arXiv:1508.02103v2 [cs.Al] 17 Aug 2015

Lifted Representation of Relational Causal Models Revisgd:
Implications for Reasoning and Structure Learning

1

Sanghack Leeand Vasant Honavar
Artificial Intelligence Research Laboratory
College of Information Sciences and Technology
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA 16802

Abstract

Maier et al. [(2010) introducedhe relational
causal model(RCM) for representing and in-
ferring causal relationships in relational data.
A lifted representation, calledbstract ground
graph (AGG), plays a central role in reasoning
with and learning of RCM. The correctness of
the algorithm proposed by Maier et al. (2013a)
for learning RCM from data relies on tls®und-
ness and completenesEAGG for relational d-
separationto reduce the learning of an RCM
to learning of an AGG. We revisit the defini-
tion of AGG and show that AGG, as defined
in Maier et al. (2013b), doenot correctly ab-
stract all ground graphs. We revise the defini-
tion of AGG to ensure that it correctly abstracts
all ground graphs. We further show that AGG
representation isiot completefor relational d-
separationthat is, there can exist conditional in-
dependence relations in an RCM that are not en-
tailed by AGG. A careful examination of the re-
lationship between the lack of completeness of
AGG for relationald-separation anéhithfulness
conditions suggests that weaker notions of com-
pleteness, namebdjacency faithfulnesandori-
entation faithfulnesdetween an RCM and its
AGG, can be used to learn an RCM from data.

INTRODUCTION

applications, these assumptions are violated because the
underlying data has a relational structure of the sort that i
modeled in practice by an entity-relationship model (Chen,
1976). There has been considerable work on learning pre-
dictive models from relational data (Getoor and Taskar,
2007). Furthermore, researchers from different disogdin
have studied causal relationships and resulting phenom-
ena on relational world, e.g., peer effects (Sacerdote,
2000;! Ogburn and VanderWeele, 2014), social contagion
(Christakis and Fowler, 2007; Shalizi and Thomas, 2011),
viral marketing |(Leskovec et al., 2007), and information
diffusion (Gruhl et al | 2004).

Motivated by the limitations of traditional approaches to
learning causal relationships from relational data, Maier
and his colleagues introduced the relational causal model
(RCM) (Maier et al., 2010) and provided a sound and com-
plete causal structure learning algorithm, called the re-
lational causal discovery (RCD) algorithm_(Maier et al.,
2013a), for inferring causal relationships from relationa
data. The key idea behind RCM is that a cause and its ef-
fects are in a direct or indirect relationship that is refelct

in the relational data. Traditional approaches for reason-
ing on and learning of a causal model cannot be trivially
applied for relational causal model (Maier et al., 2013a).
Reasoning on an RCM to infer a relational version of con-
ditional independence (Cl) makes use of a lifted representa
tion, calledabstract ground graph@GGSs), in which tradi-
tional graphical criteria can be used to answer relatiomal C
queries. The lifted representation is employed as an iatern
learning structure in RCD to reflect the inferred CI results
among relational version of variables. RCD makes use of a
new orientation rule designed specifically for RCM.

Discovery of causal relationships from observational and

experimental data is a central problem with applicationdMotivation and Contributions
across multiple areas of scientific endeavor. There has be&010) offer an attractive model for representing, rea-
considerable progress over the past decades on algorithrasning about, and learning causal relationships implicit
for eliciting causal relationships from data under a broadn relational data._Arbour et all (2014) proposed a rela-

RCM (Maier et al.,

range of assumptions (Pearl, 2000; Spirtes et al., |1200Gjonal version of propensity score matching method to

Shimizu et all, 2006). Most algorithms for causal discoveryinfer (relational) causal effects from observational data
assume propositional data where instances are independédarazopoulou et al| (2015) extended RCM to cope with
and identically distributed. However, in many real world temporal relational data. They generalized both RCM
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and RCD to Temporal RCM and Temporal RCD, re- [Prod, Dev, Emp] .competence — [Prod] .success
spectively. A lifted representation, calletstract ground [Emp] .competence — [Emp] .salary

graph (AGG), plays a central role in reasoning with P -~
and learning of RCM. The correctness of the algorithms / e

-

proposed by Maier et al._(2013a) for learning RCM and
Marazopoulou et al.| (2015) for Temporal RCM, respec- employee product
tively, from observational data rely on ts®undness and
completenessf AGG for relational d-separatioro reduce Figure 1: A toy example of RCM adopted from Maier

the learning of an RCM to learning of an AGG. The main (2014) with two relational dependencies: (i) the success of
contributions of this paper are as follows: (i) We show that, product depends on the competence of employees who

AGG, as defined in Maier etal. (2013b) daestcorrectly  geyelopit; (ii) employee’s salary is affected by his/hemso
abstract all ground graphs; (ii) We revise the definition Ofpetence.

