arXiv:2311.12267v2 [csLG] 3 Feb 2024

Working paper. (2023) ARTICLE

Learning Causal Representations from General
Environments: Identifiability and Intrinsic Ambiguity

Jikai]in*’1 and Vasilis Syrgkanis*’2

!nstitute for Computational & Mathematical Engineering, Stanford University, CA, USA
2Department of Management Science & Engineering, Stanford University, CA, USA
*Corresponding author. Email: jkjin@stanford.edu; vsyrgk@stanford.edu

Abstract

We study causal representation learning, the task of recovering high-level latent variables and their causal
relationships in the form of a causal graph from low-level observed data (such as text and images), assuming
access to observations generated from multiple environments. Prior results on the identifiability of causal
representations typically assume access to single-node interventions which is rather unrealistic in practice,
since the latent variables are unknown in the first place. In this work, we provide the first identifiability
results based on data that stem from general environments. We show that for linear causal models, while
the causal graph can be fully recovered, the latent variables are only identified up to the surrounded-node
ambiguity (SNA) (Varici et al. 2023). We provide a counterpart of our guarantee, showing that SNA is
basically unavoidable in our setting. We also propose an algorithm, LiNGCReL which provably recovers the
ground-truth model up to SNA, and we demonstrate its effectiveness via numerical experiments. Finally,
we consider general non-parametric causal models and show that the same identification barrier holds
when assuming access to groups of soft single-node interventions.

Keywords: Causal Representation Learning

1. Introduction

Artificial intelligence (Al) has achieved tremendous success in various domains in the past decade
(Bengio, Courville, and Vincent 2013; Silver et al. 2016; Bubeck et al. 2023). However, current
approaches are largely based on learning the statistical structures and relationships in the data that
we observe. As a result, it is not surprising that these approaches often capture spurious statistical
dependencies between different features, resulting in poor performance in the presence of test
distribution shift (Ovadia et al. 2019; Koh et al. 2021) or adversarial attacks (Akhtar and Mian 2018;
Wang et al. 2023).

In view of these pitfalls, a recent line of work has explored the problem of causal representation
learning (Scholkopf et al. 2021), the task of learning the causal relationships between high-level
latent variables underlying our low-level observations. Notably, it is widely believed in cognitive
psychology that humans take a causal approach to distill information from the world and make
decisions to achieve their goals (Shanks and Dickinson 1988; Dunbar and Fugelsang 2004; Holyoak
and Cheng 201 1). As a result, there is reason to believe that learning causal representations has the
potential to significantly improve the power of Al especially on tasks where performance lags far
behind human level (Geirhos et al. 2020).
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Despite such promise, a crucial challenge in causal representation learning is the identifiability
of the data generating process; in other words, given the data that we observe, can we uniquely
identify the underlying causal model. It has been shown that given observational data (i.e., i.i.d.
data generated from a single environment), the model is already non-identifiable in strictly simpler
settings where the latent variables are known to be independent (Locatello et al. 2019; Locatello,
Bauer, Lucic, et al. 2020), or where there is no mixing function and one directly observes the latent
variables (Silva et al. 2006). A natural question that arises is what types of data do we need to acquire
to make identification possible.

One line of works assumes access to counterfactual data (Locatello, Poole, et al. 2020; Von
Kiigelgen et al. 2021; Brehmer et al. 2022), where some form of weak supervision is typically required.
A common assumption here is that one observes data in pairs, where each pair of data is related via
sharing part of the latent representation. However, such data is hard to acquire since it requires
direct control on the latent representation.

Another line of works (Ahuja et al. 2023; Kiigelgen et al. 2023; Buchholz et al. 2023; Varici
et al. 2023) instead considers an interventional setting, where the learner observes data generated
from multiple different environments. This is arguably a much more realistic setup and reflects
common practices in robotics (Lippe et al. 2023) and genomics (Lopez et al. 2023; Tejada-Lapuerta
et al. 2023) applications. However, a vast majority of identifiability guarantees assume that each
environment corresponds to single-node, hard interventions, which is defined as interventions that
isolate a single latent variable from its causal parents. Again, this is quite a restrictive assumption
because of two reasons. First, since the latent variables are unknown and need to be learned from
data, it is unclear how to perform interventions that only affect one variable. Second, even if one
can perform single-node interventions, it may not be feasible to artificially remove causal effects in
the data generating processes. This issue is ubiquitous in real-world applications as pointed out in
Campbell (2007), Eberhardt (2014), and Eronen (2020). Motivated by these challenges, we instead
consider the following two settings:

* Learning from single-node, soft interventions, which only change the dependency of each latent
variable on its direct causes, but does not remove their causal relationships. This setting is
considered in Seigal, Squires, and Uhler (2022), H. Zhang et al. (2022), Varici et al. (2023), and
Buchholz et al. (2023), which, however, make parametric assumptions on either the causal model
or the mixing function. The most related paper is Varici et al. (2023), which proves identifiability
under an ambiguity induced by the so-called “surrounded set”. In this paper, we show that this
type of ambiguity is intrinsic in the soft intervention setting.

Learning from fully general and diverse environments. This is a significantly more general and
challenging setting, and to the best of our knowledge, no identifiability guarantees are known.
Khemakhem et al. (2020) and Lu et al. (2021) also consider a multi-environment setup without
assuming single-node interventions, but they still assume that the distributions of latent variables
all come from a certain parametric family with a fixed set of sufficient statistics.

We make the following contributions:

* For linear causal models, with a linear mixing function, we prove identification results assuming
access to data from general and diverse environments (Theorem 1). To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first identification guarantee that makes no assumption on the relationship between the
environments. Interestingly, while we show that the causal graph can be exactly recovered, the
latent variables are only recovered up to a surrounded-node ambiguity (SNA) (Theorem 3).

* We propose an algorithm, LiNGCReL, in Section 5 that provably recovers the ground-truth
model up to SNA (Theorem 4) in the setting of Theorem 1. To demonstrate the effectiveness
of LiNGCReL, we present extensive experimental results in Section 6 using it to learn causal
representations from randomly generated causal models.
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* Going beyond the linear setting, we study the limit of identification for non-parametric causal
models and general mixing functions, assuming access to single-node soft interventions. We
show that the model is identifiable up to SNA (Theorem 5), and then prove that SNA is actually
the best achievable guarantee in this setting (Theorem 6), thereby highlighting a key difference
between soft and hard interventions.

2. Preliminaries

We consider the standard setup of causal representation learning from multiple environments E € €.
Let G = (V, €) be the ground-truth causal graph which is directed and acylic (DAG), where V = [d]
and & describes the causal relationship between different nodes. Each node corresponds to a latent
variable z; € R.

For any node i, we let pag(i), chg(i), ansg(i) and ndg(i) to be the set of all parents, children,
ancestors and non-descendants of i in G respectively. We also define pag (i) = pag (1)U {i} and similarly
for chg(i), ansg (i) and ndg(i). Assuming that all probability distributions have continuous densities,
the joint density of the latent variables z can then be written as

d

pe(@ =[] oF (Zz’ | zpag(i)) : (1)

i=1

where pF is the (unknown) latent generating distribution from environment E at node i. Here for a
given vector v, we write v; = elTv, andletvg=(v;:i€ ) € RIS,
The causal graph model with density given by (1) necessarily enjoys the following property:

Definition 1 (Causal Markov Condition). For any node i, conditioned on Zpag (i)
Zndg (i) As a consequence, for any node i,j € [d] and S C [d], if S d-separates i from j (cf- Definition 8),

then z;j L z; | zs.

, i is independent of

The latent variables z are unknown to the learner. Instead, the learner has access to observations
x € R" (n > d) from all environments E € € that are related to the latent 2 via an injective mixing
function g:

x = g(?). (2)

The main assumption here that the mixing function is the same across all environments:

Assumption 1. All environments E € € share the same diffeomorphic mixing function g : RY s R,

In causal representation learning, the goal of the learner is to 1) recover the inverse of the mixing
function h = g™ (often called the unmixing function) which allows recovering the latent variables
given any observations, and, 2) recover the underlying causal graph G. In the remaining part of
this paper, we refer to (k, G) as the causal model to be learned. Obviously, there would be some
ambiguities in learning (h, G). For example, choosing a different permutation of the nodes in the
causal graph would lead to a different model, and so does element-wise transformations on each
component h; of h.

A line of recent works show that the ground-truth model can be identified up to these ambiguities
in various settings, assuming access to single-node hard interventions (Seigal, Squires, and Uhler 2022;
Kiigelgen et al. 2023; Varici et al. 2023). On the other hand, some weaker notions of identifiability
have also been proposed and studied in the literature (Seigal, Squires, and Uhler 2022; Varici et
al. 2023; Liang et al. 2023) for single-node soft interventions. Here, we provide a generic definition
of single-node soft interventions that we will rely on in this paper.
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Definition 2. We say that a collection of environments € is a set of (soft) interventions on a subset of latent
variables z;,i € S if Vi € [d], VE,E; € ¢, E| #E5, we have p? = p;EZ & i ¢ S (the notation pF comes
from (1)). Equivalently, we write IS = .

We note that soft interventions are very different from hard interventions, since they do not
remove causal relationships between latent variables. The goal of this paper is to address the following
question:

What is the best-achievable identification guarantee when hard interventions are not available, and what are
the intrinsic ambiguities?

3. The effect domination set and a notion of identifiability

One may expect that identifiability with soft interventions is not much different from hard interven-
tions, since soft interventions can approximate hard interventions with arbitrary accuracy. However,
we will show that this is not the case. At a high level, hard intervention is more powerful than
soft intervention because it is capable of isolating a latent variable from its direct cause while soft
interventions is not, so soft interventions can sometimes fail to identify the true causal relationship
from a mixture of causal effects.

To quantify what kind of ambiguities may arise, we can define the surrounding set for each node
in a causal graph G as follows:

Definition 3. (Varici et al. 2023, Definition 3) For two nodes i, j € [d] in G, we say that j is effect-dominated
by i, ori € surg(j) if i € pag (7), and chg(j) C chg(i). Moreover, we define sutg(j) = surg(j) U {j}.

In other words, the effect of j on its child set chg(j) is dominated by the effect of i. Intuitively,
if there exists some i € surg(j), then ambiguities may arise for the causal variable at node j, since
any effect of j on any of its child k can also be interpreted as an effect of i. In Section E we discuss a
three-node example to further illustrate such ambiguities.

Figure 1. An illustration of Definition 3; here i € surg ().

Definition 3 naturally induces the following relationship between causal models:

Definition 4. Using the notations in chﬁnition 11, we write (h, Q') ~sur (i’l, Q) g'fthere exists a permulations
mon [d], and a diffeomorphism | : RY — R where the j-th component of b, denoted by ll)j(z); is a_function
szmg () for Vi€ [d], such that thefollowing holds:

« ForVijjeld]ie pag () & n(i) € pag (n(j)),
« Proh=1poh where Py isa permutation matrix satisfying (Pr);; = 1 < j = 7(i).

In other words, ~gr requires that the causal graph to be exactly the same up to some permutation

of nodes, but allows each latent variable v; to be entangled with Zgurg (i) Although not obvious from

definition, one can actually check that ~g,, defines an equivalence relation (see Lemma 12). Moreover,
we will show later that ~g; is in general the best that we can hope for in our problem setting.
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4. ldentifiability of linear causal models from general environments

In this section, we consider learning causal models from general environments. Specifically, we
assume that the environments Ej,, k € [K] share the same causal graph, but the dependencies between
connected nodes (latent variables) are completely unknown, and, in contrast with existing literature
on single-node interventions, we impose no similarity constraints on the environments. We begin
our investigation of identifiability in this setting in the context of linear causal models with a linear
mixing function.

4.1 Problem setup

Formally, we assume the following generative model in K distinct environments € = {E}, : k € [K]}
with data generating process

1
z=Az+Qle, x=Gz ke [K], (3)

where the matrix Ay, satisfies (4y);; 7 0 if and only if j — i in G. We refer to (A4y, €}) as the weight
matrices of latent variables z in the environment Ej.. It is easy to see that Assumption 1 in our general
setup translates into the following assumption:

Assumption 2. The mixing matrix G € Rnxd has full column rank. Equivalently, the unmixing matrix
H = G has full row rank.

1
Let By, = Q? (I-Ap), k € [K], then we have € = B,z = B Hx. Since in the linear case, there
is an easy to see one-to-one correspondence between the matrix H and the un-mixing function
x — Hx, we abuse the notation and write (H, G) to represent the model instead of (k, G). Using h;
to denote the i-th row of H, the following lemma translates Definition 4 the the linear setting:

Lemma 1. According to Definition 4, (H, G) ~sur (I:I, Q) if and only if there exists a permutation Tt on
[d), such that i € pag(j) < m(i) € pag(n(j)), and for ¥i € [d], h; € span (hj : m(j) € surg(i)).

We also need to make the following assumption on noise.

Assumption 3. The noise vector € € R? has independent components, at most one component is Gaussian
distributed, and any two components have dijfkrent distribution.

The non-gaussianity of the noise vectors is a typical assumption in causal discovery within linear
models (Comon 1994; Silva et al. 2006) and is always assumed in the LinGAM setting (Shimizu
et al. 2006). The assumption that all components have a different distribution is not so standard, but
is quite natural in real-world scenarios.

