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ABSTRACT

Estimating causal effects among different events is of great
importance to critical fields such as drug development. Nev-
ertheless, the data features associated with events may be dis-
tributed across various silos and remain private within re-
spective parties, impeding direct information exchange be-
tween them. This, in turn, can result in biased estimations
of local causal effects, which rely on the characteristics of
only a subset of the covariates. To tackle this challenge, we
introduce an innovative disentangle architecture designed to
facilitate the seamless cross-silo transmission of model pa-
rameters, enriched with causal mechanisms, through a com-
bination of shared and private branches. Besides, we intro-
duce global constraints into the equation to effectively miti-
gate bias within the various missing domains, thereby elevat-
ing the accuracy of our causal effect estimation. Extensive
experiments conducted on new semi-synthetic datasets show
that our method outperforms state-of-the-art baselines.

Index Terms— Causal Inference, Cross-silo Transfer,
Privacy protection, Heterogeneous Data.

1. INTRODUCTION

Causal inference entails the reasoning about relationships be-
tween events from data, of which the primary objective is to
investigate the impact of interventions on events, establishing
genuine causal relationships while avoiding spurious correla-
tions [1–4]. For instance, assessing the influence of different
medications on patient prognosis [5] or examining the effect
of socioeconomic factors on youth employment [6].

In practical scenarios, the data is often dispersed across
different silos, requiring a federated approach to estimate
causal relationships due to privacy constraints [7–10]. How-
ever, differences in data feature dimensions and sample sizes
across silos can introduce local biases when estimating causal
effects, such as variations in medical records across differ-
ent hospitals for the same patient. Our aim is to develop a
cross-silo causal inference model that works with local data,
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adapting to variations in feature space and sample size while
addressing privacy concerns to some extent.

Related works Recent years have seen the emergence of ma-
chine learning methods for estimating various causal effects
[11–15]. In single domains, these methods often rely on ex-
tensive experimentation and observations with similar spa-
tial distribution of data dimensions [16–18]. Inductive ap-
proaches such as FlextNet [19] leverage structural similarities
among latent outcomes for causal effect estimation. HTCE
[20] aids in estimating causal effects in the target domain
with assistance from source domain data, but it is limited to
specific source and target domains. FedCI [21] and Causal-
RFF [22] primarily focus on scenarios where different parties
have the same data feature dimensions. In summary, research
on cross-silo causal inference accounting for heterogeneous
feature dimensions remains unexplored as of now.

Our method In light of this, we propose FedDCI that ad-
vances cross-silo causal inference by promoting proper causal
information sharing. Specifically, we employ the shared
branch to extract causal information with consistent dimen-
sions across silos and update their model parameters through
server aggregation. Additionally, the specific branch captures
client-specific causal information, facilitating the exchange of
relevant causal information among different clients through
forward and backward propagation, thereby promoting lo-
cal causal effect estimation. Furthermore, we constrain the
model parameters of local shared branch in proximity to the
aggregated model parameters. This constraint helps mitigate
biases in local causal effects arising from feature heterogene-
ity. Our contributions are:
• We propose a disentangle framework for joint causal effect
estimation, accommodating various causal networks for en-
hanced flexibility. Besides, we design specific constraints for
each disentangle module to reduce the estimation bias.
• We propose an optimization strategy to train the disentan-
gle network. Besides, we establish theories showing that our
strategy admits asymptotic convergence.
• We have extensively evaluated our approach using semi-
synthetic datasets, where the results show that our method
outperforms state-of-the-art baselines.
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2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Problem Setting

We consider there are K parties and each with a local dataset
Dk = (xk, yk, wk). xk = [xs,k, xp,k] denotes covariates in-
cluding the shared one xs,k and specific one xp,k. wk is a
binary or continuous treatment, and yk signifies outcomes.
Besides, we consider the features are heterogeneous between
different parties as dim(xi) ̸= dim(xj) for any two parties i
and j, where dim(·) denotes dimensionality.

