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Abstract

The assumption of independence between
observations (units) in a dataset is preva-
lent across various methodologies for learning
causal graphical models. However, this as-
sumption often finds itself in conflict with
real-world data, posing challenges to ac-
curate structure learning. We propose a
decorrelation-based approach for causal graph
learning on dependent binary data, where the
local conditional distribution is defined by a
latent utility model with dependent errors
across units. We develop a pairwise maxi-
mum likelihood method to estimate the co-
variance matrix for the dependence among
the units. Then, leveraging the estimated
covariance matrix, we develop an EM-like it-
erative algorithm to generate and decorrelate
samples of the latent utility variables, which
serve as decorrelated data. Any standard
causal discovery method can be applied on
the decorrelated data to learn the underly-
ing causal graph. We demonstrate that the
proposed decorrelation approach significantly
improves the accuracy in causal graph learn-
ing, through numerical experiments on both
synthetic and real-world datasets.

1 Introduction

Causal discovery methods designed for observational
data address the challenges in causal inference under
non-experimental settings across many applied domains.
Directed acyclic graphs (DAGs), where nodes corre-
spond to random variables, are a class of graphical
models for modeling causal relationships among a set
of variables. Suppose there are p variables and let PAj

be the parent variables of node j. Consider a data ma-
trix X ∈ Rn×p, where each row xi ∈ Rp corresponds
to one of the n units in the data. Let Xj be the jth

column of X, which is generated by a structure equa-
tion model (SEM) as shown in (1) with an independent
error vector εj :

Xj = fj(PAj , εj), εj = (ε1j , ..., εnj)
iid∼ P, (1)

for j ∈ [p] := {1, . . . , p}.

Note that the error terms εij , i ∈ [n] are independent
and identically distributed with some distribution P.

A main assumption of this model is the joint indepen-
dence among the n units of the data matrix X due to
the independence of the errors. More specifically, under
the i.i.d assumption, the rows (units) x1, . . . , xn of the
data matrix X are independent and thus the n × n
covariance matrix among the n units is diagonal. It is
important to distinguish the between-unit covariance
matrix from the p × p covariance matrix among the
columns X1, . . . , Xp, which is typically dense. In this
work, the primary motivation is to consider potential
dependence among the rows x1, . . . , xn in the learning
of the underlying DAG.

Under the i.i.d data assumption, many causal struc-
ture estimation methods have been developed. There
are three main types of structure learning: constraint-
based, score-based, and hybrid methods. One of the
primary constraint-based methods is the PC Algorithm
(Spirtes et al., 2000), which uses conditional indepen-
dence tests to remove edges from an initial complete
undirected graph and then orients the edges based on
the Meek’s rules (Meek, 1995). Variants include PC-
select by Bühlmann et al. (2010) for causal structure
estimation on one variable, PC-stable from Colombo
et al. (2014) for order-independence, FCI by Spirtes
et al. (2000) for latent confounders, and rankPC by
Harris and Drton (2013) for non-normal data. Score-
based methods search over a certain graph space to
find a graph that optimizes a scoring function such
as BIC (E. Schwarz, 1978) or minimum-description
length (Roos, 2017). Popular examples include the
Greedy Equivalence Search (GES) (Chickering, 2002)
and the Greedy Hill Climbing (Gámez et al., 2011).
Other variants include Fast Greedy Equivalence Search
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(FGES) (Ramsey et al., 2017) and regularized likeli-
hood maximization approaches (Aragam and Zhou,
2015; Gu et al., 2019; Fu and Zhou, 2013). Hybrid
methods combine the two approaches, constraint and
score-based learning, such as MMHC (Max-min Hill
climbing) (Tsamardinos et al., 2006) and GFCI (Ogar-
rio et al., 2016). A more complete overview of existing
methods for causal learning is provided by Glymour
et al. (2019) and Nogueira et al. (2022).

1.1 Motivation and contributions

Real-world data, however, often deviates from the i.i.d
assumption. In social and behavioral sciences, the
"non-iidness", also termed as couplings (Cao, 2015),
manifests in various forms. Individuals often share
characteristics within social groups or families. Conse-
quently, data points become interdependent, breaking
the i.i.d assumption. In single-cell RNA sequencing
(scRNA-seq), we seek to uncover gene regulatory net-
works (GRNs) which can be conceptualized as causal
networks among genes. Cells in scRNA-seq data have
inherent dependence due to various spatial and tempo-
ral associations among the cells, such as cell differentia-
tion from the same population. The dependence among
units in such data clearly violates the i.i.d. assumptions
used in traditional causal discovery methods.

Rather than adapting a specific structure learning
method to handle data dependence, we propose a gen-
eral approach to transform dependent data into an
independent surrogate, so that many existing structure
learning methods can be applied to the independent
surrogate data. More specifically, the main contribu-
tions of this work are as follows. First, we propose
a DAG model for dependent binary data based on a
latent utility model, where errors εj across units are
modeled by an unknown covariance matrix Σ. Then,
we develop a pairwise maximum likelihood method
to estimate the covariance among the units the data.
Lastly, given the estimated Σ, we develop an EM algo-
rithm to generate surrogate independent data, which
are samples of the latent utility variables in our model.
We demonstrate, with both synthetic and real-world
datasets, that structure learning on the surrogate data
is much more accurate than on the original dependent
data using state-of-the-art methods.

