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Abstract

Causal systems often exhibit variations of the underlying causal mechanisms
between the variables of the system. Often, these changes are driven by different
environments or internal states in which the system operates, and we refer to
context variables as those variables that indicate this change in causal mechanisms.
An example are the causal relations in soil moisture-temperature interactions and
their dependence on soil moisture regimes: Dry soil triggers a dependence of soil
moisture on latent heat, while environments with wet soil do not feature such a
feedback, making it a context-specific property. Crucially, a regime or context
variable such as soil moisture need not be exogenous and can be influenced by the
dynamical system variables – precipitation can make a dry soil wet – leading to
joint systems with endogenous context variables. In this work we investigate the
assumptions for constraint-based causal discovery of context-specific information
in systems with endogenous context variables. We show that naive approaches
such as learning different regime graphs on masked data, or pooling all data, can
lead to uninformative results. We propose an adaptive constraint-based discovery
algorithm and give a detailed discussion on the connection to structural causal
models, including sufficiency assumptions, which allow to prove the soundness
of our algorithm and to interpret the results causally. Numerical experiments
demonstrate the performance of the proposed method over alternative baselines,
but they also unveil current limitations of our method.

1 Introduction

In recent years, causal discovery (CD), that is, learning cause-effect relationships from observational
data, has garnered significant interest across various domains, from Earth sciences and genomics to
industrial settings (12; 27; 28; 1). Such complex systems often exhibit a change of causal mechanisms
over time or across different environments, including changes in the associated causal graph. An
example are the causal relations between surface heat and latent heat and their dependence on soil
moisture regimes: When the soil is dry, it triggers a dependence of soil moisture on latent heat due
to the dry soil reflecting heat, while environments with wet soil do not feature such a feedback.
These changing causal mechanisms can be represented using so-called contexts, where the causal
mechanisms and structures vary depending on the states of one or more context variables that augment
the assumed underlying structural causal model (8; 18; 16). Both time-series (30) and non-time-series
data can exhibit such behavior. Context-dependent systems have been widely studied; see Mooij et al.
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(16) for a review. Context variables (16; 35; 19) have also been called selection variables (18) or
regime indicators (24; 30) in the literature.

Causal discovery on such systems is challenging (8; 16) and methods for CD in case of systems
with changing causal mechanisms typically assume that the context variable is exogenous, as will
be discussed below and in Sec. 3.2. Yet there exist many real-world examples where the context
indicators are endogenous. A regime / context variable such as soil moisture can be influenced by the
dynamical system variables – precipitation can make a dry soil wet – leading to joint systems with
endogenous context variables, as illustrated in Fig. 1, where we show a hypothesized causal model
of the drivers of soil moisture (SM). Understanding context-specific causal relationships is crucial
for applications such as extreme event forecasting and for enhancing our general understanding of
dynamical systems.

LH SM

TP
Figure 1: In this strongly simplified example, the variable soil moisture (SM) is
an endogenous context variable influenced by variables such as precipitation (TP)
and latent heat flux (LH) in both wet and dry regimes of SM, represented by solid
edges. In dry conditions only, a feedback loop from the latent heat flux to the
soil moisture is created because the soil additionally reflects the heat, represented
by the dashed edge (a feedback loop is a time-delayed cycle, leading to a cyclic
summary graph representation while the underlying time-series graph remains
acyclic).

Our work investigates the assumptions for constraint-based CD on such systems. A core difficulty in
treating endogenous context indicators is that context-specific CD methods that resort to masking,
i. e., conditioning on the context of interest and ignoring data from other contexts, e.g., (8; 30), can
introduce selection bias if the assumption of exogenous context variables is violated. For example,
applying CD only on samples from the dry context in the soil moisture problem of Fig. 1 would
introduce a spurious correlation between the precipitation and latent heat flux. Other methods
apply CD on the pooled data, i.e., the concatenated dataset containing all contexts. Then allowing
for endogenous variables is possible (16), but does not yield context-specific information, i.e., no
distinction between solid and dashed edges in Fig. 1 can be made. We propose an adaptive constraint-
based discovery algorithm that allows to distinguish context-specific causal graphs and give a detailed
discussion of the connection to structural causal models, including sufficiency assumptions, which
allow to prove the soundness of our algorithm and to interpret the results causally.

Context-specific graphs contain more information than union graphs on pooled data, i.e., the dashed
edges in in Fig. 1. Under suitable assumptions, this information can be discovered by additionally
taking context-specific independencies (CSIs) into account. CSIs are independence relations that are
only present when data of a single context is viewed in isolation. Naively searching through all CSIs
would lead to an inflated search space of available independence tests. Further, CSIs necessarily use
only a reduced sample size, which can also increase error rates. Indeed, a simple baseline method
we compare against suffers from an increased error rate, whereas our proposed method can avoid
inflation of required tests. This is achieved by an easy-to-implement decision rule that allows to
adaptively decide for one and only one test to be executed per separating set. Whenever consistent,
tests are further executed on the pooled dataset and, thus, on all available data.

We now summarize our contributions: (1) We propose a general framework for adapting existing
constraint-based CD algorithms to extract context-specific information in addition to joint information
about skeleton graphs when contexts are (potentially) endogenous without inflating the number of
required independence tests. (2) We give an SCM-based interpretation of this additional information
and unveil interesting and little-studied difficulties, whose understanding we consider essential to the
problem. (3) We work out the theoretical assumptions under which our proposed method soundly
recovers the context-specific skeletons despite these difficulties. (4) We conduct a simulation study to
numerically evaluate the performance of the proposed method and understand the failure modes of
current approaches.

2 Related work

The problem of CD from heterogeneous data sources has gained interest in recent years. Mooij et al.
(15) offers a broad overview of the topic and groups recent works on CD for heterogeneous data
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into two categories: Works that do CD separately on each context-specific dataset (the data points
belonging to a specific context) and works that use the pooled datasets (all data points). Works that
obtain context-specific graphs apply CD on the context-specific dataset, where the assignment to
contexts is either known (9; 25), identified before applying CD (13; 37), or iteratively learned (30).
The information from the context-specific graphs can then be summarized in a single graph, the
so-called union graph.

Mooij et al. (15) propose the Joint Causal Inference (JCI) framework to deal with multi-context CD
by modeling the context variable and using CD on the pooled datasets to uncover the relationships
between the context and system variables, where the context can also be endogenous. Several CD
methods can be extended for JCI, e.g., FCI (33). FCI is also applied in (29; 11) on the pooled
data to discover causal relationships among all variables. Zhang et al. (40) test for conditional
independence between system and context variables on the pooled dataset under the assumption of
exogenous context variables. Constraint-based CD for the multi-context case has also been studied
specifically for the time-series case, e.g., (30; 34; 6). Among non-constraint-based methods, Peters
et al. (20); Heinze-Deml et al. (7) exploit the invariance of the conditional distribution of a target
variable given its direct causes across multiple contexts, while Zhou et al. (42) find causal structure
by modeling the direct causal effects as functions of the context variables. Although not directly
methodically related, CD for cyclical graphs is also relevant to our problem, as cycles can appear
between the different contexts (9; 4). Most above-mentioned methods using both context-specific
and pooled data assume, either implicitly or explicitly, that the context variable is exogenous. This
is possibly due to the fact that, for context-specific approaches, endogenous variables might lead to
selection bias, while for methods that use pooled data, it suffices to treat endogenous variables as any
other variable in the graph. In our work, we discover context-specific causal graphs for the case of
endogenous context variables. Assuming access to the context variable, we obtain information from
the pooled and context-specific graphs. We focus on the non-time-series case and leave the extension
to time-series for future work.

Labeled Directed Acyclic Graphs (LDAGs) (19) are conceptually closest to our work. LDAGs
summarize context-specific information in graphical form by assigning a label to each edge according
to the context in which dependence arises. Hyttinen et al. (10) propose a constraint-based method
to discover LDAGs from data similar to our approach: A variant of the PC algorithm that tests
conditional independence of X ⊥⊥ Y |R = r within each context R = r instead of testing X ⊥⊥ Y |R
on the pooled data. We discuss how our definitions of context-specific graphs fundamentally differ
from CSIs in Sec. 3.1 and delimit our work from LDAGs in App. A.

3 Formal description

We first briefly outline preliminary definitions (see, e.g., (17) for detailed definitions). We then point
out an unexpected difficulty in our approach in the connection to SCMs and its remedy.

Preliminaries We work within the framework of structural causal models (SCM) (17). We define
the set of observed endogenous variables {Xi}i∈I , which take values in Xi, with finite index set I .
Let V := {Xi | i ∈ I} represent the set of all endogenous variables. The set of (hidden) exogenous
noises {ηi}i∈I , taking values in Ni is denoted U := {ηi | i ∈ I}. For any subset A ⊆ V , let
XA :=

∏
j∈A Xj . We denote X := XV and N := NU .

A set of structural equations F := {fi|i ∈ I} is a set of parent sets {Pa(i) ⊆ V |i ∈ I} together
with functions fi : XPa(i)×Ni → Xi. An interventionFdo(A=g) on a subset A ⊆ V is a replacement
of fj 7→ gj for j ∈ A. We will only need hard interventions, gj ≡ xj = const below.

Given a distribution Pη of the noises U = {ηi}i∈I , a collection of random variables V = {Xi}i∈I

satisfies the structural equations F on U if Xi = fi((Xj)j∈Pa(i), ηi). An SCM M is a triple
M = (V,U,F), where V solves the structural equations F given U . The intervened model
Mdo(A=g) is the1 SCM Mdo(A=g) := (V ′, U, Fdo(A=g)). A causal graph describes qualitative
relations between variables; given a collection of parent sets {Pai}i∈I on the nodes I , a directed
edge p→ i is added to the causal graph for all i ∈ I and all p ∈ Pai. See also next section Sec. 3.1.

1We assume all SCMs are uniquely solvable, i. e. given F and U , there is a unique V solving these structural
equations. This is not a restriction for the per-regime acyclic models considered later.
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We observe data from a system with multiple, slightly different SCMs corresponding to contexts and
indicated by a categorical context indicator / variable, as illustrated in example 3.1. This variable
R ∈ V is a variable whose value indicates the context, i.e., the dataset to which the data point belongs.
Therefore, the value space of R defines all datasets, and its values associate data points to datasets.

Example 3.1. Given a binary context indicator variable R and a multivariate mechanism of the form

Y := fY (X,R, ηY ) = 1(R)g(X) + ηY ,

the dependence X → Y is present in the context R = 1, but absent for R = 0. This entails a
context-specific independence (CSI) X ⊥⊥ Y |R = 0 and X ⊥̸⊥ Y |R = 1.

3.1 SCMs for endogenous contexts and their associated graphs

To create a connection between CSIs and SCMs, we define multiple graphical objects. We motivate
their necessity and exemplify them in Sec. 3.2.

Given a set of structural equations, F , we define the mechanism graph G[F ], constructed via parent
sets Pai specified via F (see "causal graphs" above). Given a pair consisting of a set of structural
equations F , and the (support of) a distribution of the observables P (V ) we define the observable
graph G[F , P ], constructed via parent sets Pa′i ⊆ Pai (of Xi), such that j /∈ Pa′i if and only if for
all values p̄a of Pai−{j} the mapping xj 7→ fi|suppP (Pai)(xj , p̄a, ηi) is constant (where defined).

The union graph of an SCM M = (V M , UM ,FM ), where V M is distributed according to PM , is
the observable graph

Gunion[M ] := G[FM , PM ]

which consolidates the information from multiple contexts into a unified graphical representation.
If F = Fmin satisfies standard minimality assumptions (2, Def. 2.6), then G[Fmin] = Gunion[M ]
(given faithfulness, Sec. 4.2) thus corresponds to the causal graph in the standard sense. Given an
SCM M with a context indicator R, there are multiple meaningful sets of structural equations and
multiple meaningful associated distributions on observables, which result in multiple observable
graphs associated to the SCM M ; an overview is provided in Table 1 in the appendix, see also Fig. 2
and the next subsection. We thus distinguish multiple context-specific graphs. The descriptive graph

Ḡdescr
R=r[M ] := G[FM

do(R=r), PM (V |R = r)],

captures relations present in the intervened model’s mechanisms FM
do(R=r), i.e., the SCM in context

r, and encountered in observational data together with this context; the last point is formalized
by restricting our attention to the support of PM (V |R = r). For edges not involving R, the same
information is contained in G[FM , PM (V |R = r)] using the unintervened F , which supports the
intuition that the context-specific graph captures the overlap of observations and the context of interest.
Since R is a constant per-context, we add edges involving R from the union graph to Ḡdescr

R=r[M ]
and denote the result Gdescr

R=r[M ]. The result is very different from an independence graph of the
conditional distribution: There are no edges induced by selection bias in Gdescr

R=r[M ].

