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Abstract

In this work, we summarize the state-of-the-art methods in causal infer-
ence for extremes. In a non-exhaustive way, we start by describing an
extremal approach to quantile treatment effect where the treatment has
an impact on the tail of the outcome. Then, we delve into two primary
causal structures for extremes, offering in-depth insights into their iden-
tifiability. Additionally, we discuss causal structure learning in relation to
these two models as well as in a model-agnostic framework. To illustrate
the practicality of the approaches, we apply and compare these differ-
ent methods using a Seine network dataset. This work concludes with a
summary and outlines potential directions for future research.

1 Introduction

Until now, the fields of causal inference [46, 36, 40] and extreme value theory
[11, 3, 9, 41] have mostly been separate. In order to understand the causal
mechanisms and the consequences of extremes, these fields must be brought to-
gether. There are different schools of causal inference with the two prominent
ones being the potential outcome models [44] and causal graphs (along with
the do-operator) [36]. Despite philosophical differences between the schools, the
fundamental task of causal inference can be described as comparing outcomes
under different regimes (treatments). Here, comparison of outcomes can take
different forms. For instance, one can distinguish between two lines of work
in causality: estimation and identifiability of causal effects and causal struc-
ture learning. Works on identifiability and estimation of causal effects include
the instrumental variables approaches [23] and covariate adjustments through
the backdoor criterion [35] and adjustment criterion [37]. Methods inferring the
causal structure among variables, often represented by a directed acyclic graph
(DAG), are known as observational causal discovery methods [45, 22, 47]. De-
pending on the set of the causal assumptions (sufficiency, faithfulness, etc) that
one assumes, there exists a variety of causal inference methods including the
constraint-based methods (based on conditional independencies between vari-
ables) and the score-based methods (based on a greedy search over the space
of possible completed partially DAGs) [6]. Alternatively, [32] proposed to use
the postulate of the independence of cause and generating mechanism to formu-
late the problem of causal discovery through asymmetries in the Kolmogorov
complexities of the marginal and the conditional distributions.
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1.1 Overview

While the field of causality is well-established, it has mostly focused on causal
effects on the mean of the outcome variable(s). This is a fundamental issue in
many fields of science such as climatology where extreme event attribution deals
with causal links between climate forcings and observed responses with the aim
of attributing likely causes for a detected climate change [20, 24]. Bridging causal
inference with extreme value theory (EVT) has thus been recently considered in
an attempt to benefit from the solid foundation of EVT that deals with scarcity
of observations and allows for extrapolation. Methods for causality of extremes
from observational data have been proposed and we will cover some of them in
this work.

1.2 Illustrative dataset: description and motivation

The Seine, a 774.76 km long river, rises at 471 meters above sea level on the
Mont Tasselot in the Côte d’Or region of Burgundy. It has a general orientation
from south-east to north-west. Figure 1 shows part of the Seine network studied
in [2]. The river goes through Melun as its trenched valley crosses the Île-de-
France toward Paris. Sens is on the left-bank tributary of the Seine, called
Yonne, a 292 km long river. Nemours is on the left tributary of the Seine,
called Loing, a 143 km long river and Meaux is on the eastern tributary of
the Seine, called Marne, a 514 km long river in the area east and southeast
of Paris. Water level data is highly valuable in the literature of extreme event
causality especially when the methodology does not depend on the time lag
between two stations, i.e., on the direction of time. The analysis of water flows
in the Bavarian Danube can be found in [29] and [18], while analysis of water
flows in Swiss rivers is discussed in [34]. We assume that the ground truth
is dictated by the physical orientation of the network. For instance, extreme
water levels at station A would cause extreme water levels at station B if A is
located upstream of B. The strength of this causal link, and thus the evidence of
causation, may depend on various characteristics, such as whether A is situated
on a tributary of the river where B flows, the distance between the two stations,
and the size of the catchments. In Section 4.3, we illustrate different methods
of causal discovery for extreme water level on the Seine river.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we describe
an extremal approach of quantile treatment effect where the treatment has an
impact on the tail of the outcome. The two main causal structures for extremes
are described in Section 3 with details about their identifiability in Section 3.2.
Consideration of the causal structure learning related to the two models are
exposed in Section 4. Finally, the application and comparison of these methods
on the Seine dataset are described in Section 4.3. We conclude and mention
potential avenues for future research in Section 5.

2 Quantile treatment effect: an extremal ap-
proach

Let Y denote the outcome of interest and D a binary treatment or policy, or
more generally the intervention. The Neyman–Rubin [33, 44] counterfactual
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Figure 1: Topographic map of part of the Seine network showing five sites along
the Seine (Melun, Paris) or on its tributaries (Sens, Nemours, Meaux). Adapted
from [2].
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framework provides a definition of causality based on comparing two competing
potential outcomes: the outcome that occurred and the outcome that would
have occurred under a different treatment. This definition is formalised under
the concept of the average treatment effect

ATE = E{Y (1)} − E{Y (0)},

where Y (1) is the potential outcome under treatment and Y (0) the potential
outcome without treatment. The popularity of this approach stems mainly from
the few assumptions it requires to ensure identifiability of the ATE. For instance,
the structure of causal mechanism linking the treatment to the outcome does
not need to be specified and there are no distributional assumptions on the
outcome of interest.

Within this classical framework of causality, [10] propose to study the size of
a causal effect related to extremes. While a treatment might have a causal impact
on the average values of a target outcome, the interest here lies in assessing
the causal impact of such treatment on the high quantiles of the outcome. In
the context of climate change, one might want to assess the causal impact of
anthropogenic forcing on return levels of extreme precipitations, that might
exceed the range of historical values. Thus, [10] combine extreme value theory for
extrapolation and counterfactual causal framework for measuring causal effects.

