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ALGEBRAIC GEOMETRY OF DISCRETE

INTERVENTIONAL MODELS

ELIANA DUARTE AND LIAM SOLUS

Abstract. We investigate the algebra and geometry of general interventions
in discrete DAG models. To this end, we introduce a theory for modeling soft
interventions in the more general family of staged tree models and develop the
formalism to study these models as parametrized subvarieties of a product of
probability simplices. We then consider the problem of finding their defining
equations, and we derive sufficient combinatorial conditions on an interven-
tional staged tree model to have a defining ideal that is toric. We apply these
results to the class of discrete interventional DAG models and establish suffi-
cient graphical conditions to determine when these models are toric varieties.

1. Introduction

A graphical model is a statistical model represented by a graph whose vertices
correspond to random variables and whose edges encode conditional independence
relations among these variables. Graphical models are used in a wide variety of
fields, including computational biology, genomics, sociology, economics, epidemiol-
ogy, and artificial intelligence [23, 25, 33]. In these fields it is common to use causal
discovery algorithms (e.g. [2, 32, 33]) to learn a directed acyclic graph (DAG) that
informs the practitioner of cause-effect relations between observed variables based
on the available data. Namely, if i→ j is an edge of the DAG, we would like to in-
terpret this as saying variable i is a (direct) cause of variable j. Without imposing
further assumptions on the data-generating distribution, these methods are only
able to learn a DAG up to its Markov equivalence class (MEC). Since the aim is
to learn a causal structure, this method is in many instances insufficient because
the set of DAGs in a single MEC may have different causal interpretations. We
illustrate this point in Figure 1.

The standard approach to learning the correct causal DAG within its MEC is to
use interventional data [41, 42].

Interventional data is obtained by performing experiments (randomized con-
trolled trials) that target a subset of the variables in the system and change their
respective conditional distributions given their direct causes.

This set of nodes is called an intervention target and the resulting distribution
is an interventional distribution. Interventions that do not render their targets
independent of their direct causes are called soft interventions.

To characterize the possible DAG models that can be learned by using interven-
tional data from soft interventions, the authors of [42] introduced the I-Markov

Date: October 18, 2023.
2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 62R01, 62A09, 13P10, 13P25.
Key words and phrases. causal inference, directed acyclic graph, toric ideal, algebraic statistics,

interventions, probability trees.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.03593v3


2 ELIANA DUARTE AND LIAM SOLUS

1

2
3 1

2
3 1 2

3

1

2

3 1

2

3 1
2

3

G1 G2 G3

GI
1 GI

2 GI
3

Figure 1. The DAGs G1,G2,G3 are Markov equivalent but each
one has a distinct causal interpretation. The second row depicts
the I-DAGs for the intervention on node 1 in each case (i.e.
I = {{1}}). Without any conditioning, this intervention should
yield effects on nodes “downstream” from 1, but not on nodes
“upstream” from 1. Only in GI1 are nodes 2, 3 “downstream” from
the new node. Hence, by this intervention, G1 is distinguished as
a unique causal structure from the other two graphs in its MEC.

equivalence class (I-MEC) associated to a DAG G and a collection I of interven-
tion targets. The I-MEC for G is denotedMI(G), and its elements are sequences
of interventional distributions, one for each intervention in I. They show that
the I-MEC of a DAG G can be characterized via the I-Markov property associ-
ated to a DAG GI that is constructed from G by the addition of nodes and edges
that represent the intervention targets in I. The second row in Figure 1 shows an
example.

In the case when the random variables in the DAG model are all Gaussian or
all discrete, the model M(G) is an algebraic variety intersected with the space of
model parameters [7, 14, 16]. The varietyM(G) can be described parametrically,
via the recursive factorization property of the distribution according to the DAG,
or implicitly via the vanishing of ideals corresponding to conditional independence
statements associated to the Markov properties of G. When the random variables
are discrete, the setM(G) is an algebraic variety intersected with the open prob-
ability simplex and MI(G) is an algebraic variety intersected with a product of
open probability simplices. Just as for discrete DAG models without interventions,
MI(G) can be defined via a polynomial parameterization or via the vanishing of
polynomial ideals associated to the I-Markov property.

We consider the problem of finding the polynomials that define discrete inter-
ventional DAG models as algebraic varieties intersected with the product of open
probability simplices. We show in Theorem 3.2 that the kernel of the polynomial
ring map associated to the parameterization of MI(G) is a minimal prime of the
ideal associated to the I-Markov property that defines the model implicitly. This
is an extension of [16, Theorem 8]. In Theorem 4.7 we give a graphical characteri-
zation of those models MI(G) for which this kernel is equal to a subideal defined
by binomial equations, this yields sufficient conditions for the model to be defined
by a toric ideal. Moreover, we show that such models have quadratic Gröbner basis
with squarefree initial terms.

The importance of studying the defining equations of statistical models has a long
history in algebraic statistics. For the case when the model under consideration is
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an exponential random graph model [27] that is defined by a toric variety, Diaconis
and Sturmfels [5] show that generators of the defining ideal of the model make
it possible to carry out Fisher’s exact test for the model. This test is desirable
whenever asymptotic methods fail to hold, which happens whenever there is a
small number of observations or the observations are sparse. This is one example
where the geometry of the defining ideal of a model provides useful statistical
insights. Another example arises from the fact toric ideals are prime ideals. Having
the generators of the prime ideal that define the model is also a useful way to
distinguish between the different models by using algebraic constraints and enables
the practitioner to test if the distributions in the model satisfy a given algebraic
constraint by reducing it to a membership question for an ideal. Recent methods
using U-statistics have proven useful for testing model membership via polynomial
constraints [34]. The results in this paper will give graphical sufficient conditions
for an interventional DAG model to be toric, and as a corrollary we obtain a finite
set of polynomial constraints to which such tests may be applied. Moreover, we
will see that these polynomial constraints are quite simple to work with; namely,
they are quadractic binomials – polynomials of the form xy − zw – making such
tests easy to implement.

Specific to the context of discrete DAG models, another application arises when
searching for models within families that generalize discrete DAG models that have
the potential to admit nice statistical properties possessed by important subfamilies
of discrete DAG models. In particular, the toric property for discrete DAG models
as studied in this paper corresponds to the condition that the DAG is perfect.
Perfect DAGs are precisely the DAGs whose defining conditional independence
relations are the defining conditional independence relations of an undirected graph;
namely, the skeleton of the DAG. Since the skeleton of a perfect DAG is chordal, it
admits a perfect elimination ordering, which in turn gives an upper bound on the
complexity of exact inference via variable elimination for marginal and conditional
distributions in the model [23]. Since this nice property is witnessed by the toric
condition, it is natural to ask which models in a family of models generalizing
discrete DAGs are also toric. This gives a family of models worth investigating to
see if similar complexity results hold for exact inference algorithms in this larger
family. After deriving the aforementioned results, we will say a few more words on
this potential application in the Statistical Outlook section at the end of the paper.

To prove the desired theorems about the defining equations of interventional
DAG models, we introduce a more general statistical model that we call an inter-
ventional staged tree. Interventional staged trees are a very general class of models
which encompass the previously studied models for context-specific interventions
[28, 37, 38]. We prove several theorems about the defining equations of interven-
tional staged tree models and specialize to the case of discrete DAG models to
obtain Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 4.7. The reason to work at this level of general-
ity is that staged trees make it possible to intuitively encode the invariances that
must hold in the definition of interventional DAG models. One of the advantages of
this more general setting is that by using interventional staged tree models we can
represent more general classes of interventions such as context-specific interventions
for staged tree models.
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2. Preliminaries

The algebraic geometry of discrete DAG models has already been extensively
studied, and, more recently, the same has been done for the family of staged tree
models, introduced by Smith and Anderson [30], which generalize them. The main
goal of this paper is to extend the algebraic theory of discrete DAG models to
their interventional generalizations. To do so, we will work in the more general
framework of staged tree models. Hence, we must first specify how the algebra and
geometry of staged tree models relates to that of DAG models. In this section, we
will recall the known results on the algebraic geometry of discrete DAG models and
staged tree models. We will also prove some additional results that clarify how the
known results for staged tree models directly generalize the known results for DAG
models.

In section 2.1 we review the parametric and implicit descriptions of staged tree
models and state the main results in [8] regarding their defining equations. In
section 2.2 we recall the main theorems in [16] for the defining equations of discrete
DAGmodels. An important ingredient to study discrete interventional DAG models
by using staged trees is to have a clear understanding of the staged trees that
represent discrete DAG models. The translation of the main properties of discrete
DAG models to the language of staged trees was carried out in [9]. In subsections
2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 we review these notions since they will be needed in section 3 to
construct the interventional staged trees that represent interventional DAG models.

We refer the reader to [4] for the necessary background in algebra. For an intro-
duction to graphical models we suggest [23, 24]. For a more thorough exposition of
the topic of defining ideals of graphical models we refer to [36, Chapters 3, 4, 13]

The statistical models in this paper will often be subsets of the n-dimensional
open probability simplex ∆◦

n := {(a0, . . . , an) ∈ Rn+1 : ai ∈ (0, 1),
∑n

i=0 ai = 1}.
A point in ∆◦

n defines a probability mass function for a discrete random variable
with n+ 1 possible outcomes.

2.1. Staged tree models. Let T = (V,E) denote a directed rooted tree with
vertex set V , root node r, and edge set E (see [6] for basic graph theory definitions).
We require that all edges in E are directed away from the root. For vertices v, w ∈
V , the directed edge from v to w in E (if it exists) will be denoted by v → w. Let
E(v) := {v → w ∈ E : w ∈ chT (v)}, where chT (v) denotes the set of children of
v in T . Given a set L of labels, to each e ∈ E we associate a label from L via a
surjective map θ : E −→ L. For v ∈ V , let θv := {θ(e) : e ∈ E(v)}.

Definition 2.1. Let L be a set of labels. A tree T = (V,E) together with a labeling
θ : E −→ L is a staged tree if

(1) for each v ∈ V , |θv| = |E(v)|, and
(2) for any two v, w ∈ V , θv and θw are either equal or disjoint.

The vertices V of a staged tree T = (V,E) are partitioned as

V = S0 ⊔ S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sm,

where v, w ∈ V are in the same set Si if and only if θv = θw. The sets S0, . . . , Sm

are called the stages of T . When drawing a staged tree (T , θ), as in Figure 2, we use
colors to represent nodes that are in the same stage. We follow the convention that
white nodes are singleton stages. In a staged tree, each node in V different from the
root, will often be a sequence of positive integers as in Figure 2. Each node, that is,
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each sequence in V , represents the unfolding of a sequence of events. For instance,
a node v at distance 3 from the root node may represent, for example, the sequence
X1 = 0, X2 = 1, X3 = 1, which is the situation that event 1 did not happen, event
2 did happen and event 3 also happened. The values 0, 1, 1 correspond to the edges
used along the unique path from the root r to the node v in T .

In the following, we let (T , θ) denote a staged tree with labeling θ : E → L.
However, when θ is understood from context, we will simply write T . We define the
parameter space associated to a staged tree T = (E, V ) with labeling θ : E −→ L,
as

ΘT :=







x ∈ R|L| : ∀e ∈ E, xθ(e) ∈ (0, 1) and ∀v ∈ V,
∑

e∈E(v)

xθ(e) = 1







. (1)

Hereafter we let iT denote the leaves of the rooted tree T = (V,E). Note that
the parameter space ΘT is a product of open probability simplices. The number of
simplices appearing in ΘT is equal to the number of stages in T . We think of each
simplex in ΘT as a discrete conditional distribution. The fact that each simplex
in ΘT corresponds to a stage S, means that all the nodes in S share the same
conditional distribution. For example a staged tree representing sequences of events
described as above would have xθ(v→w) = f(Xi = xi|X1 = x1, . . . , Xi−1 = xi−1)
where v = (x1, . . . , xi−1) and w = (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi).

Given a node v ∈ V , there is a unique path in T from the root of T to v. Denote
this path by λ(v). Similarly, given a path λ from the root of T to a node v ∈ V ,
the path corresponds to the end node v, and we denote this by writing v = v(λ).
For any path λ in T , we let E(λ) := {e ∈ E : e ∈ λ}.

Definition 2.2. Let T = (V,E) be a rooted tree. The staged tree model M(T ,θ)

associated to (T , θ) is the image of the map

ψT : ΘT −→ ∆◦
|iT |−1;

ψT : x 7−→ pℓ :=





∏

e∈E(λ(ℓ))

xθ(e)





ℓ∈iT

.

