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Abstract—Prescriptive Process Monitoring (PresPM) is the sub-
field of Process Mining that focuses on optimizing processes through
real-time interventions based on event log data. Evaluating PresPM
methods is challenging due to the lack of ground-truth outcomes for
all intervention actions in datasets. A generative deep learning ap-
proach from the field of Causal Inference (CI), RealCause, has been
commonly used to estimate the outcomes for proposed intervention
actions to evaluate a new policy. However, RealCause overlooks the
temporal dependencies in process data, and relies on a single CI
model architecture, TARNet, limiting its effectiveness. To address
both shortcomings, we introduce ProCause, a generative approach
that supports both sequential (e.g., LSTMs) and non-sequential
models while integrating multiple CI architectures (S-Learner, T-
Learner, TARNet, and an ensemble). Our research using a simulator
with known ground truths reveals that TARNet is not always the
best choice; instead, an ensemble of models offers more consistent
reliability, and leveraging LSTMs shows potential for improved
evaluations when temporal dependencies are present. We further
validate ProCause’s practical effectiveness through a real-world data
analysis, ensuring a more reliable evaluation of PresPM methods.

Index Terms—Prescriptive Process Monitoring, Evaluation,
Optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Prescriptive Process Monitoring (PresPM) leverages (causal)
machine learning (ML) on event logs to establish policies
for recommending case-specific interventions during business
process executions. These interventions can include managerial
escalations, customer interactions, or discounts, all aimed at
optimizing Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) such as improving
order delivery times or enhancing customer satisfaction scores [6].

Despite their potential, one of the most challenging aspects of
developing PresPM methods is evaluating them. Most methods
rely on historical event logs, which lack counterfactual outcomes,
i.e., the results of intervention actions not taken or recorded.
Method performance has to be estimated, since not every
prescribed action for a test case has been observed. This issue
is known as the fundamental problem of Causal Inference (CI)
[10]. One common way to approximate real-world performance
is by fitting separate models on the historical data to generate
counterfactual outcomes. These outcomes serve as a stand-in for
ground truth when evaluating a PresPM method. This evaluation
approach is extensively used in PresPM, particularly through
the RealCause evaluation method [14]. However, RealCause was
designed for static intervention optimization and does not account
for any temporal dependencies in process data, where the timing,
sequence, and evolution of events can significantly influence
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intervention decisions. Additionally, RealCause relies solely
on a single CI learner architecture, TARNet, which limits its
effectiveness. It may only provide reliable performance estimates
for (parts of) datasets that align with TARNet’s strengths, e.g.,
when causal effects do not extremely differ between units. This
is especially challenging because those strengths depend on
the underlying structure of causal effects in a dataset, which is
inherently unknowable due to the fundamental problem of CI.

To address these limitations, we introduce Procause, a
generative approach designed to estimate performance of PresPM
methods in a realistic setting. ProCause enables evaluation using
either non-sequential or sequential models, such as LSTMs, as the
base model for three key learner architectures from the CI field: S-
Learner, T-Learner, and TARNet. Additionally, ProCause includes
an ensemble method that averages counterfactual outcomes of
these three architectures. This provides a more reliable and less
risky default option for stable evaluation, which is particularly
useful as the fundamental problem of CI, i.e., the absence of
historical counterfactuals, makes it hard to know which learner
architecture is more likely to accurately evaluate. We conduct an
in-depth assessment of ProCause using a simulator with known
ground truths and find that enabling the ensemble option yields
the most accurate evaluation approximations on average. Finally,
we demonstrate the practical application of ProCause through a
real-world data analysis. This involves conducting statistical tests
to assess how well the generated factual outcomes align with
the observed ones. This comprehensive experiment illustrates
the effectiveness of ProCause as a tool for assessing PresPM
methods with more confidence given the ground-truth baseline
experiments align with real-life performance.

The paper is structured as follows. Section II provides
background, and Section III outlines the motivation for ProCause.
Section IV describes the methodology, followed by Sections V
and VI, which cover the experimental setup and results. Section
VII offers a discussion, and Section VIII concludes the paper.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Prescriptive Process Monitoring & Causal Inference
1) General: PresPM is an emerging extension of Process

Mining, a field dedicated to discovering, monitoring, and
improving real-life processes [1]. PresPM advances this goal
by recommending case-specific interventions, aiming to directly
optimize process KPIs. While still in its infancy, the field is
steadily gaining momentum [3], [6], [18], [19].