The physical graph encodes the differences from the union graph necessary to describe the context
consistently and describes the intuitive notion of R introducing physical changes in mechanisms:

Gphys
R=r = G[FM

do(R=r), PM (V )]

Importantly, the context-specific graphs defined above depend only on the SCM, without making
explicit or implicit reference to independence. This sets them apart from graphical representations of
independence structures like LDAGs (19): LDAGS are graphical independence models describing
context-specific independence (CSI) structure of a dataset. However, a causal analysis requires an
understanding of interventional properties, which, in turn, requires inferring knowledge about the
causal model properties. In the single-context case, under the faithfulness assumption, knowledge
about the causal properties of models is directly connected to the independence structure. As will be
explored in Sec. 3.2, this direct connection cannot generally hold in the multi-context case. Thus, an
important open problem is the connection of CSI structure to the underlying causal model. Such a
relation is given in Sec. 4.2, connecting properties of the underlying causal model represented by
context-specific graphs to the CSI structure.
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3.2 Two problems of CD with endogenous context variables

In this section, we describe two main problems encountered with context-specific causal discovery
and illustrate them by two examples. In the columns of Fig. 2, we show the different graphs of
systems with the following SCMs:
Example 3.2. The mechanisms X := ηX , T := ηT and the binary threshold exceedence R :=
[(X + T + ηR) > t] ∈ {0, 1} agree for both systems. (i) For the system depicted in the left column
of Fig. 2, Y := R · g(T ) + ηY is a function of R with the dependence on T explicitly disabled for
R = 0. (ii) On the right-hand side, Y := max(T, T0) + ηY , is not a function of R, but assume
P (T > T0|R = 0) < ϵ, such that given R = 0 automatically max(T, T0) ≈ T0 and hence the
dependence of Y on T becomes negligible for R = 0.

Figure 2: Left: An example of an
SCM where the physical and descriptive
graphs are the same. Right: an example
of an SCM where the physical and de-
scriptive graphs differ, c.f. the "support
problem". For Gmask, R is not shown,
as it is a constant per dataset, and links
with other variables will not be found.
Context-specific graphs depend on the
value r of R and are summarized in a
single diagram containing a solid edge
for edges that are present in both con-
texts and a dashed edge for edges that
are present for exactly one of the two
contexts.

Selection bias Endogenous context variables can pose a
problem for context-specific CD if the context variable is
driven by multiple other variables and is thus a collider.
As described in Sec. 2, methods to obtain context-specific
graphs typically apply CD on the context-specific dataset,
thus essentially conditioning on the context variable. If the
context variable is a collider or a descendant thereof, this
approach leads to selection bias (red edge in Fig. 2). This is
a subtle issue: From an independence structure viewpoint,
the dependence between X and T exists yet does not make
any intuitive sense and does not admit causal semantics.
A formal description in which the absence of this edge is
considered correct – as it should be for a causal analysis
– requires the underlying model as a starting point. Indeed,
the graphs defined above from the SCM directly (also
shown in Fig. 2) consider the absence of this edge correct.

The support problem A second problem is encountered
because CSI can arise in two different ways from a given
model: Either by an explicitly disabled dependence as
in the first example, or indirectly through the lack of ob-
servational support in a specific context. Note that, in
Fig. 2, our graphical models capture this difference: Once
Gdescr = Gphys (left-hand side), while in the other case
Gdescr ̸= Gphys (right-hand side).

Concerning the second example in example 3.2 in par-
ticular, we make the following observations: (a) There
is no evidence for the absence of the link T → Y , e. g.
when considering interventional questions. (b) The ab-
sence of the link does correctly describe an independence.
For problems like edge orientations, cycle resolution, or
function fitting on the respective data, the link T → Y is
not required for a meaningful description in the context
R = 0. (c) R is adjacent to T , but we could add an intermediate node T →M → R without changing
the problem, so adjacency of R to the changing link is not guaranteed. (d) We lack observations of
another context variable R′, which indicates whether T > T0, and would suffice to fully describe the
qualitative structure of the mechanism at Y . Observations (a) and (b) demonstrate that there is not a
single "correct" graph to learn, and the additional flexibility of observable graphs introduced above is
necessary. (a) and (b) also make it clear that it should be carefully specified what should be learned
for a particular application and what could be learned (see Sec. 3.1), and what a specific algorithm
will learn (see Sec. 4.2). Finally, CD heavily relies on restricting the search space for separating sets
to adjacencies, which becomes non-trivial in sight of (c). We will return to (d) momentarily.

In our setup, the context indicator is given by the user. The context indicator can either arise naturally
from the problem setting or it can be the result of preprocessing using anomaly or regime detection
methods (see also Sec. F.2). Since the indicator is chosen, it becomes important to understand which
context indicator makes for a good choice given the problems illustrated above. A core contribution
of our work is to understand which assumptions about the model, including the choice of context
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indicator, prevent from drawing wrong conclusions. We give suitable assumptions to make the
problem tractable and the result interpretable (in terms of SCMs) in Sec. 3.3 based on observation (d).

3.3 Assumptions

We now define the assumptions that a proper context indicator must fulfill such that our causal
discovery method yields meaningful results. These regime sufficiency assumptions are described
below and further formalized in Sec. C. The general approach and the naming are inspired by
observation (d) made above and its resemblance to causal sufficiency.

Sufficiency assumptions regarding the context indicator The support problems in Example 3.2 (ii)
occur if the qualitative change in the causal mechanisms does not involve the observed context indi-
cator R directly, cf. (d). Therefore, we define the strong context-sufficiency assumption (Def. C.1),
which enforces that the qualitative changes in the graph involve R directly as displayed in Example 3.1.
We also define single-graph-sufficiency (Def. C.2), which enforces that certain context-specific
graphs collapse to the same graph. This is a weaker assumption than the strong sufficiency above
(see Cor. C.1). Yet, this assumption still suffices to prove the soundness of our proposed Algorithm 1,
and even allows for a strong interpretation of the results as encoding physical changes. Thus, this
assumption is technically better, albeit less intuitive, and potentially harder to verify directly.

The reduced search space for CSI, cf. (c) in Sec.3.2, happens already under the assumption of weak
context-sufficiency (Def. C.3), which formalizes dependence on R in the weak sense of being
adjacent in the graph. This is yet a weaker assumption (see Cor. C.2), which still ensures useful
output from our algorithm (Rmk. D.2), but does not allow for a strong (physical) interpretation of
the results anymore. These assumptions mirror the causal sufficiency assumption: They exclude
hidden contexts and lead to fewer CITs and a stronger interpretation of results as physical changes.
We further discuss the hierarchy of these assumptions in Sec. C.1.

Additional assumptions We assume causal sufficiency (Def. C.4, no hidden confounders). Fur-
thermore, we require at least weak (descriptive) context-acyclicity (Def. C.5), i.e., Gdescr

R=r is a
DAG (acyclic) for all r. In practice, we assume strong (descriptive) context-acyclicity (Def. C.5),
meaning there are further no cycles involving any ancestors of R (including R itself) in the union
graph. Efficient discovery with our method requires directed cycles to be of length ≤ 2, as discussed
in Sec. D.7, Sec. D.8. We assume that R is a categorical variable which takes finitely many values r
with P (R = r) > 0.

4 Causal discovery with endogenous context variables

We now propose a method to discover context-specific graphs and their corresponding union graph,
which extends the PC algorithm (32; 5) with a novel adaptive testing strategy. In Sec.4.2 we will
connect the output of our method to the graphical objects defined in 3.1. In particular, under suitable
sufficiency assumptions, the output is precisely Gphys

R=r. The approach is not specific to PC but could
also be used with other constraint-based algorithms.

4.1 Method

We observe that physical changes (edges in Gunion not in Gphys
R=r) or under weak context-sufficiency

(Def. C.3), the only changes in Gphys
R=r relative to the union graph occur downstream of the context

indicator, more precisely in the adjacencies of its children (lemma C.4). On the other hand, spurious
links due to selection bias occur upstream of the context indicator (cf. Sec.3.2). Based on either
of the context-acyclicity assumptions introduced above, these two cases are mutually exclusive.
Skeleton discovery has to find a valid separating set Z to remove any edge X to Y which is not in the
context-specific Gphys

R=r. By assuming an appropriate version of faithfulness, the decision between
independence testing on the context-specific data or on the pooled data does not matter for all other
candidates S for Z, as long as we decide correctly for (one) valid S. On the other hand, under causal
sufficiency, a valid S0 ⊆ Pa(Y ) exists by a suitable Markov property. Thus R ∈ S0 implies R is a
parent of Y and we are in the first case; thus, we should test on the context-specific data. By mutual
exclusiveness, we can consistently do so without the risk of selection bias. Conversely R /∈ S0

implies R is not a parent of Y , and there is no context-specific information to be obtained here; thus
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testing on the pooled data is consistent (it does not lose information), avoids selection bias (X and Y
could be ancestors of R), and uses all available data. Thus, for the valid S0, we will, by this decision
rule, always use the correct test. Formal details are given in Sec. 4.2.

Algorithm 1 Adaptive CD for Discovering Context-Specific Graphs with Endogenous Context
Variables

1: Input: Context indicator R, Samples for X1, ..., XD, XR = R
2: Output: Context-specific graphs GR=r ∀r ∈ {1, ..., nr}
3: for r = 1 to nr do
4: Initialize GR=r as fully connected graph
5: for sepsetsize = 0 to D − 1 do
6: for each j ∈ {1, . . . , D,R} do
7: for each i ∈ Adj(Xj) and S ⊆ Adj(Xj)− {i} with #S = sepsetsize do
8: Test Xi ⊥⊥ Xj |S \R,R = r if R ∈ S, else test Xi ⊥⊥ Xj |S on pooled data
9: if independence is found then

10: Remove edge Xi −Xj from G

11: Orient edges as in PC algorithm
12: return {GR=r | r ∈ {1, ..., nr}}

Discovering context-specific graphs We start by discovering GR=r which, under the assumptions of
Thm. 1, agrees with both the descriptive and the physical graph. For a fixed context value R = r, we
adapt the skeleton phase of the standard PC algorithm (5) to test on the pooled data whenever R is not
in the conditioning set. Whenever R is in the conditioning set, the algorithm tests X ⊥⊥ Y |Z, R = r
instead of X ⊥⊥ Y |Z, R, as described in Algorithm 1.

Obtaining the union graph To obtain the union graph, we combine the information about the
edges in all context-specific graphs as follows: If the edge from X to Y is found in none of the
context-specific graphs, then no edge is added to the union graph. If an edge X → Y was found in
any of the context-specific graphs, then the directed edge is added to the union graph. The resulting
graph may contain both the edge X → Y and the edge X ← Y . See also Sec. D.14.

Scaling properties We study univariate context indicators, but our approach allows multiple indicators.
A discussion on the time complexity of our algorithm for this case can be found in Sec. D.9.

4.2 Theoretical results

Markov properties The Markov property ensures that links that should be removed are removed
from suitable independence relations.

Lemma 4.1. Assume strong context-acyclicity, causal sufficiency, and single-graph-sufficiency. If X
and Y , both X,Y ̸= R, with Y /∈ Ancdescr

R=r(X) (this is not a restriction by context-acyclicity, rather
fixes notation), are not adjacent in Gdescr

R=r, then there is Z ⊆ Adjdescr
R=r(Y ) such that: If Y is neither

part of a directed cycle in the union graph (union cycle) nor a child of R in the union graph (union
child), then (a) X ⊥⊥ Y |Z, otherwise (b) X ⊥⊥ Y |Z,R = r.

Remark 4.1. If either X = R or Y = R, then there is no per-context test available. In this case,
we fall back to the standard result: If X and Y are not adjacent in ACycl(Gunion), then there is
Z ⊆ Adjdescr

R=r(Y ) or Z ⊆ Adjdescr
R=r(X) such that X ⊥⊥ Y |Z (see Sec. D.4).

