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Abstract

The discovery of causal relationships in a set
of random variables is a fundamental objective
of science and has also recently been argued as
being an essential component towards real ma-
chine intelligence. One class of causal discov-
ery techniques are founded based on the argu-
ment that there are inherent structural asymme-
tries between the causal and anti-causal direction
which could be leveraged in determining the di-
rection of causation. To go about capturing these
discrepancies between cause and effect remains
to be a challenge and many current state-of-the-
art algorithms propose to compare the norms
of the kernel mean embeddings of the condi-
tional distributions. In this work, we argue that
such approaches based on RKHS embeddings
are insufficient in capturing principal markers of
cause-effect asymmetry involving higher-order
structural variabilities of the conditional distribu-
tions. We propose Kernel Intrinsic Invariance
Measure with Heterogeneous Transform (KIIM-
HT) which introduces a novel score measure
based on heterogeneous transformation of RKHS
embeddings to extract relevant higher-order mo-
ments of the conditional densities for causal dis-
covery. Inference is made via comparing the
score of each hypothetical cause-effect direction.
Tests and comparisons on a synthetic dataset, a
two-dimensional synthetic dataset and the real-
world benchmark dataset Tiibingen Cause-Effect
Pairs verify our approach. In addition, we con-
duct a sensitivity analysis to the regularization
parameter to faithfully compare previous work
to our method and an experiment with trials on
varied hyperparameter values to showcase the ro-
bustness of our algorithm.
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1. Introduction

The detection of causal relationships is important in sci-
ence as it allows one to infer the results of an outcome
subjected to different interventions (Pearl, 2009). For ex-
ample, it is common in the medical sciences to determine
the genetic causation of certain diseases while in the social
sciences one might seek to understand the driving factors
that determine socioeconomic status (Gelman, 2011). His-
torically, the majority of causal relationships are discovered
through randomized controlled experiments but constraints
such as financial and ethical limitations have motivated re-
search into methodologies that operate solely on observa-
tional data (Mitrovic et al., 2018).

In more recent times, causality has also been gaining
more traction in the machine learning (ML) community.
The recent advent of Deep Learning (DL) (LeCun et al.,
2015; Goodfellow et al., 2016) has had a remarkable im-
pact, with DL-based models achieving state-of-the-art re-
sults in tasks ranging from natural language processing and
speech recognition to computer vision and reinforcement
learning. Despite these successes, there remains significant
challenges to be addressed such as robustness to adversarial
attacks, the demand for enormous amounts of labelled data
and the lack of generalization across domains (Waldrop,
2019). The application of causality to redress these limi-
tations appear to be promising as the interactions between
random variables could be leveraged as a prior to render an
algorithm more robust to adversarial attacks, data-efficient
and generalize better to unseen domains where an other-
wise “associative method” could not.

Some examples of recent work in this direction in-
clude (Dasguptaetal.,, 2019) which introduces a model-
free meta-reinforcement learning algorithm that learns the
causal structure of the environment thereby providing the
agent with the ability to perform and interpret experiments.
(Yang et al., 2019) proposes a causal inference framework
for robust visual reasoning via do-calculus, treating ad-
versarial attacks as interventions. Finally, the work of
(Gong et al., 2018) propounds Causal Domain Adaptation
Networks, an artificial network architecture which makes
use of causal representation of joint distributions for the
task of domain adaptation which essentially involves un-
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derstanding and making use of distribution changes across
domains. We refer the reader to (Scholkopf, 2019) for an in-
depth discussion as well as addition examples on the topic
of causality for machine learning.

How to actually go about learning the causal relationships
of r.v.s is itself a broad topic but in general, the various
methods could be roughly grouped based on their common
theme. A class of methods going by the name of struc-
tural equation modelling (SEM) (Heinze-Deml et al., 2018;
Shimizu et al., 2006) seek to model structural relationships
through graphical models but are limited by their ability
to identify models only up to a Markov equivalence class.
Another group of methods (Spirtes et al., 1993; Sun et al.,
2007) attempt to infer the causal structure by testing for in-
dependence of the conditional distributions of the data but
are not robust to the choice of conditional independence
test. A final collection of techniques (Hoyer et al., 2009;
Mooijj et al., 2009; Zhang & Hyvérinen, 2009) conjecture
that there are innate asymmetries between two interacting
r.v.s. which could be leveraged for causal discovery but are
limited by the assumption of a particular functional form
and noise model.

