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Abstract
Identifying causal relations is crucial for a variety
of downstream tasks. In additional to observa-
tional data, background knowledge (BK), which
could be attained from human expertise or ex-
periments, is usually introduced for uncovering
causal relations. This raises an open problem that
in the presence of latent variables, what causal
relations are identifiable from observational data
and BK. In this paper, we propose two novel rules
for incorporating BK, which offer a new perspec-
tive to the open problem. In addition, we show
that these rules are applicable in some typical
causality tasks, such as determining the set of pos-
sible causal effects with observational data. Our
rule-based approach enhances the state-of-the-art
method by circumventing a process of enumerat-
ing block sets that would otherwise take exponen-
tial complexity.

1. Introduction
In recent years, the adoption of causal thinking (Pearl, 2009)
has opened up new venues for many machine learning topics,
such as semi-supervised learning (Schölkopf et al., 2012;
von Kügelgen et al., 2020), reinforcement learning (Huang
et al., 2022; Ruan et al., 2023), transfer learning (Gong et al.,
2016; Zhang et al., 2020; Cai et al., 2021), and so on. One
essence of causal thinking lies in the causal relations among
the variables, generally characterized by a causal graph. As
a causal graph is usually not pre-known, uncovering the
causal relations is vital for addressing downstream tasks.

Given observational data, the existing theoretical results
have shown that only a Markov equivalence class (MEC) of
causal graphs is identifiable, which contains some uncertain
causal relations (Spirtes et al., 2000; Ali et al., 2005; Zhang,
2008). To further reveal these relations, additional structural
knowledge is usually incorporated, which could be attained
from experiments or human expertise (Meek, 1995). In
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the literature, we usually call this kind of knowledge by
background knowledge, or BK for short.

In the presence of both observational data and BK, a core
problem is causal identification, i.e., understanding what
causal relations are identifiable from these knowledge. This
problem is vital because it concerns the extent to which
causal relations can be inferred from available information.
On one hand, it pursues to identify as many causal relations
as possible from existing knowledge, which can provide sup-
ports for fully utilizing BK in practical tasks (He & Geng,
2008; Hauser & Bühlmann, 2014). On the other hand, even
without BK, it is still valuable to some tasks with only ob-
servational data, such as causal effect estimation (Maathuis
et al., 2009; Fang & He, 2020; Wang et al., 2023a) and
equivalent causal graph enumeration (Wienöbst et al., 2023;
Wang et al., 2024). In these tasks, some additional struc-
tures that can be viewed as hypothetical BK are possibly
introduced, thus solving causal identification can facilitate
uncovering the most informative causal graph given these
additional structures.

Significant efforts have been made towards causal identifi-
cation in scenarios without latent variables (Verma & Pearl,
1990; 1992). And Meek (1995) closed the problem by pre-
senting four sound and complete rules to uncover causal rela-
tions. However, in real world tasks, latent confounders that
influence some observable variables generally exist. In these
instances, ancestral graph is usually used to characterize
the causal relations among observable variables (Richardson
et al., 2002). To identify causal relations with observational
data in such contexts, ten sound and complete rules have
been proposed (Ali et al., 2005; Zhang, 2008). And there are
also several studies about causal identification with some
kind of specific BK (Andrews et al., 2020; Jaber et al., 2020;
Wang et al., 2023b). Nevertheless, the thorough result for
causal identification with any kinds of BK in the presence
of latent confounders remains elusive.

In this paper, we propose two novel rules for incorporating
BK in the presence of latent confounders. Different from
existing rules which identify causal relations based on few
edges or paths, the identified causal relations by our pro-
posed rules may rely on a subgraph. Our findings suggest
that in the presence of latent variables, causal identification
requires more complicated orientation rules when BK is
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incorporated, thereby highlighting the intrinsic hardness of
causal identification with BK. Interestingly, we find that
the proposed rules are essentially the generalizations of two
existing rules in the literature. We believe that the proposed
rules can inspire the establishment of sound and complete
rules to incorporate BK in the future.

Further, even without BK, the proposed rules are also appli-
cable in some typical causality tasks with only observational
data. We show that our proposed rules can take benefit to set
determination task by improving the state-of-the-art method
PAGcauses (Wang et al., 2023a). As previously discussed,
with observational data, we can only identify a MEC, within
which the causal effect of a variable X on variable Y is
possibly unidentifiable. To mitigate this unidentifiable case,
a common solution is to determine the set of possible causal
effects instead, which consists of the causal effect values in
all the causal graphs within the MEC, which is called set
determination for brevity. In the absence of latent variables,
many efficient methods have been proposed for set determi-
nation (Maathuis et al., 2009; Perkovic et al., 2017a; Fang &
He, 2020; Witte et al., 2020). For the scenarios with latent
confounders, Malinsky & Spirtes (2016) proposed the first
relevant method by locally enumerating MAGs. Then, Wang
et al. (2023b) presented an enumeration-free method PAG-
causes, which reduces the complexity super-exponentially
compared to the enumeration-based method. In this paper,
we introduce the proposed rules to enhance PAGcauses by
avoiding a process of enumerating block sets, which reduces
an exponential complexity relative to the number of vertices.

In summary, this paper makes two significant contributions.
Firstly, we present two novel rules for incorporating BK
in the presence of latent confounders. Secondly, we apply
the rules in set determination task, effectively eliminating
an exponential computational burden of the state-of-the-art
method. All the proofs are shown in appendix.

2. Preliminary
Denote a graph by G. Let V(G) denote the set of vertices
(variables) and E(G) denote the set of edges in G. We use
bold letter (e.g., A) to denote a set of vertices and normal
letter (e.g., A) to denote a vertex. Given a set of vertices
V′ ⊆ V(G), G[V′] is the subgraph of G induced by V′

which consists of vertices V′ and all the edges between V′.
G[−V′] denotes G[V(G)\V′]. G is a complete graph if
for any two vertices in G, there is an edge connecting them.

In this paper, we assume the absence of selection bias.
Hence the case for selection bias is not involved in the fol-
lowing definitions. A graph is a mixed graph if it contains
directed and bi-directed edges. The two ends of an edge are
marks, which could be arrowhead, tail, and circle(◦). The
symbol ◦ represents that the mark here is unknown. The

symbol ∗ is a wildcard that represents any marks. A partial
mixed graph (PMG) is a graph containing arrowheads, tails,
and circles. Due to space limit, some definitions are shown
in Appendix A.1, including directed path, minimal path, col-
lider path, parent, ancestor, descendant, possible ancestor,
possible descendant, circle edge, circle component.

In a graph G, if there is Vi∗→ Vj ←∗Vk where Vi is not adja-
cent to Vk, they form an unshielded collider. Consider a path
p = ⟨V1, V2, · · · , Vk⟩, p is a possible directed path if for
the edge between Vi and Vi+1, ∀1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, there is no
arrowhead at Vi and no tail at Vi+1; p is uncovered if Vi−1 is
not adjacent to Vi+1, ∀2 ≤ i ≤ k−1. In G, denote the set of
parents/ancestors/descendants/possible descendants of Vi by
Pa(Vi, G)/Anc(Vi, G)/De(Vi, G)/PossDe(Vi, G). Given
a vertex Vi and a set of vertices V′ in G, Vi ∈ Anc(V′, G)
if there exists a vertex Vj ∈ V′ such that Vi ∈ Anc(Vj , G).

For a mixed graph G, if there is a directed path from Vi to
Vj and an edge Vj → Vi/Vj ↔ Vi, they form a directed
cycle/almost directed cycle. A mixed graph G is ancestral
if there are no directed cycles and no almost directed cycles.
The maximal property is given in Appendix A.1. In the pres-
ence of latent variables, maximal ancestral graph (MAG) is
usually used to characterize the causal relations among ob-
servable variables. Essentially, MAG is a projection graph
on the observable variables of an underlying DAG that con-
tains both observable and latent variables. We say a DAG
D is represented by a MAGM ifM is a projection graph
of an underlying D. Note many DAGs can be represented
by one MAG, which is detailed in Appendix A.1. A partial
ancestral graph (PAG) represents a Markov equivalence
class (MEC) of MAGs. Denote MAG and PAG byM and
P , respectively. Suppose we obtain a PMG H from P by
transforming some circles. We say a MAGM is consistent
with H ifM has the same non-circle marks at H andM
belongs to the MEC represented by P . Note when we say an
edge ∗−◦, the ∗ here is not a tail, for otherwise the circle can
only be an arrowhead due to no selection bias. GX˜ denotes
the subgraph of G by deleting all the edges out of X .

In the literature, there are orientation rules R1 − R11 to
identify a PAG or incorporate local background knowledge
into a PAG. These rules are shown in Appendix A.2.

Covariate adjustment is a classical method to estimate the
causal effect given a causal graph, by finding an adjustment
set Z such that P (Y |do(X)) =

∑
Z P (Z)P (Y |X,Z) dZ.

More related results are shown in Appendix A.3.

3. Proposed Rules
In this section, we present two novel rules to incorporate
BK into a partial mixed graph (PMG) H . As there have
established sound and complete rules to obtain a PAG with
observational data in the literature (Zhang, 2008), we do not
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Figure 1: Two examples for R12 and R13. Two PAGs are shown in Fig. 1(a) and 1(c). Blue lines denote the edges
transformed according to BK, red lines denote the edges transformed byR12 andR13. Fig. 1(b) shows a PMG transformed
from Fig. 1(a) with additional BK andR12. Fig. 1(d) shows a PMG transformed from Fig. 1(c) with additional BK andR13.

consider the stage of identifying a PAG in this paper. Hence,
we restrict that H is a PAG or a PMG transformed from a
PAG. Also, we assume that the introduced BK is correct,
i.e., there exist MAGs consistent with the PMG and BK.

