); eps_Yobs <- rnorm(n_tr)

10 Zobs <- runif(n_tr , -3, 3); Hobs <- rnorm(n_tr, mean = 2)

11

12 Xobs <- g_lin(Z = Zobs , H = Hobs , eps_X = eps_Xobs)

13 Yobs <- f_softplus(X = Xobs , H = Hobs , eps_Y = eps_Yobs)

14

15 # simulate interventional data

16 eps_Xint <- rnorm(n_test); eps_Yint <- rnorm(n_test)

17 Zint <- runif(n_test , -3, 3)

18 # for generating interventional data , different H are used for X and Y

19 H1int <- rnorm(n_test , mean = 2); H2int <- rnorm(n_test , mean = 2)

20

21 Xint <- g_lin(Z = Zint , H = Hint1 , eps_X = eps_Xint)

22 Yint <- f_softplus(X = Xint , H = Hint2 , eps_Y = eps_Yint)

23

24 # fit DIV model

25 div_mod <- div(X = Xobs , Z = Zobs , Y = Yobs)

26 # predict interventional mean

27 predict(div_mod , Xtest = Xint , type = "mean")

28 # predict interventional quantiles

29 predict(div_mod , Xtest = Xint , type = "quantile", quantiles = c(0.1, 0.5, 0.9))

30 # draw 10 samples from interventional distribution

31 predict(div_mod , Xtest = Xint , type = "sample", nsample = 10)

B Energy score

The DIV method uses the expected negative energy score [Gneiting and Raftery, 2007] as a loss function
to train the conditional generative model. The energy score is a scoring rule, used for evaluation of
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multivariate distributional forecasts, defined as

ES(P, u) =
1

2
EP ∥U − U ′∥ − EP ∥U − u∥, (11)

where U ∼ P , U and U ′ are two independent draws from P , and u is an observation of the random
variable U .

For the energy score, it holds

EU∼P [ES(P,U)] ≥ EU∼P ′ [ES(P ′, U)],

meaning that the expected score ES(·, ·) is maximized for a sample U drawn from the true data-generating
distribution P rather than any P ′ ̸= P , and the equality holds if and only if P and P ′ are identical. This
property makes energy score to a strictly proper scoring rule.

Based on the negative expected energy score, the goal is then to match the observed conditional
distribution and the generated conditional distribution. Due to the strict properness of the energy score,
the loss function is minimized if and only if the both distributions are equal. This guarantees that we
indeed learn the training data distribution, when minimizing the loss.

The energy loss can be explicitly written as

Le(P, P0) = EY∼P0
[−ES(P, Y )] = EY∼P0,U∼P ∥U − Y ∥︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:s1

−1

2
EU,U ′∼P ∥U − U ′∥︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=s2

.

The first term, s1, corresponds to the prediction loss, while s2 is the variation loss term, ensuring that
samples from the generated distribution exhibit enough variability. The equality of both terms, s1 = s2, is
a necessary condition for the energy loss to be minimized, which means that P = P0. This correspondence
can therefore be used as a sanity check during the model training process.

C Proofs of Section 2

C.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof of Proposition 1. The proof follows directly from Proposition 4 and Theorem 1.

C.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof of Proposition 2. Proof relies on Proposition 6, using that (Xj |Z = 0)
d
̸= (c+Xj |Z = 1) is sufficient

for (D4 )-(D5 ) to hold true, since for j ∈ {1, 2}

(Xj |Z = 0)
d
̸= (c+Xj |Z = 1) ⇒ gj(0, ej) ̸= c+ gj(1, ej) ⇒

∂gj(0, ej)

∂ej
̸= ∂gj(1, ej)

∂ej
.

D Proofs of Section 3

Proof of Proposition 3. Assume P(X,Y )|Z is induced by the SCM (1). Let z ∈ supp(Z) and εH , εX , εY
standard Gaussians. We define a 4-tuple (g∗, f∗, h∗

X , h∗
Y ) with

(g∗(z, h∗(εX , εH)), f∗(x, h∗(εY , εH))) ∼ P ∗
(X,Y )|Z=z,

such that P ∗
(X,Y )|Z=z = P(X,Y )|Z=z almost everywhere. Given any 4-tuple (g⋄, f⋄, h⋄

X , h⋄
Y ) with

(g⋄(z, h⋄(εX , εH)), f⋄(x, h⋄(εY , εH))) ∼ P ⋄
(X,Y )|Z=z,
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following the generative model (3), assume there exists a subset Z ′ ⊆ supp(Z) with a non-zero base
measure such that for all z ∈ Z ′, P ⋄

(X,Y )|Z=z ̸= P(X,Y )|Z=z. Then, according to the strict properness of

the energy score, we have for all z ∈ Z ′

E(X,Y )∼P(X,Y )|Z=z

[
ES(P ∗

(X,Y )|Z=z, (X,Y ))
]
> E(X,Y )∼P(X,Y )|Z=z

[
ES(P ⋄

(X,Y )|Z=z, (X,Y ))
]
.