The causal impact on extremes is measured by the τ−quantile treatment
effect

QTE(τ) := q1(τ)− q0(τ),

where qi(τ) is the τ -quantile of the potential outcome Y (i), for τ ∈ (0, 1) and
more precisely τ ≈ 1 or τ ≈ 0. To ensure identifiability of the QTE, the
commonly-made assumption of unconfoundedness, i.e., (Y (0), Y (1)) ⊥⊥ D|X,
for a set of observed confounders X ∈ Rr, is assumed. [14] introduced es-
timators of the quantiles qi(τ), for fixed τ ∈ (0, 1) and hence of the QTE,
where adjustments for confounding are made based on the propensity score
Π(x) := Pr(D = 1|X = x) [43]. Asymptotic normality of the resulting estimate
of the QTE are derived by [14] when τ is fixed, and by [50] under changing
levels τn. In the latter, as the sample size tends to infinity, the sequence of in-
termediate levels τn is assumed to converge to zero and the expected number
of exceedances of the (1 − τn)-quantile either tends to infinity (nτn → ∞) or
to a strictly positive quantity (nτn → d > 0). In the context of extremes where
extrapolation beyond observed values is necessary, one can reasonably assume
that the distributions of the potential outcomes Y (0) and Y (1) are heavy-tailed
and rely on the theory of regular variation to perform quantile extrapolation.
More precisely, let Fi denote the CDF of Y (i), i = 0, 1, and suppose that they
are heavy-tailed, i.e.,

1− Fi(y) ∼ ℓi(y)y
−1/ξi , y → ∞,

where ξi is the extreme value index and ℓi a slowly varying function. Then, for
an extreme quantile level pn ≥ 0, such that pn < τn → 0 as n → ∞, quantile
extrapolation is performed as follows

qi(1− pn) ≈ qi(1− τn)

(
τn
pn

)ξi

.

4



[10] rely on such extrapolation to modify the adjusted estimator of the QTE
introduced by [14] such that causal effects of a treatment on extreme quantiles,
and no longer intermediate quantiles, can be measured. Their extremal QTE is
thus approximated by

QTE(1−pn) = q1(1−pn)−q0(1−pn) ≈ q1(1−τn)

(
τn
pn

)ξ1

−q0(1−τn)

(
τn
pn

)ξ0

.

Therefore, estimation of the extremal QTE requires estimates of the extreme
value indices of the potential outcomes’ distributions. In the same spirit as the
adjustment made by [14] to account for observed confounders, an adjustment
of the Hill estimator [21] based on inverse propensity score weighting is pro-
posed. For a sample of n independent observations (Yj , Dj , Xj)

n
j=1 of the triplet

(Y,D,X), the resulting causal Hill estimators are defined as

ξ̂H1 :=
1

nτn

n∑
j=1

[log(Yj)− log{q̂1(1− τn)}]
Di

Π̂(Xj)
1Yj>q̂1(1−τn),

ξ̂H0 :=
1

nτn

n∑
j=1

[log(Yj)− log{q̂0(1− τn)}]
Di

1− Π̂(Xj)
1Yj>q̂0(1−τn),

where q̂i(1− τn) are the adjusted (intermediate) quantile estimates of [14] and
Π̂ is the estimate of the propensity score obtained by the sieve method; see
[14, 50] for details. The extremal QTE estimator is then derived by plugging the

causal Hill estimators ξ̂Hi and the adjusted quantile estimates q̂i(1− τn). Under
certain assumptions controlling the tail behaviours of the potential outcome
distributions and their regularity, [10] show asymptotic normality of the causal
Hill estimators and the extremal QTE estimators. Finally, the authors derive a
consistent estimator of the asymptotic variance such that statistical inference
based on the asymptotic distribution, can be conducted.

The developed methodology targets settings where exposure to a treatment
has an impact on the tail of an outcome of interest. For instance, the authors
consider the causal effect of education on wages, a variable known for its heavy
tails. While such settings are quite general, they are not applicable when extreme
events are inherently multivariate. This is the case of the illustrative dataset
of Section 1.2 where a graph structure would be more adequate to capture
interactions and causal effects between the sites.

3 Causal structures for extremes

A general theory of causation called Structural Causal Model (SCM) [36, Section
1.4] is a combination of features from Structural Equation Models (SEM) [19],
the framework of potential outcomes [44], and graphical models [28], offering
probabilistic approaches to causation. Under the setting of recursive SEMs, a
causal structure among several variables X = (X1, . . . , Xd)

⊤ is represented by
a directed acyclic graph (DAG), denoted G, in which the set of nodes V :=
{1, . . . , d} represents the random variables and the set of directed edges E the
direct causal effects. We say that i ∈ V is an ancestor of j ∈ V in G, if there
exists a directed path from i to j. We say that j ∈ V is a descendant of i ∈ V

5
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Figure 2: Diamond-shaped DAG leading example as in [15], with G = (V,E)
where V = {1, 2, 3, 4} and E = {(1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 4), (3, 4)}.

in G, if there exists a directed path from i to j. The set of descendants of i is
denoted by De(i). The set of the ancestors of j is denoted by An(j), and we
define an(j) := An(j)\{j}. If An(i)∩An(j) = ∅, there is no causal link between
Xi and Xj . If there exist directed paths from i to j and from i to k in G that
do not include k and j, respectively, we say that Xi is a confounder of Xj and
Xk. The recursive SEM has the form

Xj = fj(Xpa(j), εj), j = 1, . . . , d, (1)

where pa(j) ⊆ V is the set of parents (direct ancestors) of j, fj is a real-
valued measurable function and ε1, . . . , εd are independent noise variables. The
distribution of X is uniquely defined by the distributions of the noise variables of
the recursive SEM. The link between the DAG properties and the corresponding
distributions is typically used for structure learning from observational data.

