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Abstract

Causal probabilistic graph-based models have gained widespread utility, enabling the modeling of
cause-and-effect relationships across diverse domains. With their rising adoption in new areas, such
as automotive system safety and machine learning, the need for an integrated lifecycle framework
akin to DevOps and MLOps has emerged. Currently, a process reference for organizations interested
in employing causal engineering is missing. This lack of guidance hinders the incorporation and mat-
uration of causal methods in the context of real-life applications. To address this gap and foster
widespread industrial adoption, we propose CausalOps, a novel lifecycle framework for causal model
development and application. By defining key entities, dependencies, and intermediate artifacts gen-
erated during causal engineering, we establish a consistent vocabulary and workflow model. This work
contextualizes causal model usage across different stages and stakeholders, outlining a holistic view of
creating and maintaining them. CausalOps’ aim is to drive the adoption of causal methods in practical
applications within interested organizations and the causality community.

Keywords: Causal engineering, Model lifecycle, MLOps, Probabilistic graphical models

1 Introduction

In recent years, causal probabilistic graph-based
models have emerged as powerful tools for illumi-
nating cause-and-effect relationships. Their poten-
tial for bridging expert knowledge and data-driven
analysis holds immense promise. However, inte-
grating causal models into an organization’s exist-
ing process landscape and their productive use
in real-world applications remains a challenging

endeavor. Currently, no best practices or guide-
lines exist that help organizations adopt causal
engineering (i.e., using causal models to address
business use cases) in a structured, manageable,
or scalable way. The existing literature primar-
ily focuses on isolated topics of causal models,
overlooking the crucial need for a structured life-
cycle framework that seamlessly aligns with lived
practices. This gap in the research highlights the
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demand for a first draft of a comprehensive ref-
erence framework that presents a clear roadmap
with distinct stages and entities, facilitating the
smooth integration of causal models into estab-
lished workflows. Such a framework fosters greater
collaboration among stakeholders, empowers orga-
nizations to judge the required expertise for adop-
tion, and harnesses the full potential of causal
models in practical applications.

Typically, reference frameworks emerge after a
technology is already established. However, espe-
cially in the early stages of employing a methodol-
ogy (similar to a low technology readiness level),
guidance is essential to enable fast results and
allow interested parties to adopt internal processes
quickly. Therefore, the authors expect that provid-
ing such a framework early on will have the biggest
impact on encouraging the widespread application
of causal engineering.

Software development for instance has been
on the rise for over seven decades. Along with
a methodological maturation of Software (SW)
development, tools to support a product’s life-
cycle like integrated development environments,
continuous integration pipelines, or code version
management systems across a multitude of pro-
gramming languages emerged. This led to the
shortening of development time and helped to
increase SW quality and maturity (Alnafessah
et al, 2021). Today, SW engineering is a multi-
faceted, interdisciplinary branch of industry and
one of the key technologies of the 21st century.

The perpetual lifecycle of a SW product is
often framed by the umbrella term DevOps (Soft-
ware and Systems Engineering Standards Com-
mittee of the IEEE Computer Society, 2022;
Alnafessah et al, 2021; Ebert et al, 2016; Jab-
bari et al, 2016), combining the two main aspects:
development and operations.

On the one hand, the Dev aspect
employs, among others, agile methods like
Scrum (Schwaber and Beedle, 2001) to suffi-
ciently address a highly dynamic environment
(e.g., rapidly changing technology, requirements,
or business models). On the other hand, the focus
of the Ops part is on customers and technical
infrastructure. This includes providing and man-
aging an already released product and a rapid,
iterative, tightly coupled, interaction between
development aspects and productive application.

It covers publication, customer feedback, and
error reporting and management.

DevOps allows structuring industrial processes
on a large scale and therefore facilitates the rapid,
high-quality development of SW products. Simi-
larly, related technologies like Machine Learning
(ML) are also passed a critical level of expe-
rience with regard to the development of algo-
rithms and ML-based products. Like in DevOps,
MLOps (Amershi et al, 2019; Testi et al, 2022;
Mboweni et al, 2022) has been establishing a con-
sistent vocabulary, taxonomy, and an overview of
entities and distinct facets of product develop-
ment.

As a special kind of expert system (Jack-
son, 1999; Saibene et al, 2021), causal models
are an emerging technology that allows building
an inferable model of a problem based on causal
considerations. Various methods to address cause
and effect relations in a qualitative, quantita-
tive, or probabilistic manner have been developed.
The degree to which these approaches explicate
modeled interactions as causal varies. A common
denominator is the representation of causal influ-
ences via a graphical notation language as causal
structures that constitute a simple way to repre-
sent a modeler’s interpretation of causality among
included variables.

One of the most prominent implementation
approaches for causal models, the probabilis-
tic, graphical framework called Bayesian Network
(BN) (Koller and Friedman, 2009; Nielsen and
Jensen, 2013), has been developed for almost
half a century and since then spread across a
multitude of domains. Applications include man-
ufacturing processes (Zhu et al, 2017; Kirchhof
et al, 2020), system reliability and dependabil-
ity (Hund and Schroeder, 2020; Cai et al, 2020),
aviation safety assessment (Washington et al,
2019), software engineering (Siebert, 2023), econo-
metrics (Brodersen et al, 2015; Hünermund and
Bareinboim, 2023), epidemiology (Robins et al,
2000; Petersen and van der Laan, 2014; Bind,
2019), and ML (Bengio et al, 2020; Schölkopf et al,
2021; Xia et al, 2021; Schölkopf, 2022) among
others.

Causal models can address these various busi-
ness use cases due to their inherent ability to
combine human expertise with data. Their use is
often motivated by the necessity to predict the
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outcome of different (hypothetical) actions with-
out the ability to examine them in a controlled
environment. In many disciplines, it is not possi-
ble to measure the consequences of these potential
actions as they might be either unfeasible (e.g.,
cost or resources) or ethically problematic (e.g,
forcing one to take a drug). In these cases, causal
models can be used to estimate potential effects,
as they rely on a priori knowledge about a problem
domain.

Because of a diverse and clustered use of causal
models, a taxonomy, a holistic view of lifecy-
cle facets, and the identification of participating
entities and their interdependencies is currently
missing. Analogous to DevOps, a similar frame-
work is needed to facilitate a unified view of causal
engineering.

To accelerate the maturation and encourage
a widespread application of causal models, we
propose a first draft of a lifecycle model called
CausalOps.

CausalOps can be coarsely split into two
aspects, comprising the portmanteau—Causality
guided development and operational use. Due to
its intense use of software and ML project aspects,
it can be seen as a variant of DevOps and MLOps.

Compared to MLOps, CausalOps focuses on
causal models and an intense interdisciplinary
communication of participating entities to main-
tain them. These models can also be seen as a
special case of ML models, to which concepts from
MLOps may apply.

This article considers causal models as a prod-
uct that is used to solve a problem at hand. This
product is created based on a user’s demands.
The infrastructure, tooling, and associated pro-
cesses remain constant for every newly created
model instance. Therefore, instead of viewing the
tailored creation of a causal model as the driv-
ing paradigm, we propose to view a model’s
lifecycle as a recurring process that creates a cus-
tomized product. This enables scaling processes,
workforce, and infrastructure.

With this work, we provide:

• a brief overview of causal engineering,
• a contextualization of our proposed lifecycle
model within existing work,

• a definition of its facets,
• a definition of participating entities,
• a definition of entity relations,

• a consistent taxonomy describing individual
artifacts and lifecycle facets,

• and pointers to an integration in practice.