AGG to ensure that it correctly abstracts all ground graphs;

(i) We further show that AGG representation it

completefor relationald-separationthat is, there can exist classE; in a relationship clas®; is denoted by&; € R;
conditional independence relations in an RCM that are noj ELIEEIZ% =E;.

entailed by AGG; and (iv) Based on a careful examination_ _ ) . o

of the relationship between the lack of completeness opeflmtlon 2. A relational skeletorw is an |nstant|at_|(_)n of
AGG for relational d-separation andaithfulnesscon-  relational schem&, represented by a graph of entities and
ditions suggests that weaker notions of completenes€lationships. Let (1) denote a set of items of item class
namelyadjacency faithfulnesandorientation faithfulness 1 € ZIno. Leti;, iy € o suchthat; € o(1;), ix € o(Iy),

between an RCM and its AGG, can be used to learn a@d7j; I € Z, then we denote; ~ i, if there exists an
RCM from data. edge betweeif) andiy in o.

2  PRELIMINARIES 2.1 RELATIONAL CAUSAL MODEL

) . . _ Relational causal modglRCM, [Maier et al.[ 2010) is a
We follow notational conventions introduced in causal model where causes and their effectsrelated
(Maier etal.| 201:::7a,b; Maier, 2014). An entity-relatiosh  given an underlying relational schema. For example, the
model (Chen, 1976) abstracts testities(e.g.,employee  gccess of a product depends on the competence of employ-
produm) an_drela_tlonshlps_(e.g.,develop);betvyeen er_1t|'F|es ees who develop the product (see Figdre 1). An RCM mod-
in a domain using aelational schemaThe instantiation g5 relational dependenciesach relational dependency
of the schema is called skeletonwhere entities form a pas a cause and its effect. which are representeely

network of relationships (e.g.Quinn-develops-Laptop  tional variables; a relational variable is a pair consisting of
Roger-develops-LaptppEntities and relationships have 4 rgjational pathand an attribute.

attributes (e.g.salary of employeessucces®f products).
Cardinality constraintspecify the cardinality of relation- ; : i i
ships that an entity can participate in (erganyemployees ternating sequence of entity clagse £ and relationship

can develop a product).The following definitions are C€lassE € R. An item class/; is calledbase clasr per-
taken fronl Maier|(2014): spectiveand}, is called aterminal classA relational path

should satisfy:

Definition 3. A relational pathP = [I;,...,I;] is an al-

Definition 1. A relational schema S is a tuple
(E,R, A, card): a set of entity classeS; a set of relation- ; _
ship classe® whereR; = (E})7_, andn = |R;| is arity 1. forevery[E, R] or [R, E]. E € E;
for R;; attribute classesl where A (I) is a set of attribute 2. foreverylE, R, F'], E # E’; and
classes of € £ U R; and cardinalitiegard : R x £ — 3. for every[R, B, R], if R = R/, thencard (R, E) —

{one, many}. many.

Every relationship clas®; have two or more distinct en-

tity classe€ We denote byZ all item classes U R. We  All valid relational paths on the given schensaare de-

denote bylx an item class that has an attribute cldss noted byPs. We denote théengthof P by |P|, asubpath

assuming, without loss of generality, that the attributes oby Pii — [P,]7_ or Pi: = [P,]I”) for1 < i < j <|P),

different item classes are disjoint. Participation of atitgn  and thereversed pattby P = [Pp|, ..., P, Pi]. Note that
The ex—amples are taken frdm MaiBr (2014) all subpaths of a relational path as well as the correspond-
2In general, the same entity class can participate in acelati N réverse paths are valid. ielational variable P.X is

ship class in two or more different roles. For simplicity, sty & pair of a relational pati# and an attribute clasX for

consider relationship classes only with distinct entigssles. the terminal class oP. A relational variable is said to be



canonicalif its relational path has alengthequalto 1red 3 REASONING WITH AN RCM

lational dependencig of the form[1}, ..., I].Y — [I;].X
such that its cause and effect share the same base class & RCM can be seen asmetacausal model or d&em-
its effect is canonical platewhose instantiation, a ground graph, corresponds to a

traditional causal model (e.g., a causal Bayesian network).
Reasoning with causal models relies @anditional inde-
pendencéCl) relations among variables. Graphical crite-
ria such agd-separation| (Pearl, 2000) are often exploited
?o test Cl given a model. Hence, the traditional definitions
and methods for reasoning with causal models need to be
“lifted” to the relational setting in order to be applicalite
relational causal models.

Given a relational schem§, a relational (causal) model
M is a pair of astructure M = (S, D), whereD is the
set ofrelational dependenciegnd© is a set of parame-
ters. We assume acyclicity of the model so that the attribut
classes can be partially ordered basedXrThe parame-
ters© define conditional distributiong([I]. X |P&[I]. X)),

for each pair(I,X) wherel € Z, X € A(I), and
Pg[I].X) is a set of causes df].X, i.e.,, {PY|PY —

[1].X € D}. This paper focuses on the structure of RCM. Definition 4 (Relationald-separation (Maiet, 2014))et
Hence we often omit paramete®sfrom M. U, V, andW be three disjoint sets of relational variables

with the same perspective € 7 defined over relational
schemaS. Then, for relational model structuyet, U and
V ared-separated by if and only if, for all skeletons
o € ¥s, Ul, and V|, ared-separated bfW|, in ground
forallb € o (B).