At first, we introduce an important concept, unbridged path
relative to V′ in a PMG H , in Def. 1, where V′ is a set of
vertices in H . Intuitively, an unbridged path p relative to V′

is a path with an intriguing property: if every vertex in p is
not an ancestor of V′ in H , then every vertex in p must be
an ancestor of V′ in any MAG consistent with H .
Definition 1 (Unbridged path relative to V′). Suppose H a
PMG. If there is an uncovered circle path p : V0 ◦−◦ V1 ◦−◦
· · · ◦−◦ Vn, n ≥ 1 in H[−V′] such that FV0

\FV1
̸= ∅ and

FVn
\FVn−1

̸= ∅, whereFVi
= {V ∈ V′ | V ∗−◦Vi or V ∗→

Vi in H}, then p is an unbridged path relative to V′.
Remark 1. One may wonder why the abovementioned
property holds for unbridged path p if every vertex in p is
not an ancestor of V′ in H . The reason is, in any MAGM
consistent with H , there cannot be additional unshielded
colliders relative to H , which introduce additional condi-
tional independence such that the graphs do not belong to
the MEC. Suppose C1 ∈ FV0

\FV1
and C2 ∈ FVn

\FVn−1

according to Def. 1. Since (1) C1 ̸∈ FV1
and (2) V1 is not

an ancestor of C1 ∈ V′ in H , we can conclude that C1 is
not adjacent to V1. Similarly, C2 is not adjacent to Vn−1.
Hence, to avoid generating unshielded colliders, the corre-
sponding path inM of p as well as C1 and C2 can only be
C1∗−∗V0 → · · · → Vn → C2, C1 ← V0 ← · · · ← Vn∗−∗C2,
or C1 ← V0 ← · · · ←∗ Vi → · · ·Vn → C2. In any
case, any vertex in p is an ancestor of either C1 or C2.
See Fig. 1(a) for an example. D ◦−◦ E is an unbridged
path relative to V′ = {C1, C2} due to C1 ∈ FD\FE

and C2 ∈ FE\FD. If we transform all the circles in
C1 ←◦D ◦−◦ E◦→ C2 without generating unshielded
colliders, D and E must be ancestors of either C1 or C2.

Next, we present the orientation rule R12 inspired by the
property above, and then the orientation ruleR13 as a sup-
plement of the case of R12 when some vertex in the un-

bridged path has been an ancestor of V′ in H .1

R12 Suppose an edge A◦−∗B in a PMG H . Let SA = {V ∈
V(H)|V ∗→ A in H} ∪ {A}. If there is an unbridged
path ⟨K1, · · · ,Km⟩ relative to SA in H[−SA] and
for every vertex Ki ∈ {K1, · · · ,Km}, there exists
an uncovered possible directed path ⟨A,B, · · · ,Ki⟩
(B ̸= Ki), then orient A ◦−∗B as A←∗B.

R13 Suppose an edge A ◦−∗ B in a PMG H . Let SA =
{V ∈ V(H)|V ∗→ A in H} ∪ {A}. If there is an
uncovered possible directed path ⟨A,B, · · · ,K⟩ in
H , where K ∈ Anc(SA, H), then orient A ◦−∗ B
as A←∗B.

We present two examples forR12 andR13 in Fig. 1. Con-
sider PAG in Fig. 1(a) and BK C1∗→ A←∗ C2 in Fig. 1(b).
SeeR12, SA = {C1, C2, A}, and there exist uncovered pos-
sible directed paths p1 = ⟨A,B,D⟩ and p2 = ⟨A,B,E⟩
from A to D and E, respectively. D ◦−◦E is unbridged rela-
tive to SA. Hence, the edge between A and B is transformed
to A ←◦B by R12. This transformation is intuitive after
knowing the property of unbridged path. In Fig. 1(b), no ver-
tex in the unbridged path is an ancestor of SA, thus D and E
are ancestors of SA in any MAG consistent with H . With-
out loss of generality, suppose D is ancestor of C1. Due to
the uncovered possible directed path p1, if there is A→ B,
p1 can only be a directed path from A to D, and thus there
is an almost directed cycle A → B → D → C1 ↔ A,
which violates the ancestral property. ForR13, see a PAG in
Fig. 1(c). If BK is C2 ↔ A and D → C2 as Fig. 1(d), there
is SA = {A,C2} and an uncovered possible directed path
⟨A,B,D⟩ where D ∈ Anc(SA, H). Hence we transform
A ◦−◦B to A←◦B for the same reason as above.

We present Thm. 1 to imply the soundness ofR12 andR13

to incorporate BK in the presence of latent confounders.
Note previous rules (Zhang, 2008; Andrews et al., 2020;

1Recently, R13 was independently identified by Venkateswaran
& Perkovic (2024), along with some other fundamental results.
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Algorithm 1: Implementation ofR12 andR13

Input: PMG H
Output: Updated H

1 while there is an edge A ◦−∗B in H do
2 Obtain SA = {V ∈ V(H)|V ∗→ A in H} ∪ {A};
3 Obtain a set of vertices D defined as V ∈ D if and

only if V ∈ V(H)\SA and there is an uncovered
path p from A to V where B is the vertex adjacent
to A in p;

4 if there exists V ∈ D such that V ∈ Anc(SA, H)
then

5 Transform A ◦−∗B to A←∗B
6 else
7 Obtain graph H ′ based on H by transforming

V ◦−∗ V ′ to V ←∗V ′, ∀V ∈ D,∀V ′ ∈ SA;
8 Update the circle component in H ′[D] as

follows until no updates: for Vi, Vj ∈ D,
transform Vi ◦−◦ Vj into Vi → Vj if either of
the two conditions holds (1) FVi

\FVj
̸= ∅; or

(2) there is a vertex Vk ∈ D such that there is
Vk → Vi and Vk is not adjacent to Vj , where
FV = {V ′ ∈ SA|V ′ ∗−◦V or V ′∗→ V in H};

9 if there are new unshielded colliders in H ′ then
Transform A ◦−∗B to A←∗B in H;

Wang et al., 2023b) cannot trigger these two transformations.
Recently, Venkateswaran & Perkovic (2024) independently
discoverR13, along with some fundamental results, while
R12 is not involved.

Theorem 1. R12 andR13 are sound to incorporate BK.

One remaining issue is the implementation ofR12 andR13.
We provide Alg. 1 to implementR12 andR13,2 with theoret-
ical guarantee in Prop. 1. Essentially, the edges transformed
on Line 5 of Alg. 1 are triggered by R13, the edges trans-
formed on Line 9 are triggered by R12. Line 8 involves
detecting the presence of unbridged paths, during which
new unshielded colliders are generated if such paths are
found. See the proof of Prop. 1 for the details. Suppose the
number of edges in H is m, the complexity of implementing
Alg. 1 is O(m3), detailed in Appendix C.

Proposition 1. Given a PMG H , Alg. 1 can transform all
and only the edges that can be transformed byR12 orR13.

Note R12 is quite different from the previous rules R1 −
R11, which are shown in Appendix A.2. These existing
rules transform an edge based on just few edges or few
paths. R12 is more complicated, since R12 considers not
only the unbridged path, but also the large number of paths

2The main focus of our paper is not on implementation. It is
possible that there can be a more efficient method to implement
R12 and R13, which we leave for future work.

from A inR12 to every vertex in the unbridged path, which
form a sub-graph. The establishment of this rule implies the
intrinsic hardness of causal identification from observational
data and BK in the presence of latent variables.

Interestingly, we find that essentially, R12 and R13 are
two generalizations of R3 and R2. See R2 and R3 in
Appendix A.2. Suppose a PMG H . Consider there is E →
C∗→ A: R2 says if there is an edge A◦−∗E, then we orient it
as A←∗E; whileR13 says if there is an uncovered possible
directed path from A to E beginning with A ◦−∗B, then we
orient A ◦−∗B as A←∗B. R13 generalizes an edge A ◦−∗E
inR2 to an uncovered possible directed path from A to E
beginning with A ◦−∗B. R12 is also a generalization ofR3.
Consider there is an unshielded triple C∗→ A ←∗D in a
PMG H: R3 says if there is C∗−◦B◦−∗D and an edge A◦−∗B,
then we orient A ◦−∗B to A←∗B. Here the reason for the
transformation is, although B is not an ancestor of {C,D}
in H , B must be an ancestor of either C or D in any MAG
consistent with H . That is, the vertex B here has the same
property as the unbridged path we discuss above. Consider
C∗→ A and D∗→ A in R3, if there is A → B, either
A,B,C or A,B,D will form a directed or almost directed
cycle, which violates the ancestral property. WhileR12 says
if there is an unbridged path p relative to {A,C,D} and B
is the vertex adjacent to A in the uncovered path from A to
every vertex in p, then we orient A ◦−∗ B to A←∗B. R13

generalizes the one vertex B in R3 to a subgraph induced
by B and all the vertices V such that there is an uncovered
possible directed path from A to V beginning with A ◦−∗B.

4. Application on Set Determination
In this section, we demonstrate the applicability of the rules
proposed in Sec. 3 to causality tasks that rely solely on ob-
servational data. Specifically, we focus on set determination
task in the presence of latent confounders, i.e., determin-
ing the set of possible causal effects of vertex X on vertex
Y with observational data. We will present a rule-based
method by introducing the proposed rules into the state-of-
the-art method PAGcauses (Wang et al., 2023a), which takes
a substantial improvement on efficiency.

In set determination task, we have a PAG P identified with
observational data (Spirtes et al., 2000). Suppose we are in-
terested in the causal effect of X on Y henceforth. As many
causal graphs are consistent with P and possibly associated
with different causal effects, the target of set determination
is to determine the set of possible causal effects, consisting
of all the causal effects in the DAGs represented by the
MAGs in the MEC represented by P . Following previous
studies (Maathuis et al., 2009; Malinsky & Spirtes, 2016;
Fang & He, 2020; Wang et al., 2023a), we only consider
the possible causal effects that are estimated by covariate
adjustment, and only focus on finding all the adjustment
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Figure 2: Fig. 2(a) shows a PAG P . In the first step of PAGcauses, they obtain the maximal local MAG by introducing the
local transformation of X and updating the graph with their proposed orientation rules. M1 and M2 in Fig. 2(b) and 2(c) are
two examples of the maximal local MAG obtained after different local transformations of X . Fig. 2(c) and 2(d) show two
examples for implementing Alg. 2 given W = ∅, where S = {E} and S = {C1, C2, B} are returned, respectively.

sets for estimating the possible causal effects. Note there
possibly exist some DAGs with causal effects unidentifiable
by adjustment, all the relevant methods cannot output these
effects as it is beyond the ability of covariate adjustment.

We start by revisiting PAGcauses in Sec. 4.1. Note PAG-
causes is a complicated method, which is hard to introduce
in limited space. Hence, we just show the core idea of PAG-
causes and the parts where R12 can take an improvement.
The details are given in Appendix B. Then, we propose the
theoretical supports for set determination based onR12 in
Sec. 4.2, and present the rule-based algorithm in Sec. 4.3.

4.1. Revisiting Latest Results

PAGcauses is a two-step method. See PAG P in Fig. 2(a)
for an example. As there are some circles at X , the first step
is to transform all the circles at X . This step is similar to the
classical method IDA which applies for set determination
without latent variables (Maathuis et al., 2009). For each
possible transformations of (the circles at) X , PAGcauses
introduces a graphical characterization to evaluate the va-
lidity of each transformation of X , that is, whether there
is a MAG consistent with the local transformation in the
MEC represented by P . For each valid transformation, they
obtain an updated PMG M called maximal local MAG with
the proposed sound and complete orientation rules. M1 and
M2 in Fig. 2(b),2(c) are two examples of maximal local
MAGs, obtained from different local transformation of X .