3.1 Definitions and representations

The majority of the literature related to causal structure model focuses on the
bulk of the distribution. Often based on the Gaussian distribution, the related
models usually lead to underestimation of extreme risks. Two recursive SEM
(1) are convenient for describing causal mechanisms apparent at the level of
the tails of distributions: one supposes that the fj are linear and another one
considers the fj to be max-linear. We describe both below.

Definition 3.1. Consider a set of random variables X. The following relation

Xj :=
∑

k∈pa(j)

βjkXk + εj , j ∈ V, (2)

where βjk ∈ R \ {0} is the causal weight of node k on node j, and ε1, . . . , εd
are jointly independent noise variables, defines a linear structural causal model
(LSCM) with associated directed acyclic graph G, in which the directed edge
(i, j) ∈ V × V belongs to E if and only if i ∈ pa(j).

An extreme node observation Xj in the DAG G is either the result of an
extremely (external) noise εj , or the result of (weighted) sum of observations
from the parents of j in G.

6



Example 3.1 (Diamond Example). We consider the DAG of Figure 2 where
each node i ∈ V represents a random variable Xi. Suppose that the joint dis-
tribution of X = (X1, X2, X3, X4)

⊤ is induced by the LSCM system (2) with
equations:

X1 = ε1;X2 = β21X1 + ε2;X3 = β31X1 + ε3;X4 = β42X2 + β43X3 + ε4,

where the coefficients β21, β31, β42, β43 ∈ R \ {0} and εj, j = 1, . . . , 4 are
jointly independent noise variables. An alternative representation of X =
(X1, X2, X3, X4)

⊤ is

X1 = ε1;X2 = β21ε1+ε2;X3 = β31ε1+ε3;X4 = (β21β42+β31β43)ε1+β42ε2+β43ε3+ε4,

which can be re-written in terms of the noises as

X1 = ε1;X2 = β′
21ε1 + ε2;X3 = β′

31ε1 + ε3;X4 = β′
41ε1 + β′

42ε2 + β′
43ε3 + ε4.

In general, any LSCM can be written under the linear form

Xj =
∑

i∈An(j)

β′
jiεi, (3)

where β′
ji ∈ R \ {0}. Thus, every component of a LSCM has a linear repre-

sentation in terms of its ancestral noise variables plus an independent noise as
β′
jj = 1. The coefficients β′

ji are determined by a path analysis of G. Consider
the set of all paths from i to j, denoted Pij and an element p of this set, i.e.,
a path of the form [i = k0 → k1 → · · · → kn = j]. We define the weight of p as
the product of the edge weights βkl+1kl

, 0 ≤ l ≤ n− 1 along p

dij(p) =

n−1∏
l=0

βkl+1kl
. (4)

We illustrate through our leading example, how the LSCM coefficients β′
ji can

be obtained from the paths from node i to node j in G.

Example 3.2 (Diamond Example). Consider the path from node i = 1 to
node j = 4 of the diamond-shaped DAG of Figure 2. Then P14 is composed of
two paths, each of length n = 2, one being p1 = [k0 = 1 → k1 = 2 → k2 = 4]
and the other one p2 = [k0 = 1 → k1 = 3 → k2 = 4], with respective weights
d14(p1) = β11β21β42 and d14(p2) = β11β31β43. Under our setting, we have that
βjj = 1 for all j ∈ V , and we note that

d14(p1) = β21β42; d14(p2) = β31β43,

and β′
41 = d14(p1) + d14(p2).

In terms of noises (3), the coefficients β′
ij are

β′
ji =

∑
p∈Pij

dij(p),

for i ∈ an(j), β′
ji = 0, for i ∈ V \An(j). Without loss of generality and for

the remainder of this paper, we consider that the DAG is well-ordered, that is
that V is topologically ordered in a way compatible with G such that k ∈ pa(j)
implies that k < j. An implication of this order is illustrated below.
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Example 3.3 (Diamond Example). The DAG in Figure 2 is well-ordered and
the coefficients of the LSCM form in terms of noises (3) can be represented by
the matrix 

1 β21 β31 β21β42 + β31β43

0 1 0 β4,2

0 0 1 β43

0 0 0 1

 . (5)

where the ij-entry corresponds to β′
ji of (3). In a similar way, a matrix will be

determined for the max-linear models defined in 3.2, with the sum replaced by
the maximum leading to important results for max-linear models.

LSCM for extremes have been studied in [18]. A LSCM for extremes supposes
that the noise variables ε1, . . . , εd are heavy-tailed, and more precisely that
they are regularly varying with index α > 0, denoted ε1, . . . , εd ∈ RVα. This
implies that the random variables X1, . . . , Xd are independent regularly varying
with comparable upper tails. In other words, that there exist c1, . . . , cd > 0
and ℓ a slowly varying function such that, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, P(Xj >
x) ∼ cjℓ(x)x

−α as x → ∞. For more details about regularly varying causal
linear processes, see [30], chapters 8 and 11 and [8] for (causal) moving average
processes with the form (3), where the causality results from the linear ordering
of the underlying DAG. The assumption of regularly varying noise variables
with same index α allows to distinguish between the different possible causal
relationships between two random variables Xi and Xj . The linearity of the
LSCM (2) in the context of extremes finds its justification through the fact that
in practice, causal mechanisms may simplify in the tails. Under this linearity,
the non-Gaussianity actually helps to identify the causal structure (see, Section
3.2), similarly to the LINGAM method [45] in the context of average values.