2.2. Framework of Design

In the realm of causal inference, the concept of causal effects
is frequently employed to describe the magnitude of outcomes
for patients (with covariate x) when comparing the predic-
tions under a no-treatment scenario (T=0) to those under a
treatment scenario (T=1). The two distinct outcomes result-
ing from the presence or absence of treatment are referred to
as Potential Outcomes (POs). The other outcome(µ1) of POs
can be obtained by adding the size of the causal effect(τ ) to
one of the outcomes(µ0), denoted as (µ1 = µ0 + τ). Con-
sequently, POs share a common underlying structure. On
one hand, this shared structure ensures that individuals under
different intervention conditions exhibit similar characteris-
tics before the intervention begins, thus mitigating the impact
of selection bias. On the other hand, this shared structure
provides a framework for connecting non-iid data observed
across multiple domains to underlying causal relationships.
Therefore, the shared structure among POs plays a pivotal
role in estimating causal effects. Consequently, exploring
how to leverage the shared structure among POs for cross-
domain causal effect estimation is a critical research question.
To this end, we aim to achieve the following objectives:
•To enhance the causal effect estimation in each target do-
main using data from shared dimensions across multiple do-
mains, even when the dimensions of covariate X may differ
across source domains.
•To allow each client to keep their data locally and perform
model training for causal effect estimation on their own.
Our objective function is:

min
ω

∑ 1

N
Lk(ω, θ, τ), τ := E[Y (1)− Y (0)|X = x] (1)

where Lk is the local loss in the k-th client and τ is the ex-
pectation of the local causal effect. xk is the covariates of the
model inputs, and Y (0)/Y (1) denotes the output in the case
of treatment T = 0/1. ω and θ denote the model parameters
of causal inference.

2.3. Model Architecture for Cross-silo Causal Inference

Data Encoder For any client, although the covariates xk

have different distributions p(xs,k)/p(xp,k) across differ-
ent clients, they share the same task objective y (causal
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Fig. 1. Illustration of our framework. In the local train-
ing phase, shared information is communicated to the private
branch. During the aggregation stage, the shared model is up-
loaded to the server for model aggregation.

effect inference). Therefore, our goal is to extract interme-
diate representations of the target task zs,k = ϕs,k(xs,k)
and zp,k = ϕp,k(xp,k) from different clients. Specif-
ically, we decompose the local objective p(y|xp,k, xs,k)
into p(y|zs,k, zp,k), p(zs,k|xs,k) and p(zp,k|xp,k). To max-
imize the information contained in zs,k/zp,k, we aim to
bring the posterior distributions p(zs,k|xs,k) and p(zp,k|xp,k)
closer to the distribution p(z∗), where z∗ = ϕ(x∗) and
x∗,k = [xs,k, xp,k] to include as much dimensional informa-
tion as possible. The loss function as:

Lek = min
θs,k

Ex∼p(xs)

[
lKL

(
p(xs,k)p(zs,k|xs,k; θs,k)∥p(z∗,k)

)]
+min

θp,k
Ex∼p(xp)

[
lKL

(
p(xp,k)p(zp,k|xp,k; θp,k)∥p(z∗,k)

)]
where, lKL(·) is the KL loss function, θs,k is shared encoder
parameter and θp,k is specific encoder parameter.
Prediction Model As shown in Figure 1, the prediction
model includes a specific branch that infers causal relation-
ships from local features, and a shared branch processes com-
mon features. For the k-th client, Fl(·) is a function of layer
l, and zs,kl and zp,kl represent the shared and private features
of layer l, respectively. The initial layers use all feature space
data to compute zp,k1 , while the shared branch uses shared
features for zs,k1 . Intermediate specific feature, denoted as
zp,kl , combines the outputs of previous layers from both spe-
cific and shared branches, given by zp,kl = F p

l [z
p,k
l−1, z

s,k
l−1],

and intermediate shared layers zs,kl depend solely on the pre-
vious shared layer. For example, zs,kl = F s

l [z
s,k
l−1]. In the

final layer, MLPs are employed to model dimension-1 POs
(µ0 and µ1). The loss function is:

Lwk
= TklMSE(yk, µ1)− (1−Tk)lMSE(yk, µ0)+∥wc−wk∥22

accounts for treatment (w), observed outcomes (yk), and con-
textual weights (server weigthts wc and local weights wk).



lMSE(·) represents MSE Loss for continuous or BCE Loss for
binary prediction, Tk denotes the probability of intervention,
and ∥ωc − ωk∥22 is a global constraint.

2.4. Optimization Strategy

We use a global training method (Figure 1) that switches be-
tween global and local phases. In the local phase, we pro-
cess data Dk to create shared zs,k and private zp,k represen-
tations ❶. Shared features zs,k are common across domains❷
and support cross-silo conditional average treatment effect
(CATE) estimation. They go into the shared branch, and con-
catenated zk = [zs,k, zp,k] go into specific branches❸. As
training progresses, information from the shared branch trans-
fers to the specific branches❹, and their outputs estimate PO-
based CATE❺. After each round, shared structures are ex-
tracted from data domains via ωk aggregation at the server,
with global ωc returning to enhance information transfer to
the specific branches❻.

3. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the convergence of our approach,
which includes a shared branch and specific branches. Model
weights on the central server are denoted as ωc

t , and client pa-
rameters are ωk

t = {ωp,k
t , ωs,k

t }, with ωp,k
t for private branch

and ωs,k
t for shared branch. Our convergence analysis is based

on the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. Non-convexity and L-Lipschitz Smoothness of
Objective Function Lωk

:

∥Lωk
(ωk

t+1)− Lωk
(ωk

t )− ⟨∇Lωk
(ωk

t ), ω
k
t+1 − ωk

t ⟩∥

≤ β

2
∥ωk

t − ωk
t+1∥2 (2)

Assumption 2. Polyak-Lojasiewicz Property of ωs,k
t or ωp,k

t :

∥∇Lωk
(ωk

t )∥2 ≥ µ(Lωk
(ωk

t )− Lωk
(ωk,∗)) (3)

Additionally, when the local loss functions Lωk
satisfy the

Polyak-Lojasiewicz condition with a positive parameter l, it
implies that Lωk

(ω)−Lωk
(ω∗) ≤ 1

2l∥∇Lωk
(ω)∥2, where ω∗

denotes the optimal solution.

Theorem 1. Assuming the validity of assumptions 1, and
given that ∥∇Lωk

(ωs,k
t )∥2 ≤ A2, ∥∇Lωk

(ωp,k
t )∥2 ≤ B2,

and ξ =
√

2M
βT (A+B)2 , where Lωk

(ω1)− Lωk
(ωT ) ≤ M , we

can demonstrate the following convergence:

min
t

Et∼T ∥∇Lωk
(ωs,k

t )∥2 ≤ 2(A+B)

√
Mβ

2T
(4)

Under these conditions, if both ωs,k
t and ωp,k

t are smooth,
the process can achieve proximity to critical points when the
complexity is O( 1√

T
).

Theorem 2. Moreover, when the Polyak-Lojasiewicz condi-
tion is satisfied, we obtain the following convergence bound:

Lωk
(ωs,k

T+1)− Lωk
(ωs,∗) ≤ 2(A+B)

µ

√
Mβ

2T
(5)

Where, ωs,∗ represents the optimal model parameters.

4. EXPERIMENTS

4.1. Semi-synthetic Dataset

To evaluate causal effects, we employ semi-synthetic datasets
due to the inherent limitation of not being able to simultane-
ously observe both counterfactuals and true causal effects for
covariates. While existing literature has established bench-
marks for domain-specific CATE [23, 24], there is no stan-
dardized benchmark for heterogeneous CATE across multi-
ple domains. To address this gap, we extend the framework
of heterogeneous transfer learning introduced by Bica [20] to
cross-silo data heterogeneity, allowing us to establish latent
connections among distinct domain data. Let xk represent
patient features from the k-th client dataset, where ds,k and
dp,k denote the features of all dimensions in xs,k and Xp,k

respectively. We propose a concise method for constructing a
multi-domain semi-synthetic dataset:

Yk = ϵk + [
α

K

K∑
j=1

ds,j∑
i=1

(ωs,j
i xs,j

i )/ds,j+ (6)

(1− α)[

dp,k∑
i=1

β(ωp,k
i xp,k

i )/dp,k + (1− β)

dk∑
i=1

(ωk
i x

k
i )/d

k]]

The output Yk of the POs for the k-th client relies on both
the specific data xk

i and the shared data xs,j across all do-
mains. α controls the shared structural information propor-
tion between domains in terms of Potential Outcomes (POs),
while β regulates within-domain shared structural informa-
tion in terms of POs. Stochasticity is introduced by setting
ωs,k
i , ωp,k

k , ωk
i ∼ N (−10, 10) and ϵk ∼ N (0, 0.01). For each

client, considering different Xk values correspond to different
treatments, and we allocate treatments using a Bernoulli dis-
tribution: P (W |X) ∼ Bernoulli(γ(Y (1) − Y (0))), where
γ is the Sigmoid function.

4.2. Benchmarks Comparison

Datasets The Twins dataset has 11,400 twin pairs with 39
variables, commonly used for causal inference. The IHDP
dataset assesses interventions for preterm infants with 747
samples and 25 covariates.
Metric CATE measures treatment impact on individuals in
causal inference, while PEHE represents its error.
We conducted a comprehensive study on PEHE within
the FedDCI framework. Using both ”twins” and ”IHDP”



Table 1. Results on the twins dataset
Method The error of CATE The error of ATE

5
clients

10
clients

15
clients

5
clients

10
clients

15
clients

TarNet
0.46

(±0.02)
0.25

(±0.01)
0.37

(±0.01)
0.30

(±0.01)
0.05

(±0.02)
0.21

(±0.02)