In the presence of latent variables, obtaining the maximal
local MAG M by incorporating valid local transformation of
X is not sufficient for determining the causal effect of X on
Y in all the MAGs consistent with M, which is quite differ-
ent from the case absence of latent confounders (Maathuis
et al., 2009). Hence, they have to further consider the uncer-
tain structures in M. However, enumerating all the MAGs
and then finding adjustment sets take a super-exponential
complexity, which is evidently infeasible. Hence, in the
second step of PAGcauses, for each M, Wang et al. (2023a)

established the graphical characterization in Prop. 2 to di-
rectly evaluate whether each given set of vertices W can be
an adjustment set in some MAG consistent with M. With
this result, instead of enumerating the super-exponential
number of MAGs, PAGcauses only needs to enumerate
exponential number of vertices set W whose space is super-
exponentially less than that of MAGs, and evaluates whether
each W is an adjustment set in some MAG by Prop. 2. Be-
fore presenting Prop. 2, we first show two definitions. The
definition of bridged in Prop. 2 is presented in Appendix B.

Definition 2. Given a set of vertices W in a maximal local
MAG M, define a set of vertices W̄ as V ∈ W̄ if and only
if V ∈ PossAn(Y,M)\W and there exists a collider path
beginning with an arrowhead from X to V where each non-
endpoint vertex belongs to W. Denote Anc(Y ∪W,M) ∩
[PossDe(W̄,M)\W̄] by Smin and PossAn(Y ∪W,M) ∩
[PossDe(W̄,M)\W̄] by Smax. S is a block set if Smin ⊆
S ⊆ Smax.

Definition 3. In a maximal local MAG M, W is a potential
adjustment set if

(1) ∀V ∈W, there is a collider path X ↔ · · · ←∗V such
that each non-endpoint belongs to W, and there is a
possible directed path from V to Y that does not go
through the vertices in W̄;

(2) W ∩ PossDe(X,M) = ∅;

(3) W̄ ∩ Anc(Y ∪W,M) = ∅.

Proposition 2. Given a maximal local MAG M, for any
potential adjustment set W, there exists a MAGM consis-
tent with M such that W is an adjustment set inM if there
exists a block set S such that

(1) PossDe(W̄,M[−S]) ∩ Pa(S,M) = ∅;

(2) M[SV ] is a complete graph for any V ∈ W̄, where
SV = {V ′ ∈ S|V ◦−∗ V ′ in M};

5
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(3) M[PossDe(W̄,M[−S])] is bridged relative to S in M.

Prop. 2 provides a sufficient condition for the existence of
MAGs consistent with M such that a given set W is an
adjustment set. When using this condition in PAGcauses,
it includes (1) enumerate every block set S; and (2) given
each S, evaluate the three conditions. The complexity of
(2) is O(d3), where d denotes the number of vertices. The
intuition of the sufficient condition is, they try to construct
a MAGM such that the adjustment set is W. To ensure
it, they have to restrict that some vertices (characterized by
set W̄) are not ancestors of W ∪ {Y } inM. Hence, it is
necessary to introduce some additional arrowheads to block
all the possible directed paths from W̄ to W∪{Y }. For this
purpose, intuitively, the block set S in Def. 2 is introduced
to characterize the position to introduce arrowheads to block
the possibly directed paths (See Alg. 5 in Appendix B for
MAG construction algorithm). There are exponential num-
ber (with respect to d) of ways to introduce arrowheads
to achieve it, hence there are exponential number of block
sets in Def. 2. Thus, given W, evaluating the existence
of MAGs in Prop. 2 needs to enumerate every block set S.
Essentially, the process of enumerating S and evaluating
the three conditions is to determine the existence of a kind
of way to introduce arrowheads such that a MAG can be
constructed with W being the adjustment set.

4.2. Utilizing Proposed Rules

As discussed in Sec. 4.1, given a potential adjustment set
W, an exponential complexity of enumerating all the block
sets is involved in using Prop. 2, because there are expo-
nential number of possible ways to block all the possible
directed paths from W̄ to W ∪ {Y } such that no vertex
in W̄ is an ancestor of W ∪ {Y } in the constructed MAG.
In the following, we show that enumerating block sets can
be avoided by introducing R12, thus can circumvent the
possibly exponential computational burden here.

Note the final target is to find a way to introduce arrowheads
to prevent W̄ being ancestors of W ∪ {Y }. At first we
determine a set of vertices S0 in Def. 4.

Definition 4. Given a maximal local MAG M and a po-
tential adjustment set W, we define S0 as V ′ ∈ S0 if and
only if there exists a vertex V ∈ W̄ and there exists a mini-
mal possible directed path p from V to Anc(W ∪ {Y },M)
such that V ′ is the vertex adjacent to V in p and each non-
endpoint in p does not belong to W̄.

It is evident that if we want to obtain a MAGM consistent
with M such that W̄ are not ancestors of W ∪ {Y } in
M, all the edges V ◦−∗ S, V ∈ W̄, S ∈ S0 in M must be
transformed to V ←∗S, for otherwise there will be a directed
path from V to W∪{Y }. Initialize S = S0, characterizing
the positions to introduce arrowheads, similar to the block

Algorithm 2: Updating S

Input: Maximal local MAG M, X , Y , W
Output: S

1 S is initialized as S0 in Def. 4, and W̄ is determined as
Def. 2;

2 T = PossDe(W̄,M[−S])\W̄;
3 while 1 do
4 if M[SV ] is not a complete graph for some V ∈ W̄,

where SV = {V ′ ∈ S|V ◦−∗ V ′or V ←∗V ′ in M};
or PossDe(W̄,M[−S]) ∩ Pa(S,M) ̸= ∅ then
return “No”;

5 Update M by transforming V ◦−∗ S to V ←∗S for
any V ∈ W̄ and S ∈ S;

6 if an edge A←∗B can be transformed byR12 in M
then

7 S = S ∪ (Anc(B,M) ∩T)
8 else
9 if there is not an unbridged path relative to S in

M[PossDe(W̄,M[−S])] then
10 return S
11 else
12 return “No”

set in Prop. 2. The transformed edges above are hypothesis
BK, and can possibly triggerR12 to further update the graph.
The updates triggered byR12 help us enlarge the set S.

Following the idea above, we present Alg. 2. Note when we
propose R12, the premise is that BK is correct. However,
the premise does not necessarily hold here. Hence, in the
process of triggeringR12, we need to evaluate whether the
hypothesis BK is valid, which is achieved on Line 4 and
12. WhenR12 can no longer be triggered (Line 8), roughly
speaking, if there is not an unbridged path relative to S, S
is a block set that satisfies the three conditions of Prop. 2.

Then, we present relevant theoretical guarantees for Alg. 2.
Thm. 2 implies that given a maximal local MAG M and a
potential adjustment set W, if we can obtain a set by Alg. 2,
then there is a MAGM consistent with M such that W is an
adjustment set inM. According to Thm. 2, whether Alg. 2
outputs a set of vertices or “No” is an indicator of whether
the input W is an adjustment set in some MAG or not.
Hence, by executing Alg. 2 for each potential adjustment
set W, we can find a set of adjustment sets in the MAGs
consistent with M. To further ensure that we can estimate
all the causal effects identifiable by covariate adjustment,
we provide Thm. 3, to indicate that if there exists a MAGM
consistent with M such that the causal effect is identifiable
by covariate adjustment, then there is an adjustment set in
M being a potential adjustment set such that Alg. 2 can
return a set of vertices. It ensures that via using Alg. 2 for
each potential adjustment set W, we can estimate all the
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possible causal effects that are identifiable by adjustment.

Theorem 2. Given a maximal local MAG M, for any poten-
tial adjustment set W, if Alg. 2 could return a set of vertices
S, then there exists a MAGM consistent with M such that
W is an adjustment set inM.

Theorem 3. Given a maximal local MAG M, suppose a
MAGM consistent with M such that there exists an adjust-
ment set relative to (X,Y ). Let W be D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ )as Def. 8. Then W is a potential adjustment set in M and
Alg. 2 can return a set of vertices S given W as the input.

Remark 2. There are at most d(d− 1)/2 circles that could
be transformed on Line 6 of Alg. 2, where d denotes the
number of vertices. And the transformation on Line 6 is
a necessary condition for entering the next round of loop.
Hence, the number of loop in Alg. 2 is at most O(d2). For
the other parts in Alg 2, the complexity is at most O(d3).
Hence Alg. 2 can be implemented in polynomial time.

Remark 3. One may wonder given a maximal local MAG
M and a potential adjustment set W, whether we could
determine whether W can be an adjustment set in some
MAG consistent with M by judging the three conditions
in Prop. 2 with a prescribed S, such as S = Smin or S =
Smax in Def. 2. It is infeasible. Consider M2 in Fig. 2(c)
and W = ∅, the three conditions (in Prop. 2) hold when
S = Smin = {E}, but do not hold when S = Smax =
{B,D,E}. While consider M′ in Fig. 2(d) and W = ∅, the
three conditions do not hold when S = Smin = {C1, C2},
but hold when S = {C1, C2, B}. Hence, it is not direct that
which block set can satisfy the three conditions. Intuitively,
the benefit taken by utilizing R12 is that it implies which
vertex should be added into S, instead of enumerating all
block sets as Prop. 2. For example, when using Alg. 2 for
M2 in Fig. 2(c) given W = ∅, there is S0 = {E} and no
unbridged paths, thus S = {E} is returned; while for M′

in Fig. 2(d) given W = ∅, there is S0 = {C1, C2} and an
unbridged path D ◦−◦E, thus S = {C1, C2, B} is returned.

4.3. The Algorithm for Set Determination

In this part, we present the improved algorithm for set deter-
mination, through utilizing the proposed rules. Given a PAG
P , we can obtain several maximal local MAGs M based
on different local transformations of X . Then in each M, a
direct method is to find each subset W ⊆ V(M)\{X,Y },
and then evaluate whether it is a potential adjustment set. If
it is a potential adjustment set, we further evaluate whether
a set of vertices can be returned by Alg. 2. By this direct
method, we can find all the adjustment sets according to
Thm. 2 and Thm. 3.