A particular interesting interpretation of cause-effect asym-
metry argues that nature, tends from order to disorder in
accordance with the second law of thermodynamics, sug-
gesting that one may be able to infer the sequence of causa-
tion in a set of events by determining asymmetries in their
measured complexity (Janzing et al., 2016). From a statisti-
cal point of view, one interpretation of asymmetry in cause-
effect (Mooij et al., 2010) presents itself in the idea that the
factorization of the joint distribution p(X,Y") is simpler in
the causal direction X — Y as opposed to the anti-causal
direction Y — X, i.e.

K(p(X)) + K(p(Y1X)) < K(p(Y)) + K(p(X]Y)) (D)
where K(-) denotes the Kolmogorov complexity (KC)
(Griinwald & Vitanyi, 2008). Despite its theoretical appeal,
it is well-known that the KC measure is essentially uncom-
putable and as a workaround, metrics such as Minimal
Description Length (Lemeire & Dirkx, 2006) and RKHS
norms (Chen et al., 2014; Sun et al., 2008) have been pro-
posed as tractable substitutes. A recent work of this
class (Mitrovic et al., 2018) proposes a score-based mea-
sure based on the variance of the RKHS norms while
(Chen et al., 2019) propounds an extension amounting to
a linear projection of the norms of the variance between
the RKHS embeddings.

Our work builds on top of state-of-the-art approaches based
on RKHS embeddings. In this paper, we argue that metrics
of current methods are insufficient in capturing structural
variabilities of the conditional distributions which are vi-
tal information for inferring cause-effect asymmetry. We

instead propose Kernel Instrinsic Invariance Measure with
Heterogeneous Transforamtion (KIIM-HT) which presents
a novel score measure based on heterogeneous transforma-
tion of RKHS embeddings to extract relevant higher-order
deviances of the conditional distributions for causal discov-
ery.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: first
we provide some preliminaries then we discuss some ex-
isting work in causal discovery. Next, we describe our
proposed method followed by experiments on a synthetic
dataset, a two-dimensional synthetic dataset, the Tiibingen
Cause-Effect Pairs (TCEP) dataset, a sensitivity analysis to
the regularization parameter and a demonstration of the ro-
bustness of our method to different hyperparameters and
finally, we will conclude.

2. Preliminaries

We briefly review some concepts on kernel methods and
kernel mean embeddings, which form the bedrock of our
method and few other related works.

Kernel methods are a class of machine learning algorithms
that work by mapping an input space X’ to a possibly in-
finite dimensional space H where certain operations in
X could be expressed as dot products in . This so-
called kernel trick allows one to bypass the explicit and
sometimes intractable (i.e., infinite) representation of co-
ordinates in X which are instead mapped into H, * —
o(x) = k(x,-) via positive definite kernel k(-,-), satis-
fying (¢(x), d(y))n = k(x,y). Effectively, (non)linear
transformations and dot product operations are replaced by
kernel evaluations which, in one possible interpretation, is
a pairwise similarity measure of the inputs.

Given a probability distribution p(X) on X, the kernel
mean embedding (Song et al., 2013) of p(X) in Hy is
given by

jx = Ex[k(X, )] = Ex[$(X)] = /X o(@)p()d.

Oftentimes, we do not have access to the underlying true
distribution and thus calls for an estimation of the embed-
ding with finte samples. Given samples {x;|i = 1,...,n}
the empirical estimate is given by

1 n
[ - — k iy ")
Bx n; (i, )

(Scholkopf & Smola, 2001) show that if %k is a character-
istic kernel then the mapping is injective. An example of
such a kernel is the radial basis function (RBF) kernel de-
fined as

2
r—y
k(z,y) = o7 exp ( Nz vl 52 ”2)1
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Figure 1. Conditional distributions of the causal direction, p(y|x),
and the anti-causal direction, p(x|y).

where £ is the length-scale and o is the signal amplitude.
Similarly, given a conditional distribution p(X|Y = y) in-
stantiated at y, the kernel conditional mean embedding is
defined as

ixly = Expy[6(X)] = /X o(x)p(ly)dz

and likewise, the corresponding empirical estimate is given
by

fixy = Y(K, + /\I)_lky
where K, is the gram matrix (ie.,

E(yi,y;), ¥ = [¢P(x1),...
[k(yvyl)a-"vk(yvyn)]T

[Kyli; =

7¢($n)] and ky =

3. Related Work

The two prior works that are most relevant to our current re-
search are 1) Kernel Conditional Deviance for Causal Infer-
ence (KCDC) and 2) Kernel Intrinsic Invariance Measure
(KIIM).