Terminal Set and Ground Graph Because a skeleton is
an instantiation of an underlying schemagraund graph
is an instantiation of the underlying RCM given a skeleton9r@PNGG o

translating relational dependencies to every entity and "here are two things implicit in this definition: (@ll-

lationship in the skeleton. It is obtained by interpretihg t ) co ) .
dependencies defined by the RCM on the skeleton usina]round graphs semantiashich implies thatd-separation

theterminal setof h of the inst in the skelet ust be hold oveall instantiations of the model; (ii) the
elerminal setot each ot the nstances Inhe SKEIEION.  terminal set items of twalifferentrelational variables may

Given a relational skeletoa, the terminal setof a rela-  overlap (which we refer to amtersectability. In other
tional pathP given a basé < o(P;), denoted byP|,, is  words, two relational variable§ = P.X andV = P'.X
the set of terminal items reachable franwhen we tra- of the same perspectiv@ and the same attribute, are said
verse the skeleton alon. Formally, a terminal seP|, is  to beintersectablef and only if:

defined recursivelyP''|, = {b} and
= Joess e Pl N P'ly # 0. (1)

In order to allow testing of conditional independence on all
ground graphs, Maier etlal. (2013a) introducedhbstract
ground graph(AGG), which abstractsll ground graphs
and is able to cope with thimtersectabilityof relational

This implies thatP*¢|, and P|, will be disjoint for 1 < ables. We first itulate th iainal definiti ¢
¢ < |P|. Restricting the traversals so as not to revisit anyVarla es. YVe Tirst recapitulate the original definition 0

previously visited items corresponds to tiwédge burning AGGs.

semanticghereinafter, BBS) (Maier et al., 2013b). The in-

stantiation of an RCMM for a skeletorns yields a ground 3.1 ORIGINAL ABSTRACT GROUND GRAPHS
graph which we denote b%¥G 4. The vertices oG a1,
are labeled by pairs of items and its attribufe X | I €
Z,ico(l), X € A(I)}. There exists an edge. X —i.Y

in GG ame such thati; € (1), iy € o(Iy), Y € A(Iy),
and X € A(I;) if and only if there exists a dependency
P.X — [I},].Y € D such thati, € P|;,.

Py ={i€o(P) | jePY My, i jA\Urcpce P b

An abstract ground grapAGG , g is defined for a given
relational mode/M and a perspectivB € Z (Maier et al.,
2013a), Since we fix the model, we omit the subscpt
and denote the abstract ground graph for perspegtibg
AGG . The resulting graph consists of two types of ver-
tices:RV 5 andIV p; and two types of edgeRVE s and
In essence, RCM models dependencies on relational ddVEj.
main as follqws: Causallrelatlonsh.lps are dgscnbed fromWe denote byRV 5 the set ofall relational variables (RV)
the perspective of each item class; and are interpreted for 2 )
. o ; ..~ ‘whose paths originate il3. We denote byRVEjg the
each items to determine its causes in a skeleton yielding a

; - . . Set of all edges between the relational variableRW 5.
ground graph. Since an RCM is defined on a given schem . : S )
A relational variable edge (RVE) impligdirect influence
RCM is interpreted on a skeleton so that every groun

graph is an instantiation of the RCM arising from one or more dependenciedin There is an

' RVE P.X — Q.Y if there exists a dependend@. X —
Throughout this paper, unless specified otherwise, we agfy|.Y € D that can be interpreted as a direct influence
sume a relational schen® a set of relational dependen- from P.X to Q.Y from perspective3. Such an interpreta-
ciesD, and an RCMM = (S, D). tion is implemented by aextend function, which takes two
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Figure 2: A schematic example of hoextend is com-
puted showing two relational paths iR x @ where
card(Ry, E3) = many. If card(Ry, E3) iS one, thenP

Q@ is not valid due to rule 3 of relational path. A path
P x5 Q is invalid due to the violation of rule 2, i.e.,
[...,Eo Ry, Es,...].

U
qup, Dev, Prod, Fund, Biz, Fund, Prod].succ]

” - \
([Emp]Acomp QEmp, Dev, Prod].succ)—ggEmp, Dev, Prod, Fund, Biz]Arev]

Emp,Dev,Prod, Dev,Emp, Dev,Prod] .succ]

o
X
QEmp, Dev, Prod, Dev, Emp].comp]—) N
[Emp,Dev,Prod,Fund,Biz, Fund, Prod] .succ

Z
qup. Dev, Prod, Dev, Emp, Dev, Prod].succ]

Figure 3: An AGG example excerpted from Maier (2014)
with business uni{Biz) which funds(Fund) its products
from its revenuerev). The revenue of business units that
fund the products developed by an employ&é) (is af-
fected by the employee’s co-workers’ competentg f.e.,

relational paths and produces a set of relational paths: I_W A X. Two are conditionally independent by block-

P € extend(Q, R), then there exists an RVE.X — Q.Y
where

extend(Q, R) = {Q"I®=" + R¥|i € pivots(Q, R)}NPs,

)
pivots(S, T') = {i|S¥* = T}, and + is a concatena-
tion operator. We will use a binatjpin operator %’ for
extend and denot&'1?I—% + R* by Q w; R for a pivoti.
A schematic overview ofxtend is shown in Figuré]2.