However, the method above is still somewhat inefficient, be-
cause the enumeration of all the subsets of V(M)\{X,Y }
is not always necessary. In fact, given a maximal local
MAG, some vertices can be determined to belong to the

Algorithm 3: PAGrules
Input: PAG P , X , Y
Output: ÂS(P)// Adjustment sets in MAGs consistent

with P
1 ÂS(P) = ∅ // Record all the valid adjustment sets;
2 if X ̸∈ PossAn(Y,P) then return No causal effects;
3 if the conditions in Prop. 4 are satisfied for P then
4 return ÂS(P)← {D-SEP(X,Y,PX)} // Prop. 4
5 for each set C ⊆ {V | V ∗−◦X in P} do
6 if the three conditions in Prop. 6 are satisfied then
7 Obtain a maximal local MAG M based on P

and C;
8 Find all potential adjustment sets

W1,W2, · · · , that contains
DD-SEP(X,Y,M) given M;

9 for each potential adjustment set Wi do
10 Obtain S0 and W̄ as Def. 4 and Def. 2;
11 if Alg. 2 can return a set of vertices given

Wi and M then
12 ÂS(P)← ÂS(P) ∪ {Wi};

adjustment set D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) in any MAG M (See
Appendix A.3 for D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ )). In the following,
we present Def. 5 to characterize these vertices, and show
DD-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) ⊆ D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) in Prop. 3.

Definition 5 (DD-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ )). Let M be a maximal
local MAG. V ∈ DD-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) if and only if there
is a collider path X ↔ V1 ↔ · · · ↔ Vk−1 ←∗V in
MX˜ , where (1) Y ∈ PossDe(X,M); (2) V1, · · · , Vk−1 ∈
DD-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ); (3) V ∈ Anc(Y,M) or the subgraph
M[QV ] is not a complete graph, where QV = {V ′ ∈
Anc(Y,M) | V ◦−∗ V ′ in M}.

Proposition 3. Given a maximal local MAG M, if V ∈
DD-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ), then V ∈ D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) in any
MAGM consistent with M such that there exists an adjust-
ment set relative to (X,Y ).

Combining the parts above, we provide PAGrules in Alg. 3
for set determination, based on the framework of PAGcauses.
Note if X ̸∈ PossAn(Y,P) on Line 2, X has no causal ef-
fect on Y in all the MAGs consistent with P , thus there is no
need to consider the set of possible causal effects. Similarly,
if the causal effect is identifiable by covariate adjustment in
P , we can directly return the causal effect by Prop. 4, which
is detailed in Appendix A.3. On Line 5, we enumerate all
possible local transformations of X , which is represented
by a set of vertices C that implies transforming the edge
X ◦−∗ V to X ←∗V if V ∈ C and to X → V if V ̸∈ C.
Evidently, all the sets C can represent all the possible local
transformations of X . On Line 6-7, we obtain all the valid
local transformations of X and obtain the maximal local
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MAGs based on each valid local transformation. According
to Prop. 3, we only need to consider the potential adjust-
ment set containing DD-SEP(X,Y,M), which is executed
on Line 8. And from Line 9-12, we evaluate whether each
potential adjustment set is an adjustment set by Alg. 2.

Finally, Cor. 1 implies that PAGrules can return the set of
causal effects that are identifiable by covariate adjustment
in the DAGs represented by the MAGs consistent with P .

Corollary 1. For a PAG P , denote CE(P) and ĈE(P) the
set of causal effects in the DAGs represented by the MAGs
consistent with P that can be estimated by covariate adjust-
ment with observable variables and the set of causal effects
output by Alg. 3. It holds that CE(P) set

= ĈE(P).

5. Conclusion
It remains an open problem for a long time that what causal
relations are identifiable from observational data and back-
ground knowledge (BK) in the presence of latent variables.
In this paper, we propose two novel rules for incorporating
BK. The rules are quite different from the existing rules in
the form. We believe the proposed rules can take some new
insights to the open problem and could possibly inspire the
establishment of the sound and complete rules in the future.
Further, by utilizing the proposed rules, we present a novel
algorithm to determine the set of possible causal effects
given a PAG. The rules can help improve the efficiency of
the state-of-the-art method.

In the future, it is worthy to continue investigating the sound
and complete rules to incorporate BK, based on the rules
that have been established. In addition, in light of the fact
that only a Markov equivalence class (MEC) is identifiable
given observational data, the causal effect is usually uniden-
tifiable within a MEC. Hence, exploring and exploiting the
additional knowledge that is available in practice may be
helpful to causal effect estimation tasks.
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A. Detailed Preliminary
A.1. Preliminary about Graphs

In a graph G, consider a path p = ⟨V1, V2, · · · , Vk⟩, p is a directed path if there is Vi → Vi+1, ∀1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1; p is a
collider path if there is Vi−1∗→ Vi ←∗Vi+1, ∀2 ≤ i ≤ k − 1; p is minimal if any two non-consecutive vertices are not
adjacent. A vertex V1 is a parent of V2 if there is V1 → V2. V1 is an ancestor/descendant of V2 if there is a directed path
from V1/V2 to V2/V1. V1 is a possible ancestor/possible descendant of V2 if there is a possible directed path from V1/V2

to V2/V1. Note each vertex is an ancestor/descendant/possible ancestor/possible descendant of itself. An edge in the form
of ◦−◦ is a circle edge. The circle component of a graph G is the subgraph of G = (V,E) consisting of the vertices
V and all the circle edges. We say two vertices Vi and Vj is a connected circle component in G if there is a circle path
Vi ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦ Vj from Vi to Vj in G. For two paths p1 = ⟨V1, V2, · · · , Vd⟩ and p2 = ⟨S1, S2, · · · , Sn⟩, we use p1

⊕
p2 to

denote the concatenate path ⟨V1, · · · , Vd, S1, · · · , Sn⟩.

If there is a path V1 → V2 → · · · → Vd and an edge Vd → V1/Vd ↔ V1, then there is a directed cycle/almost directed cycle.
For a mixed graph, if there is not a directed cycle or almost directed cycle, then it is ancestral. For an ancestral graph, if for
any two non-adjacent vertices, there is a set of vertices that m-seperates them, then the graph is maximal. If a mixed graph is
both ancestral and maximal, it is a maximal ancestral graph (MAG), denoted byM.

Essentially, MAG is a projection graph on the observable variables of some underlying DAGs containing both observable
and latent variables. Spirtes et al. (2000); Zhang (2008) presented the algorithm to obtain a MAG with vertices O from a
DAG with vertices O ∪ L ∪ S, where O,L,S denote the observable vertices set, latent vertices set, and selection vertices
set. Since we do not consider selection bias in this paper, we do not consider S in the following. Next we show inducing
path in Def. 6, followed by the algorithm to obtain a MAG based on a DAG. According to the algorithm, as the number of
latent vertices can be arbitrary, there can be infinite number of DAGs which could lead to one MAG by the algorithm.

Definition 6 (Inducing path; Spirtes et al. (2000)). Let X,Y be two vertices in an maximal ancestral graph. Denote L,S
two disjoint sets of vertices that X,Y do not belong to. A path p from X to Y is an inducing path relative to ⟨L,S⟩ if every
non-endpoint vertex on p is either in L or a collider, and every collider on p is an ancestor of either X,Y , or a member of S.

Input: a DAG D over V = O ∪ L;
Output: a MAGM over O.
(1) for each pair of vertices A,B ∈ O, A and B are adjacent inM if and only if there is an inducing path relative to ⟨L, ∅⟩
from A to B in D;
(2) for each pair of adjacent vertices A,B inM, orient the edge between A and B according to the following steps:

(a) orient A→ B inM if A ∈ Anc(B,D) and B ̸∈ Anc(A,D);

(b) orient A← B inM if B ∈ Anc(A,D) and A ̸∈ Anc(B,D);

(c) orient A↔ B inM if A ̸∈ Anc(B,D) and B ̸∈ Anc(A,D).

Given observational data, we can only identify a Markov equivalence class (MEC) of MAGs, which is represented by a
partial ancestral graph (PAG) and denoted by P . In a PAG, there is an arrowhead/tail at some position if and only if there is
an arrowhead/tail at this position in all the MAGs in the MEC; and there is a circle at some position if and only if there are
both arrowheads and tails at this position in all the MAGs in the MEC.

A.2. Preliminary about Orientation Rules

Ali et al. (2005); Zhang (2008) proposed ten rulesR1 −R10 to identify a PAG with observational data. Jaber et al. (2020)
presented the solid result to imply that when there is additional interventional data and selection bias is not allowed for, the
ten rules are also complete. Another study (Andrews et al., 2020) indicates that the ten rules are complete if we incorporate
tiered background knowledge, which means that the BK can classify the variables into distinct parts, where the causal order
between different parts is explicit, but the structural information within each part cannot be directly known according to the
BK.

Further, when we have obtained a PAG and incorporate local background knowledge (local BK), i.e., the full structural
knowledge regarding some specific variables, Wang et al. (2023b) proposed a ruleR′

4 to replaceR4 and an additional rule
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R11. Wang et al. (2023b) proved that the rules are sound and complete to incorporate local BK into a PAG. We show these
rules in the following. Since R5 −R7 are triggered only if the selection bias is involved and we assume the absence of
selection bias, we omit these three rules.

R1: If A∗→ B ◦−∗R, and A and R are not adjacent, then orient the triple as A∗→ B → R.

R2: If A→ B∗→ R or A∗→ B → R, and A ∗−◦R, then orient A ∗−◦R as A∗→ R.

R3: If A∗→ B ←∗R, A ∗−◦D ◦−∗R, A and R are not adjacent, and D ∗−◦B, then orient D ∗−◦B as D∗→ B.

R4: If ⟨K, . . . , A,B,R⟩ is a discriminating path between K and R for B, and B ◦−∗ R; then if B ∈ Sepset(K,R),
orient B ◦−∗R as B → R; otherwise orient the triple ⟨A,B,R⟩ as A↔ B ↔ R.

R8: If A→ B → R, and A◦→ R, orient A◦→ R as A→ R.

R9: If A◦→ R, and p = ⟨A,B,D, . . . , R⟩ is an uncovered possible directed path from A to R such that R and B are
not adjacent, then orient A◦→ R as A→ R.

R10: Suppose A◦→ R, B → R← D, p1 is an uncovered possible directed path from A to B, and p2 is an uncovered
possible directed path from A to D. Let U be the vertex adjacent to A on p1 (U could be B), and W be the vertex
adjacent to A on p2 (W could be D). If U and W are distinct, and are not adjacent, then orient A◦→ R as A→ R.

R′
4: If ⟨K, · · · , A,B,R⟩ is a discriminating path between K and R for B, and B ◦−∗R, then orient B ◦−∗R as B → R.

R11: If A−◦B, then A→ B.

A.3. Preliminary about Causal Effect Estimation

Definition 7 (Adjustment set; Pearl (2009); van der Zander et al. (2014)). Given a DAG, MAG, or PAG G, Z is an adjustment
set relative to (X,Y ) if for any probability density f compatible with G, the causal effect of X on Y

P (Y |do(X)) =

{
P (Y |X), if Z = ∅,∫
Z
P (Y |Z, X)P (Z) dZ, otherwise. (1)

Maathuis et al. (2015); Perkovic et al. (2017b) presented the necessary and sufficient graphical characterization for the causal
effect identifiablility via covariate adjustment given a DAG/CPDAG/MAG/PAG. We show them in Prop. 4. See Maathuis
et al. (2015) for the notation GX . At first, we introduce an important concept D-SEP(X,Y,G) in Def. 8. D-SEP(X,Y,G)
is essentially a set of vertices.