The focus will be exemplary on probabilistic,
graphical models as defined by J. Pearl (Pearl,
2009, Definition 7.1.6). If not stated otherwise,
the term causal model used throughout this work
refers to this framework.

The article is organized as follows:
In Section 2, we provide additional back-

ground information on causality-guided models
and related work that forms the foundation of this
article. Section 3 describes CausalOps in detail,
outlining the overall concept, roles, and responsi-
bilities of the workforce involved, and the interme-
diate artifacts that result from an application in
practice.

Next, two conceptual examples of the proces-
sual integration of the framework into existing
workflows are given in Section 4. The approaches
covered are expert-driven and integrative, as well
as data-driven and complementary. Finally, we
close the article with a summary of our key
findings and pointers for future work.

An overview of relevant key vocabulary is pro-
vided in Appendix A. Readers are referred to
Appendix B for a report of hands-on experience
with a first application of the framework in the
automotive domain, building on the expert-driven
and integrative use case.

2 Context

This section differs from the traditional organiza-
tion of an article in two ways. Firstly, we provide
additional background information on causality-
guided models. Secondly, as no directly related
work besides general work on DevOps and MLOps
exists, we present an overview of relevant publi-
cations that contextualize this paper. We expect
that this approach may help readers unfamiliar
with causal engineering better align our contribu-
tion with existing frameworks.

2.1 Causality-guided Models

Directed Acyclic Graphs (DAGs) are a special
and extensively used structure in graph-based
approaches to causality. DAGs consist of multi-
ple nodes connected by directed edges and are
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required to be free of closed loops. They typi-
cally serve as a graphical notation language and
facilitate causal inference (Pearl, 2009; Schölkopf
et al, 2017). Different extensions exist that link
the informative and qualitative nature of DAGs to
data and probability theory. The most widely used
probabilistic graphical framework is BNs (Koller
and Friedman, 2009; Nielsen and Jensen, 2013).
In BNs random variables and their conditional
independence assumptions can be mapped to a
DAG. Variables become then its nodes, edges,
and resulting substructures (i.e., 3-node clus-
ters) correspond to independence assumptions
(d-separation (Geiger et al, 1990)). As Dawid
(Dawid, 2010) outlines, DAGs and the problem
space they model are not causal per default.
Instead, this interpretation is given based on a
model’s context and constitutes a strong assump-
tion about all parameters in a model. Nonetheless,
BNs allow an efficient combination of data, which
provides probabilistic information, and domain
knowledge which may justify the interpretation as
causal.

A vast literature corpus exists that builds
on the premise that conditional independencies
between variables found in data can be algorith-
mically exploited and allow the construction of
graphs based on observational data (Neapolitan,
2003; Vowels et al, 2022). This field of research,
called causal discovery, forms one of the two dom-
inant approaches to model construction—data-
driven and knowledge-driven.

Depending on the assumptions made, BNs can
also be interpreted as a special instantiation of
the more general framework of non-parametric
Structural Equation Models (SEMs) (Schumacker
and Lomax, 2015) called Structural Causal Mod-
els (SCMs) (Pearl, 2009). Here, assignment-like
expressions specify the interaction of causes to
generate an effect. These so-called structural
equations imply a causal structure of the model in
the form of a DAG (Pearl, 2009). Moreover, SCMs
entail a set of models which can be implemented
as BNs (Bareinboim et al, 2022).

SCMs are often considered as a causal inter-
pretation of SEMs. Both follow the premise that
an interaction among variables can be attributed
to a regime (i.e., some non-random mechanism)

coupling them. This serves as the logical base-
line to formulate causation on. Causal struc-
tures can be used to represent different lev-
els of causality, often termed as Pearl’s ladder
of causation (Pearl and Mackenzie, 2018) or
Pearl Causal Hierarchy (PCH) (Bareinboim et al,
2022). PCH differentiates between the effects of
purely correlation-based variable interactions (i.e.,
observed causality), active manipulation of a sys-
tem (i.e., interventional causality), and reasoning
about hypothetical, potential outcomes (i.e., coun-
terfactual reasoning). Each level can be framed
in a graphical notation language and allows the
qualitative investigation of an underlying problem
domain by its representation as a causal struc-
ture. BNs are typically used to model associational
relationships. A corresponding graph therefore
represents conditional independence assumptions
that are expected to hold true in suitable (i.e.,
faithful (Spirtes et al, 1993; Koller and Fried-
man, 2009; Zhang and Spirtes, 2008)) observa-
tional data. Causal BNs (which are entailed by
an SCM) allow representing active manipula-
tions of variable interactions (in the form of edge
manipulation). These graphical manipulations are
formalized by a calculus of interventions (do-
calculus (Pearl, 1994)) that allows to transform
a (hypothetical) action into an equivalent obser-
vational representation. Single World Intervention
Graphs (SWIGs) (Richardson, 2013) extend the
concept of a graphical representation of causal-
ity to allow the investigation of counterfactual
questions for ”what if” scenarios.

Causal structures in the form of DAGs are
used as a framework to explicate and communicate
assumptions and allow a qualitative evaluation of
a modeled problem (Hernan and Robins, 2023).
Depending on the specific framework (e.g., BN,
SCM, SWIG), these assumptions can be sup-
ported by data and probability theory and allow
an additional quantitative estimation (i.e., causal
inference).

Depending on their application, the above
methodologies are subject to a context-specific
definition of causality. Nonetheless, they are com-
monly used to model some conditional rela-
tionship between variables in a defined problem
space—either temporal precedence, logical associ-
ation, or a regime-based generation of an outcome.
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Figure 1 provides an overview of various
high-level aspects of qualitative models (i.e.,
causal graphs), causal relationships (mathemati-
cally expressed regimes), and causal probabilistic
graphical models unifying both qualities.

2.2 Related Work

Causal models are an established methodology,
yet little research is available that describes an
end-to-end engineering workflow.

Causal modeling: The development of causal
models is typically decomposed into different
stages. Boneh (Boneh, 2003) develops the concept
of a knowledge engineering workflow that starts
by specifying relevant variables (parameters) and
consequentially adds structural compositions, and
parameterization, and introduces testing and ver-
ification steps. Similar to Boehm’s (Boehm, 1988)
spiral model, these stages are recurring (if neces-
sary) and allow an iterative approach to causal
model creation. An associated engineering process
detailing phase-specific considerations is provided
by Korb and Nicholson (Korb and Nicholson,
2010, Chapter 3).

The general process of model construction
can be separated into data-driven approaches and
expert-driven modeling.

Literature on causal discovery (i.e., data-
driven model creation) primarily focuses on the
mathematical preliminaries (Geiger et al, 1990;
Verma and Pearl, 1990; Geiger and Pearl, 1990;
Tian and Pearl, 2002; Spirtes et al, 1993)
and the development and evaluation of algo-
rithms (Neapolitan, 2003; Glymour et al, 2019;
Vowels et al, 2022; Kitson et al, 2023).

Nyberg et al. present a state-of-the-art expert-
driven framework called Bayesian Argumenta-
tion via Delphi (BARD) (Nyberg et al, 2021).
They combine the common knowledge engineering
workflow of Korb and Nicholson with a Del-
phi (Dalkey and Helmer, 1963; Mahajan et al,
1976) styled interviewing process, supported by
an appropriate tooling landscape. Additionally,
they define rudimentary roles (e.g., a modera-
tor for group interviews) which take different
responsibilities during model development.