As aforementioned, KCDC belongs to the class of causal
discovery algorithms that posit an inherent asymmetry be-
tween the causal and anti-causal direction. Consider the il-
lustrative toy example, y = 3 + x + € where e ~ N(0,1).
Figure 1 depicts the asymmetry between the conditional
distributions in the causal direction p(y|x) and the anti-
causal direction p(x|y) for different values of = and y, re-
spectively. Note the structural variability of the conditional
distributions is larger in the anti-causal direction than the
causal direction. It is stressed that structural variability
does not refer to the variability in location and scale but
rather to aspects such as the number of modes and in higher
order moments. If one were to imagine the conditional dis-
tributions as functions mapping x to y and vice-versa, then
the mapping in the causal direction would produce outputs
with the same structure for different inputs whereas in the
anti-causal direction, the outputs exhibit diverse structural
variations across different inputs.

From this insight, KCDC provides a new interpretation of
asymmetry based on the KC of the data-generating mecha-

nism. In contrast to other work which measures asymmetry
in terms of the KC of the joint distributions (i.e., Equation
1), KCDC proposes instead to interpret this asymmetry via
the Kolgomorov complexity of the conditional distribution.
More specifically, KCDC argues that their proposed asym-
metry metric is realized by the KC of the input distribu-
tion being independent of the causal mechanism whereas
on the other hand, in the anti-causal direction, there is de-
pendence in the input and the minimum description length
of the data-generating mechanism. This (in)dependence
could be measured by looking at the variability in KC of
the causal mechanism for different inputs. To circumvent
the uncomputability of the KC, KCDC resorts to compar-
ing the variability of conditional distributions embedded in
RKHS given by

n

1
Sov =23 (v,

=1

1 o 2
Hy Z 11y, ||HX)
j=1

where Hy and Hy are RKHSs defined on X and ), re-
spectively and py |5, is the mean embedding of the condi-
tional distribution p(y|x) evaluated at ;. The direction of
causation is made via a simple decision rule that compares
Sx—y and Sy, x.

(Chen et al., 2019) brings to attention potential issues with
identifying distributions by simply comparing the norms of
the embeddings. Specifically, under the mild assumption
that domain X is symmetric about the origin and the entail-
ing kernel is stationary, then given arbitrary densities p(x)
and g(x) where p(x) = ¢(—x), it can be shown by ap-
plying Bochner’s theorem (Rudin, 1990) that ||up||u., =
[ltq 1% - This result implies that p(x) and ¢(x) may share
the same norm despite exhibiting large structural variabil-
ity between the two distributions (i.e., for skewed distri-
butions, the structure of p(x) and ¢(x) are different). In
general, given an arbitrary probability density, there exists
with high probability a different probability density with
the same norm in RKHS embedding. Motivated by this ob-
servation, they instead propose KIIM which introduces the
score in the direction of X — Y given by

< RS
Sxoy = H‘}‘IIHZ ||WTMY\:ci T Z; WT“Y\%‘ ||j—ly

i=1 j=

which could be interpreted as the calculation of the differ-
ence of the conditional distributions instantiated at different
values. The score is zero if and only if all the conditional
distributions are equal as a result of the injective property
of the kernel mappings. W is a projection matrix which
maps each conditional distribution into a subspace where
the location and scale are removed while leaving the higher-
order deviances which are intended for use in quantifying
the structural variability of said conditional distributions.
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4. Kernel Intrinsic Invariance Measure with
Heterogeneous Transformation

Despite the positive results reported, we demonstrate that a
global linear projection may not be a sufficient transforma-
tion to capture the desired statistics in the conditional dis-
tributions. To illustrate this, consider the following simple
example. Let y = x + € with € ~ A/(0, 1). The conditional
distribution evaluated at x; is given by

mm%>—;%;wp(—ﬁtgﬁﬁ>

Now, define py, (y) = p(y|z;) and consider the transfor-
mation of random variable Y; given by Z; :=Y; + b;. The
pdf of Z; is given by

