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Abstract

In causal inference, it is common to estimate the causal effect of a single treatment variable
on an outcome. However, practitioners may also be interested in the effect of simultaneous
interventions on multiple covariates of a fixed target variable. We propose a novel method
that allows to estimate the effect of joint interventions using data from different experiments
in which only very few variables are manipulated. If there is only little randomized data
or no randomized data at all, one can use observational data sets if certain parental sets
are known or instrumental variables are available. If the joint causal effect is linear, the
proposed method can be used for estimation and inference of joint causal effects, and we
characterize conditions for identifiability. In the overidentified case, we indicate how to
leverage all the available causal information across multiple data sets to efficiently estimate
the causal effects. If the dimension of the covariate vector is large, we may only have a
few samples in each data set. Under a sparsity assumption, we derive an estimator of the
causal effects in this high-dimensional scenario. In addition, we show how to deal with
the case where a lack of experimental constraints prevents direct estimation of the causal
effects. When the joint causal effects are non-linear, we characterize conditions under
which identifiability holds, and propose a non-linear causal aggregation methodology for
experimental data sets similar to the gradient boosting algorithm where in each iteration
we combine weak learners trained on different datasets using only unconfounded samples.
We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method on simulated and semi-synthetic
data.

Keywords: causal inference, structural equation models, data fusion, randomized experi-
ments.

1. Introduction

Causal inference is a centerpiece of scientific research, with applications ranging from the
social sciences to biology. Often, the goal in causal inference is to estimate the effect of
one single variable on one outcome: randomizing that variable and evaluating its effect on
the outcome is one way to do so. Randomization provides a gold standard procedure for
identifying causal effects related to that variable, as the intervention removes any spurious
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association with the response due to unmeasured factors. Sometimes it is also of interest
to estimate the effect of joint interventions on multiple variables on an outcome. Ideally,
if all the variables are jointly randomized, one can precisely reconstruct the global causal
mechanism, including potential interactions between covariates. In practice, however, we only
have access to multiple individual experiments—also called environments—where just a few
variables are simultaneously manipulated, which only provide partial information about such
mechanism. We formulate a procedure for aggregating the knowledge obtained from several
experiments that reconstructs a complex global causal model, capturing the causal effect
of multiple covariates on the response as if they were all simultaneously manipulated. Our
framework for aggregating causal information also allows the use of Instrumental Variables
(IV) and covariate adjustment as building blocks. The approach is motivated by the following:
during the last decade, internet companies have massively adopted a new experimental
framework to improve their web-based products: the WebLab. Any website has a myriad of
design choices built in it that affect the customer behavior, such as the ranking of articles in
a newsfeed, the location of an ad within a webpage, etc. These companies have the possibility
of running randomized A /B experiments where customers are redirected to slightly different
versions of the website. Actionable insights may be obtained by evaluating downstream
metrics that reflect the effect of a particular change in the website. Estimating the combined
effect of several changes would require simultaneous randomization of many parameters,
which may not be feasible in practice as the user experience would vary too much. Therefore
it may be of interest to understand how insights from different individual experiments, each
manipulating a small number of parameters, may be aggregated into a single causal model.
The following examples illustrate the purpose of our method.

Example 1 Assume that variables are related via the structural causal model (Wright, 1921;
Bollen, 1989) presented in Figure 1. The disturbance variables €; are jointly independent
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Figure 1: Simple Linear Structural Equation Model: observational setting. Graphical rep-
resentation of the linear SEM, along with the corresponding set of equations
and regression coefficients. The disturbance variables ¢; are jointly independent
standard Gaussian.

standard Gaussian. We observe samples from the covariates X1, Xo and the response Y. H
1s an unobserved variable that jointly affects X1, Xs and Y. We assume we do not know
such structure, and we want to identify the vector B° = (B?,Bg) that defines the linear
structural equation of Y with respect to (X1, Xs). This vector defines the causal effect on
Y of a joint intervention that acts on both X1 and Xo (Pearl et al., 2009). Estimating
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Figure 2: Experimental environments. Top: environment where X; is randomized. Graphi-
cally, the dependency on H is removed. Only the structural equation defining X4
is modified, and the regression coeflicients are still biased. Bottom: environment
where X5 is randomized. In this case, regressing on Xs leads to the direct causal
effect. In each case, the disturbance variables ¢; are jointly independent standard
Gaussian.

BY from observational samples alone is not possible. A quick computation shows that the
coefficient ﬁ(OXLfXQ) from ordinary least squares (OLS) regression of Y on {X1, X2} based
on observational data is biased (cf. Figure 1). Individually regressing the response on any
of the covariates X1 or Xo (that we denote BOLS ﬁOLS respectively) also produces biased
results. This is expected, as the latent variable H 18 szmultaneously affecting the covariates
and the response. B° can be estimated by OLS in an environment where we fully randomize
all covariates. However, suppose we can at most randomize one vartable at a time, leading
to two different environments. We represent those environments in Figure 2, along with the
regression coefficients. Graphically, randomization removes the effect of the latent variable on
the randomized covariate, but unfortunately the regression coefficients 58?1*?)(2) are still biased
in both environments. Regressing Y on individual covariates does not necessarily lead to the
corresponding coordinate of B0 either, even when those covariates are the ones randomized.
The “total causal effect” of X1 on'Y (Pearl et al., 2009), evaluated by regressing Y only on
X1 in the environment where X1 is randomized, is equal to 2 because it takes into account the
effect of X1 on'Y mediated by Xo. This situation does not occur in the environment where
Xs s randomized, where BOLS 60 However we assume we do not know the graphical
structure of the causal model so we do not know a priori whether the effect of X1 on'Y 1is
mediated by Xo. Without such knowledge, can we aggregate information from experimentation
on individual covariates in different environments? Based on partial experimentation on
covariates and other types of causal information, we will discuss how to reconstruct 0 —the
“causal” coefficient vector, as if we were simultaneously randomizing all covariates.

)
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The problem of causal discovery focuses on learning the causal structure, such as identify-
ing the subset of covariates with non-zero coefficients in 3°. Aggregating “causal information”
from different environments requires additional knowledge about the environment, besides
the data samples. In the above example, we know which covariates are randomized in each
environment. But other situations may provide us with other types of “causal information’
that we can aggregate to the experimental data. Instrumental Variable (IV) methods is one
such situation where causal information is embedded in the requirements for a variable to be
an instrument. More generally, knowledge about the structural causal model can also be
aggregated to the previously mentioned methods. In particular, knowing the parental set of
a covariate is another type of causal knowledge that we can leverage.

9

Example 2 We observe an additional variable I within the linear SEM from the observational
environment. Several assumptions are needed for I to be an instrument. Most importantly, I
must be exogenous (has no parents in the graph) and does not directly affect the response Y
(exclusion restriction). The last condition needed asks that I is relevant, that is, it affects
the covariates in the model. However, we may not know in practice which covariates are
direct descendants of I. Also, in usual IV regression we need at least as many instruments as
there are confounded covariates. Can we leverage and combine incomplete causal knowledge
derived from IV methods with experimental data? Our causal aggregation methodology does
not require a priori to know which of X1 or Xo are affected by I. In particular, our method
recovers 3° by combining the IV based information from the model in Figure (3) and the
information from the environment where Xo is randomized.
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Figure 3: Instrumental variables as causal information. A new observed variable is added to
the graph: it corresponds to an instrument that leads to the second orthogonality
constraint (2). The noise contribution ¢; are jointly independent standard Gaussian.

Leveraging causal constraints arising from environments. Example 1 shows that
recovering the causal model that defines Y is a non-trivial task if the ability to intervene on
the system is limited to manipulating small subsets of covariates, even in simple linear models.
Fortunately, it is possible to extract from each experimental data set a set of constraints that
partially identify 4. Combining several of such constraints helps us identify 8° and derive
a procedure for constructing a consistent estimator. The intuition is that randomizing a
covariate introduces exogenous randomness that is independent from all the other remaining
elements in the system. For example, randomizing X in Example 1 removes the confounding
effect induced by the latent variable H when regressing Y on X;. This external manipulation
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of the covariate modifies the structural equation defining it (cf. top Figure 2). Denoting by
(Y€, X¢) for e € {1,2} the random variables generated from the above model where X1 (resp.
X2) have been randomized, we get the following system of equations in 3 that is solved by

B
E[X{¥Y!'-X"p)] =0 .
E[X3(Y2-X>TB)] =0 1)

under the assumption of a linear model for Y| X parametrized by 5 = (1, 2), where
X = (X1, X3). These constraints reflect the independence between the randomized covariate
and the residual term of the regression under the correct parameter value. Each equation
imposes a “causal constraint” on the vector 3. Given enough such constraints, 49 is identified
and the estimator B obtained as the solution to the empirical counterpart of the above
system of equations is a consistent estimator of 3°. Causal constraints may originate from
other assumptions on the data. If I is an instrument for X; in the example above, then the
following orthogonality constraint

E[I(Y - XT8)] =0 (2)

is satisfied whenever § = Y. Other constraints can be constructed based on additional
knowledge of the structural equations, in particular whenever we know the parental set of a
given variable in the context of graphical representation of causal models. More generally, the
structural equation of Y may include non-linear terms in X that include interaction terms
between the covariates, represented by a function f9(X). Randomizing different subsets of
covariates across different environments also leads to a joint system of equations similar to
the system (1) over the several environments: we estimate f° by constraining an estimator f
so that the residuals Y — f(X) and the randomized covariates are orthogonal.

Intervening on subsets of X. In this paper, we are interested in quantifying the total
causal effect of joint interventions on Xy, ..., X,, which means that the variables X1,..., X,
are set to a value at the same time. This is different from intervening just on one single
variable. For example, in Figure 2, intervening on X7 changes the distribution of Xy which
then subsequently changes the distribution of Y. If on the other hand one intervenes on
both X; and X3 simultaneously, then randomization of Xy destroys the causal pathway
X1 — X9 — Y and thus changes propagate through the system differently as in the case
where only X is randomized. If one is interested in the effect of an intervention on a subset
Xs C {Xy,...,X,}, the methods of this paper still applies since one can simply set X = Xg
and apply the methods below for the subset of variables.

Our Contribution. We define a general procedure for aggregating causal information
from different environments where we leverage, in addition to the data samples, our knowledge
of how the environment e is generated. We present in Section 3 a formal description of
environments and how they relate via experimental manipulations. Starting with a linearity
assumption in Section 4, we select constraint-inducing variables R based on such knowledge
that define constraints of the form:

0= E[R(Y - X"3)
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that must be satisfied by the true structural parameter 8°. In practice, constraints originate
from randomized experiments, from the existence of an instrumental variable, but also if we
have additional knowledge of the structure of the generative process. For example, if we know
the parental set of a variable we can obtain another constraint via regression adjustment.
These constraints are obtained with data from different sources that partially share some
structure, in particular the structural parameter 8°. The general idea then is to construct
estimators that simultaneously satisfy all the available constraints. We propose simple
estimators that are asymptotically unbiased and normally distributed, provided that we have
as many constraints as covariates that are not linearly dependent, under mild additional
regularity assumptions such as finite moments. We also provide conditions for identifiability
of 8% based on these constraints. Finally, we analyze the case where the linear system is
over-determined. Our solution relies on the method of moments (MM) theory, and we show
how to optimally weight the constraints to obtain an asymptotically efficient estimator of
BY. Aggregating additional constraints obtained from new environments always reduces the
asymptotic variance of our estimator.

A major challenge arises in the high-dimensional case, where there are not enough
constraints or samples to accurately use the main methodology from the low-dimensional
linear case. This is important whenever there is a very large number of experiments, but
within each data set only a few samples are available. Another use case is when the system is
under-determined, in the sense that we have fewer constraints than the number of covariates:
multiple values for the estimator can simultaneously satisfy all constraints, and 3 is not
identifiable. Additional assumptions such as sparsity in 8° can help: we propose in Section 5
a regularized estimator similar to Causal Dantzig (Rothenhéusler et al., 2019) that provably
recovers 3° under additional regularity assumptions. Whenever we have a large number of
experiments, and the sample size in each experiment is large compared to the logarithm of
the number of covariates, our method leads to a consistent and data-efficient procedure to
estimate the causal parameter. In the purely under-determined case, additional constraints
are required on the structure of the causal model for our method to work. Since these
restrictions are relatively strong, in this high-dimensional case we recommend reducing the
number of covariates through a pre-screening step before using regularized causal aggregation.

Building on the linear aggregation framework, we develop in Section 6 a non-linear causal
aggregation procedure following a boosting approach to construct estimators from a simple
class of base learners. This procedure opens the possibility to learn complex non-linear
causal models with potential interactions between covariates. We assume that the noise is
additive but not necessarily independent of covariates. Using unconfounded (randomized)
covariates, we construct individual base learners within each environment, and then combine
these using a linear aggregation step as a sub-routine in the general boosting update. We
assume that the randomized covariates are known in each environment. In addition to this
flexible procedure, we characterize necessary conditions on the environments to identify the
true non-linear causal structural equation of the response.

2. Related Work

Learning a causal structure from multiple data sources has a long history in the literature.
Cooper (1997) developed an algorithm for causal discovery based on independence tests. Tian
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and Pearl (2001) combine a constraint based approach with background knowledge inferred
from analyzing interventional data. Sachs et al. (2005) use a score-based algorithm that
searches through the space of directed acyclic graphs. Eaton and Murphy (2007) use Bayesian
inference to learn the causal structure from interventions with unknown effects. Eberhardt
et al. (2010) describe a method to learn both the graph and the causal relations between a
set of variables in presence of confounding based on experiments by first estimating a total
effect matrix and then inferring direct effects from it. Hauser and Bithlmann (2012) present
a modification of greedy equivalence search to learn the causal structure from interventional
data. Similarly, Hyttinen et al. (2012) discuss identifiability and present a search algorithm
for learning linear cyclic models in presence of latent variables. Mooij and Heskes (2013)
learn cyclic causal models from equilibrium data collected under different experimental and
observational contexts. Mooij et al. (2020) propose an approach that allows different types
of interventions and can be seen as a unification of several existing discovery methods. In
contrast to these methods, we do not aim to reconstruct the causal graph or the overall
structure but leverage constraints on causal effects.

Relatively recently, invariance principles have been exploited to estimate causal effects
based on several data sets (Peters et al., 2016; Heinze-Deml et al., 2018; Magliacane et al.,
2018; Pfister et al., 2019; Rothenhé&usler et al., 2019). Our approach is similar in the sense
that we can use data from different environments. In some of the work, it is possible to
add background knowledge in the form of logical constraints to the optimization procedure.
(Hyttinen et al., 2014; Magliacane et al., 2018). In contrast, we allow to incorporate
information about parental sets and experimental data not as logical constraints but as
gradient information.

Related to our work is do-calculus and the data-fusion framework (Bareinboim and Pearl,
2013a,b; Pearl and Bareinboim, 2014; Bareinboim and Pearl, 2016). In this line of work,
the authors present a powerful nonparametric framework to combine data sets to estimate
a causal query, given the directed acyclic graph. Our approach is different in the sense
that we do not assume that the graph is known but restrict the functional complexity of
the structural equations. This distinction can be important in practice, since the graph
is unknown in many cases. While the graph can be estimated using structure learning
algorithms, such algorithms will usually make some errors, which propagate to the estimation
step. In general, it is challenging to provide confidence intervals that take into account both
the uncertainty in graph estimation and the uncertainty due to the estimation step. The
proposed estimator allows to skip the graph estimation step which results in straightforward
uncertainty quantification. In cases where the graph is known or can be estimated with
high accuracy, the output of do-calculus and the data fusion framework can often be used
in conjunction with the proposed method. This is explored in Section 7.1.3, where we
demonstrate that causal constraints from the data fusion framework and other background
knowledge can be used to improve precision.