1.2 Related works

In the context of DAG-based causal inference, there
are only a few very recent methods that take into
account the potential dependence among units. Bhat-
tacharya et al. (2020) developed a method for causal
inference under partial interference (Hudgens and Hal-
loran, 2008). They assume a known causal DAG among

the variables and then estimate causal effects under
dependence among the units xi. In contrast, we do not
assume knowledge of a DAG structure and in fact our
primary goal is to learn the underlying causal DAG.
Li et al. (2024) proposed a linear Gaussian DAG on
network data, by introducing dependent exogenous
variables εj = (ε1j , . . . , εnj):

Xj =
∑

k∈PAj

βkjXk + εj , εj ∼ Nn(0,Σ), (2)

where βkj is the causal effect of Xk on Xj and the
covariance matrix Σ ∈ Rn×n is positive definite. They
suggest estimating the precision matrix Θ = Σ−1 and
using the Cholesky factor L of Θ as a means to decor-
relate the data matrix X, that is, the decorrelated
data X̃ = L⊺X. This approach demonstrated promis-
ing results in addressing data dependence in DAG
learning, however, there are a few intrinsic limitations.
First, their decorrelation approach is not applicable to
discrete data, since L⊺X is in general outside of the
discrete data domain and this transformation has no
clear interpretation. Second, Li et al. (2024) assume
that the support of Θ is restricted to a known net-
work (graph) among the n units, which is somewhat
limited for many forms of dependent data. The wide
use and availability of discrete data prompts a novel
decorrelation approach. In this work, we introduce
a different data-generating mechanism for dependent
discrete data and develop an associated decorrelation
method for improving causal graph estimation. We do
not assume a known network among the units. Our
method generates continuous proxy data in the pro-
cess of removing cross-units dependence, on which a
standard structure learning algorithm can be applied
to estimate the underlying DAG. As shown by our nu-
merical results, this approach substantially improves
the structure learning accuracy and provides a much
better model fit to the data.

2 A DAG model for dependent data

To generalize the SEM in Equation (2) to binary vari-
ables xij ∈ {0, 1}, we use a probit regression model
for [xij | xik, k ∈ PAj ] under a latent-variable formula-
tion. We introduce a set of auxiliary latent variables
zij for j ∈ [p] and i ∈ [n]. The binary value of xij is
determined by the latent variable zij :

zij =
∑

k∈PAj

βkjxik + εij = xiβj + εij , (3)

xij = I(zij > 0), (4)

for i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [p], where βj = (β1j , . . . , βpj) ∈ Rp

such that supp(βj) = PAj . Under this formulation, zij
is regarded as the utility for xij = 1, while the utility
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for xij = 0 is the baseline (zero). This approach allows
us to accommodate dependence among discrete units
by assuming

εj = (ε1j , . . . , εnj) ∼ Nn(0,Σ), for all j. (5)

Due to an identifiability issue in the model defined
by Equations (3) and (4), we impose the constraint
diag(Σ) = 1. Without this constraint, the model be-
comes over-parameterized, and Σ and β are not identifi-
able. The dependence between the exogenous variables
εi := (εij : j ∈ [p]) and εk causes the dependence
between the two units xi and xk, i, k ∈ [n]. This
assumption aligns with the fact that the exogenous
variables are the source of randomness in the general
SEM (1).

Let Z = (zij)n×p and Zj = (z1j , . . . , znj) be the jth
column. Plugging xik = I(zik > 0), for all i = 1, . . . , n,
in Equation (3), we have

Zj =
∑

k∈PAj

βkjI(Zk > 0) + εj , j ∈ [p]. (6)

This defines an SEM for Z = (Z1, . . . , Zp) with a DAG
G(Z).

Lemma 2.1. Under the latent utility model in Equa-
tions (3) and (4), the DAG G(X) among the observed
discrete variables X is identical to the DAG G(Z)
among the latent variables Z.

Thus, we develop a method to impute and decorrelate
the latent auxiliary data Z = (Zj) to work with con-
tinuous data rather than discrete. Then, we apply a
standard structure learning method on decorrelated
data to learn the underlying DAG. This is the high-level
idea of our method. The key complexity of our model
is the interplay between two types of dependence, one
over all variables and one over all units. The causal
relations over the variables X1, . . . , Xp are modeled
through a DAG (3) and (4) and the relationship among
different units are modeled through a joint distribution
over the exogenous variables ε1, . . . , εn (5).

Remark. Our model does differ from the latent-
thresholding model (Spirtes, 1996; Silva, 2005) for dis-
crete variables, where one often assumes a Gaussian
DAG for Z1, . . . , Zp and each discrete variable is de-
fined by thresholding, i.e. Xj = I(Zj > τj). In our
view, both models are reasonable. Using gene regu-
latory networks as an example, our model postulates
a causal network over the activation/suppression (dis-
crete status) of the genes, while the latent-thresholding
model assumes a causal network over the exact expres-
sion level (continuous measure) of the genes. When
original continuous data is noisy, which is common in
many applications, our model could be more robust.

