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Abstract

Discovering the causal relationship via recovering the directed acyclic graph (DAG) structure
from the observed data is a well-known challenging combinatorial problem. When there are
latent variables, the problem becomes even more difficult. In this paper, we first propose a
DAG structure recovering algorithm, which is based on the Cholesky factorization of the co-
variance matrix of the observed data. The algorithm is fast and easy to implement and has
theoretical grantees for exact recovery. On synthetic and real-world datasets, the algorithm is
significantly faster than previous methods and achieves the state-of-the-art performance. Fur-
thermore, under the equal error variances assumption, we incorporate an optimization procedure
into the Cholesky factorization based algorithm to handle the DAG recovering problem with
latent variables. Numerical simulations show that the modified “Cholesky + optimization” algo-
rithm is able to recover the ground truth graph in most cases and outperforms existing algorithms.
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1 Introduction

Learning the causal relationships is a fundamental problem and has many applications in biology,
machine learning, medicine, and economics. However, in many cases, not all causal variables relevant
to the observed features have been measured. For example, in healthcare domains, there may be
numerous unobserved factors such as gene expression; In financial markets, stock returns may be
causally related but may also be confounded or mediated by a complicated network of unmeasured
economic and political factors; Self-reported family history and diets may also leave out some
important information.

Most causal discovery approaches focus on the situation without latent variables. For example,
search-based algorithms (Chickering, 2002; Friedman and Koller, 2003; Teyssier and Koller, 2005;
Aragam and Zhou, 2015; Ramsey et al., 2017; Tsamardinos et al., 2006; Lv et al., 2021; Ye et al.,
2021) generally adopt a score (e.g., BIC score (Peters et al., 2014), Cholesky score (Ye et al., 2021),
remove-fill score (Squires et al., 2020), Clustering Information Criterion (CIC) (Niu et al., 2022)) to
measure the fitness of graphs over data and then search over the legal DAG (directed acyclic graph)
space to find the structure that achieves the highest score. However, exhaustive search over the
legal DAG space is infeasible when p is large (e.g., there are 4.1e'® DAGs for p = 10 (Sloane, 2003)).
Those algorithms go in quest of a trade-off between performance and time complexity.

Topology order search algorithms (Ghoshal and Honorio, 2017, 2018; Chen et al., 2019; Gao
et al., 2020; Park, 2020) decompose the DAG learning problem into two phases: (i) Topology order
learning via conditional variance of the observed data; (ii) Graph estimation depends on the learned
topology order. Those algorithms reduce the computation complexity into polynomial time and
are guaranteed to recover the DAG structure under proper assumptions. Since Zheng et al. (Zheng
et al., 2018) proposed an approach that converts the traditional combinatorial optimization problem
into a continuous program, many methods (Ng et al., 2019; Yu et al., 2019; Lachapelle et al.,
2020; Lee et al., 2020; Squires et al., 2020; Zheng et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2021; Ng et al., 2022)
have been proposed. To overcome the constraints of conventional methodologies, researchers have
introduced algorithms that leverage reinforcement learning (Zhu et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2021) or
flow-based techniques (Ren et al., 2021, 2022b,a; Ren and Li, 2022), aiming to mitigate the stringent
assumptions inherent in traditional approaches.

Causal discovery with latent variables is less studied. The FCI (Spirtes et al., 1999), RFCI (Colombo
et al., 2012), and ICD (Rohekar et al., 2021) methods can distinguish the observed variables and
the latent variables that are confounders of the two observed ones and can recover up to a partial
ancestral graph (PAG), which is an equivalence class of the true causal graph, even in the situation
that the causal graph is able to exactly recovered. Some methods focus on special topology cases
for non-Gaussian models, e.g., (Spearman, 1928; Hoyer et al., 2008b; Shimizu et al., 2009; Tashiro
et al., 2014; Cai et al., 2019). Other works (Salehkaleybar et al., 2020; Xie et al., 2020) relax the
special cases to more general non-Gaussian partially observable DAGs.

Contributions: This paper studies the linear causal models via Cholesky factorization:

1. For the case when all variables are observed, we propose a Cholesky factorization based method
(namely, CDCF) to discover the causal structure. The time complexity of CDCF is O(p?),
which is the fastest method so far. Here p is the number of nodes.

2. We show that CDCF is able to recover the DAG exactly, under standard assumptions. Sample
complexity can be also obtained. We propose a novel algorithm (namely, CDCF™) to deal
with the linear causal models with latent variables.

3. Numerical simulations show that CDCF and CDCF™ achieve the state-of-the-art performance.



Organization. Section 2 introduces the algorithm for linear causal models with exact recovery
analysis. Section 3 gives the algorithm for the linear causal models with latent variables. Numerical
results are provided in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper.

Notations. The symbol || - || stands for the Euclidean norm of a vector or the spectral norm of
a matrix. For a matrix A € R™*", A;;, A;., A.; stand for the (¢, j) entry, the ith row and jth
column of A, respectively. Let ¢ = [i1,... ], 3 = [J1,--.,j¢] be subsets of [1,...,m], [1,...,n],
respectively. A;., A.;, A;; stand for the sub-matrices of A consisting of all rows in ¢, columns
in 7, and the intersection of rows in ¢ and columns in j, respectively. The symbol ||A||1, || A|lmax
| Al|2,00 stand for ¢;-norm, max-norm and 2-infinity norm, respectively, i.c., | A = > i 1Al
A llmax = maxi | Aul, | All2.00 = ma; | A;. |

2 Recover Linear Causal Models via Cholesky Factorization
2.1 Preliminaries and Assumptions

Assume that the observed data is entailed by a DAG G = (V, E), where V, E are the sets of nodes
and edges, respectively. Each node v; corresponds to a random variable X;. The data matrix is
given by X = [x1, ..., %Xp] € R"*P where p = |V, x; is consisted of n i.i.d observations of the random
variable X;, for k = 1,...,p. The joint distribution of X is P(X) = [[}_; P(X;|Pag(X;)), where
Pag(X;) == {Xj|(v;,v;) € E} is the set of parents of node Xj.

Given X, we seek to recover the latent DAG topology structure for the joint probability
distribution (Hoyer et al., 2008a; Peters et al., 2017). Generally, X is modeled via a structural
equation model (SEM) with the form

X; = fi(Pag(X;))+ N;, i=1,...,p,

where f; is an arbitrary function representing the relation between X; and its parents, N; is the
jointly independent noise variable.
In this paper, we focus on the linear SEM defined by

X; = [le---;Xp]wi"i‘Niy 1=1,..,p, (1)
where w; € RP is a weighted column vector. Let W = [w,...,w,] € RP*P be the weighted
adjacency matrix, N = [nq,...,ny] € R"*P be the noise matrix, where n; is n i.i.d observations of

the noise variable N;. The linear SEM model (1) can be rewritten as
X =XW + N. (2)

As proposed in Nicholson (1975); McKay et al. (2004), a graph is DAG if and only if the corresponding
weighted adjacent matrix W can be decomposed into

W = PTPT, (3)

where P is a permutation matrix, T is a strict upper triangular matrix, i.e., Tj; = 0 for all 7 > j.