1 ( (Z — bj — I1)2>
exp| — ———
V2T 2
which implies that an arbitrary conditional distribution
p(y|x;) can be obtain from another conditional distribution

p(y|x;) via the offset b; = z; — x;. Now, consider the
quadratic kernel = + ¢(z) = [1,z,22] T, then

uazéam%ww

bz, (Z) =

= M(b))py.
where

1 0 0

M(@;)=1b; 1 0

bf 2b; 1

This example demonstrates that even in the simple case
where the conditional distributions are offsets of one
another and the embedding kernel is a three variable
quadratic, pz; and py, are related via a transformation
M (b;) which is a function of the input data-point b; and
therefore, there does not exist a global transformation ma-
trix W that captures the statistical relations of all pairwise
kernel embedding of the conditional distributions.

Motivated by the previous observations, we propound to
rectify the limitations of a global linear projection with a
novel score metric based on the heterogeneous projections
of the embeddings. Our new algorithm which we call Ker-
nel Intrinsic Invariance Measure with Heterogeneous Trans-
formation (KIIM-HT) introduces the score in the direction
of x — y given by

i—

n 1
n—l ZZHWQ wz MY|mI

11_]1

~ W, @)nvia, [y, @

where Wy(+) is a heterogeneous projection matrix. We
leverage the power of artificial neural networks and param-
eterize Wy(-) as a feedforward neural network with pa-
rameters 6. Equation 2 could be perceived as a pairwise
comparison of the kernel mean embeddings of conditional
distributions in a subspace and optimizing for § amounts
to learning a heterogeneous projection into said subspace
which preserves the relevant statistics for causal discovery.
We underscore the notion that the projection matrix for the

 instance is a function of the i input as motivated by our
aforementioned observation of the insufficiency of a global
projection.

The empirical estimate of Equation 2 is given by

where
n i—1
Sooy =3 > ||W, (i) K, (K, + )™
=1 j=1
= _ 2
— Wy (z;) K (K, + M) 'ka, HHy.

We assume that Wy(+) lies in the span of ¥ hence we can
write Wy(-) = UWj(-) and K, = U is the gram
matrix for the effect (i.e., [K,];; = k(yi,y;)) while all
other parameters remain the same as described in the pre-
vious section. We note that a trivial solution exists where
W, (z) = 0 for all z and to prevent the optimization rou-
tine from converging to this degenerate solution, we intro-
duce a regularization term to Equation 3, resulting in

re . reg

where A, is a hyperparameter which determines the de-
gree of penalization for the trivial solution. We take a
straightforward approach in optimizing Loss 4 where the
score is taken to be the lowest value attained from running a
stochastic gradient descent algorithm for Z iterations. Hav-
ing obtained both Sz, and Sy_, the direction of causa-
tion D(X,Y) is decided via the decision rule

X =Y  ifSp .y <SSy
DX,)Y)=qY =X ifSey>Sysa- O
undecided if Spyy = Sy—a

Algorithm 1 provides a pseudocode summary of the overall
algorithm.

KIIM adopts a importance re-weighting scheme motivated
by the observation that real-world data exhibits noise and
outliers that ought to be re-weighted to minimize their detri-
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Algorithm 1 KIIM-HT Algorithm
Input: Realizations {(x;,y;)}?, of (X,Y), regular-
ization hyperparamter A, number of SGD iterations 7

Output: Causal direction (X — Y or Y —
X)

Compute gram matrices K, and K,

Compute K, (K, + A\ ) kg, fori=1,...,n
Minimize Loss 4 via Z iterations of SGD

Take Sz, to be the lowest value encountered in the Z
iterations of SGD

Repeat steps 1 through 4 for the other direction
Determine causal direction D(X,Y") using Equation 5
7: return D(X,Y)

Sl

AN

mental effects. The re-weighting scheme is given as
e = [ oly) @ olap(yleu(z)de,
x

cxty = /X o(z) ® d()dz

and )

Ve = C¥x (C¥x) ¢(@)
where u(x) is the reference distribution. This re-weighting
scheme could naturally be extended to KIIM-HT by substi-
tuting the empirical estimation with

5, =YHR*(R:HK,HR* + \I)"'R> Hk,

where H = I — %ffT, Tisan x 1 vector of ones and R

is a diagonal re-weighting matrix with [R]; ; = Zgl; . The
overall algorithm remains unchanged except for line 2 in
Algorithm 1 where the empirical estimate of the conditional
kernel mean embeddings is replaced by its re-weighted ver-
sion. We denote this variant of KIIM-HT as Rw-KIIM-HT

where “Rw” stands for “re-weighted”.