3 Methods

Our main idea is to learn the latent variables Zj . Given
the underlying latent data Zj , j ∈ [p], the causal graph
we estimate among Z will be identical to the causal
graph among X according to Lemma 2.1. Since Z
is continuous, we can apply the Cholesky factor of
an estimated precision matrix among the units to re-
move data dependence. Our methodology begins by
estimating the covariance Σ via a pairwise likelihood
approach. Given Σ̂, our algorithm iterates between
approximating the latent data and estimation of the
parameters βj , j ∈ [p] through an EM-algorithm. The
Cholesky factor of the estimated precision matrix can
then be used to remove the dependence among the
latent data to use for DAG learning by any standard
causal structure estimation method.

3.1 Covariance estimation

Under classical i.i.d. settings, covariance estimation
among discrete variables is a well-studied topic in sta-
tistical modeling. Fan et al. (2017) developed a rank
based estimator using Kendall’s tau to calculate cor-
relations assuming i.i.d samples. Olsson (1979) uses a
bi-variate normal cdf method to estimate the correla-
tion ρij between two discrete variables and also assumes
i.i.d samples to obtain an accurate estimate of the cor-
relation. Cui et al. (2016) uses Gibbs sampling on
rank-based data to sample and average correlation ma-
trices from an inverse-Wishart distribution. However,
their method does not utilize a prior that can specify
sparsity in the covariance matrix. The challenges posed
by our model have spurred the necessity to develop a
novel covariance estimation approach for our problem,
distinguished by several key departures from existing
literature. First, our model introduces dependence into
discrete data through latent background variables, εj ,
compared to the aforementioned methods where data
is assumed to be fully observed. Additionally, since the
distribution of Xj depends on its parent variables, we
do not have independence among the data involved in
the likelihood of Σ. Furthermore, our method allows for
the introduction of sparsity based on potential domain
expertise, enhancing practical utility.

Jointly estimating the n × n covariance matrix Σ in
Equation (5) is very challenging because the error vari-
ables εij are unobserved. Therefore, we propose a
pairwise MLE method to estimate Σ. Because Σii = 1
for i ∈ [n], our pairwise method is applied to estimate
each correlation ρij , for i, j ∈ [n].

Without loss of generality, let us consider the esti-
mation of ρ12, the correlation between the first two
units. There are four possible outcomes for (x1j , x2j)
for any j ∈ [p], i.e. (0,0), (0,1), (1,0), (1,1). Using
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Equation (4),

(x1j , x2j) = (I (ε1j > −x1βj) , I (ε2j > −x2βj)) . (7)

According to Equation (5), with diag(Σ) = 1, the
distribution of the two error variables (ε1j , ε2j), is a
bivariate normal with an unknown parameter ρ12,(

ε1j
ε2j

)
∼ N

[(
0
0

)
,

(
1 ρ12
ρ12 1

)]
for all j ∈ [p]. (8)

Given βj , we can use Equation (7) to find the proba-
bility mass function of (x1j , x2j) through the CDF of
a bivariate Gaussian:

P (x1j , x2j |D1,2
j , ρ12) =

∫∫
D1,2

j

ϕ (u1, u2|ρ12) du1du2,

where D1,2
j ⊂ R2 is the domain for the integral and

ϕ is the pdf for the bivariate normal in Equation (8).
For example, if (x1j , x2j) = (1, 1) then the domain
D1,2

j = (−x2βj ,∞) × (−x2βj ,∞), where supp(βj) =
PAj . The likelihood of ρ12 given all p pairs (x1j , x2j),
j ∈ [p] is

L(ρ12|x1, x2) =

p∏
j=1

P (x1j , x2j |D1,2
j , ρ12). (9)

For any pair of units (a, b) ∈ [n]×[n], our estimate ρ̂ab is
the maximizer of the likelihood function L(ρab|xa, xb),
which can be found easily using a univariate numeri-
cal optimization method. Figure 4 in Supplementary
Material 7.1 illustrates the accuracy of our estimate
compared to the true correlation.

The covariance estimation method relies on an initial
estimate of β, necessitating initial parent estimates
P̂Aj for j ∈ [p]. We apply the Max-Min Hill Climbing
(MMHC) algorithm (Tsamardinos et al., 2006) to esti-
mate a DAG and then use logistic regression (See Sup-
plementary Material 7.5) to estimate βj from PAj . Our
covariance estimation is robust to the initial estimates,
as suggested by the numerical results in Supplementary
Material 7.5.

For practical results, we restrict our attention to covari-
ance matrices with a block-diagonal structure. Block
structure often occurs in data with clusters of depen-
dent units. We do not need to assume any sparse
structure within each block. We apply the pairwise
MLE to each ρij between two units in the same block
and apply a regularization step to ensure the positive
definiteness of Σ̂. We obtain a positive semi-definite
matrix by truncating the negative eigenvalues λi of our
estimated covariance matrix, i.e. λ′

i = max{0, λi} and
then re-scale the off-diagonal elements by a factor < 1
(e.g. 0.9).