The full proof can be found in Sec. D.3. The idea is as follows: Case (a) is relatively standard and
follows by a "path-blocking" argument (38). We focus on case (b), proved in three steps:

(i) Assuming single-graph-sufficiency, Gdescr
R=r agrees with the graph that would have been observed

if R had been intervened to r. This graph is, in a standard way, associated to the intervened SCM.
Thus, the usual Markov property holds (21, Prop. 6.31 (p. 105)), and independence in that SCM
is reduced to d-separation in the context-specific graph (see (iii)). (ii) For the cases excluded by
case (a), Padescr

R=r(Y ) ∪ {R} is always a valid d-separating set (D.2). (iii) The intervened model
observed under the noises ηi of the original SCM, has a counterfactual distribution (Sec. D.2) and
by standard results (17, cor. 7.3.2 (p. 229)), the counterfactual independence Xr ⊥⊥ Yr|Zr, Rr = r
implies X ⊥⊥ Y |Z,R = r.
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Faithfulness properties The faithfulness property ensures that links that should remain in the graph,
do remain in the graph and are not erroneously deleted due to ill-suited independence relations.
A probability distribution P is faithful to a DAG G if independence X ⊥⊥P Y |Z with respect to
P implies d-separation X ⊥⊥G Y |Z with respect to G. This means that, if G′ ⊆ G is (strictly)
sparser, then faithfulness to G′ is (strictly) weaker than faithfulness to G. Now, Gdescr

R=r ⊆ Gunion, so
"PM (. . .) is faithful to Gdescr

R=r" is weaker than the standard assumption "PM (. . .) is faithful to Gunion".
Similarly (excluding links involving R), Ḡdescr

R=r is sparser than what one would expect for a graph
of the conditional model (there are no edges induced by selection bias Ḡdescr

R=r), so "PM (. . . |R = r)
is faithful to Ḡdescr

R=r" is also weaker than expected. The hypothesis of the following lemma is thus
unconventional but not particularly strong. This lemma is proved in Sec. D.5.
Lemma 4.2. Given r, assume both PM is faithful to Gdescr

R=r and PM (. . . |R = r) is faithful to Ḡdescr
R=r

(we will refer to this condition as r-faithfulness, or R-faithfulness if it holds for all r). Then:

∃Z s. t.
{

X ⊥⊥ Y |Z or
X,Y ̸= R and X ⊥⊥ Y |Z,R = r

}
⇒ X and Y are not adjacent in Gdescr

R=r.

Soundness of the algorithm The proposed algorithm recovers a meaningful graph. Our algorithm
is (descriptively) sound (Rmk. D.2) but would not be complete without the sufficiency assumptions
introduced in Sec. 3.3. Moreover, the strong- or single-graph-sufficiency makes our algorithm
discover the physical graph soundly.
Theorem 1. Assume causal sufficiency, single-graph-sufficiency, r-faithfulness, and strong context-
acyclicity with minimal union cycles of length≤ 2 (edge-flips). In the oracle case (if there are no finite-
sample errors during independence testing), algorithm 1 recovers the skeleton of Gdescr

R=r = Gphys
R=r.

The detailed proof is in Sec. D.6. Restricting cycles to edge flips is necessary to avoid the problems
discussed in Sec. D.7 and Sec. D.8. Together with the context-acyclicity assumption, it ensures that
all nodes involved in union cycles are union children of R, and thus all edges pointing at union cycles
are tested on context-specific data, avoiding problems with acyclifications (see Rmk. 4.1 and (2)).
The proof itself consists of three parts: (i) Testing all subsets Z ⊆ Adj(Y ) as separating sets finds all
missing links by the Lemma 4.1. This follows from context-sufficiency and the restricted form of
cycles. (ii) The algorithm does test all such subsets Z ⊆ Adj(Y ). Identical to the argument for the
PC algorithm. (iii) We do not remove too many edges. This follows directly from Lemma 4.2.

5 Simulation study

5.1 Experimental setup

Data generation Our data models are created by first randomly generating a linear acyclic SCM with
up to D + 1 nodes (base graph) of the form Xi =

∑D+1
j aijX

j + cjη
j , where i = 1, . . . , D + 1, at

a desired sparsity level s. One of the nodes is randomly selected as the context indicator R. To obtain
categorical context indicators for the ncontexts − 1 context-specific SCMs, thresholding is applied by
taking the ncontexts− 1 quantiles of the continuous values of R, adjusted using a data imbalance factor
b. To generate a context-specific SCM, nchange links of the base graphs are edited sequentially by
selecting a variable randomly (excluding the context indicator), adding, removing, or flipping an edge
to this variable, and ensuring it is a child of R by adding an edge from R to it (and in the case of edge
flips, also to the node at the other end of the edge). These operations lead to a non-linear relationship
between the context indicator and the other variables. We enforce the presence or absence of cycles
in the union graph. The data generation approach is detailed in Sec. E.1.

Evaluated methods We compare our method, named PC-AC (AC is short for "adaptive context"),
to a variant where PC-stable (3) is applied on each context-specific dataset separately by masking,
denoted by PC-M. We expect PC-M to have a higher false positive rate (FPR) due to selection bias
and a lower true positive rate (TPR), as links involving the context indicator cannot be found using
the masked data. We also compare our algorithm to PC-stable applied on the pooled dataset, named
PC-P, which only recovers joint information, i.e., union graphs. We expect PC-P to have a slightly
higher TPR, as it tests all links on all data points. PC-P should not suffer from selection bias; thus,
the FPR of PC-P should be lower than that of PC-M for acyclic union graphs. For cyclic union
graphs, PC-P only finds the acyclification, thus, the FPR should asymptotically remain finite. We
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also compare to a baseline method, named PC-B: For each context, we compute the intersection of
the links found by PC-M and PC-P and then add the links found using PC-P for R. PC-B should
converge asymptotically toward the true graph (see Sec. D.10). However, as PC-B runs more tests
overall, PC-AC should have better finite-sample properties. As we do not control for cycle length,
the performance of PC-AC might be affected by large cycles, as discussed in Sec. D.7 and Sec. D.8.
We obtain union graphs for PC-M and PC-B using the unionization approach from Sec. 4. We also
compare union graphs from two methods testing pooled data: FCI-JCI0 (33; 16) and CD-NOD (40).
We do not compare to other methods that obtain context-specific graphs, as they assume exogenous
context indicators. A fair comparison to our algorithm is hard to realize due to our assumptions and a
lack of available methods suitable to this problem. We compare computational runtimes in App. E.4.

We present results where D + 1 = 8 and density s = 0.4. For all j, ηj ∼ N (0, 1). We draw the
non-zero ai,j randomly from {1.8, 1.5, 1.2,−1.2,−1.5,−1.8}, and set cj = 1 for all j. For the
context indicator R, we set cR = 0.2. We discuss results with and without enforced cycles. For
the configurations without cycles, we apply only the remove operation (see Sec. E.1). The dataset
presented here is balanced in the number of samples for each r, i.e., b = 1. A challenge of our
experimental setup is that non-linear relationships between continuous variables and the categorical
R must be tested (see also App D.11). Non-parametric permutation-based tests for mixed-type
data with non-linear relationships exist (14; 39; 22), but are computationally expensive. Therefore,
we apply a parametric mixed-type data test (36) for most experiments. For a fair comparison, we
run versions of the algorithms with so-called link assumptions, where the adjacencies of R are
either partially or fully known, i.e., we input the (directed) links to or from R (adj. R-all), or
the (directed) links from R to its children (adj. R-ch.), or test without known links (adj. none).
For all tests involving only continuous variables, we use partial correlation. When testing pooled
data, the link from a regressed-out variable might be missing in one of the contexts, but partial
correlation tests should still work, as discussed in Sec. D.12. We show results for "adj. R-ch." and
"adj. none" and postpone results with "adj. R-all" to Sec. E.3. Here, we discuss the TPR and FPR
for the union and context-specific graphs (averaged across contexts) but also evaluate edgemark
precision and recall in Sec. E.3. Error bars are generated using Bootstrap with 200 iterations. We
repeat each experiment 100 times; however, the graph generation is not always successful. We
evaluate how well our method scales, e.g., with different D, s and b in Sec. E.3. The code, based on
causal-learn (41) and Tigramite (26), and details for replication (random seeds) can be found here:
https://github.com/oanaipopescu/adaptive_endogenous_contexts.

5.2 Results

Figure 3: Results for our algorithm PC-AC (adaptive context, our method), PC-M (masking), PC-B
(baseline), and PC-P (pooled) on the setup described in Sec. 5.1. Dotted lines indicate settings where
links from the context indicator R to its children are fixed / known (adj. R-ch.), solid lines indicate
no prior knowledge about links (adj. none). The left panel shows results using a parametric CIT, and
the right panel shows results for the same setting with "adj. none" using a non-parametric CIT.
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The left plot of Fig. 3 shows results for the experimental setup described in Sec. 5.1 without cycles.
For individual contexts, our method outperforms PC-M in terms of FPR for both link assumption
cases. Without any link assumptions, the FPR for both PC-B and PC-AC increases significantly. We
test whether this is due to the CIT problem (Sec. D.11) by using a non-parametric CIT (22). Results
in the right plot of Fig. 3 show that the FPR is significantly lowered for all methods. For PC-M, the
union graph FPR is higher than the context-specific FPR, as the links between context indicator and
system variables cannot be found (as R is a constant) for the individual context graphs. Still, false
positives can appear in the union graph due to selection bias. Our method performs best regarding
TPR and FPR on union and context-specific graphs with context children link assumptions and
without link assumptions. PC-B performs slightly worse due to its finite-sample properties. However,
with fully known context-system links (Fig. 4 in Sec. E.3.1), masking finds more links overall, having
the best TPR but also higher FPR, followed by PC-AC, PC-B, and PC-P. Results for the same setup
as in Sec. 5.1 with enforced cycles in the union graph (Fig. 6 in Sec. E.3.2) show similar behavior of
the TPR and FPR, albeit some differences are less pronounced, possibly since the complexity of the
problem increases. As expected, the FPR for PC-P, which detects only the acyclification, increases.
We observe that for all versions without link assumptions, the FPR increases significantly compared
to the setup without cycles. Larger differences in FPR between PC-M and PC-AC can be seen for
samples up to 2000. Regarding TPR, PC-AC and PC-B perform best for the context-specific graphs,
especially without any link assumptions. Results for the comparison with FCI and CD-NOD for the
union graphs, detailed in Sec. E.3.3, show that our method slightly outperforms CD-NOD, which
assumes acyclicity. Our method outperforms FCI in terms of TPR, but FPR is lower for FCI.

6 Discussion and conclusion

In this work, we have introduced a novel method for causal discovery (CD) of context-specific graphs
and their union in the presence of a (possibly) endogenous context indicator. We propose a simple
modification of the PC algorithm, but our method can be combined with any other constraint-based
CD algorithm. Our approach provides an elegant and efficient solution to the problem of selection
bias. Further, we discuss formally linking context-specific independence (CSI) relations to structural
causal models (SCMs). To this end, we introduce novel graphical objects and assumptions and prove
the soundness of our algorithm. We discuss the theoretical and practical limitations to recovering the
true graphs, e. g. in the presence of large cycles (D.7). Our method has a lower FPR than applying
CD on each context individually, which can suffer from selection bias; it displays better finite-sample
performance than a proposed baseline method. Our method is comparable with CD-NOD (40) and
FCI (29) on the union graphs, but additionally provides context-specific information.

Limitations Our method requires that the context indicator R is observed and chosen appropriately,
as discussed in Sec. 3.2; it can handle some union cycles, but not reliably so for large union cycles (see
Sec. D.8). Without prior knowledge about adjacencies of R, our method has difficulties significantly
outperforming pooled methods and keeping up with the baseline in numerical tests; this is likely due
to the CIT problem discussed in Sec. 5.2, an interpretation supported by a smaller experiment with
a non-parametric CIT (Fig. 3, right panel). We thus believe that the problem can be solved using
appropriate CITs. Finite sample errors incur further propagated errors similar to standard CD; errors
involving links to R additionally lead to a regression to standard CD concerning context-specific
information (see App D.13). In this work, we have assumed causal sufficiency, however, real-world
data often contains hidden confounders.

Future work We have mainly focused on skeleton discovery and omitted a detailed study of
orientation rules. Algorithms such as FCI and CD-NOD already perform well for edge orientations of
the union graph, as small experiments in Sec. E.3.3 indicate. But there also seem to be additional edge
orientations available only by combining per-context information (see Sec. F.1 for an example), a
possibility also mentioned in (10); these orientations can be beyond what can be concluded even with
JCI arguments. In practice, contexts are often assigned by thresholding, so an extension to contexts
given as deterministic functions of observed variables (see Sec. F.2)is of interest. Similar remarks
apply to anomaly detection outputs, defining normal and anomalous contexts. The assumption of
causal sufficiency simplifies the arguments but does not seem strictly necessary; It can likely be
relaxed at work in the future. Finally, our method is, in principle, extendable to the time-series case.
Particularly when allowing for contemporaneous relations of the context indicator, selection bias is a
non-trivial problem for time-series.
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A Delimitation from LDAGs

LDAGS (19; 10) are conceptually closest to our work. We thus delimit our work from LDAGs as
follows: First, we derive a connection from context-specific graphs to SCMs; also for identification
from data, only CSIs are insufficient in our case, a combination of CSIs and independence-statements
on the pooled data is required. Second, LDAGs have been studied only under the assumption of
acyclicity, while we allow for cycles in the union graph. Third, the method of Hyttinen et al. (10) only
accepts categorical variables, while we enable continuous and discrete variables. Fourth, our method
reduces the number of tests compared to Hyttinen et al. (10), as we do not test each CI relation
conditioned on the context. Instead, we adaptively select whether to test on the context-specific
or the pooled data. Finally, we distinguish system variables from the context indicator, whereas in
LDAGs every variable is treated as a potential context indicator. From a theoretical perspective, this is
advantageous, as it increases information content. However, from a practical perspective, the LDAG
approach increases the number of required tests.