In the potential outcome framework, there has been some recent work to combine data
sets for causal inference. Athey et al. (2016) use surrogates to estimate long-term outcomes.
Kallus et al. (2018) use limited experimental data to remove the confounding on larger
observational data under a linearity assumption. Yang and Ding (2020) consider a setting
where the researcher is given a small unconfounded validation data set and a large confounded
data set.
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In applications, it is common to use two-stage least squares with multiple instruments,
see for example Mogstad et al. (2019). We add to this literature by allowing for a wider
range of causal constraints not necessarily based on linear models. Non-linear instrumental
variable methods (Newey and Powell, 2003; Carrasco et al., 2007; Darolles et al., 2011; Singh
et al., 2019) provide a flexible framework for estimating non-linear causal effects based on
exogenous instruments. Our non-linear aggregation method instead focuses on combining
causal information based on different experimental datasets. A boosting version of non-linear
instrumental variables has been recently proposed (Bakhitov and Singh, 2021) which is closer
to our work. Again, these methods are devised for observational datasets with instruments, as
opposed to considering the more general problem of leveraging different causal identification
strategies across multiple data sets.

3. Setting and Notation

We assume that samples originate from different sources that we call environments, each
characterized by their own data generating distribution. Let £ denote the set of environments.
We collect data from E = |€| > 2 environments, where for each e € € we have n. 1.i.d. samples
(X§,Y)1<i<n., and let n = Y _n, the total number of samples. The p-dimensional random
vector X¢ € RP (we denote by bold letters multivariate random variables) corresponds to
the covariate vector in environment e, and Y¢ corresponds to the response variable. When
needed, for simplicity we denote the response via a p + 1-th indexed covariate Xpp = =Y"
The environment e is therefore characterized by P¢ = D(X® Y*®) where D(U) denotes the
distribution of U. In particular, we assume that we collect across environments the same
real-valued covariates indexed by [p] := {1,...,p}, so that {P¢,e € £} C P(RP x R) where
P(X) denotes the set of probability distributions over the space X. Additionally, we assume
that there are p’ > 1 unobserved variables H = (H});cpy) that jointly affect the covariates
and the response. In order to define how the different P¢ are related, we start with an
observational base distribution P? € P(RP x R). We assume that samples from P° are
generated by an acyclic linear Structural Equation Model (SEM) M with latent variables
(Bollen, 1989; Pearl et al., 2009):

MO - {Xj — ZkEpao(j) a;k X + Zle[p/] citHy + € foralll <j<p 3)

Y — Y e BiXn + e diHi + ey

where (a;i)1<j<pi<k<pi1 € RP*PHD 8% € RP and pag(j) := {k : ajrzo} C [p+ 1]. For
concreteness, the effect of latent variables is assumed to be linear with coefficients ¢;; € R,
d; € R, although our theory actually does not require linear latent effects on the observed
variables. We associate to M a directed graph G = (V° E?) where the set of vertices
VY = [p+1] corresponds to the observed variables in the SEM, and a directed edge (j, k) € E°
iff k € pag(j). The subset pagy(j) corresponds to the parent nodes of j in G°, which we assume
is a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG). This translates into constraints on the sets of coefficients
{aji}jr, B0 that define equation 3. We allow the response variable Y to be a parent node
of any covariate. The random variables € := {¢;} [y U {€y }——also referred as disturbance
terms—are assumed to be centered, and have finite second moments. Furthermore, the
disturbance terms are assumed to be independent of H and jointly independent. For
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simplicity, we may also denote €,41 := €y whenever we refer to sets {¢;};cs with J C [p+ 1].
We can complete the graph G? by adding the vertices H = (H, 1)1<i<p to the set of nodes and
define an extended graph G° := (V°, EY), where VV = VO U {H} and E° contains all edges
in E° plus edges between a component H; and nodes of variables in (X,Y’) whenever any
latent variable H; has an effect on that variable. That is, unless we have explicit indication
of the contrary, we assume that all covariates are potentially affected by the latent factors
(i.e. ¢ji #0,d; #0). The graph G encodes the input-output relations between observed
variables given by the structural equations in M9. The structural model implicitly assumes
that latent variables are not affected by observed variables. Figure 4 is an example of a most
general GY under our model. The joint distribution P? over (X,Y) is properly defined given
distributions D(€), D(H) and the structural equations: we reformulate the model M? as a
linear system of equations.

MO <X)<—M0 <X>+MHH+6 (4)

Y Y

where M0 € RP+Dx(#+1) ig o matrix that contains the structural parameters Ajk s ﬂg between
observed covariates and My € R®TD>?" is the matrix containing coefficients c;j;, d;. As G is
acyclic, the matrix (I,41 — M?) is invertible. This guarantees that the distribution over the
observed variables is well-defined. As discussed in Section 1, estimation of 3° based only on

- "
@\éf;@)

Figure 4: Example of a SEM model: The SEM contains latent variables that have a confound-
ing effect on the covariate-response relationship, and the response is potentially a
parent of other covariates.

samples from P%—for example, using least squares regression—might be subject to bias due
to the presence of the latent variables. We want to impose the weakest possible assumptions
on how the distributions P¢ are generated, but that still allow us to recover 4%, which we
assume remains invariant across environments. We now introduce causal models that encode
the different types of interventions that lead to different environments. Importantly, in
practice we only need to know which covariates receive the interventions. Knowledge of the
graph structure of G is not needed, although we will show later how such information may
be helpful in certain cases. However, we will in general estimate parameters that are related
to those variables that are perturbed: having a flexible model for representing perturbations
for as many variables as possible is therefore crucial in our framework.

New environments arise when subsets of covariates are manipulated. We use superscripts
e € £ to indicate the elements of the structural equation that are environment-dependent.
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For environment e, we index by ¢(e) C [p] the subset of randomized covariates, which may
be an empty set. We can then write the corresponding structural equations that define the
distribution P®:

X5 Lkepac ) GrXk T Ziep) i + €5 Vi ¢ dle)
M) 4 X5 ¢ Vj € o(e) (5)
Y e ket BRXE + Yy AP HE + €5

In particular (p+ 1) ¢ ¢(e) for all e € &, i.e. no interventions allowed on the response
variable. We now define a graph G¢ = (V¢ E¢) as above that encodes the model M*®:
we have that V¢ = V9 and we assume that the edges are such that pa,(j) C pay(j) for
all j € [p+ 1], which implies that G is also a DAG. The randomization intervention on
covariates X 2(6) implies that the corresponding nodes have no incoming edges. That is,
E°¢ = EY\ {(j,k) € E°|k € ¢(e)}. The set of coefficients {a$}jx may change provided that
no new dependencies between covariates are created in the structural equations. Variables €©
satisfy the same assumptions as in the observational environment: they are centered, have
finite second moments, are independent of H® and jointly independent. We also allow for
arbitrary changes in the coefficients le and dj that are non-zero, as well as the latent variable
distribution D(H®) unless otherwise indicated. The completed graph G¢ := (V¢, E°) still
has V¢ =V but E® = E°\ {(Hi,j)}jes(e): randomization removes edges connecting the
latent confounders with the randomized covariates.

In conclusion, the assumptions on how this intervention mechanism acts on the system
can be summarized as constraints on the extended graphs G¢. We additionally assume that
the different distributions {P¢}.c¢ have the same support.

This model for generating environment distributions P¢ is closely related to “surgical
interventions” in Pearl et al. (2009), also called “ideal interventions” (Spirtes et al., 2000) or
“structural interventions” (Eberhardt and Scheines, 2007). Such interventions replace those
structural equations of the intervened variables j € ¢(e) by an independently generated
€}, leaving the rest unchanged. That is a strong assumption: manipulating variables could
lead to “spill-over” effects on other variables whose disturbance distribution is shifted or
structural equations perturbed. In contrast, our definition of P¢ allows for changes in the
structural equations of the other covariates as well as the joint distribution of the latent
variables H and disturbance variables €: we only impose invariance assumptions on £° and
on the parental sets pa.(j) for all e that are contained in pag(j).

As long as we assume that 5 is invariant, we can define additional models for generating
environments. We introduce in the Appendix A a model where environments are generated
by additive shifts in the distribution D(e) of the disturbance terms. These are a special case
of so-called “parametric” interventions (Eberhardt and Scheines, 2007) or “soft interventions”
(Eaton and Murphy, 2007). Randomizing covariates is a direct experimental intervention:
the validity of the resulting constraints is thus verified by the scientist’s intervention on the
data generating procedure. On the other hand, the effects of soft interventions are sometimes
not as easily verifiable, as shifts in latent factors are often not under the direct control of the
scientist. Thus we need to trade-off this “weaker” causal knowledge with stronger assumptions.
In particular we require the stability of the structural equations (i.e. the coefficients a;)
across environments, as well as the base distributions D(H ), D(e). To summarize, we can

10
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aggregate causal information originating from a flexible collection of models that represent
environment heterogeneity, where side knowledge on the “causal” mechanism that generates
the environment trades-off with our assumption on how stable such mechanism is across
environments.

We additionally present in Section 6 a non-linear extension of the above SEM. This
increased flexibility restricts the types of causal information that we can aggregate to those
arising from a randomized experiment only, as we can no longer leverage instrumental variables
or covariate adjustment whenever the parental set of a variable is known. This model not
only allows non-linear response structural equations, but can also include interaction terms
between covariates. Identifying these effects is possible when an environment simultaneously
randomizes the interacting covariates: the causal information contained in environments
arising from other types of interventions—such as additive shifts—is harder to aggregate.

We use the following notation throughout the paper. For a vector u € RP, we write
for any subset J C [p], uy := (u;)jcs. We denote by |J| the cardinality of set J. For any
q € [1,00], let ||u|l; be the g-norm of u, and given a positive semi-definite symmetric matrix
M, let |Ju|%; :== u Mu. We denote by e; € RP the j-th coordinate vector, a one-hot vector
where the j-th coordinate is equal to 1.

4. Causal Aggregation in the Linear Case

Assuming a linear structural equation model leads to an intuitive method for aggregating
causal information where constraints are derived from each environment and we build an
estimator to simultaneously satisfy these constraints. We start by characterizing constraints
in Section 4.1 and then formulate our aggregation procedure in Section 4.2.

4.1 Linear Constraints

We can identify the true vector 4% in our linear SEM model MY by aggregating multiple
sources of information about the causal structure. As illustrated in Example 1, randomization
of a covariate leads to a linear constraint that should be satisfied by any estimator B of
(%, Linear constraints are also obtained if instrumental variable (IV) assumptions hold for
some specific variable. Broadly speaking, under the linear SEM model the residual term
Y — BT X is equal to ey only for the true value of 3 = $°. Based on the assumption at
hand, we formulate a linear equality that must be satisfied by the true parameter 3°, which
is generally a consequence of the independence between ey and other variables in the model.

4.1.1 INSTRUMENTAL VARIABLES

We obtain an orthogonality constraint whenever we have access to an instrument /. Instru-
mental Variables (IV) methods (Wright, 1928; Heckman, 1990; Angrist and Imbens, 1995;
Angrist et al., 1996) are based on several assumptions that we translate in graphical terms
within our linear SEM. For those environments e where I is available, G¢ has an additional
node I. The instrument is erogenous, meaning that the node has no parents: there is no
directed edge from H nor any other node to I. It is relevant and satisfies the exclusion
restriction: these assumptions correspond to I having only covariate nodes as potential
children but not the response Y - and at least one such child. For the true 8%, the following
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constraint holds:
0=E[I°(Y® - %" X*)] (6)

The IV constraint is a direct consequence of the independence between the instrument and
the response disturbance term. An instrument does not need to be measured in every single
environment: the causal information does not rely on comparing different environments
unlike other constraints later described. In practice, we use the sample average to build the
constraint that must be satisfied by the estimator:

Z IFYE — ni XS

ze[ne} € icne

Estimating 3° via IV methods is usually done by solving a generalized method of moments
(MM) problem based on constraints originating from several instruments. A general treatment
of IV methods can be found in reference textbooks (Hall, 2005) which provide necessary
conditions for identification of 4°. In particular, there must be at least as many instruments
as covariates to build an estimator B by solving the potentially overidentified system of
equations.

4.1.2 EXPERIMENTAL DATA FROM RANDOMIZATION

A more direct method for obtaining an orthogonality constraint is via randomization of a
covariate. Following our definition of a model MZ(E) for environment e where the subset
¢(e) C [p] indexes the covariates that are randomized, the following equation holds:

0=E[X;(Y*—p%TX")]  Vjeple) (7)

Again, the equation above is a direct consequence of the independence between the randomized
covariate and €j,. Although data from experimental sources is expensive and limited,
randomization provides a solid guarantee that the assumption leading to the orthogonality
condition for identifying f° holds. Again, we use sample averages when building the

constraint:
Ly (LY xxnt
€ i€lne) fte 1€[ne]

As indicated in Example 1, full simultaneous randomization of the covariates leads to a
linear system of equations with 8° as the unique solution. Our proposed method allows
to individually treat the constraint from each randomized covariate and thus be able to
aggregate them across environments.

4.1.3 REGRESSION ADJUSTMENT

Causal inference based on graphical models heavily relies on conditional independence
statements between variables that are encoded by the DAG. Pearl’s do-calculus identifies
causal effects in a causal DAG by transforming conditional statements based on intervened
distributions into conditional statements on the observational distribution (Pearl et al., 2009).
A fundamental assumption is the knowledge of the DAG, which often times needs to be
estimated in practice. Errors in estimating the graph can drastically change the conclusions
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on causal effects, which is one motivation for developing this aggregation framework which
circumvents estimating G°. However, we may have partial knowledge of the graph structure,
which can be incorporated into our causal aggregation methodology in the form of constraints.
If, for a given variable X, we assume that we know its parental set in G and that the latent
confounders are not in such parental set, then based on the “adjustment for directed causes’
property (Pearl et al., 2009, Theorem 3.2.2) we have the following constraint for variable j :

0= E[X;(Y* - 82T X) X7, ;)] (8)

9

In essence, we use a conditional independence property based on the fact that the distribution
P¢ factorizes in G, but as we can not condition on the unobserved confounder we need to
additionally assume that it is not in the parental set of the node in G, which is thus the
same as the parental set in GV. In practice, we consider the residual variable derived from
regressing X7 on its parents to derive the linear constraint:

0= (- XY - (- 3 (- X0x) 8,

i€[ne] i€[ne]

where X]ez = 2 kepac(j) Gk X i and 45 = (Gjk)kepa, (j) is the regression coefficient of X on
X ; a(j) i Importantly, to simplify asymptotic deductions below, we assume that the estimator
4 is computed on a different data set than the one used for constructing the orthogonality
constraint (for notation simplicity we will use 7 to refer to the regression coefficient of a
covariate on its parental set). In our framework, this is not very stringent, as different
environments may provide enough samples to do this. Any two environments where we know
that the structural equation of X; has not changed—this precludes any environment with X;
randomized—can be used for estimating v and the orthogonality constraint independently
(hence the notation without environment subscript).