Remark 2.1. Definition 2.2 is a parametric description of the staged tree model
M(T ,θ) in terms of conditional distributions. That is, it specifies a joint distribution
as a product of conditional distributions according to the chain rule in probability
theory. On the algebraic side, note that this parametrization is not a monomial
parameterization because the parameters in ΘT satisfy sum-to-one conditions. In
general, the polynomials that define a staged tree model need not be binomials or
even quadratic.

Example 2.1. Let (T , θ) be the staged tree in Figure 2 where the set of nodes
is V = {r, 0, 1, 00, 01, 10, 11, 000, 001, 010, 011, 100, 101, 110, 111}, the set of edges
E consists of the arrows between nodes in shown in Figure 2, and each of these
edges has a label in the set L = {s1, s2, . . . , s10}, which defines the labeling θ :
E → L. The leaves of T are the set of outcomes for the joint distribution of
three binary random variables X1, X2, X3 represented as the unfolding of events in
the order X1, X2, X3. Hence, the node 0 represents the outcome X1 = 0 and the
nodes 00 and 01 represent the outcomes (X1, X2) = (0, 0) and (X1, X2) = (0, 1),
respectively. Two nodes with the same color are in the same stage, and the nodes
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Figure 2. Staged tree representation of the discrete DAG model
1→ 2→ 3 with binary variables.

in white are each in their own stage. The staged tree model has parameter space
ΘT = ∆◦

1×∆◦
1×∆◦

1×∆◦
1×∆◦

1. The set of stages with the corresponding equalities
of conditional distributions they encode are summarized in the next table.

Stage Conditional Distribution Labels of the stage
S0 = {r} f(X1) {s1, s2}
S1 = {0} f(X2|X1 = 0) {s3, s4}
S2 = {1} f(X2|X1 = 1) {s5, s6}

S3 = {00, 10} f(X3|X12 = 00) = f(X3|X12 = 10) {s7, s8}
S4 = {01, 11} f(X3|X12 = 01) = f(X3|X12 = 11) {s9, s10}

To illustrate the parameterization of the model, we write one of its coordinates
[ψT (x)]110 = xs2xs6xs9 . Note that this coordinate is simply one way to write the
product of conditional probabilities f(110) = f(X1 = 1)f(X2 = 1|X1 = 1)f(X3 =
0). The model M(T ,θ) is the set of probability distributions in ∆◦

7 that satisfy
the equations p000p101 − p100p001 = 0 and p010p111 − p110p011 = 0. The staged tree
(T , θ) is an alternative representation of the discrete DAG modelM(G1) associated
to the DAG 1 → 2 → 3. The general construction for how to represent a DAG G
via a staged tree is explained in Example 2.2.

Let T = (V,E) be a staged tree with labeling θ : L → E, and fix a node v ∈ V .
We write [v] ⊂ iT for the leaves of T whose root-to-leaf paths pass through the
node v. For a point p = (pℓ)ℓ∈iT ∈M(T ,θ), let p[v] :=

∑

ℓ∈[v] pℓ.

Lemma 2.1. [8, Lemma 1, Lemma 2] LetM(T ,θ) be a staged tree model.

(1) Fix (pℓ)ℓ∈iT ∈ M(T ,θ), x ∈ ΘT , and suppose ψT (x) = p. Then xθ(v→v′) =
p[v′]

p[v]
for every edge v → v′ ∈ E.

(2) If two nodes v, w are in the same stage, then for all (pℓ)ℓ∈iT ∈ M(T ,θ) the
equation

p[v′]p[w] = p[w′]p[v]

holds for all v → v′ ∈ E(v), w → w′ ∈ E(w) with θ(v → v′) = θ(w → w′).

In light of the previous lemma, we see that p[v′]/p[v] is the conditional probability
of transitioning to v′ given arrival at v.

2.1.1. Defining equations of staged tree models. Using the equations in part (2) of
Lemma 2.1, we define the ideal of model invariants forM(T ,θ). For this we need the
polynomial ring R[DT ] := R[pℓ : ℓ ∈ iT ]. The element p[v] ∈ R[DT ] is also defined



ALGEBRAIC GEOMETRY OF DISCRETE INTERVENTIONAL MODELS 7

by p[v] :=
∑

ℓ∈[v] pℓ. Note that in Lemma 2.1, (pℓ)ℓ∈iT denotes a point in the open

probability simplex, whereas in R[DT ], pℓ is an indeterminate in the polynomial
ring. We will make sure to distinguish between these two interpretations of pℓ
whenever it is needed.

Definition 2.3. The ideal of model invariants, IM(T ), contained in R[DT ] and
associated to the staged tree modelM(T ,θ) is

IM(T ) := 〈p[v]p[w′] − p[v′]p[w] : v, w ∈ Si, i ∈ {0, . . . ,m}

v′ ∈ chT (v), w
′ ∈ chT (w) and θ(v → v′) = θ(w → w′)〉,

(2)

where S0, . . . , Sm are the stages of (T , θ).

We use the ideal in the previous definition to describe the staged tree model as
an algebraic variety restricted to the open probability simplex. If J ⊂ R[DT ] is an
ideal, we define V≤(J) to be the set of nonnegative points in R|DT | that vanish at
every element of J . We use the notation p+ =

∑

ℓ∈iT
pℓ.

Proposition 2.2. [8, Theorem 3.1] The equality M(T ,θ) = V≥(IM(T ) + 〈p+ − 1〉)
holds inside the open probability simplex ∆◦

|iT |−1.

Remark 2.2. In general the ideal of model invariants of a staged tree model is not
prime.

We now associate two ideals to a given staged tree (T , θ). The first one is the
toric ideal of (T , θ). Let R[DT ] be as before and let R[Θ]T := R[z,L] denote the
ring where the labels in L are treated as indeterminates and z is an additional
homogenizing parameter.

Definition 2.4. The toric ideal of a staged tree (T , θ) is the kernel of the ring
homomorphism

Ψtoric

T : R[DT ] −→ R[Θ]T

pℓ 7→ z ·
∏

e∈E(λ(ℓ))

θ(e)

namely, the ideal ker(Ψtoric

T ).

The ideal ker(Ψtoric

T ) captures the inherent toric structure of the staged tree model
based solely on its parametrization. The staged tree model associated to (T , θ) has
extra linear algebraic constraints in its parameter space. Thus, when the labels L
correspond to parameters in ΘT defined in (1), we require that the indeterminates in
the ring R[Θ]T further satisfy the linear equations

∑

e∈E(v) θ(e) = 1, for all v ∈ V.

We let qT denote the ideal in R[Θ]T generated by the polynomials
∑

e∈E(v) θ(e)−1

for all v ∈ V , and consider the quotient ring R[Θ]T /qT .

Definition 2.5. The staged tree model ideal associated to the staged tree (T , θ) is
the kernel, ker(ΨT ), of the map ΨT = π ◦ Ψtoric

T where π : R[Θ]T → R[Θ]T /qT is
the canonical projection.

Remark 2.3. The reason we include a homogenizing parameter z in Definition 2.4
and therefore in Definition 2.5 is to consider the defining ideal of the staged tree
model as a variety in projective space. This is common in algebraic statistics and
is explained in [36, Chapter 3].
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It follows immediately from Definitions 2.4 and 2.5 that ker(Ψtoric

T ) ⊂ ker(ΨT ).
Geometrically we haveM(T ,θ) = V≥(ker(ΨT )) whereasM(T ,θ) ⊂ V≥(ker(Ψ

toric

T ) +
〈p+ − 1〉). The next theorem clarifies the relation between the ideal of model
invariants of a staged tree IM(T ) and the staged tree model ideal ker(ΨT ) .

Theorem 2.3. [8, Section 4.2] Let (T , θ) be a stage tree.

(1) There is a containment of ideals IM(T ) ⊂ ker(ΨT ). If p =
∏

v∈V p[v], then
(IM(T ) : (p)

∞) = ker(ΨT ).
(2) The ideal ker(ΨT ) is a minimal prime of IM(T ).
(3) The following equality of subsets of the open probability simplex holds:

V≥(IM(T ) + 〈p+ − 1〉) = V≥(kerΨT + 〈p+ − 1〉) =M(T ,θ).

2.2. Discrete DAG models. First we fix notation for vectors of discrete ran-
dom variables, their outcome space and their marginal distributions. Let X[p] =
(X1, . . . , Xp) be a vector of discrete random variables with joint distribution P.
For a subset S ⊂ [p] we let XS denote the subvector of jointly distributed random
variables (Xk : k ∈ S). We assume that Xk has state space [dk] := {1, . . . , dk} for
all k ∈ [p]. Let R :=

∏

k∈[p][dk] denote the state space of the joint distribution P.

Similarly, we let RS :=
∏

i∈S [di] denote the state space of XS . In particular, we
have that R{k} = [dk] for all k ∈ [p]. We let x, (x1, . . . , xp) or x1 · · ·xp denote the
outcome X1 = x1, . . . , Xp = xp for xk ∈ [dk] and all k ∈ [p]. Note that an outcome
is an element of R. Given an outcome x := x1 · · ·xp of (X1, . . . , Xp) and a subset
S ⊂ [p], we let xS denote the outcome (Xk = xk : k ∈ S) of XS . Given outcomes
xA and xB of XA and XB, respectively, we let the concatenation xAxB or (xA,xB)
denote the corresponding outcome of the marginal XA∪B.

Let G = ([p], E) be a DAG on nodes [p] := {1, . . . , p} with edge set E. A parent
of k ∈ [p] in G is a node j for which j → k ∈ E. A descendant of k ∈ [p] in G is a
node j for which there is a directed path from k to j in G. Conversely, k is called
an ancestor of j. In the following, we let paG(k), deG(k) and anG(k) denote the sets
of parents, descendants, and ancestors of k in G, respectively. We also let ndG(k)
denote the collection of nondescendants of k in G; that is, all nodes j ∈ [p] that are
not descendants of k.

Definition 2.6. Let G = ([p], E) be a DAG and X[p] a vector of discrete random
variables with joint distribution P and probability mass function f . We say that P
is Markov to G if f factors as

f(x) =

p
∏

k=1

f(xk|xpaG(k)) for all x ∈ R.

The collection of positive probability mass functions M(G) := {f ∈ ∆◦
|R|−1 :

f is Markov to G} is the discrete DAG model associated to G.

Discrete DAG models are a subclass of staged tree models. We summarize the
general construction of the staged tree of a DAG model in the following example.

Example 2.2 (Discrete DAG models). Let G = ([p], E) denote a DAG. We now
construct a staged tree (TG, θ) that defines the same DAG model as G, namely
such that M(TG,θ) = M(G). The first step is to fix an ordering of [p]. Let π =
π1 · · ·πp ∈ Sp be a permutation of [p], we say that π is a linear extension or

topological ordering of a DAG G = ([p], E) if π−1
i < π−1

j whenever πi → πj ∈ E.
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For simplicity, assume that π = 12 · · · p is a linear extension of G. The staged tree
associated to G and the linear extension π is denoted by T π

G . The set of nodes of T π
G

is defined by V := {r}∪
⋃

j∈[p]R[j]. The edges are given as follows: for all v, w ∈ V ,

we let v → w ∈ E if and only if v = x1 · · ·xj and w = x1 · · ·xjxj+1 for some
x1 · · ·xj ∈ R[j] and x1 · · ·xjxj+1 ∈ R[j+1] or v = r and w = x1 for some x1 ∈ R{1}.
In terms of labels, we define the set L := {f(xj | xpaG(j)

) : j ∈ [p],x ∈ R}. The
labelling θ : E −→ L is given by

(x1 · · ·xj → x1 · · ·xjxj+1) 7→ f(xj+1 | xpaG(j+1)),

(r → x1) 7→ f(x1).

The staged tree associated to the DAG G (with respect to the linear extension π
of G) is then T π

G := (V,E) and its labeling is θ. In summary, this construction
of T π

G represents the outcome space of X[p] as an event tree where the unfolding
of events is in the chosen ordering π. The labeling θ defines the stages on the
tree representation TG . Here, the stages are in one-to-one correspondence with the
conditional distributions f(Xj|xpaG(j+1)), j ∈ [p],x ∈ R. Note that each choice
of linear extension π of G defines a different staged tree representation of G. We
will often write TG to denote a staged tree representation of G and only write T π

G

when it is necessary to highlight the linear extension π used in the construction of
TG . Since any discrete distribution P over (X1, . . . , Xp) that is Markov to G has a
probability mass function that admits the recursive factorization in Definition 2.6,
then the staged-tree model associated to TG is preciselyM(G) (when we restrict to
only discrete distributions). We let TG denote the collection of all staged trees TG
associated to any DAG and any of its linear extensions.