Taking the expectation with respect to PZ then yields

EP(X,Y,Z)

[
ES(P ∗

(X,Y )|Z , (X,Y ))
]
> EP(X,Y,Z)

[
ES(P ⋄

(X,Y )|Z , (X,Y ))
]
.

Thus it holds for the expected negative energy score (which we define being the loss function):

EP(X,Y,Z)

[
−ES(P ∗

(X,Y )|Z , (X,Y ))
]
< EP(X,Y,Z)

[
−ES(P ⋄

(X,Y )|Z , (X,Y ))
]
,

which concludes the proof.

E Proofs of Section 4

E.1 Proofs of results for general model class

Recall the class of structural causal models MDIV defined in the main text:{
Xj := gj(Z, ηXj

),∀ j ∈ {1, . . . , d}
Yk := fk(X, ηYk

),∀ k ∈ {1, . . . , p},

where Z ∼ QZ , ηX := (ηX1
, . . . , ηXd

), ηY := (ηY1
, . . . , ηYp

) with (ηX , ηY ) ∼ Q(X,Y ), with Z ∈ Rq

and (ηX , ηY ) being independent. Further, we define X := (X1, . . . , Xd), Y := (Y1, . . . , Yp), for all
j ∈ {1, . . . , d} : gj ∈ G, for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p} : fk ∈ F , and G ⊆ {g : Rq+1 → R}, F ⊆ {f : Rd+1 → R} are
function classes.

The identifiability refers to the uniqueness of a model that induces a single joint (conditional) dis-
tribution of (X,Y ) given Z = z. Informally, the theorem says that if two models from the class MDIV

induce the same distribution of (X,Y ) given Z = z, then for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d} their treatment models gj ,
and for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p} the outcome models fk are also the same for the given observed data support.
Furthermore, we show distributional equality of the confounding effect (ηX , ηY ).

Proof of Proposition 4. The proof proceeds in 3 steps.

• In step I, we show identifiability of the treatment models g1, . . . , gd along with ηX .

• In step II, we show identifiability of the outcome models f1, . . . , fp along with ηY .

• In step III, we combine the results from the previous two steps to conclude identifiability of the
confounding effect (ηX , ηY ).

Step I. If for all z ∈ supp(Z) two models M and M′ from MDIV induce the same joint (conditional)
distribution of (X,Y ) given Z = z, then also the same marginal (conditional) distribution of X given
Z = z.

Fix j ∈ {1, . . . d}. The distributional equality implies

gj(z, ηXj )
d
= g̃j(z, η̃Xj ). (12)

Then, for all x ∈ supp(X) it directly follows

P (gj(z, ηXj
) ≤ x) = P (g̃j(z, η̃Xj

) ≤ x).
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Since gj(z, ·), g̃j(z, ·) are strictly monotone, this is equivalent to

P (ηXj ≤ g−1
j (z, x)) = P (η̃Xj ≤ g̃−1

j (z, x)).

Without loss of generality assume ηXj , η̃Xj ∼ N(0, 1), for all x ∈ supp(Xj) this results in

g−1
j (z, x) = g̃−1

j (z, x)

and thus for all eX ∈ Rd

gj(z, eX) = g̃j(z, eX). (13)

Next, from the distributional equality as stated in (12), and (13), we also have that

(g1(z, ηX1
), . . . , gd(z, ηXd

))
d
= (g1(z, η̃X1

), . . . , gd(z, η̃Xd
)).

Since g1(z, ·), . . . , gd(z, ·) are strictly monotone, this is equivalent to

(ηX1 , . . . , ηXd
)
d
= (η̃X1 , . . . , η̃Xd

). (14)

Step II. If two models M and M′ from MDIV induce the same joint (conditional) distribution of
(X,Y ) given Z = z for all z ∈ supp(Z), then also the same conditional distribution of Y given X = x,
Z = z for all z ∈ supp(Z) and x ∈ supp(X). Since g1, . . . , gd are strictly monotone, the event

X = x, Z = z

is equivalent to the event

(X1, . . . , Xd) = (x1, . . . , xd), (ηX1
, . . . , ηXd

) = (g−1
1 (z, x1), . . . , g

−1
d (z, xd)) := v.