We denote by'V 5 the set ofintersection variableglVs),
i.e., unordered pairs dftersectablaelational variables in
RV 5. Given two RVsP.X andP’.X that are intersectable

ing both V and Y. Since IVY is in U and Z, both
W 1L X|{V,U} andW 1 X|{V,Z} hold, which are
equivalent toW LX|{V,U}) , and(W LX|{V, Z})
respectively.

tional d-separation on an AGG.

We later show that the preceding definition of AGG does
not properly abstract all ground graphs; nor does it guar-
antee the correctness of reasoning about relatiahal
separation in an RCM. We revise the definition of AGG
(Section[3.R) so as to ensure that the resulting AGG ab-

with each other, we denote the resulting intersection variStracts all ground graphs. However, we find that even with

able by P.X N P’.X (Here, the intersection symbah*
denotesntersectabilityof the two relational variables). By

the revised definition of AGG, the AGG representation is
not completdor relationald-separationthat is, there can

the definition ((Maier et all, 201Bb), if there exists an RVE exist conditional independence relations in an RCM that

P.X — Q.Y, then there exist edgeBRX NP .X — Q.Y
andP.X — Q.YNQ'.Y for every P’ and(Q’ intersectable

are not entailed by AGG (Sectign #.1). A careful exami-
nation of the lack of completeness of AGG for relational

with P and Q, respectively. The IVs and the edges thatd-Separation with respect to causal faithfulness yields use

connect them with RVs (IVEs) corresponditairect in-
fluencegarising from intersectability) as opposeddivect

ful insights that allow us to make use of weaker notions of
faithfulness to learn RCM from data (Sectlonl4.2).

influence due to dependencies (which are covered by RVs

and RVESs). We denote BBV E g the set of all such edges
that connect RVs with IVs.

Two AGGs with different perspectives share no vertice

nor edges. Hence, we view all AGGSAGG g} ez, as
a collection or a single multi-component gragfGG =
Uper AGGp. We similarly defineRV, IV, RVE, and

IVE as the unions of their perspective-based counterpart

For any mutually disjoint sets of relational variabldsV,
and W, one can tesU | V | W, conditional inde-

3.2 ABSTRACT GROUND GRAPHS - A REVISED
DEFINITION

SBecause of the importance v andIVE in AGG in

reasoning about relationdtseparation, it is possible that
errors in abstracting all ground graphs could lead to errors
in Cl relations inferred from aA GG. We proceed to show

That 1) the criteria for determininigtersectability(Maier,

2014) arenot sufficientand 2) the definition oI VE, as
it stands, does not guarantee gmindnessf AGG as an

pendence admitted by the underlying probability distribu-abstract representation of the all ground graphs of an RCM.

tion, by checkingU 1L V | W (traditional)d-separation
on an AGE, whereV includesV and their related Vs,
V=VU{VNT eIV | V eV} Figurel3 illustrates rela-

3We denote conditional independence hy in general. We
use ‘UL’ to represent (traditional)d-separation on a directed
acyclic graph., e.gAGG y or GG am. - Furthermore, we paren-
thesize conditional independence and use a subscript tifspe
the scope of the conditional independence, if necessary.

We provide thenecessary and sufficientiteria for deter-
mining IVs and asounddefinition for IVEs.

3.2.1 Intersectability and IV

The declarative characterization iotersectability(Eq.[1)
does not offer practical procedural criteria to deterniime
tersectability Based on the criteria (Maler, 2014), two dif-
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Figure 5: A schematic illustration of Examglé 1 superim-

Figure 4: Comparison of 1) the necessary condition of th?0Sing a skeleton and relational paths. The itemsHbr
existence of an RVEP — Q throughR, the cause path ofa Starting withb should follow a dashed red line, and, hence,
dependency (attributes are omitted), 2) intersectatiiiy £ cannotbe related to a ground graph edge betweand

tweenP andP’, and 3) co-intersectability afp, R, P, P').  %j» I-€., an RVE betwee® and( (attributes and connec-
tions between entities and relationships are omitted).

ferentrelational path® and@ areintersectablef and only . o o

they share the common terminal class, and 3) one path @ RVEP.X — Q.Y is due to some dependenci@sX —

nota prefix of the other. We will prove that the preceding [[v]-Y" € D whereP € Q » R. This implies

criteria arenot sufficientIn essence, we will show the con-

ditions under which non-emptiness &, N Q|, for any FoenaFoeom) Fieqn Rli; N Plo 70, @)

b € o(B) in any skeletorr always contradicts the BBS. and there are edges froii of R|;, N P[, to Y of Q|; in

For the proof, we definéLRSP(P, Q) (the lengthof the  GG,. In order for the intersectability oP’ with P trans-

longest required shared pattior two relational paths? lates into an influence betweéhand(@), it is necessary that

and@ of the common perspective as there exists a skeleton that admits such influence. However,
. . . we can construct a counterexample that satisfies the neces-

max{l | P = QY YoensVieo(n) [P o] = 1} sary conditions for the existencepof an RVE and the con-

LLRSP(P, Q) is computed as follows. Initially set= 1 ditions for intersectability but doesot satisfy the condi-

sinceP; =(Q;. Repeat incrementingby 1 if P11 = Qp41 tions for co-intersectability (see Figure 4 for a compatiso

and eitherP, € R or P, € £ with card(P;, Py41) = one. of Eq.[4[1, andB).