B Context variables and F-variables

As described near the end of Sec.3.2, in our case, the context variable is chosen from the set of
variables. This choice is primarily guided the regime-sufficiency assumptions. This allows for a
lot of flexibility: The context variable can be selected from or introduced into the dataset by expert
knowledge or any regime detection algorithm; it simply has to behave like a random variables from
the perspective of the CD-algorithm.

Such flexibility may remind the reader of what Pearl (17) calls F -variables (see below) and while the
relation is very indirect, there is indeed an interesting perspective via F-variables. F-variables are
functional variables (taking values in function spaces) that allow writing any (hard or soft) interven-
tions implicitly: If fY (x) is the mechanism at x, depending on parents x (possibly multivariate), one
can add a parent FY taking a function (e. g. the original fY ) as value, and replace the mechanism
at Y by the evaluation map eval(f, x) := f(x). Since FY can take a value for f that represents an
intervention (e. g. a constant function for a hard intervention) this generalizes interventions. Example
3.1 can indeed be regarded as a kind of soft intervention on Y .

Context variables as such are an orthogonal concept: Given multiple distinct datasets over the same
set of variables, the context injects the information about the specific associations in each dataset to
the analysis by appending a pseudo-variable to the dataset. The value of this pseudo-variable typically
is simply a dataset index. This context could be functional but in general both contexts and functional
nodes co-exist independently of each other.

Now, we are interested in context-specific changes similar to Example 3.1, which (see above) can
be represented as soft interventions, thus as F-variables. This means, we can formally describe
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these as context-variables which are F-variables. This allows a different interpretation of the strong
regime-sufficiency assumption (cf. App.C): It demands, that the context variable belongs to a specific
class of functional nodes, which implement a soft intervention removing some of the parents’ effects
on certain variables.

In comparison to JCI (16), our method reveals not only the position of this context F -variable in the
graph; it also reveals some of the internal structure of some functional nodes (those satisfying the
reformulated strong sufficiency assumption): It additionally uncovers the graphical changes induced
by the implemented soft intervention.

Finally, temporal regimes were an important motivation for our study of context-specific behavior. To
make the connection to non-stationary time series, these can be formulated using context variables.
For the context to be categorical (which we and others assume), the non-stationarity cannot be a drift
etc. but must be driven by a regime change, i.e., there must be temporal regions sharing a model
or context. By finding the contexts in which the time series is stationary and describing the causal
relationships for those stationary parts of the time series, we can describe the non-stationarity system
as a multi-context system.

C Details on sufficiency conditions

Here, we provide details on the three context-sufficiency assumptions discussed in Sec. 3.3 in the
main text. Then, we show that these are indeed hierarchical: Strong context-sufficiency⇒ single-
graph-sufficiency⇒ weak context-sufficiency. Finally, we give examples of when the other direction
is violated.

First, we quickly summarize the problem to solve and the ideas behind the different conditions:
If the observational support given R = r of, say, X , is restricted to a region where a mechanism
fY (X, . . .) is constant in X , then this can make the link from X to Y disappear in independence
testing. Excluding CSIs arising like this requires a way of saying what "constant in a region" means.

The single-graph-sufficiency assumption will capture this requirement on a graphical level. This is
powerful for proofs, but does not provide much in terms of explanation and might be hard to verify
given a specific model. Example 3.1 shows that there clearly is a rather large and intuitive class of
models which look like fY (X,R, . . .) = 1(R)g(X, . . .) + h(. . .). Clearly, one still has to ensure
that g or h are "constant in a region", so that only the indicator function can remove links. The strong
sufficiency condition will capture this intuitive notion, however, we note that this is only one possible
formalization (see Rmk. C.1).

As indicated above, the strong sufficiency condition requires a formal way of saying a map is not
constant on any region. One possible way to do so is to require it to be injective (in every argument,
after fixing other arguments):
Definition C.1. We call an indicator R strongly context-sufficient for an SCM M , if both

(a) the fi are continuous, such that:

(i) If R /∈ Pa(Xi) in the mechanism graph, then fi injective in each argument, after fixing
the other arguments to an arbitrary value.

(ii) If R ∈ Pa(Xi) in the mechanism graph, then fi is of the form

fi(X,X ′, R, ηi) = 1(R ∈ A)× gi(X,X ′, R, ηi) + 1(R /∈ A)× g′i(X,R, ηi),

with A ⊆ XR and gi, g′i injective in each argument, after fixing the other arguments
to an arbitrary value. This could also be generalized to a sum over multiple indicator
functions without changing the results.

(b) for every set of variables V not containing R, the distributions P (V ), P (V |R = r) and
P (V |do(R = r)) have continuous densities.

Remark C.1. The notion of "non-constant on any region" could be formalized differently, for
example through smooth mechanisms and a requirement on gradients. Further, this is not supposed to
be particularly general, but rather to be intuitive. More general conditions to ensure that detected
changes are physical is single-graph-sufficiency or that results are (descriptively) complete is weak
context-sufficiency (see below).
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Example C.1. A model with continuous densities of noise-distributions, and mechanisms depending
on R only through indicator functions and such that for each value R = r the model Mdo(R=r) is
linear, is strongly regime sufficient. This includes Example 3.1.
Definition C.2. We call a context indicator R single-graph-sufficient for an SCM M , if

Gdescr
R=r = Gphys

R=r = GCF
R=r.

with the graphs Gdescr
R=r, G

phys
R=r, G

CF
R=r defined as in Sec. D.1.

Remark C.2. Under this condition, descriptive results can be interpreted as physical mechanism
changes.

The efficiency of the algorithm proposed in Sec. 4 comes from the restriction that context-specific
changes must occur in children of the context R. This requires a weaker condition which we formally
describe as weak regime-sufficiency. In this case, the difficult and interesting question to ask is:
How should the output of the algorithm be interpreted under this assumption? This is discussed in
Rmk. D.2, which can be interpreted as a robustness result: Even when violating the context-sufficiency
conditions, the output of the algorithm is descriptively correct, and, given weak context-sufficiency, it
is still complete.
Definition C.3. We call a context indicator R weakly context-sufficient for an SCM M , if

R /∈ Paunion(Y ) ⇒ Padescr
R=r(Y ) = Paunion(Y ).

Remark C.3. Under this condition, changes may be descriptive only, but the results are complete
(all edge removals are found), see Rmk. D.2.

C.1 Hierarchy of assumptions

Here, we show that above-mentioned assumptions are indeed hierarchical: Strong context-sufficiency
⇒ single-graph-sufficiency⇒ weak context-sufficiency. We will start from Def. C.1. The underlying
idea for requiring (a) is rather direct:
Lemma C.1. If X ∈ Pa(Y ) in G[F ], and fY ∈ F is injective in X after fixing all other arguments,
then given S ⊆ XPa(Y ) with x ̸= x′ ∈ XX and pa− ∈ XPa(Y )−{X} such that (x,pa−), (x′,pa−) ∈
S, then fY |S is non-constant in X .

Proof. fY is injective in X after fixing its other arguments to pa−, thus fY |S is injective in X after
fixing its other arguments to pa−, so (x, pa−) ̸= (x′,pa−) implies fY |S(x, pa−) ̸= fY |S(x′,pa−).

Thus, as long as the support S is never singular, i.e., as long as x ̸= x′ as above exists, restricting to
S does not change the parent sets. The continuous densities required in (b) are an intuitive possibility
to ensure this:
Lemma C.2. If X ∈ Pa(Y ) in G[F ] and a distribution Q is given with Q(X) and Q(Pa(Y ))
possessing continuous densities, then ∃x ̸= x′ ∈ XX and pa− ∈ XPa(Y )−{X} such that
(x,pa−), (x′,pa−) ∈ supp(P (Pa(Y )|R = r)).

Proof. If Q(X) has a continuous density qx, it is not a point measure, thus there are x ̸= x′

with qx(x) ̸= 0 and qx(x
′) ̸= 0. With X ∈ Pa(Y ) and Q(Pa(Y )) possessing a continu-

ous density qpa, we know qx =
∫
Pa(Y )−{X} qpa(pa

−,−)dpa− is the marginalization, so 0 ̸=
qx(x) =

∫
Pa(Y )−{X} qpa(pa

−, x), which implies ∃pa′ with qpa(pa
−, x) ̸= 0. By continuity thus

(x,pa−), (x′,pa−) ∈ supp(P (Pa(Y )|R = r)).

Requiring strong context-sufficiency ensures that the only non-injectivities come from R, such that
after fixing R in Fdo(R=r) and ignoring edges involving R (i. e., using the barred Ḡ versions):

Lemma C.3. If M = (F , U, V ) is strongly context-sufficient and R = r fixed, then the following are
equivalent for X ̸= R ̸= Y :

(i) X ∈ Pa(Y ) in G[Fdo(R=r)]
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(ii) X ∈ Pa(Y ) in Gdescr
R=r[M ]

(iii) X ∈ Pa(Y ) in Gphys
R=r[M ]

(iv) X ∈ Pa(Y ) in GCF
R=r[M ]

Corollary C.1. If M is strongly context-sufficient, then it is single-graph-sufficient.

Proof of the Corollary. By the lemma, Ḡdescr
R=r = Ḡphys

R=r = ḠCF
R=r. The unbarred versions insert the

same links involving R from the union graph, thus also Gdescr
R=r = Gphys

R=r = GCF
R=r. Recall that this is

the definition of single-graph-sufficiency.

Proof of the Lemma. First note that (ii)⇒ (i), (iii)⇒ (i) and (iv)⇒ (i) are trivial (if a restriction of
fi is non-constant in X , then fi is non-constant in X).

Further, fi which do not depend on R are already injective, and fi which depend on R are of the
form fi(X,X ′, R, ηi) = 1(R ∈ A) × gi(X,X ′, R, ηi) + 1(R /∈ A) × g′i(X,R, ηi), such that the
gi, g′i are injective. Thus, depending on the value r of R we fixed, either fi = gi or fi = g′i is in
Fdo(R=r), both of which are injective. So all fi ∈ Fdo(R=r) are injective.

"(i)⇒ (ii)": Apply lemma C.2, to Q = P (V |R = r) (as a distribution over V ), to get ∃x ̸= x′ ∈ XX

and pa− ∈ XPa(Y )−{X} with (x, pa−), (x′,pa−) ∈ S := supp(P (Pa(Y )|R = r)). Thus lemma
C.1 applies to yield fY |S is non-constant in X , thus by definition of Gdescr

R=r[M ], also X ∈ Padescr
R=r(Y ).

"(i)⇒ (iii)": As (i)⇒ (ii) above, but use Q = P (V ) in lemma C.2.

"(i)⇒ (iv)": As (i)⇒ (ii) above, but use Q = P (V |do(R = r)) in lemma C.2.

Next, recall that we had defined R to be (weakly) context-sufficient: if Y is a not a child of R, then
X /∈ Padescr

R=r(Y ) ⇒ X /∈ Paunion(Y ). The reason why this is implied by single-graph-sufficiency
(Gdescr

R=r = Gphys
R=r = GCF

R=r) is that physical changes are caused by R, and thus only happen in children
of R:
Lemma C.4. If Y ̸= R with R /∈ Paunion(Y ), then

Paphys
R=r(Y ) = Paunion(Y ).

Proof. By definition, Gunion[M ] = G[F , PM ] and Gphys
R=r[M ] = G[Fdo(R=r), PM ]. By definition,

F and Fdo(R=r) differ only in fR and (by setting R = r) for fi with R ∈ Paunion(Xi). For Y ,
by hypothesis, neither of these two applies, so the same fY is in F and Fdo(R=r). Since both
graph definitions further use the same support (that of PM ), their parent definitions for Y agree:
Paphys

R=r(Y ) = Paunion(Y ).

Corollary C.2. If M is single-graph-sufficiency (for R), then M is weakly context-sufficient.

Proof. This is a reformulation of the statement of the lemma, i. e. it holds by definition of these
terms.

C.2 Strictness: Examples violating the "backwards-direction"

Part (a) of strong context-sufficiency: The injectivity assumption is e. g. violated in Example 3.2,
if fY is not injective.