Definition 8 (D-SEP(X,Y,G); Spirtes et al. (2000)). Let X and Y be two distinct vertices in a mixed graph G. We say
that V ∈ D-SEP(X,Y,G) if V ̸= X , and there is a collider path between X and V in G, such that every vertex on this path
(including V ) is an ancestor of X or Y in G.

Proposition 4 (Maathuis et al. (2015); Perkovic et al. (2017b)). Let G be a MAG or PAG, and X and Y be two distinct
vertices in G. There exists an adjustment set relative to (X,Y ) in G if and only if Y ̸∈ Adj(X,GX) and D-SEP(X,Y,GX)∩
PossDe(X,G) = ∅. Moreover, if an adjustment set exists, then D-SEP(X,Y,GX) is such a set. Denote D-SEP(X,Y,GX)
by D, then

f(Y |do(X = x)) =

∫
D

f(D)f(Y |D, X = x) dD. (2)

B. A Detailed Introduction to PAGcauses (Wang et al. 2023a)
In this part, we introduce the method PAGcaused to determine the set of possible causal effects given a PAG, which is
proposed by Wang et al. (2023a). We first show some theoretical results of Wang et al. (2023a). Some of these results are
needed in our proof.

The first important result is Prop. 5. It provides a graphical characterization for the adjustment set comprised of observable
variables in all the DAGs represented by a given MAG. It implies that there exists a DAG where the causal effect of X
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on Y is identifiable by covariate adjustment and the adjustment set is comprised of some observable variables if and only
if D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) ∩ De(X,M) = ∅, and D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) is the adjustment set. Hence, given a MAGM, we can
determine whether there exists some DAG where the causal effect is identifiable by adjusting for observable variables
without the need the enumerate the DAGs. And for all the DAGs above, they are associated with the same causal effect.

Proposition 5. Suppose a MAGM where X ∈ Anc(Y,M). There exists a DAG D represented byM such that the causal
effect of X on Y in D can be identified by adjusting for a set comprised of V(M) if and only if D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) ∩De(X,M) = ∅. Furthermore, if such a set exists, D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) is an adjustment set. Hence, in the following, when
we say an adjustment set inM, it means the adjustment set in the DAGs represented by the MAGM such that the causal
effect of X on Y can be identified by adjusting for this adjustment set.

According to Prop. 5, when addressing the set determination task for the causal effect of X on Y , we only need to consider
the MAG in the MEC presented by P , without the need to consider the DAGs. Considering there are many circles in a PAG
P , PAGcauses considers transforming the circles of X at first. They use a set of vertices C to represent a local transformation
of X , i.e., transform X ◦−∗ V to X ←∗V if V ∈ C and transform X ◦−∗ V to X −∗V if V ∈ {V ∈ V(P)|X ◦−∗ V in P}\C.
An important problem here is to evaluate the validity of each local transformation, i.e., whether there is a MAG consistent
with this local transformation in the MEC represented by P . For this purpose, they presented a graphical characterization
for the valid local transformation of X implied by C given the PAG P , which is shown in Prop. 6. The three conditions in
Prop. 6 can be evaluated in O(d3), where d denotes the number of vertices. In Prop. 6, the concept of bridged is involved,
which is shown in Def. 9.

Definition 9 (Bridged relative to V′ in H; Wang et al. 2023a). Let H be a partial mixed graph. Denote H ′ a subgraph
of H induced by a set of vertices K. Given a set of vertices V′ in H that is disjoint of K, two vertices A and B
in a connected circle component of H ′ are bridged relative to V′ if either A = B or in each minimal circle path
A(= V0) ◦−◦ V1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦ Vn ◦−◦ B(= Vn+1) from A to B in H ′, there exists one vertex Vs, 0 ≤ s ≤ n+ 1, such that
FVi ⊆ FVi+1 , 0 ≤ i ≤ s− 1 and FVi+1 ⊆ FVi , s ≤ i ≤ n, where FVi = {V ∈ V′ | V ∗−◦ Vi or V ∗→ Vi in H}. Further,
H ′ is bridged relative to V′ in H if any two vertices in a connected circle component of H ′ are bridged relative to V′.

Proposition 6. Given a PAG P , for any set of vertices C ⊆ {V | X ◦−∗ V in P}, there exists a MAGM consistent with P
with X ←∗V , ∀V ∈ C and X → V , ∀V ∈ {V | X ◦−∗ V in P}\C if and only if

(1) PossDe(X,P[−C]) ∩ Pa(C,P) = ∅;

(2) the subgraph P[C] of P induced by C is a complete graph;

(3) P[PossDe(X,P[−C])\{X}] is bridged relative to C ∪ {X} in P .

After incorporating a valid local transformation into the PAG P , Wang et al. (2023a) used the sound and complete orientation
rulesR1 −R3,R′

4,R7 −R10,R11 to further update the graph. And the obtained graph is called by maximal local MAG,
denoted by M. By incorporating different valid local transformations, PAGcauses can obtain different maximal local MAGs.
However, determining a maximal local MAG M is not sufficient for determining the only adjustment set in all the MAGs
consistent with M. Hence, they established the graphical characterization for the adjustment set in the MAGs consistent
with M in Prop. 2 and Prop. 7. Both Prop. 2 and Prop. 7 ensure that PAGcauses can find the same set of causal effects given
M as methods to enumerate all the MAGs consistent with M.

Proposition 7. Given a maximal local MAG M, suppose a MAGM consistent with M such that there exists an adjustment
set relative to (X,Y ). Let W be D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ). Then W is a potential adjustment set in M and there exists a block
set S such that

(1) PossDe(W̄,M[−S]) ∩ Pa(S,M) = ∅;

(2) M[SV ] is a complete graph for any V ∈ W̄, where SV = {V ′ ∈ S|V ◦−∗ V ′ in M};

(3) M[PossDe(W̄,M[−S])] is bridged relative to S in M.

With the results above, they proposed their method PAGcauses in Alg. 4.

In the proof of Prop. 2, if the three conditions are satisfied, they present an algorithm to construct a MAG consistent with M
such that the adjustment set is W. We show the algorithm in Alg. 5.
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Algorithm 4: PAGcauses
Input: PAG P , X , Y

1 ÂS(P) = ∅ // Record all the valid adjustment sets;
2 if X ̸∈ PossAn(Y,P) then return No causal effects;
3 if the conditions in Prop. 4 are satisfied for P then
4 return ÂS(P)← {D-SEP(X,Y,PX)} // Prop. 4
5 for each set C ⊆ {V | V ∗−◦X in P} do
6 if the three conditions in Prop. 6 are satisfied then
7 Obtain a maximal local MAG M based on P and C;
8 Find all potential adjustment sets W1,W2, · · · given M according to Def. 3;
9 for each potential adjustment set Wi do

10 for each block set S do
11 if the three conditions in Prop. 2 are satisfied given S then
12 ÂS(P)← ÂS(P) ∪ {Wi};
13 break // Break the loop of S;

Output: Set of causal effects via adjustment in the given PAG P identified with ÂS(P) by (1)

Algorithm 5: Orient a maximal local MAG of X as a MAG

input: Maximal local MAG M, potential adjustment set W and corresponding W̄ according to Def. 2, block set S
1: for ∀K ∈ PossDe(W̄,M[−S]) and ∀T ∈ S such that K ◦−∗ T in M, orient it as K ←∗T (the mark at T remains);
2: update the subgraph M[PossDe(W̄,M[−S])] as follows until no feasible updates: for any two vertices Vi and Vj such

that Vi ◦−◦ Vj , orient it as Vi → Vj if (1) FVi\FVj ̸= ∅ or (2) FVi = FVj as well as there is a vertex
Vk ∈ PossDe(W̄,M[−S]) not adjacent to Vj such that Vk → Vi ◦−◦ Vj , where FVi

= {V ∈ S | V ∗−◦ Vi in M};
3: orient the circles on the remaining ◦→ edges as tails;
4: in subgraph M[PossDe(W̄,M[−S])], orient the circle component into a DAG without new unshielded colliders;
5: in subgraph M[−PossDe(W̄,M[−S])], orient the circle component into a DAG without new unshielded colliders.

output: A MAGM

C. Complexity Analysis of Algorithm 1
Suppose there are m edges and d vertices in H . There are m edges that can be transformed. Hence the round of loop is
O(m). In each round, suppose we want to detect whether A ◦−∗B can be transformed byR12 orR13. The complexity of
Line 2 and Line 3 is O(d). And determining the set Anc(SA, H) takes a O(md) complexity. Executing Line 7 and Line 9
take a O(m) complexity. And the complexity of Line 8 is O(m2). Hence the complexity of Alg. 1 is O(m3).

D. Proof
D.1. Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. For R13, the implementation on Line 5 of Alg. 1 as well as the conditions on Line 2 - Line 4 totally follow the
conditions inR13. Hence it evidently that for the edges that can be transformed byR13, Alg. 1 can transform these edges,
and will not transform other edges on Line 5. It suffices to show that in addition to the edges transformed toR13, Alg. 1 can
transform and only transform the edges triggered byR12 in the following.

We first prove that ifR12 is triggered in H , then Line 9 of Alg. 1 will transform this edge. Suppose there is an unbridged
path V0 ◦−◦V1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦Vn relative to SA in H . Then there is FV0

\FV1
̸= ∅ and FVn

\FVn−1
̸= ∅. Suppose S1 ∈ FV0

\FV1

and S2 ∈ FVn
\FVn−1

. According to Line 7 of Alg. 1, there is S1∗→ V0 and Vn ←∗S2 in H ′. Note S1 cannot be adjacent
to V1, for otherwise there can only be V1 → S1 in H , for otherwise there is S1 ∈ FV1

. However, in this case Line 5 of
Alg. 1 has been triggered, thus Line 7 and 8 will not be executed. Similarly, S2 is not adjacent to Vn−1. Hence there is an
uncovered path S1∗→ V0 ◦−◦ V1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦ Vn ←∗S2 in H ′. According to the update of Line 8 of Alg. 1, there must be an
unshielded collider in this path after the update. Thus Line 9 will be triggered and A ◦−∗B can be transformed by A←∗B.

13
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Then we prove that if Alg. 1 transforms an edge A ◦−∗B to A←∗B on Line 9, thenR12 can be triggered. Since the rigorous
proof is somewhat tedious, we just show a proof sketch here. If Alg. 1 transforms an edge A ◦−∗B to A←∗B on Line 9,
then there is an unshielded collider formed in H ′ on Line 8. In this case, according to the proof idea of Lemma 5 of Wang
et al. (2023a), we can prove that H[D] is not bridged relative to SA. Then, we will prove that there is an unbridged path in
H[D] relative to SA.