4.1.4 ADDITIVE INTERVENTIONS ACROSS ENVIRONMENTS

We can derive constraints based on how different environments relate to each other. In
contrast with all previously mentioned examples of “causal information”, we can derive
orthogonality constraints based on the inner product invariance (Rothenhausler et al.,
2019) under (% for pairs of environments that are generated via additive interventions
with respect to the observational base distribution P’. Assume that in environment e
covariates X for j € 1(e) have an additive intervention given by the model M;Z(e) as defined
in Appendix A. The distributional shift induced by the additive intervention leaves the
expression E[X;Ye - X7 X &1 39 invariant across environments. The intuition behind this
approach is that the covariance between X¢ and the residuals Y¢ — X7 8% is a measure
of the strength of confounding. Under certain assumptions, the strength of confounding is
invariant across settings, which can be leveraged for statistical inference. We thus have the
following orthogonality constraint for variable X; for j € ¢(e) by merging data from the
base distribution and the intervened one:

0=E[X§Y° - X0y — (X5Xx°T — X)XO0T)p] (9)
This orthogonality constraint is crucial for the Causal Dantzig (Rothenhéusler et al., 2019).

We leave it as an additional way of constraining the parameter vector that leads to consistent
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estimators of 3°, but for readability it will not be included in finer analysis of the asymptotic
behavior. We summarize in the following proposition the set of orthogonality constraints
that we derived in the previous sections.

Proposition 1 The causal vector 9 satisfies the linear constraints as defined above via
either instrumental variables in eq. (6), randomization in eq. (7), regression adjustment in
eq. (8), or inner product invariance in eq. (9). In all these cases the constraint in 3 can be
summarized

g'B==z (10)

where g € RP, z € R are some specific transformations of population-level cross-covariances
obtained at each environment.

As we see, different orthogonality constraints are derived from different types of prior
causal information. We can potentially have more constraints than strictly necessary to
estimate 4%, and we may be willing to discard those that rest on weaker foundations. In
practice, the assumptions leading to constraints are not on an equal footing. Data obtained
via covariate manipulation and the subsequent orthogonality constraint has a better standing
than a constraint generated by assumptions on additive shifts in the covariance structure,
which are less verifiable in practice. Conditioning on the parental set assumes an accurate
knowledge of the (potentially estimated) graph, whereas there may be settings where one
can be confident that the exogeneity and exclusion restriction assumptions in IV hold.

4.2 Aggregating Linear Constraints under Just-Identification

One can recover 30 by exclusively using one type of the orthogonality constraints previously
defined. For example, if all the covariates in the model are randomized, then OLS is unbiased.
Whenever there are as many instruments as covariates (and a full-rank condition holds)
then usual IV methods apply. Finally, Causal Dantzig (Rothenhé&usler et al., 2019) provably
recovers (Y whenever for every covariate there is an environment where the given covariate
has an additive intervention. The objective is now to combine constraints arising from
multiple data sets into one single estimator. Let C be the set of constraints, denoted by
g@T B = 2¢ for each c € C as in equation (10). We aggregate these via a linear matrix equality
by first defining the vector Z and matrix G as follows:

Z = (zc) c RlCI and G = (gC’T)CGC c RlCIxp

ceC

The vector Y is then a solution to the linear system:
Z=G§p (11)

Without any prior assumptions on the SEM M9, a necessary condition for identifying 8 is
to have at least as many constraints as covariates, i.e. |C| > p, otherwise the system (11) has
multiple solutions. A sufficient condition so that 3° is the unique solution to equation (11)
above can be stated in purely mathematical terms. This is similar to the identifiability result
in Hyttinen et al. (2012) which we extend to any type of constraint, not only those based on
randomization, although we constrain G° to be a DAG. With additional information about
the constraints, we can formulate more practical necessary conditions. Consider instrumental
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variables in equation (6), experimental data through randomization from an interventional
environment e that follows the causal model M;(e) in equation (7), or constraints from
regression adjustment via the population regression vector of a covariate on its parental set
in eq. (8). All these constraints feature a known specific random variable denoted R that
captures the prior knowledge about the causal structure of the data, which we refer to as the
constraint-inducing variable. We have respectively that R = X;C for a randomized covariate
Jj € ¢(ec), or R = I for an instrument I° whenever available, and R€ is the residual term
of regressing a covariate on its known parental set (using a different data set for estimating
the regression adjustment and for estimating the orthogonality constraint). Additionally,
each constraint-inducing variable relates to a covariate: either the randomized covariate itself,
any covariate that is correlated to the instrument, or the covariate that is regressed on its
parental set. A sufficient condition for identifiability of 8° is then that each covariate has
a distinct constraint related to it. This is again similar to Hyttinen et al. (2012) where a
necessary condition is to have an environment where each variable is randomized, and Y is
never intervened on.

Proposition 2 9 is identified if there is a subset of p linearly independent constraints in
G in (11). If we only consider constraints derived from IV, randomization or regression
adjustment, then it suffices to have at least one distinct constraint related to each covariate.

Based on the empirical counterparts Z , GofZ , G, we look for estimators B of B° that make
the two sides of the equation (11) as close as possible:

~ A A

Z ~Gp (12)

This naive approach only works in very limited situations, and we describe here the just-
identified case. Whenever |C| = p and the corresponding square matrix G is invertible, 59 is
identified. Additionally, if G is invertible, then the unique solution to equation (12) is given
by the estimator

=G 'Z (13)
which is consistent if G — G and Z — Z by continuity of the matrix inverse and product.
Consistency of G, Z holds by the law of large numbers as soon as n. — oo in every
environment. In the following we analyze the asymptotic behavior of this estimator. We
assume that sample sizes grow at the same rate, i.e. n./n — p, for some p, € (0,1). We
discard constraints based on inner-product invariance for readability. Denote by e. € £ the
environment where constraint c is generated, we can write:

Z = (E[Rcyec])cec c R‘C| and G = (E [RCXBC,T})CGC c R|C|><p

and the corresponding empirical counterparts

Z:=((1/ne) Y REY), o €RC

i€[ne.]

G = ((1/n,) Y RiX{h) . e Rl

ie[nec]
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Standard regularity conditions on the moments of the variables R, X,Y also lead to asymp-
totically valid confidence intervals for . Whenever a constraint is obtained by adjusting for
the parental set we need that the estimates of v are obtained from a data set independent
that the one used for constructing the constraints. Under these assumptions, we show that
the estimator is asymptotically normally distributed:

V(= 8) —— N(0:3)

where ¥ is a positive definite matrix that we can consistently estimate by some . Therefore
we can form asymptotically valid confidence intervals for B;-) by

L= 18 + qy /Sy (15)

where ¢j, is the o quantile of the standard Gaussian distribution, which has exact asymptotic
coverage.
P(Bel) ™5 1-a

Let 02 := Var(e§,). We summarize these statements and give an expression for the asymptotic
covariance in the following proposition.

Proposition 3 Consider the setting described above. Assume that for all c, all variables
R¢, X% ,Y®% have finite fourth moments. We then have that

~

V(B - 8) —“= N(6) (16)

n—-+400

2 A~
where ¥ = G_lDiag<‘;ﬂ Var(RC)) : ]G_I’T. A consistent estimator X is obtained via
€c ce|p,

~—1,T
G

where 6.66,2 _ 1 Zie[nec] (Y*iec _ BTX?)Q'

Nee

This is a first asymptotic result for analyzing the convergence of an aggregation estimator to
the true parameter 3° based on multiple environments. For completeness, we now develop
linear aggregation extensions to the over-identified case. Provided the model is correctly
specified, additional constraints improve the efficiency of the estimator that we propose,
based on a method of moments framework. In practice, some constraints potentially arise in
several environments, but only one is kept in the just-identified case—if we assume we know
the parental set of a covariate that is invariant across environments, then we have access to
several regression adjustment constraints.

4.3 Linear Aggregation in the Over-Identified Case with More Constraints
than Covariates

The number of available constraints may surpass the dimension of the covariate vector.
Provided that the model is well specified in the sense that the constraints are compatible with
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BY as solution, additional constraints improve the efficiency of the estimator by decreasing
the asymptotic variance. In the ideal setting where in one environment all covariates are
randomized, it may be tempting to discard data from other environments as direct least
squares regression generates an unbiased estimator relying only on that environment. Other
methods can also provide consistent estimators of the causal effects based on data from a
single environment. The do-calculus is a method that, provided the underlying causal graph
is properly estimated, is capable of assessing whether in a given environment the causal
effects are identifiable. In such case, if identifiability holds, then the causal vector 8° can
be estimated via a regression over a judiciously chosen set of covariates. We show that,
in any of these scenarios, we can still benefit from aggregating additional constraints from
other environments into a single estimator. In this overidentified setting, G is no longer a
potentially invertible square matrix, so ﬁ can not be simply derived by inverting a matrix.
We instead estimate it via the method of moments estimator (MM), we refer to Hall (2005)
for a general treatment of the subject. The standard MM conditions hold in our setting,
where 3° is identified if G is of rank p, and the estimators that we propose are consistent
and asymptotically normal. The challenge is to construct one with minimal asymptotic
variance, which requires adapting the usual MM framework to the multiple environment
setting. In particular, to obtain the efficient two-step efficient estimator (Hansen, 1982) we
need to compute the covariance of the vector of constraints based on samples from different
environments. Finally we show that incorporating additional constraints always lead to an
improvement of the asymptotic variance.

We reformulate the multiple environment framework (cf. equation 5) to represent
individual observations across environments as elements of a same space, sampled from a
unique common distribution. We use an environment-indicator variable £ and then aggregate
samples across all environments, the following collection of variables represents an individual
observation:

(Ei7 Y;‘Eia XZEla {RE}CGC)

The i-th observation originates from environment FE;, where E; ~ Multinomial((pe)eeg).
Conditionally on the environment F;, the values of YiEi,X fl correspond to the actual
observations obtained in environment F;. Additionally, each constraint in ¢ € C is obtained
in a specific environment e.. The aggregated i-th observation concatenates all RZC = Rilp,—c.
for each ¢ € C, which are equal to 0 whenever the constraint ¢ is not based on environment
E;. We again exclude the constraints arising from shift interventions. Samples across
environments are thus merged into one data set such that samples can be considered as i.i.d.
for i € [n]. The c-th moment condition now becomes

0=E[R{(Y;" — X;"B)] = E[R{(Y;" — X;"B)1p—c.] (17)

and therefore whenever E; is the environment where R is obtained, we get that the above
equality holds for 8° by construction of our orthogonality constraints. In particular, after
stacking the |C| = ¢ constraints (for simplicity C = {c1,...,¢q}), we can reformulate the
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system of equations in terms of Z and G as defined in the previous section:

i=€cy

R (V" — X78)1p
0=E : =D(Z - Gp)

qu (Y;Ez _ XZEZ 8) 1Ei=€cq

where D = Diag((pe,)cec). This shows that if G has rank p then the solution to the system
above is unique, equal to 8°. Given a positive definite weighting matrix W € RI%9, the
method of moments estimator of 8° is the minimizer of the following loss with a closed-form
solution:

(18)

BMM (W) .= arg min Hf)(Z - G’ﬁ) Hiv
Be©

for the empirical values of Z , G and D = Diag(( n:LC )cec)~ Under standard regularity
assumptions on the moments of the variables, provided that G is of rank p, the estimator
BMM iy consistent for any choice of weighting matrix. The choice of W characterizes the
asymptotic covariance of the estimator. Hansen (1982) proves that, to obtain the estimator
with minimal asymptotic variance among all choices of weighting matrices, the optimal choice

is given by W = 8§71, where
S = Cov ((RC(YE - XEBO))C€C> € R7X4 (19)

Given that the residual term and the constraint-inducing variable R¢ are independent and that
any two constraint-inducing variables are pairwise independent, we get that the constraints
are uncorrelated and thus obtain the following simplification of .S into a diagonal matrix:

S = Diag(peCVar(RC)agc> c (20)
ce

S can only be estimated from data, but in order to do so one needs to estimate the residual
variances. These, in turn, are given by O'EC = Var(Y% — X% which depend on the true
unknown parameter 4°. Hansen (1982) proposes a two-step estimator where an inefficient,
consistent MM estimator BMM(L]) is obtained by setting W = I, in equation (18). S is
then derived based on MM (1), which then is used to construct a new weighting matrix for
the final efficient MM estimator:

e Compute a first consistent estimator 3 := BMM(IQ).
e Compute a consistent estimator S := Diag(pec\//zi\r(RC)6eC*2> of the weighting

ceC
3 ~ree,2 1 €c __ T €c 2
matrix, where 6% = o~ > i€ne.] (YZ B X ) .

. A 1
e Return the two-step estimator gMM* = pMM (g )

If the data are i.i.d. within each environment with finite second moments, and B is consistent,
then 62 and Var(R¢) are consistent. Thus, S is consistent for S and SM** has optimal
asymptotic variance. We summarize the above statements in the following proposition:
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Proposition 4 (Hall (2005) Chapter 2) Assume that ° satisfies the constraints defined
by equation (11), that G is rank p, and that data samples are i.i.d. within each environment,
with finite second moments so that any MM estimator is consistent. Additionally, assume
that the plug-in estimator S of S is consistent. The two-step MM estimator ﬁMM* based on
our set of orthogonality constraints satisfies the following asymptotic limit

Vi (BMMr — 30 —>/\/(0;2)

where convergence is in distribution, and where we get the optimal asymptotic covariance
‘ L ) ) -1
among all choices of weighting matrices: ¥ = (GTDmg<W‘2)Ugc>cch)
We recover here the asymptotic covariance from Proposition 3 whenever G is a square,
invertible matrix. Also, this result automatically shows that adding constraints can not
hurt the performance of the estimator. Given any subset of p constraints, we can construct
a MM estimator of the form (13) by setting to 0 the appropriate elements of W in (18).
Therefore the asymptotic efficiency of BM M+ implies that the new constraints, properly
weighted by S, improve over the just-identified case. Incorporating all such information leads
to more efficient estimators: all causal information helps. Conversely, in this over-identified
setting one can wonder whether certain inconsistent constraints may be hurting the estimator
performance: we refer to Hall (2005) for further discussions on tests to detect such issues.
The following two sections address the high-dimensional and non-linear cases respectively,
building upon the notation and theory presented thus far. We first present in the following
section the high-dimensional case where additional assumptions are required to identify 3°,
and we propose an estimator that favors sparse solutions 3 and converges to 4. Within this
framework, under additional assumptions, we can recover 3° even in the under-identified
case. Unfortunately these are not always satisfied, in which case a pre-screening step may
be used to bypass this issue. The linear aggregation procedure in the just-identified case
becomes a central sub-routine in the non-linear causal aggregation framework, which is
addressed in the subsequent section. The underlying intuition is the same: based on the
available additional knowledge about how environments are generated, we build estimators
by enforcing constraints that represent the orthogonality between an unconfounded variable
and the residuals.