3.2 Latent Data Recovery and Decorrelation

Given the estimated covariance matrix Σ̂, we develop
an EM algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977) to recover the
latent data and update parameter estimates. In the
E-step, given β, we impute the latent data, Z, utilizing
draws of ε from a Truncated-Normal distribution. In
the M-step, decorrelation is applied to the latent data
when maximizing the complete data log-likelihood to
update β.

With the estimated covariance matrix Σ̂ from Sec-
tion 3.1, the distribution of the error term εj is Nn(0, Σ̂).
However, the data vector Xj is determined by the re-
lationship between εj and −Xβj as specified in Equa-
tion (7). Thus, given X and the current parameter β,
ϵj is distributed

εj | X,βj ∼ NT (0, Σ̂), (10)

which is truncated at −Xβj . More specifically, the
truncation at −Xβj introduces a total of n constraints
in the truncated normal distribution in the form of

εij > −xiβj if xij = 1

εij ≤ −xiβj if xij = 0.

We leverage the block structure of the covariance ma-
trix to draw εj by simulating a multivariate truncated
normal distribution within each block using a Gibbs
sampler. The average of the N draws yields an ap-
proximate expectation E(εj | X,βj). We can then
reconstruct latent auxiliary data Z via Equation (3).

After reconstructing latent data Zj , j ∈ [p], we develop
a decorrelation method using the estimated covariance
matrix Σ̂ in the M-step to update each βj . Let L⊺ be
the Cholesky factor of Θ := Σ−1 such that Θ = LL⊺.
Given εj ∼ Nn(0,Σ), applying the Cholesky factor
L⊺ results in L⊺εj ∼ Nn(0, In), a vector of indepen-
dent Gaussian variables. Accordingly, for each j ∈ [p],
decorrelation of the latent data Zj can be performed
by applying L̂⊺ to Zj such that

L̂⊺Zj = L̂⊺Xβj + L̂⊺εj , (11)

where L̂⊺ is the Cholesky factor of Σ̂−1. This simpli-
fies to a regression of L̂⊺Zj onto L̂⊺X to estimate βj ,
but restricting the support of βj to P̂Aj . This pro-
cess maximizes the expectation of the complete data
log-likelihood log p(X,Z | β) to update βj . Ridge re-
gression is used in order to avoid overfit to potentially
inaccurate draws of ε.

The iterative process outlined in Algorithm 1 consists
of recovering the latent data Z, decorrelating Z, and
estimating β. In Supplementary Material 7.3, Figure 6,
a single example run of this algorithm is shown. No-
tably, the β values begin to converge to a stable point
after approximately 5 iterations.
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Algorithm 1 EM-based decorrelation algorithm

Given an estimated Cholesky factor L̂ from Σ̂ and
initial estimated graph Ĝ, iterate between the following
steps until a stop criterion is met:

1. Average draws of ε̂ according to Equation (10).

2. Reconstruct latent variable data Ẑ = Xβ̂ + ε̂.

3. Decorrelate latent data L̂⊺Ẑ = L̂⊺Xβ̂ + L̂ε̂.

4. Perform p ridge regressions of L̂⊺Ẑj on L̂⊺Xj for
each j ∈ [p] to obtain β̂ where the support of Xj

is the parents of variable j.

3.3 Structure Learning

Lemma 2.1 suggests that we may use the imputed
Z for causal discovery of X. Algorithm 1 produces
decorrelated data, L̂⊺Z, at each iteration, where unit-
dependence has been largely removed. With close-
to-independent data, conventional structure learning
methods can be employed to estimate a DAG among
Z. Due to Monte Carlo simulation of ε, the Ẑ is not an
exact expectation. We mitigate this inaccuracy by us-
ing a consensus or average across multiple imputations
of Z in DAG learning.

Since we are using observational data, in general, one
can only learn an equivalence class represented by a
CPDAG. We employ two approaches to generate the
final estimated CPDAG. In the first approach, we run
a standard structure learning algorithm with default
parameters on M = 10 decorrelated datasets imputed
at different iterations of Algorithm 1. We accept an
edge into our final graph estimate if at least half of the
estimated CPDAGs agree. We call this the consensus
approach. In the second approach, we average all M
decorrelated datasets and then run a standard struc-
ture learning algorithm on the averaged dataset, which
we call the average approach. From a computation
time perspective, average approach necessitates only
a single DAG structure estimate while the consensus
approach requires M estimates. We compare these two
approaches to a baseline approach that uses a standard
structure learning algorithm directly to the discrete
dependent data.

4 Experimental Results

For simulations, we use either random DAGs or those
from the bnlearn repository. Given a DAG structure,
edge weights were uniformly sampled from the inter-
val [−0.9,−0.6] ∪ [0.6, 0.9]. We then sampled noise
variables, ε, according to Equation (5) and a specified

covariance structure detailed below. We simulate the
continuous auxiliary variables Zj and discretize Zj us-
ing Equation (4) to obtain our observed data Xj . The
process is repeated according to a topological ordering
until we have discrete data Xj for all j ∈ [p].