Layer Decomposition The layer decomposition (Gao et al., 2020) of a DAG can be obtained as
follows: let Lo := 0, A; := U} _L;; for j > 0, L; is the set of all source nodes in the subgraph
formed by removing the nodes in A;_;.
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Figure 1: Three-layer DAG

For example, the graph in Figure 1 has three layers with £1 = {nodel, node4}, Lo = {node2,node5},
L3 = {node3,node6, node7}. Furthermore, the adjacent matrix W can be given by
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(3) holds. Note that T is a strict block upper triangular matrix. For a general r-layer DAG, there
exists a permutation matrix P such that (3) holds with T having a strict block upper triangular
form:

[0 T\, T3 ... T
0 0 Ty ... T
T=[T;]=10 0 RPN (4)
: Tr—l,r
0o ... ... 0 0 |

where T;; € RPP*Pi = 0 for 1 < ¢ < j < r, p; equals the number of nodes in £; for 1 <7 < r,
each column of Tj ;4 is nonzero (otherwise, the corresponding node belongs to the ith layer). The
decomposition (3) with T having the strict block upper triangular form (4) is unique up to all
within layer permutations (the Markov equivalence class).



Throughout the rest of this paper, we will make the following assumptions:

A1 The noise variables are all centered, uncorrelated, and have finite variances, i.e.,
E(N;) =0, Zpn = [E(N;N;)] = diag(of, ..., 05) < cc.

A2 Let the weighted adjacency matrix W be decomposed as in (3) with T" having the block diagonal
form (4). Assume

A= min UiQt - 01‘25 + ”[U]islit—l,itHQ > 0,

i<k
’isEIjJtEIk
where
i =[i1,...,0p) =[1,...,p|P, (5a)

j—1 J

IJ-:{Zpi—I—l,...,Zpi} for1 <j<r, (5b)
i=1 i=1

U:diag(al-l,...,Jip)(I—T)_l. (5¢)

Assumption A2 is essentially the same as the identifiability condition in Park (2020, Thm. 2)
and Gao et al. (2020, Thm. B2).

In the rest of this section, we assume that there are no latent variables. The case when latent
variables exist will be discussed in Section 3.

2.2 Algorithm
It follows from (2), (3) and (5a) that

(Xiy, oo, Xi)] = [Nig, .., N

ip

(I-1)7" (6)
Using (6) and A1, we have
[Saclii = (I = T) " [Salia(I - T) " =U"'U, (7)

where U is defined in (5¢). Note that U is upper triangular, hence (7) is simply the Cholesky
factorization of the permuted covariance matrix [3;,]; ;. The task becomes to find the permutation

i = [i1,...,ip] and an upper triangular matrix U such that UTU is a good approximation of
[Em}iai'N
Let 3., be an estimator for the population covariance matrix 3,,. Assume that g, ; :=
[i1,...,0k—1] and Uy_1 := Uy.p—1,1.5—1 are settled, and we have
[2x$]ik7171k71 = UkT—lUk—l' (8)

Next, we show how to find 75 and ﬁk For the time being, let us assume ¢ is known, we show how
to compute the last column of U,. Let U, = [Uko_l gk} with oy, € R, Bj, € R¥~1. Then using (8),
we get _ Nk N
[im]zkzk _ N;;Ff]k _ [U];I:ELUkl 2UkT—15k 2]
$Uk—1 aj + 1Bkl



Algorithm 1 Causal Discovery via Cholesky Factorization (CDCF)

1: input: The covariance matrix f]m € RP*P,

2: output: A permutation P and an upper triangular matrix ﬁlj L
3: Set 1 =1[1,2,...,p[;

4: = argminlgjgp[f]m]ij,ij, exchange i1 and iy in ;

5. Set ap = A/ [Exm]i17il, U, = ay, Ufl = 0%1;
6: for k=23,...,pdo

7 for j=k,k+1,...,pdo

8: Compute «a;, B; via (9);

9

end for
. _ . 2 . . . .
10: ¢ = argming <, o, exchange 75, and iy in ¢;
o Fr—1 1 57-1
. = |\Ur—1 Be| ;-1 Uiy =3 U 1B,
11: U, = y U, ™ = ¢ ;
0 Qy 0 07@
12: end for

13: Set P = I(:,2), I is the order p identity matrix.

It follows immediately that

Br = ﬁk;——Tl [im]ikﬂ,ika O = \/[im’]zk,m — 1Bk 1% (9)

By (9), once iy is settled, we can obtain the last column of ﬁk The task remains to select i
from {1,...,p} \ {i1,...,i—1}. In this paper, we compute a; and B; by (9) for all possible j
(i €{1,...,p} \ {i1,...,%k—1}). Then determine i, by

. . 2
ik = argming<;<, a;. (10)

The intuition behind (10) is that a? is the empirical conditional variance of Xj;, thus, X, is chosen
as the one with the smallest conditional variance. One may also consider some alternatives, say
choose i via the sparsity of Ij,;_llﬁk, or take both the sparsity and the conditional variance into
account.

The overall algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1. Recall (5¢) and denote A = diag(a, ..., ap),

we can obtain the adjacent matrix W as follows:

W = [TRIU(TRUNCATE(UP_IA,w))]REV@)’REV@), (11)

that is, we truncate I~Jp_ LA element-wisely, then take its strict upper triangular part (denoted by
“TRIU”) and re-permute the predicted adjacent matrix back to the original order according to the
permutation order ¢. Here w > 0 is a truncate threshold: a number less than w in absolute value is
truncated to zero; otherwise, it remains unchanged.

Time Complexity. On line 8, we only need to compute the last entry of 3; at the cost of O(p)
at worst since the other entries are available from the previous steps. Therefore, the overall time
complexity of Algorithm 1 is O(p?®). Additionally, the inner loop (lines 7 to 9) can be made in
parallel, which makes the algorithm friendly to run on GPU and suitable for large scale calculations.
It is worth mentioning here that the time complexity for the computation of im is not included
here since we take it as an overhead of CDCF.



Remark 1. Algorithm 1 differs from other methods (e.g., Ghoshal and Honorio (2017, 2018); Chen
et al. (2019); Gao et al. (2020); Park (2020)) in that, it combines the topology order search stage
and the graph estimation stage together, rather than two-stage: first topology order search then graph
estimation, which leads to the reduction of the time complexity.

2.3 Exact Recovery

In this section, we show that Algorithm 1 is able to exactly recover the ordering and the graph
structure. All proofs are given in the appendix.

Theorem 2.1 (Exact recovery of the ordering). For the linear SEM model (1), assume (3), Al
and A2. Let Xy, be an estimator for X, = [E(X;X))] and max; |[E.z)ii — [Baa)ii| < eq for some
€g>0. Ifeg < %, Algorithm 1 recovers the ordering exactly.

Sample complexity for the ordering. According to Theorem 2.1, we can obtain the sample
complexity for the exact recovery of the ordering by max; ||[3;.]i — [f]m]MH < A/4. Specifically, X;
is a linear combination of N;’s and E(X;) =0, Var(X;) = [¥,z]ii- Then we can obtain the sample
complexity O(log(p/e)M?), where M = max;[2,;]i. The proof can be found in Appendix. In the
following Table 1, we compare the sample complexity with others’.

Table 1: Sample complexity for the ordering. The last column represents the O complexity of the
sample number n that makes the algorithm recover the DAG with probability at least 1 — e, p is the
nodes number, r represents the level of the graph, ¢ is the maximum in-degree, d is the maximum
total degree, m represents the m’th moment bounded noise, M = max;[X,.]i, g(z) = x/logz (¢~ *
exists when z > 3 and it holds g~ !(z) > z).