One key research direction in PresPM involves leveraging
techniques from CI. The objective is to estimate the effect of an
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intervention using offline observational data. This avoids the need
for potentially costly and risky randomized experiments, such as
A/B testing a loan assignment strategy in a bank or setting up
a randomized controlled trial (RCT). Causal effects of interest
may include, for example, the average treatment effect (ATE) at
the population level or the conditional average treatment effect
(CATE) at the subgroup/individual level, which is the quantity of
primary interest in PresPM. Examples of CI-based methodologies
in PresPM can be found in [6], [19], [24]. These approaches
typically adapt CI approaches to the process context, either by
aggregating event data for use with standard CI models [6], or by
leveraging sequential models like LSTMs [24]. Reinforcement
Learning (RL) also offers promising methods for PresPM, but it
typically requires online learning, and is thus beyond the scope
of this study, which focuses on offline observational data.

While observational data offers clear advantages, it also
presents challenges. Since the data reflects an existing policy,
e.g., a bank’s current loan strategy, treatment assignment is not
random, unlike in controlled trials. A non-random treatment
assignment policy can complicate causal estimation. For
example, there may be imbalance between treated and untreated
groups, or confounding variables that simultaneously influence
both treatment and outcome [17]. Consider for instance a bank
offering optional financial literacy workshops (treatment) to
improve loan repayments (outcome); individuals who chose to
attend might already have had a history of responsible financial
behavior, making it difficult to disentangle the workshop’s effect
from pre-existing tendencies (confounders). Confounding has
long been a central concern in studies on CI [5], [17].

2) Causal Inference Learners: CI learners are designed to
address the challenges of observational data in estimating causal
effects. Broadly, they fall into two categories: model-agnostic
and model-based. Model-agnostic learners, or meta-learners,
define general estimation strategies that are independent of the
base model family (e.g., neural networks) they are implemented
with. A common example is the S-learner, which fits a single
model that predicts the outcome using the treatment as an input
in addition to other features. The causal effect is estimated by
predicting the outcome under the different possible treatment
levels. This method works well when treatment effects are simple
or small but can struggle in high-dimensional settings since the
treatment signal in the model is weak. The T-learner, on the other
hand, trains separate models for each treatment level. It performs
well when treatment effects vary significantly across units or
when outcome behavior differs sharply between groups. However,
it can underperform when data for some treatment levels is sparse
[13]. Model-based learners require specific model architectures.
One example is TARNet, a neural network (NN) architecture
that consists of an initial shared representation before branching
into separate output layers for each treatment [17]. This design
blends features of NN-based S- and T-learners: like an S-learner,
it shares information across treatments (in earlier layers),
but like a T-learner, it separates outputs by treatment group.
However, this setup may still perform worse [4], for example
when treatment groups are highly heterogeneous (favoring
T-learners) or severely imbalanced (where S-learners might be
more robust). Figure 1 illustrates the three learners, with NNs
used as the base model for both the S-Learner and T-Learner.
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Fig. 1. S-learner, T-learner, and TARNet architectures using neural networks;
neural network layers are shown in blue.

B. Evaluating Causal Models
A central challenge in applying causal analysis to offline

observational data lies in the evaluation of the model itself.
Consider an observational event log that is split into training
and test sets. After training, the PresPM model may estimate
that intervening at the second event in a test case would
significantly improve the outcome. However, in the observed
data, the intervention actually occurred at the third event. Only
the outcome of this actual intervention, the factual, is available,
while the outcome of the alternative intervention at the second
event remains unobservable, known as the counterfactual. This
limitation is termed the fundamental problem of CI [10].

In the CI literature, two main classes of approaches have been
proposed to address this problem [14]. Both aim to provide access
to a data-generating process (DGP)—the mechanism that specifies
how data is generated in terms of covariates (i.e., observed vari-
ables that describe the units or cases), treatments (interventions
applied), and outcomes—that enables access to ground-truth
counterfactuals for accurate evaluation of causal models.

1) Simulated Ground-Truth Generation: One common ap-
proach is to specify the DGP manually, either by generating every-
thing from scratch or by using real covariates and simulating treat-
ments and outcomes. This has the benefit of known DGPs, which
makes counterfactuals straightforward to generate and allows for
fully accurate evaluations. It also enables complete experimental
control by simply adjusting the DGP. While simulated DGPs are
widely used in CI [5], they are rare in PresPM: to our knowledge,
only two examples exist [7], [24], both are prior works of the
authors, including the simulator used in our experiments below.
Some other works, such as [3], use forms of simulations as well,
but their DGPs rely on existing datasets (and treatment assign-
ment policies), making test counterfactuals possibly inaccurate.
However, simulated DGPs can be unrealistic. Additionally, they
may be unintentionally biased in favor of certain algorithms,
undermining credibility, especially if used to evaluate a newly pro-
posed method. Strong performance on synthetic data does not nec-
essarily generalize to real-world settings [5]. Designing DGPs is
also inherently challenging: they must be simple enough to yield
interpretable results, yet complex enough to pose a meaningful
problem. This balance becomes even harder in sequential settings,
which may explain the scarcity of simulated DGPs in PresPM.