Lemma 1. Given a relational schem&, let P and Q  Example 1. Let S be a relational schema whele =
be two different relational paths satisfying the (necegpar {1, I, B, E1, E», E3}, R = {Ri}?:1 such thatR; =

criteria of [Maier (2014) and|Q| < [P|. Letm andn (B,Ey), Ry = (E1,E3), R3 = (FEi,FE3), Ry =

beLLRSP(P, @) andLLRSP(P, @), respectively. TherR? (Es, E3,It), Rs = (I, I;) with the cardinality of each

andQ are intersectable if and only ifs + n < |Q]. relationship and each entity in the relationship being.
Let

Proof. See Appendix. O

. . - Q:[BaRlaE17R21E31R47[k7RSan]y

The lemma demonstrates the criterialby Maier (2014) do o p _ L, Rs, I, Ra, B3, Ro, E1, Rs, Bs, Ra, I,
notrule out the case ofi+n > |Q] whereP and@ cannot q
be intersectable. P =B, Ry, Er, Rs, By, Ry, I;], an

P/ = [B7R11E11R27E3,R4,Ik].

3.2.2 Co-intersectability and IVE
Observe that
Based on the definition_(Maler, 2014), an IVE exists be-

tween an IVVUNV, and an RV,W, if and only if there 1. P € extend (Q, R);
exists an RVE betweeti andW or V and W. It would
indeed be appealing to define NNV, such that it inherits
properties of the corresponding RVS,and V. However, 3. P'is a subpath of).

the abstract ground graph resulting from such a definition

turns out to be not a sound representation of the underlyinghis example satisfies Eq. 1 and Ef. 4. Assume for contra-
ground graphs. We proceed to prove this result. diction that there exists a skeletorsatisfying EqLB. Since,
Definition 5 (Co-intersectability) Given a relational in this example, the cardinality of each relationship and

schemas, let Q, R, P, and P’ be valid relational paths each en'_[ity in the re.lationship e, for eaghb € o (B),
of the same perspectiveé whereP € Q x R andP andP’ there exists only ong; € Q|, and only oneiy, € P/y. By

are intersectable. Then, a tudl@, R, P, P') is said to be th/e astsumptionf’h, = 1{?“} SinceP" is a subpath of),
co-intersectablé and only if P'|, will end atij, = R"?|;, (see Figurél5). Due to BBS,

R|;,NRY3|;, = 0, thatis,{ix}n{i},} = 0. This contradicts
Joess Ieo()Tijeql, Rli; NPy NPy #0.  (3)  the assumption thay, = ;.

2. P’ andP are intersectable; and



This counterexample clearly represents there is an inter- ammTTTTTTTS -~

dependency between intersection variables and RVEs. i‘ _@_ = ? ]
Therefore, we revise the definition BV E accompanying ; .
co-intersectability.

Definition 6 (IVE). There exists an IVE edgel. X N
P'PX—QY (or PX —-Q.YNQ'Y), if and only if there
exists a relational pat® such thatR.X — [Iy].Y € D, b
P € Q x R,and(Q,R,P,P’) (or (P,R,Q,Q")) is co-
intersectable

Figure 6: Co-intersectability of@, D-, S, S’) wherei, €

To determine IVEsco-intersectabilityof a tuple can be @lvs iz € Dali,, iz € S|y, andi. € S’|,. The thick line

computed by solving a constraint satisfaction problem in-Nighlights items forS” from b to ... The red dashed line
volving four paths in the tuple. represents the instantiation of an RWEZ — Q.Y as

i,.Z — i,.Y inaground graph (attributes are omitted).