5. Experiments

We describe our experimental setup and results on a syn-
thetic dataset, a two-dimensional synthetic dataset and a
real-world benchmark dataset Tiibingen Cause-Effect Pairs
(TCEP). We also conduct an experiment to analyze the sen-
sitivity of the kernel based methods to the regularization
parameter and an experiment to demonstrate the robustness
of our method to different hyperparameters.

5.1. Synthetic Data

We test the effectiveness of our algorithm against a set of
baseline on five sets of synthetic mappings from cause z
to effect y. These mappings include 1) ANM-1: y =
224+ x+e€ 2 ANM-2: y = x4+ ¢ 3) MNM-1: y =

(23 + x) exp(€), 4) MNM-2: (sin(10z) + exp(3x)) exp(e)
and 5) CNM: log(z® + 5) + 25 — sin(z? |¢|). We conduct
experiments for two noise generating processes, where in
the first process € ~ A(0,1) is sampled from the stan-
dard normal distribution and in the second, ¢ ~ (0, 1)
is sampled from the standard uniform distribution. The
cause x ~ N(0,1) is sampled from the standard normal
distribution and a sample size of 100 is used for each ex-
perimental instance. We compare our algorithm against
ANM (Hoyer et al., 2009), IGCI (Daniusis et al., 2010),
KCDC (Mitrovic et al., 2018), LINGAM (Shimizu et al.,
2006) and KIIM (Chen et al., 2019). In KCDC, KIIM and
KIIM-HT, both gram matrices K, and K, are taken to be
the multiplication of the rational quadratic (RQ) kernel de-

fined as k(xz,y) = 1 — % and the RBF kernel as
defined in the preliminaries section. The scale-length hy-
perparameter of the RBF kernel is selected using the me-
dian heuristic and the kernel regularization parameter is
set to A = 1073, In addition, KIIM-HT utilizes a pro-
jection matrix Wy(-) parameterized by an input layer of
size input_dim by n_hidden and then an output layer
of size n_hidden by rank X n_samples (i.e., n) which
then gets reshaped to form the projection matrix. The num-
ber of hidden units is set to n_hidden = 20 and the rank
of the projection matrix is set to rank = 100. A value of
Areg = 1073 is used for the regularization hyperparameter.
A rectified linear unit activation is used for the hidden layer
while a linear activation is used for the output layer. We
use the Adam optimizer (Kingma & Ba, 2014) with default
parameters, a learning rate of 1072 and Z = 100 gradient
steps for optimizing the loss function. IGCI is tested for
both settings where the reference measure parameter is set
to the uniform reference measure and the Gaussian refer-
ence measure which are denoted IGCI-N and IGCI-U, re-
spectively. We ran five trials for each experimental setting
and we report the average performance and the accompany-
ing standard deviation (SD).

The results are summarized in Table 1. As expected, ANM
performs well on the ANM-1 and ANM-2 datasets due to
the models assumption of additive noise. However, this as-
sumption also hampers its performance on data generating
mechanisms involving nonadditive noise as evident in the
model’s poorer performance on the other datasets. IGCI
shows robust performance with both uniform and Gaussian
reference measure while on the other hand, we were unfor-
tunately unable to reproduce the positive results of KCDC
as reported in their paper. We conjecture KCDC may be
sensitive to the regularization hyperparameter A which is
unspecified in the original paper and we investigate this fur-
ther in our later experiments. LiNGAM exhibits a perfor-
mance in the extremes where it achieves perfect on most
of the functional and noise settings but then there are also a
few settings where it classifies with an accuracy of zero per-
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Table 1. Performance on the synthetic dataset.