2) Model-Driven Ground-Truth Generation: Another ap-
proach is to fit a separate generative model to real data to generate
counterfactuals to serve as ground truth. This aims to create more
realistic DGPs than purely synthetic setups, while maintaining ex-
perimental control by making the generative model adhere to spec-
ified requirements. Like CI estimators used in PresPM methods,
these generative models often use learner architectures (e.g., TAR-
Net), but instead of estimating intervention effects, they model



the distribution of counterfactuals for evaluating CI estimators. To
avoid confusion, we refer to such external models used for gener-
ating ground truth as evaluators. In CI, several examples follow
this approach [15], [22]. An interesting variant is RealCause [14],
which enables this experimental control due to its easy manipula-
tion of the DGP with ‘knobs’ for confounding, effect heterogene-
ity, and effect scale. What makes RealCause stand out is the thor-
ough validation of the method in the original paper, which places
strong emphasis on the realism of the generated counterfactuals,
supported by extensive statistical testing, and its (partial) focus on
the CATE, the key quantity of interest in PresPM. Other model-
driven evaluation research focuses more on matching user-defined
functions than on realism, and on the ATE rather than the CATE.
For these reasons, RealCause has been extensively used in Pre-
sPM method evaluation [2], [6], [18], [20], [21] where traditional
simulation setups are often too complex as mentioned above. Nev-
ertheless, this approach remains subject to limitations, as the relia-
bility of the evaluation depends on the quality of the fitted model.
If the model fails to accurately estimate counterfactuals or algo-
rithm rankings, the resulting evaluations may be misleading [5].

III. MOTIVATION

A. Current Limitations
Despite the mentioned benefits of RealCause, the method

has two main limitations. First, RealCause relies solely on
multi-layer perceptrons (MLP), which require encoding schemes
for process data, aggregating the sequential information that
exists over time (e.g., aggregation encoding). This can lead
to information loss, particularly in the presence of long-range
dependencies or when event order is crucial [16].

Second, it only implements the TARNet architecture, which
may not yield reliable counterfactual estimates across all
datasets, as described in Section II. More critically, selecting
the most appropriate learner depends on identifying certain data
characteristics (e.g., effect heterogeneity, see Section II), which
is inherently difficult and would require strong assumptions of
the underlying DGP as the individual treatment effects cannot be
observed due to the fundamental problem of CI. For instance, it
is challenging to observe whether the treatment effect is simple
enough for an S-learner or varies significantly across units, which
would favor a T-learner. This challenge is amplified in the context
of PresPM. Existing causal learners have primarily been studied
in static settings, whereas process data is dynamic and temporally
complex. Even if one can identify suitable learners in static
scenarios, this becomes more difficult in sequential contexts. For
example, the timing of a treatment during a business process adds
another layer of complexity for the decision of the learner: strong
causal effect differences may occur not just between individual
cases (which would favor the T-learner), but also within cases
due to effect differences because of treatment timing.

Because of the fundamental problem of CI, evaluation in
PresPM is especially critical. Its reliability and performance
directly shape how PresPM methods are developed, compared,
and trusted. Therefore, the limitations discussed highlight an
opportunity for a more robust evaluation approach.

B. Contributions
Motivated by these concerns, we propose ProCause, a method

for process-aware, realistic and reliable validation of PresPM

methods. Our contributions are as follows:
a) We extend current CI architectures to support both

non-sequential and sequential models, particularly LSTMs.1
b) We extend the evaluation framework introduced by RealCause

using TARNet by incorporating additional CI learners,
specifically S- and T-learners. Crucially, we also combine
these into an ensemble and show that this approach yields
the most reliable evaluation of PresPM methods when little
is known about the underlying DGP. Since selecting the best
learner typically requires assumptions of the DGP due to the
fundamental problem of CI, we demonstrate that the ensemble
offers a robust, low-risk default, as different learners can
better estimate different parts of the distribution of interest.

IV. METHODOLOGY

A. Preliminaries
1) Event Log Data: PresPM research focuses on event log

data, which captures records of process executions. Here, a case
refers to a single instance of a process execution and consists
of a series of events. Each event represents the execution of an
activity and includes three key attributes: a case identifier, the
activity label, and a timestamp. Events may also have additional
attributes, such as the resource performing the activity. A trace
is the sequence of all events within a case. A prefix is any
initial segment of a trace leading up to a particular event in
the trace, representing a partial process execution.