Implications of Co-intersectability We investigated the

necessary and sufficient criteria for intersectability asd

vised the definition of IVE so as to guarantee that AGG

f:orrectly abstracts all ground graphs as asserted (althogg ULV | W)aga,, A
incorrectly) by Theorem 4.5.2 (Maier, 2014). The new cri- v v (Uly LV, | W)

terion, calledco-intersectability,is especially interesting o€2Xs Yoeo(B) L1 b VGG

since it describes the interdependency between intersec-

tion variables and related relational variable edges. Sevd.1 A COUNTEREXAMPLE

eral of the key results (e.g., soundness and completeness of ) _

AGG for relationald-separation, Theorem 4.5.2) and con- The following counterexample shows that AGG is not com-

cepts (e.g., B,h)-reachability) of Maiér[(2014) are based Plete for relationatl-separation.

onindependencketween intersection variables and relatedExample. Let S = (&, R, A,card) be a relational
relational variable edges. Hence, it is useful to carefullyschema such that = {Ei}?:ﬁ R = {Rj}jle with
scrutinize the relationship between AGG and relatiahal R, = (E| F, E,), Ry, = (E», E3), and Ry =
separation. (B3, E4,Es5); A = {Ey:{Y}, Es: {X}, Es: {Z}};

andVrerVEecrcard (R, E) = one. Let M = (S, D) be

4 NON-COMPLETENESS OF AGG FOR a relational model with
RELATIONAL D-SEPARATION D = {D1.X — [Iy].Y, Ds.Z — [Iy].Y}
We first revisit the definition of relationad-separation.  gych thatD, = [E,, Rs, E5, Rs, B4, Ry, E2, Rs, E5] and
Given three disjoint sets of relational variabes 'V, and  p, — (g, R,, 5, R, Es]. Let P.X, Q.Y, S.Z, andS".Z

W of a common perspectivB € Z, U andV are rela-  pe four relational variables of the same perspedive E;

F;one(\:: d-slep?rated giveW, denoted by U LV [ W)\, where their relational paths are distinct where
if and only i

YoessVoeo(n) (Ul L VI | W)ge, . - e P =[Ey, Ry, Es, Ry, E3],

: . . e Q =[E1, Ry, Ey, R3, B3, Ry, En],
From Theorem 4.5.4 of (Maier, 2014), the lifted repre-
sentationAGG » is said to be sound (or complete) for ¢ S = [E1, Ru, By, Ry, E5], and
relationald-separation ofM if (traditional) d-separation e S'=[E1, R1, E2, Ro, Es, Rs, E5).
holds on theAG G with a modified CI query only when
(or whenever) relational-separation holds true. Then, the Given the above example, we can make two claims.
completeness of AGG for relationdtseparation can be  ¢15im 1. (PX LS Z|QY)
represented as

AGG

(ULV|W),, = (fj 1LV W)AGGM _ Proof. See Appendix. O
The completeness can be proved by the constructiopssuming that AGG is complete for relational-
of a skeletons € Xs demonstratingd-connection separation, we can infé¢>.X t S’.Z | Q.Y) ,, and there
(Ul L Vo | Wlb)gq,,, for someb € o(B)if (U L  must exist a pair of a skeleton and a basé € o (B)
V | W)aca,,- In other words, we might disprove the that satisfies(P.X|, AL S’.Z|, | QY)ga,,,  However,
completeness by showing we claim that such a skeleton and base may not exist.



""""" - admitted byM g and its lifted representatioAG G o are
notnecessarily equivalent (see Corollaty 1).

[ iz
We will relate M and AG G o using aranalogyof causal
eq

Markov conditionand faithfulness(Spirtes et al.) 2000;

Ramsey and Spirtes, 2006) interpreting=G »; and M

as a DAGG and a distributiorp, respectively. We first re-

b capitulate the definitions for causal Markov condition and
faithfulness.

Figure 7: A subgraph of ground graphs to represgnt>  Definiton =~ 7  (Causal =~ Markov ~ Condition

iy < i.. Only this substructure satisfies BBS assumption(Ramsey and Spirtes, 2006)iGiven a set of variables
and cardinality constraints. whose causal structure can be represented by a DAG
G, every variable is probabilistically independent of its
non-effects (non-descendants @) conditional on its
direct causes (parents @#).

o

Claim2. Thereis nar € X5 andb € o (B) such that
!

(PX]p L §"-Z]p | QY b)eg,, - The causal Markov condition (i.e., local Markov condi-
tion) is not directly translated into the relationship be-
tweenAGG ,( and M since they refer to different vari-

) ables. However, the soundness A€z G, for relational
The counterexample demonstrates thatannection path d-separation of\ (i.e., global Markov condition) would

captured in anAGG . might not have a corresponding pe gyfficient to interpret causal Markov condition between
d-connection path imnyground graph. AGG  and M. Thatis

Corollary 1. The revised (as well as the original) abstract
ground graph for an RCM is not complete for relational

Proof. See Appendix. O

Vuvwerv (U LV | W)AGGM = (U LV W)y

d-separation. whereU, V, andWV are distinct relational variables sharing

It is possible that an additional test can be utilized to &hec a common perspective.

whether thereexistssuch a ground graph that can repre-Definition 8  (Causal  Faithfulness  Condition
the efficiency of such an additional test is unknown and deWhose causal structure can be represented by a DAG, no

signing such a test is beyond the scope of this paper. conditional independence holds unless entailed by the
causal Markov condition.