Part (b) of strong context-sufficiency: The assumption about distributions seems, especially in
light of Lemma C.2 (which is the only implication of this assumption that is needed), relatively weak.
However, there are some intuitive examples where we observe that it can be easily violated, and why
this is a problem:
Example C.2. Assume a root variable X has a noise term, i.e., mechanism kernel (fX)∗ηX , with
randomness arising (within measurement precision) from a process involving sunlight, e. g., X might
be the photosynthesis rate or the solar power provided. Further, assume that R indicates whether it
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is day or night. Then P (X|R = r) is, for some values of R during the night, singular at a specific
value, violating part (b) of the strong sufficiency assumption.

On the pooled data, this may not pose an issue. However, on the night-time values of R, nothing
will depend on X . This is descriptively correct, but it holds for all children Y of X , irrespective of
whether Y are also children of R. Therefore, R is not even weakly context-sufficient. Our algorithm,
which relies on weak context-sufficiency, may not remove these links.

This kind of problem may be less severe than a violation of part (a) of strong context-sufficiency
because it may be testable beforehand.

Single-graph-sufficient, but not strongly context-sufficient: Part (b), as stated cf. Lemma C.2,
however, can be violated simply by constructing densities with "jumps," which does not interfere
with any of the other conditions. More interesting seem violations of part (a). However, this can also
easily be done because the fi need not be injective, only "sufficiently injective" to be non-constant
on the supports. For example, Y = X2 + ηY is non-injective but is unlikely to be constant (indeed,
this would only happen for P (X) having singular support exactly at two points x0 and −x0, thus
violating part (b)).

Weakly context-sufficient, but not single-graph-sufficient: Say we take Example 3.2 and add a
quantitative dependence of Y on R, e. g., add a term Y = . . .+ γ ×R with γ ̸= 0 to the definition of
Y . Now, R is a cause of Y , turning Y into a child of the context indicator, making the model weakly
context-sufficient. However, fY still depends on T in the support of PM , such that T ∈ Paphys

R=r(Y )

(as before), while (also as before) T /∈ Padescr
R=r(Y ).

In the intuitive sense, weak context-sufficiency means that descriptive changes only occur at mech-
anisms that involve R, but R may, as in the example above, not directly cause the change of the
mechanism.

C.3 Additional assumptions

Definition C.4 (Causal Sufficiency). A set of variables V is causally sufficient relative to an SCM
if, within the model, every common cause of any pair of variables in V is included in V , i.e., there
are no hidden common causes or confounders outside V that affect any pair of variables in V .

Definition C.5 (Weak (Descriptive) Context-Acyclicity). For each context value r of R, the context-
specific graph Gdescr

R=r is weakly (descriptive) context-acyclic if Gdescr
R=r is a DAG, i.e., there are no

directed cycles in any Gdescr
R=r.

Definition C.6 (Strong (Descriptive) Context-Acyclicity). For each context value r of R, the context-
specific graph Gdescr

R=r is strongly (descriptive) context-acyclic if Gdescr
R=r is a DAG, i.e., there are no

directed cycles in any Gdescr
R=r, and, additionally, no cycles involving any ancestors of R, including R

itself, are in Gunion.

D Theoretical properties of the proposed algorithm

Here, we give proofs and additional information concerning the theoretical properties of the algorithm
proposed in Sec. 4.

D.1 Additional graphs

As a systematic overview over the graphical objects introduced in Sec. 3.1, these objects are summa-
rized and compared in Table 1.

The proof of the Markov property in Sec. D.3 will require an additional graphical object, the
counterfactual graph. As it is only needed as formal objects, it is introduced here rather than in the
main text. Furthermore, the proof of the Markov property should be comprehensible without detailed
knowledge of these graphical objects beyond the understanding that there is, in general, more than
one (cf. points (a) and (b) in Sec. 3.2). We advise the reader to first read Sec. D.3, and refer here for
formal details if required.
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Table 1: Comparison of different observable graphs G[M,P ], highlighting their key features and
contexts in relation to system and model.

Observable Graphs G[F , P ]

Symbol Gdescr
R=r Gphys

R=r Gunion

Name Descriptive Physical Union (Standard)
Mechanisms F F or Fdo Fdo F

Observational Support P PM (. . . |R = r) PM (. . .) PM (. . .)
Captured Information Directly Observed Altered Mechanisms Union Model

Context-Specific (R-dependent) Yes Yes No
Edge Sets Active in Context r ⊆ Present in Context r ⊆ In Any Context

The counterfactual graph, defined as follows:

GCF
R=r[M ] := G[FM

do(R=r), PM (V |do(R = r))] = Gunion[Mdo(R=r)]

The counterfactual graph describes relations that we would have observed had R been set to r under
the same noises. Refer to Sec. D.2 for a more detailed discussion.
Remark D.1. This should not be confused with what is sometimes called the "intervened" or
"amputated" graph Gdo(R)[M ]; this is obtained from Gunion[M ] by removing edges pointing into R.
Generally Gdo(R)[M ] ̸= G[FM

do(R=r), PM (V |do(R = r))], even for edges not involving R. This is
because the support of PM (V |do(R = r)) may be different (potentially even larger) than for PM .

D.2 Connection to counterfactuals

The definition of the intervened model in Sec. 3 is the SCM Mdo(A=g) := (V ′, U, Fdo(A=g)) with U
distributed according to Pη of M . At a per-sample level, i.e., drawing a value η⃗ from Pη and running it
through both M and Mdo(R=r) to obtain Xi(η⃗) and (Xi)r(η⃗) yields exactly the definition of potential
responses given in (17, Def. 7.1.4 (p. 204)). Often, the joint distribution P (Xi, (Xi)r) (induced from
Pη by the procedure described above) is of interest. This would mean counterfactually observing
both M and Mdo(R=r) at the same time. Here we only need Xi or (Xi)r variables separately, so
the "distribution-level" observables (defining M and Mdo(R=r) on the same Pη , but not on the same
realizations η⃗) suffice.

From the definition of Xi(η⃗) and (Xi)r(η⃗) the consistency property defined in (17, cor. 7.3.2 (p. 229))
is relatively easy to see: If, for a particular η⃗, one obtains R(η⃗) = r from M , then solving the
equations of Mdo(R=r) yields the same result (they only replace the equation for R(η⃗) by Rr = r,
which for this η⃗ makes no difference). So P ((Xi)r|Rr = r) = P (Xi|R = r).

D.3 Proof of the Markov property

Lemma D.1. Given an SCM M and its visible graph G = Gunion[M ], conditional σ-separation
(d-separation if G is a DAG) with respect to G implies conditional independence in PM .

Proof. The visible graph Gunion[M ] is the causal graph in the standard sense, i. e. G[Fmin] with a
suitably minimal set of mechanisms (see Sec. 3.1). So the standard results (21, Prop. 6.31 (p. 105))
(for cyclic graphs see e. g. (2) and Sec. D.4) apply to relate σ-separation (d-separation if G is a DAG)
to independence.

Lemma 4.1. Assuming strong context-acyclicity, causal sufficiency and single-graph-sufficiency.
If X and Y , both X,Y ̸= R, with Y /∈ Ancdescr

R=r(X) are not adjacent in Gdescr
R=r, then there is Z ⊆

Adjdescr
R=r(Y ) such that: If Y is neither part of a directed cycle in the union graph (union cycle) nor a

child of R in the union graph (union child), then (a) X ⊥⊥ Y |Z, otherwise (b) X ⊥⊥ Y |Z,R = r.

Proof of lemma 4.1. We distinguish the cases corresponding to (a) and (b):

Case (a) [(i) Y is not part of a directed union cycle and (ii) R is not a parent of Y ]:
Single-graph-sufficiency implies context regime-sufficiency (cor. C.2). Y /∈ Ancdescr

R=r(X) (by hypoth-
esis) and (i) Y is not part of a directed union cycle imply Y /∈ Paunion(X). Thus, if there is a link
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between X and Y in the union graph, then it is oriented as X → Y . By weak context-sufficiency,
and (ii) R is not a parent of Y this is excluded. So X and Y are also not adjacent in the union graph.

Since (i) Y is not part of a directed cycle in Gunion, a standard path-blocking argument (lemma
Sec. D.2) works to show Z = Paunion(Y ) in Gunion σ-separates X and Y . With Gunion[M ] =
Gunion[M ] being a causal graph in the standard sense (lemma D.1), σ-separation in Gunion implies
X ⊥⊥ Y |Z.

Case (b): W. l. o. g., (∗) Y /∈ Ancunion(R), otherwise we are in case 1, because if Y were an ancestor
of R, neither (i) could Y be part of a directed cycle by strong context-acyclicity nor (ii) could R be a
parent, thus ancestor, of Y , also by strong context-acyclicity.

Define Z ′ = Padescr
R=r(Y ) ∪ {R}. Using a standard path-blocking argument, this time in GCF

R=r works:
Lemma D.2, is applicable with Z ′, showing it d-separates X from Y , because Z ′∩Descunion(Y ) = ∅,
as R is not a union-descendant of Y by (∗), and GCF

R=r = Gdescr
R=r is a DAG (by weak context-acyclicity)

so parents of Y are also not descendants.

Other than Gdescr
R=r, the counterfactual graph GCF

R=r = Gunion[Mdo(R=r)] is a causal graph in the
standard sense (lemma D.1) of the SCM Mdo(R=r). Thus d-separation on the DAG GCF

R=r implies
independence Xr ⊥⊥ Yr|Z ′

r, writing Vr for a variable that would have been observed in Mdo(R=r)

under the same exogenous noises as in M . This notation is justified because their distributions are
potential responses in the sense of (17, Def. 7.1.4 (p. 204)) (see Sec. D.2).

By definition R ∈ Z ′, so we can rewrite this as Z ′ = Z ∪ {R} with R /∈ Z. Now this reads
Xr ⊥⊥ Yr|Zr, Rr. Generally, P (Xr|R = r′) is not identifiable, however, if r = r′ it is simply
P (X|R = r) by the consistency property of potential responses (17, cor. 7.3.2 (p. 229)) (intuitively,
under conditions which lead to R = r anyway, if we had intervened to set R = r, that would not
have resulted in any changes in the values of the other variables, and therefore, the conditional
independencies). Thus

Xr ⊥⊥ Yr|Zr, Rr ⇒ Xr ⊥⊥ Yr|Zr, Rr = r ⇒ X ⊥⊥ Y |Z,R = r.

D.4 Path blocking

We use the definitions of σ-separation (2, A.16) and the induced Markov property (note that in the
reference Markov property refers to σ-separation implying independence, while our definition refers
to non-adjacency implying independence or CSI) (2, A.21). The following path-blocking argument is
rather standard (see e. g. (38)), however, we formulate the hypothesis slightly different for ease of
application.

Lemma D.2. Given a directed graph G and the non-adjacent (in G) nodes X,Y with Y /∈ AncG(X),
and Y not part of a directed cycle, then any Z with PaG(Y ) ⊆ Z and Z∩DescG(Y ) = ∅ d-separates
and σ-separates X from Y in G.

Proof. Let γ be an arbitrary path from X to Y in G. If the last node Wn along γ before reaching Y
itself is in Z, then γ is blocked, because the last edge is then the edge Wn → Y from a parent Wn to
Y pointing at Y , such that Wn is not a collider along γ. Thus γ is blocked in the d-separation sense,
but Wn also points at Y along γ with Y in a different strongly connected component as Wn (because
Y is not part of a directed cycle, its strongly connected component is sc(Y ) = {Y }), so it is also
blocked in the σ-separation sense.

Otherwise (if the last node Wn /∈ Z), Wn must be a child of Y , and γ ends as γ = [X . . .Wn ← Y ].
Since Y /∈ AncG(X), the edges along γ cannot all point towards X . Let Wk be the node to the right
of the last (closest to Y ) arrow pointing to the right γ = [X . . . → Wk ← . . .← Y ], then Wk is a
collider along γ.

But the part of γ between Wk and Y is a directed path from Y to Wk (because Wk was chosen
after the last arrow pointing to the right), so Wk ∈ DescG(Y ) and so are all descendants of Wk,
DescG(Wk) ⊆ DescG(Y ). Thus, DescG(Wk) ∩ Z = ∅ and γ is blocked both in the d-separation
and σ-separation sense.
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D.5 Proof of the Faithfulness statement

The hypothesis of the following lemma is motivated in the main text in Sec. 4.2.

Lemma 4.2. Given r, assume both PM is faithful to Gdescr
R=r and PM (. . . |R = r) is faithful to Ḡdescr

R=r.
Then:

∃Z s. t.
{

X ⊥⊥ Y |Z or
X,Y ̸= R and X ⊥⊥ Y |Z,R = r

}
⇒ X and Y are not adjacent in Gdescr

R=r

We will refer to this condition as r-faithfulness, or R-faithfulness if it holds for all r.