2) Conditional Average Treatment Effect: Let T be a
categorical scalar random variable denoting the treatment, taking
values of the set {0,1,...,K}, where K ≥ 1. Let X be a set
of random variables corresponding to the observed covariates
of a prefix, and let Y be a scalar random variable denoting the
outcome of interest. Furthermore, let Y (t) denote the potential
outcome that would be observed if the treatment were set to
level t. We consider the evaluation of PresPM methods that
estimate the CATE τt,t′(x) between any two treatment levels
of interest t and t′ on a given prefix x, defined as follows:

τt,t′(x)=E[Y (t)−Y (t′) |X=x] (1)

The CATE can be identified from observational data under a
set of strong and inherently untestable assumptions: ignorability,
positivity, consistency, and no interference. For detailed
discussions of these assumptions, we refer the reader to [12].

B. ProCause
We begin by outlining the general setup, which follows the

approach in RealCause at a high-level. We then delve into our
implementations, where the key improvements within ProCause
emerge.

1) General: Generative evaluation approaches like Realcause
aim to approximate the true DGP, represented by the joint
distribution P (X,T,Y ). This joint distribution can be factorized
via ancestral sampling as P (X)→ P (T |X)→ P (Y | T,X).
For evaluation purposes, we can sample P (X) directly from
real (test) data (as in a semi-synthetic setup), then we can
fit generative models for P (T | X), which allows control

1We use LSTMs as a representative sequential model due to their proven
effectiveness in process tasks [16]. While alternatives like transformers exist,
our focus is on demonstrating how any sequential model can be integrated
into the CI evaluation framework.



over the treatment assignment—for example, to vary the
level of confounding. Similarly, we can fit a model to the
outcome distribution P (Y | T,X), enabling the generation
of counterfactual outcomes (given a treatment and prefix) to
evaluate PresPM methods. When needed, we can sample from
the full joint distribution using this ancestral structure.

The generative models take covariates X as input and output
the parameters for a predefined probability distribution type. For
each input prefix X , the models may produce different parame-
ters, though the type of distribution remains fixed. For binary data,
this is typically a Bernoulli distribution, where the model predicts
the mean. For real-valued data, a Gaussian distribution is com-
mon, with the model outputting both the mean and log-variance.
For more complex cases, flexible distributions like sigmoidal
flows can be used [11]. When modeling mixed variables—those
with both discrete and continuous components—a weighted
combination of a continuous distribution and predefined discrete
points is used. While specifying the distribution type in advance
may seem limiting, the flexibility of sigmoidal flows offers a
practical solution when no clear prior knowledge is available.

2) Implementations: This is where our approach diverges
significantly from RealCause. Instead of solely relying on
TARNet as done by RealCause, we also use S-learners and
T-learners to model the outcome distributions. Additionally, we
offer an ensemble option that averages samples from the outcome
distributions estimated by all three learners. Each of these learners
is built using NNs, as displayed in Figure 1. Unlike Realcause,
which offers only one option, users can choose between two
types: MLPs or LSTMs. For the S-learners and T-learners, the
entire network can be composed of either MLPs or LSTMs. In the
case of TARNet, if MLPs are selected, the architecture follows
the RealCause setup, where all layers are MLPs. If LSTMs
are chosen, we modify TARNet by incorporating LSTMs in the
shared representation layers. This allows the model to capture
temporal dependencies in the sequential input data. We then use
MLPs in the subsequent treatment-specific layers, as the temporal
structure has already been encoded by the shared LSTM. Using
LSTMs only in the shared representation layer reduces model
complexity and helps prevent overfitting in the treatment-specific
layers, especially given limited data per treatment group. In
low-data settings, LSTMs can be harder to train and more prone
to overfitting, making simpler architectures more suitable for
these treatment-specific components. For estimating the treatment
assignment distribution P (T |X), we use a separate standard
MLP or LSTM, independent of the choice of CI learner.

V. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

In this section we describe our experimental setup to assess
ProCause’s ability to evaluate PresPM methods. 2 We first
discuss the preprocessing used for all setups. Then we delve
deeper into our simulation setup, which is absolutely necessary to
completely accurately assess performance due to the fundamental
problem of CI. Simulations also allow us to vary key parameters
in the CI setting, such as the level of confounding. However,
since simulations may not reflect real-world complexity, we
complement this with statistical tests on two real-world datasets to
assess the realism of the estimated distributions. Our experiments

2The complete code for these experiments is openly accessible at
https://github.com/JakobDeMoorKULstudent/ProCause.

primarily focus on ProCause’s ability to estimate the outcome
distribution. 3 Like before, we refer to models used to evaluate
PresPM methods as evaluators. Note that while evaluators
for PresPM have been validated before [6], [7], this pipeline
delivers the most comprehensive assessment in PresPM thus far.

A. Preprocessing
Cases are truncated at predefined intervention points, assumed

known as in standard PresPM practice, yielding prefixes that
end just before intervention or, if untreated, at the latest point
to ensure the outcome is also learned under no treatment.
For MLPs, we use last-event encoding for time features and
aggregation encoding for others. LSTMs use tensor encoding
[23], processing full event sequences with case-level features
added at the final layer. Categorical variables are one-hot encoded
(6 most frequent levels and “other”, except for the activity label,
which is uncapped). Continuous features are standardized.