Three covariance structures (of Σ) among the n units
were employed based on a block-diagonal structure.
Within each cluster (block), the units were correlated
following one of the structures where block sizes range
from 10 to 15 in simulated data: (i) Equal covariance
implies fully-connected units in a cluster with Σij = θ
if i ̸= j where θ ∼ U(0.4, 0.7), (ii) Toeplitz covariance
means units are connected in a Markov Chain, with
Σij = θ|i−j|/5 where θ ∼ U(0.1, 0.25), and (iii) Mixed
covariance means each block is randomly Toeplitz or
Equal. To validate the covariance estimation accuracy,
we constructed 10 random DAGs for each pair of param-
eters n ∈ {100, 500} units and p ∈ {100, 1000} variables
and simulated data according to aforementioned data
generating process using a mixed covariance structure
for Σ. After obtaining the initial estimates of β̂, we
apply the pairwise MLE to estimate each ρij within the
known block structure. Then, we calculated the RMSE
of Σ̂ with respect to the true covariance matrix Σ∗

for each random DAG. As reported in Supplementary
Material 7.2, our covariance estimates have low RMSE
values ≤ 0.15 for p = 100 and ≤ 0.06 for p = 1000.

Using the estimated covariance matrix Σ̂, Algorithm 1
is used to remove the dependence from the data. As
mentioned in Section 3.3, we took the approximately
decorrelated datasets and used two approaches, con-
sensus and average. To ensure the results of our
algorithm were consistent across different structure
learning methods, we chose three different methods,
MMHC (Tsamardinos et al., 2006), PC, and Copula-
PC (Cui et al., 2016). Copula-PC is an extension of the
traditional PC algorithm for non-Gaussian data using
copulas. Specifically, we use the discrete versions of
each learning method on the dependent discrete data
and the continuous versions on the decorrelated data.
Then, we compared the estimated CPDAG against the
underlying true CPDAG using an F-1 score.

Eight real DAGs (p variables and s edges) were sourced
from the bnlearn repository (Scutari, 2014): Hail-
finder (p = 56, s = 66), Hepar2 (p = 70, s =
123), Win95pts (p = 76, s = 112), Munin1 (p =
186, s = 273), Andes (p = 223, s = 338), Pigs
(p = 441, s = 592), Diabetes (p = 413, s = 602),
Link (p = 724, s = 1125). These DAGs cover vari-
ous domains, such as severe hail forecasting in north-
eastern Colorado from Hailfinder and the use of an
electromyography machine in medical diagnostics in
Munin. We used the aforementioned parameters for
each simulation: n ∈ {100, 500} units, edge weights β
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Figure 1: Structure learning accuracy before and after decorrelation for 8 real Bayesian networks.

were uniformly sampled from [−0.9,−0.6] ∪ [0.6, 0.9]
and the covariance matrix Σ∗ was sampled according
to the mixed structure with block sizes ranging from
10 to 15. With these parameters, we simulated data
for each DAG, repeating the process 10 times.

Figure 1 reports an F-1 score of estimated CPDAGs
to the true CPDAG after using each approach. Red
boxplots serve as the baseline and the green and blue
boxplots correspond to the average and consensus ap-
proaches, respectively. Our Consensus method demon-
strates on average 20% improvement to the F-1 score
compared to the baseline method, with only three sim-
ulations displaying exceptions.

Our real DAG results concur with additional experi-
ments under the same settings as above for random
DAGs with n ∈ {100, 500} units, p ∈ {100, 1000} vari-
ables and 2p edges. Figure 7 in Supplementary Ma-
terial 7.4 demonstrates between 13-34% improvement
for random DAGs with either the consensus or aver-
age approach over the baseline method. For Toeplitz

and Equal covariance structures and a more detailed
numerical comparison, see Supplementary Material 7.5.

In practical application, robustness to violations of
model assumptions is very important. Thus, we per-
formed additional simulations where our model assump-
tions are violated. We assume Z1, . . . , Zp follow a non-
linear DAG model:

zij =
∑

k∈PAj

fkj(zik) + εij ,

where, for each edge k → j, fkj = (βkjzik)
2 with prob-

ability 1
2 and fkj(zik) = βkjzik with probability 1

2 . The
error vector εj follows the same n-variate joint Gaus-
sian in Equation (5). Then, the observed variables
are xij = I(zij > τj), where τj is a cutoff chosen as
the median of Zj . There are two deviations from the
model assumptions specified in Equations (4) and (5).
First, the parent set of Zj are XPAj

in Equation (4),
compared to Zj ’s parents being ZPAj in this simula-
tion. Second, we assume nonlinear relations in this
simulation. As shown in Figure 2, for most cases the
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Figure 2: F-1 scores before and after decorrelation
across 10 simulations for each setting of (n, p) under
deviations from our model assumptions.

consensus approach was able to improve the accuracy
of the three DAG learning methods. This demonstrates
that our decorrelation method is quite robust to viola-
tions against the model assumptions.