Proof. The statement is symmetric under exchange of X and Y , so it is enough to show X /∈
Padescr

R=r(Y ). We do so by contradiction: Assume X ∈ Padescr
R=r(Y ) and let Z be arbitrary. Z can never

block the direct path X → Y , so they are never d-separated X ⊥̸⊥ Gdescr
R=r

Y |Z. By (the contra-position
of) the faithfulness assumptions, X ⊥̸⊥ PY |Z and if X,Y ̸= R also X ⊥̸⊥ PY |Z,R = r (the second
statement is by definition the same as X ⊥̸⊥ P (...|R=r)Y |Z).

D.6 Proof of Soundness of the algorithm

Thm. 1. Assume causal sufficiency, single-graph-sufficiency, r-faithfulness and strong context-
acyclicity with minimal union cycles of length ≤ 2 (edge-flips). In the oracle case (if there are no
finite-sample errors during independence testing), the algorithm recovers Gdescr

R=r = Gphys
R=r.

Proof. (i) We show: If X and Y are not adjacent in Gdescr
R=r, w. l. o. g. by weak context-acyclicity,

Y /∈ Ancdescr
R=r(X), then an algorithm deletes the edge between X and Y if it tests all subsets

Z ⊆ Adjdescr
R=r(Y ), on context-specific data if R ∈ Z, on the pooled data otherwise.

Since each Gdescr
R=r is acyclic, at least one of the edges in a cycle must vanish for each context. Because

each edge must appear in at least one context to appear in Gunion, for a cycle of length ≤ 2, each
directed edge in the cycle must vanish in some context. Thus, already by weak context-sufficiency
(implied by the hypothesis, Cor. C.2), all (i. e. both) nodes in the cycle are (union-)children of
R. Thus, under the restriction to "small" cycles in the hypothesis, part (a) of the Markov property
(Lemma 4.1) applies if R is not a parent of Y .

If part (a) applies for a Z with R ∈ Z, then writing Z ′ := Z − {R} by X ⊥⊥ Y |Z ′, R ⇒ ∀r
X ⊥⊥ Y |Z ′, R = r, and the tests we do suffice to delete the link. If part (a) does not apply, then (see
above) R is a parent of Y . Further, at least one of (a) or (b) applies, so (b) applies. With R a parent
of (thus adjacent to) Y , we test (b).

(ii) We show: The proposed algorithm runs at least all tests required for (i).

The PC-algorithm (and its derivatives like PC-stable or conservative PC) tests for a link X − Y in an
efficient way, i.e., at least all conditional independencies X ⊥⊥ Y |Z with Z ⊆ PaX or Z ⊆ PaY
and deletes an edge (starting from the fully connected graph) if this independence cannot be rejected.
By the same argument, our proposed algorithm tests at least all the conditioning sets required for (i).

(iii) We show: If X and Y are adjacent in Gdescr
R=r, then the edge between X and Y remains in the

graph.

By faithfulness (Lemma 4.2), whenever we find a such an independence, the edge is not in Gdescr
R=r,

i. e. irrespective of which (context-specific) independence tests we actually perform, we never delete
an edge that is in Gdescr

R=r.

Remark D.2. Using the argument of (23, Sec. 4) one can supplement the result of Thm. 1 showing
robustness against assumption-violations:
Replacing the assumption of "single-graph-sufficient" by "weakly context-sufficient", the algorithm
still recovers all descriptive information Gdescr

R=r.
Irrespective of any context-sufficiency assumptions, the algorithm recovers a graph Gdetect

R=r with
Gdescr

R=r ⊆ Gdetect
R=r ⊆ Gphys

R=r, i. e. all edge removals are descriptively correct, and at least all physically
changing links are removed.
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Proof. The arguments in (i) for showing that we only have to test on context-specific data if R is
adjacent still apply (they only use weak context-sufficiency). Further, by weak context-acyclicity
together with strong context-acyclicity, links that are in the Gunion but not in Gdescr

R=r are never between
two ancestors of R in the union graph (union-ancestors). So by the Markov property (23, Prop. 4.3),
also the remainder of (i) still works. Part (ii) is still as in the standard PC-case. Part (iii) still works,
because our faithfulness result (Lemma 4.2) is already sufficiently general.

D.7 Large cycles

In this section, we discuss how large cycles, which involve more than two edges, i. e. not arising
directly from an edge flip, can lead to problems, as exemplified below. However, this problem may
not occur directly as discussed in Sec. D.8).

Context R = 0: A valid separating set for X and Y is {W5} (the only parent of Y ), so X ⊥⊥
Y |W5, R = 0. But R is not adjacent to Y (in the union-graph, see below), so this would not be tested
by our algorithm (however, see Sec. D.8 for a discussion): Candidates for separating sets are the
subsets of adjacencies, and context-specific tests are only considered if R is in the candidate set.

W0

W1

X

W3

W4

W5

Y

W7

Z

Z ′

Context R = 1: A valid separating set for X and Y is {W1} (the only parent of X), so X ⊥⊥
Y |W1, R = 1. But R is not adjacent (see Sec. D.8 however) to X , so this would not be tested by our
algorithm.

W0

W1

X

W3

W4

W5

Y

W7

Z

Z ′
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Ground-truth labeled union graph Note: σ-separation implies d-separation. So it is enough to
exclude d-separation.

Evidently the empty set is not a separating set X ⊥̸⊥ Y . The parents of either X or Y would only
work in one context, in the other they become dependent, so X ⊥̸⊥ Y |W5 and X ⊥̸⊥ Y |W1 on the
pooled data. For this simple example (without Z, Z ′), it seems like conditioning on all adjacencies
could work. However, this would lead to other problems. For example, with the additional variable Z
conditioning on Adj(X) = {W1,W3} would open the path [X →W3 ← Z →W4 →W5 → Y ] in
context R = 0. (Similar for Y and Z ′.)

W0

1

W1

X

W3

W4

0

W5

Y

W7

R

Z

Z ′

D.8 Union cycles involving context children

There is another problem with larger union cycles: Links from R to a union cycle cannot be tested
using context-specific data (because links involving R cannot be tested for R = r, as R is in that case
a constant), but tests performed on the pooled data will only delete edges not in the acyclification of
the union graph. Thus, if there is a child of R in a union cycle – which is always the case given weak
context-acyclicity and weak context-sufficiency – then the edges from R to all nodes in the cycle
cannot be deleted. Thus, R will always point at (be adjacent to, for skeleton discovery) all nodes in a
union cycle, irrespective of whether or not they are children of R in the ground truth.

While this is a problem in itself, it seemingly removes the problem of Sec. D.7, so one might be
inclined to claim soundness for larger cycles. While this is not entirely wrong, we strongly advise
against it, for the following reasons:

(i) Adding correct constraints (e. g. from expert knowledge) about missing edges from R to
system nodes could break the output.

(ii) In practise (on final data) error-propagation behavior is poor.
(iii) Large cycles can be treated consistently (if they are likely to occur) with the intersection

graph method described in Sec. D.10, at the cost of requiring more tests and therefore
generally worse finite-sample performance.

It might be possible that (iii) can be used "sparingly": One may observe that the above problem
should leave a suspicious trace in discovered graphs: There should be many edges from R to the
region of the graph containing the cycle, and all nodes in this region not adjacent to R should be
heavily interconnected (because they are not tested on context-specific data, so only the acyclification
is found). Thus encountering such a structure may be an indication to test the edges of this region
again using the intersection graph method.

D.9 Complexity

Pairwise tests are always run on the pool in our algorithm, and all context-specific test are "localized"
to near the indicator. This means, our algorithm scales like standard PC for increasing variable
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count but fixed context-variable count. But also for large (or increasing) context-variable count only
the possible values of context-variables "nearby" are taken into account as context, leading to an
(approximately) linear scaling: The precise number of tests in each iteration of our algorithm depends
on the number of links remaining after the previous iteration and is thus difficult to estimate precisely.
However, on finite data, dependencies are typically only detectable for a finite number H of hops
along a true causal path. Given that the union graph has a finite graph degree DG, each variable
is found dependent (is within H hops) of a finite number β ≤ β0(DG, H) of other nodes (upper
bounded by a function of graph degree DG and maximum number of hops H independent of the
number of context variables K and the total number of variables D, i. e. β0 = OK,D(1)). Every
variable is thus after the pairwise tests (pairwise testing is always done on the pool) adjacent to less
than β0 other variables. We assume2 that the density K/D of indicators is small compared to β0

and each indicator takes at most C = OK,D(1) many different values. Then on average there are
n ≤ β0 × K/D × C many context-specific tests for each variable. Running up to n CSI tests on
average on all D variables leads thus to less than β0 ×K × C many CSI tests on average, so our
algorithm is O(K) on average. Under the assumption that K/D is fixed as D increases (the density of
context variables in the graph is constant), the algorithm is O(D2) as is standard PC (the D2 comes
from the number of pairwise tests growing faster than the CSI-count).

In comparison, a masking or intersection graph approach, as described in Sec. D.10 has to run all
tests for each combination of indicator values, thus scales O(exp(K)), as each indicator can take at
least two values, i.e., there are at least 2K combinations. Thus, our method could scale comparatively
well to a larger setups involving many variables and context indicators.

D.10 Baseline method / intersection graph

From the perspective that information in causal graphs is in the missing links, one would expect that
running causal discovery once on the masked / context-specific data (all data points with R = r) to
obtain Ḡmask

R=r (containing edges from selection bias; we exclude R from the graph, as it is a constant)
and once on the pooled data (all data points) to obtain Gpool (which in the case of an acyclic union
graph is not the union graph) one should find all necessary information. Thus, we would expect
that the intersection graph obtained by intersecting the obtained sets of edges returns the correct
context-specific graphs. Indeed we now also have the theory in place to verify this:

Lemma D.3. The intersection of the edges obtained from the pooled and masked results yield the
correct descriptive graph:

Ḡmask
R=r ∩ Ḡpool = Ḡdescr

R=r.

Proof. This follows directly from the Markov property (Lemma 4.1) and faithfulness (Lemma
4.2), even if one only tests Z in adjacencies in the respective discovery algorithms (because both
Adjmask

R=r(Y ) ⊇ Adjdescr
R=r(Y ) and Adjpool(Y ) ⊇ Adjdescr

R=r(Y )).

Remark D.3. Generally, the information argument about Ḡmask
R=r ∩ Ḡpool works as is, but our results

show that this has indeed a meaningful connection to the SCM.

This approach even avoids the problems of Sec. D.7. However, it has some severe disadvantages on
finite data: Both discovered graphs are individually less sparse than Ḡdescr

R=r, and thus more CITs are
necessary (and especially more CITs with large separating sets, which are particularly problematic
for both precision and runtime). Furthermore, all tests are executed once on the pooled data for Gpool

and once on the masked data Ḡmask
R=r. Thus, twice as many tests would be necessary, even without

the lack of sparsity. With multiple context indicators, the intersection graph approach would scale
exponentially while our method scales linearly, as discussed in Sec. D.9.

We use this approach as a baseline to validate the finite-sample properties of our algorithms. We also
discuss how to use the intersection graph approach when large cycles may exist in the union graph in
Sec. D.8. While large cycles can possibly pose problems for our method, combining our approach
with the intersection graph method could yield the correct result in a more efficient way than only
using the intersection graph approach.

2Then within the β many adjacencies there is typically at most one indicator; generally we could replace C
by Cβ0 , as there are at most β0 many adjacent indicators with at most Cβ0 many combinations of values, which
is still OK,D(1).
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D.11 Difficulty of detecting context-system links

Testing R ⊥⊥ Y is not only difficult due to non-linearities, but also due to the following problems:
We focus on the case where R is binary for the example Y = 1(R)×X + ηY , and X = ηX with
both ηX , ηY ∼ N (0, 1) standard normal. Here Y ⊥̸⊥ R (with the empty conditioning set). This is
essentially a two-sample test, i. e., we are asking if P (Y |R = 0) ̸= P (Y |R = 1). This difference
is only visible in variance (higher moments) and not in mean value. P (Y |R = 0) is simply ηY
and thus standard-normal N (0, 1), while P (Y |R = 1) is the sum of two independent standard-
normal distributed variables (ηX + ηY ), so it is N (0, σ2 = 2). Many independence measures like
correlation or generalized covariance measure (31) are insensitive to changes in higher moments
only (e. g., testing the correlation of R and Y checks for the non-zero slope of the linear fit through
(0, E[Y |R = 0]) and (1, E[Y |R = 1])). Mutual information or distance correlation based tests can
gain power against this alternative. Generally, using parametric tests for this scenario (even simple
workarounds like testing correlation on squared or absolute values) should also be possible and might
provide better power. Some care should be taken (31, Example 1) to formulate the model-class we
actually want to test on, as we also have to be able to account for the synergistic (the model is not
additive in X and R) dependence on R.