Remark 2.4. If π, π′ are two linear extensions of G, then T π
G and T π′

G have the same
label set L from Example 2.2. Moreover, ΨT π

G
= ΨT π′

G
and thus MT π

G
= MT π′

G
.

However, the levels of these two trees are different. That is, V π = {r}∪
⋃

j∈[p]R[π(j)]

whereas V π′

= {r} ∪
⋃

j∈[p]R[π′(j)]. Using the terminology in [18], the trees T π′

G

and T π
G are related by a finite composition of swaps.

Definition 2.7. The defining ideal of a discrete DAG model M(G) is the ideal
ker(ΨTG ) of its staged tree representation.

Remark 2.5. Definition 2.7 agrees with the definition in [16] of the defining ideal of
a DAG model. When TG is a staged tree representation ofM(G), the leaves of TG
are the elements in R. Therefore R[DTG ] = R[px : x ∈ R].

2.2.1. Markov properties for DAG models. There are several different polynomial
ideals that define M(G) inside the open probability simplex. These ideals are
defined based on the Markov properties associated to G [24, 25].

Let X[p] be a vector of discrete random variables with joint distribution P and
probability mass function f . We say that P (or f) satisfies the local Markov property
with respect to G if P satisfies

Xk ⊥⊥ XndG(k)\paG(k)
| XpaG(k)

for all k ∈ [p]. We let local(G) denote the collection of conditional independence
relations defining the local Markov property with respect to G. We say that P (or
f) satisfies the global Markov property with respect to G if P satisfies

XA ⊥⊥ XB | XS
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for disjoint subsets A,B, S ⊂ [p] with A,B 6= ∅ such that A and B are d-separated
given S in G (see [24, 25] for the definition of d-separation). We let global(G) de-
note the collection of conditional independence relations defining the global Markov
property with respect to G. We further say that P (or f) satisfies the ordered Markov
property with respect to G if P satisfies

Xπk
⊥⊥ X{π1,...,πk−1}\paG(πk) | XpaG(πk)

for all k ∈ [p] and some linear extension π of G. We similarly let pred(G, π) denote
the collection of conditional independence relations defining the ordered Markov
property with respect to G and π. The following fundamental theorem states that,
for a distribution P, satisfying any one of these conditions with respect to G is
equivalent to P being Markov to G.

Theorem 2.4. [24, 25] Let P be a distribution over the random variables X1, . . . , Xp

and let G = ([p], E) be a DAG. The following are equivalent:

(1) P is Markov to G,
(2) P satisfies the global Markov property with respect to G,
(3) P satisfies the local Markov property with respect to G,
(4) P satisfies the ordered Markov property with respect to G.

2.2.2. Defining equations of discrete DAG models. We use the notation R[D] :=
R[px : x ∈ R]. If A ⊂ [p] and xA ∈ RA, then the element pxA+ represents the
marginalization f(xA) over the variables in [p]\A as a polynomial in the ring R[D];
that is,

pxA+ :=
∑

x[p]\A∈R[p]\A

pxA,x[p]\A
.

When A is empty we simply write p+ for the summation above.

Proposition 2.5. [36, Proposition 4.1.6] A conditional independence statement
of the form XA ⊥⊥ XB|XC holds for the vector (X1, . . . , Xp) with probability mass
function f , if and only if

f(xA,xB ,xC)f(x
′
A,x

′
B ,xC)− f(xA,x

′
B,xC)f(x

′
A,xB ,xC) = 0 (3)

for all xA,x
′
A ∈ RA, xB,x

′
B ∈ RB and xc ∈ RC .

Hence, we associate the polynomial

pxAxBxC+px′
A
x′
B
xC+ − pxAx′

B
xC+px′

A
xBxC+ ∈ R[D] (4)

with the equation (3).

Definition 2.8. The ideal IA⊥⊥B|C in R[D] is the ideal generated by the poly-
nomials (4) taken over all xA,x

′
A ∈ RA, xB ,x

′
B ∈ RB and xC ∈ RC . If C =

{XA1 ⊥⊥ XB1 |XC1 , . . . , XAt
⊥⊥ XBt

|XCt
} is a collection of CI relations, the condi-

tional independence ideal IC is the sum of the ideals IA1⊥⊥B1|C1
, . . . , IAt⊥⊥Bt|Ct

.

The next theorem relates the semialgebraic subsets of ∆◦
|R|−1 defined by the

ideals Ilocal(G), Iglobal(G) and ker(ΨTG ). It is followed by its algebraic analog.

Theorem 2.6. [16, 24, Theorem 3, Theorem 3.27] The following equalities of sub-
sets of the probability simplex holds:

V≥(Ilocal(G) + 〈p+ − 1〉) = V≥(Iglobal(G) + 〈p+ − 1〉) = V≥(ker(ΨTG )) = image(ψTG ).
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Theorem 2.7. [16, Theorem 8] There is a containment Ilocal(G) ⊂ Iglobal(G) ⊂
ker(ΦG). The prime ideal ker(ΨTG ) is a minimal prime component of both of the
ideals Ilocal(G) and Iglobal(G).

2.2.3. Predecessor ideals. Given a DAG G, it is natural to ask for the connection
between the ideal of model invariants IM(TG) and the conditional independence
ideals associated to G in subsection 2.2.2. To establish this connection, we make
use of the following definition:

Definition 2.9. The ideal I∗A⊥⊥B|C in R[D] is the ideal generated by the quadratic

polynomials

pxAxBxC+px′
B
xC+ − pxAx′

B
xC+pxBxC+

for all xA ∈ RA, xB ,x
′
B ∈ RB and xc ∈ RC . If

C = {XA1 ⊥⊥ XB1 |XC1 , . . . , XAt
⊥⊥ XBt

|XCt
}

is a collection of conditional independence statements, the ideal I∗C is the sum of
the ideals I∗A1⊥⊥B1|C1

, . . . , I∗At⊥⊥Bt|Ct
.

Notice that the ideal I∗A⊥⊥B|C is generated by polynomials that correspond pre-

cisely to the definition of the positive probability mass function f satisfying the
conditional independence statement XA ⊥⊥ XB | XC ; namely, for all xA ∈ RA,
xB,x

′
B ∈ RB and xc ∈ RC

f(xA,xB ,xC)f(x
′
B ,xC) = f(xA,x

′
B ,xC)f(xB,xC).

Moreover, I∗A⊥⊥B|C ⊂ IA⊥⊥B|C , or more generally, I∗C ⊂ IC . Recall that TG is con-

structed according to a linear extension, say π ∈ Sp, of G.

Lemma 2.8. Let G be a DAG with linear extension π. Then IM(T π
G ) = I∗pred(G,π).

Proof. The result follows from the construction of T π
G given in Example 2.2 and

Definition 2.3. �

We then have the following corollary to Theorem 2.3, offering an alternative
proof to Theorem 2.7.

Corollary 2.9. Let G be a DAG with linear extension π.

(1) There is a containment of ideals

I∗pred(G,π) ⊂ Ipred(G,π) ⊂ Ilocal(G) ⊂ Iglobal(G) ⊂ ker(ΨTG ),

and if p =
∏

x∈
⋃

k∈[p] R{π1,··· ,πk}
px+, then (J : (p)∞) = ker(ΨTG ) where J

is any one of the ideals in the above chain.
(2) The ideal ker(ΨTG ) is a minimal prime of the ideals I∗pred(G,π), Ipred(G,π),

Ilocal(G) and Iglobal(G).
(3) We have the following equality of subsets of the open probability simplex:

V≥(J + 〈p+ − 1〉) =M(T ,θ),

where J is any one of the ideals in the chain from part (1).

Proof. Notice first that the defining ideal of M(G) is equal to ker(ΨT π
G
) and that

Ipred(G,π) ⊂ Ilocal(G). Since the saturation of a chain of ideals with respect to a
fixed ideal produces another chain of ideals, the result follows from Lemma 2.8 and
Theorem 2.3, together with the construction of T π

G given in Example 2.2. �
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Corollary 2.9 shows that Theorem 2.3 is a genuine generalization of Theorem 2.7.
It also demonstrates that the predecessor ideals Ipred(G,π), and their subideals
I∗pred(G,π) play an important role when generalizing theorems like Theorem 2.7. Nei-

ther the ideals I∗C nor the predecessor ideals Ipred(G,π) appear to have been studied
before this paper.

2.3. Stratified, uniform and compatible staged trees. In this section we
present several definitions that narrow down the class of staged tree models we
consider. Let T = (V,E) be a rooted tree for v ∈ V , the level of v, denoted ℓ(v), is
the number of edges in the unique path from the root of T to v. If all the leaves of
T have the same level, then the level of T is the level of any of its leaves. A staged
tree is called stratified if all its leaves have the same level and if every two vertices
in the same stage have the same level. For k ∈ [p]∪ {0} we let Lk denote the set of
all vertices in T with level k, and we call Lk a level of T .

Let T = (V,E) be a stratified staged tree with labeling θ : L → E. Notice that
L0 = {r} is the root of T . If T is partitioned into stages S0 ⊔ S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sm, where
S0 = L0, then the partition (S0, . . . , Sm) of V is a refinement of (L0, . . . , Lp) since
T is stratified. When working with stratified staged trees, we will often only refer
to its levels (L1, . . . , Lp) as L0 only contains the root. The staged trees in TG are
all stratified, this follows from [30, Section 3.2].

Another important feature of the staged trees T ∈ TG is that all nodes in a
given level Lk of T have the same number of children. More generally, we will call
a staged tree with this property uniform. Given a uniform, stratified staged tree
T , with levels L0, L1, . . . , Lp, and a node v ∈ Lk for some k ∈ {0, . . . , p− 1}, it is
natural to index the edges in E(v) with the outcomes [dk+1] of a (discrete) random
variable Xk+1. In this way, we are associating the random variable Xk+1 to level
Lk+1 of T , as level Lk+1 encodes all possible outcomes of Xk+1 given any node in
level Lk. We write (L1, . . . , Lp) ∼ (X1, . . . , Xp) to denote this association. Note
that, for a fixed set of labeled variables {X1, . . . , Xp}, the order of assignment of
variables to the levels (L1, . . . , Lp) can be of significance. For instance, we may
have assigned the variables as (L1, . . . , Lp) ∼ (Xπ1 , . . . , Xπp

) for some permutation
π = π1 · · ·πp ∈ Sp. We call the order π the causal ordering of T . For instance, if
TG ∈ TG then the causal ordering of TG is a linear extension of the DAG G.

Given a uniform, stratified staged tree T with levels (L1, . . . , Lp) ∼ (X1, . . . , Xp),
we can then consider the staged tree modelM(T ,θ). For a distribution P ∈ M(T ,θ)

and v ∈ iT , we have that pv =
(

∏

e∈E(λ(v)) xθ(e)

)

is the probability of the outcome

x1 · · ·xp, where xk is the outcome of the random variable Xk associated to the
unique edge e ∈ E(λ(v)) passing between a node in level Lk−1 and Lk in T .
Similarly, a node v ∈ Lk, for k > 0, is associated to an outcome x1 · · ·xk ∈ R[k]

which is uniquely determined by the path λ(v) in T . Given a node v ∈ Lk, we
will denote this association of the outcome x1 · · ·xk with v as v ∼ x1 · · ·xk. From
this perspective, the parameterization of M(T ,θ) given in Definition 2.2 admits a
natural interpretation via conditional probabilities.

Lemma 2.10. [9, Lemma 2.1] Let T be a uniform, stratified staged tree, let P ∈
M(T ,θ) with probability mass function f , and fix v ∈ iT . If e ∈ E(λ(v)) is the edge
u → w between levels Lk−1 and Lk, and if u ∼ x1 · · ·xk−1 and w ∼ x1 · · ·xk−1xk,
for x1 · · ·xk−1 ∈ R[k−1] and x1 · · ·xk−1xk ∈ R[k], respectively, then xθ(e) = f(xk |
x1 · · ·xk−1).
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Given a uniform, stratified staged tree T = (V,E) with levels (L1, . . . , Lp) ∼
(X1, . . . , Xp), and a node v ∈ Lk, we let v → vi denote the edge in E(v) associated
to the outcome i ∈ [dk] of the random variable Xk. Since T is stratified, then
any two nodes in the same stage are also in the same level. This fact makes the
following definition well-defined.