B. Simulator: Accuracy of the Evaluation
We use SimBank as our simulator [7]. While using multiple

simulators would offer more robust results, to the best of our
knowledge, SimBank is the only simulator specifically designed
for PresPM. It models a loan application process in a bank and
has been thoroughly validated. The KPI to optimize is the total
profit made on loans in a test set. We focus on the two most com-
plex interventions in SimBank: setting the correct interest rate (set
interest rate), having the option between 3 levels implemented at
a fixed intervention point, and choosing the right moment to con-
tact HQ (time contact HQ), which adds a crucial timing element.
Details of these interventions are provided in [7]. SimBank also
allows us to vary confounding levels by adjusting the percentage
of confounded data compared to RCT (i.e., unconfounded) data
in the training set. As previously shown [6], [7], increased
confounding typically degrades a PresPM method’s performance
on average. We vary confounding here as well across 6 levels,
ranging from 75% to 99.9% of the training data being confounded,
to (1) study how it affects an evaluator’s ability to assess PresPM
methods, and (2) ensure evaluators are tested on a wider range of
DGPs, confirming that any demonstrated strengths by the evalua-
tors hold consistently across different scenarios. These levels mir-
ror real-world observational data (typically heavily confounded),
while still varying DGPs to thoroughly assess ProCause.

The simulator-based assessment compares ground-truth evalua-
tions of PresPM methods with those from evaluators. We design
a pipeline that reflects realistic ProCause usage for evaluating and
comparing PresPM methods. This setup is repeated across inter-
vention types and confounding levels, and consists of two main
stages: training and testing. A summary can be seen in Figure 2.

1) Training: Here we outline the training of both the evalua-
tors and the PresPM methods to evaluate with those evaluators.

a) Evaluators: We begin by generating a fixed training set
using SimBank, which we split into two parts. One subset of
10,000 cases is used to train evaluators. Each evaluator is defined
by a choice of learner (including an ensemble, which involves
training 3 separate learners) and an underlying model (either an
MLP or an LSTM). Each configuration is trained with 5 different
random seeds, and all subsequent results are averaged over these

3The treatment distribution is approximated in the same way as in RealCause,
including the flexible tuning ‘knobs’ (see [14]).
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Fig. 2. The experimental setup of our assessment of ProCause using a simulator.
This pipeline is repeated for every intervention and confounding level.

runs. As mentioned in section IV, the treatment and outcome
distribution types must be specified beforehand. For SimBank,
we assume a mixed distribution (discrete points and sigmoid
flow) for the outcome, a Bernoulli distribution for the treatment
in the time contact HQ intervention, and a categorical treatment
distribution for set interest rate. The models are then trained by
maximizing the log-likelihood using the Adam optimizer. The
training set is temporally split, and we use 20% as a validation set
for hyperparameter tuning (hidden layer dimension, learning rate,
and batch size) and for early stopping to prevent overfitting. For
every setup—defined by the combination of learner, underlying
model, confounding level, and intervention—we apply the same
hyperparameter tuning procedure using Bayesian optimization.
The maximum possible network size resulting from this tuning is
identical across setups. This ensures a fair comparison, preventing
any implementation from benefiting from a larger model.

b) PresPM Methods to Evaluate: The remaining 2,500
cases are used to train the PresPM methods we wish to evaluate
with ProCause, since the focus is on ProCause’s ability to
assess given PresPM methods. These include a random policy
and six informed PresPM methods, each based on different
learner-model combinations (excluding ensembles). Training and
preprocessing follow the same procedures as those used for the
evaluators, but with Mean Squared Error (MSE) on the profit as
loss function and using 5 random seeds. A PresPM method is
then defined by one estimator (learner-model combination) and
provides prescriptions as follows: given a prefix, the estimator
predicts the outcomes under all possible treatment levels and
selects the action corresponding to the highest expected outcome.
For the time contact HQ intervention, which requires precise
timing, we tune a threshold on a separate validation set (20%).
The intervention is then triggered if the estimated effect of
intervening now versus waiting exceeds this threshold.