Algorithm Data| Function Noise Type X Sample Complexity
NPVAR (Non)-linear 14p/2
Gao et al. (2020) ~ |Lip-continuous i i O((rp/e) )
EV n>p Linear Sub-Gaussian | Apmin > 0|  O(p?log(p/e) M?)
Chen et al. (2019) n<p Linear Sub-Gaussian | Apin > 0|  O(¢? log(p/e) M?)
LISTEN - Linear Sub-Gaussian - o(d* log(\%)/\/lz)
Ghoshal and Honorio (2018)[ _ Linear Bounded moment _ (’)(d4(§)1/mM2)
US . . )\min >0 —1 2
Park (2020) n>p Linear Gaussian A < 00| 9 (O(log(p/e)M?))
CDCF (ours) - Linear - - O(log(p/e)M?)

Theorem 2.2 (Exact recovery of the structure). Follow the notations and assumptions in Theo-
rem 2.1. Denote

max; o;
=|I-T 1-1" =" — min |T.;|.
p= 2,00l 2,00, P in 07 w %2£0| ]

Assume || Bzz — §$x|| < €9 for some €2 > 0. Ifea < ﬁ, then Algorithm 1 is able to recover the
graph structure exactly.



Sample complexity for the graph structure. The sample complexity for the exact recovery of
i 2
the graph structure can be established via || 2., — 3. || < 5,2,z For example, when the noise is

sub-Gaussian, it holds with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—ct?) that
B0z — Bl < [I(X = T)~"|* max{s, 6%},

where § = C \/% + ﬁ, c and C are two constants. For simplicity, let 6 > 1. By calculations, we

. = 2 _
know that w.p. > 1 — € it holds || X,z — Zuz|| S g2z forn = O((p +1log 2)p?p?(|(I — T) 71 /w?).

Sample complexities for other distributions of the noise can be obtained similarly.

3 Learning Linear Causal Models with Latent Variables

In this section, we study the effects of latent variables, then present an algorithm to recover them.

3.1 The Effects of Latent Variables

When there are latent variables, the covariance matrix of the observed variables is essentially a
principal submatrix of the overall covariance matrix. To get a clue on how the Cholesky factor
changes, we consider the case when there is one latent variable.

Y1 oz Yo
Let 3, = | 2T d> y"' | be a symmetric positive definite matrix, where € RP!, y € RP2,
h oy T
311 € RPXPL 399 € RP2XP2. Let the Cholesky factorization of X, be X, = UIU+, where
Un ﬂ?\ Uiz R
U, = |0 d y'|, Uy € R*Pt and Usy € RP2*P2 be both upper triangular. By simple
0 0 Uy

calculations, we have
~ _ ~ — . 1 ~
z=U " e d=/& - |z|*y = 3(y—U5w)~ (12)

Denote v = U;'@, w = ﬁz_fﬂ It also holds that

U, —to iwiT - UﬁlUlgﬁQ_Ql
Ull=1|0 g —ij . (13)
0 0 Us,,'

u X
Now we remove the p; + 1st row and the corresponding column of 3, we get 3 = [2%} 212] .
12 22

For the Cholesky factor of X, we have the following results.



Proposition 1. Let the Cholesky factorization of ¥ be X = UTU. It holds that

Ui Ui

(a) U can be given by U = { 0 Us

], where Uso satisfies

UQgUQQ = ﬁQTQﬁQQ + :;/\ZI/J\T (14)
(b) Let the Cholesky factorization of I +ww?™ be I +ww' = LTL. Then U~ can be given by

U-1 [U;ll ~U;'UpUsy!

0 U] ] Uy =Uy' L7 (15)

(c) The kth diagonal entry of Usa can be given by

Uzl = /(1 + [[wis]2) /(1 + [[wr-1]12) [Oaa] k.

Proposition 1 (a) tells that the (1,1) and (1,2) blocks of U are the same as the (1,1) and
(1,3) blocks of Uy, respectively. In addition, (14) is a rank-1 update of Cholesky factorization.
Proposition 1 (b) tells how the blocks of U~ relate with the blocks of U} '. The (1, 1) block of U~!
is the same as the (1,1) block of U;l. Recall that v and w determine the in-going and out-going
edges of the p; + 1st node, respectively, we expect v and w to be sparse. For all 1 <17 < j < po,
Gi; # 0 if and only if w;w; # 0. Hence G (also its G™!) are sparse. We thus claim that the (1,2)
block of U~™! can be obtained from the (1,3) block of U;l by a sparse rank-1 update followed by a
sparse matrix multiplication; the (2,2) block of U~! can be obtained from the (3,3) block of U;l
by a sparse ma2trix multiplication. Proposition 1 (c) tells that whenever wy # 0, [Uaz]gr > [ﬁgg] Kk
nodes are missing.

since > 1. This indicates the variance of the child node becomes larger when its parent

According to Proposition 1 and the discussion above, we may make the following claim:

e C1 The (1,2) and (2,2) blocks of U~! become denser compared with the (1,3) and (3,3)
blocks of U;l;

e C2 The variance for the child node of latent nodes becomes larger.

In order to recover DAG with latent variables, we have to detect the latent variables and identify
their in-going and out-going edges. In this paper, we propose to detect latent variables via C2
and identify in-going and out-going edges via C1. Note that C2 alone is insufficient to detect
latent variables since we only know the variance becomes larger. Thus, we make an equi-variance
assumption to simplify the problem:

A3 The noise variables are all centered, uncorrelated and have equal variance o2.

Remark 2. The essence of detecting latent variables is to determine where a latent node is missing
and how it is connected to other nodes. To do so, one need to carefully design some criterion:
whenever the criterion is violated, there is latent nodes. A3 is perhaps the simplest criterion to
accomplish the task. One may also consider exploring various alternatives, such as employing graph
structures to refine the criterion. This approach might involve focusing on the sparsity pattern of
the graph or examining the in-degree and out-degree of the nodes within the graph.



3.2 Algorithm

To proceed, we assume an estimation ¢ for ¢ in A3 is available. This assumption is not restrictive
since when a root node is observed, we can estimate & via the sample variance of the root node.

At beginning, we observe ¢ < p nodes. Input X,, € R9*? into Algorithm 1, then it works as
there were no latent variables until it encounters a child of latent variables. So, we may detect
a latent variable when we find a diagonal entry of U, larger than &, then we may determine its
connection with other nodes via a sparse encouraging optimization problem. The above procedure
can be used repeatedly to handle the case when there are multiple latent variables.

Next, we present the flowchart of the algorithm:

e S1 Perform Algorithm 1 with input im € R79%¢, output P and ﬁq_ L

e S2 Check the diagonal entries of ﬁ; L. if all entries are approximately %, then there is no

(identifiable) latent variable; otherwise, find the first entry that is not approximately % and
let it be the jth.

e S3 Insert a variable between j — 1st and jth variables and determine its connections with
others.

e S4 Update f]m by appending one row and column to it, then go to step S1 to repeat.

In what follows we give details for S3 and S4. Define

U(S):=c(I—-98)"" C(S):=U(S)'U(9), (16)
SelU,:={U eR™ | U;; =0 for all i > j}.

