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Abstract

Characterizing cause-effect relationships in complex systems could be critical to understanding these
systems. For many, Granger causality (GC) remains a computational tool of choice to identify causal
relations in time series data. Like other causal discovery tools, GC has limitations and has been criticized
as a non-causal framework. Here, we addressed one of the recurring criticisms of GC by endowing it
with proper causal interpretation. This was achieved by analyzing GC from Reichenbach’s Common
Cause Principles (RCCPs) and causal Bayesian networks (CBNs) lenses. We showed theoretically
and graphically that this reformulation endowed GC with a proper causal interpretation under certain
assumptions and achieved satisfactory results on simulation.
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1 Introduction

The emergence of machine learning (ML) has been phenomenal, with ML-based models outperforming human
intelligence, as in the case of AlphaGo [1] and, more recently, large language models (LLMs). With these
advances, ML became state-of-the-art for scientific discovery in various fields of study [2]. However, ML
algorithms fail to answer the crucial question "what"” brings about an effect and "what if" questions i.e., ML
cannot identify causal relationships in data and counterfactual questions. Hence, the need for causality and
causal inference—a field that focuses on unravelling causal interactions in data.

Characterising these interactions in complex dynamical systems is a fundamental question in science [3].
Causal structure learning (CSL)—a computational causal discovery field, taking advantage of statistics and
machine learning (ML) to unravel causal relations in data—is particularly appealing because it enables us
to answer counterfactual questions [4, 5, 6, 7].

We adopt Pearl’s causality framework. [8] defines a causal relation between two variables X and Y if any
manipulation on X has a direct effect on Y. Causal relationships are governed by structural equations such
that X; = f,(Pa(X;),U;), where Pa. are the parent variables of X;, and f; is any deterministic function, and
U, is an unobserved noise term. Causal inference is performed by interventions, formalized as the do-calculus
operator do(X = z), which fixes a variable X to a desired value z, thus allowing estimation of causal effects
while adjusting for confounders [8].

The main contribution of this work is the endowment of the Granger causality framework with causal
reasoning solely on theoretical groundings. This revision birthed an algorithm. The paper’s outline is
as follows: Section 1 introduces causal discovery and its trends over the years. Section 2 overviews CSL
in observational datasets and formalises Granger’s causality and Reichenbach’s common cause principles
(RCCPs) and causal Bayesian networks (CBNs). Section 3 built on the intuitions from Section 2, and
interpreted GC from CBN perspectives as conditional (in)dependence tests, presented our proposed fix as
an algorithm and presented results on simulation data. Finally, section 4 concludes the paper.
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2 Background

We introduce the reader to the essential framework that builds up to this work. The available algorithms
in CSL are categorized into constraint- and score-based, and hybrid methods [9] although much of the
focus has been on constraint- and score-based methods [10]. [11, 12] reviewed some popular available CSL
algorithms. While our introduction is concise, we refer the reader to the referenced materials for in-depth
introductions.

2.1 Granger Causality

Granger causality (GC) is a computational tool for causal discovery in many fields ranging from econometrics
to neuroscience. Despite its various criticisms, being a predictive tool, i.e., non-causal, and its susceptibility
to latent confounders. [13, 14] presented a computational tool to infer causal relations from time series data.
He postulated that a time series X* Granger causes another time series X7 if the inclusion of the pasts of
X?® and X7 in the predictive model has a better prediction than that obtained using only the past of X7.
This can be formalized mathematically as follows;

Xi % Xj = var |:Xt] - Xg X(%-:tf'r’ Xé:t—‘l’ (1)

Xg:th} > var [th - X/

where 7 is a lag parameter

An F-Test in equation 2 was adopted to determine the model significance. RSSy.., computed residual sum
of the square of the full model, which uses pasts of both variables in question and RSS,.4, the residual sum
of the square of the reduced or self-prediction model, which uses only the past states of the variable to be
predicted. ps - p; and n - py are both degrees of freedom. n is the number of data points, p; and p- are
number of parameters of models RSS,.q and RSS¢,, respectively. Note pa > p;.

e RSSreqa — RSSpuu/(p2 — p1)
RS St/ (n — p2)

(2)

Several extensions to GC have been proposed over the years ranging from linear to non-linear domains [15,
16, 17, 18, 19]. [19], a linear extension to GC in time-domain time series and proposed an F-test (equation
3) to assess the significance of models with the other variable’s pasts in the prediction to infer links.
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Granger developed both bivariate and multivariate Granger causality. Bivariate Granger causality (BVGC)
is limited to two variables, examining the reduction in prediction variance of a variable X? from its past
and that of another variable X7. If the prediction variance is significantly lower compared to that obtained
using only the pasts of X?, then X7 is said to Granger cause X*. Multivariate Granger causality extends
this concept to multivariate datasets. This approach attempts to control for indirect effects and spurious
relationships [14, 20].