2) Testing: The second component concerns the actual
assessment of ProCause as an evaluator of PresPM methods.

a) Outcome Generation: Once we have both the evalu-
ator(s) and the PresPM methods to assess, we want to test

whether the evaluator can accurately estimate the true outcome
distribution P (Y |T,X) given a PresPM method policy (which
provides T ) and test prefix X , across a full test set. To do this,
we first initiate 1,000 test cases using SimBank. At each possible
intervention point in a test case, we check the actions prescribed
by the PresPM methods. Once a PresPM method decides on an
intervention—or if no intervention is made and no further inter-
vention points remain—we obtain samples from the true local
outcome distribution P (Y |T,X) by generating the rest of the
case using 50 different random seeds with SimBank and saving
the outcomes. Samples from the estimated outcome distribution
are obtained similarly: given a PresPM method intervenes (or
never intervenes), we generate 50 estimated outcomes using 50
different seeds when sampling from the distribution defined by
the outputted parameters of the evaluator. This results in 1,000 ×
50 samples per PresPM method for both the true and estimated
outcome distributions, giving a reliable approximation of the
local outcome distribution P (Y |T,X). We use 50 samples per
case to reliably approximate the local outcome distributions,
while keeping the overall computational load manageable. 4

b) Metrics: Now that we have collected, for each test case
and PresPM method combination, 50 samples from both the true
and estimated outcome distribution, we can assess whether a
practitioner using ProCause to evaluate PresPM methods would
obtain results that reflect their true performance. We define a
good evaluator by two main qualities. The first is the ability
to accurately estimate the outcome distribution for a PresPM
method applied to a test case, which we refer to as absolute
performance, measuring an evaluator’s ability in evaluating the
impact of a single PresPM method. The second is the ability
to correctly rank multiple PresPM methods across a test set,
which we call relative performance.

Absolute evaluator performance focuses on how well the
estimated outcome distribution P (Y | T,X) matches the true
distribution for each test case, given a PresPM method which pro-
vides T . We quantify this using the Wasserstein-1 distance (WD)
between the 50 outcomes drawn from the true distribution and
the 50 from the estimated one. The metric is then averaged over
all test cases. The Wasserstein-1 distance in 1 dimension between
two distributions represented by 50 samples each is the average
absolute difference between their sorted values (x(i) and y(i)):
W1(µ,ν)=

1
50

∑50
i=1

∣∣x(i)−y(i)
∣∣. To reflect practical relevance,

we average the WD across the informed (non-random) PresPM
methods, i.e., the ones a practitioner would realistically consider.
We also report the distance separately for the random policy.
While less relevant in practice, the random policy introduces the
highest diversity in prescribed interventions. This makes it useful
for testing the evaluator’s robustness across a wider space of
possible inputs. Informed PresPM methods, on the other hand, are
likely to make consistent treatment choices for similar prefixes,
and thus exercise in a narrower part of the evaluator’s input space.

Relative evaluator performance refers to the evaluator’s
ability to correctly rank a set of PresPM methods across a test
set. For each test case and PresPM method, we compute the
average outcome over the 50 samples, then sum these averages

4In total, this amounts to 2 (each intervention) × 6 (confounding levels) ×
7 (PresPM methods) × 1,000 (cases) × 50 samples, not considering evaluator
and PresPM method iterations.



across all test cases to obtain the total profit of each PresPM
method (and random policy). This process is performed using
both the true and estimated outcomes, resulting in two rankings:
one based on the true profit and one based on the evaluator’s
estimates. To assess how well the evaluator captures the correct
ranking, we calculate the Kendall’s rank correlation coefficient
(Kendall’s τ ) between the true and estimated PresPM method
rankings. This correlation measures the agreement between the
two orderings, with higher values indicating better evaluator
performance. Kendall’s τ is defined as τ= C−D

1
2n(n−1)

where C is
the number of concordant pairs, D is the number of discordant
pairs, and n is the total number of observations.

C. Real datasets: Realism of the Evaluation
In this component, we assess whether ProCause’s generated

outcomes and treatment assignments align with real-world
data. We use the BPIC12 and BPIC17 datasets [8], [9], where
the intervention involves a timed intervention of sending a
second application offer [6] and the outcome is binary, with 1
meaning the application is approved/pending. We use the same
preprocessing and training setups of the simulator experiment,
using a temporal split to setup train, validation, and test sets, and
assuming Bernoulli distributions for both outcome and treatment.
To evaluate realism, we use a setup that is consistent with those
used in RealCause [14] and PresPM literature [6]. We generate
outcome and treatment variables on the test set and compare it
with the real test set using statistical tests that check whether two
datasets (generated and real) come from different distributions.
For univariate analysis, we use the Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS)
test and the Epps–Singleton (ES) test where the latter is more ap-
propriate for discrete variables like binary treatments or outcomes.
For multivariate analysis, we use the Friedman–Rafsky test, k-
nearest neighbor (kNN) test, and the energy test. Additionally,
we run permutation tests with Wasserstein-1 and Wasserstein-2
distance metrics. 5 The null hypothesis is that the generated and
original data share the same distribution. High p-values (e.g.,
p>0.1) suggest no significant difference between them.