Fix k ∈ {1, . . . , p}. We now consider fk(x, ηk,v) and f̃k(x, η̃k,v), where ηk,v
d
= (ηYk

|ηX = v), η̃k,v
d
=

(η̃Yk
|ηX = v). For all x ∈ supp(X) and v ∈ {(g−1

1 (z, x1), . . . , g
−1
d (z, xd))|z ∈ supp(Z)}, the distributional

equality above implies

fk(x, ηk,v)
d
= f̃k(x, η̃k,v),

from which for all y ∈ supp(Yk) it follows

FYk|X,ηX
(y|x, v) = FỸ k|X,ηX

(y|x, v), (15)

with F being the corresponding conditional CDF.
The conditional CDF of Yk given X and ηX can be written as

FYk|X,ηX
(y|x, v) =

∫
1(fk(x, e) ≤ y)pηYk

|ηX
(e|v)de

based on the conditional independence statement ηY ⊥⊥X|ηXk
. This follows from the assumption of

instrument Z being jointly independent of the noise (ηX , ηY ) (e.g. Saengkyongam et al. [2024], Lemma
8).

The left-hand side is only defined in x ∈ supp(X), v ∈ {(g−1
1 (z, x1), . . . , g

−1
d (z, xd))|z ∈ supp(Z)}.

Using assumption (B4 ), we have {(g−1
1 (z, x1), . . . , g

−1
d (z, xd))|z ∈ supp(Z)} = supp(ηX), and thus we

can integrate out v with respect to the marginal distribution of ηX as follows:

∫
FYk|X,ηX

(y|x, v)pηX
(v)dv =

∫ ∫
1(fk(x, e) ≤ y)pηYk

|ηX
(e|v)pηX

(v)dedv =

∫
1(fk(x, e) ≤ y)pηYk

(e)de.

From this, combined with (15), for all x ∈ supp(X) and y ∈ supp(Yk) it follows∫
1(fk(x, e) ≤ y)pηYk

(e)de =

∫
1(f̃k(x, e) ≤ y)pη̃Yk

(e)de,
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which can be written as
P (fk(x, ηYk

) ≤ y) = P (f̃k(x, η̃Yk
) ≤ y).

Since fk(x, ·) and f̃k(x, ·) are both strictly monotone, this is equivalent to

P (ηYk
≤ f−1

k (x, y)) = P (η̃Yk
≤ f̃−1

k (x, y)).

Without loss of generality assume ηYk
, η̃Yk

∼ N(0, 1), this results in

f−1
k (x, y) = f̃−1

k (x, y)

and thus for all x ∈ supp(X) and eY ∈ Rp

fk(x, eY ) = f̃k(x, eY ). (16)

Step III. Fix k ∈ {1, . . . , p}. Using that the two models M and M′ induce the same conditional
distribution of Y given X and Z and (16), it follows for all x ∈ supp(X) and v ∈ supp(ηX) (by assumption
(B4 )) that

(f1(x, η1,v), . . . , fp(x, ηp,v))
d
= (f1(x, η̃1,v), . . . , fp(x, η̃p,v)).

Since f1(x, ·), . . . , fp(x, ·) are strictly monotone, this leads to

(η1,v, . . . , ηp,v)
d
= (η̃1,v, . . . , η̃p,v).

With this distributional equality and (14), it follows (ηX , ηY )
d
= (η̃X , η̃Y ), and thus we conclude the

identifiability of the confounding effect.

Next, we present the proof for Theorem 1 showing the identifiability of the interventional distribution

P
do(X:=x)
Y .

Proof of Theorem 1. From Proposition 4, the functions f1, . . . , fp and the distribution of the noise (ηY1 , . . . , ηYp)
are identifiable from the observed distribution P(X,Y )|Z . We can then identify the following:

P do(X:=x)(Y1 ≤ y1, . . . , Yp ≤ yp) = P (f1(x, ηY1
) ≤ y1, . . . , fp(x, ηYp

) ≤ yp),

which is the CDF of the required interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y .