While LSCM are based on sum, recursive max-linear models introduced by
[15] use maxima for which the distributions of the noise variables are extreme
value distributions or distributions in their maximum domain of attraction. The
idea of such models is to let the extremes propagate throughout a network.

Definition 3.2. Consider a set of random variables X. The following relation

Xj := max
k∈pa(j)

max(ckjXk, cjjεj), j ∈ V, (6)

with independent non-negative random variables ε1, . . . , εd and strictly posi-
tive weights ckj for all j ∈ V and k ∈ pa(j) ∪ {j}, defines a recursive max-
linear model (RMLM) with associated directed acyclic graph G. The vector
ε = (ε1, . . . , εd) ∈ Rd

+ is the vector of innovations.

Therefore, an extreme node observation Xj in the DAG G is either the
result of an extremely (external) innovation εj , or the result of the maximum of
(weighted) observations from the parents of j in G. Without loss of generality,
we set cjj = 1 throughout the paper, to remain consistent with the notations
introduced for the LSCM.

Example 3.4 (Diamond Example). As for the LSCM, there is a max-linear
model (6) associated to the DAG of Figure 2. Suppose that the joint distribution
of X = (X1, X2, X3, X4)

⊤ is induced by the RMLM system (3.2) with equations:

X1 = ε1;X2 = max(c12X1, ε2);X3 = max(c13X1, ε3);X4 = max(c24X2, c34X3, ε4).
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Similarly to the LSCM case, the equations can be reformulated as a max-linear
model in terms of noises, leading to the equations system

X1 = ε1;X2 = max(b12ε1, ε2);X3 = max(b13ε1, ε3);X4 = max(b14ε1, b24ε2, b34ε3, ε4),

where b12 = c12; b13 = c13; b14 = max(c12c24, c13c34); b24 = c24, and b34 = c34.
As for the LSCM case, the max-linear coefficients bkj are the components of the
matrix B which, in this case, is

B =


1 c12 c13 max(c12c24, c13c34)
0 1 0 c24
0 0 1 c34
0 0 0 1

 . (7)

This leads to the important result due to [15] that the general recursive
max-linear model (6), also called max-linear Bayesian network, can be written
as

Xj :=
d

max
k=1

bkjεk, j ∈ V, (8)

with innovations ε1, . . . , εd as in (6) and B = (bij)d×d a matrix (the Kleene star
matrix in tropical algebra) with non-negative entries. Precisely, the entries of
the matrix B also termed the max-linear (ML) coefficients are

bij = max
p∈Pij

dij(p), (9)

for i ∈ an(j), bij = 0, for i ∈ V \An(j). Here, dij(p) refers to the path weight
defined in (4) and is re-written in terms of the coefficients ckj of (6) as

dij(p) =

n−1∏
l=0

cklkl+1
.

The ML coefficients are important for identifiability of the RMLM as we will
see in Section 3.2.

The distribution of the random vector X is characterized by the distribution
of the innovations ε and the ML matrix B. When the innovations are regularly
varying with index α ∈ R+, there exists a normalizing sequence an ∈ R+ such
that for n independent copies X(1), . . . ,X(n) of X

1

an

n
max
s=1

X(s) →d M, n → ∞,

where the max operator applies componentwise and the limiting vector M is
max-stable. Thus, under the RMLM setting, regular variation of the innovations
is transferred to the nodes, i.e., if ε ∈ RVα, thenX defined by (6) is also regularly
varying with index α. It can be shown that the limiting vector M is again a
RMLM on graph G, with same weights than those of X in (6) with standard
α-Fréchet distributed innovation variables.

As any multivariate max-stable distribution can be approximated arbitrarily
well by a max-linear model (see, e.g., [49]), such models became a useful object
in the study of causality at extreme levels.

9
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Figure 3: Diamond-shaped DAG modified example with GB = (V,EB) where
V = {1, 2, 3, 4} and EB = {(1, 2), (1, 3), (3, 4)}.

3.2 Identifiability of the models

In this section, by “identifiability”, we mean addressing the question of iden-
tifiability of the coefficients of the SCM and the associated DAG from the ob-
servational distribution L(X) of X. In SCM, we rely either on nonlinearity of
the functional form and get identifiability even in the Gaussian case (noise),
or on the non-Gaussianity of the noise to get identifiability [45]. This includes
the case of identifiability of the LCSM for extremes. In the Gaussian case, full
identifiability is obtained when all noise variables have the same variance [38].
Identifiability of RMLM is studied in [16] and [26]. Consider a path from node i
to node j and the ML coefficients which are the entries of the matrix B, where,
for distinct i, j ∈ V , bij (9) is positive if and only if there is a path from i to
j. This information is contained in the reachability matrix R = (rij)d×d associ-
ated to G, with entries rij = 1 if there is a path from i to j, or if i = j, and 0,
otherwise. If the ijth entry of R is equal to one, then j is reachable from i. A
path from i to j is a max-weighted path if its weight is the maximum, that is
bij . As we will see below, the max-weighted paths concept is important in iden-
tifiability. In many situations, there may exist several DAGs and sets of weights
ckj that lead to a random vector X satisfying (6). It is therefore generally not
possible to identify the true DAG and the set of weights ckj underlying X of
(6) from the distribution L(X). The smallest DAG denoted GB and called the
minimum ML DAG of X is the DAG that has an edge from i to j if and only
if this is the only max-weighted path from i to j.