D.12 A remark on CIT with regression

Conditional independence testing often relies on regressing out conditions and testing on residuals
(e. g. partial correlation). This is usually justified for causal discovery roughly as follows: Only the
"true" adjustment set has to work – "erroneous" independence is assumed impossible by faithfulness
– and only if X and Y are "truly" non-adjacent. The "true" adjustment-set for X,Y is w. l. o. g.
Z = Pa(Y ), with P (Y |Z) = P (Y |do(Z)), so the regression function approximates the structural
fY which exists and is well-defined as a mapping (in particular single-valued); so for additive noise
models testing on residuals should work.

One might, at first glance, consider that this may fail to hold if some links from Z to Y are context-
dependent (thus multi-valued). However, this is not the case: If a link from Z to Y vanishes by a
change of mechanism, then R ∈ Z = Pa(Y ) and the multi-variate fY is not multi-valued (on its
multi-dimensional input). If a link from Z to Y vanishes by moving out of the observational support,
the previous argument still works, i.e., fY does not change.

Moreover, if the per-context system (dependencies on variables ̸= R after fixing R = r) is additive
(e. g. linear), then the fit can be done additively because, again, if a link from Z to Y vanishes by
a change of mechanism, then R ∈ Z = Pa(Y ). Since our method tests on data with R = r only,
it learns a consistent restriction of the multi-variate fY where it is additive. For example, if ∀r :
Mdo(R=r) is linear with Gaussian noise, then conditional independence between two variables X,Y ,
both ̸= R, can be tested by partial correlation, and the method remains consistent.

D.13 A Remark on Error Propagation

Errors involving links to R affect the performance of the algorithm as follows:

For false negatives (a link involving R is not found), no CSI is tested, and thus it does not find
additional context specific information, but it also does not incur further errors beyond those inherent
to PC.

In the presence of false positives (a link involving R is detected to a non-adjacent Y ), our method –
like PC – executes more tests than strictly necessary, because more adjacencies are available. If R is
erroneously found as adjacent, and is added to the conditioning set, in our case the tests will be run as
CSI (for R = r), i.e., using the context-specific samples only. This can lead to testing on a reduced
sample size resulting in further finite sample effects. It should not induce selection bias, because we
only have to find (at least) one valid separating set, but if R is non-adjacent such a separating set, not
containing R, exists, still allowing to correctly delete the link.

D.14 Labeled union graphs

Knowing Gdescr
R=r for all r, we can also construct a labeled union-graph similar to LDAGs (or more

precisely – context-specific LDAGs (19, Def. 8)). This follows the philosophy that one obtains strictly
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more information than just the union graph, and wants to represent this information as an extension
of the union graph rather than in separate graphs.

There are two viewpoints on how to symbolize multiple graphs in one: The information in the graph
(about factorization of the distribution) is in the missing links, hence, link labels indicate when they
"disappear" (stratified graphs and LDAGs follow this convention) – or the edges represent mechanism
relationships of the underlying SCM and labels represent when mechanisms are "active." The second
option seems more straightforward to read (from a causal model perspective), so we follow this
convention below:

• If there is an edge X → Y in Gdescr
R=r for all r, insert an (unlabeled) edge X → Y into the

labeled union graph.

• If there is never an edge X → Y in Gdescr
R=r for any r, than there is no edge from X to Y in

the labeled union graph.

• If there is an edge X → Y for r ∈ R, and no edge for r /∈ R, with R ≠ ∅ a proper
(i. e. not equal to) subset of the values taken by R, then add an edge labeled by R, e. g.

X
{r0,r1,r5}−−−−−−→ Y , to the labeled union graph.

E Further details on the simulation study

Here, we describe the data generation approach for the numerical experiments in detail. Moreover, we
present further results which aim to explore the robustness of our method under different scenarios.

E.1 Data generation

We generate the simulation data using SCMs. We start by constructing what we will call the base
SCM / graph, a linear SCM with up to D+ 1 nodes, and with acyclic (mechanism) graph, of the form

Xi = fi(Pa(Xi)) + ciηi (1)

where i = 1, . . . , D + 1, Pa(Xi) are the parents of Xi, cj are constants, and ηj are exogenous noise
terms. The function fi(Pa(Xi)) is defined as:

fi(Pa(Xi)) =
∑

Xj∈Pa(Xi)

aijXj . (2)

We use a desired sparsity level s ≤ 1, which leads to the number of total links L (non-zero coefficients
aij) to be found as the fraction s of the total possible number of links D(D + 1):

L = s ·D(D + 1) (3)

As a next step, we select a variable to become the context indicator R. To this end, we randomly
select an index k ∈ {1, ..., D + 1}. Then, we assign the variable Xk as the context indicator, i.e.,
R = Xk. For example, if k = 2, then R = X2.

As discussed in Sec. 3, R is a categorical variable that indicates which of the ncontexts context-
specific SCMs the respective sample belongs to. Thus, we must generate categorical values from
the continuous values of Xk. To achieve this, we define ncontexts − 1 quantiles {q1, . . . , qncontexts−1} as
linearly spaced values between 0 and 1. These quantiles are then adjusted using a balance factor b to
compute the final quantiles as {qb1, . . . , qbncontexts−1}. The balance factor b affects the distribution of
data points across contexts:

• If b = 1, the data points are balanced across contexts.

• If b < 1, the balance tips towards the left tail of the distribution.

• If b > 1, the balance tips towards the right tail of the distribution.
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Using the adjusted quantiles, we compute the values for R as follows:

R =


1 if Xk < qb1
2 if qb1 ≤ Xk < qb2
...

...
ncontexts if Xk ≥ qbncontexts−1

Thus, the continuous variable Xk is converted into a categorical variable R indicating the context
based on the thresholds defined by the adjusted quantiles. This results in R having a non-linear
relationship to all other variables.

Using R, we can now proceed to generate context-specific SCMs which have nchange changed links
compared to the base graph. For this, we edit the base graph sequentially using the allowed operation
set Sops, as follows:

1. Randomly select a variable Xc (excluding R),

2. Randomly select an operation from the set Sops,

3. Apply the change to the graph:

• Add an Edge: Add an edge from Xc to another randomly selected variable Xc′ , if an
edge between Xc and Xc′ does not already exist.

• Remove an Edge: Remove an existing edge from Xc to a randomly selected adjacent
variable Xc′ .

• Flip (Reverse) an Edge: Reverse an existing edge from Xc to a randomly selected
adjacent variable Xc′ , making Xc′ the parent of Xc.

4. Add a link from R to Xc′ . If the selected operation is flip, then add a link from R to Xc and
Xc′ .

We note that performing the selected operation on the randomly selected node is not always possible.
For example, the node might not have any edges to remove, or adding an edge would lead to the
graph being cyclic. We, therefore, check for possible inconsistencies and repeat the process several
times (in the case of the experiments presented here, 10 times). If an accepted graph is not obtained
after these repetitions, we interrupt the process and continue with a new base graph. Therefore, not
all repetitions of an experiment may be successful.

As described in Sec. 5.2, we can either enforce cycles between the context-specific graphs (and thus,
cycles in the union graph) or we do not allow them for a specific configuration. If the configuration
must contain cycles, for each proposed edit operation, we check whether doing this operation would
result in cycles and accept it if so. Otherwise, we reject the operation and start a new trial. This also
leads to some repetitions of an experiment not being successful. We mention that we do not enforce a
specific cycle length.

Once a context-specific SCM is created, we generate the data according to this SCM. For each
variable Xi in the context-specific SCM, we determine its value based on its parents and the structural
equations of the SCM. Formally, for a variable Xi with context-specific parents for context R = r,
PaR=r(Xi), its value is generated as:

Xi = fi(PaR=r(Xi)) + ciηi

where fi is defined as in Equation 2. By following this process, we ensure that each variable affected
by the context is generated according to the modified SCM, incorporating the context-specific changes
introduced during the editing phase.

E.2 Failed attempts

As mentioned in Sec. 5.2, we repeat each experiment 100 times. However, as discussed above, due to
the random data-generating process described above, not all graph generation trials are successful.
The accompanying ’failed.txt’ file in the .zip file reports how many graph generation trials have failed
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for each configuration. Here, we mention that, for the results presented in Sec. 5.2, 10 trials have
failed. We also report the number of failed trials in the following subsections which present additional
results.

E.3 Further results

We now present results for further configurations, which vary D, s and b, as well as detailed
discussions of the experiments mentioned in the main paper. All results were obtained by conducting
trials in parallel across a cluster of 116 CPU nodes, each equipped with 2x Intel Xeon Platinum 8260
processors. The supplementary .zip file contains the original code used for running the experiments
on the cluster. Additionally, we provide an option to run the experiments in sequential mode.

E.3.1 Further results for the configuration in Sec. 5.2

Figure 4: TPR and FPR results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2 without cycles in the union graph,
where all links to R are known (adj.R-all) for the methods PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B (baseline),
PC-M (masked data) and PC-P (pooled data). Results for the union graph are presented in the row
above, and results for the context-specific graphs averaged over contexts are presented in the row
below.

Results with context-system link assumptions Fig. 4 presents the results from the setup presented
in Sec. 5.1 without cycles where all links to and from R are known. Knowing these links significantly
improves the TPR for all methods. Notably, PC-M has the highest TPR and FPR, indicating that
only knowing about the context-system links in the endogenous context indicator setting does not
suffice for PC-M to discover the correct graphs. The FPR is generally lower for the other methods,
indicating fewer false discoveries due to the reduced uncertainty about context-system connections.
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Figure 5: Edgemark precision (prec.) and recall (rec.) results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2
without cycles in the union graph, where either all links to R are known (adj. R-all, dotted line), only
the children of R are known (adj. R-ch, interrupted line) or no links are known (adj. none, straight
line). Here, we present results for the followinf methods: PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B (baseline),
PC-M (PC with masking) and PC-P (PC on pooled data). Results for the union graph are presented in
the row above, and results for the context-specific graphs, averaged over contexts, are presented in
the row below.

Edgemark precision and recall Fig. 5 shows the precision and recall values for both the union
and the context-specific graphs (averaged over contexts) for PC-AC, PC-M, and PC-B and the union
graphs for PC-P for the different link assumptions. On the context-specific graphs, we observe
that assuming all links to and from the context indicator are found (adj. R-all), PC-AC has the
lowest precision, i.e., lower risk of falsely oriented edges, and highest recall, i.e., finding the correct
orientations, followed PC-B. For the other link assumption cases, our method outperforms all other
methods for the context-specific graphs. For the union graph, PC-P scores best, likely because it finds
the most links in the union case, followed by our method. PC-M scores last.

E.3.2 Cycles

Fig. 6 presents results for the experimental setup as described on Sec. 5.2 with the difference that
cycles between the context-specific graphs are enforced here. For this experiment, a total of 29 trials
have failed (see Sec. E.2). From the total of 71 samples, 69 samples have cycle length 2, and 2 samples
have cycle length 3. We observe similar behavior of the TPR and FPR for the non-cyclic results
presented in Sec. 5.2. However, some differences are less pronounced, possibly due to the increasing
complexity of the problem. As expected, the FPR for PC-P, which only detects the aycyclification,
increases. We observe that for all versions without link assumptions, the FPR increases significantly
compared to the setup without cycles. The largest differences in FPR between PC-M and PC-AC are
for a smaller number of samples, up to 2000. For 3000 samples, the FPR of PC-M is lower than the
FPR of PC-AC, possibly due to overall fewer links being tested compared to PC-AC: Since PC-AC
also finds context-system links, it tests more adjacent pairs and possibly finds more links. However,
in terms of TPR, PC-AC, and PC-B perform best for the context-specific graphs, especially without
any link assumptions.
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Figure 6: TPR and FPR results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2 where cycles in the union graph
are enforced. Here, we present results where all links to R are known (adj.R-all, dotted line), links
to children of R are known (adj. R-c., interrupted line) or without any link assumptions (adj. none,
straight line) for the methods PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B (baseline), PC-M (PC with masking) and
PC-P (PC on pooled data). Results for the union graph are presented in the row above, and results for
the context-specific graphs, averaged over contexts, are presented in the row below.

E.3.3 Comparison with FCI-JCI0 and CD-NOD

Figure 7: TPR and FPR results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2 without cycles in the union graph
(left plot) and with enforced cycles in the union graph (right plot). Here, we present results where all
links to R are known (adj.R-all), for the methods PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B (baseline), PC-M
(masked data) and PC-P (pooled data), FCI-JCI0 (FCI) and CD-NOD. Results for the union graph.