Models (%)

Function €~ ANM IGCI-NV IGCI-U KCDC LiNGAM KIIM KIIM-HT
ANM-1 N 996+0.49 97.84+0.98 100.0+0.0 74.8+3.6 100.04+0.0 100.0+0.0 100.0+0.0
U 1000£0.0 99.6+£0.49 100000 0.0+£0.0 100.0£0.0 96.2+1.47 100.0+£0.0
ANM-2 N 478+2.86 526+4.8 48.6+7.63 57.2+3.12 0.0+£00 804+3.61 96.4+0.49
U 704+£492 522+426 484£575 484+781 0.0+£0.0 48.8+4.26 67.243.12
MNM-1 N 0.0£00 100.0£0.0 100000 00£00 100.0£0.0 100.0£0.0 100.0+£0.0
u 0.0£0.0 99.8+04 100000 0.0+£0.0 100.0£0.0 99.6+0.49 100.0+£0.0
MNM-2 N 24+1.02 100.0£0.0 100.0+0.0 0.0£0.0 100.0£0.0 100.0+£0.0 100.0=+0.0
U 292+6.65 100.0£0.0 100000 0.0+£0.0 100.0£0.0 99.2+1.17 100.0=£0.0
CNM N 474+4.13 100.0+0.0 100.0+00 0.0+0.0 100.04+0.0 100.0+0.0 100.0+0.0
U 308%£556 100.0£0.0 100000 0.0+£0.0 100.0£0.0 100.0+£0.0 100.0+£0.0

cent. KIIM also performs decently across all settings; com-
pared to IGCI, one of the best baselines, KIIM significantly
outperforms on € ~ A(0,1) for ANM-2 while it arguably
matches the performance for all other settings (i.e., slight
advantage for IGCI on € ~ U(0, 1) for MNM-1 and MNM-
2). Similarly, KIIM-HT displays very strong performance;
for all settings, KIIM-HT either matches or outperforms all
other baselines except for the setting € ~ 1/(0, 1) for ANM-
2 where KIIM-HT ranks second behind ANM. KIIM-HT
also shows robustness in the stability of the algorithm as it
has the least variance on the ANM-2 settings which were
the hardest and had the most varied performances.

5.2. Two-Dimensional Synthetic Data

We examine the performance of our algorithm on a set of
two-dimensional vector valued cause-effect pairs. Indeed,
real-world statistical experiments oftentimes measure mul-
tiple predictor and response variables and it would be un-
usual to observe the value of only one random variable.
There are ten sets of synthetic mappings between cause x
and effect y which are generated by taking pairwise combi-
nations of the scalar mappings of the previous experiment
and then collating the respective causes and effects to form
a vector (i.e., x; and the associated y; corresponds to an
independent scalar mapping where ¢ € {1,2}). We abstain
from permuting the noise process of each dimension and
instead each vector mapping is associated with noise gen-
erated from either the standard normal or standard uniform
distribution, resulting in a total of twenty settings. We use
a sample size of n = 5 while all other experimental setup
parameters remain the same. Although theoretically, there
are no prohibitions on extending ANM and LiNGAM to op-
erate on vector-valued inputs, we were unable to find such
implementations and hence, we only compare against IGCI,
KCDC and KIIM. The results are summarized in Table 2.

We see again that both IGCI-N and IGCI-U are quite ro-
bust, consistently achieving performances in the 80s and
90s with only a few in the 70s. Similarly, KCDC also re-
mains consistent with previous findings, showing subpar
performance with the best performing setting at 56.4 per-
cent. KIIM, on the other hand, deviates from previous re-
sults and performs very poorly on the two-dimensional set-
tings, with the best performing setting only at 38.2 percent.
We are unsure of KIIM’s large difference in performance
across the two experiments, but it appears that KIIM may
not perform well under a low-data regime and experimental
evidence, included in Appendix A, corroborates this as the
performance of KIIM improves with increased data sam-
ples. We conjecture KIIM’s sensitivity to sample size is
due to its usage of eigendecomposition as a core part in its
algorithm. Decomposing a data matrix into a set of eigven-
values and eigenvectors could be viewed as a data summa-
rization technique expressed through said eigenpairs and
indeed, one of the most elementary dimensionality reduc-
tion technique, PCA, amounts to this procedure. Of course,
a summarization is logical when there are a lot of data sam-
ples, but a summary is an antithesis in a low-data regime,
which may explain why KIIM is doing so poorly when
n = 5 as in such a setting, it may by operating on non-
sense returned by eigendecomposition. Lastly, we see that
KIIM-HT does the best, beating all other baselines, includ-
ing IGCI, in every single instance. The accuracy of KIIM-
HT is consistently in the high 90s and it achieves no lower
than 91 percent in all the settings. Similar to the previous
experiment, KIIM-HT shows significantly low variability
in all of the settings; the only clear loss for the model is
on ANM-2 MNM-2 for ¢ ~ N(0,1) while for all other
settings KIIM-HT consistently has the lowest variability.
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Table 2. Performance on the two-dimensional synthetic dataset.