Maier et al. (Maier et al, 2022) link the itera-
tive development and application of causal prob-
abilistic models to the V-shaped process model of

ISO 26262 (International Organization for Stan-
dardization, 2018). They outline that a model may
be used as part of an overarching engineering con-
text, but do not provide details on the implications
this has on model development or on participating
entities (roles).

Workflow Concepts: Published literature on
causal modeling primarily covers the one-time,
use-case-specific creation and subsequent appli-
cation of causal models. These models are not
considered as a product that may be continuously
improved, like SW in *Ops process models (where
”*” acts as a placeholder). *Ops as an umbrella
term covers the domains of DevOps (Ebert et al,
2016; Jabbari et al, 2016; Leite et al, 2019) (con-
tinuous development and integration of SW prod-
ucts) and MLOps (Amershi et al, 2019; Testi et al,
2022; Mboweni et al, 2022; Kolltveit and Li, 2022)
(development and integration of data-intense ML-
based SW) among others (e.g., DevSecOps (Akbar
et al, 2022), ModelOps (Hummer et al, 2019), or
DataOps (Xu et al, 2022)).

Alnafessah et al. discuss the implications of
quality-aware tooling for each of the seven com-
mon stages of a DevOps cycle (plan, develop, ver-
ify, test, deploy, operate, and monitor) (Alnafessah
et al, 2021). Kreuzberger et al. (Kreuzberger et al,
2022) extract seven common task-related roles
(e.g., data engineer) that participate in an MLOps
paradigm. Moreover, they show the interaction of
these roles within an end-to-end MLOps workflow
and identify rudimentary artifacts for different
development stages. Amaro et al. (Amaro et al,
2022) investigate which capabilities (and in exten-
sion categories thereof like cultural or process
aspects), practices (e.g., cross-team collaboration
or artifact management) and their relationships
shape current DevOps workflows.

Haakman et al. (Haakman et al, 2021) con-
duct a case study that reviews current lifecycle
models building on MLOps workflows. They iden-
tify missing aspects that challenge the application
of ML-based SW in current practice. They high-
light that typical stages like business understand-
ing and problem modeling should be extended
to include documentation, model evaluation, and
monitoring activities.

Subramanya et al. (Subramanya et al, 2022)
review connections between DevOps and MLOps,
and discuss individual process steps (e.g., data
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Maintenance

Evaluation from component to system level

Comprehensible utilization of data

Causal inference

(quick wins) (data and expert opinion) (implementation and validation)

Fig. 1 Overview of various application-relevant properties of causal graphs, relations, and models

preparation or performance monitoring) required
to form a consistent MLOps pipeline.

*Ops workflows are a multidisciplinary
endeavor that relies on intense communication
among different actors as well as an integra-
tion of multiple tooling paradigms. Honkanen et
al. (Honkanen et al, 2022) provide an overview
of current literature on different aspects of col-
laboration (e.g., team structures and roles, or
effectiveness of communication) in MLOps work-
flows. Hussmo et al. (Haakman et al, 2021)
discuss the role of engineering tools as bound-
ary objects (Star, 1989; Star and Griesemer,
1989) in transdisciplinary development. Heyn
and Knauss (Heyn and Knauss, 2022) propose
to use SCMs as suitable boundary objects in an
MLOps workflow. They argue that SCMs may
be suitable to serve as a domain-independent
framework to harmonize assumptions about an
artificial intelligence-based system. Both publica-
tions build on the foundational works of Wohlrab
et al. (Wohlrab et al, 2019) and Carlile (Carlile,
2002, 2004). Wohlrab et al. discuss the role of
artifacts in system engineering workflows, their
management, and how boundary objects can be

identified. Carlile discusses how knowledge can be
efficiently managed across boundaries, and how
boundary objects can serve as a flexible tool to
facilitate transdisciplinary communication and
therefore improve product development.

3 CausalOps

The following section presents our proposed lifecy-
cle model—CausalOps. It provides an overview
of distinct stages, influencing aspects and required
competencies, participating entities, their rela-
tions within individual lifecycle facets, and result-
ing artifacts that serve as intermediate products
between them.

3.1 Proposed Framework

Similar to SW in DevOps or ML-products in
MLOps, CausalOps can be split into different
facets which cover phases like planning, model
creation, publication, productive usage, and incre-
mental improvement. This allows to define a con-
tinuos model lifecycle with distinct participating
entities (roles), artifacts, and development and
operation phases.
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The proposed elements are one way to spec-
ify a model’s lifecycle. We are aware that each
stage, role, or artifact can be defined at a differ-
ent granularity. The level of detail may change
based on an organization’s resources (e.g., person-
nel, money), existing processes (e.g., production
following a V-Model workflow), usage of causal
models (e.g., for production, as documentation),
or field of operation (e.g., model creator, model
user). The presented distinctions made should
therefore be seen as templates for a generic frame-
work and a set of practices. Figure 2 shows the
proposed conceptual model of CausalOps.

As discussed above, a causal model’s lifecy-
cle is a multidisciplinary, multi-methodological,
and multi-faceted endeavor. As a combination of
different disciplines and aspects, a resulting life-
cycle is characterized by an intensively coupled
interaction of different facets:

Arrange The initial phase of the causal model
lifecycle. Based on the model’s use case, context,
and requirements a project plan for model devel-
opment is created. Depending on the problem to
be solved, experts and available knowledge is orga-
nized. The infrastructural resources and timelines
are set up.
Create The model is created based on expert
knowledge and data in accordance with the
intended context of use. The actual development
can be linear, iterative, or hybrid. Relevant tooling
infrastructure is created and maintained.
Test The developed causal model is verified and
validated against the existing requirements, data,
and assumptions. The model is only tested with
regard to technical considerations and not in the
context of the intended productive model applica-
tion.
Publish The model and tooling infrastructure is
provided to the users. This includes the provision
of a stable, executable configuration (parametriza-
tion, data, model version), customer training,
and communication about model assumptions and
limitations.
Operate The model is in productive use. The
model is verified and validated against the
intended use case and employed in productive use
on the user’s side.
Monitor Model performance, outputs, and insuf-
ficiencies and flaws are tracked. Data and knowl-
edge bases are maintained and updated.

Document

Arrange Create Test

PublishOperateMonitor

Fig. 2 High-level concept of the seven lifecycle facets of
CausalOps

Document The complete lifecycle of the model
is documented. This includes facet-specific doc-
umentation in the form of artifacts, as well as
generic documentation describing used methods,
processes, and tools.

3.2 Influencing Disciplines and
Competency Clusters

Causal models, their development, implementa-
tion, usage, and maintenance are an interplay of
many domains of different competencies. There-
fore, CausalOps is subject to the challenges
of transdisciplinary engineering (Wognum et al,
2019). As outlined in section 2.2, a successful
lifecycle requires the management of resources,
humans, and knowledge in the context of dif-
ferent boundaries (Carlile, 2004). From a tech-
nical perspective, CausalOps relies on a combi-
nation of software engineering and ML-elements.
Figure 3 shows the main competency areas
required: project management, knowledge man-
agement, social research, machine learning, and
software engineering.

Project Management: CausalOps is designed
to adopt an organization’s development strategy,
such as linear (e.g., waterfall), incremental, agile
(e.g., scrum), or hybrid approaches. Managing
customer needs and allocating necessary resources
are crucial for successful project completion, along
with balancing the availability of domain experts
with overarching development timelines.