VI. RESULTS

This section presents the results. We start with the simulator to
assess evaluation accuracy, discussing the impacts of learner type,
model type, and providing general remarks. We conclude with
real datasets to validate the realism of the generated variables.

A. Simulator: Accuracy of the Evaluation
Figure 3 shows the results for the simulator experiment,

focusing on the evaluation accuracy of different ProCause config-
urations. In this figure, we aggregate results by learner and model
type to pinpoint the source of performance improvements. Since
our contributions involve both the learner and base model aspects
of an evaluator, this aggregation helps isolate their effects. We
show the non-aggregated results (single setups) here in the back-
ground of each plot for clarity6. Additionally, we separately dis-

5In RealCause, a multivariate test is also applied to T , Y , and attributes
X . Since ProCause is used as an evaluator, end users typically apply it with the
real X , making this test less relevant in our context. For completeness, we ran
it using generated T and Y with real X . But due to X’s high dimensionality,
the test loses power and yields p-values near 1, making the generated data
appear highly realistic, though this is expected and not especially informative.

6Full results—including all individual PresPM method rankings—are available
at: https://github.com/JakobDeMoorKULstudent/ProCause.

play evaluation of non-random (informed) PresPM methods and
the random policy: evaluating informed ones reflects the intended
use case of the evaluator, while a random policy tests an evalua-
tor’s robustness by covering a wider input space (see Section V).
Note that our results focus on (absolute and relative) evaluator
performance, not on the PresPM methods. References to a learner
or model type specifically denote an evaluator configuration.

1) Ensemble versus individual learners: ProCause introduces
a flexible learner configuration that includes S-learners, T-learners,
and TARNet, and combines them into an ensemble. Results
show that the ensemble learner offers the most consistently
strong performance across interventions, confounding levels, and
assessment types (absolute and relative). It is especially stable in
evaluating random policies, where treatment assignment varies
stochastically. Only when ranking PresPM methods for the time
contact HQ intervention is considered, the ensemble is not the
top performer, though it still remains in the top 2/3. In contrast,
individual learners perform well only under specific conditions.
For example, RealCause, based solely on TARNet, may provide
less reliable evaluations: TARNet ranks PresPM methods well
under the set interest rate intervention but performs generally
poor for the time contact HQ intervention. This supports the
central motivation for the ensemble: when the DGP is unknown,
individual learners can exhibit unpredictable behavior, whereas
the ensemble buffers against such variance.

2) LSTM versus MLP: ProCause supports both MLP- and
LSTM-based architectures. Within the fixed intervention scenario
(set interest rate), MLP-based models tend to exhibit slightly
more consistent performance compared to LSTM-based models.
This suggests that, under conditions with fixed treatment timing,
MLPs may offer practical advantages due to their simplicity and
stability. For the intervention with time-varying treatment points,
such as time contact HQ, LSTM models perform slightly better on
average. While the improvement is not large, it indicates that tem-
poral modeling has potential value in such settings. As RealCause
relies exclusively on MLP-based models, this flexibility in Pro-
Cause to include LSTMs allows it to better adapt to a wider range
of intervention types, particularly when timing is a relevant factor.

3) Additional general observations: First, when comparing
multiple evaluators in the results, it is important to note
that absolute performance does not always match relative
performance. An evaluator might accurately estimate local
outcome distributions but still rank PresPM methods poorly, or
vice versa, in comparison with other evaluators. For example, in
the set interest rate intervention, TARNet shows poor absolute
performance but good relative performance, while the S-learner
demonstrates the opposite.

A second, related point concerns the impact of confounding on
an evaluator’s performance. As confounding increases, absolute
evaluator performance tends to decline on average, which mirrors
the decline generally seen in PresPM methods themselves [6],
[7]. However, confounding does not have a consistent effect on
relative performance: the quality of rankings does not show a
general trend and can be just as good (or bad) with the heaviest
confounded data as with the least confounded data considered.

Finally, model rankings under the set interest rate intervention
are generally in agreement with the true ranking. However,
under the time contact HQ intervention, there is still room for

https://github.com/JakobDeMoorKULstudent/ProCause
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Fig. 3. The results of our assessment of ProCause using a simulator, displaying both absolute performance in WD (lower is better), and relative performance
using Kendall’s Tau (higher is better). We aggregate per learner and model type to identify the sources of gain, where RealCause corresponds to TARNet
+ MLP. δ is the level of confounding. The shaded areas indicate one standard error.

improvement, as indicated by the Kendall’s τ showing only
weak agreement between the true and estimated rankings.

B. Real datasets: Realism of the Evaluation
Table I presents the results of univariate and multivariate

tests comparing the generated outcome Y and treatment T
variables to the real ones of the BPI event logs. The tests were
conducted using two ensemble configurations, one with an
MLP and the other with an LSTM as the base model. In every
case, at least one of these configurations produced a p-value
above commonly accepted significance thresholds (e.g., p>0.1).
This indicates that there is no statistical evidence to suggest
a difference between the distributions of the generated and real
variables. Consequently, these results support the conclusion
that the data generated by ProCause is realistic.