Suppose there is a minimal path p = V0 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦Vn+1 in H[D] where there is not a vertex Vs such that FVi ⊆ FVi+1 , 0 ≤
i ≤ s− 1 and FVi+1

⊆ FVi
, s ≤ i ≤ n. As Line 9 is triggered, no vertex in D belongs to Anc(SA, H). Hence if there is

some vertex V ̸∈ FVi
, V is not adjacent to Vi. Next, we consider the path p. We discuss whether FV0

\FV1
= ∅. If empty, we

consider whether FV1
\FV2

= ∅ instead. We repeat the process above until we find the first index j such that FVj
\FVj+1

̸= ∅.
Note such j must exist, for otherwise, there is FV0

⊆ FV1
⊆ FV2

⊆ · · · ⊆ FVn+1
, in which case there is s = n+ 1

such that FVi ⊆ FVi+1 , 0 ≤ i ≤ s − 1 and FVi+1 ⊆ FVi , s ≤ i ≤ n, contradiction. Then, we consider the sub-path
Vj ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦ Vn+1. Note according to the process above, there is FV0 ⊆ FV1 ⊆ FV2 ⊆ · · · ⊆ FVj and FVj\FVj+1 ̸= ∅.
Then, we consider whether FVn+1

\FVn
= ∅. If empty, we consider whether FVn

\FVn−1
= ∅ instead. We repeat the process

above until we find the first index k such that FVk
\FVk−1

̸= ∅. Similar to the proof above, such index k must exist. And
there is FVk

⊇ FVk+1
⊇ · · · ⊇ FVn+1

and FVk−1
̸= ∅. Next we discuss the relationship between j and k. We will prove

the impossibility of k ≤ j. Suppose k ≤ j. According to the result above, there is FV0
⊆ FV1

⊆ FV2
⊆ · · · ⊆ FVj

and
FVk
⊇ FVk+1

⊇ · · · ⊇ FVn+1 . Hence, there is FV0 ⊆ FV1 ⊆ FV2 ⊆ · · · ⊆ FVk
= FVk+1

= · · · = FVj ⊇ · · · ⊇ FVn+1 . In
this case, there is s = j such that FVi ⊆ FVi+1 , 0 ≤ i ≤ s− 1 and FVi+1 ⊆ FVi , s ≤ i ≤ n, contradiction. Hence there is
k ≥ j + 1. In this case, there is a minimal path Vj ◦−◦ Vj+1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦ Vk such that FVj

\FVj+1
̸= ∅ and FVk

\FVk−1
̸= ∅

in H[D]. It is an unbridged path relative to SA in H[D].

And since there are an uncovered possible directed paths from A to any vertice in D and at the same time B is the vertex
adjacent to A in the paths,R12 can be triggered to transform A ◦−∗B to A←∗B. The proof completes.

D.2. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. We first prove the soundness ofR13, then prove the soundness ofR12.

ForR13, suppose there is an MAGM with A→ B. It is evident that the uncovered path is A→ B → · · · → K. According
to the definition of SA and the conditions inR13, there must be a vertex C ∈ SA such that there is C∗→ A→ · · ·K → · · ·C,
which contradicts with the ancestral property, contradiction.

ForR12, suppose there is an MAGM with A→ B. According to the condition ofR12, it is evident that for each vertex
Ki, 1 ≤ i ≤ m, there is a minimal directed path A → B → · · · → Ki inM. And for any T ∈ SA and Ki, 1 ≤ i ≤ m
such that there is an edge between T and Ki in the PMG H , there must be T∗→ Ki in M, for otherwise there is
A→ B → · · · → Ki → T∗→ A, contradicting with ancestral property. According to Def. 1, there is an unbridged path
p : K1 ◦−◦K2 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦Km such that FK1

\FK2
̸= ∅ and FKm

\FKm−1
̸= ∅.

Suppose C1 ∈ FK1\FK2 and C2 ∈ FKm\FKm−1 . If C1 is adjacent to K2, as C1 ̸∈ FK2 , there is K2 → C1 in H . In this
case there must be A←∗B according toR13, the soundness of which has been proven. Thus A→ B and that C1 is adjacent
to K2 are impossible. In the following, we consider the case that C1 is not adjacent to K2 and C2 is not adjacent to Km−1.
We have shown before that if there is an edge A→ B inM, there must be C1∗→ K1 and C2∗→ Km inM. In this case,
no matter how we transform the circles in C1∗→ K1 ◦−◦K2 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦Km ←∗C2, there will be a new unshielded collider
inM, which contradicts with the fact thatM is consistent with H .

D.3. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2. Note the graph M is updated in every round of Alg. 2. To distinguish them, we use Mi to denote
the graph obtained after Line 5 of Alg. 2 in the i-th round. Denote M the original maximal local MAG. Note in the
whole process, there are no new tails introduced. Hence, for any i, Anc(Y,Mi) = Anc(Y,M). For brevity, denote
T = PossDe(W̄,M[−S])\W̄) like Line 2 of Alg. 2. Suppose there are T rounds in Alg. 2, where in the i-th round,
1 ≤ i ≤ T − 1, an edge Ai ←∗Si is transformed by R12 on Line 6 of Alg. 2 (Ai just denotes any a vertex), and thus
Anc(Si,Mi) ∩T is incorporated to S on Line 7 of Alg. 2.

Since the algorithm returns a set of vertices S after T rounds, according to Line 4, 6, and 9 of Alg. 2, we conclude
that (1) MT [SV ] is a complete graph for any V ∈ W̄, where SV = {V ′ ∈ S|V ◦−∗ V ′or V ←∗V ′ in MT }, (2)
PossDe(W̄,MT [−S]) ∩ Pa(S,MT ) = ∅, (3) there is no unbridged path relative to S in MT [PossDe(W̄,MT [−S])]. We
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will prove that the three conditions in Prop. 2 are satisfied given the set S, thus we can conclude the desired result by Prop. 2.

(1) We will prove that M[SV ] is a complete graph for any V ∈ W̄, where SV = {V ′ ∈ S|V ◦−∗ V ′or V ←∗V ′ in M}. In
the process of Alg. 2, we only transform some circles at V ∈ W̄ to arrowheads, hence M[SV ] = MT [SV ] for any V ∈ W̄.
Hence given MT [SV ] is a complete graph for any V ∈ W̄, M[SV ] is a complete graph for any V ∈ W̄.

(2) We will prove that PossDe(W̄,M[−S]) ∩ Pa(S,M) = ∅. Suppose A = PossDe(W̄,M[−S]) ∩ Pa(S,M). Without loss
of generality, suppose there is V ∈ W̄ and a minimal possible directed path p = ⟨V, J1, · · · , Jk, A⟩ from V to A in M such
that each non-endpoint in p does not belong to W̄ (If there is V ′ ∈ W̄ in the path p, we consider V ′ instead of V and the
sub-path from V ′ to A instead of p). Note in the process of Alg. 2, we only transform some circles at V ∈ W̄ to arrowheads
on the edges connecting W̄ and S. Hence, since p is not a minimal possible directed path in MT , and each non-endpoint
does not belong to W̄, there must be J1 ∈ S. However, in this case the path p is not in M[−S] since J1 ∈ S, contradiction.
Hence PossDe(W̄,M[−S]) ∩ Pa(S,M) = ∅.

(3) We will prove that there is no unbridged path relative to S in M[PossDe(W̄,M[−S])]. Note in the process of Alg. 2, we
only transform some circles at V ∈ W̄ to arrowheads on the edges connecting W̄ and S. Hence, if there is an unbridged
path relative to S in M, this path still exists in MT since each vertex in this path cannot belong to S, which concludes that
MT [PossDe(W̄,MT [−S])] is not bridged relative to S in MT , contradiction. Hence there is no unbridged path relative to S
in M[PossDe(W̄,M[−S])], that is, M[PossDe(W̄,M[−S])] is bridged relative to S in M according to Def. 9.

D.4. Proof of Theorem 3

The proof relied on some results by Wang et al. (2023a). We first present two supporting results in Lemma 1 and Lemma 2.
Lemma 2 implies that if there is a possible directed path from A to B in a maximal local MAG M, then we can find a
minimal possible directed path from A to B in M.

Lemma 1 (Wang et al. (2023a)). Given a maximal local MAG M obtained from a PAG P and a valid local transformation
of X represented by C, the following properties are satisfied:

(Invariant) The arrowheads and tails in M are invariant in all the MAGs consistent with P and the local transformation
of X represented by C;

(Chordal) the circle component in M is chordal;

(Balanced) for any three vertices A,B,C in M, if A∗→ B ◦−∗ C, then there is an edge between A and C with an
arrowhead at C, namely, A∗→ C. Furthermore, if the edge between A and B is A→ B, then the edge between A and
C is either A→ C or A◦→ C (i.e., it is not A↔ C);

(Complete) for each circle at vertex A on any edge A ◦−∗B in M, there exist MAGsM1 andM2 consistent with M
with A←∗B ∈ E(M1) and A→ B ∈ E(M2);

(P6) we can always obtain a MAG consistent with P and the local transformation of X represented by C, by
transforming the circle component into a DAG without unshielded colliders and transforming A◦→ B as A→ B.

Lemma 2 (Wang et al. (2023a)). Consider a maximal local MAG M. If there is a possible directed path from A to B in M,
then there is a minimal possible directed path from A to B in M.

Lemma 3. Given a maximal local MAG M, suppose a MAGM consistent with M such that there exists an adjustment
set relative to (X,Y ). Let W be D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ). Suppose there is a minimal possible directed path p = ⟨J0(=
V ), J1, · · · , Js(= T ) from V ∈ W̄ to a vertex T in M, where each non-endpoint in p does not belong to W ∪ W̄. If
T ∈ Anc(Y,M), then p can only be as J0◦→ J1 → · · · → Js in M. And there exists a collider path X(= F0)↔ F1 ↔
· · · ↔ Ft−1 ←∗V in M with edges Fi → J1, 0 ≤ i ≤ n− 1.

Proof. According to Def. 2, there exists a collider path X(= F0)↔ F1 ↔ · · · ↔ Ft−1 ←∗V in M, where F1, · · · , Ft−1 ∈
W. There cannot be an edge Fi ←∗J1 in M for any 0 ≤ i ≤ t− 1, for otherwise J1 ∈W ∪ W̄.