E.2 Proofs of results for pre-ANM model class

We now recall the class of pre-additive noise models Mpre
DIV as defined in the main text:{

Xj := gj(Z, ηXj
),∀ j ∈ {1, . . . , d}

Yk := fk(X
⊤βk + ηYk

),∀ k ∈ {1, . . . , p},

where Z ∼ QZ , ηX := (ηX1
, . . . , ηXd

), ηY := (ηY1
, . . . , ηYp

) with (ηX , ηY ) ∼ Q(X,Y ), with Z and (ηX , ηY )
being independent. Further, we define X := (X1, . . . , Xd), βk = (1, βk,2, . . . , βk,d), Y := (Y1, . . . , Yp), for

all j ∈ {1, . . . , d} : gj ∈ G̃, for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p} : fk ∈ F̃ , and G̃ ⊆ {g : R → R}, F̃ ⊆ {f : R → R} are
function classes.

E.2.1 Continuous instrument

Proof of Proposition 5. Analogously to the proof of Proposition 4, the proof proceeds in 3 steps.
Step I. As in Step I in the proof of Proposition 4, we have for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, z ∈ supp(Z) and

eX ∈ Rd that
gj(z, eX) = g̃j(z, eX).

Furthermore, we have that

(ηX1 , . . . , ηXd
)
d
= (η̃X1 , . . . , η̃Xd

). (17)
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Step II. If two models M and M′ from MDIV induce the same joint (conditional) distribution of
(X,Y ) given Z = z for all z ∈ supp(Z), then also the same conditional distribution of Y given Xj =
Qγj (Xj |Z = z) for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, Z = z for all z ∈ supp(Z) and a fix γ ∈ [0, 1]. Since for all
j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, gj is strictly monotone, for a fix j the event

Xj = Qγj (Xj |Z = z) = Qγj (gj(Z, ηXj
)|Z = z)

Z ⊥⊥ ηXj
= Qγj (gj(z, ηXj

))

= gj(z,Qγj (ηXj
))

is equivalent to the event
ηXj

= Qγj (ηXj
) =: ej .

Now, we define e2:d := (e2, . . . , ed) and ḡ : (z, e) 7→ (g2(z, e2), . . . , gd(z, ed)). Further, for all k ∈ {1, . . . , p},
define βk,2:d := (βk,2, . . . , βk,d) and β̃k,2:d := (β̃k,2, . . . , β̃k,d). Fix k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, we now consider

fk(g1(z, e1)+ ḡ(z, e2+)
⊤βk,2:d+η∗k,e) and f̃k(g1(z, e1)+ ḡ(z, e2+)

⊤β̃k,2:d+ η̃∗k,e), where η
∗
k,e

d
= (ηYk

|ηX = e),

η̃∗k,e
d
= (η̃Yk

|ηX = e). The distributional equality above implies

fk(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤βk,2:d + η∗k,e)

d
= f̃k(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)

⊤β̃k,2:d + η̃∗k,e)

We assume (ηXj
, ηY ) being jointly independent of Z and absolutely continuous with respect to the

Lebesgue measure. From this, it directly follows η∗k,e, η̃
∗
k,e are independent of Z (e.g. Saengkyongam et al.

[2024], Lemma 8) and absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, so that there exist

strictly monotone functions hk,e, h̃k,e such that η∗k,e
d
= hk,e(εY ) and η̃∗k,e

d
= h̃k,e(εY ) with εY ∼ Unif[0, 1].

Since distributional equality induces the equality of all quantiles, and due to strict monotonicity of
fk, f̃k, for all eY ∈ [0, 1] it then holds:

fk(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤βk,2:d + hk,e(eY )) = f̃k(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)

⊤β̃k,2:d + h̃k,e(eY )) (18)

Since fk strictly monotone, we take the inverse of it on both sides of (18):

g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤βk,2:d + hk,e(eY ) = f−1

k f̃k︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=ϕk

(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤β̃k,2:d + h̃k,e(eY )). (19)

Taking partial derivative on both sides with respect to e1 and eY , yields

∂g1(z, e1)

∂e1
+

∂hk,e(eY )

∂e1
= ϕ′

k(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤β̃k,2:d + h̃k,e(eY ))(

∂g1(z, e1)

∂e1
+

∂h̃k,e(eY )

∂e1
) (20)

∂hk,e(eY )

∂eY
= ϕ′

k(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤β̃k,2:d + h̃k,e(eY ))

∂h̃k,e(eY )

∂eY
(21)

Since hk,e is strictly monotone, we substitute (20) with (21) and rearrange the terms:

∂g1(z, e1)

∂e1

(
∂h̃k,e(eY )

∂eY
− ∂hk,e(eY )

∂eY

)
=

∂hk,e(eY )

∂eY

∂h̃k,e(eY )

∂e1
− ∂hk,e(eY )

∂e1

∂h̃k,e(eY )

∂eY
. (22)

Since the right-hand side of (22) does not depend on z, and relying on the assumption (C4 ), we have
that

∂h̃k,e

∂eY
=

∂hk,e

∂eY
. (23)

Plugging (23) in (21) and using that h̃k,e is strictly monotone yields

1 = ϕ′
k(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)

⊤β̃k,2:d + h̃k,e(eY )). (24)

Then, from (24), we have for all w ∈ {x⊤βk + eY | x ∈ supp(X), eY ∈ supp(ηYk
)}

fk(w + c̃) = f̃k(w), (25)
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where c̃ ∈ R is a constant. Next, we plug (25) in (18) and get

fk(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤βk,2:d + hk,e(eY )) = fk(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)

⊤β̃k,2:d + h̃k,e(eY ) + c̃).

Using that fk is strictly monotone, we then have

ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤βk,2:d + hk,e(eY ) = ḡ(z, e2:d)

⊤β̃k,2:d + h̃k,e(eY ) + c̃.

We take the derivative on both sides with respect to z, yielding

Jg(z, e2:d)(βk,2:d − β̃k,2:d) = 0, (26)

where Jg(z, e2:d) :=


∂g2(z,e2)

∂z1
. . . ∂gd(z,ed)

∂z1
...

. . .
...

∂g2(z,e2)
∂zq

. . . ∂gd(z,ed)
∂zq

. Using assumption (C5 ), we can then conclude from (26)

that βk,2:d = β̃k,2:d, and thus

βk = β̃k. (27)

Next, define ηX2:d
:= (ηX2

, . . . , ηXd
). For all z ∈ supp(Z) (and a fix k), the distributional equality of

Y given Z = z is induced by

fk(g1(z, ηX1
) + ḡ(z, ηX2:d

)⊤βk,2:d + ηYk
)
d
= f̃k(g1(z, ηX1

) + ḡ(z, ηX2:d
)⊤β̃k,2:d + η̃Yk

).

Combining this with (25) and (27), we get

fk(g1(z, ηX1
) + ḡ(z, ηX2:d

)⊤βk,2:d + ηYk
)
d
= fk(g1(z, ηX1

) + ḡ(z, ηX2:d
)⊤βk,2:d + η̃Yk

+ c̃).

From this, since fk is strictly monotone, it holds

g1(z, ηX1) + ḡ(z, ηX2:d
)⊤βk,2:d + ηYk

d
= g1(z, ηX1) + ḡ(z, ηX2:d

)⊤βk,2:d + η̃Yk
+ c̃

and therefore

ηYk

d
= η̃Yk

+ c̃.

Without loss of generality assume ηYk
, η̃Yk

having median zero (assumption (C3 )), it follows c̃ = 0,
and thus for all w ∈ {x⊤βk + eY | x ∈ supp(X), eY ∈ supp(ηYk

)} it holds

fk(w) = f̃k(w). (28)

Step III. Using that two models M and M′ from Mpre
DIV induce the same conditional distribution of

Y given X and Z and (28), it follows for all z ∈ supp(Z) and e ∈ supp(ηX) that

(f1(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤βk,2:d + η∗1,e), . . . , fp(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)

⊤βk,2:d + η∗p,e)

d
= (f1(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)

⊤βk,2:d + η̃∗1,e), . . . , fp(g1(z, e1) + ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤βk,2:d + η̃∗p,e).

Since f1, . . . , fp are strictly monotone, it follows

(η∗1,e, . . . , η
∗
p,e)

d
= (η̃∗1,e, . . . , η̃

∗
p,e)

for any fix e ∈ supp(ηX), and with this we recover the marginal (conditional) distribution of ηY |ηX . With

this and (17), it follows (ηX , ηY )
d
= (η̃X , η̃Y ), and thus we conclude the identifiability of the confounding

effect.

Next, we present the proof for Theorem 2 showing the identifiability of the interventional distribution

P
do(X:=x)
Y .