Example 3.5 (Diamond Example). Assume that c12 = c13 = c > 0, for sim-
plicity of illustration. Our RMLM equations are

X1 = ε1;X2 = max(cX1, ε2);X3 = max(cX1, ε3);X4 = max(c24X2, c34X3, ε4).

If c24 ≤ c34, then any DAG G⋆ that is a copy of G with weight c⋆24 such
that c⋆24 ∈ [0, c34], verifies b14 = c13c34 and the associated representation X4 =
max(c⋆24X2, c34X3, ε4) does not alter the distribution L(X) of X. In this case,
X follows the recursive ML model on the DAG G⋆ with set of edge weights
c12 = c13, c

⋆
24, and c34. But X also follows a recursive ML on the minimum

ML DAG GB which has the form provided in Figure 3 and with edge weights
c12 = c13 and c34. This means that one cannot identify G and its edge weights
from L(X) of X.
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Note that the ML coefficients in B are uniquely determined and the following
theorem summarizes important results based on GB .

Theorem 3.1. (Theorem 2 of [16]). Suppose X follows a recursive ML model
(6) with edge weights summarized in the matrix C = cij and ML coefficient
matrix B. Let GB be the minimum ML DAG of X as described above. Then a
DAG G⋆ with associated edge weights matrix C⋆ is a valid representation of X
if and only if

(a) GB ⊆ G⋆;

(b) GB and G⋆ have the same reachability matrix R;

(c) c⋆kj = ckj for k ∈ paB(j);

(d) c⋆kj ∈ (0, bkj ] for k ∈ pa⋆(j) \paB(j)

where paB(j) and pa⋆(j) denote the parents of j in GB and G⋆, respectively.

In other words, the only uniquely determined edge weights ckj in the rep-
resentation (6) of X are those contained in the DAG GB , that is by bkj of (8)
otherwise, ckj can be any strictly positive value smaller than or equal to bkj .
The identifiability of the whole class of DAGs and edge weights representing the
RMLM (6) of X from L(X) is based on the results exposed in Theorem (3.1).
Clarifying that this class of DAGs can be recovered from B and showing that B
is identifiable from L(X), [16] stated the main result on identifiability of RMLM
through the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2. (Theorem 1 of [16]). Let L(X) be the distribution of X following
a recursive ML model. Then, its ML coefficient matrix B and the distribution
of its innovation vector ε are identifiable from L(X). Furthermore, the class of
all DAGs and edge weights that could have generated X by (6) can be obtained.

Finally, due to the identifiability of B from L(X) and the independence
of the innovation vector ε, the distribution of the innovation vector ε is also
identifiable from L(X).

A more realistic statistical model has been introduced by [5] incorporating
to the RMLM some random observational noise. More precisely, the noisy model
extends (6) to a RMLM with propagating noise defined as

Uj :=
{

max
k∈pa(j)

max(ckjXk, cjjεj)
}
Zj , j ∈ V, (10)

where the i.i.d. noises Zj ≥ 1 are atom-free random variables that are unbounded
above and independent of the innovation vector ε. As for the non-noisy model
(6), the question of identifiability of the DAG G and the edge weights ckj of
the ML model with recursive noise from the distribution of U = (U1, . . . , Ud)

⊤

arises. Similarly to the non-noisy model (6), the true DAG G and the edge
weights underlying U in representation (10) are generally not identifiable from
the distribution of U. However, [5] showed that, again similarly to the non-noisy
case, the ML coefficient matrix B is identifiable from the distribution of U. A
consequence of this is that the minimum ML DAG GB is also identifiable and
one can also identify the class of all DAGs and edge weights that could have
generated U (see, [5], Section 4). However, one cannot identify innovations ε or
noise variables Z.
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4 Causal structure learning for extremes

We now turn our attention to the second task of causal inference, namely, struc-
ture learning or causal discovery.

4.1 Score-based causal discovery

Here, we review a class of causal discovery methods that exploits the asymmetry
between the cause and effect. Causal asymmetry is the result of the principle
that an event is a cause only if its absence would not have been a cause. From
there, uncovering the causal direction becomes a matter of comparing a well-
defined score in both directions [31]. There are two venues for constructing the
causal score. First, the causal score can be model-agnostic. Reflecting the sta-
bility principle of [36], one can define a measure of independence between the
effect and the cause conditional on the effect. [29] pursued this venue by mea-
suring independence through Kolmogorov complexities. Their approach CausEv
relies on an algorithmic formalisation of the notion of stability that yields an
asymmetry in the amount of shared information between the cause (say X) and
the effect given the cause (say Y | X), and the effect Y and the cause given the
effect X | Y . Through the minimum description length principle of [42], they
show that this asymmetry induced by the presence of causal effects between two
random variables X and Y can be translated in terms of inequality in quan-
tile scores where suitable distribution functions of X and Y are defined. Since
their method is targeted at discovering causality in extremes, they apply the
minimum description length principle with respect to the class of extreme value
distributions where a GP distribution is assumed for the margins in the upper
quadrant region of the data and an extreme value copula describes their depen-
dence. Thus, the assessment of the direction of causality (in a bivariate setting)
becomes a matter of comparing quantile scores in extreme regions, namely the
upper quadrant region. Denoting by ŜXext(τ) the τ -th quantile score of the ex-
treme counterpart of a random variable X, i.e., X | X > u for a high threshold
u, [29] define the causal score as

Sext
X→Y =

ŜY ext(τ) + ŜXext|Y ext(τ)

ŜXext(τ) + ŜY ext|Xext(τ) + ŜY ext(τ) + ŜXext|Y ext(τ)
(11)

and conclude that X causes Y whenever the score is (strictly) greater than 0.5.
The choice of the quantile τ ∈ (0, 1) is arbitrarily and the authors propose an
integrated quantile score as the causal direction is expected to be stable with re-
spect to the severity of the extremes. The CausEv method makes no assumption
on the causal structure. Its validity relies solely on the validity of the asymp-
totic models for extremes, i.e., the GP distribution modeling the univariate tail
behaviour and the extreme value copula describing the tail dependence.