Since V is not an ancestor of Y inM and p is a minimal possible directed path, there must be Ft−1 ↔ V ←∗J1 inM.
Hence Ft−1 is adjacent to J1, for otherwise there is a new unshielded collider inM relative to M. Since (1) for each
Fi, 0 ≤ i ≤ t − 1, there cannot be Fi ←∗J1 in M, and (2) the balanced property is fulfilled in M, we can conclude that
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there is there is Fi → J1 or Fi◦→ J1,∀1 ≤ i ≤ n − 1 and X → J1, otherwise there is always a discriminating path for
V which leads to a non-circle mark at V on the edge between V and J1 in P . Due to V ∗→ Fn−1 → J1 in M and the
balanced property of M, there is V ◦→ J1. Since the path p is a minimal possible directed path, the path can only be as
V ◦→ J1 → · · · → Js.

Lemma 4. Given a maximal local MAG M, suppose a MAGM consistent with M such that there exists an adjustment set
relative to (X,Y ). Let W be D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ). For any S incorporated into the set of vertices S in the process of Alg. 2
(on Line 7), there is S ∈ Anc(Y,M).

Proof. Note the graph M is updated in every round of Alg. 2. To distinguish them, we use Mi to denote the graph obtained
after Line 5 of Alg. 2 in the i-th round. Denote M the original maximal local MAG. Note in the whole process, there are no
new tails introduced. Hence, for any i, Anc(Y,Mi) = Anc(Y,M).

For S ∈W, since W = D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ), there is S ∈ Anc(W ∪ {Y },M) and S ∈ Anc(Y,M). For S ∈ S0 defined
in Def. 4, according to Lemma 3, since S is the vertex adjacent to a vertex V ∈ W̄ in a minimal possible directed path
from V to a vertex in Anc(Y,M), there is S ∈ Anc(Y,M). Suppose there are T rounds in Alg. 2, where in the i-th round,
1 ≤ i ≤ T − 1, an edge A←∗Si is transformed byR12 on Line 6 of Alg. 2, and thus Anc(Si,Mi) ∩T is incorporated to S
on Line 7 of Alg. 2. For brevity, denote T = PossDe(W̄,M[−S])\W̄) like Line 2 of Alg. 2.

We first prove S1 ∈ Anc(Y,M). Since R12 is triggered, there is an unbridged path p = ⟨K1, · · · ,Km⟩ relative to S0

and there exists an uncovered possible directed path ⟨V, S1, · · · ,Kj⟩ for 1 ≤ j ≤ m in M1, where V ∈ W̄. Without
loss of generality, suppose p is an unbridged path. In the unbridged path, there is C ∗−◦K1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦Km ◦−∗D in M,
where C ∈ FK1

\FK2
, D ∈ FKm

\FKm−1
, FKi

= {V ∈ V′ | V ∗−◦ Ki or V ∗→ Ki in M1}. Next we prove there is
not K1 → C in M1. Suppose K1 → C in M1 for contradiction. As in the process of Alg. 2 we never add a tail, there is
K1 ∈→ C in M. In this case, there is a directed path S1 → · · · → K1 → C in M and C ∈ S0 ⊆ Anc(W ∪ {Y },M).
Hence S1 ∈ Anc(W ∪ {Y },M). Since V ∈ W̄ is adjacent to S1, S1 should belong to S0, contradiction. Hence there
cannot be an edge K1 → C in M1.

Hence, inM consistent with M, for each vertex Fj , 1 ≤ j ≤ m, it is easy to prove that Fj is an ancestor of either C or D,
for otherwise there will be an unshielded collider in the path ⟨C,K1, · · · ,Km, D⟩ inM. And since C,D ∈ S0, and C,D
are ancestors of Y inM, it holds C,D ∈ Anc(Y,M). And since there is V ◦→ S1 → · · · → Kj in M, S1 is an ancestor of
Y in M. Thus S1 ∈ Anc(Y,M). It is evident that all the vertices in Anc(S1,M1) ∩T are ancestors of Y .

Next we prove the induction result. Suppose in the first i round, each vertex in S0,Anc(S1,M), · · · ,Anc(Si,M) is an
ancestor of Y inM. We will prove Si+1 ∈ Anc(Y,M).

SinceR12 is triggered,there is an unbridged path p = ⟨T1, · · · , Tf ⟩ relative to S0 ∪
⋃

1≤q≤i(Anc(Sq,Mq) ∩T) and there
exists an uncovered possible directed path ⟨V, Si+1, · · · , Ts⟩ for 1 ≤ s ≤ f in Mi+1 where V ∈ W̄. Without loss of
generality, suppose p is an unbridged path. In the unbridged path, there is J ∗−◦ T1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦ Tf ◦−∗K in Mi+1, where
J ∈ FT1

\FT2
, K ∈ FTf

\FTf−1
. Next we prove there is not T1 → J in Mi+1. Suppose T1 → J in M for contradiction.

Note in the whole process of Alg. 2, we never add a tail, hence there is T1 → J in M. In this case, there is a directed path
Si+1 → · · · → T1 → J in M and J ∈ S0 ∪

⋃
1≤q≤i(Anc(Sq,Mq)∩T). If J ∈ S0, then Si+1 ∈ Anc(W∪{Y },M), Si+1

should belong to S0, contradiction. If Si+1 ∈ Anc(Sq,Mq) ∩T, 1 ≤ q ≤ i, then Si+1 should have been incorporated into
S in the q-round of Alg. 2, contradiction. Hence there cannot be an edge T1 → J in Mi+1.

Hence, inM consistent with M, for each vertex Ts, 1 ≤ s ≤ f , it is an ancestor of either J or K, for otherwise there will
be an unshielded collider in the path ⟨J, T1, · · · , Tf ,K⟩ inM. And since J,K ∈ S0 ∪

⋃
1≤q≤i(Anc(Sq,Mq) ∩T), and

J,K are ancestors of Y inM, it holds J,K ∈ Anc(Y,M). And since there is V ◦→ Si+1 → · · · → Ts in M, Si+1 is an
ancestor of Y . Thus Si+1 ∈ Anc(Y,M). Hence all the vertices in Anc(Si+1,Mi+1) ∩T are ancestors of Y inM.

By induction, we can prove that all the incorporated vertices in S are ancestors of Y inM.

Theorem. 3. Prop. 7 has implied that W = D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) is a potential adjustment set. We will prove that a set of
vertices S will be returned by Alg. 2.

Note the graph M is updated in every round of Alg. 2. To distinguish them, we use Mi to denote the graph obtained after
Line 5 of Alg. 2 in the i-th round, use Si to denote the set of vertices obtained after Line 7 of Alg. 2 in the i-th round. Denote
M the original maximal local MAG. For S ∈ S0 in Def. 4, there must be V ←∗S inM if there is V ◦−∗ S in M. Hence the
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arrowheads introduced in the first round of Alg. 2 must exist inM. And due to the soundness of R12 by Thm. 1, all the
arrowheads introduced in Alg. 2 exist inM.

In the whole process, there are no new tails introduced. Hence, for any i, Anc(Y,Mi) = Anc(Y,M). For brevity, denote
T = PossDe(W̄,M[−S])\W̄ like Line 2 of Alg. 2. Suppose there are J rounds in Alg. 2, where in the i-th round,
1 ≤ i ≤ J − 1, an edge A←∗Si is transformed byR12 on Line 6 of Alg. 2, and thus Anc(Si,Mi) ∩T is incorporated to S
on Line 7 of Alg. 2. Hence there is evidently Si+1 = Si ∪ (Anc(Si+1,Mi+1) ∩T), for 0 ≤ i ≤ J − 1.

It suffices to show that in the i-th round 1 ≤ i ≤ J , there is (1) PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si]) ∩ Pa(Si,Mi) = ∅, (2) Mi[SV ] is a
complete graph for any V ∈ W̄, where SV = {V ′ ∈ Si|V ◦−∗ V ′or V ←∗V ′ in Mi}, and (3) there is not an unbridged path
relative to Si in Mi[PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si])]. As when these three conditions are satisfied in each round, Alg. 2 could output
a set of vertices. Suppose in the i round, the algorithm output “No”. According to Alg. 2, at least one of the three conditions
is violated. We will prove the impossibility of the violations of the three conditions in the following.

If PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si]) ∩ Pa(Si,Mi) ̸= T , suppose there is a minimal possible directed path p from V ∈ W̄ to T in
Mi[−Si] such that each non-endpoint does not belong to W̄, and there is an edge T → S in Mi for S ∈ Si. Hence
T ∈ Anc(S,Mi). According to Lemma 3, p is V ◦→→ · · · → T in M. In this case, if S ∈ S0, according to Def. 4 and
Lemma 3, there is S ∈ Anc(W ∪ {Y },M). Thus T ∈ Anc(W ∪ {Y },M), which implies that there is a minimal possible
directed path p′ from V ∈ W̄ to T ∈ Anc(W ∪ {Y },M) such that p′ is a sub-path of p. However, according to Def. 4,
in the case above, the vertex adjacent to V in p′ should belong to S0, contradicting with the fact that the path p is in
Mi[−Si]. If Sj is incorporated into S in Alg. 2 in the j, j < i round, since there is T ∈ Anc(S,M), T should belong to
Sj+1,Sj+2, · · · ,Si, contradicting with the fact that the path p is in Mi[−Si]. Hence there is always a contradiction if there
is PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si]) ∩ Pa(Si,Mi) ̸= ∅.

Since W = D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ), for any V ∈ W̄, V is not an ancestor of Y inM. If Mi[SV ] is not a complete graph
for some V ∈ W̄, there must be an edge V → S inM, for otherwise there will be new unshielded collider at V . Due to
Lemma 4, S is an ancestor of Y . Thus V is an ancestor of Y , thus V ∈W ∩ W̄, contradicting with W ∩ W̄ = ∅.

Finally, we prove that there is not an unbridged path relative to Si in Mi[PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si])]. Suppose
Mi[PossDe(W̄,M[−Si])] is not bridged relative to Si in M. Since Mi[PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si])] is not bridged relative
to Si in Mi, without loss of generality, suppose an unbridged path K1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦ Km relative to Si, and there is
A ∈ W̄. According to Lemma 4, all the vertices in Si are ancestors of Y in M. At first, we prove K1, · · · ,Km are
ancestors of Y in M. As there are vertices S1, S2 ∈ Si such that S1 ∈ FK1

\FK2
and S2 ∈ FKm

\FKm−1
, where

FV = {V ′ ∈ Si|V ◦−∗ V ′ or V ←∗V ′ in Mi} as Def. 1.