Social Research: Intense communication is
essential in CausalOps, and various techniques
and methods need to be implemented through-
out its lifecycle to achieve a high-quality itera-
tion. Managing expectations, ensuring user/model
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Machine Learning

Knowledge Management

Project Management

CausalOps

Social/ Cognitive Research

Fig. 3 Disciplines influencing the theoretical foundation
of CausalOps

interaction is intuitive; addressing biases during
model construction (i.e., in expert-driven set-
tings), and providing ongoing training for partici-
pating entities are key challenges.

Knowledge Management: Causal models repre-
sent a collection of knowledge, but original sources
of this information can change. Tracking and doc-
umenting data and human expertise is essential,
along with managing emerging new knowledge
(e.g., tacit knowledge) during the model’s lifecy-
cle. Preprocessing available sources of knowledge
(e.g., technical documentation) and maintaining
an up-to-date knowledge base are needed for the
creation and correct application of the associated
models.

Machine Learning: Causal models are opaque
in the sense that they can be interpreted and
tested by verifiable assumptions (Grünbaum et al,
2023). They still require verified, validated, ver-
sioned, and processable data. Known problems
from ML-intense applications, like distributional
shifts and dependencies between training and pro-
ductive use data, must be addressed.

Software Engineering: Causal models exist as
mathematical specifications and executable soft-
ware artifacts, both of which require dedicated
efforts for building, implementing, and managing
them. A software infrastructure for the continu-
ous development and integration of causal models
is not yet available. The application of CausalOps
requires an intense effort from software engineers
to transform published, theoretical groundwork
into a user-friendly tooling infrastructure.

3.3 Participating Entities

The following listing defines the basic entities
(roles) that participate in CausalOps. Alternative

terms used in published literature (if available) are
listed as an additional reference. In the context of
existing processes and departments of an organi-
zation, these roles may be extended (e.g., quality
management, requirements engineering, etc.) or
combined (i.e., one individual may have multiple
roles assigned).

Moderator A moderator (also called interviewer,
facilitator, assessor, or receiver) is responsible for
structuring and executing expert elicitation. They
are responsible to manage discussions and commu-
nication among entities throughout the lifecycle
with a focus on experts during elicitation rounds.
Domain Expert A domain expert (also called
expert, sharer, or analyst) serves as one source
of information during causal model construction.
They serve as a knowledge base due to their expe-
rience in a field that is deemed relevant for the
current causal engineering effort. A domain expert
shares knowledge during expert elicitation with
regard to the requirements and the use case of
model development.
Knowledge Engineer A knowledge engineer is
responsible for the technical construction, pop-
ulation, verification, and validation of a causal
model. They combine different, available sources
of knowledge into a sound causal model.
Data Engineer A data engineer is responsible
to clean, structure, and preprocess data. They
manage data that is required for model develop-
ment and provide processed data to knowledge
engineers and developers for incorporation into a
causal model.
Developer A developer is responsible for the
implementation of a causal model as an exe-
cutable software artifact. This includes providing
and managing the software infrastructure to store,
execute, test, and deliver causal models.
Stakeholder A stakeholder serves as a trigger-
ing entity for model development. They provide
context, requirements, and the use case for model
development. Stakeholders act as a link between
the operational and causal domains, by serving
as initiators for model construction based on user
demands.
Project Manager A project manager governs
the complete model lifecycle and is responsible
to manage model engineering. This includes time
and resource management, team staffing, and cus-
tomer management.
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Fig. 4 Overview of relevant entities, their interdependencies, exemplary related artifacts, and their contribution in the
individual lifecycle facets

User A user is the primary operator of a causal
model. They use causal inference to generate
insights and apply them to solve the associated
use case the model was developed for.

Individual lifecycle members (i.e., project
staff) may have multiple roles associated with
them. Therefore, the outlined set of roles is to be
seen independently of the actual number of project
members. Figure 4 provides an overview of entity
interactions. Additionally, typical artifacts linked
to each individual role are included, which are dis-
cussed in detail in Section 3.4. The bottom part
shows the mapping between the respective roles
(entities) and the different facets of CausalOps in
which they are primarily involved; this is further
discussed below.

Stakeholders are the initiators of causal model
production and use. They provide a model’s con-
text, goals of the model application, and require-
ments for model content and quality expectations.
Stakeholders can be directly involved entities (e.g.,
customers, users) or a third party with aligning
interests (e.g., authorities, government). Project
managers are the central communication and
organizing authority. They are responsible to allo-
cate resources (including experts with the required
expertise) and organize the production process.
Together with stakeholders, they serve as high-
level participants who focus on generic project
aspects. Project managers are required to appoint
and scout domain experts, moderators, knowl-
edge engineers, data engineers, and developers.
In a stable CausalOps environment, the biggest
team fluctuations will be the domain experts. They
are selected based on a model’s requirements for
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domain knowledge. Together with knowledge engi-
neers, they participate in moderated elicitation
processes. Knowledge Engineers are experts in
causal modeling. They convert cause and effect
relations provided by domain experts and data
into a suitable, mathematical framework (e.g.,
SCMs), and are responsible for the technical spec-
ification of a sound causal model. Throughout
the lifecycle, and especially during expert elicita-
tion rounds (i.e., in expert-driven model creation)
moderators structure the communication among
experts. They are responsible to extract relevant
knowledge from domain experts and knowledge
engineers by interviewing them with regard to the
modeling goals. As specialists in effective com-
munication, they enable an efficient transfer of
information among all entities. In data-driven
model creation, moderators interview experts with
regard to suitable data sources. The provided raw
data is processed by data engineers into a uti-
lizable representation for causal learning. Data
engineers manage available data and provide their
characteristics and limitations to knowledge engi-
neers. After a stable causal model is specified in a
mathematical framework, developers transform it
into an executable model. Developers are provided
with relevant data and model descriptions by
data engineers and knowledge engineers, respec-
tively. Additionally, developers provide, manage
and develop all relevant tools needed for the pro-
ductive use of causal models. A subset of these
tools, together with the executable model, is pro-
vided to the users. Users are trained in the
context of the model application (i.e., inference
and result interpretation). They apply a causal
model to solve the associated use case in practice.
Based on model performance, initial requirements,
and other restrictions, they collect and provide
feedback for model improvement. Together with
stakeholders and project managers, they represent
the main actors of the ”Ops” part of CausalOps.
On the contrary, knowledge engineers, domain
experts, data engineers, and moderators can be
allocated primarily to the ”causal development”
part of CausalOps. Every entity is responsible to
drive the documentation related to their respec-
tive role and the current lifecycle facet.

With regard to the overall lifecycle model of
CausalOps (see Figure 2) each entity can be linked
to at least one of its seven facets. During the

arrangement stage, project managers, stakehold-
ers, and users define the use case for which a
causal model is required. For the actual develop-
ment and implementation, close collaboration and
intense communication among developers, knowl-
edge engineers, domain experts, data engineers,
and moderators is necessary. Once the causal
model is well-defined and available as an exe-
cutable, developers and knowledge engineers are
able to test it against requirements and qual-
ity aspects (e.g., fit to data, plausibility). If the
technical verification and validation activities are
passed, the user is provided with the model,
including specific training (if needed) and sec-
ondary information like restrictions. During the
operating phase, the user actively uses model
results to solve the use case at hand. Accompany-
ing activities in the monitoring stage are managed
primarily by the user and involved stakeholders.
As an encompassing facet, documentation involves
all parties at all times.