4.2 Identifiability guarantee

For each node i € [d] of G, we use wy(i) to be the weight vector of environment Ej, at node i,

ie, wp(i) = ((Ak)i]‘ je pag(i)) € R’Pag(i)‘. In other words, the structural equation for node i in

zi = wi() 2 () + /Ol (4)

To obtain our identifiability result, the main assumption we need to make is the non-degeneracy of
the weights at each node:

environment k is of the form:
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Assumption 4. For each node i € [d] of G, we have aff (w,(i) : k € [K]) = R‘Pag(i)‘ where aff () denotes
the affine hull. Equivalently, the weights wy,(i), k= 1,2, -+ ,K do not lie in a (‘pag (1)‘ - 1) ~dimensional

hyperplane ofR‘pag(i)‘.

This assumption is quite mild since it only requires the weight vectors to be in general positions,
and it holds with probability 1 if the weights at each node are sampled from continuous distributions.
Moreover, as shown in Lemma 6, it is equivalent to the following assumption.

Assumption 5 (Node-level non-degeneracy). We say that the matrices {B/\,}IL,(:] are node-level non-
degenerate if for all node i € [d], we have dim span <(Bk)1' tke [K]> = ’pag(i) +1, where (By,); is the i-th
row of By,

In the following, we state our main result in this section, which shows that K = d non-degenerate
environments suffices for the model to be identifiable up to ~gyr.

Theorem 1. Suppose that K > d and we have access to observations generated from the linear causal model
(H, G) across multiple environments ¢ = {Ek ke [K]} with observation distributions {PE}gce, and the

data generating processes are given by (3). Let (H,G) be any candidate solution with the hypothetical data
generating process

AL N
v=Akv+Q/§é, x=HJr1/ intheenuironmentEk

where H has Sull row rank, such that

(i) the observation distribution that this hypothetical model generates in Ey, is exactly IP’EL’ ;
(ii) all environments share the same causal graph: Yk € [K] and i,j € [d], (A/\’)ii 70 & )€ pag(i),
(zzlk)i]' F0& )€ pag (i) and Q, Qk are diagonal matrices with positive entries;
oK
(iii) {B/\,}]{il and {Bk = QL)Z (I—A;\,)} are non-degenerate in the sense of Assumption 5;
k=1
iv) the noise variables € and & satisfy Assumption 3.
Y P

Then we must have (H, g) ~sur (I:I, C;)

The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Section H.1. In the next section, we will introduce an
algorithm, LiNGCReL, that provably recovers the ground-truth up to ~gy;.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first identifiability guarantee in the literature for causal
representation learning from general environments. Remarkably, while the fact that existing works
(Seigal, Squires, and Uhler 2022; J. Zhang et al. 2023) focus on single-node interventions seem to
suggest that learning from diverse environments is hard, our result indicates that such diversity is
actually helpful. Specifically, we show that in the worst case, ©(d?) interventions are required for
identifying the ground-truth model under ~g;,:

Theorem 2 (informal version of Theorem 8). There exists a causal graph G with ©(d?) edges, such

that for any unmixing matrix H € RT<"

0<s < pag (1)‘ NS [d], the ground—truth model (H, g) is non—identiﬁable up o ~yr with s soft

with full row rank, any independent noise variables €, and any

interventions for node i, unless the (ground-truth and intervened) weights of the causal model lie in a null set
(w.r.t the Lebesgue measure).
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A formal version and the proof of Theorem 2 can be found in Section H.2. On the other hand,
by having d single-node interventions per node, Assumption 5 can be satisfied as long as the weights
are in general positions, so in this case we have (H,G) ~sur (H,G) by Theorem 1. Therefore,
Theorems 1 and 8 together imply that ©(d?) single-node interventions are necessary and sufficient
for identification up to ~gyr.

Given that Theorem 1 only guarantees identification up to ~gy, that is strictly weaker than
full identification, one might naturally ask whether Theorem 1 can be further improved. Our last
theorem in this section indicates that ~g,, is indeed the best one can hope for in our setting, even
assuming access to single node, soft intervention.

Theorem 3 (Counterpart to Theorem 1, informal version of Theorem 9). For any linear causal model
(H,G) and any set of environments € = {EL, ke [K]} such that all conditions in Theorem 1 are satisfied,

there must exists a candidate solution (I:I R g) and a hypothetical data generating process that satisfy the same
set chondilions, but

ov; . g

— 70, Vj € surg(i).
82j
Moreover, gf we additionally assume that the environments are groups of Single—node soft interventions, then
we can guarantee the existence of (H, G) and weight mairices which, besides the properties listed above, are also
groups qf singl@—nod@ soﬁ interventions.

5. LinGCReL: Algorithm for linear non-Gaussian causal representation learning

In this section, we describe Linear Non-Gaussian Causal Representation Learning (LINGCReL),
an algorithm that provably recovers the underlying causal graph and latent variables up to ~g in
the infinite-sample limit. At this point, it is instructive to recall the celebrated LiNGAM algorithm
(Shimizu et al. 2006) for linear causal graph discovery. Different from their setting, we only observe
some unknown linear mixture of the latent variables. Hence, running linear ICA as in LiNGAM only
gives us M}, = B, H rather than the weight matrix By, itself.

The key idea in our approach is an effect cancellation scheme that allows us to determine the
“remaining degree of freedom” (RDF) of any node (a.k.a. latent variable) given any subset of its
ancestors. This scheme allows us to not only find a topological order of the nodes, but also figure out
direct causes by tracking the changes of the RDF. In the following, we present the main steps of
LiNGCReL in more details. N
» ,k € [K] where xgk)

1

Suppose that we are given samples of observations x(k) = {xl(k)} is the

i-th sample from the k-th environment.

Step 1. Recover the matrices M, = B,H Since € = B,z = B Hx in the k-th environment, so
we can use any identification algorithm for linear ICA to recover the matrix M. Then we properly
rearrange the rows of M, so that all Myx, k= 1,2,--- ,K correspond to the same permutation of
noise variables. This step is quite standard and details can be found in Section B.1.

Step 2. Causal representation learning based on M}, Now we have obtained M}, = B, H, but
the unmixing matrix H is still unknown. We propose Algorithm 3 to learn H and the causal graph
G. The main part of Algorithm 3 contains a loop that maintains a node set S which, we will show
later, is ancestral, i, i € S = ansg(i) C S. In each round the algorithm finds a new node i ¢ S such
that ansg (i) C S, and a subroutine Identify-Parents (Algorithm 2) is used to find all parents of .
After that, we append i into S and continue until S contains all nodes in G. Finally, the rows of the
mixing matrix H is obtained by intersections of properly-chosen row spaces of M.

Both Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 include a crucial step, which we call it orthogonal projection, as
described in Algorithm 1. At a high level, it helps determine the minimal RDF for z; after fixing the
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latent variables zg, and this exactly corresponds to the number of parents of z; that are not in z.
We provide a simple example in Section E.2 to illustrate why this approach works.
The following result states that Algorithm 3 can recover the ground-truth causal model up to

~sur-

Theorem 4. Suppose that My, k e [K] are pcrfc’ctly identfﬁed in Step 1. Let (I:I, Q) be the solution returned
by Algorithm 3, then we must have (H, G) ~sur (I:I, Q)

The full proof of Theorem 4 is given in Section H.3. It crucially relies on the following two
propositions that reveal how Algorithm 3 and the subroutine Algorithm 2 work.

Algorithm 1 Orthogonal-projections

1: Input: Ordered set S = {51, 5, ,su} C [d],indexi ¢ S, matrices M;, € RX" k € [K]
2: Output: Set of vectors {p, }X |
3: fork + 1to K do
4 W+ span{(M}); :s€S)
> (M}); is the s-th row of M,
5 py, < projy e (M)
6: end for

Proposition 1. The following two propositions hold for Algorithm 3:

* ansg(i) C S < the s f condition in line 8 of Algorithm 3 is fulfilled;
* the set S maintained in Algorithm 3 is always an ancestral set, in the sense that j € S = ansg(j) C S.

Proposition 2. Given any ordered ancestral set S that contains pag (i) for some i & S, Algorithm 2 returns a
set P; C S that is exactly pag(i).

Algorithm 2 Identify-Parents

1: Input: An ordered set S = {51, 5, -+ , 5w} C [d],anodei & Sand matrices M, k € [K]

2: Output: The parent set P; of node

3. P+ @

4: form’ + Otomdo

5. {p,Jf, + Orthogonal-projections (
{Sj < m'},i, {M/c}ke[K])

6: 1, < dimspan(p, : k € [K])

7. ifm’ >1andr, =r,_; —1then

8: P; < P;U {m'}

9 end if

10: end for

6. Experiments

In this section, we present our experimental setup and results for LiNGCReL. Note that LiNGCReL
as described in the previous section only works in the population regime. When the number of
samples is limited, two main challenges in implementing LiNGCReL are to accurately compute the
dimension of a subspace (line 6 of Algorithm 2 and line 8 of Algorithm 3), and to find a vector in the
intersection of multiple subspaces (line 20, Algorithm 3). Due to space limit, the implementation
details are described in Section B.2.

Experimental setup. We generate the independent noise variables from generalized Gaussian

distributions p[_:,(x) X exp (—leﬁ) with parameters B, = 0.2k%,k = 1,2, .,d, multiplied by
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Algorithm 3 Learn-Causal-Model

: Input: Matrices M, k € [K]
: Output: The edge set £ on the vertex set [d] and the mixing matrix H
S+ 0 > Sis an ordered set
E+ 0
: while S| < ddo
fori ¢ Sdo

{p,}K, < Orthogonal-projections (

S, (Mi e (x))

8: if dimspan (g, : k € [K]) = 1 then
9: break > we will show that such an i must exist
10: end if
11:  endfor
12:  P; + Identify-Parents(S,i)
13: S+ Su{i}
14 £+ EU{(ii):jer}
15: end while
16: fori=1toddo
17:  E;j < span{(M}); : k € [K])
18: end for
19: fori=1toddo
20:  h; < any non-zero vector in (ﬁ/:(iJ)EgE» NE;
21: end for

2: [y oy |

NoaohrwNE

normalization constants to make their variances equal to 1. The ground-truth causal graph is
generated by first fixing a total order of the vertices, say 1,2, - - - , d, then add directed edges i — j(i <))
according to i.i.d. Bernoulli(p) distributions, where p € (0, 1). The non-zero entries of matrices By,
and H are all generated independently from Gaussian distributions. For simplicity, we focus on the
case n = d since recovery of the latent graphs only requires information from d components of x.

Metrics of estimation error. Since causal representation learning seeks to learn both the causal
graphs and the latent variables, for each output of our algorithm we first check if it exactly recovers
the ground-truth causal graph. Then, recall that the latent variables and the observations are related
by z = Hx, given any output unmixing matrix H from Algorithm 3, we define the relative estimation
error A; for z; as the solution of the following optimization problem:

proj span <h_,':j€sTrg (z)> (ii,)

1

H = PH for some signed permutation matrix P.

2

El

min [|Afl,  sLA; = ‘

I

2

where signed permutation is allowed here since the noise distribution in our experiments is symmetric
and the order of latent variables z;,i= 1,2, - - - , d does not matter. We refer to the errors A; defined

in (5) as the SNA error. The SNA error measures how much of the row h; that we learn is contained
in the span of the ground-truth rows hj, j € surg(i). Indeed, recall that given any observation x,

the ground-truth latent variable is z = Hx while our algorithm outputs v; = i'l;rx, so the SNA error
essentially captures whether the recovered latent variable is close to some linear mixture of latent
variables in the effect-dominating set of i. When the SNA error is zero for some node i, we know
that the recovered latent variable at node i is exactly a linear mixture of the ground-truth latent
variables in surg (i), according to Lemma 1.
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Figure 2. Left: plots of SNA Error and graph recovery accuracy achieved by LiNGCReL as functions of sample size (per
environment) for different choices of graph size d and number of environments K. Right: an example of causal graph
generated in our experiments, and the estimation error of LiNGCReL for each node.

We also define the frue error for estimating each latent variable. Formally, let H be the unmixing
matrix that corresponds to the solution of (5), then we define the true estimation error A; of z; as

&:Hg-mw)m (6)

2

Results. We randomly sample 100 causal models with size d = 5, 30 causal models with size
d = 8 ad 30 causal models of size d = 10. In light of Theorem 1, for each d € {5, 8,10}, we sample
data from K = d randomly chosen environments; for d = 5 we also consider K = 20 to study how
different choices of K can affect the result. We run LiNGCReL for each model with different sample
sizes, compute the SNA error and true error of the obtained solution from (5) and (6) respectively
for each latent variable, and check whether the ground-truth causal graph is exactly recovered.

Figure 2 shows how the average SNA error (over all latent variables) and the accuracy of graph
recovery changes when sample size grows. We can see LiNGCReL successfully recovers about 80%
of all models within each category, and the median of the average SNA error is smaller than 1%.
Moreover, by comparing Figure 2a with Figure 2b, one can observe that if we fix the total number
of samples but choose a larger K (i.e., fewer samples per environment), LiNGCReL can still achieve
the same level of performance compared with the choice K = d. Intuitively, this is because K > d
vectors sampled from an r(r < d) dimensional subspace are unlikely to approximately lie in an
(r—1)-dimensional subspace, so that the calculation of line 6 of Algorithm 2 and line 8 of Algorithm 3
can be more accurate. We leave a better and quantitative understanding of the trade-off between d
and K to future work.