5 Application on scRNA-Seq Data

With recent advancements in single-cell RNA sequenc-
ing technology, researchers can measure gene expression
for thousands of cells. We seek to learn gene regulatory
networks (GRNs) that encode the causal relationships
governing gene expression in different biological pro-
cesses. Each node in a GRN represents a gene and a
direct edge from gene X to Y indicates a direct reg-
ulatory effect of X on Y . In this study, we use an
RNA-seq dataset published in Chu et al. (2016), which
consists of gene expression measurements from approx-
imately 20,000 genes across n = 1018 cells. The cells
in this data include undifferentiated human embryonic
stem cells (hESCc), different lineage-specific progeni-
tor cells that can differentiate into specific cell types,
and fibroblasts that served as a control sample. Since
lineage-specific progenitors were differentiated from the
same population of hESCs, dependence among these
cells is highly expected. We processed the data fol-
lowing the methodology outlined by Li and Li (2018)
involving imputation of missing values and application
of a log transformation. Our study focuses on the es-
timation of a GRN among a subset of p = 51 target
genes selected by Chu et al. (2016). The remaining
genes are referred to as background genes hereafter.

5.1 Pre-estimate of Block Structure

The distinct cell types in the data, by experimental
design, suggest that a block structure for the covariance
matrix Σ among the cells. However, cells of the same
type may not necessarily belong to the same block.
Therefore, we applied hierarchical clustering with com-

plete linkage, utilizing 2,000 background genes as the
feature vector to partition the cells into clusters. The
resulting dendrogram was cut to ensure that a ma-
jority of clusters were comprised of at least 15 cells.
From each cluster, we randomly sampled 15 to 30 cells
and subsequently defined the block structure for Σ by
these clusters. Distinguishing between activated and
suppressed genes may be a more robust representation
than using continuous or count data. Therefore, we use
k-means to identify a natural threshold for discretiz-
ing the data based on the distribution of expression
counts rather than imposing an arbitrary threshold,
transforming the data into binary states (0 or 1). After
pre-processing, our dataset consists of n = 384 cells,
distributed across 14 blocks of 15 to 30 cells, with
expression measure for the p = 51 target genes.

5.2 Model Evaluation

As the true underlying GRN is unknown, direct evalua-
tion of our estimates is unattainable. Instead, we assess
each method by evaluating the test data likelihood of
an estimated graph through cross-validation. To make
use of the independence between cell blocks, each CV
fold aligned with an estimated block. The primary
challenge lies in estimating the covariance matrix Σ
for the test data. Using test data would introduce
bias in the likelihood evaluation. To address this, we
randomly sampled 100 background genes and ran the
covariance estimation method using these genes to ob-
tain a pre-estimated Σ̃, which was then used to evaluate
the likelihood of each test dataset. Note that no part
of the test data was involved in the estimation of Σ̃.

We compare three approaches on this dataset. Each
approach estimates a graph Ĝ and the associated param-
eters from the training data and then evaluates the like-
lihood of the test data. This process is repeated across
10 folds of CV. The baseline method estimates Ĝ using
the MMHC method on the discrete data. The second
method, consensus ident. uses Algorithm 1 with L̂ = I,
essentially assuming no dependence between the cells.
For the third method, we decorrelate latent data and
apply the consensus approach to estimate Ĝ. As shown
in Figure 3, the consensus approach which considers cell
dependence best fits the test data across all CV folds,
with a substantial margin from the other two methods.
We calculate a normalized likelihood ratio as a compara-
tive tool, which can be defined as the average likelihood
ratio of observing a single data point. This is expressed
as {P (D|Modelm)/P (D|Modelb)}1/np , where D repre-
sents the test data, Modelm is the model estimated
from our method, and Modelb is the baseline estimated
model. Calculating this metric using the median test
data log-likelihoods in Figure 3 results in a ratio of
1.57 between the consensus method and the baseline
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Figure 3: Distribution of the test-data log-likelihood
across the 10 folds in the RNA-seq data using three
different methods.

method and a ratio of 1.62 between the consensus
method and the consensus ident. method. Experi-
ments with varying cluster sizes and background genes
yielded consistent results. The only difference between
consensus ident. and consensus in Figure 3 is the use
of the pre-estimated covariance matrix for decorrela-
tion, emphasizing the strong impact of between-cell
dependence on fitting a graphical model. This demon-
strates that our proposed dependent DAG model fits
this RNA-seq dataset much better and confirms the
significance of capturing dependence among cells. It
shows the dependence can be well-estimated from a ran-
dom set of genes, supporting our assumption of using
the same Σ for all background variables εj , j ∈ [p].

6 Discussion

In this work, we developed the idea of data decor-
relation for DAG learning on binary data. The key
components include a pairwise MLE for covariance es-
timation and an iterative algorithm for generating and
decorrelating surrogate continuous data.