Definition 2.10. A uniform, stratified staged tree T = (V,E) with labels θ : E →
L and levels (L0, . . . , Lp) ∼ (X1, . . . , Xp) is compatibly labeled if, for all 0 ≤ k < p,

θ(v → vi) = θ(w → wi) for all i ∈ [dk]

for any two vertices v, w ∈ Lk in the same stage.

A simple characterization of the staged trees in TG then follows from the above
definitions and the construction in Example 2.2.

Proposition 2.11. [9, Proposition 2.2] A compatibly labeled staged tree T with
levels (L1, . . . , Lp) is in TG if and only if for all k ∈ [p − 1] the level Lk = R[k] is
partitioned into stages

⊔

y∈RΠk

Sy for some subset Πk ⊂ [k − 1], where Sy = {x ∈

Lk : xΠk
= y}.

2.4. Decomposable graphical models. We say that a DAG G = ([p], E) is per-
fect if for all k ∈ [p] the set paG(k) is complete in G. When G is perfect, the model
M(G) is called decomposable. As mentioned in the introduction, it is desirable
if the conditional independence structure of a data-generating distribution can be
represented with a perfect DAG G, specifically because it can then be represented
by a chordal undirected graph. One can then use the perfect elimination ordering
(PEO) given by any linear extension of G in the variable elimination algorithm
for exact marginal and/or posterior inference with complexity bounds given by the
combinatorics of the graph (see, for instance [23]). The following theorem states
that this desirable statistical property is equivalent to desirable algebraic proper-
ties of the ideals defining the model; namely, that the ideal ker(ΨTG ) is equal to
Iglobal(G) and that this ideal is toric. This purports that the aforementioned de-
sirable statistical property of M(G) is not determined locally by the structure of
M(G) within the probability simplex, but instead it is intrinsic to the global alge-
braic structure definingM(G) in the ambient parameter space C|R|. As mentioned
in the introduction, it is then natural to investigate which models among a family
generalizing discrete DAG models possess the toric property, as such models may
also inherit nice properties in regard to algorithms for exact inference.

In the following, we let G̃ denote the skeleton of G; i.e., the underlying undirected
graph of G. The ring map associated to the clique factorization of the undirected
model determined by G̃ is denoted by ΦG̃ [36, Proposition 13.2.5.].

Theorem 2.12. [14, Theorem 4.4] Let G be a DAG. The following are equivalent:

(i) G is a perfect DAG.
(ii) The generators of Iglobal(G̃) are a Gröbner basis and ker(ΦG̃) = Iglobal(G̃),

where ker(ΦG̃) is the defining ideal of the undirected graphical model asso-

ciated to G̃, and

Under the above conditions, ker(ΨTG ) is a toric ideal and ker(ΨTG ) = Iglobal(G).

Proof. The equivalence (i)⇐⇒ (ii) is Theorem 4.4 in [14]. For the last conclusion,
note that since G is perfect, the set of global directed statements for G is equal
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to the set of global undirected statements for G̃. Thus Iglobal(G) = Iglobal(G̃). By

the same hypothesis and condition (ii), ker(ΦG̃) = Iglobal (G̃). Hence Iglobal(G) is a

prime and toric ideal. By Theorem 2.7, Iglobal (G) ⊂ ker(ΨTG ), and they are equal
after saturation. However, two prime ideals that are equal after saturation must be
equal. Hence, ker(ΨTG ) = Iglobal (G). �

2.5. Balanced staged trees. Discrete DAG models whose underlying DAG is
perfect are toric varieties, similarly staged tree models that are balanced are toric
varieties. These two properties coincide for the class of models in TG. In this
subsection we define balanced staged trees and state the theorem that relates this
property to the defining equations of ker(ΨT ).

Let T = (V,E) be a staged tree. For a fixed node v ∈ V , Tv denotes the rooted
subtree of T rooted at node v. Then Tv is a staged tree with labeling induced by θ.
We denote the set of root-to-leaf paths in Tv by Λv. The interpolating polynomial
of Tv is

t(v) :=
∑

λ∈Λv

∏

e∈E(λ)

θ(e)

where E(λ) is the set of edges in λ. The polynomial t(v) is an element of R[ΘT ].
When v is the root of T , t(v) is called the interpolating polynomial of T . Interpo-
lating polynomials are useful to capture symmetries of subtrees of (T , θ).

Definition 2.11. Let (T , θ) be a staged tree and v, w ∈ V be two vertices in
the same stage with children chT (v) = {v0, . . . , vk} and chT (w) := {w0, . . . , wk},
respectively. After a possible reindexing, we may assume that θ(v → vi) = θ(w →
wi) for all i ∈ [k]0. The pair of vertices v, w is balanced if

t(vi)t(wj) = t(wi)t(vj) in R[ΘT ] for all i 6= j ∈ [k]0.

The staged tree (T , θ) is called balanced if every pair of vertices in the same stage
is balanced.

Theorem 2.13. [8, Theorem 10] A staged tree (T , θ) is balanced if and only if
ker(Ψtoric

T ) = ker(ΨT ).

It follows from Theorem 2.13 that if TG is balanced and G is perfect, then
ker(Ψtoric

T ) = Iglobal(G). In [9, Theorem 3.1] it was established that TG is balanced if
and only if G is perfect. Hence, the family of balanced staged tree models consti-
tutes a natural generalization of decomposable models, from both a combinatorial
and an algebraic viewpoint.

Theorem 2.14. [9] Let G = ([p], E) be a DAG. Then the following are equivalent:

(1) The staged tree TG is balanced,
(2) G is a perfect DAG, and
(3) ker(Ψtoric

TG
) = ker(ΨTG ).

Proof. The equivalence of (1) and (3) is established by [8, Theorem 10]. The
equivalence of (1) and (2) is established in [9].

�

The staged tree depicted in Figure 3 is a balanced staged tree. For simplicity, we
omitted the edge labels in this figure. However, it can be seen via Proposition 2.11
that it is not in the family TG. Hence, balanced staged trees are a nontrivial general-
ization of decomposable graphical models to the more general family of staged tree
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Figure 3. A balanced staged tree that is not in the family TG.

models. One may then ask, as outlined above, whether or not the nice properties
of perfect DAGs in regards to exact inference algorithms, extend naturally to the
family of balanced staged trees. We leave this statistical question for future work,
and continue with the development and description of toric interventional staged
trees (for which the same question may then also be asked). This generalization
to balanced staged trees will also play a role in Section 4 when we generalize The-
orem 2.12 to interventional DAG models. We finish this section with a detailed
example of the defining equations a DAG model.

Example 2.3. To illustrate how the ideals ker(ΨTG ) and ker(Ψtoric

TG
) differ from

each other, we consider the four-cycle DAG G depicted in Figure 4. The staged tree
representation TG for binary random variables is placed to the left of G. From TG in
the figure, we see that the nodes in red or blue are not balanced. Thus ker(Ψtoric

TG
) (

ker(ΨTG ). The latter has thirteen binomial generators, four of degree two and
nine of degree four, and two non-binomial generators of degree two. The ideal
ker(Ψtoric

TG
) has twenty binomial generators, four of degree two and the rest of degree

four. The ideal ker(ΦGm) associated to the clique factorization of the moralization
Gm (see [24] and [36, Proposition 13.2.5.]) is contained in ker(Ψtoric

TG
) and hence

in ker(ΨTG ). It is generated by four quadratic binomials corresponding to the
conditional independence relation X1 ⊥⊥ X4|X2, X3. The ideal ker(ΦG̃) associated

to the clique factorization of the undirected graph G̃ is not contained in any of the
previous ideals. In fact, undirected graphical models whose underlying graph is not
decomposable cannot be in general represented by staged trees. A complete list of
defining ideals of DAG models on four binary random variables is presented in [16,
Table 1], the four cycle is row 15.

3. Interventional DAG Models

In the following sections, we extend the existing algebraic theory for staged tree
models and discrete DAG models discussed in Section 2.1 to discrete interventional
models which are the foundation for randomized controlled trials (A/B-testing) and
the basis for modeling causation in modern machine learning. Let (X1, . . . , Xp) be
jointly distributed random variables, let P denote their joint distribution, and let
f denote the associated probability mass function. Assuming that P is Markov to
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Figure 4. The four cycle and its staged tree representation for
binary variables with linear extension π = 1234.

a DAG G = ([p], E), we have that

f(x) =
∏

j∈[p]

f(xj | xpaG(j)) for all x ∈ R.

An interventional probability mass function with respect to f is produced by chang-
ing the factors f(xj | xpaG(j)

) associated to some of the nodes j in G. We call a

subset of nodes I ⊂ [p] an intervention target when we intend to change the condi-
tional factors associated to these nodes.

Definition 3.1. Let I ⊂ [p] be a collection of intervention targets. A distribution
P(I) and the associated probability mass function f (I) are called, respectively, an
interventional distribution and interventional probability mass function, with re-
spect to I and a distribution P with probability mass function f Markov to a DAG
G = ([p], E) if

f (I)(x) =
∏

j∈I

f (I)(xj | xpaG(j))
∏

j /∈I

f(xj | xpaG(j)).

In this case, the distribution P and probability mass function f are called the
observational distribution and observational probability mass function, respectively.

In the case that the conditional distributions f (I)(xj | xpaG(j)) eliminate the de-
pendencies between Xk and its parents XpaG(k), the intervention is called perfect or

hard [11]. Otherwise, the intervention is called soft. The term general intervention
refers to an intervention that is either hard or soft. Notice that the key feature
of an interventional probability mass function is the invariance of the conditional
factors corresponding to variables not in the intervention target, relative to the ob-
servational probability mass function. This invariance is precisely what allows one
to distinguish causal implications within the system when the observational and
interventional distributions are compared [25]. Since the observational distribution
arises from not targeting any nodes for intervention, it is often denoted by f (∅). In
practice, more than one interventional experiment is studied, so data are typically
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drawn from the observational distribution and a family of interventional distribu-
tions. Given a (multi)set I of intervention targets for which ∅ ∈ I, a sequence
of densities (f (I))I∈I is called an interventional setting if f (I) is an interventional
probability mass function with respect to I and f (∅) for all I ∈ I.

In [42], the authors defined the family of all interventional settings that can arise
via intervention with respect to I and a distribution Markov to a DAG G as

MI(G) := {(f
(I))I∈I |∀I, J ∈ I : f (I) ∈M(G) and

f (I)(xj | xpaG(j)) = f (J)(xj | xpaG(j)) ∀j /∈ I ∪ J}.

The family of interventional settingsMI(G) is called the interventional DAG model
for G = ([p], E) and I. The causal information within an interventional DAG
model can be encoded using a DAG as well. The I-DAG for G and I is the DAG
GI := ([p] ∪WI , E ∪ EI), where

WI := {wI |I ∈ I \ {∅}} and EI := {wI → j | j ∈ I, ∀I ∈ I \ {∅}}.

The second row in Figure 1 contains three examples of I-DAGs. The elements
of MI(G) are characterized in [42, Proposition 3.8] in terms of global Markov
properties and invariance properties using GI via the following definition:

Definition 3.2. Let I be a collection of intervention targets with ∅ ∈ I. Let
(f (I))I∈I be a sequence of (strictly positive) probability mass functions over the
vector (X1, . . . , Xp). Then (f (I))I∈I satisfies the I-Markov property with respect
to G and I if

(1) XA ⊥⊥ XB | XC for any I ∈ I and any disjoint A,B,C ⊂ [p] for which C
d-separates A and B in G.

(2) f (I)(XA | XC) = f (∅)(XA | XC) for any I ∈ I and any disjoint A,C ⊂ [p]
for which C ∪WI\{I} d-separates A and wI in GI .

Theorem 3.1. [42, Proposition 3.8] Suppose that ∅ ∈ I. Then (f (I))I∈I ∈MI(G)
if and only if (f (I))I∈I satisfies the I-Markov property with respect to G and I.