The second venue for constructing the causal score relies on a model-induced
asymmetry. This venue was followed by [18] with the LSCM (see Definition 3.1)
with heavy-tailed noise variables, and [48] with the RMLM (see Definition 3.2)
supported on a tree structure. Both their approaches are detailed below.

We start with an LSCM-induced graph G, as described by the linear form
(3). We denote by Fk the cumulative distribution function of node Xk and
assume the noise variables to be independent and regularly varying with index
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α > 0. [18] propose to capture the causally-induced asymmetry in the graph G
by looking at the signal in the bivariate tails through the so-called causal tail
coefficient

Γjk = lim
u→1−

E{Fk(Xk) | Fj(Xj) > u} (12)

=
1

2
+

1

2

∑
h∈An(j)∩An(k) β

′
hj∑

h∈An(j) β
′
hj

,

defined for j ̸= k. Then, a comparison of the coefficients Γij and Γji allows to
establish the presence (or not) of a causal relationship between nodes Xj and
Xk as well as its direction. Precisely, when Xi causes Xj , we expect Γij to be
equal to one and Γji ∈ (1/2, 1).

Example 4.1 (Diamond Example). For the DAG described in Figure 2, we
compute the causal tail coefficients for nodes X1 and X4. Since An(1) = {1}
and An(4) = {1, 2, 3, 4}, we obtain that Γ14 = 1 whereas

Γ41 =
1

2
+

1

2

β′
14

β′
44 + β′

34 + β′
24 + β′

14

< 1.

The same goes for nodes X1 and X3 where

Γ13 =
1

2
+

1

2

β′
11

β′
11

= 1,

Γ31 =
1

2
+

1

2

β′
13

β′
13 + β′

31

< 1.

At the level of the graph G, the task of structure learning is synonym of
retrieving the topological (causal) order and [18] propose an algorithm called
EASE that returns the causal order of a graph based on the matrix of its causal
tail coefficients. At the sample level, statistical inference relies on a nonpara-
metric estimator of Γij which is consistent under mild conditions on the tail
behaviour of the marginals Fj and Fk as well as the effective sample size in
the tails. Consistency of the algorithm that is achieved when the probability of
making a mistake vanishes, follows from the consistency of the estimator of Γij .
The methodology developed by [18] requires the noise variables in the LSCM to
have the same tail coefficient, though they empirically show that the method is
still valid if the ancestor has lighter tails than its descendants. Additionally, al-
though the authors show that their algorithm is asymptotically robust to hidden
confounders, the assumption of comparable tails (of the hidden confounders and
the observed variables) is still needed. [34] extended the methodology by condi-
tioning on the values of observed confounders when computing the causal tail
coefficient of [18]. Using a semi-parametric estimator of the marginal distribution
functions, [34] propose a parametric GPD causal tail coefficient estimator that
is able to reduce or remove the effect of potential confounders on the measure
of asymmetry Γij .

Following a similar train of thought, [48] look at a different measure of asym-
metry under the RMLM (8) supported on a root-directed tree T . The proposed
measure quantifies the concentration of the distribution of the ratio of two nodes,
conditional on one node being extreme. Precisely, working on the logarithmic
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scale and conditioning on observations exceeding their αth quantile (α being a
large quantile level) in one margin, the causal score is defined as

wij(r) :=
1

nij
[E{Xij(α)} −QXij(α)(r)]

2,

where Xij(α) = {Xi−Xj : Xj > QXj
(α)}, nij = |Xij(α)|, and QY (τ) is the τth

quantile of random variable Y . This causal score serves then as a weight for the
Chu–Liu/Edmonds’ algorithm that is used to obtain a minimum root-directed
spanning tree. Consistency of the methodology is proven under assumptions on
the signal to noise ratio of the underlying RMLM. While the proposed algorithm
is targeted for causal structures described by a RMLM, it heavily relies on
properties of the tree structure of the graph. We now focus on a general approach
to causal discovery for RMLMs supported on a DAG.

4.2 RMLM-based causal discovery

Recursive max-linear models are a natural tool to characterize causal relations
in a system of variables. For instance, RMLMs reflect the intuitive concept of
the large shocks propagating through a network and having a dominant effect
on their descendants. Additionally, as the size of the network grows, dependence
structures under RMLMs remain tractable. Such property is desirable in extreme
value theory that revolves around the notion of multivariate regular variation.