VII. DISCUSSION

Our results show that ProCause, especially its ensemble
option, offers a robust and reliable framework for evaluating
PresPM methods. By combining multiple learners, the ensemble
consistently delivers stable performance across diverse DGPs,
reducing sensitivity to specific data traits and balancing
individual model weaknesses. As visualized in Figure 4,
which shows the probability density of WDs between true and
estimated distributions for the time contact HQ intervention at δ
0.95, the ensemble in ProCause achieves both lower WD values

TABLE I
STATISTICAL TESTS TO VALIDATE REALISM OF GENERATED TREATMENT AND

OUTCOME VARIABLES (ENSEMBLE SETUP).

BPI12 BPI17

MLP LSTM MLP LSTM

T KS 0.56 0.59 0.58 0.66
T ES 0.66 0.45 0.00 0.56
Y KS 0.51 0.03 0.55 0.01
Y ES 0.21 0.01 0.26 0.10
(T,Y) Wass1 0.34 0.20 0.73 0.78
(T,Y) Wass2 0.34 0.20 0.68 0.73
(T,Y) FR 0.33 0.34 0.77 0.76
(T,Y) kNN 0.09 0.30 0.66 0.78
(T,Y) Energy 0.45 0.27 0.75 0.81

and reduced variability, underscoring its robustness. In contrast,
our results indicate that relying solely on TARNet, as in the
RealCause setup, does not provide the same level of reliability.
Because the true DGP is unknown in practice, ProCause’s
ensemble option offers a dependable default for evaluation.

ProCause also extends RealCause by integrating LSTM-based
learners. Our results indicate that LSTMs can improve evaluation
accuracy for PresPM methods with time-dependent treatments,
such as the time contact HQ intervention. However, these
improvements are not guaranteed across all scenarios. For the
fixed intervention (set interest rate), MLP-based models tend to
be more stable. Therefore, the choice between LSTM and MLP
should be guided by the characteristics of the intervention and
the expected temporal structure of the data, for example, by first
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analyzing the predictive performance of both sequential and non-
sequential models to identify which one may be advantageous.

As shown in the results, an evaluator’s accuracy in
estimating outcomes under a given PresPM policy (its absolute
performance) does not always reflect how well it can rank
different PresPM methods compared to other evaluators. An
evaluator might have poor absolute performance but still rank
PresPM methods accurately. This can happen if the absolute
errors do not significantly affect the overall ranking, if the errors
are consistent across all PresPM methods being evaluated, or if
they cancel each other out when aggregated to obtain a PresPM
method’s estimated performance. On the other hand, even small
but uneven absolute errors across the PresPM methods evaluated
can distort the rankings, resulting in strong absolute but poor
relative performance. This distinction between absolute and
relative performance also explains why, when examining one
evaluator’s performance across different levels of confounding,
the confounding can impact absolute performance but not
necessarily the evaluator’s ability to rank PresPM methods.
In some cases, even under high confounding, absolute errors
become irrelevant when the goal is to compare PresPM methods.

While our validation showcases ProCause’s promising
potential, our results indicate that model-driven evaluation
has room for improvement as shown by the weak ranking
agreement for the time contact HQ intervention. Nevertheless,
our results indicate that ProCause provides a more robust and
flexible alternative to the widely used RealCause. We especially
recommend an ensemble over single models like TARNet, and
LSTM-based models when temporal dependencies are suspected
to play a significant role.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In summary, ProCause advances the evaluation of PresPM
methods by integrating both sequential and non-sequential
models, along with a broader set of CI learner architectures. Our
findings, supported by simulations with known ground truths
and real-world data, show that using an ensemble of CI learners
improves reliability and using sequential models shows potential
to better capture temporal dependencies in process data. A
first key limitation is reliance on a single simulator, though we
mitigated this by varying DGPs using different interventions and
confounding levels. Secondly, evaluators like ProCause still face
the fundamental problem of CI: their real-world performance
is unknowable. We tried to address this using a simulator for
ground truth testing and statistical tests to assess realism. Lastly,
ProCause relies on certain CI assumptions (see Section IV) that,
while standard in CI and PresPM, remain inherently untestable.

Future work will focus on improving model-driven evalua-
tions—for instance, exploring whether learners like the X-learner,
which output CATE rather than outcomes, can still be leveraged;
extending ProCause to support prescriptions for combinations of
interventions; and applying it to resource allocation tasks. Nev-
ertheless, our results show that ProCause offers a promising step
towards more comprehensive evaluations of PresPM methods.
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