TNet
0.66

(±0.01)
0.26

(±0.01)
0.49

(±0.04)
0.47

(±0.02)
0.09

(±0.01)
0.34

(±0.01)

SNet
0.45

(±0.03)
0.26

(±0.01)
0.53

(±0.01)
0.18

(±0.01)
0.09

(±0.01)
0.38

(±0.01)

DRLearner
0.41

(±0.02)
0.27

(±0.02
0.57

(±0.01)
0.18

(±0.02)
0.11

(±0.01)
0.45

(±0.01)

PWLearner
0.39

(±0.01)
0.27

(±0.02)
0.59

(±0.01)
0.16

(±0.01)
0.10

(±0.01)
0.47

(±0.00)

RALearner
0.45

(±0.01)
0.27

(±0.03)
0.63

(±0.01)
0.25

(±0.01)
0.11

(±0.01)
0.52

(±0.01)

CausalRFF
0.53

(±0.01)
0.61

(±0.03)
1.18

(±0.01)
0.15

(±0.00)
0.47

(±0.01)
0.13

(±0.01)

FedCI
0.46

(±0.03)
0.57

(±0.03)
1.05

(±0.01)
0.08

(±0.02)
0.12

(±0.02)
0.18

(±0.01)

FedDCI
0.34

(±0.01)
0.25

(±0.01)
0.29

(±0.01)
0.12

(±0.01)
0.04

(±0.01)
0.11

(±0.02)

datasets, we explored Non-IID data scenarios, evaluating
PEHE and ATE. We compared FedDCI with benchmark
methods, ensuring fairness by setting α and β to 0.5.
Result 1: Experimental performance of twins for non-
independently and identically distributed data

FedDCI shines in handling Non-Identically Distributed
(Non-IID) data, as seen in Table 1. It excels in extracting
valuable insights from diverse client data, combining shared
and unique attributes. Through astute aggregation of model
features, it effectively uncovers individual client-specific in-
formation patterns, leading to a more refined understanding
of causal relationships in this complex context.
Result 2: Experimental performance of IHDP for non-
independently and identically distributed data
We present a summary of the experimental outcomes con-
ducted on the semi-synthetic dataset IHDP using the for-
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Fig. 2. This experiment analysed the effect of α on PEHE
and ATE metrics in the case of sample size noniid versus in
the case of sample size, sample characteristics both non-iid.

Table 2. Results on the IHDP dataset
Method The error of CATE The error of ATE

5
clients

10
clients

15
clients

5
clients

10
clients

15
clients

TarNet
1.00

(±0.02)
1.35

(±0.08)
1.58

(±0.09)
0.54

(±0.03)
1.07

(±0.02)
1.23

(±0.09)

TNet
1.12

(±0.08)
1.90

(±0.01)
1.57

(±0.08
0.64

(±0.06)
1.32

(±0.07)
1.12

(±0.01)

SNet
1.28

(±0.07)
1.59

(±0.02)
1.19

(±0.03)
0.77

(±0.04)
1.07

(±0.01)
0.71

(±0.05)

DRLearner
1.28

(±0.02)
1.19

(±0.05)
1.17

(±0.05)
0.94

(±0.08)
0.92

(±0.04)
0.57

(0.08)

PWLearner
1.00

(±0.01)
1.34

(±0.01)
1.29

(±0.01)
0.72

(±0.05)
1.04

(±0.08)
0.66

(±0.01)

RALearner
1.08

(±0.04)
1.22

(±0.09)
1.20

(±0.04)
0.66

(±0.06)
0.99

(±0.09)
0.75

(±0.05)

CausalRFF
1.39

(±0.09)
1.29

(±0.04)
1.52

(±0.07)
0.95

(±0.05)
0.87

(±0.09)
0.99

(±0.08)

FedCI
1.42

(±0.03)
1.13

(±0.06)
1.17

(±0.03)
0.41

(±0.02)
0.82

(±0.03)
0.70

(±0.01)

FedDCI
0.96

(±0.05)
1.18

(±0.03)
1.04

(±0.01)
0.55

(±0.01)
0.75

(±0.01)
0.61

(±0.02)

mulation referenced as Eq. 6. The results are presented in
Table 2. Our experimentation encompassed two key aspects.
Firstly, we conducted training within a federated framework,
which allowed us to retain the dataset locally and minimize
the risks associated with privacy breaches. Secondly, we ex-
tended our evaluation to a spatially heterogeneous federated
setting, focusing on cross-silo causal effects.