Granger causality obeys the time causality and the slight time difference (At) between the cause and effect,
hence GC order (lag parameter 7), for determining connections between a cause and effect. Numerous
implementations and/or extensions to GC exist [21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27] aiming to circumvent the limitations
of GC. To date, GC is still being criticised for not being causal. Here, we propose a fix to one of GC’s major
criticisms—associational link inference. We came by this solution by re-examining Granger’s framework from
a causal Bayesian networks (CBNs) perspective.

Granger understands his framework does not reveal the true causal structure [28], but claimed that under
some assumptions, predictability of a variable by another can imply a mechanistic cause-effect relationship,
hence predictability implies causality.



In this work, we examined GC from CBN’s perspective. We identified GC’s failure to identify associational
dependence. We solved this problem with Reichenbach’s common cause principles. We likened the principles
to the two GC cases - bivariate and multivariate- and devised a means to infer more causally stable inferences
from data.

2.2 Reichenbach’s Common Cause Principles

Reichenbach introduced the common cause principle (RCCP) in [29] and defined the importance of time
in causation. The introduction of time only sounds logical as no effect happens before its cause in all
physical systems. For a more extensive read on RCCP, we refer readers to [30]. Reichenbach uses probability
measure to define (in)dependency. Events A and B are dependent iff their joint probability is greater than
the product of their marginals (equation 4). Looking more in-depth, if neither of the variables is the cause
or effect, but 4 still holds, [29] postulated that the two variables must have a common cause, occurring
earlier, thus inducing some associational relation between the two variables. This third variable could render
the pair conditionally independent. Reichenbach found the connection between probabilistic measure and
causation. RCCP has been regarded as the basis of the Causal Markov Condition. Reichenbach formulated
the following principles depicted in 4 to 8 for the (in)dependency of any two variables.

We denote the marginal probabilities of any variables A and B as P(A) and P(B), and their joint probability
is denoted by P(A, B). In contrast, a conditional joint probability is written as P (A, B|C). Equation 4
denotes dependency between variables A and B; in other terms, unconditional dependency is equivalent to
bivariate Granger causality. On the other hand, equations 5 through 8 defines conditional (in)dependency of
variables A and B where C and C” are the conditioning set of variables, and the absence of this conditioning
set denoting the multivariate Granger causality. In Reichenbach’s principle, a link between any two variables
exists if and only if equations 4 - 8 are satisfied.

P(A,B) > P(A).P(B) (4)
P(A, B|C) = P(A|C).P(B|C) (5)
P(A, B|C") = P(A|C").P(B|C) (6)
P(A|C) > P(A|C") (7)
P(B|C) > P(B|C") (8)

2.3 Causal Bayesian Networks (CBNs)

CBN is a specific aspect of probabilistic graphical models (PGMs) that explicitly model causal relationships
in data. CBNs are often interchangeably used with causal graphical models, which stem from Bayesian
networks. In Bayesian networks, a joint distribution of variables contained in data, say P(X;, Xo,...,X,)
can be modelled as a chain rule define in equation 9

P(X1, Xs,..., X,) = P(X1) [[ P (Xi

Xi_l,...,Xl) (9)

Working with equation 9 requires an exponential number of parameters. Hence, an efficient way is to model
each variable in the joint distribution with its local dependencies. This factorizes the probability distribution
according to the dependencies, reducing the number of parameters to be computed as shown in the equation
10. This is achievable due to an assumption called local Markov assumption. This factorization is termed
the chain rule for Bayesian networks. Pa(-) is an operator describing the parent(s) or group of variables
directly influencing a variable.