Skeleton discovery As mentioned in Sec. 5.2, we compare the results of our algorithm for the
discovery of the union graph to the Fast Causal Inference (FCI) algorithm (33), discussed as JCI-FCI0
in Mooij et al. (16). We apply JCI-FCI0, which does not assume exogenous context variables (we
name it only FCI from now on) for the multi-context setup, and CD-NOD (40), a causal discovery
algorithm for heterogeneous data, which assumes exogenous context variables. Both algorithms are
applied to the pooled datasets. We use the causal-learn implementation (41) for both algorithms.
Since, for the available implementation, it is not possible to introduce link assumptions from the
beginning of the discovery phase (while it is possible to introduce link assumptions, at the moment,
they are only used to refine the graph after the discovery phase), we only evaluate the algorithms for
the case without link assumptions (adj. none). As the algorithms only use pooled datasets, we do not
present any result for the context-specific graphs.

Fig. 8 presents the results for the setup in Sec. 5.2 of the main paper, without cycles (left-most
two plots) and with cycles (two right-most plots). We observe that both FCI and CD-NOD behave

29



similarly to PC-AC. We observe minimal differences between PC-AC and CD-NOD for smaller
samples, with our method performing slightly better. FCI performs best across all methods in terms of
FPR. Nevertheless, FCI can only recover the union graph, and thus, our method still has the advantage
of gaining more descriptive information than FCI. However, our method may perform poorly due to
the CIT, and we believe that using an adequate CIT, our method can improve over FCI and CD-NOD.

Edge orientations We observe that FCI and CD-NOD perform best when comparing the precision
and recall values for the edge orientations between the different methods. This result is expected:
Our method focuses on skeleton discovery and does not propose any special rules to orient edges
obtained from the union of the context-specific graphs, which is left for future work, as discussed in
Sec. 6. CD-NOD and FCI develop specific orientation rules involving the context indicator, and thus
are expected to perform better in terms of orientations at the moment. However, as we consider that
there is additional information from the context-specific graphs that can be used to orient more edges,
as exemplified in Sec. F.1, we believe that the performance of our method regarding edge orientations
can be significantly improved.

Figure 8: Edgemark precision (prec.) and recall (rec.) results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2
without cycles in the union graph. Here, we present results where all links to R are known (adj.R-all),
for the methods PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B (baseline), PC-M (masked data) and PC-P (pooled
data), FCI-JCI0 (FCI) and CD-NOD. Results for the union graph.
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E.3.4 Higher number of changing links

Figure 9: TPR and FPR results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2 without cycles in the union graph,
but with a higher number of changing links nchange = 2 (left plot) and nchange = 3 (left plot). Here,
we present results where all links to R are known (adj.R-all), links to children of R are known (adj.
R-c.) or without any link assumptions (adj. none) for the methods PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B
(baseline), PC-M (masked data) and PC-P (pooled data). Results for the union graph are presented in
the rows above, and results for the context-specific graphs averaged over contexts are presented in the
rows below.

Here, we explore the scenario where the number of changing links between contexts varies. We
keep the experimental setup as in Sec. 5.2, only changing the number of changing links nchange to 2
and 3. Figure 9 shows that as the number of changing links increases, the TPR generally improves,
suggesting that the presence of more changes provides more signals that the causal discovery process
can detect. Conversely, a higher number of changing links leads to an increase in FPR, especially
for the cases without link assumptions. However, we believe this is due to the CIT, which generally
leads to a higher FPR, as the results in Sec. 5.2 of the main paper indicate. Our method performs
similarly or outperforms PC-P, PC-M, and PC-B for cases with known links from R to its children.
We mention that, for this experiment, a total of 18 trials have failed for nchange = 2 and 25 trials have
failed for nchange = 3 (see Sec. E.2).
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E.3.5 Higher graph density

Figure 10: TPR and FPR results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2, without cycles in the union graph,
but with a higher density value s = 0.6. Here, we present results where all links to R are known
(adj.R-all), links to children of R are known (adj. R-c.) or without any link assumptions (adj. none)
for the methods PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B (baseline), PC-M (masked data) and PC-P (pooled
data). Results for the union graph are presented in the row above, and results for the context-specific
graphs averaged over contexts are presented in the row below.

Here, we examine the impact of increasing the density of the base graph on the performance. We
keep the experimental setup as in Sec. 5.2, and only the graph density to s = 0.6. As Fig. 10
shows, with higher graph density, the TPR decreases slightly compared to the results in the main
paper, while the FPR increases. This is likely due to the increased complexity of the problem and
possible confounding. The denser the graph, the more candidate links the algorithm needs to evaluate,
which can increase the likelihood of falsely identifying spurious links as causal. Our algorithm still
outperforms PC-M for known links between R and its children. PC-B scores best overall in terms of
FPR, but its finite-sample issues lead to lower TPR results, indicating that it finds fewer links overall.
For this experiment, we mention that a total of 12 trials have failed (see Sec. E.2).

E.3.6 Smaller and larger number of nodes

Fig. 11 present the performance of the algorithms across graphs with different N = 6 (left plot)
and N = 12 (right plot), while the rest of the experimental setup remains as described in Sec. 5.2.
Generally, TPR decreases as the number of nodes increases, possibly due to the increased complexity
and the higher dimensional space in which the causal discovery process operates. Larger graphs have
more potential causal connections, making it harder to distinguish true causal links from noise. The
FPR slightly increases with the number of nodes. However, our method (PC-AC) still outperforms
PC-M when no links are assumed, or the links from R to its children are known. For this experiment,
we mention that a total of 14 trials have failed for N = 6 and 12 trials have failed for N = 12 (see
Sec. E.2).
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Figure 11: TPR and FPR results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2 without cycles in the union graph,
but with number of nodes N = 6 (left plot) and N = 12 (right plot). Here, we present results where
all links to R are known (adj.R-all), links to children of R are known (adj. R-c.) or without any link
assumptions (adj. none) for the methods PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B (baseline), PC-M (masked
data) and PC-P (pooled data). Results for the union graph are presented in the rows above, and results
for the context-specific graphs averaged over contexts are presented in the rows below.

E.3.7 Data imbalance

Figure 12: TPR and FPR results for the setup presented in Sec. 5.2 without cycles in the union graph,
but with data imbalance factor b = 1.5. Here, we present results where all links to R are known
(adj.R-all), links to children of R are known (adj. R-c.) or without any link assumptions (adj. none)
for the methods PC-AC (our algorithm), PC-B (baseline), PC-M (masked data) and PC-P (pooled
data). Results for the union graph are presented in the rows above, and results for the context-specific
graphs averaged over contexts are presented in the rows below.

Results investigating the effect of data imbalance, presented in Fig. 12 show that our method, PC-AC,
still performs better in terms of FPR or TPR compared to PC-M, despite a data imbalance factor of
b = 1.5, if links from R to its children are known or without any link assumptions, similar to the
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results in the main paper. While the overall FPR increases slightly from the results presented in Fig. 3,
especially for PC-P, this increase seems insignificant. We mention that, for this experiment, a total of
10 trials have failed (see Sec. E.2).

E.4 Computational runtimes

We evaluate the computational runtimes of the different methods evaluated in Sec. 5.1 and App. E.3
and present these in Table 2. PC-AC has a slightly higher runtime than PC-M due to the additional
tests involving the context variable. Among the methods that generate the union graph, the baseline
PC-B has, as expected, the longest runtime, as it uses the information from both the PC-M results
and the results of PC on the pooled data (PC-P). We also observe that CD-NOD seems to be the
most time-efficient algorithm on pooled data, while PC is the most computational intensive. This
difference in particular might arise from implementation details.

Table 2: Comparison of the computational runtimes in seconds of the PC-AC, PC-M, PC-B, PC, FCI
and CD-NOD method that have been used in the experiments. While PC-AC and PC-M use only
context-specific data, the other methods generate a union graph and / or use the pooled datasets, as
discussed in Sec. 5.1. For the PC-AC and PC-M, we present the average time per regime in seconds.

Context-specific data (avg. per regime) Union / pooled data

PC-AC PC-M PC PC-B
PC(M + PC) FCI CD-NOD

n = 200 2.784 2.345 1.419 4.203 0.874 0.775
n = 500 3.254 2.679 1.693 4.947 1.054 0.974
n = 1000 3.632 2.948 1.923 5.555 1.282 1.173
n = 2000 4.444 3.579 2.382 6.826 1.636 1.451
n = 3000 5.302 3.862 2.900 8.202 1.915 1.730

F Extensions and future work

In the Discussion Sec. 6, we have outlined a few ideas for extensions and future directions for the
algorithm presented in this work. Here, we discuss these ideas in more detail.

F.1 Orientation rules

In some cases, additional edge orientations beyond JCI arguments (16) are possible by using context-
specific information. For instance, consider the following example:

Example F.1. Orientations Beyond JCI:
In context 0, we have X → Z ← Y . In context 1, we have X → Y , and no edges at Z.

Context 0:

X Y

Z

Context 1:

X Y

Z

JCI / Union:

X Y

Z R

?

Context 0 can be oriented by the unshielded v-structure, context 1 can be oriented by a JCI argument
(16). In the JCI case, both X → Z ← R and X → Y ← R are unshielded v-structures, thus leading
to orientations. The v-structures X → Z ← Y and R → Z ← Y are both shielded. Furthermore,
the v-structures that would occur for Z → Y , i. e. X → Y ← Z and R→ Y ← Z are both shielded
and thus could not have been detected, and there is no conclusion that could be drawn from not
detecting them. Thus the (pooled) independence structure is symmetric in Y and Z. Therefore, also
no graphical consistency criterion (avoid directed cycles etc.) can lead to an orientation of the edge
between Y and Z and the graph obtained by JCI is also completely symmetric under exchange of Y
and Z, missing the orientation of the edge Y → Z (which in context 0 is found immediately by our
method).
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For the following example,

X Y Z

R

A
B

a slightly different problem occurs. Orientations are obtained by observing that X → Y ← R is
unshielded, thus detectable, and in context A, Y ← Z can be excluded, because it would introduce
the unshielded v-structure X → Y ← Z (which is used for orientations in context B). This argument
works only for the sparse union graph (as opposed to its acyclification) and only per context (the
orientation is only well-defined per-context). The latter point makes it fundamentally inaccessible
to JCI arguments, the former point also leads to the problem of Example F.1 (where it occurs
independently of the second point).

F.2 Deterministic indicators

In realistic examples, context indicators are often obtained by thresholding. An extension to such
deterministic functions of observables seems possible as follows:

Given a deterministic indicator C = g(W ) for an observable W (g could be multi-variate, see below),
add C as a node to the output graph and draw a special edge W → C (indicating that this edge is
deterministic and provided by expert knowledge). Then execute a standard constraint-based causal
discovery method on the variables (excluding C) with these modifications for all c values of C
occurring in data:

(i) If a test X ⊥⊥ Y |Z is required, and W ∈ Z, then test X ⊥⊥ Y |Z, g(W ) = c instead.
(ii) If the resulting regime-specific skeleta differ from the union graph in the removal of an edge

X − Y , then:
(a) If both X and Y are adjacent to W , save the edge (X,Y ) as ambiguous for (iii).
(b) If neither X nor Y are adjacent to W (which could happen if the links to W are deleted

with larger adjustment sets), then mark the link as special (indicating that this is not a
physical change by Lemma C.4).

(c) If only Y (or only X) is a child of W , draw a (directed) edge C → Y (or C → X).
(iii) After the orientation phase (potentially using Sec. F.1), for each ambiguous edge (X,Y )

saved in (ii) (again using Lemma C.4):
(a) If the edge was oriented X → Y , draw a (directed) edge C → Y .
(b) If the edge was oriented X ← Y , draw a (directed) edge C → X .
(c) If the edge was not oriented, draw special (indicating to the user that they are ambiguous,

possibly only one of them real) directed edges C → X and C → Y .

In this scenario, testing X ⊥⊥W |g(W ) = c could provide additional information:
Example F.2. Qualitative and Quantitative Context Dependence:
Assume C = g(W ) as above is binary, and

Y =
(
α+ 1(C)

)
× (1 + βW )×X + ηY .

If α = 0, then the mechanism depends qualitatively on C: If C = 0, then Y does not depend on X .
If β ̸= 0, then the mechanism depends quantitatively on W .

In the qualitative case (α = 0), the CSI changes: X ⊥⊥ Y |C = 0. In the quantitative case
(β ̸= 0), Y ⊥̸⊥ Y |C (note that one could even check Y ⊥̸⊥ Y |C = c for further info), while in the
non-quantitative case (β = 0) Y ⊥⊥ Y |C.
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