5. High-Dimensional Linear Aggregation under Sparsity Assumptions

In high-dimensional settings we may not have enough constraints to construct an estimator
via the methods presented above. Even with enough samples per environment, % may not
be identifiable based only on the orthogonality constraints. Conversely, we may have access
to a large number of environments, enough for identifying 3° at the population level, but
containing very few samples in each. In the following section, we develop an estimator for
such settings. Under additional assumptions on the structure of 8%, it may be possible to
aggregate such causal information and obtain a reasonable estimator of Y. Regularization
methods based on leveraging the geometry induced by the £1-norm are helpful to overcome
this issue under the assumption that the actual vector 50 is sparse. Among these very popular
techniques we mention the Lasso penalty for linear regression (Tibshirani, 1996) and basis
pursuit (Chen et al., 2001). These methods were subsequently adapted to address multiple
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other problems based on sparsity assumptions (eg. precision matrix estimation in Friedman
et al. (2008)), deal with additional structure in the regressors (eg. when the order of the
covariates matters as in the fused lasso in Tibshirani et al. (2005), where differences between
consecutive coefficients are penalized) or expanded with additional penalties (eg. Zou and
Hastie (2005) combine Lasso and f3-norm penalties). Whenever we have experimental data
for every covariate—even if very few samples per experiment—, we derive in Section 5.1 an
estimator based on these regularization techniques by directly solving a constrained risk
minimization problem. We discuss this in more detail after Proposition 6. Alternatively, in
Section 5.2 we propose running a two-step procedure where a subset of covariates is first
selected based on the Lasso regression, and then the proposed aggregation procedure is run
on the subset of covariates.

5.1 Estimation by Constrained Optimization

We present an estimator that mirrors the formulation of the Dantzig Selector (Candes et al.,
2007) designed for the problem of high-dimensional linear regression y = & 3% + ¢, where
the dimension of x is larger than the number of available observations. The Dantzig Selector
is the solution to the following problem:

1
minimize ||5|; subject to — || XT(Y — XB)|leo < A
n

where Y = (y1,...,yn), and X = (21,...,2,)7 is the design matrix. Candes et al. (2007)
derived a probabilistic upper bound for the £5 error of the estimator under some conditions
on X. Additional work by Bickel et al. (2009), Ye and Zhang (2010), among others lead
to sharper bounds. We now present our ¢;-norm minimization based causal aggregation
estimator, and we then follow Ye and Zhang (2010) to derive upper bounds on the ¢, loss.
We follow the exposition in Rothenhausler et al. (2019) and adapt it to our setting, leaving
all proofs to the Appendix. Our alternative formulation promotes sparsity by solving an
£1-norm minimization problem. We denote it by ﬁ (M) where A > 0 is a hyper-parameter, and
the definition mirrors the above minimization problem:

minimize [|5]|1 subject to [|Z — Gfloo < A (21)

where Z and G are defined as in equation (14). This is a convex problem, in particular a
linear programming problem: Let B be the feasible set to (21) and define T'* as the feasible
set to the linear programming problem

minimize CT'y
subject to Ay < b and v > 0, where

A 1

& & PNE 1
A_<f; —G)’b—<2)+ : ; and ¢ = f
A 1

Then, as shown in Lemma 5 in Rothenhéusler et al. (2019), B* = {7 = Ypt1)2p 17 € I}
Assimilating ~y1., to the vector 3., the positive part of the 3 coefficients —analogously for
Yp+1:2p and S, we get the equivalence.
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Higher values of A relax the constraint based on the causal orthogonality constraints,
leading to solutions B (M) with smaller ¢; norm. Because of the geometry of the ¢;-norm unit
ball, sparser solutions are favored. We can prove bounds on the ¢, loss of our estimator with
high probability. To this end, we will impose assumptions on G. Following Ye and Zhang
(2010), we define the cone invertibility factor (CIF) as follows: for 1 < ¢ < 400, J C [p], and
J¢ = [p| \ J, define

[ Moo

CIF,(J, M) = inf{ T
q

w € R {0} uells < flugl }

where M € RP*P is not necessarily a square matrix, and we set by convention |.J|/* = 1.
Ye and Zhang (2010) show how this quantity plays a similar role and relates to the sparse
eigenvalue condition, where generally the matrix M is an estimate of the covariance matrix
of X. Intuitively, estimation in high dimensions is difficult as G is not invertible. However,
under a sparsity assumption on the coefficients, one only needs G to be invertible on the set
of sparse vectors. The cone invertibility factor (CIF) captures whether G is non-invertible
on the set of sparse vectors. The proof technique then proceeds by showing that the cone
invertibility factor for G is close to the cone invertibility factor for the population matrix
G, which is assumed to be invertible. As we will show, estimation of 3° is possible in this
setting and we can control the ¢, error of the estimator B (M\). This derives from an upper
bound for [|3(\) — 8°|, by a ratio with the CIF in the denominator as a critical quantity
that must be positive.

One may ask whether under a sparsity assumption it is actually necessary to have one
constraint per covariate, or whether it is sufficient to have far fewer constraints than covariates.
The following example gives a negative answer to this question. Intuitively speaking, sparsity
assumptions allows us to get away with few observations per constraint, but we still need
at least as many constraints as covariates. This issue might be mitigated by pre-screening,
which will be discussed further below. More specifically, Figure 5 provides an example
where £1-regularization leads to the wrong solution, even for n — co. Consider two separate
models where the only difference is in the structural equation of X5 which has no effect on
Y. The true causal parameter is 3° = (1,0). Assuming X is intervened on both settings,
we obtain an estimator solving equation (21) on each separate environment, both satisfying
their corresponding orthogonality constraints. Even though (9 also satisfies the orthogonality
constraints in both cases, the estimator on the right-hand side model is a solution with
smaller ¢; norm than 8%, and thus is not consistent. The minimal ¢; norm solution to the
linear constraint for the left-hand side model is however the true 8°.

We now refer back to the two scenarios briefly described at the beginning of this section.
Consider environments generated via randomization. The population level matrix G is
invertible following Proposition 2 whenever we have access to a very large number of
environments, such that for any covariate there is an environment where it is randomized. In
this case, even if we only have few samples per environment, our high-dimensional causal
aggregation procedure will be of practical use as the CIF is positive. On the other hand,
whenever the number of constraints is small, we will assume that the entries in the connectivity
matrix between covariates are small enough so that the matrix G is invertible on the set of
sparse vectors with same support as 8°, leading to a positive CIF. This assumption is not
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Figure 5: Regularization by shrinking the ¢; norm of the coefficient vector requires additional
structural assumptions. In this example, both 3() = (1,0) and 8 = (0, .5) satisfy
G = Z in their respective environments. Since |3V ||; > [|®?)]|1, the proposed
method would estimate 8 = 8 in the population case for the right-hand model,
which is not the correct solution. This issue can be mitigated by pre-screeing, as
we will discuss below.

verifiable in practice, and therefore we recommend pre-screening in these scenarios which we
discuss in Section 5.2.

We thus now assume that the CIF value is positive, and in particular does not decrease
too fast in the high-dimensional regime where p, n. simultaneously grow. We formalize our
main result in the following proposition.

Proposition 5 Denote by S° := {j : ﬁ? # 0} the active set of covariates. Assume that X7
are ag( sub-Gaussian, €5, are 0']25 sub-Gaussian, and that R° are 0'% sub-Gaussian for all
e €&,j€pl,c€C and some fivred 0%, 0%, 0% > 0. Additionally, assume that

1 logp 0
C[FQ(S07 G) Mileeg Ne  {ne}e,p—r+oo

so that, in particular, C[Fq(SO, G) > 0. There exists a constant K > 0, that depends only on

O'%O 0%7 O'%« > 0 and Ky, another universal constant, such that, for the following choice of A:

e K\/W
MiNecg Ne
) K|S0/ log p
P — By < !
(HB()\) /8 Hq — CIFq(SO’ G) mineeg Ne {nE}e:pH‘i’OO

Our assumptions require in particular that the dimension p does not grow too fast compared
to the number of samples in the environments:

we get

logp
MiNecg Ne  {ne}e,p—+oo
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The estimator G()\) is sparse and we denote S(\) := {j : B(\) # 0} its active set. Our
estimation procedure leads to a feature selection procedure as the following result holds
under an additional assumption on the minimum value of the non-zero coordinates of 8,
called beta-min assumption Biithlmann et al. (2013). This condition is required for support
recovery as it provides the required separation between the non-zero coordinates of 5% and
the null vector with respect to the CIF-derived upper bound of the ¢, loss. Note that support
recovery is different from model selection consistency, which usually needs much stronger
assumptions (Zhao and Yu, 2006).

Proposition 6 Assume that the conditions of the result above hold with ¢ = oo, and that
) K log p
0
o>
Jngls% 151 CIF(S° G) \/ mineeg Ne

P(S" € $0) —— 1
{ne}e,p—+o0

We then have

In conclusion, our regularized estimator recovers the support of 5% and converges in probability
to 8% under the ¢, norm under the assumption that the CIF value is positive. This holds
whenever we have a very large number of environments where every covariate is randomized
in at least one environment, even if we have few samples per environment. In cases where
the number of randomized constraints is too small this assumption may not hold in practice.
In this setting, we recommend the pre-screening estimation procedure described below.

5.2 Estimation via Pre-Screening

Given the limitations of the direct shrinkage approach, which requires few interventional
samples per environment, but a large number of experiments, we propose an alternative
formulation for estimation of 5Y in the high-dimensional setting based on a two-step procedure.
However, we instead assume that some observational data is available: we can start with a
pre-screening step that chooses a subset of covariates by running a Lasso regression of Y
on X on the observational data set. Under regularity assumptions, the set S of covariates
selected by running a Lasso regression on observational data contains the Markov blanket of
the response variable Y: in particular, P[S‘ D S% — 1 under some conditions on the non-zero
regression coefficients (Bithlmann and Van De Geer, 2011, Section 2.5). This procedure
assumes that we are able to choose covariates to intervene on: randomizing variables in
S in (potentially) multiple environments generates orthogonality constraints that allow us
to estimate B°. The estimator is computed on a different dataset from the one used to
pre-select covariates, which guarantees asymptotically valid confidence intervals if S contains
the Markov blanket. We report in Appendix B simulations based on synthetic data to
validate our procedure based on a pre-screening step.

6. Non-Linear Causal Aggregation

Here we extend our causal aggregation procedure beyond the linear case. This methodology
allows us to recover non-linear interaction terms between covariates if we have access to
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environments where those covariates are simultaneously randomized. If we assume that the
response variable model has no such interactions, environments where a single variable is
randomized still allow for estimation of non-linear responses. Compared to previous sections,
in this section we focus on causal constraints that arise through randomization.

We first define in Section 6.1 a non-linear SEM extension, and then characterize in
Section 6.2 sufficient conditions on the set of environments that allow us to identify the
non-linear function of the response variable structural equation. Finally, in Section 6.3 we
propose a causal aggregation procedure inspired from the Boosting methodology.

6.1 Non-linear Structural Equation Models

Estimating causal effects is more challenging in presence of interactions, and linear approxi-

mations may not capture true causal relationships. We define a non-linear extension of the

SEM in (3) via the following causal model M?:

0 : Xj — fj(Xpao(j)) + €; for all 1 S] <p (22)
Y «— f0<Xpao(p+1)) + ey

where we define structural equations as real-valued functions §; for 1 < j < p over a subset
of covariates indexed by pag(j) C [p + 1]. The structural equations from the causal model
M©O given by (22) define a DAG G° = (V°, EY) over the p + 1 nodes denoted by V%, As in
the linear case, we assume that G° is a DAG and that the response variable Y can belong
to the parental sets of covariate nodes. Unlike the linear case, we do not make explicit the
confounding effect via latent variables, instead allowing disturbance terms € = {ei}ie[p—‘,-l] to
be dependent. Therefore, due to such confounding the observational distribution PY factorizes
in an extended graph G° = (V°, E®) with additional edges in E°. Conditional independence
statements based only on the structure of G° may not hold if a latent variable simultaneously
influences several nodes. The function fY represents the causal effect of the covariates on
the response, which takes as argument a subset S° := pag(p + 1) C [p] of covariates and
potentially contains non-linear effects of covariates on the response as well as interaction
effects between covariates. We assume that all functions (f;);, f0 are square integrable under
any environment distribution P¢. The function fO represents the unconfounded relationship
between covariates and response: under an interventional distribution P® where X, are
randomized, we assume that E[e5,| X Go] = 0. The model for generating distributions P¢ from
interventions on covariates indexed by ¢ C [p] is defined analogously to (5) by:

X7 —5( X0 ) T €5 Vi¢ole)
o) T | X5 € Vj € ¢(e) (23)

Ye +— fY( %0) + €5
where randomized covariate disturbance terms (ej) jee are jointly independent, independent
of non-randomized covariate ones (€5);¢s. As in the linear case, an interventional causal
model Mz(e) still factors in a simplified DAG G¢ = (V°, E¢) where incoming edges into X é(e)
nodes are deleted. Our proposed non-linear aggregation procedure relies on the structure of
G°.
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6.2 Identification of the Response Structural Equation

Our previous approach for aggregating information across environments does not carry
on to this scenario as we can no longer stack vectors representing linear orthogonality
constraints into one system of equations that aggregates the causal information derived
from each environment. Similar to the linear case, estimating f° is possible whenever all
the covariates in the parental set of Y are randomized: in environment e where S C ¢(e),
we have E[Y| X ] = foUX %) + Elel | X 5] = f%(X%o). Any non-parametric regression
method can be used to estimate fO in this setting, where non-randomized covariates are
ignored. However, as we indicated in the introduction, simultaneous randomization may
not be feasible in practice, so that instead of one fully randomized experiment we may only
have access to several datasets where different subsets of covariates are randomized. Our
method for constructing an estimator of f° still relies on orthogonality constraints that we
obtain environment-wise and then aggregate into a single estimator f . In the example above,
denoting by o(U) the Borel o-algebra generated by the random variable U, we get that
fO%(X%o) is characterized as the orthogonal projection of Y on the subspace La(o(X )
of square-integrable (X ;( e))—measurable random variables: for any square-integrable Borel
function h, we have

E[h(X ) (Y = f(X5))] =0 (24)

Conversely, this projection does not capture the true f° if some covariates in S° are con-
founded: the Ly projection by conditioning over X go leads to a biased estimate of f0.
However, under additional assumptions on f9 and the set of causal models (/\/lg( e))e, exact
recovery of f¥ is still possible based on multiple environments, where only a few covariates
in SV are simultaneously randomized in each environment. Our first result shows that, given
a collection of environments (Mz(e))e, assuming f0 can be decomposed as follows:

fo(xg0) = Z fe(Zg(e)nso)

ecf

then we can identify 9. We do not know S in practice, and thus we assume that f9 is a
sum of functions representing each an interaction term between subsets of covariates in S°
which are simultaneously randomized in a given environment:

F@go) = fel@pe)) (25)
ec&

Let F be the set of square-integrable Borel functions for all P¢, and Fg C F the set of
functions f that can be decomposed as above (25), where f. : RI?(®)l — R and f¢ € F for all
ecé.

Proposition 7 Assume that the distribution P¢ defining environment e € £ is generated
through interventions following model (23), and that all P¢ have the same support. Then
there exists at most one function f € Fg such that, for all e € &€, for all h € F, we have

0 = E[h(X ) (Y = f(X))] (26)

Additionally, f° satisfies equation (26) above over the shared support of (P%). whenever
fo € Fe.
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This effectively corresponds to projecting the response Y on a smaller subspace of random
variables. However, this projection is only on the unconfounded covariates within each
environment: the objective function varies between environments when fitting any regression
model to estimate such projections.