P(X1,Xs,....X,) = [[ P (Xi Pa(XZ-)> (10)



These cause-effect relationships in CBNs are denoted as graphs G. These graphs summarise the connectivity
matrix of the joint distribution P(X’). Nodes denote the variables, and edges show the variables’ interactions.
The edges are usually directed, showing which variables are causes and which are effects. According to
Bayesian Network Factorization, P(X) = [];_, P (X?|Pa(X")).

The concept of acyclicity in complex systems’ causal graphs may not necessarily be the most efficient. An
example is the biological brain, in which neurons are interconnected in no particular order or rules and
with humongous feedback loops. With such interwoven connectivities, enforcing acyclicity, as assumed by
many CSL algorithms on such datasets, may be inefficient. More so, the possibilities of bi-directionality in
such a network should not be undermined. In our proposition, we neither enforce nor punish acyclicity and
bi-directionality.

In CBN, we can interpret GC as a conditional independence test. This means testing for statistical
(in)dependence between the residuals €xi_ and €x;- Residuals €xi_ and € xj are a result of regressing
the conditioning set Z, which is the pasts of the state predictors up to the chosen lag value, where;
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If there exists a statistically significant dependence between the two residuals, then we say X}  — th

where n is the number of pasts considered for the test.

T

This can be illustrated graphically as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: GC interpretation in CBN as conditional (in)dependence test. Figure la depicts conventional GC
using the pasts of X;_;(i.e.r = 1 in this analogy) and X7, both marked green to depict pairs of interest and
dashed green arrow showing the dependence test. This, in CBN, as shown in Figure 1b, is interpreted as a
conditional (in)dependence test by conditioning on the pasts of both X} ; and X]. The red-shaded states
are the states in the conditioning sets.

3 Owur Solution

A major limitation after formalising the Granger Causality framework is that its inferences are not causal.
Here, we propose a fix to this problem, thus enabling the GC inferred structure to be causal. We introduced
the reader to Causal Bayesian Networks (CBNs), highlighted our propositions and illustrated them with
examples. We refer the reader to [8, 31] for a more extensive introduction to CBNs.

For simplicity, we denote a multivariate time series data as X ~ {X;_,,..., X;},t € T where T is an index
set of timesteps, with X; = {X}, X2, X} for all t € 7: 7 is the time difference of information flow from



cause to effect. For illustration, we consider multivariate data X with three (3) variables as it enables us
to illustrate all three building blocks (chains, forks and colliders) of CBN. For the sake of this illustration,
we denote all other variables in the world that might be contained in a multivariate dataset with X3. We
will use this to interpret GC from a causal perspective. Note that any number of variables is possible in
multivariate data, but we have summarised the other variables into X3. The following paragraphs formalize
BVGC and MVGC; afterwards, we propose our solution:

e Bivariate Granger Causality (BVGC) tests the association between two variables, say X' and X? by
comparing the variance between the predictions and the target resulting from using pasts of both
variables compared to using only the past of the predictor variable without taking account the possible
effect of other variables (possible confounders) in the data. Since a cause must precede its effect, a
lag parameter 7 defining the order of the GC translates to checking for associational (in)dependency

between previous states of X} _ and the present state of the other. Equation 13 formalises BVGC,

where k is the number of pasts considered after 7.

?
XI}*T — Xt2|Xt1—(T+1)7Xt271:t7‘r (13)

e Multivariate Granger Causality (MVGC) only tests for conditional (in)dependency of any variable pair
controlling for all other variables in the data. It uses combinations of vector auto-regressive (VAR)
models from all other variables up to a selected lag parameter.

?
thfr — X‘?’thf(T+1)7XtQ*12t7T7 X?:tf‘r (14)

From the above analogies, a combination of dependencies from both propositions 1 and 2 must hold in other
to infer a causal link between two variables. The propositions are as follows:

Proposition 1: Unconditional dependence between any variable pair must hold.

Xi_ 4 X] (15)

Tllustration: BVGC tests pairwise (in)dependency between two variables without considering the effect
of confounders. Equation 13 is generalized and simplified into equation 15 by removing the conditioning.
This removal can be justified by a few reasons: if the variable pair are indeed dependent, adding more
information to the regression model can be redundant and make the model more complex. This will hold
as the dependence between the variable pair would be enough without requiring more information from the
previous states if the system is a physical system!. Removing the conditioning set also improves runtime.
BVGC inferred links are not always causal due to a lack of consideration for confounders. However, it is
very vital in detecting (in)dependence of two variables as it helps us fulfil equation 4.