SNA error v.s. true error. To understand the implication of our theory, we dive deeper by
looking into the learning outcome of LiNGCReL on a specific model, of which the causal graph is
shown in Figure 2e.

In Figure 2f, we list the surrounding set of each node and the corresponding SNA error and
true error. We can see that if surg (i) = (), the two errors equal and both are small, but if surg (i) 70,
the true error is much larger than the SNA error. This indicates that LiNGCReL indeed learns the
ground-truth model up to ~gyr, as Theorem 1 predicts.
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7. Identification limit of general causal models with soft interventions

While Theorem 1 guarantees identifiability with general environments, it only applies to linear
causal models. In this section, we show that if we have access to single-node soft interventions, then
we can identify general non-parametric causal models up to ~gy. To obtain our identifiability result,
we also require that the environments are non-degenerate in the following sense:

Definition 5 (Non-degeneracy set of interventions). Let py, (zi | zpag(i)> ,k € [K;] be conditional

" . . ~ KoL . s .
probabzlzty densities at node i, then {pk}k=1 is said to be non—degenemte on node i at point z € R y[all
these conditional densities are well-deﬁned and positive at 2, and the matrix

[a (p1/pr)

+1)

r&=0x ([pagl)

0z ]
% 2<k< K jEpag (i)

S
z=z
~ K . , , , A .
hasfull row rank. Moreover, we say that {p/\,}k='1 s non—degenemte in a point set O lffor all z € O, itis
non-degenrate at z.

The following lemma shows how Definition 5 is related to Assumption 5 in the linear setting:
Lemma 2. Suppose that ]Bk(z) = Hf;1 Ph (zi | zpag(i)) k€ [K] be probabilily distributions oflalent

1

variables zgeneratedfrom the linear causal models (3), such thatfor Vi e [d], Pr (z,- | zpag(‘)) ke [K] are
non—degenerate on node i in the sense och_’ﬁnition 5. Then the corresponding matrices By, ke [K] satisfy
Assumption 5.

Now we are ready to state our main result in this section:

Theorem 5. Suppose that we have access to observations generated from multiple environments {Pf(} Ece-

Let (h, Q) be any candidate solution with data generated according to Assumption 1 with latent variables
v = h(x) and joint distribution qg with factors qF. Assuming that

(i) the joint densities {PE(Z)}Ee@ are continuous differentiable on RY with common support Oy, and

{4(W) } e are continuous differentiable on R with common support O, ;

(ii) we have access to multiple single-node soft interventions on each node with unknown targets: there exists
a partition € = U;’zlt‘f,' such that Ize’ = {7‘[(1’)},1,,@’ = {n’(i)},Vi e [d] for some unknown permutations
7 and @ on [d];

(iii) the intervention distributions on each node are non-degenerate in the sense of Definition 5: there exists
N_. C Oz and Ny, C O, satisfying N3 = NS = () where S° denotes the interior of a set S, such that

forall i € [d], {pF() tEc € (i)} (resp. {qF() tE€ € }) is non-degenerate on node i in
O.\N_, (resp. O,\N,).

Then we must have (h, Q) ~sur (IA't, Q)

Previous works on the identifiability of non-parametric causal models typically require that all
the joint distributions are supported on the whole space R (Kiigelgen et al. 2023; Liang et al. 2023;
Varict et al. 2023). In contrast, we only assume that the densities have common and unknown support
across all interventions.

Theorem 5 can be regarded as a soft-intervention version of Kiigelgen et al. 2023, Theorem 4.3,
which assumes access to hard interventions and only need two paired interventions per node. While
they are able to show full identifiability, we show in the following that identifiability up to ~gyr is
the best we can hope for with soft interventions.
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Theorem 6 (Counterpart to Theorem 5, informal version of Theorem 10). For any causal model
(h, G) and any set of environments € = {Ek ke [K]} such that all conditions in Theorem 5 are satisfied,

there must exists a candidate solution (h, G) and a hypothetical data generating process that satisfy the same
set ofconditions, but
ov;

oz, 70, Vje surg(i).

Finally, the ambiguity still exists if we additionally assume standard axioms such as causal minimality
(Assumption 6) and faithfulness (Assumption 7) on the causal model.

8. Conclusions

This paper studies the limit of learning identifiable causal representations using data from multiple
environments. When hard interventions are not available, we provide theory and algorithm for
identification up to SNA, and also show that SNA is an intrinsic ambiguity in our setting.

It is interesting to further investigate the setting where we do not assume that the causal model
is linear. Moreover, it is important to understand the concrete form of available interventions in
real-world applications. For instance, it is suggested that for single-cell genomics, the intervention is
sometimes a "mixture" of hard and soft interventions, and sometimes can even reverse the direction
of an edge (Tejada-Lapuerta et al. 2023). Modelling such more complicated interventions appears to
be crucial to reveal the underlying causal mechanisms in real-world problems.

9. Broader Impact

This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field of Machine Learning and in particular
the sub-field Causal Representation Learning. There are many potential societal consequences of
our work, especially as it pertains to building more reliable machine learning models, none which

we feel must be specifically highlighted here.
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A. Related works

The interventionist approach to causation For the problem of causal graph discovery, it is
well-known that the underlying causal structure is non-identifiable given only “passively observed”
(equivalently, iid) data alone. As a result, randomized controlled experiments (Fisher et al. 1960) is
often used to infer causality. These experiments typically take the form of interventions (Spirtes,
Glymour, and Scheines 2000; Pearl 2009), i.e, manipulations on the “natural state” of the system of
interest. Early works (Woodward 2005; Strevens 2007) define the “hard” (also called “surgical” or
“arrow-breaking”) interventions in which the value of the intervened variable is entirely determined
by the experimenter, thereby removing the dependence of this variable on its direct causes. This
type of intervention is arguably the most natural one to consider, and following this definition, a
line of works explore sufficient conditions for designing experiments that guarantee identifiability of
the causal model in various settings (Cooper and Yoo 1999; Tong and Koller 2001; Eberharde 2008;
Hyttinen, Eberhardt, and Hoyer 2013; Hauser and Bithlmann 2014).
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Intervention v.s. passive observation While extensive works demonstrate the success of the
interventionist approach, it faces several key challenges that significantly limit its applicability. First,
Eberhardt (2014) finds that in the presence of unobserved variables, certain causal structures are
indistinguishable if we only perform hard interventions. This issue can be resolved by performing soft
interventions i.e., interventions that do not remove the dependency on direct causes but only changes
the conditional distribution. Second, as pointed out in (Tillman and Eberharde 2014), interventions
— whether hard or soft — are often expensive or even infeasible to perform in practice. For example,
a psychological intervention is likely to affect multiple psychological variables simultaneously Eronen
(2020). As a result, (Tillman and Eberharde 2014) returns to the “passive observation” setting but
with multiple datasets with overlapping latent variables.

Interventional causal representation learning Motivated by the interventionist literature in
causal graph discovery, a recent line of works (Ahuja et al. 2023; Seigal, Squires, and Uhler 2022;
Varici et al. 2023; Kiigelgen et al. 2023; Buchholz et al. 2023; J. Zhang et al. 2023; Varici et al. 2023)
consider performing interventions to resolve the non-identifiability issue in causal representation
learning (Locatello et al. 2019). Roughly speaking, these result indicate that identification (possibly
with some ambiguities) is possible if one can perform intervention on every latent variable. However,
it is unclear how to perform such interventions in practice, given that the underlying latent variables
are unknown. Khemakhem et al. (2020), Lu et al. (2021), and Roeder, Metz, and Kingma (2021) do
not require single-node interventions to achieve identifiability, but assumes that the joint distribution
of latent variables in each environment lie in a certain exponential family. This assumption can be
understood as a prior on the latent variables, but it is unclear when or why it is reasonable to make
in reality. Recently, Ahuja, Mansouri, and Wang (2023) considers learning causal representations
from multiple domains that relate to each other via an invariance constraint on the subset S of stable
latent variables, and they prove identification up to affine mixtures within S.

Causal reasoning capacity of LLMs In view of the tremendous success of large language
models (LLMs), several works aim to understand the causal reasoning ability of LLMs. Kiciman
et al. (2023) conducts an an extensive experimental study and finds that LLMs outperforms all existing
causal discovery methods on multiple datasets, but also have simple and mysterious failure modes.
Prystawski and Goodman (2023) provide theoretical evidence that the chain-of-thought (CoT)
prompt allows LLMs to reduce their uncertainty when answering questions related to causal variables
that are far apart.

B. Experiment details for Section 6

B.1 Details for step 1in Section 5

Since € = B,z = B, Hx in the k-th environment, so we can use any identification algorithm for linear
ICA to recover the matrix M. Note that while standard linear ICA algorithms only apply to the
case where n = d, for n > d we can arbitrarily choose d principal components of x to reduce it to the
n = d case. This is without loss of generality, since when n > d there is redundant information in .

After recovering M, for each k by running linear ICA, we still do not know whether each M x
corresponds to the same permutation of the ground-truth noise variables €. To resolve this issue, we
choose test function ¥ mapping any distribution on R to a deterministic real value, which we expect
to take different values for different €;s. We choose W(P) = P[|X| < 1] in our experiments. For
all k > 2, we calculate the W value of each component of the d-dimensional empirical distribution

P =4 >N ]lMLx(L’)’ and choose a permutation 71, to rearrange them in increasing order. Then, we
1

rearrange the columns of M), using the same permutation 7t,. This procedure would asymptotically
produce correct alignments as long as W(e;), i € [d] are different, and we find that it empirically
works well.
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Alternatively, this alignment step can be done as follows: for each pair of environments (Ey, E;),

and for each pair of nodes (i, j), we calculate the distribution distance between €; in environment
Eq and €; in environment Ey, based on some notion of distribution distance (eg. kernel maximum

mean discrepancy). Then we find the min-cost perfect matching, where the cost of an edge is the
distribution distance.

B.2 Details for the implementation of LiNGCReL in the finite-sample regime

Although LiNGCReL provably works in the population regime, it faces several challenges when there
is only a finite number of samples:

C.

* First, since rank is not a continuous function, it is sensitive to finite-sample estimation errors. In

our implementation of Algorithm 3, in each iteration we instead choose i & S that has the largest
ratio between the first and second singular values of [‘11 sy qK] . And in line 6 of Algorithm 2,
we introduce a hyper-parameter t1 such that the matrix [‘11 Gy ,qK] is considered to have
rank r,,_q if its r,/-th singular value is smaller than t1. Since the smallest singular value of
a random matrix A € RKX"’(K > m) is at the order of VK — v/m—1 with high probability

(Rudelson and Vershynin 2009), when K = d one shall choose tl ~ Vd-Vd-1=0 (ﬁ) On

the other hand, for larger K we can correspondingly choose a larger t1. Note that a small t1
potentially has the risk of being dominated the noise in the estimation, which means that we
need more samples per environment to reduce the noise. In contrast, for larger t1 the estimation
is more robust to noise and we can use fewer samples.

Second, finite-sample estimation errors of M}, make it harder to obtain 4; in Algorithm 3 of
Algorithm 3. We implement this step in the following way: first let Q; be the orthogonal

projection matrix onto E]J‘ ie., Q]Tx = projp1 (x), then choose h; to be the singular vector of
i
Z/‘:(j )eE or =i Q]—Qj that corresponds to the smallest singular value (including zero). Indeed, in

the noiseless case we would have (Zj:(j,i)eg or =i QjT Qj) hi = 0ifand only if b; € (mj:(i,j)egEj) N
E..

Further experiment results

SNA error v.s. true error We plot the SNA error v.s. true error achieved by LiNGCReL in Figure 3.
We observe that

* For most nodes, SNA error is exactly equal to the true error and both errors are small, indicating

that the corresponding latent variables have been successfully learned by LiNGCReL.

* The remaining nodes typically have true error much larger than SNA error. This indicates that

there exists some ambiguities at these nodes in the sense that surg(i) 7 0. Note that the true error
for many nodes are close to 1; one possible reason is that one selects the wrong singular vector in
the second part of Section B.2, so that it is orthogonal to the ground-truth vector.

Sensitivity of LiNGCReL to the hyperparameter t1 We examine how different choices of t1

would affect the performance of LiNGCReL. Specifically, we run LiNGCReL on the 100 models with
size d = 5 and number of environments K = 5 sampled in Section 6 with t1 € {0.1,0.15,0.2,0.25,0.3}
and the results are reported in Figure 4. We can see that the permance is actually quite sensitive to

tl.
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Figure 3. Comparing SNA error with true error for the 500 latent variables in the 100 graphs of size d = 5 that we sample in

Section 6.
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Figure 4. Performance of LiNGCReL as a function of t1. t1= 0.15 achieves the best performance in terms of both SNA error

and graph recovery accuracy.
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D. Background on causal representation learning

It is common to assume some axioms on what kind of (conditional) dependency information is
encoded in a causal graph (see Spirtes, Glymour, and Scheines 2000, Section 3.4 for a detailed
discussion). The most natural one is the Causal Markov Condition introduced in Definition 1 that
gives sufficient conditions for conditional independence via d-separation. We introduce the formal
definition of d-separation below:

Definition 6 (paths and colliders). Let i, be two nodes of a DAG G, a path is a sequence of nodes
io = 1,01, ,ij, = j such that there is an edge (in either direction) between ij and 41, = 0,1, -1 A
node ij is called a collider on this path if i; € chg(ij_l) N chg(ijﬂ).