6.1 Summary

Independence in data is commonly assumed in practical
application where it does not hold. Extensive experi-
ments on both synthetic and real data using our method
for dependent data showcase significant improvements
over existing methods, particularly in cases with p > n
and in real RNA-seq data for GRN estimation. We be-
lieve our algorithm for causal estimation of dependent
units is particularly easy for practical application as
users do not need to set additional parameters other
than parameters necessary for classical causal discovery
methods such as PC or MMHC. The improvement in
estimation of causal models is important for applica-

tions such as GRNs, providing unexplored avenues for
experimentation in drug discovery.

Our experiments reveal that our decorrelation method-
ology exhibits superior performance in scenarios with
a strong underlying correlation structure, while demon-
strating comparable performance in other settings. We
advocate for using the proposed method in instances
where there exists a discernible dependence structure
within the dataset or when the sample size is not too
large (Due to computation size). To determine the
presence of a strong correlation, one practical approach
could involve testing if the correlation coefficient ρab
between rows a and b is significantly different from 0.

6.2 Limitations and future work

We acknowledge a few limitations in our algorithm
and experiments. First, our simulations are limited
to binary data, which restricts the applicability of our
method to real-world data scenarios where multiple
categories or mixed data can be more common. Thus,
considering a mix of continuous and discrete data could
increase the applicability of our method to real data.

Our method can be modified to accommodate multi-
category discrete and mixed data settings. Generalizing
to multiple categories is feasible but introduces a few
computational challenges. Suppose xij ∈ {0, . . . ,K}.
We introduce a set of cutoff values, τjk, k = 0, . . . ,K+1
where τj0 = −∞ and τj,K+1 = ∞. Let xij = k if and
only if τjk ≤ zij < τj,k+1 in place of Equation (4).
Then, we can generalize the covariance estimation
method in Section 3.1 by including the cutoffs {τjk}
as unknown parameters. Once Σ and {τjk} have been
estimated, the same decorrelation approach can be ap-
plied to simulate the latent continuous variables zij
as described in Section 3.2. The key computational
challenges lie in the covariance estimation step, where
the number of boundaries/regions increases quadrati-
cally with each additional category, complicating the
estimation process. Similarly, simulating εj from a
multivariate truncated normal becomes more complex
due to the high-dimensional space constrained by an
increasing number of boundaries. For mixed data, if
Xj is continuous, we adjust Equation (4) by xij = zij .
Then, we modify the likelihood in Equation (9), where
(x1j , x2j) follows a bivariate normal without trunca-
tion if they are continuous. Using a similar pairwise
MLE we can estimate the covariance matrix Σ, whose
Cholesky factor L̂T can be used to decorrelate the data.
For continuous Xj , decorrelation is achieved simply by
L̂TXj , while the decorrelated data for binary variables
is given by L̂TZj in Equation (11). Then we may apply
a standard DAG learning method to the decorrelated
data where all columns are continuous.
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Supplementary Materials

7 ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

7.1 Pairwise Log-Likelihood Correlation Estimate

In Section 3.1, we detail a covariance estimation method that does pairwise correlation estimates between two
rows of discrete data. Figure 4 illustrates a single correlation estimation in a random DAG simulation with
parameters n = 500, p = 500. The true correlation is indicated by the red line and the estimated maximum
likelihood estimate of Equation 9 is indicated by the blue line. Our correlation estimate is very close to the true
correlation.
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Figure 4: Single simulation of finding the correlation over a pair of units where n = 500 and p = 500.
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7.2 RMSE Covariance Estimate

In Section 4, we assess the accuracy of the covariance matrix estimate from our pairwise estimation method. In
each of the four settings, we run ten simulations and run the covariance estimation method. Given that each
pairwise correlation entails a maximum likelihood estimate with p samples as in (9), the accuracy of covariance
estimates in simulations with larger p values resulted in lower RMSEs.

To assess the accuracy of our covariance estimate, the root mean-squared error (RMSE) of the estimated covariance
matrix Σ̂ was calculated relative to the true covariance Σ∗:

RMSE(Σ̂,Σ∗) =

 1

|H|
∑

(i,j)∈H

(Σ̂ij − Σ∗
ij)

2


1/2

,

where H is the set of non-diagonal, non-zero elements of Σ∗. The RMSE is calculated among non-zero elements
according to the block diagonal structure of Σ∗ mentioned in Section 3.1. Accordingly, we only estimate correlations
between rows in the same cluster. Note that diag(Σ) = I due to the identifiability issue discussed in Section
2. This metric ensures a focused evaluation of the accuracy with respect to relevant elements of the covariance
matrix. Supplementary Material 7.2 shows the distribution of the RMSE values for various parameter sets of n
and p where consistently lower RMSE values are observed for larger variable size p.