3.1. Defining equations of interventional DAG models. Analogous to the
case of discrete DAG models and Theorem 2.4, Theorem 3.1 allows us to define
two ideals associated to a DAG G and a collection of intervention targets I. In the
following, we assume that (X1, . . . , Xp) is a vector of discrete random variables with
outcome space R and we consider its joint distribution. The first ideal is obtained
from Definition 3.1 and is analogous to ker(ΨTG ). Here, we consider the collection
of indeterminates

UG,I := {q
(I)
j;x;xpaG(j)

: I ∈ I, j ∈ [p], x ∈ R{j},xpaG(j) ∈ RpaG(j)}

and the polynomial ring R[UG,I ]. If we have indexed the elements of I as I =

{I0, I1, . . . , IK}, we may write q
(k)
j;x;xpaG(j)

for q
(Ik)
j;x;xpaG(j)

for k = 0, 1, . . . ,K. In this

case, we always assume that I0 = ∅. The indeterminate q
(I)
j;x;xpaG(j)

represents the

conditional probability

f (I)(Xj = x | XpaG(j) = xpaG(j)),

which is a factor in the interventional distribution f (I) with respect to I and the
probability mass function f (∅) (which is assumed to be Markov to G). There-
fore, the elements in UG,I are subject to several sum-to-one conditions of the form
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∑

x∈R{j}
q
(I)
j;x;xpaG(j)

− 1 = 0 for all I ∈ I, j ∈ [p],xpaG(j)
∈ RpaG(j)

. They are

also subject to the interventional model assumptions in the definition of MI(G).

These are equality constraints of the form q
(I)
j;x;xpaG(j)

− q
(J)
j;x;xpaG(j)

= 0 for all

j /∈ I ∪ J, x ∈ R{j},xpaG(j) ∈ RpaG(j). We denote by qI the ideal in R[UG,I ]
generated by the left-hand side of these two equations. Analogously, we define the
set of indeterminates

DI := {p(I)x : x ∈ R, I ∈ I}.

Notice that we have one indeterminate in DI for each possible outcome in R, for

every I ∈ I. Hence, p
(I)
x represents the probability f (I)(x). Given DI and UG,I ,

the factorization in Definition 3.1 then gives rise to a map of polynomial rings

ΦG,I : R[DI ] −→ R[UG,I ]/qI ;

p(I)x 7−→
∏

j∈I

q
(I)
j;xj ;xpaG(j)

∏

j /∈I

q
(∅)
j;xj ;xpaG(j)

.

Definition 3.3. Given jointly distributed random variables (X1, . . . , Xp) with joint
state space R, a DAG G = ([p], E), and a collection of intervention targets I, the
I-factorization ideal is FG,I := ker(ΦG,I).

The second ideal associated to an interventional DAG model is analogous to the
ideal Iglobal(G), defined by the global Markov property with respect to G. In a similar
fashion, this ideal will be defined via the I-Markov property with respect to G and
I. As suggested by the definition of the I-Markov property, this new ideal will
consist of a sum of conditional independence ideals plus an ideal that accounts for
the invariance properties described in Definition 3.2 (2). In the following, we will let
Iglobal(G,I) denote the conditional independence ideal Iglobal(G) in the indeterminates

DI := {p
(I)
x : x ∈ R} for a fixed I ∈ I. We then define the ideal

InvG,I := 〈p
(I)
xA,xC+p

(∅)
xC+ − p

(∅)
xA,xC+p

(I)
xC+ | I ∈ I,x ∈ R, A, C ⊂ [p] such that

C ∪WI\{I} d-separates A and wI in GI〉.

The ideal InvG,I , unlike Iglobal(G), is not a conditional independence ideal, as its gen-
erators are more akin to generators of the ideals I∗C or the ideal of model invariants
of a staged tree.

Remark 3.1. Note that whenever C = ∅ in one of the d-separation statements
defining the polynomials in InvG,I , we have

p
(∅)
xC+ = p

(∅)
+ =

∑

x∈R

p(∅)x and p
(I)
xC+ = p

(I)
+ =

∑

x∈R

p(I)x .

Definition 3.4. For random variables (X1, . . . , Xp) with state space R, a DAG
G = ([p], E), and intervention targets I, the I-conditional independence ideal is

IG,I := InvG,I +
⊕

I∈I

Iglobal(G,I).

Let R|UG,I | and R|DI | denote the Euclidean spaces with coordinates indexed by
UG,I and DI respectively. We denote a point in R|UG,I | by q and a point in R|DI |

by (p
(I)
x )x∈R,I∈I . The recursive factorization for interventional settings defines a
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map

φI : R|UG,I | → R|DI |

q 7→ (p(I)x )x∈R,I∈I (5)

where p
(I)
x =

∏

j∈I q
(I)
j;xj ;xpaG(j)

∏

j /∈I q
(∅)
j;xj ;xpaG(j)

. The image under φI of the pos-

itive tuples q ∈ R|UG,I | that satisfy both, the sum-to-one conditions on UG,I and
equalities given by the model assumptions of MI(G), is equal to the interven-

tional DAG model MI(G). If (p
(I)
x )x∈R,I∈I is in the image of φI , then for each

I ∈ I,
∑

x∈R p
(I)
x − 1 = 0. Hence MI(G) is a subset of the product of simplices

∆∅
|R|−1 × ∆I1

|R|−1 × · · ·∆
Ik
|R|−1. Denote the collection of these k + 1 sum-to-one

conditions on the elements in R[DI ] by 〈σ − 1〉. Just as in the case where there
are no non-empty interventional targets, one can prove a theorem that relates the
varieties defined by FG,I and IG,I .

Theorem 3.2. LetMI(G) be an interventional DAG model where ∅ ∈ I.

(1) There is a containment of ideals IG,I ⊂ FG,I. Moreover, if

p =
∏

I∈I

∏

x∈
⋃

k∈[p] R{π1,··· ,πk}

p
(I)
x+,

then (IG,I : (p)∞) = FG,I .
(2) The ideal FG,I is a minimal prime of the ideal IG,I .
(3) We have the following equality of subsets of the product of open simplices

∆I0
|R|−1 × · · · ×∆Ik

|R|−1:

V≥(IG,I + 〈σ − 1〉) = V≥(FG,I) = image≥(φI) =MI(G).

The equality of subsets stated in Theorem 3.2 is the algebro-geometric version
of Theorem 3.1. The remaining parts of Theorem 3.2 will follow directly from The-
orem 4.3 in subsection 4.1. The next corollary gives graphical sufficient conditions
in terms of the I-DAG GI for the ideal FG,I to be toric and generated by a qua-
dratic and square-free Gröbner basis. The proof follows from Corollary 4.6 and
Theorem 4.7. For a given set S ⊂ [p] and a DAG G = ([p], E), the set

anG(S) := anG(S) ∪ S,

is the ancestral closure of S (in G).

Corollary 3.3. Let MI(G) be an interventional DAG model. If G is a perfect
DAG and for all I, J ∈ I we have I ∪ J = anG(I ∪ J), then FG,I is a toric ideal
generated by a quadratic and square-free Gröbner basis.

We end this section with a detailed analysis of the equations that define the
interventional DAG models in Figure 1.

Example 3.1. The modelM(G), where G is any of the DAGs in Figure 1, satisfies
ker(ΨTG ) = Iglobal(G) = ker(Ψtoric

TG
) = IM(T ). This is true because G is a perfect

DAG. From the perspective of staged trees, this holds because the staged tree TG1

is balanced as shown in Figure 2. These ideals are contained in the polynomial ring
R[D] = R[pijk : i, j, k ∈ {0, 1}] and are generated by the binomials

p000p101 − p100p001, p010p111 − p110p011, (6)
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associated to the conditional independence relation X1 ⊥⊥ X3|X2. Consider the set
of intervention targets I = {∅, {1}}, the I-DAGs for this intervention are in the
second row of Figure 1. The polynomial ring for the interventional modelMI(G1)

is R[DI ] = R[p
(0)
ijk, p

(1)
ijk : i, j, k ∈ {0, 1}]. We use the superscripts (0), (1) to denote

the observed and interventional indeterminates respectively. By construction of
IG1,I , this ideal contains four binomials with the same subindices as the ones in (6)
but with superscripts (0) and (1). The remaining generators of IG,I are obtained
by writing the invariance properties in part (2) of Definition 3.2. The set of tuples
(A,C) that satisfy part (2) of the I-Markov property is

{({2, 3}, {1}), ({3}, {2}), ({3}, {1, 2}), ({2}, {1, 3})}.

For instance, if A = {2, 3} and C = {1}, then {1} d-separates {2, 3} and w{1} in

GI1 . Using the computer algebra package Macaulay2 [15], we found that IG1,I has
eighteen minimal generators of degree two, and all but two are binomials. The
relation to the factorization ideal in this case is

√

IG1,I = FG1,I . As implied by
Theorem 4.7 (3), FG1,I is a toric ideal. A similar computation yields that IG2,I is

not prime or radical but satisfies
√

IG2,I = FG2,I . By Theorem 4.7 (3), FG2,I is not
a toric ideal; it has sixteen quadratic generators, four of which are not binomials.

4. Interventional Staged Tree Models

As discussed in [17], staged tree models can naturally represent hard interven-
tions. In this section, we present a theory of general interventions (i.e., both hard
and soft) that additionally allows for soft interventions within staged tree models.
We focus on applications of this new theory to the derivation of algebraic results
generalizing Theorems 2.3, .2.6, 2.7, 2.12, and 2.14. However, we first describe the
basics of these new models so as to motivate their study and application in future
statistical works.

Let T = (V,E) be a staged tree with labeling θ : E → A⊔L. Here, the space of
labels is partitioned such that L corresponds to the indices of distributional param-
eters and A corresponds to parameters that label the targets of the interventional
experiments. Since T is a rooted tree, its vertices V are partitioned by its levels as

V = L0 ⊔ L1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Lp.

Definition 4.1. Let A⊔L be a partitioned set of labels. A rooted tree T = (V,E),
together with a labeling θ : E −→ A⊔ L is a partitioned tree if there exists k∗ < p
such that

θ ({v → w ∈ E : v ∈ ∪i<k∗Li}) = A and θ({v → w ∈ E : v ∈ ∪i≥k∗Li}) = L.

The index k∗ is called the splitting level of T .

A partitioned staged tree is a labeled tree in which the edge labels can be natu-
rally partitioned into two groups: those labeling edges preceding level k∗, and those
labeling edges after level k∗. For example, the labelled tree depicted in Figure 5 is
a partitioned tree with splitting level k∗ = 1.

Given two nodes v, u ∈ V , we will let λv,u denote the unique (undirected) path
between v and u in T . Given a node u ∈ V , let Tu = (Vu, Eu) denote the rooted
tree with root node u. We denote a node in Vu with vu and an edge in Eu with eu.
For a partitioned tree T with labels A ⊔ L and splitting level k∗, the subtrees Tv
of T for v ∈ Lk∗ have an induced labeling given by θ

∣

∣

Ev
: Ev → L. Recall that, for



ALGEBRAIC GEOMETRY OF DISCRETE INTERVENTIONAL MODELS 21

k∗ = 1 3
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1
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1
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u

w
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a∅

a
{1,2}

ℓ1

ℓ2

ℓ3

ℓ4
ℓ5

ℓ6

ℓ7

ℓ8

ℓ3

ℓ4
ℓ5

ℓ6

Figure 5. An interventional staged tree TA where A =
{a∅, a{1,2}}, L = {ℓ1, · · · , ℓ8}, and TL has vertex set VL =
{rL, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7}. Here, the nodes u and w correspond to the
root node rL under the canonical isomorphism identifying Tu ≈
TL ≈ Tw. The remaining nodes in Tu and Tw are labeled as in TL.
This canonical isomorphism is easily seen to be given by translat-
ing Tu downward so it sits directly on top of Tw.

the purposes of studying interventions, we would like to think of the labels in A as
denoting chosen intervention targets and the labels in L as denoting distributional
parameters. In this sense, we are then interested in the special cases when the
subtrees Tv are in fact staged trees with respect to the labeling θ

∣

∣

Ev
: Ev → L.

This motivates the following definition:

Definition 4.2. A partitioned tree T = (V,E) with labeling θ : E → A ⊔ L and
splitting level k∗ is called a quasi-staged tree if the subtree Tv = (Vv, Ev) of T is a
staged tree with labeling θ

∣

∣

Ev
: Ev → L for every v ∈ Lk∗ .

For a uniform, stratified staged tree T = (V,E) with levels (L1, . . . , Lp) ∼
(X1, . . . , Xp) and two nodes u,w ∈ V in the same level, there is a canonical isomor-
phism between the trees Tu and Tw. This is the isomorphism that maps the vertex
associated to xz ∈ R to the one associated to yz ∈ R for every z ∈ R{k+1,...,p},
where v ∼ x, u ∼ y ∈ Lk. As an example, consider the subtrees Tu and Tw of the
tree T in Figure 5.