Definition 7 (blocked path). A path in a DAG G between node i and node j is said to be blocked by a
node set S if either of the following holds:

s there exists a node v on the path that is in S but not a collider, or
* there exists a node v on the path that is a collider, but none of its descendants (including itself) are in S.

Definition 8 (d-separation). For a DAG G with node set [d], any two nodes i 7 j are said to be d-separated
by aset S C [d]\ {i,j} if all paths from i to j are blocked by S.

The minimality condition states that there is no redundant edges in the causal graph, and is a
natural consequence of the Occam’s Razor Principle.

Assumption 6 (Causal minimality, Spirtes, Glymour, and Scheines 2000, Section 3.4.2). For latent
variables z, removing any edge from G would render violation of the causal Markov condition Definition 1. In
other words, let G1 be the graph obtained by removing any single edgefrom G, then there must exist i € [d]

such that z; 1 Zndg, (i) | zp391 (i)

The faithfulness condition states that the Causal Markov Condition actually entails all (conditional)
independence in the latent variables.

Assumption 7 (Faithfulness, Spirtes, Glymour, and Scheines 2000, Section 3.4.3). Every (conditional)
independence in the latent variables z is entailed by the Causal Markov Condition applied to G. In other
words, z; 1 zj |l zg & i, are d—separated by S.

Existing works have explored different notions of identifiability. For observational data, it is well
known that Markov equivalence of graphs is an intrinsic ambiguity that one cannot resolve:

Definition 9 (Markov equivalence/Faithful Indistinguishability, Spirtes, Glymour, and Scheines
2000, Section 4.2). If two DAGs encodes the same set of dependency relations, we say that the)/ are Markov
eqnivalent.

Any DAG G induces a partial order on its nodes which we denote by <g. In the special case
when for all i 7, either i <g j or j <g i holds, we say that <g is a total order. This partial order is
equivalent to the transitional closure of the graph, as defined below:

Definition 10 (Transitional closure). Given any DAG G, its transitional closure G is deﬁned to be the
graph obtained by connecting all edges i—j where i is an ancestor of] inG.

Whe_n <gisa total order, each pair of nodes are connected by a directed edge in its transitive
closure G. Such G is often called a tournament in graph theory.
In the following, we list different forms of identifiability that appear in the literature:
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Definition 11 (different notions of identifiability). LetH : R" D X RY be the space of diffeomorphic
mappingsfrom observation to latent, and & be the space ofall DAGs with d nodes, thenfor hyh € H and
g, G € &, we write

(i) (Seigal, Squires, and Uhler 2022; Liang et al. 2023) (h, G) Z’G (il, Q) if there exists a permutation 7 on

[d] such that 7T(g) and g have the same transitional closure,‘

(ii) (Kiigelgen et al. 2023; Vancu et al. 2023) (h, G) ~crr (h, G) if we actually have G = gAfor the & defined
above.

Given an equivalence relation ~ on H x &, we say that a causal model (h, G) is identifiable
under ~ if any candidate solution (k, G) satisfies (h, G) ~ (h, G). The notion of identification up to
rzc, as shown in Seigal, Squires, and Uhler (2022) with single-node soft interventions on linear
causal models, is highly related to this paper. Compared with their result, our ~g,; guarantee is

must stronger, since not only the causal graph can be fully recovered, but the latent variables can be
identified up to mixtures of the effect-dominating sets as well.

E. Illustrating examples for our theory and algorithm

E.1 Anexample for understanding the SNA ambiguity

We provide a simple example below to illustrate the SNA ambiguity discussed in Section 3.

Example 1. Let G be a causal graph with d = 3 nodes and edges 1 — 2 and 2 — 3. We have access to
observations from a set of environments &. It turns out that there is no way fo distinguish between the ﬁ)llowing
two structural equation models:

z =€} vy = €b
22 =[5 (21, €5) va =[5 (v, €5)
23 = [{(z2, €F) vy = vy + [3 (v, €5)
x=2z=(21,22,23) " x= (v, v, v3-12)
where eE = 1,2, 3 are independent noise variables, if we do not change the causal graph G, no matter what

environment E that we have.

This issue does not exist when we assume access to hard interventions on node 3, which eﬁ?fctiuely removes
the edge 2 — 3. Specifically, with hard intervention on z3, the variables zp and z3 become independent. But
by definition, vy = z5 and v3 = 25 + 23 must be dependent, so this intervention cannot be realized by any
hard intervention on v, thereby providing a way to distinguish between the above models.

Without node 3, the same ambiguity would arise on node 2. However, node 3 can help us to overcome
this amblguzty, thanks to thefact that node 2 is the only caucalparent ofnode 3. Suppocefor example that
vy = m(zy, 22) is some mixture of z1 and z5, then v3 —f3 (vz, €3) f3 ( (z1,20), € ) Since all
environments share the same mzxmg functlon v3 must be some determmlstlcfunctlon 11)3(2) of z, where V3 is
the same across all environment E. Hence, we have

j}sE (m(zpzz), €135) =3 (21,22,f3E(Z2, Gg)) (7)

Now we note that the dependencies of LHS on zy and zy are through a single scalar-valued function m,
but since we would have dzﬁrercntff’s in different environments, this in general does not hold for the RHS.
Therefore, any causal model with latent variable vy as a mixture of z1 and z» cannot be equivalent to the
ground-truth model.

According to Definition 3, in Example 1 we have surg(1) = surg(2) = 0 but surg(3) = {2}.
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E.2 Anexample for the main idea behind LiINGCReL

To illustrate our main algorithm on how we can recover the graph G and the matrix H, we first
provide some intuition using a simple three-node example:

Example 2. Let G be the graph with d = 3 nodes and edges 1 — 2,1 — 3 and 2 — 3, so that each By, is of

form

X 0 0 ~ b]\,]
B,=|x x 0 ~ b, (8)
X X X |~ by

We can identify the graph asfollows: ﬁrst, for i € {1,2,3}, look at the space Wi spannea’ by the rows
(M), k € [K]. If dim W; = 1, we know that i is a source node (i.e., pag(i) = () in G. Otherwise it is not,
due to Assumption 5. Hence we can know that node 1 is a source node.

In our example, there is no other node that satisfies this requirement. We then proceed to search for some
i 7 1 such that the projection of W onto Wf‘ has dimension 1. Ifthis holds, then one can show that
pag(i) = {1}. Otherwise, i must have parenis other than 1.

It turns this requirement is satisfied for node 2 since dim (projh1 span (hy, h2>> = 1, but is not satisfied

for node 3 since dim (projh1 span (hy, by, h3>) > 2 (by Lemma 5). Hence we know that pag (2 ={1}.

Finally, it remains to determine pag(3). To do this, we first note that dim W3 = 3. Then we project
W3 onto WlL and W2l respectively, and the resulting dimensions are 2 and 1. As we rigorously show in
Proposition 2, a decrease of the dimension exactly indicates finding a new parent. Thus we have pag (3) ={1,2},
completing the recovery of the graph.

Finally, we recover the unmixing matrix H (and thus the latent variables) by noticing that by € W,
hy € Wy "\ W3 and by € Ws. Ambiguities would arise at nodes 2 and 3, which are exactly the nodes that
have non-empty effect-dominating sets.

F. Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 3. For any family of m-dimensional vectors {1//\,};5:1 and {zk}le ifv,=2,T and T € R™*™ is
invertible, then

dimspan (v}, : k € [K]) = dimspan (z;, : k € [K])

Theorem 7 (Darmois-Skitovic Theorem). Let €;,i € [d] be independent random variables and X =
Zil i€, Y= Zil Biei. If X LY, then for Vi € [d], %iB; 70 = €; is Gaussian distributed.

Lemma 4. Suppose that € = ((—:1, cee €d) is a d-dimensional random vector with ina’ependenl components

, . . . . . d
such that Var(e,-) =1,Vie [d], and there exists an invertible and non—dlagonal matrix M such that Me = €,
then at least one of the following statements must hold:

(1) there exists at least two Gaussian variables in eq,- - -, €4

. . , . . d
(2) M is a permutation mairix and there exists 1 < i <j< d such that e; = €.

Proof. Suppose that (1) does not hold, then there is at most one Gaussian variable in €1, - - , €. We
assume WLOG that €1, - - - , €4 are all non-Gaussian. Then by the Darmois-Skitovic Theorem,
we know that for V1 < j <k < [d]and i € [d-1], M M, =0= there is at most one non-zero
entry in each of the first 4 - 1 columns of M.

Assume that My, ; 70, i € [d - 1]. Since M is invertible, we know that k;,i € [d - 1] must be
different. Let k; be the remaining element in [d] that does not appear in k;, i < d, then (Me),, =
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M, je 4, while (Me), = My, ;e; + My, je . Since the components of Me are independent, it is easy
to see that M;; 70, Vi 7 k;. In other words, M only has non-zero entries at (k;, i), i € [d].
Since Var(e;) = 1, we know that M must be a signed permutation matrix. Finally, let 7t be the

permutation on [d] such that M, ) 7 0. Since M is not diagonal, 7t must have a cycle (iy, iz, - - - , i},
with length k > 2, so that €, - - - , €, all have the same distribution, which implies that (2) holds, as
desired. O

Lemma 5. Let V1, V5 be two subspaces ofRd such that Vi NVy = {0}, and PV% be the orthogonal
projection onto Vi, then we have that dim(V,) = dim (PVf- V2>.

Proof. Obviously we have dim(V5) > dim (P,,. V5, ). On the other hand, let uy, us,--- , u,, be
y Vi

a basis of V5, then w; = Pyiui=1,2,---,mare also independent. Indeed, suppose that A;,i =
1

1,2,- -+, msatisfy >y Aw; = 0, then PV% (o, Aimj) = 0, implying that Y14 Aju; € V1. However,

we know that V1 NV, = {0},s0 Ay =--- = A, = 0. This concludes the proof. O

Lemma 6. Assumption 4 is equivalent to Assumption 5.

Proof. The main observation is that for each k € [K], (B}); only has non-zero entries at the j-th
coordinate where j € pag(i). Moreover, let iy(i) be the vector consisting of these entries, then
1

w,(i) = (-O-L,);-E (-wy,(i), 1). Hence,

dim span ((By); : k € [K]) = dim span ((-wy(i), 1) : k € [K]).

Suppose that Assumption 4 holds, then for Vx € R‘pag(i)
that >, A, = 1 and >, Apwy,(i) = x. Hence,

(x,1) = Z?\kﬁ/k(i) € span ((By); : k € [K]).
3

, there exists A\, € R, 1 < k < ‘pag(i)‘ such

+

This immediately implies that span ((By); : k € [K]) = R‘pag(i) ! 5o that Assumption 5 holds.

Conversely, suppose that Assumption 5 holds, then for Vx € R‘Pag(i)
k< ‘pag(i) such that Y~ Ay (i) = (x, 1). Hence we have >, Aywy,(i) = x and >~ Ay, = 1, implying
Assumption 4. [

, there exists A, € R, 1 <

G. Properties of effect-domination sets

Lemma 7. -+ j € surg(i) if and only zLag(z) chhg(j);
* when i 7, j € surg(i) if and only if chg (i) C chg()).

Proof. 1fj € surg(i), by definition i € chg(j) and chg(i) C chg(j), so that chg (i) C chg(j). Conversely,
chg (i) C chg(j) implies that i € chg(j) and chg (i) C chg(j), so j € surg(i). This proves the first claim.

To prove the second claim, assume that chg(i) C chg(j) holds but chg (i) € chg(j) does not
hold, then we must have j € chg(i). since j # i, we have j € chg(i), but then i ¢ chg(j), which is a

contradiction. Hence chg(i) C chg(j) and the conclusion follows from the first claim. O

Lemma 8. Let G be a DAG and i be its node, then for ¥j € pag (i), we have surg(j) C pag(i).



Working paper. 23

Proof- Let k € surg(j), then by definition we have chg(j) C chg(k). In particular, we have i €
chg (k) = k € pag(i). O

Lemma 9. Let G be a DAG and i be its node, then for Vj € surg(i), we have surg(j) C surg(i).

Proof. Let k € surg(j), then by definition we have chg(j) C chg(k). We also know that chg(i) C
chg(j), so chg(i) C chg(k), implying that k € surg(i). O

Lemma 10. If M € M{,.(G), then M~' € MY,.(G).

Proof. Assume WLOG that the nodes of G satisfy i € pag(j) = i < j (otherwise we can choose

a different index of the nodes and correspondingly swap some rows and columns of M). Since
i € surg(j) = i € pag()), it follows that M must be lower triangular and the diagonal entries are
nonzero.