3.4 Boundary Objects and Artifacts

Boundary objects (Star, 1989; Carlile, 2002) are
an essential tool to enhance the management of
knowledge across different domains of expertise
or disciplines. As (Abraham, 2013; Wohlrab et al,
2019) outline, boundary objects need to fulfill var-
ious criteria (e.g., modularity, concreteness). They
serve as a key element to enable highly efficient,
transdisciplinary communication by acting as a
common format for knowledge exchange. With
regard to CausalOps, causal models (depend-
ing on the actual mathematical framework used)
qualify as boundary objects. As outlined above,
CausalOps is comprised of seven different facets.
Each stage is interdependent on existing informa-
tion and simultaneously provides information for
adjacent stages. This information can be made
available in the form of distinct artifacts. Some
artifacts may also serve as boundary objects (e.g.,
the causal model itself or the context) to facil-
itate a participative and integrative engineering
lifecycle (Wohlrab et al, 2019).

In the following, we provide a proposal of
key elements for the outlined causal engineer-
ing lifecycle. It should be noted that this list
is a result of reviewing existing literature (see
section 2) and real-life experience. The intention is
to highlight possible intermediate artifacts which

10



are a by-product of causal model development and
application. These artifacts act as living docu-
mentation and enable an efficient and transparent
implementation of CausalOps.

Figure 5 shows where these artifacts are
located in the CausalOps lifecycle. Note that each
is available to all stages and therefore all entities
of CausalOps once generated, and not only locally,
as the depiction may imply.

The individual artifacts per lifecycle facet are
provided below with a definition, followed by their
intention (i.e., contribution to CausalOps), and
associated entities which are primarily responsible
for their maintenance.

3.4.1 Arrange

The arrangement stage is triggered by stakehold-
ers. The main artifacts provided are a set of
requirements and a context (e.g., as proposed
by (Neurohr et al, 2021; Koopmann et al, 2022))
of the model’s intended application. The require-
ments define model-specific expectations, which
can be technical (e.g., quality metrics) or abstract
(e.g., able to address a specific subdomain of the
use case). The context serves as an abstract def-
inition of the use case and provides a restriction
of the influences to be considered in a model (e.g.,
German highways as a restriction of the oper-
ational design domain in scenario-based vehicle
testing). A model card (Mitchell et al, 2019) is set
up for the to-be-developed model at the project
start. It serves as a high-level summary of all
CausalOps stages, and their respective artifacts,
and as a boundary object. During the arrange-
ment stage, it is instantiated with available infor-
mation (i.e., participants, context, and require-
ments (RQs)). Model-independent, generic docu-
mentation containing causal engineering-specific
descriptions serve as an overarching artifact. In
practice, it may be a set of documents treated as
a compiled knowledge database for the methods
(e.g., Delphi method (Mahajan et al, 1976)) and
technologies (e.g., SCM) employed in CausalOps.

Context Set of high-level information, which pro-
vides the application domain and the rationals
for the interpretation of causal mechanisms of a
casual model.

Intention: Defines the general conditions of model
applicability, and guides the elicitation and knowl-
edge extraction activities.
Entity: Stakeholder, User

Requirements Set of distinct, verifiable assump-
tions which outline the essence that should be
expressed by a causal model.

Intention: Set the baseline to enable formal veri-
fication and validation, team staffing, and model
development.
Entity: Stakeholder, User

Generic Documentation Compilation of
knowledge about the employed tools and the
methodology of causal modeling, causal models,
and their inference.

Intention: Summarizes current technical and sci-
entific findings and documents the tooling land-
scape to enable the training of CausalOps entities
with a focus on users.
Entity: Project Manager, Knowledge Engineer,
Developer

Model Card Compact summary of all relevant
meta-information with regard to a model.

Intention: Acts as a compact summary of all
documentation efforts.
Entity: Project Manager

3.4.2 Create

Based on the CausalOps strategy (expert-driven,
data-driven, or hybrid), two bodies of information
can be distinguished—data and knowledge. All
data that is directly used to learn or parametrize
the causal model is part of a database. All doc-
uments and other artifacts containing knowledge
(e.g., ontologies (Costa et al, 2021)) that con-
tribute to the creation of a causal model are
summarized by the umbrella term knowledge base.
Together (database and knowledge base) they
form the body of explicit information accumu-
lated during model development and use. Parts
of it may be provided by stakeholders and users,
or during expert elicitation rounds. During these
moderated sessions, tacit knowledge, trade-offs,
and decisions are documented. The development
history of a model’s construction is tracked in
the form of an elicitation report. It enables
the backtracking of model insights and possible
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Fig. 5 Overview of artifacts associated with individual lifecycle facets and their dissemination throughout CausalOps

insufficiencies down to alternative modeling deci-
sions. Therefore, it serves as a central artifact
to enable traceability. On a technical and model-
specific level, model documentation detailing all
parameters and elements including their meta-
information (i.e., name, abbreviation, range of
values, etc.) is used. It serves as a summary of the
incorporated knowledge which is represented and
expressed by a causal model.

The main artifacts of this stage are the math-
ematically specified causal model and its infer-
able representation as an executable model. The
causal model itself is the central boundary object
of CausalOps. In addition to the more techni-
cal model documentation, specific documentation
outlining and summarizing model limitations (i.e.,
once the model is stable) with regard to the given
context should be provided.

Depending on the degree of automation and
extent of the software products used, the tooling
infrastructure itself constitutes an artifact. Soft-
ware tools like an inference engine (Pearl, 2019;
Hünermund and Bareinboim, 2023) are essential,
enabling components of CausalOps. This central
module enables the transformation of a query
(provided in a suitable format) into an estimate.
Depending on their capabilities, the maturity and

quality of a causal model may be subject to
changes. Therefore, each version of a model needs
to be associated with the individual tools (and
their respective versions) used to allow a sound
argumentation of insufficiencies or success in the
model application.

Elicitation Report Documentation of individ-
ual and group decisions documenting the creation
history of a causal model.

Intention: Basis for preparing and conducting
elicitations, for collecting data, and for a seamless
CausalOps documentation.
Entity: Moderator

Database Collection of all relevant data which is
associated with the causal model.

Intention: Foundation for model parametrization
in expert-driven workflows and model learning,
and parametrization in data-driven and hybrid
workflows.
Entity: Domain Expert, Data Engineer

Knowledgebase Collection of all relevant knowl-
edge (e.g., documents, third-party artifacts) that
is associated with the causal model.
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Intention: Serves as the secondary output of elic-
itation meetings and enables model construction
and documentation.
Entity: Domain Expert, Knowledge Engineer

Model Documentation Documentation of all
model parameters and associated causal mecha-
nisms, including their metainformation.

Intention: Fundamental information about model
elements to enable the implementation and appli-
cation of a causal model.
Entity: Knowledge Engineer, Domain Expert

Causal Model The central artifact of CausalOps
represented as a mathematical model.

Intention: Main product.
Entity: Knowledge Engineer

Executable Model Accompanying artifact that
represents an inferable instantiation (e.g., software
representation) of the underlying causal model.

Intention: Basic artifact to operationalize (i.e.,
infer) and use a causal model.
Entity: Knowledge Engineer, Developer

Specific Documentation Compilation of
restrictions and characteristics of the causal
model.