Let 4 = [1,...,¢|P and we parameterize the Cholesky factor of [flm]ﬂ by U(S), with § € U,.
Note that all diagonal entries of U (S) are &. The reason for having such a requirement is that after
inserting a variable, we expect that the variances of all variables are approximately o2. Note that S
should be sparse, and the resulting covariance matrix should be close to the observed covariance
matrix. We thus determine S by

i I[C(S)]je go = [Baalic ae 7 + S|, (17)

where 2“ and j© are two index sets that pick all observed indices of 3., and C (S), respectively,
p > 0 is a parameter. N
Let S be the solution to (17). We compute C(S) by (16), then update 3., as follows:

S by z
Easx = [zﬁ‘x d2:| ) (18)
where z = [T, yT]T with = [C(9)]1,j_1; and y = [C(S)]j+1.45, 4> = [C(S)]; ;-
The detailed algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 2. On input, ¢ is a threshold to determine if
. . rr—1 . 1 . L . .
the diagonal entries of U, " are approximately =, p1 is the sparsity encouraging parameter used in
(17). Line 4, #j stands for the number of elements in j, p is an integer no less than ¢. On output,

the size of ﬁq_ 1is at most p x p, the diagonal entries of ﬁq_ I are all approximately %

10



Algorithm 2 Causal Discovery with Latent Variables via Cholesky Factorization (CDCF™)

1: input: The covariance matrix f]m € R9%9, an estimation o, and two parameters C, f.
2: output: A permutation P and an upper triangular matrix U, L

37 =1;

4: while #j <p —q do

5 call Alg. 1 with input f]m, output ¢ and ﬁq_l;
6 if mini[ﬁgl]ii < % then

7: j= argmini[ffq_l]ii < %C;

8 q=q-+1;

9 J=105.71,3° =M, ...d\J;

10: i:[il,...,ijfl,q,l’j,...,’L'qfl],iC:ijc;
11: Solve (17) for S; -
12: Compute C(S) in (16);

13: Update X,, via (18);

14: else

15: break;

16: end if

17: endl?vhile
18: Set P = I(:,j).

Time Complexity. For each “while” loop of CDCF™T, the time complexity is dominated by
line 11; line 5 is simply CDCF and the time complexity is O(q?); line 12 is the inversion of an
upper triangular matrix and a matrix-matrix multiplication, the time complexity is O(¢?); the time
complexity of the rest can be ignored. Line 11, sub-gradient method is used to solve the optimization
problem (17), the time complexities for gradient calculation and updating S are both O(g?). Assume
the sub-gradient method needs O(log %) iterations to solve (17), then the time complexity for Line
11 is O(q?log %) Overall speaking, the time complexity of CDCFT is O((p — q)(q + log %)qQ).

Convergence. With a proper choice of y, Algorithm 2 converges in finite steps, and the output l~]q_ 1

has almost identical diagonal entries, additionally, due to the ¢;-penalty term, ﬁq_ 'is approximately
sparse. The proof can be found in the appendix.

Remark 3. Algorithm 2 produces a sparse DAG, but not necessarily the true DAG, since the true
DAG with latent variables can be unidentifiable (Adams et al., 2021).

4 Numerical Experiments

In the experiments, the augmented covariance matrix f]m =L1XTX + A\ is used to estimate s

T n
where X is a parameter.

4.1 Experiments for CDCF

In this section, we present the results of our experiments conducted on simulated graphs, bioin-
formatics datasets, and knowledge base datasets. Additionally, further experiments addressing
non-Gaussian distributions and diagonal augmentation settings are provided in the appendix.

11



4.1.1 Simulated Graphs

We evaluate CDCF on simulated graphs from two well-known ensembles of random graph types:
Erdos-Rényi (ER) (Gilbert, 1959) and Scale-free (SF) (Barabasi and Albert, 1999). The average
edge number per node is denoted after the graph type, e.g., ER2 represents two edges per node
on average. After the graph structure is settled, we assign uniformly random edge weights. We
generate the observation data X from the linear Gaussian SEM.

Our baselines include: NOTEARS (Zheng et al., 2018), DAG-GNN (Yuet al., 2019), CORL (Wang
et al., 2021), NPVAR (Gao et al., 2020), and EQVAR (Chen et al., 2019). Other methods such as
PC algorithm (Spirtes et al., 2000), LINGAM (Shimizu et al., 2006), FGS (Ramsey et al., 2017),
MMHC (Tsamardinos et al., 2006), LIOBS (Schmidt et al., 2007), CAM (Biihlmann et al., 2014),
RL-BIC2 (Zhu et al., 2020), A*LASSO (Xiang and Kim, 2013), LISTEN (Ghoshal and Honorio,
2018), US (Park, 2020) perform no better than the baseline EQVAR.

Table 2: Results of 50, 100, 1000 nodes on 3000 linear Gaussian SEM samples.
Nodes Graph NOTEARS DAG-GNN CORL-2 NPVAR EV-TD CDCF

ER2 38.610.8 30.65.3 17.9106 0.4 5 0.00.0 0.00.0
50 ER5 67.87 5 93.2109.4 64.813.1 0.60.8 0.1p3 0.090.0
SF2 3.516 79.393.2 0.000 1.119 0.00.0 0.00.0
SFE5 20.1143 89.299.2 20.810.1 1.0g.9 0.090.0 0.090.0
ER2 72.693 5 66.219.2 18.65.7 2.119 0.00.0 0.00.0
100 ER5 170.334.2 236.436.8 164.817.1 2.312 0.20.4 0.193
SE2 2.313 156.821 2 0.00.0 3.01.41 0.00.0 0.00.0
SF5 90.234.5 165.299 ¢ 10.8¢.1 2.70.9 0.1p.3 0.09.0
ER2 - - - - 0.495 0.1 3
ER5 - - - - 21.838 8.945
1000 SE2 - - - - 0.00.0 0.00.0
SF5 - - - - 0.30.5 0.00.0

Table 2 presents the structural Hamming distance (SHD) of baseline methods and our method
on 3000 samples (n = 3000). Nodes number p is noted in the first column. Graph type and edge
level are noted in the second column. We only report the SHD of different algorithms due to page
limitations. And we find that other metrics such as true positive rate (TPR), false discovery rate
(FDR), false positive rate (FPR), and F1 score have similar comparative performance with SHD.
We also test bottom-up EQVAR, which is equivalent to LISTEN. The result is worse than top-down
EQVAR (EV-TD) in this synthetic experiment, so we do not include the result in the table. For
p = 1000 graphs, we only report the result of EV-TD and CDCEF since other algorithms spend too
much time (longer than a week).

We run our methods on 10 randomly generated graphs and report the mean and variance in the
table. Figure 2 plots the SHD results tested on 100 nodes graph recovering from different sample
sizes. In the low dimension setting (p < n), we choose EV-TD, LISTEN (LTN), and LISTEN with
Cholesky estimator (LTN-CH) as baselines. In the high dimension setting (p > n), we choose high
dimension top-down (EV-HTD) and LISTEN (LTN) as baselines. We can see that CDCF achieves
significantly better performance compared with previous baselines. In most cases, CDCF can
reconstruct the DAG structure exactly according to the observing data, while the other algorithms
fail to recover the ground truth graphs.
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Figure 2: Performance (SHD) tested on 100 nodes graph recovering from different sample numbers.

Table 3: Running time (seconds) on 30 and 100 nodes over 3000 samples.

30 100

ER2 ER5 SE2 SF5  ER2 ERbH SE2 SE5
CDCF 0.004 0.005 0.004 0.005 0.017 0.016 0.016 0.017
EV-TD 0.19 0.16 0.12 0.12 1442 12.88 15.04 14.78
LISTEN 0.26 0.13 0.13 0.14 1397 1341 13.42 15.43
EV-HTD 8.27 7.48 6.72 12.50 260.74 302.36 241.59 387.92
DAG-GNN 49.15  49.02 38.44  41.03 137.25 238.71 158.13 187.21
NPVAR 84.24 82,57 108.37 109.13 9867.96 9084.78 10667.88 10173.89

NOTEARS 78.19 597.16  51.57 306.31 3237.8 1803.30 880.19 4159.82
CORL1 17573.08 18799.21 16422.11 16588.30 — - - -

Table 3 shows the running time, tested on a 2.3 GHz single Intel Core i5 CPU. As illustrated
in the table, CDCF is dozens or hundreds of times faster than EV-TD and LISTEN and tens of
thousands of times faster than NOTEARS.