Let N = ML, then for Vi € [d], we have

ZN,] =0, V& surg(i). (9)

Since M € M, (G), we have Mjq = 0 for Vj such that ¢ & surg(j). By Lemma 9, if j € surg(i), then
€ ¢ surg(i) necessarily implies that € ¢ surg(j). Hence the left hand side of (9) is essentially a sum
over j & surg(i), i,
jé&surg (i)
Viewing the above as a system of linear equations in Ny, j € sutg(i), the coefficient matrix (M je) P
‘ Jtedsurgli
must be invertible since it is a sub-matrix of the 1nvert1b1e lower-triangular matrix M. As a result,

we necessary have Nj; = 0, V] & surg(i). Finally, N = M~ must be invertible, so N € MY,.(G) as
desired. O

Lemma 11. Suppose that | : RY s RY isa a’yﬁomorphism and G be a DAG, such that for Vi € [d],
V(=) is a function ofzsurg . Then for ¥V € [d], (Y~ ) (v) is a function ofvsurg(]

Proof. Let ], =]y (2) be the Jacobian matrix of . Since W is a diffeomorphism, J  is invertible for

any z € RY. Moreover, our assumption implies that (J,)ij = 0,Yj ¢ surg(i), so J, € MG, (G). By
Lemma 10 _]_1 € M2,.(G). But ]_1 is exactly the Jacobian matrix of P! at v = {(2), hence it follows

that (P~ 1)] (v) is only a function of vg (5, as desired. O

surg ()’
Lemma 12. The binary relation ~gyr deﬁned in Deﬁniﬁon 4 is an equivalence relation.

Proof. It is obvious that (h, G) ~sur (h, G) holds for any model (h, G).

Suppose that (hy, G1) ~sur (2, G2), then there exists a permutation 7t on [d] and a diffeomorphism
P : RY — R? where ;(z) is a function ofzsurg (i)» such that i € pag () < (i) € pag, (n(j)) and
Prohy =1 ohy. Then we can write Pl o hy = o h, where P = P;loyploPpy. By Lemma 11, we
know that (11)'1)]. (v) is a function of v 6, () 5° (‘lj)), is a function of v (g7 6, () = Vsurg, () implying

that (h2, G2) ~sur (h1,G1).
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Finally, let (h1, G1) ~ur (h2, G2) and (h2, G2) ~ur (h3,G3), then we can write

Prohy=woh and Pzokhs =lj)oh2
where: for Vi € [d], 1;(2) is a function of Zsurg, (i) );i(2) is a function of Z5urg, () i € pag, () &
7(i) € pag, (n(j) and i € pag, () < 7(i) € pag, (7(j)). Then, we can write
ProPsohy =P7Toli)oP;r1 ol okh.
Since ;(z) is a function of Zsirg, () We deduce that (PT[ oo P;tl) (=) is a function of Zsrg, ()"
Hence, (Pn opoPylo 1|)) (=) = (PT[ oo P;I]) (W(=)) is a function Ofll’sTrgl(i) (). The defini-

tion of 1 implies that for ealch J € surg, (i), b;(2) is a function of z

g, ()" By Lemma 9, we have

Ujemgl (i)m% (]) C surg, (i). Hence (Pn o 113 o P%] o 11)) i (2) is still a function of Rsarg, () More-
over, we also have i € pag (j) & 7(i) € pag,(n(j)) < 7o n(i) € pag, (7t o (j)), so by definition,
(h1,G1) ~sur (h3,G3), as desired. O

H. Omitted proofs from Section 4 and Section 5

H.1 Proof of Theorem1

According to the assumption, we have that € = ByHx and é = B,Hx, so that € = B,H(B,H)'¢,Vk €
[K]. By Lemma 4, we know that for each k, P}, := B H(B,H)' isa sighed permutation matrix, so that

€ = P,é. Since forany i 7, €; ;{/éj, we must have |[P|; = |P|, = - - - = |P|g =: P and € = P¢, where |[M]|
denotes the resulting matrix by taking the absolute value of all entries in M. Thus, we can WLOG
assume that € = €, since otherwise we can permute the noise variables €, and also permute the rows
of By, correspondingly. In other words, suppose that the permutation matrix |P| has |P|;, ; = 1,i € (4],

then we can assign to each node i in G a new index k; and work with the new indices.

In this case, by Lemma 4 we have B,H = £,B,H, Vk € [K] or equivalently By, = B, T, where
T=HH' R and X, is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries in {+1,-1}. Let ék = %,By,
then the rows of ék equals (up to sign) to the rows of By,

To summarize, we now know that i) ék =BT,k € [K], i) (By);; 70 < j € pag(i), and similarly,
(ék)ij 70 < j € pag (i), and iii) Both {B}} and {é/\} satisty the node-level non-degeneracy

assumption Assumption 5. For any two such matrices that satisfy such a set of conditions, it must

necessarily be true that G = G.

Lemma 13 (Graph Identifiability). Consider any two sets matrices {j}k}ke[K] and {Bk}ke[K] and
associated graphs g, Q . If these sets and graphs satigfy that:

1. 1%]\, =B,T, ke [K];
2. (Bij 70 & j € pag(i), and similarly, (By)ij 70 < j € pag(i).
3. Both {By,} and {BL} satisfy the node-level non-degeneracy assumption Assumption 5.

then it must hold that G = G.
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Proof. We prove this via induction on the size of the graph d. Note that here G = G is not up to
permutation and our statement is equivalent to pag(i) = pag (i), Vi € [d].

Ifd=1,ie,G=G obviously holds since both are graphs with only 1 node.

Suppose that for all graphs G of size d — 1, the graph G satisfying all given assumptions must
necessarily be equal to G. Now, we consider the case that G has d nodes. WLOG we can assume that
the nodes of G are properly indexed such that i € pag (/) = i <j, so By, k € [K] are lower-triangular

matrices. (However, it is currently unknown whether Bk are also lower-triangular.)
By our assumption that i € pag(j) = i < j, the node d in G has no child. Thus we can write

Bk=<BZ 0>,T=(T_ X)andBk=BkT= B, x
b, ¢, XX X X

where B, T,]%z =BT ¢ ]R(d_l)x("’_”, b, € R4-1, ¢, € Rand x denotes irrelevant entries.

Let AZ,AL,QE and {AIZ be the top-left (d — 1) x (d — 1) sub-matrices of A, A, Q; and Q,
respectively, and G~ and G~ are graphs obtained by deleting node 4 and all related edges from G and
G. Then it is easy to see that

(47); 70 j € pag-() and (A;)ﬂo@jepag,(i). (10)

Moreover,

1 -1 a- =1 _
B, 0 _ B =Q7(I-A4)= (@)= 0 I-=Ap X\ () (1-4p) x
b, ¢ k 0 X X X X X

1
so that B} = (QZ)_% (I-A). Similarly, we have B7 (Q/\) (1-Ay).

K a K
We can also verify that {BZ }L—l and {BZ} are node-level independent in the sense of As-

2 K
sumption 5. We only prove this for {B/"}L—l; the arguments used for {B},}}, are exactly the same
as the first case considered below. Now for each i € [d—1], let R; € RK*? be the matrix whose k-th
row is the i-th row oka, and R; € RKX(@-1) be the matrix whose k-th row is the i-th row off?i,
then obviously R; is of form R}, r;]. We consider two cases:

* Case 1.d ¢ pag 5(i) This means that the last entry of the i-th row of éL is zero. Thus r; =
- [peg-0

0, and rank (R7) = rank (R ‘pa

Assumption 5.

* Case 2.d € pag(i) In this case we have rank (R7) > rank (R;) -1 = ‘ﬁg(z ‘ -1= ‘pa

. _L .
to our assumption on Ay, and the relationship EZ = (QL) ? (1- Ay), we know that each row of

non-zero entries, so that

R7, namely the i-th row of some ék only has ‘ﬁé(l -1= ‘pa

rank (R ‘pa ‘ )| holds.

Since we have shown that the matrices B; and satlsfy the three properties that we assume for

induction with T replaced by T~ and G, G replaced by G~, G~ respectively, by induction hypothesis,
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we can thus deduce that G~ = G~. To prove G = G it remains to show that the dependency of node d
on the remaining nodes are the same in G and G.
First, we show that chg(d) 0. Suppose in contrary that there is some i € chg(d), then

= ‘Pag—(i) \Pa

pag(i) — 1. Recalling that (B); denotes the i-th row of matrix B,

we have

pél

dim (span<(1§k>i 1<k <K)) = dim (span ((By); : 1 < k < K))

+1,

(11)

+1 <

< [pag(i)] + 1 < [pag()

where the first inequality follows from (éL) = (By); T and Lemma 3, the second holds since
each (By); has nonzero elements only at coordinates in j € pag(i), and the last one holds since
[pag ()] = [pag(d
that we assume for matrices B/\,, k € [K] in the statement of the theorem. Therefore we have
chg(d) = 0 = chg(d).

Second, by a similar argument comparing the number of nonzero elements in the last row of B,

- 1. However, (11) contradicts the non-degeneracy condition Assumption 5

and BL» we can also deduce that
pag (@) = [pag (@)

Indeed, since (ék)d = (By), T, by Lemma 3 we have
dim (span<(§k)d 1<k <K)) = dim (span ((By); : 1 < k < K))

~ K
However, since we assume that Assumption 5 is satisfied for {B,\,}/If: | and {Bk}L R we know that the

+1and ‘pagA(J)

LHS and RHS of the above equation are equal to ’pag(d)
(12).

Third, we show that pag(d) = pagA(d). Suppose the contrary, let { be the smallest element in
pag (d)Apag(d), where AAB := (A\ B) U (B\ A). Recall that while G and G are originally not

symmetric as nodes are topologically sorted according to G, now we have shown that G~ = G~ and
that chg(d) = chg (d) = 0, so we can assume WLOG that { € pag(d) and ¢ ¢ pag (d), and the other

+ 1 respectively, implying

_1
case can be handled symmetrically. Since By, is lower triangular and (By,) i = (Qy) jjz 70,Vj € [d],
the top-left £ x € sub-matrix of By, which we denote by [BL,]M, must be invertible. This implies

that {[B,\,];e A:Ae Re} = RY, 50 we can always find coefficients AijrJ € [€] such that the first ¢

entries of the vector (By); - Y24, A(By)i € RY are all zero. Since BL = B,T and T is invertible, we

have (BL> Z] 1)\/\, (B/\) (( ZF] )\/\j (BL)]) T,Vk e [ ] K] and

X t . ¢
dim (span < (Bl")d - Z At (Bk)j S [K]>) = dim (span <(Ble)d - Z A (By); : k € [K]>)
= =

< ‘pag(d) \[e]] +1.
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Here, the inequality holds because for any coordinate 1 € [],

¢ )
0 ifr<gt
((Bk)d - Z 7\kj (Bk)j) = {(Bk)d otherwise 12)
J=l t !

where we note that By, is lower-triangular and thus (B/\,)jJ = 0,Vj < & > . This implies that
((Ble)d - Zje:l Aij (BL,)])t is nonzero only if £ > L and 1 € pag(d).
On the other hand, let S = (pag (d)n [E]C) U {d}, then

dim (span < (ék)d - ]é A (ﬁk)j tke [K]>) > dim (span < ((ﬁL)d _]é)\kj (1:3L)]> thke [K]>>
- dim (span (((B1),) k€ [KT) ) = .

where we recall that ug denotes the vector (u; : i € S) € RISl Here the first equality holds due to the
same reason as (12), and the second follows from Assumption 5. To see why this is the case, note

+ 1) having ((By) d)ﬁg (4) @ the k-th row has full

column rank, so that the sub-matrix obtained by extracting columns corresponding to the node set
S also has full column rank.
We have shown that ‘@G(a’) N [e]°

that Assumption 5 implies that the K x (’pag(d)

. On the other

= 181 < |pag(d) n [0 + 1 = [Fag(d) n [e)F
hand, recall that by our choice of £, we have ‘ﬁg(d) Nn[e- 1]‘ = ‘ﬁg (d)n[e- 1]’ and ¢ € pag(d) \
pag(d)

pag(d) , leading to a contradiction. Hence, such { shouldn’t exist and we must have

ﬁg(d) Putting these together, we have >

pag(d)] =
pag(d) = pag(d), completing the induction step for graphs of size d.

pag (d)‘ However, we know from (12) that

By the principle of induction, we have shown that G = G holds for any graphs under given
assumptions. O

Now that we have established that G = G, we prove the remaining part of the theorem. Note that
for any i,j € [d] such that i ¢ ﬁg(j), we have (Bk)ji = (BL,)]',' =0,Vk € [K]. Since Bk = B, T, we have

> (By)jeTei=0.
tepag ()
By Assumption 5, the above implies that T'; = 0 for V¢ € pag (7). In short, we have argued that if
there exists j such that i & pag(j) and € € pag(j), then T; = 0.
This implies that T¢; is non-zero only if chg (€) - chg (). Since v = Tz, we have v = Eil Tz =
Zie[d]:c_hg((’,)gc_hg(i) T;z;. Note that when i 7 £, chg(() C chg(i) is equivalent to i € surg((), so vy
only depends on st (0) by Lemma 7, as desired.