4.2 RELATING NON-COMPLETENESS WITH

By the counterexample abov#/{ is not strictlyfaithful to
FAITHFULNESS

AGG ,,, because more conditional independences hold in

In light of the preceding result that AGG is not completeM than those entailed bAGG .
for relationald-separation, we proceed to examine the re-

lationship between an RCM and its lifted representation in4'2'1 Weaker Faithfulness Conditions

terms of the sets of conditional independence relatiosshiframsev and Spirtes (2006) showed that the two weaker
that they admit. In RCM, there are several levels of reIaTypes of faithfulness — adjacency-faithfulnessand
tionship regarding the sets of conditional independencegientation-faithfulness— are sufficient to retrieve a
between the underlying probability distributions and they,aximally-oriented causal structure from a data under the
ground graphs, between the ground graphs of an RCM angsa| Markov condition. What we have showed is that
the RCM, and between the RCM and its AGG: there are more conditional independence holdvinthan
those entailed by its correspondilgGG .. However,

{p & GGrmootoess & Mo > AGGum the two weaker faithfulness conditions hold true (if they
In RCM, the causal Markov conditiorand causal faith- ~@ré appropriately interpreted in an RCM and its lifted
fulness conditionsee below) can be applied between a'éPresentation).
ground grapiGG a4, and its underlying probability distri- ) )
butionp. Both conditions are assumed for learning an RCMAdjacency-Faithfulness
from relational data. Relationdtseparation requires a set Definition 9 (Adjacency-Faithfulness
of conditional independence d¥1¢ using those deduced (Ramsey and Spirtes, 2006){civen a set of variables
from every ground grapl*G r,» for everyo € ¥s. In 'V whose causal structure can be represented by a DAG
light of the lack of completeness of AGG for relational G, if two variablesX, Y are adjacent iz, then they are
d-separation, the set of conditional independence relationdependent conditional on any subseMof, {X,Y}.



Let U, V be two distinct relational variables of the same the lens of faithfulness suggests thdfacency-faithfuhnd
perspectiveB. We limit U and V' to be non-intersectable orientation-faithfulconditions can be applied tAGG 14

to each other. Otherwise, they must not be adjacent to eadb recover correct partially-oriented dependencies for an
other by the definition of RCM since an edge between interRCM. However, it is still unclear whether RCD recov-
sectable relational variables yields a feedback in a groundrs maximally-oriented dependencies with the acyclicity o

graph. If thereis an eddé — V in AGG 4, AGG (i.e., relational variables) not the acyclicity of RCM
(i.e., attribute classes). This raises the possibilityrobk
Ywervp\uvy (U LV W)y gorithm for learning the structure of an RCM from rela-

tional data that does not require the intermediate step of

We can construct a skeletenc X s where its correspond- . ; :
constructing a lifted representation.

ing ground grapltzG ., satisfies that/|, andV|, are sin-
gletons and/|, U V|, are disjoint to(RV g \ {U,V}) |,
for b € o (B). Lemma 4.4.1 by Maier (2014) describes 5 CONCLUDING REMARKS
a method to construct minimal skeleton to represerif
and V' with a singleb € o (B). It guarantees thal/|,  There is a growing interest in relational causal models
and V|, are singletons and every relational variable€  (Maier etal.,| 2010, 2013a,b; Mdier. 2014; Arbour et al.,
RV p\{U, V} satisfiedV[,NU|, = DandW|,NV], = 0.  [2014;[Marazopoulou et al., 2015). A lifted representation,
called abstract ground grap{AGG), plays a central role
Orientation-Faithfulness in reasoning with and learning of RCM. The correctness of
Definition 10 (Orientation-Faithfulness the algorithm proposed by Maier et al. (2013a) for learning
(Ramsey and Spirtes, 2006)Given a set of variables RCM from data relies on theoundness and completeness
V whose causal structure can be represented by a GAG of AGG for relational d-separatiorto reduce the learning
let (X,Y, Z) be any unshielded triple i of an RCM to learning of an AGG. We showed that AGG,
as defined in.(Maier et al., 2013a), dasat correctly ab-
(01) if X — Y « Z, thenX andZ are dependent given Stract all ground graphs. We revised the definition of AGG
any subset oV \ {X, Z} that containg’”; to ensure that it correctly abstracts all ground graphs. We
further showed that AGG representatiomét completdor
(02) otherwiseX andZ are dependent conditional on any relationald—separatipnthgt is, there can exist conditipnal
subset of \ {X, Z} that does not contaik. independence relations in an RCM that are not entailed by
AGG. Our examination of the relationship between the lack
of completeness of AGG for relationdtseparation and
faithfulnesssuggests that weaker notions of completeness,
namelyadjacency faithfulnessndorientation faithfulness
between an RCM and its AGG can be used to learn an
RCM from data. Work in progress is aimed at: 1) identify-
Vrcrv o\ (uw} (U LW | TU{V} M ing the necessary and sufficient criteria for guaranteéiag t
completeness of AGG for relationddseparation; 2) estab-
if edges are oriented @6 — V' < W in AGG . Other-  |ishing whether the RCD algorithm outputs a maximally-
wise, oriented RCM even when the completeness of AGG for re-
lationald-separation does not hold; and 3) devising a struc-
Yrcrv p\(uw} (ULW [ TA{V ture learning algorithm that does not rely on a lifted repre-
for the condition (O2). Again, constructing a minimal Sentation.
skeleton forJ, V, andW guarantees that B € RV \
{U,V,W} can represent any item igU|y, V]s, W[s}.  APPENDIX
Thus, the existence of in the conditional determines

_(in)dependence in the ground graph induced from the mingya fst prove LemmalL in SectiGn 3. 1.
imal skeleton.