Proof of Theorem 2. From Proposition 5, the functions f1, . . . , fp and the distribution of the noise (ηY1
, . . . , ηYp

)
are identifiable from the observed distribution P(X,Y )|Z . We can then identify the following:

P do(X:=x)(Y1 ≤ y1, . . . , Yp ≤ yp) = P (f1(x
⊤βk + ηY1) ≤ y1, . . . , fp(x

⊤βk + ηYp) ≤ yp),

which is the CDF of the required interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y .
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E.2.2 Discrete instrument

Proof of Proposition 6. The proof proceeds in 3 steps.

• In step I, we show identifiability of the treatment models g1, . . . , gd.

• In step II, we show identifiability of the outcome models f1, . . . , fp.

• In step III, we combine the results from the previous two steps to conclude identifiability of the
confounding effect (ηX , ηY ).

Step I. As in Step I in the proof of Proposition 5, we have for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, z ∈ supp(Z) and
eX ∈ Rd that

gj(z, eX) = g̃j(z, eX).

Furthermore, we have that

(ηX1
, . . . , ηXd

)
d
= (η̃X1

, . . . , η̃Xd
). (29)

Step II. As in Step II in the proof of Proposition 5 (relying on assumption (D4 )), we have for all
w ∈ {x⊤βk + eY | x ∈ supp(X), eY ∈ supp(ηYk

)} (see (25))

fk(w + c) = f̃k(w), (30)

with c ∈ R being a constant, and using that fk is strictly monotone, we then get

ḡ(z, e2:d)
⊤βk,2:d + hk,e(eY ) = ḡ(z, e2:d)

⊤β̃k,2:d + h̃k,e(eY ) + c.

For any z1, z2 ∈ supp(Z), we therefore have

(ḡ(z1, e2:d)− ḡ(z2, e2:d))
⊤(βk,2:d − β̃k,2:d) = 0.

We now take the derivative on both sides with respect to e2:d, yielding

J̃g(z, e2:d)(βk,2:d − β̃k,2:d) = 0, (31)

where J̃g(z, e2:d) :=


∂(g2(z1,e2)−g2(z2,e2))

∂e2
. . . 0

...
. . .

...

0 . . . ∂(gd(z1,ed)−gd(z2,ed))
∂ed

.
Using assumption (D5 ) , we can argue that the left-hand side of (31) depends on z, while the right-

hand side does not depend on z. From this, it follows that the only way for (31) to hold for all z ∈ supp(Z)
is if βk,⋄ = β̃k,⋄, and thus we conclude

βk = β̃k. (32)

The remaining part of Step II (compare argumentation following (27)) proceeds with the same reasoning
as previously established in the proof of Proposition 5. Thus for all w ∈ {x⊤βk + eY | x ∈ supp(X), eY ∈
supp(ηYk

)} it holds
fk(w) = f̃k(w). (33)

Step III. Analogously to Step III in the proof of Proposition 5, we have (ηX , ηY )
d
= (η̃X , η̃Y ), and thus

we conclude the identifiability of the confounding effect.

The proof for Theorem 3 showing the identifiability of the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y if the

instrument Z is discrete is exactly the same as for Theorem 2.
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F Additional experiments

F.1 Observational and interventional distributions

In Section 3.3, we argue that DIV enables the estimation of the interventional distribution P
do(X:=x)
Y

along with its functionals. However, it is important to emphasize that DIV also provides an estimation
of the joint observational distribution P(X,Y ) at no additional cost. To demonstrate empirical results, we
now consider a setting where the treatment model is defined as g(Z,H, εX) := Z +H + 0.5εX , and the
outcome model is f(X,H, εY ) := X − 3H + 0.5εY , with Z ∼ Unif(0, 3) and H, εX , εY ∼ N(0, 1).

Figure 8: Samples from the observational distribution P(X,Y ) (left) and the interventional distribution

P
do(X)
(X,Y ) which is defined as P

do(X:=X̃)
(X,Y ) , where X̃ follows the same distribution as X (right). Estimated

samples are shown in yellow, while true samples are shown in blue.

Figure 8 demonstrates that DIV model manages to estimate both the observational and the in-
terventional distributions well. Technically, for drawing a sample from the observational distribution
P(X,Y ), one needs to (i) sample the noise εH,i, εX,i, εY,i from standard Gaussians, (ii) obtain a sample

x̂i = ĝ(zi, εH,i, εX,i), and then (iii) obtain a sample ŷi = f̂(x̂i, εH,i, εY,i). The resulting set of pairs
(xi, yi), i = 1, . . . , n, is an i.i.d. sample from the observational distribution P(X,Y ).
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