H.2 Formalversion and proof of Theorem 2

In previous works (Seigal, Squires, and Uhler 2022; J. Zhang et al. 2023), it is common to consider
single-node soft interventions in the following sense:
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Assumption 8. For V2 < k < K, there exists iy, € [d], such that the structural equation in environment k
satisfies (4) satisfies wy (i) = wy (i) and wy,;; = wy i for Vi 7 iy,

Let S;={k:2< k< K,i,=i},i € [d] and 5; = |S;|. Suppose that G has ¢ = Zil ‘pag(i)‘ edges,
then we can view the weight vectors {(w(i), wy,;;) : k=1 or i = i} } as elements of the Euclidean
K .
space RHZH\W@W)I x RK=1 Under Assumption 8, the models can be fully determined by these

weight vectors. The following result states that if we restrict ourselves to single-node interventions,
then in the worst case, ©(d?) interventions are required.

Rdxn

for

K .
some i, the following holds: except from a null set of the weight space ReJrZL’:Z‘pag(lL’)’ x RIK (1t the
Lebesgue measure), there must exist a candidate solution (H, G) and a hypothetical data generating process

Theorem 8. There exists a causal graph G with O(d?) edges, such that for any unmixing matrix H €
Pag(i)

with full row rank, any independent noise variables €, and any s; > 0,i € [d] such that s; <

N AL N
vk € [K], 11=A/€11+QL2,€, x=HTv

such that

(i') the unmixing matrix H € RAxn has full row rank;
(ii') Vk € [K] and i,j € [d], (121/\),] F0& )€ pag(i) and Q, is a diagonal matrix with positive entries;
(iii') for V2 < k<K, the wetght matrices 121/\,, Qk ofenuironment Ej, arefrom a Single—node soft intervention
on Eq on node iy, in the sense of Assumption 8§,

but G is non—isomorphic to Q

In this subsection we give the full proof of Theorem 8. We say that S C R is a null set if it
has zero Lebesgue measure. Obviously, any hyperplanes in R" are null sets. We will also need the
following simple lemma:

Lemma 14. Suppose that m € Zy and V' is a subspace of R™. Then for any set of vectors uj € R™, i =
1,2, ,n that does not lie in V', there must exists v € R™ such that u;rv #0,Vi € [n] burv € VJ‘, where
VL is the orthogonal space of V.

Proof. Let w; be the orthogonal projection of u; onto V. Since u; & V, we know that w; 70. The
ITV = 0in ¥+ must then be a proper subspace of VL. Equipped
with the Lebesgue measure, all these spaces are null sets in V-1, 50 one can always choose a v € |
that does not lie in any of these solution spaces. Such v satisfies all the requirements. O

We choose G to be the graph with i — j for V1 < i < j < d, so that G has d(d2_1) edges. Suppose

solution space of each equation w

that iy € [d] satisfies s; < ‘pag(i)

— 1, then we must have iy > 2, so there is an edge 1 — iy in G,
Let G be the resulting graph obtained via removing the edge 1 — ij in G, then G and G are clearly
non-isomorphic.
_1
Note that the i~th row of By, can be written as w % , (e; = (A});)- Let’s choose an lower-triangular

matrix T = (t,j);] 1 € R?%d with columns ¢;,i € [d] such that the following holds:

=0, Vke{l}usl()’j=1andi=io
(ei—(41)) t;={>0, Vi=jandke {1}Us (13)
#0, V remaining (i,j,k) € {(k=1,j<i}U{k>2,i=1ifj<i}
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and

ti 70, Vie [d]. (14)
We now show that: except from a null set in the weight space, such T can always be chosen. To see
why this is the case, we first consider all the constraints on #;:

=0, Vke {(1}US; andi=1
(ei—(A)) t1={>0, Vi=landke {1}US; (15)
70, Vremaining (i,k) € {k=1,i>1}U{k>2,i=i,>1}

Now let V' = span (e;— (4;); : k € {1} U S, and i = i) and R be the set of pairs (i, k) specified in the
second and third row of (15). For V(i, k), let wy,(i) be the weight vector of node i in the environment
k, i.e., the vector of nonzero entries in (Ay);. Then for V(i, k) € R, the following set (as a subset of
the weight space)

U {eiy —wy(io) € span (e; — wy(i), e, —wp (ip) : K € {13 U S \ {k*})} (16)
kre{1}us;,

must be a null set. Thus

E-= U U {ei, —wp(io) € span (e; — wy (i), e;, —wy (i) : K € {13 US; \{K*})} (17)
(k) eR kre{1}Us;,

is also a null set. For any weights that are not in E, we necessarily have
ej—wy(i) € span (e;— (Ay)i s ke {1} US; andi=ip) =V, (i,k) €R.

Let U = {e; —wy(i) : (i, k) € R}, then we can apply Lemma 14 to deduce that there exists ¢; such
that
=0, Vke {1}US,'O and i = io

#0, Vremaining (i,k) € {k=1}U {k>2,i=i,}

(ei=(A)) " 11 = { (18)

Note that the only difference between (18) and (15) is that the latter one further requires that

(e1— (A1) 0 >0, Vke{1}Us.

while the former only guarantees that these terms are nonzero. However, recall that (4,);; 70 = j €
pag(i) = j < i, so the above essentially says that 17 > 0. This can be easily guaranteed by replacing
the solution #; we obtained satisfying (18) with —¢; if needed.

Assuming that the weights do not lie in the null set E we have shown that #; can always be chosen
to satisfy all constraints imposed on it. We now proceed to choose the remaining entries of T. The
remaining entries in # can be chosen arbitrarily. For tj,j > 1, we note that the remaining constraints
in (13) that need to be satisfied consist of the "nonzero" part and the "positivity" part. The positivity
constrains can always be satisfied by choosing a sufhciently large #; for j > 1.

After choosing the ¢;’s satisfying the positivity constraints, the nonzero constraints along with
(14) are easy to fulfill by slightly perturbing ¢; if they are violated; since each of these constraints are
only violated in a zero-measure set of the weight space. Hence, we have shown that except a null set
E in the weight space, there always exists some T satisfying (13). Such T must be invertible since it
is lower-triangular and its diagonal entries are nonzero. Now let H = T~'H and Q, be the diagonal

. . A _ 9 ,
matrix with entries @y ;; = ;7 - Wy, ;» i € [d] and

1

N AL
A/\,=I—QI§QL’2 (I—A]\,)T. (19)
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First since T is invertible and H has full rank, H must also have full row rank. Second,

1
~ 3 T, o
_wl\%,' ‘w/ej,i (ei = (AL))) t ifj <i.
where we again recall that both 4, and T are lower-triangular. From (13) we can see that

* When i =iyandj =1, we have
- (zzl/\,),'oj =0ifk e {l} @] S,‘O, and
- (Ale)io,l = (1211),»0,1 =0ifk ¢ {1} US;,, by definition of S;, and Assumption 8.
* When i > jand (i, ) 7 (io, 1), we have
- (A]\,)l:/' #0if k=1 or i = i}, which directly follows from (13), and
- (AL),] = (1211);‘/ 70, by Assumption 8.
To summarize, for each k, (4);; 70 < j € pag(i) and (i, ) 7 (io, 1)-
Finally, let 47, (i) be the weight vector of node i in environment k in the hypothetical model

i.e, the vector of nonzero entries in (4y);, and Tg be the submatrix of T by selecting the rows and
columns in the index set S, then by (19) we have that

L1 wy(i) if i 7o
7 =2 22 2 ; -

Q=67 Wy, @2 .w, 2 w,()T NS 20
ki = il " Tl i) pag () { [0, ()] if i =i (20)
By our assumption, for Yk > 2, i 7 ij, = wy(i) = wy (i) and wy,;; = wy ;. Thus (20) imply that
Vk > 2,17 i, = (i) = wi(i) and dy,;; = D15 In other words, a single-node intervention on
node i, in environment k in the ground-truth model corresponds to a single-node intervention on

node iy, in environment k in the hypothetical model, thereby completing the proof.

H.3 Proof of Theorem 4

We first prove two lemmas.
Lemma 15. Vi € [d], we have span ((M}); : k € [K]) = span <h, j€ ﬁg(i)>.
Proof. Since (M}); = (By);H, and (By);; 70 < j € pag(i), we can see that (M}); € span <hj j € ﬁg(i)>.

On the other hand, since H is invertible, by Assumption 5 we have dim span <(M Wit ke [K]> =
dim span ((By); : k € [K]) = ’ﬁg(i) . Thus we must have span ((M}); : k € [K]) = span <hj 1jEe ﬁg(i)>.
O

Lemma 16. Let S be an ancestral set of graph G and f/k = span <(Mk)s 15 € S> ,k € [K]. Then we have
| &1 =V2=-~-=VK=span<h5:s€3>.

Proof. Recall that M, = B, H, so for Vs € S, the s-th row of M|, can be written as
d

(M) = Y Bk = > (B € span (hy:5 € ) (21)

t=1 1€pag ()
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where the last equation is because S is ancestral = ﬁg(s) C S. Thus, for Vk € [K], VL, =
span <(ML,)S 1S € 3> C span <h3 1S E S’> On the other hand, recall that both B;, and H have

full rank, so M}, has full row rank as well, which implies that dim V', = |S| = dim span <h5 15 € :9>
Hence, V, = span <h3 = S‘> ,Vk € [K]. O

The following two propositions show that our algorithm always maintain an ancestral set,
recursively adds a new node into the set and correctly identifies its parents.

Proposition 3 (Proposition 1 restated). The following two propositions hold for Algorithm 3:

* ansg(i) C S < the i f condition in line 8 of Algorithm 3 is fulfilled;
* the set S maintained in Algorithm 3 is always an ancestral set, in the sense that j € S = ansg(j) C S.

Proof. At the starting point, we have S = () which is obviously an ancestral set. Now suppose that after
the {-th iteration, S = {51, 52, - -+ , s¢ } is an ancestral set. In the following, we show that ansg (i) C S <
the if condition in line 8 is fulfilled. This would immediately imply that there always exists a node i
that can be added into S in the (€ + 1)-th iteration, and that after adding i, S is still an ancestral set.

Suppose that ansg(i) C Sforsomei ¢ S, by Lemma 15 we know that (M}); € span <hj :j € Pag (i)>,
so there exists o, € R such that (M}); — xph; € span <h, 1j€e pag(i)>. Moreover, since (M}); =
_1
Zjeﬁg(i)(Bk)j'hj’ Bp)ii = Wi, 70 and H has full row rank by assumption, we must have
(M}); ¢ span <h, ij € pag(i)> and so o, 7 0. Thus, we have by the linearity of the projection

Operator
91 = Projy2 (M):) = projy1 (M) — i) + projy1 (i) = eqprojy, 1 (i)

Recall thatall the V7;’s are the same and equal span (k; : s € S) by Lemma 16. So dim span <qk tke [K]> <
1. Since H has full row rank, we have h; € span (h; : s € S) = V', so that dim span <‘1k = [K]> =1
holds, which is exactly the if condition in line 8.

Conversely, suppose that there is an i & S such that ansg(i) ¢ S but dimspan (g, : k € [K]) = 1
holds. Since S is ancestral, we know that there must be some j € pag (i) such that j & S. Since e;
and ¢; both have support on the coordinates in pa (i), by Assumption 5 we know that span(e;, ;) C
span((By); : k € [K]), so that span(h;, h;) = span(e;, ¢;)H C span((By); : k € [K])H = span((My); :
k € [K]). Since dimspan (g, : k € [K]) = 1, there must exist some vector # € R" and oj, o € R
such that b; — ou, hj —ogu € V), = span(hs : s € S). Since i,j ¢ S and H has full row rank,
we can deduce that h,',hj ¢ span(h; : s € S), and so both of «; and o; are non-zero. Hence
o;hi = ok € span(h : s € S), which is impossible since we know that H has full row-rank. O

Proposition 4 (Proposition 2 restated). Given any ordered ancestral set S that contains pag(i) for some
i€ S, Algorithm 2 returns a set P; € S that is exactly pag(i).

Proof. As we have shown in Proposition 1, for each possible input (S, i) to Algorithm 2, both S
and S U {i} are ancestral sets, so that ansg(i) C S. Similarly one can see that inside the set S :=

{s1,50, "+ ,sm}, all the ancestors ofsj' are contained in {51,52, L Sje } In the following, we show

()-

that Vil € {0,...,m}, r,y = ‘@gg)_ {5:j<m'}
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By Lemma 16 we have Wy = W, = --- = Wk = span <h5/, 1< m’>. Let t1,ty,--- ,tp be
elements of ﬁg(i) that are not in {Sj j< }, then

rye = dimspan <Pk tk € [K]) = dim (proj >Lspan<(M/\,),: tke [K]>>

span<h,\~/ y<m!

=di ' 1 j € pagl(i by L 15
im (prOJspan<hﬁ:]<ml>Lspan <h] jE€ pag(z)>> (by Lemma 15)

= dim (projspan<hjj:j<ml>mpan (hey by, ,hu))

= (by Lemma 5 and non-degeneracy of H)

which proves (*). From (*) it is easy to see that m’ € pag(i) (and thus in pag (i) since i € S) if and only
ifrm/ =Tyl=1 — 1. O

Now we conclude the proof of Theorem 4. Propositions 1 and 2 directly imply that Algorithm 3
is able to exactly recover the ground-truth causal graph G. It remains to show that Line 20 in

Algorithm 3 produces the correct ky’s. By Lemma 15 we know that E; = span <hg 0 € pag (])>, )

Nieahg()Ei = Niechg () P20 <he le ﬁg(}')> = span (kg : £ € surg(i)).

where the last step holds because H has full row rank and mjeag(l’)ﬁg () = surg(i) by definition.