4.1.2 Proteins Dataset

We consider a bioinformatics dataset (Sachs et al., 2005) consisting of continuous measurements
of expression levels of proteins and phospholipids in the human immune system cells. This is a
widely used dataset for research on graphical models, with experimental annotations accepted by
the biological research community. Following the previous algorithms setting, we noticed that
different previous papers adopted different observations. To included them all, we considered the
observational 853 samples from the “CD3, CD28” simulation tested by Teyssier and Koller (2005);
Lachapelle et al. (2020); Zhu et al. (2020) and all 7466 samples from nine different simulations
tested by Zheng et al. (2018, 2020); Ng et al. (2019).
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Table 4: Results on Proteins datasets.

Datasets Methods FDR|TPR|FPR|SHD|N| P F1
CDCF-V 0.533]0.412{0.210| 11 |15/0.467|0.438
CDCF-S 0.500(0.412|0.184| 10 |14/0.500(0.452
CDCF-VS (0.500(0.412|0.184| 10 [14/0.500|0.452
853 samples| NOTEARS [0.588|0.412({0.263| 13 (17/0.412|0.412
17 edges |NOTEARSMLP|0.733(0.235[0.290| 18 [15/0.267|0.250
CORL1&2 0.533]0.412{0.211| 11 |15/0.467]0.438
EV-TD 0.645(0.29410.237| 17 (14]/0.357|0.323
LISTEN 0.750(0.176 10.237| 18 [12/0.250|0.207
NPVAR 0.800(0.176/0.316| 19 [15/0.200|0.188
DAG-GNN [0.5881]0.412({0.263| 15 [17|0.412|0.412
CDCF-V 0.667(0.400|0.457| 21 (24]/0.333|0.364
CDCF-S 0.611(0.350/0.314| 17 (18/0.389|0.368
CDCF-VS |0.556]0.400|0.286| 16 [18|0.444|0.421
NOTEARS ]0.650|0.350(0.371| 20 |20(0.3500.350
NOTEARSMLP|0.800(0.200{0.457| 26 [20]0.2000.200
CORL1&2 0.667(0.400|0.457| 21 (24]/0.333|0.363
EV-TD 0.700(0.300/0.400| 25 (20{0.300/0.300
LISTEN 0.714]0.300]0.429| 23 |21]0.286]0.293
NPVAR 0.679(0.450|0.543 | 24 [28/0.321|0.375
DAG-GNN |0.650(0.350{0.371| 20 {20]/0.350|0.350

7466 samples
20 edges

We notice that CDCF determines the ordering by the variance (10). One may also take the
sparsity into consideration. In fact, we make the three criterion below to introduce sparsity into
CDCF. We select i according to one of the following criteria:

(V) i, = argming <, 04] Under the assumption that the noise variance of the child variable is
approximately larger than that of its parents, it is reasonable/natural to select the index that
has the lowest estimation of the noise variance. This criterion is same with CDCF introduced
in Section 2.

(S) ir = argming <, || ~k_ ' Bj|l1. When the adjacent matrix T is sparse, and the noise variables
are 1ndependent we would like to select the index that leads to the most sparse column of
U, w - This criterion is especially useful when the number of samples is small.

(VS) i) = argming;<, Hﬁk__llﬁjHl % o — = Zh 1 [U‘1 7 |. We empirically combine criterion

(V) and criterion (S) together to take both aspects (variance and sparsity) into account.
Numerically, we found that this criterion achieves the best performance in real-world data.

We report the experimental results on both settings in Table 4. The evaluation metric is FDR,
TPR, FPR, SHD, predicted nodes number (N), precision (P), F1 score. As the recall score equals
TPR, we do not include it in the table. In both settings, CDCF-VS achieves state-of-the-art
performance.! Several reasons make the recovered graph not exactly the same as the expected one.

'For NOTEARS-MLP, Table 4 reports the results reproduced by the code provided in Zheng et al. (2020).
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The ground truth graph suggested by the paper is mixed with directed and indirect edges. Under
the settings of SEM, the node “PKA” is quite similar to the leaf nodes since most of its edges are
indirect while the ground truth graph notes it as the out edges. Non-linearity would not be an
impact issue here since both NOTEARS and our algorithm achieve decent results. In the meantime,
we do not deny that further extension of our algorithm to non-linear representation would witness
an improvement on this dataset.

4.1.3 Knowledge Base Dataset

We test our algorithm on FB15K-237 dataset (Toutanova et al., 2015) in which the knowledge is
organized as {Subject, Predicate, Object} triplets. The dataset has 15K triplets and 237 types of
predicates. In this experiment, we only consider the single jump predicate between the entities,
which have 97 predicates remaining. We want to discover the causal relationships between the
predicates. We organize the observation data as each sample corresponds to an entity with awareness
of the position (Subject or Object), and each variable corresponds to a predicate in this knowledge
base.

In Figure 3, we give the adjacent weighted matrix of the generated graph and several examples
with high confidence (larger than 0.5). In the left figure, the axis label notes the first capital letter
of the domain of the relations. Some of them are replaced with a dot to save space. Specifically, the
axis labels of Figure 3 are ‘Film’, ‘People’, ‘Location’, ‘Music’, ‘Education’, ‘Tv’, ‘Medicine’, ‘Sports’,
‘Olympics’, ‘Award’, ‘Time’, ‘Organization’, ‘Language’, ‘MediaCommon’, ‘Influence’, ‘Dataworld’,
‘Business’, ‘Broadcast’ from left to right for x-axis and top to bottom for y-axis, respectively. The
adjacent matrix plotted in the Figure is re-permuted to make the relations in the same domain
close to each other. We keep the adjacent matrix inside a domain an upper triangular matrix.
Such typology is equivalent to the generated matrix with the original order. The domain clusters
are denoted in black boxes at the diagonal of the adjacent matrix. The red boxes denoted the
cross-domain relations that are worth paying attention to. Consistent with the innateness of human
sense, the recovered relationships inside a domain are denser than those across domains. In the

Parent Child
_ . Medicine/Disease People/CauseOfDeath
=k s 20 Medicine/RiskFactors People/CauseOfDeath
. R Broadcast/Artist Music/Artist
LF e Broadcast /Artist Music/Instrumentalists
'|-| . Tv/ProgramCreator Tv/Languages

i Lo Tv/ProgramCreator Tv/OriginCountry
P R Tv/Languages Tv/OriginCountry
. ." — R Tv/Genre Film/Country
" - ‘-‘; Film/Director Media/NetflixGenre

1 00 Film/StoryBy Film/Prequel

ul - Film/WrittenBy Film/Genre
- =7 Disease/RiskFactors Disease/symptom
a ! e Sports/Col Sports/Ti
T3] = ) ports/Co ors ports/Teams '
] r Lo Person/Nationality — Person/PlaceOfBirth
4 . Location/TimeZones Location/Country
= -5 Education/Campuses Education/SchoolType
= : Olympics/Countries  Event/Locations
B F T T E T Olympics/Countries People/Language

Figure 3: The recovered weighted adjacent matrix (left) and examples of the high confidence relation
pairs (right) on FB15k-237 dataset.
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Figure 4: Illustration of 22 identifiable graph types. The solid nodes with numbers 0, 1, 2 represent
the observed variables, and the hollow nodes with numbers 3, 4 represent the latent variables.

cross-domain relations, we found that the predicate in domain “TV” (“T”) has many relations
with the domain “Film” (“F”), the domain “Broadcast” (last row) have many relations with the
domain “Music” (“M”). Several cases of the predicted causal relationships are listed on the right
side of Figure 3, we can see that the discovered indication relations between predicates are quite
reasonable.