Let U, V, andW be three distinct relational variables of
the same perspectivB forming an unshielded triple in
AGG . Similarly, V' is not intersectable to botti and
W. The condition (O1) can be written as

Lemma. Given a relational schem&, let P and @ be

Learning RCM with Non-complete AGG RCD (Rela- tW(_) differen_t relational paths satisfying the (necessari)
tional Causal Discovery, Maier etlal. (2013a)) is an algo-t€ria of IMaier (2014) and@| < |P|. Letm andn be
rithm for learning the structure of an RCM from relational LLRSP(F, Q) and LLRSP(P, @), respectively. Thenp
data. In learning RCM, AGG plays a key role: AGG is con- @ndQ are intersectable if and only if. +n < Q).

structed using Cl tests to obtain the relational dependsnci

of an RCM. The lack of completeness of AGG for rela- Proof. (If part) If m + n < |Q|, then we can construct a
tional d-separation in RCM raises questions about the corskeletons such thatP|, N Q|, # () for someb € o(P;)
rectness of RCD. A careful examination of AGG throughby adding unique items fo€) and for P™+%:I17l1=" and



complete the skeleton in the same manner as shown iRroof. Suppose that there exist such a skelet@nd base

Lemma 3.4.1[(Maier, 2014). Note thatdt + n = |Q)],
then|P| > |Q| + 2 sinceP # @ and a relational path is an

b € o(B) satisfying (P.X|, L S"Z[y | Q.Y |o)aq .-
Every terminal set fo, @), and .S’ given the base must

alternating sequence. This guarantees that there arestit lemot be empty because of the definitionds§eparation and

two items forPm+1:1Pl-n

(Only if part) Letc be in P|,NQ|, for some arbitrary skele-
tono € X5 andb € o(Py). Then, there should be two lists
of items corresponding t& and(@ sharing the firstn and
the lastn. The conditionm + n > |Q| implies Q| is a
singleton set. We define

P = <p1, e

y Pms P|P|—n+15 - - 7p|P\>

and

qa={q,--,90q|)

where{q;} = Q"*|, and{p,} = P*‘|, for 1 < ¢ < m,
andppj_i41 € P¥.for1 <1 < n. We can see that
p1 = q1 = bandp|p| = g = c. Moreover,

DPm = dm = 4)Q|-(1Q|-m) = P|P|-(IQ|-m)

by the definition ofLLRSP. If |Q| < |P|, thenm # |P| —
|Q| + m andmth item for P is repeated atP| — (|Q| —

the fact that attribute classés and Z are connected only
throughY (i.e.,Y is a collider). Since every cardinality is
one, terminal sets must be singletons. §gt} = P.X|s,
{iy} = Q.Y]s, and{i,} = S".Y|,. Furthermore, since,
andi, must bed-connected giver,, GG r, Mmust have
two edgesi, — i, < i, which requiresi, € D|;,
andi. € D|;,. However, due to BBS and cardinality con-
straints (i.e.pne), there exists only one possible structure
(see Figur€l7) wherg, andi, are the cause af, while sat-
isfying all previously mentioned conditions excdpt} =
S’.Y|p. In other words, the constraigt,} = S".Y, vi-
olates with the set of the rest of conditions. Hence, there
exists no such skeleton and base. O
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since|P| = |Q| impliesp = q and, henceP = Q by the

definition of LLRSP, which contradicts the assumption that

P andQ are different relational paths.

We provide proofs for two claims regarding the counterex-

ample in Sectioh 411.

Claim. (P.X L 5".Z | Q.Y)AGGM.

Proof. By the definition of RVE, there are RVER. X —
Q.Y andQ.Y « 5.7 in AGG,, sinceP = Q xg
D, andS € @ w4 D>. Moreover, there is an IVE
QY +— SZnS8.Zin AGGy, since 1)S and S’
are intersectable,2) there is an RVEQ.Y «+ 5.7,
and 3)(Q, D2, S, S’) is co-intersectablgsee Figuré ).
Since PX — QY <+ SZn&.Z and S.Z N
S’.Z e S_’.Z, we derive (P.X L 5.7 | Q.Y)AGGM,
which implies(P.X A 5.7 | Q.Y)AGGM. Furthermore,

conditioning on@.Y, compared taQ).Y, does not block
any possibled-connection paths betweeR. X to S'.7Z
since there are only incoming edges €Y. Finally,

(PX LFZ|QY) ,qq,, holds. O

Claim. Thereis nar € ¥s andb € o (B) such that

(PX|p £ S".Z]p | Q-Y|b)GGMU ‘

“Note that the original definition cA GG » does not check
co-intersectabilityand@.Y «+ S.Z N S’.Z is granted.
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