Intention: Summarizes the current limits of the
causal model and complements the given context.
Entity: Knowledge Engineer

Tooling Infrastructure Set of relevant tools to
enable the creation, inference, testing, monitoring,
and management of causal models.

Intention: Enables the production and applica-
tion of causal models.
Entity: Developer

3.4.3 Test

A technical verification and validation (V&V)
report is the central outcome of the test stage.
It documents the technical insufficiencies of the
developed model with regard to the context,
requirements, and generic quality aspects. There-
fore, it acts as the foundation to plan a release and
publish a technical sound product.

Tech. V&V report Summary of all technical
model evaluation activities.

Intention: Serves as a certificate that the causal
model is developed with regard to generic qual-
ity aspects and complies with the model-specific
requirements.
Entity: Knowledge Engineer, Developer

3.4.4 Publish

Depending on the overall iteration of the
CausalOps lifecycle or inner iterations (e.g., model
creation or software infrastructural changes) a
release configuration needs to be defined. It allows
consistent operational use of a causal model. This
artifact enables the management of different mod-
els with the same context or a composition of a
model based on different but semantically related
sub-models.

Release Configuration Consistent description
of compatible versions of the database, knowledge
base, and other versioned documentation with
regard to the current version of the causal model.

Intention: Enables the traceability and versioning
of a causal model.
Entity: Developer

3.4.5 Operate

The primary artifact of this stage is a practi-
cal verification and validation report. While its
technical counterpart only considers generic, use
case-independent aspects, this report summarizes
a model’s capability to address the given con-
text and use case. It is the outcome of the
initial productive usage of a causal model after
its publication. In addition, a summary of current
errors encountered with the tooling infrastruc-
ture is given by a bug report. Both artifacts are
unique and associated with a causal model release
configuration.

Practical V&V report Summary of all practi-
cal model evaluation activities with regard to the
use case.

Intention: Serves as an evaluation of a model’s
suitability to address all needs for productive use.
Entity: User

Bug report Summary of all known technical
bugs and tool inconsistencies.
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Intention: Serves as documentation to improve
the associated tooling infrastructure of a causal
model.
Entity: User, Developer

3.4.6 Monitor

This stage generates artifacts that support an
increment of the CausalOp lifecycle. Performance
logs are used to track the operational efficiency of
tools (e.g., runtime, memory) and model inference
results (i.e., its outputs). Together with produc-
tive data (i.e., use case-specific data generated or
collected in association with the productive appli-
cation of a causal model), performance logs enable
a continuous improvement of the tooling infras-
tructure (mainly the inference engine) and the
model itself. As a consequence of the operational
performance of a causal model, a set of updated
requirements can be defined. They are the base-
line for a re-iteration of the CausalOps cycle and
enable structured change management.

Performance Logs Collection of performance
data including prediction accuracy and runtime
measurements for employed tools and a causal
model.

Intention: Summary of the technical monitoring
activities which enable the continuous improve-
ment of tools and of the causal model.
Entity: User, Developer

Productive Data Use case-related data that is
generated or collected during the productive appli-
cation of the causal model.

Intention: May serve as an additional source of
knowledge for model development, or as control
data for model evaluation.
Entity: User

Updated Requirements Set of adjusted and
new requirements derived from current model
insufficiencies.

Intention: Serves as the baseline for model
improvement.
Entity: Stakeholder, User

3.4.7 Document

Due to the multidisciplinary nature of CausalOps,
generic process-oriented documentation is
required. The CausalOps documentation serves

as a collection of all model and tool-independent
artifacts. It defines high-level activities and pro-
cesses, terms and quality requirements, notations,
and relations to and processes inherited from
associated organization-specific development
practices. Therefore, it structures the imple-
mentation of CausalOps as a methodology in a
business and process context. Moreover, it defines
activities and processes which will be inherited by
CausalOps and their consequences on the artifact
landscape.

CausalOps Documentation Set of accompa-
nying, model, and tool-independent documenta-
tion. It provides definitions of terms, processes,
specifications of documentation activities, and
quality requirements. It includes generic plans for
project management (e.g., hierarchy, time, and
resources), quality assurance, requirement man-
agement, verification and validation strategies,
and responsibilities.

Intention: Enables an encompassing view of
CausalOps in an organization’s hierarchical devel-
opment context and facilitates a consistent argu-
mentation of all CausalOps activities to third
parties.
Entity: Stakeholder, Project Manager

4 Integration Into Existing
Workflows

This section provides two conceptual examples of
the integration of CausalOps into existing pro-
cesses and the resulting consequences for the
lifecycle model. This section intends to show how
causal engineering can extend established work-
flows in an organization and the implications that
such an approach entails.

4.1 Automotive System Safety

The development of modern vehicles is chal-
lenged by increasing system complexity. A recent
approach besides technical safety (i.e., functional
safety (International Organization for Standard-
ization, 2018)) is to ensure the Safety of the
Intended Functionality (SOTIF) of a vehicle. The
normative regulation ISO 21448 (International
Organization for Standardization, 2022) describes
a set of practices and considerations which need
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Fig. 6 The conceptual model for the integration of CausalOps into existing workflows

to be fulfilled to label a system safe. In the con-
text of safety-driven system development, SOTIF
is only one aspect to evaluate a vehicle. Overar-
ching process models like the V-Model structure
the engineering landscape on a high level (Inter-
national Organization for Standardization, 2018).
They define generic requirements (e.g., documen-
tation activities) which are subsequentially inher-
ited and extended by integrated frameworks like
SOTIF.

In the case of SOTIF, so-called clauses define
the stages of system evaluation, with the goal to
provide a consistent and dependable safety argu-
mentation. A cornerstone thereby is the identifica-
tion and subsequent management of scenarios that
may contribute to potentially hazardous events.
As (Maier et al, 2022) outlines, causal models
can be used to model parts of a System Under
Test (SUT). These models can also be used to
identify potential triggering conditions that may
be safety critical. Therefore, causal models and
their development via CausalOps may be seen as
an integrated methodology to support the SOTIF
evaluation of a SUT. As a consequence, global
requirements of the enclosing engineering pro-
cess and SOTIF particularities are inherited by
CausalOps.

These implications are collected and made
available in the CausalOps documentation (see
Section 3.4) and affect all documentation activities

and artifacts. Moreover, it may result in an expert-
driven approach as the outer process landscape
(i.e., V-Model) heavily relies on domain experts.
Therefore, CausalOps-specific artifacts need to be
linked to the individual engineering activities of
SOTIF (i.e., its clauses). This is needed to guar-
antee a consistent argumentation of causal model
results in the context of a safety argumentation.

CausalOps may extend the set of method-
ologies used to evaluate an autonomous system.
This has direct implications on the internals of
CausalOps:

Affected Artifacts: The context, use case,
and requirements are extended by the SOTIF-
specific goals outlined in the normative clauses of
ISO 21448, and derived from the individual SUT.
The generic documentation is similarly affected by
the quality and documentation guidelines and pro-
cesses inherited from the V-model and ISO 26262.
Due to causal models being only one of the applied
methods to ensure system safety, the results of
already employed approaches (e.g., hazard analy-
sis and risk assessments) define a large part of the
available knowledge base. Moreover, the engineer-
ing and real-life data of a SUT constitute the core
of the database.

Affected Entities: Due to the broader con-
text of guaranteeing system safety, stakeholders
may be the head of the safety department inside
the practicing organization as well as govern-
ment institutions. Participating safety engineers
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become the users who apply causal models to
generate safety-relevant insights. During model
construction, system and safety engineers act as
domain experts to build a suitable causal model.