4.3. Impact of Shared Ratio on Potential Outcomes

FedDCI outperforms baseline methods on the IHDP dataset
(Table 2), excelling in predicting CATE with lower error rates
across clients. When considering ATE, FedDCI maintained
consistent errors with the baseline, confirming its reliability.

For diverse client datasets (non-iid features), FedDCI
adapted well. Figure 2 demonstrates that in IID data, vary-
ing α affected the single-branch network TNet more than
in Non-IID data. FedDCI showed superior adaptability to
different α values with lower PEHE scores and smoother
curves. Importantly, it consistently achieved lower ATE er-
rors across various α scenarios, indicating its precision in
capturing cross-silo causal relationships.

5. CONCLUSION

We propose a method for estimating causal effects across di-
verse domains in a heterogeneous space. Our approach en-
hances causal effect estimation in the target domain by lever-
aging inter-domain correlations from distinct feature spaces
while maintaining data locality. We introduce an improved
flexible disentangle framework that transfers model parame-
ters across domains through shared and private branches, en-
abling us to estimate causal effects across diverse domains.
We conduct extensive experiments over different datasets and
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method.
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APPENDIX
Proof of Convergence Analysis
In this section, we present the convergence analysis of our proposed
optimization process, which is composed of a shared branch and a
specific branch, compared to the traditional FedAvg. We define ωc

t

as the model weights on the central server, and the model parame-
ters on each client are denoted as ωk

t = {ωp,k
t , ωs,k

t }, where ωp,k
t

represents the parameters of the private branch and ωs,k
t represents

the parameters of the shared branch. After each round of server ag-
gregation, the shared branch ωs,k

t is updated from ωc
t . We base our

convergence analysis on the following assumptions. The model pa-
rameters are assumed to be ωk

t = {ωs,k
t , ωp,k

t }.
Let x = ωk

t+1, y = ωk
t and the gradient update be:

ωk
t+1 = ωk

t − η∇Lωk (ω
k
t ) (1)

and ∇Lωk (ω
k
t ) = ∇Lωk (ω

s,k
t ) + Lωk (ω

p,k
t )

According to the smooth assumption, Eq. 1 is obtained by substitut-
ing Eq:

Lωk (ω
k
t+1)− Lωk (ω

k
t ) + ⟨∇Lωk (ω

k
t ), ω

k
t+1 − ωk

t ⟩

≤ β

2
∥ωk

t − ωk
t+1∥2 (2)

If ∥Lωk (ω
s,k
t )∥2 ≤ A and ∥Lωk (ω

p,k
t )∥2 ≤ B then ∥Lωk (ω

k
t )∥2 ≤

A+B, we have:

Lωk (ω
k
t+1)− Lωk (ω

k
t )

+ η⟨∇Lωk (ω
k
t ), (∇Lωk (ω

s,k
t ) +∇Lωk (ω

p,k
t ))⟩ ≤ βη2

2
(A+B)

(3)

Then take an expectation on the value:

E[Lωk (ω
k
t+1)− Lωk (ω

k
t )] + E[η∥∇Lωk (ω

s,k
t ) +∇Lωk (ω

p,k
t ))∥2]

≤ βη2

2
(A+B) (4)

Accumulating from t = 1 to T yields:

E[Lωk (ω
k
T )− Lωk (ω

k
1 )] +

T∑
t=1

E[η∥∇Lωk (ω
s,k
t ) +∇Lωk (ω

p,k
t ))∥2]

≤ βη2T

2
(A+B) (5)

At this point if ∥Lωk (ω
k
T )− Lωk (ω

k
1 )∥ ≤ M can be introduced:

T∑
t=1

∥∇Lωk (ω
s,k
t ) +∇Lωk (ω

p,k
t )∥2 ≤ βηT∥A+B∥2

2
+

M

η

(6)

Also divide by T to obtain:

E∥∇Lωk (ω
s,k
t ) +∇Lωk (ω

p,k
t )∥2 ≤ βη∥A+B∥2

2
+

M

Tη
(7)

Since ∇Lωk (ω
p,k
t ) ≤ B, therefore:

E∥∇Lωk (ω
s,k
t )∥ ≤

√
βη∥A+B∥2

2
+

M

Tη
− E∥∇Lωk (ω

p,k
t )∥

≤

√
βη∥A+B∥2

2
+

M

Tη
(8)

When η =
√
2MβT (A+B)2 is obtained:

min
t

Et∼T ∥∇Lωk (ω
s,k
t )∥2 ≤ 2(A+B)

√
Mβ

2T
(9)

Take Eq.1 in Eq.10, we have:

Lωk (ω
s,k
T+1)− Lωk (ω

s,∗) ≤ 2(A+B)

µ

√
Mβ

2T
(10)
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