Let us consider the time complexity of this pairwise covariance estimation approach. Suppose the sample size
(number of units) is nb for block b and there are a total of B blocks. Then it is easy to see that the time complexity
of our method is on the order of O(

∑B
b=1 n

2
b). For well-balanced block sizes, where n is the total sample size, the

time complexity is O(n2/B).
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Figure 5: RMSE of estimated Σ̂. There are 10 different simulations done corresponding to each box-plot.
Simulations used a mixed covariance structure under block sizes ranging from 10 to 15 under a random DAG
setting.
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7.3 Convergence of Algorithm 1

Section 3.2 describes the latent data recovery from discrete data and decorrelation of the dependencies among the
units. We describe the iterative Algorithm 1 that aims to obtain better estimates of β to improve recovery of
latent data and thus, more accurate estimates of the decorrelated latent data. Figure 6 shows the difference in β
between subsequent iterations is converging.
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Figure 6: The difference ∥β(t+1) − β(t)∥ between betas for every iteration in a simulation with n = 100 and
p = 100.
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7.4 Experiments on simulated data under random DAGs

For simulations, we use n ∈ {100, 500} units and p ∈ {100, 1000} variables. Random DAGs with p nodes were
fixed to 2p edges and edge weights were uniformly sampled from the interval [−0.9,−0.6] ∪ [0.6, 0.9].

For visual comparison, we report the box-plots of the F-1 score for four combinations of n and p in Figure 7,
which includes scenarios of both p > n and p < n. For each parameter set, we conduct 10 simulations employing
the MMHC method as both the initial and final DAG learning approach, and 10 simulations using the PC, and
Copula-PC method in the same manner, across three approaches (Baseline, Average, Consensus).

Computation time for Algorithm 1 and structure learning is dependent on the number of units, variables,
and method. For the largest case (n = 500, p = 1000), using the MMHC method, a single experiment takes
approximately 12 hours using an internal cluster over two nodes with 32gb of memory. For the smallest case
(n = 100, p = 100), our method takes approximately 1 or 2 minutes under the same computational settings.
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Figure 7: F-1 scores across 10 different simulations under each setting of (n, p) using either MMHC, PC, or
Copula-PC as the DAG learning method.
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7.5 Covariance estimate robustness to initial DAG learning method

Table 1 details the RMSE for covariance estimates to the true for different covariance structures (Σ-structures) in
different settings of sample and variable size (n, p). The covariance estimation method relies on an initial estimate
of β. Thus, we try two methods(Neighborhood Lasso and MMHC) for the initial estimate of the dependent
discrete data. Neighborhood Lasso is the Lasso regression of Xj ∼ X−j for all j ∈ [p]. Neighborhood Lasso does
not estimate a DAG but rather a Markov Blanket (Meinshausen and Bühlmann, 2006). Because there is no
significant difference in RMSE between the two methods, we opted to use MMHC as it estimates a DAG which is
consistent with our resulting output.

After obtaining the parent estimates P̂Aj , the initial estimate of β for the covariance estimation method is done
through Algorithm 1 with Σ̂ = In. After the initial estimate of β, we then run the covariance estimation method
followed by Algorithm 1 using the estimated covariance Σ̂.

Table 1: RMSE of Covariance Estimate between Neighborhood Lasso and MMHC

Σ-Structure (n,p) Neighborhood Lasso RMSE MMHC RMSE
Toeplitz (100,100) 0.122 0.130

(100,100) 0.056 0.060
(500,100) 0.112 0.109
(500,1000) 0.055 0.053

Equal (100,100) 0.115 0.108
(100,1000) 0.039 0.039
(500,100) 0.108 0.106
(500,1000) 0.041 0.041
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7.6 Details on random DAG results

Table 2 gives some additional results to Figure 7. We include three covariance structures (Mixed, Toepltiz, Equal)
described in Section 4 with numerous sets of sample and variable size ((n, p)). The baseline approach estimates
the DAG based on the dependent discrete data that assumes i.i.d data. The average and consensus approaches
use the decorrelated latent data to estimate the final DAG. The bolded numerical results indicate the best method
for the set of covariance structure and (n, p) and the ’% Increase’ is the increase in F-1 score compared to the
baseline approach. In this table, we use MMHC as the structure learning method on both the dependent binary
data and continuous decorrelated data.

Table 2: Simulated random DAG F-1 scores of three different methods: Baseline, Average, and Consensus. The
respective % increase over the baseline for the best performing method (in bold) is given. Each number refers to
the average over 10 different simulations.

Σ-Structure (n,p) Baseline Average Consensus % Increase
Mixed (100,100) 0.235 0.261 0.271 15.3

(100,500) 0.144 0.174 0.181 25.7
(100,1000) 0.116 0.135 0.143 23.3
(500,100) 0.570 0.690 0.725 27.2
(500,500) 0.548 0.605 0.658 23.5
(500,1000) 0.537 0.605 0.677 22.5

Toeplitz (100,100) 0.231 0.148 0.260 12.6
(100,500) 0.144 0.255 0.175 21.5
(100,1000) 0.115 0.160 0.140 21.7
(500,100) 0.630 0.664 0.727 25.1
(500,500) 0.580 0.619 0.696 22.1
(500,1000) 0.529 0.569 0.602 20.6

Equal (100,100) 0.168 0.278 0.283 28.6
(100,500) 0.139 0.167 0.182 33.8
(100,1000) 0.086 0.144 0.153 33
(500,100) 0.449 0.660 0.712 24.9
(500,500) 0.372 0.550 0.613 15
(500,1000) 0.327 0.564 0.649 25.3
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