6.3 Causal Aggregation via Boosting

Based on the available environments, we propose a causal aggregation estimator f € Fg of
f° following decomposition in equation (25):

F=>"fe@ye)

ecf

by individually estimating each term fe via samples from the corresponding environment—
specifically, the randomized covariates of those samples. Our ability to recover f° is therefore
limited by the overall “causal information” derived from each environment: the more covariates
are simultaneously randomized in some experiment, the better our procedure will be at
capturing potential interactions. The identification result can inspire a naive fitting procedure
that closely resembles the backfitting algorithm for additive models (Breiman and Friedman,
1985), but uses samples from environment e to estimate the different additive terms fe. We
first initialize all the additive term estimators fe (for example, setting these to 0). We then
randomly pick an environment e, compute the residual term given by

RO:=Y = fa(X5)
é#e

and update fe based on the orthogonality constraint for that environment where h is any
square-integrable random variable:

0=E [h(X;(e))(Re — fe( Z,(e)))} (27)
This in turn corresponds to choosing fe as the minimizer of

fo = argminE [(Re — fe(Xg(e)))z} (28)

e

We then loop until some convergence criterion is attained, for example, taking the supremum
over e of an £, loss on the difference between the two last most recent updates of fe. We
describe this procedure in Algorithm (1). The connection between this procedure and the
proof of the identification result in Proposition 7 is the following. Assume the sequential
training of the component fe in f starts with the environment index e whose input variables
are the most downstream in the DAG derived from M. Then this estimator is set to the true
population f. when fitted on the environment e if the model is well specified—similar to the
observation leading to (24) in the fully randomized case. Iterating this procedure we recover
f° by sequentially cancelling out the contribution of each f. in Y¢ when computing (28).
Unfortunately, this procedure would require knowing the graph G, and other challenges arise
when using this method that showcase the differences with respect to the original backfitting
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algorithm. In particular, the loss (28) is minimized on different datasets. Therefore, the
sequence of loss values for subsequent iterations of our estimator on one given environment
is not decreasing. After updating any given term in decomposition (25) based on minimizing
the loss over the corresponding environment, the loss evaluated at another environment may
increase instead.

Algorithm 1: Non-linear Causal Aggregation via Backfitting

Initialize fe =0, set §gp > 0 convergence threshold, § = 2 * §y current update gap.
while ¢ > §y do

Sample uniformly: e ~ U(|&]) R

Compute the residual: R® < Y*—3", fé(X;(é))

Compute estimator over environment: g, <— argming cr E [(Re — fe( 2(6)))2}

Update gap: & < sup, supxe | fo(X¢) — §e(X°)]
Update estimator component: f. < ge

return f = Y oece f.

This algorithm then suffers from unstable training, in particular when fitting models
with small sample sizes. These issues have the same underlying source: exactly enforcing the
orthogonality constraint on one environment to update one component can in turn make the
orthogonality conditions fail on the remaining components.

We propose a procedure that addresses this issue, called non-linear causal aggregation
via boosting. Boosting is a greedy algorithm where weak learners are aggregated to form a
regression estimator or a classifier. Weak learners correspond to individual simple estimators
derived from some base procedure such as regression or decision trees. Initial boosting
formulations for classification sequentially fit weak learners to samples re-weighted in such
way that the mis-classified ones by previously generated weak learners get higher weights in
the next iteration. The procedure thus increasingly focuses on the “hard” training samples
(Freund, 1995; Freund and Schapire, 1997; Schapire, 1990). The final output is then a linear
weighted average of the weak learners. In Friedman et al. (2000), boosting is reformulated
as a sequential additive modeling procedure where fitted weak learners correspond to the
negative gradient of the classification loss in the function space. Weak learners are then
sequentially added to the current function estimator. This characterization was first observed
in Breiman et al. (1998); Breiman (1999), but using this additive modeling perspective
boosting methods were subsequently developed beyond classification problems, in particular
for regression problems (Friedman, 2001). At each iteration a weak learner is trained on
top of the current iteration of the full estimator: using the square loss, this corresponds
to training the weak learner on the residual term obtained based on the current regression
model (Biithlmann and Yu, 2003). Within our framework, instead of replacing altogether
the individual component fe with an updated fitted model trained on environment e alone,
we incrementally update all components fe simultaneously by adding weighted function
estimates he defined over the same set of covariates Zy(e) as the corresponding fe. This can
also be understood as aggregating “weakly informative datasets”, as each boosting step only
takes into account for each sample those covariates that are unconfounded. Those he are first
estimated independently: within each environment, we use the current aggregate function f
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to generate the environment residuals

=Y - Zfé(Xz)(é)) = R° - f(X°)

Then, independently for each environment, we estimate ﬁe by solving a minimization problem
as in (28) based on samples from the corresponding environment e. We can view this in
light of the gradient boosting methodology (Friedman et al., 2001). We similarly fit a set
of candidate learners to the residuals derived from a quadratic loss function. However,
individual components he use only information pertaining to the randomized covariates in
each individual data set. Recent work has developed the boosting framework for non-linear
instrumental variables regression (Bakhitov and Singh, 2021). Instead of using instruments
from a single data set, our procedure deals with heterogeneous datasets with different
distributions generated via different experimental settings. The second step in this procedure
scales the candidate (Be)eeg by weights constructed to simultaneously satisfy all orthogonality
constraints. That is, we update each component as follows:

fe — fe +d€il/€

where (Ge)ece are chosen to satisfy the constraints (27) for the corresponding aggregated

S, fe + dehe:

0=E [iLe(Xz(e))(Ye — (Zfé(xg(é)) + éeha( ;(é))>] Vee &

One choice of loss function to implement this weight parameter search leads to the convex
minimization problem:

(Ge)ece = argmin > |E tuall (29)

ae€R ecf

© =Y ache (X)) he(X o)

ece

where we regularize the weight vector o with a quadratic penalty scaled by v > 0 that
we empirically observed improves the training behavior. This step is key to guarantee the
stability of the procedure. Although individual he are fitted through individual environment
e samples, the global re-weighting over the joint data across environments prevents that
individual updates by a single he perturb the orthogonality constraints on environments
¢ # e. Finally, we empirically observe that shrinking the updates by a learning rate 1 > n > 0
improves convergence, so our final proposed update is given by:

fef4n)  ache
eet
We again stop the training procedure as soon as the new term ) . o dzhe no longer sub-

stantially updates the aggregated f , and hyper-parameters such as the learning rate and
the penalty weight v can be chosen by keeping a separate validation data set within each
environment and evaluating the unpenalized orthogonality constraint loss in the minimization
problem (29).
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Algorithm 2: Causal Aggregation Boosting

Initialize fe =0, f =>. f;, set 1 learning rate, v penalty weight, set dg > 0
convergence threshold, § = 2 *x §y current update gap.
while § > §y do
for e € £ do
Compute residual: R® + Y€ — f(X°)
Compute individual component over environment:
he < argming, ¢ r, E [(Re - he(XZ(e)))Q]
Enforce orthogonality constraints:
(Ge)ece = argming, eg Soee [E [(RY — Secp ache(X50) he(X5)] ‘ + |2
Update gap: 6 <= sup.ce supxe | Y zce drshi( 5@l
| Update model: fef+ U Gzhe

return f

We summarize the procedure in Algorithm (2). The proposed procedure leverages the
same causal aggregation principle as in the linear aggregation framework, but as a subroutine
of the fitting procedure. Our procedure can be understood as gradient descent on the
space of functions Fg, where at each step we linearize the space of functions by computing
the environment-wise direction of maximal descent, and then fit the best global linear
approximation before taking the gradient step. The crucial point is that the environment-
wise components are fitted based on the unconfounded covariates of each sample, as the
variables X Z( o) used to estimate k. in environment e are precisely those that are randomized.

7. Numerical Simulations

We run simulations based on synthetic and semi-synthetic data. We start by validating
in Section 7.1 the main results of linear causal aggregation in the just-identified case, its
extension to the over-identified case and compare it to do calculus. We then validate non-
linear causal aggregation via boosting in Section 7.2. Finally, we then generate in Section 7.3
a semi-synthetic data set based on a gene perturbation experiment where we know the true
causal relationship between X and Y by design and use it to validate our causal aggregation
method.

7.1 Aggregation in the linear case
7.1.1 AGGREGATION IN THE JUST-IDENTIFIED CASE
We build on Example 1 to illustrate a simple case where we aggregate causal information

from a diverse set of environments, with different types of constraints built within each
environment. We add new covariates as represented in Figure 6, and generate samples

29



ROQUERO GIMENEZ AND ROTHENHAUSLER

/?\

Figure 6: SEM for observational environment: Experimental environments are obtained by
randomizing covariates in the above SEM, for which their incoming edges are
removed.

according to a SEM MO as in (3). The structural equations defining the model are as follows:

H +— eg

X1+ 2H + ¢

Xo+— X1+ H+e

X3+ —X1+2X9+ €3 (30)
Xo+—X1+X3+¢

X5(—2X2—|—X4—Y—|—€5

Y+ Xo+2X4+H+ ey

This model contains latent factors that simultaneously affect the covariates and the response.
The causal vector is given by 8° = (0,1,0,2,0), but the presence of a latent variable H biases
the least squares estimates of Y on X. Additionally, the vector € is sampled from a standard
Gaussian distribution (where for simplicity we include ey in the vector € previously defined).
We consider four different environments. First, samples are collected from an observational
environment e; where an instrument I is available for X7, so that its structural equation
becomes X7 < 2H + I 4+ €1. An experimental environment es is generated by intervening
on X3 and Xj5. This intervention is translated into a SEM with the same equations above
except for X3, X5 that follow X; < ¢;. We generate samples for the third environment es
from an interventional data set where we assume we intervene on Xo and also we know the
parental set of X,. These interventional environments follow the the causal model {MZ(e)}e
where ¢(e2) = {3,5} and ¢(e3) = {2} (cf. equation 5). Randomization in the experimental
datasets removes spurious correlations due to the latent variable H and truncate the direct
contribution of parental variables of intervened covariates. Last, we generate an environment
e4 where all covariates are randomized and thus the latent variable H has no longer any
confounding effect, i.e. ¢(eq) = {1,2,3,4,5}.

We run several experiments and evaluate the performance when using different subsets of
constraints derived from the environments above. The first criterion we look at is whether
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Figure 7: Graphical representation of experimental environments: In environment es (left),
X3 and X5 are randomized. In environment es (right) only X, is randomized.
Nodes in red correspond to covariates that are associated to an orthogonality
constraint.

Table 1: We construct confidence intervals with .95 nominal coverage based on the SEM in
Figure 6. We report the actual coverage of those confidence intervals for increasing
sample sizes, over 500 repetitions. Bold values indicate that the target coverage is

achieved.
Estimator n = 50 n =100 n = 200 n = 500 n = 1000
. Causal Aggregation 0.98 +£0.02 0.97 +0.02 0.96 +£0.02 0.95 4+ 0.02 0.96 + 0.02
Experiment A
Pooled data OLS 0.35+£0.04 0.23+0.04 0.14+£0.03 0.04+£0.02 0.01+£0.01

the actual coverage from the confidence intervals matches the nominal pre-specified level.
We compute confidence intervals with nominal coverage 0.95 for each coordinate and report
actual coverage for increasing sample sizes n € {50,100, 200, 500, 1000}, averaging across 500
repetitions. In those cases where several methods attain the correct coverage, we compare
them based on the mean length of the individual coordinate-wise confidence intervals. We
begin comparing our causal aggregation estimator B presented above and simple OLS, and
we later add other methods with competitive performance.

Our first experiment (referred to as experiment A) relies on constraints from environments
e1, eo and eg that are directly derived from the constraint inducing variables. Each variable
has exactly one such constraint across all environments, this corresponds to the just-identified
case. We report in Table 1 the coverage of the confidence intervals derived in equation (15)
for different values of sample size, based on 500 repetitions of the simulation. As expected,
our causal aggregation estimator has proper coverage following our theoretical results, and
OLS, being inconsistent, does not achieve the targeted coverage.

7.1.2 SIMULATIONS IN THE OVER-IDENTIFIED CASE

We define additional experiments built upon the previous example based on the SEM (30).
We already assumed the parental set for X4 is known, but previously we only constructed the
corresponding constraint in eg, leaving information on the side. Based on our assumptions on
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Table 2: Extending Table 1 to experiments B, C and D. As expected, the confidence intervals
derived from our causal aggregation method always achieve the target coverage.

Estimator n = 50 n = 100 n = 200 n = 500 n = 1000

Causal Aggregation 0.97 £0.02 0.96 £0.02 0.96 £+ 0.02 0.96 + 0.02 0.96 + 0.02
Pooled Data OLS 0.36 £0.04  0.23+£0.04 0.13+£0.03 0.05+£0.02 0.01+0.01
Causal Aggregation 0.94 +£0.02 0.94 +0.02 0.96 +£0.02 0.95 4+ 0.02 0.95 + 0.02
Pooled Data OLS 0.95 +0.02 0.95+0.02 0.95+0.02 0.95+ 0.02 0.95 4 0.02
Causal Aggregation 0.95 +0.02 0.94 +0.02 0.94 £0.02 0.95 +0.02 0.95 £ 0.02
Pooled Data OLS 0.39+£0.04 0.20+0.04 0.06 £0.03 0.01£0.01 0.00=+£0.00

Experiment B

Experiment C

Experiment D

the causal model Mg(e), the parental set for X4 remains unchanged in those environments
where X4 is not intervened on, and thus we have access to two additional constraints. We
define experiment B by including those, obtained in environments e; and ez, on top of
those already available in experiment A. Experiment C is defined though the randomization
constraints from environment e4 only. Last, experiment D combines all constraints from
experiments B and C.

We first check the actual coverage of causal aggregation and OLS and report the results
in Table 2 where each row corresponds to a different experiment. Again, causal aggregation
achieves the target coverage in all experiments, but OLS only does so in experiment C, where
full randomization removes any confounding due to the latent variable and thus the OLS
estimator becomes consistent and the derived confidence intervals attain the nominal coverage.
Actually, OLS and our causal aggregation method are the same in the just-identified setting
of experiment C. We also notice a slight over-coverage in certain settings: the achieved
coverage may be higher than the target. We conjecture that this is due to the two-step
nature of the regression adjustment constraints: the estimated variance of the constraints
may be slightly upwardly biased due to the adjustment step previous to the construction
of the orthogonality constraint, which leads to wider-than-expected confidence intervals in
finite samples.

Having checked that the confidence intervals from our causal aggregation method achieve
the nominal coverage, we now turn to comparing size across different experiments. Figure 8
shows the main point of these simulations: increasing the number of constraints improves the
asymptotic efficiency of the causal aggregation estimator. Experiments A and C correspond to
two just-identified cases, and additional constraints define experiments B and D respectively,
which are thus over-identified cases where we use the two-step MM aggregation method. In
both cases the confidence intervals become tighter: experiment B shows an improvement
over A, and experiment D improves over C and B. Even if causal aggregation (and OLS in
experiment C) are able to properly estimate 3°, our method leverages additional information
to improve efficiency.

7.1.3 SIMULATIONS WITH ADDITIONAL DO-CALCULUS CONSTRAINTS

Within environment es, we report the performance of another standard, well-known estimation
procedure of the causal effects: regression after applying do-calculus on a known causal graph.
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Efficiency of the causal aggregation estimator across experiments
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Figure 8: Box plots of the mean length of the confidence intervals across 500 repetitions for
a range of sample sizes in different experimental settings. The causal aggregation
estimator is consistent and the confidence intervals achieve the target coverage.
Our method can additionally leverage information from every environment that
generates a valid constraint to tighten the confidence interval length.