Ezample: Given any two time series X/ and X}, {i,j € V}. Assume X;_
X7, (ie. Xi_ 1L X}). Thus, X;_

- is statistically independent of

, and X/ cannot be causal (i.e. Xi - X7).

Proposition 2: Conditional dependence given all other variables between any variable pair must hold.

Xi_, 4L X7|2 (16)

Tllustration: MVGC tests pairwise (in)dependency between two variables given all other variables in the
dataset as described in equation 14. The conditioning set Z includes the pasts of the variable pair in question
and that of all other variables.

I Physical systems are characterised as Markov [32]



Ezample: Given the same multivariate datasets used above, for any two variables of interest, say X; _, X ]t
and Z being the remainder of the variables in the data which could be a potential collider or common cause
of variable pair in question. where Z = X} /X2 . X3 _ ..

Proposition 3: Combining® propositions 1 and 2 enforces all RCCPs and reveals only true causal
links.

(Xi_, e x7) A (i, 4 x7|2) (17)

Illustration: Taking the logical-and of the binarized inference from both unconditional and conditional
dependence test satisfactorily enforced all Reichenbach’s principles. BVGC, on its own, will infer more
connections as we do not condition on possible confounders, which leads to inferring spurious links. On the
other hand, MVGC would reveal some of these connections from BVGC are not true connections and weed
them out. However, MVGC would also infer spurious connections when colliders are conditioned on; in turn,
BVGC would have detected and failed to infer. Hence, the logical-and operation on results of both BVGC
and MVGC gives rise to a true causal connectivity matrix.

Table 1 summarizes our illustrations via logical examples for the three building blocks in CBN. We design the
examples such that the time causality is obeyed. The true DAG column shows the assumed ground truth,
and the Variables in red are the observed variables in the MVGC. The green statements are the wrongly
inferred dependency (false positives color coded as green). Dependency is bi-directional. Hence, we wrote
dependency statements in the causal directions. Blue texts show the correct and expected links that hold,
and the missing inference occurred as a failure of the two cases passing the dependency tests.

1. Chains: Chains describe a variable causing another, which in turn causes another. In our example,
associational flow of information through X ; will facilitate BVGC to wrongly infer a direct link
between X} , and X7 ( ). However, testing the same link with MVGC will be able
to detect the spurious link inferred by BVGC hence, revealing X} , and X? are not dependent
(ie, X7 U X} o|XP )

2. Forks: Forks describes the case of a common cause or confounder. Like chains, they belong to the
same Markov equivalence class (MEC), i.e. shares the same set of conditional independence statements.
We assumed X7 ; is a common cause of both X! and X? as shown in Figure lc. X7 ; induces
dependency between X} and X7 by constantly dictating the events of both X} and X? over time.
This enables BVGC to infer a link between the two as both will be a better predictor of the other,
hence ( ) In contrast, deploying MVGC conditions on the common cause X; ; thereby
rendering X} and X? conditionally independent (i.e., X Xt2|Xt371).

3. Collider: Colliders are a special case and do not share MEC. Testing for a link between X} ; and
X2 | while observing X} (i.e., X} ; SEIN X7 1|X}), as in the case of MVGC. We reveal a direct link
between X} ; and X? ;. This link, however, is not valid (false positive) but was induced by association
flow via X} we conditioned on. In contrast, BVGC will show no link because the two variables are
marginally independent, i.e., P(X} , X? ;) = P(X}_ ;)P(X? ;). Deploying BVGC to test dependence
between X} ; and X? ; will reveal X} ; and X? ; are independent (i.e., X} ; 1L X? ;). On the other
hand, conditional dependence test (MVGC) will wrongly infer a link as a result of conditioning on X}

Technically, proposition 1 helps detect colliders, also known as Y- or V- structures, which MVGC would
wrongly infer, while proposition 2 detects associational dependence in both chains and Forks.

2Combination operation using the logical-and symbolized as A



Table 1: Illustrating BVGC and MVGC expected results on data and how our proposition identifies true
causal links. False positives are depicted in green, blue indicates correctly identified links (i.e., true positives),
and the red variables indicate conditioned variables.