Models (%)

Functions €~ IGCI-V IGCI-U KCDC KIIM KIIM-HT
ANM-1 ANM-2 N 65.8+5.04 724+4.63 18.0+4.05 8.0+0.89 92.0+2.28
U 702+£24 77.0£434 21.6+£3.38 104+2.87 94.0+1.67
ANM-1MNM-1 N 75.6+4.54 826+294 924117 28+1.17 98.0+1.1
U 76.4+413 86.0+21 3.24+£248 04+£0.49 100.0£0.0
ANM-1MNM-2 N 884+3.26 93.6+1.62 54+1.02 1.8+04 98.2+04
U 89.4+£28 928+£223 56=£242 1.8+£1.72 99.0£0.63
ANM-1 CNM N  878+24 94.0+1.79 252+271 98+271 99.2+0.98
U 9124147 952+098 29.0£2.76 11.24+487 100.0=£0.0
ANM-2MNM-1 N 726+2.24 784+3.61 202+4.17 11.0+0.89 89.2+3.71
uU 7r.8+319 842+387 98+214 48£147 94.6+1.85
ANM-2MNM-2 N 88.6+1.85 92.0+1.26 18.0+1.79 7.6+1.2 956+ 2.06
U 90.0+£352 91.2+147 9.0+£2.61 54£28 96.6+1.85
ANM-2 CNM N  86.0+4.05 90.0+1.79 42.0+6.48 24.0+2.53 92.8+1.17
U 91.0+3.16 91.24+147 564£185 382+4.96 94.6+2.24
MNM-1MNM-2 N 932+1.17 94.0+261 11.2+2.14 3.6+1.02 98.6+0.49
U 91.8+3.12 91.6+185 2.6=£0.8 0.0+0.0 100.0£0.0
MNM-1 CNM N 934+338 9444136 29.4+413 148+1.6 99.2+0.75
U 908+1.17 95.0+1.79 188+£3.71 38£147 998+04
MNM-2 CNM N 960+1.41 96.4+224 21.8+578 9.0+1.79 99.4+0.8
U 972+133 972+1.17 18.0£3.03 3.6+0.8 99.4+0.8

5.3. Tiibingen Cause-Effect Pairs

In this experiment we test our algorithm on real-world
data. We use the open dataset Tiibingen Cause-Effect
Pairs (TCEP) (Mooij et al., 2016) which is a popular bench-
mark consisting of approximately 108 (varying between
versions) cause and effect pairs collected in various real-
world domains (e.g., meteorology, biology, engineering,
etc.) with the ground-truth causal direction labelled by
human experts. We use the version of TCEP provided in
the Causal Discovery Toolbox open-source Python package
(Kalainathan & Goudet, 2019) which delivers the data al-
ready preprocessed e.g., removal of multivariate pairs (not
necessary for all models as evident in previous section but
rather for fair comparisons to previous work) and arrange-
ment of variables so that x and y is always cause and ef-
fect, respectively. Additionally, some pairs exhibit signifi-
cantly large sample size (i.e., the largest sample size of all
the pairs is 16382) and it is well-known that kernel meth-
ods, at least when naively implemented, does not scale well
with large training sets. Therefore, to cater to our kernel-
based method, in each experimental instance, the training
set is reduced via randomly sampling the first 400 sam-
ples from the original set. For fair comparisons we subject

all models to this downsampling procedure and we show
in Appendix B that this did not adversely affect the non-
kernel based methods. As aforementioned, real-world data
are rife with noise and outliers and therefore, we use the
re-weighting schemes for KIIM and KIIM-HT to mitigate
their effects. We test two different reference distributions
where one is the Gaussian distribution and the other is the
Laplace distribution which we denote, respectively, by ap-
pending a “-A" and “-£” to the model name. Table 3 pro-
vides a summary of the results. ANM, IGCI-N and IGCI-I
have similar performances, consistent with previous results.
LiNGAM does poorly while KCDC performs just behind
IGCI, consistent with results reported in one of the previ-
ous works. As expected, both vanilla KIIM and KIIM-HT
perform poorly due to the presence of noise and outliers in
real-world data, whereas re-weighted KIIM and its hetero-
geneous extension, in general, does well, with KIIM-HT-£
performing the best.