If S ∈ S0, according to Def. 4, there is a minimal possible directed path p = ⟨V ′, S, · · · , T ⟩ from V ′ ∈ W̄ to T ∈
Anc(W ∪ {Y },M) where each non-endpoint does not belong to W̄ in Mi. According to Def. 2, there exists a collider path
X ↔ F1 ↔ · · · ↔ Ft−1 ←∗V ′ where F1, · · · , Ft−1 ∈W. And according to the result (2) above, Mi[SV ′ ] is a complete
graph. Hence Ft−1 is adjacent to S. In this case if there is an edge Ft−1 ←∗S in Mi, there is Ft−1 ←∗S in M, thus there
is S ∈W ∪ W̄. And due to S ̸∈ W̄, there is S ∈W. And if there is an edge Ft−1 ◦−∗ S or Ft−1 → S in Mi, there is
Ft−1 ◦−∗ S or Ft−1 → S in M, there must be V ◦→ S in M. Due the p is a minimal possible directed path in Mi, p is also a
minimal possible directed path in M, p is V ′◦→ S → · · · → T in M, thus S ∈ Anc(W ∪ {Y },M). Hence, no matter what
the edge is between S and Ft−1, there is S ∈ Anc(W ∪ {Y },M). In this case, if there is Kj → S in M, there is Kj ∈ S0

due to S ∈ S0, contradicting with Kj ∈ PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si]). If S is incorporated into S in the j, j < i round on Line 7 of
Alg. 2, K is also incorporated into S in this round due to K ∈ Anc(S,M), contradicting with Kj ∈ PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si]).
Hence for any Kj , 1 ≤ j ≤ m and S ∈ Si in the process of Alg. 2, there cannot be an edge S ← Kj .

Hence, consider the uncovered path p1 = ⟨S1,K1,K2, · · · ,Km, S2⟩ in Mi where the sub-path from K1 to Km is a circle
path. Note the non-circle marks in Mi also exist inM due to the soundness ofR12 according to Thm. 1. SinceM cannot
have new unshielded colliders relative to Mi, there is each vertex in K1,K2, · · · ,Km is an ancestor of either S1 or S2 in
M. Since S1 and S2 are ancestors of Y according to Lemma 4, any vertex in K1, · · · ,Km are ancestors of Y inM.

Note in the process of Alg. 2, we only add arrowheads at W̄, which are not ancestors of Y in M, hence we will
never introduce any arrowheads at Kj ,∀1 ≤ j ≤ m in Alg. 2. Hence in Mi, the uncovered path p1 is in the form of
S1 ∗−◦K1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦Km ◦−∗ S2, that is, there cannot be S1∗→ K1 or Km ←∗S2 in Mi.

Next, for any Kj , 1 ≤ j ≤ m, consider the minimal possible directed path p = ⟨A,Bj , · · · ,Kj⟩ from A to Kj . Note we
use notation B to denote the vertex adjacent to A in the minimal possible directed path from A to Kj , 1 ≤ j ≤ m. Without
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loss of generality, we suppose each non-endpoint in p does not belong to W̄, since if there is another vertex A′ ∈ W̄ in p,
we can consider A′ instead of A, it is evidently that K1, · · · ,Km are possible descendants of A′ as well since there is a
minimal possible directed path from A′ to Kj and there are circle paths from Kj to each vertex in K1, · · · ,Km.

Note it is possible that there are many minimal possible directed paths from A to Kj . Next, we prove that for any
Bi, Bj , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ m, there is either Bi and Bj denote the same vertex, or Bi is adjacent to Bj , and Bi is adjacent to each
vertex in S in M. Suppose Bi is not adjacent to Bj or S ∈ S in M. Since S is an ancestor of Y in any MAGM consistent
with M such that W = D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ), and A ∈ W̄, there is A←∗S inM. Since there is not A←∗Bj or A←∗Bi in
M, there is either A→ Bj or A→ Bi inM. And since Bj and Bi are located at minimal possible directed paths from A
to Kj and Ki, respectively, there must be A ∈ Anc(Ki,M) or A ∈ Anc(Kj ,M). Since we have proven that Ki,Kj are
ancestors of Y inM, A is an ancestors of Y inM, in which case there is A ∈W ∩ W̄, contradicting with W ∩ W̄ = ∅ in
Def. 2. Hence, for any Bi, Bj , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ m, there is either Bi and Bj denote the same vertex, or Bi is adjacent to Bj ,
and Bi is adjacent to each vertex in S in M.

Next, we prove that for any 1 ≤ j ≤ m, there is not Bj = Kj . That is, the minimal possible directed path from A to
Kj cannot be A ◦−∗Kj in Mi. Suppose there is A ◦−∗Kj in Mi. According to the result above, for any S ∈ S, Kj is
adjacent to S. In this case, there must be m ≥ 3, for otherwise if the unbridged path is just K1 ◦−◦K2, suppose j = 1,
then there must be FK1

⊇ FK2
, contradicting with the definition of unbridged path in Def. 1. We consider the circle

path Kj ◦−◦Kj+1 ◦−◦ · · · ◦−◦Km in M (If j ≥ m − 1, then we consider the circle path K1 ◦−◦ · · ·Kj instead. And it
is impossible that m = 3 and j = 2, for otherwise the path cannot be unbridged). There is S2 ∈ FKm

\FKm−1
. Since

there cannot be an edge Km−1 → S2 in Mi and M, which we have proven before, and S2 ∈ FKm\FKm−1 , S2 cannot be
adjacent to Km−1. Next, we can conclude that Km−2 is not adjacent to S2, for otherwise in the substructure comprised of
Km−2,Km−1,Km, S2, there must be Km → S2 ← Km−2 oriented byR9 in P , which leads to Km−2 → S in M and Mi,
contradiction. Similarly, we can conclude that no vertices in Kj ,Kj+1, · · · ,Km is adjacent to S. However, we have proven
that Kj is adjacent to S, contradiction. Hence, for any Bj , 1 ≤ j ≤ m, Bj ̸= Kj .

Next, we will prove that for any Bj , 1 ≤ j ≤ m, Bj is also in the minimal possible directed path from A to Ki,
where 1 ≤ i ≤ m and i ̸= j. Without loss of generality, suppose i > j. Consider the minimal possible directed path
⟨A,Bj+1, · · · ,Kj+1⟩ from A to Kj+1 in M. We will prove that Bj is also the vertex adjacent to A in a minimal possible
directed path from A to Kj+1. If Bj+1 and Bj denote the same vertex, the result evidently holds. We just consider the case
Bj+1 ̸= Bj . We have proven that Bj is adjacent to Bj+1 before.

Note each vertex in K1, · · · ,Km is an ancestor of Y inM. According to Lemma 3, there must be p1 = A◦→ Bj →
· · · → Kj and p2 = A◦→ Bj+1 → · · · → Kj+1. Since we have proven Kj+1 ̸= Bj+1 above, A cannot be adjacent to
Kj+1, for otherwise p2 is not a minimal possible directed path. If Bj is adjacent to Kj+1 in M, it is evident that there is a
minimal possible directed path ⟨A,Bj ,Kj+1⟩, thus Bj is also the vertex adjacent to A in a minimal possible directed path
from A to Kj+1. If Bj is not adjacent to Kj+1, due to the possible directed path Bj → · · · → Kj ◦−◦Kj+1 in Mi, the
corresponding path in M is also a possible directed path, there must be a minimal possible directed path p′ from Bj to Kj+1

in M according to Lemma 2, and thus the corresponding path of p′ in Mi must be also a minimal possible directed path since
in Alg. 2 we only transform some edge V ◦−∗ S to V ←∗S for V ∈ W̄ and S ∈ Si, while each vertex in p′ does not belong
to S since it is in Mi[−Si]. And A is not adjacent to any non-endpoint in p′ since A◦→ Bj → · · · → Kj is a minimal
possible directed path and A is not adjacent to Kj+1. Hence, we have a new minimal possible directed path A◦→ Bj

⊕
p′,

where Bj is the vertex adjacent to A in a minimal possible directed path from A to Kj+1. Similarly, we can prove that Bj is
also the vertex adjacent to A in a minimal possible directed path from A to Kj+2. Repeat the process, we can prove that Bj

is also the vertex adjacent to A in a minimal possible directed path from A to Ki, for any 1 ≤ i ≤ m and i ̸= j.

Till now, we have proven that there exists a minimal possible directed path from A to each vertex in K1, · · · ,Km such that
Bj is the common vertex adjacent to A in all paths. And it is evidently that the minimal possible directed path is an uncovered
path. Hence, if Bj ̸∈ Si, the edge A ◦−∗Bj should be transformed byR12 in Mi on Line 6 of Alg. 2, thus the algorithm will
enter the next loop, contradiction. Hence there is not an unbridged path relative to Si in Mi[PossDe(W̄,Mi[−Si])].

D.5. Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. We prove it by mathematical induction. For each V ∈ DD-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ), we consider the minimal collider path
satisfying the three conditions of Definition 5 in M. If the length is 1, there is X ←∗V in MX˜ since there cannot be X −∗V
in MX˜ according to the definition of MX˜ . If there is V ∈ Anc(Y,M), it trivially concludes that V ∈ D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ )
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according to the definition. If M[QV ] is not a complete graph, evidently there are at least two vertices in QV . Suppose
S1, S2 ∈ QV are not adjacent. It is evident that there is either V → S1 or V → S2 inM, otherwise there is a new unshielded
collider inM relative to M and P , which contradicts with thatM is consistent with M. Thus there is also V ∈ Anc(Y,M)
such that V ∈ D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ). Hence if the length is 1, there is V ∈ D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ). Suppose the result holds
when the length of the minimal collider path mentioned above is k. For the vertex V with a minimal collider path satisfying
the three conditions of Definition 5 whose length is k + 1, suppose the path is comprised of X,V1, V2, · · · , Vk+1. We
have V1, V2, · · · , Vk ∈ D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ). For Vk+1, similar to the proof above, no matter whether Vk+1 ∈ Anc(Y,M)

or M[QVk+1
] is not a complete graph, there is always Vk+1 ∈ Anc(Y,M), thus Vk+1 ∈ D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ) due to the

collider path where each non-endpoint belongs to D-SEP(X,Y,MX˜ ).
D.6. Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. The proof follows Thm. 4 of Wang et al. (2023a) based on Thm. 2 and Thm. 3. Thm. 2 and Thm. 3 can ensure that
by using Alg. 2 for each potential adjustment set, we can find the set of causal effects in all the DAGs represented by the
MAGs consistent with M. And since in PAGrules, all possible local transformation are considered on Line 5, PAGrules can
return the set of causal effects in all the DAGs represented by the MAGs consistent with P .

19


	Introduction
	Preliminary
	Proposed Rules
	Application on Set Determination
	Revisiting Latest Results
	Utilizing Proposed Rules
	The Algorithm for Set Determination

	Conclusion
	Detailed Preliminary
	Preliminary about Graphs
	Preliminary about Orientation Rules
	Preliminary about Causal Effect Estimation

	A Detailed Introduction to PAGcauses (Wang et al. 2023a)
	Complexity Analysis of Algorithm 1
	Proof
	Proof of Proposition 1
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Proof of Theorem 2
	Proof of Theorem 3
	Proof of Proposition 3
	Proof of Corollary 1