Table 3: We construct confidence intervals with .95 nominal coverage and report the actual
coverage of those confidence intervals for increasing sample sizes, over 500 repetitions.
Bold values indicate that the target coverage is achieved.

n = 50 n = 100 n = 200 n = 500 n = 1000

Do-calculus

0.94 £0.02 0.95+0.02 0.95+0.01 0.96 +0.02 0.95 4 0.02

Causal Aggregation 0.94 4+ 0.03 0.96 +0.02 0.954+0.01 0.97 £0.01 0.98 £+ 0.01

To showcase the advantage of our methodology that leverages all the available data from
each environment, we assume that the causal graphs in each environment are known to the
do-calculus method. We have applied the causal transportability formula (a generalization
of the do-calculus as implemented in the R-package causaleffect) to the environments
{e1,e2,e3}. Among the environments {ej, €9, e3} (or combinations of environments), only es
leads to identifiable causal effects on Y of intervening on all X1, Xo, X3, X4, X5. These are
obtained by regressing Y on the set of variables X1, X2, X3, X4 and reporting the coefficients
of X5, X,. Therefore, based on samples from ez only, we can estimate 3° based on two
constraints derived from the do-calculus approach and the perfect knowledge of the causal
graph structure. We omit any analysis with samples from the fully randomized environment
e4, which could be used in an equivalent manner by both methods.
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The causal transportability formula does not recommend using any samples from e; and
eo. This is potentially due to the fact that the approach is non-parametric. Samples from e
and e help improving the efficiency of the estimator whenever we use causal aggregation.
Indeed, the previous causal aggregation constraints in those environments can be updated
with the knowledge derived from the causal graph: certain coefficients in 8° are equal to 0
regardless of the environment. We can therefore restrict the problem to a regression of Y over
Xo, X4 and build a causal aggregation estimator combining the two do-calculus constraints
with the updated ones from environments e; and e3. We verify in Table 3 that both methods
achieve the target coverage as expected. We then compare the length of the confidence
intervals in Figure 9, showing again an improvement in efficiency as we include additional
constraints from multiple environments with causal aggregation.

Efficiency with additional do-calculus constraints

I Do-calculus
[ Causal Aggregation

‘m“a-.

200 500 1000
Sample size

o o = = = N

u 9 N U N o

) [ w o a )
- oo
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o

o
N
&

0.00

50

Figure 9: Box plots of the mean length of the confidence intervals across 500 repetitions for
a range of sample sizes.

In conclusion, even in situations where OLS and do-calculus lead to consistent estimators
of the causal effects, we can benefit from collecting data from other environments with
confounding where those previous methods may fail to work: if we can extract partial
information based on constraints derived from valid assumptions, we can improve the
efficiency of our estimators.

7.2 Non-Linear Aggregation

Consider the same SEM used for simulations in the low dimensional case, whose DAG
structure is given in Figure 6, but where the structural equation of Y is given by a complex
non-linear function. We also modify structural equations of X to validate the fact that
causal boosting performs well when allowing flexible non-linear covariate structural equations.
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In particular, we consider the following SEM:

H + €q

X1« 2H + ¢

Xo+— X1+ H+e

X3+ —2X1 X9+ €3

Xy < log(1+[X1]) + X3+ €4

X5+ 2Xo+ Xy —Y 465

Y — fO(X1, X0, X3,Xy) +2H + ey

where all the disturbance terms eg, (€;) jels)» €y are jointly independent, standard Gaussian.
This model satisfies the assumptions on our non-linear SEM framework (cf. equation 22).
We make confounding explicit by introduced the latent factor H that makes the aggregated
residual H + ey of the response structural equation non independent of the covariates—as
some of these covariates are also affected by H. However, whenever we randomize the
covariates in the parental set S° = {1,2,3,4} of the response Y, we get that the residual
H + ey is centered conditionally on the randomized covariates. We run several simulations
where we analyze the performance of the proposed causal aggregation boosting algorithm
(2) for different choices of function f° and sets of environments £. Our simulations show
the correctness of our method whenever the model is well specified in the sense that for any
interaction term in fO there is an environment in £ where all the input covariates to the
interaction term are randomized.

We fit the model on training data and put aside a test set for evaluating the performance
of our method. We report the Lo loss of our estimator f given by an oracle with access to f°:

E[(f°(X°) - f(X%))?]

where the expectation is taken over the test set samples X ¢ averaged across all environments.
We use two different response models in our simulations, denoted by f?, f})]. We first use
a piece-wise constant function given by:

0
f[ (xla xr2,x3, $4) - lz1>0 + lmz>0 - 2112>0,(E3>—1 + 21x1<0,x4<—1 + 31w1<0,x2<1,x3<—1

We choose as the base model to fit the environment-wise h, a decision tree: f? should be
simple enough that the causal aggregation boosting algorithm recovers it efficiently. If we
instead use another response function that is no longer piece-wise constant, then the number
of samples required to achieve the same level of accuracy increases, and we run simulations for
the following loss function f})j that additively combines a linear component and a piece-wise
constant component:

0
fri(@y, @2, 23, 24) = 221 — 222 — 2150502551 + 213 <0,20<—1 + 3oy <0,20<1,25<—1

Let a set of two environments £° = {ej,ea} given by ¢(e1) = {1,2,3} and ¢(e2) = {1,4},
so that f?, f% € Feo. We can therefore recover these target functions using such set of
environments as our data source. Conversely, given that the set of environments £ constrains
the class of functions Fg¢ our estimator f belongs to, we analyze how the performance degrades
as the approximation error increases when limiting the interventions across environments.
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Simulation Sets of randomized covariates

Simulation A {1,2,3},{1,4}
Simulation B {1,2,3}
Simulation C {1},{2, 3}
Simulation D {1},{2}, {3}

Table 4: Four different experimental settings: for each simulation, a set of subsets of in-
dices represents the subsets of simultaneously randomized covariates within an
environment, across the set of environments.

We define four simulations each corresponding to a different set of environments in Table 4.
For each simulation we characterize the set of environments as a set of subsets of indices,
each representing one environment. Within such environment, the indices represent the
simultaneously randomized covariates. Simulation A corresponds to collecting data from &£°
above. Simulations B, C and D correspond to fitting our causal boosting procedure in cases
where not all the interacting covariates have an environment where they are simultaneously
randomized, leading to an approximation bias that increases as we limit the amount of
simultaneous randomization. We report the results of fitting our causal boosting procedure
to data generated with the response function given by f? in Figure 10, and as expected we
observe that causal boosting correctly recovers the non-linear function: the Lo loss decreases
towards 0 with sample size. However, the loss reaches a plateau in those other simulations
where not all the interactions in the target function have corresponding randomized data.

We now turn to analyzing the performance of causal boosting with respect to alternative
methods. We focus on the set of environments defined in Simulation A, so that there is no
approximation error. A first naive baseline corresponds to fitting a non-parametric regression
method to the pooled data across environments, similar to the OLS baseline previously used
in the linear case. We choose random forests for that purpose, given that the base estimator
in the boosting procedure is a decision tree. We also compare the boosting procedure to the
causal backfitting procedure defined in Algorithm 1. Both these procedures will perform
poorly: the naive pooled method will indeed fail to recover the true non-linear response
function. The backfitting procedure will suffer from instability during training, and will
often fail to converge. We define a simpler one-pass backfitting procedure as an alternate
baseline that does recover the response function, albeit with an additional key assumption
similar to the one in the above section. If we assume that the causal graph is known, then
we can implement a single-pass backfitting procedure that has competitive performance.
The individual components of the estimator f following equation 25 are fitted sequentially,
starting by those components whose variables are most downstream in the DAG.

We report the result of the simulations in Figure 11, comparing the causal aggregation
boosting procedure versus the competing methods, where the response function is either f?
or f; and &Y is the set of environments. Again, our aggregation procedure recovers a good
estimate of the true causal function for both f?, f})f € Feo. However, for a given sample size,
the recovery loss for f? is smaller than that of f?l, as expected from the inclusion of linear
components in the latter. Random forests fitted on the pooled data perform poorly. This is
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Figure 10: Causal boosting loss under different simulation settings. Only Simulation A has
environments with properly randomized data such that there is no approximation
error.

expected, as this method is oblivious to the confounding. Training the causal backfitting
procedure is unstable and does not converge towards the true non-linear response, and this
issue is even more problematic for f?r Finally, the single pass backfitting performs reasonably
well but requires larger sample sizes to achieve the same performance as the causal boosting
procedure.

In conclusion, our causal boosting procedure performs very well. The per-environment
model fitting, coupled with the linearization step that re-weights the components of the
estimator by drawing from our linear causal aggregation theory is a competitive method
for estimating non-linear causal responses from partially randomized data from multiple
environments.

7.3 Semi-Synthetic Data Set

We finally validate our procedure on semi-synthetic data set that we create from a single-cell
RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) data set published in Gasperini et al. (2019). This data
set contains mRNA counts of 207,324 individual cells measuring the expression of around
10,000 genes. Each of those genes is in a neighborhood of several potential DNA regulatory
elements—a section of non-protein coding DNA that modulates the expression of a gene.
This experiment in particular focuses on enhancers, regulatory elements that promote gene
expression. The goal of the experiment is to find true biological regulatory associations
between candidate enhancers pre-selected based on their chemical characteristics, and genes
that they potentially up-regulate. This particular data set is obtained by perturbing cells
via CRISPR interference (Jinek et al., 2012). This technology allows to directly intervene in
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Figure 11: Comparative performance of different aggregation methods for two separate target
functions

the gene regulation mechanism of by targeting a section of the genome with a CRISPR /Cas9
molecule attached to a specifically designed guide RNA (gRNA). That gRNA determines the
locations where CRISPR/Cas9 introduces DNA mutations that perturb gene regulation. In
this data set the targeted DNA sections are the candidate enhancers, therefore genes that
were actually regulated by a CRISPR-intervened candidate enhancer region are differentially
down-regulated.

We focus on a particular gene called PRKCB, with 10 selected candidate enhancers. Cells
are then intervened on a random subset of those enhancers: that is, each cell receives a
random combination of CRISPR molecules with gRNAs that target the 10 enhancers. In
addition to measuring the response Y corresponding to PRKCB gene expression, the data
set has a vector of binary variables (X7i,..., Xj9) for each cell indicating the presence of
CRISPR molecules, corresponding to the treatment covariates. Additionally, one needs to
control for technical factors W such as temperature and batch ID that simultaneously affect
the treatment variables and response, usually introducing those as covariates in a regression
model.

38



CAUSAL AGGREGATION

Table 5: Our aggregation MM estimator BMM o the perturbed samples closely matches
the original regression estimates BOLS based on the original unperturbed data set
(first two columns). However, the confidence intervals are much larger, owing to
the additional noise introduced in the perturbed data set by the latent factor. The
OLS estimates BOLS(e) on any single perturbed data set e = 1,2, 3 leads to biased
estimates of the regression vector due to the additional synthetic confounding we
introduce. Thus, some of the OLS estimates are far from the estimates on the
original, unperturbed data set. On the other hand, the estimates BM M are close to
the estimates from the original data set.

Original data set Perturbed datasets

Targeted Candidate Enhancer poLs MM BOLS(1) BOLS(2) BOL5(3)

1822 top 0.00 £ 0.04 029+0.29 0.05+0.07 0.67+0.07 0.35+0.07
1856 top 0.01 £0.04 —0.04+0.31  0.05+0.08 0.76+0.07  0.35+0.07
1857 top 0.06 £ 0.05 0.02£0.32 1.09 +0.09 0.04 £0.09 0.60 £ 0.08
1863 second 0.03 £0.04 —0.29 £0.26 0.56 +0.07 —0.04 +0.08 0.39 £0.07
1863 top 0.00 £ 0.04 —0.24£0.25 0.58 +£0.07 —0.03 £0.07 0.30 £ 0.06
1865 top —0.10+0.04 0.00+0.13  0.30+0.06 0.414+0.06 —0.11+0.06
1866 top —0.50 £ 0.04 —0.46+0.13 —0.02+0.06  0.08+0.06 —0.51=+0.07
1866 second —0.46 £0.05 —0.42£0.17 0.29 £0.08 0.53£0.08 —0.43+0.09
1867 top —0.16 £0.05 —-0.13£0.15 0.47 +0.08 0.78 £0.08 —0.124+0.08
1897 top —0.03 £0.05 0.17+0.17 0.72+£0.08 0.76 £0.07 —0.02 +0.08

For the purpose of our semi-synthetic data example we assume a linear model for the
response, which is regressed on the binary vector of covariates to identify the actual regulatory
elements of the gene conditionally on the technical factors, though other models can better
capture these effects Gasperini et al. (2019); Katsevich and Roeder (2020). We obtain a
estimate of the effects of perturbing each candidate enhancer via the regression vector. We
now perturb the original data set and create several environments with synthetic confounding
that leads to biases in estimation at each individual environment. We then recover the
original regression vector through our aggregation procedure. We generate three environments
€ =1{1,2,3} by randomly partitioning the initial data set samples in three smaller datasets,
and for each partition we pick a subset of covariates Se, e = 1,2,3. We then introduce in
each environment e a confounding latent factor H that simultaneously affects the subset of
selected covariates (X;);es, and the response Y. We also assume that no covariate is selected
in all three new environments. We represent in Figure 12 graphical models corresponding to
two potential environments. Recovering the original regression estimate based on just one
environment is no longer possible, as we assume that in practice H is not observed. However,
if we assume that for each environment we know the subset of unconfounded covariates, we
can then construct orthogonality constraints for these, and use the aggregation estimator to
recover an estimate that is closer to the original one based on the unperturbed data set. In
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Figure 12: Semi-synthetic environments with added confounders: We split the initial data
set into three environments and sample three subsets of covariates. In each envi-
ronment we add a confounding term between the corresponding set of covariates
and the response. No covariate is perturbed in all three environments. Graphical
models above represent two potential environments.

practice, given one of the environments e € £, we perturb samples as follows:

H < Ber(0.5)
X, X;+H Vies,
Y« Y —4x(H-1)

leaving the other covariates unchanged. The data set covariates are coded via the set of
enhancers that are targeted by the CRISPR gRNA. In particular, for e = 1 we perturb the
set of covariates {1857 top, 1863 second, 1863 top, 1865 top, 1866 top, 1866 second, 1867
top, 1897 top}, for e = 2 we perturb the set of covariates {1822 top, 1856 top, 1865 top,
1866 top, 1866 second, 1867 top, 1897 top} and for e = 3 we perturb the set of covariates
{1822 top, 1856 top, 1857 top, 1863 second, 1863 top}. The OLS estimator 39 (e) on any
environment e € {1,2,3} is thus biased. However, aggregated estimator BM M provides us
with estimates that broadly match those of the original OLS estimator, albeit with wider
confidence intervals due to the increased variance because of the latent factor. In particular,
confidence intervals for each covariate overlap between these two methods, which is not the
case for OLS estimators built on just one environment.