True DAG BVGC MVGC Inferences
Chain
Xio— XP, — X2 | XN, | X, WXP X},
Xiq 4 X7 XP L XP X, | XPy — X7
X X7 | X XP 0 | X7 | X{, — X

Forks

Xp«— X, — X7 | x| XXX

Xp L X7p | XL XP X X, — X
XPq Xy Xiq 4 X} X7 X — X¢
Colliders
Xpy — XP— X2, | X, X2, | X, x|
XP X7 | XP XD X, | X, — X
XU XP | X LXP X | X — X7

Following these illustrations, we can see variations in the results obtained in both GC cases. BVGC and
MVGC did brilliantly well, complementing each other’s shortcomings. In the case of the true causal links,
both BVGC and MVGC fulfil both propositions 1 and 2, hence the discovery of true causal links (in colour
blue in the inferences column). In larger datasets with more than three variables, it is logical to see that
true causal links can be inferred when propositions 1 and 2 are fulfilled. With this establishment, we then
introduce our algorithm.

3.1 The Algorithm

We formalise the above-discussed propositions into an algorithm?® Given a multivariate time series dataset
X. GC analysis parameters, i.e., GC order (lags parameter), F-Test and statistical significance level («),
can be chosen based on the researcher’s data intuition.

Let the lag parameter be denoted as 7, n, the number of variables and A, the inferred matrix.

31t is advised to run BVGC and MVGC in parallel to improve runtime speed, as the two operations are independent of one
another.



Function ¢-GC

Input: data, T

X « shiftdata(data, T)

m,n < X.shape[0], data.shape[0] #m :=nx*xT1+1

for : - m do

for j —n do

i o« BVGO(XE, XY)
fvoo  « MVGC(X',XI|Z)  #2:=X\ [X\,X |

end

end

A+ Apvge N Aumvec
Output: A

Assumptions We denote the true graph G that generates data X. The assumptions we make for this
algorithm are as follows:

e Causal sufficiency implies that all causes and effects are contained in the X. This is emphasizing
the absence of unobserved variables.

e Faithfulness: All conditional (in)dependence in graph G are implied by its causal structure, indicating
that causal structure fulfils the causal Markov assumption coined from RCCP.

3.2 Experiment

We simulated data with an autoregressive model (ARM) with a known ground truth matrix A,: 7=1,2,3
dictating connections in the time series data simulation. A total of n = 30 and 7 = 5000 and 7 = 3
samples were simulated with connectivities randomly varying between a lag of 1 and 3. This indicates that
A combines several connectivity matrices A; to Az. For the scope of this paper, we do not investigate whether
the granularity of connection time steps is detected but rather focus on the overall inference A.

Equation 18 formalises the simulation in mathematical expression;

=X+ Z ABX] + €y, (18)
Xi€Pa(X1)
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Figure 2: Simulated data

Ground truth connectivity matrix A combines all A, at all 7. A can contain latent variables and cycles
to replicate the chaotic connectivity structure of a complex system such as a biological brain. e indicates



a time-correlated non-Gaussian additive noise imposed on each variable in the data. Figure 2a shows the
simulated time series before the additive noise (Figure 2b) was imposed on each time series. Figure 3a shows
the ground truth, and Figure 3b depicts the inferred matrix.

(a) Ground truth matrix A (b) inferred matric A

Figure 3: Side by side view of ground truth matrix A and inferred matric A

The obtained result from the analysis is satisfactory. The algorithm was able to almost all links (i.e. true
positives (TP)) colour-coded yellow in figure 3b but three (3) true negatives (TN).

4 Conclusions

In this work, we presented a new method of estimating Granger causality to solve one of its significant
criticisms of not being causal but rather a predictive tool. Our approach leveraged the causal Bayesian
network and interpreted GC as conditional independence tests. Taking the logical-and operation on both
BVGC and MVGC results will solve the criticism of GC being only predictive. A notable point, however, is
that this framework has not solved the latent confounder problems of GC. However, we present a method
to enhance the GC inferred connectivity matrix to be considered fully causal. Our simulation experiments
indicated that this method is efficient with its ability to unravel cycles in structures.
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