Hence, each i’l,’ is a linear combination of hy, ¢ € surg(i), completing the proof.

I. Omitted Proofs from Section 7
1.1 Proof of Lemma2

Let wy(i) € R)pag(i)‘ be the vector obtained by removing all zero entries in the i-th row of A}, and
T

wy,;; be the i-th diagonal entry in € , then for the k-th environment we have z; = w(i) ' z

pag (i) *

1
W . €, so that

_1 _1
Pe (zi ' zpag(i)) =W P (wk,?,f(zi - <wk(i)’zpag(i)>))

where pe,(-) is the density of €;. As a result, we have

Vil (Zi | Zpag(i)> ) 22 (zi | Zpag(i)> ' Vlogf;t (Zi | zpag(i))

- 22 (zi | zpag(1)> . [cil(l,—wl(i)) - Cik(l»—wk(i))]

where for convenience we use V to denote the gradient with respect to all variables 25, (i) and
g

1

Gl = W17 pef (w;j’,.(zi = (wy, (i), zpag(i)>> (we omit the dependency on z for simplicity).
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Definition 5 implies that span (c;y (1,-w1 (i) = cip(1, -w (i) : 2 < k< K) = R‘Pag(') ! thus it

holds that span{(1,-w(i)) : k € [K]) = R‘Pag(i)‘ﬂ as well. By definition of By, this immediately
implies that dim (span ((By); : k € [K])) = ’pag(i)

+ 1 as desired.

1.2 Proof of Theorem 5

Define T := ho ™' : R? — R, then we have that v = ©(z). Since both k and h are diffeomorphisms
by assumption, so is T. To avoid confusion, in this section we use z (resp. v) to denote random
variables while using 2 (resp. ») to denote (deterministic) vectors.

Let € = {EE]) ke [Kj]} be the j-th collection of environments according to our assumption.

We first prove the following lemma:
Lemma 17. O, = 1(Oy).

Proof By the change of variable formula (Schwartz 1954), for V2 € RY and VE € €& we have
PE( ’det_]_t (2). Since 7 is a diffeomorphism, we must have |det] _(2)| 70,
s02€ Oz & v =1(2) 6 O,, concluding the proof.

Lemma 18. Let 2 € O. For Vj € [d] and 2 < k < Kj, we have

o o
I (a3 I (o4
pj 9

where ¥ = T(2) € O,.
Proof. Since v = t(z), by the change-of-measure formula (Schwartz 1954) we have that for V2 € O,

d d

TT6F (21 2,0) = pe@ = 66) [dee) )] = [T o (7@ 1 70, @) [decf B (@3)

i=1 i=1

El ~(1)
forall E € €, where # = t(2). By Assumption (ii) and Definition 2, we know that p; Fi 2
1 (1)
and qfk = q;El & i 71 forall k > 1. Thus, we have that

() (i)
B EV
piL (zi | 2pag(i)> _ P,L 51 3
0 == *pig )
i1 Ei 5| 5 ) £
AN I I

d

and

— PO T i ().

0 70 1 75,0)

At (viligg) g ¢
9i 11 Vpag (i) 4

Since the LHS of the above two equations are the same by (23), the RHS must also be the same,
concluding the proof. O
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We assume WLOG that the vertices of G are labelled such that i — j = i < j, and that
7i(i) = i, Vi € [d]. Also we can assume the nodes are fixed and only consider how they are connected,

ie, (i) =iVie[d].!
Lemma 19. We have (t(N2))° = (v (IN,))® = 0.

Proof. The result immediately follows from the assumption that N3 = N9 = () and that T is a
diffeomorphism. O

For any vertex set IV, we use Gy to denote its corresponding induced subgraph of G. We first
prove the following statements by induction on j:

(1) Vi), i € pag(j) < i € pag (j);
(2) Vj € [d], there exists a continuously differentiable function ¢; such that vi = ¢; (zﬁg(/)).
Moreover, %‘7 # 0 (ie, not always zero).

(3) V) € [d], there exists a continuously differentiable function Y; such that Viag() = Yj<zﬁg (j))'

For j = 1, by assumption pag (/) = 0. Lemma 18 implies that for any 2 € O,

0
L,
P1_ s ‘11 ,
£ (21) = 0 ("1 v g(l)) V2 < k<K (24)
P1 q;

/

(1) (1) (1) (1)
E E E E
0 ‘11k PN P1k Ly 02 ‘11k PN P]k A 2
35, 0 (m |vpaé(1)> |\ (21)- 2 = V,,%(l) Y (w |vpag(1)) | (21) Va1 21
11 P1 91 P1
Thus,
El
I1 P . ,
rank VVEQA“)E (V1 | Vpag(l)) 12 g ]\ g K1 g 1.
1

91

Note that the above inequality holds for V& € O,. If pag(l) 7, then this would contradict the
non-degeneracy assumption (iii) which implies that the above matrix should have rank > 2 at some
point # € O,. Hence we must have pas(1) = 0, implying that (1) holds for j = 1.

i)

Taking the derivative of both sides of (24) w.r.t z;,i > 2 implies that | I Ly | (@) - g';l = 0.
E 1
9, ,
£
By our assumption (iii), for Vo € O, \ N, there exists 2 < k < Kj such that % (1) 70,
Ey
9
a"l' =0,vz € v (O,,\N ). Since T is a diffeomorphism, we can deduce that

! (Oy\N,) = O\~ ( ») and ( (N,,)) = () by Lemma 19. As a result, we actually have

1. This is also WLOG because we now have groups of soft interventions where each group corresponds to a single node,
so we can just relabel the node in G that corresponds to the i-th group as node i.
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g';‘ = 0,Vz € O,. Hence in O, there exists a continuous differentiable function ¢ such that
1

v1 = ¢1(z1), proving (2). Finally, (3) directly follows from (2) since pag(1) = §, concluding the proof
for j=1.

Now suppose that the statement holds up to j — 1, and we need to prove it for j. Again by
Lemma 18 we have for V2 € O, that

EY EY
B (s s ,
?(1/.) (zj | zpag(j)> = ?(1/) (V]' | Vpag(i)) , V2<k< K] (25)
Py 9

For all i & pag(j), taking partial derivative w.r.t. 2; gives

E(l
> ai 7 (1 90) - b k<K
(’Epag(] qj
ie., .
i ] - 5 )
V"ﬁg(/’)?gi) (vj | vpag(/)) 2< k< K; 2z, = 0.

9
Similar to the j = 1 case, by assumption (iii), we know that the above corPﬁcientA matrix has full
row rank for V& € O, \ N,, so for Vz € ! (Oy\Ny) = O\ ! (Ny), we have ayg;g;(j) = 0. Since
(1_1 (N,,)) = () by Lemma 19, for all # € N, we can choose a sequence of points é(i), i=1,2,--- in

O, such that 30 5 5 Since Tisa diffeomorphism, its derivatives are continuous and we can deduce

dh— oY o0
YREgl) g pal) Vg ()
that —7— = limg_. Y 0. As a result, a '— = 0 actually holds for all 2 € O,. Hence,
i %
there exists a continuous differentiable function Y such that Vhas() = Y, ( g (/-))

By our assumption, pag (j) € [j - 1]. Suppose that pag(j) £ {z i <]} let ¢ € pas()\ {i: i<},
then by induction hypothesis, #; = 7(2),2 € Oz, 1= 1,2, ,j,Lare all functlons of 21,0007
Since T is a diffeomorphism and Oy, is the support of the distributions pe, E € €, we can deduce
that the support of the latent variables (v, : 1= 1,2,- -, /,{) lie on a submanifold with dimension < j,

which is impossible since v is supported on the open set O, C R by assumption (i).
Hence, we must have pa () € {i:i<j}. Furthermore, if there exists i € pag (j) such that

i pag( ), then the 1nduct1on hypothe51s implies that a;’l # 0, but v; is a function of Zpag () 3

previously derived, which is also a contradiction. Thus we actually have pas(j) € pag()).
In a completely symmetric manner, we can take the derivatives of (25) w.r.t. v;,Vi € Pag () and
obtain that pag(j) C pag(j). Hence, pas(j) = pag (j), completing the proof of (1) and (3) for the j case.
Finally, if g—:’/ = 0, then by (3) and the induction hypothesis, vy, - - - ,vj are all functions ofz[j_l],
which implies that (1)1, - V]') lies on a submanifold with dimension < j -1, again contradicting
assumption (i). Thus 2—2 # 0. This completes the proof of our inductive step.

To recap, we now know that

* G=G,and
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* For Vi € [d], there exists a function Y; such that Vhag() = Y, (zﬁg(i))'

It remains to show that for Vk € pag (i) \ surg (i), ¥; doesn’t depend on 2.
By definition, if k € pag (i) \ surg(i), we know that there exists j € chg(i) such that j & chg(k).
We have shown that v;, as a component of Vhag () is a function of g ) By the choice of k, we

have k ¢ pag (j), so that v; does not depend on zj,. The conclusion follows.

J. Omitted Proofs for Theorem 3 and Theorem 6
In this section we provide detailed proofs of main ambiguity results.

Definition 12. We say that a matrix M € RI%d js (ﬁ)ct—respectingﬁr a causalgmph G,orM e Msur(g),
ifMjj 70 & j € surg (i). We also write M € MO, (G) if M is invertible and M;70=j¢€ surg (i).
Finally, we write M € M, () ifMj; 70 = j € suig ().

Remark 1. By definition MO (G) is the set of all matrices M where M;; 7 0,Vj ¢ surg (i), so it

can be identified as R™*99 where dg = Zil |surg(i)|. Equipped with the Lebesque measure, we have
Maur(G) € MO (G) € Maur(G) and Miur(G)\ Msur (G) is a null set. In the remaining part of this section,

we will use measure-theoretic statement for M e Mg, (Q) in the above sense.

We first present a result that serves as a good starting point to understand why this is the case. It
states that latent representations that are equivalent under ~g,, are essentially generated from the
same causal graph.

Proposition 5. Let M be an invertible matrix such that M;70=j¢€ surg(i). Suppose that the

latent variables z € RY are genemtedﬁom any distributions pi (z,' | zpag(i)) ,i € [d] with Joint density

p(2) = H‘.”=1 pi (zi | zpag<i)> , then the joint density of v = Mz can be written as q(v) = H;L qi (Vl' | Vpag(i))
for some density functions g;,i € [d].

J.1 Proof of Proposition 5

We first prove the following lemma:

Lemma 20. Let M € MY, (G) and latent variables v = Mz, then for Vi € [d], there exists invertible
matrices M; and M7 such that Vpag(i) = M;zpag(i) and Vhag() = M,'zﬁg (i)

Proof. Vj € Ppag(i), we know that v; is a linear function of z¢,{ € stirg(j). By Lemma 8, we know
that surg(j) C pag(i), so each v, j € pag(i) is a linear function of g (i) Thus we can write

Vhag(i) = M Zpag () In the following we argue that M; is invertible. Let 7t be a permutation on pag (i)
such that k € pag(t) = 7(k) < 7t(€) (such 7 can always be chosen since G is acyclic), then we can
write

T ~ T

("n(;) 1j €Pag (i)) =M, (zn(j) 1] € pag (i)) (26)

where M; is an upper triangular matrix with non-zero diagonal entries by our choice of M. Since
M can be obtained from M; be exchanging a few rows and columns, M; is invertible as well.

Similarly, using the fact that Vj € pag (i), surg(j) C pag/(i), we can prove the existence of an

invertible matrix M such that Vpag() = M:szag(i)' 0
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Returning to the proof of Proposition 5. Assume WLOG that the nodes of G are ordered in a
way such that i € pag (/) = i < j, so that M is a lower-triangular matrix. The joint density of v can
be written as

d
q(v) = Hq(vi vy, viq).
=1
Since v = Mz and M is lower triangular and invertible (hence, with non-zero diagonals), we know
that (v{,vo,- -+ ,vq) is an invertible linear function of (21,25, - ,2,_1) and (v{, v, -+, ;) is an
invertible linear function of (21, 22, - ,2;). Let v = M2 € RY, then we have
g1, 2, -+, ) p(21, 20, Zj)det My 1

ilig, e ) = DL Vil - !
10 1) Q1. 92, 1) plE1, 20, o) det My 1

p(%17%29' o 721)
p(‘%13225 e "%l'—l)

=p@ilz,- . zi)=pi (éi | épag(i)> ’

where M 1:i.i: denotes that top-left submatrix of M of size i x i, and the last step follows from the
causal Markov condition (Definition 1). On the other hand, let ¢; (f/,' | f}pag(i)> be the conditional

density of v; on its parents at ¥ € R?. For Vj € pag(i), from v = Mz we know that v is a linear

function of Zurg () By Lemma 20 we know that v 0 is a linear function of ‘%pag(i) and 'A’ﬁg(i) isa

pag
linear function of %ﬁg (i) SO that

1 (7)) 2 (30,0)  and 1 (,0) =2 (3,0)

and <
. P Zpa (i o
qi (Vi | Vpag(i)) x P(%;ZE;) = pi (z,' | zpag(i)) .
Hence, we have g; (f/,- | f/pag(i)) x q @il vy, , i), so that

d d
q(v) = gqi (f/i | f/pag(,')) x gqr‘ (fh‘ | f’pag(i)) :

Since both sides integrate to 1, it turns out that they are equal, as desired.