8. Discussion

We have introduced a method for aggregating causal information across data sets, with the
goal of estimating the effect of simultaneous interventions. The method is based on causal
constraints, which arise from experimental manipulations and background knowledge. On
observational data, instrumental variables and knowledge about parental sets can be used
to define causal constraints. In the low-dimensional case, we discuss a two-stage procedure
that allows for asymptotically efficient estimation and inference of causal effects. In the
high-dimensional case we provide an £1-regularized estimator and derive finite sample bounds.
These finite sample bounds rely on a cone invertibility factor, which play a similar role as the
sparse eigenvalue condition in high-dimensional linear regression. As our high-dimensional
theory indicates, the method might be of use whenever a very large number of experiments are
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available, but only very few samples per experiment are observed. Whenever few covariates
are randomized, we recommend instead a pre-screening step on observational data to reduce
the dimensionality of the problem. In addition, we provide a non-linear version of causal
aggregation of experimental data that flexibly estimates interactions between covariates
and non-linearities in the response. This non-linear method uses the linear aggregation
step as a sub-routine when training the model following a boosting-like procedure, using at
every step only those covariates in each sample that are unconfounded. On synthetic and
semi-synthetic data sets we show that the proposed method outperforms naive methods that
do not take into account the special structure induced by the causal constraints. Most of the
causal constraints individually make use of data from only one environment. However, as in
the case of cross-product invariance (9), a causal constraint can leverage data from several
environments. Looking ahead, it would be interesting to explore whether novel constraints
can be derived that make use of data from different environments simultaneously.
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A. SEM Extension to Additive Shifts

In Section 3 we defined how new environments are generated by randomization of subsets of
covariates. In addition to this intervention mechanism, we consider additive noise interventions
where the distribution of the disturbance variable changes across environments by an additive
shift that is independent of the base distribution. Assume that within environment e there is
a set 1 (e) C [p] of covariates that have an additive intervention. With respect to the base
model MY, the following structural equations are modified.

X5 Yhepaots) Wh Xk + 6+ Vi€v(e)
Mije): 4 Y = L) BXE + v (31)
{ei}sepr L {05} jepl

where 67 = 0 for all j ¢ ¢(e). Let us give a justification for this model of environments
with a practical example. Experimentation by randomization provides a very concrete way
of perturbing a system, by direct manipulation of a covariate that modifies the structural
mechanism that generates it. A concrete example of this is a gene knock-out experiment
via CRISPR-Cas9: the targeted genes are no longer expressed, shifting the expression of
other downstream genes in the regulation pathway. Additionally, environments may differ by
some change in the overall environment. For example, different cell lines may have different
baseline expressions of some subset of genes that shift the overall gene expression distribution.
In practice, we want to assume that we know the subset of variables that are affected by this
background shift, and that they precede in the causal mechanism any other variable that is
experimentally manipulated.

B. High-Dimensional Aggregation Simulations: Pre-screening Before
Collecting Experimental Data

Whenever the number of covariates is too large, obtaining orthogonality constraints for
each covariate may become prohibitive. In practice we may be allowed to choose a subset
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Table 6: Results of simulation from Appendix B. We estimate the regression coefficient on
a subset of covariates that are pre-selected with a Lasso regression on an initial
observational data set. We split the set of selected covariates into two, and build
two experimental environments where covariates from each split are randomized in
the corresponding environment. We then generate orthogonality constraints and
run our aggregation procedure, as well as the pooled OLS. We additionally report
the average number of selected covariates by Lasso.

Sample Size n =50 n = 100 n = 200 n = 500 n = 1000
Estimator Selected MB vars. 2.72+0.26 298+0.26 3.744+0.16 4.70+0.27 5.34+0.12
Causal Coverage 0.99+£0.01 0.99+£0.01 0.97+£0.04 0.97+0.05 0.95=+0.06
Aggregation Average length 136.6 +171.9 3.84 £2.04 0.51+0.03 0.32+£0.01 0.124+0.01
Pooled data Coverage 0.80+0.11 0.81+£0.11 0.754+0.12 0.72+0.12 0.58£0.14
OLS Average length 0.434+£0.04 0.31+£0.02 0.194+0.02 0.13+£0.01 0.05+0.01

of covariates to randomize based on an initial observational data set. Assuming that the
connectivity matrix is sparse, we can run a pre-selection step to select a few variables, then
based on an experimental environment construct the appropriate orthogonality constraints.
We then assume the direct effects of the discarded covariates is 0, and thus we construct an
estimator in the low-dimensional framework. However, to construct valid confidence intervals
for such estimator based on pre-selected covariates we need to avoid using the same samples
for model selection and inference. Our description above does indeed use two different sets
of samples, where (easily accessible) observational data is used for covariate selection and
then experimental data is obtained at a second stage. Otherwise we would split the data set
to solve this issue.

Consider the following SEM where the covariate dimension is 200, where the connectivity
matrix has a sparse structure given by the graph in Figure 13. The only covariate with a
non-zero direct effect on Y is Xgg. The values of the entries in the connectivity matrix are
sampled from a Gaussian distribution centered in 1 and with variance 0.5. We run a Lasso
regression (Tibshirani, 1996) on a standardized observational data set to select a subset of
the covariates. Under some conditions on the coefficient sizes, as the sample size increases
the selected set of covariates contains the the Markov blanket of Y (Bithlmann and Van
De Geer, 2011, Section 2.5), which is equal to the subset {X1, X2, X99, X100, X199, X200}. In
practice, this pre-selection step is adding a few random variables to the set of those that are
randomized, our aggregation method works as long as the variables in the Markov blanket
are selected and randomized in the experimental data. We report in our simulations the
average number of Markov blanket covariates selected by Lasso (out of 6) as sample size
increases.

Based on this selection step, we partition the selected covariates and for each subset we
generate experimental datasets where those covariates are randomized. We do so by removing
the dependence of the randomized covariates in their parents and assigning it a random
standard Gaussian variable. We run the procedure for the just-identified setting based on the
orthogonality constraints obtained from the experimental environments, as well as the OLS
on the pooled data from the experimental environments. We run this procedure for different
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sample sizes (n € {100,200, 500, 1000,5000}) and report the confidence intervals coverage
with nominal coverage 0.95 and average length. We report the results in Table 6. As the
sample size increases, our aggregation procedure correctly estimates the sparse regression
coefficient. For small sample sizes, the confidence intervals are meaningless as with few
samples errors propagate in both the screening step and the aggregation step in the just-
identified case, which is too imprecise with small sample sizes as previously seen. Pooled

OLS coverage is well below the nominal value.
@»@»@»u»»@»»u»@

Figure 13: SEM for high-dimensional example: Observational samples are generated via the
above SEM with 200 covariates, with a confounder affecting the response and
two covariates.

C. Proofs
C.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof The linear constraint is a consequence of the independence between the residual term
obtained ey =Y — X7 3% and an exogenous variable. For an instrumental variable I or a
randomized covariate X, independence arises by definition. This leads to constraints of the

type:

EI(Y - XTp% =0
ELG(Y — XTB%) =0

In a DAG, a variable is independent of its non-descendent nodes conditionally on its parental
set (Pearl et al., 2009, Theorem 3.2.2). Our constraint is based on conditioning on the
parental set of a covariate X;. This parental set corresponds is obtained from the DAG GO,
where the observational distribution factorizes. However, in practice we can not condition on
the unobserved variables, hence we must assume that the parental set of X; in GY is the same
as the parental set in G°. When adjusting X ; for the parental set we get a random variable
given by X —Zkepao(j) a;p X} = €; as we assumed c¢j;, = 0: i.e. the latent factors do not affect
X;. Additionally, given that the graph has no cycles whenever we know that the response Y’
is in the parental set of X; we immediately get as a constraint the fact that the regression
coefficient corresponding to X is 0. Therefore from now on we assume that Y is not in the
parental set. The residual is not represented in the graph on its own, but we can derive the
orthogonality constraint as follows. Replacing Y by (Y — X7 30) = ZkeLp'] dipHy + ey, we

get that this term is independent of the adjusted term X; — X'j where Xj = Zkepao(]‘) g Xk
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Hence we obtain the result. Finally, the last constraint derived from additive interventions
(called inner-product invariance) is proved in Rothenhéusler et al. (2019, Proposition 1). B

C.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof We can assume without loss of generality that the ordering {1,...,p} is a topological
ordering for the DAG GY. We stack constraint vectors that form G following the same
topological ordering in the constraint related variable. We will now show that stacking
the vertical vectors in such ordering leads to an upper triangular matrix that is invertible.
The idea is that each constraint is related to one covariate, and we show that the corre-
sponding constraint inducing variable R is independent of the previous covariates in the
topological ordering. Consider the j-th vector in G. In the IV setting, the instrument
is independent of all the non-descendant variables of X; in the G graph. Therefore the
constraint vector has its first j — 1 entries equal to 0. Whenever randomizing X, that
variable is now independent of all its non-descendants in the G® graph. Adjusting for
direct causes (i.e. conditioning on the parental set), assuming there is no latent variable
effect, we get that the residual after adjusting X; given by R = X; — X ;j is independent of
the non-descendants of X;. Again, the constraint vector has its first j —1 entries equal to 0. B

C.3 Proof of Proposition 3

Proof For notation simplicity, we associate C = [p]. For ¢ € [p], let u. € RP,v. € R, and let
U = (Ue)eefp]s ¥ = (Ve)celp). Consider the mapping

‘ {R(pH)Xp 3 RP
(u,v) = G~ H(u)Z(v)

where

G(u) = [uz]lgcgp =1 | eRPP Zwv)=|: | eRr?
ug Up

where the notation [uCT] » denotes the matrix obtained by stacking the row vectors uJT If

1<c<
we consider the restriction of £ to those vectors (u,v) such that the matrix G(u) is invertible,

then we have that £ is continuously differentiable at (u,v) and its derivative is given by
déuw(0,7) = —G(u) 'G(W)G(u) ' Z(v) + G(u) ' Z(d)
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Therefore, via a Taylor approximation, we have that

(/0" = E(u,v) — dEy o (u' — uy 0" — )
=£(',v") = E(u,0) + Gu) T GW) — G(u) G(u) ' Z(v) — G(u) ™ (Z (V) — Z(v))

=£(u/, ') — E(u,v) + G(u)_l(C’(u/, v') = C(u,v)) <G’(u)1Z(v)>

-1
:Ou/HU(H(u,’ U/) - (u’ U)H)

v —v
where

C(u,v) = [ug,vc] 1<e<p € Rpx(p+1)

(2
of the covariates X7 = (X{,,..., X7 ;). Each constraint ¢ € [p] is based on samples from

environment e, € £: for each ¢ € [p] we collect a constraint inducing variable (Rf);c[y,.]- Such
R¢ may correspond to Xg¢ if such covariate is randomized, or an instrument in environment
e for covariate Xg¢. R can also be the residual variable when adjusting for the parental set
of a given covariate (although as indicated in Section 4.1.3, regressing on the parental set
and estimating the orthogonality constraint must be done with distinct datasets). Recall
that n = ) ¢ ne is the total number of samples, and that the sample sizes from different
environments grow at the same rate: 7= — p. € (0,1). The vector (9 is characterized as
the solution to the system of equations:

We collect n. samples (X7, Y»e)ie[ne] in environment e, where X7 is the i-th vector sample

E[Rel (Yel _ ﬁO’TXel)] =0
Z(v) =G(u)pf <
E[Rr(Yr — 2T X )] =0
so that 8° = £(u,v) where u = (E[R°X®]) e}, and v = (E[R°Y*]).c[,. Analogously, the

estimator 3 is given by plugging in the previous equation the sample averages: B =¢(a,0)
where
{ﬂ = ((1/n€c) Zié[nec] ngXfC)ce[p]

0= ((1/nec) Zié[nec} ngiec)ce[p]

We have by the strong law of large numbers that (i, %) — (u,v) = Op(1/y/n). Therefore we
get that

(32)

£, 0) — £(u,v) + G(u) " (C(a, 9) — C(u,v)) (ﬂzv))
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Let U¢ := R¢(X (Y ) € RPT! for ¢ € [p]. We have the following convergence in
distribution by the central limit theorem in environment e by combining all the constraints c
based on environment e:

v/ne Vect

(L3 ur-ew)| (o om0

Now, given the assumptions on the environment e, we have that

e\T 50 __pc(R0,T ye ~yre
" (7)) =re(s°Txe v
— RS,

As R° is an instrument, a randomized covariate, or the residual from regressing the covariate
on its parental set, we have R® and €}, are independent as indicated in Proposition 1.
Therefore, as €5, is centered, we get:

/BO T _ /80 - -
<_1> Cov(U*,U") <_1> =Cov(R%$, R°5) = 02Cov(RC, RY)

where o2 := E[ei}z]. We have by Slutsky’s theorem, given that e — p,

[( ZUC o) <€i>] :_%)N(O;%COV(RC)%:B)

ec.=e

Also, the covariance matrix COV(RC)6 _, is diagonal and invertible, as within environment
e constraint inducing variables that are either randomized covariates or instruments are
jointly independent. We now concatenate the results for different environments. Given the

independence of samples across environments, we have that:

cem)

1 n——4o00

(G, 8) = C(u,v) <50) o N (osCor( =)

where the covariance matrix COV(&RC) celp] is still diagonal. We conclude:

VPec
0
Vil = 5°) o M (0:x)
where ¥ = G~ (u )Dlag( . Var(RC)> G T (). [ |
celp)
C.4 Proof of Proposition 5
Proof ) )
Letting 2o := [|Z — Gf°||oo, We show that in the event {z,, < A} our regularized

estimator B(\) satisfies

SO G(B(N) — BOlloe 2189
CIF,(8°, Q) CIFq(SO,G’)

1B = 8°llg < (33)
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We follow Ye and Zhang (2010) and show the following inequality:
1B 50y = Blsoyellt =l1BN) so)e I

=B8N = 18N solh

<[18%M1 — 1B(N)sollx

<lIBsolls = B(N)so 1

<1850 = BN sollx
where we used the fact that S is the support of B% and that in the event {2, < A} the true
vector @0 is feasible, therefore we get ||S(\)[|1 < ||8°||1. If the upper bound is equal to 0, then
we get 3(\) = B° as these vectors coincide over SY and (S°)¢ and the inequality above holds.
Otherwise, this shows that 3(\) — 8° belongs to the cone € := {u : lwisoyellr < [lugollr # 0}

and we get the first inequality in equation (33) by definition of the CIF. Furthermore, we
show that [|G(B(N) — 8°)]lec < 2 in the event {zo, < A}:

IGBO) = 8%)lloe =II(Z = GB°) = (Z = GB(N)) |0 < 2

as (Y, B()\) are in the feasible set.