4.2 Experiments for CDCF*

We compare CDCFT with BIC guided search (B-S) algorithm mentioned in Adams et al. (2021).
Their results show 22 different identifiable (up to re-indexing of the latent variables) typologies with
three observable nodes and 0-2 unobservable nodes, which are shown in Figure 4. Following their
settings, we test Algorithm 2 on the 22 graphs. We randomly generate 10 datasets for each graph
and provide the average results in Table 5. For each random dataset, the result is recorded as the
best SHD score among the latent variable permutations.

Table 5: Average SHD on partially observable models.

Graph Type
112134567 |8[9(10(11(12]13|14|15|16| 17 [18[19|20|21 |22
B-S (0.0/1.6/1.0(2.2]|0.0/3.8|3.0|4.4]3.0|4.6|4.5|3.5|4.6|3.8/6.6/4.6| 5.6 {6.0|6.1|5.4|5.1|5.7
OUR (0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0/0.0|0.0/0.0(0.0|0.0|0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0{10.0|0.0|4.8/0.0|1.3|1.8

B-S ]0.1|1.2|11.5|1.2]0.0|4.4|3.0]4.0|3.0|4.84.7]5.0|5.0|4.86.2]4.3| 6.6 |6.0(6.0|5.5|5.3|4.2
OUR (0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0/0.0|0.0/0.0(0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0|0.0{10.0|0.0|5.0/0.0|1.2]1.9

Sample|Method

5e3

led

We compare CDCF* with B-S (Adams et al., 2021), which is the most recent baseline and
is applicable to equal variance and Gaussian noise cases without specific topology conditions.
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Algorithms like FCI (Spirtes et al., 1999), RFCI (Colombo et al., 2012), and ICD (Rohekar et al.,
2021) require specific topology conditions and can only recover the structure up to a partial ancestral
graph, which is an equivalence class of the true causal graph, even in the situation that the causal
graph is identifiable which is the setting of this experiment. Algorithms like FOFC (Kummerfeld and
Ramsey, 2016), BPC (de Andrade e Silva et al., 2006), can only find the causal clusters, i.e., locating
latent variables, under the cases when the latent variable have at least three pure measurement
variables. Besides, they can not discover the causal order of latent variables.

Table 5 shows that our algorithm achieves significantly better performance and does not depend
on the specified latent structures (e.g., confounder, mediator). More experimental details are
provided in Appendix.

5 Conclusion

We have proposed two algorithms to tackle the DAG recovery problems with full/partial observations,
respectively. The first algorithm CDCF has theoretical guarantees for exact recovery and is better
than the existing methods in both time and sample complexities. Experimental results on synthetic
datasets and real-world data demonstrate the efficiency and effectiveness of CDCF. The second
algorithm CDCF™ is able to reveal latent variables and return a sparse DAG. Numerical results
indicate that CDCF™ recovers most of the topology structures exactly, and the performance is
significantly better than previous algorithms. Under what conditions (the “restrictive” assumption
A3 is insufficient) Algorithm 2 is able to produce the true DAG requires a further investigation.
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A  Proofs

Our proofs for Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 are based on the perturbation analysis for the Cholesky
factorization of the covariance matrix, the following lemma plays the central role.

Lemma A.l. Let x € RP be a zero-mean random vector, X, = E(xxT) € RP*P be the covariance

matriz, 3., be an estimator for X, satisfying that

m?X|[2xx]zz - [227(2]7,7,” < €q, ”me - ixw” < €9,
for some €4, €2 > 0. Let the Cholesky factorizations of ¥, and f)m be o = UTU and
Yo = UTU, respectively, where U and U are both upper triangular. Then
U2 = Ul < ea. Jor 1 <i < p; (19)
U i; = (Uil < NT 20010 12,00V 262, fori>j. (20)

Proof. For all 1 <14 < p, we have

|HU:,iH2 - ||[7,1”2’ = Hzxw]m - [im]ﬂ < €4, (21)

which completes the proof for (19).
Next, we show (20). Let

UU'=I+F, (I+F)"I+F)=I+E, (22)
where F' is upper triangular. We know that

U'-U'=U"'F, (23)
E=U"U"OU ' -1=U"(Z; — Zua)U .. (24)
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Then it follows from (23) that for any ¢ > j it holds that
U~ s = Uil < MU 2,00l Frijs - (25)

It follows from the second equality of (22) that

(14 Fjj)* + || Frj11° = 1+ Ejj. (26)
Therefore,
(a) 1,
|Fjjl <1+ Ejj—1< \/1 FUT| ea —1 < S I 1113 a2 (27)
(b) B ~ (c) _
F2+ | Frj1 ) < 21F5] + UM ol Bae — Baell < 21U T3 w62, (28)

where (a) uses (24) and ||z — Bea|l2 < €, (b) uses (26), (c) uses (27) and (24) and || Bee — Bae || < €2.
Substituting (28) into (25), we obtain

Uy — [yl < U

zoo\/ﬁ}zj 111,12 S NU 200 10T 12,00 V260

This completes the proof. ]

Theorem 2.1 For the linear SEM model (1), assume (3), A1 and A2. Let 3., be an estimator for
Yoo = [E(X;Xk)] and max; |[Xgz]i — [Zazlis| < €q for some eg > 0. If ¢g < %, Algorithm 1 recovers
the ordering exactly.

Proof. i= ﬁl, e ,Zp] =[1,... ,p]15, where P is the output of Algorithm 1. Denote Zk = ﬁl, A
U = diag(oi,,...,0i,)I —=T), wp = Upp—1,, Wk = [Uplik—1,-

In Algorithm 1, we have

Boalz; = Uy U (29)

Consider the kth diagonal entries of [f]m] ~. By calculations, we get

4,2

Sk 5 = [Opl2 + sl (30)
Recall (7), we have
[Sacliin = 05, + llull*. (31)

Next, we show that all root nodes can be found by Algorithm 1. Let ¢ = is be a root node,
7 = 1; be not, by calculations, we have

@ G ., © s . @ o ©
(Xazljj 2 [Bazljj—ea = of,+lluel“—eq > [Bazliito;,—o; +luel|"—€s > [BazliitA—2eq > [Bali,

where (a) uses Lemma A.1, (b), (c) use (31), (d) uses Lemma A.1, A2, (e) is due to e < 3A. So we
have {i1,...,1p, } = {i1,...,%p, }, i.€., all root nodes can be found.

22



Now assume that Algorithm 1 is able to find the nodes in the first £ (1 < ¢ < r) lay-
ers, layer by layer, specifically, {i1,...,ip, } = {i1,.. ip by ooy {Gpitetpri41s - Iprpotp, ) =
{ipr4+tpr 141 Ipr4tpy - We show that all nodes in the £ 4 1st layer can also be found by
Algorithm 1. Let i = i be a node in the £ + 1st layer, j = i; be not. We have

~

= ~ (¢ )
(Saoljs — Wt 1sl1? 2 [Saelis — Nl = 2ea = of, + [lwell* — [[we)l1* — 2eq

(h) ;
= 01'2,5 + ||[ut]j+1;t_1|]2 — 26d > O'izs + A — 26d (Z:) [sz]“ — H’u5H2 + A — 26,1

—~
~

J) ~ _ *) < .