If T is also partitioned with labeling θ : E → A⊔ L and splitting level k∗, then
for any two u,w ∈ Lk∗ the subtrees Tu and Tw are in the same isomorphism class
via this canonical isomorphism. Moreover, these are the largest subtrees of T for
which the induced labeling θ

∣

∣

Ev
labels each tree in the isomorphism class with only

labels in L. Hence, we will let TL = (VL, EL) denote any representative of this
isomorphism class. Note that the vertices in v ∈ Lk∗ identify with the root node
rL ∈ VL. Using this terminology, we can now define general interventional staged
trees.

Definition 4.3. Let A⊔L be a partitioned set of labels. A rooted tree T = (V,E),
together with a labeling θ : E → A⊔ L is an interventional staged tree if

(1) T is a quasi-staged tree with labeling θ : E → A⊔L and splitting level k∗,
(2) the subtrees Tv for v ∈ Lk∗ are all isomorphic to some tree TL = (VL, EL),
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a∅

a
{1,2}

f
(∅) (X1

= 0)

f (∅)
(X

1 = 1)

f
(∅)(X2 = 0 | X1 = 0)

f (∅)(X2 = 1 | X1 = 0)

f
(∅)(X2 = 0 | X1 = 1)

f (∅)(X2 = 1 | X1 = 1)

f
(I) (X1

= 0)

f (I)
(X

1 = 1)

f
(∅)(X2 = 0 | X1 = 0)

f (∅)(X2 = 1 | X1 = 0)

f
(∅)(X2 = 0 | X1 = 1)

f (∅)(X2 = 1 | X1 = 1)

Figure 6. The interventional staged tree TA from Figure 5 with
the labels in L replaced with conditional probabilities as in the def-
inition ofMI(G) for I = {∅, I = {1}} and G being the DAG 1→ 2
on nodes {1, 2} corresponding to two binary random variables X1

and X2.

(3) A is a collection of labels aS indexed by subsets of VL \ {rL}, and
(4) for all u,w ∈ Lk∗ , if eu ∈ Eu and ew ∈ Ew are identified with the same

edge e ∈ EL pointing into the node v ∈ VL under the isomorphism, and if
v /∈ S for any aS labeling an edge on λu,w , then θ(eu) = θ(ew). Otherwise,
θ(eu) 6= θ(ew).

We will denote an interventional staged tree with labeling θ : E → A ⊔ L by TA
when the labels L are understood from context.

Note that Definition 4.3 does not insist that the tree TL is uniform and stratified.
However, throughout this paper, we will mainly work with interventional staged
trees for which this is the case.

Example 4.1. Figure 5 shows an example of an interventional staged tree TA =
(E, V ) where A = {a∅, a{1,2}} and L = {ℓ1, . . . , ℓ8}. The tree TA is a partitioned
tree with splitting level k∗ = 1 since all edges coming before level k∗ = 1 have
labels in A and all edges coming after level k∗ = 1 have labels in L. We can further
see that TA is quasi-staged since, for a fixed node v ∈ Lk∗ , Tv is a staged tree.
Hence, TA satisfies condition (1) of Definition 4.3. It can also be directly verified
that conditions (2) and (3) are satisfied. To see that TA also satisfies condition (4),
notice that the path λu,w between nodes u and w in TA contains exactly two edge
labels whose indices are {∅, {1, 2}}. Hence, the nodes in VL that are not in either
of these sets are {3, 4, 5, 6}. Since we can see that the unique edge pointing into
each of these nodes in Tu has the same label as the unique edge pointing into the
same node in Tw, and that all other edges have different labels, we conclude that
TA is an interventional staged tree.

In fact, by replacing the labels L = {ℓ1, . . . , ℓ8} with conditional probabilities
as in Figure 6, we begin to see how an interventional staged tree will parametrize
the different interventional distributions in an interventional setting. By taking the
product along the edges in a root-to-leaf path in TA in Figure 6 that ends at a leaf
of Tu, we recover the product a∅f

(∅)(x1 | xpaG(j)
)f (∅)(x2 | xpaG(j)) On the other

hand, by taking such a product along a root-to-leaf path ending at a leaf of Tw, we
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recover the product

a{1,2}
∏

j∈I

f (I)(xj | xpaG(j)
)
∏

j /∈I

f(xj | xpaG(j)).

By setting a∅ = a{1,2} = 1, we then recover:

(f (∅), f (I)) =





∏

i∈[2]

f (∅)(xj | xpaG(j)),
∏

j∈I

f (I)(xj | xpaG(j)
)
∏

j /∈I

f(xj | xpaG(j))



 ,

where I = {1}. Hence, the interventional stage tree TA in Figure 5 is parametrizing
the interventional DAG modelMI(G) where G is the DAG 1→ 2 on two nodes and
I = {∅, {1}}. Notice that the intervention targets I = {∅, {1}} are encoded by the
interventional staged tree TA as the index set {∅, {1, 2}} of the set A = {a∅, a{1,2}}
since the nodes 1 and 2 of TL correspond to the two possible outcomes X1 = 0 and
X1 = 1 of the (binary) random variable associated to node 1 in G.

The family of interventional staged trees is larger than the family of interven-
tional DAG models, and it allows for the modeling of much more granular inter-
ventions. The tree depicted in Figure 7 is an interventional staged tree where the
interventions are conducted not at the level of distinct variables, but within specific
contexts given by the root-to-leaf paths leading to the points of intervention.

Given an interventional staged tree, we can associate to it the collection of all
interventional distributions that arise from the interventions specified by the tree.
Let TA = (V,E) be an interventional staged tree with labeling θ : E → A ⊔ L and
splitting level k∗. The associated parameter space for the model is then

ΘTA :=







x ∈ R|L| : xθ(e) ∈ (0, 1) and
∑

e∈E(v)

xθ(e) = 1







.
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Figure 7. An interventional staged tree that does not parameter-
ize an interventional DAG model.
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Note that the labels in A are not used as parameters in the definition of ΘTA .

Definition 4.4. Let TA = (V,E) be an interventional staged tree with labeling
θ : E → A⊔L and splitting level k∗. The interventional staged tree model M(TA,θ)

is the image of the map

ψTA : ΘTA −→ ×u∈Lk∗∆
◦
|iTL

|−1;

x 7−→











∏

e∈E(λ(v))

xθ(e)





v∈iTu







u∈Lk∗

.

As Example 4.1 begins to demonstrate, interventional staged trees and their
associated models generalize discrete interventional DAG models.

Example 4.2 (Interventional DAG models). For a DAG G and a collection of
intervention targets I, we can extend Example 2.2 and produce an interventional
staged tree whose associated model is exactlyMI(G). Fix I := {I0 = ∅, I1, . . . , IK}
and a linear extension π of G. Define the collection of nodes

V := {r, v0, . . . , vK} ∪
⋃

I∈I

⋃

j∈[p]

R
(I)
[j] ,

where

R
(I)
[j] := {x

(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
j : x

(I)
i ∈ [di]∀i ∈ [j]}.

Here, r denotes the root node of the interventional staged tree, the nodes v0, . . . , vk
denote the different interventions, and the nodes in R

(I)
[j] represent the marginal

outcomes of the vector of variables (X1, . . . , Xp) with one copy of each outcome for
each different interventional experiment. Define a set E where v → w ∈ E if and
only if either

(1) v = r and w ∈ {v0, . . . , vK},

(2) v = vk and w ∈ R
(Ik)
[1] for some k ∈ [K] ∪ {0}, or

(3) v = x
(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
j and w = x

(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
j x

(I)
j+1 for some x

(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
j ∈ R

(I)
[j] and

x
(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
j x

(I)
j+1 ∈ R

(I)
[j+1] for some j ∈ [p] and I ∈ I.

This gives the vertices and edges of the interventional staged tree. It remains to
construct the labeling θ : E → A⊔L. Following Example 4.1, the labeling θ will be
chosen such that the resulting labeled tree is partitioned with splitting level k∗ = 1.
By construction of the edge set E, we can see that L1 = {v0, . . . , vK}. Moreover,
for two interventions Ik, Ik′ ∈ I, the canonical isomorphism of the subtrees Tvk and

Tvk′ is given by mapping the vertex x
(Ik)
1 · · ·x

(Ik)
j of Tvk to the vertex x

(Ik′ )
1 · · ·x

(Ik′ )
j

of Tvk′ . Moreover, each of the subtrees is isomorphic to the tree TG by mapping

x
(Ik)
1 · · ·x

(Ik)
j of Tvk to the vertex x1 · · ·xj of TG . Hence, we will let TG be the tree

TL in Definition 4.3 (2).
To construct the labeling θ, recall that for each I ∈ I a discrete interventional

distribution P(I) over (X1, . . . , Xp) with respect to G and P(∅) will have probability

mass function f (I) that factorizes as

f (I)(x) =
∏

j∈I

f (I)(xj | xpaG(j))
∏

j /∈I

f (∅)(xj | xpaG(j)).
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for all x ∈ R. Hence, we let

L := {f (∅)(xj | xpaG(j)) : x ∈ R} ∪ {f
(I)(xj | xpaG(j)) : j ∈ I, I ∈ I \ {∅},x ∈ R},

and
A := {aSI

: SI = ∪j∈IR[j] for all I ∈ I}.

We then define the labeling θ : E → A⊔ L where

θ :(r → vk) 7→ aSIk
for all k ∈ {0, . . . ,K},

θ :(x
(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
j → x

(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
j x

(I)
j+1) 7→

{

f (I)(xj+1 | xpaG(j+1)) if j + 1 ∈ I,

f (∅)(xj+1 | xpaG(j+1)) otherwise.

(7)

The interventional staged tree for G and I (with respect to the linear extension π
of G) is then T(G,I) := (V,E) with the labeling θ : E → A⊔ L.

By the chosen labeling θ, T(G,I) is a partitioned tree with splitting level k∗ = 1,
and each subtree Tvk of T(G,I), for vk ∈ Lk∗ , is a staged tree isomorphic to TG .
Hence, T(G,I) is a quasi-staged tree satisfying conditions (1), (2), and (3) of Defini-
tion 4.3. To see that condition (4) holds, consider two vertices vk, vk′ ∈ Lk∗ . The
unique path λvk,vk′ in T(G,I) connecting them contains two edges: vk ← r → vk′ ,
and the two labels on these edges have indices ∪j∈IkR[j] and ∪j∈Ik′R[j], respec-
tively, for the intervention targets Ik, Ik′ ∈ I. By construction, any edge pointing

into a vertex x
(Ik)
1 · · ·x

(Ik)
j of Tvk or x

(Ik′ )
1 · · ·x

(Ik′ )
j of Tvk′ where j /∈

⋃

j∈Ik
R[j] ∪

⋃

j∈Ik′
R[j] will have label f (∅)(xj | xpaG(j)). Any other edge will have labels

f (Ik)(xj | xpaG(j)) and f (Ik′ )(xj | xpaG(j)
) in the trees Tvk and Tvk′ , respectively.

Since these labels are not equal, T(G,I) satisfies condition (4) of Definition 4.3. One
can check, as in Example 4.1 and Figure 6, that the interventional staged tree model
for T(G,I) is precisely the interventional DAG modelMI(G).

The family of interventional staged trees can also be used to model general
interventions in well-studied context-specific models, such as Bayesian multinets
[13], similarity networks [19] or LDAGs [26].

4.1. Defining equations of interventional staged tree models. We associate
three ideals to interventional staged tree models. These extend the definition of
the ideals associated to staged tree models in such a way that when there is no
intervention we recover the ideals defined in subsection 2.1.1. We start by extending
Lemma 2.1, Definition 2.3, and Proposition 2.2 to the interventional case.

Let TA = (V,E) be an interventional staged tree with labeling θ : E → A ⊔ L.
Fix v ∈ V and suppose v ∈ Vu for some u ∈ Lk∗ . We write [v] ⊂ iTu

for the indices
of the leaves whose root-to-leaf paths in the subtree Tu pass through the node v.

For a point (p
(u)
l )ℓ∈iTu ,u∈Lk∗ ∈ M(TA,θ), set p

(u)
[v] :=

∑

ℓ∈[v] p
(u)
ℓ . The proof of the

next Lemma is analogous to Lemma 2.1, we include a proof here for the sake of
completeness.

Lemma 4.1. LetM(TA,θ) be an interventional staged tree model.

(1) Fix p = (p
(u)
ℓ )ℓ∈iTu ,u∈Lk∗ ∈ M(TA,θ), x ∈ ΘTA, and suppose ψTA(x) = p.