The left part of Figure 6 shows the abstract
interaction between global safety processes, the
SOTIF framework, and CausalOps as an inte-
grated module. An additional example is given
in Appendix B, providing hands-on experience of
an application of CausalOps in the automotive
domain.

4.2 Manufacturing Industry

In many automated manufacturing processes,
failure detection and forecast are essential
aspects (Kirchhof et al, 2020; Zhu et al, 2017).
Typical production lines are highly complex and
are comprised of a vast variety of sensors and
actuators. Both are densely monitored and result-
ing data is logged. These rich databases allow
a data-driven use of causal models and there-
fore the application of CausalOps as a suitable
methodology to improve production processes.
In the simplest form, only the available data is
used to drive model development. This is enabled
by a variety of algorithms for causal discov-
ery and subsequent parametrization. The focus
of CausalOps internals shifts to data engineers
who preprocess data and developers who establish
and improve suitable end-to-end tools (Grünbaum
et al, 2023). The resulting artifacts (primarily
the executable model) can then be incorporated
into the manufacturing process—either automat-
ically to support production infrastructure and
control processes or to support maintainers by
providing estimates for faulty components. The
resulting forecasts and insights act as drivers
for a continuous improvement of all associated
production processes. For the stand-alone appli-
cation of CauaslOps this may have the following
implications among others:

Affected Artifacts: The executable model
may be fully automatically created by a suitable
tooling infrastructure, which takes processed pro-
duction data as input. A causal model including
an accompanying model documentation may then
be a result derived from an associated database.
Depending on the degree of automation, elicita-
tion processes may only focus on the selection of

data. A subsequent elicitation report may there-
fore only describe the selection criteria for the
algorithms used throughout the tool chain. The
tooling infrastructure focuses on data pipelines,
which provide learning algorithms with prepro-
cessed input. The inference of an executable model
can be automated based on the specific integration
into production. Performance logs and productive
data become a driving aspect for a continuous
improvement of the causal model and extend the
database used for model development.

Affected Entities: The driving entity
for a stand-alone and data-driven application of
CausalOps are developers and data engineers.
They provide the technical infrastructure to auto-
mate causal model creation and use. Domain
experts in the form of manufacturing engineers
and production workers together with knowledge
engineers only provide high-level input for a suit-
able selection of algorithms and data. Further-
more, they are the driving entities to provide
feedback during the test and operation stages.
Users depend on the type of integration of causal
models into the production pipeline. The primary
users may be system engineers and maintainers in
the context of fault diagnosis. The right part of
Figure 6 shows the integration of CausalOps as a
stand-alone methodology to continuously improve
manufacturing processes.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we showed a first draft of a lifecycle
model for the continuous development and main-
tenance of causal models, called CausalOps We
presented influencing concepts of related domains,
established frameworks like DevOps and MLOps,
and transdisciplinary engineering, which form the
theoretical foundation of this work.

Our main contribution is providing a basic
vocabulary, a conceptual lifecycle model for causal
engineering, an overview of involved entities, their
roles within different facets of our framework,
and resulting work products. Finally, we presented
pointers to an application in practice.

For a widespread application and subsequent
industrialization of causal engineering, the chal-
lenges outlined in this article remain. These
include developing automated model verification
and validation techniques, software tools to sup-
port expert-driven development, or a process
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framework to enable and guide organizations in
implementing causal engineering at scale.

Technical aspects of causal models, like the
tractable calculation of counterfactual queries,
and practical challenges like the efficient train-
ing and education of an organization’s diverse
workforce, or the procedural integration of a new
method in existing workflows, are areas of ongoing
research.

Causal probabilistic graph-based models can
be used as powerful tools to capture and under-
stand complex relationships, but the challenge of
developing best practices and reliable guidelines
on how to employ them efficiently and effectively
remains.

We hope CausalOps can serve as a concep-
tual starting point to harmonize the development
and application of causal models across differ-
ent domains and act as a catalyst for the rapid
maturation of causal engineering.
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Appendix A Vocabulary

The following set of definitions forms the basic
vocabulary relevant for this article and is based
on existing literature (e.g, (Pearl, 2009; Koller and
Friedman, 2009; Schölkopf et al, 2017; Hernan and
Robins, 2023)):

Node A node represents a distinct, fundamental
element of a graph. It is the representative of a
cause or effect depending on its relative position
in the graph.
Edge An edge is a fundamental element of a
graph typically represented as a (directed) line
that connects two nodes. It indicates that a dis-
tinct regime couples these nodes and symbolizes
an underlying association (e.g., correlation or cau-
sation) between them.
Causal Mechanism A causal mechanism spec-
ifies the interaction between one or more causes
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and a resulting effect. Depending on the frame-
work used it may be formalized as a regime or
in the form of (structural) assignments (i.e., in
SCMs).
Causal Structure A causal structure (also
called a causal graph or diagram) is the graph-
ically (implied) representation of a set of causal
mechanisms. A causal structure is often visual-
ized as a directed, acyclic graph where cause and
effect entities form the set of nodes.
Causal Model A causal model consists of a set
of causal mechanisms and their implied causal
structure, and defines the mathematically formal-
ized instantiation of a modeled problem. For the
formal definition of a causal model as considered
in this article see (Pearl, 2009, Definition 7.1.6).
Executable Model An executable model is the
implementation of a causal model as a software
product or in a suitable exchange format. It allows
a tool-based utilization of a causal model.
Query A query describes a question relevant to
a modeled problem domain. It is formalized in a
suitable query language and is valid for a specific
causal model.
Estimate An estimate is the (numeric) answer to
a query derived from a causal model.
Inference Inference describes the calculation of
an estimate for a given query based on a causal
model.
Context A context defines a set of high-level
information for a causal model’s applicability and
additional a priori known expectations about the
problem domain. It defines the rationale and
background of a model.
Requirements The requirements (RQs) define a
set of verifiable specifications that need to be
expressed by a causal model as well as strategies
to evaluate them (e.g., validation strategy, consis-
tency checks). Requirements may include metrics
and thresholds to assess a model’s quality with
regard to data.
Use case A use case describes the intended use
and goals of a model’s application. It makes use of
the context and defines desired insights from the
model used to solve the problem at hand.
Causal modeling Causal modeling describes
the activity of causal model creation. It can be
either data-driven (i.e., reliant on algorithms and
existing data of the problem domain), knowledge-
driven (i.e., reliant on human expertise), or hybrid

(i.e., a combination of algorithms and domain
expert knowledge).
Causal engineering Causal engineering
describes the process of developing and utilizing
causal probabilistic graphical models to address
a business use case with different stakeholders
involved. CausalOps is an associated reference
lifecycle framework that formalizes entities and
artefacts involved in causal engineering.

Appendix B Automotive
Example

This section presents practical experiences within
the research project HolmeS³ funded by the
”Bavarian State Ministry of Economic Affairs,
Regional Development and Energy” (STMWI).

In order to illustrate an iteration of CausalOps
we refer to the integration example given in
Section 4.1 and substantiate it via an exemplary
validation of a hypothetical Advanced Driver
Assistance System (ADAS) in the context of the
SOTIF. We consider the use case of ensuring
the safety of an Emergency Brake Assist (EBA)
as a simple, comprehensible, high-level example
throughout this section. A comprehensive dis-
cussion of an EBA is beyond the scope of this
work. Interested readers are referred to the tech-
nical standard ISO 22839 (ISO/TC 204 Intelligent
transport systems, 2013) for extensive information
about requirements for a deployable EBA.