Under the RMLM setting, the task of learning the causal structure boils
down to identifying the ML coefficient matrix B, with entries defined in (9).
By construction, entries of the ML coefficient matrix represent the weight of
the max-weighted paths between two vertices. Hence, the matrix B is closely
related to the tail dependence structure of the network. For instance, [17] show
that if X follows a recursive ML model with i.i.d. regularly varying innovations
with index α ∈ R, then X is in the max-domain of attraction of the max-stable
distribution GX given by

GX(x) = exp

{
−

d∑
j=1

max
i∈De(j)

(bji/xi)
α

}
, x = (x1, . . . , xd)

⊤ ∈ Rd
+. (13)

Building on this fundamental relationship, [17] show that the bivariate tail
dependence coefficient defined as

χ(i, j) = lim
u→1

Pr{Xj > F−1
j (u)|Xi > F−1

i (u)},

where F−1
i is the generalized inverse of the distribution function of the margin

Xi, is related to the entries of the matrix B through

χ(i, j) =
∑

k∈An(i)∩An(j)

min(b̄kl, b̄kj).

Here, the entry b̄ij is the standardized ML coefficient bij , i.e.,

b̄ij :=

(
bαij∑

k∈An(j) b
α
kj

)1/α

.
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Similarly, [25] detail the relationship between the ML coefficients and the
so-called scaling parameter defined as

σ2
ij =

∫
Sd

ωiωjdHX(ω), ω = (ω1, . . . , ωd)
⊤ ∈ Sd,

where HX is the limiting spectral measure of X, defined on the unit simplex
Sd = {ω ∈ Rd

+ : ||ω|| = 1}. For instance, under the assumption of regular
variation (of index 2) of the innovations of the RMLM, they derive the limiting
spectral measure from (13) and show that the scalings are given by

σ2
ij = (BB⊤)ij .

The authors then propose a causal structure learning algorithm where the ML
coefficient matrix B is constructed recursively by inferring the scalings. As the
assumption of regular variation on the innovations yields a discrete spectral
measure for the observations, the empirical spectral measure is used to estimate
the scalings, resulting in asymptotically normal and consistent estimates of the
ML coefficient matrix B.

The structure learning algorithm proposed in [25] is valid under the assump-
tion of the underlying DAG being well-ordered, though an additional step of
finding the source nodes can be implemented if this does not hold. [27] ex-
tend this work to include settings with hidden confounders. They suppose that
the entire DAG is not observed and discuss conditions under which the causal
structure can be retrieved.

The RMLM discussed so far assumes that extreme observations at the node
variables are the result of extreme shocks in the innovations propagating deter-
ministically through the network. Thus, and in contrast with the LSCM defined
in (2), there are no observation errors in the model, which can be deemed un-
realistic. This motivates the work by [5] who introduce the max-linear model
with propagating noise

Ui =

( ∨
j∈pa(i)

cijUj

∨
ϵi

)
Zi, i = 1, . . . , d

where Zi are i.i.d. regularly varying noise variables, independent of the innova-
tions εi. This model can be shown to have a representation in terms of max-
linear random coefficients, i.e., it can be written as (8). The LM matrix B is
random as it also depends on the noise variables. [5] use the concept of min-
imum ratios to estimate the DAG associated to the propagating noise model.
The causal structure learning problem is framed as an optimization problem,
where the topological order is obtained by minimizing an objective function
involving minimum ratios of the nodes, and an estimation problem, where the
random ML coefficients are inferred from the estimated order.

One perspective on observational causal discovery for extreme events is in
terms of recursive max-linear models. Thanks to the causal interpretation of
its parameters as well as its close link to the notion of multivariate regular
variation, the structure of such models can be leveraged to learn the causal
relations governing a given network. It remains only to decide on the adequacy
of the structure.
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4.3 Application to a real dataset

We apply the causal extreme discovery methods described in Section 4 to
the Seine network data introduced in Section 1.2. The three methods we
consider are the model-agnostic CausEv approach of [29], the LSCM-based
EASE algorithm of [18], and the RMLM-based approach described in 4.2. The
data, kindly provided by the authors of [2], come from the website of the
French Ministry of Ecology, Energy, and Sustainable Development, specifically
http://www.hydro.eaufrance.fr. The dataset consists of n = 27893 daily wa-
ter levels in centimeters measured at the five stations and covers the time span
from January 1987 to April 2019, with occasional gaps in data for certain mea-
surement stations. Contrary to mountain rivers such as the Danube network
[1, 29, 18] or the Swiss network [34], where the more extreme observations hap-
pen during summer when rivers are less likely to be frozen and flash floods are
more frequent, the Seine network does not display any seasonality. For instance,
as displayed in Figure 4, very large observations can occur at any time through-
out the year, though these events might be of different types, e.g., fluvial or
pluvial.
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Figure 4: Daily water levels at four sites on the Seine network from 2012 to
2015.

The map in Figure 5 shows the oriented network associated to the Seine
river in terms of water flow.

Since the considered sites are either on the Seine or on one of its tributaries,
we expect their characteristics, such as the volume of the associated river, to
potentially influence the tail behaviour of the water level variable. Thus, before
conducting any causal discovery, we fit a GP distribution to the tail of each
series and obtain an estimated value of the shape parameter ξ reported in Ta-
ble 1. While the three estimated values for Meaux, Melun, and Sens stations
are rather close, the one for Paris is slightly lower compared to the others. All
four 95% confidence intervals for the shape parameter overlap, though. More
importantly, the estimated shape parameter of Nemours is very large, violating
the tail equality assumption required by the two model-based methods (EASE
and the one of Section 4.2). Although this assumption is not required for the
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Figure 5: Oriented network associated to the Seine river network.

Stations Paris Meaux Melun Nemours Sens

ξ̂ 0.099(0.11) 0.31(0.13) 0.25(0.12) 0.87(0.14) 0.31(0.11)

Table 1: Shape parameter estimate (ξ̂) obtained from fitting a GP distribution
to the tail of the five stations.