Then xθ(v→v′) = p
(u)
[v′]/p

(u)
[v] where v → v′ is an edge of the subtree Tu.

(2) If two nodes v, w in TA are in the same stage, then for all p ∈ M(TA,θ), the
equation

p
(u1)
[v′] p

(u2)
[w] = p

(u2)
[w′] p

(u1)
[v]
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holds for all v → v′ ∈ E(v), w → w′ ∈ E(w) with θ(v → v′) = θ(w → w′)
and v → v′ ∈ Eu1 , w → w′ ∈ Eu2 .

Proof. For part (1), by definition of ψTA , p
(u)
ℓ =

∏

e∈E(λ(ℓ)) xθ(e) where ℓ ∈ iTu
, u ∈

Lk∗ . Hence in terms of xθ(e),

p
(u)
[v′] =

∑

l∈[v′]

∏

e∈E(λ(l))

xθ(e) =
∏

e∈E(λu,v′ )

xθ(e)





∑

ℓ∈[v′]

∏

e∈E(λv′ ,ℓ)

xθ(e)



 =
∏

e∈E(λu,v′ )

xθ(e).

The first equality above is by definition of p
(u)
[v′]. For the second note that all

paths from u to a leaf ℓ ∈ [v′] contain the subpath λu,v′ . Hence, all elements in
the summation after the first equality share a factor of those parameters xθ(e) for
which e ∈ E(λu,v′ ). For the last equality, note that the sum-to-one conditions on
ΘTA imply the second factor after the second equality is equal to one. Using the

same argument, p
(u)
[v] =

∏

e∈E(λu,v)
xθ(e). Combining these two expressions yields

xθ(v→v′) = p
(u)
[v′]/p

(u)
[v] .

For the part (2), let v, w be two nodes as in the statement of (2). Using (1)

and the fact that v, w are in the same stage, we have p
(u1)
[v′] /p

(u1)
[v] = xθ(v→v′) =

xθ(w→w′) = p
(u2)
[w′] /p

(u2)
[w] . Cross multiplying the denominators yields the desired

equation. �

We use the equations in the previous lemma to define the ideal of model invariants

for interventional staged tree models. Let R[DTA ] := R[p
(u)
ℓ : u ∈ Lk∗ , ℓ ∈ iTu

]. For

v ∈ Vu, u ∈ Lk∗ , the element p
(u)
[v] ∈ R[DTA ] is defined by p

(u)
[v] :=

∑

ℓ∈[v] p
(u)
ℓ .

Definition 4.5. The ideal of model invariants, IM(TA), contained in R[DTA] and
associated to the interventional staged tree modelM(TA,θ) is

IM(TA) := 〈p
(u1)
[v] p

(u2)
[w′] − p

(u1)
[v′] p

(u2)
[w] : v ∈ Vu1 , w ∈ Vu2 , v, w ∈ Si, i ∈ {0, . . . ,m}

v′ ∈ chT (v), w
′ ∈ chT (w) and θ(v → v′) = θ(w → w′)〉,

where S0, . . . , Sm are the stages of (TA, θ).

For a fixed u ∈ Lk∗ , set p
(u)
+ :=

∑

ℓ∈iTu
p
(u)
ℓ and let 〈p+ − 1〉 denote the ideal

generated by elements of the form p
(u)
+ − 1 for all u ∈ Lk∗.

Proposition 4.2. The equalityM(TA,θ) = V≥(IM(TA) + 〈p+− 1〉) holds inside the
product of simplices ×λ∈ΛLk∗

∆◦
|iTL

|−1.

Proof. Suppose p ∈ M(TA,θ). By (2) from Lemma 4.1, the defining polynomials of
IM(TA) are equal to zero when evaluated at p. The same is true for the generators
of 〈p+ − 1〉 because p is a point inside a product of simplices. This shows p ∈
V≥(IM(TA) + 〈p+ − 1〉).

Now suppose p ∈ V≥(IM(TA) + 〈p+ − 1〉), then the point x ∈ R|L| defined by

xθ(v→v′) = p
(u)
[v′]/p

u)
[v] satisfies x ∈ ΘTA and ψTA(x) = p. First, note that xθ(v→v′)

is well-defined because p is a point in the product of open probability simplices.

Second,
∑

v′∈chT (v) p
(u)
[v′] = p

(u)
[v] , and so

∑

e∈E(v) xθ(e) = 1. Thus, x satisfies the sum-

to-one conditions on the definition of ΘTA . By using the polynomials in IM(TA) we
can check that xθ(v→v′) = xθ(w→w′) whenever θ(v → v′) = θ(w → w′). It remains
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to show that ψTA(x) = p. We do this for each coordinate. Fix u ∈ Lk∗ , ℓ ∈ iTu
.

Then

[ψTA(x)]ℓ,u =
∏

e∈E(λu,ℓ)

xθ(e) =

m−1
∏

i=0

p
(u)
[ui+1]

p
(u)
[ui]

=
p
(u)
ℓ

p
(u)
[u0]

= p
(u)
ℓ (8)

where the path λu,ℓ is denoted by its vertices u0 = u → u1 → · · · → um = ℓ

and we use the definition xθ(ui→ui+1) = p
(u)
[ui+1]

/p
(u)
[ui]

. Also p
(u)
[u0]

= 1 because of the

sum-to-one conditions in 〈p+ − 1〉. �

We now generalize Definitions 2.4, 2.5 to interventional staged trees. We use the
ring R[Θ]TA := R[A,L] and the ideal qTA generated by all elements of the form
∑

e∈E(v) θ(e) = 1 for all vertices v such that ℓ(v) ≥ k∗.

Definition 4.6. The toric interventional staged tree ideal is the kernel of the map

Ψtoric

TA
: R[DTA ] −→ R[Θ]TA;

p(u)v 7−→





∏

e∈E(λr,u)

θ(e)









∏

e∈E(λu,v)

θ(e)



 .

The interventional staged tree model ideal is the kernel of the map ΨTA = π ◦Ψtoric

TA

where π : R[Θ]TA → R[Θ]TA/qTA is the canonical projection onto the quotient ring.

Remark 4.1. Under the assumption that TA has no stages before the splitting level,
we may regard the product of edge labels

∏

e∈λr,u
θ(e) in the definition of ΨTA , as

a single indeterminate au for each u ∈ Lk∗ . This change has no effect in ker(ΨTA).
Thus, from now on we redefine R[ΘTA] = R[au,L : u ∈ Lk∗ ] and the map ΨTA by

p
(u)
v 7→ au ·

∏

e∈E(λu,v)
θ(e).

Remark 4.2. The indeterminates au from Remark 4.1 play the role of homogenizing
variables for the map ΨTA . The modelM(TA,θ) is naturally contained in a product
of projective spaces that is indexed by the elements in Lk∗ . Thus, using au we
guarantee that ker(ΨTA) is the multihomogeneous ideal that defines the model in
multiprojective space.

The following theorem generalizes Theorems 2.3, 2.6, and 2.7. Moreover, Theo-
rem 3.2 follows directly from Theorem 4.3 and Example 4.2.

Theorem 4.3. Let (TA, θ) be an interventional staged tree.

(1) There is a containment of ideals IM(TA) ⊂ ker(ΨTA). If p =
∏

v∈V p[v],
then (IM(TA) : p

∞) = ker(ΨTA).
(2) The ideal ker(ΨTA) is a minimal prime of IM(TA).
(3) The following subsets of the product of probability simplices coincide

V≥(IM(TA) + 〈p+ − 1〉) = V≥(kerΨTA + 〈p+ − 1〉) =M(TA,θ).

Proof. We prove the first statement in (1). For this we show that ΨTA(f) = 0 for

every f in the generating set of IM(TA). Suppose f = p
(u1)
[v] p

(u2)
[w′] − p

(u1)
[v′] p

(u2)
[w] is a

generator of IM(TA) as in Definition 4.5. First, note that

ΨTA(p
(u1)
[v] ) = t(v) ·

∏

e∈E(λr→v)

θ(e). (9)
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Using this previous polynomial expression for each of the two products in both
terms appearing in f , we get

ΨTA(f) =





∏

e∈E(λv→w)

θ(e)



 t(v)t(w)θ(w → w′)−





∏

e∈E(λv→w)

θ(e)



 t(v)t(w)θ(v → v′) = 0.

For the second statement in (1), we prove that the localized map

(ΨTA)p :
(

R[DTA ]/(IM(TA) + 〈p+ − 1〉)
)

p
→ (R[ΘTA ]/qTA

)ΨTA
(p)

is an isomorphism of R-algebras. For this we show that the map φ defined by

θ(v → v′) 7→ p
(u)
[v′]/p

(u)
[v] , v ∈ Vu, is the inverse of (ΨTA)p. Using a similar argument as

in the first part of the proof of Lemma 4.1 and also combining this with equation (9),
we obtain

ΨTA(φ(θ(v → v′))) = ΨTA





p
(u)
[v′]

p
(u)
[v]



 =
ΨTA(p

(u)
[v′])

ΨTA(p
(u)
[v] )

= θ(v → v′).

The other direction follows from a similar argument as in equation (8)

φ(ΨTA(p
(u)
ℓ )) =

∏

e∈E(λu,ℓ)

θ(e) =
m−1
∏

i=0

p
(u)
[ui+1]

p
(u)
[ui]

=
p
(u)
ℓ

p
(u)
[u0]

= p
(u)
ℓ

where λu,ℓ is denoted by its vertices u0 = u → u1 → · · · → um = ℓ. The fact that
(ΨTA)p is an isomorphism implies that (IM(TA) : p

∞) = ker(ΨTA). Assertions (2)
and (3) then follow immediately from (1). �

Remark 4.3. In the case when T(G,I) represents the interventional DAG model
MI(G), we have FG,I = ker(ΨTG,I ). If TG is the staged tree associated to a DAG
model and I = {∅}, then ker(ΨTG,I ) = ker(ΨTG ).

4.2. Balanced interventional models. Recall from subsection 2.5 that the fam-
ily of balanced staged tree models generalize decomposable models. By Theo-
rem 2.13, we have that a staged tree T is balanced if and only if ker(Ψtoric

T ) =
ker(ΨT ). The same is true for interventional staged tree models.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose TA is an interventional staged tree. The tree TA is balanced
if and only if

ker(Ψtoric

TA
) = ker(ΨTA).

In particular, ker(ΨTA) is a toric ideal.

Proof. We use the ideal Ipaths defined in [8, Section 5.1]. Its definition translates
immediately for interventional staged trees and we refer to the aforementioned
section for a detailed description of its properties. This ideal satisfies IM(TA) ⊂

Ipaths. Moreover, if TA is balanced Ipaths ⊂ ker(Ψtoric

TA
). Thus, we arrive at a chain

of containments IM(TA) ⊂ ker(Ψtoric

TA
) ⊂ ker(ΨTA). Using Theorem 4.3 and the

element p from its statement, we localize at p to obtain the equalities [IM(TA)]p =

[ker(Ψtoric

TA
)]p = [ker(ΨTA)]p. However, ker(Ψtoric

TA
) and ker(ΨTA) are both prime

ideals that are equal after localization. Hence, they must be equal. For the other
direction, note that the containment Ipaths ⊂ ker(ΨTA) always holds. This means
Ipaths ⊂ ker(Ψtoric

TA
) by assumption. Applying the map Ψtoric

TA
to the generators of

Ipaths yields the balanced condition. �
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Using the main result in [1] we see that in fact the toric ideals in Theorem 4.4
have quadratic Gröbner bases with squarefree terms. We summarize this in the
next theorem.

Theorem 4.5. Suppose TA is a balanced interventional staged tree model, then
the toric ideal ker(ΨTA) is generated by a quadratic Gröbner basis with squarefree
initial ideal.

Theorem 4.5 says that the vanishing ideal of an balanced interventional staged
tree model is generated by a finite set of polynomials of a simple form; namely,
polynomials of the form xy − zw for some indeterminates x, y, z, w. As discussed
in the introduction, one can then apply tests based on hypothesis tests via U-
statistics such as those developed in [34] to reject model membership for a given
interventional setting by identifying one such polynomial relation that it does not
satisfy.

4.3. Decomposable interventional DAG models. By Example 4.2, interven-
tional staged tree models generalize interventional DAG models. Hence, as a corol-
lary to Theorem 4.4, we obtain the following generalization of Theorem 2.12.