We need a high probability bound for the event {z < A}, and we also need to control
the CIF value for the empirical matrix G in equation (33), which entails using concentration
inequalities to control the deviation of G from G. Lemma 3 in Rothenhéusler et al. (2019)
provides the following bound for the gap between the CIF under the estimator matrix G
and the CIF value under G:

|CIF,(S°, G) — CIF,(S°, G)| < 25°||G - G|
therefore in the event {2|S[||G — G||oo < 2CIF,(S% G)} the following upper bound holds:

4|80 /a)

CIF, (50, G) (34)

1BON) = B4 <

We now apply lemma 8 to obtain a bound with high probability for |G — G loo and the event
{200 < A}. Let t = 2logp and set

[ t+1 1
AN :=kocog ﬂ = k:\/gacaE _Oi —0
Mineeg Ne MiNeeg Ne

where the universal constant k is defined in the lemma. Given that choice of A we get by
lemma 8:

P(ZOOS)\) 21—;2 and P(HG—GHOO§Z—);>\) 21—;

In addition, as by assumption we have oF, (1307G) \/ mii‘:i? - — 0, we get that eventually

log p < CIFq(SO,G)
mingeg e — 4v/3k|S%|oxoc

9X < CIF,(S°, G)
0B 4|59
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The high probability bounds above then control the two events leading to inequality (33).
Therefore with probability at least 1 — %, we have that

. 4|80 /a)
A =B, <— L =
||B( ) ﬂ Hq _CIFq(SO,G)
<4\/§/<;UCUE\SO|1/‘1 logp
~  CIFy(S° G) mingeg ne
hence the result. [ |

Lemma 8 Assume that X7 are O'g( sub-gaussian, €5, are 0125 sub-gaussian, and that R° are
0% sub-gaussian for all e € €,j € [p|,c € C and some fized O'go 0'12_5;, o% > 0. There exists a

universal constant k > 0, such that for anyt > 0:

t+1 t+1
P(zoo < kacaEmaX< ,+ o8P ,W)) >1—2¢!
MiNeeg Ne MiNeeg Ne
A t+21 t+21
P(!G—G\oo<kacaxma><( ha ng,\/ ha ng)) >1—2¢7"
MiNeeg Me MmMiNecg Ne

Proof We will prove the result by relying on concentration inequalities for sub-gaussian
and sub-exponential random variables. We use Orlicz spaces and norms since this allows us
to bound the products of quantities easily, by invoking inequalities that we discuss in the
following. We refer to Vershynin (2018) for further details on the use of Orlicz spaces in
concentration inequalities. We also introduce universal constants, finite positive real numbers
that do not depend on the other elements in the problem. The Orlicz norm of a random
variable X with respect to an Orlicz function v is defined as

Xy == inf{t>o : E[dj(%)} < 1}

The Orlicz space with respect to ¢ is the space of random variables with finite Orlicz norm.
Given the choices of 11,19 defined below, we get that the corresponding Orlicz spaces are
the families of sub-gaussian and sub-exponential random variables respectively.

Y1z e’ —1 ¢2:xb—>ex2—1

These two spaces are connected by the following inequality that applies for any variables
X,Y:

HXYH% < HXH¢2HYH¢2
Hence the products of random variables we have are sub-exponential as products of sub-

gaussian random variables. The following inequalities hold for an universal constant kg that
does not depend on the random variables.

IRy, < 1Bl ll€ s < kooCOR
IREX e — E[REX ] lyy < Ryl XS0 gy < Koocox
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where we relied on the fact that there exists a universal constant kgy, independent of the
choice of the random variable, such that for any X we have || X — E[X]||y, < kool| X[y, , and,
for a 02 sub-gaussian random variable, there is another universal constant kg; such that
| X || sy < koro. We apply Bernstein’s inequality to the product R (cf. Theorem 2.8.1 in
Vershynin (2018)):

(njc Z Roece

1S TLEC}

o ( (e, t)? Ne,t ))
mln
' ne | Reece|, 7 [[Reev]|y,

| /\

ect2 Ne,t
exp ( k1 min ( ))
O'CO'E "koocoR
Te. Min , min ( —5—, ——
e k:2 ko U%a% OCOE

, t2 t
< 2exp ( — kone, min (ﬁ, 7)>
0éH0E OCOE

Therefore we get by inverting the term in the exponential bound:

1 t t
zexp(=0) 2P(| = 3 Rier| 2 Gm\mm)
exp(—t) > e Z Rie 0CcOE max i \ T
¢ i€ne.] ¢ ¢
1 t t 1 1
2P< — Z Rie°| > ocopmax (E’ E> max (EM/E))
¢ i€lne,] ¢ ¢
1 t t
(|l S B = boopma (- [0)
Mee e | Ne, \/ Ne,

where ko, k1, ko, k3 are universal constants. Analogously for the product RCX;C we get that:

t t
> kzocox max (—, —)) < 2exp(—t)

ec Ne,

1 C €c C €c
P( o '[Z]RiXM—E[R x¢]
T 1€ Ne,

We conclude in both cases by applying an union bound. For the term 2., we have:

t+logp t+logp
P(zoo > k3oco g max ( - , - ))
MiNeeg Ne Millecg Me

1 t+logp t+logp
- ( U { Ne. Z REG?C 2 k3000 pmax (min ne  \| mingee n )})
ec i€[ne.] ec& Tle ec& e

c€[p]

t+logp [t+logp
< C ec
Z P(’ . Z Rie:c| > kgacaEmaX( . e ))
c€lp) ¢ i€ne.] ¢ ¢
<2pexp ( —(t+ logp))
<2exp(~—t)
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For the term ||G — G||o we have:

- t+21 t+ 21
P(||G—G||oO Zkrgacaxmax< + ng,” + ng))
Millecg Te MiNeeg Me

1 t+21 t+21
_ (| | {‘7 S RXC — E[ROXY] Zk:gacaxmax( +toogp T ng)})
Ne,. 200 J Mmingeg Ne MiNeeg Ne
ceC ¢ i€[ne.]

j€lp]
1 oo e t+2logp [t+2logp
<> P(’n— > REXSs —E[R°XS]| > kgacaxmaX( R n ))
jcee[g] telned
<2p|Clexp (— (t + 2logp))
§2|g exp(—t) < 2exp(—t)

Therefore we get the result. n

C.5 Proof of Proposition 6
Proof For completeness, we adapt the proof in Rothenh&usler et al. (2019) to show that

lim P( min [B(\):] > 0) — 1.
im P( min |5(3);] > 0)

. Koco lo
0 - COE gp
1BA) = Bl < CIF 5 (59, G) \| minece ne

the beta-min condition implies

) Kogog log p
0< 0 _
]Helg% 1551 CIF(SY, G) \/ Mineeg Ne

< min |B(V);].
_]r,relgglﬁ( )il

In the event

This completes the proof. |

C.6 Proof of Proposition 7

Our proof is based on two key properties of the graphical structure of the interventional
DAGs (G¢).: they all share a same topological ordering—the topological ordering from G°
still holds when intervening on covariates—and the nodes of randomized covariates ¢(e) in
environment e have no incoming edges by definition of randomization. These two properties
are independent of the response node, and therefore to simplify our proofs we consider
a different graph structure by marginalizing out the response node as follows. Given the
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causal models MY and ./\/lz)( ¢y We define the marginal distributions of PY, P¢ over X, denoted

P%, PS. These factorize in DAGs G% = ([p], E%) and G% = ([pl, E%) where the set of nodes
[p] represents covariate nodes. The edges in E%, E% are the same as in E°, E¢ for those
that are not connecting Y to another node. Previous edges in (EY, £¢) that connected Y to
other nodes are replaced by edges in E9 ,Eg( between covariates that connect in G°, G¢ every
parent of Y to every child of Y. Finally, graphs G’f;( share the same previously mentioned
two properties as G¢: they all share a same topological ordering given by ég( and nodes of
randomized covariates ¢(e) in environment e have no incoming edges in G%.

Assume without loss of generality that the order [p] = {1,...,p} is a topological order
of G’g(. We consider the reversed lexicographical order between two subsets A, B C [p],
A={a,...,an,} and B = {by,...by,}, where a; > ag > --- > a,, (and analogously for
B), as the total order given by

A= B < (Ji|(aj = b;¥j < i) and (a; > b;)) or (na > np and {a1,...,an,} = B) (35)

For a set of environments € we define the set ¢(€) := {¢p(e) C [p],e € £} of subsets ¢(e)
of indices in [p] that index the variables intervened in environment e € £. Such set has
a maximal element max (¢(&)). For two sets of environments €1, &>, we define an order
&1 = & by comparing their maximal elements: max (¢(£1)) = max (¢(£2)). We now prove
Proposition 7.

Proof

Uniqueness We first prove the uniqueness statement. Assume that there are two functions
f1 and f, that follow the decomposition given in equation (25) such that the orthogonality
conditions given by equation (26) hold and consider the difference f := f; — fo. By linearity
f follows the decomposition given in equation (25). Additionally, for all e € &£, for all
square-integrable h : RI?(®)l — R, by subtracting the two orthogonality constraints for f;
and fo given by equation (26), we have

0 = E“[A( X g(¢)) f(X)] (36)

Applying Proposition 9 from the Appendix we get that f = 0 over the support of the random
variables which by assumption is the same across environments, hence the uniqueness of f.

Identifiability We finally show that f¥ satisfies equation (26) whenever f° € Fe. We have
that the structural equation defining the response variable is given by Y = f9(X g0) + ey.
Then, for all e € £, we have that the residual ey in environment e is independent of the
intervened variables X 4 () under P¢. Therefore, given that the residuals are centered random
variables, we get that

E[h(X g(e)) (Y = f)(X 50))] = 0 (37)
This implies that f© = f whenever f° € Fe. [ ]

Proposition 9 Assume the model of environments defined in (23), let f € Fe, i.e. it can
be decomposed as follows:

f(w) = Z fe(w¢(e)) (38>

el
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for some functions square-integrable (fe)ece defined over the subsets of covariates indexed
by ¢(e). Assume that all P¢ have the same support. If for all e € £, for all h : RI¢(I - R

square-integrable we have
E°[R(X g(e)) f(X)] =0 (39)

then f = 0.

Proof We prove the result by recursion: we show that, if f satisfies the conditions of the
lemma for £, then there exists another set of environments &, such that £ = & (strictly),
and f satisfies conditions (38) and (39) with £. We recursively show that f must satisfy a
decomposition of the type (38) with increasingly fewer variables and interactions. Given that
the set of sets of subsets of [p] is finite, after a finite number of steps we get that f must
satisfy the decomposition (38) for £ = () (i.e. f is constant). We then conclude that f =0
using condition (39) with h = 1.

Consider the maximal element ¢y := max (d)(é’ )), uniquely attained at e, i.e. ¢g = ¢(ep).
Let h: RI%l — R a square-integrable function under P such that for all i € ¢q,

B X g0)[ X go\ i3] = 0

under the distribution P from environment ey. By assumption (39), and the decomposition
(38), we have that

0 =E“[h(X 4,) f(X)]
=EC (X gy) Y fe(X ge))]

eel

= D0 ECUM(X o) fo X o)) + E“[A(X g0) feo (X )]
expo-o(e)

Now for all e # eg, we have ¢g = ¢(e). Let ¢o =: {ai,...,an,}, ¢(e) =: {b1,...,bny}-
We define a subset of indices A, as follows. If there exists ¢ such that a; = b; for all
j < i, and a; > b;, then let A, := {a1,...,a;—1} U[a; — 1]. Otherwise, if ny > np and
{ai,...,any} = ¢(e), then Ac :={a1,...,an,} Ulany+1 — 1] (so it can be written as in the
first case with ¢ = np + 1). In both cases, ¢(e) C Ac, ¢o \ {ai} C Ac and a; ¢ A.. Then

EC (X g0) fe (X p(e))] =E [ [1(X ) fe( X ()| X . ]]
=B [E% [2(X )| X ) fe(X ()]

() en e
ZEC [E [ X 40)| X g0\ fai} [ fe (X (o))
—0

where we used the fact that by assumption on h, we have E“[h(X 4,)| X g\ {a,}] = 0, and we
later prove (). We then get that

0= E®[R(X g) feo (X 0)]

We now use Lemma 10, given that by assumption X4, are randomized, independently one
of another under P®. We have that the following holds over the support of the variables
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indexed by ¢¢ in environment ey, where g; : Rlol=1 5 R are square-integrable functions:

feo (CL‘¢0) = Z gi($¢0\{i})

1€¢0

We get that f follows the following decomposition as in equation (38) over the support of
P which by assumption is the same as that of the other environment distributions. We
write:

f@ = Y fel@se) + D gi@oniy)
ecE\{¢o} 1€¢o

=Y fel@ge)
ecé

where we defined a new set of environments €. The maximal element in € is smaller than ¢,
as for all i € ¢g, ¢po > ¢ \ {i}, therefore & = £. Now for any i € ¢, we can use eq as the
environment where variables in ¢¢ \ {i} are perturbed, so that condition (39) still holds. We
thus get that f satisfies the same assumptions for the new £. This concludes the recursion.

The remaining statement to prove is the equality (%) above, which is a consequence of
the following identity:

ETR(X 40)1 X a,] = E[A( X 60) |1 X 40\ fas}]

We now prove this identity holds, for which it suffices to show the following conditional
independence statement holds under P%:

Koo L X5\ {oora } Koo
which is equivalent to
Xaw L X 5\ (oo any} K ooMa) 40)

To prove the last conditional independence statement, we rely on the equivalence between
d-separation and separation in the moral ancestral graph (Pearl and Dechter, 2013). We
use here our assumptions on how the model M is generated. We know that P factorizes
in th h G. h hat X, X

in the extended graph G%¢. We need to show that X,, and Ae\{%\{ai}} are separated

by X 40\{a;} in the moral ancestral graph of variables X a,ufq,1 (union of all variables in
the conditional independence statement) with respect to G. Variables indexed by ¢q are
randomized, hence do not have any ancestors in C_{c;?. Therefore the ancestral graph of
X A.Ufq;} does not contain any additional nodes. Also, variables X, . .1 do not have
descendants in the ancestral graph: by topological ordering, variables X, _1) can not be
descendants of Xy, 4. And any variable within X, .. can not be descendant of any
other node as they do not have ancestors. Therefore, variables X 4, . 4} are isolated in
the ancestral graph, and moralizing the ancestral graph does not connect these nodes to
any other node. Therefore, in particular we get the separation statement between X,, and

X anfoortan} Y Koortai):
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Importantly, the assumptions on the distributions are needed only to show that the condi-
tional independence statement (40) holds, as this is only a property of the extended graph G;Q.
The assumptions on M impose constraints on G’i?: the choice of the structural equation
functions defining the covariates as well as the joint distribution of the non-randomized
disturbance variables {€;} ¢4, is irrelevant for the validity of the proof. |

Lemma 10 Consider a square-integrable function g : RP — R. Let X = (X1,...,X,,) be
independent random variables. Assume that, for any square integrable h : RP — R satisfying

E[R(X)|X ] =0 Vie[p|
where X _; := {X;,j # i}, the following holds:
E[A(X)g(X)] =0 (41)

Then there exist functions g; : RP~' — R for i € [p] such that

over the support of the random variables X .
Proof Denote Y := g(X). Define

WX):= Y (- VEY|X)]

ICp]

We have that, for any i € [p),

(X)X ] = ) (-)P VEEY|X ]| X ]

Icp]

=3 (~vP MEEYIXAIX -+ Y (1P EEY X)X )
Icip] ICp]
iel il

— Z 1P~ HIEg] Y[X p ] + Z(—l)p_|]‘E[Y|X1]
IC[p| ICp]
iel il

= Y (Ve X+ Y (- e X )
JCp\{i} IClp]

¢l
=0

By assumption we thus get that E[h(X)g(X)] = 0. We can decompose h(X) as follows:
WX)=g(X)+ Y (- VEY|X/]

IC(p]
[I]<p—1
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Therefore we get:

E[h(X)?] = ER(X)(g(X) = > (~1)" MEY|X])]

<
= —EX) > (-1 MEY|X]
IC[p]
[I]1<p—1
=~ Y (~1MERX)EY|X )]
<
= — Y ()P VEERX)|X EY|X ]
IC(p]
[T]<p—1

=0

where we used the fact that E[h(X)| X ;] = E[E[h(X)|X ;]| X ] for some i ¢ I as |[I| < p—1.
Therefore h(X) = 0, and therefore

P
g@) = > (1P EYIX =2 =) gi@)
IClp] i=1
[7]<p-1
over the support of X for some choice of functions g; : RF~! — R. |
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