5.4. Sensitivity to A

We examine the impact of the kernel regularization param-
eter A\ inherent to the kernel based methods (e.g., KCDC,
KIIM and KIIM-HT). The motivation for this experiment
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Table 3. Performance on TCEP.

Method TCEP (%)
ANM 53.41+2.42
IGCI-V 61.6 £0.49
IGCI-U 65.0 + 1.26
KCDC 59.8 £1.72
LINGAM 34.2 £1.60
KIIM 40.6 £2.33
Rw-KIIM-N 69.8 £1.94
Rw-KIIM-L 62.4 £ 0.80
KIIM-HT 37.8+0.75
Rw-KIIM-HT-N  71.2 4+ 1.72
Rw-KIIM-HT-L£ 69.0£2.1

partially stems from our inability to replicate the results
of KCDC and we suspect that KCDC’s performance may
vary significantly with A which is a value that is unspec-
ified in the experiments of the original paper. We test
the performance of the kernel based methods for A &
{1073,1072,1071,1,5,10,50} on the synthetic and the
two-dimensional synthetic dataset. We additionally test
KCDC on the two-dimensional synthetic dataset with 100
samples. The results are given in Appendix C. For the the
synthetic dataset, the performance of KCDC is positively
correlated, peaking and maintaining thereafter at A = 1
while KIIM and KIIM-HT both exhibit performances in-
variant to \. For the two-dimensional dataset, KCDC is
similarly positively correlated with A whereas KIIM is also
positively correlated while KIIM-HT is negatively corre-
lated. With 100 samples, KCDC is also positively corre-
lated with A, doing poorly in the beginning, performing per-
fectat A = 10~ then declining thereafter. The evidence is
in favor of our hypothesis that KCDC'’s strong performance
may be due to large A\. We stress that such a setting would
be unusual because the main purpose of A is to regularize
the Gram matrix and an unduly large A ought to interfere
with the data. Furthermore, the effects of a large A is mag-
nified for KCDC relative to KIIM and KIIM-HT as the for-
mer uses a regularization term given by n\ as opposed to
just A for the latter two.

5.5. Robustness to Hyperparameters

Compared to KCDC and KIIM, KIIM-HT introduces a few
additional tunable hyperparameters and in this last exper-
iment, we demonstrate the robustness of our method to
different hyperparameter values. We focus on the rank
of the projection matrix r and the regularization hyperpa-
rameter A\eg. A straightforward approach is taken where
we perform a grid search of the hyperparameters over the
values A, x B, where A, = {5,10,20,80,100} and
Ba,, = {107%,1073,1072,107 ", 1} is the set of values we

search over 7 and ¢, respectively. For each hyperparame-
ter combination, we run the suite of experiments presented
in the synthetic data section as well as the two-dimensional
synthetic data section. The results are given in Appendix
D. For both experimental suites, we see that the results are
very consistent. In the first suite of experiments, we obtain
unvarying results of one hundred across all experimental
settings except for ANM-2 where with € ~ A(0,1) we ob-
tain a mean performance of 94.04 with SD 4.30 while for
€ ~U(0, 1) amean of 64.92 with SD 5.18, displaying quite
robust performances. The second suite of experiments sim-
ilarly displays consistent performances with most of the fig-
ures in the 90s and just a few in the 80s and 70s.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we focus on the problem of discovering the
direction of causation of two potentially multivariate ran-
dom variables. We discuss some limitations of current
state-of-the-art methods where specifically we show that
a global linear projection of the conditional mean embed-
ding is an insufficient metric to compare the intrinsic invari-
ance/deviance of the conditional distributions. To rectify
this, we propose Kernel Intrinsic Invariance Measure with
Heterogeneous Transformation (KIIM-HT) which uses an
artificial neural network trained via stochastic gradient de-
scent to heterogeneously and locally project each condi-
tional mean embedding into a subspace where only rele-
vant higher-order statistics are extracted for causal discov-
ery. Results and comparisons on a synthetic dataset, a two-
dimensional synthetic dataset and a real-world dataset ver-
ify the effectiveness of our approach while a sensitivity
analysis to the regularization parameter attempts at a can-
did comparison to previous work and finally, an experiment
with trials on various hyperparameter values demonstrate
the robustness of our algorithm.
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