CausEv approach, we decided to remove this station when applying the three
methods.

Table 2 shows the reachability matrix associated with the oriented network
of Figure 5 of the Seine without Nemours, where a value of 1 in the cell (i, j)
means that there is a path from i to j. We apply the three approaches CausEv
[29], EASE [18], and RMLM-based [25] on the non-declustered data and the
resulting reachability matrices are summarized in Table 3, Table 5, and Table 6,
respectively. More specifically, Table 4 shows the 95% confidence intervals for
the CausEv score (11) obtained by a bootstrap approach resampling the years.
Whenever the value 0.5 is not in the 95% confidence interval of cell (i, j), there
is an edge from i to j. Table 5 is obtained using the EASE algorithm on the es-
timated causal tail coefficients (12). Table 6 is obtained by applying the method
based on the RMLM and described in Section 4.2. The two reachability matrices
obtained from EASE and RMLM-based method are the same.

To quantify the different causal inference statements and different interven-
tion distributions resulting from the three approaches, we use the structural in-

Actual reachability matrix Paris Meaux Melun Sens
Paris 0 0 0 0
Meaux 1 0 0 0
Melun 1 0 0 0
Sens 1 0 1 0

Table 2: Actual reachability matrix corresponding to the Seine network without
Nemours.
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CausEv reachability matrix Paris Meaux Melun Sens
Paris 0 0 0 0
Meaux 1 0 0 0
Melun 1 0 0 0
Sens 1 0 0 0

Table 3: Estimated reachability matrix obtained from the method CausEv de-
scribed in [29].

CausEv scores Paris Meaux Melun Sens
Paris
Meaux [0.505; 0.575]
Melun [0.538; 0.585] [0.465; 0.521]
Sens [0.509; 0.567] [0.401; 0.511] [0.466; 0.540]

Table 4: 95% confidence interval for the CausEv scores (11) from 300 bootstrap
samples obtained by resampling the years.

EASE reachability matrix Paris Meaux Melun Sens
Paris 0 0 0 0
Meaux 1 0 1 1
Melun 1 0 0 0
Sens 1 0 1 0

Table 5: Estimated reachability matrix obtained from the EASE algorithm for
LSCM [18].

RMLM reachability matrix Paris Meaux Melun Sens
Paris 0 0 0 0
Meaux 1 0 1 1
Melun 1 0 0 0
Sens 1 0 1 0

Table 6: Estimated reachability matrix obtained from the RMLM-based method
described in Section 4.2 [25].
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tervention distance (SID) [39]. In short, the SID evaluates the distance between
the estimated reachability matrix and the actual one. To assess the variability of
the SID, we use a bootstrap approach by resampling the years with replacement
300 times. The 95% percentile CIs for the SID are [0, 4] for CausEv, [0, 6] for
EASE, and [0, 6] for the RMLM-based method. The results among the three
approaches are rather similar.

While we did not decluster the data prior to the analysis, the question of
declustering is still open. Indeed, when applied on the declustered data using
the approach described in [1], the two model-based approaches (EASE algorithm
and RMLMmethod of Section 4.2) did not perform well whereas the reachability
matrix obtained from CausEv remains the same than the one obtained on the
non-declustered data. For the two model-based approaches it is not clear whether
the larger size of the dataset or its temporal dependence feature (or both) are
relevant for the structure learning task.

5 Conclusion

The field of causality for extremes is an emerging area of statistics, and in this
work, we have provided a non-exhaustive review of recent methods for causality
of extremes from observational data. Highly relevant in various domains, such
as climate, finance, or epidemiology, where understanding the causes of extreme
events is of utmost importance for prediction or risk assessment, some open
problems are continuously arising. Some of these challenges are the presence
of hidden confounders or hidden nodes. [27] have provided necessary and suffi-
cient conditions to disregard hidden nodes in regularly varying RMLM. Another
question is the possibility to relax the assumption of similar tail heavyness in
model-based approaches and to allow lighter tails of the innovations. Still linked
to model-based methods, the bad results in the cases of declustered data com-
pared to non-declustered data, even for large datasets, remains somehow not
understandable.

There is a link between graphical models for extremes [13] presented in [12]
and causality. The work of [13] based on densities on undirected graphs can com-
plement the literature on recursive SEMs for extremes (e.g., LSCM and RMLM).
For instance, [13] define conditional independence for general (continuous) mul-
tivariate extreme value models, which can serve as a tool for causal discovery
on DAGs, like in classical Gaussian models. This can serve as the foundation
for expanding research in causal inference for extremes to encompass continuous
extreme value distributions.

Causal structure learning methods for extremes of temporal data with pos-
sible latent variables and non linear relations are still relatively rare, but inter-
esting work in this area includes [4] which introduces a causal tail coefficient for
(heavy tailed) time series. The Granger causality test is equivalent to testing
whether the coefficients of the past values of a series X(t) in an autoregressive
model of another one Y (t) involving past values of both time series are equal to
zero. Instead of looking at the Granger causality in mean, one may want to con-
sider a Granger causality test in the realized dynamic extreme quantiles of Y (t).
A change in the dynamics of the causal relationship can be assessed by assum-
ing piecewise autoregressive segments with the graphical help of extremogram
[7] and estimating the number of structural breaks that would induce different
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model coefficients through time. These examples represent potential avenues
for exploring causality in extreme situations, yet numerous additional possibili-
ties exist such as investigating nonlinear functional relationships and detecting
causal covariates, among others.
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expériences agricoles : Essai des principes, mémoire de master.
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