> [Exm]u - ||u3\|2 + A —4deg > [E:m:]n - Hus”27

where (f), (j) use Lemma A.1, (g), (i) use (31), (h) uses A2, (k) is due to e < $A. So all nodes in
the £ 4 1st layer can be found. By mathematical induction, we get the conclusion. O

Theorem 2.2 Follow the notations and assumptions in Theorem 2.1. Denote

max; 0;

p= I =Tl T = T 200, p= w = min [T;]

min, 02-2 ’ T;;#0

Assume ||Z,, — Zup| < € for some e > 0. If €9 < ﬁ, then Algorithm 1 recovers the graph
structure exactly.

Proof. Recall that o
P's,,P=U"U, P'S,P=U,U,
1
where U = PTX2, P(I — T)~'. Rewrite the first equality as
P's,.P=P'PP's,, PP"P = MU (II"UILI), (32)

where II = PTP. By Lemma A.1, IT is block diagonal and corresponds with the within layer
permutation. Recall the structure of T in (4), we know that IITUTI is upper triangular, which
implies that (32) is a Cholesky factorization. Then it follows from Lemma A.1 that

1T, = (U max < 10, 20010 " 2,00V 260

Since [~]p*1 — U~ ! as eg — 0, we have A := Hdiag(ﬁ;l)HT — diag(ai_ll, ...,0. ), and

p

T, U o S U 200U 2,00 V262 < =T l2,00 [ T-T"|2,00v/2€2 =

in; 0? 2

min; o;

Then it follows that

[TrrrIo(U, AT — T diag(o),", ., 0 ") lmax < K Ve
min; o

i
And hence _
ITITRIU(U, AT — T ||max < ppv/2€2.

Let p1p\/2¢2 < %, we can recover the graph structure by truncating TRIU(U, LA). The proof is
completed. 0
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Proof of the sample complexity for exact ordering recovery. Denote M = max;[X,]i;-
Assume A = O(1). For the random variable X?, we have 0 < E(X?) < M < co. By Hoeffding’s
inequality, we get

= 2nt?
P([Baalii — [Baaliil > 1) < Zexp(——7).
Set ¢ = 2exp(—2/\’ﬁl—t;) and t = %, we get n = O(MQIOg%). In other words, w.p. > 1 — ¢,
[[Erzlii — [Bazlii] < % for n = (’)(MQIOg%). Therefore, w.p. > 1 —¢, for all 1 < i < p,

[Zaalii — [Baali] < % for n = O(M?log £). The conclusion follows.
It is worth mentioning here that if we assume A = O(M) instead, the M factor in the sample
complexity can be removed.

Proof of the sample complexity for exact graph structure recovery. When the noise is
sub-Gaussian, it holds with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—ct?) that

1Bz — Sooll < (1 = T)7|* max{s, 6%},

where § = C \/g + ﬁ, c and C are two constants. For simplicity, let § > 1. Set 2exp(—ct?) =

we get
1
t=0( log \/> \/ log

Then w.p. > 1 —¢, it holds

= _ _ p+logl
B0z = Ba| < I =T)7H%6* < (T = T)HPO(———).

Let the right hand side be no more than ﬁ, we get n > O((p + log 1)p?12||(I — T) 712 /w?).
Sample complexities for other distributions of the noise can be obtained similarly.

Proof of Proposition 1. Direct calculations give rise to (a) and (b). Next, we only show (c).
Using LTL = I + ww™, we have

HL2 = det L L]l k,l:k) = det(I + wlzkw}?k) =1+ wEkwl;kQ =1+ H'wl;kH2.

Note that, for any nonzero vector & € R?, it holds (I + zzT)z = (1 + ||z|*)z, (I + zzT)y =y
for any yTx = 0. In other words, the eigenvalues of I 4+ zxT are 1+ ||=||?, 1,...,1. Therefore,
det(I + xx™) = the product of all eigenvalues = 1 + ||z||>. The conclusion follows immediately.

Convergence of Algorithm 2. In Proposition 2, set the diagonal entries of ﬁgz to &, then one
can construct a unique vector w and an upper triangular matrix L with Vj; = [UQQ]“ /o for all i
such that LTL = I + ww?. Set Ugg = L~ 'Uyy, we know that the diagonal entries of U22 are all .
Therefore, let j, ¢ be the same as in Lines 7 and 10 of Algorithm 2, respectively, we know that we
can invert one row and column into f)m such that the diagonal entries of the Cholesky factor of
[im}”, denoted by o, ..., oy, satisfy

1-¢

o

, fori=1,...,7—1; =

Y

>

, fori=1j3,...,q. (33)

SHE
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By continuity of the optimization problem (17) w.r.t. u, we take oy, ..., a4 as functions of pu.
For ;n = 0, (17) has a solution S such that (33) holds. So, for a sufficiently small u, (17) has a
solution S such that

1 _1-¢ , 1 1-¢

— > , fori=1,...,5—1; —>——, fori=4,...,q. (34)
Q; o (a7} o

This completes the proof.

B Additional Experiments

B.1 Further Experiments on CDCF

Experiments with non-Gaussian Noise Figure 5 and Figure 6 provide the results of Gumbel
and Exponential noises, respectively. As we can see from the result, our algorithm still performs
better than the Eqvar method in different noise types.
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Figure 5: Performance (SHD) on a 100-node graph, with the gumbel noise.
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Figure 6: Performance (SHD) on 100 nodes graph, with the exponential noise.
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Table 6: CDCF SHD results on with varying v and sample sizes on 100 nodes linear Gaussian SEM.