Using causal models as a virtual proving
ground, an evaluation of an EBA might be
addressed by CausalOps in the following way:

Arrange: An automotive manufacturer
requesting the validation of an EBA takes the
role of a stakeholder. During the arrange phase, a
project manager is entrusted by the stakeholder
with the creation of a causal model and the
derivation of safety-relevant insights (i.e., the use
case).

Firstly, the project manager collects the stake-
holder’s requirements and defines the automotive
system’s context (e.g., German highways only).
For an EBA, one requirement may be that under
certain circumstances (i.e., within its specifica-
tions) the system has to guarantee that crashes
are sufficiently mitigated. Secondly, the project
manager organizes consultations between domain
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experts, the designated moderator, and the knowl-
edge engineers. In order to model the EBA
behavior correctly, domain experts from the entire
functional chain (i.e., spanning sense, plan, and
act activities of the EBA) are required. Sen-
sor experts may contribute by specifying how
weather conditions influence the detection of rel-
evant objects (e.g., pedestrians or cars) ahead
of the equipped vehicle, while engineers focusing
on motion planning enrich the model by pro-
viding causal relations between factors like the
relative speed between the equipped vehicle and a
detected object, or the activation thresholds of the
system. Moreover, physicists may provide infor-
mation about the influence of the road’s friction on
the breaking behavior of the EBA-equipped vehi-
cle. A moderator provides a collaborative working
environment including tools like real or virtual
whiteboards, or dedicated software required for
a knowledge elicitation process (e.g., (Nyberg
et al, 2021)). Agendas for elicitation meetings are
defined in order to specify the relevant nodes,
edges, mechanisms, and probability distributions
for the causal model.

Create: The derivation, collection, and doc-
umentation of knowledge are part of the create
phase. In each of the following steps, the knowl-
edge engineers have to decide whether to use data
or expert knowledge for the creation of the causal
model. For the running example, an expert-driven
approach to derive a rudimentary model is fol-
lowed first. Here, the initial step may focus on
extracting the nodes, and thereby the causal vari-
ables of a model from domain knowledge. Possible
questions for an initial expert interview round
could be:

• What are possible hazardous behaviors of an
EBA?

• What are potential causes for known functional
insufficiencies?

As a result, the domain experts may suggest that
rain and fog are essential environmental param-
eters that affect the triggering conditions of an
EBA and should be included in the set of relevant
parameters. Next, edges between available nodes
can be defined either by causal discovery algo-
rithms (Vowels et al, 2022) or by domain experts.
Finally, probability distributions and causal mech-
anisms are specified and used to complete an
initial version of the causal model.

We experienced that these interviews are
highly fruitful, as group discussions (i.e., as part
of a moderated elicitation process) enable one
to address relevant parameter constellations that
might otherwise have been missed early on (i.e.,
due to the split into different business units and
their respective competency areas in practice). It
should be noted that finding relevant nodes is a
creative process. Therefore, a moderator needs to
be familiar with group creativity techniques like
brainstorming, and able to re-align discussions if
required. The participation of multiple experts
from one domain, and also across domains, should
be pursued in these interviews, as model creation
might be significantly improved. In subsequent,
iterative model-refinement sessions dealing with
the specification of edges, causal mechanisms, and
probability distributions, single-expert interviews
proved valuable.

Furthermore, an early grouping of experts with
similar expertise (e.g, covering various, relevant
sensing technologies like RADAR or LiDAR) to
specify parts of the functional chain (e.g., sensor
data fusion, trajectory planning) helped to iden-
tify missing expertise for the EBA use case for
subsequent modeling activities.

The implicit history of the models’ creation
detailed above, including participating domain
experts, questions asked, rationales and datasets
given, and algorithms used, is part of the elic-
itation report. Provided insights, discussion pro-
tocols, and pointers to relevant literature are
collected as part of the knowledge base. Storing
the causal relations in a DAG exchange format
facilitates the transformation from a causal model
to an executable model. Moreover, this allows
for visualization of the current graphical struc-
ture of the causal model and allows a utilization
by established graph processing software such as
GraphViz1, NetworkX2.

Test: If proper tooling is available, the test
stage can be conducted automatically, similar to
continuous integration pipelines in the field of SW
development. Tests for the executable model can
be configured in the manner of unit tests by pro-
viding verifiable causal assumptions (Grünbaum

1https://graphviz.org
2https://networkx.org
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et al, 2023). In this phase, developers and knowl-
edge engineers typically collaborate to trans-
form the causal expectations provided by domain
experts (e.g., intense rain increases crash like-
lihood) into automatically executable tests. A
model is considered stable if all requirements are
met and all tests evaluating technical qualities are
passed.

Publish: In the case of the running exam-
ple, the outer SUT development milestones may
influence the iterations of the CausalOps lifecycle.
The stakeholder provides due dates and maturity
requirements of intermediate deliverables. Publi-
cation in this context can be considered as an
ongoing release. In the example above, a release
covering available artifacts (e.g., elicitation pro-
tocols, knowledge base, and the current version
of the executable model) may be requested after
every expert elicitation meeting. For instance, fol-
lowing a first interview round, the stakeholder
may be provided with a list of environmental con-
ditions such as rain and fog which, by expert
definition, may contribute to a potentially haz-
ardous behavior of the EBA system. Subsequently,
after the second interview round, combinations
of parameters representing causal sub-structures
(and therefore autonomous mechanisms) in the
causal graph can be provided to the stakeholder.
Moreover, in combination with the intermediate
causal model, estimates based on simple queries
may provide first insights into safety-critical phe-
nomena (Koopmann et al, 2022). For instance, one
such result may show how rain and fog influence
the distance at which the EBA is activated, which
in turn influences the likelihood of a collision.

Operate: The operate stage is used to extract
safety-relevant parameter constellations from the
causal model (use case). This can be done by for-
mulating queries that can be interpreted by spe-
cialized software (i.e., a causal inference engine).
For the running example, a potential query could
be ”What is the probability of a collision if the
values of fog and rain are simultaneously changed
to a certain level?”. The result of multiple such
queries may be aggregated and provides indica-
tors for potential triggering conditions resulting in
unsuccessful emergency braking. Moreover, com-
binations of parameter values that constitute a
potentially challenging test case (e.g., a corner

case) for the EBA can be extracted from the
model (Maier et al, 2022).

Monitor: The monitor phase involves ongoing
performance monitoring of the EBA causal model,
using collected data and knowledge to identify
areas for improvement. Inference results of the
causal model may show that, depending on the
daytime, model estimates diverge from the results
of simulation tests. into distance at activation to
the causal model. To address this in an iteration
of CausalOps, these insights are included either in
the practical V & V report or in the bug report
if results can be attributed to inference software
insufficiencies.

Document: The generic documentation
serves as a reference for all development and
application efforts. It enables involved organiza-
tions to implement a consistent and systematic
approach to ADAS system development based
on causal models and allows an attributable
integration into existing processes (e.g. SOTIF,
or ASPICE3). For the running example, the
generic documentation needs to outline how these
accompanying guidelines are addressed by causal
engineering and by CausalOps in particular. All
of the activities above are summarized and can be
used to update an initial set-up model card, which
can be used as a starting point for a potential
re-iteration of CausalOps.
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