Corollary 4.6. Let G be a DAG and I a collection of intervention targets, and let
T(G,I) denote the interventional staged tree model representation of MI(G). Then

T(G,I) is balanced if and only if ker(Ψtoric

T(G,I)
) = FG,I . In particular, FG,I is a toric

ideal.

Proof. It suffices to note that FG,I = ker(ΨT(G,I)
) and apply Theorem 4.4. �

Theorem 2.14 provides a characterization of when ker(ΨTG ) = ker(Ψtoric

TG
) in terms

of the combinatorics of the DAG G; namely that it is a perfect DAG. The follow-
ing theorem generalizes this combinatorial characterization to interventional DAG
models via their associated I-DAGs.

Theorem 4.7. Let T(G,I) be an interventional staged tree for a DAG G = ([p], E)
and a collection of intervention targets I. Then the following are equivalent:

(1) T(G,I) is balanced,

(2) ker(Ψtoric

T(G,I)
) = FG,I, and

(3) G is a perfect DAG, and for all I, J ∈ I, we have I ∪ J = anG(I ∪ J).

Proof. The equivalence of (1) and (2) is established by Corollary 4.6. Hence, it
suffices to show that (1) and (3) are equivalent.

Suppose first that G is a perfect DAG and that for all I, J ∈ I, it holds that
I∪J = anG(I∪J). Without loss of generality, we assume that the variable ordering
of T(G,I) is π = 12 · · · p. We note first that the staged tree TG is stratified. This
fact combined with the definition of the labeling in equation (7) from Example 4.2
shows that T(G,I) is stratified.

Let v, w ∈ VI be two vertices in the same stage, and suppose they are at level
ℓ of T(G,I). Note that T(G,I) has splitting level k = 1, so without loss of generality,
we know that ℓ is at least the splitting level of T(G,I). (This is because level 0
contains only one node: the root.) So let vi, vj and wi, wj be children of v and w,
respectively, such that θ(v → vi) = θ(w → wi) and θ(v → vj) = θ(w → wj), where
θ : V(G,I) −→ A⊔L is the labeling of T(G,I). We need to check that

t(vi)t(wj) = t(wi)t(vj) (10)



30 ELIANA DUARTE AND LIAM SOLUS

Suppose first that v, w ∈ Tu for some u ∈ L1, the splitting level of T(G,I). Then
Tu is a staged tree for a perfect DAG. Hence, by Theorem 2.14, we know that
equation (10) holds. Therefore, we can now assume that v ∈ Tu and w ∈ Ty for
u 6= y ∈ L1. In particular Tu encodes the interventions of some I ∈ I and Ty encodes
the interventions of some J ∈ I. Since T(G,I) is stratified, it follows that v, w are

in the same level, hence v = x
(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
i ∈ R

(I)
[i] and w = x

′(J)
1 · · ·x

′(J)
i ∈ R

(J)
[i] for

some i ≥ 1. Thus, to show that T(G,I) is balanced, we must show that

t(x
(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
i s)t(x

′(J)
1 · · ·x

′(J)
i r) = t(x

(I)
1 · · ·x

(I)
i r)t(x

′(J)
1 · · ·x

′(J)
i s),

whenever s 6= r ∈ [di+1]. By [9, Lemma 3.2] this holds if and only if there is a
bijection

Φ : R
(I)
[p]\[i+1] ×R

(J)
[p]\[i+1] −→ R

(I)
[p]\[i+1] ×R

(J)
[p]\[i+1];

(yi+1 · · · yp, y
′
i+2 · · · y

′
p) 7−→ (zi+1 · · · zp, z

′
i+2 · · · z

′
p)

such that for all k ≥ i+ 2 and all s 6= r ∈ [di+1]

f (I)(yk | (x1 · · ·xi, s, yi+2 · · · yp)paG(k))f
(J)(y′k | (x

′
1 · · ·x

′
i, r, y

′
i+2 · · · y

′
p)paG(k))

= f (J)(zk | (x
′
1 · · ·x

′
i, s, zi+2 · · · zp)paG(k))f

(I)(z′k | (x1 · · ·xi, r, z
′
i+2 · · · z

′
p)paG(k)).

(11)

We included the superscripts (I), (J) in the definition of the domain and range
of Φ for clarity. However, we dropped their use in the sequences of outcomes of
equation (11), the superscript in this case is taken on the conditional probabilities
f (I)(·|·) and f (J)(·|·) respectively. Since T(G,I) is an interventional staged tree, we
have that

f (I)(xk | (x1 · · ·xi, s, xi+2 · · ·xp)paG(k)) = f (J)(xk | (x1 · · ·xi, s, xi+2 · · ·xp)paG(k))

whenever k /∈ I ∪ J . The fact that v, w are in the same stage, combined with the
fact that T(G,I) is compatibly labeled, implies that

f (I)(xi+1|(x1 · · ·xi)paG(i+1)) = f (J)(xi+1|(x
′
1 · · ·x

′
i)paG(i+1)) for all xi+1 ∈ [di+1].

Thus, it follows that i + 1 /∈ I ∪ J .
Since I ∪ J = anG(I ∪ J) and i + 1 /∈ I ∪ J then no element of I or J is a

descendant of i+ 1. Hence, for k ∈ deG(i + 1) ∩ {i+ 2, . . . , p}

f (I)(yk | (x1 · · ·xi, s, yi+2 · · · yp)paG(k)) = f (J)(yk | (x
′
1 · · ·x

′
i, s, yi+2 · · · yp)paG(k))

for any s ∈ [di+1] and any yi+2 · · · yp ∈ R[p]\[i+1]. On the other hand, if k ∈
{i+ 2, . . . , p} is not a descendant of i+ 1 then i+ 1 is certainly not a parent of k.
Based on these two observations, we see that we can use the same bijection Φ as
used in the proof of Theorem 2.14. Hence, T(G,I) is balanced.

To see the other direction, we prove the contrapositive: Suppose that either

(1) G is not perfect, or
(2) there exists I, J ∈ I such that I ∪ J 6= anG(I ∪ J).

In case (1), recall that the splitting level of T(G,I) is level k∗ = 1. Since G is not
perfect then, by Theorem 2.14, the subtree Tv for any v ∈ L1 (the splitting level
of T(G,I)) is not balanced. If follows directly from Definition 2.11 that T(G,I) is not
balanced.
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In case (2), just as in the proof of the other direction, we know that T(G,I) is
balanced if and only if there is a bijection

Φ : R
(I)
[p]\[i+1] ×R

(J)
[p]\[i+1] −→ R

(I)
[p]\[i+1] ×R

(J)
[p]\[i+1];

Φ : (yi+1 · · · yp, y
′
i+2 · · · y

′
p) 7−→ (zi+1 · · · zp, z

′
i+2 · · · z

′
p)

such equation (11) is satisfied for all k ≥ i+2 and s 6= r ∈ [di+1]. Hence, it suffices
to find an i and k for which equation (11) fails. Since I ∪J 6= anG(I ∪J) then there
exists i ∈ [p] such that i+ 1 /∈ I ∪ J but i+ 1 has a child k that is in I ∪ J . Since
k ∈ I ∪ J , it follows that (as labels in L)

f (I)(xk | (x1 · · ·xi, s, yi+2 · · · yp)paG(k)) 6= f (J)(xk | (x
′
1 · · ·x

′
i, s, z

′
i+2 · · · z

′
p)paG(k))

for any s ∈ [di+1] and any yi+2 · · · yp, z′i+2 · · · z
′
p ∈ R[p]\[i+1] and x1 · · ·xi, x

′
1 · · ·x

′
i ∈

R[i]. It follows that any bijection Φ satisfying equation (11) would require that

f (I)(xk | (x1 · · ·xi, s, yi+2 · · · yp)paG(k)) = f (I)(z′k | (x1 · · ·xi, r, z
′
i+2 · · · z

′
p)paG(k))

for all s 6= r ∈ [di+1]. However, this is impossible since i + 1 is in the parent set of
k. Hence, no such bijection Φ exists, and we conclude that T(G,I) is not balanced.
This completes the proof. �

Remark 4.4. In the definition of the I-factorization ideal FG,I and the I-conditional
independence ideal IG,I , we implicitly assumed that ∅ ∈ I. This assumption indi-
cates that these ideals are only defined for interventional DAG models where we
have access to an observational distribution P(∅). In practice, interventional set-
tings are often purely interventional, meaning that ∅ /∈ I. Notice that the definition
of the interventional staged trees, and their associated ideals accommodate purely
interventional settings. Hence, the equivalence of (1) and (3) in Theorem 4.7 re-
mains valid for purely interventional DAG models. In particular, such models are
also defined by a toric ideal according to Theorem 4.4.

5. Final Remarks

Over the last twenty years, the algebra and geometry of DAG models has been
studied extensively [7, 14, 16, 20, 21]. In this article we summarized and highlighted
the previous contributions in this growing body of work, while also generalizing
these contributions to interventional staged tree models and consequently interven-
tional discrete DAG models. In view of the increasing use of interventional DAG
models in numerous algorithms for causal structure learning [22, 31, 41, 42], we
provide in this section possible directions for future work from both the statistical
and algebraic perspectives.

5.1. Statistical outlook. Discrete DAG models for perfect DAGs (i.e. decom-
posable models) are desirable from the statistical standpoint because their perfect
elimination orderings enable exact inference algorithms to be performed with opti-
mal efficiency [23]. In [9, Theorem 3.1] it was shown that the more general family
of balanced staged tree models specializes to the decomposable models. We used
this to give a criterion to identify balanced interventional DAG models in terms
of I-DAGS in Theorem 4.7. It would be interesting to understand if the statis-
tical interpretation of the balanced condition coincides with analogous optimality
conditions for inference algorithms in balanced discrete (interventional) staged tree
models.
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More specifically, in a given run of variable elimination, a set of factors (typically
corresponding to the conditional factors of the DAG) is specified along with an
order on the variables to be marginalized out. When the next variable in the
order is eliminated, the product of all factors using that variable is formed and
then the variable is summed out over this product. This operation creates a new
function (also called a factor) which is now a function of all variables that were
in a factor with the marginalized-out variable. The set of factors is updated to
include this new factor. The complexity of the algorithm is determined by the
number of variables used in any factor created in this process. When the DAG is
perfect and the elimination happens according to a perfect elimination order, the
size of these factors never exceeds the size of the largest clique in the skeleton of
the DAG [23, Chapter 9]. A similar complexity bound should hold for the family
of balanced staged trees as well as their interventional extensions. This bound
would generalize the well-studied property of tree-width in combinatorics. The
identification of such bounds would provide us with an understanding of when exact
inference methods such as variable elimination can be used to efficiently compute
marginal and posterior probabilities exactly in staged-tree models, as well as causal
effects in interventional staged tree models.

In this work, the main application of the theory of interventional staged tree
models was to derive algebraic properties for discrete interventional DAG models.
However, this theory has potential for future statistical applications that should be
explored further. A more detailed statistical analysis of the interventional staged
trees would yield a theory for representing and learning causal structure in diverse
context-specific settings. A theory for learning such context-specific expert systems
would likely find numerous applications in medical diagnostics and epidemiology
[13].

5.2. Algebraic outlook. Aside from the potential statistical applications of the
ideas discussed in this paper, a number of interesting algebraic questions remain to
be explored. We established the connection between the ideal of model invariants
IM(T ) that defines a staged tree model, and the predecessor ideals Ipred(G,π) for a
fixed linear extension π. It would be of interest to see a careful analysis of their
structure. For instance, what is the relationship between the ideals Ipred(G,π) and
Ipred(G,σ) for distinct linear extensions π and σ of G? What are their primary
decompositions?

In Theorem 4.7 we gave a graphical criterion to determine if an interventional
DAG model is defined by a toric ideal. One of the key features of [14, Theorem 2.4]
when the model is toric, is that the defining ideal is generated by binomials corre-
sponding to saturated global conditional independence statements. Is there a sim-
ilar statistical interpretation of the binomial equations in the square-free Gröbner
basis of FG,I in terms of I-Markov properties for the models in Theorem 4.7? We
can formulate the same question for balanced interventional staged tree models.
One could then use such an interpretation to study the enumerative properties of
the polytope associated to the ideal ker(ΨTA).

The algebraic framework established here also holds for other families of pa-
rameterized interventional DAG models. It would be valuable to see the analogous
developments in the case of Gaussian interventional DAG models, where much work
has already been done for classical DAG models [35]. Finally, one could investigate
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the implications of a theoretical understanding of the geometry of interventional
DAG models on model selection. For instance from the point of view in [10] or [39].
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