CDCF | 200 | 300 {400 500 (600 |700({800/900(1000{1500/2000(2500{3000
v=0.0(114.3/32.2|11.71 46 | 25|14|1.1|0.5| 04 | 0.3 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0
v=10{219| 79 |43/28|20(1.3|14/0.5/04 |03 | 00| 00|00
v=20[13.6| 724029 |21(1.7|14]09| 07 03| 00| 00|00
v=30[148| 81 |45 |35 |27(20|18]14| 07 03| 00| 00|00
v=4.0{183]99 | 72|49 |31(30|23]14| 08 | 0.6 | 00| 00| 0.0
v=05.0{23.0]123]|93 65|41 |38|24]16| 1.0 | 08| 0.1 | 0.0 0.0
v=06.0{27.0|149|11.4| 7.7 |45 (44]136]19| 1.7 | 0.8 | 0.1 | 0.1 | 0.0
v=7.0{33.0/19.1|13.7/9.1 6.0 (49]|43]25|24 (09| 02]01]|0.0
v=28.0{37.3]22.1|15.5/10.2| 7.0 [5.7]5.1]129| 3.1 | 12| 02| 0.1 | 0.0
v=9.01]42.5|25.1|17.6/11.6|/ 86 (6.9|58|3.6| 3.4 | 12| 02| 01| 0.1
v =10.0{ 46.7|27.4|20.0|12.8|10.0|7.5|6.6 45| 3.7 | 1.3 | 0.3 | 0.1 | 0.1
v=00{371|72]19/26/09(03|0.1/0.1| 02 | 00| 00| 00|00
vy=10/88|30|16|07|1.1|/05|02|0.2|01|00]|00]00]0.0
vy=20|97|42]22/09|12(05|02/0.1/01|00]|00]|00]|00
vy=30[115|6.2|29|14/12|04|/03|0.1| 01|00 |00 00]0.0
v=4.0{154| 75|35 |18|16(08|04]03| 02 |00]|00]|00]|00
v=25.0[181] 89 |43 |27|21|13|05]05| 04 |0.0]|0.0]|00]|00
v=6.0{209]108|54|33|25|1.7/08]1.0| 06 | 0.0 | 0.0| 0.0 0.0
vy=70]235|13.1|6.7|5249|27|15|13| 0.7 00| 00| 0.0]0.0
v=28.0[27.0]14.8|81|58|6.0(29|22]15| 07 00| 00| 00|00
v=09.0{294]16.8|9.8|6.7|6.7(35|27]2.0| 11 |0.0]|00]|00]|00
v=10.0{32.0{19.0|11.5| 74| 7.7 |41|3.0(23| 15| 0.1 ]0.0]| 00| 0.0
v =0.01{368.7|139.6|73.8|33.2|21.5(14.0/9.5|7.0| 5.8 | 1.5 | 0.6 | 0.0 | 0.0
v=1.0]83.0]44.2|278|17.5/12.5/9.2|7.0(5.1| 4.7 | 1.3 | 0.7 | 0.0 | 0.1
v=20|74.1|41.7|26.2/19.8/13.4(10.7/8416.6| 5.7 | 1.3 | 1.1 | 0.0 | 0.3
v=3.0{82.1]52.3|33.1/23.0/18.2|14.5{11.9/8.0| 7.2 | 24 | 1.6 | 0.2 | 0.4
v=4.0]94.8|62.1]40.1/28.6|23.9|18.1|14.3|10.3| 10.3| 3.9 | 2.1 | 0.4 | 0.3
v =15.0{109.7| 72.3 |51.4|37.6|30.1|22.6{17.6/14.1| 12.8 | 5.6 | 2.6 | 0.8 | 0.4
v=6.01123.3| 84.2 |57.9|47.8|34.7|26.3|21.2|17.4| 15.4| 6.7 | 3.2 | 0.9 | 0.5
v =7.0{140.3|100.2|67.9|53.1|39.9|31.2|25.0{20.2| 18.2 | 7.8 | 3.7 | 1.0 | 0.7
v =38.01(152.7|113.0|74.861.5|47.5|36.4|31.0|23.5| 22.3| 9.4 | 44 | 1.4 | 0.9
v=19.0{162.5/122.0|83.1|67.7|51.6 |42.3|34.6|28.5| 25.7 | 10.7| 4.9 | 1.9 | 1.4
v = 10.0{175.5{130.2|92.6 | 73.8|59.0 |48.8|37.7|33.2| 28.7 | 12.5| 5.7 | 2.4 | 1.8
v=0.01]92.6|31.9|12.6/6.0/4.9|3.9/25|1.8/ 16|03 |04 | 00| 0.0
v=1.0{40.3|21.0|156|83 | 7.2 |53|4123| 28 | 05 |04| 00| 0.0
v=2.0(57.2|35.7]|23.3/16.1|11.2/9.6|7.5]59| 5.1 | 1.7 | 0.6 | 0.0 | 0.0
v=3.0{69.8|46.2|31.3/23.6/16.9|12.5|11.2|8.6| 7.0 | 2.8 | 1.4 | 0.0 | 0.1
v=4.0]80.9|53.1|38.7/30.4|21.1(17.9|14.5]11.9| 84 | 4.2 | 2.1 | 0.9 | 0.2
v=15.0{90.6 | 66.3|43.7|36.3|25.8|24.5|20.3(16.6/ 12.1 | 5.7 | 3.3 | 1.6 | 0.4
v =06.0{103.3| 73.3 |49.1|42.3|34.6 (28.1|25.5/19.7| 144 | 8.3 | 4.0 | 24 | 1.5
v =17.0{110.3| 79.4 |55.9|45.6|38.0|31.6|29.1{24.6/ 19.9 | 10.3 | 5.1 | 3.6 | 2.1
v=28.0{118.4]| 86.1 |63.6|50.2|41.3(35.7|33.5]27.6| 21.4 | 12.6 | 5.8 | 4.3 | 2.5
v =9.01124.0/ 92.8 | 68.7|54.1|46.5|39.4|36.3|30.2| 25.0 | 13.9 | 7.2 | 4.7 | 3.2
v =10.0{129.5| 98.6 | 74.3|57.8|49.6 |42.2|39.3|32.6| 27.1 | 17.5| 7.7 | 5.9 | 4.0

ER2

SE2

ER5

SE5
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Experiment on diagonal augmentation parameter. We set the diagonal augmentation
parameter \ = 'y@. The main result given in the Table 2 and Figure 2 is tested with v = 1.0.

We give the results in Table 6 on different choices of .

B.2 Experiments Details with Unobserved Variables Settings

Data Generation. Given the graph topology, we generate the dataset by linear SEM with equal
variance Gaussian noise. The noise variance is set to 1.0, and the edge weight is set to 1.0.

Hyper Parameters. We adopted Adam optimizer with learning rate initialized as 0.05, and
decades every 100 gradient step with exponential scheduler with rate 0.99. The sparse loss coefficient
w1 is 0.05. The trainable parameters S are initialized as 0.5. For each latent variable, we take the
result when the covariance loss less than 0.005 or at most 10 thousand gradient steps. The rounding
threshold is set to 0.4. The results tested on different settings of hyperparameters (see Table 7 for
details) are given in Table 8. We can see from the table that the performance is not quite sensitive
to the hyperparameters for most of the graph types.

Table 7: Parameter suites

Parameter Suite|Optimizer| Learning Rate|Scheduler| 1 | ¢ |Sample (K)
A Adam 0.05 0.99/100 {0.05| 0.1 5
B Adam 0.05 0.99/100 |0.1{0.1 5
C Adam 0.05 0.99/100 [0.05/0.05 5
D Adam 0.05 0.90/100 ]0.05(0.05 5
E SGD 0.005 0.99/100 |0.01{0.05 5
F Adam 0.05 0.99/100 ]0.05| 0.1 10
G Adam 0.05 0.99/100 |0.1{0.1 10
H Adam 0.05 0.99/100 ]0.05(0.05 10
I Adam 0.05 0.90/100 ]0.05(0.05 10
J SGD 0.005 0.99/100 ]0.01{0.05 10
K Adam 0.05 0.99/100 |0.1{0.1 50

Table 8: SHD results on latent variables. Tested on different parameter suites.

Parameter

Graph Type

Suite 1123|456
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1211314
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21
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0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0|0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
0.0/0.0/0.0/0.0|0.0|0.0
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B.3 Baseline Implementations

The baselines are implemented via the codes provided from the following links:

e NOTEARS, NOTEARS-MLP: https://github.com/xunzheng/notears

NPVAR: https://github.com/MingGao97/NPVAR

EQVAR, LISTEN: https://github.com/WY-Chen/EqVarDAG

CORL: https://github.com/huawei-noah/trustworthy Al /tree/master/gcastle

DAG-GNN: https://github.com/fishmoon1234/DAG-GNN

B-S https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper /2021 /file/c0f6fb5d3a389de216345e490469145e-Supplemental.zip
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https://github.com/fishmoon1234/DAG-GNN
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