J.2 Formalversion and proof of Theorem 3: the linear case

Theorem 9 (Counterpart to Theorem 1). For any causal model (H,G) and any set of environments
¢ = {E;, : k € [K]}, suppose that we have observations {P)E(}Eee satisfying Assumption 1:
1
vk € [K], z=Az+Qle, x=Hz
such that

(i) the unmixing matrix H € RAxn has full row rank;
(i) Yk € [K] and i,j € [d], (A3);; 70 & j € pag (i) and €y, is a diagonal matrix with positive entries;
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_1 K
(iii) {Bk =Q° (I—Ak)}L are node level non-degenerate in the sense of Assumption 5,
=

then there must exist a candidate solution (I:I ,G) and a hypothetical data generating process

N AL ~
vk € [K], V=A/€V+Q/§€, x=HTv

such that

(1) the unmixing matrix H e Rixn has full row rank;
(ii') Vk € [K] and i,j € [d], (AL)U 70 & j € pag(i) and Q, is a diagonal matrix with positive entries;
AU IS R
(iit’) {B/\, = ka (I—A;\,)} are node level non-degenerate in the sense of Assumption 5,
k=1

but

g:jf 40, Vj e surg(i).

Finally, if we additionally assume that

(iii) the environments are groups of single-node interventions: there exists a partition € = U;IZIG,' such that

Igi = {i} (see Defnition 2),

then we can guarantee the existence of (H ,G) and weight matrices which, besides the properties listed above,

also saligfy
(iii') for the same partition € = U;'{=1 &;, we have TS = {i}.

In other words, ada'itionally assuming that the environments are ﬁom single—node interventions does not resolve

the ambiguity.

Remark 2. Compared with our identifiability guarantee Theorem 1, Theorem 9 actually demonstrates
a stronger form of impossibility. Specifically, it states that the SNA cannot be resolved even if both the
ground-truth causal graph and the noise variables are known.

We define
v=Mz (27)

where M is an effect-respecting matrix. At this point we do not make any other restrictions on M,
but we will specify the appropriate choise of M later.
By assumption, the latent variables in the k-th environment are generated by

1
Z=A[\,Z+Q/§€,

1 N
then v = M(I - Ak)_lgi e. Let Q, be the diagonal matrix with entries M7 - (€);,i € [d] and
~ L1 1 N AL A
A, =1- QéQkZ(I—A/\,)M_l, then v = Ay + Q€. Note that the choice of €3}, here is to that

the diagonal entries of A]\, are zero, as we show below. It remains to show that: for almost all
M c M2 (G), it holds for Vk € [K] that (AL),] =0 < j & pag(i).
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For the < direction, since M € M$,.(G), M~! € MY, (G) as well. Thus, Vj ¢ pag (i) we have

d
[(I Ay Ml] =Y T-Ap)ie- (M) = > (- Ap)ie - (M),
e=1 eepag (In{ejesurg (¢9)}
i 0 ifj ¢ pag(i
B (Ml)ii ifj=i

where the last step holds because V¢ € [d], ¢ € pag(i),j € surg(¢) = j € pa;, and when j = i, the only

such € is £ = i. Hence, we can see that our choice of A, satisfies

) 0-0=0 if;j & pag(i)
(4,7 V1 ab w0 i
Y ]—wk ]\”(M) =0 ifj=i,

50 (AL) 70 = j € pag(i).
Conversely, for Vj € pag('),

Aij=0e Y ([I-A)uM)j=0& > ()T -Ay)idecM;=0 (28)
sE€pag (i) ‘Epag( i)

where M is the (d-1) x (d - 1) matrix obtained by removing the s-th row and j-th column of M,
and the second step in the equation above follows from the fact that M‘l = det(M)'adj(M), where
adj(M) denotes the adjugate matrix of M whose (i, j)-th entry is (-1)"*/ det M.

(28) holds if only if M takes values on a lower-dimensional algebraic manifold of its embedded
space R4G (see Remark 1). As a result, for almost every M € MJ,.(G), v is generated from a linear

causal model with graph G as defined in (3). Moreover, let B, = ByM~', k € [K], so that € = Byv in
the k-th environment. Then for all nodes i € [d] and S C pa(i) U {i}, we have

dim span < (Bk—rei)s ke [K]>

dim span <1\/FT ((BL e,) tke K])>
dimspan<( ) ke [K] > ‘pag

implying that By, k € [K] satisfy Assumption 5.

Now we have shown that for almost every M € MJ,.(G), we can construct a hypothetical data
generating process with latent variables v = Mz that satisfies all requirements in Theorem 9. Choose
an arbitrary M that is in Msur(G), then we have that

0
ﬁ#o j & surg(i).

Finally, if we additionally assume single-node interventions, Vk, £ € &;, we have that (Bk)j =
(By); < j = i. For any M € M, (G) (and specifically the M that we have already chosen above), we
have (Bk) (By)M land (Bg) (Be)jM_1,Vj € [d]. Thus, (Bk)j #(Bg)j & j = ias well, implying
that &; is also a group of single—node interventions on v, concluding the proof.
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J.3 Formal statement and proof of Theorem 10: the non-parametric case

Theorem 10 (Counterpart to Theorem 5). For any causal model (h, G) and any set of environments €,
suppose that we have observations {p)E(}Eee satisfying Assumption 1:

d
VE € €,z ~ pp(2) = l_Ipf5 (%,‘ | épag(i)) o=k (2)
=1
such that

(i) all densities pF are continuously differentiable and the joint density pg is positive everywhere;
(ii) the environments are groups of single-node interventions: there exists a partition € = u;{’zlei such that
¢ _ ¢
Iz’ = {i};
(iii) the intervention distributions on each node are non-degenerate: ¥i € [d], the set of distributions
{p{g :E € @,’} satisfy Definition 5 at any point 2 € R‘f,

then there must exist a candidate solution (h, G) and a hypothetical data generating process

d
~=1
VEe Evr~ qE(f}) = HqF (f/,’ | f}pag(i)) ,x=h (1/)
i=1

such that

(') all densities qF are continuously differentiable and the joint density qg is positive everywhere;
(ii') for the same partition € = U:'il &;, we have Ifi = {i};
(iii') Vi € [d], the set of distributions {qF :E € (‘Ei} satisfy Definition 5 at any point v € Rd,
but
i

o 70, Vjesurg().

Remark 3. Similar to the case of Theorem 9, Section |.3 also establishes a stronger form of identifiability.
First, it is assumed that the causal gmph G is known. Second, we only focus ona special case of the sefting qf
Theorem 5 by assuming that the support is the whole space, and the non-degeneracy condition Definition 5
holds at any point. Even in this case, we show that our identification guarantee up to SNA cannot be improved.

We state and prove a stronger version of Theorem 10:

Theorem 11. For any causal model (h, G) and any set of environments €, suppose that we have observations
{p;E(}Eee satisfying Assumption 1:

d

VE€E, z~pg(z)= HpF (z,' | 2pag(i)) . ox=h" (2)
i=1

such that

(i) all densities pF are continuously differentiable and the joint density pg is positive everywhere;

(ii) the environments are groups of single-node interventions: there exists a partition € = U:.ile,' such that
e = (i);
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(iii) the intervention distributions on each node are non-degenerate: Vi € [dl, the set of distributions
{pfE :E € (’3,-} satisfy Definition 5,

then there must exist a candidate solution (h, G) and a hypothetical data generating process

VE€ €, wv~qplv qu (1/1|1/ i>’ x=iz_1(v)

such that

(') all densities qlE are continuously differentiable and the joint density qg is positive everywhere;

(ii’) for the same partition € = Uf.il(’f,', we have I,,@i ={i};

(iii’) Vi € [d], the set of distributions {qF :Ee Qf,'} satisfy Definition 5,
but 5

ﬁ 40, Vj e surg(i).
Finally, if we additionally assume mim’mallly (Assumption 6) and/or faithfulness (Assumption 7) of all pg’s,
we can guarantee the existence of(h G) and qg’s satisfying minimality and/or faithfulness in addition to the
properties listed above. In other words, assuming minimality and/or faithfulness does not resolve the ambiguity.
Proof. We define
v=Mz (29)

where M is an effect-respecting matrix. At this point we do not make any other restrictions on M,
and we will choose appropriate M later. By Lemma 20, there exists invertible matrices M; and M7

such that Vpag() = M; Zpag (i) and Veag() = Mizﬁg(i)’ so for all environment E € & we have
qF(”pag(i)) = pl pag i) ’det - ’ qF(Vﬁg(i)) Pz ‘det ‘
so that ‘d . ’
E _E et M .
qi <V1' I Vpag(i)) =pi (Zl' | zpﬂg(1)> W, Vi e [d] (30)

In the following, assuming that (pF :E € G) satisfies any of the listed assumptions, we show that
(qf; :E € (‘3) satisfies the same assumption as well.

Firstly, (30) immediately implies that the density of v is continuous differentiable and positive
everywhere. Secondly, Vk, £ € €;, we have that

E .
pj (z] | z ()) =pj ¢ (z]‘ | zpag(/)) <)=L
By (30) it is easy to see that

E, E ..
7 (51 vpag)) = 4 (111 9pag) =1
as well, i, ¢, k € &; are single-node interventions on v; according to Definition 2.
Thirdly, we verify the non-degeneracy condition for qF ’s. Indeed we have for Vk > 2 that
E; 0z— 1
qi ) _ gl [ _ g1 qi )
v”ﬁg(i)?k (1/, ! Vpag(f)> - avﬁ 0 Vzﬁg(i) qEL, (zl | zPag(i)) =M; vzﬁg(i) qu (zl ! zpag(i)) :
; . ; ;

1 1
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Since M; is invertible, the above equation and the non-degeneracy of pEL’, k € [K] immediately
implies that non-degeneracy of qEﬁ', ke [K].

Thus, for arbitrary M € Mg, (G), we have constructed a hypothetical data generating process
with latent variable v = Mz that satisfies all given conditions. It remains to show that such construc-
tion is still possible under additional minimality and faithfulness conditions.

Claim 1. There exists a neighbourhood O of the identity matrix I in Mg, (G) (in the
sense of Remark 1) such that for YM € O N M, (G), pPt, k € [K] satisfy Assumption 7 =
¢Fk, k € [K] satisfy Assumption 7. B

For Vi, j not d-separated by S C [d], for all k € [K] there exists 2 € RY such that Al(j’j’s) =
ph (2, | zg) - PP (2| 25) pPr (éj | 25) 70. By continuous differentiability of PP, we know that
there exists 61(\j’j S5 0 such that for all M € Miur(G) such that |[M -1I|| < 5gJ’S), the density of the
variable v = Mz satisfies qF (v1, v | ) 7 qFk (v; | vg) qk (f/j | 5) for » = M2, which implies that v;
and vj are dependent given vg. Now choose & = mink,i,j,s 51(:]’5) > 0, then for all M € My (G) such
that [|M - I||: < 8, the resulting distributions ¢, k € [K] satisfy assumption Assumption 6.

Claim 2. There exists a neighbourhood O of I in M(G) (in the sense of Remark 1) such
that for almost all M € ON MY, (G), pF¥, k € [K] satisfies Assumption 6 = pFr, k € [K] satisfies
Assumption 6.

The proof is similar to the previous statement. Since Assumption 6 causal minimality is satished
for z, for Yk € [K],i € [d], let Gij be the resulting graph obtained by removing the edge j — i from

G, then there must exists some Xjjt, € [d] such that Ry, ya zndg”(%’k) | zpagij(‘xijl’)' Hence, there

exists 27% € RY such that

E, [ 4ik | L ijk E, [ 4k | ~ijk Ep [ 4ik | Lijk
R, | R < < Z— < .
? ( i Zpag (o) | P | ooy (o) Fragy (o) | 7P\ Zadg ) Ppag o)

By continuous differentiability of pP*, there exists Sg’j) > 0 such that for all M € M, (G) such that

IM-1I| < 6;:’*’), the density q;EjL’ of the variable #/* = M2/ satisfies

Ey [ ik | ik Ey [ ik | 5k By [ ik | 5k
V., |V v v v— v .
1 <o“~/k Pag!./.(ocg/k) 1 ndg,»j(“,jk) Pag!.,.(“g/k) 7‘] ndg!.].(tx,jk) Pagu(o‘ijk)

for #/% = M2k This implies that removing the edge j — i in G would break the causal Markov
condition for ¢Ft. Now let § = miny; 62’1) > 0, then for all M € M (G) such that |M -I| <8,
the resulting distributions ¢, k € [K] satisfy assumption Assumption 1.

Combining the above two statements and what we have proven before, it is straightfoward
to see that one can choose some M € Mg (G) in a small neighbourhood of I that satisfies all the
requirements, completing the proof. O
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